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PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 103 CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, May 2, 1994 


The House met at 12 noon and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore [Mr. MONTGOMERY]. 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following com- 
munication from the Speaker: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, May 2, 1994. 

I hereby designate the Honorable G.V. 
(SONNY) MONTGOMERY to act as Speaker pro 
tempore on this day. 

THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 
Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 


We offer this prayer of gratitude, O 
gracious God, for Your word to us is 
one of hope and comfort and peace. In 
a world that knows the realities of con- 
flict and pain, Your word gives consola- 
tion and solace. We know, too, that in 
our own lives we can experience the 
disappointments and frustrations that 
lead to apprehension and anxiety. Into 
our lives and into our world, we pray, O 
loving God, that Your spirit will lift us 
from that which hinders and detracts, 
and give us the heavenly vision of faith 
and hope and love. For these and all 
Your good gifts, O God, we offer this 
prayer of thanksgiving. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from California [Mr. HORN] 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance? 


Mr. HORN led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives: 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, April 29, 1994. 
Hon. THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per- 
mission granted in Clause 5 of Rule III of the 
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives, 
the Clerk received the following message 
from the Secretary of the Senate on Friday, 
April 29, 1994 at 10:35 pm.: that the Senate 
agreed to the Conference Report on H.R. 2333. 

With great respect, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
DONNALD K. ANDERSON, 
Clerk, House of Representatives. 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair desires to announce that pursu- 
ant to clause 4 of rule I, the Speaker 
signed the following enrolled bill on 
Friday, April 29, 1994: 

H.R. 2333, to authorize appropriations for 
the Department of State, the U.S. Informa- 
tion Agency, and related agencies, and for 
other purposes. 


CONFERENCE REPORT ON $S. 636, 
FREEDOM OF ACCESS TO CLINIC 
ENTRANCES ACT OF 1994 


Mr. EDWARDS of California submit- 
ted the following conference report and 
statement on the Senate bill (S. 636) to 
amend the Public Health Service Act 
to permit individuals to have freedom 
of access to certain medical clinics and 
facilities, and for other purposes: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 103-488) 

The committee of conference on the dis- 

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 


amendments of the House to the bill (S. 636), 
to amend the Public Health Service Act to 
permit individuals to have freedom of access 
to certain medical clinics and facilities, and 
for other purposes, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the House to the 
text of the bill and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in- 
serted by the House amendment, insert the 
following: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Freedom of Ac- 
cess to Clinic Entrances Act of 1994". 

SEC. 2. PURPOSE. 

Pursuant to the affirmative power of Congress 
to enact this legislation under section 8 of arti- 
cle I of the Constitution, as well as under sec- 
tion 5 of the fourteenth amendment to the Con- 
stitution, it is the purpose of this Act to protect 
and promote the public safety and health and 
activities affecting interstate commerce by estab- 
lishing Federal criminal penalties and civil rem- 
edies for certain violent, threatening, obstruc- 
tive and destructive conduct that is intended to 
injure, intimidate or interfere with persons seek- 
ing to obtain or provide reproductive health 
services. 

SEC. 3. FREEDOM OF ACCESS TO CLINIC EN- 
TRANCES. 


Chapter 13 of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new section: 

“$248. Freedom of Access to Clinic Entrances 

"(a) PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES.—Whoever— 

“(1) by force or threat of force or by physical 
obstruction, intentionally injures, intimidates or 
interferes with or attempts to injure, intimidate 
or interfere with any person because that person 
is or has been, or in order to intimidate such 
person or any other person or any class of per- 
sons from, obtaining or providing reproductive 
health services; 

"(2) by force or threat of force or by physical 
obstruction, intentionally injures, intimidates or 
interferes with or attempts to injure, intimidate 
or interfere with any person lawfully exercising 
or seeking to exercise the First Amendment right 
of religious freedom at a place of religious wor- 
ship; or 

"(3) intentionally damages or destroys the 
property of a facility, or attempts to do so, be- 
cause such facility provides reproductive health 
services, or intentionally damages or destroys 
the property of a place of religious worship, 
shall be subject to the penalties provided in sub- 
section (b) and the civil remedies provided in 


O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., O 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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subsection (c), ercept that a parent or legal 
guardian of a minor shall not be subject to any 
penalties or civil remedies under this section for 
such activities insofar as they are directed er- 
clusively at that minor. 

"(b) PENALTIES.—Whoever violates this sec- 
tion shall— 

“(1) in the case of a first offense, be fined in 
accordance with this title, or imprisoned not 
more than one year, or both; and 

“(2) in the case of a second or subsequent of- 
fense after a prior conviction under this section, 
be fined in accordance with this title, or impris- 
oned not more than 3 years, or both; 
ercept that for an offense involving erclusively 
a nonviolent physical obstruction, the fine shall 
be not more than $10,000 and the length of im- 
prisonment shall be not more than six months, 
or both, for the first offense; and the fine shall 
be not more than $25,000 and the length of im- 
prisonment shall be not more than 18 months, or 
both, for a subsequent offense; and except that 
if bodily injury results, the length of imprison- 
ment shall be not more than 10 years, and if 
death results, it shall be for any term of years 
or for life. 

"(c) CIVIL REMEDIES.— 

“(1) RIGHT OF ACTION.— 

"(A) IN GENERAL.—Amy person aggrieved by 
reason of the conduct prohibited by subsection 
(a) may commence a civil action for the relief set 
forth in subparagraph (B), except that such an 
action may be brought under subsection (a)(1) 
only by a person involved in providing or seek- 
ing to provide, or obtaining or seeking to obtain, 
services in a facility that provides reproductive 
health services, and such an action may be 
brought under subsection (a)(2) only by a per- 
son lawfully exercising or seeking to exercise the 
First Amendment right of religious freedom at a 
place of religious worship or by the entity that 
owns or operates such place of religious wor- 
ship. 

"(B) RELIEF.—In any action under subpara- 
graph (A), the court may award appropriate re- 
lief, including temporary, preliminary or perma- 
nent injunctive relief and compensatory and pu- 
nitive damages, as well as the costs of suit and 
reasonable fees for attorneys and erpert wit- 
nesses. With respect to compensatory damages, 
the plaintiff may elect, at any time prior to the 
rendering of final judgment, to recover, in lieu 
of actual damages, an award of statutory dam- 
ages in the amount of $5,000 per violation. 

"(2) ACTION BY ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE 
UNITED STATES.— 

"(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Attorney General of 
the United States has reasonable cause to be- 
lieve that any person or group of persons is 
being, has been, or may be injured by conduct 
constituting a violation of this section, the At- 
torney General may commence a civil action in 
any appropriate United States District Court. 

"(B) RELIEF.—In any action under subpara- 
graph (A), the court may award appropriate re- 
lief, including temporary, preliminary or perma- 
nent injunctive relief, and compensatory dam- 
ages to persons aggrieved as described in para- 
graph (1)(B). The court, to vindicate the public 
interest, may also assess a civil penalty against 
each respondent— 

i) in an amount not exceeding $10,000 for a 
nonviolent physical obstruction and $15,000 for 
other first violations; and 

ii) in an amount not exceeding $15,000 for a 
nonviolent physical obstruction and $25,000 for 
any other subsequent violation. 

"(3) ACTIONS BY STATE ATTORNEYS GENERAL.— 

"(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Attorney General of 
a State has reasonable cause to believe that any 
person or group of persons is being, has been, or 
may be injured by conduct constituting a viola- 
tion of this section, such Attorney General may 
commence a civil action in the name of such 
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State, as parens patriae on behalf of natural 
persons residing in such State, in any appro- 
priate United States District Court. 

"(B) RELIEF.—In any action under subpara- 
graph (A), the court may award appropriate re- 
lief, including temporary, preliminary or perma- 
nent injunctive relief, compensatory damages, 
and civil penalties as described in paragraph 
(2)(B). 

"(d) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed— 

"(1) to prohibit any erpressive conduct (in- 
cluding peaceful picketing or other peaceful 
demonstration) protected from legal prohibition 
by the First Amendment to the Constitution; 

2) to create new remedies for interference 
with activities protected by the free speech or 
free exercise clauses of the First Amendment to 
the Constitution, occurring outside a facility, 
regardless of the point of view erpressed, or to 
limit any existing legal remedies for such inter- 
ference; 

"(3) to provide exclusive criminal penalties or 
civil remedies with respect to the conduct pro- 
hibited by this section, or to preempt State or 
local laws that may provide such penalties or 
remedies; or 

) to interfere with the enforcement of State 
or local laws regulating the performance of 
abortions or other reproductive health services. 

e) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section: 

) FACILITY.—The term ‘facility’ includes a 
hospital, clinic, physician's office, or other fa- 
cility that provides reproductive health services, 
and includes the building or structure in which 
th? facility is located. 

"(2) INTERFERE WITH.—The term ‘interfere 
with' means to restrict a person's freedom of 
movement. 

"(3)  INTIMIDATE.—The term ‘intimidate’ 
means to place a person in reasonable appre- 
hension of bodily harm to him- or herself or to 
another. 

“(4) PHYSICAL OBSTRUCTION.—The term 'phys- 
ical obstruction’ means rendering impassable in- 
gress to or egress from a facility that provides 
reproductive health services or to or from a 
place of religious worship, or rendering passage 
to or from such a facility or place of religious 
worship unreasonably difficult or hazardous. 

"(3) REPRODUCTIVE HEALTH SERVICES.—The 
term ‘reproductive health services’ means repro- 
ductive health services provided in a hospital, 
clinic, physician's office, or other facility, and 
includes medical, surgical, counselling or refer- 
ral services relating to the human reproductive 
system, including services relating to pregnancy 
or the termination of a pregnancy. 

“(6) STATE.—The term ‘State’ includes a State 
of the United States, the District of Columbia, 
and any commonwealth, territory, or possession 
of the United States. 

SEC. 4. CLERICAL AMENDMENT. 

The table of sections at the beginning of chap- 
ter 13 of title 18, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end the following new item: 

“248. Blocking access to reproductive health 

services. 
SEC. 5. SEVERABILITY. 

If any provision of this Act, an amendment 
made by this Act, or the application of such pro- 
vision or amendment to any person or cir- 
cumstance is held to be unconstitutional, the re- 
mainder of this Act, the amendments made by 
this Act, and the application of the provisions of 
such to any other person or circumstance shall 
not be affected thereby. 

SEC. 6. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act takes effect on the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, and shall apply only with re- 
spect to conduct occurring on or after such date. 

And the House agree to the same. 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the House to the 
title of the bill, and agree to the same. 


May 2, 1994 


JACK BROOKS, 
CHARLES SCHUMER, 
DON EDWARDS, 
JOHN CONYERS, Jr., 
PAT SCHROEDER, 
JOHN D. DINGELL, 
HENRY A. WAXMAN, 
MIKE SYNAR, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


TED KENNEDY, 
CLAIBORNE PELL, 
HOWARD M. METZENBAUM, 
PAUL SIMON, 
BARBARA A. MIKULSKI, 
JIM JEFFORDS, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

The managers on the part of the House and 
the Senate at the conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ment of the House to the bill (S. 636) to per- 
mit individuals to have freedom of access to 
certain medical clinics and facilities, and for 
other purposes, submit the following joint 
statement to the House and the Senate in ex- 
planation of the effect of the action agreed 
upon by the managers and recommended in 
the accompanying Conference Report: 

1, SHORT TITLE 

The short title is modified to update the 
reference from 1993 to 1994. 

2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE 

The Senate Bill, but not the House Amend- 
ment, contains a Congressional Statement of 
Findings and Purpose. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
The amendment deletes the Findings but in- 
corporates a portion of them in the Purpose 
section. The Conferees note that Congress 
has found: 

(1) An interstate campaign of violent, 
threatening, obstructive and destructive 
conduct aimed at providers of reproductive 
health services across the nation has injured 
providers of such services and their patients, 
and the extent and interstate nature of this 
conduct place it beyond the ability of any 
single state or local jurisdiction to control; 

(2) Such conduct, which has included 
blockades and invasions of medical facilities, 
arson and other destruction of property, as- 
saults, death threats, attempted murder and 
murder, infringes upon the exercise of rights 
secured by federal and state law, both statu- 
tory and constitutional; 

(3) Such conduct also burdens interstate 
commerce by forcing patients to travel from 
states where their access to reproductive 
health services is obstructed to other states, 
and by interfering with the interstate com- 
mercial activities of health care providers, 
including the purchase and lease of facilities 
and equipment, sale of goods and services, 
employment of personnel and generation of 
income, and purchase of medicine, medical 
supplies, surgical instruments and other sup- 
plies from other states; 

(4) Prior to the Supreme Court’s decision 
in Bray v. Alerandria Women's Health Clinic, 
113 S. Ct. 753 (1993), the conduct described in 
paragraphs (1) through (3) above was fre- 
quently enjoined by federal courts in actions 
brought under 42 U.S.C. 1985(3), but in that 
case the Court denied a remedy under such 
section to persons injured by the obstruction 
of access to abortion-related services; and 

(5) Violent, threatening, obstructive and 
destructive conduct aimed at providers of re- 
productive health services can be prohibited, 
and the right of injured parties to seek re- 
dress in the courts can be established, with- 
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out abridging the exercise of any rights 
guaranteed under the First Amendment to 
the Constitution or under any other law. 


3. CODIFICATION 


The Senate Bill amends the Public Health 
Service Act. The House Amendment amends 
Chapter 13 of title 18 of the United States 
Code. 

The Senate recedes. 


4. TERMINOLOGY 


The Senate Bill refers to "pregnancy or 
abortion-related services” throughout, while 
the House Amendment refers to “reproduc- 
tive health services." 

The Senate recedes. 


5. PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES 


The Senate Bill applies to conduct under- 
taken ‘‘because [the targeted] person is or 
has been, or in order to intimidate such per- 
son or any other person or any class of per- 
sons from, obtaining or providing [certain] 
services. * * The House Amendment ap- 
plies to conduct “because [the targeted] per- 
son or any other person or class of persons is 
obtaining or providing [certain] services.“ 

The House recedes. The Conferees note 
that the Senate language is closely modeled 
on federal civil rights laws (including 18 
U.S.C. 245(b), 42 U.S.C. 3631, and 18 U.S.C. 
247). 

The Conferees note that both the Senate 
Bill and the House Amendment contain a 
narrow exception for activities of a parent or 
legal guardian of a minor exclusively at that 
minor. This provision is included only be- 
cause there is no evidence that state and 
local laws are inadequate to protect against 
and punish such conduct; the Conferees do 
not condone any abuse of minor children in 
this context or any other. The Conferees also 
note that because the exception applies only 
“insofar as [such activities] are directed ex- 
clusively" at the individual's own minor 
child, there will be no exemption from any of 
the penalties or remedies of the Act to the 
extent that an offender's conduct inten- 
tionally injures, intimidates or interferes 
with parties other than that minor. Finally, 
the Conferees note that this exception is in- 
tended to apply only to parents or legal 
guardians who are natural persons, not pub- 
lic or private institutions or their employees 
or agents. 

6. RELIGIOUS WORSHIP 


The Senate Bill, in Section 3 (Section 
2715(a)), but not the House Amendment, cre- 
ates criminal penalties and civil remedies 
against anyone who by force, threat of force 
or physical obstruction intentionally in- 
jures, intimidates or interferes with, or at- 
tempts to injure, intimidate or interfere 
with, a person lawfully exercising or seeking 
to exercise the First Amendment right of re- 
ligious freedom at a place of worship, or who 
intentionally damages or destroys the prop- 
erty of a place of religious worship. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
that modifies the Senate language in two re- 
spects. First, it inserts religious“ before 
worship“ in the first reference to place of 
worship.“ 

Second, it makes clear, by modifying one 
of the rules of construction ((d)(6) in the Sen- 
ate bill, now rule of construction (2) in the 
Conference Report), that this Act does not 
create any new remedies for interference 
with a person engaging, outside a facility 
that provides reproductive health services, 
in worship or other activities that are pro- 
tected by either the free speech or free exer- 
cise clause of the First Amendment to the 
Constitution. (Section (dX8) in the Senate 
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Bill referred only to the free speech clause 
(“expressive activities’’).) 

The second modification described above 
clarifies the scope of the provision in the Act 
referring to the exercise of religious freedom 
at a place of religious worship. This provi- 
sion, much like the one found at 18 U.S.C. 
247, is a reflection of the profound concern of 
the Congress over private intrusions on reli- 
gious worship, and the judgment of the Con- 
gress that the exercise of the right to reli- 
gious liberty deserves federal protection. 
Like 18 U.S.C. 247, it covers only conduct oc- 
curring at or in the immediate vicinity of a 
place of religious worship, such as a church, 
synagogue or other structure or place used 
primarily for worship. Examples of conduct 
that would be prohibited and would give rise 
to a civil cause of action under this Act 
would be physically blocking access to a 
church or pouring glue in the locks of a syn- 
agogue. 

Consistent with this intent, the modifica- 
tion to the rule of construction—providing 
that the Act creates no new remedies for in- 
terference with a person exercising the right 
to worship outside a reproductive health 
care facility—makes clear that no cause of 
action is established for a person engaged in 
activities outside such a facility who uses 
the occasion to engage in prayer. 


7. CRIMINAL PENALTIES 


(a) The Senate Bill, but not the House 
Amendment, provides that for an offense in- 
volving exclusively a non-violent physical 
obstruction, the maximum fine is $10,000 and 
the maximum imprisonment is six months, 
for the first offense; and the maximum fine 
is $25,000 and the maximum imprisonment is 
18 months, for a subsequent offense. The 
House Amendment does not distinguish be- 
tween penalties for nonviolent physical ob- 
structions and other offenses; it provides 
that for all offenses the maximum penalties 
are $100,000 and one year for the first offense 
and $250,000 and three years for subsequent 
offenses. 

The House recedes. The Conferees recog- 
nize that the maximum fines provided in this 
Act may need to be reconsidered at such 
point in the future that the passage of time 
has rendered these statutory amounts obso- 
lete. 

(b) The Senate Bill, but not the House 
Amendment, directs that fines shall be paid 
into the Treasury. Under the House Amend- 
ment, the fines would be deposited in the 
Crime Victims Fund. 

The Senate recedes. 


8. CIVIL, REMEDIES 


(a) The Senate Bill provides, in Section 3 
(Section 2715(c(1XA)), that a private civil 
suit may be brought by a person aggrieved 
by conduct violating Section 2715(a)(1) only 
if such person is “involved in providing or 
seeking to provide, or obtaining or seeking 
to obtain, services in a facility" that pro- 
vides the specified services. The House 
Amendment contains no such limitation on 
the aggrieved persons who may bring a pri- 
vate suit. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
The amendment adds language clarifying 
that a civil suit may be brought by a person 
aggrieved by conduct violating Section 
2715(a)(2) only if such person is involved in 
exercising or seeking to exercise the First 
Amendment right of religious freedom at a 
place of religious worship.“ This is intended 
to parallel the limitation on who may bring 
suit for violations of Section (a)(1). 

(b) The Senate Bill provides that in a pri- 
vate civil suit, the court may award, among 
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other relief, “the costs of suit and reasonable 
fees for attorneys and expert witnesses.” The 
House Amendment provides that in any civil 
suit whether brought by a private party, the 
Attorney General, or a State Attorney Gen- 
eral, “the court may award to the prevailing 
party, other than the United States, reason- 
able fees for attorneys and expert wit- 
nesses.” 

The House recedes. The Conferees intend 
that under this section, in addition to award- 
ing injunctive relief and damages to a plain- 
tiff, the court may require reasonable attor- 
neys’ fees, reasonable expert witness fees, 
and other costs of the action to be paid by 
the defendant. The Conferees intend this pro- 
vision to be interpreted in the same way that 
the attorneys’ fees provision in Title VII of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 has been inter- 
preted (42 U.S.C. 2000e-5(k)), even though the 
language of the two provisions differs. Spe- 
cifically, the Conferees intend that under 
this provision, as under 42 U.S.C. 2000e-5(k), 
attorneys’ fees and costs may be awarded to 
a defendant upon a finding that the plain- 
tiffs action was frivolous, unreasonable, or 
without foundation, even though not brought 
in subjective bad faith." Christiansburg Gar- 
ment Co. v. E.E.O.C., 434 U.S. 410, 421 (1978). 

The provisions requiring payment of rea- 
sonable expert witness fees has been included 
in direct response to West Virginia University 
Hospitals, Inc. v. Casey, 499 U.S. 83 (1991), in 
which the Supreme Court made clear that 
expert witness fees will be awarded only if 
explicitly authorized by statute. 

(c) The Senate Bill has separate sections 
on the relief that may be obtained in private 
suits, suits by the Attorney General, and 
suits by State Attorneys General. These sec- 
tions provide that a private party may ob- 
tain punitive damages, and the Attorney 
General and State Attorneys General may 
obtain civil penalties against each respond- 
ent (i) in an amount not exceeding $10,000 for 
a nonviolent physical obstruction and $15,000 
for other first violations; and (ii) in an 
amount not exceeding $15,000 for a non- 
violent physical obstruction and $25,000 for 
any other subsequent violations. The House 
Amendment, in its single section on relief, 
provides that punitive damages may be 
awarded, and makes no reference to civil 
penalties. 

The House recedes. 

(d) The Senate Bill provides that the At- 
torney General, or a State Attorney General, 
may bring an action if he or she has reason- 
able cause to believe that "any person or 
group of persons is being, has been, or may 
be injured by conduct constituting a viola- 
tion of this section, and such conduct raises 
an issue of general public importance." The 
House Amendment provides that such an ac- 
tion may be brought upon reasonable cause 
to believe that "any person, or group of per- 
sons, is aggrieved by a violation.” P 

The House recedes with an amendment de- 
leting the reference to “an issue of general 
public importance.” The Conferees believe 
that this clause is not only unnecessary, but 
could be used by those opposed to S. 636 to 
cause mischief in its enforcement. The Con- 
ferees agree with those courts that have held 
that what constitutes an issue of general 
public importance is a matter properly de- 
cided by the Attorney General. The Con- 
ferees of course expect the Attorney General 
to exercise proper discretion in the bringing 
of suits under this provision. In addition, 
just as in other Departments of the Govern- 
ment, resource constraints in the Depart- 
ment of Justice act as a natural check 
against lawsuits that are not meritorious 
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and lacking in significance. The same holds 
true for State Attorneys General. 

(e) The Senate Bill provides that a State 
Attorney General may commence à civil ac- 
tion "in the name of such State, as parens 
patriae on behalf of natural persons residing 
in such State, in any appropriate United 
States District Court." The House Amend- 
ment omits reference to suits “in parens 
patriae" and does not specify that suits may 
be brought only in federal court. 

'The House recedes. 

9. RULES OF CONSTRUCTION 


(a) The Senate Bill (rule of construction 
(d) 5) and House Amendment (rule of con- 
struction (d)(1)) both contain, in slightly dif- 
ferent terms, a rule of construction provid- 
ing that the legislation shall not be con- 
strued to prohibit expressive activities pro- 
tected by the First Amendment. 

The Senate recedes with a minor amend- 
ment (referring to the First Amendment" 
rather than the first article of amendment” 
to the Constitution). This is rule of construc- 
tion (1) in the Conference Report. 

(b) The Senate Bill (in rule (d)(6)), but not 
the House Amendment, provides that it shall 
not be construed to create new remedies for 
interference with expressive activities pro- 
tected by the First Amendment, occurring 
outside a medical facility, regardless of the 
point of view expressed. The Senate Bill (in 
Section 4), but not the House Amendment, 
further provides that it shall not be con- 
strued to interfere with the right guaranteed 
to an individual under the First Amendment 
or limit any existing legal remedies against 
forceful interference with any person's law- 
ful participation in speech or peaceful as- 
sembly. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
The amendment consolidates these two Sen- 
ate provisions into one rule, and modifies the 
Senate Bill's rule (d)(6) as described above 
(under Religious Worship’’), to provide that 
nothing in the Act shall be construed: 


to create new remedies for interference with 
activities protected by the free speech or 
free exercise clauses of the First Amend- 
ment, occurring outside a facility, regardless 
of the point of view expressed, or to limit 
any existing legal remedies for such inter- 
ference. 


(The Conferees note that the term “facility” 
is defined in the Definitions“ section of the 
Act.) 

This is rule of construction (2) in the Con- 
ference Report. 

(c) The Senate Bill contains four separate 
rules of construction providing that the leg- 
islation shall not be construed to preempt or 
limit State and local law enforcement, or 
provide exclusive remedies or penalties 
(rules (d)(1)-(4). The House Amendment con- 
tains one rule of construction on non-pre- 
emption (rule (e)). 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
that provides that nothing in the Act shall 
be construed: 


to provide exclusive criminal penalties or 
civil remedies with respect to the conduct 
prohibited by this Act, or to preempt State 
or local laws that may provide such pen- 
alties or remedies. 


This ís rule of construction (3) in the Con- 
ference Report. 

(d) The Senate Bill provides, in Section 
2715(a)(1), that the bill shall not be construed 
"as expanding or limiting the authority of 
States to regulate the performance of abor- 
tions or the availability of pregnancy or 
abortion-related services.“ The House 
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Amendment provides that it shall not be 
construed to interfere with the enforcement 
of State or local laws regulating the provi- 
sion of reproductive health services" (rule 
(d)(2)). 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
The amendment is a rule of construction 
that provides that nothing in the Act shall 
be construed: 


to interfere with the enforcement of State or 
local laws regulating the performance of 
abortions or other reproductive health serv- 
ices. 


This is rule of construction (4) in the Con- 
ference Report. 

The Conferees intend this rule of construc- 
tion to affirm that State or local laws gov- 
erning the licensing and regulation of abor- 
tion and reproductive health care facilities, 
providers and procedures are unaffected by 
this Act. 

10. DEFINITIONS 

(a) The Senate Bill defines "pregnancy or 
abortion-related services“; the House 
Amendment defines “reproductive health 
services." 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
As set forth above ("Terminology"), the Con- 
ference Report adopts the term reproduc- 
tive health services." As amended, the term 
"reproductive health services" is defined to 
mean: 


reproductive health services provided in a 
hospital, clinic, physician's office, or other 
facility, and includes medical, surgical, 
counselling or referral services relating to 
the human reproductive system, including 
services relating to pregnancy or the termi- 
nation of a pregnancy. 


This is intended to make clear that facili- 
ties that do not offer abortions or other re- 
productive health care, but offer only coun- 
selling about alternatives to abortion, are 
included. 

(b) The Senate Bill uses and defines the 
term medical facility"; the House Amend- 
ment uses and defines the term “facility.” 

The Senate recedes with an amendment. 
As amended, the term facility“ is used, de- 
fined as follows: 


The term "facility" includes a hospital, 
clinic, physician's office, or other facility 
that provides reproductive health services, 
and includes the building or structure in 
which such facility is located. 


(c) The Senate Bill, but not the House 
Amendment, contains a definition of inter- 
fere with." The Senate bill and the House 
Amendment contain the same definition of 
*"intimidate," with only a minor difference 
(the Senate bill says him- or herself”; the 
House Amendment says himself or her- 
self"). 

The House recedes. The Conferees note 
that the requirement that the prohibited 
conduct be intended to “injure, intimidate or 
interfere with“ another person is taken di- 
rectly from the federal civil rights laws on 
which this Act is modeled, including 18 
U.S.C. 245(b) and 42 U.S.C. 3631. The Con- 
ferees do not intend, by including these defi- 
nitions, that these words be given any mean- 
ing different from their meaning under these 
laws. 

(d) The Senate Bill's definition of phys- 
ical obstruction," but not the House Amend- 
ment's definition of this term, includes ren- 
dering ingress or egress hazardous.“ The 
Senate bill's definition of physical obstruc- 
tion," but not the House Amendment's, also 
refers to ingress to or egress from a place of 
religious workship. 
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The House recedes. The Conferees note 
that the definition of physical obstruction” 
in the Senate Bill is drawn from a Texas 
penal statute that has been upheld under the 
First Amendment. Examples of conduct 
making ingress or egress hazardous“ would 
include strewing nails on roads or parking 
lots outside the building or injecting toxic 
chemicals into it. 

11. EFFECTIVE DATE; SEVERABILITY 

The Senate Bill and House Amendment 
contain minor wording differences with re- 
spect to the effective date. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
adding a severability clause, providing that 
if any provision of the Act is held invalid, 
the remaining provisions are unaffected, and 
if any application of the Act (or of any provi- 
sion of it) is held invalid, the application of 
the Act (or of any provision of it) in other 
circumstances is unaffected. 

JACK BROOKS, 
CHARLES SCHUMER, 
DON EDWARDS, 
JOHN CONYERS, Jr., 
PAT SCHROEDER, 
JOHN D. DINGELL, 
HENRY A. WAXMAN, 
MIKE SYNAR, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


TED KENNEDY, 
CLAIBORNE PELL, 
HOWARD M. METZENBAUM, 
PAUL SIMON, 
BARBARA A. MIKULSKI, 
JIM JEFFORDS, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


——— 


BE CAUTIOUS ABOUT EMPLOYER 
MANDATES—IT MIGHT COST YOU 
YOUR JOB 


(Mr. HORN asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, a recent poll 
in the Los Angeles Times asked re- 
spondents if they would support an em- 
ployer mandate to fund universal 
health coverage for all Americans even 
if that might cost jobs. Not surpris- 
ingly, only one in six backed the idea. 
Yet President Clinton continues to 
press for this method of payment for 
his health plan. 

One of the most distressing symp- 
toms of the already unhealthy Clinton 
health care plan—and the one that is 
giving most Americans a queasy stom- 
ach—is the requirement for employers 
to pay 80 percent of an employee's 
health bill. 

Hardest hit will be the small business 
men and women of America—the folks 
who employ most Americans. Accord- 
ing to the National Federation of Inde- 
pendent Business—the malady known 
as employer mandates would be termi- 
nal to many of their members. They 
should know. They have a membership 
of 600,000 American small business own- 
ers and job generators. They are the 
Nation's largest small business advo- 
cacy organization. 

Recently, Teena Rasmussen, owner of 
the Paradise Flower Farms, Inc., of Ha- 
waii—a business which employs 17 peo- 
ple—testified before a congressional 
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committee about the effects on her 
business of Hawaii’s 17-year-old State 
mandated, near-universal access to 
health care. 

Ms. Rasmussen observed, “When we 
first opened our doors, we provided our 
employees the best medical plan avail- 
able.“ But, she went on to report, 

Every year we see double digit increases in 
health premiums, wages only rising 2 or 3 
percent, if at all, and dwindling profits. For 
5 years, we have had plans to start a retire- 


ment fund for our employees, and each year' 


mandated benefits—by the State—have made 
us cancel those plans. This past year, we did 
the only thing that was left to us—we low- 
ered our insurance plan to the minimum 
that the State allowed. 

While President Clinton is busy sell- 
ing the American people universal cov- 
erage, more benefits, and cheaper 
health care—all without taxes—Mrs. 
Rasmussen knows better. It is em- 
ployer mandates that will finance 
President Clinton’s “You can have 
something for nothing’’ health plan. 
The result might give most Americans 
health coverage. But the end result 
will be that all too many Americans 
will get that health care at the price of 
their job. 

The prescription for adequate health 
care for all Americans should not make 
them sicker. The employer mandates 
requirement is bad medicine. Ameri- 
cans do not want it, and we in Congress 
should not force them to swallow it. 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would state that remarks should 
be addressed to the Chair, which I be- 
lieve the gentleman meant to do, and 
not to the President of the United 
States. 


THE CLINTON SHIFT 


(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, the 
President admitted his health care 
plan would result in the shift of jobs. 

In fact, about 100,000 new bureaucrats 
will be hired to run the Nation’s health 
care system if the Clinton plan goes 
into effect, while hundreds of thou- 
sands of small business employees will 
be laid off. 

Indeed, this is only one example of 
the Clinton shift. 

Labor Secretary Robert Reich went 
down to a Dayton Tire Plant in Okla- 
homa the other day to personally shift 
about 1,500 workers out of a job. 

Using arcane OSHA regulations as 
his battering ram, the Labor Secretary 
closed down the plant in the name of 
reform. 

Mr. Speaker, I’ve heard of the Ted 
Williams shift, the Four Horseman 
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shift, and the swing shift. But this is 
the first I’ve heard of the Clinton shift. 

I urge the American people to be- 
ware. The Clinton shift may just shift 
you out of a job. 


SPECIAL ORDERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
COLEMAN). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of February 11, 1994, 
and under a previous order of the 
House, the following Members will be 
recognized for 5 minutes each. 


ACCEPTING RESPONSIBILITY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to begin by thanking the Speaker 
of the House, the majority leader, and 
the minority leader, for making this 
time available to me today. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to 
point out that I have taken this time 
today largely because my sister is in 
town from Cando, ND, and she wanted 
to see her brother give a speech on the 
floor. It seemed to me that is a fair 
enough thing to ask. For that reason, I 
would like to give this speech for my 
sister and her husband. 

Mr. Speaker, several months ago, 
while presenting the President’s health 
care plan in New York City, the First 
Lady made a comment to the effect 
that the American people had to learn 
to accept their responsibilities. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been bothered by 
that for some time. I, for one, thought 
I had been accepting my responsibil- 
ities. Most of my friends believe they 
are accepting their responsibilities. 

Quite frankly, Mr. Speaker, we did 
not believe that a spokesman of the 
Federal Government, that we support, 
was really quite qualified to tell us 
what our responsibilities were and the 
extent to which we accept our respon- 
sibilities. 
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Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, we are 
often baffled because we do not know 
what responsibilities it is that we are 
being admonished to accept: our per- 
sonal responsibilities for ourselves or 
our families, or our so-called social re- 
sponsibilities, which are generally de- 
fined for use by somebody who does not 
think we are doing enough and is per- 
fectly satisfied that they are. 

So I thought I would take a moment 
to talk about an average American 
family of four who are living at the me- 
dian income level and see the extent to 
which these average American people 
are, in fact, accepting either their per- 
sonal or their social responsibilities. 

For example, if, in fact, the parents 
in the family, one or both, decide to 
get a job, perhaps decide to get an edu- 
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cation that prepares them for a job, is 
that an acceptance of their personal re- 
sponsibility and, if it is, is it not also 
an acceptance of their social respon- 
sibility to not be part of the problem? 

And if they got a job, the average 
median income they would earn in this 
country is $51,883. You would think 
that would be sufficient to take care of 
their personal responsibilities, perhaps 
even some of their social responsibil- 
ities. Well, what happens? 

The purveyors of social responsibility 
laid their claim on that salary first. 
And this family, out of their $51,883 
find themselves paying $22,045 in taxes. 
That is not money they have for them- 
Selves and their family. It must be 
money they use to fulfill their social 
responsibilities. 

Federal income tax would be $5,442. 
Payroll taxes would be $7,938; $6,433 
would be what they would made by the 
Government to put into a retirement 
program defined for them by the Gov- 
ernment, which ranks as one of the 
most badly mismanaged retirement 
programs in the history of the world, 
called Social Security. And if any re- 
tirement program in America today 
managed its affairs the way Social Se- 
curity manages our affairs under this 
mandatory program, it would be the 
Federal Government that would haul 
them into court. 

In addition to that, this family would 
pay $1,505 in Medicare taxes where they 
would attend to the health needs of 
people they did not even know. Would 
that be their social responsibility or 
their personal responsibility? 

They would pay other Federal taxes 
of $2,127, and they would pay State and 
local taxes of $6,537. 

Now, from all of those taxes from 
which it is, I assume, them doing both 
their personal responsibility and their 
social responsibility, they would be al- 
lowed to keep $33,807 for themselves 
and their families. What could they do 
with that? Well, the average family 
spends $8,042 just for housing and for 
household. They spend $5,136 for food. 
They spend $5,240 for health care. They 
spend $3,476 for transportation; $2,387 
for recreation, $2,127 for clothing and 
for other expenses, like perhaps maybe 
sending the kids to college. They have 
$4,566. 

Mr. Speaker, what I am trying to 
point out here is Americans know their 
responsibilities, be they personal or so- 
cial responsibilities. They do not need 
somebody who has the privilege of liv- 
ing in public housing and sending their 
children to the school of their choice 
telling them that they must learn to 
accept their responsibilities when, in 
fact, they are spending 36 percent of 
their income to support the Govern- 
ment and, if they have a two-family in- 
come, the second family is not working 
to support the family but is supporting 
the Government. 

It seems to me it is time that the 
Federal Government begin to have 
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some sense of its own responsibility to 
the people that make it possible for 
them to exist. 


SALES PRACTICES OF THE MET- 
ROPOLITAN LIFE INSURANCE 
COMPANY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of Feb- 
ruary 11, 1994, and there being no des- 
ignee of the minority leader, the gen- 
tlewoman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] 
is recognized for 10 minutes as the des- 
ignee of the majority leader. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, I seldom come to the floor to dis- 
cuss matters being considered in the 
Commerce Subcommittee that I chair. 
The only other time that I have done 
80 was where our hearings and our in- 
vestigations and discussions  sur- 
rounded the North American Free- 
Trade Agreement that everybody was 
interested in. 

I do so today, however, Mr. Speaker, 
because I believe this body ought to be 
made aware, and the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ought to record, how one of our 
country's major insurance companies 
ignored rules and regulations govern- 
ing the insurance industry and contin- 
ued to shaft their consumers. 

On Thursday, April 28, the Sub- 
committee of Commerce, Consumer 
Protection, and Competitiveness held a 
hearing to investigate reports of wide- 
spread problems in sales practices of 
the Metropolitan Life Insurance Co., 
also known as MetLife, in marketing 
whole life insurance policies in Florida 
and nationwide. 

In 1990, the Tampa sales office of 
MetLife began a nationwide mailing 
campaign that promoted whole life in- 
surance policies as retirement savings 
plans." The Tampa letters failed to 
identify the product being sold as an 
insurance policy and the sales persons 
sending the letters did not identify 
themselves as insurance agents or in- 
surance representatives. It is estimated 
that, during the period 1990 to 1993, 
MetLife agents knowingly misled over 
60,000 consumers, many of them nurses, 
into buying life insurance policies dis- 
guised as retirement savings plans. 

Although the Tampa marketing 
scheme was very successful from 
MetLife's point of view, the insurance 
policies being sold were often not the 
best purchase for some consumers— 
many of whom did not realize that over 
50 percent of the premiums that they 
would be paying during the first year 
of what they believed to be their retire- 
ment savings plan would go to the in- 
surance agent as his/her commission. 

Those same consumers probably did 
not realize that if they failed to main- 
tain their so-called retirement savings 
plan for at least 2 years, they would 
lose all the money they had paid in 
premiums. A purchaser of this plan 
would have to maintain one of these 
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policies for 5 years in order to get back 
at least as much money as he or she 
had paid in. 

Despite the fact that the life insur- 
ance policies are not primarily savings 
policies, MetLife sales agents in the 
Tampa office did not simply encourage 
consumers to purchase these insurance 
policies, but they even unleashed an 
extremely aggressive sales campaign in 
order to achieve this as a means of hav- 
ing them buy this so-called savings for 
their retirement plan. 

Because some policyholders did not 
realize they had purchased insurance, 
they unfortunately did allow their pol- 
icy to lapse before the 5 years had 
passed and ended up losing all of the 
money they believed they had set aside 
for retirement. 

Evidence uncovered by the investiga- 
tion by the Florida insurance depart- 
ment suggests that senior management 
personnel at MetLife knew of these de- 
ceptive practices but made little or no 
effort at all to end them or to com- 
pensate the dissatisfied consumers 
until, in 1993, the State of Florida, 
which is to be commended, threatened 
to revoke MetLife’s license. 

According to an investigation by 
Thomas Tew of the Florida Insurance 
Commission, complaints about the 
practices were received from the insur- 
ance commissions of Texas, North 
Carolina, and Tennessee in 1990. An in- 
ternal audit, on November 8, 1991, 
found that the Tampa office was using 
misleading brochures and the auditors 
advised the Tampa office that similar 
complaints had also been received from 
Florida and Virginia. 

Meanwhile, the home office was pro- 
viding the Tampa office with a $1 mil- 
lion budget for postage to mail out this 
misleading literature. 

The legal department of MetLife 
kept raising the problem of deceptive 
literature but the issue did not come to 
a head until a July 15, 1993, meeting at 
which the MetLife president, Mr. Ted 
Athanassiades, was asked to mediate 
hostilities between MetLife marketing 
and the legal departments. 
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According to the Tew report, MetLife 
executives at that meeting chose to ig- 
nore the problem, like an ostrich bury- 
ing its head in the sand. ‘MetLife fo- 
cused only on [the Tampa Office’s] 
profitability * * * Were it not for the 
kick delivered by [the show cause order 
by the Florida Insurance Commis- 
sioner], Met would have taken no ac- 
tion in response to the [Tampa office] 
situation, would not have sanctioned 
anyone, and would not have made pol- 
icyholders whole." 

At last Thursday’s subcommittee 
hearing, Mr. Tew and Mr. Daniel Sum- 
ner, representing the Florida insurance 
commissioner's office, provided us with 
information on the operations of the 
Tampa office and with their insights 
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into what went wrong at MetLife and 
even offered suggestions of what could 
be done to protect our consumers 
against similar schemes in the future. 
Mr. Tew and Mr. Sumner were helpful 
and informative and I certainly thank 
them for appearing. 

MetLife was also invited by the sub- 
committee to provide witnesses who 
could shed some light on what hap- 
pened in Tampa and what could be 
done to improve consumer protection. 
The subcommittee placed no limita- 
tions on who they could provide as wit- 
nesses and, indeed, welcomed MetLife 
to bring in one or more people who 
could provide their side of the story. 

Instead of arranging for the appear- 
ance of corporate managers who could 
assist the subcommittee in its inves- 
tigation, MetLife chose to send two 
senior vice presidents who had no con- 
nection to the Tampa office situation. 
One witness was a vice president for ex- 
ternal affairs, while the other had been 
in charge of Canadian operations. Ac- 
cording to their own testimony, al- 
though both were employed by MetLife 
during the period in question, neither 
of them had any direct knowledge of 
what had happened in the Tampa of- 
fice. 

Neither witness was involved in the 
company's internal investigations into 
the misrepresentation occurring na- 
tionwide. Neither witness was able to 
tell us first hand what the deceptive 
materials looked like or what was con- 
tained in the misleading sales pitch 
given by Tampa sales personnel. Nei- 
ther of them could answer questions on 
what actions were taken by State in- 
surance commissioners in response to 
consumer complaints or whether or 
how company personnel responded to 
State complaints. 

In short, when invited to provide wit- 
nesses to explain to this Congress and 
the American people what had hap- 
pened, the Metropolitan Life Insurance 
Co. elected to send representatives who 
could provide almost no answers to any 
of the questions they were asked. 

Who does know the answers to these 
questions? I believe that a number of 
MetLife employees have valuable infor- 
mation about the Tampa incident. An 
audit report issued in November 1991 
clearly outlines the existence of a 
problem with sales practices in the 
Tampa sales office. That report, which 
was reproduced in the Tew Report, was 
distributed to at least 12 MetLife ex- 
ecutives, some of whom were based in 
the New York home office. 

An appearance by any of these indi- 
viduals could have increased the sub- 
committee's understanding of the 
Tampa incident and provided us with 
guidance on how to reduce the prob- 
ability of any similar problems arising 
in the future. 

Among those individuals were the 
following senior management individ- 
uals: 
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Ted  Athanassiades, president of 
MetLife: According to the Tew report, 
Mr. Athanassiades chaired the famed 
July 15, 1993, meeting at which the 
Tampa office received absolution and 
no effort was made to correct the prob- 
lem. 

Harry Kamen, chairman of the board 
and chief executive officer: According 
to the Tew Report, Kamen received a 
letter from a whistleblower in Feb- 
ruary, 1993, describing the problems, 
but nothing was done. 

Robert J. Crimmins, executive vice 
president and head of personal insur- 
ance: According to the Tew report, by 
1990, Crimmins '*was aware of the prob- 
lems with the unauthorized sales lit- 
erature, and personally intervened to 
make sure that the Tampa office's se- 
lection as Office of the Year for 1990 did 
not embarrass Met * * * There is no 
evidence that Crimmins took any di- 
rect action to curtail the improper 
marketing practices of the Tampa Of- 
fice." Also, according to Tew, when 
Crimmins was informed by Randy 
Holtzman, a MetLife branch manager 
in 1992 that the Tampa office had 
intruded into his sales area with the 
objectionable nurses preapproach let- 
ter, Holtzman ended up being criticized 
for allowing the intrusion. 

The subcommittee was told by the 
MetLife witnesses that, although a 
number of MetLife employees associ- 
ated with the nurses retirement sav- 
ings plan have been relieved of their 
duties or have retired, there are at 
least some current employees who are 
able to speak to this issue. We have 
reason to believe that some of those 
persons are among those listed above. 

I intend to call another hearing of 
the subcommittee to explore the nurses 
retirement savings plan scam. MetLife 
will once again be invited to provide 
witnesses. I fully expect that, this 
time, the subcommittee will get the 
answers it seeks and that those who 
were in charge of this scam will at 
least come out from under the rug and 
be willing to face this Congress and tell 
us what happened there. 


PROGRESS REPORT ON FIVE- 
POINT STRATEGY  REGARDING 
INTERNATIONAL AND DOMESTIC 
REGULATORY ISSUES FACING 
AMERICA 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
COLEMAN). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of February 11, 1994, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, today 
I address my colleagues once again in 
the nature of a progress report on the 
five-point strategy that I developed 
and announced here on the House floor 
several weeks ago for addressing sev- 
eral of the most pressing international 
and domestic regulatory issues facing 
our financial system. 
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There is, and in fact for some time 
there has been, very much at stake, 
with very little perception either in 
the public opinion formulations or, 
more importantly, information dis- 
seminating system of our country, in- 
sofar as our constituents are con- 
cerned. We cannot expect them to have 
opinions if they have simply not been 
informed. 

This goes back many years. I have 
very much taken the issue and, for the 
first time, made it a part of the frontal 
priority agenda of the Committee on 
Banking, Finance, and Urban Affairs of 
the U.S. House of Representatives. 
Long before I became chairman, in 
fact, as long ago as the 32 years ago 
that I first came to this body, I have 
spoken out. 

At that time it was certainly very, 
very difficult, because there was not 
anybody, either in or out of the United 
States, but what had the feeling that 
the United States was riding the high- 
est tide of economic and financial pros- 
perity of any country at any time in 
the history. Some of it I felt was illu- 
sory, and I tried to point it out with 
some statistics that were beginning to 
be formulated. 

Unfortunately, there was not too 
much attention being given on the lev- 
els that could have, if they had so been 
inclined, anticipated so many of the 
crises we have had, including the last, 
which we still are not completely 
through with, the so-called depository 
institutions crisis of the S&L's and the 
banks. It is not over with, but the per- 
ception is that it is. 

'There is an old saying that I got from 
my father, who quoted a very famous 
Mexican historian and philosopher. My 
father would say, When the people say 
at noon that it is midnight, the only 
thing you can do is go home and turn 
the lights on." This is what has hap- 
pened. 

Today, in my opinion, and for the 
last 6 years particularly, even though I 
first addressed my colleagues specifi- 
cally on this issue, and the—what 
seemed to me at the time the unavoid- 
able consequences, which  unfortu- 
nately came about, I wish I had been 
wrong, was in 1979, in August. That was 
some time ago. Again, it is on the 
record. It is not what I'm saying now. 
The reason I spoke was because I felt 
that as a member of this committee, 
and charged with knowledge, I had the 
duty, as I do today, to bring Members 
up to date. 
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I have spoken with a great deal of 
personal concern and alarm about the 
biggest danger facing this country 
since its founding, and, that is, the loss 
of value of its currency. 

What is our currency, the dollar 
note, 5 dollar note, the fractional, the 
metal currency? When I came aboard, 
we had silver and gold content in our 
currency. j 
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One of the first issues that came up, 
in fact it was only one of two meetings 
that year of that committee, and I was 
a freshman, the then expert, outstand- 
ing national figure, Secretary of the 
Treasury, Douglas Dillon, came before 
the committee to ask that the Con- 
gress repeal the silver transactions tax. 
Nobody seemed much then to be wor- 
ried about anything. I raised the issue 
as to why, though as a freshman I 
could not ask too much, but the Sec- 
retary said that the reason was that 
this was a wartime imposed tax and 
that given the heavy industrial demand 
for silver, it was necessary to repeal 
that transactions tax in order to con- 
tinue the Treasury’s store of mintable 
silver for the purpose of minting our 
coinage. For instance, the quarter, the 
nickel even had 90 percent silver. One 
could always tell if it were dropped on 
the sidewalk, it would ring. Today it 
clugs. 

Mr. Speaker, I raised the issue that it 
did not make sense because we were 
still very much in the same position as 
we were during the war, in the imme- 
diate postwar period. I pointed out that 
we were on what we called a defense 
posture that had really gotten 
ratcheted up in 1950, but that as far as 
a speculative nature once that tax was 
removed of the silver market, it would 
do the very opposite, and, of course, I 
was looked upon as if I had lost my 
mind. 

It was exactly 2 years to the month 
later that the Secretary came and 
asked that the Congress demonetize, 
that is, remove silver and gold from 
our coinage. 

Mr. Speaker, these are the reasons 
that I have always looked with a great 
deal of analysis and sober consider- 
ation at the utterances and the state- 
ments of the so-called experts. 

Mr. Speaker, today the big danger as 
I have said, and, in fact, it is far more 
we have suffered already from it is the 
consistent loss of the dollar in value, 
particularly since 1985. 

In 1985, you will recall this was the 
midpoint of the Reagan administra- 
tion’s years, we became a debtor nation 
for the first time since 1914. We had 
fought two world wars and we were the 
only country that was not a debtor na- 
tion. We were the only creditor nation 
in those two wars. As a matter of fact, 
it was our credit that enabled the Al- 
lies to win in both wars. 

But today and since 1985, we are the 
heaviest indebted nation in the world, 
or combination of nations. In the 
meantime, the dollar has lost about 
two-thirds of its value in this same pe- 
riod of time in comparison to the Japa- 
nese currency, then yen, and the Ger- 
man currency, the Deutsche mark. 

Mr. Speaker, what does that mean? 
When I have discussed this as long ago 
as 6 years ago, I became convinced that 
the danger was clear and it was 
present, but none of the experts, in- 
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cluding the chairman of the Federal 
Reserve Board, with whom I discussed 
it, international bankers that deal 
heavily in international finance, not a 
one even to this day will say anything 
different other than that it cannot hap- 
pen in the immediate future. Perhaps if 
the United States entered a very dif- 
ficult period of instability, and I would 
always ask this question: 

Well why can't it happen just as 
Soon as the leading industrial nations 
or a combination thereof pool their 
currency reserves, indicate and nation- 
alize à currency, what is to keep it 
from replacing the dollar in effect, in 
reality, totally as the international re- 
serve unit, which it still is to a certain 
extent. 

Mr. Speaker, that is why all during 
the 1960's, even as late as 1968, and cer- 
tainly the administrations were not of 
the other party that I do not belong to, 
it was President Johnson, and I was 
very concerned, because I would read 
the European journals, and a crisis de- 
veloped but it was pawned over with 
the help of the French, who have never 
really demonetized, or for that matter 
the European Community. 

The European Community's or Union 
now, their currency is ECU, the Euro- 
pean Currency Unit, and that has gold 
reserve backing and it is worth about 
$1.30. Most of the transactions are 
quoted in Europe in ECU's, not dollars. 
But that has not been perceptible yet. 
What has been perceptible is what was 
referred to a while ago by a previous 
speaker when he talked about this sort 
of squirrel cage race of the average 
American family and its economy. 

Mr. Speaker, the reason is simple, 
and it is tied in with this even though 
it is difficult to explain this coherently 
and have it accepted as a real impres- 
sive threat and menace. To what? To 
the financial and economic independ- 
ence of our country and people. 

Mr. Speaker, we are the only coun- 
try, as I have said repeatedly, that has 
had the privilege of paying its debts in 
its own currency, the only country. 
That is in danger. 

What does that mean, and this is 
where I have difficulty in conveying 
the present delicacy of this problem. 

Mr. Speaker, what that means is that 
all of this heavy debt structure we 
have piled, governmental, corporate 
debt and just citizens’ debt, us, the 
people is so great that were we to have 
to pay those debts in somebody else’s 
currency, that in effect is the end of so- 
called American financial independ- 
ence. We in effect are relegated to 
about the position our country had 
when we were emerging from colonial 
status and obtaining our independence, 
the mercantile system. 

However, today I wanted to enlarge 
on one of the phenomenon or danger 
aspects that has been discussed very 
little. 

Mr. Speaker, as I said, I have intro- 
duced this 5-plan approach, and also let 
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me add, my colleagues, in this area we, 
the Congress, cannot do much given 
the precedents and the constitutional 
inhibitions as far as the executive 
branch is concerned. 

The Congress could, but it will not, it 
is not going to change the present 
method of even managing the debt 
which, of course, since after 1953 has 
been changed in such a way that we 
would never be able to resolve that as 
long as we pay compound interest. 
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Mr. GONZALEZ. In any event, that is 
another subject matter, but it ties in, 
and we reached the point now where I 
felt that we have got to discharge our 
responsibility by doing two things, 
what we could legislatively, and what 
we could by trying to spur the response 
entities like the Federal Reserve 
Board, which is our central bank, the 
one in charge of the monetary system 
that should be prevailing, and the exec- 
utive branch through the Secretary of 
the Treasury. 

So that the one persistent issue is 
how to handle what is now an entirely 
and radically new world, which again 
has not been perceived, and that is that 
through this tremendous technological 
explosion of knowledge and instanta- 
neous communication of information 
the world now has developed a system, 
even as I am speaking, you have hun- 
dreds of billions, a trillion dollars mov- 
ing back and forth on electronic 
megabytes as fast as the speed of 
sound, and not subject to control by 
any one sovereign nation. 

In fact, we have developed what even 
economists are loath to discuss, a new 
financial world, very dangerous 
though, because it is highly specula- 
tive, in other words, gambling. 

My concern has been the involvement 
of our banking, financial insured depos- 
itory institutions, even if indirectly, 
but mostly directly, in this highly fe- 
verish speculative or gambling activ- 
ity. But what we have developed has 
been a system of values, megabyte 
money, which now exceeds by some $10 
trillion or more the total amount of 
money value in the world, real money, 
the money you and I use, that has been 
exceeded through this highly leveraged 
or actually pyramided system, and so 
precarious that in my opinion being 
that the actions that we prescribe 
would be time-consuming and by the 
time, as I have suggested in one of my 
measures, that our executive branch 
and Federal Reserve take the lead in 
bringing about a global consortium of 
governments to see how they can con- 
trol the most dangerous aspect of these 
movements. 

Now, this is what I call megabyte 
money, and I am telling you, my col- 
leagues, if you total that today it 
would exceed all of the money, existing 
cash, in every country in the world by 
over $10 trillion. So what have you got? 
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What is the residual value there? And 
what happens when you have the late 
losses that we have reported in the 
committee and have had hearings on 
by the corporations and the securities 
bankers and, in fact, commercial bank- 
ers who have gotten into this gam- 
bling? 

What happens to that money? Where 
did it go? 

Well, it went with a blip. That is 
where it went. And that is where it will 
go. 

In the meanwhile, the value of the 
dollar, that dollar note you have in 
your pocket, is your share of stock in 
your country, and if it has lost two- 
thirds of its value, this is the reason 
that costs of living have not abated 
even though they say inflation is con- 
trolled; you are not paying less for gro- 
ceries than you were 10 years ago. You 
are not paying less for rent. you are 
paying more. You are not paying less 
for utilities, lights, gas, water, which 
you have to have. You are paying 
more. But why? 

At the root of it is a value of that 
share of stock. That is where it is. But 
who has said so? And that is the reason 
I have felt impelled to speak. 

In other words, if nothing else, and 
knowing that the impotency of one 
voice, though I have always said, in the 
words of the poet Auden, that all I 
have is one voice to undo the folded 
line, because a lot of marlarkey has 
been spread out to confuse people, not 
to explain, not to clarify, not to render 
accountability, but to confuse. And 
that is why I am impelled to speak. 

The two factors right now though 
that are of immediate pressing concern 
are the lack of information available 
on currency movements. This is a fail- 
ing which hampers efforts to make 
sound economic policy and hinders 
even so-called anti-money-laundering 
efforts. Learning more about currency 
movements will also enhance our un- 
derstanding of the reasons that the for- 
eigners are still holding the dollars, an 
endeavor that has been neglected. To 
this end, I have directed the GAO, the 
General Accounting Office, a study on 
currency movement. We do know this, 
and this is a fact that startles some of 
my colleagues on the committee, bet- 
ter than 60 percent of our currency is 
not in our country. It is somewhere 
else, somewhere offshore. The Fed does 
not know, and it has led to quite a bit 
of concern on the part of such world in- 
stitutions as the IMF and others and 
other governments including the Euro- 
pean Parliament, because not knowing 
to what extent the Federal Reserve can 
set accurate monetary policy, and be- 
sides that it prevents the other coun- 
tries from doing so themselves, so they 
have expressed grave concern though it 
has not been reported in our country. 

The persistent problem which I have 
discussed before, because it threatens 
what they call in high-faulting lan- 
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guage systemic risks, and that is a 
fancy word for saying a collapse or a 
depression, and that involves a so- 
called derivative. This is this megabyte 
money I am speaking of. 

On April 12, I executed the first part 
of my strategy, the five-part strategy, 
by introducing H.R. 4170, the Deriva- 
tive Safety and Soundness Act of 1994, 
If enacted, H.R. 4170 would require 
greater disclosure of bank derivatives 
activities and would also give the bank 
regulatory agencies greater power to 
gather information on derivatives. 

Let me say, to the credit of the exist- 
ing regulators, they, too, have agreed 
and have expressed their concern, but 
then it is necessary that the Congress 
also help. It would also help the mem- 
bers of the board of directors and offi- 
cers of banks to understand the risks 
that are inherent in this derivative 
speculative mania. 

Another important provision of H.R. 
4170 recognizes the United States can- 
not address the safety and soundness 
aspects of derivatives as if we operated 
in a vacuum. Therefore, H.R. 4170 re- 
quires the Secretary of the Treasury to 
initiate a group of 10 countries to 
study on the adequacy of derivative 
regulation and international super- 
visory cooperation. 

Last week I directed the small but 
highly motivated and most effective 
and hard-working staff to work with 
the minority staff to craft a bipartisan 
derivatives bill based on the contents 
of H.R. 4170 and H.R. 3748, which is the 
minority, the Banking Committee's 
minority leader's bill, the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. LEACH]. The gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. LEACH] and I have simi- 
lar concerns about the systemic risks 
of derivatives, and I anticipate that we 
will, by working together, provide a bi- 
partisan effort in this direction. 

We are currently involved in the Sub- 
committee on Housing with having to 
extend all of the affordable-housing 
legislation, so as soon as we do that, 
we will hope to have our bipartisan bill 
up. 
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In executing the second part of my 
strategy the committee held a hearing 
on April 13 on banking systems' expo- 
sure to the speculative investments, 
and the peculiar the myriad, I mean 
tens of thousands, of different forms of 
futures and currency, international 
currency, and betting on futures, and 
options, and the like. But it is what I 
have called inverted pyramid because 
it all has to have what is known as a 
nominal base value, and if it is based 
on a bond or a stock, by the time that 
thing pyramids up, what is the value? 

To my mind it is no more, no less, 
than a dangerous electronic Ponzi type 
of activity. 

So, in executing the second part of 
the strategy in this hearing, we heard 
testimony from the regulators, the 
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head of the SEC and the Commodity 
Futures Trading Corporation, from the 
famous hedge fund operator, so called, 
George Soros. The committee learned 
that banking system, the system loans 
to hedge funds, was limited to about a 
billion dollars. These loans are held by 
a few large banks and, in total loans to 
hedge funds, represents a small portion 
of their total loans so that the word 
“hedge” should also be used with cau- 
tion, as they use it. In other words, 
that does not really reflect the extent 
of the feverish activity. 

The committee also learned that the 
regulators are keeping an eye on the 
hedge fund, but we hope more than 
that. But at least I want to com- 
pliment them. 

There is another jargon used. That is 
why I said that hedges that do not real- 
ly cover the ground—so-called bank 
proprietary trading accounts which 
have nearly doubled in size over the 
past 3 years to over—Lord only 
knows—the official estimates are 150 
billion. But it is more than that. 

Now what are the bank proprietary 
trading accounts? Well, they are simi- 
lar to hedge funds, but they are not 
hedge funds as these people in this kind 
of activity would say. So that raises 
more concerns. 

First, the Congress did not create de- 
posit insurance in order for banks to 
speculate with insured funds. That we 
said, and my colleagues know what 
happened with the S&L, and should the 
exposure now of the commercial banks 
involved collapse—if my colleagues 
think the S&L was a crisis—I hope I 
am dead wrong—but if there is any pos- 
sibility or probability that something 
will happen, the old saying is: It's 
going to happen." But we know that all 
the factors are in place here in this 
equation, and naturally I am, and have 
been, and will be very concerned. 

The sheer size of these proprietary 
trading accounts raises safety and 
soundness questions of our banking 
system, and that is why we are con- 
tinuing our hearings. A large swing in 
interest rates or currency rates, and 
just the small ones recently did enough 
to shake up the bond markets across 
the seas, but what was not reported 
much here was the effect it had imme- 
diately on treasuries and how that then 
impacts in a multiple myriad of other 
ways, too, in ways that we cannot sit 
here and enumerate in 5 minutes. 

The quarterly earnings of several 
money center banks recently plum- 
meted because of trading account 
losses. In other words, the handwriting 
is already on the wall. Not only banks, 
but big corporations, Procter & Gam- 
ble, others, the ones in Spain, the cred- 
it union, central credit union, this 
huge corporate credit union. As it is 
said, "Everybody thinks credit unions 
are little church sponsored activities 
you and I belong to, or maybe work 
place, but you have corporate credit 
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unions, and particularly since the law 
in 1982 known as the Boren-St Ger- 
main." 

Well, the big central credit union lost 
its pants in the recent investment it 
did with the Spanish bank, Banesto, 
which went under In Spain, and it lost 
its pants trading in this speculative 
market, and that does not even ac- 
count for the big collapse in Italy of 
the Feruzi empire, which also in- 
volved—because all of these activities 
are what they call syndicated; they 
bring in à bunch of banks. Most of 
them happen to be American. But as 
long as they are insured depository in- 
stitutions, it means that taxpayers be- 
hind that guarantee on that insurance, 
and it was never intended by Congress 
any more than the S&L was, but, nev- 
ertheless, it happened. Remember? 

So, on April 21 I executed the third 
part of my strategy by introducing 
H.R. 4261, the Commission on Inter- 
national Coordination of Financial 
Regulation. The introduction of the 
Commission bill reflects the fact that 
the financial markets around the globe 
have grown so interrelated that there 
is an urgent need to establish a regu- 
latory regime. As I said earlier, this ac- 
tivity transcends the sovereign nations 
and their power, and it has always been 
true ever since the kings in the middle 
centuries wanted to make war, and had 
to borrow money, and they went into 
what is known as sovereign loans, and 
look what happened to them. And look 
what happened to the bankers of that 
day that loaned them the money. They 
went under. 

But as was said then is true today, 
and certainly since after the war when 
we went into this great multinational, 
transnational corporate activity in 
which the banks were the underpin- 
ning, not hesitating 1 minute to sell 
out American labor—America has been 
sold down the river, all up and down, 
even as late as last year's activities, 
and someday we will have the reckon- 
ing.Isay to my colleagues, ''You can't 
cheat the labor forever." But American 
labor has been—that has been one of 
the segments of our society that has 
lost out, including every one of us. 

But they used to have this saying in 
Latin: Ubi pecunia, ubi patria, meaning 
simply Where my money is where my 
country is, or my allegiance is," and 
that is true today as it ever was then. 
Why not? Who is going to think that— 
and that does not mean that it is just 
American international. Everybody 
that has money as his main driving 
force, or mammon, if my colleagues 
want to, as God, is never going to act 
any differently. Where the money is, 
that is where the allegiance is, and par- 
ticularly in this day and time in which 
the world has shrunk, and national 
boundaries have been erased through 
the great marvel of telecommuni- 
cations or electronic instantaneous in- 
formation. 
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Our domestic and foreign financial 
systems are now so integrated that the 
United States cannot alone—act alone 
to prevent catastrophe or ensure the 
safety and sound financial activities 
such as derivatives. But the United 
States should take the lead. It should 
not wait, as it has in other areas of 
global endeavor, and exert its still re- 
sidual, if it still has moral, suasive 
power, for I am afraid our country has 
indulged in some activities that osten- 
sibly to some in the outside world seem 
to have, because the Government did 
it, the approval, but which morally 
sacrificed every basic principle of 
American historical commitment to 
freedom and uninterference with the 
destinies of other people. 

The legislation will require the Fed- 
eral Reserve and the Treasury Depart- 
ment to appear before Congress semi- 
annually to divulge information on the 
course of both domestic and inter- 
national economic and monetary pol- 
icy. The Treasury Department surprise 
announced Monday that the Federal 
Reserve, and the central banks of Mex- 
ico and Canada, were establishing a 
prominent $9 billion currency swap fa- 
cility among themselves as a prime ex- 
ample of the need for greater congres- 
sional oversight on international finan- 
cial issues. 
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I was the only one who raised a ques- 
tion, as I had years before. In fact, we 
had a hearing in 1990. Nobody paid at- 
tention to it. Nobody showed up, and 
there was not any reporting by the 
press. But we brought out how the Fed- 
eral Reserve acted without any con- 
gressional approval that is required 
under the Constitution. The Constitu- 
tion says there shall be no appropria- 
tion unless there has been an author- 
ization therefor. 

But the Treasury, about 1 month ago, 
announced a $6 billion line of credit to 
Mexico to shore up the faltering re- 
gime there. I raised a question, as I 
have before, when they entered into 
these arrangements. By what right do 
they do that? What is the power of the 
Federal Reserve to use the taxpayers’ 
money without an appropriation proc- 
ess? 

But that is where we are. And re- 
cently the Treasury and the Federal 
Reserve and Mexico and Canada got to- 
gether to extend that to a $9 billion 
line of credit. 

So we hope this legislation will call 
for greater accountability. However, 
there is one other aspect of this, and 
that is the physical movement. I said a 
while ago that better than 60 percent of 
our currency is somewhere, but the 
Federal Reserve does not know where. 
Nobody else seems to know, but it is 
there somewhere. 

Recently, in order to avoid the laws 
that we passed in the last few years to 
control drug money laundering, the ef- 
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fort now is to ship out the money. In 
fact, there was an arrest down in 
Miami where an individual was charged 
with trying to get $900,000 worth of 
cash out of the country. So they are 
trying the reserve. Instead of launder- 
ing the money here, which would make 
them subject to penalty, they will ship 
it out. And, of course, we ask, is that 
connected with drugs? Let me say that 
indubitably it is. 

Now, how long will this dollar as the 
currency of choice hold? Over the next 
several decades, China, Singapore, Tai- 
wan, and South Korea will experience 
some of the highest economic growth 
rates in the world, as they have been 
before. 

Will their continued economic trans- 
formation, coupled with Japan’s al- 
ready tightened role in the world trade 
and finance, mean the decline of the 
dollar? As I said, it already has. Only 
time will tell, though, how it is going 
to translate, and in what form. 

The question I have always asked is: 
Why should we wait until the crisis de- 
velops? The S&L crisis was entirely un- 
necessary. It was not an act of God. 
Some of us foresaw that and tried to 
warn others. 

So I am not trying to tell the Mem- 
bers that these events are something 
that is going to happen because they 
are God-ordained. Therefore, it has al- 
ways been my belief that we should act 
in a way that we can recognize the con- 
tingency, that we can anticipate and, if 
possible, sidestep a crisis. But that is 
not and has not been the history of our 
activities since the days of Franklin 
Roosevelt. 

So we do not even have the under- 
standing of the physical movement of 
our currency. The Federal Reserve’s 
own shot-in-the-dark estimate places 
the amount of currency overseas at 60 
percent. But little analytical work has 
been done to determine through what 
channels currency flows across our bor- 
ders. We do not know the destination 
of that money, and we do not know 
why it flows where it does. Lack of 
knowledge about physical currency 
movements is problematic in that it af- 
fects antimoney laundering efforts and 
the accuracy of international financial 
statistics. And that is what the Euro- 
pean nations are complaining about. 

The knowledge gap on currency 
movement also has some uncertain ef- 
fect on monetary policy. Well, of 
course. How can any central banking 
or official national entity that is main- 
ly in charge of setting monetary policy 
do so accurately if it does not know the 
facts? 

Right now people around the globe 
have too much confidence in the dollar. 
But the dollar is under siege. I say to 
my colleagues that we should not mis- 
take that. One important step we can 
take to better understand the factors 
that cause the dollar to be so revered is 
a study of the financial movement of 
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our currency. This has been neglected 
by the Federal Reserve and other agen- 
cies, and it is important that we fill 
that information gap so we can protect 
the dollar’s standing as far as we can, 
up to now, if at all possible. 

We must have currency flows and ac- 
curate capital flow statistics. 

In September 1992, the International 
Monetary Fund released a little no- 
ticed yet very important report enti- 
tled "Measurement of International 
Capital Flows." 

I will place that report at the end of 
my presentation today. And, of course, 
we have their conclusions. In terms 
you and I can understand, this report is 
warning that decisionmakers, all of 
them, including we in the United 
States, are basing our monetary and 
fiscal policies on faulty data. The re- 
sult is that inaccurate data under- 
mines the conduct of international eco- 
nomic policy and international co- 
operation. 

There is a background paper prepared 
for this IMF report entitled "Physical 
Currency and Capital Flows," and I 
will also place that in the RECORD 
today so my colleagues, if they are in- 
terested, will have access to these 
facts. That has always been the main 
purpose of my reporting on these ac- 
tivities since I became chairman of 
this committee, starting out no more 
than 2 days after I was elected chair- 
man in January 1989. 

The fact remains that until we know 
more—and we do not—there is very lit- 
tle that can be done. As has been said, 
if we do not know where we are coming 
from, how can we know where we want 
to go? Of course, if nobody wants to 
know or cares to know where we want 
to go, any road will take us some- 
where, wherever we want to go. 

On the subject of smuggling, I re- 
ferred to this huge transaction that 
was stopped in Miami, and there was 
another one amounting to $300,000 in 
San Diego, CA; smuggling is going up 
exponentially. So more than ever, I see 
an urgency to the adoption of this leg- 
islation. 

The main problem, as I see it, is the 
fact that there is no real dissemination 
of information. When I came aboard 
31% years ago to this body and to the 
Banking Committee, I did so with a 
tremendous interest in financial mat- 
ters, one that I had developed when I 
was in the State Senate of Texas, 
where I had been named the chairman 
of the Banking Committee. Of course, 
there is such a vast difference in the 
parameters or jurisdictions that I see 
now. What a vast enterprise that is on 
the congressional level. 
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Even before that, when I started on 
the city council of my city, San Anto- 
nio, that is why I think one reason I 


am here now is that I struggled hard as 
a very lonely figure on that city coun- 


May 2, 1994 


cil, but soon was recognized for saving 
money to the taxpayer, and also ad- 
dressing what, again, like on the na- 
tional level, everybody seemed to con- 
sider beyond the ken of the citizen. 

In fact, I remember a fellow council- 
man saying, we don't know why you 
are wasting time on all of this. Why, 
the people don't know what you are 
talking about. 

My answer to that was, well, wait a 
while. What were you and I before we 
were sworn in as councilmen? Weren't 
we people? Were we dumber or smarter 
then than we are now, or are we smart- 
er or dumber now? 

So that psychology still persists all 
over, not only on the local, but on the 
national level. 

Of course, the people are way ahead 
of us. I find amazing grasp by citizens 
that no local newspaper editor even 
thought of these matters. So it is just 
a question of us doing our duty as the 
agents of the people. 

Remember, my colleagues, every one 
of us will have our day of judgment, 
sooner or later, but ultimately we will 
inexorably face the day of judgment, 
and the only question will be were you 
for the people, or were you against the 
people. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit the documents 
Ireferred to earlier for the RECORD. 
REPORT ON THE MEASUREMENT OF INTER- 

NATIONAL CAPITAL FLOWS—INTERNATIONAL 

MONETARY FUND, SEPTEMBER 1992 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
INTRODUCTION 

The 1980s saw an unprecedented growth in 
the volume and the complexity of inter- 
national financial transactions (Chart 1). 
(Charts are not reproducible in the RECORD.) 
This has been accompanied by à significant 
deterioration in the coverage and quality of 
the data. As a result, it has become very dif- 
ficult, and at times impossible, for policy- 
makers to base judgments on reported bal- 
ance of payments statistics, particularly sta- 
tistics on international capital flows. Unless 
appropriate action is taken, there will al- 
most certainly be a further deterioration, 
with inevitable consequences for policy- 
making. 

The problem is particularly serious for two 
reasons: 

(1) Net errors and omissions in the balance 
of payments of several of the major indus- 
trial countries have, in some years, been so 
large that it has been difficult to ascertain 
each country's true capital (and current) ac- 
count position and, therefore, how much sav- 
ing the country has been providing to, or ab- 
sorbing from, the rest of the world (Chart 2). 
(Charts are not reproducible in the RECORD.) 

(2) The sharp rise in these errors and omis- 
sions after 1988 indicates that statistical 
problems have worsened dramatically and 
may well continue to worsen in the absence 
of a major effort to improve the data. 

The weakness in capital flow statistics is 
also reflected in the “discrepancy” in the 
global capital account. In the absence of er- 
rors and omissions, this discrepancy should 
be zero because the sum of inflows in the 
world should equal the sum of outflows. 
However, the discrepancy has fluctuated 
over the last decade, and it amounted to $66 
billion in 1989. Imbalances in the global cap- 
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ital account and its principal components, 
for the period 1986 to 1989, are shown in Table 
l. (Tables are not reproducible in the 
RECORD.) Although these imbalances reflect 
inaccuracies in the capital account statis- 
tics, they do not necessarily measure them 
exactly because, for example, some positive 
errors cancel out negative ones, and some 
transactions are not recorded at all. Factors 
causing the rapid expansion of international 
capital flows during the 1980s have also been 
a primary cause of deterioration in the sta- 
tistics. For example, the removal of ex- 
change controls by a number of countries 
has resulted in a loss of valuable data 
sources. The internationalization of markets 
has meant that compilers can no longer rely 
solely on domestic data sources; investors 
have increasingly used Overseas 
intermediaries beyond the reach of the do- 
mestic compiler. The trend toward the much 
greater use of transactions in securities has 
required compilers to widen the scope of 
their enquiries to institutions less able or 
wiling to provide data than banks have 
been. As new instruments have been intro- 
duced onto the markets, new ways of track- 
ing and recording them have had to be found. 
Many countries have tried, although some- 
times rather slowly, to adapt their balance 
of payments statistical systems or introduce 
new ones. However, in some countries, the 
changes in the international financial envi- 
ronment have been too large and have pro- 
duced too great a burden on reporters to be 
met without increases in resources. Further- 
more, these changes have occurred at a time 
when many governemnts have been attempt- 
ing to curb growth in public spending. As a 
result, too little has been done too late. 

Against this background, the Executive 
Board of the Fund established the Working 
Party on the Measurement of International 
Capital Flows in late 1989. This study follows 
the work for the Working Party on the Sta- 
tistical Discrepancy in World Current Ac- 
count Balances, the report of which was ap- 
proved by the board in 1987. 

ECONOMIC POLICY CONCERNS 

Progressive deterioration of the quality of 
information on international capital flows 
can undermine the conduct of national eco- 
nomic policy and international policy co- 
ordination in a number of ways: 

a. Inconsistencies in current and capital 
account recording at both the national and 
global level may indicate errors in national 
information on saving and investment. Such 
errors may mislead policymakers in basic 
choices about fiscal and monetary strategies. 

b. With greater freedom for capital to react 
to shifts in policy, it is important to antici- 
pate how monetary policy actions may be af- 
fected by crossborder capital flows. For ex- 
ample, an intended tightening of credit mar- 
kets may be frustrated by capital inflows, or 
an intended increase in taxes may be aborted 
by a capital outflow. Similarly, better infor- 
mation about capital flows may help to 
guide exchange rate policy, especially when 
capital flows have a significant immediate 
impact on the exchange markets. 

c. The enhanced speed and volume of inter- 
national financial transactions also create 
greater exposure to possible crises in the 
clearing systems for international banking 
accounts, should a major participant be un- 
able to meet scheduled obligations. The 
availability of accurate and timely data on 
capital flows can help national authorities 
assess such risks. 

d. There are now many occasions when 
groups of countries seek to coordinate their 
responses to problems in the international 
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economic system, or when the IMF exercises 
its surveillance function. At such times, 
timely and credible data on relevant devel- 
opments in capital flows are vital. 


e. It is important for the authorities and 
the public to have accurate information on 
the structure of the capital flows affecting a 
country, that is, on the distribution between 
relatively stable private flows (such as direct 
investment), flows of liquid private capital 
(such as short-term deposits in banks), or 
interofficial financing. Changes in this struc- 
ture and in the terms of financing may have 
policy implications. 


f. For direct investment, capital flows data 
giving information on the types of enter- 
prises being financed are useful for analysis 
of the functioning of the host and creditor 
economies. 


g. Countries with large foreign debts and 
their creditors need to have accurate statis- 
tics about such debts and the ways in which 
capital flows, both inward and outward, are 
affecting debt management. 


Additional instances can be listed, but the 
Working Party’s main concern about the 
connection between capital flow statistics 
and the policy process can be stated suc- 
cinctly: there are strong indications that 
this body of information on which good eco- 
nomic management depends is undergoing a 
serious and progressive deterioration. The 
size of recorded discrepancies in the global 
capital account is not the only sign of dete- 
rioration. Many errors in the compilation of 
such data many be offsetting, or trans- 
actions may be missed entirely. Thus, prob- 
lems with the figures may be worse than is 
immediately apparent. Concerns such as 
these contributed to the decision to set up 
the present Working Party. 


It is crucial to bear in mind that research 
on international capital flows is far more 
complicated than work on current account 
transactions. For the latter, classifications 
are clearer and transaction balances for a 
larger number of component accounts (such 
as trade, travel, investment income, and 
transfers) should by definition by zero for 
the world as a whole. Thus, there is an indi- 
cation of how much correction is needed for 
each principal category. With capital flows, 
however, there is much greater likelihood 
that the two sides of the same transaction 
may be recorded under different rubrics in 
national balance of payments accounts. For 
example, while the balances for direct and 
portfolio investment should approach zero at 
the global level, a capital outflow recorded 
as a direct investment by the creditor coun- 
try may be recorded under some other cat- 
egory by the host country if different classi- 
fication criteria are used. Similarly, an in- 
crease in a country’s reserves in the form of 
securities will be recorded as portfolio in- 
vestment in the country issuing the securi- 
ties. Consequently, when the researcher finds 
a discrepancy in any of the capital account 
categories (see Table 3) (Table not reproduc- 
ible in the RECORD), there is uncertainty as 
to whether the problem is one of classifica- 
tion differences or whether one or the other 
country simply has erroneous or missing 
data. The categories combined in "other" 
sectors are subdivided by type of transactor, 
so in this rubric the problems of matching 
inflows and outflows are even more severe. 
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BACKGROUND PAPERS—REPORT ON THE MEAS- 
UREMENT OF INTERNATIONAL CAPITAL 
FLOWS—INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND, 
DECEMBER 1992 

PHYSICAL CURRENCY MOVEMENTS AND 
CAPITAL FLOWS 
(By John F. Wilson) 

In the literature on international capital 
flows there is almost no mention of currency 
movements. “Capital” is usually understood 
to move through the channels of institu- 
tional finance or company accounts, where 
book entries record the changes in inter- 
national assets and liabilities. Yet some cap- 
ital moves in simpler and more tangible 
ways. Whenever domestic currency notes are 
acquired by nonresidents, foreign claims in- 
crease, constituting a capital inflow. The 
flow of currency back into residents' hands 
represents a decrease in external liabilities— 
an outflow.! The balance of payments coun- 
terpart entry to the currency flow may be- 
long in a country's current account, as with 
tourist expenditures, or the entry may be- 
long in the capital account. An example of 
the latter case is a domestic banks's ship- 
ment of currency to a foreign correspondent, 
whose demand account is debited in pay- 
ment. Only a few major currencies—those 
widely accepted in global transactions or re- 
garded as stores of value—are likely can- 
didates for substantial international move- 
ment. The U.S. dollar is the most obvious 
candidate, but there are others, too. 

MEASURING CURRENCY FLOWS 

A seamless statistical system would ac- 
count for changes in cross-border currency 
ownership as part of international capital 
flows. However, currency movements post 
two serious problems for compilers: measure- 
ment of the flows and appropriate use of avail- 
able data. For perhaps obvious reasons, 
measuring currency flows is difficult. AI- 
though movements through financial insti- 
tutions are accessible to statistical systems, 
large amounts of currency surely flow 
through individuals’ hands and other chan- 
nels. Only a few major countries (see annex) 
make any attempt to record or estimate 
international currency movements. Compil- 
ers who do gather some statistics rely al- 
most entirely on reports from domestic 
banks about cross-border shipments of bank 
notes, and they concede that coverage is 
fragmentary. Proper use of the resulting 
data is also problematic, as it is hard to de- 
termine what portion of net currency move- 
ments should be associated with particular 
current or capital account transactions.? 

Whether or not currency flows can be prop- 
erly measured, cumulative flows of any na- 
tional currency in one direction can con- 
stitute a large capital flow that is presently 
unmeasured in either debtor or creditor 
countries, In that sense, currency flows may 
contribute to the problems of measuring cap- 
ital flows. Owing to the lack of systematic 
data on this subject, it was not possible for 
the Working Party to address currency 
movements in its Report on the Measure- 
ment of International Capital Flows. 

If the net international currency flows 
were small, omitting them from balance of 
payments calculations would make little dif- 
ference. Evidence suggests, however, that 
net movements of several key currencies are 
relatively large, and the emission may play 
a role in both national and global statistical 
discrepancies,’ In this context, key-currency 
countries should be understood to be those 
whose physical currencies are candidates for 
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transactions, for hoarding (as a store of 
value), or for investment holding (such as ex- 
change rate speculation) by nonresidents.* 

Discussions of currency stocks are seldom 
found in a balance of payments context. The 
most frequent mention of them is usually 
made in research attempts to estimate the 
size of a country's underground economy. A 
number of such studies have been carried out 
in the past 15 years, mostly for the United 
States. Until recently, such work has not fo- 
cused on—and sometimes has not mentioned 
at all—the role of cross-border movements in 
the growth of the currency stock.“ 

It is widely accepted that the U.S. dollar 
circulates in many parts of the world, espe- 
cially those afflicted with political and eco- 
nomic instability. Translating this knowl- 
edge into specific estimates of either the 
Stock of dollars held abroad or flow esti- 
mates of dollars moving across borders is a 
much more difficult task. Some estimates 
suggest that more than 50 percent of the U.S. 
current stock is in foreign hands, but they 
are largely unsupported by systematic sta- 
tistics (see annex). Little else has been writ- 
ten about the nonresident holdings and 
cross-border flows of currencies beside the 
dollar. 

In the past few years, questions relating to 
currency growth have sometimes been con- 
nected to drug trafficking and other illegal 
activities. The framework resembles at- 
tempts to estimate domestic underground 
activities, except that it is more inter- 
national in nature. Yet, as noted in Chapter 
11 of the Report on Capital Flows, the larg- 
est portion of cross-border currency move- 
ments probably is not connected to drug 
trafficking at all. There are numerous chan- 
nels—institutional and individual—through 
which domestic currency can move abroad, 
and the reasons for such movements are usu- 
ally more prosaic than the drug or arms 
trade. For instance, in a general sense, the 
acquisition and retention of a foreign cur- 
rency may be a form of capital flight result- 
ing from political or economic uncertainty, 
inflation or exchange rate considerations, a 
desire to hide assets or avoid taxes, or many 
other possible factors. 

QUANTIFYING INTERNATIONAL CURRENCY FLOWS 

Whatever the motivation, physical cur- 
rency movements are a type of poorly meas- 
ured capital flow, and the size of actual 
movements is an important gap in capital 
account statistics. Although the scope for 
improving the formal statistics may be lim- 
ited, it may be possible to identify which 
currencies are most affected and roughly to 
quantify the amount of cross-border move- 
ments over time. The following experiment 
in quantification is similar to previous stud- 
ies of domestic underground economies in 
that it uses an inferential approach to the 
subject of unmeasured capital flows.5 Crude 
estimates of such flows can be obtained by 
comparing data on changes in currency 
Stocks to some assumptions about how these 
stocks should behave over time. 

Specifically, the following paragraphs ex- 
amine the real per capita currency stock in 
eight countries over the 1970-90 period." All 
of the currencies are candidates for signifi- 
cant cross-border movements because of in- 
flation, exchange rate influences, and geog- 
raphy. In none of these cases can the quan- 
tity of currency circulating domestically be 
isolated from the amount held by non- 
residents, so conclusions reached in this 
paper are suggestive at best. 

Chart 1 (Charts are not reproducible in 
RECORD.) displays the 1970-90 movements of 
the nominal currency stocks and real per 
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capita currency stocks for four of the eight 
countries: France, Germany, Japan, and the 
United States.“ Real currency per capita” is 
the total currency stock divided by popu- 
lation and deflated by the consumer price 
index. These adjustments are intended to 
eliminate the upward push on currency 
Stocks associated with growing populations 
and generally rising prices. The chart shows 
that real per capita currency stock declined 
sharply in France over the past two decades 
and rose noticeably in Germany, Japan, and 
the United States. 

How should real currency balances behave 
over time? Expected behavior has cyclical as 
well as systemic features. Physical currency 
is a component of narrow money in all coun- 
tries, and narrow money is substituted for 
broadly defined money when interest rates 
change. When interest rates rise, the oppor- 
tunity cost to a domestic resident of holding 
domestic bank notes increases, causing per 
capita holdings of currency and narrow 
money to fall. The converse holds true for 
declines in interest rates.“ Real balances will 
therefore fluctuate with interest rates. 

For the most part, however, interest rate 
changes are a cyclical force, not a secular 
one. A more important long-run influence on 
currency balances is technology—that is, 
changes in domestic payments mechanisms. 
Technological changes have tended to work 
against the demand to hold currency. Wide- 
spread use of credit and debit cards, elec- 
tronic payments, and similar mechanisms 
available to the individual consumers should 
have reduced the currency intensiveness of 
transactions over the past two decades. 
Thus, while one might expect to see cyclical 
ups and downs in currency balances, a dis- 
tinct downward drift should occur reflecting 
the technological advances. 

The exact rate at which real currency bal- 
ances should decrease is a matter of extreme 
conjecture and will likely vary across coun- 
tries. However, each country might be 
thought to follow an expected “baseline” 
evolution of real per capita currency stocks. 
For present purposes, it was assumed that 
between 1970 and 1990 advances in payments 
technology in each country lowered the in- 
tensiveness of domestic currency usage by 10 
percent. The difference between actual and 
baseline balances is an unexplained residual, 
representing a cumulative change in the cur- 
rency stock induced by factors other than 
prices, population, and technology. For key 
currencies, this residual could largely be 
cross-border movements of bank notes. 

Among the countries shown in Chart 1, a 
persistent downward drift in real per capita 
currency stocks has taken place only in 
France. There, currently balances not only 
decline in a way that seems consistent with 
changes in payments technology and 
consumer behavior but they drop even faster 
than hypothesized over an extended period. 
There have been striking upward movements 
in per capita currency balances for Germany 
and Japan, and to a lesser extent the United 
States.“ 

Table 1 gives further details of the calcula- 
tion for all eight countries. It shows ‘tunex- 
plained" currency growth—the residual—in 
real per capita terms. This residual is then 
translated back into nominal currency 
amounts: the total quantity of currency at 
current prices that is "unexplained" by pop- 
ulation, prices, and technology. Finally, the 
result is shown in dollar terms. 

Apart from the possible contribution of do- 
mestic underground economies to these re- 
siduals, the signs and magnitudes of most of 
the results are intuitively plausible. The 
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local currency figures in the second column 
might be interpreted as upper-bound esti- 
mates of cumulative capital flows associated 
with physical currency movements over this 
interval. The dollar figures, however, are 
equivalent to the cumulation at 1990 average 
exchange rates. They should not be inter- 
preted as the dollar value of the capital flows 
for themselves. This distinction is especially 
important for the strikingly large Japanese 
figure, where yen appreciation during the 
1980s inflated the dollar equivalent of the pu- 
tative currency outflow.1!o 

Another aspect of national currency bal- 
ances is relevant to speculations about their 
role in capital flows: the size of the bills in 
circulation. It has been noted that an unusu- 
ally high (and rising) proportion of U.S. cur- 
rency outstanding is in denominations of 
$100 and greater. Although this is consistent 
with the presumed nature of some illegal do- 
mestic activities, it is also consistent with 
increased hoarding and transactions (includ- 
ing illegal ones) outside the United States. 

As noted above, there is no simple bench- 
mark" for currency outstanding for domestic 
use. Some national economies tend to be 
more currency intensive than others, in the 
sense that more transactions are tradition- 
ally done in cash, implying higher average 
amounts of real per capita balances. As 
Table 2 shows, however, the amounts of cur- 
rency outstanding vary greatly across the 
eight countries, even apart from the move- 
ments shown in the Chart 1. 

Switzerland is the most prominent 
"outlier" in the table, with impressive real 
per capita currency stocks, even after allow- 
ance for exchange rate movements. There 
has not been much change in the real de- 
mand for Swiss currency in recent years, and 
the figures are consistent with the notion 
that a certain quantity of Swiss francs are in 
nonresident hands. 

CONCLUSION 


These final comments stress that multiple 
influences work on currency demand. The 
simple facts of rising“ or falling“ real per 
capital currency balances can be the result 
of both domestic and foreign developments, 
and the comparisons made with baseline as- 
sumptions in this paper are merely indic- 
ative. What several findings do suggest, how- 
ever, is that foreign demand for several phys- 
ical currencies has been rising over the pe- 
riod covered by this paper, implying 
unmeasured capital flows into the countries 
of the currency issuers. As this appears to 
have taken place over a fairly long interval, 
the cumulative capital inflow has perhaps 
been substantial. If this were the case, the 
outstanding stock of currency owned by non- 
residents may not be a negligible factor in 
the international investment positions of 
such countries or in those where the cur- 
rencies are held. 

FOOTNOTES 


1 Although it is the acquisition of domestic cur- 
rency notes (change in ownership) by nonresidents 
and the acquisition of foreign currency notes by 
residents, rather than cross-border flows per se, that 
defines a capital flow, for convenience this paper 
will refer to "currency movements." References to 
"currency" transactions mean physical currency: 
bank notes. "Currency stock" as used in this paper 
means currency outside deposit money banks. 

The countries that gather data usually record net 
inflows of currency through their banks. This may 
reflect the tendency for currency to be exported in 
large numbers of small transactions and eventually 
to be returned by foreign banks to the home country 
for deposit credit. 

It net flows of currency are entirely unmeasured 
by both affected countries, the omission of these 
capital flows might give ríse to discrepancies in na- 
tional balance of payments accounts, but not con- 
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tribute to the global capital account discrepancy. 
However, the exact role played by currency move- 
ments (and the exchange of currency balances for 
assets that may be captured by compilers) is more 
complicated, so some effect on the capital account 
imbalance is líkely. 

Potential compilation errors are not confined to 
the small number of identifiable key-currency coun- 
tries alone. Other countries cannot measure changes 
in their residents' holdings of foreign currencies. 
Which holder countries“ are most affected and by 
what amount is more conjectural. 

*Officials in the United States have long been 
aware of the large amount of currency outstanding 
relative to the population. All such currency is in- 
cluded in the M1 measure of the money supply. Fed- 
eral Reserve officials have began to make public 
"guesstimates" as to the share of the currency 
stock that might be in foreign hands. 

The intent of the research into the underground 
economy" problem usually has been to estimate bi- 
ases in official national accounts statistics on in- 
come and expenditure. 

"The countries included in this experiment were: 
Canada, France, Germany, Japan, Italy, Switzer- 
land, the United Kingdom, and the United States. 
All the figures used in the calculations were taken 
from the IMF publication /nternational Financial Sta- 
tistics. 

Note that the reverse might apply for foreign 
holdings of domestic currency notes. A rise in do- 
mestic interest rates often is accompanied by an ap- 
preciation of the currency. Actual and expected ap- 
preciation might induce foreign holders of the cur- 
rency to acquire more, especially if their access to 
other vehicles (such as deposits and securities) is 
constrained by local regulations, 

*Among countries for which charts are not shown, 
smaller declines in real per capita currency balances 
were recorded between 1970 and 1990 in the United 
Kingdom. Apart from oscillations, balances did not 
change much in Canada, Italy, and Switzerland. An 
examination of exchange rate movements over the 
interval suggests some correlation with yen and 
deutsche mark currency balances. 

10 For instance, the exchange rate in the early 
1980s was well above 220 yen per dollar. The 1990 rate 
used for the translation was about 145 yen per dol- 
lar. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON BANKING, FINANCE AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS, 

Washington, DC, May 2, 1994. 
Hon. ALAN GREENSPAN, 
Chairman, Board of Governors of the Federal 

Reserve System, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN GREENSPAN: According to 
most estimates, the majority of our currency 
is held by foreigners. In this regard, the 
Committee would like to learn more about 
how large shifts in the amount of currency 
held by foreigners would affect the conduct 
of monetary policy, and more generally, the 
real economy. 

The Committee is also concerned about the 
accuracy of estimates it has received of U.S. 
currency held overseas, and the resulting ac- 
curacy of international capital flow statis- 
tics. A September 1992 International Mone- 
tary Fund (IMF) report, entitled The Meas- 
urement of International Capital Flows," 
concluded that estimates of U.S. currency 
stock in foreign hands are largely unsup- 
ported by systematic statistics. 

One of the IMF report's background pa- 
pers, entitled “Physical Currency Move- 
ments and Capital Flows,“ states that cur- 
rency movements are a type of poorly meas- 
ured capital flow, and the size of the actual 
movements is an important gap in capital 
account statistics." 'The report concludes 
that cumulative flows of currency in one di- 
rection, such as the large annual export of 
dollars from the U.S., can constitute a large 
capital flow that is presently unmeasured. 

To assist the Committee in learning more 
about how physical currency movements af- 
fect monetary policy and the accuracy of 
international capital flow statistics, please 
provide answers to the following questions. 
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MONETARY POLICY 

l. How is monetary policy affected by the 
fact that the majority of our currency (esti- 
mated at almost 60%) is held by foreigners? 

2. How would a significant change in the 
willingness of foreigners to hold dollars af- 
fect the conduct of monetary policy? 

3. How would a significant change in the 
willingness of foreigners to hold dollars af- 
fect the size of bank reserves, long and short- 
term interest rates, aggregate demand for 
goods and services and exchange rates. 

FEDERAL RESERVE EFFORTS TO IMPROVE 
ACCURACY 

In your letter to me of April 1, 1993, you 
stated that the Board of Governors esti- 
mated the percentage of U.S. currency held 
overseas was arrived at indirectly and was 
"subject to considerable imprecisions." You 
also stated your belief that ''research con- 
cerning currency location should continue." 

1. Please describe the Federal Reserve's 
continuing efforts to measure currency held 
by foreigners, the methodologies used, the 
degree of accuracy of the estimates, and the 
results obtained. 

2. Does the Federal Reserve agree with the 
IMF's conclusion that currency movements 
are a poorly measured type of capital flow 
and this lack of data adversely affects the 
accuracy of capital flow statistics? 

3. Please describe the Federal Reserve's ef- 
forts to improve the accuracy of capital flow 
statistics, and the potential impact inac- 
curate statistics have on the conduct of 
monetary policy. 

Thank you for your attention to these 
matters. I look forward to working with you 
to improve our understanding of the impact 
of physical currency movements. Please pro- 
vide a response to this request by the close 
of business, June 3, 1994. 

With best wishes. 

Sincerely 
HENRY B. GONZALEZ, 
Chairman. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON BANKING, FINANCE AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS, 
Washington, DC, May 2, 1994. 

Hon. CHARLES BOWSHER, 

Comptroller General of the United States, U.S. 
General Accounting Office (GAO), Washing- 
ton, DC. 

DEAR COMPTROLLER BOWSHER: The Com- 
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af- 
fairs is studying the impact that physical 
currency movements have on the conduct of 
monetary policy, the accuracy of capital 
flow statistics and anti-money laundering ef- 
forts. 

A number of sources, including the GAO, 
raise concerns about the accuracy of esti- 
mates of the quantity of U.S. currency held 
by foreigners. Concerns have also been raised 
about the affect unmeasured currency move- 
ments have on monetary policy, the accu- 
racy of capital flow statistics, and anti- 
money laundering efforts. 

To assist the Committee in learning more 
about the patterns of physical currency 
movements and the effects of these move- 
ments on the above issues, please submit a 
report which addresses the following ques- 
tions. 

QUANTITY OF CURRENCY OUTSTANDING 

l. Please provide historical statistics on 
the amount of U.S. currency outstanding by 
denomination. What amount and percentage 
of U.S. currency is held by foreigners? 

2. Please provide historical statistics on 
the amount of currency exported and im- 
ported into the U.S. each year. 
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3. Please describe the factors that create 
the demand for U.S. currency both domesti- 
cally and internationally (i.e. for trans- 
actions, hoarding, etc.) 

4. Please list the top ten foreign countries 
in terms of U.S. currency holdings. What 
amount and denomination circulates in each 
country? Through what channels does each 
nation obtain its U.S. currency? 

5. Which countries use the dollar as their 
main medium of exchange? Why do these 
countries choose the dollar as its main me- 
dium of exchange? 

6. Please describe the techniques used to 
make the above estimates and their degree 
of accuracy. Please make sure to analyze the 
adequacy of the Federal Reserve's technique 
for estimating currency held by foreigners. 

BANKS AND CURRENCY FLOWS 


The Committee is interested in learning 
more about the institutional channels 
through which U.S. currency flows into and 
out of the country. In particular, the Com- 
mittee would like to know more about the 
role played by U.S. banks in international 
currency movements. 

1. By what methods does U.S. currency exit 
and enter the country (e.g. banks, securities 
firms, mail, etc.)? 

2. What percentage of cross-border U.S. 
currency movements are attributable to 
smuggling? 

3. What percentage of cross-border U.S. 
currency movements are executed by U.S. 
banks? 

4. Please list the U.S. banks that handle 
the most U.S. currency overseas. 

5. Please provide a measure of the volume 
of currency handled overseas by U.S. banks, 
a measure of the annual volume of currency 
imported and exported by these institutions, 
and the most common places of entry or exit 
through which they import or export the 
currency. 

CURRENCY AND THE ACCURACY CAPITAL FLOW 

STATISTICS 


A September 1992 International Monetary 
Fund (IMF) report, entitled Measurement 
of International Capital Flows," concludes 
that cumulative flows of currency in one di- 
rection can constitute a large capital flow 
that is presently unmeasured in either debt- 
or or creditor nations. The study also con- 
cludes that “physical currency movements 
are a type of poorly measured capital flow, 
and that the size of the actual movements is 
an important gap in capital account statis- 
tics." The Committee is interested in how 
the Federal Reserve has addressed this prob- 
lem. 

1. What steps has the U.S. taken in the 
past few years to improve the accuracy of 
the currency component of capital flow sta- 
tistics? 

2. Please describe U.S. efforts to work with 
the IMF or other international bodies to im- 
prove currency movement and capital flow 
statistics? 


MONEY LAUNDERING 


Illegal activities such as narcotics traf- 
ficking generate billions of dollars annual in 
domestic cash sales. Over the past decade, 
the Congress has passed increasingly tough 
money laundering statutes aimed at curbing 
the amount of illicit currency that enters 
U.S. financial institutions. According to law 
enforcement officials and past reports by 
your agency, drug cartels and other crimi- 
nals are responding to these laws by trans- 
porting massive amounts of U.S. currency 
out of the country. 

l. Please describe the mechanisms by 
which U.S. banking agencies work with law 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


enforcement and intelligence agencies to 
track the flow of illegal currency across our 
borders. 

2. Please describe U.S. banking agencies’ 
efforts to work with U.S. banks to ensure 
they are not exporting or importing illicitly 
obtained currency. 

3. Banks are generally exempt from the 
Bank Secrecy Act’s requirements to report 
cross-border currency movements. Do you 
believe that reports by banks would provide 
useful information for anti-money launder- 
ing efforts or for other purposes? 

I would appreciate any additional informa- 
tion or comments related to the above top- 
ics. Thank you for your attention to these 
matters. The Committee looks forward to 
your reply. 

With best wishes. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY B. GONZALEZ, 
Chairman. 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE ACT- 
ING DIRECTOR, NON-LEGISLA- 
TIVE AND FINANCIAL SERVICES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Acting Director, 
Non-Legislative and Financial Serv- 
ices: 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR, NON-LEG- 
ISLATIVE AND FINANCIAL SERV- 
ICES, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, April 29, 1994. 
Hon. THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington, 

DC 


DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules 
of the House that the Office of Finance has 
been served with a subpoena issued by the 
United States District Court for the District 
of Columbia. 

After consultation with the General Coun- 
sel to the House, I have determined that 
compliance with the subpoena is consistent 
with the privileges and precedents of the 
House. 

Sincerely, 
RANDALL B. MEDLOCK, 
Acting Director. 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
COLEMAN). Pursuant to clause 12, rule 
I, the House will stand in recess subject 
to the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 12 min- 
utes p.m.) the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 


o 1533 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore [Mr. GLICKMAN] at 3 o'clock 
and 33 minutes p.m. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 


May 2, 1994 


(The following Member (at the re- 
quest of Mr. BALLENGER) to revise and 
extend his remarks and include extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr. ARMEY for 5 minutes today. 

(The following Member (at the re- 
quest of Mrs. CoLLINs of Illinois) to re- 


“vise and extend his remarks and in- 


clude extraneous material:) 
Mr. OWENS for 5 minutes today. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 


(The following Member (at the re- 
quest of Mr. BALLENGER) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. MCCOLLUM in two instances. 

The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois) and to 
include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. ENGEL. 

Mr. 

Mr. 

Mr. 

Mr. 

Mr. SWETT. 

The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. GONZALEZ) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. HORN. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. 

Mr. WELDON. 


SENATE BILL REFERRED 


A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 473. An act to promote the industrial 
competitiveness and economic growth of the 
United States by strengthening the linkages 
between the laboratories of the Department 
of Energy and the private sector and by sup- 
porting the development and application of 
technologies critical to the economic, sci- 
entific and technological competitiveness of 
the United States, and for other purposes; to 
the Committees on Armed Services, Science, 
Space and Technology, and Energy and Com- 
merce. 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled a bill of the House 
of the following title, which was there- 
upon signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 2333. An act to authorize appropria- 
tions for the Department of State, the Unit- 
ed States Information Agency, and related 
agencies, and for other purposes. 


BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 


Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on the following 
dates present to the President, for his 
approval, bills of the House of the fol- 
lowing titles: 


May 2, 1994 


On April 15, 1994: 

H.R. 4066. An act to suspend temporarily 
the duty on the personal effects of partici- 
pants in, and certain other individuals asso- 
ciated with, the 1994 World Cup Soccer 
Games, the 1994 World Rowing Champion- 
ships, the 1995 Special Olympics World 
Games, the 1996 Summer Olympics, and the 
1996 Paralympics. 

On April 22, 1994: 

H.R. 3693. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse under construction in 
Denver, Colorado, as the Byron White Unit- 
ed States Courthouse." 
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H.R. 821. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to extend eligibility for burial 
in national cemeteries to persons who have 
20 years of service creditable for retired pay 
as members of a reserve component of the 
Armed Forces and to their dependents. 

H.R. 2884. An act to establish a national 
framework for the development of School-to- 
Work Opportunities systems in all States, 
and for other purposes. 

On April 29, 1994: 

H.R. 2333. An act to authorize appropria- 

tions for the Department of State, the Unit- 
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ed States Information Agency, and related 
agencies, and for other purposes. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 3 o’clock and 34 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues- 
day, May 3, 1994, at 10:30 a.m. 


o_a 


EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL 
Reports of various House committees concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized by them during the 


fourth quarter of 1993 and the first quarter of 1994, in connection with official foreign travel pursuant to Public Law 95- 
384, as well as an amendment to the fourth quarter 1993 consolidated Speaker's report concerning the foreign currencies 
and U.S. dollars utilized for official foreign travel authorized by the Speaker, and reports of various miscellaneous groups 


of the U.S. House of Representatives, are as follows: 
AMENDED REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, FOURTH QUARTER CONSOLIDATED SPEAKERS' REPORT, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED 


BETWEEN DEC. 8 AND DEC. 10, 1993 


Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total 
US. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar U.S. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Vd Deaton Country Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- — equivalent 
rency or U.S. cur- rency or US. cur- rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur- 
rency? rency rency? rency? 
Hon. Richard Gephabv— 128 12/10 Switzerland .... " 4820] ... —— 2,781.46 
( deii arai. onmes - TUN T Tem 482.01 2,781.46 


1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 


? | foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 


RICHARD A. GEPHARDT, Feb. 15, 1994. 


REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1993 


Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total 

US. dollar US. dollar US. dollar U.S. dollar 
Name of Member or employee ded Oik Country Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- — equivalent 
pa rency or U.S. cur- rency or US. cur- rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur- 

rency? rency? rency? rency? 

1,572.00 1,572. 

1,572.00 1,572. 

as 1,333, 

738. 


Brown 

Commercial transportation 
Commercial transportation 
Committee tote! 


"738.00 


1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 


—— —— Apr. 14, 1994. 
REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND 
DEC. 31, 1993 
Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar 
Name of Member Count n 4 : d * 

e Arial Departure 3 nem d eMe eee MOM pum Wa 

rency? rency? rency? rency? 
12/18 927.00 
12/19 178.00 
2 495.00 
5 1,895.45 
Gregory Wetstone . 12/9 France A 3,218.35 4,019.35 
William Schultz 12/6 12/9 France von r 3,218.35 4,019.35 

David Finnegan 1130 12A Switzerland Jj 3,053.35 3,655. 
Ripley Forbes... 12/15 12/17 Canada r . um 955.39 

3,689.00 


Committee total 
1Per diem constitutes lodging and means. 


? |f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 


1,97089 ... 495.00 16,154.89 


JOHN D. DINGELL, Chairman. 
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON RULES, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1993 


Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total 
US. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar U.S. dollar 
Name of Member or employee : Country Foreign cur- i Foreign cur- — equivalent ign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- 1 1 
er U.S. cur- 


1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
? | foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 


JOE MOAKLEY, Chairman, Apr. 24, 1994. 
REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON BANKING, FINANCE AND URBAN AFFAIRS, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 


AND MAR. 31, 1994 j 
Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar US. dollar US. dollar US. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Country fi cure cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent cure 
ee o 
rency? rency? rency? rency? 
Wn Pon PR eiie eicit « 12 1⁄4 23600 .. 236.00 
1A 15 295.00 295.00 
Vs Vs 537.00 537.00 
V8 n] 223.00 223.00 
Vil 560.00 560.00 
1/12 177.00 177.00 
1/12 e 0.00 
1/13 280.00 280.00 
1/14 237.00 336.03 
2,545.00 2,644.03 
per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
21 foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 
3 Did not accept per diem. 


HENRY GONZALEZ, Chairman, Apr. 13, 1994. 
REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 1994 


Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar US. dollar US. dolla: US. dolla 
Name of Member or employee Country Fonigs cu. iain — NRI es AASIN: Fonigi cits peso ge ow- equivalent 
rency? 


954.00 

363.00 

332.00 

648.00 

ene 

E 
900.00 900.00 

76.31 
63000 .. 630.00 
ai eei 6,427.95 
Greece 808.00 808.00 
Israel 642.00 642.00 
Jordan 191.00 210.89 
5 512.00 512.00 
42315 423.75 
1/23 Thailand 1,659.00 


May 2, 1994 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 8899 


REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 1994— 
Continued 


Transportation Other purposes 


U.S. dollar 
Name of Member or employee P aas Foreign cur- 


Military transportation . vensnausnes 
Commercial transportation 


Mili tati 
D. Fisk 3 


Military transpoma tn RENS 


8888 8 
88888 


88888888 


Military transportation ....... 
G. Kapen 


888 88888888 


Military transportation, one-way „u.s is 
Commercial transportation, one-way ........... = 
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 1994— 
Continued 
Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total 


Nicaragua .. 


zz 
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 1994— 


Continued 
Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total 
US. dollar US, dollar US. dollar US. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Mai Departure Country Foreign cur- — equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- — equivalent 
rency or U.S. cur- rency or US. cur- rency or US. cur- rency or U.S. cur- 
rency? rency? rency? rency? 
RN. A AE AATTEET, 1/12 2 
1/16 
1/18 
Wi 
V21 
Military transportation — 


Commercial transportation 
J. Weber 


Military transportation 
Committee dota———— MeL AMARE - Se 


1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 

? | foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 
Represents refunds made of unused per diem. 

* Charter flight for two. 


és bsp bp p p Ur E NAO . iesiE EA EE — 245,418.16 


LEE H. HAMILTON, Apr. 29, 1994. 
REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON RULES, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 1994 


Date Per diem** Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar US. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Aral Departure Country Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- — equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent foreign cur- equivalent 
rency or US. cur- rency or US. cur- rency or US, cur- rency or U.S. cur- 
rency? rency? rency? 
Hon. Gerald B.H. So mo 1/12 1/16 
1/16 1/18 
1/8 1/19 
Wig Vi 
121 1/23 
Transportation by military aircraft s ss eem 
Committee total. s NEAR URGERE 2,516.75 


1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
7H foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 


JOE MOAKLEY, Chairman. 
REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 
1994 


Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar US. dollar US. dollar U.S, dollar 
Name of Member or employee e Deze Country Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- — equivalent Foreign cur- — equivalent 
rency or US. cur- rency or U.S. cur- rency or US. cur- rency or US. cur- 
rency? rency? rency? rency? 
Hon. Sam Gibbons — 1/12 
1/16 
1/18 
1/19 
Vi 
Transportation by military aircraft —— 
Hon. Michael Mehult) 1/10 
Vis 
1/16 
Commercial round-trip transportation Gerede 
Hon. William Thomass 1/12 


Transportation by military aircraft 
Franklin Phifer 


Commercial transportation, one-way ... 
Military transportation, one-way 


1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
?f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 


DAN ROSTENKOWSKI, Chairman, Apr. 20, 1994. 
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, CANADA-U.S. INTERPARLIAMENTARY CONFERENCE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND 
DEC. 31, 1993 


Name of Member or employee 


itii 


d 
H 


HH 


| 
| 


„8 
2 ff foreign currency is used, TF ²—* à de ai aa ol. 


HARRY JOHNSTON, Mar. 10, 1994. 


REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, TRAVEL TO RUSSIA, NORTH ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN DEC. 9 AND 
DEC. 14, 1993 


Committee totals .. — —————————— 88 - Afro: ——— 1800. 18,902.10 
1 Per diem constitutes lodging and 
LO bara kater US Cie salto Kid: mim fcn i D idi 
ial transportation. 
CHARLIE ROSE. 
REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, TRAVEL TO CANADA, NORTH ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 16 
AND JAN. 20, 1994 
Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total 
Name of Member or employee Mia Depart Country Foreign cur- po a Foreign cur- —— Foreign cur- —— Foreign cur- M 


rency or U.S, cur- rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S, cur- rency or U.S. cur- 
2 2 2 rency? 


1/16 1/19 695.60 
1/19 41.70 
1/16 1/19 929.94 
1/16 1/19 . 929.94 
Committee total .. c ̃ — ———— . Á———H —Ó— — (E Ree > LS —Ó—— 2,597.18 


LICUIT and meals. 


foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 
3 transportation. 


SHERWOOD BOEHLERT, Feb. 2, 1994. 
REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, TRAVEL TO BELGIUM AND FRANCE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN FEB. 12 AND FEB. 18, 


1994 
Date Per diem! 
Name of Member or employee E Country Foreign cur- —.— — 
rency or US. cur- 
rency? 

Belgium 630.00 
france . 1040.00 
m 1040.00 
Belgium par = 630.00 
france 1 
France .... 1040.00 
France 1040.00 
Belgium 630.00 
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, TRAVEL TO BELGIUM AND FRANCE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN FEB. 12 AND FEB. 18, 


Name of Member or employee 


Peter Abbruzzese ... 
Elizabeth Bergere .. 


1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
? |f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 
Commercial transportation. 


1994 


Country 


— oe 


2888883828 
88888888 


Total 
US, dollar 


CHARLIE ROSE, Mar. 2, 1994. 


REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, TRAVEL TO GREECE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN MARCH 17 AND MARCH 21, 1994 


Name of Member or employee 


1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 


Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total 
Country U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar US. dollar 
Foreign cur- — equivalent Foreign cur- cur- — Foreign cur- — equivalent 
— mg recy? 


2 if foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 


3 Commerical transportation. 


DOUGLAS BEREUTER, Apr. 19, 1994. 


ne 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
lows: 

3079. A letter from the Secretary of De- 
fense, transmitting a copy of Presidential 
Determination No. 94-8, pursuant to Public 
Law 103-139; to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions. 

3080. A letter from the Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to provide for a U.S. contribution 
to the Inter-American Development Bank, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

3081. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a report on control and elimi- 
nation of chemical and biological weapons, 
pursuant to Public Law 102-182, section 308(a) 
(105 Stat. 1257); to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

3082. A letter from the Chief Justice, the 
Supreme Court of the United States, trans- 
mitting amendments to the Federal Rules of 
Appellate Procedure as adopted by the 
Court, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 2072 (H. Doc. No. 
103-247); to the Committee on the Judiciary 
and ordered to be printed. 

3083. A letter from the Chief Justice, the 
Supreme Court of the United States, trans- 
mitting amendments to the Federal Rules of 
Bankruptcy Procedure as adopted by the 
Court, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 2075 (H. Doc. No. 
103-248); to the Committee on the Judiciary 
and ordered to be printed. 

3084. A letter from the Chief Justice, the 
Supreme Court of the United States, trans- 


mitting amendments to the Federal rules of 
criminal procedure as adopted by the Court, 
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 2072 (H. Doc. No. 103- 
249); to the Committee on the Judiciary and 
ordered to be printed. 

3085. A letter from the Chief Justice, the 
Supreme Court of the United States, trans- 
mitting an amendment to the Federal rules 
of evidence as adopted by the Court, pursu- 
ant to 28 U.S.C. 2076 (H. Doc. No. 103-250); to 
the Committee on the Judiciary and ordered 
to be printed. 

3086. A letter from the Director, Adminis- 
trative Office of the U.S. Courts, transmit- 
ting the annual report on applications for 
court orders made to Federal and State 
courts to permit the interception of wire, 
oral, or electronic communications during 
calendar year 1993, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 
2519(3); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

3087. A letter from the Chairman, U.S. Sen- 
tencing Commission and Bureau of Prisons, 
transmitting a report of amendments to the 
sentencing guidelines, policy statements, 
and commentary, together with the reasons 
for these amendments, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 
994(p); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BROOKS: Committee of Conference. 
Conference report on S. 636, An act to amend 
the Public Health Service Act to permit in- 
dividuals to have freedom of access to cer- 


tain medical clinics and facilities, and for 
other purposes (Rept. 103-488). Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 4296. A bill to make unlawful the trans- 
fer or possession of assault weapons; with an 
amendment (Rept. 103-489). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 


SUBSEQUENT ACTION ON A RE- 
PORTED BILL SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 


Under clause 5 of rule X the following 
action was taken by the Speaker: 


[Omitted from the Record of April 29, 1994] 

H.R. 1593. The Committee on the Judiciary 
discharged from further consideration of 
H.R. 1593; H.R. 1593 referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

H.R. 3567. Referral to the Committee on 
Natural Resources extended for a period end- 
ing not later than May 6, 1994. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu- 
tions were introduced and severally re- 
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. BATEMAN: 

H.R. 4320. A bill to authorize the establish- 
ment of a pilot program to provide environ- 
mental assistance to non-Federal interests 
in the Chesapeake Bay watershed, and for 
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees 
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on Public Works and Transportation and 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 
By Mr. KOPETSKI: 

H.R. 4321. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to exempt cash payments 
of legal fees from the reporting requirements 
relating to cash received in a trade or busi- 
ness; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself and Mrs. 
MEYERS of Kansas): 

H.R. 4322. A bill to amend the Small Busi- 
ness Act to increase the authorization for 
the development company program, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Small 
Business. 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 

H.R. 359: Mr. SERRANO. 


1155: Mr. HINCHEY and Mr. WOLF. 

2680: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. 
R. 2741: Mr. MENENDEZ and Mr. ENGEL. 

H.R. 2873: Mr. DREIER, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. 
CRAPO, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. STEARNS, and Mr. 
HERGER. 

H.R. 3064: Mr. DELAY and Mr. CLINGER. 


R. 
R. 1141: Mrs. MALONEY. 
R. 
R. 
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H. R. 3392: Mr. HOBSON, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. 
KOLBE, Mr. BONILLA, Mr. HORN, Mr. ROGERS, 
Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. BATE- 
MAN, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. 
Goss, Mr. ARMEY, and Mr. WHITTEN. 

H.R. 3656: Mr. COYNE, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. 
MANN, and Mr. FINGERHUT. 

H.R. 3787: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. 

H.R. 3843: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. 

H.R. 3854: Mr. STUMP, Mr. BEILENSON, and 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 

H.R. 3866: Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. WYDEN, Ms. 
LONG, Ms.  MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY, Ms. 
FURSE, Mr. THORNTON, and Mr. BARRETT of 
Wisconsin. 

H.R. 3869: Mr. FOGLIETTA. 

H.R. 3906: Mr. SWIFT, Mr. MCDADE, Mrs. 
UNSOELD, Mr. PICKLE, Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. 
VISCLOSKY, Mr. WYDEN, Mrs. MEEK of Flor- 
ida, Mr. WELDON, Mr. PARKER, and Mr. CAL- 


R. 3943: Mr. CLINGER. 

R. 3944: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. 

R. 3948: Mr. TORKILDSEN. 

R. 3951: Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina and 


H.R. 4024: Mr. WYNN, Ms. FURSE, and Mr. 
DEFAZI 

H.R. "4100: Mr. KLUG, Mr. ZIMMER, and Mr. 
WASHINGTON. 

H.R. 4109: Mr. MILLER of California and Mr. 
FINGERHUT. 

H.R. 4211: Ms. DUNN and Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas. 
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H.R. 4271: Mr. SERRANO, Mr. HINCHEY, 
Mr. WILSON. 


H.R. 4296: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. 
ACKERMAN, MR. REED, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. 
PAYNE of New Jersey, and Mrs. ROUKEMA. 

H.J. Res. 209: Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. 
BILBRAY, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mrs. MEEK of 
Florida, Ms. Lowey, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. 
PARKER, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. ABER- 
CROMBIE, and Mr. MURTHA. 

H.J. Res. 276: Mr. McNULTY, Mrs. MORELLA, 
Mr. HANSEN, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. TORRES, 
Mr. BUNNING, Mr. REGULA, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. 
CALVERT, Mr. MINGE, Mr. EDWARDS of Texas, 
Mr. SAXTON, Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas, Mr. 
GEKAS, Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. 
TANNER, Mr. CARR, Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming, 
Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, 
Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. STOKES, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. 
TALENT, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. WHEAT, Ms. 
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. 
KILDEE, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. BROWDER, Mr. 
MYERS of Indiana, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. 
GALLO, and Mr. LIVINGSTON. 

H.J. Res. 320: Mr. GUNDERSON and Mr. 
EVANS. 

H.J. Res. 342: Mr. ScoTT, Mr. CHAPMAN, and 
Mr. KOPETSKI. 


H. Con. Res. 15: Ms. SLAUGHTER. 


H. Con. Res. 84: Mr. SAXTON, Mr. GENE 
GREEN of Texas, and Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. 


H. Con. Res. 179: Mr. CHAPMAN. 


and 
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SENATE—Monday, May 2, 1994 


The Senate met at 3 p.m., and was 
called to order by the Honorable 
DIANNE FEINSTEIN, a Senator from the 
State of California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today's 
prayer will be offered by guest Chap- 
lain Richard C. Halverson, Jr. 


PRAYER 


The guest chaplain, Richard C. Hal- 
verson, Jr., offered the following 
prayer: 

As we go to pray, it would be fitting 
to remember that at this very moment, 
Nelson Mandela, the new President of 
the African National Congress, is ad- 
dressing his people. 

Let us pray: 

Almighty God, we who bow to pray in 
this Senate Chamber stand beneath 
words inscribed on the wall which read, 
“In God We Trust.” Thy divine hand of 
providence graciously caused these 
words to appear before us. And though 
the people of this land have different 
understandings of who Thou art in 
whom we trust, this statement has of- 
fered the possibility of a national con- 
fession of faith. 

Yet we would not presume upon Thy 
kindness by invoking too lightly this 
declaration. For we recall quite a dif- 
ferent message which appeared on the 
wall of another nation in the palace of 
Belshazzar, king of the chaldeans. We 
recall that all the king’s wisemen—the 
astrologers, the chaldeans, and sooth- 
sayers—could not read the writing nor 
make known the interpretation there- 
of. And that it remained for the great 
Hebrew prophet, Daniel, to reveal its 
meaning: ‘‘Mene’’: God hath numbered 
thy kingdom and finished it. '"Tekel": 
Thou art weighed in the balances and 
art found wanting. ‘‘Peres’’: Thy king- 
dom is divided and given to the Medes 
and Persians. 

Gracious Father, let not such words 
of doom be cast upon this Nation. May 
the words In God We Trust" remain 
the handwriting on the wall for this 
generation. Open our eyes that we may 
see and believe in Thee, the living God, 
in whose hands our breath is. 

This we ask in the name of Jesus 
Christ, whose incarnation revealed the 
essence of all sacred writings, who 
came not to judge but to save. Amen. 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 


U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, May 2, 1994. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable DIANNE FEINSTEIN, à 
Senator from the State of California, to per- 
form the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President pro tem- 
pore. 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order there 
will now be a period for the transaction 
of morning business, with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for not to 
exceed 5 minutes each. 

The Chair, in her capacity as a Sen- 
ator from the State of California, notes 
the absence of a quorum. 

The clerk will please call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. CRAIG. I ask that I may be per- 
mitted to speak as if in morning busi- 
ness. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. The Senator is recognized to 
speak for up to 5 minutes. 


ASSAULT WEAPONS 


Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, it is 
most fortuitous that you are in the 
chair today when I come to put into 
the Senate RECORD information that 
deals with legislation you and I were 
directly involved in last December. It 
is a piece of legislation—an amend- 
ment to the Senate crime bill—which 
bears your name. 

The Feinstein amendment, a pro- 
posed amendment in that bill—I should 
say a portion of that bill, now—by your 
own words, selectively bans some 19 as- 
sault weapons from being manufac- 
tured, distributed, and sold in this 
market. 

Following that debate and the give- 
and-take that you and I had here on 


the Senate floor, on December 6 I wrote 
to the Director, John Magaw, of BATF, 
and asked him to analyze your legisla- 
tion to see if any other firearms might 
be banned by that legislation. 

He analyzed it, and in a letter of De- 
cember 20, returned to me a listing of 
some 29 additional weapons that he felt 
fall under your legislation and could 
be, and more than likely would be, 
banned based on their writing of rule 
and regulation and the interpretation 
of your legislation. 

I ask unanimous consent that that 
letter and that list be made a part of 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, BU- 
REAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO AND 
FIREARMS, 

Washington, DC, December 20, 1993. 
Hon. LARRY E. CRAIG, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR CRAIG: Thank you for your 
letter dated December 6, 1993, to the Bureau 
of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms (BATF). In 
your letter, you inquire about certain fire- 
arms contained in section 4502(b) of the Vio- 
lent Crime Control and Law Enforcement 
Act of 1993 (H.R. 3355) that was passed by the 
Senate in November 1993. You specifically 
asked that AFT list any firearms, other than 
those specifically named, that would be af- 
fected by this legislation. 

The following firearms appear to meet the 
general characteristics section of the bill: 


RIFLES 


AA Arms AR9 semiautomatic rifle 

AMT Lightning 25 rifle 

Auto Ordnance Thompson Model 1927 car- 
bines (finned barrel versions) 

Calico M100 carbine 

Colt Sporter Rifle (all variations) 

Federal XC900 carbine 

Federal XC450 carbine 

Grendel R31 carbine 

Iver Johnson M1 Carbine (version with col- 
lapsible stock and bayonet lug) 

Springfield MIA rifle 


PISTOLS 


AA Arms AP9 pistol 

Australian Automatic Arms pistol 
Auto Ordnance Model 1927A5 pistol 
American Arms Spectre pistol 
Calico Model M950 pistol 

Calico Model 110 pistol 

Claridge Hi-Tech pistol (all models) 
D Max auto pistol 

Grendel P-31 pistol 

Heckler & Koch SP89 pistol 
Wilkinson Linda pistol 


SHOTGUNS 


Benelli M1 Super 90 Defense shotgun 

Benelli M3 Super 90 shotgun 

Franchi LAW 12 shotgun 

Franchi SPAS 12 shotgun 

USAS 12 shotgun 

The above list was compiled from cur- 
rently advertised firearms. This list should 
not be considered to be all inclusive. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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We trust that the foregoing has been re- 
sponsive to your inquiry. If we may be of any 
further assistance, please do not hesitate to 
contact us. 

Sincerely yours, 
DANIEL R. BLACK, 
(For John W. Magaw, Director). 

Mr. CRAIG. Then on February 17, I 
once again wrote to him because there 
appeared in a gun magazine a list of ad- 
ditional semiautos that some gun in- 
terests felt might be banned by your 
amendment to the Senate crime bill. 
That list included 180 different weap- 
ons. 

The letter that I got in return from 
BATF came to me April 1, in which 
they examined the 180-plus different 
weapons. They subtracted out the 29 
that they had proposed in their Decem- 
ber 20 letter, and here are his exact 
words: 

The majority of the firearms contained on 
the enclosure in your letter would be assault 
weapons as that term is defined in the Fein- 
Stein amendment. The following firearms on 
your list would not be assault weapons. 

And they list several, and then go on 
to say, “but the majority are and 
would be banned by the Feinstein 
amendment." 

I ask unanimous consent that my let- 
ter, a list of those weapons that I sent 
to him, and the response letter from 
the Director of BATF be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, February 17, 1994. 
Attn: JOHN W. MAGAW. 
BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO AND FIREARMS, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR DIRECTOR MAGAW: Thank you for 
your quick response to my request for a list 
of the firearms that would be banned as a re- 
sult of the Feinstein amendment to the Sen- 
ate Crime bill, now Section 4502 of S. 1607. 

Since you stated your list is not inclusive 
and additional firearms may be added to it, 
could you tell me: 

1. Would any of the firearms listed in Ap- 
pendix A of the Feinstein amendment (that 
is, Section 4510 of S. 1607) be banned under 
the criteria given in the amendment? 

2. Did BATF personnel assist in the com- 
pilation of Appendix A? 

3. Is it possible to develop a comprehensive 
list of potentially banned firearms? If so, can 
you estimate how long it would take to de- 
velop such a list? 

4. Would the firearms on the attached list 
be banned? 

5. To the extent that the criteria for ban- 
ning focus on cosmetic features, do you 
agree that virtually any firearm on the list 
could be modified (such as by removing a 
bayonet lug or flash suppressor) to remove it 
from the definition of banned “assault weap- 
on"? 

6. Please provide me with whatever data 
your agency has concerning the number of 
crimes committed in the last five years with 
each of the firearms restricted by S. 1607. 

7. Please provide me with whatever data 
the BATF has concerning the number of 
crimes committed with each of the firearms 
that are mentioned in your letter, or other 
firearms of this "type" on which you have 
not yet reached a decision. 
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Your continued assistance is greatly appre- 

ciated. 
Sincerely, 
LARRY E. CRAIG, 
U.S. Senator. 

Enclosure. 

AO-9 Assualt Pistol, 

American Arms AKY39 Rifle, 

American Arms AKF39 Rifle, 

American 180, 

Anschutz Deluxe Model 520/61, 

AR-10 Semi-Auto Rifle, 

Argientine FALs, 

Armalite AR-180 Sporter Carbine, 

Armscor Model 1600, 

Armscor AK-22, 

Armscorp M-14 Semi-Auto Rifle, 

Australian Automatic Arms SAC, 

Australian Automatic Arms SAP, 

Australian Automatic Arms SAR, 

Australian Automatic Arms SP 
Rifle, 

Australian Automatic Arms SP-20 Hunting 
Rifle, 

Australian L1A1 FAL, 

Auto-Ordnance Mod 1927A-3, 

Auto-Ordnance 1927-A5 Pistol, 

Barrett Light-Fifty, 

Beretta AR-70 Sporter, 

Beretta SC-70 Carbine, 

Bushmaster Auto Rifle, 

Bushmaster Rifle, 

Bushmaster Auto Pistol, 

Calico Model 100 Pistol, 

Calico Model 900 Carbine, 

Calico Model 951 Tactical Carbine, 

CETME Rifle, 

Clayco AKS Rifle, 

Cobray M-11, 

Cobray M-11/9, 

Cobray 9mm Carbine, 

Cobray Cobray M-12, 

Colt AR-15, 

Colt AR-15A2 Carbine, 

Colt AR-15A2 H-BAR, 

Colt AR-15A2-Delta H-BAR, 

Colt Match Delta H-BAR, 

Colt Sporter Lightweight, 

Colt Sporter Target, 

Commando Arms Carbine, 

Daewoo Ar110C, 

Daewoo AR100, 

Demro TAC-1 Carbine, 

Demro XF-7 Carbine, 

Eagle Arms EA-15 Action Master Auto 
Rifle, 

Eagle Arms EA-15 Auto Rifle, 

Eagle Arms EA-15 El Carbine, 

Eagle Arms EA-15 E2 Carbine, 

Eagle Arms EA-15 E2, H-BAR, 

Eagle Arms EA-15 Golden Auto Rifle, 

Egyptian Maadi AKM, 

Egyptian Maadi Thumbhole AKM“, 

EMF AP-74, 

Encom Mk IV, 

FAMAS Semi-Auto Rifle, 

Feather AT-9 Carbine, 

Feather AT-22, 

Feather Mini-AT, 

Feather SAR-180 Carbine, 

Feather Saturn 30 Rifle, 

Federal Model XC-220, 

Federal XC900 Pistol, 

Federal SC450 Pistol, 

Fed Ord M-14 Rifle, 

F.I.C/Franchi Fara Carbine, 

FN-FNC, 

FN “G Series" FALFN-LAR Competition 
Auto, 

FN-LAR Heavy Barrel .308 Match, 

FN-LAR Model 50-63, 

FN-LAR Paratrooper Model 50-64, 

Galil AR, 

Galil ARM, 


Hunting 
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Galil Sniper Rifle, 

Galil Sporter, 

Goncz High-Tech Carbine, 

Goncz High-Tech Long Pistol, 

Grendel R-31 Auto Carbine, 

Heckler & Koch PSG-1 Marksman Rifle, 

Heckler & Koch VP 70Z Pistol, 

Heckler & Koch 91, 

Heckler & Koch 93, 

Heckler & Koch 94, 

Holmes MP-22, 

Holmes MP-38, 

Holmes MP-83, 

Intratec Scorpion, 

Intratec TEC-9, 

Intratec TEC-DC9, 

Intratec TEC-22, 

Israeli FALS, 

Iver Johnson Enforcer Model 3000 Auto, 

Iver Johnson PM30HB Carbine, 

Kassnar SA 85M AKM, 

Kassnar SA 85M Thumbhole AKM”, 

MAC-10 Semi-Auto, 

MAC-11 Semi-Auto, 

Micro Uzi Pistol, 

Mini Uzi Pistol, 

Mitchell AKM, 

Mitchell AK-22, 

Mitchell Galil/22, 

Mitchell Heavy Barrel AKM, 

Mitchell MAS-22, 

Mitchell M-1622, 

Mitchell M-76 Counter Sniper Rifle, 

any MI Carbine with folding stock, 

Norinco MAK-90 Rifle, 

Norinco MAK-91 Legend Rifle, 

Norinco Officer's Nine Carbine, 

Norinco RPK Rifle, 

Norinco Type 818 Rifle, 

Norinco Type 81MGS Rifle, 

Norinco Type 848 AK, 

Norinco Tuype 85S ''Bullpup" AK Rifle, 

Noninco Type 86S-7 Rifle, 

Noninco Type 88SB Rifle, 

Olympic Arms Car-9, 

Olympic Arms CAR-15, 

Olympic Arms CAR-40, 

Olympic Arms CAR-45, 

Olympic Arms CAR-310, 

Olympic Arms K-4 AR-15 Rifle, 

Partisan Avenger, 

Poly Technologies AK-47/S, 

Poly Technologies AKS-762, 

Poly Technologies AKS-762 Down Folder, 

Poly Technologies AKS-762 Side Folder, 

Poly Technologies M-14/S, 

Poly Technologies RPKS-74 Assault Rifle, 

Ruger Mini-14/5, 

Ruger Mini-14 with folder stock, 

Scarab Skorpion Pistol, 

SIG AMT, 

SIG PE-57, 

SIG SG 550-2 SP Rifle, 

SIG SG 550-2 SP Carbine, 

Smith Enterprises M-15 Semi-Auto Rifle, 

Spectre Carbine, 

Spectre DA Pistol, 

Springfield Armory SAR-3, 

Springfield Armory SAR-48 Standard, 

Springfield Armory SAR-48 Bush Rifle, 

Springfield Armory SAR-48 Heavy Barrel, 

Springfield Armory SAR-48 Para, 

Springfield Armory SAR-4800, 

Springfield Armory M1A Super Match, 

Springfield Armory M1A-A1 Bush Rifle, 

Springfield Armory BM-59 Italian Model, 

Springfield Armory BM-59 Alpine Model, 

Springfield Armory BM-59 Alpine Para- 
trooper Model, 

Springfield Armory BM-59 Nigerian MK IV 
Model, 

Springfield Armory M-21 Sniper Rifle, 

Sterling Carbine, 

Steyr AUG-SA, 
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Seet Sweeper Shotgun, 

Striker 12 SE-12 Shotgun, 

SVD Tiger“ Sniper Rifle, 

Universal 100 Carbine, 

USAS-12 Auto, 

Uzi Pistol, 

Uzi Carbine, 

Valmet M-62/S Rifle, 

Valmet M-71/S Rifle 

Valmet M-76 Standard Rifle, 

Valmet M-78 Rifle, 

Valmet M-82 Bullpup Rifle, 

Valmet Hunter Rifle, 

Weaver Arms Nighthawk, 

Wilkinson Terry“ Carbine, and, 

XM 2318 Semi-Auto Pistol. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, BU- 
REAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO AND 
FIREARMS, 

Washington, DC, April 1, 1994. 
Hon. LARRY E. CRAIG, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR CRAIG: This is in response 
to your letter of February 17, 1994, to the Bu- 
reau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms 
(ATF). In your letter, you inquire about var- 
ious firearms that would be banned as a re- 
sult of the Feinstein amendment to the Sen- 
ate Crime Bill (section 4502 of S. 1607). 

The firearms contained in Appendix A of 
the Feinstein amendment to the Senate 
Crime Bill would not be banned under the 
criteria given in the amendment as presently 
written. ATF personnel did not assist in the 
compilation of the list of firearms contained 
in Appendix A. 

With respect to your question concerning 
the development of a comprehensive list of 
potentially banned firearms, the majority of 
semiautomatic firearms could be modified by 
the addition of features such as pistol grips, 
folding stocks, flash suppressors, etc., such 
that their modified configuration would 
make them subject to the definitions of as- 
sault weapon as contained in the Feinstein 
amendment. Therefore, it would not be pos- 
sible to formulate such a comprehensive list. 

The majority of the firearms contained on 
the enclosure in your letter would be assault 
weapons as that term is defined in the Fein- 
stein amendment. The following firearms on 
your list would not be assault weapons: 

Commando Arms Carbine, 

Feather Saturn 30 Rifle, 

F.1.E./Franchi Para Carbine, 

Heckler & Koch VP70Z Pistol, and 

Valmet Hunter Rifle. 

The Springfield Armory SAR4800, Egyptian 
MAADI Thumbhole AKM, Galil Sporter, 
Norinco MAK-90, and Norinco MAK-91 Leg- 
end rifles are modified versions of semiauto- 
matic rifles listed in the Feinstein amend- 
ment. Therefore, we are uncertain of their 
status under the amendment. 

The following firearms contained on your 
list cannot be positively identified; there- 
fore, we are unable to comment on their sta- 
tus under the Feinstein amendment: 

AO-9 Assault Pistol, 

Micro Uzi Pistol, 

Mini Uzi Pistol, 

Universal 100 Carbine, and 

XM 2318 Semi-Auto Pistol. 

You also asked if virtually any firearm on 
the list of assault weapons could be modified 
by eliminating the bayonet lug, flash sup- 
pressor, or other accessories to remove the 
firearm from the definition of a banned or 
assault weapon. The vast majority of the 
firearms meeting the definition of assault 
weapon as contained in paragraphs (B), (C), 
and (D) of the Feinstein amendment could be 
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modified to remove them from that defini- 
tion. 

As requested, enclosed are the lists of the 
firearms and types of crimes involved that 
have been reported to our National Tracing 
Center. The lists cover weapons restricted by 
S. 1607 and those firearms mentioned in our 
previous letter. Also enclosed is an expla- 
nation of the crime codes used on the re- 
quested lists. 

We trust that the foregoing has been re- 
sponsive to your inquiry. If we may be of any 
further assistance, please do not hesitate to 
contact us. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN W. MAGAW, 
Director. 

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, the 
reason Isay this is just to lay facts and 
frustrations on the RECORD because I, 
in no way, question the intent or the 
integrity of the Acting President pro 
tempore and the intent of her legisla- 
tion. The problem is there is a very 
real question as to what it does and 
does not do. We all know in the busi- 
ness of making public policy that once 
it gets to the agency and the agency 
interprets through rules and regula- 
tions, a lot of things can change. 

Here we have the Director of BATF 
saying that, by their initial overview, 
atleast 180 more weapons than are pro- 
posed in your amendment, by your own 
words, could likely fall under the pro- 
posed ban. 

There is another reason for making 
this statement. Today, the President 
took issue with this and is making it a 
major crusade because there will be a 
vote in the House in the next few days. 
He said, and I quote from a statement 
this morning: 

This is a lay-down, no-brainer issue. 


Well, Madam President, my guess is 
that it is a no-brainer issue or, at least 
to date, people who are working the 
issue have not studied it enough to de- 
termine, as I have argued on this floor, 
that it has to be a brainer issue or we, 
in fact, take away from law-abiding 
citizens their right. 

So I ask the Members of the House to 
read the RECORD today and the inserts 
I have put in the RECORD before they 
debate this issue on the floor of the 
House in the coming days. It is a criti- 
cal and necessary issue that we under- 
stand what all this is about. 


SPEECH OF SENATOR MALCOLM 
WALLOP 


Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, let me 
broach one very brief additional sub- 
ject for an enclosure in the RECORD. 

As you know, our colleague from Wy- 
oming, MALCOLM WALLOP, will be retir- 
ing from the Senate at the end of this 
session of Congress. He has been a tre- 
mendous leader for all of us, a very 
loud, clear voice for Western issues and 
for conservative principles, and I ap- 
plaud him for his leadership over the 
years. 

I ask unanimous consent that a 
speech that he gave to Cato Institute 
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on March 26 called The Issue Is Free- 
dom” be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE ISSUE IS FREEDOM 


Anyone listening carefully to President 
Clinton’s State of the Union speech would 
have noticed something peculiar. Only once 
was the word “freedom” used. And, it was 
used in the ironic assertion that the Clinton 
health plan "preserves" freedom. Claiming it 
would preserve the freedom of Americans to 
choose whatever health plan they may de- 
sire, he left unspoken that he Clinton would 
severely restrict the number of those plans, 
their doctors and their hospitals. He claims 
to provide freedom while promoting an ex- 
tensive intrusion of the federal government 
into private lives and choices. 

Unfortunately, this is no singular invasion. 
The Democrats have unleashed a multi-fron- 
tal attack on freedom. Just consider the 
Senate actions over the past week. The Sen- 
ate yesterday approved S. 4, the Democrats 
attempt to revive central government plan- 
ning through an industrial policy. At the 
same time we were debating this dangerous 
proposal, the Senate Finance Committee was 
holding a hearing on the Uruguay Round of 
trade agreements. Were we discussing the 
elimination of trade barriers, the expansion 
of free trade? No. The hearing explored how 
a new world of government subsidies to in- 
dustry would be incorporated into the trade 
agreement. 

This dubious concept is described as the 
"green light" proposal—that is, the inter- 
national trading community will give a 
green light to more government interference 
in the economy. With all our encouragement 
of government industrial planning, can any 
one seriously blame the Russian Parliament 
from backsliding on their economic reforms? 

This attempt to expunge “freedom” from 
the political discourse is the defining issue 
of this decade. The Democratic Party, as the 
party of the expanding federal state, clearly 
has no desire to promote a free people. Free- 
dom cannot exist absent restrictions on the 
powers of the state and bureaucracy. Demo- 
crats represent the interests and its values 
of those who live by the state. Their philoso- 
phy is one of control. A free people is an im- 
pediment to the efficient state. It is no won- 
der that they have banished “freedom” from 
their philosophy. In its place, they promote 
"statism". 

What about the Republican Party? The Re- 
publicans, as reinvigorated by Ronald 
Reagan fourteen years ago, seemed rededi- 
cated to freedom. Let me quote a defining 
message for the Republicans. ‘‘We are a na- 
tion that has a government—not the other 
way around. And this makes us special 
among the nations of the earth. It is 
time to check and reverse the growth of gov- 
ernment which shows signs of having grown 
beyond the consent of the governed . . . It is 
not my intention to do away with govern- 
ment. It is, rather, to make it work—work 
with us, not over us; to stand by our side, 
not ride on our back. Government can and 
must provide opportunity, not smother it; 
foster productivity, not stifle it . . ." 

These words, spoken by Ronald Reagan in 
his first Inaugural address, are an 
embarrasing reminder of what Republicans 
could stand for. Could, but as often as not do 
not, any more. Today, too many Republicans 
prefer to be Democrat Lite. As any beer con- 
noisseur can tell you, Lite is a tasteless, re- 
pugnant concoction. 
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The task of conservatives is to challenge 
the Republican party to return to its true 
principles rather than trying to mirror 
Democrats. The alternative is corruption. 
The issue is corruption. Never has govern- 
ment been more corrupt. No, not more venal 
nor dishonest but corrupted by anonymity 
and  uncontestable power. Government 
reaches every life big and small. How ironic 
that we, a free democracy, won the Cold War 
against Communism, but now seem incapa- 
ble of preventing the growth of powerful cen- 
tralized government—and even seem to em- 
brace its concept—here in America. 

The Democratic Party and the threat of 
big government is hardly a recent problem. 
It did not begin with Clinton or Carter, LBJ 
or FDR. We must go back to the turn of the 
century, and another Roosevelt, Teddy, as 
the source of the modern welfare state. The 
Progressive era created the desire for gov- 
ernment intervention. It was inspired by a 
real problem, namely how would a rapidly 
industrializing society maintain a represent- 
ative government that promotes the com- 
mon welfare. 

Rather than relying on the principle of 
freedom based on federalism and free mar- 
kets, Progressives turned to expanding the 
federal government. The first step was to 
utilize the Commerce Clause in the Constitu- 
tion to expand the powers of Congress. Such 
contemporary failures as the Superfund pro- 
gram and such modern burdens as the Ameri- 
cans with Disabilities Act owe their genesis 
to an expanded reading of the Commerce 
Clause. It has meant that Congress could 
regulate, could mandate, nearly anything— 
and, unchallenged, it has. 

The Progressives were inspired. As Samuel 
Elliot Morrison states in his History of 
America, the Progressives “looked forward 
to a ‘welfare state’ controlled by Congress 
but staffed by an intelligent and dedicated 
bureaucracy." Even back then Republicans 
lost their bearings. The Republican Roo- 
sevelt created the Cabinet Departments of 
Commerce and Labor. His Republican succes- 
sor, William Howard Taft, promoted the 16th 
Amendment to the Constitution—the federal 
income tax. That is the kind of mischief that 
results when political parties compete to 
promote statism. 

The result is best summed up by a 1917 Su- 
preme Court decision. Coming at the end of 
the Progressive era, the court declared 
"there can be nothing private or confidential 
in the activities and expenditures of a car- 
rier engaged in interstate commerce,” 

We can see a straight line of that thinking 
down to today. The attitude is afoot that the 
federal government can interfere in the ac- 
tivities of any individual engaged in any pri- 
vate enterprise. 

While some turn of the century Repub- 
licans aided and abetted the birth of this 
statism, we find today that many Repub- 
licans, some who even claim to be conserv- 
atives, continue to promote big government. 
George Will has written about the corrupting 
effect of big government. But he disdains 
what he calls “pillage and burn conserv- 
atism", something he finds unlovely.“ His 
problem, the problem of too many Repub- 
licans, is that we assumes big, and perhaps 
bigger, government is here to stay and that 
the only question is who will rule it. They 
are wrong. Disdain for modern big govern- 
ment is wise, patriotic, and even lovely. Al 
Gore and George Will agree on reinventing 
government without realizing that Ameri- 
cans don’t want it to be better able to deny 
them liberty. 

Let me remind you that the roots of our 
problem, the Progressive reformers, argued 
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that power and wealth in America was dis- 
torted. Yet, by the end of the Progressive 
era, power was even more concentrated in 
the federal government, and the income of 
the average American had not improved. 
While the Progressives tried to subdue the 
robber barons of commerce and trade, they 
themselves became the robber barons of per- 
sonal liberty. It was not until the 1920s that 
incomes improved—a period in time when 
free market ideas flourished, and govern- 
ment interference was subdued. This period 
of growth, of course, crashed to a halt when 
Congress imposed new trade tariffs in 1929. 

It would be wise for conservatives to revive 
the idea that even when we are the govern- 
ment, government must be the enemy. Its 
very nature is subsuming and must be con- 
fronted on principle. One of my favorite ob- 
servations by Alexis de Tocqueville, de- 
scribes this predicament: 

“After having thus successfully taken each 
member of the community in its powerful 
grasp, and fashioned him at will, the su- 
preme power then extends its arm over the 
whole community. It covers the surface of 
society with a network of small complicated 
rules, minute and uniform, through which 
the most original minds and the most ener- 
getic characters cannot penetrate, to rise 
above the crowd. Thus will of man is not 
shattered, but softened, bent, guided; men 
are seldom forced by it to act, but they are 
constantly restrained from acting: such a 
power does not destroy, but it prevents exist- 
ence; it does not tyrannize, but it com- 
presses, extinguishes, and stupefies a people, 
‘til each nation is reduced to be nothing bet- 
ter than à flock of timid and industrious ani- 
mals, of which the government is the shep- 
herd.“ 

True conservatives have a clear message. 
We must resist the promise of comforts de- 
livered by à powerful state in exchange for 
bits of liberty easily ceded and virtually 
unrecapturable. An all powerful state will 
casually but cruelly exercise its power and 
often seems to be of service when doing so. 
(To use an odd example—Mississippi les- 
bians, Waco cults, Northwest supremacists.) 

The corruption of statism goes hand in 
hand with the growing anonymity of power, 
of politics. Members of Congress continually 
vote to give vast amounts of power to the 
federal bureaucracy. Broad policy goals are 
written into statute. The Occupational Safe- 
ty and Health Act, passed in 1970, is only a 
few pages long. It delegates to the bureauc- 
racy extensive police and regulatory powers. 
Bureaucrats set workplace health standards 
based on questionable or non-existent risk 
assessment. Americans spend $47 million per 
individual to reduce suspected health expo- 
sures. Fines are imposed, costs mandated 
and no one can be found who voted to do 
this. Other laws are equally vague and bur- 
densome. 

Look at the Americans with Disabilities 
Act. That is a gold mine for bureaucrats 
writing the regulations required or desired, 
and lawyers looking for fees love it—Ameri- 
cans fail in front of it. As I found out several 
days ago, small communities in my state 
cannot or are not even allowed to resurface 
& road because it requires curb ramps to be 
installed simultaneously. 

Much has been made about the 1300 pages 
in the Clinton Health Act. It is long simply 
because it seeks to totally restructure and 
regulate one seventh of our economy. The 
original Medicare Act was less than one hun- 
dred pages. Even with the 1300 pages, the reg- 
ulatory authority given to the bureaucrats 
will be enormous. The regulations they enact 
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wil be anonymous. No Senator will have 
voted for them, yet all Americans must 
abide by them. No one will be accountable, 
because no one will be responsible. 

The message of liberty and freedom does 
not need shaping—it needs amplifying and 
implementing. But more importantly, we 
must do more than talk. We have had 
enough—no, we have had much too much—of 
politicians, Republican and Democrat alike, 
who espouse conservative rhetoric while en- 
acting liberal policies. George Bush's Clean 
Air Act and Civil Rights Act and Americans 
with Disabilities Act and tax increases were 
not the policies of conservative government. 
They were the policies of more government. 
Statist, elitist and commanding, and Bill 
Clinton is no new Democrat! He is a big gov- 
ernment Democrat. 

Government, in the past six years, has 
crossed a threshold beyond the managing of 
our economy and meddling in our lives to 
which we have unfortunately become accus- 
tomed. We are faced today with a virtually 
socialistic administration reaching for un- 
precedented government intervention into 
every aspect of each of our lives. 

Today the new embrace of government de- 
mands we foreswear liberty in exchange for 
safety, education and health. Freedom is sac- 
rificed for the promise of security. 

Loo at the administration's three principle 
efforts: 

1. National education bill—goals 2000 

2. National crime bill—federalizing both 
the police and courts 

3. National health care 

While believing government has failed to 
adequately perform its appropriate tasks, an 
ever-increasing majority of Americans views 
government as an out-right adversary; in 
fact, we fear it. Rather than seeing govern- 
ment as a protector of our rights, we seek to 
hide from it lest it take notice of us and 
deny even more. 

Bill and Hillary Clinton today 
unapologetically promote the-bigger-is-bet- 
ter ideology of government rejected by the 
American people. Clinton advocates pro- 
grams which Americans adamantly oppose, 
and governs amidst swirling accusations of 
unethical and amoral personal conduct. Yet 
he remains relatively popular. Why? 

While not agreeing with where he is going, 
Americans perceive that he is at least lead- 
ing. That leadership is contrasted to an op- 
position party which knows little but the 
me- too“ Republicanism of compromise and 
conciliation. Whatever new proposals the 
Clintons' offer, Republicans want just a lit- 
tle less of the same. Senator Lauch Faircloth 
of North Carolina described this tendency 
with his usual insight: “if the Democrats in- 
troduced a bill to burn down the Capitol, 
we'd offer a compromise to phase it in over 
three years.“ 

The task for us, as conservatives, is as 
clear as our message. Good government is 
self-government. Self-government is not 
anonymous. The people are ready even if 
their leaders are not. The people are stirring. 
And I tell you that as the Republican party 
was born from the ashes of the Whigs so to 
can a new party rise from the ashes of a 
party refusing to confront the defining issue 
of the day—American liberty. 

Last month National Review kindly pub- 
lished an article I wrote entitled Can the 
GOP take America Back?” The responses I 
received from NR’s readers suggest that 
Americans hunger for conservative leader- 
ship. 

In my article, I enumerated broad philo- 
sophical guidelines for conservative action: 
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cut taxes, stop thinking of entitlements as 
rights, privatize rather than further socialize 
medicine, de-regulate everywhere, end fed- 
eral and judicial tyranny over the states, re- 
store personal responsibility, abolish racial 
and other special preferences, restore control 
of education to parents, curb crime, restore 
communal moral standards. 

Do we need a federal Department of Edu- 
cation? It has squandered over $400 billion in 
its 20 years of existence—yet educational 
achievements have plummeted. It should be 
abolished, and control of schools should re- 
turn to the local level. That is one way to 
circumvent those who oppose school choice. 

Welfare should be returned to the states as 
& block grant. And, the crime bill should, I 
reluctantly conclude, not be passed. 

While Congress tries to address the crime 
issue with greater federal mandates and con- 
trols, the destruction of the family and 
moral values, coupled with the revolving 
jail-and-court house door, remain the real 
problem today. Borrowing from my friend 
Bill Bennett's concise analyis, welfare and 
illegitimacy are the root cause of our crime 
problem today: undisciplined groups of 
unsocialized males allowed to run amok un- 
supervised in our neighborhoods. Conserv- 
atives ought to be for more than just locking 
up the criminals. We must embrace basic 
values and demand good citizenship. Fix the 
welfare problem, and you have made a giant 
step toward solving the crime problem. 

We must start, now, to question the 
premise of each government program and ac- 
tivity. Every government program, existing 
or proposed, should be judged against a sim- 
ple standard: 

(1) does it restrict or increase the growth 
of government? 

(2) Does it expand or deny personal liberty? 

(3) Will it create or diminish economic 
growth? 

(4) Will it foster or deny America's tradi- 
tional values? 

(5) Will it ensure or diminish Americans' 
security? 

The very premise of a government program 
or proposed activity is flawed, and it should 
either be abolished or it should not be cre- 
ated unless in each instance the basic inter- 
est of a free people lies first. 

These may well be radical proposals inside 
the Beltway, but they are mainstream to 
main street America. If you doubt that, just 
look at the popularity today of Rush 
Limbaugh and the burgeoning circulation of 
conservative publications. Even in the hot- 
bed of liberalism of Washington, D.C., 
G. Gordon Liddy has a successful conserv- 
ative radio talk show and Armstrong Wil- 
liams attracts both black and white to con- 
servatism. 

Conservatives have the right message for 
the American people. And today, more than 
at any time in recent years, we have a 
unique opportunity to find new ways of con- 
veying that message, of reframing the de- 
bate. We have innovative and creative 
ideas—and ideas do have consequences. Lead- 
ers of courage and principle can put our 
ideas into practice and the state put into re- 
treat. 

Government was not meant to possess us, 
rule us, encompass us, judge for us, sub- 
stitute for us. It was meant to serve us. We 
were founded as a noble self governing tribe 
of free peoples respecting each other as 
americans under God—not under Washing- 
ton. Americans know this even if their gov- 
ernment does not. 

Since we are meeting in the F. A. Hayek 
Auditorium, let me conclude with a quote 
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from Dr. Hayek: "By giving the government 
unlimited powers the most arbitrary (and I 
would add ‘anonymous’ and ‘corrupting’) 
rule can be made legal, and in this way a de- 
mocracy may set up the most complete des- 
potism imaginable." 


TAIWAN RELATIONS ACT 
AMENDMENT 


Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
today the State Department authoriza- 
tion bill has been sent to the President 
for his signature. I rise to speak about 
a particular provision of that bill, sec- 
tion 531, because it is an important 
statement on United States policy to- 
ward Taiwan. 

Back in July of last year, I added an 
amendment to the State Department 
bill that reaffirmed the primacy of the 
Taiwan Relations Act, as the law of the 
land, over the 1982 Joint United States- 
China Communique—the Shanghai 
Communique—a statement of policy. 
This amendment passed the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee by a 20- 
to-0 vote. 

I would remind this body that the 
Taiwan Relations Act was passed back 
in 1979 by a greater than two-thirds 
vote of each House. It is the corner- 
stone of our relationship with Taiwan. 
The Shanghai Communique, on the 
other hand, was the result of Executive 
communications that were never rati- 
fied by this body. 

Last week, the House and Senate 
conferees accepted a substitute of my 
original amendment in the form of a 
statement of Congress that retained 
the intent of the original language to 
reaffirm the primacy of the Taiwan Re- 
lations Act [TRA] over statements of 
policy. I believe this amendment is 
also significant because it reasserts 
Congress’ role, together with that of 
the President, in determining the ex- 
tent of defensive arms sales to Taiwan. 

To understand the intent of the con- 
gressional statement, I think it is im- 
portant to look at the relevant lan- 
guage of the TRA and the Shanghai 
Communique: 

Section 3(a) of the TRA says: 

The United States will make available to 
Taiwan such defense articles and defense 
services in such quantity as may be nec- 
essary to enable Taiwan to maintain a suffi- 
cient self-defense capability. 

Section 3(b) says: 

The President and the Congress shall de- 
termine the nature and quantity of such de- 
fense articles and defense services based 
solely upon their judgments of the needs of 
Taiwan 

In the Shanghai Communique, on the 
other hand, the administration 
pledged: 

To reduce gradually its sales of arms to 
Taiwan, leading over a period of time to a 
final resolution. 

The language adopted by the con- 
ferees simply reasserts the primacy of 
domestic law over nontreaty under- 
standings, and gives notice to the ad- 
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ministration that Congress has not 
been consulted properly over the con- 
tinuing refinement of United States 
arms sales policy toward Taiwan. 

This congressional statement reflects 
my concern and the concern of many of 
my colleagues over China's military 
modernization, its increased military 
spending, and its territorial claims. 
The increased threat from China is 
real. China is the only declared nuclear 
power increasing its defense budget and 
military capabilities—an estimated 22 
percent increase over last year. China 
also reaffirmed its right to use force 
against Taiwan in its white paper on 
the Taiwan question last summer. 

Section 531 of the State authoriza- 
tion bill calls on the President to as- 
sess changes in PRC capabilities and 
intentions on a regular basis in consid- 
ering whether it is appropriate to ad- 
just arm sales to Taiwan. The language 
of the amendment makes clear that the 
United States Congress is committed 
to providing Taiwan the defensive 
means necessary to ensure its safety. 

My intent in pushing for this amend- 
ment was to point out the inconsist- 
ency between telling the Taiwanese 
that we will provide for their defensive 
needs, but then arbitrarily limiting 
what we would sell them. I am refer- 
ring here to the so-called ‘‘defense 
bucket." As a result of the Shanghai 
Communique, the ''bucket" of defen- 
sive articles and defensive services to 
Taiwan has been declining—from about 
$820 million in 1982 to approximately 
$580 million in 1993. 

The TRA is explicit that the nature 
and quantity of defensive arms trans- 
ferred to Taiwan would be based solely 
upon the judgment of the President 
and the Congress of the needs of Tai- 
wan. Thus, whether we are talking 
about sales of United States manufac- 
turing equipment on  third-country 
ships in the Taiwanese Navy or ballis- 
tic missile systems, the decision must 
be based on Taiwan's needs, and not on 
arbitrary principles. 

I am pleased that Secretary of State 
Warren Christopher sent me a private 
letter, as part of our discussion of this 
amendment, which reaffirms the ad- 
ministration's commitment to the pro- 
visions of the TRA, including acknowl- 
edging the TRA's legal precedence over 
the Shanghai Communique. 

But, Madam President, more changes 
are needed in United States policy to- 
ward Taiwan. This country must treat 
Taiwanese with the respect she de- 
serves as the world's 14th largest econ- 
omy and the United States' 6th largest 
trading partner. Taiwan also holds the 
world's largest foreign reserves. Tai- 
wan is a dependable friend to the Unit- 
ed States and a good International citi- 
zen. 

Many United States policies are sim- 
ply out of date, out of line with the 
practice of our major European allies, 
and out of touch with current realities 
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in East Asia—including the fact that 
Taiwan and the PRC are themselves ex- 
changing citizens and trading, and that 
Taiwan has invested over $10 billion in 
the PRC. 

I would like to share with you a few 
examples of policies that should be 
changed. 

First, the administration should 
change the policy prohibiting high- 
level contacts with Taiwanese officials. 
The current lack of high-level ex- 
changes is unnecessary and particu- 
larly hypocritical by the Clinton ad- 
ministration. For example, last week it 
is reported that President Clinton 
dropped in on a meeting in the White 
House between Vice President AL GORE 
and Tibet’s exiled leader, the Dalai 
Lama. This week, Hong Kong’s Chief 
Secretary, Mrs. Anson Chan, paid offi- 
cial visits to the State Department and 
the National Security Council. In addi- 
tion, Yasser Arafat visited the White 
House earlier this year. None of these 
individuals have official U.S. diplo- 
matic status, but in each case the 
White House made a policy decision to 
have contact because of an important 
goal that it would help advance. The 
same rationale should apply to Taiwan. 

Such a change in policy to allow 
high-level visits has historical prece- 
dence. President Bush sent USTR Carla 
Hills to visit Taiwan. I encourage the 
administration to send Secretary of 
Commerce Ron Brown or USTR Mickey 
Kantor to Taiwan this summer. The 
administration should also allow Tai- 
wan’s economic minister to visit his 
counterparts in the United States. 

The second change that the adminis- 
tration should allow is a change in the 
name of Taiwan’s representative office 
here. Currently, the Taiwanese who 
conduct nondiplomatic activities here 
are forced to live with an acronym 
more appropriate for a basketball 
league: CCNAA, the Coordinating 
Council of North American Affairs. 
Who could make the connection to Tai- 
wan if it you were not told directly. 
This is silly, especially for a country 
that has substantial economic and 
trading ties with the United States. 
Let the Taiwanese change the name to 
something that at least identifies its 
place in the world, such as the Taipei 
Representative Office in Washington. 

A third practice that must change is 
the issuance of visas. Currently, when 
an American gets a visa for Taiwan it 
bears a Hong Kong stamp. This is an- 
other example of a policy that bears no 
relationship to any rational policy. 
More importantly, this is a policy that 
absolutely must be changed because of 
events. What will we do in 1997 when 
Hong Kong reverts to China's control? 

Finally, the administration should 
take steps to support Taiwanese mem- 
bership in multilateral institutions, 
such as the GATT, APEC, and the Unit- 
ed Nations. 

Senator HANK BROWN and I included a 
"sense of the Congress" in the State 
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Department bill, section 508, urging the 
President to send Cabinet-level ap- 
pointees to Taiwan and to take other 
steps to show clear United States sup- 
port for Taiwan both in our bilateral 
relationship and in multilateral orga- 
nizations such as the GATT and the 
United Nations. 

Madam President, I have been told 
that the administration is conducting 
an interagency review of its Taiwan 
policy. I have been told that this inter- 
agency review has been going on since 
at least last July. I hope that the ad- 
ministration will listen to these rec- 
ommendations as they finalize their re- 
view. I know that many of my col- 
leagues would support these changes, 
and I ask my colleagues to commu- 
nicate their views directly to the ad- 
ministration. 

Before concluding, I would like to 
thank my colleagues on the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee, in par- 
ticular Senators PELL and HELMS, for 
their steadfast support of my amend- 
ment at conference. 

I would also like to thank National 
Security Adviser Tony Lake, Ambas- 
sador Winston Lord, Congressman 
HAMILTON, and their staffs for working 
with me and my staff in reaching an 
agreement in conference on the lan- 
guage of the substitute amendment. 


AMBASSADOR FOR 
BURDENSHARING 


Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi- 
dent, I am pleased that the conference 
agreement on the State Department 
authorization bill requires the State 
Department to have an Ambassador for 
Burdensharing who will be confirmed 
by the Senate and who will focus exclu- 
sively on burdensharing. I worked with 
Senator BYRD and others to ensure 
that this important position would not 
be eliminated as part of the State De- 
partment's reorganization effort. 

Several years ago, the Congress man- 
dated that the administration create 
an Ambassador at Large for 
Burdensharing. The administration 
sought to eliminate that position and 
create instead a Special Envoy for 
burdensharing. The House version of 
this bill did in fact eliminate the Am- 
bassador at Large for Burdensharing. 

When the Senate considered its ver- 
sion of the bill, Senator BYRD and I of- 
fered an amendment to restore the po- 
sition. Our amendment was adopted by 
the full Senate. 

I am pleased that the conferees pre- 
served an Ambassadorial-level position 
at the State Department who will focus 
exclusively on burdensharing. I look 
forward to Senate confirmation of this 
position and to seeing some progress on 
this issue. 

I understand the State Department's 
desire to simplify and control its own 
organizational structure. But, at the 
same time, I was concerned that elimi- 


May 2, 1994 


nating the statutory requirement for a 
Burdensharing Ambassador would send 
exactly the wrong signal to the allies. 
I was concerned that at a time when 
the allies ought to be doing more to de- 
fend our collective security, eliminat- 
ing the position would indicate that 
the United States is placing less of a 
priority on the issue of burdensharing. 
I was concerned that it would under- 
mine our Government's efforts to en- 
sure the allies will make good on com- 
mitments to provide compensation for 
the value of the investment America 
has made in the military infrastruc- 
ture as we withdraw from Europe. 

Madam President, the Burdensharing 
Ambassador preserved by this bill will 
be responsible for ensuring that the al- 
lies pay us for the infrastructure we 
leave behind as we close military bases 
and withdraw our troops from Europe. 

With the demise of the Soviet Union 
and the reduced threat of an invasion 
of Western Europe, the Pentagon an- 
nounced plans to close or reduce our 
presence at 867 military sites overseas. 
Most are in Europe, where America has 
already closed 434 military sites. These 
closures are part of an overall plan to 
reduce United States troop strength in 
Europe from 323,432 in 1987 to 100,000 by 
the end of 1996. 

When we close bases in Europe, we 
bring our troops home, but we leave 
buildings, roads, sewers, and other 
physical improvements behind. This 
valuable infrastructure, which cost us 
$6.5 billion to build, represents a sig- 
nificant American investment in the 
collective security of the West. 
Through a series of residual value 
agreements, some allies have acknowl- 
edged they will inherit all the struc- 
tures we built. As a result, they agreed 
to repay us for what we leave behind. 

Despite those agreements, so far we 
have gotten a lot of talk and very little 
cash. We have recouped only $33.3 mil- 
lion, less than 1 percent of our initial 
investment. Most of that money was 
recovered in 1989. 

Our military drawdown has been 
rapid since 1990, but our European al- 
lies do not appear to be in a similar 
hurry to pay us what they agreed to 
pay. In Germany, we have already 
withdrawn from over 60 percent of the 
military sites slated for closure. Yet 
the German Government has only 
budgeted $25 million this year to com- 
pensate us—when our overall capital 
investment in German bases is almost 
$4 billion. To be sure, the amount we 
can recover from Germany is subject to 
negotiations. The $4 billion capital in- 
vestment may not reflect the current 
value of the facilities. 

The Burdensharing Ambassador will 
be intimately involved in these nego- 
tiations to get the allies to pay. 

Clearly, collecting this money from 
the allies will not be easy. Europe's 
economies have lagged behind ours. 
German citizens are no more eager to 
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pay America for its military infra- 
Structure than many Americans were 
to pay to maintain that infrastructure 
for the past 40 years. But, a deal is a 
deal. 

The Ambassador for Burdensharing 
wil also be tasked with the respon- 
sibility of securing increased commit- 
ments from the allies for the cost of 
maintaining our troops overseas. We 
spent $10 billion last year just to oper- 
ate our forces and maintain military 
installations in foreign countries, 
mostly in Europe. That does not in- 
clude the substantial cost of paying 
our soldiers and buying their weapons. 
In fact, in fiscal year 1993, according to 
Department of Defense figures, our 
NATO Allies paid less than 25 percent 
of the costs of maintaining troops in 
their countries while Japan paid more 
than 75 percent. If the European allies 
matched the Japanese contributions, 
the Congressional Budget Office esti- 
mates we could save the United States 
taxpayer $9.6 billion over 5 years. 

The NATO Allies have not just failed 
to pay for the infrastructure we leave 
behind. They also refuse to pay for the 
infrastructure required to keep our 
forces at foreign bases today. And the 
cost of that infrastructure is rising. 
The administration wants Congress to 
provide more than $300 million to sup- 
port new military infrastructure and 
projects in NATO countries next year. 

Even worse, the money we spend to 
defend Europe is cutting into our own 
military readiness to respond to con- 
flicts, according to Gen. David Maddox, 
Commander in Chief, United States 
Army, Europe. 

With persistence, our Government 
Should be able to recoup billions from 
our NATO Allies. After the Persian 
Gulf war, the international community 
pledged $54 billion to offset costs of 
U.S. military activities. With a nudge 
from the Congress, our Government 
pressed the Gulf allies until they pro- 
vided every penny. We can and should 
do the same in this case. 

Madam President, the Ambassador 
for Burdensharing has a big job. I am 
pleased the conferees have agreed that 
our Government needs to task one indi- 
vidual to focus exclusively on this 
issue. Now that the conference report 
has been adopted, I trust that the State 
Department will act aggressively to 
support this position and the Ambas- 
sador’s efforts to collect the money we 
are owed. 


ADOPTION OF CONFERENCE RE- 
PORT ACCOMPANYING H.R. 2333, 
STATE DEPARTMENT AUTHOR- 
IZATION BILL 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Chair will note for the 
RECORD that the conference report on 
H.R. 2333 was adopted on Friday, April 
29, 1994, pursuant to the order of Tues- 
day, April 26, 1994. 
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Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


IMPLICATIONS OF LIFTING ARMS 
EMBARGO AGAINST BOSNIA 


Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
would like to address the Senate on 
two subjects. First, a letter which Iam 
sending today to the Secretary of State 
and an identical letter to the Secretary 
of Defense. Both letters contain a se- 
ries of questions relating to the impli- 
cations of a lifting of the arms embar- 
go against Bosnia. 

The distinguished Republican leader, 
together with a distinguished group of 
cosponsors, last week put before the 
Senate a bill that would have the effect 
of lifting the arms embargo against 
Bosnia. The cosponsors interpreted 
that lifting as possibly being unilateral 
for the United States. 

First, I commend the Republican 
leader and each of the cosponsors be- 
cause this is a critical issue. It is one 
that should be thoroughly debated by 
the Senate and then a vote held. I am 
pleased that their leadership—individ- 
ually and collectively—appears to be 
bringing this important debate to the 
Senate for a second time this week. I 
hope to participate actively as I did 
during the course of the last debate. 

I feel very strongly, Madam Presi- 
dent—and I speak for myself and I 
think some other Members of the 
body—that we have not given, either 
individually or through committee 
work, adequate attention to all of the 
many ramifications of lifting the em- 
bargo, and therefore I have set forth in 
this letter a series of questions. These 
questions were prompted, first, by a 
meeting in my office last week with 
Ambassador Kampelman, Ambassador 
Kirkpatrick, Secretary Wolfowitz, and 
Secretary Richard Perle, the last two 
previously serving the Department of 
Defense. 

They take a view that this embargo, 
first, is not legal, and, secondly, that it 
should be withdrawn. I urge Members 
of the Senate to avail themselves of 
the opportunity to meet with this dis- 
tinguished group. They are well in- 
formed. As yet, however, I am not in 
concurrence with all of their view- 
points. Perhaps the legalities are argu- 
able that this embargo was not put on 
in a proper manner under international 
law. To me that is a secondary issue 
compared with the importance of the 
implications that would flow from a 
lifting of this embargo. 
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Second, I then took it upon myself to 
go out to the Central Intelligence 
Agency where I met with a group of 
about five individuals who have been 
designated for some extensive period of 
time as the task force on Bosnia. Each 
day they study every development and 
collect viewpoints from around the 
world and gather intelligence from our 
own sources. They have put together 
an excellent briefing. I hope Senators 
could avail themselves of this briefing, 
because I found that their depth of 
knowledge pointed to a number of is- 
sues which I felt required further clari- 
fication, and I have included them in 
this letter. 

I next met with members of the De- 
partment of Defense Bosnia task force 
team. Each of the Departments, State, 
Defense, and the Central Intelligence 
Agency, has a team designated to fol- 
low this issue full time. 

Then, last, I went over to the Depart- 
ment of State, concluding my briefings 
on this subject with the head of their 
Balkan conflict group. I am going to 
urge committee chairmen here and 
ranking members and, indeed, the lead- 
ership to avail themselves of the brief- 
ings from these three entities. Some 
take different perspectives on this, and 
that I think is very helpful to provoke 
a more complete understanding of the 
complications here. 

By and large, the consensus among 
the three entities in the administra- 
tion is that we should not unilaterally 
lift the embargo. I am inclined to be of 
that same view, thus far, from my own 
independent research. And second, not 
even lift the embargo in the context of 
working with our allies. 

I reserve judgment on that for a pe- 
riod of time until we get further into 
the debate, because if there were a col- 
lective judgment with our allies, pri- 
marily Great Britain and France, then 
I think it is a matter that should be 
considered very seriously. I feel this 
way because history is going to record 
that this embargo in effect tied one 
arm behind the back of the Moslems 
and allowed the principal combatants, 
the Serbs, to avail themselves of what- 
ever arms they could find throughout 
the world. 

Now, of course, Serbia proper and, in- 
deed, the Moslems have certain embar- 
goes against them. The United States 
has a major role in the embargo at sea. 
However, in my visits with other Mem- 
bers of this body to certain areas 
around the Danube, that is a leaky em- 
bargo as you go inland from the sea. 
The sea I think has been fairly effec- 
tive. It has been a NATO operation, 
primarily U.S. Naval Forces. But the 
embargo that is also in the Danube has 
not been as effective, in my judgment. 

Nevertheless, history will record as 
having tied the arm behind the 
Bosnian's back in this tragic conflict, 
and therefore I think periodically we 
Should study—and this is one of those 
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moments—as to whether or not that 
embargo should be lifted. In so doing, I 
hope each Member would fully under- 
stand, and I am gaining a full under- 
standing, the far-reaching ramifica- 
tions of the lifting of this embargo. 

May I acquaint the Chair with some 
of the questions that I have proposed 
to both the Secretary of State and the 
Secretary of Defense: 

If the arms embargo against the Bosnian 
Government were unilaterally lifted by the 
United States, what impact would such a 
move have on the compliance of other na- 
tions with the broad range of UN Security 
Council-imposed embargoes, such as eco- 
nomic sanctions against Serbia and sanc- 
tions against Iraq? 

Some have argued that the arms embargo 
against Bosnia is not legally binding, since 
the embargo was imposed against the former 
Yugoslavia, and Bosnia is not a successor 
state; and because the embargo violates 
Bosnia’s right of self-defense under Article 51 
of the U.N. charter. What is the administra- 
tion's legal opinion on this issue? 

As I said, the group that visited me, 
Ambassadors Kirkpatrick and 
Kampelman, and Secretaries Wolfowitz 
and Richard Perle, strongly viewed 
that the current embargo is illegal. 

Next question: 

How would a unilateral lifting of the arms 
embargo affect our relations with our NATO 
allies and the Russian Federation? 

Next question: 

If the arms embargo were lifted, what 
types of weapons would the Bosnian Govern- 
ment forces need to achieve a degree of 
weapon equivalence? 

I constructed this phrase, degree of 
weapon equivalence." In current order 
of battle, the Bosnian Serbs have per- 
haps as many as three times the tanks, 
maybe four times, three or four times 
the heavy artillery pieces as have the 
Moslems, so there is a very severe im- 
balance. But if we were to equip the 
Moslem forces with an equal amount of 
heavy artillery and tanks, is that for 
purposes of their beginning a more ag- 
gressive role to take back some of their 
lost territory, or is that what is needed 
to maintain the integrity of the six 
safe zones today together with the 
central part? I do not know. Those are 
questions that, in my judgment, need 
to be asked and answered. 

Then, of course, such heavy equip- 
ment given to the Moslems would re- 
quire, first, maintenance. Considerable 
infrastructure is necessitated to main- 
tain this heavy military equipment. 
Training. How do they operate the 
weapons? Of course, they depend on the 
origin, but by and large this armed 
force has not had experience with 
weapons, such as tanks and major ar- 
tillery pieces, of European or U.S. ori- 
gin. 

Then, after you learn to operate the 
weaponry, you have to have what we 
call combined arms training. For ex- 
ample, a tank is very effective when it 
is employed with infantry, together 
with artillery, and you do not learn 
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those tactics overnight. It takes time. 
Our Armed Forces train extensive peri- 
ods of time on the combined arms tac- 
tic. 

Next question: 

How long would it take for heavy weapons 
to be transported to the Bosnian Govern- 
ment forces? What are the various access 
routes and means of delivery? How vulner- 
able are these routes to attack by Serb or 
other hostile forces? How large a military 
force would it take to guard and maintain 
these logistical routes? 

Maps were spread before me during 
the course of these briefings. 

There are two ports on the Adriatic 
which would lend themselves to dis- 
embarking this heavy equipment, but 
then it must travel a considerable dis- 
tance on narrow, winding roads in 
order to get up to the central part 
where the Moslem forces are located. 

The bridges and the narrow roads are 
highly exposed to what we call sapper 
attack. If the bridge goes out, the road 
then becomes dysfunctional for an in- 
determinate period of time. So you 
would have to put in literally a cor- 
ridor, in my judgment, of forces to pro- 
tect this road and then have other 
forces available to make immediate re- 
pairs occasioned by sapper attack. 

Next question: How would the Serbs 
or other belligerents react in the in- 
terim period between the announce- 
ment of a lifting of the embargo and 
the transportation of equipment and 
training? And that period of time 
ranges anywhere, from estimates that 
are given to me, from 6 weeks to as far 
as 6 months depending on how com- 
plicated some of the equipment is. 

What are the hostile forces, pri- 
marily the Serbs, going to do? Sit idly 
by? Iam doubtful that that would take 


ace. 

I add other hostile forces because 
there is always a question mark about 
the Croatian forces. From time to time 
they have been in a state of bellig- 
erency with the Moslems. Currently 
they are operating under an agreement 
which enables the hostilities to be sus- 
pended. But agreements in that part of 
the world have a very short lifetime. 
SoIthink that is an issue. 

There is also the collateral issue: If 
we are going to assist the Moslems 
with rearmament, are we going to as- 
sist the Croatians? They, likewise, 
have an embargo at the present time. 
In order to get the heavy weaponry 
from seaport into the Moslem terri- 
tory, you have to traverse Croatian 
territory. What sort of agreement must 
be negotiated with those forces before- 
hand? Would part of that agreement be 
the lifting of the embargo against Cro- 
atia and likewise the willingness to 
supply their armed forces? 

If there is an increase in fighting, 
should air power be used against the 
Serbs during this period between the 
announced lifting of the embargo and 
the transportation of weapons and 
training? 
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What are the military risks associ- 

ated with air delivery of the new weap- 
ons? There are two airports, Sarajevo 
and Tuzla. I have had the opportunity 
to fly into Sarajevo. It is in a basin. 
When I was there 18 months ago, it was 
literally touch and go. The airport 
closed while I was there for several 
hours. And it periodically closed. It is 
highly vulnerable to weapons fired 
from the hostile forces. So I question 
whether or not heavy military equip- 
ment could be flown in by air either to 
the Sarajevo airport or the Tuzla air- 
port. 
But these, again, are questions that 
should be addressed because if—this is 
my concern—we consider raising, lift- 
ing, whatever phrase is used, this em- 
bargo, it is going to be an enormous 
signal of hope to those Moslem forces 
that have fought so bravely and that 
have taken so many casualties both 
among the military and the civilians. I 
question whether or not we could act 
to raise it and not deliver having raised 
those hopes. 

Would UNPROFOR troops have to be 
withdrawn prior to lifting the arms 
embargo? Thus far in my briefings, it is 
clear to me that they would be at risk 
once the decision was made. And, 
therefore, they would have to be en- 
gaged in a retrograde movement to pull 
them into areas where they could be 
safe and out of exposed areas that 
many of them are serving in today. 
How long would such a withdrawal 
take of the UNPROFOR forces? What 
would be the consequences of their not 
being able to perform the mercy mis- 
sions that they perform today with 
food and medicine? And, indeed, we 
read in today’s paper of an actual mili- 
tary engagement by UNPROFOR 
forces. 

Would the Serbs likely intercept the 
withdrawal of the UNPROFOR forces 
and once again take hostages? 

These are questions that we must an- 
swer. 

Then, what is the likely reaction of 
Russia and Serbia proper to a unilat- 
eral lifting of the arms embargo? Is it 
reasonable to assume that they would 
come to the assistance of the Bosnian 
Serbs if the Bosnian government begins 
to recapture territory in the wake of 
lifting the embargo? Would the lifting 
of the embargo now help or hinder ef- 
forts to achieve a negotiated settle- 
ment to the conflict? I think, most of 
us realize there is no military solution 
to this tragic conflict, a conflict that is 
embedded into literally hundreds of 
years, if not a thousand years, of strife 
for the same basic differences of cul- 
ture, ethnic background, religion. 
Those are important questions. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The hour of 3:30 arrived about 3 
minutes ago. Because the Members par- 
ticipating in the discussion scheduled 
were not present, I allowed the Senator 
to go on. 
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ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
wonder if I could inquire of the Mem- 
bers who were about to initiate the 
next phase of Senate business if I could 
take another 7 or 8 minutes to intro- 
duce a very important bill on behalf of 
the President. 

Mr. BRYAN. Madam President, re- 
sponding through the Chair to my dis- 
tinguished colleague from Virginia, I 
would have no objection if that is pro- 
pounded as a unanimous consent re- 
quest. I would certainly agree. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may pro- 
ceed as if in morning business for an- 
other 10 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, i$ is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
thank the Chair. I thank the Members. 

(The remarks of Mr. WARNER pertain- 
ing to the introduction of S. 2056 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 
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U.S. NAVY CHANGE OF COMMAND 
CEREMONY 


Mr. WARNER. Madam President, 
April 23 marked a momentous day in 
the history of the U.S. Navy. The U.S. 
Navy bid a respectful farewell to the 
distinguished Adm. Frank B. Kelso II, 
Chief of Naval Operations. Admiral 
Kelso dutifully served nearly 38 years 
on active duty, during which time he 
exemplified honor, courage, vision, and 
leadership ability. Admiral  Kelso 
served the U.S. Navy through many 
challenging times, including 
drawdowns, budget reductions, and 
changes brought by the end of the cold 
war. 

The occasion of the change of com- 
mand provided us the opportunity to 
welcome his successor, Adm. Jeremy 
Michael Boorda. As Admiral Boorda 
commences his tour as the 25th Chief of 
Naval Operations, he brings with him 
vast experience. Admiral Boorda has 
formerly served as the Commander in 
Chief, Allied Forces—South, Com- 
mander in Chief of the U.S. Naval 
Forces—Europe, and as the principal 
commander for all NATO air and mari- 
time operations in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. I wish him the best of 
luck in continuing to prepare the U.S. 
Navy for the 21st century. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to submit remarks delivered at the 
change of command ceremony for entry 
in the RECORD. I hereby ask unanimous 
consent that remarks delivered by Ad- 
miral Kelso, Secretary Dalton, General 
Shalikashvili, and Admiral Boorda be 
inserted in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the re- 
marks were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
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REMARKS DELIVERED BY ADM. FRANK B. 
KELSO, II, USN, CHIEF OF NAVAL OPER- 
ATIONS, U.S. NAVY CHANGE OF COMMAND, 
ANNAPOLIS, MD. 

Good morning. Secretary Deutch, Sec- 
retary Dalton, General Shalikasvili, Sen- 
ators Warner and Stevens, Congressman 
Hoyer, members of the Diplomatic Corps, my 
fellow service chiefs, Admiral Mike and 
Bettie Boorda, fellow flag officers, men and 
women of the U.S. Navy, and ladies and gen- 
tlemen. 

I think I'd better get a pin and scratch my- 
self, to make sure I’m in the right place this 
morning. Thank you so very much for your 
kind words. But when you reach this point in 
time, there are a few people you have to say 
thanks to, because I didn't get here alone— 
I got here with a lot of help. First of all, I'd 
like to thank every American sailor I ever 
served with, whoever followed my orders, or 
gave me a suggestion, because, truly, that’s 
what makes our Navy go, and we all owe 
them so much. So I'll accept these medals 
this morning on behalf of all the young offi- 
cers and sailors who worked for me. I'd like 
to thank my OPNAV staff who supported me 
so superbly, the fleet commanders and their 
staffs who kept our Navy running in a period 
of great turmoil. I'd like to thank my fellow 
chiefs of the Navy who've come from so 
many places in the world to join Admiral 
Mike Boorda and me today. I'd also like to 
thank Admiral Tom Lynch and everyone at 
the Naval Academy for putting this cere- 
mony on. Tom, I have enormous respect for 
your capability and leadership, and want you 
to know that. 

I'd like to thank each of you for being here 
this morning, and sharing this day with 
Mike and me. I'd like to thank my class- 
mates, the great Class of 56. It's been my 
honor to carry the torch for a good while, 
and I'll leave it now to Captain Fred Lippert, 
Chief of Orthopedic Surgery at Bethesda, 
who, I believe, is our last classmate on ac- 
tive duty. I appreciate the efforts of so many 
friends and family to come here this morn- 
ing, and I'd like my family to stand up. I'd 
like you to see them—I'm awfully proud of 
them. 

And my last thanks, this morning, will go 
to Landess. Landess has stood with me 
through all these years. She's been my best 
counsel, my best advice—my toughest critic, 
and also the one who pushed me when I was 
down the most. And she's kept my hat size 
about the same—but she hasn't had much 
trouble during this tour of duty in doing 
that. Thank you, my love. It's been a great 
journey, and we're going to have a better one 
from now on, too. 

I'd like to say a special word of welcome to 
Mike and Bettie Boorda. Mike's an officer 
Ive known for a long time. I've had just 
great respect for him. I have great con- 
fidence in him, and I know he's going to be 
the Navy's great leader as the next CNO. 
Mike, it's a pleasure to be here with you and 
Bettie this morning. I left a couple little 
things on the desk for you I thought might 
be necessary for the job: there's a large bot- 
tle of Maalox and a cup that says Budgets 
are for wimps.” 

But to be serious, when I stood here four 
years ago to relieve Carl Trost, American 
and Soviet sailors still watched each other 
almost every day from a distance, ready to 
wage war on a moment's notice. The U.S. 
Navy was recruiting more than a hundred 
thousand people a year, and we were well on 
our way to a 600 ship fleet. We had just 
opened one of our new home ports, in Staten 
Island, and were preparing to launch the 
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ARLEIGH BURKE and the GEORGE WASH- 
INGTON. 

But already, we saw great change on the 
horizon. The Berlin Wall had fallen just six 
months earlier, and the reforms character- 
ized in that era as glasnost and perestroika 
were already reverberating throughout the 
Soviet Union. Here at home, a stalled econ- 
omy and a growing budget deficit forced us 
to take a hard look at our nation's prior- 
ities. On that day in 1990, I said, “We have 
nothing to fear in change," and everything 
that's happened since then has only rein- 
forced my belief in that statement. 

Even then, most of us understood the im- 
plications of the easing of Cold War tensions 
combined with our nation's pressing domes- 
tic concerns. But few could have easily fore- 
seen either the extent or the sheer speed of 
the changes we would experience during my 
watch. 

Perhaps the most unexpected of all was a 
war eight thousand miles away which ulti- 
mately involved half a million young Ameri- 
cans. Their performance, and the success of 
our weapons systems during the Persian Gulf 
conflict validated the wise decisions of my 
predecessors. I knew I had inherited the 
most capable Navy the world has ever seen. 

My mandate was clear, and that mandate 
remains today—to make sure the Navy after 
the next Navy is no less capable. I still be- 
lieve that the world's remaining superpower 
is going to need a Navy ready to carry out 
its mission anywhere our President sends us. 

But I knew that we could not be the best 
if we tried to preserve the status quo while 
the world changed around us. And, as always, 
the men and women of the U.S. Navy rose to 
the challenge. Over the last four years, they 
have shaken up the old assumptions, and em- 
braced change. They have traded a tradi- 
tional, independent view of the world for one 
that promotes consensus and cooperation. 

And I believe that this willingness to 
change, to divest ourselves of some old as- 
sumptions, is enabling us to navigate 
through the shoal waters of downsizing, and 
to realize the great opportunities before us 
to improve our capabilities and provide them 
at a more affordable price. 

When I look at our Navy today, I see an or- 
ganization which has made a strategic leap 
of faith, transitioning from Cold War prior- 
ities to the profoundly different, but very 
real challenges we are facing. 

I see a Navy which is more and more an in- 
tegral player on America’s joint war fighting 
team, and with each passing day, I see sail- 
ors working more closely with their com- 
rades in the Marine Corps, Army, Air Force 
and the Coast Guard. 

I see a headquarters staff reduced in size 
by half, and operating more efficiently than 
in the past, and I am heartened by the im- 
provements we have made in prioritizing and 
programming our resources. 

I see continued strong pride in our warfare 
communities, but at the same time a greater 
willingness to speak as one Navy. 

I see an organization moving steadily to- 
ward real equal opportunity, and in opening 
combat duty to women, maximizing our abil- 
ity to get the best qualified person for the 
job. f 

I see a Navy which acknowledges that we 
must continue our efforts to diversity our of- 
ficer corps. We must do it today, so the lead- 
ership of tomorrow reflects every segment of 
this society. 

I see Navy leaders—officer, enlisted and ci- 
vilian—committed to the principle that 
smaller need not mean less capable. 

And I see adherence to the tenets of Total 
Quality Leadership improving the entire fab- 
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ric of our organization, and empowering our 
people to become a part of this process of 


change. 

Finally, I see a climate which encourages 
and nurtures new ideas, be they from the E 
Ring or the deckplates of our ships. 

The men and women who sail those ships 
are hard at work this morning—they are part 
of the most ready and capable force we have 
ever sent to sea. We have a plan, a solid plan 
to maintain that readiness, and to lay the 
keel of the next Navy, the Navy of twenty to 
thirty years from now. The plan represents a 
concerted effort to shape our own destiny, 
but the desire is in the execution, and there 
are no guarantees. 

As we strive to build on the strengths of 
this great nation, we cannot afford to forget 
that national defense is only part of the 
equation. There are many legitimate claims 
upon the American taxpayer's dollar, and 
many competing interests for resources, 
however much we all share the same goals. 
Getting through the challenges ahead will 
call for unlimited reserves of perseverance 
and moral courage. 

What are the qualities which will sustain 
us during this period? First and foremost 
will be our love and devotion to this great 
nation. Equally important will be our loy- 
alty to our service. As those of you here 
today well understand, we cannot afford to 
regard our service as only a job. It is, and al- 
ways has been more than that. It must con- 
tinue to be a way of life. 

And while we have always counted among 
our ranks tough-minded, colorful individ- 
uals, the greatness of our organization has 
come from our sense of esprit de corps, from 
the efforts of men and women willing to put 
the institution above themselves. 

That concept of teamwork is not an out- 
moded ideal—it is, in fact, more relevant 
than ever before. But it is not a quality 
found in the seabag of every new recruit or 
officer candidate. We must instill that sense 
into our people, and work to reinforce the 
message as they progress throughout their 
careers. 

Lastly, we must look to our strength of 
character. We must be, and we must be per- 
ceived to be man and women with an unwav- 
ering sense of honor, integrity and profes- 
sionalism. The American people—those who 
willingly entrust their sons and daughters to 
our charge—expect no less from us. 

In recent years, we have often found our- 
selves in the spotlight, and sometimes the 
glare is very hard to take, but I am con- 
vinced that degree of scrutiny is far more a 
blessing than a curse. The keen public inter- 
est in everything we do comes from the fact 
that our fellow Americans, for more than 
two centuries, have indeed expected from us 
the highest standards of behavior and per- 
sonal honor. 

Notwithstanding our occasional failings 
and foibles, the American people put more 
confidence in their armed forces than in any 
other public institution. I believe we should 
welcome the closest scrutiny; we must want 
to be held to the highest standards, because 
our values define us—they go with the privi- 
lege of serving this country. 

In the end, there are no problems we can- 
not resolve, so long as we are forthright and 
honest, committed, and ultimately, do what 
is right. 

You who love our Navy as much as I do 
should feel proud of our ability, as an organi- 
zation, to meet the challenges ahead. I make 
no claim to predicting the future, but what- 
ever the future holds, the Navy remains for- 
ward deployed, relevant and valuable in a 
still changing world. 
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The challenges facing our wardrooms and 
senior enlisted personnel in the days ahead 
will be daunting. Instability around the 
globe suggests that the operating tempo of 
our ships and squadrons will remain high for 
the foreseeable future. But even as we con- 
tinue to carry out our worldwide commit- 
ments, we will be executing the plan which 
will get us to the “next Navy." That means 
some new ships will come on line, older units 
retiring, bases we have called home for years 
closing. Nor can we expect technology to 
stand still throughout that process. There 
will be new skills to master, changing mis- 
sions which we must train for. 

I have all the confidence in the world in 
Navy leaders across our ranks to meet these 
challenges. They are the best, and they have 
fantastic material to work with. Today's 
sailors cannot be beat. They continue to 
take on tough assignments at sea and at 
Shore stations all over the world. 

They willingly give up comforts and con- 
veniences enjoyed by their fellow citizens, 
and spend months at a time away from home 
and loved ones. Today, just like 4 years ago, 
over 40 percent of our fleet is underway and 
operating around the globe. 

And whether they are serving in the Red 
Sea or Arabian Gulf, the Mediterranean or 
the Adriatic, or off of Somalia, our people 
understand the importance of their mission. 
They are proud to represent this nation. And 
though they acknowledge that they them- 
selves cannot solve all the world’s problems, 
being able to give others the chance for a 
better life is something very meaningful to 
them. 

As I stand before you today, I can tell you 
that the American bluejacket still exempli- 
fies the idealism and devotion to duty which 
have made this nation great. In the days 
ahead, we will change them as much as we 
ever have, but I have no doubt they have the 
right stuff to get the job done. 

Our senior enlisted leadership, like Master 
Chief John Hagan, our Master Chief Petty 
Officer of the Navy, are dedicated, caring 
leaders. They are the backbone of the organi- 
zation, and they have embraced and acceler- 
ated the change with their ideas. 

I am sincerely grateful that we, as a na- 
tion, are blessed with leaders like Secretary 
Perry, Secretary Deutch, Secretary Dalton, 
and General John Shalikashvili, as well as 
the committed elected officials who under- 
stand these young people I’ve been talking 
about, along with their comrades in the sis- 
ter services. They know that these young 
people are the true strength of America’s de- 
fense capability, and if we keep faith with 
them, they will never let us down. 

In conclusion, let me say it has been for 
me an extraordinary privilege to come of age 
in the U.S. Navy. Over the course of the 
nearly thirty-eight years I have spent on ac- 
tive duty, the men and women who wear this 
uniform have never ceased to impress and in- 
spire me. Nor have they failed to sustain my 
belief that ours is the greatest Navy and the 
greatest nation on the face of the earth. 

When I reflect on the sacrifices they make 
on a daily basis, I am reminded of the words 
of President Theodore Roosevelt, a leader 
whose vision for our Navy and nation is still 
very relevant today. He said: 

Far better it is to dare mighty things, to 
win glorious triumphs, even though check- 
ered by failure, than to take rank with those 
poor spirits who neither enjoy much nor suf- 
fer much, because they live in the gray twi- 
light that knows not victory nor defeat. 

Having the opportunity to lead these peo- 
ple over the past four years has been the 
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most rewarding experience of my life. When 

I look out at our leadership today, and par- 

ticularly our young leadership, I see the 

leaders of tomorrow, and I know our Nation 
could not be in better hands. 
My God bless our Navy, may God bless 

America. 

REMARKS BY CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS 
OF STAFF, GEN. JOHN M. SHALIKASHVILI AT 
THE RETIREMENT AND AWARD CEREMONY FOR 
ADM. FRANK B. KELSO 


Secretary Deutch, Secretary and Mrs. Dal- 
ton, members of Congress, members of the 
Diplomatic Corps, Admiral and Mrs. Kelso, 
Admiral and Mrs. Boorda, distinguished 
guests, ladies and gentlemen. 

We are here today to two things, each of 
them full of symbolism and full of emotion 
and each significant to the history of the 
United States Navy and the Armed Forces of 
our Nation. First we are here to pay great 
tribute to my very good friend, Admiral 
Frank Kelso, and to honor his vast achieve- 
ments over 38 years of truly extraordinary 
service, and to haul down his flag. And sec- 
ond, to break Admiral Boorda's flag, thus 
designating him the 25th Chief of Naval Op- 
erations. 

And it is very fitting to celebrate Admiral 
Kelso's accomplishments here. Because it is 
here, that it all began, across the yard at 
Dahlgren Hall, Ensign Frank Kelso grad- 
uated with distinction, graduated with dis- 
tinction among the 681 members of the class 
of '56 on cool and cloudy June the 1st, nearly 
38 years ago, years marked by the delicate 
balance of the Cold War, marked by war it- 
self, and marked by vast, sweeping changes 
to the Navy, our Armed Forces and to the 
world at large. 

When Admiral Arthur Radford, then Chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, addressed 
Frank Kelso’s graduating class, he could 
have been predicting Frank's future when he 
said, "Your future will be challenging and 
interesting. Undoubtedly, you will witness 
and take part in great events. Now", he went 
on, “the part you play and the contributions 
you make will be somewhat designated by 
fate, but largely designated by you as an in- 
dividual." And for the next 38 years, Frank 
Kelso lived by these words in one assignment 
after another. 

Beginning with his first duty as the 3d Di- 
vision Boat Group Officer aboard USS 
Oglethorpe, through three sumarine com- 
mands, his command of Sixth Fleet, through 
three 4-star billets, Frank Kelso proved to be 
& wise leader, a man of great integrity and 
character, a man people follow into battle, a 
man people trust with their lives. 

This was clear to the world when the men 
and women of the U.S. Sixth Fleet, under the 
leadership of Admiral Frank Kelso, were 
called upon to capture the terrorists who had 
highjacked the Aquille Lauro and killed an 
American tourist... When they were called 
into combat in the Gulf of Sidra and again 
into the heart of Libya, when Libya was im- 
plicated in the bombing of a German disco, 
killing an American serviceman and wound- 
ing scores of other military personnel. 

And it was true as well, during his four 
years as Chief of Naval Operations. Admiral 
Kelso has led our Navy through its most 
challenging, difficult period of its recent his- 
tory. Within months of assuming his new 
role, Admiral Kelso organized the Naval 
force for Operation Desert Storm, the awe- 
some force whch played such a key role in 
that great victory. 

As the Armed Forces dealt with the force 
drawn downs and budget reductions, Frank 
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Kelso kept the Navy forward looking, reori- 
enting to a new role in the rapidly changing 
world and reorienting a new doctrine. 

And throughout his career, Frank Kelso 
demonstrated time and again, the deep con- 
cern for his people, and the pride and com- 
passion to continually improve the quality 
of life for the men and women of the United 
States Navy. And standing by him with her 
unwavering support was the rest of his team, 
his wife Landess and his four children, 
Tommy, Donald, Mary, and Carrie. Landess, 
for 38 years, you have stood by Frank 
through the difficult assignments, the long 
years of one overseas duty after another, 
raising your family and enduring the pres- 
sures and challenges with your hallmark, 
calm patience. You have shown immense 
strength. And you have been a wonderful 
friend to the men and women under Frank's 
command and to their families. You have 
left your mark in our hearts and we will 
miss you dearly. 

But today as well, we welcome Admiral 
Mike Boorda and his wife Betty. Admiral 
Boorda comes to Washington after having 
just served—brilliantly, I might add—as 
Commander in Chief of Allied Forces, South 
in Italy and Commander in Chief of U.S. 
Naval Forces, Europe. And as the principal 
commander for all NATO air and maritime 
operations near and over Bosnia- 
Herzegovina. 

My association and friendship with Mike 

Boorda goes back to our days together in Eu- 
rope and I am most pleased that President 
Clinton has appointed him to continue in the 
effort to prepare the Navy for the 21st Cen- 
tury. 
So, on behalf of the Joint Chiefs, we wel- 
come you Mike and Betty, and pledge our 
support while at the same time we congratu- 
late you, Frank and Landess. Thank you for 
your friendship, and I wish you both contin- 
ued fair winds and following seas. 

Thank you very much. 

ADM. JEREMY MICHAEL BOORDA, USN, CHIEF 

OF NAVAL OPERATIONS, CHANGE OF COM- 

MAND REMARKS 


Good morning, Secretary Deutch, Sec- 
retary Dalton, General Shalikashvili, Admi- 
ral Kelso, General Mundy—I could go on— 
this is about two pages of names, I think I'll 
just stop and say that if you're not a friend 
of Frank Kelso's, Mike Boorda's or the Unit- 
ed States Navy, you're in the wrong cere- 
mony. 

It is our custom in the Navy, when an offi- 
cer takes command, that he will make a few 
very brief remarks—certainly not talk about 
changes—and sit down quickly. And I'm 
going to do that, but there are a few things 
I should say. And Frank there will be one big 
change now that you're leaving and I'm com- 
ing in. The podiums are going to be a lot 
smaller for the next four years. For the peo- 
ple in the front row, there is an admiral back 
here somewhere 

First, instead of saving it for the end, I 
want to say right up front how much I appre- 
ciate and love my wife Bettie for her hard 
work on behalf of the Navy, on behalf of our 
family, and on behalf of her husband all 
these many years. I wouldn't be here if it 
wasn't for you an I wouldn't want to be here 
without you. At a moment like this, I have 
to tell you the truth. When we went to Eu- 
rope I told Bettie, its going to be kind of a 
quiet tour and I'll probably retire when this 
is over and you'll see a lot of me for the next 
few years," and then there was Yugoslavia. 
I'm not even going to lie to you this time— 
I'll see you in about four years. I also want 
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to say that my mom, who is here, and my 
dad, who can’t be here but is with me any- 
way, are not just observers at this ceremony 
are, instead, full participants in any success 
I might have had. Thanks. All my kids are 
all here, and that’s a big thing to say and 
they have always been there for me even 
when I couldn’t be there for them because of 
long deployments or one demanding job after 
another. So thanks to all seven of you, and 
I love you a lot! I'd like to thank Secretary 
Dalton for nominating me, that’s kind of an 
understatement. And I will do my best to 
live up to your expectations, Mr. Secretary. 
I know that you and I and General Mundy 
are going to be a good team and I look for- 
ward to getting started. To Secretary 
Deutch and to Secretary Perry and General 
Shali, thanks for supporting me as well. And 
thank you especially for your support in my 
last job. What progress we made in Yugo- 
slavia—and it is always fleeting progress— 
was due in large measure to the help, advice, 
and guidance you gave. It is a tough time for 
people there. Today is a particularly tough 
time, and I know that Admiral Snuffy Smith 
is doing a great job and so are the people 
from all of the services. 

Admiral Kelso, we had a quick but a very 
thorough turnover. And I want to thank you 
for making it possible. Thanks also for your 
leadership and friendship over the years. Our 
entire Navy wishes nothing but the best for 
you and Landess and the entire family. The 
benefits of the new policies you've put in 
place and the course you've set our Navy on 
for the future as we approach the 21st cen- 
tury has been superb. Thanks my friend and 
God bless you! 

To the men and women of our Navy an to 
their families as well... thank you! For 
over 38 years of my career you, and those 
who preceded you, have been working harder 
than anybody could have ever expected, 
often sacrificing more than anyone should 
ever demand of others, and always making 
things turn out well in the end. You, the peo- 
ple of our Navy, are what this is all about. 
Without you nothing is possible and I won't 
forget that. You are the reason I am here and 
I won't forget that either. 

We ask much of you. We need to be sure 
you have what it takes to get the job done. 
I will work as hard as I can to see that you 
get the ships, the aircraft, the systems, and 
all the other ingredients of a ready Navy so 
that, when asked to do the difficult jobs— 
and you will be asked—you can do so in a 
safe and effective way and you can win. Sec- 
retary Dalton and I are pledged to work to- 
gether and we will achieve that goal. 

I intend to spare no effort, and I expect and 
require that you spare no effort, toward the 
realization of real, total, equal opportunity 
in our Navy. We have come a long way. And 
let me say, because there's been a lot of talk 
about it, Frank Kelso brought us a long way 
along that road. Many would say, and I 
would agree, that we are ahead of much of 
society. But that isn't good enough. We want 
perfection. When we don't get it, and I'm 
sorry to say we won’t always get it, then we 
will react in a fair, appropriately swift, and 
always just way. You can count on it. 

My reason for mentioning this should be 
obvious to you, the men and women of our 
Navy. If you agree with me that people are 
the most important part of what we do... 
and I think almost everybody would agree 
with that .. . then it should be easy to see 
that we require, that we need to require and 
permit—let me say that again, require and 
permit—every single person on our team to 
achieve their personal best. Taking care of 
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each other is the essence of being on a team 
and, as Frank said, this is a team. It is what 
we are. It is also the essence of leadership at 
all levels from CNO to our newest petty offi- 
cer and everybody in between. I'll have lots 
more to say on this subject in the days 
ahead. 

We have a great Navy. It is great because 
our nation has made it so by giving us the 
best tools to work with of any Navy in the 
world. But it is great for an even more im- 
portant reason, because of its people. The 
men and women of our Navy are a reflection 
of our society and we come from the most 
wonderful nation in the world so it's no won- 
der they are so good. but there is even more 
to it than that. As great as our nation is, we 
* * * your Navy * * * have the best. We have 
smart young people who are with us because 
they want to be here. They volunteer to 
serve and they have to meet our standards 
when they join our ranks. They come to us 
with high hopes for their own futures and 
they quickly learn to care about—and have 
equally high hopes for—their Navy and their 
nation. When I say we have a great Navy, 
and we do, I am really saying we have great 
Navy people, and we do. 

I have many goals in mind as I start my 
tour as Chief of Naval Operations. And I'll be 
working on all of them in the days, weeks, 
months, and years ahead. And they're all im- 
portant. But I need to steal an Army recruit- 
ing phrase to tell you of my most important 
goal. That phrase is be all you can be.“ On 
February 10th, 1956, a chief petty officer 
started helping me to be all I could be. Lots 
of petty officers, chiefs, officers, and civilian 
leaders too, kept it up * * * Day after day 
* * * year after year. Many of you are sitting 
in this audience. I guess they succeeded. I 
think I really did become ‘‘all I could be." 
Now I need to pay them back. I'm going to 
do just that and I'm going to do it by taking 
the best care I can of the wonderful men and 
women of your Navy. 

Thank you and God bless you all. 

REMARKS AS DELIVERED BY HON. JOHN H. 
DALTON, SECRETARY OF THE NAVY, ON THE 
INTRODUCTION OF DEPUTY SECRETARY OF 
DEFENSE JOHN DEUTCH 

PASSING THE VISION 

The mark of success for those in positions 
of authority is the vision of the future that 
they bequeath to those after them. It is this 
vision that allows us to sail a steady course 
amidst change and challenge * * * to sail 
from an era of global confrontation to a 
vastly different world. 

Today we are saying goodby to a bold, vi- 
sionary leader of the Naval Service, and we 
are welcoming his successor. The naval ca- 
reer of Admiral Kelso, like that of his suc- 
cessor, Admiral Boorda, has spanned the 
height of the Cold War—from the rise of the 
Soviet challenge at sea to the collapse of 
communism and end of the Soviet empire. 
Both officers have spent a lifetime of long, 
demanding toil in the service of America's 
defense. And both have provided a guiding vi- 
sion through periods of naval expansion, as 
well as periods of right-sizing. Their eyes 
were on the horizon through successive com- 
mands of ships, fleets and joint forces. 

To Chief of Naval Operations Admiral 
Frank Kelso fell the task of piloting the 
United States Navy beyond the Cold War's 
end—a feat akin to sailing beyond the edge 
of the known world. Many were the chal- 
lenges he faced in dealing with new strategic 
and social issues. His legacy as Chief of 
Naval Operations will be lasting. The devel- 
opment of a new strategic vision '"* * From 
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the Sea", the full integration of women, the 
emphasis on Total Quality Leadership, and 
the reorganization of the OPNAV staff are 
but four of these. 

This ceremony symbolizes many things. Of 
course, it marks the passing of command—an 
act that means so much to those who "go 
down to the sea in ships." For like the com- 
manding officer who plots the course and en- 
sures the safety of the ship in both storm 
and battle, the Chief of Naval Operations en- 
sures the continual development and safety 
of his Service. Admiral Boorda inherits from 
Admiral Kelso a ship on the right course, one 
that has weathered the storms as it sails 
from the open oceans to the littoral regions 
of the world. 

But this ceremony also symbolizes a tradi- 
tion of naval leadership that is the force that 
maintains our Navy and has built it into the 
finest the world has ever known. It is this 
tradition—the tradition of Admirals Benson 
and Nimitz and Sherman and Burke—that is 
now being passed from Admiral Kelso to Ad- 
miral Boorda . and with it a heritage of 
honor, courage and commitment that tran- 
scends this moment in time. For leadership 
is a timeless trait and one whose ever 
present concern is that of building a better 
future . . a future that men and women of 
conviction will carry on. 

It is indeed my pleasure this morning to 
introduce a man of vision whose efforts at 
building a higher quality and more efficient 
Department of Defense are already well ap- 
parent. Deputy Secretary of Defense John 
Deutch has over thirty years of experience in 
national security policy and defense acquisi- 
tion and management. Since April 1993, he 
has served as the Under Secretary of Defense 
for Acquisition, and in the past month, was 
confirmed as Deputy Secretary. As Undersec- 
retary, he spearheaded our efforts at acquisi- 
tion reform and set the groundwork for poli- 
cies to preserve the defense industrial base. 

A member of the MIT faculty—since 1970— 
as a professor of Chemistry, and most re- 
cently, as university Provost, Dr. Deutch 
also devoted countless hours and consider- 
able talent to service in government, both as 
an official in the Departments of Defense and 
Energy and as a member of numerous advi- 
sory panels. 

I note that of the many advisory panels he 
has served on—which include the White 
House Science Council and Defense Science 
Board—Deputy Secretary Deutch found time 
to serve with distinction as a member of the 
Chief of Naval Operations Executive Panel. 
The CNO Executive Panel provides advice di- 
rectly to the CNO on matters pertaining to 
the programs and policies of the United 
States Navy . . including issues such as fu- 
ture technologies and industrial policies. I 
think the fact of John Deutch's participation 
indicates that the Navy can recognize talent 
and welcomes the assistance of top experts. 
And I certainly can't think of a better per- 
son to provide such advice than John 
Deutch. 

Dr. Deutch has also served as an Acting 
Assistant Secretary and Undersecretary of 
the Department of Energy and director of 
Energy Research. 

To paraphrase Secretary of Defense 
Perry—who very much wanted to be here 
today, John Deutch is indeed a man who has 
walked through the doors that time has 
opened in the development of new tech- 
nologies and the strategies of their applica- 
tion .. . developments that helped to bring 
an end to the Cold War .. developments 
that promise to fashion a more secure fu- 
ture. 
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In conjunction with Secretary Perry, Dr. 
Deutch has instituted a management style 
that empowers everyone in the Department 
of perform at their very best . . . a manage- 
ment style based on proven experience and 
blended with love and respect for the mag- 
nificent men and women of our Armed 
Forces. In the final assessment, all our lead- 
ership efforts are directed toward giving our 
Sailors, Marines, Soldiers and Airmen the 
tools and conviction that bring out the ex- 
cellence present within themselves. In this, 
Deputy Secretary Deutch is already achiev- 
ing great success. It is a genuine pleasure to 
work with this man. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, it is my honor and 
privilege to introduce to you the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense, the Honorable John M. 
Deutch. 


ä 
STATEMENTS MADE BY THE 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT 


CHIEFS OF STAFF, THE SEC- 
RETARY OF DEFENSE, AND THE 
PRESIDENT AT THE MEMORIAL 
SERVICE TO THE MEN AND 
WOMEN KILLED IN THE FRIEND- 
LY FIRE INCIDENT OVER NORTH- 
ERN IRAQ 


Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, 
last Monday, I had the privilege of at- 
tending the memorial service for the 15 
Americans killed in the tragic friendly 
fire incident over northern Iraq on 
April 14, 1994. The service was held at 
the Fort Myer Memorial Chapel. It was 
conducted under the joint leadership of 
the chief of chaplains of the Air Force 
and the chief of chaplains of the Army. 

I want to commend chaplain, Maj. 
Gen. Matthew Zimmerman, chief of 
chaplains for the Army, chaplain, Maj. 
Gen. Donald J. Harlin, chief of chap- 
lains for the Air Force, and their depu- 
ties, chaplain, Brig. Gen. Donald W. 
Shea and Brig. Gen. Arthur S. Thomas 
for the solemn and moving ceremony. 
It brought comfort to everyone in at- 
tendance and honor to the dedicated 
Americans who gave their lives in the 
service of our Nation. 

Madam President, the death of the 15 
Americans and 11 Allied personnel was 
a national tragedy. Its impact on the 
Nation was reflected by the attendance 
at the service of President Clinton, 
Secretary of Defense Perry, and the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
General Shalikashvili. Each spoke elo- 
quently and emotionally on the dedica- 
tion and sacrifices of our men and 
women in uniform and their commit- 
ment to our Nation. Without slighting 
the President or Secretary of Defense, 
I want to read an excerpt from General 
Shalikashvili’s remarks that sum up 
the emotions that ran throughout the 
chapel that day: 

And so to family and friends, know that we 
grieve with you and that your loss is our 
loss. They were your sons and daughters, 
your parents, your friends, but they were our 
comrade in arms, fellow soldiers and airmen 
and State Department officers. I will not 
presume to say I know your hurt, I only 
know that very special hurt when any serv- 
iceman or woman you have given into our 
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charge falls in combat or suffers accidental 
death. 


Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the complete text of the 
general's remarks and those of the 
President and the Secretary of Defense 
be included in the RECORD immediately 
following my remarks. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

REMARKS OF PRESIDENT BILL CLINTON AT ME- 
MORIAL SERVICE TO HONOR VICTIMS OF 
“FRIENDLY FIRE' INCIDENT IN IRAQ 
Today in this chapel built for heroes, we 

come to mourn the lives and to celebrate the 
lives of those who died on April 14th. To all 
the families who are here present and the 
families who are not here, I think it should 
be clear that, in addition to the distin- 
guished leaders of our military, the clergy 
and the friends, the spirit of all Americans is 
in this chapel today. The hearts of all Ameri- 
cans have gone out to these families. 

When we joined three years ago with Brit- 
ain and France and Turkey to protect the 
Kurds of northern Iraq, to shelter them from 
air attacks, to sustain them with shoes and 
coats and food and fuel and medicine, the 
world took note of something continually 
special about our great nation and what 
drives us. The lives of the Americans and 
their 11 compatriots who were lost reflected 
that spirit, those values, that heart, that 
hope that brought us to protect the Kurds in 
the first place. They were literally part of a 
mission to provide comfort. They have hon- 
ored us all with their compassion and cour- 
age and ultimately with their sacrifice. 

We know, as has already been said, that 
those who enter the military understand 
clearly that they assume great risks, that 
even though the world has changed, that the 
specter of the Cold War is fading, the way of 
life we cherish as Americans and our hopes 
for the rest of the world still depends upon 
their skills, their sacrifice, their courage, 
and their clear willingness to undertake 
those risks. And yet I have to say that, as 
president and as an American, when it be- 
comes the job of those of us in positions or 
responsibility to explain loss to these won- 
derful families that came about through a 
terrible accident, the burden of reminding 
all of us that all who serve undertook those 
risks is still very great. 

We must remember not only those who 
died for their service to their country but for 
how they were loved. We must, all the rest of 
us in America, pray for these families—for 
the husband and the father whose young 
child will now have to learn about him 
through photographs and stories, for the 
family of an ambitious young man who 
wished to go to college and become an artist, 
for a distinguished American veteran of 
more than two decades whose soldiers loved 
him for his steel and his heart, for the won- 
derful daughter and sister who lifted those 
around her with her vigor and promise, for 
the young pilot who grew up with his heart 
set on the skies, and for all the others. Their 
lives were suddenly taken from their beloved 
families and from our nation in our service 
and their important mission. 

No one’s words can wipe away the grief, 
the pain, the questions. It is our duty first, 
to continue the mission for which they gave 
their lives; second, to find the answers which 
they rightfully seek; and third, to pray that ` 
together they will find the strength as the 
days go forward to ease their grief and lean 
on their faiths. 
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The Americans we honor today represented 
the best in our country. In a tragic irony, all 
who were involved in this accident, including 
the pilots of the two jets, were there on a 
common mission to save the lives of inno- 
cent people. We know that just as we are all 
proud of their ability and their bravery, 
their readiness for any challenge, their devo- 
tion to their families, we all understand that 
they, like we, none of us are immune from 
error, from tragic circumstance. 

One of the fathers, himself an Air Force 
Colonel, said that he though his daughter 
was a hero. Well, they're all heroes, and we 
owe it to them to honor their lives and their 
Service, to answer the questions of their fam- 
ilies, but more than anything else, to re- 
member when words fail that we are taught 
over and over again in the scriptures things 
will always happen that we can never fully 
understand, that, as President Lincoln said, 
the Almighty has his own purposes, that the 
faith which sustains us, according to the 
scripture, is “the assurance of things hoped 
for, the convictions of things unseen." 

As I look out into the faces of mothers and 
fathers and wives and sons and daughters, 
brothers and sisters, I say on behalf of a 
grateful nation, we honor your sacrifice and 
we will do our best to live every day with the 
memory of your sacrifice. And we pray for 
you, that timo will give you the strength and 
the faith to remember the very best and fin- 
est of the lives of your loved ones, to be al- 
ways grateful for what they did and never 
cynical, even in the face of this tragedy, for 
there are things which happen to us all 
which can never be fully understood. What is 
clear and beyond any doubt is that they 
loved their country and they swore an oath, 
including a willingness to give their lives for 
their country. They did it in a very noble 
cause. We share your grief, we honor their 
lives, we pray for you and for their souls. 
REMARKS OF DEFENSE SECRETARY WILLIAM 

PERRY AT MEMORIAL SERVICE TO HONOR 

VICTIMS OF “FRIENDLY FIRE" INCIDENT IN 

IRAQ 

I want to share my deep sense of personal 
loss over the deaths of the fine men and 
women we mourn today. I also want to ex- 
tend my most heart-felt sympathy to those 
who lost loved ones in this terrible tragedy. 
And I want to share my deep sorrow with the 
other nations that lost their sons. Those who 
died were brave, generous individuals doing a 
tough job under hazardous conditions. They 
gave their lives so that others may live. This 
is the greatest work that God can have us do. 
In our hearts and memories, they will always 
be with. 

Lieutenant Laura Piper's mother summed 
it up with great wisdom. She said. People 
are always wondering where are our role 
models today; well, here they are." Their 
mission was critically important. While the 
world's attention has been captured by other 
conflicts and crises, Operation Provide Com- 
fort continues. We've saved tens of thou- 
sands of lives. We've escorted a half a mil- 
lion Kurdish people from exile in bitter cold 
mountains and returned them to their 
homes. The no-fly-zone we continue to en- 
force over northern Iraq has stopped Saddam 
Hussein from using air and ground attacks 
to terrorize the Kurds. 

America and our Gulf War allies decisively 
won Desert Storm, but we cannot and will 
not turn our backs on the innocent people 
who would suffer from Iraq vengeance. Those 
we remember today were on a noble mission, 
and America deeply appreciates it. The 
Kurdish people appreciate it too. Last week, 
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a Kurdish religious leader said: They came 
to us to save us and give us dignity. Their 
sacrifice will remain in the minds of our 
children for the rest of their lives. We will 
teach their names to our children and keep 
their names in our book of history as heroes 
who gave their lives for our freedom. 

In the military, we are family. When we 
lose members of our family, particularly in 
tragic circumstances, it's hard to take. 
While all servicemen and women are pre- 
pared for the risks that come with military 
lives, we are still shocked and devastated 
when the lives are actually lost. It reminds 
us of the dangers that our soldiers, sailors, 
airmen and marines face every day and how 
vigilance and courage are part of the job. 

This was a very complex operation, and no 
system will ever be 100 percent perfect. Fly- 
ing these sorts of missions is a task of im- 
mense difficulties. Quick judgments, fast re- 
actions and great skill are constantly re- 
quired. I have flown in the back seat of an F- 
15 on a simulated mission, and I've some un- 
derstanding of the strains and the fast paces 
of events, but we are deeply committed to 
ensuring that our men and women in uni- 
form can meet this challenge safely by pro- 
viding the best, the most challenging, and 
the most effective training possible. And 
when something does go wrong, I pledge to 
you that we will have a full accountability 
on what happened, and I also pledge to you 
that we will ensure that it cannot happen 
again. 

All of us recognize that defending our na- 
tions and deterring aggression will never be 
risk free. General Robert E, Lee once said, 
"There is always hazard in military move- 
ments, but we must decide between the pos- 
sible loss of inaction and the risk of action." 
That risk is the price we pay for freedom and 
security, and in the ultimate display of pa- 
triotism—pride and public service—our men 
and women in uniform have agreed to pay 
this price for us, Their friends and families 
also pay a price. Family members face long 
periods of separation and often endure ago- 
nizing uncertainly when service members are 
sent on hazardous missions. We owe a special] 
debt of gratitude to the families who have 
waited and hoped and suffered. 

Those we honor today, both military and 
civilian, are in our thoughts and our prayers. 
We remember their courage, their devotion 
to duty, and a commitment to their coun- 
tries. They and their families deserve our 
deepest thanks. 

There’s a painting that hangs across my 
office at the Pentagon. It depicts a soldier in 
church praying with his family, perhaps be- 
fore an overseas deployment. Below this pic- 
ture is an inscription from Isaiah. It says, 
“Whom shall I send, and who will go for us?" 
When the individuals we remember today re- 
ceived that call, they answered. Here am I, 
send me." Today we pay tribute to all of 
those who answered the call and ask God to 
take them in His care. 

REMARKS OF GEN, JOHN  SHALIKASHVILI, 
CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF AT ME- 
MORIAL SERVICE TO HONOR VICTIMS OF 
"FRIENDLY FIRE” INCIDENT IN IRAQ 


We have come here today to mourn and to 
honor the men and women, military and ci- 
vilian, from five different nations, who so 
suddenly, on April 14th in northern Iraq, lost 
their lives in a most terrible tragedy. 

The men and women who wear our nation's 
uniform or serve our Foreign Service under- 
stand full well the dangers of their profes- 
sion. I have been around them for 36 years, in 
peace and in war, and in far away places like 
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northern Iraq, and I know they seldom talk 
about it openly, but they know all too well 
that the dangers are ever present and that 
tragedy can strike at any moment. 

There is à special bond, a special bond 
among us, and we feel a special loss each 
time a comrade in arms is taken from our 
midst, and so it is this time. But this loss 
cuts deeper for this tragedy touches the very 
fabric of our institution, an institution 
whose code, whose passion it is to take care 
of each other and to protect each other from 
any danger. And when that goes wrong, as it 
did 11 days ago, our hearts are doubly heavy 
and our grief especially deep. 

And so to family and friends, know that we 
grieve with you and that your loss is our 
loss. They were your sons and daughters, 
your parents, your friends, but they were our 
comrades in arms, fellow soldiers and airmen 
and State Department officer. I will not pre- 
sume to say I know your hurt. I know only 
that very special hurt when any serviceman 
or woman you have given into our charge 
falls in combat or suffers accidental death. 

As much as each of us desire to alter the 
events of April 14th, very sadly, we cannot. 
We can only mourn, we can streghthen our 
resolve to learn the truth and to fix the 
wrong and take great solace and deep pride 
in the work that they were doing to help oth- 
ers. 

The Scriptures tell us that greater love 
hath no person than when they lay down 
their life for a friend. Feeding starving chil- 
dren, protecting a people from a tyrant who 
twice before had brought death and destruc- 
tion and unspeakable cruelty to his own peo- 
ple, they sacrificed their lives so that others 
might live. They, and those who went before 
them, gave life and gave hope to a people 
who without them would have had very little 
reason for themselves and for their children. 
Their efforts were selfless. Their service was 
valiant. And their cause was noble. 

To the Kurdish people of northern Iraq, to 
each of us here, to their brothers and sisters 
throughout the services, they are extraor- 
dinary heroes and shining examples. Perhaps 
no one understands that better or more 
clearly than the very people these men and 
women were protecting. In the dusty streets 
of Zakhu in northern Iraq, just below the 
Turkish border, the people have hung hun- 
dreds of banners in remembrance of these he- 
roes. "We mourn the loss of our heroes,“ the 
banner tells us. God bless their souls, and 
God be with their families," it concludes. 

We, the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the men 
and women of our Armed Forces and our 
families, offer our prayers and our deepest 
sympathies to the families of all who died 
that tragic day. And we honor and salute 
them and pray that God will now embrace 
them in His kingdom. Thank you. 


HONORING THE LATE RICHARD M. 
NIXON 


Mr. DURENBERGER. Madam Presi- 
dent, attending the funeral of Presi- 
dent Richard M. Nixon last week was 
an extremely moving experience for 
me, as I'm sure it was for many of my 
colleagues. It would not be an exag- 
geration to say that Richard Nixon 
Shaped the politics and the attitudes of 
a whole generation of Americans. 

Indeed, I think all Americans—re- 
gardless of party or political ideology— 
have lost a great resource with the 
passing of America's 37th President. 
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Richard Nixon brought to the analy- 
sis of America's global and domestic 
problems an intellect rarely matched 
in the history of statecraft. In the final 
judgment of history, he will be remem- 
bered primarily for his geopolitical au- 
dacity in the opening to Communist 
China—and bringing America's influ- 
ence to bear on the future of the 1 bil- 
lion people who live in that country. 

By opening the window of U.S. diplo- 
macy and trade, Nixon laid the ground- 
work for the integration of the world's 
most populous nation into full mem- 
bership in the world community. That 
process continues today—and, as a re- 
sult of Nixon's opening, sober analysts 
have high hopes for mainland China in 
the 21st century. 

In his domestic policy, Nixon com- 
bined a belief in free market economics 
with a recognition of the need for deci- 
sive government action to mitigate the 
defects of the market. It is ironic that 
shortly before Nixon's death, a Vice 
President of the opposite party would 
joke that his Democratic administra- 
tion would be very happy to enact the 
Nixon health reform plan—a reference 
to one of Nixon's major domestic ini- 
tiatives that failed to carry in Con- 
gress. 

That, Madam President, was Richard 
Nixon the statesman. Let me recount 
an event that gives us some under- 
standing of Richard Nixon the human 
being. When my predecessor in this of- 
fice—the Honorable Hubert H. Hum- 
phrey—was dying of cancer in Lake 
Waverly, MN, he called former Presi- 
dent Nixon and asked him to attend 
his—Humphrey's—funeral. Humphrey 
knew that the funeral was not going to 
be long in coming—and he arranged 
that Richard Nixon be received at that 
ceremony with the full honor due to a 
former President. Young people who 
watched the TV coverage of President 
Nixon's death and funeral—coverage 
that I understand was generally posi- 
tive in tone—might find nothing re- 
markable in this. But back in 1977, the 
scars of the Watergate scandal were far 
from healed. Many of Senator Hum- 
phrey's liberal colleagues—and even a 
substantial number of moderates and 
conservatives—viewed Nixon as deserv- 
ing a state of permanent disgrace. 

Hubert Humphrey demonstrated true 
nobility of character by making his 
historic gesture to President Nixon. He 
realized that whether you share Nix- 
on's views or not, you have to recog- 
nize his value to public life. Humphrey 
had known Nixon for decades—and 
knew that ostracizing Nixon would 
hurt America's future more than it 
would help. 

Today, let us continue in the tradi- 
tion of my distinguished predecessor. 
Let us join Hubert Humphrey in rec- 
ognizing that all public-spirited Ameri- 
cans, whatever their ideology, have a 
constructive role to play in building 
our country's future. 
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Few Americans have ever played a 
more constructive role than Richard 
Nixon did in his final years. People who 
read his books—and I'm sure this group 
will include the future leaders of Amer- 
ica—will be reaping the benefits of his 
intelligence and wisdom for many gen- 
erations to come. 

At this time of mourning, I wish 
Julie Nixon Eisenhower and Tricia 
Nixon Cox, the late President's daugh- 
ters, all possible consolation in what 
must be a very difficult time. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that a Washington Post op-ed 
by Paul Rexford Thatcher, Sr., describ- 
ing the final days of the relationship 
between President Nixon and Senator 
Humphrey be included in the RECORD. I 
further ask that two articles from the 
Minneapolis Star Tribune be included, 
one recounting the visits of President 
Nixon to Minnesota and the other re- 
counting Minnesotans' reaction to his 
passing. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

RECONCILIATION HEALS PEOPLE AND NATIONS 
(By Paul Rexford Thatcher, Sr.) 

It was the Christmas holiday of 1977, and 
an especially bitter December in Minnesota. 
Sen. Hubert H. Humphrey had returned home 
to his refuge, his house on the new frozen 
Lake Waverly, about 35 miles west of 
Minnespolis. 

He had just made a short but triumphant 
last journey to the nation’s capital to deliver 
in person his farewells to the men and 
women with whom he had served for almost 
30 years as U.S. senator, then vice president 
of the United States and since 1971, again, as 
a member of the Senate and its president pro 
tempore. 

Now it was almost over, this remarkable 
political life, and emaciated by cancer, Hum- 
phrey lay in bed dying at Lake Waverly. The 
grounds of his house on the lake were stewed 
uncustomarily with twigs and fallen 
branches from the leafless trees on the ex- 
pansive lawn. Humphrey had been notorious 
for taking visitors, be they prime ministers, 
fellow senators or political associates, for 
long walks on his grounds, making them 
pick up scattered twigs or leaves. There had 
been no such recent visitors. 

In the lane at the back of the house, the 
small road that led to the highway to Min- 
neapolis, a cluster of reporters was already 
forming a death watch over Minnesota's 
most famous political son. 

Humphrey’s son-in-law had leased a WATS 
line for him as a surprise Christmas gift. 
After returning from Washington, his life 
and legendary energy now ebbing from him 
like a tide, Minnesota’s Happy Warrior began 
to call old friends and associates around the 
nation and the world. He ostensibly called to 
give them season's greetings, but everyone 
knew he was taking his leave of them. 

He reached his old adversary, Richard 
Nixon, on Christmas Eve, only to learn that 
the Nixons were both ill, depressed and alone 
for the holiday in San Clemente. Something 
troubled Humphrey deeply about this con- 
versation with Nixon, and that evening, sur- 
rounded by his immediate family, he brooded 
often about Nixon's circumstances. He spoke 
of it later in the evening, too, and it was 
only the next morning that his concerned 
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seems to diminish as he again called Nixon 
in San Clemente. He called to tell the former 
president—the man who in 1968 had given 
Humphrey his most bitter defeat—that he 
had a farewell gift to give him. 

Humphrey told Nixon that he knew he had 
only days to live, and that he had made the 
arrangements for the events that would fol- 
low his death: his lying-in-state in the Cap- 
itol in Washington, his funeral and burial in 
Minnesota. Humphrey told Nixon that he 
was inviting him to attend the ceremony 
that would conclude the lying-in-state in 
Washington, and that he wanted him to be 
present and to stand in the place of honor of 
a former president. 

Nixon, of course, had resigned from the 
presidency in disgrace only three years be- 
fore and had not returned to Washington, 
where ever since he had been unwelcome. 
This seemed especially so now in the first 
year of Jimmy Carter's presidency, with 
Washington in the control of so many unfor- 
giving Democrats (and probably not a few 
unforgiving Republicans as well). 

Sensing Nixon’s profound depression in 
exile in California, Humphrey spontaneously 
fashioned a credible excuse enabling his old 
rival to return to the capital. He told Nixon 
that if anyone questioned his presence, he 
should say that he was there at the personal 
request of Hubert Humphrey. 

He further told Nixon that he would call 
me (I had been placed in charge of the Wash- 
ington ceremonies by the Humphrey family) 
to relate their conversation and to tell me of 
his wish that Nixon be treated respectfully 
and with dignity for that occasion. 

On Friday, Jan. 13, 1978, Hubert H. Hum- 
phrey died at Lake Waverly. President 
Carter was immediately called and notified. 
The president at once dispatched Air Force 
One to Minnesota to bring Humphrey's body 
to the capital for the weekend lying-in-state. 

On Sunday forenoon, with President 
Carter, former President Ford, Vice Presi- 
dent Mondale and many of the nation’s polit- 
ical leaders in attendance, a concluding cere- 
mony was held in the Capitol Rotunda. To 
the surprise of most and the gasps of many, 
I escorted former President Nixon to the 
place of honor with the others, near the flag- 
draped casket. Hubert Humphrey's gift in 
the winter to Richard Nixon had been deliv- 
ered, 

Fifteen years later, it is not the chill Min- 
nesota winds that cause me to remember 
again that gift. I suspect that my memory is 
triggered by echoes of the voice placing that 
Christmas Eve telephone call to San 
Clemente. 

I hear those echoes in the pledge of Presi- 
dent Clinton to bring us together. To rec- 
oncile rich and poor, black and white, old 
and young, and to realize fully the intrinsic 
value of every citizen. If he fulfills that 
pledge, the Clinton years in Washington will 
bear the hallmarks of comity and compas- 
sion that were the emblems of the life of the 
lamentably late Hubert H. Humphrey. 

(From the Minneapolis Star Tribune, Apr. 23, 
1994 
A MEMORABLE WHISTLE-STOP 'T'OUR IN 1952 
(By Bob von Sternberg) 

On a golden, autumn day long ago, the can- 
didate whistle-stopped across Minnesota, 
lashing and slashing at his Democratic oppo- 
nents from the back of his campaign train, 
wise-cracking with deliriously adoring Re- 
publican supporters. 

In was Oct. 23, 1952, one of the first times 
Richard Nixon ever visited Minnesota. 
“America needs new leadership,” he said 
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when the train stopped in Moorhead, telling 
his listeners that they would cast a ''vote 
that may determine the future of America”. 

In à way, they did, helping launch Nixon 
on his extraordinary political career, deliv- 
ering the state to the Eisenhower-Nixon 
ticket. Minnesota, where the shadow of Hu- 
bert H. Humphrey still looms so large, may 
not seen like Nixon territory. But in the five 
national elections where Nixon was on the 
ballot in this state, he won a majority of 
Minnesota's votes three times. 

And elections were the usual prism 
through which Minnesotans saw Nixon, 
about two dozen times between 1951 and 1970. 
Almost always he came in the fall, hustling 
votes, beating up on everyone from Harry 
Truman to Humphrey. After 1970, at the ap- 
parent height of his electoral power Min- 
nesotans’ glimpses of Nixon where confirmed 
to the news media he so detested. 

The first time, he was still a relatively ob- 
scure presence, speaking as a U.S. senator 
from California on the topic of law office 
management. By the next year, a youthful 
vice-presidential candidate, he was in full 
rhetorical flower, assailing the Democratic 
gang in Washington, failed farm programs 
and the Communists who had enfiltrated 
U.S. society. 

The podium-pounding aside on that whis- 
tlestop tour in 1952, Nixon’s visit was ac- 
cented by touches of outright weirdness, con- 
sidering how a few comments eerily fore- 
shadowed his downfall a generation later. 

Some Litchfield residents presented Nixon 
with butter and milk products that came 
from nearby farms. Earlier in the day, he 
had been given onions, potatoes and even a 
bagged pheasant. We're really getting the 
loot today," he told them. 

Later, the man who would be consumed by 
coverup charges in the Watergate scandal 
sneered about the Democratic ticket, 
“They're trying to cover up their record.” 

The visits continued throughout the 1950s: 
An appearance at Turkey Days in Worthing- 
ton in 1954, grand marshal of the Minneapolis 
Aquateunial in 1958, an address to the Amer- 
ican Legion convention the next year. 

Minnesotans had again supported the GOP 
ticket in 1956. In 1960, when Nixon lost to 
John F. Kennedy by a hairbreadth nation- 
wide, his losing margin in Minnesota was a 
scant 22,000 votes out of more than 1.5 mil- 
lion cast. He paid two visits to the state dur- 
ing that campaign. 

During the early ‘60s, when Nixon was 
widely seen as a spent political force, he in- 
cluded Minnesota on his itinerary of almost 
perpetual public speaking nationwide: the 
Svenskarnusdag celebration in 1961, 
Shakopee in 1965, a pair of visits in 1966. Con- 
sidering the anti-crime rhetoric of 1994, a 
1967 speech has a peculiar resonance: 
“Judges have gone too far in weakening the 
peace forces against the criminal forces." 
The crowd filling the old Minneapolis Audi- 
torium erupted in cheers. 

On April 20, 1968, Nixon mocked Lyndon 
Johnson's announcement three weeks earlier 
that he wouldn't run for re-election. “I shall 
not seek and I shall not accept the nomina- 
tion for vice president, he cracked. 

In October, barely a month before his 
showdown with native son Humphrey, Nixon 
was washed in the cheers of 10,000 Minnesota 
Republicans, again at the auditorium. ‘‘Just 
think, Dick Nixon getting this kind of recep- 
tion in what is supposed to be Hubert Hum- 
phrey's Minnesota," he crowed. His speech 
took aim at big-spending Democrats: It's 
time for the spenders in Washington to begin 
thinking about the savers in the country.” 
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And at anti-war protesters: ‘‘The American 
flag is not going to be a doormat for anybody 
when we get into office.“ 

As it turned out, Humphrey thumped 
Nixon handily in Minnesota, 857,738 to 
658,643, even as he lost the election. 

The last visit came two years later, in 1970, 
as he campaigned one more time against 
Humphrey, who was running against Rep. 
Clark MacGregor for a Senate seat. Nixon 
had been on a weeklong Midwest midterm 
election campaign swing, and his reception 
in Rochester was the warmest of the trip, 

On Oct. 30, the lifelong professional foot- 
ball fan charmed the crowd at the Mayo 
Civic Auditorium, telling them he was glad 
to be in the land of the Vikings." He never 
mentioned Humphrey's name, saying he 
came to Minnesota “not to speak against 
anybody.“ 

Protesters, though not many, dogged the 
appearance. One displayed a sign that 
mocked his first inaugural. “Bring us to- 
gether," it said, at a time when the nation 
was bitterly divided. Another sign, one that 
would be seen with increasing frequency dur- 
ing the next four years, said simply. Im- 
peach Nixon.” 

Humphrey went on to win and return to 
the Senate, and MacGregor went on to run 
the Committee to ReElect the President 
(CREEP), the nest that hatched Watergate. 
[From the Minneapolis Star Tribune, Apr. 23, 

1994] 
MINNESOTANS WHO KNEW HIM RECALL MAN OF 
CONTRADICTIONS 
(By Kevin Deckschere) 

Minnesotans who knew Richard Nixon re- 
membered him Friday night as a man of con- 
tradictions, who excelled at the game of 
statecraft even while he struggled—some- 
times painfully—with the demands of mod- 
ern American politics. 

Maurice Stans, 86, who was born in 
Shakopoee, was Nixon's chief fundraiser in 
two of his three presidential campaigns. He 
was Nixon's secretary of commerce from 1969 
to 1972. 

Nixon was a man of great ambition, and 
the only real handicap in his way was that 
he was essentially an introverted person. 
That was one of the hardest things he had to 
overcome." 

Former Minnesota Gov. Elmer L. Ander- 
son, who rode with Nixon on a campaign 
train from Moorhead to Minneapolis in 1960 
said Nixon was very able and smart “but 
very cold. I don’t think people warmed up to 
him . I don’t think his life is one to be ad- 
mired. . . It was one that was difficult and 
excruciating." 

But U.S. Court of Appeals Judge George 
MacKinnon, 88, a longtime Minnesota Repub- 
lican whom Nixon appointed to the federal 
bench in 1969, said his old friend was very 
personable—and terribly bright. 

He remembered siting next to Nixon on the 
House Labor Committee in 1947, when both 
were new members of Congress. 

Every time Nixon quizzed a witness, 
MacKinnon said, “he had something dif- 
ferent and important to inquire about. He 
had a tremendous intellect and foresight 
into problems. He impressed everybody." 

MacKinnon was less taken with another 
freshman member of the committee, John 
Kennedy: "He wasn't there very often. He 
was down in Palm Beach." 

Nixon's greatest achievement in the White 
House was the opening to China, most 
agreed. But former U.S. Sen. Eugene McCar- 
thy, a Democrat who opposed Nixon most of 
his career, said Nixon's enemies list was a 
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more serious offense than the Watergate 
scandal. 

"It was much closer to being an impeach- 
able act. Watergate was kind of a marginal, 
mixed-up thing.“ McCarthy said. 

Asked how he would rank Nixon among re- 
cent presidents, McCarthy chuckled. “I don't 
know how you'd rank him. The last half-cen- 
tury hasn't been a very high ranking crowd, 
aside from Harry Truman, you know.“ 

Stans said that Watergate was the result 
of Nixon's desire to defend his associates, 
rather than an effort to obstruct justice. But 
he said the former president admitted that it 
was a mistake ''It got past him on his blind 
side and, as he said later he blew it. He rec- 
ognized that.“ Stans said. 

For Clark MacGregor, a former Minnesota 
member of Congress who headed Nixon's re- 
election campaign in 1972, Watergate is still 
an unsettling memory. 

When he asked me to succeed John Mitch- 
ell [as campaign manager], he assured me 
that no senior person in his administration 
had anything to do with Watergate. That 
was some 10 days after he had already begun 
to orchestrate the coverup," MacGregor said. 

"He'll go down in hístory as perhaps one of 
the most farsighted presidents in terms of 
foreign policy, but tragically he had almost 
& paranoia about those he deemed to be his 
enemies in politics.” 

Stans called Nixon "the most farseeing 
president we've had in this century with the 
possible exception of Woodrow Wilson," The 
last time he saw Nixon, he said, was at the 
party Nixon threw Jan. 20 at his presidential 
library to celebrate the 25th anniversary of 
his first inauguration. 

He appeared to be in good spirits and good 
health. He looked much better than he had 
some months earlier when his wife, Pat, was 
buried at the same place," he said. 

Minnesota Attorney General Hubert Hum- 
phrey III, son of Nixon's opponent in the 1968 
presidential race, said that there was a clos- 
ing to the stormy relationship between Hu- 
bert Humphrey and Nixon before his father 
died. 

"My father had a WATS line and he was 
making calls all over the country. One of the 
people he called was Mr. Nixon. It was at 
that time that he invited him to his lying in 
state in Washington," Humphrey said. 

Watergate symbolized the end of closed 
government in the United States, he said. 
But, he added, I've thought through what 
this person has meant to me and meant to 
the political life of this country and here was 
a man who went into the fray, created some 
of the fray, but in his heart, he really wanted 
what was best for the country." 

Staff writer Anne O'Connor contributed to 
this article. 


[From the Minneapolis Star Tribune, Apr. 23, 
1994] 


THE MARK HE MADE 

“Today, the world mourns the loss of a 
great champion of democratic ideals who 
dedicated his life to the cause of world peace. 
For millions, Richard Nixon was truly one of 
the finest statesmen this world has ever 
seen."—Former President Ronald Reagan. 

There were very few people who tried as 
much and were as successful in as many ini- 
tiatives as he was in a relatively short períod 
of time."—Sen. Dave Durenberger, R-Minn. 

"Past differences are now history. I wish 
him God's care and peace.'"—Connecticut 
Gov. Lowell Weicker, who as a Republican 
member of the Senate Watergate Committee 
often took sides against the GOP president. 

He was the ablest man to hold the presi- 
dency since World War II."—Former Michi- 
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gan Gov. George Romney, who campaigned 
against Nixon for the 1965 GOP nomination. 

*He will always be remembered for the dis- 
grace that he brought to the presidency. But 
I will say to his credit he contributed much 
in his later years. His knowledge on foreign 
policy, primarily, was invaluable to the last 
three presidents. I think that in many re- 
spects he was trying to make amends and did 
some worthwhile work in the last years of 
his life."—Rep. Tim Penny, D-Minn. 

"His contribution to the ending years of 
the Cold War and the pursuit of peace will be 
recognized and remarked on for generations 
to come."—Former Sen. Howard Baker, the 
Tennessee Republican who was ranking mi- 
nority member of the Senate Watergate 
Committee. 

“All in all, people are going to look back 
and say Watergate, the resignation, a lot of 
these things were bad and shouldn't have 
happened. I think history will, with a few ex- 
ceptions, say that this man made a dif- 
ference. You add all that up and he comes 
out ahead. — Sen. Bob Dole, R-Kan. 

"I always thought that President Nixon 
would go down in history as one of the best 
presidents. . . . He was saddled with Water- 
gate, but I think history will treat him bet- 
ter than his contemporaries or peers did.“ 
Rep. Rod Grams, R-Minn. 

“Some of these days when Watergate be- 
comes a footnote in history .. and when 
the Nixon-haters in the press are all gone 
. . . Richard Nixon will go down as one of the 
great presidents in history. —Earl Butz, ag- 
riculture secretary under Nixon and Gerald 
Ford. 


THE BEATIFICATION OF BLESSED 
DAMIEN DE VEUSTER 


Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
recognize the upcoming beatification 
of the Blessed Damien De Veuster. All 
of Hawaii looks forward to May 15, 
1994, the day when he will be one step 
closer to the papal designation of 
Saint. 

In 1873, at 33, Father Damien came to 
the leper colony of Kalaupapa, on the 
Hawaiian island of Molokai. What he 
found there would have turned lesser 
men away in disgust. The people af- 
flicted with Hansen’s disease, or lep- 
rosy, lived in a filthy, lawless state 
with the strong ruthlessly taking ad- 
vantage of the weak at every oppor- 
tunity. They were living in the worst 
conditions possible, and existed with- 
out hope for any kind of future. 

Overcoming the natural suspicion of 
the patients he had been sent to care 
for, Father Damien mobilized the set- 
tlement. Those who were able con- 
structed houses with wood from the 
previous settlement at Kalawao. Fa- 
ther Damien was the first outsider to 
willingly touch the ‘‘unclean” and to 
physically minister to them every day, 
changing bandages, bathing open sores, 
consoling those unfortunates whose 
physical deformities repulsed even the 
other patients. Through his tireless 
compassionate efforts, the settlement 
of Kalaupapa was transformed into a 
Christian community. Most impor- 
tantly, Father Damien lifted the hopes 
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and spirits of the patients he so will- 
ingly served. 

He ministered to the people of 
Kalaupapa for 16 years, traveling be- 
tween Molokai and Oahu to beg for 
medical supplies and other basic neces- 
sities. They truly became his family. 
When he was finally stricken with lep- 
rosy, it is said that he rejoiced in tell- 
ing his people, “At last, I am one of 
you." According to historical records, 
Father Damien was the first and only 
person who came into Kalaupapa 
“clean” and eventually died of leprosy. 

With the development of sulfone 
drugs, Hansen's disease is one of the 
least contagious and most curable ail- 
ments in the world. The people who 
currently reside in Kalaupapa are no 
longer required to isolate themselves 
from society but, for the most part, 
have chosen to remain there. Some will 
be traveling to Belgium for the beatifi- 
cation ceremony of the man who, 
through his tireless Christian efforts, 
created the settlement they live in and 
love. 

In today's world of incurable dis- 
eases, abandoned children, abuse of the 
weak and elderly, and oppressed mi- 
norities, the compassionate example of 
Father Damien is most important and 
relevant. We must learn from this 
humble man who lived without fear 
among the despised of Hawaii's society, 
who spread the Christian doctrine 
through word and example. 

On May 15, 1994, we will celebrate the 
happy occasion of Blessed Damien De 
Veuster's beatification in Brussels, 
Belgium. He will then be known by the 
fitting title Servant of God, Servant 
of Humanity." Hawaii joins the rest of 
the world in honoring our beloved Fa- 
ther Damien. 


——— 


THE 42D ANNUAL NATIONAL 
PRAYER BREAKFAST 


Mr. HEFLIN. Madam President, on 
February 3 of this year, I had the honor 
of presiding over the 42d annual Na- 
tional Prayer Breakfast, held at the 
Washington Hilton Hotel here in Wash- 
ington. Each year hundreds of leaders 
and thousands of guests from all over 
the world gather at the National Pray- 
er Breakfast to seek spiritual guidance 
and to engage in fellowship with our 
friends from many diverse back- 
grounds. This year, we had over 4,000 in 
attendance. Attendees literally come 
from all walks of life. 

Each year, by tradition, the Presi- 
dent and First Lady attend, as well as 
the Vice President and his wife. We 
pray, sing, reflect, and soulfully exam- 
ine our roles as leaders and what it 
means to guided by a divine power. 
This year, we were especially graced by 
having in attendance at the breakfast 
Mother Teresa. 

I have been involved with several Na- 
tional Prayer Breakfasts since coming 
to the Senate, and I must say this 
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year's was among the most memorable 
and uplifting I have ever participated 
in. I think most of those who attended 
went away with a true sense of spir- 
itual renewal. 

There are many people around the 
country and world who did not have 
the opportunity to attend this event 
but who are keenly interested in the 
breakfast and in learning more about 
it. I therefore ask unanimous consent 
that the transcript of the 42d National 
Prayer Breakfast be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the tran- 
script was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE 42nd ANNUAL NATIONAL PRAYER 
BREAKFAST 

Sen. HOWELL HEFLIN. A good friend of ours, 
Lt. General Claude M. Kicklighter, Retired, 
will lead us in a pre-breakfast prayer. He is 
a former commanding General of the Army 
of the Pacific and now serves in the Depart- 
ment of Defense as the Director of World 
War II Commemorative Programs. His work 
involves going to various battle sites from 
World War II and setting up programs to 
commemorate the events. I was with him at 
Pearl Harbour recently. General Kicklighter, 
if you'd come forward and give the pre- 
breakfast prayer. 

Lt. General CLAUDE M. KICKLIGHTER, Re- 
tired. Thank you, sir. This is a very special 
day. You can feel it. Wondrous things are 
going to happen here this morning. As you 
remain seated I would ask you to join hands 
in the bond of friendship around your table 
and bow your heads. 

Almighty God, whose love and mercy is 
known in heaven and on earth, we praise 
your name as we come together from all over 
the world and from across this great nation 
with one purpose: to focus on loving you and 
loving one another. Lord, as we attend this 
42nd National Prayer Breakfast, let us re- 
member that just 50 years ago this world was 
engaged in a life and death struggle that be- 
came known as World War II. Now this 
morning we come together from all over that 
world in friendship, with our President, 
other heads of state, and citizens from more 
than 150 nations. We give you thanks for 50 
years without another World War and for the 
end of the Cold War. 

We praise you for blessing our nations with 
the quest for a lasting peace, along with the 
fruits of abundance of freedom—especially 
the freedom to worship according to the dic- 
tates of our own hearts. Help us, as it is writ- 
ten in Micah, to do justice, love mercy and 
walk humbly with our God. We ask for cour- 
age, strength, and wisdom to ensure a safer 
and better world, a world free of war where 
freedom continues to ring. Guide our Presi- 
dent through the maze of conflicting inter- 
ests as he leads our great nation. Just as 
Jesus reminded us, no sparrow falls to the 
ground without your notice. Surely no na- 
tion can rise from the ground without your 
divine assistance. This morning we pray for 
that assistance. 

Lord, we known that you have a message 
for each of us here today. We pray that you 
will open our hearts to hear your message, à 
message that can fill us with the power of 
your love—and that love can change lives in 
the world. Christ loving us is the hope of the 
world and there's no better example of the 
power of love than the life of your speaker 
this morning. 

Lord, we ask you to continue to watch over 
our friend and mentor, Mother Teresa, and 
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sustain her in her mission of mercy to those 
who are stricken by disease and poverty. 
Help us to emulate her life of service and 
sacrifice in our own lives. We express our 
gratitude for the food upon our tables this 
morning. Help us to extend our heart and 
hands to those who are hungry. As we thank 
you for the help we posses, help us to be 
mindful of those who are ill. As we extol the 
freedoms we enjoy, help us to champion the 
cause for those who are denied freedom. 

Oh God, author of Liberty, protector of the 
just and merciful, how great thou art. We 
feel your presence here this morning and we 
humbly turn to you and ask, ‘‘Heal our land 
and protect our children." We ask in the 
name of Jesus Christ, your blessings on this 
gathering. Amen. 

Sen. HEFLIN. I am Howell Heflin, the Chair- 
man of the Senate breakfast group. 

Today's prayer breakfast is a time for peo- 
ple of all walks of life to collectively lift 
their voices and turn their eyes toward the 
living God and to devoutly petition him for 
His assistance. It is a time for reflection. It 
is a time for renewal of our faith. And it is 
a time for fellowship full of love and enjoy- 
ment. 

At exactly 7:45 this morning, Alabama's 
Tuskegee choir will start singing several se- 
lections. After the arrival of the President 
and Vice President, the choir will sing ‘‘God 
Bless America." Tuskegee University was 
founded in 1881 by Booker T. Washington, 
it's first President. A special feature of the 
university today is the George Washington 
Carver Museum, named after the distin- 
guished scientist who taught at Tuskegee. 
We're pleased to have with us this morning 
Tuskegee's current President, Dr. Benjamin 
Patton and Dr. Luther Foster, President 
from 1953-1981. You may begin your break- 
fast as it is served and at 7:45 the Tuskegee 
University choir will give us several selec- 
tions. 

[Breakfast]. 

[Tuskegee University choir sang.] 

ANNOUNCER. Ladies and gentlemen, Vice 
President Al Gore and Tipper Gore. (Ap- 
plause.) 

Ladies and gentlemen, the President and 
First Lady of the United States. (Applause.) 

[Tuskegee University choir sang God 
Bless America.“ ] (Applause.) 

Sen. HEFLIN. Thank you. If you will remain 
standing, we will ask Senator Harris Wofford 
to come and lead us in prayer. He's an active 
member of the Senate Breakfast Group and 
was & close advisor to President John F. 
Kennedy and Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. 

Senator Wofford. 

Sen. HARRIS WOFFORD. Our God, God of the 
Christian and the Jew, God of the Muslim 
and the Hindu, God of the Buddhists and of 
those with no church, God of the Republican 
and the Democrat, God of the rich and the 
poor, God bless America. May it become 
America the Beautiful. Help us make the 
words we just heard become the music and 
the measure of our lives. Help us listen to 
the words that unite, not the words that di- 
vide; to the words that create, not the words 
that destroy. For in the beginning is the 
Word, and the words we live by do become 
flesh. And in the end, in the last judgment 
when the Shepherd separates the sheep from 
the goats, there is no Greek nor Jew nor 
Arab; there is only the man who to the hun- 
gry gave food, the woman who to the thirsty 
gave drink, the citizen who to the stranger 
said. Come in.“ 

So God of all nations, help us, your chil- 
dren of this one human race, so lonely in 
your vast universe. Help us realize that here 
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in this world your work must truly be our 
own. Help us make Thy kingdom come on 
earth as it is in heaven. From the streets of 
Calcutta to the peaks of Kashmir, from the 
hills of Bosnia to the plains of Somalia, from 
the port of Haiti to the port of Philadelphia, 
from the coast of California to the inland 
waters of Russia, from the college halls of 
New Jersey to the halls of Congress, from 
Washington, DC, to Washington, PA, may 
the words we hear today—especially the 
words from our president and vice president 
and Mother Teresa—enter our hearts and 
help us "crown Thy good with brotherhood 
from sea to shining sea.” 

Sen. HEFLIN. Thank you, Senator Wofford. 

Mr. President and Mrs. Clinton, Vice Presi- 
dent and Mrs. Gore, and distinguished ladies 
and gentlemen, it is my pleasure to welcome 
each of you and to thank you for participat- 
ing in the 42nd Annual National Prayer 
Breakfast. The name ‘International Prayer 
Breakfast" would probably be a more fitting 
title for our gathering this morning, since 
we have as guests not only representatives 
from 50 states, but from over 150 nations. 
This morning's event is being translated into 
Six languages since there are those present 
that do not understand English. Also C- 
SPAN is carrying this program live, as ap- 
proximately 500 prayer breakfasts around 
the country are meeting simultaneously and 
worshipping with us. 

As this year's breakfast approached, I won- 
dered why it and similar gatherings had 
come to be centered around a breakfast rath- 
er than a luncheon or a dinner, I suppose the 
logical reason would be that it is more con- 
venient to meet early in the morning before 
the rigors of the busy day set in, but through 
further research I discovered a more signifi- 
cant meaning behind the National Prayer 
Breakfast tradition that we have come to ob- 
serve over the years. Congressman and later 
Kansas Senator Frank Carlson was an active 
leader in the House Prayer Group during 
World War II. He got the idea of associating 
the prayer group meeting with a breakfast 
from a New Testament passage in the 21st 
chapter of the Gospel of St. John. 

Several of the disciples had been out fish- 
ing in the Sea of Tiberias during the night 
but didn't catch anything. As they went to- 
ward the shore the next morning with the 
sun rising, they saw Jesus on the beach, and 
he instructed them to go back and cast their 
net on the right side of the ship, and when 
they did, they caught a multitude of fish. As 
they came ashore again, Jesus was there pre- 
paring fish and bread for the disciples, and 
he said to them, Come and dine.“ 

Whether we look back at Frank Carlson's 
inspiration or to the usual and customary 
practice as the reason, breakfasts provide an 
excellent setting for a prayerful gathering. 
We think it is appropriate that we meet here 
today with this magnificent crowd and with 
the 500 prayer breakfasts around the country 
meeting simultaneously to praise the Lord 
and to ask for his assistance in the many 
problems that we have. 

The president and Mrs. Clinton, the vice 
president and Mrs. Gore left after they came 
in to visit with Mother Teresa and also to 
visit another group of about 600 that are in 
a different room in this building where this 
is being telecast to them. 

Now I would like to introduce those distin- 
guished guests here at the head table who 
are not speaking this morning: The first 
lady, Mrs. William Jefferson Clinton, known 
to the world as Hillary Rodham Clinton. (Ap- 
plause.) Mrs. Albert A. Gore, Jr., known af- 
fectionately to the members of the Senate as 
Tipper Gore. (Applause.) 
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Now the remaining ones at the head table 
Il ask you to hold your applause in order 
that we might conserve time, and then at 
the end you may applaud. Mrs. Claude M. 
Kicklighter, Mrs. Ted Stevens, Mrs. Don 
Shula, Mrs. Earl Hutto, my wife Elizabeth 
Ann Heflin, Mrs. Mark Hatfield, Dr. Ted 
Rothstein, Mrs. Harris Wofford, and Mrs. 
Wintley Phipps. Let's give them all a hand. 
(Applause.) 

Mrs. Janet Hall, the wife of Congressman 
Tony Hall, is seated in the audience at her 
request. However, I would like to say that 
Janet Hall has actively worked on this Na- 
tional Prayer Breakfast. And, Janet, we ap- 
preciate you being here, and I ask you to 
stand at this time. (Applause.) 

I want to also particularly welcome the 
five heads of state we're honored to have 
with us this morning: The distinguished 
prime ministers from Dominica, Western 
Samoa, Tonga, the president of Palau, and 
the governor general of the British Virgin Is- 
lands. If you will please stand. (Applause.) 

Congressman Earl Hutto of Florida, who is 
the chairman of the House Breakfast Group, 
will now give remarks on their behalf. 

Congressman Hutto. (Applause.) 

Rep. EARL HuTTO. Thank you, Senator Hef- 
lin. 

Mr. President, Mrs. Clinton, Mr. Vice 
President and Mrs. Gore, distinguished head 
table guests, and ladies and gentlemen, 
Shortly before 8:00 a.m. on any Thursday 
that the House is in session, members are fil- 
ing into Room H-130 on the House side of the 
Capitol. There's no sign on the door that 
says "Republicans Only" or ‘Democrats 
Only." This is the weekly House prayer 
breakfast. In the Bible, Romans 13:1, it says, 
"Left every soul be subject under the higher 
powers, for there is no power but of God; the 
powers that be are ordained of God.“ 

We are there at that breakfast for a com- 
mon purpose: to fellowship together in the 
Spirit of Christ; to pray for you, Mr. Presi- 
dent and Mr. Vice President, for government 
officials throughout the land, for each other 
and for our great nation, as well as for peace 
in the world. Included in the program is the 
reading of Scripture from God's word. Con- 
gressman Sonny Montgomery, a long-time 
stalwart of the prayer breakfast, gives what 
he calls a report on the sick and wounded, 
and others are listed for whom we should 
pray. 

Before we sing a hymn, our colleague Jake 
Pickle tells us all about the composer and 
his or her inspiration for writing the hymn. 
This really amazes us, and sometimes we get 
a big laugh because we suspect that Jake is 
making a lot of this up as he goes along. 
(Laughter.) Congressman Pickle is retiring 
after this year, and he will be greatly 
missed. 

Approximately 50 members attend the 
breakfast each week. Partisanship is out the 
window. We are not there as members of a 
political party or any particular religious 
groups, but to bond together in gaining 
strength and inspiration for our service to 
God and our constituents. 

Our speaker each week—one week a Repub- 
lican and the next week a Democrat—is al- 
ways a member of Congress but not nec- 
essarily someone who regularly attends the 
breakfast. In fact, oftentimes when we invite 
a member to come and share his or her faith 
with us, it really gets their attention in a 
positive way. They share with us their life 
and what is in their heart. Some relate the 
trauma, the hardships, the sadness and dis- 
appointments, as well as the joys and tri- 
umph over the years. We've had some won- 
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derful messages and, with each one, inspira- 
tion and a better understanding and closer 
friendship. 

You know, across the nation there is cyni- 
cism and lack of trust in government. People 
deplore the bickering, the partisanship that 
often results in gridlock. With this in mind, 
I'm often asked, what about the spiritual at- 
mosphere in Washington? And I reply that 
it's similar to that in your hometown. We 
are still one nation under God. But is there 
any doubt that we have lost some of the 
standards and values that made us great in 
the first place? There is need to live by the 
Ten Commandments, the Golden Rule and 
acknowledge our dependence on Almighty 
God for solutions to the many problems con- 
fronting the world. 

God indeed can make a difference in our in- 
dividual lives, in the nation and the world. 
So today I bring you greetings from the 
House Prayer Breakfast Group. We welcome 
you all, including a warm welcome to those 
who are with us from many nations around 
the world. Let me say that we're encouraged 
that governmental prayer breakfasts are 
being started in many other countries. 

God bless you all. (Applause.) 

Sen. HEFLIN. Thank you, Earl Hutto, for 
those great words. 

Chief Judge Barbara Rothstein of the Unit- 
ed States District Court for the Western Dis- 
trict of Washington will now read from the 
Old Testament. I hope she doesn't mind me 
mentioning that today is her birthday. 
(Laughter.) 

Judge Rothstein. (Applause.) 

Judge BARBARA ROTHSTEIN. Thank you, 
Senator. 

Mr. President, Mrs. Clinton, Mr. Vice 
President and Mrs. Gore, honored guests, vis- 
iting dignitaries, I shall read from 1 Kings, 
Chapter 3, beginning at verse 5. 

"In Gibeon, the Lord appeared to Solomon 
in a dream by night, and God said, 'ask what 
I shall give thee.’ 

“And Solomon said: "Thou hast shown unto 
Thy servant David, my father, great kind- 
ness, according as he walked before Thee in 
truth and in righteousness and in upright- 
ness of heart with Thee, and Thou hast kept 
for him this great kindness, that Thou hast 
given him a son to sit on his throne as it is 
this day. And now, oh, Lord, my God, Thou 
hast made Thy servant king instead of 
David, my father, and I am but a little child. 
I know not how to go out or come in, and 
Thy servant is in the midst of Thy people 
which Thou hast chosen, a great people that 
cannot be numbered nor counted for mul- 
titude. Give Thy servant, therefore an under- 
standing heart to judge Thy people, that I 
may discern between good and evil. For who 
is able to judge this, Thy great people?’ 

“And the speech pleased the Lord that Sol- 
omon had asked this thing, and God said 
unto him: 'Because thou hast asked this 
thing and hast not asked for thyself long 
life, neither hast asked riches for thyself nor 
hast asked the life of thine enemies but has 
asked for thyself understanding to discern 
justice, behold I have done according to thy 
word. Lo, I have given thee a wise and an un- 
derstanding heart, and I have also given thee 
that which thou hast not asked, both riches 
and honor.' " 

I have chosen this passage because it is 
rich with themes relevant to modern times. 
As a judge myself, it is moving to me to see 
Solomon's deep concern with doing justice. 
Man's search for justice and wisdom is a con- 
stant theme throughout the Old Testament. 

Another aspect of Solomon's dream im- 
pacts leaders in any century. Solomon is 
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shown as à very human being. He is feeling 
doubts, fears and insecurities. He is follow- 
ing in the footsteps of his father, David, who 
is one of the greatest kings. Solomon finds 
himself filled with trepidation about the re- 
sponsibility he is assuming. In his fear and 
his concern for his people, he asks the Lord 
to give him the wisdom and understanding to 
be able to distinguish good from evil, truth 
from falsity. 

The passage illustrates how even the great- 
est of leaders can be intimidated by the re- 
sponsibility they hold for the lives and for- 
tunes of others, that looking into one's heart 
from a position of power ít is acceptable to 
question one's own adequacy and to ask for 
divine help, guidance and inspiration. 

Finally in the passage, we see that, be- 
cause King Solomon puts the interests of his 
people before his own, God richly rewards 
him. 

Thank you. (Applause.) 

Sen. HEFLIN. Thank you, Judge, for those 
words from the Old Testament. 

Senator Mark Hatfield, a stalwart of the 
Senate Breakfast Group is representing the 
Senate Group this morning. When he was 
governor of Oregon several years ago, he or- 
ganized the first governors' prayer breakfast. 

Senator Hatfield. (Applause.) 

Sen. MARK HATFIELD. Mr. President, Mrs. 
Clinton, Mr. Vice President, Mrs. Gore, my 
brothers and sisters, 52 years ago, while the 
terror of World War II engulfed the world, a 
small group of senators, the vice president of 
the United States and a member of the Su- 
preme Court met together in the Capitol to 
discuss the war and to pray. 

We have continued meeting since that 
time. We come together as friends to share a 
meal and to pray for each other and to pray 
for the nation. We leave our labels at the 
door as Democrats, Republicans, liberals, 
moderates, conservatives. We remove our 
masks. We bridal our egos. And we experi- 
ence spiritual renewal. In our vulnerability, 
we wrestle with the great issues confronting 
us as a nation and as a world, and very often 
we find that these political and economic so- 
lutions that we seek can only be found as 
spiritual solutions to basically spiritual 
problems. And, therefore, we pray for spir- 
itual renaissance, 

Today, too, we in this room have left our 
labels at the door. We have assembled from 
most of the continents of the world and from 
many islands of the oceans, bringing our dif- 
ferent cultures, languages and histories, but 
we are here today bonded by our common hu- 
manity. The inspiration of this gathering re- 
minds us of the power and the beauty in di- 
versity. We are truly a mosaic of magnifi- 
cent beauty. 

We know that we can never realistically be 
isolated from each other living on this plan- 
et. We understand the wisdom of King Solo- 
mon when he noted, "He who builds a high 
gate invites destruction." We also under- 
stand the pragmatism of St. Paul, who said 
that the individual parts of the body, each 
with íts distinctive function, all are inter- 
related to form the whole person, and so, 
too, it is with the spiritual body worldwide. 
Our diversity is our source and foundation of 
our strength. Without this interrelationship, 
this connection, we are isolated—a fractured 
humanity. 

As we come together today in the spirit of 
the reconciling and healing savior, Jesus 
Christ, my prayer is that our strategies are 
empowered by love, that the priority of our 
commitments are to the poor and that our 
lives are lived as peacemakers in this wound- 
ed and hurting world. 
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Please, God, bless us all with Your under- 
standing. Amen. (Applause.) 

Sen. HOWELL HEFLIN. Now I would like to 
introduce a gentleman, Mr. Fred McClure, 
who will sing. Fred is a friend of mine as well 
as of many members of Congress. 

Mr. Fred McClure. 

[Mr. Fred McClure sang Amazing Grace.] 

Sen. HELFIN. Dr. Billy Graham usually 
joins us each year for the National Prayer 
Breakfast, but unfortunately, he could not 
be with us this year. This is only the third 
time that he has missed since its beginning. 
He did want me to extend his greetings, and 
I quote: 

“Even though I am in Asia this morning, I 
am united with you in prayer for the people 
of America and the world. It is clear that 
nothing is more important during these crit- 
ical days than for the leaders of the world to 
learn to pray together. I salute all of you 
this morning who share this dream. I would 
especially like for President and Mrs. Clin- 
ton and Vice President and Mrs. Gore to 
know that my prayers are with them daily.” 

It is now my pleasure to introduce the vice 
president of the United States, the Honor- 
able Albert A. Gore, Jr. He brings strong 
spiritual principles to his job each day. He 
comes from a long Baptist background, with 
plenty of old-fashioned Baptist common 
sense and grit-(laughter)—Al Gore was one of 
the most active members of our prayer 
breakfast in the Senate when he served 
there, and I understand he was likewise when 
he served in the House. Yesterday he partici- 
pated in the Diplomatic luncheon for the 
world leaders, the ambassadors and our 
international guests from around the world. 

Ladies and gentlemen, it is my distinct 
honor and high privilege to present to you 
the Vice President of the United States. (Ap- 
plause.) 

Vice President GORE. (Continued applause.) 
Thank you. 

Mr. President, Mrs. Clinton, and distin- 
guished guests, the way Judge Helfin put 
that extra emphasis on Baptist (laughter)— 
sometimes a Methodist will do that (laugh- 
ter)—it reminds me of when the Baptist min- 
ister and the Unitarian minister were having 
an argument, and finally the Unitarian at- 
tempted to make up and said, We all wor- 
ship the same God." The Baptist minister 
said, Les, you in your way, and I in His." 
(Laughter.) 

And it is a great honor to be here with all 
of you and a particular honor, may I say, to 
be blessed with the presence of Mother Te- 
resa, who epitomizes selfless dedication to 
God's work. Because of her faith, she has 
helped people regardless of religion and is 
admired by people of every religion. 

We were privileged to spend a few moments 
with her this morning, and I recalled my own 
feelings when Tipper and I were driving over 
here, and I was reflecting on the fact that for 
just a minute or two I was going to speak 
here about the power of faith in my life on 
the same program in which Mother Teresa 
will shortly speak. And I was reminded of a 
story that I read in one of the news maga- 
zines about five years ago about a basketball 
game, a rather extraordinary game, in which 
Michael Jordan scored 68 points. And after 
the game one of the news reports interviewed 
a rookie on the team who had scored one 
point and asked him for his reaction to this 
extraordinary game. And he said, I will al- 
ways remember this as the occasion when 
Michael Jordan and I combined for 69 
points." (Laughter.) 

I'm going to remember this breakfast also. 

We have all been invited to this morning's 
breakfast in the Spirit of Christ. Men and 
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women of many different religious traditions 
are here, and we are united by our belief that 
gathering together in prayer, often in small 
groups for prayer and reflection, is a source 
of strength and friendship. In my life, I find 
such groups a source of great solace and 
strength. And in our world, in this time of 
religious and ethnic hatred and conflict all 
over the world, in this time of wars and envi- 
ronmental destruction, in this time of a con- 
tinuing epidemic of violence here in the 
United States of America, we need such sol- 
ace and strength and guidance. 

My one point is, at such a time, it is a 
source of strength just to see so many of us 
from so many places gathered under one roof 
able to sing with the ancient psalmists and 
consider the timeless questions: "Oh, Lord, 
our Lord, how excellent is Thy name in all 
the earth, who has set Thy glory above the 
heavens. When I consider Thy heavens, the 
work of Thy fingers, the moon and the stars 
which Thou hast ordained, what is man that 
Thou art mindful of him?" (Applause.) 

Sen. HEFLIN. Thank you, Al Gore. We ap- 
preciate your great contribution over the 
years to the House, the Senate, and now in 
the Executive Branch. 

You mentioned the Baptists and the Meth- 
odists. I'm reminded of a story about a fel- 
low that was prone to drink too much on 
Saturday night. He would go to church on 
Sunday and would frequently nod when the 
preacher was preaching. They had brought in 
a visiting preacher to the Shady Grove Meth- 
odist Church and this was what we would 
call a deep water Methodist—he could go 
down the deepest, stay the longest, and come 
up the driest of any minister you ever heard! 
(Laughter.) Anyway, during the sermon, this 
border who had had too much to drink on the 
Saturday night before began to nod and be- 
fore long he just went off to sleep, And the 
preacher noticed that several members in 
the congregation were nodding and he de- 
cided he'd better do something to get their 
attention. So in the middle of the sermon, he 
says, “If there’s anyone in the congregating 
that wants to go to hell, stand up!" Well, 
this brother that was asleep, the only thing 
he heard was, “Stand up!, so up he shoots! 
(Laughter.) And the preacher turns to him 
and says. Well, brother, do you have some- 
thing you want to say?" He said, “Well, 
preacher, I don't know what we're voting on, 
but it looks like you and I are the only ones 
in favor of it." (Laughter.) 

Well, we all admire our next participant in 
this program. He has had a remarkable 
record. He has been to Congress several 
times lifting his voice relative to religious 
matters. Coach Don Shula of the Miami Dol- 
phins will read from the New "Testament. 
With his 325th victory last November, Coach 
Shula became professional  football's 
winningest coach. He's taken the Miami Dol- 
phins to five Super Bowls. Coach Shula never 
hesitates to give credit where it is due. He 
once told a writer: "I believe that God is up 
there. I try to live in his likeness. That's my 
prayer every day—to do the job to the best of 
my ability in a way that will reflect on his 
image and likeness.” 

Coach Shula. (Applause.) 

DON SHULA. Thank you, Senator. 

Mr. President and Mrs. Clinton, Mr. Vice 
President and Mrs. Gore, honored guests at 
the head table, ladies and gentlemen, I want 
to mention that I'm Catholic. I want equal 
time up here. (Laughter.) 

I've selected two short passages this morn- 
ing from the New Testament—Matthew 5, 
verses 1-12, and 1st Corinthians 9, verses 24- 
21. 
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The amazing thing about this book written 
thousands of years ago is how perfectly it ap- 
plies to the world in which we live today. A 
man we all admire and whom we all miss, 
former Speaker of the House Tip O'Neill, 
called a sermon I would like to read the best 
political speech ever given. I'd like to dedi- 
cate this reading to the memory of a man 
who put these words into action. Matthew 5, 
verses 1-12: 

"When he saw the crowds, he went up the 
mountain, and after he sat down, his disci- 
ples came to him. He began to teach them, 
saying '—the Beatitudes— Blessed are the 
poor in spirit, for theirs is the kingdom of 
heaven; blessed are they who mourn, for they 
shall be comforted; blessed are the meek, for 
they shall inherit the land; blessed are they 
who hunger and thirst for righteousness, for 
they will be satisfied; blessed are the mer- 
ciful, for they will be shown mercy; blessed 
are the clean of heart, for they will see God; 
blessed are the peacemakers, for they will be 
called children of God; blessed are they who 
are persecuted for the sake of righteousness, 
for their is the kingdom of heaven; blessed 
are you when they insult you and persecute 
you and utter every kind of evil against you 
falsely because of me. Rejoice and be glad, 
for your reward will be great in heaven. 
Thus, they persecuted the prophets who were 
before you." 

The second reading is not for the faint of 
heart. It takes a lot of toughness to succeed 
spiritually, and I, coming from the world of 
physical achievement, especially appreciate 
St. Paul's athletic analogy to success in the 
effort. 1st Corinthians 9, verses 24-27: 

"Do you know that the runners in the sta- 
dium all run in the race, but only one wins 
the prize? Run so as to win. Every athlete ex- 
ercises discipline in every way. They do it to 
win a perishable crown, but we earn an im- 
perishable one. Thus, I do not run aimlessly. 
I do not fight as if I were shadow boxing. No, 
I drive my body and train it for fear that, 
after having preached to others, I myself 
should be disqualified.” 

Thank you and have a great day. Thank 
you. (Applause.) 

Sen. HEFLIN. Thank you, Coach. 

Congressman Tony Hall of Ohio will now 
offer the prayer for national leaders. He is 
dedicated to improving human rights and 
combating hunger around the world. He's a 
founding member of the Senate Committee 
on Hunger, and in April of 1993, Tony Hall 
helped focus attention on the problem of 
world hunger by fasting for three weeks in 
response to the abolishment of that commit- 
tee. 

Congressman Hall. (Applause.) 

Rep. ToNY HALL. Thank you, Senator. 

Mr. President, Mr. Vice President, distin- 
guished guests, ladies and gentlemen, they 
have a saying in Africa that says that, when 
the elephants fight, the grass dies. Essen- 
tially what it means is that, when the big 
people fight, when the people in authority— 
the kings—when they fight, the people, they 
hurt and oftentimes they perish. And as you 
look around the world, we have a lot of prob- 
lems. We have environmental problems. Half 
the world's water is polluted. We have con- 
flict. We have presently 42 wars going on. We 
have famine and drought, and we have a lot 
of people that are really hurting. 

It says in the Scriptures that we are to 
pray for everybody, but specifically to pray 
for those people in authority so that the peo- 
ple, which is us and the world, will live in 
peaceful and tranquil lives in all godliness 
and dignity. And that's what I'd like to do 
today. Can we bow our heads? 
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Father, we just thank you for being here, 
and we thank you for presence. We thank 
you for the chance to humble ourselves be- 
fore you. I pray for the leadership of this 
country, oh, Lord—the President, the Su- 
preme Court, the Cabinet and the Congress, 
the governors, the mayors, the distinguished 
visitors and parliamentarians from around 
the world that are in this room today. Lord. 
We just ask that you shine down upon us 
from the standpoint of helping us with our 
problems. 

I pray specifically for President Clinton 
and his family, that you protect him and 
that you be with him and when he has to 
make such complex and important decisions, 
oh, Lord. Be with him when he's lonely and 
be with him and his wife as you've been with 
him for the past few months as they have 
lost their loved ones. We ask you to watch 
over him as he directs and guides and shep- 
herds the country. We ask you to bless him, 
give him wisdom. 

We ask that your spirit of love would shine 
down upon this room, Lord, on each and 
every leader, wherever they might be, and 
that we might be people of goodness and 
kindness and justice and mercy and under- 
standing. We do these things so that the peo- 
ple can have peaceful and tranquil lives liv- 
ing in all godliness and dignity, and we give 
you all the credit. 

I pray in the name of Jesus, amen. (Ap- 
plause.) 

Sen. HEFLIN. It is my pleasure now to 
present to you Mother Teresa, the recipient 
of the Nobel Peace Prize and often acknowl- 
edged as one who truly loves God and serves 
him among the poor and the oppressed. She 
is a woman respected, admired, and loved 
throughout the world. Her name has become 
synonymous with selfless service, uncondi- 
tional love, and pure goodness. Once asked 
how she sees herself, Mother Teresa an- 
swered, "I pray I can be a pencil in God's 
hand." And so she is. We're deeply honored 
and touched by her presence with us today. 

Mother Teresa. (Extended applause.) 

Mother TERESA. (Extended applause.) Make 
us worthy, Lord, to serve our fellow men 
throughout the world who live and die in 
poverty and hunger. Give them through our 
hands this day their daily bread, and by our 
understanding love, give peace and joy. 

Jesus came to give us the good news that 
God loves us and that He wants to love one 
another as He loves each one of us. And to 
make it easy for us to love one another, 
Jesus said: "Whatever you do to the least, 
you do it to me. If you give a glass of water, 
you give it to me. If you receive a little child 
in my name, you receive me. So whatever 
you do to the least, you do it to me.” 

And where does this love begin? In our own 
families. How does it begin? By praying to- 
gether. The family that prays together stays 
together, and if you stay together, you will 
love each other as God loves each one of you. 
So teach your children to pray, and pray 
with them, and you will have the joy and the 
peace and the unity of Christ's own love liv- 
ing in you. 

As we have gathered together here, I think 
it would be beautiful if we begin with a pray- 
er that expresses very well what Jesus wants 
us to do for the least. St. Francis of Assisi 
understood very well these words of Jesus, 
and in his life very well expressed them by 
prayer. And this prayer, which we say every 
day after holy communion, always surprises 
me very much, because it is very fitting for 
each of us, and I always wonder whether 800 
years ago when St. Francis lived they had 
the same difficulties that we have today. I 
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think that some of you already have this 
prayer of peace, so we will pray it together. 

"Lord, make me a channel of your peace.“ 
You have the prayer with you? Will we say it 
together? 

(In unison.) "Lord, make me a channel of 
your peace. Where there is hatred, may I 
bring love; where there is injury, pardon; 
where there is doubt, faith; where there is 
despair, hope; where there is darkness, light; 
where there is sadness, joy. Oh, Divine Mas- 
ter, grant that I may not so much seek to be 
consoled as to console; not so much to be un- 
derstood as to understand; not to be loved as 
to love. For it is in giving that we receive; it 
is in pardoning that we are pardoned; and it 
is in dying that we are born again to eternal 
life." 

Let us thank God for the opportunity he 
has given us today to have come here to pray 
together. We have come here especially to 
pray for peace, for joy and for love. We are 
reminded that Jesus came to bring the good 
news to the poor. He told us what is that 
good news when he said, "My peace I leave 
with you, My peace I give unto you." He 
came not to give the peace of the world, 
which is only that we don't bother each 
other; he came to give the peace of heart, 
which comes from loving, from doing good to 
others. 

And God loved the world so much that he 
gave his son. It was a giving. God gave his 
son to the Virgin Mary. And what did she do 
with him? As soon as Jesus came into Mary's 
life, immediately she went in haste to give 
that good news. And as she came into the 
house of her cousin Elizabeth, Scripture tells 
us that the unborn child, the child in the 
womb of Elizabeth, leaps with joy. While 
still in the womb of Mary, Jesus brought 
peace to John the Baptist, who leapt for joy 
in the womb of Elizabeth. The unborn was 
the first one to proclaim the coming of 
Christ. 

And as if that were not enough, as if it was 
not enough that God's son should become 
one of us and bring peace and joy while still 
in the womb of Mary, Jesus also died on the 
cross to show that great love. He died for you 
and for me and for that leper and for that 
man dying of hunger and that naked person 
dying in the street, not only of Calcutta but 
of Africa and all over the world. 

Our sisters serve these poor people in 105 
countries throughout the world. Jesus in- 
sisted that we love one another as he loves 
each one of us. Jesus gave his life to love us, 
and he tells us that we also have to give 
whatever it takes to do good to one another. 
And in the gospel, Jesus says very clearly, 
"Love as I have loved you." Jesus died on 
the cross because that is what it took for 
him to do good to us, to save us from our 
selfishness and sin. He gave up everything to 
do the Father's will, to show us that we, too, 
must be willing to give up everything to do 
God's will, to love one another as He loves 
each one of us. 

If we are not willing to give whatever it 
takes to do good to one another, sin is still 
in us. That is why we, too, must give to each 
other until it hurts. It is not enough for us 
to say, “I love God." But I also have to love 
my neighbor. St. John said that you are à 
liar if you say you love God and you don't 
love your neighbor. How can you love God, 
whom you do not see, if you do not love your 
neighbor, whom you see, whom you touch, 
with whom you live? 

And so it is very important for us to real- 
ize that love, to be true, has to hurt. I must 
be willing to give whatever it takes not to 
harm other people and, in fact, to do good to 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


them. This requires that I be willing to give 
until it hurts. Otherwise, there is no true 
love in me, and I bring injustice, not peace, 
to those around me. 

It hurt Jesus to love us. We have been cre- 
ated in his image for greater things—to love 
and to be loved. We must put on Christ, as 
Scripture tells us, and so we have been cre- 
ated to love as he loves us. Jesus makes him- 
self the hungry one, the naked one, the 
homeless one, the unwanted one, and he 
says, "You did it to me.“ On the last day he 
will say to those on his right, Whatever you 
did to the least of these, you did to me." And 
he will also say to those on his left, ‘‘What- 
ever you neglected to do for the least of 
these, you neglected to do it for me.” 

When he was dying on the cross, Jesus 
said, "I thirst." Jesus is thirsting for our 
love, and this is the test of everyone, poor 
and rich alike. We all thirst for love of oth- 
ers, that they go out of their way to avoid 
harming us and to do good to us. This is the 
meaning of true love: to give until it hurts. 

I can never forget the experience I had in 
the sitting room where they kept all these 
old parents of sons and daughters who had 
just put them into an institution and forgot- 
ten them, maybe. I say that in that home, 
these old people had everything—good food, 
comfortable place, television, everything— 
but everyone was looking toward the door. 
And I did not see a single one with a smile on 
their face. I turned to a sister and I asked, 
“Why do these people who have every com- 
fort here, they are there looking toward the 
door? Why are they not smiling? I'm so used 
to seeing the smiles on our people. Even the 
dying ones smile." And sister said, '"This is 
the way it is nearly every day. They are ex- 
pecting, they are hoping that a son or a 
daughter will come to visit them. They are 
hurt because they are forgotten. 

And see, this neglect to love brings spir- 
itual poverty. Maybe in our own family we 
have somebody who is feeling lonely, who is 
feeling sick, who is feeling worried. Are we 
there? Are we willing to give until it hurts in 
order to be with our family, or do we put our 
interests first? These are the questions we 
must ask ourselves, especially as we begin 
this year of the family. We must remember 
that love begins at home. And we must also 
remember that the future of humanity 
passes through the family. 

I was surprised in the West to see so many 
young boys and girls given to drugs, and I 
tried to find out why, why is it like that, 
when those in the West have so many more 
things than those in the East. And the an- 
swer was, because there is no one in the fam- 
ily to receive them. Our children depend on 
us for everything—their health, their nutri- 
tion, their security, their coming to know 
and love God. For all of this, they look to us 
with trust, hope and expectation. But often, 
father and mother are so busy they have no 
time for their children, or perhaps they are 
not even married or have given up on their 
marriage. So the children go to the streets 
and get involved in drugs and other things. 
We are talking of love of the child, which is 
where love and peace must begin—there, in 
our own family. 

But I feel that the greatest destroyer of 
peace today is abortion, because Jesus said, 
"If you receive a little child, you receive 
me." So every abortion is the denial of re- 
ceiving Jesus, the neglect of receiving Jesus. 
(Applause.) It is really à war against the 
child, and I hate killing of the innocent 
child, murder by the mother herself. And if 
we accept that the mother can kill even her 
own child, how can we tell other people not 
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to kill one another? How do we persuade a 
woman not to have an abortion? As always, 
we must persuade her with love. And we re- 
mind ourselves that love needs to be willing 
to give until it hurts. 

Jesus gave even his live to love us, so the 
mother who is thinking of abortion should be 
helped to love—that is, to give until it hurts, 
her plans, her free time, to respect the life of 
a child, for the child is the greatest gift of 
God to the family, because it has been cre- 
ated to love and to be loved. 

The father of that child, however, must 
also give until it hurts. By abortion, the 
mother does not learn to love, but kills even 
her own child to solve her problem. And by 
abortion, the father is taught that he does 
not have to take any responsibility at all for 
the child he has brought into that world. So 
that father is likely to put other women into 
the same trouble. So abortion just leads to 
more abortion. 

Any country that accepts abortion is not 
teaching its people to love one another but 
to use any violence to get what they want. 
This is why the greatest destroyer of love 
and peace is abortion. (Applause.) 

The beautiful gift God has given our con- 
gregation is to fight abortion by adoption. 
We have given—(applause)—we have given 
already from one house in Calcutta over 3,000 
children in adoption, and I can't tell you 
what joy, what love, what peace those chil- 
dren have brought into those families. It has 
been a real gift of God for them and for us. 
I remember one of the little ones got very 
Sick, so I sent for the father and the mother, 
and I asked them, “Please, give me back the 
Sick child; I will give you a healthy one." 
And the father looked at me and said, 
Mother Teresa, take my life first, then take 
the child." So beautiful to see so much love, 
so much joy that little one has brought into 
that family. 

So pray for us that we continue thís beau- 
tiful gift. And also I offer you—our sisters 
who are here. Anybody who doesn't want a 
child, please give it to me. I want the child 
(Applause.) 

I wil tell you something beautiful. As I 
have already told you, by adoption, by care 
of the mother and adoption for her baby, we 
have saved thousands of lives. we have sent 
word to the clinics, to the hospitals and po- 
lice stations, Please don't destroy the child; 
we will take the child." So we always have 
someone tell the mothers in trouble, Come. 
we will take care of you; we will get a home 
for your child." And we have a tremendous 
demand from couples who cannot have a 
child, but I never give a child to a couple 
who have done something not to have a 
child. Jesus said, Anyone who received a 
child in my name, receives me." By adopting 
a child, these couples receive Jesus. By 
aborting a child, a couple refuses to receive 
Jesus. 

Please don't kill the child. I want the 
child. Please give me the child. I'm willing 
to accept any child who would be aborted 
and to give that child to a married couple 
who will love the child and be loved by the 
child. 

I know that couples have to plan their 
family, and for that there is natural family 
planning. The way to plan the family is nat- 
ural family planning, not contraception. In 
destroying the power of giving life or loving 
through contraception, a husband or wife is 
doing something to self. This turns the at- 
tention to self, and so it destroys the gift of 
love in him and her. In loving, the husband 
and wife must turn the attention to each 
other as happens in natural family planning, 
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and not to self as happens in contraception. 
Once that living love is destroyed by contra- 
ception, abortion follows very easily. That's 
why I never give a child to a family that has 
used contraception, because if the mother 
has destroyed the power of loving, how will 
she love my child? 

I also know that there are great problems 
in the world, that many spouses do not love 
each other enough to practice natural family 
planning. We cannot solve he problems in the 
world, but let us never be involved in the 
worst problem of all—to destroy love, to de- 
stroy life. 

The poor are very great people. They can 
teach us so many things. Once one of them 
came to thank us for teaching her natural 
family planning and said, Lou people who 
have practiced chastity—you are the best 
people to teach us natural family planning, 
because it is nothing more than self control 
of the love for each other." And what this 
poor person said is very true. These poor peo- 
ple maybe have nothing to eat. Maybe they 
have not a home to live in. but they can still 
be great people when they are especially rich 
in loving one another as God loves each one 
of them. 

When I pick up a person from the streets 
hungry, I give him a plate of rice, a piece of 
bread. But a person who is shut out, who 
feels unwanted, unloved, terrified, the person 
who has been thrown out of society, that 
spiritual poverty is much harder to be over- 
come. And abortion, which often follows 
from contraception, causes the people to be 
spiritually poor, and that is the worst pov- 
erty and the most difficult to over- 
come.I21Those who are materially poor can 
be very wonderful people. One evening we 
went out and we picked up four people from 
the street, and one of them was in a most 
terrible condition. I told the sisters, “You 
take care of the other three; I will take care 
of the one who looks worse.” So I did for her 
all that my love can do. I put her in bed. And 
there was such a beautiful smile on her face. 
She took hold of my hand, and she said one 
thing only: Thank you. And she died. I 
couldn't help but examine my conscience be- 
fore her, and I asked what would I say if I 
were in her place? And my answer was very 
simple. I would have tried to draw a little at- 
tention to myself. I would have said: ‘I'm 
hungry. I'm dying. I'm cold. I'm in pain." 
But she gave me much more. She gave me 
her grateful love. She died with a big smile 
on her face. 

'Then there was the man we picked up from 
the drain half eaten with worms, and after 
we had brought him to the home, he only 
said, I've lived like an animal in the street, 
but I'm going to die as an angel, loved and 
cared for." Then, after we had removed all 
the worms from his body, all he said with a 
big smile was, “Sister, I'm going home to 
God," and he died. It was so wonderful to see 
the greatness of that man who could speak 
like that without blaming anybody, without 
comparing anything, like an angel. This is 
the greatness of people who are spiritually 
rich even when they are materially poor. 

We are not social workers. We may be 
doing social work in the eyes of some people, 
but we must be contemplatives in the heart 
of the world, for we must bring that presence 
of God into your family, for the family that 
prays together stays together. There is so 
much hatred, so much misery, and we with 
our prayer, with our sacrifice, are beginning 
at home. Love begins at home, and it is not 
how much we do, but how much love we put 
into what we do. 

If we are contemplatives in the heart of 
the world with all these problems, these 
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problems can never be discouraging. We 
must always remember that God tells us in 
Scripture even if the mother could forget the 
child in her womb—something impossible— 
but even if she could forget, I will never for- 
get you. As so, here I’m talking with you. I 
want you to find the poor here, right in your 
own home first, and begin to love there. Be 
the good news to your own people first and 
find out about your next door neighbor. Do 
you know who they are? 

I had à most extraordinary experience of 
love of neighbor with a Hindu family. A gen- 
tleman came to our house and said, Mother 
Teresa, there is a family who have not eaten 
for so long. Do something." So I took some 
rice and went there immediately. And I saw 
the children—their eyes shining with hunger. 
I don't know if you have every seen hunger. 
But I have seen it very often. And the moth- 
er of the family took the rice I gave her and 
went out. When she came back, I asked her, 
“Where did you go? What did you do?" And 
she gave me a very simple answer. They are 
hungry also." What struck me was that she 
knew—and who are they? A Muslim family— 
and she knew. I didn't bring any more rice 
that evening because I wanted them, Hindus 
and Muslims, to enjoy the joy of sharing. 
But there were those children, radiating joy, 
sharing the joy and peace with their mother 
because she had the love to give until it 
hurts. You see, this is where love begins—at 
home in the family. 

So, as the example of this family shows, 
God will never forget us, and there is some- 
thing you and I can always do. We can keep 
the joy of loving Jesus in our heart and share 
that joy with all we come in contact with. 
Let us make that one point, that no child 
will be unwanted, unloved, uncared for or 
killed and thrown away. And give until it 
hurts—with a smile. 

As you know, we have a number of homes 
here in the United States where people need 
tender love and care. This is the joy of shar- 
ing. Come and share. We have the young peo- 
ple suffering with AIDS. They need that ten- 
der love and care. But such beautiful 
smiles—I've never yet seen a young man or 
anybody die displeased or angry or fright- 
ened. They're merely going home to God. 
Such a beautiful smile always. So let us pray 
that we'll have the gift of sharing the joy 
with others and loving until it hurts. 

Also I talk so much about giving with a 
smile that once a professor from the United 
States asked me, “Are you married?" And I 
said yes. And I find it sometimes very dif- 
ficult to smile at my spouse, Jesus, because 
he can be very demanding sometimes. 
(Laughter.) This is really something true, 
and there is where love comes, when it is de- 
manding and yet we can give it with joy. One 
of the most demanding things for me is trav- 
eling everywhere and publicity. I have said 
to Jesus that, if I don't go to heaven for any- 
thing else, I will be going to heaven for all 
the traveling, with all the publicity, because 
it has purified me and sacrificed me and 
made me really ready to go home to God. 
(Laughter.) 

If we remember that God loves us and that 
we can love others as he loves us, then Amer- 
ica can become the sign of peace for the 
whole world, the sign of joy from where a 
sign of care for the weakest and the weak, 
the unborn child, must go out to the world. 
If you become a burning light of justice and 
peace in the world, then really you will be 
true to what the founders of this country 
stood for. This is to love one another as God 
loves each one of us. And where does this 
love begin? In our own home. How does it 
begin? By praying together. 
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Pray for us that we continue God's work 
with great love. The sisters, the brothers, 
and the fathers, lay missionaries of charity 
and co-workers, we are all one heart full of 
love, that we may bring a joy of loving ev- 
erywhere we go. 

And my prayer for you is to love one an- 
ther, for this peace and joy in the family, 
that you may grow in holiness. Holiness is 
not the luxury of the few. It is a simple duty 
for you and for me. Because Jesus has very 
clearly said, Be ye holy as the Father in 
heaven is holy." So let us pray for each other 
that we grow in love for each other and 
through this love become holy as Jesus 
wants us to be, for he died out of love for us. 

One day I met a lady who was dying of can- 
cer in a most terrible condition, and I told 
her—I said, Lou know, this terrible pain is 
only the kiss of Jesus, a sign that have you 
come so close to Jesus on the cross that he 
can kiss you." And she joined her hands to- 
gether and said. Mother Teresa, please tell 
Jesus to stop kissing me." (Laughter.) 

So pray for us that we continue God's work 
with great love, and I will pray for you, for 
all your families. And also I want to thank 
the families who have been so generous in 
giving their daughters to us to consecrate 
their life to Jesus by the vow of poverty, 
chastity, obedience, and by giving whole- 
heartedly through service to the poorest of 
the poor. This is our fourth vow in our con- 
gregation, and we have a novitiate in San 
Francisco where we have many beautiful 
novices who are wanting to give their whole 
life to Jesus in the service of the poorest of 
the poor. 

So once more I thank you for giving your 
children to God. And pray for us that we con- 
tinue God's work with great love. 

God bless you all. (Applause.) 

Sen. HEFLIN. Amen. Mother Teresa, you 
are truly a pencil in God's hand. 

Senator Ted Stevens of Alaska, the co- 
chairman of the Senate Breakfast Group, 
will now introduce the President. 

Senator Steven. (Applause.) 

Sen. TED STEVENS. Mr. President, Mrs. 
Clinton, Mr. Vice President, Mrs. Gore, and 
those who have come to be united in prayer. 
You know, when the Senate breakfast comes 
to a close, we stand around tables, and 
they're just like yours now, and hold the 
hand of the Senator on either side of us, and 
we are truly united in prayer. You need that. 
Why don't you stand up? And we will do the 
same thing right now. Let us join together in 
silent prayer not only for the President and 
the Vice President and their families and 
Mother Teresa, but all who have worked so 
hard to make this international prayer 
breakfast such a success this year. Let's just 
have a silent prayer for a few moments. 

(Pause for silent prayer.) 

And now it is my great privilege and high 
honor to introduce to you William Jefferson 
Clinton, the President of the United States. 
(Applause.) 

President CLINTON. Thank you very much. 

Thank you very much, Senator Stevens. 
Ladies and gentlemen, you have to forgive 
me. My voice has not quite returned. 

The Vice President said earlier that being 
on the same program with Mother Teresa re- 
minded him of the basketball player who 
scored one point in a game where Michael 
Jordan scored 68, and then he said for the 
rest of his life, "Well, we scored 69 points to- 
gether." I feel like the guy who comes in 
with five seconds lefts to go, where the 
team's gotten a 40-point lead and all I have 
to do is hold the ball until the buzzer sounds. 
(Laughter, applause.) 
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First of all, I thank you, Mother Teresa, 
for your moving words and, more impor- 
tantly, for the lifetime of commitment, for 
you have truly lived by what you say, some- 
thing we would all do well to emulate, and I 
thank you for that. (Applause.) 

Like all of you, I was so moved by the pro- 
fession of faith and the experiences of Moth- 
er Teresa that almost anything that any of 
us could say would be anti-climactic. How- 
ever, I would like to make these points as 
briefly as I can, for we come here to pray for 
those in authority, authority given by the 
people of the United States under our Con- 
stitution and laws, for those with the respon- 
sibility and the opportunity of making deci- 
sions every day which affect all of us. 

First I say that this prayer breakfast is an 
important time to reaffirm that in this na- 
tion where we have freedom of religion, we 
need not seek freedom from religion. The ge- 
nius of the book which I have—(applause)— 
the genius of the book which I have pro- 
moted almost shamelessly for the last sev- 
eral months, The Culture of Disbelief," by 
Professor Stephen Carter, is that very point, 
that we should all seek to know and to do 
God's will, even when we differ. 

Second, if we really seek to do that, it re- 
quires certain personal characteristics that 
very frankly all of us in this room who have 
ever been elected to anything have aban- 
doned from time to time, including me. It re- 
quires, first, that we be humble, that we 
know that even as we seek to do God's will, 
we remember what President Lincoln said, 
“The Almighty has his own purposes, and we 
are not capable of fully knowing them.” 

It requires, second, that we be honest and 
that we be fair. Sometimes I think the com- 
mandment we most like to overlook in this 
city is thou shalt not bear false witness. 

Third, it requires that we give our bitter- 
ness and our resentments up. I was thinking 
of this when Mother Teresa told the story of 
the person who died in her arms, saying sim- 
ply, Thank you'—not I'm cold, I'm hun- 
gry," a simple thank you—someone with 
more cause to be resentful, more cause to be 
bitter, more cause to be angry than anyone 
in this room could ever be bitter or angry or 
resentful because of what one of us has said 
or done to the other and still dying with a 
simple thank you." 

Somehow we all have to give up our 
resentments. We have to find the courage 
and the faith to forgive ourselves and to for- 
give our foes. And if we cannot, we will sure- 
ly fail. 

And finally, that which will permit us to 
do what Mother Teresa has done: to focus 
every day on other people. If Christ said we 
would all be judged by how we treated the 
least of these—the hungry, the thirsty, the 
naked, the strangers, the imprisoned—how 
can we meet that test in a town where we all 
spend so much time obsessed with ourselves 
and how we stand on the totem pole and how 
we look in the morning paper? Five years 
from now it will be nothing. Five hundred 
years from now the papers will be dust. And 
all that will endure is the strength and the 
integrity and the beauty of what we felt and 
what we did. 

Today, this headline is in our paper: ‘‘Nine- 
teen Children Found Amid Squalor in Chi- 
cago Apartment". Not in Calcutta, but in 
Chicago. Nineteen children living amid 
human waste and cockroaches, fighting a 
dog for food. I say to you, we will always 
have our differences, we will never know the 
whole truth, of course that this true. But 
hopefully we have learned today again that 
we must seek to know the will of God and 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


live by it, that to do it we have to give up 
our bitterness and resentment, that we have 
to learn to forgive ourselves and one another 
and that we have to fight, as hard as it is, to 
be honest and fair. And if we can be focused 
on others and not ourselves, realizing that 
we did not one whit of power from the Con- 
stitution and laws from the framers to do 
anything for ourselves. It all comes from the 
purpose of helping others. Then perhaps we 
can do honor to the faiths and to the God 
who brought us all here today. 

Thank you, and God bless you. (Applause.) 

Sen. HEFLIN. Amen, amen, amen. This has 
been a great experience. It’s one of the most 
wonderful prayer breakfasts that we've ever 
had. And now, Wintley Phipps will sing one 
of our favorite hymns: "How Great Thou 
Art." A Grammy award nominee and accom- 
plished gospel singer, Wintley Phipps writes 
music and sings as a way of doing something 
beautiful for God. He once said, “I hope when 
people listen to my music, they sense a life 
that is committed. The purpose of music is 
to glorify God. After all, he is the one who 
gives us the song.“ 

After the first verse of How Great Thou 
Art, the Tuskagee choir will sing the second 
verse, and then we will have audience par- 
ticipation. We ask you on the third verse to 
stand and join in singing the third verse. And 
I hope that the rafters of this hotel will be 
moved. You will find the words of How Great 
Thou Art printed in your program. 

Mr. WINTLEY PHIPPS. The greatness of a 
nation is it's voluntary faith. God is great. 
Amen? God is great. 

[Mr. Phipps sang How Great Thou Art" 
with the choir and audience participation.] 
(Applause.) 

Sen. HEFLIN. Hallelujah! One of the most 
exciting things to happen over the last four 
years has been the quiet, behind-the-scenes 
partnership between college student leaders 
and political, business, and community lead- 
ers to mobilize the spiritual resources of our 
nation's youth. My colleague, Senator Pete 
Domenici of New Mexico, along with former 
Vice President Dan Quayle, has led this 
movement by hosting a National Student 
Leadership Forum on Faith and Values and 
Leadership. This past year Vice President 
and Mrs. Gore has joined Senator Domenici 
and many of my colleagues to continue this 
fruitful time of interaction with young peo- 
ple. 

To bring our closing prayer, I'm pleased to 
introduce Midshipman Anthony Bilotti of 
California, who is in his second year at the 
United States Naval Academy. 

Mr. Bilotti. (Applause.) 

Midshipman ANTHONY BILOTTI. President 
Clinton, Mother Teresa, thank you very 
much for your inspirational words which I’m 
sure have touched us all. 

On behalf of thousands of students across 
America, I'd like to thank the Vice Presi- 
dent, Members of Congress and other na- 
tional leaders for demonstrating a way to 
come together to learn about the precepts of 
Christ and about caring for others. After ac- 
cepting an invitation for a gathering such as 
this one here this morning and hearing the 
Vice President and others discuss issues that 
count most in life, I along with many other 
young people across America are making sig- 
nificant changes in our priorities. 

At this time I ask you to please join me in 
prayer. 

Heavenly Father, thank you for allowing 
us to live in a country where the leaders are 
willing and able to discuss spiritual as well 
as material values. Lord, we thank you for 
bringing us here today on such a great occa- 
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sion. We pray that you give our national 
leaders the strength, courage and wisdom to 
make the difficult decisions that face our 
turbulent society on the domestic scale as 
well as in the world wide arena. Help us, dear 
God, to practice what we have heard here 
this morning. In Jesus' name we pray, amen. 

Sen. HEFLIN. Please, continue to stand at 
your table while the President and Vice 
President leave with the heads of state. 

This concludes our program this morning, 
but I'd like to leave you with a quote from 
Philip Brooks, who once said, Do not pray 
for easy lives. Pray to be stronger people. Do 
not pray for tasks equal to your powers, pray 
for powers equal to your tasks." As we leave 
this morning, may we leave stronger, with a 
sense of renewed energy and spirituality to 
perform the tasks that await us and to face 
the problems that lie ahead. 

God bless each and every one of you. 
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SAL MANCINI: A RHODE ISLAND 
LEGEND 


Mr. PELL. Madam President, I wish 
to share with my colleagues the sad 
news of the death of Sal Mancini, 74, 
the mayor of North Providence, RI, and 
to share with my colleagues the inspir- 
ing record of his lifelong dedication. 

It seems that I cannot remember à 
time when I did not know Sal. He was 
a colorful character and a consumate 
politician. His influence was felt far be- 
yond the town lines of North Provi- 
dence, where he served as mayor for 
more than two decades. 

Sal was a lifelong bachelor who made 
the people of North Providence his ex- 
tended family. He was known to every- 
body as Sal. He dedicated his life to the 
town and his hard work left a legacy of 
friends and colleagues who will miss 
him terribly. 

I, for one, considered myself a friend 
and I know that I am only one in a 
company of thousands. Sal worked for 
people. He made the government work, 
he ran the town and he made things 
happen. We have lost both a leader and 
a good friend. 

In a time when Rhode Island towns 
are hard pressed by crunching eco- 
nomic pressures, North Providence 
seems to shine as a success story. As 
far as I am concerned, Sal can take the 
credit. 

Frankly, I know of nobody else who 
worked harder for the town and I know 
of nobody else who has become more 
identified with North Providence. Sal 
will be truly missed and we will not 
forget him. 

I ask unanimous consent that an ar- 
ticle from the Providence Journal of 
April 18, 1994, entitled ''Sal Mancini: 
Alive in Legend," be printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SAL MANCINI: ALIVE IN LEGEND 
(By James H. McDonald and Steve Winter) 

NORTH PROVIDENCE.—At  Andrew's Res- 
taurant, across Smith Street from Town 
Hall, Salvatore Mancíni's face smiled from a 
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picture taped to a column as owner Patricia 
Massey echoed the shock felt by other 
townspeople at the news that North Provi- 
dence's first and only mayor had died. 

"It's just like losing your best friend," said 
Massey, who had known Sal Mancini since 
she was a child. "He wasn't just our mayor; 
he was our friend. He went to every wake, 
every function in town. He didn't miss a 
thing." 

When Katherine Hawkins learned that 
Mancini had died, she responded with 
stunned silence, then shook her head in dis- 
belief. 

"I figured he'd live forever," Hawkins said. 
"He was a personality. This is really sad. It's 
the passing of an era, I guess. He was always 
visible, always willing to listen. Geez, I can't 
believe it.“ 

Her husband, David Hawkins, remembers 
Mancini as a man “who ran the town from 
the hardware store until he was elected," re- 
ferring to Ace Hardware, near Waterman Av- 
enue and Smith Street, formerly owned by 
Mancini. 

“That's where I met him," David Hawkins 
said, “and, as far as I'm concerned, he was a 
good man. 

“A lot of politicians didn't like him, but 
the people did. That's how he stayed in of- 
fice. I'll go out of my way to attend his fu- 
neral.” 

The 74-year-old Mancini, who had been hos- 
pitalized twice since last year, died Saturday 
night of cardiac arrest, at St. Joseph Hos- 
pital's Fatima Unit. 

He was a legend. 

Handshake by handshake, favor by favor, 
Mancini built a political machine that domi- 
nated local politics for nearly 30 years. He 
was also a figure of statewide political im- 
portance, serving as chairman of the state 
Democratic Party from 1985 to 1991. 

Yesterday, there were signs of mourning 
throughout the town. At Town Hall, the U.S. 
flag flew at half staff; passing motorists 
slowed, almost reverentially, and glanced 
briefly toward the front door. 

Inside, department heads met to make 
plans to keep the town's business running 
smoothly. When the meeting was over, three 
people sobbed openly as they descended the 
staircase from the second floor. 

Town Council President A. Ralph Mollis, 
who was sworn in as acting mayor last night, 
announced that Town Hall and the Public 
Works Department would be closed today. 

Funeral arrangements were incomplete. 
There was talk of having the mayor lie in 
state at the Salvatore Mancini Union Free 
Library, in anticipation of crowds that 
would overwhelm Town Hall. 

“He helped everybody—the young, the old 
and the in-between," said 52-year-old resi- 
dent Anthony Norato. "I guess it was his 
way of saying thank-you to the people. He 
was just an unbelievable guy.” 

The community has “lost someone who 
dedieated his life to the town of North Provi- 
dence and its people.“ said Mollis. 


A TRUE GENTLEMAN 


Governor  Sundlun yesterday called 
Mancini an '*old-school'" politician who left 
a "legacy of good government." 

Mancini “provided honest and effective 
government," said Sundlun. He was always 
courageous, loyal to the Democratic Party, 
frank in his opinions and courageous. When 
under attack, he was at his best, dignified 
and restrained. He was a true gentleman." 

Sen. Claiborne Pell, in a statement, re- 
called Mancini as ‘‘a friend of mine for many 
years. As mayor of North Providence for two 
decades, he proved himself to be a strong, 
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warm-hearted Democrat. He will be much 
missed by his many colleagues and friends." 

In many ways, Mancini was the consum- 
mate politician. 

He had no skills as an orator, but he didn't 
need them. He charmed people one at a time, 
bestowing the Mancini magic by his personal 
touch, his involvement in a variety of orga- 
nizations, his ability to find money for the 
little things that he knew constituents ap- 
preciated. 

Jim Pepe, 13, a member of the North Provi- 
dence Babe Ruth League, paused from bat- 
ting practice at the league field, on Smith- 
field Road, and recalled that Mancini tossed 
out the first ball at all our games. And he let 
us use Town Hall for our D.A.R.E. program, 
and he came to all our baseball banquets.” 

Lou Zammarelli, the league coach, recalled 
Mancini's purchase of uniforms for the team 
when it won the state championship in 1992. 

*He bought the uniforms so we could show 
off Rhode Island at the New England Tour- 
nament in Vermont," Zammarelli said, and 
contributed toward our team jackets. We 
couldn't get lights out of him for night 
games, but he was always there for sports 
leagues in town." 

ALWAYS COOPERATIVE 


Flora Carbone, chairwoman of the Mayor 
Salvatore Mancini Union Free Public Li- 
brary and Cultural Center, said the mayor 
"always did everything we asked, always co- 
operative. If he did something I didn't like, 
I'd swear at him in Italian and he just 
laughed. He though a lot about the library." 

Terry Patriarca, who remains angry at 
being laid off from his Public Works Depart- 
ment job by Mancini, said he'll miss the 
major nonetheless. 

"I used to drive him around when he 
couldn't find a driver," said Patriarca. "He 
had & big heart. He couldn't say no. If he 
could do you a favor, he would. He was like 
& best friend to North Providence." 

Mike Favocci, who works at the Jolly 
Roger Smoke Shop on Smith Street, knew 
Mancini only by reputation. 

“From what I hear, he did a lot to pave the 
way for small business owners in the area," 
Favocci said. “He certainly left a legacy, and 
I don't envy his replacement. Those are big 
shoes to fill. You don't change 20 years over- 
night. The trouble is, too often people re- 
member the bad press he got. People talk 
about the history of North Providence, but 
Sal Mancini is the history of North Provi- 
dence." 

FIRST ELECTED IN 1964 


Mancini was a lifelong bachelor noted for 
his white hair, dark suits and sartorial 
splendor. Everyone called him Sal.“ the 
name on his license plate. 

He was first elected to public office in 1964 
when, as à wealthy electrician and hardware 
store owner, he defeated an incumbent Dem- 
ocrat on the Town Council. 

He was elected mayor in 1973, when the 
post was established by charter. 

He was the state's longest-reigning munici- 
pal chief, and few would dispute that 
Mancini had been the boss of North Provi- 
dence for the last quarter-century. 

TAINTED BY RISDIC COLLAPSE 


His career was not without its ups and 
downs. 

His resignation, in 1991, as Democratic 
State Committee chairman was linked to the 
credit union scandal of that year. He was a 
member of the Central Credit Union board of 
directors when it closed in the RISDIC col- 
lapse, and many of the other directors had 
been Mancini cronies. It was from that insti- 
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tution and from Greater Providence Deposit 
that he withdrew $150,000 just before RISDIC 
passed into history. 

He denied that he acted on inside informa- 
tion, and when his withdrawals became pub- 
lic, he offered to return the money. By then, 
however, lawsuits had begun flying about, 
and his offer was refused. 

In late 1982, Mancini was indicted by a fed- 
eral grand jury on an extortion charge alleg- 
ing that he demanded $2,000 in exchange for 
occupancy permits for condominiums. 

Last February, a jury found him not guilty 
of the extortion charge. 

Sundlun said yesterday the case should 
never have come to trail. 

“The allegation at the time was that it 
was an attempt to keep (then U.S. Attorney) 
Lincoln Almond in his job," Sundlun said. “I 
don’t know if that was true or not, but it was 
unfair to use Sal Mancini for that purpose.” 
Almond is Sundlun's prospective Republican 
opponent this fall. 

Mancini was known for his skill in manipu- 
lating patronage jobs. Occasionally a public 
relations blunder surfaced, such as his deci- 
sion in 1985 to give a firefighter job to the 
son-in-law of a local Democratic leader. The 
new firefighter turned out to be a convicted 
arsonist. 

Mancini lived in a condominium built by 
developer Richard Baccari, a campaign con- 
tributor. In 1989 he sided with Baccari in a 
fight over the construction of an apartment 
building, and refused to pay a lawyer hired 
by the Town Council to battle the construc- 
tion. 


"NICE TO HAVE FRIENDS” 


Although tarred by the RISDIC scandal, 
Mancini had no trouble winning reelection in 
1992 after a tough primary fight. 

Mancini's victory celebration that primary 
night, in a back room at Julio's Family Res- 
taurant, typified the mayor's style. Appear- 
ing after it was clear he had beaten two 
Democratic opponents, he didn't take to the 
podium and make a speech. He started work- 
ing the crowd. 

When he finally made it to the front of the 
room, his words were simple and to the 
point: It's nice to have a lot of friends." 

Then it was back to the handshakes, back 
to the one-on-one style that gave Mancini 
his clout. 

His challenger in the ensuing general elec- 
tion, Edmund R, Calcagni, said in an inter- 
view yesterday that he decided to take on 
the mayor because he thought Mancini's per- 
formance had slipped badly in recent years. 

"Taxes were being increased and services 
were poor," said Calcagni. “I didn't want to 
hurt Sal personally, because he was a nice 
fellow, but the town was going downhill.” 

Calcagni said he canvassed the entire town 
twice and ran into a lot of criticism of 
Mancini. 

“A lot of people said: ‘Get that crook out 
of there,“ said Calcagni. 

But Mancini still had the magic. He plas- 
tered Calcagni at the polls. 


ALWAYS POLITICALLY LOYAL 


Former Lt. Gov. Roger Begin, now an exec- 
utive at Fleet National Bank, said he cannot 
forget the help Mancini provided during his 
rise from state representative, even though 
he hardly knew Mancini when he first solic- 
ited his support in the mid-1980s. 

“Because some of the people who supported 
me were friendly with Sal, that was 
enough," was Begin. ''His loyalty was always 
unwavering.” 

Begin rejected the notion that Mancini was 
an autocratic leader. He had so many friends 
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and supporters, said Begin, that nearly ev- 
eryone at a meeting or political gathering 
was in Mancini's corner to begin with. 

“People who had that gift, it's hard to de- 
Scribe how they did it. But it was done out of 
deference to his leadership," said Begin. "He 
built à consensus. 

“He manner more often than not tended to 
be low key, but when he was unhappy, you 
knew it." 

Leo Perrotta, the mayor's chief of staff, 
has said that Mancini developed a reputation 
as gruff and unpolished because he was an 
unskilled public speaker and uncomfortable 
in front of crowds. 

“People thought he was a real tough, hard- 
nosed guy," said David Barriccelli, former 
executive director of the state Democratic 
party. "But he was really a cream puff. If 
you knew him, you knew him, you could get 
anything out of him." 

Former Town Councilman John A. Celona, 
& longtime Mancini supporter who broke 
with the mayor and opposed him in that bit- 
ter three-way primary in 1992, said he was 
"shocked" at the news of the mayor's death. 

"You always felt he would be there," said 
Celona. “I have nothing but sympathy for 
the mayor's family.” 

Brown University political science profes- 
sor Darrell West said Mancini's passing may 
not have major implications for the state be- 
cause his role in state politics was highly 
diminished." But for North Providence, he 
said, ‘‘the consequences will be enormous.” 

COMPARED TO MAYOR DALEY 


He compared Mancini's role in the town to 
that of Mayor Richard Daley of Chicago. 

“No one could command such forces or 
have the same resources," said West, who 
predicted major turf battles in North Provi- 
dence. 

Change, he said, is inevitable. 

"Even if it's à Democrat (who becomes the 
next mayor), it will be a different type of 
Democrat," said West. “It will almost cer- 
tainly be a Democrat of a different genera- 
tion." 


WORKERS TAKE BLESSED BREAK 
FROM THEIR TOIL 


Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I ran 
across a remarkable month-old news- 
paper clipping Saturday afternoon as I 
was trying to reduce the size of a pile 
of accumulated correspondence. The 
headline from the March 28 edition of 
the Raleigh, NC, News & Observer told 
it all—or almost all of it: Voluntary 
Sessions Bring Scriptures Into the 
Workplace." 

What it did not mention, and there 
was no reason it should have, was my 
personal relationship years ago with a 
Raleigh City bus driver named Rufus 
Moore. Let me mention it now. 

Dot Helms and I had not been mar- 
ried long when I finished my incon- 
spicuous and unheroic wartime stint in 
the Navy, and became news director at 
Raleigh's radio station WRAL. Rufus 
Moore was driving a city bus whose 
route began downtown near the radio 
station and followed a winding route to 
and beyond Dot's and my home on 
Stone Street in Raleigh's suburban 
area. 

Today, Rufus W. Moore and his fine 
wife, Joan, own the thriving R.W. 
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Moore Equipment Co. in Raleigh, 
which happens also to be the dealership 
in eastern North Carolina for the John 
Deere Co. 

Madam President, Rufus and Joan 
Moore faithfully practice their spir- 
itual values; they now own and operate 
a sizable business in Raleigh. When I 
called Rufus Saturday afternoon to 
praise him for the newspaper account 
of his Christian witness, he chuckled 
and said: 

Well, Jesse, I'm 70 now and I can draw full 
Social Security without my private income 
affecting it. You know what I'm doing with 
it? I'm sending my Social Security ‘check 
each month to pay for the training of two 
missionaries—so I'm using Uncle Sam's 
money for something that maybe is taboo up 
there in Washington, but there's not a thing 
they can do about it. 


Mr. President, this is the genial fel- 
low who always waited a minute or so 
for me when I finished my news broad- 
cast at 6:30 each evening and hot-footed 
it to the nearby bus stop for the ride 
home. Rufus is a successful business- 
man, but he still has his priorities 
straight—as he always has. 

Madam President, I need not describe 
the contents of the news story that I 
am about to include in the RECORD. 
Suffice it to say that Rufus and Joan 
Moore are giving their employees the 
voluntary opportunity to participate in 
Bible study on the job. It's a fascinat- 
ing story which I believe Senators and 
others will enjoy. 

Therefore, Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the article 
from the March 28 edition of the Ra- 
leigh News & Observer be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my re- 
marks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Raleigh News & Observer, Mar. 28, 
1994] 
VOLUNTARY SESSIONS BRING SCRIPTURES INTO 
THE WORKPLACE 


(By Deidra Jackson) 


GARNER.—When the clanking and whirring 
of motors and electric tools roar through the 
offices of R.W. Moore Equipment Co., it's 
hard to find a quiet place. 

But on Mondays, some employees claim an 
inner sanctum in a company training room 
when they close the door and pray. 

These workers, usually a mixture of about 
15 blacks and whites, gather at noon for 
weekly bible study sessions, a voluntary 30- 
minute religious break begun two years ago 
by the company's co-owner, Joan Moore. 

Pensive and attentive, the employees lis- 
tened Monday as Allen Terry, the firm's 
product-support manager, stood in front of a 
world map and related the work ethic to 
Scriptures. 

"If we commit ourselves to hard work, we 
must balance it with proper priorities in life, 
meaning the Lord and family," Terry told 
the group. If we remember that we're work- 
ing for the Lord and not for man, we can im- 
prove our performance in the workplace." 

His talk of Genesis, Revelation and other 
books of the Bible muffled the sounds of 
nearby mechanics servicing John Deere in- 
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dustrial machinery inside the 20,000-square- 
foot building on U.S. 70 West. 

The group members take turns leading the 
study, which Moore started as a practice ses- 
sion for a women's Bible class she helps 
teach every Tuesday at Garner Methodist 
Church. 

"This is a great opportunity," said L.D. 
Collier, a mechanic who participates regu- 
larly. ‘There are very few workplaces where 
there's freedom to look in the Bible.“ 

Since Collier began attending the meet- 
ings, he has led sessions on creationism, the 
fate of mankind and the responsibility of 
government as mandated by God. 

"It helps me through the day and week," 
Collier said. ''Christians are in need of being 
around other Christians to hear the Word,” 

Other employees also consider the spiritual 
break therapeutic. 

“I learn a little more about the Bible every 
day," said Grover Worthington, a service 
manager. I come away with a good feeling.“ 

That pleases Mrs. Moore, who along with 
her husband made the spiritual lunch break 
permanent after some employees began at- 
tending regularly. 

We would like for them to have the oppor- 
tunity to come and hear about Jesus Christ.“ 
Mrs. Moore said. "I'm sure there are some 
that come here and don't go to church.“ 

Thomas Allen, a custodian at the com- 
pany, said he thinks more businesses should 
offer Bible breaks. 

“This could be beneficial to all employ- 
ees," Allen said. “Mr. Moore doesn't twist 
your arm or beg you, but asks if you'd like 
to come.“ 

R.W. Moore stresses to his nearly 50 em- 
ployees that the Bible sessions aren't re- 
quired or even encouraged. 

“They're absolutely voluntary," Moore 
said. “You come on your own, and if it's a 
benefit to you, that's fine.” 

Moore said he can tell that the employees 
who regularly fill the training room on Mon- 
days are profiting from the sessions. 

“They seem happier and stop to consider 
other people more," Moore said. He and his 
wife have owned the company for 32 years. 

Jerry Campbell, a shop foreman, was 
among the first few employees to begin 
studying the Bible at work. 

"It helps me get through the week, with 
everything going on around us," Campbell 
said. Some say it's hard to believe in some- 
one you've never seen before, but I can't get 
by without him.” 


IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? TAKE 
A LOOK AT THIS 


Mr. HELMS. Madam President, the 
incredibly enormous Federal debt is 
like the weather—everybody talks 
about the weather but nobody does 
anything about it. And Congress talks 
a good game about bringing Federal 
deficits and the Federal debt under 
control, but there are too many Sen- 
ators and Members of the House of 
Representatives who unfailingly find 
all sorts of excuses for voting to defeat 
proposals for a constitutional amend- 
ment to require a balanced Federal 
budget. 

As of Friday, April 29, at the close of 
business, the Federal debt stood— 
down to the penny—at exactly 
$4,568,703,047.36. This debt, mind you, 
was run up by the Congress of the Unit- 
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ed States, because the big-spenders in 
the U.S. Government cannot spend a 
dime that has not first been authorized 
and appropriated by Congress. The U.S. 
Constitution is quite specific about 
that. : 

And pay no attention to the nonsense 
from politicians that the Federal debt 
was run up by Ronald Reagan or 
George Bush. The Congress is the vil- 
lain. 

Most people cannot conceive of a bil- 
lion of anything, let along a trillion. It 
may provide a bit of perspective to 
bear in mind that a billion seconds ago, 
Mr. President, the cuban missile crisis 
was going on. A billion minutes ago, 
not many years had elapsed since 
Christ was crucified. 


ELECTIONS IN SOUTH AFRICA 


Mr. MOYNIHAN. Madam President, 
last week we witnessed an exhilarating 
event for those of us who have long 
hoped for change in South Africa. The 
fruits of years of struggle for an end to 
apartheid in South Africa have ripened 
as the country held its first multi- 
racial election. 

The votes of those oppressed by dec- 
ades of racial segregation will propel 
South Africa into a new era of political 
participation and racial equality. 
Those who have tried to scuttle the 
elections through political manipula- 
tion, threats and violence have failed. 
The enthusiasm of the people of South 
Africa, the majority of whom have 
waited their whole lives for this oppor- 
tunity, is unparalleled. 

Only a few years ago the possibility 
of holding these elections was remote. 
It is a testament to the bravery of 
those oppressed by apartheid and to 
the indomitable desire for freedom that 
after this long and difficult struggle 
those seeking fundamental liberties 
have prevailed. Despite rising inter- 
national pressure and growing popular 
unrest, the government clung to the 
fetters of apartheid. 

As early as 1975 the apartheid govern- 
ment felt the effects of international 
scrutiny, when the United Nations 
General Assembly adopted a resolution 
entitled ''Solidarity With the South 
African Political Prisoners." I had the 
honor of representing the United 
States as the Permanent Representa- 
tive to the United Nations when this 
matter came before the Assembly. The 
United States delegation presented a 
very Strong lawyer-like case against 
apartheid by documenting specific po- 
litical prisoners, including Nelson 
Mandela, held in South Africa and 
thereby refuting their United Nations 
Representative's claim that not one in- 
dividual was held in South Africa be- 
cause of their opposition to apartheid. 

Nelson Mandela's crime for which he 
served 27 years in prison, was to advo- 
cate equality and democratic reforms. 
He was finally released 9 days after 


President F.W. de Klerk delivered his 
February 2, 1990 speech in which he an- 
nounced that political prisoners would 
be released, the ban on political groups 
such as the African National Congress 
would be lifted and the intention of the 
government to actively seek a peaceful 
deconstruction of apartheid. Upon this 
release, Mr. Mandela repeated a state- 
ment he made during his 1964 trail, in 
which he stated: 


I have fought against white domination, 
and I have fought against black domination. 
I have cherished the idea of a democratic and 
free society in which all persons live to- 
gether in harmony and with equal opportuni- 
ties. It is an ideal which I hope to live for 
and to achieve. But if needs be, it is an idea 
for which I am prepared to die. 


Since then he has worked to fulfill 
his noble aspiration. 


The United States and others con- 
tinue to support democratic change in 
appropriate ways. A year later, when 
the Bush administration proposed lift- 
ing economic sanctions against South 
Africa, I stated for the record that 
while de Klerk reforms were a praise- 
worthy development in South Africa, 
more was needed: 


The reality of apartheid remains and we 
must not permit the South African Govern- 
ment to believe that it has done enough, 
that the international community is satis- 
fied. The truth is very different. The South 
African Government has only just begun to 
correct the injustice of apartheid and the 
United States Congress will be monitoring 
its continued progress closely. 


And we will still be monitoring 
events in South Africa closely to be 
sure the elections were fair and the 
transfer of power is smooth and accord- 
ing to schedule. As the vestiges of the 
legally-enforced racist policies of 
apartheid are stripped away, those in 
South Africa who have dedicated their 
lives to achieving this triumph will 
hear the applause as they join the fam- 
ily of nations committed to democ- 
racy, universal suffrage and the rule of 
law. I congratulate the people of South 
Africa on this momentous achieve- 
ment. 


SENATE QUARTERLY MAIL COSTS 


Mr. FORD. Madam President, in ac- 
cordance with section 318 of Public 
Law 101-520, I am submitting the sum- 
mary tabulations of Senate mass mail 
costs for the first quarter of fiscal year 
1994, that is the period of October 1, 
1993 through December 31, 1993, to be 
printed in the RECORD, along with the 
quarterly statement from the U.S. 
Postal Service setting forth the Sen- 
ate’s total postage costs for the quar- 
ter. 


There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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U.S. POSTAL SERVICE, 
Washington, DC, April 21, 1994. 
Hon. WENDELL H. FORD, 
Chairman, Committee on Rules and Administra- 
tion, U.S. Senate. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Detailed data on 
franked mail usage by the U.S. Senate for 
the first quarter, Fiscal Year 1994, is en- 
closed. Total postage and fees for the quarter 
is $1,691,073. 

A summary of Senate franked mail usage, 
based upon the first quarter of actual data 
for Fiscal Year 1994, is as follows: 


Wiirme 6.213.154 
Revenue per piece $.2722 
sss. A $1,691,073.00 
Provisional Payments x $0.00 
Amount due USPS .................... $1,691,073.00 


A bill is enclosed for these charges. 

If you or your staff have any questions on 
the above, please call Tom Galgano of my Of- 
ficial Mail Accounting staff on (202) 268-3255. 

Sincerely, 
ALFRED CARREON, JT., 
Manager, Post Office Accounting, 
Corporate Accounting. 


FRANKED MAIL—SENATE 
[Postal Quarter |, fiscal year 1994] 


Subcategories Pieces Rate Amount 

J. Letters: First Class 2,109,240 — $0.2900 $611,680 
NU sete. 2,109,240 2900 611,680 
2. Flats: First Class - 121,150 1.1064 134,040 
| PETENTE RR: “LIG 134,040 
18412 — 43469 80035 
27.277 3.9547 107,872 
45689 41127 187,907 

4. Orange Bag uae 
First Class 1,954 3608 705 
Priority-Up to 11 oz . 27 28889 78 
Priority-Over 11 oz 109 5.1009 556 
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FRANKED MAIL—SENATE—Continued 
{Postal Quarter |, fiscal year 1994] 
Subcategories Pieces Rate Amount 
Total ... 2090 6400 1339 


Ath Class Special (Bk) .. 
4th Class Regular 


Permit Imprint Mailings: 
Ist Class enna 2 Nate 
3d Class Bulk 


Parcel MM 

First Class Single Piece—Pl 

Address Corrections (3547'S) 
Corrections (3RD 


„803. 2820 1.882. 
(390,508) — (4378) (170.945) 
6,213,154 2722 1.691.073 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Morning business is closed. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


THE NOMINATION OF WILLIAM 
ALAN REINSCH TO BE UNDER 
SECRETARY OF COMMERCE FOR 
EXPORT ADMINISTRATION 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
hour of 3:30 p.m. having arrived and de- 
parted, the Senate will now go into ex- 
ecutive session to consider the nomina- 
tion of William Reinsch to be Under 
Secretary of Commerce for Export Ad- 
ministration. 

The clerk will report the nomination. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the nomination of William Alan 
Reinsch, of Maryland, to be Under Sec- 
retary of Commerce for Export Admin- 
istration. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
nomination. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Madam President, I 
support the nomination of William 
Reinsch to be Under Secretary of Com- 
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merce for Export Administration. In 
that position he will have key respon- 
sibilities for administering the Export 
Administration Act [EAA], which per- 
mits exports to be controlled for the 
purposes of national security, foreign 
policy, and domestic short supply. The 
Banking Committee, in legislation it 
sponsored in 1985, created the position 
of Under Secretary for Export Adminis- 
tration in order to separate the func- 
tions of export promotion and export 
controls in the Commerce Department. 
Mr. Reinsch worked on that 1985 legis- 
lation and is extremely well qualified 
to perform his duties. His nomination 
was reported out of the Banking Com- 
mittee on March 24, 1994 on a biparti- 
san basis by a vote of 16-0. 

Mr. Reinsch has prepared himself 
well by both his education and prior 
professional career to take on his new 
duties as Under Secretary of Commerce 
for Export Administration. He received 
his BA from the Johns Hopkins Univer- 
sity in 1968 and his MA from the John 
Hopkins School of Advanced Inter- 
national Studies in 1969. He has over 20 
years of service on Capitol Hill, having 
worked in both the House and the Sen- 
ate. During the years 1977-1991 he 
served on the staff of the late Senator 
John Heinz working on trade and inter- 
national economic policy issues. Dur- 
ing most of that period Senator Heinz 
was either chairman or ranking mem- 
ber of the Banking Committee's Sub- 
committee on International Finance 
and Monetary Policy whose jurisdic- 
tion includes the Export Administra- 
tion Act. Mr. Reinsch handled Senator 
Heinz's work on export controls which 
included reauthorizations of the EAA 
in 1979, 1985, and 1988. He is intimately 
familiar with the statute and the ad- 
ministrative regulations governing ex- 
port controls. 

After Senator Heinz' death, Senator 
ROCKEFELLER hired Mr. Reinsch to do 
his trade work and, according to testi- 
mony Senator ROCKEFELLER delivered 
at Mr. Reinsch's confirmation hearing, 
he did it extremely well. Mr. Reinsch 
has also written on a variety of trade 
topics and has taught graduate courses 
in trade policy at the University of 
Maryland University College Graduate 
School of Management and Tech- 
nology. 

The Banking Committee is now in 
the process of rewriting the Export Ad- 
ministration Act, which expires on 
June 30 of this year. We are working 
with the administration to refocus our 
export control system from the former 
realities of the cold war to the new re- 
alities of preventing the proliferation 
of chemical, biological, and nuclear 
weapons and the means to deliver 
them. We have held several hearings on 
the subject, and have heard from indus- 
try representatives, proliferation ex- 
perts, and administration officials on 
how to bring our export control regime 
into line with post-cold war realities. 
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As Under Secretary of Export Adminis- 
tration, Mr. Reinsch has both the sub- 
stantive and legislative experience 
needed to help rewrite the Export Ad- 
ministration Act this year. 

Mr. Reinsch has shown his commit- 
ment to public service during his 20- 
year career on Capitol Hill. His knowl- 
edge and experience clearly make him 
very well qualified to assume the posi- 
tion of Under Secretary of Commerce 
for Export Administration, and I urge 
his confirmation. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi- 
dent, I rise in the strongest possible 
support for the nominee before us—Wil- 
liam Alan Reinsch, who has been nomi- 
nated by President Clinton for the po- 
sition of Under Secretary of Commerce 
for Export Administration. 

Many Members of this body know 
Bill Reinsch and his outstanding quali- 
fications. For 14 years, from 1977 to 
1991, Bill served on the staff of the late 
Senator John Heinz. In those years, 
Bill developed a stellar reputation for 
his knowledge of trade and competi- 
tiveness policy issues; for his skill in 
problem-solving and consensus build- 
ing; and for his immense personal in- 
tegrity and dedication. 

During those years, Senator Heinz 
was chairman or ranking minority 
member of the Banking Committee’s 
Subcommittee on International Fi- 
nance and Monetary Policy. That sub- 
committee has jurisdiction over the 
Export Administration Act along with 
related issues. As a result, Bill Reinsch 
participated in at least five rewrites of 
this act, becoming one of the staff 
members in Congress with the most in- 
depth knowledge and understanding of 
this complex law, related issues, the 
agencies involved in administering the 
law. Throughout these years, he 
worked closely with offices on both 
sides of the aisle, in both bodies of Con- 
gress, and with many varied private 
sector interests that have a high de- 
gree of interest in these issues. 

This experience is precisely what 
makes us so fortunate that President 
Clinton is seeking Bill Reinsch to serve 
as the administration’s top official 
charged with export administration 
and controls. Here is a nominee who 
embodies the qualifications that I 
would hope we all look for in a position 
of this importance—from his tremen- 
dous experience with the issues, to his 
personal commitment to public service 
and sound policy. 

Although I knew Bill Reinsch before 
1991, the tragic death of Senator Heinz 
led to the very special bond between 
Bill and myself. Three years, ago, Bill 
joined my staff as my advisor on trade, 
competitiveness, foreign relations, and 
defense issues. In this period, Bill con- 
tinued to be a locus for congressional 
staff and private sector specialists con- 
cerned with these immensely impor- 
tant issues. 

Bill Reinsch deserves to take a great 
deal of pride in his distinguished ten- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


ure in the Senate. He has left his mark 
on all of the major trade bills that 
have made their way through the legis- 
lative process since the late 1970's, and 
has been one of the most creative 
thinkers and conceptualizers in shap- 
ing a wide range of proposals to deal 
with the competitiveness problem as it 
has emerged and then took a central 
place on the public agenda in the past 
10 years. 

Throughout his dedicated service in 
the Senate, Bill Reinsch also kept his 
hand in academia. He served as an ad- 
junct professor at the University of 
Maryland's Graduate School of Man- 
agement and Technology. His course on 
international trade and trade policy 
has been highly popular, and I only 
wish I had the chance to enroll. 

Madam President, I am very disappointed 
that this nomination has been stalled. It 
seems unfair to this extremely dedicated and 
capable individual who has been asked to 
perform an extremely difficult job. It most 
definitely puts added stress on the adminis- 
tration's ability to administer major respon- 
sibilities that have been handed them by 
Congress through laws that we write and we 
passed. It is appalling that the position of 
Under Secretary for Export Administration 
has not had a confirmed official in place 
since February 1991. After a great deal of ef- 
fort, President Clinton made the wise deci- 
sion to try to fill it with this superb human 
being and public servant, Bill Reinsch. 

This is an urgent matter. In the wake 
of the cold war, our country must take 
on the job of reconfiguring our export 
control system to deal with new reali- 
ties. We have to refocus on non- 
proliferation goals and on the so-called 
pariah nations like Iran, Iraq, Libya, 
and North Korea that pose very dif- 
ficult challenges for us and the world 
community. The current Exportation 
Administration Act expires on June 30, 
less than 2 months from now. 

Again, the President has proposed 
someone who is prepared to assume 
this immense responsibility. I can not 
imagine what rationale there is to hold 
this up for another minute. Congress 
expects near miracles from the execu- 
tive branch in areas like export con- 
trols, and yet here we are, trying to get 
a decision made on an immensely 
qualified, dedicated, and proven public 
servant who has waited for months for 
the Senate to act on his nomination. 

I am privileged to be here to share 

what I know and feel about Bill 
Reinsch with my colleagues. Madam 
President, it is my hope that this nom- 
ination will be approved without any 
further delay. 
e Mr. WOFFORD. Madam President, 
few who are called to serve the public 
have the combination of expertise, in- 
tegrity and deep dedication to public 
service that Bill Reinsch possesses. 
Having relied upon his advise, I can at- 
test to Bill's attributes personally. I 
also speak on behalf of the people of 
Pennsylvania, many of whom he helped 
directly and through his service to my 
predecessor, Senator Heinz. 
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Bill is superbly qualified to serve as 
Under Secretary of Commerce for Ex- 
port Administration. It is an extremely 
important position. Through his ad- 
ministration of the Export Administra- 
tion Act, Bill will have to strike the 
proper balance of promoting exports 
with curbing the proliferation of weap- 
ons of mass destruction. I believe he 
brings the knowledge and perspective 
to do just that. And with the Export 
Administration Act set to expire later 
this year, few are in as good a position 
as Bill to help tackle the reauthoriza- 
tion process. 

I know many of my colleagues share 
my view that the Senate is losing a 
great resource in Bill Reinsch. Even 
though he was most recently in the 
service of Senator ROCKEFELLER, he 
was indeed a resource for all of us. 

Madam President, I urge my col- 
leagues to support the confirmation of 
Bill Reinsch.e 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Madam Presi- 
dent, I rise in strong support for the 
nomination of William Reinsch, nomi- 
nee for Under Secretary of Commerce 
for Export Administration. As a long 
time Senate employee, Bill is known 
and respected by many of us, and it is 
a great mystery to me why his con- 
firmation has been held up for so long, 
seemingly to protest issues which are 
not related to Bill's soon-to-be-as- 
sumed duties to administer our export 
control laws. 

Those of us who serve on the Finance 
and/or Banking Committees are well 
aware of the excellent staff work pro- 
vided by Bill Reinsch in the Senate for 
the late Senator Heinz and now for 
Senator ROCKEFELLER. Bill has à broad 
and deep knowledge of all areas of 
international trade policy and is great- 
ly respected by all of us. 

While there have been occasions that 
administration nominees have  ap- 
peared to lack the appropriate back- 
ground for the position in question, 
there is absolutely no doubt here about 
the qualifications of Bill Reinsch. 
There may well be no other Senate 
staffer, or any other individual, who 
has more knowledge or involvement in 
the complicated area of export control 
laws than Bill. The reauthorization of 
our export control laws is always con- 
troversial, and usually involves major 
reforms, as we have sought to update 
those laws to promote the right bal- 
ance between national security and for- 
eign policy concerns and the facilita- 
tion of exports to promote improve- 
ments in our economy and increased 
job opportunities. Bill has always been 
instrumental in crafting and pursuing 
the very difficult compromises needed 
to facilitate passage of this important 
legislation. 

I can think of no one more appro- 
priate for this nomination than Bill 
Reinsch. We have delayed the nomina- 
tion for no reason. There is no need to 
even debate his credentials for the po- 
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sition. Let us approve his nomination 
on a voice vote today. 

Mr. BRYAN. Madam President, there 
is no more debate on this side of the 
aisle. 

Mr. BENNETT addressed the Chair. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Utah is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. BENNETT. Madam President, 
there is no more debate on this side ei- 
ther. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The question is on agreeing to 
the nomination. 

The nomination was confirmed. 

Mr. BRYAN. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. BENNETT. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BRYAN. Madam President, I ask 
that the President be immediately no- 
tified of the Senate’s action and that 
the Senate then return to legislative 
session. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senate will now return to 
legislative session. 

Mr. BRYAN. Madam President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HOL- 
LINGS). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


—— 


CONSUMER REPORTING REFORM 
ACT OF 1994 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to consideration of S. 783. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 783) to amend the Fair Credit Re- 
porting Act, and for other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill which had been reported from the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs, with an amendment to 
Strike all after the enacting clause and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the Consumer Reporting Reform Act of 1994". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The following is a 
table of contents for this Act: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO THE FAIR 
CREDIT REPORTING ACT 
Sec. 101. Definitions. 
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Sec. 102. Furnishing and using reports; use of 
information obtained from re- 
ports. 


Sec. 103. Amendments relating to prescreening 
of consumer reports. 

Sec. 104. Amendments relating to obsolete infor- 
mation and information contained 
in consumer reports. 

Sec. 105. Amendments relating to compliance 
procedures. 

Sec. 106. Amendments relating to consumer dis- 
closures. 

Sec. 107. Amendments relating to procedures in 
case of the disputed accuracy of 
any information in a consumer's 
file. 

Sec. 108. Amendment relating to charges for dis- 
closure. 

Sec. 109. Amendments relating to duties of users 
of consumer reports. 

Sec. 110. Amendments relating to civil liability. 

Sec. 111. Amendments relating to responsibil- 
ities of persons who furnish infor- 
mation to consumer reporting 
agencies. 

Sec. 112. State action to enforce Act. 

Sec. 113. Administrative enforcement. 

Sec. 114. Establishment of toll-free telephone 
number. 

Sec. 115. Action by FTC. 

Sec. 116. Relation to State laws. 

Sec. 117. Fair debt collection practices. 

Sec. 118. Effective dates. 

TITLE II—CREDIT REPAIR 
ORGANIZATIONS 

Sec. 201. Regulation of credit repair organiza- 
tions. 

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO THE FAIR 
CREDIT REPORTING ACT 


SEC. 101. DEFINITIONS. 

(a) ADVERSE ACTION.—Section 603 of the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681a) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

“(k) The term ‘adverse action’, when used in 
connection with an action based in whole or in 
part on information contained in a consumer re- 
port, means an action that is adverse or less fa- 
vorable to the interest of the consumer who is 
the subject of the report. Without limiting the 
general applicability of the foregoing, the fol- 
lowing constitute adverse actions: 

“(1) CREDIT.— 

“(A) ACTIONS INCLUDED.—A denial or revoca- 
tion of credit, an increase in the charge for cred- 
it, an adverse change in the terms of an existing 
credit arrangement, or a refusal to grant credit 
in substantially the amount or on substantially 
the terms requested. 

"(B) ACTIONS NOT INCLUDED.—For the pur- 
poses of this paragraph, the term 'adverse ac- 
tion' does not include— 

i) an attempt to collect a debt owed or alleg- 
edly owed; 

"(ii) an action taken with respect to a credit 
or insurance transaction that is not initiated by 
the consumer if— 

no change is made with respect to the in- 
terests of the consumer; or 

A a change is made that is not unfavorable 
to the interests of the consumer; and 

"(iii) an action taken with respect to the re- 
view of an account under section 604(a)(3)(A), 
if— 

no change is made with respect to the in- 
terests of the consumer; or 

I a change is made that is not unfavorable 
to the interests of the consumer. 

"(2) EMPLOYMENT.—A denial of employment 
or other adverse or less favorable decision relat- 
ing to employment. 

"(3) INSURANCE.—A denial or cancellation of, 
an increase in any charge for, or reduction or 
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other adverse or unfavorable change in the 
terms of coverage or amount of, any insurance, 
existing or applied for, in connection with the 
underwriting of insurance. 

"(4) LICENSE OR BENEFIT.—A denial or can- 
cellation of, or an increase in any charge for, or 
any other adverse or unfavorable change in the 
terms of, any license or benefit described in sec- 
tion 604(a)(3)(D). 

"(5) CONSUMER INITIATED BUSINESS TRANS- 
ACTION.—A denial or cancellation of, or any 
other adverse or unfavorable change in the 
terms of, any business transaction that the 
consumer has initiated or sought to initiate. ''. 

(b) DEFINITION OF CONSUMER REPORT.—Sec- 
tion 603(d) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 
U.S.C. 1681a(d)) is amended in the second sen- 
tence— 

(1) by inserting before the semicolon at the 
end of subparagraph (A) , or any communica- 
tion of that information or information (i) from 
a credit application by a consumer, provided 
that it is clearly and conspicuously disclosed to 
the consumer with the application that the in- 
formation may be provided to such entities and 
the consumer does not prohibit such disclosure 
(in writing, using a signature line that is sepa- 
rate and distinct from that used for the consum- 
er's consent to the ertension of credit); or (ii) 
among the person making the report, an entity 
related by common ownership to that person, 
and an entity affiliated by corporate control 
with that person; 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking “or” 
after the semicolon at the end; and 

(3) in subparagraph (C), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting the following:, or (D) 
any communication of information about a 
consumer between persons who are affiliated by 
common ownership or common corporate control 
and in connection with a credit or insurance 
transaction that is mot initiated by the 
consumer, if either person has complied with 
section 615(d)(2)(B) with respect to a consumer 
report from which the information is taken and 
the consumer has consented to use of the report 
for the transaction in accordance with section 
615(d)(2)(C)."". 

(c) FIRM OFFER.—Section 603 of the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. IGS), as 
amended by subsection (a), is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

Y The term ‘firm offer’ means an offer of 
credit or insurance to a consumer that will be 
honored by the offeror if— 

) based on information in the consumer re- 
port on the consumer or other information bear- 
ing on the creditworthiness of the consumer, the 
consumer is determined to meet the criteria used 
to select consumers for the offer; and 

A) the information provided by the consumer 
in the application in response to the offer— 

“(A) is not determined to be incorrect or inad- 
equate; and 

"(B) meets the criteria established by the 
offeror in advance of the offer for such erten- 
sion of credit or insurance."'. 

(d) CREDIT OR INSURANCE TRANSACTION THAT 
IS NOT INITIATED BY THE CONSUMER.—Section 
603 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 
1681a), as amended by subsection (c), is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

m) The term ‘credit or insurance transaction 
that is not initiated by the consumer’ does not 
include the use of a consumer report by a person 
with whom the consumer has an account, for 
purposes of— 

J) reviewing the account; or 

(2) collecting the account. 

SEC. 102. FURNISHING AND USING REPORTS; USE 
OF INFORMATION OBTAINED FROM 
REPORTS. 

(a) USE OF REPORTS FOR EMPLOYMENT AND 

BUSINESS PURPOSES.—Section 604 of the Fair 
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(1) by striking A consumer reporting agency 
may furnish"' and inserting the following: 

"(a) IN GENERAL.—A consumer reporting 
agency may furnish”; 

(2) in subsection (a)(3(A) (as designated by 
paragraph (1)), by striking “and involving the” 
and all that follows through the semicolon and 
inserting “or involving the extension of credit 
to, or review or collection of a credit or other ac- 
count of, the consumer, 

(3) in subsection (a)(3) (as designated by para- 
graph (1)), by striking subparagraph (E) and in- 
serting the following: 

E) otherwise has a legitimate business need 
for the information in connection with a busi- 
ness transaction that— 

i is initiated by the consumer; or 

"(ii) is a direct marketing transaction for 
which the furnishing of a consumer report by 
the agency is not prohibited under subsection 
(e). , and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(b) CONDITIONS FOR FURNISHING AND USING 
CONSUMER REPORTS FOR EMPLOYMENT PUR- 
POSES.— 

'"(1) CERTIFICATION FROM USER.—A consumer 
reporting agency may furnish a consumer report 
for employment purposes only— 

"(A) if the person who obtains such report 
from the agency certifies to the agency that— 

"(i) the disclosure required under paragraph 
(2) has been made and, if necessary, the disclo- 
sure required under paragraph (3), shall be 
made; and 

"(ii) information from the consumer report 
will not be used in violation of any applicable 
Federal or State equal employment opportunity 
law or regulation; and 

"(B) if the consumer reporting agency pro- 
vides with the report a summary of the consum- 
er's rights under this title, as prescribed in ac- 
cordance with section 609(c)(3). 

"(2) DISCLOSURES TO PROSPECTIVE AND CUR- 
RENT EMPLOYEES.— 

"(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (B), a person may not procure a 
consumer report, or cause a consumer report to 
be procured, for employment purposes with re- 
spect to a prospective or current employee un- 
less— 

"(i) the prospective or current employee has 
received, before the report is procured, a clear 
and conspicuous disclosure made in writing that 
consumer reports may be used for employment 
purposes; and 

"(ii) the prospective or current employee has 
provided a general or specific written authoriza- 
tion for the procurement of the report prior to 
such procurement. 

"(B) WRITTEN MATERIAL CONSTITUTING NO- 
TICE.—A written statement that consumer re- 
ports may be used for employment purposes 
which is contained in employee guidelines or 
manuals available to employees and prospective 
employees or included in written materials pro- 
vided to employees or prospective employees 
shall constitute a written disclosure for purposes 
of subparagraph (A). 

"(3) CONDITIONS ON USE FOR ADVERSE AC- 
TIONS.—Before taking an adverse action based 
on a consumer report used for employment pur- 
poses, a person shall provide to the consumer to 
whom the report relates— 

“(A) a copy of the report; 

"(B) a description of the consumer's rights 
under this title, as prescribed in accordance 
with section 609(c)(3); and 

O) a reasonable opportunity (not more than 
5 business days following the receipt of the re- 
port by the consumer) to respond to any infor- 
mation in the report that is disputed by the 
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consumer, ercept that if the person has a rea- 
sonable belief that the consumer has engaged in 
fraudulent or criminal activity, no such oppor- 
tunity to respond shall be required. 

(b) USE OF INFORMATION OBTAINED FROM RE- 
PORTS.—Section 604 of the Fair Credit Reporting 
Act (15 U.S.C. 1681b), as amended by subsection 
(a), is amended by adding at the end the follow- 
ing new subsection: 

) CERTAIN USE OR OBTAINING OF INFORMA- 
TION PROHIBITED.—A person shall not use or ob- 
tain information from a consumer report for any 
purpose unless— 

J) it is obtained for a purpose for which the 
consumer report is authorized to be furnished 
under subsection (a); and 

"(2) the purpose is certified in accordance 
with section 607 by a prospective user of the re- 
port.“. 

(c) DISCLOSURE OF CONSUMER REPORTS BY 
USERS.—Section 607 of the Fair Credit Reporting 
Act (15 U.S.C. 1681e) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

"(c) DISCLOSURE OF CONSUMER REPORTS BY 
USERS ALLOWED.—4A consumer reporting agency 
may not prohibit a user of a consumer report 
furnished by the agency on a consumer from 
disclosing the contents of the report to the 
consumer if adverse action against the consumer 
has been taken or is contemplated by the user of 
the consumer report, based in whole or in part 
on the report. 

(d) USE OF REPORTS TO ESTABLISH AND EN- 
FORCE CHILD SUPPORT ORDERS.—Section 604(a) 
of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 
1681b), as amended by subsections (a) and (b), is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

) In response to a request from the head of 
the agency, department, or office (or an official 
authorized by the head of that agency, depart- 
ment, or office) that is responsible under law for 
obtaining child support orders, in order to estab- 
lish an individual's obligation to make child 
support payments or to determine the appro- 
priate level of such payments. Any consumer re- 
port obtained pursuant to this paragraph shall 
be kept confidential (other than for its use in 
connection with a public hearing related to 
child support) and shall not be used in connec- 
tion with any other civil, administrative, or 
criminal proceeding." '. 

SEC. 103. | AMENDMENTS RELATING TO 
PRESCREENING OF CONSUMER RE- 
PORTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL,—Section 604 of the Fair Cred- 
it Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681b), as amended 
by section 102, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking A consumer 
reporting agency" and inserting Subject to 
subsection (d), a consumer reporting agency''; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(d) LIMITATIONS ON REPORTS RELATING TO 
CREDIT OR INSURANCE TRANSACTIONS NOT INITI- 
ATED BY THE CONSUMER.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A consumer reporting agen- 
cy may furnish a consumer report relating to a 
consumer pursuant to subsection (a)(3)(A) to 
any person referred to in such subsection in 
connection with any credit or insurance trans- 
action that is not initiated by the consumer only 
if— 

“(A) the consumer authorizes the agency to 
provide such report to such person; or 

"(B)(i) the transaction consists of a firm offer 
of credit or insurance; 

"(ii) the consumer reporting agency has com- 
plied with subsection (f); and 

iii) the consumer has not elected in accord- 
ance with subsection (f)(1) to have the consum- 
er's name and address excluded from lists pro- 
vided by the agency. 
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“(2) LIMITS ON INFORMATION RECEIVED UNDER 
PARAGRAPH (1)(B).—A person may receive pursu- 
ant to paragraph (1)(B) only— 

"(A) the name and address of a consumer; 
and 

) information pertaining to a consumer 
that is not identified or identifiable with the 
consumer. 

"(3) INFORMATION REGARDING INQUIRIES.—Ex- 
cept as provided in section 609(a)(4), a consumer 
reporting agency shall not furnish to any per- 
son a record of inquiries resulting from credit or 
insurance transactions that are not initiated by 
a consumer. 

(b) FURNISHING CONSUMER REPORTS FOR DI- 
RECT MARKETING TRANSACTIONS.—Section 604 of 
the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681b), 
as amended by subsection (a), is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub- 
sections: ‘ 

"(e) FURNISHING CONSUMER REPORTS FOR DI- 
RECT MARKETING TRANSACTIONS NOT INITIATED 
BY CONSUMER.— 

"(1) FURNISHING REPORTS PROHIBITED.—Ex- 
cept as provided in subsection (d), a consumer 
reporting agency may not furnish a consumer 
report for use for a direct marketing transaction 
that is not initiated by the consumer to whom 
the report relates, if— 

"(A) the consumer notifies the agency that 
the consumer does not consent to that use; 

"(B) the report includes any information 
other than the name and address of the 
consumer; or 

"(C) furnishing the information would dis- 
close the credit payment history, credit limit, 
credit balance, or any negative information per- 
taining to the consumer. 

D NOTIFICATION.—A consumer may notify a 
consumer reporting agency for purposes of para- 
graph (1)(A) either— 

J in writing; or 

"(B) in the case of an agency that compiles 
and maintains files on consumers on a nation- 
wide basis, by calling the toll-free telephone 
number established pursuant to subsection 
(0G). 

Y ELECTION OF CONSUMER TO BE EXCLUDED 
FROM LISTS.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—A consumer may elect to 
have such consumer's name and address er- 
cluded from any list provided by a consumer re- 
porting agency pursuant to subsection (d)(1)(B) 
or (e)(2), by— 

"(A) notifying the agency, in writing or 
through the notification system maintained by 
the agency under paragraph (3), that the 
consumer does not consent to any use of 
consumer reports relating to the consumer in 
connection with any credit or insurance trans- 
action that is not initiated by the consumer or 
in connection with a direct marketing trans- 
action that is not initiated by the consumer; or 

) returning to the agency a signed written 
notice of the election, as provided by the agency 
in accordance with paragraph (2). 

"(2) PROVISION OF WRITTEN NOTICE TO 
CONSUMER.—4A consumer reporting agency shall 
mail to a consumer a written notice for purposes 
of paragraph (1)(B), not later than 5 business 
days after being notified of the election of the 
consumer in accordance with paragraph (1)(A). 

"(3) NOTIFICATION SYSTEM.—Each consumer 
reporting agency that furnishes a consumer re- 
port pursuant to subsection (d)(1)(B) in connec- 
tion with any credit or insurance transaction 
that is not initiated by a consumer or pursuant 
to subsection (e) in connection with any direct 
marketing transaction that is not initiated by 
the consumer, shall establish and maintain a 
notification system, including a toll-free tele- 
phone number, which permits a consumer whose 
consumer report is maintained by the agency to 
notify the agency, with appropriate identifica- 
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tion, of the consumer's election to have the con- 

sumer's name and address ercluded from any 

list of names and addresses provided by the 
agency or its affiliates pursuant to subsection 

(d)(1)(B) or (e)(2). Establishment and mainte- 

nance of a nationwide notification system and 

publication by a consumer reporting agency on 

a nationwide basis in accordance with this 

paragraph shall be considered to fulfill the re- 

quirements of this paragraph with respect to 
each affiliate of the agency. 

"(4) AGENCIES OPERATING NATIONWIDE.—Each 
consumer reporting agency that compiles and 
maintains files on consumers on a nationwide 
basis shall establish and maintain a notification 
system under paragraph (3) jointly with other 
such consumer reporting agencies. 

"(5) EFFECTIVENESS OF ELECTION.—An elec- 
tion of a consumer under paragraph (1)— 

"(A) shall be effective with respect to a 
consumer reporting agency beginning on the 
date on which the consumer notifies the agency 
in accordance with paragraph (1)(A); 

) shall be effective— 

i for a period of 2 years after that effective 
date; or 

ii) permanently, as may be specified by the 
consumer in his or her notification of election 
under paragraph (1)(B), except that the 
consumer may notify the agency at any time of 
a change of election in accordance with para- 
graph (1); 

“(C) shall be effective with respect to each af- 
filiate of the consumer reporting agency; and 

D) shall be effective with respect to any list 
provided by a consumer reporting agency pursu- 
ant to subsection (d)(1)(B) or (e)(2), unless oth- 
erwise specified by the consumer. 

(c) FIRST NOTIFICATIONS BY CONSUMERS.—Not 
later than I year after the date of enactment of 
this Act, each consumer reporting agency that 
furnishes a consumer report pursuant to sub- 
section (d) or (e) of section 604 shall establish 
and thereafter maintain a notification system in 
accordance with section 604(f). 

SEC. 104. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO OBSOLETE 
INFORMATION AND INFORMATION 
CONTAINED IN CONSUMER RE- 
PORTS. 

(a) REPEAL OF EXEMPTION PROVISIONS.—Sec- 
tion 605(a) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 
U.S.C. 1681c(a)) is amended in subsection (a), by 
striking (a) Except as authorized under sub- 
section (b) of this section, no" and inserting 
“(a) OBSOLETE INFORMATION.—Except as other- 
wise specifically authorized, no”. 

(b) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON BANKRUPTCY 
FILINGS REQUIRED.—Section 605(b) of the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681c(b)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(b) INFORMATION REQUIRED TO BE Dis- 
CLOSED.—4A consumer reporting agency that fur- 
nishes a consumer report that contains informa- 
tion regarding any case involving the consumer 
which arises under title 11, United States Code, 
shall include in the report an identification of 
the chapter of such title 11 under which such 
case arises if provided by the source of the infor- 
mation. If any case arising or filed under such 
title 11 is withdrawn by the consumer prior to a 
final judgment, the consumer reporting agency 
Shall include in the report that such case or fil- 
ing was withdrawn upon receipt of documenta- 
tion certifying such withdrawal. 

(c) CLARIFICATION OF REPORTING PERIOD.— 
Section 605 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 
U.S.C. 1681c) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

"(c) RUNNING OF REPORTING PERIOD.—The 7- 
year period referred to in paragraphs (4) and (6) 
of subsection (a) shall begin, with respect to a 
delinquent account that is placed for collection 
(internally or by referral to a third party, 
whichever is earlier), charged to profit and loss, 
or subjected to any similar action, upon the er- 
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piration of the 180-day period beginning on the 
date of the commencement of the delinquency 
that immediately preceded the collection activ- 
ity, charge to profit and loss, or similar action. 
The requirements of this subsection shall apply 
only to information added to a consumer report 
beginning 1 year after the date of enactment of 
the Consumer Reporting Reform Act of 1994. 

(d) DISCLOSURE OF PERSONAL INFORMATION.— 
Section 605 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 
U.S.C. 1681c), as amended by subsection (c), is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(d) DISCLOSURE OF PERSONAL INFORMA- 
TION.—A person who prepares a consumer re- 
port that includes personal credit information 
on a consumer shall not include in the report 
any adverse item of information on the 
consumer with respect to matters which ante- 
date the report by more than 10 years or which 
could not be included in any consumer report on 
the consumer in accordance with this section. 

(e) INDICATION OF CLOSURE OF ACCOUNT.— 
Section 605 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 
U.S.C. 1681c), as amended by subsection (d), is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(e) INDICATION OF CLOSURE OF ACCOUNT BY 
CONSUMER.—If a consumer reporting agency is 
notified pursuant to section 622(a)(4) that a con- 
sumer's credit account was voluntarily closed by 
the consumer, the agency shall indicate that 
fact in any consumer report that includes infor- 
mation related to that account."'. 

(f) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) SECTION HEADING.—The heading for sec- 
tion 605 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 
U.S.C. 1681c) is amended to read as follows: 
“SEC, 605. REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO INFOR- 

MATION CONTAINED IN CONSUMER 

REPORTS." 

(2) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sections 
at the beginning of the Fair Credit Reporting 
Act (15 U.S.C. 1681a et seq.) is amended by strik- 
ing the item relating to section 605 and inserting 
the following: 

"605. Requirements relating to information 

contained in consumer reports. 
SEC. 105. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO COMPLI- 
ANCE PROCEDURES. 

(a) NOTICE TO USERS AND PROVIDERS OF IN- 
FORMATION TO ENSURE COMPLIANCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 607 of the Fair Credit 
Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681e), as amended by 
section 102(c), is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

"(d) NOTICE TO USERS AND FURNISHERS OF IN- 
FORMATION.—A consumer reporting agency shall 
provide notice to a person of such person's re- 
sponsibilities under this title if such person— 

"(1) regularly and in the ordinary course of 
business furnishes information to the agency 
with respect to a consumer; or 

"(2) is provided by the agency with a 
consumer report. 

(2) CONTENT OF NOTICE.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Federal Trade Commission shall prescribe the 
content of notices required under section 607(d) 
of the Fair Credit Reporting Act, as added by 
this subsection. 

(b) RECORD OF IDENTITY OF USERS AND PUR- 
POSES CERTIFIED BY USERS OF REPORTS.—Sec- 
tion 607 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 
U.S.C. 1681e), as amended by subsection (a), is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

e) PROCUREMENT OF CONSUMER REPORT FOR 
RESALE.— 

"(1) DISCLOSURE.—A person may not procure 
a consumer report for purposes of reselling the 
report (or the information contained in the re- 
port) unless the person discloses to the consumer 
reporting agency that originally furnished the 
report— 
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"(A) the identity of the ultimate user of the 
report (or the information), and 

"(B) each permissible purpose under section 
604 for which the report will be furnished to the 
ultimate user of the report (or the information). 

"(2) RESPONSIBILITIES OF PROCURERS FOR RE- 
SALE.—A person who procures a consumer re- 
port for purposes of reselling the report (or the 
information contained in the report) shall— 

“(A) establish and comply with reasonable 
procedures, which shall be designed to ensure 
that the report (or the information) is resold by 
such person only for a purpose for which the re- 
port may be furnished under section 604, includ- 
ing— 

"(i) identifying each prospective user of the 
resold report (or the information); 

ii) certifying each purpose for which the re- 
port (or the information) will be used; and 

iii) certifying that the report (or the infor- 
mation) will be used for no other purpose; and 

"(B) before reselling the report, make reason- 
able efforts to verify the identifications and cer- 
tifications made under subparagraph (A4). 

SEC. 106. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO CONSUMER 
DISCLOSURES. 

(a) ALL INFORMATION IN CONSUMER'S FILE RE- 
QUIRED TO BE DISCLOSED.—Section 609(a)(1) of 
the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 
1681g(a)(1)) is amended to read as follows: 

) All information in the consumer's file at 
the time of the request. 

(b) MORE INFORMATION CONCERNING RECIPI- 
ENTS OF REPORTS REQUIRED.—Section 609(a)(3) 
of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 
1681g(a)(3)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(3)(A) Identification of each person who pro- 
cured a consumer report 

"(i) for employment purposes during the 2- 
year period preceding the request; and 

ii) for any other purpose during the Ie ur 
period preceding the request. 

"(B) An identification of a person under sub- 
paragraph (A) shall include— 

"(i) the name of the person or, if applicable, 
the trade name (written in full) under which 
such person conducts business; and 

"(íi) upon request of the consumer, the ad- 
dress and telephone number of the person. 

(c) INFORMATION REGARDING INQUIRIES.—Sec- 
tion 609(a) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 
U.S.C. 1681g(a)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

) A record of all inquiries received by the 
agency during the l-year period preceding the 
request that identified the consumer in connec- 
tion with a credit or insurance transaction that 
was not initiated by the consumer. 

(d) SUMMARY OF RIGHTS REQUIRED TO BE IN- 
CLUDED WITH DISCLOSURE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 609 of the Fair Credit 
Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681g) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new subsection: 

"(c) SUMMARY OF RIGHTS REQUIRED TO BE IN- 
CLUDED WITH DISCLOSURE.— 

"(1) SUMMARY OF RIGHTS.—A consumer re- 
porting agency shall provide to a consumer, on 
or with each written disclosure by the agency to 
the consumer under this section— 

“(A) a written summary of all rights afforded 
to the consumer under this title; and 

i) in the case of a consumer reporting agen- 
cy that compiles and maintains consumer re- 
ports on a nationwide basis, a toll-free tele- 
phone number that the consumer can use to 
communicate with the agency. 

"(2) SPECIFIC ITEMS REQUIRED TO BE IN- 
CLUDED.—The summary of rights required under 
paragraph (1) shall include— 

"(A) a brief description of this title and all 
rights of consumers under this title; 

) an explanation of how the consumer may 
exercise the rights of the consumer under this 
title; 
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"(C) a list of all Federal agencies responsible 
for enforcing any provision of this title and the 
address and any appropriate telephone number 
of each such agency, in a form that will assist 
the consumer in selecting the appropriate agen- 
cy; and 

D) a statement that a consumer reporting 
agency is not required to remove accurate derog- 
atory information from a consumer's file unless 
the information is outdated, as determined in 
accordance with section 605, or unless the infor- 
mation cannot be verified. 

"(3) FORM OF SUMMARY OF RIGHTS.—The Fed- 
eral Trade Commission (after consultation with 
each Federal agency referred to in section 
621(b)) shall prescribe the form and content of 
any disclosure with respect to consumers' rights 
required to be made by a consumer reporting 
agency under this title. 

"(4) STATE DISCLOSURES.—Notwithstanding 
paragraphs (1) through (3), a State shall retain 
the authority to require additional disclosures 
pertaining to State law in connection with a 
consumer report. Nothing in this subsection 
shall be construed to limit the authority of a 
State to mandate the time by which a disclosure 
Shall be made to a consumer. 

(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 
606(a)(1)(B) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 
U.S.C. 1681d(a)(1)(B)) is amended by inserting 
before the semicolon the following: and the 
written summary of the rights of the consumer 
prepared pursuant to section s . 

(e) FORM OF DISCLOSURES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsections (a) and (b) of 
section 610 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 
U.S.C. 1681h) are amended to read as follows: 

"(a) WRITTEN DISCLOSURE.—The disclosures 
required to be made under section 609 shall be 
provided to a consumer in writing. 

"(b) OTHER FORMS OF DISCLOSURE.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to the written 
disclosures required by subsection (a), a 
consumer reporting agency may make the disclo- 
sures required under section 609 other than in 
written form if— 

“(A) the consumer authorizes the disclosure; 

) the consumer furnishes proper identifica- 
tion to the consumer reporting agency; 

“(C) the consumer specifies the form of disclo- 
sure; and 

“(D) such form of disclosure is available from 
the agency. 

“(2) FORM.—A consumer may specify, pursu- 
ant to paragraph (1), that disclosures under sec- 
tion 609 be made— 

"(A) in person, upon the appearance of the 
consumer at the place of business of the 
consumer reporting agency where disclosures 
are regularly provided, during normal business 
hours, and on reasonable notice; 

"(B) by telephone, if the consumer has made 
a written request for disclosure by telephone 
that includes the proper identification of the 
consumer, as required by paragraph (1)(B); 

"(C) by electronic means, if available from the 
agency; or 

D) by any other reasonable means available 
from the agency. 

(2) SIMPLIFIED DISCLOSURE.—Not later than 90 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
each consumer reporting agency shall develop a 
form on which such consumer reporting agency 
shall make the disclosures required under sec- 
tion 609(a) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act, for 
the purpose of marimizing the comprehensibility 
and standardization of such disclosures. 

(3) GOALS.—The Federal Trade Commission 
shall take appropriate action to assure that the 
goals of comprehensibility and standardization 
are achieved in accordance with paragraph (2). 

(4) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) SECTION HEADING.—The section heading 
for section 610 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act 
(15 U.S.C. 1681h) is amended to read as follows: 
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“SEC. 610. CONDITIONS AND FORM OF DISCLO- 
SURE TO CONSUMERS.”. 

(B) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sections 
at the beginning of the Fair Credit Reporting 
Act (15 U.S.C. 1681a et seq.) is amended by strik- 
ing the item relating to section 610 by inserting 
the following: 

"610. Conditions and form of disclosure to 

consumers. 

SEC. 107. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO PROCE- 
DURES IN CASE OF THE DISPUTED 
ACCURACY OF ANY INFORMATION IN 
A CONSUMER'S FILE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 611(a) of the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 168li(a)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

*(a) REINVESTIGATION OF DISPUTED INFORMA- 
TION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—If the completeness or accu- 
racy of an item of information contained in a 
consumer's file at a consumer reporting agency 
is disputed by the consumer and the consumer 
notifies the agency directly of such dispute, the 
agency shall reinvestigate free of charge and 
record the current status of the disputed infor- 
mation before the later of— 

“(A) the expiration of the 30-day period begin- 
ning on the date the agency receives the notice 
of the dispute from the consumer; or 

) the expiration of the 15-day period begin- 
ning on the last date on which the agency re- 
ceives relevant information submitted by the 
consumer in accordance with paragraph (4). 

„ PROMPT NOTICE OF DISPUTE TO FURNISHER 
OF INFORMATION.—Not later than 5 business 
days after the date on which a consumer report- 
ing agency receives notice of a dispute from a 
consumer in accordance with paragraph (1), the 
agency shall notify any person who provided 
any item of information in dispute at the ad- 
dress and in the manner established with the 
person. 

"(3) DETERMINATION THAT DISPUTE IS FRIVO- 
LOUS OR IRRELEVANT.— 

"(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para- 
graph (1), a consumer reporting agency may ter- 
minate a reinvestigation of information disputed 
by a consumer under that paragraph if the 
agency reasonably determines that the dispute 
raised by the consumer is frivolous or irrelevant, 
including by reason of a failure to provide suffi- 
cient information to investigate the dispute. 

"(B) NOTICE OF DETERMINATION.—Not later 
than 5 business days after making a determina- 
tion in accordance with subparagraph (A) that 
a dispute is frivolous or irrelevant, a consumer 
reporting agency shall mail to the consumer a 
written notification of such determination (in- 
cluding the reasons for the determination), and, 
if authorized by the consumer for that purpose, 
notification by any other means available to the 
agency. . 

"(4) CONSIDERATION OF CONSUMER INFORMA- 
TION.—In conducting any reinvestigation under 
paragraph (1) with respect to disputed informa- 
tion in the file of a consumer, the consumer re- 
porting agency shall review and consider all rel- 
evant information submitted by the consumer 
during the 30-day period beginning on the date 
the agency receives the notice of the dispute 
from the consumer. 

"(5) DELETION OF INACCURATE OR UNVERIFI- 
ABLE INFORMATION.— 

"(A) IN GENERAL.—If, in the course of a re- 
investigation under paragraph (1) of any infor- 
mation disputed by a consumer, an item of the 
information is found to be inaccurate or cannot 
be verified, the consumer reporting agency shall 
delete that item of information from the consum- 
er's file. 

) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO REINSERTION 
OF PREVIOUSLY DELETED MATERIAL.— 

(i) CERTIFICATION OF ACCURACY OF INFORMA- 
TION.—If any information is deleted from a con- 
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sumer's file pursuant to subparagraph (A), the 
information may not be reinserted in the file 
after the deletion unless the person who fur- 
nishes the information certifies that the infor- 
mation is complete and accurate. 

"(ii) NOTICE TO CONSUMER.—If any informa- 
tion that has been deleted from a consumer's file 
pursuant to subparagraph (A) is reinserted in 
the file in accordance with clause (i), the 
consumer reporting agency shall, not later than 
5 business days after such reinsertion, mail to 
the consumer written notification of the reinser- 
tion, and, if authorized by the consumer for 
that purpose, shall provide such notice by any 
other means available to the agency. 

uit) CONTENTS.—The notice of reinsertion re- 
quired under clause (ii) shall include— 

"(I) all information prescribed in clauses (iii) 
and (v) of paragraph (6)(B); 

“(11) a description of the procedure used to 
make the finding that the information should be 
reinserted; and 

l the name, business address, and tele- 
phone number of any furnisher of information 
contacted in connection with such information. 

"(C) PROCEDURES TO PREVENT REAPPEAR- 
ANCE.—A consumer reporting agency shall 
maintain reasonable procedures designed to pre- 
vent the reappearance in a consumer's file, and 
in consumer reports on the consumer, of infor- 
mation that is required to be deleted pursuant to 
this paragraph (other than information that is 
reinserted in accordance with subparagraph 
(5) C00). 

"(6) NOTICE OF RESULTS OF REINVESTIGA- 
TION.— 

"(A) IN GENERAL.—AÀ consumer reporting 
agency shall mail to the consumer written noti- 
fication of the results of a reinvestigation under 
this subsection not later than 5 business days 
after the completion of the reinvestigation, and, 
if authorized by the consumer for that purpose, 
shall provide notification by other means avail- 
able to the agency. 

"(B) CONTENTS.—AS part of or in addition to 
the notice under subparagraph (A), a consumer 
reporting agency shall provide to a consumer in 
writing during the 5-business-day period re- 
ferred to in subparagraph (A)— 

"(i) a statement that the reinvestigation is 
completed; 

ii) a consumer report that is based upon the 
consumer's file as that file is revised as a result 
of the reinvestigation; 

(ui) a description or indication of any 
changes made in the consumer report as a result 
of those revisions to the consumer's file; 

“(iv) in any case in which disputed informa- 
tion is found to be accurate and complete (and 
in any other case upon request by the 
consumer), a description of the procedure used 
to make the finding and the name, business ad- 
dress, and telephone number of any furnisher of 
information contacted in connection with such 
information; 

(v) a notification that the consumer has the 
right to insert a statement in such consumer's 
file disputing the accuracy or completeness of 
the information in the file; and 

"(vi) a clear and conspicuous notification of 
the right of the consumer to request under sub- 
section (d) that the consumer reporting agency 
furnish notifications under that subsection. 

"(7) DESCRIPTION OF REINVESTIGATION PROCE- 
DURE.—Not later than 15 days after receiving a 
request from the consumer for a description re- 
ferred to in paragraph (6)(B)(iv), the consumer 
reporting agency shall provide such description 
to the consumer. 

"(8) EXCEPTION.—If the dispute is resolved by 
the deletion of the disputed information not 
later than 3 business days after the date on 
which the consumer reporting agency receives 
notice of the dispute in accordance with para- 
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graph (1), the consumer reporting agency shall 
be exempt from the requirements of paragraphs 
(2) and (6) if the consumer reporting agency— 

"(A) provides prompt notification of the dele- 
tion to the consumer by telephone; 

) provides written confirmation of the de- 
letion, upon request by the consumer; and 

"(C) maintains reasonable procedures de- 
signed to prevent the reappearance in the con- 
sumer's file, and in reports on the consumer, of 
information deleted pursuant to paragraph (5). 

„ CONSIDERATION OF CONSUMER DOCU- 
MENTATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Reinvestigation under this 
section shall include an acceptance of the con- 
sumer's version of the disputed information and 
correction or deletion of the disputed informa- 
tion, if the consumer submits to the consumer 
reporting agency documentation obtained from 
the source of the information in dispute con- 
firming that the disputed information in the 
consumer report is inaccurate or incomplete. 

"(B) EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding subpara- 
graph (A), the consumer reporting agency need 
not accept the consumer's version of the dis- 
puted information if the consumer reporting 
agency, acting in good faith— 

"(i) has reason to doubt the authenticity of 
the documentation submitted by the consumer; 

"(ii) reinvestigates the dispute by contacting 
the source of the disputed item; and 

"(iii) verifies that the documentation is not 
authentic. 

„ INFORMATION FROM CONSUMER.—Noth- 
ing in paragraph (1)(B) or paragraph (4) shall 
be construed to require a consumer to provide 
information in connection with a reinvestigation 
under this section. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 611(d) 
of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 
1681i(d)) is amended by striking ''The consumer 
reporting agency shall cleariy and all that fol- 
lows through the end of the subsection. 

SEC. 108. AMENDMENT RELATING TO CHARGES 
FOR DISCLOSURE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 612 of the Fair Cred- 
it Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681j) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“SEC. 612. CHARGES FOR DISCLOSURES AND CER- 
TAIN NOTICES PROHIBITED. 

(a) FREE CONSUMER  REPORTS.—Each 
consumer reporting agency that maintains a file 
on a consumer shall make all disclosures pursu- 
ant to section 609 without charge to the 
consumer— 

"(1) if the consumer makes a request under 
section 609 not later than 60 days after receipt 
by such consumer of a notification pursuant to 
section 615 or of a notification from a debt col- 
lection agency affiliated with that consumer re- 
porting agency stating that the consumer's cred- 
it rating may be or has been adversely affected; 

2) upon written request by the consumer not 
later than 1 year after the consumer receives a 
notification under subsection (b)(2); and 

in the case of a consumer reporting agen- 
cy that compiles and maintains files on consum- 
ers on a nationwide basis, upon the written re- 
quest of the consumer, not more often than once 
in any 2-year períod. 

"(b) CHARGE FOR CERTAIN NOTICES PROHIB- 
ITED.—A consumer reporting agency shall not 
impose any charge on the consumer for— 

“(1) providing a notice required under section 
604(f)(2), 607(d), or 611(a); or 

"(2) notifying a person pursuant to section 
611(d) of the deletion of information that is 
found to be inaccurate or that can no longer be 
verified, if the consumer designates that person 
to the agency before the end of the 30-day pe- 
riod beginning on the date of the notification of 
the consumer under section 611(a)(6)."'. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec- 
tions at the beginning of the Fair Credit Report- 
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ing Act (15 U.S.C. 1681a et seq.) is amended by 
striking the item relating to section 612 and in- 
serting the following: 

“612. Charges for disclosures and certain no- 

tices prokibited. 
SEC. 109. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO DUTIES OF 
USERS OF CONSUMER REPORTS. 

(a) DUTIES OF USERS TAKING ADVERSE AC- 
TIONS.—Section 615(a) of the Fair Credit Report- 
ing Act (15 U.S.C. 1681m(a)) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(a) DUTIES OF USERS TAKING ADVERSE AC- 
TIONS ON THE BASIS OF INFORMATION CONTAINED 
IN CONSUMER REPORTS.—If a person takes any 
adverse action with respect to a consumer in 
connection with credit, employment purposes, 
insurance underwriting, any license or benefit 
described in section 604(a)(3)(D), or any busi- 
ness transaction involving the consumer that is 
based, in whole or in part, on any information 
contained in a consumer report, the person 
shall— 

Y provide written notice of the adverse ac- 
tion to the consumer; 

) provide to the consumer 

"(A) the name, address, and telephone num- 
ber (including any available toll-free telephone 
number) of the consumer reporting agency that 
furnished the report to the person; and 

"(B) a statement that the consumer reporting 
agency did not make the decision to take the ad- 
verse action; 

"(3) provide to the consumer a written notice 
of the consumer's right — 

"(A) to obtain, under section 612, a free copy 
of a consumer report on the consumer, from the 
consumer reporting agency referred to in para- 
graph (2) and from any other consumer report- 
ing agency that compiles and maintains files on 
consumers on a nationwide basis; and 

"(B) to dispute, under section 611, with a 
consumer reporting agency the accuracy or com- 
pleteness of any information in a consumer re- 
port furnished by the agency; and 

) in the case of an adverse action involving 
credit, provide the consumer with the principal 
reasons for the adverse action, in accordance 
with section 701(d)(3) of the Equal Credit Op- 
portunity Act. 

(b) DUTIES OF USERS WHO MAKE CERTAIN SO- 
LICITATIONS.—Section 615 of the Fair Credit Re- 
porting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681m) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new subsection: 

"(d) DUTIES OF USERS WHO MAKE WRiTTEN 
CREDIT OR INSURANCE SOLICITATIONS ON THE 
BASIS OF INFORMATION CONTAINED IN CONSUMER 
FILES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A person who uses a 
consumer report of a consumer in connection 
with any credit or insurance transaction that is 
not initiated by the consumer and that consists 
of a firm offer of credit or insurance shall pro- 
vide on or with any written solicitation made to 
the consumer regarding the transaction a clear 
and conspicuous statement that— 

"(A) information contained in the consumer's 
consumer report was used in connection with 
the transaction; 

"(B) the consumer received the offer of credit 
or insurance because the consumer satisfied the 
criteria for creditworthiness under which the 
consumer was selected for the offer; 

“(C) if applicable, the credit or insurance may 
not be extended if, after the consumer responds 
to the offer by submitting an application, the 


consumer— 

"(i) fails to provide correct and adequate in- 
formation in such application; or 

"(ii) does not meet the criteria established in 
advance of the offer for such extension of credit 
or insurance; 

"(D) no criteria for creditworthiness will be 
imposed on the consumer other than the criteria 
established in advance of the offer for such er- 
tension of credit or insurance; 
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"(E) the consumer has a right to prohibit in- 
formation contained in the consumer's file with 
a consumer reporting agency to be used in con- 
nection with any credit or insurance trans- 
action that is not initiated by the consumer; and 

"(F) the consumer may ezercise the right re- 
ferred to in subparagraph (E) by using the joint 
notification system established under section 
604(f)(4) or the toll-free telephone number estab- 
lished pursuant to section 604(f)(3). 

“(2) LIMITATION ON APPLICATION.—Paragraph 
(1) does not apply to the use of a consumer re- 
port by a person if— 

A) the person is affiliated by common own- 
ership or by common corporate control with the 
person who procured the report; 

"(B) the person who procured the report 
clearly and conspicuously disclosed to the 
consumer to whom the report relates, before the 
report is provided to the person who will use the 
report, that the report might be provided to and 
used by other persons who are affiliated in the 
manner described in subparagraph (A) to the 
person who procured the report; and 

"(C) the provision and use of the report is 
consented to by the consumer in writing. 

„ FALSE AND MISLEADING STATEMENTS.—No 
statement accompanying a credit or insurance 
transaction that is not initiated by the consumer 
shall contain any false or misleading informa- 
tion concerning any condition or criteria for the 
extension or offer of credit or insurance to the 
consumer. 

“(4) MAINTAINING CRITERIA ON FILE.—4À per- 
son who makes an offer of credit or insurance to 
a consumer under a credit or insurance trans- 
action described in paragraph (1) shall maintain 
on file the criteria established in advance of the 
offer for such extension of credit or insurance 
until the ezpiration of the 3-year period begin- 
ning on the date on which the offer is made to 
the consumer. 

(c) DUTIES OF USERS FOR DIRECT MARKETING 
TRANSACTIONS NOT INITIATED BY CONSUMERS.— 
Section 615 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 
U.S.C. 1681m), as amended by subsection (b), is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(e) DUTIES OF USERS FOR DIRECT MARKETING 
TRANSACTIONS NOT INITIATED BY CONSUMERS.— 
A person who, in connection with a direct mar- 
keting transaction that is not initiated by a 
consumer, uses information concerning the 
consumer that is provided by a consumer report- 
ing agency to that person under section 604(e) 
shall provide to the consumer with each commu- 
nication regarding the transaction made to the 
consumer a clear and conspicuous written state- 
ment— 

“(1) that information concerning the 
consumer that was provided by a consumer re- 
porting agency was used in connection with the 
transaction; 

"(2) that the consumer has the right under 
section 604(e) to prohibit any information con- 
cerning the consumer from being provided by 
the consumer reporting agency for use in con- 
nection with any direct marketing transaction 
that is not initiated by the consumer; 

) that the consumer may ezercise the right 
referred to in paragraph (2) by notifying the 
consumer reporting agency in writing or, in the 
case of a consumer reporting agency required to 
establish a toll-free telephone number pursuant 
to section 604(f)(4), by calling that number; and 

(4) disclosing the name, address, and, in the 
case of a consumer reporting agency required to 
establish a toll-free telephone number pursuant 
to section 604(f)(4), the toll-free telephone num- 
ber at which the agency may be notiſied. 

SEC. 110. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO CIVIL LI- 
ABILITY. 


(a) WILLFUL FAILURE TO COMPLY.—Section 
616 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 
1681n) is amended to read as follows: 
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“SEC. 616. CIVIL LIABILITY FOR WILLFUL NON- 
COMPLIANCE. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.—A person who willfully 
fails to comply with any requirement imposed 
under this title with respect to a consumer is lia- 
ble to that consumer in an amount prescribed 
under subsection (c). 

“(b) EXCEPTION.—A person has no liability to 
a consumer under this section for a violation of 
section 622(a)(1). 

"(c) DAMAGES.— Liability for a willful failure 
to comply described in subsection (a) shall be in 
an amount equal to the sum of— 

"(1) any actual damages sustained by the 
consumer as a result of the failure; 

2) an amount not less than $300 nor greater 
than $1,000; 

) such punitive damages as the court may 
allow; and 

) in the case of a successful action to en- 
force any liability under this section— 

A the costs of the action; and 

) reasonable attorney's fees, as determined 
by the court. 

"(d) ATTORNEY'S FEES.—On a finding by the 
court that an unsuccessful pleading, motion, or 
other paper filed in connection with an action 
under this section was filed in bad faith or for 
purposes of harassment, the court shall award 
to the prevailing party attorney's fees reason- 
able in relation to the work erpended in re- 
sponding to such pleading, motion, or other 


paper. 

(b) NEGLIGENT FAILURE TO CO LY. Section 
617 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 
16810) is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 617. CIVIL LIABILITY FOR NEGLIGENT NON- 
COMPLIANCE. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.—A person who is negligent 
in failing to comply with any requirement of 
this title with respect to a consumer shall be lia- 
ble to that consumer in an amount prescribed in 
subsection (c). 

D) EXCEPTION.—A person has no liability to 
a consumer under this section for a violation of 
section 622(a)(1). 

"(c) DAMAGES.—Liability for a negligent fail- 
ure to comply described in subsection (a) shall 
be in an amount equal to the sum of— 

"(1) any actual damage sustained by a 
consumer as a result of the failure; and 

*(2) in the case of any successful action to en- 
force liability under this section— 

(A) the costs of the action; and 

) reasonable attorney's fees, as determined 
by the court. 

"(d) ATTORNEY'S FEES.—On a finding by the 
court that an unsuccessful pleading, motion, or 
other paper filed in connection with an action 
under this section was filed in bad faith or for 
purposes of harassment, the court shall award 
to the prevailing party attorney's fees reason- 
able in relation to the work erpended in re- 
sponding to such pleading, motion, or other 
SEC. 111. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO RESPON- 

SIBILITIES OF PERSONS WHO FUR- 
NISH INFORMATION TO CONSUMER 
REPORTING AGENCIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Fair Credit Reporting 
Act (15 U.S.C. 1681 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating sections 622 and 623 as 
sections 623 and 624; and 

(2) by inserting after section 621 the following 
new section: 

*SEC. 622, RESPONSIBILITIES OF FURNISHERS OF 
INFORMATION TO CONSUMER RE- 
PORTING AGENCIES. 

"(a) DUTY OF FURNISHERS OF INFORMATION 
To PROVIDE COMPLETE AND ACCURATE INFOR- 
MATION.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—A person shall not furnish 
any information to a consumer reporting agency 
if the person knows or should know the infor- 
mation is incomplete or ínaccurate. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


*"(2) DUTY TO CORRECT AND UPDATE INFORMA- 
TION.—A person who furnishes information to a 
consumer reporting agency that the person de- 
termines is not complete or accurate shall— 

"(A) promptly notify the consumer reporting 
agency of that determination; and 

) provide to the agency any corrections to 
that information, or any additional information, 
that is necessary to make the information pro- 
vided by the person to the agency complete and 
accurate. 

) DUTY TO PROVIDE NOTICE OF CONTINUING 
DISPUTE.—If the completeness or accuracy of 
any information furnished by any person to a 
consumer reporting agency continues to be dis- 
puted by the consumer to such person, that per- 
son shall not furnish the information to a 
consumer reporting agency without notice that 
such information is disputed by the consumer. 

) DUTY TO PROVIDE NOTICE OF CLOSED AC- 
COUNTS.—A person who regularly furnishes in- 
formation to a consumer reporting agency re- 
garding a consumer who has a credit account 
with that person shall notify the agency of the 
closure of that account by the consumer in in- 
formation regularly furnished for the period in 
which the account is closed. 

"(5 DUTY TO PROVIDE NOTICE OF DELIN- 
QUENCY OF ACCOUNTS.—A person who furnishes 
information to a consumer reporting agency re- 
garding a delinquent account being placed for 
collection, charged to profit or loss, or subjected 
to any similar action shall, not later than 90 
days after the commencement of the action, no- 
tify the agency of the commencement date of the 
delinquency immediately preceding the action. 

b) NOTICE TO CONSUMERS OF INFORMATION 
FURNISHED TO CONSUMER REPORTING AGEN- 
CIES.— 

“(1) NOTICE REQUIRED.—A person who in the 
ordinary course of business regularly and on a 
routine basis furnishes information about that 
person's transactions or experiences with a 
consumer to a consumer reporting agency, shall 
give notice of that fact in writing to the 
consumer before first providing any information 
about the consumer to a consumer reporting 
agency. 

"(2) CONTENTS OF NOTICE.—Written notice 
provided to a consumer by a person pursuant to 
paragraph (1) shall contain— 

A) a brief description of the type of informa- 
tion that may be furnished regularly to a 
consumer reporting agency; and 

() a brief description of the frequency with 
which or the circumstances under which infor- 
mation is furnished to a consumer reporting 
agency. 

"(3) NOTICE BY CERTAIN PERSONS.—A person 
who furnishes information about checks offered 
as payment by consumers may give notice for 
purposes of paragraph (1) by posting the notice 
in a conspicuous manner at each location where 
checks are accepted by the person. 

*(c) DUTIES OF FURNISHERS OF INFORMATION 
UPON NOTICE OF DISPUTE.—Upon receiving no- 
tice pursuant to section 611(a)(2) of a dispute 
with regard to the completeness or accuracy of 
any information provided by a person to a 
consumer reporting agency, the person shall— 

Y) complete an investigation with respect to 
the disputed information and report to the 
consumer reporting agency the results of that 
investigation before the end of the 25-day period 
beginning on the date the agency receives notice 
of a dispute from the consumer in accordance 
with section 611(a)(1); and 

(2) review relevant information submitted to 
the consumer reporting agency by the consumer 
in accordance with section 611(a)(4). 

"(d) LIMITATIONS.— 

) ENFORCEMENT.—Subsection (a) shall be 
enforced exclusively under section 621 by the 
agencies identified in that section. 
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"(2) INJUNCTIVE RELIEF.—In an action alleg- 
ing a violation of subsection (a)(1), the court 
shall have jurisdiction to enjoin the violation 
only where the action is brought by the Federal 
Trade Commission or the attorney general of a 
State. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec- 
tions for title VI of the Consumer Credit Protec- 
tion Act is amended— 

(1) by redesignating the items relating to sec- 
tions 622 and 623 as sections 623 and 624, respec- 
tively; and 

(2) inserting after the item relating to section 
621 the following new item: 


"622. Responsibilities of furnishers of informa- 
tion to consumer reporting agen- 
cies. 

SEC. 112. STATE ACTION TO ENFORCE ACT. 

Section 621 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act 
(15 U.S.C. 1681s) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

“(d) STATE ACTION TO ENFORCE TITLE.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—If a person violates any re- 
quirement imposed under this title, the chief law 
enforcement officer of the State in which such 
violation occurred (or an official or agency des- 
ignated by that State) may bring an action— 

) to restrain such violation; 

"(B) to recover amounts for which such per- 
son is liable under this title to each consumer on 
whose behalf the action is brought; 

“(C) to seek such remedies as are allowed 
under the laws of such State; or 

"(D) to collect a civil penalty of not more 
than $1,000 for each such violation. 

“(2) NOTICE.—The State shall serve prior writ- 
ten notice of any civil action under this sub- 
section upon the Commission and provide the 
Commission with a copy of the complaint. If 
prior notice is not feasible, the State attorney 
general shall provide notice immediately upon 
initiating the action. Upon receiving notice of a 
civil action under this section, the Commission 
shall have the right— 

A to intervene in the action; 

"(B) upon so intervening, to be heard on all 
matters arising therein; and 

“(C) to file petitions for appeal. 

SEC. 113. ADMINISTRATIVE ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 621(a) of the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681s(a)) is 
amended in the second sentence— 

(1) by striking ''Act and shall be subject to en- 
forcement by the Federal Trade Commission 
under section 5(b) thereof with respect to a 
consumer reporting agency or person subject to 
enforcement by the Federal Trade Commission 
pursuant to this subsection, irrespective" and 
inserting Act. All functions and powers of the 
Federal Trade Commission under the Federal 
Trade Commission Act shall be available to the 
Federal Trade Commission to enforce compli- 
ance with this title by any person subject to en- 
forcement by the Federal Trade Commission 
pursuant to this subsection and not subject to 
enforcement pursuant to section 8 of the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Act, irrespective''; and 

(2) by inserting before the period, including 
the power to enforce the provisions of this title 
in the same manner as if the violation had been 
a violation of any Federal Trade Commission 
trade regulation rule“. 

(b) FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD INTERPRETIVE 
AUTHORITY.—Section 621 of the Fair Credit Re- 
porting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681s), as amended by 
section 112, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

“(e) INTERPRETIVE AUTHORITY.—The Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System may 
issue an interpretation of any provision of this 
title as it may apply to any person identified in 
paragraph (1), (2), or (3) of subsection (b), and 
the holding companies and affiliates of such 
person, in consultation with the Federal agen- 
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cies identified in paragraph (1), (2), or (3) of 

subsection (b). 

SEC. 114. ESTABLISHMENT OF TOLL-FREE TELE- 
PHONE NUMBER. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, each consumer reporting agen- 
cy that compiles and maintains consumer re- 
ports on a nationwide basis shall establish, and 
thereafter maintain, a toll-free telephone num- 
ber for the purpose of making agency personnel 
accessible to consumers pursuant to section 
609(c)(1)(B) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act. 
SEC, 115. ACTION BY FTC. 

Not later than 270 days after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion shall prescribe all matters required to be 
prescribed by the Federal Trade Commission 
under this title and the amendments made by 
this title. 

SEC. 116. RELATION TO STATE LAWS. 

Section 624 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act 
(15 U.S.C. 1681t) (as redesignated by section 111 
of this Act) is amended— 

(1) by striking “This title" and inserting the 
following: 

"'(a) IN GENERAL.—This title"; 

(2) by inserting ‘‘, and except as provided in 
subsection (b)"’ before the period at the end; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.— 

"(I) STATE LAW.—No requirement or prohibi- 
tion may be imposed under the laws of any 
State— 

“(A) with respect to any subject matter regu- 
lated under— 

i) section 604(d), relating to the prescreening 
of consumer reports; 

ii) section 611, relating to the time by which 
a consumer reporting agency must take any ac- 
tion, including the provision of notification to a 
consumer or other person, in any procedure re- 
lated to the disputed accuracy of information in 
a consumer's file, except that this clause does 
not affect the applicability of any State law in 
effect on the date of enactment of the Consumer 
Reporting Reform Act of 1994; 

iii) section 615(a), relating to the duties of a 
person who takes any adverse action with re- 
spect to a consumer on the basis of information 
contained in a consumer report; or 

iv) section 615(d), relating to the duties of 
persons who use a consumer report of a 
consumer in connection with any credit or in- 
surance transaction that is not initiated by the 
consumer and that consists of a firm offer of 
credit or insurance; 

) with respect to the ezchange of informa- 
tion among persons affiliated by common owner- 
ship or common corporate control; or 

"(C) with respect to the form and content of 
any disclosure required to be made under— 

i) section 609(c); or 

ii) section 622(b)(2). 

**(2) DEFINITION OF ‘FIRM OFFER OF CREDIT'.— 
Notwithstanding the definition of the term 'firm 
offer of credit' (or any equivalent term) under 
the laws of any State, the definition of that 
term contained in section 603(1) shall be con- 
strued to apply in the enforcement and interpre- 
tation of the laws of any State governing 
consumer reports. 

"(3) FTC MODIFICATION PERMITTED.—If it 
considers such action necessary for the protec- 
tion of consumers, the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion may, after consultation with each Federal 
agency referred to in section 621(b) and with ap- 
propriate State regulatory and law enforcement 
agencies, promulgate regulations in accordance 
with section 553 of title 5, United States Code, to 
impose requirements— 

"(A) that are more stringent than those im- 
posed under— 

i) section 611, relating to the time by which 
a consumer reporting agency must take any ac- 
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tion, including the provision of notification to a 
consumer or other person, in any procedure re- 
lated to the disputed accuracy of information in 
a consumer's file; 

ii) section 615(a), relating to the duties of a 
person who takes any adverse action with re- 
spect to a consumer on the basis of information 
contained in a consumer report; or 

iii) section 615(d), relating to the duties of 
persons who use a consumer report of a 
consumer in connection with any credit or in- 
surance transaction that is not initiated by the 
consumer and that consists of a firm offer of 
credit or insurance; and 

"(B) with respect to the form and content of 
any disclosure required to be made under— 

i) section 609(c); or 

ii) section 622(b)(2)."'. 

SEC. 117. FAIR DEBT COLLECTION PRACTICES. 

Section 807(11) of the Fair Debt Collection 
Practices Act (15 U.S.C. 1692e(11)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(11) Except as otherwise provided for commu- 
nications to acquire location information under 
section 804, the failure to disclose clearly in the 
initial written communication with a consumer 
in connection with the collection of a debt or to 
obtain information about a consumer, that the 
debt collector is attempting to collect a debt and 
that any information obtained will be used for 
that purpose. 

SEC. 118. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Ezcept as provided in sub- 
section (b), the amendments made by this title 
shall become effective 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Notwithstanding the provi- 
sions of subsection (a), the Federal Trade Com- 
mission may prescribe regulations, as required 
by this title and the amendments made by this 
title. 

TITLE II—CREDIT REPAIR 
ORGANIZATIONS 
SEC. 201. REGULATION OF CREDIT REPAIR ORGA- 
NIZATIONS. 

Title IV of the Consumer Credit Protection Act 

is amended to read as follows: 
“TITLE IV—CREDIT REPAIR 

ORGANIZATIONS 

Sec. 

401. Short title. 

402. Findings and purposes. 

“403. Definitions. 

“404. Prohibited practices by credit repair orga- 
nizations. 

405. Disclosures. 

“406. Credit repair organizations contracts. 

“407. Right to cancel contract. 

“408. Noncompliance with this title. 

409. Civil liability. 

“410. Administrative enforcement. 

“SEC. 401. SHORT TITLE. 

“This title may be cited as the Credit Repair 
Organizations Act'. 

*SEC. 402. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

“(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that 

Y consumers have a vital interest in estab- 
lishing and maintaining their creditworthiness 
and credit standing in order to obtain and use 
credit. As a result, consumers who have experi- 
enced credit problems may seek assistance from 
credit repair organizations that offer to improve 
the credit standing of such consumers; and 

2) certain advertising and business practices 
of some companies engaged in the business of 
credit repair services have worked a financial 
hardship upon consumers, particularly consum- 
ers who have limited economic means and who 
are inerperienced in credit matters. 

"(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this title 
are— 

"(1) to ensure that prospective buyers of the 
services of credit repair organizations are pro- 
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vided with the information necessary to make 
an informed decision regarding the purchase of 
such services; and 

"(2) to protect the public from unfair or de- 
ceptive advertising and business practices by 
credit repair organizations. 

“SEC. 403. DEFINITIONS. 

“For purposes of this title, the following defi- 
nitions shall apply: 

"(1) CONSUMER.—The term consumer means 
an individual. 

"(2) CONSUMER CREDIT TRANSACTION.—The 
term 'consumer credit transaction' means any 
transaction in which credit is offered or er- 
tended to an individual for personal, family, or 
household purposes. 

„ CREDIT REPAIR ORGANIZATION.—The term 
‘credit repair organization'— 

A) means a person who uses any instrumen- 
tality of interstate commerce or the mails to sell, 
provide, or perform (or represent that such per- 
son can or will sell, provide, or perform) any 
service, in return for the payment of money or 
other valuable consideration, for the express or 
implied purpose of— 

"(i) improving a consumer's credit record, 
credit history, or credit rating; 

ii) removing adverse credit information that 
is accurate and not obsolete from the consumer's 
record, history, or rating; 

iii) altering the consumer's identification to 
prevent the display of the consumer's credit 
record, history, or rating for the purpose of con- 
cealing adverse credit information that is accu- 
rate and not obsolete; or 

"(iv) providing advice or assistance to a 
consumer with regard to any activity or service 
described in clause (i), (ii), or (iii); and 

) does not include 

"(i) a nonprofit organization that is erempt 
from taxation under section 501(c)(3) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986; or 

ii) an attorney at law who is a member of 
the bar of the highest court of any State or oth- 
erwise licensed under the laws of any State, 
with respect to services rendered that are within 
the scope of regulations applicable to members 
of such bar or such licensees. 

‘(4) CREDIT.—The term ‘credit’ has the same 
meaning as in section 103 of the Truth in Lend- 
ing Act. 

“SEC. 404. PROHIBITED PRACTICES BY CREDIT 
REPAIR ORGANIZATIONS. 

No credit repair organization, and no officer, 
employee, agent, or other person participating 
in the conduct of the affairs of a credit repair 
organization, may— 

“(1) charge or receive any money or other val- 
uable consideration for the performance of any 
service that the credit repair organization has 
agreed to perform for a consumer before such 
service is fully performed; 

“(2) make any statement, or counsel or advise 
a consumer to make any statement, that is un- 
true or misleading (or that, upon the exercise of 
reasonable care, should be known by the credit 
repair organization, officer, employee, agent, or 
other person to be untrue or misleading) with 
respect to the consumer's credit history, credit 
rating, or credit standing to— 

"(A) any consumer reporting agency (as de- 
fined in section 603(f)); or 

"(B) any person— 

"(i) who has extended credit to the consumer; 


or 

"(ii) to whom the consumer has applied or is 
applying for an extension of credit; 

"(3) make any statement, or counsel or advise 
a consumer to make any statement, the intended 
effect of which is to alter the consumer's identi- 
fication to prevent the display of the consumer's 
credit record, history, or rating for the purpose 
of concealing adverse credit information that is 
accurate and not obsolete to— 
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A any consumer reporting agency; or 

"(B) any person— 

(i) who has extended credit to the consumer; 
or 

"(ii) to whom the consumer has applied or is 
applying for an extension of credit; 

"(4) make or use any untrue or misleading 
representation of the services of the credit repair 
organization; or 

) engage, directly or indirectly, in any act, 
practice, or course of business that constitutes 
or results in the commission of, or an attempt to 
commit, a fraud or deception on a person in 
connection with the offer or sale of the services 
of the credit repair organization. 

*SEC. 405. DISCLOSURES. 

*(a) DISCLOSURE REQUIRED.—Before any con- 
tract or agreement between a consumer and a 
credit repair organization is executed, the credit 
repair organization shall provide the consumer 
with the following written statement: 

*'Consumer Credit File Rights Under State 

and Federal Law 

ou have a right to dispute inaccurate in- 
formation in your consumer report by contact- 
ing the credit bureau directly. However, neither 
you nor any ''credit repair" company or credit 
repair organization has the right to have accu- 
rate, current, and verifiable information re- 
moved from your consumer report. The credit 
bureau must remove accurate, negative informa- 
tion from your report only if it is over 7 years 
old. Bankruptcy information can be reported for 
10 years. 

Fou have a right to obtain a copy of your 
consumer report from a credit bureau. You have 
the right to receive 1 free copy of your credit re- 
port upon written request during any 2-year pe- 
riod from any consumer reporting agency oper- 
ating on a nationwide basis. You are also enti- 
tled to receive a free copy of your credit report 
if you have been turned down for credit, em- 
ployment, insurance, or a rental dwelling be- 
cause of information in your consumer report 
during the preceding 60 days. Otherwise, you 
may be charged a reasonable fee. The credit bu- 
reau must provide someone to help you interpret 
the information in your credit file. 

vou have a right to sue a credit repair com- 
pany that violates the Credit Repair Organiza- 
tion Act. This law prohibits deceptive practices 
by credit repair companies. 

“*You have the right to cancel your contract 
with any credit repair organization for any rea- 
son not later than 3 business days from the date 
you signed it. 

' ‘Credit bureaus are required to follow rea- 
sonable procedures to ensure that creditors re- 
port information accurately. However, mistakes 
may occur. 

“You may, on your own, notify a credit bu- 
reau in writing that you dispute the accuracy of 
information in your credit file. The credit bu- 
reau must then reinvestigate and modify or re- 
move inaccurate information. The credit bureau 
may not charge any fee for this service. Any 
pertinent information and copies of all docu- 
ments you have concerning an error should be 
given to the credit bureau. 

“Tf reinvestigation does not resolve the dis- 
pute to your satisfaction, you may send a brief 
statement to the credit bureau, to be kept in 
your file, explaining why you think the record 
is inaccurate. The credit bureau must include 
your statement about disputed information with 
any report it issues about you. 

"'The Federal Trade Commission regulates 
credit bureaus and credit repair organizations. 
For more information contact: 

“*Public Reference Branch 
Federal Trade Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20580.'. 

"(b) SEPARATE STATEMENT REQUIREMENT.— 

The written statement required under this sec- 
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tion shall be provided as a document that is sep- 
arate from any written contract or other agree- 
ment between the credit repair organization and 
the consumer or any other written material pro- 
vided to the consumer. 

e RETENTION OF COMPLIANCE RECORDS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The credit repair organiza- 
tion shall maintain a copy of the statement 
signed by the consumer acknowledging receipt 
of the statement. 

*(2) MAINTENANCE FOR 2 YEARS.—The copy of 
the consumer's statement shall be maintained in 
the organization's files for 2 years after the date 
on which the statement is provided to the 
consumer. 

*SEC. 406. CREDIT REPAIR ORGANIZATIONS CON- 
TRACTS. 


(a) WRITTEN CONTRACTS REQUIRED.—A cred- 
it repair organization may not provide services 
for a consumer unless a written and dated con- 
tract for the purchase of such services that 
meets the requirements of subsection (b) has 
been signed by the consumer. 

“(b) TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF CONTRACT.— 
No contract referred to in subsection (a) meets 
the requirements of this subsection unless such 
contract includes the following information (in 
writing): 

) The terms and conditions of payment, in- 
cluding the total amount of all payments to be 
made by the consumer to the credit repair orga- 
nization or to any other person. 

"(2) A full and detailed description of the 
services to be performed by the credit repair or- 
ganization for the consumer, including— 

“(A) all guarantees and all promises of full or 
partial refunds; and 

) an estimate of— 

“(i) the date by which the performance of the 
services (to be performed by the credit repair or- 
ganization or any other person) will be com- 
plete; or 

ii) the length of the period necessary to per- 
form such services. 

"(3) The credit repair organization's name 
and principal business address. 

A conspicuous statement in boldface type, 
in immediate prorimity to the space reserved for 
the consumer's signature on the contract, which 
reads as follows: ‘You may cancel this contract 
without penalty or obligation at any time before 
midnight of the third business day after the date 
on which you signed the contract. See the at- 
tached notice of cancellation form for an erpla- 
nation of this right.. 

*SEC. 407. RIGHT TO CANCEL CONTRACT. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.—A consumer may cancel 
any contract with a credit repair organization 
without penalty or obligation by notifying the 
credit repair organization of the consumer's in- 
tention to do so at any time before midnight of 
the third business day which begins on the date 
on which the contract or agreement between the 
consumer and the credit repair organization is 
erecuted or would, but for this subsection, be- 
come enforceable against the parties. 

*(b) CANCELLATION FORM AND OTHER INFOR- 
MATION.—Each contract shall be accompanied 
by a form, in duplicate, which has the heading 
'Notice of Cancellation' and contains in bold- 
face type the following statement: 

vou may cancel this contract, without any 
penalty or obligation, at any time before mid- 
night of the third business day which begins 
after the date the contract is signed by you. 

you cancel, any payment you made 
under this contract will be returned before the 
end of the 10-day period beginning on the date 
the seller receives your cancellation notice. 

To cancel this contract, mail or deliver a 
signed, dated copy of this cancellation notice, or 
any other written notice to [insert name of cred- 
it repair organization] at [insert address of cred- 
it repair organization] before midnight on [insert 
date]. 
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“<I hereby cancel this transaction. 

"t — —(purchaser's signature) 

Vee == (igi. 

"(c) CONSUMER COPY OF CONTRACT RE- 
QUIRED.—A consumer who enters into any con- 
tract with a credit repair organization shall be 
given, by the organization— 

) a copy of the completed contract and the 
disclosure statement required under section 405; 
and 

A) a copy of any other document the credit 
repair organization requires the consumer to 
sign, 
at the time the contract or the other document 
is signed. 

“SEC. 408. NONCOMPLIANCE WITH THIS TITLE. 

(a) CONSUMER WAIVERS INVALID.—Any waiv- 
er by a consumer of any protection provided by 
or any right of the consumer under this title— 

I) shall be treated as void; and 

2) may not be enforced by a Federal or State 
court or any other person. 

"(b) ATTEMPT TO OBTAIN WAIVER.—An at- 
tempt by any credit repair organization to ob- 
tain a waiver from a consumer of any protection 
provided by or any right of the consumer under 
this title shall be treated as a violation of this 
title. 

e) CONTRACTS NOT IN COMPLIANCE.—A con- 
tract for services that does not comply with the 
applicable provisions of this title— 

“(1) shall be treated as void; and 

2) may not be enforced by a Federal or State 
court or by any other person. 

“SEC. 409. CIVIL LIABILITY. 

"(a) LIABILITY ESTABLISHED.—A credit repair 
organization that fails to comply with any pro- 
vision of this title with respect to any person 
shall be liable to such person in an amount 
equal to the sum of the amounts determined 
under each of the following paragraphs: 

) ACTUAL DAMAGES.—The greater of— 

"(A) the amount of any actual damage sus- 
tained by such person as a result of such fail- 
ure; or 

"(B) any amount paid by the person to the 
credit repair organization. 

) PUNITIVE DAMAGES.— 

"(A) INDIVIDUAL ACTIONS.—In the case of an 
action by an individual, such additional 
amounts as the court may allow. 

"(B) CLASS ACTIONS.—In the case of a class 
action, the sum of— 

"(i) the aggregate of the amount that the 
court may allow for each named plaintiff; and 

"(ii) the aggregate of the amount that the 

court may allow for each other class member, 
without regard to any minimum individual re- 
covery. 
“(3) ATTORNEYS’ FEES.—In the case of a suc- 
cessful action to enforce any liability under 
paragraph (1) or (2), the costs of the action, to- 
gether with reasonable attorneys' fees. 

“(b) FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED IN AWARD- 
ING PUNITIVE DAMAGES.—In determining the 
amount of any liability of any credit repair or- 
ganization under subsection (a)(2), the court 
shall consider, among other relevant factors— 

"(1) the frequency and persistence of non- 
compliance by the credit repair organization; 

) the nature of the noncompliance; 

) the extent to which such noncompliance 
was intentional; and 

*'(4) in the case of any class action, the num- 
ber of consumers adversely affected. 

"(c) JURISDICTION.—An action under this sec- 
tion may be brought in any United States dis- 
trict court, or in any other court of competent 
jurisdiction, before the later of— 

Y the end of the 2-year period beginning on 
the date of the occurrence of the violation in- 
volved; or 

“(2) in any case in which a credit repair orga- 
nization has materially and willfully misrepre- 
sented any information that— 
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/ the credit repair organization is required, 
by any provision of this title, to disclose to a 
consumer; and 

"(B) is material to the establishment of the 
credit repair organization's liability to the 
consumer under this section, 
the end of the 2-year period beginning on the 
date of the discovery by the consumer of the 
misrepresentation. 

“SEC. 410. ADMINISTRATIVE ENFORCEMENT. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.—Compliance with the re- 
quirements imposed under this title with respect 
to credit repair organizations shall be enforced 
under the Federal Trade Commission Act by the 
Federal Trade Commission. 

"(b) VIOLATIONS OF THIS TITLE TREATED AS 
VIOLATIONS OF FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 
AcT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of the erer- 
cise by the Federal Trade Commission of the 
Federal Trade Commission's functions and pow- 
ers under the Federal Trade Commission Act, 
any violation of any requirement or prohibition 
imposed under this title with respect to credit re- 
pair organizations shall constitute an unfair or 
deceptive act or practice in commerce in viola- 
tion of section 5(a) of the Federal Trade Com- 
mission Act. 

“(2) ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY UNDER OTHER 
LAW.—All functions and powers of the Federal 
Trade Commission under the Federal Trade 
Commission Act shall be available to the Federal 
Trade Commission to enforce compliance with 
this title by any person subject to enforcement 
by the Federal Trade Commission pursuant to 
this subsection, including the power to enforce 
the provisions of this title in the same manner 
as if the violation had been a violation of any 
Federal Trade Commission trade regulation rule, 
without regard to whether the credit repair or- 
ganization— 

(A) is engaged in commerce; or 

"(B) meets any other jurisdictional tests in 
the Federal Trade Commission Act. 

% STATE ENFORCEMENT OF TITLE.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—The attorney general of 
any State, or an official or agency designated 
under the law of any State, may enforce compli- 
ance with this title in Federal or State court. 

e CIVIL ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS.—A State 
may bring a civil action in any Federal or State 
court to enjoin any violation of this title and to 
recover damages under this title for consumers 
who reside in such State. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, today the 
Senate is debating one of the most sig- 
nificant pieces of consumer legislation 
to come before this session of the Con- 
gress. Over the past several years, I 
have expended, personally, a great deal 
of time working with all the interested 
parties on the subject matter of fair 
credit reporting. I take great pride in 
the legislative product that we offer for 
the Senate’s consideration today. 

Before elaborating on the contents of 
the bill, I want to take a moment to 
thank several of my colleagues—the 
distinguished junior Senator from Mis- 
souri [Mr. BOND], who serves on the 
Banking Committee has worked tire- 
lessly, effectively, and constructively 
with me and others, bringing this legis- 
lative compromise to fruition. He has 
been inconvenienced this afternoon by 
reason of some complications of his 
flight schedule or he would be on the 
floor at this moment. But I do, in his 
absence, want to express to him my 
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personal appreciation, as well as to his 
very able staff. They have worked for 
hours and hours with us on this. 

I also thank the distinguished chair- 
man and ranking member of the Senate 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs, for their contributions 
in moving this bill forward. Chairman 
RIEGLE and Senator D'AMATO have 
been extremely helpful at the hearings, 
at the markup, and now in bringing 
this bill to the floor. 

When the original Fair Credit Re- 
porting Act was passed in 1970, it pro- 
vided a number of important consumer 
protections. In the intervening 24 
years, the credit reporting industry has 
undergone fundamental changes, dra- 
matic changes, from keeping consumer 
information on handwritten file cards 
to computer tapes that are updated 
today with billions—billions of entries 
each and every month. The time has 
now come to update this law to reflect 
the changes that have occurred in this 
industry. 

Credit bureaus now maintain 450 mil- 
lion credit files on individual consum- 
ers. They process almost 2 billion 
pieces of data per month, and they sell 
to their customers 1.5 million credit re- 
ports every day. 

Over the last 4 years, the number one 
complaint to the Federal Trade Com- 
mission has been lodged against credit 
bureaus—1l-in-5 complaints to the FTC 
is against à credit bureau. 

In my State of Nevada, the attorney 
general's office shares a similar con- 
cern and indicates that complaints 
about inaccuracies,  misinformation 
contained in credit reports, runs ex- 
tremely high. In hearings I have 
chaired in my own State of Nevada, I 
heard firsthand from a number of indi- 
viduals who, through no fault of their 
own, totally blameless, have suffered 
because of mistakes that are included 
in their credit files. 

Let me just cite a couple of in- 
stances. One case involved a young 
woman in Las Vegas named Mary Lou 
Mobley. She was at the time of our 
hearing à clerk, law clerk, for a Fed- 
eral district court judge in Nevada, 
Judge Philip Pro. 

She first discovered problems with 
her credit report when she was turned 
down for a law school student loan 
even though she was in fact an excel- 
lent credit risk with no history of cred- 
it problems. She was forced at that 
time to reapply for another loan at a 
higher interest rate, a substantially 
higher interest rate. And she had to se- 
cure a cosigner. 

Had she not been able to obtain the 
signature of a cosigner, it is very, very 
doubtful she would have been able to 
get her student loan and perhaps would 
not have been able to continue in law 
school. 

After graduating from law school and 
believing that the problem had been 
corrected at the time that the erro- 
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neous information was first called to 
her attention, she applied, now for a 
car loan—this is about 3 years later— 
only to be told she would have to pay 
17.9 percent as the interest rate for her 
automobile instead of the normal 8.9 
percent rate because she was a high 
risk“ based upon bad credit history. 

She was finally able to track down 
the source of the misinformation and 
the confusion, and she was told by one 
of the credit bureaus that she had been 
married to a man with the same last 
name in Arizona who had a number of 
bad debts. 

She was told that under Arizona 
law—Arizona being a community prop- 
erty State—that his bad debts were her 
responsibility and, therefore, by impli- 
cation, his bad credit record was her 
bad credit record. 

I think we only have to ask our col- 
leagues, how do you handle a situation 
like that? How do you prove the nega- 
tive, that you had not been married to 
someone who you never met, let alone 
never married? It is a burden that 
caused Ms. Mobley considerable frus- 
tration, aggravation and time. 

Finally, after expending an enormous 
amount of time—and she detailed it 
with great particularity—she was able 
to get her credit record cleared. 

Remember, this is a person who is to- 
tally blameless, never met this individ- 
ual, she had never been married, and 
now she has gone through this frustra- 
tion of trying to get her record clari- 
fied. 

There is one other example that I 
might cite, Mr. President, that is dif- 
ferent in focus but equally frustrating. 
One of my constituents is a fellow by 
the name of Bill Kinkade who lives in 
McDermitt, NV. That is in a very re- 
mote area in our State, virtually on 
the Idaho State line. Mr. Kinkade 
drove 5 hours to our committee hearing 
in Reno to share his story. 

Mr. Kinkade had a mortgage that 
was being paid through an automatic 
debit system at his bank. Unbeknown 
to him, the mortgagee transferred the 
mortgage to another company. There 
was nothing improper about that. But 
Mr. Kinkade was not made aware of 
that situation. And in reviewing his 
own bank account over a couple of 
months period of time, he noticed that 
the balance was higher than it should 
have been. And upon more carefully ex- 
amining it, he noted that, indeed, the 
debiting of the mortgage payment that 
he had authorized was not being made. 

Ultimately, he made contact with 
the new mortgagee in the State of 
Maryland and made arrangements to 
correct the difficulty. The mortgagee 
was accommodating, and the situation 
was straightened out and the payments 
were transferred to the new bank. 

Mr. Kinkade assumed this story had 
a happy ending. He certainly had tried 
to do the responsible thing. Unfortu- 
nately for him, this mixup started to 
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affect his credit history, and he did not 
know that. 

He went in to buy a satellite dish 
with his wife, as I recall, in 
Winnemucca, not too many miles 
away. If you live in McDermitt, Mr. 
President, you need a satellite dish. 
You do not have the diversity of activi- 
ties that other parts of our great State 
and the Nation have. So this satellite 
dish was very important to Mr. 
Kinkade and his wife. 

He entered into the transaction, and 
he was rejected. He was told he was a 
bad credit risk, and then it came to 
light, this episode which I just related, 
Mr. President, to you and my col- 
leagues who join us on the Senate floor 
and who are watching this proceeding 
that, again, this transaction, as it re- 
lated to his mortgage, now becomes in- 
delibly part of his credit record. He is 
having all kinds of difficulty. 

Let me just say as an aside, that is 
not only a problem for the consumer 
who seeks credit, but there was a le- 
gitimate business person in this trans- 
action, an individual who was involved 
in selling satellite dishes. So this indi- 
vidual is also frustrated from con- 
summating a sale and generating the 
kind of profit waich is essential to our 
free enterprise system. 

For too long, these kinds of problems 
have been ignored and have not been 
corrected. The point to be made here, 
Mr. President, is that it is not my con- 
tention that businesses are engaged in 
disreputable or irresponsible efforts to 
damage somebody’s credit. That is sim- 
ply not the record. But with 2 billion 
data entries made every month, there 
are bound to be mistakes. I think every 
fair-minded person acknowledges that 
those mistakes can occur when you are 
dealing with that kind of volume. 

So the issue that confronts us and 
what brings us to our legislative re- 
sponse is how do we keep those mis- 
takes to a minimum, and how do we 
correct them once they are found? 
That is where this legislation comes 
into play. 

The Consumer Reporting Reform Act 
of 1994, S. 783, was introduced by my- 
self and the distinguished cosponsors, 
Senator BOND and Senator RIEGLE, on 
the 7th of April 1993. The Banking 
Committee held hearings examining 
the credit reporting system in both 
1991 and 1993. 

In May of last year, the committee 
heard testimony from David Medine for 
the Federal Trade Commission; J. Jo- 
seph Curran, Jr., the attorney general 
of the State of Maryland; Barry 
Connelly for the Associated Credit Bu- 
reaus; Michelle Meier, the Consumers 
Union; Robert Hunter, testifying on be- 
half of the American Bankers Associa- 
tion; Ed Mierzwinski for the U.S. Pub- 
lic Interest Research Group; and Don- 
ald Prill, testifying on behalf of the 
National Retail Federation. 

In October of last year, the Senate 
Committee on Banking, Housing and 
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Urban Affairs marked up and reported 
out of committee this piece of legisla- 
tion by a vote of 15 to 4. This legisla- 
tion seeks to improve the accuracy of 
those 450 million credit reports kept in 
this country by making several fun- 
damental changes in the credit report- 
ing system. 

First, the burden of proof is shifted 
so that credit bureaus, not consumers, 
must prove the accuracy of informa- 
tion in their files. Harking back to the 
proof of the negative: “I did not know 
the gentleman with whom I was sup- 
posed to have been married; I never 
met him. How do I prove that we were 
never married and never lived in Ari- 
zona?” The situation Ms. Mobley faced 
or the situation that so many others 
who testified before our committee 
faced. 

Second, the businesses that furnish 
information to the credit bureaus— 
those are banks, retailers and other 
creditors—are held, for the first time, 
responsible for data which they pro- 
vide, under some very limited and spe- 
cial circumstances. This legislation, 
for the first time, would make those 
who provide this information to the 
credit bureaus a part of the system 
and, under very carefully crafted lan- 
guage, would be held responsible for in- 
formation that was inaccurate under 
certain circumstances, as I will explain 
in a bit more detail in a moment. 

The bill attempts to safeguard the 
privacy of information contained in a 
consumer’s credit file by requiring 
users of consumer reports to identify a 
permissible purpose under the law be- 
fore acquiring a report. 

Mr. President, if you have never had 
occasion to examine your own credit 
report, may I say, with all due respect, 
and the great respect that I have for 
the distinguished Presiding Officer who 
serves as chairman of the committee I 
serve under, I think you would find ita 
rather fascinating document. 

I had occasion to review my own in 
the context of a refinancing of my 
home. It had a good bit of misinforma- 
tion, innocently—let me emphasize 
that—innocently incorporated into 
that report, but I was absolutely 
stunned to see entries in there that had 
no reference to me or my wife or our 
business or financial dealings. I want 
to emphasize that that information 
was corrected when I called it to their 
attention. I am not unmindful of the 
fact that perhaps as a U.S. Senator, 
perhaps they were a little more atten- 
tive to the concerns that I articulated. 
Some of the information there dated 
back to my days as Governor, where I 
was sued by virtually everyone who- 
ever served a period of time in the Ne- 
vada penitentiary system, a defendant 
position that I take with some honor 
since I, frankly, thought most of those 
lawsuits were totally devoid of merit 
and the State’s position was absolutely 
correct. 
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But the point I am trying to make is 
that lots and lots of information is 
contained in that. There is a lot of in- 
formation that is oftentimes inac- 
curate. 

I think we are a little bit troubled, 
too, as citizens with our right of pri- 
vacy, with who has access to these re- 
ports, how broadly is that. This piece 
of legislation corrects some of the va- 
garies of the existing law in terms of 
who has access to our reports. 

Pretty clearly, it is essential for our 
credit system that generates, I think, 
about $700 billion—in that neighbor- 
hood—of credit, that a credit granting 
community have access so that you 
and I, when we buy a car or seek a loan 
or something which we desire, that we 
want to have, that good and timely in- 
formation is present. That information 
needs to be available to those who are 
reviewing our credit history so we can 
buy those items. 

Nevertheless, there should be some 
limits in terms of the access to that in- 
formation because of its extraor- 
dinarily private nature. These two fun- 
damental changes are the essence of 
the legislation that we have talked 
about. 

Additionally, the bill provides con- 
sumers with an affirmative right to opt 
out—for example, those who seek 
prescreened lists of individuals with 
certain income level or part of a direct 
marketing campaign, all of which we 
acknowledge to be part of our business 
system in America—there is a provi- 
sion in this legislation which allows a 
consumer to opt out, that is, that 
consumer does not want to be a part of 
that system. And that is provided with 
the use of a toll-free number; a 
consumer could call to get his or her 
name removed from the call list. And 
with the ever-increasing amount of 
mail solicitations, this is a welcome 
change. 

The bill also seeks to improve the ac- 
curacy in consumer reporting. For the 
first time the bill will apply the Fed- 
eral Credit Reporting Act to businesses 
which provide the information con- 
tained in credit reports. Under the cur- 
rent law, those businesses providing 
the information, essentially the data 
that is relied upon by the credit bu- 
reaus, are not covered by the 1970 legis- 
lation. This leaves the consumer in a 
very helpless situation when a creditor 
mistakenly places adverse information 
in his or her credit file. Our bill re- 
quires businesses that furnish informa- 
tion to do so accurately and, moreover, 
to investigate disputes promptly. 

To keep mistakes to a minimum, the 
bill gives the firms that furnish infor- 
mation to credit bureaus—the retail- 
ers, credit card companies, and mort- 
gage companies—the incentive to sup- 
ply as accurate information as pos- 
sible. The legislation does that by au- 
thorizing the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion or State attorneys general to take 
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action against businesses that have a 
practice or pattern—those are opera- 
tive words, and they are words of art, 
Mr. President. We are not talking 
about innocent mistakes. We recognize 
that when you are talking about bil- 
lions of pieces of information, mistakes 
are going to be made. We are talking 
about a practice that is part of a pat- 
tern, and so that is not just an isolated 
mistake. 

Second, that where those mistakes 
do occur—and they will occur—to fix 
the mistakes after they are discovered. 
In this sense we set up a process that is 
decidedly more consumer friendly than 
the situation that our friends who tes- 
tified out there in Nevada, Miss Mobley 
and Mr. Kinkade, faced as they were 
trying to correct their problems. 

I think most of us are sympathetic to 
the fact that credit bureaus and those 
who supply this vast information are 
going to make some honest mistakes. 
With a common last name such as my 
own, I can relate, as I have previously, 
some inaccuracies that occurred in my 
own credit history report. 

I think what really gets people fired 
up, Mr. President, is the inconvenience, 
the time, and the utter frustration— 
and I wish every one of my colleagues 
could have heard the two highly re- 
sponsible citizens in my State share 
their stories, what they went through 
trying to get this information cor- 
rected after the mistake was discov- 
ered. In one instance, it took 3 years 
for it to be corrected. In another one, 
the mistake that was originally de- 
tected 4 years previous was still a prob- 
lem when Mr. Kinkade was trying to 
buy his satellite dish. This is just an 
intolerable situation. 

In our hearings in Nevada, we heard 
from many people who were put 
through the wringer trying to get inac- 
curate information removed from the 
files. People do get angry. They get 
mad when they are forced to spend 
countless hours calling and writing to 
get these mistakes removed. As law- 
yers, some of us know how difficult it 
is to prove a negative. 

If our legislation accomplishes noth- 
ing else, I intend that it will turn 
around the burden of proof so that 
credit bureaus and furnishers of infor- 
mation will be responsible for verifying 
the accuracy of information when an 
individual points out the mistake in 
that credit report. This is an extraor- 
dinarily important feature of this leg- 
islation, and its significance, Mr. 
President, cannot be underestimated. 

Another recurring problem is that 
mistakes keep reappearing on a per- 
son’s report even after the individual 
has brought the inaccuracy to the cred- 
it bureau’s attention. Our bill would 
require the agency to notify the indi- 
vidual before that data can be re- 
inserted into the credit history. Indi- 
viduals would also be able to request a 
free copy of their report for 1 year 
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afterwards to verify that, indeed, the 
mistake has not crept back into the 
credit history. 

While we are trying to put the onus 
on the furnishers to improve the data 
they provide and promptly correct mis- 
takes, this legislation has been care- 
fully balanced so that it will not in- 
hibit the flow of information to credit 
bureaus. And I might just say, Mr. 
President, nobody would benefit with a 
system in which this information was 
not available to credit bureaus: Con- 
sumers would be denied the credit to 
which they would be entitled, and busi- 
nesses would be unable to consummate 
sales, which is part of the business ac- 
tivity that is important to every com- 
munity in America. 

That is why a delicate balance has 
been crafted to provide incentives to 
businesses to supply accurate informa- 
tion while not discouraging them from 
furnishing it. Furnishers of informa- 
tion will not be liable—let me empha- 
size that for those of my colleagues 
who are listening in—will not be liable 
for routine mistakes that naturally 
occur with the processing of these mil- 
lions of data entries literally every 
day. 

So this bill does not establish nor 
contemplate a standard of perfection, 
just a good-faith effort to supply accu- 
rate information and, when notified, to 
properly correct those mistakes. 

Accurate credit reports, as I have in- 
dicated, are in everyone’s best inter- 
est—the consumer, the credit bureau, 
and the business which bases its credit 
approval on these reports. 

Mr. President, it is my belief the best 
way to improve the accuracy of credit 
reports is for individuals to review 
their own files. Under the managers’ 
amendment the bill provides for a free 
report for people who are unemployed, 
on welfare, or who have been victims of 
fraud. Additionally, all other consum- 
ers are entitled to one report per year 
at a small cost of $3. Individuals in our 
society who are less well off will get 
free copies of their reports, and the 
rest will have a rather modest charge 
to get that information. That is an im- 
portant change because credit bureaus 
have in the past charged for these re- 
ports between $15 and $25 a report. 

As a former attorney general and 
Governor, I take very seriously States’ 
rights and believe there is a high 
threshold before State law should be 
preempted by the Congress. However, 
when the operation of businesses in 
interstate commerce can be improved 
without—and I emphasize without“ 
disadvantaging consumers or causing 
undue harm to State efforts, I believe 
that Federal uniformity should be 
tried. 

In this bill specific provisions that 
lend themselves to Federal uniformity 
have been preempted. By way of exam- 
ple, this bill sets à national standard 
for timetables in terms of internal 


May 2, 1994 


deadlines for compliance of certain cor- 
rective information and also the nature 
of disclosure forms. 

Consumers, in my judgment, are not 
disadvantaged by having a Federal 
timetable for reinvestigation, or a uni- 
form disclosure form with respect to 
their rights, while businesses are great- 
ly assisted and benefited by not having 
to meet 50 different timetables estab- 
lished by 50 different States or 50 dif- 
ferent forms established by 50 different 
States. 

Additionally, Mr. President, the FTC 
is given the authority to shorten the 
timetables should the technology war- 
rant. And I would fully expect over the 
years the FTC will find that some of 
the technology that is making its way 
into the business—as I observed, 24 
years ago a lot of these entries were 
done by hand, literally, as I guess they 
had been done since Biblical times in 
terms of relating to business trans- 
actions. The system now is much, 
much more sophisticated with the ac- 
cessibility to enormous information re- 
trieval systems. 

In our managers' amendment, this 
limited preemption is sunsetted at the 
end of 5 years. 

When representatives of the business 

community approached us about the 
need for uniformity in this area, they 
stressed the need to preempt multiple 
States’ laws while a new Federal law 
demonstrated its effectiveness. This 5- 
year preemption period should provide 
adequate time to demonstrate whether 
these Federal standards are sufficient. 
And I believe with the authority pro- 
vided the Federal Trade Commission in 
updating them, that will in fact be the 
case. 
Finally, Mr. President, our credit re- 
porting reform bill provides protection 
against an abuse that has arisen under 
the generic of credit repair busi- 
nesses—outfits that represent to con- 
sumers who have experienced problems 
with credit bureaus that they can have 
their problems solved and their credit 
records cleaned up. 

The record reflects that all too often 
the representations made by these so- 
called credit doctors" prove to be 
misleading, deceiving consumers who 
pay high front-end fees. Our legislation 
requires that these credit repair clinics 
actually provide the service before 
seeking compensation. In effect, if they 
do not deliver, they do not get paid. 

Almost every American is impacted 
by the information contained in his or 
her credit reports, although most of us 
have little or no knowledge to the ex- 
tent to which these files actually im- 
pact us. 

Our lifestyles, our livelihood, our 
reputations can be seriously affected 
by & bad credit report, often without 
our knowledge. Reforming credit re- 
porting is one of the most significant 
actions we can take in Congress to ben- 
efit consumers nationwide. And if you 
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do not think there are serious problems 
with credit reports, I suggest to my 
colleagues, ask around. I guarantee 
that you will find a lot of very angry, 
frustrated consumers who have dealt 
with this problem firsthand. 

Bear in mind that the No. 1 com- 
plaint at the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion concerns credit bureaus. There are 
too many lives that are being adversely 
affected by inaccurate credit reports 
for us not to make every effort to im- 
prove the system. 

Student loans, car loans, and mort- 
gages, even jobs and job promotions, 
often hang in the balance because of 
faulty information on credit reports. 

While we will never eliminate human 
error entirely, or computer error for 
that matter, the credit reporting proc- 
ess must be greatly improved. And S. 
783 is a milestone in seeking that im- 
provement. 

Mr. President, I thank the Chair. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. BENNETT addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HEF- 
LIN). 'The Senator from Utah. 

RIGHT TO MAKE A POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that my right to 
make a point of order under rule XXVI, 
paragraph 11(b), be preserved so that I 
might make that point of order at any 
time prior to final passage of S. 783. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, thank 
you. 

Mr. President, I was one of the four 
on the committee who voted against 
this bill, and I am here today on behalf 
of the Republicans on the committee to 
see that it is handled in a proper and 
expeditious fashion. So I will not take 
advantage of my assignment from the 
committee to press my particular indi- 
vidual views on the matter. I realize 
that once the Senate has more of a full 
compliment of its Members on a day 
when we have rollcall votes that the 
distinguished Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. BoND], who is a cosponsor of the 
bill will be sitting in this chair and 
carrying the responsibility on behalf of 
the Republican side of the committee. 

I do not want to, as I say, abuse my 
opportunity to be here in his place. His 
plane is late, and that is why the duty, 
if you will, has fallen to me. 

At the same time, Mr. President, I 
would like to express some general 
concerns about this legislation and 
make some general comments about 
the efforts of the majority. 

I agree completely that this is an 
area of great frustration and great 
challenge for many consumers. I have 
had the experience of personally re- 
viewing my own credit report and see- 
ing things there that I did not like. I 
have had the experience of having my 
credit turned down by a car dealer 
after looking at my report and deciding 
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that I was not creditworthy. It was 
with some satisfaction that I resolved 
the issue by paying cash for the car 
and leaving the car dealer wondering 
what was valid about the credit report. 

So I understand from a personal cir- 
cumstance how inaccurate and how 
frustrating these things can be. And I 
pay tribute to the Senator from Ne- 
vada and the Senator from Missouri for 
their effort to clean up the situation. I 
do have some amendments, however, 
that I will press upon the Senator from 
Nevada and the Senator from Missouri. 
And if I cannot work it out with them, 
then I will offer them on the floor, be- 
cause I think there are some problems 
in the way the final bill has been draft- 
ed. 

I need to stress the structure of this 
system, which many people perhaps do 
not understand. The information that 
keeps the system flowing is voluntarily 
provided. There is no requirement 
under the law that a retailer or an auto 
dealer or a furniture store or that a 
bank make this information available. 
Those who feel that the liability provi- 
sions of this bill would affect them ad- 
versely have the right to simply stay 
out of the system by not putting in any 
information. 

A larger organization might very 
well exercise that right. By larger or- 
ganization", I would mean one of the 
great national retailers with oper- 
ations in all 50 States, stores and cata- 
log operations scattered around the 
country, and a customer base in the 
tens if not hundreds of millions. Such 
an organization could just decide We 
will keep our records to ourselves. We 
will know who is creditworthy and who 
is not among our own customers, and 
we will not share that information 
with anybody else." That would be 
their right under this bill. 

If several retailers were to decide to 
do that, some interesting things would 
happen on the credit reports of the in- 
dividuals who shopped with those re- 
tailers. A bank looking at the credit 
report of such an individual would no- 
tice that there was no report from re- 
tailer A and no report from retailer B. 
And the bank would say, It may well 
be that the reason these reports are not 
there is because the retailer has de- 
cided that individual is not credit- 
worthy, and to avoid liability under S. 
783 it has simply deleted that name. 
That being the case, I, the bank, had 
better be careful about granting credit 
to this individual." 

So the bank could then adopt a pol- 
icy that says the credit card that we 
would grant to this individual will 
have a credit limit of $300 instead of 
$600, of $200 instead of $1,000, or what- 
ever. Credit would then be restricted in 
a way that could not find remedy under 
this bill. There is nothing in this bill 
that says that a bank or a retailer or 
financial institution has to extend 
credit of a certain amount. The banks 
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would say, Les, we have given credit 
to the individual based on his or her 
credit report. And we have made the 
decision which is entirely within our 
rights to keep the limit down. We will 
not raise the limit until we have had 
enough personal experience with this 
individual so that we are comfortable 
with our own credit record and not de- 
pendent upon the credit report.” 

I realize this is a theoretical sce- 
nario. It may well not happen. By the 
same token, it may well happen. Who 
gets hurt under this kind of a cir- 
cumstance if that is the result of this 
bill? Obviously, the consumer gets hurt 
because the consumer does not have 
the opportunity to receive as much 
credit as would otherwise be available. 
The credit crunch that we hear a great 
deal about in the Banking Committee 
would be exacerbated. 

But there is another group in Amer- 
ica that would get hurt if this particu- 
lar scenario were to come to pass, and 
that is the small retailer who does not 
have the bank of computers that can 
give him or her credit information on 
tens if not hundreds of millions of cus- 
tomers—the small retailer who has a 
relatively small territory, a relatively 
small operation, and who is completely 
dependent upon the credit reports from 
the credit bureau to make his or her 
decision about where credit should be 
extended. The opportunity is there for 
a customer to take advantage of a 
faulty report—faulty because the omis- 
sions are much greater. There the 
small businessman runs a much greater 
risk than he would than if some of the 
problems that I see in this bill could be 
corrected. 

So, Mr. President, I voted against the 
bill in committee. I think the bill can 
be fixed. I will have, as I say, some 
amendments to address some of these 
concerns. But I do again commend the 
Senator from Nevada, and the Senator 
from Missouri for their leadership in 
trying to fix these problems. 

I want to make it clear that my con- 
cern in the areas that are covered by 
my amendment does not send the mes- 
sage that Iam unaware of the problems 
behind this legislation and of the desire 
of the two sponsors to get these prob- 
lems corrected. 

We will debate this for the balance of 
this day, and we will be dealing with it 
tomorrow. With my rights reserved to 
raise the point of order, I will raise 
what arguments and parliamentary 
maneuvers I have to in order to try to 
get the situation resolved. But I do feel 
we can get it resolved because of the 
good faith of the individuals involved. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I thank 
my friend and colleague from the State 
of Utah for his generous comments 
about the efforts Senator BOND and I 
have expended on this piece of legisla- 
tion. I want to assure him that neither 
I nor Senator BOND are unmindful of 
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the concerns which he has raised about 
the ongoing stream of information that 
must be made available by those who 
are in the business of furnishing credit, 
So that the overall system by which 
the consumer accesses credit is not in 
any way disadvantaged. 

He has shared with me privately, as 
he has on the floor just moments ago, 
his concern about this issue. I reassure 
my friend and welcome the opportunity 
to engage in conversation with him and 
his staff as we look at some of these 
things he has asked us to consider, and 
we are very conscious of the fact that 
if you go too far, you indeed restrict 
the flow of this information, which is 
not in the consumers' best interest, not 
in the business community's best inter- 
est, or in the economy's best interest. 
We recognize that, and I think we are 
in agreement, at least in terms of the 
principles he has espoused. 

It is for that reason that no private 
cause of action is provided to an indi- 
vidual for information that is provided 
initially that is erroneous, and that in- 
deed before a liability attaches to the 
provider of a credit, there must be an 
affirmative determination by either 
the Federal Trade Commission or a 
State's attorney's general office that 
there has been a pattern and practice, 
which indicates a very egregious series 
of events, which would take it out of 
the area that I think is the concern of 
my friend from Utah—and it is a legiti- 
mate concern—that, with the volume 
of information engendered, which is 
literally billions of bits of information 
each month—millions of reports are 
literally sold each day; I think it is 1.5 
million each and every day—you are 
going to have information in there that 
would be inaccurate. I assure my col- 
league that it was not our intention to 
impose liability when the inaccurate 
information is innocently done. I wel- 
come the opportunity to visit with him 
and tell him that, in terms of preparing 
the language used, we are conscious of 
that and have talked to a number of 
those involved in the business of pro- 
viding information to make sure that 
we address those legitimate concerns. 

Mr. President, I do not see anybody 
seeking recognition, so I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MATHEWS). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 


TRIBUTE TO PRESIDENT NIXON 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have 
not had an opportunity since former 
President Nixon died to be able to say 
anything about our relationship and 
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what a great man I felt that he was. So 
I would like to take this time right 
now to say a few things about our 
former President, a man I knew well, 
who certainly befriended me at times 
in my life when it meant a great deal. 

Mr. President, I am profoundly sad- 
dened by the passing of former Presi- 
dent Nixon, a great man and a great 
leader who I was proud to call my 
friend. Because of his life, our world 
was profoundly changed for the better; 
because of his death, the lives of those 
he has touched, including my own, 
have suffered a loss from which they 
will never fully recover. 

I wish, first of all, to express my deep 
condolences to Julie and David Eisen- 
hower and Tricia and Ed Cox, as well as 
his grandchildren Jenny, Alex, 
Melanie, and Christopher. Because they 
knew President Nixon not only as a 
statesman but also as a loving father 
and grandfather, their loss is immeas- 
urably greater. They are in our pray- 
ers. 

Like most Americans, I spent many 
hours over the last week reflecting on 
President Nixon’s life, what he stood 
for, what he achieved, and what his life 
meant to our country and the world. It 
has been striking to see the way even 
those who fought President Nixon at 
every turn have now come to see his 
extraordinary qualities and abilities. 

I had the privilege of meeting one-on- 
one with President Nixon for about 2 
hours in 1991, shortly after the con- 
firmation of Justice Thomas to the Su- 
preme Court. To be in the former Presi- 
dent’s presence was to understand that 
you were in the presence of a major 
historical figure, a man cut from a dif- 
ficult cloth, a leader who had painted 
on larger canvas and who always 
worked in bold strokes and bright col- 
ors, not pale pastels. 

We discussed the Thomas hearings, 
world affairs, domestic issues, and poli- 
tics, as well as the political scene in 
Utah. I can still see him in my mind’s 
eye, slouching in a comfortable easy 
chair, feet propped up on a small otto- 
man, eyes intently engaged as I spoke, 
and mind totally focused as he ex- 
plained his views. His mind was like a 
powerful searchlight, moving from one 
issue to another and illuminating the 
critical questions and decisions before 
our Nation. 

As have other Members of this body, 
I was privileged to be able to attend 
briefings by President Nixon, the most 
recent of which was earlier this year. 
He spoke without notes in almost lyri- 
cal terms. He was fond of saying that 
politics at its best was poetry not 
prose. Anyone who has heard him 
speak knows that he not only under- 
stood that insight but also lived by it. 

I have read all of President Nixon's 
nine books, and I was looking through 
some of them last night. One passage 
that I happened upon from the opening 
of his book “Leaders” captures the 
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feelings friends and foes alike are expe- 
riencing as we mourn his death. He 
wrote: 

What makes the role of [great] leaders so 
compellingly interesting is not just its 
drama, but its importance—its impact. When 
the final curtain goes down on a play, the 
members of the audience file out of the thea- 
ter and go home to resume their normal 
lives. When the curtain comes down on a 
leader's career, the very lives of the audience 
have been changed, and the course of history 
may have been profoundly altered. 

With the passing of President Nixon, 
we know that a great leader has left 
the stage, that our national life and 
each of our lives has been forever 
changed by his leadership and policies. 

Biographers wil summarize his 
achievements better than I can in this 
short statement. But I wish to register 
a note of dissent from the prevalent 
theme that President Nixon was a lead- 
er interested primarily in foreign rath- 
er than domestic policy. 

His administration was just as active 
domestically as it was internationally. 
He peacefully desegregated the schools 
of the South, created the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency, initiated 
the research programs to find a cure 
for cancer, fired the first volleys in the 
war against drugs, fought for welfare 
reform that would help keep families 
together, made strides toward restor- 
ing judicial restraint in the Supreme 
Court, and ended the military draft and 
established the all-volunteer Armed 
Forces. 

He was an activist on civil rights. His 
program for Black Capitalism sought 
to foster economic growth in the cities. 
He opened the doors for employment of 
Hispanic-Americans into the Federal 
Government. Today, we call that eco- 
nomic empowerment. 

I would also add that he achieved 
something all his successors have 
failed to do: the last balanced budget 
was achieved under President Nixon in 
1970. 

All of these were impressive feats, es- 
pecially because both Houses of the 
Congress were controlled by the opposi- 
tion party during all of his tenure. 
President Nixon faced gridlock. But he 
understood that gridlock was not an 
excuse for inaction. He fought for what 
he believed in despite the odds. Even if 
he sometimes had to accept com- 
promises that achieved only part of his 
objectives, he advanced his cause, he 
made progress, he improved the lives of 
countless Americans. 

President Nixon’s international 
achievements are well known. The rap- 
prochement with China, detente with 
the Soviet Union, the honorable end of 
American involvement in Vietnam, the 
support of Israel in the 1973 Mideast 
war, the tilting toward Pakistan in the 
1971 Indo-Pak war, the return of Oki- 
nawa to Japan, and the restoration of 
close Franco-American cooperation are 
only a sampling of the achievements of 
his years in office. 
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If you look at a globe, there is hardly 
a country on earth that was not 
touched by his life, hardly a nation 
that did not in some way benefit from 
the choices he made as President. 

Unlike most Western leaders, he took 
the long view of history. His opening to 
China and his diplomacy with the So- 
viet Union contributed to historical 
processes of change that resulted in the 
democratic revolutions from 1989 
through 1991. 

China’s integration into the world 
community has unleashed powerful 
forces that, I believe, will peacefully 
transform that totalitarian dictator- 
ship within a decade. 

In his recent trips to Russia and 
other states of the former Soviet bloc, 
President Nixon was heralded as a lead- 
er who was a prime mover in creating 
the international conditions for inter- 
nal change. The contacts between the 
West and the East—which President 
Nixon initiated—sewed the seeds of 
democratic ideas and values, which in 
turn bloomed in the revolutions all of 
us have celebrated in recent years. 

The former President combined the 
idealism of a Wilson with the hard- 
headed calculation of a Metternich. He 
had a vision—preserving peace while 
promoting freedom—but he approached 
it with steely realism not with woolly 
headed naivete. He was pragmatic, but 
he did not compromise easily. In every 
crisis, he was determined to achieve 
every inch of what was achievable—to 
give history a firm push in the right di- 
rection. The world is immeasurably 
better off for his having done so. 

However, his greatest achievement 
was the restoration of the American 
Spirit. He became President at the 
most difficult moment in 20th-century 
American history. The Nation was 
bogged down in Vietnam, without a 
strategy for winning. The campuses 
were in rebellion. The inner cities were 
burning. 

He knew his principal mission as 
President had to be addressing the cri- 
sis in the American spirit. In his inau- 
gural address in January 1969, he said: 

We have endured a long night of the Amer- 
ican spirit. But as our eyes catch the dim- 
ness of the first rays of dawn, let us not 
curse the remaining darkness. Let us gather 
the light. 

President Nixon healed the American 
spirit not by giving in to the demands 
of every protester or interest group but 
by providing leadership at home and 
abroad. He defined a positive agenda in 
domestic policy. And by exploiting the 
split in the Communist world, he put 
the United States in a pivotal position 
in world politics. 

Charles de Gaulle once wrote, ‘‘Noth- 
ing great is done without great men, 
and these are great because they willed 
it." President Nixon was such a man. 
When you met him, his resolve and de- 
termination was palpible. You could 
sense it, almost feel it. It is what en- 
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abled him to navigate the turbulent 
times in which he governed. 

Unfortunately, the white heat that 
forges the steel in a leader's personal- 
ity also creates flaws. The leader who 
commands extraordinary capabilities 
in politics or statecraft can also fall 
prey to extraordinary mistakes in 
other areas. His mistake in Watergate 
was not to root out those responsible 
but to ride out the political storm. In 
the heated partisan atmosphere of the 
early 1970's, this tragic error led to a 
constitutional crisis and ultimately to 
his resignation. 

President Nixon made mistakes in 
Watergate. He admitted to them. He 
paid the price for them. Most impor- 
tant, however, he moved on. 

In a sense, President Nixon taught us 
just as much about how we should live 
life as he did about how to change the 
world. Above all, he cared passionately 
about making a difference. In my 
meetings with him, I could feel that 
this motivation is what drove him, 
what gave him his life energy. Also, it 
gave him the strength to overcome the 
devastating defeat of leaving office in 
1974. 

In the scores of articles I have read 
about President Nixon in recent days, 
the most insightful was a column by 
William Safire, one of his White House 
speechwriters. Its theme was that 
President Nixon was the man who de- 
feated defeat. As Mr. Safire concluded, 
"Defeat be not proud; in Richard 
Nixon, ruination met its master.” 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of this article appear 
after my remarks in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. HATCH. All of us who admired 
Richard Nixon are rightly saddened. 
But We should take heart from the fact 
that President Nixon lived his life 
without compromise right up to the 
end. He traveled to Russia and Ukraine 
to press for policies to assist in the 
free-market and democratic trans- 
formations of those countries. He fin- 
ished his 10th book, entitled Beyond 
Peace," that addresses the foreign and 
domestic issues we face after the cold 
war, as well as the philosophical ques- 
tions the next century will present. He 
could not have lived more fully in the 
final days of his life. 

President Nixon had a philosophy 
about life and about how to live the 
twilight years. He expressed it with 
profound eloquence in the closing pages 
of his book, In the Arena." He wrote: 

I shall always remember my first visit to 
the Grand Canyon sixty-five years ago. I did 
not believe any view could be more spectacu- 
lar than the one from the heights of the 
South Rim until I hiked seven miles down to 
the river below and looked backed up. It was 
only then that I fully appreciated the true 
majesty of one of nature's seven wonders of 
the world. Only when you have been in the 
depths can you truly appreciate the heights. 
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. . . Life is a rollercoaster, exhilarating on 
the way up and breathtaking on the way 
down. If you take no risks, you can enjoy a 
life that is comfortable, trouble-free, plac- 
id—and dull. Without risks you will suffer no 
defeats. But without risks you will win no 
victories. You must never be satisfied with 
success, and you should never be discouraged 
by failure. Failure can be sad. But the great- 
est sadness is not to try and fail, but to fail 
to try at all. Above all, you should remember 
that defeat which does not destroy you can 
strengthen you. 

In the end what matters is that you have 
always lived life to the hilt. I have been on 
the highest mountains and in the deepest 
valleys, but I have never lost sight of my 
destination—a world in which peace and free- 
dom can live together. I have won some 
great victories and suffered some devastat- 
ing defeats. But win or lose, I feel fortunate 
to have come to that time in life when I can 
finally enjoy what my Quaker grandmother 
would have called “peace at the center.” 

In speaking of life in the twilight 
years, Richard Nixon was fond of 
quoting the poet Sophocles, who wrote 
2,000 years ago, One must wait until 
the evening to see how splendid the day 
has been." In his case, we can look 
back and say that the day was indeed 
splendid. 

Mr. President, my friend Richard 
Nixon is at peace now. I will miss him. 
Our Nation will miss him as a senior 
statesman. But let us not despair at his 
passing but rather celebrate his life. 
More than virtually any postwar Amer- 
ican leader, he made a difference. 

EXHIBIT 1 
MR. COMEBACK 
(By William Safire) 

WASHINGTON.—Late one night in the White 
House working on a speech, Richard Nixon 
tried to encapsulate his more recent prede- 
cessors in a single word or phrase: Tru- 
man—a fighter. Eisenhower—a good man. 
Kennedy—charisma. Johnson—work. Me— 
what?" 

I did not have a good answer that night in 
1970; I do now. Nixon—an inspiring resil- 
ience. 

In the 60’s, he rose up after his political 
obituary and employed his unique combina- 
tion of grit, guile and greatness to seize the 
moment that had been denied him before. He 
expressed the secret of overcoming adversity 
in a private note to Ted Kennedy after Chap- 
paquiddick: “A man's not finished when he's 
defeated; he's finished when he quits.“ 

Nixon liked “the comeback theme" be- 
cause it identified his return from defeat 
with the careers of Churchill and de Gaulle. 
During another break in speech collabora- 
tion, he recalled a meeting with de Gaulle at 
which Nixon aides took notes. They got ev- 
erything down of substance. But then de 
Gaulle said, in a kind of an aside, ‘All the 
countries of Europe lost the war, but only 
two were defeated.’ They never wrote that 
down. And that's the one thing I'll never for- 
get from that meeting.” 

He instructed those of us in the Five 
O'Clock Group to “get the word out“ about 
his 60's comeback, which made the media all 
the more resistant to our image-making. But 
as Henry Kissinger once said of a selling ar- 
gument, “it had the added advantage of 
being true.“ 

We had no idea how true it was, or how 
soon the essence of Nixon's character would 
be put to the test again. 
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From the pinnacle of success—the vote of 
confidence of a  49-state  landslide—he 
plunged to the nadir of forced resignation. 
After Watergate, he stood naked to his en- 
emies, who had become legion. 

Stripped of power, denuded of honor, de- 
serted by supporters rightly dismayed at the 
cover-up, he had no reservoir of public trust 
and no visible means of defense. His only as- 
sets were his mind, his pride and his hard- 
bought experience. 

I visited him at San Clemente during one 
of the most depressing moments. It was 
April 29, 1975, the day the capital of South 
Vietnam fell to the Communists, and he took 
personal responsibility for the debacle. Ter- 
rible day for freedom, and all my fault," he 
said, his phlebitis-inflamed foot elevated on 
a cushion. '"The fall of Saigon is the direct 
result of the way I messed up Watergate.” 

Then the second and even more difficult 
comeback began. He thought, he traveled, he 
wrote. He took no fees for speeches and 
ended the public expense of Secret Service 
protection. Despite the glares of the guard- 
ians against his feared "rehabilitation," he 
slowly, over two decades, worked his way 
back first to a tentative acceptability, then 
to grudging respect, finally to an honored 
role as leader to opinion leaders and adviser 
to Presidents. 

How did he resurrect himself? By learning 
a great lesson and by living an example. 

The lesson was the need to rise above the 
us-against-them ethos of the political gun- 
fighter. Those who hate you don't win,“ he 
told his White House staff on his way out, 
"unless you hate them—and then you de- 
stroy yourself." Nixon-haters go to their 
graves hating him; he goes to his grave 
knowing better than to hate them. 

The example he set in his subsequent full 
generation of peace was that of a man who 
again refused to accept personal defeat. 

Richard Nixon, in becoming America’s 
greatest er-President, proved there is no po- 
litical wrongdoing so scandalous that it can- 
not be expiated by years of useful service; no 
humiliation so painful that it cannot be 
overcome by decades of selfless sagacity; no 
personal doldrums so deep that they cannot 
be dispersed by a gutsy engagement with 
life. 

That's why, to sum up Nixon in a phrase, 
this former aid would choose: an inspiring 
resilience. By resolving a second time to 
earn his way to political redemption—and 
then by doggedly, brilliantly triumphing in 
that second comeback—he justified the faith 
of all those millions who ever believed in 
him. 

Defeat be not proud; in Richard Nixon, 
ruination met its master. 


RACIAL JUSTICE ACT 


Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, last 
week, on this floor, I explained in de- 
tail how title IX of the House crime 
bill—which is mislabeled by some as 
the Racial Justice Act—would effec- 
tively abolish the death penalty in my 
home State of Utah and in every other 
State in this country, as well as the 
Federal level. 

Unfortunately, President Clinton, de- 
spite his rhetoric in support of the 
death penalty, has not yet stated his 
opposition to this Death Penalty Aboli- 
tion Act. Indeed, his administration 
has publicly stated that it is neutral on 
this radical measure. 
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Even worse, according to a detailed 
newspaper account, the Clinton admin- 
istration in fact lobbied House Demo- 
crats to keep title IX in the House 
crime bill. In addition, the Clinton ad- 
ministration is reportedly seeking to 
hammer out a false compromise under 
which the death penalty would ulti- 
mately be abolished in two steps rather 
than one. 

Mr. President, let me be clear: The 
so-called Racial Justice Act has noth- 
ing to do with racial justice and every- 
thing to do with abolishing the death 
penalty. 

In the guise of protecting against 
race-based discrimination, title IX 
would instead impose an unreliable and 
manipulable statistical quota on impo- 
sition of the death penalty. It would 
convert every death penalty case into a 
massive sideshow of statistical squab- 
bles and quota quarrels. As prosecutors 
already recognize, they would ulti- 
mately have no choice but to adopt a 
death penalty quota that equals zero— 
in short, to abolish the death penalty. 
That is why this Death Penalty Aboli- 
tion Act has been strongly opposed by 
the National Association of Attorneys 
General, the National District Attor- 
neys Association, and other law en- 
forcement and victims groups. 

Mr. President, at this time I would 
like to enter in the RECORD three let- 
ters that illustrate the strong and bi- 
partisan opposition of prosecutors to 
any provision that enables a brutal 
killer to escape the death penalty 
based on manipulated statistical 
showings from unrelated cases. 

The first letter, from the National 
Association of Attorneys General, in- 
cludes a recent resolution passed by 
that body that specifically opposes any 
version of title IX. Again, let me em- 
phasize that the resolution from the 
National Association of Attorneys Gen- 
eral was supported by both Democrats 
and Republicans. 

The second letter that I would like to 
have made part of the RECORD is a let- 
ter from Jan Graham, the attorney 
general from my State of Utah. In this 
letter, Ms. Graham, a Democrat, states 
her opposition to title IX because it 
would impose an unworkable statis- 
tically-based procedure on the States" 
and “would effectively abolish capital 
punishment, weaken law enforcement, 
and suspend closure for victims of vio- 
lent crime." 

Third, I have a unanimous resolution 
from all 58 elected district attorneys in 
the State of California opposing any 
version of the so-called Racial Justice 
Act. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that these three letters be printed 
in the RECORD following my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

[See exhibit 1.] 

Mr. HATCH. It is bad enough that an 
administration that purports to sup- 
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port the death penalty has publicly 

stated its neutrality on title IX. It is 

even worse that the same administra- 
tion is reportedly working behind the 

Scenes to salvage what it can of this 

legislation. 

Attorney General Reno, in response 
to my questions at a hearing last week, 
disclosed that the administration may 
attempt to modify title IX so that it 
applies only to cases in the Federal 
system. 

Even as so modified, title IX would 
not be acceptable. In the first place, it 
would result in the abolition of the 
Federal death penalty at the very time 
that the administration is purporting 
to support expansion of the Federal 
death penalty. 

It is worth noting that, according to 
a recent article, Attorney General 
Reno has approved seeking the Federal 
death penalty against nine defendants, 
all of whom are black. Now I do not be- 
lieve for à second that Attorney Gen- 
eral Reno has been acting in a racially 
discriminatory manner. But the false 
compromise that the Clinton adminis- 
tration is working on would compel 
this faulty inference as a matter of 
law. 

Second, a statistical quota system 
that would apply, for the time being, 
only to the Federal Government should 
give States no more comfort than the 
German invasion of Belgium gave the 
French. Far from being a stable accom- 
modation, such modification of title IX 
would simply set the stage for a later 
full-scale assault on the death penalty 
in the States. 

In short, if President Clinton truly 
supports the death penalty—if his ac- 
tions are to match his rhetoric—he 
must demand that title IX in its en- 
tirety be removed from the crime bill. 
If he remains silent or neutral on this 
issue, or supports phony compromises, 
it can only mean that he is prepared to 
repeal the death penalty for the most 
heinous crimes in this country. 

A vote for any bill that contains title 
IX is a vote to abolish the death pen- 
alty. I look forward to working with 
my colleagues to make sure that this 
provision is removed at conference. 

EXHIBIT 1 
APRIL 12, 1994. 

Hon. JACK BROOKS, 

Chairman, House Judiciary Committee, House of 
Representatives, Washington, DC. 

Hon. HAMILTON FISH, Jr., 

Ranking Minority, Member, House Judiciary 
Committee, House of Representatives, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMEN: We are a bipartisan 
group of chief law enforcement officers of 
our respective Sates who are responsible for 
overseeing capital and non-capital habeas 
litigation and for enforcing state criminal 
law in death penalty and non-death penalty 
jurisdictions. 

We wish to express our views on the need 
to strike habeas corpus as part of the House 
omnibus crime bill, and on some of the 
amendments which have been offered. Spe- 
cifically, we write in strong support of the 
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Hyde Amendment (to strike the habeas pro- 
visions contained in the crime bill, H.R. 4092, 
Title VIII) and strong support for the McCol- 
lum Amendment (to substitute the Equal 
Justice Act for legislation in Title IX of H.R. 
4092 which provides relief based on mere sta- 
tistical showings from unrelated cases). This 
is consistent with the recently adopted Reso- 
lution of the National Association of Attor- 
neys General (NAAG), à copy of which is at- 
tached. 

SUPPORT THE HYDE AMENDMENT TO STRIKE 
TITLE VII AND OPPOSE ANY OTHER HABEAS 
AMENDMENTS TO TITLE VIII (INCLUDING THE 
DERRICK AMENDMENT) 

Several reasons compel our strong support 
for the Hyde Amendment to strike the ha- 
beas provisions from the omnibus crime bill: 

First, the Hyde Amendment is consistent 
with a similar bipartisan amendment, which 
was offered by Senator Dianne Feinstein and 
Senator Orrin Hatch, and which was unani- 
mously agreed to last year in the Senate. 

Second, we believe that the habeas provi- 
sions contained in Title VIII of H.R. 4092 
may once again hold up consideration and 
enactment of other important crime reform 
issues. Habeas corpus reform has proven to 
be a contentious issue in prior Congresses 
and in fact was in large part responsible for 
the deadlock on the omnibus crime bill in 
the last Congress. The need to address vio- 
lent crime is too urgent to delay deliberation 
on other measures to combat crime. Simi- 
larly, we believe there is a danger that the 
other provisions of the crime bill may be 
viewed as so important that habeas provi- 
sions will be swept into the omnibus package 
without sufficient review and analysis of 
their long term impact and legal signifi- 
cance, as discussed below. 

Third, there are other precedents for sever- 
ing certain specific crime reform issues from 
omnibus crime bills. They include, for exam- 
ple, the Brady bill (five-day waiting period 
for handgun purchases). 

We believe stronger reasons support the 
severance of the habeas provisions from the 
crime bill. Such a severance would allow the 
provisions of any habeas reform bill to be 
considered on their own merits. Habeas cor- 
pus, while an important part of our criminal 
justice system, is a specialized and arcane 
area of the law. Any reforms adopted by the 
Congress in this area will have tremendous 
ramifications on the operations of the crimi- 
nal justice system, law enforcement, and vic- 
tims of crime, and therefore warrant inde- 
pendent consideration. 

We have previously expressed a commit- 
ment to obtaining meaningful reform of the 
federal habeas corpus process, along the lines 
of the Powell Committee Report. This Re- 
port endorses the so-called “one bite at the 
habeas apple" approach, enabling state pris- 
oners one fair and complete round of habeas 
litigation in federal court. We need effective 
reforms to curb unnecessary delay and rep- 
etitious litigation which has become all too 
common under the current federal habeas 
corpus process. Such reforms should, how- 
ever, be considered in separate legislation. 

Fourth, the legislation reported out by the 
House Judiciary Committee, and now in- 
cluded in Title VIII of H.R. 4092, would, ac- 
cording to the recent NAAG Resolution, ad- 
versely affect all capital and non-capital ha- 
beas litigation in the States and effectively 
stop all state capital case prosecutions and 
executions under valid state capital sentenc- 
ing schemes." The legislation would over- 
turn or modify numerous key U.S. Supreme 
Court precedents which promote finality in 
our criminal justice process. This includes 
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the Teague doctrine, which is essential for 
capital and non-capital cases. Instead of 
streamlining the process, this legislation 
will provide convicted criminals with more 
opportunities to challenge their conviction 
and sentence than under current law. The 
legislation also fails to respect the state 
trial as the main event" in our criminal 
justice process, and is inconsistent with es- 
tablished comity doctrines respecting the 
role of state court proceedings in the en- 
forcement of state criminal law. 

Fifth, the last-minute efforts of some to 
offer new habeas amendments to the crime 
bill on the House floor deprive members of 
Congress and the public from a full and fair 
opportunity to study and comment on the 
legislation. In congressional committee 
hearings or mark-up concerning specific bill 
language, law enforcement and victim rights 
groups normally are given a chance to ap- 
prise the Congress of their views concerning 
the impact of new language or standards. 
When amendments are patched together at 
the last minute, this opportunity is denied. 

These concerns are especially true for ha- 
beas corpus reform. New proposals, which 
have not been subject to public review, may 
also have drastic ramifications on the oper- 
ations and costs of our departments and the 
criminal justice system and have serious 
consequences on finality, the enforcement of 
state laws, and victims. Any habeas reforms 
included in the crime bill would constitute 
the first major change to the federal habeas 
statute since 1966. Because of the tremen- 
dous changes to current law which would re- 
sult under any last-minute amendments, we 
believe Congress should proceed carefully 
and deliberately before considering any new 
habeas reform proposals. 

For example, over the last several years, 
the U.S. Supreme Court has rendered many 
opinions which have clarified the role of fed- 
eral court review of state court judgments; 
promoted the interest in finality and closure 
for surviving victims; and respected the in- 
terests of states and the enforcement of 
state laws in our federalism system. We fear 
that if Congress does not fully and fairly 
consider the import of proposed new lan- 
guage, these and other precedents will be 
cast aside and more delay and litigation will 
result. In addition, concerns have been noted 
over the impact of new amendments on the 
deterrent objective of the death penalty. All 
of these consequences should be carefully 
studied before Congress considers Amend- 
ments offered on the floor of the House for 
the first time. We believe the public would 
best be served by complete congressional 
hearings before any new Amendments are de- 
bated in the House. 

We understand that a new habeas amend- 
ment is also expected to be offered by Con- 
gressman Butler Derrick of South Carolina. 
Preliminary review shows that this amend- 
ment is also worse than current law and 
would overturn numerous key U.S. Supreme 
Court cases governing habeas corpus. For 
these reasons, we therefore oppose the Der- 
rick Amendment or any other amendments 
which may be offered at the last minute to 
Title VII of H.R. 4092. Any habeas reform 
measure should be considered in a separate 
bill, after the public has had a full and fair 
opportunity to comment on the proposed leg- 
islation. 

In sum, while we strongly support habeas 
corpus reform, we believe it should be ac- 
complished in a deliberative, studied and 
independent manner. For these reasons, we 
wholeheartedly support the Hyde Amend- 
ment to strike the habeas provisions (Title 
VIII) from H.R. 4092. 
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SUPPORT THE MC COLLUM AMENDMENT (AND 
ANY OTHER EFFORTS TO STRIKE TITLE IX); OP- 
POSE ALL OTHER AMENDMENTS TO TITLE IX 
(INCLUDING THE EDWARDS OR WASHINGTON 
AMENDMENTS) 

With regard to Title IX of H.R. 4092, con- 
cerning racially discriminatory capital sen- 
tencing, we strongly support the McCollum 
Amendment, and any other efforts to strike 
Title IX of H.R. 4092, as discussed below. The 
McCollum Amendment, which passed the 
House in the last Congress, would (1) strike 
Title IX (which provides relief based on mere 
statistical showings from unrelated cases), 
and (2) substitute the Equal Justice Act. 

Significantly, the McCollum Amendment 
would apply to all penalties, not merely cap- 
ital punishment, and would codify existing 
case law protections against racial bias. The 
Equal Justice Act expressly prohibits ra- 
cially discriminatory policies. The legisla- 
tion states that any penalty shall be ad- 
ministered . . . without regard to the race or 
color of the defendant or the victim“ and 
prohibits “any racial quota or statistical 
test" for any penalties. Finally, the Equal 
Justice Act provides safeguards during the 
trial, not after-the-fact like statistical 
showings legislation. 

As the recent NAAG Resolution noted, 
NAAG opposes "any measure that would 
allow à capital defendant to make a statis- 
tical showing from unrelated cases as the 
basis for appellate or collateral relief." Such 
statistical showings legislation seriously un- 
dermines enforcement of the death penalty. 

In McCleskey v. Kemp, the U.S. Supreme 
Court rejected a claim which would allow 
capital defendants to make a statistical 
showing of potential race discrimination 
from unrelated cases as a basis for collateral 
relief. The Court correctly held that a de- 
fendant who contests his capital sentence on 
the basis of racial discrimination is required 
to prove that the decision makers in his or 
her own case acted with a discriminatory 
purpose. 
For these reasons, we strongly oppose title 
IX of H.R. 4092, or any amendment (including 
the Edwards and Washington Amendments) 
which would overturn McCleskey v. Kemp or 
provide appellate or collateral relief based 
on mere statistical showings from unrelated 
cases. 

CONCLUSION : 

In sum, we strongly urge the U.S. House of 
Representatives to: (1) support the Hyde 
Amendment and oppose all other amend- 
ments which may be offered on Title VIII; 
and (2) support the McCollum Amendment 
and oppose Title IX or any other amend- 
ments which may be offered on Title IX. We 
oppose any amendments or legislation which 
would weaken current law or provide con- 
victed individuals with greater opportunities 
to challenge their conviction or sentence. We 
remain available to work with you to accom- 
plish meaningful federal habeas corpus re- 
form through separate legislation. 

Sincerely, 

Larry Echohawk, Attorney General of 
Idaho; Frankie Sue Del Papa, Attorney 
General of Nevada; Dan Morales, Attor- 
ney General of Texas; Daniel E. Lun- 
gren, Attorney General of California; 
Joseph P. Mazurek, Attorney General 
of Montana; Robert A. Butterworth, 
Attorney General of Florida; Grant 
Woods, Attorney General of Arizona; 
Mark Barnett, Attorney General of 
South Dakota; Michael F. Easley, At- 
torney General of North Carolina; 
Bruce Botelho, Attorney General of 
Alaska; James S. Gilmore, Attorney 
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General of Virginia; Ernest D. Preate, 
Jr., Attorney General of Pennsylvania; 
Heidi Heitkamp, Attorney General of 
North Dakota; Jeff Amestoy, Attorney 
General of Vermont; Jimmy Evans, At- 
torney General of Alabama; Gale A. 
Norton, Attorney General of Colorado; 
Robert A. Marks, Attorney General of 
Hawaii; Deborah T. Portiz, Attorney 
General of New Jersey; Joseph B. 
Meyer, Attorney General of Wyoming; 
Jan Graham, Attorney General of 
Utah; Tom Udall, Attorney General of 
New Mexico; Don Stenberg, Attorney 
General of Nebraska; Jeffrey B. Pine, 
Attorney General of Rhode Island; T. 
Travis Medlock, Attorney General of 
South Carolina; Robert T. Stephan, At- 
torney General of Kansas; Pamela 
Carter, Attorney General of Indiana. 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF ATTORNEYS GEN- 
ERAL—RESOLUTION ADOPTED MARCH 21, 1994 


Whereas, the National Association of At- 
torneys General is an organization composed 
of the Attorneys General of the 50 states and 
6 jurisdictions of the United States; 

Whereas, the Attorneys General have been 
deeply involved in seeking to influence com- 
prehensive federal legislation in order to 
achieve a meaningful and effective impact 
upon the national scourge of violent crime; 

Whereas, the Congress has attempted sev- 
eral times in the past three years to pass 
omnibus anti-crime measures with provi- 
sions essential to combating violent crime, 
but has been unsuccessful for various rea- 
sons; 

Whereas, the U.S. Senate passed an omni- 
bus crime bill on November 19, 1993, but pur- 
posefully did not include any habeas corpus 
provisions, and it appears that including 
such provisions in the U.S. House bill will 
unnecessarily complicate the House’s ap- 
proval of a consensus-oriented bill, as well as 
delay the passage of any worthwhile anti- 
crime bill; 

Whereas, the National Association of At- 
torneys General has previously resolved to 
oppose federal habeas reform legislation 
which undermines finality and which pro- 
motes unnecessary delay; 

Whereas, the National Association of At- 
torneys General strongly supports existing 
protections against racial prejudice in indi- 
vidual cases, but opposes any legislation 
which provides appellate or collateral relief 
based on mere statistical showings from un- 
related cases; 

Whereas, the U.S. House Judiciary Com- 
mittee recently reported out: (1) legislation 
inconsistent with the Association's previous 
resolutions addressing habeas corpus reform; 
and (2) a measure that would allow a capital 
defendant to make a statistical showing 
from unrelated cases as the basis for appel- 
late or collateral relief; 

Whereas, such legislation would adversely 
affect all capital and non-capital habeas liti- 
gation in the States and effectively stop all 
state capital case prosecutions and execu- 
tions under valid state capital sentencing 
schemes. 

Now, therefore, be it resolved that the Na- 
tional Association of Attorneys General: 

(1) strongly supports all efforts to strike 
the following provisions from an omnibus 
anti-crime bill: (1) any habeas corpus reform 
legislation; and (2) any statistical showings 
legislation; and 

(2) opposes H.R. 4018, or any federal habeas 
legislation which undermines finality and 
promotes unnecessary delay, and H.R. 4017, 
or any measure that would allow a capital 
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defendant to make a statistical showing 
from unrelated cases as the basis or appel- 
late or collateral relief; and 

(3) authorizes its Executive Director and 
General Counsel to transmit this resolution 
to the Administration and Members of Con- 
gress. 

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
STATE OF UTAH, 
April 11, 1994. 
Re Habeas Corpus/Sentencing Legislation. 
Representative JAMES HANSEN, 
Rayburn Building, Washington, DC. 
Representative WILLIAM H. ORTON, 
South Langworth Office, Washington, DC. 
Representative KAREN SHEPHERD, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVES HANSEN, ORTON, 
AND SHEPHERD: I am writing.this letter to 
advise you of my position relating the Titles 
VIII and IX and H.R. 4092, the omnibus crime 
bill. My comments are based not only on my 
office's analysis of the issue but also my un- 
derstanding of the position of the Utah law 
enforcement community as a whole. I have 
had an opportunity to talk with many of the 
top law enforcement individuals in the State 
of Utah and I think we all agree on the fol- 
lowing analysis: 

H.R. 4092, 'Title VIII (concerning federal ha- 
beas corpus) I oppose this title because, 
rather than curtaining habeas litigation, it 
would multiply postconviction litigation, 
overturn significant and very helpful U.S. 
Supreme Court precedent, and further under- 
mine the finality of state criminal convic- 
tions. 

I support the Hyde Amendment, which 
would excise the controversial habeas provi- 
sions from the present crime bill and allow 
them to be considered separately on their 
own merits. 

H.R. 4032, Title IX (concerning race in cap- 
ital sentencing): I oppose this title (the so- 
called “Racial Justice Act“) because it 
would impose an unworkable statistically- 
based procedure on the states and in Utah's 
case create a system that would be unwork- 
able. 

I support the McCollum Amendment (the 
"Equal Justice Act") because it would pro- 
hibit racial discrimination in all sentencing 
without imposing unworkable statistical 
models. 

The Utah law enforcement community be- 
lieves that Title VIII and IX of H.R. 4092 
would effectively abolish capital punish- 
ment, weaken law enforcement, and suspend 
closure for victims of violent crime. The pro- 
visions would also impose significant new fi- 
nancial burdens on the State of Utah. I urge 
you to oppose these provisions. 

Very truly yours, 
JAN GRAHAM, 
Attorney General. 
CALIFORNIA DISTRICT 
ATTORNEYS ASSOCIATION, 
Sacramento, CA, April 29, 1994. 
Re opposition to the Racial Justice Act. 


MARK KROTOSKI, 
Special Assistant Attorney General, Sacramento, 
CA. 

DEAR MR. KROTOSKI: I am enclosing a copy 
of the California District Attorneys Associa- 
tion's unanimous resolution opposing the 
Racial Justice Act. 

All 58 Elected District Attorneys in the 
State of California believe that adoption of 
the Racial Justice Act will effectively de- 
stroy the death penalty. We also oppose a 
Racial Justice Act which would be limited to 
federal capital cases, since it would be easy 
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to extend the statute’s application to the 
States, in the next crime bill. 

We urge you to support an effort to strike 
this measure from the Federal Crime Bill. 

Very truly yours, 
GREGORY D. TOTTEN, 
Executive Director. 

CALIFORNIA DISTRICT ATTORNEYS ASSOCIA- 

TION—RESOLUTION ADOPTED APRIL 29, 1994 


Whereas, the California District Attorneys 
Association is an organization composed of 
the elected District Attorneys of California’s 
fifty-eight counties and 3,000 deputy district 
attorneys and city prosecutors; 

Whereas, on April 21, 1994, the U.S. House 
of Representatives adopted the omnibus 
crime bill, H.R. 4092, which included in Title 
IX legislation, referred to, and known as, the 
Racial Justice Act (or the Racially Discrimi- 
natory Capital Sentencing Act); 

Whereas, on April 20, 1994, the U.S. House 
of Representatives narrowly defeated the 
McCollum Amendment to strike the Racial 
Justice Act from the House crime bill and 
substitute in its place the Equal Justice Act. 
[The vote was an effective 212 to 212 tie, after 
the votes of the five Delegate members were 
excluded under recent House Rules.]; 

Whereas, the Racial Justice Act would, 
first, permit a capital case defendant to 
make a statistical showing that death sen- 
tences are being imposed or administered in 
a disproportionate manner upon (1) persons 
of one race or (2) as punishment for capital 
offenses against persons of one race, and, 
second, require the prosecutor to rebut this 
statistical showing 'by a preponderance of 
the evidence”; 

Whereas, in the 102d Congress, on June 20, 
1991, the U.S. Senate voted to strike a simi- 
lar measure entitled the Racial Justice Act, 
out of the omnibus crime measure by a bi- 
partisan vote of 55 to 41 (this was the third 
successive Congress in which the U.S. Senate 
rejected the Racial Justice Act), and on Oc- 
tober 22, 1991, the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives voted to strike a similar measure by a 
bipartisan vote of 223 to 191; 

Whereas, the U.S. Supreme Court rejected 
a discrimination claim founded solely upon 
statistics, in McClesky v. Kemp, 481 U.S. 279 
(1987). 

Now, therefore, be it resolved that in light 
of the urgency and importance of this mat- 
ter, all 58 California district attorneys, hav- 
ing been polled, unanimously. 

(1) oppose any version of the Racial Justice 
Act, for the following reasons: 

(a) the Racial Justice Act would result in 
the effective abolition of capital punish- 
ment. 

This would result because of the inherent 
evidentiary difficulties and inevitable vast 
expenditures of time and money in litigation 
in every post-conviction capital case, to 
prove by at least a preponderance of the evi- 
dence a negative, to wit, that race was not 
the basis for any of the prosecutor's jury's, 
or judge's decisions. [The Racial Justice Act 
contains a virtually impossible rebuttal bur- 
den: "Unless [the prosecutor or State] can 
show that the death penalty was sought in 
all cases fitting the statutory criteria for 
imposition of the death penalty, the govern- 
ment cannot rely on mere assertions that it 
did not intend to discriminate or that the 
cases in which death was imposed fit the 
statutory criteria for imposition of the death 
penalty.]; 

(b) moreover, as to adjudicated cases, the 
retroactive application of the Racial Justice 
Act would permit convicted capital defend- 
ants to reopen their cases by presenting dis- 
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crimination claims (regardless of whether 
such claims had previously been rejected). In 
California, there are currently 376 individ- 
uals on death row. The retroactive provision 
in the Racial Justice Act as passed by the 
House would potentially affect these cases as 
well as others around the nation; 

(c) the statistical premise of any version of 
the Racial Justice Act is unsound, for sev- 
eral reasons, including: 

(1) it disregards the fundamental precept of 
our criminal justice system that an individ- 
ual is tried on the facts of his or her case, 
not on the facts or circumstances or statis- 
tics from unrelated cases; 

(ii) it overturns the U.S. Supreme Court's 
rejection of such a statistical premise, where 
the Court noted with regard to the Baldus 
study: "Even Professor Baldus does not con- 
tend that his statistics prove that race en- 
ters into any capital sentencing decisions or 
that race was a factor in McCleskey's par- 
ticular case. Statistics at most may show 
only a likelihood that a particular factor en- 
tered into some decisions." McCleskey v. 
Kemp, 481 U.S. 279, 308 (1987) (emphasis in 
original); and 

(iii) its statistical showing fails to estab- 
lish that the imposition of capital punish- 
ment in a particular case is predicated on 
any bias; and 

(d) the Racial Justice Act would permit 
the '"second-guessing' of capital case deci- 
sions by prosecutors, defense counsel, judges 
and juries based upon the information and 
statistics required to be maintained under 
the Act; 

(e) the Racial Justice Act eliminates the 
traditional deference to state-court findings 
of fact, 28 U.S.C. $2254(d); Summer v. Mata, 449 
U.S. 539 (1981), if the state fails to collect or 
maintain adequate records required under 
the Act, and causes the individual convic- 
tion, though lawfully and justifiably im- 
posed, to be unduly placed in jeopardy; 

(f) the potential cost of compliance on 
states and local entities would be exorbitant, 
as demonstrated by one California case (/n re 
Earl Jackson) which took three years to pre- 
pare for an evidentiary hearing and cost 
more than $1,000,000. The evidentiary hearing 
was never held, after the McCleskey v. Kemp 
ruling was rendered; 

(g) the Racial Justice Act encourages a 
quota system for capital punishment cases 
by in effect introducing race conscious- 
ness“ into capital case decisions. 

(2) opposes any legislation which would un- 
dermine or otherwise modify the holding in 
McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 U.S. 279 (1987); 

(3) calls upon the U.S. House of Represent- 
atives and U.S. Senate to reject any version 
of the Racial Justice Act as part of any 
package of federal habeas corpus reform or 
any crime bill; 

(4) opposes any legislation, including the 
omnibus crime bill to be reported by the con- 
ference committee, which includes any ver- 
sion of the Racial Justice Act. Any meaning- 
ful provisions contained in the crime bill are 
completely undermined by inclusion of the 
Racial Justice Act, which is antithetical to 
fundamental notions under our criminal jus- 
tice system. If the omnibus crime bill con- 
tains any version of the Racial Justice Act, 
we recommend it be voted down until this 
legislation is removed. 

Be it further resolved by the California 
District Attorneys Association that its Exec- 
utive Director shall transmit a copy of this 
resolution to the U.S. Senators and Rep- 
resentatives in the California delegation and 
to members of the Senate and House Com- 
mittees on the Judiciary. 
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Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


CONSUMER REPORTING REFORM 
ACT OF 1994 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I apologize 
to my cosponsor and to my colleagues. 
I am a victim of travel problems on 
Monday. My flight was canceled; thus, 
my delayed arrival. I apologize for de- 
laying the work of the Senate. 

But speaking of delays, Mr. Presi- 
dent, this is a matter that has been de- 
layed far too long. We have been trying 
to get legislation enacted which will 
provide for reforms in the Fair Credit 
Reporting Act. And today I think we 
are very close to a workable com- 
promise. 

I particularly commend my col- 
league, Senator BRYAN, for his strong 
leadership on S. 783, the Consumer Re- 
porting Reform Act of 1994, because 
without it, quite frankly, we would not 
be here today. Through his efforts, I 
believe we have reached a bipartisan 
agreement on a bill that was anything 
but bipartisan from the beginning. Sen- 
ator BRYAN has worked tirelessly to 
bring competing, opposing and dispar- 
ate interests together to reach a com- 
promise. I commend him, and I con- 
gratulate him for his efforts. 

I also want to express thanks to our 
ranking Republican member on the 
Banking Committee, Senator D'AMATO, 
for his support and willingness to make 
this a bipartisan effort. Again, we 
could not have been here today without 
his hard work. 

Obviously, commendations are due 
the chairman, Senator RIEGLE, for 
granting this bill its day in court. I be- 
lieve it is a true testament to his lead- 
ership that we have been able to reach 
agreement on what has, in the past, 
been such a contentious piece of legis- 
lation. 

Some of you may know, I have been 
working to pass legislation to reform 
the FCRA for the last 4 years. I was be- 
ginning to wonder if we would see the 
day when it might reach the full Sen- 
ate for consideration. Senator BRYAN 
and I, together with the cosponsorship 
of the chairman, introduced this legis- 
lation on April 7 of last year. A hearing 
was held in May, and then S. 783 passed 
the committee by a vote of 15 to 4 in 
late October. 

The Fair Credit Reporting Act is ripe 
for revision. I have heard too many sto- 
ries and I know my colleagues have 
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heard too many horror stories not to 
believe this act requires reform. The 
act was written long before computer 
technology was as sophisticated as it is 
today. These technological advances 
have meant a drastic increase in the 
amount of information that may be 
kept on each and every one of us as an 
individual. I think the current law sim- 
ply just does not do an adequate job of 
protecting the consumer, the individ- 
ual’s rights with respect to their credit 
history. 

For example, currently, the law only 
requires credit bureaus to reinvestigate 
within a reasonable time. It was not 
uncommon, and I had discussions 
today, which I will share with you ina 
minute, where it takes months, even 
years to get an error taken out of a 
credit report, to get the report cleaned 
up. Even if you did succeed in getting 
the incorrect information removed, 
there was nothing to prevent it from 
being put back on your report. 

I believe that the single most impor- 
tant provision in this legislation is the 
30-day limit on the reinvestigation pro- 
cedure. If disputed information cannot 
be verified or is found to be inaccurate 
within 30 days, then it is wiped off the 
credit report and cannot be reinserted 
without a notice to the consumer. This 
is the cornerstone of the legislation, 
the most significant improvement over 
current law. 

This should help all consumers who 
find out right before they close on 
their mortgage that there is something 
negative on their credit report to get 
the incorrect information removed 
promptly, and to protect themselves 
against significant loss of precious 
time and money. 

One of the people I talked with today 
lost a home because he and his wife 
were unable to clear up incorrect infor- 
mation on their credit report that 
made it impossible for them to find fi- 
nancing for the home. It was an error, 
but they could not get the credit bu- 
reau to change it in time. So he lost 
his opportunity to purchase the house 
that he and his wife wanted. That is 
what an improper credit report can do. 

I realize credit bureaus have volun- 
tarily instituted a 30-day standard in 
recent years, and I congratulate them 
for it. But there is no provision in the 
law holding them to it. I do congratu- 
late the credit bureaus for taking steps 
to make the system more accurate, 
but, again, I feel that this can best be 
assured for the future if legislation is 
passed. It was the threat of Federal 
legislation that has cleaned up the sys- 
tem, and if we do not pass legislation 
and the threat is removed, there is al- 
ways the opportunity that the system 
could go back to its old ways. 

Congress needs to address the con- 
cerns about accuracy in the system and 
the need for consumer privacy. As I 
said earlier, I met with some of my 
constituents in St. Louis this morning 
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to listen to their horror stories of how 
they had struggled, and struggled, and 
struggled to get mistakes off their 
credit reports. They have met with 
many of the same obstacles that mil- 
lions of other consumers have faced: 
Months of waiting for the credit re- 
ports to be fixed, credit granters who 
are unresponsive, no live person to talk 
to who will listen to their complaints. 
The problems are not new. We, who 
have been hearing about these prob- 
lems in our offices, as I am sure my 
colleagues have in theirs, have been 
trying for years to find a way to ad- 
dress them. 

I explained to the constituents I met 
with this morning how this bill, S. 783, 
will address the problems. It tradition- 
ally has taken a long time for the cred- 
it bureaus to respond and fix credit re- 
ports. I told them this bill would re- 
quire the process to be completed in 30 


days. 

As I said before, if the information in 
the report cannot be verified by the 
creditor who submitted it within 30 
days, it would be removed from the re- 
port and it cannot be reinserted unless 
the consumer is notified. 

I already mentioned the person who 
had 1ost a house. He is an attorney. He 
lost the house he wanted to purchase 
because he could not get his credit re- 
port cleaned up in time to get the fi- 
nancing to meet the deadlines under 
the purchase contract. 

Another person who came in to talk 
to us today spent over 1 year and 2 
months trying to get his mother's cred- 
it history off his credit report. He was 
not living at home; he did not have any 
joint accounts. He had to go to the Bet- 
ter Business Bureau and the State at- 
torney general. It took him over a year 
to get it off. 

Another one of the people who talked 
with me today works in the consumer 
finance and credit department of an 
automobile dealership. He is in the sys- 
tem and he spent 10 weeks trying to 
get somebody else's information, some- 
one who had a similar name to his—his 
last name is Smith—off his credit re- 
port. It took him 10 weeks to get that 
report cleaned up. He said he could not 
get credit during that time. 

Another woman who had a very frus- 
trating experience spent months trying 
to contact the credit bureau and found 
that she never, in all those months, 
talked to anybody but an answering 
machine. She never was able to talk to 
a live human being. Those complaints 
go on and on, and I believe they are 
echoed in many places around the 
country. 

Because consumers have complained 
to us that they can get no one at the 
credit bureaus to talk to them, this bill 
requires the credit bureaus to establish 
toll free numbers and have people—hu- 
mans—available for consumers to talk 
to about their reports. 

When consumers are turned down for 
credit based on information in the re- 
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port, under current law, they are enti- 
tled to à free copy of their report. 

Our bill provides, in addition, that 
consumers shall receive a summary of 
their rights and, upon completion of 
the reinvestigation, another free copy 
of the report so they can check to 
make sure it has been fixed. Also, the 
consumer can get another free copy 
during the next year to make sure the 
mistake does not reappear. 

One gentleman who showed up at the 
meeting today, whom we had not 
talked to before, spent a very frustrat- 
ing several weeks getting his report 
cleaned up. They proudly showed him 
the copy of the report that had been 
cleaned up. They had taken off the pre- 
vious misinformation about somebody 
with a name the same as his but with 
& different Social Security number, 
and they had added a major new credit 
mistake—the same person, different 
Social Security number, same name. 
They presented him the cleaned up 
copy of the report, but it had the new 
bogey with bad consumer information. 

These are the kinds of problems we 
can address through this measure. I 
think we are very close to developing a 
compromise. Senator BRYAN and I are 
working on a managers' amendment. 

There are some other problems that 
have been raised about the bill. I be- 
lieve we can continue to work on this 
delicate balancing act. We have lis- 
tened to reasonable concerns on all 
sides, and I think, with the com- 
promise, we perhaps can improve it 
some. But this basic structure is a 
measure that we can and should pass so 
that consumers in America today will 
not face the problem of being unable to 
get credit to buy a car, to buy a home, 
to finance their other activities be- 
cause somebody who may have a simi- 
lar name, may not even have a similar 
name, has a bad credit history that is 
placed on their report. 

Mr. President, I look forward to 
working on this measure tomorrow. I 
believe the Senator from Nevada has 
some matters in wrap-up. Is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. BRYAN. The Senator from Mis- 
souri is correct. 

If I might, Mr. President, I say to my 
colleague from Missouri, in his absence 
I noted his steadfast support and his 
diligence over many, many years in 
bringing this piece of legislation to the 
floor. 

I would just like to say in his pres- 
ence that we would not be where we are 
today had it not been for his leadership 
as well in the bipartisan working effort 
that he and I have put together with 
some of our other colleagues and his 
staff, and I salute the Senator from 
Missouri for his commitment. Just as 
he experienced in St. Louis, every 
Member of this body will hear from 
constituents who have problems simi- 
lar to that which the constituent of the 
Senator from Missouri shared with him 
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this morning and as I have shared pre- 
viously in my opening statement. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I do not 
believe there are any other colleagues 
who seek recognition. 

At this point, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that there now be a period for 
morning business with Senators per- 
mitted to speak therein for a period 
not to exceed 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


APPOINTMENT BY THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from Nevada permit the Chair 
to make an announcement? 

Mr. BRYAN. The Senator from Ne- 
vada will yield to the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the majority leader, 
pursuant to Public Law 103-227, ap- 
points the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. BINGAMAN] as a member of the Na- 
tional Education Goals panel. 

The Senator from Nevada is recog- 
nized. 


MEASURE INDEFINITELY 
POSTPONED 


Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Calendar No. 
288, S. 297, be indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BOND. No objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 


NATIONAL WALKING WEEK 


CLASSICAL MUSIC MONTH 


Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Judiciary 
Committee be discharged en bloc from 
consideration of the following joint 
resolutions: Senate Joint Resolution 
146, designating “National Walking 
Week," and House Joint Resolution 
239, designating Classical Music 
Month”; that the Senate then proceed 
en bloc to their immediate consider- 
ation; that the joint resolutions be 
deemed read three times, passed, and 
the motions to reconsider laid on the 
table; that the preambles thereto be 
agreed to en bloc. Further, that the 
consideration of these items appear in- 
dividually in the RECORD, and any 
statements relating thereto be inserted 
in the RECORD at the appropriate place. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BOND. No objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair hears none, and the resolutions 
are passed. 
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So the joint resolutions (S.J. Res. 146 
and H.J. Res. 239) were deemed read 
three times and passed. 

The preambles were agreed to. 

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 146) 
with its preamble, is as follows: 

S.J. RES. 146 


Whereas medical authorities have estab- 
lished that walking— 

(1) powerfully protects against high blood 
pressure, cholesterol problems, and other 
factors that can contribute to heart disease; 

(2) protects against adult onset (Type II) 
diabetes; 

(3) builds strong bones and protects against 
osteoporosis, the weak-bone disease that af- 
flicts millions of older women; 

(4) probably offers protection against sev- 
eral forms of cancer that are believed to be 
preventable through regular and moderate 
exercise; and 

(5) is a safe and dependable way for mil- 
lions of overweight people to lose weight 
without stringent dieting; 

Whereas the failure to exercise regularly, 
such as walking, has been identified as the 
single greatest risk factor for heart disease; 

Whereas the designation of ‘National 
Walking Week” will help promote the issue 
of pedestrian access and safety; 

Whereas areas of America are becoming in- 
accessible or unsafe for walkers, so the bene- 
fits of this activity are being blocked; 

Whereas people should be able to walk any- 
where in their community, within reason; 
and 

Whereas walking encourages community 
spirit and safety: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 'That May 1, 1994, through 
May 7, 1994, is designated as National Walk- 
ing Week”. The President is authorized and 
requested to issue a proclamation calling 
upon the people of the United States to ob- 
serve the week with appropriate ceremonies 
and activities. 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
RECEIVED DURING ADJOURNMENT 


Under the authority of the order of 
January 5, 1993, the Secretary of the 
Senate, on April 29, during the adjourn- 
ment of the Senate, received a message 
from the House of Representatives, an- 
nouncing that the Speaker has signed 
the following bill: 

H.R. 2333. An act to authorize appropria- 
tions for the Department of State, the Unit- 
ed States Information Agency, and related 
agencies, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House agrees to the following concur- 
rent resolution, without amendment: 

S. Con. Res. 67. Concurrent resolution to 
correct technical errors in the enrollment of 
the bill, H.R. 2333. 

The message further announced that 
the House agrees to the report of the 
committee on conference of the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the Senate to the 
bill (H.R. 2333) to authorize appropria- 
tions for the Department of State, the 
United States Information Agency, and 
related agencies, and for other pur- 
poses. 
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ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 


The message also announced that the 
Speaker has signed the following en- 
rolled bills and joint resolutions: 

S. 1636. An act to authorize appropriations 
for the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 
1972 and to improve the program to reduce 
the incidental taking of marine mammals 
during the course of commercial fishing op- 
erations, and for other purposes. 

S. 1930. An act to amend the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act to im- 
prove the administration of claims and obli- 
gations and of the Farmers Home Adminis- 
tration, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 2333. An act to authorize appropria- 
tions for the Department of State, the Unit- 
ed States Information Agency, and related 
agencies, and for other purposes. 

S.J. Res. 143. Joint resolution providing for 
the appointment of Frank Anderson Shrontz 
as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of 
the Smithsonian Institution. 

S.J. Res. 144. Joint resolution providing for 
the appointment of Manuel Luis Ibanez as a 
citizen regent of the Board of Regents of the 
Smithsonian Institution. 

The enrolled bills and joint resolu- 
tions were subsequently signed by the 
President pro tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEE SUBMIT- 
TED DURING ADJOURNMENT 


Pursuant to the order of the Senate 
of January 5, 1993, the following report 
was submitted on April 29, 1994, during 
the adjournment of the Senate: 

By Mr. GLENN, from the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs: 

Report to accompany the bill (S. 1935) to 
prohibit lobbyists and their clients from pro- 
viding to legislative branch officials certain 
gifts, meals, entertainment,  reimburse- 
ments, or loans and to place limits on and 
require disclosure by lobbyists of certain ex- 
penditures (Rpt. 103-255). 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


REVISED DEFERRAL OF BUDGET 
AUTHORITY FOR THE DEPART- 
MENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES—MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT—PM 105 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred jointly pur- 
suant to the order of January 30, 1975, 
as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, to the Committee Appropriations, 
the Committee on the Budget, and the 
Committee on Finance. 


To the Congress of the United States: 

In accordance with the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974, I herewith report one revised 
deferral of budget authority, totaling 
$7.3 million. 

The deferral affects the Department 
of Health and Human Services. The de- 
tails of the revised deferral is con- 
tained in the attached report. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE, May 2, 1994. 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


At 3:38 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives delivered by 
Mrs. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has agreed 
to the amendment of the Senate to the 
bill (H.R. 1727) to establish a program 
of grants to States for arson research, 
prevention, and control and for other 
purposes; with an amendment, in which 
it requests the concurrence of the Sen- 
ate. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the bill (S. 2000) to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal 
years 1995 through 1998 to carry out the 
Head Start Act, the Community Serv- 
ices Block Grant Act, and for other 
purposes; with an amendment; it in- 
sists upon its amendment to the bill, 
requests a conference with the Senate 
thereon, and appoints the following as 
managers of the conference on the part 
of the House: 

From the Committee on Education 
and Labor, for consideration of the 
Senate bill, and the House amend- 
ments, and modifications committed to 
conference: Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mr. 
MARTINEZ, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. OWENS, Mr. 
ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. SCOTT, 
Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, 
Mr. BAESLER, Mr. GOODLING, Ms. MOL- 
INARI, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. 
MILLER of Florida, and Mr. CASTLE. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
for consideration of title III of the Sen- 
ate bill and title III of the House 
amendments, and modifications com- 
mitted to conference: Mr. DINGELL, Mr. 
SHARP, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. 
KREIDLER, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. BILI- 
RAKIS, and Mr. HASTERT. 

The message further announced that 
the House has passed the following 
bills and joint resolution in which it 
requests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3221. An act to provide for the adju- 
dication of certain claims against the Gov- 
ernment of Iraq. 

H.R. 4013. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide the Secretary of Vet- 
erans Affairs with necessary flexibility in 
staffing the Veterans Health Administration. 

H.R. 4204. An act to designate the federal 
building located at 711 Washington Street in 
Boston, Massachusetts, as the "Jean Mayer 
Human Nutrition Research Center on 
Aging." 

H.J. Res. 360. Joint resolution to designate 
the week of April 25, 1994, to May 1, 1994, as 
"Let's Stop Kids Killing Kids Week.” 

The message also announced that the 
House agrees to the following concur- 
rent resolution, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 237. Concurrent resolution au- 
thorizing the use of the Capitol grounds for 
the 13th annual National Peace Officers' Me- 
morial Service. 
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MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bill and joint resolu- 
tion were read the first and second 
times by unanimous consent, and re- 
ferred as indicated: 

H.R. 3221. An act to provide for the adju- 
dication of certain claims against the Gov- 
ernment of Iraq; to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. 

H.J. Res. 360. Concurrent resolution to des- 
ignate the week of April 25, 1994, to May 1, 
1994, as Let's Stop Kids Killing Kids Week“; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on April 29, 1994, during the recess 
of the Senate, she had presented to the 
President of the United States the fol- 
lowing enrolled bills and joint resolu- 
tions: 


S. 1636. An act to authorize appropriations 
for the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 
1972 and to improve the program to reduce 
the incidental taking of marine mammals 
during the course of commercial fishing op- 
erations, and for other purposes. 

S. 1930. An act to amend the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act to im- 
prove the administration of claims and obli- 
gations of the Farmers Home Administra- 
tion, and for other purposes. 

S. 2005. An act to make certain technical 
corrections, and for other purposes. 

S.J. Res. 143. Joint resolution providing for 
the appointment of Frank Anderson Shrontz 
as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of 
the Smithsonian Institution. 

S.J. Res. 144. Joint resolution providing for 
the appointment of Manuel Luis Ibanez as a 
citizen regent of the Board of Regents of the 
Smithsonian Institution. 

S.J. Res. 150. Joint resolution to designate 
the week of May 2 through May 8, 1994, as 
“Public Service Recognition Week.“ 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEE 


Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of April 26, 1994, the follow- 
ing executive reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. BUMPERS, from the Committee on 
Small Business: 

Jere Walton Glover, of Maryland, to be 
Chief Counsel for Advocacy, Small Business 
Administration. 

(The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that he be 
confirmed, subject to the nominee's 
commitment to respond to requests to 
appear and testify before any duly con- 
stituted committee of the Senate.) 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. DECONCINI (for himself and 
Mr. WARNER) (by request): 

S. 2056. A bill to amend the National Secu- 
rity Act of 1947 to improve the counterintel- 
ligence and security posture of the United 
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States, and for other purposes; to the Select 
Committee on Intelligence. 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. DECONCINI (for himself 
and Mr. WARNER) (by request): 

S. 2056. A bill to amend the National 
Security Act of 1947 to improve the 
counterintelligence and security pos- 
ture of the United States, and for other 
purposes; to the Select Committee on 
Intelligence. 

COUNTERINTELLIGENCE AND SECURITY 
ENHANCEMENTS ACT OF 1994 ` 

Mr. DECONCINI. Madam President, 
Senator WARNER and I are today intro- 
ducing on request a bill developed by 
the Clinton administration to improve 
the counterintelligence and security 
posture of the Government. 

Since the bill was only provided to us 
this past weekend, we have not had an 
opportunity to analyze it thoroughly. 
It does, however, address a number of 
Shortcomings apparent in the existing 
system and appears worthy of serious 
consideration by the Senate. Inasmuch 
as the Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence will hold a public hearing to- 
morrow morning on  counterintel- 
ligence legislation, we are introducing 
the administration bill today in order 
that it will be formally before the com- 
mittee. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD immediately fol- 
lowing the conclusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2056 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America as- 
sembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Counter- 
intelligence and Security Enhancements Act 
of 1994". 

SEC. 2. AMENDMENT TO THE NATIONAL SECU- 
RITY ACT OF 1947. 

The National Security Act of 1947 (50 
U.S.C. 401 et seq.) is amended by inserting at 
the end thereof the following new title: 

TITLE VIII—ACCESS TO CLASSIFIED 

INFORMATION 

SEC. 801. The provisions of this title shall 
not apply to the President and Vice Presi- 
dent, Members of the Congress, Justices of 
the Supreme Court, and Federal judges ap- 
pointed by the President. 

Sec. 802. The President shall, within 180 
days of enactment of this title, direct the is- 
suance of a regulation to govern access to 
classified information which shall be binding 
upon all departments, agencies, and offices 
of the Executive branch. 

SEc. 803. Except as may be provided for in 
the regulation issued under Section 802 of 
this title, no person shall be given access to 
classified information, after the effective 
date of this title, by any department, 
agency, or office of the Executive branch un- 
less, based upon an appropriate background 
investigation, such access is determined to 
be clearly consistent with the interests of 
national security. 
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REQUEST BY AUTHORIZED INVESTIGATIVE 
AGENCIES 

SEC. 804. (a)(1) Any authorized investiga- 
tive agency may request from any financial 
agency, financial institution, or holding 
company, as defined in section 5312 of the 
Currency and Foreign Transactions Report- 
ing Act (31 U.S.C. 5312, as amended) or sec- 
tion 1101 of the Right to Financial Privacy 
Act of 1978 (12 U.S.C. 3401), or from any 
consumer credit reporting agency, as defined 
in section 603 of the Consumer Credit Protec- 
tion Act (15 U.S.C. 1681a), such financial 
records, other financial information, and 
consumer reports as are necessary in order 
to conduct any authorized law enforcement 
investigation, counterintelligence inquiry, 
or security determination. Any authorized 
investigative agency may also request 
records maintained by any commercial en- 
tity within the United State pertaining to 
travel by a person outside the United States. 

(2) Requests may be made under this sec- 
tion where— 

(A) the records sought pertain to a person 
who is or was an employee required by the 
President in an Executive order, as a condi- 
tion of access to classified information, to 
provide consent, during a background inves- 
tigation and for such time as access to the 
information is maintained, and for not more 
than five years thereafter, permitting access 
to financial records, other financial informa- 
tion, consumer reports, and travel records; 
and 

(B) There is information or allegations in- 
dicating that the person is, or may be, dis- 
closing classified information in an unau- 
thorized manner to a foreign power or agent 
of a foreign power, or an issue of otherwise 
unexplained affluence or excessive indebted- 
ness arises in the course of any background 
investigation or reinvestigation. 

(3) Each such request— 

(A) shall be accompanied by a written cer- 
tification signed by the department or 
agency head or deputy department or agency 
head concerned and shall certify that— 

(i) the person concerned is or was an em- 
ployee within the meaning of subparagraph 
(2A) above; 

(ii) the request is being made pursuant to 
an authorized inquiry or investigation and is 
authorized under this section; and 

(iii) the records or information to be re- 
viewed are records or information which the 
employee has previously agreed to make 
available to the authorized investigative 
agency for review; 

(B) shall contain a copy of the agreement 
referred to in subparagraph (A)(iii); 

(C) shall identify specifically or by cat- 
egory the records or information to be re- 
viewed; and 

(D) shall inform the recipient of the re- 
quest of the prohibition described in sub- 
section (b). 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, no governmental or private entity, or 
officer, employee, or agent of such entity, 
may disclose to any person, other than those 
officers, employees, or agents of such entity 
necessary to satisfy a request made under 
this section, that such entity has received or 
satisfied a request made by an authorized in- 
vestigative agency under this section. 

(o) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law except section 6103 of title 26, United 
States Code, an entity receiving a request 
for records or information under subsection 
(a) shall, if the request satisfies the require- 
ments of this section, make available such 
records or information within 30 days for in- 
spection or copying, as may be appropriate, 
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by the agency requesting such records or in- 
formation. 

(2) Any entity (including any officer, em- 
ployee or agent thereof) that discloses 
records or information for inspection or 
copying pursuant to this section in good 
faith reliance upon the certifications made 
by any agency pursuant to this section shall 
not be liable for any such disclosure to any 
person under this title, the constitution of 
any State, or any law or regulation of any 
State or any political subdivision of any 
State. 

(d) Subject to the availability of appropria- 
tions therefor, any agency requesting 
records or information under this section 
may reimburse a private entity for any cost 
reasonably incurred by such entity in re- 
sponding to such request, including the cost 
of identifying, reproducing, or transporting 
records or other data. 

(c) An agency receiving records or informa- 
tion pursuant to a request under this section 
may disseminate the records or information 
obtained pursuant to such request outside 
the agency only to the agency employing the 
employee who is the subject of the records or 
information, to the Department of Justice 
for law enforcement or counterintelligence 
purposes, or, with respect to dissemination 
to an agency of the United States, only if 
such information is clearly relevant to the 
authorized responsibilities of such agency. 

(f) Nothing in this section shall affect the 
authority of an investigative agency to ob- 
tain information pursuant to the Right to 
Financial Privacy Act (12 U.S.C. 3401 et seq.) 
or the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 
1681 et seq.). 


DEFINITIONS 


SEC. 805. For purposes of this title— 

(a) the phrase classified information“ 
means any information that has been deter- 
mined pursuant to Executive Order No. 12356 
of April 2, 1982, or successor orders, or the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, to require protec- 
tion against unauthorized disclosure and 
that is so designated; 

(b) the term employee“ includes any per- 
son who receives a salary or compensation of 
any kind from the United States Govern- 
ment, is a contractor of the United States 
Government or an employee thereof, is an 
unpaid consultant of the United States Gov- 
ernment, or otherwise acts for or on behalf 
of the United States Government; 

(c) the term “authorized investigative 
agency" means an agency authorized by law 
or regulation to conduct counterintelligence 
investigation or investigations of persons 
who are proposed for access to classified in- 
formation to ascertain whether such persons 
satisfy the criteria for obtaining and retain- 
ing access to such information; 

(d) the term "State" means any State of 
the United States, the District of Columbia, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands, and any ter- 
ritory or possession of the United States. 


EFFECTIVE DATE 


SEC. 806. This title shall take effect 180 
days after the date of its enactment. 

SEC. 3. DISCLOSURE OF CONSUMER CREDIT RE- 
PORTS FOR COUNTERINTEL- 
LIGENCE PURPOSES. 

Section 608 of the Fair Credit Reporting 
Act (15 U.S.C. 1681f) is amended— 

(1) by striking "Notwithstanding" and in- 
serting (a) DISCLOSURE OF CERTAIN IDENTI- 
FYING INFORMATION.—Notwithstanding''; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: (b) DISCLOSURES TO THE FBI FOR 
COUNTERINTELLIGENCE PURPOSES.— 
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*(1) CONSUMER REPORTS.—Notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 604, a consumer re- 
porting agency shall furnish a consumer re- 
port to the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
when presented with a written request for a 
consumer report, signed by the Director or 
Deputy Director of the Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation who certifies compliance with 
this subsection. The Director or Deputy Di- 
rector may make such a certification only if 
he has determined in writing that— 

"(A) such records are necessary for the 
conduct of an authorized foreign counter- 
intelligence investigation; and 

B) there are specific and articulable facts 
giving reason to believe that the consumer 
whose consumer report is sought is a foreign 
power or an agent of a foreign power, as de- 
fined in section 101 of the Foreign Intel- 
ligence Surveillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 
1801). 

“(2) IDENTIFYING INFORMATION.—Notwith- 
standing the provisions of section 604, a 
consumer reporting agency shall furnish 
identifying information respecting a 
consumer, limited to name, address, former 
addresses, places of employment, or former 
places of employment, to the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation when present with a written 
request, signed by the Director or Deputy Di- 
rector, which certifies compliance with this 
subsection. The Director or Deputy Director 
may make such certification only if the Di- 
rector or Deputy Director has determined in 
writing that— 

"(A) such information is necessary to the 
conduct of an authorized foreign counter- 
intelligence investigation; and. 

"(B) there is information giving reason to 
believe that the consumer has been, or is 
about to be, in contact with a foreign power 
or an agent of a foreign power, as so defined. 

(3) CONFIDENTIALITY.—NO consumer re- 
porting agency or officer, employee, or agent 
of such consumer reporting agency may dis- 
close to any person, other than those offi- 
cers, employees, or agents of such agency 
necessary to fulfill the requirement to dis- 
close information to the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation under this subsection, that the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation has sought 
or obtained a consumer report or identifying 
information respecting any consumer under 
paragraph (1) or (2), nor shall such agency, 
officer, employee, or agent include in any 
consumer report any information that would 
indicate that the Federal Bureau of Inves- 
tigation has sought or obtained such a 
consumer report or identifying information. 

(4) PAYMENT OF FEES.—The Federal Bu- 
reau of Investigation may, subject to the 
availability of appropriations, pay to the 
consumer reporting agency assembling or 
providing credit reports or identifying infor- 
mation in accordance with this title, a fee 
for reimbursement for such costs as are rea- 
sonably necessary and which have been di- 
rectly incurred in searching, reproducing, or 
transporting books, papers, records, or other 
data required or requested to be produced 
under this subsection. 

(5) LIMIT ON DISSEMINATION.—The Federal 
Bureau of Investigation may not disseminate 
information obtained pursuant to this sub- 
section outside of the Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation, except to the Department of 
Justice or as may be necessary for the con- 
duct of a foreign counterintelligence inves- 
tigation. 

“(6) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this subsection shall be construed to prohibit 
information from being furnished by the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation pursuant to 
& subpoena or court order, or in connection 
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with a judicial or administrative proceeding 
to enforce the provisions of this Act. Noth- 
ing in this subsection shall be construed to 
authorize or permit the withholding of infor- 
mation from Congress. 

"(T) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—On an annual 
basis, the Attorney General of the United 
States shall fully inform the Permanent Se- 
lect Committee on Intelligence of the House 
of Representatives, and the Select Commit- 
tee on Intelligence of the Senate concerning 
all requests made pursuant to paragraphs (1) 
and (2). 

“(8) DAMAGES.—Any agency or department 
of the United States obtaining or disclosing 
credit reports, records, or information con- 
tained therein in violation of this subsection 
is liable to the consumer to whom such 
records relate in an amount equal to the sum 
of— 

) $100, without regard to the volume of 
records involved; 

"(B) any actual damages sustained by the 
consumer as a result of the disclosure; 

"(C) if the violation is found to have been 
willful or intentional, such punitive damages 
as a court may allow; and 

D) in the case of any successful action to 
enforce liability under this subsection, the 
costs of the action, together with reasonable 
attorneys fees, as determined by the court. 

9) GOOD FAITH EXCEPTION.—Any credit re- 
porting agency or agent or employee thereof 
making disclosure of credit reports or identi- 
fying information pursuant to this sub- 
section in good faith reliance upon a certifi- 
cate of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
pursuant to this subsection shall not be lia- 
ble to any person for such disclosure under 
this title, the constitution of any State, or 
any law or regulation of any State or any po- 
litical subdivision of any State. As used in 
this subsection, the term ‘State’ means any 
State of the United States, the District of 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, the Trust Territory of the Pacific Is- 
lands, and any territory or possession of the 
United States. 

(10) LIMITATION OF REMEDIES.—The rem- 
edies set forth in this subsection shall be the 
only judicial remedies for violation of this 
subsection. 

(11) INJUNCTIVE RELIEF.—In addition to 
any other remedy contained in this sub- 
section, injunctive relief shall be available 
to require compliance with the procedures of 
this subsection. In the event of any success- 
ful action under this subsection, costs of the 
action, together with reasonable attorneys 
fees, as determined by the court, may be re- 
covered.“ 

SEC. 4. REWARDS FOR INFORMATION CONCERN- 
ING ESPIONAGE, 

(a) REWARDS.—Section 3071 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by inserting ''(a)" before ‘‘With respect 
to"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

(cb) With respect to acts of espionage in- 
volving or directed at the United States, the 
Attorney General may reward any individual 
who furnishes information— 

(J) leading to the arrest or conviction, in 
any country, of any individual or individuals 
for commission of an act of espionage 
against the United States; 

(2) leading to the arrest or conviction, in 
any country, of any individual or individuals 
for conspiring or attempting to commit an 
act of espionage against the United States; 


or 

(3) leading to the prevention or frustra- 
tion of an act of espionage against the Unit- 
ed States.“. 
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(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 3077 of such title 
is amended by inserting at the end thereof 
the following new paragraph: 

*"(8) ‘act of espionage’ means an activity 
that is a violation of— 

**(A) section 793, 794 or 798 of title 18, Unit- 
ed States Code; 

B) section 783(b) of title 50, United States 
Code; or 

O) section 4 of the Subversive Activities 
Control Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. 783).". 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—The items re- 
lating to chapter 204 in the table of chapters 
at the beginning of such title, and in the 
table of chapters at the beginning of part II 
of such title, are each amended by adding at 
the end the following: ‘‘and espionage." 

SEC. 5. OE TU QONIUTBED EN ABE aad 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 211 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 3238 the following new section: 


*$3239. Espionage and related offenses not 
committed in any district 

“The trial for any offense involving a vio- 
lation of— 

(I) section 793, 794, 798, 952, or 1030(a)(1) of 
this title; 

(2) section 601 of the National Security 
Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 421); or 

(3) subsection (b) or (c) of section 4 of the 
Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950 (50 
U.S.C. 783 (b) or (c), begun or committed 
upon the high seas or elsewhere out of the 
jurisdiction of any particular State or dis- 
trict, may be in the District of Columbia or 
in any other district authorized by law.“ 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 211 of 
such title is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 3238 the following: 


„3239. Jurisdiction of espionage outside the 
United States and related of- 
fenses."'. 

SEC. 6. CRIMINAL FORFEITURE FOR VIOLATION 

OF CERTAIN ESPIONAGE LAWS. 

(a) Section 798 of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsections: 

*"(d)(1) Any person convicted of a violation 
of this section shall forfeit to the United 
States irrespective of any provision of State 
law— 

"(A) any property constituting, or derived 
from, any proceeds the person obtained, di- 
rectly or indirectly, as the result of such vio- 
lation; and 

(B) any of the person's property used, or 
intended to be used, in any manner or part, 
to commit, or to facilitate the commission 
of, such violation. 

*(2) The court, in imposing sentence on a 
defendant for a conviction of a violation of 
this section, shall order that the defendant 
forfeit to the United States all property de- 
scribed in paragraph (1). 

(3) Except as provided in paragraph (4), 
the provisions of subsections (b), (c), and (e) 
through (p) of section 413 of the Comprehen- 
sive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act 
of 1970 (21 U.S.C. 853 (b), (c), and (e)-(p)) shall 
apply to— 

"(A) property subject to forfeiture under 
this subsection; 

(B) any seizure of disposition of such 
property; and 

"(C) any administrative or judicial pro- 
ceeding in relation to such property, if not 
inconsistent with this subsection. 

(4) Notwithstanding section 524(c) of title 
28, there shall be deposited in the Crime Vic- 
tims Fund established under section 1402 of 
the Victims of Crime At of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


10601) all amounts from the forfeiture of 
property under this subsection remaining 
after the payment of expenses for forfeiture 
and sale authorized by law. 

"(c) As used in subsection (d) of this sec- 
tion, the term 'State' means any State of the 
United States, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands, and any ter- 
ritory or possession of the United States.“. 

"(b) AMENDMENTS FOR CONSISTENCY IN AP- 
PLICATION OF FORFEITURE UNDER TITLE 18.— 
(1) Section 793(h)(3) of such title is amended 
in the matter above subparagraph (A) by 
striking out (o)“ each place it appears and 
inserting in lieu thereof (p)“. 

2) Section 794(d)(3) of such title is amend- 
ed in the matter above subparagraph (A) by 
striking out (o)“ each place it appears and 
inserting in lieu thereof 22 

"(c) SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL 
ACT.—Section 4 of the Subversive Activities 
Control Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. 783) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

"(gY1) Any person convicted of a violation 
of this section shall forfeit to the United 
States irrespective of any provision of State 
law— 

(A) any property constituting, or derived 
from, any proceeds the person obtained, di- 
rectly or indirectly, as the result of such vio- 
lation; and 

„B) any of the person's property used, or 
intended to be used, in any manner or part, 
to commit, or to facilitate the commission 
of, such violation. 

(2) The court, in imposing sentence on a 
defendant for a conviction of a violation of 
this section, shall order that the defendant 
forfeit to the United States all property de- 
scribed in paragraph (1). 

*(9) Except as provide in paragraph (4), the 
provisions of subsections (b), (c), and (e) 
through (p) of section 413 of the Comprehen- 
sive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act 
of 1970 (21 U.S.C. 853 (b), (c), and (e)-(p) shall 
apply to— 

"(A) property subject to forfeiture under 
this subsection; 

"(B) any seizure or disposition of such 
property; and 

"(C) any administrative or judicial pro- 
ceeding in relation to such property, if not 
inconsistent with thís subsection. 

(4) Notwithstanding section 524(c) of title 
28, there shall be deposited in the Crime Vic- 
tims Fund established under section 1402 of 
the Victims of Crime Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 
10601) all amounts from the forfeiture of 
property under this subsection remaining 
after the payment of expenses for forfeiture 
and sale authorized by law.“. 

SEC. 7. DENIAL OF ANNUITIES OR RETIRED PAY 
TO PERSONS CONVICTED OF ESPIO- 
NAGE IN FOREIGN COURTS INVOLV- 
ING UNITED STATES INFORMATION. 

Section 8312 of title 5, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section— 

d) For purposes of subsections (b)(1) and 
(cX1), an offense within the meaning of such 
subsections is established if the Attorney 
General certifies to the agency administer- 
ing the annuity or retired pay concerned— 

"(1) that an undividual subject to this 
chapter has been convicted by an impartial 
court of appropriate jurisdiction within a 
foreign country in circumstances in which 
the conduct violates the provisions of law 
enumerated in subsections (bei) and (c)(1), 
or would violate such provisions had such 
conduct taken place within the United 
States, and that such conviction is not being 
appealed or that final action has been taken 
on such appeal; 
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2) that such conviction was obtained in 
accordance with procedures that provided 
the defendant due process rights comparable 
to such rights provided by the United States 
Constitution, and such conviction was based 
upon evidence which would have been admis- 
sible in the courts of the United States; and 

"(3) that such conviction occurred after 
the date of enactment of this subsection,”’. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
am pleased to join with the chairman 
of the Senate Intelligence Committee, 
Senator DECONCINI, in introducing, on 
the request of the President and the 
administration, a legislative proposal 
to improve the counterintelligence and 
security posture of the United States. 

This proposal is a result of a month- 
long interagency review of counter- 
intelligence requirements in the wake 
of the tragic consequences of the Ames 
case. Since the arrest of Aldrich Ames 
in February, various Senators have in- 
troduced four pieces of legislation 
which seek to correct some of the prob- 
lems revealed by the Ames case. On 
March 17, Chairman DECONCINI and I 
introduced S. 1948, the Counterintel- 
ligence and Security Enhancement Act 
of 1994. 

Senator BOREN and Senator COHEN, 
likewise, have introduced legislation, 
they being the former chairman and 
vice chairman respectively, of the Sen- 
ate Intelligence Committee, and Sen- 
ators who through many years here 
have given very, very valuable atten- 
tion and work on behalf of not only the 
committee but the Senate as a whole 
in matters of intelligence. 

These counterintelligence bills will 
be the subject of an open hearing. That 
is all three of them: The President’s 
bill, which I am now introducing; the 
DeConcini-Warner bill; and legislation 
Senators BOREN and COHEN have intro- 
duced. They will all be the subject of 
an open hearing conducted by the Se- 
lect Committee on Intelligence at 10 
o'clock. 

At that hearing, the committee will 
receive testimony from Government 
witnesses and outside experts on the 
implications of the various legislative 
proposals currently pending before the 
committee. 

A common theme in all of this legis- 
lation is the focus on the financial ac- 
tivities of employees in the intel- 
ligence community. As has become all 
too clear, the motivation for modern 
day “turncoats” is no longer ideology 
as it was in the 1940's and the 1950's. 
Today, the dirty dollar is what causes 
people to sell this Nation's most valu- 
able secrets to its adversaries and im- 
peril our own national security. 

These three pieces of legislation 
begin to look at what we try to do in 
maintaining a balance between individ- 
ual rights and the Nation’s security in- 
terests. Each legislation looks at vary- 
ing degrees to which these employees 
will have to, by their own consent, ac- 
cept an invasion into their privacy, as 
well as the privacy of their families, in 
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order for appropriate checks to be 
made in a timely fashion on their life- 
style to determine whether or not 
there is any evidence to question their 
activities. 

The administration's proposal is fo- 
cused on the financial records of em- 
ployees with access to classified infor- 
mation. However, from an initial study 
of this proposal, it appears to be more 
limited than the DeConcini-Warner 
bill. For example, it is not clear from 
the legislation which categories of em- 
ployees with access to classified infor- 
mation would be required to provide 
further written consent for Govern- 
ment access to their financial and trav- 
el records. In addition, it is not clear 
that there is any requirement for the 
filing of financial disclosure reports, as 
is called for in our legislation. Nor is 
there any provision which provides the 
FBI with access to employees' tax 
records. 

One area of critical importance, 
which the administration's legislative 
proposal fails to address, is the rela- 
tionship between the CIA and the FBI 
concerning the conduct of counter- 
intelligence investigations. Chairman 
DECONCINI and I have spent a consider- 
able amount of time on this issue of 
late. Since the Ames case broke, we 
have been hearing tales of long-stand- 
ing disagreement and conflict between 
these two agencies in this area. It is 
my understanding that the administra- 
tion will attempt to mediate the dis- 
pute between the FBI and the CIA 
through Executive order. 

Such an administrative approach 
alone may not be acceptable to the sen- 
ior members of the Intelligence Com- 
mittee. 

At the present time, it is the position 
of the senior members of both the Sen- 
ate and the House to legislate on this 
matter. So whether it eventually is ac- 
ceptable remains to be seen. I know 
Chairman DECONCINI shares my belief 
that legislation is necessary to solve 
the problems between the FBI and the 
CIA in the area of counterintelligence. 
Executive orders and memoranda of 
understanding have not worked, in our 
judgment, in the past. Without legisla- 
tion, an administrative solution will be 
far too dependent on the personalities 
of the individuals in charge of the FBI 
and CIA at whatever time in the future 
such disputes may arise. 

In other words, a solution which is 
simply an executive branch order 
would be subject to the cooperation be- 
tween the individuals who are occupy- 
ing those important positions and what 
their personal and professional rela- 
tionship at that time may be. 

Overall, the administration appears 
to have taken a cautious approach to 
the problem, an approach which stops 
short, in the judgment of many, of the 
various legislative proposals currently 
before the Senate. I am hopeful that 
testimony from the administration 
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witnesses at the hearing tomorrow will 
clarify the reason for this approach, 
which is quite different from that 
which we have thus far taken in our 
committee structure. 

I might add, as a concluding para- 
graph to my remarks, that I have 
worked many, many years with Direc- 
tor Woolsey at the CIA. Our relation- 
ship started as far back as when he be- 
came counsel to the Senate Armed 
Services Committee. Since that time, 
he has had many—and I underline 
many—distinguished and important 
public service posts. I have worked 
with him on arms control matters 
when he was in Geneva and I have a 
very, very high regard, professionally 
and personally, for the current Direc- 
tor of the Central Intelligence Agency. 

We have our differences on some of 
the approaches here; primarily, regard- 
ing whether or not the relationship be- 
tween the FBI and CIA should be sub- 
ject to legislation or left to reconcili- 
ation through Executive orders. There 
have, however, been many constructive 
exchanges between the two of us on nu- 
merous items of national security in- 
terest. I, frankly, commend him for the 
manner in which he handled this dif- 
ficult assignment and this tragic and 
wholly unexpected case involving the 
Ames matter. 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 359 
At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. EXON] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 359, a bill to require the Secretary of 
Treasury to mint coins in commemora- 
tion of the National Law Enforcement 
Officers Memorial, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 762 
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. LEAHY] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 762, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to simplify the 
pension laws, and for other purposes. 
S. 774 
At the request of Mr. WOFFORD, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
SIMON] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
774, a bill to authorize appropriations 
for the Martin Luther King, Jr. Federal 
Holiday Commission, extend such Com- 
mission, establish a national Service 
Day to promote community service, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 918 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. CAMPBELL] was added as a cospón- 
sor of S. 978, a bill to establish pro- 
grams to promote environmental tech- 
nology, and for other purposes. 
S. 1083 
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN] was added as a 
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cosponsor of S. 1083, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro- 
vide that veterans' allowances and ben- 
efits administered by the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs are not included in 
gross income. 
S. 1450 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN] and the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. BREAUX] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1450, a bill respecting 
the relationship between the workers' 
compensation benefits and the benefits 
available under the Migrant and Sea- 
sonal Agricultural Worker Protection 
Act. 
S. 1690 
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
names of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. LEAHY] and the Senator from 
Washington [Mrs. MURRAY] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1690, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to re- 
form the rules regarding subchapter S 
corporations. 
S. 1729 
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1729, a bill to amend the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal the 
1993 Federal income tax rate increases 
on trusts established for the benefit of 
individuals with disabilities or for col- 
lege education costs of a beneficiary. 
S. 1842 
At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the 
names of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
CRAIG] and the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. FEINGOLD] were added as cospon- 
sors of S. 1842, a bill to amend title 23, 
United States Code, to exempt a State 
from certain penalties for failing to 
meet requirements relating to motor- 
cycle helmet laws if the State has in 
effect a motorcycle safety program, 
and to delay the effective date of cer- 
tain penalties for States that fail to 
meet certain requirements for motor- 
cycle safety and passenger vehicle safe- 
ty laws, and for other purposes. 
S. 194 
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1904, a bill to amend 
title 38, United States Code, to improve 
the organization and procedures of the 
Board of Veterans' Appeals. 
S. 1908 
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1908, a bill to provide 
for a study of the processes and proce- 
dures of the Department of Veterans 
Affairs for the disposition of claims for 
veterans' benefits. 
S. 1920 
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
COATS] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1920, a bill to amend title XIV of the 
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Public Health Service Act (commonly 
known as the Safe Drinking Water 
Act") to ensure the safety of public 
water systems, and for other purposes. 
S. 1924 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
names of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. KERREY] and the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. CRAIG] were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 1924, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro- 
vide clarification for the deductibility 
of expenses incurred by a taxpayer in 
connection with the business use of the 
home. 
S. 1927 
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the names of the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD] and the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1927, a bill to 
increase the rates of compensation for 
veterans with service-connected dis- 
abilities and the rates of dependency 
and indemnity compensation for the 
survivors of certain disabled veterans. 
S. 1928 
At the request of Mr. WELLSTONE, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1928, a bill to require the 
availability of adequate waste em- 
placement capacity for the future li- 
censing of construction and operation 
of nuclear utilization facilities, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 1948 
At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. DURENBERGER] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1948, a bill to amend the 
National Security Act of 1947 to im- 
prove the counterintelligence and secu- 
rity posture of the U.S. intelligence 
community and to enhance the inves- 
tigative authority of the Federal Bu- 
reau of Investigation in counterintel- 
ligence matters, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 1964 
At the request of Mr. METZENBAUM, 
the name of the Senator from Washing- 
ton [Mrs. MURRAY] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1964, a bill entitled the 
Reemployment and Retraining Act. 
S. 1969 
At the request of Mr. METZENBAUM, 
the name of the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. LEVIN] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1969, a bill to amend the Worker Ad- 
justment and Retraining Notification 
Act to minimize the adverse effects of 
employment dislocation, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1994 
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. SIMPSON] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1994, a bill to amend the Com- 
prehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980 to make comprehensive improve- 
ments in provisions relating to liabil- 
ity, State implementation, remedy se- 
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lection, and funding, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 2007 
At the request of Mr. WOFFORD, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. LAUTENBERG] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 2007, a bill to require the 
Secretary of the Treasury to mint 
coins in commemoration of the 50th 
anniversary of the end of World War II 
and General George C. Marshall’s serv- 
ice therein. 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 146 
At the request of Mr. WOFFORD, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN], the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN], the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. DOMENICI], the 
Senator from Maryland [Ms. MIKUL- 
SKI], the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
DOLE), the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. Dopp], the Senator from Maine 
[Mr. MITCHELL], and the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. PACKWOOD] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
146, a joint resolution designating May 
1, 1994, through May 7, 1994, as Na- 
tional Walking Week.” 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 165 
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATCH] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 165, a joint 
resolution to designate the month of 
September 1994 as ‘‘National Sewing 
Month." 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 166 
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 
name of the Senator from California 
[Mrs. BOXER] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 166, a joint 
resolution to designate the week of 
May 29, 1994, through June 4, 1994, as 
“Pediatric and Adolescent AIDS 
Awareness Week.”’ 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 168 
At the request of Mr. ROBB, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. SMITH], the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska [Mr. KERREY], the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. BRAD- 
LEY], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
REID], the Senator from Connecticut 
{Mr. LIEBERMAN], the Senator from 
California [Mrs. BOXER], and the Sen- 
ator from New York [Mr. D'AMATO] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 168, a joint resolution 
designating May 11, 1994, as Vietnam 
Human Rights Day." 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 176 
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
names of the Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. DASCHLE], the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. JOHNSTON], the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS], 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
THURMOND], the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. DECONCINI], the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. BURNS], the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. DURENBERGER], 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SPECTER], the Senator from Mississippi 
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[Mr. COCHRAN], the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY], the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. DOLE], the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], and the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN- 
NEDY] were added as cosponsors of Sen- 
ate Joint Resolution 176, a joint resolu- 
tion to designate the month of May 
1994 as Older Americans Month.” 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 178 

At the request of Mr. NUNN, the 
names of the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land [Mr. PELL] and the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. GRAHAM] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
178, a joint resolution to proclaim the 
week of October 16 through October 22, 
1994 as National Character Counts 
Week." 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO HONOREES OF FIRST 
OCCUPATIONAL CENTER OF NEW 
JERSEY 40TH ANNIVERSARY 
AWARD 


* Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise today to call attention to four out- 
standing New Jerseyans, who are being 
honored by the First Occupational Cen- 
ter of New Jersey. Ace Alagna, Allen J. 
Kasden, James Lukaszewicz, and Wil- 
liam J. Marino have all been excep- 
tional citizens who have made signifi- 
cant contributions to their commu- 
nity. 

The First Occupational Center of 
New Jersey is dedicated to helping in- 
dividuals and their families who are 
challenged by disabilities or social eco- 
nomic conditions. The center assists 
these people by providing them with 
training to help them reach their full 
vocational potential. These people then 
go on to become productive members of 
their communities. 

Ace Alagna has been chosen as a re- 
cipient of the 40th Anniversary Award 
for his outstanding commitment to 
helping his fellow humans. He has been 
instrumental in raising money for chil- 
dren in Italy who were victims of 
earthquakes, as well as bringing much- 
needed medical assistance to the Pol- 
ish people. He has been recognized 
many times for his dedication and com- 
mitment to improving the lives of oth- 
ers. 

James Lukaszewicz, as plant man- 
ager of Anheuser-Busch’s Newark, NJ, 
brewery, has been responsible for over- 
seeing the jobs of thousands of work- 
ers. As a soldier in Vietnam, he served 
in a leadership role for his country, and 
now as a business leader he is bringing 
jobs to his community. He is being rec- 
ognized for these vital contributions to 
his country. 

Allen J. Kasden is president of Crow 
Construction Co., and has over 20 years 
of experience in the construction busi- 
ness. His leadership role in the con- 
struction field has given him extensive 
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experience and he has proven himself 
as exceptional, as well as dedicated to 
helping others in the construction 
business. 

William J. Marino is currently serv- 
ing as president and CEO of Blue Cross 
and Blue Shield of New Jersey, the 
State's largest health insurer. He has 
accrued 25 years of experience in the 
health as well as the employee benefits 
field. He has also shown a serious dedi- 
cation in his tireless work for the Unit- 
ed Way, the New Jersey Network Foun- 
dation, and St. Peter's College. 
Futhermore, he has also been instru- 
mental as a member of the board of 
several health and insurance related 
institutions, such as the Kessler Insti- 
tute for Rehabilitation, the New York 
Business Group on Health, and the New 
York State HMO Conference and hos- 
pital boards. 

I am proud to represent such out- 
standing citizens who have contributed 
so much to helping their fellow hu- 
mans. I commend them for their work 
and congratulate them on receiving 
this prestigious award.e 


TRIBUTE TO BILL BAILEY—KEN- 
TUCKY RADIO LEGEND RETIRES 
AFTER 40 YEARS 


e Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to honor a Louisville and 
Kentucky legend. Bill Bailey, a radio 
personality for over 40 years, has de- 
cided to move on, retiring from his job 
at radio station WVLK in Lexington. 
Wednesday, April 20 was his last day on 
the air after entertaining generations 
of Kentuckians. 

Bil Bailey got his start in North 
Carolina as a teenager. From there he 
worked in several States, including 
Alaska, before finally coming to Louis- 
ville in 1965. Long before America had 
heard of shock jocks, Bill Bailey was 
pushing the limits on his shows. 

He was one of the first deejays to 
question what was considered to be 
normal. He spoofed local officials and 
politicians, earning him such descrip- 
tions as irreverent and brazen. In fact, 
in his early years his sometimes con- 
troversial sense of humor tended to 
Scare some radio station program di- 


rectors. 

Bill Bailey's abrasive reputation did 
not preclude him from holding down 
the same time slot at Louisville's 
WAKY throughout the 1960's and 1970's. 
In fact, generations of Louisvillians, 
including myself, remember driving in 
to work and having difficulty seeing 
the traffic through the tears in our 
eyes caused by the laughter Bill Bai- 
ley's commentaries often provoked. 

After 40 years of dedicated service to 
the profession he loves, Bill Bailey has 
decided to step down. After 30 years of 
working in the Louisville and Lexing- 
ton area, those of us from Kentucky 
will never be able to forget him. We 
will remember him and we thank him 
for brightening our days. 
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Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to 
join me in wishing Bill Bailey a pro- 
ductive, happy, and healthy retire- 
ment. In addition, I ask that an article 
from the April 21, 1994, Lexington Her- 
ald-Leader be inserted in the RECORD 
at this time. 

The article follows: 

[From the Lexington Herald-Leader, Apr. 21, 


LEXINGTON RADIO LEGEND SIGNS OFF AFTER 
FOUR DECADES OF STIRRING UP AIRWAVES 
(By Nancy Crane) 

After more than four decades on the air, 
Bill Bailey has hung up his headphones. 

Bailey, the gravelly voiced afternoon disc 
jockey on WVLK-AM (590), spent his last day 
on the air yesterday playing songs and say- 
ing goodbye to his listeners—many of whom 
called the studio at Kincaid Towers to say 
they had listened to him for 20 years. 

"It's nice to be remembered that way," 
said Bailey, 63. “A lot of people think they're 
insulting me when they say 'I listened to you 
when I was growing up.' But they're not." 

Bailey is a legend among some Kentuck- 
ians. People in their 30s, 40s and 50s remem- 
ber Bailey as the Duke of Louisville," an 
unpredictable and opinionated morning disc 
jockey who played rock 'n' roll on the now- 
defunct WAKY in the 1960s and 1970s. 

When I was a kid I used to listen to him," 
said Harold Browning, 48, an account execu- 
tive at WVLK, where Bailey has worked 
since 1989. “To end up working at the same 
radio station with him is a dream come 
true.“ 

Bailey started in radio as a teenager in 
North Carolina playing old 788. His career 
took him to at least a dozen radio stations 
across the country- including one in Alas- 
ka—before he landed in Louisville in 1965. 

Bailey's brash style—he once called police 
uniforms ''pigskins"—attracted a large audi- 
ence. 

"He was the first one to push around poli- 
ticians and make public officials shiver in 
their boots," said Terry Meiners, afternoon 
disc jockey on WHAS-AM (840) in Louisville, 
who hung around the WAKY studios as a 
youngster to watch Bailey work. 

"Program directors were scared of Bill," 
said Johnny Randolph, Bailey's former boss 
at WAKY. He borders on the edge. . that 
scares them.” 

Bailey is just as irreverent in his personal 
life. He has been married six times and 
claims he can't remember the name of his 
second wife. 

“A couple of those marriages were an- 
nulled. I was young," he said. 

But Bailey is devoted to his four grown 
children—a son and three daughters—who 
live in Louisville. He said he will move there 
to be closer to them. 

He also plans to spend a lot of time paint- 
ing. 
"T do have a love for painting pictures. I do 
landscapes, and I like oils. And I'll be happy 
to devote some time to that," Bailey said. 

In addition to his age, Bailey says his 
health is a reason for his retirement. 

"I have emphysema, and I am a smoker. 
And I suffer from hypertension ... I cer- 
tainly don't want to drop dead from a stroke 
on the air.” 

Although Bailey has no regrets about his 
decision to leave radio, he will miss it. 

"It'll feel funny not getting up and going 
to the microphone every day. I've done it 
since I was 16.” 

WVLK program director Robert Lindsey 
says it won't be easy to replace Bailey. 
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"You don't really replace somebody like 
that," Lindsey said. ''You find someone that 
can do the job. You're never going to find 
anyone who's going to be a Bill Bailey. He's 
unique." 

While Lindsey looks for a new afternoon 
personality, part-timer Joe Thomas will fill 
the 2 p.m.-to-6 p.m. slot. 

Bill Bailey not only raised a couple of gen- 
erations of Kentuckians on rock n' roll, he 
influenced other disc jockeys. Here's what 
some of them said: 

Terry Meiners, afternoon disc jockey on 
WHAS-AM (840), Louisville: “I pretended to 
be him when I was a little kid. My brothers 
would laugh at me. Before school, I would 
play 45s on our little RCA record player and 
I would say ‘I'm Bill Bailey, and I've spilled 
coffee all over my pants.“ 

Gary Burbank, afternoon disc jockey on 
WLW-AM (700), Cincinnati, voice of the syn- 
dicated Earl Pitt's America" and former 
Bailey colleague at WAKY: Earl Pitts was 
heavily influenced by Bill Bailey. Earl is 
funny and witty, and you catch yourself 
agreeing with him, and then you smack 
yourself in the face and say this can't be 
right. Bailey is that way. Bill Bailey is the 
father of Earl Pitts, and I do want child sup- 
port.“ 

Jack Pattie, morning personality, WVLK- 
AM (590), Lexington: “I listened to him in 
high school.. . . He's the greatest commu- 
nicator I ever heard. He has the best handle 
on the language I ever heard. He just knew 
how to talk to people.’’e 


THE RETIREMENT OF DEPUTY 
CHIEF OF INTERNATIONAL FOR- 
ESTRY JEFF SIRMON 


e Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the For- 
est Service honors Jeff Sirmon today 
as he retires from his post as the first 
Deputy Chief for International For- 
estry at the U.S. Forest Service. His 35- 
year career has touched elements of 
just about every forested landscape in 
our country. 

I believe one could think of Jeff 
Sirmon as the Gifford Pinchot of inter- 
national forestry—a visionary founder 
of à conservation program that is cer- 
tain to change the way our Nation, and 
perhaps the international forestry 
community, considers forestry issues. 

The International Forestry Program 
was authorized in the 1990 farm bill to 
recognized the links between domestic 
forest productivity and global forest 
health. The goal of this legislation was 
to address transboundary threats such 
as global climate change, toxic con- 
taminants in air, water pollution, and 
loss of biodiversity. 

In 1991, Jeff was appointed as the 
first Deputy Chief of International For- 
estry to implement the provisions of 
the 1990 farm bill. He developed the 
program in an era when people are 
often tempted to focus resources in our 
backyards and overlook the ways in 
which international trends reflect our 
experience and affect our forest pro- 
ductivity. 

Many nations are experiencing the 
same natural resource issues that Ver- 
mont faced over 100 years ago. Tech- 
nology is facilitating the liquidation of 
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forest resources and the conversion of 
marginal land into intensive agri- 
culture. A quick tour of Honduras, 
Brazil, Papua New Guinea, or Ghana 
will demonstrate this disturbing trend. 


If this heavy-handed management 
Strategy was viable, Vermont would 
still be 70 percent agriculture and 
flourishing. Clearly, the strategy 
doesn't work—Vermont's land base has 
reverted to only about 25 percent agri- 
culture today. Furthermore, during 
this unfortunate transition, Vermont 
suffered prolonged economic hardship 
and suffered widespread ecological loss. 
Jeff's International Forestry Program 
Shares our domestic experience to help 
other countries avoid wholesale de- 
struction of forests. 


In addition, we know now that there 
are domestic benefits to sharing our 
expertise with developing countries. 
The implications of global deforest- 
ation contribute to global climate 
change and loss of biodiversity—issues 
that can affect the way we practice for- 
estry in the United States. 


In other ways we are still bearing the 
high costs—economic and environ- 
mental—of turning a blind eye to for- 
est ecology beyond our borders. The 
American chestnut, for example, once 
comprised 25 percent of the eastern 
hardwood forests. A foreign blight has 
all but eliminated this species, and 
with it the economic advantages of a 
strong, fast growing, straight tree with 
unparalleled wood qualities. The wood 
was used for everything from fence 
rows to fine musical instruments. 


The American chestnut blight has al- 
tered the Appalachian ecosystem more 
profoundly than any timber manage- 
ment technique used in the history of 
the region. The International Forestry 
Program under Jeff Sirmon’s direction, 
in cooperation with other agencies, 
worked to prevent catastrophic disas- 
ters such as this one. 


There are many examples of Jeff's 
initiatives. An ongoing United States/ 
Russian cooperative effort on the Asian 
gypsy moth could save $3.5 billion in 
timber revenues over the next 40 years. 
Collaborative efforts on industrial pol- 
lution analysis in Eastern European 
forests has changed the way we analyze 
pollution impacts on domestic forests. 
Resource managers from South Africa, 
Brazil, Canada, and the United States 
have developed equipment that can 
predict fire movement and smoke com- 
position. The wintering habitat of 
neotropical bird populations that fill 
our forests this time of year are pro- 
tected by international forestry efforts 
that Jeff has managed. 


I want to thank Jeff Sirmon for his 
35 years of leadership and service in the 
Forest Service and wish him well in his 
retirement. I am confident that his 
mark on international forestry will en- 
dure for many years to come.e 
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RETIREMENT OF SENATOR 
JOSEPH H. HARPER, JR. 


* Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to highlight the outstanding ca- 
reer of State Senator Joseph H. Harper, 
Jr., a very dear friend and colleague 
from my home State of Connecticut. 
After dedicating 16 years of exemplary 
public service to the city of New Brit- 
ain, the town of Berlin, and the State 
of Connecticut, Joe recently announced 
his plans to retire from the legislature 
this year. 

Throughout his professional legisla- 
tive career, Joe has earned the over- 
whelming support and respect of his 
colleagues and constituents. A former 
member of the State house of rep- 
resentatives, his vital contributions of 
knowledge and experience were key to 
the effectiveness of a number of com- 
mittees, including the financial advi- 
sory, government reorganization, and 
legislative management committees. 

Possessing an extraordinary knowl- 
edge of the inner workings and com- 
plexities of State government, Joe has 
also demonstrated a consummate abil- 
ity to build consensus though skilled 
negotiation. His strong leadership, in- 
fluence, and strength of character is 
well illustrated by his pivotal role as 
senate chairman of the appropriations 
committee since 1987. 

In recent years, as the State under- 
went a major fiscal crisis, Joe under- 
Stood the need for substantial spending 
cuts, government reorganization initia- 
tives, and an overhaul of the State rev- 
enue system. Joe proved his commit- 
ment to good government through 
tough choices and difficult action. 

In addition to his extensive duties 
and legislative assignments with the 
Legislature, Joe maintains his close 
ties to the community as an active 
member of many civic organizations, 
such as the Substance Abuse Action 
Council of Central Connecticut, the 
Nutmeg Games, Inc., and the American 
Indian Archaeological Institute. As an 
active member of the Democratic 
Party—on both the local and State lev- 
els—Joe regularly serves as an adviser 
and confidant not only to freshmen leg- 
islators and legislative staff, but also 
to seasoned veterans and candidates. 

On a personal note, I know Joe often 
skillfully prepares gourmet meals and 
shares my great love for fishing. An 
avid student of the German and Italian 
languages, he is also a key player in 
the Legislative Partnership Group, 
which aims to develop a sister State re- 
lationship between Connecticut and 
the German State of Baden- 
Wuerttemburg. He also plans to com- 
plete his doctorate in history or politi- 
cal science and teach at the university 
level. 

In light of his distinguished and im- 
pressive record of accomplishment, Jo- 
seph H. Harper, Jr., clearly has made a 
significant and positive impact on the 
citizens of Connecticut. It is without 
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question that he will be recognized—far 
into the future—for his prominent 
leadership, sound judgment, and re- 
spectful consideration. As both his col- 
league and friend, I am honored and 
proud to extend my sincere best wishes 
to him upon his upcoming retirement.e 


TRIBUTE TO DUANE CIHLAR AND 
JERRY JUSSILA 


e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I rise today to pay tribute to Duane 
Cihlar and Jerry Jussila, employees of 
the U.S. Forest Service, who were hon- 
ored Saturday by the 3M Corp. for their 
outstanding environmental leadership. 

The honor comes from the very best 
of public and private partnerships that 
work so well in my State. 

And this honor comes because these 
individuals worked with private citi- 
zens to bring back to reality the 40- 
mile and legendary Kekekabic Trail in 
the Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wil- 
derness. 

When budget matters forced the For- 
est Service to abandon the Kek, it 
didn't stop the interest of local resi- 
dents to take up the responsibility. 
Martin Kubik, an avid hiker, and an 
outfitter by the name of Bill Rom, 
took steps to save the trail. Rom put 
down the money for tools. Kubik orga- 
nized a volunteer group to clear 10 
years worth of overgrowth from end to 
end. And the U.S. Forest Service, 
though it could not provide the money 
or the personnel to maintain the trail, 
provides the appropriate equipment to 
maintain the trail. 

Why take such efforts with a trail in 
a remote region of the United States? 
Writer Kristin Hostetter describes the 
Kek: 

To hike it, you have to struggle up bluffs 
on your hands and knees, wind around cliffs 
and glacier-carved lakes, slog through 
swamps and dense conifer forests, and tra- 
verse slippery riverbeds. But the rewards are 
many, among them are a glimpse of the 
black bears, moose, timber wolves, lynx, bea- 
vers, and white-tailed deer that pack the sur- 
rounding northwoods, 

Mr. President, the Kek is not only a 
challenge to negotiate, but it presents 
an even greater challenge to maintain. 
The rewards to those who use the trail 
are rewarding to understanding wilder- 
ness life. 

Not only is the Kek maintained, but 
together with the U.S. Forest Service, 
volunteers and a private contractor 
built a 32-foot wilderness bridge. This 
bridge received second place in the na- 
tional U.S. Forest Service competition 
for primitive projects and was com- 
pletely built with hand tools provided 
by the Forest Service. And the Forest 
Service provided equipment to help 
remap the trail using the global posi- 
tioning system—the first such effort in 
the Midwest. 

Mr. President, it is my honor to join 
3M in thanking Duane Cihlar and Jerry 
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Jussila. They exemplify the very best 
in public service.e 


TRIBUTE TO LOUISVILLE GAS & 
ELECTRIC CO. 


e Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to pay tribute to the Louis- 
ville Gas & Electric Co. [LG&E] of Lou- 
isville, KY. This company has con- 
stantly upheld the utmost environ- 
mental standards since its creation 
many years ago and continues to do so 
today. 

For this reason, the company was re- 
cently chosen by the Department of 
Energy's Office of Technical and Fi- 
nancial Assistance to receive the Spe- 
cial Recognition Award under the 1994 
National Awards Program for Energy 
Efficiency and Renewable Energy. This 
award recognizes LG&E's efforts to 
benefit the Nation's environment, 
economy, and security. 

Most recognizable of all of Louisville 
Gas & Electric's accomplishments is 
the natural gas vehicle fuels program 
established in 1991. This was the first 
company in the State to open a com- 
mercial natural gas refueling station. 
By September 1993, the station had 
over 120 natural gas-powered vehicle 
owners as regular customers, and the 
number continues to grow today. 

Louisville Gas & Electric decided to 
invest in natural gas because of the 
fuel's ability to reduce all major pol- 
lutants produced by other gases. It re- 
duces carbon emissions and nitrous ox- 
ides by 70 percent, carbon monoxides 
by 50 percent, and carbon dioxides by 30 
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percent. It also eliminates the poten- 
tial threat of ground water pollution 
and contamination at the fueling sta- 
tion because natural gas dissipates 
quickly into the atmosphere when re- 
leased rather than forming as a puddle 
on the ground. 

In addition, natural gas costs close to 
40 cents less per gallon than the gaso- 
line currently used nationwide, ulti- 
mately benefiting the customer. The 
savings generated by LG&E's station 
will equate to almost 122,000 gallons of 
gasoline a year. 

Mr. President, I would like to con- 
gratulate Louisville Gas & Electric on 
its accomplishments and wish this 
great company future success.e 


ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, MAY 3, 
1994 


Mr. BRYAN. If my distinguished col- 
league has no further matters to bring 
to the attention of the body, on behalf 
of the majority leader, I ask unani- 
mous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand 
in recess until the hour of 9 a.m. Tues- 
day, May 3; that following the prayer, 
the Journal of proceedings be deemed 
approved to date, and the time for the 
two leaders be reserved for their use 
later in the day; that there then be a 
period for morning business not to ex- 
tend beyond the hour of 12:30 p.m., with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for a period up to 5 minutes each, with 
the first hour of morning business 
under the control of Senator 
COVERDELL or his designee, and the 
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next hour of morning business under 
the control of Mr. DASCHLE or his des- 
ignee, with the following Senators rec- 
ognized for the time limits specified 
after the first 2 hours of morning busi- 
ness: Senator HATCH and Senator MUR- 
KOWSKI for up to 15 minutes each, and 
Senator STEVENS and Senator COHEN 
for up to 10 minutes each; that on 
Tuesday, the Senate stand in recess 
from 12:30 p.m. to 2:30 p.m. in order to 
accommodate the respective party con- 
ferences; and that at 2:30 p.m. the Sen- 
ate resume consideration of S. 783, the 
consumer reporting reform bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BOND. No objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair hears none, and it is ordered. 


RECESS UNTIL 9 A.M. TOMORROW 


Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate today, and no other Senator 
is seeking recognition, I ask unani- 
mous consent the Senate stand in re- 
cess as previously ordered. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 5:46 p.m., recessed until Tuesday, 
May 3, 1994, at 9 a.m. 


CONFIRMATION 
Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate May 2, 1994: 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


WILLIAM ALAN REINSCH, OF MARYLAND, TO BE UNDER 
SECRETARY OF COMMERCE FOR EXPORT ADMINISTRA- 
TION. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


U.S. POLICY TOWARD THE REPA- 
TRIATION OF LAO HMONG ASY- 
LUM SEEKERS 


HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, May 2, 1994 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, there has 
been considerable concern recently, particu- 
larly among the Hmong community in the Unit- 
ed States, about reports of forced repatriation 
to Laos of Hmong asylum seekers in Thailand. 
| wrote to the Secretary of State on February 
22, 1994 on this topic, and on April 25, 1994, 
| received a reply from the Department of 
State which provides background on this issue 
and the U.S. role in the repatriation program. 
The exchange of letters follows: 


COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, February 22, 1994. 
Hon. WARREN M. CHRISTOPHER, 
Secretary of State, Department of State, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I write to seek your 
comment on questions raised about the repa- 
triation of Hmong asylum seekers from 
Thailand to Laos under the Comprehensive 
Plan of Action for Indochinese refugees 
(CPA). 

Many in the Hmong-American community 
are clearly concerned about the repatriation 
process and the fate of Hmong returnees 
upon their return to Laos. A number of seri- 
ous allegations are being made about the use 
of force and corruption to convince some 
Hmong people to return to Laos against 
their will. The so far unaccounted for dis- 
appearance of one returnee (Mr. Vue Mai) 
has caused anxiety and aroused concern 
about the likely fate of other returnees. 

Against this background, I would appre- 
ciate having your latest assessment of the 
Hmong repatriation program and the experi- 
ence of those who have already been re- 
turned to Laos. 

The Chairman of the Denver-based Lao 
Human Rights Council, Mr. Vang Pobzeb, 
has written in particularly strong terms. 
Apart from expressing deep concern about 
the repatriation process, he makes a number 
of allegations about the role of U.S. officials 
in the process. In short, Mr. Pobzeb accuses 
officials from the State Department and the 
U.S. Embassy in Bangkok of lying about this 
issue and engaging in a cover up of abuses in 
the Hmong repatriation program. 

These allegations have come as a surprise 
to me. They do not square with the generally 
high regard I have for your Department's 
commitment to the cause of human rights 
and humanitarian issues. I know you would 
not tolerate the sorts of abuses referred to 
by Mr. Pobzeb. But such allegations require 
investigation and I therefore seek your com- 
ments. For this purpose, I attach a copy of 
Mr. Pobzeb's letter. 

With kind regards, 

Sincerely, 
LEE H. HAMILTON, 
Chairman. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, DC, April 25, 1994. 
Hon. LEE H. HAMILTON, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Affairs, House 
of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
letter of February 22 regarding your con- 
cerns, and those of Mr. Vang Pobzeb, for the 
treatment of Hmong asylum seekers in Laos 
and Thailand. We apologize for the delay in 
our response. 

We would like first of all to address two of 
the issues raised by Mr. Pobzeb: the dis- 
appearance of Hmong leader Vue Mai and the 
matter of the 305 Hmong who went from 
Napho camp to Phanat Nikhom camp and 
back 


Since learning of Vue Mai's disappearance, 
the United States Government has taken 
specific actions to bring our concern to the 
attention of the Lao and Thai Governments 
and to urge that every effort be made to lo- 
cate Vue Mai and guarantee his welfare. In 
addition to direct communications with our 
Embassies in Vientiane and Bangkok on this 
issue, we raised our concerns directly with 
the Foreign Minister of Laos during his visit 
to Washington last year. The Government of 
Laos has denied any involvement in the dis- 
appearance and has pledged to investigate. 
According to information we have so far re- 
ceived, no evidence has appeared to tie ei- 
ther the Lao Government or elements of the 
waning Lao resistance forces to Vue Mai's 
disappearance. 

Since the case of Vue Mai is unique and 
since our monitoring efforts have to date 
produced no credible evidence of persecution 
of those who return to Laos, the United 
States continues to support the voluntary 
repatriation program. As part of the Tri- 
partite Agreement (Thailand, Laos, UNHCR) 
signed in Luang Prabang, Laos in 1991, the 
Thai Government agreed that repatriations 
to Laos will take place without force. Direct 
observations of repatriation movements by 
U.S. Embassy Bangkok officers confirm that 
this commitment is being honored. The Unit- 
ed States has, over the last two years, pro- 
vided $2.7 million to assist in the repatri- 
ation and reintegration of those who return 
home. Of that amount, $1.5 million was man- 
dated by Congress to support non-govern- 
ment organization activities in support of 
Hmong repatriation. 

An important fact not mentioned by Mr. 
Pobzeb is that the majority of Hmong re- 
turning to Laos during the last two years are 
refugees who could have chosen to be inter- 
viewed for resettlement in the United States. 
They instead chose to return home. Another 
fact is that there are fewer than 2,000 Hmong 
who have been screened out, that is, deter- 
mined not to be refugees. The vast majority 
of the approximately 20,000 Hmong who re- 
main in camps are eligible for the U.S. pro- 
gram. The United States accepted 7,000 
Hmong in FY 93, and will accept a similar 
number in FY 94. 

The disappearance of Vue Mai is of impor- 
tance to the United States Government both 
because of our concern for Vue Mai himself 
and for any possible impact his disappear- 
ance may have on the process of voluntary 
repatriation to Laos. We will continue to 
pursue this matter until it is resolved. 


The 305 Highland Lao to whom Mr. Pobzeb 
refers are a group of Hmong who had been 
screened out, or determined not to be eligi- 
ble for refugee status, and who had, accord- 
ing to the Thai Ministry of the Interior, at- 
tempted to bribe their way into the resettle- 
ment process by paying about $2,000 each in 
exchange for transportation from Ban Napho 
repatriation center to Phanat Nikhom camp 
and the promise of illegal access to the U.S. 
resettlement program. According to the Min- 
istry, three camp officials and several 
Phanat Nikhom Hmong leaders were alleg- 
edly involved in the scheme to take advan- 
tage of the screened-out Hmong population 
who are ineligible for resettlement. The 
scheme was uncovered by officials of the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Refu- 
gees (UNHCR) in Phanat Nikhom. Our Em- 
bassy in Bangkok reports that in all prob- 
ability the camp officials will be prosecuted. 

With the completion of the investigation 
in Phanat Nikhom, the 305 Hmong were re- 
turned to the Napho camp. An officer from 
our Embassy in Bangkok visited the group 
after their arrival in Napho and found that 
they were being treated well. Subsequent to 
arrival in Napho, some members of the group 
returned voluntarily to Laos pursuant to 
normal return procedures. 

Finally, Mr. Pobzeb's statements that offi- 
cials of the Department of State are corrupt 
and criminals, ‘‘violators and traitors of 
human rights," and have continued to lie,“ 
are untrue. Some of his other statements are 
also open to question. It is unlikely, for ex- 
ample, that Mr. Werner Blatter, Chief of the 
UNHCR office in Geneva dealing with the 
Comprehensive Plan of Action, stated, as Mr. 
Pobzeb says he did, that there are mass 
killing and human rights violations in 
Laos.“ especially since it is Mr. Blatter's or- 
ganization that encourages and supports re- 
patriation to Laos. The Department of State 
is interested in the truth of any allegation, 
but requires that allegations be supported by 
credible evidence. 

We hope this information provides a clear- 
er perspective on United States policy and 
actions in connection with Hmong repatri- 
ation. Please do not hesitate to contact us if 
you have further questions. 

Sincerely, 
WENDY R. SHERMAN, 
Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs. 


PERSIAN GULF VETERANS NEED 
ADDITIONAL HELP 


HON. G.V. (SONNY) MONTGOMERY 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, May 2, 1994 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, following 
a 3-day workshop last week convened by the 
National Institutes of Health, it was concluded 
that additional broad-based research is need- 
ed to determine what is making some of our 
Persian Gulf veterans sick. This conference in- 
cluded medical and scientific professionals 


@ This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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from VA, Defense, and Health and Human 
Services. 

Mr. Speaker, everyone is in agreement. 
These illnesses are genuine. These veterans 
are sick. And there is a concerted effort to di- 
agnose what has made them sick. We have 
given them priority access to VA health care 
and are conducting a great deal of research. 
But we can do more. 

Based on the nine hearings our committee 
has held and the results of the NIH workshop, 
| am convinced that some Persian Gulf veter- 
ans are suffering from mysterious ailments. 
Therefore, | am developing legislation that 
would authorize the Secretary of Veterans Af- 
fairs to pay special compensation to these vet- 
erans who are disabled as a result of these 
serious conditions. 


TRIBUTE TO PHI BETA UPSILON 


FRATERNITY AT PLYMOUTH 
STATE COLLEGE 
HON. DICK SWETT 


OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, May 2, 1994 


Mr. SWETT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to sa- 
lute the brothers of Phi Beta Upsilon fraternity 
at Plymouth State College in New Hampshire. 
Last week, Phi Beta Upsilon held their second 
annual trip to Washington to visit the Vietnam 
Veterans Memorial. 

This year’s group consisted of 19 Vietnam 
veterans and 18 PSC students. Phi Beta Up- 
silon worked tirelessly to raise money for the 
trip, even holding a rocking chair marathon in 
Plymouth. Their efforts have allowed a group 
of veterans to visit the Wall and view the 
names of their fallen comrades. More impor- 
tantly, this trip has also allowed a new genera- 
tion of students to better understand the sac- 
rifice made by so many in Southeast Asia so 
many years ago. 

The brothers of Phi Beta Upsilon are a spe- 
cial group of young men. Their fraternity was 
founded over 20 years ago by a group of vet- 
erans returning from Vietnam. Today, the fra- 
ternity carries on their mission of service to 
veterans of this tragic war. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in paying tribute to Phi Beta Upsilon and 
their record of serving Vietnam veterans 
across New Hampshire. 


THE INTRODUCTION OF THE 
NORTH AMERICAN WETLANDS 
CONSERVATION FUND REAU- 
THORIZATION: APRIL 28, 1994 


HON. CURT WELDON 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, May 2, 1994 


Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, Chairman JOHN 
DINGELL, Chairman Gerry STUDDS, Congress- 
man JACK FIELDS, and | introduced H.R. 4308 
to reauthorize the North American Wetlands 
Conservation Fund [NAWCF]. | would like to 
begin by thanking Chairman DINGELL for spon- 
soring this important legislation. 
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NAWCF is the result of the efforts of the 
late Congressman Conte and Chairman DIN- 
GELL. Congressman Conte and Chairman DIN- 
GELL served as the two Representatives of the 
U.S. House on the Migratory Bird Conserva- 
tion Commission [MBCC]. The MBCC has the 
responsibility of distributing Duck Stamp mon- 
eys and other proceeds for the acquisition and 
enhancement of waterfowl habitat. 


As the newest member of the MBCC, | had 
a chance earlier in the year to help celebrate 
Chairman DiNGELL's quarter-century of service 
to the Commission. For 25 years Chairman 
DINGELL has worked tirelessly to expand and 
enhance the National Wildlife Refuge System 
to protect critical waterfowl habitat. 


Our wildlife refuges alone, however, cannot 
provide sufficient habitat to support the mil- 
lions of waterfowl which annually migrate 
across America. Chairman DINGELL and Con- 
gressman Conte created the NAWCF to ad- 
dress this problem. As a result of their fore- 
sight, great headway is being made. 

The NAWCF is truly one of the most suc- 
cessful and cost-effective wetlands preserva- 
tion initiatives in existence. The fund operates 
as a public-private partnership, with Federal 
grant moneys being matched, often times at 
rates as high as 4 to 1, by private, State, and 
local moneys. To date, non-Federal partners 
have matched $98 million in Federal grants 
with $163 million of their own resources. 


NAWCF was established under the North 
American Wetlands Conservation Act of 1989. 
Since its inception, NAWCF has led to the 
preservation or enhancement of almost 7 mil- 
lion acres of prime North American wetlands 
habitat. That averages out to an astonishingly 
low $14 of Federal grant funding per acre. 


As successful as the fund has been, much 
more still needs to be done. The 1993 esti- 
mate of North America's breeding duck popu- 
lation is 18 percent below the average of the 
last 40 years. For certain species, the num- 
bers are far worse. Mallard populations, for 
example, are down 20 percent and the north- 
ern pintail population has declined by half. 
Other migratory species have suffered as well. 
Populations of Franklin's gulls, black terns, 
and soras all have declined significantly since 
the 1950's. 


Habitat loss has played a major role in the 
decline of these birds. Only through the con- 
tinuation and expansion of programs such as 
the North American Wetlands Conservation 
Fund can we head off even greater losses. 
This bill will do just that, reauthorizing the 
NAWCF through the year 2000. 


Mr. Speaker, | would like to again congratu- 
late Chairman DINGELL on 25 years of service 
to the MBCC and for introducing this critical 
legislation. | encourage all my colleagues to 
help preserve North America's vanishing wet- 
lands and waterfowl by cosponsoring the reau- 
thorization of NAWCF. 


8961 


TRIBUTE TO DR. JOSEPH J. DEL 
ROSSO IN HONOR OF HIS 39 
YEARS AS AN EDUCATOR 


HON. GARY L. ACKERMAN 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, May 2, 1994 


Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to pay tribute to Dr. Joseph J. Del Rosso, su- 
perintendent of schools for the Commack 
School District. Dr. Del Rosso is now complet- 
ing his 39th years as an educator, including 
service both as a teacher and administrator. 
At the end of this year, Dr. Del Rosso will re- 
tire on May 5, 1994, the Commack School 
District of Suffolk County, NY, will pay tribute 
to him for his many years of dedicated serv- 
ice. 


Dr. Joseph J. Del Rosso has educated stu- 
dents at all levels throughout the United 
States. He began his career in Plainview, Nas- 
sau County, NY, as a junior high school teach- 
er. He then became director of academic serv- 
ices for the South Huntington School District in 
Suffolk County. Dr. Del Rosso also taught as 
a college professor at the State University of 
New York at Brockport; at Stanford University; 
and at the University of Southern California. 
He then came back east and served as super- 
intendent of schools in East Rochester, NY. 


Since April 1980, Dr. Del Rosso has been 
the superintendent of schools for the 
Commack School District. His accomplish- 
ments there have been numerous. They in- 
clude the initiation of full-day kindergarten, and 
the establishment of an innovative reading 
program. He also brought to the district a 
strong new writing curriculum and an elemen- 
tary science program. Also during his tenure, 
the Marion Carll Farm Educational Center was 
established, an operating farm and museum 
on a historic site dating to the early 16th cen- 
tury. 

Like many school superintendents, Dr. Del 
Rosso had to compile his accomplishments 
during periods of budgetary constraints and 
enrollment changes. Dr. Del Rosso presided 
over the sale of surplus school buildings, and 
over major renovations to facilities throughout 
the district. He also completed a state-of-the- 
art computerization program, and has been 
commended for his establishment of innova- 
tive hiring procedures. 


Dr. Del Rosso has been a leader in many 
educational organizations, including the New 
York State Council of School Superintendents, 
the American Association of School Adminis- 
trators, and the Suffolk County School Super- 
intendents Association, which he served as its 
president. Dr. Del Rosso and his wife, Eveyin, 
have two children, a son, Dominic, and a 
daughter, Antonia De! Rosso Brown. 


Mr. Speaker, | ask all my colleagues to join 
me now in paying tribute to Dr. Joseph Del 
Rosso for his 39 years of dedicated service to 
providing quality education to the youth of our 
Nation. 
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AL ZACKY SELECTED 1994 EGG 
AND POULTRY INDUSTRY PER- 
SON OF THE YEAR 


HON. RICHARD H. LEHMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, May 2, 1994 


Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, the Pacific Egg 
and Poultry Association Thursday honored Mr. 
Al Zacky as the 1994 Industry Person of the 
Year. This prestigious honor is bestowed each 
year upon an individual who has displayed a 
devotion to overall industry advancement rath- 
er than selfish or personal deeds. Mr. Zacky's 
lifelong commitment to the poultry industry is 
clearly indicated by his remarkable leadership 
and achievements in this field. 

After finishing school, Mr. Zacky and his 
brothers began working in their father's store 
in Los Angeles, and then joined the family 
business which moved from a retail to a 
wholesale enterprise. In 1956, Zacky Farms 
incorporated and has steadily risen to its cur- 
rent position as a leader in the California poul- 
try industry. 

During his 37 year tenure as President of 
Zacky Farms, Mr. Zacky effectively guided the 
growth and expansion of the family business 
in the chicken and turkey markets. Currently, 
Zacky Farms employs more than 2,800 people 
in Los Angeles, Fresno, Tulare, and Kings 
Counties. 

As an active participant in student agri- 
culture programs, Mr. Zacky has promoted 
poultry and poultry careers through the aca- 
demic communities of California universities. 
At California State University, Fresno, Mr. 
Zacky has helped establish a poultry science 
program by donating a poultry teaching facility 
and the instructors for the courses. Mr. 
Zacky's generous assistance to these edu- 
cational programs indicates an intense com- 
mitment to the development of future careers 
and leaders in the poultry industry of Califor- 
nia. 

| warmly congratulate Mr. Zacky on his se- 
lection as this year's Industry Person of the 
Year, and thank him for his many years of 
dedication to the improvement of the California 
poultry industry. 


O —— | 


A SALUTE TO A ROLE MODEL— 
ONE MAN'S SERVICE TO HIS 
PROFESSION AND HIS COMMU- 
NITY 


HON. STEPHEN HORN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, May 2, 1994 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor a gentleman from my district, Califor- 
nia's 38th, who has taken his strong personal 
belief that all things are possible to him that 
believeth and has turned it into a way of life 
that he is passing on to the young people of 
our southern California area. 

Mr. Archie Barksdale of Long Beach, CA, 
was born in Depression-era North Carolina. 
After a childhood that saw him and his family 
moving from North Carolina to Chicago to 
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New York and back to North Carolina, Mr. 
Barksdale served in the U.S. Air Force as an 
air traffic control specialist from 1955 to 1959. 
In 1967, he began his career at the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard as a shipfitter helper. 
On May 7 of this year, he will retire, after 27 
years at the shipyard, as the vice president of 
the Federal Employees Metal Trades Council 
AFL-CIO. 


Mr. Barksdale knows the value and rewards 
of hard work and of always striving to improve 
oneself. His résumé lists formal education 
studies at eight major colleges and univer- 
sities. These include one of great importance 
to me—California State University at Long 
Beach—as well as the University of California 
and Baylor University. While a student at Long 
Beach City College, Mr. Barksdale was named 
to the dean's list and became a member of 
the honor society. In 1982, he was recognized 
in "Who's Who in the West." Throughout his 
career at the shipyard, he received over 20 
awards and certificates of appreciation. 


And while he worked hard on his career, Mr. 
Barksdale also has been a devoted family 
man. Today, he and his wife, Joyce, have one 
daughter, two sons, three grandsons, and one 
granddaughter. 

Coupled with Mr. Barksdale's admirable pro- 
fessional success is his work with the young 
people of our community. In this day when 
young people, particularly those in urban 
areas, are in great need of role models, high 
achievers like Mr. Barksdale are the answer. 


In the past few years, Mr. Barksdale has 
given a considerable time and effort to the es- 
tablishment of the Youth Development Agency 
[YDA] of Long Beach—an all volunteer youth 
gang and crime prevention program. When the 
idea for YDA was presented to Mr. Barksdale, 
he responded with the same enthusiasm that 
he has devoted to his professional and family 
life. He worked day and night for more than a 
year to get YDA off the ground and single- 
handedly recruited the majority of the YDA 
steering committee members. 


Currently, Mr. Barksdale is helping to com- 
plete work on a space for the YDA. Volunteers 
which he recruited from his and other shipyard 
unions have knocked out walls, rerouted elec- 
tricity and plumbing, painted, replaced carpet, 
and done whatever else was necessary to 
make the space available to the high-risk 
youngsters served by the YDA Program. 

According to a YDA coworker, "The most 
wonderful thing about Archie is if he sees a 
need, he immediately responds without having 
to be asked." 


| am sure that all who hear the story of Ar- 
chie Barksdale wil agree that a man of 
Archie's caliber should be given special rec- 
ognition for a lifetime of personal achievement 
and service to others. 
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STATEMENT OF MICHELLE 
CARTER, EDITOR OF THE SAN 


MATEO TIMES ON EFFORTS TO 
HELP THE CHILDREN OF 
CHERNOBYL 

HON. TOM LANTOS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, May 2, 1994 


Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
call my colleagues' attention to the testimony 
presented by Michelle Carter, editor of the 
San Mateo Times, before the Congressional 
Human Rights Caucus, cochaired by myself, 
and my distinguished colleague from Illinois, 
Congressman PORTER. On the eighth anniver- 
sary of the Chernobyl nuclear accident, the 
Human Rights Caucus drew attention to the 
continuing humanitarian needs of the youngest 
victims of the catastrophe. Our distinguished 
colleague and my California neighbor, Con- 
gresswoman ANNA ESCHOO, joined us in con- 
sidering the legacy of Chernobyl. 

Mr. Speaker, | wish to express my heartfelt 
appreciation to Ms. Carter, an extremely ac- 
complished and dedicated professional jour- 
nalist, for testifying on this very important and 
unpublicized issue. Ms. Carter serves as an 
example of a concerned citizen who has la- 
bored to help some of the most horrible in- 
jured and neglected victims in the world today. 
Ms. Carter is also author of "Children of 
Chernobyl," an authoritative book that tells the 
Stories of survivors. "Children of Chernobyl" 
has been distributed to all members of the 
Congressional Human Rights Caucus. 

Mr. Speaker, | am placing in the RECORD 
her message on this issue, and | urge my col- 
leagues to consider her report as we continue 
to assess the lessons of Chernobyl. 
TESTIMONY BEFORE THE HUMAN RIGHTS CAU- 

CUS OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES BY 

MICHELLE CARTER 

I want to thank the members of the Caucus 
for shining the spotlight of the United States 
Congress on the 1986 nuclear catastrophe at 
Chernobyl. The worlds worst technological 
accident, and its youngest victims, and for 
allowing me the opportunity to do some of 
the storytelling. 

My involvement with the Children of 
Chernobyl began in 1990 when I met Olga 
Aleinikova, the director of the Children's 
Hematological Hospital in Minsk. The Cap- 
ital of the then-Soviet republic of Byelo- 
russia. This remarkably spirited and dedi- 
cated woman led me by the hand among the 
beds of the young leukemia patients in her 
hospital and introduced me to each child and 
each mother. Then she took my arm with 
both her hands, so forcefully that the marks 
from her fingers remained for days, and said, 
“You must tell our story; you must tell our 
story." 

That story is one of a Third World health 
system with none of the chemotherapy drugs 
needed for aggressive and successful treat- 
ment of leukemia, with no synthetic insulin, 
with no disposable syringes and with a blood 
supply that is unprotected from Hepatitis B 
or HIV. The book that most of you have in 
your hand is that story that Michael and I 
together have sought to tell. 

It is through Dr. Aleinikova, the 
Belarusian Charitable Fund for the Children 
of Chernobyl in Minsk and a network of 
friends throughout Belarus and in Moscow 
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that I learned of the ever-expanding list of 
the medical problems among the 800,000 chil- 
dren living in the shadow of Chernobyl in the 
now-independent republic of Belarus. 

Just after midnight on April 26, 1986, Reac- 
tor No. 4 at Chernobyl exploded. Over the 
next 10 days, the graphite core of the reactor 
burned continuously and melted down twice, 
spewing chunks of radioactive iodine, 
caesium, strontium and plutonium into the 
atmosphere and onto the soil of the sur- 
rounding cities, villages and countryside. 
Seventy percent of it—which amounted to 90 
times the radioactive release of the atomic 
bomb dropped on Hiroshima—fell on Belarus. 

While the Soviet government struggled to 
keep its dirty secret from the rest of the 
world, it sacrificed a generation of its chil- 
dren to that cause. Despite the fact that the 
reactor was still burning, releasing extraor- 
dinary amounts of radiation daily, the gov- 
ernment chose not to tell parents to keep 
their children inside and seal the doors and 
windows. Instead, it held its annual May 1 
celebration in every city and village, and 
children marched outside in the radioactive 
rain. It was the warmest Spring on record, 
and children reveled in the end of another 
cruel winter. 

So, today, eight years later, we are count- 
ing the toll. Despite the contrary assurances 
of the International Atomic Energy Associa- 
tion in 1991, the doctors and parents of 
Belarus and Ukraine tell a bitter tale of leu- 
kemia, solid tumors, birth defects, immune 
deficiency syndrome, failure to thrive and 
colds and coughs that never get better. 

Last summer, the World Health Organiza- 
tion acknowledged that an epidemic of thy- 
roid cancer exists among the children of 
Belarus, and the Minister of Health in 
Belarus has stated that virtually every child 
in that republic has thyroid abnormalities. 
This is the legacy of the decision of party 
chiefs—with their own children safely 
packed off to Moscow—to put off issuing io- 
dine-replacement tablets until two weeks 
after the initial explosion. 

In November 1990, the Children's 
Hematological Hospital had 51 leukemia pa- 
tients in its beds; when I was there in Janu- 
ary, the staff of that hospital was treating 
more than 200 children there or in two other 
clinics in the contaminated region. Those 
doctors, one of whom who's now studying 
bone marrow transplantation at Packard 
Children's Hospital at Stanford University in 
California, now see children with leukemia 
at ages two and three, much earlier than in 
the West, and in siblings, a virtually un- 
known occurrence elsewhere. 

Experience with other nuclear releases—at 
Bikini Atoll, Hiroshima, Nagasaki. Hanford 
Reservation in Washington and the Nevada 
test sites—tells us that what we see now is 
just the very front edge of a huge and broad 
bell curve of medical problems to come. The 
first to suffer are the children, the throw- 
away generation of the last Soviet regime. 
Chernobyl has taught is that us that our 
world is small and undeniably connected. 
The Children of Chernobyl are our children 
and we cannot look away. 


TRIBUTE TO NATHAN SMITH 
HON. BILL McCOLLUM 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, May 2, 1994 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, | would like 
to congratulate one of my constituents, Nathan 
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Smith, who has recently retired with 30 years 
of distinguished service as a tennis pro in my 
district. During Nathan's career he was named 
the 1992 player of the year by the Florida 
Tennis Association and has been ranked na- 
tionally in doubles. 

The achievements of Nathan's pupils and 
the good sportsmanship instilled in each of 
them over the past 30 years will carry past 
Nathan's retirement. During his career, Nathan 
has played a vital role in the lives of many 
people in the Winter Park area. Winter Park 
and central Florida have been made richer by 
the work and teaching of Nathan Smith. 

| look forward to the service that Nathan will 
provide in the next chapter of his life and join 
with many of his friends in Winter Park to wish 
him well. 


HAITI: THE POLICY MUST BE 
CHANGED 


HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, May 2, 1994 


Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, last weekend, the 
world learned that Haitian soldiers massacred 
more than 20 fishermen and merchants in a 
town on the west coast of Haiti. Occurring in 
an area loyal to deposed Haitian President 
Jean-Bertrand Aristide, this brutal attack rep- 
resented, in the words of one Aristide sup- 
porter, another effort to "decapitate the demo- 
cratic movement in Haiti." 

More than 2 years have passed since the 
Haitian military ousted President Jean- 
Bertrand Aristide from power, yet the despotic 
government of Gen. Raoul Cedras, which took 
his place, remains in power, free to commit 
one atrocity after another. Although the United 
States has placed some sanctions on the Hai- 
tian military regime, violations of the economic 
embargo are common. Indeed, the govern- 
ment has built up a large supply of oil and 
other goods. 

The thousands of Haitians who attempted to 
escape Haiti immediately after the coup are 
evidence of the repression which has overrun 
that country since the ouster of President 
Aristide. Unfortunately, under a policy estab- 
lished by President Bush and continued by the 
current administration, Haitian’s escaping their 
country’s violence are intercepted by Coast 
Guard cutters patrolling the waters off the Hai- 
tian coast, denied the opportunity to claim asy- 
lum in the United States, and sailed back to 
Haiti. This immoral policy represents a breach 
of our country’s legal obligations under do- 
mestic and international law. 

In order to reverse this policy and to press 
the Haitian regime to permit the return of 
President Aristide, | have cosponsored H.R. 
4114, the Governors Island Reinforcement Act 
of 1994. This bill, introduced by members of 
the Congressional Black Caucus, represents 
the best hope to correct the course of Ameri- 
ca’s foundering foreign policy toward Haiti. If 
passed, the bill would halt the interdiction and 
summary repatriation of Haitian refugees and 
would end the use of United States Naval and 
Coast Guard vessels to lock Haitians in Gen- 
eral Cedras' cage of human rights abuses. 
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The Governors Island Reinforcement Act 
would also tighten economic sanctions on 
Haiti and supporters of the coup. It would im- 
pose a complete trade and commercial embar- 
go on Haiti, with exceptions for food and medi- 
cine, sever air links to Haiti, deny visas to 
members of the Haitian military and coup sup- 
porters, freeze assets of Haitian military offi- 
cers, and impose sanctions on any country 
that violates these sanctions. Finally, to en- 
sure that the economic sanctions are not vio- 
lated through shipments across the Dominican 
Republic, the bill urges the President to create 
a multinational border patrol to halt proscribed 
commerce. 

am proud to note that my constituents are 
leading the charge against the brutal Haitian 
regime. The United Tenants of Mount Vernon, 
NY, are participating in a hunger-strike to urge 
our Government to change its policies. ! offer 
my full support to their efforts and urge Presi- 
dent Clinton to hear their voices of protest. 

Mr. Speaker, in 1939, the Roosevelt admin- 
istration returned to Germany a ship filled with 
Jews escaping Nazi Germany. Those people 
subsequently were sent to Hitlers death 
camps. With another 20 to 30 people killed by 
the Haitian regime last weekend, | am afraid 
that we are making that tragic mistake again. 
We must reverse this unjust policy. | strongly 
urge my colleagues to support H.R. 4114, the 
Governors Island Reinforcement Act of 1994. 


SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Tuesday, May 
3, 1994, may be found in the Daily Di- 
gest of today’s RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 


MAY 4 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 
Military Readiness and Infrastructure Sub- 
committee 
To resume hearings on proposed legisla- 
tion authorizing funds for fiscal year 
1995 for the Department of Defense, and 
the future years defense program, fo- 
cusing on environmental programs and 
the implementation of the Base Clo- 
sure Acts. 
SR-232A 
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Energy and Natural Resources 
Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 
SD-366 
Governmental Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine the number 
of Federal courthouses under construc- 


tion. 
SD-342 
Indian Affairs 
To hold hearings on provisions of H.R. 6 
and S. 1513, bills authorizing funds for 
programs of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965. 
SR-485 


10:00 a.m. 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Housing and Urban Affairs Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine the effect of 
rising interest rates on the home- 
building industry. 
SD-538 


Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To resume hearings on S. 1822, to safe- 
guard and protect the public interest 
while permitting the growth and devel- 
opment of new communications tech- 
nologies, focusing on telephone compa- 
nies providing cable services. 
SR-253 
Finance 
To hold hearings on S. 1579, to contain 
health care costs and improve access to 
health care through accountable health 
plans and managed competition. 


SD-215 
Foreign Relations 
Business meeting, to consider pending 
nominations. 
SD-419 
2:00 p.m. 


Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Merchant Marine Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on S. 1945, to authorize 
funds for fiscal year 1995 for certain 
maritime programs of the Department 


of Transportation. 
SR-253 
Foreign Relations 
East Asian and Pacific Affairs Subcommit- 
tee 
To hold hearings on United States policy 
toward China. 
SD-419 
4:00 p.m. 


Select on Intelligence 
To hold closed hearings on intelligence 


matters. 
SH-219 
MAY 5 
9:30 a.m. 
Rules and Administration 


To resume hearings on S. 1824, to im- 
prove the operations of the legislative 
branch of the Federal Branch, focusing 
on Title III, Subtitle B (Staffing, Ad- 
ministration, and Support Agencies), 
and Subtitle C (Abolishing the Joint 
Committees). 

SR-301 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 

To hold closed hearings on proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 1995 for 
the Department of Defense, focusing on 
classified programs. 


8407, Capitol 
Appropriations 
Commerce, Justice, State, and Judiciary 
Subcommittee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


Legal Services Corporation, and the 
Securities and Exchange Commission. 
8-146, Capitol 
Appropriations 
Transportation Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the Na- 
tional Transportation Safety Board, 
and the National Highway Traffic Safe- 
ty Administration, Department of 
Transportation. 
SD-138 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Housing and Urban Affairs Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine manage- 
ment issues at the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development. 
SD-538 
Finance 


To resume hearings to examine health 
care reform issues, focusing on health 
care at the end of life and implementa- 
tion of advanced directives. 


SD-215 
Judiciary 
Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 
SD-226 


Labor and Human Resources 
Education, Arts and Humanities Sub- 
committee 
To resume hearings on S. 1513, authoriz- 
ing funds for programs of the Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965. 
SD-430 
2:00 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Legislative Branch Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the U.S. 
Senate. 
SD-116 
Armed Services 
Nuclear Deterrence, Arms Control, and De- 
fense Intelligence Subcommittee 
To resume hearings on proposed legisla- 
tion authorizing funds for fiscal year 
1995 for the Department of Defense, and 
the future years defense program, fo- 
cusing on long-range bomber programs 
and requirements. 
SR-222 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands, National Parks and Forests 
Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on S. 471, to establish a 
new area study process for proposed ad- 
ditions to the National Parks System, 
and S. 528, to provide for the transfer of 
certain United States Forest Service 
lands located in Lincoln County, Mon- 
tana, to Lincoln County in the State of 
Montana. 
SD-366 
Veterans' Affairs 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
to finance veterans health care pro- 


grams. 
SR-418 
Commission on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe 


To hold hearings to examine the human 
rights situations in Serbian-controlled 
Kosovo, Sandzak and Vojvodina. 

Room to be announced 
4:00 p.m. 
Armed Services 
Coalition Defense and Reinforcing Forces 
Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on proposed legisla- 
tion authorizing funds for fiscal year 
1995 for the Department of Defense, and 
the future years defense program, fo- 
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cusing on tactical aviation moderniza- 
tion programs. 
SR-232A 


MAY 6 


9:30 a.m. 
Governmental Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine health care 
information management. 
SD-342 
10:00 a.m. 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To hold hearings on the nominations of 
Alan S. Blinder, of New Jersey, to be a 
Member of the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System, Steven M. 
Wallman, of Virginia, to be a Member 
of the Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission, and Philip N. Diehl, of Texas, 
to be Director of the Mint, Department 
of the Treasury. 
SD-538 
Veterans' Affairs 
To hold oversight hearings to examine 
how military research may be hazard- 
ous to veterans' health, focusing on 
lessons from the Cold War and the Per- 
sian Gulf War. 
SD-106 
2:00 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Legislative Branch Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the Of- 
fice of Technology Assessment, and the 
Library of Congress. 
SD-116 


MAY 10 


9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold oversight hearings on implemen- 
tation of the Administration's Climate 
Change Action Plan and the Energy 
Policy Act of 1992. 
SD-366 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Agriculture, Rural Development, and Re- 
lated Agencies Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the 
Commodity Futures Trading Commis- 
sion, the Farm Credit Administraion, 
and the Food and Drug Administration, 
Department of Health and Human 
Services. 
SD-138 
2:30 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Water and Power Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on the potential role of 
Federal reclamation projects in meet- 
ing the water supply needs of the 
Colonias in Texas. 
SD-366 


MAY 11 


10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Interior Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the Na- 
tional Park Service, Department of the 
Interior. 
8-128, Capitol 


MAY 12 
9:00 a.m. 
Office of Technology Assesment 
Board meeting, to consider pending busi- 
ness, 
EF-100, Capitol 
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9:30 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To resume hearings on S. 1822, to safe- 
guard and protect the public interest 
while permitting the growth and devel- 
opment of new communications tech- 
nologies, focusing on long-distance 
services. 
SR-253 
Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings on the Environmental 
Protection Agency's proposed renew- 
able oxygenate standard. 
SD-366 
Rules and Administration 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
authorizing funds for fiscal year 1995 
for the Federal Election Commission. 


SR-301 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the Cor- 
poration for National and Community 
Service. 

SD-106 
2:00 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands, National Parks and Forests 
Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 1549, to revise the 
Act establishing Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area to provide for the 
management of the Presidio by the 
Secretary of the Interior, and S. 1639, 
to provide for the management of the 
portions of the Presidio under the ju- 
risdiction of the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior. 

SD-366 


MAY 13 
9:30 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for foreign 
assistance programs, focusing on the 
global land mines crisis. 
SH-216 
Appropriations 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and 
Education Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partments of Labor, Health and Human 
Services, and Education. 
SD-192 


MAY 17 


10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of Defense, focusing on the 
Pacific Rim, NATO, and peacekeeping 
programs. 
SD-192 
2:30 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for foreign 
assistance programs. 
SD-138 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Science, Technology, and Space Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
authorizing funds for the earthquake 
disaster program. 
SR-253 


MAY 18 


9:30 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings on S. 1350, to revise the 
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of 
1977 to provide for an expanded Federal 
program of hazard mitigation and in- 
surance against the risk of cata- 
strophic natural disasters, such as hur- 


ricanes, earthquakes, and volcanic 
eruptions. 
SR-253 
MAY 19 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 


Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 


partment of Defense. 
SD-192 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of Veteran's Affairs, and the 
Selective Service System. 


SD-106 
MAY 20 
9:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partments of Veteran’s Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and 
independent agencies. 

SD-138 


MAY 24 
2:30 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for foreign 
assistance programs, focusing on ex- 
port promotion. 
SD-138 


MAY 25 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Interior Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of the Interior. 
8-128, Capitol 


MAY 26 
9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings to examine policy op- 
tions for the disposition of excess 
weapons plutonium. 


SD-366 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the Na- 
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tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis- 
tration. 
SD-106 


JUNE 8 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Interior Subcommittee 
To hold hearings proposed budget esti- 
mates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of Energy. 
8-128, Capitol 
2:30 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Water and Power Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine water qual- 
ity and quantity problems and opportu- 
nities facing the lower Colorado River 


area. 
SD-366 


JUNE 9 


9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Water and Power Subcommittee 
To continue hearings on water quality 
and quantity problems and opportuni- 
ties facing the lower Colorado River 
area. 
SD-366 


JULY 19 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
Business meeting, to mark up proposed 
legislation authorizing funds for fiscal 
year 1995 for the Department of De- 


fense. 
SD-192 
CANCELLATIONS 
MAY3 
9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 
Force Requirements and Personnel Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
authorizing funds for fiscal year 1995 
for the Department of Defense, and the 
future years defense program, focusing 
on Reserve component manpower, per- 
sonnel, and compensation issues. 

SD-106 
2:30 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Water and Power Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to review the imple- 
mentation of the Central Valley 
Project Improvement Act (Title 34 of 
P.L. 102-575) and the coordination of 
the program with other Federal protec- 
tion and restoration efforts in the San 
Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joa- 
quin Delta. 

SD-366 


POSTPONEMENTS 


MAY 3 


10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of Defense, focusing on de- 
fense conversion programs. 
SD-192 
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SENATE—Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex- 
Piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. BYRD]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senate will be led in prayer by the Rev- 
erend Richard C. Halverson, Jr. 

Mr. Halverson, please. 


PRAYER 

The Reverend Richard C. Halverson, 
Jr., of Falls Church, VA, offered the 
following prayer: 

As we go to prayer, I would like to 
remember my father, the Chaplain of 
the Senate, in prayer, and wish that 
You would bless him. 

Let us pray: 

Almighty God, as it is written, Thou 
hast made of one blood all nations of 
men * * * to dwell on the face of the 
earth." And Thou hast determined that 
we should seek Thee that we might 
find Thee. 

Inasmuch as Thy Word declares that 
Thou be not far from every one of us" 
and that, in Thee, “we live and move 
and have our being," we pray that 
Thou wouldst reveal Thyself to us, not 
so much in the spectacular realm of 
heavenly visions, as in the common, or- 
dinary circumstances of life.—Acts 
17:26-28. 

Let those experiencing a wilderness 
of unfulfillment, in the midst of plen- 
ty, find manna in their hunger for 
more. Cause the pain of broken prom- 
ises and relationships we endure to be 
changed into the birth pangs of new 
life. And make even the path that some 
have determined to take away from 
Thee to become a road to Damascus. 

We ask this in the name of Jesus 
Christ who pointed the way to Thee, 
not by leaping down from the temple's 
pinnacle to be rescued by angels before 
astonished crowds, but by being lifted 
up in suffering and death on the cross. 
Amen. 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Under the previous order, leadership 
time is reserved. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Also 
under the previous order, there will 
now be a period for the transaction of 
morning business not to extend beyond 
the hour of 12:30 p.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for not to 
exceed 5 minutes each. 


(Legislative day of Monday, May 2, 1994) 


The first hour of morning business 
will be under the control of the Sen- 
ator from Georgia [Mr. COVERDELL] or 
his designee. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Mr. 
COVERDELL is recognized to control the 
first hour. 


HEALTH CARE REFORM 


Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 1 
week ago today, this past Tuesday, ba- 
sically because of the events surround- 
ing the loss of our former President, 
Richard Nixon—a moment, I might 
say, that caused pause for the Nation 
to reflect on the half century of domi- 
nance by the former President on the 
national stage, and as we might expect 
when something of that occurs, all else 
seems to pale from the scene. But a lit- 
tle noted event of significant import 
did occur this past Tuesday. That was 
the announcement to the Nation on the 
part of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce 
on the ongoing dialog with regard to 
health care and health care reform in 
our Nation. 

There are 220,000 members, large and 

small businesses of the U.S. Chamber, à 
rather significant and prominent group 
in our Nation, and they have been in 
the business for the last several 
months of surveying their membership 
with regard to their attitudes and 
views on multiple proposals for health 
care. 
It is very interesting because the sur- 
vey was most elaborate. It was not the 
questions or the several pages that you 
had to spend considerable time on, Mr. 
President, to determine exactly how 
you might respond. What is so terribly 
interesting about it is that the re- 
sponse was the largest in the history of 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. Never 
before have so many responded. Over a 
quarter of the members of the 220,000 
took the time to prepare this elaborate 
document and send it in. 

At the outset, that is encouraging for 
me because it indicates that citizens 
and businesses are paying attention. 
There are lots of pieces of legislation 
that come through this august Cham- 
ber that, I might say, not every Amer- 
ican is alert to or quite attuned to 
what the results will be. But if there 
ever was a proposal for which everyone 
in the country ought to be attentive, it 
is the President’s proposal for health 
care reform. 

So the fact that the largest number 
in the history of the Chamber re- 


sponded ought to be encouraging to ev- 
eryone. I am finding that in general, as 
I travel across our State of Georgia and 
the country, that people are with in- 
creasing intensity beginning to focus 
on the magnitude of this proposal. I 
think they are beginning to understand 
that it will have, if adopted, a massive 
impact on every citizen, every family, 
every business, and every community 
leader. 

For quite some period of time, I have 
argued that the focus of our reform 
ought to be targeted, that essentially 
some 80 percent of our fellow citizens 
are reasonably well served by the cur- 
rent health system, and that some 20 
percent or less of our citizens are hav- 
ing some difficulty with the medical 
system. Some of those difficulties are 
significant, some less so. But it is im- 
portant to note that about 80 percent, 
8 out of 10 Americans, are satisfied to 
very satisfied with what is happening. 

The reason I mention those figures is 
that to me the data that came from 
this important survey is multiple and 
corroborative, I think. It asks the 
Chamber members’ views on proposed 
health care concepts. They call it 
“plan.” But essentially they are con- 
cepts, Mr. President, and the first one 
was: Is it acceptable or unacceptable to 
focus on enhancing the current sys- 
tem? That is the point I was just mak- 
ing, that if you have 8 out of 10 Ameri- 
cans reasonably well served and 2 out 
of 10 not so well served, do you cash in 
the whole program, or do you focus on 
the issues that are troubling the 2 out 
of 10? 

On enhancement of the current sys- 
tem, Mr. President, 84 percent of those 
who responded—that was 40,000-plus— 
said that was the acceptable way to 
proceed; 12.3 percent found that to be 
unacceptable. It goes through expand- 
ing low-income coverage, and that is a 
draw—45 percent think that it is, and 
43 percent think it is not. 

Mandated employer coverage, total 
disagreement: 23 percent acceptable, 71 
not. 

Mandated individual coverage: 39 per- 
cent acceptable, but 52 percent not. 

It starts to get in the debate area. 
But undebatable, Mr. President, is the 
concept “Government-run system." 

Should we move in this country to a 
system managed by the Government, 
like the Postal Department? Accept- 
able: 7.7 percent. Unacceptable: 87 plus 
percent. 

This is not just a smattering, or an 
isolated opinion. This is coming from 
big and small entrepreneurs from every 
State of our Union. 


6 This bullet“ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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The salient fact and, finally, Mr. 
President, is that 84 percent are fo- 
cused on taking what we have, rec- 
ognizing that it is a good system, and 
making it better. They are calling on 
us to make this system better. And 
only 7 percent—hardly a handful— 
would opt for turning this massive, pri- 
vate, personal service over to an ever- 
expanded Government, with 87 percent 
totally rejecting that concept. 

Mr. President, I think these findings 
are significant, both in number and 
size and diversity, and coming from all 
across the Nation. And the magnitude 
of the statement, which also cor- 
responds, ironically, with just about a 
Split in the Nation that are being well 
served or unserved. But this is a very 
significant finding, and it was rather 
unnoticed. As we move into this year 
of significant debate on the question of 
health care reform, I feel that these 
findings need to be at the center of our 
discussions. 

Mr. President, having opened with 
that statement with regard to the U.S. 
Chamber poll, I yield 5 minutes of my 
time to the distinguished Senator from 
Utah [Mr. BENNETT]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Utah is recognized for 5 
minutes. 


HEALTH CARE 


Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague from Georgia for 
his courtesy and his leadership in help- 
ing us organize the dialog on this issue 
that has proved to be so vexing as the 
Congress addresses the challenge of 
health care. 

I give full credit to the President of 
the United States for his having raised 
the issue and putting it high on the 
agenda. There is no question that it is 
a problem in our country. I disagree 
with those who say there is no crisis in 
health care because no one is dying be- 
cause they cannot get to a hospital. 
That is a very limited definition of 
“crisis,” in my view. 

We have people who are locked in 
jobs that they do not like because they 
are afraid they would lose their health 
coverage if they leave. We have people 
who cannot get the kind of insurance 
that they need because of preexisting 
conditions. We have financial hardship 
of great degree because of the inability 
of our present system to meet every 
circumstance. 

Taken together, all of these problems 
create, for me, a sufficient difficulty as 
to be considered a crisis. So I do not 
join with those who attack the Presi- 
dent for even raising the issue, and I 
give the President the full credit for 
the leadership he has exercised. 

At the same time, Mr. President, I 
want to point out the magnitude of the 
task the President has assumed. We are 
talking here about an activity that 
consumes one-seventh of our total 
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economy, a number approaching a tril- 
lion dollars worth of economic activity 
every year. On the face of it, does it 
seem logical that the Congress can fix 
all of the problems in a trillion dollars“ 
worth of economic activity with a sin- 
gle bill, in a single year? I think not. 

I think the situation is so serious, 
the circumstances so overreaching 
throughout the economy, that we 
should move with great caution to turn 
the whole present system on its head. 
Or, just as I said earlier, though there 
may be a crisis, there is not an emer- 
gency. Some people may say these are 
semantic differences. But the fact is 
that the present system is indeed, for 
all of is problems and difficulties, tak- 
ing care of the health care needs, ac- 
cording to the surveys, of somewhere 
between 70, 80, maybe even 85 percent 
of our citizens. Do we want to jeopard- 
ize the health care that is being deliv- 
ered satisfactorily to over 80 percent of 
our citizens with hasty action that is 
ill-considered, that would lead us in 
the direction, we would hope, of taking 
care of the rest? The problem is we 
may end up jeopardizing health care 
for everyone if we do it in too slipshod 
and too hasty a fashion. 

These are my objections to the Presi- 
dent’s proposal. 

No. 1, it assumes that the whole sys- 
tem can be solved with a single bill in 
a single Congress. I have addressed 
that. 

No. 2, it is based on assumptions that 
are now 2, maybe even 3 years old. In 
some industries, that would be fine, 
but in the health care circumstance, 
the way we deliver medicine and health 
care in this country is changing so rap- 
idly, that a 3-year-old knowledge base 
on which to build legislation is already 
obsolete. Medical procedures that were 
ordinary 3 years ago have been ren- 
dered obsolete by new discoveries, and 
costs have come down that render the 
old cost trends and predictions illogi- 
cal and improper. Yet, all of the as- 
sumptions that went into the creation 
of the President’s plan are locked in 
place as of the time that task force 
first met. 

Finally, there is no acceptance in the 
President's plan of the power of market 
forces. Many people say: Well, you can- 
not deal with market forces in health 
care because people do not make mar- 
ket-type decisions when they are sick. 

That is true to a certain extent. But 
one of the factors that must be in- 
cluded in any such discussion is the in- 
evitability of market forces on any 
economic circumstance. 

We have sayings engraved around 
this Chamber. With the help of the 
President pro tempore, I finally deci- 
phered all four of them. I give each one 
my full support. 

What I am about to say may not be 
as profound as the ones that are here, 
but this, too, is a truth I wish we had 
engraved in stone somewhere, which is: 
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“Governments cannot repeal the law of 
supply and demand." Yet we try. Over 
and over again, we try to repeal the 
law of supply and demand by govern- 
mental decree. 

Many of the things that are in the 
President’s bill would fall under this 
particular challenge, attempting to re- 
peal market forces by Government de- 
cree and producing, as governments al- 
ways do when they make this attempt, 
economic dislocations which fall to the 
disadvantage of our citizens. 

So, Mr. President, while I give the 
President full credit for his leadership 
in getting this issue where it belongs, 
at the top of the agenda, I ask him and 
those who support him to step back 
and take a look at the size of the task 
that has been undertaken and to real- 
ize that it is more important, given the 
size of this challenge, that we do it 
right than that we do it all at once. 

Therefore, at the appropriate time, I 
intend, with such allies as I might be 
able to recruit, to offer legislation that 
would attack this problem in a logical, 
piecemeal kind of fashion instead of at- 
tempting to swallow the whole ele- 
phant all at once. 

We can do this without attacking the 
President’s motives. We can do this 
while giving the President the full 
credit that he deserves. But the size of 
the problem requires that we take this 
kind of careful approach. If we do not, 
we run the risk, as I say, of jeopardiz- 
ing health care not only for all of those 
who already have it but, ironically, for 
those to whom the President is trying 
to extend it, because, if we upset the 
whole system in too hasty action, ev- 
eryone is damaged thereby. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I ask this 
body to adopt this sense of judicious 
care in approaching this problem and 
hope that we can understand just how 
serious the implications will be if we 
act in too precipitous a fashion. 

I thank the Chair. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Utah. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. COVERDELL] 
is recognized. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Utah is a distinguished 
business person in his own right and is 
one of those fresh faces that has actu- 
ally been involved with Main Street 
America, and I appreciate very much 
his taking time to come and share his 
views on this very important subject of 
health care reform, which is here this 
morning. 

As I said a moment ago, Mr. Presi- 
dent, we have now had findings from 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce which 
were revealed last week that are very 
telling. One of the points I did not 
make a moment ago was the fact that 
the data that the U.S. Chamber has 
now presented is not so much startling 
as it is corroborating. The findings 
that they have put forward fall right in 
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line with everything we have been see- 
ing over the last month with regard to 
public attitudes about the manner in 
which we should approach health care 
reform. 

It almost always breaks as the num- 
bers that the chamber brought forward 
indicate. Just the week before a CNN- 
USA Gallup Poll showed that the gen- 
eral citizens, not business people in 
particular, but just the general citi- 
zenry also felt overwhelmingly that we 
should begin to focus on targeted re- 
form and that we should not destabilize 
perhaps the most innovative, creative 
medical system in the history of the 
world but improve it. 

But coming back to the U.S. Cham- 
ber, I think one of the reasons you get 
such an overwhelming response from 
business people across the country is 
their attitudes about employees. I 
think anyone who has ever worked in a 
business or run a business realizes that 
the greatest asset of any business is its 
people. 

After visiting with business people 
for the last year and talking about the 
subject, I am fearful that policymakers 
from Washington are getting perilously 
close to taking what has always been 
perceived as the Nation's greatest 
asset, its employees, and turning them 
into liabilities, changing the entire 
equation by which employers of compa- 
nies look across the table at a poten- 
tial employee. 

Instead of seeing the energy and the 
creativity and the asset of energy and 
contribution, they are beginning to 
tally up with their computer what the 
cost and liabilities are of bringing a 
new person into the company. This is a 
bad, bad thing for our country. 

I want to share, Mr. President, some 
information with regard to the effects 
of Government management of medi- 
cine on jobs. A number of organizations 
have estimated job effects of the Presi- 
dent's health care proposal. For exam- 
ple, a February 1994 CBO report states: 

Taking together all the provisions that 
might increase or reduce participation in the 
labor force, CBO estimates that eventually 
between one-quarter of 1 percent of the labor 
force might prefer to stay home if the pro- 
posal was enacted. 

What does that mean? We use so 
many numbers up here that we get lost 
in it. But what that statement means 
is that between 300,000 and 1.2 million 
people will not be working if the plan 
is enacted. 

Back to my comment about sitting 
across the table. That means the em- 
ployer, looking across the table at a 
potential employee, says to himself or 
herself, “If that person goes to work 
here, I have this much more burden to 
deal with, this much more overhead, 
this much more liability, and I choose 
not to do that.” 

I would not want to be a recent grad- 
uate filling out that application, look- 
ing for a job, if we continue to impose 
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these kinds of obligations on the busi- 
ness of commerce in America. 

You know these just read like num- 
bers—300,000 people. We forget those 
are 300,000 individuals who live in over 
300,000 families, all of whom are de- 
pendent in one way or another on the 
person getting a job. 

Of all the things that we can do, we 
ought to be in the business of making 
it easier to get a job. A job is the core 
of personal dignity and worth. A job is 
what allows a person to seek and pur- 
sue his or her growth, to protect and 
preserve their family, to educate their 
family, and, I might add, to provide for 
the health of their family. Any time we 
do or take actions here that means 
someone cannot get a job, we should 
pause—300,000 to 1.2 million. 

That is not all. CBO goes on, and it 
says: “Overall the proposal would prob- 
ably impose greater employment-relat- 
ed distortions than it removed." Dis- 
tortions—that means the business that 
goes on across the table between the 
potential employer and the potential 
employee. 

Competition among employers for the re- 
duced labor supply would slightly raise real 
wage rates, but the effect of a rise in wages 
would not completely offset the direct effect 
of the President's proposal. The administra- 
tion's proposal would bring about a major 
change in the nature of health care costs for 
many workers. The cost would operate like a 
new levy on work. The proposal would create 
an implicit levy on work because it would 
make health coverage universal without 
charging many nonworkers for the full cost 
of their insurance. 

That means that those people work- 
ing are having to pay for those who are 
not—a transfer of the result of labor 
from the person who conducts the labor 
to somebody who does not. That means 
levy, burden, waste. 

The premium would simply reduce take- 
home pay from the point of view of the indi- 
vidual worker buying anything. 

According to the President's own 
Council of Economic Advisers in their 
1994 report, it is estimated that about 
350,000 to 600,000 additional people will 
be retired—that is not being able to get 
a job, that is retired—as a result of the 
provisions of the Health Security Act. 

"Retired." That is an unusual word. 
What does that mean? That means let 
go, terminated, fired, unemployed, 
without the job, without the dignity 
that the job provides, without the re- 
Sources to care for and nurture one's 
own family and self; lose a job. 

The Employment Policy Institute is- 
sued a September, 1993 report conclud- 
ing that up to 3.1 million jobs could be 
lost if the President's plans were in ef- 
fect—828,000 jobs would be lost in the 
restaurant trade alone; 726,000 jobs 
would be lost in the retail trade alone; 
194,000 jobs would be lost in agri- 
culture. The construction industry, re- 
pair services, personal services, and 
private household services would also 
suffer disproportionate job loss. 
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But while we are creating this new 
Federal bureaucracy, I guess we can 
take some comfort—or some can, I do 
not—that, according to the Multi- 
national Business Services, the admin- 
istration’s health care proposal will re- 
quire nearly 100,000 new bureaucrats. 
So we are trading off hundreds of thou- 
sands of private sector jobs in exchange 
for 100,000 new Government jobs whose 
salaries will cost $3.9 billion—$3.9 bil- 
lion. 

Mr. President, this is not a good 
trade. 

Mr. President, I yield to the distin- 
guished Senator from Montana [Mr. 
BURNS]. 

How much time does the Senator re- 
quire? 

Mr. BURNS. Five minutes. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield 5 minutes 
of my time to the Senator from Mon- 
tana. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Montana [Mr. BURNS] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. BURNS. I thank my friend from 
Georgia and I thank the Chair, and the 
chairman of the committee I serve on. 

Mr. President, I just got back from 
Montana, and, of course, health care is 
probably the No. 1 topic we are asked 
about in our town meetings. Going 
around in the State of Montana, record 
crowds turn out to visit about the is- 
sues of Government. Some are saying, 
“Government, get on out of my life.“ 
Others are saying, What about health 
care? Where is it going? What is it 
going to lead to, and here is our con- 
cern.” 

I do not think anybody was really 
surprised at the last survey taken by 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. The 
40,000 of their members nationwide are 
still further proof of what we have been 
saying all along, that, yes, the Clinton 
plan, or the one submitted by the ad- 
ministration, is pretty much unaccept- 
able, but the status quo is also unac- 
ceptable. So we know that we are in for 
some change. We have to seek those 
places that we can find agreement and 
compromise on and get on with living. 

If you live on the border of Canada, 
which has a single-payer, Government- 
run system, you will soon understand 
why that plan is not exactly working 
for all people in Canada. Yes, they have 
universal coverage. What they do not 
have is universal access. We have uni- 
versal access, but we do not have uni- 
versal coverage. So somewhere in the 
middle there, we have to find some way 
to make ours work just a little bit bet- 
ter. 

If you drive into Billings, MT, which 
has a very active medical corridor, 
with two of the top hospitals there in 
the northwest and the northern high 
plains, you will find just about one out 
of every five license plates from Can- 
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ada, receiving their elective surgery 
and their medical care here in this 
country. Which tells me that, yes, we 
have the highest quality of health care 
there is in the world today. People 
come here for our health care services. 
You do not see long lines of Americans 
going somewhere else. 

The survey showed that anywhere 
from 77 percent to 90 percent of those 
responding believe that we should build 
on the system that we currently have. 
In my State of Montana, the figure was 
88 percent. That is an overwhelming 
majority. 

And listen to this. Ninety percent of 
the Montanans who answered the ques- 
tionnaire of the U.S. Chamber of Com- 
merce felt that the Government-run 
health care system is completely unac- 
ceptable. Now I do not know about the 
rest of my colleagues, but these num- 
bers speak volumes in my book. And 
the numbers across the States are aw- 
fully similar. 

The study indicates that members 
want incremental reform. It does not 
mean that we should not be avoiding 
some very serious problems that we 
have from the industry, but yet I think 
we could solve some of those problems. 

Getting started is what I would call 
incremental reform that can actually 
prove to be monumental. We congratu- 
late the President for stepping into the 
batter’s box and stepping up to the 
plate. But now let us find those places 
where we Can agree. 

The insurance companies have indi- 
cated to us that they are ready to come 
to the table and start solving some 
problems called preexisting conditions. 
If a national pool has to be established 
for catastrophic ailments that befall 
some people, then let us do that. But if 
we take care of preexisting conditions, 
we do a lot as far as portability, taking 
care of that problem, runouts, and also 
job lock; in other words, people locked 
into jobs, but they are afraid to change 
jobs because they think they will lose 
their health care. 

Making those incremental changes is 
not an easy task and it is not an easy 
way out. But it will take the steps that 
we need to do in a responsible fashion, 
making the change in our current sys- 
tem that it so desperately needs, yet it 
does not destroy the system. 

We have to always remember, we 
have to build on the system that we 
have now. I think we need to pay seri- 
ous attention to those States that bor- 
der on Canada, because up in my part 
of the country on the high line, we can 
hear Canadian radio stations, when you 
get up in the morning, as an official 
part of the stations, just like a traffic 
report or school closing or school open- 
ings, they will say such-and-such hos- 
pital will not take new patients today 
or tomorrow because they have a 
money problem of trying to reach to 
the end of their current fiscal year. So, 
if you are to get caught in those times, 
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we cannot get sick tomorrow or the 
next day because the hospital is not 
taking any more new clients, so to 
speak. So we hear that. I do not want 
to get locked into a situation where we 
are operating under the same kind of 
system. 

So, let us do the right thing. Let us 
do the right thing and go incremen- 
tally, find those issues we can agree on, 
and do what the American people want 
us to do. That is to pass some kind of 
reform this year. 

I thank the Chair and I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 
how much time is remaining? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator has 23 minutes and 15 seconds 
remaining. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
yield 15 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Texas. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM], is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 
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Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I thank 
our dear colleague from Georgia for 
yielding. 

There are a lot of elements that you 
can talk about in health care. I would 
like, today, to try to focus on the issue 
of the role of Government in the Presi- 
dent’s health care reform proposal. And 
I would like to focus on the issue of 
freedom. 

It is a very interesting phenomenon 
to me that the debate on health care is 
now moving to its most important 
issue. I rejoice in that fact. I think it 
is important that everybody engaged in 
the debate start to move in that direc- 
tion. 

I think one can make many criti- 
cisms of our President, but no one can 
claim that the President is not smart. 
If you look at the President’s health 
care plan, the Congressional Budget Of- 
fice in its February 1994 study entitled 
"An Analysis of the Administration's 
Health Proposal" has concluded that 
within 2 years, starting from nothing, 
if we adopt the President's health care 
plan it would become, in 2 years, the 
largest single program in the Federal 
budget. 

Iremind those who are listening, this 
is not PHIL GRAMM, Senator from 
Texas, talking. This is the Congres- 
sional Budget Office which is run by a 
director who is, in essence, appointed 
by the Democratic chairman of the 
Budget Committee in the Senate, and 
the Democratic chairman of the Budg- 
et Committee in the House. 

This director of the Congressional 
Budget Office, which does the budget 
analyses for Congress and sets the pa- 
rameters under which we legislate, in 
looking at the President's health care 
proposal, has concluded that within 2 
years of its creation, the President's 
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plan would be larger than Social Secu- 
rity, larger than Medicare, larger than 
defense, and in 10 years, if everything 
worked exactly as the President says it 
would work—if the Government could 
really run the health care system, if 
wage and price controls worked, some- 
thing that they have never done in 
5,000 years of recorded history—still, 
under ideal circumstances in a world as 
envisioned by our President, his new 
health care plan according to CBO will 
cost $750 billion a year. 

Nobody but Ross Perot knows what a 
billion dollars is, but let me set $750 
billion in perspective. That is over half 
of the current Federal budget, that we 
will spend in 1 year in funding the 
President's new health care plan. 

You might ask why are we not debat- 
ing how we are going to fund this? 
When you read through this great big, 
thick plan of the President's, when you 
get down to the bottom line, he says 
we can fund this $513 billion a year cost 
now—$750 billion a year 10 years from 
now—with the savings from the effi- 
ciency and economy that he says will 
come from the Government taking over 
and running the health care system. 
Who says there is nothing humorous 
about this debate? 

You would think we would be debat- 
ing whether or not this plan would 
bankrupt the Government or force ra- 
tioning and destroy the greatest medi- 
cal care system in the history of the 
world, but we are not. The reason we 
are not is because the President under- 
stands that Congress is not going to re- 
ject his plan because it bankrupts the 
country. In little installments, the 
Congress does that almost every day. 

Second, you might think the debate 
would be focused on jobs. The Presi- 
dent's health care plan imposes a 7.9- 
percent effective payroll tax, a 1.6-per- 
cent salary tax on working people, thus 
raising the cost of job creation by 9.5 
percent. Even the President’s own 
numbers show 700,000 Americans losing 
their jobs. Most outside groups esti- 
mate that 2 million people will lose 
their jobs, tens of thousands of small 
businesses will be driven out of busi- 
ness, because of this increase of almost 
10 percent in the cost of creating jobs. 
The bottom rung of the economic lad- 
der would be sawed off, as the cost of 
creating new jobs would go up. You 
might think the debate on health care 
would be about jobs, but the President 
knows that we are not going to reject 
his health care plan because it puts 
people out of work, because many of 
the things the majority in Congress 
does every day puts people out of work. 

The President knows that the silver 
bullet issue is not bankrupting the 
country, not putting people out of 
work—the silver bullet issue is free- 
dom. The President knows with cer- 
tainty that if the American people be- 
lieve that his plan takes away from 
them private medicine, private insur- 
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ance, the right to choose their own 
health plan, that his plan is dead. 

In light of that, what we have seen, 
especially in the last few weeks, is that 
the President has gone to great lengths 
to try to convince people that his plan 
is not a Government plan. I will just 
read from his speech on Monday. He 
says, When we [meaning the adminis- 
tration] try to fix it [meaning the 
health care system], what do our ad- 
versaries say?" 

And then he goes on to quote his ad- 
versaries, people like me. 

They are trying to have the Gov- 
ernment take over the health care sys- 
tem.' False," he says. 

In other words, the President is say- 
ing that those who oppose his plan 
claim that it would result in the Gov- 
ernment taking over the health care 
system. He says that is not true. 

He then goes on and says it is not 
true again, because the President 
knows if you repeat something long 
enough people are going to start believ- 
ing you. “That is our plan, hardly a 
Government takeover of health care," 
he says. 

If there is one thing I have learned, it 
is that it does not do you a lot of good 
to get into a shouting match with 
someone who has a bigger megaphone 
than you do. So what I want to do is let 
Democrats and the people they appoint 
to study these issues debate them- 
selves. I have gone through this book 
put together by the Congressional 
Budget Office, which is controlled by 
Democrats and which is the official 
budgeting arm of Congress, so when the 
President's bill comes to the floor of 
the Senate, what its February 1994 
analyses says—not what the President 
says—will dominate our debate. 

Is the President's plan a private sys- 
tem built on private insurance and 
consumer choice, as the President 
says? That is the million dollar ques- 
tion. Let us look at what the Congres- 
sional Budget Office says. The Congres- 
sional Budget Office says, on page 47 of 
its study, On balance, the new pro- 
gram’’—which is the President's pro- 
gram— seems to represent an activity 
of the federal government that relies 
on the exercise of sovereign power," on 
the power of the Government to man- 
date, to force, and to coerce—that is 
what sovereign power is. 

On page 49, the Congressional Budget 
Office says, "Although CBO's analysis 
has concluded that the health alli- 
ances"—that is the foundation of the 
President's plan, that is where you are 
forced against your will to buy health 
insurance and health care—''health al- 
liances would be more like federal 
agencies than like state or private 
agencies, it has also found that the Ad- 
ministration's proposal would be 
unique in its form, shape, scope, and 
complexity.“ That is on page 49. That 
is not me talking. That is the official 
budget analyses arm of the U.S. Con- 
gress. 
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On page 47, “Although the states and 
the alliances would have important 
roles and responsibilities, they would 
be acting largely as agents of the fed- 
eral government." This is a plan the 
President says is not a Government 
plan. But the Congressional Budget Of- 
fice says that these alliances—and no- 
tice the President has gone through 
several iterations of what to call these 
things, first it was: Health care pur- 
chasing cooperatives.’’ Then they did 
polling and the polls found people did 
not like that term, so then they start- 
ed to use the word alliances.“ But no 
matter what you call it, the Congres- 
sional Budget Office says they are 
going to be “acting largely as agents of 
the Federal Government." 

On page 49, The flow of premiums 
and spending into and out of the alli- 
ances would dwarf the income and 
outgo of Social Security" —this is a 
modest program, the President says— 
“which is currently the largest Federal 
program." Y 

On page 49, “The complexity of the 
structure would be unprecedented.” 

Finally on page 44, The Congres- 
sional Budget Office concludes that 
it"—the administration's plan—‘‘estab- 
lishes both a Federal entitlement to 
health benefits and a mandatory pay- 
ment to finance those benefits.” 

Iask the Senator to yield me 4 addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
yield 4 minutes to the Senator from 
Texas. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM], is 
recognized for 4 additional minutes. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, the rea- 
son I want to point these things out is 
not that I want to say the President is 
not leveling with the American people. 
That is not a very productive debate. 
But let me tell you the problem. 

When this bill comes to the floor of 
the Senate—and when we are dealing 
not in beautiful rhetoric but in re- 
ality—the first amendment I am going 
to offer will say that no American will 
have any health insurance that they 
want to keep canceled by this bill and 
that no one will be forced against their 
will to buy health insurance or health 
care through any mandatory agency. 

My guess is that that amendment 
will be adopted. If you listen to what 
the President is saying, you would say, 
what difference would that amendment 
make? It would not make much dif- 
ference to the President's rhetoric, but 
it kills his health care plan because the 
President's health care plan is very 
clear. His rhetoric may not be clear, 
but the plan is very clear. If you work 
for the Federal Government, you are 
exempt. So the Congress will be ex- 
empt, and everybody who works for the 
Federal Government, under the Presi- 
dent's plan, will be privileged—that is 
until I offer my second amendment 
which will require that everyone has to 
be included in the President's plan. 
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But under this plan as it now stands, 
if you work for the Federal Govern- 
ment, you are exempt. Now, if you 
work for a company with 5,000 or more 
employees, it can buy you out of the 
Government plan by paying 1 percent 
of its payroll to the Government. But if 
you are anybody else working in the 
American economy, your health insur- 
ance is going to be canceled, and you 
are going to have to buy health care 
through à Government-run cooperative 
that, according to the Congressional 
Budget Office and according to the 
President's own bill, is run by the Fed- 
eral Government, controlled by a 
seven-member board. 

An incredible thing about the Presi- 
dent's plan is, despite all his efforts to 
convince people otherwise, the fact is 
that this plan cancels private health 
insurance, limits freedom and, in one 
of the most incredible positions taken 
in the bill, imposes $10,000 in fines on 
anyone selling private insurance—this 
is something that I have raised on 
many occasions, generally having sup- 
porters of the President's plan deny the 
existence of such a provision until I fi- 
nally learned to carry a copy of the 
page around in my pocket. To show 
you how alien the President's plan is to 
consumer freedom, look at how the 
plan addresses the question of whether 
or not, once you have been forced to 
buy health insurance through these 
Government-purchasing cooperatives, 
you could still go out and buy private 
health insurance to cover your family 
should you desire to do so. You can do 
that in Britain, even though we call 
their system socialized medicine. Peo- 
ple there who make enough money nor- 
mally have to pay for the Government 
program but if they do not want to use 
it for their loved ones, they may go out 
and buy private health insurance to es- 
cape the Government program. 

But listen to what the President’s 
plan says about that choice: Civil 
monetary penalty’’—this is on page 
241—‘‘an entity’’—that would be a busi- 
ness or a person— that knowingly and 
willfully violates any provision of this 
section with respect to offering a sup- 
plemental health insurance policy to 
any individual shall be subject to a 
civil monetary penalty not to exceed 
$10,000 for each such violation." 

What does that mean? What that 
means is that if you do not work for 
the Government and you do not work 
for a company with 5,000 or more em- 
ployees, your health insurance is can- 
celed and you have to buy health care 
through a Government-run coopera- 
tive. 

Am I out of time, Mr. President? May 
I have 1 more minute? 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
yield 1% minutes to the Senator from. 
Texas. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Texas is recognized for 
1% more minutes. 
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Mr. GRAMM. So, Mr. President, 
again, what it means is that if you do 
not work for the Government and you 
do not work for à company of 5,000 or 
more employees, your health insurance 
will be canceled, you will have to buy 
health care through a Government-run 
collective and if you even had enough 
money left to be able to buy private 
health insurance for your family be- 
cause you did not like the care they 
were getting through the Government, 
then anybody who tried to sell you 
that policy would be fined $10,000. 

The President says his plan is based 
on choice and private insurance. 

I want to conclude by posing several 
questions. 

No. 1: Under the President's plan, if 
you work for a company in Mexia, TX, 
with 10 employees and for example you 
have a good Blue Cross/Blue Shield pol- 
icy—which you do if you work for Flatt 
Printing Co. in Mexia—if you like your 
plan, can you keep it? The answer is 
no, it is canceled and you have to buy 
your health care through a Govern- 
ment-run collective, probably out of 
Austin. 

No. 2: After you get into the Govern- 
ment plan, and you are unhappy with 
it, you do not like the care, can you 
get out of it and take your money? No. 
Unless you die, you have to pay the 
Government your money. 

Finally, if you want to get out and 
you are willing to leave your money, 
can you buy private health insurance? 
The answer is no. 

I thank the Chair for his indulgence. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Georgia is recognized. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Texas for his remarks with 
regard to health care reform. 

How much time is remaining, Mr. 
President? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator has 6% minutes. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
want to briefly refer to the daily re- 
ports that are now being issued from 
the White House. I think that if we had 
truth in advertising that applied to 
Washington, sometimes I think we 
would come to a standstill. These docu- 
ments are coming on a daily basis. I 
think it is incumbent upon all of us to 
be very attentive to these documents 
to certify their accuracy. 

Just to allude to several comments, 
the President's approach will give 
choice back to the people, not insur- 
ance companies. This is White House 
health care reform today, March 3, 
1994. We just heard that statement 
misses the mark by a rather broad dis- 
tance. Give choice back to the people. 
What we are talking about, as has just 
been discussed by the Senator from 
Texas, is that we are taking choice 
from the people and giving it to the 
Government. We are not giving choice 
back to the people. 

We are talking about freedom, more 
Government management, what bene- 
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fits you can and cannot have would be 
decided by the Government, not the 
people: Who could go to the medical 
practitioner or not; who is too old or 
too young. That would not be decided 
by you, that would be decided by some- 
body in the Government. And yet this 
says Give choice back to the people.“ 

Mr. President, on March 24, 1994: Out- 
lawing unfair insurance practices. Let 
us get after those bad insurance people 
for the unfair practice of charging 
older people more than younger people. 

What in the world are they talking 
about? Has anybody in our country 
ever been confused by the fact that as 
you get older, your insurance costs are 
more? Life insurance or health insur- 
ance or accident insurance, it is always 
more. Younger people do not get sick 
as much as older people. Everybody in 
their right mind now is looking at a 
chart that shows the rates that ad- 
vance with our age and the perils that 
come with age. But that is character- 
ized here as an unfair and outrageous 
insurance practice. 

On March 23, 1994, with a health secu- 
rity card, Americans will be able to fol- 
low their doctor to any plan they 
choose, a plan where an individual can 
see any doctor in their community. 
They call this fee-for-service plan. 

It leaves out the fact that, A, the 
plan may eliminate fee for service if 
the alliance chose to do so, which 
would mean there is no choice of doc- 
tor. It leaves out the fact that if any- 
body tried to engage in fee for service, 
they would be charged an exorbitant 
additional charge for doing that—pun- 
ished, punished for that choice of se- 
lecting one’s own doctor. 

Mr. President, this is going to be a 
very difficult debate, but every at- 
tempt by all of us, including the Presi- 
dent, should be to discuss this not in 
the anecdotal but to do this in fairness 
and to describe what you are proposing 
correctly—correctly. 

I admire the Senator from Texas 
pointing to the Congressional Budget 
Office, pointing to people who analyze 
these documents and give us truth 
about what is and is not being pro- 
posed. 

Now, Mr. President, in closing, let 
me just say—and I believe very much 
this is true—I believe the decision we 
are about to make on health care re- 
form in this country is as important a 
decision as we will make in this quar- 
ter century. It will affect every citizen, 
every family, every business, and every 
community. 

As the Senator from Utah said, it is 
better to be right than in a hurry. Ev- 
erybody admits that there are improve- 
ments which can be found in health 
care in America, but we ought to im- 
prove the system that has given us 
every major medical breakthrough in 
the last quarter century. It was found 
right here in the good old United 
States. What no one thought possible 
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even 5 years ago is now readily avail- 
able. We have been engaged in the 
practice of making the uncommon 
common, the incurable curable, not 
only for our own country but around 
the world. Any look at any Govern- 
ment system—and I have seen them 
all, Mr. President; as Director of the 
Peace Corps, I went all over the 
world—Government-run medicine is 
not a pretty picture. We should not ex- 
change innovation, creativity, high ca- 
pacity for mediocrity. We should be 
right. We should follow the first axiom 
that a doctor learns: First do no harm. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time under the control of the Senator 
from Georgia has expired. 

Under the previous order, the hour 
beginning at this moment shall be 
under the control of the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. DASCHLE] or his 
designee. 

Mr. DASCHLE. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I 
thank the Chair. 


REREFERRAL OF NOMINATION 


Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, as if in 
executive session, I ask unanimous 
consent that the nomination of Jere 
Glover to be Chief Counsel for Advo- 
cacy, Small Business Administration, 
Executive Calendar 831, be referred 
back to the Committee on Small Busi- 
ness, at the request of the chairman. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? Hearing no objection, 
the request of the Senator from South 
Dakota is granted. 


ee 


HEALTH CARE REFORM 


Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I did 
not have the opportunity to listen to 
all of the remarks made by those who 
have preceded me in the Chamber this 
morning. I did hear the comments 
made by the Senator from Georgia just 
now, and I certainly share his view 
that the decisions we make on health 
care this year will be the most impor- 
tant, will be perhaps the most critical 
we will make in this Congress, perhaps 
this decade, just possibly in the careers 
of those who serve here today. 

I disagree strongly with some of the 
characterizations made by the Sen- 
ators from Texas and Georgia with re- 
gard to the plan proposed by the ad- 
ministration. It is clearly a difficult 
and complex issue, and it is easy to see 
why the American people can be con- 
fused with the allegations and the 
charges made with regard to the impli- 
cations of the President’s plan. Once 
again I heard a couple of those this 
morning. 

Reference was made to heavy fines 
imposed upon those who are not par- 
ticipating within the system, that 
fraudulently violate some of the 
tenets, some of the principles laid out 
in this particular bill. 
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We have been told on numerous occa- 
sions, Mr. President, that fraud is a 
very serious problem in health care 
today. It may be responsible for $70 bil- 
lion in the costs incurred by Americans 
as we pay for health care. In an effort 
to deal as directly and as successfully 
with fraud as we possibly can, fines are 
going to be imposed upon those who 
fraudulently abuse the system. That is 
what we are talking about here—fines 
imposed upon those who fraudulently 
and in some cases criminally and very 
detrimentally affect the well-being, the 
welfare of our health system and the 
people it serves. 

Reference was also made to choice. 
There are a lot of accusations about 
whether we improve or diminish the 
availability of choice for all Americans 
as they consider their options in health 
reform. But one does not have to take 
the word of the advocates of the Clin- 
ton health bill as we look at whether 
choice is enhanced or not. One only has 
to look at the independent analysis 
that has been done by the Congres- 
sional Budget Office cited by the Sen- 
ator from Texas, by a number of other 
analysts both in and out of Govern- 
ment with regard to what this bill does 
for choice. 

Ask those today who have a preexist- 
ing condition how much choice they 
have. Ask those who are locked into a 
place of employment because their em- 
ployer only provides them one plan 
how much choice they have. Ask those 
who are paying thousands and thou- 
sands of extra dollars every year be- 
cause it is the only plan they are enti- 
tled to how much choice they have. 

Millions of Americans, Mr. President, 
have no choice whatsoever. And in an 
effort to give them more choice, to 
give them a vehicle with which they 
can pool their resources to maximize 
choice, just as Members of Congress 
have today, this plan addresses the 
needs that they have for amplifying 
choice and providing more opportuni- 
ties to get that plan, to acquire that 
plan which makes the most sense for 
themselves and their families. 

So let there be no doubt choice is 
dramatically improved as a result of 
the health reform proposal made by the 
administration and, frankly, some of 
the other plans that are before us right 
now. 

It is an important decision, and per- 
haps it is upon that agreement that we 
can go forth with the expectation that 
at some point this year this Congress 
will pass a comprehensive health care 
reform bill. 

SHARED EMPLOYER RESPONSIBILITY 

The opponents of the President’s 
Health Security Act have recently 
seized upon a Chamber of Commerce 
survey of its members to trumpet the 
small business community’s opposition 
to the proposition that businesses be 
asked to share the cost of their work- 
ers’ health insurance premiums. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


I have no doubt that this survey pro- 
vides some measurement of the busi- 
ness community’s concern regarding 
health care reform. It is understand- 
able because change is often frighten- 
ing and this change will affect every 
American. But I also think it is impor- 
tant to point out that any public opin- 
ion survey on this issue cannot help 
but be affected by the volumes of mis- 
information that have permeated this 
debate. Some opponents of health re- 
form have deliberately misled the 
American public on the real impact of 
the President’s plan. Even the Wall 
Street Journal, not regarded as a great 
ally of this administration, says that 
"fear-mongering is rampant’’—that is a 
quote, Mr. President. According to the 
Wall Street Journal, “fear mongering 
is rampant" in the fight against health 
care reform and refers to some of these 
efforts as ‘‘alarmist propaganda." 

That is the Wall Street Journal's 
analysis of what we have heard so far 
from many of the opponents in the de- 
bate. 

We cannot allow ourselves to be 
Scared away from tackling health care 
reform by the propaganda of a few well- 
funded vested interests. The issue is far 
too important for that, and we know 
this. 

We owe it to ourselves, and to our 
constituents, to look at the facts to 
best understand the real effect that 
competing health reform plans will 
have on our health care system, and 
the real effect they will have on busi- 
ness. 

For example, what many of the small 
business owners who responded to the 
chamber survey may not know is that 
2 months ago the Congressional Budget 
Office [CBO] that we have quoted this 
morning, released an analysis of how 
the President's Health Security Act 
would affect families, businesses, and 
the economy. 

The results were overwhelmingly 


positive, especially for business, re- 
markably especially for business. 
CBO concluded that, ‘businesses’ 


costs for health care would be substan- 
tially reduced overall," and that their 
savings would reach $90 billion when 
the plan was fully implemented. Work- 
ers’ wages would rise as a result, with 
no net effect on employment. 

We have heard all of the claims about 
job loss. The Congressional Budget Of- 
fice said not only will there not be job 
loss, but that we will actually save $90 
billion for business each and every year 
when this plan is fully implemented. 

In other words, CBO is arguing that 
health reform would be a major benefit 
to businesses: most would save signifi- 
cantly on health expenses and increase 
their workers' wages, even if they are 
required to contribute to their employ- 
ees' premiums. 

Given CBO's analysis, many observ- 
ers of the health reform debate may 
find it perplexing that earlier this year 
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a number of major business groups de- 
cided to oppose the Clinton plan—in- 
terestingly long before the chamber 
conducted its membership survey. 

While the more cynical might re- 
spond that this is not so surprising 
given that major business organiza- 
tions have opposed virtually every 
major social change in this century, I 
think a brief critique of the chamber 
survey might provide more insight into 
its results. 

THE CHAMBER SURVEY ASKS THE WRONG 
QUESTIONS 

While the chamber survey helps to 
gauge this fear, it does not measure the 
benefits to business of the President's 
reform proposal or the need for it. 

A more helpful survey would ask the 
60-plus percent of all small businesses 
that currently do offer insurance for 
their workers how much their pre- 
miums have risen over the last several 
years because the current system does 
not control health costs. 

A more helpful survey would ask how 
these businesses feel about paying $10 
billion to subsidize the health costs of 
their competitors who don't cover their 
workers. 

A more helpful survey would ask the 
40 percent of small businesses that 
don't offer insurance why they do not, 
and if they would like to offer cov- 
erage, with some assurance their pre- 
miums will be controlled. 

A more helpful survey would ask for 
opinions from the thousands of busi- 
nesses that fail each year because of 
high health care costs. 

A more helpful survey would ask the 
workers at small firms what it feels 
like to be uninsured, and what kind of 
impact this has had on themselves and 
their families. 

A more helpful survey would ask how 
many businesses had to drop coverage, 
or were denied coverage, due to a work- 
er's preexisting condition, and how 
many workers lost coverage when they 
changed jobs, moved or were laid off. 

Unfortunately, the chamber survey 
does not ask or answer any of these im- 
portant questions. Instead, it paints 
with broad brush strokes a picture of 
steadfast opposition to any mandate of 
any kind. 

Yet the question remains: How can 
we get to universal coverage, which 
virtually all experts in business and 
government agree is necessary to con- 
tain costs, without some type of a re- 
quirement? 

The answer, of course, is through a 
broad-based tax we could accomplish 
the same thing. I suspect that most of 
the Nation's small businesses would be 
even less enthused about that option. 

THE CASE FOR SHARED RESPONSIBILITY 

So, if we conclude that some sort of 
mandate is necessary to gain universal 
coverage, we must decide whether or 
not we want an individual mandate— 
essentially placing the entire burden of 
health insurance on families—building 
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upon the current tradition, building 
upon the practices that have been in 
place now for generations. 

Many have concluded that the shared 
responsibility option makes the most 
sense. 

It makes the most sense because it 
builds upon our current health care 
system. Today, the vast majority of 
the insured have coverage through the 
workplace. Building upon this strong 
base represents the least radical and 
most prudent means to gain universal 
coverage—guaranteed private health 
insurance for everyone. 

And those who follow the poll’s data 
will surely want to note that the public 
supports the employer-based approach 
overwhelmingly. According to a Wash- 
ington Post survey, 73 percent of Amer- 
icans support an employer requirement 
for full-time workers and 69 percent for 
part-time employees. 

A Wall Street Journal poll found 65 
percent of Americans support shared 
responsibility for small firms, small 
businesses. 

Most people support shared respon- 
sibility because the employer-based 
system has worked well for decades and 
Americans know and support it. Why 
not build on a system that works, rath- 
er than start a completely new one 
that shifts cost entirely to families? 

SHARED RESPONSIBILITY WILL HELP SMALL 

BUSINESS 

While some opponents of health re- 
form cling to the status quo and view 
change as a threat especially to small 
business, I believe that comprehensive 
reform will actually help small busi- 
nesses thrive. 

In fact, shared responsibility has the 
real potential to improve the economy 
by increasing employment and decreas- 
ing business costs. 

Coupling strong cost containment 
with a requirement that employers 
share responsibility for health cov- 
erage will not result in job loss. 

According to the nonpartisan Em- 
ployee Benefits Research Institute, im- 
plementation of the Health Security 
Act could result in a net gain of up to 
660,000 jobs. 

Through shared responsibility, we 
can guarantee health insurance cov- 
erage for all Americans and we can 
help small businesses remain competi- 
tive. 

Through shared responsibility, we 
can protect small businesses from dou- 
ble digit health inflation and give them 
benefits that cannot be taken away at 
the whim of an insurance company. 

Through shared responsibility, we 
can create an environment in which 
business owners and workers no longer 
make employment decisions based 
upon who does or does not offer insur- 
ance coverage. 

Through shared responsibility, we 
can level the playing field so that those 
firms that offer coverage no longer sub- 
sidize those that do not. 
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Through shared responsibility, we 
can guarantee health insurance cov- 
erage for all Americans, including busi- 
ness owners, workers, children, and the 
elderly. 

CONCLUSION 

As we acknowledge the misconcep- 
tions that surround the employer man- 
date proposal, we should take care not 
to be cowed by some business opposi- 
tion to this linchpin of reform. Instead, 
let us commit ourselves to assuaging 
these fears by telling small business 
owners the truth: shared responsibility 
will result in a better health care sys- 
tem, healthier workers, and a stronger 
economy. 

Our broken health care system is 
unsustainable, and businesses look to 
Congress and the President for some 
leadership in solving the many prob- 
lems that perplex us today. They do 
not want a handout. They want some 
help—rules that level the playing field, 
encourage personal responsibility, and 
provide them and their workers with 
health security. 

Let us make sure that small busi- 
nesses, the backbone of our economy 
and the engine of its growth, can thrive 
without the burden of worrying about 
their own or their employees’ coverage. 

Let us utilize fair, shared responsibil- 
ity between employers and employees 
as a means to fix our broken health 
care system. 

And let us do it this year. Let us do 
it constructively. 

Let us do it without delay. 

Mr. President, is it my understanding 
that I control the time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. DASCHLE. There are no speakers 
on my side wishing to be recognized. 

OPPOSITION TO EMPLOYER MANDATES 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I am 
honored to join several of my Senate 
colleagues today in expressing opposi- 
tion to the inclusion of an employer 
mandate in any health care reform bill 
adopted by Congress. In short, an em- 
ployer mandate would cost jobs and re- 
duce wages. 

My opposition to an employer man- 
date does not mean I do not support ef- 
forts to reform our health care system. 
We must take steps to reduce medical 
costs and to make insurance affordable 
and available to everyone. However, an 
employer mandate is not the best solu- 
tion. 

The National Federation of Independ- 
ent Business [NFIB] recently studied 
the impact of the employer mandate as 
proposed by the Clinton administra- 
tion. That study reveals the following: 
850,000 U.S. jobs would be lost; 1,700 
jobs in my home State of South Da- 
kota would be lost; some 23,000,000 U.S. 
jobs would be negatively impacted with 
an average annual wage loss of $1,200 
each; and the cost of the subsidy to 
smaller firms would be $81 billion dur- 
ing the first year. 
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As ranking member of the Senate 
Small Business Committee, I am con- 
cerned about the impact of escalating 
health costs on small businesses. Be- 
tween 1980 and 1990, employer health 
costs nearly tripled. The primary rea- 
son many employers do not provide 
medical benefits to their employees is 
excessive cost. The primary goal of 
health care reform should be determin- 
ing how we can best reduce insurance 
costs, not the imposition of another 
mandate. 

Last year, other members of the Sen- 
ate Small Business Committee and I 
met with First Lady Hillary Rodham 
Clinton to discuss the issue of health 
care reform. She and the President 
should be commended for bringing this 
issue to the forefront of national atten- 
tion. Although I agree with their goals, 
I do not support their proposed solu- 
tion, which seems to change virtually 
daily. 

At our meeting, I presented to the 
First Lady a letter signed by 40 Repub- 
lican Senators. The letter expressed 
our opposition to an employer man- 
date. Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent to submit this letter for print- 
ing in the RECORD. 

Our message was clear then and it re- 
mains the same today. We oppose the 
Government mandating health insur- 
ance cost on all employers. That is not 
the best solution. 

Since the President introduced his 
health care reform plan—the Health 
Security Act—over 19,000 South Dako- 
tans have contacted me to express op- 
position to the President's proposal. 
Many of them agree than an insurance 
mandate on employers will cost jobs 
and reduce wages. However, all these 
folks agree that we need to make some 
changes in our health care system. 

We need to make significant changes. 
However, we do not need to overhaul 
the entire system. I like to use this 
analogy in explaining my views on 
health care reform. If a farmer has 10 
tractors and 2 of them need overhaul- 
ing, he will overhaul the 2 and maybe 
just tune up the 8 others. This how we 
Should proceed on health care reform. 

Reform should include the following: 

Every American should have access 
to health insurance; 

Insurance coverage should remain 
with the individual at all times—that 
is, it should be portable; 

There should be no denial of coverage 
for what is called a preexisting condi- 
tion; 

We should encourage individuals and 
groups to form voluntary purchasing 
pools; 

We must reform our malpractice 
laws, including limiting damages 
awarded in lawsuits, encouraging arbi- 
tration, and establishing standard med- 
ical practice guidelines; 

We must reduce paperwork; 

We must reduce Federal regulation; 

We must make changes in our anti- 
trust laws; 
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We must eliminate waste and fraud; 
and 

We must provide financial assistance 
to help the very poor purchase insur- 
ance. 

Mr. President, health care reform is 
long overdue. But in the process of fine 
tuning the current health care and in- 
surance system, let us avoid imposing 
a Big Government solution that would 
cost many jobs and create many other 
problems. As others have said, let us 
fix what needs to be repaired and no 
more. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, August 3, 1993. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We share your con- 
cern about the rapidly escalating cost of 
health care and the large number of Ameri- 
cans without health insurance. With health 
costs increasing ten percent a year and mil- 
lions of Americans uninsured, corrective ac- 
tion must be taken now. 

Many of us have been working to devise a 
proposal for comprehensive health care re- 
form. It is essential to preserve the best ele- 
ments of our existing system, while minimiz- 
ing costs, and ensuring adequate health care 
for our nation. 

We are strongly opposed to an employer 
mandate to pay for health care reform. 
Whether it is a wage based premium, payroll 
tax or any other carefully crafted euphe- 
mism for taxes, job loss among small busi- 
nesses will be unavoidable and significant. 

Small businesses create the vast majority 
of new jobs in our country each year. Indeed, 
under-capitalized small businesses are often 
the first step to realizing the American 
dream of entrepreneurship. While we strong- 
ly support health care reform, small busi- 
nesses and family farms cannot be sacrificed 
in the process. 

Health care reform must include provisions 
to help employers provide health benefits. 
However, new health care taxes will cost jobs 
and slow the economic growth of our coun- 


We look forward to working with you and 
other members of Congress in an effort to 
adopt a health care reform package yet this 
year. 

Sincerely, 

Bob Dole, John H. Chafee, Larry Pres- 
sler, Don Nickles, Thad Cochran, 
Strom Thurmond, Dirk Kempthorne, 
Larry E. Craig, Al D’Amato, Lauch 
Faircloth, Frank H. Murkowski, Slade 
Gorton, Kit Bond, 

Phil Gramm, Trent Lott, Al Simpson, 
Jesse Helms, Bob Smith, Orrin G. 
Hatch, Robert F. Bennett, Dave Duren- 
berger, Chuck Grassley, Mitch McCon- 
nell, Hank Brown, Jack Danforth, 
Conrad Burns, Connie Mack, 

John Warner, Dick Lugar, Mark Hatfield, 
John McCain, Arlen Specter, Nancy 
Landon Kassebaum, Kay Bailey 
Hutchison, Daniel Coats, Malcolm Wal- 
lop, Paul Coverdell, Judd Gregg, Bill 
Cohen, Pete V. Domenici, Ted Stevens. 


ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
wonder if I might ask unanimous con- 
sent to speak for a few moments on a 
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subject other than health care without 
the time being taken from the control 
of the Democratic side of the aisle. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. How 
many minutes would the Senator re- 
quire? 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Five minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? Hearing no objection, 
the Senator from Kansas is recognized 
for 5 minutes which will not be charged 
against the time under control. 


SOUTH AFRICAN ELECTIONS 


Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
want to speak about a dramatic event 
which took place last week and was 
concluded yesterday in the tally of a 
vote in the first democratic election in 
history that was held in South Africa. 

As South Africans stood in long 
lines, sometimes up to 7 hours or more, 
to cast their votes, one could not help 
but be deeply moved by their commit- 
ment, their desire to be participants in 
their country’s future. 

Yesterday, President de Klerk con- 
ceded defeat, and Nelson Mandela ac- 
cepted victory for the African National 
Congress. Who would have imagined 
only a few years ago that such a trans- 
formation would be possible? As some- 
body who has closely followed the situ- 
ation in South Africa for more than a 
decade, I marvel at what has been ac- 
complished by the people of South Af- 
rica. 

Mr. President, during this dramatic 
transition, South Africa has been gift- 
ed with two extraordinary leaders: Nel- 
son Mandela and F.W. de Klerk. Their 
vision and courageous leadership stand 
as an example for statesmen around 
the world. Both have worked tirelessly 
to guide their country from the repres- 
sive system of racial separation, known 
as apartheid, to the hope of democracy. 
It is largely through their efforts that 
the democratic transition in South Af- 
rica has succeeded. The path ahead will 
not be easy, as all who have been par- 
ticipants have recognized. Growing un- 
employment, distrust, and violence 
stand as serious challenges to a new 
government. But I am confident that 
the people of South Africa, who have 
overcome so much, can meet this test. 

South Africa now stands on the brink 
of a new future, one fraught with dif- 
ficulties but filled with such promise 
and hope. 

At his trial in 1964, Nelson Mandela 
eloquently and courageously articu- 
lated his vision for South Africa. It has 
been said many times, but I think it 
bears repeating. 

He said: 

During my lifetime, I have dedicated my- 
self to this struggle of the African people. I 
have fought against white domination. I 
have fought against black domination. I 
have cherished the ideal of a democratic and 
free society in which all persons live to- 
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gether in harmony and with equal opportuni- 
ties. 

Nelson Mandela’s dream today for his 
country has taken a step toward that 
reality. 

Mr. President, I think in many ways 
what is most remarkable is that after 
spending 27 years in prison, Nelson 
Mandela, 4 years ago, was able to walk 
away from prison without hatred in his 
heart or rancor and with that vision 
still intact. He has provided leadership 
for the vision that he has always held, 
which is so powerful and compelling 
that it draws others to it and creates 
hope and confidence to overcome fear 
and insecurity. 

That should be a lesson for all who 
choose to lead. I know that we all in 
this country today join in wishing suc- 
cess in the future to those in South Af- 
rica. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
it appears to me it is about 6% minutes 
to the hour, and I ask if it will be pos- 
sible for me to speak until about 3 min- 
utes after the hour? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from South Dakota has 15 
minutes remaining under his control. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Oh, he did. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. How 
much time would the Senator from 
West Virginia desire? How would that 
fit in the 15 minutes? 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. The Senator 
will use less than that amount of time. 
I cannot say exactly, but it certainly 
will be less than that amount of time. 
Will it be all right for the Senator to 
proceed? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from West Virginia is recog- 
nized for such time as he may consume 
up to 10 minutes, or more if he wishes— 
10 minutes. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I am very hon- 
ored to have this pleasant exchange 
with my senior colleague from West 
Virginia on this fine day of this year. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from West Virginia. 


HEALTH CARE 


Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
from what I hear, the latest arrow 
being flung at health care reform has 
something to do with a poll from the 
chamber of commerce. I rise to com- 
ment. 

As Yogi Berra said, It's deja vu all 
over again." Haven't we been here be- 
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fore? Over the past months, we have 
been forced to spend mind-boggling 
amounts of time debating the seman- 
tics and even the necessity of health 
care reform. Along the way, we even 
had to take time out once to decide 
whether we face a health care crises or 
merely a serious problem. We waited 
patiently for the Congressional Budget 
Office to put the President's plan under 
a piercing magnifying glass, finally to 
get the verdict we expected—this is a 
plan that will achieve universal cov- 
erage while bringing down overall costs 
to America's families, businesses, and 
the economy. 

But there is hardly a day still when 
are not reminded that taking on big 
problems never gets easy. 

Sometimes I am tempted to suggest 
that the people and the interest groups 
who are not ready to make the tough 
choices involved in health reform may 
as well introduce there own bill with a 
title that says exactly where they 
stand—and in the interests of truth-in- 
labeling, their bill should be called 
“The Continuation of the Status Quo 
in Health Care Act from 1994 Through 
the Next Century." I say to the arrow- 
slingers, instead of spending all this 
time arguing against the best ways to 
achieve the goals of universal coverage 
and cost containment, why not spend 
some time trying to sell the American 
people on keeping everything the way 
it is? The reason, of course, is that it 
would mean admitting to the results: 
more Americans losing their health in- 
surance, fewer businesses being able to 
afford the cost of covering their work- 
ers, less choice in doctors and health 
care plans for most Americans, and 
higher health care costs to saddle our 
workers, families, and economy. What 
a deal—all this and no hope of long- 
term care or prescription drug cov- 
erage for a single additional senior cit- 
izen or disabled American. 

But instead, we are here talking 
about a poll commissioned by a group 
that has suddenly gotten cold feet in 
the debate over health care reform. 

There was a time—not too long ago— 
when the U.S. Chamber of Commerce 
played a very constructive role in 
health care reform. Twenty years ago, 
the chamber helped President Nixon 
assemble a health care plan that relied 
on employer mandates as an alter- 
native to a Canadian style, single- 
payer system. More recently, the 
chamber studied reform ideas, assigned 
a health committee to weigh different 
facets of reform, and finally issued a 
set of recommendations in favor of re- 
form that included shared employer re- 
sponsibility. Clearly, the chamber of 
commerce was in tough with the needs 
and the concerns of its members and 
the Nation. And clearly, the chamber 
realized employers were paying much 
of the tab for our bloated, inefficient, 
wasteful health care system and needed 
to be part of the solution. 
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But in the past 3 months, the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce has fled the 
choppy waters of health care reform. 
The problem is that there is no such 
thing as a safe shore or a safe harbor 
when it comes to health care. We have 
to get to the other side of those waters, 
and that can only be done by passing a 
plan that will guarantee everyone cov- 
erage at an affordable price. 

Last week the chamber issued a 
puffed-up poll saying that 70 percent of 
their members opposed an employer 
mandate and hardly support health re- 
form at all. That sounds pretty con- 
vincing but it ignores some fundamen- 
tal truths: 

First, less than one-fifth of the cham- 
ber’s members participated in the poll. 

Second, this poll looks like one more 
move by a minority faction within the 
business community to hijack debate. 
An earlier step by the same group 
forced the chamber of commerce to 
dump the committee procedure that 
had constructively engaged the organi- 
zation in the reform process. We also 
have just seen the termination of top 
employees of the chamber who were 
committed to the success of health 
care reform. 

Third, the business leader who had 
headed the chamber’s health and em- 
ployee benefits committee resigned not 
because the chamber backed away from 
supporting shared employer respon- 
sibility. He gave up when the chamber 
leadership even backed away from re- 
quiring firms to offer but not pay for 
coverage and helping poor Americans 
get coverage through subsidies. When 
said about this move, he said: ‘‘With- 
out these two positions, the chamber 
will have virtually no proposals that 
deals with the problem of lack of insur- 
ance for Americans." 

So, if the U.S. Chamber of Commerce 
wants to opt out on reform, that is 
their choice and a very disappointing 
one. But Congress should not lose their 
way as a result of this last-minute 
switch in signals. We put health care 
reform at the top of our agenda be- 
cause of what our small business own- 
ers and workers have been telling us 
for years. We have to enact health re- 
form because of the real-life worries of 
the American people we represent— 
like the small business people who 
make up the chamber—who have told 
us to get to work and fix our nation's 
health care system. I am disappointed 
in the chamber, but I am not discour- 
aged about health care reform. 

We have some hard choices and deci- 
sions to make, and of course we are 
getting an earful from the special in- 
terests and lobbyists. That is what 
they are paid to do. But we are being 
paid to sort through what they tell us 
and what our constituents tell us, and 
to come up with a solution that is best 
for the public's overall interest. 

One of the hard choices is about man- 
dates. If we are serious about reform 
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and determined to provide coverage to 
all Americans, then employer man- 
dates are a must. 

Plain and simple, the easiest way to 
provide universal coverage is to build 
on the system that already provides 90 
percent of Americans with private 
health coverage—through the work- 
place. It is not just a matter of conven- 
ience. It is a matter of smart fiscal 
year economic responsibility. Some- 
where around 90 percent of all compa- 
nies—except for the smallest that em- 
ploy less than five workers—provide in- 
surance. Yet these companies pay an 
extra $10 billion in premiums each year 
to cover care for uninsured Americans. 
Plus, they spend almost $30 billion cov- 
ering workers' dependents who are em- 
ployed by firms that do not offer insur- 
ance. So the system we have today 
puts an extra $40 billion in costs on the 
backs of American firms who are try- 
ing to do the right thing. 

An employer mandate levels the 
playing field and stops one business 
from dumping its responsibilities on 
another. One of my West Virginia con- 
Stituents, the owner of a small, family- 
run upholstery business, put it pretty 
clearly to me, saying that while he in- 
sures his workers just because it is the 
right thing to do, plenty of his com- 
petitors do not, saving them money 
and giving them an unfair advantage. 
Should this small business be penalized 
for treating its workers fairly and with 
dignity? Of course not. But in effect 
that is what is happening today with- 
out an employer mandate. 

The Congressional Budget Office esti- 
mates businesses would save $20 billion 
in just 6 years and $90 billion in 10 
years with an employer mandate. They 
said the effect of an employer mandate 
would have a negligible effect on em- 
ployment and leveling of costs would 
benefit all small businesses. The inde- 
pendent Employee Benefit Research In- 
Stitute predicts as many as half a mil- 
lion jobs could be created under the 
Health Security Act. And in the proc- 
ess all Americans would have guaran- 
teed private health insurance. So, the 
chamber can trumpet its poll all day, 
but these are the numbers that should 
count. The numbers that will save 
money for businesses and translate 
into jobs, pay raises, and real peace of 
mind for workers. 

I am not just talking about models, 
theories, or best-case scenarios here, 
either. An employer mandate has been 
put to the test in Hawaii for 20 years. 
The effects of that mandate? How 
about one of the lowest unemployment 
rates in the Nation? How about a 200- 
percent growth in employers through 
1991 and a rate of business failure less 
than half the national rate? How about 
health premiums almost $400 less than 
the national average because of less 
cost-shifting to cover uncompensated 
care? Finally, how about the fact that 
only 2 percent of Hawaii’s rainy day 
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fund set up to assist small businesses 
has ever been used? That is the kind of 
economic impact a level playing field 
and reasonable costs can deliver. 

So let us throw out the hysteria, and 
the doomsday predictions on employer 
mandates. I am sorry a group of cham- 
ber of commerce members got cold 
feet, but we in Congress should not suc- 
cumb to the latest arrow. An employer 
mandate is simple common sense and 
is widely supported by the public. It 
asks nothing more than shared respon- 
sibility among workers and employers 
for providing coverage. It asks that ev- 
eryone—big business and small—play 
by the same rules. It asks that we all 
give something in return for the secu- 
rity of guaranteed private insurance. 
And it holds out the hope that we all 
can ease the burden health care cov- 
erage weighs us down under. 

Our job now is to produce a health 
care bill that can stand the tests of 
time and politics. That is quite a 
charge and it is time for us all to finish 
our work. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. All of 
the time controlled by the Senator 
from South Dakota has expired. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
we should do our business, as I am sure 
we will. 

Ithank the Presiding Officer, my dis- 
tinguished senior colleague, for being 
SO courteous and gracious and wish 
him a good day. I yield the floor and 
note the absence of à quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
absence of a quorum has been sug- 
gested. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 


NATIONAL YOUTH SERVICE DAY 


Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, on 
April 19, the country marked National 
Youth Service Day. On that day, 1 mil- 
lion young Americans from all 50 
States were working in their commu- 
nities to demonstrate their commit- 
ment to community service. A large 
number of participants and staff came 
to Washington for a conference orga- 
nized by Youth Service America. 

This is an auspicious time for na- 
tional and community service. A year 
ago, Congress passed landmark legisla- 
tion that laid the foundation for great- 
er involvement in service programs. We 
provided new Federal support and seed 
money. But the real work at the grass 
roots level is what counts the most. 

National Youth Service Day helped 
spread the message to communities 
across the country and encouraged the 
implementation of service programs in 
as many places as possible. As the idea 
takes root, community service is mak- 
ing an increasingly significant dif- 
ference in dealing with local problems, 
meeting local needs, and creating 
stronger neighborhoods and a stronger 
nation. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


I would like to mention a few exam- 

ples of impressive initiatives in Massa- 
chusetts. In Boston, schoolchildren had 
the week of April 18 off for Patriot's 
Day and spring vacation. Nearly a 
thousand of them gave new meaning to 
Patriot's Day. 'They attended day 
camps run by City Year. They worked 
on arts and crafts projects, sports, 
dance, music, and neighborhood clean- 
ups. 
Getting children involved in such 
programs at an early age is especially 
important. They learn the ideal of 
service and they keep it all their lives. 
They develop important skills and 
pride in their own ability, and they 
help their community as well. 

I am particularly interested in steps 
that integrate community service into 
the educational curriculum. In fact, 
some of our best programs in Massa- 
chusetts involve service-learning. 

In Bolton, at the Emerson School, 
which goes from Kindergarten through 
eighth grade, seventh grade teacher 
Larry Isomaki and third grade teacher 
Suzanne Wintle have teamed up to cre- 
ate a science project. Pupils in two 
grades work together to study marine 
life and pollution in a nearby river. 
They send the results of their work to 
the University of Massachusetts, which 
keeps a data base to determine prior- 
ities for cleaning up the environment. 
In the process, the seventh graders 
teach the third graders to use micro- 
Scopes, and all ages together learn the 
importance of protecting the environ- 
ment. 

In Boston, at the Hyde Park High 
School, students in a group called 
"Creative Action" are renovating their 
school, which urgently needs repair. 
Two of those students were here in 
Washington last week—Michael Hilton 
and Alex Gaston. With the help of 
Francis Kubala and Sam Collins, two 
community volunteers, they fix bath- 
rooms, paint classrooms, and landscape 
the school grounds. In the past 3 years, 
they have painted 80 percent of the 
School and raised thousands of dollars 
to renovate the auditorium. They are 
also developing their writing skills by 
helping to draft community service 
grant applications to the State Depart- 
ment of Education. 

Another group that sent representa- 
tives to the conference in Washington 
is the Lincoln-Filene Center at Tufts 
University. Two program directors, Pat 
Barnicle and Barbara Locurto, are 
helping teachers integrate service into 
the classroom. One of their best 
projects is the Reading Raiders pro- 
gram at West Roxbury High School. 
There, under teacher Mary Ellen 
Bower, students are learning about 
children’s literature and have devel- 
oped a library of children’s books. They 
travel to local elementary schools and 
read aloud to younger students. 

At the Eliot School in Boston’s 
North End, teacher Lambros Alex 
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Pappas teaches fifth graders about the 
American revolution and takes them to 
visit two historical landmarks near the 
school—the Old North Church and the 
Paul Revere House. Later, the Eliot 
fifth graders invite students from ele- 
mentary schools in Dorchester and 
Mattapan to come visit these famous 
Revolutionary War sites. The Eliot stu- 
dents share the history of their neigh- 
borhood by serving as tour guides for 
the other children. 

Under the Magic Me program in Bos- 
ton, 15 middle school students from the 
Mission Hill After School Program are 
paired with senior citizens from the 
Resthaven Nursing Home. One of the 
pairs matches 14-year-old Domingo— 
who had not wanted to participate in 
the program—and 78-year-old Matteo, 
who had been depressed and had re- 
fused to leave his room. Domingo and 
Matteo met and became friends. 
Matteo now is an active member of the 
nursing home community, and Do- 
mingo meets him weekly for edu- 
cational projects and conversation. 

The Kennedy Library Corps in Bos- 
ton sponsors an intergenerational serv- 
ice learning program which is planned 
and led by five high school students. In 
this program, called the JFK Kids Ko- 
op, 15 students from the McCormick 
Middle School in Dorchester work with 
senior citizens from the Barnard Day 
Program to prepare story books based 
on the senior citizens’ oral histories. 
When the books are complete, they will 
visit the University of Massachusetts 
Day Care Center and read their stories 
to young children. 

In Springfield, middle school stu- 
dents spend two afternoons a week in a 
service learning project at the Girls’ 
Club Family Center. With the help of 
project director Carol Rawson-Reese, 12 
year-olds learn about chemistry 
through magic tricks. Later this 
spring, they will teach younger chil- 
dren what they have learned during an 
after-school program at the Girls’ Club. 

At the Rebecca M. Johnson School in 
Springfield, service is part of the cur- 
riculum throughout the school year. 
Seventh grader Jimmie Spencer is or- 
ganizing a schoolwide recycling pro- 
gram. Other students are writing a 
health newsletter for distribution to 
middle schools in the area. Still others 
have organized a post office within the 
school, and they develop their writing 
skills by corresponding with one an- 
other. Sixth grader Nathanael Pereira 
serves as school postmaster, delivering 
mail from class to class. 

As a result of the Federal legislation 
and local efforts like these, hundreds of 
new service programs are being 
launched this year and are beginning 
to make a difference in their neighbor- 
hoods. Existing programs will expand 
to new communities. 

The examples I have given only touch 
the surface of all the promising models 
that are becoming available. From the 
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says of first settlers on our shores, 
service to others has always been the 
hallmark of America's success. It is the 
spirit of the old frontier, and the New 
Frontier too. It is what President Ken- 
nedy meant in his inaugural address, 
when he urged all Americans to ask 
not what their country can do for 
them, but what they can do for their 
country. 

Now, after years of indifference, we 
are entering a new era in which work- 
ing together and helping others is once 
again at the center of national atten- 
tion. By helping others, service partici- 
pants are not just serving their com- 
munities—they are serving their coun- 
try and making America what it ought 
to be. 


WORKERS MEMORIAL DAY 


Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity to pay 
tribute to all Americans who have died 
as a result of workplace hazards. April 
28 commemorates the anniversary of 
the Occupational Health and Safety 
Act, which remains committed to sav- 
ing lives, preventing serious injuries, 
and preserving the health and safety of 
American workers. 

And yet, Mr. President, since the en- 
actment of this important legislation, 
nearly 2 million Americans have died 
as a result of workplace hazards. The 
Occupational Health and Safety Act 
has made strides toward saving lives; 
the number of fatalities due to injury 
has declined by almost one-half since 
1974. Despite this, lost workday injury 
and illness rates remained stable over 
the same period of time. Also, the dis- 
bursement of workers compensation 
benefits has increased at often two- 
times the normal rate during this pe- 
riod. The Rand Institute of Civil Jus- 
tice estimates that workplace injury 
and illness impose a cost of $83 billion 
a year on society. 

These figures demonstrate that the 
Federal Government has fallen short of 
its promise to ensure every American à 
safe and healthy workplace. OSHA has 
been in place for over 20 years now, 
and—unlike other Federal environ- 
mental and safety laws—has not been 
reformed since its enactment. The 
workplace has changed greatly, and 
technology has improved. But protec- 
tion for workers has not kept pace. 

I firmly believe that most employers 
are committed to improving and guar- 
anteeing a safe workplace. Unfortu- 
nately a small number of companies 
continue to engage in unsafe practices. 
I do not necessarily believe that mere- 
ly increasing mandates on business and 
criminal penalties for willful violations 
will ensure safe workplaces. For a busi- 
ness to remain successful, it should be 
built upon a healthy and productive 
work force, not at the expense of the 
lives of their workers. 

We need to encourage labor-manage- 
ment cooperation. I firmly believe that 
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this is the cornerstone of workplace 
safety, and many businesses have al- 
ready moved in this direction. We must 
have safety and health training pro- 
grams available on the job site. We 
must increase the influence workers 
have on improving and maintaining a 
safe work environment. And we must 
assure that American workers have the 
ability to report a violation without 
fear of losing their jobs. In accomplish- 
ing these goals, however, we must be 
careful not to place such a burden on 
businesses that the workers lose the 
jobs we are trying to make safe. 

Most importantly, we must provide 
the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration with the resources— 
both financial and  personnel—nec- 
essary to effectively promote work- 
place safety. Providing the necessary 
resources will allow OSHA to strength- 
en enforcement and investigation pro- 
cedures as well as increase health and 
safety training opportunities. 

In short, we must reform OSHA. In 
remembrance of those American work- 
ers who have given their lives and pro- 
ductive years to their employers, let us 
work to reaffirm the original intent of 
OSHA to save lives, prevent serious in- 
juries, and preserve the health and 
safety of our work force. 


WORKERS MEMORIAL DAY 


Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I would like to take time today 
to honor the memory of all the men, 
women, and children in this country 
who have died on the job. April 28 was 
Workers Memorial Day. 

Workers Memorial Day was insti- 
tuted by the AFL-CIO to honor those 
workers who are injured and die on the 
job each year. It is a day for educating 
people about the need for safety in the 
workplace. It is a day for remembering 
the dangers that workers face on the 
job. Despite the improvements in job 
safety that have been made since the 
Occupational Health and Safety Ad- 
ministration [OSHA] was created in 
1970, far too many workers are killed, 
permanently disabled, or injured in the 
workplace daily. 

In February 1993, a 44-year-old man 
in Willow Springs, IL, was dismantling 
a bridge. It was his first day on the job. 
The bridge he was working on col- 
lapsed, crushing the man and injuring 
three others. Robert Meyers is survived 
by his wife and five children. 

In that same month in Chicago, a 
spotter for a freight company was 
standing between two parked trailers. 
A truck and trailer collided with the 
parked trailers, crushing the 52-year- 
old worker. William Maslejewsk died 
later from the injuries he sustained. 

Every 5 seconds in this country, a 
man, woman, or child is injured, con- 
tracts a disease, or dies at work. This 
is a startling figure. By the time I have 
finished speaking here today, 48 work- 
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ers will go home in worse condition 
then when they left the house this 
morning, if they can go home at all. 

For the year 1992 alone, I can cite 248 
separate examples of personal stories 
of workers in Illinois who died at work. 
This does not include the hundreds who 
are injured or diseased each year. 

Today I ask you all to join me in 
honoring those who died working to 
support themselves, families, commu- 
nities, and the Nation. We honor those 
who have died while laboring in fac- 
tories, offices, construction sites, and 
farms. We pay tribute to all those who 
are injured or ill because of their jobs. 

We cannot let anymore unnecessary 
deaths occur. That is why I am cospon- 
sor of S. 575, the Comprehensive Occu- 
pational Safety and Health Reform 
Act. 

States that have enacted reforms 
similar to those in S. 575 have seen a 
dramatic decrease in the rates of in- 
jury and illness. This legislation is 
vital if we are to prevent future deaths 
and injuries in Illinois and the entire 
United States. 

My thoughts are with the families of 
those who have lost loved ones in 
workplace accidents. I will continue 
my efforts to make sure that work- 
place safety is a priority. 

No one has ever put it better than 
veteran organizer Mother Jones, when 
she said, “Pray for the dead and fight 
like hell for the living." 


CONGRATULATIONS  TAFT HIGH 
SCHOOL, NATIONAL ACADEMIC 
DECATHLON CHAMPIONS 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
would like to bring to the attention of 
the Senate and to the entire Nation the 
accomplishment of the William Howard 
Taft High School, in my home State of 
California. This past weekend, the nine 
members of the Taft academic decath- 
lon team won the prestigious U.S. Aca- 
demic Decathlon championship. This is 
the second national championship cap- 
tured by the high school in 5 years. 

As Iam sure these students could tell 
you, this has been a long, hard road to 
the 13th annual U.S. Academic Decath- 
lon championships. Their hard work 
and dedication to academic excellence 
had to overcome great challenges—and 
not just academic. The students at 
Taft High School, along with more 
than half a million other students, 
have had to suffer through relentless 
budget cuts to their schools in the Los 
Angeles Unified School District—the 
second largest school district in the 
United States. Shrinking resources, 
however, were not the only obstacles 
facing this team. 

These students and their families live 
in the Woodland Hills area, which sus- 
tained substantial damage from the 
1994 Northridge earthquake. They had 
to experience the traumatic shocks ac- 
companying the 6.8 quake. Neverthe- 
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less, the students exhibited that resil- 
ient “California Spirit," saying that 
being out of school as a result of the 
January 17 earthquake only gave them 
more time to study for the competi- 
tion. And study they did. 

The Taft High School team earned a 
score of 49,372, defeating the next clos- 
est team in the battle of the brains by 
more than 2,000 points, and capturing 
more than half of the $30,000 in scholar- 
ships awarded to individual students. 

The subject areas include math, fine 
arts, economics, science, and lit- 
erature. Additionally, a super quiz 
tested the students’ knowledge of 19 
important documents such as the Camp 
David accords and the declaration of 
the students who revolted in China’s 
Tiananmen Square. 

The Taft High School team consisted 
of the nine following students: Daniel 
Berdichevsky, 17, who got the highest 
score of the competition and five of 
nine individual awards; Stephen Shaw, 
16, who won three subject medals; Re- 
becca Rissman, 17, who won three med- 
als; Michael Michrowski, 17, who won 
two medals; Andrew Salter, 17, who 
won four subject medals; Chris Huie, 
17, who won two individual medals; 
Sage Vaughn, 17, who won one medal; 
Sheldon Peregrino, 18, who won medal; 
and Kimberly Shapiro, 16. 

The students were under the guid- 
ance of Coach Arthur Berchin. 

Iam proud of the accomplishments of 
the Taft High School Academic De- 
cathlon Team, and offer them a hearty 
congratulations for this truly out- 
standing achievement. Their success in 
the national championship sends a 
message to all—that the can do" spir- 
it of California is a vital force. 


DOD ACCOUNTING CENTER IN 
ROME, NY 


Mr. MOYNIHAN. Madam President, 
last year the citizens of New York were 
jolted—I think that is fair to say— 
when the Base Closure Realignment 
Commission, closed three of the very 
small number of military installations 
in the State of New York: The Staten 
Island Naval Base; the Plattsburg Air 
Force Base, an installation that had 
been there on the shores of Lake Cham- 
plain since 1818 and which was not rec- 
ommended for closure; and the flying 
mission at Griffiss Air Force Base, in 
Rome. This seemed to us, for a State 
that has had very large outlays in Fed- 
eral taxes over the years for maintain- 
ing bases elsewhere in the country, an 
unusual and disappointing decision. 

On the other hand, I can report today 
there has been a remedial measure of 
genuine consequence to the Rome re- 
gion and to Griffiss Air Force Base. 
The Department of Defense has decided 
to locate one of 20 new Defense Finance 
and Accounting Service [DFAS] Cen- 
ters there. This move is part of the 
consolidation of the Department's pay- 
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roll operation; 750 permanent jobs will 
be located on the base. And in con- 
sequence, the position of Rome Labora- 
tory is considerably enhanced in that 
the infrastructure that the laboratory 
requires will also be required by this 
new defense facility, and the combina- 
tion is a more efficient one. 

The Rome lab is one of four super 
laboratories in the Air Force, and it is 
the center of our present research in 
the fields of both electronics and 
photonics. The whole area of photonics 
is rapidly expanding, and that work is 
centered in upstate New York. The 
DFAS center and Rome Laboratory 
will be able to share some operating 
costs. 

So I can report that, to some meas- 
ure at least, the Defense Department 
has responded to our concerns. I thank 
Secretary Perry for his attention to 
this matter. The whole of the New 
York delegation wrote to him. I know 
my colleague, Senator D'AMATO, would 
join me in this regard. There has been 
some alleviation of what was a very 
real blow, one we did not think was 
warranted. 


THE IMMIGRATION DEBATE 


Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, as the 
year progresses, the debate over immi- 
gration policy grows more and more 
heated. Calls for restrictions on immi- 
gration—both legal and illegal—are ac- 
companied by claims that immigrants 
represent a drain on our economy and 
a threat to American values. These 
sentiments manifest themselves in im- 
migration-related amendments that 
are being offered to virtually every bill 
that reaches the Senate floor. 

More often than not, however, the de- 
bate over immigration policy seems 
driven not by reason, but by emotion. 
Facts take a backseat to impressions, 
and these impressions are often mis- 
guided. If we are to undertake to re- 
form our immigration laws—and I do 
not deny that these laws are in need of 
some reform—we must understand the 
facts of our current immigration re- 
gime, and withstand the desire to rely 
on empty rhetoric. 

I am not alone in my views. Recently 
the Washington Times—in an article 
entitled “Immigration Facts and Fic- 
tion,” written by my friend Ben 
Wattenberg—counseled Americans to 
find and understand the facts underly- 
ing our current immigration system 
before undertaking a comprehensive 
reform of that system. The Times arti- 
cle, citing a recently published study 
by the Urban Institute on the costs of 
immigration, noted several important 
facts that should bear on any at- 
tempted immigration reform: 

The majority of illegal entrants into 
the United States are individuals who 
overstay their visas, not individuals 
who illegally cross our borders. 

Legal immigrants use less welfare 
per capita than native-born Americans. 
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Annual taxes paid by immigrants to 
all levels of Government more than off- 
set the cost of services received by 
these immigrants, generating a net an- 
nual surplus of $25 to $30 billion. 

Legal immigrants do not adversely 
affect the employment rate. Rather, 
the jobs created by immigrant employ- 
ers for native-born Americans offset 
the jobs taken by legal immigrants 
from native-born Americans, 

While the total number of foreign- 
born people in the United States is 
greater than at any time in our his- 
tory, the percentage of foreign-born in 
the United States is only 8 percent, 
compared to 15 percent a century ago. 

These facts—not our fears and im- 
pressions—should inform the immigra- 
tion debate. Only then can we deter- 
mine what is necessary, and avoid what 
is harmful both to immigrants and to 
our national identity and traditions. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Washington Times article entitled 
"Immigration Facts and Fiction" by 
Ben Wattenberg be inserted into the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

{From the Washington Times, Apr. 21, 1994] 
IMMIGRATION FACTS AND FICTION 
(By Ben Wattenberg) 

Immigration is again going to be a big 
issue. The public is upset. It is said that im- 
migration causes unemployment. And that 
it's responsible for crime. And that it's ruin- 
ing the environment. And that illegal immi- 
grants are ripping off the welfare system. 
Mostly unspoken is the fear of what is called 
“the browning of America.” 

When America is upset, politicians are 
upset. Members in both parties, at every 
level, are proposing anti-immigrant legisla- 
tion. Nearly everyone (including me) wants 
to crack down in illegal immigration, and 
make it much harder for illegals to get gov- 
ernment benefits. 

Others say we should cut back legal immi- 
gration as well (moderately, states Sen. Alan 
Simpson; massively, says Sen. Harry Reid). 
Once again, Mr. Simpson is pushing for 
“identification verification," making it 
harder for illegals to get fraudulent work 
documents “with a few bucks and access to 
a color copier." 

Sen. Edward Kennedy opposes draconian 
changes. As chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Immigration and Refugee Affairs, he can 
sidetrack harsh new laws. But there are even 
ways around Mr. Kennedy. Already there are 
immigration-related amendments in the 
crime bill. There will be provisions in the 
forthcoming welfare bill. More can be ex- 
pected elsewhere. In addition, there is a 
White House commission, chaired by Barbara 
Jordan, with a first report due out in Sep- 
tember, designed for action next year. 

Into this political tinderbox something 
strange has happened. The Urban Institute 
thought it might be a good idea to lay out 
some facts on the table before the debate 
gets too hot. That they have done in a docu- 
ment now circulating in draft, titled *'Immi- 
gration and Immigrants: Setting the Record 
Straight," coauthored by Michael Fix and 
Jeffrey Passel. 

The UI report tells us certain things we 
ought to know: A few elementary highlights: 
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In our mind's eye, we see illegal Mexicans 
crossing the Rio Grande on moonless nights, 
by the millions. Yet most illegals—about 60 
percent—enter the country as tourists and 
simply overstay their visas. The Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization Service counts ap- 
prehensions," but doesn't calculate the num- 
ber of immigrants who regularly go back to 
Mexico. The best estimate, net, is that 
America takes in 200,000 to 300,000 new illegal 
immigrants annually. The number of legals 
admitted is about 675,000. Combined, call it 
about a million per year. 

What about the effect of immigration on 
employment? The UI report says: "Aggre- 
gate data show no overall effect.“ Not much 
of a headline there, but it makes sense. Im- 
migrants not only take jobs" but they 
“consume goods," which “creates jobs.” 

We have never had more foreign-born peo- 
ple in the United States than we do today— 
about 22 million. That's about 8 percent of 
the total population. But a century ago 15 
percent of the population was foreign born. If 
you're worried about the swamping of Amer- 
ican culture by non-Anglos, it's the rate, not 
the number, that's important. 

The UI report states: Overall. annual 
taxes paid by immigrants to all levels of gov- 
ernment more than offset the cost of services 
received, generating a net annual surplus of 
$25 billion to $30 billion per year." (There is 
& catch: The federal government gains from 
immigrants, the state governments end up 
neutral, varying by state, and the local level 
pays up big-time, just as they do for natives, 
mostly for education.) 

Immigrants, even when illegals are in- 
cluded, use less welfare per capita than na- 
tive-born Americans. 

Because such à large proportion of the im- 
migrant population in America is of new vin- 
tage, it seems as if they are not learning 
English quickly. But the evidence shows oth- 
erwise once the length of time in the United 
States is taken into account. 

The complexion of immigrants is different 
today. In earlier times (the 1950s) about two- 
thirds of the legal immigrants came from 
Europe. Today, only about 15 percent come 
from Europe, with the rest hailing mostly 
from Latin America and Asia. In 1900, fully 
85 percent of America was Anglo.“ Today 
it's 75 percent. By the year 2040 it will be 59 
percent, but intermarriage may make those 
numbers moot. 

It's going to be a big debate, stretching 
over several years. This time it would be 
nice if we agreed on some facts before we 
begin thrashing around. 


FERMILAB COMPLETES THE 
BUILDING BLOCKS OF MATTER 


Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize a special milestone 
in science and our understanding of na- 
ture. Scientists at Illinois’ own 
Fermilab have found the first direct 
evidence of the top quark, the sixth 
and last component of a standard 
model of matter that explains the rela- 
tionships between subatomic particles. 

Since the fifth quark was seen at 
Fermilab in 1977, scientists around the 
world have searched for the elusive 
other half of the pair. I am proud to 
say that the 2,000 men and women of 
Fermilab have the honor of once again 
claiming the prize. Those in Congress 
who have supported U.S. leadership in 
science have a right to be proud as 
well. 
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Programs such as that at Fermilab 
have not only contributed greatly to 
our knowledge, but have provided the 
tools and skills of our best science to 
their communities and the hundreds of 
students and researchers that carry the 
scientific vision from Illinois to com- 
munities across the Nation. 

We congratulate them on their ac- 
complishment and wish them every 
success in their continuing research. I 
ask unanimous consent that the full 
text of the attached article from the 
New York Times be included in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Apr. 26, 1994) 
TOP QUARK, LAST PIECE IN PUZZLE OF 
MATTER, APPEARS TO BE IN PLACE 
(By William J. Broad) 

The quest begun by philosophers in ancient 
Greece to understand the nature of matter 
may have ended in Batavia, III., with the dis- 
covery of evidence for the top quark, the last 
of 12 subatomic building blocks now believed 
to constitute all of the material world. 

An international team of 439 scientists 
working at the Fermi National Accelerator 
Laboratory will announce the finding today, 
bringing nearly two decades of searching to 
a dramatic conclusion. 

The Fermilab discovery, if confirmed, 
would be à major milestone for modern phys- 
ics because it would complete the experi- 
mental proof of the grand theoretical edifice 
known as the Standard Model, which defines 
the modern understanding of the atom and 
its structure. The finding is likely to 
produce waves of intellectual satisfaction for 
physicists around the world and to give 
American physics a significant boost. 

The discovery in all likelihood will never 
make a difference to everyday life, but it is 
a high intellectual achievement because the 
Standard Model, which it appears to vali- 
date, is central to understanding the nature 
of time, matter and the universe. 

“The exciting thing is that this is the final 
piece of matter as we know it, as predicted 
by cosmology and the Standard Model of par- 
ticle physics," Dr. David N. Schramm, a the- 
oretical physicist at the University of Chi- 
cago, said in an interview, It's the final 
piece of that puzzle.” 

Dr. Hans A. Bethe, a Nobel Laureate in 
physics at Cornell University, said the find- 
ing was a very big deal" that makes the 
whole picture of subnuclear particles much 
more believable and better established.” 

We've needed the top quark," he said. it 
figures in all our calculations for further 
processes, and none of them would be right if 
it weren't there.“ 

If the top quark could not be found, the 
Standard Model of theoretical physicists 
would collapse, touching off an intellectual 
crisis that would force scientists to rethink 
three decades of work in which governments 
around the globe had invested many billions 
of dollars. 

All matter is made of atoms, but nearly a 
century ago physicists discovered that 
atoms, long considered to be the smallest 
units of matter, were themselves composed 
of smaller, subatomic particles like protons 
and neutrons. But these particles later 
showed signs of being made of yet smaller 
building blocks. 

The field was plunged into confusion for 
many years until a grand unifying theory pi- 
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oneered by Dr. Murray Gell-Mann, a physi- 
cist at the California Institute of Tech- 
nology. sought to explain the structure of 
particles like protons and neutrons in terms 
of new units that he whimsically named 
quarks. 

His theory called for the existence of six 
different kinds of quarks, named up and 
down, charm and strange, top and bottom. 
The quark family parallels a six-member 
family of lighter particles, known as leptons, 
that includes the electron. 

Various combinations of these 12 particles 
are thought to make up everything in the 
material world. In addition to matter, the 
universe contains potent forces like electro- 
magnetism and gravity, and perhaps many 
other exotic particles as yet to be discov- 
ered. 

Five of the six quarks were eventually 
found but the sixth remained painfully ab- 
sent. For nearly two decades rival teams of 
scientists around the world have sought the 
top quark by performing ever-more-costly 
experiments on increasingly large machines 
that accelerate tiny particles almost to the 
speed of light and then smash them together 
in a burst of energy. The resulting fireball 
can yield clues to nature’s most elementary 
building blocks. 

The team at Fermilab, which includes sci- 
entists from the United States, Italy, Japan, 
Canada and Taiwan, cautioned that the evi- 
dence they had gathered over the past year 
and a half for the top quark would be con- 
vincing to many scientists but not defini- 
tive. They said further work would be needed 
to firmly establish the top quark and its at- 
tributes. 

“Some people will say, ‘Hey, nice piece of 
physics but you need more data to make 
sure,'" said Dr. Melvyn J. Shochet, a physi- 
cist at the University of Chicago who worked 
on the Fermilab experiment and is a spokes- 
man for the discovery team. To that I can 
only agree." 

“We don't have a discovery," said a senior 
Fermilab official, who spoke on the condi- 
tion of anonymity. ‘‘We have evidence. It's 
good evidence. It's tightening up to where 
the top quark lives. The next step is to get 
more events.” 

The experiment was run on Fermilab's 
Tevatron, a four-mile, circular accelerator in 
an underground tunnel that hurls 
counterrotating beams of protons and 
antiprotons at each other with a combined 
energy of 1.8 trillion electron-volts. It is cur- 
rently the highest-energy accelerator in the 
world. The detector that gathered the evi- 
dence is the size of a large house and weighs 
5,000 tons. A 150-page manuscript describing 
the work was mailed on Friday to Physical 
Review, the world’s pre-eminent journal of 
physics. 

Dr. Schochet, the team spokesman, said 
the mass of the top quark, its most impor- 
tant attribute, was calculated to be 174 bil- 
lion electron-volts, with an uncertainty 
range of plus or minus 17 billion electron- 
volts. 

That's quite heavy," he said. “It’s almost 
as heavy as an entire gold atom. It’s by far 
heavier than any other elementary particle 
that's been observed, which is why it's taken 
so long to find.” 

As Fermilab, which is run by the Federal 
Department of Energy, reports the finding 
today, simultaneous announcements are to 
be made in Rome, Tokyo, Ottawa and Taipei. 

Dr. Gell-Mann took the word quark from a 
line in “Finnegans Wake" by James Joyce: 
“Three quarks for Muster Mark.“ So too, Dr. 
Gell-Mann predicted that quarks in normal 
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matter came in groups of three. Protons 
would be made of two up quarks and one 
down quark; neutrons of two down quarks 
and one up quark. Dr. Gell-Mann's ideas were 
radical and strongly resisted, partly because 
the fractional charges of his quarks seemed 
implausible. But his theories explained 
much, and were soon partly confirmed by 
particle discoveries. In 1969 he won the Nobel 
Prize in Physics. 

Low-mass quarks, the up and down, are the 
only ones thought to ordinarily exist in this 
world. Physicists believe that the higher- 
mass ones, charm and strange, top and bot- 
tom, were present naturally only for a tiny 
fraction of a second at the beginning of time 
during the Big Bang—the primordial explo- 
sion thought to have given rise to the uni- 
verse. Top quarks, having the highest mass 
of all, are believed to have vanished from the 
universe after existing for less than a bil- 
lionth of a second. 

Thus, a time machine is needed to see most 
quarks. Particle acclerators slam together 
tiny bits of matter to create intense fireballs 
almost as hot as those that existed at the be- 
ginning of time, creating streams of nature's 
most rudimentary particles. 

In 1977, when the bottom quark was discov- 
ered at Fermilab in a particle accelerators, 
physicists calculated that its top-quark com- 
panion would have a mass of 13.5 billion elec- 
tron-volts, making it an easy target for any 
number of accelerators then planned around 
the world. 

In July 1984, a European team of 151 sci- 
entists headed by Dr. Carlo Rubbia an- 
nounced that it had confirmed the existence 
of the top quark, calling it a major break- 
through. That fall, Dr. Rubbia won the Nobel 
Prize in Physics for other discoveries. But it 
turned out that his top-quark claim was pre- 
mature. The particle was far heavier, and 
more difficult to detect, than had generally 
been anticipated. 

A KIND OF ALCHEMY 

Physicists at Fermilab have been hunting 
the top quark for nearly two decades, look- 
ing at increasingly high energies. The proc- 
ess, they say, is like slamming together two 
tennis balls and trying to find a bowling ball 
in the rubble—a hint of the top quark’s huge 
mass. The tennis balls can create things 
heavier than themselves because of their 
high energies, a kind of alchemy first sug- 
gested by Einstein in his famous law of 
equivalence between matter and energy. 

The rub is the rarity of collisions that 
make top quarks. Dr. Shochet, the experi- 
ment team’s spokesman, said many billions 
of proton-antiproton collisions were needed 
to produce just one top quark and that even 
then, subtle clues to its existence might be 
lost amid a clutter of spurious signals. The 
quarks themselves exist for only a fraction 
of a second, and cannot be detected directly. 
Their presence is inferred from ghostly show- 
ers of particles produced as they perish. 

Dr. Shochet said the team’s evidence gath- 
ered over a year and a half amounted to 15 
clues from 12 collisions. Those results, he 
added, were about twice as high as expected 
from false positives in the background noise. 
He said really nailing down the top quark 
would require a mass of evidence three or 
four times above background levels. 

Dr. Claudio Campagnair, a team physicist, 
said in a Fermilab brochure: Rather than 
one 'Eureka!' event, top discovery will come 
by accumulating a lot of different evidence, 
bit by bit. You could compare discovering 
top with what happens in à courtroom in à 
case where there's no smoking gun and you 
must convince the jury by the accumulated 
weight of circumstantial evidence.” 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


A separate team of 420 scientists at 
Fermilab is now using a different detector in 
an effort to confirm the first team's findings 
during the Tevatron's current 18-month run. 
Its work, and that of the original team, 
should be eased somewhat by recent accel- 
erator improvements that will increase the 
number of collisions. 

Fermilab is also completing a $230 million 
upgrade of the Tevatron that should sharply 
increase the collision rate, perhaps produc- 
ing hundreds or thousands of top-quark can- 
didates. It should be completed by 1998 or 
1999. 

After that, the only other accelerator pow- 
erful enough to join the hunt would be one 
under consideration at CERN, Europe's pre- 
mier accelerator laboratory, on the border of 
France and Switzerland. Known as the Large 
Hadron Collider, it might be completed by 
the year 2005. 

If the top quark has indeed been discovered 
at Fermilab, particle physicists will turn 
their attention to other enigmas, such as 
why all matter has mass. In the United 
States, such questions were to be addressed 
by the superconducting supercollider, which 
was to have measured 54 miles around and 
cost up to $11 billion. In October, Congress 
canceled the half-built machine in 
Waxahachie, Tex., calling it an inordinate 
drain on the Federal budget. 

American inventors are now trying to cre- 
ate small, innovative accelerators in lieu of 
the big machine. 

"Any new particle that's found" in the 
years ahead, said Dr. Schramm of the Uni- 
versity of Chicago, is going to be exotic in 
a much greater way than any quark.” 


WETLANDS AND PROPERTY 
RIGHTS 


Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, as a 
life-long farmer and landowner I want 
to bring to the Senate's attention a 
letter recently written to Representa- 
tive NORMAN MINETA by a number of 
groups interested in preserving the 
right to private ownership of land. 

Mr. President, this letter was written 
in response to a Dear Colleague" sent 
out by Mr. MINETA sharing his views on 
the property rights debate. I join these 
groups in challenging his view that 
property rights advocates are somehow 
exaggerating the issue. 

Like I said, I have farmed and tended 
land all of my life. Never in that time 
has the Federal Government been more 
intrusive and bureaucratic in their ap- 
proach to private property and land- 
owners. The rules and regulations im- 
posed on the modern farmer are enough 
to make him feel as though he were a 
Sharecropper for Uncle Sam. 

As the letter to Mr. MINETA details, 
the Federal wetland program is abso- 
lute disaster. A new study concluded 
that the average permit application 
takes 373 days to complete. That's 1 
year, 1 week, and 1 day—all to find out 
it you are approved to use your own 
land as you see fit. 

No one in the Congress will deny that 
certain wetlands need protection. But I 
would like Mr. MINETA feel what a 
small farmer must feel when he must 
hire à trained scientist to come on his 
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land to tell him exactly what is and 
what isn't a wetland. Or, more pre- 
cisely, how much of his land is or is not 
subject to Federal control. It is simply 
unjustifiable to deny a landowner use 
of his property—without compensa- 
tion—simply because it falls under 
some broad scientific, bureaucratic def- 
inition of a “wetland.” 

Let us fact it, Mr. President. The 
wetland program is nothing but a self 
perpetuating land grab by the Federal 
Government on behalf of environ- 
mental zealots—and their yes men in 
Congress—who are out to deny working 
Americans of their constitutionally 
protected right to private property. In- 
deed, it is a sad irony that the very 
groups who push the antiproperty 
agenda survive off wealth created from 
the same rights they now seek to de- 
stroy. 

Mr. President, I have taken a par- 
ticular interest in the penalties as- 
sessed farmers if they violate any one 
of the numerous rules and regulations 
associated with the Federal wetland 
program. I have found that, as it now 
stands, a farmer faces fines of $25,000 
per day/per violation if he steps out of 
line. That is way out of line with com- 
mon sense. It is unfair in the extreme 
to subject small farmers to the same 
penalties as those faced by big industry 
polluters. But is not surprising given 
the excesses which have characterized 
the wetland law. 

Mr. President, the Clean Water Act is 
up for reauthorization this year. Like 
several other environmental laws, it is 
having trouble getting to the floor for 
the very reason Mr. MINETA wrote his 
Dear Colleague. The fact is, there are a 
lot of Senators and Representatives on 
both sides of the aisle who have had 
their fill of Federal land grabs and en- 
vironmental regulations of dubious 
benefit. But sooner or later, Mr. Presi- 
dent, we'll have our say, and if the 
American people are properly rep- 
resented we will roll back much of this 
garbage. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the following letter from 
“The Farm Project" be entered into 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re- 
marks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE FARM PROJECT, 
Arlington, VA, April 27, 1994. 
Hon. NORMAN MINETA, 
House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On March 10, 1994 you 
circulated a Dear Colleague" letter to the 
members of the House of Representatives re- 
garding the concept of takings, and what you 
deem as the great deal of confusion" over 
the takings and property rights issue. Unfor- 
tunately, your letter does not “set the 
record straight“ on takings, but rather adds 
to the confusion. 

What you refer to as a "new" emphasis on 
property rights among property owners, cer- 
tain Members, agricultural, environmental, 
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and recreational groups, is neither ‘‘dan- 
gerous" nor "radical" nor does it "distort" 
the Constitution. Rather it is a just and rea- 
soned response to radical bureaucratic over- 
reach. 

Your letter admonishes Members to resist 
arguments and proposals regarding protec- 
tion of property rights likely to be pre- 
sented to us during our consideration of the 
Clean Water Act reauthorization." You fur- 
ther write, "We as legislators can and must 
sort out when the public interest requires an 
activity on private property to be restricted 
or prohibited for the protection of the public 
. . . It is our responsibility to make that dis- 
tinction, and we should do so in our delibera- 
tions on the Clean Water (sic)."" 

Good intentions to the contrary, the his- 
tory of the Clean Water Act and wetlands 
regulation, which has aroused the ire of 
property owners, is checkered with bureau- 
cratic excess and Congressional inaction. In- 
deed, the reauthorization you mentioned was 
Scheduled for consideration in 1992. 

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
was passed by Congress in 1972—22 years ago. 
In that legislation, under section 404—the 
current section under which wetlands per- 
mits are granted—was a prohibition on dis- 
charging dredged fill material into navigable 
waters without a waiver. The land-grabbing 
bureaucratic interpretation of that Act of 
Congress began in earnest just three years 
later. 

In 1975, the Army Corp. of Engineers rede- 
fined navigable“ waters to mean all water- 
ways. In 1977, the Corp again extended the 
definition of waterways to include wetlands. 
A decade later, in 1987, the definition of a 
wetland was expanded to include land that 
did not necessarily have to have visible 
water on it for up to 50 weeks per year. We 
are sure you would agree that water that 
puddles up for no more than 14 days is dif- 
ficult to navigate. 

The changes do not stop there however. 
Last year, the definition of discharging 
into" was revised to include activities such 
as clearing and excavating. Furthermore, ad- 
ministration of the 404 permit program is 
very much indeed denying property owner's 
their rights to use their land. In one specific 
case, a property owner waited more than a 
year for a wetland permit that involved a 
piece of land small the one-half of the size of 
a ping-pong table; the permit application 
was withdrawn after this bureaucratic hold- 
up. While federal regulators can claim, be- 
cause of the withdrawal, that the permit was 
not denied, no one can claim that this prop- 
erty owner was given fair consideration. 

The Army Corp of Engineers' regulations 
specify a 60-day standard for evaluation of 
404 permits. Yet the average wait for an indi- 
vidual 404 permit, according to a study con- 
ducted by the National Wilderness Institute 
(NWI) that will be released next month, is 
373 days! Or one year, one week, and one day. 
Indeed, NWI's study will also show that 93 
percent of all individual permit applications 
exceed the 60 days standard. 

Like the case described above, 63 percent of 
the individual applications that reached 
some sort of conclusion in 1992 were due to 
their withdrawal. Moreover, like the above 
25 percent involved less than one-quarter of 
an acre, and more than half involve less than 
half-an-acre. 

It is cases such as these that demand that 
property rights considerations must be given 
in the formulation of federal statutes and 
regulations. With all due respect, contrary 
to the assertions in your letter, protecting 
property rights will not force any local com- 
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munity to compromise its standards against 
lewd behavior, it will not foster treason, nor 
will it lead to the exploitation of laborers. 
Furthermore, protecting property rights will 
not force the federal government to pay 
property owners not to break the law" as 
your letter says. 

You write that this new theory of what 
constitutes a taking“ would result in a cost 
“beyond measuring." It is, however, the sta- 
tus quo which is costly. Indeed, the City of 
Anchorage, Alaska, commissioned a study to 
measure these costs. 

The City of Anchorage commissioned a 
study of the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s latest regulation regarding wet- 
lands. The study encompassed the Presi- 
dent’s home state of Arkansas, and con- 
cluded that Arkansas could lose up to $138 
million in lost property tax revenue in the 
first year. Nationwide, local governments 
could lose up to $6.9 billion. As a former 
mayor, you no doubt recognize that such a 
burden, coupled with other federal unfunded 
mandates, is devastating to local commu- 
nities; particularly rural communities. 

In the case of wetland takings, the cost of 
compensation for private landowners would 
not be a budget buster. For example, H.R. 
1330—legislation to compensate landowners 
for wetland takings—includes a definition of 
high value (for Class A) wetlands that would 
apply to less than 9 million acres of pri- 
vately owned wetlands or 11 percent of all 
wetlands which could potentially be devel- 
oped, according to the Congressional Budget 
Office (CBO). With the current average an- 
nual wetland conversion rate of 108,000 acres 
per year, a compensation provision such as 
that in H.R. 1330 would require compensation 
for slightly more than 12,000 acres per year. 
According to the CBO, the acquisition of 
wetlands costs between $1,000 and $1,700 per 
acre. Therefore, the budgetary costs for 
these compensations would range from $13.5 
to $20.3 million a year. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, protecting prop- 
erty rights does not—and has never—limited 
the government's ability to abate a nuisance 
by property owners such as burning moun- 
tains of used tires on their property, fouling 
their neighbor's air and flooding creeks with 
molten oil from the burning heap as you so 
descriptively write in your letter. Moreover, 
under a market system of property rights, 
one's authority over his or her property can- 
not be exercised to change the physical na- 
ture of another's property. 

The government should seek to protect and 
encourage private property and the steward- 
ship of our natural resources, rather than 
further encroach upon these  Constitu- 
tionally granted rights. A loss of private 
property to the growing appetite of bureau- 
cratic control, as in the case of wetlands, 
will lead first to the exploitation of property 
owners, and then without doubt, to the ex- 
ploitation of our precious resources. 

Sincerely, 

Dave Juday, Director, FARM Project of 
the Alexis de Tocqueville Institution; 

Robert E. Gordon, Jr., Executive Director, 
National Wilderness Institute; 

Robert L. Vice, President, California Farm 
Bureau Federation; 

John L. Braly, Executive Vice President, 
California Cattlemen's Association; 

Jay B. Wilson, Executive Vice President, 
California Wool Growers Association; 

Fred L. Smith, Jr., President, Competitive 
Enterprise Institute; 

Nancie G. Marzulla, President and Chief 
Legal Counsel, Defenders of Property Rights; 

Myron Ebell, Washington Representative, 
American Lands Rights Association; 
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Margaret Ann Reigle, Chairman, Fairness 
to Land Owners Committee; 

David Rothbard, President, Committee for 
a Constructive Tomorrow; 

Roger Pilon, Senior Fellow and Director, 
Center for Constitutional Studies, The Cato 
Institute; 

John C. Shanahan, Environmental Policy 
Analyst, The Heritage Foundation; 

John Baden, President, Foundation for Re- 
search on Economics and the Environment; 

John C. Goodman, Ph.D., President, Na- 
tional Center for Policy Analysis. 


TRIBUTE TO JAMES M. POLLOCK 


Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor James M. Pollock, the 
fourth president of Green Mountain 
College in Poultney, V'T, who is retir- 
ing at the end of June following a long 
and distinguished career in higher edu- 
cation spanning 34 years. 

President Pollock is retiring after 
serving Green Mountain College for 17 
years. During his tenure, the college 
has seen tremendous change and expan- 
sion. It has made a successful transi- 
tion from a 2-year women's college to à 
4-year coeducational college and the 
enrollment has almost doubled. Dr. 
Pollock is credited with restructuring 
the college's curriculum, reorganizing 
the co-curricular program, developing 
the Summer Conference Program, de- 
veloping a comprehensive strategic 
plan, enhancing community relations 
and strengthening the administrative 
base of the college. 

Dr. Pollock received his Bachelor of 
Science degree from Springfield Col- 
lege in Springfield, MA, in 1957 and re- 
ceived a Doctor of Education from Bos- 
ton University in 1982. President Pol- 
lock was an instructor of biology at 
Springfield College from 1960 to 1963. 
He was the director of biological 
science at Vermont College from 1963 
to 1971. He was the assistant dean of 
faculty at Vermont College until 1972. 
In 1972 he became the dean of academic 
affairs at Lasell Junior College and 
served that institution until 1977 when 
he became president of Green Mountain 
College. 

President Pollock has served on sev- 
eral boards related to higher education. 
He is past president of the Vermont 
Higher Education Council and the past 
president of the Association of Ver- 
mont Independent Colleges. He is a 
charter member and director of AVIC 
Pooling Inc., past president of the Ver- 
mont Foundation of Independent Col- 
leges, and a former board member of 
the Vermont Student Assistant Corp. 

President Pollock is a member of the 
board of Green Mountain Bank and was 
recently named to the board of the 
Rutland Regional Medical Center. He 
Served as a selectman in Poultney, and 
a member of PRIDE—Poultney Revi- 
talizes Itself, Dreams Envisioned—and 
a member of the Poutlney Develop- 
ment Corp. 

Dr. Pollock is noted for his open door 
policy for students, faculty, and staff. 
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He is admired by all members of the 
college community for his many con- 
tributions. His work will be greatly 
missed by Green Mountain College, 
Poultney, and the entire State of Ver- 
mont. 


REMEMBERING PRESIDENT 
RICHARD M. NIXON 


Mr. MACK. Mr. President, as Amer- 
ica mourns the passing of President 
Richard M. Nixon, it is appropriate 
that we should reflect on the life and 
achievements of this remarkable man. 
So great and many were his accom- 
plishments, that in the days since his 
death his political friends and foes 
alike have stepped forward to affirm 
his place in history. 

Richard Nixon left America, and the 
world, & legacy which made the crum- 
bling of the Berlin Wall possible, per- 
haps even inevitable. The world now 
reaps the benefit of his courage and 
foresight. 

For me personally, his legacy is 
memorable for his efforts to elevate 
the fight against cancer. His dedication 
produced the landmark National Can- 
cer Act of 1971 which has led to so 
many breakthroughs in cancer re- 
search and treatment. 

Nixon represented those who, in his 
words were America's silent majority. 
He was the voice of America's forgot- 
ten middle class. Curt Smith put it 
succinctly in a recent Washington Post 
article. Describing his hometown, 
Smith said: 

Its people had a belief in work, God and 
family, a fondness for the familiar and a rev- 
erence for everything American. We were for 
Richard Nixon. 

In the years after he left Washington, 
President Nixon’s counsel was sought 
by each subsequent Chief Executive, as 
well as countless Members of Congress, 
Senators, and Cabinet officials. Presi- 
dent Nixon graciously gave of his time, 
and his wisdom, in the service of his 
country. He will be missed. 


RECOGNITION OF GEORGE J. 
RIGGS AND THOMAS R. WELLS, 
KENTUCKY SMALL BUSINESS 
PERSONS OF THE YEAR 


Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Mr. George J. 
Riggs and Mr. Thomas R. Wells of Er- 
langer, KY, who have been named Ken- 
tucky Small Business Persons of the 
Year by the U.S. Small Business Ad- 
ministration. They will be honored in 
Washington along with those other in- 
dividuals who have been recognized 
from across the Nation during Small 
Business Week, May 1 through May 7, 
1994. 

George Riggs is eurrently president 
and Tom Wells is vice president of Em- 
broidery Services, Inc. an embroidered 
apparel company located in Erlanger, 
KY. Incorporated a mere 12 years ago, 
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the company has become a leader in 
the field of ornamental designed cloth- 
ing. Embroidery Services, Inc. fur- 
nishes an entire line of apparel for Dis- 
ney World and Disneyland, in addition 
to supplying resorts around the world 
with clothing bearing the resort logo. 

Prompted by an article heralding the 
growing market for monogrammed 
goods, George Riggs invested $18,000 for 
his first 12-head sewing machine and 
rented 100 square feet of floor space to 
begin his venture. Within 2 weeks he 
had hired his first employee and set 
about the task of embroidering uni- 
form shirts, napkins, and hats for the 
restaurant and bar industry. That one 
employee has now grown to 90, and the 
single 12-head sewing machine he used 
to get started has been replaced by 
over a dozen machines and other state- 
of-the-art equipment. 

In 1989, Tom Wells came aboard as 
vice president and the small company 
was incorporated. By 1991, Tom’s mar- 
keting savvy prompted sales to double. 
Since joining the firm, sales have in- 
creased by $6 million, and flagging at- 
tendance has been virtually wiped out 
by an innovative bonus program. By 
paying workers with a perfect attend- 
ance record more than $200,000 in bo- 
nuses, Monday morning no-shows have 
become a thing of the past. 

A strong sense of community 
underlies all of George and Tom’s en- 
deavors; from their current project of 
providing an onsite child care center 
for employees, to future projects like 
providing a hot meal on each work 
shift for their employees. Tom is also a 
regular speaker for the Chamber of 
Commerce, and enjoys ecology work, 
youth sports, and church activities. 
George is actively involved in the Spe- 
cial Olympics. Both support the John- 
ny Bench scholarship fund. 

Mr. President, George Riggs and Tom 
Wells set an example of dedication, in- 
tegrity, and innovation which make 
them role models for small business 
persons across my State. In being 
named Kentucky Small Business Per- 
sons of the Year, I believe they can 
now be recognized by aspiring entre- 
preneurs nationwide as effective role 
models of both smart business prac- 
tices and community spirit. 

As we continue Small Business Week, 
I rise to recognize and congratulate 
George Riggs and Tom Wells and the 
other State Small Business Persons of 
the Year for their distinguished 
achievements and wish them continued 
success in the future. 


—— 


DALAI LAMA SAYS PROTECTION 
OF HUMAN RIGHTS IS UNIVER- 
SAL RESPONSIBILITY; CALLS 
FOR DIALOG WITH CHINESE ON 
TIBETAN FREEDOMS 


Mr. PELL. Mr. President, His Holi- 
ness the 14th Dalai Lama was in New 
York City on April 27 to receive the 
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World Security Annual Peace Award 
and to speak on the challenges of the 
21st century and the future of Tibet. It 
was my good fortune to attend this 
event, hosted by the New York Law- 
yers Alliance for World Security and 
the Council on Foreign Relations. 

The Dalai Lama framed his remarks 
within the concept of universal réspon- 
sibility, that is, the obligation of each 
of us, on the basis of our human com- 
monality, to work for the benefit of all. 
His discussion on the difficult issues of 
economic development and human 
rights, overpopulation, and arms con- 
trol represented a spiritual and prac- 
tical wisdom too rarely offered to an 
audience of such significant foreign af- 
fairs acumen. 

As the leader of the Tibetan people 
and greatest incarnate hope for a 
peaceful and just resolution to the sit- 
uation in Tibet, the Dalai Lama's most 
important remarks were addressed, 
perhaps, not only to those gathered in 
New York, but also to the Chinese Gov- 
ernment: 

I take this opportunity to again state my 
willingness to meet with any of the present 
members of the Standing Committee of the 
Politburo in a third country of mutual con- 
venience with the sincere desire to make a 
breakthrough in our relationship. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the full text of the Dalai 
Lama's April 27 remarks, “Reflections 
on the Challenges of the 21st Century," 
be printed in the RECORD at this time. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, às follows: 

REFLECTIONS ON THE CHALLENGES OF THE 21ST 
CENTURY 
(By His Holiness the 14th Dalai Lama) 

As the twentieth century draws to a close, 
we find that the world has grown smaller. 
The world's people have become almost one 
community. Political and military alliances 
have created large multinational groups; in- 
dustry and international trade have pro- 
duced a global economy. Worldwide commu- 
nications are eliminating ancient barriers of 
distance, language and race. We are also 
being drawn together by the grave problems 
we face: overpopulation, dwindling natural 
resources, degradation of the environment, 
military build-up and aggression and terrible 
human rights situations. 

I believe that to meet the challenge of the 
next century, human beings will have to de- 
velop a greater sense of universal respon- 
sibility. Each of us must learn to work not 
just for his or her own self, family or nation, 
but for the benefit of all mankind. It is very 
old fashioned to think in terms of my nation, 
or my country. Universal responsibility is 
the real key to human survival. 

Whether we like it or not, we have all been 
born on this earth as part of one great fam- 
ily. Rich or poor, educated or uneducated, 
black, white or yellow, belonging to one na- 
tion, religion, ideology or another, ulti- 
mately each of us is just a human being like 
everyone else. We have the common human 
needs and concerns. We all seek happiness 
and try to avoid suffering regardless of our 
race, religion, sex or political status. Human 
beings, indeed all sentient beings, have the 
right to pursue happiness and live in peace 
and in freedom. ( 
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As free human beings we can use our 
unique intelligence and try to understand 
ourselves and our world. But if we are pre- 
vented from using our creative potential, we 
are deprived of one of the basic characteris- 
tics of a human being. It is often the most 
gifted, dedicated and creative members of 
our society who become victims. of human 
rights abuses. Thus the political, social, cul- 
tural and economic developments of a soci- 
ety are obstrucved by the violations of 
human rights. Therefore, the protection of 
these rights and freedoms are of immense 
importance both for individuals affected and 
for the development of society as a whole. 

If we accept that others have an equal 
right to peace and happiness as ourselves do 
we not have a responsibility to help those in 
need? Respect for fundamental human rights 
is as important to the people of Africa and 
Asia as it is to those in Europe or the Ameri- 
cas. All human beings, whatever their cul- 
tural or historical background suffer when 
they are intimidated, imprisoned or tor- 
tured. The question of human rights is so 
fundamentally important that there should 
be no difference of views on this. We must 
therefore insist on a global consensus not 
only on the need to respect human rights 
worldwide, but also on the definition of these 
rights. 

Some governments have contended that 
the standards of human rights laid down in 
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
are those advocated by the West and cannot 
be applied to Asia and other parts of the 
Third World because of differences in culture 
and differences in social and economic devel- 
opment. I do not share this view and I am 
convinced that the majority of Asian people 
do not support this view either, for it is the 
inherent nature of all human beings to yearn 
for freedom, equality and dignity and they 
have an equal right to achieve that. 

I do not see any contradiction between the 
need for economic development and the need 
for respect of human rights. The rich diver- 
sity of cultures and religions should help to 
strengthen the fundamental human rights in 
all communities. Underlying this diversity 
are fundamental human principles that bind 
us all as members of the same human family. 
Diversity and traditions can never justify 
the violations of human rights. Thus dis- 
crimination of persons from a different race, 
of women, and of weaker sections of the soci- 
ety may be traditional in some regions, but 
if they are inconsistent with universally rec- 
ognized human rights, these forms of behav- 
ior should change. The universal principles 
of equality of all human beings must take 
precedence. 

Artificial barriers that have divided na- 
tions and peoples have fallen in recent times. 
With the dismantling of the Berlin Wall, the 
East-West division which has polarized the 
whole world for decades has now come to an 
end. We are experiencing a time filled with 
hope and expectations. Yet there still re- 
mains a major gulf at the heart of the 
human family. By this I am referring to the 
North South divide. If we are serious in our 
commitment to the fundamental principles 
of equality, principles which I believe lie at 
the heart of the concept of human rights, to- 
day's economic disparity can no longer be ig- 
nored. It is not enough to merely state that 
all human beings must enjoy equal dignity. 
This must be translated into action. We have 
a responsibility to find ways to reduce this 


gap. 

In this context, another important issue is 
over-population. From a Buddhist point of 
view, life of every sentient being is precious, 
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and birth control is not favored. But today, 
we are facing a situation where the growing 
number of people poses a threat to the sur- 
vival of humanity. Therefore, I personally 
feel we need to be pragmatic and adopt birth 
control measures in order to ensure the qual- 
ity of life today in southern countries, and 
protect the quality of life for future genera- 
tions. Of course, as a Buddhist monk, I favor 
non-violent forms of birth control. 

Another issue which is very dear to my vi- 
sion of the future is global demilitarization. 
This may sound idealistic to many people. I 
am aware that it needs a process of rethink- 
ing, education and a step by step approach. 
Most important I believe, is to re-evaluate 
our concept of military establishment. Na- 
tional forces should be gradually dissolved 
and collective forces on a regional basis 
should be formed. An important further step 
toward the goal of global demilitarization is 
an international ban on arms trade and the 
expansion of demilitarized zones in all parts 
of the world. Recent progress on dismantling 
nuclear arsenals and nuclear test bans are 
encouraging and significant developments. 

Many dictators in the developing world 
have survived by weapons and armaments 
supplied by northern countries. So much 
money has gone toward buying guns instead 
of feeding people and meeting basic human 
and environmental needs. Costa Rica, a 
country which has followed the demilitarized 
path, has done quite well in areas such as 
education and health compared to neighbor- 
ing countries. On the other hand, take Soma- 
lia for example, it is such a tragedy that 
there is no shortage of guns and bullets, but 
a severe lack of food. In such situations, 
thousands of innocent people can die, includ- 
ing many innocent children. 

Even in your own country, guns and vio- 
lence are too prevalent. And it seems that a 
contributing factor is the availability of in- 
expensive automatic weapons sold to Amer- 
ican consumers by companies owned by the 
Peoples Liberation Army. Those cheap weap- 
ons are not only harming Americans, but 
also financially contributing to the army re- 
pressing my people in Tibet. 

I have always envisioned the future of my 
own country, Tibet, as a neutral, demili- 
tarized sanctuary where weapons are forbid- 
den and the people live in harmony with na- 
ture. I have called this a Zone of Ahimsa or 
non-violence. This is not merely a dream—it 
is precisely the way Tibetans tried to live for 
over a thousand years before our country 
was tragically invaded. Also, for at least the 
last three hundred years, we had virtually no 
army. Tibet gave up the waging of war as an 
instrument of national policy several cen- 
turies ago. 

I would also like to express my deep sense 
of satisfaction that elections are taking 
place in South Africa that allow all South 
Africans to participate. I hope and pray that 
peoples of all backgrounds and leaders of all 
communities will continue to work together 
toward an open, democratic society. I also 
had the opportunity to visit Israel recently, 
and there too, I was very heartened to see a 
process of negotiations toward a peaceful so- 
lution. Both these conflicts are being re- 
solved through personal, face-to-face dia- 
logue which I have always believed is essen- 
tial. 

Unfortunately, my efforts to resolve the 
situation in Tibet have not been a successful. 
So far, we have not been able to make a 
breakthrough and establish direct talks. 

It has been thirty five years since the Chi- 
nese took complete control of Tibet. At that 
time, I, along with over 100,000 fellow Tibet- 
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ans, left my homeland to live in exile in 
India, Nepal and other parts of the globe. As 
a result of the invasion and the ensuing oc- 
cupation over 1.2 million of our people died 
of unnatural causes. Most of our mon- 
asteries, the learning centers and reposi- 
tories of our culture—over 6000 of them— 
have been destroyed. 

Since that time I have pursued a cause of 
non-violence and have tried in every way I 
know to find some reasonable accommoda- 
tion with the Chinese government so that 
the Tibetan people can resume a life in peace 
and with dignity. 

In 1979, Deng Xiaoping stated that all is- 
sues regarding Tibet were open for negotia- 
tions—except that of independence. I re- 
sponded positively in agreement with the 
principles advanced by Mr. Deng Xiaoping 
with the hope that the Chinese government 
would be genuinely committed to negotiate 
on all other matters concerning the future of 
the six million Tibetans. 

After informing the Chinese of my position 
on this point, through my emissaries who 
traveled to Beijing and met with Chinese 
diplomats abroad as well as through some of 
our foreign friends, I was hopeful that a 
forthright response would come from the 
Chinese so that we could enter into serious 
negotiations. My decision to make a short 
trip to Tibet in 1991 would have also given 
the Chinese government an opportunity to 
arrange direct meetings between me and 
some of their senior leaders who could have 
come to Tibet to meet me. 

Unfortunately the Chinese government has 
yet to accept any of my proposals over the 
last fourteen years and yet to enter into sub- 
stantive negotiations with my representa- 
tives, who remain prepared to meet with Chi- 
nese representatives anytime. 

Therefore, I take this opportunity to again 
state my willingness to meet with any of the 
present members of the Standing Committee 
of the Politburo in a third country of mutual 
convenience with the sincere desire to make 
a breakthrough in our relationship. 

On my part I am continuing with my sin- 
cere efforts to resolve the situation through 
negotiations. If this approach does not bring 
about a positive result, then I must consult 
my people over our future course of our free- 
dom struggle. However, my commitment to 
non-violence is fundamental and there will 
be no deviation from this path under my 
leadership. 

I think we can say that, because of the les- 
sons we have begun to learn, the next cen- 
tury will be friendlier, more harmonious and 
peaceful. I am very hopeful. At the same 
time, I believe that every individual has a re- 
sponsibility to help guide our global family 
in the right direction. good wishes are not 
enough; we have to assume responsibility. 
Large human movements spring from indi- 
vidual initiatives, I therefore believe strong- 
ly that it is the individual who makes the 
difference. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Under the previous order, the Sen- 
ator from Utah [Mr. HATCH] is recog- 
nized to speak for up to 15 minutes. 


THE RELIGIOUS FREEDOM 
RESTORATION ACT 


Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to address an issue of great con- 
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cern to the citizens of Utah and every 
other State. This past year, Congress 
passed the Religious Freedom Restora- 
tion Act. This is a landmark bill de- 
signed to restore strong protections to 
citizens exercising their religion 
against unreasonable Government in- 
terference. Unfortunately, the Clinton 
administration, with breathtaking 
speed, has interpreted the act in a 
manner that effectively guts it. 

The Religious Freedom Restoration 
Act was described by many religious 
leaders—accurately so—as one of the 
most significant pieces of legislation in 
support of religious freedom to ever 
come out of Congress. It was intended 
to restore to all Americans a fun- 
damental right guaranteed by the first 
amendment to our Constitution: the 
free exercise of religion. The act had 
widespread support from a broad and 
diverse coalition of religious and civil 
rights organizations, from the ACLU to 
the Free Congress Foundation. I was 
the leading sponsor of this act along 
with Senator KENNEDY. 

Recently, I became aware that the 
Department of Justice intervened in 
what I believe is the first appellate 
case involving the interpretation of the 
Religious Freedom Restoration Act. To 
my deep chagrin, I learned that the De- 
partment had committed itself to a po- 
sition in its amicus curiae brief that is 
contrary to the plain meaning of the 
act, to the detriment of religious free- 
dom. Despite the act's widespread sup- 
port and its clearly defined and agreed 
upon objective, its purpose is being un- 
dermined by this administration. 

I might add that the core meaning of 
the bill was never a subject of con- 
troversy in Congress. 

The underlying case, Christians ver- 
sus Crystal Evangelical Church, in- 
volves à bankruptcy court decision 
which ordered a Protestant Christian 
congregation to return money to a 
Government bankruptcy trustee that 
was tithed by two members of the 
church who later filed a bankruptcy pe- 
tition. The tithes were offered over a 
period of years in good faith, in the ex- 
ercise of their religious beliefs and 
without any fraudulent intent. 

Under the bankruptcy code, any 
transfer of assets made within 1 year of 
a bankruptcy may be recovered by the 
trustee to pay creditors. This provision 
is intended to prevent debtors from 
fraudulently disposing of or shielding 
their assets. The tithes that issued in 
this case were made out of sincere reli- 
gious belief within 1 year of filing a 
bankruptcy petition. 

No one challenges the importance of 
the Government's interest in prevent- 
ing fraud. Preventing fraud would prob- 
ably satisfy a compelling State inter- 
est, which would be all right under the 
Religious Freedom Restoration Act. 
However, as in this case, the Govern- 
ment's interest is simply in enlarging 
the pool of assets for creditors, not pre- 
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venting fraud. This interest does not 
satisfy the compelling Government in- 
terest standard that must be met under 
the Religious Freedom Restoration 
Act. In my view, the interest in col- 
lecting for creditors, while very impor- 
tant, would almost never be compelling 
when weighed against the interests em- 
bodied in the first amendment. 

In its brief, the Department argues 
that the Government's interest in pro- 
tecting the financial interests of credi- 
tors conclusively establishes a compel- 
ling interest that overrides any reli- 
gious free exercise right. If the Depart- 
ment’s position prevails, it will have a 
disastrous impact on the Religious 
Freedom Restoration Act, rendering it 
virtually meaningless. The depart- 
ment’s very broad definition of the 
compelling State interest test, if 
adopted by the courts, will once again 
eliminate any real protection of reli- 
gious liberty under the first amend- 
ment. 

Mr. President, just 6 short months 
ago, President Clinton signed into law 
the Religious Freedom Restoration Act 
in a glorious ceremony on the south 
lawn of the White House before a large 
group of religious leaders. In his re- 
marks he noted correctly that the act 
requires that the Government should 
be held to a very high level of proof be- 
fore it can interfere with anyone's free 
exercise of religion. In fact, the Reli- 
gious Freedom Restoration Act sets 
forth a specific standard that requires 
the Government interest to be a com- 
pelling State interest, an interest of 
the highest order. 

It is difficult for me to imagine that 
providing an economic advantage to a 
pool of creditors satisfies the compel- 
ling governmental interests necessary 
to override our first amendment pro- 
tection of religious free exercise, but 
the Department argues this position. 
And especially is the Department 
wrong since there was no fraud in this 
case, or no attempt to defraud. 

I intend to ask Attorney General 
Janet Reno to reconsider the Depart- 
ment’s position in this case. Perhaps 
this is the kind of limited protection 
President Clinton envisioned when he 
committed himself to the protection of 
one of the most precious of all-Amer- 
ican liberties—religious freedom—but I 
can say quite confidently that this is 
not the type of protection Congress 
fought so hard and so long to restore. 
The Department's position is a slap in 
the face to our religious community, 
and it should not stand. 

I personally believe that President 
Clinton must not know what they are 
doing, or he would put a stop to it. So, 
in a sense, it is a slap in his face, as 
well, since he was one of the strongest 
supporters of what we were trying to 
do. I hope that he will get involved and 
direct the Department to back off—es- 
pecially since there is no fraud here— 
and allow the Religious Freedom Res- 


May 3, 1994 


toration Act to have the widespiead, 
broad coverage that we intended here 
in Congress in the first place. 

I urge my colleagues to join with me 
in defending the religious liberties 
guaranteed by the first amendment and 
reestablished under the Religious Free- 
dom Restoration Act. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Under the previous order, the Sen- 
ator is permitted to speak for up to 5 
minutes. 


AIRLINE SAFETY 


Mr. EXON. Mr. President, a very im- 
portant matter has come up that I 
hope the Senate and the House of Rep- 
resentatives will address itself to. 
Under the leadership of our great Sec- 
retary of "Transportation, Secretary 
Pena, we should be alerted to the fact 
that we have a ticking time bomb 
going on with regard to airline safety. 

The Secretary of Transportation has 
taken the recommendation of a pre- 
viously structured national commis- 
sion to ensure competitiveness in the 
airline industry that this Senator was 
& part of, to change and challenge the 
competition, increase safety, and mod- 
ernize our traffic control system in the 
United States. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that at the conclusion of my re- 
marks there be printed in the RECORD 
for the information of all, a report to 
the President and Congress of August 
1993 entitled Change, Challenge, and 
Competition," by the National Com- 
mission to Ensure a Strong and Com- 
petitive Airline Industry; and two arti- 
cles of the last 2 days, yesterday and 
this morning, Tuesday, from the Wash- 
ington Post, by two excellent writers, 
with regard to the Federal administra- 
tion's case, supported by the Secretary 
of Transportation with regard to the 
need to do something and to plan to do 
something now before the present situ- 
ation becomes chaotic. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I salute 
the great safety record of the Federal 
Aviation Administration. Certainly, if 
you look at the record, you will see 
that with the diligence, the tenacity, 
and the determination of the dedicated 
air traffic controllers of the United 
States of America, we fly an unbeliev- 
able amount of aircraft and flying 
hours to the benefit of the traveling 
public. Their record has been exem- 
plary. 
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The fact of the matter is that some- 
thing needs to be done with regard to 
planning for the future. If you will 
take the time to look firsthand today 
at the equipment that is available to 
the air traffic controller, which all of 
us as the traveling public and all of the 
employees of the airlines rely on to 
keep track of and keep the proper dis- 
tance between the mass of air traffic 
today, particularly at certain of our 
more heavily controlled airports, you 
will begin to realize the enormity of 
the situation. 

In addition, Mr. President, this has a 
national security implication because, 
in addition to the private aircraft and 
the commercial aircraft, all of the air- 
craft flown by the military of the Unit- 
ed States of America in at least our 
airways and our skies in the United 
States of America are, once again, con- 
trolled and kept separated by the Air 
Traffic Controllers Association and 
their dedicated people. 

If you take the time to look at the 
equipment that they use, you will find, 
Mr. President, that in all too many 
cases the computers, the viewing 
screens, the communications facilities 
that make and bring all this together 
are older than any of the aircraft and 
in many instances older than any of 
the air traffic controllers that are now 
using them. In the days of yesteryear 
we relied basically on the vacuum tube 
from the standpoint of being the heart 
and soul of radio, including, in the 
early days, television. The vacuum 
tube is a thing of the past. The vacuum 
tubes that we are using in our air traf- 
fic control system today are not, by 
and large, manufactured in the United 
States but abroad, because the com- 
puter chips and other technologies 
have made the vacuum tube obsolete. 
When you realize that certain parts of 
our air traffic control system are rely- 
ing on a vacuum tube, you realize how 
far behind we are. 

Mr. President, the Secretary of 
Transportation has suggested that a 
new type of corporation, which would 
be owned and controlled by the Federal 
Government not unlike the Tennessee 
Valley Authority, should be enacted as 
recommended by the Airline Commis- 
sion in order to streamline, to speed 
up, to enhance, if you will, the Federal 
Aviation Administration, and to move 
the Federal Aviation Administration 
from its present status to the new cor- 
poration. This would contribute a great 
deal to the advance that has been made 
to speed up and modernize our air traf- 
fic control system. 

Why is this necessary? I simply sub- 
mit for the RECORD that there are cur- 
rently 19,000 scheduled airline flights a 
day in the United States. Air traffic 
control systems are being stretched to 
their absolute limit and, as I ref- 
erenced earlier, have done an excellent 
job. In 1980, there were 300 million pas- 
sengers flying. Last year, there were 
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more than 500 million passengers fly- 

ing. By the year 2005, there will be 800 

million passengers flying in the United 

States. The number of flights per year 

is expected to increase from 60 million 

in 1993 to 74 million by the year 2005. 

I simply say that, of the budget of 
the United States, 80 percent of the 
current Federal Aviation Administra- 
tion budget goes to the air traffic con- 
trol situation. Restructuring the Fed- 
eral Aviation Administration could 
save, according to the recommenda- 
tions and belief of the Secretary, about 
$7 billion over 10 years. Rapid response 
to new technology and a relief from 
present procurement rules are an abso- 
lute necessity if we are to be able to 
keep pace with the obligation that we 
have to better serve the public. 

I simply say, Mr. President, that 
there may be some changes that should 
be made. Possibly those of us respon- 
sible for this in the Government could 
come up with something better, but I 
simply salute the Secretary of Trans- 
portation for his forthrightness, for his 
looking into the future, for his citing 
the safety problems that are likely to 
accrue, not now, not today, but tomor- 
row, unless we take some action. 

Therefore, I recommend the reading 
of these articles that I have submitted 
for the RECORD to the Members of the 
House and the Senate. While there 
seems to be some opposition in some 
parts of the Congress today to any 
change whatsoever, this Senator is 
taking a totally open mind on this 
proposition, and I hope that my other 
colleagues will not only take an open 
mind but work collectively together to 
try to address this problem that is with 
us today and is going to be more seri- 
ous unless we attack it now and begin 
to change what I think is a very dan- 
gerous precedent that we have been 
setting by having the air traffic con- 
trol system not keep pace with the 
traveling public and its needs. 

EXHIBIT 1 
{A report to the President and Congress, 
August 1993] 

CHANGE, CHALLENGE AND COMPETITION— THE 
NATIONAL COMMISSION TO ENSURE A STRONG 
COMPETITIVE AIRLINE INDUSTRY 

RESTRUCTURING FAA 

To ensure the timely and efficient imple- 
mentation of state-of-the-art technology for 
the operation and funding of the air traffic 
control system, the FAA must be established 
as an independent government corporation 
and removed from the federal budget proc- 
ess. That process provides neither a stable, 
predictable source of revenue nor the ability 
to leverage that revenue, both of which are 
required to fund the high-technology capital 
improvement program needed for a state-of- 
the-art air traffic control system. Put sim- 
ply, the federal budget process cannot be re- 
lied on to provide adequate, continuing funds 
for FAA's operations or capital programs. 
The improvements we believe are necessary 
in our air traffic control system cannot be 
accomplished without a stable, predictable 
source of revenues and the ability to use 
those revenues to secure long-term financ- 
ing. 
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The Airport and Airway Trust Fund was 
designed to provide a dedicated source of 
user funding to pay for airport and airspace 
improvements. It should not serve as a gen- 
eral fund asset for the federal government. 
User demand and the stability and growth of 
user revenues must drive air traffic control 
operations and modernization. A recent Of- 
fice of Management and Budget (OMB) 
memorandum contemplates hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars in operating and mainte- 
nance budget reductions for FAA in fiscal 
year 1995. These cuts would have a devastat- 
ing impact and illustrate how the vagaries of 
the federal budget undermine the funding 
Stability necessary to provide efficient air 
traffic control services. 

Few  high-technology,  capital-intensive 
businesses attempt a pay-as-you-go approach 
to major capital investment projects. The 
existing user-fee revenue stream must be 
used rationally to fund the massive capital 
projects needed to keep our air transpor- 
tation system the most efficient and techno- 
logically advanced in the world. 

Unfortunately, federal agencies like the 
FAA operate under severe limitations. These 
include total dependence on a political and 
unpredictable budgetary process; a cum- 
bersome procurement system designed to 
prevent fraud but even better at thwarting 
the timely and efficient acquisition of so- 
phisticated and rapidly evolving high-tech- 
nology goods and services, and, a federal per- 
sonnel system that makes it unnecessarily 
difficult to attract and retain a talented and 
technically sophisticated work force. 

The FAA must be restructured fundamen- 
tally if we are to take full advantage of new 
developments in air traffic control tech- 
nology. If it is, the U.S. can ensure that its 
air traffic control system remains efficient 
and the world's best, and provides an impor- 
tant export opportunity in a high-tech- 
nology, high-wage sector. 

Adoption of the following recommenda- 
tions would create a self-funding and lead- 
ing-edge system capable of meeting the 
needs of travelers, shippers and airlines in à 
high-technology environment. The Commis- 
sion also emphasizes that it believes the fed- 
eral government should maintain policy con- 
trol of the air traffic control system and its 
oversight of system safety. 

Specifically, we recommend: Creation of an 
independent federal corporate entity within 
the DOT to manage and fund air traffic con- 
trol and related functions, including system 
development, procurement and maintenance. 
Policy control of the air traffic control sys- 
tem and safety oversight should stay with 
the federal government; 

Establishment of à panel of FAA and in- 
dustry experts, with the participation of the 
Department of Defense, which will report in 
90 days on the specific structure and method 
of implementation, and which will draft leg- 
islative proposals for creation of the cor- 
porate entity; and, 

The following principles should be em- 
bodied in the federal corporate entity's im- 
plementing act: 

Ability of the corporate entity to create 
and use a predictable, stable source of reve- 
nue for operations, maintenance and capital 
investment; 

Ability of the corporate entity to issue 
long-term bonds for capital purchases; 

Removal of current expenditures and reve- 
nues from the federal budget in equal 
amounts for a fiscally neutral effect; 

Sufficient management flexibility and 
compensation to attract and retain high-cal- 
iber leadership and staff; 


Flexibility to create systems for procure- 
ment, staff and budget consistent with best 
practices in the private sector: 

Flexibility in an orderly transfer of operat- 
ing functions to the reorganized entity; and, 

Continued air traffic control service to the 
Defense Department, meeting national secu- 
rity requirements. 

OTHER SYSTEM CAPACITY ISSUES 

The Commission gave high priority to ex- 
amining ways to make our air transpor- 
tation system more efficient and techno- 
logically advanced. Our recommendations to 
restructure the FAA and accelerate the use 
of GPS for air traffic control are critical to 
achievement of the goal. 

The Commission also examined other op- 
tions for improving system capacity issues 
and developed these recommendations. We 
recommend 

FAA review the rule that limits operations 
at “high density" airports with the aim of 
either removing these artificial limits or 
raising them to the highest practicable level 
consistent with safety requirements. (Wash- 
ington National Airport's legislated limits 
would not be affected.) 

Congress fully fund system capacity ele- 
ments—facilities and equipment; airports; 
research, engineering and development, and 
FAA operations—as long as these remain 
within the federal budget process. 

Finally, the Commission urges the FAA 
and the Department of Defense to cooperate 
actively to make maximum possible joint 
use of airspace and military airfields. In ad- 
dition, we believe costs related to system ca- 
pacity improvements could be lowered sig- 
nificantly if airport bonds were classified as 
public-purpose bonds, as recommended by 
the Anthony Commission. 


[From the Washington Post, May 2, 1994] 
UNITED STATES TO SHAKE UP AIR TRAFFIC 
BUREAUCRACY 
(By Richard M. Weintraub and John Burgess) 

The Clinton administration has decided 
that the vast network of computers and peo- 
ple who guide 19,000 scheduled airline flights 
& day across the country is so bureau- 
cratically encrusted that both safety and ef- 
ficiency will be threatened unless a new way 
is found to run it. 

An administration proposal to remove the 
air traffic service from the Federal Aviation 
Administration and turn it over to a govern- 
ment corporation, long sought by the airline 
industry, will be officially announced this 
week, according to government sources. 

Thousands of aircraft fly at hundreds of 
miles an hour through crowded skies without 
bumping into each other in large measure 
because of 38,000 air traffic controllers, tech- 
nicians and managers who operate the sys- 
tem's radars and computers. 

But, despite huge expenditures and a major 
improvement program dating from 1981, 
some of those computers run in part on tech- 
nologically extinct vacuum tubes that until 
recently could be acquired only from fac- 
tories in Poland and Czechoslovakia. Others 
come from China. 

At sprawling Los Angeles International 
Airport, the radars that monitor planes on 
the ground on often fog-enshrouded runways 
depend on tubes made only in a British fac- 
tory. The FAA has no way to test them other 
than by plugging them in. 

The FAA's premier project, a multibillion- 
dollar program to replace its entire aircraft- 
tracking computer system, is so burdened by 
mismanagement that officials have con- 
cluded that it probably never can be com- 
pleted as presently designed. 
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According to both the statistics and safety 
specialists, the air traffic control system is 
safe today. But the argument for reinventing 
it insists that, if it is to stay safe and effi- 
cient as air travel grows, it must escape the 
snail-like decision-making and procurement 
that many feel have characterized FAA man- 
agement. 

“The plan to establish an air traffic con- 
trol corporation is a model of our reinvent- 
ing government effort,” said Vice President 
Gore, who brushed aside the most recent in- 
ternal opponents to the concept at a White 
House meeting last month. 

“The plan will cut red tape and make it 
easier to procure the most up-to-date equip- 
ment. By improving working conditions 
through the use of updated equipment, the 
plan allows air traffic employees to focus on 
the business of ensuring safer air travel for 
everyone." 

Not everyone agrees, and when Gore and 
Transportation Secretary Federico Peña an- 
nounce their plan to split the agency, it will 
set off a battle on Capitol Hill, where key 
congressmen are questioning whether the ad- 
ministration's solution is the safest path to 
follow. 

DIFFERENCE OF OPINION 

The aviation community has many more 
players than the airlines, and they do not all 
agree on what, if anything, should be done. 

We need a system that will keep up with 
the industry it serves," Pena told a group of 
air traffic controllers at a recent meeting in 
Leesburg. We've been talking about this for 
10 years. Let's do it!“ 

But Rep. James L. Oberstar (D-Minn.), 
chairman of the House aviation subcommit- 
tee, said: This is just the wrong course and 
it would take years to recover from it. 
Shake up the agency; don't dismember it.“ 

Oberstar said the sheer disruption of mas- 
sive change to the FAA that a new corpora- 
tion would create threatens the excellent 
safety record. 

Other key congressional figures are split, 
although most are withholding comment 
until the administration delivers its pro- 


posal. 

Sen. Ernest F. Hollings (D-S.C.), chairman 
of the Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation Committee, and Sen. Wendell H. Ford 
(D-Ky.), chairman of the Senate aviation 
subcommittee, have serious doubts about the 
idea, according to aides. 

But the transportation appropriations 
committee chairman, Sen. Frank R. Lauten- 
berg (D-N.J.) and Rep. Bob Carr (D-Mich.), 
are leaning in favor. 

Interestingly, Pena and Oberstar and most 
everyone in between agree that something is 
broken at the FAA. It's how to fix it that 
creates the differences. 

Just as the Federal Communications Com- 
mission allocates what frequencies can be 
used by radio and television stations, the 
FAA tells airplanes where they can fly. 

There's one big difference. After the FCC 
makes its decisions, its functional role is 
over. Radio and television stations maintain 
and operate their own transmission equip- 
ment. The FAA maintains and runs a multi- 
billion-dollar system that interacts tens of 
thousands of times daily with commercial 
flights, corporate jets, recreational pilots 
and the military. 

Air traffic controllers, aided by an elabo- 
rate web of radar antennas and computers, 
direct those 19,000 commercial flights every 
day, but the closest a passenger gets to this 
network is an announcement from the cock- 
pit that we're number one for takeoff” or, 
in times of bad weather, “air traffic control 
has told us to hold here.“ 
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Such delays translate directly into dollars. 
American Airlines Executive Vice President 
Robert W. Baker said that a 15-minute delay 
for the airline's smallest plane, the Fokker- 
100, costs $1,800, while the same delay for its 
biggest, the McDonnell-Douglas MD-11, costs 
$8,024. These are the kinds of numbers that 
have led à financially beleaguered industry 
to argue for change. 

Pena said that tinkering around the edges 
will not fix the FAA. To bring about the 
transformation, the administration would 
send the air traffic control functions to a 
government-owned corporation, something 
like the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

Of the agency's 52,000 employees, 38,000 
would go into ATC Corp. These are the con- 
trollers who work in the towers and regional 
radar centers, and the computer specialists, 
the electricians, mechanics and others who 
maintain the system. 

What's left of the FAA would continue to 
be responsible for regulating aviation safety 
by setting standards for aircraft and aircraft 
parts and writing the rules for everything 
from pilot and flight attendant training to 
airport security to grants for airport im- 
provement. 

A suggestion to take the entire FAA into 
the corporation was rejected by the White 
House, as was a proposal to create a fully 
privatized corporation instead of a govern- 
ment-controlled one. 

While the administration's corporation 
would be a business“ in the technical sense, 
the government would be the only share- 
holder. The secretaries of transportation and 
defense would sit on its board, along with 
representatives of unions, the general public, 
the business community, the airline indus- 
try, recreational pilots and other users of 
the system. 

The board would hire a chief executive and 
set policy guidelines, as any corporate board 
would, although the FAA would continue to 
monitor ATC Corp. for safety compliance, 
just as it monitors aircraft manufacturers. 
The safety guidelines by which controllers 
operate still would be written by the FAA. 

Initial funding would come from the 10 per- 
cent ticket tax all airline passengers pay. 
Since about 80 percent of the FAA's current 
$9.1 billion budget goes to air traffic control, 
80 percent of the ticket tax would go to ATC 
Corp., except that it would be called a fee 
rather than a tax. Administration officials 
estimate savings for taxpayers over a 10-year 
period would be several billion dollars. 

EASIER ACCESS TO FUNDS 


An important difference—and one that 
would theoretically make it possible for ATC 
Corp. to move more quickly on a major pro- 
curement than the FAA can today—is that 
the corporation could borrow money or float 
bonds rather than await the annual congres- 
sional appropriation from the aviation trust 
fund, which is regularly held hostage to defi- 
cit control. 

The remaining ticket tax funds would flow 
into the trust fund to support airport 
projects, which would remain under the con- 
trol of the FAA. The FAA's safety functions 
would be covered by general fund appropria- 
tions as they are now. 

Congressional critics question the adminis- 
tration's funding assumptions. Other critics 
of the proposal ask whether a corporation is 
necessary at all. 

“Air traffic control is a natural monopoly, 
and the only way to protect the public inter- 
est is to maintain it as a government func- 
tion with broad, informed oversight," the 
Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association 
(AOPA) told the task force that drew up the 
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proposal. The AOPA, long powerful on Cap- 
ital Hill in part because many members of 
Congress also are private pilots, represents 
324,000 general aviation pilots. 

The association expressed fears of an in- 
crease in taxes and fees accompanying a de- 
terioration in safety and efficiency, espe- 
cially during a transition period. 

John Olcott, head of the National Business 
Aircraft Association (NBAA), which rep- 
resents companies that use aircraft for busi- 
ness purposes, argued that the checks and 
balances provided by Congressional over- 
sight should be maintained so that political 
agendas of the executive branch . . . and the 
vested interests of any single user group do 
not compromise system safety or service to 
all users.” 

Oberstar, like the AOPA and the NBAA, fa- 
vors change within the existing government 
structure. 

There has been no effort to fix what is 
there while proposing radical surgery. Will 
they just fire people? That is terribly disrup- 
tive," Oberstar said, recalling the turmoil 
tht followed the firing of 11,400 illegally 
striking controllers by President Reagain in 
1981. 

The corporation, Oberstar argues, is being 
designed to serve the interests of airlines. In 
hard times, they may push to cut fees, to cut 
the number of controllers. That could lead to 
. . . precariousness for safety.“ 

"Oberstar's argument ... assumes that 
the industry will ‘own’ this corporation. It 
won't," Pena counters. All the stock will be 
owned by the government and we think we 
will actually increase safety because we can 
bring on technology sooner.” 

Adds FAA Administrator David Hinson: 
"Even today, we oversee safety for thou- 
sands of operations at [aircraft manufactur- 
ers like] McDonnel-Douglas and Boeing. It 
wouldn't be any different with air traffic 
control." 

COMMITTED TO SAFETY 


Some controllers bristle at the suggestion 
safety would suffer. Why do these people in 
Congress think I am going to be any less safe 
under a corporation? That burns me!" said 
Mark Meuwissen, a controller at Detroit. 

And the controllers want that new equip- 
ment. I've been here for years and I've 
never seen anything done in less than three 
years with regular procurement," said Paul 
Jester, who is in charge of computer and 
radar maintenance at the regional air traffic 
control center at Leesburg. Everything is 
maxed out in this facility. We are at capac- 
ity." 

His lament is heard often in air traffic con- 
trol facilities, whether older ones such as in 
St. Louis and Chicago or one like Detroit, 
where a new control tower is filled with 
equipment dating from the 1960s and 1970s. 

For now, even proponents are waiting on 
the sidelines for the administration to fill in 
the blanks on the details. 

When Pena told top executives of the air- 
lines recently that it was time to stand up 
and be counted, the answer was: We are for it 
in principle but first show us how this cor- 
poration will be funded. 

"Whatever fixes the system, I'm in favor 
of," said Randy Babbitt, head of the Air Line 
Pilots Association. "But we have concerns 
over how certain components now within the 
FAA that work well together because they 
are part of the same unit" will interface. 
“Today they work very closely." 

In meetings with controllers in the past, 
Pena was peppered with questions about pen- 
sions, job protection and the like. Time and 
again, the answer was: it's under study. At 
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one point a controller exploded: "I'm hearing 
only vague references. . . Sounds to me like 
it hasn't been thought through." 

The drafters of the plan said they will fill 
in the details in days and weeks to come. 

Pena said. What I ask is, hear us out. The 
burden of proof is on us. . . . If we can't an- 
swer questions, we ought not pass it.“ 


[From the Washington Post, May 3, 1994] 
FAA's CASE STUDY IN COMPUTER CHAOS 

SNARLED AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL PROJECT 

PoINTS UP RISKS OF BIG PROJECTS 
(By John Burgess and Richard M. Weintraub) 

The team would call at Federal Aviation 
Administration offices with lengthy requests 
for reports and interviews related to a single 
question: How far behind and over cost was 
the agency's multibillion-dollar program to 
modernize the nation's air traffic control 
computers? 

Team members often worked nights and 
weekends, meeting in an 8th-floor room at 
the FAA’s Independence Avenue head- 
quarters. In the end, they decided that the 
agency's pledge to finish the job for $6 billion 
was fanciful, 

“We came to the view that you just can't 
get there from here," said Mark Gerchick, a 
member of the inhouse FAA group that sort- 
ed through the project's debris. 

The “Advanced Automation System" con- 
tract offers lessons for big government com- 
puter jobs everywhere. It shows how they 
tend to bloat, how agencies and contractors 
can grow too close, how officials dither on 
decision-making in a quest for the system 
that is perfect rather than the one that is 
possible now. 

It shows that however good the intentions, 
creating the complex codes that drive the 
computer age—software—always exacts 
greater time and expense than their creators 
predict. Programmers at times must scale 
back ambitious plans and settle for the 
equivalent of paving a cow path—making an 
established system a little better than creat- 
ing a revolutionary new one. 

The tale also offers a window into the 
often-mysterious work of the many software 
companies that ring the Capital Beltway and 
win work from the federal government. Close 
to 1,000 people in this area, most of them 
working in Rockville, earn their livings from 
the air traffic control contract alone. 

Their assignment was bold from the start. 
They were to create, essentially from 
scratch, one of the largest and most complex 
computer networks in history. It would link 
thousands of computers at hundreds of facili- 
ties, processing and transmitting radar im- 
ages from all over the country where each 
day 165,000 aircraft take off and land. 

To ensure that none of those airplanes col- 
lided, it would have extremely high reliabil- 
ity: It would fail for not more than three sec- 
onds per year. 

Now the contract's future is in question. 
FAA Administrator David R. Hinson has sus- 
pended work on parts of it and thrown into 
question the entire plan, one of the biggest 
civilian contracts in federal history. Promis- 
ing to set things right once and for all, 
Hinson transferred the project's manager 
and opened the door to canceling other parts 
or giving them to other companies. 

While specialists agree that the air traffic 
system is basically safe, no one denies that 
the computers must be replaced to keep 
things that way and allow air traffic to grow. 
Further, the FAA’s handling, or mis- 
handling, of the contract is providing ammu- 
nition for the Clinton administration's push 
to turn the air traffic service into a govern- 
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ment corporation, divorced from the FAA. 
The administration is schedule to issue a for- 
mal proposal for the split today. 

Everyone in the industry has a tale of how 
old the equipment is. Randy Babbitt, head of 
the Air Line Pilots Association, recalls his 
shock at visiting a control tower recently 
and finding that the radar screens were es- 
sentially the same ones he had encountered 
as a new pilot at Eastern Airlines in 1966. 

The FAA was thinking of a grand mod- 
ernization as long ago as the late 1970s. But 
it was the 1981 strike by most of the nation’s 
air traffic controllers that moved the agency 
to act. 

As conceived, the Advanced Automation 
System would operate with a small work 
force. It would have intelligence that would 
safely place aircraft closer together in the 
skies to reduce costly delays and chart out 
routes that would produce big fuel savings to 
the airlines. 

The price tag estimate in 1981: $2 billion. 

By the time the contract was let in 1988 to 
International Business Machines Corp., the 
FAA had already spent close to $700 million 
in research and development and the con- 
tract had become quite a bit bigger as new 
features were added. The estimated cost was 
$4.3 billion, but that was just a guess because 
officials had left unanswered questions about 
whether to add many features. 

The first big-ticket phase was the replace- 
ment of aging consoles that controllers use 
in the FA A's 22 regional centers—such as one 
at Leesburg—that guide planes between air- 
ports. Plans called for controllers to get 
modern workstation“ computers and dis- 
plays that would be more reliable, color- code 
traffic and let them select radio frequencies 
by touching screen buttons instead of dialing 
dials or switching switches. 

Most of the hardware being used was stand- 
ard commercial equipment. The cost was in 
sofware—computer instructions that would 
tie the hundreds of sites together. It entailed 
writing and testing more than 1.2 million 
lines of computer instructions, each of which 
had to fit perfectly with the rest or risk 
bringing the entire system to a halt. 

To write those instructions, IBM had cho- 
sen a relatively rare computer language 
called Ada. Early on, work was slowed be- 
cause the market lacked a good selection of 
Ada development tools'"—essentially soft- 
ware that engineers use to write more soft- 
ware. IBM had to create many of the tools. 

Moreover, the FAA continued to dither 
about what it really wanted. A key question 
that caused endless delays: How would the 
system accommodate flights strips," pieces 
of paper that controllers use to keep track of 
information about individual flights? The 
FAA at first wanted to replicate the strips 
electronically on the display screen. Later, 
after controllers had been shown prototypes, 
it opted to store the information out of sight 
so that controllers could “call it up" as 
needed. 

“They never wanted to close the door, be- 
cause they were always afraid that better 
technology would pass them by.“ said Clark 
Onstad, a Washington aviation attorney and 
former FAA chief counsel. His clients in- 
clude Loral Corp., which recently bought the 
IBM division handling the air traffic job. 

Changing FAA positions over the number 
of air traffic control facilities also com- 
plicated the job. When the agency backed 
way from an ambitious plan to consolidate 
many facilities into regional ones, software 
code had to be rewritten. 

With the schedule slipping, IBM began cut- 
ting corners, putting software into use be- 
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fore it had passed the company's usual bat- 
tery of tests, IBM said. In an interview last 
year, Gerald Ebker, then chairman of the Be- 
thesda-based IBM unit handling the job, put 
it this way: The problem is key individuals 
in key slots who didn't do their jobs." The 
company replaced its team leaders and 
brought in more talent from outside the 
area. 

In the fall of 1992, things came to a head. 
IBM officially informed the FAA that an- 
other 14-month delay was likely. With the 
airline industry pushing for a faster, more 
flexible system and Congress looking over its 
shoulder, the FAA responded by sending IBM 
a cure letter," which demanded a fix and 
functioned as the first step for a potential 
revocation of the contract. 

IBM and FAA people met constantly in the 
spring of 1993 and reached a plan. IBM would 
demonstrate the basic soundness of the soft- 
ware for the regional centers by September 
1994. It would be allowed to add certain key 
layers of software after that, rather than be- 
fore as previously planned. The software 
would be tested simultaneously. 

The agreement laid out a series of ‘‘mile- 
stones" that IBM would pass to ensure that 
the job stayed on schedule for an October 
1996 opening at the Seattle regional center. 

John Burt, at the time the FAA's top sys- 
tems acquisition officer, argues that this was 
& feasible approach: Unless firm deadlines 
were created, he said, people would never get 
the job done. Testing the software sequen- 
tially, as was originally planned, would take 
longer and would ensure that when the ulti- 
mate system was finally turned on, it would 
be much closer to obsolescence. 

By now the total estimated cost was $4.7 
billion. Members of Congress wrung their 
hands but took no action. Things seemed set- 
tled—until a ney secretary of transpor- 
tation, Federico Pena, and a new FAA ad- 
ministrator, Hinson took office. Their people 
began nosing around the program and found 
out late last year that the official estimate 
had grown again, this time to $5.9 billion. 

So Hinson created a team of FAA people 
who had taken no direct role in the project. 
Their job: to do a “reality check," sort 
through the mountain of paper and charts 
that had been generated and give their own 
best estimate. 

In ensuing weeks, the team conducted 
roughly 100 interviews at the FAA and at 
contracting companies. They pored over a 
stack of paper 25 feet high. 

They did not always feel welcome. '"There 
was some mistrust that we couldn’t really 
understand, that we hadn't walked a mile" 
with the contract team, said John Cassady, 
FAA deputy chief counsel and staff director 
of the task force. 

In the end, the task force concluded that 
IBM and FAA officials had made unrealistic 
assumptions about progress. It was ''as if 
wishing would make it so," said one member 
of the inquiry team. 

Particularly troubling was that under the 
revised schedule, IBM would be officially 
credited with having demonstrated basic fea- 
sibility in September 1994 even though key 
pieces of software would not be finished. 
They would be developed later as what had 
been finished was tested. That was asking for 
trouble, the group thought. 

Another warning sign: There was no letup 
in the project's generation of problem re- 
ports'"—official notice of something that 
needed fixing. IBM was eliminating about 300 
a month, but generating roughly the same 
number. Unless something gave, about 3,000 
problem reports would still be pending this 
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September, when IBM would supposedly 
demonstrate the system's fitness. 

Another problem: Engineers were still hav- 
ing to go back into line after line of software 
code to fix past mistakes or incorporate new 
FAA design changes. Virtually all lines were 
being reworked; IBM's target had been 40 
percent, the task force said. As of February 
of this year, the contract team had pending 
requests for changes in close to 650,000 lines 
of instructions. 

Buried in the report was a finding that the 
FAA had given IBM almost $19 million in 
"award fees," special incentive payments 
granted when a contractor has shown ex- 
ceptional performance in such areas as 
Schedule, performance, program and. con- 
tract management.” 

In March, the team reported these and 
other findings to Hinson. Its best judgment 
was that under a moderate risk scenario," 
the ultimate cost would come to $7 billion; 
delivery would likely be 20 months later 
than the schedule the FAA had negotiated 
with IBM. In response, Hinson replaced the 
project manager and commissioned an out- 
side study to decide how to proceed. 

In a hearing last month, members of Con- 
gress needled Hinson about imposing some 
kind of punishment for the delays, either on 
FAA officials or on IBM. Hinson fended them 
off. "I am less interested in affixing blame 
for the past poor showings than I am with 
Shaping and managing a program that will 
accomplish what we need.“ he said. 

Now a new player has entered the scene. In 
March, defense conglomerate Loral bought 
the IBM division handling the job. To date, 
however, the FAA has not formally trans- 
ferred the job to Loral 

While Loral lobbies to preserve as much of 
the work as it can, companies such as 
Hughes Aircraft Co., BDM International Inc., 
Raytheon Co. and Unisys Corp., which all 
make air traffic control equipment, are tell- 
ing Congress that their products could be 
substituted for parts of what Loral is sup- 
posed to develop. 

At a recent hearing, Loral Chairman Ber- 
nard Schwartz proposed pushing the testing 
schedule back to give more time to ensure 
soundness of the software. 

Hinson has promised decisions by the end 
of May. But in the hearing, he gave a hint of 
his direction: To the extent feasible," he 
said, "high-risk activities will be minimized 
and the use of available, off-the-shelf tech- 
nology will be a preferred option.” 

Doing so may entail junking some of the 
advanced features of the system but getting 
something sooner and at lower costs. After 
years of promises and failed commitments, 
many top officials think that's not a bad 
trade-off. 

Mr. EXON. I thank the Chair and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON] sug- 
gests the absence of a quorum. 

'The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Under the previous order, the Sen- 
ator from Maine [Mr. COHEN] is recog- 
nized for not to exceed 10 minutes. 

Mr. COHEN. I thank the Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. COHEN and Mr. 
FORD pertaining to the submission of 
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Senate Resolution 208 are printed in to- 
day's RECORD under “Submission of 
Concurrent and Senate Resolutions.') 

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN). The Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. THURMOND]. 

Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent I be allowed to 
speak for 7 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND] is 
recognized for not to exceed 7 minutes. 


SO-CALLED RACIAL JUSTICE ACT 
PROVISION IN HOUSE-PASSED 
CRIME BILL 


Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, I 
rise today to speak against a provision 
in the House-passed crime bill which 
would effectively abolish the death 
penalty across the Nation, at the Fed- 
eral and State levels. 

The antideath penalty provision is 
title IX in the House-passed crime bill 
and often mislabeled by its proponents 
as the Racial Justice Act. This lan- 
guage would allow death-sentenced 
murderers the opportunity to avoid the 
death penalty by using a statistical 
quota system to challenge their sen- 
tence. We have defeated this legisla- 
tion time and time again in the Senate 
when offered by those who are opposed 
to the death penalty. 

To those who claim that this provi- 
sion is necessary to prohibit a death 
sentence based on considerations of 
race, I would point them to the 14th 
amendment to the Constitution. The 
14th amendment, along with other pro- 
tections, contains a fundamental prop- 
osition which prohibits any person 
from being sentenced to death on the 
basis of race. 

Title IX in the House-passed crime 
bill would permit a defendant in a cap- 
ital case to make a showing that race 
was a statistically significant factor in 
decisions to seek or impose the death 
sentence in the jurisdiction in ques- 
tion. Once this minimal standard of a 
Statistical imbalance is shown, a heavy 
burden of rebuttal is then imposed on 
State or Federal prosecutors. 

I have been a judge and a practicing 
attorney. It has always been my under- 
standing that individuals are tried on 
the facts of his or her case, not on the 
facts, circumstances or statistics from 
unrelated cases. This has been a fun- 
damental precept in our criminal jus- 
tice system. Passage of the so-called 
Racial Justice Act would relegate the 
outcome of capital cases to statistical 
assertions from other unrelated capital 
cases. Needless to say, the focus of the 
trial should be whether the defendant 
committed the offense for which he was 
charged and it should not be over- 
shadowed by statistical jousting. 

Clearly capital cases should be race 
neutral. The proposal in the House bill 
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brings race consciousness into the trial 
in order to attain a racial balance. This 
actually heightens the role of an indi- 
vidual's race in capital cases and estab- 
lishes à quota system in death penalty 
cases. The guilt or innocence and impo- 
sition of the death penalty should turn 
on the facts of an individual's case hav- 
ing nothing to do with the defendant's 
race or the race of individuals in unre- 
lated cases. 

Let there be no mistake, title IX in 
the House-passed crime bill would ef- 
fectively abolish the death penalty at 
the Federal and State levels. Also, it 
completely overturns the Supreme 
Court decision in McClesky versus 
Kemp. In that decision, the Supreme 
Court held that a defendant who con- 
tests his capital sentence on the basis 
of racial discrimination is required to 
prove that the decisionmakers in his 
own case acted with discriminatory 
purposes. 

The Supreme Court has rejected the 
Statistical theory of racial discrimina- 
tion in death penatly cases and the Ra- 
cial Justice Act is a thinly veiled at- 
tempt to overturn the Supreme Court 
on this matter. It is important to note 
that Justice Powell, writing for the 
Court in McClesky, observed that the 
statistical premise of discrimination 
advocated by the defendant—and now 
as title IX in the House bill—throws 
into serious question the principles 
that underlie our entire criminal jus- 
tice system. 

We will soon go to conference with 
the House to resolve our differences in 
the crime bills passed by our respective 
bodies. We have a good opportunity to 
pass a comprehensive anticrime meas- 
ure which the American people deserve. 
If the conference report is to be adopt- 
ed, it must be void of title IX from the 
House bill. This provision is opposed by 
the National Association of District 
Attorneys and the National Associa- 
tion of Attorneys General. These are 
the men and women who have the re- 
sponsibility for prosecuting death pen- 
alty cases all across the Nation on be- 
half of the American people. I am hope- 
ful that the House conferees will not 
let the American people down by in- 
sisting that this antideath penalty pro- 
vision remain in the conference report. 
If necessary, the Senate should vote in 
the near future on a sense-of-the-Sen- 
ate resolution on this matter to alert 
House Members that we cannot support 
the inclusion of the so-called Racial 
Justice Act in the final anti-crime bill. 

I look forward to working with my 
Senate colleagues to ensure the pas- 
sage of a responsible comprehensive 
anticrime bill and the removal of lan- 
guage from the House bill which will 
abolish the death penalty across the 
United States. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak for up 
to 20 minutes. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


HAITI 


Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President 
today I once again rise to condemn the 
intransigence of the coup leaders in 
Haiti and the continued failure of the 
United States and the world commu- 
nity to restore democracy to that be- 
leaguered country. 

Six months ago, I visited Haiti to 
meet with government officials and 
members of the military about the 
country’s prospects for democracy. The 
mood in Port Au Prince in early Octo- 
ber was one of growing despair. 

The U.S.S. Harlan County, a U.S. ship 
with military trainers, Seabees, and 
the Corps of Engineers was supposed to 
dock that day and facilitate Haiti's 
transition to democracy. 

But due to the failure of the Haitian 
military to meet its commitment to 
provide adequate security for our 
troops and dockage for the Harlan 
County, that single symbol of hope, sat 
helplessly off shore, while prospects for 
& peaceful restoration of President 
Jean Bertrand Aristide faded away. 

I met with several members of the ci- 
vilian government during my 2-day 
visit, including Justice Minister Guy 
Malary and Prime Minister Robert 
Malval. Both were discouraged and 
rightfully so. Every hour brought new 
reports of terrorism. 

At dinner, my conversation with 
Malval was cut short by a call from his 
wife, who reported gun shots in the 
neighborhood and begged him to come 
home. 

Today, 6 months later, conditions in 
Haiti could not be worse. Malary is 
dead, killed 3 days after our dinner by 
armed thugs as he drove to work. 
Malval has submitted his resignation, 
unable to sustain the farce of a legiti- 
mate government while trapped in his 
home. 

And the military is in complete con- 
trol, even more entrenched and recal- 
citrant than they were in October. 

Our country’s policies continue to be 
impotent in restoring democracy to 
Haiti. The U.N. embargo is in reality a 
sieve, enriching the military at the ex- 
pense of Haiti's already impoverished 
masses. Even the U.S. Embassy is rely- 
ing on contraband gasoline, thereby 
unintentionally helping to sustain the 
military government. 

Finally, a week ago today, on Tues- 
day, April 26, President Clinton fired 
the United States special envoy to 
Haiti, Lawrence Pezzulo, in an effort to 
demonstrate United States resolve on 
the Haiti issue. 

Now the United States must choose. 
We can accept the status quo and leave 
Haiti at the mercy of its ruthless mili- 
ry, we can accept the nightly parade 
of corpses to which we have been as- 
saulted through television in recent 
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weeks, or we can fulfill our professed 
goal of the last 31 months and two ad- 
ministrations—restoring Haiti’s demo- 
cratically elected President, Jean 
Bertrand Aristide. 

Late last week, the administration 
announced that it would seek U.N. ap- 
proval for a comprehensive embargo of 
Haiti, but stronger sanctions will not 
end up meaning a restoration of Presi- 
dent Aristide. These sanctions will 
more likely mean more money, ill- 
gained from their failure to abide by 
their commitments, to the Haitian 
military. It will mean more suffering 
for the poor of Haiti, the entire popu- 
lation of that destitute nation, except 
for a small class of military and eco- 
nomic elites. 

I am convinced that we cannot 
achieve our goal without military 
force, without the threat and willing- 
ness to use credible military power. 
The Haitian military will never nego- 
tiate itself out of power without such a 
threat of force. And if we continue to 
delay intervention, our hand, the Unit- 
ed States hand will be forced—forced 
by an overwhelming waive of refugees, 
by increased violence and chaos, or by 
domestic revulsion at our passivity in 
the light of flagrant human rights 
abuses and drug flow through Haiti. 

The only option remaining is a mili- 
tary option, preferably multilateral 
but unilateral if necessary. Military 
intervention is always the solution of 
last resort. But as the failed policies of 
the last 2% years attest, unfortunately, 
it has become Haiti’s only chance and 
our only means to accomplish an im- 
portant national foreign policy objec- 
tive. 

Military intervention should involve 
the following three steps: 

First, conveying to the Haitian mili- 
tary that they will be held strictly ac- 
countable for further violence in Haiti. 

Second, consulting with out hemi- 
spheric allies on assembling a multilat- 
eral military force. This force should 
have the following missions: separate 
the combatants, restore President 
Aristide to office, assist in the deploy- 
ment of U.N. peacekeepers and then 
withdraw. 

Third, coordinating with the United 
Nations for the United Nations to pro- 
vide peacekeepers who would remain in 
Haiti after the withdrawal of the Unit- 
ed States-led multilateral force and 
until stability has been restored. 

This operation would be similar to 
the one successfully carried out in El 
Salvador, where the bulk of peace- 
keepers had completed their work and 
were out of the country within 2 years. 

The United States cannot be the 
world’s police force. We must balance 
our interests and responsibilities to de- 
termine which world crises justify the 
risk of deploying American military 
forces. 

When diplomatic channels prove time 
and time again to be exercises in futil- 
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ity, however, the United States must 
examine the credible use of force to 
end totalitarian injustice, to protect 
our national interests particularly in 
our own hemisphere. 

Madam President, time is not on our 
side. The longer we acquiesce to brutal 
dictators the further we slide down the 
slope of world credibility. We are in a 
weaker position now than we were in 
September of 1991 immediately follow- 
ing the  overthrow of President 
Aristide. 

We have witnessed two administra- 
tions, and their policies have achieved 
the same failed results. Once again I 
here an administration stressing a new 
tougher policy. The old adage rings as 
true today as it has throughout the 
history of diplomacy—diplomacy with- 
out the backing of credible force is al- 
most without exception failed diplo- 
macy. j 

The other rule is that embargoes are 
very blunt instruments and are ex- 
tremely difficult to enforce, a rule we 
are learning every day again in Haiti. 

And yet, the proposed changes in 
U.S. policy, announced last week, 
strongly resemble the failed policy of 
the past 24% years. In September 1991, 
the overthrow of President Aristide re- 
sulted in the suspension of all aid to 
the Haitian Government from the Unit- 
ed States, France, Canada, Venezuela, 
and the European Community. 

In addition the OAS imposed a trade 
embargo in early October 1991. On Oc- 
tober 4, 1991, President Bush stated: 

I'd like to think that this mission by the 
Organization of American States will do it. 
So, let's hope that that (restoration of de- 
mocracy) can be done without any kind of 
force. 

This was followed on May 28, 1992, 
when President Bush issued a state- 
ment saying— 

In accordance with the recent OAS resolu- 
tion, we are examining other steps to tighten 
sanctions against the illegal regime in Port 
au Prince. 

On November 24, 1992, the U.N. Gen- 
eral Assembly adopted a resolution 
urging member states to institute the 
trade embargo on Haiti as called for by 
the OAS’ existing embargo. Once again 
we assumed a little economic screw- 
tightening would restore President 
Aristide. Once again, we have been 
proven wrong. 

The Governor’s Island Accord pro- 
vided the framework and timetable for 
the restoration of President Aristide 
by October 30, 1993. It is important to 
note the successful implementation of 
the agreement would have marked the 
first time in Latin American history 
that a president ousted by violent 
means was restored through a nego- 
tiated process. 

Lawrence Pezzullo confidently states 
on July 26, 1993: 

With strong international support and the 
good faith efforts of all Haitians, I am sure 
that the Governor's Island Accord will suc- 
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ceed in restoring constitutional government 
and returning President Aristide to office 
through a peaceful transition. 

That was July 26, 1993. 

It should be as painfully obvious to 
the United States as it is to President 
Aristide that no policy can succeed 
that relies on the good faith efforts of 
the military leaders in Haiti. 

This brings us to the present U.S. in- 
cremental policy of tightening existing 
sanctions. This week President Clinton 
stated, We ought to change our pol- 
icy. It hasn't worked." 

Madam President, as history attests, 
any proposed policy that does not in- 
clude the credible threat of force does 
not have much hope of achieving the 
United State goal of the restoration of 
democracy in Haiti. 

Many Americans are loath to commit 
United States forces to yet another 
troubled country after our experience 
in Somalia. But Haiti is not an isolated 
country halfway around the world. 
Haiti is our virtual next door neighbor, 
less than 800 miles off the coast of 
Florida. We cannot afford to walk 
away. 

First, the United States is respon- 
sible for democratic leadership, par- 
ticularly in the Western Hemisphere. 
Bowing to the military leaders in Haiti 
will destroy American credibility both 
with the Haitians and with other 
would-be dictators. If we cannot stand 
up to military thugs in our own hemi- 
sphere how can we maintain inter- 
national credibility? 

It sets a poor precedent in dealing 
with potentially trouble spots in 
Bosnia or North Korean or South 
America and the Caribbean. 

Since the coup in Haiti, there have 
been efforts to dislodge democracy in 
Venezuela, Peru, and Guatemala, 
Abandoning Haiti would send a dan- 
gerous message resonating throughout 
the Caribbean and Latin America—that 
our commitment to democracy is shal- 
low, short-lived and ineffective, and 
should be tested. 

Second, the United States cannot 
stand by and watch the obliteration of 
human rights so close to its shores. An 
average of 40 political killings have 
been reported each month since 1993. 
Reports say the wave of savagery and 
terrorism under the military regime is 
even worse than under the Duvaliers. 
We cannot turn our backs on torture 
and suffering. 

Third, an economically and politi- 
cally unstable Haiti means more refu- 
gees flowing into the United States. 
Having served as Governor of Florida 
during the Mariel boatlift, I remember 
all too well what a mass exodus to the 
United States can do to our local 
economies and law enforcement capa- 
bilities. 

Many communities continue to be 
challenged by the problems associated 
with illegal immigration, and the ad- 
ministration has faced strong pressure 
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to tighten immigration laws, a fact 
well known to our Presiding Officer. 

The administration has faced strong 
pressure to tighten immigration laws. 
The most effective way to reduce ille- 
gal immigration from Haiti is to pro- 
mote democracy and help the develop- 
ment of a stable economy. This is true 
in that country as it is throughout the 
Caribbean, Latin America, and around 
the world. 

Without decent lives and hope for the 
future, it is no wonder that Haitians 
will risk everything to escape their 
homeland. 

The United States also has a major 
interest in Haiti because of Haiti's role 
in the drug trade. Corrupt members of 
the military have allowed drugs to 
travel through Haiti, a transshipment 
point for illegal substances, which end 
up killing on the streets of America, 
from Florida to California. 

Finally, the United States would ben- 
efit economically from a democratic, 
prosperous Haiti, which would help so- 
lidify the momentum for democracy 
throughout the Caribbean and Latin 
America. 

A few days ago, in late April a boat- 
load of 411 desperate Haitians left their 
homes, crammed themselves into a 65- 
foot boat and risked their lives for a 
chance at freedom. Those who made it 
arrived recently in Miami with only 
the belongings they could stuff into 
overnight bags. 

Many reported physical abuse by 
those in control of the boat. Fourteen 
passengers required medical attention; 
six others apparently died in route and 
were unceremoniously thrown over- 
board. 

As the lull between winter winds and 
the hurricane season takes hold in the 
Caribbean Sea, Haitians will continue 
to risk everything to escape from their 
oppressive lives. How many more Hai- 
tians will we turn back before we hear 
their tragic pleas? 

President Clinton, who campaigned 
for office criticizing the interdiction of 
Haitian refugees, has since justified 
turning these refugees back because of 
Haiti's substantive moves to restore 
democracy. That argument no longer 
stands, and the basis for interdiction 
has been shattered. 

How can we justify sending refugees 
back to a nation plagued by violence 
and bloodshed, when there is clearly 
little hope of a democratic future? 

Two-and-a-half years of sanctions 
have failed to achieve our objective. A 
new set of strengthened sanctions will 
cause more needless suffering, increase 
the incentive for Haitians to flee and 
further enrich and embolden the mili- 


The time has come to solve Haiti's 
problems and provide a promising fu- 
ture for Haitians in their own home- 
land rather than in the United States. 
We must use every means available to 
restore President Aristide to office— 
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and to restore America's credibility in 
foreign affairs. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 
thank you. 


DOD FINANCIAL CRISIS 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 
there is a continuing and a dangerous 
crisis in financial management at the 
Department of Defense [DOD] and 
someone needs to be held accountable 
for what's going on. 

The financial mess at the Pentagon 
was the subject of an excellent hearing 
before Senator GLENN's Governmental 
Affairs Committee on April 12, 1994. 

The testimony and discussion were 
devastating. 

I would like to briefly review what 
was said at the hearing and then fol- 
lowup on the need for accountability. 

The worst problem addressed at the 
hearing were unmatched  disburse- 
ments. 

The easiest way to understand un- 
matched disbursements is to compare 
them to something the average Amer- 
ican does every day like handling a 
credit card account. 

If we just go ahead and pay the 
amount shown in the box ''total due" 
on our monthly statements without 
ever checking the items listed against 
our customer slips, we have something 
like DOD unmatched disbursements. 

If the matches are not made each 
month—and this becomes common 
knowledge like at DOD, then our credit 
card account could become vulnerable 
to fraudulent or erroneous charges by a 
crooked merchant. 

The same thing is going on at DOD 
but on a massive scale. 

The GAO says that DOD has at least 
$41 billion of unmatched disburse- 
ments; $41 billion in unmatched dis- 
bursements means millions and mil- 
lions of DOD checks have not or cannot 
be linked to supporting documentation 
and contracts. 

Comptroller General Bowsher and 
Deputy DOD IG Vander Schaaf confirm 
one simple fact: If a check is not 
matched with an obligation, we do not 
know what happened to the money. 

Unmatched disbursements leave ac- 
counts vulnerable to theft and abuse. 

We know some of DOD's unmatched 
payments are legitimate. But some 
were fraudulent. 

We had the case of Mr. James Lugas 
at Reese Air Force Base, TX, last year, 
and the case of Mr. James McGill at 
the Navy's Military Sealift Command 
this year. 

Lugas and McGill were able to rip 
into the taxpayer's pockets undetected 
to the tune of $5,119,989.49. These pay- 
ments could not be matched with any- 
thing. 
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In both cases, the money was stolen 
from DBOF—the Defense Business Op- 
erations Fund. 

Both Lugas and McGill were caught 
by chance and not because of effective 
internal financial controls. 

We do not know how many others, 
like Lugas and McGill have tapped 
into the DOD money pipe undetected. 

We also know that unmatched dis- 
bursements produce duplicate and erro- 
neous payments. 

Mr. Bowsher testified that DOD made 
about $1.5 billion in overpayments to 
contractors in fiscal year 1993 and that 
the overpayments are continuing. 

Again, these erroneous payments 
were not detected because of effective 
internal controls. There were detected 
when the contractors voluntarily re- 
turned the money. 

How many overpayments were not 
returned? DOD does not know. 

To make matters worse, DFAS—the 
Defense Finance and Accounting Serv- 
ice—the organization in charge of the 
DOD check writing operation, appears 
to condone and coverup overpayments. 

DFAS wants to avoid the administra- 
tive headache and embarrassment of 
processing returned checks. 

Instead of recovering overpayments, 
DFAS is telling the contractors: just 
hold on to the money and work off the 
overpayment down the road against 
unspecified future work. 

So, DFAS is making unauthorized in- 
terest-free loans to the defense indus- 
try. 

Senator GLENN said and I quote: 

This would, in effect, give the company a 
loan, no interest, no nothing; just keep the 
money and use it for your own investment 
for a while if you want to.“ 

DOD could be sitting on billions of 
dollars of fraudulent and erroneous 
payments. We will not know how bad it 
is until all payments are properly 
matched. 

This is a very dangerous mess, 
Madam President. I think it stinks. 

Mr. Bowsher, keeps saying: 

* * * the breakdown of financial control 
and discipline in accounting for taxpayers' 
dollars at DOD is inexcusable and must not 
be tolerated. 

Responsible officials must be held ac- 
countable and disciplined for what has 
happened. Gross, continuing financial 
mismanagement must have  con- 
Sequences. 

As I told the committee on April 12, 
accountability is not on the way. Rath- 
er, rewards for business as usual are 
being dished out. 

I have here à DOD memo dated 
March 9, 1994, signed by D.O. Cooke, Di- 
rector of Administration and Manage- 
ment. I ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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[From the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 
Washington, DC, Mar. 9, 1994] 
MEMORANDUM ON 1993 SENIOR EXECUTIVE 
SERVICE PRESIDENTIAL RANK AWARDS 

An original and integral part of the Senior 
Executive Service (SES) established by the 
Civil Services Reform Act of 1978, the Presi- 
dential rank awards are the most significant 
means of recognizing contributions by Fed- 
eral career senior executives. Each year the 
President can confer the rank of Distin- 
guished Executive on not more than one per- 
cent of the SES and the rank of Meritorious 
Executive on not more than five percent of 
the SES. 

The Distinguished Executive rank and 
$20,000 were presented to the following career 
executives in the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense (OSD) and the Defense Agencies for 
1993: 

Kenneth Bruce Boheim, Defense Informa- 
tion Systems Agency; James D. Carlson, Bal- 
listic Missile Defense Organization; Gary L. 
Denman, Advanced Research Projects Agen- 
cy; L. Paul Dube, Office of the Comptroller; 
Frank Kendall, Office of the Under Secretary 
of Defense for Acquisition; and Homer Diehl 
McKalip, office of the Under Secretary of De- 
fense (Policy). 

Following is a list of career executives in 
OSD, the Defense Agencies, and the Office of 
the Inspector General who were awarded the 
Meritorious Executive rank award and 
$10,000 for 1993: 

Alan J. Andereoni, Defense Medical Pro- 
grams Activity; Glenwood E. Bradley, De- 
fense Information Systems Agency; Carolyn 
A. Carmack, Office of the Comptroller; Na- 
thaniel M. Cavallini, Office of the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, 
Communications, and Intelligence); Jeremy 
C. Clark, Office of the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Command, Control, Communica- 
tions, and Intelligence); Carol Frick Covey, 
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition; Sheila G. Dryden, Office of the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Command, 
Control, Communications, and Intelligence); 
Arthur H. Ehlers, Jr., Office of the Director, 
Administration and Management; Thomas E. 
Ewald, Defense Investigative Service; Doug- 
las B. Hansen, Office of the Under Secretary 
of Defense for Acquisition; Richard G. Howe, 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Command, Control, Communications and 
Intelligence); Clyde E. Jeffcoat, Defense In- 
formation Systems Agency; Edward R. 
Jones, Office of the Inspector General; Lor- 
raine F. Lechner, Defense Finance and Ac- 
counting Services; Belkis Leong-Hong, De- 
fense Information Systems Agency; David L. 
McNicol, Office of the Director, Program 
Analysis and Evaluation; Patrick J. Meehan, 
Jr., Office of the Under Secretary of Defense 
for Acquisition; John S. Nabil, Defense Fi- 
nance and Accounting Service; Earl W. Phil- 
lips, Defense Mapping Agency; John P. 
Springett, Defense Finance and Accounting 
Service; Frank A. Tapparo, Office of the Di- 
rector, Program Analysis and Evaluation; 
and Charles C. Wilson, Jr., Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense (Policy). 

D.O. COOKE, 
Director. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. The memo an- 
nounces the recipients of the 1993 Pres- 
idential Rank Awards. 

Four recipients of the award and 
$10,000 cash bonuses are senior officials 
of the Defense Finance and Accounting 
Service or DFAS as follows: John P. 
Springett, DFAS Director; Lorraine F. 
Lechner, DFAS Deputy Director; John 
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S. Nabil, Director, Denver Center; and 
Clyde E. Jeffcoat, Director, Denver 
Center, 1991-92. 

The Defense Finance and Accounting 
Service is directly responsible for 
many of the problems that were the 
focus of the April 12 hearing. 

All four officials have held top man- 
agement positions at DFAS since day 
one—November 26, 1990—the day DFAS 
was created. 

Mr. Springett—first as Principal Dep- 
uty Director then as Director; Ms. 
Lechner as Deputy Director for Re- 
source Management and Chief Finan- 
cial Officer; and Mr. Nabil and Jeffcoat 
as Directors of major financial centers 
at Kansas City and Denver. 

Three of the four continue to occupy 
top positions today. They run the 
show. They are in charge. They are ac- 
countable. 

Mr. Jeffcoat has retired, but he ran 
the Denver Center when $649.1 million 
in M account money was used to plug a 
gaping hole in Air Force accounting 
records to make the books balance. 

These rewards send the wrong signal 
to the rest of the financial manage- 
ment community. 

We say that fixing the problem is a 
top priority. Yet we reward the big 
wheels at the top who are responsible 
for the mess—who conduct business as 
usual—who do nothing more than write 
"cover-your-fanny'" memos while the 
accounting system lies in shambles at 
their feet. 

At the April 12 hearing, I rec- 
ommended that: “responsible officials 
should be identified and removed from 
office; and that the Presidential awards 
be reviewed and reconsidered.” 

Mr. Hamre was very disappointed in 
my remarks. The next day he wrote me 
a letter, defending the three DFAS offi- 
cials. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
letter be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

COMPTROLLER OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, DC, April 13, 1994. 
Hon. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR GRASSLEY: I am writing as 
a follow up to yesterday’s hearing before 
Senator Glenn on the issue of financial man- 
agement reform in the Department of De- 
fense. I am sorry I was not able to be at the 
hearing at the time you testified. Conflicts 
in schedule precluded me from arriving until 
about 10:30. 

Then I arrived I learned something that 
bothered me. I learned that in your state- 
ment you criticized four individuals, three of 
whom worked at the Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service, for receiving awards 
when we have been having so many problems 
in the financial management area. From the 
tone of the comments I received, it appears 
people concluded that we have rewarded 
these individuals for poor behavior when we 
should have disciplined them or fired them. 

I take responsibility for this serious mis- 
understanding. These three individuals con- 
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tinue to work in DFAS and received the 
awards just last year. I was not here at the 
time they were nominated for their awards, 
but had I been here I would have nominated 
them myself. These individuals were re- 
warded for their efforts during the past year, 
not because of the problems but because they 
have been leading the fight to overcome the 
40-year old problems they inherited. 

The case of the fellow who fraudulently 
billed $3 million to the Military Sealift Com- 
mand is a good case in point. That case pre- 
dated the creation of the Defense Finance 
and Accounting Service. Even before he 
learned of the case, John Springett initiated 
a tightening of the internal controls in the 
various centers. After the case was revealed, 
he added new procedures to try to avoid 
similar occurances in other centers. I have 
enclosed some memoranda he authored as 
evidence of his efforts. 

These individuals were rewarded for lead- 
ing the fight to correct our problems, not for 
their work in causing the problems. Like me, 
they recently moved into these positions of 
responsibility, and their heroic efforts in 
these jobs led us to recommend them for bo- 
nuses. That is precisely what we should be 
doint—rewarding the courageous civil serv- 
ants who are working overtime to correct 
the systemic problems we all inherited. 

May I ask of you a favor? I would like to 
get on your calendar and bring over these 
three individuals and have them brief you on 
the actions that they have taken during the 
past two years to correct some of our most 
serious problems. I invite you to judge them 
at that point, but I am convinced you will 
conclude as I have that these three people do 
indeed deserve commendation for their ef- 
forts. I will call Charlie Murphy soon to ar- 
range for that meeting. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN J. HAMRE. 

Enclosures. 


{From the Defense Finance and Accounting 
Service, Arlington, VA, Oct. 28, 1993] 


Memorandum for Center Directors, Defense 
Finance and Accounting Service. 

Subject: Finance and Accounting Oper- 
ational Review Program. 

Finance and accounting activities have al- 
ways been associated with high levels of 
risk. Turmoil in the workplace resulting 
from the defense drawdown and base realign- 
ment and closure activities has increased the 
challenge of managing this risk. Our tradi- 
tional role as custodians of the public trust 
demands that we be certain we are managing 
our risk as effectively as possible. 

The Defense Finance and Accounting Serv- 
ice assumed a higher level of risk as a result 
of the capitalization and consolidation of fi- 
nance and accounting functions. Confidence 
in the effectiveness of programs assimilated 
by capitalization must be improved as soon 
as possible. Acceptable confidence levels can 
best be assured by the consistent application 
throughout DFAS of a clearly defined oper- 
ational review program. 

Recent instances of reported fraud serve to 
remind us that we must be constantly vigi- 
lant to any compromise and quick to apply 
well formulated corrective action. It is im- 
perative we begin this important work im- 
mediately. We must be able to thoroughly 
demonstrate continuous verification of the 
integrity of our operations at all levels—in- 
cluding the lowest operating levels. The 
work we recently undertook together 
through the Corporate Management Advi- 
sory Board to develop a comprehensive and 
consistent finance and accounting quality 
assurance program for DFAS was the first 
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step in achieving appropriate confidence lev- 
els in this vital area. 

The next step is to implement the embed- 
ded program portion of the operational re- 
view program beginning December 1, 1993. 
The following implementing instructions are 
provided to ensure program consistency 
throughout DFAS: 

Defense Accounting Offices. Reviews of all 
finance and/or accounting functions within 
the Defense Accounting Office (DAO) will be 
performed once every 12 months at a mini- 
mum. Each Defense Accounting Officer will 
prepare an annual review plan, with a copy 
provided to their Center management sup- 
port activity. Reviews will be conducted by 
personnel who are not directly associated 
with the function itself. The reviews will in- 
clude all operations to support the function, 
to include validation and testing of internal 
controls. Each review will be completed with 
& written report to the Defense Accounting 
Officer, to include recommendations for im- 
provements for identified deficiencies. DAOs 
will provide a quarterly status report on 
their review plan progress to their Center 
management support activity; this report 
may be incorporated into current quarterly 
reporting requirements. 

Centers. Reviews of all finance and/or ac- 
counting functional operations, to include 
the office which provides liaison support be- 
tween DAOs and DFAS-CO, will be per- 
formed once every 12 months at a minimum. 
Each operating director will submit to the 
Center Director an annual review plan which 
schedules the review of each process or group 
of processes, to include validation and test- 
ing of internal controls. Reviews will be con- 
ducted by personnel who are not directly as- 
sociated with the daily management of the 
process or group of processes. A written re- 
port of each review will be provided to the 
operational Director. The report will include 
recommendations for corrective actions or 
improvements. The operating directors will 
provide to the Center Director a quarterly 
status report on their review plan progress. 
Coordination of Center operation reviews 
with the Center Internal Review program 
manager is essential to ensure no duplica- 
tion. 

I am confident you will take the necessary 
proactive steps to ensure the timely comple- 
tion of the milestones established in your 
implementation plans. Attached for your in- 
formation is a summary by Center of the not 
to exceed approved additive resources. 

Ihave tasked the Deputy Director for Cus- 
tomer Service and Performance Assessment 
to monitor our progress in this essential pro- 
gram area. 

JOHN P. SPRINGETT, 
Director. 
Attachment. 


Summary of Additive Resource Requirements 
Operational Review Program (Embedded) 


Not to 

erceed 

Kansas City .... 29 
Denver 2 
Columbus 10 
Indianapolis 10 
( ( CARS UR fPESEPSSK SP 0 
( ² AAA Ä 41 


Note for DFAS-IN: Increment for DFAS-IN is in- 
cluded in FY 1993 capitalization agreement with 
Army. 


[From the Defense Finance and Accounting 
Service, Arlington, VA, Mar. 14, 1994] 
Memorandum for Center Directors, Defense 

Finance and Accounting Service. 
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Subject: Finance and Accounting Independ- 
ent Operational Review Program. 

On October 28, 1993, the Defense Finance 
and Accounting Service initiated the embed- 
ded Operational Review Program, the initial 
step to address the high level of risk inher- 
ent in the finance and accounting business 
area, Each of you took immediate action to 
make this a viable and effective program. 

To further amplify our responsibilities in 
the reduction of fraud, waste, and abuse in 
daily operations, DFAS will now implement 
the independent phase of the Operational Re- 
view Program. The independent Operational 
Review Program will be functionally inde- 
pendent of operations (an honest broker) and 
will have the authority, responsibility, and 
technical expertise to conduct reviews both 
externally (Defense Accounting Office net- 
work) and internally (Center finance and/or 
accounting operations) under the direct staff 
control of the Center Director. 

The effective date for the independent re- 
view program is March 1, 1994. The following 
implementing instructions are provided to 
ensure program consistency throughout 
DFAS: 

DFAS Headquarters. Program manage- 
ment for the Operational Review Program is 
the responsibility of the Deputy Director for 
Customer Service and Performance Assess- 
ment (DFAS-HQ/P). Policies and procedures 
for independent reviews of functional oper- 
ations, review criteria and techniques, and 
program progress oversight will be developed 
and published by HQ/P. The Operational Re- 
view and Management Directorate (HQ/PF) 
wil provide direct oversight for your 
progress in program implementation. 

DFAS Centers. Independent review of all 
DAOs will be performed at least once every 
18 months. Each Center finance and/or ac- 
counting functional operations will be inde- 
pendently reviewed at least once every 24 
months. Each Center Director will ensure an 
annual review plan is developed, approved, 
and provided to DFAS-HQ/P not later than 
June of the prior fiscal year. Reviews will be 
conducted by personnel who are not associ- 
ated with the daily management of the DAO 
or function scheduled for review. The reviews 
will include either all of the operations with- 
in the DAO or Center functional operations, 
or any selected group of operations as deter- 
mined by the Center's independent review 
program manager or team leader. The re- 
views will include validation and testing of 
internal controls. In most cases, reviews will 
be completed in one week, depending on size 
and complexity of the activity scheduled for 
review. The team leader will conduct an exit 
briefing with the appropriate line manager(s) 
highlighting positive recognition for com- 
mendable actions as well as deficiencies 
which require corrective action. A written 
report to the line manager will be completed 
within seven calendar days after completion 
of the review. Reports which identify defi- 
ciencies will require a response from the line 
manager with a plan of corrective action; re- 
sponses must be completed within 30 days 
after receipt of the review report. Center 
independent review program managers are 
responsible for reporting to the Center Direc- 
tor at least quarterly on the program re- 
sults; some situations may require imme- 
diate reporting. 

I am confident you will take the necessary 
proactive steps to ensure timely planning 
and development of milestones for this por- 
tion of the operational review program. The 
Operational Review and Measurement Direc- 
torate will contact you within a few days to 
initiate the planning process. As before, the 
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Deputy Director for Customer Service and 
Performance Assessment will monitor our 
progress in this essential program area. 
JOHN P. SPRINGETT, 
Director. 
Attachment. 


Summary of Additive Resource Requirements 
Operational Review Program 
INDEPENDENT PROGRAM 


Not to 

exceed 

ir ͤnͤ 4 
Denver 0 
Columbus 0 
Indianapoli: 0 
Cleveland .... 4 
. ² V ee aca tives He PV ERU 8 


EMBEDDED PROGRAM 


(Previously approved by Director on Oct. 28, 
1993) 


Not to 

erceed 

D Lea eee erat 29 
Denver 2 
Columbus 10 
Indianapolis . 10 
. W esitad oan a ianen anaa 0 
EAN a EA EA ut A 41 


Note for DFAS-IN: Increment for DFAS-IN is in- 
cluded in FY 1993 agreement with Army. 

Attachment. 

INDEPENDENT OPERATIONAL REVIEW PROGRAM 
CONCEPT 

Independent review  DAO/Center Oper- 
ations: Center Directors responsible for im- 
plementation, program managers at each 
center orchestrate program under the direct 
staff control of the Center Director. 

Establish an annual plan. 

Team leaders/members from DAOs for DAO 
reviews—ad hoc. 

Team Leaders/members from each center 
for center reviews—also ad hoc. 

Frequency of reviews: At least once every 
18 months, reviews generally completed in 1 
week. 

Reporting: 

Verbal report provided at exit briefing. 

Formal written repoit issued within 7 cal- 
endar days to DAO/line manager of center 
functions (activity reviewed). 

Formal reply by DAO/line manager re- 
quired on all findings. 

Reply submitted to the center independent 
program manager from DAOs through net- 
work management channels, or directly from 
line managers for center functions, within 30 
calendar days after receiving written report. 

Program manager provides monthly up- 
date to center director; sooner if situations 
dictate. 

DFAS—headquarters monitors program 
progress. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. In a nutshell, this is 
what Mr. Hamre said: They have been 
leading the fight to overcome the 40- 
year-old problems they inherited * * * 
Like me, they recently moved into 
these positions of responsibility, and 
their heroic efforts in these jobs led us 
to recommend them for bonuses.” 

Madam President, I do not agree with 
Mr. Hamre's assessment. 

Mr. Hamre's position is based on the 
assumption that Mr. Springett and 
company are helping him fix the prob- 
lem. I would like to try to put Mr. 
Hamre's belief in better perspective. 

DFAS was created in November 1990. 
It was one of the famous DMR or De- 
fense Management Report initiatives. 
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To that extent, it was the brainchild 
of the late Mr. Donald J. Atwood, who 
was Deputy Secretary of Defense at the 
time. 

I have a document signed by Mr. At- 
wood. It is dated April 14, 1992. In this 
document, Mr. Atwood outlines 
DFAS's million. 

One of DFAS's most important jobs, 
according to Mr. Atwood, was to elimi- 
nate unmatched disbursements. 

I would like to quote from pages 6 
and 12 of the April 1992 document 
signed by Mr. Atwood: 

On October 24, 1991, guidance was issued re- 
quiring the DOD Components, under the 
leadership of the Defense Finance and Ac- 
counting Service, to develop a plan for elimi- 
nating unmatched disbursements. The Com- 
ponents were requested to identify future ac- 
tions that will preclude unmatched disburse- 
ments in the future. The Defense Finance 
and Accounting Service is tasked with im- 
plementing those plans and actions. 

That order went out in October 1991. 

Mr. Springett and company held sen- 
ior management posts at DFAS in Oc- 
tober 1991. 

The DMR, Mr. Atwood, and the 
Comptroller all told Springett and 
company to get on the stick; clean up 
the mess; and eliminate unmatched 
disbursements. 

They have had plenty of time—sev- 
eral years—but did nothing. 

Today's $41 billion in unmatched dis- 
bursements is monument to Mr. 
Springett's do-nothingness. Under the 
leadership of Mr. Springett and com- 
pany, the unmatched disbursements 
have continued to pile up. 

I cannot help but wonder what Mr. 
Springett and company said to the last 
Comptroller when he ordered them to 
get rid of unmatched disbursements. I 
can just imagine. It may have gone 
something like this: “Yea boss, don't 
worry, we'll help you fix it. Consider it 
done.” : 

However, a series of recent IG and 
GAO audit reports suggest things are 
still getting worse—not better. 

I am told, for example, that disburse- 
ments are not being forced into the 
wrong accounts just to get the num- 
bers down. 

I think Mr. Springett and company 
are accountable. Heads must roll. 

All the participants at the April 12 
hearing thought someone should be 
held accountable. 

Senator GLENN said: ‘Somebody 
must be held accountable on this.” 

Senator DORGAN asked: Who is real- 
ly responsible for allowing things to 
happen that first-year accounting stu- 
dents would understand are fundamen- 
tally wrong?" 

Mr. Bowsher and Mr. Vander Schaaf 
were helpful in pinpointing responsibil- 
ity. 

Mr. Bowsher said: “I think account- 
ability should start at the top and that 
this committee ought to hold senior fi- 
nancial people at DOD responsible * * * 
It is the people in charge of these ac- 
counting and finance centers." 
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Mr. Vander Schaaf was more specific. 
He said: “It is not the GS-5 accounting 
clerk. It is further up the line," and I 
“certainly don't walk away from" Sen- 
ator GRASSLEY’s recommendations. I 
think that people in the finance and 
accounting business should be held ac- 
countable.” That is Mr. Vander Schaaf 
talking. 

I think Mr. Bowsher and Vander 
Schaaf are trying to tell us something. 
I think they are telling us that Mr. 
Springett and company are responsible. 
There may be others, too. 

If they are not responsible, who is? 

Madam President, Mr. Bowsher of- 
fered to help us determine more pre- 
cisely where accountability lies. This 
is what he said: This committee could 
easily ask the leadership of the Defense 
Department who are the responsible 
people at the key points, and we could 
go out and review that for you.” 

Madam President, I would like to 
call on Senator GLENN and the commit- 
tee to take Mr. Bowsher up on his 
offer. 

Responsible officials need to be iden- 
tified and removed from office. 

Without accountability, nothing else 
Congress does will count for much. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI] is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 


the 


SECTION 531 OF THE STATE DE- 
PARTMENT AUTHORIZATION 
BILL 


Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
on Saturday, President Clinton signed 
the State Department authorization 
bill. I rise this morning to speak about 
a particular provision of that bill, sec- 
tion 531. 

Section 531 is an important state- 
ment of United States policy toward 
our friends in Taiwan. 

Madam President, back in July of 
last year, I added an amendment to the 
State Department bill that reaffirmed 
the primacy of the Taiwan Relations 
Act, as the law of the land, over the 
1982 joint United States-China commu- 
nique known as the Shanghai Commu- 
nique, a statement of policy. 

The Foreign Relations Committee 
voted 20 to 0 to reaffirm the primacy of 
the Taiwan Relations Act as the law of 
the land by accepting my amendment. 

I would remind this body that the 
Taiwan Relations Act was passed back 
in 1979 by a greater than two-thirds 
vote of each House. The TRA, as it is 
known, is really the cornerstone of our 
relationship with Taiwan. The Shang- 
hai Communique, on the other hand, 
was the result of Executive commu- 
nications that were never ratified by 
this body. I think the difference speaks 
for itself. 

Last week, the House and Senate 
conferees accepted a substitute of my 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


original amendment that retained the 
intent of the original language to spe- 
cifically reaffirm the primacy of the 
Taiwan Relations Act over the state- 
ments of policy, that is, the Shanghai 
Communique. 

The language adopted in the con- 
ference is significant because it re- 
asserts Congress' role, together with 
that of the President, in determining 
the extent of defensive arm sales to 
Taiwan 

Madam President, to understand this 
amendment, I think it is important to 
look at the relevant language—be- 
cause, as we have heard around here for 
a long time, the devil is in the details— 
of the Taiwan Relations Act as com- 
pared to the Shanghai Communique. 

I have two charts that highlight the 
important distinctions between the 
TRA and the Shanghai Communique. 
The first chart refers to section 3 of the 
Taiwan Relations Act which was adopt- 
ed by the U.S. Congress on April 10. 
1979. Section 3(a) says: 

The United States will make available to 
Taiwan such defense articles and defense 
services in such quantity as may be nec- 
essary to enable Taiwan to maintain a suffi- 
cient self-defense capability. 

I want to underline sufficient self- 
defense capability." That does not read 
"offense." It means that the United 
States will help Taiwan maintain its 
defensive, not offensive, capabilities. 

Further, section 3(b) says: “The 
President and the Congress'"—you no- 
tice the Congress is identified with the 
President—''shall determine the nature 
and quantity of such defense articles 
and defense services based solely upon 
their judgments of the needs of Tai- 
wan." “Their judgment" means the 
President in consultation with the 
Congress. 

Now, the other chart shows the spe- 
cific differences between the TRA and 
the Shanghai Communique. What we 
have here is the joint communique 
dated August 17, 1982, and it is quite 
specific. It says that the administra- 
tion pledged ''to reduce gradually its 
sales of arms to Taiwan, leading over a 
period of time to a final resolution." 

That is paragraph 6 of the commu- 
nique. 

The language which was accepted by 
the conference, my amendment, simply 
reasserts the primacy of domestic law 
over nontreaty understandings. The 
United States-China Joint Commu- 
nique is à nontreaty understanding. 
The Taiwan Relations Act is still the 
binding law of the land. 

Section 531 not only reasserts the 
primacy of the domestic law over the 
nontreaty understandings, but it gives 
notice—and I think this is important, 
Madam President—to the administra- 
tion that the Congress has not been 
properly consulted over the continuing 
refinement of United States arms sales 
policy toward Taiwan. 

This congressional statement, which 
was adopted by the conference, reflects 
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the concern on the part of myself and 
many of our colleagues over China's 
military modernization, its increased 
military spending, and its territorial 
claims. If one questions whether there 
is an increased threat from China, I 
would suggest that you examine the 
undisputed facts. China is the only de- 
clared nuclear power increasing its de- 
fense budget and military capabilities; 
an estimated increase of about 22 per- 
cent over last year. That is very sig- 
nificant in a world where other major 
powers are decreasing their defense 
budgets. 

In addition, China has reaffirmed its 
right to use force against Taiwan in a 
white paper on the Taiwan question. 

Section 531 also calls on the Presi- 
dent to assess changes in the PRC's— 
People's Republic of China—capabili- 
ties and intentions on a regular basis 
in considering whether it is appro- 
priate to adjust arms sales to Taiwan. 

So the President is required to mon- 
itor the changes and make adjustments 
either upward or downward. 

The language of the amendment 
makes clear that the U.S. Congress, 
this body along with the House, is com- 
mitted to providing Taiwan the defen- 
sive means necessary to ensure its safe- 


ty. 

My intent in pushing for this amend- 
ment was simply to point out the in- 
consistency between telling the Tai- 
wanese that we would provide for their 
defense needs but then arbitrarily lim- 
iting what we would sell to them. 

I am referring here to the so-called 
defense bucket amendment. As a result 
of the Shanghai Communique, the 
bucket of defensive articles and defen- 
sive services that we will sell to Tai- 
wan has been declining over a period of 
time from about $820 million in 1982 to 
approximately $580 million in 1993. 
Now, these numbers suggest that there 
will be less in the bucket, but if we 
want to make sales that are in our in- 
terest, perhaps our political interest— 
for example, F-16 sales—it can be con- 
sidered outside the bucket. So nobody 
knows what is in the bucket or outside 
the bucket except the State Depart- 
ment, and the negotiating process is, 
to me at least, hard to understand. The 
loss of exports to Taiwan that has re- 
sulted from the inconsistencies in our 
policy is staggering. 

But the Taiwan Relations Act is ex- 
plicit that the nature and quantity of 
defensive arms transferred to Taiwan 
would be based solely upon the judg- 
ment of the President and Congress of 
the needs of Taiwan, not on political 
decisions. 

Thus, whether we are talking about 
sales of United States manufacturing 
equipment on third-country frigates in 
to the Taiwanese navy or ballistic mis- 
sile systems, the decision must be 
based on Taiwan's needs and not on ar- 
bitrary principles. And that is an im- 
portant requirement. 
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I am pleased, Madam President, that 
our Secretary of State, Warren Chris- 
topher, has sent me a letter as part of 
our discussion of this amendment, 
which reaffirms the administration's 
commitment to the provisions of the 
Taiwan Relations Act, including ac- 
knowledging the Taiwan Relations 
Act's legal precedence over the Shang- 
hai Communique. : 

But more changes are needed in Unit- 
ed States policy toward Taiwan to 
treat Taiwan with the respect that 
they deserve. 

Taiwan has the world's l4th largest 
economy and is the United States' 
sixth largest trading partner. Taiwan 
holds the world's largest foreign re- 
serves. Moreover, Taiwan is a depend- 
able friend and a good international 
citizen. 

Many United States policies are sim- 
ply out of date, out of line with the 
practice of our major Europian allies, 
and out of touch with current realities 
in East Asia, including the fact that 
Taiwan and the PRC are themselves ex- 
changing citizens and trading and that 
Taiwan has invested over $10 billion in 
the Peoples' Republic of China. 

Let me give you a few examples be- 
fore I close: 

The administration should change its 
policy prohibiting high-level contacts. 
Our President attended a meeting be- 
tween Vice President GORE and the 
Dalai Lama, Tibet's exiled ruler. Just 
last week Hong Kong's Chief Secretary, 
Mrs. Anson Chan, paid official visits to 
the State Department and the National 
Security Council. We have Yasser 
Arafat going to the White House. None 
of these individuals have official U.S. 
diplomatic status. But the White House 
has made policy decisions to have con- 
tacts. But President Lee Teng-hui can- 
not land in my State of Alaska nor can 
he land in Hawaii to visit. 

Carla Hills, the USTR under Presi- 
dent Bush, was the last Cabinet-level 
officer to visit Taiwan and, I might 
add, the only one. The administration 
should send Secretary of Commerce 
Brown or USTR Kantor to Taiwan. The 
administration should allow Taiwan's 
Economic Minister to visit his counter- 
part in the United States. 

The administration should allow the 
Taiwanese to change the name of their 
representative office here. Currently, 
the Taiwanese conducting nondiplo- 
matic activities in the United States 
are forced to live with an acronym 
more appropriate for perhaps a basket- 
ball league. 

CCNAA—the Coordinating Council of 
North American Affairs. Who could 
make that connection with Taiwan? 
This is simply silly. Let us get on it 
with it and let the Taiwanese change 
the name to something that at least 
identifies the office and the country. 

Then there is the matter of the visa 
stamp. When a visa is obtained in Tai- 
wan, it bears a Hong Kong stamp. What 
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are we going to do in 1997 when Hong 
Kong reverts to China? The policy 
must be changed. Let us do it now out 
of respect for friends in Taiwan. 

Finally, and perhaps most important, 
let us support Taiwanese membership 
in multilateral institutions like the 
GATT, APEC and the United Nations. 

Madam President, I have been told 
that the administration is conducting 
an interagency review of its Taiwan 
policy, and that is good. But the fact 
is, Madam President, that review start- 
ed last July and it is still going on and 
we are still waiting for an announce- 
ment of what the policy is so everyone 
will understand the game rules. 

I hope the administration will listen 
to some of these recommendations. I 
know that many of my colleagues will 
support many of these changes, and I 
ask them to communicate their views 
directly to the administration. 

I would like to conclude by thanking 
my colleagues in the Senate—particu- 
larly on the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, Senator PELL, and Senator 
HELMS—for their support in the con- 
ference of my amendment. 

And I want to thank National Secu- 
rity Advisor Tony Lake, Ambassador 
Winston Lord, Congressman Hamilton 
and their staffs for working with me, 
and Deanna Okun of my staff, as well, 
and those who helped in reaching an 
agreement in conference on the lan- 
guage of the substitute amendment. I 
think it is long overdue and most ap- 
propriate as we deal with our friends in 
Taiwan. 

Madam President, I yield the floor, 
and wish you a good day. 


RECESS UNTIL 2:30 P.M. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no Senator seeking recognition, this 
body will stand in recess until 2:30 p.m. 

Thereupon, at 12:42 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2:30 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer [Mr. 
KOHL]. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? 
HERE’S TODAY’S BOXSCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, before we 
ponder today’s bad news about the Fed- 
eral debt, let us have a little pop quiz: 
How many million would you say are 
in a trillion? And when you figure that 
out, just consider that Congress has 
run up a debt exceeding 84% trillion. 
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To be exact, as of the close of busi- 
ness on Monday, May 2, the Federal 
debt stood—down to the penny—at 
$4,577,740,134,850.29. This means that 
every man, woman, and child in Amer- 
ica owes $17,558.68, computed on a per 
capita basis. 

Mr. President, to answer the question 
how many million in a trillion, there 
are a million, million in a trillion. I re- 
mind you, the Federal Government, 
thanks to the U.S. Congress, owes more 
than $4% trillion. 

Isuggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I am in- 
formed we need to report the bill. 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 


CONSUMER REPORTING REFORM 
ACT OF 1994 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of S. 783, which 
the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 783) to amend the Fair Credit Re- 
porting Act, and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the report ac- 
companying S. 783 be star printed to 
reflect the changes I now send to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BOND. No objection, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. Hold it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
objection. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, my apolo- 
gies. I thought we had this cleared. I 
believe we may have it cleared within 
one moment. The staff wanted to check 
again. So I would ask that we with- 
hold. 

Mr. President, I am now advised that 
there is no objection to this unani- 
mous-consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1667 
(Purpose: To make a series of amendments) 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I send to 

the desk a managers’ amendment and 


ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment be agreed to and the mo- 
tion to reconsider laid upon the table. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 


The Senator from Nevada [Mr. BRYAN], for 
himself, Mr. BOND, and Mr. RIEGLE, proposes 
an amendment numbered 1667. 


Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 


On page 80, line 2, strike “and”. 

On page 80, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following: 

B) an identifier that is not unique to the 
consumer and that is used by the person 
solely for the purpose of verifying the iden- 
tity of the consumer; and 

On page 80, line 3, strike (B)“ and insert 
"toy"; 

On page 80, line 20, strike “subsection (d)“ 
and insert ‘‘subsections (a)(2) and (d)“. 

On page 105, strike lines 17 through 21 and 
insert the following: 

"(3) if the consumer certifies in writing 
that the consumer— 

(A) is unemployed and intends to apply 
for employment during the 60-day period be- 
ginning on the date on which such certifi- 
cation is made; 

B) is a recipient of public welfare assist- 
ance; or 

(0) has been the victim of fraud. 

On page 106, line 7, strike the quotation 
marks and the final period. 

On page 106, between lines 7 and 8, insert 
the following new subsection: 

"(c) CONSUMER REPORTS AT SPECIFIED 
CHARGE.— 

*(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon the written request 
of a consumer, a consumer reporting agency 
that maintains a file on the consumer shall 
make all disclosures pursuant to section 609 
once during any 12-month period at the ap- 
plicable charge described in paragraph (2). 

(2) APPLICABLE CHARGE.—For purposes of 
paragraph (1), the applicable charge shall not 
exceed the lesser of— 

"(A) the total costs incurred by the 
consumer reporting agency in making the 
disclosures; and 

“(B) $3.". 

On page 107, strike lines 16 through 18 and 
insert paragraph (2); and". 

On page 112, between lines 14 and 15, insert 
the following new subsection: 

(d) AFFILIATE SHARING NOTICE REQUIRE- 
MENT.—Section 615 of the Fair Credit Report- 
ing Act (15 U.S.C. 1681m), as amended by sub- 
sections (b) and (c), is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

"(f) AFFILIATE SHARING NOTICE REQUIRE- 
MENT.—Whenever credit or insurance for per- 
sonal, family, or household purposes involv- 
ing a consumer is denied or the charge for 
such credit is increased, either wholly or 
partly because of information that is fur- 
nished to the user of the information by a 
person related to the user by common owner- 
ship or affiliated by corporate control, and 
that bears upon the consumer's creditworthi- 
ness, credit standing, credit capacity, char- 
acter, general reputation, personal charac- 
teristics, or mode of living, the user of such 
information shall— 

(J) notify the consumer of the action, and 
upon a written request from the consumer 
for the reasons for such action that is re- 
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ceived by the user not later than 60 days 
after transmitting such notice, not later 
than 30 days after receiving such request, 
disclose the nature of the information to the 
consumer; and 

*(2) provide to the consumer a toll-free 
telephone number that is established and 
maintained by the user and that enables the 
consumer to contact the user regarding the 
action.“ 

On page 112, line 20, strike A person" and 
insert “Except as provided in section 622(c), 
a person“. 

On page 112, line 23, strike "subsection (c)“ 
and insert ‘‘subsection (b)". 

On page 113, strike lines 1 through 3. 

On page 113, line 4, strike (o)“ and insert 
“(b)”, 

On page 113, line 18, strike (d)“ and insert 
o). 

On page 114, line 6, strike A person“ and 
insert "Except as provided in section 622(c), 
a person". 

On page 114, line 9, strike “subsection (o)“ 
and insert “subsection (b)“. 

On page 114, strike lines 10 through 12. 

On page 114, line 13, strike (c)“ and insert 
“(b)”. 

On page 114, line 23, strike (d)“ and insert 
„(). 

On page 115, strike line 23 and all that fol- 
lows through page 116, line 2, and insert the 
following: 

"(2) DUTY TO CORRECT AND UPDATE INFOR- 
MATION AFTER REINVESTIGATION.—A person 
who furnishes to a consumer reporting agen- 
cy information that is disputed by a 
consumer in accordance with section 611 and 
that, as a result of an investigation con- 
ducted in accordance with subsection (b), is 
determined by the person to be inaccurate or 
incomplete shall—". 

On page 116, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following new paragraph: 

"(3) DUTY TO CORRECT INFORMATION OTHER- 
WISE DETERMINED TO BE INACCURATE OR INCOM- 
PLETE.—A person who regularly and in the 
ordinary course of business furnishes to a 
consumer reporting agency information 
that, other than as a result of an investiga- 
tion conducted in accordance with sub- 
section (b), is determined by the person to be 
inaccurate or incomplete shall— 

“(A) promptly notify the consumer report- 
ing agency of that determination; and 

(B) provide to the agency any corrections 
to that information, or any additional infor- 
mation, necessary to make the information 
provided by the person to the agency com- 
plete and accurate. 

On page 116, line 10, strike (3) and insert 
4)“. 

On page 116, line 18, strike (4)“ and insert 
“(5)”. 

On page 117, line 1, strike “(5)” and insert 
„60 

On page 117, strike line 9 and all that fol- 
lows through page 118, line 10. 

On page 118, line 11, strike (c)“ and insert 
„( ) 

On page 118, line 19, strike 25-day“ and all 
that follows through ‘‘6ll(a)(1)’’ and insert 
the following: "applicable period under sec- 
tion 611(a), during which the consumer re- 
porting agency is required to complete ac- 
tions required by that section regarding that 
information". 

On page 118, line 25, strike (d)“ and insert 
e)“. 

On page 119, strike lines 1 through 3 and in- 
sert the following: 

“(1) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY.—Sections 616 
and 617 do not apply to any failure to comply 
with paragraph (1), (3), (4), (5), or (6) of sub- 
section (a). 
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*(2) ENFORCEMENT.—Paragraphs (1), (3), (4), 
(5), and (6) of subsection (a) shall be enforced 
exclusively under section 621 by the agencies 
identified in that section. 

On page 119, line 4, strike "(2)" and insert 
„(). 

On page 120, line 9. insert except in the 
gase of a violation of section 622(a)(1)," after 
ue 

On page 121, line 23, insert, except that 
no civil penalty may be imposed for a viola- 
tion of section 622(a)(1)" before the quotation 
marks. 

On page 123, between lines 18 and 19, insert 
the following: 

(Ii) section 605, relating to obsolete infor- 
mation, except that this clause does not af- 
fect the applicability of any State law in ef- 
fect on the date of enactment of the 
Consumer Reporting Reform Act of 1994; 

On page 123, line 19, strike (i)“ and insert 
„(iii)“. 

On page 124, line 3, strike (iii)“ and insert 
(iv)“. 

On page 124, line 8, strike (iv)“ and insert 
"(y)". 

On page 124, line 18, strike ‘‘under—"’ and 
all that follows through ''622(b(2)" and in- 
sert under section 609(c)". 

On page 126, line 6, strike ‘‘under—"’ and all 
that follows through line 8 and insert the fol- 
lowing: under section 609(c). 

(J APPLICABILITY.—Not'vithstanding any 
other provision of this subsection, beginning 
6 years after the date of enactment of the 
Consumer Reporting Reform Act of 1994, a 
State may adopt a law, or certify that the 
voters of the State have voted in favor of a 
constitutional or other provision, which 
States explicitly and by its terms that the 
law or provision is intended to supplement 
this Act, if the law or provision gives greater 
protection to the consumer than is provided 
under this Act.“. 

On page 133, line 7, strike “You have" and 
all that follows through the period on line 10. 

On page 133, line 10, strike also“. 

On page 133, line 14, insert the following 
after the period: ‘You are also entitled to re- 
ceive a free copy of your credit report if you 
are unemployed and intend to apply for em- 
ployment during the next 60 days, if you are 
a recipient of public welfare assistance, or if 
you have been the victim of fraud.’’. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a summary of 
the managers' amendment be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the sum- 
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SUMMARY OF MANAGERS' AMENDMENT TO 
S. 783 
SUNSET 

Sunset Section 624 concerning Preemption. 
Sunset effective 6 years after date of enact- 
ment. Following the sunset, states must 
enact new laws. Old laws will not go back 
into effect automatically. 

CIVIL LIABILITY 

Clarify Section 622(a), the Duties of Fur- 
nishers, so that there is no private cause of 
action against furnishers for failure to fur- 
nish accurate information. In such instances, 
only FTC and State Attorneys General may 
enforce the Act, but they may not seek civil 
money penalties. The legislation creates a 
private cause of action only for failure to 
properly reinvestigate information and cor- 
rect mistakes once the furnisher has been 
formally notified of a problem under the Act. 

OBSOLETE INFORMATION 

Preempt Section 605, regarding the time 

periods for which information may be main- 
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tained on a consumer report. This provision 
grandfathers all existing state laws. 
AFFILIATE SHARING 

Clarify Section 603(d) so that when credit 
is denied based on information obtained from 
an affiliate, the credit grantor must notify 
the consumer of such adverse action and pro- 
vide a toll-free number. 

ONE-TIME NOTICE 

Delete Section 622(b), the furnishers' one- 
time notice requirement to the consumer 
that information on that consumer is fur- 
nished to consumer reporting agencies. 

IDENTIFIER 

Expand Section 604(d)(2) to allow a person 
to receive with the prescreen list an identi- 
fier that is not unique to the consumer. 
REINVESTIGATION TIME PERIOD FOR FURNISHER 

Amend Section 622(c) to allow the fur- 
nisher time to consider information submit- 
ted by the consumer in accordance with Sec- 
tion 611(a). 

FREE REPORT 

Replace the provision in S. 783 requiring 
credit bureaus to provide the consumers a 
free report every other year with require- 
ment that a free report be provided for peo- 
ple who are unemployed, people who are on 
welfare, and people who have been the victim 
of fraud. All consumers are entitled to one 
report per year, upon written request at the 
lesser of cost or $3. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to 
and the motion to reconsider is laid on 
the table. 

So the amendment (No. 1667) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I rise today to ex- 
press my appreciation to Senator 
BRYAN and Senator BOND for their will- 
ingness to address my concerns regard- 
ing S. 783 and the free credit report re- 
quirements of the bill. S. 783, as origi- 
nally reported out of the Banking Com- 
mittee, provided for four instances in 
which a consumer could obtain a copy 
of his or her credit report free of 
charge. First, a consumer was entitled 
to receive a free credit report upon 
being turned down for credit or other- 
wise adversely affected and again after 
the disputed information has been re- 
investigated. Additionally, a consumer 
was further entitled to a free report 1 
year after the reinvestigation report is 
provided, as well as a free credit report 
every other year upon written request. 

Mr. President, I was particularly 
troubled by the provision of S. 783, as it 
was reported out of the Banking Com- 
mittee, which required credit bureaus 
to give away free credit reports upon 
written request by a consumer. I be- 
lieve that it is simply wrong for the 
Congress of the United States to re- 
quire a private business to give its 
product away for free. School reg- 
istrars, hospitals, motor vehicle agen- 
cies and other State and Federal Gov- 
ernment agencies charge fees for pro- 
viding information to individuals, yet 
S. 783 as originally reported would have 
prohibited credit reporting agencies 
from recovering the costs associated 
with preparing and reproducing this re- 
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port. Though the provision as drafted 
tried to limit its scope to nationwide 
credit reporting companies, the cost of 
the free report would have ultimately 
been passed onto the 700 independently 
owned credit bureaus which may or 
may not be affiliated with a nationwide 
credit reporting system. This would 
have amounted to a mandate on small 
business. 

That is why I am very glad that I was 
able to work with Senators BOND and 
BRYAN to reach an agreement, which is 
included in the managers’ amendment 
to this bill, which allows the credit re- 
porting agencies to charge $3 for credit 
reports issued to consumers upon their 
request. As part of the agreement, con- 
sumers who are either unemployed and 
intending to seek employment, receiv- 
ing public welfare assistance or who 
have been the victim of fraud will be 
entitled to receive their credit report 
free of charge. While I have agreed to 
including these exceptions in the man- 
agers’ amendment, I wanted to make it 
clear that these exceptions should be 
narrowly construed, so as not to be the 
exceptions that swallowed the rule. It 
is my friend from Missouri’s opinion 
that this legislation would not prohibit 
credit reporting agencies from estab- 
lishing reasonable procedures to ensure 
that persons receiving free reports 
meet the criteria set forth in the legis- 
lation? 

Mr. BOND. I want to assure the Sen- 
ator from Georgia that it is the man- 
agers’ intent that these exceptions 
should be construed narrowly, and that 
credit reporting agencies would be per- 
mitted to institute safeguards to en- 
sure the reasonable use of these excep- 
tions. The exceptions were included as 
a way to ensure the disadvantaged per- 
sons would be able to obtain copies of 
their credit report without incurring 
prohibitive costs. The exceptions are 
not intended to require credit report- 
ing agencies to provide free credit re- 
ports upon request on a widespread 
basis. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Would the Senator 
from Missouri think it reasonable that 
a person who is “unemployed” within 
the meaning of the managers’ amend- 
ment would have to show some written 
proof from an unemployment office or 
other entity proving that he or she is 
unemployed and looking for a job? Or 
that a person who has been the “victim 
of fraud" would be required to show 
some written proof of the fraud? Like 
credit card records showing that some- 
one used his or her credit cards? 

Mr. BOND. I would think that those 
sorts of requirements would be reason- 
able and appropriate. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Missouri for his thoughts on 
the meaning of the language in the 
managers' amendment, and again, I 
thank him and the Senator from Ne- 
vada for their work in reaching this 
compromise. 
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Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, today 
the Senate continues consideration of 
S. 783, the Consumer Credit Reform 
Act. S. 783 was introduced by Senator 
BRYAN and cosponsored by Senator 
BOND and Chairman RIEGLE. This bill 
was reported by the Banking Commit- 
tee on a bipartisan 15-4 vote. This com- 
mittee support for S. 783 is a tribute to 
the hard work that Chairman RIEGLE 
and Senators BRYAN and BOND have in- 
vested in this issue. They have dem- 
onstrated great dedication in tackling 
the many tough issues surrounding the 
Fair Credit Reporting Act, the law that 
S. 783 substantially amends. 

The Banking Committee markup pro- 
duced a bill that goes a far way toward 
striking a proper balance between the 
legitimate consumer protection con- 
cerns raised by the current law’s oper- 
ation, and the very real operational 
concerns of the industries that must 
comply with the FCRA. The committee 
markup produced a bill that provides 
certain statutory uniformity that will 
allow businesses to develop consistent 
compliance guidelines on key oper- 
ational issues. 

During the committee markup, I ex- 
pressed my concern with respect to two 
issues. First, I was concerned about the 
civil liability that S. 783 would impose 
on industries that provide credit his- 
tory information to credit bureaus. 
Second, I was concerned about the pro- 
vision that required credit bureaus to 
provide consumers a free copy of their 
consumer report upon request every 2 
years. I was uncomfortable requiring 
any business to provide its work-prod- 
uct without proper remuneration. 

Nevertheless, I felt that the total 
package, as revised through the efforts 
of Chairman RIEGLE and Senators 
BRYAN and BOND, struck a practical 
balance between privacy, accuracy, and 
bottom-line business sense, and I was 
able to support the hard work of my 
colleagues, as reported by the Banking 
Committee. 

Today we will consider the commit- 
tee-reported bill, as well as a floor 
manager’s amendment to be offered by 
Chairman RIEGLE and Senators BRYAN 
and BOND. Again, our colleagues should 
be congratulated for their hard work. I 
am pleased that the floor manager’s 
amendment addresses the civil liability 
and free report problems that I had 
previously expressed concern about. 

Again, I congratulate Chairman RIE- 
GLE and Senators BOND and BRYAN for 
their diligence and hard work. I will 
leave it to them to describe the details 
of their floor amendment. I would also 
like to congratulate Chairman RIEGLE 
on his continued leadership. S. 783 is 
the third bill reported by the Banking 
Committee to be considered on the 
floor this session. The chairman is to 
be commended for completing this leg- 
islative agenda. 

Mr. BRYAN. I thank the Chair. 

I advise my colleagues that we are 
now available to consider any amend- 
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ments they may have. I would want to 
acknowledge my able colleague, who 
has worked so dutifully over the last 4 
years, in trying to fashion a piece of 
legislation that addresses the problems 
of consumers and responsibly deals 
with the concerns of the business com- 
munity, together with Senator BEN- 
NETT, who had some concerns earlier 
about one of the provisions. We have 
addressed that. I thank the Senator 
from Utah for his cooperation. And the 
distinguished Senator from Missouri, 
who is a cosponsor of this legislation 
with me, his efforts I wish to note as 
well. I express my appreciation. 

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mis- 
souri [Mr. BOND]. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, again, I 
said yesterday how important the lead- 
ership of my colleague from Nevada, 
Mr. BRYAN, has been on this bill. He 
has labored long and hard. 

This is a very technical bill. There 
are some very controversial issues in 
it. We have spent a great deal of time 
trying to work out what we believe is a 
reasonable compromise so that con- 
sumers’ interests are protected and so 
that credit supplying and utilizing in- 
dustries can move forward. 

As I discussed with my colleagues at 
the regular policy meeting today, it re- 
quired a great deal of compromise, but 
I am, indeed, grateful for the excellent 
leadership that Senator BRYAN has dis- 
played on this bill. That is the reason 
we are at this point. 

I, too, wish to express thanks to Sen- 
ator BENNETT, from Utah, who raised 
with us some very legitimate concerns. 
Through his guidance, I think we have 
been able to make some further im- 
provements. We may have even more 
improvements before we are finished 
voting on the amendment, but I urge 
all my colleagues to look carefully at 
the bill, to recognize that a great deal 
of compromise has gone into this ef- 
fort. We are always willing to find 
ways to improve it. But at the end of 
the day or shortly thereafter, we hope 
to be able to pass this bill and send it 
to the House because there are some 
very real needs for the protection of 
consumers, for the effective function- 
ing of the credit information system in 
our country today that are addressed 
in this bill. Without these provisions, I 
do not think consumers’ interests are 
well served nor is the credit industry. 

So with that, Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for 5 min- 
utes as if in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


HAITI 


Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I 
thank the managers of the bill for this 
opportunity to say a few words about 
the situation in Haiti. 

I believe strongly that we should not 
send any troops to Haiti. We should 
have a policy of keeping our troops out 
of there. We should have a policy of 
keeping illegal immigrants out of the 
United States; and proceed only with 
lawful, traditional immigration rules. 

We should keep a light embargo on 
Haiti to signal that we are for democ- 
racy. But the United States cannot 
solve the problems in Haiti. The people 
of Haiti have to solve them themselves. 

If we send troops, it will just enmesh 
us and put a great burden on the U.S. 
taxpayer. In the end, we will be blamed 
for everything. 

Haiti has been an economic disaster 
for the past 100 years, and nothing is 
likely to change that fact. Certainly 
the presence of U.S. troops will not. We 
saw what happened in Somalia. 

We cannot have a domestically-driv- 
en foreign policy. Just because certain 
groups in the United States advocate 
the invasion of Haiti does not mean 
that we should do so. We should base 
foreign policy on foreign policy objec- 
tives. We must not engage in foreign 
policy adventures. We must think of 
the American taxpayer and the long- 
run implications of our actions. 

Mr. President, in summary, the pol- 
icy this Senator recommends, based on 
listening to my constituents in South 
Dakota and people elsewhere, is the 
following: 

First, we should keep our troops out 
of Haiti; no use of United States 
troops; 

Second, keep any illegal immigrants 
from coming to our shores; only legal 
immigrants; 

Third, continue with a light embargo 
because a very heavy embargo hurts 
the poorest people and lines the gen- 
erals’ pockets.” 

I do not necessarily approve of the 
government in Haiti. But I do not want 
a single drop of American blood shed in 
this dispute. Can you imagine what 
would happen if a prisoner of war or 
prisoners of war were taken in Haiti? 
Getting out would be the problem. 

It is easy to advocate sending troops 
but that is an adventure. Let us look 1, 
2, 3 years down the road. We saw what 
happened in Somalia. 

Mr. President, on a somewhat related 
note, I would like to congratulate the 
people of Panama on their upcoming 
national elections. Senator PELL and I 
have been asked to join President 
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Jimmy Carter on a delegation to ob- 
serve the elections in Panama on May 
8, 1994. The delegation, led by President 
Carter, is sponsored by the Council of 
Freely Elected Heads of Government, 
an organization composed of 24 heads 
of government. I was privileged to ac- 
company President Carter, previously, 
to observe the historic elections in 
Nicaragua in 1990. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


CONSUMER REPORTING REFORM 
ACT OF 1994 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, if it is 
agreeable to my colleagues, the man- 
agers of the bill, I will make my own 
statement about the legislation at this 
point. 

Mr. BRYAN. We would be delighted 
to have the distinguished chairman, 
and I would like to acknowledge him 
and thank him again, as did Senator 
BOND, for his leadership and support for 
bringing this measure forward. 

Mr. RIEGLE. I thank the Senator 
from Nevada. I want to commend and 
compliment the Senators from Nevada 
and Missouri for their bipartisan effort 
on this legislation. 

I am pleased that the Senate is con- 
sidering S. 783, the Consumer Report- 
ing Reform Act of 1994. This is one of 
the most important pieces of consumer 
legislation that this Senate will con- 
sider this Congress, and I urge its swift 
passage. 

The bil contains a comprehensive 
package of amendments designed to 
modernize the Fair Credit Reporting 
Act. I am proud to have been an origi- 
nal cosponsor of this legislation with 
Senators BRYAN and BOND. And I want 
to again commend them for their im- 
portant leadership in this area. 

Together with Senators D'AMATO and 
others on the Banking Committee, we 
worked on a bipartisan basis to craft 
this important legislation. The com- 
mittee reported the bill out favorably 
by a vote of 15 to 4, a strong bipartisan 
basis of support. 

The Fair Credit Reporting Act was 
enacted in 1970 to regulate the credit 
reporting industry. The act has been 
amended only once since its passage, 
and is now I must say badly outdated. 
Since 1970, credit reporting has grown 
into a multibillion-dollar industry af- 
fecting each and every consumer in the 
country. Credit bureaus now maintain 
450 million credit files on individual 
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consumers, and they process almost 2 
billion pieces of data each month. 

As the industry has grown, the num- 
ber of problems associated with 
consumer reports has also escalated. 
From 1990 to 1993, the Federal Trade 
Commission received more complaints 
regarding credit reporting than any 
other industry. Evidence presented be- 
fore the Banking Committee indicates 
that all too many consumers have been 
denied credit, housing, and even em- 
ployment due to errors in their credit 
reports. 

In short, the Fair Credit Reporting 
Act is sorely in need of modernization. 
This legislation takes vital steps to en- 
sure that credit reports are accurate, 
that mistakes are identified and cor- 
rected, and that the privacy of the in- 
formation contained in those reports is 
protected, as it should be. 

There are several aspects of S. 783 
that represent clear improvements 
over the current law. The bill seeks to 
safeguard the privacy of information 
contained in a consumer’s credit file. It 
requires users of consumer report in- 
formation to identify a permissible 
purpose under the law to acquire a re- 
port and to in turn certify that pur- 
pose. Likewise, the bill provides con- 
sumers with an affirmative right to opt 
out and ensure that the information in 
their credit files is not used for direct 
marketing. 

The bill also seeks to ensure accu- 
racy in consumer reporting. It in- 
creases the ability of consumers to 
identify problems by providing them 
with an actual copy of their report 
rather than the summary allowed 
under current law. When mistakes are 
identified, the bill requires credit bu- 
reaus to develop and update disputed 
information within 30 days. For the 
first time, the bill will apply the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act to creditors who 
provide the information contained in 
credit reports. 

Under current law, those furnishing 
information to credit bureaus are not 
covered by the act leaving a consumer 
helpless when a creditor mistakenly 
places adverse information in his or 
her credit file. S. 783 requires creditors 
furnishing information to do so accu- 
rately, and moreover to investigate 
disputes promptly. 

Finally, S. 783 provides protections 
against abuses by credit repair organi- 
zations. As consumers have experi- 
enced problems with credit bureaus, a 
new industry has emerged offering to 
assist consumers in cleaning up their 
credit files. Too often, however, the 
representations of these so-called cred- 
it doctors prove misleading, deceiving 
consumers into paying higher fees or 
causing credit bureaus to waste time 
and money on spurious disputes. The 
bill provides several protections, in- 
cluding prohibiting credit repair orga- 
nizations from collecting fees until 
their services have been fully per- 
formed. 
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We worked on a bipartisan basis in 
the Banking Committee in drafting and 
reporting this legislation. The product 
of this effort is a bill that has broad 
support from both industry and 
consumer advocates. 

In particular, I want to place in the 
RECORD a copy of a letter that I re- 
ceived from the Associated Credit Bu- 
reaus, a trade association representing 
over 700 credit bureaus nationwide. The 
letter expresses the association’s un- 
qualified support for S. 783, and the 
managers’ amendment. I want to thank 
them for the letter. I ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my re- 
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
MURRAY). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. RIEGLE. I also want to express 
my full support for the bipartisan man- 
agers’ amendment developed with Sen- 
ators BOND and BRYAN. This amend- 
ment improves the bill in several 
areas. In the area of liability, it en- 
sures that providers of information are 
not held to a perfection standard, 
shielding them from private causes of 
action for initially furnishing inac- 
curate information to credit bureaus. 

At the same time, the amendment 
clarifies that private remedies are 
available if the provider of the infor- 
mation fails to properly address a mis- 
take once the issue has been raised. At 
the same time, it provides a 5-year sun- 
set on the provisions of the bill and 
preempts State law. I believe this sun- 
set reflects a reasonable compromise 
between the need for uniformity and 
the maintenance of effective consumer 
protection and credit reporting. At the 
same time, I urge my colleagues to join 
in opposing any efforts to further pre- 
empt State credit reporting statutes. 
Credit reporting is an area of swift 
technological change. I think we have 
to be careful not to infringe upon the 
rights of States to respond and prop- 
erly protect their citizens. The man- 
agers’ amendment substantially im- 
proves the legislation. I support it and 
support its adoption. 

Let me conclude by saying that Sen- 
ator BRYAN of Nevada and Senator 
BOND of Missouri have given great ef- 
fort and leadership on a bipartisan 
basis to this important area of legisla- 
tive focus that brings us here today. I 
thank them for that work. This is an 
area that touches virtually every per- 
son in the country. These are impor- 
tant advances and reforms and safe- 
guards. I have appreciated their work 
as chairman, and I think this is a bill 
we can enact today with confidence 
and with some degree of pride. 

EXHIBIT 1 
ASSOCIATED CREDIT BUREAUS, INC., 
Washington, DC, May 2, 1994. 
Hon. DONALD W. RIEGLE, Jr., 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR RIEGLE: We are pleased to 

advise you that the Executive Committee of 
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Associated Credit Bureaus, Inc. (ACB), voted 
unanimously today to enthusiastically en- 
dorse Senate passage of S. 783, the Consumer 
Reporting Reform Act, as reported by the 
Senate Banking Committee and as further 
amended by the Manager’s amendment. Par- 
ticipating in this endorsement were the 
three nationwide consumer reporting sys- 
tems referred to in S. 783 (Equifax, Trans 
Union and TRW) and representatives for the 
700 additionally independently owned Credit 
Reporting Division members of ACB. 

ACB’s support of S. 789 as amended is un- 
qualified and we urge its passage. Consistent 
with this position, today ACB has advised all 
its credit reporting members to urge their 
Senators to support you and your colleagues 
in passage of this landmark legislation. 

The bill that you and Senators Bond, 
Bryan and D'Amato have crafted represents 
a delicate balance of interests for which you 
should be commended by all affected groups. 
While you have been careful to consider the 
legitimate concerns of our members and cus- 
tomers, there is no question but that Amer- 
ican consumers are the real winners today. 
We support S. 783 because it provides con- 
sumers with meaningful protection while 
recognizing legitimate business costs. 

Congratulations and our thanks to you and 
your staff for the effort you have put into 
amending this 23-year-old law. We look for- 
ward to continued cooperation with you and 
your staff toward final enactment. 

Best personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
D. BARRY CONNELLY, 
Executive Vice President. 
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. RIEGLE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that during today’s 
consideration of this legislation S. 783, 
Edwin O’Connor be granted the privi- 
lege of the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. RIEGLE. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be a 
time limitation of 1 hour for debate on 
the pending Lieberman amendment to 
be equally divided between Senators 
LIEBERMAN and LEVIN, or their des- 
ignees; that, at the conclusion or yield- 
ing back of time on the Lieberman 
amendment, Senator LEVIN be recog- 
nized to offer a relevant second-degree 
amendment thereto; that there be a 
time limitation of 30 minutes on the 
Levin second-degree amendment equal- 
ly divided between Senators 
LIEBERMAN and LEVIN or their des- 
ignees; that, at the conclusion or yield- 
ing back of time on the Levin amend- 
ment, the Senate, without any inter- 
vening action or debate, vote on or in 
relation to the Levin amendment; that, 
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upon the disposition of the Levin 
amendment, the Senate, without any 
intervening action or debate, vote on 
or in relation to the Lieberman amend- 
ment, as amended, if amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, there is no 
objection on this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1668 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
that the Financial Accounting Standards 

Board should maintain the current ac- 

counting treatment of employee stock op- 

tions and employee stock purchase plans) 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I know 
that we are waiting for amendments to 
come to the floor. I would like to do 
something a little bit out of the ordi- 
nary; that is, I would like to speak on 
behalf of an amendment that has yet to 
be introduced. I am cosponsoring that 
amendment with several of our col- 
leagues, in fact with our colleague who 
is now the Presiding Officer. In order 
to speed up the process, I would like to 
go ahead and speak on behalf of that 
amendment now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As a pro- 
ponent of the amendment on behalf of 
which the Senator from Texas wishes 
to speak, the Chair has no objection. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, the Fi- 
nancial Accounting Standards Board is 
generally an excellent board. It has 
proposed standards that have guided 
the American system of accounting for 
many years. 

Normally, the decisions they come up 
with make a lot of sense. But today we 
are trying to send a very clear signal 
that the proposal that they have made 
concerning employee stock options 
makes no sense. It does not reflect re- 
ality. And what are books and records 
for other than to give people a picture 
of what is in reality happening, par- 
ticularly financially? If the way we 
keep our books, the way we engage in 
accounting does not reflect reality, it 
is not valuable. 

Here is the problem in a nutshell. I 
think you could make it complicated, 
but I think if you step back and look at 
it, the issue is very simple. 

Currently, one way that growing 
companies, especially many high-tech 
companies, attract good management 
and employees is by giving them a 
Stake in the success of the company by 
offering them stock options. So, for ex- 
ample, a growth company with a new 
idea but without a lot of money would 
Say to a person who was a proven man- 
ager that if he came in and ran this 
company they would pay him a modest 
salary, but they would also give him 
the right in the future to purchase the 
stock of the company at a fixed price. 
If as a manager this officer was suc- 
cessful, and therefore the company was 
successful, then that officer would be 
able to buy the stock at the agreed to 
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price, which, given the successful man- 
agement, would be below the market 
price of the stock at the time that the 
option was exercised. 

This is an established principle of fi- 
nancial compensation. It has been used 
a great deal in our country and has 
been very successful in helping growth 
companies become growth companies. 
It has helped them grow, create jobs, 
new technologies and opportunity for 
our country. 

The way that this has been ac- 
counted for and has been accepted is 
that the company notifies the stock- 
holders that these stock options have 
been given as compensation by putting 
the information in their financial re- 
ports. It has not been the practice to 
apply the value of stock options 
against the earnings of the company. 
The very logical reason is that the 
granting of the employee stock options 
does not affect either the flow of cash 
into the company in terms of the sale 
of goods and services the company pro- 
duces or the cost of producing those 
goods and services. 

What our amendment says is basi- 
cally this: the current accounting pro- 
cedure reflects reality far better than 
does the FASB proposal. If you guaran- 
tee an executive the right to buy the 
stock of a company at a fixed price and 
that price is below the market price, 
you are not affecting the earnings of 
the company one way or another by 
giving him the right to exercise that 
option. It is true that may be diluting 
the ownership of the company, but you 
are notifying the existing stockholders 
that such action has been taken. The 
stockholders are generally happy with 
the decision, because the employee 
would not exercise the option unless 
the stock price had gone up, increasing 
the value for all shareholders. This is 
an established principle that allows 
companies to attract good manage- 
ment and employees if they do not 
have a lot of cash. 

What the FASB proposal would do, 
remarkably, is to require companies to 
charge off stock options against their 
earnings. This in no way reflects re- 
ality, because giving employees the 
right to have an option to buy the 
stock does not affect the earnings of 
the company at all. 

What we are trying to do with this 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution is sim- 
ply say to FASB to keep an accounting 
procedure that is related to reality. 
Let us keep our books in a way so they 
make sense. 

I would have to say, Mr. President, 
that I cannot understand why the Fi- 
nancial Accounting Standards Board 
came up with this proposal. I cannot 
understand how under any cir- 
cumstances anybody would believe 
that a stock option ought to be 
charged against the earnings of a com- 
pany. It makes no sense. For tax pur- 
poses we would never allow that to be 
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done. It does not reflect the reality of 
what is happening in the company. 

The procedure that is now used re- 
quires the stockholders to be informed. 
Since they elect the officers of the 
company, they have a right to change 
the officers if they do not support the 
procedure. What we are trying to do is 
to keep in place a process that makes 
sense, that reflects reality, and that al- 
lows small companies to become big 
companies, allows them to generate 
jobs, growth, and opportunity. 

While normally it would be my posi- 
tion that this is something we ought 
not to get involved in, I think that this 
FASB proposal is so extreme and so po- 
tentially harmful, so in conflict with 
reality, that we should at least take a 
position on it. 

Let me also say that most of the 
stock owner groups in the country 
have taken a similar position. As rank- 
ing member of the Securities Sub- 
committee, I participated in a hearing 
on the subject last fall. There was 
great opposition to this proposed rule 
then, and that opposition has intensi- 
fied. What we are doing in this sense- 
of-the-Senate resolution, and I want to 
be sure that we vote on it so we have a 
recorded vote, is we are simply sending 
a signal about how deeply we feel about 
this proposal. Hopefully, along with all 
the other people who have taken a po- 
sition in opposition to these new rules, 
we will successfully encourage the Fi- 
nancial Accounting Standards Board to 
change this whole ruling. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY]. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the sense-of-the-Senate 
resolution that the distinguished occu- 
pant of the chair will be offering in a 
short while and that the distinguished 
Senator from Texas has just addressed. 

This resolution mirrors a concurrent 
resolution that I offered, along with 
Representative ANNA ESHOO of Califor- 
nia. Make no mistake about it, the rea- 
son this proposal is on the floor of the 
Senate today is because of the leader- 
Ship of Representative ESHOO. She has 
been tenacious in this regard and she 
does so out of the best interests not 
only of her constituency in the high- 
technology community, but the whole 
economy of the United States, She de- 
serves a lot of strong support for her 
leadership on this issue in the House of 
Representatives. She has also been 
very active in lobbying a number of the 
Senators who will vote on this issue 
today. 

Let me also say at the outset that I 
have the highest respect for the Finan- 
cial Accounting Standards Board. As I 
will state in my prepared remarks, I do 
not think that it is wise to write ac- 
counting standards on the floor of the 
Senate. At the same time, I think 
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there are times when it is important to 
speak out, and I look at this resolution 
as one of those moments. 

The resolution asks the Congress to 
go on record against a proposed change 
in the accounting treatment of the em- 
ployee stock options recommended by 
the Financial Accounting Standards 
Board, FASB. The basic question is 
whether, as FASB has proposed, a com- 
pany should be required to recognize 
compensation cost for fixed stock op- 
tions granted to employees. 

That is the basic issue before us. It is 
an accounting principal issue. It is not 
a tax issue. It is an accounting prin- 
cipal issue. 

The debate over the FASB proposal 
on employee stock options is one that 
has far-reaching consequences outside 
of  ivory-tower discussions about 
whether stock options are compensa- 
tion. The FASB proposal will seriously 
jeopardize one of the best tools that 
American companies have to attract, 
retain, and motivate their workers, all 
of their workers. It will impose a heavy 
burden on the ability of our crucial 
high-technology and entrepreneurial 
sectors to raise funds in the capital 
markets. And it will do so at a cost to 
our system of financial reporting. 

Mr. President, I am reluctant to have 
Congress weigh in on issues of account- 
ing standards. The Financial Account- 
ing Standards Board plays a critical 
role in assuring the integrity of our fi- 
nancial statements. At the same time 
Congress cannot remain silent when, in 
the pursuit of questionable accounting 
purity, FASB threatens entrepreneur- 
ship and growth. That is why this reso- 
lution is so important today. I am not 
seeking to legislate changes to our ac- 
counting standards. I simply think 
that Congress should go on record in 
the form of a resolution before FASB 
final action on this issue and 
unwarrantedly harms our economic fu- 
ture. The timing of this resolution is 
particularly appropriate given that 
FASB has recently completed its for- 
mal review process. 

I would hope that they would not 
turn away from an expression of the 
Senate on this issue. And I hope that 
they would pay attention to some of 
the issues that are raised in the course 
of this debate. And one would hope 
that no legislation would ever be nec- 
essary because FASB perceived the 
need to move in the correct direction 
and not issue this particular provision. 
That is why, as I said, the resolution is 
important today. 

Mr. President, I do not expect Mem- 
bers of Congress to take my word on 
this issue about how important this is. 
The truth is that the FASB proposal 
has been nearly unanimously opposed 
by those who draft financial state- 
ments and those who rely upon them to 
make investments. Each of the big six 
accounting firms has spoken out 
against the proposal. The Council of In- 
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stitutional Investors and the United 
Shareholders Association oppose the 
proposal. The National Venture Capital 
Association, the Biotech Industry Or- 
ganization, the National Association of 
Manufacturers, the NASDAQ Stock 
Market, the Financial Executives In- 
stitute, the U.S. Chamber of Com- 
merce, and the American Electronics 
Association oppose the proposal. Sec- 
retaries Bentsen and Brown have ex- 
pressed serious concerns about the pro- 
posal. And perhaps most telling, a ma- 
jority of the accounting standards ex- 
ecutive committee of the American In- 
stitute of Certified Public Account- 
ants, oppose this proposal. Mr. Presi- 
dent, when management, their ac- 
countants, and their shareholders can 
all agree on something, then it is time 
for Congress to take notice. 

Let me state at the outset that I do 
not believe that the debate we are hav- 
ing today is about whether CEO's in 
America are getting paid too much. I 
expect to hear, in great detail today, 
about the large salaries being paid to 
our top executives. The irony is that 
FASB itself would be the first to admit 
that their proposed rule change has 
nothing to do with executive com- 
pensation. Critics of executive pay 
have simply focused on the wrong solu- 
tion to the right problem. If we want to 
control executive compensation, then 
we should focus on strengthening the 
shareholder’s hand against entrenched 
management. We should tighten disclo- 
sure and improve our proxy and inde- 
pendent director approval processes. I 
commend the recent SEC requirements 
to this end. I remain open to even 
tougher efforts to give shareholders a 
larger voice in executive compensation 
decisions. I simply do not believe that 
requiring an earnings charge for broad- 
based stock options plans will con- 
strain CEO pay at all. 

Mr. President, it is ironic that those 
who would take aim at executive pay 
by opposing this resolution will, in 
fact, achieve the opposite result. CEO’s 
will continue to get their pay packages 
if FASB continues and issues this regu- 
lation. It is rank-and-file employees 
that will be harmed. The companies 
that will be penalized the most through 
this proposal are the ones that offer 
stock option plans to all employees; 
not just senior management, but to all 
levels of employees. This proposal puts 
the company in the position of aban- 
doning its broad-based stock option 
plan or taking a large hit on earnings. 

(Mrs. BOXER assumed the chair.) 

Mr. BRADLEY. And if given the 
choice, Madam President, what do you 
think a company is going to do? It is 
not going to have an employee stock 
option program for the secretaries or 
for the janitors or for the midlevel 
management or for other levels of the 
company. It is simply going to abandon 
them. The CEO's will be able to take 
care of themselves, as they always do. 
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We passed a provision last year that 
was supposed to limit executive com- 
pensation. I cannot tell you how easy 
that provision is to get around and how 
many lawyers have been employed to 
do just that. That will clearly happen. 
When you have CEO's who are paid a 
lot of money, they will find a way to 
get the money, even with this proposal. 
Those who will not find a way to do it 
are the so-called little people in firms 
that simply seek to have their invest- 
ment grow with the company as it suc- 
ceeds. 

Mr. President, the real debate we are 
having today is whether the benefits of 
the FASB proposal outweigh its costs. 
In its mission statement, FASB states 
that it should promulgate standards 
only when the expected benefits exceed 
the perceived costs." I feel that the 
proposal we are looking at today fails 
this standard—and by a wide margin. 

The burden of the FASB proposal will 
fall disproportionately on our Nation's 
high technology sector. Not only do 
they rely much more heavily on stock 
options than other companies, but they 
also show more stock price volatility. 
Under the FASB proposal, this vola- 
tility will require them to take even 
larger earnings charges. One survey by 
the Wyatt Co. indicated that high tech- 
nology companies will suffer an almost 
50 percent decline in earnings, while 
other companies will lose about 6 per- 
cent of their earnings. Given that this 
sector will play an increasingly impor- 
tant role in the American economy, I 
question the wisdom of putting them 
at a disadvantage in the capital mar- 
kets. 

Worse, the biggest hit will be taken 
by entrepreneurial companies. 
Startups must often rely on granting 
options to attract employees. They 
make up for the riskiness of their ven- 
tures by sharing the upside potential 
with their employees. Unlike other 
forms of compensation, stock options 
also result in a net inflow of capital 
into the corporation. And while their 
costs fall largely on corporate share- 
holders, they are already subject to 
shareholder approval and their 
dilutionary impact is disclosed by the 
earnings per share calculation. FASB’s 
proposal will make these stock options 
much more expensive to provide, need- 
lessly putting in jeopardy our success- 
ful model of entrepreneurship in this 
Nation. 

You might be able to justify these 
costs to our Nation’s economy if there 
were offsetting benefits in the form of 
more credible financial statements. 
But the expense that FASB will be re- 
quiring will be uncertain and specula- 
tive. FASB’s proposal requires an im- 
mediate charge against earnings re- 
gardless of whether the stock price 
rises or whether the options are actu- 
ally exercised. 

More important, FASB is also rely- 
ing on models designed for publicly 
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traded options to assign values to these 
options. 

This is à faulty analogy. Employee 
Stock options are nontransferable and 
subject to stringent vesting require- 
ments. Further, FASB's proposal elimi- 
nates stock price volatility as a vari- 
able for privately held companies. If 
the end goal for FASB is comparability 
and credibility, then one has to ques- 
tion whether that end is served by dif- 
ferent models applying to different 
companies. 

The crux of this debate is over this 
one issue—can these stock options be 
credibly valued. By far the vast major- 
ity of analysts who have looked at this 
issue suggest that they cannot. I would 
like to quote extensively from the 
comment letter to FASB from the Ac- 
counting Standards Executive Commit- 
tee of the American Institute of Cer- 
tified Public Accountants—a group 
that clearly has no interest in this de- 
bate other than the creation of credible 
and sound financial statements. 

A majority of the Accounting Standards 
Executive Committee disagrees with this 
proposal as to fixed stock options granted to 
employees because (1) the models used to 
calculate the fair value of such options were 
designed for use with traded options—in 
other words, options where you can actually 
set a price because there is a market—and (2) 
the expense amount for such options based 
on those models cannot be validated by ref- 
erence to transactions with third parties and 
therefore lacks sufficient reliability for rec- 
ognition in financial statements. This ma- 
jority concludes that the usefulness of state- 
ments for investment and credit decisions 
would not be improved by including in finan- 
cial statements the expense amounts deter- 
mined under those models. They believe that 
current or improved disclosure requirements 
would adequately infcrm financial statement 
users about fixed stock options granted to 
employees. 

So there it is. In any cost-benefit 
analysis, it is critical to consider pos- 
sible alternatives. In this instance, a 
reasonable compromise for FASB to 
take would be expanded footnote dis- 
closures as proposed by the AICPA. If 
the goal is to provide shareholders with 
information about the costs of stock 
options and a basis on which to make 
company-to-company comparisons, 
then an appropriate response would be 
to require an unambiguous, uniform 
disclosure. Not surprisingly, this is the 
approach that also has been favored by 
the major business associations, the 
Big Six accounting firms, and the 
major shareholders associations. The 
only group that has not signed onto 
this approach is FASB. 

In closing, I think it is important for 
Congress to listen to the true users of 
financial statements—shareholders and 
investors. They have been lobbying 
against this proposal. Quoting from the 
United Shareholders Association, We 
do not believe FASB's proposal would 
clarify the reports we receive. In fact, 
we believe that including speculative 
estimates of füture stock options val- 
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ues in corporate earnings statements 
diminishes rather then enhances their 
usefulness." 

It is not too late for Congress to send 
a clear signal to FASB that question- 
able accounting purity cannot be al- 
lowed to jeopardize entrepreneurship 
and economic growth. It is not too late 
to prevent FASB from harming the 
credibility of financial statements. 

Istrongly encourage everyone to sup- 
port the resolution today that will be 
offered by the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut. I am proud to join as 
a primary cosponsor. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BRYAN). The Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
LIEBERMAN], for himself and Mr. MACK, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. BRADLEY, Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. GORTON, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. 
BENNETT, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mrs. HUTCHISON, 
Mr. LAUTENBERG, and Mr. ROBB proposes an 
amendment numbered 1668. 


Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 


At the appropriate place insert: 
SECTION 1. FINDINGS. * 

(a) The Financial Accounting Standards 
Board (FASB) is currently considering 
changing the Generally Accepted Accounting 
Principle relating to employee stock option 
plans and stock purchase plans; 

(b) FASB's proposal that would require the 
use of complex mathematical formulas to es- 
timate a value for employee stock options at 
the date of grant and requires those esti- 
mated values be deducted from earnings on 
companies' income statements; 

(c) FASB has just completed an extended 
review of its proposal which included a pub- 
lic comment period, numerous field hearings 
and a field test; 

(d) FASB's proposal has generated opposi- 
tion which is unprecedented in both its in- 
tensity and universality; 

(e) The accounting profession, as rep- 
resented by the American Institute of Cer- 
tified Public Accountants and each of the 6 
largest national accounting firms, oppose 
FASB's proposal; 

(f) Individual investors, as represented by 
the United Shareholders Association, oppose 
FASB's proposal; 

(g) Institutional investors and pension 
funds, as represented by the Council of Insti- 
tutional Investors, oppose FASB's proposal; 

(h) Both the Secretary of the Treasury and 
the Secretary of Commerce have raised seri- 
ous concerns about FASB's proposal: ‘Most 
troubling is the possibility that implementa- 
tion of the proposal might result in more 
volatile and less accurate and consistent fi- 
nancial statements because of the extreme 
difficulty of valuing long-term, non-market- 
able, forfeitable stock options:“ 

(i) There is a broad consensus among those 
who have studied the FASB proposal it will 
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diminish and not improve either the integ- 
rity or comparability of information avail- 
able to investors; 

(j) The National economic policy implica- 
tions of FASB’s proposal are substantial be- 
cause small, growth-oriented companies 
often lack capital and therefore regularly 
rely on broad-based employee stock options 
to attract employees and large business pro- 
vide employee stock options and broad-based 
employee stock purchase plans to help moti- 
vate their employees and improve productiv- 
ity; and 

(k) The FASB proposal will diminish the 
ability of small companies to raise capital 
and attract employees and it will curtail, 
not enhance broad-based employee owner- 
ship. 

SEC. 2. SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

It is the Sense of the Senate that— 

(a) the new accounting treatment of em- 
ployee stock options and employee stock 
purchase plans, proposed by the Financial 
Accounting Standards Board, will have grave 
economic consequences particularly for busi- 
nesses in new-growth sectors which rely 
heavily on employee entrepreneurship; 

(b) the new accounting treatment of em- 
ployee stock options and employee stock 
purchase plans, proposed by the Financial 
Accounting Standards Board, will diminish 
rather than expand broad-based employee 
Stock option plans; and 

(c) the Financial Accounting Standards 
Board should not at this time change the 
current generally accepted accounting treat- 
ment of stock options and stock purchase 
plans contained in Accounting Principles 
Board Decision 25. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues, the Senator from 
Texas and the Senator from New Jer- 
sey—both of whom are cosponsors—for 
the statements they have made in an- 
ticipation of the introduction of this 
amendment. 

Mr. President, as both of my col- 
leagues have indicated, this amend- 
ment expresses the sense of the Senate 
about the Financial Accounting Stand- 
ards Board, a little known but powerful 
entity—and the occupant of the chair 
may not know this—which actually ex- 
ists in Norwalk, CT. Our expression 
here is a sense of the Senate that 
FASB, as it is known, should drop its 
highly controversial stock option pro- 
posal and maintain the current gen- 
erally accepted accounting treatment 
for employee stock options. 

To the listener this may seem like a 
lot of technical, arcane accounting jar- 
gon. Stock options seem themselves far 
away. But this is real stuff and it re- 
lates directly to the ability of new 
companies to raise capital; the ability 
of new companies to create jobs; the 
ability of new companies and older 
companies to attract the best employ- 
ees. And part of the attraction is to 
offer them a stake in the company, a 
piece of the ownership. 

Stock options are a remarkable and 
uniquely American device for literally 
spreading the wealth, for creating a 
broad class of owners in companies 
that are starting up and those that are 
well along in their history. 

So, though it may be arcane, though 
it may deal with technical accounting 
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rules, in my opinion what is on the line 
here really is the future of jobs in this 
country, and the ability of high-tech, 
cutting-edge companies to start up and 
create the new jobs that we need to put 
people back to work, particularly those 
who have lost their jobs in the reces- 
sion. 

Let me try to set out and explain 
some of the vocabulary. What is a 
stock option? A stock option is the fu- 
ture right of an employee to purchase a 
certain number of company shares, 
shares in the company, at a fixed price. 
Presuming the company does well and 
the stock price increases, the employee 
obviously shares some of the benefit. 
But if the stock price remains constant 
or decreases because the company has 
not done well, the employee gets noth- 
ing. 

The Financial Accounting Standards 
Board has proposed a highly controver- 
sial and almost universally opposed ac- 
counting standard which would require 
companies to use à complex mathe- 
matical formula to estimate the value 
of an employee's option on the day on 
which the company grants it to the 
employee and to record that estimate 
as a reduction to their earnings regard- 
less of whether the employee ever re- 
ceives a  benefit—in other words, 
whether the company does well and the 
stock option is actually worth any- 
thing. 

This is an attempt by FASB, in my 
opinion, to carry out its responsibility 
for disclosure but to ultimately try to 
do something it is impossible to do, 
which is to value something that has 


no value at the moment at which’ 


FASB wants to value it. 

I think we can all agree that the goal 
of financial reporting should be to 
maximize the integrity and com- 
parability of financial statements. No 
one is arguing—I am not arguing and 
saying that stock options create jobs, 
that job creation justifies bad account- 
ing. But we are saying that an account- 
ing standard ought not to move for- 
ward if the economic consequences of 
that proposed standard so clearly out- 
weigh the alleged accounting benefits, 
and that is exactly what we have in 
FASB's proposed rule. 

This rule has been subjected to a long 
string of hearings. The argument that I 
am making now has been made consist- 
ently at those hearings held by FASB. 
Both the public comment period and 
the public hearings made clear that 
FASB's proposal will be uniformly 
unaccepted by nearly all parties that 
are affected by it including investors, 
preparers and accountants. Indeed, the 
public comment period and the field 
hearings that are now concluded should 
lead to a summary and a conclusion 
that the stock option project ought to 
be dropped in favor of an alternative 
that discloses what stock options have 
been granted. In other words, not to re- 
quire a charge against earnings but 
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just to have the statement of the com- 
pany say very clearly what options 
have been granted. That would be full 
disclosure and would have none of the 
negative consequences that the pro- 
posed rule would have. 

Mr. President, the extensive hearing 
process that FASB has been through 
taught us some important lessons 
about this proposal, and I would say 
probably the most important is that 
the current accounting treatment for 
employee stock options is not the re- 
sult of some conspiracy to enrich cor- 
porate executives. It is the result of a 
genuine accounting quandary and di- 
lemma. 

Second, accurately estimating the 
present value of an employee stock op- 
tion at the date on which it is granted 
is, as I have said, simply not possible. 
The option is granted on a given day. It 
is only later that it is determined by 
market forces whether the option is 
worth anything and what it is worth. 
How can we possibly have a system 
which values that option on the day on 
which it is granted before there is any 
clear understanding of its value? 

During the FASB hearing process, 
there has been a genuine flood of testi- 
mony and letters and studies from all 
sides of the financial community mak- 
ing this point. Let me just quote from 
a letter sent by Secretary of the Treas- 
ury Lloyd Bentsen and Secretary of 
Commerce Ron Brown. They say: 

Most troubling is the possibility that im- 
plementation of this proposal might result in 
more volatile and less accurate and consist- 
ent financial statements because of the ex- 
treme difficulty of valuing long-term, non- 
marketable, forfeitable stock options. 

Even the American Institute of Cer- 
tified Public Accountants, representing 
more than 310,000 CPA's in America, 
has withdrawn its support of this pro- 
posed rule, saying that it is too com- 
plex and unreliable. So the accountants 
who were a part of raising the question 
have now rejected the proposed answer 
that FASB has given. Since the FASB 
comment and testing process has now 
been concluded, it seems to those of us 
who are sponsoring this amendment it 
is now appropriate for Congress, we in 
the Senate in this case, to express our 
opinion on the matter. Indeed, the 
FASB stock option proposal is so po- 
tentially damaging to job creation and 
to economic growth that we would be 
abdicating our responsibilities if we did 
not weigh in and do all we could to pre- 
vent this damage from occurring. 

(Mrs. BOXER assumed the chair.) 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 
let me just take a few moments to out- 
line the three reasons why I believe my 
colleagues should vote in favor of this 
resolution. First, stock option plans 
are broad based and are growing. We all 
know, as the Senator from New Jersey 
said, some of the dramatic stories 
about a relatively small number of 
very well-compensated executives. The 
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fact is that last week's Business Week 
had their annual survey on executive 
compensation and pointed out that Mi- 
chael Eisner, the CEO of Disney, had a 
salary last year that was just short of 
the gross national product of Grenada. 

Now, it may be, Madam President, 
that my children feel Mr. Eisner de- 
serves that extraordinary salary. How- 
ever, those stories do not paint an ac- 
curate picture—and the public reaction 
to them of anger understandably—of 
the role stock options play in the U.S. 
economy, nor, most importantly, who 
gets stock options. In fact, this debate 
has nothing to do with executive com- 
pensation. That, incidentally, is one 
point where FASB and those of us who 
are putting forth this amendment are 
in agreement. FASB has pointed out 
over and over again that their proposal 
is about accounting, not compensation. 
To assert that FASB’s proposal is 
about executive compensation is like 
arguing that the Boston Tea Party was 
about tea. Obviously, it was about 
something larger, as is the FASB pro- 
posal. i 

Now, I understand it is difficult to 
separate the two issues, but let me 
make a few points. The fact is that 
there are thousands and thousands of 
companies throughout America that 
offer stock option packages, and hun- 
dreds of thousands, probably millions, 
of employees who receive them. 

Let me just mention a few of the 
companies that have broad based stock 
option plans. They include Microsoft, 
Genentech, Wal-Mart, Intel, Motorola, 
Wendy's, Pepsico, DuPont, Nations- 
Bank and Pfizer. 

Even long-established companies like 
Greyhound Lines give options to 60 per- 
cent of their hourly employees, and the 
practice is even more widespread and 
probably even more critical among 
smaller newer companies. The fact is 
that America's most dynamic job-cre- 
ating companies consistently rely on 
employee stock options to attract and 
motivate their employees—not just 
their top executives, all their employ- 
ees, the employees that make the com- 
panies go. 

To make this point, let me mention 
two recent surveys. The NASDAQ 
stock market reported that 95 percent 
of NASDAQ firms offer stock options 
to employees—95 percent of NASDAQ - 
firms. And of those firms, 33 percent 
have plans to expand the scope of their 
option offerings to more employees in 
the near future. 

Another survey which is highlighted 
on this chart, Madam President, makes 
the point even more strongly. 

This bar is a dramatization of compa- 
nies in America which have fewer than 
100 employees that offer stock options. 
Of companies in America with fewer 
than 100 employees that offer stock op- 
tions, 89 percent of them offer them to 
every one of their employees, the boss 
right down to the person sweeping the 
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floors. So in companies of less than 100 
employees, 9 out of 10 of those compa- 
nies offer options to every employee. 
You can go down the list. 

Incidentally, as we see it, it is only 
the very largest that have over 5,000 
employees, where 4 percent offer to 
every one of the employees. 

This is a slightly different dramatiza- 
tion which makes another point. This 
is of all companies offering stock op- 
tions. In a way, you have to see this as 
a total of what we have just seen on 
the other chart. Of all companies offer- 
ing stock options, 35 percent offer them 
to every employee; 48 percent offer 
them to all in the managerial groups. 
But what I really want to point out is 
that of all companies offering stock op- 
tions, 7 percent only offer them to sen- 
ior managers. So these stock options 
really are a great, broad-based middle- 
class benefit. 

Madam President, the second point 
why I think it is an important amend- 
ment is that stock options really rep- 
resent enormous opportunities. That is 
why it is described as a great middle- 
class benefit. They make it possible to 
start new companies and create new 
jobs. They enable growing companies 
to attract and keep people. They 
stretch scarce venture capital dollars 
and allow companies to hire more peo- 
ple than they otherwise would. 

Part of the damage of the FASB pro- 
posal is that in forcing companies to 
take a charge against earnings, there is 
a danger that in reducing the apparent 
earnings of a company, a new company 
particularly, they will make that com- 
pany less attractive for investment, 
and therefore make it harder for that 
company to attract the capital it needs 
to grow and create new jobs. 

Nearly every study of what works in 
successful companies advocates, en- 
courages, employees to buy and own 
meaningful purchases of their compa- 
ny's stock. There is just no substitute 
for an employee feeling that he or she 
ia not just getting a salary but they 
own a piece of the company, and when 
the company makes money, they make 
money and the value of that stock goes 
up. 

One of the most recent studies that 
has been done on this question deals 
with the charge against earnings which 
had a dramatic result, is that smaller 
companies would be hit with as much 
as a 40 percent annual charge to earn- 
ings. If this proposed FASB rule would 
go into effect, that would have a dev- 
astating effect on the companies' abil- 
ity to attract investment, and there- 
fore would put tremendous pressure on 
the company not to offer stock options 
to as many employees as they do. 

Imust say to my colleagues who may 
be concerned about executive com- 
pensation, that again this is not about 
executive compensation. But you 
know, the net effect, if the FASB rule 
went into effect, would be that the 
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folks at the top would hardly see a dif- 
ference because the folks at the very 
top of the companies would continue to 
receive the stock options. That is just 
the nature of the relationship; the re- 
ality of it. It is the people in the mid- 
dle and below that would be deprived of 
owning a piece of the company that 
they work for. Stock options represent 
significant economic opportunity for 
those mid-level and middle-class em- 
ployees who receive them. 

For these people—and I have talked 
to a lot of them as I have gotten into 
this issue—these stock options rep- 
resent the difference between working 
for a company, and participating in a 
company, owning part of the company. 
But they represent something much 
more than that in personal terms. For 
these hundreds of thousands of employ- 
ees, stock options are an extra bonus. 
They are a dividend, if you will. They 
are the means by which an employee 
can make the downpayment on a new 
house, can pay for a child’s college edu- 
cation, can create a nest egg for retire- 
ment, or perhaps even can put together 
enough money to have the capital to 
open a business of his or her own and 
create more jobs that way. 

Third, and finally, the FASB pro- 
posal is, as my colleagues have stated, 
being universally opposed by the over- 
whelming majority of the financial 
community. Last summer, the United 
Shareholders Association, the national 
group representing 65,000 individual in- 
vestors, said: 

As investors and regular users of corporate 
financial reports, USA members are the very 
people the accounting rules are designed to 
protect. Our members oppose charging earn- 
ings for stock options. We do not believe 
FASB's proposal would clarify the reports we 
receive. In fact, we believe that including 
speculative estimates of future stock option 
values in corporate earnings statements di- 
minishes rather than enhances their useful- 
ness. 

These are individual stockholders, in- 
vestors. 

Perhaps the strongest statement, 
however, that I have seen comes from 
the Council of Institutional Investors 
representing the largest institutional 
investors in pension funds. Before I 
read it, I want to note with some dis- 
appointment that my colleagues and I 
have received a letter from the AFL- 
CIO Legislative Alert urging opposition 
to this amendment. I do want to say 
two things: One is that the letter is 
mistaken about the content of the 
amendment. The letter refers to a bill 
that the occupant of the chair and I 
have  cosponsored  overturning the 
FASB ruling if it goes into effect. 

This amendment does not do that. 
This amendment, as its proponents 
have stated, expresses the sense-of-the- 
Senate that FASB withdraw this pro- 
posed rule. It is in that sense not man- 
datory. But if my legal days are not 
too far behind me and I remember the 
word correctly, it is “preparatory.” I 
will check that as the day goes on. 
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The AFL-CIO letter says that the 
group is concerned because of their po- 
sition as shareholders in pension plans. 
But here is the group, the Council of 
Institutional Investors, representing 
the pension plans, representing the in- 
stitutional investors saying: 

There is no group that has a greater inter- 
est in the principled ‘right’ answers to ac- 
counting questions than we do. We are the 
people who invest real money—huge 
amounts of money—based upon what we read 
in financial statements. 

Here is an important line: We are 
America’s employees *" and I 
would daresay, parenthetically, a lot of 
them are unionized employees. 

* * * and America’s retirees, and we will 
not get our pensions if we do not invest wise- 
ly based on accurate financial information. 
So no one will be hurt more than we if any 
other agenda—however virtuous—is pursued 
at the expense of the accuracy and useful- 
ness of financial statements. This is real peo- 
ple's grocery money. 

She goes on to say: 

The exposure draft requires companies to 
put something in their financial statements 
that simply isn't true. 

That is the end of the quote, and a 
very powerful statement from people 
who have a real interest in accurate ac- 
counting standards. 

Madam President, this is an impor- 
tant statement for the Senate to make. 
A lot of us—the occupant of the chair, 
myself—represent States that do not 
feel that they really have come out of 
this recession. Although the national 
economic indicators say that the Na- 
tion has, we know that our people have 
not. We know that a lot of people are 
still unemployed as a result of the re- 
cession. We know a lot of these people 
are highly capable. We know we can re- 
train them. But then the question is, 
train them for what? And we have to 
create the jobs that will put our people 
back to work. To make a long story 
Short, stock options are one of the 
great tools that we have today to cre- 
ate new companies and give the work- 
ers who are hired by those companies a 
piece of ownership in those companies, 
to enrich themselves and their fami- 
lies. 

This accounting rule, motivated by 
good  intentions—accounting inten- 
tions—has a disastrous effect on this 
wonderful and uniquely American idea 
of stock options. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
the statement of the opinion of the 
Senate, hoping that it has an impact 
on the people at FASB and that they 
withdraw this rule. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum, 
and I ask unanimous consent that the 
time be charged equally against both 
sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 
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Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Chair inform 
me as to how much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut controls 20 min- 
utes. 

Mrs. BOXER. I ask if it would be all 
right if I took about 12 minutes of that 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, acting in his capacity as a Sen- 
ator from Connecticut, yields 12 min- 
utes to the Senator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chair. 

I am very proud to be a cosponsor of 
the amendment, along with Senators 
LIEBERMAN, MACK, GRAMM, BRADLEY, 
FEINSTEIN, BINGAMAN, DECONCINI, 
WELLSTONE, GORTON, and SHELBY. 

I would venture to say that there are 
not many times in the Senate when I 
can read to you a list of Senators of 
such diverse philosophies that have 
come together to say that the FASB 
stock option proposal would be damag- 
ing to many companies in our Nation. 
I can certainly say, as one of the Sen- 
ators from California, it would be very 
damaging to California's nascent eco- 
nomic recovery. 

I would say that the investors do not 
want the new FASB rule, as the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut stated. The ac- 
countants do not like it. I think I can 
only conclude that FASB just does not 
get it, Mr. President. I know they do 
come from the Senator’s beautiful 
State of Connecticut, and they seem to 
have their green eyeshades on all right, 
but they just do not seem to get the 
ramifications of this seemingly simple 
proposal. 

I feel it is very important that we 
speak out today in a clear voice, and 
what we say by supporting your 
amendment is that stock options are 
an important tool for high-tech and 
start-up companies. I have met with 
the Chairman of the SEC and discussed 
this with him on a one-to-one basis. I 
questioned him about it on the Bank- 
ing Committee. I met with the head of 
FASB, along with Congresswoman 
ESHOO who has been a tremendous lead- 
er on this. Yet, we cannot seem to get 
through. 

This proposal ought to be dropped 
and it ought to be dropped now. It has 
taken them years and years to get to 
this point, and now they are saying 
they are not going to have a decision 
for another year. Maybe the reason it 
has taken so long is that in their 
hearts they know it is wrong. What we 
are saying today as the Senate—I hope 
what we are going to say today—is that 
they have to take their green eye- 
shades off over at FASB and pay atten- 
tion to the ramifications of this pro- 
posed rule. 
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As the Chair pointed out, companies 
in our country use stock options to 
hire the talented scientists, engineers, 
and executives needed to make a high- 
risk enterprise a success. 

Mr. President, in March of this year, 
more than 3,000 employees of the Sili- 
con Valley companies showed how im- 
portant stock options are by rallying 
in San Jose against the FASB proposal, 
and there were employees there from 
very large companies and from very 
small companies. It was not the highly 
paid executives that marched. There 
were middle managers, researchers, 
scientists, engineers, and receptionists. 
They understand that if FASB goes for- 
ward with their rule, the stock options 
of the lower paid employees will be the 
first to go. They understand that 
FASB’s rule will cut short the trend of 
companies to grant stock options to 
employees up and down the corporate 
chain of command. 

In October 1993, ShareData—a com- 
pany that provides software for stock 
options—conducted a survey of compa- 
nies that grant stock options. They 
found—and the Chair pointed this out, 
and I am being repetitive, but some- 
times that helps—that roughly 35 per- 
cent of these companies, large and 
small, give stock options to all em- 
ployees. So much for the argument 
that this is for the highest paid. You 
have pointed out very clearly with 
your charts that only 7 percent of the 
companies that give stock options give 
it to the highest paid managers. 

So let us get this straight: When we 
talk about stock options, we are talk- 
ing about middle-class America. We are 
talking about people in many cases 
who are just entering the job pool. 
These options are critical to high-tech 
and biotech companies who must at- 
tract the best talent. They cannot af- 
ford to pay them in hard cash at the 
beginning. 

Again, as you have pointed out, Mr. 
President, it gives these young people a 
chance to be part of the company, to 
work so hard, because they know that, 
in the end, they have an ownership of 
this company. 

Let us not put the brake on our econ- 
omy in California. We make up 14 per- 
cent of the Nation’s gross domestic 
product. If we see this FASB rule go 
into effect, and suddenly companies 
have to treat these stock options as a 
charge against their earnings, we are 
going to see this economy brake so fast 
it is going to make our heads spin. And 
that is wrong. That is wrong for ordi- 
nary people who need these kinds of 
jobs. 

When companies cannot attract cap- 
ital because their bottomline looks 
bad, even though it is not bad, that 
would be the result of the FASB rule. 
They cannot get the capital. And if 
they cannot get the capital—and for 
those watching us, capital is dollars, 
money, investment dollars that we 
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need to put people to work. If these 
people cannot get capital, they cannot 
grow. We already worry about interest 
rates rising, and it is true that the 
Federal Reserve Board controls that. 
Some of us are worried. We want to 
check inflation, but we are worried 
that the cost of capital—money—is too 
high. But here is something—the FASB 
rule—which will make a problem out of 
no problem. 

The Fed has reasons. It says we want 
to check inflation. OK, we can under- 
stand that. We may not agree, but we 
understand it. But the FASB rule has 
no rhyme or reason as far as I can tell. 

I want to talk to you, Mr. President, 
about a company in my State called 
Shaman Pharmaceuticals, because I 
am so proud of this company. It is a 4- 
year-old company in South San Fran- 
cisco, and this is what it is doing: Dis- 
covering and developing new classes of 
pharmaceuticals from rain forest 
plants that have a history of medicinal 
use. They send their people into the 
rain forest, and they are finding prod- 
ucts. They are in the clinical trial 
stage with at least two drugs I know of. 
One will treat a common respiratory 
illness that strikes all children at least 
twice before the age of 5 and is one of 
the major killers of children in devel- 
oping countries. There is another one, 
a skin treatment that helps ease the 
pain of those suffering from AIDS. 

The reason I am particularly proud of 
this company is that it was founded by 
a young woman whose name is Lisa 
Conte, who made her dream come true 
through cash advances on her own per- 
sonal credit cards. At a time when 
many California companies were giving 
their workers pink slips, Shaman Phar- 
maceuticals grew and hired employees 
for research and development and man- 
agement jobs. They grew from one em- 
ployee, Lisa, to 90 employees in just 4 
years. 

Shaman Pharmaceuticals, Mr. Presi- 
dent, provides each and every one of its 
employees with stock options. These 
are people who have a stake in the 
company. 

Here is what Lisa Conte, head of 
Shaman Pharmaceuticals, has to say 
about the FASB proposal that we are 
working to derail. She says that it rep- 
resents “a critical threat to the Na- 
tion’s entrepreneurial companies." 
This is a young woman who started a 
company from nothing, that grew to 90 
employees in 4 years. Every single per- 
son in her company has ken options. 
This is what she says: 

Were FASB to require that we treat stock 
options as expenses, the totem line “hit” 
we will take will reduce dramatically our 
attractiveness as an investment. Without an 
ability to raise capital in the public mar- 
kets, we simply cannot survive as an entre- 
preneurial entity. Furthermore, we will lose 
an important means of attracting talent to 
our industry. 

That is from someone who is out 
there creating jobs. N 
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We all come to this floor. We talk 
about how important it is, and with all 
due respect to my colleagues, we do 
hire people and they go on the Federal 
payroll. But many of us used to work 
in the private sector. We no longer do, 
but we do look to the private sector 
now to build jobs for people. And here 
is someone, a young woman who start- 
ed a company with a couple of thou- 
sand of her own dollars. She is now up 
to 90 people. She is begging us to inter- 
vene in this situation. 

All in the name of an accounting the- 
ory, we could truly dampen this econ- 
omy just as the President said we are 
coming out of a recession. We cannot 
afford this FASB stock option pro- 
posal. 

We know the accountants do not like 
it as was brought out. The accounting 
profession, as represented by the Amer- 
ican Institute of CPA's and each of the 
Big Six accounting firms, opposes this 
FASB proposal. It is not good for com- 
panies, it is not good for our economy; 
investors do not want it, and account- 
ants do not like it. 

I do not know who likes this pro- 
posal. I am sure we may hear a few 
come out on the floor today. But if you 
take the green eyeshades off, Mr. Presi- 
dent, and open your eyes to what would 
happen, unless you want to put the 
brakes on this economy, you really 
should stand up and be heard today, 
this evening, and support Senator 
LIEBERMAN'S proposal. 

Again, I have met with the FASB 
people. I have to admit, here on this 
floor I am told I am a persuasive per- 
son, I am not terribly sure I moved 
them. And I am very concerned. I do 
not like to interfere with an independ- 
ent accounting board. I do not want us 
to legislate accounting rules. 

Let me be clear on the RECORD, since 
others have said other things. If it 
means we need to do this, I am going to 
stand with the occupant of the chair. If 
we need to legislate accounting rules, I 
am not going to walk away from that 
fight, because precedents are fine, but 
once in a while, you have to say what 
is the pragmatic result of what a little- 
known board is doing somewhere up in 
beautiful Connecticut. 

Now there is talk of delay. They are 
talking about 1995 when they will give 
us their decision. That has a chilling 
impact on what is happening out there. 

So, in conclusion, I urge my col- 
leagues to send a strong message to 
those green eyeshade folks who make 
up FASB. I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port the Lieberman-Mack-Boxer-Brad- 
ley resolution, and the other fine 
names that are attached to it. 

It is time to tell FASB to take the 
blinders off and lift the cloud that is 
hanging over the heads of our growing 
job-creating industries, vote for our 
resolution, and send FASB the message 
that this body will not allow an ac- 
counting rule to get in the way of job 
creation and business growth. 
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Mr. President, once more I thank you 
for your leadership in this. I am very, 
very proud to be working on this issue 
with you, and I yield the floor at this 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN]. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
commend my colleague, Senator 
BOXER, for those excellent comments 
on the subject. I would like to add my 
own remarks to this in support of my 
colleague’s, and Senator LIEBERMAN's 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution , essen- 
tially to ask FASB to cease and desist 
in this proposed accounting rule. 

At a time when California continues 
to just begin to break out of the reces- 
sion, when our economy is struggling 
to convert thousands of defense jobs 
into private sector jobs, I think it is 
critical to ensure that the growth of 
the high technology industry, over one- 
third of which is located in the State of 
California, is not curtailed by FASB's 
decision to impose huge new account- 
ing charges on the use of employee 
Stock options. 

I am concerned that if FASB's rule is 
adopted tens of thousands of des- 
perately needed jobs in California and 
the Nation will never, in fact, be cre- 
ated. 

Now, a lot of my colleagues may not 
be familiar with the widespread use of 
employee stock options. Certainly, we 
have heard them attached to CEO sala- 
ries. We have heard them attached to 
golden parachutes. But this is not what 
we are talking about. Broad-based em- 
ployee stock option plans play a cru- 
cial role in creating and sustaining the 
entrepreneurial culture that is essen- 
tial to competitiveness in high tech- 
nology. 

They are especially important to 
startup companies that depend on op- 
tions to attract and retain key tech- 
nical talent that would be beyond their 
ability to attract with cash compensa- 
tion alone. 

A stock option is a right granted to 
an employee to purchase stock in his 
or her own company at today's price 
for a specified time in the future. Op- 
tions help the company by giving em- 
ployees a strong incentive to work to 
increase the value of their company's 
stock. Stock options help create jobs 
by stretching the cash of venture cap- 
italists and other risk capital inves- 
tors. By sharing stock with employees 
in addition to their cash compensation, 
more companies and more jobs can be 
created from the limited investment 
capital pool that is available today. 

Let me just quote some of the views 
of those who use stock options. 

James Diller, chairman and CEO of 
Sierra Semiconductor in San Jose has 
stated: 

If the FASB proposal were to be enacted, 
Sierra would be forced to scale back or drop 
altogether our broad-based employee equity 
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programs. If, after the proposed accounting 
rules took effect, we were to keep these pro- 
grams in their current form our earnings 
would be severely impacted, which in turn 
would depress our stock price, make it hard- 
er to borrow money and as a result make it 
zanan harder to grow and create additional 
Jobs. 

This is not what we should be doing. 

Mr. Paul Commons, vice president of 
finance at Connect in Cupertino wrote: 

Because most information technology 
companies lack the financial resources to at- 
tract highly skilled and experienced employ- 
ees, stock options make it possible to com- 
pete, attract investors and capital and to re- 
ward employees who perform well. The FASB 
proposal will threaten the livelihood of my 
company and the high technology industry 
as a whole by making this reliable recruit- 
ment tool prohibitively expensive. 

The Secretary of the Treasury, the 
Secretary of Commerce, and each of 
the Big Six accounting firms oppose 
FASB's proposed rule on the treatment 
of stock options. 

Here you have the Secretary of the 
Treasury, the Secretary of Commerce, 
and every Big Six accounting firm in 
opposition to what FASB is proposing 
to do. Although this might seem like a 
technical matter, it is extremely im- 
portant to the workers of California. 

I would like to show you, Mr. Presi- 
dent, petitions signed by 8,000 employ- 
ees in California who were saying, 
“FASB do not do this." You may think 
FASB—what do employees know of 
FASB? I can assure you that every em- 
ployee of every high-tech firm in the 
United States knows exactly what this 
proposed FASB rule is. It is key and 
critical to their well-being, to the well- 
being of their company and, frankly, to 
the well-being of their jobs. 

(Mrs. BOXER assumed the chair.) 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I hope the Mem- 
bers of this Senate will register their 
concern by voting for the Lieberman 
amendment that is before us, and I join 
you, Madam President, in my support 
for that amendment. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut controls 1 
minute and 30 seconds. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum, and 
ask unanimous consent the time be 
charged equally to both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I op- 
pose the amendment which is before 
the Senate, which is aimed at blocking. 
the proposed stock option accounting 
reforms that have been proposed by the 
independent accounting board which is 
in charge of accounting rules. 
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Over the last few years, I have spent 
a lot of time learning about stock op- 
tions. They are complicated to under- 
stand and complicated to explain. I am 
convinced, however, despite the well- 
meaning intention of my colleagues 
and despite some of the rhetoric rel- 
ative to the involvement of small busi- 
ness in this whole effort, that this reso- 
lution, if adopted, would put the Sen- 
ate on the record against honest ac- 
counting. And that is what the issue 
comes down to—simply honest ac- 
counting rules; and, who is going to 
make the decision on those rules, polit- 
ical bodies or independent account- 
ants? 

The way I got into this issue was 
through the controversy over the high 
levels of executive compensation that 
were being paid to CEO's of American 
corporations, as compared to what 
their workers were making, as com- 
pared to what the cost of living was 
doing, as compared to CEO's elsewhere 
in the world. 

The Senate subcommittee which I 
chair, the Subcommittee on Oversight 
of Government Management, held a 
hearing in 1991, after business publica- 
tions ran cover stories about the explo- 
sion of executive pay in this country 
and the disconnect between executive 
pay and corporate performance. That 
hearing showed that CEO pay of Amer- 
ican companies skyrocketed during the 
1980's, outpaced CEO pay in the rest of 
the world, outpaced the pay of average 
workers and, indeed, outpaced cor- 
porate profits. 

The first chart, which we used at 
that hearing, shows what happened to 
CEO pay over the period 1960 through 
1990. During the 1960's, during the 1970's 
until 1980, there was a relationship be- 
tween corporate pay and the pay of, 
say, an engineer, which is the black 
line here; the pay of a schoolteacher 
here, which is the blue line; and the 
pay of a factory worker, which is the 
red line. 

Until about 1980, those pay levels 
were relatively the same. Our boats 
kind of rose and fell together in this 
country. The average factory worker 
went up, the schoolteacher would tend 
to go up, and the engineer would tend 
to go up. The executive, of course, was 
always above them, but nonetheless 
went up at about the same level gen- 
erally. 

Then something happened in 1980, 
when, all of the sudden, corporate exec- 
utive pay in this country skyrocketed 
literally off the charts, while the rest 
of us continued more or less to be mov- 
ing at about the same direction and at 
about the same pace. 

This next chart shows a little more 
detail about that widening gap. This 
now picks it up in 1986. It takes a look 
at CEO pay in the 25 largest industrial 
companies in America with revenues 
over $2 billion. It looks at workers’ 
pay, which is the red line; and it looks 
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at the cost-of-living, which is the blue 
line, which means, by the way, that 
worker pay actually fell behind the 
cost-of-living during those years. In 
the second half of the 1980's, the aver- 
age worker in this country could not 
even keep up with the cost of living. 
But look what happened to CEO pay. It 
skyrocketed dramatically. 

How does this compare to other coun- 
tries? This chart that we looked at in 
our subcommittee compared executive 
pay in 10 countries in 1991. It showed 
that same-size companies—we are com- 
paring apples and apples—we are look- 
ing at chief executive officers of orga- 
nizations with $250 million in annual 
sales—that executive pay for American 
companies of that size generally was 
twice or more as much as executives in 
other countries. 

The pay gap between the CEO and 
the worker in this country is now 150 
times, according to Business Week". 
When you look at that CEO, and look 
at that average worker in America, the 
CEO is making 150 times the average 
worker. 

Fifteen years ago it was 35 times. In 
Germany the pay gap is 23 times be- 
tween the CEO and the average worker. 
In Japan it is 17 times. J.P. Morgan 
said it should not exceed 20 times, that 
the chief executive of a company 
should not be making more than 20 
times more than the average worker of 
that company. But now that pay gap in 
America has skyrocketed from 35 
times, where it was 15 years ago, to 150 
times where it is now. 

We had another hearing in 1992. We 
discovered that one of the most impor- 
tant factors that was driving the in- 
crease in CEO pay is stock options. 
Over 90 percent of large American cor- 
porations pay their CEO's with stock 
options—not exclusively, but they use 
stock options as part of the CEO’s pay. 
Stock options at those companies pro- 
vide not 5 percent or 10 percent of the 
CEO pay, but 30 percent of the CEO pay 
on the average. And when the press re- 
ports on the highest paid CEO’s in this 
country, the majority of their pay is 
typically from stock options. 

In 1992, of the 10 highest paid CEO’s 
in America, all 10 received more than 
90 percent of their pay from stock op- 
tions. The amounts that they received 
from stock options alone for the top 
CEO's in 1992 ranged from $22 million 
to $126 million that year. 

In 1993, the highest paid CEO received 
$203 million. That was the highest paid 
CEO in the whole country in 1993. Of 
the $203 million that CEO got, $202 mil- 
lion came from stock options. 

What is incredible about this com- 
pensation is that it is stealth com- 
pensation. It does not show up on the 
books as a deduction against corporate 
profits. It does not show up as an ex- 
pense. Unlike all other forms of com- 
pensation, no exception, stock options 
are not treated as an expense on the 
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company’s books. And that is what 
FASB is proposing to change. 

Other forms of compensation, be they 
performance-based compensation or 
not, be they speculative or not—all 
other forms of compensation show up 
as an expense on the company’s books 
but not stock options. 

Stock options are stealth compensa- 
tion. Stock options are taken by a 
company as an expense on their income 
taxes but do not show up as an expense 
on their annual reports. And the inde- 
pendent accountants of this country 
say they think something is wrong 
with that. They think stock options 
have value. They think stock options 
have a cost to the company. And they 
think stock options, like every other 
form of compensation with no excep- 
tion, should be treated as an expense 
on the company’s books. That is what 
that independent accountants’ board 
believes. That is what is in their pro- 
posed rule. 

We are going to hear a lot—we al- 
ready have—about the fact that some 
companies—some companies—use 
stock options for the average em- 
ployee. And it is true, there are some 
companies that do it. Very few, by the 
way, but some companies do. But with 
few exceptions, stock options primarily 
compensate top corporate executives. 
Data on the 1,100 largest companies in 
this country show that less than 2 per- 
cent of them issue stock options to any 
employees below management and only 
15 percent issue them as far down the 
ladder as middle management. So that 
means that 85 percent of the top U.S. 
corporations, the 1,100 largest compa- 
nies in America, grant stock options 
only to their top executives. That is 
the big picture. 

The tail which is wagging this dog is 
those small companies which people 
refer to, and indeed there are some. 
But the resolution which is before us is 
not limited to those small companies. 
The minority of small companies issue 
stock options in this country. The big 
stock option picture is these big 1,100 
corporations which issue stock options 
to their top executives and to no one 
else. 

My good friend from Connecticut has 
read the names of a number of compa- 
nies which have broadly based stock 
option plans. Indeed, there are some; 
not many, but there are some. But of 
the top 1,100, 2 percent are the ones 
which issue stock options to any em- 
ployees below management at all. That 
is what we have to focus on. Because 
the resolution is not limited to small 
companies or to new high-tech compa- 
nies or to new starts. That is the argu- 
ment which is being put forward here 
to argue for a resolution whose scope is 
way beyond that. It goes to all the 
companies, and most stock options in 
this country—most—are by the large 
companies to their top executives. And 
that is where the main part of the issue 
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lies. If we ignore that and instead just 
focus on high-tech companies or small 
companies we are going to be missing 
the big picture instead of looking at 
the big picture. 

Madam President, I said a moment 
ago that the stock option is the only 
kind of compensation which is not 
charged to earnings as an expense. Let 
us take a look at the kinds of com- 
pensation that are charged to earnings 
as an expense: Signing bonus, salary, 
annual bonus, performance bonus, 
grant of stock, a performance stock 
grant. 

For instance, if we say you are, ina 
company, going to get a certain num- 
ber of shares of stock based on per- 
formance—hey, that counts. That com- 
pany has to take a charge to earnings. 
That is compensation. Restricted stock 
grants, phantom stock grants, stock 
appreciation rights, life insurance, club 
dues—everything. Every form of com- 
pensation is charged as an expense to 
earnings, but not stock options. And 
that is what FASB is saying they want 
to change. 

That is what this resolution is saying 
from a perspective of Washington, of 
the U.S. Congress: “FASB, don’t 
change that. FASB, we know more 
than you do about what represents 
honest accounting.’’ The problem is, 
Madam President, we do not. 

We may all have opinions on it, and 
I have an opinion on it, as to whether 
or not stock options should be charged 
to earnings and as to whether honest 
accounting rules should require that 
stock options be treated as all other 
forms of compensation. But the inde- 
pendent accounting board is in a far 
better position to reach an objective, 
nonpolitical judgment on that issue. If 
we want our annual statements of cor- 
porations to represent honest account- 
ing instead of political judgments, we 
better let that independent accounting 
board be in terms of their judgments 
and not start legislating accounting 
rules. 

This stock option exception was cre- 
ated by a 20-year-old accounting loop- 
hole, called Opinion No. 25. It is that 
loophole which FASB has said after 10 
years of study and saying they are 
going to do something about it, is fi- 
nally doing something about it. That 
loophole was created by an organiza- 
tion which was the predecessor to the 
Financial Accounting Standards Board 
or FASB. 

I think maybe we ought to spend one 
moment as to what FASB is. They are 
not a Government agency. The most 
important thing they have going for 
them is that they are not a Govern- 
ment agency. They can be free of the 
kind of political considerations which 
otherwise is going to go into a judg- 
ment which should be free of political 
considerations. 

It was not established by Govern- 
ment. FASB is independent of Govern- 
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ment and if we are wise, we are going 
to try to keep it that way. They were 
created by the accounting profession 
and by the business community be- 
cause those groups saw clearly that 
honest accounting rules are one of the 
bedrocks of a healthy economy. They 
knew that while individual businesses 
want to minimize reported costs and 
maximize reported earnings, that rosy 
scenarios are not what markets need to 
function effectively. What they need is 
honest financial reporting, and that is 
what FASB was designed to provide 
and that is what it has been providing. 

What the businesses want us to do— 
and we have heard a lot from the busi- 
nesses—they have come clamoring to 
this town trying to protect this status 
quo which favors their executives so 
much. What they want Congress to do 
is to reverse FASB’s effort to reform 
stock option accounting. 

Opponents have said that most of the 
business community opposes this 
change that FASB is proposing, and 
that is not surprising. It is not surpris- 
ing because of the intense personal in- 
volvement of the CEO’s in this issue. 
FASB has received more than 400 let- 
ters from CEO’s opposing stock option 
accounting reform. FASB will also tell 
you that they have never seen that 
level of involvement by CEO's on any 
issue until it came to their stock op- 
tions. They never saw that level of in- 
volvement by the CEO's even when 
FASB proposed a new earnings charge, 
a charge against corporate earnings for 
retiree health benefits, a charge that 
dwarfs any of the stock option charges 
that FASB is contemplating today. 

What FASB has been saying, in es- 
sence, is that stock options have a 
value; that they have a cost; and that 
the accounting fiction which hides the 
cost to the company has to end. 

Most of FASB's opponents readily 
admit that stock options have value 
and that is why executives want stock 
options. That is why there has been 
such an intense lobbying effort by ex- 
ecutives to save their stock options. 

Then we are told the six big account- 
ing firms oppose FASB. And relative to 
that issue as to why all of a sudden the 
accounting firms, the big six oppose 
FASB, I want to quote from some re- 
marks by the chief accountant of the 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
a man named Walter Schuetze who 
made a speech to the American Insti- 
tute of CPA's in January of this year. 

Here is what he says: 

It also appears to me, and to other outside 
observers, that CPA's may have become 
cheerleaders for their clients on the issue of 
accounting for stock options issued to em- 
ployees. 

He went on to say: 

In 1984 and 1985, in response to the Invita- 
tion to Comment that began the FASB's re- 
consideration of the existing accounting 
rules for stock options granted to employees, 
all of the then big eight accounting firms, 
except one, wrote to the FASB supporting, 
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(a), reconsideration of the accounting rules 
and, (b), a charge to compensation cost/ex- 
pense for all options granted to employees. 

But, in February of 1993, even before the 
FASB issued its exposure draft on the sub- 
ject * * * all of the big six accounting firms 
joined forces with certain members of indus- 
try and a group of users to recommend to the 
FASB that there be no formal recognition 
for the cost of stock options * * * The big six 
accounting firms did not, in February 1993, 
offer an explanation for their change of 
mind. 


He went on to say, and this is the 
chief accountant for the SEC: 


I would be the first to say that anyone can 
change his or her mind. I changed my mind 
on several accounting issues over the years. 
But I think the public deserves an acknowl- 
edgment of that change of mind by the firms 
and the reason why. 

Such a change of position, without a cor- 
responding change in the underlying con- 
cepts and issues that led the firms * * * ini- 
tially to support FASB's project, has left 
some members of the public with the impres- . 
sion that the switch was in response to the 
fear of losing clients or other forms of retal- 
iation. I do not know if this is true. However, 
if public companies are pressuring their out- 
side auditors, and the Accounting Standards 
Executive Committee * * * to take particu- 
lar positions on financial accounting and re- 
porting issues, and outside auditors are sub- 
ordinating their views to their clients' views, 
can the outside auditor community continue 
to claim to be independent? 

He concluded: 

I make these comments with a heavy 
heart. As many of you know, these com- 
ments do not come from an ivory tower. I 
lived and worked in the accounting profes- 
sion for more than 30 years. I know the reali- 
ties of saying no to a client. I know the dis- 
appointment some clients express when an 
auditor makes a decision to support an ac- 
counting proposal that may reduce those cli- 
ents' reported earnings. I know the long and 
often heated telephone calls and client vis- 
its, the emotional strain, and the financial 
cost that follow such decisions. But I also 
know the rewards—a clean conscience, not 
having to worry about losing lawsuits based 
on the merits, and pride in the profession, 
the credibility of financial accounting and 
reporting. 

I hope that the profession and registrants 
will, through self-restraint, take a fresh look 
at these independence issues and * * * let 
nothing stand in the auditor's way of telling 
the truth as he or she sees it. 

Madam President, it is hard to argue 
against the proposition, I think, that 
Stock options impose costs on the com- 
panies at issue. That is the second 
point. The first point is they have a 
value. That is what FASB is saying, 
Stock options have a value. Again, that 
should not shock anybody. If they did 
not have value, we would not have all 
the CEO's descending on us to try to 
keep this the way it is in terms of ac- 
counting rules. That is why they are 
fighting FASB so hard. 

There is a second proposition FASB 
is working on, and that is that the 
stock options have a cost to the com- 
panies that issve them. That is the 
only reason that companies are per- 
mitted to deduct stock .option com- 
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pensation from their Federal taxes as a 
business expense. 

This is the only item that I know of 
which a company can deduct and does 
deduct from its taxes as a business ex- 
pense that it does not list as a business 
expense on its books. 

We give them a tax deduction for this 
because it is a business expense, and 
when it comes to tax time companies 
argue, oh, it is a business expense. We 
want to deduct the difference between 
what the value of that stock is when 
exercised and what that so-called 
Strike price or option price was. We 
want to be able to deduct that as a 
business expense. We say go ahead; it is 
a business expense. And you and I pay 
for it. It is a tax deduction. 

But when it comes to their own 
books and records at the end of the 
year, they want to maintain the fiction 
that there is no cost to the company. 
There is no expense, they argue, when 
it comes to their annual report. It is 
only an expense, they say, when it 
comes to their income tax. 

They cannot have it both ways. It is 
one or the other. It is either an expense 
for income tax purposes and in terms of 
their own books, or it is neither. It 
cannot be both. 

What is really interesting here in 
this regard is a letter that was written 
in 1993 to the Senate Finance Commit- 
tee by someone who opposes stock op- 
tion reform now, the Biotechnology In- 
dustry Organization. The Bio- 
technology Industry Organization op- 
poses what FASB is doing. They do not 
want this to be treated as a charge to 
earnings. But when they were talking 
about a slightly different issue, when 
they were trying to keep stock options 
as an expense for income tax purposes, 
when it came to the research and de- 
velopment tax credit evaluation, they 
took exactly the opposite position. 

Madam President, how much time do 
I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator's time has just about expired; he 
has 1 second remaining. And then 
under the previous order, once he offers 
his amendment, he will control 15 min- 
utes of time, and the Senator from 
Connecticut 15 minutes of time. 

So the Senator's time has expired on 
the first-degree amendment. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1669 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
regarding the protection of accounting 
principles) 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I send 
the second-degree amendment to the 
desk at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the second-degree 
amendment of the Senator from Michi- 


gan. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: i 

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1669 to 
amendment numbered 1668: 


79-059 O—97 Vol. 140 (Pt. 7) 5 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the amend- 
ment, insert the following new section: 

SEC. .SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

It is the sense of the Senate that— 

(1) the status of the Financial Accounting 
Standards Board as a private body of inde- 
pendent accounting experts should be re- 
spected and ed; and 

(2) the Congress should not impair the ob- 
jectivity or integrity of the Financial Ac- 
counting Standards Board's decisionmaking 
process by legislating accounting rules. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, the 
issue before us is not whether or not 
stock options are good or bad. As far as 
I am concerned, they are good. I like 
performance-based pay. I put a whole 
list of performance-based pay up here. I 
think we ought to encourage it, but not 
at the expense of honestly accounting 
for stock options. 

That is what Warren Buffett, who I 
think is known to all of us as really 
one of the great entrepreneurs of our 
age, wrote to the Banking Committee. 
He wrote them that we should not—we 
should not—be reversing FASB. FASB 
is seeking honest accounting. I wish to 
read parts of his letter. He said that he 
summarized his views on that subject 
in an annual report of his company, 
Berkshire Hathaway, and he quotes 
them here. 

The most egregious case of let's-not-face- 
up-to-reality behavior by executives and ac- 
countants has occurred in the world of stock 
options. The lack of logic is not accidental: 
For decades, much of the business world has 
waged war against accounting rulemakers, 
trying to keep the cost of stock options from 
being reflected in the profits of the corpora- 
tions that issue them. 

Typically, executives have argued that op- 
tions are hard to value and that therefore 
their costs should be ignored. At other times 
managers have said that assigning a cost to 
options would injure small start-up busi- 
nesses. Sometimes they have even solemnly 
declared that ''out-of-the-money" options 
have no value when they are issued. 

He says: 

I see this line of reasoning as offering ex- 
citing possibilities to American corporations 
for instantly improving their reported prof- 
its. For example, they could eliminate the 
cost of insurance by paying for it with op- 
tions. So if you're a CEO and subscribe to 
this “no cash-no cost” theory of accounting, 
Il] make you an offer you can't refuse: Give 
us a call at Berkshire and we will happily 
sell you insurance in exchange for a bundle 
of long-term options on your company's 


stock. 

Shareholders should understand that com- 
panies incur costs when they deliver some- 
thing of value to another party and not just 
when cash changes hands. Moreover, it is 
both silly and cynical to say that an impor- 
tant item of cost should not be recognized 
simply because it can't be quantified with 
pinpoint precision. Right now, accounting 
abounds with imprecision. After all, no man- 
ager or auditor knows how long a 747 is going 
to last, which means he also does not know 
what the yearly depreciation charge for the 
plane should be. No one knows with any cer- 
tainty what a bank’s annual loan loss charge 
ought to be. And the estimates of losses that 
property-casualty companies make are noto- 
riously inaccurate. 
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Does this mean that these important items 
of cost should be ignored simply because 
they can't be quantified with absolute accu- 
racy? Of course not. Rather, these costs 
should be estimated by honest and experi- 
enced people and then recorded. When you 
get right down to it, what other item of 
major, but hard-to-precisely-calculate cost— 
other, that is, than stock options—does the 
accounting profession say should be ignored 
in the calculation of earnings? 

He said: 

Instead, as the debate about stock option 
accounting has gone forward, sweep-the- 
costs-under-the-rug' proponents have argued 
fervently for disclosure—for the presentation 
of all relevant information about options in 
the footnotes to the financial statements, 
rather than in the statements themselves 
tko 

This approach, so the argument proceeds, 
is especially needed for young companies: 
They will find new capital too expensive if 
they must charge against earnings the full 
compensation costs implicit in the value of 
the options they issue. In effect, the people 
making this argument want managers at 
those companies to tell their employees that 
the options given them are immensely valu- 
able while they simultaneously tell the own- 
ers of the corporation that the items are 
cost-free. This financial schizophrenia, so it 
is argued, fosters the national interest, in 
that it aids entrepreneurs and the start-up 
companies we need to reinvigorate the econ- 
omy. 

He goes on to say: 

Let me point out the absurdities to which 
that line of thought leads. For example, it is 
also in the national interest that American 
industry spend significant sums on research 
and development. To encourage business to 
increase such spending we might allow these 
costs, too, to be recorded only in the foot- 
notes so that they do not reduce reported 
earnings. In other words, once you adopt the 
idea of pursuing social goals by mandating 
bizarre accounting, the possibilities are end- 


less. 

Indeed, I would argue that the national in- 
terest theory is not only misguided, but 
wrong. True international competitiveness is 
achieved by reducing costs, not ignoring 
them. Over time, capital markets will also 
function more rationally when logical and 
even-handed accounting standards, rather 
than the feel-good'“ variety, are followed. 


Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that I may put the entire let- 
ter of Warren Buffett to the Banking 
Committee, dated October 18, 1993, into 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


BERKSHIRE HATHAWAY INC., 
Omaha, NE, October 18, 1993. 

Hon. CHRISTOPHER DODD, 

Chairman, Securities Subcommittee of Commit- 
tee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af- 
fairs, Senate Office Building, Washington, 
DC. 


DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I regret that I will 
not be able to attend your subcommittee 
meeting on October 21. 

Could I have appeared there, I would have 
wished to make certain points, which I will 
distill here. First among these is the fact 
that I do not object to the intelligent use of 
stock options. I have often voted for their is- 
suance, both as a director and as a substan- 
tial owner of the issuing corporations mak- 
ing use of them. 
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I do, however, object to the improper 
stock-option accounting now practiced. I 
summarized my views on that subject in the 
1992 Annual Report of Berkshire Hathaway 
and I would like to repeat those comments 
here: 

Managers thinking about accounting is- 
sues should never forget one of Abraham 
Lincoln's favorite riddles: "How many legs 
does a dog have if you call his tail a leg?" 
The answer: Four, because calling a tail a 
leg does not make it a leg. It behooves man- 
agers to remember that Abe's right even if 
an auditor is willing to certify that the tail 
is a leg. 

The most egregious case of let's-not-face- 
up-to-reality behavior by executives and ac- 
countants has occurred in the world of stock 
options. The lack of logic is not accidental: 
For decades, much of the business world has 
waged war against accounting rulemakers, 
trying to keep the cost of stock options from 
being reflected in the profits of the corpora- 
tions that issue them. 

Typically, executives have argued that op- 
tions are hard to value and that therefore 
their costs should be ignored. At other times 
managers have said that assigning a cost to 
options would injure small start-up busi- 
nesses. Sometimes they have even solemnly 
declared that ''out-of-the-money" options 
(those with an exercise price equal to or 
above the current market price) have no 
value when they are issued. 

Oddly, the Council of Institutional Inves- 
tors has chimed in with a variation on that 
theme, opining that options should not be 
viewed as a cost because they aren't dollars 
out of a company's coffers.“; I see this line of 
reasoning as offering exciting possibilities to 
American corporations for instantly improv- 
ing their reported profits. For example, they 
could eliminate the cost of insurance by pay- 
ing for it with options. So if you're a CEO 
and subscribe to this no cash-no cost“ the- 
ory of accounting, I'll make you an offer you 
can't refuse: Give us a call, at Berkshire and 
we will happily sell you insurance in ex- 
change for a bundle of long-term options on 
your company's stock. 

Shareholders should understand that com- 
panies incur costs when they deliver some- 
thing of value to another party and not just 
when cash changes hands. Moreover, it is 
both silly and cynical to say that an impor- 
tant item of cost should not be recognized 
simply because it can't be quantified with 
pinpoint precision. Right now, accounting 
abounds with imprecision. After all, no man- 
ager or auditor knows how long a 747 is going 
to last, which means he also does not know 
what the yearly depreciation charge for the 
plan should be. No one knows with any cer- 
tainly what a bank's annual loan loss charge 
ought to be. And the estimates of losses that 
property-casualty companies make are noto- 
riously inaccurate. 

Does this mean that these important items 
of cost should be ignored simply because 
they can't be quantified with absolute accu- 
racy? Of course not. Rather, these costs 
should be estimated by honest and experi- 
enced people and then recorded. When you 
get right down to it, what other item of 
major but hard-to-precisely-calculate cost— 
other, that is, than stock options—does the 
accounting profession say should be ignored 
in the calculation of earnings? 

Moreover, options are just not that dif- 
ficult to value. Admittedly, the difficulty is 
increased by the fact that the options given 
to executives are restricted in various ways. 
These restrictions affect value. They do not, 
however, eliminate it. In fact, since I'm in 
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the mood for offers, I'll make one to any ex- 
ecutive who is granted a restricted option, 
even though it may be out of the money: On 
the day of issue, Berkshire will pay him or 
her a substantial sum for the right to any fu- 
ture gain he or she realizes on the option. So 
if you find a CEO who says his newly-issued 
options have little or no value, tell him to 
try us out. In truth, we have far more con- 
fidence in our ability to determine an appro- 
priate price to pay for an option than we 
have in our ability to determine the proper 
depreciation rate for our corporate jet. 

It seems to me that the realities of stock 
options can be summarized quite simply: If 
options aren’t a form of compensation, what 
are they? If compensation isn't an expense, 
what is it? And, if expenses shouldn’t go into 
the calculation of earnings, where in the 
world should they go? 

With over six months having passed since 
those questions were posed, I have had no 
one heap answers upon me. 

Instead, as the debate about option ac- 
counting has gone forward, ‘‘sweep-the-costs- 
under-the-rug" proponents have argued fer- 
vently for disclosure—for the presentation of 
all relevant information about options in the 
footnotes to the financial statements, rather 
than in the statements themselves. In that 
manner, they say, investors can be informed 
about the costs of options without these 
costs actually hurting net income and earn- 
ings per share. 

This approach, so the argument proceeds, 
is especially needed for young companies: 
They will find new capital too expensive if 
they must charge against earnings the full 
compensation costs implicit in the value of 
the options they issue. In effect, the people 
making this argument want managers at 
those companies to tell their employees that 
the options given them are immensely valu- 
able while they simultaneously tell the own- 
ers of the corporation that the options are 
cost-free. This financial schizophrenia, so it 
is argued, fosters the national interest, in 
that it aids entrepreneurs and the start-up 
companies we need to reinvigorate the econ- 
omy. 

Let me point out the absurdities to which 
that line of thought leads. For example, it is 
also in the national interest that American 
industry spend significant sums on research 
and development. To encourage business to 
increase such spending, we might allow these 
costs, too, to be recorded only in the foot- 
notes so that they do not reduce reported 
earnings. In other words, once you adopt the 
idea of pursuing social goals by mandating 
bizarre accounting, the possibilities are end- 
less. 

Indeed, I would argue that the national- 
interest“ theory is not only misguided, but 
wrong. True international competitiveness is 
achieved by reducing costs, not ignoring 
them. Over time, capital markets will also 
function more rationally when logical and 
even-handed accounting standards, rather 
than the "feel-good" variety, are followed. 

Back in 1937, Benjamin Graham, the father 
of Security Analysis and, in my opinion, the 
best thinker the investment profession has 
ever had, wrote a satire on accounting. In it, 
he described the gimmicks that companies 
could employ to inflate reported earnings, 
even though economic reality changed not at 
all. Among Graham's most hilarious sugges- 
tions—because the thought seemed so far 
fetched—was a proposition that all employ- 
ees of à company be paid in options. He 
pointed out that this arrangement would 
eliminate all labor costs (or, more precisely, 
eliminate the need to record them) and do 
wonders for the bottom line. 
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Today, in the world of stock options, we 
have life imitating satire. So far, of course, 
companies have largely substituted option 
compensation for cash compensation only 
when paying managers. But there is no rea- 
son that this substitution can’t spread, as 
corporate executives catch on to the possi- 
bility of inflating earnings without actually 
improving the economics of their businesses. 

One close-to-home example, involving 
Berkshire Hathaway and its 20,000 employ- 
ees: I would have no problem inducing each 
of them to accept an annual grant of out-of- 
the-money options worth $3,000 at issuance 
in exchange for a $2,000 reduction in annual 
cash compensation. Were we to effect such 
an exchange, our pre-tax earnings would im- 
prove by $40 million—but our shareholders 
would be $20 million poorer. Would someone 
care to argue that would be in the national 
interest? 

Many years ago, I heard a story—undoubt- 
edly apocryphal—about a state legislator 
who introduced a bill to change the value of 
pi from 3.14159 to an even 3.0 so that mathe- 
matics could be made less difficult for the 
children of his constituents. If a well-inten- 
tioned Congress tries to pursue social goals 
by mandating unsound accounting prin- 
ciples, it will be following in the footsteps of 
that well-intentioned legislator. 

Sincerely, 
WARREN E. BUFFETT. 

Mr. LEVIN. Also, Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that a list of 70 
members of the academic community 
that are supporting the following 
statement be inserted in the RECORD at 
this time. The statement is as follows: 

Stock options have value; they impose a 
cost on companies that issue them; and the 
cost of stock option compensation ought to 
be charged to corporate earnings. 

Madam President, I also would ask 
unanimous consent that a letter from 
the AFL-CIO in opposition to the 
Leiberman amendment and in support 
of my second-degree amendment be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STOCK OPTION ACCOUNTING REFORM 

The following members of the academic 
community endorse this statement: 

“Stock options have value; they impose a 
cost on companies that issue them; and the 
cost of stock option compensation ought to 
be charged to corporate earnings.“ 

Professor Shannon W. Anderson, University 
of Michigan 

Professor Rick Antle, Yale University 

Professor Paul Bahnson, University of Mon- 
tana 

Professor Ran Barniv, Kent State University 

Professor Mary E. Barth, Harvard University 

Professor Vic Bernard, University of Michi- 
gan 

Former President Derek Bok, Harvard Uni- 
versity 

Professor Wayne Boutell, University of Cali- 
fornia at Berkeley 

Professor Bill Bruns, Harvard University 

Professor John C. Burton, Columbia Univer- 
sity 

Professor Richard Buxbaum, University of 
California at Berkeley 

Professor Alan Cerf, University of California 
at Berkeley 

Professor Bill Collins, University of North 
Carolina 
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Professor Julie Collins, University of North 
Carolina 

Professor Daniel W. Collins, University of 
Iowa 

Professor Graef Crystal, University of Cali- 
fornia at Berkeley 

Professor Bala Dharan, Rice University 

Professor Mel Eisenburg, University of Cali- 
fornia at Berkeley 

Professor John A. Elliott, Cornell University 

Professor Marc Epstein, Harvard University 

Professor David Fetyko, Kent State Univer- 
sity 

Professor Tom J. Frecka, University of 
Notre Dame 

Professor John R. Hand, University of North 


Carolina 

Professor Bill Holder, University of Southern 
California 

Professor Charles Horngren, Stanford Uni- 
versity 

Professor Robert Hoskin, University of Con- 
necticut 

Professor Gene A. Imhoff, University of 
Michigan 

Professor Sanjay Kallapur, University of Ar- 
izona 


Professor Bob Kaplan, Harvard University 

Professor David Kirch, Kent State Univer- 
sity 

Professor Don Kirk, Columbía University 

Professor Richard Lambert, Stanford Univer- 
sity 

Professor Wayne R. Landsman, University of 
North Carolina 

Professor Harold Langenderfer, University of 
North Carolina 

Professor John Larsen, University of South- 
ern Californía 

Professor Wayne Lee, Kent State University 

Professor Kenneth Lehn, University of Pitts- 
burg 

Professor Baruch Lev, University of Califor- 
nia at Berkeley 

Professor Louis Lowenstein, Columbia Uni- 
versity 

Professor Terry Marsh, University of Califor- 
nia at Berkeley 

Professor Maureen F. McNichols, Stanford 
University 

Professor Ken Merchant, 
Southern California 

Professor George Milkovich, Cornell Univer- 
sity 

Professor Merton Miller, Nobel Laureate in 
Economics, University of Chicago 

Professor Paul B.W. Miller, University of 
Colorado 

Professor Paul Munter, University of Miami 
in Florida 

Professor R.D. Nair, University of Wisconsin 

Professor Charles O'Reilly, Stanford Univer- 
sity 

Professor Paul Pacter, University of Con- 
necticut 

Professor Krishna Palepu, Harvard Univer- 
sity 

Professor Michael Pearson, Kent State Uni- 
versity 

Professor Steven Penman, 
California at Berkeley 

Professor Robert W. Rouse, 
Charleston in South Carolina 

Professor Doug A. Shackelford, Stanford 
University 

Professor John K. Simmons, University of 
Florida 

Professor Abbie Smith, University of Chi- 


University of 


University of 
College of 


cago 
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DEAR SENATOR: During consideration of S. 
783, the Fair Credit Reporting Act, the Sen- 
ate will consider an amendment by Senator 
Lieberman to prohibit the Financial Ac- 
counting Standards Board (FASB) from de- 
veloping accounting rules that would charge 
employee stock options as a charge against 
earnings. FASB was created in 1973 as a pri- 
vate-sector group to develop accounting 
standards for the securities industry. 

The AFL-CIO opposes the Lieberman 
amendment because it is an attempt to pre- 
empt the ability of FASB to develop objec- 
tive accounting rules. 

While this issue is almost exclusively a 
matter of concern for highly compensated 
executives who receive stock options, it does 
affect rank and file workers. As shareholders 
of corporations through our pension plans, 
the unions of the AFL-CIO are unable to ob- 
tain an adequate financial picture of cor- 
porations that use stock options extensively. 
We approach this issue from the perspective 
of union fund trustees whose investments 
and proxy voting responsibilities are im- 
pacted by the quality and appropriateness of 
the financial statement disclosure as well as 
from the perspective of union members who 
need to be aware of the financial, health and 
liabilities of the firms for which they work. 
The AFL-CIO has contacted FASB offering 
its suggestions in this complex area. How- 
ever, we believe that FASB should be able to 
complete its own recommendation without 
being swayed by Congress. 

Therefore, the AFL-CIO opposes the 
Liberman amendment which would under- 
mine the integrity of the FASB process. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT M. MCGLOTTEN, 
Director. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I re- 
serve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MI- 
KULSKI). The Senator from Connecti- 
cut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 
I thank the Chair. 

Madam President, it is unusual for 
me to be in the position of arguing 
against the Senator from Michigan 
who I normally consider to be such a 
rational and objective person. I find 
myself not feeling this way about his 
arguments in this particular case. 

Madam President, the Senator from 
Michigan has talked at great length 
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about the compensation of chief execu- 
tives of companies and the way in 
which that compensation in so many 
cases has been rising dramatically and 
whereas the compensation of the aver- 
age worker has not been rising. Of 
course, I share his anger at that. 

Obviously, we understand that the 
public is angry about that disparity as 
well. And some of the levels of com- 
pensation being reported are enormous. 
It is hard to imagine $100 million or 
$200 million a year. But it is very im- 
portant to say that this debate is not 
about the compensation of chief execu- 
tive officers. I mean the Financial Ac- 
counting Standards Board itself, which 
the Senator from Michigan is here to 
protect in that sense, or at least pro- 
tect the proposed rule in this case, has 
stated over and over again that their 
rule on stock options is not about chief 
executive officer pay. They are con- 
cerned, as we all should be, about the 
integrity and comparability of finan- 
cial statements so that investors can 
make informed decisions. 

If we are concerned about chief exec- 
utive officer pay, then this is not the 
debate to work out that concern. Obvi- 
ously, any Member is free to speak re- 
gardless of the particular subject. But 
to do anything about it probably would 
require a look at the Tax Code, not at 
the generally accepted accounting 
principles issued by the FASB. 

Accounting principles need to reflect 
neutrality in reporting financial infor- 
mation, not policy judgments such as 
have been the subject of the statement 
of the Senator from Michigan. The way 
any of us feel about executive pay is a 
policy judgment, a value judgment, and 
should not find its way into an ac- 
counting principle issued by the Finan- 
cial Accounting Standards Board. 

Madam President, I want to make 
clear again. The Senator from Michi- 
gan has talked about the top 1,100 com- 
panies, the largest companies, and only 
2 percent of them giving stock options. 
But this denies the chart that I re- 
ferred to earlier which agrees with part 
of what he said. But that is only part of 
the picture. In companies of over 5,000, 
4 percent of them actually issued stock 
options to all of their employees. But 
look at these companies. The Senator 
from Michigan referred to 1,100 compa- 
nies. Over 3 million companies in this 
country have stock. And look at this 
bar here. Companies with less than 100 
employees that issue stock options 
give them to 90 percent of the workers; 
9 out of 10 workers in those startup 
companies. That involves an enormous 
number of employees; hundreds of 
thousands, I would say. 

Take all the companies offering 
stock options. Let us go beyond the top 
largest 1,100. Of all the companies of- 
fering stock options, 35 percent of 
those give them to all employees. Only 
7 percent of the companies issuing 
stock options only give them to senior 
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managers. So let us get the full picture 
here. 

In terms of our concern about the 
compensation, the pay of the chief ex- 
ecutive officers, and our complemen- 
tary concern about the fact that so 
many middle-class workers in this 
country have not seen real wages going 
up, the irony of the position being 
taken by FASB, and my friend from 
Michigan, is that stock options are one 
of the few great opportunities that 
middle-class workers have to break out 
of the cycle of stagnating real wages, 
to own a piece of the company, basi- 
cally to make more money, to put a 
little bit away, to buy the home, to 
send the kids to college, to have a re- 
tirement nest egg, and to go out and 
start a new business of their own. Look 
at Wendy's. The great Wendy's gives it 
to employees all the way down to the 
people working at the counter. 

There was a remarkable event out in 
California in Silicon Valley 3 or 4 
weeks ago where more than 4,000 mid- 
dle-management, middle-class and 
lower employees came out, would you 
believe it, Madam President, to a rally 
for stock options. There ought to be a 
paragraph in some economic or politi- 
cal history of America for that event. 
And why? Because they know how im- 
portant they are. 

I went through one of the companies 
a while ago. I stopped the workers and 
asked if stock options matter. Sure 
do." 

“What did you do with them?" 

"Bought a new house, bought a new 
car." 

So the irony is here, while we may 
rail about CEO compensation, stock 
options really primarily benefit mid- 
dle-class workers and lower in compa- 
nies. 

Third, on the whole question of ac- 
counting, the Senator from Michigan 
has listed the series of charges that are 
taken against earnings. But the dif- 
ference between those and stock op- 
tions is that they can be valued on the 
occasion on which they are granted. 
Stock options cannot. If stock options 
could be valued on the date on which 
they are granted, they would have been 
on that list. There would have been no 
argument here. 

Stock options are like a lawsuit filed 
against a company. The lawsuit is dis- 
closed in the report of the company but 
is not valued. Because how can we 
value a lawsuit until a judgment is 
reached or an agreement is negotiated? 
And the same is true of stock options. 
They cannot be valued on the date on 
which they are granted because nobody 
knows whether they are worth any- 
thing, let alone what they are worth. 

Let me go back to something the 
Senator from Michigan said about poli- 
tics. Again, I want to quote from the 
American Institute of Certified Public 
Accountants, a  nonpolitical group. 
These are the pros. Let us listen to 
what they say. 
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Since stock options are nontransferable 
and cannot be traded on any market, there is 
no objective market value that can be read- 
ily determined for them. Models that at- 
tempt to assign a value to a stock option are 
based on numerous assumptions and projec- 
tions, and are of such a nature that they are 
too complex and unreliable. 

That is not any Member of the Sen- 
ate. That is not any corporate execu- 
tive. That is the American Institute of 
Certified Public Accountants. 

Madam President, I am not going to 
object or oppose the second-degree 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Michigan because this Senator re- 
spects and prefers the independence of 
FASB, the Financial Accotnting 
Standards Board. 

And my hope is that they will act in 
a way here with regard to this wrong- 
headed proposed rule that they will 
withdraw it, to amend it. 

In saying that, though, I do want to 
remind the Senator from Michigan of 
something that happened. And I share 
the sentiments that he expressed on an 
earlier occasion, January 28, 1993, not 
so long ago, in introducing S. 259 in 
this 103d session of Congress. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan said: 

It is not the ideal course for Federal legis- 
lation to require the promulgation of spe- 
cific accounting rules. My preference is, as I 
have stated many times, is for FASB or the 
SEC to take the action needed on their own. 
But FASB, while conceding that the issue 
must be addressed, has left it unaddressed 
for a decade. That is why I am introducing 
this bill today. 

Then the Senator indicates that 
FASB may be taking action. Then he 
comes back and concludes: 

But if FASB again fails to act, and the 
SEC again fails to step in, I— 

The Senator from Michigan—— 
will be back asking my colleagues to support 
this bill as the only option left to us. 

So it is in that spirit that I will sup- 
port the second-degree amendment, 
knowing that clearly the best of all sit- 
uations is for the Financial Accounting 
Standards Board to have its independ- 
ence protected. But if it goes ahead in 
promulgating an accounting rule that 
has a disastrous affect on the ability of 
the American economy to raise capital, 
to create jobs, and particularly the 
ability of some of those startups the 
Senator from California [Mrs. BOXER], 
referred to, then I am going to look 
back at the statement made by the 
Senator from Michigan on January 28, 
1993, and probably act accordingly. 

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield 2 
minutes to me? 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I am happy to do 
so. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I 
agree with the Senator’s decision to ac- 
cept the second-degree amendment of 
the Senator from Michigan. There is 
nothing inconsistent with the second- 
degree amendment and the first-degree 
amendment, as far as I can tell. 

We all agree that we want FASB to 
listen—not to us, but to the hundreds 
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of thousands of people that they are 
hearing from. I feel so differently from 
my friend from Michigan, and maybe it 
is because I come from a State where I 
have seen the entrepreneurial spirit 
arising from men and women who are 
investing their own funds, who are at- 
tracting the talent to their companies, 
because they are able to offer, if you 
will, a piece of the future action of the 
company to these people. So they are 
involved in the company. 

The Senator from Michigan himself 
stated, “I like stock options; they are 
good." He said, “It is not a matter of 
whether stock options are good. I like 
them. They are good.” 

When you say that, I think you have 
to take the next step and say if you 
like them and think they are good, 
then why would you be on the opposing 
side from the Senator from Connecti- 
cut and the Senator from California? 
Because we are saying we like stock 
options, and we think they are good. 
We think they act to attract good peo- 
ple to the startup companies and retain 
them there, where they give their all 
and feel a part of the company, and we 
may have a rule here that will hurt 
those very same companies. 

I say to my friend from Michigan 
that I think the large companies can 
always survive. Their bottom line can 
take a hit of a large stock option. But 
it is the smaller companies that we 
hurt—companies like Shaman Pharma- 
ceuticals and Lisa Conte, who founded 
that company with a couple thousand 
of her own dollars. 

In my closing second, I ask unani- 
mous consent that I may have printed 
in the RECORD at this time an op ed 
piece from the Wall Street Journal of 
February 8, 1994, entitled “A Rule That 
Stunts Growth.” 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Wall Street Journal, Feb. 8, 1994] 
A RULE THAT STUNTS GROWTH 
(By J. Carter Beese Jr.) 

All eyes are on the stock market. But 
while investors look to the Fed, Wall Street 
analysts and the stars for guidance, perhaps 
they should pay some attention to a slightly 
lower-profile group: The Financial Account- 
ing Standards Board, or FASB. That's right, 
the FASB. While the FASB's work doesn't 
seem as loftly as setting the nation's mone- 
tary policy, the practical effect of an ac- 
counting rule currently under consideration 
is just as serious as Friday's rise in the fed- 
eral funds rate. The hit to investors would be 
just as predictable. 

At issue are FASB proposals to force com- 
panies to expense the value of employee 
stock options when the options are issued. 
Criticism of this idea, subject to public hear- 
ings next month, has come from all sides. 
Nevertheless, shareholders and investors 
may eventually end up joining the FASB as 
casualties in this conflict. 

MASKING TRUE COST : 

Why? Because the FASB is committed to 
rendering its final decision without regard to 
any of the social, economic or public policy 
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considerations involved. For shareholders 
and investors, the FASB's failure to consider 
these nonaccounting factors masks the true 
cost of its proposals. Unless all the relevant 
issue are addressed, we may find ourselves 
paying the price for blindly using the high- 
cost alternative when a low-cost selection 
would have performed equally well. 

Since its inception, the Securities and Ex- 
change Commission has maintained ultimate 
authority over the content of corporate fi- 
nancial statements. In 1973, the SEC began 
looking to the FASB to establish accounting 
principles ''with the expectation that the 
body's conclusions will promote the interests 
of investors.“ 

In the context of the stock-option account- 
ing debate, promoting investors’ interests 
boils down to answering one question: 
Should the estimated value of employee 
Stock options be charged as an expense 
against earnings, as proposed by the FASB, 
or should it be reflected in the notes to the 
company’s financial statements, a com- 
promise suggested by the Big Six accounting 
firms, the Council of Institutional Investors 
and the Business Roundtable? 

Our financial markets, of course, value 
substance over form. Whether deducted from 
earnings or disclosed in a footnote, the esti- 
mated value accorded to the options will be 
quickly and efficiently analyzed, checked, 
re-estimated and assigned its appropriate 
weight, as only our markets can do so well. 

On the other hand, shareholders and the 
companies in which they invest care a great 
deal about form, and for good reason. The 
collateral consequences of the FASB's pro- 
posals go far beyond the potential effect on 
stock prices. 

The charge to income will be based on 
highly debatable estimates produced by com- 
plex option-pricing models. By turning a soft 
estimate into a hard expense, we will imme- 
diately raise the up-front cost of using stock 
options, even though the real cost to the 
company—the potential dilutive effect to 
Shareholder  equity—remains unchanged. 
Moreover, in today's hostile legal environ- 
ment—where class-action suits are instantly 
filed if earnings fall too fast, rise too slowly 
or remain too steady—the fear of inviting 
yet more litigation by including “soft” in- 
formation directly on income statements is a 
very real concern. 

Additionally, employee stock options are a 
uniquely American phenomenon that allows 
thousands of U.S. workers to share in their 
companies’ success. As such, employee stock 
options provide a distinct competitive ad- 
vantage to U.S companies competing glob- 
ally for talented employees. The companies 
and industries most heavily dependent on 
stock options are also creating the real job 
growth in our economy. If, to avoid adverse 
side-effects, U.S. companies limit their use 
of stock options, we all lose. 

Faced with these arguments, the FASB's 
rebuttal is simple: When it comes to ac- 
counting principles, economic consequences 
be damned; the truth will set investors free. 
But the truth be told, finding the true value 
of stock options is an impossible task; and 
by using estimates, the FASB is not empow- 
ering investors with more credible financial 
statements, only theoretically improved 
ones. 

The merit of these so-called improvements 
is not clear. Option-pricing models use com- 
plicated formulas based on various assump- 
tions, including predictions on interest rates 
and stock volatility 10 years into the future 
and produce widely divergent results. The 
FASB hopes its proposals will enhance the 
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comparability of earnings among companies; 
but achieving this limited goal is doubtful 
when the estimates underlying earnings lack 
comparability. 

For example, compensation consultants re- 
portedly estimated the current value of the 
options package provided to Kodak’s new 
CEO last December at between $13 million 
and $17 million, a range of 30%. If this range 
exists for options on Kodak, a mature com- 
pany with an established trading history and 
actively traded options for its stock, imagine 
the range for a new high-tech company in a 
new industry with no existing market his- 
tory or options markets. The estimated 
value of the latter company’s options would 
be all over the board—and, if recorded as an 
expense, would render its earnings meaning- 
less to investors for comparative purposes. 

Moreover, its unlikely that the FASB's ac- 
tions are needed to curb excessive executive 
salaries, as others argue. No pay package 
goes unnoticed under the SEC's copious new 
executive compensation disclosures, and by 
linking pay to performance, stock options 
reward executives only if shareholders win 
too. 

FOOTNOTES WOULD WORK 

The bottom line is that by using footnote 
disclosures, investors will receive the same 
information that the FASB seeks to present. 
More important, the income statement will 
not reflect guesstimates of option values, 
and the damaging side-effects of the FASB's 
proposals will be eliminated. All with no dis- 
cernible harm to shareholders and investors. 

Yet the FASB is unable to fully evaluate 
this alternative approach. As it recently ad- 
mitted at oversight hearings before the SEC, 
the FASB lacks the competence to judge 
nonaccounting issues, and therefore does not 
consider them when reaching its conclusions. 

Promoting investors’ interests demands 
that we not blindly derail the engine of 
growth that employee stock options so clear- 
ly represent. For everyone's sake, the FASB 
should amend its proposals, or the SEC 
should act now to avert a disastrous train 
wreck. 

Mrs. BOXER. Reading four simple 
sentences, it says. 

* * * the FASB is committed to rendering 
its final decision without regard to any of 
the social, economic, or public policy consid- 
erations involved. 

I agree with that. It is up to us to lis- 
ten to the people back home, not to be 
isolated here in Washington. I found 
out about this issue from the working 
people back home. 

It goes on to say: 

* * * employee stock options are a unique- 
ly American phenomenon that allows thou- 
sands of U.S. workers to share in their com- 
pany's success. 

Let us not blindly allow FASB to de- 
rail the engine of growth that em- 
ployee stock options so clearly rep- 
resent. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. BOREN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. BOREN], is 
recognized. 

Mr. BOREN. I thank my colleague 
from Michigan. I rise in support of the 
amendment of the Senator from Michi- 
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gan. First of all, I commend him for 
the leadership he has shown on the 
issue of executive compensation year 
after year after year. 

He has made sure that those stock- 
holders who own the companies know 
exactly the compensation that is being 
paid to those that are operating those 
companies. After all, these companies 
belong to the shareholders, and they 
should have that information in a clear 
form and in à form that is understand- 
able to them. 

In some cases in the past, the levels 
of compensation to some CEO's in this 
country have been far out of line with 
the ratios of compensation, compared 
to the compensation of employees in 
other countries. That has a potential 
impact on the productivity and per- 
formance of American companies. But 
executive compensation is not the 
issue here. 

The issue is whether or not we shall 
have an independent decisionmaking 
process by FASB or not. That is the 
issue. Should Congress begin now by 
applying pressure through a sense-of- 
the-Congress resolution on FASB while 
it is undertaking an independent deci- 
sionmaking process? I think it is very 
important that we have an independent 
process. 

Both the past Chair of the SEC, Rich- 
ard Breeden, and the current Chair, Ar- 
thur Levitt, strongly state that they 
support an independent FASB. 

Breeden said: 

The purpose of accounting standards is to 
assure that financial reporting is presented 
in a way that enables decisionmakers to 
make informed judgments. To the extent 
that accounting standards are subverted to 
achieve objectives unrelated to a fair and ac- 
curate presentation, they fail in their pur- 
pose. 

On January 10, Arthur Levitt, the 
current Chairman wrote a letter to me 
and four of my colleagues urging that 
Congress respect the independence of 
FASB. 

In that letter he wrote: 

It certainly is appropriate for Congress to 
have an interest in accounting issues, par- 
ticularly one that may have far-reaching im- 
plications such as the accounting for em- 
ployee stock options. * * * However, I be- 
lieve that it is inappropriate for Congress to 
prescribe accounting standards through leg- 
islation. * * * I am concerned that if the 
FASB’s agenda is limited to those projects 
that meet congressionally-favored goals, 
then the process may no longer be perceived 
as standards setting by an independent body 
within the accounting profession. 

That is what we are involved in here. 
Should Congress be inserting itself into 
that independent process, or should we 
maintain and protect the integrity and 
independence of this process? 

The FASB is not moving at this 
point in some precipitous fashion. They 
have circulated an exposure draft; they 
are conducting field tests, and they are 
in the process of conducting public 
hearings. The draft contemplates a 3- 
year period of disclosing the value of 
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stock option compensation before any 
expense is recognized in the financial 
statements. They are just talking 
about disclosure to the stockholders, 
who own the companies. 

I happen to think that in many cases 
the use of stock options as a compensa- 
tion to executives is a good thing. It 
aligns the management interest more 
closely and directly with the fortune of 
the firm and with the interest of the 
shareholders who own that firm, espe- 
cially in companies where we have 
managers who are not, in general, the 
real owners of these companies. 

But such compensation is not free to 
a firm, and it should be accounted for 
accurately. Warren Buffett, one of the 
outstanding business leaders in this 
country, supports that idea because he 
said: 

Companies incur costs when they deliver 
something of value to another party and not 
just when cash changes hands. 

Business Week, the Washington Post, 
and others, have endorsed changing ac- 
counting rules to reflect the cost of 
stock option compensation. Whether 
we favor this change ultimately or not 
is really, here again, not the issue. The 
issue is whether or not we are going to 
inject ourselves and interfere right now 
in what has been an independent, pro- 
fessional, very thoughtful process that 
does not even contend that we will 
reach a resolution of the issue for 3 
more years. 

Madam President, I think it is im- 
proper for us to inject ourselves into 
this matter at this point. I think the 
Senator from Michigan is absolutely 
right. To all of those who have an in- 
terest in how we provide executive 
branch compensation, how it fits into 
the economy interests of this country, 
how it impacts the interest of those 
who own the companies, the sharehold- 
ers, I think we should all step back and 
look at what is being proposed here, 
and that is interference with a process 
that should be independent. Let us 
wait for FASB to finish and wait until 
we see what methodology they come up 
with for evaluating and placing a value 
on stock options. Let us let the 3 years 
run for reviewing the information for 
the public, and then we can be in a po- 
sition to evaluate the results. Let us 
not intrude into the independence of 
this process. Now let us support the 
Levin amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

The Chair wishes to advise the Sen- 
ator from Michigan that he has 2 min- 
utes and 53 seconds remaining, and to 
the Senator from Connecticut that he 
has 1 minute and 34 seconds remaining. 

Who seeks time? 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan is recognized. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, our 
good friend from California asked the 
question: If stock options are good why 
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not reverse FASB? The answer is a lot 
of things are good. Our research and 
development spending is good, but 
surely that should be shown as an ex- 
pense on the company’s books. 

If the test of what is an expense 
shown on the books is what is good and 
if it is good it should not be shown, 
then most of the expenses that a com- 
pany undertakes are not going to be re- 
flected on the books and we are not 
going to have honest accounting rules. 

This vote today on the Lieberman 
amendment is about whether or not we 
are going to interject ourselves into 
FASB’s effort to have honest account- 
ing rules. 

I hope my amendment passes. I think 
now it will with the support of the Sen- 
ators from Connecticut and California. 
It should because it says we should not 
legislate. 

But, in addition, after my amend- 
ment is adopted, and hopefully it will 
be, we should then defeat the underly- 
ing amendment because the underlying 
amendment would say that we, the 
Congress, know better than FASB as to 
what represents an honest accounting 
rule when it comes to stock options. It 
is a bad precedent to set. It is a slip- 
pery slope to begin walking down. 

We should listen to Warren Buffett 
and, by the way, we should ignore, if I 
may say so, in all friendliness with my 
good friend from Connecticut that 
chart that has been put up, because 
that chart is not a scientific chart, not 
a cross-section. The first chart, if the 
Senator will put it up 1 minute, I will 
explain to him why that left-hand col- 
umn as we understand from the people 
who put the numbers together rep- 
resents all of 36 companies; whereas 
the right-hand column represents 100 
companies. 

So on his own chart the left-hand col- 
umn represents companies with under 
100 employees, and there are only 36 re- 
sponses, but of the companies that rep- 
resent over 5,000 employees there are 
100 such companies that are rep- 
resented. That is the information we 
got by calling the company that put 
that together and, of course, they are 
very much opposed to FASB. 

But if the Senator from Connecticut 
has different information, of course, we 
would be happy to have him provide it. 

In any event, Madam President, I 
hope my amendment cosponsored by 
Senator BOREN is, in fact, adopted and 
that we then defeat the underlying 
amendment as an improper intrusion 
in an effort to get honest accounting 
rules because FASB knows better than 
the U.S. Congress as to what represents 
straightforward accounting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 
it is only out of frustration with the di- 
rection in which FASB has been going 
on this accounting rule and the fear of 
the sponsors of the amendment that it 
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will result in devastating consequences 
for American companies and workers. 

Look. This chart reasonably reflects 
the world out there. Can anybody 
argue with the fact that there are 
many more middle-management work- 
ers and lower-management workers 
that are receiving stock options than 
the few people at the top that receive 
these outrageous amounts of money? It 
is just the fact. Four thousand people 
in one area of one State come out to 
rally for their stock options. This is 
one of the great uniquely American 
middle-class benefits, a way for people 
to create financial security for them- 
selves. This proposed FASB rule will 
devastate that benefit, make it hard 
for small companies to raise capital, 
make it hard for a lot of our people 
who are out there not working now to 
get the jobs that we all say we want 
them to get. 

Madam President, the underlying 
amendment, the amendment that I 
have offered, will make it clear to 
FASB that there are consequences of 
their accounting rule that so directly 
affect areas of our economy that we, in 
Congress, must be worried about, that 
we have to speak out and say please 
withdraw this rule, stay with what you 
have and let us and those like the Sen- 
ator from Michigan find a more appro- 
priate forum to go at their concerns 
about executive compensation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on my second-de- 
gree amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question occurs 
on amendment No. 1669. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 
I ask at this time for the yeas and nays 
on my underlying amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 1669 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will now call the roll on the 
Levin amendment No. 1669. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN- 
NEDY] and the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
METZENBAUM] are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] is absent 
because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. COCH- 
RAN] is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 94, 
nays 2, as follows: 


May 3, 1994 

[Rollcall Vote No. 97 Leg.] 

YEAS—94 
Akaka Feinstein McConnell 
Baucus Ford Mikulski 
Bennett Glenn Mitchell 
Biden Gorton Moseley-Braun 
Bingaman Graham Moynihan 
Bond Gramm Murkowski 
Boren Grassley Murray 
Boxer Gregg Nickles 
Bradley Harkin Nunn 
Breaux Hatch Packwood 
Brown Hatfield Pell 
Bryan Heflin Pressler 
Bumpers Helms Pryor 
Burns Hollings Reid 
Byrd Hutchison Riegle 
Campbell Inouye Robb 
Chafee Jeffords Rockefeller 
Coats Johnston Roth 
Cohen Kassebaum Sarbanes 
Coverdell Kempthorne Sasser 
Craig Kerrey Simon 
D'Amato Kerry Simpson 
Danforth Kohl Smith 
Daschle Lautenberg Specter 
DeConcini Leahy Stevens 
Dodd Levin Thurmond 
Dole Lieberman Wallop 
Domenici Lott Warner 
Durenberger Lugar Wellstone 
Exon Mack Wofford 
Faircloth Mathews 
Feingold McCain 
NAYS—2 
Conrad Dorgan 
NOT VOTING—4 
Cochran Metzenbaum 
Kennedy Shelby 
So the amendment (No. 1669) was 

agreed to. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis- 
tinguished majority leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll to ascertain the 
presence of a quorum. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum Call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the fol- 
lowing be the only remaining first-de- 
gree amendments in order to S. 783—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
majority leader withhold? I cannot 
hear the Senator’s unanimous-consent 
request. 

The majority leader may proceed. 

Mr. MITCHELL. That second-degree 
amendments be in order, provided they 
are relevant to the subject matter of 
the first degree, that no motions to re- 
commit be in order, and that upon the 
disposition of these amendments the 
committee substitute be agreed to, the 
bill be read a third time, and the Sen- 
ate without any intervening action or 
debate vote on passage of S. 783. 

The amendment are: An amendment 
by Senator GORTON regarding the Se- 
attle SEC office; an amendment by 
Senator DANFORTH, a sense of the Sen- 
ate regarding trade subsidies; an 
amendment by Senator HELMS regard- 
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ing regulatory relief; an amendment by 
Senator HELMS regarding regulatory 
relief; an amendment by Senator 
HELMS regarding regulatory relief; an 
amendment by Senator LEVIN regard- 
ing credit card redlining; an amend- 
ment by Senator SIMON regarding pri- 
vacy protection commission; an 
amendment by Senator LIEBERMAN re- 
garding advance fee loan scam. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the major- 
ity leader? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 
the vote now about to occur will be the 
last vote today. 

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, as 
this vote should suggest to the Finan- 
cial Accounting Standards Board which 
promulgates accounting standards for 
the private sector, the Senate has deep 
concerns about its proposal to require 
companies to amortize the value of 
stock options and deduct them off their 
earnings statements, with the values 
derived not from current market 
prices, but from estimates of future 
prices derived by computer models. 

Many of us have been reluctant to 
wade into this controversy, because of 
our fear of politicizing a process that 
must aspire to absolute clarity and 
fairness. After all, the day Congress be- 
gins devising the generally accepted 
accounting principles is the day they 
become generally unaccepted account- 
ing principles. 

But I have come to oppose FASB’s 
proposal for two overriding reasons, 
the rule’s purported benefit to the in- 
vesting public, and its apparent impact 
on companies. Strictly speaking, 
FASB's mission is to worry only about 
the first—the benefit of the rule to in- 
vestors. Those of us in elected office 
must be worried about both. I am not 
an accountant, but I can do figures. I 
simply cannot see how the FASB rule, 
as proposed, will benefit the investing 
public. 

Consider, first, that FASB already 
requires companies to report their 
earnings per share based on a total 
number of shares that includes all the 
Stock options they have granted. Con- 
sider also that the SEC now requires 
substantial disclosure to shareholders 
of the total compensation and incen- 
tives awarded to the top five executives 
of each firm, including their stock op- 
tions. Companies must also dem- 
onstrate how compensation and incen- 
tives awarded over time compare to the 
company's financial performance and 
that of comparable firms. Finally, I 
might add, this Congress capped the de- 
ductibility of executive compensation 
at $1 million as part of last year's 
Budget Act. I have to believe that the 
greater part of the stealth has now 
been removed from what had been an 
excess of stealth compensation. 

Contrast all this with the mechanics 
of the proposed FASB rule. Companies 
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will have to choose from among six 
computer models to make estimates of 
the future value of their stock. It 
seems to me that requiring companies 
to choose between models is, by its na- 
ture, a requirement that introduces un- 
certainty into the financial reporting 
process. Then again, even FASB now 
concedes that the models can produce 
significant variations in expected val- 
ues from company to company—yet an- 
other element of uncertainty. 

Thus, it is not clear to me what the 
investing public gains from the PASB 
rule. Clearly, in granting stock options 
companies grant something that must 
have value, although they do not rep- 
resent a cash expense, they are not 
tradeable, and ultimately they have 
value only if the company's stock price 
goes up—in which case ordinary share- 
holders benefit along with option hold- 
ers. Stock options must have value, 
but is the FASB rule the way to estab- 
lish that value? 

In the absence of a clear answer to 
that question from FASB, we in the 
Congress have more than enough right 
to ask how the rule will affect compa- 
nies and their workers. Here I fear 
that, while the rule is aimed at larger 
companies that abused options in years 
past, it is about to hit smaller compa- 
nies that are creating new jobs in 
States like miy own. 

Madam President, in my State, just 
as in Silicon Valley, stock options 
serve as a fundamental means of fi- 
nancing the start-up of new companies. 
Employees forego salary and benefits 
in return for stock options. In doing so 
they bind themselves to the firm for a 
period of several years, and commit 
themselves to the goal of all investors: 
the company's success. Stock options 
allow the company to reserve critically 
needed cash for other vital needs of a 
new or emerging company: for research 
and development, for marketing, and 
for getting a new product out the door. 

There is no more compelling testi- 
mony to the damage the FASB rule 
will do to these companies than the 
testimony of the venture capital com- 
munity. After all, apart from company 
founders it is the venture capitalists 
who provide all or most of the owner- 
ship capital for emerging companies, so 
it is the venture capitalists who are 
giving away part of the store when 
they grant stock options. The venture 
capitalists tell me that the FASB rule 
wil simply make stock options more 
expensive, which means they will be 
granted less often, which will make re- 
cruitment of talent more difficult, and 
which will make the cost of starting a 
company rise. 

Now, this might be acceptable if 
some greater public purpose were 
served by the FASB rule, such as the 
provision of a clear benefit to the in- 
vesting public. But as I noted pre- 
viously, it is difficult to find such a 
benefit in the current FASB proposal. 
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To the contrary, the evidence seems 
compelling that the FASB rule will dis- 
proportionately affect startups, small- 
er growth companies, and companies in 
new or breakthrough markets—that is, 
precisely the companies we are relying 
on in Massachusetts to make up for the 
thousands of jobs lost over the last 5 
years. Companies in larger, more estab- 
lished, and mature markets will be 
much less affected, because they have 
financial and stock market track 
records that will be more easily di- 
gested by these new stock option pric- 
ing models run by computer. 

Madam President, I am proud of the 
steps this Congress has taken to sup- 
port new companies and new jobs dur- 
ing the last 2 years, and I am proud 
that I played a role in taking those 
steps. We have cut capital gains taxes 
for investments in new companies, we 
have reformed the Small Business In- 
vestment Corporation Act, we have 
strengthened and expanded the Small 
Business Innovation Research  Pro- 
gram, we have created the Advanced 
Technology Program, we have in- 
creased expensing provisions for small 
business taxpayers, and more. 

The FASB proposal as it currently 
Stands poses a real threat to these ac- 
complishments, and all in the name of 
& standard of accounting purity that 
FASB has great difficulty explaining in 
simple English. As I have stated before, 
Congress should be in no hurry to dic- 
tate to FASB, but unless FASB can 
come up with a better and more defen- 
sible proposal on stock options, the Se- 
curities and Exchange Commission 
Should exercise the authority it mani- 
festly possesses and override FASB on 
its proposed stock option rule. In the 
meantime, in this sense of the Senate, 
we are putting ourselves firmly on 
record in expressing our concern about 
FASB's approach. 

It is my hope that FASB will take 
the opportunity provided by this vote 
to consult with industry representa- 
tives and develop a more viable ap- 
proach in the days to come, one which 
unlike the current proposal, draws 
Strong consensus and support from 
those most affected by it. 

Mr. MACK. Madam President, I rise 
today to support this sense-of-the-Sen- 
ate amendment concerning the Federal 
Accounting Standards Board’s proposal 
to change the Generally Accepted Ac- 
counting Principle relating to em- 
ployee stock options. 

While most people have a tendency to 
talk about these things strictly in 
terms of dollars and cents or from an 
accounting perspective, I believe that 
this issue goes further than that. I had 
a younger brother who died of cancer 
in 1979. You might be thinking, “what 
has this got to do with employee stock 
options?" I would say that it does re- 
late. When Michael was diagnosed with 
melanoma everyone said that there 
was no cure. At that time if you were 
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diagnosed with melanoma, you were 
going to die; it was just a question of 
when. 

Dr. Stephen Rosenberg at the Na- 
tional Cancer Institute has done some 
remarkable work in the area of re- 
search on melanoma. In fact, in certain 
cases he is experiencing a 40 percent 
cure on melanoma. While this is won- 
derful progress, I cannot help but think 
that if there were fewer hurdles for 
high tech companies and if there were 
fewer roadblocks in the way of new 
companies starting up, would my 
brother have had an opportunity to 
live? 

There are probably hundreds of thou- 
sands of people around our country who 
are looking to the breakthroughs in 
biotechnology and bioresearch for a 
cure to their fatal illnesses. I believe 
that research is being impeded because 
of roadblocks, like the one the Federal 
Accounting Standards Board is about 
to put in place, to the flow of human 
capital into these new businesses. I 
have been visited by some of the high 
tech companies in Florida who ex- 
plained that they depend on stock op- 
tions to attract the experts in their 
field to a newly formed company. 
These companies do not have the abil- 
ity to pay the talent up front for their 
services and need this tool to com- 
pensate for the risk typically associ- 
ated with new businesses. 

This is an important issue for our 
Nation’s startup companies. The Fed- 
eral Accounting Standards Board’s pro- 
posal has almost universal opposition. 
I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 1668, AS AMENDED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on amendment 
1668, as amended. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM], is 
necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY], is absent 
because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. CocH- 
RAN], is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
AKAKA). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 88, 
nays 9, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 98 Leg.] 


YEAS—88 
Akaka Bumpers DeConcini 
Baucus Burns Dodd 
Bennett Byrd Dole 
Biden Campbell Domenici 
Bingaman Chafee Durenberger 
Bond Coats Faircloth 
Boxer Cohen Feingold 
Bradley Coverdell Feinstein 
Breaux Craig Ford 
Brown D'Amato Glenn 
Bryan Danforth Gorton 
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Gramm Lautenberg Pryor 
Grassley Reid 
Gregg Lieberman Riegle 
Harkin Lott Robb 
Hatch Lugar Rockefeller 
Hatfield Mack 
Heflin Mathews Sarbanes 
Helms McCain Sasser 
Hollings McConnell Simpson 
Hutchison Mikulski Smith 
Inouye Moseley-Braun Specter 
Jeffords Moynihan Stevens 
Johnston Murkowski Thurmond 
Kassebaum Murray Wallop 
Kempthorne Nickles Warner 
Kennedy Nunn Wellstone 
Kerrey Packwood Wofford 
Kerry Pell 
Kohl Pressler 
NAYS—9 

Boren Dorgan Levin 
Conrad Exon Mitchell 
Daschle Graham Simon 

NOT VOTING—3 
Cochran Metzenbaum Shelby 


So, the amendment (No. 1668) as 
amended, was agreed to. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 


PRESCREENING BY THIRD PARTY DATA 
PROCESSORS 

Mr. PRYOR. I rise in support of S. 783 
and would like to commend the man- 
agers of this bill for bringing it to the 
floor. I would also like to take a mo- 
ment to engage the senior Senator 
from Michigan, the chairman of the 
committee, in a brief colloquy. 

As the chairman knows, section 103 
of S. 783 clarifies and expands upon cur- 
rent Federal Trade Commission [FTC] 
interpretations of the Fair Credit Re- 
porting Act regarding permissible 
prescreening activities. One of those 
activities involves demographic or 
other analysis performed by third 
party data processors on behalf of cred- 
it grantors on information contained in 
consumer reporting agency files. 

It is my understanding that the 
prescreening activities performed by 
these data processing entities have 
been sanctioned by the FTC. It is fur- 
ther my understanding that section 103 
of S. 783 is not intended to change the 
status of the prescreening services pro- 
vided by these entities, and in fact, the 
committee’s report helps clarify the 
status of third party data processors 
under the act by incorporating the in- 
terpretive language adopted by the 
FTC, is this correct? 

Mr. RIEGLE. The Senator is correct. 
We are aware that these entities exist 
and what services they provide credit 
grantors, and as the Senator men- 
tioned, we specifically included lan- 
guage in the committee report dealing 
with this issue. In particular we are 
aware that consumer reporting agen- 
cies may provide these entities a list 
with the name and address of each 
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consumer identified by the 
prescreening process; addition informa- 
tion regarding any individual consumer 
on the list may be furnished to the en- 
tity provided it is not identified or 
identifiable with the consumer. We are 
also aware that the prescreening proc- 
ess may also include demographic or 
other analysis of the consumers on the 
list by the consumer reporting agency 
or by a third party employed for that 
purpose before the list is furnished to 
the credit or insurance provider. 

Mr. PRYOR. I thank the chairman 
for his clarification. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nevada suggests the absence 
of a quorum. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1670 
(Purpose: To express the will of the Senate 
on the closing of the Securities and Ex- 
change Office in Seattle, WA) 


Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk offered by Sen- 
ator BOND and I on behalf of Senator 
GORTON, and I ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada (Mr. BRYAN], for 
Mr. GORTON, proposes an amendment num- 
bered 1670. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: Securities and 
Exchange Commission, Seattle district of- 
fice: 

It is the sense of the Senate that the Secu- 
rities and Exchange Commission district of- 
fice located in Seattle, Washington shall not 
be closed, nor its services, operations, or 
staff be reduced from the levels in effect on 
January 1, 1994. None of the operations of the 
Seattle office shall be transferred to another 
office of the Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission.“ 

SEC SEATTLE DISTRICT OFFICE AMENDMENT TO 
S. 183, FAIR CREDIT REPORTING ACT 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am of- 
fering a sense of the Senate amend- 
ment to the fair credit reporting bill 
regarding the Securities and Exchange 
Commission's decision to close the Se- 
attle office. Earlier this year, the SEC 
announced that the Commission's Se- 
attle district office would close in 
July. The plan is to close the Seattle 
Office and incorporate its functions 
into the San Francisco and Los Ange- 
les offices. As soon as I heard about 
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this, and knowing how hard the Seattle 
SEC office has worked to forge a solid 
working relationship with Northwest 
firms, I immediately contacted the 
Commerce Appropriations Subcommit- 
tee. Since then, I have received numer- 
ous letters of concern. These letters 
have ranged from the attorney general, 
county executives, bankers, lawyers, 
small businesses, and other citizens 
who are concerned about the impact 
this move would have on the Pacific 
Northwest. I agree. This decision is 
very unwise and extremely short- 
sighted. 

Yesterday, Mr. Levitt, the Chairman 
of the SEC, visited Seattle and met 
with several people, including members 
of my local office staff. I understood 
his visit was to be centered around lis- 
tening to people's and businesses' con- 
cerns and opposition to this closure. 
Unfortunately, this was not the case. 
He came not to listen. Instead, he in- 
sisted tht this closure was a done deal 
and would not hinder the Pacific 
Northwest. 

I do not believe this should be a 
closed issue. In a recent letter to Mr. 
Levitt, I expressed some of my con- 
cerns on this issue. 

Mr. Levitt contends that this modi- 
fication of the SEC offices is necessary 
because of Seattle's relatively small 
Securities industry constituency. This 
is not true. The business of the SEC in 
Seattle is growing, not diminishing. In 
fact, the population and the business in 
the Pacific Northwest is growing pro- 
portionally greater than that of the 
rest of the country. With the rise of 
many software, bio-technology and 
other growth companies in this region, 
the ability to raise investment capital 
has become more and more critical. 
Furthermore, with thoughts of putting 
& permanent APEC office in Seattle, 
the Northwest is developing as a finan- 
cial center. 

Second, by allowing the closure of 
the Seattle office, it is saying that the 
services provided now in the Northwest 
can be provided just as efficiently in 
California. That also is simply not 
true. As Seattle is growing, Federal 
regulators need to be onsite in order to 
provide both service and protection. 
Moreover, the needs of the Northwest 
will not remain as a high priority as it 
is in the Seattle office. Enforcement 
roles and investors’ problems cannot be 
solved with a 1-800 number as Mr. 
Levitt is suggesting. Without a doubt, 
the ability of our companies to deal di- 
rectly with its major regulatory au- 
thority on a regional level is much 
more effective and has proven to have 
a real significance. 

What is true is that Congress and the 
SEC have always recognized the impor- 
tance of encouraging and easing the 
ability of small business to raise in- 
vestment capital. The follow through 
of this decision will do the exact oppo- 
site. It will inhibit the investment of 
capital in the Pacific Northwest. 
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Furthermore, what is true is that 
this decision to close the Seattle SEC 
office was not handled appropriately 
and through the proper channels. In- 
stead of listening and responding to the 
residents of the Pacific Northwest be- 
fore anything was decided, it was han- 
dled almost secretly and then forced 
upon us. With a decision as important 
as this is to the businesses and the citi- 
zens of the Pacific Northwest, it is im- 
perative to keep everyone involved in 
the decisionmaking process. Moreover, 
after the announcement, opposition to 
the decision has been met with closed 
ears and closed doors. 

What is true is that the Seattle SEC 
office is the only office in the North- 
west. By closing it we are stating that 
having this agency is not vital to this 
area. By closing the operation of the 
Seattle office, the needs of the Pacific 
Northwest will not be adequately met. 

Finally, what is true is that for al- 
most 60 years the Seattle SEC office 
has provided the area's investing public 
and small business invaluable assist- 
ance. To continue with the economic 
development of the Northwest, it is 
critical to leave the Seattle office 
open. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I rep- 
resent to my colleagues that the 
amendment has been cleared on this 
side of the aisle. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank the 
manager of the bill for his kind efforts. 
There is no objection on the Repub- 
lican side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Wash- 
ington. 

The amendment (No. 1670) was agreed 
to. 
Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BOND. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be a pe- 
riod for morning business with Sen- 
ators permitted to speak therein for up 
to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to executive session to con- 
sider the following nominations: Cal- 
endar No. 826, and Calendar No. 830. I 
further ask unanimous consent that 
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the nominees be confirmed en bloc, 
that any statements appear in the 
RECORD as if read, that upon confirma- 
tion the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table, en bloc, that the Presi- 
dent be immediately notified of the 
Senate's action, and that the Senate 
return to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con- 
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Rudy deLeon, of California, to be Under 

Secretary of the Air Force. 
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

Joan Logue-Kinder, of New York, to be an 

Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 


the previous order, the Senate will re- 
turn to legislative session. 


—ĩ—— 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, of his sec- 
retaries. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


— 


MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 


The following bill was read the first 
and second time, by unanimous con- 
sent, and placed on the calendar: 

H.R. 4013. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide the Secretary of Vet- 
erans Affairs with necessary flexibility in 
staffing the Veterans Health Administration. 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, which were referred as indi- 
cated: 

EC-2562. A communication from the Comp- 
troller General of the United States, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a list of General 
Accounting Office reports for March 1994; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-2563. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Federal Communications Com- 
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re- 
port relative to the implementation of the 
Government in the Sunshine Act during cal- 
endar year 1993; to the Committee on Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 
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EC-2564. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Office of Government Ethics, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual re- 
port of the Office's functions and responsibil- 
ities for calendar years 1992 and 1993; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-2564. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Office of Government Ethics, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual re- 
port of the Office's functions and responsibil- 
ities for calendar years 1992 and 1993; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-2565. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Pennsylvania Avenue Develop- 
ment Corporation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to audit and investiga- 
tive activities for fiscal year 1993; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-2566. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Pennsylvania Avenue Development 
Corporation, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the audited financial statements of the Cor- 
poration for fiscal year 1993; to the Commit- 
tee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-2567. A communication from the Execu- 
tive Secretary of the National Labor Rela- 
tions Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the annual report of the Board relative to 
the Government in the Sunshine Act for cal- 
endar year 1993; to the Committee on Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

EC-2568. A communication from the Chair- 
man and President of the National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the calendar year 1993 manage- 
ment report of government corporations; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-2569. A communication from the Acting 
Chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory Com- 
mittee, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re- 
port relative to the administration of the 
Government in the Sunshine Act for cal- 
endar year 1993; to the Committee on Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

EC-2570. A communication from the In- 
spector General of the General Services Ad- 
ministration, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a report relative to the audit of the Thomas 
Jefferson Commemoration Commission; to 
the Committeee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-2571. A communication from the Ad- 
ministrator of the General Services Adminis- 
tration, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re- 
port relative to regulatory development and 
review procedures; to the Committee on Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

EC-2572. A communication from the Fed- 
eral Housing Finance Board, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report relative to the im- 
plementation of the Government in the Sun- 
shine Act for calendar year 1993; to the Com- 
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-2573. A communication from the Fed- 
eral Housing Finance Board, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report relative to the 
Board's internal control and financial man- 
agement systems for calendar year 1993; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-2574. A communication from the Execu- 
tive Director of the Marine Mammal Com- 
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re- 
port relative to audit and investigatory serv- 
ices of the General Services Administration 
in compliance with the Federal Managers’ 
Financial Integrity Act for 1993; to the Com- 
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-2575. A communication from the Execu- 
tive Director of the Marine Mammal Com- 
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re- 
port relative to the establishment of or ac- 
tion taken to comply with the Inspector 
General Act for fiscal year 1993; to the Com- 
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-2576. A communication from the Board 
members of the Railroad Retirement Board, 
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transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel- 
ative to the Board's compliance with the 
Government in the Sunshine Act for cal- 
endar year 1993; to the Committee on Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

EC-2577. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Merit Systems Protection Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report enti- 
tled Entering Professional Positions in the 
Federal Government"; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC-2578. A communication from the Comp- 
troller General of the United States, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the 
Panama Canal Commission's financial state- 
ments for fiscal year 1993; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-2579. A communication from the Attor- 
ney General of the United States, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, a report on the oper- 
ations of the private counsel debt collection 
project for fiscal year 1993; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-2580. A communication from the Vice 
President, Human Resources and Planning, 
Farm Credit Bank of Spokane, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, annual reports for calendar 
years 1991 and 1992 for the Twelfth District 
Farm Credit Retirement Plan and Thrift 
Plan; to the Committee on Governmental Af- 
fairs. 

EC-2581. A communication from the Em- 
ployee Benefits Manager, Farm Credit Bank 
of Columbia, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a report relative to retirement and thrift 
plans for the one year period ending August 
31, 1993; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

EC-2582. A communication from the Gov- 
ernor of the Rural Telephone Bank, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, à report relative to 
the Bank's financial management systems 
and financial condition as relates to the 
Chief Financial Officers Act; to the Commit- 
tee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-2583. A communication from the Presi- 
dent and Chief Executive Officer of the Over- 
seas Private Investment Corporation, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the management 
report in accordance with the Chief Finan- 
cial Officers Act; to the Committee on Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

EC-2584. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Labor, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corpora- 
tion's Federal Managers' Financial Integrity 
Act report for fiscal year 1993; to the Com- 
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-2585. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Board of the Pension Benefit 
Guaranty Corporation, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the Corporation's fiscal year 1993 
management report in compliance with the 
Chief Financial Officer's Act; to the Commit- 
tee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-2586. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the National Science Foundation (Leg- 
islative and Public Affairs), transmitting. 
pursuant to law, the annual report under the 
Freedom of Information Act for calendar 
year 1993; to the Committee on the Judici- 


ary. 

EC-2587. A communication from the Attor- 
ney General of the United States, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the Justice Depart- 
ment's annual report for fiscal year 1993; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-2588. A communication from the Attor- 
ney General of the United States, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the annual report 
under the Equal Access to Justice Act for 
fiscal year 1993; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

EC-2589. A communication from the Attor- 
ney General of the United States, transmit- 
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ting, pursuant to law, the annual report on 
Federal Prison Industries, Inc. for fiscal year 
1993; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
EC-2590. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Veterans Affairs, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the annual report under the 
Freedom of Information Act for calendar 
year 1993; to the Committee on the Judici- 


ary. 

EC-2591. A communication from the Chair- 
man of U.S. Sentencing Commission, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
amendments to the sentencing guidelines; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-2592. A communication from the Presi- 
dent of the Foundation of the Federal Bar 
Association, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the annual report for fiscal year 1993; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-2593. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Board of Directors of the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the annual report under the 
Freedom of Information Act for calendar 
year 1993; to the Committee on the Judici- 


ary. 

EC-2594. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the National Labor Relations Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual re- 
port under the Freedom of Information Act 
for calendar year 1993; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

EC-2595. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Director for Administration for Central 
Intelligence Agency, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the annual report under the Freedom 
of Information Act for calendar year 1993; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-2596. A communication from the Chair- 
man of U.S. Sentencing Commission, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the annual report 
for fiscal year 1993; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

EC-2597. A communication from the Na- 
tional Endowment for Democracy, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the annual report 
under the Freedom of Information Act for 
calendar year 1993; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

EC-2598. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Attorney General of the United States, 
transmitting, a draft of proposed legislation 
entitled Digital Telephone and Communica- 
tions Privacy Improvements Act of 1994"'; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-2599. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Federal Communications Com- 
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
annual report under the Freedom of Informa- 
tion Act for calendar year 1993; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

EC-2600. A communication from the Ad- 
ministrator of the General Services Adminis- 
tration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
annual report under the Freedom of Informa- 
tion Act for calendar year 1993; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

EC-2601. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Director of the U.S. Trade and Develop- 
ment Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the annual report under the Freedom of In- 
formation Act for calendar year 1993; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-2602. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Operations and Finance for the Amer- 
ican Battle Monuments Commission, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the annual report 
under the Freedom of Information Act for 
calendar year 1993; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

EC-2603. A communication from the Acting 
Chairperson of the Appraisal Subcommittee 
of the Federal Financial Institutions Exam- 
ination Council, transmitting, pursuant to 
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law, the annual report under the Freedom of 
Information Act for calendar year 1993; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-2604. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the National Transportation Safety 
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
annual report under the Freedom of Informa- 
tion Act for calendar year 1993; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

EC-2605. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Federal Trade Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report on 
the operation of the premerger notification 
program for fiscal year 1992; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

EC-2606. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the annual report of the National 
Park Foundation for fiscal year 1993; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-2607. A communication from the Acting 
Register of Copyrights, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report under the Computer 
Software Rental Amendments Act of 1990; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEE 


The following executive reports of 
committee were submitted: 

By Mr. BUMPERS, from the Committee on 
Small Business: 

Jere Watson Glover, of Maryland, to be 
Chief Counsel for Advocacy, Small Business 
Administration, vice Thomas P. Kerester, re- 
signed. 

(The above nomination was approved 
subject to the nominee's commitment 
to appear and testify before any duly 
constituted committee of the Senate.) 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. KOHL (for himself, Mr. GRASS- 
LEY, and Mr. EXON): 

S. 2057. A bill to replace the Aid to Fami- 
lies With Dependent Children Program under 
title IV of the Social Security Act and a por- 
tion of the food stamp program under the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977 with a block grant to 
give the States the flexibility to create inno- 
vative welfare to work programs, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

By Mr. NUNN (for himself and Mr. 
THURMOND) (by request): 

S. 2058. A bill to authorize certain con- 
struction at military installations for fiscal 
year 1995, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

S. 2059. A bill to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1995 for military activities of 
the Department of Defense, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for fiscal year 
1995, and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. BUMPERS (by request): 

S. 2060. A bill to amend the Small Business 
Act; to the Committee on Small Business. 

By Mr. BUMPERS (for himself and Mr. 
HATFIELD) (by request): 

S. 2061. A bill to amend the Small Business 
Investment Act of 1958 to permit prepayment 
of debentures issued by State and local de- 
velopment companies; to the Committee on 
Small Business. 
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By Mr. INOUYE: 

S. 2062. A bill to amend the Federal Meat 
Inspection Act and the Poultry Products In- 
spection Act to permit the movement in 
interstate commerce of meat and meat food 
products and poultry products that satisfy 
State inspection requirements that are at 
least equal to Federal inspection standards, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. GORTON: 

S. 2063. A bill to amend the National Secu- 
rity Act of 1947 to provide for improved co- 
ordination of national counterintelligence 
policy, and for other purposes; to the Select 
Committee on Intelligence. 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself and 
Mr. DODD): 

S. 2064. A bill to expand the boundary of 
the Weir Farm National Historic Site in the 
State of Connecticut; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself and Mr. 
LUGAR): 

S. 2065. A bill to amend the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act to require the Admin- 
istrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency to differentiate between fats, oils, 
and greases of animal, marine, or vegetable 
origin, and other oils and greases, in issuing 
regulations under the Act, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. 
PRESSLER): 

S. 2066. A bill to expand the Mni Wiconi 
Rural Water Supply Project, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr. STE- 
VENS, Mr. COCHRAN, and Mr. CAMP- 


BELL): 

S. 2067. A bill to elevate the position of Di- 
rector of the Indian Health Service to Assist- 
ant Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
to provide for the organizational independ- 
ence of the Indian Health Service within the 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Indían Affairs. 

By Mr. PRESSLER (for himself, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. HARKIN, 
and Mr. DURENBERGER): 

S. 2068. A bill to authorize the construction 
of the Lewis and Clark Rural Water System 
and to authorize assistance to the Lewis and 
Clark Rural Water System, Inc., a nonprofit 
corporation, for the planning and construc- 
tion of the water supply system, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 


By Mr. COHEN (for himself, Ms. MIKUL- 
SKI, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. 
BROWN, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. FORD, Mr. 
BURNS, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. SPECTER, 
Mr. REID, Mr. MACK, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
LEVIN, and Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN): 

S. Res. 208. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate with respect to mam- 
mography screening to detect breast cancer 
in women ages 40 to 49; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. RIEGLE: 

S. Res. 209. A resolution to express the 

sense of the Senate honoring  Mikis 
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Theodorakis; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 


By Mr. KOHL (for himself, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, and Mr. EXON): 

S. 2057. A bill to replace the aid to 
families with dependent children pro- 
gram under title IV of the Social Secu- 
rity Act and a portion of the food 
stamp program under the Food Stamp 
Act of 1977 with a block grant to give 
the States the flexibility to create in- 
novative welfare to work programs, 
and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on Finance. 

WELFARE TO WORK ACT OF 1994 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, today I am 
introducing a bipartisan welfare reform 
proposal that I have developed with my 
colleague, CHUCK GRASSLEY. Our legis- 
lation is based on one fundamental 
conviction: that the current welfare 
system is so bad—so removed from the 
American values of work, family, and 
responsibility—that it must be com- 
pletely abolished. Our legislation will 
take the Federal Government out of 
the business of welfare and put the 
States into the business of empowering 
their residents to find and keep jobs. 

Before I describe our bill, let me talk 
a moment about the current system. It 
discourages work, discourages mar- 
riage, and  discourages responsible 
choices about parenthood. We have set 
up à cash grant program that tells 
young women—don’t work, don’t 
marry, have children, and you will get 
support. Work, marry, plan your fam- 
ily for when you can afford to support 
it, and we will leave you out in the 
cold—in fact, we will take your tax 
money to support those who have de- 
cided not to work. The current welfare 
system pays people to reject the values 
of work and family that have made this 
country strong, and the time has come 
to reject that approach. 

Right now, State and local govern- 
ments that want to reject this system 
and implement something that helps 
those down on their luck get jobs don’t 
have the freedom to do so—they have 
to beg Washington for waivers from 
myriad Federal rules, and often as not, 
they get turned down or have to wait 
years and years for an answer. Mean- 
while, another generation grows up in 
our broken welfare system. 

We think there is a better way: A 
simple, common sense approach, that 
is consistent with American values. 
Our legislation truly ends welfare as 
we know it by abolishing AFDC and 
most of food stamps. The money now 
used for welfare payments and Federal 
administrative costs is turned over to 
the States in the form of a block grant. 
They will use the grant to establish 
welfare-to-work systems designed to 
meet the needs of their local commu- 
nities. 
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Our legislation ensures that the el- 
derly and disabled continue to get food 
stamp assistance and that needy chil- 
dren get food through an expansion of 
WIC. Beyond that, States are allowed 
to use the money we now spend on wel- 
fare to connect people to work in any 
way they determine will be success- 
ful—through job placement assistance, 
job training, child care, transportation 
assistance, earnings supplements, pub- 
lic service jobs, et cetera. 

To have its block grant renewed each 
year, all a State would have to do is 
show that it is moving people into 
work. If it meets this test, then it is 
doing better than we have ever done at 
the Federal level, and its block grant 
will be continued. 

Our welfare-to-work legislation will 
spend not one penny more on welfare 
than we currently spend. There are 
many who would argue that we have to 
add more money to the current system 
to get it to work. But, as most people 
operating in the private sector know, it 
doesn’t matter how much you spend to 
dress up a product nobody wants; in the 
end, all you have is an expensive prod- 
uct nobody wants. It is time to stop 
pouring money into a welfare system 
that doesn’t help anyone, because in 
the end all we will get is an expensive 
welfare system that still doesn’t help 
anyone. We can use the money cur- 
rently spent on welfare—including $3 
billion in administrative expenses—to 
let the States design systems that 
work for them and their citizens. By 
turning over to the States most of the 
money we currently spend on Federal 
administrative costs, and getting 
States to reorient their systems away 
from checkwriting and toward helping 
people find jobs, we can make big 
strides in getting people to work. 

Another reason we keep the block 
grant at current welfare spending lev- 
els is the fact that placing people in 
jobs will generate savings for State 
welfare-to-work programs, since such 
individuals won't need as much assist- 
ance as they were getting before, al- 
lowing those savings to be rsed to help 
harder-to-place people get the job 
training, child care, and other assist- 
ance they need to get and keep jobs. 
Another part of the answer lies in en- 
couraging States to better utilize other 
Federal resources they already get. 
Right now, we give States over $7 bil- 
lion to help people attain, and main- 
tain self-sufficiency through child care, 
social services, and job training grants. 
These grants could be better targeted, 
and if connected to State welfare-to- 
work systems, could provide additional 
support to help welfare-to-work pro- 
grams be even more successful. 

Economic circumstances and people 
in Kenosha, WI are different from those 
in Ottumwa, IA. Portland, ME, is not 
San Diego, CA. A one-size-fits-all wel- 
fare plan designed in Washington can- 
not work for all these communities. By 
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introducing this bill, we are saying 
that it is time to face the fact that the 
answer to something as hard as helping 
people get work is not going to be de- 
veloped in Washington—the many an- 
swers we need are going to come from 
communities throughout this country. 
State and local governments have been 
pleading for flexibility to design pro- 
grams that work—it is time to get out 
of their way. 

Some may think that we're bashing 
the Federal Government when we say 
that we don’t think it can solve this 
problem. We’re not. We’re simply say- 
ing that there are some things Wash- 
ington is good at, such as the rel- 
atively straight-forward tasks of col- 
lecting payments for Social Security 
and sending out the checks our elderly 
so depend on. And there are some 
things our Federal Government is not 
good at, such as trying to help individ- 
uals get back on their feet. This is be- 
cause so much of the answer to getting 
welfare beneficiaries into jobs depends 
on an individual’s circumstances and 
the local situation—both of which are 
impossible to take completely into ac- 
count when developing a comprehen- 
sive, national solution. 

The crucial difference between our 
bill and others you may hear about is 
this: instead of adding yet another 
layer to the overly complex welfare 
system we have today, we admit that it 
needs to be abolished and completely 
replaced, and propose to do so with a 
simple program, run by States, that 
moves people to work. 

Many of us are concerned that wel- 
fare reform plans need to show compas- 
sion for children. We think this pro- 
posal meets that test: it ensures needy 
children will get nutrition assistance 
through WIC and that their parents 
will receive assistance getting con- 
nected to a job. Frankly, we think the 
most compassionate thing we can do 
for these children is to help their par- 
ents get a job, which is more than the 
current system can say. Our bill says 
that Government has the responsibility 
to provide a helping hand to assist in- 
dividuals, but also that individuals 
have the responsibility to use the as- 
sistance to help themselves. 

As a final note, let me point out that 
this plan would remove the require- 
ment that families break up before 
they can get assistance. With this 
block grant, States can help families 
who need help before they break up. 
This is one more reason why we think 
this bill is more consistent with Amer- 
ican values—the values of compassion, 
work, family, and responsibility—than 
our current welfare system. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to enter the text of the attached 
bill summary into the RECORD, as well 
as the entire text of the bill. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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S. 2057 

Be it enacted by by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the Welfare to Work Act of 1994". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of this Act is as follows: 


Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

Sec. 2. Findings. 

Sec. 3. Purpose. 

Sec. 4. Definition of State. 

Sec. 5. Applications by States. 

Sec. 6. State welfare to work program de- 
Scribed. 

Sec. 7. State grants. 

Sec. 8. State maintenance of effort. 

Sec. 9. Termination of certain Federal wel- 
fare programs. 

Sec. 10. Eligibility for WIC program. 

Sec. 11. Secretarial submission of legislative 


proposal for amendments to 
medicaid eligibility provisions 
and technical and conforming 
amendments. 

SEC, 2. FINDINGS, 

The Congress finds the following: 

(1) The current welfare system is broken 
and requires replacement. 

(2) Work is what works best for American 
families. 

(3) Since State and local governments 
know the best methods of connecting welfare 
recipients to work and since each commu- 
nity faces different circumstances, Federal 
assistance to the States should be flexible. 

(4) Government has the responsibility to 
provide a helping hand to assist individuals 
but individuals have the responsibility to use 
the assistance to help themselves. 

SEC. 3. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this Act is to create a block 
grant program to replace the aid to families 
with dependent children program under title 
IV of the Social Security Act and a portion 
of the food stamp program under the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 and give the States the 
flexibility to create innovative welfare to 
work programs, 

SEC. 4. DEFINITION OF STATE. 

For purposes of this Act, the term State“ 
means each of the several States of the Unit- 
ed States, the District of Columbia, the Com- 
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Is- 
lands, Guam, and American Samoa. 

SEC. 5. APPLICATIONS BY STATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Each State desiring to re- 
ceive a grant to operate a State welfare to 
work program described in section 6 shall an- 
nually submit an application to the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services (here- 
after in this Act referred to as the ''Sec- 
retary’) containing the matter described in 
subsection (b) in such manner as the Sec- 
retary may require. 

(b) CONTENTS.— 

(1) FISCAL YEAR 1995.—An application for a 
grant to operate a State welfare to work pro- 
gram during fiscal year 1995 shall contain a 
description of the program in accordance 
with section 6. 

(2) SUBSEQUENT FISCAL YEARS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.— 

(i) CONTENTS.—Except as provided in clause 
(ii), an application for a grant to operate a 
State welfare to work program during fiscal 
year 1996 and each subsequent fiscal year 
shall contain— 

(I) a description of the program in accord- 
ance with section 6; 

(II) the State work percentage (as deter- 
mined under subparagraph (B)) for each of 
the 2 preceding fiscal years; 
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(III) a statement of the number of partici- 
pants who became ineligible for participa- 
tion in the program due to increased income 
for each of the 2 preceding fiscal years; and 

(IV) a statement of the amount of non-Fed- 
eral resources that the State invested in the 
program in the preceding fiscal year. 

(ii) SPECIAL RULE FOR APPLICATIONS SUBMIT- 
TED FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996.—An application for 
& grant to operate a State welfare to work 
program during fiscal year 1996 shall contain 
the information described in subclauses (II) 
and (III) of clause (i) only for the preceding 
fiscal year in lieu of such information for 
each of the 2 preceding fiscal years. 

(B) STATE WORK PERCENTAGE.—For pur- 
poses of subparagraph (A)(ii), the State work 
percentage (prior to any adjustment under 
subparagraph (C)) for a fiscal year is equal 
to— 

(i) the number of participants in the State 
welfare to work program in the fiscal year 
who were employed in private sector or pub- 
lic sector jobs for at least 20 hours per week 
for 26 weeks out of the year, divided by 

(ii) the total number of participants in the 
State welfare to work program in the fiscal 
year. 

(C) ADJUSTMENT.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The State work percent- 

age determined under subparagraph (B) for a 
fiscal year shall be adjusted by subtracting 1 
percentage point from such State work per- 
centage for each 5 percentage points by 
which the percentage of individuals de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B)(i) who are also 
described in clause (ii) participating in the 
program in such fiscal year falls below 75 
percent of the number of individuals de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B)(i) in such fiscal 
year. 
(ii) INDIVIDUAL DESCRIBED.—An individual 
described in this clause is a custodial parent 
or other individual who is primarily respon- 
e for the care of a child under the age of 
18. 

(D) MONITORING OF DATA.—The Secretary 
shall ensure the validity of the data provided 
by a State under this paragraph. 

(c) APPROVAL.— 

(1) FISCAL YEARS 1995 AND 1996.—The Sec- 
retary shall approve each application for a 
grant to operate a State welfare to work pro- 
gram— 


(A) during fiscal year 1995, if the applica- 
tion contains the information described in 
subsection (b)(1); and 

(B) during fiscal year 1996, if the applica- 
tion contains the information described in 
subsection (b)(2). 

(2) AUTOMATIC APPROVAL IN SUBSEQUENT 
FISCAL YEARS.— The Secretary shall approve 
any application for a grant to operate a 
State welfare to work program during fiscal 
year 1997 and each succeeding fiscal year if 
the State's application reports that— 

(A) the State work percentage for the pre- 
ceding fiscal year is greater than the State 
work percentage for the second preceding fis- 
cal year; or 

(B) more participants became ineligible for 
participation in the State welfare to work 
program during the preceding fiscal year due 
to increased income than became ineligible 
for participation in the program in the sec- 
ond preceding fiscal year as a result of in- 
creased income. 

(3) SECRETARIAL REVIEW,— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—If a State application for 
a grant under this Act is not automatically 
approved under paragraph (2), the Secretary 
shall approve the application upon a finding 
that the application— 

(i) provides an adequate explanation of 
why the State work percentage or the num- 
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ber of participants who became ineligible for 
participation in the State welfare to work 
program due to increased income during the 
preceding fiscal year did not exceed such 
State work percentage or the number of par- 
ticipants who became ineligible for partici- 
pation in the program in the second preced- 
ing fiscal year; and 

(ii) provides a plan of remedial action 
which is satisfactory to the Secretary. 

(B) ADEQUATE EXPLANATIONS.—An adequate 
explanation under subparagraph (A) may in- 
clude an explanation of economíc conditions 
in the State, failed program innovations, or 
other relevant circumstances. 

(4) RESUBMISSION.—A State may resubmit 
an application for a grant under this Act 
until the Secretary finds that the applica- 
tion meets the requirements of paragraph 
(3X A). 

SEC. 6. STATE WELFARE TO WORK PROGRAM DE- 
SCRIBED. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—A State welfare to work 
program described in this section shall pro- 
vide that— 

(1) during fiscal year 1995, the State shall 
designate individuals who are eligible for 
participation in the program and such indi- 
viduals shall include at least those individ- 
uals who received benefits under the State 
plan approved under part A of title IV of the 
Social Security Act during fiscal year 1994; 

(2) during fiscal year 1996 and each subse- 
quent fiscal year, the State shall designate 
individuals who are eligible for participation 
in the program (as determined by the State), 
with priority given to those individuals most 
in need of such services; and 

(3) the program shall be designed to move 
individuals from welfare to self-sufficiency 
and may include— 

(A) job placement and training; 

(B) supplementation of earned income; 

(C) nutrition assistance and education; 

(D) education; 

(E) vouchers to be used for rental of pri- 
vately owned housing; 

(F) child care; 

(G) State tax credits; 

(H) health care; 

(I) supportive services; 

(J) community service employment; or 

(K) any other assistance designed to move 
such individuals from welfare to self-suffi- 
ciency. 

(b NO ENTITLEMENT.—Notwithstanding 
any criteria a State may establish for par- 
ticipation in a State welfare to work pro- 
gram, no individual shall be considered to be 
entitled to participate in the program. 

SEC. 7. STATE GRANTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— The Secretary shall annu- 
ally award to each State with an application 
approved under section 5(c) an amount equal 
to— 


(1) in fiscal year 1995, 100 percent of the 
State's base amount; 

(2) in fiscal year 1996, the sum of 80 percent 
of the State's base amount, 20 percent of the 
State's share of the national grant amount, 
and any applicable bonus payment; 

(3) in fiscal year 1997, the sum of 60 percent 
of the State's base amount, 40 percent of the 
State's share of the national grant amount, 
and any applicable bonus payment; 

(4) in fiscal year 1998, the sum of 40 percent 
of the State's base amount, 60 percent of the 
State's share of the national grant amount, 
and any applicable bonus payment; 

(5) in fiscal year 1999, the sum of 20 percent 
of the State's base amount, 80 percent of the 
State's share of the national grant amount, 
and any applicable bonus payment; and 

(6) in fiscal year 2000 and each subsequent 
fiscal year, the sum of 100 percent of the 
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State's share of the national grant amount 
and any applicable bonus payment. 

(b) STATE BASE AMOUNT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of subsection 
(a), a State's base amount is equal to— 

(A) for fiscal year 1995, 100 percent of the 
amount determined under paragraph (2); and 

(B) for fiscal year 1996 and succeeding fis- 
cal years, 99.6 percent of the amount deter- 
mined under paragraph (2). 

(2) AMOUNT DETERMINED.—The amount de- 
termined under this paragraph for a State is 
an amount equal to the sum of— 

(A) the amount of Federal financial par- 
ticipation received by the State under sec- 
tion 403 of the Social Security Act during fis- 
cal year 1994; and 

(B) an amount equal to the sum of— 

(i) the benefits under the food stamp pro- 
gram under the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 2011 et seq.), including benefits pro- 
vided under section 19 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 
2028), during fiscal year 1994 other than bene- 
fits provided to elderly or disabled individ- 
uals in the State (as determined under sec- 
tion 3(r)) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2012); and 

(ii) the amount paid to the State under 
section 16 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) during fiscal year 1994 for 
administrative expenses for providing bene- 
fits to non elderly and non disabled individ- 
uals. 

(c) STATE SHARE OF THE NATIONAL GRANT 
AMOUNT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of subsection 
(a), the State's share of the national grant 
amount for a fiscal year is equal to the sum 
of the amounts determined under paragraph 
(2) (relating to economic need) and para- 
graph (3) (relating to State effort) for the 
State. 

(2) ECONOMIC NEED.—The amount deter- 
mined under this paragraph is equal to the 
sum of the amounts determined under sub- 
paragraphs (A) and (B) for the State. 

(A) STATE PER CAPITA INCOME MEASURE.— 
The amount determined under this subpara- 
graph is an amount which bears the same 
ratio to one-quarter of the national grant 
amount as the product of— 

(i) the population of the State; and 

(ii) the allotment percentage of the State 
(as determined under paragraph (4)), 
bears to the sum of the corresponding prod- 
ucts for all States. 

(B) STATE UNEMPLOYMENT MEASURE.—The 
amount determined under this subparagraph 
is an amount which bears the same ratio to 
one-quarter of the national grant amount as 
the number of individuals in the State who 
are estimated as being unemployed accord- 
ing to the Department of Labor's annual es- 
timates bears to the number of individuals 
who are estimated as being unemployed ac- 
cording to the Department of Labor's annual 
estimates in all States. 

(3) STATE EFFORT.—The amount deter- 
mined under this paragraph is the amount 
which bears the same ratio to one-half of the 
national grant amount as the product of— 

(A) the dollar amount the State invested in 
the State welfare to work program in the 
previous fiscal year, as reported in section 
5(b)(2)(A)(iv); and 

(B) the allotment percentage of the State 
(as determined under paragraph (4)), 
bears to the sum of the corresponding prod- 
ucts for all States. 

(4) ALLOTMENT PERCENTAGE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (C), the allotment percentage 
for any State shall be 100 percent, less the 
State percentage. 

(B) STATE PERCENTAGE.—The State per- 
centage shall be the percentage which bears 
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the same ratio to 50 percent as the per capita 
income of such State bears to the per capita 
income of all States. 

(C) EXCEPTION.—The allotment percentage 
Shall be 70 percent in the case of Puerto 
Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, and Amer- 
ican Samoa. 

(5) DETERMINATION OF GRANT AMOUNTS.— 
Each State's share of the national grant 
amount shall be determined under this sub- 
section on the basis of the average per capita 
income of each State and all States for the 
most recent fiscal year for which satisfac- 
tory data are available from the Department 
of Commerce and the Department of Labor. 

(6) NATIONAL GRANT AMOUNT.—The term 
"national grant amount" means an amount 
equal to 99.6 percent of sum of the amounts 
determined under subsection (b)(2) for all 
States, 

(d) BONUS PAYMENT.— Beginning with fiscal 
year 1996, the Secretary may use 0.4 percent 
of the sum of the amounts determined under 
subsection (b)(2) for all States to award addi- 
tional bonus payments under this section to 
those States which have the highest or most 
improved State work percentage as deter- 
mined under section 5(b)(2)(B). The Sec- 
retary shall designate one State as the lead- 
ing job placement State and such State shall 
receive the highest bonus payment under the 
preceding sentence and the President is au- 
thorized and requested to acknowledge such 
State with a special Presidential award. 

(e) USE OF FUNDS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE PUR- 
POSES.—A State shall not use more than 10 
percent of the amount it receives under this 
section for the administration of the State 
welfare to work program. 

(f) CAPPED ENTITLEMENT.—This section 
constitutes budget authority in advance of 
appropriations Acts, and represents the obli- 
gation of the Federal Government to provide 
the payments described in subsection (a) (in 
an amount not to exceed the sum of the 
amounts determined under subsection (b)(2) 
for all States). 

SEC, 8, STATE MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT. 

Any funds available for the activities cov- 
ered by a State welfare to work program 
conducted under this Act shall supplement, 
and shall not supplant, funds that are ex- 
pended for similar purposes under any State, 
regional, or local program. 

SEC. 9. TERMINATION OF CERTAIN FEDERAL 
WELFARE PROGRAMS. 

(a) TERMINATION OF AFDC AND JOBS PRo- 
GRAMS.— 

(1) AFDC.—Part A of title IV of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following new 
section: 

“TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY 

"SEC. 418. The authority provided by this 
part shall terminate on October 1. 1994.“ 

(2) JOBS.—Part F of title IV of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 681 et seq.) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following new 
section: 

""TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY 

"SEC. 488. The authority provided by this 
part shall terminate on October 1, 1994.“ 

(b) FOOD STAMP PROGRAM TO SERVE ONLY 
ELDERLY AND DISABLED INDIVIDUALS.— 

(1) DEFINITIONS.—Section 3 of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2012) is amend- 
ed— 

(A) in subsection (g)]— 

(i) in paragraph (4), by striking (and their 
spouses)"; 

(ii) in paragraph (5)— 

(I) by striking in the case of” and insert- 
ing in the case of elderly or disabled"; and 
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(ID by inserting ''disabled'' before ‘‘chil- 
dren”; and 

(iii) in paragraph (8), by inserting ‘‘elderly 
or disabled" before “women and children 
temporarily“; 

(B) in subsection (i)— 

(i) in the first sentence— 

(I) in paragraph (1), by inserting ''elderly 
or disabled" before “individual”; and 

(II) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘', each of 
whom is elderly or disabled," after individ- 
uals”; 

(ii) in the second sentence, by inserting be- 
fore the period at the end the following: “‘, if 
each of the individuals is elderly or dis- 
abled"; 

(iii) in the third sentence— 

(I) by striking , together" and all that 
follows through of such individual,“ and 

(II) by striking , excluding the spouse,”; 
and 

(iv) in the fifth sentence— 

(I) by striking ''coupons, and” and insert- 
ing “coupons, and elderly or disabled”; and 

(II) by inserting disabled“ after together 
with their“; and 

(C) in subsection (r), by striking Elderly“ 
and all that follows through who“ and in- 
serting the following: Elderly or disabled’, 
with respect to a member of a household or 
other individual, means a member or other 
individual who". 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) ELIGIBILITY.—Section 5 of such Act (7 
U.S.C. 2014) is amended— 

(i) in the first sentence of subsection (c)— 

(1) by striking “program if—" and all that 
follows through ''household's income" and 
inserting program if the income of the 
household"; 

(II) by striking respectively: and" and in- 
serting respectively.“; and 

(III) by striking paragraph (2); and 

(ii) in subsection (e)— 

(I) in the first sentence, by striking con- 
taining an elderly or disabled member and 
determining benefit levels only for all other 
households"; 

(II) in the fifteenth sentence— 

(aa) by striking containing an elderly or 
disabled member"'; and 

(bb) in subparagraph (A), by striking ''el- 
derly or disabled members" and inserting 
"the members"; 

(III) in the seventeenth sentence, by strik- 
ing “elderly and disabled"; and 

(IV) by striking the fourth through four- 
teenth sentences. 

(B) PERIODIC REPORTING.—Section 
6(cK01XA)Xiv) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 
2015(c)(1)(A)(iv)) is amended by striking and 
in which all adult members are elderly or 
disabled". 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply on and 
after October 1, 1994. 

(c) REFERENCES IN OTHER LAWS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Any reference in any law, 
regulation, document, paper, or other record 
of the United States to any provision that 
has been terminated by reason of the amend- 
ments made in subsection (a) shall, unless 
the context otherwise requires, be considered 
to be a reference to such provision, as in ef- 
fect immediately before the date of the en- 
actment of this Act. 

(2) STATE PLANS.—Any reference in any 
law, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to a State plan 
that has been terminated by reason of the 
amendments made in subsection (a), shall, 
unless the context otherwise requires, be 
considered to be a reference to such plan as 
in effect immediately before the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
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SEC. 10. ELIGIBILITY FOR WIC PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 17(d)(1) of the 
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 
1786(d)(1)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new sentence: ‘‘For purposes of 
participation in the program under this sec- 
tion, a child shall be considered to be at nu- 
tritional risk if such child is in the care of a 
custodial parent or other individual pri- 
marily responsible for the care of such child 
who is a participant in a State welfare to 
work program which receives Federal funds 
under the Welfare to Work Act of 1994.“ 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
Id Ai) of the Child Nutrition Act of 
1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(d)(2)(A)(ii)) is amended— 

(1) by striking (i c)“ and inserting (ii)“; 
and 

(2) by striking subclause (II). 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply on and after 
October 1, 1994. 

SEC. 11. SECRETARIAL SUBMISSION OF LEGISLA- 
TIVE PROPOSAL FOR AMENDMENTS 
TO MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA 
AND TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING 
AMENDMENTS. 


The Secretary shall, within 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, submit to 
the appropriate committees of Congress, a 
legislative proposal providing eligibility cri- 
teria for medical assistance under a State 
plan under title XIX of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.) in lieu of the eligi- 
bility criteria under section 1902(a)(10)(A)(i) 
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(10)(A)(i)) relat- 
ing to the receipt of aid to families with de- 
pendent children under a State plan under 
part A of title IV of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) and such technical and 
conforming amendments in the law as are re- 
quired by the provisions of this Act. 


SUMMARY—WELFARE-TO-WORK ACT 
OVERVIEW 

The Welfare-To-Work Act“ will take Fed- 
eral welfare money and replace it with a 
flexible, community-based program that con- 
nects people to work and makes work pay. 
Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
(AFDC) and part of Food Stamps will be re- 
placed with a new Federal Block Grant, 
which would allow states and local commu- 
nities to design work-based systems to help 
low-income Americans get jobs that enable 
them to support their families. Food Stamps 
would remain in place for the disabled and 
elderly and the USDA feeding programs for 
children and for the elderly would also be 
maintained. The Supplemental Feeding Pro- 
gram for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) 
program would be expanded so that needy 
children can get food. 

MAJOR PROVISIONS 

Bill replaces welfare (AFDC and most of 
Food Stamps) with state block grant for im- 
plementing “welfare to work” programs. 

Block grant gives states almost complete 
flexibility in designing program—as long as 
it WORKS to move people from welfare to 
work. Each year a state gets more partici- 
pants working, it continues to get the block 
grant with no other federal constraints. 

Bill modifies WIC eligibility to ensure chil- 
dren of participants in this program are eli- 
gible for WIC food assistance. 

COSTS 

Bill caps amount spent on block grant at 
current welfare spending levels, ensuring 
money will always be there for states by cre- 
ating a capped entitlement. The block grant 
amount is approximately $37 billion. 

Block grant is allocated to states based on: 
(1) economic need (defined by unemployment 
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rates and per capita income) and; (2) state ef- 
fort (measured by how much the state invests 
in this program). 

HOW PROGRAM WORKS 

States would use the block grant money to 
design their own work-connection systems 
that fit local economic circumstances rather 
than being forced to just hand out federally- 
regulated welfare checks. 

Bill uses a simple outcome measure— 
whether states get participants to work—as 
the only major Federal requirement for get- 
ting their block grant cash. 

Bill ensures accountability by requiring 
states which do NOT get more people work- 
ing to explain why their system did not suc- 
ceed and to submit new plans to the Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services. 

Bill ensures former beneficiaries have ac- 
cess to new system by requiring states to 
serve such people in the first year. 

Bill recognizes successful state innova- 
tions through awarding bonus payments & 
Presidential awards to states with particu- 
larly good work-connection systems. 

Bill requires states to ensure they spend at 
least as much on their welfare-to-work sys- 
tem as they currently do on welfare. 

States could work with their counties and 
cities to use whatever mix of job training 
and placement, earnings supplementation, 
nutrition assistance and education, housing 
vouchers, community service employment, 
child care, tax credits, support payment, and 
health care that will get, and keep people in, 
jobs. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my colleague, Senator 
KOHL, in his effort to dramatically and 
unalterably change the welfare system 
as we know it. This proposal is re- 
inventing Government at its best. It 
moves the decisionmaking process 
closer to the people. The most relevant 
place to start when discussing stand- 
ards for reinventing Government is 
with President Clinton’s own words. On 
March 3, 1993, in the White House Rose 
Garden, the President said: 

Our goal is to make the entire Federal 
Government both less expensive and more ef- 
ficient. * * *. We intend to redesign, to re- 
invent, to reinvigorate the entire national 
Government. 

The President went on to say: 

We’ll challenge the basic assumptions of 
every program, asking does it work; does it 
provide quality service; does it encourage in- 
novation and reward hard work? If the an- 
swer is no, or if there's a better way to do it 
or if there's something that the Federal Gov- 
ernment is doing it should simply stop doing, 
we'll try to make the changes needed. 

When we ask the President's question 
concerning the current welfare system, 
it comes up pretty short. 

First, does it work? While Democrats 
and Republicans may not agree on 
many things, there is one issue about 
which there is complete agreement: 
The current welfare program is a dis- 
mal failure. 

President Clinton acknowledges that 
the war on poverty has failed. He ran 
his Presidential campaign on the prom- 
ise to “end welfare as we know it." 
That promise rang true with the Amer- 
ican people, who believe the current 
system is in need of dramatic reform. 
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President Clinton is not alone in his 
appraisal. In a recent interview, Fi- 
nance Committee Chairman MOYNIHAN 
joined in the call for welfare reform 
when he said that there was not a 
health care crisis but a welfare crisis. 
He called for the President to move 
welfare reform this year or risk the ad- 
ministration's health care proposal. 

David Ellwood, Assistant Secretary 
for Planning and Evaluation at the De- 
partment of Health and Human Serv- 
ices and Co-chairman of the President's 
Task Force on Welfare Reform ac- 
knowledged that there “is near univer- 
sal agreement that the welfare system 
is broken." 

The second question is also impor- 
tant. Does it provide quality service? 
Senator BREAUX, chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Social Security and 
Family Policy stated in a recent sub- 
committee hearing that “our welfare 
system does not serve well the people 
who are on it, nor does it serve well the 
people who are paying for it.” 

The current system encourages the 
breakdown of the family, destroys 
independence and self reliance, and dis- 
courages work. I have to agree with 
Senator BREAUX that these things do 
not serve the needs of recipients or 
those taxpayers who are funding the 


program. 

The third question which must be 
considered is: Does it encourage inno- 
vation and reward hard work? Under 
the current system, States which de- 
sire to try innovative approaches to 
the problem of helping low-income peo- 
ple move toward independence must 
pass a State law with the new ideas, 
apply to the Federal Government for a 
waiver, gain approval of their ideas and 
receive the waiver, and finally, imple- 
ment their plan. The process is time- 
consuming and expensive. 

The current system also discourages 
hard work. The welfare mother re- 
ceives her check on two conditions: 
She must not marry an employed male 
and she must not work. If she works, 
she risks losing much of her welfare 
and health care benefits. 

During that March 3, Rose Garden 
ceremony, the President said in re- 
sponse to these three questions that if 
the answer is no, or if there's a better 
way to do it if there's something that 
the Federal Government is doing it 
should simply stop doing, we'll try to 
make the changes needed.” 

Mr. President, that is what the Kohl- 
Grassley proposal is all about. This 
proposal starts with a basic assump- 
tion: The welfare program is a dismal 
failure and all efforts to reform it at a 
national level have failed. That is be- 
cause the incentives are not properly 
structured so that success is required, 
not just desired. 

Under the proposal we are introduc- 
ing today, the entire Federal Aid to 
Families With Dependent Children Pro- 
gram, the JOBS Program, and the Food 
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Stamp Program as it applies to AFDC 
recipients are simply repealed. They 
are ended. The role of the Federal Gov- 
ernment is unalterably changed. 

This is important because this is a 
reform effort first, not a budget exer- 
cise. The resulting budget and deficit 
reductions are important but second- 
ary. They must be viewed as an en- 
forcement mechanism for the re- 
forms—the teeth, if you will. 

The focus must be on reform. Be- 
cause, if we're not careful and view this 
as a budget cutting exercise only, these 
programs may be trimmed now, but the 
structural deficiencies that brought 
them about will grow right back again 
as soon as we look away. We need to 
perform corrective surgery so that 
what we have now will not come back 


This proposal is that corrective sur- 
gery but there are also clear budget 
implications in this bill. It establishes 
a cap for Federal spending on assist- 
ance programs for low-income Ameri- 
cans at 1994 levels and block grants the 
money to the States to serve the same 
population. 

States are then free to experiment 
with new ideas for dramatic change. 
They are also responsible to make the 
changes work because their funding is 
capped at 1994 levels and the incentive 
is there to get people off of welfare and 
into work. This is the way it should be. 
The program should have performance 
standards that reward work and change 
the culture of welfare. 

The only affirmative requirement in 
the law is that States must have more 
people working in each year than the 
previous year. Apart from that require- 
ment, States are completely free to 
create a plan that will work in their 
own State and meet the needs of their 
own citizens. 

This is the essence of reinventing 
Government. If the Federal Govern- 
ment has failed at a given operation, 
under the President's own analysis, it 
is time for us to find new ways to 
achieve our goals. 

This is what the Kohl/Grassley pro- 
posal would do. 


By Mr. NUNN (for himself and 
Mr. THURMOND) (by request): 

S. 2058. A bill to authorize certain 
construction at military installations 
for fiscal year 1995, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATION ACT 

FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995 
* Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, by request, 
for myself and the senior Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND] I in- 
troduce, for appropriate reference, a 
bill to authorize certain construction 
at military installations for fiscal year 
1995, and for other purposes. 

I ask unanimous consent that a let- 
ter of transmittal requesting consider- 
ation of the legislation and explaining 
its purpose be printed in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 
OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL, 
Washington, DC, April 20, 1994. 
Hon. ALBERT J. GORE, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed is a draft of 
legislation '"To authorize certain construc- 
tion at military installations for Fiscal Year 
1995, and for other purposes." This legisla- 
tive proposal is needed to carry out the 
President's Fiscal Year 1995 budget plan. The 
Office of Management and Budget advises 
that the enactment of this proposal is in ac- 
cord with the program of the President. 

The proposal would authorize appropria- 
tions in Fiscal Year 1995 for new construc- 
tion and family housing support for the Ac- 
tive Forces, Defense Agencies, NATO Infra- 
structure Program, and Guard and Reserve 
Forces. The proposal establishes the effec- 
tive dates for the program. The Fiscal Year 
1995 Military Construction Authorization 
Bill includes construction projects resulting 
from base realignment and closure actions. 
Additionally, the Fiscal Year 1995 draft legis- 
lation does not include General Provisions. 

Sincerely, 
STEPHEN W. PRESTON, 
Acting General Counsel.e 


By Mr. NUNN (for himself and 
Mr. THURMOND) (by request): 

S. 2059. A bill to authorize appropria- 
tions for fiscal year 1995 for military 
activities of the Department of De- 
fense, to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for fiscal year 1995, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR 

FISCAL YEAR 1995 
* Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, by request, 
for myself and the senior Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND] I in- 
troduce, for appropriate reference, a 
bill to authorize appropriations for fis- 
cal year 1995 for military activities of 
the Department of Defense, to pre- 
Scribe military personnel strength for 
fiscal year 1995, and for other purposes. 

I ask unanimous consent that a let- 
ter of transmittal requesting consider- 
ation of the legislation and explaining 
its purpose be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 
OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL, 
Washington, DC, April 22, 1994. 
Hon. ALBERT J. GORE, 
President of the Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed is a draft of 
legislation To authorize appropriations for 
fiscal year 1995 for military activities of the 
Department of Defense, to prescribe military 
activities of the Department of Defense, to 
prescribe military personnel strengths for 
fiscal year 1995, and for other purposes.” 

This proposal is part of the Department of 
Defense legislative program for the 103d Con- 
gress. The Office of Management and Budget 
advises that the proposed authorizations are 
in accord with the program of the President 
and that there is no objection from the 
standpoint of the President's program to the 
general provisions of the bill. 
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Title I of the bill provides procurement au- 
thorization for the Military Departments 
and for the Defense Agencies in amounts 
equal to the budget authority included in the 
President's budget for fiscal year 1995. Title 
II provides for the authorization of each of 
the research, development, test, and evalua- 
tion appropriations for the Military Depart- 
ments and the Defense Agencies in amounts 
equal to the President's budget for fiscal 
year 1995. Title III provides for authorization 
of the operation and maintenance accounts 
of the Military Departments and Defense 
Agencies and Title IV prescribes the person- 
nel strengths for the active forces and the 
Selected Reserve of each reserve component 
of the Armed Forces in the amounts and 
numbers, respectively, provided for by the 
budget authority and appropriations re- 
quested for the Department of Defense in the 
President's budget for fiscal year 1995. 

The general provisions of the bill are an 
omnibus proposal that will aid in the man- 
agement and operation of the Department of 
Defense. 

Enactment of this proposal is of great im- 
portance to the Department of Defense and 
the Department urges its favorable consider- 
ation. 

Sincerely, 
STEPHEN W. PRESTON, 
Acting General Counsel. 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE LEGISLATIVE PRO- 
GRAM FOR THE SECOND SESSION OF THE 103D 
CONGRESS 
TITLE I—PROCUREMENT 
Subtitle A—Authorization of Appropriations 
Sec. 101. Army 

Section 101 authorizes the appropriation of 
funds for procurement for the Army. 

Sec. 102. Navy and Marine Corps 

Section 102 authorizes the appropriation of 
funds for procurement for the Navy and Ma- 
rine Corps. 

Sec. 103. Air Force 

Section 103 authorizes the appropriation of 
funds for procurement for the Air Force. 

Sec. 104. Defense-wide procurement 

Section 104 authorizes the appropriation of 
funds for Defense-wide procurement. 

Sec. 105. Defense Inspector General 

Section 105 authorizes the appropriation of 
funds for procurement for the Defense In- 
spector General. 

Sec. 106. Defense health program 

Section 106 authorizes the appropriation of 
funds for procurement for the Defense health 
program. 

Sec. 107. Chemícal demilitarization program 

Section 107 authorizes the appropriation of 
funds for the demilitarization and destruc- 
tion of lethal chemical weapons in the chem- 
ical stockpile as specified in section 1412 of 
the Department of Defense Authorization 
Act, 1986, and for the destruction of chemical 
warfare material of the United States that is 
not covered by section 1412 of such Act. 

Subtitle B—Other Matters 
Sec. 111. Repeal of requirement for separate 
budget request for procurement of Reserve 
equipment 


Section 111 repeals the requirement con- . 


tained in section 114(e) of title 10, United 
States Code, that amounts requested for pro- 
curement for the Reserve forces be set forth 
separately from other amounts requested for 
procurement for the Armed Forces. 
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TITLE II—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION 
Sec. 201. Authorization of Appropriations 
Section 201 authorizes the appropriation of 
funds for the Armed Forces for research, de- 
velopment, test, and evaluation. 


TITLE III—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
Subtitle A—Autharization of Appropriations 
Sec. 301. Operation and maintenance funding 


Section 301 authorizes the appropriation of 
funds for the Armed Forces for operation and 
maintenance. 


Sec. 302. Working capital funds 


Section 302 authorizes the appropriation of 
funds for working capital. 


Sec. 303. Repeal of limitations on operation 
of activities included in Defense Business 
Operations Fund 


Section 303 repeals the limitations on the 
implementation of the Defense Business Op- 
erations Fund which are contained in section 
316 of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993. Section 
316 was enacted at the time that the Defense 
Business Operations Fund was first estab- 
lished. At the time it was established some 
temporary evaluation period for the Fund 
and the activities operating under it may 
have been appropriate. Now that the Fund 
has been operating for some time, however, à 
“probationary period' for the Fund and tem- 
porary extensions and limitations on the op- 
eration of the Fund should not be needed. 


Sec. 304. Repeal of provisions relating to 
charges for goods and services provided 
through the Defense Business Operations 
Fund 


Section 304 repeals limitations on the oper- 
ation and management of the Defense Busi- 
ness Management Fund which were con- 
tained in section 316(a) and (b) of the Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1994. These changes reflect the plans for 
operation of the Fund which were contained 
in the Defense Business Operations Fund 
that was submitted to the Congress in Sep- 
tember 1993. 


Sec. 305. Disposition of proceeds from 
operation of Naval Academy laundry 

Section 305 amends the provisions of sec- 
tion 6971 of title 10, United States Code, re- 
lating to disposition of proceeds from certain 
activities at the United States Naval Acad- 
emy. Currently, section 6971 consists of two 
subsections. Current subsection (a) provides 
that funds collected from the operation of 
the midshipmen's store, including the barber 
Shop, the cobbler shop, and the tailor shop, 
and the dairy at the Academy are deposited 
to the Treasury and are available for operat- 
ing expenses of these activities and such 
other expenditures as the Superintendent of 
the Naval Academy considers to be necessary 
for the health, comfort, and education of the 
midshipmen. Current subsection (b) provides 
that funds collected from the operation of 
the Naval Academy laundry shall be ac- 
counted for as public funds and that they are 
available for necessary laundry service for 
Academy activities and personnel. Section 
305 combines the two separate, but essen- 
tially similar, provisions contained in sub- 
sections (a) and (b) into a single provision. 

Subtitle B—Other Matters 
Sec. 311. Revision of date for submission of 
future years mission budget 

Section 311 changes the required date for 
the submission of the Department's future 
years mission budget from the same time 
that the President's budget is submitted to a 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


time not later than 60 days after the date of 
the submission of the President’s budget. 
Under the current law, the President’s budg- 
et, the Future Years Defense Program 
(FYDP), and the Future Years Mission Budg- 
et (FYMB) must all be submitted at or about 
the same time. As a practical matter each is 
independent, with the FYDP based on the 
President’s Budget and the FYMB based on 
the FYDP. Under section 221 of title 10, the 
FYDP is required to be submitted “at or 
about the same time that the President's 
budget is submitted to Congress. Under sec- 
tion 222 of title 10, the FYMB is required to 
be submitted at the same time that the 
President’s budget is submitted to the Con- 
gress.” About 30 days are required between 
the time each report is prepared in order to 
ensure consistency and to prepare the re- 
ports in an orderly manner. To reflect this 
fact, this section would change the submis- 
sion date for the FYMB to not later than 60 
days after date that the President's budget is 
submitted to the Congress. 

Sec. 312. Live-fire survivability testing of 

F-22 Aircraft. 

Section 312 requires the Secretary of De- 
fense to submit a report explaining how the 
Secretary plans to evaluate the survivability 
of the F-22 system and assessing various al- 
ternatives to realistic survivability testing. 
The provision also requires the Secretary to 
ensure that major components and sub- 
systems that could significantly affect the 
survivability of the F-22 be made available 
for live-fire testing. 

Section 2366 of title 10, United States Code, 
requires realistic survivability and lethality 
testing of covered systems and munitions 
programs prior to full-rate production. The 
requirement is that the covered system must 
be tested for vulnerability in combat by fir- 
ing munitions, likely to be encountered in 
combat, at the system configured for com- 
bat. 

Section 2366 of title 10 allows the Secretary 
of Defense to waive the requirement if, be- 
fore the system enters full-scale engineering 
development, the Secretary certifies to Con- 
gress that live fire testing of the system 
would be unreasonably expensive and im- 
practical. Because of the cost of an F-22 air- 
craft, such testing is both unreasonably ex- 
pensive and impractical. Since the F-22 has 
already entered full-scale engineering devel- 
opment, legislation is needed to allow the 
Secretary of Defense to grant a waiver. 

In order for the Secretary of Defense to 
evaluate the survivability of the F-22 air- 
craft, the Air Force developed the revised 
live fire test program that is summarized in 
an enclosure to this letter. This plan in- 
cludes detailed analyses, review of historical 
test data, and incremental build-up testing 
that includes material characterization tests 
and live fire testing of selected components 
and subassemblies. Information from the re- 
sults of these tests will be taken into ac- 
count in the F-22's design. In this way, we 
plant to achieve fully the objective of sec- 
tion 2366 in as realistic a manner as is con- 
sistent with cost effectiveness and practical- 
ity. 

The proposal will authorize the Secretary 
of Defense to grant a waiver to the surviv- 
ability testing requirements in section 2366 
as they apply to the F-22 system. The enact- 
ment of this legislative proposal shall not 
cause any increase in appropriated funding 
for the Department of Defense or have any 
budgetary impact. 

Sec. 313. Ballistic Missile Defense mission 

The purpose of the section 313 is to amend 
the statutory requirement for an Annual Re- 
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port on Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) 

programs to reflect the current Ballistic 

Missile Defense mission. 

The Annual Report to congress provides 
congressional committees with an assess- 
ment of the progress of BMDO in fielding a 
ballistic missile defense and a road map that 
BMDO intends to follow for the future. The 
statutory provision which prescribes an An- 
nual Report, requires BMDO to report on ac- 
tions that are no longer pertinent to the di- 
rection of the BMDO program and the cur- 
rent world situation. This proposed legisla- 
tion would amend those requirements to re- 
flect the current mission of BMDO. 

Sections 224(b)(3) and 224(b)(4) require that 
the Annual Report to congress detail objec- 
tives for the planned deployment phases and 
the relationships of the programs and 
projects to the deployment phases. The de- 
ployment phases were germane when the SDI 
was developing a system to be fielded in 
phases, with each phase (after phase 1), de- 
signed to offset expected Soviet counter- 
measures and add to U.S. ballistic missile de- 
fensive capabilities. The current focus of the 
BMD program is to field improved theater 
missile defense systems and maintain a tech- 
nology readiness program for contingency 
fielding of a national missile defense. The 
concept of phased additions to offset Soviet 
countermeasures and provide large incre- 
mental improvements to U.S. ballistic mis- 
sile defense capabilities no longer exists. 

Section 224(b)(7) requires an assessment of 
the possible Soviet countermeasures to the 
SDI programs. With the demise of the So- 
viet-Union and the shift in focus of the BMD 
program to fielding theater missile defense 
systems, this requirement is no longer appli- 
cable and should be amended to reflect the 
current threat. 

Sections 224(b)(9) and 224(b)(10) require de- 
tails on the applicability of SDI technologies 
to other military missions. The missions ad- 
üressed have largely become the primary 
focus of BMDO and reporting how SDI tech- 
nologies could be applied to other military 
missions is no longer relevant. These two 
subparagraphs should be repealed, as they 
are redundant with reporting the status of 
today's BMD. 

Enactment of the proposed legislation will 
not result in any increase in budgetary re- 
quirements. Our analysis of the costs in- 
curred and the benefits derived is that this 
legislation is budget neutral. 

Sec. 314. Repeal of requirement for the Sec- 
retary of Defense to provide advance re- 
view and approval of proposed developmen- 
tal tests of limited defense system program 
projects and to provide independent mon- 
itoring of the tests 


The purpose of section 314 is to remove the 
current requirement for the Secretary of De- 
fense to provide advance review and approval 
of proposed developmental tests of Limited 
Defense System (LDS) program projects and 
to provide independent monitoring of the 
tests. 

The requirement for Secretary of Defense 
review and approval of proposed LDS pro- 
gram projects developmental tests prior to 
conducting the test and for the Secretary to 
provide an independent monitoring of the 
implementation of tests is an unnecessary 
requirement. Any additional review, ap- 
proval, or monitoring requirements above 
those already established for LDS testing 
would be redundant and bring little value to 
the current test and evaluation process that 
is aggressively enforced. 

Currently the LDS developmental testing 
program is monitored by a senior level steer- 
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ing group composed of the Under Secretary 
of Defense (Acquisition) Director of Test and 
Evaluation, the Deputy Under Secretary of 
the Army (Operations and Research), the Di- 
rector of Operational Test and Evaluation 
and senior Test and Evaluation officials from 
each of the Services. To impose a require- 
ment for additional monitoring of LDS de- 
velopment testing above the current level of 
expertise and responsibility would not be 
prudent and only serve to generate a redun- 
dant and costly layer of reviews. 

Enactment of the proposed legislation will 
not result in any increase in budgetary re- 
quirements. Our analysis of the costs in- 
curred and the benefits derived is that this 
legislation is budget neutral. 


Sec. 315. Expansion of the methods of test 
and evaluation used to demonstrate thea- 
ter missile defense interceptor perform- 
ance prior to the interceptor program pro- 
ceeding into low-rate initial production ac- 
quisition phase 


The purpose of section 315 is to expand the 
methodology used to demonstrate TMD in- 
terceptor performance before the interceptor 
program proceeds into the Low-Rate Initial 
Production (Milestone IIIA) acquisition 
phase. The legislation would allow using 
validated modeling and simulation to aug- 
ment live-fire testing to demonstrate that 
interceptors have achieved weapons system 
performance goals established in the system 
baseline document pursuant to section 
235(a)(1A) of title 10, United States Code, 
before the program entered engineering and 
manufacturing systems development. 

The requirement for demonstrating inter- 
ceptor performance to achieve multiple shot 
engagements involving multiple interceptors 
and multiple targets is traditionally con- 
ducted during Initial Operational Testing 
and Evaluation (IOT&E). The IOT&E is con- 
ducted at the end of engineering manufactur- 
ing and development (EMD) acquisition 
phase prior to entering the production and 
deployment phase at Milestone III. The ra- 
tionale for conducting multiple shot engage- 
ments during the IOT&E is that it provides 
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time for system maturing during the EMD 
acquisition phase to obtain a level of per- 
formance capability necessary to conduct 
multiple shot engagements. The level of per- 
formance needed to achieve multiple shot 
engagements can only be obtained from 
interceptors that are production representa- 
tive and available only during the latter part 
of EMD. 

Requiring interceptor performance to be 
demonstrated solely through the use of live- 
fire testing will be expensive and likely in- 
crease the acquisition time needed to get in- 
terceptor programs into production and 
fielded. Augmenting live-fire testing with 
modeling and simulation can provide a less 
expensive and more timely method for pre- 
dicting interceptor performance. Validated 
models and simulations can augment flight 
tests to provide accurate projections of in- 
terceptor performance, under varying oper- 
ational environments and threats, reducing 
the number of costly flight tests that must 
be conducted several times to establish con- 
fidence in the data. 

The Ballistic Missile Defense Organization 
(BMDO) has developed an intense and com- 
prehensive test and evaluation policy to en- 
sure TMD interceptors meet performance re- 
quirements prior to expending funding for 
their production. This policy uses a Continu- 
ous Comprehensive Evaluation process that 
maximizes the use of technical testing data 
and supplements flight test with models and 
simulations. The policy includes the proce- 
dure for verifying and validating all models 
and simulations used to predict interceptor 
performance. The models and simulations 
are based on actual data collected and ana- 
lyzed from live-fire interceptor testing to en- 
sure realistic and accurate predictions. 

TMD interceptor performance will be re- 
ported to Congress prior to entering produc- 
tion (Milestone III) under section 2399 of title 
10, United States Code. The Director of oper- 
ational Test and Evaluation, Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, prepares and submits a 
Beyond Low-Rate Initial Production Report 
to the Secretary of Defense, Under Secretary 
of Defense (Acquisition), and congressional 


SAVINGS BY YEAR 
[In millions of dollars] 
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Assumptions used in the Savings by Year 
matrix. 

1. One test (multiple simultaneous engage- 
ment) requires 3 interceptors and three tar- 
gets. 

2. Programs listed above have generally 
budgeted for a single interceptor/target 
flight test rather than multiple simulta- 
neous engagements. Therefore, the above 
costs reflect the cost of the other two inter- 
ceptors and targets. 

3. Estimated cost for an interceptor is $5M. 

4. Estimated cost for a target is $3M. 


5. No ranges are currently equipped to safe- 
ly conduct MS? Required instrumentation 
and safety equipment will cost an estimated 
$54M. 

6. LRIP IPRs are tentatively scheduled as 
follow: 
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defense committees. This report will confirm 
that adequate testing has been conducted in 
an operational environment consistent with 
what the interceptor will be expected to op- 
erate in when fielded to evaluate system per- 
formance prior to committing to a produc- 
tion decision. 

Enactment of the proposed legislation 
could result in a cost avdidance of approxi- 
mately $249 million for FY95-99 and beyond 
by delaying or reducing the required quan- 
tity of multiple simultaneous engagements 
for TMD interceptor programs. More accu- 
rate cost estimates will be available as the 


TMD p mature and actual testing 
costs are available. 
[In millions of dollars] 
Fiscal year 
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Beyond 
113 3 80 2 2 50 


A more detailed cost analysis follows: 

This proposal will result in a reduction of 
the costs necessary for compliance with the 
current statutory language in Section 237a., 
Testing of Theater Missile Defense Intercep- 
tors. 

These cost are estimates based on evolving 
Service testing programs. They reflect the 
cost savings that can be reasonable expected 
to result from the proposed language change. 
However, many of the programs that make 
up Theater Missile Defense have not reached 
& level of maturity that enable them to pre- 
dict actual testing costs. In some cases, the 
selection process for test sites and instru- 
mentation systems has not been completed. 
Test article and target costs, and testing 
quantities for validation and demonstration 
have not been determined. Therefore, for 
those cases, costs are estimated to represent 
probable courses of action. 

The matrix below represent estimated cost 
savings that could result from adopting the 
proposed language, by delaying or reducing 
the required quantity of multiple simulta- 
neous engagements. 


Program LRIP IPR Source of date 
Lower Tier ........ Late FY 97... TMD Briefing Chart, back up for 
x TMDI Review, "Ses Based TEND 
Proposed Schedule". 


Sec. 316. Disaster relief 


Section 316 provides authority for the 
President to provide disaster relief assist- 
ance in response to civil or foreign man- 
made or natural disasters. 

'The fiscal year 1993 Appropriations Act 
provided authority for $50 million in Oper- 
ation and Maintenance, Defense-wide fund- 
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ing, to be used for the global disaster relief 
activities of the Department of Defense. 
Under this authority, the Department pro- 
vided initial support for disaster relief ac- 
tivities in response to the famine in Soma- 
lia, relief for the Chinese migrants under Op- 
eration Provide Refuge; Meals Ready to Eat 
and Humanitarian Daily Rations for use in 
the Former Yugoslavia; and support of the 
transportation costs of the Bosnia Airlift 
and Airdrop. 

In fiscal year 1994, the Appropriations Con- 
ference Committee deleted funding requested 
specifically for global Disaster Relief, but di- 
rected that the Department use existing cash 
balances in the Defense Emergency Response 
Fund for natural and other disasters. The 
Defense Emergency Response Fund, enacted 
by Public Law 101-165, the Department of De- 
fense Appropriations Act of 1990, was ini- 
tially established to serve as a revolving con- 
tingency fund in anticipation of reimburse- 
ments from State, Federal and local govern- 
ment agencies for Department of Defense 
costs incurred in responding to civil disas- 
ters. In amending this language, Congress 
expanded authority to use the Defense Emer- 
gency Response Fund to fund any natural or 
manmade disasters, civil or foreign, without 
requiring reimbursement. 

The proposed fiscal year 1995 legislation 
provides clear authorization within the De- 
fense Authorization Act for funding these ac- 
tivities. Delegation of this authority by the 
President to the Secretary of Defense would 
be provided by Executive order, With this 
language, the Disaster Relief program would 
continue to provide the flexibility necessary 
to respond to urgent, unanticipated require- 
ments due to civil or foreign manmade or 
natural disaster. 

Enactment of this proposal will support 
the Administration's fiscal year 1995 Budget 
Request to appropriate $46 million to support 
the Disaster Relief Activities of the Depart- 
ment of Defense. The Department of Defense 
considers this proposal to be an important 
component of its fiscal year 1995 national se- 
curity program. 

Sec. 317. Amendment to the emergency and 
extraordinary expense authority for the In- 
spector General of the Department of De- 
fense 


Section 317 would remove the statutory 
ceiling on the Inspector General, Depart- 
ment of Defense, for emergency and extraor- 
dinary expenses authority provided in sec- 
tion 361 of the National Defense Authoriza- 
tion Act of Fiscal year 1994 (Public Law 103- 
160). The removal of this ceiling is consistent 
with the emergency and extraordinary ex- 
pense authority of the Secretary of Defense 
and the Secretaries of the military depart- 
ments. The ceiling could jeopardize ongoing 
Inspector General investigatory operations. 
In that funds made available are contained 
within the overall Operation and Mainte- 
nance Appropriations available to the In- 
spector General, there would remain in ef- 
fect a ceiling but at a higher subdivision, 
thereby providing the Inspector General with 
greater flexibility. Since the overall ceiling 
would remain in effect, there is no impact on 
the budget. 


TITLE IV—MILITARY PERSONNEL 
AUTHORIZATIONS 
Subtitle A—Active Forces 
Sec. 401. End strengths for active forces 


Section 401 authorizes the end strengths 
(the end of the fiseal year—September 30, 
1995) for active duty personnel of the Armed 
Forces. 
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Subtitle B—Reserve forces 
Sec. 411. End strengths for Selected Reserve 
Section 411 authorizes the end strengths 

(the end of the fiscal year—September 30, 

1995) for Selected Reserve personnel of the 

reserve components. 

Sec. 412. End strengths for Reserves on 
active duty in support of the Reserves 
Section 412 authorizes the end strengths 

(the end of the fiscal year—September 30, 

1995) for the Reserves serving on full-time ac- 

tive duty in support of the Reserves as con- 

templated in section 678 of title 10, United 

States Code. 

Sec. 413. Increase in number of members in 
certain grades authorized to be on active 
duty in support of the Reserves 
Section 413 increases the number of mem- 

bers in the grades of E-9, E-8, Major or Lieu- 

tenant Commander, Lieutenant Colonel or 

Commander, and Colonel or Navy Captain 

authorized to be on active duty in support of 

the Reserves. The provision amends the table 
in section 517 of title 10, United States Code. 

Subtitle C—Military Training Student Loads 

Sec. 421. Authorization of training student 

loads 

Section 421 authorizes the average training 
student loads for the components of the ac- 
tive and Reserve Armed Forces. 

TITLE V—MILITARY PERSONNEL POLICY 
Subtitle A—Officer Personnel Policy 

Sec. 501. Authority of Secretary of Military 
Department to approve officers serving on 
certain successive selection boards 
Section 501 amends section 612(b) of title 

10, United States Code, to authorize the Sec- 
retary of the military department concerned 
to approve officers to serve as members on 
successive selection boards convened under 
section 611(a) of this title for the consider- 
ation of officers of the same competitive cat- 
egory and grade if the second board does not 
consider the same officer or officers as the 
first board. 

Section 612(b) of title 10, United States 

Code, provides that board members may not 

be a member of two successive promotion se- 

lection boards convened under section 611(a) 

of title 10, United States Code, for the con- 

sideration of officers of the same competi- 
tive category and grade. Section 628 of title 

10, United States Code, provides that the 

membership for special selection boards will 

be composed in accordance with section 612. 
This legislation proposal provides, under 

approval of the Secretary of the military de- 
partment concerned, that officers may serve 
as board members on successive selection 
boards convened under section 611(a) of title 
10, United States Code, for the consideration 
of officers of the same competitive category 
and grade if the second board does not con- 
sider the same officer or officers from the 
first board. There would be no budget impact 
if this proposal is enacted. 

Sec. 502. 'Technical changes to sections codi- 
fied by the Warrant Officer Management 
Act 
The purpose of section 502 is to amend 

chapter 33A of title 10, concerning the per- 

sonnel management of warrant officers, to 
make certain sections in the chapter consist- 
ent with parallel provisions applicable to 
commissioned officers other than warrant of- 
ficers. The proposal would also remove in- 
consistent language in certain sections and 
would make the provisions in chapter 33A 
applicable to retired warrant officers who 
are recalled to active duty. 

Currently, regular warrant officers must 
execute a new oath of office under section 
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3331 of title 5 upon appointment to a higher 
grade. This oath serves as evidence of the ac- 
ceptance of the appointment. Section 626 of 
title 10, concerning commissioned officers 
above the grade of chief warrant officer, W- 
5, provides that an officer appointed to a 
higher grade is considered to have accepted 
such appointment on the date on which the 
appointment is made unless the officer ex- 
pressly declines the appointment. Section 626 
also provides that an officer who has served 
continuously since the officer subscribed to 
the oath required by section 3331 is not re- 
quired to take a new oath upon appointment 
to a higher grade. This proposal would add 
virtually identical provisions to section 578 
of title 10 concerning promotions of warrant 
officers on the warrant officer active-duty 
list. 

Section 573(a)(2) requires that a warrant 
officer, W-1, serve not less than 18 months on 
active duty in that grade before promotion 
to chief warrant officer, W-2. Similarly, sec- 
tion 574(e) provides that a chief warrant offi- 
cer may not be considered for promotion to 
the next higher grade under chapter 33A of 
title 10 until the officer has completed three 
years on active duty in the grade in which 
the officer is serving. Section 619 of title 10, 
concerning the promotion of commissioned 
officers above the grade of chief warrant offi- 
cer, W-5, does not provide that the minimum 
periods of service required prior to pro- 
motion to a higher grade be service on active 
duty. This proposal would amend sections 
573(a)(2) and 574(e) to make their service re- 
quirements consistent with those imposed on 
commissioned officers above the grade of 
chief warrant officer, W-5. 

Section 575(d) of title 10 provides that each 
time a selection board is convened to con- 
sider warrant officers on the active duty list 
for promotion, each warrant officer in the 
promotion zone and each warrant officer 
above the zone shall be considered for pro- 
motion. Section 577, however, provides that 
the Secretary concerned may, by regulation, 
preclude from consideration by a selection 
board a warrant officer who has an estab- 
lished separation date that is within 90 days 
after the date on which the board is con- 
vened. This proposal would amend section 
575(d) to recognize explicitly that warrant of- 
ficers who have an established separation 
date within 90 days after the board convened 
would not have to be considered for pro- 
motion. 

Section 576(e) of title 10 provides that a re- 
port of a selection board must be submitted 
to the Secretary concerned for approval or 
disapproval. Section 576(f)(1) indicates that 
after the Secretary’s review, unless the Sec- 
retary returns the report for corrective ac- 
tion, the Secretary must submit the report 
as required by section 576(e), i.e., to the Sec- 
retary of the military department concerned. 
Read literally, the last sentence in section 
576(£(1) requires the Secretary to submit a 
report to himself. This proposal would strike 
that sentence. 

Under section 580 of title 10, a warrant offi- 
cer who has twice failed of selection for pro- 
motion to the next higher regular warrant 
officer grade shall be retired if retirement el- 
igible or separated from active duty. Cur- 
rently under section 580(a)(3), a warrant offi- 
cer who has at least 18 but not more than 20 
years of creditable active service on (A) the 
date on which the Secretary approves the re- 
port of the board under section 576(e) of [title 
10], or (B) the date on which his name was re- 
moved from the recommended list under sec- 
tion 579 of [title 10], whichever applies” may 
remain on active duty until the officer is re- 
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tirement eligible. The date of retirement of 
such an officer is not later than the first day 
of the seventh calendar month beginning 
after the date upon which the officer com- 
pletes 20 years of active service. These provi- 
Sions parallel those applicable to commis- 
sioned officers above the grade of chief war- 
rant officer, W-5, with one exception. To re- 
main on active duty after having twice failed 
of selection, a warrant officer must have at 
least 18 years but not more than 20 years ac- 
tive service at the time the Secretary ap- 
proves the selection board report. A commis- 
sioned officer above the grade of chief war- 
rant officer, W-5, may remain on active duty 
if on the date on which the officer is to be 
separated the officer is within two years of 
qualifying for retirement, i.e., not later than 
the first day of the seventh calendar month 
beginning after the month the report is ap- 
proved. This proposal would amend section 
580 to permit a warrant officer to remain on 
active duty if the officer is within two years 
of qualifying for retirement at the time the 
officer would otherwise be separated, rather 
than at the time the Secretary approves the 
selection board report. 

Section 582(2) indicates that retired war- 
rant officers on active duty are not subject 
to chapter 33A of title 10. This has resulted 
in an inequity due to a warrant officer per- 
sonnel policy of the past. Section 1305 of title 
10 provides that a regular warrant officer 
below the grade of chief warrant officer, W- 
5, who completes 24 years of active service as 
a warrant officer shall be retired and that a 
chief warrant officer, W-5, who completes 30 
years of active service as a warrant officer 
shall be retired. Subsection (c) of section 1305 
authorizes the Secretary concerned to defer 
retirement for length of service, but not 
later than 60 days after the warrant officer 
becomes 62 years of age. Currently, members 
whose retirement dates are deferred remain 
on active duty and are subject to chapter 33A 
of title 10 and can compete for promotion. In 
the past, however, rather than defer retire- 
ment, warrant officers were retired and then 
recalled to active duty. Because of section 
582(2), these warrant officers are not subject 
to chapter 33A. This proposal would make re- 
tired warrant officers who were recalled to 
active duty without a break in service prior 
to the effective date of the Warrant Officer 
Management Act (February 1, 1992) subject 
to chapter 33A. If enacted, this legislative 
proposal would not increase the budgetary 
requirements of the Department of Defense. 
Sec. 503. Authority for facilitated pro- 

motions when all officers on a confirma- 

tion list are not confírmed at one time 

Section 503(a) of the bill amends section 
624 of title 10, United States Code, to author- 
ize the Secretary concerned, in a case where 
the Senate has given its advice and consent 
to the promotion of some, but not all officers 
on a promotion list, to appoint those con- 
firmed officers junior to the nonconfirmed 
officers on the list in the order and at the 
time they would otherwise have been ap- 
pointed. Should the Senate later confirm an 
additional officer on the same promotion 
list, the Secretary concerned may, upon his 
appointment, give him the same date of 
rank, effective date for pay and allowances 
in the higher grade, and the same position on 
the active-duty list he would have had if the 
delay had not occurred or make such other 
adjustments as the Secretary concerned con- 
siders appropriate. Section 503(b) of the bill 
makes a conforming amendment. 

The Department of Defense is required by 
section 624(c) of title 10, United States Code, 
to submit promotion lists for most officers 
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on the active duty list to the Senate for its 
advice and consent. From time to time, the 
Senate withholds its advice and consent to 
some officers on a promotion list for further 
inquiry into matters affecting their fitness 
for promotions. Under section 624(a)2) pro- 
motions must be made in the order in which 
they appear on the promotion list and only 
after officers previously selected for pro- 
motion in that competitive category have 
been promoted. No confirmed officer on a list 
who is junior to a nonconfirmed officer is 
promoted until the Senate either confirms 
the senior officer or finally rejects the offi- 
cer under section 629(b). Pending that Senate 
resolution, proposed section 624(e)(1) would 
remove any statutory impediment to the 
promotion of such junior officers and there- 
by "facilitate their orderly promotion in ac- 
cordance with the needs of the service." 

Proposed section 624(e)(2) would grant the 
Service secretaries the same power to make 
an officer whole in the cases of delayed Sen- 
ate confirmation, as they currently possess 
in cases of formal promotion delay. Under 
proposed section 624(e)(2), the Secretary con- 
cerned, upon the officer's confirmation, 
could adjust the date of rank, effective date 
for pay and allowances in the higher grade, 
and position on the active duty list as 
though the officer had been confirmed with 
the other officers on the same list, or grant 
intermediate relief if the Secretary deems it 
appropriate. This authority would be used in 
cases where the allegations which gave rise 
to the original delay in confirmation were 
found to be unsubstantiated, and the officer 
would suffer an injustice if such an adjust- 
ment was not made. Proposed section 
624(e)(2) would empower the Secretary con- 
cerned to afford the officer meaningful relief 
by an expeditious administrative process 
without the need to petition a board for the 
correction of military records for such re- 
dress under section 1552 of title 10, United 
States Code. 

This proposal would result in no increase 
in cost to the Department of Defense. 

Sec. 504. Retirement or enlistment of certain 
limited duty officers of the Navy and Ma- 
rine Corps 
Section 504 applies to limited duty officers 

in the Naval service who have twice failed 

selection for promotion to the next higher 
grade. The purpose of the legislation is two- 
fold: first, it would establish a similar right 
to achieve retirement eligibility for limited 
duty officers of the Navy and Marine Corps 
as now exists for those officers who are not 
designated for limited duty and for warrant 
officers; second, it would provide clear au- 
thority for enlistment in a grade determined 
by the Secretary if a limited duty officer, 
having twice failed selection, was not within 
two years of achieving retirement eligibility 
and it would terminate the current option of 
reversion to warrant officer grade now pro- 
vided in section 6383 of title 10, United States 

Code. 

Section 632 of title 10, United State Code, 
provides that officers of the Navy serving in 
grades of lieutenant commander and lieuten- 
ant and officers of the Marine Corps serving 
in grades of major and captain, who are not 
designated for limited duty, shall be retained 
on active duty until qualified for retirement 
in their present grades if they will qualify 
for such retirement within two years of the 
date on which they would be involuntarily 
separated following the second failure of se- 
lection. Section 580 of title 10 establishes 
similar authority for warrant officers. How- 
ever, under section 6383 of title 10, the lim- 
ited duty officer in the same grade as an offi- 


May 3, 1994 


cer not designated for limited duty is not re- 
tained automatically in his current grade 
until eligible for retirement under the same 
circumstances. Rather, the options provided 
are discharged, possible continuation on ac- 
tive duty in his current grade if selected by 
a board by the Secretary of the Navy under 
authority of section 611(b) of title 10, or re- 
version to a warrant officer grade. 

There is no compelling reason to discharge 
the limited duty officer who is within two 
years of retirement eligibility when non-lim- 
ited duty officers are retained until retire- 
ment under the same circumstances. While 
authority to continue the officers in ques- 
tion by board action does exist under section 
6383(i) of title 10, it is considered inefficient 
and unnecessary to hold a board for limited 
duty officers when officers when officers not 
designated for limited duty in the same 
grades are automatically retained until eli- 
gible for retirement. This proposal would 
thus promote efficiency in the management 
of limited duty officers of the Navy and Ma- 
rine Corps. 

Some limited duty officers may twice fail 
of selection for lieutenant or lieutenant 
commander, captain or major, before reach- 
ing the point of being within two years of 
qualifying for retirement. Others may be 
considered not qualified for promotion to 
lieutenant (junior grade) or first lieutenant. 
Officers in this category will not have been 
commissioned from the warrant ranks, but 
from the middle enlisted grades, Some rec- 
ognition should be given the effort and time 
that those officers will have invested in a 
military career and it is considered unduly 
harsh to terminate their military careers at 
that point. The enlistment option is consid- 
ered to be the best way of permitting such an 
individual to continue his or her career when 
retirement as an officer is not available and 
is preferred to the current practice of ap- 
pointment in a warrant officer grade. Rever- 
sion to the warrant officer grades creates 
significant manpower planning and integra- 
tion difficulties in those ranks and therefore 
is not a desired option. The possibility of 
continuation in the grade then serving would 
be preserved through Board action for offi- 
cers with the rank of Lieutenant Commander 
(Major) or Lieutenant (Captain) if, in the 
opinion of the Secretary, the needs of the 
Navy so require. 

This proposal would result in no increase 
in cost to the Department of Defense. 


Sec. 505. Authority for temporary 
promotions of certain Navy lieutenants 


This section would make permanent sec- 
tion 5721 of title 10, United States Code, by 
repealing its sunset provision thereby au- 
thorizing on a permanent basis the tem- 
porary promotions of certain Navy lieuten- 
ants. 


Subtitle B—Reserve component matters 


Sec. 511. Reserve Forces Policy Board 
amendments 


Section 511 amends section 175 of title 10, 
United States Code, establishing the mem- 
bership of the Board to include a regular 
flag/general officer assigned to the joint staff 
and a general officer of the Regular Marine 
Corps. 

The rationale for this proposal is that the 
enactment of the Goldwater-Nichols Depart- 
ment of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 
increased the role of the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and established a new 
channel of communication between the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the 
commanders of the combatant commands. As 
a result of the fundamental changes occur- 
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ring in budgets, roles and missions, and na- 

tional strategy, more and more Reserve com- 

ponent issues are emerging which require the 

attention of the Board. The addition of a 

member of the Joint Staff would provide an 

essential communication link on Reserve 
component matters between the Board, the 

Joint Staff, and the combatant commanders, 

providing a channel for the war fighting 

CINC's to bring Reserve component issues to 

the Board. 

Similarly, Board membership should be ex- 
panded to include an Active component rep- 
resentative of both the Navy and the Marine 
Corps, providing representation from the ac- 
tive military side of both elements of the De- 
partment of the Navy. In addition, this 
would also be an opportune time to amend 
the law to affirm the long-standing practice 
of filling Board positions with flag and gen- 
eral officers. 

Sec. 512. Authorization of Limited Selected 
Reserve call up authority and expansion of 
90-day call up period 
Section 512 would amend section 673b of 

title 10, United States Code. It would permit 

the activation of Selected Reserve units and 
members of the Selected Reserve not as- 
signed to units organized to serve as units 
for an initial period of service of 180 days, 
with extension of an additional 180 days. 

Such an amendment would assure the avail- 

ability of Selected Reserve units and individ- 

uals and would increase the flexibility of the 

Total Force in responding to a crisis. It 

would authorize the President to designate 

the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary 
of Transportation to order up to 25,000 mem- 
bers of the Selected Reserve to active duty 
to support the early phases (up to 90 days) of 
an operational mission; e.g., to put in place 
the infrastructure for movement; to open the 
seaports; to provide air crews and mainte- 
nance; to establish enroute support; to set up 
and operate crisis action teams; to deploy 
civil affairs teams; to deploy special oper- 
ations forces; to establish mobilization sta- 
tions; and to surge logistics and medical sup- 
port. 

Sec. 513. Repeal of obsolete provisions 

pertaining to transfer to the retired Reserve 

Section 513 would repeal the requirement 
that Regular enlisted members who retire 
after completion of at least 20 but less than 
30 years of active service becomes a member 
of the Army Reserve or the Air Force Re- 
serve and be subject to such active duty as 
may be prescribed until his total service, in- 
cluding such Reserve service reaches 30 
years. 'The provisions of section 3914 and 8914 
which would be repealed date to 1946. Since 
1983, section 688 of title 10, United States 
Code, has provided that a retired member of 
the Regular Army or the Regular Air Force 
who has completed at least 20 years of active 
Service may be ordered to active duty by the 
Secretary concerned at any time, thus ren- 
dering the subject provisions of sections 3914 
and 8914 obsolete. Repeal of these obsolete 
provisions would also reduce the require- 
ment for administrative actions which un- 
necessarily complicate the Reserve struc- 
tures of the Army and the Air Force. 

Sec. 514. Guard and Reserve transition 
initiatives 

Section 514 would modify the program of 
Guard and Reserve Transition Initiatives to 
ensure the effective operation of these initia- 
tives through the life of the program. Sec- 
tion 561(f) of the National Defense Authoriza- 
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1994 extended these 
initiatives for an additional four years and 
they are now effective through October 1, 
1999. 
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Section 514 would modify the special tran- 
sition program of annual payments for Re- 
servists authorized by section 4416 of the Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1993 as amended. Since the period of 
this authority has been extended by four 
years, additional flexibility in the program 
is needed to ensure its most cost-effective 
utilization to meet the needs of the armed 
forces consistent with congressional intent. 

Section 514(1) would revise the current pro- 
vision for five annual payments to authorize 
from one to five such payments. Section 
514(2) would correct what appears to be an 
unintended anomaly of existing law. Under 
the current law, a member entitled to an an- 
nual payment which is due just prior to the 
member's 60th birthday would receive the 
full amount of the annual payment, even 
though the member would be entitled to re- 
tired pay beginning at age 60. The rec- 
ommended change would provide for a pro- 
rated payment in such cases. Section 514(3) 
would conform the annual payment with 
other separation pays by requiring that the 
full amount of any annual payment received 
be repaid by reduction from the member's re- 
tired pay, travel, transportation, and reloca- 
tion expenses of employees transferred from 
the Department of Defense to the Postal 
Service. 

Subtitle C—Other Matters 
Sec. 521. Use of exchanges and Morale, Wel- 
fare and Recreation facilities by certain 
retirees 

Section 521 amends section 1065 of title 10, 
United States Code, to align the entitlement 
of retired members of the Selected Reserve 
to use Department of Defense exchanges and 
other revenue-generating morale, welfare, 
and recreation facilities with those of other 
Armed Force retirees. 

The purpose of the proposal is to modify 
the current entitlement of members of the 
Selected Reserve in good standing (as deter- 
mined by the Secretary concerned) who 
would be eligible for retired pay under chap- 
ter 67 of title 10, United States Code, but for 
the fact that the members are under 60 years 
of age (gray area" retirees), and the depend- 
ents of such members, to use Department of 
Defense exchanges and other morale, wel- 
fare, and recreation revenue generating fa- 
cilities. 

Section 321(c) of Public Law 101-510 ex- 
tended members of the Selected Reserve in 
good standing (as determined by the Sec- 
retary concerned), and their dependents, and 
these gray area“ retirees, and their depend- 
ents, eligibility to use Defense exchanges 
and revenue generating facilities. The sec- 
tion further provided that their use "shall be 
permitted on the same basis as members on 
active duty". 

Consistent with long-standing guidance 
from the Armed Services Committees of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives, 
Department of Defense policy has provided 
that its exchanges and other morale, welfare, 
and recreation facilities are operated pri- 
marily for active duty personnel and their 
dependents. This policy has also provided 
that individuals who retired from military 
careers with pay (and their dependents) are 
eligible to use these exchanges and other fa- 
cilities, but their use entitlement has been 
subordinate to that of active duty military 
members and their dependents. The effect of 
Section 321(c) as it applies to gray area" re- 
tirees and their dependents is that it pro- 
vides them a use entitlement equal to that of 
Armed Forces personnel on active duty and 
their dependents, and a higher use-entitle- 
ment than that available to individuals who 
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retired from active duty military careers 

and retired with pay and their dependents. 

The proposal will not affect the entitle- 
ment of members of the Selected Reserve in 
good standing (as determined by the Sec- 
retary concerned) and their dependents to 
use these exchange and other facilities on 
the same basis as members on active duty. It 
will, however, specifically realign the enti- 
tlement of the "gray area" retirees and their 
dependents to use these facilities with those 
of individuals who retired from active duty 
military careers and retired with pay and 
their dependents. 

If enacted, this section would not result in 
an increase in the budgetary requirements of 
the Department of Defense. 

Sec. 522. Overseas military end strengths 

Section 522 repeals Section 1302 of the Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1993 (Public Law 102-484) mandating a 
40 percent reduction in U.S. overseas troop 
strength by the end of fiscal year 1996. 

Section 1302 of the FY 1993 Authorization 
Act directed a ceiling on military perma- 
nently stationed ashore outside the United 
States after September 30, 1996 to no more 
than 60% of those so stationed on September 
30, 1992. Our initial estimates show that this 
ceiling will not allow the Department of De- 
fense to execute the forward positioning de- 
termined in the Bottom Up Review and di- 
rected in the Defense Program Guidance. 
Specifically, if the troop strength ceiling of 
100,000 is maintained in Europe, the pro- 
jected Pacific troop strength will require a 
significant troop reduction to meet the Con- 
gressional overseas troop strength ceiling. 
Exacerbating the problem in Korea is that 
the planned Nunn-Warner phase II drawdown 
has been postponed due to the North Korean 
threat. The option of reducing troops in 
Japan is also counterproductive since that 
country is a major burden sharing contribu- 
tor. 

The overseas troop ceiling imposed by Pub- 
lic Law 102-484 does not allow effective im- 
plementation of the East Asia Strategic Ini- 
tiative and inhibits the ability to further na- 
tional interests through the strategy of co- 
operative engagement in the Asia-Pacific re- 
gion. The legislation also runs counter to 
President Clinton's commitment during his 
visit in July 1993 that there would be no re- 
duction in force structure in the region. 

No cost and budget data is available at this 
time. 

TITLE VI—COMPENSATION AND OTHER 
PERSONNEL BENEFITS 
Subtitle A—Pay and allowances 
Sec. 601. Military pay raise for fiscal year 
1995 

Section 601(a) waives any adjustment re- 
quired by section 1009 of title 37, United 
States Code, in elements of compensation of 
members of the uniformed services to be- 
come effective during fiscal year 1995. 

Section 601(b) increases the rates of basic 
pay, basic allowance for subsistence, and 
basic allowance for quarters of members of 
the uniformed services by 1.6 percent, effec- 
tive January 1, 1995. 

Sec. 602. Calculation of retired pay of a com- 
missioned officer of the Armed Forces 
when the Secretary concerned determines 
the officer did not serve satisfactorily in 
the grade held at retirement 
The purpose of section 602 is to correct the 

unintended effect of section 140la(f) of title 

10, United States Code, which permits cer- 

tain commissioned officers of the armed 

forces to receive retired pay in a grade high- 
er than the grade in which they were retired. 
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Section 1401a authorizes an increase in 
military retired or retainer pay to reflect in- 
creases in the Consumer Price Index. Sub- 
section (f) of the statute provides that the 
monthly retired pay of a member who ini- 
tially became entitled to that pay on or after 
January 1, 1971, may not be less than the 
monthly amount to which the member would 
be entitled if the member had retired at an 
earlier date. The purpose of this subsection 
was to correct the “retired pay inversion 
problem.” For several years prior to the en- 
actment of the provision, upward adjust- 
ments of retired pay under section 1401a oc- 
curred in greater amounts and at greater fre- 
quency than did increases in active duty 
basic pay. This caused many members who 
remained on active duty after becoming eli- 
gible for retirement to lose substantial re- 
tired pay relative to those who retired ear- 
lier with fewer years of service and, in some 
instances, at a lower grade. 

Although the section was successful in 
remedying the inversion problem, it also had 
an unexpected result. It protected the retired 
pay of members who were reduced in grade 
after becoming retirement eligible. Congress 
partially corrected this problem in 1988 by 
exempting soldiers reduced in grade by 
court-martial from the protection of section 
1401a(f). Section 622, National Defense Au- 
thorization Act, Fiscal Year 1989 (Pub. L. 
100-456). However, a commissioned officer 
who is retired in a grade lower than that 
which the officer held at the time of retire- 
ment, due to a Secretarial determination 
that the officer did not serve satisfactorily 
in the highest grade, is still covered by sec- 
tion 140la(f) and receives retired pay at the 
higher grade. 

Section 1370 of title 10, provides that a 
commissioned officer is retired in the high- 
est grade in which the officer served on ac- 
tive duty satisfactorily, as determined by 
the Secretary concerned, for not less than 
six months. Section 1371 and 1374 authorize 
the Secretary concerned to make a similar 
determination for warrant officers and re- 
serve commissioned officers. There is no 
similar provision for enlisted members. The 
authority to retire an officer at a grade 
lower than that which the officer holds at 
the time of retirement is exercised judi- 
ciously in cases involving officers who have 
clearly not performed satisfactorily in the 
higher grade. Most grade determinations in- 
volve misconduct which precipitates the offi- 
cer's retirement. Although section 1370 re- 
quires the Secretary concerned to make a de- 
termination of satisfactory service in these 
cases, that determination is rendered inef- 
fective, for retired pay purposes, by section 
1401a(f). This permits an officer who commits 
misconduct, or fails to perform up to stand- 
ard once the officer becomes retirement eli- 
gible, to avoid the requirement to perform 
satisfactorily in order to retire in the high- 
est grade held. 

This proposal amends section 140la(f) to 
exempt grade determinations under 1370, 
1371, and 1374 from the protection afforded by 
section 1401a(f). If enacted, this proposal will 
not increase the budgetary requirements of 
the Department of Defense. 

Sec. 603. Expiring authorities 

Sections 603(a) through 603(e) amend sec- 
tions 308b(f) 308c(e), 308h(g) and 308i(i) of 
title 37, United States Code, to extend the 
authority to pay bonuses for (1) enlistment, 
reenlistment or affiliation with the Selected 
Reserve, (2) enlistment, reenlistment or ex- 
tension of an enlistment in the Ready Re- 
serve other than the Selected Reserve, and 
(3) enlistment in the Selected Reserve of in- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


dividuals with prior service. These authori- 
ties currently expire on September 30, 1995. 
Termination of these Reserve bonus pro- 
grams would adversely impact the readiness 
of Reserve component units by limiting the 
ability to recruit individuals possessing crit- 
ical skills or qualified to train for critical 
skills and to ensure necessary manning lev- 
els in specific critical units. 

Section 603(f) amends section 301b(a) of 
title 37, United States Code, to extend the 
authority to pay a retirement bonus to avia- 
tion career officers extending their period of 
active duty for at least one year. This au- 
thority currently expires on September 30, 
1994. This extended authority is necessary to 
counter a decade-long problem in aviator re- 
tention that has not been solved, and will 
not be solved by the time the current au- 
thority expires in September 1994. This 
bonus represents a vital component of avia- 
tion readiness since it keeps seasoned avi- 
ators in the military, assuring a higher level 
of performance and safety. Moreover, the 
cost of this bonus represents a fraction of 
the costs associated with training new avi- 
&tors to overcome retention deficits that 
would worsen, if this authority were allowed 
to lapse. Annual cost is $12.8 million for the 
Navy, $1.8 million for the Marine Corps, and 
$46.4 million for the Air Force. This money 
has been budgeted by the Services for FY 
1995. 

Section 603(g) amends section 308(g) of title 
37, United States Code, to extend the author- 
ity to pay reenlistment bonus to active duty 
service members who reenlist or who extend 
their enlistment in a regular component of 
the service concerned for at least three 
years. This authority currently expires on 
September 30, 1995. 

Section 603(h) amends section 308a(c) of 
title 37, United States Code, to extend the 
authority to pay enlistment bonus to a per- 
son who enlists in an armed force for at least 
four years in a skill designated as critical, or 
who extends his initial period of active duty 
in that armed force to a total of at least four 
years in a skill designated as critical. This 
authority currently expires on September 30, 
1995. 

Section 603(i) amends section 308d(c) of 
title 37, United States Code, to extend the 
authority which permits the payment of ad- 
ditional compensation to enlisted members 
of the Selected Reserve assigned to high pri- 
ority units, so designated by the Secretary 
concerned because that unit has experienced 
or reasonably might be expected to experi- 
ence, critical personnel shortages. This au- 
thority currently expires on September 30, 
1995. 

Section 603(j) amends section 2172(d) of 
title 10, United States Code, to extend the 
authority which permits the repayment by 
the Secretary concerned of educational loans 
of health professionals who serve in the Se- 
lected Reserve and who possess professional 
qualifications in a health profession that the 
Secretary of Defense has determined to be 
needed critically in order to meet identified 
wartime combat medical skill shortages. 
This authority currently expires on October 
1, 1995. Termination of Reserve health profes- 
sional incentive programs would limit the 
ability of the Reserve components to fill 
shortages in the designated health profes- 
sions. 

Section 603(k) amends section 613(d) of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis- 
cal Year 1989 (37 U.S.C. 302 note) to extend 
the authority which permits payment of spe- 
cial pay to à health care professional who is 
qualified in a specialty designated by regula- 
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tion as a critically short wartime specialty 
and who agrees to serve in the Selected Re- 
serve for at least one year. This authority 
currently expires on September 30, 1995. Ex- 
tension of this authority will allow the De- 
partment of Defense to conclude a test pro- 
gram of a reserve medical bonus. 

Sections 603(1) through 603(n) amend sec- 
tions 312(e), 312b(c), and 312c(d) of title 37, 
United States Code, to extend the authority 
to pay certain bonuses to attract and retain 
top quality nuclear career officers. These au- 
thorities currently expire on September 30, 
1995 or October 1, 1995. Extension of these au- 
thorities is essential in mitigating historical 
shortages and to ensure continued safe reac- 
tor operations. Current nuclear officer reten- 
tion is at a ten-year low. Failure to renew 
the authority for these pays will further ex- 
acerbate the situation. 

Subtitle B—Retired Pay and Survivor Benefits 


Sec. 611. Authority for survivors of uni- 
formed service members to receive, upon 
death of member, payment for all leave ac- 
crued, regardless of sixty-day limitation 
Section 611 amends Section 501(d) of title 

37, United States Code, to authorize survi- 

vors of members of the uniformed services to 

receive a payment upon death of a member 
for all leave accrued. 

The purpose of this legislation is to allow 
the beneficiary of a member who dies on ac- 
tive duty with accrued leave to receive pay- 
ment for all accrued leave, regardless of the 
sixty day career limitation. The amendment 
would prevent the deceased member from 
losing credit for accrued leave for which the 
beneficiary does not receive payment due to 
the sixty day limitation and which the mem- 
ber obviously can no longer use. 

The current law sets a career limit of sixty 
days on the number of accrued leave days for 
which a member may receive payment. The 
survivor of a member who dies on active 
duty with an accrued leave balance may only 
receive payment for a total of sixty days, 
less any amount previously sold back by the 
member. This denies survivors the benefit of 
payment for all leave which the member ac- 
tually earned, but cannot use only because 
death intervened. The Persian Gulf Conflict 
Supplemental Authorization and Personnel 
Benefits Act of 1991 waived the sixty day 
limit for leave accrued during fiscal years 90 
and 91 for survivors of members who die on 
active duty as a result of injury or illness in- 
curred during the Gulf Conflict. The Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1992 waived the sixty day limit for fu- 
ture members who die in the course of real- 
world contingency operations, but limits the 
waiver of the sixty day sellback cap to those 
leave days accrued during the contingency or 
conflict. We need a permanent waiver of the 
sixty day leave sellback cap for all members 
who die on active duty, whether associated 
with contingency operations or not. In addi- 
tion, we should pay for all accrued leave, not 
just that which is earned during a contin- 
gency operation. 

The estimated costs are unknown but ex- 
pected to be minimal in comparison to the 
economic suffering which may otherwise 
exist. 

Sec. 612. Disability coverage for officer 
candidates granted excess leave 

Section 612 amends section 1201 of title 10, 
United States Code, by including certain 
members not entitled to basic pay among 
those who receive physical disability cov- 
erage. Section 312 entitles Service Members 
on active duty for 30 days or more to disabil- 
ity benefits under those sections of law only 
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if disabled while entitled to basic pay. Ex- 
cept as provided in section 502(a) of Title 37, 
an individual who is granted excess leave by 
the Secretary of the military department 
concerned under section 502(b) of that title is 
not entitled to basic pay as long as the mem- 
ber is in that status. If such an individual 
were to incur any disability while on excess 
leave, he or she would not be entitled to any 
of the benefits provided under the provisions 
of sections 1201, 1202, and 1203 of title 10. 


Sec. 613. Forfeiture of annuity or retired pay 
of members convicted of espionage 


Section 613 corrects an apparent oversight 
in the original legislation creating Article 
106(a)  U.C.M.J. Article 106(a) U. C. M. J. 
added 8 November 1985, is based on Section 
794 of Title 18, United States Code, which al- 
ready included in the list of offenses con- 
tained in section 8312 of title 5, United 
States Code. When article 106(a), U.C.M.J., 
was created, it should have been added to the 
list of offenses contained in section 8312, 
title 5, United States Code. 

Specifically, section 613 prohibits an indi- 
vidual, or his or her survivor or beneficiary, 
from being paid an annuity to retired pay on 
the basis of the service of the individual 
creditable toward the annuity or retired pay 
if the individual was convicted of violating 
article 106(a) (Espionage) of the Uniform 
Code of Military Justice. 

Sec. 614. Crediting of reserve service for 
computation of retired pay 


Section 614 would provide equitable treat- 
ment, in comparison to officers, for enlísted 
members retiring after 20 or more years (or 
during the force drawdown transition period, 
15 or more years) by providing for the credit- 
ing of inactive duty performed while a mem- 
ber of a reserve component. The current in- 
equity appears to be the result of legislative 
oversight. 


TITLE VIII—HEALTH CARE PROVISIONS 
Subtitle A—Health Care Management 


Sec. 701. Improving coordination of benefits 
information by sharing health insurance 
information from the Medicare and Medic- 
aid coverage data bank 


Section 701 will improve the ability of the 
Department to identify and collect from 
third party payers for health care services 
provided in facilities of the Uniformed Serv- 
ices and under the Civilian Health And Medi- 
cal Program of the Uniformed Services 
(CHAMPUS). 

Part A of title XI of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1301 et seq.) was amended by 
the First Session of the 103rd Congress estab- 
lishing a Medicare and Medicaid Coverage 
Data Bank to be operated by Health and 
Human Services. Annually, employers are re- 
quired to submit to the Data Bank health 
care insurance coverage data on individuals 
electing coverage under the employers’ 
group health plans. 

Both the Medicare and Medicaid programs 
are, by law, second payers to commercial in- 
surers in situations where Medicare or Med- 
icaid beneficiaries also have group health 
coverage through their own or their spouse's 
employment. The Data Bank will substan- 
tially improve the ability of Medicare and 
Medicaid in identification of, and collection 
from, third parties responsible for payment 
for health care items and services furnished 
to their beneficiaries. 

The Department of Defense likewise has a 
legislative mandate to identify and collect 
from responsible third parties the cost of 
medical care items and services furnished its 
beneficiaries within Uniformed Services 
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medical facilities and under CHAMPUS. 
However, the current language in Part A of 
title XI (42 U.S.C. 1301 et seq.) restricts ac- 
cess to the insurance coverage information 
in the Medicare and Medicaid Coverage Data 
Bank to those two entities. 

The proposed provision would amend the 
language in Part A of title XI extending ac- 
cess to information in the Data Bank to the 
Department of Defense. This information 
will enhance the effectiveness of the Depart- 
ment of Defense third party collection pro- 
gram. Section 701 would also extend access 
regarding this information to the Secretary 
of the department in which the Coast Guard 
is operating when the Coast Guard is not op- 
erating as a service of the Navy. 

An accurate estimate of cost savings that 
would accrue to the Department as a result 
of having access to the Medicare and Medic- 
aid Data Bank cannot be calculated. At 
present, the Department has no way to de- 
termine what percentage of beneficiaries 
have other coverage through employment. 
However, an estimate of $34 million in an- 
nual savings can be made based on (a) the 
current experience of uniformed services 
medical facilities and CHAMPUS in identify- 
ing and collecting from third party payers, 
and (b) private sector estimates of the per- 
centage of medical claims submitted which 
have other coverage. 


Sec. 702. Expanded use of partnership and re- 
source sharing programs for improved cost- 
effectiveness 


Section 102 would notify the Military-Ci- 
vilian Health Services Partnership Program 
under section 1096 of title 10, United States 
Code. This program allows the sharing of 
health care resources between military med- 
ical treatment facilities and CHAMPUS- 
funded civilian facilities when cost-effective. 
Section 702 provides authority to the Depart- 
ment to pay for state licenses for Depart- 
ment of Defense providers when it is in the 
government's best interests to do so, in order 
to fulfill requirements for such providers to 
obtain a state license specifically so that 
they will be allowed to practice in civilian 
facilities under the Department of Defense 
External Partnership Program. The amount 
of any reimbursement may not exceed $500. 


Sec. 703. Improvement of uniformed services 
treatment facilities program 


The purpose of section 703 is to provide a 
sound basis for integrating Uniformed Serv- 
ices Treatment Facilities into the Depart- 
ment’s management health care program, 
rather than continuing to treat them in iso- 
lation from the rest of the military health 
services system. 

The special status of the former Public 
Health Service Hospitals as deemed military 
medical treatment facilities was granted in 
the early 1980s. Since 1982, the projected ter- 
mination date for this special status has 
been extended repeatedly. Most recently, the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis- 
cal year 1994, section 717, moved the first 
date at which termination could be author- 
ized from December 31, 1993 to December 31, 
1996. That means that what was intended as 
a short-term program to assist former Fed- 
eral facilities in their transition to oper- 
ation in the private sector will have ex- 
tended for more than 15 years. 

At the same time that Uniformed Services 
Treatment Facilities have been receiving on- 
going, special noncompetitive agreements 
with the Department of Defense (as current 
law requires), dramatic changes have been 
taking place in the remainder of the mili- 
tary health services system. Large-scale 
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tests of managed care approaches, integra- 
tion of military and civilian health care de- 
livery, and important provider reimburse- 
ment reforms have changed the landscape of 
military health care, while the Uniformed 
Services Treatment Facilities remain in iso- 
lation—a nearly $300 million program *''is- 
land” within the several-billion-dollar mili- 
tary health services system. Now, as dra- 
matic reforms of the nation's health care 
system are being considered by Congress, is 
the appropriate time to integrate Uniformed 
Services Treatment Facilities into the larger 
managed care approach which has been de- 
veloped for military health care and, under 
legislative mandate, is being robustly imple- 
mented. 

This proposed revision will provide for the 
potential incorporation of Uniformed Serv- 
ices Treatment Facilities into Department 
of Defense's health programs, eliminating re- 
dundancy while accommodating the Uni- 
formed Services Treatment Facilities special 
status with Department of Defense bene- 
ficiaries. It enactment will provide needed 
integration of a small, isolated component of 
the military health services system, elimi- 
nate existing redundancy, provide needed 
economies, and maximize our ability to 
focus on the vital task of bringing the mili- 
tary health services system into harmony 
with national health care reform. 

Precise cost avoidance figures are difficult 
to estimate, but the rate of funding growth 
in the Uniformed Services Treatment Facili- 
ties program over the past five years has 
been approximately 15 percent per year, 
while the military health services system as 
a whole has grown at about 5 percent per 
year. Integration of the Uniformed Services 
Treatment Facilities can be expected to re- 
duce their growth rate to that of the system 
as a whole, which would save about $15.4 mil- 
lion in fiscal year 1995. 

Sec. 704. Authority to conduct health care 

surveys of families of retired members 

Section 704 would allow the Department to 
consider all persons receiving health care 
under chapter 55 of title 10, United States 
Code, as employees of the United States to 
determine the availability of health care 
services to such persons, their familiarity 
with facilities and services provided, their 
health and their level of satisfaction. Cur- 
rently, the Department has authority to sur- 
vey active duty members, their families and 
retired members regarding their health care. 
This provision would remove the present im- 
pediment to including the family members of 
retirees within the research sample. It would 
allow the Department to more readily and 
accurately determine the availability of 
health care services, health status and level 
of satisfaction, thereby enhancing the re- 
source allocation process and the Depart- 
ment’s health care reform initiatives. In ad- 
dition, section 724 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 Act 
requires that Department of Defense conduct 
an annual beneficiary survey 

The provision will not increase the budg- 
etary requirements of the Department of De- 
fense. 

Sec. 705. Effective date 
Section 705 establishes an effective date for 
thís subtitle. 
Subtitle B—Personnel Matters 
Sec. 711. Increase in incentive special pay for 
certified registered nurse anesthetists 

The purpose of section 711 is to provide the 
Department with authority to increase an- 
nual Incentive Special Pay for military Cer- 
tified Registered Nurse Anesthetists to a 
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maximum of $15,000. The original legislation, 
which authorizes a maximum Incentive Spe- 
cial Pay of $6,000, was effective November 29, 
1989 as part of the National Defense Author- 
ization Act for Fiscal Year 1990. This valu- 
&ble program has been successful in helping 
maintain the number of Certified Registered 
Nurse Anesthetists on active duty in the 
Military services, however, the current In- 
centive Special Pay amount has not proven 
adequate to enable the Department to in- 
crease the number of active duty Certified 
Registered Nurse Anesthetists to meet staff- 
ing requirements. Shortages of Certified 
Registered Nurse Anesthetists nationwide 
continue to make it difficult for Department 
of Defense to attract and retain sufficient 
numbers of these nurses. Competition with 
the private sector for this highly-skilled spe- 
cialty is intense, and recruitment and reten- 
tion of Certified Registered Nurse Anes- 
thetists continues to be an area of major 
concern for the Military Departments. The 
proposed change to the Incentive Special 
Pay maximum amount is needed so that the 
Department can effectively compete for this 
critical professional resource. At present, ci- 
vilian earning potential far exceeds military 
compensation for Certified Registered Nurse 
Anesthetists, and the compensation gap con- 
tinues to increase. 

This provision would increase the Depart- 
ment's budget requirements for Incentive 
Special Pay for Certified Registered Nurse 


Anesthetists as follows: 
[In millions of dollars] 
*2.4 
*2.9 
*3.4 
*3.9 
*4.4 


Sec. 712. Authority for nurse accession bo- 
nuses, incentive special pay for nurse anes- 
thetists, and nurse officer candidate acces- 
sion bonus 


The purpose of section 712 is to provide the 
Department with continued authority to pay 
(a) a nurse accession bonus, (b) Incentive 
Special Pay to military Certified Registered 
Nurse Anesthetists, and (c) a nurse officer 
candidate accession bonus. The original leg- 
islation was effective November 29, 1989 as 
part of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1990. Under current legis- 
lation, the authority for these programs will 
expire on September 30, 1995. Each of these 
valuable programs has been successful in 
helping the Military Departments obtain 
needed numbers of professional nurses on ac- 
tive duty. Shortages of nurses nationwide 
continue to make recruiting of nurses dif- 
ficult in light of intense competition with 
the private sector. The Department believes 
that the effectiveness of these programs 
would be enhanced by their continuation. 
Section 712 would extend these authorities to 
September 30, 1998. 


Resource Requirements 
[In millions of dollars] 


DOD totals for fiscal year: 
Nurse accession bonus: 


8.0 
8.0 
8.0 
8.0 
8.0 
Incentive special pay for certified 
registered nurse anesthetists: 
MOOS EA EO pu e 4.0 
RODD P e 4.0 
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0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
-0 
0 


„„ wee 


Sec. 713. Reduction in the maximum number 
of years for a military member to be main- 
tained on the temporary disability retired 
list 
The purpose of section 713 is to reduce 

from five to three the maximum number of 
years a military member may remain on the 
temporary disability retired list before a 
final determination is made. The Depart- 
ment's disability evaluation system main- 
tains a fit and vital force by separating or 
retiring eligible military members deter- 
mined to be unfit to perform their duties be- 
cause of disease or injury incurred while en- 
titled to basic pay. When a disabling condi- 
tion is unstable and the permanence of the 
degree of disability cannot yet be deter- 
mined, the member is placed on the tem- 
porary disability retired list. 

This proposed revision would reduce the 
number of individuals retained on the tem- 
porary disability retired list by more than 
2,400, resulting in a smaller, more easily- 
managed list. Required temporary disability 
retired list re-evaluations would also be re- 
duced by this same number, resulting in à 
net cost savings to the government and re- 
leasing essential medical resources to pro- 
vide patient care. 

The proposed revision should have no nega- 
tive effect on the benefit provided to the dis- 
abled member, rather, it would shorten the 
period of uncertainty by providing a final de- 
termination at an earlier point in time. Very 
few disability ratings, even a determination 
for cancer, are changed after the three-year 
re-evaluation. This fact leads to the conclu- 
sion that three years is sufficient time to de- 
termine the permanence of a disabling condi- 
tion. The proposed revision was mutually 
agreed upon by the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Health Affairs) and the Department 
of Defense Inspector General, as a result of a 
recent audit of the disability evaluation sys- 
tem. 

The proposed revision should result in a 
net cost avoidance to the government esti- 
mated at $2.1 million yearly. 

Subtitle C—Other Matter 

Sec. 721. Revision of definition of dependents 

for purposes of health benefits 

Section 721 modifies the newly enacted re- 
vision of the definition of dependents for pur- 
poses of Department of Defense health bene- 
fits found in section 702 of the National De- 
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994. 
It would authorize for the purposes of cov- 
erage in the military health care system in- 
dividuals placed in the home of a member or 
former member by a placement agency for 
the purposes of adoption and make the new 
category of “dependents” eligible for 
CHAMPUS as well as military treatment fa- 
cility care. The projected health care cost 
submitted to the Congress with the revised 
definition of dependent was $9.7 million. This 
was based on an estimate of 7,940 potential 
beneficiaries, with an annual cost of $1,227 
per person. This proposed legislative change 
would be a negligible part of the original 
cost projection. 

Sec. 722. Repeal of the statutory restriction 
on use of funds for abortions 

Section 722 repeals section 1093 of title 10, 
United States Code, which prohibits using 
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funds available to the Department of Defense 

to perform abortions except where the life of 

the mother would be endangered if the fetus 
were carried to term. The provision being re- 
pealed is sometimes referred to as the “Hyde 

Amendment”. 

Sec. 723. Authorization for medical and den- 
tal care of abused dependents of certain 
members of the uniformed services 
The purpose of section 723 is to include au- 

thorization for medical and dental care of 
abused dependents of members of the uni- 
formed services who are administratively 
discharged from a uniformed service due to a 
conviction under military or civil law relat- 
ing to the abuse of the dependent. Members 
of the uniformed services who are convicted 
in a civilian court of an offense related to 
the abuse of a dependent are administra- 
tively discharged from a uniformed service. 
Under present law, only those abused de- 
pendents of service members who have been 
discharged as a result of a court-martial for 
the related abuse are provided access to med- 
ical and dental care for treatment of injuries 
or illness resulting from the abuse. Our ob- 
jective is to provide equal access to care for 
abused dependents of members who are ad- 
ministratively discharged from a uniformed 
service as a result of a civilian conviction for 
abuse or who are not convicted but are dis- 
charged due to the underlying abuse. In 
order to eliminate this disparity, it is rec- 
ommended that this proposal be enacted by 
the Congress. 

In the Navy, over 3,000 substantiated cases 
of child abuse and 6,000 substantiated cases 
of spouse abuse have been reported for each 
of the past two years; similar results are ex- 
pected at the end of 1992. Access to medical 
care for abused dependents should be based 
on their need for treatment as a result of the 
abusive behavior and should not be contin- 
gent upon the method by which the member 
is discharged. 

The estimated cost incurred by the Depart- 
ment of Defense for enactment of this pro- 
posal would be negligible. Approximately 
$35,000 a year, based on five cases a year at 
$7,000 a case. This estimate is based on the 
costs of an actual Secretary of the Navy 
case. 

TITLE VIII—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT 
Subtitle A—Department of Defense 
Sec. 801. Order of succession in military 
departments 

The purpose of this section 801 is to include 
the General Counsels of the military depart- 
ments in order of succession of officers to act 
as the Secretary of their departments. The 
current orders of succession in sections 3017, 
5017, and 8017 of title 10, United States Code, 
were established in 1986, when the General 
Counsels were ranked at level V of the Exec- 
utive Schedule, one grade below the Assist- 
ant Secretaries for their departments. In 
1991, title 10 was amended to raise the Gen- 
eral Counsels to level IV of the Executive 
Schedule, equal in rank to the Assistant Sec- 
retaries. Like the Assistant Secretaries, the 
General Counsel's appointment is subject to 
confirmation by the Senate. 

On December 31, 1991, an Executive Order 
was issued concerning the order of succes- 
sion of officers to act as Secretary of De- 
fense. The Executive Order included the Gen- 
eral Counsels in the same rank of succession 
as the Assistant Secretaries. Consequently, 
the General Counsels of the military depart- 
ments are currently included within the 
order of succession of officers to act as the 
Secretary of Defense, while they are not in- 
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cluded within the order of succession to act 
as the Secretary of their departments. 


Section 801 would also establish by statute 
the order of succession among the Assistant 
Secretaries and the General Counsel of a 
military department. Succession would be in 
the order fixed by their length of service as 
permanent appointees in such positions. Cur- 
rently, the order of succession must be pre- 
Scribed by the Secretary of the military de- 
partment concerned and approved by the 
Secretary of Defense. 


Sec. 802. Authority to prepare the official 
table of distances 


The purpose of section 802 is to transfer re- 
sponsibility for maintaining the Official 
Table of Distances from the Secretary of the 
Army to the Secretary of Defense. Current 
law (37 U.S.C. 404(d)(1)(A)) requires the Offi- 
cial Table of Distances to be prepared under 
the direction of the Secretary of the Army. 
Because this table is used to reimburse mem- 
bers of all the services for travel and all 
service finance centers have been consoli- 
dated under the Defense Finance and Ac- 
counting Service (DFAS), it is clear that the 
Secretary of Defense is the appropriate offi- 
cer to maintain the official Table of Dis- 
tances. This legislation will allow the Sec- 
retary of Defense to delegate this authority 
to the Director of the Per Diem, Travel, and 
Transportation Allowance Committee. En- 
actment of this legislation will not increase 
the budgetary requirements of the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 


Sec. 803. Authority to conduct a program to 
commemorate World War II 


Section 378 of the National Defense Au- 
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 permits 
the Secretary of Defense to conduct a pro- 
gram to commemorate the 50th anniversary 
of World War II during fiscal years 1993 
through 1995. Section 803 extends that au- 
thorization through fiscal year 1996. 


The anniversary committee planning the 
50th anniversary program proposes to end 
the three year celebration with a week of na- 
tion-wide events, such as displays, edu- 
cational programs, ceremonies, displays, 
Shows, and parades, culminating on Veterans 
Day, November 11, 1995. Because this day 
commemorates the 50th anniversary of the 
first Armistice Day after the end of World 
War II, it is a particularly appropriate day to 
mark the end of the celebration and to focus 
the attention of the Nation not only on our 
achievements during World War II but dur- 
ing other conflicts as well. 


The extension of the program into fiscal 
year 1996 will also permit the final weeks of 
celebration to coincide with the 50th anni- 
versary of the United Nations, tentatively 
set for October 24, 1995. The anniversary 
committee hopes to schedule a joint session 
of Congress immediately before or after the 
United Nations anniversary. This would 
allow many of our allies and former adver- 
saries attending the United Nations anniver- 
sary to be present for the joint session of 
Congress. 


This legislative proposal will not increase 
the budgetary requirements of the Depart- 
ment of Defense. Instead, the increased ac- 
tivities of the last week of celebration 
should greatly expand the opportunity for 
the anniversary committee to receive reve- 
nues from licensing agreements involving 
the use of its logo. The anniversary commit- 
tee anticipates that revenue will continue to 
be generated throughout fiscal year 1996. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Sec. 804. Authority for the Department of 
Defense to share equitably the costs of 
claims under international armaments co- 
operation programs 
Liability claims under cooperative agree- 

ments are very rare; however, the issue of 

claims sharing is often a sticking point in 
negotiating cooperative project agreements 
with nations that insist on such claims shar- 
ing. The current authority to share claims 
equitably has greatly facilitated the negotia- 
tion of cooperative project agreements with 

other nations, and has not proven to pose a 

financial burden on the United States. 

Sec. 805. Change of title of Deputy Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology to Principal Deputy Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology 


Section 805 is necessary to distinguish the 
individual responsible for exercising the 
powers of the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition and Technology from the four 
other Deputy Under Secretaries of Defense 
for Acquisition and Technology when the 
Under Secretary is absent or disabled. Adop- 
tion of this amendment will result in no di- 
rect expenditures by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 


Sec. 806. Change of title of Deputy Under 
Secretary of Defense for Policy to Prin- 
cipal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 
for Policy 
Section 806 distinguishes the individual re- 

sponsible for exercising the powers of the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, when 
the Under Secretary is absent or disabled, 
from other Deputy Under Secretaries that 
are currently in the Office of the Under Sec- 
retary of Defense for Policy, or may be es- 
tablished in the future. Enactment of this 
proposal will not result in an increase in 
budgetary requirements for the Department 
of Defense. 


Sec. 807. Chief Financial Officer of the 
Department of Defense 

Section 807 amends the provisions of sec- 
tion 135 of title 10, United States Code, relat- 
ing to the duties of the Comptroller of the 
Department of Defense by deleting the provi- 
sions providing that he performs the addi- 
tional duty of the Chief Financial Officer of 
the Department of Defense. Its purpose is to 
revise the structure of the Office of the 
Comptroller to permit the assignment of the 
duties and responsibilities of the Department 
of Defense Chief Financial Officer to a posi- 
tion other than the Comptroller. In addition 
to improving the structure for compliance 
with the Chief Financial Officers Act, this 
proposal would permit the Department to 
more effectively focus its resources on the 
required actions to improve financial man- 
agement in the Department. It would also 
provide for a more consistent alignment of 
the Chief Financial Officer organization 
within the Department to that of other Fed- 
eral Agencies. Consistent with this amend- 
ment, the section amends section 5315 of 
title 5, United States Code to place the Chief 
Financial Officer at level IV of the Executive 
Schedule. This is the level of all other Chief 
Financial Officers. 


Sec. 808. Change of title of Comptroller of 
the Department of Defense to Under Sec- 
retary of Defense (Comptroller) 

Title IX of the National Defense Author- 
ization Act for Fiscal Year 1994 (Public Law 
103-160:107 Stat. 1547) made the Comptroller 
of the Department of Defense the equivalent 
of an Under Secretary of Defense by elevat- 
ing that official to Level III of the Executive 
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Salary Schedule and placing the Comptroller 
between the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Policy and the Under Secretary of Defense 
for Personnel and Readiness in the order of 
precedence. However, that legislation did not 
formally designate the Comptroller as an 
Under Secretary of Defense. By redesignat- 
ing the Comptroller of the Department of 
Defense as the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Comptroller), this provision establishes con- 
sistency in titles among senior Department 
of Defense officials and removes all doubt 
concerning the Comptroller's stature within 
the Department of Defense. Enactment of 
this provision will not result in an increase 
in budgetary requirements for the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 

Subtitle B—Professional Military Education 
Sec. 811. Authority to hire civilian faculty 

members for the Information Resources 

Management College, National Defense 

University 

The purpose of section 811 is to add the In- 
formation Resources Management College to 
the list of National Defense University com- 
ponents eligible to employ civilian profes- 
sors, instructors, and lecturers under the au- 
thority of section 1595(a) of title 10, United 
States Code. Because of the unique structure 
of the National Defense University, the 
wording of the current law failed to include 
all component parts. This proposal would 
remedy current law by adding the only miss- 
ing component, the Information Resources 
Management College. 

The Information Resources Management 
College is an integral component of the Na- 
tional Defense University. Public Law 101- 
189, enacted in 1989 and codified at 10 U.S.C. 
1595, gave the National Defense University 
the authority to hire faculty in order to per- 
mit the colleges to recruit highly qualified 
faculty that might not otherwise be re- 
cruited under the General Schedule in title 5. 
The law defined the National Defense Uni- 
versity as the National War College, the In- 
dustrial College of the Armed Forces, and 
the Armed Forces Staff College. The Infor- 
mation Resources Management College be- 
came the fourth college of the National De- 
fense University in March 1990. The Institute 
for National Strategic Studies was added to 
the definition of the National Defense Uni- 
versity in 1991 by Public Law 102-190. Thus, 
the Information Resources Management Col- 
lege is the only component now missing from 
the statutory definition of the National De- 
fense University. 

Nationally recognized faculty are fun- 
damental to the intellectual development 
and mission of the Information Resources 
Management College, as well as to maintain 
the National Defense University’s pre- 
eminence in educational excellence. Thus, 
the flexibility and incentives associated with 
title 10 are needed to attract nationally rec- 
ognized faculty. 

Enactment of this proposal will not result 
in an increase in the budgetary requirements 
of the Department of Defense. 

Subtitle C—Education Matters 


Sec. 821. Defense Department Overseas 
Teachers Pay and Personnel Practices Act 
Amendments 
Section 821 would amend the Overseas 

Teachers Pay and Personnel Practices Act 

(Public Law 86-91, 20 U.S.C. 901-907) to au- 

thorize the Secretary of Defense to bring the 

pay of certain educator personnel employed 
by the Department of Defense Dependents 

Schools into parity with their counterparts 

in U.S. public schools and eliminate a pay in- 

equity between these employees and their 
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classroom teacher colleagues, and would 
make certain technical and conforming 
amendments. 

Section 521(1) and (2) would modify 20 
U.S.C. $901 and $903 to afford discretion to 
the Secretary of Defense to redesignate cer- 
tain General Schedule (GS) educational pro- 
gram management positions as teaching po- 
sitions" (TPs) administered under the TP 
pay provisions of the Overseas Teachers Pay 
and Personnel Practices Act. Currently the 
TP pay system applies only to positions 
“performed on a school year basis prin- 
cipally in à school" (i.e., teaching positions 
with a 10-month work year). Under the Over- 
seas Teachers Pay and Personnel Practices 
Act, the Secretary determines base pay of 
TP employees by reference to an annual 
wage survey of urban public school jurisdic- 
tions serving populations of 100,000 or more. 
Consequently, base pay for TPs under the TP 
pay system have risen faster than pay for 
educational program manager personnel em- 
ployed in the GS (including educational co- 
ordinators and other educational specialist 
holding positions generally classified at the 
GS-11 or GS-12 level) The GS educational 
program management employees work a 12- 
month work year and perform work that is 
critical to the school level teacher, but their 
work is not conducted “principally in 
School." Section 521, if enacted will elimi- 
nate the pay inequity that currently has cer- 
tain GS educational program management 
employees earning a lower daily rate of pay 
(because of their longer work year) than the 
classroom teacher they are required to co- 
ordinate. This section of the bill would per- 
mit the Secretary to prescribe which edu- 
cational program manager personnel should 
be classified as “teaching positions" and 
paid on the basis of comparability with the 
salaries and personnel practices of surveyed 
urban school jurisdictions. This section will 
bring the pay of any redesignated edu- 
cational program management position over- 
seas into parity with their counterparts in 
surveyed urban school jurisdictions in the 
United States of 100,000 or more population. 
The redesignation if selected overseas educa- 
tor positions will facilitate the movement of 
school level teachers into critical edu- 
cational program management positions. 

Section 521(3(A) would permit the Sec- 
retary of Defense to prescribe regulations by 
which to increase leave from 10 days for 
teachers who work the standard 190-day 
teacher work year to 13 days of leave for edu- 
cational program manager personnel who 
would be converted by this bill to “teaching 
positions“ under the Overseas Teachers Pay 
and Personnel Practices Act and who would 
be employed for a longer work year. Person- 
nel who move from the GS to the TP pay sys- 
tem would be moving from a system that au- 
thorizes up to 30 days of annual leave, to a 
system that currently authorizes only 10 
days, predicated upon a standard 190-day 
teacher work year. The positions that are 
converted to the TP system will typically re- 
quire more than 190 work days. This provi- 
sion creates leave equity between personnel 
on the TP pay system who would work 
longer work years. 

Sections 521(2) and (3B) conform the pro- 
visions of the Overseas Teachers Pay and 
Personnel Practices Act to the language of 
the subsequently enacted Public Law 95-561 
(20 U.S.C. 5921-932). These sections place pay 
and personnel practices under the control of 
the Secretary of Defense, consistent with the 
requirements of Public Law 95-561 (specifi- 
cally 20 U.S.C. $222) which removes those du- 
ties from the Military Department secretar- 
ies. 
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Sec. 822. Adjustment of pay of certain 
overseas educators 

Section amends Section 5334 of title 5, 
United States Code, to permit a flexible, 
rather than a fixed, adjustment of pay when 
an overseas educator employed on a school- 
year basis under the provisions of the De- 
fense Department Overseas Teachers Pay 
and Personnel Practices Act moves to an ed- 
ucator position established on a calendar- 
year basis under the General Schedule (GS). 
Current law recognizes an increase of ap- 
proximately one-fifth in the work year of an 
educator required to move from a 190 duty 
day Overseas Teachers Pay and Personnel 
Practices Act position (about 180 actual 
work days after adjustments for leave and 
holidays) to a 260-day calendar year position 
(about 217 actual work days after adjust- 
ments for accrued leave and paid holidays) 
by authorizing the fixing of GS pay at a rate 
equal to the Overseas Teachers Pay and Per- 
sonnel Practices Act rate plus a fixed 20 per- 
cent. The inflexibility of the current law re- 
quires the same 20 percent increase when an 
educator, such as a principal, with a 222 day 
work-year is appointed to a 260-day GS posi- 
tion. This section would bring flexibility to 
the current law by permitting the Secretary 
to issue regulations by which to equitably 
adjust pay for personnel moving from the 
Overseas Teachers Pay and Personnel Prac- 
tices Act to the GS pay schedule by an 
amount not to exceed 20 percent. 

Sec. 823. Reauthorization of United States 
Department of Defense elementary and 
secondary schools for dependents 
Section 823 would provide title 10 author- 

ity for the Secretary of Defense in a similar 

manner as such authority currently is resi- 
dent in Section 6 of Public Law 81-874, as 
amended (20 U.S.C. 241), and Section 505(c) of 

Public Law 97-35 (20 U.S.C. 241 note). Public 

Law 81-874 and Public Law 97-35 authorize 

establishment of Section 6 arrangements for 

the purpose of providing public education for 
eligible federally-connected children. The 

Department of Education has proposed legis- 

lation, the Impact Aid Amendments of 

1993" that would reauthorize the Impact Aid 

program while at the same time repealing 

section 6 of Public Law 81-874 and 505(c) of 
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 

1981 (Public Law 97-35). The proposed section 

would continue the authority that otherwise 

would be terminated by the enactment of the 

Impact Aid Amendments of 1993. 

The proposed section 823 substantially is 
the same as that currently resident in the 
law. It contains one additional authority— 
the authority to the Secretary of Defense to 
fix the compensation of employees. Sub- 
section (e)(3) of the proposed section 2163 of 
title 10 would authorize the Secretary of De- 
fense to fix such compensation but only after 
considering compensation for comparable 
employees at educational institutions in the 
capitol of the state where the school is lo- 
cated, the school district for the govern- 
mental agency that provides public edu- 
cation to students who live next door to the 
military installation involved, and the aver- 
age compensation for similar positions in up 
to three other school districts in the State 
where the installation is located. 

Subtitle D—Other Matters 


Sec. 831. Clarification and expansion of au- 
thority of the Department of Defense to re- 
ceive voluntary services 
Section 831 amends section 1588 of title 10, 

United States Code, to expand the areas in 

which volunteers can provide services in 

military communities. Under the amend- 
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ment, volunteers are considered government 
employees for the purposes of compensation 
for work related injuries, tort liability, ac- 
cess to records, and conflict of interest re- 
strictions. 

The section expands the current authority 
of the military departments to receive vol- 
untary services and permits volunteers in 
medical treatment facilities, child develop- 
ment centers, recreational facilities, schools, 
and other programs and facilities where vol- 
unteers routinely provide services in the ci- 
vilian communities. The section provides the 
military departments valuable services, 
while ensuring that the volunteers are prop- 
erly trained and supervised and are protected 
from suit under the provisions of the Federal 
Tort Claims Act and other applicable claims 
statutes. 


Sec. 832. Repeal of prohibition of contracting 
for firefighting and security guard func- 
tions at military facilities 
'The purpose of section 832 is to repeal sec- 

tion 2465 of title 10, United States Code, to 
authorize the Department of Defense to 
enter into contracts for firefighting and se- 
curity guard functions at military installa- 
tions and facilities. 

The Department of Defense has been pro- 
hibited from contracting for security guards 
and firefighters since 1983. This broad prohi- 
bition has three limited exceptions: 

&. when the contract is to be performed 
overseas; 

b. when the contract is to be performed on 
Government-owned but privately operated 
installations; and 

c. when the contract (or a renewal of the 
contract) is for the performance of a func- 
tion under contract on September 24, 1983. 

Prior to 1983, firefighting and security 
guard functions were successfully contracted 
out. The reason for the current statutory re- 
striction is unclear. 

The prohibition against contracting for 
firefighting and security guard functions 
prevents the Department of Defense from re- 
alizing savings in circumstances where pri- 
vate firms or state or local governments 
might provide the services at a lower cost. It 
also prohibits commanders from obtaining 
contract services for temporary require- 
ments at remote locations or at leased facili- 
ties outside military installations. 

The importance of repealing section 2465 is 
underscored by the imminent closure or re- 
alignment of many installations. The De- 
partment of Defense must maintain fire- 
fighting and security guard functions at 
many installations which are substantially 
closed. A study of the costs associated with 
providing firefighters and security guards at 
Fort Wingate Depot Activity (FWDA), New 
Mexico, provides an example of the problem 
that section 2465 presents. 

In 1993, FWDA will move into a care- 
taker" status. Prior to the disposition of the 
property, there will be a requirement for 
firefighters and security guards. Surveys in- 
dicate a number of firms are available to 
provide firefighting and security guard pro- 
tection for an estimated $110,000 annually. 
The United States Army Materiel Command 
estimates that contracting for these func- 
tions would save $474,000 annually. 

The repeal of section 2465 will not auto- 
matically result in the elimination of civil- 
ian firefighters or security guards from the 
Government work force. Reductions in force 
may occur as a result of commercial activi- 
ties cost competitions performed under chap- 
ter 146 of title 10 and OMB Circular A-76. In 
&ccordance with existing procedures, the De- 
partment of the Army provides Congres- 
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sional notification of the intent to study spe- 
cific functions, and will continue to provide 
the results of cost comparisons. Separations 
from Federal Service may result from the 
development of the most efficient in-house 
organization, an agreement to receive serv- 
ices from another government instrumental- 
ity, or a contract with the private sector 
when the costs are lower than that esti- 
mated for in-house performance. The policy 
of requiring contractors to offer displaced 
Government employees the right of first re- 
fusal for comparable employment with the 
contractor will continue to be enforced. 

OMB Circular A-76 specifically recognizes 
that firefighting and security functions are 
Government functions that can be the sub- 
ject of a cost comparison study and con- 
tracted out if a contractor can provide serv- 
ices effectively and at a lower cost than an 
in-house organization. Firefighting and secu- 
rity functions with the Department of De- 
fense are no different than other similar 
functions in the Department and other fed- 
eral agencies. The Department of Defense is 
unaware of any rationale for excluding fire- 
fighting and security functions from the 
Government-wide process of determining the 
least expensive method for performing Gov- 
ernment work. 

While exact savings across services are dif- 
ficult to assess, contracting for the esti- 
mated 6,500 civilian firefighters and security 
guards within the Department of the Army 
alone could potentially save an estimated $50 
million annually. 

Sec. 833. Statute of limitations for claims 

under the Fair Labor Standards Act 

Section 833 specifies the statute of limita- 
tions period as 2-years in order to comply 
with the Fair Labor Standards Act 2-year 
limitation. This will end the conflict over 
the general statute of limitations (6 years) 
versus the Fair Labor Standards Act statute 
of limitation (2 years) and assist us in limit- 
ing retroactive back pay claims to the 2-year 
period. 

TITLE IX—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Subtitle A—Financial Matters 
Sec. 901. Exemption of certain routine ad- 
justments of pay frem due process provi- 
sions 

The Debt Collection Act of 1982 (Public 
Law Number 97-365; 96 Stat. 1749) provides 
for due process safeguards prior to salary off- 
set under section 5514 of title 5 of the United 
States Code. These rights include (1) a mini- 
mum of 30 days' written notice, (2) the op- 
portunity to inspect and copy Government 
records relating to the debt, (3) the oppor- 
tunity to enter into a written repayment 
agreement, and (4) the right to a hearing. 
The proposed language amending section 5514 
exempts from these procedures those routine 
intra-agency adjustments of pay that are at- 
tributable to administrative or clerical er- 
rors or delays in the processing of pay docu- 
ments that have accrued within the four pay 
periods preceding the adjustment and to any 
adjustment that amounts to 50 dollars or 
less. Substituted therefor is the requirement 
that, at the time of the adjustment or as 
soon thereafter as practical, the individual 
be provided written notice of the nature and 
the amount of the adjustment and a point of 
contact for questioning or contesting such 
adjustment. 

The Department's employees are paid a 
wide number of complex payroll benefits. 
The nature of these benefits and entitle- 
ments is such that complex interpretations 
are sometimes involved with the accurate 
and timely pay of the work force. Examples 
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of these types of transactions include over- 
time pay conditions, environmental entitle- 
ments, leave accruals and base pay changes 
under various changing circumstances. Be- 
cause of the rather complex rules, the large 
numbers of employees involved, and a work 
force that is located worldwide, the need for 
clerical or administrative adjustments each 

time a payroll is prepared is inevitable. As a 

result even a very small percentage of these 

types of adjustments could generate a sig- 
nificant workload subject to the Debt Collec- 
tion Act. 

The Department is working towards the 
implementation of modern business systems 
that will further minimize these type of ad- 
justments. However, since human nature is 
involved with determining entitlements and 
calculating benefits, adjustments of this 
type will probably always exist to some ex- 
tent. Although the amounts are every mini- 
mal, the application of full due-process pro- 
tection could impose a substantial workload 
at a time when the Department is attempt- 
ing to scale back on its work force. The in- 
tent of the Debt Collection Act is to provide 
safeguards for employees where significant 
amounts are owed. Applying the provisions 
of the Act to minimal amounts due as de- 
Scribed above could work to subvert the Ad- 
ministration's efforts in streamlining gov- 
ernment operations. This is not to say that 
the Department of Defense advocates the 
elimination of all due process safeguards 
when making such routine adjustments. It 
Should be noted that in its proposed amend- 
ment to 5 U.S.C., section 5514, the Depart- 
ment of Defense has provided for written no- 
tice of the nature and amount of the adjust- 
ment and a point of contact for questioning 
or contesting such adjustments. 

In summary, although the legislative his- 
tory of the Debt Collection Act of 1982 indi- 
cates that its primary purpose was to en- 
hance the capability of federal agencies to 
collect money or property owed to them, it 
also provides a number of new procedures 
and safeguards designed to assure that al- 
leged debtors will be provided appropriate 
due process protections. Applying the full 
panoply of such safeguards to routine adjust- 
ments in pay, however, will actually frus- 
trate the Act's primary purpose because 
other costs of collecting such overpayments 
will exceed recovery. 

The enactment of this proposal will cause 
no apparent increase and should, in fact, de- 
crease the budgetary requirements of the De- 
partment of Defense. 

Sec. 902. Contract Disputes Act amendment 
relating to payment of interest on contrac- 
tor claims 
Section 902 amends section 12 of the Con- 

tract Disputes Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 611) by 
striking out the first sentence, which pro- 
vides that interest found due on a contrac- 
tor’s claim shall be paid from the date the 
contracting officer receives the claim, and 
inserting in lieu thereof a new sentence pro- 
viding that such time shall run from the 
date the contracting officer receives the 
claim or the date payment otherwise would 
be due, if that date is later, until the date of 
payment. 

Section 902 would overrule the case of 
Servidone Construction Corp. v. United States, 
931 F.2d 860 (Fed. Cir. 1991) and avoid the 
windfall created when interest on a claim is 
charged for costs not yet incurred and thus 
not the subject of a payment request to the 
Government. It would also make the interest 
provision of the Contract Disputes Act of 
1978 (P.L. 95-563) consistent with Federal Ac- 
quisition Regulation (FAR) 33.208 and the 
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general concept of prejudgment interest, as 

articulated by the Supreme Court. 

Section 12 of the Contract Disputes Act 
provides that interest found due on a con- 
tractor's claim shall be paid from the date 
the contracting officer receives the claim. In 
the case mentioned above the Court of Ap- 
peals for the Federal Circuit recently inter- 
preted this provision to require the Govern- 
ment to pay interest on claimed costs from 
the date the contracting officer received the 
claim, even though the contractor had not 
yet incurred the costs at the time he submit- 
ted the claim. 

The current provision allows contractors 
to receive a windfall payment of interest on 
claimed costs not yet incurred. Apparently, 
this windfall was based on the desire to have 
a "single date“ for calculating interest on 
all amounts due by a court decision without 
regard to when the contractor actually in- 
curred the costs. 

If enacted, this proposal would not in- 
crease the budgetary requirements of the De- 
partment of Defense. 

Subtitle B—Civilian Employee Pay Matters 

Sec. 911. Expiring authorities 

Section 911 extends certain civilian person- 
nel drawdown authorities (special RIF notifi- 
cation rules, separation pay, and continued 
health benefits) for two years in the out- 
years. This would parallel the extension to 
certain military drawdown authorities that 
was enacted in the FY 1994 Authorization 
Act. In addition, under current law, employ- 
ees at bases which close between October 1, 
1992 and December 31, 1997 may carry over 
unlimited annual leave from one year to the 
next. Some installations designated for clo- 
sure by the 1993 Base Realignment and Clo- 
sure Commission (BRAC) will not close until 
1998. This section extends the annual leave 
carry-over provisions to employees at any 
installation closed through the BRAC proc- 
ess. 

The extension of RIF notification and 
leave restoration will result in no cost. Con- 
gress appropriated $70 million in FY 1993 and 
$100 million in FY 1994 for civilian separation 
pay. We should be able to absorb the cost of 
extending separation pay by avoiding the 
cost of severance pay, health insurance, and 
unemployment compensation. Our estimate 
of the cost of continued health benefits is $12 
million per year. 

Sec. 912. Travel, transportation, and reloca- 
tion expenses of employees transferred 
from the Department of Defense to the 
Postal Service 
Under title 5, Federal agencies may pay 

the cost of travel, transportation and loca- 

tion for employees scheduled for separation 
when the employee is selected for a position 
with another Federal agency. The Postal 

Service is not considered a Federal agency 

for this purpose. We have had several in- 

stances where employees who were facing in- 
voluntary separation because of reduction in 
force or base closure were selected for posi- 
tions with the Postal Service in a different 
geographic location. Because we have no au- 
thority to pay travel related expenses, and 
because the employees could not afford the 
move, they were separated. As a result, the 

Department incurred the cost of severance 

pay, unemployment compensation, and con- 

tinued health insurance. Allowing these pay- 
ments will offset the costs. 

Sec. 913. Limitation of Severance Pay for 
Certain Civilian Employees who are em- 
ployed by Nonappropriated Funds 
Section 913 is needed to prevent appro- 

priated fund employees from immediately re- 
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ceiving severance pay upon movement to 
nonappropriated fund positions under the 
pay and benefits protections of the Port- 
ability of Benefits for Nonappropriated Fund 
Employees Act of 1990. These employees con- 
tinue to be employed with little or no loss in 
benefits. Employees who are vested in a civil 
service retirement plan are given the option 
to remain in that plan with a goal of receiv- 
ing a civil service retirement annuity. Under 
these circumstances, immediate entitlement 
to severance pay is not warranted and rep- 
resents an unjust enrichment. 

Under the proposed legislation, entitle- 
ment to appropriated fund severance pay 
would be suspended until the employee is in- 
voluntarily separated from nonappropriated 
fund employment. If the employee involun- 
tarily is separated from nonappropriated 
fund employment, the original appropriated 
fund severance pay entitlement would re- 
sume. Under the proposed new section, eligi- 
bility for appropriated fund severance pay 
would not resume if the employee is eligible 
for an immediate annuity from a nonappro- 
priated fund civil service or military retire- 
ment system at the time of the separation 
from nonappropriated fund employment. The 
legislation also prevents an employee from 
receiving appropriated fund and nonappro- 
priated fund severance pay for the same pe- 
riod of appropriated fund service, in the 
same amounts. Regulations will be written 
by the Department of Defense in consulta- 
tion with the Department of Transportation 
to implement the legislation upon enact- 
ment. 

Subtitle C—Other Matters 
Sec. 921. National Guard youth programs 


The purpose of section 921 is to authorize 
the National Guard to provide limited assist- 
ance to certain youth and other organiza- 
tions in conjunction with training. This ini- 
tiative would enhance the involvement of 
the National Guard with youth in the local 
communities while contributing to social 
needs for constructive activities for Ameri- 
ca’s young people. 

This section would authorize members or 
units of the National Guard to provide cer- 
tain assistance to specified youth and other 
organizations in conjunction with training if 
the provision of such services does not de- 
grade the quality of the training or other- 
wise interfere with the ability of any unit to 
perform its military functions; the services 
provided are not commercially available or 
commercial entities affected have agreed in 
writing not to object; and the assistance 
does not materially increase the cost of the 
training activities services which could be 
provided would include ground transpor- 
tation; limited air transportation in support 
of the Special Olympics; administrative sup- 
port; technical training; emergency medical 
assistance; communications; and security 
support. 

This section will not result in an increase 
in the budgetary outlays of the Department 
of Defense. The activities authorized would 
be carried out within funding appropriated 
for the public affairs and youth program ac- 
tivities of the National Guard. 

Sec. 922. Protection from unauthorized use of 
the name Defense Mapping Agency“ 

As part of its mandated charter, the De- 
ſense Mapping Agency provides accurate and 
inexpensive aids for navigators (10 U.S.C. 
2791). Further, it prepares maps, charts and 
nautical books (10 U.S.C. 2792). The authen- 
ticity of this material must be protected. 

Certain DMA mapping, charting and geod- 
esy (MC&G) nautical and aeronautical prod- 
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ucts are needed and used by the general pub- 
lic. DMA accommodates this need through 
an extensive public sale program. It is cru- 
cial that end users rely on the most current 
and accurate products available to assure 
safety of navigation. This currency and accu- 
racy of various publicly available products is 
increasingly difficult in the digital data era 
since DMA's paper, or hard copy" products 
can be obtained and easily transformed into 
digital products or copied onto video or laser 
disks for distribution, modification or alter- 
ation. 

The section is modeled after section 202 of 
title 10, United States Code, which provides 
similar protection for the Defense Intel- 
ligence Agency, the initials "DIA" and the 
official seal and emblem. No judicial, execu- 
tive or Administrative provisions would be 
overturned or affected by this change. 


Sec. 923. Limitation of liability for any navi- 
gational aid prepared or disseminated by 
the Defense Mapping Agency 


Section 923 amends chapter 147 of title 10, 
United States Code, by adding a new section 
to grant the Defense Mapping Agency an ex- 
press exemption from liability associated 
with the preparation or dissemination of its 
products, in whatever form. This language 
would make clear that the activities of the 
Defense Mapping Agency in the preparation 
and production of maps, charts, aids to navi- 
gation, publications, products and informa- 
tion are expressly exempt from any claim or 
action. 

DMA is à combat support agency of the De- 
partment of Defense. Its mission is to 
produce topographic, aeronautical and nau- 
tical maps, charts and other publications in 
hardcopy and softcopy versions to support 
United States warfighters. However, many of 
its products are used by mariners navigating 
vessels around the world. 

DMA relies heavily upon nautical and 
aeronautical products and information of 
other countries. A tremendous quantity of 
information is processed in preparing and 
distributing thousands of maps and charts 
and related information. DMA exercises 
great care to ensure the accuracy of all its 
products. Since DMA cannot independently 
verify all the information supplied by for- 
eign sources it is unreasonable to subject the 
United States to unlimited liability in the 
production and distribution of these many 
products. 

For example, in the case of Hyundai Mer- 
chant Marine Co., Ltd. at. al. v. United States, 
the HYUNDAI NEW WORLD, a 200,000 dead- 
weight ton bulk cargo carrier, stranded in 
the Bay of Sao Marcos, Brazil, on 31 March 
1987, resulting in a total loss of ship and 
cargo. The ship owner, cargo owners and un- 
derwriters of same, sued the United States 
for negligence alleging that the navigators 
of HYUNDAI NEW WORLD were using DMA 
chart 2471 (A DMA facsimile of a Brazilian 
chart) containing errors and omissions which 
were the cause of the stranding. The poten- 
tial damages to date are estimated at $60 
million. 

This proposed statutory language would 
make it clear that the activities of the De- 
fense Mapping Agency in the preparation and 
production of maps, charts, aids to naviga- 
tion, publications, products and information, 
in whatever form, primarily for use of U.S. 
warfighters, are expressly exempt from any 
claim or cause of action. 

Sec. 924. Reorganization of the Air Force 

liaison with the Civil Air Patrol 


Section 924 amends section 9441 of title 10, 
United States Code, to reorganize the Air 
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Force liaison with the Civil Air Patrol. The 
section adds a new paragraph (b)12), which 
authorizes the Secretary of the Air Force to 
reimburse the Civil Air Patrol the cost of 
maintaining the staff at the Civil Air Patrol 
National Headquarters. The section also adds 
a new subsection (d), which authorizes the 
Secretary of the Air Force to detail retired 
members as liaison or administrators to the 
Civil Air Patrol and provides that these re- 
tired members will receive as compensation 
not more than the difference between their 
retired pay and the active duty pay and al- 
lowances they would receive if ordered to ac- 
tive duty in the grade and rank in which 
they retired. It further provides that duty 
with the Civil Air Patrol by such retired 
members is not to be considered active duty 
or inactive duty training for any purpose. 


Sec. 925. Informed consent of persons 
participating in human medical research 


Section 925 amends section 980 of title 10, 
United States Code, concerning the use of 
humans in experimental research. Currently, 
the subjéct must provide informed consent. 
In the case of an incompetent person, a legal 
representative may provide consent if the re- 
search is intended to be beneficial to the sub- 
ject. Section 925 permits an incompetent per- 
son's representative to consent to research 
that is not specifically intended to be bene- 
ficial to the subject, but which would be of 
minimal or no risk and could be beneficial to 
the subject or to others. 


Sec. 926. Military-to-military contacts and 
comparable activities 


This section amends Chapter 6 of title 10, 
United States Code, by adding a new section 
providing permanent statutory authority for 
the Secretary of Defense to conduct Mili- 
tary-to-Military Contacts and Comparable 
Activities. The section extends language in 
the Department of Defense FY 1994 Author- 
ization Act which applies only to FY 1994. 
Currently, Defense and Military Contacts 
also are authorized under the Cooperative 
Threat Reduction (Nunn-Lugar) legislation 
solely for States of the Former Soviet Union. 

Funds appropriated under this new section 
may be provided to a CINC on request, an of- 
ficer designated by the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, or to a Department of 
Defense component implementing Military- 
to-Military Contact activities. The new sec- 
tion identifies activities to be supported in 
order to promote the democratic orientation 
of the civilian defense establishments and 
military forces of other countries. These ac- 
tivities are fully coordinated with other US 
agencies and undertaken with the full sup- 
port of State Department representatives in 
host countries. The legislation provides that 
activities may not be conducted with any 
foreign country unless the Secretary of 
State approves such activities. The legisla- 
tion also provides for funds appropriated for 
these activities to reimburse pay and allow- 
ance accounts to fund National Guard and 
Reserve personnel participating in regional 
and bilateral exchange familiarization pro- 
grams, such as the National Guard's Part- 
nership State" program. The program links 
the National Guards of selected U.S. States 
to appropriate military organizations within 
selected emerging democracies in Central 
and Eastern Europe. 

In FY 1994, Congress authorized and appro- 
priated $10 million for Military-to-Military 
Contacts and Comparable Activities. The 
Conferees, however, recognized that these 
funds would only serve as a “bridge until 
Congress can take up the broader issue of the 
permanent level and scope of such contacts”. 
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The proposed legislation for FY 1995 is re- 
quired to continue this program annually. 

This program recognizes that the Depart- 
ment of Defense has unique skills to assist 
foreign defense establishments in consolidat- 
ing civilian control of their militaries, and 
developing respect for and adherence to 
democratic principles and practice. U.S. de- 
fense personnel dispatched to a host nation 
can encourage these goals through working 
closely with their counterparts in areas such 
as defense planning, programming and budg- 
eting, defense personnel and resource man- 
agement, civil-military relations, military 
justice and legal systems, military medicine, 
and other related defense issues, These ac- 
tivities generally will be undertaken through 
Military Liaison Teams (MLT) stationed in 
the host countries, supplemented by Travel- 
ing Contract Teams whose visits are coordi- 
nated by the MLT. This approach was initi- 
ated in Central and Eastern Europe in FY 
1991-92 and is expected to continue in this 
area through FY 1996. Thereafter, the func- 
tions of these teams are expected to be ab- 
sorbed into the regular, ongoing activities of 
the Defense Attache Officers and Security 
Assistance Officers. 

A critical component of the Military-to- 
Military Contact program in Central and 
Eastern Europe is the U.S. National Guard 
and Reserve. These personnel bring essential 
skills from both the military and civilian 
sectors to the tasks of democratizing foreign 
defense establishments and their militaries. 
Through Reserve contact programs, such as 
the “Partnership State" program, and other 
regional and bilateral exchange and famil- 
iarization programs, these citizen-soldiers 
link the military and civilian personnel of 
the defense establishments of democratizing 
nations to grass roots America at the State 
level in institutional and people-to-people 
relationships. For FY 1994, no funds were au- 
thorized to provide pay and allowances for 
Guard and Reserve personnel in this pro- 
gram. In FY 1995, this proposal will allow re- 
imbursement from Military-to-Military Con- 
tact program funds to military appropria- 
tions accounts for pay and allowances for 
U.S. National Guard and Reserve partici- 


pants. 

Enactment of this proposal will support 
the Administration’s FY 1995 request for 
$46.3 million to support Military-to-Military 
Contacts and Comparable Activities. These 
funds will be managed by the Joint Staff 
with policy direction and oversight by the 
Secretary of Defense through the Under Sec- 
retary of Defense for Policy. 

Sec. 927. Purchase of vessels for the Ready 

Reserve Force 

The Ready Reserve Force (RRF) provided a 
vital strategic sealift capability in the Per- 
sian Gulf War. Failure to fully fund the RRF 
in FY 1995 could lead to loss of critical stra- 
tegic mobility capability required for future 
overseas military interventions. It is essen- 
tial to assure a high degree of strategic mo- 
bility readiness, for the critical force deploy- 
ment requirements identified in the Bottom- 
Up Review and the Mobility Requirements 
Study, by acquiring additional shipping. The 
forthcoming update to the Mobility Require- 
ments Study will further substantiate the 
requirements for these essential strategic 
mobility forces. The proposed legislation is 
required to ensure that funding allocated for 
RRF enhancement in FY 1995 can be obli- 
gated for purposes in which it was intended. 
Sec. 928. Technical Amendment to Authorize 

Implementation of Junior Reserve Officers’ 

Training Corps Program Expansion 

This amendment is a technical amendment 
to permit the Department of Defense to meet 
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the Congressional intent of section 533 of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis- 
cal Year 1993 (Public Law 102-484, October 23, 
1992; 106 Stat. 2315 at 2411). That section in- 
stituted a Junior Reserve Officers’ Training 
Corps which with funding authorizations in 
Fiscal Years 1993 and 1994 necessitated in- 
creases substantially in excess of the statu- 
torily mandated provisions of section 
2031(a)(1) of title 10, United States Code. Sec- 
tion 928 required an increase in the number 
of JROTC units from 1,600 to 3,500. The 200 
annual limitation on additional units in sec- 
tion 2031 precludes the Department of De- 
fense from meeting the Congressional guide- 
lines recently imposed. This technical cor- 
rection will enable the Department of De- 
fense to meet the congressional mandates in 
this area. 
TITLE X—MATTERS RELATING TO ALLIES AND 
OTHER NATIONS 
Sec. 1001. Extension of authority to acquire 
logistic support for forces deployed outside 
the United States to authority to acquire 
from the United Nations or regional orga- 
nizations of which the United States is a 
member 


This section extends the authority to ac- 
quire logistical support from the United Na- 
tions or any regional organization of which 
the United States is a member in support of 
humanitarian or peacekeeping operations 
such as the United Nations sanctioned oper- 
ation in Somalia. Experience during the U.S. 
led operation in Somalia, the blockade of 
Haiti and the sea blockade of the former 
Yugoslavia has shown that the U.S. needs 
more flexibility in obtaining support from 
the United Nations and regional organiza- 
tions. This authority is not as critical in 
United Nations assessed operations where all 
support is provided through the United Na- 
tions but is critical to participation in vol- 
untary operations in which logistic support 
is a national responsibility. An example of 
this requirement would have been the capa- 
bility to obtain support for various common 
support items such as water from the United 
Nations during the initial stages of the U.S. 
led operation in Somalia (UNITAF). 

Sec. 1002. Extension of authority to enter 
into cross servicing agreements to author- 
ity to enter into agreements with the Unit- 
ed Nations organization or any regional or- 
ganizations of which the United States is a 
member 


This section is similar to Section 1001 ex- 
cept that it allows the United States to pro- 
vide support on a reciprocal basis to the 
United Nations and other regional organiza- 
tions. This authority allows for the United 
Nations to designate lead logistics support 
nations for various support commodities, 
thereby reducing the requirement for each 
nation to maintain duplicative force struc- 
ture and reducing overall costs through 
economies of scale. 

Sec. 1003. Method of payment for 
acquisitions and transfers 

This section requires modification to in- 
corporate the United Nations or regional 
international organizations of which the 
United States as organizations to which the 
present legal basis for the method of pay- 
ment for acquisitions and transfers applies. 
Technical change to incorporate extension of 
acquisition and cross-servicing authority to 
those organizations. 

Sec. 1004. Limitation on amounts that may 

be obligated or accrued 

This section has a dual purpose. The first 
reason is to include the United Nations and 
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other regional organizations under the legal 
ceilings for obligations and accruals. The 
second, and most important, purpose of this 
section is to change the manner in which 
dollar ceilings are applied during contin- 
gency operations. The current language 
states that dollar limitations remain in 
place until the determination of active hos- 
tilities. Application of these limitations to 
extended military activities short of a state 
of declared hostilities could prevent use of 
these authorities when they are most need- 
ed. Therefore, it is proposed that the dollar 
limitations be waived during contingency 
operations (as defined in section 101(a)(13), 
chapter 1 of title 10, United States Code). 
United States Armed Forces participating in 
multinational operations, like Operation 
Desert Shield/Storm and Operation Restore 
Hope, could benefit from this proposal by 
taking advantage of available coalition re- 
Sources during activities conducted leading 
up to or that fall short of active hostilities. 
Sec. 1005. Definitions 

This section permits deployed United 
States armed forces to loan or borrow gen- 
eral purpose vehicles and other items of 
military equipment which would not affect 
readiness, The authority to temporarily ex- 
change logistic support of this nature with 
designated countries and international orga- 
nizations would facilitate greater coopera- 
tion during an exercise or military oper- 
ation. An example would be loaning general 
purpose vehicles to a designated nation dur- 
ing a joint exercise conducted at a U.S. mili- 
tary base. The section also clarifies several 
points concerning the basic legislation to in- 
clude the provision of airlift services in 
those cases where a Cooperative Airlift 
Agreement does not exist and defines cali- 
bration services as an allowed logistic sup- 
port service. 

Sec. 1006. Effective date 

This section specifies the effective date for 
which any acquisitions or transfers of logis- 
tic support, supplies and services undertaken 
under the authority of this subchapter shall 
be effective. 

TITLE XI—PEACEKEEPING AND RELATED 
MATTERS 
Sec. 1101. Assistance to international peace- 
keeping and peace enforcement activities 

Section 1101 authorizes the President to 
provide assistance including, but not limited 
to, personnel, supplies, services, and equip- 
ment, in support of international peacekeep- 
ing and peace enforcement activities. The 
section further authorizes the President to 
pay assessments on behalf of the United 
States to the United Nations. 

This authority is parallel to the peace- 
keeping authority in the Foreign assistance 
Act and is the foundation for the Depart- 
ment of Defense’s responsibilities under 
"shared responsibility." under the shared 
responsibility’’ model as it is expected to be 
implemented by executive order, State 
would have lead responsibility for managing 
and funding traditional non-combat Chapter 
VI peacekeeping activities that do not in- 
volve U.S. combat units. The Department of 
Defense would have lead responsibility for 
managing and funding all Chapter VII peace 
enforcement operations and those tradi- 
tional non-combat Chapter VI peacekeeping 
operations with U.S. combat units. (In order 
for the Department of Defense to have lead 
responsibility for managing and funding 
these operations, the legislation proposes a 
DOD CIPA account, as described below.) 

Section 1101 provides that the President 
shall require reimbursement to the United 
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States for the agreed costs of any peacekeep- 
ing assistance provided pursuant to this au- 
thority. The legislation would, however, 
allow the exception that the President may 
waive, in whole or in part, reimbursement in 
exceptional circumstances and when it is in 
the national interest. The legislation would 
provide further, that reimbursements from 
the United Nations may be credited against 
the United States Government's share of any 
assessment due and owing after the Depart- 
ment of Defense has been reimbursed for its 
incremental costs (subject to section (c)(1)). 

Section (c) of the legislation outlines 
the order in which agencies of the United 
States Government are to be reimbursed for 
assistance provided to international peace- 
keeping and peace enforcement activities. 
Any reimbursement received shall first be 
used to reimburse the appropriate depart- 
ment of the Department of Defense for any 
incremental costs. At the option of the ap- 
propriate department of the Department of 
Defense, the reimbursement shall be credited 
either to the appropriation, fund, or account 
from which the obligation was incurred or to 
a currently available like account. 

The legislation would create in the Treas- 
ury of the United States an account, Con- 
tributions for International Peacekeeping 
and Peace Enforcement Activities Fund, par- 
allel to the State CIPA account, which can 
be used only for purpose of paying assess- 
ments on behalf of the United States for 
United Nations operations made under this 
section. Reimbursements in excess of the in- 
cremental costs may be credited to this ac- 
count. The legislation makes clear that 
funds appropriated or deposited into this ac- 
count shall remain available until expended. 

The legislation would require the Presi- 
dent to submit to Congress an annual report 
on international peacekeeping and peace en- 
forcement activities supported under the au- 
thority of this section during the previous 
fiscal year. The report would be due no later 
than 1 February of each year and would in- 
clude descriptions of each international 
peacekeeping and peace enforcement activ- 
ity supported under the authority of this 
section, the type of assistance provided 
under the authority of this section, and the 
dollar value, by activity supported, of all as- 
sistance provided, reimbursements received, 
reimbursements waived, credits taken, and 
obligations incurred in the Contributions for 
International Peacekeeping and Peace En- 
forcement Activities Fund under the author- 
ity of this section. 

Finally, this legislation authorizes the ap- 
propriation of funds to the Department of 
Defense to pay assessments as authorized 
under this section with the limitation that 
such payments may be provided from the 
Contributions for International Peacekeep- 
ing and Peace Enforcement Activities Fund 
only for those activities for which the Sec- 
retary of Defense has primary responsibility. 

TITLE XIII—COUNTERPROLIFERATION 
Sec. 1201. Extensíon and amendment of 
counterproliferation authorities 

Section 1201(a) would permanently extend 
the International Nonproliferation Initiative 
contained in Section 1505 of the “Weapons of 
Mass Destruction of 1992 as amended." In ad- 
dition, it would broaden the Department's 
authority to work with international organi- 
zations to ensure more effective safeguards 
against proliferation and more aggressive 
verification of compliance with  inter- 
national agreements on nonproliferation. It 
would also authorize the Department to par- 
ticipate in technical projects and informa- 
tion sharing programs related to biological, 
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chemical, and missile proliferation. Current 
law permits participation in such programs 
in the area of nuclear proliferation. 

This section would also authorize the De- 
partment to provide assistance and support 
in the destruction and elimination of weap- 
ons of mass destruction. Activities of this 
nature demonstrate United States willing- 
ness to assist other nations to dismantle 
weapons of mass destruction. As new arms 
control or assistance agreements come into 
effect, such efforts could increase, especially 
in the chemical, biological, and ballistic mis- 
sile weapons arena. 

Section 1201(b) would permanently extend 
authority contained in title XVI of the fiscal 
year 1994 National Defense Authorization 
Act for the Department to initiate 
Counterproliferation Policy research and 
proliferation analysis programs to support 
the Department’s Counterproliferation ac- 
tivities. 

Section 1201(c) would authorize in addition 
to funds otherwise available, funding of 
$30,159,000 for fiscal year 1995 for the purposes 
of conducting Counterproliferation activi- 
ties. 

TITLE XIII—ACQUISITION REFORM 


Sec. 1301. Amendment to research 
authorities 


This proposed language amends Section 
2358 of title 10, as amended by Section 827 of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1994, essentially to delete “other 
transactions" as a type of instrument that 
may be unqualifiedly used for all research 
and development. The Department believes 
that the unique authority to enter into 
"other transactions," granted by Congress 
under 10 U.S.C. $2371, was intended to pro- 
vide à specialized authority primarily for ad- 
vanced research purposes. This authority 
should not, at this time, be broadened to 
apply to  Department-wide development 
projects. 

Other, clarifying language changes are also 
proposed. For example, the authority of sec- 
tion 2371 would be extended to apply to the 
Secretaries of the military departments and 
such other elements of the Department of 
Defense as the Secretary of Defense may des- 
ignate. However, the authority of subsection 
(d) to establish separate accounts on the 
Treasury books has been deleted because, 
under the broadened statute, it could lead to 
& proliferation of such accounts. Instead, 
proposed subsection (b)2) would provide au- 
thority to credit such reimbursements to ap- 
plicable appropriations. 

This proposed language also makes a cor- 
responding amendment to section 2371 of 
title 10, United States Code, to reinstate 
"other transactions“ and cooperative 
agreements" as the sole types of instruments 
that may be used to implement the author- 
ity of section 2371, including its unique au- 
thority to merge funds. 


Sec. 1302. Amendment of acquisition laws 
relating to industrial mobilization 


Section 1302 amends a newly-created stat- 
ue, section 2373 of title 10, United States 
Code, relating to procurement for experi- 
mental purposes, The newly-created statute 
had consolidated and modernized previously 
existing Army and Air Force unique authori- 
ties at sections 4504 and 9504 of title 10. 
Under those prior statutory sections, these 
services had authority to procure limited 
items on a experimental basis, with or with- 
out competitive bidding when not purchased 
in quantity. When enacted in the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
1994, however, this competition exception 
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was deleted. To ensure that the new, consoli- 
dated statute remains coextensive with these 
prior, service-specific authorities that were 
the basis for the new statute, the proposed 
amendment reinstates the competition ex- 
ception. 

Section 2538 of title 19, United States Code, 
authorizes the President, through the Sec- 
retary of Defense, to order the production of 
necessary products or materials and to take 
possession of plants required for the produc- 
tion of arms, ammunition, or necessary sup- 
plies for the armed forces during time of war 
or when war is imminent. Section 1302(b) 
would amend a newly enacted authority to 
sell to add “rent” as a method of disposition 
and to provide that the government shall ne- 
gotiate for the appropriate disposition of re- 
sultant data when it makes available the use 
of test facilities to private entities. Section 
1302(d) would amend sections 2538 (a) and (c) 
to expand the President's authority to act 
through the head of any department, includ- 
ing civilian agencies. 

Sec. 1303. Disposition of naval vessels 

Current statutory provisions at 10 U.S.C. 
7304, 7305, 7307, 7308, and 7309 provide author- 
ity for the disposition of naval vessels. Spe- 
cifically, under current law: 

Section 7304 provides that the Secretary of 
the Navy shall designate boards of naval offi- 
cers to examine naval vessels at least every 
three years, and recommend which, if any, 
shall be found unfit for service and stricken 
from the Naval Vessel Register. 

Section 7305 provides that the Secretary of 
the Navy shall appraise stricken vessels. 
When in the national interest, the Secretary 
is directed to offer the vessel for sale. A de- 
tailed advertisement and bid procedure is to 
be utilized when offering such vessels for 
sale. That procedure requires a three month 
advertisement period, a 10% of bid deposit, 
other manner or for less than the appraised 
value unless the President directs in writing. 
These provisions do not apply to vessels 
whose disposition is authority by the federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act. 

Section 7306 provides that the Secretary of 
the Navy, with presidential approval, may 
use any stricken vessel for experimental pur- 
poses when in the best interests of the U.S. 
The Secretary must carry out such stripping 
of the vessel as is practicable before use for 
experimental purposes, with stripping pro- 
ceeds credited to applicable appropriations. 

Section 7307 provides that notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, no battleship, 
aircraft carrier, cruiser, destroyer or sub- 
marine may be sold, transferred, or other- 
wise disposed of unless the chief of Naval Op- 
erations certifies that it is not essential to 
the national defense. It further provides 
that, after August 5, 1974, no vessel in excess 
of 3,000 tons or less than 20 years of age may 
be sold or otherwise disposed of to another 
nation unless such disposition has been ap- 
proved by law. It also provides that, after 
August 5, 1974, any other type of naval vessel 
may be sold or otherwise disposed of to a for- 
eign nation only after notification to the 
Senate and House Armed Services Commit- 
tees and after expiration of 30 days continu- 
ous session of the Congress. 

Section 7308 provides that, subject to cer- 
tain provision in the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949, the Sec- 
retary of the Navy may transfer by gift or 
under such terms as the Secretary pre- 
Scribes, any obsolete, condemned or captured 
naval vessel to any State, Territory, Com- 
monwealth or U.S. possession, any municipal 
corporation or political subdivision thereof, 
the District of Columbia or any non-profit or 
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not for profit entity. Each transfer agree- 
ment must provide that the transfer shall be 
without cost to the government and that the 
vessel will be maintained in a condition sat- 
isfactory to the Navy. The section also con- 
tains a 60 day congressional notice require- 
ment. 

Section 1303 consolidates these previously 
existing authorities relating to disposition of 
naval vessels. With the exception of a redun- 
dant congressional notification period in 10 
U.S.C. 7307 (the same notification is obtained 
by numerous other statutes), the proposal 
retains the substance of the prior authorities 
in their entirety. It also adds an indem- 
nification requirement. 

Sec. 1304. Contract for fuel storage and 
management 

This section makes a technical language 
change to an authority to contract for the 
storage or management of liquid fuels or 
natural gas. By making the authority dis- 
junctive, the agency may contract for either 
item separately.e 


By Mr. BUMPERS (by request): 

S. 2060. A bill to amend the Small 
Business Act; to the Committee on 
Small Business. 

By Mr. BUMPERS (for himself 
and Mr. HATFIELD) (by request): 

S. 2061. A bill to amend the Small 
Business Investment Act of 1958 to per- 
mit prepayment of debentures issued 
by State and local development compa- 
nies; to the Committee on Small Busi- 
ness. 


SMALL BUSINESS LEGISLATION 
è Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing two administration 
bills concerning Small Business Ad- 
ministration programs. The first reau- 
thorizes and significantly increases 
several SBA lending programs and 
makes other changes to the Small 
Business Act to implement the Presi- 
dent's fiscal year 1995 budget request. 

The second bill would permit borrow- 
ers who have been funded with the pro- 
ceeds of debentures guaranteed under 
section 503 of the Small Business In- 
vestment Act to prepay principal and 
interest with a reduced prepayment 
penalty. The section 503 program pro- 
vides long term capital for plant and 
equipment investments. The Presi- 
dent’s fiscal year 1995 budget contains 
$30 million for the purpose of relieving 
the prepayment penalties of 503 bor- 
rowers. 

I applaud the administration’s efforts 
to strengthen SBA’s programs, and to 
relieve the onerous prepayment pen- 
alties on 503 borrowers. However, the 
bills contain some provisions which 
warrant close examination by the Com- 
mittee on Small Business. One such ex- 
ample is the proposal to return the 
funding of the 504 program to the Fed- 
eral Financing Bank. This proposal 
contradicts a policy which has been in 
place legislatively since 1986 and which 
was enacted as a significant cost-sav- 
ings measure. 

These bills provide an important step 
in the reauthorization process of SBA's 
major programs, which provide finan- 
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cial, procurement and business devel- 
opment assistance to the Nation's 
small businesses. The committee has 
already held several hearings on some 
of SBA’s key programs. Later this 
month, the committee plans to hold a 
hearing on the 504 program and the 
issue of 503 prepayment penalties. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the bills be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bills 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2060 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That this Act may be 
cited as the ‘‘Small Business Administration 
Amendments of 1994.“ 

TITLE I 


SECTION 101. Section "(m)X1XB) of the 
Small Business Act is amended by adding the 
words “, a lender or alliance of lenders" after 
the word Administration“, and by adding 
after the word intermediaries“ in clause (i) 
thereof the following phrase “provided how- 
ever, that the Administration may make in 
its sole discretion up to 100 percent deferred 
participation loans to ten intermediaries 
which will be located in urban areas and ten 
intermediaries which will be located in rural 
areas.“ 

SEC. 102. Section 7(m)(7) of the Small Busi- 
ness Act is amended by deleting the number 
“50” from subparagraph (B) thereof, and re- 
placing it with the number ‘'140"’, and by de- 
leting the period at the end thereof and add- 
ing the phrase: provided that no more than 
200 total microloan programs may be fund- 
ed", and by deleting subparagraph (C) there- 
of and inserting in lieu thereof: (C) In no 
case shall a State receive more than $5 mil- 
lion to fund all microloan programs con- 
ducted in the State.” 

SEC. 103. Section 7(mX3XC) of the Small 
Business Act is amended by replacing the 
number ‘'$1,250,000" with the number 
81.750.000“. 

SEC. 104. Section 7(mX3XF) of the Small 
Business Act is amended by adding after the 
phrase 10 years" in clause (i) the following: 
"with the first five years of any deferred par- 
ticipation loan being a revolving line of cred- 
it on which only monthly payments of inter- 
est will be required and the balance amor- 
tized over the second five year period, with 
equal monthly payments of principal and in- 
terest”; and by revising clause (ii) to read as 
follows: (Ii) APPLICABLE INTEREST RATES— 
Exception as provided in clause (iii), loans 
made by the Administration under this sub- 
section to an intermediary shall bear an in- 
terest rate equal to the rate of interest on 
comparable five year obligations of the Unit- 
ed States Treasury. 

TITLE II 

SEc. 201. Section 7(a)(2)(B)(iv) of the Small 
Business Act is amended to read as follows: 
. . . (iv) not more than 90 percent of the fi- 
nancing outstanding at the time of disburse- 
ment if such financing is an extension or a 
revolving line of credit made under para- 
graph (14) and not less than 90 percent of the 
financing outstanding at the time of dis- 
bursement if such financing is à loan under 
paragraph (16).“ 

SEC. 202. Section 7(a)(14) of the Small Busi- 
ness Act is amended to read as follows: 

(14) (A) The Administration under this sub- 
section may provide extensions, specifically 
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including guarantees of standby letters of 
credit and revolving lines of credit for export 
purposes, and financings to enable small 
business concerns, including small business 
export trading companies and small business 
export management companies, to develop 
foreign markets. A bank or participating 
lending institution may establish such rate 
of interest on extensions, revolving lines of 
credit and financings made under this para- 
graph as may be legal and reasonable." 

SEC. 208. Section 7(a)(3)(B) of the Small 
Business Act is amended to read as follows: 
„. . if the total amount outstanding and 
committed (on a deferred basis) solely for 
the purposes provided in paragraph (16) to 
the borrower from the Business Guaranteed 
Loan Financing Account established by this 
Act would exceed $1,000,000 such amount to 
be in addition to any financing solely for 
working capital, supplies, or revolving lines 
of credit for export purposes up to a maxi- 
mum of $750,000; Provided, however that in 
no event my be aggregate amount outstand- 
ing and committed by the Administration 
under this subsection exceed $1,250,000 . . ." 

TITLE III 

Sec. 301. Section 8(b) (2), (3) and (4) of the 

Small Business Act are amended by inserting 


the words “and other" after the word 
"small" wherever it appears. 
TITLE IV 


SEc. 401. Section 28[2)(g) of the Small Busi- 
ness Act is deleted and in its place the fol- 
lowing is substituted: 

"(g) There is established within the Ad- 
ministration an Office of Women's Business 
Ownership which shall be responsible for the 
administration under the supervision by the 
Administration of all authority conferred by 
this section. Such Office shall be headed by 
a director who shall be appointed by the Ad- 
ministrator.“ 

TITLE V 


SEC. 501. Section 8(b)(1)(A) of the Small 
Business Act is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following sentence: Not- 
withstanding any other provision of law, the 
authority provided by this subparagraph 
shall remain available until expressly re- 
pealed." 

SEC. 502. Section 411(a)(3) of the Small 
Business Investment Act of 1958 is amended 
by adding the following sentence at the end 
thereof: "Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, the authority granted by this 
paragraph shall remain available until ex- 
pressly repealed." 

SEC. 503. Section 5(bX8) of the Small Busi- 
ness Act is amended by deleting the words 
not in excess of six months“. 

SEC. 504. The second sentence of Section 
132 of Public Law 100—656 is repealed. 

SEC. 505. Section 4(c) of the Small Business 
Act is amended to read as follows: 

"(cK1) There is hereby established in the 
Treasury one Loan Liquidation Fund. All re- 
payment of loans and debentures, payments 
of interest, and other receipts arising out of 
transactions entered into by the Administra- 
tion pursuant to Sections 5(e), 5(g), 7(a), 7(b), 
(c2), 7(e), 7(h), 70), T(m), and 8(a) of this 
Act, and Titles III, IV, and V of the Small 
Business Investment Act of 1958, prior to Oc- 
tober 1, 1991, shall be paid into such Loan 
Fund Liquidating Account. Balances existing 
in those revolving funds, as in effect imme- 
diately prior to the effective date of this 
paragraph, shall be transferred into such 
Loan Liquidation Fund. This Loan Liquida- 
tion Fund shall have available, without fis- 
cal year limitation, such funds as are nec- 
essary to finance its operational needs. 


9040 


(2) The Administration shall submit to the 
Committees on Small Business and Appro- 
priations of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives, as soon as possible after the 
beginning of each fiscal year, a full and com- 
plete report on the status of the Loan Liq- 
uidation Fund established pursuant to para- 
graph (1)." 

SEC. 506. Section 4(c)(5)(B)(ii) of the Small 
Business Act is amended to read as follows: 

* (11) The Administration shall pay into the 
miscellaneous receipts of the Treasury fol- 
lowing the close of each fiscal year, the ac- 
tual interest it collects during that fiscal 
year on all financings made under the au- 
thority of this Act.” 

SEC. 507. Section 3(a)(2) of the Small Busi- 

ness Act is amended to read as follows: 
*. . . (2) In addition to the criteria specified 
in paragraph (1) the Administrator may 
specify detailed definitions or standards for 
example, by number of employees or dollar 
volume of business, by which a business con- 
cern is to be recognized as a small business 
concern for the purposes of this Act or any 
other Act. Unless specifically authorized by 
statute, the Secretary of a department or 
the head of a Federal agency, other than the 
Administrator of the Small Business Admin- 
istration, may not prescribe for the use of 
such department or agency a size standard 
for categorizing a business concern as a 
small business concern, unless such proposed 
size standard— 

(A) is being proposed after an opportunity 
for public notice and comment; 

(B) provides for determining, over a period 
of not less than 3 years— 

(i) the size of a manufacturing concern as 
measured by its average employment based 
upon employment during each of the con- 
cern's pay periods for the preceding com- 
pleted twelve calendar months; or 

(ii) the size of a concern providing services 
on basis of the annual average gross receipts 
of the concern over a period of not less than 
three years; and 

(C) is approved by the Administrator. 

(3) When establishing or approving any size 
Standard pursuant to paragraph (2), the Ad- 
ministrator shall consider variations in eco- 
nomic activity from industry to industry un- 
less the Administrator determines that size 
Standards should not vary in order to meet 
program needs.“ 

Sec. 508. Section 5(b) of the Small Business 
Act is amended by deleting the word “and” 
at the end of paragraph (10) thereof, by re- 
moving the. at the end of paragraph (11) 
thereof and replacing it with, and" and (b) 
adding a new paragraph (12) which reads as 
follows:. . . (12) to impose reasonable fees 
to be charged in connection with applica- 
tions for assistance, and the provision of as- 
sistance under this Act and the Small Busi- 
ness Investment Act of 1958 and to retain 
such fees to offset the costs of administra- 
tion of such assistance.” 

Sec. 509. Section 8(b) of the Small Business 
Act is amended by deleting the word and“ 
at the end of paragraph (15), by striking the 
period at the end of paragraph 8(b)(16) and 
replacing it with '; and", and by adding a 
rr paragraph 8(b)(17) which reads as fol- 
ows: 

. . . (17) to charge and collect such fees as 
may be necessary to cover all costs associ- 
ated with the production and dissemination 
of information of compilations of informa- 
tion produced by the Administration under 
the authority of the Small Business Act and 
the Small Business Investment Act of 1958, 
and to retain such fees and utilize such fees 
to offset the costs of production and dissemi- 
nation of such compilations of information." 
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TITLE VI 


SEC. 601. Sections 20(k) through 20(p) of the 
Small Business Act are repealed and the fol- 
lowing is substituted in their place: 

(k) The following program levels are au- 
thorized for fiscal year 1995: 

(1) For the programs authorized by this 
Act, the Administration is authorized to 
make $13,910,000,000 in deferred participation 
loans and other financings; and of such sum, 
the Administration is authorized to make 
$11,500,000,000 in general business loans as 
provided in section 7(a), $110,000,000 in loans 
as provided in section 7(m), and $2,300,000,000 
in financings as provided in section 7(a)(13) 
and section 504 of the Small Business Invest- 
ment Act of 1958. 

(2) For the programs authorized by title III 
of the Small Business Investment Act of 
1958, the Administration is authorized to 
make $23,000,000 in purchases of preferred 
Stock, $275,000,000 in guarantees of deben- 
tures of which $65,000,000 is authorized for 
guarantees of debentures of companies oper- 
ating pursuant to section 301(d) of such Act, 
&nd $550,000,000 in guarantees of participat- 
ing securities. 

(3) For the programs authorized by part B 
of title IV of the Small Business Investment 
Act of 1958, the Administration is authorized 
to enter into guarantees not to exceed 
$2,000,000,000. 

(1) There are authorized to be appropriated 
to the Administration for fiscal year 1995 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
subsection (k), including salaries and ex- 
penses of the Administration. 

(m) The following program levels are au- 
thorized for fiscal year 1996: 

(1) For the programs authorized by this 
Act, the Administration is authorized to 
make $17,475,000,000 in deferred participation 
loans and other financings; and of such sum, 
the Administration is authorized to make 
$13,500,000,000 in general business loans as 
provided in section 7(a), $175,000,000 in loans 
as provided in section 7(m), and $3,800,000,000 
in financings as provided in section 7(a)(13) 
and section 504 of the Small Business Invest- 
ment Act of 1958. 

(2) For the programs authorized by title III 
of the Small Business Investment Act of 
1958, the Administration is authorized to 
make $24,000,000 in purchases of preferred 
Stock, $320,000,000 in guarantees of deben- 
tures of which $70,000,000 is authorized for 
guarantees of debentures of companies oper- 
ating pursuant to section 301(d) of such Act, 
and $1,100,000,000 in guarantees of participat- 
ing securities. 

(3) For the programs authorized by part B 
of title IV of the Small Business Investment 
Act of 1958, the Administration is authorized 
to enter into guarantees not to exceed 
$2,000,000,000. 

(n) There are authorized to be appropriated 
to the Administration for fiscal year 1996, 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
subsection (m), including salaries and ex- 
penses of the Administration. 

(o) The following program levels are au- 
thorized for fiscal year 1997: 

(1) For the programs authorized by this 
Act, the Administration is authorized to 
make $21,450,000,000 in deferred participation 
loans and other financings; and of such sum, 
the Administration is authorized to make 
$15,500,000,000 in general business loans as 
provided in section 7(a), $250,000,000 in loans 
as provided in section 7(m), and $5,700,000,000 
in financings as provided in section 7(a)(13) 
and section 504 of the Small Business Invest- 
ment Act of 1958. 

(2) For the programs authorized by title III 
of the Small Business Investment Act of 
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1958, the Administration is authorized to 
make $25,000,000 in purchases of deferred 
stock, $385,000,000 in guarantees of deben- 
tures of which $75,500,000 is authorized for 
guarantees of debentures of companies oper- 
ating pursuant to section 301(d) of such Act, 
and $1,700,000,000 in guarantees of participat- 
ing securities. 

(3) For the programs authorized by part B 
of title IV of the Small Business Investment 
Act of 1958, the Administration is authorized 
to enter into guarantees not to exceed 
$2,000,000,000. 

(p) There are authorized to be appropriated 
to the Administration for fiscal year 1997, 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
subsection (0), including salaries and ex- 
penses of the Administration." 


S. 2061 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. Prepayment of Development Company 
Debentures. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Title V of the Small Busi- 
ness Investment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 695, et 
seq.), is amended by adding at the end the 
following new section: 


“SEC. 507. Prepayment of Development Company De- 
bentures. 


„(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) If the requirements 
of subsection (b) are met and subject to the 
availability of appropriations, the issuer of a 
debenture purchased by the Federal Financ- 
ing Bank and guaranteed by the Administra- 
tion under section 503 may, at the election of 
the borrower whose loan secures such deben- 
ture and with the approval of the Adminis- 
tration, prepay such debenture by paying to 
the Federal Financing Bank, the amount 
that is equal to the sum of the unpaid prin- 
cipal balance due on the débenture on the 
date of the prepayment (plus accrued inter- 
est at the coupon rate on the debenture) and 
the amount of the repurchase premium de- 
scribed in paragraph (20A). The Administra- 
tion shall pay to the Federal Financing Bank 
the difference between the repurchase pre- 
mium paid by the issuer of the debenture 
under this subsection and the repurchase 
premium that the Federal Financing Bank 
would otherwise have received. 

(ANNA) The amount of the repurchase pre- 
mium described in this paragraph is the 
product of— 

(1) the unpaid principal balance due on the 
debenture on the date of prepayment; 

(ii) the interest rate of the debenture; and 

(iii) the factor 'P', as determined under 
subparagraph (B). 

(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A) (iii), 
the factor 'P' means the applicable percent 
determined in accordance with the following 
table: 


Applicable percent 
Year in which — of 
debenture is made date 10-year 15-year 20-year 25-year 
of original issuance) term term term 
loan loan loan loan 
1.00 100 100 1.00 
80 85 E E] 
,50 E] .80 E] 
AO 55 10 16 
20 A0 0 68 
0 25 E 60 
0 10 40 52 
0 0 30 A 
0 0 20 36 
0 0 10 28 
0 0 0 20 
0 0 0 12 
0 0 0 M 
0 0 0 0 


“(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The requirements of 
this subsection are met if— 
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(1) the debenture is outstanding and nei- 
ther the loan that secures the debenture nor 
the debenture is in default on the date the 
prepayment is made; 

(2) state or personal funds, which may in- 
clude refinancing under the programs au- 
thorized by sections 504 and 505 of this Act 
are used to prepay the debenture; and 

(3) the issuer certifies that the benefits, 
net of fees and expenses authorized herein, 
associated with prepayment of the debenture 
are entirely passed through to the borrower. 

(c) No fees or penalties other than those 
specified in this section may be imposed as a 
condition of such prepayment against the is- 
suer or the borrower, or the Administration 
or any fund or account administered by the 
Administration, except as provided in this 
Act. 

(d) The refinancing of debentures author- 
ized by paragraph (b)(2) of this section under 
section 504 of this Act shall be limited to 
only such amounts as are needed to prepay 
existing debentures and shall be subject to 
all of the other provisions of sections 504 and 
505 of this Act and the rules and regulations 
of the Administration promulgated there- 
under, including, but not limited to, rules 
and regulations government payment of au- 
thorized expenses and commissions, fees and 
discounts to brokers and dealers in trust cer- 
tificates issued pursuant to section 505; pro- 
vided, however, that no applicant for refi- 
nancing under section 504 of this Act need 
demonstrate that a requisite number of jobs 
will be created with the proceeds of such re- 
financing." 

SEC. 2. (a) The provisions of this Act are 
exercisable at the option of the borrower. 

(b) Any new credit or spending authority 
provided for in this act is subject to amounts 
provided in advance in appropriations Acts. 

(c) There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
the provisions of this Act. 

(d) Within 30 days of the effective date of 
this Act, the Administration shall promul- 
gate such regulations as are necessary, in- 
cluding establishing an order of priority to 
accomplish the provisions of this Act. 

(e) Subsection 504(b) of this Act is hereby 
repealed, and subsection 504(a) is renumbered 
as section 504, and paragraphs (1) through (3) 
of subsection 504(a) are renumbered as sub- 
sections 504(a) through (c).e 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with the chairman of 
the Small Business Committee, Sen- 
ator BUMPERS, in cosponsoring impor- 
tant legislation that he is introducing 
today at the request of the administra- 
tion. Last year at this time, I intro- 
duced very similar legislation, S. 737, 
to assist several thousand small busi- 
nesses that are unable to refinance 
high interest loans under the Small 
Business Administration [SBA] Section 
503 Loan Program because of the enor- 
mously high prepayment penalties at- 
tached to these loans. I would like to 
commend this administration for fo- 
cusing on this issue and for offering to 
work with those of us who have been 
pushing for a solution for the past sev- 
eral years. 

Because I have concerns about cer- 
tain provisions of the bill we are intro- 
ducing today, my cosponsorship should 
not be construed as a total endorse- 
ment of this proposal. However, I have 
confidence that these issues will be 
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closely examined both during a hearing 
that Chairman BUMPERS will hold in 
the Small Business Committee, and 
separately during debate in the Appro- 
priations Committee when we consider 
the President's budget request for $30 
million to begin fixing this problem. 

The vast majority of new job cre- 
ation in the United States occurs in 
our small businesses. The prepayment 
penalties of the 503 Program have had 
the effect of blocking the ability of 
many companies to add to much need- 
ed economic expansion in our country. 
These are businesses that are already 
operating and ready to grow. We should 
take advantage of this opportunity to 
allow them to grow by continuing to 
work in a bipartisan manner to see this 
problem finally put to rest. 


By Mr. INOUYE: 

S. 2062. A bill to amend the Federal 
Meat Inspection Act and the Poultry 
Products Inspection Act to permit the 
movement in interstate commerce of 
meat, meat food products, and poultry 
products that satisfy State inspection 
requirements that are at least equal to 
Federal inspection standards, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

MEAT AND POULTRY PRODUCTS INSPECTION 

AMENDMENTS OF 1994 
e Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing a bill to resolve an 
issue of fairness which has existed 
since 1967 and made more egregious by 
passage of the North American Free- 
Trade Agreement. 

In 1967, the Meat Inspection Act of 
1906 was amended by the Wholesale 
Meat Act and renamed the Federal 
Meat Inspection Act. In addition to 
other changes, the State—Federal Co- 
operative Inspection Program was es- 
tablished, which required State inspec- 
tion programs to be at least equal to 
the Federal Inspection Program, and 
that products receiving State inspec- 
tion are solely for distribution within 
such State. The 1968 Wholesome Poul- 
try Product Act which amended the 
Poultry Products Inspection Act, ex- 
tended the same provisions to poultry 
inspection. 

The acts, while stressing the need for 
cooperation between Federal and State 
authorities, give the United States De- 
partment of Agriculture [USDA] clear 
responsibility for setting a national 
standard for meat and poultry inspec- 
tion. USDA is required to monitor 
State programs and to assume direct 
responsibility at State plants when a 
State fails to develop or effectively en- 
force inspection requirements at least 
equal to those under the acts. 

USDA’s Food Safety and Inspection 
Service [FSIS] certifies that each 
State inspection program is equal to 
Federal inspection requirements. This 
is accomplished by FSIS review of 
State performance plans, feedback 
from inspection operations field super- 
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visors, and documents submitted with 
annual reports. The annual State per- 
formance plan is evaluated for equal to 
status and is very comprehensive. The 
plan includes a review of State laws, 
State regulations, funding, and finan- 
cial accountability, resource manage- 
ment—staffing, training, program oper- 
ations—facilities and equipment, labels 
and standards, in-plant reviews/en- 
forcement, specialty programs, and 
laboratories. 

FSIS has been conducting the equal 
to review since passage of the acts in 
1967 and 1968. Since that time, the 
agency has never found that a State in- 
spection program should be discon- 
tinued due to inadequacies in its in- 
spection program. In those instances 
where States have chosen to dis- 
continue their State inspection pro- 
grams, they have cited budgetary rea- 
sons rather than public health and 
safety reasons. 

The mission of State meat and poul- 
try programs is to provide the 
consumer with a wholesome, unadul- 
terated product that is properly labeled 
and safe. The programs exist to protect 
the public’s health. That is why State 
inspection programs currently inspect 
nonamenable products which are not 
regulated by the Federal inspection 
program. Nonamenable products—such 
as deer, buffalo, squad, and pheasant— 
that are inspected by a State-inspected 
facility are allowed to be transported 
across State lines. These shipments 
have been allowed for quite some time 
with little or no evidence of any risk to 
the consuming public. 

Food safety is clearly the major issue 
to be considered in any discussion of an 
inspection system. Experience with 
interstate shipment of State-inspected 
nonamenable products provides support 
for my view that permitting interstate 
shipment of State-inspected meat and 
poultry can be consistent with a high 
level of public health and food safety. 

While the acts require all State meat 
and poultry inspection programs to be 
at least equal to Federal standards, 
they prohibit the sale of the product in 
interstate commerce. This prohibition 
is a matter of fairness with domestic 
and foreign dimensions. First, most of 
the State-inspected plants are small 
businesses who suffer the economic 
consequences of prohibitions which 
provide an unfair marketing advantage 
to larger firms with federally inspected 
plants. Consumers often lose in these 
instances since the products inspected 
in State-inspected facilities often are 
low-volume specialty products not eco- 
nomically viable for larger operations. 

Second, when Congress passed the 
North American Free-Trade Agreement 
[NAFTA], Mexican-inspected meat and 
poultry products were permitted to be 
shipped into the United States and 
move interstate as long as the Mexican 
inspection program is equal to United 
States Federal standards. It is only fair 
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that the Congress now provide small 
businessowners in the United States 
the same opportunity the Congress af- 
forded to firms from Mexico. 

The prohibition of interstate ship- 
ment of State-inspected meat and poul- 
try is the only such prohibition of any 
State-inspected food product. This pro- 
hibition disrupts that free flow of trade 
and precludes the ability of American 
small businesses to compete with larg- 
er domestic firms and Mexican export- 
ers. 

Mr. President, this legislation is sup- 
ported by a number of organizations in- 
cluding the American Farm Bureau 
Federation, the American Association 
of Meat Processors, the Food Market- 
ing Institute, the National Association 
of State Departments of Agriculture, 
the National Association of State Meat 
and Food Inspection Directors, and the 
National Grange. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
correcting a gross inequity in the 
interstate commerce of meat and poul- 
try products. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill and a 
summary be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2062 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Meat and 
Poultry Products Inspection Amendments of 
1994". 

SEC. 2. FEDERAL AND STATE COOPERATION 


UNDER THE FEDERAL MEAT INSPEC- 
TION ACT. 

(a) REMOVAL OF INTRASTATE DISTRIBUTION 
LIMITATION.— Section 301(a)(1) of the Federal 
Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 661(a)1)) is 
amended by striking solely for distribution 
within such State", 

(b) USE OF STATE INSPECTORS.—Section 
301(a) of such Act (21 U.S.C. 661(a)) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following new 

aph: 

"(5) In addition to appointing inspectors 
under section 21, the Secretary may enter 
into an agreement with a State or the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to utilize an officer or em- 
ployee of the State or the District of Colum- 
bia to conduct any examination, investiga- 
tion, or inspection authorized under this 
Act, if the Secretary determines that it is 
practicable for the examination, investiga- 
tion, or inspection to be so conducted.”’. 

(c) TERMINATION OF DESIGNATION OF STATE 
AS SUBJECT TO FEDERAL INSPECTION FOR 
INTRASTATE DISTRIBUTION.—Section 301(c)(3) 
of such Act (21 U.S.C. 661(c)(3)) is amended by 
striking, with respect to the operations 
and transactions within such State which 
are regulated under subparagraph (1), he" 
and inserting ''with respect to each estab- 
lishment within the jurisdiction of the State 
that does not operate under Federal inspec- 
tion under title I and at which any cattle, 
sheep, swine, goat, or equine is slaughtered, 
or the carcass of the animal, or a part or 
product of the carcass of the animal, is pre- 
pared, for use as human food, and with re- 
spect to the distribution of each carcass, 
part of a carcass, meat, or meat food product 
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of the animal within the State, the Sec- 
retary”. 

(d) EXPANSION OF STATE INSPECTION AU- 
THORITY.—Section 301 of such Act (21 U.S.C. 
661) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub- 
section (e); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

*(d)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
a carcass, part Of a carcass, meat, or meat 
food product of a cattle, sheep, swine, goat, 
or equine prepared under State inspection in 
& State (other than a State designated under 
subsection (c)) in compliance with the meat 
inspection law of the State shall be eligible 
for sale or transportation in interstate com- 
merce, and for entry into and use in the 
preparation of a product in an establishment 
at which Federal inspection is maintained 
under title I, in the same manner and to the 
same extent as a product prepared at the es- 
tablishment. 

(2) A State-inspected article described in 
paragraph (1), and a federally inspected arti- 
cle prepared (in whole or in part) from the 
State-inspected article— 

„A) shall not be eligible for sale or trans- 
portation in foreign commerce; and 

“(B) shall be separated at all times from 
all other federally inspected articles in a fed- 
erally inspected establishment that engages 
in the preparation, sale, or transportation of 
carcasses, parts of carcasses, meat, or meat 
food products, for foreign commerce. 

(3) Each carcass, part of a carcass, meat, 
or meat food product that is inspected in a 
program of inspection in a State (other than 
a State designated under subsection (c)) pur- 
suant to State law shall be identified as so 
inspected only by an official mark that iden- 
tifies the State and is of such design as the 
State shall prescribe. A federally inspected 
article prepared (in whole or in part) from 
the State-inspected article shall be identi- 
fied as so inspected only by the same official 
mark as is prescribed by the Secretary for an 
article slaughtered or prepared under title I. 

(4) Except as provided in paragraph (5), 
the operator of an establishment operated 
under Federal or State inspection who wish- 
es to transfer to State or Federal inspection, 
as the case may be, may do so only as of Oc- 
tober 1 of any year. The transfer shall occur 
only if— 

"(A) the operator provides written notice 
of the intention to transfer to both inspec- 
tion agencies at least 180 days in advance of 
the date referred to in the preceding sen- 
tence; and 

"(B) the Secretary determines that the 
transfer will effectuate the purposes set 
forth in section 2 and will not adversely af- 
fect the stability of the total State and Fed- 
eral inspection systems. 

"(5) The Secretary may permit the opera- 
tor of an establishment to transfer from 
State to Federal inspection at any time if 
the operator presents clear and convincing 
evidence to the Secretary that the establish- 
ment intends to, and will be able to, engage 
in foreign commerce to a substantial extent 
in a manner that would require Federal in- 
spection. 

*(6) As used in this subsection, the term 
‘interstate commerce’ means commerce be- 
tween States or between a State and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia.“. 

(e) PROHIBITION ON ADDITIONAL OR DIF- 
FERENT STATE REQUIREMENTS.—Section 408 of 
such Act (21 U.S.C. 678) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“SEC. 408. PROHIBITION ON ADDITIONAL OR DIF- 
FERENT STATE REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO ESTAB- 

LISHMENTS.— 
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“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), a State or Territory or the 
District of Columbia may not impose a re- 
quirement within the scope of this Act with 
respect to the premises, facility, or oper- 
ation of an establishment at which inspec- 
tion is provided under title I that is in addi- 
tion to, or different than, a requirement 
under this Act. 

"(2) RECORDKEEPING REQUIREMENTS.—A 
State or Territory or the District of Colum- 
bia may impose a recordkeeping or other re- 
quirement within the scope of section 202, if 
the requirement is consistent with such sec- 
tion, with respect to an establishment. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO MARKING, 
LABELING, PACKAGING, AND INGREDIENTS.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), a State or Territory or the 
District of Columbia may not impose a 
marking, labeling, packaging, or ingredient 
requirement that is in addition to, or dif- 
ferent than, a requirement under this Act 
with respect to an article prepared at an es- 
tablishment under Federal inspection in ac- 
cordance with title I or with respect to an 
article prepared for commerce at à State-in- 
spected establishment in accordance with 
section 301(d). 

(02) CONCURRENT JURISDICTION.—A State or 
territory or the District of Columbia may, 
consistent with this Act, exercise concurrent 
jurisdiction with the Secretary over an arti- 
cle distributed in commerce or otherwise 
subject to this Act, for the purpose of pre- 
venting the distribution for use as human 
food of an article that is not in compliance 
with this Act and is outside of a federally or 
State-inspected establishment, or in the case 
of an imported article, that is not at such an 
establishment, after the entry of the article 
into the United States. 

"(c) EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS.—This Act 
shall not preclude a State or Territory or the 
District of Columbia from imposing a re- 
quirement or taking any other action, con- 
sistent with this Act, with respect to an area 
regulated under this Act that is not referred 
to in this section.“. 

SEC. 3. FEDERAL AND STATE COOPERATION 
UNDER THE POULTRY PRODUCTS IN- 
SPECTION ACT. 

(a) REMOVAL OF INTRASTATE DISTRIBUTION 
LIMITATION.—Section 5(a)(1) of the Poultry 
Products Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 454(a)(1)) 
is amended by striking solely for distribu- 
tion within such State". 

(b) USE OF STATE INSPECTORS.— Section 5(a) 
of such Act (21 U.S.C. 454(a)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

"(5) The Secretary may enter into an 
agreement with a State or the District of Co- 
lumbia to utilize an officer or employee of 
the State or the District of Columbia to con- 
duct any examination, investigation, or in- 
spection authorized under this Act, if the 
Secretary determines that it is practicable 
for the examination, investigation, or in- 
spection to be so conducted.“ 

(c) TERMINATION OF DESIGNATION OF STATE 
AS SUBJECT TO FEDERAL INSPECTION FOR 
INTRASTATE DISTRIBUTION.—Section 5(c)(3) of 
such Act (21 U.S.C. 454(c)(3)) is amended by 
striking , with respect to the operations 
and transactions within such State which 
are regulated under subparagraph (1) of this 
paragraph (c), he" and inserting ''with re- 
spect to each establishment within the juris- 
diction of the State that does not operate 
under Federal inspection under this Act and 
at which any poultry is slaughtered, or any 
poultry product is processed, for use as 
human food, and with respect to the dis- 
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tribution of each poultry product within the 
State, the Secretary”. 

(d) EXPANSION OF STATE INSPECTION AU- 
THORITY.—Section 5 of such Act (21 U.S.C. 
454) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub- 
section (e); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

"(d)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
a poultry product processed under State in- 
spection in a State (other than a State des- 
ignated under subsection (c)) in compliance 
with the poultry products inspection law of 
the State shall be eligible for sale or trans- 
portation in interstate commerce, and for 
entry into and use in the preparation of a 
product in an establishment at which Fed- 
eral inspection is maintained under this Act, 
in the same manner and to the same extent 
as a poultry product processed at the estab- 
lishment. A poultry product that complies 
with the poultry product inspection laws of 
the State (other than a State designated 
under subsection (o)) in which the product 
was processed shall be considered to comply 
with this Act. 

2) A State-inspected poultry product de- 
Scribed in paragraph (1), and a federally in- 
spected poultry product processed (in whole 
or in part) from the State-inspected poultry 
product— 

„(A) shall not be eligible for sale or trans- 
portation in foreign commerce; and 

„B) shall be separated at all times from 
all other federally inspected poultry prod- 
ucts in a federally inspected establishment 
that engages in the processing, sale, or 
transportation of poultry products for for- 
eign commerce. 

“(3) A poultry product that is inspected in 
a program of inspection in a State (other 
than a State designated under subsection (c)) 
pursuant to State law shall be identified as 
so inspected only by an official mark that 
identifies the State and is of such design as 
the State shall prescribe. A federally in- 
spected poultry product processed (in whole 
or in part) from a State-inspected poultry 
product shall be identified as so inspected 
only by the same official mark as is pre- 
scribed by the Secretary for a poultry prod- 
uct processed under this Act (other than this 
section or section 11). 

“(4) Except as provided in paragraph (5), 
the operator of an establishment operated 
under Federal or State inspection who wish- 
es to transfer to State or Federal inspection, 
as the case may be, may do so only as of Oc- 
tober 1 of any year. The transfer shall occur 
only if— 

(A) the operator provides written notice 
of the intention to transfer to both inspec- 
tion agencies at least 180 days in advance of 
the date referred to in the preceding sen- 
tence; and 

"(B) the Secretary determines that the 
transfer will effectuate the legislative policy 
Set forth in section 3 and will not adversely 
affect the stability of the total Federal and 
State inspection systems. 

"(5) The Secretary may permit the opera- 
tor of an establishment to transfer from 
State to Federal inspection at any time if 
the operator presents clear and convincing 
evidence to the Secretary that the establish- 
ment intends to, and will be able to, engage 
in foreign commerce to a substantial extent 
in a manner that would require Federal in- 
spection. 

(6) As used in this subsection, the term 
‘interstate commerce’ means commerce be- 
tween States or between a State and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia.“. 
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(e) PROHIBITION ON ADDITIONAL OR DIF- 
FERENT STATE REQUIREMENTS.—Section 23 of 
such Act (21 U.S.C. 467e) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“SEC. 23. PROHIBITION ON ADDITIONAL OR DIF- 
FERENT STATE REQUIREMENTS. 

"(a) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO ESTAB- 
LISHMENTS.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

ph (2), a State or territory or the Dis- 
trict of Columbia may not impose a require- 
ment within the scope of this Act with re- 
spect to the premises, facility, or operation 
of an official establishment, that is in addi- 
tion to, or different than, a requirement 
under this Act. 

"(2) RECORDKEEPING REQUIREMENTS.—A 
State or territory or the District of Colum- 
bia may impose a recordkeeping or other re- 
quirement within the scope of section 11(b), 
if the requirement is consistent with such 
section, with respect to an establishment. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO MARKING, 
LABELING, PACKAGING, AND INGREDIENTS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—A State or territory or 
the District of Columbia may not impose— 

“(A) except as provided in paragraph (2), a 
marking, labeling, packaging, or ingredient 
requirement that is in addition to, or dif- 
ferent than, a requirement under this Act 
with respect to an article prepared at an es- 
tablishment under Federal inspection in ac- 
cordance with this Act or with respect to an 
article prepared for commerce at a State-in- 
spected establishment in accordance with 
section 5(d); or 

B) any other storage or handling require- 
ment found by the Secretary to unduly 
interfere with the free flow of any poultry 
product in commerce. 

(2) CONCURRENT JURISDICTION.—A State or 
territory or the District of Columbia may, 
consistent with this Act, exercise concurrent 
jurisdiction with the Secretary over an arti- 
cle distributed in commerce or otherwise 
subject to this Act, for the purpose of pre- 
venting the distribution for use as human 
food of any article that is not in compliance 
with this Act and is outside of a federally or 
State-inspected establishment, or in the case 
of an imported article, that is not at such an 
establishment, after the entry of the article 
into the United States. 

*(c) EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS.—This Act 
shall not preclude a State or territory or the 
District of Columbia from imposing a re- 
quirement or taking any other action, con- 
sistent with this Act, with respect to an area 
regulated under this Act that is not referred 
to in this section.“. 


SUMMARY OF S. 2062 
SECTION 1 

Establishes the short title of the Act as the 
"Meat and Poultry Products Inspection 
Amendments of 1994.'* 

SECTION 2 

Allows State inspected meat products to be 
sold or transported in interstate commerce. 

Allows State inspected meat products to be 
used in the preparation of products processed 
in Federally inspected facilities. 

Continues the export prohibition of State 
inspected meat. 

Provides that transferring from Federal or 
State inspection to the other regulating 
body can only occur on October 1. 

Prohibits different labeling requirements 
on State inspected meat products which flow 
in interstate commerce from Federal label- 
ing requirements. 

SECTION 3 

Allows State inspected poultry products to 
be sold or transported in interstate com- 
merce. 
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Allows State inspected poultry products to 
be used in the preparation of products pro- 
ceed in Federally inspected facilities. 

Continues the export prohibition of State 
inspected poultry. 

Provides that transferring from Federal or 
State inspection to the other regulating 
body can only occur on October 1. 

Prohibits different labeling requirements 
on State inspected poultry products which 
flow in interstate commerce from Federal la- 
beling requirements.e 


By Mr. GORTON: 

S. 2063. A bill to amend the National 
Security Act of 1947 to provide for im- 
proved coordination of national coun- 
terintelligence policy, and for other 
purposes; to the Select Committee on 
Intelligence. 

NATIONAL COUNTERINTELLIGENCE REFORM ACT 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am in- 
troducing legislation today designed to 
improve significantly the framework 
for the coordination, integration, and 
review of the United States effort to 
counteract a continuing serious prob- 
lem of espionage by Americans and 
others. I believe that tnis legislation 
complements legislation already intro- 
duced by the chairman and vice chair- 
man of the Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence, S. 1948, the  Counterintel- 
ligence and Security Enhancements 
Act of 1994. 

In spite of a reordering of the world’s 
balance of power, espionage against the 
national security and industrial secu- 
rity interests of the United States con- 
tinues unabated. This espionage is 
being committed by current and former 
hostile nations, by some nations, 
friendly to the United States and by 
nongovernment entities operating in 
concert with their respective govern- 
ments. 

In the past 3 months, the country has 
been focused on the arrest of CIA em- 
ployee Aldrich Ames and his wife as an 
indication that espionage is alive and, 
unfortunately, well. While I do not in- 
tend to dwell on that case, I will note 
that the damage done by Mr. Ames is 
serious. In addition, efforts by the CIA 
and FBI to detect Mr. Ames have been 
uneven, not as well coordinated as I be- 
lieve were necessary and have taken 
too long to bring this case to conclu- 
sion. Nine years is unacceptable and re- 
flects serious flaws in our counterintel- 
ligence and security policies and capa- 
bilities. The Ames case is only one in- 
dication of the lack of full and early 
cooperation and sharing among the 
agencies most responsible for guarding 
the country against foreign espionage. 

During the 10-year period from 1974 
to 1983, there were 23 arrests for espio- 
nage against the United States. During 
the past 10 years, however that number 
has more than doubled with 51 arrests, 
45 of whom were American citizens who 
volunteered to sell classified informa- 
tion or who provided access to U.S. 
classified facilities for agents of for- 
eign governments. Nor was the Ames 
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case the first time a current or former 
CIA employee was arrested for espio- 
nage. In fact, Mr. Ames is the fifth cur- 
rent or former CIA employee arrested 
in the 10 years. 

The cooperation between the CIA and 
FBI on many of these was excellent. On 
others, the failure of one agency to 
provide full and early access to infor- 
mation or on establishing priorities de- 
layed arrest. 

The overall increase in espionage ar- 
rests may be explained by more aggres- 
sive counterespionage actions by the 
CIA and FBI. but the increase may also 
identify the ineffectiveness of aware- 
ness efforts, earlier detection and de- 
terrence. What is not known is the 
number of cases in which there was no 
arrest because of 

During counterintelligence hearings 
before the Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence, it became apparent that co- 
operation among the agencies—espe- 
cially the FBI and CIA—responsible for 
countering espionage, was totally inad- 
equate. In their Dear Colleague” let- 
ter requesting cosponsors for S. 1948, 
Senators DECONCINI and WARNER em- 
phasized that there has been a prob- 
lem between the CIA and the FBI in 
terms of their cooperation on counter- 
intelligence investigations." I would 
add to that by noting that this inad- 
equate cooperation on counterintel- 
ligence matters extends to the Depart- 
ment of Defense as well. 

These problems stem in part from the 
fact that the counterintelligence objec- 
tives and responsibilities of these re- 
spective agencies differ. The Central 
Intelligence Agency has responsibility 
for the development and protection of 
sources and methods to collect foreign 
intelligence. The Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation has responsibility for law 
enforcement and for the investigation 
of espionage cases for possible prosecu- 
tion. The Department of Defense Coun- 
terintelligence Program has respon- 
sibility for protecting DOD installa- 
tions, material, operations, informa- 
tion and personnel from foreign intel- 
ligence and terrorist activities. 

The lack of integration of these agen- 
cies and their variant objectives and 
responsibilities into coherent and co- 
ordinated national counterintelligence 
policies and programs is indicative of 
systemic shortcomings. 

On a national policymaking level, 
the Director of the FBI and the Sec- 
retary of Defense report to the Direc- 
tor of Central Intelligence for all coun- 
terintelligence matters. This has been 
traditionally the case because counter- 
intelligence and counterespionage has 
long been considered an element of in- 
telligence. In my view, we should care- 
fully reassess that notion: counter- 
intelligence is also an important ele- 
ment of law enforcement. 

A vivid statistic illustrating the tail 
waging the dog is in the area of coun- 
terintelligence budget. FBI's CI budget 
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is 10 times that of the CIA and DoD's is 
3% times that of the CIA. Yet, CIA has 
been driving, or attempting to drive; 
national counterintelligence policy. 

On the program level, the CIA runs a 
counterintelligence center [CIC] to 
analyze and counteract foreign intel- 
ligence efforts against the United 
States. The FBI has had only one offi- 
cer located in the center and he re- 
cently was removed by the FBI because 
he was underutilized. This is hardly the 
reassurance of cooperation and coordi- 
nation which we expect of these agen- 
cies. 

NEED FOR REFORM 

The counterintelligence and counter- 
espionage apparatus of this country 
can and must be altered if it is to be ef- 
fective. This is not only my view, but 
also apparently the view of the admin- 
istration. Mr. President, I wish to sub- 
mit for the RECORD a copy of a front 
page article in the April 26, 1994 edition 
of the Washington Post. This article 
cities a White House official and CIA's 
Director James Woosley as sources for 
information that the administration is 
considering wide-ranging reform of its 
counterintelligence policy and program 
structure. 

The public and the Congress have not 
seen the shape of that structure. What 
we do know is that in the words of one 
White House official, it bears an amaz- 
ing resemblance to the legislation I 
have been working on for several weeks 
and am now introducing. On major dif- 
ference is that the administration 
wants to implement its reform through 
an Executive order. I am in favor of the 
force of law. 

FEATURES OF REFORM 

Mr. President, I shall summarize the 
principal features of this legislation. It 
would: 

First, create a national policy and 
program framework to ensure an inte- 
grated and coordinated effort to 
counter espionage against the United 
States. 

Second, establish a senior policy de- 
cision board, the National Counter- 
intelligence Review Board [NCIRB] to 
review and approve United States 
counterintelligence policies and pro- 
grams. In addition, the Board would 
serve as the final review authority for 
the proper and timely disposition of 
counterintelligence cases. 

Third, the Board would consist of the 
Attorney General of the United States, 
who would serve as Chairman, the Sec- 
retary of Defense, the Director of 
Central Intelligence and the Director 
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
The NCIRB would report to the Presi- 
dent through the National Security 
Council. 

Fourth, establish a National Coun- 
terintelligence Program [NCIP] which 
will be administered by the National 
Counterinvelligence Center [NCC]. The 
NCC would be responsible for providing 
a focused and coordinated national pro- 
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gram to analyze and counter foreign 
intelligence efforts against the United 
States. The NCC would also prepare an 
integrated list of national counter- 
intelligence threats for approval by the 
NCIRB. 

Fifth, the NCC would consist of per- 
sonnel from the Central Intelligence 
Agency, the Federal Bureau of Inves- 
tigation and the Department of De- 
fense. The Directorship and the Assist- 
ant Directorship of the NCC would ro- 
tate on a periodic basis between the 
Central Intelligence Agency and the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation. The 
NCC would be located within the De- 
partment of Justice. It would also pro- 
vide staffing support to the NCIRB. 

Sixth, the jurisdiction of the NCC 
would include foreign intelligence 
threats against the United States both 
domestically and against U.S. installa- 
tions, personnel and information 
abroad. 

Seventh, the Director of the NCC 
would be responsible for developing 
Government-wide foreign counterintel- 
ligence policy and for approving the al- 
location of resources to deal with the 
foreign intelligence threat. 

Eighth, it would require individual 
agencies to continue with their coun- 
terintelligence responsibilities to pro- 
tect agency information, equipment, 
operations and personnel. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that an article from the Washing- 
ton Post be included in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 26, 1994] 
PLAN SHIFTS CIA TASKS TO FBI STAFF, 

CHANGES INTENDED To SPEED DETECTION OF 

FOREIGN SPIES 

(By R. Jeffrey Smith and Pierre Thomas) 

The White House, mediating a bitter dis- 
pute between the FBI and CIA over control 
of counterintelligence, is considering a plan 
that would transfer key spy-catching and 
policy-setting responsibilities from the CIA 
to senior FBI officials, according to adminis- 
tration officials. 

A draft proposal worked out by the Na- 
tional Security Council staff—and described 
by officials as “broadly agreed" upon by rep- 
resentatives of the CIA, FBI and Justice De- 
partment in meetings last week—would in- 
stitute a series of reforms meant to speed 
the early and efficient detection of foreign 
spies who have penetrated the U.S. govern- 
ment. 

The proposal also is intended to soothe FBI 
and congressional anger over what senior 
U.S. officials have described as the CIA's 
failure for several years to share vital infor- 
mation with the FBI about the case of al- 
leged spy Aldrich H. Ames and other poten- 
tial spy cases. 

The plan would significantly alter the 
way [counterintelligence] policy will be de- 
veloped, the way priorities would be decided, 
and establish a new structure for integrat- 
ing" FBI and CIA operations to ensure that 
information flows smoothly between them, à 
White House official said. 

The U.S. agencies involved in counterintel- 
ligence have been asked to submit their final 
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comments on the plan this week, after which 
it will be presented to national security ad- 
viser Anthony Lake and President Clinton 
for their review. Several officials said an 
agreement in principle has been reached on 
the proposal but certain details are still 
being worked out. 

The proposal would establish a national 
"center" headed by an FBI official to set 
overall policies on counterintelligence oper- 
ations, including the use of polygraphs, the 
collection of information overseas and the 
training of spy-catching experts, the officials 
said. 

No such center now exists, resulting in 
widely varying counterintelligence proce- 
dures at different federal agencies. An advi- 
sory group recently concluded in a report to 
the CIA and the Defense Department that 
the absence of uniform policies was wasteful 
and inhibited successful spy-catching oper- 
ations. 

The proposal also would require that the 
new policy-setting center report through an 
advisory group of senior government offi- 
cials to the NSC staff at the White House, 
rather than to the CIA director. 

In addition, the plan would put a senior 
FBI official in charge of investigating indi- 
vidual spy cases within the CIA’s existing 
counterintelligence center, ensuring early 
FBI access to raw data—a primary FBI con- 
cern. 

CIA Director R. James Woolsey said in an 
interview yesterday that he supports the 
plan to appoint one or more“ FBI agents to 
senior supervisory positions at the CIA's 
center. 

"I think it will be the best way to ensure 
the teamwork that's essential" to finding 
spies among U.S. government employees, he 
said. It will help with the handoff to law 
enforcement authorities by CIA personnel 
charged with conducting an internal inves- 
tigation of security leaks. 

Officials said Woolsey's willingness to sup- 
port the proposal marked a shift for the CIA, 
which has generally considered its counter- 
intelligence center—and its case files—off- 
limits to outsiders. FBI officials have told 
lawmakers that an FBI agent appointed in 
1991 to head the center's Soviet and East Eu- 
ropean counterintelligence group left ín late 
1993, before he had planned to, because he 
was denied access to documents and had lit- 
tle to do, 

A senior CIA official and a counterintel- 
ligence source denied the allegation. But 
Woolsey confirmed that only three FBI 
agents have worked at the center since it 
was created in 1988 to manage counterintel- 
ligence operations throughout the govern- 
ment. Two of these agents worked solely on 
the Ames case, he said. 

By supporting the appointment of FBI offi- 
cials to high-ranking positions within the 
CIA center, Woolsey is trying to head off 
Senate legislation that he saw as ceding vir- 
tually all responsibility for counterintel- 
ligence enforcement matters to the FBI, offi- 
cials said. 

Under the new plan, the CIA center would 
remain under Woolsey's overall control. The 
CIA also would retain responsibility for con- 
ducting routine investigations of its own 
personnel, looking into internal security 
leaks and developing key counterintelligence 
leads through its network of officers and for- 
eign agents stationed around the globe. But 
the center's office in charge of investigating 
individual spy cases would be run by an FBI 
agent. 

During its month-long policy review, the 
NSC staff had to sort through sharply con- 
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flicting tales by the FBI and the CIA over 
the handling of past spy cases. One White 
House official said of the two agencies that 
"they are acting like two teenagers and rais- 
ing incidents that go way back into past his- 
tory." 

For example, in the case of Ames, who 
worked on counterintelligence matters for 
the CIA, the FBI charged that the CIA im- 
properly withheld information about Ames’ 
difficulties with a 1991 polygraph exam, de- 
spite an agreement that year that the agen- 
cies would work together in tracking down 
any suspected mole inside the CIA. 

Sen. Dennis DeConcini (D-Ariz.), chairman 
of the Senate intelligence committee, told 
reporters last week that "the FBI had the 
right, the absolute right“ to see the poly- 
graph tracings that indicated deception in 
1991, but instead did not get access to them 
until 1993. He said the CIA's culture of pro- 
tectiveness and deniability" had interfered 
with its obligations to pursue the lead. 

CIA officials blame the FBI for not asking 
earlier to see the tracings. They also have 
defended their cautious approach to counter- 
intelligence cases by citing the need to 
maintain confidentiality about their sources 
of information and to avoid unfairly tarring 
employees with false accusations. FBI offi- 
cials say that this secrecy can be excessive 
and runs counter to developing cases for 
criminal prosecution. 


By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself 
and Mr. DODD): 

S. 2064. A bill to expand the boundary 
of the Weir Farm National Historic 
Site in the State of Connecticut; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
Sources. 


WEIR FARM EXPANSION 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 
today I offer a bill to expand the 
boundary of the Weir Farm National 
Historic Site in the State of Connecti- 
cut. This language will authorize the 
National Park Service to acquire the 
last two remaining undeveloped parcels 
of the historic Weir Farm that remain 
in private ownership. It will not re- 
quire additional funding authority or 
appropriations to do so. 

While these parcels were a part of the 
historic Weir Farm and were identified 
as such when the State of Connecticut 
and the Trust for Public Land began 
acquiring the land that eventually be- 
came the Weir Farm National Historic 
Site, the Federal legislation that des- 
ignated the site moved more quickly 
than the negotiations between the 
owners of the parcels in question, the 
State and the Trust for Public Land. 
Not wanting to include land from an 
owner who was unwilling to be so in- 
cluded within the boundaries of a Na- 
tional Park Site, the sponsors of the 
enabling legislation removed these par- 
cels from the boundary maps. 

The legislation I introduce today was 
prompted by a recent agreement be- 
tween the owner of the land, the recent 
acquisition of the land by the Trust for 
Public Land, and the expressed interest 
by the National Park Service of acquir- 
ing the land. The funds to do so have 
already been appropriated, so no new 
funding authority or appropriations 
would be required. 
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Moving forward with this acquisition 
would preclude development of these 
last remaining privately owned unde- 
veloped parcels. Because these parcels 
are directly in view of the most visited 
part of Weir Farm their undeveloped 
state is necessary to preserve the aes- 
thetic integrity of the site. This will, 
in turn, ensure the continued evocation 
of the landscape as it was in the late 
19th and early 20th century when it was 
painted by those—led by Weir—who be- 
came known internationally as the 
American Impressionists. 

The J. Alden Weir National Historic 
Site is the only site in the National 
Park System to commemorate an 
American painter and it is Connecti- 
cut’s only national park. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of my bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2064 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Weir Farm 
National Historic Site Expansion Act of 
1994". 

SEC. 2. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this Act is to preserve the 
last remaining undeveloped parcels of the 
historic Weir Farm that remain in private 
ownership by including the parcels within 
the boundary of the Weir Farm National His- 
toric Site. 

SEC. 3. BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT. 

(a) ADJUSTMENT.—Section 4(b) of the Weir 
Farm National Historic Site Establishment 
Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 1171) is amended— 

(1) by striking out "and" at the end of 
paragraph (1); 

(2) by striking out the flush material below 
paragraph (2); and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

"(3) the approximately 2-acre parcel of 
land situated in the town of Wilton, Con- 
necticut, designated as lot 18 on a map enti- 
tled ‘Revised Map of Section I, Thunder Lake 
at Wilton, Connecticut, Scale 1'"-100', Octo- 
ber 27, 1978, Ryan and Faulds Land Survey- 
ors, Wilton, Connecticut', that is on file in 
the office of the town clerk of the town of 
Wilton, and therein numbered 3673; and 

"(4) the approximately 0.6-acre western 
portion of a parcel of land situated in the 
town of Wilton, Connecticut, designated as 
Tall Oaks Road on the map referred to in 
paragraph (3)."’. 

(b) GENERAL DEPICTION.—Section 4 of such 
Act, as amended by subsection (a), is further 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

"(c) GENERAL DEPICTION.—The parcels re- 
ferred to in paragraphs (1) through (4) of sub- 
section (b) are all as generally depicted on a 
map entitled ‘Boundary Map, Weir Farm Na- 
tional Historic Site', dated March 1994. Such 
map shall be on file and available for public 
inspection in the appropriate offices of the 
National Park Service.“. 


By Mr. HARKIN (for himself and 

Mr. LUGAR): 
S. 2065. A bill to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act to require 
the Administrator of the Environ- 
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mental Protection Agency to differen- 
tiate between fats, oils, and greases of 
animal, marine, or vegetable origin, 
and other oils and greases, in issuing 
regulations under the act, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 
ANIMAL FAT AND VEGETABLE OILS 
DIFFERENTIATION 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation, along with 
Senator LUGAR, that will clarify con- 
gressional intent regarding the regula- 
tion of animal fats and vegetable oils 
under provisions of the Oil Pollution 
Act of 1990, which amended the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act. 

The interpretation of these provi- 
sions is of critical importance to agri- 
culture and to the entire food process- 
ing, transportation, and distribution 
system. This legislation is necessary to 
ensure against burdensome and unnec- 
essary regulatory actions by Federal 
agencies based on interpreting the Oil 
Pollution Act to impose on nontoxic 
and relatively harmless animal fats 
and vegetable oils rules similar to the 
stringent requirements applicable to 
toxic and hazardous petroleum oils and 
products. 

Congress enacted the Oil Pollution 
Act of 1990 in direct response to several 
catastrophic petroleum  oilspills in 
order to reduce the risk of oilspills, im- 
prove oilspill response capabilities, and 
minimize the impact of oilspills on the 
environment. That act requires owners 
and operators of vessels and facilities 
handling oil posing à substantial risk 
of harm to the environment in the 
event of a spill to prepare and submit 
response plans to Federal agencies and 
establishes additional requirements re- 
lating to the handling and transpor- 
tation of oil. 

Common sense tells us that the risk 
posed to the environment by animal 
fats and vegetable oils—which are es- 
sential components of food products we 
eat every day—is far less than that 
posed by petroleum oil and products. 
The available scientific evidence shows 
that animal fats and vegetable oils are 
not toxic to the environment, are es- 
sential components of human and wild- 
life diets, are readily biodegradable, 
and are not persistent in the environ- 
ment. 

Spills of animal fats and vegetable 
oils are also relatively infrequent and 
small in quantity. Such spills ac- 
counted for less than 1 percent of oil- 
spills in and around U.S. waters be- 
tween 1986 and 1992, and were generally 
very small in quantity, with only 13 
spills of more than 1,000 gallons in that 
period. 

Moreover, the types of response ac- 
tions appropriate to a petroleum oil- 
spill might well increase, rather than 
lessen, the impact of an animal fat or 
vegetable oilspill on the environment. 
For example, attempting to remove a 
typically small quantity of spilled ani- 
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mal fat or vegetable oil from a wetland 
would likely cause more environmental 
damage than the presence of the spilled 
substance in the environment alone. 

Nevertheless, last year the Depart- 
ment of Transportation’s Research and 
Special Projects Agency sought to clas- 
sify animal fats and vegetable oils as 
hazardous materials in the same man- 
ner as petroleum oils. That approach 
was abandoned only after the affected 
industries mounted a strong effort and 
after Members of Congress, including 
Senator LUGAR and me, wrote to the 
agency emphasizing that it was never 
the intent of Congress to subject ani- 
mal fats and vegetable oils to the same 
regulations as apply to hazardous ma- 
terials. 

Despite this action in the Depart- 
ment of Transportation, there are still 
pending before several Federal agencies 
regulations under the Oil Pollution Act 
that would treat nontoxic, biodegrad- 
able oils, such as corn and soybean oils, 
beef tallow, and fish oil similarly to 
highly toxic petroleum oils. If these 
agencies proceed with regulations im- 
posing requirements on animal fats and 
vegetable oils similar to those covering 
petroleum oils, processors, transport- 
ers, and users of animal fats and vege- 
table oils will be forced to comply with 
costly, burdensome, unnecessary—and 
indeed often  counterproductive—re- 
quirements that are appropriate only 
for toxic oils. Ultimately, farmers, 
livestock producers, and consumers 
will bear the cost of such overregula- 
tion. 

Even if all of the agencies are eventu- 
ally persuaded not to finalize these 
pending regulations, a large amount of 
effort and resources are likely to be ex- 
pended in successive and duplicative 
appeals to reason and common sense 
before each of the several agencies in- 
volved. 

The legislation we are introducing 
today would reduce the potential for 
burdensome and unnecessary regu- 
latory actions by directing Federal 
agencies to differentiate between ani- 
mal fats, oils and greases, fish and ma- 
rine mammal oils, or oils of vegetable 
origin, and other oils and greases, in- 
cluding petroleum. In differentiating 
between these classes, agencies would 
be required to consider differences in 
the physical, chemical, biological, and 
other properties, and in the environ- 
mental effects, of the classes. 

The legislation would not exempt 
animal fats, vegetable oils, or fish oils 
from appropriate oilspill prevention 
and response regulations. It would 
merely require that agencies develop 
any such regulations on the basis of 
the particular physical, chemical, bio- 
logical, and other properties of these 
substances and their effects on the en- 
vironment. Again, the problem here is 
the threat of sweeping,  undis- 
criminating agency actions that would 
carelessly impose unnecessary regu- 
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latory burdens by treating all of these 
substances in a manner similar to pe- 
troleum. This legislation would simply 
require agencies to undertake a reason- 
able, commonsense analysis before reg- 
ulating. That is certainly no more than 
we should expect of any agency. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important legislation. I also ask unani- 
mous consent that the text of the bill 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2065 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. DIFFERENTIATION AMONG FATS, 
ILS, AND GREASES. 

Section 311 of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1321) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

(t) FATS, OILS, AND GREASES.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—In issuing or enforcing 
any regulation, or any interpretation or 
guideline, relating to a fat, oil, or grease 
under this Act or any other Federal law, 
each of the President, the Administrator, 
and the head of any Federal agency shall dif- 
ferentiate between— 

(AXi) animal fats and oils and greases, 
and fish and marine mammal oils, within the 
meaning of paragraph (2) of section 61(a) of 
title 13, United States Code; or 

*(ii) oils of vegetable origin, including oils 
from the seeds, nuts, and kernels referred to 
in paragraph (1)(A) of such section; and 

(B) other oils and greases, including pe- 
troleum. 

"(2  CONSIDERATIONS.—In differentiating 
between the class of fats, oils, and greases 
described in paragraph (1)(A) and the class of 
oils and greases described in paragraph 
(1XB), each of the President, the Adminis- 
trator, and the head of the Federal agency 
shall consider differences in the physical, 
chemical, biological, and other properties, 
and in the environmental effects, of the 
classes.“ 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator HARKIN in in- 
troducing legislation aimed at encour- 
aging regulatory common sense. I 
would like to give my colleagues a bit 
of background so they will understand 
why it is needed. 

In the spring of 1993, the Transpor- 
tation Department proposed regula- 
tions to guard against oilspills, and re- 
quire response plans if spills did occur. 
To the amazement of some of us, DOT 
proposed to treat vegetable oils—that 
is, salad oils—in the same way as pe- 
troleum. Among other things, salad 
oils would have been officially declared 
hazardous materials, with all the regu- 
latory requirements and extra costs 
which that designation entails. 

This was so classic an example of reg- 
ulatory overreaching that it was al- 
most comic. Some of us pointed out 
that vegetable oil is not the same thing 
as petroleum: You do not put vegetable 
oil in your car. We also pointed out 
that vegetable oil processors thought it 
entirely appropriate that they under- 
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take response plans to guard against 
major spills—the industry was not ar- 
guing that they should be exempt from 
regulation. 

The industry was, however, saying 
that regulators should take into ac- 
count the obvious differences—in tox- 
icity, biodegradability, environmental 
persistence, and other factors—between 
vegetable oils and animal fats on the 
one hand, and petroleum oils on the 
other. It made no sense for vegetable 
oils to be subject to a set of regulations 
as stringent as those for petroleum 
oils. 

Fortunately, Secretary Pena eventu- 
ally agreed with us and DOT modified 
its position. More recently, however, 
the industry has been working with 
other agencies which also have a role 
in regulating oils to prevent spills. 

No one is any longer proposing to 
call salad oil hazardous material. Some 
agencies are, however, requiring that 
Spill response plans for vegetable oils 
be quite similar in many respects to 
those for petroleum. 

In one case—that of the U.S. Coast 
Guard—the industry has been debating 
an agency that reports to Secretary 
Pena. Mindful of his role last year, 13 
of my colleagues and I wrote the Sec- 
retary last month asking him to re- 
solve the situation. 

The Secretary does not, however, 
have jurisdiction over all the several 
agencies that have some role in regu- 
lating oilspills. Therefore, the bill we 
introduce today will give all executive 
agencies a common direction from Con- 
gress. 

This bill does not tell the Coast 
Guard or any other agency what it 
must put into regulations. That is not 
our business or our expertise. The leg- 
islation simply says that in rule- 
making under the Federal Water Pollu- 
tion Control Act or the Oil Pollution 
Act of 1990, these agencies must dif- 
ferentiate between vegetable oils and 
animal fats on the one hand, and other 
oils including petroleum on the other. 

The bill specifies that the agencies 
should consider differences in the phys- 
ical, chemical, biological or other prop- 
erties, and the environmental effects of 
these oils. Again, it does not say ex- 
actly how the agencies must differen- 
tiate among oils, merely that they 
should do so. 

Mr. President, let me say clearly 
that this bill does not exempt vegeta- 
ble oils from the Oil Pollution Act of 
1990 or any other statute. It is simply a 
modest effort to encourage common 
sense in an area of regulation that has 
not always been marked by that char- 
acteristic. I hope my colleagues will 
join Senator HARKIN and me as cospon- 
sors. 


By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself 

and Mr. PRESSLER): 
S. 2066. A bill to expand the Mni 
Wiconi Rural Water Supply Project, 
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and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on Energy and Natural Resources. 
MNI WICONI RURAL WATER PROJECT 
LEGISLATION 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today 
I am proud to introduce legislation to 
expand the Mni Wiconi rural water 
project to include the Rosebud and 
Lower Brule Sioux Reservations. Water 
is a basic requirement of life. For too 
long both Indian and non-Indian people 
in this region of the State have suf- 
fered the public health risks that come 
from inadequate and contaminated 
water supplies. It is my hope that, with 
the construction of the Mni Wiconi 
rural water project, including those 
areas that would be added with this 
legislation, many of the water quality 
problems of the past can be solved, and 
the people relying on this project can 
have their hopes for a better life ful- 
filled. 

The Mni Wiconi project represents an 
important partnership between Indian 
and non-Indian communities who share 
common needs. In authorizing the 
project in 1988, Congress recognized 
that serious problems in water quan- 
tity and water quality exist in the 
rural counties of Haakon, Jackson, 
Jones, Lyman, Mallette, Pennington, 
and Stanley Counties." Given those 
water quality problems, Congress fur- 
ther noted in the act that the residents 
of these counties deserve the best 
available, reliable, and safe rural and 
municipal water supply." 

For those counties, the Mni Wiconi 
project will accomplish that purpose. It 
will provide a source of safe and clean 
water that is long overdue in this re- 
gion of the State. 

It has become apparent, however, 
that all the drinking water needs of 
this economically challenged region of 
South Dakota will not be met under 
the existing project. Many residents of 
south-central South Dakota will con- 
tinue to lack safe and clean supplies of 
drinking water. 

The lack of safe drinking water sup- 
plies in that part of South Dakota con- 
tinues to contribute to the trans- 
mission of hepatitis A, shigella, impe- 
tigo, and other diseases. While the high 
incidence of these diseases on the Pine 
Ridge Reservation have been well docu- 
mented, that reservation is not unique. 
The 1990 American Journal of Public 
Health article, Hepatitis Trans- 
mission Among the Sioux Indians of 
South Dakota," notes similar problems 
on the Rosebud Reservation and con- 
cludes by stating that: 

On Indian reservations, as well as in other 
parts of the United States, hepatitis A has 
significant human and economic impact, 
both in terms of morbidity and occasional 
mortality and in diverting of public re- 
sources from other priorities when outbreaks 
occur. For the immediate future, outbreaks 
will probably continue to occur on the South 
Dakota and other Indian reservations. 

To help alleviate these health risks, 
it is crucial to ensure the access to safe 
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drinking water supplies to those living 
in this region of South Dakota. The 
State and all those involved in the 
project support the inclusion of the 
Rosebud and Lower Brule Tribes. I 
hope my colleagues will join me sup- 
porting this well-deserved expansion of 
the Mni Wiconi project. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, 
today I am joining my colleague from 
South Dakota, Senator DASCHLE, in in- 
troducing new authorization language 
for the Mni Wiconi rural water system. 
The purpose of this legislation is to in- 
clude the Lower Brule and Rosebud 
Reservations in the water system and 
to authorize the funds needed to com- 
plete the project. 

Last year was a milestone for the 
Mni Wiconi rural water system. In 
Wall, SD, there was a groundbreaking 
ceremony for the Mni Wiconi water 
system. That event represented yet an- 
other step toward achieving safe, clean, 
drinking water in South Dakota. I 
commend the South Dakotans working 
on this project for their hard work and 
dedication. 

The Mni Wiconi water project will 
greatly improve the lives of more than 
40,000 South Dakotans. The Mni Wiconi 
rural water system is vital to ensure 
the health and economic viability of 
those who will be served by the project 
when it is completed. 

I have supported this project since its 
inception. I will continue working to 
ensure that Federal funding is made 
available to complete the Mni Wiconi 
water project. 

For my colleagues who are unaware 
of the conditions on these reservations, 
I want to inform them that need is 
critical. In areas that will be served, 
much of the drinking water is sub- 
standard. In many of these areas there 
is simply no drinking water. It may be 
hard to imagine, but thousands of 
South Dakotans must drive many 
miles for bottled water and they must 
have their water transported by truck. 

More importantly, several counties 
that are covered by the Mni Wiconi 
rural water system are among the 
poorest counties in the Nation. Shan- 
non County on the Pine Ridge Reserva- 
tion is the poorest county in the coun- 
try. Nearly two-thirds of all persons 
living on the Pine Ridge Reservation 
have incomes below the poverty level. 

Mr. President, the legislation being 
introduced today will provide the au- 
thority needed to see that this system 
will become a reality. As I stated ear- 
lier, it brings into the system another 
two reservations in South Dakota. I 
urge my colleagues to support passage 
of this bill. 


By Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mr. 
STEVENS, Mr. COCHRAN, and Mr. 
CAMPBELL): 

S. 2067. A bill to elevate the position 
of Director of Indian Health Service to 
Assistant Secretary of Health and 
Human Services. 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR INDIAN HEALTH 
LEGISLATION 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation to designate 
the Director of the Indian Health Serv- 
ice to be an Assistant Secretary for In- 
dian Health at the Department of 
Health and Human Services. I am 
pleased that Senators STEVENS, COCH- 
RAN, and CAMPBELL have joined with 
me as cosponsors of this legislation. 

I am also pleased to note that this 
legislation has the support of the Nav- 
ajo Nation, the Port Gamble S'Klallam 
Tribe, the Ely Shoshone Tribe, the 
Makah Tribal Council, the Ramah Nav- 
ajo School Board, the Grand Traverse 
Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians, 
the All Indian Pueblo Council, the 
Leech Lake Tribal Council, the Colo- 
rado River Indian Tribe, the Seattle In- 
dian Health Board, and the National 
Indian Health Board. 

Mr. President, when Louis Merriam 
issued his report in 1928 publicizing the 
deplorable living conditions on Indian 
reservations, he stated that the ''pro- 
motion of health and the relief of the 
Sick are functions of such extreme im- 
portance that they always merit first 
consideration * * *. But taken as a 
whole practically every activity under- 
taken by the national government for 
the promotion of the health of the Indi- 
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ans is below a reasonable standard of 
efficiency.“ 

Sadly, those words still haunt Indian 
people today. Unfortunately, it doesn't 
seem to matter whether the adminis- 
tration is Democrat or Republican, the 
attention given to Indian health care 
needs has been nothing less than a na- 
tional disgrace. 

Like Indian leaders throughout the 
country, I am appalled at the Presi- 
dent's budget request for fiscal year 
1995 for the Indian Health Service 
[IHS). The President's budget request 
calls for reducing the IHS budget by 
$247 million. After the budge gimmicks 
are eliminated, such as the ridiculous 
assumption that the IHS will be able to 
increase third party collections by 463 
percent, the budget cuts surpass $300 
million. In addition, even though the 
IHS is already severely understaffed, 
the president's budget calls for elimi- 
nating nearly 2,000 IHS staff positions 
over the next 2 years. I find it quite 
ironic that this administration, which 
has emphasized the need for health 
care reform and has repeatedly warned 
the American people that this country 
is facing a health care crisis, has rec- 
ommended a budget that would lit- 
erally devastate the ability of the IHS 
to address the health care needs of na- 
tive Americans. 
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Given the fact that American Indians 
and Alaska Natives continue to bear an 
increased burden of illness and pre- 
mature mortality compared to other 
U.S. populations, how is it possible 
that the Public Health Service [PHS], 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services [HHS], and the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget [OMB] could be so 
insensitive and uncaring? I believe one 
of the reasons is that the department 
does not have a senior policymaker 
who is knowledgeable about Indian 
health care needs and concerns. As a 
result, more concern is placed on budg- 
et numbers than on equipping IHS to 
meet the health care needs of Native 
Americans. 

The IHS is currently an agency under 
PHS within the Department. Under the 
present organizational structure, the 
authority of the IHS director is equiva- 
lent to that of a midlevel manager. The 
bureaucratic chain of command re- 
quires the IHS director to report di- 
rectly to the Assistant Secretary for 
Health. Consequently, much of the di- 
rector's time and energy is spent fight- 
ing through layers of bureaucracy to 
simply maintain existing levels of 
health care, Evidence of this is clearly 
seen in the following budget chart 
which tracks the history of the fiscal 
year 1995 budget request: 


HISTORY OF FISCAL YEAR 1995 REQUEST—INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE 
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HISTORY OF FISCAL YEAR 1995 REQUEST—INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE—Continued 
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At a time when Indian leaders are 
asking that the deplorable health con- 
ditions existing on Indian reservations 
today be recognized and made the basis 
of policy and action, PHS, HHS, and 
OMB collectively responded by reduc- 
ing the budget level proposed by the 
IHS by over a half billion dollars. 

Mr. President, it’s time PHS, HHS, 
and OMB get the message. Indian peo- 
ple should not be treated as second- 
class citizens. In order to ensure that 
Indian health care needs and concerns 
are given the attention they deserve, I 
believe it has become necessary to des- 
ignate the IHS director as an Assistant 
Secretary of Indian Health at HHS. I 
see four advantages to establishing the 
position of Assistant Secretary for In- 
dian Health. 

First, an Assistant Secretary for In- 
dian Health would provide better rep- 
resentation during the budget process. 
Currently, the IHS director reports di- 
rectly to the Assistant Secretary for 
Health. As seen in the chart above, the 
concern for Indian health care needs 
dramatically decreased as the IHS 
budget was reviewed by the PHS, HHS, 
and OMB. 

Second, an Assistant Secretary for 
Indian Health would eliminate unnec- 
essary bureaucracy and permit quicker 
decisionmaking on Indian health care 
issues. In addition, the Assistant Sec- 
retary would have the stature to com- 
municate directly with the other oper- 
ating divisions within the department 
in requesting their expertise and as- 
sistance on Indian health issues such 
as alcohol and substance abuse, HIV/ 
AIDS, and child abuse. Currently, the 
IHS director must forward such re- 
quests through the Assistant Secretary 
for Health. 


Third, an Assistant Secretary for In- 
dian Health would have the ability to 
call on private sector organizations 
that have not traditionally focused on 
Indian health care needs and concerns, 
but who have the expertise and re- 
sources that can enhance IHS’ ability 
to deliver the highest quality of health 
care, or to provide technical assistance 
to Indian tribes who choose to operate 
their own health care programs. 

Fourth, an Assistant Secretary for 
Indian Health would reaffirm the spe- 
cial relationship between Indian tribes 
and the United States. At a time when 
the Nation is focused on health care re- 
form, it is imperative that we not lose 
focus on the health care needs and con- 
cerns of the Indian people. 

I also want to call attention to sec- 
tion 2 of the bill which provides for the 
organizational independence of the IHS 
within HHS. This section is necessary 
because the IHS is currently an agency 
of PHS which is headed by the Assist- 
ant Secretary for Health. Creating an 
Assistant Secretary for Indian Health 
will require relocating the IHS to the 
same organizational level as the PHS. 

Section 2 also makes it clear that 
this bill is not intended to diminish the 
ability of the IHS to utilize the serv- 
ices of the U.S. Public Health Service 
Commissioned Corps. While I do not be- 
lieve HHS would actually prohibit the 
IHS from continuing to utilize Com- 
missioned Corps personnel in the deliv- 
ery of health care to the Indian people, 
however in light of the serious budget 
and staff reductions recommended by 
the administration I feel compelled to 
insert bill language clearly stating the 
intent of Congress on this particular 
matter. 
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238,178 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a copy of a letter from Nav- 
ajo Nation President Peterson Zah and 
the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2067 

Be it enacted in the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. OFFICE OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR INDIAN HEALTH. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
within the Department of Health and Human 
Services the Office of the Assistant Sec- 
retary for Indian Health. 

(b) ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF INDIAN 
HEALTH.—In addition to the functions per- 
formed on the date of enactment of this Act 
by the Director of the Indian Health Service, 
the Assistant Secretary for Indian Health 
shall perform such functions as the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services may 
designate. 

(c) REFERENCES.—References in any other 
Federal law, Executive order, rule, regula- 
tion, or delegation of authority, or any docu- 
ment of or relating to the Director of the In- 
dian Health Service shall be deemed to refer 
the Assistant Secretary for Indian Health. 

(d) RATE OF Pay.—(1) Section 5315 of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
the following: 

"Assistant Secretaries of Health and 
Human Services (5).'*; 
and inserting the following: 

"Assistant Secretaries of Health and 
Human Services (6).“ 

(2) Section 5316 of such title is amended by 
striking the following: 

"Director, Indian Health Service, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services.“. 

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section 
601 of the Indian Health Care Improvement 
Act (25 U.S.C, 1661) is amended— 

(A) in the second sentence of subsection 
(a), by striking “a Director," and inserting 
"the Assistant Secretary for Indian 
Health.“; 
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(B) in the fourth sentence of subsection (a), 
by striking the Director" and inserting the 
Assistant Secretary for Indian Health“; 

(C) by striking out the fifth sentence of 
subsection (a); and 

(D) by striking Director of the Indian 
Health Service" each place it appears and in- 
serting Assistant Secretary for Indian 
Health". 

(2) The following provisions are amended 
by striking Director of the Indian Health 
Service" each place it appears and inserting 
"Assistant Secretary for Indian Health": 

(A) Section 816(c)(1) of the Indian Health 
Care Improvement Act (25 U.S.C. 1680f(c)(1)). 

(B) Section 203(aX1) of the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 761b(a)(1)). 

(C) Subsections (b) and (e) of section 518 of 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 
U.S.C, 1377(b), (e)). 

(D) Section 803B(d)(1) of the Native Amer- 
ican Programs Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 2991b- 
2(d)(1). 

SEC. 2. ORGANIZATION OF INDIAN HEALTH SERV- 
ICE WITHIN DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES. 

(a) ORGANIZATION.—Section 601 of the In- 
dian Health Care Improvement Act (25 U.S.C. 
1661), as amended by section l(eX1), is fur- 
ther amended— 

(1) by striking out within the Public 
Health Service of the Department of Health 
and Human Services" each place it appears 
and inserting ''within the Department of 
Health and Human Services”; and 

(2) in the second sentence of subsection (a), 
by striking out “report to the Secretary 
through the Assistant Secretary for Health 
of the Department of Health and Human 
Services“ and inserting report to the Sec- 
retary". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The section 
heading of such section is amended by strik- 
ing the following: 


"ESTABLISHMENT OF THE INDIAN HEALTH SERV- 
ICE AS AN AGENCY OF THE PUBLIC HEALTH 
SERVICE”; 

and inserting the following: 


"ESTABLISHMENT OF THE INDIAN HEALTH SERV- 
ICE AS AN AGENCY OF DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES”. 


(c) UTILIZATION OF PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
PERSONNEL.—Nothing in this section shall be 
interpreted as terminating or otherwise 
modifying any authority providing for the 
utilization by the Indian Health Service of 
officers or employees of the Public Health 
Service for the purposes of carrying out the 
responsibilities of the Indian Health Service. 
Any officers or employees so utilized shall be 
treated as officers or employees detailed to 
an executive department under section 214(a) 
of the Public Health Service (42 U.S.C. 
215(a)). 

THE NAVAJO NATION, 
Window Rock, AZ, April 29, 1994. 
Hon. JOHN McCAIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: In response to your 
letter dated March 8, 1994, the Navajo Nation 
endorses your proposal that would elevate 
the Indian health Services Director to the 
level of an Assistant Secretary of Health. By 
doing so, we believe this measure would alle- 
viate the Administration’s many misunder- 
standings of the Indian Health Service (IHS) 
and its delivery of health care services to 
American Indians and Alaska Natives. It 
would also extend the opportunity for the 
THS director to actively participate in devel- 
oping the IHS budget, thus, it would enlace 
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dialogue between the Administration and In- 
dian tribes that would be more responsive to 
tribal needs and concerns. 

As you are aware, the Navajo Nation op- 
poses the Administration’s proposed FY 1995 
IHS budget. Current examples of the lack of 
visibility and participation of IHS abound in 
the concurrent budget. 

The Navajo Nation recognizes the mount- 
ing pressures of budget limits and govern- 
ment downsizing that would potentially dev- 
astate the IHS and health care services to 
Indian people. The Executive directives ex- 
plicitly reduced the Full-Time Equivalent 
(FTE) of IHS, which is less than two percent 
of the entire Department of Health and 
Human Services budget, yet IHS is absorbing 
almost 40 percent of the FTE reductions. The 
FTE reductions come at an unfortunate time 
because the IHS is scheduled to open two 
new health facilities in Shiprock and 
Tohatchi, New Mexico. These health facili- 
ties will be partially staffed and the Navajo 
people will again be further underserved. 
Moreover, the FY 1994 and 1995 FTE reduc- 
tions harshly impact Navajo employment, 
since the IHS is one of the Major employers 
on the Navajo Reservation. If the IHS direc- 
tor were at the policy making level of the de- 
partment to reaffirm tribal interests, we be- 
lieve these incidences could have been clari- 
fied and analyzed from a realistic perspec- 
tive. 

I assure you that other American Indian 
leaders appreciate and support your pro- 
posal. It can only contribute to the health 
care of American Indians and Alaska Na- 
tives. 

Sincerely, 
PETERSON ZAH, 
President. 


By Mr. PRESSLER (for himself, 
Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
Mr. HARKIN, and Mr. DUREN- 
BERGER): 

S. 2068. A bill to authorize the con- 
struction of the Lewis and Clark rural 
water system and to authorize assist- 
ance to the Lewis and Clark Rural 
Water System, Inc., a nonprofit cor- 
poration, for the planning and con- 
struction of the water supply system, 
and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

LEWIS AND CLARK RURAL WATER SYTEM 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation that 
authorizes construction of the Lewis 
and Clark rural water system. This 
system, when complete, will provide 
adequate quantities of safe drinking 
water for hundreds of communities in 
southeastern South Dakota, north- 
western Iowa, and southwestern Min- 
nesota. 

Joining me in introducing this legis- 
lation are Senators DASCHLE, DUREN- 
BERGER, GRASSLEY, and HARKIN. 

Mr. President, water development is 
a health issue. Water development is 
an economic development issue. Fi- 
nally, it is a rural development issue. 

The ability of rural America to sur- 
vive and grow is related directly to its 
ability to provide safe and adequate 
supplies of drinking water. Without a 
reliable supply of water, these areas 
cannot attract new businesses and cre- 
ate jobs. The creation of jobs is a para- 
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mount issue to a rural State like South 
Dakota. The Lewis and Clark rural 
water system will help assure future 
job growth in the areas served. 

Since first coming to Congress, I 
have fought continually for the devel- 
opment of South Dakota water 
projects, particularly those providing 
water for municipal and industrial 
uses. In return for the sacrifices South 
Dakotans made for the construction of 
the dams and reservoirs along the Mis- 
souri River, the Federal Government 
made a commitment to South Dakota. 
That commitment was to support 
water development in the State. Ap- 
proval of this water project will help 
meet this commitment. 

I am proud of the citizens of South 
Dakota who have worked extremely 
hard on this project. In fact, several 
South Dakotans were in Washington 
last Wednesday to show their support 
for and commitment to seeing this 
project become a reality. Although 
these South Dakotans are not here 
today for the bill’s introduction, the 
bill represents their hard work. I com- 
mend them for these efforts. 

Nothing is more important to the 
health of South Dakota’s ranchers, 
farmers, small businesses, and people 
living in towns and cities than the 
availability of safe drinking water. 
This is important equally to the mil- 
lions of visitors and tourists who come 
to South Dakota each year. The bill I 
am introducing today will see that fu- 
ture water needs are met. 

Mr. President, in this day and age of 
fiscal cutbacks, projects promoting 
Public health and safety deserve spe- 
cial consideration. The Lewis and 
Clark rural water system is the only 
feasible means of ensuring that future 
supplies of good quality water will be 
available. The system will serve over 
180,500 people. 

My goal is to see South Dakotans 
from border to border enjoy clean safe 
drinking water. It becomes difficult for 
rural communities and residents to 
maintain a healthy standards of living 
if they do not have access to good qual- 
ity drinking water. This bill is a major 
step toward achievements of this goal. 

Mr. President, the area that will be 
served by this project represents the 
best of America. It is part of America’s 
breadbasket. Sioux Falls was rated re- 
cently as the No. 1 city in America. 
This water project will help assure the 
future growth and prosperity of Sioux 
Falls and the many other communities 
it will serve. 

America and the world rely on U.S. 
farmers and ranchers to provide the 
food we eat. Rural America must be 
able to grow and prosper. Rural Amer- 
ica must be able to maintain a stand- 
ard of living comparable to that en- 
joyed by urban America. 

Working together we can ensure that 
every South Dakotan has access to de- 
pendable, high-quality drinking water. 
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For growth and prosperity, we must be 
able to utilize our most precious natu- 
ral resource—water. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this bill. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I join 
my colleague, Senator PRESSLER, in in- 
troducing legislation to authorize the 
Lewis and Clark rural water system. 
The Lewis and Clark rural water sys- 
tem is seeking authorization for the 
construction of a rural water system to 
provide clean water to southeastern 
South Dakota, northwestern Iowa, and 
southwestern Minnesota. 

The need for this project is clear. In 
Sioux Falls, and in the rural counties 
that rely on Sioux Falls as a center of 
economic growth, we are now face to 
face with water shortages. Population 
growth is outstripping existing sup- 
plies of clean water. 

Despite heroic efforts by the city of 
Sioux Falls to conserve water, supplies 
are not keeping up with demand. Sioux 
Falls has imposed water restrictions 
every year since 1987. Water rights for 
the Big Sioux aquifer, which supplies 
water to Sioux Falls, have been com- 
mitted. Therefore, Sioux Falls has been 
forced to explore other long-term op- 
tions. Similar problems exist in the 
nearby rural counties in southeastern 
South Dakota, Iowa, and Minnesota, 
areas where water use restrictions are 
not uncommon. Unless the water sup- 
ply problem is resolved, it could affect 
the long-term growth and development 
of the city. 

Not only are there shortages of 
water, but much of the water that cur- 
rently supplies the area is contami- 
nated with high levels of iron, man- 
ganese, sulfate, and total dissolved sol- 
ids. In many cases, drinking water is at 
or above EPA limits, leading to con- 
cern over public health in those areas. 

There is a solution: The people of 
this region can tap the enormous re- 
sources of the Missouri River to pro- 
vide long-term public health and eco- 
nomic development benefits. But they 
cannot do this alone. It will require a 
partnership between local, State, and 
Federal Governments. 

With the Missouri River carrying bil- 
lions of gallons of water by this area 
each year, I am reminded of the ironic 
line ‘‘water, water everywhere, but not 
a drop to drink." With the construc- 
tion of the Lewis and Clark system to 
convey Missouri River water to the 
people of this region, that irony will 
cease. Impacts of this project on the 
flow of the Missouri River will be neg- 
ligible. Nearly all the water would be 
returned to the Missouri River via the 
James, Vermillion, Big Sioux, Little 
Sioux, Rock, and Floyd Rivers. 

In conclusion, there is a strong need 
for this project throughout the three- 
State area. The water supply short- 
ages, the poor water quality, and the 
need to allow this region to grow eco- 
nomically, all demand that a solution 
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be found that allows the people of this 
region access to clean, safe drinking 
water. The Lewis and Clark project is a 
sensible and timely answer to those 
needs. I encourage my colleagues to 
lend their support to this project in 
hopes that Congress will authorize its 
construction in the near future. 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 79 
At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from North Da- 
kota [Mr. CONRAD] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 79, a bill to restore public 
confidence in the performance and 
merits of elected officials and Federal 
employees. 
S. 978 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 
names of the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land [Mr. CHAFEE] and the Senator 
from Washington [Mrs. MURRAY] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 978, a bill to 
establish programs to promote environ- 
mental technology, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 1266 
At the request of Mr. MACK, the name 
of the Senator from Texas [Mrs. 
HUTCHISON] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1266, a bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to improve the 
Federal medical assistance percentage 
used under the Medicaid Program, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 1460 
At the request of Ms. MOSELEY- 
BRAUN, the names of the Senator from 
Ilinois [Mr. SIMON] and the Senator 
from California [Mrs. BOXER] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1460, a bill to 
amend the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 to authorize pro- 
grams of child abuse education and pre- 
vention, and to establish a demonstra- 
tion project relating to child abuse 
education and prevention. 
S. 1472 
At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN] and the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. MITCHELL] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1472, à bill to provide 
financial assistance to rural eligible 
local educational agencies to improve 
rural education, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 1669 
At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. JEFFORDS] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1669, a bill to amend the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow 
homemakers to get a full IRA deduc- 
tion. 
S. 1693 
At the request of Mr. REID, the 
names of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATCH] and the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. BREAUX] were added as cosponsors 
of S. 1693, a bill to amend the Internal 
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Revenue Code of 1986 to delay the effec- 
tive date for the change in the point of 
imposition of the tax on diesel fuel, to 
provide that vendors of diesel fuel used 
for any nontaxable use may claim re- 
funds on behalf of the ultimate users, 
and to provide a similar rule for ven- 
dors of gasoline used by State and local 
governments. 
S. 1805 
At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. JOHNSTON] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1805, a bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to eliminate the 
disparity between the periods of delay 
provided for civilian and military re- 
tiree cost-of-living adjustments in the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1993. 
S. 1924 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. JOHNSTON] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1924, a bill to amend the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide 
clarification for the deductibility of ex- 
penses incurred by a taxpayer in con- 
nection with the business use of the 
home. 
S. 1943 
At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
the name of the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. THURMOND] was added as 
a cosponsor of S. 1943, a bill to consoli- 
date Federal employment training pro- 
grams and create a new process and 
Structure for funding the programs, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 1975 
At the request of Ms. MOSELEY- 
BRAUN, the name of the Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. ROBB] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1975, a bill to establish a 
grant program to restore and preserve 
historic buildings at historically black 
colleges and universities, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1976 
At the request of Mr. Dopp, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN] and the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. GORTON] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1976, a bill to amend 
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 to 
establish a filing deadline and to pro- 
vide certain safeguards to ensure that 
the interests of investors are well pro- 
tected under the implied private action 
provisions of the Act. 
S. 1979 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
REID] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1979, a bill to require employers to 
post, and to provide to employees indi- 
vidually, information relating to sex- 
ual harassment that violates title VII 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 1986 
At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. DURENBERGER] was added as a co- 
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sponsor of S. 1986, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro- 
vide tax incentives to encourage the 
preservation of low-income housing. 
S. 2029 
At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
names of the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
MITCHELL] and the Senator from Alas- 
ka [Mr. STEVENS] were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 2029, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow 
the taxable sale or use, without pen- 
alty, of dyed diesel fuel with respect to 
recreational boaters. 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 168 
At the request of Mr. ROBB, the 
names of the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. LEVIN], the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. HELMS], the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. BROWN], and the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. LAUTEN- 
BERG] were added as cosponsors of Sen- 
ate Joint Resolution 168, a joint resolu- 
tion designating May 11, 1994, as Viet- 
nam Human Rights Day.” 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 172 
At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name 
of the Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] 
was added as a cosponsor of Senate 
Joint Resolution 172, à joint resolution 
designating May 30, 1994, through June 
6, 1994, as a Time for the National Ob- 
servance of the Fiftieth Anniversary of 
World War II." 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 178 
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the 
names of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
REID] and the Senator from Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr. WOFFORD] were added as co- 
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
178, a joint resolution to proclaim the 
week of October 16 through October 22, 
1994 as “National Character Counts 
Week." 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 181 
At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
names of the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land [Mr. PELL], the Senator from Ala- 
bama [Mr. SHELBY], the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. GLENN], the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. WELLSTONE], the Sen- 
ator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM], and 
the Senator from Washington [Mrs. 
MURRAY] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 181, a joint 
resolution to designate the week of 
May 8, 1994, through May 14, 1994, as 
“United Negro College Fund Week.” 
SENATE RESOLUTION 64 
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
CRAIG] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Resolution 64, a resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of the Senate that 
increasing the effective rate of tax- 
ation by lowering the estate tax ex- 
emption would devastate homeowners, 
farmers, and small business owners, 
further hindering the creation of jobs 
and economic growth. 
SENATE RESOLUTION 148 
At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
names of the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. FORD], the Senator from South 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS], the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. BURNS], the Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE], 
and the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
MACK] were added as cosponsors of Sen- 
ate Resolution 148, a resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of the Senate that 
the United Nations should be encour- 
aged to permit representatives of Tai- 
wan to participate fully in its activi- 
ties, and for other purposes. 


SENATE RESOLUTION 208—RELAT- 
ING TO MAMMOGRAPHY SCREEN- 
ING 


Mr. COHEN (for himself and Ms. MI- 
KULSKI, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. BROWN, 
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. FoRD, Mr. BURNS, 
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. REID, 
Mr. MACK, Mrs. BOXER, Mrs. KASSE- 
BAUM, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN) submitted the follow- 
ing resolution; which was referred to 
the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources: 
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Whereas breast cancer is a substantial 
health problem in the United States, and the 
leading cause of death in women between the 
ages 15 to 54; 

Whereas breast cancer is the most common 
form of cancer for women in the United 
States, and the second leading cause of can- 
cer death among all women; 

Whereas it is estimated that in 1994 alone, 
over 182,000 new cases of breast cancer will 
be diagnosed and over 46,000 women will die 
as a result of breast cancer; 

Whereas in 1992, 40,000 cases of breast can- 
cer were diagnosed in women under the age 
of 50, of which 28,900 cases were diagnosed in 
women between the ages of 40 and 49; 

Whereas the risk of breast cancer increases 
significantly after the age of 40; 

Whereas mammography is recognized as a 
valuable diagnostic technique for screening 
women for breast cancer and has been proven 
to reduce mortality for women over the age 
of 50 with breast cancer; 

Whereas the National Cancer Institute is 
the lead Federal agency for research on the 
causes, prevention, diagnosis and treatment 
of cancer, and whose statements are relied 
upon by health professionals and patients for 
critical health care decisions; 

Whereas the National Cancer Institute in 
1987 developed guidelines recommending that 
breast cancer screening begin by age 40 and 
consist of annual clinical examination with 
mammography screening performed at 1- or 
2-year intervals to age 49; 

Whereas on December 3, 1993, the National 
Cancer Institute released a statement on 
breast cancer screening for women over the 
age of 50 that states that “there is a general 
consensus among experts that routine 
screening every 1 to 2 years with mammog- 
raphy and clinical breast examination can 
reduce breast cancer mortality by about one- 
third for women ages 50 and over“; 

Whereas such statement departed from the 
earlier recommendations of the National 
Cancer Institute on mammography screening 
for women ages 40 to 49 by stating that ex- 
perts do not agree on the role of routine 
screening mammography for women ages 40 
to 49" and that to date randomized clinical 
trials have not shown a statistically signifi- 
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cant reduction in mortality for women under 
the age of 50°’; and 

Whereas significant disagreement among 
experts in the field of oncology over the in- 
terpretation and accuracy of recent clinical 
studies on the value of mammography for 
women under age 50 and the recent state- 
ment by the National Cancer Institute on 
mammography for women ages 40 to 49 has 
sent both confusing and conflicting messages 
to women at risk of breast cancer: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that— 

(1) it is good public health care policy that 
appropriate mammography screening be 
available and accessible for women between 
the ages of 40 and 49; 

(2) in light of the scientific disagreement 
regarding the value of mammography 
screening for women between the ages of 40 
and 49, it is critically important that women 
and their doctors decide what is the best 
course of care for the early detection of 
breast cancer, including mammography 
screening; 

(3) health plans be established in such a 
manner to ensure that all women, including 
women ages 40 to 49, receive coverage for 
mammography screening that is appropriate 
for the early detection of breast cancer; 

(4) comprehensive health care reform in- 
clude adequate protection of all women, in- 
cluding women ages 40 to 49, to ensure that 
all women have access to coverage for mam- 
mography screening where it is appropriate 
for the early detection of breast cancer; 

(5) the National Cancer Institute supports 
additional research, which may include ran- 
domized clinical trials, for mammography 
screening for women ages 40 to 49 to deter- 
mine the effectiveness and benefits of mam- 
mography screening for reducing breast can- 
cer mortality in women under the age of 50; 

(6) the National Cancer Institute increase 
research to improve imaging techniques such 
as Mammography, and to develop new types 
of early detection such as digital mammog- 
raphy, and other technologies that will im- 
prove early detection of breast cancer in all 
women, especially for women ages 40 to 49; 


and 

(7) the Public Health Service, in conjunc- 
tion with national and international centers, 
consumer groups, and appropriate medical 
and professional organizations, should imme- 
diately reach a consensus on the studies that 
should be undertaken to provide information 
to determine the effectiveness and benefits 
of mammography screening and other 
emerging technologies for women ages 40 to 
49. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, today to- 
gether with Senators MIKULSKI, 
HUTCHISON, GRASSLEY, STEVENS, BRAD- 
LEY, BROWN, FORD, JEFFORDS, BURNS, 
MURRAY, SPECTER, REID, MACK, KASSE- 
BAUM, BOXER, FEINSTEIN, and LEVIN, I 
am submitting a sense-of-the-Senate 
resolution addressing the controversy 
surrounding the National Cancer Insti- 
tute’s recent policy statement ques- 
tioning the effectiveness of mammog- 
raphy screening for women between the 
ages of 40 to 49, This resolution under- 
scores that it is crucial to ensure that 
women between the ages of 40 to 49 
have adequate access to mammography 
screening for the early detection of 
breast cancer. It also encourages the 
Public Health Service to work with na- 
tional and international groups in de- 
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termining what additional scientific 
studies should be conducted to test the 
effectiveness of emerging cancer 
screening technologies. 

Despite promising scientific advances 
in the diagnosis and treatment of 
breast cancer, this very serious disease 
remains a major health threat to mil- 
lions of American women. This year 
alone, over 182,000 new cases of breast 
cancer will be diagnosed and more than 
46,000 women in the United States will 
die as a result of this devastating dis- 
ease. Breast cancer is the most com- 
mon cause of death for women aged 40 
to 44. Indeed, since the current prob- 
ability is that one in every eight 
women will be diagnosed with breast 
cancer, few families across this Nation 
will be untouched by this life-threaten- 
ing disease. 

With statistics this somber, I am 
very concerned by the recent an- 
nouncement of the National Cancer In- 
stitute that it will no longer rec- 
ommend that breast cancer screening 
begin at age 40 and consist of annual 
exams and mammograms every year or 
2 years up until age 49. This announce- 
ment has, in effect, reversed the NCI’s 
guidelines on mammography that have 
been in place since 1987. 

The NCI’s new position comes in the 
midst of great debate over the sci- 
entific basis for routine mammograms 
for women under 50, and before any 
adequately designed study has defini- 
tively established that mammography 
screening is not advisable for women in 
this age group. The NCI’s action has 
been strongly opposed by over 20 na- 
tional organizations dedicated to wom- 
en’s health, cancer prevention, and 
cancer research, such as the American 
Cancer Society and the American Med- 
ical Women’s Association. 

The NCI's new position is highly con- 
troversial even within the National In- 
stitutes of Health itself. While the NCI 
determined, based on eight clinical 
trials, that there was insufficient evi- 
dence to show that mammography re- 
duces mortality rates for women in 
their forties, only one of these studies 
was adequately designed to specifically 
evaluate screening for women in this 
age category. Moreover, this new pol- 
icy was announced despite the advice 
of the NCI’s own National Cancer Advi- 
sory Board—an extremely rare occur- 
rence. By a 14 to 1 vote, the Advisory 
Board concluded that the Institute’s 
earlier guidelines should remain in 
place because the science is inconclu- 
sive to support any changes at the 
present time. 

Mr. President, there has been wide- 
spread speculation on why the NCI has 
altered its position on mammography 
for women under 50, against the advice 
of its own board and a host of providers 
and advocates for women’s health. 
Some women’s groups, health care or- 
ganizations, and doctors allege that it 
is economics, rather than scientific in- 
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formation that is leading this change 
in policy. They are concerned that the 
NCI’s decision may have been influ- 
enced by the costs of reimbursing 
mammograms for women aged 40 to 49 
if mammography is included in a 
standard benefit package under health 
care reform. 

I am not convinced that this was the 
motive behind NCI's action. I do, how- 
ever, seriously question the wisdom of 
scaling back mammography standards 
for women during a time when the inci- 
dence of breast cancer has reached epi- 
demic proportions and no clear consen- 
sus on this issue has been reached. 

Iam very concerned that the NCI's 
action will send a confusing message 
about the importance of mammog- 
raphy, thus  discouraging younger 
women to obtain screening. This mixed 
message is particularly disturbing at 
the same time that breast cancer treat- 
ment studies have come under fire for 
allegedly covering up possible falsifica- 
tion of data. 

I am also very concerned that the 
NCI’s action has already had an ad- 
verse effect on insurance coverage for 
this important cancer screening tool, 
and that some insurance plans are now 
refusing to cover mammograms for 
women in this age group. 

There are exciting new developments 
emerging through cancer research, in- 
cluding blood tests and digital mam- 
mography to more accurately detect 
breast cancer. Until these alternative 
screening techniques are widely avail- 
able, however, mammography remains 
one of the only weapons we have to 
help detect breast cancer during its 
first stages. Since early cancer detec- 
tion offers the best opportunity for 
treatment to be successful, it is criti- 
cal that we send the appropriate public 
health message to women: namely, 
that women of all ages at risk of breast 
cancer and women over the age of 40 
should have access to, and should con- 
sult with their physician about routine 
mammography screening. 

This year, over 900 women in Maine 
will be diagnosed with breast cancer, 
and over 225 women will die as a result 
of this disease. Alarmingly, as many as 
80 percent of these women have no 
known risk factor for cancer, but will 
still develop the disease. 

Recently, I met with a group of cou- 
rageous breast cancer survivors from 
Maine who were visiting Washington to 
draw attention to the magnitude of the 
breast cancer epidemic in this country. 

Bonnie Tucker, a third generation 
breast cancer survivor, from Hampden, 
ME, was one of these survivors. Her 
grandmother was diagnosed with 
breast cancer at age 66 and her mother 
was diagnosed at age 48—and died at 
age 50. Bonnie’s own cancer was diag- 
nosed at age 39, and she has no doubt 
that the mammogram that detected 
her cancer has added years to her life. 
She is furious with the NCI’s recent 
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policy statement and fears that many 
women without a family history of 
breast cancer may defer mammography 
until their cancer is too advanced, as 
in the case of her mother and grand- 
mother. Bonnie is still fighting her 
own disease, and is fighting the battle 
for a cure for her daughter and millions 
of other young women in this country. 

Mr. President, as we tackle health 
care reform, we must do all we can to 
encourage preventive health care, as 
one of the most effective means of con- 
trolling costs in the long run. A key 
factor in preventive health care is edu- 
cating patients on early disease detec- 
tion and encouraging them to discuss 
screening techniques with their doc- 
tors. Clarifying the importance of 
mammography for women in their 40’s 
is an important step in this direction. 

This resolution is endorsed by the 
American Cancer Society, American 
Medical Women’s Association, Na- 
tional Breast Cancer Coalition, Na- 
tional Alliance of Breast Cancer Orga- 
nizations, National Medical Associa- 
tion, American College of Radiology, 
American Society of Internal Medicine, 
Cancer Research Foundation of Amer- 
ica, American Association of Women 
Radiologists, the Society for the Study 
of Breast Disease, Cancer Awareness 
Programs, and the Susan G. Komen 
Foundation. 

Mr. President, some have argued that 
we should not politicize science by in- 
truding upon the actions of the Na- 
tional Cancer Institute, and that we 
should, instead, allow the science to 
speak for itself. I share this concern 
that we should not allow politics to 
dictate our scientific findings. This 
resolution, however, does not alter the 
scientific conclusions of the NCI, but 
rather clarifies that, in the absence of 
definitive scientific evidence to the 
contrary, we cannot afford to discour- 
age women from seeking out early 
breast cancer screening. 

I applaud Senator MIKULSKI for her 
leadership in promoting quality mam- 
mography screening. Both she and I 
look forward to working with our col- 
leagues, the NCI, and a host of major 
national cancer, health, and women’s 
organizations in encouraging early de- 
tection of breast cancer. I urge my col- 
leagues to cosponsor this sense-of-the- 
Senate resolution to send a strong, 
clear message that mammography is 
an important cancer screening tool 
which should be encouraged and avail- 
able. To do any less could jeopardize 
the lives of millions of American 
women. 

I ask unanimous consent that a list 
of the groups that support che resolu- 
tion be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

GROUPS WHO ENDORSE THE RESOLUTION 


American Cancer Society. 
American Medical Women’s Association. 
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National Breast Cancer Coalition. 

National Alliance of Breast Cancer Organi- 
zations. 

National Medical Association. 

American College of Radiology. 

American Society of Internal Medicine. 

Cancer Research Foundation of America. 

American Association of Women Radiolo- 


gists. 

The Society for the Study of Breast Dis- 
ease. 

Cancer Awareness Programs. 

Susan G. Komen Foundation. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of this resolution, 
Senate Resolution 208, that is so vi- 
tally important to the women of this 
Nation. Breast cancer is a most hor- 
rible disease, it strikes all generations 
and is unrelenting in the attack on its 
victims. If there is anything that can 
be done to stop it, we must pursue that 
effort with all the resources that we 


possess. 

Mr. President, there is something 
that we can do. A properly performed 
mammography can help catch this 
dreaded disease in its early stages, 
when changes are highest for a full re- 
covery. It is not perfect, it is not 100 
percent effective, but it is a start. How- 
ever, relaxed new guidelines on when 
women should begin routine mammog- 
raphy screening could put this valuable 
preventive medicine out of reach. Pas- 
sage of this resolution will dem- 
onstrate how wrong the Senate feels 
these new guidelines are. 

This is not the solution to the great- 
er problem, but it is a positive first 
step in the fight against breast cancer, 
and I say again, the least that can be 
done. It is with that sentiment that I 
ask my colleagues to join me in my 
support for this most meaningful legis- 
lation. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
to join Senator COHEN in introducing 
Senate Resolution 208. We are intro- 
ducing this resolution to express the 
sense of the Senate with respect to 
Mammography screening to detect 
breast cancer in women. And we en- 
courage our colleagues to join us in our 
efforts. 

Why a resolution on mammography? 

Because women and men across the 
country are angry about the mixed and 
confusing messages about the benefits 
of mammography for women between 
the ages of 40 and 49. 

Because they are concerned that 
without clear scientific agreement 
about the value of mammography 
screening for women aged 40 to 49 that 
insurance companies will take that as 
a sign to stop covering this procedure. 

Because they are concerned that 
there isn’t sufficient research being 
done on the benefits of mammography 
in younger women or enough research 
being supported to improve early de- 
tection techniques that could better 
detect breast cancer in younger 
women. 

And because they are concerned that 
coverage for mammography screening 
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in health care reform may not be ade- 
quate to the task of screening women 
to save lives. 

On April 9, I held a hearing of the 
Subcommittee on Aging to discuss 
women’s health and health care re- 
form. This was a historic hearing: six 
of the seven women Senators attended 
that hearing and all of them raised se- 
rious concerns about the confusing 
message coming from the National 
Cancer Institute regarding the value of 
screening women between the ages of 
40 and 49. 

Last fall the National Cancer Insti- 
tute after a serious review of the stud- 
ies on mammography concluded that 
while there was a general consensus 
among experts that routine screening 
and clinical breast examination can re- 
duce mortality for women over 650, 
there is no agreement among experts 
about the role of routine screening 
from mammography for women ages 40 
to 49. They found that studies to date 
do not show significant reduction in 
mortality for this age group. 

The National Canter Institute also 
said that it was no longer issuing 
guidelines regarding mammography. 
Instead they issued a statement of 
their findings and encouraged women 
to discuss with their physicians appro- 
priate health care regarding the early 
detection of breast cancer. 

The problem was that scientists of 
the highest caliber disagreed about the 
NCI findings. Respected physician 
groups also divided over the issue of 
whether women under the age of 50 
should be screened regularly as had 
been the NCI recommendations from 
1987 through 1993. 

And consumer health groups are di- 
vided as well about what to recommend 
to their constituents. 

That is why we need this resolution: 
we need more research, more coopera- 
tion, and a better way to communicate 
change in scientific guidelines to 
women in this country. We need a 
clear, scientific, and agreed upon 
course of action to reach a clear mes- 
sage. And we need to be sure that that 
process has input from consumer 
groups, appropriate medical and profes- 
sional organizations, and national and 
international researchers. 

We also need an NCI that can lead, 
that can be trusted, and that can un- 
derstand the fears and anger of women 
and men in this country over the rising 
rate of breast cancer and the lack of 
clear scientific agreement on how to 
best detect this disease. 

We know breast cancer continues to 
be the second leading cause of cancer 
death in women in the United States 
behind lung cancer. We know that 
182,000 new cases of breast cancer are 
estimated to be diagnosed this year, 
40,000 of which will be diagnosed in 
women under the age of 50. And we 
know sadly that 46,000 women will lose 
their lives to this disease alone this 
year. 
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That makes this resolution all the 
more urgent. We cannot retreat from 
the need to understand and find a cure 
for this disease. Nor can we retreat as- 
suring that women get the type of care 
that is appropriate for the early detec- 
tion of this disease in the face of sci- 
entific uncertainty. 

This resolution makes sure that we 
go forward—not backward. 

It makes clear that women between 
age 40 and 49 will get appropriate 
screening for the early detection of 
breast cancer. 

It makes clear that any health care 
reform bill must provide adequate and 
appropriate coverage for the early de- 
tection of breast cancer. 

And it makes clear that it is time 
that NCI take the leadership and bring 
all players to the table to reach a con- 
sensus on the studies to be taken to de- 
termine the effectiveness and benefits 
of mammography screening and other 
emerging technologies for women ages 
40 to 49. 

The women who are dying from 
breast cancer every year are more than 
statistics. They are women of all ages, 
mothers, sisters, daughters, and grand- 
daughters. We owe it to them to redou- 
ble our efforts on all fronts to elimi- 
nate this disease. 


SENATE RESOLUTION 209 
HONORING MIKIS THEODORAKIS 


Mr. RIEGLE submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 209 

Whereas Mikis Theodorakis is an inter- 
nationally renowned musical genius and is 
considered to be Greece’s greatest living 
composer; 

Whereas Mikis Theodorakis was born in 
1925 on the Greek island of Khios to a family 
which instilled in him a love of music and a 
passion for life; 

Whereas, as a youth, Mikis Theodorakis 
pursued his love of music by teaching him- 
self to write music from memory and with- 
out access to musical instruments; 

Whereas, in 1953, Mikis Theodorakis en- 
tered the Paris Conservatory, launching his 
brilliant musical career; 

Whereas Mikis Theodorakis has composed 
more than 200 popular songs, 10 symphonies, 
3 ballets, 2 oratorios, a folk opera, and the 
Olympic anthem (which was first performed 
at the 1992 Summer Olympic Games in Bar- 
celona, Spain); 

Whereas Mikis Theodorakis is famous 
throughout the world for his film scores to 
Z, and “Zorba the Greek“; 

Whereas Mikis Theodorakis combines his 
exceptional artistic talent with a deep love 
of his country and is dedicated to heighten- 
ing international awareness of human rights 
and environmental issues, and ending child 
hunger in the world; 

Whereas Mikis Theodorakis is on a month- 
long goodwill tour of Europe, Canada, and 
the United States; 

Whereas Mikis Theodorakis returns to 
North America after an absence of nearly 2 
decades, leading the 150 Ensemble Symphony 
Orchestra and Chorus of Hellenic Radio and 
Television in concert performances of his 
own works; 
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Whereas the proceeds from  Mikis 
Theodorakis’ concert tour will benefit a 
number of philanthropic organizations, in- 
cluding the Greek reforestation effort spon- 
sored by the Plant Your Roots in Greece 
Foundation; 

Whereas his beautiful homeland of Greece 
is fortunate to claim Mikis Theodorakis as a 
national figure; and 

Whereas the United States is fortunate to 
welcome Mikis Theodorakis for the series of 
concerts he will present here during May 
1994: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that— 

(1) Mikis Theodorakis' musical contribu- 
tions, and his efforts to promote human 
rights, raise awareness of environmental is- 
sues, and end child hunger deserve our appre- 
ciation and support; and 

(2) the Senate welcomes Mikis Theodorakis 
to the United States and applauds his talent 
and enthusiasm for his work. 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 
FAIR CREDIT REPORTING ACT 


BRYAN AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1667 


Mr. BRYAN (for himself, Mr. BOND, 
and Mr. RIEGLE) proposed an amend- 
ment to the bill (S. 783) to amend the 
Fair Credit Reporting Act, and for 
other purposes; as follows: 

On page 80, line 2, strike and“. 

On page 80, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following: 

B) an identifier that is not unique to the 
consumer and that is used by the person 
solely for the purpose of verifying the iden- 
tity of the consumer; and 

On page 80, line 3, strike (B)“ and insert 
"(C)". 

On page 80, line 20, strike ‘subsection (d)“ 
and insert ‘subsections (a)(2) and (d)“. 

On page 105, strike lines 17 through 21 and 
insert the following: 

“(3) if the consumer certifies in writing 
that the consumer— 

() is unemployed and intends to apply 
for employment during the 60-day period be- 
ginning on the date on which such certifi- 
cation is made; 

(B) is a recipient of public welfare assist- 
ance; or 

(O) has been the victim of fraud. 

On page 106, line 7, strike the quotation 
marks and the final period. 

On page 106, between lines 7 and 8, insert 
the following new subsection: 

"(c) CONSUMER REPORTS AT SPECIFIED 
CHARGE.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Upon the written request 
of à consumer, a consumer reporting agency 
that maintains a file on the consumer shall 
make all disclosures pursuant to section 609 
once during any 12-month period at the ap- 
plicable charge described in paragraph (2). 

"(2) APPLICABLE CHARGE.—For purposes of 
paragraph (1), the applicable charge shall not 
exceed the lesser of— 

"(A) the total costs incurred by the 
consumer reporting agency in making the 
disclosures; and 

8) 83.“ 

On page 107, strike lines 16 through 18 and 
insert paragraph (2); and“. 

On page 112, between lines 14 and 15, insert 
the following new subsection: 
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(d) AFFILIATE SHARING NOTICE REQUIRE- 
MENT.—Section 615 of the Fair Credit Report- 
ing Act (15 U.S.C. 1681m), as amended by sub- 
sections (b) and (c), is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

"(f) AFFILIATE SHARING NOTICE REQUIRE- 
MENT.—Whenever credit or insurance for per- 
sonal, family, or household purposes involv- 
ing a consumer is denied or the charge for 
such credit is increased, either wholly or 
partly because of information that is fur- 
nished to the user of the information by a 
person related to the user by common owner- 
ship or affiliated by corporate control, and 
that bears upon the consumer's creditworthi- 
ness, credit standing, credit capacity, char- 
acter, general reputation, personal charac- 
teristics, or mode of living, the user of such 
information shall— 

(J) notify the consumer of the action, and 
upon a written request from the consumer 
for the reasons for such action that is re- 
ceived by the user not later than 60 days 
after transmitting such notice, not later 
than 30 days after receiving such request, 
disclose the nature of the information to the 
consumer; and 

"(2) provide to the consumer a toll-free 
telephone number that is established and 
maintained by the user and that enables the 
consumer to contact the user regarding the 
action.“. 

On page 112, line 20, strike A person“ and 
insert Except as provided in section 622(c), 
a person". 

On page 112, line 23, strike “subsection (c)“ 
and insert “subsection (b)“. 

On page 113, strike lines 1 through 3. 

On page 113, line 4, strike “(c)” and insert 
"(b)". 

On page 113, line 18, strike (d)“ and insert 
"(0)'*; 

On page 114, line 6, strike A person“ and 
insert Except as provided in section 622(c), 
a person”. 

On page 114, line 9, strike “subsection (c)“ 
and insert ‘‘subsection (b)“. 

On page 114, strike lines 10 through 12. 

On page 114, line 13, strike (c)“ and insert 
"(b)". 

On page 114, line 23, strike (d)“ and insert 
“(e)”, 

On page 115, strike line 23 and all that fol- 
lows through page 116, line 2, and insert the 
following: 

(2) DUTY TO CORRECT AND UPDATE INFOR- 
MATION AFTER REINVESTIGATION.—A person 
who furnishes to a consumer reporting agen- 
cy information that is disputed by a 
consumer in accordance with section 611 and 
that, as a result of an investigation con- 
ducted in accordance with subsection (b), is 
determined by the person to be inaccurate or 
incomplete shall 

On page 116, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following new paragraph: 

"(3) DUTY TO CORRECT INFORMATION OTHER- 
WISE DETERMINED TO BE INACCURATE OR INCOM- 
PLETE.—A person who regularly and in the 
ordinary course of business furnishes to a 
consumer reporting agency information 
that, other than as a result of an investiga- 
tion conducted in accordance with sub- 
section (b), is determined by the person to be 
inaccurate or incomplete shall— 

"(A) promptly notify the consumer report- 
ing agency of that determination; and 

(B) provide to the agency any corrections 
to that information, or any additional infor- 
mation, necessary to make the information 
provided by the person to the agency com- 
plete and accurate. 

On page 116, line 10, strike (3) and insert 
"(4)". 


9055 


On page 116, line 18, strike “(4)” and insert 
"(5)". 

On page 117, line 1, strike ''(5)" and insert 
"(6)". 

On page 117, strike line 9 and all that fol- 
lows through page 118, line 10. 

On page 118, line 11, strike (c)“ and insert 
b)“. 

On page 118, line 19, strike 25-day“ and all 
that follows through ‘‘611(a)(1)"" and insert 
the following: “applicable period under sec- 
tion 611(a), during which the consumer re- 
porting agency is required to complete ac- 
tions required by that section regarding that 
information". 

On page 118, line 25, strike ''(d)" and insert 
„(G)“. 

On page 119, strike lines 1 through 3 and in- 
sert the following: 

(IJ) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY.—Sections 616 
and 617 do not apply to any failure to comply 
with paragraph (1), (3), (4), (5), or (6) of sub- 
section (a). 

*(2) ENFORCEMENT.—Paragraphs (1), (3), (4), 
(5), and (6) of subsection (a) shall be enforced 
exclusively under section 621 by the agencies 
identified in that section. : 

On page 119, line 4, strike “(2)” and insert 
“(3)”, 

On page 120, line 9, insert “except in the 
case of a violation of section 622(a)(1)," after 
"(D)". 

On page 121, line 23, insert, except that 
no civil penalty may be imposed for a viola- 
tion of section 622(a)(1)" before the quotation 
marks. 

On page 123, between lines 18 and 19, insert 
the following: 

(i) section 605, relating to obsolete infor- 
mation, except that this clause does not af- 
fect the applicability of any State law in ef- 
fect on the date of enactment of the 
Consumer Reporting Reform Act of 1994; 

On page 123, line 19, strike (ii)“ and insert 
„(iii)“. 

On page 124, line 3, strike (iii)“ and insert 
“dv. 

On page 124, line 8, strike (iv)“ and insert 
"(v)", 

On page 124, line 18, strike "under—" and 
all that follows through ':622(b)(2)" and in- 
sert under section 609%(c)’’. 

On page 126, line 6, strike '*'under—'' and all 
that follows through line 8 and insert the fol- 
lowing: "under section 609(c). 

() APPLICABILITY.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this subsection, beginning 
6 years after the date of enactment of the 
Consumer Reporting Reform Act of 1994, a 
State may adopt a law, or certify that the 
voters of the State have voted in favor of a 
constitutional or other provision, which 
States explicitly and by its terms that the 
law or provision is intended to supplement 
this Act, if the law or provision gives greater 
protection to the consumer than is provided 
under this Act.“. 

On page 133, line 7, strike “You have" and 
all that follows through the period on line 10. 

On page 133, line 10, strike "also". 

On page 133, line 14, insert the following 
after the period: ‘‘You are also entitled to re- 
ceive a free copy of your credit report if you 
are unemployed and intend to apply for em- 
ployment during the next 60 days, if you are 
a recipient of public welfare assistance, or if 
you have been the victim of fraud.“ 


LIEBERMAN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1668 


Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself and 
Mr. MACK, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. 
BRADLEY, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. BINGA- 
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MAN, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. WELLSTONE, 
Mr. GORTON, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. BENNETT, 
Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, and Mr. ROBB) proposed 
an amendment to the bill S. 783, supra; 
as follows: 


At the appropriate place insert: 
SECTION 1. FINDINGS. 

(a) The Financial Accounting Standards 
Board (FASB) is currently considering 
changing the Generally Accepted Accounting 
Principle relating to employee stock options 
plans and stock purchase plans; 

(b) FASB's proposal that would require the 
use of complex mathematical formulas to es- 
timate a value for employee stock options at 
the date of grant and requires those esti- 
mated values be deducted from earnings on 
companies' income statements; 

(c) FASB has just completed an extended 
review of its proposal which included a pub- 
lic comment period, numerous field hearings 
and a field test; 

(d) FASB's proposal has generated opposi- 
tion which is unprecedented in both its in- 
tensity and universality; 

(e) The accounting profession, as rep- 
resented by the American Institute of Cer- 
tified Public Accountants and each of the 6 
largest national accounting firms, oppose 
FASB's proposal; 

(f) Individual investors, as represented by 
the United Shareholders Association, oppose 
FASB's proposal; 

(g) Institutional investors and pension 
funds, as represented by the Council of Insti- 
tutional Investors, oppose FASB's proposal; 

(h) Both the Secretary of the Treasury and 
the Secretary of Commerce have raised seri- 
ous concerns about FASB's proposal: “Most 
troubling is the possibility that implementa- 
tion of the proposal might result in more 
volatile and less accurate and consistent fi- 
nancial statements because of the extreme 
difficulty of valuing long-term, non-market- 
able, forfeitable stock options:“ 

(i) There is a broad consensus among those 
who have studied the FASB proposal it will 
diminish and not improve either the integ- 
rity or comparability of information avail- 
able to investors; 

() The National economic policy implica- 
tions of FASB's proposal are substantial be- 
cause small, growth-oriented companies 
often lack capital and therefore regularly 
rely on broad-based employee stock options 
to attract employees and large business pro- 
vide employee stock options and broad-based 
employee stock purchase plans to help moti- 
vate their employees and improve productiv- 
ity; and 

(k) The FASB proposal will diminish the 
ability of small companies to raise capital 
and attract employees and it will curtail, 
not enhance broad-based employee owner- 
ship. 

SEC. 2. SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

It is the Sense of the Senate that 

(a) the new accounting treatment of em- 
ployee stock options and employee stock 
purchase plans, proposed by the Financial 
Accounting Standards Board, will have grave 
economic consequences particularly for busi- 
nesses in new-growth sectors which rely 
heavily on employee entrepreneurship; 

(b) the new accounting treatment of em- 
ployee stock options and employee stock 
purchase plans, proposed by the Financial 
Accounting Standards Board, will diminish 
rather than expand broad-based employee 
stock option plans; and 

(c) the Financial Accounting Standards 
Board should not at this time change the 
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current generally accepted accounting treat- 
ment of stock options and stock purchase 
plans contained in Accounting Principles 
Board Decision 25. 


LEVIN (AND BOREN) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1669 


Mr. LEVIN (for himself and Mr. 
BOREN) proposed an amendment to the 
amendment No. 1668 proposed by Mr. 
LIEBERMAN to the bill S. 783, supra; as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place in the amend- 
ment, insert the following new section: 

SEC. .SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

It is the sense of the Senate that— 

(1) the status of the Financial Accounting 
Standards Board as a private body of inde- 
pendent accounting experts should be re- 
spected and safe-guarded; and 

(2) the Congress should not impair the ob- 
jectivity or integrity of the Financial Ac- 
counting Standards Board's decisionmaking 
process by legislating accounting rules. 


GORTON AMENDMENT NO. 1670 


Mr. BRYAN (for Mr. GORTON) pro- 
posed an amendment to the bill S. 783, 
supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

SEC. . SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMIS- 
SION, SEATTLE DISTRICT OFFICE. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the Secu- 
rities and Exchange Commission district of- 
fice located in Seattle, Washington shall not 
be closed, nor its services, operations, or 
Staff be reduced from the levels in effect on 
January 1, 1994. None of the operations of the 
Seattle office shall be transferred to another 
office of the Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission. 


NOTICES OF HEARINGS 


COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce that the Senate Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs will be holding 
a Hearing on Wednesday, May 4, 1994, 
beginning at 9:30 a.m., in 485 Russell 
Senate Office Building on H.R. 6 and S. 
1513, reauthorization of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 

Those wishing additional information 
Should contact the Committee on In- 
dian Affairs at 224-2251. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the public 
that a field hearing has been scheduled 
before the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

The hearing will take place on Satur- 
day, May 14, 1994, beginning at 8:30 a.m. 
and concluding at approximately 12 
noon. The hearing will be held in the 
Special Events Building of the Indian 
Pueblo Culture Center, 2401 12th Street 
NW., Albuquerque, NM. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re- 
ceive testimony on the Department of 
the Interior's proposed rule to amend 
the Department's regulations concern- 
ing livestocks grazing. 


May 3, 1994 


Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. Witnesses testify- 
ing at the hearing are requested to 
bring 15 copies of their written testi- 
mony with them on the day of the 
hearing. 

Anyone wishing to submit a state- 
ment for the record should bring one 
copy to the hearing, or send a copy to 
Senator BINGAMAN or Senator DOMEN- 
ICI's office in Albuquerque, or to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources, Room 304 of the Dirksen Sen- 
ate Office Building, Washington, DC, 
20510-6150. 

For further information regarding 
the hearing, please contact Pat Mon- 
toya of Senator BINGAMAN’s Albuquer- 
que office at (505) 766-3636, Maxine 
Gallegos of Senator DOMENICI’s Albu- 
querque office at (505) 766-3481, or Tom 
Williams of the committee staff in 
Washington at (202) 224-7145. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources will hold a hearing on the dis- 
position of excess weapons plutonium. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re- 
ceive testimony on options available to 
Manage excess weapons plutonium and 
on the administration's efforts to for- 
mulate a plutonium disposition policy. 

The hearing will take place on Thurs- 
day, May 26, 1994, at 9:30 a.m. in room 
SD-366 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building, First and C Streets NE., 
Washington, DC. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the printed hearing record should 
send their comments to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, U.S. 
Senate, Washington, DC 20510. 

For further information, please con- 
tact Sam Fowler of the committee 
Staff at (202) 224—7569. 


NOTICE OF RESCHEDULING OF 
HEARINGS 


COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RE- 
SOURCES—SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER AND 
POWER 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I 

would like to announce for my col- 

leagues and the public the rescheduling 
of an April 26, 1994, oversight hearing 
before the Subcommittee on Water and 

Power of the Committee on Energy and 

Natural Resources. The purpose of the 

hearing is to receive testimony on 

water quality and quantity problems 
and opportunities facing the lower Col- 
orado River area. 

The hearing will begin on Wednesday, 
June 8, 1994, from 2:30 p.m. to 5 p.m. 
and continue on Thursday, June 9, 1994, 
from 9:30 a.m. to 12 p.m. in room 366 of 
the Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
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First and C Streets, NE., Washington, 
DC. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the printed hearing record should 
send their comments to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, U.S. 
Senate, Washington, DC, 20510, Atten- 
tion: Leslie Palmer. 

For further information, please con- 
tact Dana Sebren Cooper, counsel for 
the subcommittee at (202) 224-4531, or 
Leslie Palmer at (202) 224-6836. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that the hear- 
ing before the Subcommittee on Public 
Lands, National Parks and Forests pre- 
viously scheduled for Thursday, April 
28, 1994, has been rescheduled for 
Thursday, May 12, 1994. The hearing 
will begin at 2 p.m. in room SD-366 of 
the Dirksen Senate Office Building in 
Washington, DC. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re- 
ceive testimony on two bills pending 
before the Subcommittee pertaining to 
the management of the Presidio in San 
Francisco. The bills are: 

S. 1549, to amend the act establishing 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
to provide for the management of the 
Presidio by the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior, and for other purposes; and 

S. 1639, to provide for the manage- 
ment of portions of the Presidio under 
the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the 
Interior, and for other purposes. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, anyone 
wishing to submit a written statement 
is welcome to do so by sending two cop- 
ies to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources, 304 Dirksen Senate 
Office Building, Washington, DC 20510- 
6150. 

For further information regarding 
the hearing, please contact David 
Brooks of the subcommittee staff at 
(202) 224-8115. 


V. 9 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
on May 3, 1994, at 10 a.m. on the nomi- 
nation of Robert E. Karmek to be com- 
mandant and Arthur E. Henn to be vice 
commandant and immediately follow- 
ing a hearing on the Coast Guard reau- 
thorization. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit- 
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tee on Energy and Natural Resources 
be authorized to meet during the ses- 
sion of the Senate, 10 a.m., May 3, 1994, 
to receive testimony on boron-neutron 
cancer therapy. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on Tuesday, May 3 at 10 a.m., to 
hold a hearing on the administration’s 
proposal to seek modification of the 
1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (Ex. 
L. 92-2). 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on Tuesday, May 3, 1994, at 10:30 
a.m. to hold nomination hearings on 
the following nominees: Mr. Melvyn 
Levitsky, of Maryland, to be Ambas- 
sador to the Federative Republic of 
Brazil; Mr. Myles Robert Rene 
Frechette, of Maryland, to be Ambas- 
sador to the Republic of Colombia; and 
Ms. Donna Jean Hrinak, of Virginia, to 
be Ambassador to the Dominican Re- 
public. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on Tuesday, May 3, 1994, at 4 p.m. 
to receive à closed briefing on United 
States policy toward Haiti. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent on behalf of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee for 
authority to meet on Tuesday, May 3, 
at 9:30 a.m. for a hearing on: Federal 
telecommunications policy. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 
Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Small 
Business Committee be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Tuesday, May 3, 1994, at 12:15 p.m. 
The Committee will be voting on the 
nomination of Jere Glover to be the 
chief counsel for Advocacy at the 
Small Business Administration. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Tuesday, May 3, 1994, at 10 
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a.m. to hold an open hearing on coun- 
terintelligence improvements legisla- 
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON COALITION DEFENSE AND 

REINFORCING FORCES 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Coalition Defense and 
Reinforcing Forces of the Committee 
on Armed Services be authorized to 
meet on Tuesday, May 3, 1994, at 2:30 
p.m., in open session, to receive testi- 
mony on the Army investment strat- 
egy in review of the defense authoriza- 
tion request for fiscal year 1995 and the 
Future Years Defense Program 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH FOR FAMILIES AND 

THE UNINSURED 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Health for Families and 
the Uninsured of the Committee on Fi- 
nance be permitted to meet today, May 
8, 1994, at 10 a.m., to hear testimony on 
the subject of classification of workers 
as employees or independent contrac- 
tors under health care reform. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Housing and Urban Af- 
fairs of the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Tuesday, May 3, beginning 
at 10 a.m. to conduct a hearing on the 
Housing Choice and Community Invest- 
ment Act of 1944. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NUCLEAR DETERRENCE, 
ARMS CONTROL AND DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Nuclear Deterrence, 
Arms Control and Defense Intelligence 
of the Committee on Armed Services 
be authorized to meet at 2:30 p.m. on 
Tuesday, May 3, 1994, in open/closed 
session, to receive testimony on the 
Department of Energy’s weapons and 
material support and other defense pro- 
grams in review of the Defense author- 
ization request for fiscal year 1995 and 
the Future Years Defense Program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON REGIONAL DEFENSE AND 

CONTINGENCY FORCES 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Regional Defense and 
Contingency Forces of the Committee 
on Armed Services be authorized to 
meet on Tuesday, May 3, 1994, at 10 

m., in open session, to receive testi- 
mony on the Navy investment strategy 
in review of the Defense authorization 
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request for fiscal year 1995 and the Fu- 
ture Years Defense Program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TECHNOLOGY AND THE LAW 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Technology and the Law, 
of the committee on the Judiciary, be 
authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Tuesday, May 3, 1994, 
at 9:30 a.m. to hold a hearing on the ad- 
ministration's Clipper Chip Key Escrow 
Encryption Program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


THE 100TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
TRAVELERS AID SOCIETY OF 
RHODE ISLAND 


èe Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, 100 
years ago the Young Women’s Chris- 
tian Association founded a commit- 
tee—Travelers Aid—to assist and pro- 
tect young women moving to Provi- 
dence, RI. Today, I am pleased to an- 
nounce the centennial anniversary of 
the Travelers Aid Society of Rhode Is- 
land, and I wish to thank its members 
for their tremendous contributions to 
our State. 

While the staff and scope of Travelers 
Aid has greatly expanded since 1894, its 
dedication to service remains un- 
changed. Today, a skilled and largely 
volunteer staff provide a wide range of 
educational and medical services to 
Rhode Islanders in need. In addition, 
the Travelers Aid Society maintains an 
aggressive outreach program designed 
to help at-risk individuals, including 
the homeless. 

Three of the Travelers Aid programs 
are especially noteworthy: 

First is the Travelers Aid Adult Edu- 
cation Program. It offers language, 
general education diploma [GED], and 
English as a second language [ESL] 
courses, in addition to other classes 
where students are taught basic skills 
to locate and maintain employment. 
Some of these classes are taught by 
Ms. Sally Gabb, the recipient of the 
1993 Rhode Island Adult Educator of 
the Year award and director of the 
Travelers Aid Adult Education Pro- 


gram. 

Second is the mobile Medical Van 
Program. Since 1987, the Travelers Aid 
Society of Rhode Island has made basic 
medical services available through its 
mobile Medical Van. For the past 7 
years, the volunteer staff has aided 
more than 10,000 Rhode Islanders. 
Those seeking assistance are the home- 
less, the unemployed, and those who 
are working but have neither medical 
insurance nor the means to see a doc- 
tor. Patients range from children to 
senior citizens, and can be seen by ap- 
pointment or on a walk in basis. 
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The third program is called the Trav- 
elers Aid Project Street [TAPS], where 
many graduates of Travelers Aid re- 
turn to show and share their success 
stories—they do for others what Trav- 
elers Aid has done for them. For exam- 
ple, Mr. LeMoyne Waite, who was once 
in and out of several Travelers Aid 
clinics, now walks the streets of Provi- 
dence informing men and women about 
the many services available to them at 
Travelers Aid. 

In conclusion, I ask my colleagues to 
join me in wishing Travelers Aid of 
Rhode Island a happy 100th anniver- 
sary, and praising this wonderful orga- 
nization for a century of public serv- 
ice.e 


A MOM AND POP MANIFESTO 


* Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, it was my 
privilege to serve for 6 years in the 
House of Representatives with the dis- 
tinguished Representative from Mi- 
nois, HENRY HYDE. Throughout his 
nearly 20-year career in the House, 
Congressman HYDE has been one of the 
Nation’s most eloquent and respected 
voices in defense of traditional family 
values. 

But Congressman HYDE has not just 
spoken out for family values. He has 
also put his beliefs into action. Perhaps 
his greatest achievement was the pas- 
sage of the famous Hyde Amendment, 
which banned Federal funding of abor- 
tions under Medicaid, in 1977. The Hyde 
amendment has been passed again and 
again every year since then. Countless 
numbers of our fellow citizens owe 
their lives, in a very real sense, to 
HENRY HYDE. 

Congressman HYDE’s latest contribu- 
tion to the cause of restoring those tra- 
ditional family values that are essen- 
tial to our Nation’s moral renewal is 
an unusually insightful and lucid arti- 
cle in the spring 1994 edition of Policy 
Review. His article is entitled ‘‘A Mom 
and Pop Manifesto: What the Pro-Fam- 
ily Movement Wants From Congress." I 
strongly recommend it to all of my col- 
leagues. 

Mr. President, I ask for Congressman 
HYDE'S article to be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The article follows: 

{From Policy Review, Spring 1994] 

A MOM AND POP MANIFESTO—WHAT THE PRO- 
FAMILY MOVEMENT WANTS FROM CONGRESS 
(By Representative Henry Hyde) 

When Lenin, that architect of tyranny, 
asked his famous question—''what is to be 
done?“ — his response was to overturn the 
foundations of civil society. Right question, 
wrong answer. America, now the free world's 
most violent nation, faces a historic moment 
of similar magnitude. What is to be done, by 
us, to restore the family as the surest basis 
of civil order, the strongest foundation for 
free enterprise, the safest home of freedom? 

It is à question that official Washington 
seems incapable of answering. Instead of ac- 
knowledging the role of the traditional fam- 
ily in sustaining a democratic order, Con- 
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gress continues at best to ignore, and at 
worst to undermine, that role in everything 
from education and health to aging and 
crime. In addition, Congress has placed new 
financial pressures on the family. Last year 
it repealed the Young Child Tax Credit, a 
Bush-era innovation to provide low-income 
households a refundable tax credit (about 
$500 per child) to help them care for 
newborns and toddlers. Meanwhile, President 
Clinton's tax hike—$255 billion over five 
years—will fall squarely on the American 
family, both in direct levies and higher 
prices. 


ABDICATION, NOT ANALYSIS 


It is now an oft-repeated truism that the 
problems of the family transcend public pol- 
icy and that their solutions must therefore 
come primarily from outside government. 
That valid observation is easily distorted, 
however, into the specious assertion that 
there isn't much government can do to re- 
verse the downward spiral of family life in 
this nation. 

That is abdication, not analysis. The more 
we discover what government has done to 
undermine family life over the last three 
decades, the clearer it becomes that public 
policy must have a central role in restoring 
to America a family order of things. 

Theologians tell us that prudence is one of 
the four cardinal virtues, the crucial good 
habits upon which all others depend. Much 
will depend upon the prudence of the pro- 
family movement in the months ahead. It 
would be short-sighted for the movement to 
allow its current mode of opposition, nec- 
essary as it is, to define its long-range fu- 
ture. Instead, a pro-family agenda must aim 
to reconstruct a now devastated mosaic of 
interrelationships, values, and assumptions. 
Rather than losing ourselves amid the many 
fragments, we can begin by setting in place 
the key pieces that give coherence to the 
whole picture. 


RESTORE FAMILY PROSPERITY 


The first piece is pro-family economic pol- 
icy. That’s not because money is the most 
important element in family life, but be- 
cause government's appetite for the family's 
cash has been a crucial factor in creating its 
current plight. Most of us have heard the 
numbers. If today's personal exemption ac- 
counted for the same proportion of family in- 
come as it did in 1948, it would be about 
$8,000, not $2,350. 

That means government has moved from 
sheltering families to crushing them. De- 
spite all the talk about women having 
choices in our newly egalitarian work place, 
the ugly reality is that millions of American 
women have been ‘‘put to work." In Uncle 
Sam's new tax order, it’s become the only 
way to maintain a decent lifestyle for their 
families. 

Consider the cultural ripple effects of a 
dramatic increase in the personal exemption. 
For example, how many moderate-income 
families might, for the first time, be able to 
choose their children's schools? How many 
households would reconsider the necessity of 
having two earners? How many would pursue 
home schooling? How many parents, whether 
moms or dads, would find more time to spend 
with the kids and less to spend on the job? 

To open up these opportunities, two House 
freshmen, Rod Grams and Tim Hutchinson, 
have introduced legislations to provide an 
across-the-board tax credit of $500 per child, 
to compensate in part for the erosion of the 
personal exemption. Their bill also would es- 
tablish a commission, along the lines of Rep- 
resentative Dick Armey's successful Base- 
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Closure Commission, to present Congress 
with à take-it-or-leave-it package of off-set- 
ting spending reductions. 

In tandem with dramatic tax relief for 
families, several other steps should be taken. 
One, of course, is cutting the capital gains 
tax and indexing it to inflation. That would 
be a tremendous boost to business invest- 
ment and job creation, and millions of good 
new jobs are essential to the restoration of 
family prosperity in this country. As part of 
our capital gains package, conservatives 
should propose a zero-rate for households 
with modest incomes and for small, family- 
owned businesses. Let liberals oppose that 
one! As Patrick Henry might say today, if 
this be wedge-politics, make the most of it. 

Another small but important economic 
corrective will be to repeal the regulations 
of the Department of Labor (DOL) that have 
the effect of forbidding employers from pay- 
ing what used to be called a “family wage." 
In other words, paying more to a family 
breadwinner, in recognition of the fact that 
he or she has responsibilities a single worker 
is less likely to have. This used to be a com- 
monplace practice, in the days when children 
were looked upon as assets to the commu- 
nity rather than as liabilities. 

Congress never legislated on the matter. 
But bureaucrats at the Department of Labor 
came up with this remarkable bit of ideo- 
logical reasoning: 1) Congress banned pay 
discrimination on the basis of gender. 2) 
Workers receiving a family wage are most 
likely to be male. 3) Therefore, the family 
wage is inherently discriminatory and is 
made illegal under DOL regulations. But the 
discrimination issue is a red herring. If an 
employer chooses to pay a salary differential 
to breadwinners, both male and female, that 
should be the business of nobody in the fed- 
eral government. 

Another way to restore the family wage is 
to reduce a worker's FICA tax if he or she 
has minor dependents. The rationale is sim- 
ple: The long-range future of Social Security 
is in serious doubt. Part of the problem is 
that there will be too few workers. Part of 
the solution is to assist today's workers who 
are supporting children—and to give them fi- 
nancial encouragement to have those chil- 
üren in the first place. With most workers 
paying more in FICA taxes than in income 
taxes, a family-based FICA would be another 
subtle, political means of promoting more 
stable families. 

PRO-FAMILY BUDGET 

'The second broad priority for the pro-fam- 
ily movement is the flip side of the first. Di- 
version of resources away from government 
and back to the family inevitably entails 
dramatic constriction of the public sector. 
That is an end in itself. For the public sector 
feeds the premises of the Left, supplies íts fi- 
nancial resources, its breeding ground. And 
only when the Left is structurally curbed 
can the American family be secure. 

Let me state the obvious: The only reason 
there is a pro-family movement in this coun- 
try is that there has long been an anti-fam- 
ily movement. It's never called that, but 
there it is. Its essential strategy, it seems, is 
to transfer resources from what works—the 
two-parent family—to what doesn't. Success 
must subsidize failure, not until failure suc- 
ceeds, but until success fails. This is why we 
have poured tens of billions into programs 
under the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act without putting any of the money 
into the hands of parents. It explains why 
welfare policy has underwritten illegit- 
imacy, and why all sorts of income-transfer 
entitlements kept pace with inflation while 
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the personal exemption for taxpayers with 
kids was frozen. 

Thus, the American Left, like the blossom- 
ing beastie in The Little Shop of Horrors,“ 
has grown artificially, unnaturally over the 
last three decades—fed from the family dol- 
lars channelled by government to the mil- 
lions of persons whose income no longer has 
any connection with market forces. But re- 
store a pro-family tax code, enact pro-family 
budgets, and the money slows down. Maxi- 
mize daily decision-making by households, 
minimize governmental favoritism, and you 
restore the discipline of the free market— 
which is to say, the public will—into all as- 
pects of American life, especially culture. 
This is the only way to undercut the public 
policy prejudice against the traditional fam- 
ily and its values. 

EMPOWER PARENTS 

Third, Congress must address two critical 
areas that demand a reversal of government 
influence—education and welfare. For the 
former, our task is already clear. We must 
aggressively assert family rights wherever 
they are threatened—not just in sex-edu- 
cation programs, but also in biased curric- 
ula, propagandizing reading lists, and ideo- 
logical student counselling. Most of these 
battles will be fought at the local level, not 
in Congress. But the objective of the pro- 
family movement should be to array federal 
authority—in law, regulation, and the 
courts—on the side of parents. 

Vouchers will be a crucial lever to move 
education in the right direction; while the 
most important progress in that regard must 
come at the state level, the pro-family move- 
ment can convince Congress to support pa- 
rental vouchers, instead of grants to school 
districts, to distribute federal education 
funds. 

A Congress friendly to the family will dis- 
mantle the apparatus of centralized govern- 
ment control currently building in the Clin- 
ton Administration. That includes mecha- 
nisms for setting, and eventually enforcing, 
national opportunity-to-learn standards," a 
virtual invitation for the federal courts to 
take control of the way states finance edu- 
cation. Instead, Congress should work with 
the states to launch pilot projects for alto- 
gether removing federal authority from 
Schooling. Let's see what several states can 
do with their schools without any federal 
intervention apart from enforcement of civil 
rights laws. 

In higher education, Congress can act most 
effectively by acting indirectly. I want no 
federal hand, conservative or liberal, on the 
nation's colleges and universities. But we 
can guard against official favoritism in the 
awarding of government grants and con- 
tracts. And we can, as much as possible, re- 
store market forces to academia. Only 
consumer rights in education can correct the 
problems exposed by Martin Anderson, 
Thomas Sowell, and other thoughtful critics 
of today’s leftist professoriate. 

The fourth pillar of the pro-family resur- 
gence should be a radical restructuring of 
welfare. Stop-gap measures have their place, 
and I do not mean to disparage any of the 
welfare reform proposals now in the policy 
limelight. But at their best, they may make 
marginal improvements in a fundamentally 
defective system because they do not focus 
on the single most important factor in to- 
day's poverty equation: illegitimacy. 

Will this or that welfare reform plan “put 
people to work”? Perhaps, but those people 
will still be the single mothers of children 
headed for limited horizons. Whatever 
progress is made in helping some individuals 
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grow out of dependency is likely to be more 
than offset by the growing number of chil- 
dren without fathers. 

We still face the unanswered question: 
What must be done, now or in the future, to 
deal with a welfare system that has become 
the most destructive anti-family enterprise 
of the federal government? 

My answers are tentative and open to cor- 
rection. First, Congress should remove deci- 
sion-making responsibility regarding wel- 
fare—beginning with Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children—from Washington. How- 
ever it is to be financed, by federal block 
grants or some other mechanism, control of 
public assistance must go back where it be- 
longs, to the state and local level. Only there 
can prudent judgments be made, on a house- 
hold-by-household basis, about what might 
help families reach the mainstream of Amer- 
ican life. If some states botch the job, their 
taxpayers can take corrective action. That 
will be a great improvement over the status 
quo, in which voters can’t even ascertain 
who is responsible for the welfare mess—per- 
haps the major reason why 1960s social plan- 
ners wanted to centralize the system in 
Washington. 

Once welfare is back in the hands of the 
public, it will be easier to require under-age 
moms to live with their parents as a condi- 
tion of eligibility. That’s already a popular 
idea. I would go farther and maximize the 
role of religious institutions in distributing 
assistance. Especially in the inner city, 
churches should be made the primary chan- 
nels for federal nutrition programs, commu- 
nity health services, and other programs. 
Many of them are already involved, of 
course, but I am thinking of something on a 
grander scale. 

Congress should be aiming for the virtual 
replacement of public-sector welfare agen- 
cies by those of the private sector, especially 
religiously motivated groups that are rooted 
in low-income communities. That does not 
mean requiring church attendance; so long 
as no doctrinal preferences are made as to 
which institutions can participate, there 
should be no constitutional objections. It 
does mean increasing exposure to construc- 
tive influences on the part of those who most 
need it. Even more important, it means 
interweaving into a larger caring community 
those individuals—young mothers and their 
fatherless children—who most need support 
systems, counsel, and role models, as well as 
material aid. It means more protective influ- 
ences for the vulnerable, and a better chance 
in life. 

Some will consider those changes inad- 
equate and will want to abolish AFDC alto- 
gether, not out of frugality but from compas- 
sion, in the belief that the availability of 
welfare only worsens the incidence of illegit- 
imacy. They may be right, but there are 
steps we should take in the short run as we 
grapple with the challenge that Charles Mur- 
ray and other prophets have set before us. 

PARADIGM SHIFT 

Reformation is critical not only in regards 
to welfare, however. A deep cultural trans- 
formation is needed in the way our society 
views the family. Admittedly, such a para- 
digm shift" must be prompted mainly by 
non-political factors—from William  Ben- 
nett's Book of Virtues to a teencounseling 
center at a local church. But even here, Con- 
gress has a responsibility to help undo some 
of the damage inflicted on the family 
through a long series of governmental deci- 
sions. 

One step would be to reaffirm our public 
allegiance to the profound importance of the 
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marriage commitment. Since California's 
legislature launched the divorce revolution 
in 1970, we have looked the other way as 
women and children were reduced to the 
ranks of the "new poor" by easy or unilat- 
eral dissolution of the marriage contract. 
Now it is time to reassert the community's 
interest, both economic and social, in foster- 
ing two-parent households. 

I am not proposing federal legislation, but 
rather the drafting of a model law that state 
legislatures could use as a starting point for 
their own initiatives. It might provide for a 
cooling-off period (an increasingly popular 
concept among family counsellors). It cer- 
tainly should make divorce more cum- 
bersome in two cases: whenever children are 
involved, and when either spouse opposes the 
action. And it should reflect the British legal 
bias that bestows possession of property 
upon whichever parent wins custody of the 
children. 

Another contentious issue for a pro-family 
Congress will be the legal status of non-mar- 
tial living arrangements, whether hetero- 
sexual or homosexual, in federal programs 
ranging from health and retirement benefits 
to the IRS code. Last year's battle over ho- 
mosexuals in the military is only a prelude 
to the controversies that await us. I can un- 
derstand why many of my congressional col- 
leagues would want to sidestep this difficult 
matter, but the policy aggressiveness of ho- 
mosexual activists will eventually force the 
issue. However these questions may be han- 
dled at the state and local level, Congress 
must, for federal purposes, affirm the tradi- 
tional family created by ties of blood, mar- 
riage, or adoption. In a more negative sense, 
Congress must ensure that no activities of 
the federal government give legitimacy to 
lifestyles inimical to the family. 

HUMAN LIFE AGENDA 

While seeking consensus, pro-family forces 
in Congress will nonetheless have to grasp 
nettles of controversy. The most obvious ex- 
ample is the abortion issue. The current line- 
up on Capitol Hill is grossly out of sync with 
public opinion, which splits on the continued 
legality of abortion but overwhelmingly sup- 
ports certain restrictions on it. A Congress 
truly reflective of the public will on this 
matter could, even without constitutional 
amendment or a Human Life Bill, dramati- 
cally reduce the incidence of abortion. 

First, it can cut off the anti-life propa- 
ganda and lobbying that flourishes on federal 
contracts and grants to organizations that 
are part of the abortion industry. A case in 
point is the federally controlled family plan- 
ning program, Title X, which should be re- 
moved from Washington's grasp and con- 
verted to a state-controlled maternal and 
child health initiative. This would put a host 
of controversial issues, like school-based 
clinics, closer to local control and account- 
ability. 

Imagine, too, the impact if Congress were 
to mandate inclusion of at least late-term 
abortions in the nation's infant mortality 
statistics, or if the Department of Transpor- 
tation included pre-born children in its traf- 
fic mortality numbers. Even while Roe vs. 
Wade stands, we can enact a national feticide 
law, in the absence of which courts have dis- 
missed charges against persons who brutally 
attacked pregnant women, causing the death 
of their unborn babies. 

Someone has observed that, in post-mod- 
ern America, there are two standards for de- 
termining the morality of something: wheth- 
er it’s tax deductible, and whether it can be 
covered by insurance. So be it. Let Congress 
deal with abortion under both headings, bar- 
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ring it from any health insurance plan 
touched by federal policy—just as we would 
not tolerate racial discrimination in those 
plans. 

More positively, Congress can promote 
adoption by providing a tax credit for its 
costs, which sometimes are quite heavy. We 
can also require adoption counselling in fed- 
erally funded programs that assist pregnant 
women. We can work with state and private- 
sector foster care agencies to reform proce- 
dures, and rethink attitudes, that have left 
hundreds of thousands of adoptable kids in 
temporary homes. 


ONE-STOP SHOPPING 


A less obvious way to deepen our public 
commitment to the unborn and the family in 
general is a proposal by Congressman Tom 
Bliley—ignored by the current House major- 
ity—to consolidate overlapping programs 
into one block grant to promote maternal 
and child health. This would divert money 
from bureaucracies to actual services, let 
states target the special needs of their low- 
income households, and provide ‘‘one-stop 
shopping" in health care for mothers and in- 
fants. Mr. Bliley's plan could become the 
basis for à grassroots crusade against infant 
mortality and child abuse—the kind of ini- 
tiative that will bring home to the public 
what the pro-family movement is truly 
about. 

Over time, the states will do the rest. They 
will enact parental notification laws, require 
waiting periods, and ban late-term abortions. 
As the stigma of abortion grows, as the pro- 
cedure becomes more difficult to obtain, as 
medical schools limit training for it, as 
fewer physicians are willing to perform it, 
and as consent laws and pregnancy aid pro- 
grams help women avoid it, the clout of the 
abortion industry will diminish—to the point 
at which the nation will definitively choose 
life. 

That choice, defining the core of our civili- 
zation, cannot be left to the discretion of an 
unelected judiciary. The judicial branch has, 
over the last half-century, done more than 
its share to erode the rights of the family 
and to create a secular culture hostile to it. 
It may be time, therefore, to consider a con- 
stitutional amendment asserting that the 
rights of the family, which are anterior and 
superior to government, may not be 
abridged. 

Such a concept, of course, cries out for 
greater precision. Moreover, changes to the 
federal constitution should not be under- 
taken lightly. Fortunately, there is under- 
way a related effort with regard to state con- 
stitutions. It progress can show us the mer- 
its, and possible pitfalls, of a constitutional 
approach to protecting the family. If suc- 
cessful, it may either obviate the need for 
action on the federal level—or make it irre- 
sistible. 


SHELTERING FAMILIES 


On a wide range of issues, then, the pro- 
family movement has much to say to the 
vast majority of Americans. Certainly, one 
of the clearest lessons of the 20th century is 
that the strength of government and the 
strength of the family often have been coun- 
tervailing forces, as if the two are perched on 
opposite ends of a seesaw. Where the power 
of the state has expanded, the power of the 
family has correspondingly receded. 

In the century ahead, the best safeguard of 
personal autonomy—and personal respon- 
sibility—will not be the isolated individual, 
but the self-directed family. Washington, 
with all its financial resources, programs, 
agencies, and countless bureaucrats, cannot 
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advance the cause of liberty unless it allows 
generations of Americans to be shaped and 
sheltered by families. The alternative is de 
facto wardship to the state. That was the 
Leninist choice. It cannot, it must not be 
ours.® 


NATHANIEL BENNETT, NATIONAL 
WINNER OF THE VFW VOICE OF 
DEMOCRACY PROGRAM 


* Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
Irise today to pay tribute to a young 
man from Minneapolis, Nathaniel Ben- 
nett, who was the first place national 
winner of the 1994 VFW Voice of De- 
mocracy Program and recipient of the 
$20,000 T.C. Selman Memorial Scholar- 
ship Award provided by the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars and its ladies auxiliary. 

A junior at Minneapolis South High 
School, Nat was sponsored by VFW 
Post 1149 and its ladies auxiliary in 
Minneapolis. Over 138,000 students par- 
ticipated in this year's program. 

Now in its 47th year, the Voice of De- 
mocracy Program requires entrants, 
all high school students, to write and 
record an essay on a patriotic theme. 
This year's theme was My Commit- 
ment to America.” 

In reading Nat's essay, I was struck 
that rather than speaking about the 
legal obligations of citizenship, Nat 
spoke about the unique contribution 
each individual can make to our soci- 
ety, and specifically about the way he 
can express his own personal commit- 
ment to America through his talents 
and abilities in photography and 
music. 

Mr. President, I ask that Nat's win- 
ning essay be included in the RECORD 
immediately following my remarks. 

I urge all of my colleagues to read 
and carefully consider this young 
man's thoughts. We could all learn 
something from what he has to say. 

The essay follows: 

My COMMITMENT TO AMERICA 
(By Nathaniel Bennett) 

All of us can think of a commitment that 
we've made to someone else, in marriages, in 
families and with friends. Commitment 
means people pledging themselves, often to 
each other. My commitment to America is 
no different. It involves America and I pledg- 
ing ourselves to each other. For America’s 
part, I have been welcomed by my family, 
my community, a government that is of, by 
and for the people, and by a society that has 
made this country great. To make the rela- 
tionship between my nation and myself 
work, I must make my own commitment. 

I have always felt a commitment to Amer- 
ica, but only recently thought about what 
that commitment really is. I have pledged 
allegiance to the flag and to the republic for 
which it stands, but never fully understood 
the meaning of allegiance. I studied the Con- 
stitution, and discovered that it explains 
what the government can and cannot do, and 
gives the people certain rights, but nowhere 
in the Constitution does it mention a legal 
commitment. To understand my commit- 
ment to this country, I had to look deeper 
than the letter of the law. I had to look at 
the moral principles that America is based 
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on, such as freedom of expression, toleration 
of differences, and belief in peaceful com- 
promise. I had to realize that I, and every 
other American, must make a moral com- 
mitment to America. 

As part of that commitment, it is impor- 
tant that I exercise my right to vote, my 
right to free speech, and my right to petition 
the government. Still, this is not enough. I 
must also contribute to society in my own, 
individual way. America is not only a politi- 
cal state, it is a society that was shaped by 
many people, in many ways. 

Many of the greatest Americans were not 
involved in politics. If Mark Twain had been 
a career politician, we would not have his 
novel, Tom Sawyer, and we would not know 
how fun and profitable it can be to white- 
wash a fence. If Alexander Graham Bell had 
spent his life studying Constitutional law, 
we might still be communication by Pony 
Express. If the father of the sky-scraper, 
Louis Sullivan, had been a Washington lob- 
byist, the world of architecture would be less 
interesting and a lot shorter. If Harriet Tub- 
man had been a member of Lincoln’s cabinet, 
there would have been many slaves that 
never made it to freedom. The point is not 
that these people weren’t making political 
statements. Of course their lives reflected 
their political opinions. The point is that 
they contributed to society in their own 
way. 

Right now, I am experimenting with a few 
ways to express my commitment to America, 
Im no Ansel Adams, whose pictures inspire 
awe of our nation's natural beauty, but I do 
take photographs of my surroundings that 
express my commitment to America. One of 
my pictures is of à building with a billboard 
displaying the message, Support our troops 
in Operation Desert Storm." Below the bill- 
board, on the building are the words, 
"Troops Out" ín black spray-paint. When I 
took the photograph, I thought of it as mere- 
ly an ironic urban scene, super-imposing two 
messages into one image, but now it seems 
to me it is an example of the American 
forum. The maker of the billboard, the 
maker of the graffiti, and I, the maker of the 
photograph, all considering America's direc- 
tion. 

Im not on a par with Bob Dylan, the 
American troubador, but I play the bass gui- 
tar and occasionally I write songs. One of 
them called “Indecision” describes an inner 
struggle. Two lines read, "I try to commu- 
nicate. I do so with perseverance. But 
hypocristy retaliates with its interference." 
The tunes and lyrics are simple, but the song 
reflects my occasional frustrations about 
life. 

And what about this speech? I do not think 
the great American orator, Fredrick Doug- 
las, will lose his place in history because of 
me, but I am using this speech to explore and 
explain my commitment to America. It 
made me think about how my photograph 
and music reflect that commitment. Even 
now, as I recite, I gain more insight into who 
I am and what my commitment to America 
means. 

I've discovered that I treasure the freedom 
of expression that allows me to contribute 
my music, my photography, and my opinions 
to American society. My whole generation 
and I experience this freedom because of 
many Americans before us; Americans who 
have given their ideas in political speeches, 
in songs, in stories and in actions; Ameri- 
cans who have worked in factories and uni- 
versities and grocery stores; Americans who 
have given their loyal services and even 
their lives, in the armed forces. In response 
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to and in honor of those Americans, I con- 
tribute my ideas, my talents, and my life to 
America in order to make it better now and 
for generations to come. This is my commit- 
ment to America. It is the greatest commit- 
ment that I can make.e 


KANTOREI: THE SINGING BOYS OF 
ROCKFORD 


* Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I rise 
today in recognition of Kantorei, the 
Singing Boys of Rockford, IL, which is 
celebrating its 30th anniversary this 
year. 

Kantorei has been both internation- 
ally acclaimed and domestically 
lauded, performing in such diverse 
places as Austria, Japan, France, the 
White House, the U.S. Capitol, and 
Walt Disney World. During the school 
year they perform in Rockford and the 
northern Illinois area. 

As singing ambassadors of goodwill, 
Kantorei has promoted international 
camaraderie through music, and has 
been warmly received throughout the 
globe. 

Mr. President, please join me in cele- 
brating the 30-year anniversary of this 
extraordinary group of talented young 
men.e 


THE RETENTION OF THE STATE 
DEPARTMENT'S COORDINATOR 
FOR COUNTERTERRORISM 


@ Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today, to express my satiafaction that 
the conference committee on the For- 
eign Relations Authorization Act was 
able to work out a manner in which the 
State Department's post of Coordina- 
tor for Counterterrorism and the ac- 
companying office could be saved. Most 
importantly, the office will remain 
independent, answering directly to the 
Secretary of State, at least for another 
year. 

I am, however, concerned that the 
proper consideration will not be paid to 
the selection of the nominee for this 
post. I do not want this position to lan- 
guish for the l-year range of the legis- 
lation. This office cannot be allowed to 
wallow in obscurity for the term. It 
cannot be ignored. The attention that 
the office has received from Congress 
over the past months is indicative of 
our interest and it is not a subject we 
will set aside and forget. 

I am pleased that the House will hold 
hearings later this summer on the of- 
fice, its role in the fight against terror- 
ism, and the severity of the threat 
posed to the United States today. I 
hope that through the course of these 
hearings, support will build even fur- 
ther for the continued independence of 
this office and its Coordinator. 

In the near term, I hope that the 
President will choose the strongest 
possible nominee, to replace the Act- 
ing-Coordinator. We must have a 
strong Coordinator for Counterterror- 


9061 


ism. If we do not, we will send the mes- 
sage that we do not care about terror- 
ism and that our commitment is lack- 
ing. For those that wish to do Ameri- 
cans harm, that will be a green light to 
attack.e 


HOMICIDES BY GUNSHOT IN NEW 
YORK CITY 


* Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today, as I have done each week during 
this session, to announce to the Senate 
that 13 people were killed by gunshot 
in New York City this past week, 
bringing the total for 1994 to 348.e 


MINOR BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT 
AND MISCELLANEOUS PARK 
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1994 


Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of Calendar No. 400, H.R. 1305, re- 
lating to Park Service boundary ad- 
justments; that the committee amend- 
ment be agreed to; that the bill be read 
a third time, and passed; and that the 
motion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider- 
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill to make 
boundary adjustments and other mis- 
cellaneous changes to authorities and 
programs of the National Park Service, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources with an amendment to strike 
out all after the enacting clause and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Minor Bound- 
ary Adjustments and Miscellaneous Park 
Amendments Act of 1994"'. 

TITLE I—MINOR BOUNDARY 
ADJUSTMENTS 


SEC. 101. YUCCA HOUSE NATIONAL MONUMENT 
BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—The boundaries of Yucca 
House National Monument are revised to in- 
clude the approximately 24.27 acres of land gen- 
erally depicted on the map entitled Bound- 
ary—Yucca House National Monument, Colo- 
rado", numbered 318/80,001-B, and dated Feb- 
ruary 1990. 

(b) MAP.—The map referred to in subsection 
(a) shall be on file and available for public in- 
spection in appropriate offices of the National 
Park Service of the Department of the Interior. 

(c) ACQUISITION BY DONATION.—(1) Within the 
lands described in subsection (a), the Secretary 
of the Interior may acquire lands and interests 
in lands by donation. 

(2) The Secretary of the Interior may pay ad- 
ministrative costs arising out of any donation 
described in paragraph (1) with appropriated 
funds. 

SEC. 102. ZION NATIONAL PARK BOUNDARY AD- 
JUSTMENT. 


(a) ACQUISITION AND BOUNDARY CHANGE.— 
The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to 
acquire by erchange approrimately 5.48 acres 
located in the SW'A4 of Section 28, Township 41 
South, Range 10 West, Salt Lake Base and Me- 
ridian. In exchange therefor the Secretary is au- 
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thorized to convey all right, title, and interest of 
the United States in and to approximately 5.51 
acres in Lot 2 of Section 5, Township 41 South, 
Range 11 West, both parcels of land being in 
Washington County, Utah. Upon completion of 
such erchange, the Secretary is authorized to 
revise the boundary of Zion National Park to 
add the 5.48 acres in Section 28 to the park and 
to exclude the 5.51 acres in Section 5 from the 
park. Land added to the park shall be adminis- 
tered as part of the park in accordance with the 
laws and regulations applicable thereto. 

(b) EXPIRATION.—The authority granted by 
this section shall erpire two years after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 103. PICTURED ROCKS NATIONAL LAKE- 
SHORE BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT. 

The boundary of Pictured Rocks National 
Lakeshore is hereby modified as depicted on a 
map entitled ''Area Proposed for Addition to 
Pictured Rocks National Lakeshore", numbered 
625-80, 043A and dated July 1992. 

SEC. 104. INDEPENDENCE NATIONAL HISTORICAL 
PARK BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT. 

The administrative boundary between Inde- 
pendence National Historical Park and the 
United States Customs House along the Mora- 
vian Street Walkway in Philadelphia, Penn- 
sylvania, is hereby modified as generally de- 
picted on the drawing entitled ‘‘Erhibit 1, Inde- 
pendence National Historical Park, Boundary 
Adjustment", and dated May 1987, which shall 
be on file and available for public inspection in 
the Office of the National Park Service, Depart- 
ment of the Interior. The Secretary of the Inte- 
rior is authorized to accept and transfer juris- 
diction over property in accord with such ad- 
ministrative boundary, as modified by this sec- 
tion. 

SEC. 105. CRATERS OF THE MOON NATIONAL 
MONUMENT BOUNDARY ADJUST. 
MENT. 

(a) BOUNDARY REVISION.—The boundary of 
Craters of the Moon National Monument, 
Idaho, is revised to add approximately 210 acres 
and to delete approximately 315 acres as gen- 
erally depicted on the map entitled “Craters of 
the Moon National Monument, Idaho, Proposed 
1987 Boundary Adjustment", numbered 131- 
80,008, and dated October 1987, which map shall 
be on file and available for public inspection in 
the Office of the National Park Service, Depart- 
ment of the Interior. 

(b) ADMINISTRATION AND ACQUISITION.—Fed- 
eral lands, and interests therein deleted from the 
boundary of the national monument by this sec- 
tion shall be administered by the Secretary of 
the Interior through the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement in accordance with the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 
1701 et seq.), and Federal lands, and interests 
therein added to the national monument by this 
section shall be administered by the Secretary as 
part of the national monument, subject to the 
laws and regulations applicable thereto. The 
Secretary is authorized to acquire private lands, 
and interests therein within the boundary of the 
national monument by donation, purchase with 
donated or appropriated funds, or exchange, 
and when acquired they shall be administered 
by the Secretary as part of the national monu- 
ment, subject to the laws and regulations appli- 
cable thereto. 

SEC. 106. HAGERMAN FOSSIL BEDS NATIONAL 
MONUMENT BOUNDARY ADJUST. 
MENT. 

Section 302 of the Arizona-Idaho Conservation 
Act of 1988 (102 Stat. 4576) is amended by adding 
the following new subsection: 

"(d) To further the purposes of the monu- 
ment, the Secretary is also authorized to acquire 
from willing sellers only, by donation, purchase 
with donated or appropriated funds, or er- 
change not to exceed 65 acres outside the bound- 
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ary depicted on the map referred to in section 
301 and develop and operate thereon research, 
information, interpretive, and administrative fa- 
cilities. Lands acquired and facilities developed 
pursuant to this subsection shall be adminis- 
tered by the Secretary as part of the monument. 
The boundary of the monument shall be modi- 
fied to include the lands added under this sub- 
section as a noncontiguous parcel."'. 


SEC. 107. WUPATKI NATIONAL MONUMENT 
BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT. 


The boundary of the Wupatki National Monu- 
ment, Arizona, is hereby revised to include the 
lands and interests in lands within the area 
generally depicted as "Proposed Addition 168.89 
Acres" on the map entitled Boundary 
Wupatki and Sunset Crater National Monu- 
ments, Arizona", numbered 322-80,021, and 
dated April 1989. The map shall be on file and 
available for public inspection in the Office of 
the National Park Service, Department of the 
Interior. Subject to valid existing rights, Federal 
lands, and interests therein within the area 
added to the monument by this section are here- 
by transferred without monetary consideration 
or reimbursement to the administrative jurisdic- 
tion of the National Park Service, to be adminis- 
tered as part of the monument in accordance 
with the laws and regulations applicable there- 
to. 


TITLE II—MISCELLANEOUS SPECIFIC 
PARK AMENDMENTS 


SEC. 201. ADVISORY COMMISSIONS. 


(a) KALOKO-HONOKOHAU NATIONAL HISTORI- 
CAL PARK, HI.— 

(1) This subsection may be cited as the “Na 
Hoa Pili Kaloko-Honokohau Re-establishment 
Act of 1994". 

(2) Notwithstanding section 505(f)(7) of Public 
Law 95-625 (16 U.S.C. 396d(7)), the Na Hoa Pili 
O Kaloko-Honokohau, the Advisory Commission 
for Kaloko-Honokohau National Historical 
Park, is hereby re-established in accordance 
with section 505(f), as amended by subsection (b) 
of this section. 

(3) Section 505(f)(7) of Public Law 95-625 (16 
U.S.C. 396d(7)), is amended by striking ‘‘this 
Act” and inserting in lieu thereof, the Na Hoa 
Pili Kaloko-Honokohau Re-establishment Act of 
1994. 

(b) WOMEN'S RIGHTS NATIONAL HISTORICAL 
PARK, NY.—Section 1601(h)(5) of the Act of De- 
cember 28, 1980 (16 U.S.C. 410ll(h)(5)), is amend- 
ed by striking ten years” and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘twenty-five years 
SEC. 202. AMENDMENT OF BOSTON NATIONAL 

HISTORIC PARK ACT. 

Section 3(b) of the Boston National Historical 
Park Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 4102-1(b)) is amend- 
ed by inserting "(1)" before the first sentence 
thereof and by adding the following at the end 
thereof: 

"(2) The Secretary of the Interior is author- 
ized to enter into a cooperative agreement with 
the Boston Public Library to provide for the dis- 
tribution of informational and interpretive ma- 
terials relating to the park and to the Freedom 
Trail.“ 


TITLE III—GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS 
AND REPEALERS 


SEC. 301. LIMITATION ON PARK BUILDINGS. 


The 10th undesignated paragraph (relating to 
a limitation on the expenditure of funds for 
park buildings) under the heading  ''MIS- 
CELLANEOUS OBJECTS, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTE- 
RIOR”, which appears under the heading 
"UNDER THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTE- 
RIOR", as contained in the first section of the 
Act of August 24, 1912 (37 Stat. 460), as amended 
(16 U.S.C. 451), is hereby repealed. 
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SEC. 302. APPROPRIATIONS FOR TRANSPOR- 
TATION OF CHILDREN. 

The first section of the Act of August 7, 1946 
(16 U.S.C. 17j-2), is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

Provide transportation for children in 
nearby communities to and from any unit of the 
National Park System used in connection with 
organized recreation and interpretive programs 
of the National Park Service. 

SEC. 303. FERAL BURROS AND HORSES. 

Section 9 of the Act of December 15, 1971 (16 
U.S.C. 1338a), is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: ‘‘Nothing in this Act shall 
be deemed to limit the authority of the Secretary 
in the management of units of the National 
Park System, and the Secretary may, without 
regard either to the provisions of this Act, or 
section 47(a) of title 18, United States Code, use 
motor vehicles, fixed-wing aircraft and heli- 
copters, or contract for such use, in furtherance 
of the management of the National Park System, 
and the provisions of section 47(a) of title 18, 
United States Code, shall not be applicable to 
such use. 

SEC. 304, AUTHORITIES OF THE SECRETARY OF 
a RESE RELATING TO MUSE- 


(a) FUNCTIONS.—The Act entitled “An Act to 
increase the public benefits from the National 
Park System by facilitating the management of 
museum properties relating thereto, and for 
other purposes" approved July 1, 1955 (16 U.S.C. 
18f), is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (b) of the first section, by 
striking out from such donations and bequests 
of money"; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the following: 
*SEC. 2. ADDITIONAL FUNCTIONS. 

"(a) In addition to the functions specified in 
the first section of this Act, the Secretary of the 
Interior may perform the following functions in 
such manner as he shall consider to be in the 
public interest: 

"(1) Transfer museum objects and museum 
collections that the Secretary determines are no 
longer needed for museum purposes to qualified 
Federal agencies that have programs to preserve 
and interpret cultural or natural heritage, and 
accept the transfer of museum objects and mu- 
seum collections for the purposes of this Act 
from any other Federal agency, without reim- 
bursement. The head of any other Federal agen- 
cy may transfer, without reimbursement, mu- 
seum objects and museum collections directly to 
the administrative jurisdiction of the Secretary 
of the Interior for the purposes of this Act. 

*(2) Convey museum objects and museum col- 
lections that the Secretary determines are no 
longer needed for museum purposes, without 
monetary consideration but subject to such 
terms and conditions as the Secretary deems 
necessary, to private institutions exempt from 
Federal taxation under section 501(c)(3) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 and to non-Fed- 
eral governmental entities if the Secretary deter- 
mines that the recipient is dedicated to the pres- 
ervation and interpretation of natural or cul- 
tural heritage and is qualified to manage the 
property, prior to any conveyance under this 
subsection. 

) Destroy or cause to be destroyed museum 
objects and museum collections that the Sec- 
retary determines to have no scientific, cultural, 
historic, educational, esthetic, or monetary 
value. 

"(b) The Secretary shall ensure that museum 
objects and museum collections are treated in a 
careful and deliberate manner that protects the 
public interest. Prior to taking any action under 
subsection (a), the Secretary shall establish a 
systematic review and approval process, includ- 
ing consultation with appropriate erperts, that 
meets the highest standards of the museum pro- 
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fession for all actions taken under this sec- 
tion. 

(b) APPLICATION AND DEFINITIONS.—The Act 
entitled “An Act to increase the public benefits 
from the National Park System by facilitating 
the management of museum properties relating 
thereto, and for other purposes" approved July 
1, 1955 (16 U.S.C. 18f), as amended by subsection 
(a), is further amended by adding the following: 
"SEC. 3. APPLICATION AND DEFINITIONS. 

"(a) APPLICATION.—Authorities in this Act 
Shall be available to the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior with regard to museum objects and museum 
collections that were under the administrative 
jurisdiction of the Secretary for purposes of the 
National Park System before the date of enact- 
ment of this section as well as those museum ob- 
jects and museum collections that may be ac- 
quired on or after such date. 

"(b) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this 
Act, the terms ‘museum objects’ and ‘museum 
collections’ mean objects that are eligible to be 
or are made part of a museum, library, or ar- 
chive collection through a formal procedure, 
such as accessioning. Such objects are usually 
movable and include but are not limited to pre- 
historic and historic artifacts, works of art, 
books, documents, photographs, and natural 
history specimens."’. 

SEC. 305. VOLUNTEERS IN THE PARKS INCREASE. 

Section 4 of the Volunteers in the Parks Act of 
1969 (16 U.S.C. 18j) is amended by striking out 
1.000, 000“ and inserting in lieu thereof 
“$1,750,000”. 

SEC. 306. COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS FOR RE- 
SEARCH PURPOSES. 


Section 3 of the Act entitled An Act to im- 
prove the administration of the National Park 
System by the Secretary of the Interior, and to 
clarify the authorities applicable to the system, 
and for other purposes" approved August 18, 
1970 (16 U.S.C. 1a-2), is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (i), by striking out the period 
at the end thereof and inserting in lieu thereof 
% and"; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the following: 

"(j) enter into cooperative agreements with 
public or private educational institutions, 
States, and their political subdivisions, or pri- 
vate conservation organizations for the purpose 
of developing adequate, coordinated, coopera- 
tive research and training programs concerning 
the resources of the National Park System, and, 
pursuant to such agreements, to accept from 
and make available to the cooperator such tech- 
nical and support staff, financial assistance for 
mutually agreed upon research projects, sup- 
plies and equipment, facilities, and administra- 
tive services relating to cooperative research 
units as the Secretary deems appropriate; except 
that this paragraph shall not waive any re- 
quirements for research projects that are subject 
to the Federal procurement regulations. 

SEC. 307. CARL GARNER FEDERAL LANDS CLEAN- 
UP DAY. 


The Federal Lands Cleanup Act of 1985 (36 
U.S.C. 169i-169i-1 is amended by striking ‘‘Fed- 
eral Lands Cleanup Day" each place it occurs 
and inserting in lieu thereof, ‘‘Carl Garner Fed- 
eral Lands Cleanup Day". 

SEC. 308. CORINTH INTERPRETIVE CENTER. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be cited 
M “Corinth, Mississippi, Battlefield Act of 
1994”. 

(b) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 

(1) the 14 sites located in the vicinity of Cor- 
inth, Mississippi, that were designated as a Na- 
tional Historic Landmark by the Secretary of 
the Interior in 1991 represent nationally signifi- 
cant events in the Siege and Battle of Corinth 
during the Civil War; and 

(2) the National Historic Landmark sites 
should be preserved and interpreted for the ben- 
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efit, inspiration, and education of the people of 
the United States. 

(c) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this section 
to provide for a center for the interpretation of 
the Siege and Battle of Corinth and other Civil 
War actions in the region and to ensure public 
understanding of the significance of the Corinth 
Campaign in the Civil War relative to the West- 
ern theater of operations, in cooperation with 
State or local governmental entities and private 
organizations and individuals. 

(d) ACQUISITION OF PROPERTY.—(1) IN GEN- 
ERAL.—The Secretary of the Interior (herein- 
after referred to as the Secretary) is author- 
ized to acquire by donation, purchase with do- 
nated or appropriated funds, or ezchange, such 
lands or interests therein in the vicinity of the 
Corinth battlefield in the State of Mississippi, as 
the Secretary determines necessary for the con- 
struction of an interpretive center to commemo- 
rate and interpret the 1862 Civil War Siege and 
Battle of Corinth: Provided, That such lands or 
interests therein shall only be acquired with the 
consent of the owner thereof. 

(2) Lands and interests therein owned by the 
State of Mississippi or a political subdivision 
thereof may be acquired only by donation. 

(e) CONSTRUCTION OF CENTER.—The Secretary 
is authorized to construct, operate, and main- 
tain on the property acquired under subsection 
(d) a center for the interpretation of the Siege 
and Battle of Corinth and associated historical 
events. The center shall include interpretive er- 
hibits and such other features as may be nec- 
essary for public appreciation and understand- 
ing of the Siege and Battle of Corinth. 

(f) MARKING.—The Secretary may mark sites 
associated with the Siege and Battle of Corinth 
National Historic Landmark, as designated on 
May 6, 1991, if such sites are determined by the 
Secretary to be protected by State or local gov- 
ernmental agencies. 

(g) ADMINISTRATION.—The lands and interests 
in lands acquired, and the facilities constructed 
and maintained pursuant to this section shall be 
administered by the Secretary as a part of Shi- 
loh National Military Park, subject to the ap- 
propriate laws and regulations applicable to the 
park, the Act of August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535, 
chapter 408; 16 U.S.C. 1 et seq.), and the Act of 
August 21, 1935 (49 Stat. 666, chapter 593; 16 
U.S.C. 461 et seq.). 

(h) IN GENERAL.—(1) Subject to paragraph (2), 
there are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this section. 

(2 CONSTRUCTION.—Of the amounts made 
available to carry out this section, not more 
than $6,000,000 may be used to carry out section 
4(a). 

The bill (H.R. 1305) was deemed read 
a third time, and passed, as follows: 

Resolved, That the bill from the House of 
Representatives (H.R. 1305) entitled “An Act 
to make boundary adjustments and other 
miscellaneous changes to authorities and 
programs of the National Park Service“, do 
pass with the following amendment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Minor Bound- 
ary Adjustments and Miscellaneous Park 
Amendments Act of 1994". 

TITLE I—MINOR BOUNDARY 
ADJUSTMENTS 


SEC. 101. YUCCA HOUSE NATIONAL MONUMENT 
BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—The boundaries of Yucca 
House National Monument are revised to in- 
clude the approximately 24.27 acres of land gen- 
erally depicted on the map entitled Bound- 
ary—Yucca House National Monument, Colo- 
rado", numbered 318/80,001-B, and dated Feb- 
ruary 1990. 
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(b) MAP.—The map referred to in subsection 
(a) shall be on file and available for public in- 
spection in appropriate offices of the National 
Park Service of the Department of the Interior. 

(c) ACQUISITION BY DONATION.—(1) Within the 
lands described in subsection (a), the Secretary 
of the Interior may acquire lands and interests 
in lands by donation. 

(2) The Secretary of the Interior may pay ad- 
ministrative costs arising out of any donation 
described in paragraph (1) with appropriated 
funds. 

SEC. 102. ZION NATIONAL PARK BOUNDARY AD- 
JUSTMENT. 


(a) ACQUISITION AND BOUNDARY CHANGE.— 
The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to 
acquire by exchange approximately 5.48 acres 
located in the SW'4 of Section 28, Township 41 
South, Range 10 West, Salt Lake Base and Me- 
ridian. In exchange therefor the Secretary is au- 
thorized to convey all right, title, and interest of 
the United States in and to approximately 5.51 
acres in Lot 2 of Section 5, Township 41 South, 
Range 11 West, both parcels of land being in 
Washington County, Utah. Upon completion of 
such erchange, the Secretary is authorized to 
revise the boundary of Zion National Park to 
add the 5.48 acres in Section 28 to the park and 
to exclude the 5.51 acres in Section 5 from the 
park. Land added to the park shall be adminis- 
tered as part of the park in accordance with the 
laws and regulations applicable thereto. 

(b) EXPIRATION.—The authority granted by 
this section shall erpire two years after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 103. PICTURED ROCKS NATIONAL LAKE- 
SHORE BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT. 

The boundary of Pictured Rocks National 
Lakeshore is hereby modified as depicted on a 
map entitled ‘‘Area Proposed for Addition to 
Pictured Rocks National Lakeshore", numbered 
625-80, 043A and dated July 1992. 

SEC. 104. INDEPENDENCE NATIONAL HISTORI: 
PARK BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT. 

The administrative boundary between Inde- 
pendence National Historical Park and the 
United States Customs House along the Mora- 
vian Street Walkway in Philadelphia, Penn- 
sylvania, is hereby modified as generally de- 
picted on the drawing entitled Exhibit 1, Inde- 
pendence National Historical Park, Boundary 
Adjustment", and dated May 1987, which shall 
be on file and available for public inspection in 
the Office of the National Park Service, Depart- 
ment of the Interior. The Secretary of the Inte- 
rior is authorized to accept and transfer juris- 
diction over property in accord with such ad- 
ministrative boundary, as modified by this sec- 
tion. 

SEC. 105. CRATERS OF THE MOON NATIONAL 
MONUMENT BOUNDARY  ADJUST- 
MENT. 

(a) BOUNDARY REVISION.—The boundary of 
Craters of the Moon National Monument, 
Idaho, is revised to add approximately 210 acres 
and to delete approximately 315 acres as gen- 
erally depicted on the map entitled ''Craters of 
the Moon National Monument, Idaho, Proposed 
1987 Boundary Adjustment", numbered 131- 
80,008, and dated October 1987, which map shall 
be on file and available for public inspection in 
the Office of the National Park Service, Depart- 
ment of the Interior. 

(b) ADMINISTRATION AND ACQUISITION.—Fed- 
eral lands, and interests therein deleted from the 
boundary of the national monument by this sec- 
tion shall be administered by the Secretary of 
the Interior through the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement in accordance with the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 
1701 et seq.), and Federal lands, and interests 
therein added to the national monument by this 
section shall be administered by the Secretary as 
part of the national monument, subject to the 
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laws and regulations applicable thereto. The 
Secretary is authorized to acquire private lands, 
and interests therein within the boundary of the 
national monument by donation, purchase with 
donated or appropriated funds, or erchange, 
and when acquired they shall be administered 
by the Secretary as part of the national monu- 
ment, subject to the laws and regulations appli- 
cable thereto. 
SEC. 106. HAGERMAN FOSSIL BEDS NATIONAL 
MONUMENT BOUNDARY ADJUST. 


Section 302 of the Arizona-Idaho Conservation 
Act of 1988 (102 Stat. 4576) is amended by adding 
the following new subsection: 

"(d) To further the purposes of the monu- 
ment, the Secretary is also authorized to acquire 
from willing sellers only, by donation, purchase 
with donated or appropriated funds, or er- 
change not to exceed 65 acres outside the bound- 
ary depicted on the map referred to in section 
301 and develop and operate thereon research, 
information, interpretive, and administrative fa- 
cilities. Lands acquired and facilities developed 
pursuant to this subsection shall be adminis- 
tered by the Secretary as part of the monument. 
The boundary of the monument shall be modi- 
fied to include the lands added under this sub- 
section as a noncontiguous parcel."’. 

SEC. 107. WUPATKI NATIONAL MONUMENT 
BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT. 


The boundary of the Wupatki National Monu- 
ment, Arizona, is hereby revised to include the 
lands and interests in lands within the area 
generally depicted as Proposed Addition 168.89 
Acres" on the map entitled Boundary 
Wupatki and Sunset Crater National Monu- 
ments, Arizona", numbered 322-80,021, and 
dated April 1989. The map shall be on file and 
available for public inspection in the Office of 
the National Park Service, Department of the 
Interior. Subject to valid existing rights, Federal 
lands, and interests therein within the area 
added to the monument by this section are here- 
by transferred without monetary consideration 
or reimbursement to the administrative jurisdic- 
tion of the National Park Service, to be adminis- 
tered as part of the monument in accordance 
with the laws and regulations applicable there- 
to. 

TITLE II—MISCELLANEOUS SPECIFIC 
PARK AMENDMENTS 
SEC. 201. ADVISORY COMMISSIONS. 

(a) KALOKO-HONOKOHAU NATIONAL HISTORI- 
CAL PARK, HI.— 

(1) This subsection may be cited as the “Na 
Hoa Pili Kaloko-Honokohau Re-establishment 
Act of 1994. 

(2) Notwithstanding section 505(f)(7) of Public 
Law 95-625 (16 U.S.C. 396d(7)), the Na Hoa Pili 
O Kaloko-Honokohau, the Advisory Commission 
for Kaloko-Honokohau National Historical 
Park, is hereby re-established in accordance 
with section 505(f), as amended by subsection (b) 
of this section. 

(3) Section 505(f)(7) of Public Law 95-625 (16 
U.S.C. 396d(7), is amended by striking this 
Act“ and inserting in lieu thereof, “the Na Hoa 
Pili Kaloko-Honokohau Re-establishment Act of 
1994. 

(b) WOMEN'S RIGHTS NATIONAL HISTORICAL 
PARK, NY.—Section 1601(h)(5) of the Act of De- 
cember 28, 1980 (16 U.S.C. 41011(h)(5)), is amend- 
ed by striking ten years" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "twenty-five years”. 

SEC. 202. AMENDMENT OF BOSTON NATIONAL 
HISTORIC PARK ACT. 

Section 3(b) of the Boston National Historical 
Park Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 4102-1(b)) is amend- 
ed by inserting “(1)” before the first sentence 
thereof and by adding the following at the end 
thereof: 

"(2) The Secretary of the Interior is author- 
ized to enter into a cooperative agreement with 
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the Boston Public Library to provide for the dis- 
tribution of informational and interpretive ma- 
terials relating to the park and to the Freedom 
Trail.“. 
TITLE III—GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS 
AND REPEALERS 
SEC. 301. LIMITATION ON PARK BUILDINGS. 

The 10th undesignated paragraph (relating to 
a limitation on the erpenditure of funds for 
park buildings) under the heading  ''MIS- 
CELLANEOUS OBJECTS, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTE- 
RIOR", which appears under the heading 
“UNDER THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTE- 
RIOR”, as contained in the first section of the 
Act of August 24, 1912 (37 Stat. 460), as amended 
(16 U.S.C. 451), is hereby repealed. 

SEC. 302. APPROPRIATIONS FOR TRANSPOR- 
TATION OF CHILDREN. 

The first section of the Act of August 7, 1946 
(16 U.S.C. 17j-2), is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

"(j) Provide transportation for children in 
nearby communities to and from any unit of the 
National Park System used in connection with 
organized recreation and interpretive programs 
of the National Park Service. 

SEC. 303. FERAL BURROS AND HORSES. 

Section 9 of the Act of December 15, 1971 (16 
U.S.C. 1338a), is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: ‘‘Nothing in this Act shall 
be deemed to limit the authority of the Secretary 
in the management of units of the National 
Park System, and the Secretary may, without 
regard either to the provisions of this Act, or 
section 47(a) of title 18, United States Code, use 
motor vehicles, fixed-wing aircraft and heli- 
copters, or contract for such use, in furtherance 
of the management of the National Park System, 
and the provisions of section 47(a) of title 18, 
United States Code, shall not be applicable to 
such use. 

SEC. 304, AUTHORITIES OF THE SECRETARY OF 
THE INTERIOR RELATING TO MUSE- 
UMS, 

(a) FUNCTIONS.—The Act entitled ''An Act to 
increase the public benefits from the National 
Park System by facilitating the management of 
museum properties relating thereto, and for 
other purposes” approved July 1, 1955 (16 U.S.C. 
18f), is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (b) of the first section, by 
striking out From such donations and bequests 
of money"; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the following: 
"SEC. 2. ADDITIONAL FUNCTIONS. 

"(a) In addition to the functions specified in 
the first section of this Act, the Secretary of the 
Interior may perform the following functions in 
such manner as he shall consider to be in the 
public interest: 

"(1) Transfer museum objects and museum 
collections that the Secretary determines are no 
longer needed for museum purposes to qualified 
Federal agencies that have programs to preserve 
and interpret cultural or natural heritage, and 
accept the transfer of museum objects and mu- 
seum collections for the purposes of this Act 
from any other Federal agency, without reim- 
bursement. The head of any other Federal agen- 
cy may transfer, without reimbursement, mu- 
seum objects and museum collections directly to 
the administrative jurisdiction of the Secretary 
of the Interior for the purposes of this Act. 

"(2) Convey museum objects and museum col- 
lections that the Secretary determines are no 
longer needed for museum purposes, without 
monetary consideration but subject to such 
terms and conditions as the Secretary deems 
necessary, to private institutions exempt from 
Federal taxation under section 501(c)(3) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 and to non-Fed- 
eral governmental entities if the Secretary deter- 
mines that the recipient is dedicated to the pres- 
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ervation and interpretation of natural or cul- 
tural heritage and is qualified to manage the 
property, prior to any conveyance under this 
subsection. 

) Destroy or cause to be destroyed museum 
objects and museum collections that the Sec- 
retary determines to have no scientific, cultural, 
historic, educational, esthetic, or monetary 
value. 

*(b) The Secretary shall ensure that museum 
objects and museum collections are treated in a 
careful and deliberate manner that protects the 
public interest. Prior to taking any action under 
subsection (a), the Secretary shall establish a 
systematic review and approval process, includ- 
ing consultation with appropriate erperts, that 
meets the highest standards of the museum pro- 
fession for all actions taken under this sec- 
tion. 

(b) APPLICATION AND DEFINITIONS.—The Act 
entitled “An Act to increase the public benefits 
from the National Park System by facilitating 
the management of museum properties relating 
thereto, and. for other purposes" approved July 
1, 1955 (16 U.S.C. 18f), as amended by subsection 
(a), is further amended by adding the following: 
“SEC. 3. APPLICATION AND DEFINITIONS. 

"(a) APPLICATION.—Authorities in this Act 
shall be available to the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior with regard to museum objects and museum 
collections that were under the administrative 
jurísdiction of the Secretary for purposes of the 
National Park System before the date of enact- 
ment of this section as well as those museum ob- 
jects and museum collections that may be ac- 
quired on or after such date. 

"(b) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this 
Act, the terms ‘museum objects’ and ‘museum 
collections’ mean objects that are eligible to be 
or are made part of a museum, library, or ar- 
chive collection through a formal procedure, 
such as accessioning. Such objects are usually 
movable and include but are not limited to pre- 
historic and historic artifacts, works of art, 
books, documents, photographs, and natural 
history specimens. 

SEC. 305. VOLUNTEERS IN THE PARKS INCREASE. 

Section 4 of the Volunteers in the Parks Act of 
1969 (16 U.S.C. 18j) is amended by striking out 


. 000, 00 and inserting in lieu thereof 

. 750,000“. 

SEC. 306. COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS FOR RE. 
SEARCH PURPOSES. 


Section 3 of the Act entitled An Act to im- 
prove the administration of the National Park 
System by the Secretary of the Interior, and to 
clarify the authorities applicable to the system, 
and for other purposes" approved August 18, 
1970 (16 U.S.C. 1a-2), is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (i), by striking out the period 
at the end thereof and inserting in lieu thereof 
„ and"; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the following: 

enter into cooperative agreements with 
public or private educational institutions, 
States, and their political subdivisions, or pri- 
vate conservation organizations for the purpose 
of developing adequate, coordinated, coopera- 
tive research and training programs concerning 
the resources of the National Park System, and, 
pursuant to such agreements, to accept from 
and make available to the cooperator such tech- 
nical and support staff, financial assistance for 
mutually agreed upon research projects, sup- 
plies and equipment, facilities, and administra- 
tive services relating to cooperative research 
units as the Secretary deems appropriate; except 
that this paragraph shall not waive any re- 
quirements for research projects that are subject 
to the Federal procurement regulations. 

SEC. 307. CARL GARNER FEDERAL LANDS CLEAN- 
UP DAY. 

The Federal Lands Cleanup Act of 1985 (36 

U.S.C. 169i-169i-1 is amended by striking ''Fed- 


May 3, 1994 


eral Lands Cleanup Day" each place it occurs 
and inserting in lieu thereof, Carl Garner Fed- 
eral Lands Cleanup Day". 

SEC. 308. CORINTH INTERPRETIVE CENTER. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be cited 
as the “Corinth, Mississippi, Battlefield Act of 
1994 

(b) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that 

(1) the 14 sites located in the vicinity of Cor- 
inth, Mississippi, that were designated as a Na- 
tional Historic Landmark by the Secretary of 
the Interior in 1991 represent nationally signifi- 
cant events in the Siege and Battle of Corinth 
during the Civil War; and 

(2) the National Historic Landmark sites 
should be preserved and interpreted for the ben- 
efit, inspiration, and education of the people of 
the United States. 

(c) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this section 
to provide for a center for the interpretation of 
the Siege and Battle of Corinth and other Civil 
War actions in the region and to ensure public 
understanding of the significance of the Corinth 
Campaign in the Civil War relative to the West- 
ern theater of operations, in cooperation with 
State or local governmental entities and private 
organizations and individuals. 

(d) ACQUISITION OF PROPERTY.—(1) IN GEN- 
ERAL.—The Secretary of the Interior (herein- 
after referred to as the Secretary) is author- 
ized to acquire by donation, purchase with do- 
nated or appropriated funds, or exchange, such 
lands or interests therein in the vicinity of the 
Corinth battlefield in the State of Mississippi, as 
the Secretary determines necessary for the con- 
struction of an interpretive center to commemo- 
rate and interpret the 1862 Civil War Siege and 
Battle of Corinth: Provided, That such lands or 
interests therein shall only be acquired with the 
consent of the owner thereof. 

(2) Lands and interests therein owned by the 
State of Mississippi or a political subdivision 
thereof may be acquired only by donation. 

(e) CONSTRUCTION OF CENTER.—The Secretary 
is authorized to construct, operate, and main- 
tain on the property acquired under subsection 
(d) a center for the interpretation of the Siege 
and Battle of Corinth and associated historical 
events. The center shall include interpretive er- 
hibits and such other features as may be nec- 
essary for public appreciation and understand- 
ing of the Siege and Battle of Corinth. 

(f) MARKING.—The Secretary may mark sites 
associated with the Siege and Battle of Corinth 
National Historic Landmark, as designated on 
May 6, 1991, if such sites are determined by the 
Secretary to be protected by State or local gov- 
ernmental agencies. 

(g) ADMINISTRATION.—The lands and interests 
in lands acquired, and the facilities constructed 
and maintained pursuant to this section shall be 
administered by the Secretary as a part of Shi- 
loh National Military Park, subject to the ap- 
propriate laws and regulations applicable to the 
park, the Act of August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535, 
chapter 408; 16 U.S.C. 1 et seq.), and the Act of 
August 21, 1935 (49 Stat. 666, chapter 593; 16 
U.S.C. 461 et seq.). 

(h) IN GENERAL.—(1) Subject to paragraph (2), 
there are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this section. 

(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Of the amounts made 
available to carry out this section, not more 
than $6,000,000 may be used to carry out section 
4(a). 


MEASURE PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR—H.R. 4013 


Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that H.R. 4013, just 
received from the House, be placed on 
the calendar. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


AUTHORIZING USE OF CAPITOL 
GROUNDS—HOUSE CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION 237 


Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of House Concurrent Resolution 
237, permitting the use of the Capitol 
grounds for the 13th annual National 
Peace Officers’ Memorial Service, just 
received from the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 237) 
authorizing the use of the Capitol grounds 
for the 13th annual National Peace Officers’ 
Memorial Service. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the concur- 
rent resolution be agreed to, and the 
motion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 237) was agreed to. 


HUMAN SERVICES AMENDMENTS 
OF 1994 


Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Chair lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa- 
tives on the bill (S. 2000) to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal years 1995 
through 1998 to carry out the Head 
Start Act and the Community Services 
Block Grant Act, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the House of Representatives: 

Resolved, That the bill from the Senate (S. 
2000) entitled An Act to authorize appro- 
priations for fiscal years 1995 through 1998 to 
carry out the Head Start Act and the Com- 
munity Services Block Grant Act, and for 
other purposes", do pass with the following 
amendments: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the Human Services Amendments of 1994 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

TITLE I—HEAD START PROGRAMS 
. 101. Short title; references in title. 

. 102. Definitions. 

. 103. Services. 

. 104. Authorization of appropriations. 

. 105. Allocation of funds. 

. 106. Report. 

. 107. Designation. 

. 108. Monitoring and quality assurance. 

. 109. Enhanced parent involvement 
transition coordination 
schools. 

Facilities and administrative require- 
ments. 


and 
with 


. 110. 
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111. 
112. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Participation. 

Initiative on families with infants and 
toddlers. 

Appeals, notice, and hearing. 

Goals and priorities for training and 
technical assistance. 

Staff qualifications and development. 

Research, demonstrations, evaluation. 

Announcements and evaluations. 

Reports. 

Repeals. 

Consultation with the Corporation for 
National and Community Service. 

Study of benefits for Head Start em- 
ployees. 

Study of full-day and full-year Head 
Start programs. 

State dependent care development pro- 
grams. 

Reauthorization of Child Development 
Associate Scholarship Assistance 
Act of 1985. 

Technical and conforming amend- 
ments. 

126. Effective date; application of amend- 

ments 


113. 
114. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


. 115. 
. 116. 
s MT. 
. 118. 
. 119. 
. 120. 
. 121. 
. 122. 
. 123. 


. 124. 


Sec. 125. 
Sec. 


TITLE II—COMMUNITY SERVICES BLOCK 
GRANT AMENDMENTS 


Sec. 201. Short title and references. 
Sec. 202. Authorizations of appropriations. 
Sec. 203. Discretionary authority of Secretary. 
Sec. 204. Community food and nutrition. 
Sec. 205. Instructional activities for low-income 
youth. 
Sec. 206. Amendment to Stewart B. McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Act. 
Sec. 207. Amendments to the Human Services 
Reauthorization Act of 1986. 
Sec. 208. Effective date. 
TITLE III—LOW-INCOME HOME ENERGY 
ASSISTANCE AMENDMENTS 
Sec. 301. Short title and references. 
Sec. 302. Statement of purpose. 
Sec. 303. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 304. Emergency funds. 
Sec. 305. Authorized uses of funds. 
Sec. 306. Targeting of assistance to households 
with high home energy burdens. 
Sec. 307. Clarification of audit requirement. 
Sec. 308. Use of Department of Energy weather- 
ization rules to achieve program 
consistency. ` 
Sec. 309. Matters to be described in annual ap- 
plication. 
Sec. 310. Report of funds available for obliga- 
tion. 
Sec. 311. Miscellaneous and technical amend- 
ments: 
Sec. 312. Residential energy assistance chal- 
lenge option (R.E.A.Ch.). 
Sec. 313. Sense of the Congress regarding ap- 
propriations for LIHEAP. 
Sec. 314. Effective date. 


TITLE IV—COMMUNITY-BASED FAMILY 
RESOURCE PROGRAMS 


Sec. 401. Short title. 
Sec. 402. Community-based family support and 
family resource programs. 
Sec. 403. Federal Council on Children, Youth, 
and Families. 
Sec. 404. Family Resource Act. 
TITLE I—HEAD START PROGRAMS 
SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES IN TITLE. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited as 
the Head Start Act Amendments of 1994 
(b) REFERENCES.—Except as otherwise specifi- 
cally provided, whenever in this title an amend- 
ment or repeal is expressed in terms of an 
amendment to, or a repeal of, a section or other 
provision, the reference shall be considered to be 
made to a section or other provision of the Head 
Start Act (42 U.S.C. 9831 et seq.) 
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SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 637 (42 U.S.C. 9832) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraphs (4) and (5); 

(2) by adding after paragraph (11) the follow- 
ing: 

e) The term ‘family literacy services means 
services and activities that include interactive 
literacy activities between parents and their 
children, training for parents on techniques for 
being the primary teacher of their children and 
full partners in the education of their children, 
parent literacy training (including training in 
English as a second language), and early child- 
hood education. 

"(13) The term ‘Indian tribe' means any tribe, 
band, nation, pueblo, or other organized group 
or community of Indians, including any Native 
village described in section 3(c) of the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1602(c)) 
or established pursuant to such Act (43 U.S.C. 
1601 et seq.), that is recognized as eligible for the 
special programs and services provided by the 
United States to Indians because of their status 
as Indians.’’; 

(3) by redesignating paragraphs (6), (7), (8), 
(9), (10), (11), (12), and (13) as paragraphs (7), 
(8), (9), (13), (5), (6), (4), and (10), respectively; 
and 


(4)(A) by transferring paragraph (4), as so re- 
designated, and inserting the paragraph after 
paragraph (3); 

(B) by transferring paragraphs (5) and (6), as 
so redesignated, and inserting the paragraphs 
after paragraph (4), as so redesignated; 

(C) by transferring paragraph (10), as so re- 
designated, and inserting the paragraph after 
paragraph (9), as so redesignated; 

(D) by inserting after paragraph (10), as so re- 
designated, the following: 

“(11) The term ‘local educational agency’ has 
the meaning given such term in the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 

"(12) The term ‘migrant Head Start program’ 
means a Head Start program that serves families 
who are engaged in agricultural work and who 
have changed their residence from one geo- 
graphical location to another in the preceding 2- 
year period.; and 

(E) by adding at the end the following: 

"(14) The term ‘State educational agency' has 
the meaning given such term in the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 

SEC. 103. SERVICES. 

Section 638(a)(1) (42 U.S.C. 9833(a)(1)) is 
amended by striking health, nutritional, edu- 
cational, social, and other services” and insert- 
ing “health, education, parental involvement, 
nutritional, social, and other services”. 

SEC. 104. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 639 (42 U.S.C. 9834) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking all that fol- 
lows “subchapter” and inserting such sums as 
may be necessary for fiscal years 1995, 1996, 
1997, and 1998."’; and 

(2) by striking subsections (b) and (c) and in- 
serting the following: 

"(b) From the amount appropriated under 
subsection (a), the Secretary shall make avail- 
able— 

“(1) $35,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 
1995 through 1998— 

"(A) to carry out the Head Start Transition 
Project Act; and 

"(B) to carry out activities authorized under 
section 642(d); and 

%) not more than $2,000,000 for fiscal year 
1995, and such sums as may be necessary for 
each of the fiscal years 1996 through 1998, to 
carry out longitudinal research under section 
G4 e. 

SEC. 105. ALLOCATION OF FUNDS. 

(a) ALLOCATION AND USE OF FUNDS FOR QUAL- 
ITY IMPROVEMENT.—Section 640(a)(3) (42 U.S.C. 
9835(a)(3)) is amended— 
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(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as subparagraphs (C) and (D), respectively; 

(2) by striking ‘(3)(C)"" and all that follows 
through quality improvement activities: and 
inserting the following: 

"(3)(AYi) In order to provide assistance for 
activities specified in subparagraph (C) directed 
at the goals specified in subparagraph (B), the 
Secretary shall reserve, from the amount (if 
any) by which the funds appropriated under 
section 639(a) for a fiscal year exceed the ad- 
justed prior year appropriation, a share equal to 
the sum of— 

"'(I) 25 percent of such excess amount; and 

"(II) any additional amount the Secretary 
may find necessary to address a demonstrated 
need for such activities. 

"(ii) As used in clause (i), the term 'adjusted 
prior year appropriation' means, with respect to 
a fiscal year, the amount appropriated pursuant 
to section 639(a) for the preceding fiscal year, 
adjusted to reflect the percentage change in the 
Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers 
(issued by the Bureau of Labor Statistics) dur- 
ing such preceding fiscal year. 

"(B) Funds reserved under this paragraph 
(referred to in this paragraph as 'quality im- 
provement funds') shall be used to accomplish 
any or all of the following goals: 

"(i) Ensuring that Head Start programs meet 
or exceed performance standards pursuant to 
section 641 A(a)(1)(A). 

"(ii) Ensuring that such programs have ade- 
quate qualified staff, and that such staff are 
furnished adequate training, including develop- 
ing skills in working with children with non- 
English language background, when appro- 
priate. 

"(iii) Ensuring that salary levels and benefits 
are adequate to attract and retain qualified 
staff for such programs. 

"(iv) Using salary increases to improve staff 
qualifications, and to assist with the implemen- 
tation of career development programs, for the 
staff of Head Start programs. 

"(v) Improving community-wide strategic 
planning and needs assessments for such pro- 
grams. 

vi) Ensuring that the physical environments 
of Head Start programs are conducive to provid- 
ing effective program services to children and 
families, including, where appropriate, services 
to families with very young children. 

"(vii) Making such other improvements in the 
quality of such programs as the Secretary may 
designate. 

"(C) Quality improvement funds shall be used 
to carry out any or all of the following activi- 
ties: 

(3) in subparagraph (C), as redesignated in 
paragraph (1), by adding at the end the follow- 
ing: 

"(vii) Such other activities as the Secretary 
may designate. , and 

(4) in subparagraph (D), as redesignated in 
paragraph (1)— 

(A) in clause (i).— 

(i) in the matter preceding subclause (I), by 
striking “for the first, second, and third fiscal 
years for which funds are so reserved"; and 

(ii) in subclause (II), by inserting geographi- 
cal areas specified in subsection (a)(2)(B) and 
Indian and migrant Head Start programs,” after 
States, 

(B) by striking clauses (ii) and (iii); 

(C) in clause (iv)— 

(i) by striking To be expended" and all that 
follows through "reserved, funds” and inserting 
“Funds”; 

(ii) by striking "clause (ii) the first place it 
appears and inserting "clause (i); 

(iii) by inserting before the period at the end 
of the first sentence, „ for expenditure for ac- 
tivities specified in subparagraph (C), and 
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(iv) by striking the second sentence; 

(D) in clause (vi), by striking ‘paragraphs (2), 
(4), and (5)" and inserting “paragraph (2) or 
(4); and 

(E) by striking clause (v) and redesignating 
clauses (iv) and (vi) as clauses (ii) and (iii), re- 
spectively. 

(b) FUNDS SET-ASIDE.—Section 640(a) (42 
U.S.C. 9835(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking “through 
(5)." and inserting "through (4), and subject to 
paragraphs (5) and (6). 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking 1990 
and inserting 1994 and 

(B) in subparagraph (D), by inserting in- 
cluding payments for all costs (other than com- 
pensation of Federal employees) of reviews of 
Head Start agencies and programs under section 
641A(c), and of activities related to the develop- 
ment and implementation of quality improve- 
ment plans under section 641A(d)(2)" after 
"Secretary"; 

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking “paragraph 
(5)” each place it appears and inserting para- 
graph (4)"; 

(4) by striking paragraph (4), and redesignat- 
ing paragraphs (5) and (6) as paragraphs (4) 
and (7), respectively; 

(5) in paragraph (4), as redesignated in para- 
graph (4), by striking “The” and inserting 
“Subject to section 639(b), the’’; and 

(6) by adding after paragraph (4), as redesig- 
nated in paragraph (4), the following: 

“(5)(A) From amounts reserved and allotted 
pursuant to paragraph (4), the Secretary shall 
reserve such sums as may be necessary to award 
the collaboration grants described in subpara- 
graph (B). 

"(B) From the reserved sums, the Secretary 
may award a collaboration grant to each State 
to facilitate collaboration between State govern- 
ments and Head Start programs regarding ac- 
tivities carried out in the State under this sub- 
chapter, and other activities carried out in, and 
by, the State that are designed to benefit low-in- 
come children and families. 

"(C) A State that receives a grant under sub- 
paragraph (B) shall— 

i) appoint an individual to serve as a State 
liaison between— 

"(I) agencies and individuals carrying out 
Head Start programs in the State; 

I the State educational agency and local 
educational agencies; and 

i other agencies and entities carrying out 
programs serving low-income children and fami- 
lies; 

ii) involve the State Head Start Association 
in the selection of the individual, and involve 
the association in determinations relating to the 
ongoing direction of the collaboration; 

iii) ensure that the individual holds a posi- 
tion with sufficient authority and access to en- 
sure that the collaboration described in sub- 
paragraph (B) is effective and involves a range 
of State agencies; and 

"(iv) ensure that the collaboration described 
in subparagraph (B) involves coordination of 
Head Start services with health care, welfare, 
child care, education, libraries, and national 
service activities, and activities relating to chil- 
dren with disabilities. 

"(D) As used in this paragraph, the term 'low- 
income', used with respect to children or fami- 
lies, shall not be considered to refer only to chil- 
dren or families that meet the low-income cri- 
teria prescribed pursuant to section 645(a)(1)(A). 

"(6) From amounts reserved and allotted pur- 
suant to paragraphs (2) and (4), the Secretary 
shall use, for grants for programs described in 
section 645A(a), a portion of the combined total 
of such amounts equal to 3 percent for fiscal 
year 1995, 4 percent for each of fiscal years 1996 
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and 1997, and 5 percent for fiscal year 1998, of 
the amount appropriated pursuant to section 
639(a)."". 

(c) CONSIDERATIONS FOR ALLOCATION OF 
FUNDS FOR PROGRAM EXPANSION,—Section 
640(g) (42 U.S.C. 9835(g)) is amended— 

(1) by striking g) and inserting "(gD)"; 


and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

2) For the purpose of erpanding Head Start 
programs, in allocating funds to an applicant 
within a State, from amounts allotted to a State 
pursuant to subsection (a)(4), the Secretary 
shall take into consideration— 

"(A) the quality of the applicant's programs 
(including Head Start and other child care or 
child development programs) in existence on the 
date of the allocation, including, in the case of 
Head Start programs in existence on the date of 
the allocation, the extent to which such pro- 
grams meet or erceed performance standards 
and other requirements under this subchapter; 

"(B) the applicant's capacity to erpand serv- 
ices (including, in the case of Head Start pro- 
grams in existence on the date of the allocation, 
whether the applicant accomplished any prior 
erpansions in an effective and timely manner); 

) the extent to which the applicant has 
undertaken community-wide strategic planning 
and needs assessments involving other commu- 
nity organizations serving children and families 
(including organizations serving families in 
whose homes English is not the language cus- 
tomarily spoken) and involving consultation 
with the State agency that administers early 
childhood development and education programs; 

"(D) the extent to which the applicant has 
identified a need to provide full-working-day or 
full calendar year services based on a family 
and community meeds assessment consistent 
with the preceding paragraph; 

"(E) the numbers of eligible children in each 
community who are not participating in a Head 
Start program; and 

"(F) the concentration of low-income families 
in each community. 

"(3) In determining the amount of funds re- 
served pursuant to subparagraph (A) or (B) of 
subsection (a)(2) to be used for expanding Head 
Start programs under this subchapter, the Sec- 
retary shall take into consideration, to the er- 
tent appropriate, the factors specified in para- 
graph (2).”. 

(d) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 640(h) 
(42 U.S.C. 9835(h)) is amended by striking Each 
Head Start program may and inserting Fi- 
nancial assistance provided under this sub- 
chapter may be used by each Head Start pro- 
gram to“. 

(e) COMPENSATION; REGULATIONS; PRIORITY.— 
Section 640 (42 U.S.C. 9835) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

Y Any agency that receives financial assist- 
ance under this subchapter to improve the com- 
pensation of staff who provide services under 
this subchapter shall use the financial assist- 
ance to improve the compensation of such staff, 
regardless of whether the agency has the ability 
to improve the compensation of staff employed 
by the agency who do not provide Head Start 


services. 

"(k) Regulations issued by the Secretary that 
require a certain number of hours of service to 
be provided to children in Head Start programs 
shall include such flexibility as will permit Head 
Start agencies to satisfy such requirement 
through one or more of a variety of techniques, 
including adjustments to the length of a daily 
session or to the number of days of service. 

"(1) With funds made available under section 
640(a)(2) to migrant Head Start programs, the 
Secretary shall give priority to migrant Head 
Start programs that serve eligible children of mi- 
grant families whose work requires them to relo- 
cate most frequently."’. 
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SEC. 106. REPORT. 

Section 640A (42 U.S.C. 9835a) is repealed. 
SEC. 107. DESIGNATION. 

(a) INDIAN RESERVATIONS.—Section 641(b) (42 
U.S.C. 9836(b)) is amended by inserting after 
“Indian reservation" the following: (including 
Indians in any area designated by the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs as near-reservation)"'. 

(b) DESIGNATION OF AGENCIES.—Section 641(c) 
(42 U.S.C. 9836(c)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraphs (2) through (4); 

(2) in the first sentence— 

(A) by inserting "(subject to paragraph (20 
before '', the Secretary shall give priority"; and 

(B) by striking unless“ and all that follows 
through the end of subparagraph (A) and in- 
serting the following: unless the Secretary 
makes a finding that the agency involved fails 
to meet program, financial management, and 
other requirements established by the Sec- 
retar y. 

(3) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 
paragraph (2); 

(4) in paragraph (2), as so redesignated— 

(A) by striking “except that, if" and inserting 
"If"; and 

(B) by striking “subparagraph (A) and in- 
serting paragraph (I) 

(5) by striking "Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this paragraph" and inserting the 
following: 

"(3) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this subsection”; and 

(6) by aligning the margins of paragraph (2), 
as so redesignated, with the margins of para- 
graph (3). 

(c) CONSIDERATIONS IN DESIGNATING NEW 
HEAD START AGENCIES.—Section s,) (42 
U.S.C. 9836(d)) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by striking all that 
precedes ‘‘then the Secretary” and inserting “If 
no entity in a community is entitled to the prior- 
ity specified in subsection (c),; 

(2) by striking the second sentence; 

(3) in the third sentence— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by 
striking "and subject to the preceding sen- 
tence”; 

(B) in paragraph (3), by inserting '', including 
Even Start programs," after ''preschool pro- 
grams”; and 

(C) in paragraph (4), to read as follows: 

A the plan of such applicant— 

"(A) to seek the involvement of parents of 
participating children in activities designed to 
help such parents become full partners in the 
education of their children; 

"(B) to afford such parents the opportunity to 
participate in the development, conduct, and 
overall performance of the program at the local 
level; 

"(C) to offer (directly or through referral to 
local entities, such as public and school libraries 
and entities carrying out Even Start programs 
under part B of chapter 1 of title I of the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 
(20 U.S.C. 2741 et seq.)) to such parents— 

i) family literacy services; and 

"(ii) parenting skills training; 

D) at the option of such applicant, to offer 
(directly or through referral to local entities) to 
such parents— 

*'(i) parental social self-sufficiency training; 

ii) substance abuse counseling; 

iii) training in nonpunitive discipline tech- 
niques that are age appropriate, consistent, and 
positive for the child; 

iv) training in basic child development; 

"(v) assistance in developing communication 
skills; 

vi) opportunities for parents to share experi- 
ences with other parents, or 

vii) any other activity designed to help such 
parents understand the importance of their in- 
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volvement in the education of their children and 
to help such parents become full partners in the 
education of their children; and 

“(E) to provide, with respect to each partici- 
pating family, a family needs assessment that 
includes consultation with such parents about 
the benefits of parent involvement and about 
the activities described in subparagraphs (C) 
and (D) in which such parents may choose to 
become involved (taking into consideration their 
specific family needs, work schedules, and other 
responsibilities);''; 

(4) in paragraph (7)— 

(A) by striking “non-English language chil- 
dren and inserting “non-English language 
background children and their families''; and 

(B) by inserting “and” after the semicolon; 

(5) by striking paragraph (8); and 

(6) by redesignating paragraph (9) as para- 
graph (8). 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 641 (42 
U.S.C. 9836) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (f); and 

(2) by redesignating subsection (g) as sub- 
section (f). 

SEC. 108. MONITORING AND QUALITY ASSUR- 
ANCE. 

The Act is amended by inserting after section 
641 (42 U.S.C. 9836) the following: 

“SEC, 641A. QUALITY STANDARDS; MONITORING 
OF HEAD START AGENCIES AND PRO- 
GRAMS. 

"(a) QUALITY STANDARDS.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF STANDARDS.—The Sec- 
retary shall establish by regulation standards 
applicable to Head Start agencies, programs, 
and projects under this subchapter, including— 

A) performance standards with respect to 
services required to be provided, including 
health, education, parental involvement, nutri- 
tional, social, transition-to-elementary-school, 
and other services; 

"(B) administrative and financial manage- 
ment standards, including standards that ad- 
dress recordkeeping and file maintenance prac- 
tices; 

"(C) standards relating to the condition and 
location of facilities for such agencies, pro- 
grams, and projects; 

D) standards for the provision of services to 
families with very young children; and 

"(E) such other standards as the Secretary 
finds to be appropriate. 

“(2) MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS.—The regula- 
tions promulgated under this subsection shall 
establish the minimum levels of overall accom- 
plishment that a Head Start agency shall 
achieve in order to meet the standards specified 
in paragraph (1). 

“(3) CONSIDERATIONS IN DEVELOPING STAND- 
ARDS.—In developing the regulations required 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall— 

“(A) consult with erperts in the fields of child 
development, early childhood education, child 
health care, family services (including linguis- 
tically, culturally, and developmentally appro- 
priate services to non-English language back- 
ground children and their families), administra- 
tion, and financial management, and. with per- 
sons with erperience in the operation of Head 
Start programs; 

) take into consideration 

"(i) past experience with use of the standards 
in effect under this subchapter on the date of 
enactment of this section; 

(ii) changes over the period since the date of 
enactment of this subchapter in the cir- 
cumstances and problems typically facing chil- 
dren and families served by Head Start agencies; 

"(iii developments concerning best practices 
with respect to child development, children with 
disabilities, family services, program administra- 
tion, and financial management; 

iv) guidelines and standards currently in ef- 
fect or under consideration that promote child 
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health services, and projected needs of erpand- 
ing Head Start programs; 

v) changes in the population of children 
who are eligible to participate in Head Start 
programs, including the language background 
and family structure of such children; and 

vi) the need for, and state-of-the-art devel- 
opments relating to, local policies and activities 
designed to ensure that children participating in 
Head Start programs make a successful transi- 
tion to public schools; and 

"(C)(i) not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this section, review and revise as 
necessary the performance standards in effect 
under section 651(b) on the day before the date 
of enactment of this section; and 

"(ii ensure that any such revisions in the 
performance standards will not result in the 
elimination of or any reduction in the scope or 
types of health, education, parental involve- 
ment, nutritional, social, or other services re- 
quired to be provided under such standards as 
in effect on November 2, 1978. 

„ STANDARDS RELATING TO OBLIGATIONS TO 
DELEGATE AGENCIES.—In developing standards 
under this subsection, the Secretary shall de- 
scribe the obligations of a Head Start agency to 
an agency (referred to in this subchapter as the 
‘delegate agency) to which the Head Start 
agency has delegated responsibility for provid- 
ing services under this subchapter and deter- 
mine whether the Head Start agency complies 
with the standards. The Secretary shall consider 
such compliance during the review described in 
subsection (c)(1)(A) and in determining whether 
to renew financial assistance to the Head Start 
agency under this subchapter. 

„ PERFORMANCE MEASURES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than I year after 
the date of enactment of this section, the Sec- 
retary, in consultation with representatives of 
Head Start agencies and with erperts in the 
fields of child development, family services, and 
program management, shall develop methods 
and procedures for measuring, annually and 
over longer periods, the quality and effective- 
ness of programs operated by Head Start agen- 
cies (referred to in this subchapter as 'perform- 
ance measures’). 

“(2) DESIGN OF MEASURES.—The performance 
measures developed under this subsection shall 
be designed— 

“(A) to assess the various services provided by 
Head Start programs and, to the extent the Sec- 
retary finds appropriate, administrative and fi- 
nancial management practices of such pro- 
grams, 

) to be adaptable for use in self-assessment 
and peer review of individual Head Start agen- 
cies and programs; and 

"(C) for other program purposes as determined 
by the Secretary. 

"(3) USE OF MEASURES.—The Secretary shall 
use the performance measures developed pursu- 
ant to this subsection— 

"(A) to identify strengths and weaknesses in 
the operation of Head Start programs nationally 
and by region; and 

"(B) to identify problem areas that may re- 
quire additional training and technical assist- 
ance resources. 

"(c) MONITORING OF LOCAL AGENCIES AND 
PROGRAMS.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to determine 
whether Head Start agencies meet standards es- 
tablished under this subchapter with respect to 
program, administrative, financial management, 
and other requirements, the Secretary shall con- 
duct the following reviews of designated Head 
Start agencies, and of the Head Start programs 
operated by such agencies: 

"(A) A full review of each such agency at 
least once during each 3-year period. 

) A review of each newly designated agen- 
cy immediately after the completion of the first 
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year such agency carries out a Head Start pro- 


gram. 

"(C) Follow-up reviews including prompt re- 
turn visits to agencies and programs that fail to 
meet the standards. 

D) Other reviews as appropriate. 

"(2) CONDUCT OF REVIEWS.—The Secretary 
shall ensure that reviews described in subpara- 
graphs (A) through (C) of paragraph (1)— 

A) are performed, to the maximum extent 
practicable, by employees of the Department of 
Health and Human Services who are knowledge- 
able about Head Start programs and the diverse 
(including linguistic and cultural) needs of eli- 
gible children and their families; and 

"(B) are supervised by such an employee at 
the site of such Head Start agency. 

d) CORRECTIVE ACTION; TERMINATION.— 

"(1) DETERMINATION.—If the Secretary deter- 
mines, on the basis of a review pursuant to sub- 
section (c), that a Head Start agency designated 
pursuant to section 641 fails to meet the stand- 
ards described in subsection (b), the Secretary 
shall— 

"(A) inform the agency of the deficiencies 
that shall be corrected; 

"(B) with respect to each identified defi- 
ciency, require the agency— 

i) to correct the deficiency immediately; or 

ii) at the discretion of the Secretary (taking 
into consideration the seriousness of the defi- 
ciency and the time reasonably required to cor- 
rect the deficiency), to comply with the require- 
ments of paragraph (2) concerning a quality im- 
provement plan; and 

“(C) initiate proceedings to terminate the des- 
ignation of the agency unless the agency cor- 
rects the deficiency. 

A) QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PLAN.— 

"(A) AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES.—In order to 
retain a designation as a Head Start agency 
under this subchapter, a Head Start agency that 
is the subject of a determination described in 
paragraph (1) (other than an agency able to 
correct a deficiency immediately) shall— 

“(i) develop in a timely manner, obtain the 
approval of the Secretary regarding, and imple- 
ment a quality improvement plan that speci- 


fies— 

“(I) the deficiencies to be corrected; 

I the actions to be taken to correct such 
deficiencies; and 

I the timetable for accomplishment of the 
corrective actions specified; and 

ii) eliminate each deficiency identified, not 
later than the date for elimination of such defi- 
ciency specified in such plan (which shall not be 
later than 1 year after the date the agency re- 
ceived notice of the determination and of the 
specific deficiency to be corrected). 

) SECRETARIAL RESPONSIBILITY.—Not later 
than 30 days after receiving from a Head Start 
agency a proposed quality improvement plan 
pursuant to subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
shall either approve such proposed plan or 
specify the reasons why the proposed plan can- 
not be approved. 

"(3) TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.— 
The Secretary shall provide training and tech- 
nical assistance to Head Start agencies with re- 
spect to the development or implementation of 
such quality improvement plans to the extent 
the Secretary finds such provision to be feasible 
and appropriate given available funding and 
other statutory responsibilities. 

e) SUMMARIES OF MONITORING OUTCOMES.— 
Not later than 90 days after the end of each fis- 
cal year, the Secretary shall publish a summary 
report on the findings of reviews conducted 
under subsection (c) and on the outcomes of 
quality improvement plans implemented under 
subsection (d), during such fiscal year. 

SEC. 109. ENHANCED PARENT INVOLVEMENT AND 
TRANSITION COORDINATION WITH 
SCHOOLS. 
Section 642 (42 U.S.C. 9837) is amended— 


May 3, 1994 


(1) by amending subsection (b) to read as fol- 
lows: 

) In order to be so designated, a Head Start 
agency shall also— 

) establish effective procedures by which 
parents and area residents concerned will be en- 
abled to directly participate in decisions that in- 
fluence the character of programs affecting their 
interests; 

*(2) provide for their regular participation in 
the implementation of such programs; 

Y provide technical and other support need- 
ed to enable parents and area residents to se- 
cure on their own behalf available assistance 
from public and private sources; 

"(4) seek the involvement of parents of par- 
ticipating children in activities designed to help 
such parents become full partners in the edu- 
cation of their children, and to afford such par- 
ents the opportunity to participate in the devel- 
opment, conduct, and overall performance of the 
program at the local level; 

) offer (directly or through referral to local 
entities, such as entities carrying out Even Start 
programs under part B of chapter 1 of title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 2741 et seq.)), to parents of par- 
ticipating children, family literacy services and 
parenting skills training; 

“(6) at the option of such agency, offer (di- 
rectly or through referral to local entities), to 
such parents, parental social self-sufficiency 
training, substance abuse counseling, training 
in nonpunitive discípline techniques that are 
age appropriate, consistent, and positive for the 
child, training in basic child development, as- 
sistance in developing communication skills, op- 
portunities for parents to share experiences with 
other parents, regular in-home visitation for 
families at risk of child abuse and neglect, or 
any other activity designed to help such parents 
become full partners in the education of their 
children; 

‘(7) provide, with respect to each participat- 
ing family, a family needs assessment that in- 
cludes consultation with such parents about the 
benefits of parent involvement and about the ac- 
tivities described in paragraphs (4) through (6) 
in which such parents may choose to be in- 
volved (taking into consideration their specific 
family needs, work schedules, and other respon- 
sibilities); 

) establish procedures to seek reimburse- 
ment, to the extent feasible, from other agencies 
for services for which any such other agency is 
responsible, which are provided to a Head Start 
participant by the Head Start agency; 

) consider providing services to assist 
younger siblings of children participating in its 
Head Start program to obtain health services 
from other sources; and 

„ perform community outreach to encour- 
age individuals previously unaffiliated with 
Head Start programs to participate in its Head 
Start program as volunteers.“ 

(2) in subsection (c 

(A) by striking schools that will subsequently 
serve children in Head Start programs,"’; and 

(B) by inserting e, including Even Start pro- 
grams," after ‘‘other programs"; and 
(3) by adding after subsection (c) the follow- 
ing: 
"(d)(1) Each Head Start agency shall carry 
out the actions specified in this subsection, to 
the extent feasible and appropriate in the cir- 
cumstances (including the extent to which such 
agency is able to secure the cooperation of par- 
ents and schools) to enable children to maintain 
the developmental gains achieved in Head Start 
programs and to build upon such gains in fur- 
ther schooling. 

) The Head Start agency shall take steps to 
coordinate with the local educational agency 
(as defined in the Elementary and Secondary 


May 3, 1994 


Education Act of 1965) serving the community 
involved and with schools in which children 
participating in a Head Start program operated 
by such agency will enroll following such pro- 
gram, including— 

"(A) developing and implementing a system- 
atic procedure for transferring, with parental 
consent, Head Start program records for each 
participating child to the school in which such 
child will enroll; 

"(B) establishing channels of communication 
between Head Start staff and their counterparts 
in the schools (including teachers, social work- 
ers, and health staff) to facilitate coordination 
of programs; 

"(C) conducting meetings involving parents, 
kindergarten or elementary school teachers, and 
Head Start program teachers to discuss the de- 
velopmental and other needs of individual chil- 
dren; 

"(D) organizing and participating in joint 
transition-related training of school staff, Head 
Start staff, and parents; 

"(E) providing transportation and using fa- 
cilities; and 

"(F) on the request of the local educational 
agency, providing noneducational services to 
such children. 

"(3) In order to promote the continued in- 
volvement of parents of children who participate 
in Head Start programs in the education of their 
children upon transition to school, the Head 
Start agency shall— 

“(A) provide training to such parents 

i) to inform such parents about their rights 
and responsibilities concerning the education of 
their children; and 

"(ii) to enable such parents to understand 
and work with schools in order to communicate 
with teachers and other school personnel, to 
support the school work of their children, and 
to participate as appropriate in decisions relat- 
ing to the education of their children; and 

"(B) take other actions, as appropriate and 
feasible, to support the active involvement of 
such parents with schools, school personnel, 
and school-related organizations. 

“(4) The Secretary, in cooperation with the 
Secretary of Education, shall— 

A evaluate the effectiveness of the projects 
and activities funded under the Head Start 
Transition Project Act (42 U.S.C. 9855 et seq.); 

"(B) disseminate to Head Start agencies infor- 
mation (including information from the evalua- 
tion required by subparagraph (A)) on effective 
policies and activities relating to the transition 
of children from Head Start programs to public 
schools; and 

"(C) provide technical assistance to such 
agencies to promote and assist such agencies to 
adopt and implement such effective policies and 
activities. 

SEC. 110. FACILITIES AND ADMINISTRATIVE RE- 
QUIREMENTS. 


Section 644 (42 U.S.C. 9839) is amended— 
(1) in subsection (d), by striking "guidelines, 
instructions, 


(2) in subsection (f)— 
(A) in paragraph (2), by striking 
"640(a)(3)(A)(v)"" and inserting 


**640(a)(3)(C)(v)"'; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following: 


"(3) Upon a determination by the Secretary , 


that suitable facilities are not otherwise avail- 
able to Indian tribes to carry out Head Start 
programs, and that the lack of suitable facilities 
will inhibit the operation of such programs, the 
Secretary, in the discretion of the Secretary, 
may authorize the use of financial assistance, 
from the amount reserved under section 
640(a)(2)(A), to make payments for the purchase 
of facilities owned by such tribes. The amount 
of such a payment for such a facility shall not 
exceed the fair market value of the ſucility. 
and 
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(3) by adding at the end the following: 

*(g) In all personnel actions of the American 
Indian Programs Branch of the Head Start Bu- 
reau of the Administration for Children and 
Families, the Secretary shall give the same pref- 
erence to individuals who are members of an In- 
dian tribe as the Secretary gives to a preference 
eligible, as described in section 2108(3)(C) of title 
5 of the United States Code. The Secretary shall 
take such additional actions as may be nec- 
essary to promote recruitment of such individ- 
uals for employment in the Administration.“ 
SEC. 111. PARTICIPATION. 

Section 645 (42 U.S.C. 9840) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(d)(1) An Indian tribe that— 

“(A) operates a Head Start program; 

) enrolls as participants in the program all 
children in the community served by the tribe 
(including a community with a near-reservation 
designation, as defined by the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs) from families that meet the low-income 
criteria prescribed under subsection (a)(1)(A); 
and 

"(C) has the resources to enroll additional 
children in the community who do not meet the 
low-income criteria; may enroll such additional 
children in a Head Start program, in accordance 
with this subsection, if the program predomi- 
nantly serves children who meet the low-income 
criteria. 

*(2) The Indian tribe shall enroll the children 
in the Head Start program in accordance with 
such requirements as the Secretary may specify 
by regulation promulgated after consultation 
with Indian tribes. 

"(3) In providing services through a Head 
Start program to such children, the Indian tribe 
may not use funds that the Secretary has deter- 
mined, in accordance with section 640(g)(3), are 
to be used for expanding Head Start programs 
under this subchapter."'. 

SEC. 112. INITIATIVE ON FAMILIES WITH INFANTS 
AND TODDLERS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Act is amended by 
adding after section 645 (42 U.S.C. 9840) the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 645A. PROGRAMS FOR FAMILIES WITH IN- 
FANTS AND TODDLERS. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall make 
grants, in accordance with thís section for— 

Y programs providing family-centered serv- 
ices for low-income families with very young 
children designed to promote the development of 
the children, and to enable their parents to ful- 
fill their roles as parents and to move toward 
self-sufficiency; and 

**(2) provision of training and technical assist- 
ance to entities carrying out programs, and 
evaluation of programs, that were supported 
under the Comprehensive Child Development 
Act (42 U.S.C. 9881 et seq.), as in effect on the 
day before the date of enactment of this section. 

"(b) SCOPE AND DESIGN OF PROGRAMS.—In 
carrying out a program described in subsection 
(a), an entity receiving assistance under this 
section shall— 

"(1) provide, either directly or through refer- 
ral, early, continuous, intensive, and com- 
prehensive child development and family sup- 
port services that will enhance the physical, so- 
cial, emotional, and intellectual development of 
participating children; 

2) ensure that the level of services provided 
to families responds to their needs and cir- 
cumstances; 

"(3) promote positive parent-child inter- 
actions; 

*(4) provide services to parents to support 
their role as parents and to help the families 
move toward self-sufficiency (including edu- 
cational and employment services as appro- 
priate); 

*(5) coordinate services with services pro- 
vided by programs in the State and programs 
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in the community (including transition-to- 
School programs and linkages with programs 
of other agencies, including local edu- 
cational agencies serving families with in- 
fants and toddlers) to ensure a comprehen- 
sive array of services (such as health and 
mental health services); 

(6) ensure formal linkages with local Head 
Start programs in order to provide for con- 
tinuity of services for children and families; 

"(7) in the case of a Head Start agency 
that operates a program and that also pro- 
vides Head Start services through the age of 
mandatory school attendance, ensure that 
children and families participating in the 
program receive such services through such 
age; and 

(8) meet such other requirements con- 
cerning design and operation of the program 
described in subsection (a) as the Secretary 
may establish. 

„% PERSONS ELIGIBLE TO PARTICIPATE.— 
Persons who may participate in programs de- 
scribed in subsection (a)(1) include— 

(J) pregnant women; and 

*(2) families with children under age 3 (or 
under age 5, in the case of children served by 
an entity specified in subsection (e)(3)); 
who meet the income criteria specified for fami- 
lies in section 645(a)(1). 

d) ELIGIBLE SERVICE PROVIDERS.—To be eli- 
gible to receive assistance under this section, an 
entity shall submit an application to the Sec- 
retary at such time, in such manner, and con- 
taining such information as the Secretary may 
require. Entities that may apply to carry out ac- 
tivities under this section include— 

“(1) entities operating Head Start programs 
under this subchapter; 

(2) entities that, on the day before the date 
of enactment of this section, were operating— 

“(A) Parent-Child Centers receiving financial 
assistance under section 640(a)(4), as in effect 
on such date; or 

“(B) programs receiving financial assistance 
under the Comprehensive Child Development 
Act, as in effect on such date; and 

) other public entities, and nonprofit pri- 
vate entities, capable of providing child and 
family services that meet the standards for par- 
ticipation in programs under this subchapter 
and meet such other appropriate requirements 
relating to the activities under this section as 
the Secretary may establish. 

*(e) TIME-LIMITED PRIORITY FOR CERTAIN EN- 
TITIES.— 

) IN GENERAL.—From amounts allotted pur- 
suant to paragraphs (2) and (4) of section 
640(a), the Secretary shall provide financial as- 
sistance in accordance with paragraphs (2) 
through (4). 

N PARENT-CHILD CENTERS.—The Secretary 
shall make financial assistance available under 
this section for each of fiscal years 1995, 1996, 
and 1997 to any entity that— 

*'(A) complies with subsection (b); and 

“(B) received funding as a Parent-Child Cen- 
ter pursuant to section 640(a)(4), as in effect on 
the day before the date of enactment of this sec- 
tion, for fiscal year 1994. 

"(3) COMPREHENSIVE CHILD DEVELOPMENT 
CENTERS.— 

(A) In the case of an entity that received a 
grant for fiscal year 1994 to operate a project 
under the Comprehensive Child Development 
Act, the Secretary— 

(i) shall make financial assistance available 
under this section, in a comparable amount and 

scope to the assistance provided for fiscal year 
1994, for the duration of the project period speci- 
fied in the grant award to such entity under 
such Act; and 

ii) shall permit such entity, in carrying out 
activities assisted under this section, to serve 
children from birth through age 5. 
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"(B) In the case of an entity that received a 
grant for fiscal year 1989 to operate a project 
under the Comprehensive Child Development 
Act, the Secretary shall make assistance avail- 
able under this section for each of fiscal years 
1995, 1996, and 1997 to any entity that complies 
with subsection (b). 

“(4) EVALUATIONS, TRAINING, AND TECHNICAL 
ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary shall make finan- 
cial assistance available under this section as 
necessary to provide for the evaluation of, and 
furnishing of training and technical assistance 
to, programs specified in paragraph (3)(A). 

"(f) SELECTION OF OTHER GRANT RECIPI- 
ENTS.—From the balance remaining of the por- 
tion specified in section 640(a)(6), after making 
grants to the eligible entities specified in sub- 
section (e), the Secretary shall award grants 
under this subsection on a competitive basis to 
applicants meeting the criteria specified in sub- 
section (d) (giving priority to entities with a 
record of providing early, continuous, and com- 
prehensive childhood development and family 
services). 

"(g) DISTRIBUTION.—In awarding grants to el- 
igible applicants under this section, the Sec- 
retary shall— 

J ensure an equitable national geographic 
distribution of the grants; and 

"(2) award grants to applicants proposing to 
serve communities in rural areas and to appli- 
cants proposing to serve communities in urban 
areas. 

"(h) SECRETARIAL RESPONSIBILITIES.— 

"(1) GUIDELINES.—Not later than September 
30, 1994, the Secretary shall develop program 
guidelines concerning the content and operation 
of programs assisted under this section— 

“(A) in consultation with experts in early 
childhood development, experts in health, and 
experts in family services; and 

"(B) taking into consideration the knowledge 
and erperience gained from other early child- 
hood programs, including programs under the 
Comprehensive Child Development Act, and 
from migrant Head Start programs that serve a 
large number of infants and toddlers. 

A2) STANDARDS.—Not later than December 30, 
1994, the Secretary shall develop and publish 
performance standards for programs assisted 
under this section, and a grant announcement 
based on the guidelines developed under para- 
graph (1). 

"(3) MONITORING, TRAINING, TECHNICAL AS- 
SISTANCE, AND EVALUATION.—In order to ensure 
the successful operation of programs assisted 
under this section, the Secretary shall use funds 
from the balance described in subsection (f) to 
monitor the operation of such programs, evalu- 
ate their effectiveness, and provide training and 
technical assistance tailored to the particular 
needs of such programs."'. 

(b) CONSOLIDATION.—(1) In recognition that 
the Comprehensive Child Development Centers 
Act has demonstrated. positive results, and that 
its purposes and functions have been consoli- 
dated into section 645A of the Head Start Act, 
the Comprehensive Child Development Centers 
Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 9801 note) and the Com- 
prehensive Child Development Act (42 U.S.C. 
9881-9887) are repealed by paragraph (2). 

(2)(A) Part E of title II of the Augustus F. 
Hawkins-Robert T. Stafford Elementary and 
Secondary School Amendments of 1988 (Public 
Law 100-297; 102 Stat. 325) is repealed. 

(B) Subchapter F of chapter 8 of subtitle A of 
title VI of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1981 (Public Law 97-35; 42 U.S.C. 9801 
note, et seq.) is repealed. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 638 of 
the Head Start Act (42 U.S.C. 9833) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a) by striking “(a)”; and 

(2) by striking subsection (b). 
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SEC. 113. APPEALS, NOTICE, AND HEARING. 

(a) MEDIATION AND HEARING FOR DISPUTES 
WITH DELEGATE AGENCIES.—Section 646(a) (42 
U.S.C. 9841(a)) is amended— 

(1) at the end of paragraph (2), by striking 
“and”; 

(2) at the end of paragraph (3), by striking the 
period and inserting ''; and”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

the Secretary shall develop and publish 
procedures (including mediation procedures) to 
be used in order to— 

A) resolve in a timely manner conflicts po- 
tentially leading to adverse action between— 

i) recipients of financial assistance under 
this subchapter; and 

"(ii) delegate agencies or Head Start Parent 
Policy Councils; and 

"(B) avoid the need for an administrative 
hearing."'. 

(b) TERMINATION OF DESIGNATION NOT STAYED 
PENDING APPEAL.—Section 646 (42 U.S.C. 9841) 
is amended by striking subsection (b) and insert- 
ing the following: 

"(b) In prescribing procedures for the medi- 
ation described in subsection (a)(4), the Sec- 
retary shall specify— 

"(1) the date by which a Head Start agency 
engaged in a conflict described in subsection 
(a)(4) will notify the appropriate regional office 
of the Department of the conflict; 

(2) a reasonable period for the mediation; 

) a timeline for an administrative hearing, 
if necessary, to resolve the conflict; and 

a timeline by which the person conduct- 
ing the administrative hearing shall issue a de- 
cision based on the hearing. 

e) In any case in which a termination, re- 
duction, or suspension of financial assistance 
under this subchapter is upheld in an adminis- 
trative hearing under this section, such termi- 
nation, reduction, or suspension shall not be 
stayed pending any judicial appeal of such ad- 
ministrative decision. 

"(d)(1) The Secretary shall by regulation 
specify a process by which an Indian tribe may 
identify and establish an alternative agency, 
and request that the alternative agency be des- 
ignated under section 641 as the Head Start 
agency providing services to the tribe, if— 

*(A) the Secretary terminates financial assist- 
ance under section 646 to the only agency that 
was receiving financial assistance to provide 
Head Start services to the Indian tribe; and 

() the tribe would otherwise be precluded 
from providing such services to the members of 
the tribe. 

2 The regulation required by this sub- 
section shall prohibit such designation of an al- 
ternative agency that includes an employee 
who— 

(A) served on the administrative staff or pro- 
gram staff of the agency described in paragraph 
(1)(A); and 

) was responsible for a deficiency that 

i) relates to the performance standards or fi- 
nancíal management standards described in sec- 
tion 641 A(a)(1); and 

ii) was the basis for the termination of fi- 
nancial assistance described in paragraph 
(D(A); 
as determined by the Secretary after providing 
the notice and opportunity described in sub- 
section (a)(3).". 

SEC. 114. GOALS AND PRIORITIES FOR TRAINING 
AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE. 
Section 648 (42 U.S.C. 9843) is amended— 
(1) in the section heading to read as follows: 
“TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND TRAINING"; 

(2) in subsection (a)(2), by striking Head 
Start programs, including" and inserting ''Head 
Start programs, in accordance with the process, 
and the provisions for allocating resources, set 
forth in subsections (b) and (c). The Secretary 
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shall provide, either directly or through grants 
or other arrangements, 

(3)(A) by redesignating the final sentence of 
subsection (a), as amended by paragraph (2), as 
subsection (e); 

(B) by transferring such subsection to the end 
of the section; and 

(C) by indenting such subsection and aligning 
the margins of such subsection with the margins 
of subsection (d); 

(4) by striking subsections (b) and (c); 

(5) by inserting after subsection (a) the follow- 
ing: 

“(b) The process for determining the technical 
assistance and training activities to be carried 
out under this section shall— 

V ensure that the needs of local Head Start 
agencies and programs relating to improving 
program quality and to program expansion are 
addressed to the maximum ertent feasible; and 

**(2) incorporate mechanisms to ensure respon- 
siveness to local needs, including an ongoing 
procedure for obtaining input from the individ- 
uals and agencies carrying out Head Start pro- 
grams. 

"(c) In allocating resources for technical as- 
sistance and training under this section, the 
Secretary shall— 

) give priority consideration to activities to 
correct program and management deficiencies 
identified through reviews pursuant to section 
641 A(c) (including the provision of assistance to 
local programs in the development of quality im- 
provement plans under section 641 A(d)(2)); 

2) address the training and career develop- 
ment needs of classroom staff (including instruc- 
tion for providing services to children with dis- 
abilities) and nonclassroom staff, including 
home visitors and other staff working directly 
with families, including training relating to in- 
creasing parent involvement and services de- 
signed to increase family literacy and improve 
parenting skills; 

) assist Head Start agencies and programs 
in conducting and participating in community- 
wide strategic planning and needs assessment; 

) assist Head Start agencies and programs 
in developing full-working-day and full-cal- 
endar-year programs and making the transition 
to such programs, with particular attention to 
involving parents and programming for children 
throughout a longer day; 

) assist Head Start agencies in better serv- 

ing the needs of families with very young chil- 
dren; 
"(6) assist Head Start agencies and programs 
in the development of sound management prac- 
tices, including financial management proce- 
dures; and 

"(7) assist in efforts to secure and maintain 
adequate facilities for Head Start programs. 
and 

(6) in subsection (d), by adding at the end the 
following: 

“Special consideration shall be given to entities 
that have demonstrated effectiveness in edu- 
cational programming for preschool children 
that includes components for parental involve- 
ment, care provider training, and developmen- 
tally appropriate related activities. 

SEC. 115. n AND DEVELOP- 


The Head Start Act is amended by inserting 
after section 648 (42 U.S.C. 9843) the following: 
“SEC. 648A. STAFF QUALIFICATIONS AND DEVEL- 

OPMENT. 

.) CLASSROOM TEACHERS.— 

"(1) DEGREE REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary 
Shall ensure that not later than September 30, 
1996, each Head Start classroom in a center- 
based program is assigned one teacher who 
has— 


A a child development associate (CDA) cre- 
dential that is appropriate to the age of the chil- 
dren being served in center-based programs; 
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) a State-awarded certificate for preschool 
teachers that meets or exceeds the requirements 
for a child development associate credential; 

"(C) an associate, a baccalaureate, or an ad- 
vanced degree in early childhood education; or 

“(D) a degree in a field related to early child- 
hood education with experience in teaching pre- 
school children and a State-awarded certificate 
to teach in a preschool program. 

ö WAIVER.—On request, the Secretary shall 
grant a 180-day waiver of the requirements of 
paragraph (1) with respect to am individual 
who— 

A is first employed after September 30, 1996, 
by a Head Start agency as a teacher for a Head 
Start classroom; 

"(B) is enrolled in a program that grants any 
credential, certificate, or degree specified in sub- 
vin ilis (A), (B), (C), or (D) of paragraph (1); 
an 

"(C) will receive such credential under the 
terms of such program not later than 180 days 
after beginning employment as a teacher with 
such agency. 

"(3) LIMITATION.—The Secretary may not 
grant more than one such waiver with respect to 
such individual. 

"(b) MENTOR TEACHERS.— 

"(1) DEFINITION; FUNCTION.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the term ‘mentor teacher’ means 
an individual responsible for observing and as- 
sessing the classroom activities of a Head Start 
program and providing on-the-job guidance and 
training to the Head Start program staff and 
volunteers, in order to improve the qualifica- 
tions and training of classroom staff, to main- 
tain high quality education services, and to pro- 
mote career development, in Head Start pro- 
grams. 

"(2) REQUIREMENT.—In order to assist Head 
Start agencies in establishing positions for men- 
tor teachers, the Secretary shall— 

"(A) provide technical assistance and training 
to enable Head Start agencies to establish such 
positions; 

"(B) give priority consideration, in providing 
assistance pursuant to subparagraph (A), to 
Head Start programs that have substantial num- 
bers of new classroom staff, that are ezperienc- 
ing difficulty in meeting applicable education 
standards, or that lack staff able to commu- 
nicate in the languages of participating children 
and their families; 

"(C) encourage Head Start programs to give 
priority consideration for such positions to Head 
Start teachers at the appropriate level of career 
advancement in such programs; and 

D) promote the development of model curric- 
ula, designed to ensure the attainment of appro- 
priate competencies by individuals working, or 
planning to work, in the field of early childhood 
development and family services. 

"(c) FAMILY SERVICE WORKERS.—In order to 
improve the quality and effectiveness of staff 
providing in-home and other services (including 
needs assessment, development of service plans, 
family advocacy, and coordination of service de- 
livery) to families of children participating in 
Head Start programs, the Secretary, in coordi- 
nation with concerned public and private agen- 
cies and organizations examining the issues of 
standards and training for family service work- 
ers, shall— 

“(1) review and, as necessary, revise or de- 
velop new qualification standards for Head 
Start staff providing such services; 

2) promote the development of model curric- 
ula (on subjects including parenting training 
and family literacy) designed to ensure the at- 
tainment of appropriate competencies by indi- 
viduals working or planning to work in the field 
of early childhood and family services; and 

) promote the establishment of a credential 
that indicates attainment of the competencies 
and that is accepted nationwide. 
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“(d) HEAD START FELLOWSHIPS.— 

"(1) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary may estab- 
lish a program of fellowships, to be known as 
‘Head Start Fellowships’, in accordance with 
this subsection. The Secretary may award the 
fellowships to individuals, to be known as ‘Head 
Start Fellows’, who are staff in local Head Start 
programs or other individuals working in the 
field of child development and family services. 

*(2) PURPOSE.—The fellowship program estab- 
lished under this subsection shall be designed to 
enhance the ability of Head Start Fellows to 
make significant contributions to programs au- 
thorized under this subchapter, by providing op- 
portunities to expand their knowledge and erpe- 
rience through erposure to activities, issues, re- 
sources, and new approaches, in the field of 
child development and family services. 

) ASSIGNMENTS OF FELLOWS.— 

“(A) PLACEMENT SITES.— Fellowship positions 
under the fellowship program may be located 
(subject to subparagraphs (B) and (C))— 

"(i) in agencies of the Department of Health 
and Human Services administering programs 
authorized under this subchapter (in national 
or regional offices of such agencies); 

"(ii) in local Head Start agencies and pro- 
grams; 

"'(iii) in institutions of higher education; 

iv) in public or private entities and organi- 
zations concerned with services to children and 
families; and 

"'(v) in other appropriate settings. 

"(B) LIMITATION FOR FELLOWS OTHER THAN 
HEAD START EMPLOYEES.—A Head Start Fellow 
who is not an employee of a local Head Start 
agency or program may be placed only in a fel- 
lowship position located in an agency or pro- 
gram specified in clause (i) or (ii) of subpara- 
graph (A). 

"(C) NO PLACEMENT IN LOBBYING ORGANIZA- 
TIONS.—Head Start Fellowship positions may 
not be located in any agency whose primary 
purpose, or one of whose major purposes, is to 
influence Federal, State, or local legislation. 

“(4) SELECTION OF FELLOWS.—Head Start Fel- 
lowships shall be awarded on a competitive 
basis to individuals (other than Federal employ- 
ees) selected from among applicants who are 
working, on the date of application, in local 
Head Start programs or otherwise working in 
the field of child development and children and 
family services. 

“(5) DURATION.—Head Start Fellowships shall 
be for terms of 1 year, and may be renewed for 
a term of 1 additional year. 

"(6) AUTHORIZED EXPENDITURES.—From 
amounts appropriated under this subchapter 
and allotted under section 640(a)(2)(D), the Sec- 
retary is authorized to make erpenditures of not 
to exceed $1,000,000 for any fiscal year, for sti- 
pends and other reasonable erpenses of the fel- 
lowship program. 

"(7) STATUS OF FELLOWS.—Ezcept as other- 
wise provided in this paragraph, Head Start 
Fellows shall not be considered to be employees 
or otherwise in the service or employment of the 
Federal Government. Head Start Fellows shall 
be considered to be employees for purposes of 
compensation for injuries under chapter 81 of 
title 5, United States Code. Head Start Fellows 
assigned to positions located in agencies speci- 
fied in paragraph (3)(AYi) shall be considered 
employees in the erecutive branch of the Fed- 
eral Government for the purposes of chapter 11 
of title 18, United States Code, and for purposes 
of any administrative standards of conduct ap- 
plicable to the employees of the agency to which 
they are assigned. 

(8) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall pro- 
mulgate regulations to carry out this subsection. 

(e) MODEL STAFFING PLANS.—Not later than 
1 year after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Secretary, in consultation with ap- 
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propriate public agencies, private agencies, and 
organizations and with individuals with erper- 
tise in the field of children and family services 
(including services to mon-English language 
background children and their families), shall 
develop model staffing plans to provide guid- 
ance to local Head Start agencies and programs 
on the numbers, types, responsibilities, and 
qualifications of staff required to operate a 
Head Start program. 

SEC. 116. RESEARCH, DEMONSTRATIONS, EVAL- 

UATION. 

Section 649 (42 U.S.C. 9844) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“SEC. 649. RESEARCH, DEMONSTRATIONS, AND 
EVALUATION. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.— 

Y REQUIREMENT; GENERAL PURPOSES.—The 
Secretary shall carry out a continuing program 
of research, demonstration, and evaluation ac- 
tivities, in order to— 

"(A) foster continuous improvement in the 
quality of the Head Start programs under this 
subchapter and in their effectiveness in ena- 
bling participating children and their families to 
succeed in school and otherwise; and 

"(B) use the Head Start programs to develop, 
test, and disseminate new ideas and approaches 
for addressing the needs of low-income pre- 
school children (including children with disabil- 
ities) and their families and communities, and 
otherwise to further the purposes of this sub- 
chapter. 

“(2) PLAN.—The Secretary shall develop, and 
periodically update, a plan governing the re- 
search, demonstration, and evaluation activities 
under this section. 

“(b) CONDUCT OF RESEARCH, DEMONSTRATION, 
AND EVALUATION ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary, in 
order to conduct research, demonstration, and 
evaluation activities under this section— 

Y) may carry out such activities directly, or 
through grants to, or contracts or cooperative 
agreements with, public or private entities; 

*(2) shall, to the extent appropriate, under- 
take such activities in collaboration with other 
Federal agencies, and with non-Federal agen- 
cies, conducting similar activities; 

) shall ensure that evaluation of activities 
in a specific program or project is conducted by 
persons not directly involved in the operation of 
such program or project; 

*(4) may require Head Start agencies to pro- 
vide for independent evaluations; 

) may approve, in appropriate cases, com- 
munity-based cooperative research and evalua- 
tion efforts to enable Head Start programs to 
collaborate with qualified researchers not di- 
rectly involved in program administration or op- 
eration; and 

“(6) may collaborate with organizations with 
erpertise in inclusive educational strategies for 
preschoolers with disabilities. 

) CONSULTATION AND COLLABORATION.—In 
carrying out activities under this section, the 
Secretary shall.— 

Y consult with— 

"(A) individuals from relevant academic dis- 
ciplines; 

) individuals who are involved in the oper- 
ation of Head Start programs and individuals 
who are involved in the operation of other child 
and family service programs; and 

"(C) individuals from other Federal agencies, 
and individuals from organizations, involved 
with children and families, ensuring that the in- 
dividuals described in this subparagraph reflect 
the multicultural nature of the children and 
families served by the Head Start programs and 
the multidisciplinary nature of the Head Start 
programs, 

“(2) whenever feasible and appropriate, ob- 
tain the views of persons participating in and 
served by programs and projects assisted under 
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this subchapter with respect to activities under 
this section; and 

"(3) establish, to the ertent appropriate, 
working relationships with the faculties of insti- 
tutions of higher education, as defined in sec- 
tion 1201(a) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
(20 U.S.C. 1141(a)), located in the area in which 
any evaluation under this section is being con- 
ducted, unless there is no such institution of 
higher education willing and able to participate 
in such evaluation. 

"(d) SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES.—The research, 
demonstration, and evaluation activities under 
this subchapter shall include components de- 
signed to— 

J permit ongoing assessment of the quality 
and effectiveness of the programs under this 
subchapter; 

“(2) contribute to developing knowledge con- 
cerning factors associated with the quality and 
effectiveness of Head Start programs and in 
identifying ways in which services provided 
under this subchapter may be improved; 

"(3) assist in developing knowledge concern- 
ing the factors that promote or inhibit healthy 
development and effective functioning of chil- 
dren and their families both during and follow- 
ing participation in a Head Start program; 

“(4) permit comparisons of children and fami- 
lies participating in Head Start programs with 
children and families receiving other child care, 
early childhood education, or child development 
services and with other appropriate control 


Oups, 

) contribute to understanding the charac- 
teristics and needs of population groups eligible 
for services provided under this subchapter and 
the impact of such services on the individuals 
served and the communities in which such serv- 
ices are provided; 

"(6) provide for disseminating and promoting 
the use of the findings from such research, dem- 
onstration, and evaluation activities; and 

%) promote erploration of areas in which 
knowledge is insufficient, and that will other- 
wise contribute to fulfilling the purposes of this 
subchapter. 

"(e) LONGITUDINAL STUDIES.—In developing 
priorities for research, demonstration, and eval- 
uation activities under this section, the Sec- 
retary shall give special consideration to longi- 
tudinal studies that— 

examine the developmental progress of 
children and their families both during and fol- 
lowing participation in a Head Start program, 
including the examination of factors that con- 
tribute to or detract from such progress; 

) examine factors related to improving the 
quality of the Head Start programs and the 
preparation the programs provide for children 
and their families to function effectively in 
schools and other settings in the years following 
participation in such a program; and 

“(3) as appropriate, permit comparison of chil- 
dren and families participating in Head Start 
programs with children and families receiving 
other child care, early childhood education, or 
child development services, and with other ap- 
propriate control groups. 

"(f) OWNERSHIP OF RESULTS.—The Secretary 
shall take necessary steps to ensure that all 
studies, reports, proposals, and data produced 
or developed with Federal funds under this sub- 
chapter shall become the property of the United 
States. 

SEC. 117. ANNOUNCEMENTS AND EVALUATIONS. 

Section 650 (42 U.S.C. 9845) is repealed. 

SEC. 118. REPORTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL,—Section 651 (42 U.S.C. 9846) 
is amended— 

(1) by striking the section heading and all 
that follows through subsection (f) and insert- 
ing: 

“SEC. 651. REPORTS."; 

(2) by striking "'(g)"'; 
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(3) in paragraph (10), by striking "evaluations 
conducted under section 641(c)(2)" and inserting 
monitoring conducted under section 641A(c)''; 
and 

(4)(A) by striking "and" at the end of para- 
graph (11); 

(B) by striking the period at the end of para- 
graph (12) and inserting a semicolon; and 

(C) by adding after paragraph (12) the follow- 
ing: 

„ a summary of information concerning 
the research, demonstration, and evaluation ac- 
tivities conducted under section 649, including— 

“(A) a status report on ongoing activities; and 

"(B) results, conclusions, and recommenda- 
tions, not included in any previous report, based 
on completed activities; and 

a study of the availability and delivery 
of Head Start programs to Indian children living 
on and near Indian reservations and to children 
of migrant and seasonal farmworkers, including 
estimates of the percentages of such children 
being served by Head Start programs. 

(b) REDESIGNATION.—Section 651 is redesig- 
nated as section 650. 

SEC. 119. REPEALS. 

Sections 651A and 652 (42 U.S.C. 9846a and 
9847) are repealed. 

SEC. 120. CONSULTATION WITH THE CORPORA- 
TION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMU- 
NITY SERVICE. 

The Act is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“SEC. 657A. CONSULTATION WITH THE CORPORA- 
TION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMU- 
NITY SERVICE. 

“The Secretary shall consult with the Chief 
Erecutive Officer of the Corporation for Na- 
tional and Community Service regarding the dis- 
semination of information about the Corpora- 
tion's programs, to programs that receive funds 
under this subchapter."’. 

SEC. 121. STUDY OF BENEFITS FOR HEAD START 
EMPLOYEES. 

(a) Stupy.—The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall conduct a study regarding 
the benefits available to individuals employed 
by Head Start agencies under the Head Start 
Act (42 U.S.C. 9831 et seq.). 

(b) REPORT.— 

(1) PREPARATION.—The Secretary shall pre- 
pare a report, containing the results of the 
study, that— 

(A) describes the benefits, including health 
care benefits, family and medical leave, and re- 
tirement pension benefits, available to such in- 
dividuals; and 

(B) includes recommendations for increasing 
the access of the individuals to benefits, includ- 
ing access to a retirement pension program. 

(2) SUBMISSION.—The Secretary shall submit 
the report to the appropriate committees of Con- 
gress. 

SEC. 122. STUDY OF FULL-DAY AND FULL-YEAR 
HEAD START PROGRAMS. 

(a) SrTUDY.—The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall conduct a study of the er- 
tent to which Head Start programs are address- 
ing the need for child care services during a full 
working day or full calendar year among eligi- 
ble low-income families with preschool children. 

(b) REPORT.—The Secretary shall prepare and 
submit a report to the Committee on Education 
and Labor of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Labor and Human Resources 
of the Senate not later than January 1996, con- 
taining the results of the study that— 

(1) describes the number of full-day, full-year 
Head Start programs and the number of chil- 
dren served in such program or provided full- 
day or full-year services through arrangements 
with other service providers; 

(2) compares the number of children in full- 
day or full-year Head Start programs with the 
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need for full-day or full-year care among such 

families; 

(3) identifies the barriers to meeting the need 
for full-day, full-year care among such families; 

(4) describes promising models currently em- 
ployed by Head Start programs for meeting such 
needs both directly and through arrangements 
with other service providers; and 

(5) makes recommendations on how the child 
care needs of families with children enrolled in 
Head Start programs may be addressed. 

SEC. 123. STATE DEPENDENT CARE DEVELOP- 
MENT PROGRAMS. 

Section 670A of the State Dependent Care De- 
velopment Grants Act (42 U.S.C. 9871) is amend- 
ed by striking “are authorized to be appro- 
priated and all that follows and inserting is 
authorized to be appropriated $13,000,000 for fis- 
cal year 1995. 

SEC. 124. REAUTHORIZATION OF CHILD DEVEL- 
OPMENT ASSOCIATE SCHOLARSHIP 
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1985. 

Section 606 of the Child Development Associ- 
ate Scholarship Assistance Act of 1985 (42 U.S.C. 
10905) is amended by striking ''$1,500,000" and 
all that follows and inserting ''to carry out this 
title such sums as may be necessary for fiscal 
year 1998. 

SEC. 125. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS. 


(a) HEAD START TRANSITION PROJECT ACT.— 
Section 133(a) of the Head Start Transition 
Project Act is amended by striking ''639(c)'" and 
inserting ''639(b)"'. 

(b) SOCIAL SECURITY AcT.—Section 
1924(d)(3)(A)(i) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 13961-5(d)(3)(A)()) is amended by strik- 
ing sections 652 and 673(2)"’ and inserting ''sec- 
tion 67302)“. 

SEC. 126. EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICATION OF 
AMENDMENTS. 


(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This title, and the 
amendments made by this title, shall take effect 
on the date of enactment of this title. 

(b) APPLICATION.—The requirements of this 
title and the amendments made by this title 
shall not apply to Head Start agencies and 
other recipients of financial assistance under 
the Head Start Act with respect to fiscal years 
ending before October 1, 1994. 


TITLE II—COMMUNITY SERVICES BLOCK 
GRANT AMENDMENTS 
SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE AND REFERENCES. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited as 
the “Community Services Block Grant Amend- 
ments of 1994 

(b) REFERENCES.—Ezrcept as otherwise er- 
pressly provided, whenever in this title an 
amendment or repeal is expressed in terms of an 
amendment to, or repeal of, a section or other 
provision, the reference shall be considered to be 
made to a section or other provision of the Com- 
munity Services Block Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9901 
et seq.). 

SEC. 202. AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION.—Sub- 
section (b) of section 672 (42 U.S.C. 9901(b)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

) There are authorized to be appropriated 
$525,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of fiscal years 1996 
through 1998, to carry out this subtitle. 

(b) STATE ALLOCATIONS.—Section 674 
U.S.C. 9903) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (a), (b) and 
(c) as subsections (b), (c) and (d), respectively; 
and 

(2) by inserting before subsection (b) (as so re- 
designated), the following: 

"(a)(1) Of the amounts appropriated for a fis- 
cal year pursuant to section 672(b), the Sec- 
retary may reserve not less than one-half of 1 
percent and not more than 1 percent for train- 
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ing, technical assistance, planning, and evalua- 
tion activities related to programs or projects 
carried out under this subtitle. Such activities 
may be carried out by the Secretary directly or 
through grants, contracts, or cooperative agree- 


ments. 

2) The process for determining the technical 
assistance and training activities to be carried 
out under this section shall— 

A) ensure the needs of eligible entities relat- 
ing to the improving program quality are ad- 
dressed to the maximum extent feasible; and 

"(B) incorporate mechanisms to ensure re- 
sponsiveness to local needs, including an ongo- 
ing procedure for obtaining input from the com- 
munity action State and national network as 
well as community development corporation na- 
tional and State organizations. 

) In allocating resources for technical as- 
sistance and training under this section, the 
Secretary shall— 

“(A) assist eligible entities in the development 
of sound management practices, including fi- 
nancíal management practices; and 

) consistent with the availability of funds, 
respond to the training requests and concerns of 
community development corporations, commu- 
nity action agencies and programs. 

(c) APPLICATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS.— 

(1) FORM AND ASSURANCES.—Section 675(a) (42 
U.S.C. 9904(a)) is amended by inserting “‘or sig- 
nificant amendments thereof” before shall con- 
tain assurances”. 

(2) USE OF FUNDS.—Section 675(c)1) (42 
U.S.C. 9904(c)(1) is amended by striking use 
the funds available under this subtitle" and in- 
serting ensure that, at its discretion and con- 
sistent with agreements with the State, each re- 
cipient of funds available under this subtitle 
will use such funds”. 

(3) ASSURED ACTIVITIES.—Section 675(c)(1)(B) 
(42 U.S.C. 9904(c)(1)(B)) is amended by inserting 
“homeless individuals and families, migrants, 
and" before the elderly poor 


(4) STATE RESPONSIBILITIES. —Section 
675(c)(2)(B) (42 U.S.C. 9904(c)(2)(B)) is amended 
to read as follows: 


"(B) if less than 100 percent of the allotment 
is erpended under subparagraph (A), provide 
assurances that with respect to the remainder of 
the allotment a reasonable amount shall be used 
for— 

i) providing training and technical assist- 
ance to those entities in need of such assistance 
and such activities will not be considered ad- 
ministrative 

“(it) coordinating State-operated programs 
and services targeted to low-income children 
and families with services provided by eligible 
entities funded under this subtitle, including 
outposting where appropriate State or local pub- 
lic employees into entities funded under this 
subtitle to ensure increased access to services 
provided by such State or local agencies; 

"(iii supporting statewide coordination and 
communication among eligible entities; 

iv) administrative expenses at the State 
level, including monitoring activities, but not 
more than the greater of $55,000 or 5 percent of 
its allotment under section 674; and 

"(v) considering the distribution of funds 
under thís subtitle within the State to determine 
if such funds have been targeted to the areas of 
greatest need. 

(5) TRIPARTITE BOARD.—Section 675(c)(3) (42 
U.S.C. 9904(c)(3)) is amended— 

(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (A), (B), 
and (C) as clauses (i), (ii), and (iii), respectively; 

(B) by striking the comma after “provide as- 
surances that” and inserting ‘‘(A)"’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

"and 

"(B) in the case of a public organization re- 
ceiving funds under this subtitle, such organiza- 
tion either establish— 
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i a board of which at least one-third of the 
members are persons chosen ín accordance with 
democratic selection procedures adequate to as- 
sure that they are representative of the poor in 
the area served; or 

ii) another mechanism specified by the State 
to assure low-income citizen participation in the 
planning, administration, and evaluation of 
projects for which such organization has been 
funded 

(d) COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCY PLAN.—Sec- 
tion 675(c) (42 U.S.C. 9904(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (11)— 

(A) by redesignating clauses (i) through (iii) 
of subparagraph (A) as items (i) through (iii), 
respectively; 

(B) by realigning the margin of the sentence 
beginning with “For purposes of” so as to align 
with subparagraph (A) of paragraph (1); 

(C) by striking For purposes of” and insert- 
ing (4) For purposes of”; 

(D) by striking "(A) a statewide” and insert- 
ing i) a statewide"; 

(E) by striking “(B) the failure” and inserting 
ii) the failure”; 

(F) by inserting immediately before paragraph 
(12) the following: 

"(B) for purposes of making a determination 
with respect to a termination, the term 'cause' 
includes the material failure of an eligible entity 
to comply with the terms of its agreement and 
community action plan to provide services under 
this subtitle: 

(2) in paragraph (12) by striking the period 
and insertíng a semicolon; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (12) the fol- 
lowing: 

*(13) secure from each eligible entity as a con- 
dition to its receipt of funding under this sub- 
title a community action plan (which shall be 
available to the Secretary for inspection) that 
includes— 

ad community needs assessment (includ- 
ing food needs); 

D) a description of the service delivery sys- 
tem targeted to low-income individuals and fam- 
ilies in the service area; 

“(C) a description of how linkages will be de- 
veloped to fill identified gaps in services through 
information, referral, case management, and fol- 
lowup consultations; 

D) a description of how funding under this 
Act will be coordinated with other public and 
private resources; and 

D) a description of outcome measures to be 
used to monitor success in promoting self-suffi- 
ciency, family stability, and community revital- 
ieation; and 

“(14) provide assurances that cost and ac- 
counting standards of the Office of Management 
and Budget shall apply to a recipient of funds 
under this subtitle. 

(e) PUBLIC INSPECTIONS OF PLANS.—Section 
675(d)(2) (42 U.S.C. 9904(d)(2)) is amended by in- 
serting or revision" after ‘‘Each plan”. 

(f) AUDITS.—The last sentence of section 675(f) 
(42 U.S.C. 9904(f)) is amended by inserting be- 
fore “to the legislature" the following: ‘‘to the 
eligible entity at no charge,"’. 

(g) EVALUATION INVOLVING WAIVERS.—Section 
675(h) (42 U.S.C. 9904(h)) is amended by insert- 
ing including any State that received a waiver 
under Public Law 98-139)” after States“ the 
last place it appears. 

SEC. 203. DISCRETIONARY AUTHORITY OF SEC- 
RETARY. 


(a) TRAINING AND ACTIVITIES.—Section 681(a) 
(42 U.S.C. 9910(a)) is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by 
striking to provide for—'' and all that follows 
through (2) and inserting to provide for”; 
and 

(2) by striking ''special emphasis programs 
for—" and all that follows through paragraph 
(3), and inserting the following: 
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“a Community Initiative Program, awarded on 
a competitive basis, to fund private, nonprofit 
community development corporations for pur- 
poses of planning and carrying out community 
and economic development activities in economi- 
cally distressed areas and in rural areas, as de- 
scribed in subsection (c). 

(b) COMMUNITY INITIATIVE PROGRAM.—Sub- 
section (b) of section 681 (42 U.S.C. 9910) is 
amended to read as follows: 

b) COMMUNITY INITIATIVE PROGRAM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.— 

"(A) ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES.— 
Economic development activities under this sec- 
tion shall be designed to address the economic 
needs of low-income individuals and families by 
creating employment and business development 
opportunities. 

) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall er- 
ercise the authority provided under subpara- 
graph (A) in consultation with other relevant 
Federal officials. 

"(C) GOVERNING BOARDS.—Each community 
development corporation receiving funds under 
this section shall be governed by a board that 
Shall consist of residents of the community and 
business and civic leaders and shall have as a 
principal purpose planning, developing or man- 
aging community development projects. 

"(D) GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION.—In provid- 
ing assistance or entering into other arrange- 
ments under this section, the Secretary shall 
take into consideration the geographic distribu- 
tion of funds among States and the relative pro- 
portion of funding among rural and urban 
areas. 

*(2) RURAL COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ACTIVI- 
TIES.—Rural community development activities 
under this section shall include— 

“(A) grants to private, nonprofit corporations 
that provide assistance to rural low-income fam- 
ilies in home repair and in planning and devel- 
oping low-income rural rental housing units; 

"(B) grants to multistate, regional private, 
nonprofit organizations that provide training 
and technical assistance to small, rural commu- 
nities in meeting their community facility needs; 
and 

“(C) grants to nonprofit private organizations 
that provide assistance for migrants and sea- 
sonal farmworkers."'. 

SEC. 204. COMMUNITY FOOD AND NUTRITION. 

Subsection (d) of section 681A (42 U.S.C. 
9910a(d)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(d) There are authorized to be appropriated 
$25,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, and such sums as 
may be necessary for each of fiscal years 1996 
through 1998, to carry out this section. 

SEC. 205. INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES FOR LOW- 
INCOME YOUTH. 

The Act (42 U.S.C. 9901 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating sections 682 and 683 as 
sections 683 and 684, respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after section 681 the following: 
“SEC. 682. NATIONAL OR REGIONAL PROGRAMS 

DESIGNED TO PROVIDE INSTRUC- 
TIONAL ACTIVITIES FOR LOW-IN- 
COME YOUTH. 

"(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of 
Health and Human Services is authorized to 
make a grant to an eligible service provider to 
administer national or regional programs to pro- 
vide instructional activities for low-income 
youth. In making such a grant, the Secretary 
shall give a priority to eligible service providers 
that have a demonstrated ability to operate such 
@ program. 

"(b) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.— 

"(1) Any instructional activity carried out by 
an eligible service provider receiving a grant 
under this subsection shall be carried out on the 
campus of an institution of higher education (as 
defined in section 1201(a) of the Higher Edu- 
cation Act) and shall include— 
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“(A) access to the facilities and resources of 
such an institution; 

"(B) an initial medical examination and fol- 
low-up referral or treatment, without charge, 
for youth during their participation in such ac- 
tivity; 

"(C) at least one nutritious meal daily, with- 
out charge, for participating youth during each 
day of participation; 

D) high quality instruction in a variety of 
sports (that shall include swimming and that 
may include dance and any other high quality 
recreational activity) provided by coaches and 
teachers from institutions of higher education 
and from elementary and secondary schools (as 
defined in sections 1471(8) and 1471(21) of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965); and 

"(E) enrichment instruction and information 
on matters relating to the well-being of youth, 
to include educational opportunities and study 
practices, education for the prevention of drugs 
and alcohol abuse, health and nutrition, career 
opportunities and family and job responsibil- 
ities. 

“(c) ELIGIBLE PROVIDERS.—A national private 
nonprofit organization, a coalition of such orga- 
nizations, or a private nonprofit organization 
applying jointly with a business concern shall 
be eligible for a grant under this subsection if— 

"(1) the applicant has demonstrated erperi- 
ence in operating a program providing instruc- 
tion to low-income youth; 

A) the applicant shall contribute amounts in 
cash or fairly evaluated in kind of no less than 
25 percent of the amount requested; 

) the applicant shall use no funds from a 
grant authorized under this section for adminis- 
trative expenses; and 

) the applicant agrees to comply with the 
regulations or program guidelines promulgated 
by the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
for use of funds made available by this grant. 

"(d) APPLICATIONS PROCESS.—Eligible service 
providers may submit to the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, for approval, an applica- 
tion in such form at such time as the Secretary 
deems appropriate. 

e) PROMULGATION OF REGULATIONS OR PRO- 
GRAM GUIDELINES.—The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services shall promulgate regula- 
tions or program guidelines to ensure funds 
made available under a grant made under this 
section are used in accordance with the inten- 
tions of this Act. 

“(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated 
$15,000,000 for each fiscal year 1995, 1996, 1997, 
and 1998 for grants to carry out this section. 
SEC. 206. AMENDMENT TO STEWART B. MCKINNEY 

HOMELESS ASSISTANCE ACT. 

The last section of subtitle D of title VII of the 
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act 
(42 U.S.C. 11646) is amended— 

(1) by striking "SEC. 751." and by inserting 
“SEC. 754."", and 

(2) by striking ''1991" and all that follows 
through 1993“, and inserting 1995, 1996, 1997, 
and 1998”. 

SEC. 207. AMENDMENTS TO THE HUMAN SERV- 
ICES REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 
1986. 

Section 408 of the Human Services Reauthor- 
ization Act of 1986 (42 U.S.C. 9901b) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subsection (a) by adding at the end the 
following: 

) Initial and subsequent grant awards may 
fully fund projects for periods of up to 3 
years." 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)(B) by striking “After 
the first fiscal year” and inserting “After the 
first funding period 

(3) by amending subsection (c)9— 
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(A) by amending paragraph (1) to read as fol- 
lows: 

) In addition to the grant programs de- 
scribed in subsection (a), the Secretary may 
make grants to community action agencies for 
the purpose of enabling such agencies to dem- 
onstrate new approaches to dealing with the 
problems associated with urban gangs or similar 
antisocial activities of urban youth. Demonstra- 
tions shall include such activities as peer coun- 
seling, mentoring, development of job skills, as- 
sistance with social skills, antigang education, 
family literacy, parenting skills, and other serv- 
ices designed to assist at-risk youth to continue 
their education, to secure meaningful employ- 
ment, or to pursue other productive alternatives 
to joining gangs or engaging in any other form 
of anti-social activity.; and 

(B) by amending paragraph (4) to read as fol- 
lows: 

] Such grants made under this subsection 
on a competitive basis shall be based on an an- 
nual competition determined by the Secretary. 
Grants made under this subsection shall not ez- 
ceed $500,000.'': and 

(4) by amending subsection (h) to read as fol- 
lows: 

„ AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—(1) 
There are authorized to be appropriated 
$30,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, and such sums as 
may be necessary for fiscal years 1996, 1997, and 
1998, to carry out this section. 

**(2) Of the amounts appropriated for this sec- 
tion not less than 30 percent shall be used to 
carry out the programs authorized under sub- 
section (c). 

) In addition to sums which are required to 
carry out the evaluation, reporting, and dis- 
semination of results under subsections (a), (c), 
(d), and (f), the Secretary is authorized to re- 
serve up to 2 percent of the amounts appro- 
priated pursuant to subparagraphs (1) and (2) 
for administration of the program as well as for 
planning and technical assistance. 

SEC. 208. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This title, and the amendments made by this 
title, shall take effect on October 1, 1994. 

TITLE III—LOW-INCOME HOME ENERGY 

ASSISTANCE AMENDMENTS 
SECTION 301. SHORT TITLE AND REFERENCES. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited as 
the ‘Low-Income Home Energy Assistance 
Amendments of 1994”. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Ezcept as otherwise er- 
pressly provided, whenever in this title an 
amendment or repeal is expressed in terms of an 
amendment to, or repeal of, a section or other 
provision, the reference shall be considered to be 
made to a section or other provision of the Low- 
Income Home Energy Assistance Act of 1981 (42 
U.S.C. 8621 et seq.). 

SEC. 302. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. 

Section 2602(a) (42 U.S.C. 8621(a)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(a) In order to assist low-income households, 
particularly those with the lowest incomes that 
pay a high proportion of their income for home 
energy, both in meeting their immediate home 
energy needs, and in attaining the capacity to 
meet such needs independently in the future, 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
may make grants to States for programs and ac- 
tivities consistent with this title. 

SEC. 303. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) AMOUNTS AUTHORIZED.—Section 2602 (42 
U.S.C. 8621) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b), by striking this title” 
and all that follows through the end of the first 
sentence and inserting ''this títle, $2,000,000,000 
for fiscal year 1995, and such sums as may be 
necessary for each of fiscal years 1996 through 
1999. and 

(2) in subsection (c)— 
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(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking ‘*(1)"’; 

(ii) by striking July 1” and inserting Octo- 
ber 1"; and 

(iti) by striking “for which" and inserting 
“following the year in which”; and 

(B) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3); 

(b) INCENTIVE PROGRAM FOR LEVERAGING 
NON-FEDERAL SOURCES.—Subsection (d) of sec- 
tion 2602 (42 U.S.C. 8621(d)) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(d) There are authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out section 2607A, $50,000,000 for each 
of the fiscal years 1995 and 1996, and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the fiscal years 
1997 through 1999."’. 

SEC. 304. EMERGENCY FUNDS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 2602 (42 U.S.C. 8621), as amended by section 
303, is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

“(e) There is authorized to be appropriated in 
each fiscal year for payments under this title, in 
addition to amounts appropriated for distribu- 
tion to all the States in accordance with section 
2604 (other than subsection (g)), $600,000,000 to 
meet the additional home energy assistance 
needs of one or more States arising from a natu- 
ral disaster or other emergency. Funds appro- 
priated pursuant to this subsection are hereby 
designated to be emergency requirements pursu- 
ant to section 251(b)(2(D) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985, except that such funds shall be made 
available only after the submission to Congress 
of a formal budget request by the President (for 
all or a part of the appropriation pursuant to 
this subsection) that includes a designation of 
the amount requested as an emergency require- 
ment as defined in such Act. 

(b) HOME ENERGY.—Section 2603 (42 U.S.C. 
8622(3)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1), (2), (3), 
(4), (5), (6), and (7) as paragraphs (2), (4), (5), 
(6), (7), (8), and (9), respectively; 

(2) by inserting before paragraph (2), as so re- 
designated, the following: 

) The term ‘energy burden' means the er- 
penditures of the household for home energy di- 
vided by the income of the household.”’; and 

(3) by inserting before paragraph (4), as so re- 
designated, the following: 

"(3) The term ‘highest home energy needs’ 
means the home energy requirements of a house- 
hold determined by taking into account both the 
energy burden of such household and the 
unique situation of such household that results 
from having members of vulnerable populations, 
including very young children, individuals with 
disabilities, and frail older individuals. 

(c) ALLOTMENT OF EMERGENCY FUNDS.—Sec- 
tion 2604 (42 U.S.C. 8623) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: 

“(g) Notwithstanding subsections (a) through 
(f), the Secretary may allot amounts appro- 
priated pursuant to section 2602(e) to one or 
more than one State. In determining to which 
State or States additional funds may be allotted, 
the Secretary shall take into account the extent 
to which a State was affected by the emergency 
or disaster, the availability to an affected State 
of other resources under this or any other pro- 
gram, and such other factors as the Secretary 
determines relevant. The Secretary shall notify 
Congress of the proposed allotment pursuant to 
this subsection before releasing the allotted 
funds."’. 

SEC. 305. AUTHORIZED USES OF FUNDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 
2605(b) (42 U.S.C. 8624(b)(1)) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(1) use the funds available under this title 
to— 

A) conduct outreach activities and provide 
assistance to low income households in meeting 
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their home energy costs, particularly those with 
the lowest incomes that pay a high proportion 
of household income for home energy, consistent 
with paragraph (5); 

) intervene in energy crisis situations; 

"(C) provide low-cost residential weatheriza- 
tion and other cost-effective energy-related 
home repair; and 

D) plan, develop, and administer the State's 
program under this title including leveraging 
programs, 
and the State agrees not to use such funds for 
any purposes other than those specified in this 
title,“. 

(b) ENCOURAGED REDUCED HOME ENERGY 
NEEDS.—Section 2605(b) (42 U.S.C. 8624(b)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (14) by striking und at the 
end; 

(2) in paragraph (15), by striking the period 
and inserting ‘‘; and"; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (15) the fol- 
lowing: 

"(16) use such funds, at its option, to provide 
services that encourage and enable households 
to reduce their home energy needs and thereby 
the need for energy assistance, including needs 
assessments, counseling, and assistance with en- 
ergy vendors. 

SEC. 306. TARGETING OF ASSISTANCE TO HOUSE- 
HOLDS WITH HIGH HOME ENERGY 
BURDENS. 

(a) HOUSEHOLD INCOME.—Section 
2605(b)(2)(B) (42 U.S.C. 8624(b)(2)(B)) is amend- 
ed by striking the matter following clause (ii) 
and inserting the following: 

“except that a State may not erclude a house- 
hold from eligibility in a fiscal year solely on 
the basis of household income if such income is 
less than 110 percent of the poverty level for 
such State, but the State may give priority to 
those households with the highest home energy 
costs or needs in relation to household income;”’. 

(b) OUTREACH ACTIVITIES.—Section 2605(b)(3) 
(42 U.S.C. 8624(b)(3) is amended by striking 
"are made aware" and inserting "and house- 
holds with high home energy burdens, are made 
aware”. 

(c) ASSISTANCE LEVELS.—Section 2605(b)(5) (42 
U.S.C. 8624(b)(5)) is amended by inserting or 
needs after “highest energy costs 

(d) STATE PLAN.—Section 2605(c)(1) (42 U.S.C. 
8624(c)(1)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (E) and 
(F) as subparagraphs (F) and (H), respectively; 
and 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (D) the 
following: 

"(E) describes any steps that will be taken (in 
addition to those necessary to carry out the as- 
surance contained in paragraph (5) of sub- 
section (b)) to target assistance to households 
with high home energy burdens;"’. 

SEC. 307. MU api OF AUDIT REQUIRE- 


Section 2605 (42 U.S.C. 8624) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(10), by striking and pro- 
vide that’’ and all that follows and inserting 
"and provide that the State will comply with 
chapter 75 of title 31, United States Code (com- 
monly known as the 'Single Audit Act');"; and 

(2) in subsection (e), by striking at least 
every two years" and all that follows and in- 
serting in accordance with chapter 75 of title 
31, United States Code. 

SEC. 308. USE OF DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
WEATHERIZATION RULES TO 
ACHIEVE PROGRAM CONSISTENCY. 

Section 2605(c)(1)(D) (42 U.S.C. 8624(c)(1)(D)) 
is amended by inserting before the semicolon at 
the end thereof the following: '', including any 
steps the State will take to address the weather- 
ieation and energy-related home repair needs of 
households that have high home energy bur- 
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dens, and describes any rules promulgated by 
the Department of Energy for administration of 
its Low Income Weatherization Assistance Pro- 
gram which the State, to the extent permitted by 
the Secretary to increase consistency between 
federally assisted programs, will follow regard- 
ing the use of funds provided under this title by 
the State for such weatherieation and energy- 
related home repairs and improvements”. 

SEC. 309. MATTERS TO BE DESCRIBED IN ANNUAL 

APPLICATION. 

Section 2605(c)1) (42 U.S.C. 8624(c)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (F) (as so redesignated by 
section 306(d) of this Act)— 

(A) by striking and (13)” and inserting ''(13), 
and (15) and 

(B) by striking “and” at the end thereof; and 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (F) (as so 
redesignated by section 306(d) of this Act), the 
following: 

"(G) states, with respect to the 12-month pe- 
riod specified by the Secretary, the number and 
income levels of households which apply and 
the number which are assisted with funds pro- 
vided under this title, and the number of house- 
holds so assisted with— 

i) one or more members who has attained 60 
years of age; 

ii) one or more members who were disabled; 
and 

iii) one or more young children; and”. 

SEC. 310. REPORT OF FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR OB- 
LIGATION. 

Section 2607(a) (42 U.S.C. 8628(a)) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by inserting ''(1)" after the subsection des- 
ignation; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the following: 

*(2) Each State shall notify the Secretary, not 
later than 2 months prior to the close of a fiscal 
year, of the amount (if any) of its allotment for 
such year that will not be obligated in such 
year, and, if such State elects to submit a re- 
quest described in subsection (b)(2), such State 
Shall submit such request at the same time. The 
Secretary shall make no payment under para- 
graph (1) to a State for a fiscal year unless the 
State has complied with this paragraph with re- 
spect to the prior fiscal year. 

SEC. 311. MISCELLANEOUS AND TECHNICAL 
AMENDMENTS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) TREATMENT OF HOUSEHOLDS.—Section 
2605(b)(7)(D) (42 U.S.C. 8624(b)(7)(D)) is amend- 
ed to read as follows: 

"(D) ensure that the provision of vendored 
payments remains at the option of the State in 
consultation with local grantees and may be 
contingent on vendors taking appropriate meas- 
ures to alleviate the energy burdens of eligible 
households, including providing for compacts 
between suppliers and individuals eligible for 
benefits under this title that seek to reduce 
home energy costs, minimize the risks of home 
energy crisis, and encourage regular payments 
by individuals receiving financial assistance for 
home energy costs: 

(2) INCENTIVE PROGRAM.—Section 2607A(e) (42 
U.S.C. 8626a(e)) is amended by striking ''July 31, 
of each year" and inserting ''2 months after the 
close of the fiscal year during which the State 
provided leveraged resources to eligible house- 
holds, as described in subsection (b)''. 

(3) TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.— 
Section 2609A(a) is amended by striking 
8500, 000 and inserting ':$250,000"'. 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 2602 (42 U.S.C. 8621) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (b), as amended by section 
303 of this Act— 

(i) by inserting (other than section 2607A)” 
after to carry out the provisions of this title”; 
and 


9075 


(ii) by striking the second period at the end 
thereof; and 

(B) in subsection (c)(1) by striking Act“ and 
inserting ''title"'. 

(2) Section 2603(2) (42 U.S.C. 8622(2), as 
amended by section 304 of this Act, is amended— 

(A) by striking ''(4) the" and inserting ''(4) 
The”; and 

(B) by striking the semicolon at the end there- 
of and inserting a period. 

(3) Section 2604 (42 U.S.C. 8223) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (b)(1) by inserting “of the 
United States” after Virgin Islands”; and 

(B) in subsection (c)(B)(3)(ii) by striking ap- 
plication” and inserting applications“. 

(4) The sentence that immediately precedes 
paragraph (15) of section 2605(b) (42 U.S.C. 
8624(b)) is transferred so as to appear as a flush 
sentence immediately after paragraph (16). 

(5) Section 2605(b)(3) (42 U.S.C. 8624(b)(3)) is 
amended by striking “handicapped” and insert- 
ing disabled“. 

(6) Section 2607A(c)(2) (42 U.S.C. 8626a(c)(2)) 
is amended by striking ''.0008 percent" and in- 
serting ''0.08 percent”. 

(7) Section 2610(a) (42 U.S.C. 8629(a)) is 
amended— 

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking the semicolon 
after used and inserting a semicolon after 
“title”; and 

(B) in paragraph (5)— 

(i) by striking "handicapped" and inserting 
disabled and 

(ii) by inserting before the semicolon at the 
end thereof or include young children“. 

(c) CRITERIA AND REPORT.—Section 2605(b) (42 
U.S.C. 8624(b)), as amended by subsection (b) of 
this section, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“The Secretary shall develop performance goals 
and measurements in consultation with State, 
tribal, and local grantees, that the States may 
use to assess their success in achieving the pur- 
poses of this title and shall, beginning in 1996, 
make such goals and measurements available to- 
gether with the model plan required by para- 
graph (3). Not later than 18 months after the 
date of the enactment of this sentence, the Sec- 
retary shall report to the committees of the 
House of Representatives and of the Senate that 
have jurisdiction of this title, on the manner in 
which, and the degree to which State and local 
energy assistance programs carried out under 
this title are meeting the purposes of this title 
and on any improvements or changes necessary 
to accelerate the achievement of these goals. 
The Secretary may not require additional pro- 
gram or client data to be collected by grantees 
for such report. 

SEC. 312. RESIDENTIAL ENERGY ASSISTANCE 

CHALLENGE OPTION (R.E.A.CH.). 

The Act is amended by inserting after section 
2607A the following: 

“SEC. 2607B. RESIDENTIAL ENERGY ASSISTANCE 
CHALLENGE OPTION (R.E.A.CH.). 

(a) For fiscal year 1996, and each subsequent 
fiscal year, the Secretary shall allocate not less 
than 5 percent of the amount appropriated 
under section 2607A for such fiscal year to a 
Residential Energy Assistance Challenge Fund 
for the purpose of making challenge grants to 
States that submit qualifying plans that are ap- 
proved by the Secretary for a Residential En- 
ergy Assistance Challenge (in this section re- 
ferred to as R. E. A. Ch.) initiative in such State. 
States may use such grants— 

"(1) for the costs of planning, implementing, 
and evaluating the initiative; and 

"(2) for the costs of achieving performance 
goals including the long-term reduction of the 
energy burden program dependency of house- 
holds eligible for, or receiving, energy assistance 
under this title, and those goals set out in sub- 
section (b) of the initiative established by the 
States and approved by the Secretary. 
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"(b) The Secretary shall establish criteria for 
approving State plans required by subsection 
(a). Such criteria shall require such plans to in- 
clude the following goals: 

“(1) To minimize health and safety risks that 
result from high energy burdens on low-income 
Americans. 

*(2) To prevent homelessness as a result of in- 
ability to pay energy bills. 

To increase the efficiency of energy usage 
by low-income families. 

*'(4) To target energy assistance to those most 
in need. 

"(5) To encourage eventual energy self-suffi- 
ciency for low-income persons. 

"(c)1) Notwithstanding subsection (a), the 
Secretary may not approve a State plan submit- 
ted under such subsection unless such plan in- 
cludes provisions acceptable to the Secretary 
with respect to each of the required program ele- 
ments specified in subsection (d). 

2) The Secretary may require a State to pro- 
vide appropriate documentation that its 
R.E.A.Ch. activities conform to the State plan 
as approved by the Secretary. 

"(3) Subject to approval by the Secretary, a 
State plan may include benefits and services in 
addition to those required program elements 
specified in subsection (d) that are consistent 
with the purpose of this title and the R.E.A.Ch. 
Challenge Option. 

% A State may designate all or part of the 
State, or all or part of the client population, as 
the focus of its R.E.A.Ch. initiative. 

"(d) Each State plan submitted under sub- 
section (a) shall include the following: 

“(1)(A) An assurance that such State will pro- 
vide R. E. A. Ch. services will be delivered 
through community-based nonprofit entities in 
such State by— 

i) making grants to or contracts with such 
entities for the purpose of providing such serv- 
ices and benefits directly to individuals eligible 
for such services and benefits; or 

ii) if a State makes payments directly to eli- 
gible individuals or energy suppliers, making 
contracts with such local entities to administer 
such programs, including determining eligibility, 
providing outreach services, and providing 
noncash benefits. 

"(B) An assurance that in making grants or 
contracts to carry out such R.E.A.Ch. initiative, 
States shall give priority in selecting organiza- 
tions described in section 673 of the Community 
Services Block Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902(1)); or- 
ganizations which the Secretary has determined 
have a record of successfully providing energy 
services under this title; and organizations that 
receive weatherization assístance program funds 
under this title, ezcept that a State may not re- 
quire any such entity to operate a R.E.A.Ch. 
initiative program. 

2) An assurance that all entities that receive 
grants or contracts under paragraph (1)(A) will 
provide a program of services and benefits that 
includes, at a minimum— 

"(A) payments to or on behalf of individuals 
eligible for residential energy assistance services 
and benefits pursuant to section 2605(b) for 
home energy costs; 

"(B) home-energy-demand-management serv- 
ices, such as residential weatherization energy 
education and other energy-related home repair 
which services to be provided jointly with ezist- 
ing Department of Energy weatherization assist- 
ance programs; 

"(C) counseling and needs assessment on en- 
ergy budget management, payment plans, and 
related services; and 

D) advocacy on behalf of households eligi- 
ble for R.E.A.Ch. services and benefits before 
home energy suppliers and State or local energy 
regulatory officials. 

"(3) A description of the methodology the 
State will use to determine— 
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"(A) which households will receive 1 or more 
forms of benefits under the State R.E.A.Ch. ini- 
tiative; and 

"(B) the cases in which nonmonetary benefits 
are likely to provide more cost-effective long- 
term outcomes than monetary benefits alone. 

) A method for targeting nonmonetary ben- 
efits that is not inconsistent with the require- 
ments of section 2605. 

**(5) A description of the crisis and emergency 
assistance activities the State will carry out to 
demonstrate that such assistance provided 
under this section is designed to discourage cri- 
ses, to encourage responsible vendor and 
consumer behavior, and to provide no financial 
incentive tiat discourages household payment. 

"(6) A description of the activities the State 
will carry out to provide incentives for recipi- 
ents of such assistance to pay home energy costs 
and for responsible vendor behavior. If such 
plan contains provisions for direct payments to 
vendors, such plan shall describe efforts such 
State will carry out— 

"(A) to encourage regular payments by indi- 
viduals or households receiving financial assist- 
ance for home energy costs; 

) to provide for compacts or covenants be- 
tween suppliers of home energy and individuals 
eligible for services and benefits under this title 
that reduce home energy costs and minimize the 
risk of home energy crisis; 

"(C) to ensure that local entities providing 
services and benefits under this title have staff 
who are charged with ensuring responsible ven- 
dor behavior; and 

"(D) to ensure that direct payments to ven- 
dors is at the option of the State and local pro- 
viders and may be contingent on vendors taking 
appropriate measures to alleviate the energy 
burdens of eligible households. 

“(7) Information and assurances demonstrat- 
ing that R.E.A.Ch. services and benefits will be 
targeted to— 

"(A) households with high energy burdens; 
and 

) individuals with acute health or safety 
vulnerability including small children, frail 
older individuals, and individuals with tem- 
porary energy-related emergencies. 

"(8)(A) A detailed description of the financial 
standards that will be applied for determining 
eligibility for R.E.A.Ch. services and benefits. 
Such standards shall require that the highest 
level of assistance under this section will be fur- 
nished to households that have highest energy 
burdens. 

"(B) An assurance that such State will re- 
quire entities providing R.E.A.Ch. services or 
benefits to establish priorities for providing serv- 
ices to individuals residing in its service area 
consistent with the purposes of the State 
R.E.A.Ch. initiative. 

“(9)(A) An assurance that such State has con- 
ducted public hearings, after giving notice in 
public media and by mail to all subgrantees, 
(DOE/WAP) subgrantees, and community action 
agencies, with respect to the provisions of such 
plan and before submitting such plan to the Sec- 
retary for approval. 

) A summary of comments received at such 
public hearing. 

0) An assurance that such plan and any re- 
vision thereof submitted to the Secretary will be 
made available for public inspection in such a 
manner as will facilitate timely and meaningful 
review of, and comment. 

"(10) An assurance that the State will require 
entities that receive funds under this section to 
take appropriate measures to solicit the views of 
individuals who are financially eligible for ben- 
efits and services under this section in establish- 
ing its local service priorities. 

"(11) A description of specific performance 
goals for the State R.E.A.Ch. initiative and a 
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description of the indicators that will be used to 
measure whether such performance goals have 
been achieved. Such performance goals shall in- 
clude 1 or more of the following and such other 
goals as the Secretary may require: 

"(A) To increase in the affordability of energy 
over I or more fiscal years. 

“(B) To increase the regularity of home en- 
ergy bill payments by eligible households. 

"(C) To increase energy vendor contributions 
toward the costs of home energy on behalf of eli- 
gible individuals and households. 

"(D) To decrease the incidence of homeless- 
ness and health and safety risks resulting from 
high household energy burdens. 

"(e)(1) The Secretary may waive on request 
administrative cost ceilings and carryover re- 
quirements otherwise applicable to the first 3 
years of the operation of a R.E.A.Ch. program's 
operations. 

02) None of the costs of providing services or 
benefits required under this subsection shall be 
considered to be an administrative cost or func- 
tion for purposes of any limitation on such ad- 
ministrative cost or functions contained in this 
title. 

"(3) In verifying income eligibility for pur- 
poses of subsection this section, the State may 
apply procedures and policies consistent with 
procedures and policies used by the State agen- 
cy administering programs under part A of title 
IV of the Social Security Act, under title XX of 
the Social Security Act, under the Community 
Services Block Grant program, under any other 
provision of law which carries out programs 
which were administered under the Economic 
Opportunity Act of 1964 before the date of the 
enactment of this section, or under other income 
assistance or service programs (as determined by 
the State). 

*(4) Neither a State nor a local provider of 
services or benefits shall be required to provide 
services or benefits to an individual or house- 
hold if such provision is inconsistent with State 
or local priorities. 

"(5) If a State chooses to pay home energy 
suppliers directly, the State plan shall include 
procedures identified in section 2605 of this 
title. 

SEC. 313. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR LIHEAP. 

(a) FINDINGS.—(1) Seventy-seven percent of 
the over 25 million households that were eligible 
for the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance 
Program (hereinafter referred to as "LIHEAP"') 
in fiscal year 1992 did not receive assistance due 
to a lack of funds. 

(2) Recent economic distress has caused sig- 
nificant unemployment, which has resulted in a 
greater need for energy assistance than ever be- 
fore. 

(3) More than 66 percent of LIHEAP house- 
hold recipients have an annual income that ís 
below the poverty level. 

(4) Forty-three percent of all LIHEAP eligible 
households include children. 

(5) LIHEAP eligible households with children 
spend approximately 16 percent of their annual 
incomes on home energy costs, which is more 
than 4 times greater than that paid by the aver- 
age household in the United States, and far be- 
yond their means. 

(6) Approrimately 40 percent of LIHEAP 
household recipients are comprised of elderly or 
disabled persons. 

(7?) LIHEAP is an essential, long-term Federal 
program that is crucial to the well-being of im- 
poverished American families and their children. 

(8) Congress appropriated $1,475,000,000 for 
LIHEAP for fiscal year 1995. 

(9) The Department of Energy predicts that 
the costs of residential fuels will increase at a 
pace greater than inflation. 

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
the Congress that— 
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(1) the maintenance of LIHEAP should be a 
high priority in order to enable the working 
poor, the disabled, and the low-income elderly, 
who all depend on LIHEAP, to meet their en- 
ergy costs and needs; 

(2) all appropriations made for LIHEAP for 
fiscal year 1995 should be expended; and 

(3) expenditures for LIHEAP for fiscal year 
1996 should ensure the provision of services at or 
above the level provided in fiscal year 1995. 

SEC. 314. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments and repeals made by this 
title shall become effective on October 1, 1994. 

TITLE IV—COMMUNITY-BASED FAMILY 

RESOURCE PROGRAMS 
SEC. 401. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ''Family Re- 
source and Support Act of 1994"'. 

SEC. 402. COMMUNITY-BASED FAMILY SUPPORT 
AND FAMILY RESOURCE PROGRAMS. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section is 
to support systems change activities designed to 
assist each State to develop and implement, or 
expand and enhance, a family-centered and 
family-directed, comprehensive, statewide sys- 
tem of family support and family resource serv- 
ices in collaboration with existing education, vo- 
cational rehabilitation, health, mental health, 
employment and training, child welfare, and 
other social services agencies within the State. 

(b) AUTHORITY.—The Commissioner shall 
make grants to States for the purpose of— 

(1) establishing and erpanding statewide a 
system of community-based family support and 
family resource programs, including funds for 
the initial costs of providing specific family re- 
source services, that ensure family involvement 
in the design and operation of family support 
and family resource programs which are respon- 
sive to the unique and diverse strengths of chil- 
dren and families; 

(2) ensuring the active involvement of families 
of children with disabilities in the planning, de- 
velopment, implementation and evaluation of 
such a statewide system; 

(3) promoting child abuse and neglect preven- 
tion activities; 

(4) promoting the establishment and operation 
of State trust funds or other mechanisms for in- 
tegrating child and family services funding 
streams in order to provide flexible funding for 
the development of community-based family 
support and family resource programs; 

(5) establishing or expanding community- 
based collaboration to foster the development of 
a continuum of preventive services for children 
and families, which are family-centered and cul- 
turally competent; 

(6) increasing and promoting interagency co- 
ordination among State agencies, and encourag- 
ing public and private partnerships in the estab- 
lishment and erpansion of family support and 
family resource programs; and 

(7) facilitating the changing of laws, regula- 
tions, policies, practices, procedures, and orga- 
nizational structures, which impede the avail- 
ability or provision of family support and family 
resource services. 

(c) ELIGIBILITY FOR GRANTS.—A State is eligi- 
ble for a grant under this section for any fiscal 
year if— 

(1) such State has established or maintained 
in the previous fiscal year— 

(A) a trust fund, including appropriations for 
such fund; or 

(B) any other mechanism for integrating fam- 
ily resource services funded by Federal, State, or 
private sources; and 

(2) such trust fund or other funding mecha- 
nism includes (in whole or in part) provisions 
making funding available specifically for a 
broad range of child abuse and neglect preven- 
tion activities and family support and family re- 
source programs. 
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(d) AMOUNT OF GRANT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts appropriated for a 
fiscal year to provide grants under this section 
shall be allotted, among eligible States in each 
fiscal year so that— 

(A) 50 percent of the total amount appro- 
priated for such fiscal year is allotted among 
each State based on the number of children 
under the age of 18 residing in each State, ex- 
cept that each State shall receive not less than 
$1,000,000, and each territory shall receive not 
more than $100,000; and 

(B) the remaining 50 percent of the total 
amount appropriated for such fiscal year is al- 
lotted in an amount equal to 25 percent of the 
total amount allocated by each such State to the 
State's trust fund or other mechanism for inte- 
grating family resource services in the fiscal 
year prior to the fiscal year for which the allot- 
ment is being determined. 

(2) MINIMUM GRANT AMOUNT.—If the amount 
appropriated for any fiscal year is less than 
$50,400,000, grants shall be awarded on a com- 
petitive basis with no grantee receiving less than 
$1,000,000. 

(3) AWARD PERIOD.—Grants made on a com- 
petitive basis shall be awarded for a period of 3 
years and shall be calculated in the manner de- 
scribed in paragraph (1). 

(4) GRANTS TO TERRITORIES.—From amounts 
appropriated to carry out this section for any 
fiscal year, the Commissioner shall pay to each 
territory that has an application approved 
under this section not more than $100,000. 

(e) EXISTING GRANTS.—A State that has a 
grant in effect on the date of enactment of this 
section under the Family Resource and Support 
Program shall continue to receive funds under 
such Program, subject to the original terms 
under which such funds were granted, through 
the end of the applicable grant cycle. 

(f) APPLICATION.—No grant may be made to 
any eligible State under this section unless an 
application is prepared and submitted to the 
Commissioner at such time, in such manner, and 
containing or accompanied by such information 
as the Commissioner determines to be essential 
to carry out the purposes and provisions of this 
section, including— 

(1) a description of the agency designated by 
the Chief Executive Officer of the State to ad- 
minister the funds provided under this section 
and assume responsibility for implementation 
and oversight of the family support and family 
resource programs and other child abuse and 
neglect prevention activities, and an assurance 
that the agency so designated— 

(A) is the trust fund advisory board or an ert- 
isting quasi-public organization with inter- 
disciplinary governance that pools State, Fed- 
eral, and private funds for family support and 
family resource programs or integrating child 
and family service resources; or 

(B) with respect to a State without a trust 
fund mechanism or quasi-public organization 
that meets the requirements of subparagraph 
(A), is an existing State agency, or other public, 
quasi-public, or nonprofit private agency re- 
sponsible for the development and implementa- 
tion of a statewide network of community-based 
family support and family resource programs; 

(2) assurances that the agency designated 
under paragraph (1) can demonstrate the capac- 
ity to fulfill the purposes described in subsection 
(a), and shall have— 

(A) a demonstrated ability to work with other 
State and community-based agencies, to provide 
training and technical assistance; 

(B) a commitment to parental participation in 
the design and implementation of family support 
and family resource programs; 

(C) the capacity to promote a statewide system 
of family support and family resource programs 
throughout the State; and 
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(D) the capacity to exercise leadership in im- 
plementing effective strategies for capacity 
building, family and professional training, and 
access to and funding for family support and 
family resource services across agencies; 

(3) an assurance that the lead entity will co- 
ordinate the activities funded through a grant 
made under this section with the activities car- 
ried out by councils within the State, including 
the following councils: 

(A) the State Interagency Coordinating Coun- 
cil, established under part H of the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act; 

(B) the advisory panel established under sec- 
tion 613(a)(12) of the Individuals with Disabil- 
ities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1413(a)(12)); 

(C) the State Rehabilitation Advisory Council, 
established under the Rehabilitation Act of 1973; 

(D) the State Development Disabilities Plan- 
ning Council, established under the Devel- 
opmental Disabilities Assistance and Bill of 
Rights Act; and 

(E) other local or regional family support 
councils within the State, to the extent that 
such councils ezist; 

(4) an assurance that the lead agency will ac- 
tively coordinate with the councils referred to in 
Paragraph (3) in carrying out the development 
and implementation, or ezpansion and enhance- 
ment of, a family-centered and family-directed, 
comprehensive, statewide system of family sup- 
port and family resource services; 

(5) an assurance that the State has an inter- 
agency process coordinated by the agency des- 
ignated in paragraph (1) for effective program 
development that— 

(A) does not duplicate existing processes for 
developing collaborative efforts to better serve 
children and families; 

(B) provides a written plan for the establish- 
ment of a network of family support and family 
resource programs publicly available; and 

(C) involves appropriate personnel in the 
process, including— 

(i) parents and prospective participants in 
family support and family resource programs, 
including respite care programs; 

(ii) staff of existing programs providing family 
support and family resource services, including 
staff of Head Start programs and community ac- 
tion agencies that provide such services; 

(iti) representatives of State and local govern- 
ment such as social service, health, mental 
health, education, vocational rehabilitation, em- 
ployment, economic development agencies, and 
organizations providing community services ac- 
tivities; 

(iv) representatives of the business commu- 
nity; 

(v) representatives of general purpose local 
governments; 

(vi) representatives of groups with expertise in 
child abuse prevention, including respite and 
crisis care; 

(vii) representatives of local communities in 
which family support and family resource pro- 
grams are likely to be located; 

(viii) representatives of groups with expertise 
in providing services to children with disabil- 
ities; and 

(iz) other individuals with erpertise in the 
services that the family resource and support 
programs of the State intend to offer; 

(6) a description of the current family support 
and family resource programs operating in the 
State, the current unmet need for the services 
provided under such programs, including the 
need for building increased capacity to provide 
specific family resource and family support serv- 
ices, including respite care, and the intended 
scope of the State family support and family re- 
source program, the population to be served, the 
manner in which the program will be operated, 
and the manner in which such program will re- 


9078 


late to other community services and public 
agencies; 

(7) evidence that Federal assistance received 
under this section— 

(A) has been supplemented with non-Federal 
public and private assistance, including a de- 
scription of the projected level of financial com- 
mitment by the State to develop a family support 
and family resource program; and 

(B) will be used to supplement and not sup- 
plant other State and local public funds ex- 
pended for family support and family resource 
programs; 

(8) a description of the core services, as re- 
quired by this section, and other support serv- 
ices to be provided by the program and the man- 
ner in which such services will be provided, in- 
cluding the extent to which either family re- 
sources, centers, home visiting, or community 
collaboratives will be used; 

(9) an assurance that the lead agency will en- 
sure that the amount of Federal funds spent on 
respite care services within the State during the 
previous fiscal year shall be maintained; 

(10) a description of any public information 
activities the agency designated in paragraph 
(1) will undertake for the purpose of promoting 
family stability and preventing child abuse and 
neglect, including child serual abuse; 

(11) an assurance that the State will provide 
funds for the initial startup costs associated 
with the development of 1 respite program annu- 
ally in the State, as well as other specific family 
resource services, and a description of the serv- 
ices to be funded; 

(12) an assurance that the State program will 
maintain cultural diversity and be culturally 
competent; 

(13) a description of the outreach and other 
activities the program will undertake to mazi- 
mize the participation of racial and ethnic mi- 
norities, persons with  limited-English  pro- 
ficiency, individuals with disabilities, and mem- 
bers of other underserved or underrepresented 
groups in all phases of the program; 

(14) a description of the guidelines for requir- 
ing parental involvement in State and local pro- 
gram development, policy design, and govern- 
ance and the process for assessing and dem- 
onstrating that parental involvement in program 
development, operation, and governance occurs; 

(15) a description of the State and community- 
based interagency planning processes to be uti- 
lized to develop and implement family support 
and family resource programs; 

(16) a description of the criteria that the State 
will utilize for awarding grants for local pro- 
grams so that they meet the requirements of sub- 
section (g); 

(17) a plan for providing training, technical 
assistance, and other assistance to local commu- 
nities in program development; 

(18) a description of the methods to be utilized 
to evaluate the implementation and effectiveness 
of the family support and family resource pro- 
grams within the State; 

(19) a description of proposed actions by the 
State that will reduce practical and regulatory 
barriers to the provision of comprehensive serv- 
ices to families, including family support and 
family resource programs; and 

(20) an assurance that the State will provide 
the Commissioner with reports, at such time and 
containing such information as the Commis- 
sioner may require. 

(g) LOCAL PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—A State that receives a grant 
under this section shall use amounts received 
under such grant to establish local family sup- 
port and family resource programs that— 

(A) undertake a community-based needs as- 
sessment and program planning process which 
involves parents, and local public and nonprofit 
agencies (including those responsible for provid- 
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ing health, education, vocational rehabilitation, 
employment training, Head Start and other 
early childhood, child welfare, and social serv- 
ices); 

(B) develop a strategy to provide comprehen- 
sive services to families to meet identified needs 
through collaboration, including public-private 
partnerships; 

(C) identify appropriate community-based or- 
ganizations to administer such programs locally; 

(D) provide core services, and other services 
directly or through contracts or agreements with 
other local agencies; and 

(E) involve parents in the development, oper- 
ation, and governance of the program. 

(2) PRIORITY.—In awarding local grants 
under this section, a State shall give priority to 
programs serving low-income communities and 
programs serving young parents or parents with 
young children and shall ensure that such 
grants are equitably distributed among urban 
and rural areas. 

(h) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section: 

(1) CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES.—The term 
"children with disabilities" has the meaning 
given such term in section 602(a)(1) of the Indi- 
viduals with Disabilities Education Act. 

(2) COMMISSIONER.—The term Commissioner 
means the Commissioner of the Administration 
on Children, Youth, and Families. 

(3) COMMUNITY REFERRAL SERVICES.—The 
term community referral services means serv- 
ices to assist families in obtaining community re- 
sources, including respite care services, health 
and mental health services, employability devel- 
opment and job training and other social serv- 
ices. 

(4) CULTURALLY COMPETENT.—The term cul- 
turally competent” means services, supports, or 
another assistance that is conducted or provided 
in a manner that— 

(A) is responsive to the beliefs, interpersonal 
styles, attitudes, language, and behaviors of 
those individuals receiving services; and 

(B) has the greatest likelihood of ensuring 
mazimum participation of such individuals. 

(5) |FAMILY-CENTERED AND FAMILY-DI- 
RECTED.—The term "'family-centered and fam- 
ily-directed'"" means, with respect to a service or 
program, that the service or program— 

(A) facilitates the full participation, choice, 
and control by families in— 

(i) decisions relating to the supports that will 
meet the priorities of the family; and 

(ii) the planning, development, implementa- 
tion, and evaluation of the statewide system of 
family support and family resource services for 
families; 

(B) responds to the needs of the entire family 
in a timely and appropriate manner; and 

(C) is easily accessible to and usable by fami- 
lies. 

(6) FAMILY SUPPORT.—The term “family sup- 
port''— 

(A) means supports, resources, services, and 
other assistance provided to families of children 
with disabilities that are designed to— 

(i) support families in the efforts of such fami- 
lies to raise their children with disabilities in the 
family home; 

(ii) strengthen the role of the family as pri- 
mary caregiver; 

(iii) prevent inappropriate out-of-the-home 
placement and maintain family unity; and 

(iv) reunite families with children with dis- 
abilities who have been placed out of the home, 
whenever appropriate; and 

(B) may include— 

(i) service coordination that includes individ- 
ualized planning and brokering for services with 
families in control of decision making; 

(ii) goods and services, which may include 
specialized diagnosis and evaluation, adaptive 
equipment, respite care (in and out of the 
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home), personal assistance services, homemaker 
or chore services, behavioral supports, assistive 
technology services and devices, permanent or 
future planning, home and vehicle modifications 
and repairs, equipment and consumable sup- 
plies, transportation, recreation and leisure ac- 
tivities, specialized nutrition clothing, counsel- 
ing services and mental health services for fam- 
ily members, family education or training serv- 
ices, communication services, crisis intervention, 
day care, child care and camps, supports and 
services for integrated and inclusive community 
activities, parent or family member support 
groups, peer support, sitter service or companion 
service, and education aids and toys; and 

(iii) financial-assistance, which may include 
discretionary cash subsidies, allowances, vouch- 
er or reimbursement systems, low-interest loans, 
or lines of credit. 

(7) FAMILY SUPPORT AND FAMILY RESOURCE 
PROGRAM.—The term “family support and fam- 
ily resource program means a program that of- 
fers community-based services that provide sus- 
tained assistance to families at various stages in 
their development. Such services shall promote 
parental competencies and behaviors that will 
lead to the healthy and positive personal devel- 
opment of parents and children through— 

(A) the provision of assistance to build family 
skills and assist parents in improving their ca- 
pacities to be supportive and nurturing parents; 

(B) the provision of assistance to families to 
enable such families to use other formal and in- 
formal resources and opportunities for assist- 
ance that are available within the communities 
of such families; and 

(C) the creation of supportive networks to en- 
hance the child-rearing capacity of parents and 
assist in compensating for the increased social 
isolation and vulnerability of families. 

(8) FAMILY RESOURCE SERVICES.—The term 
‘family resource services" means 

(A) core services that must be provided di- 
rectly, or by referral or contract, by the family 
support and family resource program under this 
section, including— 

(i) education and support services provided to 
assist parents in acquiring parenting skills, 
learning about child development, and respond- 
ing appropriately to the behavior of their chil- 
dren; 

(ii) early developmental screening of children 
to assess the needs of such children and to iden- 
tify the types of support to be provided; 

(iii) respite care services which are available 
24 hours per day and every calendar day of the 
year; 

(iv) outreach services; 

(v) community referral services; and 

(vi) follow-up services; and 

(B) other services, which may be provided ei- 
ther directly or through referral, including— 

(i) early care and education (such as child 
care and Head Start); 

(ii) respite care; 

(iii) job readiness and counseling services (in- 
cluding skill training); 

(iv) education and literacy services, including 
English as a second language and family lit- 
eracy services; 

(v) nutritional education; 

(vi) life management skills training; 

(vii) peer counseling and crisis intervention, 
and family violence counseling services; 

(viii) referral for health (including prenatal 
care) and mental health services; and 

(iz) substance abuse treatment. 

(9) FAMILY-CENTERED AND FAMILY-DI- 
RECTED.—The term ''family-centered and fam- 
ily-directed'"' means, with respect to a service or 
program, that the service or program— f 

(A) facilitates the full participation, choice, 
and control by families in— 

(i) decisions relating to the supports that will 
meet the priorities of the family; and 
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(ii) the planning, development, implementa- 
tion, and evaluation of the statewide system of 
family support for families; 

(B) responds to the needs of the entire family 
in a timely and appropriate manner; and 

(C) is easily accessible to and usable by fami- 


lies. 

(10) INTERDISCIPLINARY GOVERNANCE.—The 
term "'interdisciplinary governance" includes 
governance by representatives from communities 
and representatives from eristing health, mental 
health, education, vocational rehabilitation, em- 
ployment and training, child welfare, and other 
agencies within the State. 

(11) RESPITE CARE SERVICES.—The term “‘res- 
pite care services" means short-term care serv- 
ices provided in the temporary absence of the 
regular caregiver (parent, other relative, foster 
parent, adoptive parent, guardian) to children 
who meet one or more of the following cat- 
egories: 

(A) The children are in danger of abuse or ne- 
glect. 

(B) The children have erperienced abuse or 
neglect. 

(C) The children have disabilities, or chronic 

or terminal illnesses. 
Services provided within or outside the child's 
home shall be short-term care, ranging from a 
few hours to a few weeks of time, per year, and 
be intended to enable the family to stay together 
and to keep the child living in the child's home 
and community. 

(i) STRATEGIC PLAN.— 

(1) IN GENERAL—Not later than 1 year after 
the date on which assistance is received by a 
State under this section, the lead agency of the 
State, shall prepare and submit to the Commis- 
sioner, a strategic plan designed to achieve the 
purposes and policy of this section. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The strategic plan shall in- 
clude— 

(1) a statement of the mission, philosophy, 
values, and principles of the statewide system of 
family support and family resources in the 
State; 

(2) a statement of family-centered outcomes to 
be achieved by the statewide system of family 
support and family resources; 

(3) specific goals and objectives for developing 
and implementing, or erpanding and improving, 
the system for providing family support and 
family resource services, and for achieving the 
family-centered outcomes; 

(4) systemic approaches for accomplishing the 
objectives and achieving the family-centered 
outcomes, including interagency coordination 
and cooperation that builds upon state-of-the- 
art practices and research findings; 

(5) a description of the specific programs, 
projects, and activities funded under this sec- 
tion and the manner in which the programs, 
projects, and activities accomplish the objectives 
and achieve the family-centered outcomes; 

(6) a description of an ongoing quality im- 
provement or quality enhancement system, 
which utilizes information from ongoing meas- 
urements of the extent to which family-centered 
outcomes are achieved, to improve the system; 

(7) a description of the eligibility criteria to be 
used to carry out programs, projects, and activi- 
ties under this section that includes all eligible 
families; 

(8) an analysis of the extent to which family 
support and family resource services for an indi- 
vidual family is defined as a benefit and not as 
income; and 

(9) a description of the plan to conduct an an- 
nual evaluation of the statewide system of fam- 
ily support and family resources. 

(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this section, $30,000,000 for fiscal year 1995 
and such sums as may be necessary for fiscal 
years 1996 and 1997. 
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(k) REPEAL OF EXISTING PROGRAM.—Section 
933 of the Claude Pepper Young Americans Act 
of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12339) is repealed. 

SEC. 403. FEDERAL COUNCIL ON CHILDREN, 
YOUTH, AND FAMILIES. 

Section 918 of the Claude Pepper Young Amer- 
icans Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12314) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (k)— 

(A) in paragraph (3), by striking out “and” at 
the end thereof; 

(B) in paragraph (4), by striking out the pe- 
riod and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon; 
and 

(C) by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing: 

"(5) identify program regulations, practices, 
and eligibility requirements that impede coordi- 
nation and collaboration and make rec- 
ommendations for their modifications or elimi- 
nation; and 

"(6) develop recommendations for creating 
jointly funded programs, unified assessments, 
eligibility, and application procedures, and con- 
fidentiality protections that facilitate informa- 
tion sharing. 

(2) in subsection (o), by striking 1991 through 
1994"' and inserting ''1995 through 1998'': and 

(3) in subsection (p), by striking “1995” and 
inserting '1998"'. 

SEC. 404. FAMILY RESOURCE ACT. 

(a) NATIONAL CENTER.—Section 958(b) of the 
Claude Pepper Young Americans Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. 12353(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) by striking “model”; and 

(B) by striking "and" at the end; 

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(5) develop and maintain a system for dis- 
seminating information about all types of respite 
care options; 

“(6) develop and provide an array of training 
and technical assistance activities to establish 
and maintain quality respite care options; 

I) engage in a variety of evaluation and re- 
search activities to identify effective models of 
respite care services, eramine the effects of res- 
pite care services on family functioning, and to 
develop simple evaluation models for use by 
local respite care service programs."'. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 960 of the Claude Pepper Young Americans 
Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12355) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking 82.300, 000 
and all that follows through the end thereof 
and inserting ''$2,000,000 for each of the fiscal 
years 1995 through 1998. , and 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking 5700, 00 
and all that follows through the end thereof 
and inserting ''$1,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, 
and such sums as may be necessary for each of 
the fiscal years 1996 through 1998."’. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
disagree to the House amendments, 
agree to the request for a conference, 
and that the Chair be authorized to ap- 
point conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
AKAKA) appointed the following con- 
ferees: Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
METZENBAUM, Mr. PELL, Mrs. KASSE- 
BAUM, Mr. JEFFORDS, and Mr. COATS 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 


JEAN MAYER HUMAN NUTRITION 
RESEARCH CENTER ON AGING 


Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
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proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of H.R. 4204, a bill to designate 
the Federal building on Washington 
Street in Boston as the Jean Mayer 
Human Nutrition Research Center on 
Aging," just received from the House; 
that the bill be deemed read the third 
time, passed, and the motion to recon- 
sider laid upon the table; that a state- 
ment by Senator KENNEDY relating to 
this measure be included in the RECORD 
at the appropriate place. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the bill (H.R. 4204) was deemed 
read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
pending bill will confer a well-deserved 
honor on a world renowned nutritionist 
for his outstanding contributions to- 
ward ending world hunger. I am proud 
to give my support to this measure to 
designate the Federal building at 711 
Washington Street in Boston as the 
Jean Mayer Human Nutrition Research 
Center on Aging. 

The center, which was established by 
Congress in 1977 and is operated by 
Tufts University, houses 250 research 
and support staff studying the role of 
nutrition in the aging process of senior 
citizens. The center serves as a na- 
tional model for an effective partner- 
ship between government, universities, 
and the private sector in developing in- 
novative methods for improving nutri- 
tion. Naming the facility for Jean 
Mayer is a fitting tribute to a man who 
devoted his life to this cause for peo- 
ples throughout the world. 

Jean Mayer, who died in January 
1993, was a remarkably talented and 
dedicated man who distinguished him- 
self as a war hero, university president, 
and international leader in the battle 
against hunger. He served as an adviser 
to three Presidents, and helped develop 
national and international policies to 
combat hunger and improve nutrition, 
especially among the poor and elderly. 

He was born and raised in France, 
and joined the French Army in World 
War II. He was captured by German 
forces, but escaped from a prison camp 
and rejoined the French forces to work 
underground. After the war, he came to 
the United States where he was des- 
tined to become one of this country's 
greatest immigrants. 

He joined the faculty at Harvard Uni- 
versity in 1950, where he taught classes 
on nutrition and public health. For 
many years, he served as an advisor on 
public policy issues to Congress, the 
U.N. Food and Agriculture Organiza- 
tion, the World Health Organization 
and the U.N. Children's Fund. In 1966, 
he became one of the first American 
scientists to speak out against the use 
of herbicides in the Vietnam War. 

In 1969, under President Nixon, he or- 
ganized the highly regarded White 
House Conference on Food, Nutrition 
and Health, which produced a much 
greater national understanding of the 
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problem of hunger in our land of plen- 
ty, and led directly to a large expan- 
sion of the food stamp and school lunch 
programs. Jean Mayer was one of the 
first to recognize the important con- 
nection between nutrition and achieve- 
ment, and he worked hard to make this 
finding a key part of the Nation's pol- 
icy. As a result of his extraordinary ef- 
forts, Federal spending on food pro- 
grams for poor and elderly citizens in- 
creased more than fivefold in a period 
of 3 years—from $800 million in 1969 to 
$4.2 billion in 1972. 

Jean Mayer made hunger unaccept- 
able not only in America, but in many 
other lands as well. In 1969, he led a 
mission to the war-torn province of Bi- 
afra in Africa. As a result of his find- 
ings, the United States increased ship- 
ments of food and medical relief. He or- 
ganized many other relief missions to 
impoverished countries and inspired an 
international conference on famine 
where, for the first time, an inten- 
tional policy of starvation was con- 
demned as a violation of human rights. 

Jean Mayer served as the president of 
Tufts University in Massachusetts for 
16 years, and built the small liberal 
arts college into an internationally re- 
nowned research institution. During 
his tenure, he founded the Nation’s 
first graduate school of nutrition, cre- 
ated New England’s only veterinary 
school, and established the Sackler 
School of Graduate Biomedical 
Sciences and the Center for Environ- 
mental Management. 

The outstanding contributions that 
Jean Mayer made to Massachusetts, 
the Nation, and the world are now leg- 
endary. He was a remarkable person 
who devoted his remarkable life to 
helping others. This legislation is a fit- 
ting tribute to his many extraordinary 
accomplishments. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ORDERS FOR TOMORROW 


Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the majority leader, I ask unani- 
mous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand 
in recess until 10 a.m., Wednesday, May 
4; that following the prayer, the Jour- 
nal of the proceedings be deemed ap- 
proved to date and the time for the two 
leaders reserved for their later use in 
the day; that there then be a period for 
morning business not to extend beyond 
the hour of 11:30 am, with Senators per- 
mitted to speak therein for up to 5 
minutes each, with the following Sen- 
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ators recognized for the time limits 
specified: 

Senator ROTH for up to 20 minutes; 
Senators LIEBERMAN and GRASSLEY for 
a total of 20 minutes; Senators BOREN 
and LEAHY for up to 15 minutes each; 
Senator KoHL for up to 5 minutes; that 
at 11:30 a.m. the Senate resume consid- 
eration of S. 783, the fair credit report- 
ing bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


RECESS UNTIL WEDNESDAY, MAY 
4, 1994, AT 10 A.M. 


Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate today and if no other Sen- 
ator is seeking recognition, I now ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess as previously ordered. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:22 p.m., recessed until Wednesday, 
May 4, 1994, at 10 a.m. 


ee 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate May 3, 1994: 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


BRADY ANDERSON, OF ARKANSAS, TO BE AMBASSADOR 
EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNIT- 
ED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE UNITED REPUBLIC OF 
TANZANIA. 

DOROTHY MYERS SAMPAS, OF MARYLAND, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR- 
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF MAURI- 
TANIA. 


UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
COOPERATION AGENCY 


SALLY A. SHELTON, OF TEXAS, TO BE AN ASSISTANT 
ADMINISTRATOR OF THE AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT, VICE RICHARD E. BISSELL, RESIGNED. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


NANCY E. GIST, OF MASSACHUSETTS, TO BE DIRECTOR 
OF THE BUREAU OF JUSTICE ASSISTANCE. (NEW POSI- 
TION). 


FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 


LEE ANN ELLIOTT, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION FOR A TERM EX- 
PIRING APRIL 30, 1999. (REAPPOINTMENT.) 

DANNY LEE MCDONALD, OF OKLAHOMA, TO BE A MEM- 
BER OF THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION FOR A 
TERM EXPIRING APRIL 30, 1999. (REAPPOINTMENT.) 


IN THE AIR FORCE 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR REAPPOINT- 
MENT TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL WHILE 
ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPON- 
SIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SEC- 
TION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 
LT. GEN. ARLEN D. JAMESON PYETET U.S. AIR FORCE. 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE U.S. AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE OF MAJOR GEN- 
ERAL UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED 
STATES CODE, SECTION 624: 


To be major general 


BRIG. GEN. JEFFREY d. CLIVERIBTETETTT] REGULAR AIR 
FORCE 


IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL WHILE AS- 
SIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPON- 
SIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SEC- 
TION 601(A): 


To be lieutenant general 
MAJ. GEN. JOHN G. COBURN IETETETI U.S. ARMY 
IN THE NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF ADMIRAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSI- 
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TION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTIONS 601 AND 5053: 


To be vice chief of naval operations 
To be admiral 
VICE ADM. RICHARD C. MACK. NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF ADMIRAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSI- 
TION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 601: 


To be admiral 


VICE ADM. WILLIAM J. FLANAGAN, JR.ETTETETIZA U.S. 
NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF ADMIRAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSI- 
TION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 601: 


To be admiral 
VICE ADM. RONALD J. ZLATOPER Qs. NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF VICE ADMIRAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO A 
POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTIONS 601 AND 5141: 


To be chief of naval personnel 
To be vice admiral 


REAR ADM. (SELECTEE) FRANK L. BOWMANETTETETTAM 
U.S. NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR REAPPOINT- 
MENT TO THE GRADE OF VICE ADMIRAL WHILE AS- 
SIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPON- 
SIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SEC- 
TION 601: 


To be vice admiral 
VICE ADM. JOSEPH P. REASON IETETETII U.S. NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF VICE ADMIRAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO A 
POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 601: 


To be vice admiral 


REAR ADM. CONRAD C. LAUTENBACHER, PRETEPA U.S. 
NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF VICE ADMIRAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO A 
POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 601: 


To be vice admiral 
REAR ADM. PHILIP M. QUASTEEEETETEI U.S. NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF VICE ADMIRAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO A 
POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 601: 


To be vice admiral 
REAR ADM. JOHN s. REED ERREZETA U.S. NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF VICE ADMIRAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO A 
POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 601: 


To be vice admiral 


REAR ADM. (SELECTEE) ARCHIE R. CLEMINSIBTETETITI 
U.S. NAVY 


IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS, ON THE ACTIVE 
DUTY LIST, FOR PROMOTION TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
IN THE U.S. ARMY IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTIONS 624 
AND 628, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE. 


ARMY MEDICAL SPECIALIST CORPS 
To be lieutenant colonel 
VALERIE J. RICE Sa 
To be major 
JAY J. BREYER EA 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF 
THE UNITED STATES OFFICERS FOR PROMOTION IN THE 
RESERVE OF THE ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES, UNDER 
THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, 
SECTIONS 593(A) AND 3385: 


ARMY PROMOTION LIST 
To be colonel 


WILLIAM G. BUTTSETTETE€E 
RONALD K. DANEHOWER BSCS evan 
DONALD H. GLOVER ETTEVO am 
KEITH C. GOODHOPE ESOS OAA 
JOHN B. GRIMBALL EVO e 9 
SAMUEL W. LEDBETTER, JF. ESTOT- 


JOHN A. MCMURDIE 
ARTHUR K. O'CONNOR, 
JULIUS A. WHITE 
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MEDICAL CORPS 
To be colonel 
JOHN S. MCNULTY PERETE TA 
ARMY NURSE CORPS 
To be colonel 
BETHANY A. DUSENBERRY, 
ARMY PROMOTION LIST 
To be lieutenant colonel 


TIMOTHY J. COWAN E|TTETERE 
MICHAEL J. DACY ERSTE T 
JAMES P. DALEYINTETETEM 
THOMAS T. GALKOWSKI PIYAY 
BRIAN W. GOODWIN PASTE 
DAVID D. GRA 
DENNIS L. GUM ERSTE MA 
ROBERT H. INGRAM PIETET 
ROBERT E. JACKSONEMTETE MA 
JAMES JOSEPHEEWETETEM 
WILLIAM J. KAUTT IPTE TET 
GARY N. KINDER ERSTE MA 
TERRY G. KRS NARA 
DANIEL M. LINDSLEY ETTETE 
WILLIAM B. MALONEY, JR. ETT ETT TA 
JOEL MICHAUDETTETEUME 
PETER W. DN 
SUSAN E. RODRIGUEZ EMETTE 
GEORGE M. ROSS ERSTE E 
HERBERT D. SMILEYSTTETESM 
FRANK T. SPEED, IN 
MARCUS C. STILESEVTETSTNE 
MARK E. STORERBTTETEUN 
WYNIACO D. THOMAS EETETE RM 
GEORGE M. TOMKO PRETE TA 
JEFFRY D. VAUGHNETTETE'NE 
THOMAS E. VIA ENETZ TA 
EDWIN C. WAHLGREN PYETET 
GEORGE D. WARN 
WILLIAM J. WASHOBTTETE'EN 
RONALD L. WEAVER BEI ETE HA 
RICHARD L. WILLIAMS PETETETE 
CHARLES S. WOODS ETTETSEE 
KATHY J. WRIGHT ENETZ UN 
JOHNNIE L. YOUNG PERETE TA 


THE JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'S CORPS 
To be lieutenant colonel 


GARY R. BROWN 
MICHAEL T. MCCABEETTETE SM 


IN THE AIR FORCE 


THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICERS FOR PROMOTION IN THE RESERVE OF 
THE AIR FORCE UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF SECTIONS 593 
AND 8379, TITLE 10 OF THE UNITED STATES CODE. PRO- 
MOTIONS MADE UNDER SECTION 8379 AND CONFIRMED BY 
THE SENATE UNDER SECTION 593 SHALL BEAR AN EFFEC- 
TIVE DATE ESTABLISHED IN ACCORDANCE WITH SEC- 
TION 8374, TITLE 10 OF THE UNITED STATES CODE. (EF- 
FECTIVE DATE FOLLOWS SERIAL NUMBER.) 


LINE OF THE AIR FORCE 
To be lieutenant colonel 


. RONALD D. BROOKS, 11/30/93 

. MICHAEL W. CORBETT ETT ETG WE 1/7/94 

. GREGORY A. DYKES PETEA. 12/4/93 

. MARK E. FREELAND ESPETE WM. 12/20/93 
MAJ. JESSE D. KINGHORN, DDD WE. 12/23/93 
. CHARLES MORRISON BWTETE WM. 12/12/93 

. LINDA K. Mr. e 
RICHARD L. POUNDER ETTSSTE WA 11/4/93 

. BARTLETT C. SMETANA EAMETSA 12/11/93 
. JOSEPH B. VEILLON ESTE TE WA. 12/6/93 
MAJ. KENT R. WAGGONER ESTEE WA 11/18/93 
MAJ. GARY R. WOOD, ESZEM 12/5/93 


BIOMEDICAL SERVICES CORPS 
To be lieutenant colonel 


. ANDREW R. BUZZELLI ESTESA 11/15/93 
MAJ. JOHN R. STEPUSIN ESTETE WM 11/13/93 


MEDICAL CORPS 
To be lieutenant colonel 


GREGORY V. WHITE 12/4/93 
WYMAN K. TE. TE WM. 12/4/93 


NURSE CORPS 
To be lieutenant colonel 


MAJ. JOHN J. DERTZO ETTETE WM 12/4/93 
. PATRICIA P. BRONNEREZI 
. KAREN L. WOLF ETTETE WE 11/20/93 


DENTAL CORPS 
To be lieutenant colonel 
MAJ. JEFFREY D. BREYMAIERETSTETE WM. 12/9/93 
IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS, ON THE ACTIVE 
DUTY LIST, FOR PROMOTION TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
IN THE U.S. ARMY IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 624, 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE. THE OFFICERS INDI- 


MAJ. 
MAJ. 


12/4/93 


CATED BY ASTERISK ARE ALSO NOMINATED FOR AP- 
POINTMENT IN THE REGULAR ARMY IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH SECTION 531, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE: 


DENTAL CORPS 
To be colonel 


ERIC D. ADRIAN ETTETEUME 
ROBERT A. ANSON PYETET 
STEPHEN M. CAMERON ETTETERN 
CARL G. GLASER EYSTE MA 
PUSHPINDER GROVER PETETA 
RONALD J. HAYESETTETE MA 
ALBERT H. HOLLMANN BPTETENI 
WILLIAM C. JOHNSON ETEET E 
RODNEY KATAGIHARA ETETEA 
EDWARD A. KODITEK ERSTE MA 
STEPHEN R. LR 

JOHN C. MITCHELLEMSTE MA 
NICHOLAS C. QUIGLEY ETZETSHNE 
WILLIAM F. ROSE 
JERRY M.SCHWARTZETTETERE 
HENRY C. SEYMOUR PRETE TA 
JOHN M. WHITLEY PETETA 
ROBERT A. YARD, 


MEDICAL CORPS 
To be colonel 


MICHAEL A. BERRY ESTEJA 
JAMES L. BESON: PRSTEM 
PHILIP W. BLAIR- PASZTET 
BENROE W. BLOUNT* ETTEZS 
SHELBY R. BRAMMER* EPEE TA 
DORIS BROWNE* ETZET E 
CANDICE L. CASTRO REMETEA 
HOWARD M. CUSHNER PETETA 
PHILLIP L. DA 

HOLLY L. DOYNE* ETTETERME 
SALLIE DRANEBOSCH* BETTETENMI 
PAULEVANSETTETEUM 

FRANK T. FLANNERY BUSS 
JAMES K. GILMAN ETTETE E 
CLEMENT J. HANSONBTTETE'EMI 
JAMES A. HASBARGEN* EPZETEEM 
LOMA H. HASSELL EYAYE 
CHARLES G. HECKEL* EIEE 
EDWARD C. HUYCKE* BPPETER 
BRUCE H. Jo . 
SHAILESCH C. KADAKIA* BTTETE'EMI 
ROBERT J. KAMINSKIBITETETAM 
JEROME J. KA RWA 
SOK M. KIM 

DANIEL L. KOPPETETETEM 
WILLIAM C. LLOYD ETTETE'EM 
CHARLES F. LONGER ETZETE 
KATHLEEN A. MCHALE* ETTETENN 
KELLY T. MCKEE* ETTETE RN 
GLENN W. MITCHELL TETTE 
JOE M. MOODY FERETE M 
WALTER J. MOORE ETTETETE| 
ALBERT J. MEN 
BENJAMIN W. PAGEETZETEENE 
DOUGLAS F. PHILLIP IETETETMN 
HARRELL L. REEDISTETETEM 
JOHN H. ROSEMOND, JR.* ESTEM 
JANET L. RO. . 
LAWRENCE C. RUNKE*, 
STEPHEN A. SIHELNIKPEPETETEM 
WARREN S. SILBERMAN TETTE 
ROBERT H. SLOVEREVTETE'EM 
THOMAS W. SMITH* ETE Te WE 
RICHARD A. STENREH 
WILLIAM T. TUCKER ETTETEE 
GORDON S. VINCENT ETTETEENE 
ROBERT H. WEBB ERETZA 
GEORGE W. WEIGHTMAN*, 
EDWARD J. LAND 
RULY YOEDIONO PETEA 


IN THE NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED COMMANDERS IN THE STAFF 
CORPS OF THE NAVY FOR PROMOTION TO THE PERMA- 
NENT GRADE OF CAPTAIN, PURSUANT TO TITLE 10, UNIT- 
ED STATES CODE, SECTION 624, SUBJECT TO QUALIFICA- 
TIONS THEREFORE AS PROVIDED BY LAW: 


MEDICAL CORPS OFFICERS 
To be captain 


DAVID ALLEN HILAND 
THERESA TARLTO 
HOLLAND 


MARTIN E. BACON 
BRYAN O. BARNETT 
JOHN L. BOONE 


BARBARA MILLER WILLIAM EDWARD HUGHES 
BRADLEY RICHARD R. JEFFRIES 
HARRY MURRAY BRAMMER CARL HOWARD JUNE 
I JULIAN FAISON KEITH II 


JEFFREY H. BRODIE 
JAMES JOSEPH BURNS 
CARL GAGE BUSH 
MITCHELL CARL 
JONATHAN BAILEY CLARK 
CHARLES J. CONLON 
BARBARA R. CRAIG 
MICHAEL GEORGE DAUM 
SUSAN R. DAVIS 
LINDA JO FULLER 
LARRY STEVEN GARSHA 
THEORDORE GEOR 
GOLDFARB 
MICHAEL S. GONZALEZ 


ROBERT LOUIS KERN 
MARIE ELIZABET KNAFELC 
CHARLES WENDELL 
LANDON 
JOHN T. LEAVELL 
PATRICK M. LYONS 
EDWARD R. MCDEVITT 
THOMAS A. MILLER 
DANIEL MITCHELL 
WILLIAM P. NASH 
CARROLL JOHN NICKLE 
JOHN LESTER PERSON 
ROGER DAVID REVILLE 
WILLIAM L. ROBERTS 
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WILLIAM M. ROBERTS 
VINCENT S. SHEN 

LYNN PROCTOR SHIPMAN 
RONALD EARL SMITH 
RICHARD JOSEPH THOMAS 
NORMAN J. WAECKER, JR. 
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JAMES H. WALKER 
DEBORAH JANE WEAR 
RICHARD C. WELTON 
JOHN H. WILCKENS 
EDWARD RAYMOND ZECH 


SUPPLY CORPS OFFICERS 


To be captain 


BRIAN WILLIAM 
BLANCHFIELD 

STEPHEN BERTRAM 
BROOKS 

MARK THOMAS BROWN 

EDWARD J. CASE 

RICHARD DENNIS 
COSTELLO 

THEODORE ALAN COYLE 

MICHAEL JOHN 
DILLENBURG 

JAMES MICHAEL DYKES 

GREGORY BRUCE EASTON 

PETER SAMUEL 
ELTRINGHAM 

BRUCE EDWARD FEERER 

EDWARD JOHN FISHBURNE 

PATRICK JAMES 
FLANAGAN 

JAMES WAITES FREEMAN, 
JR. 

CHARLES WALTER FREY 

JAMES RALPH GARBAN 

ROLAND WILFRED GORRIE 

JEFFREY DAVID GREENE 


DON RICHARD HAVEN 

ELWOOD THOMAS 
HODNETT, JR. 

ROBERT HERMAN JACKSON 
III 

RICHARD MARK LEVY 

DAVID MICHAEL MADDON 

JAMES MANNESS MARTIN 

STEVEN MICHAEL MCCANN 

HARRY EDWARD PALM, JR. 

GREGORY HOWARD 
PEARSALL 

JOSEPH MURRAY 
RUPPERT, JR. 

ROBERT MARSHALL 
RUSSELL 

MICHAEL PAYNE 
SCHOEDLER 

JOHN EDWARD 
SCHWEICHLER 

RHYS CLAY SUEUR 

CLIFFORD EDWARD 
SZAFRAN 


.RICHARD MORRIS VIZZIER 


CHAPLAIN CORPS OFFICERS 


To be captain 


JAMES W. ANDERSON 
CHARLES T. BROWN 
GEORGE DENNIS COOPER 
THOMAS EDWARD DANSAK 
CHARLES RICHARD EIS 
RUSSELL OLIVER GUNTER 


JOSEPH RICHARD 
LAMONDE 

STEPHEN J. LINEHAN 

JIMMY HAROLD MARTIN 

TIMOTHY TADAYOSHI 
MORITA 

JAMES VERNON PRINCE 


CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS OFFICERS 


To be captain 


ANDREW DAVID BRUNHART 
PETER LOEWNER CHECK 
GLENN ALAN CUTLER 
WALTER LEONARD 
DILLINGER, JR. 
JOHN RODERICK DUNBAR 
DOUGLAS FRANK ELZNIC 
GEORGE NEIL EUSTACE 
KEVIN TALMADGE GROSS 
CHARLES ANTHONY 
HEINRICHS 
ERNEST RAY HUNTER 


RAYMOND MELLO 

JOHN FAHEY MORAN 

CHARLES JOSEPH NAVIN 

BENJAMIN DANIEL NEAL 

ROBERT CHARLES 
PARSONS 

CHESTER ALLEN RICE 

WILLIAM LAWRENCE 
RUDICH 

HERBERT LEE SCHWIND, 
JR. 

JOSEPH WAYNE TAYLOR 


JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'S CORPS OFFICERS 


To be captain 


KENNETH R. BRYANT 

RONALD IVOR CLOVE 

BRUCE BENTON DAVIDSON 

DEAN M. HINKLEY 

STEVEN WILLIAM HORTON 

RAYMOND JOHN 
KREICHELT 


RONALD BRUCE LEO 
JOHN TAYLOR OLIVER 
RICHARD R. OZMUN 
FRANK J. PROCHAZKA 
ROBERT H. TROIDL 
KEVIN RICHARD VIENNA 


DENTAL CORPS OFFICERS 


To be captain 


PETER M. BERTRAND 

ANDREW FRANKLIN 
BOBROFF 

JIMMY WAYNE CHISUM 

STEPHEN JOSEPH 
CONNELLY 

NELSON CHARLES DAVIS 

KENNETH ELROD 

ARMSTEAD LEAYL 
GALIBER 

DAVID ALAN GLASS 

KENNETH MICHA HARRISON 

THOMAS N. HAWKINS 

WILLIAM CLAY HIGHTOWER 


JOHN WILLIAM KIRBY 

BARRY A. LACOMBE 

CHRISTOPHER C. LECLAIRE 

AUSTIN W. MAXWELL 

WILLIAM JALMER P. 
MELBY 

CURTIS THORN MIDDLETON 

THOMAS J. RAMSEY 

WILLIAM L. RICHARDSON 

JOSEPH A. VOGT 

THOMAS L. WALKER 

MARC NORRIS WATERMAN 

DONALD HOBSON 
WOEHLING 


MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS OFFICERS 


To be captain 


WILLIAM WALLA 
CAMPBELL 
THOMAS CANDELARIA 
HARRY CHARLES COFFEY 
MARY JOAN DOOLING 
DAVID THOMAS DUNDON 
LAWRENCE HENRY FRANK 
CHRIS HENRY GARDINER 
STANLEY NIXON GARN 
STERLING ELLIS GARNTO 
CARL JAMES HOOTON 
DAVID HILARY LARDY 


WILLIAM FREDE 
LORENZEN 

MICHAEL EDWARD PLANTE 

WILLIAM RAYMON 
SATTLEY 

TIMOTHY J. SINGER 

DONALD RAY THOMPSON 

JOSEPH P. 
VANLANDINGHAM 

LAWRENCE JAMES 
WALTERS 

DAVID RAY WOKER 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


The House met at 10:30 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore [Mr. HASTINGS]. 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, May 3, 1994. 

I hereby designate the Honorable ALCEE L. 
HASTINGS to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Friday, 
February 11, 1994, the Chair will now 
recognize Members from lists submit- 
ted by the majority and minority lead- 
ers for Morning Hour Debates." The 
Chair will alternate recognition be- 
tween the parties, with each party lim- 
ited to not to exceed 30 minutes, and 
each Member except the majority and 
minority leaders limited to not to ex- 
ceed 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT] for 2 
minutes. 


DEMOCRACY ARRIVES IN SOUTH 
AFRICA 


Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, few of 
us will ever forget the day, more than 
4 years ago, that Nelson Mandela 
walked into this very room, and spoke 
before a joint session of the U.S. Con- 
gress. 

He spoke of the promise of a free and 
equal South Africa—the promise of a 
prosperity and peace that had been de- 
ferred, but could not be denied. 

Today, that powerful promise has 
been redeemed. Nelson Mandela—a 
man who emerged from 27 years of po- 
litical imprisonment, a living embodi- 
ment of South Africa’s struggle for jus- 
tice—has now been elected President of 
his people. 

For those of us who heeded Nelson 
Mandela’s words, and shared his dream 
of democracy, there is no doubt that 
his personal struggle—his thirst for 
freedom and justice—planted the seeds 
of equality and legitimacy which now 
flower on South Africa’s political land- 
scape. 

And there is no doubt that President- 
elect Mandela will be a leader for all of 
South Africa. 


This is truly a day of celebration and 
reconciliation for people all over the 
world. 

And it is further proof that human 
rights is the most powerful idea in 
human history. 

I am proud that the United States 
supported South Africa’s struggle. 

We understood that the promise of 
justice can never be measured in dol- 
lars and cents—that our economic in- 
terests can never be separated from our 
fundamental human interests. That is 
the principle which fuels America’s de- 
mocracy—and I see that same basic 
dignity and humanity in South Africa’s 
fledgling democracy. 

Now we all have a lot of hard work to 
do to make real the promise of South 
Africa’s democracy, to lift the promise 
of justice and equality from the pages 
of a newly inked constitution to the 
people of a newly freed nation. 

It will not be easy. But on behalf of 
the American people, I look forward to 
building on today’s triumph—for the 
people of South Africa, and for all who 
cherish this victory that the world has 
won. 


ADMINISTRATION'S POLICY ON 
HAITI 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Feb- 
ruary 11, 1994, the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. Goss] is recognized during 
morning business for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, Haiti is back 
on the front pages again. Sadly, each 
day brings reports of another protest in 
Washington, another random act of vi- 
olence in cite soleil or elsewhere in 
Haiti, another zig—or is it a zag—in 
the administration's policy. Often con- 
tradictory, generally ineffective, the 
President's policy in Haiti lacks sim- 
ply this: A clearly defined objective 
and a realistic assessment of the means 
with which to achieve it. 

Perhaps most disturbing is the word 
this week that some officials, including 
the White House, are partial to the 
idea of using United States military 
force to control the situation in Haiti. 
Frankly, this is one of the worst ideas 
I have heard in a long time among a lot 
of other bad ideas I have heard about 
Haiti. 

Let us be clear on this point: We do 
have a tremendous interest in helping 
democracy succeed in Haiti. We are 
friends who should help a friend in 
need. But, you cannot accomplish that 
objective at the barrel of a gun. Haiti 
is in the grips of a brutal civil war. It 


is Haitians killing, raping, and maim- 
ing each other. It is a conflict gen- 
erally impervious to externally im- 
posed solutions. It has been going on 
for generations. It is a Haitian prob- 
lem—that ultimately requires a Hai- 
tian solution. American soldiers do not 
belong there on any missions until the 
Haitians have achieved some level of 
accord and stability among themselves. 
In this morning's paper, we read that 
the White House is considering sending 
in lightly armed military trainers— 
correct me if I’m wrong, but didn't we 
already make that embarrassing and 
potentially dangerous mistake when 
we sent the Harlan County & short 
while ago? The best hope for a demo- 
cratic Haiti is to encourage and assist 
the immediate return of their duly 
elected President, Jean-Bertrande 
Aristide, to Haitian soil. I have a plan 
to facilitate this process and have re- 
peatedly offered it to the administra- 
tion over the last 15 months. 

By utilizing the Ile de la Gonave, or 
any other properly suitable site, as a 
safe haven, Aristide could return and 
administer his government in relative 
safety and begin the process of rebuild- 
ing stability in Haiti—peacefully. Op- 
erating under the auspices of the OAS, 
perhaps supported by one or two of the 
United States Coast Guard cutters now 
doing picket duty there, a safe haven 
offers a relatively nonthreatening way 
for Aristide to govern without trigger- 
ing an armed conflict between the Hai- 
tian Army and foreign troops, or with- 
out intensifying civil warfare now on- 
going in Haiti. 

In addition, Aristide's return would 
provide a rallying point for his fol- 
lowers. I was there when Aristide was 
elected and saw the loyalty that the 
Haitian people have for him. His return 
could provide the morale and leader- 
ship the Haitian people need to restore 
stability and democracy. 

In addition, the safe haven proposal 
offers some hope to those concerned 
about our current repatriation policy. 
Rather than return refugees to Port- 
au-Prince, where they are theoretically 
endangered—although the State De- 
partment insists there is little evi- 
dence that those returned are per- 
secuted—they could be returned to the 
safe haven where they could apply for 
asylum free from harm. 

Let me emphasize that the scale of 
the refugee problem should not be un- 
derestimated. Since President Aristide 
was ousted in 1991, 43,000 Haitians have 
been repatriated. In fiscal year 1993 
alone, 11,377 Haitians sought political 


O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., [11407 is 2:07 p.m. 
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asylum in this country. Last week, the 
President once again sent out the 
wrong signal to Haitians with his deci- 
sion to allow a humanitarian exception 
for à boatload of more than 400 refu- 
gees. I remain concerned that this kind 
of inconsistency will raise false eco- 
nomic expectations among the Haitian 
people and encourage them to once 
again board leaky boats and head for 
the United States in search of a better 
life. This is a dangerous roll of the 
dice—not just for Haitians in shark-in- 
fested waters but also for Americans— 
who cannot afford an unlimited out-of- 
control immigration policy. 

Two centuries of political and eco- 
nomic strife have left Haiti divided and 
impoverished. Americans are not with- 
out sympathy for their plight but 
Americans cannot solve Haiti's prob- 
lems. In the end, only the Haitians can 
make a democracy a reality in their 
country. They have a democratically 
elected President. We should assist him 
to return and get on with the job of 
governing his country from his coun- 
try. 


CONGRESSIONAL REFORM 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of Feb- 
ruary 11, 1994, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. SMITH] is recognized dur- 
ing morning business for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak- 
er, I suspect a lot of Members of Con- 
gress wish that political campaigns 
were not quite so expensive and that 
the demands to accept special inter- 
est's political action committee money 
were not so great. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is time for 
Members of this House to declare 
where they stand on Congressional re- 
form. Do they stand with the American 
people, who are demanding reform, or 
with the special interests that are in- 
vesting millions of dollars in reelection 
campaigns to make sure that their spe- 
cial Congressman gets hired? 

We live in à time when most Ameri- 
cans believe that many Members of 
Congress are bought and paid for by 
the special interests. The best way to 
restore confidence is to remove the 
perception of privilege, perks, and PAC 
influence from the political process. 

Mr. Speaker, it is no secret that lob- 
byists come to Congress to influence 
our votes. 


D 1040 


If they convince us to vote their way, 
advantages and possibly millions and 
millions of taxpayer dollars flow into 
the pockets of those special interests. 
They want to make sure that their fa- 
vorite congressman or congresswoman 
gets elected, and they do that by put- 
ting money into their political cam- 
paigns. 

In 1992, this last election, political 
action committees contributed more 
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than $109 million to congressional can- 
didates. As a body, we will hopefully 
Soon again debate a congressional re- 
form package. However, if it is like the 
previous House bill that we debated, it 
will not serve the American people 
well. In fact, it will be à hoodwinking 
of the American people, because it 
really won't be reform. 

Mr. Speaker, I have some questions. 
First, will continuing to allow special 
interests lobbyists to decide what goes 
into appropriation bills and other legis- 
lation be good for our children and 
grandchildren? Second, will continuing 
to ignore the clamor to ban PAC cam- 
paign contributions restore America's 
faith that the political process belongs 
to them and not the special interests? 
Third, will continuing to exempt Con- 
gress from the laws which we impose 
on the taxpayers restore credibility to 
this House? Will continuing to accept 
congressional cost-of-living pay in- 
creases automatically restore trust as 
we vote to eliminate or scale back 
those adjustments on the elderly and 
many other Americans? 

Will continuing to raise most cam- 
paign contributions from outside our 
congressional districts convince our 
constituents that we are truly respon- 
sible and responsive to their concerns? 

Mr. Speaker, as one of what I think 
is 22 now Members of Congress who 
does not accept PAC contributions, I 
enjoy the independence. I enjoy not 
having to look back over my shoulder 
to see who I owe a favor to. I believe 
the answers to those questions are ob- 
vious, at least obvious to the American 
people who sent us here. 

True campaign finance reform must 
contain a ban on all PAC contribu- 
tions, an end to the use of soft money 
in Federal elections, a ban on the bun- 
dling of contributions, a requirement 
that candidates raise at least half their 
contributions from the district rep- 
resentatives where they serve, and a 
requirement that corporations, unions, 
and nonprofit organizations disclose 
their lobbying activities and applying 
these reforms to the 1994 election. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time for the U.S. 
Congress to tell special interests lobby- 
ists to put their wallets away so that 
Members of Congress can regain credi- 
bility and respond to the American 
people that elected them. 

Our status as Member of Congress, I 
believe, right now might rank us 
among the least respected professions 
in this country. If Congress is going to 
lead, we need the respect of the people 
of this country. To get that respect, we 
need dramatic reforms in the U.S. Con- 
gress. 


CONFERENCE REPORT ON FISCAL 
YEAR 1995 BUDGET RESOLUTION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS). Under the Speaker's an- 
nounced policy of February 11, 1994, the 
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gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. THOM- 
AS] is recognized during morning busi- 
ness for 5 minutes. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, the House is scheduled to con- 
sider the conference report on the 
budget resolution for fiscal year 1995 
Shortly. I want to take this oppor- 
tunity to talk in general terms about 
the direction this document sets for 
this country over the next few years. 

It seems to me that that is what 
budgets are for, for setting a general 
course and a general direction for what 
we wil do with this government. We 
can get caught up in specifics, the fine 
print of the document. Of course, that 
is entirely appropriate and necessary 
at some point. But we should not lose 
sight of the bigger picture. We should 
not lose sight of the fact that budgets 
set the direction for this Congress, for 
this Government, and for this country. 

When you look at the bigger picture, 
it becomes apparent that we have an 
honest disagreement in this country 
about the role of the Federal Govern- 
ment and the direction we should go. 
That principle should be a part of the 
great debates for the election in 1994. 
We ought to be deciding in general 
terms where you go, what do we want, 
do we want more Government or less? 
If you want more, it costs more. You 
cannot keep putting it on a credit card. 

Do you want higher taxes or less? Do 
you want the Government to take for 
them the 40 percent it already takes, or 
do you want families to be able to de- 
cide how they spend their money and 
businesses to create jobs by capital ac- 
cumulation? Do you want more spend- 
ing from the Federal Government or 
less? 

No one can tell me that in a budget 
of $1.5 trillion there are not some 
places to find cuts. We hear that. 
Where do you cut? Cannot cut. Of 
course, you can cut. Of course, you can 
solve problems in different ways. 

The supporters of the Clinton budget 
believe in big Government solutions to 
every problem. They want higher taxes 
and bigger Government and more Fed- 
eral spending. 

The alternative is the one that is 
supported by the vast majority of Wyo- 
ming people that I talk to every week. 
They tell me they are taxed enough. 
And they are. They tell me the Federal 
Government is too big, and it is. They 
tell me we finally have got to do some 
cutting in the Federal spending, and we 
must. 

The American people know the chal- 
lenges that face us and they expect, 
above all else, an honest discussion of 
the issues. 

Unfortunately, we do not get that 
with the President's budget. We do not 
find welfare reform addressed in the 
budget, even though it is a stated pri- 
ority. 

You do not find health care reform 
costs in this budget, even though the 
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President’s plan calls for large tax in- 
creases and huge growth in Federal 
spending and bureaucracy. 

Finally, you do not find spending 
cuts in the budget. They are not called 
spending cuts. They are funding trans- 
fers. 

In the old west, they defined a politi- 
cian as someone who can borrow $20, 
pay you back $10 and declare you are 
even because you both lost $10. 

This budget does nothing but rein- 
force that idea and the suspicion folks 
have about the Federal Government. 
That is why I believe it is important to 
make some fundamental changes in 
process. 

We need to pass reforms like a line- 
item veto, a line-item veto. Nobody 
would vote for a museum for Lawrence 
Welk except it is in the highway bill 
and you cannot get to it. Only the 
President can do that in a line-item 
veto. 

A balanced budget amendment. You 
talk about how you are going to do it. 
You do not do it until you say, this is 
the limit for spending and you massage 
it to fit. 

A to Z spending is going to be up in 
the next week. We can do that. The bill 
of the gentleman from Idaho [Mr. 
CRAPO] that requires votes to cut Fed- 
eral spending and reduces the cap so 
that the money is not simply trans- 
ferred and spent somewhere else. These 
are the kinds of changes that will re- 
store confidence as we move toward the 
passage of the fiscal year 1995 budget. 

It is important to remember that 
this document represents an agenda 
that in the past 15 months has included 
the largest tax increase in history, op- 
position to strong spending cut meas- 
ures, such as the Penny-Kasich, and 
the A to Z spending cuts and opposi- 
tion from the administration on every 
one of those cut packages. 

Something tells me that this is not 
the change folks had in mind, Mr. 
Speaker. Thankfully, there is an alter- 
native. 


A CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 
NONPROGRESS REPORT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Feb- 
ruary 11, 1994, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. HORN] is recognized during 
morning business for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
talk briefly about the progress of cam- 
paign finance reform through the 
House of Representatives. I was en- 
couraged when the President, during 
his 1992 campaign, expressed his sup- 
port for limiting the influence of spe- 
cial interests and reducing from $5,000 
to $1,000 the amount political action 
committees are allowed to contribute 
to a candidate in both the primary and 
the general election. 

Later, President Clinton again ex- 
pressed support for such reform in his 
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first State of the Union address and, 
indeed, many of us on our side rose to 
give him a standing ovation. He said to 
Congress, let us reduce the power of 
special interests and increase the par- 
ticipation of the people.’’ Who could 
disagree with that? 

Then something happened. House 
Democrats, who have controlled this 
Chamber for almost 40 years, refused to 
limit PAC’s, and the President caved in 
to their wishes. The President’s $1,000 
limit on contributions by political ac- 
tion committees vanished, and with it 
the hope for a true reform proposal 
from the House Democratic leadership. 

On June 17, 1993, the Senate passed 
its version of campaign reform. That 
bill contains many disturbing provi- 
sions, but it passed with the votes of 
both Republicans and Democrats. It 
was a bipartisan proposal. And while it 
was flawed in a few places, it took one 
key step toward reform. It banned po- 
litical action committees. 
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From June until September, the 
House of Representatives stalled. Fi- 
nally, on September 9, House Demo- 
cratic leaders promised that We are 
going to do campaign reform, and we 
are going to do it in October." 

On September 9, 1993, the New York 
Times, rarely an ally of Republicans, 
noted that the Democrats “Stalled 
through the spring and summer, hoping 
that public demand for clean politics 
would subside along with President 
Clinton's memory for his inaugural 
pledge to clean up Washington." The 
Times called the bill the Democrats 
were considering “lame” and “a 
sham." 

But October came and went, and 
there was no reform. 

Many Republicans and Democrats 
agreed that the Democratic leadership 
proposal was not reform. Under the 
leadership of Democrat MIKE SYNAR 
and BOB LIVINGSTON, the chairman of 
the Republican Task Force on Cam- 
paign Finance Reform, a group of us 
worked together to arrive at a com- 
promise. Our proposal was not perfect, 
but it contained significant reforms. 
Like the President, our bipartisan 
group supported a $1,000 maximum do- 
nation from political action commit- 
tees even though a number of us favor 
banning PAC's completely, as does the 
Republican conference. Unlike the 
President, we did not cave in to the 
House Democratic leadership. 

On October 13, 1993, we were promised 
that the final week of October would be 
"Reform Week." But that week came 
and went, and there was no reform. In 
fact, Roll Call, the Hill's distinguished 
newspaper, reported that on October 26, 
“Speaker TOM FOLEY abandoned any 
individual deadlines for reform legisla- 
tion." 

There were legitimate reform propos- 
als ready for & vote. But again and 


9085 


again and again the House Democrats 
refused to allow any cut in the $5,000 
maximum donation by a political ac- 
tion committee. 

On November 10, 1993, by a strict 
party-line vote, the House Committee 
on Administration rejected every Re- 
publican amendment and reported the 
bill Democratic leaders call reform. 

Truly reform-minded Members of 
Congress still held out. We knew the 
Republican proposal was unlikely to 
pass—the reality is that there are too 
many Democrats in the House and not 
enough Republicans to truly reform 
campaign finance through a Repub- 
lican-sponsored bill. 

But the bipartisan compromise pro- 
posal was gathering steam. Many 
prominent members of both parties 
signed on in support of it. 

On November 21, 1993, the House 
Democratic leaders, however, moved to 
crush reform. They forced passage of a 
rule that did not allow even à vote on 
our bipartisan proposal—despite the 
leadership of Mr. SYNAR, a respected 
subcommittee chairman, and Mr. BEIL- 
ENSON, à respected member of the Com- 
mittee on Rules. 

Mr. Speaker, the President has told 
the House “Let us reduce the power of 
special interests and increase the par- 
ticipation of the people." Mr. Speaker, 
the refusal to allow a vote on signifi- 
cant reform proposals proves that the 
power of special interests is still strong 
among the Democratic leadership. 

We continue to wait—both Demo- 
crats and Republicans who want re- 
form. House and Senate conferees must 
meet before the House and Senate bills 
can be reconciled and sent to the Presi- 
dent, who says he will sign what is sent 
to him, but again, the Democrats have 
stalled. We were promised that con- 
ferees would be named soon after the 
Presidents' Day recess in February, but 
Presidents' Day came and went, and no 
conferees were named. 

We were promised that conferees 
would be named by the end of March. 

But March came and went, and still 
no conferees were named. 

In April, we heard that conferees 
might be named before the end of the 
month. 

But the end of the month came and 
went, and again no conferees were 
named. 

What is going on? Reform is supposed 
to open up the political process, not to 
allow the House Democratic leaders to 
meet in darkened rooms where the 
light of reform rarely shines. All we 
hear are broken promises. All we see 
are closed doors with Democratic lead- 
ers attempting to rig the results of a 
conference committee before the com- 
mittee is even named. 

Refusing to allow votes on legitimate 
bipartisan proposals. Forcing a bill 
through the House. Refusing to nego- 
tiate with Republicans. Mr. Speaker, 
those are not the actions of reformers. 
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David Broder, a Pulitzer-winner col- 
umnist for the Washington Post, said 
of the House Democratic leadership's 
bill that, ‘‘Some funny things happened 
on the way to the House of Representa- 
tives' passing its 1993 version of cam- 
paign finance legislation. They made 
the bill a joke." As Mr. Broder wrote, 
This is reform? Give me a break.” 

The American people are asking for 
just that, Mr. Speaker. Give us a 
break. Give up the series of promises 
and broken promises. Give up the false 
hope provided by H.R. 3 and its new 
version, S. 3. Admit the need for a bi- 
partisan approach to reform. We al- 
most did it last year, and Republicans 
continue to pledge our support for real 
reform—reform without unnecessary 
taxpayer financing of politicians' cam- 
paigns, reform which eliminates PAC's, 
reform which substantially reduces the 
amount these political action commit- 
tees can give in each election, reform 
which requires candidates to raise a 
majority of their money from voters in 
the district—not from Washington spe- 
cial interests. 

Is it too much to ask for a level play- 
ing field where the voters can choose 
who will represent them rather than 
the Washington-based special inter- 
ests? 

Of course not. 

Let us open the doors and give the 
House leadership bill a burial and have 
the reformers in both parties free to 
write a real reform bill. Is it to much 
to ask the Committee on Rules to let 
this House work its will as a free insti- 
tution should? Let the majority work 
its will on substance. Let us not con- 
tinue the charade where the Democrats 
fearful of the end of 40 years of power 
prevents the reform-minded majority 
from working its will. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a shameless 
record of those that are trying to bury 
every proposal for reform in deep, 
darkened rooms. It is time for a 
change. 


CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS). Under the Speaker's an- 
nounced policy of February 11, 1994, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
TORKILDSEN] is recognized during 
morning business for 5 minutes. 

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
campaign finance reform is a sensitive 
topic. While other reform issues deal 
with what we do as Members of Con- 
gress, campaign finance reform will af- 
fect how, and in some cases whether, 
we get here in the first place. That is 
no excuse not to tackle it. We know 
the American public is critical about 
how decisions are made in Washington. 

Where should the money not come 
from in campaigns? I think the answer 
to that question is direct. We should 
not look for money in political action 
committees. Is it realistic to expect 
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Members to take huge sums of money 
from political action committees, only 
to claim those donations have no effect 
whatsoever? 

As one Member who does not accept 
PAC money, I can vouch for the fact 
that one can win an election without 
taking PAC contributions. As the very 
least, PAC contributions should be 
capped at $1,000, the same limit that 
applies to individuals. 

Where should the money come from? 
How about contributions from individ- 
ual donors from a candidate’s district? 
We should require that people who live 
in the district to be represented fund 
most of any congressional campaign. 

Mr. Speaker, we need genuine cam- 
paign finance reform that eliminates 
PAC contributions and requires can- 
didates to raise the majority of funds 
from their home districts. Only with 
these changes can we start on the road 
to genuine campaign finance reform. 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12, rule I, the House will 
stand in recess until 12 noon. 

Accordingly, at 10:55 a.m., the House 
stood in recess until 12 noon. 
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The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore [Mr. KLECZKA] at 12 noon. 


PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 
Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Gracious God, from whom comes 
every good and perfect gift, may Your 
grace be with all people who turn to 
You for blessing and assurance. May 
Your words of hope lift every heart; 
may Your healing presence restore us 
in mind, body, and spirit; may Your vi- 
sion allow us to see opportunities of 
service to others; may Your gift of this 
day allow us to celebrate both life and 
love, and may Your eternal promises 
enable us to gain a heart of wisdom. 
Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentlewoman from Utah [Ms. SHEP- 
HERD] please come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 
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Ms. SHEPHERD led the Pledge of Al- 
legiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


——— 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed the follow- 
ing resolution: 

S. RES. 206 

Whereas all American Presidents affect 
history in their own way, but few have made 
more history or shaped the history of their 
times more than Richard Nixon; 

Whereas millions of men and women across 
America and around the world mourn the 
death of the 37th President of the United 
States; 

Whereas he will be remembered for his for- 
eign policy accomplishments, and for his 
dedication to peace; 

Whereas in his first inaugural address, 
President Nixon said “The greatest honor 
that history can bestow is the title peace- 
maker."’; 

Whereas because of his efforts as President 
to improve relations with the then-Soviet 
Union, to bring China out of isolation, and to 
forge peace in the Middle East, Richard 
Nixon more than earned the title of peace- 
maker; 

Whereas he traveled the world, speaking on 
behalf of democracy, freedom, and peace; 

Whereas he proposed a landmark family 
assistance program, created the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency, expanded the 
Food Stamp Program, backed the innovative 
program called revenue sharing“, signed 
the Consumer Product Safety Act, and em- 
phasized strengthening law enforcement; 

Whereas more and more Americans have 
come to appreciate President Nixon and his 
accomplishments; 

Whereas they admire him not because he 
was perfect, but because of his courage and 
perseverance, his intelligence and his vision, 
the fact that he loved his family and because 
he loved his country; and 

Whereas whether it was facing an anti- 
American mob in Venezuela, or going toe-to- 
toe with Khrushchev in the famed kitchen 
debate", Richard Nixon always stood up for 
America: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate directs that the 
eulogies offered concerning the life of the 
Honorable Richard M. Nixon, former Presi- 
dent of the United States, former Vice Presi- 
dent of the United States, former Represent- 
ative and former Senator from the State of 
California be bound and printed as a Senate 
Document. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary communicate these 
resolutions to the House of Representatives 
and transmit a copy thereof to the family of 
the former President. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed without amendment 
a joint resolution of the House of the 
following title: 

H.J. Res. 239. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to proclaim September 1994 as 
“Classical Music Month". 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a joint resolution of 
the following title, in which the con- 
currence of the House is requested: 

S.J. Res. 146. Joint resolution designating 
May 1, 1994, through May 7, 1994, as ''Na- 
tional Walking Week”. 
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The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 103-227, the 
Chair, on behalf of the majority leader, 
appoints Mr. BINGAMAN as a member of 
the National Education Goals Panel. 


SOCIAL SECURITY 


(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, So- 
cial Security taxes keep going up. So- 
cial Security keeps crying they need 
more money. So guess what? The So- 
cial Security Administration last week 
awarded $32 million worth of bonuses. 
For example, one Deputy Commis- 
Sioner, Lawrence Thompson, who was 
only working there for 24% months, 75 
days, got a $10,000 bonus: $4,000 a 
month, $1,000 à week. 

What did Thompson do to deserve 
that? Close your eyes and what do you 
see? Nothing. 

This is unbelievable. I say we need a 
massive investigation of the Social Se- 
curity trust fund. I do not believe what 
we are being forced fed, Congress. I say 
the money coming in one door to So- 
cial Security is going out the other 
door, and there is a wastebasket all 
filled up with IOU's. 

These are not bonuses. This is high- 
way robbery. Some of these creeps 
should go to jail for it. 


AN EFFECTIVE WORLD LEADER? 


(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, 55 per- 
cent of the American people think 
President Bill Clinton is not an effec- 
tive world leader. According to a new 
poll 99 percent of the world leaders 
agree with the American people's as- 
sessment. 

It is time for Bill Clinton to turn his 
attention away from his constant cam- 
paign for President and to the task of 
being the President. And a large part of 
that task is dealing with foreign pol- 
icy. 

Liberal columnist Richard Cohen had 
this to say about the President's per- 
formance: 

Clinton's foreign policy performance has 
been so dismal that no columnist could lose 
credibility by predicting the imminent oust- 
er of this or that aide * * * What ails Amer- 
ican foreign policy is not the court but the 
king. 

We cannot blame Warren Christopher 
for the problems that bedevil Bill Clin- 
ton. 

We can only hope that the President 
becomes interested in doing his job be- 
fore we get ourselves into a real foreign 
policy crisis. 
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HEALTH CARE REFORM 


(Ms. SHEPHERD asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. SHEPHERD. Mr. Speaker, it is 
time to put fairness back in the health 
care system. Is it fair to penalize a 
business for providing health care in- 
surance to a sick worker? That is what 
we do now. 

Is it fair to raise rates on businesses 
who provide health care insurance to 
all their employees to pay for the cost 
of those who do not cover their em- 
ployees? That is what we do now. 

Is it fair to put businesses who do the 
right thing at a competitive disadvan- 
tage to businesses who choose not to 
provide healthy care insurance for 
their employees? Of course, it is not 
fair, but that is what we do now. 

It is time to bring fairness into the 
system. Health care reform must en- 
sure that all businesses are rewarded 
when they provide health care insur- 
ance. 


A TO Z: A CHANCE TO FACE 
FISCAL REALITY 


(Mr. HORN asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to ex- 
press my support for the A to Z spend- 
ing cuts plan I urge my colleague to 
sign the discharge petition on Account- 
ability Day. May 4. 

The American people, and certainly 
the voters who sent many of us to Con- 
gress, do not expect us to maintain 
business as usual where fiscal matters 
are concerned. We continue to spend 
money that we do not have. We are 
paying well over $200 billion a year on 
interest on the national debt. That is 
more than the Federal Government 
spends each year on education, trans- 
portation infrastructure, fighting 
crime, and other pressing issues. The 
interest alone is twice what Lyndon 
Johnson spent in 1965 to launch the 
Great Society and to wage the Vietnam 
war. 

If more Americans realized how Con- 
gress spent money each year, their out- 
rage would motivate this institution to 
cut spending and finally balance the 
budget. It is time for change. No more 
business as usual. 

The A to Z plan is simple. I have long 
advocated it. Hold a special session in 
the House devoted exclusively to cut- 
ting the budget, Give everyone the op- 
portunity to put forward a budget cut- 
ting proposal. Debate the merits of 
each proposal, and vote it up or down. 

A majority of the Members in the 
House support this approach. The ques- 
tion is, do we have the will to carry it 
out? Let us show our constituents that 
we are serious about deficit reduction. 
Support the discharge petition to bring 
A to Z to the floor. 
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THE A TO Z SPENDING CUT PLAN 


(Mr. DOOLITTLE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Madam Speaker, 
ever since we passed the President's 
budget last year, the American people 
have been clamoring for more budget 
cuts. Time after time the Congress has 
rejected budget cuts. They are always 
too specific or not specific enough. 

Well, the time has come to separate 
the sheep from the goats, Madam 
Speaker, and see who has the guts to 
make the hard choices to cut our budg- 
et. The A to Z spending cut plan is a 
radical new idea put forth by a biparti- 
san majority of 230 Members of this 
House. 

Very simply, this plan calls for a spe- 
cial session of the Congress to offer and 
vote on specific budget cuts to take 
place right now. 

Already the Democrat House leader- 
ship has been strong-arming Members 
from their side of the aisle to not sup- 
port the discharge petition. The good 
old boys of Congress are out to protect 
the system once again. 
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It is not going to happen, Madam 
Speaker. The people of this country de- 
mand real cuts and an end to the good 
old boy network that is trying to kill A 
to Z. I call on my colleagues to support 
responsibility and accountability and 
sign the A to Z discharge petition. 


SMALL BUSINESS WEEK 1994 


(Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Madam 
Speaker, this week, for 31 consecutive 
years, the President has designated a 
national ‘‘Small Business Week." This 
recognition honors the more than 20 
million small enterprises in the Nation 
who will lead America in job creation 
and innovation into the twenty-first 
century. The theme for the week is 
"Small Business: Building America's 
Future." 

During this week, it is my sincere 
hope that all government officials and 
members of the media will seriously re- 
flect on the vital role small business 
plays in weaving the very social and 
economic fabric of our democratic soci- 
ety. Too often the small business com- 
munity receives warm platitudes from 
elected officials for its efforts, but 
scant concern when the ramifications 
of major new public policy initiatives 
are considered. 

Small Business Week is sponsored by 
the Small Business Administration 
[SBA], an agency created with great 
foresight by President Eisenhower in 
1953, to assist the Nation's small busi- 
ness community. 'The rewards our 
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economy has enjoyed from the SBA's 
accomplishments have proven Presi- 
dent Eisenhower's investment to be 
very wise. 

Madam Speaker, I ask my colleagues 
and all fellow citizens join me this 
week in taking a moment to salute 
America's true heroes and champions, 
our Nation's small business men and 
women. 


AMERICA NEEDS THE A TO Z 
SPENDING CUTS PLAN 


(Mr. GOODLATTE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, in 
the 1 minute it will take me to address 
the House today, $780,000 will be added 
to the national debt. And when the 
next 1-minute speech is delivered—an- 
other $780,000. 

And so it goes minute after minute, 
hour after hour, day after day, month 
after month, and year after year. 

While Members of the House come to 
the floor and pound their chests about 
the need to do something about the 
Federal budget deficit—nothing gets 
done. 

The time for talk is over. The A to Z 
spending cuts plan, sponsored by Con- 
gressmen ROB ANDREWS and BILL 
ZELIFF, offers a unique opportunity to 
cut wasteful spending, one program at 
a time, one rollcall at a time. 

The American people know that the 
current budget process is not working. 
Individual Members have been banned 
from offering amendments to cut 
wasteful spending, and more often than 
not forced one up-or-down vote on an 
entire pork-filled package. 

Mr. Speaker, all or nothing is no way 
to pass a budget. As the old saying 
goes, “When you find yourself in a 
hole—stop digging." America needs the 
A to Z plan to cut spending. 


NATIONAL TOURISM WEEK 


(Mr. LANCASTER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. LANCASTER. Mr. Speaker, 
North Carolina is blessed with an abun- 
dance of natural beauty, beauty which 
can be seen whether you are traveling 
through the mountains and foot hills of 
western North Carolina or enjoying a 
moonlit stroll along North Carolina's 
golden beaches. 

This beauty manifests itself through- 
out eastern North Carolina, much of 
which I represent. In addition to the 
numerous national parks and national 
wildlife refuges, eastern North Carolina 
is home to the Wright Brothers Na- 
tional Memorial and home to the old- 
est outdoor symphonic drama, the Lost 
Colony, which portrays the lives and 
hardships faced by the first English 
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colonists. The list of attractions goes 
on and on. 

It is little wonder that the travel and 
tourism industry is now the second 
largest industry in North Carolina em- 
ploying almost 150,000 North Caro- 
linians with a payroll of $2.2 billion. 
The statistics for the nation are equal- 
ly staggering with travel and tourism 
generating a total of $360 billion during 
1991. 

Because of the tremendous economic 
impact of the travel and tourism indus- 
try, it is appropriate that this week 
has been designated as National Tour- 
ism Week. 


MEMBERS URGED TO SIGN THE A 
TO Z DISCHARGE PETITION 


(Mr. ZELIFF asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Speaker, the A to Z 
debate is a tale of two ways to set 
budget policy. The leadership's way is 
the best of ways, and the worst of 
ways. 

The leadership claims that their way, 
is the best of ways for Members to be 
fully informed before voting. Sure, re- 
member how fully informed we were, 
when we passed the FDIC-RTC $55 bil- 
lion bailout, with no copies of the leg- 
islation available? 

The leadership's way of setting budg- 
et policy is also the worst of ways, be- 
cause it has given us a $4.5 trillion 
debt. Under the leadership’s way, no 
one is accountable for that $4.5 trillion 
debt. Unlike the leadership’s way, our 
A to Z way, lets Members vote on spe- 
cific spending cuts, specific entitle- 
ment cuts, and specific authorization 
cuts, not pork laden packages. 

The leadership claims our A to Z plan 
is flawed. We cannot guarantee who the 
Speaker will recognize. It bypasses the 
committees that add the pork, and 
Members will have to stand up and be 
counted, on each specific spending cut. 

No more business as usual. It is time 
for change. End the budget gag rule. 
Sign the A to Z discharge petition to- 
morrow. It is the best of ways. 


THE A TO Z SPENDING CUTS PLAN 


(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, 
later this week, the House will unveil a 
discharge petition on the A to Z spend- 
ing cuts plan. 

The leadership will try to tell you 
that this proposal is little more than a 
three ring circus. But it is the plan’s 
simplicity and openness that they fear 
most. 

Here is how simple it is: Any Mem- 
ber, regardless of party or committee 
assignment, could propose a spending 
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cut. The House would debate the cut, 
and then vote on it. It is that straight- 
forward and that easy. 


Most importantly, the A to Z legisla- 
tion limits itself to only those spend- 
ing cuts—proposals to raise taxes are 
explicitly forbidden. 


My colleagues should think very 
carefully before being swayed by the 
majority's threats of chaos on the floor 
of the House. 


The A to Z plan has the potential to 
end the partisan bickering over com- 
prehensive spending packages. With 
this proposal, we can help restore the 
American public's faith in Congress as 
an institution where individual integ- 
rity and fiscal accountability still re- 
side. 


U.N. MEMBERSHIP FOR TAIWAN 


(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 


Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, almost ex- 
actly 15 years ago, in April 1979, Presi- 
dent Carter signed the Taiwan Rela- 
tions Act, which has governed the rela- 
tionship between the United States and 
the Republic of China to this day. 


Since that date, the United States 
has not formally recognized Taiwan, 
nor have dozens of other nations. None- 
theless, the Republic of China has 
emerged as one of the economic powers 
of the world. Taiwan has achieved eco- 
nomic growth rates averaging 8 percent 
in the past decade, and its gross na- 
tional product is the 20th largest in the 
world. The Republic of China's foreign 
exchange reserves of $90 billion are ex- 
ceeded only by those of Germany, and 
Taiwan has grown to be the United 
States' sixth largest trading partner, 
with bilateral trade approaching $39 
billion per year. 


Taiwan has matched its economic 
achievements with impressive political 
liberalization. 'The first democratic 
elections in the Chinese people's his- 
tory were held in December 1992, and a 
multiparty system is flourishing. 


Considering Taiwan's economic sta- 
tus and the fact that three-quarters of 
the nations that dominate the General 
Assembly of the United Nations have 
populations smaller than that of the 
Republic of China, it does not make 
sense that Taiwan is excluded from 
membership. Furthermore, Taiwan 
does not wish to replace China's seat, 
but rather simply have its own voice, 
and ample precedent already exists for 
such a move. 

I urge my colleagues and the Presi- 
dent to support membership for Taiwan 
in the United Nations, and to encour- 
age other countries to support this ef- 
fort, as well. 
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AUTO PARTS IS SUGGESTED SUB- 
JECT OF UNITED STATES-JAPAN 
TRADE TALKS 


(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, my hat is 
off to the Clinton administration's suc- 
cessful effort to open up the Japanese 
cellular telephone and network equip- 
ment market. This represents a sub- 
stantial market for cellular phones but 
it only helps one company—Motorola. 
What the administration must do now 
is to negotiate the same for the U.S. 
auto industry. What we are talking 
about are 5,000 U.S.-owned companies, 
directly employing over 700,000 peo- 
ple—5,000 U.S. companies, over 700,000 
U.S. workers. 

Yet the administration allows the 
trade deficit in U.S. auto parts to con- 
tinue to climb. For this year alone the 
projected trade deficit with Japan in 
the automotive arena will go over $30 
billion. The trade deficit in United 
States auto parts alone will be over 20 
percent of the total trade deficit with 
Japan. 

The administration must continue to 
press the Japanese for definite goals 
and schedules for increased Japanese 
purchases of United States-made auto 
parts, and to fulfill previous commit- 
ments by increasing substantially their 
purchases from nonaffiliated suppliers. 

Mr. Speaker, an agreement over cel- 
lular phones is a good first step. The 
administration must now be prepared 
to fly into the eye of the hurricane. 
Job growth here at home depends on it. 


DEFENSE DEPARTMENT ABUSES 
OF HELICOPTER TRAVEL 


(Mr. DUNCAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, it has 
now been reported that top military of- 
ficials took 238 helicopter rides be- 
tween the Pentagon and Andrews Air 
Force Base in the past year. 

Each trip cost from $1,000 up to 
$3,000, costing several hundred thou- 
sands altogether. 

What a ridiculous waste of taxpayer 
money. 

It is 14 miles from the Pentagon to 
Andrews. A cab ride would have cost 
$24—a military car, even less. 

Is someone embarrassed over this? 
No—not at all. On the ABC National 
News last night, there was even an at- 
tempt to justify it in the name of effi- 
ciency and training. 

Is someone going to lose his job? No, 
because people in unelected Federal po- 
sitions can today get away with things 
that would cost them their jobs in the 
private sector. 

Unfortunately, we will continue to 
see similar abuses of power and waste- 
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ful expenditures throughout the Fed- 
eral Government, for two reasons: 

First, our Government is simply too 
big, and there is almost no political 
control over it. 

Second, the Civil Service System 
protects and insulates bureaucrats so 
much that they cannot really be held 
accountable—even for terrible deci- 
sions. 

But, if these officials care at all 
about our taxpayers, they will cut out 
these overpriced joyrides immediately. 
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WE NEED PRISONS, NOT PRESS 
RELEASES 


(Mr. GINGRICH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, we need 
prisons, not press releases, as an an- 
swer to crime. There is a great deal of 
press release material coming up this 
week on the House floor, but I urge 
Members to look at the facts about 
what is going on. I want to lock up 
every violent criminal, I want them to 
serve a full sentence, I am prepared to 
pay to build the prisons that are nec- 
essary. I believe there are things we 
can do to make America safe. But if we 
read what the President said in the 
morning paper, he is just factually 
wrong. He cited a gun which killed a 
policeman in Menomonee Falls, he 
cited the wrong gun. The gun that 
killed the policeman is not on the list 
that is supposed to be banned. 

Mr. Speaker, the fact is the bans do 
not work and the 650 types of guns that 
are not banned are equally lethal to 
the guns that are to be banned. 

I urge my colleagues, do not vote for 
press releases, do not vote for propa- 
ganda. Vote for real sentences for vio- 
lent criminals. Vote to build real pris- 
ons. 

Mr. Speaker, what we need are pris- 
ons, not press releases. 


STOP THE BLAME GAME 


(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I was dis- 
appointed by the partisan words of the 
majority whip when he said: House 
Republicans are willing to say and do 
anything to bring down everything we 
want to do to help working people." 
Fact is, the Democrats' health reform 
plans are collapsing under their own 
weight and burdening many work peo- 
ple mightily by costing them their 
jobs. Republicans have a comprehen- 
sive reform plan of our own—and bipar- 
tisan, market-based reforms supported 
by the American people. Republicans 
want to ensure quality, access and 
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choice in health care. Republicans 
want to minimize Government inter- 
ference in individual decisions. And Re- 
publicans know heavyhanded Govern- 
ment cost control will kill jobs and 
lead to health care rationing. It is time 
to stop playing the blame game and 
work together on health care reform. I 
invite all colleagues to look at the 
GOP solution. It will work. 


SUPPORT THE A TO Z CUT 
SPENDING PLAN 


(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to encourage all Members to sign the 
discharge petition to bring H.R. 3266 to 
the floor. This bill known as the A to Z 
spending cut bill will give every Mem- 
ber the opportunity to bring specific 
spending cut amendments to the floor 
for à vote. It provides for free and open 
debate and an up-or-down vote on each 
and every proposal. 

This is à commonsense plan that 
would help cut out waste and fat from 
our Government's budget. 

The bill has over 227 cosponsors and 
in spite of the opposition who fear re- 
duced spending, the will of this body 
and the cry of taxpayers across this 
country will be heard. 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KLECZKA) laid before the House the fol- 
lowing communication from the Clerk 
of the House of Representatives: 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, May 3, 1994. 
Hon. THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per- 
mission granted in clause 5 of rule III of the 
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives, I 
have the honor to transmit a sealed envelope 
received from the White House on Monday, 
May 3, 1994 at 3:58 p.m. and said to contain a 
special message from the President whereby 
he transmits one revised deferral of budget 
authority for HHS, totaling $7.3 million. 

With great respect, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
DONNALD K. ANDERSON, 
Clerk, House of Representatives. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES REVISED DE- 
FERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHOR- 
ITY—MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 


9090 


on Appropriations and ordered to be 
printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

In accordance with the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974, I herewith report one revised 
deferral of budget authority, totaling 
$7.3 million. 

The deferral affects the Department 
of Health and Human Services. The de- 
tails of the revised deferral is con- 
tained in the attached report. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, May 2, 1994. 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of Rule 
I, the Chair announces that he will 
postpone further proceedings today on 
each motion to suspend the rules on 
which a recorded vote or the yeas and 
nays are ordered, or on which the vote 
is objected to under clause 4 of rule 
XV. 

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will 
be taken at the end of legislative busi- 
ness today, but not before 5 p.m. 


AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PRO- 
GRAM TEMPORARY EXTENSION 
ACT OF 1994 


Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the Sen- 
ate bill (S. 2024) to provide temporary 
obligational authority for the airport 
improvement program and to provide 
for certain airport fees to be main- 
tained at existing levels for up to 60 
days, and for other purposes, as amend- 
ed. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

S. 2024 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Airport Im- 
provement Program Temporary Extension 
Act of 1994". 

TITLE I—AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM 
SEC. 101. AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AU- 
THORIZATION. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—The second sentence 
of section 505(a) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 U.S.C. App. 
2204(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking "and" following ''1992,"; and 

(2) by inserting '*, and $15,763,890,000 for fis- 
cal years ending before October 1, 1994" be- 
fore the period at the end. 

(b) OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY.—Section 
505(b)(1) of such Act (49 U.S.C. App. 2204(b)(1)) 
is amended by striking September 30, 1993” 
and inserting June 30, 1994". 

SEC. 102. APPORTIONMENT OF FUNDS. 

Section 507(b)(3)(A) of the Airport and Air- 
way Improvement Act of 1982 (49 U.S.C. App. 
2206(b)(3)(A)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “or reducing the amount 
authorized or“ and inserting the amount"; 

(2) by inserting to less than 81.900, 000. 000 
after to be obligated"; and 
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(3) by striking limited or reduced”. 
SEC. 103. MINIMUM AMOUNT FOR PRIMARY AIR- 
PORTS. 


Section 507(bX1) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 U.S.C. App. 
2206(b)(1)) is amended by striking ':$400,000"' 
and inserting 3500. 000 
SEC. 104. INTEGRATED AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN. 

NING SET-ASIDE. 

Section 508(d)(4) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 U.S.C. App. 
2207(d)(4)) is amended by striking “ and 
inserting “34”. 

SEC. 105. REIMBURSEMENT FOR PAST EXPENDI- 
TURES. 


Section 513(a)(2) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 U.S.C. App. 
2212(a)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking or“ at the end of subpara- 
graph (A); 

(2) by inserting ‘‘or’’ after the semicolon at 
the end of subparagraph (B); and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 
following: 

"(C)(1) it was incurred 

J) during fiscal year 1994; 

"(II) before execution of a grant agreement 
with respect to the project but in accordance 
with an airport layout plan approved by the 
Secretary and in accordance with all appli- 
cable statutory and administrative require- 
ments that would have been applicable to 
the project if the grant agreement had been 
executed; and 

(II) for work related to a project for 
which a grant agreement was executed dur- 
ing fiscal year 1994; and 

(i) its Federal share is only paid with 
sums apportioned under subsections 507(a)(1) 
and 507(a)(2) of this title;". 

SEC. 106. EXPENDITURES FROM AIRPORT AND 
AIRWAY TRUST FUND. 

Section 9502(d)(1)(A) of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 (relating to expenditures 
from Airport and Airway Trust Fund) is 
amended by striking (as such Acts were in 
effect on the date of the enactment of the 
Airport and Airway Safety, Capacity, Noise 
Improvement, and Intermodal Transpor- 
tation Act of 1992)" and inserting “or the 
Airport Improvement Program Temporary 
Extension Act of 1994 (as such Acts were in 
effect on the date of the enactment of the 
Airport Improvement Program Temporary 
Extension Act of 1994)”. 

SEC. 107. UPWARD ADJUSTMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The second sentence of 
section 505(b)(1) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 U.S.C. App. 
2204(b)(1)) is further amended by— 

(1) inserting (A)“ before “apportioned”; 
and 

(2) inserting before the period at the end-: 
and (B) funds which have been recovered by 
the United States from grants made under 
this title if such funds are obligated only for 
increases under sections  512(b(2) and 
512(bX(3) of this title in the maximum obliga- 
tion of the United States for any other grant 
made under this title". 

(b) RETROACTIVE EFFECTIVE DATE.—The 
amendment made by subsection (a) shall 
take effect October 1, 1993. 

TITLE II—AIRPORT-AIR CARRIER 
DISPUTES REGARDING AIRPORT FEES 
SEC. 201. EMERGENCY AUTHORITY TO FREEZE 
CERTAIN AIRPORT FEES. 

(a) COMPLAINT BY AIR CARRIER.— 

(1) FILING.—An air carrier may file prior to 
June 30, 1994, with the Secretary a written 
complaint alleging that any increased fee 
imposed upon such air carrier by the owner 
or operator of an airport is not reasonable. 
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The air carrier shall simultaneously file with 
the Secretary proof that a copy of the com- 
plaint has been served on the owner or opera- 
tor of the airport. 

(2) OPPORTUNITY TO RESPOND.—Before issu- 
ing an order under subsection (b), the Sec- 
retary shall provide the owner or operator of 
the airport an opportunity to respond to the 
filed complaint. 

(3) FRIVOLOUS COMPLAINT.—If the Secretary 
determines that a complaint is frivolous, the 
Secretary may refuse to accept the com- 
plaint for filing. 

(b) ORDER BY THE SECRETARY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided by 
paragraph (2) the Secretary shall issue, 
within 7 days after the filing of a complaint 
in accordance with subsection (a), an order 
prohibiting the owner or operator of the air- 
port from collecting the increased portion of 
the fee that is the subject of the complaint, 
unless the Secretary makes a preliminary 
determination that the increased fee is rea- 
sonable. Subject to subsection (d), the order 
shall cease to be effective on June 30, 1994. 

(2) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall not 
issue an order under this subsection prohib- 
iting the collection of any portion of a fee 
for which the Secretary's informal medi- 
ation assistance was requested on March 21, 
1994. 

(c) OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT AND FURNISH 
RELATED MATERIAL.—Within a period pre- 
Scribed by the Secretary, the owner or opera- 
tor of the airport and any affected air carrier 
may submit comments to the Secretary on a 
complaint filed under subsection (a) and fur- 
nish to the Secretary any related documents 
or other material. 

(d) ACTION ON COMPLAINT.—Based on com- 
ments and material provided under sub- 
section (c), the Secretary may take appro- 
priate action on the complaint, including 
termination or other modification of any 
order issued under subsection (b). 

(e) APPLICABILITY.—This section does not 
apply to a fee imposed pursuant to a written 
agreement binding on air carriers using the 
facilities of an airport. 

(f) EFFECT ON EXISTING AGREEMENTS.— 
Nothing in this section shall adversely affect 
any existing written agreement between an 
air carrier and the owner or operator of an 
airport. 

SEC. 202. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title— 

(1) the term fee“ means any rate, rental 
charge, landing fee, or other service charge 
for the use of airport facilities; and 

(2) the term Secretary“ means the Sec- 
retary of Transportation. 

TITLE III—REFORM OF AIR TRAFFIC 
CONTROL SYSTEM 
SEC. 301. AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL SYSTEM. 

(a) STUDY.—The Secretary of Transpor- 
tation shall undertake a study of manage- 
ment, regulatory, and legislative reforms 
which would enable the air traffic control 
system of the Federal Aviation Administra- 
tion to provide better services to users and 
reduce the costs of providing services, with- 
out reducing the safety of the system or the 
availability of the system to all categories of 
users and without changing the basic organi- 
zational structure under which the system is 
part of the Federal Aviation Administration. 

(b) COMPONENTS.—The study to be con- 
ducted under subsection (a) shall include the 
following: 

(1) Evaluation of reforms which would. 
streamline procurement, enhance the ability 
to attract and retain adequate staff at hard- 
to-staff facilities, simplify the personnel 
process, provide funding stability, ensure 
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continuity of leadership, and reduce the inci- 
dence of unnecessarily detailed management 
oversight. 

(2) Identification of any existing laws or 
regulations governing procurement or per- 
sonnel which are having an adverse effect on 
the operation or modernization of the air 
traffic control system. 

(3) Evaluation of a range of possible re- 
forms and the advantages and disadvantages 
of each possible reform. 

(4) Comparison of the advantages and dis- 
advantages of each possible reform with the 
comparable advantages and disadvantages to 
be achieved under any proposal of the Sec- 
retary of Transportation to create a separate 
Federal corporate entity to operate the air 
traffic control system. 

(c) DEADLINE.—The results of the study to 
be conducted under subsection (a) shall be 
contained in a report which shall be com- 
pleted by the Secretary of Transportation on 
or before the date which is 180 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, or the 
date on which the Secretary submits to Con- 
gress proposed legislation to create a sepa- 
rate corporate entity to operate the air traf- 
fic control system, whichever date occurs 


first. 

(d) TRANSMITTAL.—On the date of comple- 
tion of the report under subsection (c), the 
Secretary of Transportation shall transmit 
copies of the report to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate and the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation of the House of 
Representatives. 

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 401. GRANDFATHER PROVISION FOR FAA 
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the ter- 
mination of the personnel demonstration 
project for certain Federal Aviation Admin- 
istration employees on June 17, 1994, pursu- 
ant to section 4703 of title 5, United States 
Code, the Federal Aviation Administration 
Shall continue to pay quarterly retention al- 
lowance payments in accordance with sub- 
section (b) to those employees who are enti- 
tled to quarterly retention allowance pay- 
ments under the demonstration project as of 
June 16, 1994. 

(b) COMPUTATION RULES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount of each quar- 
terly retention allowance payment to which 
an employee is entitled under subsection (a) 
shall be the amount of the last quarterly re- 
tention allowance payment paid to such em- 
ployee under the personnel demonstration 
project prior to June 17, 1994, reduced by that 
portion of the amount of any increase in the 
employee's annual rate of basic pay subse- 
quent to June 17, 1994, from any source, 
which is allocable to the quarter for which 
the allowance is to be paid (or, if applicable, 
to that portion of the quarter for which the 
allowance is to be paid). For purposes of the 
preceding sentence, the increase in an em- 
ployee's annual rate of basic pay includes— 

(A) any increase under section 5303 of title 
5, United States Code; 

(B) any increase in locality-based com- 
parability payments under section 5304 of 
such title 5 (except if, or to the extent that, 
such increase is offset by a reduction of an 
interim geographic adjustment under section 
302 of the Federal Employees Pay Com- 
parability Act of 1990); 

(C) any establishment or increase in a spe- 
cial rate of pay under section 5305 of such 
title 5; 

(D) any increase in basic pay pursuant to a 
promotion under section 5334 of such title 5; 

(E) any periodic step-increase under sec- 
tion 5335 of such title 5; 
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(F) any additional step-increase under sec- 
tion 5336 of such title 5; and 

(G) any other increase in annual rate of 
basic pay under any other provision of law. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE.—In the case of an em- 
ployee on leave without pay or other similar 
status for any part of the quarter prior to 
June 17, 1994, based on which the amount of 
the allowance payments for such employee 
under subsection (a) are computed, the 
“amount of the last quarterly retention al- 
lowance payment paid to such employee 
under the personnel demonstration project 
prior to June 17, 1994" shall, for purposes of 
paragraph (1), be deemed to be the amount of 
the allowance which would have been pay- 
able to such employee for such quarter under 
such project had such employee been in pay 
status throughout such quarter. 

(c) TERMINATION.—An employee's entitle- 
ment to quarterly retention allowance pay- 
ments under this section shall cease when— 

(1) the amount of such allowance is re- 
duced to zero under subsection (b), or 

(2) the employee separates or moves to a 
position in which the employee would not, 
prior to June 17, 1994, have been entitled to 
receive an allowance under the demonstra- 
tion project, whichever is earlier. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR] will be rec- 
ognized for 20 minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
CLINGER] will be recognized for 20 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR]. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 7 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill we bring to the 
floor today is a short-term reauthoriza- 
tion of the Airport Improvement Pro- 
gram to allow the FAA to make grants 
of up to $800 million by June 30 for air- 
port improvement projects across the 
Nation that have been held back be- 
cause the authorization bill has not 
been enacted. 

Mr. Speaker, we are following this 
approach, I should say, very reluc- 
tantly. Our preference has been for a 
multiyear program. We feel it is good 
public policy to have a multiyear pro- 
gram so that airports can count on a 
steady stream of revenue for these 
long-term projects of improving air- 
port runways, taxiways, and building 
new facilities. 

Toward that end, in fact, the Com- 
mittee on Public Works and Transpor- 
tation reported last September 14, 1993, 
a 3-year AIP reauthorization for fiscal 
years 1994 through 1996, H.R. 2739. That 
bill passed the House on October 13, 
1993, by a vote of 384 to 42. Unfortu- 
nately over in the other body, disputes 
unrelated to the essence of AIP held up 
progress on that legislation; product li- 
ability, airport fees, intrastate truck- 
ing. The Senate, tangled up with indi- 
vidual Member concerns over those is- 
sues despite the best intentions and 
best efforts of the chairman of the 
Aviation Subcommittee in the other 
body, was unable to move a multiyear 
authorization bill to the Senate floor 
and chose instead to pass a 60-day bill. 
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Mr. Speaker, unless we accept this 
approach and pass this short-term au- 
thorization, the FAA will not be able 
to make grants for work to begin be- 
fore the current construction season 
expires, and that is not long from now. 
We really have a very short window of 
time under which bids can be developed 
and contracts let and construction un- 
derway before the freeze sets in to the 
northern tier of States. Therefore, re- 
luctantly we are moving ahead with 
this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, very briefly the essence 
of it is that we follow the basic ap- 
proach of the other body for an $800 
million program with authority to 
make grants through June 30 of this 
year. Our bill differs from the Senate 
in how the funds will be allocated. The 
Senate bill makes substantial changes 
in existing law, the effect of which is to 
substantially increase discretionary 
funding that primarily benefits larger 
airports. The added discretionary funds 
would be taken, we feel, disproportion- 
ately from programs designed to bene- 
fit smaller airports. Our bill struck a 
reasonable balance between large air- 
ports and small airports. 

Therefore, in the bill we bring to the 
House today, we follow the same fund- 
ing approach that the House approved 
in the bill last October. Our bill pre- 
serves existing formulas that balance 
the interests of large and small air- 
ports. 
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We assure our colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle that on a bipartisan 
basis we will work in conference to en- 
sure that any changes in discretionary 
funding will be changes that affect air- 
ports of all sizes on a proportional 
basis, not just the smaller airports. 

This bill also includes important pro- 
visions to require a study of alter- 
natives to splitting up the FAA, to 
wrenching out of FAA, as the adminis- 
tration proposes to do, the air traffic 
control system and put it into a sepa- 
rate Government corporation. The ad- 
ministration is making a corporation 
proposal without having adequately 
studied indepth alternatives, reforms 
that could be accomplished without de- 
stroying the existing structure of FAA. 
Reforms that do not dismember the 
FAA, we believe, are likely to be more 
effective, less costly to taxpayers, and 
to the traveling public and bring great- 
er assurance of continued safety as the 
FAA operates the most efficient, the 
most effective, and the safest air traf- 
fic control system in the world. 

Our bill also assures that the 2,200 
controllers participating in the pay dif- 
ferential program that has brought 
controllers from less demanding facili- 
ties to the most demanding facilities in 
the system, to facilities in Chicago, 
New York, and California, will not this 
coming June have their pay reduced, 
because the demonstration program ex- 


pires in June. Those controllers will 
suffer 15- to 20-percent pay losses with 
all the attendant effect on controller 
morale that that will entail unless we 
keep that pay differential program in 
place. I do not think we want to com- 
promise efficiency, effectiveness, work- 
er output, and safety by allowing the 
pay differential program to expire, and 
we feel very strongly that the Senate 
should join with us in that initiative, 
and I am confident they will. 

We have also adopted a Senate provi- 
sion which, in effect, freezes airport 
rates and fees for 60 days because of 
airline dissatisfaction with the current 
laws and procedures governing these 
fees. There has been a recent court case 
that was decided by the Supreme Court 
that has resulted in some controversy 
between airlines and airports over set- 
ting of fees. 

In adopting this Senate provision 
though, I want to make it very clear 
that we do not favor this type of freeze 
as a long-term solution to the problem, 
nor should it be considered a precedent. 
We are going along with the freeze out 
of respect for the considerable and 
commendable effort the chairman of 
the Senate Subcommittee on Aviation 
has invested in resolving this issue. We 
also have been assured by the Depart- 
ment of Transportation it is unlikely 
to have any practical effect in the 60- 
day period and that no fees are pro- 
posed to be increased by airports, at 
least none that we know of, none to be 
frozen in the 60-day period. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

First of all, I want to commend my 
chairman, the gentleman from Min- 
nesota [Mr. OBERSTAR], for crafting 
this legislation and bringing it to the 
floor today to hopefully resolve a dis- 
pute that has been ongoing, but which 
has seriously threatened the ability for 
us to move forward with airport devel- 
opment in this country during this 
construction season. 

I think the fact that we have brought 
this expeditiously to the floor today, 
he needs to be commended for that, and 
as he indicated, S. 2024 provides a 
short-term, 60-day extension for the 
airport improvement program. 

Two weeks ago, on April 19, S. 2024 
passed the Senate by a voice vote. 

The AIP program lapsed at the end of 
fiscal year 1993 because, as has been in- 
dicated, of disputes and delays that the 
Senate, the other body, encountered as 
it attempted to report a regular, hope- 
fully a multiyear AIP reauthorization 
bill. I might add that the House passed 
its bill, H.R. 2739, in a timely manner 
by an overwhelmingly strong vote of 
384 to 12, so we bring what is a modified 
version of S. 2024 before the House in 
an effort to salvage at least a portion 
of this year’s construction season for 
vitally important airport projects. 
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The bill seeks to preserve a huge 
number of construction-related jobs 
that would otherwise be lost without 
enactment. The bill authorizes up to 
$800 million in spending on AIP for eli- 
gible projects, for grants made no later 
than June 30 of this year. 

As Members, I am sure, are aware, 
the AIP program is financed entirely 
from the aviation trust fund. No gen- 
eral revenues are at issue or are uti- 
lized in this program, and the enacted 
fiscal year 1994 transportation appro- 
priation bill already provides about 
$1.69 billion in obligation limitations 
for the AIP program. But none of that 
money has been spent, nor will it be 
spent without passage of this legisla- 
tion, and hopefully later on passage of 
a multiyear bill. 

As I mentioned a moment ago, last 
fall the House did report our bill with 
a substantial vote in favor of it. The 
AIP's fate in the Senate, the other 
body, unfortunately continues to be 
hampered, as the chairman, the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBER- 
STAR], said, by several disputes that 
has led to a severe case of legislative 
gridlock, the latest being a conflict be- 
tween airports and air carriers over the 
reasonableness of fees paid by air car- 
riers to airports. 

There is a provision in S. 2024 that 
attempts to put this debate to rest dur- 
ing the 60-day life of the bill, and I will 
come back to that in a moment. 

The AIP program has several funding 
elements, the most important being an 
entitlement grant program for com- 
mercial airports, and eligible grant ac- 
tivities include projects enhancing ca- 
pacity, safety, security, such as con- 
struction of runways, taxiways, termi- 
nal buildings. It is these sorts of activi- 
ties that are most threatened by fail- 
ure to enact this bill heretofore. 

In addition to establishing a 60-day, 
$800 million extension, the bill, as 
passed by the other body, unfortu- 
nately made several changes to the en- 
titlement allocation formula which, in 
the opinion of the Public Works and 
Transportation Committee leadership, 
are unacceptable. We have, therefore, 
modified the bill to reflect the entitle- 
ment formulas originally as part of the 
bill that we passed here some weeks 


ago. 

This legislation also contains three 
new provisions not previously found in 
H.R. 2739 that Members should be 
aware of. First, as the chairman, the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBER- 
STAR], has indicated, there is a section 
directing the Department of Transpor- 
tation to study ways to reform the air 
traffic control system without chang- 
ing its basic organizational structure. 
The study must be completed within 
180 days following enactment or before 
the Department submits legislation on 
a corporation, whichever event might 
occur first. This provision is in re- 
sponse to a recommendation to pri- 
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vatize our national air traffic control 
system that was included in it as a 
part of the National Performance Re- 
view of the Vice President, and on this 
point, I think it is fair to say there is 
a very strong and bipartisan disagree- 
ment, or at least questions about this, 
and also within the industry about the 
benefits and implications of this pro- 
posal which we think deserve extended 
consideration before we move rashly to 
change a system which may well not 
require the radical proposal that is 
going to be before us later today. 

Second, the bill before us includes a 
provision making permanent a pay dif- 
ferential program for air traffic con- 
trollers that is due to expire and would 
cause or wreak great hardship on those 
presently receiving that incentive pay 
bonus in New York, San Francisco, Los 
Angeles, and Chicago. This would make 
that program permanent, because it 
has proven to work. It does have the 
desired effect of attracting people to go 
to those high-stress areas. 

Finally, in response to the airport-air 
carrier dispute on the reasonableness 
of fees, our version, the House version, 
of the bill includes a provision freezing 
fees at airports until June 30, 1994, ex- 
cept if the Department finds com- 
plaints to be frivolous or, in the alter- 
native, if the Department finds fee in- 
creases to be reasonable, so we do not 
make a total block on this, but we do 
circumscribe the ability to do that. 

We respect that between now and 
June 30, and we hope that between now 
and June 30, the Department of Trans- 
portation will issue a proposed rule- 
making that will contain a credible 
dispute-resolution procedure settling 
future conflicts arising between air- 
ports and air carriers as well as includ- 
ing guidance on the meaning of reason- 
able fees. 
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Mr. Speaker, I would strongly urge 
and encourage the Department to pub- 
lish this proposal as soon as possible 
since it has expertise in this area and 
is better able to craft an appropriate 
rule. 

We understand that that rule is in 
the process and is being readied for 
publication. We hope that that happens 
promptly. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is 
vitually important to our construction 
industry as we move into the summer 
construction season. Thousands of 
well-paying, skilled labor jobs, and jobs 
at construction supply firms are at 
stake and will be lost if we do not act 
promptly. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill holds back $900 
million for the airports and air carriers 
to reach an agreement. In the face of 
the current tension between airports 
and air carriers, I was heartened to 
note that the chairman of the Senate 
Aviation Subcommittee, Senator FORD, 
stated his commitment to bring a 
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multiyear reauthorization bill to the 
Senate floor before June 30, when this 
bil will expire, with or without an 
agreement. 

I think that is an important assur- 
ance to give the industry that we are 
going to be looking to a multiyear au- 
thorization. But this stopgap measure, 
Mr. Speaker, is absolutely vital. 

I urge all Members to support the 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
chairman of the full Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Mi- 
NETA], former chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Aviation. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
first thank Mr. OBERSTAR, the chair of 
our Aviation Subcommittee, and Mr. 
CLINGER, the ranking Republican, for 
their hard work and their work in 
bringing for House consideration our 
version of S. 2024. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of this legislation. However, I must say 
that I wish we were here today passing 
& conference report on a long-term 
aviation authorization, instead of this 
Short-term extension of the Airport 
Improvement Program. 

Because the other body continues to 
have trouble passing a long-term bill, 
we have before us an authorization of 
the Airport Improvement Program 
through June 30 which will enable $800 
million in new funds to be used for crit- 
ical airport development needs. With- 
out this short-term extension, a num- 
ber of airports might well lose a good 
part of a construction season. 

The distinguished chair of the Sub- 
committee on Aviation, Mr. OBERSTAR, 
has detailed the other provisions of the 
bill, so I will just focus on the section 
that directs the Federal Aviation Ad- 
ministration to continue a pay dif- 
ferential or allowance now being paid 
to controllers, technicians, and inspec- 
tors in certain facilities where it was 
difficult to retain and attract staff 
prior to this differential. Air traffic 
controllers were simply choosing to 
work in lower workload facilities for 
equivalent pay. This pay differential 
made it more attractive to stay in 
places like the New York TRACON or 
Chicago Center facilities, and accord- 
ing to an Office of Personnel Manage- 
ment report, the program has been ef- 
fective. 

The current differential expires this 
coming June, and if it does, the pay of 
personnel in these critical facilities 
will be cut 12 to 15 percent, thereby 
creating obvious morale and staffing 
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problems that could have a significant 
effect on the air traffic control systems 
they operate. 

How is it that such a disturbing de- 
velopment is looming? In 1989, the FAA 
put in a pay differential in order to at- 
tract air traffic controllers and others 
to hard-to-staff facilities in New York, 
Chicago, and California. At the same 
time, the FAA embarked on an effort 
to completely overhaul and reform 
controller pay. This reform was sup- 
posed to follow on the heels of the 5- 
year differential program when it ex- 
pires. Unfortunately, this reform effort 
was abandoned by the previous admin- 
istration and now the 5-year program 
is coming to an end with nothing but a 
substantial pay cut to replace it. 

This would be completely unfair to 
the air traffic controllers and other 
FAA personnel now covered by the dif- 
ferential. It would also be felt by the 
traveling public and the airline indus- 
try as staffing and morale problems in 
these critical air traffic control facili- 
ties would translate into less capabil- 
ity to move air traffic efficiently. 

The differential in this bill is pat- 
terned after a very similar situation 
involving the Federal Bureau of Inves- 
tigation’s New York field office. The 
Intelligence authorization enacted last 
December extended a pay differential 
for that office that had expired last 
September. I want to thank Chairman 
CLAY and the staff of the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service for their 
support and assistance in this matter. 
Again, I wish to thank the chairman, 
Mr. OBERSTAR and Mr. CLINGER, the 
ranking Republican of the Subcommit- 
tee on Aviation, for their fine work on 
this bill. 

Again, I urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote on this 
important bill. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I take a few minutes 
first to express my great appreciation 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. CLINGER], the ranking member, for 
his splendid participation and coopera- 
tion in shaping the legislation we bring 
to the floor today. 

These have been very difficult ques- 
tions for us to resolve, short-term ex- 
tension and the many other sub- 
stantive issues that we have included 
in the bill. 

The gentleman, as always, has been 
thoughtful, perceptive, and  under- 
standing in his participation, and I 
greatly appreciate his contribution, as 
always. 

I also want to address a matter that 
we do cover in this legislation, and 
that is a directive to the Department 
of Transportation to study the alter- 
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natives to an air traffic control cor- 
poration. A report on that will be re- 
leased later today by the Secretary of 
Transportation and the Vice President. 

This study makes a recommendation 
that the administration remove from 
the FAA the air traffic control func- 
tions and establish those functions in a 
quasi-Government corporation to man- 
age the air traffic control system. 

The ostensibly driving purpose for 
creating this Government corporation 
is the desire to proceed more rapidly 
with modernization of the air traffic 
control system and a perception on the 
part of those conducting the study that 
the existing structures have not moved 
sufficiently fast to modernize air traf- 
fic control. 

I would like to point out that in my 
judgment this is a solution in search of 
a problem. 

Mr. Speaker, we have the world’s 
most efficient, safest, dependable air 
traffic control system. In the last 2 
years major airlines have operated 
without a fatality. There have been 
some problems in the commuter airline 
and regional airline industry. We have 
held hearings on those. They are not 
the result of problems in air traffic 
control. 

Second, modernization has been un- 
derway for a decade. Congress has ap- 
propriated every year as much funding 
as the administration has requested, 
and sometimes more than administra- 
tions over the past decade have re- 
quested. Some 87 percent of the na- 
tional airspace system modernization 
program has been funded, contracted, 
and delivered, and 48,700 of 55,800 sys- 
tems have been delivered and are in 
place, providing updated equipment, 
modernized facilities, to make the job 
of air traffic controllers easier, more 
effective, and to make the movement 
of aircraft through our vast system 
more efficient and safer. 

En route projects, terminal projects, 
oceanic projects, surface projects that 
have been put in place are all detailed 
in a documented report prepared by the 
FAA and which the Department of 
Transportation for some reason seems 
to want to keep a secret. They ought to 
be telling the public what a wonderful 
job FAA has done in getting complex 
technological systems in place effi- 
ciently. 
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Mr. Speaker, there is a problem with 
the centerpiece of the modernization 
program, the advanced automation sys- 
tem. This subcommittee has held hear- 
ings repeatedly. We have identified 
problems that need to be fixed. We 
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have identified approaches to resolving 
those problems. We have passed legisla- 
tion to deal with those problems last 
year. The bill I referred to earlier pro- 
vides a 5-year term for the Adminis- 
trator of FAA, one of the most impor- 
tant steps to stabilizing the FAA and 
ensuring its modernization procedures 
on a dependable basis. We have changed 
FAA Administrators on the average of 
every 18 months with as much as a 6- 
month hiatus between one Adminis- 
trator and the next. This administra- 
tion was no different. It was more than 
6 months before an Administrator of 
FAA came on board, and now they 
want to take this system, wrench it 
out of FAA, put air traffic control over 
here someplace where we do not know 
how it is going to function, and what is 
going to happen with it, with a big new 
bureaucracy to operate it. 

Put an Administrator in place, keep 
him there for 5 years, fix the personnel 
pay system, as we propose to do with 
this current bill, get a handle on con- 
tract management, management of 
large, complex, multibillion-dollar 
technology modernization programs 
that need to be administered in an effi- 
cient manner. 

That is what needs to be done, and 
when the administration gets its hands 
around that issue we will have some 
confidence in their ability and their 
wisdom of overall change in FAA. 

Get on with the problems imme- 
diately at hand, that is what we direct 
the administration to do in the legisla- 
tion that we are about to pass. 
SECTION-BY-SECTION SUMMARY OF THE AIR- 

PORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM TEMPORARY 

EXTENSION ACT OF 1994 

TITLE I—AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

Section 101 is the AIP authorization: 

Subsection (a) provides $800 million in new 
contract authority for AIP grants for FY 
1994. (The FY 1994 Appropriations Act has es- 
tablished an obligation ceiling of $1.69 billion 
for AIP for FY 94. To date FAA has made 
grants of $89 million in FY 94 from entitle- 
ment funds which were unused in prior 
years, These grants will not be deducted 
from the $800 million in new grant author- 
ity.) 

Subsection (b) permits FAA to make FY 
1994 AIP grants until June 30, 1994. 

Section 102 clarifies that the cap on enti- 
tlements in existing law (44% of the AIP pro- 
gram) applies to the part year program es- 
tablished by this bill. 

Section 103 increases the minimum entitle- 
ment for primary airports (those with more 
than 10,000 passengers per year) from $400 
thousand to $500 thousand per year. 

Section 104 increases the set-aside for air- 
port system planning from % to %% of 
total AIP spending. 

Section 105 permits FAA to reimburse air- 
ports for expenses incurred during Fiscal 
Year 94 to complete a project for which the 
airport gets an AIP grant this year but the 
grant is not enough to cover the full cost of 
the project. The reimbursement can come 
only from the airport's entitlement funds. 
(This section responds to the fact that this 
bill authorizes less than half of the $1.69 bil- 
lion available under the Appropriations Act. 
The plan is to authorize the remainder later 
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this year after the controversy over airport 
fees has been resolved. Under this provision 
an airport could obtain a grant for less than 
the full cost of a project, and later get an- 
other grant reimbursing it for the remaining 
costs.) 

Section 106 is a technical provision permit- 
ting expenditures out of the Trust Fund for 
AIP grants authorized by this bill. 

Section 107 provides that during periods in 
which the AIP authorization has expired, 
FAA can use funds recovered from cost 
underruns in AIP grants to increase other 
AIP grants in which there have been cost 
overruns. The increase for overruns cannot 
exceed the percentage increase allowed by 
existing law. 

Title II freezes the fees airports charge to 
airlines until June 30, 1994, if an airline files 
a complaint against a fee increase. The 
freeze does not apply if DOT finds complaint 
is frivolous, or makes a preliminary deter- 
mination that fee is reasonable, or if the in- 
crease is imposed under terms of a prior 
agreement. There is also an exemption for 
fee increases in Hawaii. The provision is the 
same as the Senate bill. The purpose is to 
maintain the status quo on this controver- 
sial issue. 

Title III is a study of air traffic control 
system reform. 

Section 1—Air Traffic Control System: 

Subsection (a) directs DOT to study ways 
to reform the air traffic control system with- 
out changing its basic organizational struc- 
ture (i.e. study of alternatives to the Federal 
corporation). 

Subsection (b) sets forth the components of 
the study. 

Subsection (c) requires the study to be 
completed within 180 days of enactment or 
when DOT transmits its proposed legislation 
to create a Federal corporation, whichever 
occurs first. (DOT is expected to transmit its 
corporation proposal on May 3, but it is not 
expected to be in the form of proposed legis- 
lation.) 

Subsection (d) requires the study to be 
transmitted to the Senate Commerce and 
House Public Works Committees. 

Title IV prevents reduction of pay levels 
established by the pay demonstration pro- 
gram under which controllers, maintenance 
technicians, safety inspectors, computer op- 
erators, and engineers in 22 hard-to-staff fa- 
cilities in New York, Chicago, Los Angeles, 
and San Francisco have received a 20% in- 
crease in pay. The demonstration program is 
Scheduled to end in June of this year. The 
provision only protects against reductions in 
pay, it does not preserve the differential in- 
definitely. The differential will be reduced 
by an offset of future locality increases or 
other pay increases. 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
take this opportunity to commend the chair- 
man of the Aviation Subcommittee, Mr. OBER- 
STAR, and the chairman of the full Committee 
on Transportation and Public Works, Mr. Mi- 
NETA, for their inclusion of a provision in this 
bill to create a pay differential for those air 
traffic controllers, airways systems specialists, 
and flight standards aviation safety inspectors 
currently receiving an incentive to stay at our 
Nation's busiest air traffic facilities. 

This retention allowance is needed to recruit 
and retain qualified and experienced employ- 
ees at hard-to-staff facilities such as those in 
my own area of Illinois. The precursor to this 
pay differential program is the pay demonstra- 
tion project [PDP] scheduled to end this June. 
When a demonstration project comes to an 
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end, it is time to assess its success. The evi- 
dence shows that this program is both suc- 
cessful and needed. 

Further, studies by the FAA conclude that 
there is nothing to prohibit the conditions 
present prior to the PDP from recurring should 
the program be stopped. Let's face it, if | have 
a choice to work in a facility boasting the high- 
est volume of air traffic in the Nation or one 
with the lowest for the same pay, I'm a fool 
not to take the smaller workload. 

While the President's budget contends that 
the PDP is no longer needed because locality 
pay has been put in place, it is clear this is not 
the case. Locality pay is designed to address 
the cost-of-living in an area. That means pay- 
ing the rent or paying for the higher cost of 
groceries in the region. It doesn't address the 
need to keep experienced controllers at the fa- 
cilities that most need their expertise due to 
the complex and heavy workload. 

Even if other controllers would be willing to 
come to the facility, how experienced are 
they? Nearly all of the controllers that have re- 
cently sought positions at the Chicago Air 
Route Traffic Control Center in Aurora, IL, are 
level 1 controllers. It is not surprising that 
there are a number that would like to come to 
Aurora since the President's budget seeks to 
contract out all level 1 control towers. It is fur- 
ther not surprising they want to come to Au- 
rora when the fact that crucial employees re- 
ceive a pay differential is prominently dis- 
played on the application to bid for the posi- 
tion. Yet, it will take between 3 to 5 years to 
train a level 1 controller to become a full per- 
formance level [FPL] controller, Currently 
about 90 percent of the controllers retained at 
the Aurora Center, since PDP went into effect, 
are FPL controllers. 

Thus, the question is, does the FAA spend 
all of its time and money training these new 
recruits on the complex traffic patterns at our 
busy facilities, or is it a better use of funds to 
keep those who are experienced in their cur- 
rent positions through a pay differential? The 
answer to this question is clear, chairmen 
have recognized. 

The key to this issue is the safety of the fly- 
ing public and the most efficient use of Fed- 
eral funds. We can go back to the pre-dif- 
ferential days of serious safety errors and in- 
creased flying time and delays for the aviation 
industry. We can go back to square one with 
new controllers that are inexperienced at 
these facilities. Or, we can move ahead with 
a pay differential that recognizes the expertise 
and value of trained professionals. 

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to support this 
authorization of a differential program for the 
essential safety employees at sites crucial to 
our national airspace system. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
support of S. 2024, to temporarily authorize 
expenditure under the Airport Improvement 
Program so that grants may be made for air- 
port construction and improvement projects. 

This legislation comes at a critical time to 
airports in my district. As you know, the Avia- 
tion Infrastructure Investment Act of 1993 
passed the House on October 13, 1993, with 
my support. It authorizes $28 billion in fiscal 
year 1994-96 for improving and operating our 
nation's airports and airways, and reauthorizes 
the Airport Improvement Program. The Sen- 
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ate's companion bill, S. 1491, was placed on 
the Senate Legislative Calendar, but has not 
come to the Senate floor for consideration. 

Instead of considering S. 1491, the Senate 
passed S. 2024, which provides temporary, 
60-day obligational authority for the Airport Im- 
provement Program, on April 19, 1994. If en- 
acted into law, the bill would enable the Fed- 
eral Aviation Agency to release $800 million 
over the next 60 days. 

Maine has a very short construction season 
of just 162 days. Consequently, it is essential 
that AIP funds be released by May 27, 1994. 
For example, the Hancock County-Bar Harbor 
Airport has two projects that depend on AIP 
funding: a three year runway reconstruction 
project and a land purchase project. If AIP 
funding is not reauthorized soon, the construc- 
tion project will be delayed by 1 year and the 
land purchase project will be jeopardized. The 
long-term viability of Hancock County-Bar Har- 
bor Airport depends on these improvements. 

The Airport Improvement Program provides 
vital financial assistance to airports seeking to 
make capital investments and modernize their 
facilities. Airports in rural districts tend to rely 
heavily on the Airport Improvement Program 
due to the fact that fewer passengers enplane 
and deplane. This means that rural airport res- 
taurants, parking facilities, and landing fees 
generate far less revenue than those at larger 
airports. Yet small airports have the same 
needs as large airports for properly paved 
taxiways, for runway lights to increase visi- 
bility, and for adequate and safe terminal 
buildings. 

The Airport Improvement Program is entirely 
funded out of the Aviation Trust Fund, which 
gets its receipts through taxes levied on airline 
tickets and aviation fuel. The program does 
not rely on general tax revenues. It is in every 
sense a user-supported program. 

A sound infrastructure is critical to a ne s 
economic development and recovery. | urge 
my colleagues to support passage of 8. 2024, 
me Temporary Airport Improvement Program 
authorization. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I, too, 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KLECZKA). The question is on the mo- 
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR] that the 
House suspend the rules and pass the 
Senate bill, S. 2024, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended, and the Sen- 
ate bill, as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks on the Senate bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
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NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE 
REFORM ACT OF 1994 


Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 3191) to revise the national flood 
insurance program to promote compli- 
ance with requirements for mandatory 
purchase of flood insurance, to provide 
assistance for mitigation activities de- 
signed to reduce damages to structures 
subject to flooding and shoreline ero- 
sion, and to increase the maximum 
coverage amounts under the program, 
and for other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 3191 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND TABLE OF CON- 
TENTS. 


(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the "National Flood Insurance Reform Act 
of 1994”. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.— 

Sec. 1. Short title and table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Declaration of purpose under Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Act of 
1968. 
TITLE I—DEFINITIONS 
Sec. 101. Flood Disaster Protection Act of 


1973. 
Sec. 102. National Flood Insurance Act of 
1968. 


TITLE II—COMPLIANCE AND INCREASED 


PARTICIPATION 

Sec. 201. Existing flood insurance purchase 
requirements. 

Sec. 202. Expanded flood insurance purchase 
requirements. 

Sec. 203. Escrow of flood insurance pay- 
ments. 

Sec. 204. Placement of flood insurance by 
lenders. 

Sec. 205. Penalties for failure to require 
flood insurance or notify. 

Sec. 206. Ongoing compliance with flood in- 
surance purchase requirements. 

Sec. 207. Fees for determining applicability 
of flood insurance purchase re- 
quirements. 

Sec. 208. Notice requirements. 

Sec. 209. Standard hazard determination 
forms. 

Sec. 210. Examinations regarding compli- 
ance. 

Sec. 211. Financial Institutions Examination 
Council. 

Sec. 212. Clerical amendments. 


TITLE III—RATINGS AND INCENTIVES 
FOR COMMUNITY FLOODPLAIN MAN- 
AGEMENT PROGRAMS 

Sec. 301. Community rating system and in- 

centives for community flood- 
plain management. 

Sec. 302. Funding. 

TITLE IV—MITIGATION OF FLOOD RISKS 

. 401. Repeal of flooded property pur- 

chase and loan program. 

Termination of erosion-threatened 

structures program. 

. Mitigation assistance program. 

. Establishment of National Flood 

Mitigation Fund. 

Insurance premium mitigation sur- 

charge. 

Sec. 406. Study of mitigation insurance. 
TITLE V—FLOOD INSURANCE TASK 
FORCE 
Sec. 501. Flood Insurance Interagency Task 

Force. 


. 402. 


405. 
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TITLE VI—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 


Sec. 601. Extension of flood insurance pro- 
gram. 

Sec. 602. Limitation on premium increases. 

Sec. 603. Maximum flood insurance coverage 
amounts. 

Sec. 604. Flood insurance program arrange- 
ments with private insurance 
entities. 

Sec. 605. Updating of flood maps. 

Sec. 606. Technical Mapping Advisory Coun- 
cil. 

Sec. 607. Evaluation of erosion hazards. 

Sec. 608. Study of economic effects of charg- 
ing actuarially-based premium 
rates for pre-firm structures. 

Sec. 609. Effective dates of policies. 

Sec. 610. Regulations. 

Sec. 611. Relation to State and local laws. 


SEC. 2. DECLARATION OF PURPOSE UNDER NA- 
NAR FLOOD INSURANCE ACT OF 
H 

Section 1302(e) of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4001(e)) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by redesignating clauses (3), (4), and (5), 
as clauses (4), (5), and (6), respectively; and 

(2) by insertíng after the comma at the end 
of clause (2) the following: (3) encourage 
State and local governments to protect natu- 
ral and beneficial floodplain functions that 
reduce flood-related losses,". 

TITLE I—DEFINITIONS 
SEC. 101. "OM MM PROTECTION ACT OF 
1 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3(a) of the Flood 
Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 
4003(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting 
the following new paragraph: 

*(5) ‘Federal entity for lending regulation’ 
means the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System, the Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Corporation, the Comptroller of the 
Currency, the Office of Thrift Supervision, 
and the National Credit Union Administra- 
tion, and with respect to a particular regu- 
lated lending institution means the entity 
primarily responsible for the supervision, ap- 
proval, or regulation of the institution;"’; 

(2) in paragraph (6), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (6) the fol- 
lowing new paragraphs: 

“(7) ‘Federal agency lender’ means a Fed- 
eral agency that makes direct loans secured 
by improved real estate or a mobile home, to 
the extent such agency acts in such capac- 
ity; 

**(8) ‘lender’ includes any regulated lending 
institution, other lending institution, and 
Federal agency lender, but does not include 
any agency engaged primarily in the pur- 
chase of mortgage loans; 

“(9) ‘other lending institution’ means any 
lending institution that is not subject to the 
supervision, approval, regulation, or insuring 
of any Federal entity for lending regulation 
and that is not a Federal agency lender, but 
does not include institutions engaged pri- 
marily in the purchase of mortgage loans; 

**(10) ‘regulated lending institution’ means 
any bank, savings and loan association, cred- 
it union, or similar institution subject to the 
supervision, approval, regulation, or insuring 
of a Federal entity for lending regulation; 
and 

"(11) ‘servicer’ means the person respon- 
sible for receiving any scheduled periodic 
payments from a borrower pursuant to the 
terms of a loan, including amounts for taxes, 
insurance premiums, and other charges with 
respect to the property, and making the pay- 
ments of principal and interest and such 
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escrow flood insurance premiums 
where they are already escrowing for 
other purposes. That way, a home- 
owner will not be able to discontinue 
paying for flood insurance after a year 
or two, as so often happens today. It 
also requires lenders to force-place 
flood insurance if a borrower in a flood- 
hazard area refuses to buy it as re- 
quired by law. And it will require mort- 
gage bankers—who make half of all 
mortgages today—to meet the same 
standards as federally insured banks 
and thrifts when it comes to enforcing 
flood insurance purchase requirements. 
These changes will go a long way to- 
ward improving the financial health of 
the fund, and at the same time give 
more homeowners the protection of 
flood insurance. 

The second reform contained in H.R. 
3191 is the creation of a mitigation 
fund to help homeowners and commu- 
nities reduce the risk of flood damage. 
This fund will provide up to $65 million 
per year to relocate and elevate homes, 
to nourish beaches, and to build sea 
walls and levees. Individuals who suffer 
from major flooding will get particular 
attention from this provision; FEMA 
will have to pass on their application 
within 30 days, so they can get the help 
they need to rebuild to safe standards. 
This fund is based on the adage that an 
ounce of prevention is worth a pound of 
cure. It will save money for the pro- 
gram, and save heartache for the home- 
owner. 

The third major reform in this legis- 
lation is a study of the problem of ero- 
sion. According to the Army Corps of 
Engineers, 25 percent of our Nation's 
coastline is currently eroding at vary- 
ing rates of speed. Many State and 
local governments have taken steps to 
deal with this reality. North Carolina 
has banned construction in erosion- 
prone areas since 1974. South Carolina 
has had such a ban since 1988. In Mary- 
land, the town of Ocean City has built 
jetties, and regularly replenishes its 
beaches. 

The Federal Government has yet to 
come to grips with the problem of ero- 
sion. We continue to insure properties 
built on land that could be literally 
washed away in a few years. Many have 
asked whether that is a risk worth tak- 
ing. H.R. 3191 will help us get answers 
to that question. It requires FEMA to 
assess where erosion is happening, how 
communities are dealing with it, and 
what its impact is on the flood pro- 
gram. I am confident that the informa- 
tion we get from this study will allow 
us to make wise policy choices in the 
future that both protect the taxpayer 
and support coastal and river econo- 
mies. 

In sum, this legislation will bring 
about urgently needed reforms in the 
Federal Flood Insurance Program. It 
will help avoid a taxpayer bailout, and 
increase the number of homes and busi- 
nesses protected by flood insurance. I 
urge its adoption. 
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my time. 

Mr. MCCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill we are consider- 
ing this morning is a compromise bill 
to reform the National Flood Insurance 
Program [NFIP]. The NFIP is adminis- 
tered by the Federal Emergency Man- 
agement Agency [FEMA] and enables 
property owners in participating com- 
munities to purchase insurance cov- 
erage against flood-related damage. 
Many of the changes that the bill 
makes to the flood insurance program 
are supported by FEMA and other or- 
ganizations—both public and private— 
who work with FEMA to administer 
the flood insurance program. 

The original version of this bill was 
passed by the Banking Committee last 
year with bipartisan support—40-10. I 
think the changes that are included in 
this compromise bill wil enjoy even 
greater support. 

The bil is intended to accomplish 
three objectives. First to increase the 
participation rate in the National 
Flood Insurance Program. Second, to 
encourage States, communities, and in- 
dividuals to mitigate the effects of fu- 
ture flooding. Finally, to assess the 
economic impact of mapping—or not 
mapping—erosion hazard areas. 

Although the bill is straight forward, 
I want to discuss the areas mentioned. 

INCREASED PARTICIPATION 

According to FEMA, only abut 17 
percent of those who live in special 
flood hazard areas and who should have 
flood insurance policyholders. The bill 
requires lenders who make mortgages 
in such areas to make sure that flood 
insurance is in place whenever they 
make increase, extend, or renew a 
mortgage. In addition, this bill re- 
quires lenders to escrow for flood insur- 
ance payments if they escrow for other 
items and authorizes them to purchase 
flood insurance for borrowers who fail 
to do so. 

The provisions of the bill concerning 
increased participation are supported 
by the American Bankers Association 
and the Mortgage Bankers Association. 

MITIGATION ACTIVITIES 

This bill institutes a self-sustaining 
grant program to fund activities to 
mitigate or minimize the effects of fu- 
ture flooding. While the original bill 
only made States and communities eli- 
gible for such grants, this compromise 
bill makes individuals eligible as well. 

The bill is not intended to promote 
large-scale construction projects such 
as dams or levies. Rather, it is in- 
tended to encourage States, commu- 
nities, and individuals to elevate, relo- 
cate or demolish structures that are re- 
peatedly flooded. 

While this bill lists a number of ac- 
tivities that are eligible for grants, it 
permits FEMA to approve only those 
that it determines are cost-effective to 
the Flood Insurance Program. 
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STUDY OF MAPPING EROSION HAZARD AREAS 
The provisions of this compromise 
bil are quite different than those of 
the original bill with regard to the 
issue of erosion. Instead of requiring 
FEMA to map coastal areas subject to 
high rates of erosion, this compromise 
bill requires a comprehensive study of 
the issue. The study, which will be per- 
formed by an independent organization 
and which is due in 2 years, should give 
Congress the information it needs to 
decide whether the availability of flood 
insurance should be restricted in some 


areas. 

The provisions of this bill concerning 
the study of erosion are supported by 
the National Association of Realtors 
and the National Association of Home- 
builders. 

I want to reiterate to my colleagues 
that it is important we pass this bill. 
While it may not solve all of the flood 
insurance problems, it contains many 
provisions that will go a long way to- 
ward addressing them. 

The House and Senate Banking Com- 
mittees will soon meet to reconcile dif- 
ferences between two bills concerning 
community development banks. The 
Senate included in its bill language to 
reform the National Flood Insurance 
Program. It is important that we pass 
this bill to ensure that the interests of 
our Members are represented at that 
conference. 

Mr. Speaker, I encourage my col- 
leagues to support this bill. 
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Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER], who has 
spent so much time on this bill. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of this legislation. However, 
I regret to say that the measure rep- 
resents a very modest reform indeed 
and does not really provide real reform 
to the National Flood Insurance Pro- 
gram in many areas. Nevertheless, we 
are making some steps forward, and I 
realize that the chairman of the sub- 
committee, the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], had to make 
some compromises to move the legisla- 
tion to this stage so we are able to en- 
gage in a conference on this subject 
with our colleagues in the other body. 

I very much appreciate the gentle- 
man’s kind words, as well as those of 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
MCCANDLESS], with respect to my in- 
volvement in this issue. I would have 
to share credit, I must say, with two of 
our former colleagues, Ben Erdreich of 
Alabama and Tom Carper of Delaware. 
Those two gentlemen with this Member 
advanced legislation in the previous 
Congress which was very strong legis- 
lation indeed and which passed this 
body, and indeed the portions relating 
to lender compliance and also commu- 
nity rating systems are based, I think 
it is fair to say, on work accomplished 
in that previous legislation. 
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by adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

„(d) ESCROW OF FLOOD INSURANCE PAY- 
MENTS.— 

“(1) PRIVATE LENDERS.—For loans secured 
by residential real estate, each Federal en- 
tity for lending regulation (with respect to 
any loans of regulated lending institutions) 
and the Secretary of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment (with respect to any loans of 
other lending institutions), after consulta- 
tion and coordination with the Financial In- 
stitutions Examination Council, shall by 
regulation require that, if a lender or other 
servicer of the loan requires the escrowing of 
taxes, insurance premiums, fees, or any 
other charges for a loan secured by residen- 
tial real estate or a mobile home, then all 
premiums and fees for flood insurance under 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 for 
the residential real estate or mobile home 
Shall be paid to the lender or servicer of the 
loan. Premiums and fees paid to the lender 
or servicer shall be paid in a manner suffi- 
cient to make payments as due for the dura- 
tion of the loan. Upon receipt of the pre- 
miums, the lender or servicer of the loan 
Shall deposit the premiums in an escrow ac- 
count on behalf of the borrower. Upon re- 
ceipt of a notice from the Director or the 
provider of the insurance that insurance pre- 
miums are due, the lender or servicer shall 
pay from the escrow account to the provider 
of the insurance the amount of insurance 
premiums owed. 

*(2) FEDERAL AGENCY LENDERS.—The appro- 
priate head of each Federal agency lender 
shall by regulation require and provide for 
escrow and payment of any flood insurance 
premiums and fees relating to residential 
property securing loans made by the Federal 
agency lender under the circumstances and 
in the manner provided under paragraph (1). 
Any regulations issued under this paragraph 
shall be consistent with and substantially 
identical to the regulations issued under 
paragraph (1). 

"(3) APPLICABILITY OF RESPA.—Escrow ac- 
counts established pursuant to this sub- 
section shall be subject to the provisions of 
section 10 of the Real Estate Settlement Pro- 
cedures Act of 1974. 

(4) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection shall 
apply only with respect to any loan made, 
increased, extended, or renewed after the ex- 
piration of the l-year period beginning on 
the date of the enactment of the National 
Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994."’. 

SEC. 204. PLACEMENT OF FLOOD INSURANCE BY 
LENDERS. 


(a) ACTIONS REQUIRED BY LENDER.—Section 
102 of the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 
1973 (42 U.S.C, 4012a), as amended by the pre- 
ceding provisions of this Act, is further 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(e) PLACEMENT OF FLOOD INSURANCE BY 
LENDER.— 

(I) NOTIFICATION TO BORROWER OF LACK OF 
COVERAGE.—If, at any time during the term 
of a loan secured by improved real estate or 
by a mobile home located in an area that has 
been identified by the Director as an area 
having special flood hazards and in which 
flood insurance is available under the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968, the lender 
or servicer for the loan determines that the 
building or mobile home and any personal 
property securing the loan is covered by 
flood insurance in an amount less than the 
amount required for the property pursuant 
to subsection (b), the lender or servicer shall 
notify the borrower under the loan that the 
borrower should obtain, at the borrower's ex- 
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pense, an amount of flood insurance for the 
property that is not less than the amount 
under subsection (b)(1), for the term of the 
loan. 

"(2) PURCHASE OF COVERAGE ON BEHALF OF 
BORROWER.—If the borrower fails to purchase 
such flood insurance within 60 days after 
such notification, the lender or servicer for 
the loan shall purchase the insurance on be- 
half of the borrower and may charge the bor- 
rower for the cost of premiums and fees in- 
curred by the lender or servicer for the loan 
in purchasing the insurance. 

"(3) REVIEW OF DETERMINATION REGARDING 
REQUIRED PURCHASE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A borrower may request 
that the Director review a determination 
that the improved real estate or mobile 
home securing the loan is located in an area 
of special flood hazards. Not later than 45 
days after the Director receives the request, 
the Director shall review the determination 
and provide the borrower with a letter stat- 
ing whether or not the property is in a spe- 
cial flood hazards area. The determination of 
the Director shall be final. 

"(B) EFFECT OF DETERMINATION.—Any per- 
son to whom a borrower provides a letter is- 
sued by the Director pursuant to subpara- 
graph (A), stating that the property of the 
borrower is not in an area of special flood 
hazards, shall have no obligation under this 
title to require the purchase of flood insur- 
ance on the property during the l-year pe- 
riod beginning upon the date that such letter 
is provided. 

*(4) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection shall 
apply to allloans outstanding on or after the 
date of enactment of the National Flood In- 
surance Reform Act of 1994.“ 

SEC. 205. PENALTIES FOR FAILURE TO 
FLOOD INSURANCE OR NOTIFY. 

Section 102 of the Flood Disaster Protec- 
tion Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a), as amended 
by the preceding provisions of this Act, is 
further amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsections: 

*(f) CIVIL MONETARY PENALTIES FOR FAIL- 
URE TO REQUIRE FLOOD INSURANCE OR NO- 

"(1) CIVIL MONETARY PENALTIES AGAINST 
LENDERS.—Any regulated or other lending in- 
stitution that is found to have a pattern or 
practice of committing violations under 
paragraph (2) shall be assessed a civil pen- 
alty by the appropriate Federal entity for 
lending regulation (with respect to regulated 
lending institutions) or the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development (with re- 
spect to other lending institutions) in the 
amount provided under paragraph (5). 

*(2 LENDER VIOLATIONS.—The violations 
referred to in paragraph (1) shall be— 

*(A) making, increasing, extending, or re- 
newing loans in violation of— 

Y) the regulations issued pursuant to sub- 
section (b) of this section; 

(i) the escrow requirements under sub- 
section (d) of this section; or 

(Iii) the notice requirements under sec- 
tion 1364 of the National Flood Insurance Act 
of 1968; or 

(B) failure to provide notice or purchase 
flood insurance coverage in violation of sub- 
section (e) of this section. 

"(3) CIVIL MONETARY PENALTIES AGAINST 
GSE's.—If the Federal National Mortgage As- 
sociation or the Federal Home Loan Mort- 
gage Corporation is found by the Director of 
the Office of Federal Housing Enterprise 
Oversight of the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development to have a pattern or 
practice of purchasing loans in violation of 
the procedures established pursuant to sub- 
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section (b)(4) of this section, the Director of 
such Office shall assess a civil penalty 
against such enterprise in the amount pro- 
vided under paragraph (5) of this subsection. 
For purposes of this subsection, the term 
‘enterprise’ means the Federal National 
Mortgage Association or the Federal Home 
Loan Mortgage Corporation. 

(4) NOTICE AND HEARING.—A penalty under 
this subsection may be issued only after no- 
tice and an opportunity for a hearing on the 
record. 

"(5 AMOUNT.—A civil monetary penalty 
under this subsection may not exceed $350 
for each violation under paragraph (2) or 
paragraph (3). The total amount of penalties 
assessed under this subsection against any 
single regulated lending institution, other 
lending institution, or enterprise for any cal- 
endar year may not exceed $100,000. 

"(6) LENDER COMPLIANCE.—Notwithstand- 
ing any State or local law, for purposes of 
this subsection, any lender that purchases 
flood insurance or renews a contract for 
flood insurance on behalf of or as an agent of 
a borrower of a loan for which flood insur- 
ance is required shall be considered to have 
complied with the regulations issued under 
subsection (b). 

"(T) EFFECT OF TRANSFER ON LIABILITY.— 
Any sale or other transfer of a loan by a 
lender who has committed a violation under 
paragraph (1), that occurs subsequent to the 
violation, shall not affect the liability of the 
transferring lender with respect to any pen- 
alty under this subsection. A lender shall not 
be liable for any violations relating to a loan 
committed by another lender who previously 
held the loan. 

"(8) DEPOSIT OF PENALTIES.—Any penalties 
collected under this subsection shall be paid 
into the National Flood Mitigation Fund 
under section 1367 of the National Flood In- 
surance Act of 1968. 

“(9) ADDITIONAL PENALTIES.—Any penalty 
under this subsection shall be in addition to 
any civil remedy or criminal penalty other- 
wise available. 

(10) STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS.—No penalty 
may be imposed under this subsection after 
the expiration of the 5-year period beginning 
on the date of the occurrence of the violation 
for which the penalty is authorized under 
this subsection. 

"(g) OTHER ACTIONS TO REMEDY PATTERN 
OF NONCOMPLIANCE.— 

"(1) AUTHORITY OF FEDERAL ENTITIES FOR 
LENDING REGULATION.—The head of the appli- 
cable Federal entity for lending regulation 
may require a regulated lending institution 
to take such remedial actions as are nec- 
essary to ensure that the regulated lending 
institution complies with the requirements 
of the national flood insurance program if 
the Federal agency for lending regulation 
makes a determination under paragraph (3) 
regarding the regulated lending institution. 

*(2) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY OF HUD.—The 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment may require an other lending institu- 
tion to take such remedial actions às are 
necessary to ensure that the other lending 
institution complies with the requirements 
of the national flood insurance program if 
such Secretary makes a determination under 
paragraph (3) regarding the other lending in- 
stitution. 

(3) DETERMINATION OF VIOLATIONS.—A de- 
termination under this paragraph shall be a 
finding that— 

"(A) the regulated lending institution or 
other lending institution, as the case may 
be, has engaged in a pattern and practice of 
noncompliance in violation of the regula- 
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tions issued pursuant to subsection (b), (d), 
or (e) of this section or the notice require- 
ments under section 1364 of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968; and 

„(B) the regulated lending institution or 
other lending institution, as the case may 
be, has not demonstrated measurable im- 
provement in compliance despite the assess- 
ment of civil monetary penalties under sub- 
section (.“ 

SEC. 206. ONGOING COMPLIANCE WITH FLOOD 
INSURANCE PURCHASE REQUIRE- 
MENTS. 

Section 102 of the Flood Disaster Protec- 
tion Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a), as amended 
by the preceding provisions of this Act, is 
further amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

"(h) NOTIFICATION OF FLOOD HAZARDS TO 
LOAN TRANSFEREE.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraphs (2) through (5), before the sale or 
transfer of any loan secured by improved 
real estate or a mobile home, the seller or 
transferor of the loan shall determine wheth- 
er the property is in an area that has been 
designated by the Director as an area having 
special flood hazards. The seller or transferor 
shall, before sale or transfer, notify the pur- 
chaser or transferee and any servicer of the 
loan in writing regarding the results of the 
determination. A determination under this 
paragraph shall be evidenced using the 
standard hazard determination form under 
section 1365 of the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968. 

(2) EXCEPTIONS.—For any loan secured by 
improved real estate or a mobile home, a de- 
termination and notice under paragraph (1) 
Shall not be required if, during the 5-year pe- 
riod ending on the date of the sale or trans- 
fer of the loan— 

"(A) a determination and notice under 
paragraph (1) has been made for the property 
secured by the loan; or 

"(B)) the loan has been made, increased, 
extended, or renewed; and 

"(ii) the lender making, increasing, ex- 
tending, or renewing the loan was subject, at 
the time of such transaction, to regulations 
issued pursuant to paragraph (1), (2), or (3) of 
subsection (b). 

(3) LOANS TRANSFERRED BY FDIC.— 

"(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), for any loan secured by 
improved real estate or a mobile home that 
is sold or transferred by the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation acting in its cor- 
porate capacity or in its capacity as con- 
servator or receiver, the purchaser or trans- 
feree of the loan shall determine whether the 
property is in an area that has been des- 
ignated by the Director as an area having 
special flood hazards. 

"(B) EXCEPTIONS.—Such determination and 
notice shall not be required for any loan— 

"(i) sold or transferred to an entity under 
the control of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation; or 

(i) for which the purchaser or transferee 
exercises any available option to transfer or 
put the loan back to the Federal Deposit In- 
surance Corporation. 

"(C) NOTICE TO DIRECTOR.—A purchaser or 
transferee of a loan required to make a de- 
termination and notification under subpara- 
graph (A) shall notify the Director and any 
servicer of the loan of the results of the de- 
termination (using the standard hazard de- 
termination form under section 1365 of the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968) before 
the expiration of the 90-day period beginning 
on the later of (i) the purchase or transfer of 
the loan, or (ii) the expiration of any option 
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that the purchaser or transferee may have to 
transfer or put the loan back to the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation. 

**(4) LOANS TRANSFERRED BY RTC.— 

"(A) IN GENERAL.—For any loan secured by 
improved real estate or a mobile home that 
is sold or transferred by the Resolution 
Trust Corporation acting in its corporate ca- 
pacity or in its capacity as a conservator or 
receiver, the purchaser or transferee of the 
loan shall determine whether the property is 
in an area that has been designated by the 
Director as an area having special flood haz- 
ards if— 

) the Resolution Trust Corporation ac- 
quires the loan after the date of the effec- 
tiveness of this subsection and sells or trans- 
fers the loan before the expiration of the 12- 
month period beginning on such effective 
date; or 

(ii) the Corporation holds the loan on the 
date of the effectiveness of this subsection 
and sells or transfers the loan before the ex- 
piration of the 6-month period beginning on 
such effective date. 

(B) NOTICE TO DIRECTOR.—A purchaser or 
transferee of a loan required to make a de- 
termination and notification under subpara- 
graph (A) shall notify the Director and any 
servicer of the loan of the results of the de- 
termination (using the standard hazard de- 
termination form under section 1365 of the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968) before 
the expiration of the 90-day period beginning 
upon the purchase or transfer of the loan. 

(5) LOANS TRANSFERRED BY NCUA.— 

"(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (C), for any loan secured by 
improved real estate or a mobile home that 
is sold or transferred by the National Credit 
Union Administration acting in its corporate 
capacity or in its capacity as a conservator 
or liquidating agent, the purchaser or trans- 
feree of the loan shall determine whether the 
property is in an area that has been des- 
ignated by the Director as an area having 
special flood hazards. 

(B) NOTICE TO DIRECTOR.—A purchaser or 
transferee of a loan required to make a de- 
termination and notification under subpara- 
graph (A) shall notify the Director and any 
servicer of the loan of the results of the de- 
termination (using the standard hazard de- 
termination form under section 1365 of the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968) before 
the expiration of the 90-day period beginning 
upon the purchase or transfer of the loan. 

"(C) EXCEPTION.—Such determination and 
notice shall not be required for any loan sold 
or transferred to an entity under the control 
of the National Credit Union Administra- 
tion. 

"(6) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection shall 
apply only with respect to any loan out- 
standing or entered into after the expiration 
of the 1-year period beginning on the date of 
the enactment of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Reform Act of 1994.“ 

SEC. 207. FEES FOR DETERMINING APPLICABIL- 
ITY OF FLOOD INSURANCE PUR- 
CHASE REQUIREMENTS. 

Section 102 of the Flood Disaster Protec- 
tion Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a) as amended 
by the preceding provisions of this Act, is 
further amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

"(i) FEE FOR DETERMINING LOCATION.—Not- 
withstanding any other Federal or State law, 
any lender for a loan described in paragraph 
(1), (2), or (3) of subsection (b) may charge a 
reasonable fee (as determined by the Direc- 
tor) for the costs of determining whether the 
property securing the loan is located in an 
area of special flood hazards, but only in ac- 
cordance with the following requirements: 
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"(1) BORROWER FEE.—The borrower under 
such a loan may be charged the fee, but only 
if the determination is made pursuant to— 

(A) the making, increasing, extending, or 
renewing of the loan that is initiated by the 
borrower; or 

(B) a revision or updating under section 
1360(f) of the floodplain areas and flood-risk 
zones or publication of a notice or compendia 
under subsection (h) or (i) of section 1360 
that affects the area in which the property 
Securing the loan is located or that, in the 
determination of the Director, may reason- 
ably be considered to require a determina- 
tion under this subsection. 

(2) PURCHASER OR TRANSFEREE FEE.—The 
purchaser or transferee of such a loan may 
be charged the fee in the case of sale or 
transfer of the loan.“ 

SEC, 208, NOTICE REQUIREMENTS. 

Section 1364 of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4104a) is amended 
to read as follows: 

“NOTICE REQUIREMENTS 

“Sec. 1364. (a) NOTIFICATION OF SPECIAL 
FLOOD HAZARDS,— 

"(1) REGULATED LENDING INSTITUTIONS.— 
Each Federal entity for lending regulation, 
after consultation and coordination with the 
Financial Institutions Examination Council, 
shall by regulation require regulated lending 
institutions, as a condition of making, in- 
creasing, extending, or renewing any loan se- 
cured by improved real estate or a mobile 
home located or to be located in an area that 
has been identified by the Director under 
this title or the Flood Disaster Protection 
Act of 1973 as an area having special flood 
hazards, to notify the purchaser or lessee (or 
obtain satisfactory assurances that the sell- 
er or lessor has notified the purchaser or les- 
see) and the servicer of the loan of such spe- 
cial flood hazards, in writing, a reasonable 
period in advance of the signing of the pur- 
chase agreement, lease, or other documents 
involved in the transaction. The regulations 
shall also require that the lenders retain a 
record of the receipt of the notices by the 
purchaser or lessee and the servicer. 

"(2) OTHER LENDING INSTITUTIONS.—The 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment shall by regulation require notification 
in the manner provided under paragraph (1) 
with respect to any loan made by another 
lending institution and secured by improved 
real estate consisting of a 1- to 4-family resi- 
dence or a mobile home located or to be lo- 
cated in an area that has been identified by 
the Director under this title or the Flood 
Disaster Protection Act of 1973 as an area 
having special flood hazards. Any regula- 
tions issued under this paragraph shall be 
consistent with and substantially identical 
to the regulations issued under paragraph (1) 
(except to the extent necessary to provide 
for differences between the types of loans for 
which notice is required under this para- 
graph and the types for which notice is re- 
quired under paragraph (1)). 

8) FEDERAL AGENCY LENDERS.—The appro- 
priate head of each Federal agency lender 
shall by regulation require notification in 
the manner provided under paragraph (1) 
with respect to any loan that is made by the 
Federal agency lender and secured by im- 
proved real estate or a mobile home located 
or to be located in an area that has been 
identified by the Director under this title or 
the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 as 
an area having special flood hazards. Any 
regulations issued under this paragraph shall 
be consistent with and substantially iden- 
tical to the regulations issued under para- 
graph (1). 
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*(4) CONTENTS OF NOTICE.—Written notifi- 
cation required under this subsection shall 
include— 

(A) a warning, in a form to be established 
in consultation with and subject to the ap- 
proval of the Director, stating that the real 
estate or mobile home securing the loan is 
located or is to be located in an area having 
special flood hazards; 

(B) a description of the flood insurance 
purchase requirements under section 102(b) 
of the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973; 

(O) a statement that flood insurance cov- 
erage may be purchased under the national 
flood insurance program and is also available 
from private insurers; and 

"(D) any other information that the Direc- 
tor considers necessary to carry out the pur- 
poses of the national flood insurance pro- 


gram. 

"(b) NOTIFICATION 
SERVICER.— 

"(1) LENDING INSTITUTIONS.—Each Federal 
entity for lending regulation (with respect to 
regulated lending institutions) and the Sec- 
retary of Housing and Urban Development 
(with respect to other lending institutions), 
after consultation and coordination with the 
Financial Institutions Examination Council, 
shall by regulation require such institutions, 
as a condition of making, increasing, extend- 
ing, renewing, selling, or transferring any 
loan described in subsection (a)(1), to notify 
the Director (or the designee of the Director) 
in writing during the term of the loan of the 
servicer of the loan. Such institutions shall 
also notify the Director (or such designee) of 
any change in the servicer of the loan, not 
later than 60 days after the effective date of 
such change. The regulations under this sub- 
section shall provide that upon any change 
in the servicing of a loan, the duty to pro- 
vide notification under this subsection shall 
transfer to the transferee servicer of the 
loan. 

(2) FEDERAL AGENCY LENDERS.—The appro- 
priate head of each Federal agency lender 
shall by regulation provide for notification 
in the manner provided under paragraph (1) 
with respect to any loan described in sub- 
section (a)(1) that is made by the Federal 
agency lender. Any regulations issued under 
this paragraph shall be consistent with and 
substantially identical to the regulations is- 
sued under paragraph (1) of this subsection. 

"(c) NOTIFICATION OF EXPIRATION OF INSUR- 
ANCE.—The Director (or the designee of the 
Director) shall, not less than 45 days before 
the expiration of any contract for flood in- 
surance under this title, issue notice of such 
expiration by first class mail to the owner of 
the property, the servicer of any loan se- 
cured by the property covered by the con- 
tract, and the owner of the loan.“ 

SEC. 209. STANDARD HAZARD DETERMINATION 
FORMS. 

Chapter III of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4101 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 

"STANDARD HAZARD DETERMINATION FORMS 

"SEC. 1365. (a) DEVELOPMENT.—The Direc- 
tor, in consultation with representatives of 
the mortgage and lending industry, the Fed- 
eral entities for lending regulation, the Fed- 
eral agency lenders, and any other appro- 
priate individuals, shall develop standard 
written and electronic forms for determining 
the flood hazard exposure of a property for 
use in connection with loans secured by im- 
proved real estate or a mobile home. The 
written and electronic forms shall be estab- 
lished by regulations issued not later than 
270 days after the date of the enactment of 
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the National Flood Insurance Reform Act of 
1994. 

b) DESIGN AND CONTENTS.— 

“(1) PURPOSE.—The form under subsection 
(a) shall be designed to facilitate a deter- 
mination of the exposure to flood hazards of 
structures located on the property to which 
the loan application relates. The form shall 
be designed to facilitate compliance with the 
provisions of this title. 

(2) CoNTENTS.—The form shall require 
identification of the type of flood-risk zone 
in which the property is located, the com- 
plete map and panel numbers for the prop- 
erty, and the date of the map used for the de- 
termination, with respect to flood hazard in- 
formation on file with the Director. If the 
property is not located in an area of special 
flood hazards the form shall require a state- 
ment to such effect and shall indicate the 
complete map and panel numbers of the 
property. If the complete map and panel 
numbers for the property are not available 
because the property is not located in a com- 
munity that is participating in the national 
flood insurance program or because no map 
exists for the relevant area, the form shall 
require a statement to such effect. 'The form 
shall provide for inclusion or attachment of 
any relevant documents indicating revisions 
or amendments to maps. 

"(c) REQUIRED USE.—The Federal entities 
for lending regulation shall by regulation re- 
quire the use of the form under this section 
by regulated lending institutions. The appro- 
priate head of each Federal agency lender 
shall by regulation provide for the use of the 
form with respect to any loan made by such 
Federal agency lender. The Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development shall by 
regulation require use of the form in connec- 
tion with loans purchased by Federal Na- 
tional Mortgage Association and the Federal 
Home Loan Mortgage Corporation and the 
Government National Mortgage Association. 
The Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel- 
opment shall encourage the use of the form 
by other lending institutions. 

"(d) GUARANTEES REGARDING INFORMA- 
TION.—In providing information regarding 
special flood hazards on the form developed 
under this section (or otherwise required of a 
lender not required to use the form under 
this section) any lender making, increasing, 
extending, or renewing a loan secured by im- 
proved real estate or a mobile home may 
provide for the acquisition or determination 
of such information to be made by a person 
other than such institution, only to the ex- 
tent such person guarantees the accuracy of 
the information. The Director shall by regu- 
lations establish requirements relating to 
the nature and manner of such guarantees. 

"(e) ELECTRONIC FORM.—The Federal enti- 
ties for lending regulation, the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development, and the ap- 
propriate head of each Federal agency lender 
shall by regulation require any lender using 
the electronic form developed under this sec- 
tion with respect to any loan to make avail- 
able upon the request of such Federal entity, 
Secretary, or agency head, a written form 
under this section for such loan within 48 
hours after such request. 

"(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The regulations 
under this section requiring use of the writ- 
ten and electronic forms established pursu- 
ant to this section shall be issued together 
with the regulations required under sub- 
section (a) and shall take effect upon the ex- 
piration of the 90-day period beginning on 
such issuance." 

SEC. 210. a REGARDING COMPLI- 


(a) AMENDMENT TO FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSUR- 
ANCE AcT.—Section 10 of the Federal Deposit 
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Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1820) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

"(h) FLOOD INSURANCE COMPLIANCE BY IN- 
SURED DEPOSITORY INSTITUTIONS.— 

() EXAMINATIONS.—The appropriate Fed- 
eral banking agency shall, during each 
scheduled on-site examination required by 
this section, determine whether the insured 
depository institution is complying with the 
requirements of the national flood insurance 
program. 

02 REPORT.— 

(A) REQUIREMENT.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of the National 
Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994 and bien- 
nially thereafter for the next 4 years, each 
appropriate Federal banking agency shall 
submit a report to the Congress on compli- 
ance by insured depository institutions with 
the requirements of the national flood insur- 
ance program. 

(B) CONTENTS.—The report shall include a 
description of the methods used to determine 
compliance, the number of institutions ex- 
amined during the reporting year, a listing 
and total number of institutions found not 
to be in compliance, actions taken to correct 
incidents of noncompliance, and an analysis 
of compliance, including a discussion of any 
trends, patterns, and problems, and rec- 
ommendations regarding reasonable actions 
to improve the efficiency of the examina- 
tions processes.“ 

(b) AMENDMENT TO FEDERAL CREDIT UNION 
AcT.—Section 204 of the Federal Credit 
Union Act (12 U.S.C. 1784) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

"(e) FLOOD INSURANCE COMPLIANCE BY IN- 
SURED CREDIT UNIONS.— 

(I) EXAMINATION.—The Board shall, during 
each examination conducted under this sec- 
tion, determine whether the insured credit 
union is complying with the requirements of 
the national flood insurance program. 

(2) REPORT.— 

„ REQUIREMENT.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of the National 
Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994 and bien- 
nially thereafter for the next 4 years, the 
Board shall submit a report to Congress on 
compliance by insured credit unions with the 
requirements of the national flood insurance 
program. 

(B) CONTENTS.—The report shall include a 
description of the methods used to determine 
compliance, the number of insured credit 
unions examined during the reporting year, a 
listing and total number of insured credit 
unions found not to be in compliance, ac- 
tions taken to correct incidents of non- 
compliance, and an analysis of compliance, 
including a discussion of any trends, pat- 
terns, and problems, and recommendations 
regarding reasonable actions to improve the 
efficiency of the examinations processes.“ 

(c) AMENDMENT TO FEDERAL HOUSING EN- 
TERPRISES FINANCIAL SAFETY AND SOUNDNESS 
ACT OF 1992.—Section 1317 of the Federal 
Housing Enterprises Financial Safety and 
Soundness Act of 1992 (12 U.S.C. 4517) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(g) FLOOD INSURANCE COMPLIANCE BY EN- 
TERPRISES.— 

(I) EXAMINATION.—After the submission of 
the report under section 210(d) of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994, 
the Director shall, during each annual exam- 
ination of an enterprise conducted under this 
section, determine whether the enterprise 
has established adequate procedures required 
under section 102(b)(4) of the Flood Disaster 
Protection Act of 1973 and is complying with 
such procedures. 
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“(2) EXCEPTION.—The provisions of para- 
graph (1) shall not apply with respect to an 
enterprise if the Director— 

"(A) determines, pursuant to the report 
under section 210(d) of the National Flood In- 
surance Reform Act of 1994, that the enter- 
prise has established adequate procedures 
pursuant to section 102(b)(4) of the Flood 
Disaster Protection Act of 1973 and has a 
pattern of compliance with such procedures; 
and 

B) certifies such finding in writing to the 
Congress. 

(3) REPORT.— 

“(A) REQUIREMENT.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of the National 
Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994 and bien- 
nially thereafter for the next 4 years, the Di- 
rector shall submit a report to Congress on 
compliance by the enterprises with the pro- 
cedures established pursuant to section 
102(b)(4) of the Flood Disaster Protection Act 
of 1973. 

B) CoNTENTS.—The report shall include a 
description of the methods used to determine 
compliance, identification of any enterprise 
found not to be in compliance, actions taken 
to correct incidents of noncompliance, and 
an analysis of compliance, including a dis- 
cussion of any trends, patterns, and prob- 
lems, and recommendations regarding rea- 
sonable actions to improve the efficiency of 
the examinations processes. 

(d) GAO REPORT ON GSE COMPLIANCE.—Not 
later than 18 months after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Comptroller General of 
the United States shall submit a report to 
the Congress and the Director of the Office of 
Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight of the 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment regarding the procedures established 
by the Federal National Mortgage Associa- 
tion and the Federal Home Loan Mortgage 
Corporation pursuant to section 102(b)(4) of 
the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973. 
The report shall include a description of such 
procedures, an analysis of whether such pro- 
cedures are sufficient to comply with the re- 
quirements of such section, a determination 
of whether each enterprise has complied with 
such procedures, a description of any actions 
taken by each enterprise to correct any inci- 
dents of noncompliance, and any rec- 
ommendations regarding reasonable actions 
to improve the procedures established by the 
enterprises and compliance with such proce- 
dures. 


SEC. 211. FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS EXAMINA- 
TION COUNCIL. 


Section 1006 of the Federal Financial Insti- 
tutions Examination Council Act of 1978 (12 
U.S.C. 3305) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

"(g) The council shall consult and assist 
the Federal entities for lending regulation 
and the Secretary of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment in developing and coordinating 
uniform standards and requirements for use 
by lenders as provided under the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 and the Flood 
Disaster Protection Act of 1973.”. 

SEC. 212. CLERICAL AMENDMENTS. 

Section 102 of the Flood Disaster Protec- 
tion Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a) is amended— 

(1) by striking the section heading and in- 
serting the following new section heading: 
"FLOOD INSURANCE PURCHASE AND COMPLIANCE 

REQUIREMENTS AND ESCROW ACCOUNTS”; and 

(2) in subsection (c), by inserting ''EXCEP- 
TION TO PURCHASE REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE- 
OWNED PROPERTY.—" before ‘‘Notwithstand- 
ing". 
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TITLE III—RATINGS AND INCENTIVES FOR 
COMMUNITY FLOODPLAIN MANAGE- 
MENT PROGRAMS 

SEC. 301. COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM AND IN- 

CENTIVES FOR COMMUNITY FLOOD- 
PLAIN MANAGEMENT. 

Section 1315 of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4022) is amended— 

(1) by inserting after "SEC. 1315." the fol- 
lowing: (a) REQUIREMENT FOR PARTICIPATION 
IN FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM. ; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

*(b) COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM AND INCEN- 
TIVES FOR COMMUNITY FLOODPLAIN MANAGE- 
MENT.— 

() AUTHORITY AND GOALS.—The Director 
Shall carry out a community rating system 
program to evaluate the measures adopted 
by areas (and subdivisions thereof) in which 
the Director has made flood insurance cov- 
erage available to provide for adequate land 
use and control provisions consistent with 
the comprehensive criteria for such land 
management and use under section 1361, to 
facilitate accurate risk-rating, to promote 
flood insurance awareness, and to com- 
plement adoption of more effective measures 
for floodplain and erosion management. 

*"(2) INCENTIVES.—The program under this 
subsection shall provide incentives in the 
form of adjustments in the premium rates 
for flood insurance coverage in areas that 
the Director determines have adopted and 
enforced the goals of the community rating 
system under this subsection. In providing 
incentives under this paragraph, the Direc- 
tor may provide for additional adjustments 
in premium rates for flood insurance cov- 
erage (A) in areas that the Director deter- 
mines have implemented measures relating 
to the protection of natural and beneficial 
floodplain functions, and (B) in areas within 
which such premium rates have increased as 
a result of induced flooding risk from flood 
control or mitigation projects, as deter- 
mined by the Director, except that the ad- 
justment shall not reduce premium rates 
below the rate which would have been 
charged absent the risk of induced flooding 
from the flood control or mitigation 
projects. 

(3) FUNDS.—The Director shall carry out 
the program under this subsection with 
amounts, as the Director determines nec- 
essary, from the National Flood Insurance 
Fund under section 1310 and any other 
amounts that may be appropriated for such 


purpose. 

*(4) REPORTS.—The Director shall submit a 
report to the Congress regarding the pro- 
gram under this subsection not later than 
the expiration of the 2-year period beginning 
on the date of the enactment of the National 
Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994. The Di- 
rector shall submit a report under this para- 
graph not less than every 2 years thereafter. 
Each report under this paragraph shall in- 
clude an analysis of the cost-effectiveness 
and other accomplishments and short- 
comings of the program and rec- 
ommendations of the Director for legislation 
regarding the program.“. 

SEC. 302. FUNDING. 

Section 1310(a) of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4017(a)) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (4), by striking and“ at 
the end; 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para- 
graph (7); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

"(5) for carrying out the program under 
section 1315(b);’’. 
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TITLE IV—MITIGATION OF FLOOD RISKS 
SEC. 401. REPEAL OF FLOODED PROPERTY PUR- 
CHASE AND LOAN PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 1362 of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4103) is 
hereby repealed. 

(b) TRANSITION PHASE.—Notwithstanding 
subsection (a), during the 1-year period be- 
ginning on the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Director of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency may enter into loan 
and purchase commitments as provided 
under section 1362 of such Act (as in effect 
immediately before the enactment of this 
Act). 

(c) SAVINGS PROVISION.—Notwithstanding 
subsection (a), the Director shall take any 
action necessary to comply with any pur- 
chase or loan commitment entered into be- 
fore the expiration of the period referred to 
in subsection (b) pursuant to authority 
under section 1362 of the National Flood In- 
surance Act of 1968 or subsection (b). 

SEC. 402. TERMINATION OF EROSION-THREAT- 
ENED STRUCTURES PROGRAM. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1306 of the Na- 


_tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 


4013) is amended by striking subsection (c). 

(b) TRANSITION PHASE.—Notwithstanding 
subsection (a), during the l-year period be- 
ginning on the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Director of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency may pay amounts 
under flood insurance contracts for demoli- 
tion or relocation of structures as provided 
in section 1306(c) of the National Flood In- 
surance Act of 1968 (as in effect immediately 
before the enactment of this Act). 

(c) SAVINGS PROVISION.—Notwithstanding 
subsection (a), the Director shall take any 
action necessary to make payments under 
flood insurance contracts pursuant to any 
commitments made before the expiration of 
the period referred to in subsection (b) pur- 
suant to the authority under section 1306(c) 
of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 
or subsection (b). 

(d) REPEAL OF FINDINGS PROVISION.—Sec- 
tion 1302 of the National Flood Insurance Act 
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4001) is amended by striking 
subsection (g). 

SEC. 403. MITIGATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM, 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter III of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4101 et seq.), as amended by the preceding 
provisions of this Act, is further amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 


“MITIGATION ASSISTANCE 


"SEC. 1366. (a) AUTHORITY.—The Director 
shall carry out a program to provide finan- 
cial assistance to States, communities, and 
individuals, using amounts made available 
from the National Flood Mitigation Fund 
under section 1367, for planning and carrying 
out activities designed to reduce the risk of 
flood damage to structures covered under 
contracts for flood insurance under this 
title. Such financial assistance shall be made 
available to States and communities in the 
form of grants under subsection (b) for plan- 
ning assistance and to States, communities, 
and individuals in the form of grants under 
this section for carrying out mitigation ac- 
tivities. 

"(b) PLANNING ASSISTANCE GRANTS.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director may make 
grants under this subsection to States and 
communities to assist in developing mitiga- 
tion plans under subsection (c)(1). 

*(2) FUNDING.—Of any amounts made avail- 
able from the National Flood Mitigation 
Fund for use under this section in any fiscal 
year, the Director may use not more than 
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$1,500,000 to provide planning assistance 
grants under this subsection. 

(3) LIMITATIONS.— 

"(A) TIMING.—A grant under this sub- 
section may be awarded to a State or com- 
munity not more than once every 5 years and 
each grant may cover a period of 1 to 3 years. 

"(B) SINGLE GRANTEE AMOUNT,.—A grant for 
planning assistance may not exceed— 

(4) $150,000, to any State; or 

“(ii) $50,000, to any community. 

"(C) CUMULATIVE STATE GRANT AMOUNT.— 
The sum of the amounts of grants made 
under this subsection in any fiscal year to 
any one State and all communities located 
in such State may not exceed $300,000. 

"(c) ELIGIBILITY FOR MITIGATION ASSIST- 
ANCE.— 

“(1) STATES AND COMMUNITIES.—To be eligi- 
ble to receive financial assistance under this 
section for mitigation activities, a State or 
community shall develop, and have approved 
by the Director, a flood risk mitigation plan 
(in this section referred to as a 'mitigation 
plan') that describes the mitigation activi- 
ties to be carried out with assistance pro- 
vided under this section, is consistent with 
the criteria established by the Director 
under section 1361, and provides protection 
against flood losses to structures covered by 
contracts for flood insurance under this 
title. The mitigation plan shall be consistent 
with a comprehensive strategy for mitiga- 
tion activities for the area affected by the 
mitigation plan, that has been adopted by 
the State or community following a public 
hearing. 

2) INDIVIDUALS.—An individual shall be 
eligible to receive financial assistance under 
this section only if— 

"(A) the individual submits to the Direc- 
tor, and the Director approves, an applica- 
tion for mitigation assistance that describes 
the mitigation activities to be carried out 
with assistance provided under this section; 

“(B) the assistance provided under this sec- 
tion is to be used for mitigation activities 
for a structure that has been damaged as à 
result of a flood event that occurred not 
more than 60 days before the submission of 
the application for the assistance; 

“(C) because of damage caused by the flood 
event, expenditures are necessary to bring 
the structure into compliance with the 
measures adopted by the applicable State or 
community pursuant to section 1315 and the 
mitigation activities described in the appli- 
cation will result in such compliance; and 

"(D) the structure was covered by a con- 
tract for flood insurance at the time of the 
flood event. 

"(d) NOTIFICATION OF APPROVAL AND GRANT 
AWARD.— 

"(1) GENERAL STATE AND COMMUNITY 
PLANS.—Except as provided under paragraph 
(2), the Director shall notify a State or com- 
munity submitting a mitigation plan of the 
approval or disapproval of the plan not later 
than 120 days after submission of the plan. 

"(2) STATE AND COMMUNITY PLANS FOR MITI- 
GATION ACTIVITIES TO RESPOND TO FLOOD 
EVENTS.—If a State or community submits a 
mitigation plan not later than 15 days after 
the occurrence of a flood event that proposes 
mitigation activities for structures damaged 
as a result of the flood event that are nec- 
essary to bring such structures into compli- 
ance with the measures adopted by the appli- 
cable State or community pursuant to sec- 
tion 1315, then the Director shall notify the 
State or community of the approval or dis- 
approval of the plan not later than 30 days 
after submission of the plan. 

“(3) INDIVIDUAL APPLICATIONS FOR MITIGA- 
TION ASSISTANCE TO RESPOND TO FLOOD 
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EVENTS.—The Director shall notify an indi- 
vidual who submits an application for miti- 
gation assistance under subsection (c)(2) of 
the approval or disapproval of the applica- 
tion not later than— 

) 30 days after the submission of the ap- 
plication, except in cases described in sub- 
paragraph (B); or 

"(B) in any case in which the structure 
subject to the application submitted by the 
individual is subject to a mitigation plan 
subsequently submitted under paragraph (2) 
by the State or community in which the 
structure is located, the expiration of the 30- 
day period referred to in paragraph (2). 

*(4) NOTIFICATION OF DISAPPROVAL.—If the 
Director does not approve a mitigation plan 
or application submitted under this sub- 
section, the Director shall notify, in writing, 
the State, community, or individual submit- 
ting the plan or application of the reasons 
for such disapproval. 

*"(5) AVAILABILITY OF GRANT AMOUNTS.— 
Any financial assistance to be provided 
under this section to an individual pursuant 
to an application for mitigation assistance 
submitted and approved under subsection 
(c2) shall be made available to the individ- 
ual not later than 15 days after the individ- 
ual is notified under paragraph (2) of this 
subsection of the approval of the application, 
unless otherwise agreed to by the Director 
and the individual. 

*(e) ELIGIBLE MITIGATION ACTIVITIES.— 

"(1) DETERMINATION.—Amounts provided 
under this section (other than under sub- 
section (b)) may be used only for mitigation 
activities specified in an application for 
mitigation assistance or mitigation plan ap- 
proved by the Director under subsection (d). 
The Director may approve only applications 
and mitigation plans that specify mitigation 
activities that the Director determines are 
technically feasible and cost-effective and 
only such applications and plans that pro- 
pose activities that are cost-beneficial to the 
National Flood Mitigation Fund. The Direc- 
tor shall provide assistance under this sec- 
tion to the extent amounts are available in 
the National Flood Mitigation Fund pursu- 
ant to appropriation Acts, subject only to 
the absence of approvable applications and 
mitigation plans. 

“(2) PRIORITY.—The Director shall make 
every effort to provide mitigation assistance 
under this section for applications and miti- 
gation plans proposing activities for repet- 
itive loss structures and structures that 
have incurred substantial damage. 

"(3) ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES.—The Director 
shall determine whether mitigation activi- 
ties described in an application for mitiga- 
tion assistance or a mitigation plan submit- 
ted under subsection (d) comply with the re- 
quirements under paragraph (1). Such activi- 
ties may include— 

() demolition or relocation of any struc- 
ture located on land that is along the shore 
of a lake or other body of water and is cer- 
tified by an appropriate State or local land 
use authority to be subject to imminent col- 
lapse or subsidence as a result of erosion or 
flooding; 

"(B) elevation, relocation, demolition, or 
floodproofing of structures (including public 
structures) located in special flood hazard 
areas or other areas of flood risk; 

"(C) acquisition by States and commu- 
nities of properties (including public prop- 
erties) located in special flood hazard areas 
or other areas of flood risk and properties 
substantially damaged by flood, for public 
use, as the Director determines is consistent 
with sound land management and use in such 
area; 
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D) minor physical mitigation efforts that 
do not duplicate the flood prevention activi- 
ties of other Federal agencies and that lessen 
the frequency or severity of flooding and de- 
crease predicted flood damages, which shall 
not include major flood control projects such 
as dikes, levees, seawalls, groins, and jetties 
unless the Director specifically determines 
in approving a mitigation plan that such ac- 
tivities are the most cost-effective mitiga- 
tion activities for the National Flood Miti- 
gation Fund; 

(E) beach nourishment activities; 

"(F) the provision of technical assistance 
by States to communities and individuals to 
conduct eligible mitigation activities; 

(G) other activities that the Director con- 
siders appropriate and specifies in regula- 
tion; and 

(H) other mitigation activities not de- 
Scribed in subparagraphs (A) through (F) or 
the regulations issued under subparagraph 
(G), that are described in the mitigation plan 
of a State or community or the application 
of an individual for mitigation assistance. 

"(f) LIMITATIONS ON AMOUNT OF ASSIST- 
ANCE.— 

() AMOUNT.—The sum of the amounts of 
mitigation assistance provided under this 
section during any 5-year period may not ex- 
ceed— 

) $10,000,000, to any State; 

“(B) $3,300,000, to any community; or 

**(C) $20,000, to any individual. 

02) GEOGRAPHIC.— The sum of the amounts 
of mitigation assistance provided under this 
section during any 5-year period to any one 
State and all communities located in such 
State may not exceed $20,000,000. 

"(3) WAIVER.—The Director may waive the 
dollar amount limitations under subpara- 
graphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1) and para- 
graph (2) for any State or community for any 
5-year period during which a major disaster 
or emergency declared by the President (pur- 
suant to the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Re- 
lief and Emergency Assistance Act) as a re- 
sult of flood conditions is in effect with re- 
spect to areas in the State or community. 

(g) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.— 

() IN GENERAL.—The Director may not 
provide mitigation assistance under this sec- 
tion to a State, community, or individual in 
an amount exceeding 3 times the amount 
that the State, community, or individual 
certifies, as the Director shall require, that 
the State, community, or individual will 
contribute from non-Federal funds to de- 
velop a mitigation plan or application under 
subsection (c) and to carry out mitigation 
activities under the approved mitigation 
plan or application. In no case shall any in- 
kind contribution by any State, community, 
or individual exceed one-half of the amount 
of non-Federal funds contributed by the 
State, community, or individual. 

*(2) NON-FEDERAL FUNDS.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the term 'non-Federal funds’ 
includes State or local agency funds, in-kind 
contributions, any salary paid to staff to 
carry out the mitigation activities of the re- 
cipient, the value of the time and services 
contributed by volunteers to carry out such 
activities (at a rate determined by the Direc- 
tor) and the value of any donated material 
or building and the value of any lease on a 
building. 

ch) OVERSIGHT OF MITIGATION PLANS.—The 
Director shall conduct oversight of recipi- 
ents of mitigation assistance under this sec- 
tion to ensure that the assistance is used in 
compliance with the approved mitigation 
plans or applications of the recipients and 
that matching funds certified under sub- 
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section (g) are used in accordance with such 
certification. 

( ) RECAPTURE.— 

(1) NONCOMPLIANCE WITH PLAN. —If the Di- 
rector determines that a State, community. 
or individual that has received mitigation 
assistance under this section has not carried 
out the mitigation activities as set forth in 
the mitigation plan or application, the Di- 
rector shall recapture any  unexpended 
amounts and deposit the amounts in the Na- 
tional Flood Mitigation Fund under section 
1367. 

"(2 FAILURE TO PROVIDE MATCHING 
FUNDS.—If the Director determines that a 
State, community, or individual that has re- 
ceived mitigation assistance under this sec- 
tion has not provided matching funds in the 
amount certified under subsection (g), the 
Director shall recapture any unexpended 
amounts of mitigation assistance exceeding 
3 times the amount of such matching funds 
actually provided and deposit the amounts in 
the National Flood Mitigation Fund under 
section 1367. 

‘(j) REPORTS.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of the National Flood 
Insurance Reform Act of 1994 and biennially 
thereafter, the Director shall submit a re- 
port to the Congress describing the status of 
mitigation activities carried out with assist- 
ance provided under this section. 

(k) DEFINITION OF COMMUNITY.—For pur- 
poses of this section, the term ‘community’ 
means— 

"(1) a political subdivision that (A) has 
zoning and building code jurisdiction over a 
particular area of special flood hazards, and 
(B) is participating in the national flood in- 
surance program; or 

(2) a political subdivision of a State, or 
other authority, that is designated to de- 
velop and administer a mitigation plan by 
political subdivisions, all of which meet the 
requirements of paragraph (I).“. 

(b) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 6 months 
after date of enactment of this Act, the Di- 
rector of the Federal Emergency Manage- 
ment Agency shall issue regulations to carry 
out section 1366 of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968, as added by subsection (a). 
SEC. 404. ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIONAL FLOOD 

MITIGATION FUND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter III of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4101 et seq.), as amended by the preceding 
provisions of this Act, is further amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 

"NATIONAL FLOOD MITIGATION FUND 

"SEC. 1367. (a) ESTABLISHMENT AND AVAIL- 
ABILITY.—The Director shall establish in the 
Treasury of the United States a fund to be 
known as the National Flood Mitigation 
Fund, which shall be credited with amounts 
described in subsection (b) and shall be avail- 
able, to the extent provided in appropriation 
Acts, for providing assistance under section 
1366. 

b) CREDITS.—The National Flood Mitiga- 
tion Fund shall be credited with— 

"(1) any premium surcharges assessed 
under section 1308(f); 

(2) any penalties collected under section 
102(f) of the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 
1973; and 

„) any amounts recaptured under section 
1366(i). 

"(c) INVESTMENT.—If the Director deter- 
mines that the amounts in the National 
Flood Mitigation Fund are in excess of 
amounts needed under subsection (a), the Di- 
rector may invest any excess amounts the 
Director determines advisable in interest- 
bearing obligations issued or guaranteed by 
the United States. 
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(d) REPORT.—The Director shall submit a 
report to the Congress not later than the ex- 
piration of the l-year period beginning on 
the date of the enactment of this Act and not 
less than once during each successive 2-year 
period thereafter. The report shall describe 
the status of the Fund and any activities 
carried out with amounts from the Fund.“. 

(b) NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE FUND AS 
SEPARATE ACCOUNT.—Section 1310(a) of the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 4017(a)) is amended in the matter pre- 
ceding paragraph (1)— 

(1) by striking is authorized to“ and in- 
serting shall“; and 

(2) by inserting after which shall be" the 
following: "an account separate from any 
other accounts or funds available to the Di- 
rector and shall be". 

SEC. 405. INSURANCE PREMIUM MITIGATION 
SURCHARGE. 


Section 1308 of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4015) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

"(f) INSURANCE PREMIUM MITIGATION SUR- 
CHARGE.— 

"(1) ASSESSMENT.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this title, the Director 
shall assess, with respect to each contract 
for flood insurance coverage under this title 
issued or renewed after the date of the enact- 
ment of the National Flood Insurance Re- 
form Act of 1994, a mitigation surcharge of— 

"(A) $10 per policy term, for policies hav- 
ing a total coverage amount of $150,000 or 
less that cover structures that are principal 
residences; 

(B) $20 per policy term, for policies having 
a total coverage amount of more than 
$150,000 that cover structures that are prin- 
cipal residences; and 

„(O) the amount established by the Direc- 
tor not to exceed $40 per policy term, for 
policies covering other structures. 

(2) DEPOSIT IN MITIGATION FUND.—Any 
mitigation surcharges collected shall be paid 
into the National Flood Mitigation Fund 
under section 1367. 

(3) EXEMPTION.—The mitigation sur- 
charges shall not be subject to any agents' 
commissions, company expenses allowances, 
or State or local premium taxes.“ 


SEC. 406. STUDY OF MITIGATION INSURANCE. 

(a) STUDY.—The Director of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency shall con- 
duct a study to determine the feasibility of 
providing, as part of the flood insurance pol- 
icy, insurance coverage to provide for in- 
creases in the costs of repair and reconstruc- 
tion of repetitively and substantially flood- 
damaged insured buildings, in order to re- 
pair, reconstruct, or otherwise mitigate fu- 
ture hazards to those buildings to comply 
with local building codes and floodplain 
management ordinances to the greatest ex- 
tent possible. In conducting the study, the 
Director shall seek involvement from other 
Federal, State, and local agencies, and rep- 
resentation from the insurance, construc- 
tion, and floodplain management interests. 
Under the study the Director shall— 

(1) identify potential activities related to 
repair, reconstruction, or otherwise achiev- 
ing mitigation required to comply with 
standards under the national flood insurance 
program and local building codes, and evalu- 
ate the costs of such activities; 

(2) evaluate how such insurance coverage 
could be utilized to achieve economically 
justified acquisition, relocation, or elevation 
of certain structures under certain cir- 
cumstances; 

(3) evaluate the cost of providing the addi- 
tional coverage and investigate a full range 
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of measures for funding such costs, including 
changes in coverage, rates, and deductibles; 

(4) evaluate the effects changes identified 
in paragraph (3) would have on the entire 
policy base, the cost of flood insurance, re- 
tention of policies, marketing of policies, the 
number and magnitude of claims paid, and 
the economic soundness and value of flood- 
prone property, and provide detail on such 
effects by State and, for communities par- 
ticipating in the national flood insurance 
program, by community; and 

(5) identify mechanisms required to iden- 
tify qualifying structures, determine appro- 
priate mitigation measures, coordinate with 
State and local officials, provide consistency 
with State and local plans and programs, de- 
liver the increased insurance payments, and 
verify appropriate actions by policyholders. 

(b) REPORT.—The Director shall submit to 
the Congress a report describing the study 
not later than the expiration of the 18-month 
period beginning on the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. The report shall include 
conclusions and recommendations of the Di- 
rector in conducting the study. 

TITLE V—FLOOD INSURANCE TASK FORCE 
SEC. 501. FLOOD INSURANCE INTERAGENCY 
TASK FORCE. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby es- 
tablished an interagency task force to be 
known as the Flood Insurance Task Force (in 
this section referred to as the “Task 
Force"). 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Task Force shall be 
composed of 12 members, who shall be the 
designees of— 

(A) the Federal Insurance Administrator; 

(B) the Federal Housing Commissioner; 

(C) the Secretary of Veterans Affairs; 

(D) the Administrator of the Farmers 
Home Administration; 

(E) the Administrator of the Small Busi- 
ness Administration; 

(F) a designee of the Financial Institutions 
Examination Council; 

(G) the chairman of the Board of Directors 
of the Federal Home Loan Mortgage Cor- 
poration; 

(H) the chairman of the Board of Directors 
of the Federal National Mortgage Associa- 
tion; 

(I the Under Secretary of Commerce for 
Oceans and Atmosphere; 

(J) the Director of the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service; 

(K) the Administrator of the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency; and 

(L) the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers. 

(2) QUALIFICATIONS.—Members of the Task 
Force shall be designated for membership on 
the Task Force by reason of demonstrated 
knowledge and competence regarding the na- 
tional flood insurance program. 

(c) DuTIES.—' The Task Force shall carry 
out the following duties: 

(1) Make recommendations to the head of 
each Federal agency and enterprise referred 
to under subsection (b)(1) regarding estab- 
lishment or adoption of standardized en- 
forcement procedures among such agencies 
and corporations responsible for enforcing 
compliance with the requiremehts under the 
national flood insurance program to ensure 
fullest possible compliance with such re- 
quirements. 

(2) Conduct a study of the extent to which 
Federal agencies and the secondary mort- 
gage market can provide assistance in ensur- 
ing compliance with the requirements under 
the national flood insurance program and 
submit to the Congress a report describing 
the study and any conclusions. 
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(3) Conduct a study of the extent to which 
existing programs of Federal agencies and 
corporations for compliance with the re- 
quirements under the national flood insur- 
ance program can serve as a model for other 
Federal agencies responsible for enforcing 
compliance, and submit to the Congress a re- 
port describing the study and any conclu- 
sions. 

(4) Develop guidelines regarding enforce- 
ment and compliance procedures, based on 
the studies and findings of the Task Force, 
and publish the guidelines in a usable for- 
mat. 

(d) NONCOMPENSATION.—Members of the 
Task Force shall receive no additional pay 
by reason of their service on the Task Force. 

(e) CHAIRPERSON.—The members of the 
Task Force shall elect one member as chair- 
person of the Task Force. 

(f) MEETINGS AND ACTION.—The Task Force 
shall meet at the call of the chairman or a 
majority of the members of the Task Force 
and may take action by a vote of the major- 
ity of the members. The Federal Insurance 
Administrator shall coordinate and call the 
initial meeting of the Task Force. 

(g) OFFICERS.—The chairperson of the Task 
Force may appoint any officers to carry out 
the duties of the Task Force under sub- 
section (c). 

(h) STAFF OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.—Upon re- 
quest of the chairperson of the Task Force, 
the head of any of the Federal agencies and 
corporations referred to under subsection 
(bX) may detail, on a nonreimbursable 
basis, any of the personnel of such agency to 
the Task Force to assist the Task Force in 
carrying out its duties under this Act. 

(i) PowERS.—In carrying out this section, 
the Task Force may hold hearings, sit and 
act at times and places, take testimony, re- 
ceive evidence and assistance, provide infor- 
mation, and conduct research as the Task 
Force considers appropriate. 

(j) SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATURAL AND BENE- 
FICIAL FUNCTIONS OF THE FLOODPLAIN.—The 
members of the Task Force appointed under 
subparagraphs (D, (J), (K), and (L) of sub- 
section (b)(1) shall constitute a select sub- 
committee which, in addition to carrying 
out the duties under subsection (c), shall 
make recommendations regarding the imple- 
mentation of the provisions of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 that deal with 
protection of the natural and beneficial func- 
tions of the floodplain. 

(k) TERMINATION.—The Task Force shall 
terminate upon the expiration of the 24- 
month period beginning upon the designa- 
tion of the last member to be designated 
under subsection (b)(1). 

TITLE VI—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 


SEC. 601. EXTENSION OF FLOOD INSURANCE PRO- 
GRAM. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1319 of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4026) is amended by striking "September 30, 
1995" and inserting September 30, 19967. 

(b) EMERGENCY IMPLEMENTATION.—Section 
1336(a) of the National Flood Insurance Act 
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4056(a)) is amended by strik- 
ing September 30, 1995” and inserting ''Sep- 
tember 30, 1996". 

SEC. 602. LIMITATION ON PREMIUM INCREASES. 

(a) PROPERTY-SPECIFIC LIMITATION.—Sec- 
tion 1308 of the National Flood Insurance Act 
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4013(b)) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘Notwith- 
Standing any other provision of this title" 
and inserting Subject only to the limita- 
tion under subsection (e)“; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


(e) ANNUAL LIMITATION ON PREMIUM IN- 
CREASES.—Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this title, the risk premium rate for 
flood insurance that is charged under this 
title for any property may not be increased 
in an amount that would result in such rate 
increases for the property during any 12- 
month period exceeding 10 percent of the 
amount of the risk premium rate applicable 
to the property upon the commencement of 
such 12-month period."'. 

(b) REPEAL OF PROGRAM-WIDE LIMITA- 
TION.—Subsection (d) of section 541 of the 
Housing and Community Development Act of 
1987 (42 U.S.C. 4015 note) is hereby repealed. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1306(b) of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4013(b)) is amended as follows: 

(1) RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY.—In paragraph 
(2), by striking ‘‘an amount of $150,000 under 
the provisions of this clause" and inserting 
the following: a total amount (including 
such limits specified in paragraph (1)(A)(i)) 
equal to the dollar amount limitation pursu- 
ant to section 305(a)(2) of the Federal Home 
Loan Mortgage Corporation Act in effect for 
a single-family residence". 

(2) RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY CONTENTS.—In 
paragraph (3), by striking “an amount of 
$50,000 under the provisions of this clause" 
and inserting the following: a total amount 
(including such limits specified in paragraph 
(1)(A)Gi)) of $100,000". 

(3) NONRESIDENTIAL PROPERTY AND CON- 
TENTS.—By striking paragraph (4) and insert- 
ing the following new paragraph: 

(4) in the case of any nonresidential prop- 
erty, including churches, for which the risk 
premium rate is determined in accordance 
with the provisions of section 1307(a)(1), addi- 
tional flood insurance in excess of the limits 
specified in subparagraphs (B) and (C) of 
paragraph (1) shall be made available to 
every insured upon renewal and every appli- 
cant for insurance, in respect to any single 
structure, up to a total amount (including 
such limits specified in subparagraph (B) or 
(C) or paragraph (1), as applicable) of $500,000 
for each structure and $500,000 for any con- 
tents related to each structure; and". 

(b) REMOVAL OF CEILING ON COVERAGE RE- 
QUIRED.—Section 1306(b) of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4013(b)) 
is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (5), by striking; and" at 
the end and inserting a period; and 

(2) by striking paragraph (6). 

SEC. 604. FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM AR- 
RANGEMENTS WITH PRIVATE INSUR- 
ANCE ENTITIES. 

Section 1345(b) of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4081(b)) is amended 
by striking the period at the end and insert- 
ing the following: and without regard to the 
provisions of the Federal Advisory Commit- 
tee Act (5 U.S.C. App.). 

SEC. 605. UPDATING OF FLOOD MAPS. 

Section 1360 of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4101) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub- 
sections: 

(e) REVIEW OF FLOOD MAPS.—Once during 
each 5-year period (the Ist such period begin- 
ning on the date of the enactment of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994) 
or more often as the Director determines 
necessary, the Director shall assess the need 
to revise and update all floodplain areas and 
flood risk zones identified, delineated, or es- 
tablished under this section. 

"(f) UPDATING FLOOD Maps.—The Director 
shall revise and update any floodplain areas 
and flood-risk zones— 
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(J) upon the determination of the Direc- 
tor, according to the assessment under sub- 
section (e), that revision and updating are 
necessary for the areas and zones; or 

*(2) upon the request from any State or 

local government stating that specific flood- 
plain areas or flood-risk zones in the State 
or locality need revision or updating, if suffi- 
cient technical data justifying the request is 
submitted and the unit of government mak- 
ing the request agrees to provide funds in an 
amount equal to the amount of funds pro- 
vided by the Director (or the equivalent 
value of data, technical analysis, or other in- 
kind services) for the requested revision or 
update. 
"(g) AVAILABILITY OF FLOOD MaPs.—To 
promote compliance with the requirements 
of this title, the Director shall make flood 
insurance rate maps and related information 
available free of charge to State agencies di- 
rectly responsible for coordinating the na- 
tional flood insurance program and to appro- 
priate representatives of communities par- 
ticipating in the national flood insurance 
program, and at a reasonable cost to all 
other persons. Any receipts resulting from 
this subsection shall be deposited in the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Fund, pursuant to 
section 1310(b)(6). 

"(h) NOTIFICATION OF FLOOD MAP 
CHANGES.—The Director shall cause notice to 
be published in the Federal Register (or shall 
provide notice by another comparable meth- 
od) of any change to flood insurance map 
panels and any change to flood insurance 
map panels issued in the form of a letter of 
map amendment or a letter of map revision. 
Such notice shall be published or otherwise 
provided not later than 30 days after the map 
change or revision becomes effective. Notice 
by any method other than publication in the 
Federal Register shall include all pertinent 
information, provide for regular and frequent 
distribution, and be at least as accessible to 
map users as notice in the Federal Register. 
All notices under this subsection shall in- 
clude information on how to obtain copies of 
the changes or revisions. 

) COMPENDIA OF FLOOD MAP CHANGES.— 
Every 6 months, the Director shall publish 
separately in their entirety within a com- 
pendium, all changes and revisions to flood 
insurance map panels and all letters of map 
amendment and letters of map revision for 
which notice was published in the Federal 
Register or otherwise provided during the 
preceding 6 months. The Director shall make 
such compendia available, free of charge, to 
States and communities participating in the 
national flood insurance program pursuant 
to section 1310 and at cost to all other par- 
ties. Any receipts resulting from this sub- 
section shall be deposited in the National 
Flood Insurance Fund, pursuant to section 
1310(bX(6)."*. 

SEC. 606. * MAPPING ADVISORY COUN- 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— There is established a 
council to be known as the Technical Map- 
ping Advisory Council (in this section re- 
ferred to as the Council"). 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Council shall consist 
of the Director of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, or the Director's des- 
ignee, and 11 additional members to be ap- 
pointed by the Director or the designee of 
the Director, and shall include— 

(A) the Under Secretary of Commerce for 
Oceans and Atmosphere (or his or her des- 
ignee); 

(B) a member of recognized surveying and 
mapping professional associations and orga- 
nizations; 
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(C) a member of recognized professional en- 
gineering associations and organizations; 

(D) a member of recognized professional as- 
sociations or organizations representing 
flood hazard determination firms; 

(E) a representative of the United States 
Geologic Survey; 

(F) a representative of State geologic sur- 
vey programs; 

(G) a representative of State national flood 
insurance coordination offices; and 

(H) a representative of a regulated lending 
institution. 

(2) QUALIFICATIONS.—Members of the Coun- 
cil shall be appointed based on their dem- 
onstrated knowledge and competence regard- 
ing surveying, cartography, remote sensing, 
geographic information systems, or the tech- 
nical aspects of preparing and using flood in- 
surance rate maps. 

(c) DuTIES.—The Council shall— 

(1) make recommendations to the Director 
on how to improve in à cost-effective manner 
the accuracy, general quality, ease of use, 
and distribution and dissemination of flood 
insurance rate maps; 

(2) recommend to the Director mapping 
Standards and guidelines for flood insurance 
rate maps; and 

(3) submit an annual report to the Director 
that contains— 

(A) a description of the activities of the 
Council; 

(B) an evaluation of the status and per- 
formance of flood insurance rate maps and 
mapping activities to revise and update flood 
insurance rate maps, as established pursuant 
to the amendment made by section 605; and 

(C) a summary of recommendations made 
by the Council to the Director. 

(d) CHAIRPERSON.—The members of the 
Council shall elect 1 member to serve as the 
chairperson of the Council (in this section 
referred to as the ''Chairperson"). 

(e) COORDINATION.—To ensure that the 
Council's recommendations are consistent to 
the maximum extent practicable with na- 
tional digital spatial data collection and 
management standards, the rson 
shall consult with the Chairperson of the 
Federal Geographic Data Committee (estab- 
lished pursuant to OMB Circular A-16). 

(f) COMPENSATION.—Members of the Council 
shall receive no additional compensation by 
reason of their service on the Council. 

(g) MEETINGS AND ACTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Council shall meet 
not less than twice each year at the request 
of the Chairperson or a majority of its mem- 
bers and may take action by a vote of the 
majority of the members. 

(2) INITIAL MEETING.—The Director, or a 
person designated by the Director, shall re- 
quest and coordinate the initial meeting of 
the Council. 

(h) OFFICERS.—The Chairperson may ap- 
point officers to assist in carrying out the 
duties of the Council under subsection (c). 

(i) STAFF OF THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY 
MANAGEMENT AGENCY.—Upon the request of 
the Chairperson, the Director may detail, on 
a nonreimbursable basis, personnel of the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency to 
assist the Council in carrying out its duties. 

(j) POWERS.—In carrying out this section, 
the Council may hold hearings, receive evi- 
dence and assistance, provide information, 
and conduct research as it considers appro- 
priate. 

(k) TERMINATION.—The Council shall termi- 
nate 5 years after the date on which all 
members of the Council have been appointed 
under subsection (b)(1). 

SEC. 607. EVALUATION OF EROSION HAZARDS. 

(a) REPORT REQUIREMENT.—The Director of 

the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
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(in this section referred to as the Director“) 
shall submit a report under this section to 
the Congress evaluating erosion hazards, de- 
termining the economic impact of erosion 
hazards, and assessing the costs and benefits 
of mapping erosion hazard areas. 

(b) EROSION HAZARD AREAS AND NFIP 
CosTS.—The report required under this sec- 
tion shall— 

(1) identify all communities that are likely 
to be identified as having erosion hazard 


areas; 

(2) estimate the amount of flood insurance 
claims under the national flood insurance 
program that are attributable to erosion; 

(3) state the amount of flood insurance 
claims under such program that are attrib- 
utable to claims under section 1306(c) of the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968; 

(4) assess the full economic impact of ero- 
sion on the National Flood Insurance Fund; 
and 

(5) determine the costs and benefits of ex- 

penditures necessary from the National 
Flood Insurance Fund to complete mapping 
of erosion hazard areas. 
To identify communities under paragraph 
(1), the Director may map a statistically 
valid and representative number of commu- 
nities with erosion hazard areas throughout 
the United States, including coastal, Great 
Lakes, and, if technologically feasible, 
riverine areas. The information provided 
under this subsection shall take into consid- 
eration the efforts of State and local govern- 
ments to assess, measure, and reduce erosion 
hazards. 


(c) ECONOMIC IMPACT.—The report under 
this section shall— 

(1) assess the economic impact of— 

(A) the mapping of erosion hazard areas; 

(B) the deníal of flood insurance for struc- 
tures that are newly constructed in whole in 
communities likely to be identified as hav- 
ing erosion hazard areas and the establish- 
ment of actuarial rates for existing struc- 
tures in such communities; 

(C) the denial of flood insurance pursuant 
to existing requirements for coverage under 
the national flood insurance program; and 

(D) erosion hazard management activities 
undértaken by State and local governments, 
including building restrictions, beach nour- 
ishment, construction of sea walls and lev- 
ees, and other activities that reduce the risk 
of damage due to erosion; and 

(2) address the economic impact of des- 
ignating erosion hazard areas on— 

(A) the value of residential and commer- 
cial properties in communities with erosion 
hazards; 


(B) community tax revenues due to poten- 
tial changes in property values or commer- 
cial activity; 

(C) employment, including the potential 
loss or gain of existing and new jobs in the 
community; 

(D) existing businesses and future eco- 
nomic development; and 

(E) the estimated cost of Federal and State 
disaster assistance to flood victims. 

(d) COSTS AND BENEFITS OF MAPPING.—The 
report under this section shall— 

(1) determine the costs and benefits of 
mapping erosion hazard areas, based upon 
the Director's estimate of the actual and 
prospective amount of flood insurance 
claims attributable to erosion, and if the Di- 
rector determines that the savings to the 
National Flood Insurance Fund will exceed 
the cost of mapping erosion hazard areas, the 
report shall assess whether using flood insur- 
ance premiums for costs of mapping erosion 
hazard areas is cost-beneficial compared to 
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(A) funding the mitigation assistance pro- 
gram under section 1366 of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (as added by sec- 
tion 403 of this Act); and 

(B) funding a program that would provide 
additional coverage under the national flood 
insurance program for compliance with land 
use and control measures; and 

(C) reviewing, revising, and updating flood 
insurance rate maps under subsections (e) 
and (f) of section 1360 of the National Flood 
Insurance Act of 1968 (as added by the 
amendment made by section 605 of this Act); 

(2) if the Director determines under sub- 
section (b) that mapping of riverine areas for 
erosion hazard areas is technologically fea- 
Sible, determine the costs and benefits of 
mapping erosion in riverine areas; and 

(3) determine the costs and benefits of 
mapping erosion, other than those directly 
related to the financial condition of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Program, and the 
costs of not mapping erosion. 

(e) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term “erosion hazard area“ means, 
based on erosion rate information and other 
historical data available, an area where ero- 
sion or avulsion is likely to result in damage 
to or loss of buildings and infrastructure 
within a 60-year period. 

(f) PROCED! 

(1) PREPARATION AND SUBMISSION.—The re- 
port required under this section shall be pre- 
pared by a private independent entity se- 
lected by the Director. The Director shall 
submit the report to the Congress as soon as 
practicable, but not later than 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(2) CONSULTATION.—In preparing the report, 
the private entity shall consult with— 

(A) a statistically valid and representative 
number of communities likely to be identi- 
fied as having erosion hazard areas; 

(B) representatives from State coastal zone 
management programs approved under sec- 
tion 306 of the Coastal Zone Management Act 
of 1972; 

(C) the Administrator of the National Oce- 
anic and Atmospheric Administration; 

(D) the Director of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency; and 

(E) any other persons, officials, or entities 
that the Director considers appropriate. 

(g) AVAILABILITY OF NATIONAL FLOOD IN- 
SURANCE FUND.—Section 1310(a) of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4017(a)) is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by inserting (except as otherwise provided 
in this section)" after “without fiscal year 
limitation“; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (5) (as 
added by the preceding provisions of this 
Act) the following new paragraph: 

6) for costs of preparing the report under 
section 607 of the National Flood Insurance 
Reform Act of 1994, except that the fund 
shall be available for the purpose under this 
paragraph in an amount not to exceed an ag- 
gregate of $5,000,000 over the 2-year period 
beginning on the date of the enactment of 
the National Flood Insurance Reform Act of 
1994; and". 

SEC. 608 STUDY OF ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF 
CHARGING ACTUARIALLY-BASED 
PREMIUM RATES FOR PRE-FIRM 
STRUCTURES. 

(a) STUDY.—The Director of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (in this sec- 
tion referred to as the Director“) shall con- 
duct a study of the economic effects that 
would result from increasing premium rates 
for flood insurance coverage made available 
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under the national flood insurance program 
for pre-FIRM structures to the full actuarial 
risk based premium rate determined under 
section 1307(a)(1) of the National Flood In- 
surance Act of 1968 for the area in which the 
property is located. In conducting the study, 
the Director shall— 

(1) determine each area that would be sub- 
ject to such increased premium rates; and 

(2) for each such area, determine— 

(A) the amount by which premium rates 
would be increased; 

(B) the number and types of properties af- 
fected and the number and types of prop- 
erties covered by flood insurance under this 
title likely to cancel such insurance if the 
rate increases were made; 

(C) the effects that the increased premium 
rates would have on land values and property 
taxes; and 

(D) any other effects that the increased 
premium rates would have on the economy 
and homeowners. 

(b) DEFINITION OF "PRE-FIRM STRUC- 
TURE".—For purposes of subsection (a), the 
term “pre-FIRM structure" means a struc- 
ture that was not constructed or substan- 
tially improved after the later of— 

(1) December 31, 1974; or 

(2) the effective date of the initial rate 
map published by the Director under section 
1360(a)(2) of the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968 for the area in which such struc- 
ture is located. 

(c) REPORT.—The Director shall submit a 
report to the Congress describing and ex- 
plaining the findings of the study conducted 
under this section. The report shall be sub- 
mitted not later than 12 months after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC, 609. EFFECTIVE DATES OF POLICIES. 

(a) 30-DAY DELAY.—Section 1306 of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4013), as amended by the preceding provisions 
of this Act, is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

(o) EFFECTIVE DATE OF POLICIES,— 

(I) WAITING PERIOD.—Except as provided 
in paragraph (2), coverage under a new con- 
tract for flood insurance coverage under this 
title entered into after the date of the enact- 


ment of the National Flood Insurance Re-: 


form Act of 1994, and any modification to 
coverage under an existing flood insurance 
contract made after such date, shall become 
effective upon the expiration of the 30-day 
period beginning on the date that all obliga- 
tions for such coverage (including comple- 
tion of the application and payment of any 
initial premiums owed) are satisfactorily 
completed. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—The provisions of para- 
graph (1) shall not apply to coverage under a 
flood insurance contract for newly con- 
structed property and coverage for newly ac- 
quired property, that is obtained before or 
upon the completion of the construction or 
Mg fer of title to the property, as applica- 
ble.". 

(b) Stupy.—The Director of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency shall con- 
duct a study to determine the appropriate- 
ness of existing requirements regarding the 
effective date and time of coverage under 
flood insurance contracts obtained through 
the national flood insurance program. In 
conducting the study, the Director shall de- 
termine whether any delay between the time 
of purchase of flood insurance coverage and 
the time of initial effectiveness of the cov- 
erage should differ for various classes of 
properties (based upon the type of property, 
location of the property, or any other factors 
related to the property) or for various cir- 
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cumstances under which such insurance was 
purchased. Not later than the expiration of 
the 6-month period beginning on the date of 
the enactment of thís Act, the Director shall 
submit to the Congress a report on the re- 
sults of the study. 

SEC. 610. REGULATIONS. 

The Director of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, the Secretary of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development, and any appro- 
priate head of any Federal agency may each 
issue any regulations necessary to carry out 
the applicable provisions of this Act and the 
applicable amendments made by this Act. 
SEC. 611. RELATION TO STATE AND LOCAL LAWS. 

This Act and the amendments made by 
this Act may not be construed to preempt, 
annul, alter, amend, or exempt any person 
from compliance with any law, ordinance, or 
regulation of any State or local government 
with respect to land use, management, or 
control. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. MCCAND- 
LESS] will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY]. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ], 
the chairman of the full Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup- 
port of H.R. 3191, a bill to reauthorize the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Program. 

Let me first commend the work of the mem- 
bers of the Banking Committee's Subcommit- 
tee on Consumer Credit and Insurance, 
chaired by Congressman JOE KENNEDY. Chair- 
man KENNEDY and his ranking member on the 
minority side, Congressman AL MCCANDLESS, 
worked hard to bring strong bipartisan support 
for this bill. H.R. 3193 was reported from the 
Banking Committee on a 40-to-10 vote. | am 
pleased to report that further modifications 
have been made to satisfy the objections of 
those Members who had concerns about ero- 
sion zone mapping provisions in the version of 
the bill passed by the committee. 

We must reauthorize the national flood in- 
surance as soon as possible. We cannot af- 
ford to do otherwise. Without a viable Federal 
flood insurance program, every time property 
damage is caused by rising flood waters, we 
would be hard pressed to deny our constitu- 
ents' appeals for financial assistance. 

To provide flood insurance when the private 
insurance companies could not do so, the 
Congress first established the National Flood 
Insurance Program in 1968. But, the present 
program is flawed and in debt because it is 
too easy for those living in flood prone areas 
to roll the dice, drop out of the flood insurance 
program, and take their chances with Mother 
Nature. H.R. 3191 remedies these problems 
by strengthening mandatory insurance pur- 
chase requirements and takes other appro- 
priate steps to ensure that there will be ade- 
quate funds to honor future insurance claims. 
These actions at the same time control the 
premium price increases. Let me assure my 
colleagues that cost to taxpayers for participa- 
tion on the Federal flood insurance program 
will remain affordable. 
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The legislation before the House today 
makes sweeping and necessary changes to 
the Flood Insurance Program. They deserve 
your support. Vote "aye" on H.R. 3191. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
chairman of this committee, Mr. GON- 
ZALEZ, as well as the ranking member, 
Mr. LEACH, for their efforts to bring 
this legislation to the floor today. Let 
me also acknowledge the ranking 
member of the Consumer Subcommit- 
tee, Mr. MCCANDLESS, for all of his 
hard work in moving this bill through 
the committee successfully. I want to 
particularly commend Mr. BACCHUS of 
Florida for his constructive sugges- 
tions which have helped to improve the 
bill. Most importantly, I want to recog- 
nize Mr. BEREUTER. No one has done 
more than he to awaken the Congress 
to the need to reform this program, 
and his handiwork can be seen in many 
of the provisions of the bill we consider 
today 


Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3191, The National 
Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994, 
contains several much-needed reforms 
to the National Flood Insurance Pro- 
gram. This program was established in 
1968 by Congress to provide federally 
backed flood insurance to homes and 
businesses located in flood-prone areas. 

As of today, this program is tech- 
nically insolvent. Premiums paid into 
the flood insurance fund are not keep- 
ing up with claims paid out of it. Con- 
sequently, FEMA was forced earlier 
this year to borrow $100 million from 
the Treasury. If long-range weather 
forecasts of increased flooding hold 
true, and if the income to the program 
remains inadequate, we face the pros- 
pect of a taxpayer bailout of the flood 
program. Such a bailout was required 
in the mid-1980’s, when $1.2 billion of 
taxpayer funds were needed to keep the 
fund solvent. 

The bill that we have brought to the 
floor today contains three primary re- 
forms that are intended to prevent an- 
other bailout: 

First, it will increase the number of 
people covered by flood insurance. The 
program suffers from an extremely low 
participation rate. Nationwide, only 17 
percent of all homes located in flood 
hazard areas are covered by flood in- 
surance. In the Midwest States most 
hard-hit by last year's floods, the com- 
pliance rate is even lower—about 10 
percent. If everyone affected by these 
floods had had flood insurance, the 
Federal Government's cost of cleaning 
up the disaster would've been cut by 
close to $2 billion, and homeowners 
would have received more in insurance 
payments than they received in disas- 
ter aid. So flood insurance is a win-win 
proposition: The more people who have 
it, the better for them and the Federal 
taxpayer. 

To improve participation in the flood 
program, H.R. 3191 requires lenders to 
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escrow flood insurance premiums 
where they are already escrowing for 
other purposes. That way, a home- 
owner will not be able to discontinue 
paying for flood insurance after a year 
or two, as so often happens today. It 
also requires lenders to force-place 
flood insurance if a borrower in a flood- 
hazard area refuses to buy it as re- 
quired by law. And it will require mort- 
gage bankers—who make half of all 
mortgages today—to meet the same 
Standards as federally insured banks 
and thrifts when it comes to enforcing 
flood insurance purchase requirements. 
These changes will go a long way to- 
ward improving the financial health of 
the fund, and at the same time give 
more homeowners the protection of 
flood insurance. 

The second reform contained in H.R. 
3191 is the creation of a mitigation 
fund to help homeowners and commu- 
nities reduce the risk of flood damage. 
This fund will provide up to $65 million 
per year to relocate and elevate homes, 
to nourish beaches, and to build sea 
walls and levees. Individuals who suffer 
from major flooding will get particular 
attention from this provision; FEMA 
wil have to pass on their application 
within 30 days, so they can get the help 
they need to rebuild to safe standards. 
This fund is based on the adage that an 
ounce of prevention is worth a pound of 
cure. It will save money for the pro- 
gram, and save heartache for the home- 
owner. 

The third major reform in this legis- 
lation is a study of the problem of ero- 
Sion. According to the Army Corps of 
Engineers, 25 percent of our Nation's 
coastline is currently eroding at vary- 
ing rates of speed. Many State and 
local governments have taken steps to 
deal with this reality. North Carolina 
has banned construction in erosion- 
prone areas since 1974. South Carolina 
has had such a ban since 1988. In Mary- 
land, the town of Ocean City has built 
jetties, and regularly replenishes its 
beaches. 

The Federal Government has yet to 
come to grips with the problem of ero- 
sion. We continue to insure properties 
built on land that could be literally 
washed away in a few years. Many have 
asked whether that is a risk worth tak- 
ing. H.R. 3191 will help us get answers 
to that question. It requires FEMA to 
assess where erosion is happening, how 
communities are dealing with it, and 
what its impact is on the flood pro- 
gram. I am confident that the informa- 
tion we get from this study will allow 
us to make wise policy choices in the 
future that both protect the taxpayer 
and support coastal and river econo- 
mies. 

In sum, this legislation will bring 
about urgently needed reforms in the 
Federal Flood Insurance Program. It 
will help avoid a taxpayer bailout, and 
increase the number of homes and busi- 
nesses protected by flood insurance. I 
urge its adoption. 
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill we are consider- 
ing this morning is a compromise bill 
to reform the National Flood Insurance 
Program [NFIP]. The NFIP is adminis- 
tered by the Federal Emergency Man- 
agement Agency [FEMA] and enables 
property owners in participating com- 
munities to purchase insurance cov- 
erage against flood-related damage. 
Many of the changes that the bill 
makes to the flood insurance program 
are supported by FEMA and other or- 
ganizations—both public and private— 
who work with FEMA to administer 
the flood insurance program. 

The original version of this bill was 
passed by the Banking Committee last 
year with bipartisan support—40-10. I 
think the changes that are included in 
this compromise bill will enjoy even 
greater support. 

The bill is intended to accomplish 
three objectives. First to increase the 
participation rate in the National 
Flood Insurance Program. Second, to 
encourage States, communities, and in- 
dividuals to mitigate the effects of fu- 
ture flooding. Finally, to assess the 
economic impact of mapping—or not 
mapping—erosion hazard areas. 

Although the bill is straight forward, 
I want to discuss the areas mentioned. 

INCREASED PARTICIPATION 

According to FEMA, only abut 17 
percent of those who live in special 
flood hazard areas and who should have 
flood insurance policyholders. The bill 
requires lenders who make mortgages 
in such areas to make sure that flood 
insurance is in place whenever they 
make increase, extend, or renew a 
mortgage. In addition, this bill re- 
quires lenders to escrow for flood insur- 
ance payments if they escrow for other 
items and authorizes them to purchase 
flood insurance for borrowers who fail 
to do so. 

The provisions of the bill concerning 
increased participation are supported 
by the American Bankers Association 
and the Mortgage Bankers Association. 

MITIGATION ACTIVITIES 

This bill institutes a self-sustaining 
grant program to fund activities to 
mitigate or minimize the effects of fu- 
ture flooding. While the original bill 
only made States and communities eli- 
gible for such grants, this compromise 
bill makes individuals eligible as well. 

The bill is not intended to promote 
large-scale construction projects such 
as dams or levies. Rather, it is in- 
tended to encourage States, commu- 
nities, and individuals to elevate, relo- 
cate or demolish structures that are re- 
peatedly flooded. 

While this bill lists a number of ac- 
tivities that are eligible for grants, it 
permits FEMA to approve only those 
that it determines are cost-effective to 
the Flood Insurance Program. 
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STUDY OF MAPPING EROSION HAZARD AREAS 

The provisions of this compromise 
bill are quite different than those of 
the original bill with regard to the 
issue of erosion. Instead of requiring 
FEMA to map coastal areas subject to 
high rates of erosion, this compromise 
bill requires a comprehensive study of 
the issue. The study, which will be per- 
formed by an independent organization 
and which is due in 2 years, should give 
Congress the information it needs to 
decide whether the availability of flood 
insurance should be restricted in some 
areas. 

The provisions of this bill concerning 
the study of erosion are supported by 
the National Association of Realtors 
and the National Association of Home- 
builders. 

I want to reiterate to my colleagues 
that it is important we pass this bill. 
While it may not solve all of the flood 
insurance problems, it contains many 
provisions that will go a long way to- 
ward addressing them. 

The House and Senate Banking Com- 
mittees will soon meet to reconcile dif- 
ferences between two bills concerning 
community development banks. The 
Senate included in its bill language to 
reform the National Flood Insurance 
Program. It is important that we pass 
this bill to ensure that the interests of 
our Members are represented at that 
conference. 

Mr. Speaker, I encourage my col- 
leagues to support this bill. 
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Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER], who has 
spent so much time on this bill. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of this legislation. However, 
I regret to say that the measure rep- 
resents a very modest reform indeed 
and does not really provide real reform 
to the National Flood Insurance Pro- 
gram in many areas. Nevertheless, we 
are making some steps forward, and I 
realize that the chairman of the sub- 
committee, the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], had to make 
some compromises to move the legisla- 
tion to this stage so we are able to en- 
gage in a conference on this subject 
with our colleagues in the other body. 

I very much appreciate the gentle- 
man's kind words, as well as those of 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
MCCANDLESS], with respect to my in- 
volvement in this issue. I would have 
to share credit, I must say, with two of 
our former colleagues, Ben Erdreich of 
Alabama and Tom Carper of Delaware. 
Those two gentlemen with this Member 
advanced legislation in the previous 
Congress which was very strong legis- 
lation indeed and which passed this 
body, and indeed the portions relating 
to lender compliance and also commu- 
nity rating systems are based, I think 
it is fair to say, on work accomplished 
in that previous legislation. 
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The NFIP was created in 1968 to pro- 
vide otherwise unobtainable flood in- 
surance to  flood-prone properties 
throughout the United States. But the 
NFIP is failing in its mission. It is 


now: 

Riddled with opportunities for ridicu- 
lous abuse by property owners, 

Faced with an insolvent insurance 
fund, due in large part, to abysmal 
lender compliance; and 

Operating as a huge interstate and 
intrastate cross-subsidy program for 
owners of repetitive-loss structures and 
for property owners located on some 
hazardous beaches, lakeshores, and 
river flood plains. 

Now let me list a few of the very spe- 
cific weaknesses of the NFIP. It is vital 
for this Congress to enact a NFIP re- 
form bill, as the problems facing the 
program are readily apparent. Below, I 
would like to highlight at least three 
major areas of deficiencies with the ex- 
isting NFIP. 

First, the program currently allows 
policyholders in areas of the country 
that are repeatedly hit by heavy rains 
and storms to use their flood insurance 
policy to regularly rebuild and refur- 
nish their repetitive-loss buildings. 
Some homeowners along the lower 
reaches of the Mississippi River system 
refer to it as the ‘‘carpet renewal’’ pol- 
icy, since they are hit with river flood- 
ing every 6 or 7 years and use the Gov- 
ernment payments to replace their 
water-damaged carpet. 

According to data provided by the 
Federal Insurance Administration 
[FIA], these types of repetitive loss 
structures are not uniformly distrib- 
uted across the Nation. Two States, 
Louisiana and Texas, account for 44.5 
percent of all repetitive losses. Ten 
States account for 83.1 percent of these 
losses. 

Second, the Federal Government, 
through the NFIP, is literally giving 
away major insurance benefits to 
beachfront property owners. 

According to data provided by the 
National Academy of Sciences, contin- 
ued insurance of structures located on 
the eroding coastlines will pose a sig- 
nificant financial threat to the NFIP. 
The scientific community has con- 
cluded that the Nation’s Atlantic and 
gulf shorelines are severely eroding in 
many areas and will continue to move 
in future years. This, in turn, will have 
an impact on the solvency of the NFIP, 
since the program is not including 
these long-term erosion hazards in its 
insurance rate calculations. 

As a result, we have a situation in 
which NFIP will be bailing out more 
beach-front property owners at the ex- 
pense of the policyholders in other 
parts of the country. It is reported that 
as many as 43 percent of all policy- 
holders may pay less than 34 percent of 
the proper risk-based premium costs to 
insure their home or business. 

Third, we must recognize a massive 
failure on the part of lenders to comply 
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with existing law that requires flood 
insurance as a condition for obtaining 
a mortgage if the structure is located 
in a flood-prone area. FIA estimates 
that NFIP is covering only the 18 per- 
cent of the total number of homes and 
other types of structures that should 
be covered by a flood insurance policy. 

But to its credit, H.R. 3191 does im- 
prove lender compliance with the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Program by 
prohibiting federally regulated lenders, 
and mortgage bankers, from making, 
extending, or renewing any loan se- 
cured by property in a special flood 
area unless flood insurance is in effect 
for the term of the loan. 

Increasing lender compliance is a 
Step in the right direction, but as a 
representative of the National Tax- 
payers Union has said, it's really just 
*adding a bucket without turning off 
the faucet." 

Another provision in H.R. 3191 pro- 
vides that to be eligible for flood insur- 
ance benefits, an individual must have 
purchased flood insurance 30 days prior 
to a flood event. This provision, which 
this Member originated and advocated, 
does greatly improve the NFIP by 
eliminating the current situation 
where an individual can see the flood 
waters rising before actually purchas- 
ing flood insurance. Under current 
FEMA regulations, flood insurance can 
be purchased in as little as 5 days be- 
fore flooding occurs. 

Also, the bill does provide for indi- 
vidual mitigation grants of up to 
$20,000—subject to a 25-percent match 
requirement—to move some flood in- 
surance beneficiaries out of high risk 
flood zones or to bring structures in 
flood zones up to appropriate levels of 
safety from flooding. 

Where the bill really fails, however, 
is in the fact that it does nothing to 
deter new construction in erosion 
zones. The study called for in the bill is 
simply a delaying tactic to put off real 
reform and continues to expose the 
NFIP to the risk of insolvency as flood 
insurance is made available to struc- 
tures located in high risk erosion 
zones. 

Real reform has been opposed nation- 
ally by the National Association of Re- 
altors and the National Association of 
Homebuilders who are putting the in- 
terests of a small number of their 
members ahead of the solvency of the 
National Flood Insurance Program and 
the interest of the American taxpayers 
who will be forced to bail out the fund 
when the inevitable bankruptcy of the 
fund occurs. 

Mr. Speaker, real reform of the NFIP 
would, at the very least, discourage 
new construction and new flood insur- 
ance coverage in high risk erosion 
zones. This legislation does not. While 
it does not expose the flood insurance 
fund to additional risk, it does little to 
ensure the long-term solvency of the 
fund. 
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Mr. Speaker, I regret that we will be 
forced to revisit this issue again be- 
cause we are unwilling to make the 
choices necessary to ensure its sol- 
vency now. 
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Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. LAZIO], a member of the 
subcommittee and the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in support of the committee amend- 
ment to H.R. 3191, the National Flood 
Insurance Reform Act. 

I represent thousands of middle-class 
coastal residents who would have been 
adversely affected by this bill as re- 
ported by the House Banking Commit- 
tee. The economic recovery has yet to 
show signs of life on Long Island and 
the committee provisions of sections 
407 and 604 would have further de- 
pressed the real estate industry in my 
district. 

Thanks to the work of the sub- 
committee chairman, the ranking 
member of the subcommittee, Mr. 
MCCANDLESS and his staff, and the dis- 
tinguished Member from Florida, Mr. 
BACCHUS, à sound compromise is before 
the House and it deserves our support. 

The compromise ensures compliance 
with the National Flood Insurance Pro- 
gram through lender compliance provi- 
sions which enjoy widespread support 
from the lending industry. Therefore, 
more people will be paying into the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Fund, more 
structures will meet minimum building 
codes, and lenders will have expanded 
powers to protect their collateral. 

The compromise mandates a study of 
the controversial erosion hazard zones. 
FEMA will have the authority to map 
erosion hazard zones in a sample sur- 
vey of communities around the coun- 
try. FEMA will also conduct a cost- 
benefit analysis of erosion hazard maps 
to determine if nationwide mapping 
will save the National Flood Insurance 
Fund money. FEMA will also study the 
economic effects of such mapping on 
the affected communities. Many coast- 
al communities rely on property taxes 
from coastal residents to pay for their 
local firemen, policemen, and teachers. 
The compromise recognizes the impor- 
tance of giving Congress the facts first 
so an informed decision can be made. 

While I will vote for H.R. 3191, I still 
have some reservations concerning the 
bill's purposes clause, the community 
rating system, and mitigation provi- 
sions. However, these items should be 
addressed in conference and not be used 
to block an otherwise good bill. I urge 
Members to support the bill. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. BACCHUS]. 

Mr. BACCHUS of Florida. Mr. Speak- 
er, I thank the chairman for yielding. I 
thank you especially for your kind 
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words earlier today. Let me assure the 
gentleman, as far as I am concerned, 
you are one of the brightest and best 
Members of the Congress. 

I want to say also I feel just as much 
about the gentleman from Nebraska 
[Mr. BEREUTER] and the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MCCANDLESS]. 
They are two of the finest Members of 
the Congress as well, and I am proud to 
be working with them here in this spir- 
it of compromise today. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a piece of com- 
promise legislation. As the gentlemen 
here know, I have had some concerns 
about earlier incarnations of this legis- 
lation. I voted against it in the com- 
mittee. The gentleman from Louisiana 
(Mr. BAKER] and I introduced 
counterlegislation and generated a 
great many cosponsors because of our 
concern about some of the erosion zone 
mapping provisions of the previous bill. 

Thanks to the spirit of compromise 
and to the willingness of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] to 
compromise, those problems have been 
eliminated. We have eliminated the 
erosion zone mapping provisions that 
concern so many of us from so many 
coastal States. 

We have accepted the Senate com- 
promise that I think is the right an- 
swer to being able to protect the flood 
insurance fund, and also protect mil- 
lions of homeowners across America. 

So I am supporting H.R. 3191. I en- 
courage the cosponsors of the bill that 
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
BAKER] and I introduced, H.R. 4052, on 
a bipartisan basis, to support this piece 
of compromise legislation. 

I realize that some have concerns. To 
a certain extent I share some of those 
concerns. I believe those concerns can 
and will be addressed in conference. I 
believe they should not stand in the 
way of what overall is a very fine piece 
of legislation. 

So let me urge my colleagues to sup- 
port H.R. 3191, support the efforts of 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY], the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MCCANDLESS], the gen- 
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER], 
and others, to protect the flood insur- 
ance fund, protect the taxpayers, and 
also protect the homeowners of Flor- 
ida, the coastal States, and all of 
America. 

Mr. MCCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. Goss]. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from California for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today because 
this is still a controversial matter, de- 
spite great progress at compromise. I 
would rather work this out on the floor 
of the House better before we sent it 
over to a conference negotiation. It is 
for that reason I do not think we 
should be considering this under the 
suspension procedure. I would like to 
send this up to the Committee on Rules 
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and get a modified amendment, be- 
cause as good a job as the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
MCCANDLESS], the gentleman from Ne- 
braska (Mr. BEREUTER], the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. BACCHUS], and the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. BAKER] 
have done, there are still some very se- 
rious problems with this legislation. 
They affect private property rights, 
they affect litigation, they certainly 
are unfunded mandates on commu- 
nities, and the erosion concept has not 
been taken out of here. 

I am reminded of the last time the 
House addressed this issue. We had 
overwhelming support for this reform 
of this program reauthorization, a 
giant vote. I think it was more than 300 
in favor of it. Then we ran into a 
firestorm of protest across America be- 
cause we had not done our work well, 
and they shot it down in the Senate 
and saved our bacon. Let us not do that 
again. 

I rise today as a former mayor and 
county commissioner who has had real 
life experience with the National Flood 
Insurance Program. 

The flood insurance program is just 
that. It is an insurance program. It is 
our first line of defense against mas- 
sive expenditures of emergency supple- 
mental funds which we have been hand- 
ing out at a great rate lately. We need 
to do this and get on with this legisla- 
tion. 

But this legislation does not quite do 
it. If we could get it up in the Commit- 
tee on Rules and allow a few amend- 
ments, I think we could improve it dra- 
matically, where it would get the sup- 
port virtually of everybody and erase 
the firestorm we have seen in this 
country. 
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There are real problems with the cur- 
rent financial condition of the flood in- 
surance program, especially the repet- 
itive riverine losses. We know about 
that. Year after year on the banks of 
the same river the flood comes and peo- 
ple get flooded out, and we pay for 
them to build back. That is crazy. That 
has to be fixed. This bill does not en- 
tirely fix that problem. 

The lack of compliance with the pro- 
gram in some areas of the country is 
notorious. My State, Florida, is a 
major donor State. We are giving away 
many, many dollars to the flood pro- 
gram, and we are not getting those dol- 
lars returned to Florida. The problem 
with that is not that we do not want to 
help people in the rest of the country, 
it is that they are not paying pre- 
miums in the flood program. Why is 
that fair? Everybody who is in a flood 
area should be paying in these pre- 
miums. 

The facts do not justify that. This 
program does not fully resolve that. I 
support reforming the program to 
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make it more financially sound, but as 
I said, I do not think this bill quite 
gets us there. 

Despite the very good work done, and 
I want to emphasize that, the gen- 
tleman from Florida [Mr. BACCHUS] has 
done à good job on this, but we did not 
quite get it over the goal line. It will 
affect Florida and other coastal States 
dramatically. 

I am concerned about amending the 
statement of purpose for this program 
to include environmental language. 
The NFIP is an insurance program. It 
is not an environmental program, and 
it has never been. I went back to the 
original language. It is not in the origi- 
nal language in the 1968 bill. Suddenly, 
we are creating something called “an 
environmental threshold," environ- 
mental standards and criteria that we 
are not quite sure where it leaves our 
local communities or FEMA with re- 
gard to opening up to litigation. 

I believe it is broad and so broad it 
invites all kinds of people to come in 
and file lawsuits on behalf of either an 
environmental point of view or a pri- 
vate property point of view. The adop- 
tion of the community rating system 
to reward localities to make an extra 
effort to reduce risk is a great idea. 
Unfortunately, in this bill, in the bill 
the language says, with some new and 
very ambiguous wording, that we will 
now deal with areas and subdivisions, I 
do not know what those are, new cri- 
teria for risk rating based on land use 
and erosion management. 

These are very important concerns to 
people who have private property or 
people who buy this insurance. Obvi- 
ously, they are very important con- 
cerns to any State that has an area or 
a subdivision in it. 

I do not know what that language 
means. And apparently, neither does 
anybody else. 

I am worried about language that 
could be used to bring back the concept 
of the erosion hazard zones. It is right 
in here. It is stated in the bill that we 
are now going to deal with the erosion 
hazard zones. That is going to put 
many people at risk. 

I feel that the mitigation section, 
section 4 of H.R. 3191, is not going to be 
effective. It is burdensome to individ- 
uals who are going to be forced to go 
through a grant application program 
that is going to take 90 days, it says. 

The money raised by universal sur- 
charges, $20 million to $30 million, is 
not going to cover the anticipated $100 
million cost a year. We have a better 
proposal for that. We have a mitigation 
insurance program that is based on 
risk. It is on a sliding scale, and it 
words in a more timely manner so indi- 
viduals can benefit from this and pay 
in according to the risk. 

I think that is the way insurance is 
supposed to work. I am not opposed to 
the bill. I am opposed to the bill in its 
present form. I want to get it off sus- 
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pension and get it to a place where we 
can get it into the Committee on Rules 
to have some amendments made in 
order with the cooperation of the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN- 
NEDY] and the others who have brought 
it this far. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I think the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. Goss] makes a number of interest- 
ing points. But the problem here, I 
think, is best summed up by one of the 
comments of the gentleman from Ne- 
braska [Mr. BEREUTER]. This bill does 
not go far enough. But at least it is à 
start in the right direction. Many of us 
on the subcommittee and on the full 
committee would have liked to have 
had certain parts of the bill that are 
not in it, but there is a real dem- 
onstrated need for a revision in the 
flood insurance program as dem- 
onstrated by recent catastrophes all 
over the United States. 

In this body, with 435 Members, it is 
not possible to write the perfect bill 
that is going to satisfy everyone. I re- 
alize that and have realized if for a 
number of years. 

I signed off on this because I think it 
is the first best step in taking hold of 
a major program that is federally ori- 
ented and addressing some of these 
major issues. 

We talked in my remarks about the 
fact that we are going to study these 
hazard areas. There is a mandate of 2 
years on this study. They have to come 
back to Congress and say, okay, ero- 
sion or no erosion hazards. 

And if they say erosion hazards, then 
we should get involved in risk-based 
management, just as other insurance 
companies in other exposures do. 

Mr. Speaker, again, it is not a perfect 
program. But I think it is a beginning 
point, and I would certainly ask my 
colleagues to support this first step in 
what we need in the way of a major 
change updating of our national asso- 
ciation of activities dealing with the 
insurance program and the flood insur- 
ance area. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I think, in response to the issues that 
have been raised, the fact is that this is 
a program that is crying out for re- 
form. It is a program that has, as a re- 
sult of its inadequacies, cost the tax- 
payers of this country billions of dol- 
lars. 

We just, this past year, have had to 
provide over 5 billion dollars worth of 
assistance to families and farmers in 
the Midwest that in fact billions could 
have been saved if premiums had been 
paid up. Premiums are not paid up be- 
cause there is no enforcement by banks 
that are supposed to make certain that 
when someone gets a bank loan for a 
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particular home mortgage that they 
are supposed to have flood insurance at 
the same time they get the bank loan. 

The banks do not do it. What happens 
is, only 10 percent of the people across 
the country that live in places where 
their homes are flooded actually get 
this insurance. It means when the flood 
occurs, they only get probably $12,000 
worth of government benefits, where 
they could have their houses replaced. 
And the flood insurance program could 
make a profit, if in fact it were run 
properly. It is not run properly. It vi- 
tally needs reform. 

The questions that have been raised 
by the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
Goss] can easily be answered. If we 
look at the notion that somehow we 
are going to be ridiculously encourag- 
ing environmentalists, the only lan- 
guage that is added says that we should 
encourage State and local governments 
to protect natural and beneficial flood 
plain functions that reduce flood-relat- 
ed losses. That is what the purpose of 
the flood insurance program is. It adds 
nothing to the mission or purposes be- 
yond that which were already articu- 
lated in the purposes in the enabling 
legislation. 

Second, the notion that somehow the 
community rating system is going to 
be a stick rather than a carrot, the 
only thing, if Members read the bill, 
that we do is say, once FEMA has set 
the floor, which is going to be true re- 
gardless, there are going to be commu- 
nities that do better. If they do better, 
their rates will be lowered. It is only a 
carrot. There is no stick involved. 

I think we should have a stick, but 
this legislation only provides for a car- 
rot. 

Third, the notion that we should be 
making a flood mitigation insurance 
program. I would be delighted to have 
an insurance program if, in fact, we 
had some idea of how much it was 
going to cost. What we are trying to do 
here is avoid the kind of savings and 
loan debacle, avoid the kind of un- 
funded liability to end up on the backs 
of the American taxpayer. 

Think about this. What the U.S. Sen- 
ate has said on this issue is that we are 
going to provide people with a mitiga- 
tion insurance program which will cost 
no more than 50 bucks. 

Now, there are thousands upon thou- 
sands of homes in Massachusetts, and I 
dare say in the State of the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Goss] that for 50 
bucks will enable them to get $25,000 
worth of benefits from the Federal 
Government. 

They can put their houses up on 
stilts. They can set it back. In fact, 
they might even buy it out for them. 

Now, I do not know how it is going to 
be in the State of Florida, but I guar- 
antee my colleagues, if we provide that 
as a guaranteed minimum benefit to 
the people of Massachusetts, there are 
going to be thousands of them that 
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come forward and take advantage of 
the program. There is no limitation 
whatsoever on what kinds of benefits 
we are going to be bestowing, but what 
we do is say, nobody is going to pay 
more than 50 bucks. 
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I will tell the Members, if we want to 
establish a brand new problem by pass- 
ing this legislation with the amend- 
ment the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
Goss] has talked about, that is exactly 
what we are going to accomplish. We 
tried to be reasonable in terms of our 
approach. 

As the gentleman from California 
(Mr. MCCANDLESS] pointed out, we can- 
not please everyone with this legisla- 
tion, but if Members want to see à pro- 
gram that gets up to speed, if they 
want to see a program that begins to 
pay for itself, if they want to see thou- 
sands upon thousands of Americans 
covered for flood insurance, legitimate 
flood insurance purposes, if they want 
to see a program that targets the 3 per- 
cent of the households in this country 
that are, year in and year out, offend- 
ers of this program, that provide for 40 
percent of how much we have to pay 
out each year in benefits, then let us 
have a mitigation program that has a 
cap benefit, that allows FEMA to tar- 
get those individuals that we are going 
to bail out, makes certain that they 
are the ones that need the benefit, and 
they are the culprits that are causing 
this insurance program to be broke 
each and every year. 

I think this is a reasonable com- 
promise. This is not a Democratic bill, 
it is not a Republican bill. The gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. MCCAND- 
LESS] the ranking member, and I have 
agreed on it. The gentleman from Ne- 
braska [Mr. BEREUTER] who has worked 
for it for years, has agreed to it. The 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. BACCHUS] 
and Mr. BAKER, who comes from an 
area that is very flood-sensitive, have 
all agreed to this legislation. 

I think this is a good compromise, 
and I strongly urge the Members of 
this body to support this, Mr. Speaker, 
as we are about to vote. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, may I ask 
how much time remains? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DARDEN). The gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] has 5 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from the Com- 
monwealth of Massachusetts [Mr. KEN- 
NEDY] I have a copy which I think is 
the operative copy we are dealing with 
here, and it says, “The Director shall 
carry out a community rating system 
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program to evaluate the measures 
adopted by areas and subdivisions 
thereof," et cetera, et cetera, and it in- 
cludes, under this mandatory language, 
*to complement adoption of more ef- 
fective measures for flood plain and 
erosion management." That is pretty 
broad. That is my concern, Mr. Speak- 
er. The gentleman has articulated and 
eloquently stated the goals that he 
wants to accomplish, and so do I. We 
all do. I favor those goals. What I am 
worried about is that kind of ambiva- 
lence. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I think, 
if the gentleman keeps reading, he will 
read where it says they do it volun- 
tarily. 

Mr. GOSS. The problem I am con- 
cerned about, Mr. Speaker, if the gen- 
tleman will continue to yield, is re- 
member, we started this program with 
voluntary participation by the lending 
institutions. Congress then came back 
and put the teeth of this legislation in 
the lending institutions. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Speaker, they do not do it. I under- 
Stand, but the fact of the matter is 
that the gentleman raises a good point, 
which is that the lending institutions 
do not do it the way they should. What 
we are trying to do is reform that issue 
in this legislation. 

Second, the gentleman raised a ques- 
tion of whether or not they were car- 
rots or sticks, with regard to commu- 
nities that come under this program. 
What we are trying to suggest to the 
gentleman is that there are voluntary 
standards that, if the community 
needs, they will get a reduced premium 
charged to the households that live in 
that community. I do not think that 
can be deemed as a stick. That is sim- 
ply a carrot to try to get the localities 
to improve the rules and regulations on 
building standards within their juris- 
diction. That is all we are trying to ac- 
complish here. 

Mr. GOSS. If the gentleman will 
yield further, my concern is that that 
is a reasonable interpretation, but I 
fear an attorney might have a different 
and equally reasonable interpretation 
that would have to be resolved in the 
court. 

Language like “encouraging State 
and local governments to protect natu- 
ral and beneficial flood plain functions 
that reduce flood-related losses’’ in- 
vites litigation. Does that mean I am a 
farmer in Missouri and I can no longer 
plant where the flood was last year, be- 
cause it is a natural flood plain, and 
there are environmental consequences? 
That is very broad language, I submit. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Reclaiming the bal- 
ance of my time, Mr. Speaker, I think 
the reality is that we are not talking 
about some broad mandate. What we 
are talking about is some language 
that, in any piece of legislation that we 
act on here in the Congress of the Unit- 
ed States, there is going to be enabling 
legislation. 
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I remember the legislation that cre- 
ated the Office of Economic Oppor- 
tunity. It talks about the elimination 
of poverty in America, and I suppose 
the gentleman could make the case 
that somehow a lawyer could bring suit 
against someone because we have not 
eliminated poverty. 

This is enabling legislation. It talks 
about the purposes for which the bill is 
established. To try to twist this into 
some kind of legalese, or that somehow 
it is going to hand all the marbles over 
to the environmentalists, is just a 
twist of wording to try to nail down or 
try to knock down the passage of this 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe very strongly 
that we have a good compromise, that 
we have a bipartisan compromise, that 
we have worked with Members whose 
districts incorporate a great many 
flood zones. I happen to come from a 
State that has a tremendous amount of 
coastline. I am very sensitive to the 
needs of homeowners and the rights of 
cities and towns that are on the coast. 

Mr. Speaker, we do nothing to hurt 
those cities and towns. What we do do 
is protect and encourage the provision 
of a new flood insurance program that 
wil look out for the taxpayer, that 
will at the same time enable those in- 
dividuals that are truly damaged to get 
the kind of compensation that they 
need, and at the same time, over a pe- 
riod of time, reform the overall coastal 
zone management of our country. That 
is what we are trying to accomplish. 
That is what this bill does. I urge its 
adoption. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
in support of the National Flood Insurance Re- 
form Act, H.R. 3191. | would like to commend 
Representative KENNEDY and his subcommit- 
tee for their efforts to bring this much-needed 
legislation to the floor. 

What we saw in the Midwest last summer 
was a total catastrophe. It is estimated that 
the flood caused over $2 billion in damages in 
Missouri alone. Areas of my district were un- 
derwater from July through September. The 
Mississippi River and its tributaries devasted 
our Nation’s heartland. 

Fortunately, in many cases, flood insurance 
saved families and businesses from financial 
ruin. Paying regular premiums over the years 
allowed them to rebuild after the flood waters 
receded. If they had been flooded repeatedly, 
the insurance program would help them move 
out of the floodplain and away from danger. 

Although areas of the Midwest had a higher 
than average rate of flood insurance pur- 
chases, in too many cases this past summer, 
people did not have insurance. Some people 
were not aware of the program. Others may 
have thought homeowners' insurance would 
cover their losses. Or perhaps their community 
chose not to participate in the program. In any 
case, those without flood insurance had to rely 
on their own savings or Federal assistance to 
rebuild. 

The National Flood Insurance Program pro- 
vides flood insurance for properties located in 
flood-prone areas where the community has 
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instituted floodplain management measures. 
The program is intended to provide a more 
cost-effective alternative to costly Federal dis- 
aster assistance by encouraging communities 
to take preventive measures that reduce flood 
losses and by providing insurance to people 
who live in the floodplain. For program partici- 
pants this past summer, recovery was eased 
by the insurance payment. 

Arnold, MO, a town in my district, is an ex- 
ample of how the flood insurance program 
should work. Arnold has made aggressive use 
of the program. The community joined the pro- 
gram, worked to reduce risk by turning flood- 
prone land into open space, and encouraged 
residents to purchase flood insurance. If resi- 
dents have been flooded repeatedly, the city 
has made use of Federal programs to buy 
their property and move them out of the flood- 


plain. 

Currently, federally regulated financial insti- 
tutions must require flood insurance before 
lending money for property in a floodplain. 
However, non-federal financial institutions do 
not have that requirement. This bill would re- 
quire all lending institutions to obtain flood in- 
surance for property in a floodplain and would 
assess penalties if loans are made for prop- 
erty in a floodplain without insurance. This 
measure will increase compliance and reduce 
the Federal burden of the recovery after a 
flood occurs. It will help victims of a flood and 
reduce the Federal financial! burden after a 
disaster. 

In addition, if communities, like Arnold, take 
actions which reduce the likelihood of flooding, 
premiums in that area will be reduced. After 
the Midwest flooding, many communities 
chose to turn particularly hard hit areas into 
fields or playgrounds. If another flood occurs, 
there will be little if any property damage. In 
the meantime, children and adults have an 
open park to relax and play. 

| would urge anyone living in a floodplain to 
purchase flood insurance. Then, if disaster 
strikes, they have some recourse for recovery. 
Also, | would encourage communities to take 
advantage of floodplain management pro- 
grams that reduce the risk of flooding and 
lower premiums. This bill will encourage both 
to occur. Once again, | commend the sub- 
committee on its efforts and express my 
strong support for this legislation. 

Mr. HUGHES, Mr. Speaker, | rise in support 
of H.R. 3191 legislation to reform the National 
Flood Insurance Program. 

The National Flood Insurance Program was 
established by an act of Congress in 1968 and 
substantially amended in 1973. The intent of 
the program is to provide financial protection 
for property owners against flood loss while, at 
the same time, working with communities to 
develop floodplain management programs that 
will reduce or prevent future losses. Premiums 
collected from policies issued under the pro- 
gram help reduce the need for taxpayer fund- 
ed disaster assistance payments. 

| believe that, for the most part, the National 
Flood Insurance Program has served its pur- 
pose well. However, as many in this body, in 
New Jersey, and across the country have 
pointed out, there is substantial room for im- 
provement. We need to strengthen this pro- 
gram and increase the stability of the National 
Flood Insurance Fund. 
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A while ago, Congressman JIM SAXTON and 
| introduced legislation to improve the National 
Flood Insurance Program, H.R. 4125, the 
Flood Insurance Risk Management Act. We 
did this to expand the debate on flood insur- 
ance reform and to offer our colleagues our 
view on where we should be going with re- 
spect to this issue. We also did this to high- 
light some of the concerns we had with H.R. 
3191 as originally drafted. 

When | introduced my bill, | stated that | 
wanted to work with the chairman and the 
gentleman from Florida to try to iron out the 
differences in our bills and come to the floor 
with a consensus bill. | want to compliment 
Mr. KENNEDY and his staff for taking that offer 
seriously and working with Mr. BACCHUS, Mr. 
SAXTON and me. The legislation that is before 
us today is a much different and improved ver- 
sion of H.R. 3191, and a great deal of the 
credit for those improvements must go the dis- 
linguished chairman of the Consumer Sub- 
committee, Mr. KENNEDY and the distinguished 
gentleman from Florida, Mr. BACCHUS. This is 
a national flood insurance reform proposal that 
will benefit both the Flood Insurance Program 
and the Policyholders. 

H.R. 3191 will assure that those who pur- 
chase properties in special flood hazard areas 
carry flood insurance in order to obtain a loan 
from a federally backed lender. While the law 
does require this now, the current enforcement 
provisions are not strong enough to ensure 
that once a mortgage holder purchases insur- 
ance, that person maintains the insurance as 
long as he or she owns the property. The re- 
sult is that only some 15-20 percent of those 
who should carry flood insurance actually 
have it in force. 

H.R. 3191 will provide lending institutions 
the authority to purchase and maintain flood 
insurance for those whose properties are in 
special flood hazard areas and are required to 
carry insurance under the law. Furthermore, 
the bill requires that lenders who are providing 
loans for properties in special flood hazard 
areas inform borrowers of their requirement to 
carry flood insurance in advance of a closing. 

Clearly, H.R. 3191 will do more than 
strengthen enforcement of existing law. The 
act will help strengthen the stability of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Program by giving com- 
munities incentives and funding to reduce 
risks. For example, the bill establishes a com- 
munity rating system that will provide premium 
credits for communities that pursue rec- 
ommendations to eliminate flood-prone condi- 
tions. 

H.R. 3191 will also help communities and 
individuals to reduce flood risks by establish- 
ing a grant program to aid in mitigation plan- 
ning and to help cover the costs of mitigation. 
Some of the activities eligible for grants under 
this program include floodproofing of individual 
structures, beach nourishment, construction of 
sea walls and levees, and the public purchase 
of properties to create buffer zones. 

The bills that both Congressman BACCHUS 
and | introduced contained provisions for miti- 
gation insurance to help defray the costs of 
bringing older, flood prone structures into com- 
pliance with FEMA guidelines—a procedure 
that would, in the long run, save money for the 
flood insurance fund. However, chairman KEN- 
NEDY had legitimate cost concerns about such 
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a program and opted not to include it in the 
compromise legislation. To his credit, he 
worked with Mr. BACCHUS and me to tailor the 
grant program toward individuals as well as 
communities. | certainly appreciate the chair- 
man's efforts, but | would still ask that the 
gentleman from Massachusetts and others 
who will be conferees on this legislation, 
strongly consider the merits of the mitigation 
insurance program that is included in the Sen- 
ate version of this legislation. | believe that, in 
the end, Mitigation Insurance will be the best 
way to ensure that the structures that cost the 
fund the most money are floodproofed. 

And let me just take a second to talk about 
these structures, which are known as repet- 
itive loss structures. These are properties that 
have suffered at least two loses of 25 percent 
or more over a 10 year period. These struc- 
tures represent the largest drain on the flood 
insurance fund, accounting for some 40 per- 
cent of claims. Almost all of these repetitive 
loss structures are subsidized buildings not 
designed to FEMA's post-1974 construction 
standards which require elevation to the 100 
year flood level and other floodproofing meas- 


ures. 

| know that Chairman KENNEDY is interested 
in removing subsidies for these and other 
Structures over a period of time—and | share 
that view. One of the most frequently heard 
criticisms about the flood insurance program is 
that it provides subsidies to landowners in 
risky areas. 

As many of my colleagues know, under the 
law, the Director is given the authority to 
charge less than actuarial rates on certain 
structures in order to make flood insurance 
available and affordable. | agree in part with 
this philosophy because it is important that we 
have broad participation in the program. How- 
ever, it is time we begin to move toward actu- 
arial rates. | do not believe it was Congress' 
intent to provide that subsidy in perpetuity. 

| believe that we must make a serious effort 
io move the Flood Insurance Program away 
from subsidies and do it is such a way so as 
not to strain policyholders. In my bill was a 
provision which would require that in order to 
offer policies at less than actuarial rates, the 
Director must certify to the President and Con- 
gress, on a biannual basis, that such rates are 
necessary in order to make insurance avail- 
able where necessary at reasonable rates so 
as to encourage participation in the National 
Flood Insurance Program. This would have 
forced FEMA, Congress and the administra- 
tion to reassess the need for subsidies every 
2 years and changed the basic emphasis of 
the program. 

| know that the chairman has been inter- 
ested in pursuing such a measured move 
away from subsidies, and commend him for 
his forward thinking. | am also appreciative of 
his interest in my ideas on this matter, and al- 
though we were not able to include such a 
provision in this particular bill, | hope that we 
can work together to begin to take balanced 
and realistic steps toward a more risk-based 
flood insurance system. 

Again, | would like to thank and compliment 
Chairman KENNEDY and Mr. BACCHUS for their 
work, as well as Mr. MCCANDLESS and Mr. BE- 
REUTER who—as | have said before—has 
worked hard over several years on this issue. 
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This bill is a good first step toward a more 
sound flood insurance program. | urge my col- 
leagues to support the measure. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, | believe the 
House is making a serious mistake today in 
considering a matter as important as reform of 
the Federal Flood Insurance Program on the 
Suspension Calendar. | object to the use of 
this expedited process, and | urge Members to 
defeat this flawed legislation. 

| recognize and appreciate that the present 
legislation is a vast improvement over earlier 
versions, especially with regard to the elimi- 
nation of erosion zone mapping. In fact, FEMA 
estimated that had erosion zone mapping be- 
come a reality, property owners in erosion 
zones could have seen their premiums rise 
anywhere from $1,100 per year for a condo to 
as much as $18,000 per year for a $250,000 
single family home. That would have abso- 
lutely devastated communities in my district. | 
am gratified that voices from Florida and 
coastal areas around the country were heard 
and erosion zone mapping was removed from 
this legislation. 

Still, consideration under suspension of the 
roles prohibits Members from offering amend- 
ments to other controversial provisions that re- 
main in this bill. | believe a number merit sep- 
arate consideration and amendment. Just one 
example is how this bill would modify the 
Flood Insurance Program by adding the pur- 
pose of encouraging State and local govern- 
ments to protect natural and beneficial flood- 
plain functions that reduce  flood-related 
losses. This may sound harmless. However, 
listing this additional purpose is an open invi- 
tation for lawsuits blocking needed projects as 
simple as a seawall. Similarly innocuous pur- 
poses in HUD legislation have encouraged 
groups to sue, which supports the fact that 
H.R. 3191 will open the door to further mass 
litigation. 

| frankly doubt that more than a handful of 
Members have reviewed or even seen the leg- 
islation that is before us for a vote, which was 
rushed to the floor after an agreement was 
reached only last week. Many Members will 
recall that the House approved similar flood in- 
surance reform legislation in the previous Con- 
gress. After cries of outrage were heard from 
real Americans who understood what was at 
stake, the Senate succeeded in effectively 
blocking passage of that legislation. | fear the 
same fate may befall this bill unless changes 
are made. 

Real reform of the Flood Insurance Program 
is needed, and | commend the Members who 
have already made improvements to this bill. ~ 
The remaining problems, however, make it too 
controversial for consideration on the Suspen- 
sion Calendar. | encourage Members to vote 
against this bill, so that the Rules Committee 
can send it back to the floor with the oppor- 
tunity for amendments that will make it a true 
reform bill that all Members can support. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, | urge my col- 
leagues to vote for this compromise version of 
H.R. 3191, the National Flood Insurance Re- 
form Act of 1994. 

This bill is important to all States, especially 
the Great Lakes States, with significant coast- 
al and riverline development. 

| am glad to see common sense has pre- 
vailed after all in providing this alternative. 
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Before us today is a compromise version. | 
objected to provisions originally that without 
appropriate study, preempted State and local 
land use and planning laws. 

Real estate markets, property tax rolls, and 
local economies would have been destabilized 
for years while the mapping proceeded. 

The compromise before us today, instead, 
would require an economic impact study within 
2 years to assess the costs and benefits of 
mapping coastal and river erosion zones. 

The State of Wisconsin supports enactment 
of this bill and is particularly supportive of the 

The reason is that flood insurance losses 
are driven up by major eastern beachfront 
losses from erosion—not from flooding. 

| agree with those who say we should ex- 
amine carefully the present practice of cover- 
ing losses caused by beachfront erosion as 
well as losses caused by flooding. 

One key policy question is whether those in 
erosion-prone areas should be required to buy 
erosion-loss insurance as well as flood-loss in- 
surance. 

The study called for by this bill could pro- 
vide information on which this and other is- 
sues could be addressed by an informed Con- 


gress. 

The bill before us today is basically de- 
Signed to encourage lenders and about 8.5 
million eligible residential and commercial 
property owners to buy and maintain flood in- 
surance on buildings located in flood-hazard 
areas. 

Civil money penalties would provide the en- 
couragement. Only about 20 percent of eligi- 
bles currently pay for flood insurance. 

One major goal is to eliminate borrowing tax 
dollars from the Treasury to cover flood-relat- 
ed losses. Such borrowing is estimated at 
$100 million in fiscal year 1994 alone. 

This bill would cut taxpayer costs of the Na- 
tional Flood Insurance Program while improv- 
ing and expanding its operations. 

| urge my colleagues to vote for this bill. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support 
of H.R. 3191, the National Flood Insurance 
Reform Act. In particular, | want to express my 
appreciation to Chairman KENNEDY for ad- 
dressing the concerns of many Members re- 
garding the erosion zone provisions in the 
original version of the bill. 

| thank Chairman KENNEDY and Mr. 
MCCANDLESS for working with Mr. BACCHUS, 
Mr. BAKER, and other Members from coastal 
areas like myself who had serious concerns 
over section 407 of the bill. This section would 
have essentially prohibited flood insurance for 
homes in the 30- or 60-year erosion zones. 

This provision would have negatively im- 
pacted coastal communities, like those in 
Delaware, without a proven benefit to the 
Flood Insurance Program. | am pleased that 
the bill before us today has been modified to 
require an independent economic impact study 
to assess the costs and benefits of mapping 
erosion zones. 

H.R. 3191 will improve the National Flood 
Insurance Program and strengthen its financial 
soundness. Enforcing the purchase of flood in- 
surance through banks and other mortgage 
lenders will cover more homes and bring more 
homeowners into the program. This will help 
keep the fund in the black, maintain premium 
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rates at a fair level, and ensure its ability to 
cover claims. 

Residents in areas prone to flooding should 
be required to purchase and maintain flood in- 
surance. This legislation will enhance this 


goal. 

While not perfect legislation, H.R. 3191 will 
improve the financial stability of the Flood In- 
surance Program and provide fair treatment to 
homeowners in coastal areas. | support pas- 
sage of the bill. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY] that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3191, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I demand the 
yeas and nays. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All 
those in favor of the yeas and nays will 
stand and remain standing. 

A sufficient number having arisen, 
pursuant to clause 5 of rule I, and the 
Chair's prior announcement—— 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
inquire of the Chair what the rule is 
about a sufficient number of Members 
rising. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair advises that one-fifth of those 
present constitutes a sufficient num- 
ber. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I would ask if the 
Chair would just count them up, 
please, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair already counted two Members 
Standing. There are less than 10 Mem- 
bers on the floor. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw my request. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of rule 
I and the Chair's prior announcement, 
further proceedings on this motion will 
be postponed. 
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Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 414 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 414 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop- 
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur- 
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3254) to au- 
thorize appropriations for the National 
Science Foundation, and for other purposes. 
The first reading of the bill shall be dis- 
pensed with. General debate shall be con- 
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one 
hour equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Science, Space, and Tech- 
nology. After general debate the bill shall be 
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considered for amendment under the five- 
minutes rule, It shall be in order to consider 
as an original bill for the purpose of amend- 
ment under the five-minute rule the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute rec- 
ommended by the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology now printed in the 
bill. The committee amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute shall be considered by 
title rather than by section. Each title of the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute shall be considered as read. Points 
of order against the committee amendment 
in the nature of a substitute for failure to 
comply with clause 5(a) of rule XXI are 
waived. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted. 
Any Member may demand a separate vote in 
the House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend- 
ments thereto to final passage without inter- 
vening motion except one motion to recom- 
mit with or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL] is recog- 
nized for 1 hour. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN], pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution all time yielded is for 
the purposes of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 414 is 
an open rule providing for the consider- 
ation of H.R. 3254, the National Science 
Foundation Act of 1994. The rule pro- 
vides for 1 hour of general debate to be 
equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority mem- 
ber of the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology. The rule also 
makes in order the Science, Space, and 
Technology Committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute now printed 
in the bill as an original bill for the 
purpose of amendment. The substitute 
will be considered by title with each 
title considered as read. 

Under the rule, all points of order for 
failure to comply with clause 5(a) of 
rule XXI are waived against the com- 
mittee substitute. This waiver, Mr. 
Speaker, pertains to the prohibition of 
appropriations in a legislative bill, and 
is necessary because of a technical vio- 
lation having to do with debt-for- 
science exchange grants. I understand 
all concerned parties are in agreement 
with this waiver. Finally, the rule pro- 
vides one motion to recommit with or 
without instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3254, is an impor- 
tant bill which is the result of hearings 
and careful consultations. It authorizes 
$3.2 billion for fiscal year 1995 which re- 
flects the administration’s requested 
level, and $3.39 billion for fiscal year 
1996 for the National Science Founda- 
tion [NSF]. The NSF provides basic re- 
search to our colleges and universities, 
and nonprofit organizations. Its grant 
awards promote valuable research, in- 
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OPEN VERSUS RESTRICTIVE RULES 95TH-103D CONG. 


Congress (years) 
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This bill authorizes funding for all 


ing, earth, and physical sciences. The an open legislative process that allows 
committee has done an excellent job of all Members to fully participate, and I 


designing an authorization bill which hope we'll see many more open rules 
will promote the research necessary to during this second session. 


cluding biological, computer, engineer- owe it to the American people to have 
ultimately make our country competi- 
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Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. Goss], a member of the Commit- 
tee on Rules. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
Chairman emeritus, my friend the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN] 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I simply want to con- 
gratulate my friends in the majority 
for their courage in bringing forward a 
truly open rule, and I mean that sin- 
cerely—the first of its kind actually 
since last November 9, if our records 
are correct. No restrictions on amend- 
ments, except under the standing rules 
of the House, which is the way it is to 
be, those are the rules we all under- 
stand; no preprinting requirements, no 
convoluted king of the hill. This rule 
today is completely pure. Because I am 
often in the position of criticizing our 
Democrat friends on the Committee on 
Rules and in the leadership for arbi- 
trarily shutting down debate on impor- 
tant issues, it seems only fair to me to 
take this brief opportunity to com- 
mend them today for their openness in 
handling this legislation this way. If 
this new commitment to deliberative 
democracy could only become the 
norm instead of the exception, then I 
think we can truly have made real 
progress and report to the American 
people we have made real progress in 
restoring the credibility of this House 
with the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, I must note to date, as 
my colleague from Tennessee has said, 
that we have seen only 21 percent open 
rules, that compares with 85 percent 
during the 95th Congress, and that was 
only about 15 years ago. 

Mr. Speaker, I implore the Democrat 
leadership to continue in the vein of 
today's rule, open up this House and 
allow free debate, let Members discuss 
what the people back in their districts 
feel; let them talk about things that 
matter, not just on the controversial 
subjects but on things that matter. 

Mr. Speaker, I think there is no issue 
out there that most Americans would 
not appreciate hearing honest, bona 
fide debate on. 

About the only way we can ensure 
the best possible product for the Amer- 
ican people in this deliberative body is 
by this open rule process, and I think 
the more we have it, the more we will 
use it wisely. 

Mr. Speaker, there are two very im- 
portant benefits coming from the use 
of open rules: First, there will be less 
inclination to use the discharge peti- 
tion process that so many are con- 
cerned about, and the second is I think 
it will help restore some of the credi- 
bility that we seem to have lost. When 
84 percent of the people in this country 
say they do not trust the U.S. Congress 
to handle their business with approval, 
it seems to me it is time for us to raise 
that credibility by going forward and 
Showing the people of America we in- 
deed do good work with open rules. 
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Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, I 
yield back the balance of my time, and 
I move the previous question on the 
resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DARDEN). Pursuant to House Resolu- 
tion 414 and rule XXIII, the Chair de- 
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 3254. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3254) to au- 
thorize appropriations for the National 
Science Foundation, and for other pur- 
poses, with Mr. OBERSTAR in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. BOUCHER] will be recog- 
nized for 30 minutes and the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. BOEHLERT] will be 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. BOUCHER]. 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 3254 the National Science Founda- 
tion Authorization Act which author- 
izes programs in basic science, engi- 
neering research, and in science edu- 
cation that are the basis for the future 
strength of our economy and which 
will enhance the well-being of our soci- 
ety. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. BOEHLERT], the ranking 
Republican member of the Science 
Subcommittee, and the other members 
of the Science Subcommittee for their 
thoughtful contributions to the legisla- 
tion. I particularly acknowledge the 
assistance of the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Science, Space, and Tech- 
nology, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. BROWN]. 

The National Science Foundation is a 
small agency with a disproportionate 
importance to the Nation’s scientific 
and technical enterprise. It is the only 
Federal agency with the sole mission 
to support basic science, engineering 
research, and education in the Nation’s 
secondary schools, colleges, and uni- 
versities. Although NSF represents 
only 4 percent of the Federal R&D 
budget, the agency provides one-quar- 
ter of all Federal support for basic re- 
search at the Nation’s colleges and uni- 
versities. 
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In addition, NSF is an important par- 
ticipant in multiagency research ef- 
forts in strategic areas. For the High 
Performance Computing and Commu- 
nications Program, which provides the 
technological underpinnings for the ad- 
ministration’s initiative on the na- 
tional information infrastructure, NSF 
provides approximately 30 percent of 
the total funding. It is a major partici- 
pant in other high priority national re- 
search projects including those on 
global climate change, critical mate- 
rials, advanced manufacturing, and 
biotechnology. 

The NSF provides for the operation 
of major research facilities, including 
the optical and radio astronomy ob- 
servatories, high-energy nuclear par- 
ticle accelerators, research ships, and 
the high magnetic field laboratory. It 
plays a large role in precollege and un- 
dergraduate science and mathematics 
education through programs of model 
curriculum development, teacher prep- 
aration and enhancement, and informal 
science education. 

The importance of the NSF to the 
Nation’s future is well reflected in the 
bipartisan nature of the efforts in re- 
cent years to enlarge the agency's 
budget. In 1987, former President 
Reagan proposed doubling the NSF 
budget over 5 years. Annual budget 
proposals of Presidents Reagan, Bush, 
and Clinton from fiscal year 1988 
through fiscal year 1994 have supported 
achieving that goal. And the Clinton 
administration’s budget request for fis- 
cal year 1995 will reach the doubling 
level first proposed by President 
Reagan. 

H.R. 3254, as reported by the Science, 
Space, and Technology Committee, 
provides funding authority for NSF for 
fiscal years 1995 and 1996. The total au- 
thorization level of $3.2 billion for fis- 
cal year 1995 conforms exactly to the 
President’s request. The bill provides 
an authorization of $3.39 billion for fis- 
cal year 1996, an increase of 6 percent, 
which supports the President’s designa- 
tion of NSF as an important part of his 
science and technology investment 
plan. 

The Science Committee has received 
testimony over several years on the se- 
rious deterioration of university re- 
search facilities, and on the adverse ef- 
fects this deterioration is having on 
the ability of universities to perform 
leading-edge research. The 1992 edition 
of NSF’s biennial survey of academic 
facilities needs indicates that only 27 
percent of existing research space is 
suitable for conducting the most so- 
phisticated research and 39 percent is 
classified as totally inadequate. 

In addition, 34 percent of all institu- 
tions, and 40 percent of the major re- 
search universities, reported inad- 
equate amounts of research space. 

By authorizing $150 million for the 
NSF facilities program for fiscal year 
1995 and $200 million for fiscal year 
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1996, H.R. 3254 will reassert the impor- 
tance of this merit-based program and 
will fund it at a level that will genu- 
inely begin to address our needs. 

The bill also recognizes that the 
scale of the facilities shortfall—esti- 
mated to be at least $10 billion—is too 
great to be met solely with the re- 
sources available to NSF. Therefore, 
the legislation requires the Office of 
Science and Technology Policy to de- 
velop a plan for a multiagency facili- 
ties program to include estimates of 
funding by agency and the timeframe 
necessary to relieve substantially the 
backlog of substandard facilities. The 
bill seeks to encourage universities to 
rely more fully on this expanded facili- 
ties program by prohibiting NSF from 
awarding a facility grant to any uni- 
versity which receives a facility ear- 
mark in the future through the appro- 
priations process. 

The authorization levels for research 
activities will allow NSF to increase 
support for individual investigators 
and also ensure that new research op- 
portunities may be pursued which re- 
quire interdisciplinary research teams. 
Sufficient growth is provided to allow 
NSF to increase its participation in ex- 
isting and planned interagency initia- 
tives of national importance. 

To provide Congress with a clear 
statement of the agency’s goals as they 
evolved over time, the bill requires 
NSF to submit an annual report con- 
taining a 3-year plan highlighting ex- 
pected areas of program emphasis, in- 
cluding research initiatives under de- 
velopment, and containing criteria and 
procedures for assessing progress to- 
ward the defined goals. A separate, re- 
lated requirement calls for the develop- 
ment and annual updating of a 5-year 
plan for new construction of NSF na- 
tional research facilities, such as tele- 
scopes, and upgrades to existing na- 
tional facilities. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 3254 provides the 
resources and defines the priorities 
which will allow the National Science 
Foundation to meet its responsibilities 
to support basic research and edu- 
cation in science and engineering and 
to strengthen the Nation’s research po- 
tential. It is my pleasure to commend 
the measure to the House for its favor- 
able consideration. 
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to congratu- 
late Chairman BROWN and Chairman 
BOUCHER on bringing forward a fine Na- 
tional Science Foundation authoriza- 
tion bill, as usual. We will have debate 
later on the precise funding levels in 
this bill—I think they are unrealistic 
now—but there is no difference on fun- 
damental principles. 
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NSF continues to be a model agency, 
well run, well organized, carrying out a 
proper and focused mission. I think it 
is safe to say that our committee re- 
mains unanimous in its admiration for 
the Foundation’s work. 

I think our committee is also unani- 
mous in its support for the NSF facili- 
ties program. This is not a partisan 
issue. Republican and Democratic ad- 
ministrations have opposed full fund- 
ing for this program; Republican and 
Democratic legislatives have supported 
it. 

I am not sure why administrations 
oppose this program—perhaps it is a 
bit of “not invented here" syndrome. 
After all, the data demonstrating the 
need for facilities improvements has 
come out of reports requested by the 
White House—reports by people ap- 
pointed by the White House. And the 
need for improved facilities comes up 
any time any of us are on university 
campuses. So, I think we will stick 
with our efforts to build up the facili- 
ties program, and I expect the Senate 
will follow suit. 

The most important provision in this 
bill, as far as I am concerned, is title 
V—undergraduate education. It ad- 
dresses a problem that has been ig- 
nored for too long. 

Of all the problems facing American 
education, the decline of undergradu- 
ate education ought to be one of the 
easier ones for us to solve. That is be- 
cause the problem is largely an artifact 
of our own policies. We have richly re- 
warded research without requiring any 
concomitant devotion to education. 
Not surprisingly, academic interest has 
followed the money, and we are left 
with the present state of affairs. 

Yes, universities have begun to ad- 
dress this issue, but some of their re- 
sponses have merely highlighted how 
severe the problem is. Various univer- 
sities have trumpeted the fact that 
they now ensure that their foreign- 
born teaching assistants can be under- 
stood or that they have managed to get 
some senior faculty to teach. The fact 
that these meager changes can be 
viewed as real accomplishments shows 
how far our universities have drifted 
from their teaching mission. 

We need fundamental change at our 
universities—change so that professors 
who are interested in teaching do not 
feel like kooks or pariahs. That re- 
quires more than tinkering. The reac- 
tion of some university groups to the 
mild language in this bill is another 
sign of how badly a change in mindset 
is needed. 

Now, I do not want to be misunder- 
stood. My point is not that research 
and teaching are unrelated, or that 
there should be no research faculty. My 
point is that we must get away from a 
mindset that systematically under- 
values undergraduate education. 

NSF also has to do some rethinking— 
and is required to do so by this bill. We 
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ought to figure out how to distribute 
research dollars in a way that does not 
provide disincentives for education. 

Perhaps some kind of institutional 
commitment to education ought to be 
a condition for receiving research 
awards. Perhaps undergraduate assist- 
ants should be included in all federally 
funded research projects. Perhaps NSF 
Should fund the program Chairman 
BROWN and I created in 1990 and fund 
some Centers of Excellence in Under- 
graduate Education. I will wait to see 
what NSF recommends. 

Title V is a recognition that things 
have to change, that we need to do 
more than complain about undergradu- 
ate education. The provision in this 
bill has been significantly redrawn 
since its introduction in October to re- 
flect the legitimate concerns of univer- 
sities and some helpful suggestions 
from the American Chemical Society. 
We have replaced annual reporting 
with a trimmed-down one-time study 
that seeks information that should not 
be a burden to anyone. 

Title V must be retained in con- 
ference. 

Ilook forward to continuing to work 
with my colleagues to improve this 
bill. 
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. BROWN], chairman of the 
full Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology. 

Mr. BROWN of California. I thank 
the distinguished gentleman from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. BOUCHER] for yielding this 
time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to congratu- 
late the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
BOUCHER], the subcommittee chairman, 
for his leadership in bringing this bill 
to the floor. I would like to acknowl- 
edge the efforts of our colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK- 
ER] and the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. BOEHLERT], the ranking members 
of the committee and subcommittee, 
respectively, for their constructive ef- 
forts in the preparation of this bill. 

Let me state that with regard to the 
gentleman from New York, Mr. BOEH- 
LERT's contribution, it has been exem- 
plary. His dedication to the cause of 
improving the National Science Foun- 
dation and the basic science support 
and science education mechanism is far 
larger that I would be able to indicate 
here. 

I want to acknowledge that. I also 
want to acknowledge the fact that he 
has been extremely interested in join- 
ing with me in the pursuit of some cur- 
tailment of this program of earmark- 
ing which, unfortunately, has become 
widely prevalent in the Congress. This 
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bill contains some provisions which are 
aimed at discouraging the use of ear- 
marking. What has been, of course, an 
argument for those who support ear- 
marking in the past has been that 
there are no authorized programs to 
provide for this need, so we have to do 
it directly on the appropriations bills. 

Now, the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. BOUCHER] has already discussed 
the fact that we have gone beyond the 
recommendations of the administra- 
tion in authorizing a facilities program 
in this dill. And the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. BOEHLERT] has indi- 
cated that he thinks that we will be 
able to support this in conference and 
to authorize the program. 

It is particularly frustrating and dis- 
couraging to have people come to the 
floor in defense of earmarking and to 
say there is no authorized program and 
then, when we have an authorized pro- 
gram, not to fund that authorized pro- 
gram. This is a rather hypocritical way 
to justify & practice which we have 
long felt was not in the best interests 
of the Congress; that is, the direct ap- 
propriation without authorization of 
funds for facilities that are thought to 
be valuable and of high priority but 
which no one has reviewed other than 
the sponsor of that particular provi- 
sion. 

Now, I do not wish to belabor that. 
That will be à subject in future discus- 
sions on the floor here. But I wanted to 
pay tribute to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. BOEHLERT] for the work that 
he has done. I will have to confess that 
he has wanted to go even further in 
putting provisions in this bill to pro- 
hibit earmarking, further than I 
thought were justified. But I want to 
commend him for this effort and to as- 
sure him that if we continue to be frus- 
trated in what we are seeking to do in 
bringing this practice under control, I 
am likely to support almost any effort, 
including the one which he has pro- 
posed, which is rather draconian, in fu- 
ture pieces of legislation. 

I would also note, without elaborat- 
ing, that this bill goes further in ena- 
bling the National Science Foundation 
to participate in international sci- 
entific efforts and support for those ac- 
tivities, including assisting in the de- 
velopment of international science 
foundations, both binational and mul- 
tinational foundations. I think this is 
in accord with the needs at the present 
time. 

Let me say just one final thing, and 
it is more or less anecdotal. I had the 
opportunity—I was invited to partici- 
pate this morning in a press conference 
involving the National Science Foun- 
dation. The press conference at the Na- 
tional Press Club was to announce the 
formation of a partnership between the 
National Science Foundation, Disney 
Corp., and the Public Broadcasting 
System for the preparation of mate- 
rials and the airing of program mate- 
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rials on science for young people. It 
was ostensibly aimed at fourth-graders, 
but having seen one of the tapes of 
these programs yesterday, I can assure 
you that it will attract far more than 
fourth-graders. 

I want to say that here again the Na- 
tional Science Foundation is dem- 
onstrating its leadership in creating 
these partnerships which allow them to 
leverage, in this case, about 3 or 4 to 1 
the investments the Foundation is 
making in science education for ele- 
mentary school kids, in this case, but 
it also will contribute to adult sci- 
entific literacy as these programs are 
aired around the country and even to 
some extent around the world. 

The NSF role is to fund the prepara- 
tion of the science materials which ac- 
company the program and allow the 
young people who watch the program 
to get far more educational impact out 
of this program. 

So this is a marvelous thing which, 
having just participated in publicizing 
it this morning, I want to again note 
here on the floor the importance of the 
NSF role, and I hope that they will 
continue with this kind of support for 
science education wherever they get 
the opportunity. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 3254, the National 
Science Foundation Authorization Act of 1994, 

an important investment in the Na- 
tion's future. The importance of NSF was rec- 
ognized in President Clinton’s comprehensive 
economic plan, “A Vision of Change for Amer- 
ica," presented to Congress early last year, in 
which NSF was targeted for substantial 
growth. 

The budget constraints we face have forced 
a reduction in the proposed increase for NSF 
in this bill, but the bill still provides the real 
growth necessary to allow NSF to meet its 
many responsibilities for support of research 
and education in the sciences, mathematics, 
and engineering. 

| congratulate Mr. BOUCHER, the Science 
Subcommittee chairman, for his leadership in 
crafting H.R. 3254. Also, | would like to ac- 
knowledge the efforts of our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle, Mr. WALKER and Mr. 
BOEHLERT, the ranking Republican members 
of the committee and of the subcommittee, re- 
spectively, for their constructive efforts in the 
preparation of this bill. 

The programs supported by the National 
Science Foundation in science and engineer- 
ing research and in education provide the 
underpinnings for the long-term economic 
health and well-being of our country. These 
programs generate the new knowledge and 
produce the human capital needed to fuel a 
technologically based economy. Ultimately, the 
success of NSF programs are reflected in 
such concrete ways as the productivity of the 
Nation's work force. 

H.R. 3254 provides a total authorization of 
$3.2 billion for NSF in fiscal year 1995, which 
is the administration's requested level, and 
$3.39 billion for fiscal year 1996, which is a 6- 
percent increase above the previous year. The 
bill signals the intention of the Science Com- 
mittee to maintain the core research and edu- 
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cation programs of the Foundation, while pro- 
viding sufficient growth to allow NSF's partici- 
pation in major interagency research initiatives 
and to address the serious shortfall in support 
for refurbishment of university research facili- 
ties. 

The National Science Foundation's pro- 
grams help to produce the scientists and engi- 
neers needed to meet the needs of industry 
and the national defense establishment, as 
well as to renew the ranks of research sci- 
entists in academia, industry, and government. 
Not only is direct support provided for grad- 
uate students but also for precollege and un- 
dergraduate science and Mathematics edu- 
cation to help sustain the pipeline 
for future scientists and engineers. Moreover, 
NSF supports initiatives to attract more 
women and other underrepresented groups to 
careers in science and engineering. 

The constraints placed by the bill on budget 
growth for the NSF education directorate for 
fiscal years 1995 and 1996 do not signal a 
lessening of importance of the education pro- 
grams, but rather signal a period for consoli- 
dation of the rapid growth which has been pro- 
vided to the education directorate in recent 
years. The education directorate budget has 
nearly tripled between fiscal years 1990 and 
1994, and now contains sufficient resources to 
sustain NSF's initiatives to effect systemic 
change in science education. 

Among other provisions, the bill strengthens 
NSF's role in international scientific coopera- 
tion. New authority is provided to NSF to allow 

for debt-for-science exchanges and to 
facilitate the establishment, and to participate 
in the operation, of binational and multinational 
endowed science foundations. Such activities 
will help to improve international understand- 
ing and contribute to enlarging the inter- 
national base of support for the creation of 
fundamental knowledge. 

Mr. Chairman, the research and education 
programs supported by NSF are truly an in- 
vestment in our Nation's future. H.R. 3254 en- 
dorses the role of NSF in the President's tech- 
nology investment plan. The authorizations 
provided by this legislation will support pro- 


grams that new and de- 
velop the human resource base that underpins 
our entire R&D enterprise. 


Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues to sup- 
port passage of H.R. 3254. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER], the ranking member of the 
full committee. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Today, Mr. Chairman, we are voting 
on legislation that emphasizes the 
proper role of Government. The Na- 
tional Science Foundation is one of the 
best examples of Government using 
taxpayers' money to provide the great- 
est rate of return on investment. This 
investment will support more than 
19,500 projects in research and edu- 
cation, directly involving almost 
150,000 students, teachers, scientists, 
mathematicians, and engineers. These 
activities contribute directly to the 
strengthening of the scientific and 
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technical work force of the country 
and raising the scientific literacy of all 
Americans. 

Much of the work done by the Na- 
tional Science Foundation is in basic 
research that would not be accom- 
plished, certainly at the rate it is ac- 
complished, without Government sup- 
port. 

By supporting basic research based 
on competition, merit, and peer review, 
the National Science Foundation is 
able to maintain the health and vital- 
ity of the U.S. academic science and 
engineering enterprise. 

But as we consider this bill, I think 
we need to understand that this is a 
bill that can be improved in some 
ways. The gentleman from New York 
[Mr. BOEHLERT] offered an amendment 
in committee to increase the current 
funding of the National Science Foun- 
dation but not at the rate that was 
chosen by the President. Instead Mr. 
BOEHLERT chose to keep us within the 
budget figures that the House of Rep- 
resentatives has already acted upon 
and then in the 1996 fiscal year to go 
with the figures that the Office of Man- 
agement and budget has outlined. 

As we will discuss later in the 
amendment process, Mr. BOEHLERT's 
budget numbers are very responsible 
and should be supported by the House. 
The amendment was narrowly defeated 
in the markup in the committee, and it 
seems to me is an amendment that de- 
serves the attention and the support of 
the House of Representatives because 
it is a responsible action to take. 

I think that is the only main dif- 
ference that we have with the bill. I 
know there will be some other amend- 
ments offered. But out of the commit- 
tee, that is one of the issues that we 
think needs to be addressed. 

Despite that one difference of opin- 
ion, I do want to express my thanks to 
the gentleman from California, Chair- 
man BROWN, and his staff, and the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Science, the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. BOUCHER], for their efforts in ad- 
dressing our concerns as we went 
through this bill. 

Additionally, I wanted to add special 
thanks to the subcommittee's Repub- 
lican ranking member, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. BOEHLERT], for his 
leadership in support of efforts in this 
cause. Mr. BOEHLERT is one who truly 
believes in this mission of the National 
Science Foundation, and that is re- 
flected in this bill, and he deserves a 
lot of credit from not only our commit- 
tee but from the House of Representa- 
tives for the leadership he provides in 
this arena. 

With that, I yield back. 
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Mr. Chairman, I have no further re- 
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 
Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, I, too, 
have no further requests for time. I 
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yield back the balance of my time, and 
I move that the Committee do now 
rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. BoU- 
CHER] having assumed the chair, Mr. 
OBERSTAR, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration and the 
bill (H.R. 3254) to authorize appropria- 
tions for the National Science Founda- 
tion, and for other purposes, had come 
to no resolution thereon. 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON- 
ORABLE CYNTHIA A. McKINNEY, 
MEMBER OF CONGRESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Honorable CYNTHIA 
A. MCKINNEY: 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, May 2, 1994. 
Hon. THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no- 
tify you pursuant to rule L (50) of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives that my of- 
fice has been served with a subpoena for doc- 
uments issued by the United States District 
Court for the Southern district of Georgia in 
connection with a civil case. 

After consultation with the General Coun- 
sel, I will determine if compliance with the 
subpoena is consistent with the privileges 
and precedents of the House. 

Sincerely, 
CYNTHIA MCKINNEY. 


OUTGUNNED BY THE BAD GUYS 


(Mr. KLECZKA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. KLECZKA. Madam Speaker, Iam 
holding in my hand a copy of a story 
from the Milwaukee Journal, which de- 
scribes in vivid detail the death and de- 
structiveness of military-style assault 
weapons. 

The headline reads, “Outgunned by 
the Bad Guys," and is a quote from 
Pewaukee Police Chief Ed Baumann. 
He was describing last Thursday’s vio- 
lent and tragic death of Captain James 
Lutz, of the Waukesha police depart- 
ment. Captain Lutz, a 29-year deco- 
rated veteran of the police force, was in 
pursuit of two bank robbers who turned 
their M1-A assault weapons on him, 
killing him instantly in a hail of 20 
rounds. '"It was not even close," says 
chief Baumann, “He didn't have a 
chance.“ 

This week, the House will have the 
opportunity to ban the deadly weapons 
like the ones that cut down Captain 
Lutz and countless other Americans 
each year. This is not some knee-jerk 
reaction to a tragedy, this is an oppor- 
tunity to take a stand on the safety of 
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the men, women, and children of Amer- 
ica. 

This bill does not ban legitimate 
hunting and sporting weapons. Instead, 
it halts the manufacture, transfer and 
sale of the most deadly, the most indis- 
criminate, the most violent types of 
weapons available on the market 
today. 

Over 670 hunting and sporting rifles 
are specifically exempted by this legis- 
lation, and weapons currently owned 
are protected by a grandfather clause. 
This bill does away with the most 
deadly instruments of terror, the weap- 
ons designed for no other purpose than 
to kill people quickly. How can anyone 
oppose that? 

I urge my colleagues to think about 
the fear in the hearts of their constitu- 
ents who see that even the police can- 
not defend themselves from these 
weapons. 

I encourage my colleagues to vote for 
the assault weapons ban. 

Madam Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the article to which I referred. 

OUTGUNNED BY THE BAD GUYS 


The chaos began with a popping sound 
amid the security of a quiet rural bank. 

The clock on the wall of the Bank One 
branch office at state Highways 18 and 83 in 
Wales showed about 9:30 a.m. A customer, 
her child and five bank employees were there 
when the gunman walked inside. 

Inside the bank, the gunman shouted. Then 
he fired a shot into the wall that knocked 
down the clock and set into motion a series 
of violent events that resulted in the death 
of Waukesha Police Capt. James A. Lutz, 57; 
injuries to three other officers; a terrified 
and wounded hostage; and two men, believed 
to be 18 and 50 years of age and possibly re- 
sponsible for a string of robberies in the 
area, in custody. 

“It [the shot] sounded like a toy cap gun," 
One of the tellers told investigators. ‘‘Every- 
thing happened so fast.” 

The young gunman ordered the tellers to 
lie down on the floor. He waved a handgun 
and put on a mask. According to reports, he 
shouted. ‘‘Get down or I'll shoot." 

“When he told us to get down we got down 
and didn't look up again." A teller told au- 
thorities. 

The gunman and his partner, who was in a 
getaway car, were on a mission: Both wore 
body armor, and they carried a 9mm hand- 
gun and two M-14 semiautomatic assault ri- 
fles. 

As the employees lowered their heads, the 
gunman rifled through cash boxes in the 
bank. He fled with an undetermined amount 
of cash. 

Outside, the husband of the bank customer 
saw what was happening through the front 
door windows. As he left the bank parking 
lot to call police, he spotted another man, in 
what appeared to be the getaway car. 

The gunmen, driving a silver Ford Taurus 
with no license plates, drove east on High- 
way 18, north on County Highway G and east 
on Silvernail Road toward Waukesha. Offi- 
cers were already responding, thanks to a si- 
lent alarm at the bank, but they were aided 
by the man’s description of the car. 

THE FIRST CHASE 


Officers in two Waukesha squad cars were 
the first to spot the robbers. Lutz, a nearly 
30-year veteran of the force, was driving an 
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unmarked squad car. He was tailed by Officer 
Thomas Fletcher. They followed the gunmen 
into the Rolling Ridge subdivision on the far 
northwest side of Waukesha. 

One block into the subdivision, at Rolling 
Ridge Drive and Meadowbrook Road, one of 
the men exited the car and sprayed Lutz's 
vehicle with gunfire from an assault rifle. At 
9:53 a.m., Lutz, who never made it out of his 
car, was struck several times, perhaps by as 
many as 20 rounds, witnesses said. He died 
instantly. 

The shooting happened across the street 
from Meadowbrook Elementary School, 
where students were inside. The school doors 
were locked after the shots were fired. 

Fletcher crouched behind the open door of 
his squad car and returned fire at the fleeing 
suspects. Bullets broke the windshield of 
Fletcher's squad car, but many of them rico- 
cheted off his dashboard. Fletcher suffered a 
scrape and bruise under his right arm, which 
could have been caused by a bullet or flying 
debris. 


CAR ABANDONED 


After the shootout, the two gunmen aban- 
doned their car. They ran for a half-mile 
through an open field and down a wooded 
embankment to a frontage road along Inter- 
state 94. 

One of the gunmen ran into the Interstate 
Printing plant, N14-W27545 Silvernail Road, 
in the Town of Pewaukee, and threatened 
two customers and an employee. Niki 
Herber, a graphic designer at Interstate 
Printing, was working in a back room when 
the gunman burst into the business. 

"I heard him shout, ‘Get on the floor or I'll 
kill you. Give me your car keys.“ Herber 
said. 

The customers and the print shop em- 
ployee quickly complied. The gunman 
snatched a set of keys to a 1990 Mitsubishi 
Montero parked out front and owned by Stel- 
la Knill, an advertising representative for 
Journal/Sentinel Inc. 

"I was opening the door to leave," Knill 
said Friday. "Somebody grabbed me by the 
arm, spun me around and told me to get 
back inside. I thought he was joking. 

He showed me a gun and I said, ‘OK.’** 

Knill said the gunman told all three in the 
shop to get on the floor. 

“He started screaming, 
here?’ and ‘who has keys?’ 

“Then he decided he wanted my Montero. 
He asked, Who's got the Montero? Who's got 
the Mitsubishi?“ 

When Knill turned over the keys the gun- 
man made his final threat. 

"He said. Don't get up! Don't move! I can 
see you through the windows. I'll kill you 
anr” 

The pair headed north on County Highway 
G and onto a dead-end road, Fieldhack Drive, 
where police thought they had them cor- 
nered. But the men abandoned the stolen 
Mitsubishi and fled north on foot through a 
wooded area. 


WOMAN TAKEN HOSTAGE 


There were reports that gunmen first ran 
to a house where no one was home. They 
ended up at a ranch home occupied by Judy 
Opat, on Oak St. near West Park. 

At the time, about 10:30 a.m., Opat was just 
one of many residents who came to their 
doors to see why the area was swarming with 
police. 

At first she thought the two men at her 
door were officers. But when they pulled out 
military-style rifles, she locked her door. It 
wasn't good enough. They shot out the door 
in an explosion of glass. 


‘Who has cars 
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The men entered her home, took her hos- 
tage and ordered her to get behind the wheel 
of her full-size conversion van. Their inten- 
tion was clear; to get Opat to run the police 
barricade out front. To make the message 
clear, they threatened to kill her. 

One of the gunmen rode beside her and the 
other sat behind her as they approached the 
barricade of squad cars. Witnesses said there 
was an exchange of gunfire as the shiny, gray 
van got closer to the police. 

“As they came out of the driveway, they 
started firing at us," Sheriff's Inspector 
Gary Palusczyk said. 

Bullets or shrapnel struck Sheriff's Capt. 
Thomas Lentz, 43, and Hartland's acting po- 
lice chief, Thomas Duemling, 58. Lentz was 
struck in the knee, Duemling in the upper 
thigh. 

Duemling was in good condition Friday at 
Waukesha Memorial Hospital; Lentz was 
treated and released. 

Once the van approached the police road- 
block, Opat decided to jump out. She landed 
on the pavement. 

At some point, Opat was shot in the left 
shoulder. Her husband, Dale, said she told 
him that she was shot before she jumped, but 
it was unclear who shot her. She was in good 
condition Friday at Waukesha Memorial. 

Opat scrambled for her life, ducking behind 
cars in the roadblock. After she tumbled 
from the vehicle, an intense gunbattle en- 
sured. 

“I bet there were 100 gunshots over 30 and 
40 seconds," witness Duane Wasley said. At 
one home, residents counted more than a 
dozen bullet holes in the side of the house. 

"At first it sounded like a row of fire- 
crackers going off," said Sylvia Gilmore, the 
owner of a nearby beauty salon, Classic 
Styles. 

END OF THE ROAD 

The van hit an unmarked squad car, then 
sped off again for several hundred feet. With 
one of the gunmen pointing his weapon out 
the window, the van swerved to avoid an- 
other squad car, then plowed into a stand of 
trees near Highway SS and Oak St. 

The gunmen, injured in the crash, were 
surrounded by police, who settled in for a 
long standoff. 

"There were cops swarming all over the 
place," said Kim Paulons, who was just en- 
tering a nearby beauty salon to get her hair 
cut. 

Authorities prepared to assault the van by 
hiding behind a snowplow owned by the 
Waukesha County Department of Transpor- 
tation. A Sheriff's Department detective 
driving the plow used the huge blades to pro- 
vide protection for the officers, dressed all in 
black. 

Scores of neighbors watched the tense 
standoff for almost two hours. Negotiators 
for the county’s tactical unit attempted to 
coax the gunmen into exiting the vehicle. 
The gunmen were injured and said they were 
unable to drop their weapons as commanded. 

About 12:30 p.m., officers approached the 
men only after determining they would not 
be fired upon. Officers pointed handguns and 
rifles through the windows of the van. One of 
the suspects was pinned in the van and had 
to be extricated. 

On Friday, the two remained in Waukesha 
Memorial Hospital in fair condition. 

“I'll never forget it," said Donna Davis, 
who was sitting in the beauty parlor watch- 
ing the events unfold. “I have lived here all 
of my life and don't lock my doors, I'll lock 
them now.” 

“We ended up being out-gunned by the bad 
guys," Pewaukee Police Chief Ed Baumann 
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said at the end of the day's events. It was 
not even close. [Lutz] did not have a 
chance." 


SPECIAL ORDERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Feb- 
ruary 11, 1994, and under a previous 
order of the House, the following Mem- 
bers will be recognized for 5 minutes 
each. 


CONGRESS MUST MAKE SURE 
SMALL BUSINESSES PROSPER 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. EWING] is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, I appre- 
ciate having the opportunity to take a 
few minutes of the time of the House to 
discuss a matter which is of utmost im- 
portance, I think, to small business in 
America, and it is also something that 
has become very important to me as I 
have worked on this issue. During my 
election campaigns over the last 2 
years, Mr. Speaker, I have realized, 
when visiting with my constituents 
and, in particular, small businesses, 
and that includes many independent 
business people, people who operate as 
individuals, not as corporations or 
partnerships, including many involved 
in agricultural business, that their 
major concern is that of Government 
regulations. They find that extensive 
Federal regulations are very intrusive 
into their lives and their businesses, 
that they are very expensive and that 
they tend to prevent the small inde- 
pendent businesses from creating jobs. 
We all know, and the statistics prove, 
that most new jobs in America come 
from small businesses. So, Mr. Speak- 
er, I think it is imperative that this 
body, the Congress, and the Govern- 
ment of the United States do whatever 
they can to be sure that small busi- 
nesses can prosper and can create those 
jobs. 

In 1980, Mr. Speaker, this Congress 
addressed the problems of excessive 
regulations by passing the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act. But most businesses do 
not know and have not felt the benefits 
of that legislation, and that is because 
we pretty well took all the effective- 
ness out of the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act when we passed it because we said 
that no one could call on the courts to 
enforce this act if the bureaucrats and 
the regulators chose not to do so. 

Now the provisions of this act say 
that the regulators are supposed to 
identify, when they do regulations, 
what is the cheapest, least intrusive 
way to promulgate regulations so that 
we do not interfere with the ability of 
business to make a profit and create 
jobs. Unfortunately we said though 
that, if the regulators feel that that 
would not be applicable, then they do 
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not have to do anything, and often- 
times in most regulations we find a lit- 
tle bit of boilerplate that says this 
Regulatory Flexibility Act really does 
not apply, and so they do not do the 
analysis necessary to see if these regu- 
lations are going to be burdensome. 

Mr. Speaker, after I had talked with 
a number of constituents I decided to 
find out what was on the books, and of 
course we found the Regulatory Flexi- 
bility Act of 1980, and we found what 
the problems were with it. Since that 
time we have introduced in this body 
H.R. 830. This piece of legislation has 
251 cosponsors, many from both sides of 
the aisle. It is supported by a coalition 
of over 40 small business groups who 
are very anxious to see this bill ap- 
proved. 

Now what is the problem? One might 
say, “Well, if you have over 250 cospon- 
sors and you have all these business 
groups supporting it, why can't this 
bill get approval? The Senate has 
passed a similar measure on the com- 
petitiveness bill.” 

Well, that is a good question, Mr. 
Speaker, and I think many of my con- 
stituents would say, Why doesn’t this 
Congress act? Why don't they take up 
this bill in the Judiciary Committee? 
Why don't they pass this bill out and 
let the full House vote on it?" 

Because we, many of us, believe that 
it is disservice to our constituents. 
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Mr. Speaker, I think it concerns me 
that & bill can have 250 cosponsors and 
not get called in committee. No wonder 
we have had major changes in our dis- 
charge petition regulations in this 
House. No wonder we are going to get 
more and more discharge petitions if 
legislation with that many cosponsors 
cannot get approved and sent to the 
floor for our consideration. 

I am here today to talk to this body, 
the House of Representatives, about 
the need to move this piece of legisla- 
tion and to say that any other bill that 
has that many cosponsors should have 
an opportunity to be debated in this 
House, to have a vote in this House, 
and to give the people we represent a 
chance to see representative govern- 
ment working for them, for our econ- 
omy, for America. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that others, in- 
cluding the leadership, will take this to 
heart. 


VOTES ON H.R. 3600, THE HEALTH 
SECURITY ACT OF 1994 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CoP- 
PERSMITH). Under the previous order 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
MICHEL] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MICHEL Mr. Speaker, the following re- 
corded votes were taken on May 3, 1994 in 
the Subcommittee on Labor-Management Re- 
lations of the Committee on Education and 
Labor during consideration of Chairman WiL- 
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LIAMS' substitute proposal for H.R. 3600, the 
Health Security Act of 1994: 

First, a Substitute amendment by Mrs. Rou- 
KEMA to the chairman's mark includes provi- 
sions of H.R. 3080 (Michel) within the jurisdic- 
tion of the Committee on Education and Labor 
and additional provisions providing for univer- 
sal access to health coverage including 
Pooled Employer Health Programs and State- 
based Voluntary Accessible Health Programs. 
Amendment was defeated 10—16. 


Democrats: 

. Williams, Nay. 

Ford (ex officio). 

. Clay, Nay. 

. Kildee, Nay. 

Miller (CA), Nay by proxy. 
. Owens, Nay by proxy. 

. Martinez, Nay by proxy. 
. Payne, Nay by proxy. 
Mrs. Unsoeld, Nay by proxy. 
Mrs. Mink, Nay. 

Mr. Klink, Nay. 

Mr. Murphy, Nay by proxy. 
Mr. Engel, Nay. 

Mr. Becerra, Nay. 

Mr. Green, Nay by proxy. 
Mrs. Woolsey, Nay by proxy. 
Mr. Romero-Barceló, Nay. 
Republicans: 

Mrs. Roukema, Yea. 

Mr. Goodling (ex officio), Yea. 
Mr. Gunderson, Yea. 
Armey, Yea. 

Barrett, Yea. 

Boehner, Yea. 

Fawell, Yea. 

Ballenger, Yea. 
Hoekstra, Yea. 

McKeon, Yea. 


Second, an amendment by Mr. ENGEL and 
Mr. MARTINEZ allowing State and local govern- 
ment health plans having 5,000 or more full- 
time employees to elect to be treated as a 
corporate alliance, experience rated plan, or to 
be treated as other nonexperience-rated-plan 
employers whose employees are covered 
under a State-based community rating area, 


voluntary or mandatory purchasing coopera- 
live, or single-payer system. The amendment 
was adopted 17-9. 

Democrats: 

Mr. Williams, Yea. 

Mr. Ford (ex officio). 

Mr. Clay, Yea. 

Mr. Kíldee, Yea. 

Mr Miller (CA), Yea by proxy. 

Mr. Owens, Yea by proxy. 

Mr. Martinez, Yea by proxy. 

Mr. Payne, Yea by proxy. 

Mrs. Unsoeld, Yea by proxy. 

Mrs. Mink, Yea. 

Mr. Klink, Yea. 

Mr. Murphy, Yea by proxy. 

Mr. Engel, Yea. 

Mr. Becerra, Yea. 

Mr. Green, Yea by proxy. 

Mrs. Woolsey, Yea by proxy. 

Mr. Romero-Barceló, Yea. 

Republicans: 

Mrs. Roukema, Nay. 

Mr. Goodling (ex officio) Nay by proxy. 

Mr. Gunderson, Nay. 

Mr. Armey, Nay. 

Mr. Barrett, Nay. 

Mr. Boehner, Nay. 

Mr. Fawell, Yea. 

Mr. Ballenger, Nay. 

Mr. Hoekstra, Nay by proxy. 

Mr. McKeon, Nay. 


Third, an amendment by Mr. OWENS to re- 
duce cost-sharing to $1 to $2 per service for 
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households with incomes up to 150 percent of 
poverty and to help defray the costs of the 
amendment by increasing the individual an- 
nual catastrophic cost limit from $1,500 to 
$2,500 and by a 1.5 percent premium in- 
crease for non-subsidized households and 
non-subsidized employers. Amendment was 
defeated 12-15. 


Democrats: 

Mr. Williams, Nay. 

Mr. Ford (ex officio), Nay by proxy. 
Mr. Clay, Yea by proxy. 

Mr. Kildee, Yea by proxy. 

Mr. Miller (CA), Yea by proxy. 

Mr. Owens, Yea. 

Mr. Martinez, Yea by proxy. 

Mr. Payne, Yea by proxy. 

Mrs. Unsoeld, Nay. 

Mrs. Mink, Yea by proxy. 

Mr. Klink, Nay by proxy. 

Mr. Murphy, Nay by proxy. 

Mr. Engel, Yea by proxy. 

Mr. Becerra, Yea. 

Mr. Green, Yea. 

Mrs. Woolsey, Yea by proxy. 

Mr. Romero-Barceló, Yea by proxy. 


THE RELEVANCE OF ANTICRIME 
LEGISLATION AND BUDGET RE- 
STRAINTS TO MEMBERS' CON- 
STITUENTS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BOUCHER). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of February 11, 1994, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] 
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des- 
ignee of the majority leader. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I welcome 
the opportunity to use these special or- 
ders in order to tie together a number 
of very important things that are hap- 
pening here with some of the kinds of 
catastrophes we see and the serious 
problems being experienced in my dis- 
trict. 

It is very difficult to relate to the 
constituents of one's district exactly 
what relevance the activities in Wash- 
ington have to the day-to-day problems 
they face. But they are quite relevant. 
Whatever we do down here is quite rel- 
evant. 

We have just passed a crime bill out 
of the House of Representatives. It has 
gone to conference with the Senate, 
and that crime bill is quite relevant to 
what is happening with crime in my 
district and all other districts. The 
crime bill was passed, and it calls for 
billions of dollars to be expended to 
build more prisons. It also calls for a 
three-strikes-and-you're-out provision 
for people to be placed in prison of life. 
Some very expensive measures are in- 
cluded in the crime bill. 

However, very little money is in- 
cluded for programs that were intro- 
duced by the Congressional Black Cau- 
cus which call for preventive efforts to 
be financed by the Federal Govern- 
ment, more after-school centers for 
young people, midnight basketball pro- 
grams, and more treatment programs 
for drug addicts. A number of the 
things that were accepted in the bill 
are accepted with such small amounts 
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of money that they will be quite inef- 
fective once they are implemented. 

The crime bil had some good fea- 
tures. I do not want to criticize the 
total crime bill, and we do need some 
new policemen. Additional policemen 
would be allocated to communities 
based on the implementation of the au- 
thorization of the crime bill. A hundred 
thousand new policemen were re- 
quested by the President. The Senate 
and the House have different responses 
to that, but more policemen in the lo- 
calities and more payment for police 
activities at the local level are very 
much needed across the country. Now, 
there are some other good features in 
the bill also, but there is a glaring 
omission from the bill, one that is hard 
to explain to my constituents. There is 
a glaring omission from the House bill 
of any concern with gun control. There 
are no provisions for dealing with gun 
control in any reasonable or meaning- 
ful manner. 

Guns are at the heart of the problem 
with crime. The deadliness of crime in 
our times is definitely related to the 
proliferation of large numbers of guns. 
We have more than 200 million guns al- 
ready. These are handguns. We are not 
talking about rifles for hunting. We are 
talking about guns already out there 
to the tune of 200 million, and it is 
climbing every day, so that soon we 
will have a handgun for every Amer- 
ican man, woman, and child. It is ridic- 
ulous, and yet our bill does nothing to 
deal with the handgun provisions. We 
are to be considering that in a separate 
bill this week. 

So my constituents ask me, Are you 
serious about crime? If you refuse to do 
anything about gun control, are you se- 
rious?" 

They ask me if we are serious about 
a number of things that are happening 
down here. 

We have a large number of people 
now who are offering themselves as ex- 
perts on welfare reform. That is going 
to be at the top of the discussion for 
the next 2 or 3 months. Welfare reform 
is on everybody's mind because they 
want to make certain we do not con- 
tinue to waste the funds of our Govern- 
ment by assisting individuals who are 
unworthy of it or individuals who could 
be working and taking care of poor 
children who ought to have their fa- 
thers taking care of them. There are à 
number of reasons why the American 
people get excited and sometimes 
hysterical about welfare. 

But my constituents ask me—and I 
agree 100 percent with them—if they 
are excited about Government waste, 
then why are we just excited about 
welfare reform? Why do we not reform 
some other things while we are at it? 
They ask, “Why don’t you have what 
you would call subsidy reform?" 

We have subsidies coming from the 
Federal Government where the tax- 
payers are paying people to do various 
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things, and the taxpayers are assisting 
people who we say need assistance in 
the form of subsidies. 

We have subsidies for farmers. We 
pay farmers not to grow certain crops. 
We assist farmers with loans of various 
kinds. We have had this for years, for 
decades. Nobody has proposed that we 
take a look at the waste in these pro- 
grams and cut back on the waste there. 

Farmers are only 2 percent of the 
population. They are less than 2 per- 
cent of the total population of the 
United States, yet they absorb a large 
portion of the budget with these farm 
subsidy programs. Not only do we sub- 
sidize farmers with crop subsidies, but 
recently the Washington Post indi- 
cated that there is a great source of 
waste, a great deal of waste in the 
Farmers’ Home Loan Mortgage Pro- 
gram. The Farmers' Home Loan Mort- 
gage Program costs the taxpayers $11.5 
bilion in loans that were forgiven, 
loans that were delinquent and just 
written off and forgiven. Let me repeat 
that figure to every American citizen 
who is concerned about Government 
waste. The taxpayers of the United 
States gave the farmers of the United 
States $11.5 billion—that is not mil- 
lion. This amount of money, $11.5 bil- 
lion, was given to the farmers. That is 
what happens when we forgive a loan. 
They had $11.5 billion worth of loans. 
They were not paying on them, and for 
various reasons our Department of Ag- 
riculture forgave the loans, gave the 
taxpayers' money to the farmers. 

This is just a small segment of the 
population. The farmers only con- 
stitute 2 percent of the population. 

We all appreciate our farmers. We 
need the farmers. American farmers 
are the greatest farmers in the world. 
Our agricultural system produces food 
cheaper than any other system. But do 
the American people want to give away 
$11.5 billion when there are so many 
other needs that should be met? 

The Washington Post ran a story on 
the Farmers Home Loan Mortgage 
giveaway on the front page of the 
paper. They also cited in a very long 
article four millionaires who are farm- 
ers on the side, millionaires who have 
not paid on their loans for 8 to 10 years. 
The loans they had were just sitting 
there. They were not paying on them. 
Nothing had been done to them. One of 
the so-called farmers who was a mil- 
lionaire had $26 million in assets. In 
other words, he had property and 
Stocks and bonds and various things to- 
taling $26 million, and yet he was not 
made to pay on his loan. He was delin- 
quent on his loan. 

So if we are interested in saving 
money, why do we focus only on the re- 
cipients of welfare? Welfare is called 
Aid to Dependent Children, Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children. 
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So the families with children who for 
some reason cannot be taken care of, 
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for some reason they have to have Gov- 
ernment subsidy, we are singling them 
out and zeroing in on them and saying 
we have to have welfare reform, we 
have to save this money. 

Yes, wherever there are people who 
are abusing this program, we certainly 
should take some steps to deal with it. 
But what about the Farmers Home 
Loan Mortgage? Are we going to take 
some steps to deal with the $11.5 bil- 
lion? Are we going to put some of those 
people in jail who did not pay their 
loans? Are we going to make some ef- 
fort to collect it? What do we have to 
do? Do the taxpayers just have to give 
away $11.5 billion and nothing happens? 

I expected that on the floor of the 
Congress, once the article appeared on 
the front page of the Washington Post, 
that we would have numerous calls for 
an investigation. I expected we would 
have calls for special hearings. I ex- 
pected that all of the freshmen who 
came last year, 110 freshmen, whose 
No. 1 item was lowering cost of Govern- 
ment, at least half of them would call 
for some special effort to deal with the 
waste of $11.5 billion. But it has not 
happened. 

There are some very strange things 
that happen in this Capitol, very 
strange things go on in Washington, 
and I find it very difficult to explain 
them to my constituents. 

I cannot explain why nobody is con- 
cerned with a giveaway of $11.5 billion. 
But I am not surprised. I am not 
Shocked. Because for many months, I 
stood on the floor of this House and 
asked the same questions about the 
savings and loan swindle. 

The savings and loans have swindled 
the American people out of billions of 
dollars. Billions of dollars were guaran- 
teed by the taxpayers. The Federal de- 
posit insurance guaranteed the depos- 
its in the savings and loan banks, so 
that when they went bankrupt, when 
they collapsed, then taxpayer money 
had to be used to pay off the deposi- 
tors. 

Stanford University predicts that be- 
fore we are finally finished with the 
savings and loan swindle, the American 
taxpayers will be out $500 billion. I did 
not say million, I said B, billion. The 
savings and loan swindle, which went 
on for the last 4 or 5 years, will cost 
the American taxpayers at least $500 
billion before all of the operations are 
completed and all of the various agen- 
cies that were set up to recover the 
money, to take care of the depositors. 
Before it is all finished the taxpayers 
will be paying out, and getting nothing 
in return, $500 billion. 

We get nothing in return for this 
money. If you waste money in building 
an aircraft carrier that you do not 
need, or waste money in building a sub- 
marine you do not need, at least you 
have a piece of metal. You have some- 
thing to show for it. In the case of the 
savings and loans, the money is gone. 
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They say they were managed badly, 
the real estate market collapsed. But 
we have evidence it was not bad man- 
agement in 90 percent of the cases. 
There were business swindles. Business 
swindles, where somebody would buy a 
piece of real estate and inflate the cost 
of it, then sell it to somebody and in- 
flate the cost of that. Finally, every- 
body would get a loan and, finally, you 
have a piece of real estate costing a few 
thousand dollars that would be up to $1 
million. 

The bank gives a loan on that $1 mil- 
lion to build the building. So you have 
& loan for the land which cost too 
much in the first place. Then you build 
a building, and they did not complete 
the building. So they never could oc- 
cupy the building or get any income 
from the building. The whole thing col- 
lapsed to the tune of $20 or $30 million. 

They said that was mismanagement. 
You can't call us crooks. 

Everybody knew in every stage of the 
transaction they were ripping off the 
taxpayers; they were getting some- 
thing they were not going to be able to 
pay back. 

But in the final analysis, the bank is 
left holding the bag. The bank cannot 
meet its obligation, the bank goes 
under, and the American taxpayers 
come in in the form of the Federal De- 
posit Insurance Corporation and they 
bail out the bank, which means that 
the American taxpayers are left hold- 
ing the bag. They have paid the bill. 
And that will cost us $500 billion. 

So while we are considering all of 
these ways to save money, why are we 
not considering what is our next step 
in recovering some of the money lost 
through the savings and loans swindle? 
Why not have investigations? Why not 
have hearings? Why not take a look at 
where we are, 5 or 6 years now into the 
discovery and the exposure of the mas- 
sive swindles of the savings and loans 
associations? 

Nobody wants to talk about that here 
in this Capitol. People get hysterical 
about wasting money on children who 
cannot help themselves, welfare de- 
pendent children, but nobody wants to 
talk about the massive amounts that 
we wasted through the savings and 
loans swindle. 

My constituents cannot understand 
it, and I don't think anybody else in 
America really can understand it. Why 
aren't our newspapers screaming loud- 
ly about this awful waste? Why aren't 
our major leaders talking about the 
impact on the economy of that kind of 
waste? You get nothing for it. The 
farmers are given $11.5 billion. You are 
getting nothing for it. What is it doing 
for the total economy? If the S&L 
swindle costs us $500 billion, we get 
nothing for it. 

There is another way to spend our 
money. Why not invest in activities 
which produce jobs? Why not go back 
to where we were a year ago when the 
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President offered the stimulus package 
that was going to create programs 
which would build bridges, programs 
which would build highways, programs 
which would provide services in terms 
of more Head Start youngsters, in- 
creased assistance to build libraries 
and schools? Sixteen billion dollars, 
just a mere $16 billion, was dedicated 
to using the taxpayers’ money to in- 
vest in activities which would generate 
income. 

Not only would income be generated 
from the jobs that were created, but 
the kinds of activities that the people 
who have the jobs were engaged in 
would be improving the economy, in- 
creasing the possibility of other eco- 
nomic activity. If you build better 
bridges and better roads and highways, 
then the movement of goods is made 
more efficient. If you give better train- 
ing to students and job training to em- 
ployees, they are able to take more 
skilled jobs. They earn more income. 
The income taxes come back to the 
Federal Government. So it is an invest- 
ment. 

The stimulus program of the Presi- 
dent made more sense than any pro- 
gram we have had on the table in the 
last 2 years. And yet that stimulus 
package was voted down by the Senate. 
We passed it in the House, but it was 
later voted down. 

My constituents want to know why 
don’t we come forward with another 
stimulus package? Every week when I 
go home. I am from New York, so I am 
fortunate enough to be able to go home 
every week. In fact, I am so close to 
my constituents, they want me to 
come home every night. 

At least every week I am in the dis- 
trict, and I get greeted at the door of 
my office by men who are asking, when 
are the jobs coming? Congressman, 
when are the jobs coming? Nothing 
that happens is more important than 
the creation of jobs. 

To put it all together, I have talked 
about the crime bill. I talked about 
welfare reform. I am talking about 
waste in the farmers home loan mort- 
gage program, I am talking about 
waste in the savings and loan swindle. 

I would like to see us deal with all of 
that waste and use the taxpayers’ 
money instead in another direction, of 
creating jobs, of investing in activities 
which create jobs. 

We don’t talk enough about jobs in 
this House. We don’t talk enough about 
jobs in this Capitol. There is an as- 
sumption because we are in a capitalis- 
tic society, the free market prevails, 
that Government plays a minor role in 
the creation of jobs. While we recognize 
that jobs drive the economy and you 
can’t have a working economy without 
jobs, you can’t have a working econ- 
omy unless you have income generat- 
ing activity, because the income gener- 
ating activity produces revenue, and 
revenue is what Government needs to 
survive on. 
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We don’t recognize that. We don’t 
admit that the primary stimulus for 
the capitalistic economy of America 
has been for the last 50 years the Gov- 
ernment, after we ended World War II, 
which was an activity where there was 
a great stimulus. But in our peacetime 
economy, the greatest stimulus for the 
economy has always been the Govern- 
ment. , 
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The fact that we decided to go into 
an arms race with the Soviet Union 
meant that we poured billions of dol- 
lars into the defense industry, and the 
defense industry was the motor of our 
economy. What that defense industry 
motor showed us is that if you do not 
have defense as a motor to drive the 
economy, if you do not create jobs via 
defense, if the Government does not 
stimulate jobs that way, then it has to 
stimulate them some other way. 

Government must create jobs. We 
must go forward understanding that 
one of our primary responsibilities as 
legislators, one of the primary respon- 
sibilities of the decisionmakers here in 
this Capitol is to create jobs. People in 
my district do not understand why we 
do not spend more time talking about 
creating jobs. Why do we have lengthy 
discussions about crime and a crime 
bill and we do not recognize that peo- 
ple who have jobs, who have hope of 
some day getting a job, behave in ways 
which reduce crime. 

The No. 1 reason for crime is that 
people are seeking some income. They 
are trying to get it without having to 
go through the regular channels. And 
there are always crooks; there are al- 
ways criminals in every society. But 
when you get a dramatic increase in 
the number of criminals, when you 
have large percentages of the popu- 
lation participating in criminal activ- 
ity, there is something wrong with the 
society and the opportunities that the 
society is making available for the peo- 
ple of the society. 

A society is a social construct which 
is created in order to improve over the 
state of nature. If we were all out here 
in the jungle, it would be survival of 
the fittest, those who have bread, those 
who have bananas, those who have food 
would have it taken from them by 
those who are stronger. And the 
strongest would survive. We do not 
want that. All societies exist because 
they are trying to improve over the 
jungle, over the state of nature. 

So if a society exists as an improve- 
ment over a state of nature, it means 
that it makes certain kinds of con- 
tracts, a compact with the individual 
that we are going to provide the oppor- 
tunity in this construct of ours for ev- 
erybody to survive. Everybody should 
have an opportunity to survive. And 
survival in our times means everybody 
should have the opportunity to earn in- 
come legitimately. Everybody should 
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have the opportunity to be able to 
work and get paid decent wages for 
their work, which brings me back to 
the question of welfare reform. 

We are talking about welfare reform. 
Suddenly people who have never, ever 
talked to a welfare recipient are de- 
claring that they are experts on wel- 
fare. Plans are being offered by people 
who have never indicated any interest 
in poor people. All of a sudden there 
are all kinds of experts. 

Welfare reform should begin with the 
assumption that if you had jobs, people 
would prefer those jobs and they would 
take those jobs and you would not have 
to subsidize them in some other way. 
We will always have a need to subsidize 
people who are disabled, people with 
disabilities, some of those who cannot 
get jobs would have to be subsidized. 
The elderly would have to be sub- 
sidized. Children with no parents would 
have to be subsidized. But there are 
large numbers of people who are receiv- 
ing aid from the Government of some 
form, food stamps, public housing, var- 
ious kinds of subsidies, because they 
cannot get a job which pays an income 
high enough to cover those necessities. 

So if you want to deal with those ne- 
cessities, then create jobs and let peo- 
ple just get a job, earn income. That is 
the simplest solution. A lot of the so- 
cial problems that result from people 
not having jobs, a lot of tension cre- 
ated that breaks families apart, broken 
families which create situations where 
children are more likely to get into 
trouble, stress creates situations where 
people are more vulnerable and likely 
to become alcoholics or they are likely 
to become drug addicts, a lot of things 
that happen in our society would not 
happen if you had a way for people to 
earn a living. If they had income, they 
would solve their own problems. 

If there was a hope that jobs would 
be there, if youngsters understood that 
at the end of the schooling process, 
there is a job waiting and people have 
education, there is a difference of peo- 
ple who have education and those that 
do not have education. Those who do 
have education do get jobs. They are 
able to make a living. If you had that 
kind of hope held up, a large part of the 
schooling problems and problems that 
we encounter with our young people 
would be resolved. 

So the job becomes the key factor. If 
that is the key factor, why do we not 
concentrate on producing more jobs. 

There is a lot of hypocrisy that 
comes out of the mouths of those who 
have insisted that we want to end wel- 
fare as we know it. They want to end 
welfare and make people go to work, as 
if all those welfare recipients out there 
do not want to go to work. Where are 
the jobs? And in numerous situations 
we have seen a few jobs open up in the 
big cities. There was one dramatic il- 
lustration in Chicago where one of the 
big hotel chains opened a new hotel in 
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Chicago and they took photographs, so 
they were available for everybody to 
see, of people going around the block. 
It was the middle of winter. They are 
lined up, 10,000 people came out for a 
few hundred jobs; 10,000 people came 
out. Everywhere else that you an- 
nounce jobs, if you announce jobs in 
New York City, you will have thou- 
sands of people applying for 40, 50 jobs. 
The problem is jobs. So why do we not 
concentrate on creating jobs? 

Why do I say the people who are 
pushing welfare reform are hypo- 
critical? Because they do not want to 
talk about the fact that welfare was 
created because it is cheaper to put a 
person on welfare and pay them some 
pittance amount of money and say that 
you are trying to help them survive 
and you are trying to help their chil- 
dren than it is to give them a job. 

A minimum wage job with health 
benefits will cost far more than any 1 
of the 50 States now pay to welfare re- 
cipients. 

A family of four gets far less than 
they would get with a combination of a 
minimum wage job and a health bene- 
fit. There are minimum wage jobs that 
are not worth it because if you do not 
have the health benefit, then the per- 
son who gets off welfare gets a mini- 
mum wage job, no health benefit, they 
are in worse trouble than they were be- 
fore if they have a family. The minute 
one of the kids get sick, they have no 
way to take care of them. This keeps a 
lot of people on welfare because they 
want the health benefit. 

Health reform, health care reform be- 
comes very important in this whole 
matter of being able to reform welfare, 
being able to provide jobs, because if 
the employer cannot provide the health 
benefits, then of course with a national 
health care reform package, we will 
provide the benefits and enable the per- 
son to make a decision without taking 
& job, without having to consider the 
loss of their Medicaid benefits. Again, 
the problem goes back to the creation 
of jobs. What are we going to do in this 
society to create jobs? And in the proc- 
ess of creating jobs we solve and re- 
solve a lot of problems. There is always 
a great deal of work to be done. 

In our society right now there are 
jobs waiting in terms of work to be 
done. We just need à way to pay people 
to do it. 

Our infrastructure is still crumbling, 
highways, bridges which always come 
to mind, but across the country, a 
large percentage of our schools, our 
public schools are so dilapidated and so 
decaying that they are dangerous. In 
New York City, the opening of school 
last fall was delayed for 2 weeks be- 
cause we had large numbers of schools 
with asbestos at a level which was dan- 
gerous for young people. We still have 
large numbers of schools which have 
lead pipes and a lead problem. Lead and 
asbestos problems in public schools 
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generate a health problem which is im- 
mediate and very dangerous, because 
Science has shown that ingestion of 
lead or asbestos by young children, the 
damage created is far greater than it is 
with adults. 

So we have unsafe schools in many 
places in the country and certainly in 
our big cities. Just to repair and re- 
place some of those schools would cre- 
ate thousands of jobs. The work is 
there to be done. We need some way to 
pay people to do it. 'The schools in New 
York, we would like to put in more 
computers and even the better schools 
that want to put in computers and 
more audiovisual devices, we find that 
the lines which go into the schools, the 
telephone lines are inadequate. We can- 
not have modern wiring. We cannot 
have modern computerization of the 
schools because of the fact that we 
need to have new lines go in via the 
telephone company. 


O 1450 


There is work to be done there. 
Somebody needs to be paid to do it. 

We are going into the age of tele- 
communications wrapped around the 
whole world. The telecommunications 
people are talking about supplying 500 
channels, 500 cable channels that can 
be supplied. The question is, what is 
going to go over those channels. How 
are we going to train people to deal 
with the wiring of the whole world? 

South Africa has just become free. 
The great demand for education in 
South Africa, the great demand for new 
housing in South Africa, the great de- 
mand for the building of a new infra- 
structure, they will look to some other 
nation to help with that. 

There are jobs that are possible, but 
people have to be trained for those 
jobs. They have to be educated for 
those jobs. In some cases, only the 
Government can provide the payroll. 

This is nothing new. We provide the 
payroll for General Motors when they 
build tanks. All of the tanks used by 
the military in this country are built 
in this country. They are built by 
workers in this country. We provide 
the payroll for that. 

When we build aircraft carriers, an 
aircraft carrier cost $3.35 billion, they 
are built not far from here. The only 
place in the world that builds aircraft 
carriers is Newport News, VA. 

When in Newport News the Govern- 
ment gives a contract to build an air- 
craft carrier for $3.5 billion, that puts a 
whole lot of people to work, not only in 
Newport News, but making all the 
parts, supplying all the various parts, 
means a whole lot of other people in 
other States across the country are 
also involved in building that aircraft 
carrier, so those people are on the pub- 
lic payroll. They are on our taxpayers' 
payroll. 

In Groton, CT, we built a Sea Wolf 
submarine. When President Clinton be- 
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came President he decided to build one 
more Sea Wolf submarine. We did not 
need a Sea Wolf submarine because the 
conflict with the Soviet Union was 
over. There was nowhere to use a Sea 
Wolf submarine. 

The decision was made in order to 
keep people working. I think it was an 
expensive way to provide jobs, to build 
a Sea Wolf submarine, but my point 
here is that the people who built the 
Sea Wolf submarine are on the public 
payroll. The contract would not be 
there if the Government did not order 
the Sea Wolf submarine. 

We have had for years a $200, $300, 
$400 billion defense budget. Right now, 
with the Soviet Union gone and no 
other superpower existing in the world, 
we still have a $260 billion defense 
budget. We are still building planes, 
tanks, various kinds of equipment, be- 
cause we say it may be needed. 

I wil not quarrel right now with 
whether it is going to be needed at all, 
but everybody who is involved in that 
activity, $260 billion, they are on the 
public payroll. We are providing those 
jobs. I have no quarrel with using Gov- 
ernment money to provide jobs, but let 
us admit that it is a legitimate func- 
tion of Government to provide jobs. 

Once we have no more excuses to 
build planes and tanks and bombs, let 
us use Government money to provide 
jobs in other areas. Let us use Govern- 
ment money to build the highways and 
the schools. Let us use Government 
money to take care of the needs of 
human beings, to provide new kinds of 
methods and equipment, supplies, for 
education. 

My constituents do not understand 
why we do not use our Government 
money in more reasonable ways. My 
constituents do not understand why, as 
a member of the Committee on Edu- 
cation and Labor, I had to spend 3 days 
in a House-Senate session debating 
something called Opportunity to Learn 
standards. When I tell them I spent the 
equivalent of 3 days debating back and 
forth whether we should have Oppor- 
tunity to Learn standards written into 
the Goal 2000 legislation on education, 
they are baffled. 

Opportunity to Learn standards are 
merely a statement of common sense. 
In the Goals 2000 legislation, the Presi- 
dent of the United States is agreeing 
with the previous President that the 
Federal Government ought to get in- 
volved more in education reform. 

What they are saying in Goals 2000 is 
that we should begin with a world-class 
curriculum, a standard curriculum, or 
curriculum standards, not a curricu- 
lum that is standardized, but curricu- 
lum standards; so we set those stand- 
ards and invite all of the States, no- 
body is mandated, all of the States are 
invited to participate and come up 
with standards that are similar to the 
Standards we set, as they establish a 
curriculum which will be not exactly 
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the same across the country, but very 
similar. 

In addition to the curriculum stand- 
ards, we are going to establish world- 
class tests so all the youngsters in the 
country will be taking the same test. 
With those tests we will measure how 
much of this world-class curriculum 
they are absorbing. 

Those two items put the burden of 
educational improvement on the backs 
of the students, and that is altogether 
fitting. Students must shoulder that 
burden. 

When I proposed a third set of stand- 
ards, standards related to the delivery 
system, how are you going to help 
these youngsters pass these tests, what 
are you going to do which will facili- 
tate their being able to learn so that 
they will be able to pass the tests, ab- 
sorb the world-class curriculum, that is 
when the debate began. How are you 
going to do that? We have to talk in 
concrete terms. 

We started talking then about, are 
you going to make sure that every 
youngster in America is in a building 
which, first of all, is safe, does not have 
asbestos, does not have lead, is safe? 
After the building is safe, are you 
going to make sure it is conducive to 
learning? Will there be proper lighting? 
Will there be space? Will the student 
enjoy going to school every day? Are 
you going to build science laboratories 
in every school, make sure that the 
Schools that are teaching science have 
the laboratories and the equipment in 
the laboratories to teach science? 

In New York City, not only do we 
have no science labs and science equip- 
ment in the junior high schools, a sur- 
vey 2 years ago showed that in two- 
thirds of the schools, the two-thirds of 
the schools where African-American 
and Latino youngsters were predomi- 
nantly in the student body, those two- 
thirds of the schools had teachers 
teaching math and science who had 
never majored in math and science in 
college, so the basic item, the teacher, 
was not qualified to really help those 
young people to pass any test on 
Science or math. 

In Goals 2000, we have six subjects 
that are going to have these world- 
class curriculums established. One of 
them is math. One is science. Another 
is geography. 

As I pushed the idea of Opportunity 
to Learn standards, I asked the ques- 
tion, “Can we have standards which 
say that every school should have 
books that are current?’’ We have facts 
that show that in the books of the 
school libraries across America, the av- 
erage copyright date is 1965. If the 
copyright date is 1965, that means the 
book was published in 1965. The infor- 
mation in the book is 1965 information. 

How can you learn geography from 
books that are almost 30 years old, 25 
years old? How can you learn history, 
current history? There are at least 30 
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countries that exist now that did not 
exist in 1965, so how can you learn his- 
tory and geography if you do not have 
appropriate books? Opportunity to 
Learn standards means that you are 
going to address this problem: What 
are the States doing to facilitate learn- 
ing? Common sense. 

We got tremendous opposition, be- 
cause it means you have to talk about 
spending money. In order to deal with 
the Opportunity to Learn standards, 
you are going to have to spend money 
to build buildings, you are going to 
have to spend money to build labora- 
tories. You are going to have to spend 
far more money than we are willing to 
spend on education to make sure every 
lab is equipped with the right equip- 
ment. You are going to have to buy 
books. You are going to have to do 
what any sophomore in high school 
would tell you is necessary for learn- 
ing. 
But the Governors rose in rebellion 
against the idea of the Opportunity to 
Learn standards. The administration 
rose in rebellion. The Wall Street Jour- 
nal condemned me as a person who was 
going to create an opportunity for par- 
ents to sue, because they saw parents 
awakening. 

If parents see a situation where their 
kids are being pushed in this world- 
class curriculum, and the kids have to 
take the tests and their whole lives de- 
pend on these tests, then parents are 
going to say, “What about this other 
standard? Are you really providing the 
opportunity to learn to my child?" And 
the pressure in the courts and the pres- 
sure politically is what they antici- 
pate, and would not respond to. 

Why not? Why not use the billions of 
dollars that are going to waste to build 
decent schools and to equip those 
schools with the best possible equip- 
ment? Why not use the billions of dol- 
lars to train teachers who really know 
how to teach science and math, so no 
schoolroom where science and math is 
being taught has to have a teacher who 
does not know the subject? 
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Why not? We have the money. We are 
not a desperately poor country as 
many speakers on the floor of this 
House would make us out to be, we 
have to watch every penny. Yes, we 
ought to watch every penny, but we 
ought to watch how we take the pen- 
nies away from the great bottomless 
pits of waste and dedicate them to the 
activities that are constructive and 
will help people to learn the skills they 
need in order to gain the jobs that they 
need, to earn the incomes that they 
need, in order for them to take care of 
themselves. 

I am all in favor of people getting off 
welfare, 2 years and get off, OK. I have 
no problem with that. But guarantee a 
job. Let the Government guarantee a 
job for every person who gets off wel- 
fare. 
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I would go even further. I introduced 
legislation when I first arrived here in 
1983. In January 1983 I introduced a bill 
which said we ought to amend the Con- 
stitution to guarantee the right to a 
job opportunity to every American who 
wants to work. That is pie in the sky, 
my colleagues told me, and they still 
tell me that. But for the future our so- 
ciety is going to exist in peace and har- 
mony with opportunity for all only if it 
creates job opportunities for all, only if 
we have jobs and get rid of the kinds of 
tensions and the kind of oppression 
that exists at this point in parts of my 
district. 

Parts of my district, like most inner 
city communities, are under siege. 
They feel they are under siege because 
they waited all of those years for Ron- 
ald Reagan to go, 8 years, and then 4 
more years for George Bush to go, and 
finally we had a President who said he 
cared about the people. Finally we had 
Democratic control of the House, the 
Senate and the White House. And all 
we hear now is obscene, irrational rat- 
tling on and on about how important it 
is to build more prisons, how impor- 
tant it is to have more death penalties, 
how absolutely important it is to get 
people off welfare in 2 years. But no 
talk about creating jobs. 

One strike and the administration 
was out. The administration made an 
attempt, a valid attempt to get a stim- 
ulus package passed, $16 billion in ex- 
penditures, $3 billion in tax cuts and 
tax credits, et cetera, $19 billion total. 
We barely got it passed on the floor of 
the House, but it passed. And then it 
was filibustered to death on the floor of 
the Senate. 

Now we have no desire to go back and 
try again, it appears. Nothing else 
makes sense that we do down here un- 
less we do go back and address the seri- 
ous vacuum that has been created by 
the absence of a stimulus package 
sponsored by the Federal Government. 
A huge package, greater than $16 bil- 
lion is necessary now. 

What we have done over the last 3 
years is accepted stimulus through the 
back door. In other words, another way 
to put it was God has forced us to offer 
stimulus packages to certain parts of 
the country. We passed a few months 
ago an earthquake relief bill for Cali- 
fornia, $8 billion in earthquake relief. 
Now God created the earthquake, na- 
ture created the earthquake. It was 
something we had no control over, The 
people who were involved as victims 
deserve assistance. Our Government 
should come to the aid of people who 
are victims of earthquakes. 

That $8 billion is a stimulus, how- 
ever, regardless of what purpose, it is a 
stimulus to the economy of California. 
The economy of California has bounded 
back. It is moving now. They paid big 
bonuses, billions of dollars to rebuild 
the freeway. Everybody worked on the 
freeway. Many of the contractors got 
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an extra bonus, and they did other 
things, and on and on it goes. The 
economy is jumping as a result of $8 
billion in stimulus. 

Last year we appropriated $6 billion 
to the Midwest flood victims, so the 
States in the Midwest who were so un- 
fortunate as to have floods destroying 
homes and crops, et cetera, God at 
work again, nature at work, we came 
to their aid. We had a $6 billion flood 
relief package. That $6 billion helps 
victims, and I am all in favor of help- 
ing the victims of floods. 

But that is a stimulus for the econ- 
omy of those areas. It is Federal money 
going to those areas to provide funding 
for rebuilding homes, rebuilding roads, 
activity which stimulates income, 
which generates income. And the econ- 
omy of those areas are benefiting from 
our Federal Government's help. 

Before that, during the last year of 
the Bush administration, we appro- 
priated $6 billion for hurricane victim 
relief in Florida, hurricane victims. 
Again, God at work, nature at work. 
But it is a stimulus for the State of 
Florida, Federal money not coming out 
of the State coffers poured into Florida 
to do what is necessary to help the vic- 
tims which becomes an economic stim- 
ulus. It creates jobs, generates income. 

Would it not be logical and fair to 
look at the economy of the big cities 
like New York, and Chicago, and Los 
Angeles, the inner cities of those areas 
where unemployment has been at the 
level for the last 12 or 13 years, a level 
which is twice as high as the average 
unemployment across the whole Na- 
tion? In the neighborhoods where un- 
employment has been twice as high as 
the average national unemployment, 
why not declare them disaster areas? 
They are disasters created by man, not 
God, not nature. But we have managed 
the economy in ways which has drained 
the job producing activities out of 
those areas. 

One of the ways we manage the econ- 
omy is the deposits paid by city people 
were taken to the Midwest and the Far 
West to build shopping malls with all 
of the savings and loan money that got 
pumped down the drain, and the depos- 
its were put in in the big cities, and in 
many cases in the East and in the Mid- 
west they would not invest in neigh- 
borhoods in the inner cities because 
they said the investments would not be 
safe. So they built shopping malls in 
Texas or apartment houses in Texas, or 
Colorado, the areas where we have the 
greatest amount of savings and loan 
swindles. The economy was grossly 
mismanaged. 

People say New York has always got 
its hand out asking the Federal Gov- 
ernment to do something for New 
York. New York State in the past 20 
years has always paid more tax money 
into the Federal Government’s coffers 
than it has gotten back. New York 
State has always paid more into the 
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Federal coffers. Two years ago it was 
$16 billion more that went into the 
Federal Government than came back 
to New York. The year before that it 
was $23 billion more came from New 
York and went into the Federal coffers 
than we got back in terms of Federal 
expenditures. 

So the mismanagement of the econ- 
omy means we are draining away re- 
sources from areas, creating situations 
where the jobs are not there, and we 
walk away and do nothing. When we 
call for a stimulus package that might 
help New York and the big cities, sud- 
denly people think it is going to bank- 
rupt the country. An earthquake, no 
questions asked. A flood, no questions 
asked. A hurricane, no questions asked. 

Let us grow up and join the 20th cen- 
tury. Let us stop being superstitious, 
folks running around responding to na- 
ture and to God and recognize that 
there are other kinds of disasters, and 
disasters exist in our big cities and our 
inner cities. A disaster exists in most 
of my district, and my folks do not un- 
derstand, my constituents do not un- 
derstand why we do not come to their 
aid, why we do not give them some re- 
lief, some disaster relief. 

On the floor of this House this kind 
of sensible, logical dialog is almost im- 
possible to find. Nobody wants to talk 
about why we do not use the tremen- 
dous riches and resources of this Na- 
tion to come to the aid of victims of 12 
years of unemployment, 12 years of no 
opportunities, 12 years of people being 
forced to pick up the crumbs, 12 years 
of suffering, 12 years of pressure, 12 
years which have generated more ad- 
dicts, more alcoholics. 

It is only jobs we ask. We do not need 
a complicated welfare reform program. 
Just give us the jobs. 
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Give us the jobs. There is work to be 
done. All we need is somebody to pay 
for the work. If there is nobody else to 
pay for the work, if private enterprise 
will not do it, then let the Government 
do it. 

If you want to play the games we 
play down here in terms of every new 
program must have a way, must iden- 
tify the sources of funding, then every 
day I can give you a new source of 
funding for a jobs program on the 
streets of our cities. 

We can start with the CIA. You 
know, we tried to cut the CIA 10 per- 
cent the last time they were up for ap- 
propriation, and nobody wanted to lis- 
ten, an overwhelming defeat for a cut 
of the CIA. 

This past week we had an agent of 
the CIA, a very high-placed person, 
who turned out to be a double agent. 
We will not go into the story. But in 
his farewell address before he went off 
to prison, he stated that the CIA was a 
big joke; the CIA is an agency of old 
boys spending the taxpayers’ money, 
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playing games and doing nothing. He 
felt he should rip it off. Because what 
else? You know, everybody else was 
ripping it off, too. 

That is oversimplifying, but what 
Eldridge Ames said ought to be inves- 
tigated. A  multibillion-dollar oper- 
ation, we have an intelligence oper- 
ation which the New York Times and 
other reliable sources estimate to be 
$28 billion to $30 billion, $28 billion to 
$30 billion in intelligence activity in 
1994, the same as we had 3 or 4 years 
ago just before the Evil Empire dis- 
solved and the major superpower com- 
petition went off the radar screen. We 
still have an expenditure of $28 billion 
to $30 billion. 

If you want to find the money to pay 
for a jobs program in the big cities, 
give us a billion a year from the CIA 
until it gets down, from our intel- 
ligence operations, the CIA included, 
until it gets down to some reasonable 
size. You might consider just abolish- 
ing the CIA and let the FBI and the 
local police and State Department per- 
form the functions they are supposed 
to perform, because as Eldridge Ames 
pointed out, many of the agents who 
were supposed to be experts in certain 
countries do not know the language of 
the country, so they are sitting at a 
desk in Washington making decisions 
and analyses about that country. 

We could save a whole lot of money 
in the payment to agents and double 
agents. If Eldridge Ames was receiving 
$2 million from the broke, bankrupt 
Soviet Union, and they were paying 
him $2 million to spy on us, then has 
anybody considered what we must be 
paying Russian agents to spy on the 
Russians? If the going rate for the Rus- 
sians is $2 million, then we must be 
paying the Russian spies much more 
than that. To do what? Useless spying. 
Who needs it? 

We are paying for expense accounts. 
We are paying for femmes fatales and 
agents provocateurs and information 
sources. There is a cloak-and-dagger 
game going on out there which has no 
relevance to anything. 

As Eldridge Ames pointed out, most 
of the information our CIA gathers can 
be gotten from some other source with 
far less cost. 

So let us begin by cutting back on 
the CIA and pumping that money into 
jobs in the inner cities, or let us be se- 
rious about the Farmers Home Loan 
Mortgage. 

If we have given away already $11.5 
billion in debts forgiven, let us resolve 
that we are going to go out and collect 
the rest of the loans or do something to 
get the taxpayers’ money back. Let us 
take that money and put it into the 
inner cities. 

Let us take another look at the sav- 
ings-and-loan swindles, and let us de- 
cide that we are really going to be seri- 
ous this time and make people pay 
back a lot of the money they walked 
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off with or go to prison. That is a 
source of funding for jobs programs in 
the inner cities. 

Let us stop building more aircraft 
carriers and Seawolf submarines just to 
provide jobs. You can provide three or 
four times more jobs with the same 
amount of money than it takes to build 
weapons systems that are never going 
to be utilized. 

Let us get serious. I want the people 
who are in my district to know that 
when they are faced with budget cuts 
by the city, and the city has cut 70 per- 
cent of the youth programs out of the 
budget because they say, ‘‘We cannot 
afford it"; the city is cutting back on 
all kinds of programs that existed be- 
fore. All that relates to what happens 
down here in Washington, because New 
York State is sending still money to 
the Federal Government that it does 
not get back in the form of services 
and programs. So it relates to the Fed- 
eral Government. It relates to the Fed- 
eral Government, because all taxes 
begin at the local level. 

There are no taxes generated in 
Washington, DC. The taxes are gen- 
erated from people all over the coun- 


try. 

Last April 15 the taxes flowed out of 
the local areas into Washington. It is 
our money. Taxpayers should demand 
that the money be utilized in ways 
that are more productive, that the 
waste stop, that the hysteria about 
crime, the hysteria about welfare re- 
form, the hysteria be replaced with 
some honest discussion of what shall 
the Government do to assist the econ- 
omy. What shall the Government do to 
provide income-generating activities? 
What shall our Government do to pro- 
vide jobs? 

I want to close by saying that there 
was a program on television a couple 
weeks ago called “Survival Against the 
Odds" or “Surviving the Odds," Sur- 
viving the Odds." It was directed at 
what shall we do in our communities to 
help African-American males. African- 
American males, in large numbers, are 
already in the criminal justice system. 
One-fourth of African-American males 
between the ages of 18 and 25 are 
somwhere in the criminal justice sys- 
tem. They are either on probation, on 
parole, or they are in prison. That is a 
lot of people, one-fourth of the African- 
American males in this country, at 
this point, before we start three strikes 
and you are out, before we start a mas- 
sive campaign to stop crime, already 
one-fourth. 

What do we do about them? The tele- 
vision program addressed this in many 
ways. I was shocked, after listening to 
it for a whole hour, to not hear any dis- 
cussion of jobs and what jobs have to 
do with young people. The existence of 
jobs, the existence of opportunity, the 
existence of an economy which is ex- 
panding, all of that is necessary to cre- 
ate hope. 
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Why should young people have hope 
if they cannot at least look forward to 
having a job so they can bring home a 
paycheck? Why can they have hope if 
they do not have an opportunity to uti- 
lize the education they might get if 
they stay in school? 

We have a stagnation that is setting 
in in our whole economy, and not only 
our young people are at risk, not only 
are our young people in the inner cities 
or in districts like my district in 
Brooklyn at risk, but large numbers of 
people who have jobs now are at risk. 

If we continue to fail to recognize the 
supreme duty of our Government is to 
make certain that the economy is 
working, to creat jobs, we are at risk. 

There is competition of all kinds, 
people who have Ph.D.’s who are nu- 
clear scientists, they are at risk, too, 
because we have nuclear scientists in 
other parts of the world who are work- 
ing for less than minimum wage. The 
Soviet Union has nuciear scientists 
right now who are working for less 
than minimum wage. They may be uti- 
lized instead of our own nuclear sci- 
entists. We have computer program- 
mers who are at risk, because large 
numbers of computer programmers are 
being brought in from countries like 
India, and they work for at least half 
as much as a computer programmer 
that comes out of our colleges and uni- 
versities work for. 

If we do not creat more jobs, if the 
Government is not directing its atten- 
tion, its focus, on income-producing ac- 
tivities and jobs including watching 
our trade agreements and our agree- 
ments which allow people to bring in 
low-paid workers to work in our own 
economy, if we do not do all of that, 
then we are headed for a situation 
where there will be increasing amounts 
of hostility, of tension, outrage, and 
explosion. 

People in my district want to know 
why Government does not have more 
common sense. I think we ought to try 
to answer that question more on the 
floor of this House, and the way to do 
that is to spend more attention on pro- 
grams that create jobs. 

Let us go back to the stimulus pack- 
age. If the President will not offer an- 
other stimulus package in order to cre- 
ate jobs, it is the duty of every Member 
of Congress to develop ways in which 
we can develop a package that is based 
on utilization of the taxpayers' money 
for investment, not for waste, but for 
investment to create jobs, to create op- 
portunity. 


O 1520 
RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HILLIARD). Pursuant to the provisions 
of clause 12, rule I, the Chair declares 
the House in recess until 5 p.m. 

Accordingly (at 3 o'clock and 20 min- 
utes p.m.) the House stood in recess 
until 5 p.m. 
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AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. HILLIARD) at 5 o'clock 
and 2 minutes p.m. 


——— 


NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE 
REFORM ACT OF 1994 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of sus- 
pending the rules and passing the bill, 
H.R. 3191, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY] that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3191, as 
amended, on which the yeas and nays 
are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 335, nays 60, 
not voting 37, as follows: 


[Roll No. 149] 
YEAS—335 

Abercrombie Costello Hamburg 
Ackerman Coyne Hamilton 
Andrews (NJ) Cramer Harman 
Andrews (TX) Crapo Hastert 
Applegate Cunningham Hastings 
Bacchus (FL) Danner Hayes 
Bachus (AL) Darden Herger 
Baesler de la Garza Hilliard 
Baker (LA) Deal Hinchey 
Barca DeFazio Hoagland 
Barcia Derrick Hobson 
Barlow Deutsch Hochbrueckner 
Barrett (NE) Diaz-Balart Holden 
Barrett (WI) Dingell Horn 
Bartlett Dixon Houghton 

Dooley Hoyer 
Beilenson Durbin Huffington 
Bentley Edwards (CA) Hughes 
Bereuter Edwards (TX) Hunter 
Berman Emerson Hutto 
Bevill Engel Hyde 
Bilbray English Inhofe 
Bishop Eshoo Inslee 
Blute Evans Istook 
Boehlert Everett Jacobs 
Bonilla Ewing Jefferson 
Bonior Farr Johnson (CT) 
Borski Fawell Johnson (GÀ) 
Boucher Fazio Johnson (SD) 
Brewster Fields (LA) Johnson, E. B. 
Brooks Filner Johnston 
Browder Flake Kanjorski 
Brown (CA) Foglietta Kaptur 
Brown (FL) Ford (MI) Kasich 
Brown (OH) Ford (TN) Kennedy 
Bryant Frank (MA) Kennelly 
Buyer Franks (CT) Kildee 
Byrne Franks (NJ) King 
Callahan Frost Kingston 
Calvert Furse Kleczka 
Cantwell Gallo Klein 
Cardin Gejdenson Klink 
Carr Gephardt Klug 
Castle Geren Knollenberg 
Chapman Gilchrest Kolbe 
Clay Gilman Kopetski 
Clayton Gingrich Kreidler 
Clement Glickman Kyl 
Clinger Gonzalez LaFalce 
Clyburn Goodlatte Lambert 
Coble Lancaster 
Coleman Gordon Lantos 
Collins (IL) Grams LaRocco 
Collins (MI) Green Laughlin 
Combest Greenwood Lazio 
Condit Gunderson Leach 
Conyers Gutierrez Lehman 
Coo; Hall (OH) Levin 
Coppersmith Hall (TX) Levy 
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Lewis (CA) Orton Shepherd 
Lightfoot Owens Shuster 
Linder Oxley Sisisky 
Lipinski Pallone Skaggs 
Livingston Parker Skeen 
Lloyd Pastor Skelton 
Lowey Payne (NJ) Slattery 
Machtley Payne (VA) Slaughter 
Maloney Pelosi Smith (1A) 
Manton Smith (NJ) 
Manzullo Peterson (FL) Snowe 
Margolies- Peterson (MN) Spratt 

Mezvinsky Petri Stark 
Markey Pickett Stenholm 
Martinez Pickle Strickland 
Matsui Pombo Studds 
Mazzoli Pomeroy Stupak 
McCandless Porter Sundquist 
McCloskey Portman Swett 
McCrery Poshard Swift 
McCurdy Price (NC) Synar 
McDade Quillen Talent 
McDermott Quinn Tanner 
McHale Rahall Tauzin 
McHugh Ramstad Taylor (MS) 
McKeon Rangel jeda 
McKinney Ravenel Thomas (CA) 
McMillan Reed Thomas (WY) 
McNulty Regula Thompson 
Meehan Reynolds Torkildsen 
Meek Richardson Torres 
Menendez Roemer Torricelli 
Meyers Rogers Towns 
Mfume Ros-Lehtinen Traficant 
Michel Rose Tucker 
Miller (CA) Rostenkowski Unsoeld 
Mineta Roth Valentine 
Minge Roukema Velazquez 
Mink Rowland Vento 
Moakley Roybal-Allard Volkmer 
Molinari Rush Walsh 
Mollohan Sabo Waters 
Montgomery Sanders Watt 
Morella Sarpalius Waxman 
Murphy Sawyer Wilson 
Murtha Saxton Wise 
Nadler Schenk Wolf 
Neal (NC) Schiff Woolsey 
Nussle Schumer Wyden 
Oberstar Scott Wynn 
Obey Serrano Yates 
Olver Sharp Young (AK) 
Ortiz Shays Zimmer 

NAYS—60 
Allard Ehlers Moorhead 
Archer Fields (TX) Packard 
Armey Fowler Paxon 
Baker (CA) Gekas Roberts 
Ballenger Gibbons Rohrabacher 
Gillmor Royce 
Bilirakis Goss Schroeder 
Bliley Hancock Sensenbrenner 
Bunning Hansen Shaw 
Burton Hefley Smith (MI) 
Camp Hoekstra Smith (TX) 
Canady Hutchinson Solomon 
Cox Inglis Spence 
Crane Johnson, Sam Stearns 
DeLay Kim Stump 
Dickey Lewis (FL) Thurman 
Dornan McCollum Upton 
Dreier McInnis Vucanovich 
Duncan Mica Walker 
Dunn Miller (FL) Zeliff 
NOT VOTING—37 
Andrews (ME) Hefner Smith (OR) 
Bateman Hoke Stokes 
Blackwell Lewis (GA) Taylor (NC) 
Boehner Long Thornton 
Collins (GA) Mann Visclosky 
DeLauro Moran Washington 
Dellums Myers Weldon 
Dicks Neal (MA) Wheat 
Doolittle Pryce (OH) Whitten 
Fingerhut Ridge Williams 
Fish Sangmeister Young (FL) 
Gallegly Santorum 
Grandy Schaefer 
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Carolina changed their vote from 
“yea” to “nay.” 

Messrs. LEWIS of California, 
HINCHEY, and INHOFE changed their 
vote from “nay” to “yea.” 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill, as amended, was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mr. FINGERHUT. Mr. Speaker, | was not 
present during the House session on Tuesday, 
May 3. Had | been present, | would have 
voted "yes" on H.R. 3191, the national flood 
insurance reauthorization. | commend my col- 
leagues on the Banking Committee for their 
excellent work in crafting this comprehensive 
piece of legislation. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I was 
absent on Tuesday, May 3, and missed 
rollcall vote 149. But had I been here, I 
would have voted in support of H.R. 
3191, the National Flood Insurance Re- 
form Act. 


PERMISSION TO FILE CON- 
FERENCE REPORT ON HOUSE 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 218, 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET—FISCAL YEAR 1995 


Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the conferees may 
have until midnight tonight to file a 
conference report on the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 218) setting 
forth the congressional budget for the 
U.S. Government for the fiscal years 
1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. COP- 
PERSMITH). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts? 

There was no objection. 


REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3266 


Mr. SARPALIUS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name be 
removed from the list of cosponsors of 
H.R. 3266. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
H.R. 3191, the bill just considered and 


passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts? 
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There was no objection. 
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NATIONAL RANDOM ACTS OF 
KINDNESS WEEK 


Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 357) 
designating the week beginning Feb- 
ruary 12, 1995, as “National Random 
Acts of Kindness Week," and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Cop- 
PERSMITH). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentlewoman from Vir- 
ginia? 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, under my reserva- 
tion I yield to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. TUCKER] who is the 
chief sponsor of House Joint Resolu- 
tion 357. 

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding and I thank 
the gentlewoman from Virginia [Mrs. 
BYRNE] for bringing this joint resolu- 
tion to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to support 
this resolution designating the week of 
February 12, 1995, as ‘‘National Random 
Acts of Kindness Week." Over the past 
several weeks, I have received dozens 
of cards, letters, and phone calls from 
all over the country, expressing sup- 
port for this resolution. Members from 
both sides of the aisle have joined in 
this effort, to express the sense of Con- 
gress, that all persons should be en- 
couraged to practice random acts of 
kindness, and at this time I want to 
thank each and every one of them. We 
are all aware of the increasing percep- 
tion of unchecked violence engulfing 
our streets. But how many of us, on our 
own motion Mr. Speaker, will pay the 
toll for the guy behind us, carry the 
grocery bags for an elderly shopper, 
Say & kind word to a stranger, or give 
a quarter to a homeless person. These, 
Mr. Speaker, are examples of the ran- 
dom acts of kindness Members of this 
body should practice and encourage 
among people. Will this resolution do 
anything to stop the violence? In all 
honesty Mr. Speaker, I do not know. 
But I am comforted by knowing that 
random acts of kindness are con- 
tagious. 

God bless America. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, further 
reserving the right to object, I am 
pleased to rise in support of House 
Joint Resolution 357, legislation des- 
ignating the week beginning February 
12, 1995, as National Random Acts of 
Kindness Week." I praise the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. TUCKER] 
for introducing this resolution. 

As Americans, we have become ac- 
customed to horrifying crime statis- 
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tics—every day 14 Americans age 19 
and under are killed in gun-related sui- 
cides and homicides, about 1.2 million 
elementary-age children have access to 
guns, and as many as 135,000 children 
bring guns to school daily. 

The rising incidence of violent crime 
in our cities and towns is a statistic 
that we, as Americans, can no longer 
ignore. 

While our criminal justice system 
must ensure that those who break the 
law are appropriately punished, we, as 
fellow Americans, need to get back to 
the basics and remember the inherent 
beauty that lies in all of us. I believe 
that this may be done by practicing 
random acts of kindness. 

It is for this reason that I am proud 
to support this resolution. By designat- 
ing February 12, 1995, as a day in which 
we practice acts of consideration and 
generosity, I believe that we can gain 
additional strength and compassion, 
which, I am hopeful, will lead to peace- 
ful harmony and coexistence. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva- 
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the joint resolution, 
as follows: 

H.J. RES. 357 

Whereas the incidence of random acts of 
violence in the United States has reached 
epidemic levels; 

Whereas the Surgeon General of the United 
States estimates that, every day in the Unit- 
ed States, 135,000 children carry guns to 
school; 

Whereas every day in the United States, 3 
children are killed by child abuse, 9 children 
are murdered, 13 children are killed by guns, 
30 children are wounded by guns, 307 children 
are arrested for crimes of violence, 7,945 chil- 
dren are reported abused or neglected, and 
5,703 teenagers are victims of violent crime; 

Whereas every 4 hours a child in the Unit- 
ed States commits suicide; 

Whereas in the United States, a rape is 
committed every 6 minutes, and every year 
between 3,000,000 and 4,000,000 women are bat- 
tered by their partners and more than 200,000 
women are stalked; 

Whereas every year in the United States, 
there are 4.7 random acts of violence com- 
mitted against every 1,000 persons 65 years of 
age or older; 

Whereas every year in the United States, 
there are 758.1 random acts of violence for 
every 100,000 persons in the United States, 
and 235 firearm-related acts of violence for 
every 100,000 persons in the United States; 

Whereas there are 238,000,000 handguns in 
the United States; 

Whereas in 1992 in the United States, there 
were 1,730 anti-Semitic incidents, the total 
number of white-supremacist groups rose 27 
percent above the number from the previous 
year, and a record number of bias-related in- 
cidents, including 31 murders, were reported; 

Whereas hate crimes against Asians com- 
prised 8.9 percent of all hate crimes docu- 
mented in Los Angeles County in 1990; every 
4 hours an African-American child is mur- 
dered; 

Whereas the United States strongly op- 
poses random acts of violence, and all forms 
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of intolerance and mean-spiritedness based 
on ethnicity, religion, race, gender, or sexual 
orientation; 

Whereas the people of the United States 
should be encouraged to practice random 
acts of kindness, in the spirit of compassion, 
kindness, and goodwill toward all persons; 
and 

Whereas February 14 is annually cele- 
brated as Valentine's Day: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved by the Senate of the House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 'That the week beginning 
February 12, 1995, is designated as ‘‘National 
Random Acts of Kindness Week," and the 
President is authorized and requested to 
issue a proclamation calling on the people of 
the United States to observe the week with 
appropriate ceremonies and activities. 


The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, was 
read the third time, and passed, and a 
motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


NATIONAL WALKING WEEK 


Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J. 
Res. 146) designating May 1, 1994, 
through May 7, 1994, as “National 
Walking Week," and ask for its imme- 
diate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Virginia? 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I do not object, but 
would simply like to inform the House 
that the minority has no objection to 
the legislation now being considered. 

Mr. Speaker, further reserving the 
right to object, I rise today to offer my 
support for Senate Joint Resolution 
146, a joint resolution designating May 
1, 1994, through May 7, 1994 as National 
Walking Week. I would like to com- 
mend the gentleman from Pennsylva- 
nia Mr. PAUL MCHALE, for all of his 
hard work in bringing this joint resolu- 
tion to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, the medical profession 
has established that walking protects 
against high blood pressure as well as 
cholesterol problems, and other factors 
leading to heart disease. In addition, 
walking has been found to protect 
against adult onset of diabetes; protect 
against osteoporosis by strengthening 
bones; offers protection against several 
forms of cancer; and has been declared 
as a safe and dependable way for over- 
weight individuals to lose weight. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, this joint 
resolution encourages walking and 
community spirit, while promoting pe- 
destrian safety and accessibility for 
walkers throughout our communities. 

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to 
support this joint resolution and to 
support all appropriate activities and 
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ceremonies observing National Walk- 
ing Week. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva- 
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the Senate joint reso- 
lution, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 146 


Whereas medical authorities have estab- 
lished that walking— 

(1) powerfully protects against high blood 
pressure, cholesterol problems, and other 
factors that can contribute to heart disease; 

(2) protects against adult onset (Type II) 
diabetes; 

(3) builds strong bones and protects against 
osteoporosis, the weak-bone disease that af- 
flicts millions of older women: 

(4) probably offers protection against sev- 
eral forms of cancer that are believed to be 
preventable through regular and moderate 
exercise; and 

(5) is a safe and dependable way for mil- 
lions of overweight people to lose weight 
without stringent dieting; 

Whereas the failure to exercise regularly, 
such as walking, has been identified as the 
single greatest risk factor for heart disease; 

Whereas the designation of National 
Walking Week" will help promote the issue 
of pedestrian access and safety; 

Whereas areas of America are becoming in- 
accessible or unsafe for walkers, so the bene- 
fits of this activity are being blocked; 

Whereas people should be able to walk any- 
where in their community, within reason; 
and 

Whereas walking encourages community 
spirit and safety: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That May 1, 1994, through 
May 7, 1994, is designated as “National Walk- 
ing Week". The President is authorized and 
requested to issue a proclamation calling 
upon the people of the United States to ob- 
serve the week with appropriate ceremonies 
and activities. 


The Senate joint resolution was or- 
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a mo- 
tion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


D 1740 


D-DAY NATIONAL REMEMBRANCE 
DAY 


Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 303) to 
designate June 6, 1994, as “D-day Na- 
tional Remembrance Day," and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. COP- 
PERSMITH). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentlewoman from Vir- 
ginia? 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I yield under my 
reservation to the gentleman from 
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California [Mr. LANTOS], who is the 
chief sponsor of House Joint Resolu- 
tion 303. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, June 6, 1994, will be the 
50th anniversary of the largest amphib- 
ious operation in the history of this 
world. 

It was the D-day assault known as 
Operation Overlord in which 5,000 Al- 
lied ships, 11,000 Allied aircraft, and 
153,000 American, British, and Cana- 
dian troops participated. We suffered 
significant losses. There were 6,500 
American casualties. 

But D-day was among the most criti- 
cal events of World War II, and with 
the success of this Allied landing in 
Normandy, our troops provided a foot- 
hold for the liberation of France, the 
eventual Allied breakthrough into Ger- 
many, leading ultimately to Allied vic- 
tory in Europe. 

This summer there will be hundreds 
of thousands of Americans visiting our 
military cemeteries in Europe. The 
endless rows of snow-white marble 
crosses and Stars of David should re- 
mind us of the sacrifice a previous gen- 
eration paid so that this generation 
may live in freedom and in peace. 

I want to thank all of my colleagues 
who joined with me in this resolution, 
and I want to thank the President and 
Members of Congress who will be in 
Normandy on June 6 to pay our tribute 
to the gallant men and women who 
fought so valiantly against the forces 
of evil during the Second World War 
and who brought us victory in Europe. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, further 
reserving the right to object, I rise in 
support of this resolution which affords 
proper recognition to one of the most 
pivotal events in world history. 

In just a few weeks, we will be com- 
memorating the 50th anniversary of 
the Allied invasion of the Normandy 
beaches in France. That day operations 
overseas immediately became known 
as “D-day,” even though in military 
parlance, there have been many other 
D-day's before and since. In the public 
mind, however, June 6, 1944 is and al- 
ways will be the only D-day. 

It is easy, from a vantage point of 50 
years in the future, to underestimate 
the success of our forces on that June 
day. In retrospect, the success of the 
Normandy invasion, as well as the final 
defeat of Nazi Germany within the fol- 
lowing 11 months, seems preordained 
and inevitable. However, we must 
never forget that, at the time, the Nor- 
mandy invasion was far from a guaran- 
teed success, and were it not for a com- 
bination of skilled planning, valor, and 
just plain luck, the success of D-day 
could readily have gone the other way. 

Throughout World War II, the car- 
nage and waste of World War I were 
never far out of the minds of the gov- 
ernmental and military leadership— 
and of our fighting forces. World War I, 
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we must remember, was fought less 
than 30 years prior to D-day. Virtually 
every soldier in the foxhole, every sail- 
or at sea, had heard stories from their 
own fathers, from other World War I 
veterans, from motion pictures and 
books, and from their own commanding 
officers about how it was common dur- 
ing that earlier conflict to expend a 
loss of thousands upon thousands of 
casualties to gain a few square yards of 
land. They were all familiar with the 
static trench warfare of 1914 to 1918, 
during which a generation of European 
youth was killed off or maimed with- 
out any significant change in the loca- 
tion of the fighting front. They were 
well aware that World War I was a 
bloody stalemate, with an unprece- 
dented loss of life, and which resulted 
only in the rise of Naziism and a re- 
newed conflict within a generation. 

They did not want this to happen 
again. 

At the time of D-day, the Allies were 
under tremendous pressure from the 
Kremlin to initiate an invasion of 
Western Europe to relieve the brunt of 
military combat which the Russian 
Army was absorbing on the eastern 
front. Many well-meaning American 
citizens, British subjects, and French 
freedom fighters joined in this call for 
& Western front. Both the government 
and the military resisted this pressure. 
Roosevelt and Churchil, as well as 
Generals Marshall and Eisenhower, 
well remembered the carnage of 1914- 
1918. They did not want the wholesale 
slaughter to be repeated, nor would 
they countenance a return to the 
bloody and fruitless trench warfare of 
World War I. 

They determined that France would 
not be invaded from the west until the 
Allies were guaranteed overwhelming 
military superiority—despite the en- 
treaties of the Soviet Union. 

The mastermind of D-day was one of 
the military giants of all time: Dwight 
D. Eisenhower. It was Ike“ who super- 
vised the accumulation of materiel in 
Britain; who made the decision which 
beaches would be the most productive 
to invade; and made the final decision 
on the date. Gen. “Ike” Eisenhower 
had the personality, the charisma, and 
the leadership capabilities to take the 
often diverse and divergent military 
leadership of the various Allied nations 
and mold them into a united, efficient, 
fighting machine. 

We all know that “Ike” deserves the 
credit for the incredible success which 
resulted from the gamble on D-day. 
Few Americans realize, however, that 
"Ike" was prepared to take the sole 
blame if the invasion proved a failure. 
He had, in fact, prepared a press release 
in which he contended that the failure 
of D-day was the result of his own mis- 
calculations and that no one should be 
blamed other than he. As we all know, 
that press release was never issued, 
and, in fact, its existence was unknown 
until after General Eisenhower's death. 
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Originally, D-day was supposed to 
take place on June 5. Weather condi- 
tions prohibited this, and the forecasts 
predicted June 6 would not be much 
better. However, if the invasion did not 
take place at this time it would be 
many weeks before the tidal conditions 
were right for an invasion of this na- 
ture, and Eisenhower was convinced 
that his security could not remain 
tight and that the secret of the inva- 
sion would be leaked if postponed 
again. So, "Ike" took a gamble that 
the weather would hold on June 6 long 
enough for sufficient forces to secure 
the shore. 

We all know what happened next: the 
names of Normandy beaches will be 
emblazoned in all of our histories as 
long as valor and dedication are hon- 
ored. 

But, so much could have gone wrong 
on that June morning, 50 year ago. If 
the weather did not hold out; if the 
Germans had taken the invasion seri- 
ously and  counterattacked imme- 
diately; if Roosevelt and Churchill had 
caved in to Stalin and authorized the 
invasion before our forces were ready; 
if Hitler had authorized the develop- 
ment of V-1 and V-2 missile rockets 
and other military hardware earlier—if 
any of these thing had gone differently, 
we may well not be here today saluting 
the bravery and valor of D-day. 

But, thanks to our superior military 
leadership and the incredible gallantry 
of American and Allied soldiers, sail- 
ors, and pilots. D-day is a glorious day: 
a day when the ideals of liberty and 
justice were guaranteed to Western Eu- 
rope, and, in fact, because the wave of 
the future for the rest of the world. 

It is fitting that we adopt this resolu- 
tion, so that future generations can be 
reminded of what D-day should mean 
to us all. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva- 
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the joint resolution, 
as follows: 

H.J. RES. 303 

Whereas June 6, 1994, marks the fiftieth 
anniversary of D-Day, the day of the begin- 
ning of the Allied assault at Normandy, 
France, during World War II; 

Whereas the D-Day assault, known as Op- 
eration Overlord, was the most extensive 
amphibious operation ever to occur, involv- 
ing on the first day of the operation five 
thousand ships, over eleven thousand sorties 
of Allied aircraft, and one hundred and fifty- 
three thousand American, British, and Cana- 
dian troops; 

Whereas five separate beaches were as- 
saulted, with American forces commanded 
by Lieutenant General Omar Bradley attack- 
ing Omaha and Utah beaches and British and 
Canadian forces commanded by General 
Miles Dempsey attacking Gold, Juno, and 
Sword beaches; 

Whereas American troops suffered signifi- 
cant losses during the assault, including over 
six thousand five hundred casualties; 
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Whereas the D-Day assault was among the 
most critical events of World War II, with 
the success of the Allied landings in Nor- 
mandy providing the foothold for the libera- 
tion of France and the eventual Allied break- 
through into Germany and leading ulti- 
mately to the Allied victory in Europe; and 

Whereas June 6, 1944, is one of the most 
significant dates in the history of the United 
States; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That June 6, 1994, is des- 
ignated as D-Day National Remembrance 
Day“, and the President is authorized and re- 
quested to issue a proclamation calling upon 
the people of the United States to observe 
such day with appropriate programs, cere- 
monies, and activities. 


The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, and 
was read the third time, and passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
resolutions just considered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

———— 
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AMERICANS SHOULD BEWARE OF 
DRIVING IN MEXICO 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. COP- 
PERSMITH). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentlewoman from 
Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY], is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, Amer- 
ican citizens beware. Driving in Mexico 
has potentially serious problems for 
Americans, particularly if you are in- 
volved in an automobile accident. 

A lawyer from Maryland, Lawrence 
P. Pinno, Jr., learned the hard way 
that by being a good citizen and stay- 
ing at the scene of an accident does not 
pay in Mexico. For his efforts, he was 
jailed and his human rights were seri- 
ously violated. 

Mr. Pinno relates that he was in 
Cancun, Mexico on his way for an 
afternoon of scuba diving when a young 
man on a moped ran into the side of his 
rented Budget Rent-A-Car Volkswagen. 
The car was stopped when the moped, 
driven by a Mexican national, slammed 
into the side of the Volkswagen. The 
moped rider came off a walkway into 
the road hitting the car. 

The Mexican citizen was injured, so 
Mr. Pinno remained at the scene giving 
aid to him. Mr. Pinno says he cooper- 
ated fully with the police officials who 
arrived on the scene—which began 
what he calls ‘‘a nightmare." 

The description of what happened 
next set the stage for buying his way 
out of jail. Mr. Pinno said, 
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A uniformed person arrived at the scene, 
and drew a diagram. He did not talk to any 
witnesses, although there were many. Then 
he directed me to drive my rented motor ve- 
hicle to a place which I believe was the Tran- 
sit Police Headquarters. I did so. Upon my 
arrival there, I was placed into a small room. 

Nobody said anything to me, other than I 
was to be detained. No traffic tickets had 
been written, no charges were filed and there 
was no judicial officer present or promised 
for the future. I was merely to be detained. 

From the time of his detention, offi- 
cials requested money from him for 
each step of the system before he was 
finally released. He had to pay 20 pesos 
to a person who was to administer a 
breathalyzer test. There was a subtle 
threat to Mr. Pinno that if he did not 
submit to the test his detention would 
continue. Of course, the test was nega- 
tive because there was no alcohol in his 
blood. 

The breathalyzer operator next in- 
vestigated the moped passenger's inju- 
ries. At that time, Mr. Pinno was told 
that with a payment of an additional 20 
pesos nuevos, he could leave. He paid 
the money, but was still detained. 

At 5 o'clock he was transported in a 
locked police vehicle to another small 
building where supposedly Mr. Pinno 
could see a judge. A sign indicated this 
was the Policia Judicial Del Estado 
Comandancia 94. There was no judge. 
Mr. Pinno was not allowed to leave but 
he was subjected to further processing. 

At 11 o'clock he was required to sign 
& document, written in Spanish, and 
was told he could leave after paying 
$1,000 in cash. Having only $600 Mr. 
Pinno offered his jailers a credit card 
with his passport as security. Only 
cash was acceptable. 

By now he had been in custody over 
10 hours without food, water or bath- 
room facilities. Desperate, Mr. Pinno 
asked to use a telephone to call Amer- 
ican Express for funds so he could 
leave, but there were no phones. 

Mr. Pinno later was told by someone 
in charge that if he would sign an 
American Express sales draft in blank 
then he could leave. Hopeful, he signed 
the draft, but was not permitted to 
leave. 

When Mr. Pinno's captors realized 
that he would not produce the cash, he 
was then put in a jail cell along with 19 
other prisoners. The cell was 12 feet by 
16 feet wide and was so small and 
crowded that not everyone could sit at 
the same time. There was no food and 
bathroom facilities. Prisoners relieved 
themselves on the floor, which was the 
only place to sit. 

By 1:30 the next day a friend fur- 
nished the $1,000 in cash, but it took 
another 4 hours before he was finally 
released. Mr. Pinno is so upset over 
this experience that he is considering 
running ads in newspapers to find out 
how many other Americans have had 
similar experiences. For my part I in- 
tend to write the Secretary of State re- 
questing that warnings be provided 
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American citizens about driving in 
Mexico. At least our Government 
Should warn Americans that they are 
at risk driving in Mexico. Thank you. 


A TO Z BUDGET 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of Feb- 
ruary 11, 1994, the gentleman from New 
Hampshire [Mr. ZELIFF] is recognized 
for 1 hour as the designee of the minor- 
ity leader. 

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Speaker, I rise this 
day to express my enthusiastic support 
for one of the most bold and exciting 
initiatives which Congress will con- 
sider this year. H.R. 3266 and its com- 
panion resolution, House Resolution 
407, cosponsored by a bipartisan group 
of 230 House Members, can form the 
basis for a fundamental reform of the 
budgetary process in this House, re- 
form which we know in our hearts is 
desperately needed and long overdue. 

Here is the problem: Congress prom- 
ises to cut Government spending year 
after year. But when the tax bill comes 
in, it is always higher. Here is the solu- 
tion: Seize control of big Government 
spending by tackling the budget piece 
by piece from top to bottom, from A to 
Z. That is the program which I urge 
you to support, the A to Z plan, Mr. 
Speaker. This bill proposes what was 
once unthinkable, that we act specifi- 
cally and responsibly on individual 
spending programs. This bill promises 
and proposes that we lift the veil of se- 
crecy and give each Member of Con- 
gress an honest, open, equal vote on in- 
dividual programs which make up the 
monster we now know as the Federal 
deficit and the budget. 

The budgetary process we have does 
not fool anybody anymore. The way 
you get that pork-barrel project for 
your district is to tie it to a flood relief 
bill or aid to fight child abuse. Who is 
going to vote against child abuse? That 
is the way the budget is put together, 
too; billions of dollars of spending 
which would never survive on their 
own somehow slither through the U.S. 
Congress hidden in the pages of the 
Federal budget. All we have is 1 vote 
on the whole package, take it or leave 
it, up or down. The principle of the A 
to Z plan is simple: Break the budget 
down, allow 56 hours of honest debate 
on Federal spending and cuts. During 
that debate, any Member may intro- 
duce a specific idea to cut Federal 
spending. Each spending cut proposal 
will be debated openly and individually 
on this floor. After the debate, each 
proposal would be voted up or down by 
the full House. 

The A to Z plan gives us the oppor- 
tunity to set aside power politics, set 
aside partisan rhetoric, set aside the 
self-serving spend anything as long as 
I get mine" attitude, for which this 
Congress is justly criticized by the 
American people. 
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A to Z is our way to shed light on the 
budget process; to start to clean up the 
mess by cleaning up the process. 

The A to Z plan gets us behind this 
shell game, gets us beyond that shell 
game of spending now and promising 
savings later. With the power of A to Z 
we have a chance to give a body blow 
to big Government spending instead of 
the customary slap on the wrist and to 
do it right now. 

Just as this proposal seeks to free 
each Member of Congress to express 
their views and vote their conscience 
on how we spend tax money taken from 
hardworking Americans, so does each 
Member have the responsibility to 
stand up and be counted on the A to Z 
plan. 

Those who would reject real account- 
ability for the billions of tax dollars we 
spend must expect revenge from the 
voters who pay those taxes and then 
shake their heads as they watch the 
subterfuge and waste. 
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Let us be clear on just what the A to 
Z plan is and what it is not. A to Z is 
the way to break down the budget into 
manageable pieces so we may control 
spending. A to Z is the way to let the 
voice and the vote of every Member of 
Congress count and be heard. A to Z is 
a clean break from the abuses of power 
and the process of the past, an embrace 
of the kind of democracy which the 
American people once believed that we 
stood for in the U.S. Congress. A to Z 
is not a circus. It is not a distraction, 
as our opponents suggest. That is a 
smoke screen. A to Z is not a way to 
circumvent House leadership. It is a 
means to enable us each, to enable all 
of us, to take a stand for real leader- 
ship. To the American people the A to 
Z plan is just plain common sense. 

Mr. Speaker, those of us who have 
been homeowners and wage earners 
know that this is how real people work 
their own budgets, in their kitchens, in 
their rooms. I say to my colleagues, 
“When you need to cut spending and 
make ends meet, you look at each of 
your expenses one by one, and you find 
ways that you can cut them and live 
within your means." This is the way 
we should cut spending and save money 
in Congress, too. 

This is not rocket science. It is just 
good government. That is why the A to 
Z plan is endorsed by so many outside 
organizations, and I will just name 
them: American Conservative Union, 
American Legislative Exchange Coun- 
cil, Americans for a Balanced Budget, 
American Small Business Association, 
Americans for Tax Relief, Association 
of Concerned Taxpayers, Christian Coa- 
lition, Citizens Against Government 
Waste, Citizens for a Sound Economy, 
Free the Eagle, National American 
Wholesale Grocers Association, Na- 
tional Federation of Independent Busi- 
nesses, National Taxpayers Union, 
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Pennsylvania Leadership Council, 
Small Business Survival Committee, 
United Seniors Association, United 
States Chamber of Commerce. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the way we 
should cut spending and save money in 
Congress, too. It makes so much sense. 

Some may ask, Who would oppose 
such a plan?" 

We know who. Behind closed doors 
some members of the speaker's team 
scrambling to find ways to derail this 
freight train are whispering, “How can 
we accomplish this?" 

The real question, which voters all 
across America have for us now, is: 

How can we not do this? 

The underlying principle of this de- 
bate is nothing less than what is the le- 
gitimate function of Congress. Those 
who believe that Congress exists to 
serve a select few who control and sub- 
vert the intent of representative de- 
mocracy should have the guts to admit 
it. Those of us who believe that every 
Member must have the right to act in 
the best interests of their voters that 
they represent who sent them here 
have an obligation to oppose such a 
power grab. The A to Z plan can be the 
foundation of the reform that we need. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask every Member 
here to join supporters of this impor- 
tant movement, to stand up for what is 
right, and I urge every voter in Amer- 
ica who hears these words to let their 
Congressman know how important it is 
to support the A to Z cutting spending 
plan. 

Tomorrow we will start the discharge 
process, and we hope that we will be 
successful in getting 218 folks to this 
230 that cosponsored this bill, and to- 
night I am very pleased and honored to 
recognize my colleague and friend, the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
INHOFE], who basically started this 
process rolling, tore down the walls of 
secrecy. This is the type of reform that 
would not have been possible 1 year ago 
had JIM not put his hard work and ef- 
forts in all of our behalf to get the 
process fully started. 

I yield to the gentleman from Okla- 
homa. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New Hampshire 
[Mr. ZELIFF]. 

Mr. Speaker, it is just à shock to me 
and to people at our town hall meet- 
ings that we have to resort to some- 
thing like this. Most of America really 
believes that we have an opportunity 
to vote things down, to get on record, 
and they do not understand what type 
of institutional corruption there is 
here in this body that keeps people 
from being heard, and, as my colleague 
knows, all I can say is, '"They just 
don't get it. The leadership of this body 
just doesn't understand. They are hold- 
ing on with white knuckles to that old 
way of doing business that they have 
done for 60 or 70 years, and they don't 
understand that times have changed 
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and people are going to be making 
some demands for a change." 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman's issue is 
important, of course, and that is to be 
able to cut spending in a way that, I 
think, effectively we can do it. But the 
issue is not the main thing at stake 
here. The issue really is accountabil- 
ity. 

There are a lot of people that are 
elected to this body that their con- 
stituency maybe does not want them 
to come up here and cut out a lot of 
these programs. I suspect they are few 
and far between, but this is an oppor- 
tunity to cut government spending, 
and to think that we have to tomor- 
row—I guess at 2 o'clock—resort to a 
discharge petition to bring this out. 
Let me just real briefly explain why 
this is necessary. 

Mr. Speaker, it is necessary because 
we went through a period of history in 
this body for 60 years, up until last 
September, where the elite leadership 
was able to have absolute, not partial, 
but absolute, control of the entire 
agenda of the House of Representa- 
tives. As my colleagues know, the gen- 
tleman from New Hampshire [Mr. 
ZELIFF] would introduce a bill that 90 
percent of the people in America want, 
and they design it, they would look at 
it and say, Well, this is something 
that, yeah, these dumb people out in 
America might want, 90 percent, but 
not to us, the elite leadership of this 
body. So, we'll stick it in the Rules 
Committee with a deal that it will 
never have a hearing, never see the 
light of day, never have a vote." So, 
that has been going on for some 60 
years. 

And the issue, yes, it is important. 
We tried the balanced budget amend- 
ment to the Constitution. It should not 
have been necessary to have a dis- 
charge petition to bring that out for a 
vote, but it was necessary, and so it 
came out, and we lost it by 12 votes, 
and I would suggest to the gentleman 
from New Hampshire that there will be 
& lot of heads that will roll at election 
time because they are among those 12 
that stopped us from having a balanced 
budget amendment to the Constitution 
of this country, a recognition that this 
body has demonstrated for 40 years it 
is incapable of fiscal frugality or of 
changing the deficit situation that we 
have. Well, that lost by 12 votes. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, tomorrow we have 
a chance to do it where we are putting 
people on record as to whether or not 
they want to vote on specific spending 
cuts, and this is an opportunity that 
we will have tomorrow to do that. I 
think it is significant that people un- 
derstand the process that we have in 
this country and that it should not be 
necessary, but it is necessary, to do 
that. 

So, tomorrow at, I guess, 2 o'clock 
there will be several of us that will be 
going around on the floor and be going 
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to individuals who have cosponsored 
the A to Z bill. It has gotten a lot of 
national publicity because it is incon- 
ceivable that anyone could be opposed 
to the A to Z bill. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman has ex- 
plained it quite accurately, but in a 
nutshell all it is is an opportunity to 
go on record to vote against these pro- 
grams that no longer—that the vast 
majority of them in America do not 
want, and that is all we want to do, is 
to give people that opportunity. 

It is kind of interesting, and I cannot 
remember who did the study, but I do 
have it documented. But a child that is 
born now—I happen to have two grand- 
children that just celebrated their first 
birthday. Those children coming into 
the world today, unless we do some- 
thing to change this system of deficits 
piling up over and over again, a child 
born today will have to spend 75 per- 
cent of his lifetime income just to serv- 
ice the debt. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, it was not long 
ago. It was the 5th of August 1993 that 
we passed the Omnibus Budget Rec- 
onciliation Act of 1993. In this bill that 
a lot of people mistakenly called a defi- 
cit reduction bill because it increased 
the deficit, it did not decrease the defi- 
cit—it was the largest tax and spend 
increase in the history of this country, 
and those are not the words of conserv- 
ative Republican JIM INHOFE. Those are 
the words of PATRICK MOYNIHAN, chair- 
man of the Senate Finance Committee. 
It increased taxes by $255 billion, and I 
ask, Did you know that there wasn't 
one program eliminated in that bill? 
We talked about the mohair program, 
we talked about the honey bee pro- 
gram. Nothing was eliminated. Just 
keep the programs going because they 
are in someone's district, someone who 
has seniority in this operation here 
that wants to keep these programs 
going in spite of the fact that 90 per- 
cent of the people in New Hampshire, 
90 percent of the people in Oklahoma 
and across America want us to bite the 
bullet and do away with some of these 
useless programs. 

Mr. ZELIFF. Let me just ask a quick 
question. 

Going back to the vote in August, am 
I correct in saying that that deficit re- 
duction bill added a trillion dollars to 
our debt, making the total—we are 
right at $4.5 trillion, and we are going 
to be close to $6 trillion. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for that question be- 
cause it needs clarification. I say to 
the gentleman, You're being generous 
when you say that because there are 
assumptions, and I can't be partisan 
when I say this because quite frankly 
back in 1990, when you had the Budget 
Reconciliation Act, and President Bush 
was President, the same thing hap- 
pened then. We had assumptions that 
were revenue assumptions. 

For example, we have revenue that 
comes from gasoline tax. 
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So they had to project how much rev- 
enue wil come in. Then they have a 
growth assumption. For each 1 percent 
growth in our economy, that translates 
into $24 billion of new money. So the 
President is putting on growth assump- 
tions here that are not realistic. 

I think probably we will find it is 
going to be even much greater than 
that. 

Mr. ZELIFF. If the gentleman will 
yield back, an example you used in 1990 
when we added $164 billion to our debt 
then, or new taxes, the actual number 
ended up at $197 billion. So our ability 
to project is somewhat limited. 

Mr. INHOFE. Our ability to project 
in this body has always been to be in 
error in our favor. I think that there 
are some of us in this body that are 
more concerned about future genera- 
tions than we are the current genera- 
tion. You have to keep in mind that all 
this stuff we are doing today, all the 
fun we are having, all the programs we 
are funding, are all being funded with 
borrowed money, being borrowed from 
my two grandchildren and future gen- 
erations. You have to somehow drive 
that into the minds of the people mak- 
ing the decisions. 

Your bill is going to do a better job 
of that than anything else I have seen. 
A balanced budget amendment is a 
good thing. We did our best. We lost it 
by 12 votes, and a lot of heads will roll 
at election time as a result of it. You 
are not saying we wanted you to defend 
the mohair program. You are not say- 
ing we wanted you to defund the honey 
bee program. 

You are saying we wanted you to be 
accountable. We wanted your people at 
home to know how you stand on these 
various programs. Because the current 
system we have, just like the Rec- 
onciliation Act of 1993, it had all of 
these things in one bill, where you 
could not amend it, so you could not 
pick and choose. 

Now we are going to have that oppor- 
tunity. If we are successful, if the peo- 
ple at home put enough pressure on 
this body, we are going to be able to 
hold each and every Member of this 
body accountable for each of these 
spending decreases that will be pro- 
posed as a result of your bill. As you 
have already mentioned, unfortu- 
nately, it is going to be necessary to 
have a discharge petition to bring that 
out. 

So I guess what I really wanted to 
get across and say to the gentleman 
from New Hampshire is this should not 
be a bill that is Democrat versus Re- 
publican. It should not be conservative 
versus liberal. This is just accountabil- 
ity. 
Mr. ZELIFF. There are 59 Democrats 
on this bill. We have 230 cosponsors. 
There are 171 Republicans. It is biparti- 
san. Frankly, I think that is the best 
part that we can say. This is a joint ef- 
fort, from both sides of the aisle. 
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Back in August, prior to the vote for 
the President's economic plan, we had 
234 Members sign a letter to the Speak- 
er asking for a special session of Con- 
gress to do nothing but cut spending, a 
10 day session, if you will. We never 
heard back on that. That is why we 
went and moved forward and dropped 
the bill itself, and now we are doing the 
discharge. 

Mr. INHOFE. I would have to try to 
speculate as to why there is so much 
resistance. I do not think it is all just 
because of these programs that they do 
not want cut. They do not want to 
change around here. They do not want 
to change the way of doing business. 

They were very upset when the 
change came with the discharge peti- 
tion reform. That took away the abil- 
ity to hide from people at home what 
we are doing in this body. This is prob- 
ably the second real test of that. I 
stood at this very podium when we 
passed that reform and said that it will 
not be necessary to have very many 
discharge petitions, because now the 
leadership of these committees know 
that they have to be responsible, they 
have to hold hearings, and they have to 
give us an opportunity to have a public 
vote. 

This happens to be a case that they 
Should have done it without this, but 
they are not doing it. I applaud you for 
your efforts and for thinking this up. 
This is à ingenuous way to try to do 
something. 

Mr. ZELIFF. It is pretty simple. You 
could probably think of something 
similar in Oklahoma, but it is like ei- 
ther a small business or a small town 
meeting where, in New Hampshire 
what we do is take care of all the items 
on the warrant one by one in about 2 or 
2% hours. We decide how to handle all 
the town's business in one day. 

Obviously, it is a little bit more dif- 
ficult and complicated here, but the 
process is the same. Why not address 
these, take a look at your spending, 
get rid of waste and inefficiency, every- 
thing on the table, A to Z. 

I would like to now recognize my 
colleague from Michigan, PETER 
HOEKSTRA. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Thank you. It is 
good to be here tonight and talk about 
what we are actually going to try to 
accomplish tomorrow. I think tomor- 
row is going to provide many of us in 
the House a fantastic opportunity by 
signing the discharge petition, which 
will bring your bill to the floor, A to Z. 

I think it is important to reiterate 
again what we are trying to do. We are 
trying to get 56 hours of debate. We are 
trying to get and provide for every 
Member of this Chamber the oppor- 
tunity to bring an amendment to the 
floor to cut spending, so that we can go 
back to our constituents later this 
year and show that we as a Congress 
really have taken more seriously the 
need to fix the deficit. 
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I have got some documents in front 
of me that show that it can be done. 
Specifically the Concord Coalition. But 
I think it is important to recognize 
what the Concord Coalition and our 
own GAO says and all that, that in the 
year 2000, we will still be in debt. And 
between now and the year 2000, we are 
going to continue deficit spending, we 
are going to continue to accumulate 
dollars of debt. And, as our colleague 
from Oklahoma stated, we are stealing 
from the next generation. We are tak- 
ing a phenomenal amount of money 
from the next generation and spending 
it on ourselves. 

The Concord Coalition goes through 
and talks about a way that by the year 
2000 we can fix the deficit, we can get 
it down to zero. We as a Congress have 
had an opportunity recently in the dif- 
ferent budget proposals to vote on a 
plan that would balance the budget, 
which was the Solomon plan. 

They talk about a number of things 
that we can do, and I expect that as we 
get the discharge petition, we will have 
an opportunity to vote on many of the 
things that the Concord Coalition has 
talked about, things that were included 
in the Solomon budget, things that are 
included in the Solomon budget, things 
that are included in other proposals, 
because there are many people that 
have taken a close look at reducing the 
deficit. 

Where does the Concord Coalition 
suggest that we can perhaps cut spend- 
ing? There may be opportunities in the 
defense area. There may be opportuni- 
ties in domestic spending. There may 
be some opportunities in entitlements. 
As we go through and attack each of 
these issues, we will also accumulate a 
benefit of not spending as much on in- 
terest payments. 

My staff has taken a look specifically 
at what would happen if we cut frank- 
ing. Just in the House of Representa- 
tives, if we said we were going to spend 
approximately about the same dollars 
per household that the Senate spent, 
we would save $35 million per year. 

Some would say in Washington that 
that is not a lot of money. But only in 
Washington would we say that $35 mil- 
lion is not a lot of money. The com- 
pany I worked for in the private sector, 
if we had an increase of sales of $35 mil- 
lion from one year to the next, that 
would have been a very, very successful 
year. . 

It is just one of what I hope will be 
435 creative, bipartisan efforts to cut 
spending, so that we can say we have 
honestly, like you talked about what 
happens in the town meetings in New 
Hampshire, that we have had the op- 
portunity to go through the budget, 
line item by line item, and find those 
areas that we at least believe should be 
brought to a vote of the House, and 
that we can then go back and say, you 
know, we found another $50 billion, we 
found another $100 billion. We have 
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more work to do, but there are a lot of 
opportunities here. 

I think we would have a great week 
or 10 days of debate going through each 
and every one of these, and I think the 
American people would be excited by 
watching the process. 

Mr. ZELIFF. I think in the gentle- 
man's earlier remarks he talked about 
the fact that in the year 2000 we 
weren't anywhere close to balancing 
our budget. I think our problem here is 
that it doesn't have to be this way. We 
can take advantage of a narrow window 
of opportunity to put the train back on 
track. We can start living within our 
means. We may have to start living on 
95 percent of what we previously spent, 
but we can accomplish a goal of provid- 
ing a balanced budget, living within 
our means, being competitive in as 
early as the year 2000. 

This is not heavy lifting. This is re- 
sponsible government. This is leader- 
Ship. This is something we need to ad- 
dress. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If the gentleman 
will yield further, it wasn't that long 
ago that we had the Penny-Kasich pro- 
posal, a bipartisan effort to cut spend- 
ing 


Mr. ZELIFF. That was a penny on 
the dollar. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Over what, the next 
5 years. And we could not pass that as 
a package. So what this bill will allow 
us to do is come back and take bits and 
pieces of that bill, find those elements 
where we have enough votes to pass the 
spending cuts. We will then implement 
those. Plus, it will provide for a wide 
range of opportunities for additional 
cuts. 

Just think, our constituents will be 
able to go through and see 435 pro- 
grams. They will be able to see how 
much we proposed in cutting, and then 
they will be able to see how we voted 
on each one of those items. 
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The other thing that we will be able 
to see is, I think they might get a bet- 
ter appreciation, because getting down 
to a balanced budget will not be easy. 
But they will have seen the decisions 
that we have made to reduce the defi- 
cit. Then perhaps we can go back to 
them and say, we have gotten half the 
way there now. You saw some of the 
programs that we decided to keep. Per- 
haps you can give us some rec- 
ommendations on it. We voted to keep 
this program because we thought it 
provided a benefit. Is it really provid- 
ing a benefit to you? Maybe that is a 
program that you think we—do you 
think we should cut that program? 

So it is going to be a process that 
will open up this Chamber, and I think 
can open up the process for the country 
as a whole for us all to focus on reduc- 
ing the deficit and getting to our objec- 
tive of a balanced budget. We also had 
the opportunity to vote for a balanced 
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budget amendment. I thought that 
would have been the opportunity where 
we really could have displayed to the 
American people. 

Mr. ZELIFF. Is it not interesting 
how that balanced budget amendment 
elusively, we thought we had the votes, 
and all of a sudden we just missed by a 
few votes? I voted on it twice now and 
the same thing has happened both 
times. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Only having been 
here 16 months, all the critical votes, 
we always lose by about 10 to 13 votes, 
the votes that would change the way 
that we do business. The only thing 
that I think really changed was the 
work that my colleague from Okla- 
homa did, was getting the discharge pe- 
tition. 

That is opening up the process and 
without that, Iam sure you would have 
been saying, I have 231 cosponsors. We 
are moving toward the discharge peti- 
tion, but that discharge petition would 
have never passed, would have never 
gotten the 218 signatures because we 
would have never been able to tell the 
American people who signed and who 
did not sign. We will now be able to 
keep a record of who thought this leg- 
islation was good enough to cosponsor 
so that they could go back to their dis- 
tricts and say, see, we are for deficit 
reduction. I am sponsoring the A to Z 
plan. 

It is going to be real interesting to 
see those 12 or 13 who cosponsored the 
legislation or if there even will be 12 or 
13. I hope there are 231 people lined up 
there tomorrow. 

Mr. ZELIFF. There should be. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Two hundred thir- 
ty-one people lined up to sign this and 
get it passed. 

Mr. INHOFE. You know, you men- 
tioned the discharge petition. You 
mentioned this, they have something 
in common, that is both of them deal 
with accountability. That is why I 
hope that people do not frame this as a 
conservative or a liberal movement. 

I can remember when we were on à 
talk radio show in Massachusetts and a 
guy called in and he said: INHOFE, I do 
not really like anything that you stand 
for except for this. I happen to be a 
very liberal Democrat. I am an elected 
official in the Democratic Party in the 
State of Massachusetts. This, I agree 
with you, this is only one thing. That 
is accountability. 

I think that message should ring 
through to this, because that is all this 
is, is accountability. 

I would dare to say that the four of 
us will not agree on very many of these 
cuts, when they come up. We are going 
to be voting. We might feel differently 
about the space station and some of 
the other programs. But at least we 
will then have to be accountable for 
each and every one. 

Since both the gentlemen are fresh- 
men, I hope you address in your re- 
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marks that would you have ever be- 
lieved when you came to Congress that 
you would have to be going through all 
of this just to be heard and to be able 
to vote on a reduction in spending? Did 
this ever occur to you? And if the an- 
swer is what I think it is, how do you 
explain this to the people at townhall 
meetings? That is the frustration that 
I have. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I studied political 
science. I graduated back in 1974. I 
studied the Rules Committee. I think if 
textbooks were written today, the defi- 
nition in and the power of the Rules 
Committee would be described much 
differently today than it was back in 
the 1970’s, because back in the 1970’s, 
the closed rule was an exception. And 
now I think in this Congress, what, 85, 
90 percent of the rules have been closed 
rules and just to explain what a closed 
rule is. It means, when the bill comes 
to the floor it clearly outlines exactly 
what amendments will be in order, 
what amendments may be voted on, 
what so many people forget is all of the 
amendments that were proposed to the 
Rules Committee that never see the 
light of day, that never make it to the 
floor of the House for a vote. 

So I think having studied political 
science, having watched the House and 
now being here and working in it, that 
has probably been the biggest dis- 
appointment, the lack of a delibera- 
tive, open process here on the floor of 
the House to tackle many of the issues. 

Mr. ZELIFF. Representative democ- 
racy is what it is all about, and ac- 
countability. 

I would like to introduce another col- 
league of ours from Michigan, JOE 
KNOLLENBERG. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. I just wanted 
to make sure that you get the ap- 
plause, BILL, that you deserve for mak- 
ing this effort, an extraordinary effort 
as it is to get people to deal with re- 
ality. I think it is just plain openness. 

I know that the Congressman from 
Oklahoma, JIM INHOFE, has been the 
spark plug to this whole process. That 
has already been covered, I am sure, in 
your conversations. 

I would just like to point out that, 
and I kind of want to respond to Con- 
gressman INHOFE’s question which was 
directed to my colleague from Michi- 
gan, what was my interpretation, what 
was my opinion, what was my view 
about how things are done here. Frank- 
ly, until you get here you do not really 
know that. I have to tell you, it is very 
difficult for me to go back to a town- 
hall meeting in my district and tell 
people, this is what happens. When you 
mention the process, it is almost like a 
blank stare appears on their face. It is 
a blur. It is not an open process. 

I know that in many ways we have a 
system here that has worked for so 
many years and it has worked well 
enough that it seems things get done. 
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But frankly, the thing that struck me 
is the fact that it is not open. It is 
closed. Not just the rules process, and 
that was an area that I knew very, very 
little about. It is an area, too, it is a 
committee that has frankly, it brings 
blank stares also when you start to tell 
people how things have to be processed 
through the Rules Committee, whether 
it is an open rule or a closed rule. 

One of the phrases that I hear a great 
deal from colleagues of mine is that 
they say that I am for cutting spend- 
ing, but I am opposed to cutting this 
particular program. Many times we get 
a bill that we like parts of it, we may 
like two-thirds or three-fourths, there 
are a couple of areas that just kill it. 
And so we wind up, even though the 
bill might have been perfected by 
amendment, we wind up voting against 
it. 

Is it not interesting, here is a process 
that Congressman ZELIFF has intro- 
duced and certainly the spark came 
from over here, from Congressman 
INHOFE, here is something very simple. 
Now we can take these things apart, 
one by one. We can strip away this fig- 
leaf and talk about one issue at a time 
and we can vote for it up or we can 
vote for it down. We have the right to 
make a decision on the basis of some- 
thing very simple, very clean. I think 
that is what I like about the process, is 
its simplicity, its openness, and it is 
simple. 

Mr. ZELIFF. Frankly, the reason it 
is so simple has made an impact across 
America. I did an hour this morning 
from 8 to 9 with C-SPAN, a call-in 
show. And we had calls in every minute 
of that hour. It is incredible. 

Mr. INHOFE. If you had calls in over 
a period of an hour, can you tell me 
one logical reason to oppose this? What 
kind of questions came in that seemed 
to make sense to you? 

Mr. ZELIFF. Basically, I was on with 
a fellow from the Brookings Institution 
that basically was going the other way. 
He represented that opposition to the 
A to Z, that it was not within the com- 
mittee process and he went through his 
whole process. I went according to why 
I thought it was a good idea. 

I would say that all of the calls, bar 
none, were in support of the A to Z 
process, simple straightforward rep- 
resentative democracy. 

Mr. INHOFE. It sounds like the oppo- 
sition you experienced was the same 
opposition that I did when they say 
this violates this great committee 
process. My response was, if it is a 
process that is corrupt and it is bro- 
ken, then it has to be fixed. 

Mr. ZELIFF. The committee process 
could easily have taken place. We in- 
troduced a letter to the Speaker with 
234 names on it in August. That was 9 
months ago. Then we dropped a bill 
with 230 names on it. Something could 
have happened over that 9-month pe- 
riod. Nothing happened. All we asked 
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for is an hour or a designated time of 
debate on cutting spending and waste 
and inefficiency. 

Mr. INHOFE. There were 30 legisla- 
tive days they could have acted. That 
means not 30 days, that is closer to 70 
days. And so that is a pretty good indi- 
cation that they were not going to 
have a hearing. They were not going to 
allow a vote. And this is the only way 
it could happen. I always argue, this 
system of a discharge petition does not 
circumvent the committee system. I 
am sure that you have said that to the 
gentleman you were debating with this 
morning. 
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Mr. INHOFE. I think it is awfully dif- 
ficult to come up with a credible objec- 
tion to merely forcing every Member of 
Congress to be on record on these 
spending cuts. 

Mr. ZELIFF. I think that is what 
people want back home. I think that is 
what they are demanding. I think our 
process—and I have done an awful lot 
of town meetings, when we talk about 
responsibility to our constituents, 
coming back home, being available, 
talking to them, doing town meetings, 
being available in our offices for office 
hours, seeing our constituents, having 
an open door policy—I think where 
people are in trouble is when they do 
not provide this opportunity. 

That is why we will get better re- 
spect for Members of Congress and this 
institution, I think, as we lift the veil 
of secrecy and we open up, come out of 
the closet, and let us debate the item 
or the proposal based on the merits. I 
think that is what this thing is all 
about. Let us talk about it on the mer- 
its. Let us give everybody a shot at it. 
Let us then vote it up or down and 
move on to the next item. I think that 
is what it is all about. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Will the gen- 
tleman yield, just to comment on that, 
and also on the views of the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE] à moment 
ago, because the committee structure 
seems to have broken down and seems 
to be in need of repair, and it does. 

Frankly, I think this is maybe one 
way of cleansing this process. I think 
maybe the openness provided by the 
avenue that the gentleman has brought 
to the floor, the A to Z process, is one 
that might overall help the entire 
structure. 

I am not against the committee 
structure. I am not against the process 
that goes on there. I am sure nobody 
here is. However, sometimes I think we 
might need just a little kick, maybe a 
little oil in the system, and this is one 
of those things I think that brings on 
another light and helps the process. 
Maybe in the end it will help the com- 
mittee process be more efficient, be 
more attendant to the things that real- 
ly concern America, concern this coun- 
try, and not sit in a corner ready to be 
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forgotten about and in fact collect 
dust. 

I would just suggest that this is a 
way, this process is a way, to maybe 
make the whole system work better. 

Mr. ZELIFF. Let me toss out an idea 
or two, and let us just give folks an op- 
portunity to see what kinds of things 
we are thinking about in terms of enti- 
tlements. Entitlements are something 
I think we need to address, and are cer- 
tainly driving our deficit. 

Certainly one thing I have talked 
about back home in New Hampshire in 
terms of our Health Care Task Force, 
we believe—Medicare was introduced in 
1965 and then it was projected to cost $9 
billion in 1990. It actually cost $106 bil- 
lion. You say what is $100 billion. That 
is the kind of accountability we are 
talking about. 

One of the things I would like to in- 
troduce is, why not means testing on 
Medicare? Why not people who are 
making $75,000 or more a year pay a lit- 
tle higher on their part B premium 
than maybe those that can hardly put 
food on their table? Would that be a 
reasonable proposal? Most of my sen- 
iors in my town meetings support that 
idea. 

Copayments are another idea that 
would make sense, and certainly get- 
ting rid of the helium reserve is some- 
thing that for 40 or 45 years we have 
been talking about doing. The Medi- 
care process would save $1.5 billion, the 
one I described. The helium reserve 
would be almost $1 billion. 

Maybe you gentlemen would like to 
add any thoughts of other areas that 
you think might be worth while. 

Mr. INHOFE. Let me just make one 
comment in response to that. If we 
really wanted to do a responsible thing, 
it would be to look at one of these 
studies such as the Heritage Founda- 
tion and others have given to us, that 
you could actually eliminate the defi- 
cit by the year 2000 without any tax in- 
creases or without any spending cuts 
just by applying a cap. 

There is one study that says if you 
put a 2 percent cap on, by the year 2003, 
without any changes otherwise, you 
will have the budget back into balance, 
the deficit eliminated. If you were to 
make that 1.5 percent and are able to 
stimulate the economy so we have a 3- 
percent growth, which would add about 
$75 billion a year in new revenue, then 
we would be able to do it in about 3 
more years. 

There are a lot of good ideas out 
there. I mentioned in our news con- 
ference this morning, there are other 
ways of doing it. Certainly, the way 
that you are projecting is an offering 
that we will be looking at tomorrow 
and trying to bring out so we can get 
people on record. 

This is a very responsible way be- 
cause, again, we may not all agree on 
even the things that you just now men- 
tioned, but at least we can get on 
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record and everybody back home can 
look at us at election time and say 
“They were for cutting spending," or 
“They were not for cutting spending.“ 

Mr. ZELIFF. Absolutely; just 1 quick 
second. I have been involved here 
where we have voted and lost the vote 
on the balanced budget amendment. I 
think as Republicans we would cer- 
tainly give a Democratic administra- 
tion the line-item veto, but that is not 
going to go anywhere. Penny-Kasich I 
thought was a tremendous oppor- 
tunity, again, a penny on the dollar, 
$95 billion, that did not go anywhere. It 
just missed by a handful of votes. 
There was a package group of cuts of 
various programs. 

There are people who say that the 
only way we are going to really get sig- 
nificant control of spending is to do 
something similar to a Base Closure 
Commission, and it seems to me we 
should be able to not have a third 
party do what we are elected to do. 

Leon Panetta, the morning of the 
balanced budget amendment vote, 
came out on TV and said, “Look, we do 
not need a constitutional amendment 
to force us to do what we are sent here 
to do." The problem is that what we 
have been sent down here to do does 
not seem to be working, so the A to Z 
is a new attempt, a new process, a new 
idea which is a potentially revolution- 
ary idea but very simple, and hopefully 
this will be a process that will work. 

Mr. HOEKSTERA. Will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. ZELIFF. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I would like to just 
build on the statement that my col- 
league, the gentleman from Oklahoma, 
said. If we cap Federal spending at a 
rate of 1.5 or 2 percent, we could 
achieve a balanced budget. 

Ithink that is an important thing for 
the American people to recognize. 
When they here about us cutting 
spending, again, when we cut spending 
in the private sector, you know, we 
would spend $1 million, and when we 
said we were going to cut spending, it 
meant the next year we would spend 
less than $1 million. Only in Washing- 
ton can we come and find out that we 
are spending $1.4 trillion and we are 
cutting spending, which means next 
year we are going to spend $1.45 tril- 
lion. 

Mr. INHOFE. If the gentleman will 
yield right on that point, there is an 
article that every Member of Congress 
and others around the country should 
read, and it is called Budget Balo- 
ney." It was in Readers Digest 2 or 3 
months ago. 

In there they kind of put it in terms 
that even I understand. They say if a 
guy has $5,000 and he wants a $10,000 
car, all he does is say, “I really want a 
$15,000 car, but I will take a $10,000 car, 
so I have reduced the deficit by $5,000.” 
People laugh at that, but that is ex- 
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actly what we do in this body. They 
ought to read that article. 

Mr. ZELIFF. It réally puts it in per- 
spective. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. What we do is cut 
off projected spending, so I anticipate 
one of these years we are going to blow 
projected spending up, really make it 
look high, and then we are going to 
come back and say we just had the big- 
gest budget cut in history, and we cut 
$1 trillion over 5 years, and that is only 
because we projected the numbers 
much higher than where they actually 
ought to be. There is another thing—— 

Mr. ZELIFF. Are you saying, then, 
back in August under this deficit re- 
duction plan, that that was based on 
projected spending, not actual cuts? 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. It was cuts off of 
projected spending, not cuts off of— 
what historically I have always said is, 
you are spending this much this year, 
and a cut means next year you will be 
spending a little bit less. 

Mr. ZELIFF. Absolutely, that is all 
build in, the cost of inflation and all 
the rest. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. A built-in escalator. 

Mr. INHOFE. If the gentleman will 
yield, to answer your question, we had 
a built-in increase in the deficit every 
year for the budget we passed in 1993. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If the gentleman 
will yield, I would like to talk just a 
little bit about something else, again 
reinforcing why it is so important that 
we start working on cutting spending 
today. This is just a quote out of this 
booklet here. 

If there is a single line item in the 
Federal budget that is 100 percent 
waste, fraud, and abuse, it is interest 
on the national debt. Our Govern- 
ment's interest payments on its debt, 
like personal interest payments on 
credit card debt, do not buy a single 
useful item. 

Just think of all the dollars that are 
coming into Washington that are just 
paying off the debt, or not paying off 
the debt but paying interest on the 
debt. I wish we were paying off the 
debt. 

In 1995 we will spend about $218 bil- 
lion on interest payments. In the fu- 
ture—and this is assuming there is no 
change in interest rates, and we all 
know that interest rates are now going 
up slightly. Just think what happens to 
these numbers if interest rates go up at 
all. But in the year 2000, interest on the 
debt is projected to total $278 billion 
per year, and by the year 2003, we will 
Start seeing the graph accelerate. $328 
billion, think about that, $328 billion in 
interest payments that do not buy us 
anything. They do not buy us another 
mile of highway, they do not buy any 
small child a breakfast program or a 
hot lunch program, they do not help 
send anybody to college. It does not 
put one more police officer on the 
street. It does not do any of those 
things. 
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Mr. ZELIFF. If the gentleman will 
yield, I do not think we have any bank- 
ers here. None of us are bankers or 
have been in the past. If any of us were 
bankers, under the scenario you just 
described, when you came in for a loan 
do you think you would get it? 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I hope I am never in 
that position to find out. But I know I 
would never get the loan. 

Mr. ZELIFF. I happen to be à small 
businessman from New Hampshire. We 
have three small businesses which my 
son now runs. If I went to the bank 
with that proposition, they would be 
telling me that I am heading down the 
trough of bankruptcy, and if I do not 
change and reverse that, that I am 
going to be insolvent. 

I think our narrow window of oppor- 
tunity is we can do something about it, 
and I think that is what the gentleman 
is trying to say. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I think we have a 
fantastic opportunity. 

Here is another book that was pre- 
pared by the Congressional Budget Of- 
fice, something that we should read 
every night, “Reducing the Deficit." It 
talks about spending and revenue op- 
tions. I think this Congress has done 
enough for revenue options. I do not 
think we need any more revenue op- 
tions. We have done too much on that 
already. 

Mr. ZELIFF. The problem is spend- 
ing, is it now? 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. The problem is the 
first part. The first part of the book 
talks about spending cuts, and that is 
exactly what we are going to have an 
opportunity to do after we get 218 sig- 
natures on the A to Z plan. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. If the gen- 
tleman will yield, as I was listening to 
all of my colleagues make their state- 
ments, it occurred to me that if Con- 
gress has been doing its job for 25 years 
we would not be here tonight. If we 
were really interested in balancing the 
budget, I am reminded, and I cam- 
paigned I know on the idea of reducing 
spending, reducing government spend- 
ing, reducing taxes and reducing regu- 
lations, when I look back for 25 years 
we have failed to balance the budget 
since 1969. That was the last time we 
balanced a budget. And that is the rea- 
son we are here. We are here because 
something is not working. 

Mr. ZELIFF. Did you say 1969 was 
the last year? 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. 'The last year 
we balanced a budget in this Congress 
was 1969. 

Mr. ZELIFF. How many years ago 
was that? 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. By my count it 
was 25 years. That is the story I think 
we have to look at, because that is the 
failure. 

Mr. INHOFE. If the gentleman will 
yield, one of my big problems that we 
have is the electorate, if they knew 
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what you just said, they would not be 
turning Members back into office. And 
I always remind people do not listen to 
a Member of Congress and what he says 
at home on the stump or what he says 
in town hall meetings. Look and see 
how he is rated. If you want to know 
how the two gentlemen from Michigan 
are voting, you look at the National 
Taxpayers Union rating or the Citizens 
Against Government Waste rating. 
They all have ratings, and I wish more 
people would do that. And I am seeing 
that more people are doing that. 

But I have more people tell me at my 
town hall meetings, and I have a lot of 
them, they say we know you are not 
the problem. They did not think that 
several years ago. But now people are 
much more aware, and that is why I 
think the leadership, the very liberal 
leadership that has been mismanaging 
this institution for the last 50 years is 
trying to hold on with white knuckles 
to an old failed system that has put us 
into debt, trying to blame somebody 
else, trying to blame the President and 
other people. But it is this Congress 
that has done it. And I think people are 
aware of it. Certainly the exercise we 
are going to go through on the A to Z 
bill is going to reinforce in people's 
minds who the good guys and the bad 
guys are. And I would suggest all of 
these people who are arrogantly going 
to oppose this, they better stop and 
think about it because they are going 
to feel that at election time. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I concur with 
the statement just made, and I concur 
with what has taken place here this 
evening. 

I want to conclude my comments by 
again applauding Congressman ZELIFF 
and Congressman INHOFE for their 
spark, for their enthusiasm and for 
really architecting the possibilities 
that we have in front of us. And tomor- 
row is a big day. We do not know yet 
what the outcome of that day will be. 
We are looking forward to seeing those 
names go on that petition, and we will 
find out exactly who if any, and I hope 
everybody, as has already been men- 
tioned, does sign up. And we do have 
the beginning. If it is not 56 hours, that 
is fine. But we have the beginning of 
some openness, to let a little air in, so 
to speak. And I think that this institu- 
tion could use some of that, and I 
wanted to commend and applaud the 
efforts made. 

Mr. ZELIFF. I am hearing that there 
are four committed Members that will 
get up and sign that discharge, and you 
are going to be No. 1, I hope right after 


me. 

Mr. INHOFE. I hope so. 

Let me ask the gentleman, can you 
imagine how anyone could be a cospon- 
sor of the Andrews-Zeliff A to Z bill 
and not sign a discharge petition? 
What message, what possible message 
could that convey to their voters at 
home other than I want you to think 
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that I am for this, but I do not really 
want to have to vote for it. 

How many cosponsors do you have 
now on your bill? 

Mr. ZELIFF. I have 230. 

Mr. INHOFE. And how many to sign 
a discharge petition successfully? 

Mr. ZELIFF. We need 218. 

Mr. INHOFE. Can you imagine there 
will be as many as 13 Members that 
would not sign the discharge petition? 

Mr. ZELIFF. If the gentleman will 
yield, I think that the 12 Members who 
are the difference between 218 and 230 
do not want to get left behind, so they 
should be up front, and there should be 
a mad scramble tomorrow at 2 o'clock 
with a big line out here signing this 
discharge paper. And I am hoping to 
give the benefit of the doubt. I think 
that is what is going to take place. 

If not, however, because all of the 
outside organizations, there are a lot of 
people following this, and I think that 
grass roots America is watching this 
very closely. They are going to be hold- 
ing us accountable. And hopefully that 
will help the process move along a lit- 
tle bit. 

Mr. INHOFE. I would make the gen- 
tleman a bet that if there are individ- 
uals who cosponsor and do not sign the 
discharge petition that talk radio 
shows all around America will be pick- 
ing that up, and a number of national 
journals, and that will be the talk for 
the next 2 weeks. 

Mr. ZELIFF I believe it will be. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Just to close, again 
quoting from this booklet, it talks 
about the need for grass roots involve- 
ment, and it talks about the army of 
people at the grass roots level and 
what we need. It talks about this army 
is arming itself with information about 
the causes, but more importantly the 
effects of the growing national debt 
and what that debt is doing to our fu- 
ture. 

Again, going back to what my col- 
leagues talked about, robbing from the 
next generation if we do not start 
going off spending and balancing the 
budget. The choice is nevertheless 
clear. Either eliminate the deficit and 
return to the kind of United States 
that leaves each generation better off 
than the one before, or do nothing, 
spend every cent we can get our hands 
on, and borrow the rest, mortgage our 
future and betray the American dream. 
That is the opportunity that is laid on 
front of us tomorrow. 

If we can get the 218 signatures, and 
then go through the process in a con- 
structive, in a bipartisan, responsible 
way, getting input from the American 
people, we can attack this problem, we 
can make a difference, and most impor- 
tantly, we can do what the people sent 
us to Washington to do, which is to 
straighten out our fiscal house, get us 
on a solid foundation so that we not 
only can have a bright future in the 
short term, but that for those next gen- 
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erations we have not stolen the Amer- 
ican dream from them. 

So I thank the gentleman very much 
for the opportunity, and thank him for 
all of the work he has put in on this 
program. I think we are going to have 
a great day, and we are going to have 
a great week in getting those signa- 
tures. 

Mr. ZELIFF. I think it is going to be 
a lot of fun. It is going to be a day of 
accountability. That is what we call 
tomorrow, it is a day for accountabil- 
ity, a day to stand up and sign up for 
what you believe in. 

Again, as we close the debate on this 
special order on A to Z, we are talking 
about deficits in excess of $200 billion 
per year. We are talking about a debt 
of $4.5 trillion. We are talking about 
having tried things like a balanced 
budget amendment. We have tried the 
concept of a line item veto. We have 
tried Penny-Kasich. We have tried 
other ideas. A to Z is a revolutionary 
new idea. It is a mission to cut spend- 
ing. It is a simple process, everything 
on the table line by line, item for item, 
accountability. We talk about it, we 
discuss it and we vote on it. It is rep- 
resentative democracy at its best. 

I thank my colleagues for joining me 
here tonight. 

A to Z day is tomorrow. It is ac- 
countability day, and I thank my col- 
leagues for joining me at the well, and 
tomorrow we will be the first to sign 
that discharge paper. 


A NEW WAY OF DOING BUSINESS 
IN WASHINGTON 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. COP- 
PERSMITH). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of February 11, 1994, the 
gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr. 
SWETT] is recognized for 60 minutes as 
the majority leader’s designee. 

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Speaker, for the last 
2 months I have given a number of 
speeches here on the House floor to 
bring about a dialog on the need for a 
new way of doing business here in 
Washington. My remarks tonight will 
be a continuation of that dialog. 


o 1850 


All too often debates here in Wash- 
ington do not focus on real problems 
and real solutions. Debates become 
battles between extremes with each 
side employing hyperbole to score po- 
litical points. Neither side bothers to 
really listen to the opposing point of 
view. Each side blasts at the other with 
sound bites designed for partisan ad- 
vantage and a spot on the evening 
news. 

I might just add that the debate that 
we just heard concerning the A to Z 
program that is being championed by 
my Republican colleague, the gen- 
tleman from New Hampshire [Mr. 
ZELIFF], is the outcome where we have 
not been able to debate these things, 
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and I think there has to be some dialog 
that allows us to get at the issues that 
are bothering the American people 
with regard to spending, and for that 
effort I think my colleague, the gen- 
tleman from New Hampshire [Mr. 
ZELIFF], needs to be commended. 

But this extremism, when it is not 
allowed to take place in a deliberative 
and thoughtful process, creates false 
impressions, false questions, false 
choices, and ultimately, I think, faulty 
public policy, because real problems 
and real solutions are not typically 
part of the debate that takes place. 

The time has come to devise à new 
way of doing business in Washington 
which focuses on reality and not on the 
rhetoric that we so often hear. That is 
what this series of speeches is all 
about. It is designed to provide a forum 
for an emerging coalition in the House 
known as the New Democrats, a small 
group dedicated to getting results and 
dedicating themselves to accountabil- 
ity in Government programs. 

We also believe that for real pro- 
grams to be enacted that are going to 
have an impact, an impact of longevity 
and constructive impact, they have to 
be of bipartisan nature, and that is an 
important part of the work that these 
New Democrats are engaged in. This 
new coalition is building in strength. 
New Democrats played a prominent 
role in the development of the Penny- 
Kasich amendment of last October, 
which sought to cut Government 
spending by $90 billion over and above 
the budget cuts proposed by President 
Clinton, again, à bipartisan effort. New 
Democrats are also helping to drive 
through Congress a piece of legislation 
coauthored by a Republican, the gen- 
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. SHAY$], 
and myself, the Congressional Account- 
ability Act. 

The idea behind this legislation is 
simply Congress should abide by the 
same laws that it passes for the rest of 
the country. The Congressional Ac- 
countability Act will change all of 
what we have now where Congress does 
not have to abide by the same laws it 
passes for the rest of the land, and it 
will require Congress to come into line 
and, more importantly, to live first- 
hand the same kind of life under regu- 
lations that the rest of the country 
must live. I think that that brings a 
much cleaner, keener awareness to the 
Congress of what is happening out in 
the neighborhoods across this great 
land. 

New Democrats have also joined to- 
gether to demonstrate their support for 
increased accountability in Govern- 
ment-funded research, an area I have 
become familiar with through my work 
on the Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology. 

Tonight I come before you to talk 
about welfare reform. It is an issue 
that in one way or another affects us 
all, and one that particularly calls for 
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the New Democrat strategy of bringing 
people together to work toward a com- 
mon and comprehensive solution. 

Like many Americans, I believe 
there are fundamental problems with 
the Nation's welfare system. Currently 
our system of welfare discourages 
work, isolates the poor in a separate 
welfare economy, fosters dependency, 
empowers bureaucracies and social 
service providers rather than poor citi- 
zens, and rewards failure, not success. 

Most absurd perhaps is that our cur- 
rent welfare system unintentionally 
promotes the breakup of families by 
penalizing marriage and underwriting 
out-of-wedlock births and single par- 
enthood. This perverse system tears at 
the very fabric of our society. 

To deal with these chronic problems, 
some of my colleagues and I formed the 
Mainstream Forum Welfare Working 
Group. Our working group is dedicated 
to helping President Clinton in his 
pledge to end welfare as we know it.” 
In calling for an end to this flawed sys- 
tem, the President has created a rare 
opportunity to fundamentally change a 
public system that is failing those it is 
intended to help and those who pay for 
it. 

As the President said many times in 
his 1992 Presidential campaign, People 
are not looking for a handout, they are 
looking for a hand up.’’ Poor Ameri- 
cans are looking for opportunity, and 
it is time we gave it to them. 

Welfare reform should not be about 
taking away from people. It should be 
about giving back to poor Americans 
hope, pride, opportunity, and the 
chance to become connected to their 
communities once again. 

The notion that welfare should offer 
poor Americans transitional support en 
route to a job rather than to subsidize 
a way of life widely seen as divorced 
from work and responsibility has clear- 
ly struck a responsive chord with the 
public. 

The New Democrats in the House 
have seized the idea that public assist- 
ance must be conditioned on respon- 
sible behavior by recipients, and we are 
going to run with it to pass a com- 
prehensive reform, if not this year, 
hopefully in the next Congress. 

Recent surveys show that more than 
90 percent of the public want to see 
dramatic changes in the welfare sys- 
tem. Yet Americans are less concerned 
about cost than about welfare's failure 
to reward basic American values, val- 
ues like work and saving, marriage and 
family, individual initiative, and a 
sense of community. 

Our group has tried to embody all of 
these values into a comprehensive re- 
form plan. The legislation expected 
soon in its final form will culminate an 
8-month effort by our group to produce 
a plan based on all of these principles, 
and one that does not just talk about 
them but really puts them to good use 
and gives the American public an op- 
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portunity to see good legislation mak- 
ing a real impact on our community. 

Our group believes that imposing a 
time limit on welfare eligibility is the 
only way to fundamentally change the 
system from one that writes checks to 
one that puts people back to work. 
Welfare should be a way station, not a 
destination. 

A 2-year limit on assistance will 
transform a system based on the right 
to income maintenance into a system 
based on the obligation to work. How- 
ever, since time limits without other 
reform measures would serve only to 
worsen the situation for over 14 million 
welfare recipients, 9 million of which 
are children, the Mainstream Forum 
works hard to include expanded oppor- 
tunities for jobs, for child care, and 
child support enforcement. Employ- 
ment clearly is the centerpiece of this 
reform effort. It has been said many 
times that the best social program is a 
job, but we must ensure that a welfare 
recipient is better off economically by 
taking a job than by remaining on wel- 
fare. 

To do this, we must eliminate the 
current disincentives within the sys- 
tem that make welfare more attractive 
than work. 

Toward this end, we must support 
health care reform, which I am proud 
to be doing. We must support the ex- 
pansion of the earned income tax credit 
which, when people finish their tax 
forms for this year and start getting 
the checks back from the Government, 
we are going to see what an impressive 
difference that has made to many peo- 
ple across the country. 

We need to provide safe and afford- 
able child care and allow recipients to 
accumulate a reasonable amount of as- 
sets before cutting off their benefits. 

The current system isolates poor 
Americans from the mainstream econ- 
omy and inadvertently sets up barriers 
to work and to social mobility. The 
overriding goal of welfare reform must 
be to reconnect people to the world of 
work. Only through productive work 
can welfare recipients acquire the 
skills, the habits, experience, connec- 
tions, and self-esteem necessary to be- 
come self-sufficient members of the 
community. 


o 1900 


Although State flexibility is stressed 
throughout our plan, we have devel- 
oped a Federal model for putting peo- 
ple back to work from which all States 
can draw. Improving child support en- 
forcement is another critical part of 
our reform effort. We plan to enhance 
noncustodial parent location and iden- 
tification, improve the process by 
which child support orders are estab- 
lished, establish hospital-based pater- 
nity, and enforce child support through 
punitive measures for deadbeat 
parents. These improvements in the 
child support system will insure that 
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children can count on support from 
both parents and that the cost of pub- 
lic benefits is reduced while a working 
mother's real income is raised. 

Children must have the support of 
both parents, but not just the mone- 
tary support. We must do all we can to 
keep families together and remove all 
barriers to healthy, stable families. 
The Mainstream Forum is incorporat- 
ing family-friendly stabilization strat- 
egies into its welfare reform proposal 
to provide incentives for families to re- 
main strong and under one roof. For 
example, unwed mothers will be al- 
lowed to marry without losing their 
benefits. That is right, unwed mothers 
will be allowed to marry without losing 
their benefits. 

It is widely documented that long- 
term welfare dependency is increas- 
ingly driven by illegitimate births. Too 
many teens are becoming parents and 
too few are able to responsibly care for 
and nurture their newborn children. To 
address this problem, the Mainstream 
Forum will call for a national edu- 
cational campaign, among other 
things, to teach young people that chil- 
dren who have children face tremen- 
dous obstacles to self-sufficiency. This 
is a reality that many young people 
just do not understand right now, and 
they need to hear about this and who 
better to tell them than those who are 
currently struggling under those obsta- 
cles themselves? That is how we can 
bring these people into the cause and 
give them a real reason, a real role to 
play which I think is going to help 
them in their self-esteem struggle as 
well. 

Lastly, the Mainstream Forum 
Working Group sees program sim- 
plification as a crucial part of its re- 
form effort. The group intends to sim- 
plify the Federal waiver process for 
States, simplify the application proc- 
ess for AFDC and food stamps, encour- 
age and increase Federal commitment 
to automation, and establish a uniform 
time frame for implementing an elec- 
tronic benefits transfer system frame- 
work for State systems. Program sim- 
plification should make it easier for 
those in need to receive short-term as- 
sistance which, hopefully, is going to 
give them short-term benefits that will 
put them back into productivity much 
more quickly and keep these trying to 
defraud the system from doing so. 

No State is free from the problems of 
poverty, joblessness, and homelessness. 
In my own State of New Hampshire, 
the caseload rate for AFDC has shown 
significant increases in recent years. 
AFDC grant payments for 1992 totaled 
over $54 million, a 29.7-percent increase 
over State fiscal year 1991. 

Our present system has no hope of re- 
versing this trend. This drain on State 
economies must be stopped. 

While we may have differences in our 
ideas and approaches to welfare reform, 
there is a bipartisan consensus that our 
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welfare system is badly in need of im- 
provement. To achieve this goal, a po- 
litical bargain must be struck, liberals 
must accept work requirements while 
conservatives must accept more public 
spending to support people's struggle 
to work. 

Solely reducing spending would force 
families further into poverty and, in 
the long run, drain our country in 
terms of social and economic costs. 
The cost of this radical redesign of so- 
cial welfare is likely to cost more in 
the short run, but, as noted before, the 
long-term savings will be extraor- 
dinary. And that is what we need to see 
into the first decade of the 21st cen- 
tury, much reduced numbers on wel- 
fare, much increased numbers working, 
providing for families, holding those 
families together, educating those chil- 
dren to behave as responsible citizens. 
It has an impact not only on families 
and on welfare, it has an impact on 
crime, education, and ultimately this 
Nation's competitiveness. 

One such savings will come through 
the delaying of teen births. The Center 
for Population Options estimated that 
if all births to teens had been delayed 
until the mother was in her twenties, 
taxpayers could have saved $13 billion. 
If all teens had delayed births until the 
mothers had been in their twenties, $13 
bilion could be saved over 30 years. 
This group also found that each family 
begun in 1992 by a first birth to a teen 
of 15 to 17 years of age will cost the 
public on average over $25,000, $25,575 
over the next 20 years. This is a cost 
that this country can ill afford. 

What is really ludicrous about this 
cost is that it is incurred when we 
could keep that from happening, when 
we could actually take better care of 
our neighbors and our children and re- 
duce this expenditure significantly 
and, in the meantime, create a better 
sense of community throughout the 
country as well. 

In his inaugural speech, President 
Clinton said, and I quote: 

It is time to break the habit of expecting 
something for nothing from our Government 
or from each other. Let us all take more re- 
sponsibility, not only for our families, but 
for our communities and our country. 

This sentiment is not new, and 
echoes frustration felt around the 
country. However, these feelings of 
frustration should not frame the wel- 
fare reform debate. Underlying prob- 
lems to welfare dependency must be 
addressed. We cannot ask people to 
take more responsibility for them- 
selves and then not give them the 
means to do so. We must dedicate our- 
selves to helping people become self-re- 
lant. Public welfare systems must de- 
mand mutual responsibility by both 
Government and recipient. In this 
process we will be able to move this 
Nation from a system centered on 
maintenance and consumption to a sys- 
tem oriented around work and the de- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


velopment of self-esteem and personal 
assets. 

Remember, the best social welfare 
program is a job. And as we work 
through this very difficult program of 
welfare reform, we are going to have to 
continue doing what we can to expand 
the economy, because as people gain in 
education, as they put their children 
into the childcare facilities that will 
enable them to become more produc- 
tive citizens, we are going to have to 
expand the economy to accommodate 
their productivity as workers in Amer- 
ica. 

It is my hope that we can address all 
of these issues, that we can identify 
the funding to invest in welfare reform 
in the short term so that we can reap 
the benefits of the long-term gains. It 
is my hope also that my colleagues will 
join me in a bipartisan manner in ac- 
complishing this most important work. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia (at the re- 
quest of Mr. MICHEL) for today and 
Wednesday, May 4, on account of a 
death in the family. 

Ms. LONG (at the request of Mr. GEP- 
HARDT) for today and tomorrow on ac- 
count of a death in the family. 

Mr. MANN (at the request of Mr. GEP- 
HARDT) for today on account of official 
business. 

Ms. DELAURO (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT) for today after 5 p.m. on ac- 
count of personal business. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. EWING) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr. EWING for 5 minutes today and on 
May 5. 

Mr. SOLOMON for 5 minutes today. 

(The following Member (at the re- 
quest of Mr. OBERSTAR) to revise and 
extend his remarks and include extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr. HOAGLAND for 5 minutes today. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. ZELIFF) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr. MICHEL, for 5 minutes each day 
on May 3, 4, and 5. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 
(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. EWING) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 
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Ms. MOLINARI. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. 

Mr. MCDADE. 

Mr. GALLEGLY. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. OBERSTAR) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. ROSE. 

Mr. CARR. 

Mr. LEVIN. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. 

Mr. SCHUMER. 

Mr. COYNE. 

Mr. TORRES. 

Mr. LANTOS, 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mrs. BENTLEY) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

. HOCHBRUECKNER. 
. DERRICK in two instances. 


VENTO. 

. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
. FINGERHUT. 

. BROOKS. 


BURTON of Indiana in two in- 
stances. 

Mr. SKAGGS. 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. 


quest of Mr. ZELIFF) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr. STENHOLM. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. 

Mr. ENGEL in four instances. 


SENATE BILLS REFERRED 


A joint resolution of the Senate of 
the following title was taken from the 
Speaker's table and, under the rule, re- 
ferred as follows: 

S.J. Res. 146. Joint resolution designating 
May 1, 1994, through May 7, 1994, as Na- 
tional Walking Week.“ Referred to the Com- 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. SWETT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 7 o'clock and 10 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to- 
morrow, Wednesday, May 4, 1994, at 2 
p.m. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol- 
lows: 

3088. A letter from the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, transmitting the annual report on 
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foreign investment in U.S. agricultural land 
through December 31, 1993, pursuant to 7 
U.S.C. 3504; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

3089. A letter from the Executive Director, 
Thrift Depositor Protection Oversight Board 
and the Acting CEO, Resolution Trust Cor- 
poration, transmitting the semiannual re- 
port on the activities and efforts of the RTC, 
the FDIC, and the Thrift Depositor Protec- 
tion Oversight Board, pursuant to section 
21A(k)(5)(A) of the Federal Home Loan Bank 
Act; to the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs. 

3090. A letter from the Deputy and Acting 
CEO, Resolution Trust Corporation, trans- 
mitting the Corporation's 1993 semiannual 
progress report—covering the períod June 30 
to December 31, 1993—on professional con- 
duct investigations pursuant to the provi- 
sions of section 2540 of the Crime Control Act 
of 1990, pursuant to Public Law 101-647, sec- 
tion 2540 (104 Stat. 4885); to the Committee 
on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

3091. A letter from the Executive Director, 
District of Columbia Retirement Board, 
transmitting financial disclosure statements 
of board members, pursuant to D.C. Code, 
section 1-732, 1-734(a)(1)(A); to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

3092. A letter from the Executive Director, 
District of Columbia Retirement Board, 
transmitting the financial disclosure state- 
ment of a board member, pursuant to D.C 
Code, section 1-732, 1-734(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3093. A letter from the Chairman, District 
of Columbia Retirement Board, transmitting 
the board's fiscal year 1993 annual report, 
pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-732, 1- 
734(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

3094. A letter from the Secretary of Edu- 
cation, transmitting a copy of final regula- 
tions—Institutional Eligibility Under the 
Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended; 
eligibility of foreign medical schools under 
the Guaranteed Student Loan Program, pur- 
suant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(d)(1); to the Commit- 
tee on Education and Labor. 

3095. A letter from the Secretary of Edu- 
cation, transmitting final regulations stu- 
dent assistance general provisions, subpart 
E—verification of student aid application in- 
formation, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(d)(1); to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

3096. A letter from the Secretary of Edu- 
cation, transmitting announcement of cri- 
teria for loan origination for the 1995-1996 
academic year, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 
1232(d)(1); to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

3097. A letter from the Secretary of Edu- 
cation, transmitting Secretary's procedures 
and criteria for recognition of accrediting 
agencies, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(d)(1); to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

3098. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the 13th report on the activi- 
ties of the Multinational Force and Observ- 
ers [MFO] and certain financial information 
concerning U.S. Government participation in 
that organization, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
34 220 (2A); to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

3099. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Department's report on nu- 
clear nonproliferation policy in South Asia, 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2376(c); to the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

3100. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Personnel Management, transmitting the an- 
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nual report of the Civil Service Retirement 
and Disability Fund for fiscal year 1993, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 1308(a); to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

3101. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Election Commission, transmitting 62 rec- 
ommendations for legislative action, pursu- 
ant to 2 U.S.C. 438(a)(9); to the Committee on 
House Administration. 

3102. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Compliance, Department of the 
Interior, transmitting notification of pro- 
posed refunds of excess royalty payments in 
OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1339(b); to 
the Committee on Natural Resources, 

3103. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget, transmitting a let- 
ter to express, in the strongest possible 
terms, the administration's opposition to 
H.R. 4013, which would bar the Department 
of Veterans Affairs [VA] from reducing 
FTE's in the Veterans Health Administra- 
tion [VHA] during the next 5 years; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

3104. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, General Accounting Of- 
fice, transmitting GAO's review of the ac- 
tions taken with respect to the White House 
Travel Office; jointly, to the Committees on 
Government Operations and Post Office and 
Civil Service. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu- 
tions were introduced and severally re- 
ferred as follows: 


By Mr. BLACKWELL: 

H.R. 4323. A bill to require ammunition to 
bear serial numbers; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BOEHNER: 

H.R. 4324. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint coins in commemora- 
tion of the 200th anniversary of the signing 
of the Treaty of Greene Ville at Fort Greene 
Ville, OH; to the Committee on Banking, Fi- 
nance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. BORSKI: 

H.R. 4325. A bill to exclude certain retire- 
ment accounts for purposes of determining 
eligibility to receive food stamp benefits, aid 
to families with dependent children, supple- 
mental security income benefits, and Medic- 
aid benefits; jointly, to the Committees on 
Agriculture and Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BREWSTER (for himself, Mr. 
HOUGHTON, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. SHAW, 
and Mr. KOPETSKI): 

H.R. 4326. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to limit the applicability of 
the generation-skipping transfer tax; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CASTLE: 

H.R. 4327. A bill to eliminate franked mail 
for the House of Representatives, and for 
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees 
on House Administration, Post Office and 
Civil Service, and Rules. 

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself and Mr. 
CLINGER): 

H.R. 4328. A bill to amend the Office of 
Federal Procurement Policy Act to reform 
the Federal acquisition process, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Govern- 
ment Operations. 

By Mr. DE LA GARZA (for himself (by 
request) and Mr. STENHOLM): 

H.R. 4329. A bill to amend the Federal In- 
secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 
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By Mr. DERRICK (for himself, Mr. 
CLYBURN, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. SPENCE, 
and Mr. SPRATT): 

H.R. 4330. A bill to establish the South 
Carolina National Heritage Corridor, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

By Ms. FURSE: 

H.R. 4331. A bill to terminate the C-17 air- 
craft program after fiscal year 1995 and pro- 
vide for a program to meet the remaining 
strategic airlift requirements of the Depart- 
ment of Defense with nondevelopmental air- 
craft; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. McCLOSKEY (for himself and 
Mr. STARK): 

H.R. 4332. A bill to set forth the policy of 
the United States for nuclear nonprolifera- 
tion; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. SKAGGS (for himself and Mrs. 
SCHROEDER): 

H.R. 4333. A bill to designate certain lands 
in Rocky Mountain National Park as wilder- 
ness, and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. UNDERWOOD: 

H.R. 4334. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to authorize the Secretary of 
Defense to provide assistance to promote 
public participation in defense environ- 
mental restoration activities; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska (for himself, 
Mrs. UNSOELD, and Mr. DICKS): 

H.R. 4335. A bill to authorize certain U.S.- 
flag fishing and fish processing vessels to be 
chartered or sold to foreign citizens and 
transferred to foreign registry without ap- 
proval by the Secretary of Transportation, 
and to establish limitations on the authority 
of those vessels to thereafter operate in the 
fisheries and coastwise trade of the United 
States; to the Committee on Merchant Ma- 
rine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. EWING: 

H. Res. 415. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 830) to amend 
title 5, United States Code, to clarify proce- 
dures for judicial review of Federal agency 
compliance with regulatory flexibility anal- 
ysis requirements, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Rules. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori- 
als were presented and referred as fol- 
lows: 


358. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
House of Representatives of the State of 
Idaho, relative to Federal Cropland Set-aside 
Program; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

359. Also, memorial of the House of Rep- 
resentatives of the State of Idaho, relative to 
continued Federal commitment to Railroad 
Retirement System; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

360. Also, memorial of the House of Rep- 
resentatives of the State of Idaho, relative to 
Laotian POW/MIA cases; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

361. Also, memorial of the House of Rep- 
resentatives of the State of Idaho, relative to 
allowing States to tax mail-order sales; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

362. Also, memorial of the House of Rep- 
resentatives of the State of Idaho, relative to 
critical habitat designation; to the Commit- 
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

363. Also, memorial of the Senate of the 
Commonwealth of Virginia, relative to me- 
morializing Congress to designate the annual 
memorial service in Roanoke, as the Official 
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National EMS Memorial Service; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII. 


Mr. ROSE introduced a bill (H.R. 4336) for 
the relief of Mary J. Woodard; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 


H.R. 70: Mr. WYDEN. 

H.R. 326: Mr. WELDON, Mr. LEVY, Mr. BAR- 
TON of Texas, Mr. MINETA, Mr. WHITTEN, Mrs. 
LLOYD, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, and Mr. 
CLYBURN. 

H.R. 518: Ms. ENGLISH of Arizona, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia, and Mrs. MEEK of Florida. 

H.R. 794: Mr. FINGERHUT, Mr. SARPALIUS, 
Mr. INSLEE, and Mr. HAYEs. 

H.R. 1155: Mr. 
1719: Mr. 
1792: Mr. 
1863: Mr. 
1906: Mr. 
2036: Mr. 
2037: Mr. WYDEN. 

2079: Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. 
2393: Mr. BONILLA, Mr. WOLF, and Ms. 
PRYCE of Ohio. 

H.R. 2484: Mr. POMEROY 
SANGMEISTER. 

H.R. 2512: Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. BARTLETT of 
Maryland, and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 

H.R. 2758: Mr. KING, Mr. BACCHUS of Flor- 
ida, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. 
WALSH, Mr. HOKE, Mr, KYL, Mrs. BYRNE, and 
Mr. WILSON. 

H.R. 2896: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. 

H.R. 2898: Mr. ENGEL and Mr. WATT. 

H.R. 3023: Mr. MCKEON, Mr. PETERSON of 
Minnesota, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BREWSTER, 
Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina, 
Mr. CLINGER, Ms. DUNN, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana, and Mr. THOMAS of Wy- 
oming. 

H.R. 3105: Mr. LIPINSKI. 

H.R. 3238; Mr. CANADY. 

H.R. 3293: Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. 
MONTGOMERY, and Mrs. KENNELLY, 

H.R. 3367: Mr. TALENT. 

H.R. 3407: Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. ANDREWS of 
New Jersey, and Mr. INSLEE. 

H.R. 3483: Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. 

H.R. 3698: Mr. SHAYS and Mr. LEWIS of 
Florida. 

H.R. 3771: Mr. JEFFERSON. 

H.R. 3790: Mr. STUMP and Mr. BARLOW. 

H.R. 3900: Mr. ENGEL and Ms. FURSE. 

H.R. 3913: Mr. PAXON and Mr. MCCRERY. 

H.R. 3951: Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, and Mr. PARKER. 

H.R. 3973: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, Mr. BEILENSON, and Mr. FILNER. 

H.R. 4000: Mr. Goss and Mr. EWING. 

H.R. 4043: Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. FORD of Ten- 
nessee, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. BAKER 
of Louisiana, Mr. THORNTON, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. HAYES, Ms. WATERS, Ms. LAM- 


CALVERT. 
DELLUMS and Mr. HINCHEY. 
WYDEN. 
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BERT, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. CLYBURN, 
Mr. ScoTT, Mr. BAESLER, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. 
WATT, and Mr. PARKER. 

H.R. 4050: Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. ACKERMAN, 
and Mr. LAFALCE. 

H.R. 4051: Mr. TUCKER. 

H.R. 4052: Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. TAYLOR of 
North Carolina, Mr. WILSON, Mr. CoBLE, Mr. 
FROST, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, and Mr. 
BLUTE. 

H.R. 4056: Mr. MCMILLAN, Mr. MORAN, Mr. 
MILLER of Florida, Mr. FINGERHUT, and Mr. 
ZIMMER. 

H.R. 4062: Mrs. ROUKEMA, Ms. EDDIE BER- 
NICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr, OWENS, Mr. 
WASHINGTON, and Mr. DELLUMS. 

H.R. 4091: Mr. SABO and Mr. STARK. 

H.R. 4100: Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 4129: Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. CLEMENT, 
Mr. WILSON, Mr. WALSH, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. 
CLINGER, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. DARDEN, and 
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. 

H.R. 4148: Mr. OLVER and Mr, ABERCROMBIE. 

H.R. 4189: Mr. MCMILLAN, Mr. KLUG, Mr. 
INSLEE, Mr. GILLMOR, and Mr. PARKER. 

H.R. 4215: Mr. ARMEY. 

H.R. 4260: Mr. WYDEN, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, 
Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. WISE, Mr. 
FILNER, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, and Mr. PAS- 
TOR. 

H.R. 4288: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas and 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 

H.J. Res. 44: Mr. QUILLEN. 

H.J. Res. 129: Mr. PAXON. 

H.J. Res. 209: Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. BISHOP, 
Mr. BROWDER, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. 
GINGRICH, Mr. SANGMEISTER, Mr. PETERSON 
of Minnesota, Mr. VOLKMER, and Mr. HAMIL- 
TON. 

H.J. Res. 276: Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. 
BROWN of California, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. 
FISH, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. Coo- 
PER, Ms. SCHENK, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. GING- 
RICH, Mr. SHAYS, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. WASH- 
INGTON, Mr. MINETA, Mr. HAMBURG, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mrs. COLLINS of Illi- 
nois, Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana, Mr. DUNCAN, 
Mr. INHOFE, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. DEUTSCH, 
Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. COBLE, Mr. COPPERSMITH, 
Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. PACKARD, 
Ms. EsHOO, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. 
WaTT, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. BARRETT of Wiscon- 
sin, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. FRANKS of 
New Jersey, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. 
MFUME, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
CRANE, and Mr. MCCLOSKEY. 

H.J. Res. 303. Mr. BERMAN, Mr. ANDREWS of 
New Jersey, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. 
WELDON, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. FAWELL, Mrs. 
KENNELLY, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, 
Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. FINGERHUT, and Mr. HORN. 

H.J. Res. 315: Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. 
COSTELLO, Mr. CRANE, Mr. DELAY, Mr. 
DREIER, Ms. DUNN, Mr. FORD of Michigan, 
Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. GUNDERSON, 
Mr. HEFNER, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. 
HUTCHINSON, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. KASICH, Mr. 
LANTOS, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. LIGHT- 
FOOT, MR. MCCRERY, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. MORAN, Mr. PETRI, Mr. QUINN, 
Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. RIDGE, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. 
RUSH, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. Scott, Mr. STUPAK, 
Mr. TUCKER, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. WHEAT, and 
Mr. Youn of Florida. 

H.J. Res 327: Mr. BORSKI, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, 
Mr. BLUTE, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. 
GLICKMAN, Mr. HOYER, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. 
SMITH of Texas, and Mr. FLAKE. 
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H.J. Res. 354: Mr. KLEIN, Mr. MACHTLEY, 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. FISH, Mr. 
NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. VENTO, Mr. 
SMITH of Texas, Mr. MYERS of Indiana, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. 
Frost, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. LAN- 
CASTER, Mr. ENGEL, Mrs. BYRNE, Mr. EMER- 
SON, and Mr. LANTOS. 

H.J. Res. 359: Mr. WOLF, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. 
SPRATT, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. KING, Mr. KA- 
SICH, Mr. TANNER, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. LI- 
PINSKI, Mr. SYNAR, and Mr. DIXON. 

H. Con. Res. 199: Mr. RAHALL, Ms. LONG, 
and Ms. MCKINNEY. 

H. Con. Res. 231: Mr. PORTER and Mr. LEWIS 
of Georgia. 

H. Res. 144: Mr. TRAFICANT. 

H. Res. 381: Mr. ARMEY. 

H. Res. 390: Mr. DEFAZIO. 


DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso- 
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 3266: Mr. SARPALIUS. 


AMENDMENTS 


Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro- 
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 3254 By Mr. SOLOMON: 
—At the end of Title II, add the following 
new section: 
SEC. 213. DENIAL OF AWARDS OF GRANTS OR 
CONTRACTS TO EDUCATIONAL IN- 
STITUTIONS WHICH PREVENT MILI- 
TARY RECRUITING. 

(a) DENIAL OF FUNDS.—The Director may 
not make a grant or award a contract to any 
educational institution that has a policy of 
denying, or which effectively prevents, any 
of the military services of the United States 
from obtaining for military recruiting pur- 


(A) entry to campuses or access to stu- 
dents on campuses; or 

(B) access to directory information per- 
taining to students. 

(b) PROCEDURES FOR DETERMINATION.—In 
determining compliance with subsection (a), 
the Director shall—(1) include on any grant 
or contract application questions as to 
whether the educational institution has, by 
policy or practice, effectively denied such 
entry or access for recruiting purposes; and 
(2) inquire of the Department of Defense 
whether such entry or access has been denied 
by an institution before awarding such grant 
or contract to it. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion—(1) the term student“ means an indi- 
vidual enrolled in an educational institution 
who is 17 years of age or older, and (2) the 
term directory information" means, with 
respect to a student, the student's name, ad- 
dress, telephone listing, date and place of 
birth, level of education, degrees received, 
and the most recent educational institution 
enrolled in by the student. 
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SHAPING THE FUTURES OF OUR 
CHILDREN—ONE COMMUNITY’S 
ANSWER: THE LONG BEACH UNI- 
FIED SCHOOL DISTRICT’S PER- 
SONAL PALS FOR PROGRESS 
PROGRAM 


HON. STEPHEN HORN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
bring to the Nation's attention an effort in my 
district, California's 38th, in which individual 
citizens are making an impact on the future of 
the community's children. It is an effort which 
is simple in its design and operation, yet far 
reaching in its impact. 

The Long Beach Unified School District is 
actively involving a wide spectrum of citizens 
in the future of our young people. While the 
commitment asked of these citizens is mini- 
mal, the results of their efforts will be maximal 
for untold years to come. It is an effort worth 
applauding and an enterprise worth emulating. 

In January 1990, then-principal of Long 
Beach's inner-city Whittier Elementary School, 
Dr. Randy Ward and teacher Christine Lun- 
gren-Maddalone took a realistic look at the 
school's 1,000 young students. These children 
were presenting their teachers with some of 
the most difficult challenges known to edu- 
cators today. The students came from some of 
the lowest income families in Long Beach—95 
percent were at or below poverty level. They 
lived in the middle of an active gang neighbor- 
hood. The majority—81 percent—were classi- 
fied as limited-English proficient. 

But the children of Whittier Elementary 
School were eager to learn and enthusiastic 
about their work. And this gave Dr. Ward and 
Ms. Lungres-Maddalone hope. They knew that 
their overtaxed teachers could not meet all of 
the many special demands of these children, 
so they reached out beyond the school's walls 
to the citizens of Long Beach. 

The Whittier faculty asked key 
decisionmakers in the Long Beach community 
to offer their support by becoming personal 
pen pals with individual students in the 
school's fifth grade. The hope was for each 
child to develop a connection between school 
and work and to be exposed to positive role 
models. 

Over 100 citizens responded—including 
then-Congressman Glenn Anderson, California 
State Attorney General Daniel Lungren, Long 
Beach Mayor Ernie Kell, as well as leaders 
from the city's industrial, academic, and non- 
profit communities—and each fifth grade child 
at Whittier Elementary School was matched 
with a pen pal. 

Each adult pen pal exchanged a minimum 
of two informal letters with his or her student, 
encouraging the child to share his or her ex- 
periences, goals, and dreams. Many of the 


adult pen pals sent books and other small 
gifts, stopped by the school to visit, took their 
Student to lunch, and developed close, sup- 
portive friendships with their students. 

The first Personal Pen Pals for Progress 
Program in 1990 was so successful that it was 
expanded to include fourth grade students in 
its second year and, later, third graders. | am 
a pen pal with student John Nguyen, a third 
grader at Whittier, and last year | cor- 
responded with another Whittier student, 
Randy Phao. 

Today, almost 300 of Whittier Elementary 
School's 1,000 children are involved in per- 
sonal pals for progress, and the results have 
been dramatic. The school now has the next 
to lowest absentee rate of all of Long Beach's 
elementary schools, and discipline problems 
are next to nil. But it is the academic out- 
comes that are the most dramatic. For in- 
stance, the Whittier fourth graders’ MAT-6 test 
scores in reading, math, and language placed 
them 13th, 14th, and 5th, respectively, out of 
all of the city's 58 elementary schools. 

These learning and behavior achievements 
are impressive. But the best endorsement of 
the program comes from the students them- 
selves. They now openly dream and plan for 
their futures, knowing that there are people in 
the Long Beach community who care about 
them—and that all things are possible with ef- 
fort. 

Whittier Elementary fifth grader Gregory 
Razo, has written to his pen pal, Long Beach 
Unified School District's Director of Public In- 
formation Dick Van Der Laan, 

Ive been thinking of what I want to do 
when I grow up. I want to go through college 
and get a good job. I would like to be a po- 
liceman because I could get robbers. Another 
thing I want to do is to travel around the 
world because I want to see all different 
things. 

| salute the Personal Pen Pals for Progress 
Program of the Long Beach Unified School 
District, especially its student and adult partici- 
pants who are proving that one-on-one shar- 
ing and caring can make a big difference in 
the life of a child. | strongly urge other com- 
munities across America to take notice. This 
program, which is making a difference to 
youngsters in Long Beach, CA, is a model for 
our Nation's future. 


A TRIBUTE TO CLINCH HEYWARD 
BELSER 


HON. BUTLER DERRICK 


OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay special tribute to the recently deceased 
Mr. Clinch Heyward Belser. Mr. Belser was a 
man of immense integrity who served the peo- 


ple of South Carolina with unwavering dedica- 
tion. 

In 1939, Mr. Belser enlisted in the South 
Carolina National Guard and was called to ac- 
tive military duty in 1940. During World War II 
he primarily served in the Army Air Corps and 
he earned the Distinguished Flying Cross and 
several air medals for his service. With unflag- 
ging devotion he continued to serve his coun- 
try until his retirement from the U.S. Air Force 
Reserve in 1960. 

Mr. Belser graduated Phi Beta Kappa from 
the University of South Carolina's masters de- 
gree program and then did postgraduate work 
at the University of Chicago. He received his 
law degree from Yale University Law School. 
From 1948 to 1953 Mr. Belser practiced law in 
Washington, DC, New York City, and in Co- 
lumbia, SC, thereafter. From 1958 to 1970, 
Mr. Belser served in the South Carolina Gen- 
eral Assembly as a representative from Rich- 
land County. He was chairman of the house 
judiciary committee from 1965 to 1970. From 
1985 to 1990, Mr. Belser was general counsel 
for Blue Cross and Blue Shield of South Caro- 
lina. 

Mr. Belser was always willing to address the 
challenging and complex issues of the day. In 
the mid-1960's Mr. Belser led the movement 
for education reform in the State of South 
Carolina. His recommendations for the reform 
of education laid the important foundation nec- 
essary for the Educational Improvement Act 
two decades later. Mr. Belser was an example 
of a strong and courageous leader in the State 
legislature. 

Mr. Belser led a rich and full life. He not 
only served the citizens of the State in the leg- 
islature but he also enjoyed a successful law 
practice. Personal friends knew Mr. Belser as 
a man of immense integrity deserving of rec- 
ognition. | ask my colleagues to join me today 
in posthumously commending Mr. Belser for 
his excellent service to the State of South 
Carolina and to the Nation. 


SALUTE TO REAR ADM. DAVID J. 
NASH, USN 


HON. ELTON GALLEGLY 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of a selfless public servant who for 
nearly 30 years has distinguished his country 
and himself through exemplary military serv- 
ice. 
Rear Adm. David J. Nash, Commanding Of- 
ficer of the Naval Construction Battalion Cen- 
ter in Port Hueneme, CA since 1991, has 
proven himself a valuable asset to the Navy 
and the local community. 

In addition to his time in Port Hueneme, 
Rear Admiral Nash has served in leadership 


' This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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positions at naval installations in Argentia, 
Newfoundland; Point Mugu, CA; Madrid, 
Spain; and in Vietnam during the Vietnam 
lis Other assignments have included stints 

, Mirginia, Mississippi, Virginia, 
Pear Harbor, and Washington, DC. 

Since his arrival in Port Hueneme, Rear Ad- 
miral Nash has made a significant effort to not 
only provide leadership on the base, but to ex- 
pand the base's leadership role in the local 
community. 

Among his achievements: 

He took an occasional Seabee Day event 
that usually attracted only a couple thousand 
people and turned it into an annual event that 
routinely draws 35,000 people. 

He provided temporary shelter to the Ven- 
tura County Rescue Mission after the mis- 
sion's homeless residence was destroyed by 
fire. 

He assisted in disaster relief efforts follow- 
ing the devastating fires in Southern California 
by temporarily replacing a burned wooden 
bridge in Malibu—restoring essential transpor- 
tation to the area. 

He established a Partnership in Education 
program with the Hueneme School District, 
through which Navy personnel have devoted 
thousands of volunteer hours in the schools 
tutoring topics such as math, reading, science, 
computer technology, and English as a sec- 
ond language. 

But Rear Admiral Nash has not only im- 
proved the local area through his actions on 
the base, he had also extended his outreach 
by participating in off-base community organi- 
zations. He is a member of the board of direc- 
tors of the United Way of Ventura County, 
Port Hueneme Boys & Girls Club, and the 
Dorill B. Wright Cultural Center of Port Hue- 
neme. 

In short, Rear Admiral Nash has distin- 
guished himself in both his service to the mili- 
tary and the Ventura County community and | 
ask my colleagues to join me in saluting him 
for his long record of service to Port Hue- 
neme, Ventura County and the Nation. 


JAMES E. ADDISON, MAN OF THE 
YEAR 


HON. WILLIAM J. COYNE 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased 
today to note that James E. Addison has been 
named "Man of the Year" by the Sewickley 
Herald. 

James Addison, of Aleppo Township, PA, is 
being honored by the Sewickley Herald in rec- 
ognition of his outstanding community service. 
| want to take this opportunity to salute James 
Addison for his contribution to the people of 
the Quaker Valley area of Allegheny County, 
located to the north of the city of Pittsburgh. 
It is individuals like James Addison who make 
the communities of our Nation attractive 
places in which to live and work. 

It is fitting that the House should have this 
opportunity to reflect on the contributions of an 
individual like James Addison. The quality of 
life in the United States depends on the efforts 
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of countless men and women who work stead- 
fastly to strengthen the social fabric of their 
local communities. These individuals all too 
often go unrecognized for the part they play in 
improving their local neighborhoods and the 
Nation as a whole. James Addison is one 
such individual whose service to his commu- 
nity and the Nation deserves our commenda- 
tion and thanks. 

James Addison has been a civic leader in 
the Quaker Valley area for many years, He is 
currently a member of the Aleppo Township 
Commission where he provides outstanding 
leadership on the many issues of importance 
to the residents of his community. He is also 
president of the St. Matthew's Historical Soci- 
ety which has worked to preserve the legacy 
of the local area and promote an understand- 
ing of our past. In addition, James Addison is 
a trustee and past president of the Usher 
Board of Triumph Baptist Church. He has also 
served as a board member of the Quaker Val- 
ley ambulance service which plays a vital role 
in the delivery of health care services to indi- 
viduals in need. 

James Addison has also promoted the work 
of the American system of democracy through 
his service to the Democratic Party. James 
Addison understands better than many that 
problems can be solved in a free nation when 
men and women work together to find solu- 
tions and take action on the issues of the day. 
He knows that the local activity of committed 
citizens does help to shape the course of our 
country’s political future. 

James Addison is currently vice chairman of 
the Quaker Valley Democrats. He is also a 
former Democratic Chairman of Aleppo. He 
has continued to use his position within the 
local Democratic Party to provide opportunities 
for others to become involved fully in the af- 
fairs of their community and their Nation. 
James Addison knows that democracy is not 
a spectator sport. He has always been an ac- 
tive participant in the political life of his region. 

James Addison is a prominent photographer 
in the Sewickley area and is well known for 
the quality of his work. He is also active in 
many other activities. In addition, he is a past 
president of both the Kiwanis Club and the 
Quaker Valley Democrats. 

Mr. Speaker, | am proud to pay tribute to an 
individual like James Addison and | am very 
pleased to have the opportunity to serve as 
his Representative in the U.S. House of Rep- 
resentatives. | want to commend James 
Addison once again for his service and his 
leadership. Congratulations are well deserved 
for James Addison, Man of the Year. 


SECURITIES FRAUD LITIGATION 
HON. BARBARA B. KENNELLY 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, | would like 
to take a moment to highlight an alarming 
trend in securities fraud litigation. U.S. compa- 
nies are increasingly becoming victims of law- 
suits that are triggered by a fluctuation in 
stock prices intended to coerce companies 
into settling baseless claims rather than face 
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enormous trial costs. Companies which report 
a drop in stock price or reduced earnings are 
identified by law firms that file class-action 
suits. These law firms then make the claim 
that the company made misleading projections 
of higher earnings and sue on behalf of share- 
holders. Such action is harmful to industry and 
shareholders in the long run. In addition, these 
suits will deter voluntary disclosure, an integral 
part of securities law. This type of fraud litiga- 
tion is a growing problem and one that must 
be corrected without weakening a defrauded 
investors right to redress. Legislation has been 
introduced in both the House and the other 
body and | urge my colleagues to support 
H.R. 417 introduced by Congressman TAUZIN. 

Mr. Speaker, | would like to submit for the 
RECORD and editorial that appeared in the 
Hartford Courant, Monday, April 11, 1994, re- 
garding the need for securities litigation re- 
form. | believe Members will find this piece a 
cogent argument for reforming our securities 
laws. 


FRIVOLOUS LAWSUITS HURT SHAREHOLDERS 

Suppose a small or medium-sized high-tech 
firm reports poor earnings and its stock 
price drops by, say, 15 percent. The bells 
begin ringing in a small number of law firms 
that specialize in class-action lawsuits. They 
scan computers for such unusual events in 
the market. 

The attorneys, ostensibly suing on behalf 
of shareowners, do not have to specify 
charges—they may merely claim that the 
company had made misleading projections of 
higher earnings. The company is supposed to 
prove that it didn’t do anything illegal to 
cause earnings to tumble. 

Most companies settle out of court even if 
they didn't do anything wrong. That's cheap- 
er than a trial. In one study, settlements 
averaged $8.6 million for each company sued 
between July 1991 and June 1993. 

These frivolous lawsuits discredit the legal 
profession, distract companies from their 
main tasks, discourage or retard the develop- 
ment of new, cutting-edge businesses and ul- 
timately harm the interests of all sharehold- 
ers. 

For example, CMX Systems Inc. of Wal- 
lingford, a young and highly sophisticated 
precision-tool operation, has enjoyed consid- 
erable growth since it went into business. It 
would like to expand by raising more capital 
through a public offering of shares. But it is 
reluctant to do so. A single down period, or 
a sharp drop in the stock price for a day or 
two, could result in a frivolous lawsuit. 

Something has gone awry. This run-to- 
the-courthouse phenomenon needs to be ex- 
amined,” says Arthur Levitt, chairman of 
the Securities and Exchange Commission. 
The SEC is considering intervention on be- 
half of companies faced with cases deemed to 
be frivolous. 

On Capitol Hill, a subcommittee on securi- 
ties, chaired by Sen. Christopher J. Dodd of 
Connecticut, held two hearings on the issue 
last year. Mr. Dodd decided to become prin- 
cipal sponsor of a bill that would discourage 
frivolous lawsuits. 

The bill has caused particular alarm 
among plaintiffs in the bankrupt Colonial 
Realty case. They fear that their lawsuits 
would be jeopardized. 

But the bill would not affect shareowner 
lawsuits against Colonial or its accounting 
firm. It would not be retroactive and would 
not prevent defrauded investors from suing 
companies or their outside accountants. 

Indeed, the bill would not prevent any 
share owner from going to court. It would re- 
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quire clearer evidence of wrongdoing than is 
now expected before rushing to court. It 
would promote alternative dispute-resolu- 
tion procedures and would give share owners 
greater say over the course of a lawsuit. At 
present, the lawyers in some classaction 
suits are in almost total control. There 
would also be a mechanism for neutral eval- 
uation of new cases to screen out frivolous 
suits. 

These are reasonable provisions aimed pri- 
marily at a small number of law firms that 
specialize in frivolous lawsuits on behalf of 
so-called professional plaintiffs who often 
have nominal holdings in a company. 


HEALTH CARE 
HON. CHARLIE ROSE 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. ROSE. Mr. Speaker, while we continue 
io strive toward improvement of America's 
health care system, to serve all of our citizens 
better than today's coverage, | wish to call at- 
tention to a report in the Washington Post 
dated May 2, 1994. 

The Post tells of the dedication of Beverly 
Spivey, MD, to the uninsured poor people who 
are sick and disabled in Cumberland County. 
It relates how Dr. Spivey's heroic efforts serve 
those unfortunate citizens who have fallen be- 
tween the cracks of our present health care 
system. 

This report demonstrates the urgency of 
covering all of our citizens not only with emer- 
gency care, but also preventive medicine. 

Dr. Spivey cannot meet those overwhelming 
needs alone. She deserves our appreciation 
and our assistance. 

The Washington Post accurately depicts the 
Situation in my district and, | am sure, the 
problem throughout our Nation. | ask that the 
report be inserted at this point in the RECORD. 

[From the Washington Post, May 2, 1994] 
PooR PATIENTS LEFT WITH LITTLE CHOICE— 

INFORMAL RATIONING IS FACT OF LIFE AT 

PUBLIC CLINIC IN NORTH CAROLINA 

(By Kenneth J. Cooper) 

FAYETTEVILLE, NC.—The poor, disabled, 
uninsured and sick of Cumberland County 
have little choice but to see Beverly Spivey, 
the only full-time doctor at the county's 
public health clinic. 

"If they don’t like me, tough. If I don't 
like them, tough. They don't have any place 
else to go.“ Spivey said. 

So come they do, 30 to 40 a day. Private 
doctors have turned away some of Spivey's 
patients because they cannot cover the fees. 
Others have never tried to visit a private 
physician, not wanting to subject themselves 
to the humiliation of a possible rejection. 
Still another group lacks insurance and has 
avoided going to any doctor until the pain 
overwhelmed their fear of the cost. 

While Washington lawmakers working on 
health care reform worry about preserving 
the choice of doctors that most Americans 
enjoy, Spivey's patients have almost none 
today because of gaps in insurance coverage 
and inadequate numbers of family practi- 
tioners. 

While legislators talk about preventive 
health measures, Spivey's patients dem- 
onstrate what happens when they are not 
available. 
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And although members of Congress rail at 
the threat of rationed care, Spivey's patients 
face informal rationing based on the price of 
medical services and prescription drugs. 

This Fayetteville clinic, understaffed and 
inundated with chronically sick patients, il- 
lustrates the difficulties of overhauling the 
health system in areas with few doctors and 
a great deal of poverty, illiteracy and illness. 

Spivey asked her patients to bring along to 
their appointments any prescription drugs 
they take, and some arrive with empty vials 
or lists of unfilled prescriptions, hoping for 
free medication. For those suppliants, 
Spivey said, the clinic has no pharma- 
ceutical supplies other than drug company 
samples. 

"People think that government equals 
free, and that is a big, big problem," she 
said. "I can't give everybody who walks in 
the door their medicine.“ 

An afternoon in the Fayetteville clinic, 
one of about 1,500 public health centers 
across the nation, puts a human face on the 
outside-the-Beltway problems of implement- 
ing health reform. 

This clinic, an island of service for the 
poor, would itself probably have to change 
and grow under many proposals. Even if 
every American had guaranteed access to 
health care, doctors would have to be re- 
cruited to provide it, and clinics are thought 
to need at least four doctors—not one—to 
provide coverage on weekends and through- 
out the night. 

Spivey has followed the health reform de- 
bate and joined it recently during a forum 
hosted by first-term Rep. Eva Clayton (D- 
N.C.) who represents part of Fayetteville. 
Spivey, one of five local health executives on 
a panel, said she felt relieved to speak out 
about the clinic's limits and argue that any 
health care overhaul must provide for family 
physicians and prescription drugs for poor 
patients like hers. 

"I am the medical clinic. The clinic is a 
one-woman show, and I am the woman," 
Spivey declared. “Obviously, I can't provide 
care to all poor people. We need more provid- 
ers for the poor when there's universal ac- 
cess" as various health care plans propose. 

Clayton and Jesse F. Williams, Cum- 
berland County's public health director, 
agreed that simply extending health insur- 
ance coverage to all Americans would not 
solve the problems of the clinic's patients. 

“Just opening the doors to more patients— 
Can you imagine her having more patients?” 
Clayton said. 

"You can give some people all the (health 
insurance] cards in the world, and they're 
not going to get into some of these doctors’ 
Offices," said Williams, a physician who 
trained at Howard University. They don't 
look right. They don't smell right. They 
come from the wrong side of the tracks." 

Spivey came to the clinic in 1986 after a 
stint in a local hospital's emergency room. 
She was trained at Duke University, a re- 
search-oriented medical center where she 
said that, for some, family practice was a 
bad word." 

The clinic once had two nurse practition- 
ers and a physician's assistant, but they 
were not replaced after one retired and the 
other two left for higher-paying jobs. Wil- 
liams said the aides' salaries were used to 
hire another doctor who spends a day and a 
half at the shorthanded clinic each week. 

The clinic receives half its $500,000 budget 
from the county and most of the rest from 
state and federal payments under Medicaid 
for the poor and Medicare for the elderly and 
disabled. It is located on the third floor of a 
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modern building, erected largely with federal 
funds secured by Rep. Charlie Rose (D-N.C.), 
that also houses county health offices and a 
clinic for children and pregnant women. For 
other uninsured adults, the remaining health 
care option available in Cumberland County 
is a clinic operated by volunteers two days a 
week. 

About 75 percent of Spivey’s patients re- 
ceive Medicare, and most need at least three 
prescription drugs. “Hypertension, diabetes 
and arthritis. That's my average patient," 
the doctor said. ‘‘We also cover the [county] 

Williams said that the county health de- 
partment had reached a working agreement 
with area doctors: The clinic provides ongo- 
ing treatment to poor patients the doctors 
don't want, and in exchange private physi- 
cians take care of clinic patients when they 
are hospitalized. 

Despite their great medical needs, Spivey's 
patients are generally uninformed about the 
health care debate. A survey conducted a few 
years ago, she said, found about 60 percent 
cannot read. Five interviewed recently ex- 
pressed only a vague understanding of the 
debate. Paying their basic living expenses 
preoccupies them, their doctor explained. 

But asked what they thought should be 
changed about the health care system, the 
five patients had a unanimous request: They 
want coverage of prescription drugs. 

“About the only thing that would help me 
would be to get some help to pay for my 
medication," said Lourise McLaurin, a dis- 
abled widow on Medicare. "I have to make a 
choice: Do I buy food, or do I buy medication 
just about every month.” 

McLaurin, 61, showed up for her appoint- 
ment clutching a sandwich bag with four 
brown vials sealed inside. One had been 
empty for a week, and would not be refilled 
for another week when her $360 disability 
check was due to arrive, Prescriptions for ar- 
thritis, high blood pressure, a bladder prob- 
lem and water retention in her ankles run 
about $80 a month. She also takes pain relief 
pills regularly for her back, which she per- 
manently injured pushing her late husband 
in his wheelchair during the years he was 
disabled from strokes. 

Arceola Davis is supposed to take more 
prescription drugs than she can afford or re- 
member. Chronic headaches have affixed a 
pained frown on her face. Then there is her 
arthritis, high blood pressure, backache, 
high cholesterol, sinus problem and heart 
condition, all of which require medication. 

“Sometimes a member of my family helps 
me with my medicine," said Davis, 63. 
“Mostly I go without it.” 

James Simmons of Autryville, who has suf- 
fered three heart attacks and a brain tumor 
in his 58 years, has come up with another 
way to manage his ''six or seven" prescrip- 
tions. "Sometimes I split them up," he said, 
meaning he buys a week's worth at a time. 

Loomis Smith, 52, making his first visit to 
the clinic, complained that a stiff shoulder 
shot pain through his right arm. A month be- 
fore, a hospital emergency room referred 
him to a neurosurgeon who wanted $200 that 
Smith did not have for a diagnostic visit. 
Unemployed and uninsured, Smith said his 
last job as a construction laborer offered 
health insurance—but only for foremen. 
That's lousy," he said. 

Last year, Smith did consult a private doc- 
tor who prescribed medicine for his high 
blood pressure. 

“It cost me $45 to see a doctor, then I got 
to get my medicine, and I made $48 a day," 
he said. ‘‘So to get around it, you get around 
it. But now it’s catching up with me." 
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Williams, the public health director, cited 
the need to stress preventive medicine. 
“There's à belief that as long as you're not 
hurting, it's okay," Williams said. That 
holds true for people who are educated. If 
you think they spend a lot of time going to 
the doctor, it's not true." 

Nearly every lawmaker engaged in the 
health care debate has emphasized the need 
for preventive care. President Clinton's plan 
would encourage the training of more family 
physicians and other primary-care providers. 
His plan would also cover prescription drugs. 

"As I look at the existing plans, somebody 
has addressed most of my concerns. But I un- 
derstand politics, and I know something has 
to be compromised," Spivey said. I hope it's 
not something detrimental to my patients." 


TRIBUTE TO VIOLA M. BABIN 


HON. SUSAN MOLINARI 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to Viola M. Babin who is a constitu- 
ent of mine from Staten Island, NY. At 
present, she is serving as the president of the 
American Legion Auxiliary, Department of New 
York. Mrs. Babin is also a member of the 
Beauvais-Hudson Unit, A.L.A. She has chosen 
as her project this year, the Make a Wish 
Foundation which is an organization to make 
all wishes come true for terminally ill children. 
Through her efforts, thousands of dollars have 
been donated to this most heart-warming 
project. 

Mr. Speaker, in an age where we look for 
heroes and people willing to take up the cause 
and help others, | am most proud to ask my 
colleagues to join me in honoring Viola M. 
Babin. 


WHERE'S THE ECONOMIC BOOM? 
HON. BARNEY FRANK 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, May 3, 1994 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, 
many of us have become concerned about the 
Federal Reserve Board's determination to fight 
hard against inflation, long before it even 
threatens to appear, in a manner that could 
jeopardize our ability to complete our recovery 
from the serious economic problems of recent 
years. One very thoughtful expression of these 
concerns appeared in the Wareham Courier, 
on April 21. In her column Our Town, which 
appear in the Wareham Courier and several 
other papers in southeastern Massachusetts 
which are part of the same chain, Linda 
Ahlborg deftly underlines the concerns many 
of us have about the danger that a high inter- 
est rate policy aimed at the distant problem of 
inflation will do some damage to many vulner- 
able people economically in the near term. | 
ask that the column be printed here. 

[From the Wareham Courier, Apr. 21, 1994] 

WHERE'S THE ECONOMIC BOOM? 
(By Linda Ahlborg) 

Here in Southeastern Massachusetts, it’s 
hard to find evidence of the boom which has 
Federal Reserve Board members so worried. 
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People in the Wareham area are unem- 
ployed and underemployed. Many businesses 
are struggling. And the legal advertisements 
are filled with tales of woe as countless 
homes go up for mortgagee sale. 

There's bad economic news statewide as 
well as major companies like Digital plan 
further layoffs. 

Perhaps, in deciding to force a hike in in- 
terest rates to prevent a nowhere to be seen 
inflationary spiral, the Fed was looking to- 
ward North Carolina or some other Sun Belt 
state. 

But no one has ever suggested that, as 
North Carolina goes, so goes the nation and 
the areas that have been traditional bell 
weathers—California and the Northeast—are 
hardly booming. 

Nor, despite the fact credit card debt re- 
mains fairly constant, is there much sign of 
extravagance on the part of consumers. 
These are the conservative '90s, not the ex- 
pansionist '80s, and people are demanding 
their money's worth and more. Bargains are 
definitely in.“ 

But the Fed doesn't see it that way. Its 
traditional economic indicators are pointing 
upward. Inflation surely must be just around 
the corner. 

That attitude makes it tough on areas like 
this one that are still struggling and isn't 
much fun for individual investors with 
money in stocks and mutual funds. 

It's enough to make states righters of us 
all. 


TRIBUTE TO LINDELL V. RIDDLE 
HON. ERIC FINGERHUT 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, May 3, 1994 

Mr. FINGERHUT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
and invite the Members of the House of Rep- 
resentatives to join with me and the people of 
the 19th District of Ohio in honoring an ex- 
traordinary person, Mr. Lindell V. Riddle of 
Mayfield Heights, OH. 

Lindell Riddle exceeded all expectations of 
an ordinary citizen through his actions to help 
apprehend two violent murderers. Mr. Riddle's 
selfless acts were prompted by the violent 
murder of Randall Walker, a private police offi- 
cer, who was murdered while attempting to 
stop a car-jacking. Mr. Riddle learned of this 
travesty from the local news and decided it 
was time for him to do something in recogni- 
tion of the extreme sacrifice Randall Walker 
and others like him have made. 

Lindell Riddle posted $2,000 of his own 
money as a reward, printed 1,500 Wanted 
posters and distributed them all over the 
Cleveland area. Within 24 hours the suspects 
were apprehended and behind bars. Mr. Rid- 
die also appeared on the television and radio 
to build public awareness, respect and support 
for law enforcement officers. He has subse- 
quently established the Randall Walker Foun- 
dation to help victims of violent crimes particu- 
larly for private and public law enforcement of- 
ficials. 

Mr. Speaker, | believe we all could learn 
from Lindell Riddle's example. He sees all of 
northern Ohio as one big neighborhood where 
if one person loses to violence then we all 
lose so we should all work together to make 
our neighborhood safer. It is for this reason | 
rise today in honor of Lindell V. Riddle. 


May 3, 1994 
TRIBUTE TO RICHARD M. NIXON 


HON. THOMAS W. EWING 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, Richard M. Nixon, 
was a part of this country's political fabric for 
nearly 50 years. As a member of the U.S. 
House of Representatives, as a member of 
the U.S. Senate, as a vice president, and fi- 
nally as our Nation's 37th President, he estab- 
lished a record of achievement. President Nix- 
on's imprint of accomplishment—on our coun- 
try and on this world—will outlast us all. 

Born into modest means, he rose to be- 
come a peacemaker, statesman, and world 
leader. He reopened the doors to China; he 
engineered the strategic arms limitation agree- 
ment with the former Soviet Union; he helped 
bring Israel and Egypt closer together; and he 
brought an end to the war in Vietnam. At 
home, President Nixon initiated what he called 
a New American Revolution—a program that 
included government reorganization, health in- 
surance for all, more revenue sharing, an ex- 
panded student loan program energy inde- 
pendence, a balanced budget, environmental 
repair, and welfare reform—sound familiar? 

President Nixon was not without his frailties. 
Like most of us, many of his wounds were 
self-inflicted. But unlike many of us who would 
have walked away from the turmoil and bitter- 
ness, President Nixon chose to continue the 
struggle. He traveled abroad and was well-re- 
ceived by foreign leaders. He counseled presi- 
dents that followed him, including President 
Clinton. He wrote 10 books. And was forever 
dedicated to his wife, children, and grand- 
children. 

With the passing of President Nixon, we 
have lost a link to history. But because of his 
vision and sense of purpose, all of us are liv- 
ing today in a more peaceful world. For this, 
we should be forever grateful. 


RETIREMENT OF MAYOR EVELYN 
M. LORD 


HON. JACK BROOKS 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, it is my very 
great honor to take this opportunity to recog- 
nize the record of outstanding success that 
the mayor of my hometown of Beaumont, TX, 
has established as both a member of the 
Beaumont City Council and, since 1990, as a 
mayor of uncommon ability and vision. 

At the end of her term this year, Mayor Eve- 
lyn M. Lord will retire and the city of Beaumont 
will recognize her years of service on 
Wednesday, May 4, 1994, at a reception in 
her honor. 

The people of Beaumont have been fortu- 
nate to have a person with such dedication, 
integrity, and candor lead them at city hall. 
Evelyn Lord has demonstrated time and again 
that she can handle the hard issues and is a 
leader who can make the difficult decisions. 

Time and time again, Evelyn Lord's tireless 
and constructive work on behalf of the people 
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of Beaumont has underscored the depths and 
seriousness of her commitment to manage the 
affairs of Beaumont effectively and efficiently. 
She has enormous ability and all of Beaumont 
will miss her stewardship. 


| have had a close and effective working re- 
lationship with the mayor and | have always 
been able to count on her when | needed help 
for a project important to the people of Beau- 
mont. We have worked well together because 
we share some of the same beliefs about the 
proper role of government in a democratic po- 
litical system. She believes, as ! do, that gov- 
ernment should address the real needs and 
real problems that people face in their daily 
lives. 


| think the people of Beaumont will miss 
Evelyn Lord's leadership, but she will always 
know that she has good friends who respect 
her work. So | want to wish her the very best 
that life has to offer as she enjoys the fruits of 
a productive retirement. At this time, | would 
like to submit the attached biography which 
details the fascinating record of public service 
built over a lifetime of good works: 


EVELYN M. LORD, MAYOR, CITY OF BEAUMONT, 
TX 


Evelyn Lord came to Beaumont, Texas, via 
Massachusetts where she was born; Dela- 
ware, where she served as an urban renewal 
executive and as a State Senator; Kentucky, 
where she practiced law and was Administra- 
tive Assistant to the County Judge; and 
Northern Ireland where she served in several 
civic capacities as well as writing a weekly 
column on life in Northern Ireland for an 
American newspaper. The multi-moves were 
brought about as the du Pont company 
transferred her husband, Sam. 


In 1980 she was elected to Beaumont's City 
Council and in 1982 she was elected as Mayor 
Protem. Plans to run for mayor in 1984 were 
put on the back burner as she returned with 
her husband for a second five-year stint in 
Londonderry, Northern Ireland. Sixteen 
months after her return in December of 1988, 
she was elected Mayor in 1990. 


Mayor Lord has her Bachelor's degree from 
Boston University, her Masters from the 
University of Delaware and her Juris Doctor 
from the University of Louisville's School of 
Law. She is the recipient of many honors, 
the latest being named The Neches River 
Festival 1993 Man of the Year, being elected 
to the Executive Board of the U.S. Con- 
ference of Mayors, and being chosen as Lead- 
ership Beaumont's Outstanding Graduate. 


She emphasizes the value and necessity for 
the volunteer in community activities and 
sets the example by actively serving on sev- 
eral executive bodies including the United 
Way Trustees, the Boards of Directors of the 
Art Museum, Symphony Society, Energy 
Museum, Boy Scout Council, the Council for 
the Beaumont State Center and the Beau- 
mont Community Foundation. She was the 
Vice Chairman of the United Way's 1992 
Campaign and chaired the 1993 United Way 
effort. 


She and Dr. Lord have four sons and a 
daughter. 
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ROBERT E. LEE HIGH SCHOOL 
CHOIRS CONTINUE A TRADITION 
OF EXCELLENCE 


HON. HENRY J. HYDE 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, Robert E. Lee High 
School in Springfield, VA, is home to the Sing- 
ing Lancers, an extraordinary group of young 
men and women whose voc® accomplish- 
ments over the years have been impressive. | 
am pleased to share with my colleagues the 
choral department's most recent mark of suc- 
cess. 

The Lee choirs joined schools from five 
States in New York City to participate in the 
April 15 Manhattan Choral Festival. Lee High 
School was the only school representing Vir- 
ginia. 

Giving one of their finest performances, the 
Lee Madrigal Singers were one of two choirs 
to receive the distinguished rating of superior 
from the panel of four judges. The Lee Cham- 
ber Choir, Women's Ensemble, and the 
Mean's Ensemble gave impressive perform- 
ances which were viewed by the judges as ex- 
cellent and very good. 

Preparing for their second musical event in 
the Big Apple, the vocalists from Lee re- 
hearsed for the first time with their fellow mu- 
Sicians and guest conductor, Dr. Eph Ehly. Dr. 
Ehly is among the top seven most sought-after 
choral clinicians in the United States. The 500 
voices of the massed choir gave a magnificent 
performance at St. Paul the Apostle Church at 
Lincoln Center before a standing room only 
audience. 

The accomplishments of these students is a 
tribute to their fine director, Mr. Lindsey Flor- 
ence, who has worked hard teaching them the 
disciplines of music. | commend his dedication 
to working with our young men and women 
and applaud them for seeking the construc- 
tive, positive avenue of music through which 
to channel their energies. 

| ask my colleagues to join me in congratu- 
lating the following students, and it is my hope 
that they will continue to pursue their appre- 
ciation of music. 

Brent Aberant, Pam Albanese, Aimes 
Andre, Alex Amdt, Gretchen Amdt, Andy Bar- 
ret, Cherilyn Carruth, Stephaine Daniels, Re- 
becca Dosch, Randa Ed, Alisa Erosz, Steph- 
anie Evans, Katie Farrell, Matt Fisch, Megan 
Fitzpatrick, Craig Goheen, Grier Hansen, 
James Hare, Kelly Harvilla, Stephanie Hawk, 
Emily Hennch, Hedi Hisler, Allison 
Cherryholmes, Jessica Horner, Matt Horner, 
Dave Hochbert, Michael Hochberg, Jan Hold- 
er, Nadiyah Howard, Amy Huntington, Jennifer 
Ivey, Cathy Javier-Wong, Robbie Johanson, 
Leikny Johnson, Rachel Kahn, Tami Keller, 
Paul Duka Kim, Miguel Lacsamana, Megan 
Laver, Brandon Maca, Emily Maca, Carlos 
Meza, Jen Montgomery, Tanya Moore, Christy 
Morgan, Scott Neihoff, Nicole Orton, Amy 
Oxley, Ty Oxley, Stacy Parsons, Corey 
Perrine, John Perrine, Jennifer Platt, Amy 
Ridpath, April Schimmel, Christy Sylvester, 
Jenny Smith, J.R. Stratton, Manka 
Tsanganelias, Becky Whittier, and Craig Witt. 
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IN SUPPORT OF A BALANCED 
BUDGET AMENDMENT 


HON. BOB CARR 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, May 3, 1994 

Mr. CARR. Mr. Speaker, it is easy to talk 
about cutting the deficit, about controlling 
spending, about growing our economy, and 
crating jobs. Easy to talk about it, but tough to 
do it. That is why we need a balanced budget 
amendment. We are not going to grow our 
economy, create opportunities, and provide 
jobs unless, and until, we control spending 
and reduce the deficit. A balanced budget 
amendment can provide the discipline that is 
sorely needed. More than that, the right bal- 
anced budget amendment can also make sure 
that we make smart investments in our future. 

Let's be real: The balanced budget amend- 
ment offered by Congressman STENHOLM is 
not the magic pill to cure our fiscal headache. 
It does deliver a powerful message to the 
American people that we understand that the 
Federal Government ought to play by the 
same rules they do: invest wisely, and don's 
spend what you don't have. | support the 
Stenholm amendment, but | believe that the 
best balanced budget amendment is one that 
requires Congress to balance its operating 
budget, not a unified budget which incor- 
porates long-term capital investments. 

If we are going to expand opportunity and 
create jobs, then our goal must be smart, 
strong investments. The same way a family 
recognizes the difference between its grocery 
bills and its mortgage payments, we must rec- 
ognize the difference between our every day 
operating expenses and the long-term capital 
investments that will secure our future. The 
best balanced budget amendment would es- 
tablish a separate capital budget to make sure 
we respect those long-term investments. Oth- 
erwise we shortchange our future, and our 
children's future. 

Almost all State Governments, businesses, 
private citizens—in short, everyone who 
makes long-term capital investments—can 
budget those long-term investments over time. 
Everyone except the Federal Government, 
that is. Imagine a young couple looking to buy 
a house and being told that they cannot get a 
mortgage, but rather have to pay the entire 
cost up front. That is what the Federal Gov- 
ernment does every time it builds a bridge or 
a long-range bomber or a wastewater treat- 
ment facility—pay up front for an investment 
that in reality pays back over many years. 

A capital budgeting strategy like the one 
proposed in Congressman WiSE's amendment 
would recognize this reality, and it would force 
Congress to make a distinction between the 
expenditures it makes today that are gone to- 
morrow, and the long-term investments that 
offer their rewards over time. A constitutional 
amendment requiring Congress to balance its 
operating budget would prevent overblown 
spending. Setting aside a capital budget would 
ensure that the 9 percent of outlays which go 
to long-term investments in our Nation's econ- 
omy would not get swallowed up in the proc- 
ess. 

Congressman WiSE's amendment also pro- 
vides for the continued economic security of 
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our Nation's senior citizens, by setting the So- 
cial Security Trust Fund outside of Federal 
budget calculations. This provision of the Wise 
amendment, like the capital budgeting strat- 
egy, is one | strongly endorse. 

The merit of properly budgeting capital ex- 
penditures is only one of the many lessons the 
Federal Government can learn from the pri- 
vate sector. Another lesson is the value of set- 
ting strict standards for long-term investments. 
We need to change our decisionmaking proc- 
ess and adopt the kind of objective economic 
criteria | established at the Transportation Ap- 
propriations Subcommittee to make sure our 
investments are driven by economic value and 
return, not by politics. 

Economic growth and job creation demand 
the fiscal discipline and responsibility that a 
balanced budget and a capital budgeting strat- 
egy can provide. That is why | am supporting 
the Stenholm and Wise amendments, and why 
| am determined to gain passage of a bal- 
anced budget amendment that will truly deliver 
on its promise to the American people who 
every day work hard and play by the rules. 
They deserve a Government that works just 
as hard and plays by the same rules. 


THE SOUTH CAROLINA NATIONAL 
HERITAGE CORRIDOR ACT OF 1994 


HON. BUTLER DERRICK 


OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, | have intro- 
duced a bill to provide for the establishment of 
the South Carolina National Heritage Corridor. 
The purpose of this legislation is to focus on 
the national importance of the historic, ethnic, 
religious, artistic, agricultural, and industrial 
traditions of this region. 

The South Carolina National Heritage Cor- 
ridor, which encompasses 14 counties along 
700 miles of South Carolina's western border, 
is dotted with unique areas which reflect South 
Carolina's important historical southern cul- 
ture, much of which is tucked away in quiet 
rural communities. By preserving and enhanc- 
ing the rich flavor of our American heritage 
and the southern culture that flourishes 
throughout this corridor, we can attract visi- 
tors, new residents, and expand businesses. 

The corridor begins in Charleston, one of 
the most cosmpolitan cities before 1860, and 
follows the old South Carolina railroad, the 
longest railroad in the world when it was com- 
pleted in 1831, to Aiken County. Located in 
Aiken County's Horsecreek Valley, where the 
State's textile industry was born during the 
1830's, is the 150-year-old Graniteville Mill 
and the original homes surrounding it. 
Graniteville became a model for the textile in- 
dustry which spread throughout the corridor. 

The corridor includes the town of Edgefield's 
turn-of-the-century newspaper office and liv- 
ery. In the 1820's, Edgfield County was the or- 
igin of the famous alkaline-glazed stoneware 
which eventually spread throughout the South. 
Produced as utilitarian storage ware, today 
Edgfield pottery is a highly-prized collectible. 

Other towns included in this corridor have 
been a part of history for the past three cen- 
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turies. Towns such as Abbeville which has 
turn-of-the-century Victorian architecture, the 
famous Opera House and the Belmont Hotel 
built in the early 20th century, will represent 
windows to the past. The town of Pendleton 
which is on the National Register of Historic 
Places, with its 200-year-old village green will 
also be included in the corridor. 

These small towns lead to Anderson Coun- 
ty, now a major center of the State's textile in- 
dustry. The proposed legislation will include 
the many traditional and historical textile sites 
and end at the foothills of the Appalachian 
Mountains. 

Support for this legislation has been exhib- 
ited by the efforts of the South Carolina De- 
partment of Parks, Recreation and Tourism, 
the South Carolina Department of Archives 
and History, the Strom Thurmond Institute, the 
South Carolina Development Board, and the 
Governors Office. Other State and Federal 
agencies such as the National Endowment for 
Humanities, and the National Folklife Center at 
the Library of Congress are also supporters. 

There are so many historic areas in this cor- 
ridor. The local towns and communities in the 
counties of Charleston, Colleton, Dorchester, 
Bamberg,  Orangeburg,  Barnwell, Aiken, 
Edgfield, McCormick, Greenwood, Abbeville, 
Anderson, Pickens, and Oconee have all 
worked very hard to preserve their individual 
landmarks. This corridor will tie together these 
individual kernels of the past and provide an 
understanding of the State's history and devel- 
opment of its natural, cultural, and historic as- 
sets. It will provide visitors and residents the 
choices of walking, biking, and driving through 
this historic area as well as protect the signifi- 
cance of this area for generations to come. 


PROGRESS IN SOUTH AFRICA 


HON. BARBARA B. KENNELLY 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, only a short 
time ago, the political situation in South Africa 
was seen as intractable. The problems had no 
solutions, the factions were too far apart. 

But this changed with the power of the bal- 
lot box. Over the past few days, millions of 
people have gone to the polls, many for the 
very first time—some risking their lives to do 
so. They are drawn by the promise of a new 
South Africa, where justice will replace apart- 
heid. They are drawn to vote by the promise 
of democracy—still one of the most powerful 
forces the world has seen. 

This progress in South Africa has not come 
without a price. There was violence preceding 
the elections, and there will likely be difficult 
days ahead, as well. But a country and its 
people who have come this far will continue 
building democracy. They will work for a sys- 
tem where all are equal and the government 
is the symbol of hope, not injustice. 

| salute Mr. Mandela and wish him the best 
as he takes his country on the journey ahead. 


May 3, 1994 
TRIBUTE TO ANNE J. PITARO 


HON. CHARLES E. SCHUMER 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, May 3, 1994 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
pleasures of serving in this legislative body is 
the opportunity we occasionally get to publicly 
acknowledge outstanding citizens of our Na- 
tion. 

| rise today to recognize one such individ- 
ual, Anne Pitaro, and to add my words to 
those of friends and colleagues who will be 
giving a testimonial in her honor on May 11, 
1994. In her 8 years as a teacher and 17 
years as principal, she has dedicated herself 
to the goals of Catholic education while touch- 
ing the lives of hundreds of students and fami- 
lies. It is clear she understands the value of 
investing in this country's most precious re- 
source, our children. 

I'm sure | speak on behalf of many mem- 
bers of the community who have either 
worked with Anne or have experienced the 
benefits of her hard work when | thank this re- 
markable individual on this special occasion. 


CONGRATULATIONS TO WARD 
MELVILLE PROBLEM SOLVERS 


HON. GEORGE J. HOCHBRUECKNER 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. Mr. Speaker, | am 
delighted to honor two outstanding young con- 
Stituents from the First Congressional District 
of New York, Aurelio Teleman and Eric Gandt 
from Ward Melville High School. Aurelio Tele- 
man and Eric Gandt were recently named as 
finalists in the NYNEX Science and Tech- 
nology Awards Program. 

This is the first year for the NYNEX Founda- 
lion scholarship program for high school sen- 
iors. The program requires students to team 
up in groups of two to four to design practical 
solutions to community problems using 
science and technology. Nearly 1,221 stu- 
dents, forming 398 teams from throughout the 
New York metropolitan area, participated in 
the competition. Twelve teams were selected 
as finalists, whose projects will be judged by 
Science teachers and Nobel Laureates in 
Washington on the weekend of April 30 to 
May 2. 

Aurelio Teleman and Eric Gandt reached 
the finals by proposing to combine a refrig- 
erator and a hot water heater to increase the 
refrigerator's efficiency by 20 percent. This is 
accomplished by capturing the heat generated 
by the refrigerator and piping it into the hot 
water heater. The result is lowered heating 
costs and improved energy efficiency. 

Mr. Speaker, | commend these two out- 
standing students for their fine work. | am 
proud to represent both Aurelio Teleman and 
Eric Gandt and their fellow students and 
teachers at Ward Melville High School. | wish 
them the best of luck in the finals and contin- 
ued success in their future endeavors. 


May 3, 1994 
EXERCISE 26TH AMENDMENT 


HON. DAN BURTON 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to make a plea to the youth of America, 
and that is quite simply, exercise your 26th 
amendment right to vote. | feel it is more than 
a right, it is a responsibility. As tomorrow's 
leaders, the youth of today hold the future of 
our country within their grasp. 

Yesterday | met with two of our future lead- 
ers. They were Nate Adoba and Todd Wood, 
the president and vice president of the student 
body at Ball State University in Muncie, IN. 
These two outstanding young men were in 
Washington to attend a "Lead or Leave" con- 
ference, whose goal was to encourage Ameri- 
ca's youth to become involved and head to 
the polls. 

These young men lamented to me their de- 
sire to see their peers join them in taking an 
active role in our Government by voting for its 
members. | told them when | was in the Indi- 
ana State Legislature | sponsored the bill to 
lower the voting age to 18. | assured them | 
would continue to do what | could to encour- 
age our youth to become more involved. This 
country belongs to all of the people, old and 
young. 

Mr. Speaker, it encourages me to see 
civically active and responsible young people 
like Nate and Todd. It is my hope that others 
will see their example and follow it, for our fu- 
ture depends on young leaders. 


HONORING RIVERDALE SENIOR 
SERVICES 


HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that | recognize today the 20th anni- 
versary of Riverdale Senior Services, a vital 
and vigorous multiservice community agency 
located in my district. 

For two decades, Riverdale Senior Services 
has provided local elderly residents with a 
range of assistance programs. Currently, more 
than 3,500 senior citizens take advantage of 
the center's services, where they can receive 
daily hot meals, attend classes and lectures, 
get assistance obtaining benefits and entitle- 
ments, and assist in operating the center. But 
even more than that, Riverdale Senior Serv- 
ices provides a place where senior citizens 
can maintain the dignity of independent living 
in the community. 

Many people deserve credit for guiding Riv- 
erdale Senior Services to its present position. 
From the days of founding president Julia 
Blumenthal to the stewardship of the current 
president, Dr. Johanna Oldrich, a series of 
dedicated professionals and volunteers have 
given their time and energy to assisting their 
elderly neighbors. They all deserve our thanks 
and appreciation. 

| also wish to commend the senior citizens 
who use Riverdale Senior Services, because it 
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is their gratitude and vitality that are the 
source of energy driving the center's success. 
The lesson of these past 20 years is that a 
community working together can accomplish 
great things. On behalf of my constituents, | 
thank everyone at Riverdale Senior Services 
for teaching us this lesson, and | extend my 
best wishes and support for your continued 
success. 


JWOD EMPLOYEE OF THE YEAR: 
JACK LOWMILLER 


HON. JOSEPH M. McDADE 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Speaker, | want to offer 
my congratulations to Jack Lowmiller on being 
named as the 1994 Javits-Wagner-O'Day 
[JWOD] Employee of the Year. Jack earned 
this great honor for his exceptional work as a 
custodian at the U.S. Courthouse and the Her- 
man Scheebeli Federal Building in Williams- 
port, PA. One only needs to stop by my dis- 
trict office in the Scheebeli Building to see 
Jack's top notch work. The sparkling windows 
and shiny floors are a credit to Jack's dedica- 
tion to his custodial job. 

The JWOD Program—Public Law 92-28— 
provides jobs to Americans with severe dis- 
abilities. Hope Enterprises of Williamsport is 
one of many nonprofit community rehabilitation 
agencies across our Nation which provide vo- 
cational training and employment through Fed- 
eral Contracts under the JWOD Program. Jack 
Lowmiller is employed by Hope Enterprises, 
which won the Federal contract to perform the 
custodial work in the Federal building at a fair 
market price. 

Agencies like Hope are given technical as- 
sistance by the NISH, the central nonprofit 
agency designated by the Government to aid 
in creating employment opportunities for the 
people with severe disabilities. NISH sponsors 
the Employee of the Year Award, and Jack 
will receive a $1,000 prize as well as a trip to 
the annual NISH training conference in 
Tampa, FL later this month. 

For individuals like Jack, JWOD employ- 
ment and training opportunities are invaluable. 
Jack was born prematurely and, in addition to 
mental retardation, has a vision problem and 
speech impediment. Despite those obstacles, 
Jack graduated from the local public special 
education program and has been working at 
the Federal building since 1984. His outstand- 
ing performance led to his nomination as 
Hope's Employee of the Month in his very first 
month of eligibility. 

His supervisor, Charles Homes, says, “Jack 
is the best worker | have. He is helpful to his 
coworkers and they really look up to him. all 
the building occupants think he’s the greatest 
and speak very highly of him.” Indeed, the 
GSA inspector for the building, Frank 
Donahue, adds, “He is one of the most effi- 
cient workers Ve seen in this business. | wish 
| had 10 of him to go around.” 

With people like Jack under the guidance of 
enterprising human service providers like 
Hope, everyone wins—Jack gets a quality job, 
the Federal contracting agency gets outstand- 
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ing service, and the American taxpayer gets a 
smart savings as Jack works his way off pub- 
lic assistance. 

Mr. Speaker, | am very proud of Jack 
Lowmillers accomplishment, and | am de- 
lighted that Jack was helped by the congres- 
sionally created JWOD Program, whose beau- 
ty lies in using Government leverage to ex- 
pand market opportunities for disadvantaged 
Americans and permitting individual initiative 
and ability, like Jack's, to bloom. 


PROJECT LEARNING TREE 


HON. BRUCE F. VENTO 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, today students 
and teachers from all 50 States, Canada, and 
Mexico will participate in ceremonies to sup- 
port the need for environmental education pro- 
grams in our schools and the need for more 
cooperation between and among nations to 
guarantee a safe and healthy environment for 
future generations. 

This is a universal event bringing together 
policymakers, business and industry, and our 
teachers and students to support environ- 
mental education. | will be joined by our am- 
bassadors from Mexico and Canada on the 
Capital Mall to plant a white oak as symbolic 
of this International Environmental Education 
Day. 

Two other events will be held simulta- 
neously on our Mexican/United States and Ca- 
nadian/United States borders. Sponsored by 
the American Forest Foundation and its 
award-winning environmental education cur- 
riculum, Project Learning Tree, these cere- 
monies will feature environmental exchange 
boxes—prepared by classrooms in all 50 
States and sent to our borders—which hold 
representative items from our Nation's com- 
munities. These exchange boxes will con- 
stitute a permanent exhibit located at appro- 
priate border sites in North Dakota and Texas 
to signify the importance of youth action work- 
ing to better our environment. 

The Project Learning Tree curriculum, re- 
cently revised to incorporate state-of-the art 
environmental activities for pre-kindergarten 
through senior high students, uses the forest 
as a window to the environment, and includes 
diverse lessons on air, water, energy, and 
solid waste packaging. The curriculum, used 
by over 400,000 teachers and some 20 million 
students since 1973, focuses on teaching stu- 
dents the critical thinking skills necessary to 
make intelligent decisions about their environ- 
ment, not what to think about their environ- 
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, environmental education pro- 
grams are needed in every classroom in our 
country—indeed, the world. | hope that the 
events today in Washington, North Dakota, 
Canada, Texas, and Mexico will provide inspi- 
ration to our school system to adopt environ- 
mental education as integral to a student's 
education. | also hope that joining with our 
North American neighbors to promote better 
international cooperation in our quest for a 
better environment will enhance the progress 
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we have made to ensure a safe global envi- 
ronment for all. 


HONORING JEANETTE QUINONES 
HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, this weekend, the 
Williamsbridge NAACP Day Care Center is 
honoring Jeanette Quinones upon her retire- 
ment after 23 years of service to her neigh- 
bors. | want to take this opportunity to thank 
her on behalf of the community for her numer- 
ous contributions. 

Since the opening of the day care center in 
1971, Jeanette Quinones has been a fixture at 
the facility. She progressed from being a 
teacher's aide to become the director of a fa- 
cility serving more than 160 families. She has 
helped nurture young children, provided health 
and social services, developed nutrition pro- 
grams, and maintained fiscal accountability. All 
this while raising her own two children and ad- 
vancing her education at night. 

It is people like Jeanette Quinones who 
keep our communities strong and allow fami- 
lies to improve their quality of life. As she be- 
gins a new phase of her life, | wish Jeanette 
Quinones personal happiness and success in 
the same measure she has supplied them to 
the Williamsbridge NAACP Day Care Center. 


EARTH DAY AT THE WHITE HOUSE 
HON. DAN BURTON 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, Earth 
Day at the White House probably sent shivers 
down our environmentally conscious Vice 
President's spine. Earth Day was the day cho- 
sen to deliver President Clinton his new toy— 
another gas-guzzling, 8-miles-per-gallon black 
limo. 

During the campaign Mr. Clinton advocated 
mandating higher miles-per-gallon standards 
on the auto manufacturers. | don't think the 
American people have a problem with that, but 
what they don't like to see is the continuing 
and growing arrogance of power coming from 
the White House. 

The 45-miles-per-gallon standard is what 
the President is advocating for we the people. 
However, he and his family travel around in 
the lap of luxury in a fleet of gas-guzzling 
limos, three of which have been added since 
the Clinton administration took office. All this 
after campaigning to strangle American auto- 
makers with burdensome new miles-per-gallon 
restrictions. 

Mr. Speaker, the arrogance of power contin- 
ues. It started with the Ron Brown scandal; it 
moved into the ongoing Whitewater debacle; 
then on to Lillehammer, where Mrs. Clinton 
spent 500,000 taxpayer dollars for a vacation 
at the Olympics, and now a fleet of new limos 
fit for a king. 

Mr. Speaker, we are a democracy, not a 
monarchy, but the Clintons are acting like they 
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are in Camelot. Mr. Speaker this is nothing 
more than an arrogance of power, and it 
stinks to high—l mean hog—heaven. 


SALUTE TO PHILADELPHIA 
MAGAZINE 


HON. THOMAS M. FOGLIETTA 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Speaker, | rise on this 
occasion to salute "Philadelphia" magazine, 
winner of the 1994 National Magazine Award 
in the public interest category. The National 
Magazine Awards are the most prestigious 
awards in the magazine business, and to suc- 
ceed in such a competitive field is true testi- 
mony to their tremendous accomplishments. 
"Philadelphia" has now won one 2 years in a 
row. 

The public interest award is given for arti- 
cles that are outstanding examples of analyt- 
ical or expository journalism that bring excep- 
tional clarity, interpretation, and insight to their 
subject. The winning article, entitled “Less 
Than One Percent,” was written by Stephen 
Fried and chronicled the long-term neuro- 
logical damage suffered by his wife after tak- 
ing a single dosage of the antibiotic Floxin. To 
quote the judges of the competition, “Friend 
eloquently described their personal struggle, 
but he didn't stop there. In this model of public 
interest report, he uncovered the flawed sys- 
tem by which drugs are approved, marketed, 
and dispensed. This well-documented piece is 
a clarion call for greater responsibility by drug 
manufacturers, government regulators, and 
physicians. Readers of this article will never 
again take prescription drugs with the same 
nonchalance as before." 

Mr. Speaker, | join with the Philadelphia 
community in congratulating Stephen Friend 
and the rest of "Philadelphia" magazine on 
this, their most recent of many national maga- 
zine awards. 


TRIBUTE TO FATHER GEORGE 
McKENNA 


HON. WILLIAM O. LIPINSKI 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Father George McKenna on the 50th 
anniversary of his ordination to the priesthood. 

Father McKenna, who will be retiring on 
June 10 after 45 years as a parish priest, de- 
serves to be recognized for his outstanding 
service while ministering to the Chicagoland 
community. Father McKenna was instrumental 
in initiating efforts that led to the opening of 
Midway Airport chapel. He was able to en- 
courage the cooperation and support of Mid- 
way Airlines and the city of Chicago's Depart- 
ment of Aviation to make this chapel a reality. 
Father McKenna's kindness and leadership 
has served the Southwest Side well. 

Father McKenna's retirement will allow him 
to devote his full attention to his position as 
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chaplain of the Midway Airport chapel. | hope 
my colleagues will join me in my congratula- 
tions to Father George McKenna as he dedi- 
cates himself fulltime to the ministry of our 
Midway community and the travelers passing 
through its gates. 

Mr. er, | am pleased to recognize my 
friend, Father George McKenna, for dedicating 
himself to the welfare of his parishioners and 
the betterment of our community. As he cele- 
brates his golden jubilee, | urge my colleagues 
to join me in wishing him the best in the years 
to come. 


TRIBUTE TO YORK COLLEGE- 
BLACK AMERICAN HERITAGE 
FOUNDATION MUSIC HISTORY 
ARCHIVE 


HON. FLOYD H. FLAKE 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, May 3, 1994 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to 
announce the opening of a very special exhibit 
in my district. For the first time, the York Col- 
lege-Black American Heritage Foundation 
Music History Archive will be on display for 
public viewing Monday May 2, 1994, through 
May 14 in the York College Art Gallery, lo- 
cated on the lower level of the Academic Core 
Building, 94-20 Guy R. Brewer Boulevard, Ja- 
maica, NY. This comprehensive exhibit 
opened with a ribbon-cutting ceremony and re- 
ception, which included piano playing featuring 
Bross Townsend. Exhibit viewing hours are 
Monday through Friday 12 noon to 2 p.m. and 
5 to 7 p.m., Saturdays 9 A.M. to 5 p.m. The 
exhibit is free and open to the public. 

The Music History Archive is a repository for 
a variety of fascinating materials reflecting the 
artistry of the musicians and composers of 
Southeast Queens. Contained in the archive 
are original scores, musical compositions and 
instruments, Count Basie, Duke Ellington, and 
Brook Benton memorabilia, photographs, vid- 
eos, and records all pertaining to the careers 
of notable black American composers, musi- 
cians and vocalists, some of whom still live in 
Queens, and others who have lived in the Ja- 
maica and other Queens communities. Other 
items of interest, which will be on display, are 
five compositions donated by the late Wilbur 
"Buck" Clayton, a founding member of the Ar- 
chive advisory committee; a saxophone played 
by the late Al Sears; a flute belonging to Lewis 
Latimer, an inventor and electrical pioneer; the 
"Story of Jazz" narrated by Langston Hughes; 
a West Indian song book; and early recordings 
by Ella Fitzgerald and Louis Jordan. 

Established in March 1989 between York 
College and the Black American Heritage 
Foundation, the Music History Archive was the 
beginning of a very successful and unique 
partnership between the college and the Ja- 
maica community. This exhibit is part of the 
Jamaica Jubilee Festival Spring 1994, which is 
being produced under the direction of Cultural 
Collaborative Jamaica. The Cultural Collabo- 
rative is a partnership consisting of arts, edu- 
cation and economic development organiza- 
lions in the Jamaica community. York College 
and the Black American Heritage Foundation 
are members of the collaborative. 
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In recognition of this archive, the New York 
City host committee for the 1992 Grammy 
Awards selected York College as an official 
site on the New York Music Trail. York is the 
only college among 28 landmarks on the New 
York City trail. 

Dr. Robert D. Parmet, professor of history, 
and Mr. Clarence L. Irving, Sr. serve as co- 
chairs of the York College-Black American 
Heritage Foundation Music History Archive 
Advisory Committee. Janet Barkan of Jamaica 
has been serving as volunteer archivist. Along 
with "Buck" Clayton, other former founding 
members included Rev. John G. Gensel, who 
is known as the Jazz Minister to the World, 
and Estella Williams, the daughter of the late 
band leader Fess Williams. In addition to the 
two cochairs, Dr. Parmet and Mr. Irving, the 
archive advisory committee includes: Dr. 
Celestine E. Anderson, J. Kevin Barry, Hoover 
Burroughs, Charles Coleman, Dr. Leo A. Cor- 
bie, Janet Fisher, Dr. Joseph McLaren, Dr. 
Dennis L. Moorman, Dr. Jacqueline W. Ray, 
Phyllis White Thorne, and Estella Williams. 


HAITI: THE POLICY MUST BE 
CHANGED 


HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, last month, the 
world learned that Haitian soldiers massacred 
more than 20 fishermen and merchants in a 
town on the west coast of Haiti. Occurring in 
an area loyal to deposed Haitian President 
Jean-Bertrand Aristide, this brutal attack rep- 
resented, in the words of one Aristide sup- 
porter, another effort to "decapitate the demo- 
cratic movement in Haiti." 

More than 2 years have passed since the 
Haitian military ousted President Jean- 
Bertrand Aristide from power, yet the despotic 
government of Gen. Raoul Cedras, which took 
his place, remains in power, free to commit 
one atrocity after another. Although the United 
States has placed some sanctions on the Hai- 
tian military regime, violations of the economic 
embargo are common. Indeed, the govern- 
ment has built up a large supply of oil and 
other goods. 

The thousands of Haitians who attempted to 
escape Haiti immediately after the coup are 
evidence of the repression which has overrun 
that country since the ouster of President 
Aristide. Unfortunately, under a policy estab- 
lished by President Bush and continued by the 
current administration, Haitian's escaping their 
country's violence are intercepted by Coast 
Guard cutters patrolling the waters off the Hai- 
tian coast, denied the opportunity to claim asy- 
lum in the United States, and sailed back to 
Haiti. This immoral policy represents a breach 
of our country’s legal obligations under do- 
mestic and international law. 

In order to reverse this policy and to press 
the Haitian regime to permit the return of 
President Aristide, | have cosponsored H.R. 
4114, the Governors Island Reinforcement Act 
of 1994. This bill, introduced by members of 
the Congressional Black Caucus, represents 
the best hope to correct the course of Ameri- 
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ca’s foundering foreign policy toward Haiti. If 
passed, the bill would halt the interdiction and 
summary repatriation of Haitian refugees and 
would end the use of United States naval and 
Coast Guard vessels to lock Haitians in Gen- 
eral Cedras' cage of human rights abuses. 

The Governors Island Reinforcement Act 
would also tighten economic sanctions on 
Haiti and supporters of the coup. It would im- 
pose a complete trade and commercial embar- 
go on Haiti, with exceptions for food and medi- 
cine, sever air links to Haiti, deny visas to 
members of the Haitian military and coup sup- 
porters, freeze assets of Haitian military offi- 
cers, and impose sanctions on any country 
that violates these sanctions. Finally, to en- 
sure that the economic sanctions are not vio- 
lated through shipments across the Dominican 
Republic, the bill urges the President to create 
a multinational border patrol to halt proscribed 
commerce. 

Last week, President Clinton announced 
that the United States will lead the United Na- 
tions Security Council in tightening sanctions 
on Haiti. | praise the President for this wise 
policy change. But the President did not de- 
cide to end the policy of sending back Haitian 
refugees. | call upon President Clinton to re- 
call his 1992 pledge and to give Haitians the 
opportunity to claim asylum in this country. 

| am proud to note that my constituents are 
leading the charge against the brutal Haitian 
regime. Three members of Mount Vernon 
United Tenants, Dennis Hanratty, the group's 
executive director, Gerhome Eugene, and 
Linda Castro have recently completed a hun- 
ger strike to urge our Government to change 
its policies. | offer my full support to their ef- 
forts and urge President Clinton to hear their 
voices of protest. 

Mr. Speaker, in 1939, the Roosevelt admin- 
istration returned to Germany a ship filled with 
Jews escaping Nazi Germany. Those people 
subsequently were sent to Hitlers death 
camps. With another 20 to 30 people killed by 
the Haitian regime last month, | am afraid that 
we are making that tragic mistake again. We 
must reverse this unjust policy. | strongly urge 
my colleagues to support H.R. 4114, the Gov- 
ernors Island Reinforcement Act of 1994. 


ROCKY MOUNTAIN NATIONAL 
PARK WILDERNESS 


HON. DAVID E. SKAGGS 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, today | am in- 
troducing the Rocky Mountain National Park 
Wilderness Act of 1994. | am pleased that 
Representative PATRICIA SCHROEDER is joining 
me as an original cosponsor. This legislation 
will provide important protection and manage- 
ment direction for some truly remarkable coun- 
try, adding some 240,650 acres in the park to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 

Covering 91 percent of the park, the new 
wilderness will include Longs Peaks and other 
major mountains, glacial cirques and snow 
fields, broad expanses of alpine tundra and 
wet meadows, old-growth forests, and hun- 
dreds of lakes and streams. Indeed, the pro- 
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posed wilderness will include examples of all 
the natural ecosystems present in the park. 

The features of these lands and waters that 
make Rocky Mountain a true gem in our Na- 
lional Park System also make it an outstand- 
ing wilderness candidate. 

The wilderness boundaries for these areas 
are carefully located to assure continued ac- 
cess for use of existing roadways, buildings 
and developed areas, privately owned land, 
and water supply facilities and conveyances— 
including the Grand River Ditch, Long Draw 
Reservoir, and the portals of the Adams Tun- 
nel. All of these are left out of wilderness. 

It is doubly appropriate that we pursue this 
legislation in 1994. This year is the 30th anni- 
versary of original passage of the Wilderness 
Act. Also, it has now been 20 years since the 
National Park Service completed its review 
and recommendations for wilderness designa- 
tions in Rocky Mountain National Park. 

This bill is based on National Park Service 
recommendations. Since these recommenda- 
lions were originally made in 1974, the north 
and south boundaries of Rocky Mountain Na- 
tional Park have been adjusted, bringing into 
the park additional land that qualifies as wil- 
derness. My bill will include those areas as 
well. Also, some changes in ownership and 
management of several areas, including the 
removal of three high mountain reservoirs 
make possible designation of some areas that 
the Park Service had found inherently suitable 
for wilderness. 

This is a good time to work on national park 
wilderness for another reason. Last year, we 
in Colorado finally completed over 10 years of 
work on designating additional wilderness in 
our national forests. In the near future, the po- 
tentially more complex question of wilderness 
designations on Federal Bureau of Land Man- 
agement lands will capture our attention. 

Because of the unique nature of its re- 
sources, its current restrictive management 
policies, and its water rights, Rocky Mountain 
National Park should be considered separately 
from those other Federal lands. 

We all know that water rights was the pri- 
mary point of contention in the congressional 
debate over designating national forest wilder- 
ness areas. The question of water rights for 
Rocky Mountain National Park wilderness is 
entirely different, and is far simpler. 

To begin with, it has long been recognized 
under the law of the United States and Colo- 
rado, including in a decision of the Colorado 
Supreme Court, that Rocky Mountain National 
Park already has extensive Federal reserved 
water rights arising from the creation of the 
national park itself. 

Division one of the Colorado Water Court, 
which has jurisdiction over the portion of the 
park that is east of the continental divide, has 
already decided how extensive the water 
rights are in its portion of the park: last De- 
cember, the court ruled that the park has re- 
served rights to all water within the park that 
was unappropriated at the time the park was 
created. As a result of this decision, in the 
eastern half of the park there literally is no 
more water for either the park or anybody else 
to get a right to. 

This is not, so far as | have been able to 
find out, a controversial decision, because 
there is a widespread consensus that there 
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should be no new water projects developed 
within Rocky Mountain National Park. And, 
since the park sits astride the continental di- 
vide, there's no higher land around from which 
streams flow into the park, so that is no possi- 
bility of any upstream diversions. 

On the western side of the park, the water 
court has not yet ruled on the extent of the 
park's existing water rights there. However, as 
a practical matter, the Colorado-Big Thompson 
Project has extensive, senior water rights that 
give it a perpetual call on all the water flowing 
out of the park to the west into the Colorado 
River and its tributaries. As a practical matter 
under Colorado water law, therefore, nobody 
can get new consumptive water rights to take 
water out of the stream within the western 
side of the park. 

And it's important to emphasize that any wil- 
derness water rights amount only to guaran- 
tees that water will continue to flow through 
and out of the park as it always has. This pre- 
serves the natural environment of the park. 
But it doesn't affect downstream water use. 
Once water leaves the park, it will continue to 
be available for diversion and use under Colo- 
rado law. 

Against this backdrop, my bill deals with wil- 
derness water rights in the following way: 

First, it explicitly creates a Federal reserved 
water right to the amount of water necessary 
to fulfill the purposes of the wilderness des- 
ignation. This is the basic statement of the re- 
served water rights doctrine, and is the lan- 
guage that Congress has used in designating 
the Olympic National Park Wilderness, in 
Washington, in 1988. 

Second, the bill provides that in any area of 
the park where the United States, under exist- 
ing reserved water rights, already has the right 
to all unappropriated water, then those rights 
shall be deemed sufficient to serve as the wil- 
derness water rights, too. This means that 
there will be no need for any costly litigation 
to legally establish new water rights that have 
no real meaning. Right now, this provision 
would apply in the eastern half of the park. If 
the water court with jurisdiction over the west- 
ern half of the court makes the same ruling 
about the park's original water rights that the 
eastern water court did, then this provision 
would apply to the entire park. 

The bill also specifically affirms the authority 
of Colorado water law and its courts under the 
McCarran amendment. And the bill makes it 
clear that it will not interfere with the Adams 
Tunnel of the Colorado-Big Thompson Project, 
which is an underground tunnel that goes 
under Rocky Mountain National Park. 

Why should we designate wilderness in a 
national park? Isn't park protection the same 
as wilderness, or at least as good? 

The wilderness designation will give an im- 
portant additional level of protection to most of 
the national park. Our national park system 
was created, in part, to recognize and pre- 
serve prime examples of outstanding land- 
scape. At Rocky Mountain National Park in 
particular, good Park Service management 
over the past 79 years has kept most of the 
park in a natural condition. And all the lands 
that are covered by this bill are currently being 
managed, in essence, to protect their wilder- 
ness character. Formal wilderness designation 
will no longer leave this question to the discre- 
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tion of the Park Service, but will make it clear 
that within the designated areas there will 
never be roads, visitor facilities, or other man- 
made features that interfere with the spectacu- 
lar natural beauty and wildness of the moun- 
tains. 

This kind of protection is especially impor- 
tant for a park like Rocky Mountain, which is 
relatively small by western standards. As sur- 
rounding land development and alteration has 
accelerated in recent years, the pristine nature 
of the park's back country becomes an in- 
creasingly rare feature of Colorado's land- 


Further, Rocky Mountain National Park's 
popularity demands definitive and permanent 
protection for wild areas against possible pres- 
sures for development within the park. While 
only about one-tenth the size of Yellowstone 
National Park, Rocky Mountain sees nearly 
the same number of visitors each year. 

This bill will protect some of our Nation's fin- 
est wild lands. It will protect existing rights. It 
will not limit any existing opportunity for new 
water development. And it will affirm our com- 
mitment in Colorado to preserving the very 
features that make our State such a remark- 
able place to live. 


TRIBUTE TO BUCKLEY PETERSON 
HON. JIM LIGHTFOOT 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to pay tribute to Buckley Peterson, who works 
at the Veterans Administration in Des Moines, 
IA, and provides stellar service to our Nation's 
veterans. Mr. Peterson's record of service has 
been brought to my attention by Stephen Nicol 
of McCallsburg, IA. 

Mr. Peterson had helped Mr. Nicol to enroll 
in lowa State University's electrical engineer- 
ing program through the VA Vocational Reha- 
bilitation Program. Mr. Nicol, in numerous 
dealings with Mr. Peterson, has had every 
question, problem, or need addressed by Mr. 
Peterson in a timely and satisfactory manner. 

Mr. Nicol refers to Mr. Peterson as "a pro- 
fessional with a solid interest in both the suc- 
cess of the program as well as the people in- 
volved." Mr. Nicol also states, "My medical 
problems have been addressed with under- 
standing and a knowledge of their impact on 
my ability to study, emphasizing Buckley's de- 
sire to be more than just a paper-pushing bu- 
reaucrat, but rather a professional with a solid 
interest in both the success of the program as 
well as the people involved." 

Mr. Peterson's assistance to Mr. Nicol went 
beyond his professional duties. While the Nicol 
family was away on vacation, massive flooding 
threatened their home and their property. Mr. 
Peterson, knowing the Nicol family was away 
from home and unable to take the necessary 
steps to protect their home and belongings, 
drove to the Nicol home on his own time and 
organized their neighbors for cleanup oper- 
ations. In addition, he offered to store the 
Nicol possessions in his garage until the wa- 
ters receded. 

That is, in my view, service above and be- 
yond the call of duty. Buckley Peterson is to 
be commended for his dedication. 
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THE ADMINISTRATION'S 
PESTICIDE REFORM PROPOSAL 


HON. CHARLES W. STENHOLM 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, today | join 
Chairman DE LA GARZA in introducing, by re- 
quest, the administration's pesticide reform 
proposal. In my continuing effort to move this 
process forward, | am extremely interested in 
laying this proposal next to others currently on 
the table so that it might receive full review 
and consideration. | am introducing this legis- 
lation, not because | necessarily support the 
substance of the proposal, but because | sup- 
port the process of moving this important 
issue forward. 

Although | recognize the complexity of these 
issues and appreciate the efforts of the re- 
spective agencies to produce a comprehen- 
sive package, | am discouraged that we are 
only now receiving this legislation—7 months 
after my subcommittee held hearings to review 
the administration's intentions. We should 
have been moving forward many months ago, 
not in the later stages of the 103d Congress. 

Today's agriculture community is extremely 
sensitive to the environmental and consumer 
impact of bringing food and fiber to the rest of 
the Nation. The farmer knows that he or she 
is successful only to the extent that the 
consumer is satisfied. Our task, however, is to 
ensure that these decisions are based on 
sound, practical science; not temporary emo- 
tional appeal. 

Although we are blessed with, and often 
taken advantage of a tremendous and whole- 
some food supply, today's society demands 
and deserves an updated legal framework by 
which to regulate that food supply. From im- 
proving efficiencies in the regulatory process 
to assuring consumers that there is no signifi- 
cant risk associated with our Nation's food and 
fiber, improvements can and should be made. 

| am anxious to move swiftly—to begin re- 
viewing the details of this proposal and to 
work cooperatively with other committees of 
jurisdiction, the full Agriculture Committee, and 
this administration in bringing a measure of 
this nature to the floor of the House as soon 
as possible. 


HONORING PALMER TORVEND 
HON. ELIZABETH FURSE 


OF OREGON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, in an era when 
we hear many critical comments about public 
employees, it gives me great pleasure today 
to recognize a man whose dedication and de- 
termination have made him a model public 
servant, Mr. Palmer Torvend. 

Mr. Torvend has dedicated over 35 years to 
improving the quality of life for the people in 
Washington County, OR. During those 35. 
years, he served in various capacities for the 
Washington County Extension Service. His 
greatest success was the development and 
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construction of the Scoggin Dam and Hagg 
Lake. For more than 20 years, Mr. Torvend 
worked at developing the dam project. In fact, 
he was ultimately highly instrumental in per- 
suading this body to approve the project. 

All of us in Oregon are grateful for Mr. 
Torvend's hard work. The dam has brought 
17,000 acre-feet of irrigation water to the 
county's farmland. It has also provided water 
for municipal and industrial use, and it has 
produced a wonderful recreation area at Hagg 
Lake which now serves over half a million 
people a year. 

Mr. Speaker, last year, | worked in Con- 
gress to fund sorely needed safety and infra- 
structure improvements at Hagg Lake. In addi- 
tion, Ms. Bonnie Hays, chair of the Washing- 
ton County Board of Commissioners, came to 
Washington and testified with me about the 
tremendous need for improvements at the 
lake. 

Therefore, | was very pleased last week to 
participate in a groundbreaking for the im- 
provements at Hagg Lake. When | was out at 
the lake, | was reminded of its tremendous 
beauty and tranquility. 

Today, with these improvements, even more 
people will be able to enjoy Hagg Lake. The 
lake is going to be made more accessible to 
people with disabilities and a new community 
facility will be able to accommodate over 200 
people. These additions, along with other 
sorely needed safety and infrastructure im- 
provements will help protect this wonderful re- 
source. 

| am very excited about all the changes and 
improvements that are occurring at Scoggin 
Dam and Hagg Lake, but in this excitement, ! 
want to be sure that we remember the dedi- 
cated public servant who made this all pos- 
sible, Mr. Palmer Torvend. For 20 years, he 
kept the vision of Scoggin Dam and Hagg 
Lake alive, and now | hope that we can honor 
Mr. Torvend's tireless efforts. 

By making a dedication to Mr. Torvend, we 
will not only recognize his outstanding efforts, 
but the efforts of all the millions of public serv- 
ants whose visions have improved our coun- 
try. They have brought us our parks and our 
ports, our highways and our high schools. Our 
country could never have attained its current 
property without their efforts. Therefore, today, 
| ask my colleagues to join me in honoring 
one such servant, Mr. Palmer Torvend. 


AMENDMENTS TO THE GENERA- 
TION-SKIPPING TRANSFER TAX 


HON. BILL K. BREWSTER 


OF OKLAHOMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Speaker, | am joined 
today by several of my colleagues, including 
Congressmen HOUGHTON, GEPHARDT, 
KOPETSKI, and SHAW, in introducing legislation 
to add two minor amendments to the genera- 
tion-skipping transfer tax [GSTT] law which we 
believe were unintentionally omitted by Con- 
gress at the time the original provisions were 
enacted. 

As it currently stands the predeceased par- 
ent exclusion of the GSTT law applies to di- 
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rect gifts or bequests from a grandparent to a 
grandchild where the grandchild's parent—the 
transferor's child—is deceased at the time of 
the transfer. In this situation, since the grand- 
parent's child is dead, there is no generation- 
Skipping; therefore, it would be wrong to col- 
lect GST tax on top of ordinary estate or gift 
taxes, and the predeceased parent exclusion 
properly excludes such transfers from GST 
tax 


Our bill expands the predeceased parent 
exclusion to apply to gifts by persons without 
lineal descendants and to trust gifts. 

First, gifts or bequests by a childless individ- 
ual to collateral descendants will be treated 
the same as transfers by persons with lineal 
descendants. Thus, the exclusion would be 
extended to apply to transfers made by a 
childless individual to his or her grandnieces 
and grandnephews in the situation where that 
individual's siblings and nieces and nephews 
are all deceased at the time of the transfer. 

Second, the bill applies the predeceased 
parent exclusion to transfers made through a 
trust. Under current law, the predeceased par- 
ent exclusion is limited, unintentionally, we be- 
lieve, to direct gifts and bequests, and does 
not apply to trust gifts even if the parent of the 
receiving beneficiary was deceased at all rel- 
evant times. While many trusts are affected, 
this provision particularly impacts certain chari- 
table trusts where the charity would have an 
interest for a period of years before distribut- 
ing property to the individual beneficiaries. 
Where the beneficiary's parent is dead, and 
was dead when the trust was created, there is 
obviously no generation-skipping going on 
which would warrant the levy of an additional 
tax. These trusts are important sources of fi- 
nancial support for many charities, and should 
not be discouraged, unintentionally, where not 
necessary for the policy of the underlying tax 
provisions. Our bill takes away this needless 
discouragement. 

The terminations, distributions, and transfers 
to which this bill would apply are those occur- 
ring after the date of enactment which would 
be generation-skipping transfers as defined in 
section 2611 of the Internal Revenue Code 
and subject to the GST tax, except for the ap- 
plication of the predeceased parent exclusion 
as amended by this legislation. 

The administration has reviewed the pro- 
posal and given testimony before the Sub- 
committee on Select Revenue Measures of 
the Ways and Means Committee that it does 
not oppose this measure in that the policies 
underlying the special rules for transfers to 
grandchildren would support these proposed 
expansions of the predeceased parent exclu- 
sion. The legislation is also supported by 
members of the real property, probate and 
trust Law section of the American Bar Asso- 
ciation, and has substantial support from char- 
ities, both large and small, and of all types— 
for example, social service providers, muse- 
ums, libraries, hospitals, and universities— 
from all across the country. 

A companion bill is being introduced in the 
Senate by Senators BOREN, DANFORTH, 
Pryor, WALLOP, BAUCUS, and GRASSLEY and 
several other members of the Senate Finance 
Committee. We would welcome other Con- 
gressmen as cosponsors of this legislation. 
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TRIBUTE TO TYNDALL AIR FORCE 
BASE 


HON. DOUGLAS “PETE” PETERSON 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | 
would like to congratulate Tyndall Air Force 
Base for its accomplishments in preserving 
our country’s environment. On April 22, 1994, 
Tyndall received the Gen. Thomas D. White 
Environmental Quality Award for the best envi- 
ronmental program in the U.S. Air Force. 
Through the demanding efforts of Brigadier 
General Horne, Col. William H. Grigsby, Lt. 
Col. Jeffry Thomas, Traci Schell, Capt. John 
Davis, Robert Elliot, M. Sgt. Chuck Dewar, 
and the rest of the Tyndall team, this base 
represents a model which all military bases 
should emulate. 

Tyndall has shown its capability of tackling 
any assignment with great proficiency, wheth- 
er it be combat readiness or securing a safe, 
clean environment. | commend Tyndall's pro- 
fessionalism both environmentally as well as 
in its main task at hand—to ensure the na- 
tional security of America and its citizens. As 
we move into the 21st century, | am confident 
that Tyndall Air Force Base will continue to 
demonstrate its expertise in the field of envi- 
ronmental excellence. 


INTRODUCTION OF THE ADMINIS- 
TRATION BILL TO REFORM 
FIFRA 


HON. E de la GARZA 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, today | am 
joining Congressman STENHOLM of Texas to 
introduce the Administration bill to reform the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act [FIFRA], the principal law reg- 
ulating the manufacture and use of pesticides. 

| am introducing this bill because | believe 
the Administration's proposals deserve a place 
at the legislative table. While | do not endorse 
every provision embodied in this legislation, | 
do wholeheartedly support the Administration's 
effort to move the legislative process forward. 

am especially pleased that the Administra- 
tion package includes language to establish 
incentives for registering pesticides for so- 
called minor uses. This is an issue of vital 
concern to our Nation's fruit and vegetable 
growers, including those in the south Texas 
district | represent. Last year | introduced a bill 
to help ensure the availability of minor use 
chemicals, and many of its concepts are em- 
bodied in the Administration bill. 

| want to take this opportunity to commend 
the Departments of Agriculture and Health and 
Human Services, including the Food and Drug 
Administration, as well as the Environmental 
Protection Agency. They have worked to- 
gether long and hard to develop a comprehen- 
sive package on very complex and conten- 
tious issues. | want to particularly thank EPA 
Administrator Carol Browner for her leadership 
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in developing the Administration proposals to 
reform FIFRA and the related statute—the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. She 
has made the passage of pesticide and food 
safety reform a priority for this Administration 
and | congratulate her for her efforts. 

The Administration proposals put before this 
Congress are one approach to coordinated 
pesticide and food safety reform. The introduc- 
tion of this legislation likely marks the begin- 
ning of what will be a long and difficult proc- 
ess. However, | believe we can—and we 
must—work together to enact legislation that 
restores credibility to Government food safety 
regulation and, at that same time, allow Amer- 
ican agriculture access to tested and approved 
chemical tools for modern food production. 


GERMAN AND RUSSIAN PARTICI- 
PATION IN THE D-DAY COM- 
MEMORATION AND IN POST-COLD 
WAR EUROPE: DR. ZBIGNIEW 
BRZEZINSKI ON NORMANDY IN- 
VASION 


HON. TOM LANTOS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, May 3, 1994 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, last evening, the 
House of Representatives unanimously ap- 
proved House Joint Resolution 303—a joint 
resolution designating June 6, 1994, as D-day 
National Remembrance Day. It is highly ap- 
propriate that we mark the 50th anniversary of 
this critical military turning point in World War 
ll by appropriate ceremonies and events to 
commemorate the allied landings at Nor- 
mandy. 

In this connection, Mr. Speaker, | would like 
to call to the attention of my colleagues in the 
House to a particularly perceptive opinion arti- 
cle which appeared in today's issue of the 
Washington Post by Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski, 
the National Security Advisor to President 
Carter and currently Counselor at the Center 
for Strategic and International Studies [CSIS] 
here in Washington. Dr. Brzezinski is one of 
the brightest and most original and insightful 
minds focusing on the security issues that 
face the United States, and this particular arti- 
cle is one of his best. 

Dr. Brzezinski focuses on the practical politi- 
cal symbolism of the exclusion of Germany 
and Russia from the D-day commemorative 
activities planned for Normandy next month. 
He rightfully emphasizes the vital importance 
of strengthening the political, economic, intel- 
lectual, and security links of Germany and 
Russia with the United States and Western 
Europe. It is vital that we take the long-term 
perspective that Dr. Brzezinski has articulated. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that Dr. Brzezinski's arti- 
cle be placed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 
| urge my colleagues to read that thoughtful 
article and seriously consider its message. We 
live in a new world that has emerged following 
the end of the cold war, and it is vital that we 
reconsider the nature of that new world. 

[From the Washington Post, May 3, 1994] 

NORMANDY EVASION 
(By Zbigniew Brzezinski) 

The exclusion of both Germany and Russia 

from the approaching D-day commemora- 
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tions is highly inappropriate. Not only did 
millions of Russians die defeating Hitler but 
millions of Germans have been born and have 
grown up in a democratic Germany that is 
now a solid part of the West. It is especially 
inappropriate because the quality of Eu- 
rope's security will be determined largely by 
the degree to which Germany remains per- 
manently anchored in an integrating Europe 
and the extent to which Russia is linked con- 
structively to a bigger and more secure Eu- 
rope. 

Both these countries are destined to con- 
tinue playing major roles in European af- 
fairs. But neither is likely to play construc- 
tively if the geopolitical context creates 
tempting options for national self-assertion, 
especially if nationalistic temptations are 
exacerbated by a sense of exclusion. 

Germany has been a good citizen of Europe 
for decades now. It has loyally and gener- 
ously supported Europe's security and is the 
only NATO member with all its forces fully 
integrated into the joint command. It has 
been willing to propriate French pride in 
order to foster a far-reaching French-Ger- 
man reconciliation, which in turn became 
foundation and catalyst for unification in 
Europe. 

At the same time, Germany has managed 
to serve as the linchpin for a continued U.S. 
military presence on the continent. The 
Washington-Bonn connection has not been 
diluted by Franco-German political leader- 
ship in promoting Europe's integration. Last 
but by no means least, Germany has dem- 
onstrated a genuine commitment to democ- 
racy; for example, no country has more hu- 
mane, liberal immigration laws. 

But Germany's circumstances—and psy- 
chological mood—are changing. The leader- 
ship will soon be renewed. The approaching 
50th anniversary of the end of World War II 
wil mark a milestone in generational 
change. This year will see departure of the 
last Russian soldier from German soil. 

Might not some Germans soon begin to re- 
sent the presence of American troops, claim- 
ing that Germany is the only European 
country still occupied"? Will growing num- 
bers of Germans then begin to take excep- 
tion to the remaining limitations on their 
national sovereignty? And what will be the 
German—and Russian—reaction to a central 
Europe that remains a geopolitical vacuum? 
Is that what Russia's minister of Foreign af- 
fairs had in mind when last December he en- 
ticed his German counterpart with the vision 
of a special **axis between Germany and Rus- 
sia [in] the construction of a new Europe’’? 

If Europe enlarges, deepens its unity and 
widens its security perimeter, there are good 
prospects for Germany to remain a good citi- 
zen as well as the leader of a Europe that be- 
comes more truly European. The best design 
would be an enlarged European Union em- 
bracing the European Free Trade Area coun- 
tries and eventually also reaching into 
central Europe to include at least the three 
Visegrad nations: Czechia, Hungary and Po- 
land. NATO should also enroll these three 
countries. 

A Europe along those lines would envelop 
Germany while enhancing the German role 
within it. Attaining that goal will require 
continued exercise of political leadership by 
France and Germany. It will call for genuine 
German-Polish reconciliation matching the 
existing German-French reconciliation. 

A French-German-Polish coalition would 
provide a mighty inner core for a larger Eu- 
rope. It would affirm a positive role for a 
powerful, constructive and European Ger- 
many. Such a trilateral strategic coalition 
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incorporating 175 million citizens—would be 
economically driven by Germany and politi- 
cally balanced by France and Poland. 

German leaders are aware of this oppor- 
tunity. That is why some have taken the 
lead in urging the eastward expansion of the 
European Union and NATO. France and Ger- 
many are actively exploring Polish member- 
ship in the Western European Union, mili- 
tary arm of the European Union. The gutsy 
German minister of defense, Volker Ruehe, 
said early this year that it is in Europe's in- 
terest to admit Poland to NATO and the 
West should firmly state that it is no provo- 
cation against Russia. That is very much the 
case now that NATO no longer views Russia 
as an adversary and has opened its Partner- 
ship for Peace to Russian participation. 

However, Russia—unlike Germany—has 
yet to demonstrate that it truly means to be 
& good citizen of Europe. True, its leading 
politicians often speak of Russia as belong- 
ing to Europe and even possibly joining 
NATO. But at the same time they make out- 
landish statements about Russia's "unique 
Eurasian mission” and assert a special right 
to use military force anywhere within the 
entire space of the defunct Soviet Union. Si- 
multaneously they clamor for status as a 
global power and America's co-equal ''strate- 
gic partner" (even while pleading for more 
financial assistance). 

Clearly, Russia cannot be all these things 
at the same time. Being a part of Europe and 
NATO is not compatible with pursuing a 
unique Eurasian destiny and seeking to oper- 
ate as a global counterpart of the United 
States. 

Unfortunately, this is not something that 
can be settled by a choice. The politically 
decisive fact is that Russia bulks too large, 
is too backward currently and too powerful 
potentially to be assimilated as simply yet 
another member of the European Union or 
NATO. It would dilute the Western character 
of the European community and the Amer- 
ican preponderance within the alliance. 

A Eurasian Union would be an oxymoron. 
NATO with Russia would become simply an- 
other version of the Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe, whose credibility 
has been undermined by a pretense of being 
able to operate effectively from Vancouver 
to Vladivostok among 53 nations in diverse 
stages of democratization and development. 
Instead of perpetuating the illusion that 
Russia—someday, somehow—will join West's 
core political institutions, it is more impor- 
tant to define what it means for Russia to 
become a good neighbor for Europe and even- 
tually a partner for the United States. 

Russia should: 

Withdraw its troops from the Baltic repub- 
lics on schedule, without claiming special 
privileges for its colonists. 

Accept the reality of Ukraine as a secure, 
friendly neighbor, sovereign politically but a 
close partner economically. 

Similarly, respect the political sovereignty 
of the new republics of the ex-Soviet Union 
while pursuing deeper economic cooperation 
with them. 

Tolerate rather than obstruct the desire of 
central Europeans to belong to both the Eu- 
ropean Union and NATO. 

A Russia that embraces such a non-impe- 
rial approach will automatically be a good 
neighbor to Europe, a solid regional and 
global trading partner and the beneficiary of 
growing Eurasia-wide economic activity, 
transportation networks and cultural ties. 

Even if not part of the more integrated Eu- 
ropean Union, a good-neighbor Russia can 
and should be associated with Europe-wide 
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cooperative undertakings. That would rein- 
force the aspects of Russia's history and cul- 
ture that make it an extension of European 
civilization. In addition, this Russia can be 
America's colleague in the wider quest for 
international security. A Russia willing to 
become a good neighbor should be given 
other incentives: 

An offer by NATO of a special treaty of 
friendship and alliance with Russia, even as 
the alliance expands its membership east- 
ward into central Europe. The treaty be- 
tween NATO and Russia (even if Russia falls 
short of U.S. hopes for its democratic evo- 
lution) would embrace Russia within a wider 
framework of military and political coopera- 
tion, consolidating security within Europe 
and even extending it into Eurasia. 

An invitation to join the G-7 forum of 
leading industrial nations. 

These initiatives would provide the Rus- 

sians a gratifying recognition of their coun- 
try's status as a major power. They amount 
to a significant Western option for Russia, 
making it more worthwhile for Moscow to 
eschew imperial ambitions. However, Russia 
will be more likely to pursue the good-neigh- 
bor option if a larger, more secure Europe 
promptly fills the potentially destabilizing 
geopolitical no-man’s land between Russia 
and the European Union. With German and 
French leadership, Europe should set a real- 
istically early timetable for incorporating 
the countries of central Europe into the Eu- 
ropean Union, including its WEU security 
arm. 
A European initiative of this sort might 
reawaken American policy toward Europe 
from the generally dormant condition that 
has existed since the Soviet Collapse. George 
Bush found his crowning achievement in 
overcoming Soviet objections to inclusion of 
a united Germany in NATO. So President 
Bill Clinton could make his principal legacy 
in foreign affairs the inclusion of central Eu- 
rope in a larger NATO, with Russia linked to 
the alliance by a special treaty. 

Early this year the Senate, by a vote of 94 
to 3, adopted a resolution favoring NATO’s 
eastward expansion. The upcoming congres- 
sional elections are already starting to gen- 
erate further demands along these lines. 

Absent though they may be from the Nor- 
mandy festivities, the Germans and the Rus- 
sians are likely to loom large in the 
thoughts of President Clinton and other 
leaders gathered there. They will provide a 
timely reminder about the need for greater 
geopolitical imagination in shaping Europe's 
security. 


INTRODUCTION OF THE LEWIS 
AND CLARK RURAL WATER SYS- 
TEM ACT OF 1994 


HON. TIM JOHNSON 


OF SOUTH DAKOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. Speak- 
er, today, | am introducing legislation, along 
with my colleagues Representative DAVID 
MINGE of Minnesota and Representative FRED 
GRANDY of lowa, to authorize the Lewis and 
Clark rural water system. The Lewis and Clark 
rural water system is made up of 22 rural 
water systems and communities in southeast- 
ern South Dakota, northwestern lowa and 
southwestern Minnesota who have joined to- 
gether in an effort to cooperatively address the 
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dual problems facing the delivery of drinking 
water in this region—inadequate quantities of 
water and poor quality water. 

This region has seen substantial growth and 
development in recent years, and studies have 
shown that future water needs will be signifi- 
cantly greater than the current available sup- 
ply. Most of the people who are served by 10 
of the water utilities in the proposed Lewis and 
Clark project area currently enforce water re- 
strictions on a seasonal basis. Almost half of 
the membership has water of such poor qual- 
ity it does not meet present or proposed 
standards for drinking water. More than two- 
thirds rely on shallow aquifers as their primary 
source of drinking water, aquifers which are 
very vulnerable to contamination by surface 
activities. 

The Lewis and Clark system will be a sup- 
plemental supply of drinking water for its 22 
members, acting as a treated, bulk delivery 
system. The distribution to deliver water to in- 
dividual users will continue through the exist- 
ing systems used by each member utility. This 
regionalization approach to solving these 
water supply and quality problems enables the 
Missouri River to provide a source of clean, 
safe drinking water to more than 180,000 indi- 
viduals. A source of water which none of the 
members of Lewis and Clark could afford on 
their own. 

The proposed system would help to stabilize 
the regional rural economy by providing water 
to Sioux Falls, the hub city in the region, as 
well as numerous small communities and indi- 
vidual farms in South Dakota and portions of 
lowa and Minnesota. 

The States of South Dakota, lowa and Min- 
nesota have all authorized the project and 
local sponsors have demonstrated a financial 
commitment to this project through State 
grants, local water development district grants 
and membership dues. The State of South 
Dakota has already contributed more than 
$400,000. 

Mr. Speaker, | certainly appreciate that Con- 
gress has been supportive of water develop- 
ment efforts in South Dakota over the past 
several years, and | especially want to thank 
Chairman MILLER of the Committee on Natural 
Resources and Chairman BEviLL of the Appro- 
priations Subcommittee on Energy and Water 
Development for the continued support they 
have demonstrated over the years. 

| do not believe our needs get any more 
basic than good quality, reliable drinking 
water, and | appreciate the fact that Congress 
has shown support for efforts to improve drink- 
ing water supplies in South Dakota. | look for- 
ward to continue working with my colleagues 
to have that support extended to the Lewis 
and Clark rural water system. 

H.R. — 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Lewis and 
Clark Rural Water System Act of 1994“. 

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act (unless the context 
clearly required otherwise): 

(1) ENVIRONMENTAL ENHANCEMENT.—The 
term “environmental enhancement" means 
the wetland and wildlife enhancement activi- 
ties that are carried out substantially in ac- 
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cordance with the environmental enhance- 
ment component of the feasibility study. 

(2) ENVIRONMENTAL ENHANCEMENT COMPO- 
NENT.—The term environmental enhance- 
ment component" means the component de- 
scribed in the report entitled “Wetlands and 
Wildlife Enhancement for the Lewis and 
Clark Rural Water System", dated April 
1991, that is included in the feasibility study. 

(3) FEASIBILITY STUDY.—The term *'feasibil- 
ity study“ means the study entitled ‘‘Fea- 
sibility Level Evaluation of a Missouri River 
Regional Water Supply for South Dakota, 
Iowa and Minnesota", dated September 1993, 
that includes a water conservation plan, en- 
vironmental report, and environmental en- 
hancement component. 

(4) MEMBER ENTITY.—The term member 
entity“ means a rural water system or mu- 
nicipality that signed a Letter of Commit- 
ment to participate in the Lewis and Clark 
Rural Water System. 

(5) PROJECT CONSTRUCTION BUDGET.—The 
term project construction budget" means 
the description of the total amount of funds 
that are needed for the construction of the 
water supply system, as contained in the fea- 
sibility study. 

(6) PUMPING AND INCIDENTAL OPERATIONAL 
REQUIREMENTS.—The term pumping and in- 
cidental operational requirements" means 
all power requirements that are incidental to 
the operation of intake facilities, pumping 
stations, water treatment facilities, res- 
ervoirs, and pipelines up to the point of de- 
livery of water by the Lewis and Clark Rural 
Water System to each member entity that 
distributes water at retail to individual 
users. 

(T) SECRETARY.—The term Secretary“ 
means the Secretary of the Interior. 

(8) WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM.—The term 
"water supply system" means the Lewis and 
Clark Rural Water System that is estab- 
lished and operated substantially in accord- 
ance with the feasibility study. 

SEC. 3. FEDERAL ASSISTANCE FOR THE WATER 
SUPPLY SYSTEM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— The Secretary is author- 
ized to make grants to the Lewis and Clark 
Rural Water System, Inc., a nonprofit cor- 
poration, for the planning and construction 
of the water supply system. 

(b) SERVICE AREA.—The water supply sys- 
tem shall provide for safe and adequate mu- 
nicipal, rural, and industrial water supplies, 
environmental enhancement, mitigation of 
wetland areas, and water conservation in— 

(1) Lake County, McCook County, Minne- 
haha County, Turner County, Lincoln Coun- 
ty, Clay County, and Union County, in 
southeastern South Dakota; 

(2) Rock County, and Nobles County, in 
southwestern Minnesota; and 

(3) Lyon County, Sioux County, Osceola 
County, O'Brien County, Dickinson County, 
and Clay County, in northwestern Iowa. 

(c) AMOUNT OF GRANTS.—Grants made 
available under subsection (a) to the Lewis 
and Clark Rural Water System, Inc. shall 
not exceed the amount of funds authorized 
under section 10. 

(d) LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF CON- 
STRUCTION FUNDS.—The Secretary shall not 
obligate funds for the construction of the 
water supply system until— 

(1) the requirements of the National Envi- 
ronmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 
et seq.) have been met; 

(2) a final engineering report has been pre- 
pared and submitted to Congress not less 
than 90 days before the commencement of 
construction of the system; and 

(3) a water conservation program has been 
developed and implemented. 
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SEC. 4. FEDERAL ASSISTANCE FOR WETLAND 
AND WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT. 

(a) INITIAL DEVELOPMENT.—The Secretary 
shall make grants and other funds available 
to Lewis and Clark Rural Water System, 
Inc., and other private, State, and Federal 
entities, for the initial development of the 
environmental enhancement component. 

(b) NONREIMBURSEMENT.—Funds provided 
under subsection (a) shall be  nonre- 
imbursable and nonreturnable. 

SEC. 5. WATER CONSERVATION PROGRAMS, 

(a) PURPOSE.—The water conservation pro- 
gram required under this section shall be de- 
signed to ensure that users of water from the 
water supply system will use the best prac- 
ticable technology and management tech- 
niques to conserve water use. 

(b) DESCRIPTION.—The water conservation 
programs shall include— 

(1) low consumption performance standards 
for all newly installed plumbing fixtures; 

(2) leak detection and repair programs; 

(3) rate schedules that do not include de- 
clining block rate schedules for municipal 
households and special water users (as de- 
fined in the feasibility study); 

(4) public education programs and tech- 
nical assistance to member entities; and 

(5) coordinated operation among each rural 
water system, and each water supply facility 
in existence on the date of enactment of this 
Act, in the service area of the system. 

(c) REVIEW AND REVISION.—The programs 
described in subsection (b) shall contain pro- 
visions for periodic review and revision, in 
cooperation with the Secretary. 

SEC. 6. MITIGATION OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 
LOSSES. 


Mitigation for fish and wildlife losses in- 
curred as a result of the construction and op- 
eration of the water supply system shall be 
on an acre-for-acre basis, based on ecological 
equivalency, concurrent with project con- 
struction, as provided in the feasibility 
study. 

SEC. 7. USE OF PICK-SLOAN POWER. 

(A) IN GENERAL.—From power designated 
for future irrigation and drainage pumping 
for the Pick-Sloan Missouri Basin program, 
the Western Area Power Administration 
Shall make available the capacity and en- 
ergy required to meet the pumping and inci- 
dental operational requirements of the water 
supply system during the period beginning 
May 1, and ending October 31, of each year. 

(b) CONDITIONS.—The capacity and energy 
described in subsection (a) shall be made 
available on the following conditions: 

(1) The water supply system shall be oper- 
ated on a not-for-profit basis. 

(2) The water supply system shall contract 
to purchase the entire electric service re- 
quirements of the system, including the ca- 
pacity and energy made available under sub- 
section (a), from a qualified preference power 
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supplier that itself purchases power from the 
Western Area Power Administration. 

(3) The rate schedule applicable to the ca- 
pacity and energy made available under sub- 
Section (a) shall be the firm power rate 
Schedule of the Pick-Sloan Eastern Division 
of the Western Area Power Administration 
in effect when the power is delivered by the 
Administration. 

(4) It shall be agreed by contract among— 

(A) the Western Area Power Administra- 
tion; 

(B) the power supplier with which the 
water supply system contracts under para- 
graph (2); 

(C) the power supplier of the entity de- 
Scribed in subparagraph (B); and 

(D) Lewis and Clark Rural Water System, 
Inc.; 
that in the case of the capacity and energy 
made available under subsection (a), the ben- 
efit of the rate schedule described in para- 
graph (3) shall be passed through to the 
water supply system, except that the power 
supplier of the water supply system shall not 
be precluded from including, in the charges 
of the supplier to the water system for the 
electric service, the other usual and cus- 
tomary charges of the supplier. 

SEC. 8. NO LIMITATION ON WATER PROJECTS IN 
STATES. 

This Act shall not limit the authorization 
for water projects in South Dakota, Iowa, 
and Minnesota under law in effect on or after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 9. WATER RIGHTS. 

Nothing in this Act— 

(1) invalídates or preempts State water law 
or an interstate compact governing water; 

(2) alters the rights of any State to any ap- 
propriated share of the waters of any body of 
surface or ground water, whether determined 
by past or future interstate compacts or by 
past or future legislative or final judicial al- 
locations; 

(3) preempts or modifies any Federal or 
State law, or interstate compact, governing 
water quality or disposal; or 

(4) confers on any non-Federal entity the 
ability to exercise any Federal right to the 
waters of any stream or to any ground water 
resource. 

SEC. 10. FEDERAL COST SHARE. 

The Secretary is authorized to provide 
funds equal to 80 percent of— 

(1) the amount allocated in the total 
project construction budget for the planning 
and construction of the water supply system 
under section 3; and 

(2) such sums as are necessary to defray in- 
creases in development costs reflected in ap- 
propriate engineering cost indices after Sep- 
tember 1, 1993. 

SEC. 11. NON-FEDERAL COST SHARE. 

The non-Federal share of the costs allo- 
cated to the water supply system shall be 20 
percent of— 
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(1) the amount allocated in the total 
project construction budget for the planning 
and construction of the water supply system 
under section 3; and 

(2) such sums as are necessary to defray in- 
creases in development costs reflected in ap- 
propriate engineering cost indices after Sep- 
tember 1, 1993. 

SEC. 12. BUREAU OF RECLAMATION. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—The Secretary is au- 
thorized to allow the Bureau of Reclamation 
to provide project construction oversight to 
the water system and environmental en- 
hancement component for those areas of the 
water supply system that are described in 
section 3(b). 

(b) PROJECT OVERSIGHT ADMINISTRATION.— 
The amount of funds used by the Bureau of 
Reclamation for planning and construction 
of the water supply system may not exceed 
an amount equal to 1 percent of the amount 
provided in the total project construction 
budget for the entire project construction 
period. 

SEC. 13. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
$226,320,000 to carry out this Act, of which 
not less than $8,487,000 shall be used for the 
initial development of the environmental en- 
hancement component under section 4, to re- 
main available until expended. 


HONORING CARTER PERRY 


HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 3, 1994 


Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
take this opportunity to join the friends and 
family of my constituent, Carter Perry, in prais- 
ing his dedication of more than 30 years of his 
life to community and political services. 

Through his work at the Morrisania Health 
Center, Carter Perry has helped many alco- 
holic patients, and he has also worked with 
foster children and other disenfranchised per- 
sons. His concern for the community extends 
beyond work hours, where he is active in local 
political and neighborhood functions. His wife 
of 39 years, Helen, and their 3 children and 7 
grandchildren can also testify to his dedication 
to family. 

Therefore, on behalf of the many people in 
the Bronx whose lives have been touched by 
Carter Perry in a positive way, | extend our 
appreciation and wish him continued health, 
happiness and success. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


SENATE—Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the ex- 
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. BYRD]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senate will be led in prayer by the Rev- 
erend Richard C. Halverson, Jr. 

Mr. Halverson, please. 


PRAYER 


The Reverend Richard C. Halverson, 
Jr., of Falls Church, VA, offered the 
following prayer: 

Let us pray: 

Almighty God, as the Nation pre- 
pares to enter into a solemn day of 
prayer tomorrow, we ask for the out- 
pouring of the spirit of prayer upon the 
land, that our petitions may be accept- 
able in Thy sight. 

We know that our prayers are some- 
times not heard or answered, for in 
times past, even when Your priests of- 
fered many sacrifices, supplications 
and services, Lou * * sought for a 
man among them, that should make up 
the hedge, and stand in the gap before 
* „ „ the land * * * but * found 
none.’’—Ezekiel 22:30. 

The psalmist declares, ''If I regard in- 
iquity in my heart, the Lord will not 
hear me."—Psalm 66:18. 

The apostles explain that, ''Ye ask, 
and receive not, because ye ask amiss, 
that ye may consume it upon your 
lusts."—James 4:3. Even one of our 
poets confesses, My words fly up, my 
thoughts remain below, Words without 
thoughts never to heaven go.“ —Shake- 
speare, Hamlet, III, 3. 

Therefore, we humbly ask Thee even 
for the ability to speak to Thee in faith 
and repentance, in unity and in the 
spirit, with perseverance and according 
to Thy will. 

In the name of Christ Jesus who 
"ever liveth to make intercession for 
us."—Hebrews 7:25. Amen. 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Also 
under the previous order, there will 
now be a period for the transaction of 
morning business not to extend beyond 
the hour of 11:30 a.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for not to 
exceed 5 minutes each. 


(Legislative day of Monday, May 2, 1994) 


QUORUM CALL 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair, in his capacity as a Senator 
from the State of West Virginia, sug- 
gests the absence of a quorum, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Under the order of yesterday, the 
Senator from Vermont is to be recog- 
nized for up to 15 minutes. Would he 
wish to take that time at this point? 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the distin- 
guished Presiding Officer. 

Mr. President, I ask before I take 
that time that I be recognized for 2 
minutes in addition on an entirely dif- 
ferent matter. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the order, any Senator may be recog- 
nized for not to exceed 5 minutes. The 
Chair will, therefore, recognize the 
Senator from Vermont for not to ex- 
ceed 5 minutes at this point. 

Mr. LEAHY. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

(The remarks of Mr. LEAHY pertain- 
ing to the introduction of S. 2069 are 
located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.'') 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
absence of a quorum having been sug- 
gested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Vermont is recog- 
nized for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Chair. 


TRIBUTE TO WILLIAM BARTON 
GRAY 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have 
had many instances on the floor of the 
Senate when I had an opportunity to 
talk about things of great joy, great 
pleasure, and accomplishment. Today 
is not one of them. 

Irise today to speak on the memory 
of a person that I have known most of 
my adult life, a man who died in 
March, a very, very good friend, Bill 
Gray. 


Much was written in the Vermont 
newspapers about William Barton 
Gray, and so much of it was true about 
him. In many ways, it did not begin to 
touch the real person. 

I think of the cold spring Vermont 
day. The night before we had a light 
dusting of snow, and that day dawned 
clear and crisp with the Sun shining, as 
so many of us, his friends and his fam- 
ily, walked up Church Street in Bur- 
lington to the Unitarian Church to say 
final farewells to him. 

I think it was his good friend, Jerry 
O'Neill, with whom he had practiced 
law, who talked about his background 
as a lawyer and as a prosecutor and as 
& friend. So many of us addressed him 
personally from the pulpit of the 
church, which brought so many memo- 
ries back. 

His very good friend, Nick 
Littlefield, who I have the honor of 
having with me today on the Senate 
floor, spoke also of his reminiscences 
and his friendship. He brought together 
a picture of Bill Gray that those of us 
who knew him recognized, and those 
who had not had the opportunity to 
know him had to understand the regret 
that they would have in not having 
known such a great person. 

The pastor spoke of his love of ani- 
mals, his raising of sheep. He spoke of 
a renaissance man who spoke different 
languages, traveled the world, well 
educated, a brilliant lawyer, a former 
prosecutor; that he would go back to 
his home in Vermont and raise apples 
and sheep and tend the land and be the 
kind of steward of the land that the 
Lord has commended all of us to be. 

And I thought after Reverend Ander- 
son spoke that way, I thought of what 
Oliver Wendell Holmes said, in speak- 
ing of his own life. He said, These lit- 
tle fragments of my fleece that I have 
left upon the hedges of life." As we 
spoke to Sarah, Bill’s wonderful wife, a 
person who was a tower of strength in 
his last illness and really a model for 
all of us, a wonderful human being; his 
son, Josh; his daughter, Sasha; his fa- 
ther, his sister, and everybody who was 
in the church, I thought we were all 
going to speak of the little fragments 
of his fleece that he had left upon the 
hedges of life. 

But I know that you could not speak 
just in that one clear spring day of his 
life, you would have to spend months 
and you would begin to just touch it. 

So I want to talk about it, because 
we celebrated a life. We did mourn a 
death, but we celebrated a life—a life 
of a friend of a quarter of a century. 


@ This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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I remember when we served as young 
prosecutors together, he in the U.S. at- 
torney's office and I as State's attor- 
ney in Chittenden County. Later he 
went on to the Department of Justice, 
carving a legacy in the Department as 
& prosecutor's prosecutor, one of the 
best. And then, when President Carter 
was elected, I remember talking to Bill 
and saying, ‘‘Please come home to Ver- 
mont'"—he was a native Vermonter— 
“come home to Vermont and be our 
U.S. attorney." And he did and served 
with distinction as the best U.S. attor- 
ney anybody could remember. 

In 1986, Mr. President, when I was up 
for reelection in what was going to be 
the most difficult election of my life, 
Bill Gray left his practice and spent a 
year as a volunteer to run my cam- 
paign. But it was more than just run- 
ning my campaign..He was my coun- 
selor, he was my mentor, he was my 
friend on sunny and dark days. 

I think of the number of times, Mr. 
President, that we sat on the steps of 
my farmhouse in Middlesex, VT. We 
talked of the campaign, but we talked 
about so many other things. We talked 
about our children, of our families, of 
life. 

He was my friend on the sunny days, 
but also the dark days. The darkest, of 
course, was the day he came and told 
Marcelle and me of this illness that 
was striking him at far too young an 
age, far too young an age for anyone. 
And even then, I remember, as we 
heard the news, he was there trying to 
cheer us up. 

In some ways, during those last years 
of his illness, we became closer, if that 
is possible. We talked of life and family 
and friends and values. And we had so 
many different stories, the two of us. 

I told at his memorial service about 
going to Rutland, V'T, in my 1992 elec- 
tion. He had called and had just re- 
ceived particularly bad news from the 
doctors. His cancer had gone out of re- 
mission and he wanted to talk with me. 
He said, "I know Marcelle has been 
driving you during this campaign. Why 
don't I just come and drive with you 
and we will spend the day together?" 
And we did. We drove down to Rutland, 
which is in the southern part of our 
State, and we talked of life and death 
and what a cruel fate he had been 
dealt. 

And coming back, it was interesting. 
He was such a wonderful friend. This 
man could hike, and he could sail and 
swim and do virtually everything bet- 
ter than anybody else, except one 
thing. As I told his family and friends 
assembled, he was a terrible driver. 

As we were driving up this twisty, 
narrow road, up through the mountains 
of Vermont, I said, "Bill, you are talk- 
ing about death in the abstract and I 
am afraid that death may be a lot more 
concrete the way you are driving." I 
said, Let's pull off." And we did. On 
the side of the road, the two of us were 
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hanging on to each other and laughing 
about the irreverence of our conversa- 
tion. 


I also suggested what somebody 
might have said had they recognized a 
former U.S. attorney and the incum- 
bent Senator and candidate for reelec- 
tion hanging on to each other by the 
side of the road laughing our heads off. 


I, also, Mr. President, incidentally, 
drove the rest of the way back. 


After that, Mr. President, he actually 
got better. His cancer went into remis- 
sion and we had great hope. And then 
President Clinton was elected. And 
Bill, who had been this wonderful pros- 
ecutor and lawyer, had one thing I 
think he always wanted to be, and that 
would be a Federal judge. And we had 
a vacancy in the second circuit of the 
U.S. Court of Appeals, the so-called 
Vermont seat; the one seat Vermont 
has always filled with distinction, with 
two chief justices in the second circuit, 
Sterry Waterman and James L. Oakes. 


I talked with Bill about that. He had 
the unanimous recommendation of ev- 
erybody in the bar for that seat. I went 
to the President and asked if he would 
appoint Bill Gray to the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the Second Circuit, and the 
President said yes. And we began the 
process of the background that the 
Presiding Officer knows so well, all 
going very well, and the cancer struck 
again. 


And President Clinton, to his credit, 
said, Well, let's just hold up and see 
what happens." There was no pressure 
from the White House to bring another 
name. 


We went through this time with Bill. 
There was no question he was going to 
go on the second court of appeals. He 
would have been a renaissance man on 
that court. It would have done so much 
for the court and for our State and, I 
believe, for our country. 


But, as the fall leaves fell and the 
snows came, it became more apparent 
this might not happen. When Bill went 
through his final illness, again we 
talked as only dear friends could. His 
friends gathered around him, the great- 
est friend, of course, being his wonder- 
ful wife Sarah. Everybody should be 
blessed by having somebody who would 
care so deeply as she did—and many of 
us are so blessed. His friends, Jerry 
O'Neill and family, Nick Littlefield and 
family. 


Then, as we knew would happen, the 
end came and I had the sad duty of no- 
tifying the President that Bill was no 
longer there. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD the letter I sent to the 
President on that occasion. 


There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, DC, March 23, 1994. 
Hon. WILLIAM J. CLINTON, 
President, The White House, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: It is with deep per- 
sonal regret that I must inform you of the 
passing of William Barton Gray. As you 
know I recommended Bill Gray to you for a 
seat on the United States Court of Appeals 
for the Second Circuit. He would have made 
a splendid Judge. His background prepared 
him professionally for the responsibilities. 
More important, his character, integrity and 
judgment would have served to make him an 
outstanding Judge, Just as he was an out- 
standing lawyer and public servant. Those of 
us who are fortunate to have known and 
worked with Bill Gray will miss him. The 
Second Circuit, those whose cases would 
have been heard by him, and the develop- 
ment of the law will miss him, as well. 
Sincerely, 
PATRICK J. LEAHY, 
U.S. Senator. 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the day 
of the memorial service I read from an 
Italian writer. I quoted, 

In one sense there is no death. The life of 
a soul on Earth lasts beyond his departure. 
You always feel that life touching yours, 
that voice speaking to you, that spirit look- 
ing out of other eyes, talking to you, and the 
familiar things he touched, worked with, 
loved as familiar friends. He lives on in your 
life and the lives of all others that knew 
him. 


That was my friend, Bill Gray. 

Mr. President, as I told Bill and his 
family, I knew the day would come I 
would stand here on the floor in my ca- 
pacity as a Senator, a capacity he 
helped me obtain, and that I would 
carry out this sad duty. 

Mr. President, I asked unanimous 
consent the wonderful words of Nick 
Littlefield in his personal remem- 
brance of Bill Gray also be printed in 
the RECORD at this appropriate place as 
well as some of the wonderful remem- 
brances of him from the newspapers in 
Vermont. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

A PERSONAL REMEMBRANCE OF BILL GRAY 

(By Nick Littlefield) 

When I first saw Bill in 1960 at Harvard 
freshman baseball tryouts he stood out 
among the rest of our classmates—more win- 
ning, handsome and athletic, an heroic fig- 
ure even at 18. He had bounded into our lives 
with the exuberance of a brass band entering 
the big top, fresh from his family and the 
Putney hills, with no edge, knowing himself 
and what he liked to do, serious and ambi- 
tious, but especially receptive to all of life's 
experiences. He lit up every group he was 
part of at college, wowing even the starchi- 
est of Boston and New York society, and in 
his solos with the Krokodilos winning admir- 
ers at women’s colleges across New England. 

Even then, as always, his center was 
Sarah. 

After a year of law school, Sarah and Bill 
were married in Riverdale, at the Kerlin's, 
who would always be there for him, and later 
for the children. They moved into their first 
apartment on the third floor of an old row 
house in West Philadelphia with the same 
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Danish couch, dining room table and Picasso 
drawing that they had wherever they lived 
for nearly thirty years. 

With marriage to Sarah, Bill had new re- 
sponsibilities, and a new goal to succeed in 
New York City in the most competitive law 
world of all. He worked harder than before, 
and as Josh was born, Bill finished law 
school near the top of his class his last two 
years. 

He made his reputation in New York fast— 
in the Federal courthouse at Foley Square, 
where the great racketeering and espionage 
trials of New York legend had been held. 
What an unbeatable impression his Vermont 
integrity made on jurors who lived in Man- 
hattan and the Bronx. What a good teacher 
he was to beginning Assistant U.S. Attor- 
neys like me, who followed him to the office 
after several years. 

Music—ah, his passion was growing. An 
extra in La Boheme at the Met and at the 
Academy of Music in Philadelphia. We sang 
together in the New York Choral Society. 
Sasha was born during the last week of re- 
hearsals for the Bach B Minor Mass. Bill, the 
father again, held Sasha, the new born in his 
arms in a weekend in Pine Plains while to- 
gether we studied the bass part by listening 
to the record over and over again. Days later 
we stood on the stage at Avery Fisher Hall, 
bellowing proudly the musical lines we had 
learned. 

Soon Bill, having proven himself in New 
York, made the choice to come home with 
Sarah and the children to Vermont, leaving 
behind the fortune that certainly awaited 
him in New York. I remember the beautiful 
house in Pomfret, bill teaching Josh to ski 
there, the years in Washington, and then the 
return to Jericho where Bill had everything 
he had always known he wanted at the end of 
Old Pump Road. 

How he nurtured his land, and how he lived 
and celebrated life. A year on bees, on gar- 
dens, more and more vegetables, planting 
apple orchards and Christmas trees, sheep, a 
year on the Gray geneology, the trip with 
Josh and his father to the roots in Ireland, 
the year on red wine, studying voice, review- 
ing operas in Montreal, Boston Marathons 
where his friends were placed strategically 
along the way with water bottles, à year on 
bicycles built for two. 

And family vacations—remember doing 
them with Bill and Sarah. You felt you had 
to rent outfits and special equipment, tights 
for biking and shoes for running and hiking; 
train for weeks in advance; brace yourself— 
and then feel like you needed a week off to 
rest after it was over. Casting for blue fish 
and a run before breakfast, then tennis with 
Bill and Gil, then bicycling, lunch, more ten- 
nis, pick up Whiffle ball, a late afternoon jog 
and swim, dinner, and maybe even an opera 
before bed. 

During this time, there was his growing in- 
terest in politics. Once I wondered if Bill 
would be a Democrat—thank God he was. His 
friendship with Senator Leahy and that 
tough campaign which was so well conducted 
that it turned out not to be close at all, and 
his own quest for the Senate, an impossible 
dream like our mutual love for the Red Sox. 

Then the darker, introspective times. I'm 
struck by the metaphor of the long Vermont 
winters he had lived with since he was born. 
In the garden and late for dinner. Not always 
easy to live with. But as a friend somehow 
more accessible, more touching and compel- 
ling than ever. 

Even the final years while he battled his 
illness provided some unexpected joys: 
watching Josh start law school at Columbia, 
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Patrick’s faith in him for the judgeship, 
Sasha and Misha together visiting in Ver- 
mont in January, nights at home by the 
wood stove, being able to care for Mabel, 
Connie, contributing so selflessly in his 
struggle with cancer. Through it all, Sarah, 
still at the center. She, as always, made Bill 
possible. And in these years he became more 
unforgettable, more heroic. 

Jenny and I were blessed with the chance 
to see Bill at the hospital just last Sunday. 
There, sitting in bed, surrounded by nurses 
who had become his fans, by his opera tapes, 
a CD of love songs by Jose Carreras, cards 
and posters from Vermont, and tubes, and 
struggling to breathe and harder still to 
talk, Bill whispered to us before we left. "I'm 
going to try very hard to make it.“ 

In the poet, Stephen Spender's words, 
“What is precious is never to forget. 

The names of those who in their lives fought 
for life. 

Who wore at their hearts the fire's centre. 

Born of the sun, they travelled a short while 
towards the sun, 

And left the vivid air signed with their 
honour." 

Judge Gray, your honor, you brought us 
love, and wit, and music, sometime exasper- 
ating tenacity, kindness, idealism, intellect 
and in the end indomitable courage. You 
take with you our dearest love. 


[From the St. Albans (VT) Messenger, Mar. 
^ J 
BILL GRAY 
(By Emerson Lynn) 

It would forever remain spring if every 
Vermonter touched by the warmth and wit of 
Bill Gray would lay a blossom on his grave. 

He died Tuesday evening after a second- 
round battle against leukemia. With his 
death, Vermont lost a gentleman, a states- 
man and a friend of large talent and good 


n. 

As a public figure he was well known, most 
recently as the nominee of Sen. Patrick 
Leahy to become judge for the 2nd U.S. 
Court of Appeals, and before that, as the 
Democratic challenger to Sen. James Jef- 
fords. He was U.S. Attorney from 1977-81 and 
headed various statewide efforts such as Ver- 
mont's Bicentennial. His legal talents were 
matched only by his sense of fairness, which 
made him a trusted person to both Repub- 
lican and Democratic administrations. 

What distinguished him was that he was in 
public as he was in private: honest, commit- 
ted, sincere and thoughtful. He prized integ- 
rity above all else and would have given up 
public service before he would have sac- 
rificed it to personal gain. He eribodied the 
qualities Vermonters desire in their public 
servants. 

It is important to mark such lives. In an 
age dominated by the short flash of enter- 
tainment and sports stars, it's necessary to 
talk of those who understand happiness, fam- 
ily, justice, reason and humanity, those who 
by their dedication add to the sum of a 
state's well-being. It's important because we 
desperately need more people like him. 

It is impossible to offer a proper tribute to 
Bil Gray without breaking from formal 
prose and trying to get at the essence of 
what made him someone whom others want- 
ed to be around, or to be like. 

Part of it was his innate understanding of 
the word good as a noun. This framed his po- 
litical and personal will. It's why others of- 
fered their trust in return. It was the under- 
pinning of his motivation; he wanted to be 
good, to do good, and for others to under- 
stand why it was important. 
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This understanding allowed him the per- 
sonal freedom to be happy with himself, his 
family, his friends, and to explore without 
fear of failure. That’s what allows a person 
to love and to be loved. 

It was this confidence that others found so 
engaging, and even though no other man 
could look down upon him, he was secure 
enough to be humble and to understand the 
importance of others. 

He was as physical as he was intellectual. 
He was a superb athlete who enjoyed the 
harshness of Vermont's winters, a man proud 
of the calluses that came from running the 
farm. 

With his strength came his rages. He de- 
spised injustice and fought it with vigor. He 
could not tolerate political sophistry, and 
said so. He was truth’s best champion. 

The sum of his qualities gave him the nec- 
essary strength in his fight against leuke- 
mia. Even with a black and blue body, hair- 
less head and no reason to entertain others, 
his sense of humor was ever present, as was 
his determination, his courage, and his 
gentleness. 

For his family, speech cannot define their 
love. From his friends and fellow Ver- 
monters, we offer our hopes that others will 
follow in his path. 


[From the Burlington Free Press, Mar. 24, 
1994] 


VERMONT COULD USE MORE TIME WrTH GRAY 
(By Sam Hemingway) 

You can bet William B. Gray's name is al- 
ready on the letterhead of heaven's law firm, 
but we sure could have used his skills a little 
longer down here on Earth. 

We could have used his keen mind and 
compassion as a judge for the 2nd U.S. Cir- 
cuit Court of Appeals. 

That was the job U.S. Sen. Patrick Leahy, 
D-Vt., had nominated him for the one Presi- 
dent Clinton and Congress would surely have 
bestowed upon Gray, 52, of Jericho, if he had 
not lost round 2 of his battle with leukemía 
Tuesday night in Boston. Gray served as U.S. 
Attorney from 1977-81 and ran for U.S. Sen- 
ate in 1988. 

"I've lost a good friend. Vermont has lost 
a good friend," Leahy said during a Washing- 
ton, D.C., telephone interview Wednesday, 
his voice wavering until it could no longer 
hold back his tears. 

We could have enjoyed his big heart. 

Whether it was his love of the law, Ver- 
mont, music, running, gardening or even Red 
Sox Nation in its darkest hour, Gray gave 
the cause at hand all his passion, all his en- 


ergy. 

"He epitomized the warmth and outgoing 
quality of Vermonters," said William Mares 
of Burlington. "Bill was a living lie to the 
very wrong cliche that Vermonters are 
turned inward and silent. Bill did not know 
how to be mean.” 

We could have learned a thing or two from 
him about family. 

One of his many proteges, Jerome O'Neil, 
recalled the time Gray cheered up O'Neill's 
young daughter by placing a ripe pumpkin in 
her non-productive pumpkin patch one 
night. 

And who can forget Gray's tearful com- 
ment during the 1986 Equal Rights Amend- 
ment campaign? "It has to pass," he told a 
rally of ERA supporters two weeks before 
the measure was defeated. “Or I'm not going 
to be able to face my daughter on Nov. 5.“ 

But most of all, we could have appreciated 
his love of country, his dedication to public 
service in its purest form. 

"It was always important to Bill that any- 
one who went through the criminal justice 
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system feel like they had been treated fairly, 
even if they did not like the result," said 
O'Neill, who worked under Gray in the U.S. 
attorney's office. Lots of times at sentenc- 
ing, the person going to jail would come over 
afterward, just to shake his hand." 

There was nothing phony about Gray's 
concern for the rights of the people he pros- 
ecuted, O'Neill said. One time, O'Neill said, 
Gray picked up a female hitchhiker and 
came to realize as they talked that she was 
wanted on a federal drug charge. 

“He told her who he was and convinced her 
it was time she came in and dealt with us," 
O'Neill recalled. '"The next morning, he 
stopped by her home, picked her up and 
brought her in so she could make peace with 
the government and get on with her life.“ 

Not that Gray's tenure as U.S. Attorney 
wasn't tortuous at times. He endured a bitter 
personal attack on his integrity from famed 
defense lawyer William Kunstler in the case 
of alleged West German terrorist Christian 
Berster. 

He also oversaw the government's lengthy 
investigation into an international arms 
smuggling scheme by Space Research Corp, 
of North Troy, a case that led to brief jail 
sentences for Canadian rocket scientist Ger- 
ald Bull and a colleague in 1981. Gray called 
the case his toughest as a prosecutor. 

Although Gray was a Democrat, his admir- 
ers crossed all political lines. Republican 
New York Mayor Rudolph Giuliani got him 
interested in becoming a prosecutor. Repub- 
lican Attorney General John Eaton picked 
him as his special prosecutor after the 1984 
state police raid of an Island Pond religious 
sect. 

"I needed someone I could rely on and have 
confidence in," Easton said later of his 
choice. “I just have such respect for his in- 
tegrity and his ability to keep his eyes on 
the legal issues.” 

Democrats counted on him even more. 
When Gov. Madelein Kunin needed someone 
in 1985 to review the state parole system, she 
chose Gray. When the Bicentennial Commis- 
sion needed a chairman five years later, she 
tapped Gray again. 

"He was always very interested in bridging 
public issues and private lives," Kunin re- 
flected. "He had very clear ethics, values and 
ideas and he communicated them in such a 
pristine way, with a certain gentleness.” 

Politics, the chance to serve the state, 
eventually pulled him in. 

In 1986, he worked for no pay as Leahy's 
full-time campaign manager, partly because 
of his friendship for Leahy when the two 
were prosecutors and partly to see the world 
of politics up close. 

And in 1988, Gray himself plunged into the 
electoral fray, embarking on an uphill and 
ultimately losing battle for the U.S. Senate 
against Republican James Jeffords, then a 
seven-term member of the U.S. House. 

"It was a grueling campaign and he took 
the defeat very hard," said his campaign 
manager, Gary Robinson, now an assistant 
to the mayor of San Jose, Calif. "I've done a 
lot of campaigns before and since. Rarely do 
you move from a working relationship with 
the candidate to a close friendship, but when 
I finished that year, I was personally close 
with Bill and Sarah Gray." 

He approached his deadly struggle with his 
disease the same way he did his longshot 
U.S. Senate battle—with determination and 
no trace of self-pity. During his hospitaliza- 
tion in Boston, he deepened his friendship 
with another cancer warrior, former presi- 
dential candidate Paul Tsongas, and the two 
spoke often of what they's been through. 
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“Pacing serious disease has its rewards,” 
he told the Free Press last year. It's not all 
bad. There’s something enriching in the 
process of facing your own mortality.” 

For a while a bone marrow transplant from 
his sister, Connie, seemed to work. In De- 
cember, he talked enthusiastically about 
being appointed to the appellate judge post 
his friends always felt he was destined to 
hold. 

"I think it's something that I would like 
very much to do," he said. "I will be just so 
honored if the opportunity comes my way." 

But then came a relapse and, on March 3, 
& second bone marrow transplant at the 
Brigham & Women's Hospital in Boston. 

By last weekend, when a case of pneu- 
monia had settled into his body stripped of 
its immune defenses, his family and friends 
began preparing for the inevitable. Gray died 
Shortly before 8 p.m. Tuesday with his wife, 
family members and O'Neill by his side. 
Thankfully, he was not in any pain, O'Neill 
said. 

"We are just heartbroken down here," 
Judge James Oakes, the man Gray would 
have replaced, said sadly Wednesday after- 
noon. ‘When he first told me he had the leu- 
kemia and was going to do the bone marrow 
transplant, he was so brave so dignified, 
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Oakes paused, and took a deep breath. I'm 
sorry, I can't talk," he wept. “He was just a 
great guy." 

CAREER HIGHLIGHTS 

Highlights from the life of William B. 
Gray, 52, a former U.S. attorney who died 
Tuesday night in Boston. At the time of his 
death, Gray was waiting for final confirma- 
tion to the 2nd U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals 
based in New York City. He would have re- 
placed retired Chief Judge James Oakes of 
Brattleboro: 

October 1972; Gray is named the first as- 
sistant U.S. Attorney for Vermont. He 
teamed up with his boss U.S. Attorney 
George W.F. Cook to convict two Central 
Vermont men for violating the civil rights of 
a 15 year-old Barre boy when they killed him 
so he could not testify against them for a 
burglary. 

December 1975: Gray is appointed U.S. As- 
sociate Deputy Attorney General and direc- 
tor of the executive office for all 94 U.S. At- 
torneys. 

September 1977: Gray is sworn in as U.S. 
Attorney for Vermont following his appoint- 
ment by President Jimmy Carter. Gray and 
his chief assistant, Jerome O'Neill, later con- 
victed Kristina Berster for illegal entry into 
Vermont in a highly publicized case. The ar- 
rest drew international attention because 
she was an alleged member of the West Ger- 
man Baader-Melnhof terrorist group. 

May 1981: Gray joins the Burlington law 
firm of Sheehy Brue and Gray. 

May 1985: Gray is asked by Gov. Madeleine 
Kunin to study the Vermont Parole system 
after Kent Hanson kills a woman three 
weeks after being released on parole. Gray 
said the board acted properly, but that it has 
too little latitude to deny paroles. 

September 1986: Gray named to run the re- 
election campaign for U.S. Sen. Patrick J. 
Leahy, who defeats Gov. Richard Snelling. 

February 1988: Gray formally announces he 
will run for the seat being vacated by retir- 
ing U.S. Sen. Robert Stafford. He eventually 
loses to Republican James M. Jeffords, who 
spent 14 years in the U.S. House. 

[From the Burlington Free Press, Mar. 24, 

1994] 
A VERMONT Loss 

Bill Gray’s untimely death Tuesday at 52 
has left Vermont much the poorer. 


May 4, 1994 


For those who knew him as a friend—and 
there were many—it was as if some bright 
light had just gone out with the bad news— 
a class act unaccountably gone. 

For those who did not know him, some of 
his long and varied record of public service 
will have to suffice: 

Scrupulously fair as U.S. attorney for Ver- 
mont. 

Methodical prosecutor in Space Research's 
illegal arms shipment case. 

Enthusiastic chairman of Vermont's Bicen- 
tennial Commission. 

Active Democrat, but also Republican Gov. 
Richard Snelling’s non-partisan choice to in- 
vestigate his administration's handling of 
the Island Pond case. 

Long-time friend and campaign manager 
to Vermont Democrat U.S. Sen. Patrick 


Leahy. 

Imminent choice of President Clinton to 
succeed Vermont Judge James Oakes on the 
U.S. Second Circuit Court of Appeals. 

First and always a gentleman, Gray was 
next a highly respected lawyer and public 
servant; then, briefly and less comfortably 
but no less hopefully, a politician. His natu- 
ral soft-spoken manner fit him so well it 
came as a shock to hear him try to talk 
tough on the stump in his unsuccessful 1988 
run for the U.S. Senate. That higher-profile 
political role always came to him awk- 
wardly—a plus in other ways. 

Vermont’s greatest loss, though, can be 
found in what it now can no longer do: count 
on and call on Bill Gray’s fair-mindedness in 
& pinch. Every community needs a com- 
plement of such rare people, and Vermont is 
the poorer for having just lost one so excep- 
tional. 


[From the Rutland Daily Herald, Mar. 24, 
1994] 
GRAY IS REMEMBERED AS A MAN OF INTEGRITY 
(By Christopher Graff) 

MONTPELIER.—Bill Gray was Vermont's 
Mister Fix-It, the diplomat governors turned 
to in their times of trouble. 

He was also one of the state’s great success 
stories, a Putney native who once held a top 
post in the U.S. Justice Department and had 
just been tapped for one of the most pres- 
tigious judicial posts in the country. 

His interests were amazingly diverse; he 
was as much at each analyzing opera as he 
was discussing in detail his sheep farm in 
Jericho, his foreign travels or his absolute 
passion, politics. 

Gray, 52, died Tuesday after a two-year 
battle with leukemia. 

At his core Gray was a man of effervescent 
optimism, describing himself as “a product 
of the American dream.” 

His father was a maintenance man at the 
private Putney School; his mother a staff 
worker there with household and nutritional 
duties, 

“My parents worked hard, very hard,” 
Gray once said. Although they never earned 
much money, we never felt poor because 
they provided everything we needed to pros- 
per. We children will always treasure them 
for making the stars seem so bright and pos- 
sibilities so real.” 

With his parents working there, Gray was 
able to go to the Putney School; he was then 
able to attend Harvard University on a 
scholarship. After attending law school, 
Gray clerked for Judge Sterry Waterman on 
the U.S. 2nd Circuit Court of Appeals, the 
judgeship Gray was to take if his health had 
held. 

His law career was outstanding, serving as 
associate deputy attorney general at the 
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U.S. Justice Department, supervising all the 
U.S. attorneys, and then serving for four 
years as Vermont's U.S. attorney. 

In that job in 1978 he prosecuted West Ger- 
man Kristina Berster in a highly publicized 
trial in which the federal government 
termed Berster a terrorist. The courtroom 
drama pitted the quiet Gray against the the- 
atrícal William Kunstler. Gray won. 

Gray handled several high-profile cases in 
his private law practice in Burlington, but 
most Vermonters probably learned about 
Gray during his ill-fated, unsuccessful race 
for the U.S. Senate in 1988. 

Having just chaired the highly successful 
1986 re-election bid of U.S. Sen. Patrick 
Leahy, Gray felt he could beat James Jef- 
fords in the contest for the seat being given 
up by Sen. Robert Stafford. 

On paper, his campaign strategy appeared 
strong, and Gray worked long and hard, but 
Jeffords' 14 years in the U.S. House gave him 
too big an edge. 

Gray's greatest contribution to Vermont 
was serving state leaders in their time of 
trouble. And it wasn't just governors. The 
state Supreme Court's administrator turned 
to Gray to handle a complex case concerning 
mandatory retirement of judges. 

Richard Snelling's darkest days as gov- 
ernor were following the state's unsuccessful 
1984 raid on the Northeast Kingdom Commu- 
níty Church, a raid sparked by allegations of 
child abuse by church members. 

Following the raid, Snelling, a Republican, 
and then-Attorney General John Easton, 
also a Republican, turned to Gray, a Demo- 
crat, to serve, in effect, as a special prosecu- 
tor evaluating the state's case. 


(From the Rutland Daily Herald, Mar. 25, 
1994] 


WILLIAM GRAY 


William Gray was a prosecutor, political 
adviser, lawyer, political candidate and 
would have been a federal judge. But after 
his death at age 52 on Wednesday, he is re- 
membered above all as a decent man, 

Gray, who had been battling leukemia, was 
in line to become a judge for the 2nd U.S. 
Circuit Court of Appeals. He would have re- 
placed Judge James Oakes. But he died from 
pneumonia that set in because of his weak- 
ened condition at a hospital in Boston. 

Those who knew him recall his love of 
opera and of politics, of the law and of base- 
ball. But the lasting impression is of an hon- 
est man, enthusiastic and committed, some- 
one to whom people of all political persua- 
sions could confidently turn for help. 

When he ran for the U.S. Senate in 1988 
against Sen. James Jeffords, he lost handily. 
It was a race against a popular incumbent, 
and Gray had no previous experience as a 
candidate. So at best, the race was a long 
shot. But he had something else working 
against him, too: He seemed like such a nice 
person, straight-forward and honest about 
his ideas, heartfelt in his feeling. Some vot- 
ers probably asked themselves: Is he really a 
politician? 

He was more than a politician. He was a 
good and trustworthy man. As a judge, he 
would have served the nation well. His life of 
service in Vermont was proof of that. 


(From the Burlington Free Press, Mar. 27, 


GRAY'S WIT, COMPASSION REMEMBERED 
(By Tom Hacker) 
Celebration of a passionate life mixed with 
the sadness of unfulfilled promise Saturday 
as William Gray's friends said goodbye. 
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More than 500 people packed the First Uni- 
tarian Universalist Church in Burlington to 
honor Gray. 

The former U.S. attorney and judicial 
nominee to the 2nd U.S. Circuit Court of Ap- 
peals died Tuesday, ending his fight with leu- 
kemia. 

“He lives on in your lives, and in the lives 
of all others who knew him," said Sen. Pat- 
rick Leahy, D-Vt. 

"He was a friend on the sunny days, but 
also on the dark days," said Leahy, who had 
nominated Gray to the appellate judgeship. 
"I remember the darkest. It was when he 
told me and Marcelle about his illness. And 
here he was, trying to cheer us up.“ 

Interspersed with the personal 
reminiscences, musicians and singers—many 
of whom Gray had performed with as a mem- 
ber of the Musica Propia and Friends choral 
group—fought back tears as they rendered 
selection by Bach, Faure and Mozart. 

Jerome O'Neill, who worked under Gray in 
the U.S. Attorney's office, traced his long- 
time friendship with Gray to his first ac- 
quaintance, when the two were united in the 
prosecution of a man caught selling a ma- 
chine gun to an undercover federal agent. 

“Here in Vermont, not everyone was sure 
that was a crime," O'Neill remembered. 

O'Neill painted a vivid image of a man of 
endless optimism. Vou taught us to look at 
a difficult situation and turn lemons into 
lemonade, and do it like no other person 
could," he said. “You will be Vermont's for- 
ever. Bill, you really made a difference. Not 
many people can say that.” 

Nick Littlefield, a lifelong friend who fol- 
lowed Gray into the job of Assistant U.S. At- 
torney in New York City, said Gray, a 
Putney native, had abandoned the promise of 
earning a fortune in New York for a simpler 
life in Jericho. 

“Judge Gray, your honor," Littlefield said, 
“you brought us love, and wit, and music, 
sometimes exasperating tenacity, kindness, 
idealism, intellect—and, in the end, 
indominable courage. You take with you our 
dearest love.” 

At a reception after the memorial service, 
Leahy was quiet—and often alone. ''It's so 
sad," he said. “It’s so sad because it’s not 
fair." 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. BOREN] 
under the order is recognized for not to 
exceed 15 minutes. 


BILL GRAY 


Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I wish to 
offer my sincere sympathy to my col- 
league from Vermont on the loss of his 
dear friend and very talented and great 
citizen of our country. I am glad I was 
on the floor to hear his remarks be- 
cause I think often, as we debate about 
abstract issues of policy, as we seek to 
serve here and make life better for 
large groups of our citizens, that some- 
times in the rush of business we forget 
how much those individual relation- 
ships, personal friendships, family rela- 
tionships mean to us. We forget that 
our lives, to be whole and complete, 
must be involved not only in the serv- 
ice of mankind and womankind collec- 
tively, but also in the service and rela- 
tionship to individuals, one at a time, 
and especially to those who are closest 
to us. 
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CHANGES 


Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, last week 
was a very meaningful week for me. It 
was a week of reflection about my life 
and what I wanted to do with it as the 
regents of the University of Oklahoma 
announced that they had requested 
that I leave the Senate to become 
president of the university at the end 
of this congressional session, an invita- 
tion which I have accepted—an oppor- 
tunity for à new form of service. 

On the day, last Wednesday, when 
that announcement was made and I 
was on the campus of the university for 
that announcement I also thought, as I 
was driving to Norman, OK, about 
events that were happening on the 
other side of the world. 

Ithought about the election in South 
Africa of a new President, Nelson 
Mandela. It brought back a flood of 
memories of my own experience in 
South Africa in the late fall of 1988, 
after the congressional elections had 
taken place. 

Senator NUNN and I, and a delegation 
from the Congress, went to South Afri- 
ca. It was one of the most life-changing 
experiences that I have ever had. We 
witnessed there firsthand a society in 
which people were being judged by the 
color of their skins, their ethnic back- 
ground; being divided and separated 
from each other. We saw people of 
enormous talent whose talents were 
being wasted, again because of a classi- 
fication by race. And while we saw 
much that distressed us, we also saw 
much that inspired us because we met 
some of the most remarkable people 
that I have ever met in my life. 

We met Cyril Ramaphosa, a labor 
leader who was determined, in spite of 
the system of apartheid, to organize 
his own people for effective political 
action. He wanted to organize them in 
a way that would not bring violence to 
the society and in a way that would 
bring about effective peaceful change. 

I met a young South African of In- 
dian descent, classified as ''colored" 
under the laws of South Africa at that 
time, named Azhar Cachalia, a bril- 
liant young lawyer. He reminded me in 
many ways what Gandhi must have 
been like, devoting his life and taking 
great personal risks to try to change 
the system. 

I wil never forget the day when we 
traveled to Soweto, to the small three 
room house of Albertina Sisulu, wife of 
Walter Sisulu, deputy chairman of the 
ANC, who was still in prison along with 
Nelson Mandela. Albertina Sisulu had 
been under house arrest for over 20 
years. Her only crime was that she had 
fought for equal educational oppor- 
tunity for all of the children of South 
Africa. I will never forget, after she re- 
counted the lack of opportunity for the 
children and what it was doing to the 
future of her country, she turned to us 
and said: 

But we must never forget that we here in 
South Africa must love each other and un- 
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derstand each other. We must never become 
bitter. Because someday we are going to cre- 
ate & country of our own in which all of us 
are no longer classified in one way or an- 
other but we are all South Africans, brothers 
and sisters together. 

I thought to myself, how remarkable 
for a woman, an immensely talented 
woman, who has been held under house 
arrest for 20 years; who has been sepa- 
rated from her husband because he has 
been in prison; who had seen her own 
son, a Harvard University trained 
scholar, not allowed to practice his ca- 
reer in journalism because of his race 
and his political views—to speak to us 
of love and reconciliation. 

I will never forget that moment as 
long as I live. And when I think about 
the remarkable people I have met, that 
list wil include names like Anwar 
Sadat, Nelson Mandela, F.W. de Klerk, 
and Albertina Sisulu. 

We said to Mrs. Sisulu as we were sit- 
ting in the living room in her house: 
“Someday we want you to come to see 
us and sit in our living room in our 
house in the United States.” 

And she laughed and she said: That 
wil never happen. President Carter 
wanted to give me an award last year 
but our government would not let me 
leave. They have kept me under house 
arrest." 

I said: “Oh yes, that is going to hap- 
pen someday." 

I came back from that trip and sat 
down with then President-elect Bush 
who said: "I want to send a signal to 
South Africa that we want to become 
more engaged in bringing about pro- 
gressive change in that country. What 
shall I do?" 

On the advice of our Ambassador, Ed 
Perkins, I said: Mr. President, if you 
could write a handwritten letter to 
Albertina Sisulu and ask her to come 
see you in the White House as soon as 
you are inaugurated, as a personal 
guest, and send a message to the South 
African Government if they do not 
allow her to come there will be reper- 
cussions in our policy, I think it would 
make a tremendous difference." 

President Bush did exactly that. In 
July of 1989, just a few months later, 
Albertina Sisulu, after a visit to the 
White House, was sitting in our living 
room in Washington, DC. 

Now to have seen all of the other 
things that have happened—the release 
of Nelson Mandela from prison, the 
election of President de Klerk and his 
beginning a dialog with Nelson 
Mandela to bring about a new South 
Africa—we are reminded again that 
people who take a stand with real 
moral courage can make a difference in 
terms of the course of history. 

It was a privilege for my wife and I 
and then Senator Terry Sanford and 
his wife to host Mr. Mandela at a din- 
ner in the Senate when he came to the 
United States. And just a few months 
later, in September, I had the privilege 
of hosting then President de Klerk for 
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coffee in my office with several other 
Senators. 

Think about the contribution of 
these two individuals: One leaving pris- 
on after so many years with no bitter- 
ness saying again, as Mrs. Sisulu did, 
we must love each other, we must rec- 
oncile, we must all be South Africans 
together; the other voluntarily relin- 
quishing power that had been held by 
the white minority and, just this last 
week, entering into an election cam- 
paign that he knew he could not win in 
order to give legitimacy to the politi- 
cal process that was creating a new na- 
tion. 

How remarkable. What courage, what 
integrity, what character has been 
demonstrated by both these two great 
individuals. Today I salute them, as do 
people all around this world. I will al- 
ways count it one of the great privi- 
leges of my life that I have had the op- 
portunity to get to know them and to 
be inspired by them. 

Mr. President, as I mentioned last 
week, I also made a decision that I 
should take up a new challenge. I 
honor public service. I have served in 
elective office now for 28 years. Noth- 
ing could have given me greater pride 
and satisfaction than to have been able 
to represent the people of Oklahoma 
and to work for them. 

I believe that people of courage, as I 
have said, can make a difference in the 
political arena. I continue to encourage 
our best and brightest young people to 
enter into public service through elec- 
tive office. 

But there are also other ways of serv- 
ing. I have come to believe over time 
that, if we are going to revitalize this 
country, it is going to come mainly 
from the grassroots. It will come from 
the people themselves, from the people 
who involve themselves in volunteer 
activities in their communities and 
who work to rebuild our great institu- 
tions, our schools, our universities and 
others, even more than it will come 
from Washington. 

I have also come to believe that, if 
we get everything else right but we fail 
to meet the needs for education and 
nurturing of the next generation, we 
will lose everything, our greatness as a 
nation and our strength as a society. 

So I believe at this point in my life I 
can serve best by directly committing 
my life to the education of the next 
generation. 

I also believe that some change is 
healthy. President Kennedy once said 
we in the Senate live in an iron lung of 
politics and it is hard to get outside 
this rarefied environment and breathe 
the fresh air that our constituents 
breathe. I think it is time for me to do 
that. I think it is healthy for new peo- 
ple come into our system constantly 
with different life experiences and 
backgrounds and skills to share with 
the people of this country, to invig- 
orate the political process. 


May 4, 1994 


While I look forward with great an- 
ticipation to a new opportunity for 
service, I also view with some alarm 
polls in this country which show two 
things: First, the encouraging develop- 
ment that more and more of our people 
are getting involved at the local level 
as community volunteers and local of- 
ficials, but a second development 
caught in the polls that more and more 
people are disillusioned with the nor- 
mal political process because they are 
not sure they can make a difference 
here. 

Mr. President, there is an urgent 
need to address that problem, to re- 
Store the vitality of this institution. 
The current Presiding Officer, the dis- 
tinguished President pro tempore of 
this institution, a great historian of 
this body, has himself been a great 
leader year in and year out for reform 
of this institution, to change the way 
we finance campaigns, to end the 
money chase in American politics 
where special interests are perceived to 
have too much influence. It is a situa- 
tion in which more and more of the 
time of our Members is having to be 
spent raising money instead of dealing 
with the problems of the period. 

It has to change. We have to change 
the fact that there is too much par- 
tisanship in this institution, too much 
attention to scoring points for Demo- 
crats and Republicans and not enough 
attention paid to serving the national 
interest. 

When I first came here, it was a tra- 
dition that no Senator campaigned 
against any other Senator. No Senator 
went to another Senator's State and 
campaigned against them just because 
they were in the other party. I have 
still never done that during my service. 
I hope we wiil get back to that rule be- 
cause it is very difficult for people to 
work together here in the national in- 
terest when they have been out cam- 
paigning against each other in their 
home States. 

I hope we will reform this institution 
in a way that our time will not be so 
fragmented. Again, the distinguished 
President pro tempore has pointed out 
to us that our lives are too fractured. 
We have too many committees. We are 
running from one place to another. We 
need to be able to focus our attention, 
and we will be able to vote on a chance 
to do that when the report of the Joint 
Committee on the Reform of Congress 
comes before the full Senate. 

So, Mr. President, when I leave here 
at the end of the year, I hope I will 
leave having seen great progress made 
in the area of campaign finance reform 
and reform of the procedures of this in- 
stitution itself. I appeal to my col- 
leagues, do not wait, do not wait for re- 
form. We are the trustees of this insti- 
tution. If we do not change it, we run 
the risk that the frustration and anger 
and disappointment of the American 
people, expressed through proposals for 
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term limits and other kinds of propos- 

als, will end up unintentionally damag- 

ing the political process of this coun- 
try. 

That is why we ourselves must stand 

up and take constructive action to re- 

store the vitality of this institution, to 
restore what the Presiding Officer has 
referred to as the soul of this institu- 

tion. With the time I have left as a 

Senator I will be working as hard as I 

possibly can with my colleagues on 

both sides of the aisle to try to help in 
that effort. 

So, Mr. President, last week was a 
meaningful week for me. It was a week 
filled with examples of political and 
moral and personal courage on the 
other side of the globe and a week in 
which I pondered how best to invest my 
own life in public service. 

A reporter came up to me as I was 
walking to the announcement of my 
possible presidency of the university, 
and he said, “How could you possibly 
decide to trade a position of some 
power and influence as a Senator to be- 
come a university president?" 

My answer to that was, Public serv- 
ice is not about power; it's about where 
you can do the most good.“ 

I made that decision in my own life. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent, in closing, to print the text of my 
address to the people of Oklahoma on 
that occasion in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

A TELEVISION ADDRESS BY SENATOR DAVID L. 
BOREN TO THE PEOPLE OF OKLAHOMA, APRIL 
27, 1994 
My Fellow Oklahomans: For the past 28 

years you have given me the honor of serving 

you in elected office—first as a State Legis- 

lator, then as Governor, and for the past 16 

years as your United States Senator. 

Nothing has given me greater pride and 
satisfaction. I truly believe that I have had 
the privilege of representing and working for 
the most special people on earth—the people 
of Oklahoma. Your support, encouragement, 
and confidence in me mean more to me than 
I can possibly put into words. Thank you 
from the bottom of my heart. 

Oklahoma is a special place because there 
is still a real sense of community in our 
state which is so badly needed in other parts 
of our country. We care about each other. We 
look out for each other. We encourage each 
other and take pride in seeing our young 
people succeed. We are truly like a family. 
During our time in public life, Molly and I 
have never thought of you simply as voters 
or as constituents and we have never felt 
that you have regarded us purely as public 
officials or political figures. We have indeed 
felt with you a close bond of friendship and 
family. 

Tonight, as members of our family, I would 
like to share with you a decision which I 
have made and ask once again for your help 
and support. The regents of the University of 
Oklahoma, acting on behalf of the University 
community, have asked me to become the 
President of the University and I have ac- 
cepted their invitation. 

After 16 years in Washington, Molly and I 
are happy and excited to be coming home, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


While I have come back to Oklahoma an av- 
erage of 40 times each year, I have missed 
living in Oklahoma year round. 

It is healthy for all of us as individuals to 
take on new challenges. It's also good for the 
political system to have a wide range of peo- 
ple with different life experiences coming 
into the system. They bring with them their 
perspectives to help solve the problems 
which we face. John Kennedy once observed 
"all of us in the Senate live in an iron lung 
an iron lung of politics. It is no easy task to 
emerge from that rarified atmosphere in 
order to breathe the same fresh air as our 
constituents breathe." 

I agree with President Kennedy's assess- 
ment. Service to our nation and to our com- 
munities should be a life-long commitment 
for all of us. However, that does not mean 
that we should serve exactly in the same 
way throughout our lives. 

Because there are so many important is- 
sues now before the Senate, the Regents 
have agreed that I should not leave the Sen- 
ate until it has adjourned for the year and 
its business has been completed. Under Okla- 
homa law, the Governor does not fill this va- 
cancy by appointment. A special election 
must be called. By staying in the Senate 
until the session is over, I will make sure 
that Oklahoma is fully represented this year. 
In addition, by returning to Oklahoma in No- 
vember, my departure will give the state 
time to elect a new Senator before the major 
work of Congress begins next year. 

I believe strongly that public service is an 
honorable calling. Early in life, I learned 
from watching my father, who was a Con- 
gressman, that public officials who truly 
care about people and have the courage of 
their convictions can make a difference. 
That is why I do not regret a single day that 
I have spent in public office. This is why I 
continue to encourage our best young people, 
including over 400 interns and staff members 
who have worked in my own office, to enter 
the politica) arena. 

I look back with pride on the things that 
we have done together. I say together“ be- 
cause your encouragement and help, and 
sometimes public pressure, made it possible 
for us to bring about meaningful changes. 

Some of you carried brooms in the 1974 
campaign. Others have written letters to the 
editor and spoken out in public meetings. 
You have made a difference in the public life 
of our state because you cared enough to get 
involved. Don’t ever quit. Don't ever stop 
caring. I don’t intend to stop working for 
what is best for our state and nation. Citi- 
zenship is a life-long responsibility for each 
and every one of us, to serve where we can do 
the most good. 

Looking back, I recall that together we 
changed both the state and federal tax laws 
to end the unfair inheritance taxes between 
husband and wife. We began landmark edu- 
cational programs in Oklahoma like The 
Oklahoma Foundation for Excellence, over 
120 local private foundations to help public 
schools, the Scholar-Leadership Enrichment 
Program, The Oklahoma Arts Institute, 
state funding for special classes for gifted 
and talented students, a system of area voca- 
tional-technical schools and programs to 
provide scholarships for medical personnel in 
rural areas. We passed The National Security 
Education Act which will allow our college 
students to study overseas and gain the 
skills they need to compete internationally. 

Together we have worked for Oklahoma’s 
legitimate economic interests, to repeal the 
windfall profits tax, to stop the unfair BTU 
tax and to establish a new export enhance- 
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ment program for agriculture to help our 
farmers compete against the unfair trade 
practices of other governments. 

I look back with satisfaction on reforms 
we have helped to bring to state government, 
including stronger open meetings laws, con- 
flict of interest laws and more disclosure of 
campaign contributions. 

I also thank you for understanding that as 
a Senator, I should also work for the broader 
national interest. As Chairman of the Senate 
Intelligence Committee, I worked to make 
sure that our intelligence operations would 
be more effective and more accountable to 
the American people. I have worked hard for 
bipartisanship in foreign policy with Presi- 
dents of both parties. 

Some people have expressed surprise that I 
would want to leave what they view as a po- 
sition of power as a Senator to become a uni- 
versity president. But I believe that a deci- 
sion about public service is not about power 
or notoriety. It is solely about where one can 
do the most good. 

While I believe political involvement is of 
great value, after 28 years in public office, I 
believe that at this point in my life, I can 
render the greatest public service by com- 
mitting myself to the education of the next 
generation. 

While the national government has an im- 
portant role to play, I believe that the revi- 
talization of our country will come not from 
Washington, but from the grassroots. It will 
come from all of you who are active in your 
own communities. It will come from those 
who volunteer their time to help others. It 
will come from those who work to rebuild 
our great institutions like our schools and 
universities. 

A recent survey by the Kettering Founda- 
tion reached two very interesting conclu- 
sions. First, it found a growing disillusion- 
ment with traditional political involvement 
as a way to make a difference. Second, it 
found a real determination on the part of our 
people to get involved where they thought 
they could make a difference—as community 
volunteers. A new book called The Quicken- 
ing of America" reaches the same conclu- 
sion. The authors discovered thousands of 
average Americans who have dramatically 
improved their workplaces, schools and com- 
munities through volunteer activity. 

While all of us should be heartened by this 
new commitment to voluntary activity, we 
must continue to work to change the reasons 
for disillusionment with politics. 

These studies and public opinion polls 
showing growing disillusionment with our 
political institutions, should serve as a wake 
up call to all those now in public office. 

This year there will be a vote in Congress 
on my bill to limit campaign spending and to 
reduce the influence of special interests in 
elections. There will be an opportunity for 
Congress to accept the recommendation of a 
special reform committee which I helped to 
chair, to reduce unnecessary committees and 
bureaucracy in Congress to make Congress 
live under the laws which it passes as do all 
other Americans. It is high time these re- 
forms are adopted. Sitting members of Con- 
gress are the trustees of our great constitu- 
tional institutions. These institutions are 
far more important than the political ca- 
reers of any of us. 

At the same time, at all levels of govern- 
ment, we must put aside partisan bickering 
and pull together as Americans. To be frank 
about it, there are too many people in Con- 
gress today who seem more concerned about 
scoring points for the Republican or Demo- 
cratic parties than they are about what is 
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good for America. Political parties have a le- 
gitimate role but the national interest must 
come first. I hope that those who will serve 
us in Congress in the future will put America 
first. 

While we continue the effort to reform our 
political system, all of us must begin the re- 
newal of America where we live, with our 
families and our neighbors. 

One thing is certain: if we get everything 
else right but fail to provide for the edu- 
cation and nurturing of the next generation 
we will lose everything. We will lose our 
place as a great nation and our strength as a 
society. 

Last year in the ten largest cities in our 
country, over 80% of children born were to 
single parents, 15% were born to no parent 
families—into situations in which both par- 
ents had deserted the child before it was 2 
weeks old. 

We know all too well what happens to chil- 
dren with little family support and no role 
models. They drop out of school and often 
become criminal statistics. In our nation, 
the drop out rate exceeds 25%. In Japan it is 
only 1%. We can't waste the talent of one 
fourth of our people and lead the world. 
Wasted talent often leads to frustration and 
to crime. Last year the United States was 
number one in the world in the percentage of 
our population in prison. 

We desperately need the largest volunteer 
effort in our history to mobilize our citizens 
to act as role models and mentors for young 
people who have no real family encourage- 
ment. 

We must also vow that every level of edu- 
cation in this country must meet the highest 
possible standards from kindergarten to 
graduate school. 

Molly and I look forward to the oppor- 
tunity to continue to serve our state at the 
University of Oklahoma. I hope that I will 
have many years to give to it. 

The University of Oklahoma and the other 
fine colleges and universities in our state, 
are critical to our future. I look forward to 
working with my colleagues who lead these 
other institutions to help strengthen our en- 
tire system of higher education in Okla- 
homa. 

Sometimes, what is going on at the univer- 
sity campus, like the campus at Norman, 
seems far removed from us. In fact, every 
single Oklahoman has a stake in what is 
happening in higher education in our state. 
While a great university is not all that it 
takes to build a great state, it is certainly 
one of those building blocks that we cannot 
do without. Martin Luther was right when he 
said, The prosperity of a country depends 
not on the abundance of its revenues or the 
strengths of its fortifications but in the 
number of its educated citizens." The Uni- 
versity helps train our future leaders—politi- 
cal leaders, business leaders, education, reli- 
gious and community leaders. Their vision 
and wisdom are greatly impacted by the 
quality of their university education. 

Institutions like the University of Okla- 
homa create economic growth by carrying 
out research and by training our workforce. 
Above all, the University enriches our lives 
through stimulating lectures that keep us 
growing, through athletic events which ex- 
cite us and through artistic experiences that 
feed us spiritually. 

Sometimes I believe that our greatest fail- 
ing as Oklahomans is that we don't have 
enough confidence in ourselves. Time and 
time again, outside observers remind us 
about the talent and energy of our people 
but we shrink from believing in ourselves. 
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The University of Oklahoma is a good ex- 
ample. We do not tell others often enough 
about its excellence. The University has one 
of the brightest student bodies in the coun- 
try and ranks in the top ten of all univer- 
sities in the United States in Merit Scholars 
enrolled. It has a committed faculty which 
includes many scholars of national and 
international stature. It has a dedicated 
alumni who have increased their contribu- 
tions to the University by one third in the 
last 5 years. It has a growing presence in re- 
search with a 40% increase in research 
grants in the last 4 years. It has a nationally 
renowned health sciences center ranked in 
the top twenty by the U.S. News and World 
Report Survey. I could list scores of other 
achievements. In short, The University of 
Oklahoma is ready to become a pace-setter 
and a national model. It is time for us to be- 
lieve in ourselves and go to work to accom- 
plish this task. 

Many outstanding men and women have 
come before us and built a strong foundation 
in our state. We owe much to them. Above 
all, we owe it to them to use that foundation 
to launch this state to real greatness—not 
only for ourselves but to help lead the rest of 
our country to achieve a true sense of com- 
munity based upon real standards of excel- 
lence. 

Let us determine that the '"Quickening of 
America," the rebuilding of our national 
strength and spirit, will begin with us in 
Oklahoma. 

That you and goodnight. 


Mr. BOREN. I thank the Chair and I 
relinquish the floor. 


TRIBUTE TO SENATOR DAVID 
BOREN 


Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I rise 
to compliment my colleague from 
Oklahoma for the statement he has 
just made. I also compliment him for 16 
outstanding years of service in the U.S. 
Senate. I congratulate him for his an- 
nouncement that he will be retiring 
from the Senate at the conclusion of 
this year and assuming the presidency 
of the University of Oklahoma, and I 
do that with mixed emotions. I am de- 
lighted for the University of Oklahoma 
and for my State, because he will be a 
tremendous asset in that capacity. But 
I do it with mixed emotions, because I 
hate to see him leave the Senate. He 
has been a friend to this Senator, and 
we have worked together in a way that 
has been good for our State and cer- 
tainly good for me. I have enjoyed our 
friendship and our relationship, and I 
have enjoyed working with him on be- 
half of our State and our country. 

Senator BOREN has done an outstand- 
ing job as à servant to our country. He 
has worked on many issues in a bipar- 
tisan fashion, whether you are talking 
about foreign policy, energy, budget 
policy, or congressional reform. He has 
been a leader in many capacities. He 
not only served in the Senate for 16 
years, he served in the State House of 
Representatives for 8 years. He served 
as our Governor for 4 years. He has es- 
tablished a bond and a trust with the 
people of Oklahoma. 

Senator BOREN has shown that his 
true love is really education. This is a 
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big step. It is a big step and a big move 
to leave the U.S. Senate and assume 
the presidency of the University of 
Oklahoma. DAVID BOREN has let it be 
known for a long time that he has had 
& real love for education. He has proven 
that in his Foundation For Excellence 
in Education, which has helped hun- 
dreds of people in the State of Okla- 
homa through scholarships and reward- 
ing teachers for excellence. He did it 
when he was Governor of Oklahoma, 
and he is continuing it now with his 
next challenge of responsibility—that 
is, assuming the presidency of the Uni- 
versity of Oklahoma. 

So it is with real regret that I see 
him making the announcement today 
that he will be leaving the Senate later 
this year. But I wish to compliment 
him on his decision. I wish him well. 
He is à true friend of not only this Sen- 
ator but of all Senators, and he will 
certainly be missed in the Halls of the 
U.S. Senate. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the order previously entered, the two 
Senators, Mr. LIEBERMAN and Mr. 
GRASSLEY, are recognized to speak for 
a total of 20 minutes. Do the Senators 
wish to be recognized jointly for those 
20 minutes, or do they prefer to be rec- 
ognized sequentially? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
would like to have you notify me so I 
do not take more than 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY] will 
be recognized for not to exceed 10 min- 
utes. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I thank the Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, and Mr. NICKLES pertain- 
ing to the introduction of S. 2071 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 


HEALTH CARE REFORM 


Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to share with my colleagues an 
experience that I had this morning 
that I wish each and every one of them 
could have shared. 

Today, I joined with several Senators 
and the First Lady at a hearing to lis- 
ten to the concerns of parents who care 
for chronically ill children. The chil- 
dren were there too, and they partici- 
pated attentively. 

Mr. President, there was not one per- 
son in that room who has a heart who 
was not moved beyond words at what 
they heard from these loving families. 

Seeing these moms and dads in that 
room with children who have terrible 
disabilities, disabilities which require . 
almost constant care, seeing the affec- 
tion that these families have and then 
listening to them talk about the horror 
stories they are facing because of the 
current health care system left every- 
one in the room with the sense that we 
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must summon up every ounce of cour- 
age we have to pass health care reform 
now. 

There was a little boy there from my 
State of California named Christopher 
Monkman, 7 years old. You know, it is 
hard to describe a 7-year-old as a fight- 
er. But Christopher Monkman is a 
fighter. He has been through intensive 
care many times—a kidney transplant, 
diabetes, deafness, and chronic lung 
disease. Yet, when anyone came up to 
him, he would smile and put out his 
hand, Mr. President. He has suffered 
more than most of us could imagine 
going through in a lifetime—and he is 
7 years old. He is fighting for survival 
and to be with those who love him, But 
let me tell you about his health insur- 
ance, because his health insurance is 
what is wrong with this country. It is 
a disgrace. When Christopher and his 
mother should be spending all their 
time trying to get Christopher better, 
they have learned that his maximum 
benefits will run out very soon, and at 
7 years old, he will be uninsurable and 
uninsured. 

Mr. President, the one message I 
want to leave here today on this sub- 
ject is this: The only way that loving 
family can be certain to get health 
care for Christopher is if that child 
leaves his family and becomes a foster 
child. That is the only way they are 
certain he will be covered by insurance. 
It is either that, or the family becomes 
completely destitute. 

Mr. President, we have heard many 
eloquent speeches on this floor, and we 
wil hear more—and I hope we hear 
more. I just want to say to my friends 
and my colleagues today that if that 
story is not enough to get us to act 
now, to make sure that we reform 
health care so that insurance can never 
be taken away, so that there will be no 
limits, what is the point of insurance, 
Mr. President, if it is there when we 
are well, and it is gone when we are 
sick? It makes no sense. 

So I wanted to share that story with 
my colleagues today. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. D’AMATO addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
BOXER). The Senator from New York is 
recognized. 


FCC PROCEDURE 


Mr. D'AMATO. Madam President, on 
March 16, I came to this floor to ex- 
press my objections to the troubling 
manner in which the Federal Commu- 
nications Commission has treated one 
of my constituents, Infinity Broadcast- 
ing Corp. In my remarks, I took issue 
with the Commission for holding up an 
attempt by Infinity to purchase a Los 
Angeles radio station—at an enormous 
cost to Infinity—because the Commis- 
sion did not like the content of one of 
Infinity’s programs—The Howard Stern 
Show. 
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My point was not to debate the mer- 
its of the Howard Stern show, or any 
other. As I said on the floor, If you like 
him, you like him. If you do not, you 
do not. And if someone thinks that 
anything Howard Stern or anyone else 
says on the air is indecent, they can 
file a complaint. There are procedures 
for adjudicating those complaints. 
And—as I stated on March 16—if How- 
ard Stern, or Infinity, or anybody else, 
breaks the law they should be pun- 
ished. 

What brought me to the floor on 
March 16 was my outrage at the man- 
ner in which the FCC overstepped its 
bounds by delaying Infinity’s acquisi- 
tion of a Los Angeles radio station by 
improperly linking the sale to what is 
required by law to be a separate proce- 
dure for adjudicating indecency com- 
plaints. 

While I did not expect my remarks to 
go unanswered by the FCC, nothing 
could have prepared me for Commis- 
sioner Quello’s inaccurate and offen- 
sive reply of April 29, 1994. 

And nothing in that reply could have 
been more offensive to me personally 
than his attempt to suggest that my 
ethnic and religious heritage ought to 
disqualify me from taking a stand for 
the first amendment when I see it 
being violated in the actions of the 
Federal Communications Commission. 

Let me read from page 1 of Commis- 
sioner Quello’s letter. 

He says: 

It would embarrass any responsible adult, 
let alone we Catholic Italian-Americans, to 
condone the egregious Stern broadcasts * * * 

On page 2, he states: 

Please Senator, take time to read the more 
detailed excerpts of the indecency violations 
attached to this letter but please don’t share 
them with your priest even in the confes- 
sional, and risk excommunication. 

Madam President, the first amend- 
ment is the same for all Americans no 
matter what their religion or ethnic 
background. I am no less entitled to 
stand up for the protection that the 
first amendment represents as a Catho- 
lic Italian-American than is any other 
American of any other ethnic or reli- 
gious heritage. 

Unfortunately, Commissioner Quello 
seems to be trying to impose his own 
personal views on what is appropriate 
first amendment expression on all 
Americans. 

Now he is using ethnicity and reli- 
gion as the basis for his official ac- 
tions. This is just plain wrong. Federal 
regulators wield tremendous power, es- 
pecially in the case of licensing pro- 
ceedings. Someone who comes before 
the FCC with a license application 
should be judged fairly and on their 
own merits. They should not have to 
fear that the ethnic background and re- 
ligion of the decisionmaker will deter- 
mine the outcome. This is not what our 
country is about. 

Madam President, I point out in my 
reply and in my remarks seven specific 
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examples of what I believe to be errors 
that Commissioner Quello’s letter of 
April 29 contains, because it is filled 
with inaccuracies and distortions. The 
point is, Infinity is entitled to be treat- 
ed fairly and without bias on the part 
of the bureaucrats. Commissioner 
Quello’s letter of April 29 is filled with 
inaccuracies and distortions of the 
facts of this matter. Let me briefly dis- 
cuss them: 

First, Commissioner Quello states, 
once again, that Infinity has been re- 
peatedly found to have violated the in- 
decency standard. To date, Infinity has 
been the subject of a final decision by 
the FCC as to an indecency standard 
violation only once—resulting in a 
$6,000 fine for a single broadcast by 
Howard Stern in 1988. 

Commissioner Quello’s references to 
fines in excess of $1,506,000 for re- 
peated, egregious indecency  viola- 
tions” are false, statements picked up 
by the press over and over. He knows 
that the FCC itself has not finally 
acted on its notices to Infinity other 
than the one $6,000 proposed fine. 

Second, when Commissioner Quello 
repeatedly uses the word violations“, 
referring to Infinity and several How- 
ard Stern broadcasts, he also shows his 
willingness to serve as judge and jury 
and his ignorance of elemental prin- 
ciples of due process. Not only has he 
not been able as yet to get the rest of 
the Commission to agree with him, 
other than the one instance from the 
single 1988 broadcast, but he fails to 
mention that Infinity has never gotten 
its day in court. The one final citation 
issued by the FCC—the 1988 broadcast, 
resulting in the $6000 fine—is merely an 
administrative citation, like a traffic 
citation. Infinity, or any other broad- 
caster, has a right to have its day in 
court when it can defend itself like any 
other citizen. Yet under current law, à 
broadcaster cited by the FCC for inde- 
cency doesn't ever get its day in court 
until the U.S. Department of Justice 
decides to enforce the fine by filling a 
collection action in court. That is 
right, Infinity has never had its day in 
court, even regarding the one instance 
in which the FCC has issued a final de- 
cision. 

Third, Commissioner Quello makes a 
highly misleading reference to the Act 
III decisions as supporting his views of 
the indecency standard. In fact, three 
unanimous decisions by the U.S. Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
struck down the indecency standard 
enforcement policy utilized against In- 
finity and supported by Commissioner 
Quello as unconstitutional and incon- 
sistent with the first amendment. Let 
us be clear: The very enforcement pol- 
icy Commissioner Quello embraces has 
been determined by the D.C. Court of 
Appeals to be unconstitutional by vir- 
tue of the first amendment. The full 
court of appeals en banc is now review- 
ing the last decision of the court of ap- 
peals in the Act III case. 
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Fourth, the most remarkable aspect 
of Commissioner Quello's diatribe is 
that he thinks the indecency standard 
is not what the Commission has clearly 
stated but what personally offends 
him. In other words, on the one hand 
Commissioner Quello wants  broad- 
casters to comply with the law and not 
violate the indecency standard, but on 
the other hand, Commissioner Quello 
thinks he is free to ignore the inde- 
cency standard and enforce one which 
is based on his own personal tastes. 
Fortunately, we live in a country 
which is governed by the rule of law, 
not by the personal whims and tastes 
of a particular regulator. 

Fifth, Commissioner Quello's ref- 
erence to the delays concerning 
Infinity's acquisition of KRTH is also 
misleading. It was Commissioner 
Quello himself who called the New 
York Times just before New Year's 1993 
to brag that his opposition to granting 
Infinity’s application to purchase 
KRTH as a result of alleged indecency 
violations was the reason for the delay. 
This blatant admission of regulatory 
abuse by one Commissioner was subse- 
quently criticized, in public to the 
press, by the two other Commissioners 
he was presuming to speak for—who 
made it clear that Commissioner 
Quello was off on his own and should 
not have presumed to speak for the 
Commission. 

Sixth, speaking of the rule of law: 
Commissioner Quello should read the 
words of section 504(c) of the Commu- 
nications Act, which forbids using 
nonfinal citations on alleged indecency 
violations to prejudice any other pro- 
ceeding, such as an application to ap- 
prove an acquisition. He knows that 
his words and actions constitute open 
defiance of this provision. But once 
again, Commissioner Quello seems un- 
willing to abide by, or not to care at all 
about his own disregard of, the law. 

Seventh, the result is that Infinity is 
not receiving its right to due process 
by the FCC. There is no final court 
order in the indecency cases. Yet the 
FCC is using these cases as a basis for 
delaying Infinity’s purchases of other 
stations, That is unfair. It is bad public 
policy. The FCC should comply with 
the law and proceed to process the ap- 
plications for assignment, including 
the pending one concerning the acqui- 
sition of WPGC here in Washington. 

I simply point out, if I might, that 
this is outrageous. I do not think that 
my religious or ethnic background—or 
what a priest may or may not say 
should have any bearing on my respon- 
sibility to uphold the first amendment 
as it relates to Howard Stern, Infinity 
Broadcasting Corp., or anyone else. 

I do not think in this day and age a 
Commissioner should be exercising his 
judgment based on ethnicity or reli- 
gion. I think the letter speaks for itself 
as to the outrageous conduct of the 
FCC. 
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I thank the Chair for being as gra- 
cious as she has been, and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I 
thank the Chair for recognizing me. 


BONUSES 


Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, this 
morning I would like to take a moment 
to discuss some recent press reports 
about a figure of $32 million worth of 
bonuses paid to employees of the So- 
cial Security Administration. This has 
certainly drawn a lot of attention in 
our country. I know that my col- 
leagues have, and I can state for my- 
self, received many, many phone calls 
and now many, many letters about this 
issue. 

On Saturday, the Washington Post 
reported that some 45,000 employees of 
the agency’s 65,000 employees, roughly 
two-thirds of its work force, received 
some type of bonus in fiscal year 1993. 
One employee had only worked for SSA 
for 24% months and received a bonus of 
$9,256. 

Madam President, that makes people 
angry. It makes this Senator angry. It 
is not right. 

The Social Security Administration 
may be just the tip of the iceberg, how- 
ever, because I have looked into the 
use of bonuses in prior years, and in re- 
cent months at other agencies. And, as 
this chart that I am about to dem- 
onstrate shows, some agencies give 
even more bonuses than the Social Se- 
curity Administration. 

In fact, the most recent fiscal year 
figures that we have is fiscal year 1991. 
In 1991 fiscal year, the Department of 
Agriculture—here they are right down 
here, Madam President, USDA, the De- 
partment of Agriculture—only gave 18 
percent of its employees a bonus. That 
is interesting, the Department of Agri- 
culture giving only 18 percent of its 
employees a bonus, when you contrast 
and compare that with the Agency for 
International Development. The Agen- 
cy for International Development in 
1991 fiscal year gave 72 percent of their 
employees a bonus—72 percent for AID, 
18 percent for USDA. The Veterans Ad- 
ministration gave 22 percent of its em- 
ployees a bonus. The Army gave 28 per- 
cent of its employees a bonus. The De- 
partment of the Treasury—right here, 
Madam President—gave 32 percent, the 
Navy 34 percent, Commerce 50 percent. 
Half of all the employees in the Depart- 
ment of Commerce received a bonus in 
fiscal year 1991. The Air Force 54 per- 
cent, HHS 63 percent, and listen, 
Madam President, the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, a whopping 63 
percent of all of the people in DOD 
headquarters received a bonus. 

Madam President, this was not a 
bonus given to the folks out there in 
the foxholes, or flying the F-16's, or on 
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the battleships or aircraft carriers. 
These were the people in the Pentagon. 
These were the people in the highest 
echelon of the Department of Defense, 
63 percent getting a bonus. And, of 
course, the all-time champion of bonus 
givers, the Agency for International 
Development. 

Madam President, while I have no 
doubts there are good employees 
throughout this system, I think it is 
time for us to evaluate the problem 
that we are faced with. I think there is 
another good question to ask. Why is it 
that the Army only felt it could give. 
out, or only had individuals there 
who—28 percent could get a bonus? The 
Navy gave 34 percent, but the Air 
Force—are their people so much better 
or the Navy so much worse and the 
Army so much worse that the Air 
Force would give actually 54 percent of 
its personnel a bonus? 

I might say, I do not think these are 
military uniformed individuals. These 
are people who work behind the desks. 

This issue, Madam President, I think 
is worth our attention, because our 
Government is spending today about 
$500 million on 695,559 bonuses for Fed- 
eral employees. While the average 
award is about $700, the individual 
awards can be much higher. 

Bonuses, and how they are used have 
often been criticized and questioned. I 
have been one who has questioned 
those bonuses. For example, the Wash- 
ington Post article states that SSA, 
the Social Security Administration, 
was required by law to pay bonuses to 
mid-level managers. 

Madam President, that is not the law 
today. That may have been true in the 
past, but that is not the law today. The 
program mandating the payment of bo- 
nuses, the Performance Management 
Recognition System, known as PMRS 
had for years been criticized by agen- 
cies and employees alike. I am very 
pleased that this so-called PMRS sys- 
tem was finally allowed to die. It ex- 
pired at the end of 1993 fiscal year, 
Madam President, and no longer are 
any agencies of the Federal Govern- 
ment required under law to pay a 
bonus. 

Just over a year ago, the Subcommit- 
tee on Federal Services that I chair 
discovered that political appointees 
were lavished with bonuses in the final 
days of the past administration. S. 1070 
was a bill introduced by Senators 
LEVIN and STEVENS. It was bipartisan. 
It was approved by this body last year 
to permanently eliminate all bonuses 
to political appointees in the senior ex- 
ecutive service and schedule C political 
appointees from June 1 of a Presi- 
dential year to January 20 following 
the election. 

Madam President, this bill is di- 
rected at the apparent abuses of the 
bonus system uncovered during the 
last Presidential election. As a result 
of information uncovered by our sub- 
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committee and others on the Hill, 
OPM, the Office of Personnel Manage- 
ment, conducted a review of cash bo- 
nuses given to political appointees dur- 
ing the transition and found that the 
number of awards had risen from 49 in 
1991 to 133 in 1992. OPM stated: 


Current safeguards clearly were not ade- 
quate to prevent misuse of flexibilities in the 
awards program. The political leadership at 
several agencies used these flexibilities to 
grant awards to political appointees that 
create the appearance they were given as 
‘political favors’ rather than for their in- 
tended purpose. 


I hope the House takes up and passes 
S. 1070 this year. 


Madam President, now that some of 
the problems with bonuses have been 
addressed, we have to work on the 
cause of this problem. I believe the 
problem starts with the managers of 
our agencies—managers who cannot or 
wil not make tough decisions. Man- 
agers in some agencies seem to be giv- 
ing out bonuses like candy, as a matter 
of routine, rather than as à reward for 
truly outstanding work. These man- 
agers need to be trained to use bonuses 
only as an incentive, not as a matter of 
routine. 


I believe that all too often Federal 
employees do believe that bonuses are 
a matter of routine, rather than a re- 
ward for truly outstanding work. Two- 
thirds of the SSA's employees received 
bounses. Under current law, bonuses 
can only be paid to employees who are 
rated fully successful or above. Now, 
while I have no doubt that most SSA 
employees are hard working, I do not 
think that all managers are really 
evaluating and rating their employees. 


Also, Madam President, one thing 
that has always concerned me about 
this so-called bonus system in the Fed- 
eral Government is it must not—it 
must not—be dependent upon the 
buddy system. If it does, we will see 
that the attitude and the actual feeling 
by the Federal employees toward their 
bosses is going to take a dramatic 
change for the worse. 


I have written the Vice President, 
calling on him to address these prob- 
lems as he drafts civil service reform 
legislation to implement the National 
Performance Review recommendations. 


Madam President, I hope to work 
with the administration as this admin- 
istration drafts its civil service reform 
legislation to address this particular 
problem which is angering so many 
American taxpayers, as it justifiably 
should. 


Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the letter that I am send- 
ing to the Vice President on this sub- 
ject be printed in the RECORD. 


There being no objection, the text of 
the letter was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
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U.S, SENATE, 
Washington, DC, May 4, 1994. 
The VICE PRESIDENT, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. VICE PRESIDENT: I am writing in 
regard to recent reports of bonuses being 
paid to two-thirds of the employees of the 
Social Security Administration (SSA). In 
Fiscal Year 1993, SSA paid $32 million to 
45,644 of its 65,000 employees. While I recog- 
nize that Social Security's workforce has 
dropped from 84,000 to 64,000 since 1983 and 
its workload has grown substantially, I am 
concerned that the number of bonuses is ex- 
cessive. 

The National Performance Review (NPR) 
recommended that “agencies should be al- 
lowed to design their own performance man- 
agement and reward systems, with the objec- 
tive of improving the performance of individ- 
uals and organizations." I understand that 
you are working to craft civil service reform 
legislation to implement this and many 
other NPR recommendations. I would urge 
you to consider, as you draft this legislation, 
the need to improve the manner in which bo- 
nuses, or incentive awards, are used. 

All too often, federal employees have been 
given reason to believe that bonuses are a 
matter of routine, rather than in return for 
truly exemplary performance. Section 4505a 
of Title 5, United States Code, states that 
employees who are rated fully successful or 
above may be paid a cash award. This is not 
an entitlement and should not be treated as 
one by either the manager or the employee. 
Managers must receive better training in 
how to review and evaluate their employees. 
Frequent criticisms of the bonus system 
have been that it works as a buddy system or 
that managers will pass the bonuses around 
to employees in turn. If the bonus system 
does not work well, it can actually serve as 
a disincentive for productivity improve- 
ments, as employees quickly learn that their 
job performance is not directly linked to 
bonus awerds. 

The NPR envisions a smaller workforce 
that is rewarded for individual or group per- 
formance. A respected performance evalua- 
tion and assessment system is essential to 
making that vision a reality. I look forward 
to working with you on this issue. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID PRYOR. 

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I 
thank the Chair and I thank my good 
friend from Wisconsin for his under- 
standing. I hope I did not consume too 
much of the time that I know he wants 
to use. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. KOHL addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KOHL. Madam President, I thank 
you for recognizing me and I thank my 
colleague from Arkansas, who is not 
only a fine Senator, but one of the fin- 
est people that I have ever met. 

(The remarks of Mr. KOHL pertaining 
to the introduction of S. 2070 are lo- 
cated in today's RECORD under State- 
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint 
Resolutions.”’) 

Mr. KOHL. I thank the Chair, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. The assistant 
legislative clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 
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Mr. BRYAN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


STATELY DEBATE 


Mr. SIMON. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to insert at the end 
of my comments, the article that ap- 
peared in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 
written by Jo Mannies, under the title 
“Stately Debate: Danforth and Eagle- 
ton Don't Act Like Politicians—Or Do 
They?" 

The article tells about dialog be- 
tween our colleague Senator JOHN DAN- 
FORTH and our former Senator Tom 
Eagleton. 

And it is a good illustration of why 
Tom Eagleton is missed and why JACK 
DANFORTH will be missed. 

I believe that JACK DANFORTH sums 
up our problems well when he is quoted 
as saying: The real problem [is] the 
political penchant to tell the public 
what they want to hear, instead of 
what they need to know.” 

The article contains a great deal of 
wisdom and common sense. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

{From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch] 


STATELY DEBATE: DANFORTH AND EAGLETON 
DON'T ACT LIKE POLITICIANS—OR Do THEY? 


(By Jo Mannies) 


For about 90 minutes last week, it seemed 
like old times: 

Missouri’s “Dynamic Duo” in the U.S. Sen- 
ate for much of the 1980s—Republican John 
C. Danforth and Democrat Thomas F. Eagle- 
ton—entertained a crowd by spiritedly spar- 
ring over an issue and poking holes in each 
other's arguments. 

And just like the old days, the animated 
atmosphere spoke of friendship, not feuds. 
The jabs were jovial, not jugular. 

Although neither gave any quarter, neither 
exacted a piece of the other's hide. 

The display was, said many of those in at- 
tendance, an example of what political dis- 
course should be—a debate without digs. 

"In Missouri, we ought to be thankful to 
have had two of the giants," said Lawrence 
K. Roos, a Republican and former St. Louis 
County executive who sponsored the Wednes- 
day night forum at Webster University that 
featured the two men. 

Danforth, 57, is leaving the Senate this 
year after serving 18 years. Ten of those 
years were alongside Eagleton, 64, who re- 
tired in 1986 after 18 years. Although the two 
have had joint appearances in recent years, 
Wednesday's forum marked the first sub- 
stantive public discussion between the two 
since Eagleton's retirement. 

The topic was, fittingly enough, ethics in 
public service. Although they singled out dif- 
ferent problems and disagreed on solutions, 
Eagleton and Danforth shared the view that 
political discourse and political campaigns 
have hit a new low. 

Both blasted the popularity of the 30-sec- 
ond sound bite and gutter tactics. Both 
called for the public to demand—and for tele- 
vision to provide—more substantive discus- 
sion of the major issues. 
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Eagleton, who favors public financing of 
campaigns, lobbied for more limits on cam- 
paign spending. Danforth, who says more 
limits are unnecessary, argued that the real 
problem was the polítical penchant to tell 
the public what they want to hear, instead of 
what they need to know. 

"Anybody in my line of work can talk 
about any subject for 2 or 3 minutes—and 
you'll hear nothing," said Danforth. “But 
keep them on the subject for one hour, and 
they'll begin to feel the heat.” 

Eagleton told of watching colleagues using 
the 10 phone booths in the Senate cloakroom 
to make fundraising calls between votes. 
"About two-thirds of a senator's time is 
spent fundraising during the last 2 years of a 
6-year term," he said. “Doing it, planning it, 
thinking about it, going to it... Flying to 

. . Where am I going to find it? How are 
we going to get it?” 

But, to many in Wednesday's crowd, what 
the two men said was almost overshadowed 
by how they said it. 

Except when one was at the podium, they 
sat side by side on the stage, inches apart. 
Each listened intently as the other spoke. 
There were no interruptions, no rude re- 
marks. 

Their display of mutual respect, said sev- 
eral in the audience, demonstrated by exam- 
ple how politicians should behave, on and off 
the stump. 

It came after years of practice. 

During their 10 years together in the U.S. 
Senate, Eagleton and Danforth—despite 
their sharp philosophical and political dif- 
ferences—developed an unusual friendship 
that continues to this day. 

While both were in office, their staffs 
worked closely on Missouri projects. Press 
releases frequently were issued jointly. the 
duo often held court together with groups of 
constituents who came to Washington to 
visit. 

Since Eagleton's departure, the two con- 
tinue to keep in touch. Besides occasional 
phone calls, they sometimes have lunch to- 
gether when both are in St. Louis. Their 
wives remain close. 

Says Danforth of Eagleton: 
fun to be with him.” 

Says Eagleton of Danforth: ‘‘The vibes are 
good." 

It’s common in Washington for politicians 
of different parties to be friends, particularly 
in the clubby 100-member Senate. Such odd 
couples include Democrat Ted Kennedy of 
Massachusetts and Republican Orrin Hatch 
of Utah. 

But it's rare for close ties to form between 
& Democrat and a Republican hailing from 
the same state. 

Why? Because each one has allies back 
home intent on knocking off the other. And 
as a U.S. senator, each one often is cam- 
paigning for opposing candidates running for 
other state offices. 

So, often as not, partisan politics back 
home take a toll on relationships at the of- 
fice. 

It's a little more ticklish," Eagleton con- 
ceded, 

This year, for example, Danforth already is 
campaigning hard to get former Gov. John 
Ashcroft elected as his successor. Eagleton, 
meanwhile, is siding with U.S. Rep. Alan 
Wheat of Kansas City, one of several Demo- 
cratic hopefuls who regularly bash Ashcroft. 

And there’s the given that Danforth and 
Eagleton hold different political views, par- 
ticularly on national issues. (The two do, 
however, hold the same view on abortion; 
both are against it.) By GOP standards, Dan- 
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forth may be a moderate, but he’s much 
more conservative than Eagleton. 

The two men also have very different 
styles. Danforth tends to be reserved and de- 
liberate, Eagleton is usually gregarious and 
spontaneous. Danforth harbors a dry wit; 
Eagleton leans toward side-splitters. 

But somehow, with humor and humanity, 
Danforth and Eagleton appear to have suc- 
ceeded in keeping politics from becoming 
personal. And that, said Roos, is something 
that more politicians need to emulate. 

During their time in the Senate, some ob- 
servers theorized that Danforth and Eagle- 
ton got along because they knew they'd 
never be running against each other. They 
were often known for ganging up on House 
members of the Missouri delegation to get 
them to go along with whatever deal the two 
senators had worked out. 

Eagleton says now that the two became al- 
lies, in part, out of necessity. For most of 
the time they were in the Senate together, 
said Eagleton, Democrats controlled the 
Senate, and Republicans controlled the 
White House. (There were a few years when 
the GOP had the Senate as well, giving Dan- 
forth all the cards.) 

For Missouri to get its fair share, he said, 
the two had to work together. That partner- 
ship included trust, he said, when both of us 
realized that one wouldn't take advantage of 
the other.“ 

Danforth theorizes that the two men also 
Shared a similar view of public life. 

Tom and I have both discovered the same 
secret of public service," Danforth said, in a 
parting shot during Wednesday's speech. 

“Retire before you're indicted.” 


BUDGET SCOREKEEPING REPORT 


Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I 
hereby submit to the Senate the Budg- 
et Scorekeeping Report prepared by 
the Congressional Budget Office under 
section 308(b) and in aid of section 311 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, as amended. This report meets the 
requirements for Senate scorekeeping 
of section 5 of Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution 32, the first concurrent resolu- 
tion on the budget for 1986. 

This report shows the effects of con- 
gressional action on the budget 
through April 28, 1994. The estimates of 
budget authority, outlays, and reve- 
nues, which are consistent with the 
technical and economic assumptions of 
the concurrent resolution on the budg- 
et (H. Con. Res. 287), show that current 
level spending is below the budget reso- 
lution by $4.8 billion in budget author- 
ity and $1.1 billion in outlays. Current 
level is $0.1 billion above the revenue 
floor in 1994 and below by $30.3 billion 
over the 5 years, 1994-98. The current 
estimate of the deficit for purposes of 
calculating the maximum deficit 
amount is $311.7 billion, $1.1 billion 
below the maximum deficit amount for 
1994 of $312.8 billion. 

Since the last report, dated April 26, 
1994, there has been no action that af- 
fects the current level of budget au- 
thority, outlays, or revenues. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


May 4, 1994 


U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 
Washington, DC, May 2, 1994. 
Hon. JIM SASSER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, U.S. Sen- 
ate, Washington, DC. 


DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The attached report 
shows the effects of Congressional action on 
the 1994 budget and is current through April 
28, 1994. The estimates of budget authority, 
outlays, and revenues are consistent with 
the technical and economic assumptions of 
the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget (H. 
Con. Res. 64). This report is submitted under 
Section 308(b) and in aid of Section 311 of the 
Congressional Budget Act, as amended, and 
meets the requirements for Senate 
scorekeeping of Section 5 of S. Con. Res. 32, 
the 1986 First Concurrent Resolution on the 
Budget. 

Since my last report, dated April 25, 1994, 
there has been no action that affects the cur- 
rent level of budget authority, outlays, or 
revenues. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES L. BLUM, 
(For Robert D. Reischauer, Director). 


THE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE U.S. SENATE, FIS- 
CAL YEAR 1994, 103D CONGRESS, 2D SESSION, AS OF 
CLOSE OF BUSINESS APRIL 28, 1994 


[In billions of dollars] 

Budget res- Current 
olution (H. Current level over/ 
Con. Res. level 2 under reso- 

54)! i 
1,223.2 1218.5 -48 
12181 1217.1 -11 

9053 9054 01 
5,153.1 51228 -303 
3128 3117 -11 
431.9 4471.3 — 260.6 
2748 2748 (3) 
1,486.5 1,486.5 9) 
336.3 3352 -11 
1,872.0 18714 0.6 


! Reflects revised allocation under section 9(g) of H. Con. Res. 64 for the 
Deficit-Neutral reserve fund 

sa oon reris ad at Pr 
fects of all legislation that Congress has enacted or sent to the 


propriations made. Cu 
level of debt subject to limit reflects the latest U.S. Treasury information on 


Note: Detail may not add due to rounding. 


THE ON-BUDGET CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE U.S. 
SENATE, 103D CONGRESS, 2D SESSION, SENATE SUP- 
PORTING DETAIL FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 AS OF CLOSE 
OF BUSINESS APRIL 28, 1994 


fin millions of dollars 
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— — — 9545 
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48 48 — 
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THE ON-BUDGET CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE U.S. 
SENATE, 1030 CONGRESS, 2D SESSION, SENATE SUP- 
PORTING DETAIL FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 AS OF CLOSE 
OF BUSINESS APRIL 28, 1994— Continued 

[In millions of dollars] 


22 Outlays Revenues 
Total enacted this ses- 


N T (2,686) (648) I 


PENDING SIGNATURE 
Extending Loan — Er- 
— 


Budget resolution baseline esti- 
mates of appropriated entitle- 
ments and other mandatory 
programs not yet enacted? 1,326 — 

1,217,054 

1,218,149 


(5,562) 


1,218,462 
1,223,249 


Total Current Level 10 
Total Budget Resolution ............ 


* ir unas Rese 
lution ...... 1,095 — 
— pen Resolution .......... — — 80 


budget committee estimate of $2.4 billion in outlay savings for 
ece secun license fees. 
herede ge to baseline estimates of appropriated mandatories due 


to Bere 
888 Budget Enforcement Act, the total does not in- 
cede $14,145 million in budget authority and $9,057 million in outlays in 


ling. 
the of Committee staff, current level does not include scoring 
of — 60 of P.L. 102-391. 


Notes: Numbers in parentheses are negative. Detail may not add due to 
tounding. 


NOTICE 


Financial disclosure reports required 
by the Ethics in Government Act of 
1978, as amended, and Senate rule 34 
must be filed no later than the close of 
business on Monday, May 16, 1994. The 
reports must be filed with the Senate 
Office of Public Records, 232 Hart 
Building, Washington, DC 20510. The 
Public Records Office will be open from 
8 a.m. until 6 p.m. to accept these fil- 
ings, and will provide automatic writ- 
ten receipts for Senators' reports. Staff 
members may obtain written receipts 
upon request. Any written request for 
an extension should be directed to the 
Select Committee on Ethics, 220 Hart 
Building, Washington, DC 20510. 

All Senators’ reports will be made 
available simultaneously on Tuesday, 
June 14. Advance requests for copies of 
full sets of 100 Senators' reports are 
now being accepted by the Public 
Records Office. Any questions regard- 
ing the availability of reports or their 
purchase should be directed to that Of- 
fice—224-0322. Questions regarding in- 
terpretation of the Ethics in Govern- 
ment Act of 1978 should be directed to 
the Select Committee on Ethics—224- 
2981. 


SMALL BUSINESS WEEK 1994 


Mr. PRESSLER. Madam President, 
today I ask my colleagues to join me in 
saluting those whose contributions too 
often are taken for granted—our Na- 
tion's small business men and women. 
The local market, gas station, phar- 
macy, and cafe are everyday fixtures, 
but they form the cornerstones of a 
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community. These small businesses 
make the difference. They create jobs, 
provide necessary services and knit 
people together. Without this entre- 
preneurial spirit, many of our towns 
and small cities would cease to exist. 
This week has been designated Na- 
tional Small Business Week. It is fit- 
ting that we recognize the quiet perse- 
verance of our Nation's small busi- 
nesses. 

Small businesses form the base of our 
economy. Their job creation brought us 
through the recent recession. Between 
1980 and 1990, small firms in our coun- 
try created two out of every three jobs. 
Our 21.3 million small businesses col- 
lectively are the world's third largest 
economic power, ranking only behind 
the U.S. economy as a whole and 
Japan. Quite simply, these entre- 
preneurs are the key to our economic 
strength. In my home State of South 
Dakota for example, 99 percent of busi- 
nesses are small businesses and they 
employ over 90 percent of the work 
force. These small businesses are run 
by men and women of every race and 
Social class. In fact, by the year 2000, 
women will own half of all small firms. 
The number of minority-owned firms is 
growing rapidly as well. 

Statistics such as these tell an in- 
credible story of vitality and success. 
However, I am troubled by the tend- 
ency here in Washington to try and 
Steal this success. The Federal Govern- 
ment repeatedly treats small busi- 
nesses as if they are some kind of a 
money tree, an unlimited source of 
funding for an endless list of Federal 
programs. We saddle these job creators 
with tax increases and ream upon ream 
of regulations, which further increase 
their costs. While under this constant 
pressure, it is amazing our small busi- 
nesses are able to remain competitive 
at home and abroad. If this trend con- 
tinues, that may not remain the case. 
As ranking member of the Senate 
Small Business Committee, I fight 
daily to break this senseless cycle. 

A prime example of taking advantage 
of small business is the Clinton health 
care plan. The plan’s employer man- 
date would force businesses to pay for 
80 percent of their employees’ health 
care. We need to improve access to 
health care in this country. We need to 
control costs. But President Clinton's 
plan would put 60 percent of the cost 
on the small business community. The 
job loss estimates from this employer 
mandate run from 600,000 to 3.1 million. 
We all want to create jobs. However, I 
warn my colleagues that it cannot be 
done by beating down our Nation's pre- 
mier job creators. 

Despite all the barriers Washington 
erects, small businesses continue to 
persevere. I would like to share some 
special success stories from South Da- 
kota. Gordon Thomsen of Trail King 
Industries, Inc., in Mitchell, SD, has 
been named National Small Business 
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Exporter of the Year. I congratulate 
Gordon and Trail King for this very 
special and well-deserved honor. 

Trail King is a true success story. 
The company began 18 years ago in the 
back of Gordon's home with only four 
employees. With dogged persistence 
and a willingness to embrace change in 
the global economy, the once tiny com- 
pany has become the largest special- 
ized trailer manufacturer in the Na- 
tion. Trail King now employs 400 peo- 
ple and trailers bearing their name can 
be found all around the world. A nearly 
completed joint venture with an equip- 
ment manufacturer in Mexico is a sign 
of their future success in new markets. 
Indeed, many Trail King employees in 
Mitchell are learning Spanish. Through 
his work on numerous trade missions, 
the District Export Council and the 
South Dakota Export Council, Gordon 
lives his motto, “The world is your 
marketplace.” 

I also would like to commend and 
congratulate another exporting com- 
pany, AaLadin Industries of Elk Point, 
SD. Founders Patrick Wingen, presi- 
dent, and William Busker, senior vice 
president, have been named the South 
Dakota Small Business Persons of the 
Year. Overcoming great obstacles to 
find credit, they built the company 
from scratch in 1981. AaLadin now is 
the fourth largest manufacturer of 
high pressure cleaning systems in the 
country. They employ 80 people and 
have annual sales of more than $11.5 
million. 

Other South Dakota entrepreneurs 
deserving recognition are:  Aelred 
Kurtenbach of Daktronics, Inc., South 
Dakota Entrepreneurial Success of the 
Year; Elsie Meeks of the Lakota Fund, 
South Dakota Minority Small Business 
Advocate of the Year; Audrey Elfering 
of Alternative Resources, South Da- 
kota Women in Business Advocate of 
the Year; Lois Besmer of Norwest 
Bank, South Dakota Financial Serv- 
ices Advocate of the Year; Matthew 
Swalley of Business Page South Da- 
kota, South Dakota Media Advocate of 
the Year; and Valerie Simpson of 
Ketel, Thorstenson & Co., South Da- 
kota and Regional Veteran Small Busi- 
ness Advocate of the Year. I congratu- 
late each and every one of them. These 
individuals and entrepreneurs provide 
shining examples of innovation and 
leadership. 

Madam President, we have set aside 
this week to honor these individuals 
and entrepreneurs just like them 
across the country. However, if we 
truly wish to honor them, let us follow 
this week of celebration with serious 
and meaningful actions. By scaling 
back taxes and Government regulation, 
we can ensure a successful and vibrant 
small business community. This, in 
turn, means the creation of jobs, con- 
tinuity in our towns and cities, large 
and small, and prosperity throughout 
our economy. 


9168 


I again would like to congratulate 
the many small businesses who make 
such an important difference in our 
communities and daily lives. I salute 
them. 


SOUTH AFRICAN ELECTIONS 


Mr. DECONCINI. Madam President, I 
want to congratulate the people of 
South Africa for the strength and vi- 
sion which allowed them to success- 
fully carry out their first all-race elec- 
tions. The acceptance of victory by 
Nelson Mandela, imprisoned for more 
than 20 years for attempts to achieve 
basic rights for black South Africans, 
was an historical culmination of dec- 
ades of struggle against the reprehen- 
sible system of apartheid. The image of 
elderly black South Africans holding 
election ballots for the first time was a 
reminder of the immeasurable suffer- 
ing which they have endured and the 
basic human rights and dignity which 
this election has restored to them. 

Nelson Mandela has shown incredible 
leadership and grace in the negotia- 
tions that led to Black majority rule. 
Former President F.W. de Klerk is also 
to be congratulated for the risks he 
took to end a shameful system of polit- 
ical and economic exploitation. While I 
was in South Africa in 1991, I had the 
opportunity to thank and praise Mr. de 
Klerk for the initial steps he took to 
remove the underpinnings of apartheid. 
Zulu Chief Mangosuthu Buthelezi de- 
serves praise for ending the Inkatha 
Freedom Party's boycott of the elec- 
tion. I also met with him in 1991. While 
Inkatha's longstanding rivalry with 
the ANC has a long trail of violence, 
Mr. Buthelezi's last minute decision to 
participate fully in the political proc- 
ess was one which was truly for the 
good of his country. 

While the elections have changed the 
course of South African history, the 
challenges that face the new govern- 
ment as they prepare a new constitu- 
tion are enormous. Mr. Mandela will 
have to share power not only with the 
party which invented and enforced 
apartheid but also the Inkatha party 
with which the ANC has had a historic 
rivalry. 

Mr. Mandela has promised to fashion 
a true coalition government in order to 
escape the violence that has befallen 
many of South Africa's neighbors and 
claimed the lives of more than 13,000 
South Africans since 1990. Honoring 
this pledge is crucial to successful gov- 
erning in the new South Africa. The 
rights of all minorities must be re- 
spected—including those who failed to 
receive sufficient votes to be rep- 
resented in the interim government. 
Furthermore, the new government 
must address the country's economic 
problems which are the result of apart- 
heid laws which left the economy in 
ruins. Mr. de Klerk has promised his 
cooperation during the transition pe- 
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riod and he must honor that pledge. I 
believe he will. And Mr. Buthelezi must 
continue to be part of the process rath- 
er than part of the problem. All three 
leaders must work together construc- 
tively if there is to be a peaceful tran- 
sition to representative democracy, 
and the other smaller parties must be a 
part of this new government. 

Congress struggled deeply over how 
best to aid the victims of apartheid and 
to dismantle this reprehensible system. 
In the end, we took what I believe was 
the right course by enacting sanctions 
against the South African Government 
in 1986 over former President Reagan's 
veto. I supported the strongest sanc- 
tions put forth during that debate. The 
sanctions proved effective in convinc- 
ing the leaders of South Africa that the 
government could not continue to op- 
erate in the way it was operating. 

The sanctions proved effective be- 
yond a doubt, in my judgment, in con- 
vincing the leaders of South Africa at 
that time that a government which im- 
prisoned peacemakers, banned journal- 
ists and cameras, and denied basic 
human rights to a majority of its citi- 
zens, would not benefit from the eco- 
nomic might of the United States. 

The sanctions, together with dis- 
investment by companies from South 
Africa, contributed to an economic de- 
cline in that country which pressured 
the government to negotiate with lead- 
ers of the antiapartheid opposition. Ac- 
cording to a South African bankers’ re- 
port, the country lost between $32 bil- 
lion and $40 billion because of the sanc- 
tions. Mr. Mandela said that the sanc- 
tions, “* * *brought us to the point 
where the transition to democracy has 
now been enshrined in the law of our 
country.” I have no doubt that the eco- 
nomic effects of the sanctions, includ- 
ing the loss of capital and technology, 
along with their psychological effect, 
accelerated the demise of apartheid. 

President Reagan's veto and the con- 
cern of many in that administration 
and some in Congress that sanctions 
would undermine an ally were far out 
of line with the opinion of most Ameri- 
cans. A quote of Mark Twain which I 
stated in 1986 in reference to South Af- 
rica is equally true today: “Loyalty to 
a petrified opinion never yet broke a 
chain or freed a human soul." The peo- 
ple of South Africa deserve our strong- 
est respect for enabling this truly mo- 
mentous day to arrive in which they 
are finally proclaiming, free at last." 


FREDERICK L. RIEDEL 
RETIREMENT 


Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I 
rise today to recognize Frederick L. 
Riedel of Towson, MD for his 43 years 
of service to the Baltimore City Fire 
Department. Mr. Riedel retired on 
March 12 as the second most senior 
member of his department. 

Mr. Riedel's dedication to fighting 
fires is unsurpassed. During his 43 
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years of service, he was never called for 
disciplinary action, nor did he ever 
once report to work late. This impec- 
cable record reflects Mr. Riedel's rare 
level of commitment to his work and 
his community. Mr. Riedel's dedication 
to a job which can be difficult and dan- 
gerous is truly admirable. His accom- 
plishments and career are worthy of 
the highest praise and serve as an ex- 
ample for us all. 

Madam President, I salute Frederick 
Riedel's contributions to my home city 
of Baltimore and the State of Mary- 
land. 'Through his consistent hard 
work, he has made a real difference in 
the lives of many residents in the Bal- 
timore area. His dedicated service rep- 
resents what is best in Maryland and 
our country. 


REBECCA SHEPPARD GIRL SCOUT 
GOLD AWARD 


Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I 
rise today to congratulate Rebecca 
Sheppard of Walkersville, MD who has 
been selected for the Girl Scouts of the 
United States of America Gold Award. 
This is the highest achievement award 
in Girl Scouting and symbolizes out- 
standing accomplishments in the areas 
of leadership, community service, ca- 
reer planning, and personal develop- 
ment. 

Serving over 2.6 million girls, the 
Girl Scouts of the United States has 
awarded more than 20,000 Gold Awards 
to Senior Girl Scouts since the incep- 
tion of the program in 1980. To receive 
the award, a Girl Scout must fulfill 
five requirements: earn four interest 
project patches, earn the Career Explo- 
ration pin, design and implement a Girl 
Scout Gold Award project, earn the 
Senior Girl Scout Leadership Award 
and earn the Senior Girl Scout Chal- 
lenge. A plan for fulfilling the require- 
ments of the award is created by the 
Senior Girl Scout and is carried out 
through close cooperation between the 
girl and adult Girl Scout volunteer. 

For her Girl Scout Gold Award 
project, Rebecca refurbished the doll 
house at Rose Hill Manor's Children 
Museum in Frederick, MD. 

Madam President, I salute Rebecca 
Sheppard's hard work and dedication. 
The character, perseverance, and lead- 
ership that enabled Rebecca to reach 
this goal will serve her well in the fu- 
ture and are an inspiration for others 
striving for success in their own lives. 


IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, anyone 
even remotely familiar with the U.S. 
Constitution knows that no President 
can spend a dime of Federal tax money 
that has not first been authorized and 
appropriated by Congress—both the 
House of Representatives and the U.S. 
Senate. 
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So when you hear a politician or an 
editor or a commentator declare that 
“Reagan ran up the Federal debt" or 
that Bush ran it up," bear in mind 
that it was, and is, the constitutional 
duty of Congress to control Federal 
spending. Congress has failed miserably 
in that task for about 50 years. 

The fiscal irresponsibility of Con- 
gress has created a Federal debt which 
Stood at $4,569,523,962,905.25 as of the 
close of business yesterday, Tuesday, 
May 3. Averaged out, every man, 
woman, and child in America owes a 
Share of this massive debt, and that per 
capita share is $17,527.16. 


THE FEDERAL COURT ORDER TO 
BLOCK IMPLEMENTATION OF 
THE CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1992 


Mr. BRADLEY. Madam President, on 
Thursday, April 28, 1994, a Federal dis- 
trict court judge in California enjoined 
implementation of the Central Valley 
Project Improvement Act pending com- 
pletion of an environmental impact 
statement. I am quite concerned that 
this ruling is going to hurt virtually 
every water user in California. 

Congress passed the CVPIA to do two 
basic things: To restore some certainty 
to California's water supply, and to de- 
liver some very basic protection to en- 
dangered fish and waterfowl. Under the 
act, for the first time, CVP farmers 
enjoy assured contract renewals, urban 
interests gain access to CVP water 
through voluntary water transfers, and 
fish and wildlife resources garner a mi- 
nority share in available CVP supplies. 

Congress gave the Secretary of the 
Interior very specific directions on 
what to do, how to fund those actions, 
and precisely what kind of environ- 
mental impact reviews would be re- 
quired. The whole point of the bill was 
to get things moving right away, not 
sometime down the road once a study 
was finished. 

Congress struck a careful and rea- 
soned balance in the CVPIA among the 
competing needs of agricultural water 
contractors, urban residents, and fish 
and wildlife resources in California. 
With Thursday’s decision, this care- 
fully crafted balance has been replaced 
by chaos. Some 65 pending contract re- 
newals are now at risk. Urban users are 
barred from negotiating voluntary 
water transfer agreements. Environ- 
mental resources are denied their hard- 
won water supplies. Restoration fund- 
ing will all but disappear. 

I deeply regret that big Central Val- 
ley agribusiness, led by the Westlands 
Water District, chose to bring this liti- 
gation and that the court sided with 
their claims. Westlands, in particular, 
has consistently fought even the most 
modest efforts to help California’s en- 
vironment and to bring some sense of 
fairness to the State's water system. 

Contaminated irrigation wastewater 
from Westlands caused severe environ- 
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CVP water contractors, 
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mental and wildlife damage at 
Kesterson National Wildlife Refuge. 
The resulting deaths of a multitude of 
waterfowl are takings under the Migra- 
tory Bird Treaty Act. And yet 
Westlands continues to resist taking fi- 
nancial responsibility for the cleanup 
of Kesterson—estimated at $49.2 mil- 
lion—or contributing to the studies 
mandated by the Department of the In- 
terior to document drainage contami- 
nation problems in the San Joaquin 
Valley and throughout the West. 

Although one of the last to become 
Westland's 
water use has resulted in increasing di- 
versions from the Delta that have con- 
tributed to the listing of two stocks of 
fish under the Endangered Species Act. 

Westlands farmers continue to ille- 
gally irrigate more than 47,000 acres of 
land outside the State permitted place 
of use with more than 120,000 acre-feet 
of CVP water. 

Westlands farmers pump 60,000 to 
70,000 acre-feet of groundwater each 
year next to—out of—the Mendota 
Pool, dump it back into the pool, and 
get delivery credits from the Bureau of 
Reclamation. The credits allow 
Westlands to draw from the pool a sec- 
ond time, a double dip. 

GAO found that Westlands Water 
District farmers had exploited a loop- 
hole in the Reclamation Reform Act of 
1982 by reorganizing its large farms op- 
erations—not otherwise entitled to fed- 
erally subsidized water—into smaller, 
eligible components. Even though the 
smaller components continued to oper- 
ate collectively as one large farm, the 
entire acreage was then eligible for 
cheap CVP water. 

Much of the water Westlands gets at 
low cost goes to grow crops that are 
subsidized or are in chronic oversupply, 
such as cotton. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to submit for the RECORD an 
editorial from the May 2, 1994, edition 
of the San Francisco Chronicle which 
portrays this ruling as the triumph of 
selfish cynicism over reform.” 

I sincerely, hope that, on review, this 
decision will be overturned. However, 
should an appellate court support the 
district court’s decision to reward a 
few self-serving water barons, I will do 
whatever it takes to meet the needs of 
all Californians. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the San Francisco Chronicle, May 2, 
1994) 

WATER LAW RULING SETS BACK REFORMS 

What took Republicans and Democrats and 
most of the diverse interests of California 
years of hard negotiation and compromise to 
create has been threatened by the single 
stroke of a pen in the hands of U.S. District 
Judge Oliver Wanger of Fresno. His injunc- 
tion last week against implementation of the 
1992 Central Valley Improvement Act rep- 
resents a triumph of selfish cynicism over 
democratic reform. 
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As a direct result of the overbroad court 
ruling on behalf of Central Valley agricul- 
tural interests, led by the powerful 
Westlands Water District, nearly all of the 
critically important reforms achieved by the 
landmarks water reform law will be delayed 
indefinitely. 

Not only will fish and wildlife restoration 
efforts be imperiled, but the ability of urban 
water districts to acquire needed water 
transfers from willing sellers in the valley 
may be stymied at a time when severe 
drought conditions have returned to Califor- 
nia. In effect, the water future of California 
has been thrown into dangerous turmoil just 
when the need for direction and predict- 
ability is greatest. 

Who does all this disruption serve? It is 
not at all clear that it will benefit even the 
heavily subsidized agricultural irrigators of 
Westlands, who cynically used provisions of 
environmental law to undermine environ- 
mental goals. If the extremely broad injunc- 
tion ordered by Judge Wanger—which 
reaches well beyond what was sought by 
Westlands—is strictly observed by resource 
officials, it could create havoc in the valley 
itself, where 65 short-term, interim water 
contracts are due to be awarded this year. If 
those contracts are delayed, water districts 
could find themselves without water next 
year—which is why many valley farmers 
have broken ranks with the intransigent 
spoilers of the Westland Water District. 

Westlands’ opposition to the 1992 reforms 
is easy to understand. As Representative 
George Miller, D-Martinez, the principal au- 
thor of the reforms, observed: That's busi- 
ness as usual for them; they have tried to 
frustrate every effort at ending their exces- 
sive use of water and their multimillion-dol- 
lar taxpayer subsidies.” 

What is harder to understand is the judge's 
failure to observe the clear congressional in- 
tent behind the water reform law, which 
aimed at immediate implementation of fish 
and wildlife restoration and mitigation 
measures, while delaying other aspects of 
the reforms until an environmental impact 
report is completed in 1995. 

In all likelihood, last week's ruling will be 
overturned on appeal. In the meantime, 
though, environmental interests will suffer, 
urban districts may bear unfair hardships, 
and negotiations toward permanent water 
quality standards for the San Francisco Bay 
and delta may be disrupted. Under no cir- 
cumstances should the anti-environmental 
cynics who have cloaked themselves in envi- 
ronmental law be allowed to benefit. 


CONGRESSIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY 
ACT 


Mr. KOHL. Madam President, I rise 
today as an original cosponsor of the 
Congressional Accountability ^ Act. 
Since at least the passage of the 1964 
Civil Rights Act, there has been an in- 
sidious and growing perception among 
the American people that Congress 
considers itself above the law, that we 
enact legislation which applies to ev- 
eryone but ourselves. Some have joked 
that if it could, Congress would exempt 
itself from the law of gravity. This 
trend—unless it is arrested and ulti- 
mately reversed—is destructive of the 
bedrock notion that ours is a system of 
government of the people, by the peo- 
ple, and for the people. 

I recognize that there are legitimate 
Constitutional and policy concerns 
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which must be considered in addressing 
the overall issue of placing Congress 
under laws which apply to the private 
sector and/or the executive branch. I 
am satisfied that the Congressional Ac- 
countability Act maintains our system 
of separation of powers and checks and 
balances while bringing Congress under 
the provisions of the civil rights laws, 
labor legislation, and laws providing 
rights of access to certain information 
that are specified in the Act. 

This is clearly an act whose time has 
come. Its enactment will go a long way 
toward rebuilding the bonds of trust 
between the people and their govern- 
ment. I urge my colleagues to support 
the Congressional Accountability Act. 


PSYCHO-FACTS ABOUT 
ENVIRONMENTAL RISK 


Mr. JOHNSTON. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the at- 
tached article from the opinion page of 
this morning's Washington Post be in- 
cluded in the RECORD following these 
remarks. It is entitled The Triumph 
of the Psycho-Fact," by Robert J. 
Samuelson. 

I strongly recommend that my col- 
leagues take the time to read this piece 
because it directly relates to the risk 
assessment and cost-benefit amend- 
ment that I plan to offer when the Safe 
Drinking Water bill reaches the floor. 
Mr. Samuelson tells of how we are 
hounded about psycho-facts that create 
fears about rising crime, increasing 
health hazards, falling living stand- 
ards, and a worsening environment, 
that are not supported by hard evi- 
dence. 

As many of you know, one of the pur- 
poses of my amendment is to get the 
facts out about the environmental 
risks that we face, and to put those 
risks in perspective. And that means 
comparing the risks that EPA regu- 
lates to other risks that we face in our 
daily lives. Mr. Samuelson speaks elo- 
quently to that same point, and in- 
cludes a table showing the likelihood 
of dying from a variety of risks. I am 
confident that my colleagues will find 
his piece informative. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

We live in à world of real dangers and 
imagined fears. The dangers are often low 
and falling, while the fears are high and ris- 
ing. We are hounded by what I call ‘‘psycho- 
facts": beliefs that, though not supported by 
hard evidence, are taken as real because 
their constant repetition changes the way we 
experience life. We feel assaulted by rising 
crime, increasing health hazards, falling liv- 
ing standards and a worsening environment. 
These are all psycho-facts. The underlying 
conditions aren't true, but we feel they are 
and, therefore, they become so. 

Journalists—trafficking in the sensational 
and the simplistic—are heavily implicated in 
the explosion of psycho-facts. But so are 
politicians, policy advocates and promoters 
of various causes and lifestyles. Rarely does 
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any of us deliberately lie. However, we do 
peddle incomplete or selective information 
that inspires misleading exaggerations or 
unwarranted inferences. People begin to feel 
that something's wrong, and this new sensa- 
tion becomes an irrefutable fact or (worse) 
the basis for a misguided policy. 

Crime? Yes, there's long been too much of 
it. But the best surveys do not show that it's 
dramatically worsened. Indeed, some victim- 
ization rates have dropped. The household- 
burglary rate declined by 42 percent between 
1973 and 1991. The number of annual murders 
has fluctuated between 20,000 and 26,000 since 
1980; the major increase occurred in the 
19608, when the number doubled. A Gallup 
poll reports that 86 percent of the respond- 
ents haven't been victims of violent crime. 
By contrast, our consciousness of crime— 
fanned by local TV news—has risen. 

"Are We Scaring Ourselves to Death?" 
asks ABC correspondent John Stossel on a 
recent network special exploring these is- 
sues. The answer is yes. But psycho-facts are 
seductive precisely because they are often 
plausible. We've been told for years, for ex- 
ample, that our living standards are drop- 
ping, and this became a big Clinton theme in 
1992. It isn't really so. Over any extended pe- 
riod, our living standards have risen. In the 
past 25 years, median family income is up by 
about one-fifth. But the rise is much slower 
than we expected and so slow that it's often 
imperceptible or nonexistent in any one 
year. We don't feel it. 

Health, safety and environmental hazards 
inspire similar misconceptions. Suppose an 
experiment shows that substance X causes 
cancer—at some dosage in some animal. 
We're soon worried that everything we eat or 
breathe is giving us cancer or heart disease. 
We feel that identifiable risks should be 
avoidable risks. We act as if there's a con- 
stitutional right to immortality and that 
anything that raises risk should be out- 
lawed. Our goal is a risk-free society, and 
this fosters many outsize fears. 

Lots of theoretical dangers (like asbestos 
or plane crashes) aren't large practical dan- 
gers. The easiest way to grasp this is to 
glance at the adjoining table. It compares 
relative risks of dying. What's worth remem- 
bering is that roughly 2.2 million Americans 
die every year. With about 260 million Amer- 
icans, this means that in a crude arithmetic 
sense the average risk of dying is about 1 in 
118 (2.2 million goes into 260 million 118 
times). Now obviously, the old die in much 
greater numbers than the young. Still, the 
general risk of dying from natural causes or 
unavoidable accidents is much greater than 
the specific dangers of many hazardous sub- 
stances or jobs. (The table shows both.) 

Alarmists will point out that all the spe- 
cific risks of dying create the overall risk of 
dying. True. But no matter how much we re- 
duce any specific risk, we'll still die from 
something, and many specific risks aren't 
very threatening. In the ABC program, 
Stossel tweaks Ralph Nader for seeing dan- 
ger almost everywhere: hot dogs have too 
much fat; airplanes aren't adequately main- 
tained; coffee has caffeine; rugs collect dust 
and cause indoor pollution. "Life is pre- 
paredness—the old Boy Scout motto, be pre- 
pared," Nader says. The trouble is that if 
you spend all your life preparing, you may 
miss out on living. 

Of course, we should take sensible personal 
precautions and enact prudent safety and en- 
vironmental regulations. But they should be 
sensible and prudent. We should not over- 
react to every ghoulish incident or conceiv- 
able danger. The abduction and murder of 
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Polly Klaas late last year was horrifying, 
but so was the kidnapping of the Lindbergh 
child in 1932. Cloistering children in gen- 
erally safe neighborhoods is not a sensible 
reaction. The old, too, often senselessly bar- 
ricade themselves indoors against imagined 
crime. We "give up some freedom," as 
Stossel says. 

Likewise, misguided regulations based on 
exaggerated risk can waste lots of money. 
The asbestos panic was a costly mistake, as 
federal Judge Stephen Breyer shows in a new 
book, Breaking the Vicious Circle: Toward 
Effective Risk Regulation." Leaving asbes- 
tos in buildings poses almost no hazard; re- 
moving it increases the danger by putting 
asbestos particles into the air. Breyer cites a 
toxic-waste case in which the company ob- 
jected to the final cleanup. The site was al- 
ready so clean that children could eat some 
dirt 70 days a year without significant harm. 
Why do more? '"There were no dirt-eating 
children playing in the area," he writes, for 
it was a swamp.” 

The standard retort is: A rich country like 
ours can afford absolute safety. No we can't. 
Regulatory costs raise prices or taxes. Our 
incomes are lower than they might be. 
That's okay if we receive lots of benefits— 
much cleaner air or healthier food. But it's 
not okay if the benefits are trivial or non- 
existent. 

Good judgment requires good information. 
Every imagined danger or adverse social 
trend is not as ghastly as it seems. Con- 
Sciousness-raising be truth-lowering. We fall 
prey to our fears and fantasies. We create 
synthetic truths from a blend of genuine evi- 
dence, popular prejudice and mass anxiety. 
Psycho-facts are not real facts. We should 
try to tell the difference. 

THE ODDS OF DYING 


Every year, nearly 1 in 100 of us dies. The 
dangers from high-profile risks such as as- 
bestos and plane crashes are relatively 
small. 

For everyone—1 in 118. 

For those 35 to 44 years old—1 in 437. 

For police on the job—1 in 4,500. 

For women giving birth—1 in 9,100. 

From airplane crashes—1 in 167,000. 

From lightning—1 in 2 million. 

From asbestos in schools—1 in 11 million. 


A CRITIQUE OF U.S. FOREIGN POL- 
ICY UNDER PRESIDENT CLINTON 


Mr. D'AMATO. Madam President, I 
rise today to discuss a topic of growing 
frustration to myself and many other 
Americans: the President's handling of 
this Nation's foreign affairs. Increas- 
ingly, the President's lack of atten- 
tion, lack of interest, and lack of for- 
titude in foreign affairs and national 
security concerns is hurting this Na- 
tion's prestige overseas and this will, 
in turn, come back to hurt us in the fu- 
ture. 

There has been a spate of articles de- 
tailing the President's inactivity in the 
foreign policy field. The outgoing 
American Ambassador to the United 
Kingdom, Raymond Seitz, was quoted 
in the May 9, 1994 edition of U.S. News 
& World Report, as saying that: 

There's no confidence in Europe that the 
administration, or the United States, has 
adapted to the big changes in the world, 
identified what is important and what is not 
important and what the priorities are * * *, 
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Joe Klein, in Newsweek's May 9, 1994 
edition, also commented on the Presi- 
dent's handling of foreign affairs. 
Klein, wrote: 

A president’s every word, the nuances of 
each position he takes, must be carefully 
considered. There is no room for careless- 
ness—or promiscuity; positions can’t be cas- 
ually struck as negotiating ploys and then 
indiscriminately abandoned. 

These statements are instructive, for 
they are symbolic of the President’s 
problem with foreign affairs: he seems 
to think that foreign policy by trial 
balloon will work—as he does with do- 
mestic policy by trial balloon. This 
idea is simply wrong. When an adminis- 
tration official makes a statement or 
doesn’t make one, misses a meeting, or 
comes late, someone gets offended and 
we have a problem. When a President 
breaks his promise, the problem be- 
comes infinitely bigger. Foreign policy 
is not a practice in which promises can 
be made and then broken. Foreign pol- 
icy is also a practice which requires at- 
tention, not wholesale abandonment. 
While there certainly are domestic 
concerns, there are also foreign ones 
that require the President's constant, 
not casual attention. 

Thus far, the President, has, in Am- 
bassador Seitz's word, lost the con- 
fidence of the world. This situation re- 
flects badly upon us not only because 
of its existence, but through lack of at- 
tention, we can miss some event that 
can start off small, but snowball into a 
crisis. 

Beyond lack of attention to foreign 
affairs, the President seems all too 
willing to appease rogue nations only 
feeding their appetite. He offered eco- 
nomic aid to North Korea in order to 
convince it to allow nuclear inspec- 
tions. This is ludicrous. He also offered 
to cancel military exercises to influ- 
ence it. This too is wrong. The only 
thing this brutal communist dictator- 
ship understands is a firm stance, 
backed up with the willingness to en- 
force its word. Bosnia is another clear 
example of waffling and appeasing to 
avoid the problem. 

Moreover, the President thinks that 
multilateralism is the wave of the fu- 
ture. In reality, he is foregoing Amer- 
ican leadership in favor of the United 
Nations, which has never really proven 
itself in collective action. Somalia is a 
proven example of this case. In Bosnia, 
the President claimed to have not even 
have been informed that American jets 
were being used to bomb Serb posi- 
tions. Where is Presidential leadership? 
He has allowed American forces to be 
commanded by foreign entities and 
commanders, without any input by our 
own commanders. This is embarrassing 
and exceedingly dangerous. 

Clearly the situation cannot proceed 
as it has. If it does, the world will con- 
tinue to mistrust us and we will be left 
to face a crisis, perhaps without 
friends. Worse yet, à crisis can evolve 
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that will overwhelm us simply because 

we did not pay the proper attention to 

the problem in its infancy. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the following chronology 
of significant foreign policy events of 
the Clinton administration, be in- 
cluded in the RECORD following the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the chro- 
nology was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CLINTON FOREIGN PoLICY: CHRONOLOGY OF 
SIGNIFICANT EVENTS FROM JANUARY 1993 TO 
MARCH 1994 

1993 
January 14, 1993 


Haitian Policy.—President-elect Clinton 
reverses his present campaign position, an- 
nouncing he will continue the Bush Adminis- 
tration policy of interdicting and returning 
Haitians found on the high sea. Clinton is 
consulted before the Jan. 15 placement of 
Coast Guard ships around Haiti to prevent a 
massive migration from there. March: Clin- 
ton names Lawrence Pezzullo special adviser 
on Haiti, meets with President Aristide. 
June: Clinton increases sanctions against 
Haiti. July: Aristide and Cedras sign Gov- 
ernors Island accord to restore Aristide to 
office. October: Haitians block landing of 
U.S. ship with U.N. military training mis- 
sion aboard, Clinton reimposes sanctions, 
stations ships around Haiti to enforce U.N. 
embargo. March 1994: Clinton Administra- 
tion proposes new plan to restore Aristide to 
office, which critics charge does not put 
enough pressure on the military regime to 
relinquish power. 

To this date, the Administration has made 
no progress on returning Aristide to power. 
The Administration has even conceded that 
Aristide might not be able to return to 
power. Yet, under pressure, the Administra- 
tion has taken to issuing threats of military 
action to return Aristide to power. It has 
also suggested that U.S. "trainers" would be 
sent to Haiti. Who will they train? 

February 26, 1993 

World Trade Center Bombing.—A huge 
bomb was detonated in a garage of the World 
Trade Center in New York City, killing 6 
people and injuring more than a thousand 
others. A group of Muslim extremists living 
in the New York City area were arrested sev- 
eral days later and charged with the crime, 
raising questions about possible complicity 
in the plot by terrorist countries in the Mid- 
dle East. Sudan was named as a prime sus- 
pect. President Clinton in his weekly radio 
address on 2-28, said that he had called New 
York Governor, Mario Cuomo and New York 
City Mayor, David Dinkins, and promised 
"full support of federal law enforcement re- 
sources to investigate the blast." Subse- 
quent Congressional hearings criticized the 
State Department's procedures for screening 
visa applicants in overseas missions. 

On April 14, 1994, INS announces that it 
will no longer require fingerprint checks on 
immigrants. Under public and Congressional 
pressure, on April 19, 1994, INS rescinds this 
policy. 

March 12, 1993 

North Korea Suspends“ Withdrawal From 
NPT.—North Korea announced that it would 
withdraw from the Nuclear Non-Prolifera- 
tion Treaty (NPT) after the International 
Atomic Energy Commission (IAEA) de- 
manded a special inspection“ of hidden nu- 
clear facilities. North Korea suspended“ its 
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withdrawal after the Clinton Administration 
decided to negotiate bilaterally with North 
Korea—the first negotiation occurring in 
June 1993. However, North Korea refused to 
allow any IAEA inspection until March 1994. 
That inspection was aborted when North Ko- 
rean officials barred inspectors from carry- 
ing out key functions that North Korea had 
agreed to in a note to the IAEA on February 
15, 1994. The U.N. Security Council has taken 
up the issue. The Council has passed an ini- 
tial resolution and will consider sanctions 
against North Korea, probably in May 1994, if 
Pyongyang does not allow the IAEA to com- 
plete the March inspection. China's position 
on sanctions may be the key of future Secu- 
rity Council decisions. 

U.S. negotiations offered cancellation of 
joint U.S.-South Korean military exercises, 
and offered economic aid in an effort to per- 
suade the North Koreans to allow inspec- 
tions. The Administration was even willing 
to accept limited inspections, appearing to 
be appeasing Kim II-Sung. 

March 27, 1993 

Export Administration Act Extension.— 
The President signed a bill extending the act 
unchanged until June 1994. The authorities 
in the act had been kept in force by execu- 
tive order since the fall of 1990 following a 
pocket veto of the bill extension in Novem- 
ber 1990, and the failure of Congress to agree 
upon an acceptable replacement in 1991 and 
1992. The 15 month extension was intended to 
allow some sort of consensus to be reached 
on the terms of export controls in an era 
characterized by the end of the Cold War and 
increased concern over proliferation. 

The core of the U.S. proposal for a succes- 
sor regime to CoCom is that supplier nations 
agree on a list of military critical products 
and technologies that would be denied to a 
handful of rogue regimes. Many of our allies 
opposed this principle and instead proposed 
that such controls be left to “national dis- 
cretion”, effectively replacing multilateral 
export controls with a loose collection of 
unilateral export control policies. This ap- 
proach would obviously be adverse for the 
United States security and economic inter- 
ests. CoCom went out of existence on April 1, 
1994. To this date, there is a no successor re- 
gime. With CoCom gone and no comprehen- 
sive multilateral controls in place, Iran, 
Iraq, North Korea, Libya and other rogue re- 
gimes will be able to accumulate the tech- 
nology to build weapons of mass destruction 
with increased speed and greater quality. 

April 27, 1993 

Plot to Assassinate Former President 
Bush.—Kuwaiti authorities arrested a group 
of Iraqis who had intended to assassinate 
former President Bush during an official 
visit to Kuwaiti April 14-16. The President 
was accompanied by his wife and former 
members of his cabinet. After a lengthy in- 
vestigation and conviction of the conspira- 
tors by the government of Kuwait, President 
Clinton, on June 27, ordered a missile attack 
on Iraqi intelligence headquarters in Bagh- 
dad in retaliation for the plot. Ambassador 
Albright presented evidence of the plot at 
the United Nations. 

This nighttime attack resulted in the de- 
struction of the Iraqi intelligence agency’s 
building, but by no means could be seen as 
retaliatory for it only put the agency’s as- 
sets out of service. This was a hollow ges- 
ture. 

April 1993-May 1993 

Bosnia-Hercegovina.—The Clinton Admin- 
istration came out in favor of lifting the 
arms embargo against the Bosnian govern- 


9172 


ment and threatening air strikes against the 
Bosnian Serbs. Secretary Christopher trav- 
elled to Europe to consult with European al- 
lies and Russian leaders on the U.S. propos- 
als, but met with resistance from European 
countríes. On May 22, the United States, 
Russia, France, the United Kingdom, and 
Spain agreed on a “joint action program 
from Bosnia." The United States also 
pledged to contribute some U.S. forces to the 
U.N. peacekeeping operations in Macedonia. 

While claiming that it favored lifting the 
arms embargo, the Administration’s lack of 
foreign policy credibility and its waffling on 
the issue, has created a situation whereby 
the Europeans will not go along with our di- 
plomacy. 

May 28, 1993 

China's MFN Eligibility.—President Clin- 
ton issued an executive order which made 
China's eligibility for MFN beginning July 3, 
1994, contingent upon its making significant 
progress on a number of human rights condi- 
tions. 

Despite campaign pledges to condition 
MFN on human rights improvements and de- 
nunciations of President Bush for “turning 
its back on those struggling for democracy 
in China," the President Clinton renewed 
MFN for China, by executive order, not 
through legislation. 

June 24, 1993 

Plot to blow-up critical sites in NYC.—The 
FBI arrested 9 men, all described as Muslim 
Fundamentalists on charges of plotting a se- 
ries of terrorist bombings of prominent sites 
in and around New York City. Targets in- 
cluded UN Headquarters, the Lincoln and 
Holland tunnels and busy thoroughfares 
linking New York City and New Jersey. The 
case was complicated by the implication of a 
prominent Muslim cleric, Sheik Abdel 
Rahman 


Attorney General Reno's decision not to 
arrest the sheik met with wide criticism. 
Public pressure ultimately led to his arrest 
and initiation of deportation action which is 
still unresolved. 

August 18, 1993 

Sudan placed on terrorism list.—The U.S. 
State Department placed Sudan on the list 
of states that sponsor terrorists. The action 
restricted U.S. trade with Sudan and prohib- 
ited U.S. aid other than humanitarian aid. 
The action was taken in response to reports 
that the Sudanese government was allowing 
its territory to be used as sanctuary for ter- 
rorists and to train extremists who commit 
terrorist acts in other countries. Further- 
more, eight individuals linked with the Su- 
danese government were arrested and 
charged with planning to bomb the United 
Nations and other headquarters in New York 
City. 

August 24, 1993 

Missile sanctions against China.—The 
United States determined that China in 1992 
had transferred M-II missile-related tech- 
nology to Pakistan in violation of MTCR 
guidelines, which China has promised to 
honor. As a result, the Clinton Administra- 
tion announced it was imposing sanctions 
against China. The effect of the August 24 
sanctions is to deny for 2 years U.S. Govern- 
ment contracts with the sanctioned entity, 
and licenses for transfer to the sanctioned 
entity, for missile equipment or technology 
listed in the MTCR Annex. 


September 10, 1993 
Israel-PLO mutual recognition.—Follow- 
ing 9 months of secret negotiations in Nor- 
way, Israel and the Palestine Liberation Or- 
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ganization exchanged letters of recognition. 
The next day, President Clinton announced 
that the United States would resume the dia- 
logue with the PLO that it had broken off 
after a June 1990 terrorist incident. 

The secret negotiations took place in Nor- 
way, and according to the Administration, 
took them by "surprise." The U.S., to the 
surprise of many, had no role in this agree- 
ment, other than hosting the ceremony. 

September 27, 1993 

Non-proliferation policy.—The President 
declared a “higher priority" for non-pro- 
liferation, while seeking to expand trade and 
to build a new consensus to promote effec- 
tive non-proliferation efforts. He also set a 
restrictive policy on fissile material, empha- 
sized the importance of extending the Nu- 
clear Non-Proliferation Treaty in 1995, re- 
affirmed support for the Missile Technology 
Control Regime, pledged to promote meas- 
ures to prevent the proliferation of biologi- 
cal and chemical weapons, placed a new em- 
phasis on proliferation issues in regional af- 
fairs and in intelligence collection and anal- 
ysis, and indicated the Administration would 
review conventional arms transfer policy. 

Despite this, the Administration failed to 
persuade its allies in Cocom to renew that 
organization. Having gone out of existence 
on April 1, 1994, export policies of former 
Cocom member countries, while nominally 
adhering to the Old Cocom export restriction 
lists, will revert to individual national dis- 
cretion. This policy will in turn amount to 
increased proliferation and the U.S. will 
have little or no leverage with its allies to 
stem the flow of dangerous technology to 
rogue regimes such as Libya, Iran, Iraq, 
North Korea, and Cuba. In essence, while 
talking non-proliferation, the Administra- 
tion is actually proliferating with its ineffec- 
tive export control policies. 

September 27, 1993 

Peacekeeping.—President Clinton, address- 
ing the U.N. General Assembly, noted that 
“U.N. peacekeeping holds the promise to re- 
solve many of this era's conflicts." At the 
same time, he stated that the "United Na- 
tions simply cannot become engaged in 
every one of the world's conflicts." 'This 
seeming disparity in his remarks expresses 
only a small portion of the debate within the 
Administration over the past year as it 
sought to develop a coordinated U.S. policy 
guidance on the use and support of peace- 
keeping. That policy guidance, in the form of 
Presidential Decision Directive 13, is ex- 
pected to be signed shortly. 

After the disastrous U.S. debacle in Soma- 
lia, on October 3, 1993, coupled with the 
string of U.S. casualties leading up to the 
failed raid, Congress forced the Administra- 
tion to agree to withdraw from Somalia by 
March 31, 1994. Not learning from its mis- 
takes, the Administration tried to land 
peacekeeping troops in Haiti, but they were 
not allowed to land, having been scared off 
by crowds of Haitian thugs. Nevertheless, 
the Administration is still contemplating 
sending up to 25,000 U.S. troops to Bosnia, 
and is again talking about sending “U.S. 
military trainers" to Haiti. 

September 30, 1993 

National Export Strategy Report.—The 
Clinton Administration released a report to 
Congress from the Trade Promotion Coordi- 
nating Committee on the measures needed to 
increase exports. Under the heading ‘‘Regu- 
latory Obstacles to Exports" the report fo- 
cused on export controls and product stand- 
ards. The report asserted that the tele- 
communications and computer sectors were 
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most affected by exports controls, and sev- 
eral recommendations were made to liberal- 
ize export controls over these commodities. 

It is painfully obvious that the Adminis- 
tration is catering to the technology center 
in Southern California, and this type of ex- 
port strategy, with an emphasis on erasing 
export restrictions in these areas will pro- 
vide more support for a State very important 
in 1996. The lack of intention to U.S. na- 
tional security is quite evident. 

October 6, 1993 

Computer Export Decontrols.—The Com- 
merce Department took the first of several 
steps to greatly reduce controls on the ex- 
port of computers and telecommunications 
equipment. In the first step, exports of com- 
puters with an operational speed of 195 
MTOPS (Millions Theoretical Operations Per 
Second) were to be allowed to most free- 
world destinations with little restriction. 
The previous speed for control had been 20 
MTOPS. At the same time, the Administra- 
tion announced it would attempt to change 
the definition of supercomputer from 195 
MTOPS to 2000 MTOPS, and to raise the al- 
lowed speed to most COCOM proscribed des- 
tinations to 500 MTOPS. Machines defined as 
supercomputers required much more strin- 
gent operational and end-use monitoring. 
Further liberalizations concerning allowable 
speeds and destinations took place at the end 
of December 1993, and in February and March 
1994. 

Even Japan objected to liberalizing the 
controls to these levels. If the Administra- 
tion had non-proliferation as a goal, than 
this decontrol will again run counter to its 
states policy. Faster and more available 
computers will allow rogue states to acquire 
weapons of mass destruction only faster. 
This is proliferation, not counter-prolifera- 
tion. 

October 11, 1993 

Greek National Election.—In a sweeping 
victory, Socialist Andreas  Papandreou, 
known for his anti-American rhetoric during 
his 1981-89 term, was returned to power. 
President Clinton congratulated Papandreou 
and invited him to the United States. 
Papandreou had never before been invited 
and, in his maiden address to parliament, ex- 
pressed his hope for warm U.S.-Greek rela- 
tions. 

In March 1994, the United States provided 
diplomatic recognition to the Former Yugo- 
slav Republic of Macedonia, clearly offend- 
ing Greece, and millions of Greek-Ameri- 
cans, whom the President promised while 
campaigning in October 1992, that he would 
not recognize Macedonia until it satisfied 
numerous Greek concerns. 

October 28, 1993 

Kashmir Initiatives—In a background 
briefing for South Asian journalists in Wash- 
ington, U.S. Assistant Secretary of State for 
South Asia Robin Raphel stated the long- 
standing U.S. view that Kashmir is disputed 
territory and also questioned the finality of 
Kashmir's accession to India in 1947. In re- 
sponse, the Indian government lodged a pro- 
test and the Indian press exploded with anti- 
American rhetoric. Raphel’s comments and 
subsequent statements by President Clinton 
and other Administration officials were part 
of Administration efforts to promote 
progress on the decades-old, increasingly 
dangerous Indo-Pakistani standoff over 
Kashmir. Such efforts, however, continued to 
fuel vitriolic reactions in India, where any 
comments on sensitive subjects such as 
Kashmir, Punjab, or human rights are 
viewed as a tilt toward Pakistan in the zero- 
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sum game of South Asian politics. In late 
March 1994, Raphel held three days of talks 
in New Delhi in a partially successful effort 
to ease tensions. 

Nevertheless, the Administration offended 
Indian-Americans, and broke a long-standing 
American policy by making these state- 
ments. Additionally, Administration has of- 
fered to sell F-16 fighters to Pakistan, only 
complicating the situation. 

November 22, 1993 

South Asia Nuclear Proliferation Initia- 
tives.—In search of avenues to progress on 
the South Asia nuclear proliferation issue, 
the Clinton Administration sent to Congress 
a “discussion draft’’ of a proposal to elimi- 
nate various country specific" provisions of 
the Foreign Assistance Act (FAA) of 1961, in- 
cluding Sec. 620E(e), the so-called Pressler 
Amendment," under which aid and most 
arms sales to Pakistan remain cut off since 
October 1990. The Administration later 
dropped the proposal as a result of strenuous 
objections from some Members of Congress. 
Early in 1994, the Administration began 
floating a proposal to release F-16 fighter 
aircraft paid for by Pakistan but blocked be- 
cause of the Pressler Amendment. In return 
Pakistan reportedly would be required to 
agree to cap their nuclear program and open 
their facilities to inspection by the Inter- 
national Atomic Energy Agency. 

This policy only adds more acrimony to 
U.S.-Indian relations and could in fact, fuel 
the dispute, perhaps stimulating an arms 
race in the region, forcing India to seek 
plans to counter this sale. 

1994 
February 3, 1994 

U.S. Trade Embargo Against Vietnam Lift- 
ed.—President Clinton lifted the U.S. trade 
embargo against Vietnam that had been in 
effect since 1975. Administration officials 
cited as justification continued progress 
with Vietnam in accounting for American 
missing in action (MIAs) from the Vietnam 
War. U.S. companies, eager for business op- 
portunities in Vietnam, supported the Ad- 
ministration's decision. Groups representing 
the families of MIAs were critical, asserting 
that Vietnam needed to do much more to ac- 
count for the MIAs. The Vietnamese Govern- 
ment praised the decision and called on the 
Clinton Administration to grant Vietnam 
Most Favored Nation (MFN) trade status; 
but Vietnamese officials warned that they 
would reject any future U.S. pressure related 
to human rights conditions inside Vietnam. 

Again, the Administration was more con- 
cerned with potential business ties, than the 
lack of total cooperation from Vietnam on 
the issue of the MIA's. 

February 7, 1994 

Release of National Drug Control Strat- 
egy.—The Administration released its Na- 
tional Drug Control Strategy. The strategy 
represents a shift in emphasis from inter- 
national programs to domestic ones. The 
international strategy constitutes a diminu- 
tion in the importance of drug trade destruc- 
tion in relation to other foreign policy issues 
such as democracy, market-based economic 
growth, and human rights. It continues to 
define cocaine as the primary threat and en- 
visions a shift of resources from interdiction 
beyond U.S. borders and territorial seas to- 
wards host nation enforcement programs. 
The new Federal Drug Control Budget re- 
quests $13.18 billion in budget authority for 
FY1995, an 8.6% increase ($104 billion) over 
the amount enacted in FY1994. Also, it re- 
flects the Administration's decision to in- 
crease funding for demand reduction (preven- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


tion and treatment). The FY1995 split for 
supply reduction and demand reduction is 
59% and 41%, respectively, as compared to a 
63% and 37% split in FY1994. The FY1995 
budget request seeks to restore FY1994 con- 
gressional cuts for funding of international 
narcotics control programs. The new budget 
request seeks $231.8 million for international 
programs, a 21.7% increase over FY1994 ap- 
propriations levels. 

The report that National Drug Control 
Policy Director Lee Brown released is, just 
as its title suggests, interim“. This report 
is full of what should“ be done, and what 
"can" be done, with few suggestions of what 
"will" be done. It is more a promotion for 
the Administration's Health Care proposal 
and its recently passed National Service bill, 
than any real plan to carry on the Drug 
fight. While stating that it is the Adminis- 
tration's goal to fight drugs through crime 
control, the strategy offers the ill-conceived 
strategy of gun control, not real crime con- 
trol. 

February 9, 1994 

NATO Ultimatum.—After the February 5 
mortar attack on the Sarajevo market, the 
Clinton Administration decided to take fur- 
ther action. Weeks of diplomatic negotia- 
tions, had seen the United States and France 
find common ground on the issue of air 
strikes. They jointly proposed the February 
9 NATO ultimatum, which threatened air at- 
tacks against Serbian guns position if the 
siege continued. President Clinton outlined 
U.S. strategic and humanitarian interests in 
taking this action, including preventing the 
conflict from becoming a wider war, main- 
taining the credibility of the NATO alliance, 
curbing destabilizing refugee flows, and re- 
sponding to the dire humanitarian situation. 
He also emphasized that only a political so- 
lution would end the conflict. 

This threat was one of many issued by the 
Administration. In this case threats worked 
and forced Serb gunners to pull back from 
Sarajevo, but only after nearly two years of 
inaction by the Administration in Bosnia. 
Further threats by the Administration were 
ignored and not backed up with force giving 
the further impression of a U.S. foreign pol- 
icy weakness. 

February 24, 1994 

Export Administration Act Proposal.—The 
Clinton Administration submitted a 99 page 
draft proposal for extension of the Export 
Administration Act. According to adminis- 
tration officials, the bill integrated foreign 
policy, national security and export pro- 
motion interests. Its major objectives were 
supposedly to increase discipline on the im- 
position of unilateral export controls; estab- 
lish a preference for multilateral export con- 
trols; improve the ability to pursue non-pro- 
liferation goals; streamline export license 
processing; limit controls that would have 
an 'unfair impact" on U.S. exports; and 
strengthen enforcement mechanisms. 

This proposal abandons the idea of protect- 
ing U.S. national security, in favor of busi- 
ness. There is no balance between the two in 
the proposal. 

February 26, 1994 

Hebron Mosque Massacre.—An Israeli set- 
tler killed 30 Palestinian worshippers in a 
mosque in the West Bank town of Hebron. In 
protest, Syria, Lebanon, Jordan, and the 
PLO suspended their participation. President 
Clinton issued à statement deploring the vio- 
lence and, to prevent the peace process from 
derailing, invited Israel and the PLO to send 
delegations to expedited peace talks in 
Washington. The United States abstained on 


9173 


votes for 2 paragraphs of U.N. Security Coun- 
cil Resolution 904 condemning the massacre 
that referred to Jerusalem as “occupied ter- 
ritory." Israel and the PLO subsequently re- 
sumed to talks in Egypt. 

Amazingly, the Administration did not 
veto this odious paragraph. They could have 
done so without endangering the entire reso- 
lution, but the Administration was afraid of 
offending Arafat and the PLO. 

March 25, 1994 

U.S. Withdrawal From Somalia.—Remain- 
ing U.S. military forces withdrew from So- 
malia. Approximately 50 Marines stayed in 
Mogadishu to protect the U.S. Embassy 
there, and about 12 U.S. personnel were still 
serving in the U.N. headquarters. President 
Clinton had announced on October 7, 1993 
that U.S. forces would be withdrawn by 
March 31, 1994. The announcement followed 
the combat deaths of 18 American soldiers in 
clashes with forces loyal to faction leader 
Mohammed Farah Aideed on October 3-4. 


—— 


TRIBUTE TO TEAM FROM PRAIRIE 
GROVE HIGH SCHOOL COMPET- 
ING IN THE '"WE THE PEOPLE 
-.. THE CITIZEN AND THE CON- 
STITUTION" PROGRAM 


Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, last 
Saturday, over 1,000 students from 47 
States and the District of Columbia 
were in Washington to compete in the 
finals of the We the People. The 
Citizen and the Constitution" program. 
It is my pleasure today to recognize 
the students of Prairie Grove High 
School, who represented the State of 
Arkansas in this competition. 

The team members from Prairie 
Grove are: Becky Bowerman, Amy Bul- 
lock, Nye Carnahan, Tina Carte, Keith 
Cohea, Todd Copeland, Deanna 
Dillingham, Jodie Divin, Sommer 
Faulkenberry, Heather Hall, Kara Ire- 
land, Jolene Key, Adam Morano, Jenny 
Pearson, Anne Stark, Brian Stark, and 
Marla Webb. 

I would also like to recognize their 
teacher, Frank Dalmut, who has given 
so much of his time to these students, 
as well as the district coordinator, 
Lacy Randall, and the State coordina- 
tor, Barbara Stafford, whose direction 
on behalf of the program is unparal- 
leled. 

Madam President, the ‘‘We the Peo- 
ple... The Citizen and the Constitu- 
tion" program is supported and funded 
by Congress. This competition is de- 
signed specifically to educate young 
people about the Constitution and the 
Bill of Rights. This year’s 3-day na- 
tional competition simulated a con- 
gressional hearing in which students’ 
oral presentations were judged on the 
basis of their knowledge of constitu- 
tional principles and their ability to 
apply them to historical and contem- 
porary issues. 

This worthy program is now in its 
7th year, and has reached thousands of 
elementary, middle, and high schools 
nationwide. We in the Congress do our 
part by discussing current constitu- 
tional issues with both students and 
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teachers. This year, the Thomas Jeffer- 
son Commemoration Commission made 
special presentations to the students in 
honor of Jefferson's legacy. 

Madam President, this past weekend 
was a very exciting time for all the 
Students and teachers who participated 
in this competition and their exem- 
plary performance is a great source of 
pride to all Arkansans. 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 


CONSUMER REPORTING REFORM 
ACT OF 1994 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 11:30 
a.m. having arrived, the Senate will 
now resume consideration of S. 783, 
which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 783) to amend the Fair Credit Re- 
porting Act, and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Illinois. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1671 
(Purpose: To establish a Privacy Protection 
Commission) 


Mr. SIMON. Madam President, I send 
an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Illinois (Mr. SIMON] pro- 
poses au amendment numbered 1671. 


Mr. SIMON. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, add 
the following new title: 

TITLE III—PRIVACY PROTECTION 
COMMISSION 
SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the "Privacy 
Protection Act of 1994". 

SEC. 302. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

The Congress finds that— 

(1) we live in an age of ever-increasing de- 
pendence on electronic data storage, commu- 
nications, and usage; 

(2) vast quantities of data are stored elec- 
tronically and may be instantly transferred 
electronically from 1 party to another for 
business or for other purposes; 

(3) the nature of such data allows for the 
increasing possibility that an individual's 
privacy rights may be violated; 

(4) the technology is growing so rapidly 
that broader societal consequences may not 
have been reviewed or studied nor is it clear 
how the use of such technology will affect 
existing data systems and their use; and 
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(5 a United States Privacy Protection 
Commission should be establíshed to— 

(A) ensure that privacy rights of United 
States citizens in regard to electronic data 
and fair information practices and principles 
are not abused or violated; 

(B) provide advisory guidance to the public 
and private sector on matters related to 
electronic data storage, communication, and 
usage; 

(C) provide the public with a central agen- 
cy for information and guidance on privacy 
protections and fair information practices 
and principles; 

(D) advise the Congress on the Federal 
agencies' implementation of section 552a of 
title 5, United States Code; and 

(E) promote and encourage the adoption of 
fair information practices and principles in 
the public and private sector, which should 
include— 

(i) the principle of openness, which pro- 
vides that the existence of recordkeeping 
systems and databanks containing informa- 
tion about individuals be publicly known, 
along with a description of main purpose and 
uses of the data; 

(ii) the principle of individual participa- 
tion, which provides that each individual 
should have the right to see any data about 
him or herself and to correct any data that 
is not timely, accurate, or complete; 

(iii) the principle of data quality, which 
provides that personal data should be rel- 
evant to the purposes for which they are to 
be used, and data should be timely, accurate, 
and complete; 

(iv) the principle of collection limitation, 
which provides that there should be limits to 
the collection of personal data, that data 
Should be collected by lawful and fair means, 
and that data should be collected, where ap- 
propriate, with the knowledge and consent of 
the subject; 

(v) the principle of use limitation, which 
provides that there are limits to the use of 
personal data and that data should be used 
only for purposes specified at the time of col- 
lection; 

(vi) the principle of disclosure limitation, 
which provides that personal data should not 
be communicated externally without the 
consent of the data subject or other legal au- 
thority; 

(vii) the principle of security, which pro- 
vides that personal data should be protected 
by reasonable security safeguards against 
such risks as loss, unauthorized access, de- 
struction, use, modification, or disclosure; 
and 

(viii) the principle of accountability, which 
provides that recordkeepers should be ac- 
countable for complying with fair informa- 
tion practices and principles, 

SEC. 303. ESTABLISHMENT OF PRIVACY PROTEC- 
TION COMMISSION. 

There is established the Privacy Protec- 
tion Commission (referred to in this title as 
the Commission“). 


SEC. 304. PRIVACY PROTECTION COMMISSION. 


(a) MEMBERSHIP.—(1) The Commission shall 
be composed of 3 members who shall be ap- 
pointed by the President, by and with the ad- 
vice and consent of the Senate, from among 
members of the public at large who are 
qualified for service on the Commission by 
their knowledge and expertise in— 

(A) civil rights and liberties; 

(B) law; 

(C) social sciences; 

(D) computer technology; 

(E) business; or 

(F) State and local government. 
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(2) Not more than 2 members of the Com- 
mission shall be members of the same politi- 
cal party. 

(3) The President shall designate 1 of the 
members as Chairperson of the Commission. 

(b) MEETINGS.—The Chairperson shall pre- 
side at all meetings of the Commission, but 
the Chairperson may designate another 
member as an acting Chairperson who may 
preside in the absence of the Chairperson. A 
quorum for the transaction of business shall 
consist of at least 2 members present, except 
that 1 member may conduct hearings and 
take testimony if authorized by the Commis- 
sion. Each member of the Commission, in- 
cluding the Chairperson, shall have equal re- 
sponsibility and authority in all decisions 
and actions of the Commission, and shall 
have full access to all information relating 
to performance of the duties or responsibil- 
ities of the Commission, and shall have 1 
vote. Action of the Commission shall be de- 
termined by a majority vote of the members. 
The Chairperson or acting Chairperson shall 
see to the faithful execution of the policies 
and decisions of the Commission and shall 
report thereon to the Commission from time 
to time or as the Commission may direct. 

(c) TERMS.—(1) A member of the Commis- 
sion shall serve for a term of 7 years, except 
that of members first appointed to the Com- 
mission— 

(A) the member designated as Chairperson 
by the President shall be appointed for a 
term of 7 years; 

(B) 1 member shall be appointed for a term 
of 5 years; 

(C) 1 member shall be appointed for a term 
of 3 years; and 

(D) all such terms shall begin on— 

(i) January 1, next following the date of 
the enactment of this title; or 

(ii) such date as designated by the Presi- 
dent. 

(2) A member may continue to serve until 
a successor is confirmed. 

(3) Members shall be eligible for reappoint- 
ment for a single additional term. 

(d) VACANCIES.—(1) Vacancies in the mem- 
bership of the Commission shall be filled in 
the same manner in which the original ap- 
pointment was made. 

(2) If there are one or more Commission 
members in office, vacancies in the member- 
ship of the Commission shall not impair the 
power of the Commission to execute func- 
tions and powers of the Commission. 

(e) COMPENSATION AND RESTRICTION ON 
OTHER EMPLOYMENT.—(1) The members of the 
Commission may not engage in any other 
employment during their tenure as members 
of the Commission. 

(2) Section 5315 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new item: 

"Members of Privacy Protection Commis- 
sion (5).". 

(f) REQUESTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.—(1) 
Whenever the Commission submits a budget 
estimate or request to the President or the 
Office of Management and Budget, it shall 
concurrently transmit a copy of that request 
to the Congress. 

(2) Whenever the Commission submits a 
legislative recommendation, testimony, or 
comment on legislation to the President or 
Office of Management and Budget, it shall, 
concurrently transmit a copy of such rec- 
ommendation, testimony, or comment to the 
Congress. No officer or agency of the United 
States shall have any authority to require 
the Commission to submit its legislative rec- 
ommendation, testimony, or comment on 
legislation, to any officer or agency of the 
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United States for approval, comment, or re- 
view, prior to the submission of such rec- 
ommendation, testimony, or comment to the 
Congress. 

(g) SEAL.—The Commission shall have an 
official seal which shall be judicially noted. 
SEC. 305. PERSONNEL OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND GENERAL 
COoUNSEL.—The Commission shall appoint an 
Executive Director and a General Counsel 
who shall perform such duties as the Com- 
mission determines necessary and appro- 
priate. Such appointment may be made with- 
out regard to the provisions of title 5, United 
States Code. The Executive Director and the 
General Counsel shall be compensated at a 
rate not in excess of the rate.payable for a 
position under level V of the Executive 
Schedule under section 5316 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(b) LIMITATION ON EMPLOYEES.—The Com- 
mission is authorized to appoint and fix the 
compensation of not more than 25 officers 
and employees (or the full-time equivalent), 
and to prescribe their functions and duties. 

(c) CoNSULTANTS.—The Commission may 
Obtain the services of experts and consult- 
ants in accordance with the provisions of 
section 3109 of title 5, United States Code. 

(d) DETAIL OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES.— 
Any Federal Government employee may be 
detailed to the Commission without reim- 
bursement, and such detail shall be without 
interruption or loss of civil service status or 
privilege. 

SEC. 306. FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall— 

(1) provide leadership and coordination to 
the efforts of all Federal departments and 
agencies to enforce all Federal statutes, Ex- 
ecutive orders, regulations, and policies that 
involve privacy or data protection; 

(2) maximize effort, promote efficiency, 
and eliminate conflict, competition, duplica- 
tion, and inconsistency among the oper- 
ations, functions, and jurisdictions of Fed- 
eral departments and agencies responsible 
for privacy or data protection, data protec- 
tion rights and standards, and fair informa- 
tion practices and principles; 

(3) develop model standards, guidelines, 
regulations, policies, and routine uses for 
and by Federal, State, and local agencies in 
implementing the provisions of section 552a 
of title 5, United States Code; 

(4) publish on a regular basis a guide to 
sections 552 and 552a of title 5, United States 
Code, and other laws relating to data protec- 
tion, for use by record subjects; 

(5) publish a compilation of agency system 
of records notices, including an index and 
other finding aids; 

(6) not later than December 1, 1996, make 
recommendations to the Congress regarding 
any possible amendments to section 552a of 
title 5, United States Code, and for improv- 
ing the coordination between such section 
and section 552 of such title; 

(T) provide active leadership, guidance, 
education, and appropriate assistance to pri- 
vate sector businesses, organizations, 
groups, institutions, and individuals regard- 
ing privacy, data protection rights and 
standards, and fair information practices and 
principles; 

(8) develop model privacy, data protection, 
and fair information practices, principles, 
standards, guidelines, policies, and routine 
uses for use by State and local governments 
and by the private sector; and 

(9) upon written request, provide appro- 
priate assistance in implementing privacy, 
data protection, and fair information prac- 
tices, principles, standards, guidelines, poli- 
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cies, or routine uses of privacy and data pro- 
tection, and fair information. 

(b) DISCRETIONARY FUNCTIONS.—The Com- 
mission may— 

(1) issue advisory opinions relating to sec- 
tion 552a of title 5, United States Code, or 
privacy and data protection practices, prin- 
ciples, standards, guidelines, policies, or rou- 
tine uses of data at the request of a Federal 
agency, a data integrity Commission of an 
agency or business, a court, the Congress, a 
business, or an individual; 

(2) investigate compliance with section 
552a of title 5, United States Code, and report 
on violations of such section to the appro- 
priate agency, the President, the Attorney 
General, and the Congress; 

(3) file comments with the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget and with the appro- 
priate agency on each proposal to— 

(A) amend section 552a of title 5, United 
States Code, or a regulation promulgated 
under such section; 

(B) create or modify a system of records; or 

(C) establish or alter routine uses of such a 
system; 

(4) request an agency to stay— 

(A) the establishment or revision of a sys- 
tem of records; 

(B) a routine use; 

(C) an exemption; or 

(D) any other regulation promulgated 
under section 552a of title 5, United States 
Code; 

(5) review Federal, State, and local laws, 
Executive orders, regulations, directives, 
and judicial decisions and report on the ex- 
tent to which they are consistent with pri- 
vacy and data protection rights, and fair in- 
formation practices and principles; 

(6) at the request of a Federal, State, or 
local government agency, a private business, 
or an individual, provide assistance on mat- 
ters relating to privacy or data protection; 

(7) comment on the implications for pri- 
vacy or data protection of proposed Federal, 
State, or local statutes, regulations, or pro- 
cedures; 

(8) propose legislation on privacy or data 
protection; 

(9) accept and investigate complaints 
about violation of privacy or data protection 
rights, and fair information practices and 
principles; 

(10) participate in each formal or informal 
Federal administrative proceeding or process 
when, in the judgment of the Commission, 
the action being considered would have a 
material effect on privacy or data protec- 
tion, either as a result of direct Government 
action or as the result of direct Government 
regulation of others; 

(11) petition a Federal agency to take ac- 
tion on a matter affecting privacy or data 
protection; 

(12) conduct, assist, or support research, 
studies, and investigations on the collection, 
maintenance, use, or dissemination of per- 
sonal information, the implications for pri- 
vacy or data protection of computer, com- 
munications, and other technologies, and 
any other matter relating to privacy or data 
protection; 

(13) assist in the development or imple- 
mentation of policies designed to provide for 
the protection of personal information main- 
tained by private sector recordkeepers; 

(14) assist United States companies doing 
business abroad to respond to foreign privacy 
or data protection laws and agencies; 

(15) assist in the coordination of the United 
States privacy and data protection policies 
with the privacy and data protection policies 
of foreign countries; and 
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(16) cooperate and consult with privacy or 
data protection commissions, boards, or 
agencies of foreign governments. 

SEC. 307. CONFIDENTIALITY OF INFORMATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Each department, agency, 
and instrumentality of the executive branch 
of the Government, including each independ- 
ent agency, shall furnish to the Commission 
upon request made by the Chairperson, such 
data, reports, and other information as the 
Commission determines necessary to carry 
out its functions under this title. 

(b) CONFIDENTIALITY.—In carrying out its 
functions and exercising its powers under 
this title, the Commission may accept from 
any Federal agency or other person, any 
identifiable personal data if such data is nec- 
essary to carry out such powers and func- 
tions. In any case in which the Commission 
accepts any such information, it shall pro- 
vide all appropriate safeguards to ensure 
that the confidentiality of such information 
is maintained and that under completion of 
the specific purpose for which such informa- 
tion is required, the information is destroyed 
or returned to the agency or person from 
which it was obtained. 

SEC. 308. POWERS OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Commission may, in 
carrying out its functions under this title— 

(1) conduct inspections; 

(2) sit and act at such times and places as 
it determines necessary; 

(3) hold hearings; 

(4) take testimony; 

(5) require by subpoena the attendance of 
witnesses and the production of books, 
records, papers, correspondence, documents, 
film, and electronic information; 

(6) administer oaths; and 

(7) make appropriate and necessary ex- 
penditures. 

(b) SUBPOENAS.—(1) Subpoenas shall be is- 
sued only upon an affirmative vote of a ma- 
jority of all members of the Commission. 
Subpoenas shall be issued under the signa- 
ture of the Chairperson or any member of 
the Commission designated by the Chair- 
person. Any member of the Commission may 
administer oaths or affirmations to wit- 
nesses appearing before the Commission. 

(2) In the case of a disobedience to a sub- 
poena issued under this title, the Commis- 
sion may invoke the aid of any district court 
of the United States in requiring compliance 
with such subpoena. Any district court of the 
United States within the jurisdiction where 
such person ís found or transacts business 
may, in the case of contumacy or refusal to 
obey a subpoena issued by the Commission, 
issue an order requiring such person to ap- 
pear and testify, to produce such books, 
records, papers, correspondence, documents, 
films, and electronic information. Any fail- 
ure to obey the order of the court shall be 
punished by the court as a contempt of such 
court. 

(c) APPEARANCES.—Appearances by the 
Commission in judicial and administrative 
proceedings shall be in its own name. 

(d) DELEGATION.—The Commission may 
delegate any of its functions to such officers 
and employees of the Commission as the 
Commission may designate and may author- 
ize such successive redelegations of such 
functions as it may determine desirable. 

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE POWERS.—To carry out 
this title, the Commission may— 

(1) enter into contracts or other arrange- 
ments with any State or local government, 
any agency or department of the United 
States, or with any individual, firm, associa- 
tion, or corporation; and 

(2) establish advisory committees in ac- 
cordance with the Federal Advisory Commit- 
tee Act (5 U.S.C. App.). 
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SEC. 309. REPORTS AND INFORMATION. 

In an annual report to the President and 
the Congress, the Commission shall report 
on its activities in carrying out the provi- 
sions of this title. The Commission shall un- 
dertake whatever efforts it may determine 
to be necessary or appropriate to inform and 
educate the public of data protection, pri- 
vacy, and fair information rights and respon- 
sibilities. 

SEC. 310. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this title— 

(1) $1,500,000 in fiscal year 1995; 

(2) $2,000,000 in fiscal year 1996; 

(3) $2,500,000 in fiscal year 1997; and 
. (4) such sums as may be necessary in each 
succeeding fiscal year thereafter. 

Amend the table of contents accordingly. 


Mr. SIMON. Madam President, I have 
discussed this with Senator BRYAN. 
This is a fairly simple measure in con- 
cept. I think we can dispose of it rather 
quickly. I regret it is being resisted for 
reasons that I understand have nothing 
to do with the amendment itself. 

I ask unanimous consent that we 
have a time limit of 20 minutes, 10 min- 
utes on each side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 


objection? 

Mr. BOND. Reserving the right to ob- 
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Madam President, we 


would like to have the short time 
limit. We have a problem of availabil- 
ity of some of our leadership with re- 
spect to the vote. I might need to ask 
that the unanimous consent request be 
amended to put the vote back until 
about 1 o’clock. We would have no ob- 
jection to a 20-minute time limit. I will 
discuss with my colleagues the appro- 
priate time for the vote. 

Mr. SIMON. I think we can work that 
out. Frankly, the White House has a 
bill-signing ceremony on a bill of 
which I happen to be the chief sponsor. 
That will take place around 1 o’clock. 

So, if we cannot vote, say, by 12:30, 
then I would prefer, subject to approval 
of my colleagues, that we put off the 
vote until 2 or 2:30. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the revised request? 

Mr. BOND. May I inquire, is the 
unanimous consent request that we 
have 10 minutes equally divided? I 
would have no objection to that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands 20 minutes equally 
divided with the vote to be held at 2:30. 

Mr. SIMON. I ask that no second-de- 
gree amendments be in order. 

Mr. BRYAN. Madam President, I 
think what we could do—and I am cer- 
tainly willing to try to accommodate 
the distinguished Senator from Illinois 
because I recognize his time request. I 
have been asked by the leadership not 
to agree to a vote at a time certain. I 
have absolutely no problem with 10 
minutes either side. 

Let me assure my colleague that we 
will work to accommodate his schedule 
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on the vote. We recognize that he is 
not available at 1 o’clock. I think we 
can work that out. So if we can just 
have the unanimous consent agreement 
of 10 minutes either side and that there 
be no second degree—I am advised by 
the floor staff that apparently someone 
has called in and has raised some con- 
cerns about the proposed unanimous 
consent request. I apologize to my col- 
league. He has been trying to be help- 
ful, as have I. Perhaps if he can proceed 
with the amendment, then maybe we 
can work out a time agreement shortly 
after that. A 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. The amendment is before 
the Senate. The Senator from Illinois 
is recognized. 

Mr. SIMON. Madam President, what 
this amendment proposes is very sim- 
ple: That we appoint a three-member 
privacy commission with no more than 
25 employees, $1.5 million authoriza- 
tion the first year that would take a 
look at the whole question of privacy 
in our country. 

It is very interesting, as you look at 
the countries that have privacy com- 
missions, 35 countries have privacy 
commissions right now: Australia, Aus- 
tria, Belgium, Canada, Czech Republic. 
You go down the list. Thirty-five coun- 
tries. We are the biggest user of this 
kind of information, and we have no 
privacy commission. 

This simply sets up a commission to 
advise us on where we are going in this 
field. It is very interesting that the Eu- 
ropean Community apparently is going 
to make an advisory to corporations in 
Europe that they should be careful in 
providing computer information to the 
United States because we have no pri- 
vacy commission and there is no cer- 
tainty that information can be pro- 
tected. 

The group of people who have en- 
dorsed this include the American Asso- 
ciation of Retired Persons, the 
Consumer Federation of America, Na- 
tional Consumers League, Public Citi- 
zen, Consumer Research Institute, the 
American Civil Liberties Union, and 
the American Library Association. 

Very shortly, Madam President, you 
and I hope we are going to be moving 
to health care reform. That is going to 
add a great many more privacy ques- 
tions in this country. 

I think it is essential that we have 
some protection. 

I would add, this is not just PAUL SI- 
MON'S idea. I have a statement of No- 
vember 18 of last year from Sally 
Katzen, the Administrator of the Office 
of Information and Regulatory Affairs 
at OMB. Let me just read a couple of 
statements. 

As she says: 

Senator Simon's bill responds to an issue 
of critical importance, protecting the pri- 
vacy of individuals in an electronic age. The 
need to protect individual privacy has be- 
come increasingly important as we move for- 
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ward on two major initiatives: Health care 
reform and national information infrastruc- 
ture. The success of these initiatives will de- 
pend in large part on the extent to which 
Americans trust the underlying information 
systems. Recognizing this concern, the Na- 
tional Performance Review has called for a 
commission to perform a function similar to 
that envisioned in Senator Simon's proposal. 

Mr. BRYAN. Will the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois yield for a mo- 
ment? 

Mr. SIMON. I would be pleased to 
yield to the Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. BRYAN. I appreciate the Sen- 
ator's indulgence. 

The Senator's effort which he under- 
took in good faith I believe we are 
ready to consummate on both sides of 
the aisle, to agree to a 20-minute de- 
bate, 10 minutes equally divided, with 
no second-degree amendment to follow, 
and that after the 20 minutes a vote on 
or with respect to the amendment 
could occur immediately. 

Mr. SIMON. That would put the vote 
at about 12:10. 

Mr. BRYAN. It would do that. 

Mr. SIMON. I certainly have no ob- 
jection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest? 

Mr. BOND. No objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. BRYAN. I thank the Chair and I 
thank the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. SIMON. Basically, that is it, 
Madam President. It is not a com- 
plicated issue. We simply have to pro- 
vide some privacy protection for peo- 
ple. We are not doing that adequately. 
We are behind other nations, even 
though we are ahead in the field, in the 
use of electronics and computers and 
that sort of thing. I think this makes 
sense. I hope my colleagues will agree. 
I recognize the jurisdictional problem 
we face in this, but I would ask for the 
yeas and nays, Madam President, at 
12:10. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays are ordered at 
12:10. 

Mr. SIMON. I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator reserves the remainder of his 
time. 

Mr. BRYAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. BRYAN. I thank the Chair. 

It is always very difficult for me to 
resist an amendment offered by my 
able friend and colleague for whom I 
had such great respect before I came to 
the Chamber and even an enhanced re- 
spect for him having had the privilege 
of serving with him and even traveling 
a bit with him and having a chance to 
get to know him. 
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I am forced to oppose this amend- 
ment for several reasons. First, this is 
a measure which the distinguished Sen- 
ator has introduced and is currently in 
Governmental Affairs. It has not had a 
hearing, and so we are really not famil- 
iar with the merits. And I do not want 
to address the merits because I do not 
feel I am in a position to do so because 
we have not had that hearing. 

It is not, as my colleagues know, ger- 
mane to the legislation with which we 
are dealing. 

And finally, I would appeal to my 
colleagues who may be listening that 
for the past 3 years and then some the 
able Senator from Missouri, who has 
been my principal cosponsor, has la- 
bored mightily on behalf of this legis- 
lation; that this is such a delicately 
crafted piece of legislation, if the 
amendment of our friend, the distin- 
guished senior Senator from Illinois, is 
added to this legislation, it com- 
plicates the referral process in the 
House. As the distinguished Presiding 
Officer knows, based upon her experi- 
ence, the referral would then go out- 
side to the Banking Committee and 
would greatly complicate the prospect 
of passage which we believe, if we can 
dispose of the other amendments, looks 
reasonably good and reasonably soon. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Madam President, the 
floor manager on this side has yielded 
me a couple of minutes. I rise just to 
expand upon what Senator BRYAN has 
already said. 

This is, as we know, a very delicately 
crafted piece of legislation. It has been 
a long time coming. We have worked 
hard to get to the point where we have 
an opportunity to pass it. I am gravely 
concerned not with the substance of 
the amendment of my good friend from 
Qilinois but what adding it to this bill 
would do. 

I happen to be the cosponsor, along 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE], of privacy pro- 
visions in the health information mod- 
ernization and security system. We be- 
lieve this is an important part of 
health care. Privacy provisions exist 
throughout Government agencies as 
has already been stated. 

There is a measure the Senator from 
Illinois has which I understand has 
been referred to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. This committee 
should hold hearings on this matter to 
determine whether a statutory com- 
mission is necessary. I believe that the 
administration would have the power 
to appoint by Executive order a com- 
mission which could provide the study 
and review. At a time when we are try- 
ing to cut back on the number of com- 
missions and studies, I think they 
would want to be very careful in the 
extent to which they get into new com- 
missions and new bodies. 
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In summary, while I appreciate the 
interest that the Senator has, this is a 
very important question. Privacy af- 
fects all of us. I would urge my col- 
leagues not to support this amendment 
because there will be another time and 
a place for the discussion of the broad- 
er privacy concerns. We need to protect 
consumers who have had misinforma- 
tion put into their credit information 
files. To attempt to deal with privacy 
might endanger that broader goal. 
Thus, I urge that we not accept the 
amendment. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. SIMON. Let me say, with all due 
respect to my two colleagues, I think 
things can get worked out over on the 
House side. 

We always find a reason not to move 
ahead. One of the reasons for coming 
directly to the floor is, frankly, there 
are people who do not want any restric- 
tions, who do not want this kind of 
thing to happen. This is not a new idea. 
The first time this was proposed statu- 
torily was 20 years ago this year by 
Senator Sam Ervin. He wanted a 5-per- 
son advisory board on privacy. 

That is all this is, an advisory board. 
It has no jurisdiction over any—it can- 
not move into territory where it does 
not belong, but it can advise agencies 
how we can secure privacy. It can ad- 
vise agencies and it can advise the pri- 
vate sector. 

Ithink it is needed. We can work out 
the House problems on this bill. I sup- 
port the legislation. I wish to see pro- 
tection. But when my friend, and he is 
my friend, from Nevada said this is not 
germane, this comes much closer to 
being germane than most amendments 
we consider on the floor of the Senate. 
We are talking about protecting people 
in their electronic records. That is 
what this bill is about. That is what 
this amendment is about. 

I hope we can approve the amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BRY AN. Madam President, may I 
inquire how much time is remaining 
under my control? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. The 
Senator from Illinois has 7 minutes and 
41 seconds remaining, and the Senator 
from Nevada has 5 minutes and 37 sec- 
onds remaining. 

Mr. BRYAN. I yield myself 2 min- 
utes. 

Isay to my friend from Illinois that 
his concerns about privacy and the po- 
tential encroachment by an increas- 
ingly sophisticated technological world 
in which we live are not misplaced, and 
I share those concerns. Again, I share 
with him my only concern is the vehi- 
cle to which he has chosen to add this 
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amendment. He is certainly within his 
rights. I understand there may be oth- 
ers who share a different philosophy 
and perspective and are not interested 
in moving forward. As the Senator 
knows, the administration has indi- 
cated to us that they are going to, in 
the very near future, advance their 
own view in terms of conceptually 
what should be done with respect to 
the concept which the Senator from Il- 
linois is seeking to incorporate into 
this legislation. I think a further rea- 
son for us to act with a measure of re- 
straint is to await the administration’s 
proposal so we will know precisely 
what they have to say about this issue. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. SIMON. Madam President, I will 
just point out one other thing. We have 
had several Government studies that 
have recommended precisely what this 
amendment does. The 1972 Advisory 
Committee on Automated Personnel 
Data, the data systems, Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare, rec- 
ommended that we set up a privacy 
commission—1972, 22 years ago. We are 
still talking about it now. 

In 1975, the Commission on Federal 
Paperwork, 19 years ago, recommended 
it. We are still talking about it. 

In 1977, the Privacy Protection Study 
Commission recommended it. We are 
still talking about it. 

I think the time is here to act. I hope 
we act favorably. 

If no one seeks the floor, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FEINGOLD). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I yield 
the remainder of the time under my 
control. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I yield 
the remainder of my time, and I as- 
sume that we can then proceed directly 
to a vote. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I move to 
table the pending Simon agreement. j 

Mr. BOND. I ask for the yeas and 


nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Nevada to lay on 
the table the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Illinois. On this question, the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM] is nec- 
essarily absent. 


9178 


I also announce that the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] is absent 
because of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 77, 
nays 21, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 99 Leg.] 


YEAS—TI 

Akaka Domenici Lott 
Baucus Dorgan Lugar 
Bennett Exon Mack 
Biden Faircloth McCain 
Bi Feingold McConnell 
Bond Feinstein Mikulski 
Boren Ford Mitchell 
Boxer Glenn Moynihan 
Breaux Gorton Murkowski 
Brown Gramm Murray 
Bryan Grassley Nickles 
Bumpers Gregg Nunn 
Burns Hatch Pressler 

Heflin Reid 
Campbell Helms Riegle 
Chafee Hollings Rockefeller 
Coats Hutchison Roth 
Cochran Inouye Sarbanes 
Cohen Kassebaum Simpson 
Conrad Kempthorne Smith 
Coverdell Kennedy Specter 

Kerrey Stevens 
D'Amato Kerry Thurmond 
Danforth Kohl Wallop 
DeConcini Levin Warner 
Dole Lieberman 

NAYS—21 
Bradley Johnston Pell 
Daschle Lautenberg Pryor 
Dodd Leahy Robb 
Durenberger Mathews Sasser 
Harkin Metzenbaum Simon 
Hatfield Moseley-Braun Wellstone 
Jeffords Packwood Wofford 
NOT VOTING—2 
Graham Shelby 
So the motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 


Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. DECONCINI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I again 
want to congratulate Senators BRYAN 
and BOND for their outstanding work 
on the Consumer Reporting Reform 
Act of 1994. This is one of the most im- 
portant pieces of consumer legislation 
that the Congress will consider this 
year and it has been my top consumer 
priority for 1994. 

During my tenure as chairman of the 
Banking Committee, the Banking Com- 
mittee has taken numerous significant 
Steps to safeguard the public interest 
and consumers. Among them we have 
strengthened our fair lending and com- 
munity investment laws. We have ex- 
panded the Home Mortgage Disclosure 
Act to make data concerning loan ap- 
plications available to the public, 
strengthened the Community Reinvest- 
ment Act to disclose both ratings and 
the data behind those ratings and re- 
quired examiners to refer patterns of 
mortgage discrimination to the Justice 
Department for further action. 

The Consumer Reporting Reform Act 
of 1994 continues this line of achieve- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


ment of the Senate Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs Committee. The 
drafting of the Consumer Reporting 
Reform Act has been a long and dif- 
ficult process which has taken over 3 
years. Numerous interests have had to 
be extremely carefully balanced. 

In addition to the leadership of Sen- 
ators BRYAN and BOND, I want to ac- 
knowledge the excellent staff work 
that has been done on this bill. While 
numerous people have had a significant 
impact on this legislation. I want to 
particularly acknowledge and thank 
Andy Vermilye of Senator BRYAN's 
staff, Maggie Fisher of Senator BOND's 
staff, Doug Nappi of the Banking Com- 
mittee staff and, of course, Mark Kauf- 
man of my own and the committee’s 
staff. They have been simply outstand- 
ing. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1672 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator LEVIN and ask for its imme- 
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. BRYAN], for 
Mr. LEVIN, proposes an amendment num- 
bered 1672. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 


It is the sense of the Senate that: (a) indi- 
viduals should generally be judged for credit 
worthiness based on their own credit worthi- 
ness and not on the zip code or neighborhood 
in which they live; and (b) the Federal Trade 
Commission after consultation with the ap- 
propriate Federal banking agencies shall re- 
port to the Banking Committee within 6 
months as to whether and how the location 
of the residence of an applicant for unse- 
cured credit is considered by many compa- 
nies and financial institutions in deciding 
whether an applicant should be granted cred- 
it. 

Mr. BRYAN. I would represent to my 
colleagues this is a sense-of-the-Senate 
amendment that has been approved on 
both sides of the aisle. 

I yield to my distinguished minority 
floor manager. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GRA- 
HAM). The Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. This amendment is 
cleared on our side, and we are ready to 
accept it. 
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Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the 
amendment I am offering expresses the 
sense of the Senate that an individual’s 
creditworthiness should be judged on 
his or her own credit history and not 
on where that individual happens to 
live. The amendment also requests that 
a report be made to the Banking Com- 
mittee within 6 months on whether and 
how location of the residence of an ap- 
plicant seeking unsecured credit is rou- 
tinely considered by companies and fi- 
nancial institutions in granting credit. 

Mr. President, the stereotyping of 
consumers based on where they live is 
a social evil with very negative social 
consequences. The Congress has been 
instrumental in formulating legisla- 
tion that seeks equal credit oppor- 
tunity for all, If creditworthy persons 
can be rejected on account of his or her 
place of residence, our work is incom- 
plete. 

When people in a neighborhood or 
other geographical area are told that 
the place where they live is the reason 
or a reason for their being denied cred- 
it, that neighborhood or that other 
geographical area is hurt as well as the 
people living in it. 

Mr. President, credit applicants 
should be considered on the basis of 
their individualized creditworthiness 
and not on the basis of spurious statis- 
tical correlations which some compa- 
nies have decided to utilize as part of a 
point system in establishing whether 
or not someone gets credit. The result- 
ing  stereotyping and  generalizing 
about certain regions of the country 
and particular neighborhoods contrib- 
ute to a vicious cycle which adds to 
further decay of our cities and commu- 
nities. 

Mr. President, I understand the 
Banking Committee has no objection 
to this amendment. I ask unanimous 
consent that the text of my amend- 
ment be printed following my remarks. 
The amendment is as follows: 

It is the sense of the Senate that: (a) indi- 
viduals should generally be judged for credit 
worthiness based on their own credit worthi- 
ness and not on the zip code or neighborhood 
in which they live; and (b) the Federal Trade 
Commission, after consultation with the ap- 
propriate Federal banking agencies, shall re- 
port to the Banking Committee within 6 
months as to whether and how the location 
of the residence of an applicant for unse- 
cured credit is considered by many compa- 
nies and financial institutions in deciding 
whether an applicant should be granted cred- 
it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? Is there objection to 
adoption of the amendment? Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

So the amendment (No. 1672) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. BOND. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1673 
(Purpose: To make a series of amendments) 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk a series of technical amend- 
ments on behalf of Senator RIEGLE, 
Senator BOND, and myself and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. BRYAN], for 
Mr. RIEGLE, for himself, Mr. BRYAN, and Mr. 
a proposes an amendment numbered 
1 


Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 71, strike lines 1 through 13 and in- 
sert the following: 

(1) in subparagraph (A)— 

(A) by inserting ''(1)" after (A)“; and 

(B) by inserting before the semicolon at 
the end the following: ; (ii) any communica- 
tion of that information among persons re- 
lated by common ownership or affiliated by 
corporate control; or (iii) any communica- 
tion of information from a credit application 
by & consumer among persons related by 
common ownership or affiliated by common 
corporate control, if (I) it is clearly and con- 
Spicuously disclosed to the consumer with 
the credit application that the information 
may be communicated among such persons; 
and (II) the consumer is provided with the 
option to prohibit such communication (in 
writing, using a signature line that is sepa- 
rate and distinct from that used for the con- 
sumer's consent to the extension of credit) 
and does not exercise such option"; 

On page 73, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following new subsection: 

(e) EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN COMMUNICATIONS 
BY EMPLOYMENT AGENCIES FROM DEFINITION 
OF CONSUMER REPORT.—Section 603 of the 
Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681(a)), 
as amended by subsections (a) through (d), is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (d), by adding at the end 
the following new sentence: The term also 
does not include a communication described 
in subsection (n)."; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

"(n) COMMUNICATIONS BY EMPLOYMENT 
AGENCIES EXCLUDED FROM DEFINITION OF 
CONSUMER REPORT.—For purposes of sub- 
section (d), a communication is described in 
this subsection if it is a communication— 

(i) that, but for the third sentence of sub- 
section (d) would be an investigative 
consumer report; 

(2) that is made to a prospective employer 
for the purpose of— 

() procuring an employee for the em- 
ployer; or 

"(B) procuring an opportunity for a natu- 
ral person to work for the employer; 

"(3) that is made by a person that regu- 
larly performs such procurement; 

4) that is not used by any person for any 
purpose other than a purpose described in 
subparagraph (A) or (B) of paragraph (2); 

*(5) with respect to which 

"(A) the consumer who is the subject of 
the communication— 

(J) consents orally or in writing to the na- 
ture and scope of the communication, before 
the collection of any information for the 
purpose of making the communication; 

"(ii) consents orally or in writing to the 
making of the communication to a prospec- 
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tive employer, before the making of the com- 
munication; and 

„(iii) in the case of consent under clause (i) 
or (ii) given orally, is provided written con- 
firmation of that consent by the person mak- 
ing the communication, not later than 3 
business days after the receipt of the consent 
by that person; 

"(B) the person making the communica- 
tion does not, for the purpose of making the 
communication, make any inquiry that if 
made by a prospective employer of the 
consumer who is the subject of the commu- 
nication would violate any applicable Fed- 
eral or State equal employment opportunity 
law or regulation; and 

"(C) the person making the communica- 
tion— 

"(i) discloses in writing to the consumer 
who is the subject of the communication, not 
later than 5 business days after receiving 
any request from the consumer for such dis- 
closure, the nature and substance of all in- 
formation in the consumer's file at the time 
of the request, except that the sources of in- 
formation that is acquired solely for use in 
making the communication and actually 
used for no other purpose need not be dis- 
closed other than under appropriate discov- 
ery procedures in the court in which an ac- 
tion is brought; and 

“(ii) notifies the consumer who is the sub- 
ject of the communication, in writing, of the 
consumer's right to request the information 
described in clause (i).“ 

On page 107, line 10, insert “and” after the 
semicolon. 

On page 107, line 22, strike; and" and in- 
sert a period. 

Beginning on page 107, strike line 23 and 
all that follows through the first period on 
page 108, line 2. 

On page 130, line 20, strike charge or“. 

At page 117, line 1, delete Duty“ and all 
that follows through the end of line 8 and in- 
sert the following in lieu thereof: 

“DUTY TO PROVIDE NOTICE OF DELINQUENCY 
OF ACCOUNTS.—A person who furnishes infor- 
mation to a consumer reporting agency re- 
garding a delinquent account being placed 
for collection, charged to profit or loss, or 
subjected to any similar action shall, by not 
later than 90 days after furnishing the infor- 
mation, notify the agency of the month and 
year of the commencement of the delin- 
quency which immediately preceded the ac- 
tion.". 


Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, this is a 
series of technical amendments which 
we have worked out with my distin- 
guished colleague from Missouri and 
the chairman of the committee. I do 
not believe there is any objection. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I wish to 
express once again my thanks to the 
Senator from Nevada for the efficient 
and effective way that he and his staff 
have helped guide this bill. The tech- 
nical amendments now I believe take 
care of a number of questions that have 
been raised. I believe these are all good 
amendments. We have no objection on 
this side, and we are ready to accept 
them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? Is there objection to 
the adoption of the amendment? With- 
out objection, the amendment is agreed 
to. 

So the amendment (No. 1673) was 
agreed to. 
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Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. BOND. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, there are 
no further amendments pending, to the 
best of my knowledge. Let me again 
Say, as I said earlier in the week, that 
my friend, with whom I have had a re- 
lationship dating back to the days 
when the distinguished occupant of the 
chair and the two of the floor managers 
served in a different capacity in our re- 
spective States, Senator BOND has been 
extraordinarily helpful, and I think 
that everyone needs to know that we 
would not be in the position we are 
now awaiting third reading and final 
passage but for his leadership. I wish to 
acknowledge personally and publicly 
that I am profoundly grateful to him 
and his staff and the consumers of 
America and the business community 
that are very much a part of this trans- 
action should be deeply indebted to 
him for his leadership. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I could say 
the same and even more about Senator 
BRYAN for his leadership on this issue. 
As we have seen in previous efforts to 
pass this measure, it is very com- 
plicated. It requires a great deal of bal- 
ancing of interests. Consumers' rights 
must be protected, and we must have 
the access to full, fair, and timely in- 
formation on credit so that much of 
the consumer credit operations, wheth- 
er they be cars, homes or other kinds 
of lending activities, can go forward in 
this country. 

I believe the bill as it now stands re- 
flects à workable compromise that will 
move us forward significantly. I believe 
consumers stand the most to benefit 
and they will gain from having a much 
greater assurance that their credit will 
not be destroyed because of inaccurate 
or improper information put in their 
files. And for that they have the Sen- 
ator from Nevada to thank for his 
great leadership on this bill. 

I do not believe, as the Senator said, 
that there are more amendments to be 
offered on this bill. I take this oppor- 
tunity to urge all of my colleagues to 
vote for the bill, and we will set the 
time for the vote. I hope the House 
would be able to accept this bill. We 
think the time has come to pass re- 
forms to the Fair Credit Reporting Act. 

I express my appreciation first to 
Senator BRYAN but also to a number of 
colleagues who have worked with us 
who have brought to us a number of 
concerns with the bill. Chairman RIE- 
GLE and Senator D'AMATO deserve our 
great thanks. Senators HELMS, 
FAIRCLOTH, COVERDELL, and BENNETT 
on our side have offered constructive 
suggestions which we have incor- 
porated. I believe they make this a 
very good bill. I hope we will see it 
passed by a significant margin. 
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Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Mis- 
souri. 

CIVIL PENALTIES 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, our 
amendment to sections 621(a) and 
621(d)(1)(D) of S. 783 would preclude the 
Federal Trade Commission and the 
States from obtaining civil penalties 
for initial violations of section 622(a)(1) 
relating to the reporting of informa- 
tion by creditors to consumer report 
agencies. My question is if a creditor is 
found liable for violation of section 
622(a)(1) by either the Commission or 
the States, and has been put under 
order, is it the intent of your amend- 
ment to preclude the Commission and 
States from seeking civil penalties for 
violations of Commission or State or- 
ders prohibit such conduct in the fu- 
ture? 

Mr. BRYAN. No. While a creditor 
would be immune from civil penalties 
for initial violations of section 
622(a)(1), it would continue to be sub- 
ject to civil penalties for violation of 
Federal Trade Commission or State or- 
ders, even if the same conduct would 
also constitute a violation of section 
622(a)(1). The limitation in the amend- 
ment only addresses statutory viola- 
tions, not order violations which are a 
separate matter. It is critical that the 
Commission and States be able to vin- 
dicate their authority by sanctioning 
violations of their orders. Therefore, 
the prohibition on seeking civil pen- 
alties is clearly limited to violators of 
section 622(a)(1) who are not also under 
Commission or State order. 

PRESCREENING 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, one of 
the most important issues in S. 783 
deals with the process of prescreening. 
I am conscious of the needs to balance 
privacy concerns created by 
prescreening with the benefit of a firm 
offer of credit to consumers. In our ef- 
fort to protect privacy, I recognize that 
the safety and soundness of financial 
institutions rests on their ability to ef- 
ficiently obtain sufficient information 
to make intelligent credit decisions. 

The statutory language of section 103 
makes it clear that information not 
identified or identifiable to an individ- 
ual consumer may be provided by a 
credit reporting agency. Such informa- 
tion should not include the credit pay- 
ment history, credit limit or credit bal- 
ance of any consumer with any identi- 
fied creditor or other information that 
identifies the consumer's relationship 
and experience with an identified credi- 
tor. It is important, however, to unse- 
cured and secured creditors alike, that 
numerical or other predictors of credit- 
worthiness or other information bear- 
ing on the creditworthiness that do not 
identify the consumer's relationship 
and experience with any particular 
creditor be available to the creditor. 

All of us here know the bill is a com- 
promise between many parties. We 
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have carefully crafted a sunset of Fed- 
eral preemption in order to balance in- 
dustry needs for uniformity with the 
States' interest in protecting their 
citizens. In the prescreening area, I 
note that prescreening operates pursu- 
ant to long-standing Federal law and 
Federal agency interpretation. When 
State contemplate FCRA legislative 
actions in future years, they should 
recognize the inherent federal basis of 
prescreening and that Congress intends 
for prescreening to be allowed as pro- 
vided for in this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, under the previous 
order, the committee substitute is in- 
corporated in the bill, and the bill will 
be read as such for the third time. 

So the committee substitute, as 
amended, was agreed to and the bill 
was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading and was read the third time. 

Mr. BRYAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. BRYAN. I now ask unanimous 
consent that the vote on final passage 
occur at the hour of 2:30 p.m. today, 
without intervening action, notwith- 
standing rule 12, paragraph 4. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BRYAN. I now ask for the yeas 
and nays on final passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there à 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be a pe- 
riod for morning business not to extend 
beyond the hour of 2:30 p.m. with Sen- 
ators permitted to speak therein for a 
period not to exceed 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I do not 
see another of our colleagues on the 
floor who seeks to be recognized. 

Let me make an additional comment. 
Senator BOND, I think has stated the 
case so well. 

This is a piece of legislation which is 
a victory for the American consumers. 
It fundamentally changes in the most 
fair way the burden of correcting mis- 
information that innocently becomes a 
part of an individual's credit history. 
As we began this discussion on Mon- 
day, an observation was made that 
there are 450 million credit reports, 
histories, in America, and more than 2 
billion entries made each month. With 
that kind of a volume, there are going 
to be mistakes made. Many of us have 
common last names. We are in a soci- 
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ety which is increasingly mobile and 
transitory as people move from one 
part of the country to the other. And 
as the record has demonstrated in the 
hearings, and in town hall meetings 
that Senator BOND and myself and 
other colleagues have, it has become a 
consumer nightmare to remove that in- 
accurate information. 

This piece of legislation places the 
burden to correct that inaccurate in- 
formation upon the individual that fur- 
nishes that information. I believe that 
this is a fundamental, significant 
change in the way in which the 
Consumer Reporting Act has been dealt 
with; the enactment back in 1970. 

So this is really a milestone for con- 
sumers. We carefully crafted this so as 
not to impede the flow of information 
from those furnished credit because 
that is essential for consumers to be 
able to go to get credit, to buy a home, 
to finance an automobile, to buy an ap- 
pliance, even in terms of applying for a 
job or a job promotion. These credit 
histories are a very integral part of our 
society. So I think that this is a mile- 
stone piece of legislation. 

Again, I acknowledge the support of 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Missouri, the ranking member on his 
side of the aisle, Senator RIEGLE, our 
chairman, 


COMMENDATION OF STAFF 


Mr. BRYAN. I would like to say that 
my staff, Andy Vermilye, in particular, 
has done just an extraordinary job in 
working with the very able staff of the 
Senator from my Missouri. We will not 
be here without the fine staff work we 
have had. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I was going 
to save the final accolades to see 
whether this passes or not. But I be- 
lieve it will pass. 

I want to echo what Senator BRYAN 
said, and add my sincere thanks and 
congratulations to him for his leader- 
ship. 

Andy Vermilye has been outstanding 
to work with. We spent a great deal of 
time together working on this problem. 
It required a lot of good humor and pa- 
tience to come this point. 

I want to single out two people on my 
staff, Maggie Fisher and John 
Kamarck, who have worked long and 
hard. Maggie in particular has been in- 
volved in many, many negotiations to 
assure that we get the best possible 
bill. 

This was a very long and very tedious 
task. There were times when I thought 
we would never see the day when we 
would even be coming to the situation 
where we would have a vote on final 

e. 

But I believe the staff should be men- 
tioned, and the others deserve a great 
deal of thanks because it has been a 
long and arduous process, but I think a 
very profitable one. 
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I will save further congratulations 
until we see what the final votes are. 

Ithank the Chair. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, if there 
are no other Senators seeking recogni- 
tion at this time, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my 
capacity as a Senator from Florida, I 
ask that the quorum call be rescinded. 


RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL OF 
THE CHAIR 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my 
capacity as a Senator from Florida, I 
move that the Senate be in recess sub- 
ject to the call of the Chair. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Senate, at 1:19 p.m., recessed subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Whereupon, the Senate reassembled, 
at 2:30 p.m., when called to order by 
the Presiding Officer (Mr. REID). 
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The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislation clerk called the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut [Mr. Dopp] and 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WOFFORD] are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] is absent 
because of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 87, 
nays 10, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 100 Leg.] 


YEAS—87 

Akaka Dole Kerry 
Baucus Domenici Kohl 
Biden Dorgan Lautenberg 

Durenberger Leahy 
Bond Exon Levin 
Boren Feingold Lieberman 
Boxer Feinstein Lott 
Bradley Ford Lugar 
Breaux Glenn Mathews 
Brown Gorton McConnell 
Bryan Graham Metzenbaum 
Bumpers Grassley Mikulski 
Burns Gregg Mitchell 
Byrd Harkin Moseley-Braun 
Campbeli Hatfield Moynihan 
Chafee Heflin Murkowski 
Coats Helms Murray 
Cohen Hollings Nickles 
Conrad Inouye Nunn 
Craig Jeffords Packwood 
D'Amato Johnston Pell 
Danforth Kempthorne Pressler 
Daschle Kennedy Pryor 
DeConcini Kerrey Reid 
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Riegle Sasser Stevens 
Robb Simon Thurmond 
Rockefeller Simpson Wallop 
Roth Smith Warner 
Sarbanes Specter Wellstone 
NAYS—10 

Bennett Gramm Mack 
Cochran Hatch McCain 
Coverdell Hutchison 
Faircloth Kassebaum 

NOT VOTING—3 
Dodd Shelby Wofford 


So, the bill (S. 783), as amended, was 

passed, as follows: 
S. 783 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the Consumer Reporting Reform Act of 
1994". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The following is a 
table of contents for this Act: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO THE FAIR 
CREDIT REPORTING ACT 


Sec. 101. Definitions. 

Sec. 102. Furnishing and using reports; use 
of information obtained from 
reports. 

Sec. 103. Amendments relating to 
prescreening of consumer re- 
ports. 

Sec. 104. Amendments relating to obsolete 
information and information 
contained in consumer reports. 

Sec. 105. Amendments relating to compli- 
ance procedures. 

Sec. 106. Amendments relating to consumer 
disclosures, 

Sec, 107. Amendments relating to procedures 
in case of the disputed accuracy 
of any information in a con- 
sumer’s file. 

Sec. 108. Amendment relating to charges for 
disclosure. 

Sec. 109. Amendments relating to duties of 
users of consumer reports. 

Sec. 110. Amendments relating to civil li- 
ability. 

Sec. 111. Amendments relating to respon- 
sibilities of persons who furnish 
information to consumer re- 
porting agencies. 

Sec. 112. State action to enforce Act. 

Sec. 113. Administrative enforcement. 

Sec. 114. Establishment of toll-free tele- 
phone number, 

Sec. 115. Action by FTC. 

Sec. 116. Relation to State laws. 

Sec, 117. Fair debt collection practices. 

Sec. 118. Effective dates. 

TITLE II—CREDIT REPAIR 
ORGANIZATIONS 

Sec. 201. Regulation of credit repair organi- 

zations. 


Sec. 202. Credit worthiness. 
TITLE III—FINANCIAL ACCOUNTING 
STANDARDS BOARD 
Sec. 301. Findings. 
Sec. 302. New accounting treatment of em- 
ployee stock options and pur- 


TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISION 
Sec. 401. Securities and Exchange Commis- 
sion, Seattle district office. 
TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO THE FAIR 
CREDIT REPORTING ACT 

SEC. 101. DEFINITIONS. 

(a) ADVERSE ACTION.—Section 603 of the 
Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681a) is 
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amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

(k) The term ‘adverse action’, when used 
in connection with an action based in whole 
or in part on information contained in a 
consumer report, means an action that is ad- 
verse or less favorable to the interest of the 
consumer who is the subject of the report. 
Without limiting the general applicability of 
the foregoing, the following constitute ad- 
verse actions: 

*(1) CREDIT.— 

"(A) ACTIONS INCLUDED.—A denial or rev- 
ocation of credit, an increase in the charge 
for credit, an adverse change in the terms of 
an existing credit arrangement, or a refusal 
to grant credit in substantially the amount 
or on substantially the terms requested. 

"(B) ACTIONS NOT INCLUDED.—For the pur- 
poses of this paragraph, the term 'adverse 
action' does not include— 

"(i) an attempt to collect a debt owed or 
allegedly owed; 

(ii) an action taken with respect to a 
credit or insurance transaction that is not 
initiated by the consumer if— 

(J) no change is made with respect to the 
interests of the consumer; or 

“(ID a change is made that is not unfavor- 
able to the interests of the consumer; and 

(11) an action taken with respect to the 
review of an account under section 
604(a)(3)(A), if— 

(J) no change is made with respect to the 
interests of the consumer; or 

I a change is made that is no? unfavor- 
able to the interests of the consumer. 

"(2 EMPLOYMENT.—A denial of employ- 
ment or other adverse or less favorable deci- 
sion relating to employment. 

*"(3) INSURANCE.—A denial or cancellation 
of, an increase in any charge for, or reduc- 
tion or other adverse or unfavorable change 
in the terms of coverage or amount of, any 
insurance, existing or applied for, in connec- 
tion with the underwriting of insurance. 

*(4) LICENSE OR BENEFIT.—A denial or can- 
cellation of, or an increase in any charge for, 
or any other adverse or unfavorable change 
in the terms of, any license or benefit de- 
scribed in section 604(a)(3)(D). 

“(5) CONSUMER INITIATED BUSINESS TRANS- 
ACTION.—A denial or cancellation of, or any 
other adverse or unfavorable change in the 
terms of, any business transaction that the 
consumer has initiated or sought to initi- 
ate.". 

(b) DEFINITION OF CONSUMER REPORT.—Sec- 
tion 603(d) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act 
(15 U.S.C, 1681a(d)) is amended in the second 
sentence— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)— 

(A) by inserting (i)“ after (A)“; and 

(B) by inserting before the semicolon at 
the end the following:; (ii) any communica- 
tion of that information among persons re- 
lated by common ownership or affiliated by 
corporate control; or (iii) any communica- 
tion of information from a credit application 
by a consumer among persons related by 
common ownership or affiliated by common 
corporate control, if (I) it is clearly and con- 
spicuously disclosed to the consumer with 
the credit application that the information 
may be communicated among such persons; 
and (II) the consumer is provided with the 
option to prohibit such communication (in 
writing, using a signature line that is sepa- 
rate and distinct from that used for the con- 
sumer's consent to the extension of credit) 
and does not exercise such option“; 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking "or" 
after the semicolon at the end; and 

(3) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting the following: 


9182 


„ or (D) any communication of information 
about a consumer between persons who are 
affiliated by common ownership or common 
corporate control and in connection with a 
credit or insurance transaction that is not 
initiated by the consumer, if either person 
has complied with section 615(d(2X«B) with 
respect to a consumer report from which the 
information is taken and the consumer has 
consented to use of the report for the trans- 
action in accordance with section 
615(d)(2)(C)."”. 

(c) FIRM OFFER.—Section 603 of the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681a), as 
amended by subsection (a), is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

*(1) The term ‘firm offer’ means an offer of 
credit or insurance to a consumer that will 
be honored by the offeror if— 

(I) based on information in the consumer 
report on the consumer or other information 
bearing on the creditworthiness of the 
consumer, the consumer is determined to 
meet the criteria used to select consumers 
for the offer; and 

(2) the information provided by the 
consumer in the application in response to 
the offer— 

() is not determined to be incorrect or 
inadequate; and 

B) meets the criteria established by the 
offeror in advance of the offer for such exten- 
sion of credit or insurance.“ 

(d) CREDIT OR INSURANCE TRANSACTION 
THAT IS NOT INITIATED BY THE CONSUMER.— 
Section 603 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act 
(15 U.S.C. 1681a), as amended by subsection 
(c), is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

"(m) The term 'credit or insurance trans- 
action that is not initiated by the consumer’ 
does not include the use of a consumer re- 
port by a person with whom the consumer 
has an account, for purposes of— 

(I) reviewing the account; or 

%) collecting the account."'. 

(e) EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN COMMUNICATIONS 
By EMPLOYMENT AGENCIES FROM DEFINITION 
OF CONSUMER REPORT.—Section 603 of the 
Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681(a)), 
as amended by subsections (a) through (d), is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (d), by adding at the end 
the following new sentence: The term also 
does not include a communication described 
in subsection (n).'"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

"(n) COMMUNICATIONS BY EMPLOYMENT 
AGENCIES EXCLUDED FROM DEFINITION OF 
CONSUMER REPORT.—For purposes of sub- 
section (d), a communication is described in 
this subsection if it is à communication— 

(J) that, but for the third sentence of sub- 
section (d) would be an investigative 
consumer report; 

02) that is made to a prospective employer 
for the purpose of— 

() procuring an employee for the em- 
ployer; or 

(B) procuring an opportunity for a natu- 
ral person to work for the employer; 

"(3) that is made by a person that regu- 
larly performs such procurement; 

(4) that is not used by any person for any 
purpose other than a purpose described in 
subparagraph (A) or (B) of paragraph (2); 

(5) with respect to Which 

"(A) the consumer who is the subject of 
the communication— 

Y consents orally or in writing to the na- 
ture and scope of the communication, before 
the collection of any information for the 
purpose of making the communication; 
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"(ii consents orally or in writing to the 
making of the communication to a prospec- 
tive employer, before the making of the com- 
munication; and 

„(iii) in the case of consent under clause (i) 
or (ii) given orally, is provided written con- 
firmation of that consent by the person mak- 
ing the communication, not later than 3 
business days after the receipt of the consent 
by that person; 

"(B) the person making the communica- 
tion does not, for the purpose of making the 
communication, make any inquiry that if 
made by a prospective employer of the 
consumer who is the subject of the commu- 
nication would violate any applicable Fed- 
eral or State equal employment opportunity 
law or regulation; and 

"(C) the person making the communica- 
tion— 

“(i) discloses in writing to the consumer 
who is the subject of the communication, not 
later than 5 business days after receiving 
any request from the consumer for such dis- 
closure, the nature and substance of all in- 
formation in the consumer's file at the time 
of the request, except that the sources of in- 
formation that is acquired solely for use in 
making the communication and actually 
used for no other purpose need not be dis- 
closed other than under appropriate discov- 
ery procedures in the court in which an ac- 
tion is brought; and 

(ii) notifies the consumer who is the sub- 
ject of the communication, in writing, of the 
consumer's right to request the information 
described in clause ().“. 

SEC. 102. FURNISHING AND USING REPORTS; USE 
OF INFORMATION OBTAINED FROM 
REPORTS. 

(a) USE OF REPORTS FOR EMPLOYMENT AND 
BUSINESS PURPOSES.—Section 604 of the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681b) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking "A consumer reporting 
agency may furnish" and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

(a) IN GENERAL.—A consumer reporting 
agency may furnish"; 

(2) in subsection (a)(3)(A) (as designated by 
paragraph (1), by striking “and involving 
the“ and all that follows through the semi- 
colon and inserting or involving the exten- 
sion of credit to, or review or collection of a 
credit or other account of, the consumer;"'; 

(3) in subsection (a)3) (as designated by 
paragraph (1)) by striking subparagraph (E) 
and inserting the following: 

"(E) otherwise has a legitimate business 
need for the information in connection with 
a business transaction that— 

"(i) is initiated by the consumer; or 

“(ii) is a direct marketing transaction for 
which the furnishing of a consumer report by 
the agency is not prohibited under sub- 
section (e).”; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

b) CONDITIONS FOR FURNISHING AND USING 
CONSUMER REPORTS FOR EMPLOYMENT PUR- 
POSES.— 

“(1) CERTIFICATION FROM USER.—A 
consumer reporting agency may furnish a 
consumer report for employment purposes 
only— 

() if the person who obtains such report 
from the agency certifies to the agency 
that— 

) the disclosure required under para- 
graph (2) has been made and, if necessary, 
the disclosure required under paragraph (3), 
shall be made; and 

(ii) information from the consumer report 
will not be used in violation of any applica- 
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ble Federal or State equal employment op- 
portunity law or regulation; and 

„B) if the consumer reporting agency pro- 
vides with the report a summary of the con- 
sumer’s rights under this title, as prescribed 
in accordance with section 609(c)(3). 

*(2) DISCLOSURES TO PROSPECTIVE AND CUR- 
RENT EMPLOYEES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), a person may not procure 
a consumer report, or cause a consumer re- 
port to be procured, for employment pur- 
poses with respect to a prospective or cur- 
rent employee unless— 

“(i) the prospective or current employee 
has received, before the report is procured, a 
clear and conspicuous disclosure made in 
writing that consumer reports may be used 
for employment purposes; and 

"(ii) the prospective or current employee 
has provided a general or specific written au- 
thorization for the procurement of the report 
prior to such procurement. 

"(B) WRITTEN MATERIAL CONSTITUTING NO- 
TICE.—A written statement that consumer 
reports may be used for employment pur- 
poses which is contained in employee guide- 
lines or manuals available to employees and 
prospective employees or included in written 
materials provided to employees or prospec- 
tive employees shall constitute a written 
disclosure for purposes of subparagraph (A). 

"(3) CONDITIONS ON USE FOR ADVERSE AC- 
TIONS.—Before taking an adverse action 
based on a consumer report used for employ- 
ment purposes, a person shall provide to the 
consumer to whom the report relates— 

(A) a copy of the report; 

(B) a description of the consumer's rights 
under this title, as prescribed in accordance 
with section 609(c)(3); and 

"(C) a reasonable opportunity (not more 
than 5 business days following the receipt of 
the report by the consumer) to respond to 
any information in the report that is dis- 
puted by the consumer, except that if the 
person has a reasonable belief that the 
consumer has engaged in fraudulent or 
criminal activity, no such opportunity to re- 
spond shall be required.“ 

(b) USE OF INFORMATION OBTAINED FROM 
REPORTS.—Section 604 of the Fair Credit Re- 
porting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681b), as amended by 
subsection (a), is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

(e) CERTAIN USE OR OBTAINING OF INFOR- 
MATION PROHIBITED.—A person shall not use 
or obtain information from a consumer re- 
port for any purpose unless— 

(J) it is obtained for a purpose for which 
the consumer report is authorized to be fur- 
nished under subsection (a); and 

*(2) the purpose is certified in accordance 
with section 607 by a prospective user of the 
report.“. 

(c) DISCLOSURE OF CONSUMER REPORTS BY 
USERS.—Section 607 of the Fair Credit Re- 
porting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681e) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

(e) DISCLOSURE OF CONSUMER REPORTS BY 
USERS ALLOWED.—A consumer reporting 
agency may not prohibit a user of a 
consumer report furnished by the agency on 
a consumer from disclosing the contents of 
the report to the consumer if adverse action 
against the consumer has been taken or is 
contemplated by the user of the consumer 
report, based in whole or in part on the re- 
port.“. 

(d) USE oF REPORTS TO ESTABLISH AND Ex- 
FORCE CHILD SUPPORT ORDERS.—Section 
604(a) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 
U.S.C. 1681b), as amended by subsections (a) 


May 4, 1994 


and (b), is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

(J) In response to a request from the head 
of the agency, department, or office (or an 
official authorized by the head of that agen- 
cy, department, or office) that is responsible 
under law for obtaining child support orders, 
in order to establish an individual's obliga- 
tion to make chíld support payments or to 
determine the appropriate level of such pay- 
ments. Any consumer report obtained pursu- 
ant to this paragraph shall be kept confiden- 
tial (other than for its use in connection 
with a public hearing related to child sup- 
port) and shall not be used in connection 
with any other civil, administrative, or 
criminal proceeding."''. 

SEC. 103. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO 
PRESCREENING OF CONSUMER RE- 
PORTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 604 of the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C, 1681b), as 
amended by section 102, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a) by striking “A 
consumer reporting agency" and inserting 
"Subject to subsection (d), a consumer re- 
porting agency“; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

(d) LIMITATIONS ON REPORTS RELATING TO 
CREDIT OR INSURANCE TRANSACTIONS NOT INI- 
TIATED BY THE CONSUMER.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—A consumer reporting 
agency may furnish a consumer report relat- 
ing to a consumer pursuant to subsection 
(aX3XA) to any person referred to in such 
subsection in connection with any credit or 
insurance transaction that is not initiated 
by the consumer only if— 

"(A) the consumer authorizes the agency 
to provide such report to such person; or 

"(BY i) the transaction consists of a firm 
offer of credit or insurance; 

"(ii) the consumer reporting agency has 
complied with subsection (f); and 

"(iii) the consumer has not elected in ac- 
cordance with subsection () to have the 
consumer's name and address excluded from 
lists provided by the agency. 

"(2) LIMITS ON INFORMATION RECEIVED 
UNDER PARAGRAPH (1X«B).—AÀ person may re- 
ceive pursuant to paragraph (1)(B) only— 

(A) the name and address of a consumer; 

„B) an identifier that is not unique to the 
consumer and that is used by the person 
solely for the purpose of verifying the iden- 
tity of the consumer; and 

"(C) information pertaining to a consumer 
that is not identified or identifiable with the 
consumer. 

(3) INFORMATION REGARDING INQUIRIES.— 
Except as provided in section 609(a)(4), a 
consumer reporting agency shall not furnish 
to any person a record of inquiries resulting 
from credit or insurance transactions that 
are not initiated by a consumer.“ 

(b) FURNISHING CONSUMER REPORTS FOR DI- 
RECT MARKETING TRANSACTIONS.—Section 604 
of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 
1681b), as amended by subsection (a), is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsections: 

(e) FURNISHING CONSUMER REPORTS FOR 
DIRECT MARKETING TRANSACTIONS NOT INITI- 
ATED BY CONSUMER.— 

"(1) FURNISHING REPORTS PROHIBITED.—Ex- 
cept as provided in subsections (a)(2) and (d), 
& consumer reporting agency may not fur- 
nish a consumer report for use for a direct 
marketing transaction that is not initiated 
by the consumer to whom the report relates, 
if— 

H(A) the consumer notifies the agency that 
the consumer does not consent to that use; 
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B) the report includes any information 
other than the name and address of the 
consumer; or 

() furnishing the information would dis- 
close the credit payment history, credit 
limit, credit balance, or any negative infor- 
mation pertaining to the consumer. 

(2) NOTIFICATION.—AÀ consumer may notify 
& consumer reporting agency for purposes of 
paragraph (1)(A) either— 

(A) in writing; or 

B) in the case of an agency that compiles 
and maintains files on consumers on à na- 
tionwide basis, by calling the toll-free tele- 
phone number established pursuant to sub- 
section (f)(3). 

"(f) ELECTION OF CONSUMER TO BE Ex- 
CLUDED FROM LISTS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—A consumer may elect to 
have such consumer's name and address ex- 
cluded from any list provided by a consumer 
reporting agency pursuant to Subsection 
(d)(1)(B) or (e)(2), by 

(A) notifying the agency, in writing or 
through the notification system maintained 
by the agency under paragraph (3), that the 
consumer does not consent to any use of 
consumer reports relating to the consumer 
in connection with any credit or insurance 
transaction that is not initiated by the 
consumer or in connection with a direct 
marketing transaction that is not initiated 
by the consumer; or 

) returning to the agency a signed writ- 
ten notice of the election, as provided by the 
agency in accordance with paragraph (2). 

(2) PROVISION OF WRITTEN NOTICE TO 
CONSUMER.—A consumer reporting agency 
shall mail to a consumer a written notice for 
purposes of paragraph (1)(B), not later than 5 
business days after being notified of the elec- 
tion of the consumer in accordance with 
paragraph (1)(A). 

“(3) NOTIFICATION SYSTEM.—Each consumer 
reporting agency that furnishes a consumer 
report pursuant to subsection (d)(1)(B) in 
connection with any credit or insurance 
transaction that is not initiated by a 
consumer or pursuant to subsection (e) in 
connection with any direct marketing trans- 
action that is not initiated by the consumer, 
shall establish and maintain a notification 
system, including a toll-free telephone num- 
ber, which permits a consumer whose 
consumer report is maintained by the agency 
to notify the agency, with appropriate iden- 
tification, of the consumer's election to have 
the consumer's name and address excluded 
from any list of names and addresses pro- 
vided by the agency or its affiliates pursuant 
to subsection (d)1XB) or (e)). Establish- 
ment and maintenance of a nationwide noti- 
fication system and publication by a 
consumer reporting agency on a nationwide 
basis in accordance with this paragraph shall 
be considered to fulfill the requirements of 
this paragraph with respect to each affiliate 
of the agency. 

*"(4) AGENCIES OPERATING NATIONWIDE.— 
Each consumer reporting agency that com- 
piles and maintains files on consumers on a 
nationwide basis shall establish and main- 
tain a notification system under paragraph 
(3) jointly with other such consumer report- 
ing agencies. 

“(5) EFFECTIVENESS OF ELECTION.—An elec- 
tion of a consumer under paragraph () 

“(A) shall be effective with respect to a 
consumer reporting agency beginning on the 
date on which the consumer notifies the 
agency in accordance with paragraph (1)(A); 

„(B) shall be effective 

(i) for a period of 2 years after that effec- 
tive date; or 
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(ii) permanently, as may be specified by 
the consumer in his or her notification of 
election under paragraph (1)(B), except that 
the consumer may notify the agency at any 
time of a change of election in accordance 
with paragraph (1); 

(O) shall be effective with respect to each 
affiliate of the consumer reporting agency; 
and 

"(D) shall be effective with respect to any 
list provided by a consumer reporting agency 
pursuant to subsection (d)(1)(B) or (e)(2), un- 
less otherwise specified by the consumer.“ 

(c) FIRST NOTIFICATIONS BY CONSUMERS.— 
Not later than 1 year after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, each consumer reporting 
agency that furnishes a consumer report pur- 
suant to subsection (d) or (e) of section 604 
shall establish and thereafter maintain a no- 
tification system in accordance with section 
604(f). 

SEC. 104. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO OBSOLETE 
INFORMATION AND INFORMATION 
CONTAINED IN CONSUMER RE- 
PORTS. 

(a) REPEAL OF EXEMPTION PROVISIONS.— 
Section 605(a) of the Fair Credit Reporting 
Act (15 U.S.C. 1681c(a) is amended in sub- 
section (a), by striking (a) Except as au- 
thorized under subsection (b) of this section, 
no" and inserting (a) OBSOLETE INFORMA- 
TION.—Except as otherwise specifically au- 
thorized, no”. 

(b) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON BANK- 
RUPTCY FILINGS REQUIRED.—Section 605(b) of 
the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 
1681c(b)) is amended to read as follows: 

*"(b) INFORMATION REQUIRED To BE Dis- 
CLOSED.—A consumer reporting agency that 
furnishes a consumer report that contains 
information regarding any case involving the 
consumer which arises under title 11, United 
States Code, shall include in the report an 
identification of the chapter of such title 11 
under which such case arises if provided by 
the source of the information. If any case 
arising or filed under such title 11 is with- 
drawn by the consumer prior to a final judg- 
ment, the consumer reporting agency shall 
include in the report that such case or filing 
was withdrawn upon receipt of documenta- 
tion certifying such withdrawal.“ 

(c) CLARIFICATION OF REPORTING PERIOD.— 
Section 605 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act 
(15 U.S.C. 1681c) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

"(c) RUNNING OF REPORTING PERIOD.—The 
7-year period referred to in paragraphs (4) 
and (6) of subsection (a) shall begin, with re- 
spect to a delinquent account that is placed 
for collection (internally or by referral to a 
third party, whichever is earlier), charged to 
profit and loss, or subjected to any similar 
action, upon the expiration of the 180-day pe- 
riod beginning on the date of the commence- 
ment of the delinquency that immediately 
preceded the collection activity, charge to 
profit and loss, or similar action. The re- 
quirements of this subsection shall apply 
only to information added to a consumer re- 
port beginning 1 year after the date of enact- 
ment of the Consumer Reporting Reform Act 
of 19%4.”. 

(d) DISCLOSURE OF PERSONAL INFORMA- 
TION.—Section 605 of the Fair Credit Report- 
ing Act (15 U.S.C. 1681c), as amended by sub- 
section (c), is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

"(d) DISCLOSURE OF PERSONAL INFORMA- 
TION.—A person who prepares a consumer re- 
port that includes personal credit informa- 
tion on a consumer shall not include in the 
report any adverse item of information on 
the consumer with respect to matters which 
antedate the report by more than 10 years or 
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which could not be included in any consumer 
report on the consumer in accordance with 
this section.“ 

(e) INDICATION OF CLOSURE OF ACCOUNT.— 
Section 605 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act 
(15 U.S.C. 1681c), as amended by subsection 
(d), is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

(e) INDICATION OF CLOSURE OF ACCOUNT BY 
CONSUMER.—If a consumer reporting agency 
is notified pursuant to section 622(a)(4) that 
a consumer's credit account was voluntarily 
closed by the consumer, the agency shall in- 
dicate that fact in any consumer report that 
includes information related to that ac- 
count.“ 

(f) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) SECTION HEADING.—The heading for sec- 
tion 605 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 
U.S.C. 1681c) is amended to read as follows: 
*SEC. 605. REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO INFOR- 

MATION CONTAINED IN CONSUMER 
REPORTS.". 


(2) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sec- 
tions at the beginning of the Fair Credit Re- 
porting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681a et seq.) is amend- 
ed by striking the item relating to section 
605 and inserting the following: 

“605. Requirements relating to information 
contained in consumer re- 
ports.“ 

SEC. 105. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO COMPLI- 
ANCE PROCEDURES. 

(a) NOTICE TO USERS AND PROVIDERS OF IN- 
FORMATION TO ENSURE COMPLIANCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 607 of the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681e), as 
amended by section 102(c), is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

"(d) NOTICE TO USERS AND FURNISHERS OF 
INFORMATION.—A consumer reporting agency 
Shall provide notice to a person of such per- 
son's responsibilities under this title if such 
person— 

*(1) regularly and in the ordinary course of 
business furnishes information to the agency 
with respect to a consumer; OD „ 

2) is provided by the agency with a 
consumer report.“ 

(2) CONTENT OF NOTICE.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Federal Trade Commission shall pre- 
Scribe the content of notices required under 
section 607(d) of the Fair Credit Reporting 
Act, as added by thís subsection. 

(b) RECORD OF IDENTITY OF USERS AND PUR- 
POSES CERTIFIED BY USERS OF REPORTS.—Sec- 
tion 607 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 
U.S.C. 1681e), as amended by subsection (a), 
is amended by adding at the end the follow- 
ing new subsection: 

"(e) PROCUREMENT OF CONSUMER REPORT 
FOR RESALE.— 

"(1) DISCLOSURE.—A person may not pro- 
cure a consumer report for purposes of resell- 
ing the report (or the information contained 
in the report) unless the person discloses to 
the consumer reporting agency that origi- 
nally furnished the report— 

"(A) the identity of the ultimate user of 
the report (or the information), and 

"(B) each permissible purpose under sec- 
tion 604 for which the report will be fur- 
nished to the ultimate user of the report (or 
the information). 

(2) RESPONSIBILITIES OF PROCURERS FOR 
RESALE.—A person who procures a consumer 
report for purposes of reselling the report (or 
the information contained in the report) 
shall— 

“(A) establish and comply with reasonable 
procedures, which shall be designed to ensure 
that the report (or the information) is resold 
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by such person only for a purpose for which 
the report may be furnished under section 
604, including— 

„) identifying each prospective user of 
the resold report (or the information); 

(i) certifying each purpose for which the 
report (or the information) will be used; and 

„(ii) certifying that the report (or the in- 
formation) will be used for no other purpose; 
and 

B) before reselling the report, make rea- 
sonable efforts to verify the identifications 
and certifications made under subparagraph 
(A).“. 


SEC. 106. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO 
CONSUMER DISCLOSURES. 
(a) ALL INFORMATION IN CONSUMER'S FILE 


REQUIRED To BE  DISCLOSED.—Section 
609(a)(1) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 
U.S.C. 1681g(a)(1)) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(1) All information in the consumer's file 
at the time of the request.“ 

(b) MORE INFORMATION CONCERNING RECIPI- 
ENTS OF REPORTS REQUIRED.—Section 
609(a)(3) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 
U.S.C. 1681g(a)(3)) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

"(3(A) Identification of each person who 
procured a consumer report— 

“(i) for employment purposes during the 2- 
year period preceding the request; and 

(ii) for any other purpose during the 1- 
year period preceding the request. 

"(B) An identification of a person under 
subparagraph (A) shall include— 

*(1) the name of the person or, if applica- 
ble, the trade name (written in full) under 
which such person conducts business; and 

ii) upon request of the consumer, the ad- 
dress and telephone number of the person.“. 

(c) INFORMATION REGARDING INQUIRIES.— 
Section 609(a) of the Fair Credit Reporting 
Act (15 U.S.C. 1681g(a)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

(J) A record of all inquiries received by 
the agency during the l-year period preced- 
ing the request that identified the consumer 
in connection with a credit or insurance 
transaction that was not initiated by the 
consumer."’. 

(d) SUMMARY OF RIGHTS REQUIRED TO BE 
INCLUDED WITH DISCLOSURE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 609 of the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681g) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(c) SUMMARY OF RIGHTS REQUIRED TO BE 
INCLUDED WITH DISCLOSURE.— 

"(1) SUMMARY OF RIGHTS.—A consumer re- 
porting agency shall provide to a consumer, 
on or with each written disclosure by the 
agency to the consumer under this section— 

(J) a written summary of all rights af- 
forded to the consumer under this title; and 

"(B) in the case of a consumer reporting 
agency that compiles and maintains 
consumer reports on a nationwide basis, a 
toll-free telephone number that the 
consumer can use to communicate with the 
agency. 

(2) SPECIFIC ITEMS REQUIRED TO BE IN- 
CLUDED.—The summary of rights required 
under paragraph (1) shall include— 

) a brief description of this title and all 
rights of consumers under this title; 

(B) an explanation of how the consumer 
may exercise the rights of the consumer 
under this title; 

(O) a list of all Federal agencies respon- 
sible for enforcing any provision of this title 
and the address and any appropriate tele- 
phone number of each such agency, in a form 
that will assist the consumer in selecting the 
appropriate agency; and 


May 4, 1994 


"(D) a statement that a consumer report- 
ing agency is not required to remove accu- 
rate derogatory information from a consum- 
er's file unless the information is outdated, 
as determined in accordance with section 
605, or unless the information cannot be veri- 
fied. 

(3) FORM OF SUMMARY OF RIGHTS.—The 
Federal Trade Commission (after consulta- 
tion with each Federal agency referred to in 
section 621(b)) shall prescribe the form and 
content of any disclosure with respect to 
consumers’ rights required to be made by a 
consumer reporting agency under this title. 

*(4) STATE DISCLOSURES.—Notwithstanding 
paragraphs (1) through (3), a State shall re- 
tain the authority to require additional dis- 
closures pertaining to State law in connec- 
tion with a consumer report. Nothing in this 
subsection shall be construed to limit the 
authority of a State to mandate the time by 
which a disclosure shall be made to a 
consumer.“ 

(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 
606(a)(1)(B) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act 
(15 U.S.C. 1681d(a)(1)(B)) is amended by in- 
serting before the semicolon the following: 
"and the written summary of the rights of 
the consumer prepared pursuant to section 
609(c)". 

(e) FORM OF DISCLOSURES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsections (a) and (b) of 
section 610 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act 
(15 U.S.C. 1681h) are amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

*(a) WRITTEN DISCLOSURE.—The disclosures 
required to be made under section 609 shall 
be provided to a consumer in writing. 

b) OTHER FORMS OF DISCLOSURE.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—In addition to the writ- 
ten disclosures required by subsection (a), a 
consumer reporting agency may make the 
disclosures required under section 609 other 
than in written form if— 

"(A) the consumer authorizes the disclo- 
sure; 

(B) the consumer furnishes proper identi- 
fication to the consumer reporting agency; 

(O) the consumer specifies the form of dis- 
closure; and 

„D) such form of disclosure is available 
from the agency. 

(2) FORM.—A consumer may specify, pur- 
suant to paragraph (1) that disclosures 
under section 609 be made— 

(A) in person, upon the appearance of the 
consumer at the place of business of the 
consumer reporting agency where disclosures 
are regularly provided, during normal busi- 
ness hours, and on reasonable notice; 

"(B) by telephone, if the consumer has 
made a written request for disclosure by 
telephone that includes the proper identi- 
fication of the consumer, as required by 
paragraph (1)(B); 

(C) by electronic means, if available from 
the agency; or 

D) by any other reasonable means avail- 
able from the agency. 

(2) SIMPLIFIED DISCLOSURE.—Not later than 
90 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act, each consumer reporting agency shall 
develop a form on which such consumer re- 
porting agency shall make the disclosures 
required under section 609(a) of the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act, for the purpose of 
maximizing the comprehensibility and 
standardization of such disclosures. 

(3) GOALS.—The Federal Trade Commission 
shall take appropriate action to assure that 
the goals of comprehensibility and standard- 
ization are achieved in accordance with 
paragraph (2). 

(4) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
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(A) SECTION HEADING.— The section heading 
for section 610 of the Fair Credit Reporting 
Act (15 U.S.C. 1681h) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“SEC, 610. CONDITIONS AND FORM OF DISCLO- 
SURE TO CONSUMERS.". 

(B) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sec- 
tions at the beginning of the Fair Credit Re- 
porting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681a et seq.) is amend- 
ed by striking the item relating to section 
610 by inserting the following: 

“610. Conditions and form of disclosure to 

consumers.“ 


(a) IN GENERAL. — Section 611(a) of the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681i(a)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

(a) REINVESTIGATION OF DISPUTED INFOR- 
MATION.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—If the completeness or 
accuracy of an item of information con- 
tained in a consumer's file at a consumer re- 
porting agency is disputed by the consumer 
and the consumer notifies the agency di- 
rectly of such dispute, the agency shall re- 
investigate free of charge and record the cur- 
rent status of the disputed information be- 
fore the later of— 

„) the expiration of the 30-day period be- 
ginning on the date the agency receives the 
notice of the dispute from the consumer; or 

"(B) the expiration of the 15-day period be- 
ginning on the last date on which the agency 
receives relevant information submitted by 
the consumer in accordance with paragraph 
(4). 
"(2) PROMPT NOTICE OF DISPUTE TO FUR- 
NISHER OF INFORMATION.—Not later than 5 
business days after the date on which a 
consumer reporting agency receives notice of 
& dispute from a consumer in accordance 
with paragraph (1), the agency shall notify 
any person who provided any item of infor- 
mation in dispute at the address and in the 
manner established with the person. 

"(3) DETERMINATION THAT DISPUTE IS FRIVO- 
LOUS OR IRRELEVANT.— 

"(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para- 
graph (1), à consumer reporting agency may 
terminate a reinvestigation of information 
disputed by a consumer under that para- 
graph if the agency reasonably determines 
that the dispute raised by the consumer is 
frivolous or irrelevant, including by reason 
of a failure to provide sufficient information 
to investigate the dispute. 

"(B) NOTICE OF DETERMINATION.—Not later 
than 5 business days after making a deter- 
mination in accordance with subparagraph 
(A) that a dispute is frivolous or irrelevant, 
a consumer reporting agency shall mail to 
the consumer a written notification of such 
determination (including the reasons for the 
determination), and, if authorized by the 
consumer for that purpose, notification by 
any other means available to the agency. 

*(4) CONSIDERATION OF CONSUMER INFORMA- 
TION.—In conducting any reinvestigation 
under paragraph (1) with respect to disputed 
information in the file of a consumer, the 
consumer reporting agency shall review and 
consider all relevant information submitted 
by the consumer during the 30-day period be- 
ginning on the date the agency receives the 
notice of the dispute from the consumer. 

(5) DELETION OF INACCURATE OR UNVERIFI- 
ABLE INFORMATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—If, in the course of a re- 
investigation under paragraph (1) of any in- 
formation disputed by a consumer, an item 
of the information is found to be inaccurate 
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or cannot be verified, the consumer report- 
ing agency shall delete that item of informa- 
tion from the consumer's file. 

"(B) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO REINSER- 
TION OF PREVIOUSLY DELETED MATERIAL.— 

"(i) CERTIFICATION OF ACCURACY OF INFOR- 
MATION.—If any information is deleted from 
& consumer's file pursuant to subparagraph 
(A), the information may not be reinserted 
in the file after the deletion unless the per- 
son who furnishes the information certifies 
that the information is complete and accu- 
rate. 

(ii) NOTICE TO CONSUMER.—If any informa- 
tion that has been deleted from a consumer's 
file pursuant to subparagraph (A) is re- 
inserted in the file in accordance with clause 
(i), the consumer reporting agency shall, not 
later than 5 business days after such reinser- 
tion, mail to the consumer written notifica- 
tion of the reinsertion, and, if authorized by 
the consumer for that purpose, shall provide 
such notice by any other means available to 
the agency. 

(iii) CONTENTS.—The notice of reinsertion 
required under clause (ii) shall include— 

"(I) all information prescribed in clauses 
(iii) and (v) of paragraph (6)(B); 

(II) a description of the procedure used to 
make the finding that the information 
should be reinserted; and 

(II the name, business address, and tele- 
phone number of any furnisher of informa- 
tion contacted in connection with such infor- 
mation. 

"(C) PROCEDURES TO PREVENT REAPPEAR- 
ANCE.—A consumer reporting agency shall 
maintain reasonable procedures designed to 
prevent the reappearance in a consumer's 
file, and in consumer reports on the 
consumer, of information that is required to 
be deleted pursuant to this paragraph (other 
than information that is reinserted in ac- 
cordance with subparagraph (BXi)). 

“(6) NOTICE OF RESULTS OF REINVESTIGA- 
TION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—A consumer reporting 
agency shall mail to the consumer written 
notification of the results of a reinvestiga- 
tion under this subsection not later than 5 
business days after the completion of the re- 
investigation, and, if authorized by the 
consumer for that purpose, shall provide no- 
tification by other means available to the 
agency. 

(B) CONTENTS.—As part of or in addition 
to the notice under subparagraph (A), a 
consumer reporting agency shall provide toa 
consumer in writing during the 5-business- 
day period referred to in subparagraph (A)— 

Da statement that the reinvestigation is 
completed; 

(ii) a consumer report that is based upon 
the consumer's file as that file is revised as 
a result of the reinvestigation; 

(ii) a description or indication of any 
changes made in the consumer report as à re- 
sult of those revisions to the consumer's file; 

"(iv) in any case in which disputed infor- 
mation is found to be accurate and complete 
(and in any other case upon request by the 
consumer), a description of the procedure 
used to make the finding and the name, busi- 
ness address, and telephone number of any 
furnisher of information contacted in con- 
nection with such information; 

"(v) a notification that the consumer has 
the right to insert a statement in such con- 
sumer's file disputing the accuracy or com- 
pleteness of the information in the file; and 

"(vi) a clear and conspicuous notification 
of the right of the consumer to request under 
subsection (d) that the consumer reporting 
agency furnish notifications under that sub- 
section. 
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"(T) DESCRIPTION OF REINVESTIGATION PRO- 
CEDURE.—Not later than 15 days after receiv- 
ing a request from the consumer for a de- 
scription referred to in paragraph (6)(B)(iv), 
the consumer reporting agency shall provide 
such description to the consumer. 

"(8) EXCEPTION.—If the dispute ís resolved 
by the deletion of the disputed information 
not later than 3 business days after the date 
on which the consumer reporting agency re- 
ceives notice of the dispute in accordance 
with paragraph (1), the consumer reporting 
agency shall be exempt from the require- 
ments of paragraphs (2) and (6) if the 
consumer reporting agency— 

"(A) provides prompt notification of the 
deletion to the consumer by telephone; . 

"(B) provides written confirmation of the 
deletion, upon request by the consumer; and 

"(C) maintains reasonable procedures de- 
signed to prevent the reappearance in the 
consumer's file, and in reports on the 
consumer, of information deleted pursuant 
to paragraph (5). 

"(9) CONSIDERATION OF CONSUMER DOCU- 
MENTATION.— 

"(A) IN GENERAL.—Reinvestigation under 
this section shall include an acceptance of 
the consumer's version of the disputed infor- 
mation and correction or deletion of the dis- 
puted information, if the consumer submits 
to the consumer reporting agency docu- 
mentation obtained from the source of the 
information in dispute confirming that the 
disputed information in the consumer report 
is inaccurate or incomplete. 

"(B) EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding sub- 
paragraph (A), the consumer reporting agen- 
cy need not accept the consumer's version of 
the disputed information if the consumer re- 
porting agency, acting in good faith— 

) has reason to doubt the authenticity of 
the documentation submitted by the 
consumer; 

(ii) reinvestigates the dispute by contact- 
ing the source of the disputed item; and 

„(iii) verifies that the documentation is 
not authentic. 

*(10) INFORMATION FROM CONSUMER.—Noth- 
ing in paragraph (1)(B) or paragraph (4) shall 
be construed to require a consumer to pro- 
vide information in connection with a re- 
investigation under this section.“. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
611(d) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 
U.S.C. 1681i(d)) is amended by striking The 
consumer reporting agency shall clearly" 
and all that follows through the end of the 
subsection. 

SEC. 108. AMENDMENT RELATING TO CHARGES 
FOR DISCLOSURE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 612 of the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681j) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 612. CHARGES FOR DISCLOSURES AND CER- 
TAIN NOTICES PROHIBITED. 

(a) FREE CONSUMER  REPORTS.—Each 
consumer reporting agency that maintains a 
file on a consumer shall make all disclosures 
pursuant to section 609 without charge to the 
consumer— 

(I) if the consumer makes a request under 
section 609 not later than 60 days after re- 
ceipt by such consumer of a notification pur- 
suant to section 615 or of a notification from 
a debt collection agency affiliated with that 
consumer reporting agency stating that the 
consumer's credit rating may be or has been 
adversely affected; 

(2) upon written request by the consumer 
not later than 1 year after the consumer re- 
ceives a notification under subsection (b)(2); 
and 

"(3) if the consumer certifies in writing 
that the consumer— 
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"(A) is unemployed and intends to apply 
for employment during the 60-day period be- 
ginning on the date on which such certifi- 
cation is made; 

) is a recipient of public welfare assist- 
ance; or 

(O) has been the victim of fraud. 

(b) CHARGE FOR CERTAIN NOTICES PROHIB- 
ITED.—A consumer reporting agency shall 
not impose any charge on the consumer for— 

() providing a notice required under sec- 
tion 604(f)(2), 607(d), or 611(a); or 

(2) notifying a person pursuant to section 
611(d) of the deletion of information that is 
found to be inaccurate or that can no longer 
be verified, if the consumer designates that 
person to the agency before the end of the 30- 
day period beginning on the date of the noti- 
fication of the consumer under section 
611(a)(6). 

"(c) CONSUMER REPORTS AT SPECIFIED 
CHARGE.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Upon the written request 
of a consumer, a consumer reporting agency 
that maintains a file on the consumer shall 
make all disclosures pursuant to section 609 
once during any 12-month period at the ap- 
plicable charge described in paragraph (2). 

(2) APPLICABLE CHARGE.—For purposes of 
paragraph (1), the applicable charge shall not 
exceed the lesser of— 

"(A) the total costs incurred by the 
consumer reporting agency in making the 
disclosures; and 

8) $3."". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of the Fair Credit 
Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 168la et seq.) is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
section 612 and inserting the following: 

612. Charges for disclosures and certain 


notices prohibited.“. 
SEC. 109. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO DUTIES OF 
USERS OF CONSUMER REPORTS. 


(a) DUTIES OF USERS TAKING ADVERSE AC- 
TIONS.—Section 615(a) of the Fair Credit Re- 
porting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681m(a)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

*(a) DUTIES OF USERS TAKING ADVERSE AC- 
TIONS ON THE BASIS OF INFORMATION CON- 
TAINED IN CONSUMER REPORTS.—If a person 
takes any adverse action with respect to a 
consumer in connection with credit, employ- 
ment purposes, insurance underwriting, any 
license or benefit described in section 
604(a)(3)(D), or any business transaction in- 
volving the consumer that is based, in whole 
or in part, on any information contained in 
a consumer report, the person shall— 

(J) provide written notice of the adverse 
action to the consumer; 

2) provide to the consumer 

“(A) the name, address, and telephone 
number (including any available toll-free 
telephone number) of the consumer reporting 
agency that furnished the report to the per- 
son; and 

"(B) a statement that the consumer re- 
porting agency did not make the decision to 
take the adverse action; and 

(3) provide to the consumer a written no- 
tice of the consumer's right— 

"(A) to obtain, under section 612, a free 
copy of a consumer report on the consumer, 
from the consumer reporting agency referred 
to in paragraph (2); and 

(B) to dispute, under section 611, with a 
consumer reporting agency the accuracy or 
completeness of any information in a 
consumer report furnished by the agency.“ 

(b) DuTIES OF USERS WHO MAKE CERTAIN 
SOLICITATIONS.—Section 615 of the Fair Cred- 
it Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681m) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 
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"(d) DUTIES OF USERS WHO MAKE WRITTEN 
CREDIT OR INSURANCE SOLICITATIONS ON THE 
BASIS OF INFORMATION CONTAINED IN 
CONSUMER FILES.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—A person who uses a 
consumer report of a consumer in connection 
with any credit or insurance transaction 
that is not initiated by the consumer and 
that consists of a firm offer of credit or in- 
surance shall provide on or with any written 
solicitation made to the consumer regarding 
the transaction a clear and conspicuous 
statement that— 

*(A) information contained in the consum- 
er's consumer report was used in connection 
with the transaction; 

"(B) the consumer received the offer of 
credit or insurance because the consumer 
satisfied the criteria for creditworthiness 
under which the consumer was selected for 
the offer; 

(O) if applicable, the credit or insurance 
may not be extended if, after the consumer 
responds to the offer by submitting an appli- 
cation, the consumer— 

“(i) fails to provide correct and adequate 
information in such application; or 

(i) does not meet the criteria established 
in advance of the offer for such extension of 
credit or insurance; 

D) no criteria for creditworthiness will 
be imposed on the consumer other than the 
criteria established in advance of the offer 
for such extension of credit or insurance; 

(E) the consumer has a right to prohibit 
information contained in the consumer's file 
with a consumer reporting agency to be used 
in connection with any credit or insurance 
transaction that is not initiated by the 
consumer; and 

“(F) the consumer may exercise the right 
referred to in subparagraph (E) by using the 
joint notification system established under 
section 604(f(4) or the toll-free telephone 
number established pursuant to section 
604(£)(3). 

(2) LIMITATION ON APPLICATION.—Para- 
graph (1) does not apply to the use of a 
consumer report by a person if— 

"(A) the person is affiliated by common 
ownership or by common corporate control 
with the person who procured the report; 

„B) the person who procured the report 
clearly and conspicuously disclosed to the 
consumer to whom the report relates, before 
the report is provided to the person who will 
use the report, that the report might be pro- 
vided to and used by other persons who are 
affiliated in the manner described in sub- 
paragraph (A) to the person who procured 
the report; and 

() the provision and use of the report is 
consented to by the consumer in writing. 

(3) FALSE AND MISLEADING STATEMENTS.— 
No statement accompanying a credit or in- 
surance transaction that is not initiated by 
the consumer shall contain any false or mis- 
leading information concerning any condi- 
tion or criteria for the extension or offer of 
credit or insurance to the consumer. 

() MAINTAINING CRITERIA ON FILE.—A per- 
son who makes an offer of credit or insur- 
ance to a consumer under a credit or insur- 
ance transaction described in paragraph (1) 
Shall maintain on file the criteria estab- 
lished in advance of the offer for such exten- 
sion of credit or insurance until the expira- 
tion of the 3-year period beginning on the 
date on which the offer is made to the 
consumer.“ 

(c) DUTIES OF USERS FOR DIRECT MARKET- 
ING TRANSACTIONS NOT INITIATED BY CONSUM- 
ERS.—Section 615 of the Fair Credit Report- 
ing Act (15 U.S.C. 1681m), as amended by sub- 
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section (b), is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

(e) DUTIES OF USERS FOR DIRECT MARKET- 
ING TRANSACTIONS NOT INITIATED BY CONSUM- 
ERS.—A person who, in connection with a di- 
rect marketing transaction that is not initi- 
&ted by a consumer, uses information con- 
cerning the consumer that is provided by a 
consumer reporting agency to that person 
under section 604(e) shall provide to the 
consumer with each communication regard- 
ing the transaction made to the consumer a 
clear and conspicuous written statement— 

"(1) that information concerning the 
consumer that was provided by a consumer 
reporting agency was used in connection 
with the transaction; 

2) that the consumer has the right under 
section 604(e) to prohibit any information 
concerning the consumer from being pro- 
vided by the consumer reporting agency for 
use in connection with any direct marketing 
transaction that is not initiated by the 
consumer; 

"(3) that the consumer may exercise the 
right referred to in paragraph (2) by notify- 
ing the consumer reporting agency in writ- 
ing or, in the case of à consumer reporting 
agency required to establish a toll-free tele- 
phone number pursuant to section 604(f)(4), 
by calling that number; and 

(4) disclosing the name, address, and, in 
the case of a consumer reporting agency re- 
quired to establish a toll-free telephone 
number pursuant to section 604(f)(4), the toll- 
free telephone number at which the agency 
may be notified.“ 

(d) AFFILIATE SHARING NOTICE REQUIRE- 
MENT.—Section 615 of the Fair Credit Report- 
ing Act (15 U.S.C. 1681m), as amended by sub- 
sections (b) and (c), is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

"(f) AFFILIATE SHARING NOTICE REQUIRE- 
MENT.—Whenever credit or insurance for per- 
sonal, family, or household purposes involv- 
ing a consumer is denied or the charge for 
such credit is increased, either wholly or 
partly because of information that is fur- 
nished to the user of the information by a 
person related to the user by common owner- 
ship or affiliated by corporate control, and 
that bears upon the consumer's creditworthi- 
ness, credit standing, credit capacity, char- 
acter, general reputation, personal charac- 
teristics, or mode of living, the user of such 
information shall— 

(J) notify the consumer of the action, and 
upon à written request from the consumer 
for the reasons for such action that is re- 
ceived by the user not later than 60 days 
after transmitting such notice, not later 
than 30 days after receiving such request, 
disclose the nature of the information to the 
consumer; and 

(2) provide to the consumer a toll-free 
telephone number that is established and 
maintained by the user and that enables the 
consumer to contact the user regarding the 
action.“. 

SEC. 110. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO CIVIL LI- 
ABILITY. 


(a) WILLFUL FAILURE To CoMPLY.—Section 
616 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 
U.S.C. 1681n) is amended to read as follows: 
*SEC. 616. CIVIL LIABILITY FOR WILLFUL NON- 

COMPLIANCE. 


"(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
section 622(c), a person who willfully fails to 
comply with any requirement imposed under 
this title with respect to a consumer is liable 
to that consumer in an amount prescribed 
under subsection (b). 

(b) DAMAGES.—Liability for a willful fail- 
ure to comply described in subsection (a) 
shall be in an amount equal to the sum of— 
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(1) any actual damages sustained by the 
consumer as a result of the failure; 

*(2 an amount not less than $300 nor 
greater than $1,000; 

(3) such punitive damages as the court 
may allow; and 

J) in the case of a successful action to en- 
force any liability under this section— 

A) the costs of the action; and 

"(B) reasonable attorney's fees, as deter- 
mined by the court. 

"(c) ATTORNEY'S FEES.—On a finding by 
the court that an unsuccessful pleading, mo- 
tion, or other paper filed in connection with 
an action under this section was filed in bad 
faith or for purposes of harassment, the 


court shall award to the prevailing party at-. 


torney's fees reasonable in relation to the 
work expended in responding to such plead- 
ing, motion, or other paper.“. 

(b) NEGLIGENT FAILURE TO COMPLY.—Sec- 
tion 617 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 
U.S.C. 16810) is amended to read as follows: 
*SEC. 617. CIVIL LIABILITY FOR NEGLIGENT NON- 

COMPLIANCE. 


"(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
section 622(c), a person who is negligent in 
failing to comply with any requirement of 
this title with respect to a consumer shall be 
liable to that consumer in an amount pre- 
scribed in subsection (b). 

"(b) DAMAGES.—Liability for a negligent 
failure to comply described in subsection (a) 
shall be in an amount equal to the sum of— 

"(1) any actual damage sustained by a 
consumer as a result of the failure; and 

(2) in the case of any successful action to 
enforce liability under this section— 

“(A) the costs of the action; and 

B) reasonable attorney's fees, as deter- 
mined by the court. 

(e ATTORNEY'S FEES.—On a finding by 
the court that an unsuccessful pleading, mo- 
tion, or other paper filed in connection with 
an action under this section was filed in bad 
faith or for purposes of harassment, the 
court shall award to the prevailing party at- 
torney's fees reasonable in relation to the 
work expended in responding to such plead- 
ing, motion, or other paper.“ 

SEC. 111. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO RESPON- 
SIBILITIES OF PERSONS WHO FUR- 
NISH INFORMATION TO CONSUMER 
REPORTING AGENCIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Fair Credit Report- 
ing Act (15 U.S.C. 1681 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating sections and 623 as 
sections 623 and 624; and 

(2) by inserting after section 621 the follow- 
ing new section: 

*SEC. 622. RESPONSIBILITIES OF FURNISHERS OF 
INFORMATION TO CONSUMER RE- 
PORTING AGENCIES. 

(a) DUTY OF FURNISHERS OF INFORMATION 
To PROVIDE COMPLETE AND ACCURATE INFOR- 
MATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A person shall not fur- 
nish any information to a consumer report- 
ing agency if the person knows or should 
know the information is incomplete or inac- 
curate. 

(2) DUTY TO CORRECT AND UPDATE INFOR- 
MATION AFTER REINVESTIGATION.—A person 
who furnishes to a consumer reporting agen- 
cy information that is disputed by a 
consumer in accordance with section 611 and 
that, as a result of an investigation con- 
ducted in accordance with subsection (b), is 
determined by the person to be inaccurate or 
incomplete shall— 

“(A) promptly notify the consumer report- 
ing agency of that determination; and 

) provide to the agency any corrections 
to that information, or any additional infor- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


mation, that is necessary to make the infor- 
mation provided by the person to the agency 
complete and accurate. 

(3) DUTY TO CORRECT INFORMATION OTHER- 
WISE DETERMINED TO BE INACCURATE OR INCOM- 
PLETE.—A person who regularly and in the 
ordinary course of business furnishes to a 
consumer reporting agency information 
that, other than as a result of an investiga- 
tion conducted in accordance with sub- 
section (b), is determined by the person to be 
inaccurate or incomplete shall— 

"(A) promptly notify the consumer report- 
ing agency of that determination; and 

"(B) provide to the agency any corrections 
to that information, or any additional infor- 
mation, necessary to make the information 
provided by the person to the agency com- 
plete and accurate. 

*(4) DUTY TO PROVIDE NOTICE OF CONTINUING 
DISPUTE.—If the completeness or accuracy of 
any information furnished by any person to 
& consumer reporting agency continues to be 
disputed by the consumer to such person, 
that person shall not furnish the information 
to a consumer reporting agency without no- 
tice that such information is disputed by the 
consumer. 

"(5) DUTY TO PROVIDE NOTICE OF CLOSED AC- 
COUNTS.—A person who regularly furnishes 
information to a consumer reporting agency 
regarding a consumer who has a credit ac- 
count with that person shall notify the agen- 
cy of the closure of that account by the 
consumer in information regularly furnished 
for the period in which the account is closed. 

"(6 DUTY TO PROVIDE NOTICE OF DELIN- 
QUENCY OF ACCOUNTS.—A person who fur- 
nishes information to a consumer reporting 
agency regarding a delinquent account being 
placed for collection, charged to profit or 
loss, or subjected to any similar action shall, 
by not later than 90 days after furnishing the 
information, notify the agency of the month 
and year of the commencement of the delin- 
quency which immediately preceded the ac- 
tion. 

„) DUTIES OF FURNISHERS OF INFORMATION 
Upon NOTICE OF DISPUTE.—Upon receiving 
notice pursuant to section 611(a)(2) of a dis- 
pute with regard to the completeness or ac- 
curacy of any information provided by a per- 
son to a consumer reporting agency, the per- 
son shall— 

(J) complete an investigation with respect 
to the disputed information and report to 
the consumer reporting agency the results of 
that investigation before the end of the ap- 
plicable period under section 611(a), during 
which the consumer reporting agency is re- 
quired to complete actions required by that 
section regarding that information; and 

(2) review relevant information submitted 
to the consumer reporting agency by the 
consumer in accordance with section 
611(a)(4). 

“(c) LIMITATIONS.— 

(1) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY.—Sections 616 
and 617 do not apply to any failure to comply 
with paragraph (1), (3), (4), (5), or (6) of sub- 
section (a). 

0 ENFORCEMENT.—Paragraphs (1), (3), (4), 
(5), and (6) of subsection (a) shall be enforced 
exclusively under section 621 by the agencies 
identified in that section. 

"(3) INJUNCTIVE RELIEF.—In an action al- 
leging a violation of subsection (a)1), the 
court shall have jurisdiction to enjoin the 
violation only where the action is brought 
by the Federal Trade Commission or the at- 
torney general of a State.“ 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for title VI of the Consumer Credit 
Protection Act is amended— 
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(1) by redesignating the items relating to 
sections 622 and 623 as sections 623 and 624, 
respectively; and 

(2) inserting after the item relating to sec- 
tion 621 the following new item: 

"622. Responsibilities of furnishers of infor- 
mation to consumer reporting 
agencies. 

SEC. 112. STATE ACTION TO ENFORCE ACT. 

Section 621 of the Fair Credit Reporting 
Act (15 U.S.C. 1681s) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

(d) STATE ACTION TO ENFORCE TITLE.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—If a person violates any 
requirement imposed under this title, the 
chief law enforcement officer of the State in 
which such violation occurred (or an official 
or agency designated by that State) may 
bring an action— 

* (A) to restrain such violation; 

"(B) to recover amounts for which such 
person is liable under this title to each 
consumer on whose behalf the action is 
brought; 

"(C) to seek such remedies as are allowed 
under the laws of such State; or 

"(D) except in the case of a violation of 
section 622(a)(1), to collect a civil penalty of 
not more than $1,000 for each such violation. 

*(2) NoTICE.—The State shall serve prior 
written notice of any civil action under this 
subsection upon the Commission and provide 
the Commission with a copy of the com- 
plaint. If prior notice is not feasible, the 
State attorney general shall provide notice 
immediately upon initiating the action. 
Upon receiving notice of a civil action under 
this section, the Commission shall have the 
right— 

) to intervene in the action; 

B) upon so intervening, to be heard on all 
matters arising therein; and 

* (C) to file petitions for appeal.“ 

SEC. 113, ADMINISTRATIVE ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 621(a) of the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681s(a)) is 
amended in the second sentence— 

(1) by striking Act and shall be subject to 
enforcement by the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion under section 5(b) thereof with respect 
to a consumer reporting agency or person 
subject to enforcement by the Federal Trade 
Commission pursuant to this subsection, ir- 
respective“ and inserting Act. All functions 
and powers of the Federal Trade Commission 
under the Federal Trade Commission Act 
shall be available to the Federal Trade Com- 
mission to enforce compliance with this title 
by any person subject to enforcement by the 
Federal Trade Commission pursuant to this 
subsection and not subject to enforcement 
pursuant to section 8 of the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Act, irrespective’’; and 

(2) by inserting before the period, includ- 
ing the power to enforce the provisions of 
this title in the same manner as if the viola- 
tion had been a violation of any Federal 
Trade Commission trade regulation rule, ex- 
cept that no civil penalty may be imposed 
for a violation of section 622(a)(1)". 

(b) FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD INTERPRETIVE 
AUTHORITY.—Section 621 of the Fair Credit 
Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681s), as amended 
by section 112, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

(e) INTERPRETIVE AUTHORITY.—The Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve System 
may issue an interpretation of any provision 
of this title as it may apply to any person 
identified in paragraph (1), (2), or (3) of sub- 
section (b), and the holding companies and 
affiliates of such person, in consultation 
with the Federal agencies identified in para- 
graph (1), (2), or (3) of subsection (b).“ 
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SEC. 114. ESTABLISHMENT OF TOLL-FREE TELE- 
PHONE NUMBER. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, each consumer report- 
ing agency that compiles and maintains 
consumer reports on a nationwide basis shall 
establish, and thereafter maintain, a toll- 
free telephone number for the purpose of 
making agency personnel accessible to con- 
sumers pursuant to section 609(c)(1)(B) of the 
Fair Credit Reporting Act. 

SEC. 115. ACTION BY FTC. 

Not later than 270 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Federal Trade 
Commission shall prescribe all matters re- 
quired to be prescribed by the Federal Trade 
Commission under this title and the amend- 
ments made by this title. 

SEC. 116. RELATION TO STATE LAWS. 

Section 624 of the Fair Credit Reporting 
Act (15 U.S.C. 1681t) (as redesignated by sec- 
tion 111 of this Act) is amended— 

(1) by striking '"This title" and inserting 
the following: 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—This title”; 

(2) by inserting , and except as provided 
in subsection (b)" before the period at the 
end; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

b) EXCEPTIONS.— 

"(1) STATE LAW.—No requirement or prohi- 
bition may be imposed under the laws of any 
State— 

() with respect to any subject matter 
regulated under— 

) section 604d), relating to the 
prescreening of consumer reports; 

(ii) section 605, relating to obsolete infor- 
mation, except that this clause does not af- 
fect the applicability of any State law in ef- 
fect on the date of enactment of the 
Consumer Reporting Reform Act of 1994; 

(ii) section 611, relating to the time by 
which a consumer reporting agency must 
take any action, including the provision of 
notification to a consumer or other person, 
in any procedure related to the disputed ac- 
curacy of information in a consumer's file, 
except that this clause does not affect the 
applicability of any State law in effect on 
the date of enactment of the Consumer Re- 
porting Reform Act of 1994; 

*(iv) section 615(a), relating to the duties 
of & person who takes any adverse action 
with respect to a consumer on the basis of 
information contained in a consumer report; 
or 

“(v) section 615(d), relating to the duties of 
persons who use a consumer report of a 
consumer in connection with any credit or 
insurance transaction that is not initiated 
by the consumer and that consists of a firm 
offer of credit or insurance; 

(B) with respect to the exchange of infor- 
mation among persons affiliated by common 
ownership or common corporate control; or 

(O) with respect to the form and content 
of any disclosure required to be made under 
section 609(c). 

(2) DEFINITION OF ‘FIRM OFFER OF CRED- 
IT'.—Notwithstanding the definition of the 
term 'firm offer of credit' (or any equivalent 
term) under the laws of any State, the defi- 
nition of that term contained in section 
603(1) shall be construed to apply in the en- 
forcement and interpretation of the laws of 
any State governing consumer reports. 

(3) FTC MODIFICATION PERMITTED.—If it 
considers such action necessary for the pro- 
tection of consumers, the Federal Trade 
Commission may, after consultation with 
each Federal agency referred to in section 
621(b) and with appropriate State regulatory 
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and law enforcement agencies, promulgate 
regulations in accordance with section 553 of 
title 5, United States Code, to impose re- 
quirements— 

"(A) that are more stringent than those 
imposed under— 

“(i) section 611, relating to the time by 
which a consumer reporting agency must 
take any action, including the provision of 
notification to a consumer or other person, 
in any procedure related to the disputed ac- 
curacy of information in a consumer's file; 

“(ii) section 615(a), relating to the duties of 
& person who takes any adverse action with 
respect to a consumer on the basis of infor- 
mation contained in a consumer report; or 

„(iii) section 615(d), relating to the duties 
of persons who use a consumer report of a 
consumer in connection with any credit or 
insurance transaction that is not initiated 
by the consumer and that consists of a firm 
offer of credit or insurance; and 

„(B) with respect to the form and content 
of any disclosure required to be made under 
section 609(c). 

"(4) APPLICABILITY.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this subsection, beginning 
6 years after the date of enactment of the 
Consumer Reporting Reform Act of 1994, a 
State may adopt a law, or certify that the 
voters of the State have voted in favor of a 
constitutional or other provision, which 
states explicitly and by its terms that the 
law or provision is intended to supplement 
this Act, if the law or provision gives greater 
protection to the consumer than is provided 
under this Act.“. 

SEC. 117. FAIR DEBT COLLECTION PRACTICES. 

Section 807(11) of the Fair Debt Collection 
Practices Act (15 U.S.C. 1692e(11)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

*(11) Except as otherwise provided for com- 
munications to acquire location information 
under section 804, the failure to disclose 
clearly in the initial written communication 
with a consumer in connection with the col- 
lection of a debt or to obtain information 
about a consumer, that the debt collector is 
attempting to collect a debt and that any in- 
formation obtained will be used for that pur- 
pose.". 

SEC. 118. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), the amendments made by this 
title shall become effective 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Notwithstanding the pro- 
visions of subsection (a), the Federal Trade 
Commission may prescribe regulations, as 
required by this title and the amendments 
made by this title. 

TITLE II—CREDIT REPAIR 
ORGANIZATIONS 
SEC. 201. REGULATION OF CREDIT REPAIR ORGA- 
NIZATIONS. 


Title IV of the Consumer Credit Protection 
Act is amended to read as follows: 


"TITLE IV—CREDIT REPAIR 
ORGANIZATIONS 


Sec. 
401. Short title. 
*402. Findings and purposes. 
403. Definitions. 
. Prohibited practices by credit repair 
organizations. 

**405. Disclosures. 
406. Credit repair organizations contracts. 
**407. Right to cancel contract. 
408. Noncompliance with this title. 
409. Civil liability. 
410. Administrative enforcement. 
“SEC, 401. SHORT TITLE. 

“This title may be cited as the ‘Credit Re- 
pair Organizations Act’. 
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“SEC. 402. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 

(J) consumers have a vital interest in es- 
tablishing and maintaining their credit- 
worthiness and credit standing in order to 
obtain and use credit. As a result, consumers 
who have experienced credit problems may 
Seek assistance from credit repair organiza- 
tions that offer to improve the credit stand- 
ing of such consumers; and 

"(2) certain advertising and business prac- 
tices of some companies engaged in the busi- 
ness of credit repair services have worked a 
financial hardship upon consumers, particu- 
larly consumers who have limited economic 
means and who are inexperienced in credit 
matters. 

b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this title 
are— 

"(1) to ensure that prospective buyers of 
the services of credit repair organizations 
are provided with the information necessary 
to make an informed decision regarding the 
purchase of such services; and 

(2) to protect the public from unfair or de- 
ceptive advertising and business practices by 
credit repair organizations. 

*SEC. 403. DEFINITIONS. 

"For purposes of this title, the following 
definitions shall apply: 

"(1) CONSUMER.—The 
means an individual. 

(2) CONSUMER CREDIT TRANSACTION.—The 
term 'consumer credit transaction' means 
any transaction in which credit is offered or 
extended to an individual for personal, fam- 
ily, or household purposes. 

"(3) CREDIT REPAIR ORGANIZATION.—The 
term 'credit repair organization'— 

"(A) means a person who uses any instru- 
mentality of interstate commerce or the 
mails to sell, provide, or perform (or rep- 
resent that such person can or will sell, pro- 
vide, or perform) any service, in return for 
the payment of money or other valuable con- 
sideration, for the express or implied purpose 
of— 

"(i) improving a consumer's credit record, 
credit history, or credit rating; 

“(ii) removing adverse credit information 
that is accurate and not obsolete from the 
consumer's record, history, or rating; 

"(iii) altering the consumer's identifica- 
tion to prevent the display of the consumer's 
credit record, history, or rating for the pur- 
pose of concealing adverse credit informa- 
tion that is accurate and not obsolete; or 

(iv) providing advice or assistance to a 
consumer with regard to any activity or 
service described in clause (1), (ii), or (iii); 
and 

B) does not include— 

"(i) & nonprofit organization that is ex- 
empt from taxation under section 501(c)(3) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; or 

(i) an attorney at law who is a member of 
the bar of the highest court of any State or 
otherwise licensed under the laws of any 
State, with respect to services rendered that 
are within the scope of regulations applica- 
ble to members of such bar or such licensees. 

“(4) CREDIT.—The term ‘credit’ has the 
same meaning as in section 103 of the Truth 
in Lending Act. 

“SEC. 404. PROHIBITED PRACTICES BY CREDIT 
REPAIR ORGANIZATIONS. 

“No credit repair organization, and no offi- 
cer, employee, agent, or other person partici- 
pating in the conduct of the affairs of a cred- 
it repair organization, may— 

"(1) receive any money or other valuable 
consideration for the performance of any 
service that the credit repair organization 
has agreed to perform for à consumer before 
such service is fully performed; 
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(2) make any statement, or counsel or ad- 
vise a consumer to make any statement, 
that is untrue or misleading (or that, upon 
the exercise of reasonable care, should be 
known by the credit repair organization, of- 
ficer, employee, agent, or other person to be 
untrue or misleading) with respect to the 
consumer's credit history, credit rating, or 
credit standing to— 

"(A) any consumer reporting agency (as 
defined in section 603(f)); or 

B) any person 

(i) who has extended credit to the 
consumer; or 

(ii) to whom the consumer has applied or 
is applying for an extension of credit; 

"(3) make any statement, or counsel or ad- 
vise à consumer to make any statement, the 
intended effect of which is to alter the con- 
sumer's identification to prevent the display 
of the consumer's credit record, history, or 
rating for the purpose of concealing adverse 
credit information that is accurate and not 
obsolete to— 

(Y) any consumer reporting agency; or 

(B) any person 

"(i) who has extended credit to the 
consumer; or 

(i) to whom the consumer has applied or 
is applying for an extension of credit; 

(4) make or use any untrue or misleading 
representation of the services of the credit 
repair organization; or 

"(5) engage, directly or indirectly, in any 
act, practice, or course of business that con- 
stitutes or results in the commission of, or 
an attempt to commit, a fraud or deception 
on a person in connection with the offer or 
sale of the services of the credit repair orga- 
nization. 

*SEC. 405. DISCLOSURES. 

(a) DISCLOSURE REQUIRED.—Before any 
contract or agreement between a consumer 
and a credit repair organization is executed, 
the credit repair organization shall provide 
the consumer with the following written 
statement: 

“‘Consumer Credit File Rights Under State 

and Federal Law 

"You have a right to dispute inaccurate 
information in your consumer report by con- 
tacting the credit bureau directly. However, 
neither you nor any eredit repair“ company 
or credit repair organization has the right to 
have accurate, current, and verifiable infor- 
mation removed from your consumer report. 
The credit bureau must remove accurate, 
negative information from your report only 
ifit is over 7 years old. Bankruptcy informa- 
tion can be reported for 10 years. 

Jou have a right to obtain a copy of 
your consumer report from a credit bureau. 
You are entitled to receive a free copy of 
your credit report if you have been turned 
down for credit, employment, insurance, or a 
rental dwelling because of information in 
your consumer report during the preceding 
60 days. You are also entitled to receive a 
free copy of your credit report if you are un- 
employed and intend to apply for employ- 
ment during the next 60 days, if you are a re- 
cipient of public welfare assistance, or if you 
have been the victim of fraud. Otherwise, 
you may be charged a reasonable fee. The 
credit bureau must provide someone to help 
yon interpret the information in your credit 
file. 

ou have a right to sue a credit repair 
company that violates the Credit Repair Or- 
ganization Act. This law prohibits deceptive 
practices by credit repair companies. 

ou have the right to cancel your con- 
tract with any credit repair organization for 
any reason not later than 3 business days 
from the date you signed it. 
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Credit bureaus are required to follow 
reasonable procedures to ensure that credi- 
tors report information accurately. However, 
mistakes may occur. 

“*You may, on your own, notify a credit 
bureau in writing that you dispute the accu- 
racy of information in your credit file. The 
credit bureau must then reinvestigate and 
modify or remove inaccurate information. 
The credit bureau may not charge any fee for 
this service. Any pertinent information and 
copies of all documents you have concerning 
an error should be given to the credit bu- 
reau, 

‘If reinvestigation does not resolve the 
dispute to your satisfaction, you may send a 
brief statement to the credit bureau, to be 
kept in your file, explaining why you think 
the record is inaccurate. The credit bureau 
must include your statement about disputed 
information with any report it issues about 
you. 

“The Federal Trade Commission regulates 
credit bureaus and credit repair organiza- 
tions. For more information contact: 

Public Reference Branch 
Federal Trade Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20580.'. 

“(b) SEPARATE STATEMENT REQUIREMENT.— 
The written statement required under thís 
section shall be provided as a document that 
is separate from any written contract or 
other agreement between the credit repair 
organization and the consumer or any other 
written material provided to the consumer. 

*(c) RETENTION OF COMPLIANCE RECORDS.— 

*(1) IN GENERAL.— The credit repair organi- 
zation shall maintain a copy of the state- 
ment signed by the consumer acknowledging 
receipt of the statement. 

*"(2) MAINTENANCE FOR 2 YEARS.—The copy 
of the consumer's statement shall be main- 
tained in the organization's files for 2 years 
after the date on which the statement is pro- 
vided to the consumer. 

*SEC. 406. CREDIT REPAIR ORGANIZATIONS CON- 
TRACTS. 


(a) WRITTEN CONTRACTS REQUIRED.—A 
credit repair organization may not provide 
services for a consumer unless a written and 
dated contract for the purchase of such serv- 
ices that meets the requirements of sub- 
section (b) has been signed by the consumer. 

**(b) TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF CONTRACT.— 
No contract referred to in subsection (a) 
meets the requirements of this subsection 
unless such contract includes the following 
information (in writing): 

“(1) The terms and conditions of payment, 
including the total amount of all payments 
to be made by the consumer to the credit re- 
pair organization or to any other person. 

02) A full and detailed description of the 
services to be performed by the credit repair 
organization for the consumer, including— 

() all guarantees and all promises of full 
or partial refunds; and 

"(B) an estimate of— 

“(i) the date by which the performance of 
the services (to be performed by the credit 
repair organization or any other person) will 
be complete; or 

(ii) the length of the period necessary to 
perform such services. 

*(3) The credit repair organization's name 
and principal business address. 

*(4) A conspicuous statement in boldface 
type, in immediate proximity to the space 
reserved for the consumer's signature on the 
contract, which reads as follows: ‘You may 
cancel this contract without penalty or obli- 
gation at any time before midnight of the 
third business day after the date on which 
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you signed the contract. See the attached 
notice of cancellation form for an expla- 
nation of this right.. 

*SEC. 407. RIGHT TO CANCEL CONTRACT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—A consumer may cancel 
any contract with a credit repair organiza- 
tion without penalty or obligation by notify- 
ing the credit repair organization of the con- 
sumer's intention to do so at any time before 
midnight of the third business day which be- 
gins on the date on which the contract or 
agreement between the consumer and the 
credit repair organization is executed or 
would, but for this subsection, become en- 
forceable against the parties. 

(b) CANCELLATION FORM AND OTHER INFOR- 
MATION.—Each contract shall be accom- 
panied by a form, in duplicate, which has the 
heading 'Notice of Cancellation' and con- 
tains in boldface type the following state- 
ment: 

"You may cancel this contract, without 
any penalty or obligation, at any time before 
midnight of the third business day which be- 
gins after the date the contract is signed by 
you. 

f you cancel, any payment you made 
under this contract will be returned before 
the end of the 10-day period beginning on the 
date the seller receives your cancellation no- 
tice. 

To cancel this contract, mail or deliver a 
signed, dated copy of this cancellation no- 
tice, or any other written notice to [insert 
name of credit repair organization] at [insert 
address of credit repair organization] before 
midnight on [insert date]. 

I hereby cancel this transaction. 

"LLL — ——«purchaser's signature) 

“ — Tr “(ane 

"(c) CONSUMER COPY OF CONTRACT RE- 
QUIRED.—A consumer who enters into any 
contract with a credit repair organization 
shall be given, by the organization— 

(J) a copy of the completed contract and 
the disclosure statement required under sec- 
tion 405; and 

(2) a copy of any other document the 
credit repair organization requires the 
consumer to sign, 
at the time the contract or the other docu- 
ment is signed. 

“SEC. 408. NONCOMPLIANCE WITH THIS TITLE. 

(a) CONSUMER WAIVERS INVALID.—Any 
waiver by a consumer of any protection pro- 
vided by or any right of the consumer under 
this title— 

(I) shall be treated as void; and 

(2) may not be enforced by a Federal or 
State court or any other person. 

"(b) ATTEMPT TO OBTAIN WAIVER.—An at- 
tempt by any credit repair organization to 
obtain a waiver from a consumer of any pro- 
tection provided by or any right of the 
consumer under this title shall be treated as 
a violation of this title. 

"(c) CONTRACTS NOT IN COMPLIANCE.—A 
contract for services that does not comply 
with the applicable provisions of this title— 

“(1) shall be treated as void; and 

"(2) may not be enforced by a Federal or 
State court or by any other person. 

*SEC. 409. CIVIL LIABILITY. 

"(a) LIABILITY ESTABLISHED.—A credit re- 
pair organization that fails to comply with 
any provision of this title with respect to 
any person shall be liable to such person in 
an amount equal to the sum of the amounts 
determined under each of the following para- 
graphs: 

(i) ACTUAL DAMAGES.—The greater of 

(A) the amount of any actual damage sus- 
tained by such person as a result of such fail- 
ure; or 
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(B) any amount paid by the person to the 
credít repair organization. 

(2) PUNITIVE DAMAGES.— 

(A) INDIVIDUAL ACTIONS.—In the case of an 
action by an individual, such additional 
amounts as the court may allow. 

B) CLASS ACTIONS.—In the case of a class 
action, the sum of— 

“(i) the aggregate of the amount that the 
court may allow for each named plaintiff; 
and 

(1) the aggregate of the amount that the 
court may allow for each other class mem- 
ber, without regard to any minimum individ- 
ual recovery. 

"(3) ATTORNEYS’ FEES.—In the case of a 
successful action to enforce any liability 
under paragraph (1) or (2), the costs of the 
action, together with reasonable attorneys' 
fees. 

„b) FACTORS To BE CONSIDERED IN AWARD- 
ING PUNITIVE DAMAGES.—In determining the 
amount of any liability of any credit repair 
organization under subsection (a)2) the 
court shall consider, among other relevant 
factors— 

(J) the frequency and persistence of non- 
compliance by the credit repair organiza- 
tion; 

2) the nature of the noncompliance; 

(3) the extent to which such noncompli- 
ance was intentional; and 

(J) in the case of any class action, the 
number of consumers adversely affected. 

"(c) JURISDICTION.—An action under this 
section may be brought in any United States 
district court, or in any other court of com- 
petent jurisdiction, before the later of— 

*(1) the end of the 2-year period beginning 
on the date of the occurrence of the violation 
involved; or 

2) in any case in which a credit repair or- 
ganization has materially and willfully mis- 
represented any information that— 

"(A) the credit repair organization is re- 
quired, by any provision of this title, to dis- 
close to a consumer; and 

"(B) is material to the establishment of 
the credit repair organization's liability to 
the consumer under this section, 


the end of the 2-year period beginning on the 
date of the discovery by the consumer of the 
misrepresentation. 

“SEC. 410. ADMINISTRATIVE ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Compliance with the re- 
quirements imposed under this title with re- 
spect to credit repair organizations shall be 
enforced under the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion Act by the Federal Trade Commission. 

(b) VIOLATIONS OF THIS TITLE TREATED AS 
VIOLATIONS OF FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 
ACT.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of the 
exercise by the Federal Trade Commission of 
the Federal Trade Commission's functions 
and powers under the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion Act, any violation of any requirement 
or prohibition imposed under this title with 
respect to credit repair organizations shall 
constitute an unfair or deceptive act or prac- 
tice in commerce in violation of section 5(a) 
of the Federal Trade Commission Act. 

*(2) ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY UNDER OTHER 
LAW.—All functions and powers of the Fed- 
eral Trade Commission under the Federal 
Trade Commission Act shall be available to 
the Federal Trade Commission to enforce 
compliance with this title by any person sub- 
ject to enforcement by the Federal Trade 
Commission pursuant to this subsection, in- 
cluding the power to enforce the provisions 
of this title in the same manner as if the vio- 
lation had been a violation of any Federal 
Trade Commission trade regulation rule, 
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without regard to whether the credit repair 
organization— 

(A) is engaged in commerce; or 

(B) meets any other jurisdictional tests in 
the Federal Trade Commission Act. 

„o STATE ENFORCEMENT OF TITLE.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The attorney general of 
any State, or an official or agency des- 
ignated under the law of any State, may en- 
force compliance with this title in Federal or 
State court. 

**(2) CIVIL ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS.—A State 
may bring a civil action in any Federal or 
State court to enjoin any violation of this 
title and to recover damages under this title 
for consumers who reside in such State.“ 
SEC. 202. CREDIT WORTHINESS. 

It is the sense of the Senate that— 

(a) individuals should generally be judged 
for credit worthiness based on their own 
credit worthiness and not on the zip code or 
neighborhood in which they live; and 

(b) the Federal Trade Commission after 
consultation with the appropriate Federal 
banking agency, shall report to the Banking 
Committee within 6 months as to whether 
and how the location of the residence of an 
applicant for unsecured credit is considered 
by many companies and financial institu- 
tions in deciding whether an applicant 
should be granted credit. 

TITLE III—FINANCIAL ACCOUNTING 
STANDARDS BOARD 
SEC. 301. FINDINGS. 

(a) The Financial Accounting Standards 
Board (FASB) is currently considering 
changing the Generally Accepted Accounting 
Principle relating to employee stock option 
plans and stock purchase plans; 

(b) FASB's proposal that would require the 
use of complex mathematical formulas to es- 
timate a value for employee stock options at 
the date of grant and requires those esti- 
mated values be deducted from earnings on 
companies' income statements; 

(c) FASB has just completed an extended 
review of its proposal which included a pub- 
lic comment period, numerous field hearings 
and a field test; 

(d) FASB's proposal has generated opposi- 
tion which is unprecedented in both its in- 
tensity and universality; 

(e) The accounting profession, as rep- 
resented by the American Institute of Cer- 
tified Public Accountants and each of the 6 
largest national accounting firms, oppose 
FASB's proposal; 

(f) Individual investors, as represented by 
the United Shareholders Association, oppose 
FASB's proposal; 

(g) Institutional investors and pension 
funds, as represented by the Council of Insti- 
tutional Investors, oppose FASB's proposal; 

(h) Both the Secretary of the Treasury and 
the Secretary of Commerce have raised seri- 
ous concerns about FASB's proposal: Most 
troubling is the possibility that implementa- 
tion of the proposal might result in more 
volatile and less accurate and consistent fi- 
nancial statements because of the extreme 
difficulty of valuing long-term, non-market- 
able, forfeitable stock options"; 

(i) There is a broad consensus among those 
who have studied the FASB proposal it will 
diminish and not improve either the integ- 
rity or comparability of information avail- 
able to investors; 

(j) The National economic policy implica- 
tions of FASB's proposal are substantial be- 
cause small, growth-oriented companies 
often lack capital and therefore regularly 
rely on broad-based employee stock options 
to attract employees and large business pro- 
vide employee stock options and broad-based 
employee stock purchase plans to help moti- 
188 — employees and improve productiv- 

jy; an 
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(k) the FASB proposal will diminish the 
ability of small companies to raise capital 
and attract employees and it will curtail, 
Lu enhance broad-based employee owner- 

p. 

SEC. 302. NEW ACCOUNTING TREATMENT OF EM- 
PLOYEE STOCK OPTIONS AND PUR- 


It is the sense of the Senate that— 

(1) the new accounting treatment of em- 
ployee stock options and employee stock 
purchase plans, proposed by the Financial 
Accounting Standards Board, will have grave 
economic consequences particularly for busi- 
nesses in new-growth sectors which rely 
heavily on employee entrepreneurship; 

(2) the new accounting treatment of em- 
ployee stock options and employee stock 
purchase plans, proposed by the Financial 
Accounting Standards Board, will diminish 
rather than expand broad-based employee 
Stock option plans; and 

(3) the Financial Accounting Standards 
Board should not at this time change the 
current generally accepted accounting treat- 
ment of stock options and stock purchase 
plans contained in Accounting Principles 
Board Decision 25. 

SEC. 303. STATUS. 

It is the sense of the Senate that— 

(1) the status of the Financíal Accounting 
Standards Board as a private body of inde- 
pendent accounting experts should be re- 
spected and safeguarded; and 

(2) the Congress should not impair the ob- 
jectivity or integrity of the Financial Ac- 
counting Standards Board’s decisionmaking 
process by legislating accounting rules. 

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISION 
SEC. 401. SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMIS- 

SION, SEATTLE DISTRICT OFFICE, 

It is the sense of the Senate that the Secu- 
rities and Exchange Commission district of- 
fice located in Seattle, Washington shall not 
be closed, nor its services, operations, or 
staff be reduced from the levels in effect on 
January 1, 1994. None of the operations of the 
Seattle office shall be transferred to another 
office of the Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed. 

Mr. BOND. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

POSITION ON VOTE 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I was 
necessarily absent for the vote on final 
passage of the Fair Credit Reporting 
Act, S. 783. Had I been present I would 
have voted “aye.” 

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I want to 
extend warm appreciation and 
thanks to my colleagues for the vote in 
favor of S. 783. 

I particularly want to commend the 
lead manager, Senator BRYAN, who has 
put in a tremendous amount of time 
with his staff on this bill. This is, I 
think, a very significant measure 
which will serve the consumers of this 
country and which will help facilitate 
the provision of credit. 

Without the strong leadership of Sen- 
ator BRYAN, we would not have accom- 
plished what we have today. We were 
able to reach a bipartisan agreement 
on a bill that was anything but biparti- 
san, and was extremely contentious 
from the beginning. It was a major ef- 
fort and I am very, very grateful for his 
leadership. 
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I want to extend my thanks also to 
the chairman and the ranking member 
of our committee, Senator RIEGLE and 
Senator D'AMATO, for their support. 
Without them, it could not have been a 
bipartisan effort. 

We have already mentioned some of 
the staff who have worked on this. 
Andy Vermilye, with Senator BRYAN; 
Howard Menell and Doug Nappi, with 
Senator D'AMATO; and Steve Harris and 
Mark Kaufman, with Senator RIEGLE. 
And from my staff, Maggie Fisher and 
Jon Kamarck. They all deserve our sin- 
cere thanks. 

I think S. 783 is a well balanced bill. 
Everybody will benefit from it. The 
free flow of accurate information will 
help all sides by promoting good eco- 
nomic decisions in our free market so- 
ciety. Consumers get increased disclo- 
sure and a 30-day reinvestigation time 
period and the credit industry gets a 
limited Federal preemption, the ability 
to share information among affiliates, 
and broader prescreening and direct 
marketing abilities. 

I think this is a good measure. Con- 
sumers need this legislation. I thank 
my colleagues for their support of this 
much needed reform in the credit re- 
porting system. I hope the House will 
accept our effort. 

I yield the floor 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to respond. 

As I said several times today and ear- 
lier in the week, Senator BOND's lead- 
ership on this piece of legislation made 
it all possible, and I acknowledge that. 
His able staff was a delight to work 
with. They, together with my staff and 
the staff of chairman RIEGLE and the 
ranking member, Senator D'AMATO, all 
worked very carefully to make sure 
that this piece of legislation is bal- 
anced. It represents a significant 
achievement in terms of consumer pro- 
tection, and may very well be the most 
significant consumer bill enacted in 
this session of the Congress. 

It also recognizes the business com- 
munity, in terms of being able to have 
access to credit information. That is 
important for the business community, 
as well as for consumers. 

I want to acknowledge again the ap- 
preciation that I have for my col- 
leagues on both sides of the aisle for 
their support of this piece of legisla- 
tion. As Senator BOND has said, hope- 
fully, we will be able to move this 
through the other body and be able to 
participate in a signing in the not too 
distant future. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

a bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Dor- 


GAN). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 
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CONGRESSIONAL GIFTS REFORM 
ACT 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, on 
March 17, by unanimous consent, the 
Senate agreed to a procedure for the 
disposition of S. 1935, the gift ban bill. 
That agreement, identified as Calendar 
Order No. 419, is printed on page 2 of 
the Senate’s Calendar of Business 
today. It provides that after consulta- 
tion with the Republican leader, the 
majority leader is authorized to turn 
to the consideration of that bill no 
later than the close of business on 
Wednesday, May 4, 1994. 

I have consulted with the Republican 
leader, and with several of the Sen- 
ators with a direct interest in this leg- 
islation, and pursuant to that author- 
ity, I now ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate proceed to the consider- 
ation of S. 1935. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider- 
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 1935) 
to prohibit lobbyists and their clients 
from providing to legislative branch of- 
ficials certain gifts, meals, entertain- 
ment, reimbursements, or loans and to 
place limits on and require disclosure 
by lobbyists of certain expenditures, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Governmental Affairs, with 
an amendment to strike all after the 
enacting clause and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE, 

This Act may be cited as the “Congressional 
Gifts Reform Act". 

SEC. 2. AMENDMENT TO THE SENATE RULES. 

Rule XXXV of the Standing Rules of the Sen- 
ate ís amended to read as follows: 

"RULE XXXV 
"GIFTS 

“1. (a) No Member, officer, or employee of the 
Senate, or the spouse or dependent thereof, 
shall knowingly accept— 

Y any gift provided directly or indirectly by 
a person registered as a lobbyist or a foreign 
agent under the Federal Regulation of Lobbying 
Act, the Foreign Agents Registration Act, or any 
successor statute; 

“(2) any gift having a value of $20 or more 
from any other person; or 

“(3) gifts having a value of less than $20 from 
the same or different sources on a basis so fre- 
quent that a reasonable person would be led to 
believe the Member, officer, or employee is using 
his public office for private gain. 

“(b) For the purpose of this rule, the term 
‘gift’ means any gratuity, favor, discount, enter- 
tainment, hospitality, loan, forbearance, or 
other item having monetary value. The term in- 
cludes gifts of services, training, transportation, 
lodging, and meals, whether provided in kind, 
by purchase of a ticket, payment in advance, or 
reimbursement after the erpense has been in- 
curred. 

"(c)(1) The following items are gifts subject to 
the restrictions in subparagraph (a)— 

"(A) a financial contribution or an erpendi- 
ture relating to a conference, retreat, or similar 
cvent for or on behalf of Members, officers, or 
employees; and 

) a charitable contribution (as defined in 
section. 170(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986) made in lieu of an honorarium. 
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) The following items are subject to the re- 
strictions in subparagraph (a)(1)— 

“(A) an item provided by a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent which is paid for, charged to, or re- 
imbursed by a client of such lobbyist or foreign 
agent; 

"(B) an item provided by a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent to an entity that is maintained or 
controlled by a Member, officer, or employee; 

"(C) a charitable contribution made on the 
basis of a designation, recommendation, or other 
specification made to a lobbyist or a foreign 
agent by a Member, officer, or employee; and 

D) a contribution and other payment by a 
lobbyist or foreign agent to a legal erpense fund 
established for the benefit of a Member, officer, 
or employee. í 

"(d) The following items are not gifts subject 
to the restrictions in subparagraph (a): 

"(1) Any item for which the Member, officer, 
or employee pays the market value. 

*(2) A contribution, as defined in the Federal 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) that 
is lawfully made under that Act. 

"(3) Anything provided under circumstances 
that clearly indicate, in accordance with para- 
graph 2(a), that it is provided for a nonbusiness 
purpose and is motivated by a family relation- 
ship or personal friendship and not by the posi- 
tion of the Member, officer, or employee. 

Items which are not used and which are 
promptly returned to the donor. 

"(5) A food or refreshment item of minimal 
value, such as a soft drink, coffee, or doughnut 
offered other than as part of a meal. 

"(6) Benefits resulting from the business or 
employment activities of the spouse of a Mem- 
ber, officer, or employee, if such benefits have 
not been offered or enhanced because of the of- 
ficial position of such Member, officer, or em- 
ployee. 

“(7) Pension and other benefits resulting from 

continued participation in an employee welfare 
and benefits plan maintained by a former em- 
ployer. 
"(8) Informational materials that are sent to 
the office of the Member, officer, or employee in 
the form of books, articles, periodicals, other 
written materials, audio tapes, videotapes, or 
other forms of communication. 

"(e) The restrictions in clauses (2) and (3) of 
subparagraph (a) shall not apply to the follow- 
ing: 

“(1) Meals, lodging, and other benefits— 

“(A) resulting from the outside business or 
employment activities of the Member, officer, or 
employee (or other outside activities that are not 
connected to the duties of the Member, officer, 
or employee as an officeholder), if such benefits 
have not been offered or enhanced because of 
the official position of the Member, officer, or 
employee; or 

"(B) customarily provided by a prospective 
employer in connection with bona fide employ- 
ment discussions. 

“(2) Awards or prizes which are given to com- 
petitors in contests or events open to the public, 
including random drawings. 

"(3) Honorary degrees and other bona fide 
awards presented in recognition of public serv- 
ice and available to the general public (and as- 
sociated meals and entertainment provided in 
the presentation of such degrees and awards). 

*(4) Donations of products from the State that 
the Member represents that are intended pri- 
marily for promotional purposes, such as dis- 
play or free distribution, and are of minimal 
value to any individual recipient. 

“(5) Meals and entertainment provided to a 
Member or an employee of a Member in the 
Member’s home State, subject to reasonable limi- 
tations, to be established by the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 

"(6) Food and attendance provided at an 
event sponsored by a political organization de- 
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Scribed in section 527(e) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986. 

"(7) Training provided to a Member, officer, 
or employee, if such training is in the interest of 
the Senate. 

"(8) Bequests, inheritances, and other trans- 
fers at death. 

"(9) Any item, the receipt of which is author- 
ized by the Foreign Gifts and Declarations Act, 
the Mutual Education and Cultural Exchange 
Act, or any other statute. 

"(10) Anything which is paid for by the Gov- 
ernment or secured by the Government under a 
Government contract. 

“(11) A gift of personal hospitality of an indi- 
vidual, as defined in section 109(14) of the Eth- 
ics in Government Act. 

"(12) Free attendance at an event permitted 
pursuant to paragraph 2(b). 

"(13) Opportunities and benefits which are 

“(A) available to the public or to a class con- 
sisting of all Federal employees, whether or not 
restricted on the basis of geographic consider- 
ation; 

"(B) offered to members of a group or class in 
which membership is unrelated to congressional 
employment; 

"(C) offered to members of an organization, 
such as an employees' association or congres- 
sional credit union, in which membership is re- 
lated to congressional employment and similar 
opportunities are available to large segments of 
the public through organizations of similar size; 

D) offered to any group or class that is not 
defined in a manner that specifically discrimi- 
nates among Government employees on the basis 
of branch of Government or type of responsibil- 
ity, or on a basis that favors those of higher 
rank or rate of pay; 

"(E) in the form of loans from banks and 
other financial institutions on terms generally 
available to the public; or 

"(F) in the form of reduced membership or 
other fees for participation in organization ac- 
tivities offered to all Government employees by 
professional organizations if the only restric- 
tions on membership relate to professional quali- 
fications. 

2. (a)(1) In determining if the giving of an 
item is motivated by a family relationship or 
personal friendship, at least the following fac- 
tors shall be considered: 

"(A) The history of the relationship between 
the individual giving the item and the individ- 
ual receiving the item, including whether or not 
items have previously been erchanged by such 
individuals. 

) Whether the item was purchased by the 
individual who gave the item. 

"(C) Whether the individual who gave the 
item also at the same time gave the same or simi- 
lar item to other Members, officers, or employ- 


ees. 

"(2) The giving of an item shall not be consid- 
ered to be motivated by a family relationship or 
personal friendship if the family member or 
friend seeks— 

"(A) to deduct the value of such item as a 
business erpense on the family member's or 
friend's Federal income taz return; or 

) reimbursement from 

i) a lobbyist or foreign agent required to reg- 
ister under the Federal Regulation of Lobbying 
Act, the Foreign Agents Registration Act, or any 
successor statute; or 

ii) a client of a lobbyist or foreign agent de- 
scribed in division (1). 

"(b)1) Except as prohibited by paragraph 
l(a)(1) a Member, officer, or employee may ac- 
cept an offer of free attendance at a widely at- 
tended convention, conference, symposium, 
forum, panel discussion, dinner, reception, or 
similar event, if— 

the Member, officer, or employee partici- 
pates in the event as a speaker or a panel par- 
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ticipant, by presenting information related to 
Congress or matters before Congress, or by per- 
forming a ceremonial function appropriate to 
his or her official position; or 

“(B) attendance of the event is appropriate to 
the performance of the official duties of the 
Member, officer, or employee. 

“(2) A Member, officer, or employee who at- 
tends an event described in clause (1) of this 
subparagraph may accept— 

“(A) a sponsor's unsolicited offer of free at- 
tendance at the event for an accompanying 
spouse if others in attendance will generally be 
accompanied by spouses or if such attendance is 
appropriate to assist in the representation of the 
Senate; and 

) transportation and lodging in connection 
with the event if authorized in accordance with 
paragraph 3. 

"(3) Except as prohibited by paragraph 
1(a)(1), a Member, officer, or employee, or the 
spouse or dependent thereof, may accept a spon- 
sor's unsolicited offer of free attendance at a 
charity event in which the Member, officer, or 
employee is a participant. Reimbursement for 
transportation and lodging may not be accepted 
in connection with the event. 

“(4) For purposes of this paragraph, the term 
‘free attendance’ may include waiver of all or 
part of a conference or other fee or the provision 
of food, refreshment, entertainment, and in- 
structional materials furnished to all attendees 
as an integral part of the event. The term does 
not include entertainment collateral to the event 
or meals taken other than in a group setting 
with all or substantially all other attendees. 

e) For the purpose of this rule 

I) The term ‘client’ means any person who 
employs or retains a lobbyist or a foreign agent 
to appear or work on such person's behalf. 

“(2) The term ‘market value’, when applied to 
a gift means the retail cost a person would incur 
to purchase the gift. The market value of a gift 
of a ticket entitling the holder to food, refresh- 
ments, or entertainment is the retail cost of simi- 
lar food, refreshments, or entertainment. 

“3. (a)(1) Except as prohibited by paragraph 
l(a)1), a reimbursement (including payment in 
kind) to a Member, officer, or employee for nec- 
essary transportation, lodging and related er- 
penses for travel to a meeting, speaking engage- 
ment, factfinding trip or similar event in con- 
nection with the duties of the Member, officer, 
or employee as an officeholder shall be deemed 
to be a reimbursement to the Senate and not a 
gift prohibited by paragraph 1, if the Member, 
officer, or employee receives advance authoriza- 
tion to accept reimbursement and discloses the 
erpenses reimbursed or to be reimbursed and the 
authorization through the Secretary of the Sen- 
ate as soon as practicable after the travel is 
completed. 

"(2) Events, the activities of which are sub- 
stantially recreational in nature, shall not be 
considered to be in connection with the duties of 
a Member, officer, or employee as an office- 
holder. 

) Each advance authorization to accept re- 
imbursement shall be signed by the appropriate 
Member or committee chairman and shall in- 
clude— 

J) the name of the Member, officer, or em- 
ployee; 

*'(2) the name of the person who will make the 
reimbursement; 

‘(3) the time, place, and purpose of the travel; 
and 

“(4) a determination that the travel is in con- 
nection with the duties of the Member, officer, 
or employee as an officeholder and would not 
create the appearance that the Member, officer, 
or employee is using public office for private 
gain. 

"(c) Each disclosure of erpenses reimbursed or 
to be reimbursed shall be signed by the appro- 
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priate Member or committee chairman and shall 
include— 

Y total transportation expenses reimbursed 
or to be reimbursed; 

2) total lodging expenses reimbursed or to be 
reimbursed; 

"(3) disclosure of any other erpenses reim- 
bursed or to be reimbursed (with the erception 
of any items that may properly be accepted pur- 
suant to clauses (1) and (2)); and 

"(4) a determination that all such expenses 
are necessary transportation, lodging, and relat- 
ed expenses as defined in this paragraph. 

"(d) For the purposes of this paragraph, the 
term 'necessary transportation, lodging, and re- 
lated ezpenses'— 

"(1) includes reasonable erpenses that are 
necessary for travel for a period that may not 
exceed 3 days exclusive of traveltime within the 
United States or 7 days exclusive of traveltime 
outside of the United States unless approved in 
advance by the Ethics Committee; 

"(2) is limited to erpenditures for transpor- 
tation, lodging, conference fees and materials, 
and meals offered to all attendees as an integral 
part of the event, including reimbursement for 
necessary transportation, whether or not such 
transportation occurs within the periods de- 
scribed in clause (1); and 

"(3) does not include erpenditures for rec- 
reational activities, or entertainment other than 
that provided to all attendees as an integral 
part of the event. 

“(e) The Secretary of the Senate shall— 

"(1) make available to the public all advance 
authorizations and disclosures of reimbursement 
filed pursuant to subparagraph (a) as soon as 
possible after they are filed; and 

"(2) publish an annual report summarizing 
(by Member, officer, or employee) travel er- 
penses that are reimbursed pursuant to this 
paragraph and aggregate more than $250 from 
any one source. 

"4. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this rule, a Member, officer, or employee of 
the Senate may participate in a program, the 
principal objective of which is educational, 
sponsored by a foreign government or a foreign 
educational or charitable organization involving 
travel to a foreign country paid for by that for- 
eign government organization if such participa- 
tion is not in violation of any law and if the ap- 
propriate Member or committee chairman has 
determined that participation in such program 
is in the interests of the Senate and the United 
States. 

"(b) Any Member who accepts an invitation to 
participate in any such program shall notify the 
Secretary of the Senate in writing of his accept- 
ance. A Member shall also notify the Secretary 
in writing whenever he has permitted any offi- 
cer or employee whom he supervises (within the 
meaning of paragraph 11 of rule XXXVII) to 
participate in any such program. The Secretary 
shall place in the Congressional Record a list of 
all individuals participating; the supervisors of 
such individuals, where applicable; and the na- 
ture and itinerary of such program with partici- 
pation in a program permitted under subpara- 
graph (a) if such funds are not used for nec- 
essary food, lodging, transportation, and related 
expenses of the Member, officer, or employee. 

5. The Committee on Rules and Administra- 
tion is authorized to adjust the $20 gift limit es- 
tablished in paragraph 1 on a periodic basis, to 
the extent necessary to adjust for inflation."’. 
SEC. 3. AMENDMENT TO THE HOUSE RULES. 

Clause 4 of Rule XLIII of the House of Rep- . 
resentatives is amended to read as follows: 

"4. (a)(1) No Member, officer, or employee of 
the House of Representatives, or the spouse or 
dependent thereof, shall knowingly accept— 

"(A) any gift provided directly or indirectly 
by a person registered as a lobbyist or a foreign 
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agent under the Federal Regulation of Lobbying 
Act, the Foreign Agents Registration Act, or any 
successor statute; 

) any gift having a value of $20 or more 
from any other person; or 

"(C) gifts having a value of less than $20 from 
the same or different sources on a basis so fre- 
quent that a reasonable person would be led to 
believe the Member, officer, or employee is using 
his public office for private gain. 

“(2) For the purpose of this clause, the term 
'gift' means any gratuity, favor, discount, enter- 
tainment, hospitality, loan, forbearance, or 
other item having monetary value. The term in- 
cludes gifts of services, training, transportation, 
lodging, and meals, whether provided in kind, 
by purchase of a ticket, payment in advance, or 
reimbursement after the erpense has been in- 
curred. 

"(3)(A) The following items are gifts subject to 
the restrictions in subparagraph (1)— 

"(i) a financial contribution or an expendi- 
ture relating to a conference, retreat, or similar 
event for or on behalf of Members, officers, or 
employees; and 

ii) a charitable contribution (as defined in 
section 170(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986) made in lieu of an honorarium. 

) The following items are subject to the re- 
strictions in subparagraph (1)(A)— 

i) an item provided by a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent which is paid for, charged to, or re- 
imbursed by a client of such lobbyist or foreign 
agent; 

ii) an item provided by a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent to an entity that is maintained or 
controlled by a Member, officer, or employee; 

ii) a charitable contribution made on the 
basis of a designation, recommendation, or other 
specification made to a lobbyist or a foreign 
agent by a Member, officer, or employee; and 

iv) a contribution and other payment by a 
lobbyist or foreign agent to a legal expense fund 
established for the benefit of a Member, officer, 
or employee. 

*(4) The following items are not gifts subject 
to the restrictions in subparagraph (1): 

"(A) Any item for which the Member, officer, 
or employee pays the market value. 

"(B) A contribution, as defined in the Federal 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) that 
is lawfully made under that Act. 

"(C) Anything provided under circumstances 
that clearly indicate, in accordance with para- 
graph (b)(1), that it is provided for a nonbusi- 
ness purpose and is motivated by a family rela- 
tionship or personal friendship and not by the 
position of the Member, officer, or employee. 

“(D) Items which are not used and which are 
promptly returned to the donor. 

"(E) A food or refreshment ítem of minimal 
value, such as a soft drink, coffee, or doughnut 
offered other than as part of a meal. 

"(F) Benefits resulting from the business or 
employment activities of the spouse of a Mem- 
ber, officer, or employee, if such benefits have 
not been offered or enhanced because of the of- 
ficial position of such Member, officer, or em- 
ployee. 

"(G) Pension and other benefits resulting from 
continued participation in an employee welfare 
and benefits plan maintained by a former em- 
ployer. 

"(H) Informational materials that are sent to 
the office of the Member, officer, or employee in 
the form of books, articles, periodicals, other 
written materials, audio tapes, videotapes, or 
other forms of communication. 

5) The restrictions in clauses (B) and (C) of 
subparagraph (1) shall not apply to the follow- 
ing: 
A Meals, lodging, and other benefits— 

i) resulting from the outside business or em- 
ployment activities of the Member, officer, or 
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employee (or other outside activities that are not 
connected to the duties of the Member, officer, 
or employee as an officeholder), if such benefits 
have not been offered or enhanced because of 
the official position of the Member, officer, or 
employee; or 

ii) customarily provided by a prospective 
employer in connection with bona fide employ- 
ment discussions. 

) Awards or prizes which are given to com- 
petitors in contests or events open to the public, 
including random drawings. 

"(C) Honorary degrees and other bona fide 
awards presented in recognition of public serv- 
ice and available to the general public (and as- 
sociated meals and entertainment provided in 
the presentation of such degrees and awards). 

"(D) Donations of products from the State 
that the Member represents that are intended 
primarily for promotional purposes, such as dis- 
play or free distribution, and are of minimal 
value to any individual recipient. 

E) Meals and entertainment provided to a 
Member or an employee of a Member in the 
Member's home State having, subject to reason- 
able limitations, to be established by the Com- 
mittee on Rules and Administration. 

"(F) Food and attendance provided at an 
event sponsored by a political organization de- 
scribed in section 527(e) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986. 

"(G) Training provided to a Member, officer, 
or employee, if such training is in the interest of 
the House of Representatives. 

"(H) Bequests, inheritances, and other trans- 
fers at death. 

"(I) Any item, the receipt of which is author- 
ized by the Foreign Gifts and Declarations Act, 
the Mutual Education and Cultural Exchange 
Act, or any other statute. 

Y Anything which is paid for by the Gov- 
ernment or secured by the Government under a 
Government contract. 

"(K) A gift of personal hospitality of an indi- 
vidual, as defined in section 109(14) of the Eth- 
ics in Government Act. 

"(L) Free attendance at an event permitted 
pursuant to paragraph (b)(1). 

"(M) Opportunities and benefits which are— 

"(i) available to the public or to a class con- 
sisting of all Federal employees, whether or not 
restricted on the basis of geographic consider- 
ation; 

ii) offered to members of a group or class in 
thich membership is unrelated to congressional 
employment; 

"(tii) offered to members of an organization, 
such as an employees' association or congres- 
sional credit union, in which membership is re- 
lated to congressional employment and similar 
opportunities are available to large segments of 
the public through organizations of similar size; 

(iv) offered to any group or class that is not 
defined in a manner that specifically discrimi- 
nates among Government employees on the basis 
of branch of Government or type of responsibil- 
ity, or on a basis that favors those of higher 
rank or rate of pay; 

v) in the form of loans from banks and other 
financial institutions on terms generally avail- 
able to the public; or 

"(vi) in the form of reduced membership or 
other fees for participation in organization ac- 
tivities offered to all Government employees by 
professional organizations if the only restric- 
tions on membership relate to professional quali- 
fications. 

"(b)(1)(A) In determining if the giving of an 
item is motivated by a family relationship or 
personal friendship, at least the following fac- 
tors shall be considered: 

"(i) The history of the relationship between 
the individual giving the item and the individ- 
ual receiving the item, including whether or not 
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items have previously been exchanged by such 
individuals. 

"(ii) Whether the item was purchased by the 
individual who gave the item. 

"(iii Whether the individual who gave the 
item also at the same time gave the same or simi- 
lar item to other Members, officers, or employ- 


ees. 

"(B) The giving of an item shall not be con- 
sidered to be motivated by a family relationship 
or personal friendship if the family member or 
friend seeks— 

“(i) to deduct the value of such item as a busi- 
ness expense on the family member's or friend's 
Federal income taz return; or 

*'(ii) reimbursement from 

"(I) a lobbyist or foreign agent required to 
register under the Federal Regulation of Lobby- 
ing Act, the Foreign Agents Registration Act, or 
any successor statute; or 

*(II) a client of a lobbyist or foreign agent de- 
scribed in division (i). 

"(2(A) Except as prohibited by paragraph 
(a)(1)(A) a Member, officer, or employee may ac- 
cept an offer of free attendance at a widely at- 
tended convention, conference, symposium, 
forum, panel discussion, dinner, reception, or 
similar event, if— 

“(i) the Member, officer, or employee partici- 
pates in the event as a speaker or a panel par- 
ticipant, by presenting information related to 
Congress or matters before Congress, or by per- 
forming a ceremonial function appropriate to 
his or her official position; or 

ii) attendance of the event is appropriate to 
the performance of the official duties of the 
Member, officer, or employee. 

"(B) A Member, officer, or employee who at- 
tends an event described in clause (A) of this 
subparagraph may accept— 

"(i) a sponsor's unsolicited offer of free at- 
tendance at the event for an accompanying 
spouse if others in attendance will generally be 
accompanied by spouses or if such attendance is 
appropriate to assist in the representation of the 
House of Representatives; and 

ii) transportation and lodging in connection 
with the event if authorized in accordance with 
paragraph (c). 

"(C) Except as prohibited by paragraph 
(a)(1)(A), a Member, officer, or employee, or the 
spouse or dependent thereof, may accept a spon- 
sor's unsolicited offer of free attendance at a 
charity event in which the Member, officer, or 
employee is a participant. Reimbursement for 
transportation and lodging may not be accepted 
in connection with the event. 

"(d) For purposes of this paragraph, the term 
'free attendance' may include waiver of all or 
part of a conference or other fee or the provision 
of food, refreshment, entertainment, and in- 
structional materials furnished to all attendees 
as an integral part of the event. The term does 
not include entertainment collateral to the event 
or meals taken other than in a group setting 
with all or substantially all other attendees. 

"(3) For the purpose of this clause 

“(A) The term ‘client’ means any person who 
employs or retains a lobbyist or a foreign agent 
to appear or work on such person's behalf. 

) The term ‘market value’, when applied to 
a gift means the retail cost a person would incur 
to purchase the gift. The market value of a gift 
of a ticket entitling the holder to food, refresh- 
ments, or entertainment is the retail cost of simi- 
lar food, refreshments, or entertainment. 

““c)(1)(A) Except as prohibited by paragraph 
(a)(1)(A), a reimbursement (including payment 
in kind) to a Member, officer, or employee for 
necessary transportation, lodging and related 
erpenses for travel to a meeting, speaking en- 
gagement, factfinding trip or similar event in 
connection with the duties of the Member, offi- 
cer, or employee as an officeholder shall be 
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deemed to be a reimbursement to the House of 
Representatives and not a gift prohibited by 
paragraph (a), if the Member, officer, or em- 
ployee receives advance authorization to accept 
reimbursement and discloses the erpenses reim- 
bursed or to be reimbursed and the authoriza- 
tion through the Clerk of the House of Rep- 
resentatives as soon as practicable after the 
travel is completed. 

"(B) Events, the activities of which are sub- 
stantially recreational in nature, shall not be 
considered to be in connection with the duties of 
a Member, officer, or employee as an office- 
holder. 

*(2) Each advance authorization to accept re- 
imbursement shall be signed by the appropriate 
Member or committee chairman and shall in- 
clude— 

) the name of the Member, officer, or em- 
ployee; 

"(B) the name of the person who will make 
the reimbursement; 

O) the time, place, and purpose of the trav- 
el; and 

OD) a determination that the travel is in con- 
nection with the duties of the Member, officer, 
or employee as an officeholder and would not 
create the appearance that the Member, officer, 
or employee is using public office for private 
gain. 

) Each disclosure of expenses reimbursed or 
to be reimbursed shall be signed by the appro- 
priate Member or committee chairman and shall 
include— 

) total transportation expenses reimbursed 
or to be reimbursed; 

) total lodging expenses reimbursed or to 
be reimbursed; 

"(C) disclosure of any other erpenses reim- 
bursed or to be reimbursed (with the exception 
of any items that may properly be accepted pur- 
suant to clauses (A) and (B)); and 

D) a determination that all such expenses 
are necessary transportation, lodging, and relat- 
ed expenses as defined in this paragraph. 

“(4) For the purposes of this paragraph, the 
term 'necessary transportation, lodging, and re- 
lated expenses 

"(A) includes reasonable erpenses that are 
necessary for travel for a period that may not 
exceed 3 days exclusive of traveltime within the 
United States or 7 days exclusive of traveltime 
outside of the United States unless approved in 
advance by the Ethics Committee; 

"(B) is limited to erpenditures for transpor- 
tation, lodging, conference fees and materials, 
and meals offered to all attendees as an integral 
part of the event, including reimbursement for 
necessary transportation, whether or not such 
transportation occurs within the periods de- 
scribed in clause (1); and 

"(C) does not include expenditures for rec- 
reational activities, or entertainment other than 
that provided to all attendees as an integral 
part of the event. 

) The Clerk of the House of Representatives 
shall— 

A) make available to the public all advance 
authorizations and disclosures of reimbursement 
filed pursuant to subparagraph (1) as soon as 
possible after they are filed; and 

"(B) publish an annual report summarizing 
(by Member, officer, or employee) travel et- 
penses that are reimbursed pursuant to this 
paragraph and aggregate more than $250 from 
any one source. 

"(d)(1) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this clause, a Member, officer, or employee of 
the House of Representatives may participate in 
a program, the principal objective of which is 
educational, sponsored by a foreign government 
or a foreign educational or charitable organiza- 
tion involving travel to a foreign country paid 
for by that foreign government organization if 
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such participation is not in violation of any law 
and if the appropriate Member or committee 
chairman has determined that participation in 
such program ís in the interests of the House of 
Representatives and the United States. 

02) Any Member who accepts an invitation to 
participate in any such program shall notify the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives in writing 
of his acceptance. A Member shall also notify 
the a Clerk in writing whenever he has per- 
mitted any officer or employee whom he super- 
vises to participate in any such program. The 
Clerk shall place in the Congressional Record a 
list of all individuals participating; the super- 
visors of such individuals, where applicable; 
and the nature and itinerary of such program. 

"(3) No Member, officer, or employee may ac- 
cept funds in connection with participation in a 
program permitted under subparagraph (a) if 
such funds are not used for necessary food, 
lodging, transportation, and related expenses of 
the Member, officer, or employee. 

"(e) The Committee on House Administration 
is authorized to adjust the $20 gift limit estab- 
lished in paragraph (a) on a periodic basis, to 
the extent necessary to adjust for inflation."'. 
SEC. 4. AMENDMENT TO THE ETHICS IN GOVERN- 

MENT ACT. 

Section 102(a)(2)(A) of the Ethics in Govern- 
ment Act (5 U.S.C. App. 6, section 102), is 
amended by— 

(1) inserting a dash after “and the value of”; 

(2) striking all gifts aggregating and insert- 
ing the following: 

i all gifts aggregating"'; 

(3) striking the period at the end of the sub- 
paragraph and inserting ; and"; and 

(4) adding at the end the following: 

ii) all gifts, other than food, lodging, or en- 
tertainment received as personal hospitality of 
an individual, having a value of $20 or more 
that are— 

“(I) provided by a person required to register 
under the Federal Regulation of Lobbying Act, 
the Foreign Agents Registration Act, or any suc- 
cessor Act; and 

"(II) would be prohibited by section 7353 of 
title 5, United States Code, but for a personal 
friendship erception contained in implementing 
rules and regulations issued pursuant to in sub- 
section (b)(1) of such section. 

SEC. 5. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act and the amendments made by this 
Act shall become effective on January 1, 1995. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, Sen- 
ator LEVIN, who is the principal author 
of the legislation and the subcommit- 
tee chairman on the Governmental Af- 
fairs Committee, will be managing the 
bil for the majority. Senator COHEN, 
who is the ranking member of the sub- 
committee and has also been very ac- 
tive in this legislative area, will be 
managing for the Republicans. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] is rec- 


Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, 2 years 
ago, I introduced a bill to close loop- 
holes in the lobbying registration laws 
and to ensure that the public has com- 
plete and accurate information about 
who is being paid how much to lobby 
Congress and the executive branch and 
on what issues. 

That bill, the Lobbying Disclosure 
Act, has been endorsed by the Presi- 
dent and has been approved by over- 
whelming margins in both the Senate 
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and the House of Representatives. It 
would finally make sense out of a set of 
confusing, overlapping, and unenforce- 
able laws that have been in need of re- 
form for more than 40 years. Unfortu- 
nately, we find ourselves unable to pro- 
ceed to conference on that bill and to 
report the measure back to the Senate 
for final passage because it has become 
hung up on the issue of congressional 
gift rules. 

The bill that we are considering 
today is one of a series of proposed con- 
gressional gift bills that have tied up 
consideration of the Lobbying Disclo- 
sure Act for a full year now. This bill 
was introduced by Senators LAUTEN- 
BERG, WELLSTONE, and FEINGOLD in 
March of this year and referred to the 
Governmental Affairs Committee with 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
turn to the measure by no later than 
May 4. The bill was referred to the 
Governmental Affairs Committee rath- 
er than to the Rules Committee be- 
cause of the way it was drafted. That 
was not our call to make. That was the 
Parliamentarian’s call to make. 

In my view, the Senate gift rules 
should be strong and they should be 
clear. We owe it to ourselves, and we 
owe it to the public to have rules which 
are simple and straightforward and 
which prohibit gifts that would be in- 
appropriate in appearance or in reality. 

The current gift rules do not meet 
this test. For example, while the gift 
rules applicable to executive branch 
employees prohibit the acceptance of 
even a single gift with a value in excess 
of $20, our rules permit the acceptance 
of any number of gifts under $100 from 
the same source. In theory, that means 
that we could accept a $95 gift from the 
same source every day—and, by the 
way, not even disclose it under the gift 
rules. Even gifts of more than $100 are 
allowed, up to a total of $250 a year 
from a single source. 

The current, overly permissive rules 
can create the appearance of favor- 
itism. At a time when the public’s con- 
fidence in Congress is low, such an ap- 
pearance is poison for public con- 
fidence in Government. That is not 
good for the Congress and it is not good 
for the country. 

Senators LAUTENBERG, WELLSTONE, 
and FEINGOLD tried to address this 
problem when they introduced S. 1935. 
In my view, the Lautenberg-Wellstone- 
Feingold bill, as introduced, was too 
complex, was unworkable, and would 
have produced anomalous results unre- 
lated to any public policy. It failed to 
distinguish between gifts from a lobby- 
ist and a gift from a constituent back 
home who happens to be an officer of a 
company or association that has used à 
lobbyist on even a single occasion in a 
6-month period. It failed to distinguish, 
for instance, between a dinner at the 
house of a neighbor back home who 
happens to be a board member of the 
Cancer Society and dinner at a fancy 
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Washington restaurant paid for by a 
lobbyist. 

Let me just give you one example of 
how the original bill would have 
worked. Let us say your next door 
neighbor back home invited you to a 
backyard barbecue. Under S. 1935, as 
introduced, you might not be per- 
mitted to go at all if your neighbor 
were an officer of a company or asso- 
ciation that had used a lobbyist in the 
previous 6 months, assuming that you 
can find out that information at all. 
The bill contained an exception for 
gifts that are determined to be based 
on personal friendship, but placed the 
responsibility for making this deter- 
mination in the hands of an executive 
branch agency. 

In fact, if you were permitted to go 
your neighbor's barbecue, your attend- 
ance would trigger an extraordinarily 
complex set of notification and disclo- 
sure requirements. First, under that 
original bill, your friend would have to 
be notified by the lobbyist for any com- 
pany or association of which he was an 
officer or director that the gift restric- 
tions apply. Then, the friend would 
have to notify those entities that he 
had invited you to the barbecue, and 
they would have to notify their lobby- 
ist of this fact. Next, the lobbyist 
would have to notify you that unless 
you paid for your attendance at the 
barbecue, it would be disclosed in a lob- 
bying report. Once all those notifica- 
tions had been made, the lobbyist 
would report the gift. If your friend 
were a director of several corporations, 
each of which had more than one lob- 
byist, the notification process would 
have to be repeated over and over 
again, and the barbecue would be re- 
ported in multiple lobbying reports. If 
any of the lobbyists failed to disclose 
the barbecue in their lobbying reports, 
the gift would be improper, and the 
public would likely hold you account- 
able for accepting it. 

Mr. President, if these new gift rules 
are going to help reestablish public 
confidence in the Congress, as we all 
want them to do, they will have to be 
strong, of course, but they will also 
have to be simple and clear. I feel that 
S. 1935, as introduced, fails to meet this 
test. 

For this reason and other reasons 
that each of us had at the time, the 
Senate Governmental Affairs Commit- 
tee reported a substitute amendment 
to S. 1935. This substitute amendment 
is the amendment which is before us. 
So, I make it real clear that what is 
pending now before the Senate is not 
the original bill as introduced by Sen- 
ators LAUTENBERG, FEINGOLD, and 
WELLSTONE. It is the substitute bill 
which was approved by the Govern- 
mental Affairs Committee, and the 
substitute amendment contains gift 
rules which are tough, but they are 
also straightforward and, hopefully, 
easy to understand. 
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Under the committee substitute, 
Members and staff would be prohibited 
from accepting any gifts from reg- 
istered lobbyists, with a narrow exemp- 
tion for gifts from relatives and close 
personal friends. 

Members and staff would be per- 
mitted to accept gifts of up to $20 from 
any source other than a registered lob- 
byist, and gifts in excess of $20 could be 
accepted in a number of situations, 
which are listed, such as gifts from rel- 
atives and close personal friends; per- 
sonal hospitality, such as dinner at a 
person's home; meals and entertain- 
ment in a Member's home State, and 
that is a very important exemption 
that we wrote in so you could have 
meals and entertainment back home 
subject to reasonable limits adopted by 
the Rules Committee but not subject 
to the $20 limit. And also not subject to 
the $20 limit is, for example, participa- 
tion in widely attended events which 
the Member believes to be part of his 
or her duties. 

Members and staff will be permitted 
to accept reimbursement for travel ex- 
penses from anybody other than a reg- 
istered lobbyist if the travel is related 
to official business and is not substan- 
tially recreational in nature. 

These rules are not perfect because 
these rules cannot be perfect. There is 
no such thing as perfect rules. They are 
as good as we could make them. We be- 
lieve that they are strong and that 
they are clear and that they will go a 
long way toward ensuring public con- 
fidence in our conduct. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MATHEWS). The Chair recognizes the 
Senator from Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, appar- 
ently there is a perception among some 
in the American public that Congress 
is for sale—that for the price of a steak 
dinner or a fruit basket at Christmas, 
Members would change votes or give 
greater access than would otherwise be 
provided. I would say that all Members 
of Congress reject the notion that any 
access is granted in exchange for gifts. 
Everyone here would agree it is not 
only unethical and improper, but it 
also happens to be a crime. It is a 
criminal violation if someone were to 
exchange his or her office for a gift, in 
whatever form they might come. How- 
ever, the perception remains that 
through gift giving, lobbyists can influ- 
ence and divert the course of national 
policy. 

There is a growing belief that lobby- 
ists and other so-called power brokers 
are to blame for record deficits and a 
tax code that is filled with loopholes 
and other special interest legislation. 
The public believes, rightly or wrongly, 
that they are not being well served by 
their elected officials; that somehow, 
in the corridors of power, their best in- 
terests are subverted by the giving of 
gifts to Members of Congress. The feel- 
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ing is that the inability of Congress to 
address the most critical problems that 
the Nation faces is a direct result of 
who Members go to lunch with. It 
might come as a surprise that most 
days, Senators join only other Sen- 
ators for lunch. 

Regardless of what actions the Sen- 
ate takes today, the public’s anger and 
cynicism will show little sign of abat- 
ing. Although I understand the need to 
address this anger, the Senate should 
not think that passage of this legisla- 
tion will quell the public’s cynicism to- 
ward Congress. We should do it for the 
good of the institution and not under 
the misappropriation that the public 
will hold a higher view of Congress. 
The key to restoring Congress’ stand- 
ing with the public is meaningful ac- 
tion on critical issues such as the defi- 
cit, crime, health care, and the econ- 
omy. 

I supported the Levin substitute in 
committee because I believe that it is 
a vast improvement over S. 1935 as 
originally introduced. The original bill 
was cumbersome, unworkable, and over 
bureaucratic. Specifically, enforcement 
of the gift ban under S. 1935 as intro- 
duced would have given the executive 
branch a remarkable degree of inves- 
tigative and enforcement power as it 
relates to Members of Congress and 
lobbyists. For example, under the per- 
sonal friendship exemption, Members 
could only accept gifts if there was a 
clear history of friendship between 
Member and gift-giver to make it clear 
that the gift is motivated personal 
friendship. In this case, the executive 
branch agency responsible for lobbying 
disclosure and public reporting would 
define the term friendship“ and deter- 
mine the specific individuals who 
would meet that friendship test. 

Most disturbing are the reporting re- 
quirements that would have been im- 
posed by S. 1935 as originally intro- 
duced. The requirements in the origi- 
nal bill would have created a Rube 
Goldberg-type labyrinth of responsibil- 
ity and reporting. Under its complex 
provisions, if a Member wanted to ac- 
cept a $15 Christmas gift from a con- 
stituent, the Member would have to de- 
termine whether the constituent was 
an officer of any organization that had 
used a registered lobbyist at any time 
during the last 6 months. Other exam- 
ples also illustrate the reporting com- 
plexities required by the version of- 
fered by the Senator from New Jersey 
and the Senator from Minnesota. For 
example, if a Member attends a dinner 
at the house of a personal friend who 
was on the board of directors of a num- 
ber of different organizations, some of 
which used lobbyists, the following 
would need to occur: 

First, lobbyists would have to notify 
the organizations and their top offi- 
cers—including this personal friend— 
that the gift rules apply: 
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Second, the host would have to no- 
tify the organizations that used lobby- 
ists about the dinner; 

Third, the organizations would have 
to, in turn, notify their lobbyists; and 

Fourth, the lobbyists would have to 
disclose the dinner to the executive 
branch agency. 

Finally, lobbyists would also have to 
notify the Member that they were dis- 
closing the dinner. 

This scenario would become more 
complicated if each one of the organi- 
zations used more than one lobbyists, 
as many do. 

Mr. President, as you can see, S. 1935 
as originally introduced would have 
created an unworkable hodgepodge of 
requirements and rules. The Levin sub- 
stitute provides a workable gift ban al- 
ternative which, as long as the Senate 
insists on banning gifts, establishes a 
reasonable framework for accomplish- 
ing many of the objectives of the origi- 
nal version of S. 1935. 

Specifically, the Levin proposal 
works within the framework of the 
House and Senate rules and avoids a 
number of definitional problems that 
contribute to the complexity and im- 
plementation problems that were asso- 
ciated with earlier gift ban legislation. 
I commend for his willingness to pro- 
vide leadership to find a responsible so- 
lution to this difficult issue. 

If there are other proposals that 
would improve upon Senator LEVIN’s 
efforts, then I certainly am open to lis- 
tening to them. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, let 
me begin our side of this debate by say- 
ing that this is a good faith effort on 
behalf of all Senators; deeply felt, but 
a good faith effort on behalf of all Sen- 
ators. 

I want to begin by commending Sen- 
ator LEVIN for excellent work in trying 
to make this thing workable. The dis- 
tinguished ranking minority member 
has also invested great time and effort. 
This is an endeavor among friends. It 
is, in fact, deeply felt, so I felt the ne- 
cessity of saying that in advance; that 
all Senators respect one another great- 
ly. 

Having said that, Mr. President, I 
can hardly believe what I just heard. 
The Senator from Maine has said there 
is a public perception that the Senate 
is for sale for a basket of fruit at 
Christmas. 

Has this body dropped to that level of 
perception among the American public; 
that is, a basket of fruit buys the U.S. 
Senate? If it is, God help the United 
States of America, Mr. President. 

I do not believe that is true. And I 
think to say it on the floor of the Sen- 
ate degrades this institution, hurts the 
United States of America, and our sys- 
tem of free government, for which so 
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many sacrifices have been made. I do 
not believe we ought to tear down this 
institution from the inside or the out- 
side. 

Now, Mr. President, the best thing 
that can be said for the Levin amend- 
ment is it is better than the Wellstone 
amendment. Let me tell you some of 
the things it does. 

My wife is a cochairman of the Na- 
tional Garden Ball, or whatever they 
call it. Next week, they are going to 
have a big dinner. She has worked her 
heart out for the National Garden. 
They are trying to raise, I think it is, 
$7 million or $8 million to build a beau- 
tiful garden to be owned by the United 
States, administered by the Architect 
of the Capitol. 

She, and B.A. Bentsen, and Senator 
Heinz's widow, are all cochairmen. The 
ball is in honor of the First Lady. In- 
deed, Hillary Clinton is having a coffee 
at the White House for those who have 
contributed $100,000 or more. When it is 
finished, Mr. President, it is going to 
be one of the most marvelous gifts of 
time and effort of these women and 
men who have worked to create some- 
thing for the people of the United 
States. 

There is not one whit of selfishness. 
There is no lobbying advantage in this 
endeavor. But you would not be able, I 
would not be able to go to that ball, 
and indeed she would not be able to go 
to the ball, either. They would not be 
able to do this activity under this bill. 

Now, Mr. President, what are we 
coming to in the Senate when you can- 
not do something for the National Gar- 
den? 

Let me just give you some of the 
things I have been to lately that, as I 
understand it, we would not be able to 
do: 

The Opera Ball. I ask the Senator 
from Michigan, would we be able to go 
to the Opera Ball? 

Mr. LEVIN. I have to have more facts 
about it. 

As to lobbyists giving the tickets to 
the Opera Ball, the answer is no. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. No; they are pro- 
vided usually free from the Opera Ball. 
I do not know who the Opera Ball is. I 
mean, it is not a Senate duty, it is not 
personal hospitality, it is not at some- 
one’s home, it is not at a Member's 
home State, it is not paid for by the 
Government, it is not a political orga- 
nization. 

I assume we cannot go to the Opera 
Ball, is that correct? 

Mr. LEVIN. Is this part of your cere- 
monial or official duties to go to the 
Opera Ball? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. No. 

Mr. LEVIN. Who is giving you the 
tickets? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I guess the Opera 
Ball. 

Mr. LEVIN. I would like to know 
more facts. 

Again, if they are coming from a lob- 
byist, the answer is no. 
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Mr. JOHNSTON. They are coming 
from the Opera Ball, the Opera Ball or- 
ganization. 

Mr. LEVIN. Are they a registered 
lobbyist? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The Opera people 
are not. 

Mr. LEVIN. In that case, I think you 
should be able to go to that ball. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I think you should 
be, too. 

Mr. LEVIN. If the Senator from Lou- 
isiana would let me complete my 
thought on this, it is our intention 
that you be able to go to a broadly at- 
tended activity, a widely attended 
event, at the invitation of the respon- 
sible organization. And there is a man- 
agers’ amendment which would clarify 
it. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Well, it is not if it is 
over $20 under your amendment. 

Mr. LEVIN. I am saying there is a 
managers' amendment that will clarify 
that issue. If there is a broadly at- 
tended event, at the invitation of the 
sponsor, which you are not being in- 
vited to by a registered lobbyist— 
which is what you are saying—the 
managers’ amendment will make it 
clear you will be permitted to do that. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Suppose at the 
Opera Ball that most of the money 
comes from lobbyists and the Opera 
Ball Committee, which would be—wide- 
ly invites people, but most of the 
money comes from lobbyists. It either 
comes from lobbyists or companies 
that are represented by lobbyists—indi- 
rectly, by lobbyists. 

Would you not agree that is indi- 
rectly money coming by lobbyists? 

Mr. LEVIN. Maybe indirectly, but 
you have not been invited by lobbyists 
and given the tickets by lobbyists. And 
under the circumstances I think it is 
not clear. 

It should be clear and will be clear, 
under the managers' amendment, that 
you will be allowed to go to a widely 
attended event not at the invitation of 
a lobbyist that you consider to be part 
of your duties. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Does the Senator 
have a copy of his amendment? 

Mr. LEVIN. I do. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. May I take a look at 
it while I am speaking? 

I am glad the Senator is going to at- 
tempt to change this because that is no 
small part of what I do, because my 
wife is very active. She has been chair- 
man of the Ambassadors Ball, for ex- 
ample, as have other wives in the Sen- 
ate. The Ambassadors Ball is for the 
diplomatic community in Washington, 
and also they send out invitations to 
the lobbyists. And let us be fair, it is 
paid for indirectly by lobbyists. This 
bill prohibits gifts provided directly or 
indirectly by a person registered as a 
lobbyist. 

I wonder, for example, about some- 
one's fundraiser. If I go to a fundraiser 
by the Senator from Michigan and you 
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have & bunch of lobbyists there who 
bring in contributions and I get a free 
ticket, I will tell you, that is indirectly 
paid for by a lobbyist. If you think that 
is clear that it is not, I invite you to 
read this language. 

Mr. President, this—it is about 1% 
pages of prohibitions and 10% pages of 
exceptions, which are very, very dif- 
ficult to read and to understand. We 
are going to be plugging leaks in this 
thing like we are with the managers' 
amendment here. Some people are 
probably going to get in some very se- 
rious trouble very innocently if this 
passes. They are going to have to have 
a full-time lawyer in the office. 

I ask the Senator from Michigan, 
there are provisions in here that pre- 
vent a person from inheriting from a 
lobbyist. Did you know that? From in- 
heriting. 

Here the poor lobbyist is dead and his 
son or daughter works for the U.S. Sen- 
ate. And he goes to court to try to get 
the bequest from dad and he cannot do 
it. This bill prohibits that. If you think 
Iam trivializing this amendment—that 
is what this amendment provides. I will 
bet you anything the managers did not 
know that result inhered in this lan- 
guage. 

There are so many little difficulties 
in this bill—it is incredible. Let me tell 
you some of the things I have done dur- 
ing the past. 

Mr. LEVIN. I wonder if the Senator 
will yield on that? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes. 

Mr. LEVIN. On page 37, on line (3), it 
Says, "Anything provided under cir- 
cumstances that clearly indicate * * * 
that it is provided for a nonbusiness 
purpose and is motivated by a family 
relationship or personal friendship and 
not by the position of the Member, offi- 
cer or employee." So you could accept 
that bequest from your dad, who is a 
lobbyist. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. That is on page 
what? 

Mr. LEVIN. Page 37. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Well, that is, Any- 
thing provided.“ The phrase anything 
provided" does not sound like a be- 
quest to me. The Senator may be right. 
He may be right. And I must tell you 
that bequests from a lobbyist are not 
my principal concern with this bill. I 
can tell you it is the stuff of a lawsuit, 
it is the stuff of embarrassment to Sen- 
ators—not the bequest business, but 
you can get a bequest from a nonlobby- 
ist but not from a lobbyist under the 
bill. Suppose some lobbyist did want to 
make a bequest to somebody. Why are 
we dealing with that? Does the Amer- 
ican public have the perception that 
lobbyists are dying and leaving be- 
quests to United States Senators or 
employees thereof? Why are we dealing 
with such trivia in this bill? 

Let me tell you some of the things I 
have been to this past year and that 
are the regular stuff of politics in Lou- 
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isiana. We had a Black Caucus lunch, 
you know. I guess they wanted to lobby 
me and I wanted to lobby them. I say 
Black Caucus Lunch, actually they 
were going to give me an award for 
what I have done for historically black 
colleges and universities. 

We had a Louisiana sheriff's dinner. 
They come up every now and then. I 
can tell you we discussed everything, 
we told jokes, we had some fun. 

The CPA’s had a lunch up here. I 
have a friend who was a national presi- 
dent of a CPA organization. I do not re- 
member what they said, but they had 
it. 

The board of directors of the Shreve- 
port Chamber come up every year. 
That is my hometown. They have a 
dinner. They discuss their legislative 
agenda—you bet. So did the New Orle- 
ans Chamber. They had a lunch. So did 
the Monroe Chamber. They have an 
empowerment zone they want to put in 
and we had a luncheon. 

The Louisiana Jewish Federation 
came up. They were going to look at 
the Holocaust Museum and had mem- 
bers of our delegation there for a din- 
ner. 

The National Guard from Louisiana 
comes up. They have a crawfish and al- 
ligator reception. Crawfish and alli- 
gator is pretty good. 

The realtors have a lunch, from Lou- 
isiana. 

The yam—yams are sweet potatoes 
to everybody else—but the Louisiana 
Yam Association comes up and has a 
lunch. 

Very Special Arts, which is some- 
thing my wife and daughter have been 
involved in for the handicapped people, 
they have a dinner. 

Tulane and Xavier, two universities, 
had a reception this year. 

The Louisiana Hospital Association 
had a reception. 

The superconducting super collider 
people came up and we had a lunch— 
not a very successful lunch. 

The Times Picayune came up and had 
a dinner. There is a very evil thing. I 
was trying to lobby them—and also not 
with success. 

I just went to the State of Arkansas. 
They had a catfish dinner the other 
day. We are going to have a big seafood 
lunch. Maybe a seafood lunch is under 
the managers’ amendment. 

It is like the dike that springs all 
these leaks and you keep going around 
saying yes, we will fix that because 
that seafood lunch, that is a good 
thing. Fix the seafood lunch. You say 
APAC has a good conference. That is 
widely attended. Let us fix that. Let us 
fix the rest of it. 

But, Mr. President, you have started 
with the perception here—or a theme 
that the Senate can be bought for a 
basket of fruit. And if the Senate can 
be bought for a basket of fruit at 
Christmastime you are not going to fix 
that by a very complicated amendment 
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that is going to take an in-house Phila- 
delphia lawyer, going to take triple the 
number of employees over at the Eth- 
ics Committee. 

Mr. President, this is not the prob- 
lem. This is going to make it much 
more difficult to do our job as U.S. 
Senators because we ought to meet 
with these people. Lunches and dinners 
are the right time to meet with people. 

I have not even gotten into the char- 
ity events because I do not do many of 
those. I have in years past. I have not 
done them in some while. But some of 
my colleagues are going to be able to 
testify to the number of dollars that 
are raised and the worthiness of the 
charity events. There is a perception 
there, maybe. I know ''20/20" goes out 
every now and then and catches Sen- 
ators doing something they should not 
to embarrass Senators. Maybe so. I 
think disclosure is the problem there, 
and those things ought to be disclosed. 
Believe me, you are going to discour- 
age most Senators from going to most 
of those kinds of things. 

But whereas, for example, one Sen- 
ator is going to testify that one event 
which he puts on raises in the hundreds 
of thousands for a charity in his State 
and has a thousand volunteers—Sen- 
ators do a lot of that kind of thing. 
That is not a problem, Mr. President. 
When you try to come in and fix those 
kinds of rules with an endlessly com- 
plicated bill, you are doing more harm 
than good. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. I think, as I was 
listening to the Senator list a variety 
of different trips or places, I think that 
the problem sometimes—sometimes; 
we do not want to overstate the case— 
is that sometimes in the Congress, 
Representatives and Senators take 
other kinds of trips that are paid by 
lobbyists or clients that really have 
something to do with interests that are 
directly involved in the work that we 
do. I think we then get back to Senator 
COHEN’s point about whether or not 
that does create the kind of perception 
that people have. 

I must say to the Senator, I under- 
stand the sense in which he is talking 
about this, but I also think that if you 
were to ask 99.999 percent of the people 
in the country whether or not they 
think it is appropriate that Members of 
the House or Senate take these trips 
and have those trips paid for, as op- 
posed to just simply not accepting 
those kinds of gifts, people would say 
no, it is not appropriate, we do not 
want you to do that. 

I do not think it is so much that peo- 
ple are saying this is the sort of cor- 
ruption as in the wrongdoing of an in- 
dividual officeholder. I think what peo- 
ple are simply saying is that it is inap- 
propriate, it is not necessary, and they 


9198 


do not think it is right. I think they 
are right. Thus, I think this is what the 
Senator from Michigan and the com- 
mittee is really trying to address. I 
think it is à very important formula- 
tion. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Let me ask the Sen- 
ator, if what you say is true that 99.999 
percent of the people in the country 
think ''these trips," you have in mind 
some trips other than what I have in 
mind—— 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Sure, but those 
trips do take place. I am sure the Sen- 
ator will agree with me. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Let us take one trip 
featured on 20/0.“ I think the Senator 
from New Jersey spoke out on that. 
Let us take that trip. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Take another one. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Take whatever you 
want to. Let us say the tobacco indus- 
try goes to wherever you want to go to 
and they have fun and they do not do 
any serious work, we will say that is a 
bad trip. 

If you had to disclose that, do you 
think any Senator is going to go to 
that sort of thing now, and is that not 
sufficient protection, rather than try- 
ing to get in and, by the sledgehammer 
when you get that gnat then you have 
hit the symphony ball and the National 
Guard dance and all of these other real- 
ly good charities? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I do not want to 
monopolize and I know other people 
want to speak, but I will say to the 
Senator two or three things. Number 
one, let me kind of apply the Min- 
nesota cafe test. I know my State best. 
Most people would say. In all due re- 
spect, Senators, we don’t really under- 
stand why you're talking about disclos- 
ing because we don’t think it is appro- 
priate you take those kinds of gifts in 
the first place. Why are you talking 
about disclosure? We do not think it is 
appropriate that you would have the 
tobacco industry, which is directly lob- 
bying, paying for you to go wherever— 
Bermuda, wherever—for 3 or 4 days. We 
think it is inappropriate.” 

Mr. JOHNSTON. How about—— 

Mr. WELLSTONE. If I can finish, 
that would be the first point. 

The second point is I think there is 
skepticism whether or not the disclo- 
sure ends up working. I think there 
have been past problems with that. I 
think people see it as too bureaucratic. 
And I think people might not be con- 
vinced that it will be all that easy for 
them, the citizens, to get a hold of the 
information. But the first point the 
people would make is that one that in- 
tuitively is the most important be- 
cause I think we do have to understand 
that, which is why are you talking 
about disclosing such a trip when you 
should not take it in the first place? 
That is the argument, and it is a good 
argument. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Do you say you 
should not go to the symphony ball, 
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ambassador ball, National Guard, the 
opera ball, what have you? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will yield to the 
Senator from Michigan. I was remind- 
ing you—— 

Mr. JOHNSTON. What do you say—— 

Mr. WELLSTONE. It all depends 
upon who is paying for it. I have to 
have more information, OK? I would 
just simply say, I am now just speak- 
ing for myself—I found it interesting 
that as the Senator listed trips, it 
seemed to me that he also left out 
some of the kinds of trips to places 
that Members of the Congress some- 
times go, not because they are corrupt, 
not because they are awful. I am not 
interested in any of that but which I 
really do think make people believe it 
is just simply not appropriate, and 
they are right. That is simply what I 
am pointing out to the Senator. 

As to the particular examples you 
give, it all sort of depends upon who is 
paying. I think I will yield to the Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. But—— 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will tell you 
what my own view is—if I can finish 
the sentence—I will tell you what my 
own view is. If you were to ask me 
about the opera, I would say you can go 
to any opera you want to; you pay for 
it. Just like regular people pay for it 
when they go to the opera. It is that 
simple. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I be- 
lieve I have made the point I wanted to 
make, which was disclosure is the key. 
I do not doubt that there are some 
things I would not touch with a 10-foot 
pole and go to. I have not been on a ski 
trip, not because I think it is evil or 
wrong. I do not happen to ski, so I 
never was tempted in the first place. 
But if I went and disclosed it, then the 
voters would be the judge of that. And 
if they think that I can be bribed with 
a basket of fruit at Christmas, believe 
me, they would think I could be bribed 
with a ski trip, and they would vote 
against me. I would not go for that 
purpose. 

But there are a whole slew of other 
perfectly appropriate things. The Unit- 
ed Negro College Fund, one of our col- 
leagues is involved in that. Another 
one puts on and sponsors an event for a 
hospital in his hometown. What is 
wrong with that? 

The problem is, when you try to 
make these very complicated rules 
where you do not know where one ends 
and one begins, Mr. President, it is 
much worse than leaving it up to the 
voters. If we are so unpopular and so 
badly viewed, believe me, none of us 
are coming back anyway. The whole 
raft of us is going to be gone, if that is 
the public perception. 

I do not happen to believe it is the 
public perception. I think a man's po- 
litical life or a woman's political life in 
this body is well-known. I think our 
reputations for integrity or not for in- 
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tegrity are well-known back home, and 
we are going to be judged by that. We 
ought to disclose what we do and let 
the voters decide and not come in with 
10% pages of exceptions and exemp- 
tions and maybes. Words like indi- 
rectly." What in the world does indi- 
rectly mean? You cannot accept a gift 
that is paid for or go to an event that 
is indirectly sponsored by lobbyists. 
That includes most things in this town. 
Those that are best, those that are 
worst. 

Mr. President, I think it would be a 
grave mistake to enact this bill, as 
well-intended as it is. 

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes, I will. 

Mr. LEVIN. I would like to answer 
some of the questions. I think most of 
the events he talked about are widely 
attended events and would be events 
that a person can go to and not have to 
worry about paying for them, if I fol- 
lowed your list. I do not know I got 
each of them, but I think they all 
would qualify. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The New Orleans 
Chamber dinner just had me, Monroe 
Chamber had me, CPA's—— 

Mr. LEVIN. Were they here or back 
home? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Here. 

Mr. LEVIN. In that case, they would 
be covered. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Black caucus lunch, 
just our delegation. National Guard 
was just Louisiana delegation. 

Mr. LEVIN. If the Senator would 
say—the widely attended does not 
mean by Members of Congress, it 
means widely attended otherwise. 
Broadly attended event—— 

Mr. JOHNSTON. What is the number? 
Why do you not put a number on it so 
we would know? 

Mr. LEVIN. Do you want to put a 
number on it? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I do not want the 
amendment. 

Mr. LEVIN. In that case, I can assure 
you there is already an amendment on 
it. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. What is the number? 

Mr. LEVIN. Fifty. Since you wanted 
a number on it, there is—— 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Is that in the bill? 

Mr. LEVIN. It is in the report lan- 
guage. Second, in other words, we have 
indicated what our estimate is of a 
widely attended event. 

Since the Senator wants a number in 
there, if that is what the Senator 
means and has said, we would be very 
happy to have the Senator—— 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Fifty lobbyists and 
one Senator would do it. 

Mr. LEVIN. Widely attended event. It 
is other than lobbyists. Widely at- 
tended. But the Senator said that he 
wanted a number in there and now 
seems to be—— 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I did not. I said this 
is vague; we do not know what the 
number is. And I do not want a num- 
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ber. I do not want the amendment. I 
am just illustrating how difficult this 
amendment is to comply with. It is a 
nightmare. 

Mr. LEVIN. It seems to me the Sen- 
ator wants it neither vague nor spe- 
cific. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The Senator does 
not want this amendment, you can be 
sure of that. 

Mr. LEVIN. Second, the Senator has 
also raised a question about disclosure. 
Ithink that is going to get to the heart 
of the matter on these trips, which 
have been such a subject matter of con- 
cern. These are the trips that have 
been shown on these TV shows where 
Members of Congress go, where the lob- 
byists are present, where it looks like 
it is principally recreational, where 
people are hiding from cameras so that 
they are not seen on television. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. By the way—— 

Mr. LEVIN. If I could just finish this 
one thought. The Senator's point is, 
well, why not just disclose that kind of 
a trip? There are really two answers to 
that. First of all, those trips already 
are disclosed. Disclosure has not pre- 
vented this institution from being held 
up to public scorn. As a matter of fact, 
it contributed to this institution's 
being held up to public scorn when it 
was not only disclosed in our records 
but played up very widely on national 
network television. 

Second, though, I think the main 
point is this. In the one that was on, I 
believe, “60 Minutes," for instance, 
this is the one where the announcer 
said: 

Two weeks ago the action was at the exclu- 
sive Boca Raton Resort and Club on Flor- 
ida’s Gold Coast where rooms go for more 
than $300 a night. We went there first a year 
ago and found 17 present and former law- 
makers having a good time, courtesy of com- 
panies like U.S, Tobacco. 

Now, the people who were there may 
or may not be able to survive politi- 
cally that kind of a show. I do not 
know. Let us assume they all can. The 
problem is that that kind of a trip, 
where it is paid for by special interests, 
where lobbyists are present and where 
it is principally a recreational trip, al- 
though there may be some work going 
on in the morning, but where it is prin- 
cipally a recreational trip, where your 
spouses are present and it is prin- 
cipally recreational, holds the institu- 
tion up to disrepute and makes public 
confidence in Government that much 
less likely. It undermines public con- 
fidence in this institution when that 
kind of a trip has a broad display in the 
media. And even though the individ- 
uals who go there are required now to 
disclose them, disclosure cannot solve 
the problem. It has not solved it yet, 
even though those 17—— 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Did they have that 
trip last year? I think disclosure has 
solved your problem. I think that is 
correct. Iam not sure. 
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Mr. LEVIN. No, no, it does not be- 
cause they had disclosure of these trips 
when they were made. These trips were 
disclosed. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I know, but having 
been disclosed—— 

Mr. LEVIN. The people still may or 
may not survive politically. My point 
is even though all the individuals who 
go there may politically back home 
survive that kind of a hit in the media, 
this institution has been weakened by 
that kind of attendance at that kind of 
event paid for by corporate interests. 
Even though half the money may go to 
a charity, the other half is paying for 
what appears to be the recreation of 
Members of this body. And the problem 
is that that then undermines public 
confidence in this body even if the 
Members who go there and who dis- 
close the trip can be reelected in their 
particular States. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I would say to the 
Senator that there are one or two trips 
like that where the press corps is 
there, people are on the beach and ev- 
erything. 

By the way, speaking of network tel- 
evision, I understand on one of these 
trips the networks sent in some pretty 
girls where the guys were out—I do not 
know, they were sitting by the swim- 
ming pool or something—pretty girls 
as props so that they could embarrass 
the Senators or whatever. I was not 
there and I do not—I just say that asa 
little aside to tell you that it is not al- 
ways responsible journalism. Neverthe- 
less, there are two or three of those 
trips. 

But how about the good trips? One of 
my Senator friends will be here to tes- 
tify about this event he sponsors, 
which is the main event for his home- 
town—I think it is hometown—hos- 
pital, 1,000 volunteers. Do you want to 
prevent his doing that in order to stop 
this trip, this tennis trip down to Boca 
Raton, which I believe has been 
Stopped anyway because I think every- 
body has quit going? You have this 
sledgehammer where you react to one 
or two high-profile trips and it stops 
all the rest. 

By the way, when you talk about 
trips that are "substantially rec- 
reational’’—I think that is the phrase 
used in the law. You can go on a trip 
that is substantially recreational. 
Where is that phrase? Yes, events that 
are substantially recreational in na- 
ture. Now, I wish to ask the Senator, 
one of my friends puts on a post- 
election event every year, every 4 
years, after the election and has in 
money managers. They are not lobby- 
ists, but they manage billions of dol- 
lars of public funds. They want to find 
out what is going on. And a number of 
colleagues have spoken to that. We 
have had ex-Presidents speak. We have 
had economists, authors. I mean, itisa 
very distinguished group, and I am al- 
ways pleased to be there. I do not think 


9199 


there is a lobbyist there. But I think 
they start, if I recall correctly, at 7:30 
a.m. and go until 12 noon. In the after- 
noon they have a tennis tournament, 
or some of them play golf, and that 
evening they come in and have a din- 
ner. 

Now, would that be prohibited as 
being substantially recreational in na- 
ture? 

Mr. LEVIN. The way the bill is word- 
ed, if the Member participates in an 
event as a speaker or panel participant 
by presenting information related to 
Congress or matters before the Con- 
gress, that is OK; attendance at the 
event is appropriate in the performance 
of the official duties of the Member, of- 
ficer or employer. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Another provision 
says if it is substantially rec- 
reational—— 

Mr. LEVIN. If the event is substan- 
tially. The way the Senator describes 
it, that event is not substantially rec- 
reational. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Most of the hours of 
the—— 

Mr. LEVIN. The event itself. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. There are as many 
hours of the day spent in recreation as 
there are in conferences. The con- 
ference is—what is that? That is 5% 
hours. 

On page 45: 

Events, the activities of which are substan- 
tially recreational in nature, shall not be 
considered to be in connection with the du- 
ties of a Member, officer, or employee as an 
officeholder. 

Now, is that not substantially, I 
mean, most of the day? 

Mr. LEVIN. It sounds to me like that 
event was not substantially  rec- 
reational. That person did not come 
down to go to the golf tournament. 
That would be a substantially rec- 
reational event. That person did not 
come down to go to the tennis tour- 
nament. That person came down to 
participate in the other events that the 
Senator talked about, which were 
panel discussions or whatever they 
were. The event that the person came 
down to was not—— 

Mr. JOHNSTON. “Events, the activi- 
ties of which are substantially rec- 
reational in nature," I mean, does that 
have to do with time or importance or 
what? 

Mr. LEVIN. If the person is coming 
down to participate in a golf tour- 
nament, that is a substantially rec- 
reational event the person is coming 
down to. 

It did not sound to me like that per- 
son was coming down to an event the 
purpose of which was recreational. The 
purpose of coming down to your event 
was not for recreational purposes. The 
purpose in coming down to your event 
was all of those other purposes. That 
was the reason he came down. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I can tell you at 
that particular event that they had at 
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Palm Springs, or something like that— 
Palm Desert, in November. And make 
no mistake about it, they had it at a 
nice watering hole because you could 
not get people to come. If you were 
having it in Minneapolis in January, 
they would not come. Or, if they had it 
in the South in the middle of summer, 
they would not come. They went to a 
nice place. The people can afford to do 
it, and the activities of that are sub- 
stantially recreational in nature. 

Maybe you could write to the Ethics 
Committee and submit your schedule, 
and say, "Look. Even though we are 
going to have 5% hours of conferences, 
even though I am going to speak, here 
are the speakers." They would say, 
“Well, the event is really a substantive 
event. It is so. Therefore, we are going 
to let you go. But you had better stay 
in your room and study your lessons in 
the afternoon. And whatever you do, 
don’t get out on that tennis court or 
don’t get out on the golf lanes because 
you might be corrupted out there or 
something.”’ 

Give me a break, Mr. President. This 
thing is so full of unnecessary rules 
and ambiguous, vague, traps for Sen- 
ators. 

Does the Senator agree with me—let 
me ask him this final question, and I 
will yield the floor. I have talked too 
long. 

Does the Senator agree with me that 
we are going to have to at least triple 
the number of employees at the Ethics 
Committee, and that each individual 
Senator better have a full-time ethics 
guidance counselor in the office, and in 
your other places? 

Mr. LEVIN. Not all. As a matter of 
fact, I look at the current issues con- 
sidered by the Ethics Committee. It 
seems to me we are going to have fewer 
issues than the Ethics Committee now 
has perhaps. ‘‘What types of awards 
may be accepted by Members of Con- 
gress?" We have had three interpreta- 
tive rulings under the current rules. 
Whether Members may accept items 
like season passes to entertainment 
and sports events? We have two inter- 
pretative rulings of the Ethics Com- 
mittee. Entertainment from local 
events. We have had three interpreta- 
tive rulings. Home State products, two; 
loan of furniture and office equipment, 
three. What types of expenses con- 
stitute necessary expenses that may be 
reimbursed in connection with travel? 
Three. What types of personal hospi- 
tality? We have all kinds of interpreta- 
tive rulings by the Ethics Committee. 

It seems to me this particular ap- 
proach we are using is simple and di- 
rect and not more complex than cur- 
rent rules. Wherever you draw the line, 
you are going to draw it at a different 
place than we had. If we have $20, you 
wil say $75. You will have different 
places to draw the line. 

There are going to require interpre- 
tation as the current rules require in- 
terpretation. 
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Mr. JOHNSTON. Under the Senator's 
amendment, would he not agree with 
me that rather than to have three in- 
terpretative rulings on—I forget what 
it was the Senator said; three rulings 
for events? Would you really have to 
have an interpretative ruling on each 
and every event you go to, if you are 
going to be safe? 

Mr. LEVIN. No. No more, say, than 
currently. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. You would go off on 
this trip where they have golf and ten- 
nis in the afternoon, dinner at night 
7:30 to 8 o'clock. Just assume that is 
not substantially recreational in na- 
ture. 

Mr. LEVIN. Yes. The event is not. 
The event you went to is the event. 
The reason you went down, per your 
description, was not for recreational 
purposes. The reason you went down 
there was for the purpose to go and 
participate as a Senator. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I took my tennis 
racket. 

Mr. LEVIN. Are you going to pay 
your own tennis fees? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. No. They had a lit- 
tle tournament in connection with this 
thing. 

Mr. LEVIN. What was the reason you 
went down? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. It was partially my 
friendship with the guy who puts it on. 
He is a longtime, good friend. Partially 
it was, I thought, a high honor to be 
with this crowd. We have had former 
Presidents. We have had, I forget who 
all was there. Rowland Evans I think 
was the moderator. We have had distin- 
guished economists. I learned a lot, and 
partially or substantially because it 
was in a nice place at a nice time of the 
year, and I could play some tennis—all 
of those reasons. 

Mr. LEVIN. Under this approach, 
“substantially recreational," you could 
not accept that trip because the event 
then, as you have just described it, was 
substantially a recreational event. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I realize he has 
changed his own opinion on the same 
facts. 

Mr. LEVIN. No. You just gave me the 
facts. You told us the first time the 
reason you went to that event was 
those morning events, and that then 
those other events, were not the prin- 
cipal reasons for your going. Now you 
are saying there was not a principal 
reason for your trip. There are three 
principal reasons, and the words you 
used were that a substantial reason for 
that trip was recreational. Under this 
approach, you then have made the 
judgment because you said it was sub- 
stantially recreation. You do not need 
a lawyer. You now have made the judg- 
ment under this approach that you 
could not have that paid for by some- 
body else. You have answered your own 
question. 

Several 
Chair. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana continues to have 
the floor. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I am 
about to wind this up. But my friend, I 
think what he illustrates is that each 
and every event is going to require a 
special ruling from the Ethics Commit- 
tee. Because, if what is in my head 
when I think about this event, whether 
it is principally a substantive event—I 
mean, the National Cancer Institute, 
for example. They always have their 
meetings in Jamaica, or Aspen, or one 
of these places. If there is ever a sub- 
stantive group, that is it. 

But any one of these groups is going 
to have their conference in a nice 
place. Otherwise, people will not come. 

Even though I want to be there to 
make the speech, the fact that it is in 
a nice place is part of the reason. How 
can you separate that out. Say I am 
doing this strictly for the business, and 
after I finish speaking, I am going to 
go back to my room, lock the door, 
pull down the shades and not look out- 
side at the sunshine, and certainly I 
am not going to go into that swimming 
pool. If it is OK if I make the judg- 
ment, you know, if I fooled myself, and 
say I am going only for the business 
part of this, how about somebody else? 
20/20 comes in there, takes the picture 
of it, and it has the appearance of being 
bought or something? 

I mean, how can it be worse if they 
already think you can be bought for a 
basket of fruit? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes. I yield for a 
question. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank you. 

I am as concerned, as the Senator is, 
that this bill, however it ends up, does 
not prevent us from being able to meet 
with our constituents either here or 
back in our home States. 

I noticed when the Senator listed 
various groups that he met with this 
past year for lunches, or other gather- 
ings, I had similar meetings with Wis- 
consin groups: the Black Caucus, 
CPA's, sheriffs, chamber of commerce 
in Wisconsin. The only one I did not 
recognize was the cabinet one we did 
not have. But there are at least three 
ways that it is possible for me, even 
with a rule like this, to have met with 
them. 

One is not to have them in connec- 
tion with a meal. The second is not to 
eat, not to have lunch. And, the third 
is to pay your own way. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. For this, bring a 
brown bag. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. That is right. There 
are all options. Are any of these op- 
tions foreclosed by the Levin sub- 
stitute? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. They might be. I 
mean, my event where I go where they 
have the conference 7:30 to noon, you 
might pass up a meal or you pay for 
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your own meal. But what do you do 
about the other recreational activities 
of the day? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I am just speaking 
here of a typical gathering you have 
here in Washington, or home for a 
lunch. All of those options are still 
available under the Levin substitute, 
are not they? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes. When you go 
to, say, the Opera Ball, I do not know 
what one of these dinners down here 
will cost. You go down at the hotel. I 
do not feel like I am really being enter- 
tained. I feel like I am doing when I go 
to those things at the Meridian House, 
the Opera Ball, the March of Dimes, 
what have you, I kind of feel like that 
is a contribution of time and effort to 
these things, and not something they 
are giving me. 

But if I had to pay $150 for something 
every time I went to those, most Sen- 
ators except the wealthy ones will not 
go. 
Mr. FEINGOLD. What I am trying to 
get at, the normal business meeting 
with constituents, not the balls or 
those events. 

The Senator specifically referred to a 
whole series of normal meetings that 
he has over the years. It appears to me 
from your answer that if you exercise 
any of these options, it will allow you 
to continue to have those business 
meetings and discuss the issues with 
all of these groups. I am trying to clar- 
ify that. 

I think certainly with regard to that 
list that the Senator gave, there is 
nothing in the Levin proposal that 
makes his life more difficult? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. It would sure make 
it a lot more expensive to do things 
that are ordinary parts of being a Sen- 
ator as far as I am concerned. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank you. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
have spoken too long. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
first, let me commend the manager of 
the bill, and say that the substitute 
which he offered for his version of the 
gift bill was somewhat different, and 
was an excellent attempt to bridge a 
gap, to get past the differences that we 
see emerging, and as usual, his skill 
and his knowledge help to clarify the 
situation, even in the current debate. 
Perhaps there was a question or two 
that was not resolved, but it is a com- 
plicated thing that we do, Mr. Presi- 
dent. It is different. Life is changing. 
That is what we are about to discuss, 
and that is what we are about to stand 
up and be counted on. 

Either we accept the fact that there 
is change or we salute the status quo. 
Much of the discussion of the issues as- 
sociated with reform of the current gift 
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rule has been with some passion. That 
is understandable. The reforms we have 
proposed will change relationships 
radically in Washington, and also im- 
pact on Senators in their home States. 
They raise complicated questions 
about our representational roles, the 
definition of official business," and 
how to separate our private lives from 
our public duties. It is natural for Sen- 
ators to have concerns, questions, and 
reservations. I would like to deal with 
some of those issues today. 

The first point I want to make, be- 
cause it troubled me the most, relates 
to some of the discussion that took 
place and a perception that the gift ban 
legislation is in some way designed to 
reduce this organization’s stature, or 
to malign it in any way, or to deni- 
grate the individuals. 

Mr. President, it simply is not true. 
The Senate, despite its frequent 
gridlock, erratic practices, and arcane 
ways, is an institution that deserves 
respect and even affection. I give it 
both of those. I respect this institu- 
tion. I love being here, and I love rep- 
resenting my constituents. This place 
plays a critical role in our lives and in 
the way we are going to live, not only 
now but in the 21st century. I believe 
that each Senator here—not in the 
room, but in the membership—takes 
his or her responsibilities to constitu- 
ents and our country very, very seri- 
ously. 

Mr. President, I am a first-generation 
American. My parents came to this 
country as infants, brought by their 
parents who were seeking escape from 
oppression, persecution, looking for 
liberty, looking for opportunity. They 
struggled to make a living. They per- 
formed the most menial tasks. Nothing 
was too small for my father or my wid- 
owed mother, when she achieved that 
status at 36 years old; nothing was too 
small. She did what she did to help her 
kids and herself. They believed that 
America, through all the troubles, was 
the greatest place on Earth. 

They passed on that deep faith in our 
country to me. With their support, 
some very good luck, and a lot of hard 
work, like many others in our country, 
I was able to succeed. I was able to at- 
tend college on the GI bill after serving 
in Europe in World War II. I built a 
successful business and then sought 
public office as a way to demonstrate 
my love and affection for my country 
and to give something back to a State 
and a country which was so good to me. 

I review that personal history to 
make it clear that I have more rea- 
son—or as much reason as anyone—to 
place my faith and trust in this coun- 
try and be grateful for the opportuni- 
ties that America has given me. I also 
have more reason than many in this in- 
stitution to appreciate and respect 
those with whom I serve. I came here 
without a background in politics or 
legislation. I had a great deal to learn. 
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The fact that I was 30 years in the busi- 
ness world, a corporate chief, did not 
mean anything. When I got here, I had 
to learn from basics about what to do. 
Members of this body, individuals, col- 
lectively, helped me a lot. I have come 
to appreciate my colleagues, both pro- 
fessionally and personally. 

This very desk, Mr. President, at 
which I sit, once belonged to Senator 
Harry Truman. He carved his name in 
the drawer. His name is also carved in 
the history of our country. I made sure 
this desk followed me every place I 
moved in this Chamber, from the far 
corner where the new Senators start 
out, to this place, because I am so at- 
tached to it. I remember my mother's— 
who was then alive—reaction when I 
told her I sit at the desk at which 
Harry Truman sat. She was impressed, 
and I think she felt I deserved it. But 
that is something else, Mr. President. 
Being here at this desk gives me a 
sense of history and underscores for me 
the special nature of the Senate. I hope 
my work here will add something to 
that history. But I certainly do not 
want to do anything that diminishes 
this institution. 

My motivation for sponsoring reform 
legislation is to increase, not decrease, 
public trust and esteem for the Senate. 
It is no secret to anybody here that 
Congress, as an institution, is viewed 
often as a captive of special interests. 
Washington is seen as being separated 
from the concerns and the needs of ev- 
eryday, working Americans. And I can 
see how they get that impression. It 
has little to do with a basket of fruit. 
It has to do with whether you work 
full-time for your boss—the constitu- 
ents back home. It has to do with your 
mission here. 

They are not concerned back home 
with whether or not you have a good 
time when you go to work, or when you 
go to conventions or to conferences. 
Yes, I like fun as much as the next per- 
son. But my primary mission is to 
serve my constituents, at the same 
time reminding myself, if I forget, that 
I have a responsibility to them that 
deals with ordinary, everyday problems 
of how you make a living and educate 
your kids, and how you keep a roof 
over your head. That is what we are 
talking about. 

The point, Mr. President, is that pub- 
lic confidence—and you see it in poll 
after poll after poll—in Government is 
at an all-time low. There are reasons 
for it. We all have our own expla- 
nations for the public's cynicism and 
distrust. But all of those explanations 
do not alter the fact that the public 
questions our motives, doubts our com- 
mitment to the public good, and does 
not accept our claims of independence 
and integrity. 

All of our reform efforts are a re- 
sponse to that reality: campaign fi- 
nance reform, lobby disclosure reform, 
congressional procedure reform, and 
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gift reform, also. Last year, when the 
Senate considered legislation to pro- 
vide the public with more information 
about the way lobbyists operate, I ad- 
vanced a proposal that we do more 
than disclose certain behavior. When it 
came to the giving of gifts, including 
travel and meals, I said that we ought 
to severely limit it or ban it outright. 
Yes, I enjoy going out for dinner just 
like anybody else. It is a question of 
who pays and what takes place at that 
dinner. I was thinking of lobbyists pay- 
ing for trips and meals, providing free 
tickets to entertainment and sporting 
events, and generally extending special 
treatment to Members of Congress and 
staff. 

The bill I introduced, Mr. President, 
a year ago this month—1 year ago— 
prohibited Members of Congress from 
accepting such gifts. The distinguished 
manager of this legislation, Senator 
LEVIN, was à cosponsor of that legisla- 
tion. 

Five months ago I also sponsored, 
and the Senate adopted, an amendment 
calling for action on a gift ban by the 
end of 1993. Despite prompt hearings 
before Senator LEVIN’s subcommittee, 
the Senate never acted on my proposal. 

This year, joined by Senators 
WELLSTONE and FEINGOLD, I introduced 
legislation which would regulate the 
kind of gifts lobbyists could give. That 
approach was consistent with the lob- 
bying reform bill, which regulates lob- 
byists and not Members of Congress. 

After a good deal of effort, we got a 
unanimous consent agreement for the 
Senate to consider the Lautenberg- 
Wellstone-Feingold bill by May 4, this 
very day. That agreement set off a se- 
ries of events which culminated in the 
legislation introduced by Senator 
LEVIN several weeks ago. His approach 
is similar to the ban on Member ac- 
ceptance of gifts in my original 1993 
bill. It is also, in many ways, an im- 
provement on that bill and on the Lau- 
tenberg-Wellstone-Feingold legislation 
of 1994. 

Once again I applaud Senator LEVIN 
for his usual excellent draftsmanship, 
courage, and commitment to the high- 
est standards of official conduct. I also 
appreciate the courtesy and coopera- 
tion that he and his staff extended to 
all of us during what were often dif- 
ficult discussions. He has produced a 
bill which, like all legislation, I regard 
as imperfect; but he has also produced 
a bill that makes real and significant 
reforms in the way Washington does 
business. 

Here is what the bill does: 

First, it eliminates virtually all gifts 
from lobbyists to Members of Congress 
and staff. Second, it limits gifts from 
everyone else, with reasonable excep- 
tions for family and friends and awards 
of mementos and the like under $20. 

Someone once said to me: “Frank, 
what do you think you can get for 20 
bucks? What kind of meal do you think 
you can get?" I said: “Not much." 
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That is the objective to try to elimi- 
nate it. 

Third it prohibits all trips that are 
substantially recreational. We all dis- 
cussed that. It means an end to the 
kind of charity golf and ski trips I 
went on which had been the object of 
such criticism and controversy. And fi- 
nally it ensures even if a Member is on 
& privately financed trip, he or she 
could not accept reimbursement for 
recreational activities. 

That, and more, was in the original 
Levin bill as it was in the original 
Lautenberg bill, and the Lautenberg- 
Wellstone-Feingold bill. We did have 
some concerns about the Levin bill. We 
worked on those, and most have been 
resolved. A few remain problems, and I 
hope that they can be resolved. 

The bottom line is that this is real 
and significant reform. It fundamen- 
tally changes the relationship between 
lobbyists and Members. It fundamen- 
tally alters the way we do business in 
the culture in which we live. 

Mr. President, all of us have and will 
abide by whatever rules exist. Under 
current laws, I participated in some 
events that I now feel should be elimi- 
nated and I wish I had not gone. Times 
were different. Some of the trips I 
took—and I took some trips that this 
legislation would proscribe—were de- 
signed to help a specific and wonderful 
charity. Other gifts did not. They were 
outright gifts, it is true, of free meals 
and entertainment. While I feel I have 
not routinely permitted lobbyists or 
others to buy me dinner, I have gone to 
some dinners which this legislation 
would outlaw. I have attended enter- 
tainment extended gratis to Members 
of Congress merely because, or solely 
because, they were Members of Con- 


gress. 

The problem is not necessarily the 
individual trip or the particular dinner. 
The problem is the cumulative impact 
of those trips and the dinners and the 
way that the public sees them. 

The cumulative impact of all those 
meals, trips and other freebies is, Mr. 
President, to bias the system. Most so- 
called average citizens do not get to 
spend an hour, or 2, or 3, a weekend, or 
2 days, with a Senator. Average citi- 
zens often do not get to build a per- 
sonal relationship this way with a Sen- 
ator or a Representative. Average citi- 
zens do not have the access—the oppor- 
tunity to present their case and ex- 
plain their concerns is just not avail- 
able—as lobbyists do get it from the 
time they spend with a Senator or Rep- 
resentative and the relationship that 
develops with them as a result of gift 
giving or gift exchanging. 

Mr. President, the logic underlying 
our reform proposal is very similar to 
the logic at the core of campaign fi- 
nance reform initiatives. Campaign fi- 
nance reform is designed in part to re- 
duce Member reliance on PAC's and big 
givers because those contributors re- 
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ceive special access as a result of their 
giving. Reformers do not argue that 
the contributions buy a vote, but they 
argue that such contributions bias the 
system toward the wealthy. Large con- 
tributors get special access to Mem- 
bers. 

In many cases, by their very nature, 
gifts give lobbyists an even greater ac- 
cess for hours of time with a Member 
at a meal, or a trip, or theater, or ball- 
park. 

Beyond the actual bias built into the 
system by gifts, there is also the issue 
of public trust. The practice of accept- 
ing gifts from lobbyists—dinners, trips, 
free tickets—is corrosive to public con- 
fidence in the Congress. 

Now I want to make this point very 
clearly. Many, if not most of my col- 
leagues, believe that there is nothing 
wrong with the present process. I re- 
spect that view. But the public dis- 
agrees with it. When constituents learn 
that a Member has taken a trip or ac- 
cepted a dinner, that raises doubts 
about that Member's independence. 

I want everyone to understand what 
that means, Mr. President. Every Mem- 
ber of this body who does something 
perfectly legal, perfectly allowable 
under the rules of the Senate, inadvert- 
ently often contributes to the public’s 
suspicion of Congress. The independ- 
ence of Congress is cast into question 
by our failure to deal with this prob- 
lem. And what for? For something we 
ought to be willing to give up for the 
good of the institution. We do not need 
the trips or the dinners or the free 
tickets. They are fun, yes. I like to go 
to a ballgame; I like to go to the opera; 
I like to go the theater. I like to do all 
those things. The question is, on whose 
bill? They are not essential to our 
work. They are not critical to our 
lives. They are not important enough 
to justify the loss of public confidence 
in the Congress that results from these 
practices. 

(Mr. CONRAD assumed the chair.) 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
this is not the first time we have 
changed the way Congress does busi- 
ness. Daniel Webster, whose love of the 
Union and service to the Senate has 
made him one of the towering figures 
of our history, routinely accepted pay- 
ments from companies whose interests 
he would then champion. That was 
then. But in a different time, with dif- 
ferent attitudes, that has become unac- 
ceptable. We changed the rules, and it 
is no longer allowed. 

I did not do so, but many current 
Members of the Senate used to accept 
honoraria, payment for speeches. But 
over time, with different attitudes, 
that has become unacceptable. We 
changed the rules, and that is no 
longer allowed. 

We made those changes because an 
evolving view of public service con- 
vinced us that we ought to do so. The 
changes were not an admission of prior 
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improper behavior. They were not con- 
firmation of ethical misconduct. They 
were simply & recognition that there 
had been a change in common percep- 
tions of what is proper behavior. 

The bill before us now responds to a 
similar change. It says that along with 
honoraria, gifts will be banned. Mr. 
President, this may be new to the Con- 
gress, but it is not new to other seg- 
ments of the world. When I was the 
CEO of a fairly large company, I pro- 
hibited purchasing agents from receiv- 
ing gifts from potential vendors. I 
thought there might be a conflict of in- 
terest associated with that practice. I 
thought it best to avoid those kind of 
interactions, that kind of bias, even 
though I had full confidence in my 
managers. 'The rule was laid down. 

This gift ban is similar. It avoids 
even the appearance of an impropriety. 
There has been à sea change in public 
expectations about Members of the 
Congress and their conduct. I say that 
we should acknowledge those expecta- 
tions and do everything that we can to 
meet them. Mr. President, few are 
drafted to serve in the U.S. Senate. I 
have never heard about a draft. Maybe 
some have served with such distinc- 
tion. Only 100 people out of this entire 
country of 260 million get to serve 
here. It is quite a gift. 

Mr. President, I believe that giving 
up gifts is a small price to pay to help 
restore confidence in Government. The 
Senator from Michigan said that in his 
opening remarks. It has been a long 
and often difficult trip from our first 
floor vote on this issue to the proposal 
before us today. 

Mr. President, I think it is apparent 
life has changed and continues to 
change when you serve in Government. 
There were many things that used to 
be different. Honoraria was SOP, stand- 
ard operating practice. There was noth- 
ing wrong with it. Those were the con- 
ditions at the time. 

We even used to have a free gym- 
nasium to use. That is now paid for. We 
have to pay for the doctor's service. It 
was free before. Why did we change it? 
Because the public wanted us to feel 
some of the discomfort about some of 
the difficulty they have with their ev- 
eryday living. 

People outside do not get to go to the 
doctor free any time they want to. 
They did not have a gymnasium free to 
use any time they want to. We made 
the changes willingly, forthrightly, be- 
cause we wanted to respect the fact 
that the public was asking us to get 
some sense about what we are going to 
do. 

A lot of things have been said in this 
debate. One thing that was commented 
upon was not wanting to have to hide 
from the camera. 

Mr. President, if you have to have to 
hide from the camera, you know you 
done wrong. Let the public be the judge 
of that. If you have to conceal yourself 
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from a camera, Mr. President, it does 
not take a constitutional lawyer to say 
this is not right. Because if you are 
hiding, you are portraying a secret 
mission. 

Life has changed, and we have to 
make a decision. Is life in the Senate 
worth serving when it is simply for the 
honor and for the opportunity and for 
the privilege of serving here in this 
great country, or does it have to be ac- 
companied by the extras, by the trips? 
Yes, they were fun, of course. But that 
is not why the public sent us here and 
that is why they resent it, because 
they want a full-time effort here, fo- 
cused on their issues. And, as I said 
earlier, we do focus on issues, but it is 
the public perception that has with- 
drawn us, at least as they perceive it, 
from the routines of life that they go 
through. 

Mr. President, we have changed lots 
of things. This is going to be a difficult 
debate, apparently. There is a lot of 
anger, a lot of hostility. But, I plead 
with my colleagues: Let us try to work 
this thing through rationally. We are 
not doing it because it is fun. I do not 
enjoy this, I can tell you that. 

We have made it this far because of 
the work of Senator LEVIN, Senator 
WELLSTONE, Senator FEINGOLD, and, of 
course, our leader, Senator MITCHELL. 
Senator BOREN is a cosponsor of our 
bill. But we still have a long way to go 
before we get the kind of law we need. 

Mr. President, I look forward to this 
legislation going to conference and 
coming back in a form which will allow 
all of us, Members of Congress and citi- 
zens of this country, to be proud of 
what has been accomplished. 

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
want to say to my colleagues, I will be 
quite brief, because I know there are a 
good number of people that want to 
speak. We will probably have a long 
and intense debate, but I think it will 
be an important debate. I think we will 
agree and sometimes disagree with one 
another in good faith. 

Mr. President, I have been working 
on this for a year and I feel very 
strongly about this reform effort. I 
thank Senator LEVIN for his fine work, 
Senator COHEN, and others as well. 

I would like to talk about this in a 
somewhat different way, because I 
think each of us has our framework 
and we are saying what we are saying 
because we believe in what we are 
doing. 

I think there is a politics of anger in 
our country, and I really worry about 
it. I guess if I thought this politics of 
anger or cynicism, or whatever you 
want to call it, was going to translate 
into a citizenry that was more engaged 
and more empowered and held all of us, 
Democrats and Republicans, account- 
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able, and where people were now active 
citizens and people said we can run for 
office ourselves, that would be fine. I 
think that would lead to an expansion 
of democracy. 

But if that politics of anger—and I 
think anger is a central dynamic of 
American politics. I think some people 
are very polemical—I am not talking 
about on this floor at all—and sort of 
tap into that anger. If that politics of 
anger translates into a situation that 
is an indiscriminate bashing of all pub- 
lic service and all people in public serv- 
ices, it is going to lead to a decline of 
democracy, I say to my colleagues, 
Senator LAUTENBERG and Senator 
FEINGOLD. I think all of us on the floor 
feel very strongly that we do not want 
that to happen. 

Mr. President, I think that is what 
this debate is all about. 

Senator LEVIN said earlier in his 
opening remarks, or it may have been 
in response to a question that Senator 
JOHNSTON had put to him, that, you 
know, the problem with the disclosure 
as opposed to abiding by the same rules 
the executive branch abides by—I be- 
lieve the Senate went on record some- 
thing like 97 to 3 in favor of that; that 
was the original Lautenberg sense-of- 
the-Senate resolution—is that it just 
does no good for this institution for 
people to see or to hear about trips 
that we take not connected to work, 
paid for by any number of different 
kinds of special interests. It does not 
seem appropriate to people in Min- 
nesota, or North Dakota, or I think 
across the country. 

So, Mr. President, I think what we 
have here is a citizenry which increas- 
ingly feels left out of the loop. They do 
not really feel like they are listened to 
the extent they want to be listened to, 
and they feel like some people, whether 
they are lobbyists or not lobbyists— 
one of the changes that Senator LEVIN 
made that I think is really important 
is he really expands the universe when 
it comes to gift banning. I believe some 
Senators—I know Senator INOUYE has 
some questions, he has tried to work 
hard to make sure there are some ways 
in which we are reasonable about this. 
But I think what Senator LEVIN has 
done is extremely important, because 
the perception in our country is some 
people have the economic wherewithal, 
they have the political clout, they are 
the heavy hitters, they have too much 
influence and too much say and too 
many people are left out. That is really 
what is going on, is that people just 
feel that way. 

And so when they hear about our 
taking some of these gifts and these 
trips from a variety of different lobby- 
ists, interests, and so forth, it just sim- 
ply sharpens the problem of the dis- 
trust of the institution. 

This reform effort on this floor—and 
I really think it is a unified effort on 
the part of many of us; let us get our 
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cause and effect clear—is not a cause of 
increasing skepticism or cynicism or 
anger about our institution. Quite to 
the contrary. I think it goes a ways to- 
ward giving people more faith. It is a 
symbol. 

Mr. President, if people do not be- 
lieve in our process, they are not going 
to believe in any of the outcomes of the 
process. If they are going to think that 
there is à lot of wheeling and dealing 
and gifts and trips and all the rest— 
which is not for them; they do not get 
these free gifts and trips and all the 
rest of it, but they think that is a part 
of the culture here —they are not going 
to believe our policies. They have to 
feel like this process is more account- 
able. They have to feel like it is more 
open. They have to feel like we are fo- 
cused on the common good or the pub- 
lic good. It is really important to peo- 
ple. 

I spoke the other day, and I will not 
use the name of the organization—it 
was poignant—to a group of doctors. I 
was scheduled to speak at 8:30 and I 
came in at 8:25. I was early. There was 
a guy who I think was maybe the polit- 
ical director. He was talking to the 
doctors, a couple hundred of them. He 
said to them—and he was quite uncom- 
fortable, I thought—he said, With 
your PAC checks, if you go in, if you 
are in the offices with Senators and 
Representatives, you can't give it to 
them in their offices, so they might 
want to step out in the hall. They can 
take it in hall, or they might tell you 
where to send it. But they will take 
1t." 

And there was this sort of cynical, 
but also awkward, laughter—because, 
if people are worried about the taking, 
they are also worried about the giving. 

So when I spoke, we started talking 
about all this. As I heard people speak, 
it was clear to me that they felt—and 
I feel the same way—we are trapped in 
this same kind of awful system where 
they actually thought they needed to 
come here with checkbooks to make 
contributions to have influence. I did 
not say that was the case, colleagues. I 
am just telling you that is the percep- 
tion, that mix of money and politics, 
that idea that some people are here, 
they have access, they have the re- 
Sources, they are heard, but too many 
of us are not. That is really what this 
is about. 

I say to my colleagues—and I con- 
clude because I promised to be brief— 
that I do think the political ground has 
shifted under our feet. Some of us—I 
looked at Senator FEINGOLD—some of 
us who are new here have a lot to 
learn. And we learn from all of our col- 
leagues, Democrats and Republicans 
alike. But I also think there are some 
things that we know pretty well. One 
of them, I would argue, is that good- 
government reform, which once upon a 
time people in politics were cynical 
about and said that is just a bunch of 
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goo-goos, it will go away, it really does 
not matter, people really care about 
those bread and butter economic is- 
sues—not any longer, Mr. President. 
Not any longer. 

These issues of good government, 
these issues of good public service, 
these issues of ethics, these issues of 
accountability, these issues of people 
feeling like we truly represent them, 
these have become the central issues in 
American politics. 

So I hope when we debate the Levin 
proposal—some of us have some amend- 
ments which we think strengthen it, 
but we agree with so much that is in 
there—that our colleagues will not 
come to the floor with amendments 
that obviously weaken it. You are 
making a big mistake. You are making 
a big mistake. Because if we do that, 
people once again will reach the con- 
clusion that we are not really serious 
about making our own process open 
and accountable and working. If that. is 
the conclusion they reach, then I think 
it adds to the very problem all of us are 
worried about, which is this denigra- 
tion of public service which we all be- 
lieve in. I hope my colleagues will sup- 
port this very important reform effort. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I 
commend and thank the distinguished 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Oversight of Government Management, 
Senator LEVIN, for drafting this under- 
lying substitute amendment. It does 
strengthen in many ways the bill that 
we had originally introduced. 

The substitute amendment allows us 
to address a subject that we have all 
said today is very important, both to 
Congress and the American public. It 
finally reforms the way in which Con- 
gress deals with free travel, entertain- 
ment, meals, and various gifts that are 
offered to Members and their staffs 
each year from individuals and organi- 
zations that seek access and influence 
in the U.S. Congress. 

I just remind everyone, of course, the 
current gift rules allow Members of 
Congress and their staffs to accept 
gifts worth up to $250 from one source 
during a year, and that does not in- 
clude in that limit any gifts under $100. 
I think this creates the potential for 
conflicts of interest and the appearance 
of impropriety. 

My sense, as was certainly elo- 
quently stated by Senator WELLSTONE, 
is that this is part of the reason that 
the public’s confidence in Congress has 
fallen to dangerously low levels. The 
recent media accounts concerning var- 
ious trips and recreational outings paid 
for by lobbyists and their organiza- 
tions, I really do believe have fanned 
the public’s discontent and have helped 
spawn an even greater sense of cyni- 
cism towards this institution. 

I know this firsthand. I hold town 
meetings and listening sessions almost 
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every week in Wisconsin. Every week- 
end, people come up to me as they go 
home and say, How in the world can 
you guys get away with going on these 
trips? How can that be the rule even if 
hardly anyone does it?" As a result of 
the media coverage, the sense is this is 
a common practice. To put it mildly, I 
think this new level of skepticism does 
not serve the public interest and can 
only damage the political processes of 
our great democracy. 

Thanks to the efforts of my good 
friends from Michigan, New Jersey and 
Minnesota, we can take a major step 
toward addressing this problem today, 
and I thank them all for their persever- 
ance on the issue. 

Isay this because it has been almost 
a year since the Senate passed the 
much-needed Lobbyist Disclosure Act 
of 1993 and Senator LAUTENBERG’s reso- 
lution which expressed the sense of the 
Senate that the full Senate would con- 
sider, during this session, changes in 
the way Members and staff are allowed 
to accept gifts, meals, and travel simi- 
lar to the restrictions currently appli- 
cable to executive branch officials. 
Then my friend from New Jersey fol- 
lowed up on that resolution by intro- 
ducing S. 885, the Congressional Ethics 
Reform Act of 1993, which would have, 
among other things, reduced the gift 
limits along the lines applicable to the 
executive branch, setting the new sin- 
gle gift limit at $20 with a $50 limit 
from any one source. I was pleased to 
be a cosponsor of that and to be able to 
submit some testimony at the bill's 
h Y 

It is almost a year now since this 
body has passed that resolution, and it 
is too bad it has taken this long. But if 
we act today, we can make good on 
that promise. I think it is important 
that we do act today so the American 
people do not conclude that this body 
only pays lip service to institutional 
reform. 

I did come here recently, as the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota indicated. Maybe 
I came here a little too optimistic that 
reform can be achieved. I remember 
when I first arrived here last year— 
after an unexpected victory, but a vic- 
tory nonetheless—I came here thinking 
that we would have a real reform ef- 
fort, that people here would actually 
listen to the message that is being sent 
to us across the country. And that mes- 
sage is real simple. People do want us 
to change the way we do business here 
in Washington. People perceive that 
Congress has to do more to cut its ties 
to special interests and pay more at- 
tention to the everyday concerns of the 
people that sent us here in the first 
place. 

At first I was encouraged. We did 
pass a campaign finance reform bill 
early in the session. The measure wás 
not as tough as I would have liked, but 
it still created some meaningful 
change in an area that is desperate for 
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overhaul in the campaign finance area. 
We also passed the Lobbyist Disclosure 
Act, which included a comprehensive 
gift disclosure provision, thanks to the 
efforts of my friend from Minnesota. 
And the overwhelming margin by 
which that resolution passed made me 
believe we would be able to very quick- 
ly enact this gift ban. 

However, we are here today on May 4, 
1994, not May 4, 1993, with a campaign 
finance reform bill, which passed both 
the House and the Senate, mired in a 
quagmire of disagreement in an upcom- 
ing conference and embroiled in a po- 
tential debate here today between 
those who seek meaningful reform and 
those who actually want to weaken the 
underlying measure we have put for- 
ward. It is too bad we cannot just pass 
this on a unanimous vote. I think we 
should be able to do that. 

How many editorials and articles will 
we have to read and how many tele- 
vision exposes will we have to watch 
and have recounted to us by our con- 
stituents before we implement these 
reforms? Do we always have to legis- 
late by a last-ditch approach, waiting 
for a serious scandal of some sort be- 
fore we take action and implement 
some change? The American people are 
fed up with some of the ways of Wash- 
ington, and it is time to act rather 
than react. 

When I watched, as a State legisla- 
tor, some of the discussion about the 
perks in Washington—the House bank 
issue, the issue concerning haircuts, 
and others—I obviously sensed that the 
public was concerned. I believe this 
one, the gift practice, dwarfed all the 
others. I have even had tne opportunity 
to refer to this as ‘‘The mother of all 
perks," because the potential under the 
current gift rule is enormous if a per- 
son is willing to abuse it. And the pub- 
lic perceives that. 

Some will argue, as we have cer- 
tainly heard on the floor today, that 
the restrictions and disclosure require- 
ments contained in the Levin sub- 
stitute amendment and other amend- 
ments are too tough and they are just 
going to be impossible to implement. 
They will argue that these rules would 
hinder their work and the work of their 
staffs and are unnecessary, since the 
gifts, meals and travel that are allowed 
under the current system do not pro- 
vide special interests with any unique 
access and do not influence their legis- 
lative decisionmaking in any way. We 
heard claims almost exactly like that 
on the floor today in response to the 
questions stemming from concerns 
over the difficulty we would have com- 
plying with the rules pertaining to 
this. 

I suggest we look to my own State, 
the State of Wisconsin, which has had 
for many, Many years an even stricter 
set of rules for guidance for its mem- 
bers of the legislature. I served for 10 
years as a Wisconsin State Senator. I 
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served in a legislative body that simply 
prohibited the acceptance of anything 
of value from a lobbyist or an organiza- 
tion which employs a lobbyist. In Wis- 
consin you cannot even accept a cup of 
coffee from a lobbyist. It does not take 
a Philadelphia attorney, as the Senator 
from Louisiana suggested, to figure 
that one out. You just cannot do it. 
You want it? You just have to pay your 
own way. 

My experience and the experience of 
every member of the Wisconsin legisla- 
ture has been that this total ban 
works. It led me, when I came here, to 
adopt on my own an office ethics policy 
which combined the most restrictive 
elements of the Wisconsin law and the 
current Senate rules. 

I did not put out a news release on it. 
I just did it quietly because I was com- 
fortable with that. 

I also sensed, given all the discussion 
of the previous year in the public, that 
this change was inevitable, not just for 
Wisconsin, not just for Minnesota, 
which recently enacted these rules, but 
this change is inevitable for our Fed- 
eral Government. The executive branch 
actually has led the way, as opposed to 
the Congress, on this. 

The State of Wisconsin has a well-de- 
served national reputation for clean 
government, in part because of its 
State ethics laws which include a total 
gift ban. Sometimes the State is de- 
scribed as “squeaky clean." That is 
something of which we are proud. I am 
sorry that is not a term that has been 
applied to the Congress very often in 
recent years. That might not even be 
fair or accurate with regard to the ac- 
tual conduct of Members, but it is 
clearly unfortunate for the institution, 
if that is the perception. 

The policy that we implemented for 
our office essentially bans all accept- 
ance of things of value. Specifically, as 
under Wisconsin law, individuals em- 
ployed in my office, including myself, 
paid staff, fellows and interns, simply 
cannot accept food, drink, transpor- 
tation, lodging or a thing of pecuniary 
value from a lobbyist or an organiza- 
tion that employs a lobbyist, or food, 
drink, transportation, lodging, employ- 
ment, or any item or service of more 
than nominal value from any individ- 
ual if it is offered because of that per- 
son’s public position. 

As I said before, critics of this 
amendment and the rules complain 
that it will result in some overwhelm- 
ing amount of paperwork and adminis- 
trative work which can ultimately 
take away from the time that Members 
of the Senate spend on their legislative 
duties. 

My own experience in Wisconsin, and 
since I have been in the Senate, is that 
that is not the case. As of today, my of- 
fice has logged over 585 gifts that have 
been sent up to us and declined or do- 
nated to charities. I can assure you 
that our policy has neither interfered 
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with my legislative responsibilities or 
the responsibilities of any member of 
my staff, nor created any undue admin- 
istrative burdens. In fact, since there is 
no food laying around the office, there 
is less time spent eating food and, Iam 
told, more time working. I do not know 
if I totally believe that. 

So I would again like to thank Sen- 
ator LEVIN for his leadership and hope 
we can strengthen his amendment. I 
will do all I can to make sure the 
strongest measure is enacted in this 
Congress. Restrictions included in this 
amendment are, however, a significant 
step toward reducing the opportunity 
for potential conflicts of interest and 
the negative perception of Congress. 

So I hope my colleagues will heed the 
voices and message coming from across 
the country outside of the beltway de- 
manding that we end this aspect of 
business as usual. I ask the body to 
support any efforts to strengthen the 
Levin substitute as well. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. INOUYE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I have 
great affection, great admiration for 
my colleagues. They are all good men 
and good women. I am certain that the 
procedure we are now following is 
being carried out with the best of in- 
tentions. I should confess to all of you 
that—and I am rather embarrassed to 
do 80—I do not golf; I have never golfed 
in my life. I do not play tennis. I hoped 
I could. The last time I was in a sta- 
dium to watch a baseball game was in 
1960 when we had a team called the 
Senators. I have seen the Redskins 
play twice. 

So from a personal standpoint, it 
means very little to me about these 
golfing games or tennis matches or 
basketball games and football games. 
But I am concerned about my work and 
my relationship with the people I 
serve. 

For example, I am privileged to be 
the chairman of the Committee on In- 
dian Affairs, and I have been chairman 
of that committee now for 7 years. I 
take pride in the fact that I am the 
first chairman to visit all parts of the 
United States. I have been above the 
Arctic Circle on two occasions. No 
chairman has ever gone there. I have 
visited tribes all over the United 
States—in the Plains, in the North- 
west, in the Southwest, the East and 
the South. I must tell you that these 
Indian brothers and sisters of ours are 
most grateful for any visit that a Mem- 
ber of Congress might make. 

As part of their culture and tradi- 
tion, they provide gifts. Mr. President, 
these are not gifts that are purchased 
from Lord & Taylor or Bergdorf Good- 
man. These are gifts made by them: a 
basket, a small rug, a piece of pottery. 

I cannot honestly say that they are 
my friends in the real sense of the word 
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because this is our first meeting, but 
they go through great ceremony. Am I 
supposed to stop the chief and say, 
"Chief, how much is this pottery 
worth?" I have no idea what they are 
worth. If I had to guess, I would think 
that the Navajo rug that was presented 
to me is maybe worth hundreds of dol- 
lars, but I know it was made by an old 
lady there who said it took her 6 
months to make it for me. 


Then I have the privilege of serving 
the finest people in the United States, 
the people of Hawaii. As part of our 
tradition long established—long before 
the coming of Captain Cook—there are 
greetings. Whenever you greet a 
stranger or friend, you present him 
with flowers, flower leis. If you should 
visit us in Hawaii, someone might 
greet you with a flower lei. Hardly a 
day goes by when we do not have visi- 
tors from Hawaii visiting the Nation's 
Capital and they bring with them flow- 
ers, leis. 


Mr. President, you know and every- 
one knows that these things are not 
free. They have carried them all across 
the country. Am I supposed to ask 
them, “How much is that worth? If it is 
worth $20, I can't take it from you." I 
would be insulting them, and I would 
be insulting myself. 


I know that this law is going to pass. 
Some form of reform bill will pass. But 
I want to know what I should do be- 
cause I do not want to break the law. 


I think what we are doing to our- 
selves is a strange type of masochism. 
Pretty soon, we will be telling the peo- 
ple of the world by resolution that all 
Members of Congress are crooks. Es- 
sentially we are saying that—we can- 
not be trusted. 


But I want to know from those who 
are authors of these measures how far 
I can go. Can I receive a gift from 


grateful Indians? Can I receive a flower’ 


lei from my constituents? If I am in a 
hospital, should I return the flowers 
that come to my room? What about 
Christmas? Mr. President, many of the 
gifts we receive are from strangers 
from all parts of the United States. 
They just want to express their grati- 
tude for something you have done. Are 
we supposed to return them, or are we 
supposed to send them a card and say, 
“Will you fill out the slot here: How 
much is this worth?" 


There are many questions—maybe 
they are not serious—but it is part of 
my work. I do not wish to insult my 
fellow Americans, and I do not wish to 
insult my colleagues and myself. 


So I hope we know what we are 
doing, Mr. President. 


Mr. McCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. 
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AMENDMENT NO, 1674 
(Purpose: To modify the gift provisions and 
provide enhanced penalties for violations 
of the gift rule and for violations of Senate 
rules subject to reprimand, and for other 
purposes) 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself, Senator JOHNSTON, 
Senator DOLE, and Senator INOUYE, I 
send an amendment to the desk in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCon- 
NELL], for himself, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. DOLE 
and Mr. INOUYE, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1674. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read- 
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

In lieu of the language proposed to be in- 
serted, insert the following: 

SECTION 1. PENALTIES. 

(1) Any Senator, officer, or employee who 
receives a third reprimand pursuant to the 
provisions of subsection (a)(2) shall— 

(A) if the individual is a Senator, be— 

(i) expelled from the Senate if an expulsion 
resolution is agreed to pursuant to para- 
graph (2); and 

(ii) barred for 10 years from lobbying in the 
Senate; and 

(B) if the individual is an officer or em- 
ployee, be— 

(i) dismissed; and 

(ii) barred for 10 years from lobbying in the 
Senate. 

(2) Not later than 5 session days after a 
Senator is reprimanded a third time, the 
Senate shall consider and dispose of a resolu- 
tion of expulsion with respect to such Sen- 
ator. 

(b) GIFT VIOLATIONS.—Rule XXXV of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 

"5.a) Any Member, officer, or employee 
who violates this rule shall be subject to a 
fine of up to 3 times the value of the im- 
proper gift. The fine shall be levied by the 
Select Committee on Ethics and shall be 
payable to the general fund of the Treasury. 

**(b) The name of an individual fined pursu- 
ant to subparagraph (a) and the amount of 
any fine shall be published in the Congres- 
sional Record.“ 

SEC. 2. GIFT LIMITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Rule XXXV of the Stand- 
ing Rules of the Senate is amended— 

(1) in paragraph l(a) by striking more 
than the minimal value as established by 
section 7342(a)(5) of title 5 United States 
Code, or $250, whichever is greater," and in- 
serting more than a minimal value of $150"; 
and 

(2) in paragraph 1(b)(2) by striking ‘$100" 
and inserting ''$75". 

(b) RULES COMMITTEE.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the Committee 
on Rules and Administration, on behalf of 
the Senate, may accept a gift if the gift does 
not involve any duty, burden, or condition, 
or is not made dependent upon some future 
performance by the United States. The com- 
mittee is authorized to promulgate such 
rules and regulations as are necessary to 
carry out this subsection. 
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SEC. 3. TRAVEL RESTRICTIONS. 

Rule XXXV of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate is amended by adding after paragraph 
2 the following: 

"2A. (a) Necessary travel-related expenses 
as defined by paragraph 2(c), to the extend 
limited by subparagraph (c), are not prohib- 
ited by this rule in connection with meet- 
ings, speaking engagements, fact finding 
trips, and similar events related to the offi- 
cial duties of the Member, officer, or em- 
ployee if— 

(I) the expenditure covers the cost of the 
trip for a period of not more than— 

"(A) 3 consecutive days (excluding travel 
days) in the case of domestic travel and 7 
consecutive days (excluding travel days) in 


` the case of international travel: and 


(B) 24 hours before or after such person's 
actual participation in the event in the case 
of domestic travel or 48 hours before or after 
such person's actual participation in the 
event in the case of international travel; and 

(2) the Member, officer, or employee has 
caused the following information to be pub- 
lished in the Congressional Record in ad- 
vance of the travel (unless advance publica- 
tion is not possible because the travel ar- 
rangements cannot be made in time for the 
information to be published while the Senate 
is in session or for other good reason (in 
which case the information shall be provided 
in advance of the travel to the Secretary of 
the Senate who shall make the information 
available to the public immediately and 
Shall cause the information to be published 
in the next Congressional Record)): 

"(A) The name of the Member, officer, or 
employee. 

„B) The dates and itinerary of such travel. 

"(C) A statement of the purposes of such 
travel. 

"(D) The identity of the party making the 
expenditure. 

"(b) The requirements of subparagraph 
(a)X1 may be waived in exceptional cir- 
cumstances if the Member, officer, or em- 
ployee obtains a written statement from the 
Select Committee on Ethics of the Senate 
that approves the waiver and explains the 
justification for the waiver. That committee 
shall cause the statement to be published in 
the Congressional Record in advance of the 
travel (unless advance publication is not pos- 
sible because the waiver is granted at a time 
when the Senate is not in session or for other 
good reason (in which case the committee 
shall, in advance of the travel, provide a 
copy of the statement to the Secretary of 
the Senate who shall make the information 
available to the public immediately and 
shall cause the statement to be published in 
the next Congressional Record)). 

(e) Necessary travel-related expenditures 
are limited to expenditures for a Member, of- 
ficer, or employee's transportation, lodging, 
conference fees and materials, and meals, in- 
cluding reimbursement for necessary trans- 
portation whether or not such transpor- 
tation occurs within the periods described in 
subparagraph (a)(1), but do not include ex- 
penditures for— 

(J) recreational activities, such as greens 
fees, ski lift tickets, tennis court time, thea- 
ter tickets, tickets to sporting events, and 
similar items (except as provided in subpara- 
graph (e)); or 

2) entertainment, other than that pro- 
vided in connection with meals offered as an 
integral part of the event. 

“(d) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(e), an event the activities of which are sub- 
stantially recreational shall not be consid- 
ered to be directly related to the official du- 
ties of a Member, officer, or employee. 
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„e) A Member, officer, or employee may 
receive payment or reimbursement for ex- 
penses, including travel, in connection with 
a charitable event if the expenses are ap- 
proved as provided in subparagraph (a)(2).". 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today in my capacity as vice chair- 
man of the Senate Ethics Committee 
to discuss the issue before us. 

I think every member of the Ethics 
Committee is proud to be there and 
honored to serve this institution in a 
role that we have been chosen for by 
our respective leaders. 

Although little of what we do is seen 
by the public, or even by our fellow 
Senators, I can tell you that each com- 
mittee member has devoted countless 
hours of their time to fulfilling the re- 
sponsibilities that have been entrusted 
to us. 

These were hours, Mr. President, that 
we might have spent legislating or vis- 
iting with constituents or studying is- 
sues or being with our families and 
loved ones. Instead, this effort has gone 
into the work of the Ethics Committee. 

Now, Members who have never served 
on the Ethics Committee—and I note 
that none of the principal sponsors of 
the gift ban bill have ever served on 
the committee—cannot fully appre- 
ciate what our work entails and how 
much time it consumes. Most of our 
time, Mr. President, is not spent on 
matters involving grave ethical mis- 
conduct, breaches of Senate rules, or 
any kind of improper behavior for that 
matter. You would never know it by 
watching the tabloid TV shows or read- 
ing most newspaper editorials, but the 
truth is—the truth is—that nearly 
every Member of this body is pro- 
foundly ethical and bends over back- 
wards to avoid even the appearance of 
impropriety. And for that reason, the 
committee’s time is spent not on en- 
forcing the rules but explaining them— 
explaining them—to Members and 
helping them comply with every nu- 
ance. That is under today’s rules. 

In fact, I am sure there is not an edi- 
torial board in the country that works 
as hard at policing its conduct and 
avoiding conflicts of interest as we do 
in the Senate. 

Now, to tell you the truth, Mr. Presi- 
dent, most of what this involves is not 
exactly high-level, mentally stimulat- 
ing work. The vast majority of our 
time at the committee, especially for 
the chairman and me, is spent deciding 
whether a Senator should be able to ac- 
cept a native American buffalo vest, or 
a silverplate coffee pot from Hungary, 
or an ugly glass award from the Na- 
tional Association of Ugly Glass Award 
Makers. Instead of deciding whether 
our health care system should be single 
payer or managed competition, mem- 
bers of the Ethics Committee get to de- 
cide whether a plaque should be consid- 
ered an award or à suitable memento. 
Instead of spending time on welfare re- 
form, committee members spend time 
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determining whether tickets to the up- 
coming Barbra Streisand concert 
should be valued at the box office price 
or the scalper price. 

That is not because, Mr. President, 
we look for arcane nit-picking issues 
like these on which to waste our time. 
We deal with these questions because 
our colleagues ask us to. These are the 
kinds of questions that are coming in 
routinely to the committee under to- 
day's restrictions which some would 
argue are quite severe; others would 
argue they are not, I suppose. As I have 
said, nearly every Member of this body 
takes great pains to follow both the 
letter and the spirit of the Senate 
rules, and it is our job to give them 
guidance on what the rules mean and 
how they are to be applied. 

That is what the Ethics Committee 
does with most of its time. It is a wor- 
thy endeavor, and we are all proud to 
be a part of it. I know that every mem- 
ber of the committee, despite our occa- 
sional protests to the contrary, be- 
lieves that this is a necessary function 
and someone must carry it out. 

For these reasons, Mr. President, it 
is deeply troubling to this Senator to 
see this body engaging in ritual acts of 
self-flagellation as if in penance for 
sins not committed—penance for sins 
not committed. 

It troubles me, as it should every 
other Member who venerates the insti- 
tution of the U.S. Senate, to see it 
trivialized and trashed by outside peo- 
ple who live from press conference to 
press conference, people whose prin- 
cipal contribution to public discourse 
is fundraising and hate mail. It should 
trouble every Senator who strives to 
conduct himself or herself in a profes- 
sional and ethical manner to be slapped 
across the face with the insinuation 
that he or she has somehow been 
bought by a cheap bottle of wine at 
Christmas, or a crabcake sandwich, or 
& pitcher of beer, or an honorary 
plaque. 

Mr. President, let those with some- 
thing to declare, something to confess, 
come forward. As vice chairman of the 
Ethics Committee, I would like to 
know which Senators have, in fact, 
been compromised by the gifts and the 
meals they have received. 

I would remind my colleagues that if 
you do have information about unethi- 
cal conduct, you are duty bound by 
Senate rules to bring it to the Ethics 
Committee's attention. I can assure 
you that we will keep any information 
that is provided to us in strictest con- 
fidence; that we will investigate it 
fully; and that we will prosecute any 
act of wrongdoing by any Member or 
staffer to the fullest extent allowed 
under the Senate rules and precedents 
of the committee. If there is any evi- 
dence of criminal wrongdoing, whether 
it is an apparent violation of the Hobbs 
Act, a bribe, or an illegal gratuity, we 
will forward it immediately to the Pub- 
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lic Integrity Section of the Justice De- 
partment and cooperate with every as- 
pect of its investigation. 

So, Mr. President, let anyone who 
has evidence of a Member or a staffer 
of this body being corrupted by a gift, 
meal or travel they have received come 
forward now. Fess up. Let us hear 
about it. Let us have names, dates, 
amounts, and actions. It is cheap and 
easy to slander the institution as a 
whole. In fact, it has become a profit- 
able little business for lobbying groups 
and even politicians. Just hold a press 
conference, give a speech, send out an- 
other hysterical fundraising letter, 
“Congress is for sale to the highest bid- 
der." 

What I wish to know as vice chair- 
man of the Ethics Committee, is who 
exactly is for sale. Who is for sale? We 
are here to deal with that, and we 
would be glad to hear any confessions 
that might be forthcoming from any 
Members who have been bought by a 
meal or a gift. 

While I am waiting, let me mention 
another concern I have, as a member of 
the Ethics Committee, with the so- 
called gift ban bill. 

I have already discussed how much 
time the committee spends on com- 
pletely trivial questions over gifts 
under the existing rules. If either the 
original version or the substitute of S. 
1935 were to pass this body, the Ethics 
Committee would do nothing but inter- 
pret, explain and administer the gift 
rules of the Senate. It is no exaggera- 
tion to say that we would probably 
have to have one Ethics Committee to 
handle gifts, meals, and entertainment, 
and another separate Ethics Commit- 
tee to handle everything else. 

Earlier in the discussion, I noted on 
the other side there were some com- 
ments about how big the Ethics staff 
would have to be. I can tell you as 
somebody who is familiar with the Eth- 
ics Committee process and the size of 
the current staff, that if this is passed, 
every single Senate office will, indeed, 
as Senator JOHNSTON has suggested, 
have to have a full-time ethics lawyer 
on staff. And the Ethics Committee 
will have to triple the size of its own 
staff to deal with all of this. 

In addition, based on the muddled 
and contradictory answers provided in 
the discussion—I am not putting down 
the provider's answers—but you just 
cannot answer that which cannot be 
answered. I would also predict there 
will be several Members under inves- 
tigation by the committee within 
weeks of the bill’s enactment, for a to- 
tally accidental breach of the bill's 
provisions. 

Mr. President, I look, for example, at 
the original version of S. 1935, and find 
exactly 10 pages of definitions, 4 pages 
of exceptions to those definitions, 14% 
pages of actual gift ban, and 15% pages 
of exceptions to the ban. Let me add 
that up for everyone. There are just 1% 
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pages of ban, and a total of almost 30 
pages of exceptions, definitions, and 
qualifications. 

Perhaps I should find comfort in the 
fact that the original version of S. 1935 
would ultimately be enforced by the 
Justice Department and not by the 
Ethics Committee. But actually that is 
no comfort at all. With the prospect of 
criminal prosecution hanging over 
their heads, I imagine that Senators 
will be more concerned than ever about 
each little trinket that gets handed to 
them. They will be lining up in front of 
our door every morning asking whether 
it is OK to accept a sweater that their 
next door neighbor sewed for their 
child. 

The chairman and I may as well step 
down from our committee assignments. 
We will not have time to deal with any- 
thing else. Unfortunately, Mr. Presi- 
dent, the substitute version of S. 1935 
dumps the whole job directly in the 
Ethics Committee's lap. 

I am going to analyze in detail some 
of the specific exceptions contained in 
these gift ban proposals, especially 
from the point of view of how these 
proposals will complicate the lives of 
every single Senator and staffer. 

Mr. President, I cannot stress enough 
how these proposals will also com- 
plicate the mission and compromise 
the effectiveness of the Senate Ethics 
Committee. And from this Senator's 
point of view, that is a deeply disturb- 
ing result, not only for the committee 
but for this body as a whole. 

Six months ago, almost to the day, 
we had a very difficult, but necessary, 
vote on this floor about whether to en- 
force an investigative decision that had 
been made unanimously by the Ethics 
Committee. By an overwhelming vote, 
the Senate affirmed the independent 
investigative powers of the committee 
and gave the committee what it needed 
to fulfill its responsibilities. 

But if we pass a gift rule that is ab- 
surdly complicated and impossible to 
enforce, we will end up trivializing the 
committee and compromising its most 
vital mission. And that most vital mis- 
sion, Mr. President, is this: To inves- 
tigate and prosecute real misconduct. 
That is what we ought to be address- 
ing: real misconduct. The committee 
will simply be too busy deciding wheth- 
er a particular gift meets a particular 
exception, to be able to handle cases 
involving actual corruption. 

Is that how we want to allocate the 
investigative resources of the Ethics 
Committee? 

More importantly, do we want to de- 
vote the best efforts, resources, and 
talents of every Member of this body to 
passing a crime bill, reforming health 
care and changing welfare as we know 
it—or are we instead going to force 
each of us to waste endless time deter- 
mining whether a particular meal or 
trinket fits under the 1½ pages of ban, 
or under the 30 pages of definitions, ex- 
ceptions, and qualifications? 
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Let me give you some specific exam- 
ples of what I am talking about. Sen- 
ator JOHNSTON has already raised a 
number of these very effectively. These 
examples are taken principally from 
the substitute version of S. 1935, al- 
though most of them appear in the 
original Wellstone version as well. 

First, let us deal with the issue of 
what is a friend? The first thing you 
will have to ask yourself, should this 
bill pass in its present form, is this: Ex- 
actly what is a friend? That is a ques- 
tion which has engaged philosophers 
for centuries, has kept Hallmark greet- 
ing card writers gainfully employed, 
and will soon occupy much of the at- 
tention of the Senate Ethics Commit- 
tee. 

This is not a frivolous question, Mr. 
President. It is not a frivolous ques- 
tion. Personal friendship" is one of 
some three dozen exceptions in the bill 
which the Ethics Committee will have 
to interpret and apply to countless 
waiver requests that will be submitted. 

Mr. President, the substitute version 
of S. 1935 is 30 pages long, and it applies 
to both the House and the Senate. The 
underlying bill is even longer, and it 
covers executive branch officials as 
well. Both versions contain very brief 
and bold language banning almost ev- 
erything from everybody, especially 
from nasty, corrupting, un-American 
lobbyists. However, the bulk of both 
these proposals consist of endless—and 
I repeat endless“ —exceptions and 
qualifications to the ban. 

I already mentioned that the original 
version of S. 1935 contains 144 pages of 
ban, and almost 30 pages of exceptions 
from definitions and exceptions from 
everything else. The substitute is 30 
pages long; 14 pages apply to the Sen- 
ate. And of those, 2 pages are the ban, 
and the remaining 12 pages are reams 
of exceptions—reams of exceptions. 

So what we really have here is 15 per- 
cent of tough talking, take-no-pris- 
oners ban, and 85 percent of hemming 
and hawing, mumbling-under-its- 
breath exceptions. Is that any way to 
write an ethics rule for the Senate? 

Moreover, Mr. President, it will be 
that 85 percent of mumbled exceptions 
that occupy the Ethics Committee’s 
time and create havoc for every single 
Senator and staff who has to live under 
this bill—everybody. 

It is not that these exceptions are 
without merit. But they highlight the 
problem with the entire bill. This bill 
will make a lot of honest, highly ethi- 
cal individuals into crooks—in a strict 
legal sense. I repeat: This bill will 
make a lot of honest, highly ethical, 
individuals into crooks—in a strict 
legal sense. 

Both versions of S. 1935 are riddled 
with traps lined with legalistic punji 
sticks poised to impale the careers of 
anyone who has the misfortune of fall- 
ing into one by accident. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator 
yield? 


May 4, 1994 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Yes. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The Senator is vice 
chairman of the Ethics Committee, and 
I would like to ask his opinion on the 
following facts. 

Under section a(1), it provides that 
no Member or spouse may knowingly 
accept a gift provided directly or indi- 
rectly by lobbyists. And it goes on to 
say in subsection (c), that the follow- 
ing items are subject to the restric- 
tions as contained in section a(1). It 
says, (c), a charitable contribution 
made on the basis of a designation, rec- 
ommendation, or other specification 
made through a lobbyist by a Member. 

I think the Senator would agree with 
me that if a Senator signed a letter 
asking a lobbyist or asking people who 
happen to include lobbyists to contrib- 
ute to the United Way, or to the United 
Negro College Fund or to the Sierra 
club, or whatever, that would be in vio- 
lation. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. A clear violation. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Suppose he was 
asked to be on the letterhead as one of 
the recommending people. Would that 
not also be in a gray area, or would 
that not be in violation? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. The committee 
would have to make some kind of rul- 
ing. My assumption is, that would be a 
violation. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. So in effect, any in- 
volvement with charities by Senators, 
whether it is sponsoring a charity, 
whether it is being the honoree of the 
charity, whether it is using your name 
on the stationery, or being on a spon- 
soring committee, All of that would in- 
directly be a sponsorship or a rec- 
ommendation, and if lobbyists were in- 
vited, you could be hauled up before 
the Ethics Committee, I would think, 
on the basis of that; do you not agree? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Once again, that is 
a question the committee would have 
to decide. My first reaction is that, as 
a practical matter, any effort to help 
those less fortunate would be problem- 
atic and could well be ruled impermis- 
sible. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. So if you wanted to 
do any charitable activity, on each and 
every thing, even to lending your name 
to the dinner committee, you would 
get a ruling? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Right. There 
would be a long line. Anybody that 
wanted to do good, wanted to do any- 
thing for any charitable cause, there 
would be a long line outside the Ethics 
Committee door. Take a number, get in 
line, and we would grapple with it. 

It is my understanding of S. 1935 that 
it will be practically impossible for 
Members to make an effort, either di- 
rectly or indirectly, to assist worth- 
while causes—that is, tax-exempt, 
charitable entities. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. On this definition of 
“friend,” the Senator was going into 
that, and I enjoyed that. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I am about to go 
into it further. Go ahead. 
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Mr. JOHNSTON. Put this into your 
answer, if you will, because I really 
want to hear about that. Do you not 
think Senators would want to qualify 
their friend and therefore get a ruling 
and say, I have known ‘old Joe’ for 26 
years, and we went to college to- 
gether," and sort of give a little re- 
sume of your relationship with Joe. Do 
you not expect you will be inundated 
with old Joe” requests? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Absolutely. It is 
interesting. The Senator brings up the 
“friend” issue. We looked up the word 
“friend” in the dictionary, and the dic- 
tionary defines friend“ as follows: 

1. A person attached to another by feelings 
of affection or personal regard. 2. A patron or 
supporter. 3. A person who is on good terms 
with another, not hostile. 4. A member of the 
same nation, or a member of the same party, 
et cetera. 

When the dictionary uses a word like 
“et cetera," you know you are in trou- 
ble. That is the definition of trouble, 
when in the dictionary you are trying 
to find the definition and they use the 
word “et cetera.“ 

Is that not interesting? A friend 
could be almost anybody, according to 
the dictionary. But is that the way the 
Ethics Committee or the Justice De- 
partment will define who is a friend? 
We are probably not going to call it 
just anybody. You had better be sure 
you have the right definition, I say to 
my colleagues, because if you are 
wrong, if you have guessed wrong 
about “what is a friend," you will be 
under ethical or criminal—depending 
upon whether the Wellstone provision 
were to prevail—investigation under 
this bill. If somebody you thought was 
a friend picks up the tab for a Coke and 
a cheeseburger. 

Well, let us not forget what Harry 
Truman said: “If you want a friend in 
Washington, buy a dog.”’ 

Really, can a lobbyist ever be a 
friend? Good question. We will be wres- 
tling with that one. Perhaps the Hall- 
mark Greeting Card Co. could provide 
suitable guidelines for the Ethics Com- 
mittee to use when it deliberates the 
universal question: Who is a friend? 

Should we be guided by the theme of 
the movie When Harry Met Sally," 
that men and women cannot ever real- 
ly be just friends? The original version 
of S. 1935 even has a stipulation that 
gifts given in the context of a dating 
relationship," are exempt from the 
ban. Well, Mr. President, what is a 
date? What is a date? Will the Ethics 
Committee be put in charge of deciding 
whether people are romantically in- 
volved or not? What evidence should 
the committee look at? Should we ask 
the parties whether they exchanged a 
passionate kiss? Or was it merely a 
professional peck? Inquiring minds will 
want to know. 

I could even imagine a situation 
where one person thinks he or she is in 
a dating relationship, and the other 
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views it as strictly business. What 
should the Ethics Committee do then? 
Step in and play guidance counselor, 
and help the parties come to a shared 
understanding of their relationship for 
the purposes of the Senate gift rule? 

But it is not just relationships that 
will need to be defined under versions 
of S. 1935. Gifts themselves will have to 
be defined correctly. And the penalty 
for the wrong answer could be quite se- 
vere. 

(Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN assumed the 
chair.) 

Mr. MCCONNELL. For example, I am 
sure no one here has given much 
thought to the following question: 
What is a donut? We all know one when 
we see one—maybe. But under the sub- 
stitute bill, there is a specific exemp- 
tion for ‘‘food or refreshment item of 
minimal value, such as a soft drink, 
coffee, or a donut, offered other than as 
part of a meal." So we have the univer- 
sal question that has been on the 
minds of men and women for centuries: 
What is a donut? 

Note that the gift ban exemption in- 
cludes ‘‘item of minimal value, such as 
* * * a donut.” Not trusting my own 
opinion of what a donut is, I, once 
again, consulted the dictionary. The 
dictionary says with regard to the 
donut: 

1. A small, usually ring-shaped cake of 
sweetened dough fried in deep fat. 2. Any- 
thing shaped like a thick ring. 

So there is Webster on the donut. So 
far, so good. But what other items 
would meet the such as a donut test“? 
Would a bagel qualify, Madam Presi- 
dent, under the such as a donut” defi- 
nition? How about a buttered bagel, or 
a bagel with cream cheese? What if you 
stick a slice of lox on it? A slice of tur- 
key? When is a bagel a sandwich and 
not a donut? These are the universal 
questions we will be contemplating at 
the committee if this substitute passes. 

What about croissants? Do we ban 
croissants because they sound preten- 
tious, but exempt donuts because they 
have a nice kind of blue-collar con- 
notation to them? 

Perhaps this sounds funny. You can 
laugh all you want now. But if this bill 
passes in its present form, you will 
soon stop laughing when the Ethics 
Committee decides to investigate you 
for choosing the wrong definition. 

What, Madam President, is a soft 
drink? It is not in the dictionary, I re- 
luctantly report. Does the gift exemp- 
tion apply only to nonalcoholic bev- 
erages? Should it include snob appeal 
drinks like Evian and Perrier? What is 
coffee? Is it just the 70-cent, no-refill 
cup of motor oil from the Senate cafe- 
teria? Are espresso and cappuccino cof- 
fee under this bill? Or such exotic 
drinks like cafe latte or Irish coffee? 
These are the universal questions that 
will occupy our time on the committee 
and will have you frozen with fear, 
every day, that inadvertently you have 
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done something improper under this 
bill. 

I also urge my colleagues to review 
section 1(a)(3) of the substitute which 
bans the following: 

Gifts having a value of less than $20 from 
the same or different sources on a basis so 
frequent that a reasonable person would be 
led to believe the Member, officer or em- 
ployee is using his public office for private 
gain. 

Now, Madam President, think of all 
the terms and phrases the Ethics Com- 
mittee will be left to interpret. First, 
“so frequent”; second, reasonable“; 
third, “led to believe“; fourth, using 
his public office for private gain." 

More importantly, Madam President, 
I say to Members of the Senate, if your 
interpretation is different from the 
committee’s interpretation, you could 
have your whole career ruined over a 
handful of items worth less than $20. I 
repeat—you could have your whole ca- 
reer ruined over a handful of items 
worth less than $20. This is reality 
here. This is reality check time on the 
underlying bill. 

What if you receive three mugs a 
year with a company’s logo? Is that too 
frequent? Or three mugs in an entire 6- 
year term? How about a box of Ken- 
tucky bourbon balls every Christmas? 
Are you sure you will be within the 
rule? 

Now, perhaps someone could define a 
“reasonable person” here. What kind of 
*reasonable person" would be led to be- 
lieve that a Member or a staffer was 
“using his public office for private 
gain” by accepting a few coffee mugs? 
What kind of a “reasonable person”? 
Ralph Nader. Is he a reasonable person? 

I consulted my dictionary. A ‘‘rea- 
sonable person," Madam President, 1. 
capable of reasoning, rational; 2, in ac- 
cordance with reason, logical; 3, mod- 
erate." You can see Webster is having 
a little trouble with this. And if Web- 
ster is having trouble with it, imagine 
the difficulty we are going to have on 
the committee. è 

You could pull any man or woman off 
the street these days—Mr. and Mrs. 
John Q. Public—we will call them, and 
based on the distorted view they have 
been given by the media, they might 
very reasonably conclude we were all 
using public office for private gain—all 
of us. Polls probably show that a ma- 
jority of reasonable people think every 
Senator, except maybe their own, usu- 
ally is “using public office for private 
gain." 

How in the world, Madam President, 
is the Ethics Committee supposed to 
make sense of this? How is any Member 
or any staffer of the Senate supposed 
to make sense of it—and more impor- 
tantly, comply with it? 

Now, Madam President, I want to 
talk about another aspect of this. It is 
extremely important to any of us who 
have working spouses. The two-career 
family is increasingly common in 
America and in the Senate. 
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There is an exemption in the sub- 
stitute for things we might have gotten 
through our spouses. I had to read this 
one very carefully, and I still cannot 
tell you exactly what it covers and 
what it does not. Here is the language: 

Benefits resulting from the business or em- 
ployment activities of the spouse of a Mem- 
ber, officer, or employee if such benefits 
have not been offered or enhanced because of 
the official position of such Member, officer, 
or employee. 

If you are shaking your head out 
there, I join you. Are we to offend our 
spouses by asking their employers and 
business associates just exactly why 
they deal with our spouses and why 
they are inviting us, by the way, to a 
reception? Are they inviting us because 
of us or because of our spouse? We 
would need to know that. 

Is it not the height of arrogance for 
us to presume that everything in this 
town revolves around us? A lot of our 
spouses have another life, too. For 
many of them it does not have a darn 
thing to do with what we do. And the 
assumption here is that people are in- 
clined to treat our spouses differently 
because of their association with us. 

Should we presume that when a pro- 
fessional associate of our spouse orders 
& good wine at dinner that the person 
would have opted for the cheap house 
wine if we had not been there? Now 
that is an important question here as 
we contemplate this thing. If we had 
not been there, would they just have 
had a cheap house wine? That is the 
kind of thing we will be dealing with 
on the Ethics Committee. You can be 
confident that we will grapple with 
that. 

Another provision of the substitute 
specifically exempts, and this has been 
discussed here earlier, but it is so 
amusing it is worth repeating. I thank 
my friend from Louisiana for bringing 
it up. Another provision of the sub- 
stitute exempts “bequests, inherit- 
ances and other transfers at death." 
However, Madam President, the exemp- 
tion does not apply to inheritances 
from dead lobbyists and registered for- 
eign agents, you will be relieved to 
know. It does not apply to dead lobby- 
ists and registered foreign agents. 
Breathe easy. Perhaps the assumption 
is their influence continues even after 
they have gone off to that great recep- 
tion room in the skies. 

In any case, we may want to add a 
proviso that Members and staffers may 
not accept inheritances from dead lob- 
byists and foreign agents unless we can 
be reasonably sure that they have gone 
to Heaven. 

It is hard to understand this obses- 
sion with influence buying from beyond 
the grave. I must of missed some Com- 
mon Cause expose. Is “Night of the 
Living Dead Lobbyists" a coming the- 
atrical release? I cannot wait to see 
this one—scores of dead lobbyists, 
marching zombie-like toward the Cap- 
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itol, to get one last line item or transi- 
tion rule. Imagine. 

For all the reasons outlined above, I 
believe that both versions of S. 1935 
represent completely and totally un- 
workable, even absurd, attempts to 
deal with the gift issue. 

And it is no laughing matter. They 
will generate more loopholes, not less. 
They will create more confusion, not 
less. They will turn honest, highly eth- 
ical Members into inadvertent crooks. 
And they will turn the Ethics Commit- 
tee into a full-time gift and meal clear- 
inghouse. ^ 

I say to my colleagues, this is a seri- 
ous matter. I have made a little fun 
with it here, but this is a serious mat- 
ter. 

Because of these legitimate concerns, 
a bipartisan group of Senators, includ- 
ing myself, Senator JOHNSTON, Senator 
INOUYE, and the Republican leader, 
have put together what we believe is a 
workable, reasonable alternative. 

Whereas both versions, Madam Presi- 
dent, of the gift ban bill amount to a 
blanket indictment of everyone who 
works here, the substitute offered by 
myself and my friend from Louisiana 
holds accountable those who actually 
I repeat, actually—abuse the public 
trust. It puts on notice every staffer, 
Member, and officer that egregious be- 
havior—egregious behavior—will have 
dire consequences. 

Further, it severely lowers the cur- 
rent gift limits to address any percep- 
tion that the present rules are too le- 
nient. And it does indeed provide more 
disclosure to the public. 

Also important, Madam President, 
and worth noting is what our proposal 
does not do. It does not, Members of 
the Senate, it does not trivialize this 
body. It does not plant legal landmines 
that will destroy—I repeat, will de- 
stroy—the reputation of honest people. 
We ought not to be about trivializing 
the Senate and destroying the reputa- 
tions of honest people. 

It does not turn the Ethics Commit- 
tee into Big Brother, micromanaging 
private lives, determining what quali- 
fies for a litany of exemptions and de- 
liberating over thousands of waiver re- 
quests. 

Perhaps the most important distinc- 
tion between our gift limit alternative 
and the other bills before us is that it 
does not assume that everyone is 
guilty just because they work here. I 
repeat, the McConnell-Johnston sub- 
stitute does not presume that everyone 
is guilty because they work here. In- 
stead, this is what our bill does: 

It contains harsh penalties for viola- 
tions of the Senate's rules, including 
fines for three times the value of a pro- 
hibited gift and virtually automatic 
expulsion from the Senate for any 
Member or staffer who has been issued 
three reprimands or other punishments 
of greater severity from the Ethics 
Committee. 
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If a Member is subject to three such 
disciplinary actions, a vote for the 
Member's expulsion would be put im- 
mediately before the Senate, in accord- 
ance with the requirements of the Con- 
stitution. Anyone so expelled from this 
body would be barred from lobbying 
the legislative branch for 10 years. 

For each knowing and willful viola- 
tion of the gift limits and disclosure re- 
quirements, a Member or a staffer 
would be punished as follows: First, a 
treble damages fine, three times the 
value of the improper gift, would be as- 
sessed. Two, each violation and fine 
would be fully disclosed in the CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Madam President, I suspect that any 
staffer who is punished under this pro- 
posal would probably be terminated 
immediately. Members would have to 
explain their transgressions at the next 
election. 

Our alternative also severely ratch- 
ets down the gift limits for Members 
and staff without making them so ex- 
treme as to be completely unworkable. 

The annual aggregate limit on gifts 
would be reduced from $250 to $150 from 
any one source. As is the case now, 
Ethics Committee waivers could be 
granted for good cause for gifts over 
$150, but they would have to be dis- 
closed. So we go from $250 down to $150 
in that category. 

The present rule is that gifts under 
$100 in value are not aggregated 
against the limit. That amount would 
be reduced to $75. The limits, Madam 
President, would apply to all Members, 
officers, and staff, without exception 
for clerical or secretarial workers. The 
only—I repeat, the only—available ex- 
ception would be for gifts from spouses 
and immediate family. That is all. 

As in both the original and the sub- 
stitute versions of S. 1935, there is a 
limited exception for certain necessary 
travel-related expenditures, all of 
which would have to be disclosed in ad- 
vance in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 
Foreign sponsors of trips would have to 
be preapproved by the Ethics Commit- 
tee, as would any travel event recog- 
nized for a bona fide charitable pur- 
pose. 

Now, there it is, Madam President. 
That is basically the proposal. A tough 
proposal, harsh on the corrupt—this is 
important to remember—harsh on the 
corrupt, but fair to the honest. Harsh 
on the corrupt, fair to the honest. It is 
not complicated. It does not contain 12 
pages of convoluted exemptions, as do 
the other proposals. 

You do not need to be a lawyer to un- 
derstand it, unlike the other two pro- 
posals. In fact, Madam President, I 
think anyone could read this proposal 
and understand that those who violate : 
the public trust and the rules of the 
Senate will be certain to face the most 
severe consequences, including expul- 
sion. Almost anybody is going to be 
able to read this and figure it out. 
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Madam President, there is not any 
question in my mind that Common 
Cause will not like it, Public Citizen 
wil not like it, and the New York 
Times probably will not like it. They 
will not like it because it is not theirs. 
And they will not like it because it 
does not confirm their thesis that 
every Member of the Senate is on the 
take. That is their thesis—that every 
Member of the Senate is on the take. 

There is one thing you need to know 
about the different proposals before 
you. Both versions of S. 1935 put the 
Senate on record as saying that, yes, 
we can all be bought for a little over 20 
bucks. That is basically what these un- 
derlying proposals say. Maybe even 
less, if it is a lobbyist who's buying. 

Moreover, if we pass Wellstone-Lau- 
tenberg, or Levin, within a few years— 
and you can write this down, it is à cer- 
tainty—within a few years a lot of hon- 
est people will be made to look like 
crooks. It is a certainty. The Ethics 
Committee will be probing into per- 
sonal relationships, interpreting end- 
less loopholes and exemptions, and be 
compelled to find violations of Senate 
rules by people who had no intention 
whatsoever—no intention whatsoever— 
of doing anything improper. 

Finally, let me say to those who say 
we need to march down this grim road 
for the sake of appearances, this is ex- 
actly the wrong approach to take. 
Wellstone-Lautenberg or Levin bills 
will not restore any measure of con- 
fidence in this institution. Rather, if 
adopted, they would slowly erode what- 
ever prestige remains for the Senate. 

So, Madam President, let me wrap up 
by saying this about the rules we write 
for this body. If you do not have a 
moral compass, no ethical map—no 
matter how detailed—will be of any 
help. All it will do is show you the ob- 
vious pitfalls to avoid. In fact, it is al- 
most universal that when a Member 
has lost his or her moral compass and 
is caught committing an act of mis- 
conduct—and fortunately those situa- 
tions are very, very rare—such a Mem- 
ber will always cite the rules. They 
will invariably seek to justify their im- 
proper behavior by demonstrating, one 
way or another, how they managed to 
stay within the rules. 

I believe most, if not all, Members of 
this body have a strong moral compass, 
but the more onerous and complicated 
we make the ethical map, the harder it 
will be for anyone—anyone, no matter 
how honest and ethical—to find their 
way through it. 

So, in summary, let me say the 
McConnell-Johnston-Inouye-Dole sub- 
stitute is designed to strengthen pen- 
alties for truly egregious behavior but 
not to trivialize and demean the Sen- 
ate and not to make crooks out of hon- 
est people who deserve better. That is 
the crux of the substitute offered by 
my friend from Louisiana and myself. I 
hope the Senate will adopt it at the ap- 
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propriate time. Frankly, I hope it will 
adopt it overwhelmingly because the 
self-flagellation needs to come to an 
end. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. MATHEWS. Madam President, 
let me begin by complimenting my col- 
leagues who have made presentations 
tonight: Senator LEVIN, Senator 
COHEN, Senator WELLSTONE, Senator 
FEINGOLD, Senator JOHNSTON, and Sen- 
ator MCCONNELL. I think there is no 
question but that each of them has 
stood and spoken to this group from 
those things in his heart, the things 
that he believes he can best do to serve 
his constituency during his time here 
in the Senate. I compliment them on 
the hard work they have done. 

As I think most Members of this 
body know, come November of this 
year, I, unfortunately, will no longer 
have the privilege of standing here dis- 
cussing a matter or voting on the is- 
sues. Perhaps my interest might best 
be served by just sitting down and vot- 
ing on this issue when it comes up. But 
my conscience will not let me do it. I 
listened to us as we talked. We said 
things which suggest to me that we 
have either lost faith in the ability of 
the people who sent us here to judge 
our actions and make an informed 
judgment about whether we should 
come back, or that we feel we need to 
pass a law to force ourselves to do what 
is right. You know, if we have reached 
that point, I do not think passing a law 
is going to help at all. 

Madam President, by midmonth of 
this year each of us owes the Senate 
Ethics Committee—the body that Sen- 
ator MCCONNELL is talking about—a 
detailed financial disclosure state- 
ment. In that document that we will 
file, we will completely bare our finan- 
cial holdings, our investment income, 
any gifts that we have received that 
come within the purview of the rules 
that are in existence, any gratuities, 
honoraria, any charitable donations 
made in our name—everything. We 
must report the gains and losses of 
every financial transaction we have 
made during the last year—and I have 
some I am not very proud of—the ones 
we made and the ones that have been 
made by our immediate family. 

As a consequence of serving here in 
the Senate, one of the requirements is 
we are forbidden from drawing any ad- 
ditional earned income from any other 
source. In addition to that, we are com- 
pelled to reveal personal and some- 
times uncomfortable facets of our lives 
to the people of our Nation and to the 
States, to the press, in fact to any by- 
stander who wants to know what we 
have done during the past year. This I 
accept and this I say is something that 
each of us ought to be willing to do as 
a consequence of service here. 

But we are being asked by some of 
this legislation to do more than that. 
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We are being asked to renounce ordi- 
nary human privacy in some of these 
matters, and I do not know whether we 
believe, in doing so, we will act more 
honestly or at least assure everyone we 
are not profiteering in office. 

We are here today debating whether 
the whiff of scandal extends to accept- 
ing meals and football tickets and the- 
ater passes and whether in some way 
we become more noble and trustworthy 
by renouncing these incidentals. You 
know, at one time or another everyone 
has been, I think, somewhat disturbed 
by the largess that sometimes flows to- 
ward holders of high office. This is true 
whether in business or in academics or 
in government. I realize that the meas- 
ure intends to minimize the misgivings 
that gifts make us subject to. 

However, I have a couple of mis- 
givings of my own about these meas- 
ures. 

The first has to do with the language 
and the effect of the measure itself, 
and the second pertains to what I be- 
lieve are the real concerns of the Amer- 
ican people about our conduct. 

Overall, these issues are well-in- 
tended but a cosmetic attempt to erase 
a perception by banning the objects 
that foster it. We in the Senate know 
what that perception is, and we know 
it is ill-considered and narrow. 

I believe these measures do more to 
validate that unworthy cynicism than 
to vanquish it, and that is enough basis 
for me to resist it. But beyond that, I 
am concerned about the logic-chopping 
and ambiguities that these measures 
involve. 

If I am reading the language cor- 
rectly, gifts generally, but more pre- 
cisely meals and such items, arising 
from personal friendships fall outside 
the embargo of this bill under certain 
circumstances. Apparently, some peo- 
ple think a gift is a true gift if it comes 
from a friend, and it is an incentive to 
perform favors when it comes from 
someone else. The speakers before me 
have gone into this much more thor- 
oughly than I can. 

Yet, in a job as encompassing as pub- 
lic service, the line between personal 
and professional is not so easily drawn. 
In office, we meet and work with peo- 
ple who share our concerns and com- 
mitments, and friendships grow from 
what started as professional contacts. 

Longstanding relationships with our 
States’ business leaders, heads of orga- 
nizations and prominent citizens, fre- 
quently exist on personal and profes- 
sional levels. In some cases we have 
known these people all our lives. Many 
of our lifelong friends have advanced to 
prominent positions in business and so- 
ciety. Now we are in contact through 
the respective positions we hold. They 
do not cease being friends and become 
suborners because our friendship and 
our work coincide. 

In any case, the true question is the 
intent of the giver, and that is not 
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something illuminated by legislation. I 
understand these measures permit cli- 
ents of lobbyists, but not lobbyists, to 
host Members and staff at broadly at- 
tended events. I understand also that 
smaller events, so-called bona fide 
meetings of organizations, are OK, pro- 
vided they do not dish up more than $20 
worth of eats. 

It is pretty difficult for me to know 
how many angels can dance on the 
head of a pin, or whether I have one 
hair on my forehead, I am baldheaded, 
or just heading in that direction. But I 
am pretty sure that what would be 
called a broadly attended event in New 
York or in the District of Columbia, we 
in Tennessee would never qualify for 
that. I am also pretty sure that if we 
started to try to find something to eat 
in this town for $20, I do not know 
where we could find it. I have checked. 
I notice the town is a little bit expen- 
sive. 

In part, these measures succumb to a 
mistaken notion of what and who lob- 
byists are. I know it is popular to por- 
tray these representatives as uptown 
smoothies and $1,000 alligator shoes. I 
have seen some of those around here, 
too. There are a few of those around. 
But these lobbyists are vastly out- 
numbered—in my office, at any rate— 
by the plain folks who come to us on 
behalf of children’s hospitals, and wom- 
en’s shelters, and schoolteachers, and 
small businesses, you name it, Madam 
President. These are the people with 
whom I come into contact day by day. 

To give you an idea, before putting 
together these remarks, I looked at my 
appointment calendar to see who had 
been in and with whom I had been asso- 
ciating recently. As I indicated on an- 
other occasion, the largest employer of 
our State is located right on the Vir- 
ginia-North Carolina border. Those 
people have a business there that is im- 
portant to me, very important to me, 
because they employ thousands and 
thousands of Tennesseans. When they 
come to town, I want to be here to 
greet them. If they have a problem, I 
want to help them. But I do not feel 
that I am being compromised if I have 
dinner, or if I have lunch, or if I spend 
an hour in my office with the company 
that employs 10,000  Tennesseans. 
Whether or not I do it in the office, or 
whether or not I do it somewhere else, 
I do not think it makes a lot of dif- 
ference. 

I also see on my calendar people from 
the Tennessee Association of Realtors; 
the Tennessee Libraries Association. 
They are here because they want this 
Congress to continue that library ap- 
propriation that was left out of the 
budget that was submitted by the 
White House. 

The Tennessee National Guard is 
here from time to time. And this past 
week I had the Chamber of Commerce 
of my largest city of Memphis, and the 
city of Chattanooga. 
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Madam President, let us not fool our- 
selves. These people are lobbyists, too. 
They have been chosen by their compa- 
nies and their charities and cities to 
come and talk to Congress. They bring 
us information and perspective on what 
is happening in our States. 

I think the real question here and the 
real question we are dealing with on 
this matter, is what standards do the 
people of our States, do the people of 
this country, expect us to meet? 
Speaking for Tennessee, I believe that 
the people of Tennessee are not out- 
raged by my having meals with people 
who discuss the businesses, the com- 
munities, and the workers, and the in- 
terest of Tennessee. I believe they ex- 
pect me and my staff to meet with 
these people, a good majority of whom 
are Tennesseans. 

I believe they expect me to set stand- 
ards of decorum about gifts and gratu- 
ities, not erect a wall of inaccess and 
impenetrability out of a preoccupation 
with propriety. Most of all, I believe 
the biggest part of their concern is 
knowing exactly with whom I am deal- 
ing, who gives me what, and whether 
my votes and my advocacy have been 
influenced. 

In short, I believe the focus of our ef- 
forts lies in disclosing gifts and gratu- 
ities, not disallowing them altogether. 

I understand a portion of this meas- 
ure specifies additional rules of disclo- 
sure, and perhaps that avenue bears 
more attention. I make my daily 
schedule available to the press, and it 
is published by a number of them. Per- 
haps I should also make available an 
evening and weekend schedule of non- 
family events. But the point is, I trust 
the people of Tennessee to make a fair 
judgment about my votes if I tell them 
with whom my duties bring me into 
contact. 

I repeat, I believe disclosure is the 
basis on which the people judge our 
conduct, not whether we are denying 
ourselves normal social contact. 

We also should remember that Sen- 
ators function under an eyeball trained 
more finely upon us than other mem- 
bers of the society. We have a nimble 
and inquisitive media eager to draw 
our bounds of propriety; public interest 
groups and other witnesses infer our 
loyalties and motives; many people are 
counting decimal points in the degrees 
of contact we have with others. 

My capable colleagues, Senators 
DANFORTH, and the Chair, spoke elo- 
quently on this point a couple of weeks 
ago, and I commend their remarks in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD as a defini- 
tive reading. 

I would add this to what they said: 
We earn and deserve the confidence of 
the American people when we make 
independent decisions on the merits of 
issues. We earn no one’s respect when 
we cast votes with heads turned over 
our shoulders to gauge other people's 
interpretation of our motives. And in 
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the final tally, Madam President, I ask 
if this is the kind of thing by which the 
American people really judge us. 

I believe it does not address the 
pressing concerns of the American peo- 
ple. Millions of our fellow Americans 
are homeless or jobless; our cities are 
troubled; our bridges and streets crum- 
bling; our deficit remains a 
multigenerational peril. We face tough 
problems and tough decisions that will 
affect all Americans. In the scheme of 
things, an issue that pertains to Con- 
gress alone stands very small. 

The way to avoid impropriety is to 
exercise individual judgment about 
what is proper and to face the con- 
sequences if others believe it is not. 
The way to earn the regard of the 
American people is for us to act with 
regard to their needs and their future. 
And the way to reaffirm the purpose we 
bring to public office is to resist the 
public cynicism to which this measure 
reacts. 

Madam President, I thank the Chair. 
I relinquish the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, the 
amendment of Senators MCCONNELL 
and JOHNSTON which is before us really 
represents business as usual. The trips, 
the so-called recreational trips, which 
partly benefit charities but also sig- 
nificantly benefit Members who go 
with their spouses for recreation—golf, 
tennis, what have you—and are then 
filmed with lobbyists or avoiding being 
filmed with lobbyists, those  rec- 
reational trips would continue. Unlim- 
ited meals paid for by lobbyists, they 
would continue. Tickets, you could 
still get the tickets, lobbyists could 
still give you tickets to the Redwings— 
that is my hometown —to the Redskins 
games. That would continue. It is basi- 
cally & business-as-usual amendment 
which we are being offered by the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky and the Senator 
from Louisiana. 

Now, in order to try to persuade us to 
continue to do business as usual, they 
look at some elements of the sub- 
stitute amendment. And, by the way, 
although they frequently confuse the 
substitute amendment with the origi- 
nal Lautenberg and others bill, it is 
very, very different. In fact, it is dra- 
matically different, and I outlined 
those differences in my opening re- 
marks. 

But the language that they point to 
frequently is language that comes fróm 
the executive branch rules. The execu- 
tive branch has a $20 rule, a $20 gift 
rule. Can we live with a $20 gift rule 
with the exceptions indicated? I think 
we can. 

Some may think there should be 
fewer exceptions, or more exceptions. 
Fine, you can try to argue about excep- 
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tions. But basically, we can live with a 
tighter gift rule which eliminates the 
lobbyist-paid meals. 

Restaurants around this town say 
they need these meals in order to sur- 
vive. My gosh, what a terrible indict- 
ment that would be if the restaurants 
in this town need lobbyists to pay for 
our meals in order to survive. Think 
about that one. The Kennedy Center is 
going to fold unless lobbyists can con- 
tinue to give tickets to Members for 
events at the Kennedy Center? Is that 
what the Kennedy Center survival de- 
pends on? What a terrible indictment 
that is. 

So the argument for the business-as- 
usual amendment which is being of- 
fered as the alternative to our sub- 
stitute is mainly to look at the lan- 
guage of our substitute and to say that 
language is too tough or that language 
is ambiguous. But in case after case 
after case that language comes from 
the executive branch rules which they 
live with. The executive branch has a 
$20 rule with which they live. It has not 
created all these horrendous problems 
which were held before us by the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. 

Let me just give you a couple exam- 
ples of this under the executive branch 
rules: 

An employee may accept a gift under cir- 
cumstances which make it clear that the gift 
is motivated by family relationship or per- 
sonal friendship rather than the position of 
the employee. 

That is the same rule we are propos- 
ing for Congress. The executive branch 
lives with the personal friendship ex- 
emption for gifts over $20, but we can- 
not? They can. We cannot? 

The executive branch says that there 
is an exception to the $20 rule if the 
gift results from the business or em- 
ployment activities of an employee's 
spouse when it is clear that such bene- 
fits have not been offered or enhanced 
because of the employee's official posi- 
tion.” 

The executive branch exception, they 
live with it—an exception that is al- 
most verbatim the same as ours. Their 
rules says results from the business or 
employment activities of an employ- 
ee's spouse when it is clear that such 
benefits have not been offered or en- 
hanced because of the employee's offi- 
cial position.” 

That is OK for the executive branch 
but we cannot live with it? It is going 
to create all kinds of problems for us to 
have that kind of exception to the $20 
gift rule? 

Why are we so different? Why are our 
employees so different from the execu- 
tive branch employees? Why is our 
staff so different from the executive 
branch staff that they have to be taken 
out by lobbyists to lunch but the exec- 
utive branch staff cannot? Why that 
kind of a double standard? How do we 
justify that? Our staff has to be wined 
and dined by lobbyists but the execu- 
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tive branch staff cannot be? We do not 
think that creates a credibility prob- 
lem back home? Do we really believe 
that when we take recreational trips 
for 2 or 3 days with our spouses, where 
lobbyists have access to us, when we 
are there primarily for recreational 
purposes and some of the money also 
ends up going to a charity, that that 
does not create problems for us as an 
institution? 

Now, if I went to such an event, I 
might be able to survive it politically 
and get elected back home. The argu- 
ment is we will disclose it. 

It is already disclosed. Those trips 
are already disclosed. But over and 
over again we have the media present- 
ing those trips to the public, substan- 
tially recreational events where we are 
going with our spouses for 2 or 3 days, 
where we are being wined and dined by 
lobbyists at those events and, yes, half 
the proceeds go to a charity, and that 
is displayed in front of the public. We 
are saying we want to continue that 
because they will be disclosed and then 
people will judge us individually at 
election time? 

We may be able to survive that indi- 
vidually. Maybe our people will accept 
that. But does that not do damage to 
this institution? I think it does, and I 
think we have to do better. I think we 
can do better. 

But if the amendment before us 
passes, it is business as usual on those 
kinds of trips. It is business as usual on 
the lobbyists paying for the meals. 
Sure, it tightens up the penalties in 
some extraordinary ways, but it does 
not really address the problem, which 
is that our gift rules are too loose. 

Now, it draws the line at $75, not $20. 
The rhetoric is that the people who 
offer the $20 executive branch-type ap- 
proach, that we are suggesting some- 
how or other that people here are for 
sale for $20. By that logic, which I do 
not buy, then, the proponents of the 
amendment before us are suggesting we 
are for sale for $75. I do not believe 
that either. We draw a line, the $20 
line, where the executive branch has 
drawn the line, and we can live with it. 
They live with it. We can live with it. 
We should not have a double standard 
in this regard. 

Over and over again the language 
which is being pointed to in our sub- 
stitute is the language in the executive 
branch rules. 

Now, the Rules Committee has a rule 
currently, rule 35, which relates to 
gifts, which says that a waiver can be 
granted by the Rules Committee in an 
unusual case. 

Now, how is that for vagueness? We 
try to specify what the exceptions will 
be to the $20 rule. We talk about per- 
sonal friendship. And we, by the way, 
say exactly what personal friendship is. 
We talk about family relationship. We 
talk about broadly attended events. We 
specify the exception. 


9213 


That then becomes the target for the 
supporters of the pending Johnston- 
McConnell amendment, who want basi- 
cally to keep business as usual and at- 
tack the substitute because we specify 
exceptions. And their alternative has 
the broadest, vaguest, exception of all, 
“an unusual case." Look up the words 
unusual case in the dictionary. Yet, 
that is held up as the model for how we 
should proceed on gifts, that the Ethics 
Committee ought to be given a general 
standard, 'unusual case", and inter- 
pret that. And the Ethics Committee 
spends a good deal of its time right 
now interpreting what is an “unusual 
case in order to give a waiver. We try 
to give some guidance as to what is an 
exception to the $20 rule, and I think 
the guidance basically is good. It is 
based on executive branch guidance, 
which has worked. 

Madam President, I also was in- 
trigued by this idea that, if you get a 
third reprimand from the Ethics Com- 
mittee, you can be expelled or barred 
from lobbying after you leave. As I un- 
derstand it—I would be happy to be 
corrected by my friend from Kentucky 
—the Ethics Committee does not have 
the authority to reprimand anybody 
even for the first time, much less for 
the third time. 

I do not know. Perhaps I could have 
the attention of my friend from Ken- 
tucky just for one question because he 
is vice chairman of the Ethics Commit- 
tee and in a good position to clarify 
this issue. 

As I read the recommendation for re- 
visions to the procedures of the Senate 
Select Committee on Ethics, the report 
of the Ethics Committee of March 1994 
says: “Under Senate resolution 338, the 
Ethics Committee has the power to im- 
pose a sanction such as reprimand only 
with the agreement of the individual 
Senator, officer, or employee." In other 
words, you cannot be reprimanded 
without your agreement under the cur- 
rent rules. And, if that in fact is accu- 
rate—and my friend from Kentucky is 
in a better position to indicate whether 
or not that is accurate—the way I read 
the report, their amendment would 
state that after three reprimands you 
are booted out of here. It makes no 
sense, because even the first reprimand 
apparently is not permitted under the 
current set of rules. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. If the Senator will 
yield, that provision refers only to 
what the Ethics Committee can do on 
its own. 

Mr. LEVIN. The reprimands, I as- 
sume, would be Ethics Committee rep- 
rimands under your amendment. The 
Senator means the Senate itself would 
have to reprimand somebody three 
times before they are automatically 
booted out. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Of course, a con- 
stitutional provision cannot be waived 
by what we do here anyway. But the 
Ethics Committee would automatically 
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recommend expulsion. The full Senate 
would have to make that determina- 
tion under the Constitution. 

Mr. LEVIN. My question is can the 
Ethics Committee reprimand a Member 
without that Member's consent? 

Mr. McCONNELL. The Ethics Com- 
mittee, I am told by staff, can on its 
own recommend a reprimand. The Sen- 
ate has to ratify it. It simply has to be 
ratified by the full Senate. 

Mr. LEVIN. But then the Ethics 
Committee cannot do the 
reprimanding, and, therefore, under the 
amendment of the Senator from Ken- 
tucky, if someone is reprimanded three 
times by the Senate, they would be 
automatically expelled. They would 
have to be reprimanded three times by 
the Senate, not by the Ethics Commit- 
tee. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Yes. But that 
would be subject to the Constitution. 

Mr. LEVIN. That is not what I would 
call tough enforcement, which is appar- 
ently the theme of the amendment, 
since you would have to be rep- 
rimanded three times by the Senate. I 
doubt that the Senate has reprimanded 
anybody 

Mr. MCCONNELL. You could, of 
course, be expelled by the Senate on 
one, if there were a criminal offense or 
something that the Senate felt very se- 
riously about. I would not want to rule 
out the possibility that an individual 
could be expelled from the Senate for 
one violation, depending on the sever- 
ity of it. 

Mr. LEVIN. I wonder if the Senator 
could tell me how many reprimands 
there have been in the history of the 
Senate? 

Mr. McCONNELL. I can find that out 
for the Senator. I do not know at the 
moment. 

Mr. LEVIN. So long as we are focus- 
ing on the amendment of the Sen- 
ator—— 

Mr. McCONNELL. Is the Senator sug- 
gesting we should not toughen the pen- 
alties for serious offenses? 

Mr. LEVIN. That is no alternative to 
toughening the rule. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. If the Senator 
would like to toughen the penalty for 
offenses or egregious behavior, feel 
free. That is entirely consistent with 
what Senator JOHNSTON and I are try- 
ing to achieve here. 

Mr. LEVIN. I am suggesting that the 
Senator is proposing that there be a 
toughening of the penalty, instead of 
toughening the rule in a significant 
way, and I think that really is a diver- 
sion from the issue before us, which is 
whether or not we toughen the rules. 
And I am saying, even if you look at 
the toughening of the penalty—to say 
we are really toughening these pen- 
alties because, if you are reprimanded 
three times, then you will be automati- 
cally expelled—as a matter of fact, you 
cannot be reprimanded even once with- 
out your consent. 
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Mr. McCONNELL. Would the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. LEVIN. Yes. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. The issue is 
whether you want to trivialize the Sen- 
ate or not, in my view. The goal of the 
Johnston-McConnell. substitute is to 
toughen the penalties for egregious of- 
fenses. If the Senator would like to 
toughen the penalties for egregious of- 
fenses, that is something we can talk 
about. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank my friend. But 
the goal of this substitute of the Gov- 
ernmental Affairs Committee is to 
toughen the gift rules for the Senate. 
That is the real issue here—so that we 
can try to gain some credibility for the 
Senate and for the Congress as a whole, 
some of which has been lost by the 
loose gift rules that we have now. 
Those rules allow unlimited meals to 
be paid for by lobbyists, allow trips to 
be paid for by lobbyists who are there 
on the scene, whose corporations have 
funded the trips. Sometimes half of the 
money of those trips does not go to a 
charity. It goes for the so-called ex- 
penses of the recreational event, be ita 
golfing event or a tennis event. 

That is the purpose of this; to try to 
change the way in which we do busi- 
ness in terms of lobbyists and their 
gifts. That is the purpose of the sub- 
stitute. I am afraid that purpose is not 
achieved by the amendment before us. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. Madam President, I 
think we can all see from the tone and 
tenor of the debate that this is a seri- 
ous subject. Earlier today, I suggested 
that some people in this country might 
feel that influence can be gained 
through the purchase of a fruit basket 
or steak dinner. Yet it is a false percep- 
tion. 

But there is a perception out there 
that we must address. One of the prob- 
lems facing the Senate is how do you 
legislate away a false perception? It is 
not an easy thing to do but we are here 
trying to do just that. On the other 
hand, I do not believe that any Member 
of the Senate would say, or indeed 
demonstrate by his or her conduct, 
that a lunch or some other small gift 
in any way is going to affect their 


judgment. 
Nonetheless, I think that those who 
advocate the change—Senators 


WELLSTONE, LAUTENBERG, and others— 
believe that the public sees that our 
National policy has somehow been bent 
or directed in a way that is contrary to 
the Nation’s best interests. That is a 
perception. And the public believes 
that lobbyists are the ones who are re- 
sponsible for it. Yet, we understand 
that we were elected not to grant 
favor, but to do the Nation’s business 
as best we think it can be carried out. 


May 4, 1994 


The difficulty with these proposals 
including the one proposed by Senator 
MCCONNELL, is that we are all trying to 
do what we think is the right thing. 
While I am likely to oppose the amend- 
ment offered by Senator MCCONNELL, it 
is clear that this particular proposal 
offered by Senator LEVIN and supported 
by the Governmental Affairs Commit- 
tee is not perfect. As Senator JOHNSTON 
and Senator MCCONNELL appropriately 
noted, it has a number of imperfections 
in it and we ought to be up front about 
it. That is the purpose of debating—to 
listen to our colleagues and attempt to 
improve the legislation before us. 

Even though we ban gifts from lobby- 
ists, they could still give to our par- 
ties. For example, we have a host of 
lobbyists who support the Republican 
Party. There are a host that support 
the Democratic Party. So the Repub- 
lican Party will then say we are having 
an event at the “XYZ” center and here 
is your ticket to attend the event. To 
those who receive the tickets it is our 
understanding that our party is spon- 
soring the event, even though the peo- 
ple who contributed to it were the 
same lobbyists who were banned from 
giving it to us directly. This places us 
in the position of saying we do not 
know who contributed to the party, 
until you show up at the event and see 
the representative from XYZ corpora- 
tion, or XYZ PAC, or whatever. 

Despite our good intentions in trying 
to appropriately address this issue, we 
must still recognize that when we try 
and legislate restrictions, we are not 
going to create a perfect package. 
There are going to be distortions of our 
intent, and there will be ways to cir- 
cumvent whatever we do. Regardless of 
the possible ways to circumvent this 
legislation, it is a good-faith effort on 
the part of Senator LEVIN and the Gov- 
ernmental Affairs Committee to deal 
with an issue that has been raised to a 
high level of public concern. 

Please do not operate under the as- 
sumption that anything we do with 
this particular legislation is going to 
remove the level of cynicism. It is not. 
The cynicism was not reduced when 
Congress restricted its gym privileges. 
Yet we voted for the restrictions to 
please the public even though I could 
make a strong case by saying it is in 
the public interest to encourage Mem- 
bers to stay in shape, to be in better 
health, to diet more, to engage in exer- 
cise activities. That is in the public in- 
terest, and we ought to promote better 
health both inside and outside of gov- 
ernment. 

Does it raise the respect for Congress 
because we passed a measure to re- 
strict the use of the gym? I do not 
think so. We shut down the gift shop in 
the Dirksen Building a year or two ago, 
and I remember the day it was about to 
close. The rumor spread that they were 
about to shut down the gift shop and it 
looked like the last days of Saigon. I 
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saw people lined up at that shop, and it 
looked like the last helicopter was 
leaving. Did the public's perception of 
Congress change as a result of that? I 
do not think so. 

Iam suggesting that we are not pro- 
posing these changes—and we should 
not do it—with the expectation that 
the level of cynicism is going to be re- 
duced or that Members or the Senate 
are now going to be raised in the eyes 
of our constituents. We should do it be- 
cause it is the right thing to do, and 
with the understanding that the 
public’s perception is only going to 
change when we deal with the fun- 
damental issues facing our Nation such 
as health care, crime, and deficit re- 
duction. These are the major issues 
which are affecting and afflicting our 
citizenry and until we deal effectively 
with them the public perception of 
Congress is not going to change. 

I point out that, historically, Con- 
gress has not enjoyed high levels of 
support. I think you could point back 
to 1974, in my experience at least, when 
the level of public support for Congress 
as an institution went up during the 
Watergate hearings. The public saw a 
Senate committee, the Watergate Com- 
mittee, in action, asking questions, 
trying to act responsibly, and I believe 
they felt that the House and Senate 
rose to the occasion. They saw a com- 
mittee in action, dealing with a tough 
issue. I think the polls reflected an im- 
mediate surge of appreciation for the 
level of debate that took place, even 
though there was great disagreement 
about whether we had acted appro- 
priately or not. 

That increase in support occurred 
also during the debates that took place 
on the Persian Gulf war. When the pub- 
lic sees Congress doing its business and 
doing it in a way which they feel they 
can be proud of, even if they may dis- 
agree with the ultimate result, that is 
when public confidence in our institu- 
tion goes up. 

This matter is important because 
there is a negative perception—al- 
though it may be false, particularly on 
the fruit basket or steak dinner I men- 
tioned. But when the public sees trips 
that are primarily recreational in na- 
ture and which have very little to do 
with the substantive issues coming be- 
fore Congress, the perception is that 
there are lobbyists trying to gain our 
favor. Under those circumstances, the 
cynicism calcifies, and it afflicts the 
body public. 

From my own personal point of view, 
I do not play tennis or golf, and I have 
never been on a recreational trip. Any 
trip I have been on has been pure work, 
often from 7 in the morning until mid- 
night. I do not have a personal stake in 
saying that I want to preserve some- 
thing. But the public sees these in- 
stances in which they feel the nature of 
the travel, or the nature of the con- 
ference, is more leisure than work, in 
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which case they ask, ‘‘Who is paying, 
how much, and why?” These are the is- 
sues we have to deal with. 

I looked at the substitute offered by 
my friend from Kentucky, and I find a 
couple of problems with it. I do not 
like the ''three-strikes-and-you-are-out 
provision". Here we are defending our- 
selves on the one hand, saying no one 
here is a criminal. Mark Twain might 
have said, There is no distinct class of 
criminals, except Congress," but we 
know better. Everyone here is hard- 
working, idealistic, and working on be- 
half of their constituents back home. 

So the notion that somehow we are 
going to adopt a three-strikes-and-you- 
are-out provision for Congress only so- 
lidifies the public's mind that somehow 
we think we are in the same league as 
criminals. I think one strike in these 
cases, one grievous violation and, in all 
probability, you will be out, or you 
should be out. You do not need to have 
three recommendations from the Eth- 
ics Committee going to the Senate 
floor for a reprimand to say, “Now we 
think you are ready for expulsion." I 
think that is a particular flaw in this 
amendment. 

From a security point of view, I also 
disagree with the disclosure of travel 
plans prior to the actual travel taking 
place, requiring a detailed itinerary of 
where you are going. When inter- 
national relations are not stressful, 
this provision probably does not 
present a problem. But when there are 
international tensions and Members of 
the Senate are taking a trip out of the 
country, I do not think it is advisable 
to publish in advance in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD travel plans for that 
particular period of time. I think that 
is dangerous. I think, obviously, there 
must be a full disclosure once the trip 
is over. But out of concerns about 
Members’ safety, I would never advise 
a prior disclosure and a detailed itin- 
erary of exactly where you are going to 
be on each occasion. 

Again, perhaps I am overly concerned 
about security measures. But I have 
traveled to some fairly dangerous 
places during the course of my career 
in the House and Senate, and I must 
say that I would not have wanted it 
publicized exactly where I was going to 
be on a given day. 

Let me come back to the amendment 
that has been offered by my friend 
from Kentucky. I think he and Senator 
JOHNSTON are also acting out of the 
best of intentions, and they are doing a 
considerable service to point out the 
difficulties that will be encountered if 
we pass the legislation which I am sup- 
porting. 

They are pointing out that there are 
traps that we must be aware of. There 
are some grave dangers that we may 
step into unknowingly, unwittingly, 
with serious consequences, So it is im- 
portant that we take the time to de- 
bate this issue, not simply pass it in 
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the name of good Government, but we 
debate it seriously and substantively 
and look and see exactly where we are 
going. But ultimately what we have to 
do is to adopt changes. I do not think 
it will alter the public’s perception in 
terms of enhancing their confidence in 
us, but it may prevent it from going 
lower than it currently is. We will 
never really regain the public respect 
this institution deserves until we deal 
with the major substantive issues that 
this Nation faces. 

This is important because right now 
I think it is a view—maybe it is not 
quite as pervasive as I think it is out 
there—that somehow the Nation’s busi- 
ness is being diverted or in some way 
twisted in a way that does not serve 
the public interest but only narrow 
special interests. 

Do we believe that is the case? Do we 
not all feel we are acting in the best in- 
terest of our constituents on crime 
welfare, the economy, and other impor- 
tant issues? The answer is, of course we 
do. However we are required to respond 
to the public perception. How we re- 
spond to it is really the issue here. Can 
we do it in a way that will set a stand- 
ard that will measure up without fall- 
ing into legal snares that will entrap 
well-intentioned, noble-minded individ- 
uals, and force them to go before the 
Ethics Committee on some minor pro- 
vision? That is a serious question. 

I think it has been an important de- 
bate today. As the debate continues to- 
morrow, it should not be carried on 
with the view that we have the total 
solution here. We do not. There may be 
improvements that can be made upon 
this legislation. That is the way I hope 
we could carry on the debate, pointing 
out what I think are deficiencies in the 
McConnell amendment, and they right- 
ly pointing out some of the problems 
we have in our own legislation. 

We do not have a clear-cut answer. It 
is not as simple as we would like to 
make it, because there are complica- 
tions and ways to circumvent this bill 
if we pass it. There is no piece of legis- 
lation you can pass that will achieve 
perfection. 

I think this legislation is better than 
the initial version offered last year. It 
is a vast improvement in terms of sim- 
plicity and clarity. 

Some have asked, What is a reason- 
able person?" That is what the law is 
all about. The law in our country is 
based upon the reasonably prudent per- 
son. That is the standard we go to a 
jury with. We appeal to a jury, the rea- 
sonable prudent person. Under the cir- 
cumstances, what would a reasonably 
prudent person conclude? Was it neg- 
ligence? Was it willful? Was it simply a 
minor slip? Was it intentional? What 
does a reasonable prudent person con- 
clude? That is the standard we use in 
virtually our entire judicial system. It 
is a standard that is pretty well estab- 
lished. How do you define it? I think we 
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have to fall upon reason and logic and 
experience. 

Madam President, I will not take fur- 
ther time tonight other than to reem- 
phasize the points I have made. We are 
searching for a solution to deal with a 
perception that is negative, even if it is 
false in many respects, in an effort to 
deal with it in the most effective way 
we can. 

The McConnell amendment is an at- 
tempt to address this perception on the 
enforcement side. The Levin approach 
is that of tightening up the rules. It 


may be the ultimate result will end up. 


somewhere in the middle. 

I want to commend all of the Mem- 
bers who contributed to the debate. It 
is important that we think about this 
now and not pass a bill and then later 
regret that we did not think about 
what Senator INOUYE said about the 
floral leis he is often presented. What 
about the flowers that come to a Mem- 
ber or staffer in the hospital? These 
may seem like trivial matters, but it is 
important we try to resolve them 
through the debate. 

I know Senator LEVIN will bring for- 
ward a clarifying amendment tomor- 
row that will try to respond to the spe- 
cific concerns that have been raised. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President, 
I will be brief, I say to my colleague 
from Wyoming. 

First of all, let me thank the Senator 
from Maine for his statement. I 
thought his words were eloquent. The 
one question, I would say to my col- 
league, that I am puzzled about is I 
quite agree with him that people really 
look to the Congress to address the 
really critical concerns and cir- 
cumstances of their lives, whether it be 
health care or jobs or reduction of vio- 
lence, of crime, or for that matter, 
given the international perspective, to 
understand the world we live in and be 
a country that plays a major and posi- 
tive role. I agree. 

Now, I want to just build on the re- 
marks of my colleague from Michigan. 
I do not understand why we just do not 
let loose of some of this and get on 
with it. I am quite serious. I have 
heard so many people say it is not that 
important; why do we not just get be- 
yond this and let loose of some of this. 

I think the Senator is right when he 
talks about perception, and I think the 
problems with the amendment are the 
ones that were, in the main, outlined 
by the Senator from Michigan. I mean, 
we still have all of the travel, and it 
just looks terrible. The Senator uses 
the word perception“ because it really 
will continue to be in the name of char- 
ity or not paid for by a lobbyist in a 
variety of different, large financial in- 
terests. It looks terrible. We do not 
need it. And if you have unlimited 
meals, it just does not pass the credi- 
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bility test. Just let go of it. Why do not 
we just let go off this? 

Mr. COHEN. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. COHEN. The Senator makes a 
valid point on the travel, and I think 
Senator JOHNSTON essentially raised 
the issue about the Aspen Institute. I 
have been actively involved in the 
Aspen Institute over the years, as I be- 
lieve Senator LEVIN has. We have trav- 
eled to exotic places to hold con- 
ferences. They meet throughout the 
day and it is primarily business. The 
institute invited Soviet scholars and 
politicians to help us better understand 
what was going on in the Soviet Union. 
They sponsored a trip that Senator 
LEVIN and I took with Senator SIMPSON 
to Moscow for several days to meet 
with Andrei Sakharov and others, in an 
effort to make us better informed. 

Those are the kinds of trips that we 
ought to encourage. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Yes. 

Mr. COHEN. Yet, I think there will 
be some apprehension if this legisla- 
tion gets passed as to whether those 
types of trips are the right thing to do. 
At the same time those trips are very 
different from travelling to golf tour- 
naments or tennis tournaments, even 
though many of the tournament trips 
are also for valid functions. There are 
tournaments to raise money for char- 
ity and they will be impacted by this. 

But there are distinctions that have 
to be drawn between the kinds of travel 
that is permitted, which is without 
question principally business in nature. 
We should encourage trips that pro- 
mote our understanding internation- 
ally, and that will help us develop in- 
formed policies. 

So the perception, I think, ulti- 
mately is different even on trips which 
are largely informational in nature 
where you must work extensively. Al- 
though some of these trips may be held 
in Bermuda, or Round Hill where, as I 
recall, many of them have been held, 
that, too, creates a perception we are 
travelling for leisure. On the other 
hand some Members would probably 
not go to the seminars if they did not 
have the chance to spend some time 
taking a break from hurly-burly Wash- 
ington. Clearly the issue is not always 
black and white. I think that these dis- 
tinctions must be drawn, and I am 
hopeful that we can clarify these issues 
during the course of the debate. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Let me say to my 
colleague from Maine that I agree with 
him. I have always felt, in trying to 
work this out, that that distinction is 
a very important one to make. 

What I do not understand—and I 
would just mention one other problem 
with the substitute amendment. I 
mean, again, we can talk about the 
work that we do, travel somewhere as a 
part of a conference that is policy ori- 
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ented, extremely important, in terms 
of giving us a broader perspective, ex- 
tremely important bringing a variety 
of thinkers together and comparing 
notes. That is one thing. 

Again, to continue free tickets, any- 
thing under $75, not even counting to- 
ward any aggregate, it just does not 
make any sense. I will go back to the 
issue of perception. I do not even want 
to argue that point. How much is per- 
ception? How much is reality? I think 
that is mainly perception when we 
have an amendment here. It really is. I 
mean I just want our colleagues to un- 
derstand this really is business as 
usual. 

Does it represent any major change? 
If we are going to continue to allow a 
lot of paid travel, a lot of paid trips, 
going to continue to have unlimited 
meals from any source, any source, and 
if we are going to continue to have 
tickets under $75, unlimited, no aggre- 
gate amount, I just think it does not 
pass the credibility test. I hope my col- 
leagues will understand this. 

Again, I will just repeat what I said 
earlier. People do care. Whether or not 
we think they should care, I happen to 
believe they should care about ethics, 
about good government, about ac- 
countability, about our having as hon- 
est and open a process as possible. 

People will understand full well that 
this substitute amendment does not 
represent any kind of significant re- 
form. It is business as usual. I cer- 
tainly hope that Senators will vote 
this down. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. SIMPSON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam President, I 
have been listening to the debate and 
hearing the cries of anguish from our 
colleagues—in private, of course—with 
regard to this legislation, like: How 
long are we going to do this to our- 
selves, and what should be done? 

I support the McConnell-Johnston 
substitute. I think these two fine col- 
leagues have done an excellent job of 
trying to bring reality to what is a dif- 
ficult situation. 

There has never been a time in the 
history of the U.S. Congress that this 
institution was as popular as those who 
have served would like it to be. It is 
not exactly highly revered, nor is the 
Presidency, nor are local governments. 

Congress has been the butt of jokes 
for now a bit over 200 years. We should 
be used to it by now. 

But, nevertheless, we are going 
through another exercise at self-criti- 
cism, and we are going to change the 
rules under which we operate in the . 
hopes of gaining greater respect from 
the American people. Unfortunately, I 
just do not think that the mind of man 
could draft a piece of legislation that 
would ever obtain that result. 
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In my legislative career of 30 years, 
in Wyoming in the legislature and 
here, I have always thought the best 
way to handle these things was 
through total disclosure. The issue is 
“sunshine laws" and full disclosure. 
Put it in the record. What did you re- 
ceive? How much was it worth? I have 
no problems with full disclosure of 
such things. 

There have been some serious issues 
raised by Senator COHEN about activi- 
ties like those sponsored by the Aspen 
Institute and the Carnegie Foundation. 
I have been the beneficiary of those. 
They are marvelous learning experi- 
ences. And I have been to some of those 
events, and also to events in support of 
charities. I have done those things, and 
they are all clearly disclosed. 

But one thing I think has not suffi- 
ciently been discussed here is hono- 
raria which go entirely to charity. In 
the year 1991, there was $762,316 in 
honoraria given by Members in the 
U.S. Senate to various institutions and 
charities. Last year, Senators directed 
over $500,000 from honoraria speeches 
to charities. 

Isee the majority leader on the floor. 
I remember very well at a function 
about 2 years ago when he shared with 
us at a dinner of Members and spouses 
a quote as to how people in America 
perceive their Congress. Essentially, it 
was an eloquent quote about how the 
American people have never held Con- 
gress in high esteem. And that is true! 
But, we do not have bodyguards. We do 
not go home with trumpets blaring or 
limos waiting. That is just not the way 
it is. 

I greatly respect Senator LEVIN. He 
and I came here together. Senator 
COHEN, Senator LEVIN and I all were in 
the same class. And Senator 
WELLSTONE is speaking from deep feel- 
ings on this issue. 

As I always say to my constituents, 
there are 535 of us and there are about 
the same number of lightweights, 
screwballs, and boobs in Congress as 
there are in your hometown. After all, 
it is a representative Government. You 
would not want those people to be un- 
represented. And we do have people 
here that represent that segment of so- 
ciety. 

So, with that, we must remember 
that the rest of us are trying to do it 
right. There are not many corner cut- 
ters“ in Congress. There are not many 
Members trying to gimmick the sys- 
tem. 

We really ought to examine very 
carefully the issue of honoraria which 
are directed to charity. Under the 
Levin bill, that will cease. And that is 
unfortunate. 

We ought to carefully examine provi- 
sions relating to factfinding missions. I 
went to the Soviet Union for 10 days 
with Senator Cranston, Senator LEVIN, 
Senator COHEN, and Senator NUNN; it 
was the greatest learning experience of 
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my time in the U.S. Senate. A lot of 
positive things happened after we left. 
And I think a lot of it was due to our 
presence. 

I think the majority leader would 
like to pose his unanimous-consent re- 
quest, and I will continue when he con- 
cludes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate resume consideration of S. 1935, the 
gift ban legislation, at 10 a.m. tomor- 
row; that there then be a time limita- 
tion on the McConnell-Johnston sub- 
stitute amendment, numbered 1674, of 
3% hours, equally divided in the usual 
form; and that at 1:30 p.m. tomorrow, 
the Senate vote on or in relation to 
that amendment, with no amendments 
in order to the McConnell-Johnston 
substitute amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, in 
view of this agreement, there will be no 
further rollcall votes today. 

As the agreement states, there will 
be 3% hours of debate tomorrow on the 
McConnell-Johnston substitute amend- 
ment and a vote on or in relation to 
that amendment at 1:30 p.m. tomorrow. 

Madam President, I thank my col- 
leagues for their cooperation. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. SIMPSON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I am pleased we were 
able to arrive at this unanimous-con- 
sent agreement. I think that will cer- 
tainly generate a swifter solution here. 

The McConnell-Johnston substitute 
provides some tough penalties for those 
who violate the rules. It substantially 
reduces gift limits without discarding 
the type of activities which benefit 
charities. It is a reasonable approach 
and I wholeheartedly support it. 

I am proud to say that I do give 
speeches for honoraria. Senator TED 
KENNEDY and I still do a program 
called Face Off." The entire receipts 
of “Face Off" go to various charities in 
his State and mine and throughout the 
country. We receive and keep nothing 
from “Face Off." I receive and keep 
nothing from the honoraria speeches. 

I think it is very important that 
those should be allowed to continue. 
From every report I receive, charities 
are presently facing a serious decline 
in contributions. What is wrong with 
directing money to charity? Mine are 
all listed. Anyone can find out who 
sponsored the speech and how much 
was contributed to charity. There is 
not a thing I do which I do not expect 
to be seen by a lot of sets of eyeballs. 
That might be a real novel idea to pon- 
der! 

There are no locks on any drawers in 
my office. I gave back $93,000 in my sal- 
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ary over the past 5 years, from 1987 on. 
I take on outfits like the AARP, and 
some of the veterans groups and oth- 
ers. It would be something if all of us 
would take a lick there at a few ''sa- 
cred cows” out there. That would begin 
to shape up this institution. That is 
what we ought to be doing, but we do 
not. 

Somebody ought to write a “Portrait 
In Courage" about how we cower under 
the power of organizations like the 
AARP that just whip us into a frenzy. 
Is anyone willing to take on the AARP 
with me? I have not had anybody beat- 
ing my door down. But I sure do get in 
and wade around in it and talk about 
what they have in the way of money, 
and what they do, and how they come 
in here and give us à bunch of smoke 
about if we pass a balanced budget 
amendment everybody in America will 
lose $1,142.50 of their Social Security 
payments. 

What kinds of people are they? 

So, step up. If we are going to do real 
work, we should not just do the stuff 
that gets people excited briefly on the 
television news. Let us do some heavy 
lifting." Let us do something with the 
entitlements programs: Medicare, Med- 
icaid, the benefits programs. 

We should begin to lay the facts re- 
garding U.S. Senate pensions out on 
the table. I may do that with legisla- 
tion because the people of America 
need to know that we receive the most 
extraordinarily generous pensions. We 
pay 8 percent of our salary. Other Fed- 
eral employees pay 7 percent. We re- 
ceive pensions far in excess of what we 
have put in, depending on your length 
of service. 

If we are going to do self-flagellation, 
I think we must pass around an addi- 
tional parcel of whips. The Senate pen- 
sion program would be an interesting 
topic for discussion. This will not make 
much headway out in the country, but 
it will certainly create a great stir of 
interest with my colleagues. That is 
something real. But there are many 
misperceptions about Congress, too. 
Let us discuss what we really do. The 
people of America do not really feel it 
is the lobbyists that dictate how we op- 
erate. But, they really believe that we 
fly back and forth to our districts in 
military aircraft, or that we have 
autos at our disposal, or that we pay no 
Social Security, and no income tax. 
I've seen them at town meetings. They 
say, "We do not like what you people 
do. We do not like the perks you have.” 

I say, ‘‘What perks do I have?" 

They say, ‘‘Well, you voted in the 
middle of the night for a pay raise." 

I listen to that. 

Then, “You did this, and you did 
that, and you get this.“ I say, Wait a 
minute, we voted at 9:20 at night one 
evening for a pay raise and everybody 
voted yes or no. What is tricky about 
that?" Well, I did not know that.“ 

Isay, "I know." 
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And I say, “I pay my own Social Se- 
curity at the maximum rate. I pay my 
own house payments, my own mort- 
gages, pay my own pension money, I 
pay my own medical insurance." 

They say, Well we want a health in- 
surance policy like you have.” 

I say, Great, just be a Federal em- 
ployee because I get the same one the 
rest of the Federal employees get.” 
“No, you don't." 

Isay, "Yes, I do." 

So you can hardly convince your con- 
stituents what is real because their 
minds have been so clouded about what 
they think we do and the perks we re- 
ceive. Then you tell them you pay for 
the gymnasium and that is $500 a year, 
and I go in there once a month; or that 
you pay for a cold remedy at the infir- 
mary here. We pay for everything we 
do. The American people don't know 
that. 

How strange and curious it is that we 
are working on this bill. If we really 
want to do something, maybe we 
Should look again at the frank. That 
needs careful attention. These are the 
real things. These are the things that 
will save us some real bucks. Then of 
course there is the legislation to apply 
to us every form of law that we inflict 
upon the rest of society. That is a real 
one which often disappears somewhere 
along the way here. 

So we should not spend the time of 
Congress focusing on the few people 
who get notoriety for cutting corners, 
making shortcuts. This bill requires a 
greater examination than I believe we 
have given it to this point. 

I thank, indeed, Senator MCCONNELL 
and Senator BENNETT JOHNSTON for 
bringing this legislation some sem- 
blance of order. It is ludicrous that we 
are considering this legislation when 
we continually leave unaddressed the 
great, huge issues facing our country. 
And the huge issues of how so-called 
reputable organizations like the AARP 
have the capacity to freeze Congress in 
place. That is what we ought to look 
at. Instead of banning honoraria di- 
rected to charity. I personally do not 
really enjoy going out with lobbyists 
at night. I prefer to go home, put a 
couple of candles in the middle of the 
table, and visit with the woman I have 
been living with for 40 years. I enjoy 
that. 

I feel we can reach a point of even- 
tual absurdity with this legislation. If 
we are going to do stuff, let us go for 
the heavy stuff. Maybe we can join to- 
gether and be realistic rather than 
making efforts to bring our own insti- 
tution down. I do not see the purpose in 
that. I know it is not the purpose of the 
sponsors but that is occurring, at the 
expense of worthwhile efforts like con- 
tributing to charities. 

Ithank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I do 
not know of anybody else who wishes 
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to speak tonight so I think we can, per- 
haps, suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be a pe- 
riod for morning business, with Sen- 
ators permitted to speak therein for up 
to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

— — 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to executive session to con- 
sider the nomination of Jere Walton 
Glover, to be chief counsel for the 
Small Business Administration. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the nominee be confirmed; that any 
statements appear in the RECORD as if 
read; that upon confirmation, the mo- 
tion to reconsider be laid on the table; 
that the President be immediately no- 
tified of the Senate's action; and that 
the Senate return to legislative ses- 
sion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nomination was considered and 
confirmed as follows: 

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

Jere Walton Glover, of Maryland, to be 
chief counsel for advocacy, Small Business 
Administration. 


STATEMENTS ON THE NOMINA- 
TION OF JERE WALTON GLOVER 


Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I 
rise in support of the nomination of 
Jere W. Glover of Maryland to be chief 
counsel for the Office of Advocacy in 
the Small Business Administration. 
This nomination was favorably re- 
ported by the Committee on Small 
Business on May 3, 1994, by a vote of 17 
to 5. 

The President submitted this nomi- 
nation on March 2, 1994, and I regret 
that it has taken somewhat longer 
than usual for our committee to get 
this nominee before the Senate. A 
hearing was held on April 12, and suf- 
fice it to say that a series of questions 
was submitted to the nominee, both at 
the hearing and for several days follow- 
ing, by Members on the other side of 
the aisle which delayed somewhat the 
Senate’s consideration of this nomina- 
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tion. The nominee responded to all of 
these questions in a timely fashion, 
and I ask unanimous consent that the 
questions and Mr. Glover's answers be 
printed in the RECORD at the conclu- 
sion of my statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. BUMPERS. In any event, it is ap- 
propriate that the Senate should con- 
sider this nomination today because 
this week is U.S. Small Business Week, 
as proclaimed by President Clinton. 
Hundreds of small business owners are 
in Washington even as we speak. They 
are being honored by festivities around 
the city which celebrate their individ- 
ual accomplishments and contributions 
to the Nation’s economy. 

Without a doubt, small business own- 
ers have long felt that the chief coun- 
sel for advocacy’s office was the best 
bargain in Government, the one office 
which they most favored, and the one 
office in Government they believe is 
most helpful to them. 

Created during the Carter adminis- 
tration, the Office of Advocacy is in- 
tended to serve as small business own- 
ers’ pit bull against the Federal bu- 
reaucracy and in the Halls of Congress. 
No person better fit that description 
than the legendary Milt Stewart who 
served under President Carter as the 
first chief counsel for advocacy. It 
speaks well of Jere Glover that he was 
selected by Milt Stewart to serve as his 
deputy in that administration, and he 
carried out those duties with distinc- 
tion. 

Since that time, Jere has had a fine 
career in the legal profession which I 
will discuss presently. First, since this 
nomination was filed without a written 
report in order to get it to the floor 
quickly, I want to say a few words for 
the record about this nominee’s back- 
ground. His qualifications, I believe, 
could not be more appropriate for this 
job. 

Jere Glover is a native of Ridgely in 
northwest Tennessee, not far from the 
northeast corner of my home State of 
Arkansas. His father owned a small 
photographic studio where Jere’s 
mother also worked and where he 
worked while in high school. I was 
pleased to meet Mr. and Mrs. Glover at 
their son’s confirmation hearing. Jere 
and his wife Doris have lived for some 
years in Annapolis, MD. He also has a 
brother in the area who is a medical 
doctor and a urologist. Mr. and Mrs. 
Glover, Sr., have much to be proud of 
in these two sons who have been suc- 
cessful in their chosen professions and, 
jointly, in several businesses in which 
they have invested and worked. 

A few words about Jere Glover's pro- 
fessional background which has 
brought him before the Senate for con- 
firmation: Jere received his B.A. de- 
gree from Memphis State University in 
1966 and his J.D. in 1969. After coming 
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to Washington, Jere did graduate work 
in law at George Washington Univer- 
sity where he received the LL.M. de- 
gree in 1974. He did this while serving 
on the staff of the Federal Trade Com- 
mission—an important agency for 
small business. Later he served on the 
staff of the House Small Business Com- 
mittee where he was counsel to the 
Subcommittee on Antitrust, Consum- 
ers and Employment for a short period 
before being asked to join Milt Stew- 
art’s staff in the newly created SBA Of- 
fice of Advocacy. 

Jere Glover held the No. 2 post in Ad- 
vocacy during what are now seen by 
many as the halcyon days of the Office. 
Milt Stewart was aggressive and fear- 
less in seeking to protect the interests 
of small business owners, and he ruffled 
a lot of feathers in this town. More im- 
portantly, he and his staff prepared the 
way for the 1980 White House Con- 
ference on Small Business—the first 
such conference in living memory— 
which proved hugely successful. That 
conference recommended, among other 
things, the Paperwork Reduction Act, 
the Regulatory Flexibility Act, the 
Taxpayer Bill of Rights, the Equal Ac- 
cess to Justice Act and the Small Busi- 
ness Innovation Research Act. All ex- 
cept the SBIR bill were enacted during 
the Carter administration. 

As Senators know, work is now un- 
derway for the 1995 White House Con- 
ference on Small Business, beginning 
with State conferences which will start 
this summer. We can only hope that it 
will be as successful as the 1980 con- 
ference. 

I can think of no person better quali- 
fied than Jere Glover for the post of 
Chief Counsel for Advocacy. Following 
his Government service in the 1970's, he 
established a successful law practice in 
Washington in which he has rep- 
resented almost exclusively the inter- 
ests of small businesses. His clients 
have included a number of well known 
trade associations for small businesses, 
and several individual small companies 
with a variety of legal problems and 
public policy issues. Jere Glover is 
knowledgeable about small business 
policy generally, and especially so in 
the areas of antitrust enforcement, fair 
trade practices, taxation, finance, and 
innovation. In addition, Jere has in- 
vested in and worked in several suc- 
cessful small companies, particularly 
in the area of medical devices and serv- 
ices. 

In short, Jere Glover has gained a 
wealth of experience which will put 
him in good stead as SBA’s new chief 
counsel for advocacy. His nomination 
has been praised by all small business 
organizations including National Small 
Business United, National Association 
for the Self Employed, Small Business 
Council of America, National Associa- 
tion of Small Business Investment 
Companies, Small Business Legislative 
Council, National Association of 
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Women Business Owners, and the Na- 
tional Federation of Independent Busi- 
ness. 

President Clinton is to be com- 
mended for selecting such a fine and 
universally respected person for this 
important post. I urge all Senators to 
support the President’s nomination. 

EXHIBIT 1 
SENATOR PRESSLER'S QUESTIONS 


Mr. Glover, I would appreciate receiving 
your written response to the following ques- 
tions prior to the committee vote on your 
nomination: 

Activities in private sector 

Q. Have you ever lobbied an employee of 
the Office of Advocacy? If so, whom did you 
lobby and on what issue? 

A. To the best of my knowledge, in the 
past 13 years I have not lobbied any em- 
ployee of the Office of Advocacy and cer- 
tainly have not in the past 3 or 4 years. 

Q. Have you ever represented a client be- 
fore any other division of the SBA? 

A. Yes. Size determination for Baron 
Transportation, Inc. Preparation of initial 
8(a) application of T&S Bus Service, Inc. 
Small Disadvantaged Business protest in- 
volving Lightcom International, Inc. (Prior 
to the announcement of the intention to 
nominate me, I withdrew and turned the 
matter over to another attorney, who is not 
associated with me, who handled the matter 
thereafter.) 

Q. How would you avoid any appearances 
of a conflict of interest with any of your 
former employers or clients? 

A. I will fully comply with SBA regula- 
tions concerning conflicts of interest includ- 
ing the circumstances which might give rise 
to any conflict. I will discuss the situation 
with the agency's Ethics Officer and will 
comply with his or her suggestions. If nec- 
essary, I will dispose of the asset in question 
and/or recuse myself from matters involving 
former clients. 

Q. Since you left the SBA in 1981, you have 
had business relationships with numerous 
small business trade associations. However, 
it appears some of these associations may 
not be contained in the documents you pro- 
vided to the committee. Therefore, in order 
to clear up any confusion, could you briefly 
discuss the associations that you have had 
business relationships with since leaving 
SBA in 1981? 

A. To the best of my knowledge, both oral- 
ly or in writing, I have disclosed all of my 
business relationships. To clarify any confu- 
sion, the following is a list of the associa- 
tions with which I have had a business rela- 
tionship since 1981: 

In 1982 or 1983, I was retained for a brief pe- 
riod by the National Federation of Independ- 
ent Business as a consultant and appeared as 
a witness on behalf of NFIB. I believe it was 
at the National Governors' Conference. 

I served as counsel to and a director of Na- 
tional Small Business United for a period of 
time in the early 1980s. Most of my service to 
NSBU was on a pro-bono basis. 

I served as counsel and legislative rep- 
resentative to the National Association for 
the Self-Employed during the mid to late 
1980s. 

In the early 1980s, I was on the board of the 
Small Business Legislative Council and re- 
ceived an award for my activities. 

I served as a director of and represented 
the Coalition of Membership Associations (a 
coalition of several small business associa- 
tions) during the last few years. 
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Iserved as President of the Alliance for Af- 
fordable Health Care (an association of pri- 
marily small business associations) during 
the last few years. 

I served as Executive Director of the Na- 
tional Council for Industrial Innovation, a 
group of small business men and women in- 
terested in innovation, from 1981 to present. 
This organization has been inactive for sev- 
eral years. 

I served as Executive Director of the Fair 
Franchising Coalition, from 1989 to present. 
This organization has been inactive for sev- 
eral years. 

Activities as nominee 


Q. During your recent courtesy call at my 
office, you mentioned you have had only 
brief contact with the Office of Advocacy 
since the President expressed his intent to 
nominate you several months ago. However, 
I still have concerns over the extent of your 
contact with the SBA prior to this hearing 
and confirmation by the full Senate. There- 
fore, I have a series of fairly specific ques- 
tions about your recent activities. How 
many meetings, visits, conversations, brief- 
ings, telephone calls, or meals have you had 
with Advocacy staff? 

A. In order to prepare for this hearing, and 
at the suggestion of the Office of Congres- 
sional Relations, I have had several briefing 
sessions with the Advocacy personnel. The 
first of these was with Doris Freedman, the 
Acting Chief Counsel. Ms. Freedman has also 
called me on two or three occasions 
supplementing that meeting. 

Subsequent meetings were held with Office 
Directors Susan Walthall and Bruce Phillips. 
Each of these meetings were about two hours 
in length and were conducted at my office 
and in an inexpensive Greek restaurant near 
my office. 

After receiving a copy of the issue papers 
for the White House Conference on Small 
Business, I had a conversation with Susan 
Walthall when Doris Freedman was out of 
the country. I suggested that she try to 
make the issue papers more user friendly. 
They were too long. I suggested an introduc- 
tory paragraph or a summary was needed. I 
did not suggest any substantive changes but 
did suggest some editorial changes. I was one 
of several members of the public who were 
asked to review the issue papers. 

We had a rehearsal for the hearing at 
which Doris Freedman appeared, together 
with Marty Teckler of the Office of General 
Counsel, Bob Gardner of the Inspector Gen- 
eral's Office and Kris Swedin of the Congres- 
sional Relations Office. 

At the suggestion of staff of the Senate 
Small Business Committee that Marty 
Teckler's letter to the Office of Government 
Ethics be clarified, I went to Kris Swedin to 
her office to get the changes made. Doris 
Freedman stopped by Kris' office to say 
“hi.” 

I also attended a hearing of the House Ju- 
diciary Subcommittee on the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act. Doris Freedman testified 
and at least one other Advocacy employee, 
Barry Pinellas, was present. Other than 
pleasantries, no substantive conversation oc- 
curred at this meeting. 

Q. Did you attend any public or private 
third-party events with Advocacy officials? 
If so, please tell this committee with whom 
you attended and describe the event. 

A. I attended the recent public Regulatory 
Forum presented by the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget and the SBA at which the 
Acting Chief Counsel and other Advocacy 
personnel were present. I did not have any 
discussions other than exchanging pleasant- 
ries. 
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I did not participate in the meeting except 
to listen, as a member of the public audi- 
ence, which included about 75 people. 

I attended the National Association for the 
Self-Employed's Open House and met Steve 
Dixon, an Advocacy employee, who was at 
the meeting. Other than exchanging pleas- 
antries, no other discussion was held. 

Since leaving the Office of Advocacy in 
1981, I have made no policy or personnel deci- 
sions or recommendations concerning the Of- 
fice of Advocacy. I will make no policy or 
personnel decisions or recommendations 
until and if I am confirmed. 

I did receive a letter from a small business 
owner about a problem with a proposed FDA 
regulation. I forwarded it to the Office of Ad- 
vocacy without comment or recommenda- 
tion. 

Q. In preparation for today's hearing, have 
you had any contact with SBA's Inspector 
General's Office? If so, please tell this com- 
mittee with whom you met and describe the 
encounters. 

A. Bob Gardner of the Inspector General's 
Office participated in a dress rehearsal for 
the hearing with Doris Freedman, Kris 
Swedin and Marty Teckler. 

Q. Did any of your activities involve the 
upcoming White House Conference on Small 
Business? If so, what was the extent of your 
activities? 

A. I met with Mark Schultz, the Executive 
Director of the White House Conference, for 
approximately one hour to receive a briefing 
on the organization and planning of the Con- 
ference as a part of my briefing process. I 
later met with Kathy St. Denis, Nick Friend- 
ly and Mark Schultz for a further 2-hour 
briefing. As mentioned above I did review the 
issues papers. 

Advocacy management 

Q. How independent do you envision the 
position of Chief Counsel for Advocacy? In 
other words, how do you see your role vis-a- 
vis the Administrator and the White House? 

A. I believe it is important for the Chief 
Counsel to represent the views of the small 
business community even when they conflict 
with the views of the Administrator and the 
White House. It is my intention to work 
within the Administration as much as pos- 
sible but on issues that will impact the small 
business community. It may be necessary 
and appropriate to express my views and my 
opinions, even if they are inconsistent with 
those of the Administrator and the White 
House. 

The Administrator and I have discussed 
the role of Chief Counsel and he and the 
President both understand that from time to 
time I will express views which conflict with 
his views or those of the President. 

A. Will you publicly oppose the President 
and Administrator Bowles when they take 
positions that would have a negative effect 
on the small business community? 

A. Yes, see question 1 above. 

Q. Currently, half the Regional Advocate 
positions remain vacant. If confirmed, would 
you fill these very important positions? 

A. If confirmed, I will be reviewing the 
functions of the Regional Advocates as well 
as the entire office. Once that review is com- 
pleted, I will fill vacancies as soon as pos- 
sible. 

Q. The Acting Director of Advocacy's Of- 
fice of Information currently is engaged in a 
major fundraising campaign for Small Busi- 
ness Week 1994. Do you think it is proper to 
raise large sums of money from associations 
and corporations that do business with the 
SBA, and with the Office of Advocacy in par- 
ticular? 
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Congress recognized a need to develop part- 
nerships with the private sector to further 
the Small Business Administration’s mis- 
sion. I have been advised that the Office of 
the General Counsel at the SBA has issued 
an opinion that the small business fundrais- 
ing activities are legal and appropriate and 
that this has been the practice for some 
years. I have been told that none of the spon- 
soring organizations have contracts with 
SBA. 


SENATOR COVERDELL’S QUESTIONS 


Q. What role do you think small businesses 
should play in the reform of our health care 
system? 

A. Although I have not had an opportunity 
to fully review the issues in Senator 
Coverdell's questions. I am providing my 
comments based on the information I have 
at this time. 

Small business should play a constructive 
role in restructuring the health care system. 
The current system discriminates against 
small business. Many small businesses are 
completely excluded from providing health 
insurance because one of their key employ- 
ees or family members has a pre-existing 
condition. Likewise, many small businesses 
cannot afford to provide health care under 
the circumstances. Because of the signifi- 
cant effect on small business by any health 
care legislation, small business has a signifi- 
cant role to play in any health care legisla- 
tion. 

Q. As a proponent of employer mandates 
and one who has advocated this position, 
how can you now represent the interest of 
small businesses who strongly oppose this 
concept? 

A. I have never publicly been a proponent 
of employer mandates, nor have I advocated 
this position. I believe that it is important 
that the Chief Counsel totally represent the 
view of small business, including the issue of 
health care. Even in situations when I dis- 
agree with small businesses’ views, I believe 
it is important for me to reflect the views of 
small businesses and their organizations. 

On the issue of employer mandates, it is 
clear that most small business organizations 
and the majority of small businesses are op- 
posed to it. I will advise the White House 
about small businesses’ deep concerns and 
reservations about employer mandates. I be- 
lieve that I, as well as the rest of Adminis- 
tration, am looking for an alternate solution 
that involves universal coverage without em- 
ployer mandates. To date, I do not know of 
any other solution. 

Q. What is your position on labor issues 
such as Striker Replacement and Davis- 
Bacon? 

A. While most small businesses don’t have 
labor unions, those that do are severely im- 
pacted by labor problems. 

In the case of striker replacement, I be- 
lieve that the proposed legislation interferes 
with the normal employee-employer rela- 
tionship and that legislation in that regard 
is not needed. Most small business organiza- 
tions oppose striker replacement. 

Concerning the Davis-Bacon Act, it is nec- 
essary to reevaluate the prevailing wage to 
include not only union but non-union wages 
in particular locations. I believe it is not 
necessary to require a government contrac- 
tor to pay the higher wages. Most small busi- 
ness organizations support reform or repeal 
of Davis-Bacon. 

Q. What is your position on Product Liabil- 
ity Reform? 

A. Product liability laws clearly need to be 
reformed. This is a especially true for small 
businesses, which cannot afford product li- 
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ability insurance. Often small businesses 
cannot sell their products because they can- 
not get product liability insurance. 

Q. From your resume I note you have 
started a number of small businesses. Did 
you receive SBA assistance with any of these 
venture? If so, what assistance and what is 
your current relationship with the assisted 
businesses? 

A. None of the businesses in which I have 
been involved have requested or received any 
assistance from the Small Business Adminis- 
tration. None was asked for and none was re- 
ceived. 

Iam an officer of two firms which have re- 
ceived SBIR awards. Stacogen received an 
SBIR from NIH 6 to 8 years ago. Advanced 
Resources International, Inc. received an 
SBIR award from the Department of Energy 
last year. Since the announcement of the in- 
tention to nominate me in December, I have 
sold my interest in both firms. 

SENATOR BURNS’ QUESTIONS 

Q. Probably the most important issue fac- 
ing the small business community is health 
care reform. Will you publicly oppose the 
President and Administrator Bowles when 
they take positions that would have a nega- 
tive effect on the small business community? 

A. As I said in response to Senator 
Coverdell's question number 1: 

“Although I have not had an opportunity 
to fully review the issues in Senator 
Coverdell's questions, I am providing my 
comments based on the information I have 
at this time. 

Small business should play a constructive 
role in restructuring the health care system. 
The current system discriminates against 
small business. Many small businesses are 
completely excluded from providing health 
insurance because one of their key employ- 
ees or family members has a pre-existing 
condition. Likewise, many small businesses 
cannot afford to provide health care under 
the circumstances. Because of the signifi- 
cant effect on small business by any health 
care legislation, small business has a signifi- 
cant role to play in any health care legisla- 
tion." 

As I stated in my testimony, As the small 
business community and Congress expect, 
and the law requires, if confirmed, I intend 
to be a strong independent voice for small 
business." 

As I stated in my response to Senator Pres- 
sler's question: 

"I believe it is important for the Chief 
Counsel to represent the views of the small 
business community even when they conflict 
with the views of the Administrator and the 
White House. It is my intention to work 
within the Administration as much as pos- 
sible but on issues that will impact the small 
business community, it may be necessary 
and appropriate to express my views and my 
opinions, even if they are inconsistent with 
those of the Administrator and the White 
House. 

The Administrator and I have discussed 
the role of Chief Counsel and he and the 
President both understand that from time to 
time I will express views which conflict with 
his views or those of the President.“ 

Q. What is your position regarding em- 
ployer mandates? 

A. As I said in my response to Senator 
Coverdell's question number 2: 

“I have never publicly been a proponent of 
employer mandates, nor have I advocated 
this position. I believe that it is important 
that the Chief Counsel totally represent the 
view of small business, including the issue of 
health care. Even in situations when I dis- 
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agree with small businesses' views, I believe 
it is important for me to reflect the views of 
small businesses and their organizations. 

On the issue of employer mandates, it is 
clear that most small business organizations 
and the majority of small businesses are op- 
posed to it. I will advise the White House 
about small businesses' deep concerns and 
reservations about employer mandates. I be- 
lieve that I, as well as the rest of Adminis- 
tration, am looking for an alternate solution 
that involves universal coverage without em- 
ployer mandates, To date, I do not know of 
any other solution." 

If conformed, I will continue to look for al- 
ternatives to employer mandates. 

Q. What is your position regarding alli- 
ances? 

A. A number of small business organiza- 
tions, including the council of Smaller En- 
terprises in Cleveland and the Smaller Man- 
ufacturers Council in Pittsburgh, have, in ef- 
fect, created health care alliances in the 
past. These have been successful in reducing 
health care costs. One of the problems facing 
small businesses now, as in the past, is hav- 
ing to pay 30 to 50 percent more in premiums 
for health care insurance than large firms 
are paying. I believe alliances can afford 
small businesses a more equal playing field 
and can enable small businesses to purchase 
health care at lower rates similar to those of 
large firms. 

Q. Do you think that Congress should go 
slow and start with insurance reform, like 
portability, medical malpractice, coverage of 
pre-existing conditions, and paperwork re- 
duction? 

A. See response to question 1 above. 

Because of the severity of the problem, the 
hardship the current situation has imposed 
on small business for many years, and the 
millions of small business people and their 
employees who do not have health insurance, 
I think Congress should move quickly to re- 
solve the health care crisis that exists in 
America today. 

Issues like insurance reform, portability, 
medical malpractice and coverage of pre-ex- 
isting conditions, are all serious problems. 
The states have historically had jurisdiction 
to regulate these practices. It is unfortunate 
that the states, by and large, have not ad- 
dressed these problems in the past. 

Q. Regarding tort reform: Can we expect 
your support and cooperation when the Prod- 
uct Liability Fairness Act, S. 687, comes to 
the Senate floor this spring, even if the Ad- 
ministration does not support the bill? 

A. As I said in response to Senator 
Coverdell's question number 4: 

"Product liability laws clearly need to be 
reformed. This is especially true for small 
businesses, which cannot afford product li- 
ability insurance. Often small businesses 
cannot sell their products because they can- 
not get product liability insurance." 

I have not reviewed S. 687 specifically. I do 
generally support product liability reform 
and, if I am confirmed, will review S. 687 as 
well as other product liability reform legis- 
lation. 

Q. I also strongly support the Paperwork 
Reduction Act, Senate Bill 560. As a cospon- 
sor of this bill, I am interested in your opin- 
ion on paperwork reduction. Can we count on 
your support of S. 560? 

A. I have not reviewed S. 560 specifically, 
but I strongly support paperwork reduction. 
If confirmed, I will review all paperwork re- 
duction legislation and support strong paper- 
work reduction legislation. 

Q. Do you support a capital gains tax cut? 

A. Yes, so long as the capital gains tax is 
targeted specifically to small businesses en- 
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gaged in trade or commerce. This has been 
my position since 1978. I believe that tar- 
geted capital gains reduction for small busi- 
nesses which was included in the Budget 
Reconciliation Act last year was a step in 
the right direction, but I believe more can 
and should be done to encourage investment 
in small businesses engaged in trade or com- 
merce. 
SENATOR PRESSLER’S QUESTIONS 

Q. What is your position regarding em- 
ployer mandates? 

A. As I stated in my response to Senator 
Coverdell's question number one and to Sen- 
ator Burns’ second question: 

"I have never publicly been a proponent of 
employer mandates, nor have I advocated 
this position. I believe that it is important 
that the Chief Counsel totally represent the 
view of small business, including the issue of 
health care. Even in situations when I dis- 
agree with small businesses’ views, I believe 
it is important for me to reflect the views of 
small businesses and their organizations. 

On the issue of employer mandates, it is 
clear that most small business organizations 
and the majority of small businesses are op- 
posed to it. I will advise the White House 
about small businesses’ deep concerns and 
reservations about employer mandates, I be- 
lieve that I, as well as the rest of Adminis- 
tration, am looking for an alternate solution 
that involves universal coverage without em- 
ployer mandates. To date, I do not know of 
any other solution." 

If confirmed, I will continue to look for al- 
ternatives to employer mandates. 

Q. What is your position regarding alli- 
ances? 

A. As I stated in my response to Senator 
Burns’ third question: 

“A number of small business organiza- 
tions, including the Council of Small Enter- 
prises in Cleveland and the Smaller Manu- 
facturers Council in Pittsburgh, have, in ef- 
fect, created health care alliances in the 
past. These have been successful in reducing 
health care costs. One of the problems facing 
small businesses now, as in the past, is hav- 
ing to pay 30 to 50 percent more in premiums 
for health care insurance than large firms 
are paying. I believe alliances can afford 
small businesses a more equal playing field 
and can enable small businesses to purchase 
health care at lower rates similar to those of 
large firms.“ 

Q. Do you support universal coverage or 
universal access? 

A. I support both. I think universal access 
should occur immediately, and universal 
coverage should occur as soon as practicable. 

Q. Do you think Congress should go slow 
and start with insurance reform, like port- 
ability, medical malpractice coverage of pre- 
existing conditions, and paperwork reduc- 
tion? 

A. As I said in response to Senator 
Coverdell's question number 1: 

“Small business should play a constructive 
role in restructuring the health care system. 
The current system discriminates against 
small business. Many small businesses are 
completely excluded from providing health 
insurance because one of their key employ- 
ees or family members has a pre-existing 
condition. Likewise, many small businesses 
cannot afford to provide health care under 
the circumstances. Because of the signifi- 
cant effect on small business by any health 
care legislation, small business has a signifi- 
cant role to play in any health care legisla- 
tion.” 

As I stated in my response to Senator 
Burns’ question number four: 
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“Because of the severity of the problem, 
the hardship the current situation has im- 
posed on small business for many years, and 
the millions of small business people and 
their employees who do not have health in- 
surance, I think Congress should move 
quickly to resolve the health care crisis that 
exists in America today. 

Issues like insurance reform, portability, 
medical malpractice and coverage of pre-ex- 
isting conditions, are all serious problems. 
The states have historically had jurisdiction 
to regulate these practices. It is unfortunate 
that the states, by and large, have not ad- 
dressed these problems in the past. 

Q. Do you support the Administration's 
plan or any of the competing health care re- 
form proposals? If so, does this mean you 
will take a public position in opposition to 
the SBA Administrator and the Administra- 
tion? 

A. While I generally support the Adminis- 
tration's plan, as I mentioned in the answer 
to question number one above, regardless of 
my personal views, I will honestly report 
that most small business organizations do 
not support the President's plan. I will also 
work to see that whatever plan is ultimately 
enacted is the most beneficial for small busi- 
ness and has the least possible burdens for 
small business. 

I have already taken positions in opposi- 
tion to the Administration. See my re- 
sponses to Senator Coverdell's questions 3 
and 4 on striker replacement, Davis-Bacon 
and product liability. 


QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR WALLOP 
Health Care Legislation—Emplcyer Mandates 


In the area of health care, I recognize that 
most small business organizations do not 
support employer mandates. If confirmed, I 
will acquaint myself with other proposals 
and those that will be made in the future. 

I will work to see that whatever plan is ul- 
timately enacted is as beneficial as possible 
for small business and has the least possible 
burdens on small business. 

I would like to discuss these and other is- 
sues of the Office of Advocacy with you at 
your convenience at some time in the future. 
I would also like to thank you personally for 
your work to obtain judicial review for the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act. 


Regulatory Flezibility Act 

Q. Would you support deleting section 611 
of the Act to allow judicial review under the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act as recommended 
in the Vice-President's National Perform- 
ance Review? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Do you support applying coverage of the 
Act to the IRS? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Do you support analyzing the indirect as 
well as the direct impacts to be required 
under the Act? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Can we expect you to remain consistent 
in your support of the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act in the interests of representing small 
business no matter what the Administra- 
tion's agenda may be? 

A. Yes. From 1978 to 1980, I worked very 
hard on developing the concept of regulatory 
flexibility and assuring the ultimate passage 
of the bill. The implementation of the noble 
goals of the Regulatory Flexibility Act have 
been impeded by government officials who 
recognized that the Act is not judicially en- 
forceable and therefore had no teeth. 

Unfortunately, after 25 years' experience of 
administrative law, I have come to the con- 
clusion that we cannot trust the bureauc- 
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racy to eliminate excessive and unnecessary 
regulatory burdens on small business with- 
out judicial review. 

Your work in getting judicial review is a 
giant step forward. I hope that the legisla- 
tion is promptly passed. You will have my 
enthusiastic and consistent support for judi- 
cial review in the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act. 

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I am 
pleased that the Senate has today con- 
firmed the nomination of Mr. Jere 
Glover to be the chief counsel for advo- 
cacy at the Small Business Adminis- 
tration. 

Jere Glover hails originally from 
Ridgely, TN. He received his under- 
graduate and law degrees from Mem- 
phis State University, where he won 
numerous academic awards. 

Mr. Glover has extensive experience 
in government, law, and business which 
suits him well for the important post 
of chief counsel for advocacy. During 
the Carter administration, he cul- 
minated 12 years of service in the Fed- 
eral Government by spending 3 years as 
deputy chief counsel for advocacy for 
the SBA. Mr. Glover served ably in 
that post and gained experience that 
will be invaluable to him as chief coun- 
sel for advocacy. 

After leaving the deputy chief coun- 
sel job in 1981, Mr. Glover entered pri- 
vate law practice. He has specialized in 
representing small business clients and 
trade associations before various State 
and Federal agencies and regulatory 
bodies. He has also started a number of 
businesses, and he remains chairman 
and CEO of a medical equipment com- 
pany and a biotechnology company. 

During his prior service in the chief 
counsel's office, Mr. Glover worked 
closely with Congress on the passage of 
the Equal Access to Justice Act, the 
University Patent Act, the Small Busi- 
ness Innovation and Research Act and 
the Regulatory Flexibility Act. His 
work on and dedication to the prin- 
ciples of this last bill actually earned 
him the nickname of Mr. Reg Flex" in 
many small business circles. 

Small business is the backbone of our 
Nation's economy. The Federal Gov- 
ernment must pursue policies that fos- 
ter its growth. The men and women 
who help develop those policies at the 
Small Business Administration must 
understand how small business works, 
and they must understand how impor- 
tant small business is to our Nation's 
future. 

Jere Glover is a small businessman. 
Jere Glover has worked for years on be- 
half of other small business people. 
Jere Glover has the experience and ex- 
pertise to represent the special needs of 
our small business community in the 
position of chief counsel for advocacy. 
I commend my colleagues for confirm- 
ing his nomination today, and I look 
forward to working with him on behalf 
of our Nation's small business men and 
women. 
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LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
return to legislative session. 


REPORT ON THE DISTRICT OF CO- 
LUMBIA  GOVERNMENT'S 1995 
BUDGET REQUEST AND 1994 RE- 
VISED BUDGET REQUEST—MES- 
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
PM 106 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
frpm the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 


To the Congress of The United States: 

In accordance with the District of 
Columbia Self-Government and Gov- 
ernmental Reorganization Act, I am 
transmitting the District of Columbia 
Government's 1995 budget request and 
1994 revised budget request. 

The District of Columbia Govern- 
ment has submitted a 1995 budget re- 
quest for $3,409 million in 1995 that in- 
cludes a Federal payment of $674 mil- 
lion, the amount authorized and re- 
quested by the Mayor and the City 
Council. The 1995 Federal payment 
level proposed in my fiscal year 1995 
budget of $670 million is also included 
in the District's 1995 budget as an al- 
ternative level. My transmittal of the 
District's budget, as required by law, 
does not represent an endorsement of 
its contents. 

I look forward to working with the 
Congress throughout the 1995 appro- 
priation process. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, May 4, 1994. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


At 3:04 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representative, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, with an amendment, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

S. 2024. An act to provide temporary 
obligational authority for the airport im- 
provement program and to provide for cer- 
tain airport fees to be maintained at existing 
levels for up to 60 days, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following joint 
resolution, without an amendment: 

S.J. Res. 146. Joint resolution designating 
May 1, 1994, through May 7, 1994, as “Na- 
tional Walking Week". 

The message further announced that 
the House has passed the following 
joint resolutions in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.J. Res. 303. Joint resolution to designate 
June 6, 1994, as D-Day National Remem- 
brance Day". 

H.J. Res. 357. Joint resolution designating 
the week beginning February 12, 1995, as 
“National Random Acts of Kindness Week 
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At 5:34 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3191. An act to revise the national 
flood insurance program to promote compli- 
ance with requirements for mandatory pur- 
chase of flood insurance, to provide assist- 
ance for mitigation activities designed to re- 
duce damages to structures subject to flood- 
ing and shoreline erosion, and to increase 
the maximum coverage amounts under the 
program, and for other purposes, 


ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 


At 5:55 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled joint resolution: 

S. J. Res. 146. Joint resolution designating 
May 1, 1994, through May 7, 1994, as Na- 
tional Walking Week". 

The enrolled joint resolution was 
subsequently signed by the President 
pro tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bill and joint resolu- 
tions were read the first and second 
times by unanimous consent, and re- 
ferred as indicated: 


H.R. 3191. An act to revise the national 
flood insurance program to promote compli- 
ance with requirements for mandatory pur- 
chase of flood insurance, to provide assist- 
ance for mitigation activities designed to re- 
duce damages to structures subject to flood- 
ing and shoreline erosion, and to increase 
the maximum coverage amounts under the 
program, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af- 
fairs. 

H.J. Res. 303. Joint resolution to designate 
June 6, 1994, as D-Day National Remem- 
brance Day“; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

H.J. Res. 357. Joint resolution designating 
the week beginning February 12, 1995, as 
“National Random Acts of Kindness Week“; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, which were referred as indi- 
cated: 


EC-2608. A communication from the Presi- 
dent of the U.S. Institute of Peace, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of the audit 
of accounts for fiscal year 1993; to the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-2609. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Labor, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report on the administration of the 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act 
for calendar year 1992; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-2610. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services, trans- 
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mitting, pursuant to law, the report of sum- 
maries of Research and Demonstration 
Grants funded by the Head Start Bureau; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human Re- 
sources. 

EC-2611. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of the announcement of 
criteria for Loan Origination for the 1995-1996 
academic year; to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources. 

EC-2612. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of the final regulations for 
Institutional Eligibility; to the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-2613. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of the notice relative to 
the Student Assistance General Provisions; 
to the Committee on Labor and Human Re- 
sources. 

EC-2614. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of the final regulations for 
the Federal Family Education Loan Pro- 
gram; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

EC-2615. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report on improving and stream- 
lining rulemaking procedures at the Depart- 
ment of Education; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-2616. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of the final regulations for 
the Federal Family Education Loan Program 
and Federal Pell Grant Program; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-2617. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of the final regulations for 
the State Postsecondary Review Program; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human Re- 
sources. 

EC-2618. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of the Secretary’s Proce- 
dures and Criteria for Recognition of Accred- 
iting Agencies; to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources. 

EC-2619. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of Institutional Eligibility 
Under the Higher Education Act of 1965, as 
Amended; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

EC-2620. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of the final regulations of 
the Student Assistant General Provisions 
(Campus Security Act); to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-2621. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of the final regulations of 
the Student Assistant General Provisions; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human Re- 
sources. 

EC-2622. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of the final regulations of 
the Federal Family Education Loan Pro- 
gram; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 


The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on For- 
eign Relations: 
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Simon Ferro, of Florida, to be a Member of 
the Board of Directors of the Overseas Pri- 
vate Investment Corporation for a term ex- 
piring December 17, 1994. (Reappointment) 

Simon Ferro, of Florida, to be a Member of 
the Board of Directors of the Overseas Pri- 
vate Investment Corporation for a term ex- 
piring December 17, 1997. (Reappointment) 

Arvonne S. Fraser, of Minnesota, for the 
rank of Ambassador during her tenure of 
service as the Representative of the United 
States of America on the Commission on the 
Status of Women of the Economic and Social 
Council of the United Nations. 

Charles H. Dolan, Jr., of Virginia, to be a 
Member of the United States Advisory Com- 
mission on Public Diplomacy for a term ex- 
piring July 1, 1997. (Reappointment) 

Henry Howard, Jr., of Virginia, to be an 
Associate Director of the United States In- 
formation Agency. 

John P. Loiello, of the District of Colum- 
bia, to be an Associate Director of the Unit- 
ed States Information Agency. 

Edward William Gnehm, Jr., of Georgia, a 
Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv- 
ice, Class of Minister-Counselor, to be the 
Deputy Representative of the United States 
of America to the United Nations, with the 
rank and status of Ambassador Extraor- 
dinary and Plenipotentiary. 

Mark L. Schneider, of California, to be a 
Member of the Board of Directors of the 
Inter-American Foundation for a term expir- 
ing September 20, 1998. 

Charles H. Dolan, Jr., of Virginia, to be a 
Member of the United States Advisory Com- 
mission on Public Diplomacy for a term ex- 
piring July 1, 1994. 

Marion M. Dawson, of Connecticut, to be a 
Member of the Board of Directors of the Afri- 
can Development Foundation for a term ex- 
piring September 22, 1999, vice John Train, 
term expired. 

Willie Grace Campbell, of California, to be 
a Member of the Board of Directors of the 
African Development Foundation for a term 
expiring September 22, 1999. 

Ralph R. Johnson, of Virginia, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, for the Rank of Am- 
bassador during his tenure of service as Co- 
ordinator of the Support for East European 
Democracy (SEED) Program. 

Edmund T. DeJarnette, Jr., of Virginia, a 
Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv- 
ice, Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Am- 
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to the Re- 
public of Angola. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) 

Nominee: Edmund De Jarnette. 

Post: Ambassador to Angola. 

Nominated: 1993. 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 

1. Self, Edmund De Jarnette, Jr., none. 

2. Spouse, Katia De Jarnette, none. 

3. Children and spouses names, Edmund III 
and Alexandra (unmarried), none. 

4. Parents names, Edmund (died 1966), 
Emily Carter (died 1956), none. 

5. Grandparents names, Eliott De Jarnette 
(died 1948), Jamie Tompkins (died 1945), Sam 
Carter (died 1946), Elizabeth Lee (died 1962), 
none. 

6. Brothers and spouses names, none. 

7. Sisters and spouses names, Jane De 
Jarnette (unmarried), none. 
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Melvyn Levitsky, of Maryland, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Career Minister, to be Ambassador Ex- 
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit- 
ed States of America to the Federative Re- 
public of Brazil. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) 

Nominee: Melvyn Levitsky. 

Post: U.S. Ambassador to Brazil. 

Contributions, amount, date, donee: 

1. Self, none. 

2. Spouse, none. 

3. Children and spouses names, Adam and 
Sara Levitsky, Ross Levitsky, Josh 
Levitsky, none. 

4. Parents names, David Levitsky (de- 
ceased), Mollie Levitsky, none. 

5. Grandparents names, Max Levitsky, 
Rose Levitsky, deceased. 

6. Brothers and spouses names, none. 

7. Sisters and spouses names, Sharon 
Levitsky, none. 

Derek Shearer, of California, to be Ambas- 
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to Finland. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 

1. Self, $1,000, 1991, Clinton for President. 

2. Spouse, Ruth Goldway, $1,000, 1991, Clin- 
ton for President. $250, 1992, Boxer for Sen- 
ate. 

3. Children and spouses names, Casey 
Shearer, none; Anthony Yannatta, none; 
Julie Yannatta, none. 

4. Parents names, Marva and Lloyd Shear- 
er. 
1989.—Marva: Democratic Campaign Com- 
mittee, $25; National Organization for 
Women, $40; Women’s Campaign Fund, $35; 
National Women’s Political Caucus, $35. 

1990: Marva: Women's Campaign Fund, $25; 
Feminist Majority Foundation, $35; National 
Organization for Women, $25; Women's Cam- 
paign Fund, $50; National Organization for 
Women, $40; Clinton for Governor, $150; Beil- 
enson Campaign Committee, $25; Harvey 
Gantt for U.S. Senate, $25; Anita for Con- 


SS, $25. 

1991.—Lloyd: Clinton for President, $1,000. 
Marva: Fund for Feminist Majority, $20; 
Women's Campaign Fund, $25; Clinton for 
President, $250; National Organization for 
Women, $40; National Democratic Commit- 
tee, $100; Clinton for President, $1,000; 
Emily's List, $100. 

1992.—Marva: Women's Campaign Fund, 
$25; Beilenson for Congress, $25; Beilenson 
Campaign Committee, $25; Clinton for Presi- 
dent, $1,000; Saul & Belly Chaplin for Clin- 
ton, $60; Barbara Boxer for Senate, $50; Na- 
tional Women's Political Caucus, $40; Fund 
for Feminist Majority, $35; Boxer for U.S. 
Senate, $50; Presidential Inaugural Commit- 
tee, $460. 

1993.—Marva: Emily's List, $100; Women's 
Campaign Fund, $25; Democratic Congres- 
sional Campaign, $25. 

5. Grandparents names, Ivy and Vern Pe- 
terson, deceased; John and Hanna Shearer, 
deceased. 

6. Brothers and spouses names, 
Shearer, none. 
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7. Sisters and spouses names, Brooke 
Shearer, $1,000, 1992 Clinton for President; 
Strobe Talbott, none. 

Ryan Clark Crocker, of Washington, a Ca- 
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambas- 
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the State of 
Kuwait. 

The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in thís report is com- 
plete and accurate. 2 

Nominee: Ryan Clark Crocker. 

Post: Ambassador to the State of Kuwait. 

Contributions, amount, date, donee: 

1. Self. none. 

2. Spouse, Christine Barnes Crocker, none. 

3. Children and spouses names, no children, 
none. 

4. Parents names, Carol Crocker, Howard 
Crocker, (deceased). 

5. Grandparents names, all deceased. 

6. Brothers and spouses names, none. 

7. Sisters and spouses names, none. 

Charles H. Twining, of Maryland, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex- 
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit- 
ed States of America to Cambodia. 

The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate. 

Nominee: Charles H. Twining. 

Post: Ambassador to Cambodia. 

Contributions, amount, date, donee: 

1. Self, none. 

2. Spouse, none. 

3. Children and spouses names, Daniel 
Twining, none; Steven Twining, none. 

4. Parents names, Charles Twining, de- 
ceased; Martha C. Twining, none. 

5. Grandparents names, Isaac and Sarah 
Twining, deceased; Harry Caples, deceased; 
Margaret Caples, none. 

6. Brothers and spouses names, David and 
Judy Twining, none. 

7. Sisters and spouses names, N.A. 

William J. Crowe, Jr., of Virginia, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and  Pleni- 
potentiary of the United States of America 
to the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland. 

The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate. 

Nominee: William J. Crowe, Jr. 

Post: U.S. Ambassador to United Kingdom. 

Contributions, amount, date, donee: 

1. Self, none. 

2. Spouse, Shirley G. Crowe, none. 

3. Children and spouses names, William 
Blake Crowe, James Brent Crowe, Bambi 
Crowe, Lynn Crowe, none. 

4. Parents names, deceased. 

5. Grandparents names, deceased. 

6. Brothers and spouses names, not applica- 
ble. 

7. Sisters and spouses names, not applica- 
ble. 
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Peter R. Chaveas, of Pennsylvania, a Ca- 
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambas- 
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the Republic 
of Malawi. ; 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) 

Nominee: Peter R. Chaveas. 

Post: Ambassador to Malawi. 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 

1. Self, $100, 1990, Democratic National 
Committee, $250, 1992, Democratic National 
Committee, $100, 1993, Democratic National 
Committee. 

2. Spouse Lucille Chaveas, none. 

3. Children and spouses names: Pamela 
Chaveas, none; Michael Chaveas, none. 

4. Parents names: William and Evelyn 
Chaveas, none. 

5. Grandparents names: All deceased since 
1982 or earlier. 

6. Brothers and spouses names: Richard 
and Debbie Chaveas, none; Paul Chaveas, 
none. 

7. Sisters and spouses names: Not applica- 
ble. 

Myles Robert René Frechette, of Maryland, 
a Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv- 
ice, Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Am- 
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to the Re- 
public of Colombia. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) 

Nominee: Myles Robert René Frechette. 

Post: Colombia. 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 

1. Self, none. 

2. Spouse Barbara Ann Frechette, none. 

3. Children and spouses names: See con- 
tinuation sheet. 

4. Parents names: See continuation sheet. 

5. Grandparents names: See continuation 
sheet. 

6. Brother and spouses names: See continu- 
ation sheet. 

7. Sisters and spouses names, none. 
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3. Children and spouses: Alicia Ann 
Frechette, none; her spouse Steven Ericson, 
none; Stephen Myles Frechette, none. 

4. Parents: Myles Robert Frechette, de- 
ceased; Estela A. Frechette, none. 

5. Grandparents: Louis Frechette, de- 
ceased; Anna Marie Berry Frechette, de- 
ceased; Abel Isaias Reyes Celis, deceased; 
Dorila del Carmen Rojas de Reyes, deceased. 

6. Brother and spouses: Louis Andrew 
Frechette, none; his spouse Joy D. 
Frechette, $20, January 27, 1994, Citizens for 
Wofford; $100, July 31, 1993, Emily's List; $50, 
February 20, 1993, Democratic Senate Cam- 
paign Committee; $55, January 31, 1993, 
Democratic National Committee (Federal 
Account); $25, September 1992, Democratic 
National Committee; $25, August 1992, Penn- 
sylvania Democratic Party; $100, February 
1992, Democratic National Committee; $25, 
August 1991, Citizens for Wofford; $50, 1991, 
Democratic State Committee of North Caro- 
lina; $25, February 1990, Democratic National 
Committee. 
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Donna Jean Hrinak, of Virginia, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex- 
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit- 
ed States of America to the Dominican Re- 
public. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) 

Nominee: Donna Jean Hrinak. 

Post: Dominican Republic 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 

1. Self, $500, 1990, Patricia Schroeder. 

2. Spouse: Gabino M. Flores, none. 

3. Children and spouses names: Wyatt A. 
Flores, none. 

4. Parents names: John and Mary Hrinak, 
none. 

5. Grandparents names: John and Anna 
Hrinak, Joseph and Julia Pukach, none; all 
grandparents deceased. 

6. Brothers and spouses names: David and 
Elaine Strouss Hrinak, none. 

7. Sisters and spouses names, none. 

Johnny Young, of Pennsylvania, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex- 
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit- 
ed States of America to the Republic of 
Togo. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) 

Nominee: Johnny Young. 

Post: Togo. 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 

1. Self: Johnny Young, none. 

2. Spouse: Angelena Young, none. 

3. Children and spouses names: David J. 
Young, none; Michelle J. Young, none. 

4. Parents names: Lucille Pressey, none; 
Eva Young, deceased; John Young, deceased. 

5. Grandparents names: Alice Young, de- 
ceased. 

6. Brothers and spouses names: None. 

7. Sisters and spouses names: Loretta 
Young, none; Lottie Mae Young, none. 

Irvin Hicks, of Maryland, a Career Member 
of the Senior Foreign Service, Class of Min- 
ister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor- 
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to Ethiopia. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) 

Nominee: Irvin Hicks. 

Post: Ethiopia. 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 

1. Self: $100, September 1991, DNC; $100, De- 
cember 1991, DNC; $100, August 1992, DNC. 

2. Spouse. 

3. Children and spouses names: Irvin Jr., 
$40, August 1992, RNC; Karim, C. Generieve, 
none. 

4. Parents names: Deceased. 

5. Grandparents names: Deceased. 

6. Brothers and spouses names: No contract 
with half brothers and sisters. 

7. Sisters and spouses names: No contract 
with half brothers and sister. 
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Robert Krueger, of Texas, to be Ambas- 
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the Republic 
of Burundi. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) : 

Nominee: Robert C. Krueger. 

Post: Ambassador to Burundi. 

Contribution, amount, date, and donee: 

1. Self, Robert C. Krueger, $100,000, June 2, 
1993, loan to my U.S. Senate race, $95,000 has 
been repaid. 

2. Spouse, Kathleen Tobin Krueger, $1,000, 
April 1993, Bob Krueger for U.S. Senate; $55, 
August 2, 1992, Democratic National Com- 
mittee; $25, August 23, 1993, Carol Mosley- 
Braun for U.S. Senate; $25, September 15, 
1993, Bill Clinton for President. 

3. Children: Mariana Faye Krueger, none; 
Sarah Eileen Krueger, none. 

4. Parents: Arlon Krueger; deceased; Faye 
Krueger; deceased. 

5. Grandparents: Carl A. Krueger, deceased; 
Idah Kruger, deceased; Christian Leifeste, 
deceased; Sophie Leifeste, deceased. 

6. Brother and spouse, none. 

7. Sister, Arlene Seales, none. 


(The above nominations were re- 
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi- 
nees' commitment to respond to re- 
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen- 
ate.) 

Edward S. Walker, Jr., of Maryland, a Ca- 
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambas- 
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the Arab 
Republic of Egypt. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in- 
formation contained in this report is com- 
plete and accurate.) 

Nominee: Edward Stanley Walker, Jr. 

Post: U.S. Ambassador to Arab Republic of 
Egypt. 

Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 

1. Self, Edward S. Walker, Jr., none. 

2. Spouse, Wendy J. Walker, none. 

3. Children and spouses names, Kathryn E. 
Walker, none; Christopher J. Walker, none. 

4. Parents names, Edward S. Walker, de- 
ceased; Rosabelle D. Walker, deceased; Patri- 
cia B. Walker, none. 

5. Grandparents names, Rosa Bella Gould, 
deceased; William Dunbar Gould, deceased; 
Lilian Winter Walker, deceased; Issac Stan- 
ley Walker, deceased. 

6. Brothers and spouses names, none. 

7. Sisters and spouses names, Josephine 
Faithful Walker, divorced, none. 

(The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that he be 
confirmed.) 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, for the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, I also 
report favorably two nomination lists 
in the Foreign Service which were 
printed in full in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORDS of March 16 and 25, 1994, and 
ask unanimous consent, to save the ex- 
pense of reprinting on the Executive 
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Calendar, that these nominations lie at 
the Secretary's desk for the informa- 
tion of Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The nominations ordered to lie on 
the Secretary's desk were printed in 
the RECORDS of March 16 and 25, 1994, at 
the end of the Senate proceedings.) 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. MITCH- 
ELL, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. DODD, Mr. SMITH, Mr. 
PELL, Mr. GREGG, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. 
KERRY, and Mr. LIEBERMAN): 

S. 2069. A bill to grant consent of Congress 
to the Northeast Interstate Dairy Compact; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KOHL: 

S. 2070. A bill to amend the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 to increase the deductibility 
of business meal expenses for individuals 
who are subject to Federal hours of limita- 
tion; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. COHEN, Mr. DECONCINI, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. KOHL, Mr. 
METZENBAUM, Ms. MIKULSKI, Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. 
Ross, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. WOFFORD, Mr. 
KERREY, and Mr. GLENN): 

S. 2071. A bill to provide for the application 
of certain employment protection and infor- 
mation laws to the Congress and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

By Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. 
AKAKA): 

S. 2072. A bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to facilitate the immi- 
gration to the United States of certain aliens 
born in the Philippines or Japan who were 
fathered by United States citizens; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SMITH (for himself and Mr. 
GREGG): 

S. 2073. A bill to designate the United 
States courthouse that is scheduled to be 
constructed in Concord, New Hampshire, as 
the “Warren B. Rudman United States 
Courthouse”, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

By Mr, McCAIN: 

S. 2074. A bill to increase the special as- 
sessment for felonies and improve the en- 
forcement of sentences imposing criminal 
fines, and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself and Mr. 
INOUYE): 

S. 2075. A bill to amend the Indian Child 
Protection and Family Violence Prevention 
Act to reauthorize and improve programs 
under the Act; to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

By Mr. DORGAN: 

S. 2076. A bill to prohibit the departments 
and agencies of the Federal Government 
from requiring that any State, or political 
subdivision thereof, utilize a metric system 
of measurement; to the Committee on Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

By Mr. HATFIELD: 
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S. 2077. A bill to provide for waivers of the 
requirements of the Davis-Bacon Act with 
respect to certain Federal programs as such 
requirements relate to volunteers, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources. 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 


By Mr. WOFFORD (for himself, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. MOYNIHAN, 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. FEINGOLD, Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. PELL, and Mr. 
DECONCINI): 

S. Res. 210. A resolution congratulating the 
people and leaders of South Africa on the re- 
sults of their first democratic election; con- 
sidered and agreed to. 

By Mr. RIEGLE: 

S. Res. 211. A resolution to express the 
sense of the Senate welcoming the May 1994 
concert tour of the 150 Ensemble Symphony 
Orchestra and Chorus of Hellenic Radio and 
Television under the direction of Mikis 
Theodorakis; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. REID: 

S. Con. Res. 68. A concurrent resolution to 
authorize printing of Senator Robert C. 
Byrd's Addresses to the United States Sen- 
ate on the History of Roman Constitutional- 
ism; considered and agreed to. 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 
MITCHELL, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. KERRY, and Mr. 
LIEBERMAN): 

S. 2069. A bill to grant consent of 
Congress to the Northeast Interstate 
Dairy Compact; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

NORTHEAST INTERSTATE DAIRY COMPACT 
CONSENT ACT OF 1994 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I rise 
today with all 11 of my colleagues from 
New England to introduce the North- 
east Interstate Dairy Compact. 

This interstate compact has already 
been approved by the six New England 
State legislatures and signed into law 
by the Governors of New England. As 
with all interstate compacts, it must 
be approved by Congress before it takes 
effect. I commend the New England 
Governors for sending this compact to 
Congress for approval. I would like to 
make special note of the leadership of 
Governor Howard Dean, State senator 
Francis Howrigan and State represent- 
ative Bobby Starr, chairmen of the ag- 
riculture committees in the Vermont 
legislature, and the efforts of Dan 
Smith of the Northeast Interstate 
Compact Committee. 

This compact is a model of coopera- 
tion—it is a partnership between the 
States and the Federal Government, 
between dairy processors and coopera- 
tives, and most importantly, between 
dairy farmers and consumers. It can 
help preserve our family dairy farms. I 
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hope it will be approved at the appro- 
priate time by the Senate and by the 
House. 

The compact will form a commission 
made up of representatives from each 
State in New England. The commission 
wil be made up of both farmers and 
consumers and explore ways to im- 
prove the marketing of milk within the 
region. This commission will also have 
authority to set prices—above the min- 
imum prices set by the New England 
Federal milk marketing order—for bev- 
erage, or fluid milk, in the New Eng- 
land region. 

Currently, fluid milk prices in New 
England are set through the com- 
plicated Federal milk marketing order 
system, and are subject to wide swings 
throughout the year. These swings 
occur despite the stable demand for 
fluid milk. The compact would allow 
the commission to stabilize fluid milk 
prices—giving dairy farmers a more eq- 
uitable return for their work. The 
State legislatures of New England want 
to use this compact to improve the way 
these prices are set. 

A recent USDA study demonstrates 
how price stability can help consumers. 
The USDA study shows that when farm 
prices rise, retail prices rise by an 
equal amount. But that when farm 
prices fall—as they always do—the re- 
tail prices do not fall by an equal 
amount. The commission could act to 
stabilize the wide swings in fluid milk 
prices. 

The beauty of this compact is that 
the commission will be allowed to set 
the fluid milk price while leaving in 
place the regulatory functions of the 
Federal milk marketing order. The 
Commission will not replace the Fed- 
eral milk marketing order, and the 
movement of milk into and out of the 
region will occur just as it does now. 

This compact is supported by not 
only the New England Governor’s Con- 
ference, but by the National Associa- 
tion of State Departments of Agri- 
culture, the National Grange, and the 
National Farmers Organization as well. 

Each State legislature in New Eng- 
land has passed this compact and all 12 
Senators from the region are original 
cosponsors of the bill. The New Eng- 
land States want more say in how fluid 
milk products are priced. The North- 
east Interstate Dairy Compact address- 
es these concerns. In addition, it could 
serve as a model for solving other prob- 
lems on a regional basis. I ask my col- 
leagues to support New Englanders in 
this effort. 


By Mr. KOHL: 

S. 2070. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to increase the 
deductibility of business meal expenses 
for individuals who are subject to Fed- 
eral hours of limitation; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

BUSINESS MEAL FAIRNESS ACT 

Mr. KOHL. Madam President, I rise 

today to introduce legislation to repeal 
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an unintended tax on hardworking, 
middle-income Americans—truckers, 
long-haul bus drivers, train conductors, 
and other people regulated by the De- 
partment of Transportation. 

As my colleagues know, last year’s 
budget lowered the deductible portion 
of business meals and entertainment 
expenses from 80 percent to 50 percent. 
This was intended to raise money pri- 
marily from those people who spend 
their lunchtimes in luxury restaurants 
and their nighttimes on luxury yachts. 
But, contrary to popular belief, the 
business meal deduction is not only 
used by lobbyists and fat cats for 
three-martini lunches. Due to the 
length of trips, and regulations limit- 
ing travel hours, many middle-income 
transportation workers must act out. 

Madam President, the bill I am intro- 
ducing today repeals the unintended 
tax created last year, by restoring the 
business meal deduction to 80 percent 
for truckers, long-haul bus drivers, 
train conductors, and others regulated 
by the Department of Transportation. 
This legislation is simple, straight- 
forward, and most importantly, fair. 

Madam President, I would like to re- 
mind my colleagues of a smaller bill we 
worked on to correct another mistake 
which hurt tens of thousands of hard- 
working, middle-income Americans. As 
my colleagues remember, the 1990 Defi- 
cit Reduction Bill imposed a surtax on 
specific luxury items. At the time, it 
was argued that the surtax would only 
affect the wealthiest segment of soci- 
ety. However, after it went into effect, 
if became clear that, instead of paying 
the tax, many wealthy people decided 
not to buy the new boat, the diamond 
ring, or the fur coat. And as a result, 
the middle- and lower-income Ameri- 
cans producing and selling those lux- 
ury items ended up bearing the burden 
of the tax through the loss of their 
jobs. 

Once it was apparent that the luxury 
tax was not achieving its intended 
goal, we repealed it. Unfortunately, far 
too many people were hurt by this mis- 
take because we did not correct it 
quickly enough. We cannot let that 
happen again. Therefore, I am request- 
ing the support and assistance of my 
colleagues to ensure that the bill I am 
introducing today becomes law. 

Thank you, Madam President. I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of my 
legislation be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2070 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. INCREASED DEDUCTIBILITY OF BUSI- 
NESS MEAL EXPENSES FOR INDIVID- 
UALS SUBJECT TO FEDERAL HOURS 
OF SERVICE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 274(n) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to only 
50 percent of meal and entertainment ex- 
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penses allowed as deduction) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para- 


graph: 

(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR INDIVIDUALS SUBJECT 
TO FEDERAL HOURS OF SERVICE.—In the case 
of any expenses for food or beverages 
consumed by an individual during, or inci- 
dent to, the period of duty subject to the 
hours of service limitations of the Depart- 
ment of Transportation, paragraph (1) shall 
be applied by substituting ‘80 percent’ for '50 
percent'."' 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1994. 


By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. CAMPBELL, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
DECONCINI, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
KoHL, Mr. METZENBAUM, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, 
Mr. RIEGLE, Mr, ROBB, Mr. 
NICKLES, Mr. WOFFORD, Mr. 
KERREY, and Mr. GLENN): 

S. 2071. A bill to provide for the appli- 
cation of certain employment protec- 
tion and information laws to the Con- 
gress and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

CONGRESSIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY ACT 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
am very pleased to join my colleague 
from Iowa, Senator GRASSLEY, in intro- 
ducing the Congressional Accountabil- 
ity Act of 1994. This builds on the Con- 
gressional Accountability Act of 1993, 
which I introduced, along with a com- 
panion measure in the other body, co- 
sponsored by a broad bipartisan group 
led by Congressman CHRIS SHAYS, from 
Connecticut, and Congressman DICK 
SWETT, à Democrat from New Hamp- 
shire. 

I should add, noticing the presence in 
the Chamber of the Senator from Okla- 
homa [Mr. NICKLES], we are joined in 
this introduction by a broad bipartisan 
group including Senator NICKLES, who 
had introduced legislation of his own 
on this subject, and has graciously 
joined with us and the other cosponsors 
in introducing this bill. 

Mr. President, the other Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. BOREN] spoke ear- 
lier in a very moving address, which 
touched me personally. I have known 
the Senator from Oklahoma since we 
were at college together. When I was 
elected to the Senate, I was thrilled to 
be able to join my old friend as a col- 
league here. He served admirably and 
very constructively and productively. 
He has now made a very sincere and 
important decision about moving on to 
the world of education. I wish him well. 
I will miss him, but I know he has 
made the right decision for himself and 
for his State of Oklahoma and its edu- 
cation system. 

But I was drawn by what he said 
about the importance of moving on 
this process of reform of Congress and 
to do so because it is right, but also to 
do so to repair and reconstruct the 
bonds of trust between those of us who 
have the honor and privilege of serving 
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in Congress and those whom we serve, 
the people of America, whose attitude 
towards us, unfortunately, is at an all 
time low. 

There are many reasons why that is 
so. A lot of them have to do with the 
state of change in the world, the drop 
in values in our country, and yet a lot 
of it has to do, unfortunately, with 
parts of our own behavior. I must say 
in that regard, one fact that I continue 
to hear about from people in Connecti- 
cut is, how can you, Members of Con- 
gress, not apply to yourselves the same 
laws that you pass and apply to us. 
That is, in my opinion, a question 
without an adequate answer. That is 
why I have joined with Senator GRASS- 
LEY and the others in introducing this 
legislation. 

But I must say that there is more at 
stake here, although it is significant, 
than the public’s respect for Congress 
or the fairness of having Congress 
abide by the laws that it passes. We are 
talking here also about the lives of real 
people who work for us, who work with 
the Congress of the United States, and 
their rights. 

Let me give an example. The Occupa- 
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 
was passed to prevent people from 
being injured or even killed on the job. 
Congress’ failure to meet OSHA’s 
workplace safety standards means that 
it is putting the health, perhaps even 
the lives, of our employees at risk. And 
the proof here, unfortunately, is in the 
statistics. 

Over the years, from July 1992 to 
June 1993, the last for which most sta- 
tistics are available, the workers com- 
ing under the Architect of the Capitol 
in their compensation claim rate had 
the second highest such rate in the en- 
tire Federal Government, second only 
to the Peace Corps, which obviously 
sends its workers abroad to live in 
parts of the world where they are ex- 
posed to hazards and diseases that our 
workers fortunately are not. This is a 
real problem. Let me cite another ex- 
ample. 

Just last week, the GAO issued a re- 
port on employment policies of the Ar- 
chitect of the Capitol. The study found 
grievances, complaints, and concerns 
there. But notably I want to point out 
that in a survey of the employees, only 
34 percent said that they would defi- 
nitely seek relief at the Architect’s 
Fair Employment Practices Office set 
up by the Architect of the Capitol. 
Thirty-nine percent said that they 
were hesitant about seeking such re- 
lief, and only 13 percent said that they 
were more likely to do so than not. But 
the point here is that far too many em- 
ployees of the Capitol do not feel com- 
fortable seeking relief for workplace 
discrimination through the in-house 
means provided for them. That is why 
we need an independent Office of Com- 
pliance where employees of the U.S. 
Capitol can know that they can seek 
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relief in confidence and without any 
fear of retaliation. 

Mr. President, the GAO report does, 
unfortunately, raise questions about 
whether our employees may have some 
real grievances that they have reason 
to want to take to an independent com- 
pliance office. For instance, among the 
top level of administrative positions in 
the Architect’s Office, only 23 percent 
of those jobs are held by women, while 
in the rest of the Federal Government, 
women hold 36 percent of the jobs. In 
the private sector in similar jobs, 
women hold an average of 52 percent. 
Certain categories of workers—high- 
voltage electricians, woodcrafters—100 
percent are white males. In the rest of 
the Federal Government, those figures 
in similar categories are about 65 per- 
cent. 

That raises questions. It may raise 
complaints by individual employees, 
and we ought to give them a place fair- 
ly and independently to take those 
complaints. 

Our employment discrimination 
laws—the Americans with Disabilities 
Act, the Family and Medical Leave 
Act, and the Fair Labor Standards 
Act—all similarly contain important 
safeguards for public and private em- 
ployees. Collective bargaining has been 
the cornerstone of our labor-manage- 
ment laws since the Great Depression. 
Our employees don't deserve to be 
treated as second class citizens simply 
because they work for us. They deserve 
equal treatment and protection under 
the law. 

The bill Senator GRASSLEY and I are 
here to introduce is an updated version 
of the Congressional Accountability 
Act of 1993, which I sponsored in the 
Senate and which was first introduced 
in the House by Congressmen CHRIS 
SHAYS and DICK SWETT. I wouldn't be 
here today if not for Senator GRASS- 
LEY, who has been out front on this 
problem for years, and I would also like 
to mention the efforts of Senator NICK- 
LES, who has been a leader on this issue 
and has graciously offered to cosponsor 
this bill. 

Our bill establishes an Office of Com- 
pliance for the entire legislative 
branch. The role of the Office is to 
function as a legislative-branch equiva- 
lent of the executive enforcement 
agencies, ensuring congressional com- 
pliance with all the major Federal em- 
ployment laws. 

The bill will also build on the dispute 
resolution procedures created in the 
Government Employees Rights Act of 
1991. Individual complaints of discrimi- 
nation or harassment, denial of mini- 
mum wage, overtime pay, family or 
medical leave, or unfair labor practices 
will be handled by a three step admin- 
istrative process: counseling, medi- 
ation, and the choice of either an ad- 
ministrative hearing convened by the 
Office of Compliance or a civil action 
in Federal District Court with a jury 
trial. 
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Mr. President, the bill that Senator 
GRASSLEY and I are here to introduce is 
one that establishes an Office of Com- 
pliance for the entire legislative 
branch. It builds on the dispute resolu- 
tion procedures created in the Govern- 
ment Employees Rights Act of 1991. 

The Office of Compliance will be al- 
lowed to seek the assistance of execu- 
tive branch enforcement authorities to 
conduct inspections or audits in the of- 
fices required to use the services of the 
Department of Labor on a periodic 
basis to conduct OSHA investigations 
and inspections. 

This is the surest way to protect our 
employees from any unsafe work condi- 
tions that may result. For clarity, this 
bill takes the approach of specifying 
the laws which are meant to be applied 
to Congress. 

For clarity, our bill takes the ap- 
proach of specifying the laws which 
will apply to Congress. There are, of 
course, many more laws that we have 
passed. If we identify other laws that 
should apply, we can expand this list. 
But it is possible that, try as we might, 
we will miss some laws that should 
apply. The Office of Compliance is re- 
quired, therefore, to survey all other 
laws and to report back within 2 years 
with recommendations of any addi- 
tional laws that should also be applied 
to Congress. 

Mr. President, I would like to note 
that this bill will implement many of 
the recommendations or consider the 
exhortations of the Senate Members of 
the Joint Committee on Reorganiza- 
tion of Congress. 

Specifically, the Senate Members of 
the joint committee recommended that 
the Senate should “adopt procedures 
for applying to itself, to the maximum 
extent possible, laws regarding employ- 
ment discrimination, working condi- 
tions, and health and safety matters." 
And this bill does just that. 

Senate Members wrote, The enforce- 
ment office and its procedures should 
be as independent as practicable and 
(Senate) employees should have a right 
of judicial review comparable to the 
private sector." 'This bill does just 
that. 

Senate Members recommended, 
“There should be a single enforcement 
office, it should be as independent as 
practicable, and the employees of such 
instrumentalities should have a right 
of judicial review equal to or greater 
than that currently enjoyed." And this 
bill would do just that. 

Mr. President, this bill also respects 
our constitutional system of checks 
and balances and separation of powers. 
But the concepts of separation of pow- 
ers and checks and balances can no 
longer be used as an excuse for a double 
standard which deprives our employees 
of the same rights enjoyed by employ- 
ees throughout America, rights of 
equal protection, and due process. 

This bill does have in it and respects 
the separation of powers by creating an 
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Office of Compliance as an agency of 
the legislative branch but assuring its 
independence and giving it the power 
to enforce employment and informa- 
tion laws in Congress. 

And, significantly, the judicial 
branch of our Government is enabled to 
review those decisions only to the ex- 
tent it reviews claims against the exec- 
utive branch that have been adminis- 
tered or adjudicated by an executive 
branch enforcement authority. 

The bottom line is this: It is time to 
move forward and eliminate what the 
American people perceive as special 
treatment by us for ourselves—of this 
anomaly that is just hard to explain. 
For me it is impossible to explain why 
we can pass laws and apply them to the 
rest of America but not apply them to 
ourselves. 

Mr. President, Senator Grassley and 
I urge the Senate to incorporate the 
Congressional Accountability Act into 
any internal reform measurers we act 
on this year. 

At this time, Mr. President, I send 
the bill to the desk, and I ask unani- 
mous consent that the text of the bill 
and the summary of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2071 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND TABLE OF CON- 
TENTS. 


(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘Congressional Accountability Act". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents for this Act is as follows: 


Sec. 1. Short title and table of contents. 

. Application of Federal laws. 

. Office of Compliance. 

Board functions. 

. Procedure for consideration of al- 
leged violations of civil rights 
and personnel requirements. 

6. Step I: Counseling. 

Sec. 7. Step II: Mediation. 

8. Step IIIA: Formal complaint and 
hearing. 

Step IV: Judicial review. 

Step IIIB: Civil Action. 

Procedures for consideration of al- 
leged violations relating to in- 
formation requirements. 

Procedures for consideration of al- 
leged violation relating to labor 
management and occupational 
health and safety requirements. 

Information requirements. 

Resolution of complaint. 

Prohibition of intimidation. 

Confidentiality. 

Inspections. 

Collection of information. 

Political affiliation and place of res- 
idence. 

Other review. 

Severability. 

Sec. 22. Authorization of appropriations. 

Sec. 23. Definitions. 

SEC. 2. APPLICATION OF FEDERAL LAWS. 

(a) EMPLOYMENT.—The following provisions 
shall apply, except as otherwise specifically 


e 
8 
* CO t0 


Sec. 9. 
. 10. 
Sec. 11. 


Sec. 12. 


Sec. 13. 
Sec. 14. 
Sec. 15. 
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provided in this Act, to each employing of- 
fice and each congressional employee, in ac- 
cordance with section 4: 

(1) The Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 
U.S.C. 201 et seq.). 

(2) Chapter 71 of title 5, United States Code 
(relating to labor-management relations). 

(3) Section 5 of the Occupational Safety 
and Health Act of 1970 (29 U.S.C. 654). 

(4) Section 717 of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000e-16). 

(5) Section 15 of the Age Discrimination in 
Employment Act of 1967 (29 U.S.C. 633a). 

(6) Sections 102 through 104 of the Ameri- 
cans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
12112-12114). 

(7) Section 501 of the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973 (29 U.S.C. 791). 

(8) Sections 101 through 105 of the Family 
and Medical Leave Act of 1993 (29 U.S.C. 2601 
et seq.). 

(9) The Employee Polygraph Protection 
Act of 1988 (29 U.S.C. 2001 et seq.). 

(10) The Worker Adjustment and Retrain- 
ing Notification Act (29 U.S.C. 2101 et seq.). 

(b) INFORMATION.—Section 552 of title 5, 
United States Code (commonly known as the 
“Freedom of Information Act"), and section 
552a of title 5, United States Code (com- 
monly known as the Privacy Act of 1974"), 
shall apply, except as otherwise specifically 
provided in this Act, to each office of the leg- 
islative branch of the Federal Government 
and the information in the possession of such 
office, in accordance with section 4. 

(c) ACCOMMODATIONS,— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Sections 201 through 203 
(except as such section refers to procedures) 
of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 
1990 (42 U.S.C. 12131-12133), shall apply, ex- 
cept as otherwise specifically provided in 
this Act, to each entity of the legislative 
branch of the Federal Government that 
owns, leases, or operates a place of public ac- 
commodation (as defined in section 301(7) of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 12181(7))), and to each cli- 
ent or customer of the covered public accom- 
modation who is a qualified individual with 
a disability (as defined in section 201(2) of 
such Act), in accordance with section 4. 

(2) APPLICATION.—For purposes of the ap- 
plication of such sections under this Act— 

(A) references in this Act to an employing 
office shall be deemed to include such an en- 
tity; and 

(B) references in this Act— 

(i) to an employee of the House of Rep- 
resentatives shall be deemed to include ref- 
erences to such a client or customer of such 
an entity of the House of Representatives; 

(ii) to an employee of the Senate shall be 
deemed to include references to such a client 
or customer of such an entity of the Senate; 
and 

(iii) to an employee of an instrumentality 
shall be deemed to include references to such 
a client or customer of such an entity of the 
instrumentality. 

(d) EMPLOYMENT UNDER FEDERAL CON- 
TRACTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 503 of the Reha- 
bilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 793) shall 
apply, except as otherwise specifically pro- 
vided in this Act, to each party contracting 
with an entity of the legislative branch of 
the Federal Government and to each appli- 
cant for employment, employee, or former 
employee, of such party, in accordance with 
section 4. : 

(2) APPLICATION.—For purposes of the ap- 
plication of such sections under this Act— 

(A) references in this Act to an employing 
Office shall be deemed to include such a 
party; and 
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(B) references in this Act— 

(1) to an employee of the House of Rep- 
resentatives shall be deemed to include ref- 
erences to such an applicant, employee, or 
former employee of a party contracting with 
an entity of the House of Representatives; 

(ii) to an employee of the Senate shall be 
deemed to include references to such an ap- 
plicant, employee, or former employee of a 
party contracting with an entity of the Sen- 
ate; and 

(iii) to an employee of an instrumentality 
shall be deemed to include references to such 
an applicant, employee, or former employee 
of a party contracting with the instrumen- 
tality. 

SEC. 3. OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
in the legislative branch for the Congress an 
Office of Compliance (referred to in this Act 
as the Office“). 

(b) BOARD OF DIRECTORS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.— 

(A) APPOINTMENT.—There shall be a Board 
of Directors in the Office (referred to in this 
Act as the Board of Directors"). The Board 
of Directors shall consist of 8 individuals, of 
which 2 shall be appointed by the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, 2 shall be ap- 
pointed by the Majority Leader of the Sen- 
ate, 2 shall be appointed by the Minority 
Leader of the House of Representatives, and 
2 shall be appointed by the Minority Leader 
of the Senate. The members first appointed 
to the Board of Directors shall be appointed 
not later than 120 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

(B) REMOVAL.—Any member of the Board 
of Directors may be removed by a majority 
decision of the appointing authorities de- 
Scribed in subparagraph (A), only for— 

(i) disability that substantially prevents 
the member from carrying out the duties of 
such a member; 

(ii) incompetence; 

(iii) neglect of duty; 

(iv) malfeasance; or 

(v) a felony or conduct involving moral 
turpitude. 

(2) QUALIFICATIONS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Board of Directors 
shall be composed of individuals with train- 
ing or expertise related to the provisions re- 
ferred to in section 2, and the application of 
the provisions referred to in section 2. 

(B) SPECIFIC QUALIFICATIONS.— 

(i) LoBBYING.—No individual who engages 
in, or is otherwise employed in, lobbying of 
the Congress shall be considered eligible for 
appointment to, or service on, the Board of 
Directors. 

(ii) OFFICE.—No current, or former, Mem- 
ber of the House of Representatives or Sen- 
ate may be appointed as a member of the 
Board of Directors. No congressional em- 
ployee may be so appointed within 6 years of 
any employment by any office of the legisla- 
tive branch of the Federal Government. 

(3) VACANCIES.—Any vacancy occurring in 
the membership of the Board of Directors 
shall be filled in the same manner as the 
original appointment for the position being 
vacated. The vacancy shall not affect the 
power of the remaining members to execute 
the duties of the Board of Directors. 

(c) AUTHORITY.—The members of the Board 
of Directors shall have the authority to 
carry out the functions described in sub- 
sections (a), (b), (d), and (e) of section 4, and 
the functions described in sections 8(f), 11, 
and 12. 

(d) TERM OF OFFICE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), each member of the Board of 
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Directors shall be appointed for 1 term of 5 
years. 

(2) FIRST APPOINTMENTS.—Of the members 
first appointed to the Board of Directors— 

(A) 1 member appointed by the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives and 1 member 
appointed by the Minority Leader of the Sen- 
ate shall be appointed to a term of 1 year; 

(B) 1 member appointed by the Minority 
Leader of the House of Representatives and 1 
member appointed by the Majority Leader of 
the Senate shall be appointed to a term of 2 
years; 

(C) 1 member appointed by the Minority 
Leader of the House of Representatives and 1 
member appointed by the Majority Leader of 
the Senate shall be appointed to a term of 3 
years; 

(D) 1 member appointed by the Minority 
Leader of the Senate shall be appointed to a 
term of 4 years; and 

(E) 1 member appointed by the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives shall be ap- 
pointed to a term of 5 years. 

(e) CHAIRPERSON.—The Board of Directors 
shall elect a Chairperson from among the 
members of the Board. 

(f COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS.—Each 
member of the Board of Directors shall be 
compensated at a rate equal to the daily 
equivalent of the annual rate of basic pay 
prescribed for level V of the Executive 
Schedule under section 5316 of title 5, United 
States Code, for each day (including travel 
time) during which such member is engaged 
in the performance of the duties of the 
Board. 

(g) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Each member of 
the Board of Directors shall receive travel 
expenses, including per diem in lieu of sub- 
sistence, at rates authorized for employees of 
agencies under subchapter I of chapter 57 of 
title 5, United States Code, for each day the 
member is engaged in the performance of du- 
ties away from the home or regular place of 
business of the member. 

(h) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Chairperson of the 
Board of Directors shall appoint and may 
terminate, subject to the approval of the 
Board of Directors, an executive director (re- 
ferred to in this Act as the executive direc- 
tor“). 

(2) COMPENSATION.—The Chairperson of the 
Board of Directors may fix the compensation 
of the executive director. The rate of pay for 
the executive director may not exceed the 
annual rate of basic pay prescribed for level 
V of the Executive Schedule under section 
5316 of title 5, United States Code. 

(3) DuTIES.—Except as otherwise specified 
in this Act, the executive director shall 
carry out the responsibilities of the Office 
under sections 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 14, 16, 17, and 
18. 

(i) STAFF.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.— The executive director 
shall appoint and may terminate such other 
additional staff as may be necessary to en- 
able the Board to perform its duties. 

(2) COMPENSATION.—The executive director 
may fix the compensation of the staff. The 
rate of pay for the staff may not exceed the 
annual rate of basic pay prescribed for level 
V of the Executive Schedule under section 
5316 of title 5, United States Code. 

(D DETAILEES.—The executive director 
may, with the prior consent of the Govern- 
ment department or agency concerned, use 
on a nonreimbursable basis the services of 
any such department or agency, including 
the services of members or personnel of the 
General Accounting Office Personnel Ap- 
peals Board. 
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(k) CONSULTANTS.—In carrying out the 
functions of the Office, the executive direc- 
tor may procure the temporary (not to ex- 
ceed 1 year) or intermittent services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof. 
SEC. 4. BOARD FUNCTIONS. 

(a) INITIAL ACTION.— 

(1) REGULATIONS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the appointment of the executive direc- 
tor, the Board of Directors shall, in accord- 
ance with section 553 of title 5, United States 
Code, issue such regulations as are necessary 
to implement the provisions referred to in 
section 2. 

In addition to publishing a general notice 
of proposed rulemaking under section 553(b) 
of title 5, United States Code, the Board of 
Directors shall concurrently submit such no- 
tice for publication in the Congressional 
Record, prior to issuing such regulations. 

(B) REQUIREMENTS.—Such regulations— 

(i) shall be consistent with the regulations 
issued by an agency of the executive branch 
of the Federal Government with respect to 
such provisions, including portions relating 
to remedies, except as otherwise specifically 
provided; 

(ii) may specify specific dates for the appli- 
cation of specific provisions and may specify 
specific means for the application of such 
provisions; and 

(iii) in specifying the manner in which the 
provision described in section 2(a)(3) shall 
apply to the offices or employees described 
in section 2(a), shall take into account the 
costs associated with the application of such 
provision to the offices or employees. 

(C) INFORMATION REGULATIONS.—In propos- 
ing regulations for the application of any 
provision referred to in section 2(b) to offices 
of the legislative branch and information in 
the possession of such offices, the Board of 
Directors shall be guided by judicial deci- 
sions under such provision. 

(2) AMENDMENTS AND REPEALS.—When pro- 
posing regulations under paragraph (1) to 
apply a provision described in section 2 to 
employees and offices described in section 2, 
the Board of Directors shall recommend to 
the Congress any necessary changes in or re- 
peals of existing law to accommodate the ap- 
plication of such provision to the employees 
and offices. 

(b) CONTINUING ACTION.—Two years after 
the date on which the first executive direc- 
tor is appointed under section 3(h), and every 
2 years thereafter, the Board of Directors 
shall— 

(1) study provisions of Federal law relating 
to employment, personnel actions, or avail- 
ability of information to the public, that are 
similar to the provisions described in section 
2 and that do not apply to some or all con- 
gressional employees, employing offices, or 
offices of the legislative branch of the Fed- 
eral Government; and 

(2) recommend to the Congress whether 
any of the provisions should be applied to 
employees or offices described in paragraph 
(J). 

(c) CONGRESSIONAL DISAPPROVAL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.— 

(A) HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Regulations issued by the 
Board of Directors under subsection (a) that 
relate to the House of Representatives shall 
take effect, and shall apply to each employee 
of the House of Representatives, and each of- 
fice of the House of Representatives de- 
scribed in section 2, on the date of issuance 
of such regulations unless disapproved by the 
Congress by concurrent resolution. 

(ii) INTRODUCTION AND CONTENT REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—Such resolution shall be introduced 
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after the date on which the Board of Direc- 
tors publishes the general notice of proposed 
rulemaking relating to the regulations. The 
matter after the resolving clause of the reso- 
lution shall be as follows: That Congress 
disapproves the issuance of regulations of 
the Office of Compliance as proposed on 
—— (the blank space being appro- 
priately filled in).“ 

(B) SENATE.—Regulations issued by the 
Board of Directors under subsection (a) that 
relate to the Senate shall take effect, and 
shall apply to each employee of the Senate, 
and each office of the Senate described in 
section 2, on the date of issuance of such reg- 
ulations unless disapproved by the Congress 
by concurrent resolution. Such resolution 
shall comply with the requirements of sub- 
paragraph (A)(ii). 

(C) INSTRUMENTALITIES.—Regulations is- 
sued by the Board of Directors under sub- 
section (a) that relate to the instrumental- 
ities shall take effect, and shall apply to 
each employee of an instrumentality, and 
each office of such an instrumentality de- 
scribed in section 2, on the date of issuance 
of such regulations unless disapproved by the 
Congress by joint resolution. Such resolution 
shall comply with the requirements of sub- 
paragraph (A)(ii). 

(2 RULEMAKING.—The provisions of this 
subsection are enacted by the Congress, and 
regulations issued by the Board of Directors 
are so issued— 

(A) with respect to the application of this 
subsection, and regulations issued by the 
Board of Directors, to regulations affecting 
employees or offices of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, as an exercise of the rule- 
making power of the House, with full rec- 
ognition of the constitutional right of the 
House to change its rules (so far as the rules 
relate to the procedure of the House), in the 
same manner, and to the same extent, as in 
the case of any other rule of the House; and 

(B) with respect to the application of this 
subsection, and the regulations issued by the 
Board of Directors, to regulations affecting 
employees or offices of the Senate, as an ex- 
ercise of the rulemaking power of the Sen- 
ate, with full recognition of the constitu- 
tional right of the Senate to change its rules 
(so far as the rules relate to the procedure of 
the Senate), in the same manner, and to the 
same extent, as in the case of any other rule 
of the Senate. 

(d) RULES OF THE OFFICE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Board of Directors 
shall, in accordance with section 553 of title 
5, United States Code, issue rules governing 
the procedures of the Office, including the 
procedures of hearing boards. The Board of 
Directors may issue amendments to the 
rules in the same manner. In addition to 
publishing a general notice of proposed rule- 
making under section 553(b) of title 5, United 
States Code, the Board of Directors shall 
concurrently submit such notice for publica- 
tion in the Congressional Record, prior to is- 
suing such regulations. 

(2) MEETINGS AND VOTING.—Such rules shall 
require that the Board of Directors meet not 
less often than 4 times annually in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and shall ban voting by 
proxy by members of the Board. 

(3) CONSULTATION.—The Board of Directors 
may consult with the Chairman of the Ad- 
mínistrative Conference of the United States 
on the proposal of such rules. 

(e) INFORMATION PROGRAM.—The Board of 
Directors shall carry out such an informa- 
tion program as may be appropriate to in- 
form Members of the House of Representa- 
tives, Senators, congressional employees, 
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and heads of employing offices as to the pro- 

visions, including provision relating to rem- 

edies, made applicable to the legislative 

branch of the Federal Government under this 

section. 

SEC. 5. PROCEDURE FOR CONSIDERATION OF AL- 
LEGED VIOLATIONS OF CIVIL 
RIGHTS AND PERSONNEL REQUIRE- 
MENTS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—The procedure for consid- 
eration of alleged violations (except as pro- 
vided in sections 11 and 12 and including vio- 
lations of section ll(c) of the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act of 1970 (29 U.S.C. 
660(c)) consists of the following: 

(1) Step I, counseling, as set forth in sec- 
tion 6. 

(2) Step II, mediation, as set forth in sec- 
tion 7. 

(3) At the election of the employee alleging 
the violation— 

(AXi) step IIIA, formal complaint and 
hearing by à hearing board, as set forth in 
section 8; and 

(ii) step IV, judicial review of a hearing 
board decision by the United States Court of 
Appeals for the Federal Circuit, as set forth 
in section 9; or 

(B) step IIIB, à civil action in a district 
court of the United States, as set forth in 
section 10. 

(b) CONSTRUCTION,—Nothing in this section 
shall be construed to prohibit inspections 
under section 17. 

SEC. 6. STEP I: COUNSELING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—4A congressional employee 
alleging a violation described in section 5(a) 
may request counseling by the Office. The 
Office shall provide the employee with all 
relevant information with respect to the 
rights of the employee. A request for coun- 
seling shall be made not later than 180 days 
after the alleged violation forming the basis 
of the request for counseling occurred. 

(b) PERIOD OF COUNSELING.—The period for 
counseling shall be 30 days unless the em- 
ployee and the Office agree to reduce the pe- 
riod. The period shall begin on the date the 
request for counseling is received. 

SEC. 7. STEP II: MEDIATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 15 days 
after the end of the counseling period under 
section 6, the employee who alleged a viola- 
tion described in section 5(a) may file a re- 
quest for mediation with the Office, which 
mediation— 

(1) may include the Office, the employee, 
the employing office, and individuals who 
are recommended to the executive director 
by the Federal Mediation and Conciliation 
Service or by the Administrative Conference 
of the United States; and 

(2) shall be a process involving meetings 
with the parties separately or jointly for the 
purpose of resolving the dispute between the 
employee and the employing office. 

(b) MEDIATION PERIOD.—The mediation pe- 
riod shall be 30 days beginning on the date 
the request for mediation is received and 
may be extended for an additional 30 days at 
the discretion of the Office. The Office shall 
notify the employee and the head of the em- 
ploying office when the mediation period has 
ended. 

SEC. 8. STEP IIIA: FORMAL COMPLAINT AND 
HEARING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) FORMAL COMPLAINT.—A congressional 
employee may, within 30 days after receipt 
of notice from the Office of the end of the 
mediation period under section 7, file a for- 
mal administrative complaint with the Of- 
fice as provided in this section. 

(2) EXHAUSTION REQUIREMENT.—No adminis- 
trative complaint may be filed unless the 
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employee has made a timely request for 
counseling and has completed the procedures 
set forth in sections 6 and 7. 

(b) HEARING BOARD.—A board of 3 independ- 
ent hearing officers (referred to in this Act 
as a "hearing board"), who are not Members 
of the House of Representatives, Senators, 
heads of employing offices, or congressional 
employees, chosen by the Office (one of 
whom shall be designated by the Office as 
the presiding hearing officer) shall be as- 
signed to consider each complaint filed 
under subsection (a). The Office shall ap- 
point hearing officers after considering any 
candidates who are recommended to the ex- 
ecutive director by the Federal Mediation 
and Conciliation Service, the Administrative 
Conference of the United States, or organiza- 
tions composed primarily of individuals ex- 
perienced in adjudicating or arbitrating per- 
sonnel matters. A hearing board shall act by 
majority vote. 

(c) DISMISSAL OF FRIVOLOUS CLAIMS.—Prior 
to a hearing under subsection (d), or at any 
time prior to the issuance of a decision under 
subsection (g), a hearing board may dismiss 
any claim that it finds to be frivolous. 

(d) HEARING.—A hearing shall be con- 
ducted— 

(1) in closed session on the record by a 
hearing board; 

(2) no later than 30 days after filing of the 
complaint under subsection (a), except that 
the Office may, for good cause, extend up to 
an additional 60 days the time for conducting 
a hearing; and 

(3) except as specifically provided in this 
Act and to the greatest extent practicable, 
in accordance with the principles and proce- 
dures set forth in sections 554 through 557 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

(e) DISCOVERY.—Reasonable prehearing dis- 
covery may be permitted at the discretion of 
the hearing board. 

(f) SUBPOENA POWER.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—At the request of a hear- 
ing board, the Chairperson of the Board of 
Directors, acting at the direction of a major- 
ity of the Board of Directors, may issue sub- 
poenas on behalf of the hearing board, for 
the attendance of witnesses at proceedings of 
the hearing board and for the production of 
correspondence, books, papers, documents, 
and other records. The attendance of wit- 
nesses and the production of evidence may be 
required from any place within the United 
States. 

(2) FAILURE TO OBEY A SUBPOENA.—If a per- 
son refuses to obey a subpoena issued under 
paragraph (1), the Chairperson of the Board 
of Directors, acting at the direction of a ma- 
jority of the Board of Directors, may apply 
to a United States district court for an order 
requiring that person to appear before the 
hearing board to give testimony, produce 
evidence, or both, relating to the matter 
under investigation. The application may be 
made within the judicial district where the 
hearing is conducted or where that person is 
found, resides, or transacts business. Any 
failure to obey the order of the court may be 
punished by the court as civil contempt. 

(3) SERVICE OF SUBPOENAS.—The subpoenas 
of the hearing board shall be served in the 
manner provided for subpoenas issued by a 
United States district court under the Fed- 
eral Rules of Civil Procedure for the United 
States district courts. 

(4) SERVICE OF PROCESS.—AII process of any 
court to which application may be made 
under paragraph (2) may be served in the ju- 
dicial district in which the person required 
to be served resides or may be found. 

(5) IMMUNITY.—The hearing board is an 
agency of the United States for the purpose 


May 4, 1994 


of part V of title 18, United States Code (re- 
lating to immunity of witnesses). 

(g) DECISION.—The hearing board shall 
issue a written decision as expeditiously as 
possible, but in no case more than 45 days 
after the conclusion of the hearing. The writ- 
ten decision shall be transmitted by the Of- 
fice to the employee and the employing of- 
fice. The decision shall state the issues 
raised by the complaint, describe the evi- 
dence in the record, and contain a deter- 
mination as to whether a violation described 
in section 5(a) has occurred. 

(h) REMEDY ORDER.—If the hearing board 
determines that a violation described in sec- 
tion 5(a) has occurred, it shall order such 
remedies as are authorized under the regula- 
tions promulgated under section 4. The hear- 
ing board shall have no authority to award 
punitive damages. The entry of an order 
under this subsection shall constitute a final 
decision for purposes of judicial review under 
section 9. 

(i) PRECEDENTS AND INTERPRETATIONS.—A 
hearing board that conducts such a hearing 
relating to the protections of an Act referred 
to in section 2 shall be guided by judicial de- 
cisions under such Act. 

SEC. 9. STEP IV: JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

(a) COURT OF APPEALS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Following any adminis- 
trative hearing convened under section 8(d), 
any congressional employee or any head of 
an employing office aggrieved by a dismissal 
under section 8(c), a final decision under sec- 
tion 8(g), or an order under section 8(h), may 
petition for a review by the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit. 

(2) LAW APPLICABLE.—Chapter 158 of title 
28, United States Code, shall apply to a re- 
view under paragraph (1) except that— 

(A) with respect to section 2344 of title 28, 
United States Code, service of the petition 
Shall be on the House or Senate Legal Coun- 
sel, or the appropriate entity of an instru- 
mentality, as the case may be, rather than 
on the Attorney General; 

(B) the provisions of section 2348 of title 28, 
United States Code, on the authority of the 
Attorney General, shall not apply; 

(C) the petition for review shall be filed not 
later than 90 days after the entry in the Of- 
fice of a final decision under section 8(g) or 
an order under section 8(h); f 

(D) the Office shall be an agency“ as that 
term is used in chapter 158 of title 28, United 
States Code; and 

(E) the Office shall be the respondent in 
any proceeding under paragraph (1). 

(3) STANDARD OF REVIEW.—To the extent 
necessary to decision and when presented, 
the court shall decide all relevant questions 
of law and interpret constitutional and stat- 
utory provisions. The court shall set aside a 
final decision under section 8(g) or an order 
under section 8(h) if it is determined that the 
decision or order was— 

(A) arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of dis- 
cretion, or otherwise not consistent with 
law; 

(B) not made consistent with required pro- 
cedures; or 

(C) unsupported by substantial evidence. 

(4) RECORD.—In making determinations 
under paragraph (3), the court shall review 
the whole record, or those parts of it cited by 
a party, and due account shall be taken of 
the rule of prejudicial error. The record on 
review shall include the record before the 
hearing board, the decision of the hearing 
board, and the order of the hearing board. 

(b) ATTORNEY'S FEES.—If a congressional 
employee is the prevailing party in a pro- 
ceeding under this section relating to & pro- 
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vision referred to in section 2, attorney's fees 

may be allowed by the court in accordance 

with any standards prescribed under Federal 
law for the award of such fees in the event of 

a violation of such provision. 

SEC. 10. STEP IIIB: CIVIL ACTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL,— 

(1) CIVIL ACTION.—An employee may within 
30 days after receipt of notice from the Office 
of the end of the mediation period under sec- 
tion 7 for violations described in section 5(a) 
bring a civil action in a district court of the 
United States seeking relief from the alleged 
violation of law. In any such civil action, 
any party may demand a jury trial. 

(2) EXHAUSTION REQUIREMENT.—No civil ac- 
tion may be filed under paragraph (I) unless 
the employee has made a timely request for 
counseling and has completed the procedures 
set forth in sections 6 and 7. 

(3) COURT ORDER.—If a court determines 
that a violation of law occurred, the court 
may only enter an order described in section 
8(h). 

(b) ATTORNEY'S FEES.—If a congressional 
employee is the prevailing party in a pro- 
ceeding under this section relating to a pro- 
vision referred to in section 2, attorney's fees 
may be allowed by the court in accordance 
with any standards prescribed under Federal 
law for the award of such fees in the event of 
& violation of such provision. 

SEC. 11. PROCEDURES FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
ALLEGED VIOLATIONS RELATING TO 
INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) PROCEDURES FOR VIOLATIONS RELATING 
TO INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS.—In propos- 
ing regulations under section 4 for the appli- 
cation of provisions described in section 2(b), 
the Board of Directors shall propose regula- 
tions that specify the procedure for consider- 
ation by the Office of alleged violations of 
the provisions. Such regulations shall pro- 
vide, at à minimum, for procedures similar 
to the procedures described in section 552 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

(b) CouRT REVIEW.—Any petitioner seeking 
information from an office of the legislative 
branch of the Federal Government, or any 
such office, that is aggrieved by a final deci- 
sion of the Office under the procedures de- 
scribed in subsection (a), may petition for re- 
view of the decision by the District Court of 
the United States for the District of Colum- 
bia. Such review shall be conducted in ac- 
cordance with subparagraphs (B), (C), (E), 
(F), and (G) of section 552(a)(4) of title 5, 
United States Code. 

(c) ATTORNEY'S FEES.—If a congressional 
employee is the prevailing party in a pro- 
ceeding under this section relating to a pro- 
vision referred to in section 2(b), attorney’s 
fees may be allowed by the court in accord- 
ance with any standards prescribed under 
Federal law for the award of such fees in the 
event of a violation of such provision. 

SEC. 12. PROCEDURES FOR CONSIDERATION OF 


(a) PROCEDURES FOR VIOLATIONS RELATING 
TO LABOR MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS AND 
OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH REQUIRE- 
MENTS.— 

(1) PROCEDURES FOR VIOLATIONS RELATING 
TO LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS.—In pro- 
posing regulations under section 4 for the ap- 
plication of provisions described in section 
2(a)(2), the Board of Directors shall propose 
regulations that specify the procedure for 
consideration by the Office of alleged viola- 
tions of the provisions. Such regulations 
shall prescribe, at a minimum, for proce- 
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dures similar to the procedures described in 
sections 7118, 7119, 7121, and 7122 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

(2) PROCEDURES FOR VIOLATIONS RELATING 
TO OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH RE- 
QUIREMENTS.—In proposing regulations under 
section 4 for the application of provisions de- 
scribed in section 2(a)(3), the Board of Direc- 
tors shall propose regulations that specify 
the procedure for consideration by the Office 
of alleged violations of the provisions. Such 
regulations shall provide, at a minimum, for 
procedures similar to the procedures de- 
scribed in sections 8, 9, 10, and 17 of the Occu- 
pational Safety and Health Act of 1970 (29 
U.S.C. 657, 658, 659, and 666). 

(b) COURT REVIEW.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Any congressional em- 
ployee or head of an employing office ag- 
grieved by any dismissal, order, or decision 
issued after procedures described in sub- 
section (a) relating to a provision described 
in paragraph (2) or (3) of section 2(a), may pe- 
tition for review by the United States Court 
of Appeals for the Federal Circuit. 

(2 LAW APPLICABLE.—Chapter 158 of title 
28, United States Code, shall apply to a re- 
view under paragraph (1) except that— 

(A) with respect to section 2344 of title 28, 
United States Code, service of the petition 
shall be on the House or Senate Legal Coun- 
sel, or the appropriate entity of an instru- 
mentality, as the case may be, rather than 
on the Attorney General; 

(B) the provisions of section 2348 of title 28, 
United States Code, on the authority of the 
Attorney General, shall not apply; 

(C) the petition for review shall be filed not 
later than 90 days after the entry in the Of- 
fice of any decision or order issued after pro- 
cedures described in subsection (a); 

(D) the Office shall be an agency“ as that 
term is used in chapter 158 of title 28, United 
States Code; and 

(E) the Office shall be the respondent in 
any proceeding under paragraph (1). 

(3) STANDARD OF REVIEW.—To the extent 
necessary to decision and when presented, 
the court shall decide all relevant questions 
of law and interpret constitutional and stat- 
utory provisions. The court shall set aside 
any decision or order issued after procedures 
described in subsection (a), if it is deter- 
mined that the decision or order was— 

(A) arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of dis- 
cretion, or otherwise not consistent with 
law; 

(B) not made consistent with required pro- 
cedures; or 

(C) unsupported by substantial evidence. 

(4) RECORD.—In making determinations 
under paragraph (3), the court shall review 
the whole record, or those parts of it cited by 
& party, and due account shall be taken of 
the rule of prejudicial error. The record on 
review shall include the record before any 
decisionmaker under the procedures de- 
Scribed in subsection (a), the decision of the 
decisionmaker, and the order of the 
decisionmaker. 

(c) ATTORNEY'S FEES.—If a congressional 
employee is the prevailing party in a pro- 
ceeding under this section relating to a pro- 
vision referred to in paragraph (2) or (3) of 
section 2(a), attorney's fees may be allowed 
by the court in accordance with any stand- 
ards prescribed under Federal law for the 
award of such fees ín the event of a violation 
of such provision. 

(d) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section 
Shall be construed to prohibit inspections 
under section 17. 

SEC. 13. INFORMATION 

(a) EXEMPTION.—The provisions referred to 

in section 2(b) shall not apply to the offices 
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described in subsection (b), or any informa- 
tion in the possession of the offices described 
in subsection (b). 

(b) OFFICES.—The offices referred to in sub- 
section (a) shall consist of the following: 

(1) The personal offices of Members of the 
House of Representatives or of Members of 
the Senate. 

(2) The offices of standing, select, special, 
joint, and other committees of Congress. 

(3) The offices of the President pro tempore 
of the Senate, the President of the Senate, or 
the Majority Leader of the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

(4) The offices and support organizations of 
the other leaders of the House of Representa- 
tives or of the Senate. 

(5) The offices of any caucus or partisan or- 
ganization related to the Congress. 

(6) The offices of the Legislative Counsel of 
the House of Representatives or of the Sen- 
ate. 

(7) The Office of Legislative Operations of 
the House of Representatives. 

(8) The office of the Parliamentarian of the 
House of Representatives or of the Senate. 

(9) The offices of the Doorkeepers of the 
House of Representatives or of the Senate. 

(10) The offices of the Clerks of the House 
of Representatives or of the Senate. 

(11) The office of the General Counsel of 
the House of Representatives. 

(12) The Office of Legislative Information 
of the House of Representatives. 

(13) The offices of the Legal Counsel of the 
House of Representatives or of the Senate. 

(14) The offices of the Attending Physi- 
cians of the House of Representatives or of 
the Senate. 

(15) The escort assistance division of the 
Capitol Police. 

(16) Any staff organization. 

(17) Any other office to which the Board of 
Directors determines, by regulation issued in 
accordance with section 4, that the provi- 
sions described in section 2(b) shall not 
apply. 

SEC. 14. RESOLUTION OF COMPLAINT. 

(a) EMPLOYMENT.—If, after a formal com- 
plaint is filed under section 8 or in accord- 
ance with the procedures described in section 
12(a), the employee and the head of the em- 
ploying office resolve the issues involved, 
the employee may withdraw the complaint 
or the parties may enter into a written 
agreement, subject to the approval of the ex- 
ecutive director. 

(b) INFORMATION.—If, after a formal com- 
plaint is filed in accordance with the proce- 
dures described in section 11(a), the office of 
the legislative branch and the petitioner 
seeking information from the office resolve 
the issues involved, the petitioner may with- 
draw the complaint or the parties may enter 
into a written agreement, subject to the ap- 
proval of the executive director. 

SEC. 15. PROHIBITION OF INTIMIDATION. 

Any intimidation of, or reprisal against, a 
congressional employee by any Member or 
officer of the House of Representatives or of 
the Senate, any head of an employing office, 
or any congressional employee, as the case 
may be, because of the exercise of a right 
under this Act relating to a provision de- 
Scribed in section 2, constitutes an unlawful 
employment practice, which may be rem- 
edied, except as provided in section 5(a), in 
the same manner under this Act as is a vio- 
lation relating to such provision. 

SEC. 16. CONFIDENTIALITY. 

(a) COUNSELING.—All counseling conducted 
under this Act shall be strictly confidential 
except that the Office and the employee may 
agree to notify the head of the employing of- 
fice of the allegations. 
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(b) MEDIATION.—All mediation conducted 
under this Act shall be strictly confidential. 

(c) HEARINGS.—Except as provided in sub- 
sections (d) and (e), the hearings and delib- 
erations of hearing boards (including any 
decisionmaker under procedures described in 
section 11(a) or 12(a)) shall be confidential. 

(d) RELEASE OF RECORDS FOR JUDICIAL RE- 
VIEW.—The records of such hearing boards 
may be made public if required for the pur- 
pose of judicial review under section 9, 10, 11, 
or 12. 

(e) ACCESS BY COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS.— 
At the discretion of the executive director, 
the executive director may provide to the 
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct 
of the House of Representatives and the Se- 
lect Committee on Ethics of the Senate ac- 
cess to the records of the hearings and deci- 
sions of the hearing boards, including all 
written and oral testimony in the possession 
of the hearing boards, concerning a decision 
under section 8(g) or any decision or order is- 
sued after procedures described in section 
1ia) or 12(a). The executive director shall 
not provide such access until the executive 
director has consulted with the individual 
filing the complaint at issue in the hearing, 
and until the hearing board has issued the 
decision. 

SEC. 17. INSPECTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—On a regular basis, and at 
least once during each Congress, the Office 
shall request that the Secretary of Labor 
and the Architectural and Transportation 
Barriers Compliance Board detail to the Of- 
fice such personnel as may be necessary to 
inspect the facilities of the legislative 
branch of the Federal Government in order 
to ensure compliance with the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act of 1970, the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938, and title II of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. 

(b) DATE AND SCOPE OF INSPECTIONS.—The 
Office shall determine the dates and scope of 
such inspections, in accordance with regula- 
tions issued in accordance with section 4. 

(c) REPORT.—After conducting such an in- 
spection, the Office shall prepare and submit 
for publication in the Congressional Record a 
report containing information on the results 
of the inspection. 

SEC. 18. COLLECTION OF INFORMATION. 

(a) COLLECTION.—The executive director 
Shall collect information with respect to 
complaints filed under section 8 or under 
procedures described in section 11(a) or 12(a), 
including— 

(1) the total number of such complaints; 

(2) the number of such complaints that al- 
lege— 

(A) discrimination on the basis of race or 
color; 

(B) discrimination on the basis of sex; 

(C) discrimination on the basis of religion; 

(D) discrimination on the basis of national 
origin; 

(E) discrimination on the basis of disabil- 
ity; 

(F) discrimination on the basis of age; 

(G) a violation of the Fair Labor Standards 
Act of 1938; 

(H) a violation of chapter 71 of title 5, 
United States Code; 

(I) a violation of the Occupational Safety 
and Health Act of 1970; 

(J) a violation of the Family and Medical 
Leave Act of 1993; 

(K) a violation of the Employee Polygraph 
Protection Act of 1988; 

(L) a violation of the Worker Adjustment 
and Retraining Notification Act; or 

(M) a violation of section 552 of title 5, 
United States Code (commonly known as the 
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“Freedom of Information Act’’), or section 
552a of title 5, United States Code (com- 
monly known as the Privacy Act of 1974"); 

(3) the number of such complaints that 
were resolved by— 

(A) settlement; 

(B) a decision following a hearing under 
section 8 or under procedures described in 
section 11(a) or 12(a); or 

(C) withdrawal of the complaint, or other 
means; and 

(4) for each category of allegations de- 
scribed in subparagraphs (A) through (M) of 
paragraph (2)— 

(A) the aggregate amount of monetary 
compensation (including damages, equitable 
monetary relief, and interest) awarded as a 
result of settlement; 

(B) the aggregate amount of such mone- 
tary compensation awarded as a result of a 
decision described in paragraph (3)(B); and 

(C) the aggregate amount of such mone- 
tary compensation awarded as a result of 
withdrawal of the complaint or other means. 

(b) REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
and every year thereafter, the executive di- 
rector shall prepare and submit for publica- 
tion in the Congressional Record a report 
containing the information described in sub- 
section (a). 

(2) PRESENTATION OF INFORMATION IN THE 
AGGREGATE.—In preparing the reports de- 
scribed in paragraph (1), the executive direc- 
tor shall not identify by name parties par- 
ticipating in actions resulting from com- 
plaints described in subsection (a). The re- 
ports shall present information collected 
under subsection (a) in the aggregate. 

SEC. 19. POLITICAL AFFILIATION AND PLACE OF 
RESIDENCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be a violation 
to consider the— 

(1) party affiliation; 

(2) domicile; or 

(3) political compatibility with the em- 
ploying office, 
of an employee with respect to employment 
decisions issued under this Act. 

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of subsection 
(a), the term employee“ means— 

(1) a congressional employee on the staff of 
the leadership of the House of Representa- 
tives or the leadership of the Senate; 

(2) a congressional employee on the staff of 
a committee or subcommittee of— 

(A) the House of Representatives; or 

(B) the Senate; 

(3) a congressional employee on the staff of 
a Member of the House of Representatives or 
on the staff of a Senator; 

(4) an officer of the House of Representa- 
tives or Senate, or a congressional employee, 
who is elected by the House of Representa- 
tives or Senate or is appointed by a Member 
of the House of Representatives or by a Sen- 
ator, other than an employee described in 
paragraph (1), (2), or (3); or 

(5) an applicant for a position that is to be 
occupied by an individual described in any of 
paragraphs (1) through (4). 

SEC. 20. OTHER REVIEW. 

No congressional employee may commence 
& judicial proceeding to redress practices 
prohibited under section 2 or 4, except as 
provided in this Act. 

SEC. 21. SEVERABILITY. 

If any provision of this Act or the applica- 
tion of such provision to any person or cir- 
cumstance is held to be unconstitutional, 
the remainder of this Act and the applica- 
tion of the provisions of such to any person 
or circumstance shall not be affected there- 
by. 


May 4, 1994 


SEC. 22. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this Act such sums as may be nec- 
essary for fiscal year 1995 and each subse- 
quent fiscal year. 

SEC. 23. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act: 

(1) CONGRESSIONAL EMPLOYEE.—The term 
"congressional employee" means— 

(A) an employee of the House of Represent- 
atives; 

(B) an employee of the Senate; and 

(C) an employee of an instrumentality. 

(2) EMPLOYEE OF AN INSTRUMENTALITY.— 
The term employee of an instrumentality” 
means— 

(A) an employee of the Architect of the 
Capitol (except an employee described in 
paragraph (3) or (4)), the Congressional Budg- 
et Office, the General Accounting Office, the 
Government Printing Office, the Library of 
Congress, the Office of Technology Assess- 
ment, or the United States Botanic Garden; 

(B) with respect to the application of a pro- 
vision described in paragraph (4), (5), (6), or 
(7) of section 2(a), section 2(c), or section 
2(d) any applicant for a position that will 
last 90 days or more and that is to be occu- 
pied by an individual described in subpara- 
graph (A); or 

(C) any individual who was formerly an 
employee described in subparagraph (A) and 
whose claim of a violation arises out of the 
employment of the individual by an instru- 
mentality described in subparagraph (A). 

(3) EMPLOYEE OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA- 
TIVES.—The term ‘‘employee of the House of 
Representatives" means an individual who 
was eligible to file a formal complaint with 
the Office of Fair Employment Practice of 
the House of Representatives under clause 6 
of rule LI of the Rules of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, as in effect on the day before 
the date of enactment of this Act. Such term 
shall only include an applicant for employ- 
ment with an entity of the House of Rep- 
resentatives with respect to the application 
of a provision described in paragraph (4), (5), 
(6), or (7) of section 2(a), section 2(c), or sec- 
tion 20d). 

(4) EMPLOYEE OF THE SENATE.—The term 
"employee of the Senate" means— 

(A) any employee whose pay is disbursed 
by the Secretary of the Senate; 

(B) any employee of the Architect of the 
Capitol who is assigned to the Senate Res- 
taurants or to the Superintendent of the 
Senate Office Buildings; 

(C) with respect to the application of a pro- 
vision described in paragraph (4), (5), (6), or 
(7) of section 2(a), section 2(c), or section 
Ad), any applicant for a position that will 
last 90 days or more and that is to be occu- 
pied by an individual described in subpara- 
graph (A) or (B); or 

(D) any individual who was formerly an 
employee described in subparagraph (A) or 
(B) and whose claim of a violation arises out 
of the individual's Senate employment. 

(5) EMPLOYING OFFICE.—The term employ- 
ing office" means the office headed by a head 
of an employing office. 

(6) HEAD OF AN EMPLOYING OFFICE.—The 
term “head of an employing office" means 
the individual who has final authority to ap- 
point, hire, discharge, and set the terms, 
conditions, or privileges of the congressional 
employment of a congressional employee. 

(7) INSTRUMENTALITY.—The term ‘‘instru- 
mentality" means an entity described in 
paragraph (2)(A). 

(8) VIOLATION.—The term violation“ 
means a violation of a provision listed in 
section 2 or a regulation that takes effect 
under section 4(c). 
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SUMMARY OF THE LIEBERMAN-GRASSLEY 
CONGRESSIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY ACT 


Makes Congress subject to the following 
laws: 

The Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938; 

The Federal Labor-Management Relations 
Statute of 1978; 

The Occupational Safety and Health Act of 
1970; 

The Civil Rights Act of 1964 and 1991 
Amendments; 

The Age Discrimination in Employment 
Act of 1967; 

The Americans With Disabilities Act of 
1990; 

The Rehabilitation Act of 1973; 

The Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993; 

The Employee Polygraph Protection Act of 
1988; 

The Worker Adjustment and Retraining 
Notification Act of 1988; 

Applies the Freedom of Information Act 
and the Privacy Act to administrative of- 
fices of the House and Senate such as the dis- 
bursing offices, and non-political support 
agencies such as the Architect of the Cap- 
itol, the Congressional Budget Office, and 
the Library of Congress; and 

Establishes an independent Office of Com- 
pliance to enforce laws throughout the legis- 
lative branch and adjudicate complaints and 
violations. 

An 8 person Board of Directors, composed 
of individuals with expertise in employment 
laws, will oversee the administration of The 
Office of Compliance. Members of the Board 
will be appointed by the House and Senate 
leadership. 

Board members may not be lobbyists, cur- 
rent or former members of Congress, or em- 
ployees of Congress within the last six years. 
Narrow grounds for removal and limit of one 
term of service ensure independence of Board 
members, 

The Board will issue final procedural regu- 
lations implementing these laws within 180 
days after the appointment of the Executive 
Director. The Board will be guided by the 
same regulations issued by federal agencies 
under these laws. 

Before the Board issues final regulations, 
there will be a public comment period of 30 
days. Once issued, the final regulations are 
binding unless Congress passes a concurrent 
resolution of disapproval. 

Board members will be paid per diem rate 
prescribed for level V of the Executive 
Schedule (approx. $105,000 per annum). 

The Board will appoint an Executive Direc- 
tor and necessary staff. Executive Directors 
may not earn more than pay for level V of 
Executive Schedule. 

Detailees from executive branch agencies, 
as well as the Government Accounting Office 
Personnel Appeals Board, may be employed 
in order to assist the Office in its duties. 

On a regular basis, at least once every Con- 
gress, the Office will request the services of 
the Occupational Safety and Health Admin- 
istration and the Americans With Disabil- 
ities Access Board in order to inspect the of- 
fices of Congress to ensure compliance with 
OSHA and ADA. The Board will determine 
the dates and the scope of the inspections. 
The Office may also order additional OSHA 
inspections when it deems necessary, or in 
response to a complaint. 

Aggrieved employees will have a right to 
file a complaint with the Office of Compli- 
ance. Where the law authorizes an action in 
Federal court, the Congressional employee 
will also have a right to sue in Federal 
Court. 

Individual complaints of discrimination, 
harassment, denial of minimum wage or 
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overtime pay, denial of family or medical 
leave, violation of equal pay standards, or 
unfair labor practices will be handled by a 3- 
step administrative process: 

1. Counseling; 

2. Mediation; 

3. At the election of complainant, formal 
administrative complaint and hearing or 
civil action in Federal District Court where 
the underlying law permits such action. 

Administrative hearing board members are 
chosen by the Executive Director of the Of- 
fice from candidates recommended by the 
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service 
and the Administrative Conference of the 
United States. 

When a violation is found, remedies appro- 
priate under existing laws will be issued, ex- 
cept punitive damages. Administrative hear- 
ing boards will be guided by judicial deci- 
sions under these laws. This decision is final 
unless appellate review is sought. 

Congressional employees may also state a 
claim for intimidation or retaliation for ex- 
ercising their rights under these laws. 

Office of Compliance may provide House 
and Senate Ethics Committees records of 
hearing boards for additional review after a 
decision is issued by a hearing board, but no 
Ethics Committee proceeding may sub- 
stitute for the functions of the office or a 
hearing board. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator LIEBERMAN in 
introducing the Congressional Ac- 
countability Act. The time is long 
overdue for Congress to follow the laws 
it prescribes for everyone else. Our bill 
will correct the longstanding practice 
of Congress exempting itself from labor 
and employment laws, as well as good 
Government laws, such as the Freedom 
of Information and Privacy Acts. 

The American people are frustrated 
with Congress. They don’t respect the 
institution. The citizenry finds Con- 
gress to be out of touch with the real 
world. Well, one part of the real world 
is the host of laws Congress has en- 
acted to protect workers. Those laws 
include—wage and hour laws, collective 
bargaining laws, anti-discrimination 
and anti-harassment laws, as well as 
laws protecting a safe workplace. 

But for too long, Congress has said— 
“OK for you America, but not for Cap- 
itol Hill." This bill says, no more." 

It's time for Congress to get serious, 
to hear the American people and to 
act. 

Our bill applies 10 laws to all of Con- 
gress and the instrumentalities, such 
as the Library of Congress and the 
General Accounting Office. It estab- 
lishes an Office of Congressional Com- 
pliance to administer and enforce these 
laws. 

Any employee who has a complaint 
under one of these laws—from Title VII 
of the Civil Rights Act to the Fair 
Labor Standards Act—may bring it to 
the Office. The first efforts to resolve 
the complaint will be less formal— 
counseling and mediation. Then, if the 
employee is not satisfied, he or she can 
take the complaint to a hearing. 

Under those laws which allow an em- 
ployee in the private sector to sue in 
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Federal court, a congressional em- 
ployee will, likewise, be able to pursue 
the claim in a Federal trial court. But 
if the employee wants a more efficient 
and expeditious resolution of the com- 
plaint, he or she may opt for an inde- 
pendent hearing conducted before three 
hearing officers selected from outside 
the Congress. Then, the employee who 
chooses an administrative hearing will 
be entitled to appellate review in our 
Federal court system. 

And, for those laws which do not pro- 
vide a private sector employee with a 
right to a Federal trial—and that in- 
cludes collective bargaining and occu- 
pational safety and health claims—the 
employee will be entitled to pursue an 
independent administrative hearing, 
with appellate review in a Federal 
court. 

So, let me illustrate with an exam- 
ple. An employee believes she should 
receive overtime compensation for 
work over 40 hours each week. She will, 
under this bill, take her complaint to 
the Office of Congressional Compliance 
where the staff will, in the first in- 
stance, attempt to counsel the parties 
involved. If that is not successful, the 
employee will be entitled to mediation. 
If the employee is still not satisfied, 
she has a choice. Since, the Fair Labor 
Standards Act entitles private sector 
employees to pursue their claims di- 
rectly in Federal court, she—the con- 
gressional employee—will have the 
same opportunity—will have the same 
opportunity—to sue the Congress in 
Federal court for overtime violations. 

But, if she does not want to wait a 
couple of years in Federal court, she 
can seek an administrative hearing 
with appellate review if she’s not satis- 
fied with the hearing officers’ decision. 

If this bill becomes law, Congress will 
finally understand how these laws ac- 
tually work. There can be no better 
substitute for Congress’ living under 
the laws. A congressional committee 
can hold hearings to examine how a 
law will work; we can hear from wit- 
nesses about this impact or that effect. 
But until we are prepared to live under 
the laws, Congress has no business im- 
posing them on anyone else. 

Now, this bill is not everything I 
want in congressional coverage. It does 
not provide for the executive branch 
agencies to enforce these laws. Instead 
we are creating a separate congres- 
sional agency to enforce the laws. But 
I know a majority of my colleagues 
will say that the Constitution does not 
permit Labor Secretary Robert Reich 
to enforce OSHA or the Fair Labor 
Standards Act against Congress. I dis- 
agree, but Iam not, as the saying goes, 
going to let the perfect be the enemy of 
the good. 

And, the bill does not cover Congress 
under the National Labor Relations 
Act—the private sector collective bar- 
gaining law. Since there is no experi- 
ence of the NLRA covering a govern- 
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mental entity, we chose to extend the 
Federal Management-Labor Relations 
Act—the collective bargaining law 
which applies to the executive branch 
agencies—to Congress and the instru- 
mentalities. But congressional employ- 
ees, under this bill, will have the right 
to join unions and engage in collective 
bargaining. That is an important 
breakthrough for Congress. 

This is a solid bill. It will make Con- 
gress subject to all the laws from 
which it is now exempt. It builds on 
the 1991 Mitchell-Grassley amendment 
to the civil rights bill by expanding the 
coverage and strengthening the en- 
forcement mechanism. It meets, in my 
view, James Madison’s directive in 
Federalist No. 57, “that [Congress] can 
make no law which will not have its 
full operation on themselves and their 
friends, as well as on the great mass of 
society." 

I look forward to working with Sen- 
ator LIEBERMAN on the bill, to hearings 
in the Governmental Affairs Commit- 
tee, and to moving this bill into law 
this year. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President. thank 
you very much. 

I want to say that I am a cosponsor 
of Senator LIEBERMAN’s bill that he is 
sending to the desk and am happy to be 
such. 

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Oklahoma is recognized. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, first I 
wish to compliment my colleagues, 
Senator GRASSLEY and Senator 
LIEBERMAN, for introducing the legisla- 
tion which I am happy to cosponsor, to 
provide for congressional coverage of 
several laws, and which coverage Con- 
gress, going back to 1935, has exempted 
itself from. 

I might mention that I was with 

some of my colleagues yesterday, and 
some of my constituents, in addition, 
and we happened to be in the basement 
of the Capitol, and I showed them sev- 
eral areas that just would not comply 
with the OSHA inspection. I hope we 
will be able to pass this legislation. 
* Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I am 
proud to cosponsor legislation being in- 
troduced today, the Congressional Ac- 
countability Act. 

Traditionally, Congress has exempted 
itself from the very laws which were to 
apply to the other two branches of 
Government as well as the private sec- 
tor. This bill will force Congress to 
comply with those laws. 

This legislation is long overdue. The 
U.S. Senate should practice what we 
preach. We should go by the same rules 
that we establish for everyone else. 

Public opinion of Congress is very 
low. Americans are wondering about 
the integrity of an institution which 
exempts itself from the rules it places 
on the rest of the country. In Mary- 
land, we call this a double standard. 

I think when we make ourselves sub- 
ject to the same legal framework that 
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we do every other American, we will be 
taking an important step forward to- 
ward restoring confidence in this insti- 
tution. We need to let Americans know 
that we are not above the law. 

But Mr. President, it’s more than 
just a question of perception. It’s a 
question of right and wrong. It’s a 
question of basic fairness and decency. 
This legislation will put Congress 
squarely under the law. It will also put 
congressional support offices and legis- 
lative branch offices under the law. 

The critical need for this legislation 
has recently been demonstrated by the 
management practices at the Architect 
of the Capitol. For years, I and my 
staff have heard shocking complaints 
from dozens of constituents employed 
in the offices of the Architect. In 1991, 
I asked the General Accounting Office 
to investigate. 

The findings of the GAO report are 
outrageous. The Architect of the Cap- 
itol has no fair and independent com- 
plaint process of employee grievances. 
There is no affirmative action plan, no 
agency-wide merit-based hiring or pro- 
motion plan. Minorities and women are 
underrepresented, and promotions and 
other decisions are not shown to be 
based on performance. I could go on. 

Mr. President, this is a serious situa- 
tion. There is no question that we need 
to act on this legislation today to 
apply labor and workplace safety stat- 
utes to Congress and its support offices 
across the board. I am cosponsoring 
this legislation, and I strongly encour- 
age my colleagues to join in support. 

But in the meantime, I will also be 
introducing separate legislation which 
will specifically target the operations 
of the Architect of the Capitol. There 
is a demonstrated, urgent need to ad- 
dress the workplace environment at 
the Architect of the Capitol. Because of 
the findings of the GAO report, it is 
likely that we will be able to move 
more quickly with legislation isolating 
the situation there. 

This only adds to my strong support 
for legislation being introduced today 
to bring Congress and the legislation 
branch as a whole under the same laws 
that already apply to the general pub- 
lic and the executive branch of Govern- 
ment.e 


By Mr. INOUYE (for himself and 
Mr. AKAKA): 

S. 2072. A bill to amend the Immigra- 
tion and Nationality Act to facilitate 
the immigration to the United States 
of certain aliens born in the Phil- 
ippines or Japan who were fathered by 
United States citizens; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

THE AMERASIAN IMMIGRATION ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1994 
è Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, today I 
introduce legislation which amends 
Public Law 97-359, the Amerasian Im- 
migration Act, to include Amerasian 
children from the Philippines and 
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Japan as eligible applicants. This legis- 
lation also expands the eligibility pe- 
riod for the Philippines until the com- 
pletion of the last United States mili- 
tary base closure and until the date of 
enactment of the proposed legislation 
for Japan. 

Under the current Amerasian immi- 
gration law, only children born in 
Korea, Laos, Kampuchea, Thailand, 
and Vietnam after December 31, 1950, 
and before October 22, 1982, who were 
fathered by United States citizens, are 
allowed to immigrate to the United 
States. When this legislation was first 
introduced in the 97th Congress, it in- 
cluded Amerasian children born in the 
Philippines and Japan with no time 
limits concerning their births. The 
final version of this bill, however, in- 
cluded only areas where the United 
States had engaged in active military 
combat from the Korean war onward, 
and hence, excluded both the Phil- 
ippines and Japan. 

Although the Philippines and Japan 
were not considered a war zone from 
1950 to 1982, the extent and nature of 
United States military involvement in 
both countries were quite similar to 
the involvement of the United States 
military in other Asian countries dur- 
ing the Korean and Vietnam wars. As a 
result, interracial marriages in both 
countries were common, thereby lead- 
ing to a significant number of 
Amerasian children fathered by U.S. 
citizens. There are now over 50,000 
Amerasian children in the Philippines 
and 6,000 Amerasian children in Japan 
born between 1987 and 1992. 

These children face similar problems 
to the Amerasian children provided for 
under Public Law 97-359. Due to the il- 
legitimate or mixed ethnic make-up, 
they are often ostracized within their 
home countries. This stigmatization, 
in turn, leaves many without viable op- 
portunities of employment, education, 
or family life. As a result, Amerasian 
children are subjected to conditions of 
severe poverty and prejudice, with very 
little hope of escaping their plight. 

Public Law 97-359 was passed in 
hopes of redressing the situation of 
Amerasian children in Korea, Laos, 
Kampuchea, Thailand, and Vietnam. 
Now is the time for the Senate to rec- 
ognize our responsibilities to 
Amerasian children in the Philippines 
and Japan, and pass legislation that 
would lessen the severity of their im- 
poverished lives. 

Mr. President, I ask for unanimous 
consent that the text of my bill be 
placed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2072 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States in Congress as- 
sembled, That section 204(f(2)(A) of the Im- 
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1154(f)(2)(A)) is amended— 
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(1) by inserting “(I)” after born“; and 

(2) by inserting after “subsection, the fol- 
lowing: (II) in the Philippines after 1950 and 
before November 24, 1992, or (III) in Japan 
after 1950 and before the date of enactment 
of this subclause,’’.e 


By Mr. SMITH (for himself and 
Mr. GREGG): 

S. 2073. A bill to designate the U.S. 
courthouse that is scheduled to be con- 
structed in Concord, NH, as the War- 
ren B. Rudman United States Court- 
house’’, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

WARREN B. RUDMAN COURTHOUSE 

* Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, on behalf 
of Senator GREGG and myself, I rise 
today to introduce a bill to name the 
new U.S. courthouse that is scheduled 
to be constructed in Concord, NH, in 
honor of our distinguished former col- 
league, Senator Warren B. Rudman. 

It is fitting that the new Federal 
courthouse in concord should be named 
for former Senator Rudman because he 
is a distinguished lawyer. After leaving 
the Senate at the end of his second 
term in 1992, Senator Rudman joined 
the prestigious international law firm 
of Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Wharton and 
Garrison. He maintains offices with the 
law firm in both Washington and New 
York. Senator Rudman also has a law 
office of his own in New Hampshire. 

After earning his undergraduate de- 
gree at Syracuse University and serv- 
ing as à combat platoon leader and 
company commander with the U.S. 
Army during the Korean war, Warren 
Rudman graduated from the Boston 
College School of Law in 1960. He then 
began his career practicing law in his 
hometown of Nashua, NH. 

Warren Rudman left the private prac- 
tice of law to enter public service in 
1970, when he was appointed as the at- 
torney general of New Hampshire. In 
1975, he brought distinction to our 
State when he was elected as the presi- 
dent of the National Association of At- 
torneys General. Upon completing his 
service as attorney general of our state 
in 1976, Warren Rudman returned to 
private law practice. 

Four years later, in 1980, Warren 
Rudman answered the call of public 
service again when he ran for the U.S. 
Senate. He was elected that year as 
part of the large class of 1980 that 
swept the Republican Party to control 
of the Senate for the first time in near- 
ly 30 years. 

Perhaps Senator Rudman's most 
noteworthy accomplishment during his 
12 years of service in the Senate was 
his co-authorship of the Gramm-Rud- 
man-Hollings deficit reduction law. He 
also distinguished himself by his serv- 
ice as the vice chairman of the Senate 
select committee that investigated the 
so-called Iran-Contra affair. 

In addition, Senator Rudman served 
as the chairman, and later the vice 
chairman, of the Senate Select Com- 
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mittee on Ethics. For many years, he 
also was the ranking Republican mem- 
ber on the Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittee’s Subcommittee on Commerce, 
State, and the Judiciary. 

Even though he decided in 1992 to 
leave the Senate and to return to the 
private practice of law, Senator Rud- 
man continues to serve the public in- 
terest through his leadership of the 
Concord coalition. Along with former 
Senator Paul Tsongas and former Com- 
merce Secretary Peter Peterson, Sen- 
ator Rudman was a cofounder of that 
organization. The Concord coalition is 
a grassroots, nonprofit group that was 
established to alert the American peo- 
ple to the gravity of our Nation’s budg- 
et deficit crisis and to propose bold and 
innovative ways in which to resolve it. 

Beyond his work with the Concord 
coalition, Senator Rudman also serves 
as a member of President Clinton's 
Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board 
and as the Deputy Chairman of the 
Federal Reserve Bank of Boston. 

It was a privilege to serve with War- 
ren Rudman as a member of the New 
Hampshire delegation in the U.S. Con- 
gress for 8 years and as his junior col- 
league in the Senate for 2 years. I am 
pleased to have this opportunity to 
play a role in giving Senator Rudman's 
distinguished career the lasting rec- 
ognition that it merits. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the full text of my bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2073 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America ín 
Congress assembled, 


SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF WARREN B. RUD- 
MAN UNITED STATES COURTHOUSE. 


The United States courthouse that (as of 
the date of enactment of this Act) is sched- 
uled to be constructed in Concord, New 
Hampshire, shall be known and designated as 
the Warren B. Rudman United States 
Courthouse". 

SEC. 2. LEGAL REFERENCES. 

Any reference in a law, regulation, docu- 
ment, record, map, or other paper of the 
United States to the courthouse referred to 
in section 1 shall be deemed to be a reference 
to the "Warren B. Rudman United States 
Courthouse''.e 


By Mr. MCCAIN: 

S. 2074. A bill to increase the special 
assessment for felonies and improve 
the enforcement of sentences imposing 
criminal fines, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

CRIME VICTIM ASSISTANCE IMPROVEMENT ACT 
* Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, today 
I'm introducing a bill to aid victims of 
crime by making needed improvements 
in the Federal crime victims fund. This 
fund, financed by mandatory criminal 
fines, provides vital assistance to vic- 
tims through special programs, such as 
recovery services for battered women 
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and children, and direct financial aid 
to cover medical bills and other crime 
related expenses such as medical bills. 

Crime, particularly violent crime, 
continues to plague our nation. The 
unmet need for victim compensation 
and assistance services is enormous 
and has grown significantly in the past 
5 years. 

In my home State of Arizona, at a 
time when serious crime is increasing, 
we are receiving less crime victim as- 
sistance. We must enhance collections 
and improve administration of the fund 
to keep pace with the needs of crime. 
victims and to let criminals know that 
fine payment is not an option, it is an 
obligation that they must and will 
meet. 

The Crime Victim Assistance Im- 
provement Act would help us meet our 
responsibility to care for those who 
have been victimized by crime as fol- 
lows: 

One, the bill would double the crime 
victim fund by increasing fines im- 
posed on federal felons, and establish 
the new amount as a minimum rather 
than a fixed assessment. 

Two, the bill would increase the stat- 
ute of limitations for fine collections 
from 5 to 20 years so that criminal 
debtors can't evade their responsibil- 
ities by outwaiting the current five 


year term. 
Three, it would require the courts to 
impose  enforceable fine payment 


Schedules for criminals fines and res- 
titution. Under current law, payment 
Schedules are discretionary. Making 
the mandatory will improve the fine 
collection rate. 

Four, delinquent criminal debtors 
would be prohibited from receiving 
crime victim fund compensation, and 
other Federal benefits including 
grants, contracts, loans, and other as- 
sistance programs. 

Five, the bill would authorize the 
courts to require delinquent criminal 
debtors to conduct community service 
in lieu of interest on outstanding debt. 
This provision will enable indigent 
criminal debtors to meet their obliga- 
tions pending payment of their fine. 

Six, the bill would create a crime vic- 
tim reserve fund and authorize the di- 
rector of the crime victim fund to 
carry over unspent crime victim reve- 
nue from 1 year to the next to assure 
consistent funding from year to year. 
Crime victim appropriations can fluc- 
tuate annually with collection rates. A 
more consistent level of funding would 
better serve the needs of all victims. 

Seven, all Federal felons would be re- 
quired to forfeit to the crime victim 
fund all media and commercial reve- 
nues earned as a result of their crime. 

Eight, the bill would ensure that 
compensation to a victim will not be 
considered as income for purposes of 
eligibility for Federal assistance pro- 
grams. Some individuals have actually 
been denied Medicaid assistance be- 
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cause temporary crime victim com- 
pensation for living expenses was con- 
sidered as income. This is not right and 
it must be changed. 

Mr. President, in addition, the Crime 
Victim Assistance Improvement Act 
contains provisions to ensure that all 
victims of crime, including those who 
reside in the most remote and under- 
served areas of this Nation, receive the 
services to which they are entitled. It 
accomplishes this by providing Indian 
tribal governments with 5 percent of 
the fund to establish victim assistance 
programs at the local level—programs 
which are literally nonexistent today. 

Currently, all victims of crime, 
whether they reside in or outside of In- 
dian communities, must apply to a 
State administered program for vic- 
tim's compensation. These victims 
must also drive many hours and many 
miles to receive victim assistance serv- 
ices. Many victims forgo these services 
because they are either inaccessible or 
the victims are unaware that the pro- 
grams exist. While many States make 
a conscientious effort to properly serve 
people on the reservation, I believe al- 
lowing tribal governments to manage 
their own programs can only improve 
access to services for all crime victims. 

As sovereign nations, tribal govern- 
ments currently administer most Fed- 
eral programs and have the ability to 
manage local victim's assistance pro- 
gram. This legislation is fully consist- 
ent with the government-to-govern- 
ment relationship that exists between 
the Federal Government and the indi- 
vidual tribes, and it is an important 
bench mark in the ongoing effort to 
promote the policy of tribal self-gov- 
ernance and self-determination. 

I'm sure that some may be concerned 
that the Indian set-aside could take 
funding away from State programs. I 
would like to make an important point 
to address that issue. This bill, taken 
as a whole, would double the size of the 
current crime victim's fund. This will 
ensure significantly more resources for 
all victims' programs, both State and 
tribal. Everyone will benefit. 

Mr. President, on the reservation and 
off, crime is taking an alarming toll on 
our Nation. According to the FBI uni- 
form crime reports, every day, 65 
Americans are murdered, nearly 3,000 
Americans are raped, 2,000 people are 
robbed and 3,000 people are assaulted. 
In 1992, 6.6 million Americans were af- 
fected by violent crimes. These are 
alarming numbers, but they are much 
more. They are human beings. 

In many areas, particularly in large 
cities, Americans are afraid to walk 
the streets. Simply put, crime is a na- 
tional disgrace, and the single greatest 
threat to the welfare of our society. 

Congress continues to work on the 
long-awaited crime bill. We need a 
strong bill. Much can and must be done 
to prevent and control crime and 
criminals. But, let's not forget about 
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the victims—the innocent Americans 
to whom crime is not a discomfiting 
statistic or a disturbing segment on 
the nightly news, it’s reality. As we 
seek more effective means to control 
the criminal, a just society has an obli- 
gation to aid and comfort the victim. 

Violent crime annually costs victims 
$1.5 billion in medical bills and lost 
property. In many cases, these are un- 
insured losses. According to the Bureau 
of Justice statistics low-income fami- 
lies who are less likely to be insured 
are more likely to be affected by vio- 
lent crime. The number of claims for 
compensation from the crime victim 
fund has increased by nearly 15 percent 
over the past 5 years. 

Today, State compensation boards 
are struggling to keep pace with the 
need. In my home State of Arizona, 
last year, 16 agencies were denied 
crime victim assistance grants due to 
the lack of funds. The applicants in- 
cluded programs for domestic violence, 
child abuse, and sexual assault among 
others. 

The Compensation Program is over- 
burdened. Families with limited finan- 
cial resources who are victimized, must 
face the trauma of crime, but they 
must also deal with the added concern 
over medical expenses, funeral bills or 
other crime related losses. In Arizona, 
where caps are in place, victims can 
only receive $130 per week for lost 
wages, regardless of whether they have 
dependents or how many. 

In other States, including New Mex- 
ico and California, victims must wait 
for up to a full year just to have their 
applications reviewed. Many of these 
victims do not have the financial re- 
sources to pay medical bills and other 
expenses in the meantime. 

Victims of violent crimes, particu- 
larly those in financial distress, need 
and deserve full compensation on a 
timely basis. We need more resources 
to do the job, and the Crime Victim As- 
sistance Improvement Act will see that 
we get them. 

As I stated, criminal fines finance 
the crime victim fund. Under current 
law, Federal felons are liable for a 
fixed special crime victim assessment 
of $50 while a fine of $200 is imposed on 
criminal organizations. The new 
amounts prescribed by this bill, $100 for 
individuals and $400 for organizations, 
would be established as a minimum. 
Judges will be given the discretion to 
impose higher amounts. 

I think it might be instructive at 
this point to explain the sentencing 
process in which special assessments 
play only a part. After a Federal con- 
viction, the judge is required to impose 
the special crime victim assessment. 
Next, in priority is any order for res- 
titution the judge may impose to di- 
rectly compensate the victim of the 
crime for which the conviction was 
made. Third, the judge may impose an 
additional fine depending on the cir- 
cumstances of the case. 
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Doubling the primary assessment as 
called for in this bill is in no way in- 
tended to take away from the manda- 
tory restitution provision in the Sen- 
ate crime bill. 

First, the primary fine is not large 
enough to substantially impede a 
criminal's ability to pay restitution. 
Second, it’s important to understand 
that, in many violent crime cases no 
conviction is reached. The victim has 
no chance of obtaining restitution, and 
must rely on the aid of the crime vic- 
tim fund. This makes it imperative 
that we maintain a strong and viable 
fund to assist these individuals. 

I would also like to comment on the 
increase in the statute of limitations. 
The current limitation is 5 years. This 
is simply too short. Criminal debtors 
should not be permitted to wait out the 
limitation period and skate free. Ex- 
panding the statute of limitations and 
requiring judges to impose an enforce- 
ment due date will show criminals that 
criminal debt is not an option. It is an 
obligation tht will be met. 

A criminal fine is a serious matter. 
That’s why the bill contains provisions 
to ensure the delinquent criminal debt- 
ors will be ineligible for Federal bene- 
fits, including crime victim payments, 
until the debtor works out an achiev- 
able payment schedule or agrees to per- 
form community service in lieu of in- 
terest on their debt. 

This provision will not take effect 
until the National Fine Center, which 
was conceived to track criminal debt 
and integrate with other programs, is 
fully operational. On the crime bill, 
the Senate adopted a similar benefit 
suspension provision for delinquent 
restitution payments. This bill will ex- 
tend the suspension to all delinquent 
criminal debt and a wider array of Fed- 
eral benefit programs. The National 
Fine Center will be critical in making 
this provision effective. I will have 
more to say about the center at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

Mr. President, I would like to com- 
ment on one other vital provision in 
this bill. Federal law currently pro- 
hibits criminals from profiting from 
their crimes. However, the current for- 
feiture statute extends only to violent 
criminals and spies, and applies only to 
revenues derived from media rights to 
criminal stories. White collar crimi- 
nals should be included in the forfeit- 
ure statute. The bill I have introduced 
will expand the law to all Federal fel- 
ons and require forfeiture into the 
crime victim fund any commercial rev- 
enues derived from a Federal felony. 

Finally, Mr. President, I’m very 
pleased that this bill includes a provi- 
sion to provide more resources for 
crime victim assistance on the reserva- 
tion. There is a great need for victim 
programs to serve native Americans 
and, we have a trust responsibility to 
see that they receive that assistance 
through programs operated by tribal 
governments and organizations. 
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As I said, Mr. President, I applaud ef- 
forts to pass a strong crime bill, and I 
am afraid that Congress will dis- 
appoint. I don't believe that either the 
House or the Senate passed measure 
does enough to help victims. This week 
is National Crime Victims Week. The 
best way Congress can honor and assist 
victims is to enact this bill. I urge con- 
ferees to consider these provisions for 
inclusion in the conference report on 
the crime legislation. 

Mr. President, to conclude, I want to 
say a few words about the National 
Fine Center. 

In 1987, Congress acknowledged the 
need for a centralized database in order 
to track criminal debt. This was the 
genesis of the National Fine Center 
concept. Such an integrated data-base 
to track and manage criminal debt 
seemed like a promising idea then and 
it still does, particularly when Justice 
Department officials can only estimate 
that outstanding criminal debt is 
somewhere between $1 and $6 billion. 

Since 1990, $19 million have been ap- 
propriated and expended from the 
crime victims fund to develop the cen- 
ter. I've been greatly disturbed to learn 
that today we have almost nothing to 
Show for those expenditures. I greatly 
fear that we have taken $19 million 
that could have been used to aid crime 
victims and wasted it for no good pub- 
lic purpose. 

A new director was appointed this 
year to manage the project and he is 
still trying to determine the require- 
ments such a system must meet. I've 
written Mr. Richard Hankinson, the 
Department of Justice inspector gen- 
eral, to investigate and report on what 
happened to the National Fine Center 
money. Moreover, I've asked the in- 
spector general to report on what steps 
will be taken to ensure that the $6.2 
million authorized to be spent on this 
vital database in the coming fiscal 
year, will be used to efficiently and ef- 
fectively meet the goals and purposes 
of the project, and the needs of crime 
victims. 

I ask unanimous consent that letters 
from various crime victims groups and 
tribes, as well as a resolution from the 
Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF 
PUBLIC SAFETY, 
Phoenix, AZ, April 29, 1994. 
Hon. JOHN MCCAIN, 
U.S. Senate, Russell Office Building, Washing- 
ton, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: Thank you for pro- 
viding us the opportunity to respond to the 
proposed Victims of Crime Bill. 

The Arizona Department of Public Safety 
administers the Federal Victims of Crime 
Act (VOCA) grant which supports private 
non-profit and government agencies who 
serve victims of crime. Because of decreasing 
collections, Arizona will receive a $38,000 de- 
crease of VOCA during Federal fiscal year 94. 
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This decrease will create a reduction of vic- 
tim services during a time when victim serv- 
ices should be significantly increased. 

The Arizona Department of Public Safety 
supports the Victims of Crime bill to: 

Increase financial penalties and strictly 
enforce the collection of fines and restitu- 
tion. 

Clarify the Son of Sam" laws to deny of- 
fenders financial benefit derived from the no- 
toriety gained as the result of their criminal 


acts. 

Allow the Department of Justice-Office for 
Victims of Crime to directly administer 
VOCA funded programs available for Indian 
tribes and tribal organizations. 

Modify VOCA law to provide funding to im- 
prove victim services on Indian reservations. 
It is recommended that the method being 
used to determine the proposed 2.5 percent 
allocation for tribal victim assistance should 
be carefully evaluated. it is inconsistent to 
determine tribal organization allocations 
based upon percentage of land mass, while 
State and Territory allocations of VOCA as- 
sistance funds are based upon population. 

These changes, if approved will have a last- 
ing effect on improving services for our na- 
tion’s victims of crime. Thank you for your 
efforts on behalf of crime victims. 

Sincerely, 
Lt. Col. R. AGUILERA, 
Deputy Director. 
HOPI INDIAN TRIBE, 
Kykotsmovi, AZ, April 25, 1994. 
Senator JOHN MCCAIN, 
Longworth Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: This letter is in 
support of the bill that you will be proposing 
to Congress to provide direct funding to In- 
dian Tribes in the establishment of Victim 
Assistance Programs in Indian Country. 

As you are aware, there is a critical need 
for Indian Tribal Judicial Systems to meet 
the increased needs of crime victims and 
child abuse victims in Indian country. It 
should be apparent to Congress that crime 
has been on the increase in Indian country. 
It should be apparent to Congress that crime 
has been on the increase in Indian country 
but no direct help has been given to the In- 
dian Tribes without special funding requests. 
We believe that as crime bills and funding 
are being made for the cities and rural areas 
of the country, Indian Tribes should be sup- 
ported in developing an effective judicial 
system that will protect victims rather than 
the criminals. 

Therefore, we support your efforts to es- 
tablish direct funding for tribes in meeting 
the rights of the victims. We, on the Hopi 
Reservation, need protection just as much as 
other Americans in this great country and 
we will work with your office to see that 
your efforts will have positive results. 

If further information is needed, please feel 
free to contact Mr. Le Roy Shingoitewa, Ex- 
ecutive Assistant of my office at (602) 734- 
2441. 

Sincerely, 
FERRELL SECAKUKU, 
Chairman. 
COCOPAH INDIAN TRIBE, 
Somerton, AZ, April 26, 1994. 
Hon. JOHN MCCAIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR: We are very pleased to hear 
that you will be presenting a bill to the Con- 
gress to provide for direct funding to Tribes 
under the Victim Assistance program. 

The only funds available to Tribes in this 
area are under special competitive funding 
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that has a ten day or less submission date at- 
tached. Clearly, Tribes have the same, or 
worse, problems than other rural areas and 
our ability to compete with them for funds is 
very limited. 

We are working very hard to improve our 
total justice system and the bulk of the 
funding necessary to do so is coming directly 
from Tribal funds. Victims are everywhere, 
including the reservation, and we would 
greatly appreciate any assistance that would 
come from the passage of your proposed leg- 
islation. Without such efforts, we will con- 
tinue to be served last behind the other local 
governments. 

Thank you for your continued support of 
Indian people. 

Sincerely, 
DALE PHILLIPS, 
Chairman. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas, the Nez Perce Tribal Executive 
Committee has been empowered to act for 
and in behalf of the Nez Perce Tribe, pursu- 
ant to the Revised Constitution and By- 
Laws, adopted by the General Council of the 
Nez Perce Tribe, on May 6, 1961 and approved 
by the Acting Commissioner of Indian Af- 
fairs on June 27, 1961; and 

Whereas, the Nez Perce Tribe has a grow- 
ing concern for the protection of its elders, 
children and families; and 

Whereas, the Nez Perce Tribe is seeking re- 
lief from the victimization process that 
many face on the Nez Perce Reservation 
which falls under the concurrent state, fed- 
eral and tribal jurisdiction; and 

Whereas, the Nez Perce Tribe is concerned 
for the timely process involved in obtaining 
relief for its victims through the federal and 
State judicial systems: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Nez Perce Tribe joins in 
the support of all federally recognized Native 
American Indian Tribes throughout the 
United States in establishing a more effec- 
tive and immediate response to victims of 
crime, and proposes the following remedies 
to eliminate the continued victimization of a 
race of people. from major crimes including, 
Child Abuse, Elderly Abuse, and Domestic 
Violence: 

(1) that consideration be given to native 
American Indian Tribal Police, nationwide, 
to assess and validate felony cases of abuse 
and crimes committed against tribal mem- 
bers on their reservations and refer to the 
U.S. Attorney's office of their respective 
states for resolution 

(2) that a "Native American Indian Law 
Division ' be created within each U.S. Attor- 
ney’s office to specifically administer the ju- 
dicial processing of crimes committed on Na- 
tive American Indian Reservations to reduce 
the prolonged traumatization and in so 
doing, building empathy, cultural awareness 
and assessability of resources for victim re- 
lief of federal crimes committed against Na- 
tive American Indian People 

(3) that more funds are made available di- 
rectly to native American Indian Tribes 
through the Department of Justice/Office for 
Victims of Crime for Native American Indian 
Victim Assistance Programs throughout the 
Nation 

(4) that improved communication between 
State, Tribal and Federal judicial systems/ 
law enforcement/and victim services groups 
be made on an annual basis to evaluate the 
progress of a systems reform in Indian Coun- 


Be it further resolved, 'That the Nez Perce 
Tribe joins in the efforts with other Native 
American Indian Nations to sound out a 
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voice for the need of State, Tribal and Fed- 
eral systems reform, direct funding support 
for Native American Indian Victims of Crime 
Services, and improved communication to 
eliminate the victimization of Native Amer- 
ican Indian people nationwide. 
NAVAJO NATION, 

Window Rock, AZ, April 28, 1994. 
Hon. JOHN MCCAIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: I understand you 
may be introducing language in a bill to pro- 
vide a total of five percent set-aside funding 
for Indian tribes in the allocation of grant 
funds in the crime victim compensation and 
crime victim assistance of the Crime Vic- 
tims Fund. I urge you to introduce the lan- 
guage to provide a set-aside funding in the 
Crime Victims Fund for Indian tríbes. 

The Navajo Office of Victim/Witness Pro- 
gram under the Navajo Department of Law 
Enforcement currently receives funding from 
the Office of Victims of Crime in Arizona and 
New Mexico, but we need more adequate fed- 
eral funding to provide more services to Nav- 
ajo crime victims. Currently, the Navajo Of- 
fice of Victim/Witness Program provides 
minimal support, counseling, information 
and assistance to victims of domestic vio- 
lence, elder abuse and sexual abuse because 
of inadequate funding. 

It is a burden for the Navajo Office of Vic- 
tim/Witness Program to apply for great mon- 
ies through our states because of administra- 
tive problems. The Navajo Nation is not part 
of any state governmental system and 
should not be subject to state authority in 
the administration of the Crime Victims 
Fund. The Navajo Nation would like to ad- 
minister and operate its own crime victim 
program. Therefore, our grant applications 
should not be submitted through our states. 
I believe it would be much easier for the 
Navajo Nation and other Indian tribes to 
apply directly to the U.S. Department of 
Justice. 

The Navajo Office of Victim/Witness Pro- 
gram would like to provide more comprehen- 
sive services to Navajo crime victims in an 
efficient manner, and as such, needs addi- 
tional resources than what is provided to the 
Navajo Nation under our current contracts 
with Arizona and New Mexico. Program serv- 
ices to Indian crime victims can be improved 
if a five percent set-aside for Indian tribes is 
included in the Crime Victims Fund. 

If you have any questions, please call Geri 
Singer, Deputy Director at the Navajo Na- 
tion Washington Office, at (202) 775-0393. 

Sincerely, 
PETERSON ZAH, 
President. 
CRIME STRIKE, 
Fairfaz, VA, May 2, 1994. 
Hon. JOHN MCCAIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: I am writing to 
commend you for introducing the Crime Vic- 
tims Assistance Improvement Act, and to ex- 
press strong support for the important goals 
of this legislation. 

Your advocacy on behalf of victims in this 
country is once again demonstrated by your 
willingness to fight, not only for increases in 
criminal fines used to fund victims’ pro- 
grams, but just as importantly for tougher 
enforcement provisions to make sure these 
fines are collected. 

While I understand you are still reviewing 
the exact funding distribution, your proposal 
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to ensure that Native American crime vic- 
tims receive fair treatment is equally sound. 
Twenty years ago, along with my friend and 
colleague Frank Carrington, I drafted legis- 
lation which established the Navajo Victims’ 
Rights Commission. I know first hand that 
Native American crime victims need the sup- 
port and assistance your legislation seeks to 
provide. 

Once again, I commend you for your fight 
for the rights of all crime victims and I urge 
your colleagues to support the important 
goals of your new legislation. 

Very truly yours, 
STEVEN J. TWIST, 
Director.e 


By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself and 
Mr. INOUYE): 

S. 2075. A bill to amend the Indian 
Child Protection and Family Violence 
Prevention Act to reauthorize and im- 
prove programs under the Act; to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs. 

INDIAN CHILD PROTECTION AND FAMILY 
VIOLENCE PREVENTION ACT 

* Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation to amend 
Public Law 101-630, the Indian Child 
Protection and Family Violence Pre- 
vention Act. I am pleased that Senator 
DANIEL K. INOUYE has joined me as a 
cosponsor of this legislation. 

Mr. President, throughout 1988 and 
1989 I cochaired the Special Committee 
on Investigations of the Senate Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs. For over 2 
years the Special Committee on Inves- 
tigations held hearings which exposed 
widespread corruption and mismanage- 
ment on the part of the Bureau of In- 
dian Affairs in the handling of the Fed- 
eral Government's trust responsibility 
to tribes. Perhaps the most heart- 
wrenching findings were the reports of 
Federal employees who abused Indian 
children. To this day, I carry those 
vivid reports with me. 

I recall listening to the parents of In- 
dian children who had been sexually 
abused by Bureau of Indian Affairs em- 
ployees. I listened as the BIA acknowl- 
edged hiring practices that allowed 
child abuse perpetrators to have access 
to Indian children. I listened as social 
workers told of child abuse victims 
being repeatedly traumatized by mul- 
tiple interviews conducted by the very 
Federal agencies which were charged 
with enforcing child protection laws. 
And finally, I listened as child thera- 
pists and social workers told of their 
inability to provide psychological 
treatment and therapy to families and 
children due to long waiting lists and 
inadequate Federal resources. 

This national tragedy lead me to in- 
troduce the Indian Child Protection 
and Family Violence Prevention Act. 
The Act was intended to give the Fed- 
eral Government every opportunity to 
meet its responsibility to Indian child 
victims and their families by providing 
treatment and to enact policies which 
would prevent the tragedies of the 
past. The Indian Child Protection and 
Family Violence Prevention Act cre- 
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ated the first mandatory Federal child 
abuse reporting law, encouraged infor- 
mation sharing between tribal, State 
and Federal law enforcement agencies, 
and directed the BIA to cooperate with 
the Indian Health Service to provide 
comprehensive local treatment pro- 
grams for Indian child abuse and fam- 
ily violence victims. 

The response to this legislation 
throughout Indian country was over- 
whelming. Indian communities, for the 
first time, believed that they would 
begin to recover from the psycho- 
logical trauma, stigma, and the private 
shame of victimization. For the first 
time, tribes felt empowered to imple- 
ment culturally sensitive Indian child 
abuse and family violence programs 
close to home. And it was my belief 
that the BIA would wholeheartedly em- 
brace the opportunity to correct the 
mistakes of the past and meet the 
mandates of the Act. Unfortunately, 
the implementation of this law has 
proven to be another broken promise. 

On October 28, 1993, the Committee 
on Indian Affairs held an oversight 
hearing on the Federal implementation 
of P.L. 101-630. The results were appall- 
ing. The law which was enacted in 1990 
had yet to be implemented. Neither the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs nor the Indian 
Health Service had actively sought 
funding under the Act. In fact, the BIA 
reported that they were just starting 
to draft regulations to implement a 
key provision in the Act, to provide 
tribes with base support funding for 
onreservation programs. The IHS stat- 
ed that child abuse is a high priority, 
but then opposed an amendment of- 
fered in the Senate to provide appro- 
priations for grants for child abuse 
treatment programs. 

At the same time, the committee 
heard from tribes who advised us that 
due to their efforts to provide child 
abuse education at the local level, re- 
ports of child abuse are on the in- 
crease. Unfortunately, Indian parents, 
social workers, and tribal communities 
which were once hopeful about combat- 
ing this problem, are now critical and 
full of doubt. 

The testimony of Wilma Mankiller, 
principle chief of the Cherokee Nation, 
perhaps best summarizes the feelings of 
tribes: 

When Congress adopted P.L. 101-630, the In- 
dian Child Welfare and Family Violence Pre- 
vention Act, it made a promise to provide re- 
Sources to prevent child abuse and treat its 
victims in Indian country. Sadly, that prom- 
ise remains largely unfulfilled. The welfare 
of Indian children is at risk because the very 
agencies responsible for implementing the 
law are failing to coordinate interagency ef- 
forts and develop necessary federal regula- 
tions. 

Public Law 101-630 authorized funding for 
various strategies to combat child abuse and 
child sexual abuse and to treat its victims. 
Since the law was enacted in 1990, no funds 
have been provided by Congress to imple- 
ment its provisions. Due to their lethargy 
the BIA and IHS have sacrificed federal fund- 
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ing for important Indian Child abuse preven- 
tion activities for the coming year. For fail- 
ure to develop regulations in a timely man- 
ner, the Congress refused to fund grants to 
tribes for child abuse prevention pro- 
grams. ... 

Now our urgently needed funding for child 
abuse prevention programs is canceled—es- 
sentially forfeited because BIA/IHS regula- 
tions were not timely developed. Congress 
also has noted a need for improved inter- 
agency coordination. This situation is a dis- 
grace. Indian children are in jeopardy and 
Congress wants to help them. 

Mr. President, the legislation I am 
introducing today proposes to do just 
that—once again try to help Indian 
children and victims of family vio- 
lence. 

The legislation reinforces the intent 
of the original Act—to establish 
onreservation child abuse prevention 
and treatment programs and to hold 
the Federal Government accountable 
to Indian children and families. This 
will be accomplished by transferring 
functions and authority from the BIA 
and imposing greater accountability on 
one agency, the Indian Health Service, 
and by streamlining the appropriations 
process accordingly. The IHS was cho- 
sen, not because of its superior record 
in implementing the law, but because 
of their expertise in mental health 
treatment issues. 

The components of the original law 
essentially remain the same. However, 
the proposed amendment no longer re- 
quires the BIA and IHS to enter into a 
memorandum of agreement to imple- 
ment provisions of the Act. It leaves 
this to the discretion of the IHS Direc- 
tor. In my view, this approach will 
eliminate the excuse of the BIA wait- 
ing for the IHS to act first, and vice- 
versa. The BIA will continue to carry 
out its trust obligations by reporting 
and investigating allegations of child 
abuse and by conducting employee 
background checks in cooperation with 
tribal, State and other Federal agen- 
cies. The BIA may also complete the 
central registry feasibility study, par- 
ticipate in the multidisciplinary 
teams, and continue their child abuse 
and family violence public awareness 
campaigns. 

All other ongoing activity within the 
BIA, such as the development of Indian 
Child Protection and Family Violence 
Prevention Program guidelines and the 
drafting of regulations for base support 
funding will be transferred to the IHS. 
The IHS would be fully responsible for 
providing tribes with child abuse treat- 
ment grants, establishing the Indian 
Child Resource and Family Service 
Centers, and establishing the Indian 
Child Protection and Family Violence 
Prevention Program within the IHS. 

It is my sincere hope, that this 
change to the Indian Child Protection 
and Family Violence Prevention Act, 
along with President Clinton’s commit- 
ment to American families, will be a 
step toward a cure to what has been a 
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dreadful chapter in this Nation’s his- 
tory of its treatment of Native Amer- 
ican children and families. 

Mr. President, there is also another 
issue for which I have great concern 
and which many experts state is a 
prevalent factor in child abuse and 
family violence—the problem of alco- 
hol and substance abuse. The Congress 
has passed legislation to address this 
problem, including the Indian Alcohol 
and Substance Prevention and Treat- 
ment Act of 1986 and the Indian Health 
Amendments of 1992. Each of these 
statutes outline specific responsibil- 
ities of both the Indian Health Service 
and the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

In an effort to provide Indian com- 
munities with comprehensive alcohol 
and substance abuse prevention and 
treatment, these laws call for coopera- 
tion and coordination between the IHS 
and the BIA. However, I fear that as is 
the case in the area of child abuse pre- 
vention, both the Indian Health Serv- 
ice and the Bureau of Indian Affairs are 
spending too much time in drafting 
memorandums of agreement and agree- 
ing to cooperate and not enough time 
combating the problem of alcohol and 
substance abuse or delivering services. 
For example, just look to the BIA 
budget. The BIA proposed to reduce the 
fiscal year 1995 alcohol and substance 
abuse budget by 57 percent while tribes 
continue to make the prevention and 
treatment of alcohol and substance 
abuse a high priority. Consequently, I 
will be introducing legislation soon in 
an attempt to propose a solution to 
this problem and I call upon all inter- 
ested parties, especially those most af- 
fected by this legislation, to provide 
me with their input.e 


By Mr. HATFIELD: 

S. 2077. A bill to provide for waivers 
of the requirements of the Davis-Bacon 
Act with respect to certain Federal 
programs as such requirements relate 
to volunteers, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. 

THE COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT VOLUNTEER ACT 

OF 1994 

è Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, in 
the few years before the Revolutionary 
War, volunteers were organized into 
military companies and trained to bear 
arms. 'These volunteers were called 
minutemen because they were ready to 
fight at a minute's notice. Although 
minutemen regiments were eventually 
dissolved when regular armies were 
formed, the defense of the United 
States still depends on an All-Volun- 
teer Army. 

I mention the minutemen of the Rev- 
olutionary War because the idea of vol- 
untarism has been ingrained in our 
psyche before our country's inception. 
The ethic of civic responsibility, the 
Spirit of community and the belief in 
voluntarism have all been fundamental 
principles that have helped guide our 
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country's evolution. Today, one only 
needs to visit the local soup kitchen, 
homeless shelter, hospital, or literacy 
center to find people who give of them- 
selves daily, so that others may enjoy 
better and more fulfilling lives. 

Americans persist in their desire to 
affirm their sense of humanity and 
shared values and I believe that most 
would agree that voluntarism plays a 
vital role in helping us meet these 
mores. That is why I am introducing 
the Community Improvement Volun- 
teer Act of 1994. 

As my colleagues know, the Davis- 
Bacon Act requires that those who 
work on federally assisted construction 
projects must receive the local prevail- 
ing wage. I support the Davis-Bacon 
Act and its protection of the working 
men and women of our country, how- 
ever, over the years, I have been wor- 
ried that it's application in certain in- 
stances has been overly zealous. 

For example, in 1990 a local Kiwanis 
Club in Portland contributed 190 hours 
of free, voluntary labor to build an 
antipoverty center. Unfortunately, the 
Departments of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment as well as Labor determined 
that, because of the Davis-Bacon Act, 
those volunteers should have been paid 
a total of approximately $3,000. Essen- 
tially, what the two departments were 
saying at that time was that members 
of the Kiwanis Club could not volun- 
teer their labor or make a contribution 
for the needs of the poor. Because of 
this situation, I offered an amendment 
to the Cranston-Gonzalez National Af- 
fordable Housing Act that permitted 
volunteers to work on projects author- 
ized under the Community Develop- 
ment Block Grant Program and the 
Public Housing and Section 8 Assist- 
ance Programs. I was pleased that the 
managers on both sides of the aisle 
sympathized with my concern and the 
amendment became public law. 

However, more recently, another ex- 
ample emerged regarding the same 
issue. The small Oregon timber depend- 
ent town of Philomath which has been 
devastated by the timber crisis, came 
up with a very innovative project. For 
years, this town of 3,000 people, had a 
city library that was dreadfully small 
and inadequate to meet the needs of 
the public. 

When the community decided to 
build à new library, they estimated 
that if they put out bids for the facility 
and used store-bought materials, the 
cost of the building would have been in 
the neighborhood of $870,000. Asking 
the citizens of the ailing timber de- 
pendent town to raise taxes to finance 
the construction of the library was 
simply not a serious option. But the 
city fathers knew they had to breathe 
new life into their town and show the 
community that they were willing to 
invest in themselves and their chil- 
dren's future. 

Eventually, they came up with a 
magnificent idea. They decided to off- 
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set the prohibitive costs of the library 
by doing an old fashioned barn raising. 
And the way to accomplish this was to 
use volunteers. Regrettably, the De- 
partment of Labor informed the town 
that because the Federal Government 
provided $112,000 under a library con- 
struction grant, the Davis-Bacon Act 
applied to the project and all volun- 
teers had to be paid prevailing wages. 
To make a long story short, after 
several inquiries from city leaders and 
myself, the Department of Labor even- 
tually determined that; because the 


volunteers were being supervised by. 


the city rather than a paid contractor 
or subcontractor, the volunteers could 
continue to work on the library. Mr. 
President, I do not think anybody ever 
intended that the prevailing wage re- 
quirements of the Davis-Bacon Act 
were to be applied to volunteers who, 
by their own volition, and without the 
expectation of payment, contribute 
their services for community or hu- 
manitarian needs. Without volunteer 
help, many worthwhile community 
projects simply will not happen. 

As a result, in 1992, I asked the Comp- 
troller General of the United States to 
review the effect of the Davis-Bacon 
Act and its implementing regulations 
on the use of volunteers on federally fi- 
nanced or assisted construction 
projects. The study identified approxi- 
mately 43 Davis-Bacon-related acts, of 
which five currently permit either the 
Secretary of Labor or the Secretary of 
Housing and urban Development to 
waive the prevailing wage require- 
ments for volunteers. However, the 
study also identified a number of other 
related acts for which there was no spe- 
cific authority for the use of volun- 
teers. 

Mr. President, having reviewed both 
the Comptroller General’s report and 
the types of construction permitted 
under the identified related acts, I be- 
lieve there are additional construction 
programs that should ahve specific au- 
thority for the use of volunteers as a 
consequence of the confusion created in 
Philomath. 

The programs I have chosen to in- 
clude in this bill lend themselves to 
wide participation by local citizens and 
have a very precise and significant so- 
cial or humanitarian effect on a com- 
munity. The bill I am introducing 
today will give this authority to an ad- 
ditional four related acts that permit 
the construction of libraries, health 
clinics, schools, and housing. Further- 
more, I introduce this legislation with- 
out the intention of undermining the 
needed protections of the prevailing 
wage requirements. 

The legislation makes it clear that 
projects that would not be otherwise 
possible without the use of volunteers, 
can utilize volunteers for the construc- 
tion of that project. Specifically, the 
purpose is to promote and provide more 
opportunities for people who wish to 
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volunteer their services for humani- 
tarian, civic or community purposes. 

For the last several months, I have 
devoted a great deal of time to provide 
what I believe are the necessary pro- 
tections in this bill. Few would dispute 
my support for the Davis-Bacon Act 
and I have no interest in undermining 
its basic intent. However, I do believe 
that some of the Davis-Bacon-related 
acts need to recognize or have some 
flexibility in order to permit nonprofit 
or similar entities to overcome some of 
the fiscal constraints that many of our 
urban and rural areas face. 

The bill defines a volunteer in very 
narrow terms. A volunteer would be 
one who performs a service for a public 
or private entity for civic, charitable, 
or humanitarian reason, without the 
promise or expectation of compensa- 
tion. Furthermore, a volunteer must 
not be pressured or coerced by any em- 
ployer, and the volunteer's service can- 
not be done for the benefit of any con- 
tractor. 

Although the bill would permit rea- 
sonable expenses like protective gear, 
out-of-pocket expenses and meals, it 
would prohibit these expenses from 
being tied to productivity. Further- 
more, the bill would only allow volun- 
teers to work on certain types of 
projects—those that would not other- 
wise be possible without the use of vol- 
unteers. 

The bill would only provide this ex- 
emption for four specific types of feder- 
ally authorized construction programs: 
The Library Services and Construction 
Act, the Indian Self-Determination and 
Education Assistance Act, as well as 
community health centers and migrant 
health centers under the Public Health 
Service Act. Finally, the bill would re- 
quire that the Secretary of Labor re- 
port to Congress on the impact of this 
legislation, if enacted, at the end of 
1997 and make further recommenda- 
tions with respect to other Davis- 
Bacon-related acts that meet the spirit 
of the bill. 

Although the days of British colo- 
nialism and the need for minutemen 
are long over, there still are incalcula- 
ble numbers of pressing issues that face 
our country. Daily, we hear of the 
nearly 37 million people who are unin- 
sured or have little or no access to 
health care. By simply walking the 
street of any town or city in America, 
one can see people who have lost their 
way and have become homeless. We 
may be the freest, we may be the 
luckiest, and we may be the most pros- 
perous country on the face of the 
Earth, but throughout the United 
States, there are continuing and press- 
ing unmet public needs. 

Few would dispute the fact that if 
we, as a government, can make it easi- 
er for the public or local communities 
to address some of these unmet needs, 
the American people will be able to 
better serve members of their own 
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community. By making it easier for an 
organization or local community to 
build a community or migrant health 
center, a library, a school or housing 
for those who may not be as fortunate 
as we, we can continue to validate our 
shared values. Through this legisla- 
tion, we can help to resuscitate in com- 
munities the breath of fresh air that 
comes with hard work and community 
spirit forged together to realize an oth- 
erwise impossible dream.e 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
8. 774 
At the request of Mr. WOFFORD, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. KOHL] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 774, a bill to authorize appropria- 
tions for the Martin Luther King, Jr. 
Federal Holiday Commission, extend 
such Commission, establish a national 
Service Day to promote community 
service, and for other purposes. 
S. 1288 
At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 
names of the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. DECONCINI], and the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. BENNETT] were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 1288, a bill to provide for 
the coordination and implementation 
of a national aquaculture policy for the 
private sector by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, to establish an aquaculture 
commercialization research program, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 1350 
At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
[Mrs. MURRAY] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1350, a bill to amend the 
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of 
1977 to provide for an expanded Federal 
program of hazard mitigation and in- 
surance against the risk of cata- 
strophic natural disasters, such as hur- 


ricanes, earthquakes, and volcanic 
eruptions, and for other purposes. 
S. 1439 


At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
ROBB] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1439, a bill to provide for the applica- 
tion of certain employment protection 
laws to the Congress, and for other pur- 
poses. 

8. 1614 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1614, a bill to amend the 
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 and the Na- 
tional Lunch Act to promote healthy 
eating habits for children and to ex- 
tend certain authorities contained in 
such Acts through fiscal year 1998, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 1690 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
CRAIG] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1690, a bill to amend the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 to reform the rules re- 
garding subchapter S corporations. 
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S. 1727 
At the request of Mr. COHEN, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
STEVENS], the Senator from Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr. WOFFORD], the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. LOTT], and the Senator 
from Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1727, a bill to 
establish a National Maritime Heritage 
Program to make grants available for 
educational programs and the restora- 
tion of America’s cultural resources for 
the purpose of preserving America’s en- 
dangered maritime heritage. 
; S. 1728 
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
MURKOWSKI] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1728, a bill to provide regulatory 
capital guidelines for treatment of real 
estate assets sold with limited recourse 
by depository institutions. 
S. 1805 
At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. LoTT] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1805, a bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to eliminate the disparity 
between the periods of delay provided 
for civilian and military retiree cost- 
of-living adjustments in the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993. 
S. 1830 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
name of the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
COHEN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1830, a bill to authorize funding for the 
small business defense conversion pro- 
gram of the Small Business Adminis- 
tration, and for other purposes. 
S. 1851 
At the request of Mr. WOFFORD, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
[Ms. MIKULSKI] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1851, a bill to exclude ship- 
board supervisory personnel from se- 
lection as employer representatives, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 1855 
At the request of Mr. WOFFORD, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
[Ms. MIKULSKI] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1855, a bill to extend the cov- 
erage of certain Federal labor laws to 
foreign documented vessels, and for 
other purposes. 
8. 1948 
At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. JEFFORDS] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1948, a bill to amend the Na- 
tional Security Act of 1947 to improve 
the counterintelligence and security 
posture of the United States intel- 
ligence community and to enhance the 
investigative authority of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation in counter- 
intelligence matters, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 2031 
At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. LoTT] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2031, a bill to amend the Merchant 
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Marine Act, 1936, to prohibit the impo- 
sition of additional charges or fees for 
attendance at the United States Mer- 
chant Marine Academy, and to express 
the sense of the Senate that no addi- 
tional charges or fees shall be imposed 
for attendance at the United States 
Military Academy, the United States 
Naval Academy, the United States Air 
Force Academy, and the United States 
Coast Guard Academy, and for other 
purposes. 


S. 2042 


At the request of Mr. DOLE, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
STEVENS], the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. THURMOND], the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. PACKWOOD], the Sen- 
ator from Nevada [Mr. REID], the Sen- 
ator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS], the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. CAMP- 
BELL], and the Senator from Alaska 
[Mr. MURKOWSKI] were added as cospon- 
sors of S. 2042, a bill to remove the 
United States arms embargo of the 
Government of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 


SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 165 


At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
name of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SHELBY] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 165, a joint 
resolution to designate the month of 
September 1994 as “National Sewing 
Month". 


SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 168 


At the request of Mr. WOFFORD, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of Sen- 
ate Joint Resolution 168, a joint resolu- 
tion designating May 11, 1994, as Viet- 
nam Human Rights Day". 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 65 


At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
names of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. SASSER], and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. CAMPBELL] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution 65, a concurrent resolution to 
express the sense of Congress that any 
health care reform legislation passed 
by Congress include guaranteed full 
funding for the special supplemental 
food program for women, infants, and 
children (WIC) so that all eligible 
women, infants, and children who 
apply could be served by the end of fis- 
cal year 1996 and full funding could be 
maintained through fiscal year 2000, 
and for other purposes. 


SENATE RESOLUTION 148 


At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
names of the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. THURMOND], and the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Resolu- 
tion 148, & resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the United Na- 
tions should be encouraged to permit 
representatives of Taiwan to partici- 
pate fully in its activities, and for 
other purposes. 
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SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLU- 
TION 68—TO AUTHORIZE PRINT- 
ING OF SENATOR ROBERT C. 
BYRD'S ADDRESS TO THE U.S. 
SENATE ON THE HISTORY OF 
ROMAN CONSTITUTIONALISM 


Mr. REID submitted the following 
concurrent resolution; which was con- 
sidered and agreed to: 

S. Con. RES. 68 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That there shall be 
printed as a Senate document “U.S. Senator 
Robert C. Byrd's Addresses to the United 
States Senate on the History of Roman Con- 
stitutionalism", delivered between May 5, 
1993 and October 18, 1993. 

SEC. 2. The document referred to in the 
first section shall be— 

(1) published under the supervision of the 
Secretary of the Senate; and 

(2) in such style, form, manner, and bind- 
ing as directed by the Joint Committee on 
Printing, after consultation with the Sec- 
retary of the Senate. The document shall in- 
clude illustrations. 

Sec. 3. In addition to the usual number of 
copies of the document, there shall be print- 
ed the lesser of— 

(1) 5,000 copies for the use of the Secretary 
of Senate; or 

(2) such number of copies as does not ex- 
ceed a total production and printing cost of 
$47,864. 


SENATE RESOLUTION 210—CON- 
GRATULATING THE PEOPLE AND 
LEADERS OF SOUTH AFRICA 


Mr. WOFFORD (for himself, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. MOYNIHAN, 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. FEINGOLD, Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. PELL, and Mr. 
DECONCINI) submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. REs. 210 

Whereas the people of South Africa have 
demonstrated by their recent election a de- 
sire to move toward full democratic govern- 
ment; 

Whereas, despite the efforts of extremists, 
those elections have moved South Africa to- 
wards a new era of multiracial cooperation 
and government; 

Whereas President-elect Nelson Mandela, 
former President F.W. DeKlerk, Chief 
Mangosuthu Buthelezi, and many others 
have by their cooperation helped to achieve 
these good results; and 

Whereas the people of South Africa now 
enter a new and important period in their 
history: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate, on behalf of the 
people of the United States, hereby extends 
its congratulations to the people of South 
Africa and their leaders on the results of 
their first democratic election, and expresses 
the strong hope of all Americans that South 
Africa and its citizens continue on the road 
to freedom and national unity. 


SENATE RESOLUTION 211—REL- 
ATIVE TO 150 ENSEMBLE SYM- 
PHONY ORCHESTRA AND CHORUS 
OF HELLENIC RADIO AND TELE- 
VISION 


Mr. RIEGLE submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 
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S. RES. 211 

Whereas the 150 Ensemble Symphony Or- 
chestra and Chorus of Hellenic Radio and 
Television, under the direction of Mikis 
Theodorakis, shall conduct a month-long 
goodwill tour of Canada and the United 
States during May 1994; 

Whereas the proceeds from the concert 
tour of the 150 Ensemble Symphony Orches- 
tra and Chorus of Hellenic Radio and Tele- 
vision will benefit a number of philanthropic 
organizations, including the Greek reforest- 
ation effort sponsored by the Plant Your 
Roots in Greece Foundation; 

Whereas the leader of the concert tour, 
Mikis Theodorakis, returns to North Amer- 
ica after an absence of nearly 2 decades, and 
shall lead the Ensemble and Chorus in per- 
formances of his own works; 

Whereas the leader of the concert tour, 
Mikis Theodorakis, is an internationally re- 
nowned musical genius and is considered to 
be Greece’s greatest living composer, and has 
composed more than 200 popular songs, 10 
symphonies, 3 ballets, 2 oratorios, a folk 
opera, and the Olympic anthem (which was 
first performed at the 1992 Summer Olympic 
Games in Barcelona, Spain), and the film 
scores to Zz“ and "Zorba the Greek“; 

Whereas the leader of the concert tour, 
Mikis Theodorakis was born in 1925 on the 
Greek island of Khios, taught himself to 
write music from memory and without ac- 
cess to musical instruments, and studied at 
the Paris Conservatory; 

Whereas the leader of the concert tour, 
Mikis Theodorakis, combines his exceptional 
artistic talent with a deep love of his coun- 
try, and is dedicated to heightening inter- 
national awareness of human rights and en- 
vironmental issues, and ending child hunger 
in the world; and 

Whereas the United States is fortunate to 
welcome the 150 Ensemble Symphony Or- 
chestra and Chorus of Hellenic Radio and 
Television, under the direction of Mikis 
Theodorakis, for the series of concerts they 
will present during May 1994: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 


that— 

(1) the Senate welcomes the 150 Ensemble 
Symphony Orchestra and Chorus of Hellenic 
Radio and Television, under the direction of 
Mikis Theodorakis, to the United States and 
applauds their talent and enthusiasm for 
their work; and 

(2) the Senate acknowledges the musical 
contributions of the leader of the concert 
tour, Mikis Theodorakis, and supports and 
appreciates his efforts to promote human 
rights, raise awareness of environmental is- 
sues, and end child hunger. 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


CONSUMER REPORTING REFORM 
ACT OF 1994 


SIMON AMENDMENT NO. 1671 


Mr. SIMON proposed an amendment 
to the bill (S. 783) to amend the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act, and for other 
purposes; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, add 
the following new title: 

TITLE III—PRIVACY PROTECTION 
COMMISSION 
SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the Privacy 

Protection Act of 1994". 
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SEC. 302. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 


The Congress finds that— 

(1) we live in an age of ever-increasing de- 
pendence on electronic data storage, commu- 
nications, and usage; 

(2) vast quantities of data are stored elec- 
tronically and may be instantly transferred 
electronically from 1 party to another for 
business or for other purposes; 

(3) the nature of such data allows for the 
increasing possibility that an individual's 
privacy rights may be violated; 

(4) the technology is growing so rapidly 
that broader societal consequences may not 
have been reviewed or studied nor is it clear 
how the use of such technology will affect 
existing data systems and their use; and 

(5 a United States Privacy Protection 
Commission should be established to— 

(A) ensure that privacy rights of United 
States citizens in regard to electronic data 
and fair information practices and principles 
are not abused or violated; 

(B) provide advisory guidance to the public 
and private sector on matters related to 
electronic data storage, communication, and 
usage; 

(C) provide the public with a central agen- 
cy for information and guidance on privacy 
protections and fair information practices 
and principles; 

(D) advise the Congress on the Federal 
agencies' implementation of section 552a of 
títle 5, United States Code; and 

(E) promote and encourage the adoption of 
fair information practices and principles in 
the public and private sector, which should 
include— 

(i) the principle of openness, which pro- 
vides that the existence of recordkeeping 
systems and databanks containing informa- 
tion about individuals be publicly known, 
along with a description of main purpose and 
uses of the data; 

(ii) the principle of individual participa- 
tion, which provides that each individual 
Should have the right to see any data about 
him or herself and to correct any data that 
is not timely, accurate, or complete; 

(iii) the principle of data quality, which 
provides that personal data should be rel- 
evant to the purposes for which they are to 
be used, and data should be timely, accurate, 
and complete; 

(iv) the principle of collection limitation, 
which provides that there should be limits to 
the collection of personal data, that data 
should be collected by lawful and fair means, 
and that data should be collected, where ap- 
propriate, with the knowledge and consent of 
the subject; 

(v) the principle of use limitation, which 
provides that there are limits to the use of 
personal data and that data should be used 
only for purposes specified at the time of col- 
lection; 

(vi) the principle of disclosure limitation, 
which provides that personal data should not 
be communicated externally without the 
consent of the data subject or other legal au- 
thority; 

(vii) the principle of security, which pro- 
vides that personal data should be protected 
by reasonable security safeguards against 
such risks as loss, unauthorized access, de- 
struction, use, modification, or disclosure; 
and 

(viii) the principle of accountability, which 
provides that recordkeepers should be ac- 
countable for complying with fair informa- 
tion practices and principles. 
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SEC. 303. ESTABLISHMENT OF PRIVACY PROTEC- 
TION COMMISSION. 

There is established the Privacy Protec- 
tion Commission (referred to in this title as 
the Commission“). 

SEC. 304. PRIVACY PROTECTION COMMISSION. 

(a) MEMBERSHIP.—(1) The Commission shall 
be composed of 3 members who shall be ap- 
pointed by the President, by and with the ad- 
vice and consent of the Senate, from among 
members of the public at large who are 
qualified for service on the Commission by 
their knowledge and expertise in— 

(A) civil rights and liberties; 

(B) law; 

(C) social sciences; 

(D) computer technology; 

(E) business; or 

(F) State and local government. 

(2) Not more than 2 members of the Com- 
mission shall be members of the same politi- 
cal party. 

(3) The President shall designate 1 of the 
members as Chairperson of the Commission. 

(b) MEETINGS.—The Chairperson shall pre- 
side at all meetings of the Commission, but 
the Chairperson may designate another 
member as an acting Chairperson who may 
preside in the absence of the Chairperson. A 
quorum for the transaction of business shall 
consist of at least 2 members present, except 
that 1 member may conduct hearings and 
take testimony if authorized by the Commis- 
sion. Each member of the Commission, in- 
cluding the Chairperson, shall have equal re- 
sponsibility and authority in all decisions 
and actions of the Commission, and shall 
have full access to all information relating 
to performance of the duties or responsibil- 
ities of the Commission, and shall have 1 
vote. Action of the Commission shall be de- 
termined by a majority vote of the members. 
The Chairperson or acting Chairperson shall 
see to the faithful execution of the policies 
and decisions of the Commission and shall 
report thereon to the Commission from time 
to time or as the Commission may direct. 

(c) TERMS.—(1) A member of the Commis- 
sion shall serve for a term of 7 years, except 
that of members first appointed to the Com- 
mission— 

(A) the member designated as Chairperson 
by the President shall be appointed for a 
term of 7 years; 

(B) 1 member shall be appointed for a term 
of 5 years; 

(C) 1 member shall be appointed for a term 
of 3 years; and 

(D) all such terms shall begin on— 

(i) January 1, next following the date of 
the enactment of this title; or 

(ii) such date as designated by the Presi- 
dent. 

(2) A member may continue to serve until 
a successor is confirmed. 

(3) Members shall be eligible for reappoint- 
ment for a single additional term. 

(d) VACANCIES.—(1) Vacancies in the mem- 
bership of the Commission shall be filled in 
the same manner in which the original ap- 
pointment was made. 

(2) If there are one or more Commission 
members in office, vacancies in the member- 
ship of the Commission shall not impair the 
power of the Commission to execute func- 
tions and powers of the Commission. 

(e) COMPENSATION AND RESTRICTION ON 
OTHER EMPLOYMENT,—(1) The members of the 
Commission may not engage in any other 
employment during their tenure as members 
of the Commission. 

(2) Section 5315 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new item: 
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Members of Privacy Protection Commis- 
sion (5).’’. 

(f) REQUESTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.—(1) 
Whenever the Commission submits a budget 
estimate or request to the President or the 
Office of Management and Budget, it shall 
concurrently transmit a copy of that request 
to the Congress. 

(2) Whenever the Commission submits a 
legislative recommendation, testimony, or 
comment on legislation to the President or 
Office of Management and Budget, it shall 
concurrently transmit a copy of such rec- 
ommendation, testimony, or comment to the 
Congress. No officer or agency of the United 
States shall have any authority to require 
the Commission to submit its legislative rec- 
ommendation, testimony, or comment on 
legislation, to any officer or agency of the 
United States for approval, comment, or re- 
view, prior to the submission of such rec- 
ommendation, testimony, or comment to the 
Congress. 

(g) SEAL.—The Commission shall have an 
Official seal which shall be judicially noted. 
SEC. 305. PERSONNEL OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND GENERAL 
CoUNSEL.—The Commission shall appoint an 
Executive Director and a General Counsel 
who shall perform such duties as the Com- 
mission determines necessary and appro- 
priate. Such appointment may be made with- 
out regard to the provisions of title 5, United 
States Code. The Executive Director and the 
General Counsel shall be compensated at a 
rate not in excess of the rate payable for a 
position under level V of the Executive 
Schedule under section 5316 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(b) LIMITATION ON EMPLOYEES.—The Com- 
mission is authorized to appoint and fix the 
compensation of not more than 25 officers 
and employees (or the full-time equivalent), 
and to prescribe their functions and duties. 

(c) CONSULTANTS.—The Commission may 
obtain the services of experts and consult- 
ants in accordance with the provisions of 
section 3109 of title 5, United States Code. 

(d) DETAIL OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES.— 
Any Federal Government employee may be 
detailed to the Commission without reim- 
bursement, and such detail shall be without 
interruption or loss of civil service status or 
privilege. 

SEC. 306. FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— The Commission shall— 

(1) provide leadership and coordination to 
the efforts of all Federal departments and 
agencies to enforce all Federal statutes, Ex- 
ecutive orders, regulations, and policies that 
involve privacy or data protection; 

(2) maximize effort, promote efficiency, 
and eliminate conflict, competition, duplica- 
tion, and inconsistency among the oper- 
ations, functions, and jurisdictions of Fed- 
eral departments and agencies responsible 
for privacy or data protection, data protec- 
tion rights and standards, and fair informa- 
tion practices and principles; 

(8) develop model standards, guidelines, 
regulations, policies, and routine uses for 
and by Federal, State, and local agencies in 
implementing the provisions of section 552a 
of title 5, United States Code; 

(4) publish on a regular basis a guide to 
sections 552 and 552a of title 5, United States 
Code, and other laws relating to data protec- 
tion, for use by record subjects; 

(5) publish a compilation of agency system 
of records notices, including an index and 
other finding aids; 

(6) not later than December 1, 1996, make 
recommendations to the Congress regarding 
any possible amendments to section 552a of 
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title 5, United States Code, and for improv- 
ing the coordination between such section 
and section 552 of such title; 

(7) provide active leadership, guidance, 
education, and appropriate assistance to pri- 
vate sector businesses, organizations, 
groups, institutions, and individuals regard- 
ing privacy, data protection rights and 
standards, and fair information practices and 
principles; 

(8) develop model privacy, data protection, 
and fair information practices, principles, 
standards, guidelines, policies, and routine 
uses for use by State and local governments 
and by the private sector; and 

(9) upon written request, provide appro- 
priate assistance in implementing privacy, 
data protection, and fair information prac- 
tices, principles, standards, guidelines, poli- 
cies, or routine uses of privacy and data pro- 
tection, and fair information. 

(b) DISCRETIONARY FUNCTIONS.—The Com- 
mission may— 

(1) issue advisory opinions relating to sec- 
tion 552a of title 5, United States Code, or 
privacy and data protection practices, prin- 
ciples, standards, guidelines, policies, or rou- 
tine uses of data at the request of a Federal 
agency, a data integrity Commission of an 
agency or business, a court, the Congress, a 
business, or an individual; 

(2) investigate compliance with section 
552a of title 5, United States Code, and report 
on violations of such section to the appro- 
priate agency, the President, the Attorney 
General, and the Congress; 

(3) file comments with the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget and with the appro- 
priate agency on each proposal to— 

(A) amend section 552a of title 5, United 
States Code, or a regulation promulgated 
under such section; 

(B) create or modify a system of records; or 

(C) establish or alter routine uses of such a 
system; 

(4) request an agency to stay— 

(A) the establishment or revision of a sys- 
tem of records; 

(B) a routine use; 

(C) an exemption; or 

(D) any other regulation promulgated 
under section 552a of title 5, United States 
Code; 

(5) review Federal, State, and local laws, 
Executive orders, regulations, directives, 
and judicial decisions and report on the ex- 
tent to which they are consistent with pri- 
vacy and data protection rights, and fair in- 
formation practices and principles; 

(6) at the request of a Federal, State, or 
local government agency, a private business, 
or an individual, provide assistance on mat- 
ters relating to privacy or data protection; 

(7) comment on the implications for pri- 
vacy or data protection of proposed Federal, 
State, or local statutes, regulations, or pro- 
cedures; 

(8) propose legislation on privacy or data 
protection; 

(9) accept and investigate complaints 
about violation of privacy or data protection 
rights, and fair information practices and 
principles; 

(10) participate in each formal or informal 
Federal administrative proceeding or process 
when, in the judgment of the Commission, 
the action being considered would have a 
material effect on privacy or data protec- 
tion, either as a result of direct Government 
action or as the result of direct Government 
regulation of others; 

(11) petition a Federal agency to take ac- 
tion on a matter affecting privacy or data 
protection; 
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(12) conduct, assist, or support research, 
studies, and investigations on the collection, 
maintenance, use, or dissemination of per- 
sonal information, the implications for pri- 
vacy or data protection of computer, com- 
munications, and other technologies, and 
any other matter relating to privacy or data 
protection; 

(13) assist in the development or imple- 
mentation of policies designed to provide for 
the protection of personal information main- 
tained by private sector recordkeepers; 

(14) assist United States companies doing 
business abroad to respond to foreign privacy 
or data protection laws and agencies; 

(15) assist in the coordination of the United 
States privacy and data protection policies 
with the privacy and data protection policies 
of foreign countries; and 

(16) cooperate and consult with privacy or 
data protection commissions, boards, or 
agencies of foreign governments. 

SEC. 307. CONFIDENTIALITY OF INFORMATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL,—Each department, agency, 
and instrumentality of the executive branch 
of the Government, including each independ- 
ent agency, shall furnish to the Commission 
upon request made by the Chairperson, such 
data, reports, and other information as the 
Commission determines necessary to carry 
out its functions under this title. 

(b) CONFIDENTIALITY.—In carrying out its 
functions and exercising its powers under 
this title, the Commission may accept from 
any Federal agency or other person, any 
identifiable personal data if such data is nec- 
essary to carry out such powers and func- 
tions. In any case in which the Commission 
accepts any such information, it shall pro- 
vide all appropriate safeguards to ensure 
that the confidentiality of such information 
is maintained and that under completion of 
the specific purpose for which such informa- 
tion is required, the information is destroyed 
or returned to the agency or person from 
which it was obtained. 

SEC. 308. POWERS OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Commission may, in 
carrying out its functions under this title— 

(1) conduct inspections; 

(2) sit and act at such times and places as 
it determines necessary; 

(3) hold hearings; 

(4) take testimony; 

(5) require by subpoena the attendance of 
witnesses and the production of books, 
records, papers, correspondence, documents, 
film, and electronic information; 

(6) administer oaths; and 

(7) make appropriate and necessary ex- 
penditures. 

(b) SUBPOENAS.—(1) Subpoenas shall be is- 
sued only upon an affirmative vote of a ma- 
jority of all members of the Commission. 
Subpoenas shall be issued under the signa- 
ture of the Chairperson or any member of 
the Commission designated by the Chair- 
person. Any member of the Commission may 
administer oaths or affirmations to wit- 
nesses appearing before the Commission. 

(2) In the case of a disobedience to a sub- 
poena issued under this title, the Commis- 
sion may invoke the aid of any district court 
of the United States in requiring compliance 
with such subpoena. Any district court of the 
United States within the jurisdiction where 
such person is found or transacts business 
may, in the case of contumacy or refusal to 
obey a subpoena issued by the Commission, 
issue an order requiring such person to ap- 
pear and testify, to produce such books, 
records, papers, correspondence, documents, 
films, and electronic information. Any fail- 
ure to obey the order of the court shall be 
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punished by the court as a contempt of such 
court. 

(c) APPEARANCES.—Appearances by the 
Commission in judicial and administrative 
proceedings shall be in íts own name. 

(d) DELEGATION.—The Commission may 
delegate any of its functions to such officers 
and employees of the Commission as the 
Commission may designate and may author- 
ize such successive redelegations of such 
functions as it may determine desirable. 

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE POWERS.—To carry out 
this title, the Commission may— 

(1) enter into contracts or other arrange- 
ments with any State or local government, 
any agency or department of the United 
States, or with any individual, firm, associa- 
tion, or corporation; and 

(2) establish advisory committees in ac- 
cordance with the Federal Advisory Commit- 
tee Act (5 U.S.C. App.). 

SEC. 309. REPORTS AND INFORMATION. 

In an annual report to the President and 
the Congress, the Commission shall report 
on its activities in carrying out the provi- 
sions of this title. The Commission shall un- 
dertake whatever efforts it may determine 
to be necessary or appropriate to inform and 
educate the public of data protection, pri- 
vacy, and fair information rights and respon- 
sibilities. 

SEC. 310. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this title— 

(1) $1,500,000 in fiscal year 1995; 

(2) $2,000,000 in fiscal year 1996; 

(3) $2,500,000 in fiscal year 1997; and 

(4) such sums as may be necessary in each 
succeeding fiscal year thereafter. 


Amend the table of contents accordingly. 


LEVIN AMENDMENT NO. 1672 


Mr. BRYAN (for Mr. LEVIN) proposed 
an amendment to the bill S. 783, supra; 
as follows: 


At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: 

It is the sense of the Senate that: (a) indi- 
viduals should generally be judged for credit 
worthiness based on their own credit worthi- 
ness and not on the zip code or neighborhood 
in which they live; and (b) the Federal Trade 
Commission after consultation with the ap- 
propriate Federal banking agency shall re- 
port to the Banking Committee within 6 
months as to whether and how the location 
of the residence of an applicant for unse- 
cured credit is considered by many compa- 
nies and financial institutions in deciding 
whether an applicant should be granted cred- 
it. 


RIEGLE (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1673 


Mr. BRYAN (for Mr. RIEGLE for him- 
self, Mr. BRYAN, and Mr. BOND) pro- 
posed an amendment to the bill S. 783, 
supra; as follows: 


On page 71, strike lines 1 through 13 and in- 
sert the following: 

(1) in subparagraph (A)— 

(A) by inserting (i)“ after (A); and 

(B) by inserting before the semicolon at 
the end the following: ; (ii) any communica- 
tion of that information among persons re- 
lated by common ownership or affiliated by 
corporate control; or (iii) any communica- 
tion of information from a credit application 
by à consumer among persons related by 
common ownership or affiliated by common 
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corporate control, if (I) it is clearly and con- 
spicuously disclosed to the consumer with 
the credit application that the information 
may be communicated among such persons; 
and (II) the consumer is provided with the 
option to prohibit such communication (in 
writing, using a signature line that is sepa- 
rate and distinct from that used for the con- 
sumer's consent to the extension of credit) 
and does not exercise such option"; 

On page 73, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following new subsection: 

(e) EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN COMMUNICATIONS 
By EMPLOYMENT AGENCIES FROM DEFINITION 
OF CONSUMER REPORT.—Section 603 of the 
Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681(a)), 
as amended by subsections (a) through (d), is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (d), by adding at the end 
the following new sentence: The term also 
does not include a communication described 
in subsection (n).'; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

"(n) COMMUNICATIONS BY EMPLOYMENT 
AGENCIES EXCLUDED FROM DEFINITION OF 
CONSUMER REPORT.—For purposes of sub- 
section (d), a communication is described in 
this subsection if it is a communication— 

(J) that, but for the third sentence of sub- 
section (d), would be an investigative 
consumer report; 

**(2) that is made to a prospective employer 
for the purpose of— 

"(A) procuring an employee for the em- 
ployer; or 

(B) procuring an opportunity for a natu- 
ral person to work for the employer; 

(3) that is made by a person that regu- 
larly performs such procurement; 

(4) that is not used by any person for any 
purpose other than a purpose described in 
subparagraph (A) or (B) of paragraph (2); 

*(5) with respect to which— 

"(A) the consumer who is the subject of 
the communication— 

() consents orally or in writing to the na- 
ture and scope of the communication, before 
the collection of any information for the 
purpose of making the communication; 

(ii) consents orally or in writing to the 
making of the communication to a prospec- 
tive employer, before the making of the com- 
munication; and 

(ii) in the case of consent under clause (i) 
or (ii) given orally, is provided written con- 
firmation of that consent by the person mak- 
ing the communication, not later than 3 
business days after the receipt of the consent 
by that person; 

(B) the person making the communica- 
tion does not, for the purpose of making the 
communication, make any inquiry that if 
made by a prospective employer of the 
consumer who is the subject of the commu- 
nication would violate any applicable Fed- 
eral or State equal employment opportunity 
law or regulation; and 

() the person making the communica- 
tion— 

“(i) discloses in writing to the consumer 
who is the subject of the communication, not 
later than 5 business days after receiving 
any request from the consumer for such dis- 
closure, the nature and substance of all in- 
formation in the consumer's file at the time 
of the request, except that the sources of in- 
formation that is acquired solely for use in 
making the communication and actually 
used for no other purpose need not be dis- 
closed other than under appropriate discov- 
ery procedures in the court in which an ac- 
tion is brought; and 

(i) notifies the consumer who is the sub- 
ject of the communication, in writing, of the 
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consumer's right to request the information 
described in clause (i).“ 

On page 107, line 10, insert “and” after the 
semi-colon. 

On page 107, line 22, strike; and" and in- 
sert a period. 

Beginning on page 107, strike line 23 and 
all that follows through the first period on 
page 108, line 2. 

On page 130, line 20, strike "charge or". 

At page 117, line 1 delete Duty“ and all 
that follows through the end of line 8. And 
insert the following in lieu thereof: 

"DuTY TO PROVIDE NOTICE OF DELINQUENCY 
OF ACCOUNTS.—A person who furnishes infor- 
mation to a consumer reporting agency re- 
garding a delinquent account being placed 
for collection, charged to profit or loss, or 
subjected to any similar action shall, by not 
later than 90 days after furnishing the infor- 
mation, notify the agency of the month and 
year of the commencement of the delin- 
quency which immediately preceded the ac- 
tion.“. 


CONGRESSIONAL GIFTS REFORM 
ACT 


McCONNELL (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1674 


Mr. McCONNELL (for himself, Mr. 
JOHNSTON, Mr. DOLE, and Mr. INOUYE) 
proposed an amendment to the bill (S. 
1935) to prohibit lobbyists and their cli- 
ents from providing to Legislative 
Branch officials certain gifts, meals, 
entertainment, reimbursements, or 
loans and to place limits on and re- 
quire disclosure by lobbyists of certain 
expenditures; as follows: 

In lieu of the language proposed to be in- 
serted insert the following: 

SECTION 1. PENALTIES. 

(1) Any Senator, officer, or employee who 
receives a third reprimand pursuant to the 
provisions of subsection (a)(2) shall— 

(A) if the individual is a Senator, be 

(J) expelled from the Senate if an expul- 
sion resolution is agreed to pursuant to para- 
graph (2); and 

(i) barred for 10 years from lobbying in 
the Senate; and 

"(B) if the individual is an officer or em- 
ployee, be— 

(i) dismissed; and 

"(ii) barred for 10 years from lobbying in 
the Senate. 

2) Not later than 5 session days after a 
Senator is reprimanded a third time, the 
Senate shall consider and dispose of a resolu- 
tion of expulsion with respect to such Sen- 
ator.". 

(b) GiFT VIOLATIONS.—Rule XXXV of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 

"5. (a) Any Member, officer, or employee 
who violates this rule shall be subject to a 
fine of up to 3 times the value of the im- 
proper gift. The fine shall be levied by the 
Seiect Committee on Ethics and shall be 
payable to the general fund of the Treasury. 

b) The name of an individual fined pursu- 
ant to subparagraph (a) and the amount of 
any fine shall be published in the Congres- 
sional Record.“ 

SEC. 2. GIFT LIMITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Rule XXXV of the Stand- 
ing Rules of the Senate is amended— 

(1) in paragraph l(a) by striking more 
than the minimal value as established by 
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section 7342(a)(5) of title 5, United States 
Code, or $250, whichever is greater," and in- 
serting more than a minimal value of $150''; 
and 

(2) in paragraph 1(b)(2) by striking 3100 
and inserting ''$75". 

(b) RULES COMMITTEE.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the Committee 
on Rules and Administration, on behalf of 
the Senate, may accept a gift if the gift does 
not involve any duty, burden, or condition, 
or is not made dependent upon some future 
performance by the United States. The com- 
mittee is authorized to promulgate such 
rules and regulations as are necessary to 
carry out this subsection. 

SEC. 3. TRAVEL RESTRICTIONS. 

Rule XXXV of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate is amended by adding after paragraph 
2 the following: 

“2A. (a) Necessary travel-related expenses 
as defined by paragraph 2(c), to the extent 
limited by subparagraph (c), are not prohib- 
ited by this rule in connection with meet- 
ings, speaking engagements, fact finding 
trips, and similar events related to the offi- 
cial duties of the Member, officer, or em- 
ployee if— 

(I) the expenditure covers the cost of the 
trip for a period of not more than— 

"(A) 3 consecutive days (excluding travel 
days) in the case of domestic travel and 7 
consecutive days (excluding travel days) in 
the case of international travel; and 

(B) 24 hours before or after such person's 
actual participation in the event in the case 
of domestic travel or 48 hours before or after 
such person's actual participation in the 
event in the case of international travel; and 

*(2) the Member, officer, or employee has 
caused the following information to be pub- 
lished in the Congressional Record in ad- 
vance of the travel (unless advance publica- 
tion is not possible because the travel ar- 
rangements cannot be made in time for the 
information to be published while the Senate 
is in session or for other good reason (in 
which case the information shall be provided 
in advance of the travel to the Secretary of 
the Senate who shall make the information 
available to the public immediately and 
shall cause the information to be published 
in the next Congressional Record)): 

(A) The name of the Member, officer, or 
employee. 

(B) The dates and itinerary of such travel. 

"(C) A statement of the purposes of such 
travel. 

(D) The identity of the party making the 
expenditure. 

"(b) The requirements of subparagraph 
(a (1) may be waived in exceptional cir- 
cumstances if the Member, officer, or em- 
ployee obtains a written statement from the 
Select Committee on Ethics of the Senate 
that approves the waiver and explains the 
justification for the waiver. That committee 
shall cause the statement to be published in 
the Congressional Record in advance of the 
travel (unless advance publication is not pos- 
sible because the waiver is granted at a time 
when the Senate is not in session or for other 
good reason (in which case the committee 
shall, in advance of the travel, provide a 
copy of the statement to the Secretary of 
the Senate who shall make the information 
available to the public immediately and 
shall cause the statement to be published in 
the next Congressional Record)). 

(e) Necessary travel-related expenditures 
are limited to expenditures for a Member, of- 
ficer, or employee's transportation, lodging, 
conference fees and materials, and meals, in- 
cluding reimbursement for necessary trans- 
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portation whether or not such transpor- 
tation occurs within the periods described in 
subparagraph (a)(1), but do not include ex- 
penditures for— 

(J) recreational activities, such as greens 
fees, ski lift tickets, tennis court time, thea- 
ter tickets, tickets to sporting events, and 
similar items (except as provided in subpara- 
graph (e)); or 

(2) entertainment, other than that pro- 
vided in connection with meals offered as an 
integral part of the event. 

"(d) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(e), an event the activities of which are sub- 
stantially recreational shall not be consid- 
ered to be directly related to the official du- 
ties of a Member, officer, or employee. 

"(e) A Member, officer, or employee may 
receive payment or reimbursement for ex- 
penses, including travel, in connection with 
a charitable event if the expenses are ap- 
proved as provided in subparagraph (a)(2)."’. 


NOTICES OF HEARINGS 


COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce that the Senate Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry will hold a hearing on S. 1614, 
“Better Nutrition and Health for Chil- 
dren." The hearing will be held on 
Wednesday, May 18, 1994, at 10 a.m. in 
SR-332. 

For further information, please con- 
tact Dough O’Brien or Amy Brown at 
224-2035. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS, NATIONAL 

PARKS AND FORESTS 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that a hearing 
has been scheduled before the Sub- 
committee on Public Lands, National 
Parks and Forests. 

The hearing will take place on Thurs- 
day, May 19, 1994, beginning at 2 p.m. in 
room SD-366 of the Dirksen Senate Of- 
fice Building in Washington, DC. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re- 
ceive testimony on the following bills 
pending before the subcommittee: 

H.R. 3252, to provide for the conserva- 
tion, management, or study of certain 
rivers, parks, trail and historic sites, 
and for other purposes; and 

H.R. 4034, to amend the Urban Park 
and Recreation Recovery Act of 1978 to 
authorize grants for the expansion of 
recreation opportunities for at risk 
youth in urban areas with a high prev- 
alence of crime, and for other purposes. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, anyone 
wishing to submit a written statement 
is welcome to do so by sending two cop- 
ies to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources, 304 Dirksen Senate 
Office Building, Washington, DC 20510. 

For further information regarding 
the hearing, please contact David 
Brooks of the subcommittee staff at 
(202) 224-9863. 
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NOTICE OF MEETING 


COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I wish to 
announce that the Committee on Rules 
and Administration will meet at 9:30 
a.m., in SR-301, Russell Senate Office 
Building, on Thursday, May 26, 1994, to 
hold a markup. 

The committee will consider the fol- 
lowing legislative items: S. 1824, the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1994; 
H.R. 877, to authorize the establish- 
ment of the National African American 
Museum within the Smithsonian Insti- 
tution; an original bill to authorize ap- 
propriations for the Federal Election 
Commission for fiscal year 1995; Senate 
Resolution 196, to authorize the print- 
ing of additional copies of a Senate re- 
port entitled, ‘‘Developments in Aging: 
1993"; an original resolution to author- 
ize the purchase of 104,000 1995 U.S. 
Capitol Historical Society wall cal- 
endars for the use of the Senate; and 
House Concurrent Resolution 222, au- 
thorizing the placement of a bust of 
Raoul Wallenberg in the Capitol. 

The agenda will also include other 
legislative and administrative items 
which are ready for committee consid- 
eration on the date of the markup. 

For further information regarding 
this markup, please contact Carole 
Blessington of the Rules Committee 
staff on x40278. 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
on May 4, 1994, at 10 a.m. on S. 1822 and 
the telephone companies entry into 
cable television. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Finance be permitted to meet 
today, May 4, 1994 at 10 a.m., to hear 
testimony from CBO Director Robert 
Reischauer on the subject of the CBO's 
analysis of the Managed Competition 
Act of 1994. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Relations, be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on Wednesday, May 4, 1994, at 10 
a.m. to hold a business meeting to vote 
on pending nominations. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent on behalf of the 
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Governmental Affairs Committee for 
authority to meet on Wednesday, May 
4, 1994, at 9:30 a.m. on a hearing on the 
subject: Federal Courthouses: Are We 
Over Building? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Indian Affairs be authorized to 
meet on Wednesday, May 4, 1994, begin- 
ning at 9:30 a.m., in 485 Russell Senate 
Office Building on H.R. 6 and S. 1513, 
Reauthorization of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the Com- 
mittee on Veterans' Affairs would like 
to request unanimous consent to hold a 
hearing on financing of VA health care 
reform. The hearing will be held on 
May 5, 1994, at 2 p.m. in room 418 of the 
Russell Senate Office Building. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, May 4, 1994 at 4 
p.m to hold a closed hearing on intel- 
ligence matters. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EAST ASIAN AND PACIFIC 
AFFAIRS 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on East Asian and Pacific 
Affairs of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, be authorized to meet dur- 
ing the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, May 4, 1994 at 2 p.m. to 
hold a hearing on United States policy 
toward China. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Housing and Urban Af- 
fairs of the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, May 4, begin- 
ning at 10 a.m. to conduct a hearing on 
the effect of rising interest rates on the 
homebuilding industry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Merchant 
Marine Subcommittee of the Commit- 
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans- 
portation be authorized to meet at 2 
p.m. on May 4, 1994, on S. 1945—the 
Maritime Administration Authoriza- 
tion Act of 1995. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON MILITARY READINESS 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Military Readiness and 
Defense Infrastructure of the Commit- 
tee on Armed Services be authorized to 
meet at 9:30 a.m. on Wednesday, May 4, 
1994, in open session, to receive testi- 
mony on the Department of Defense 
environmental programs and on the 
implementation of the Base Closure 
Acts in review of the Defense author- 
ization request for fiscal year 1995 and 
the future years Defense program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


THE MAY SWEEPS 1993 AND 1994: 
GROUNDS FOR GUARDED OPTI- 
MISM 


e Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, it has 
been almost a year since I convened a 
series of hearings on television vio- 
lence. At that time, I was very con- 
cerned about the number of shows that 
glamorized violence being aired during 
the May ratings period, the May 
sweeps. From the Los Angeles Times to 
the Washington Post to the trade 
press, television critics referred to the 
television lineup for last May as mur- 
der May. Senior industry executives 
testified that, yes there were problems, 
and they would make an effort to do 
better. 

This week marks the start of another 
May ratings period and there is both 
good news and bad news. The good news 
is that since May 1993, the industry has 
made a number of important changes. 
Last June, the networks agreed to put 
advisories on violent programming. In 
July, the cable industry followed suit. 
In August, the entire entertainment in- 
dustry participated in the first-ever in- 
dustrywide conference on television vi- 
olence. Throughout the fall and winter, 
many programs have had antiviolence 
storylines, and both the networks and 
cable have aired specials on violence. 
Just last week, CBS and Fox presented 
an excellent 1-hour special called “Kids 
Kiling Kids." Art Nielsen of the 
Nielsen ratings tells me there is less vi- 
olence on programming today than he 
has seen in a decade. Finally, both 
cable and the networks have agreed to 
my suggestion to appoint independent 
monitors to review programming and 
provide annual public reports about the 
level of violence. The monitors should 
provide the incentive needed for the in- 
dustry to continue on a positive track. 

Turning to the 1994 May sweeps, 
while I have made it a practice not to 
comment on specific programming, my 
general observation is that the sweeps 
programming includes less glamorized 
violence, but it still is a mixed bag. 
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The bad news is that there are still 
some violent shows, particularly the 
made-for-television movies and the 
theatrical releases. The networks obvi- 
ously continue to believe that in order 
to earn ratings, they must put on their 
share of guns and blood. There is still 
the feeling that if violence sells, they 
will air it. 

The good news is that in comparison 
to last year, there are far fewer of 
these programs—perhaps even half as 
many violent movies. Beyond that, this 
year, in contrast to last year, the great 
majority of the violent movies will 
carry advisory messages. All will be 
aired at 9 p.m., eastern time. I have 
been told that the promotions will be 
run during times when children are less 
likely to be watching. 

Change of the kind I have been seek- 
ing for the past 10 years does not hap- 
pen overnight, or even in a year. While 
I wish I could say that the May sweeps 
are a testament to the industry's com- 
mitment to ending the practice of 
using violence to attract ratings, I can- 
not. Nonetheless, I remain hopeful that 
we will continue to see even more 
progress. They have shown that they 
can do better. When the independent 
monitors issue their first reports, we 
will have the opportunity to study just 
how much progress has been made. But 
broadcasters, cable operators, program- 
mers, and producers must know that 
we will all keep watching. I urge them 
not to think that the job is done. Fi- 
nally, I would like to include in the 
RECORD the May 2 Washington Post ar- 
ticle on the May sweeps written by 
Tom Shales. Mr. Shales has followed 
this issue closely, and his comparison 
of this year’s May sweeps to last year’s 
is instructive.e 


AMERICAN LAWN MOWER-GREAT 
STATES CORP.'S 100TH ANNIVER- 
SARY 


* Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize American Lawn 
Mower-Great States Corp.'s 100th anni- 
versary as a distinguished manufac- 
turer of reel, push-type lawn mowers. 

This Shelbyville, IN, company was 
founded in 1895 in Richmond, IN. Amer- 
ican Lawn Mower Co. started as a part- 
nership that included Robert B. Ker- 
sey, W.F. Spencer, George M. Spencer, 
and W.F. Spencer III. The founding 
spirit is kept alive by the company's 
current president, Bob Kersey, whose 
grandfather was one of the original 
founders. 

In 1936, American Lawn Mower Co. 
acquired the Great States Corp., an- 
other reel mower producer, making 
them the largest manufacturer in the 
industry. These mowers continue to be 
manufactured and assembled in the 
Hoosier city of Shelbyville, IN. 

During the 1940's, the reel mower in- 
dustry included nearly 60 manufactur- 
ers. By 1953, power mower sales sur- 
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passed reel-mower sales, and most reel 
mower manufacturers eventually went 
out of business. The company was able 
to survive largely because the family 
that owned the business also owned an 
iron foundry, where it could get cast 
iron mower components inexpensively. 

Today's commitment to the environ- 
ment has produced a new need for reel, 
push-type mowers. The mower rep- 
resents one of the purest forms of lawn 
maintenance in that it emits no air 
pollution and uses no gas, electricity, 
or batteries. 

In the 1990's, retail sales of the reel 
mowers reached the same levels they 
did in the 1940's. Unit sales for reel 
mowers remain steady at more than 
200,000 per year. 

The story of this Indiana company 
holds many similarities to those of 
other successful American companies. 
It is a story of commitment and sur- 
vival in difficult times. 

I congratulate American Lawn 
Mower-Great States for their contin- 
ued success as they begin their second 
century.e 


TRIBUTE TO STAN CURTIS AND 
USA HARVEST 


e Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
since America's earliest days, individ- 
uals have invested their talents, time, 
and energy in community service in 
order to directly address local needs 
and concerns. In this light, I would like 
to bring to the attention of my col- 
leagues a Kentuckian whose past ac- 
complishments and continuing dedica- 
tion exemplify the essential role com- 
munity service plays in our society. 

Hunger is a growing dilemma in com- 
munities across America. Based on his 
deep personal concern and commit- 
ment, Mr. Stan Curtis, a Louisville, KY 
businessman, found a way to success- 
fully link those with plenty to those in 
need. In 1987, Mr. Curtis established 
USA Harvest, a program committed to 
the relief of hunger through volunteer- 
ism and the efficient use of community 
resources. USA Harvest obtains food 
from grocery stores and restaurants 
that would otherwise be wasted, and 
distributes this food to soup kitchens, 
shelters, and missions. Stan Curtis' 
project for Louisville's needy citizens 
has now grown to include over 49,000 
volunteers nationwide, and has distrib- 
uted more than 250 million pounds of 
food. 

Iam proud to announce that Mr. Cur- 
tis was named as a recipient of the 
President's Volunteer Action Award 
for his work with USA Harvest during 
National Volunteer Week in April. This 
award is cosponsored by the Points of 
Light Foundation and the Corporation 
for National and Community Service. 

Mr. President, I feel that the achieve- 
ments of Mr. Stan Curtis and the vol- 
unteers of USA Harvest demonstrate 
how devoted community service can 
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improve the lives of underprivileged 
Americans, and they deserve our sin- 
cere appreciation and respect. It is my 
hope that all of us will rise to meet our 
country's social and economic chal- 
lenges with the same degree of fervor 
and effectiveness that the members of 
USA Harvest, and its founder Stan Cur- 
tis, have shown through their commit- 
ted service and dedication.e 


IN HONOR OF STEVEN SHERMAN 
AND PRINCESA VANBUREN 


e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I rise today to pay tribute to two 
young Minnesota scientists, Steven 
Daniel Sherman and Princesa Victoria 
VanBuren. They have received special 
recognition as Westinghouse science 
scholars, and are being honored tonight 
by the Young Scientist Roundtable of 
Wayzata Public School. 

Steven Sherman, a student at Wi- 
nona High School, placed fifth in the 
Nation for his research related to the 
effect of winglets on drag of aircraft 
wings. His research showed that drag 
could be reduced by about 6 percent if 
the winglets are to face downward. 
This invention has enormous economic 
value as it could translate into the po- 
tential savings of about $500 million 
per year for the U.S. commercial air 
fleet. 

In the last 2 years, Steven has won 
several honors, including U.S. Naval 
National Science Competition, Na- 
tional Junior Science Engineering and 
Humanities Symposium, 3M’s Drew 
Creativity Award, and Minnesota 
Science and Engineering Fair Award. 

Steven was elected president of the 
Winona Senior High School Student 
Senate, 1992-93. He has been a member 
on the football and swim teams, and is 
a member of the National Honor Soci- 
ety. 

Princesa VanBuren, of St. Cloud 
Technical High School, has studied the 
effects of fertilizer on plant metabo- 
lism. She discovered that the increased 
use of fertilizer leads to a reduced up- 
take of the heavy metals such as cad- 
mium and arsenic. This research could 
potentially influence how the land re- 
claimed from surface mining could be 
put to economic use. 

Princesa has received recognition 
from the Future Farmers of America 
with the Achievement Award in Soil 
and Water; Monsanto's Agriscience 
Contest Award, Minnesota State 
Science Fair Award, a Certificate of 
Achievement from the U.S. Navy, and 
the Gold Medal from the Minnesota 
Academy of Science. 

In addition to her achievements in 
the field of science, Princesa is active 
in music as a member of the band, or- 
chestra, and choir. And she has re- 
ceived awards or recognition from St. 
Catherine’s Poetry Contest and at the 
writing/essay contests held by the 
Fleet Reserve Association, Optimist 
Club, and Future Farmers of America. 


9247 


Mr. President, Princesa VanBuren 
and Steven Sherman are two outstand- 
ing young people who deserve our con- 
gratulations. But more than that, let 
us all join in offering our encourage- 
ment that their perseverance and dedi- 
cation may carry them to greater 
heights in the field of scientific 
achievement.e 


THE DEFICIT 


èe Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, James 
Glassman, who writes on economic af- 
fairs for the Washington Post, had a 
column on Friday of last week titled 
"How to Make the Deficit Vanish as an 
Issue—and a Reality." 

What underscores his article is sim- 
ply that the deficits that he estimates 
in his article are, in fact, going to be 
higher because interest rates have al- 
ready risen. 

I also agree with his statement that 
the language of budgeting, where we in 
fact “index” our expenditure, then talk 
about reductions, is totally unrealistic. 

I am pleased that the Senate Budget 
Committee adopted language to change 
that, and he refers to the House Budget 
Committee doing the same. 

I ask to insert the James Glassman 
article in the RECORD at this point. 

The article follows: 

How To MAKE THE DEFICIT VANISH AS AN 

ISSUE—AND A 
(By James K. Glassman) 

What a difference a year makes! Last 
spring and summer, the federal deficit was 
just about the hottest topic in Washington; 
now the pressure is off. 

The Harris Poll found in June 1993 that 
Americans ranked the deficit as the second 
more important issue for government to ad- 
dress," narrowly behind health care. By this 
month, the deficit had dropped to a tie for 
sixth place. Only 8 percent of the 1,255 adults 
polled rated it one of their top two concerns, 
down from 24 percent. 

“It's as though we were encircled by an 
army in a siege, and then all of sudden the 
army disappeared,” said one Senate aide. 

That's a shame, because—if we really want 
to fix the deficit—now is the time to do it. 
The economy is strong enough to absorb the 
Short-term adverse effects of spending cuts 
and maybe even higher taxes. 

In fact, slowing the economy would be an 
added benefit of deficit reduction. It would 
ease the need for the Federal Reserve to 
tighten monetary policy, and might calm re- 
cent jitters in the bond market. Rather than 
relying solely on the Fed to apply the mone- 
tary brakes, how about some fiscal brakes, 
too? 

President Clinton and most members of 
Congress have been bragging about the $500 
billion in deficit cuts they enacted last year. 
But these are ''cuts" only in the fairy-tale 
language of government, which holds that 
you've reduced the deficit if your deficit pro- 
jections are lower than the projections you 
made earlier in an imaginary number called 
the baseline.““ 

The baseline is à moving target. Back in 
1990, the budget deal between then-President 
Bush and Congress called for deficits total- 
ing $528 billion for the five years starting in 
1992. Those deficits comprised the baseline 
three years ago. 
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But shortly thereafter, the baseline was 
moved, and deficit projections for the five 
years soared to well over $1 trillion. It was 
those new baseline figures that became the 
starting point for the half-trillion dollars in 
"cuts" produced in 1993. 

Even so, the budget that a House-Senate 
conference will report next week will give 
the nation deficits from 1995 to 1999 that will 
total more than $900 billion. And for the five 
years after that, the Congressional Budget 
Office (CBO) sees deficits totaling $1.5 tril- 
lion. Some cut! 

Americans probably wouldn't be so com- 
placent if they understood this nasty state of 
affairs. As it is, they're giving the White 
House and Congress a free ride. 

The truth is that, if the President decided 
to get serious, the deficit could be elimi- 
nated—and without much difficulty. Bill 
Clinton could go down in history for some- 
thing actually worthwhile. 

How to cut the deficit? The best place to 
start is a fat book the CBO publishes every 
year, listing sensible—if politically dif- 
ficult—budget cuts. The new volume, issued 
last month, lists 197 possible spending and 
revenue measures that would turn the trick, 
if politicians could summon the will. 

For example, we could save $2 billion over 
five years (everything in budget-talk is over 
five years) by killing operating subsidies for 
Amtrak, $1 billion by abolishing the Bureau 
of Mines and $7 billion by eliminating federal 
grants for local wastewater treatment 
plants. 

We could save another $7 billion by reduc- 
ing federal aid to mass transit, $3 billion by 
halving federal aid to the arts and human- 
ities and $8 billion by axing the Low Income 
Home Energy Assistance Program, a vestige 
of high oil prices 13 years ago. 

Making tiny adjustments in the $85 billion 
annual federal payroll could save $10 billion 
by 1999, and lowering target prices for farm- 
ers in agricultural commodity programs 
could cut the deficit by $11 billion. 

Then there are items that the CBO doesn't 
cite—for example, the astounding $193 mil- 
lion that has been budgeted next year for 
Howard University here in Washington, os- 
tensibly a private institution. Howard has 
received $1 billion over the last five years, 
covering more than half of its operating 
costs. 

Big savings could come from small changes 
in entitlements. For example, the CBO esti- 
mates that the deficit can be cut by $109 bil- 
lion over five years if the government limits 
increases in benefits for programs such as 
Social Security to the rise in the consumer 
price index minus 2 percentage points. 

Here are a few reasonable revenue-raisers: 

Increase the gasoline tax by 10 cents a year 
for five years. CBO estimates we could raise 
$127 billion this way, and our prices at the 
pump will still be less than half what Euro- 
peans pay. 

Limit all itemized deductions to 15 per- 
cent, instead of as much as 39.6 percent for 
rich taxpayers. That would raise $274 billion 
over five years, estimates the CBO. 

Limit mortgage interest deductions to 
$20,000 a year for a joint return and $12,000 
for an individual. That would cut the deficit 
$32 billion. 

Suspend the indexing of tax brackets for 
just one year. Deficit cut: $46 billion. 

The problem with raising more revenue, of 
course, is that the government just spends 
the new money. That's what happened, for 
example, from 1987 to 1993. Revenues rose 
$300 billion, but spending rose $400 billion. 

Stil it's clear from the numbers that, 
with strict controls, the federal deficit can 
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be wiped out by the year 2000. There will be 
some pain but, surprisingly, not a great deal. 

But we have to change the fraudulent lan- 
guage of budgeting. In a good first step. 
Reps. Christopher Cox (R-Calif.) and Charles 
W. Stenholm (D-Tex.) added a nonbinding 
measure to the budget resolution that re- 
places baseline budget comparisons with 
real, year-to-year actual vs. budget compari- 
sons—just like every business uses. Let's 
make that measure binding, and get on with 
the cutting.e 


——— 


TRIBUTE TO THOMAS D. CLARK 
KENTUCKY HISTORIAN LAUREATE 


@ Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to honor a fellow Kentuck- 
ian for his outstanding contribution to 
the Commonwealth. Too often, we wait 
until someone has passed before we 
allow ourselves to remember all they 
have done. Well, my friend Thomas 
Clark is alive and well, and going 
strong at age 91. He continues to de- 
vote his time and effort to his lifelong 
passion, the study and teaching of his- 
tory, specifically the history of the 
Commonwealth of Kentucky. 

Clark first published his ‘‘History of 
Kentucky" in 1937. Although he has up- 
dated and revised this volume on sev- 
eral occasions, it is still considered one 
of the preeminent histories ever writ- 
ten of any State. 

Mr. President, Thomas Clark spent 
the majority of his life as a teacher at 
the University of Kentucky. There, as 
chairman of the history department 
from 1943 to 1965, he developed a rep- 
utation as a professor that made learn- 
ing enjoyable for all students. Combin- 
ing facts with interesting and often hu- 
morous anecdotes, Clark helped his 
students gain a new knowledge and re- 
spect for the history of our wonderful 
Commonwealth. 

Mr. President, Thomas Clark retired 
in 1968 from the University of Ken- 
tucky after a long and notable teach- 
ing career. He didn’t begin to slow 
down upon his retirement, however. A 
frequent guest speaker at local histori- 
cal societies, he travels throughout 
Kentucky, continuing to teach about 
the subject he loves so very much. In 
addition to speaking, Mr. Clark has 
written over 30 books and has plans to 
write two more dealing with the his- 
tory of Clark county and the history of 
the old Louisville Courier-Journal. Mr. 
President, I have no doubt in my mind 
that Thomas Clark will complete these 
works and probably several other note- 
worthy volumes as well. 

Thomas Clark is also a noted archi- 
vist and conservationist. He is the 
founder of the State’s university press 
and is currently lobbying the Kentucky 
General Assembly for money to fund a 
new State history museum. If any of 
my colleagues have ever met Thomas 
Clark, they know well what an effec- 
tive and influential lobbyist he can be. 
Most recently he has been in Washing- 
ton working to get a monument erect- 
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ed for the great American revolution- 
ary, Thomas Paine. 

Thomas Clark is a walking encyclo- 
pedia who has made it his life’s goal to 
share his knowledge and love for the 
subject of history with others. Mr. 
President, I ask my colleagues to join 
me in honoring this Kentucky treas- 
ure. In addition, I ask that an article 
from the May 2, 1994 Courier-Journal 
be included in the RECORD at this 
point. 

The article follows: 


KENTUCKY TREASURE—STATE HISTORIAN 
LAUREATE Is STILL LOOKING TO THE FUTURE 


(By Richard Wilson) 


SHELBYVILLE, KY.—Thomas D. Clark 
walked behind the lectern and soon held his 
audience spellbound. For nearly an hour, and 
using no notes, he outlined more than a cen- 
tury of  Kentucky's development—its 
progress, setbacks and missed opportunities. 

Effortlessly, he sprinkled his remarks with 
names, dates, events and observations. 

The rapt attention of members of the Shel- 
by County Historical Society and a few oth- 
ers Thursday night was broken only by peri- 
odic laughter in response to Clark’s anec- 
dotes. 

Afterward, the white-haired state historian 
laureate mingled with the audience, making 
new acquaintances and reminiscing with 
former students who took his Kentucky his- 
tory class at the University of Kentucky 
years ago. 

“T wasn’t the best attender, but I recall 
he'd always end his lectures with an anec- 
dote," said Bill Evans, a retired educator 
who said he took Clark's class in 1954. Fre- 
quently, time would run out and he wouldn't 
finish the anecdote, so you'd have to attend 
the next class to find out how it ended." 

Winford Thomas, who took Clark's class in 
1949, recalled one tidbit Clark shared; Twice 
as many Kentuckians fought for the Union 
as for the Confederacy during the Civil War, 
but the state has 72 Confederate monuments 
and only two Union ones. 

Clark left UK in 1968 after a distinguished 
37-year career, during which he won inter- 
national acclaim as a teacher and scholar 
and built a widely regarded history depart- 
ment while serving as its chairman from 1943 
to 1965. 

But he and retirement have been strangers, 
and as he nears his 91st birthday, he shows 
no evidence of slowing down. 

He seldom rejects invitations to speak to 
local historical or civic groups. Already the 
author, coauthor or editor of more than 30 
books, he has at least two more planned. He 
is also a noted conservationist and a founder 
of the state's university press. A foundation 
bearing his name is raising money for the 
publication of Kentucky-related books. 

He's also a forceful and persuasive lobbyist 
whose current cause is getting the General 
Assembly to provide money for a new state 
history museum. 

The museum, as well as additional space 
for archival materials, Clark says, is crucial 
to preserving and maintaining the state's 
public and private historical documents and 
artifacts. 

Clark is considered the father of Ken- 
tucky's current archives system and has lob- 
bied for other history-related items for 
years. 

"He's very low-key, very persistent and 
very knowledgeable about what he is visiting 
with you about," says Sen. Mike Moloney, 
D-Lexington, the Senate’s budget chief. 
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Moloney says Clark is better prepared than 
most professional lobbyists ‘because he 
speaks from the heart.“ 

Tributes to Clark, a Mississippi native who 
came to UK as a graduate student in 1928, are 
not hard to draw from acquaintances, admir- 
ers or ex-students, like Lexington lawyer 
and former Gov. Edward T. Ned“ Breathitt. 

“Tom Clark is a Kentucky treasure. He 
probably has more credibility than any other 
Kentuckian in the field of history, public af- 
fairs and political reform," Breathitt says, 
"Plus, he constantly reminds us of our his- 
tory, the history of the South, and I know of 
no one else in our state that fills that role.“ 

State historian James Klotter agrees. Un- 
like many academic historians, Klotter says, 
Clark has not remained in the ivory tower. 
"He knows this state, its creeks and valleys, 
its people, probably better than anybody in 
the state.” 

Clark is also a realist, Klotter says. "He's 
not tied to any philosophy about how things 
Should operate. He's very understanding 
about how things do operate.“ 

Clark's "History of Kentucky," published 
in 1937, is still in print. Frequently revised 
and updated, it is considered one of the na- 
tion's best state histories. 

During a recent interview Clark gave no 
indication that he plans to embrace inac- 
tivity any time soon. 

"I'm well started (on a history of Clark 
County), I have four chapters written. There 
will be about 12 chapters," he said. Then he 
plans to revive his research on the old Louis- 
ville Journal, forerunner of today's Courier- 
Journal. He shelved that project some 25 
years ago when he left UK to become a visit- 
ing professor at Indiana University, where he 
wrote a four-volume history of IU before re- 
turning to Lexington, in 1973. 

Clark says if he “could call back 20 years" 
he would also like to explore the Civil War 
and 15 post-war years in Kentucky, and pos- 
sibly tackle even a multivolume history of 
the state. But both projects, he suggests, 
must now be left to others. 

Though Clark acknowledges that he had no 
plans for such an active post-retirement ca- 
reer, he also says he does not regret it. 

"I think if you're honest with yourself, you 
get something out of that. In the first place, 
you get to see people and know something 
about what they are up to. You've got to 
keep yourself organized. And I think as a 
person gets older, that gets to be a pretty 
important fact. 

"If you didn't remain disciplined, orga- 
nized, you'd just simply drift off as a piece of 
chaff." 


CLARK'S OBSERVATIONS ON KENTUCKY 


Religion and education: There's a kind of 
religious bigotry in this state, or a state of 
animosity that has been so disruptive. It dis- 
rupted Transylvania (College), came close to 
killing the University of Kentucky (in its 
still-formative years). It has many times 
interfered with public education, and it has 
the potential of killing Kentucky edu- 
cational reform.” 

Education reform: We can make one great 
mistake in assuming that the Kentucky Edu- 
cation Reform Act will achieve immediate 
revolution. This thing will spread over 10, 15 
years. And we'll make a lot of blunders... . 
There’s no such thing as a perfect edu- 
cational process or institution.” 

State government: “If I could wave a wand 
and change this state, I would say ‘let’s sit 
down for one calm moment and design a 
modern state government that gets rid of all 
of this patchwork that we've put on our con- 
stitutional government. Let's design a mod- 
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ern government that will openly and ear- 
nestly confront the problems of this state, 
and let's get rid of this hypocrisy of swearing 
by constitutional government on the one 
hand and prostituting it on the other.)“ 

A penchant for place: “I don't think there 
are many places in this republic where peo- 
ple have such a dedicated sense of place as do 
Kentuckians. And they come home. This 
thing we call tourist business in Kentucky, a 
lot of its simply is some kind of Kentucky 
connection coming home." 

The University of Kentucky: "In all my 
years of association (with UK) many times 
I've felt that the people of this state had a 
better university than they deserved, I've al- 
ways felt that the university . . . was outa 
bit ahead of the people themselves, as it 
should be."e 


ASSOCIATE JUSTICE JOHN E. 
SIMONETT 


e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
Irise today to honor a longtime friend 
and associate justice of the Minnesota 
Supreme Court, John E. Simonett, who 
is retiring this year. 

I have a very special reason for giv- 
ing this honor. John is my cousin, re- 
lated through my father, George 
Durenberger. Until recently, I had two 
cousins on the supreme court. The 
other, Lawrence Yetka, is related to 
me through my mother, Isabelle 
Cebulla. I have been honored to be 
their cousin. 

The story of John Simonett is a clas- 
sic Minnesota tale. Born in a small 
Minnesota town, educated at Saint 
John’s University in Collegeville, law 
school at the University of Minnesota, 
graduate, practiced law in a small 
town. 

John is the son of a schoolteacher 
and a farmer who also substituted as a 
rural mail carrier and sold monuments 
on the side. While his cousins spent 
afternoons playing cops and robbers, 
ball games or cowboys, John would ex- 
cuse himself after about 10 minutes to 
read a book. He liked to express him- 
self in such a dramatic way that his 
mother often said, ‘‘John—you’d make 
a wonderful lawyer some day." 

John graduated from McKinley High 
School in Le Center with high honors, 
and enrolled at St. John's where he 
played football on my Dad's team in 
1942. And he was a letter-winner his 
freshman year as well as earning the 
highest average in his class for the 
year. 

John took halt of his education to 
serve his country from 1943 to 1946. But 
he was back at Saint John's in 1947, 
and went on to be elected president of 
the student council, membership in the 
International Relations Club, debate 
team. And he became valedictorian of 
his college graduating class. 

After the University of Minnesota 
Law School, John joined the private 
law practice of Gordon Rosenmeier of 
Little Falls. Gordon, a classic lawyer's 
lawyer, served in the Minnesota Senate 
as perhaps the most visionary policy- 
maker in Minnesota history. 
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John Simonett and his wife Doris 
loved living in à small town where ev- 
eryone served their community. He was 
a member of the Lions Club for 30 
years, served on the board of education 
for St. Mary's School, and held several 
local and State offices in the Knights 
of Columbus locally and in the State 
council. 

Highly respected, sought-after, gift- 
ed, talented. 

He accepted the invitation to join the 
International Society of Barristers. He 
is a Fellow of American College of 
Trial Lawyers, the American Board of 
Trial Advocates, and the American 
Law Institute. And he has served for a 
number of years as chair of the Min- 
nesota News Council. 

John and Doris are devoted to their 
wonderful children, Anne, John, Mary, 
Martha, Paul, and Luke. 

For all of John's eloquence, Doris is 
spontaneity. 

Highly respected, a sought-after 
speaker, gifted with the word, talented 
with the pen. 

John and his wife Doris will give 
much to their family and community 
in his retirement from the Supreme 
Court. Splendid lives already—more re- 
warding than ever in life yet to come.e 


NATIONAL NURSING WEEK, MAY 6 
TO 12 


è Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise 
today in recognition of National Nurs- 
ing Week. The more than two million 
nurses in America, who all make sig- 
nificant contributions to their commu- 
nities, deserve our thanks and appre- 
ciation. Nurses have long supported 
our Nation's efforts to create a health 
care system that assures access, qual- 
ity and affordable care. As caregivers 
in a diversity of settings, responsible 
for providing care and coordinating 
health services 24 hours a day, nurses 
clearly understand the implications of 
our health system's failings. 

A restructured health care system 
that focuses on consumers and their 
health, with services to be delivered in 
familiar, convenient sites, such as 
schools, workplaces and homes, will 
call on nurses to play an even greater 
role. Nurses will help allow the medical 
profession to shift from the predomi- 
nant focus on illness and cure to an 
orientation toward wellness and care. 
Health reform will bring many unin- 
sured Americans into our regular 
health care system, raising the ques- 
tion of how we will be able to provide 
primary care for these folks. I think 
that we all know who will be a big part 
of the answer—America’s nurses. They 
are prepared and willing to serve—and 
we salute them for it. 

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to 
join me in thanking the nurses of this 
country for their continuous hard work 
in providing health care to people from 
all walks of life in circumstances that 
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range from preventative to life threat- 
ening. We should always remember 
that nurses have long been placed at 
the front lines—in hospitals, nursing 
homes, schools, home health agencies, 
workplaces, community clinics and 
managed care programs. 

Let us all join them in congratulat- 
ing them for their hard work and our 
best wishes as we all celebrate Na- 
tional Nursing Week.e 


HUMAN RIGHTS IN AZERBAIJAN 


è Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, since 
1988, the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict 
has resulted in thousands of casualties 
and hundreds of thousands of refugees 
on both sides. This war represents the 
worst-case confrontation between two 
Helsinki principles: the equal right of 
peoples to self-determination, on the 
one hand, and respect for territorial in- 
tegrity and peaceful change of borders 
by agreement, on the other. Alas, in 
the postcommunist era, this collision 
of ideas has led to very bloody con- 
sequences on the ground. 

But I want to address more tradi- 
tional human rights, such as the right 
to assemble, the right to express one's 
opinion, and the right to be free of ar- 
bitrary and brutal treatment by the 
authorities. In these respects, the 
record of Azerbaijan's Government has 
been poor indeed. 

Since returning to power after a June 
1993 coup d'etat, Haidar Aliev has dem- 
onstrated the attitude toward human 
rights that might be expected from a 
former Communist Party and KGB 
boss. As President of Azerbaijan, de- 
Spite his professed support for the rule 
of law, he has repressed the Azerbaijan 
Popular Front [APF] and other opposi- 
tion groups. His policies led Freedom 
House last December to add Azerbaijan 
to its list of not free countries. 

The ensuing months have brought no 
improvement. According to  APF 
sources, there are currently over 40 po- 
litical prisoners in Azerbaijan. The po- 
lice ransacked APF headquarters in 
Baku last July, and seized video and 
computer equipment; in February 1994, 
the authorities sealed the building, 
charging the APF with planning an 
armed uprising. APF publications, es- 
pecially Azadlyk, have been con- 
fiscated. Police routinely break up ral- 
lies and demonstrations by APF sup- 
porters, and often beat would-be par- 
ticipants. APF members are detained 
without just cause or due process. In 
late February and early March, some 
100 members of the APF and the 
Mussavat Party were arrested. On 
March 29, in the lobby of parliament, 
an advisor to President Aliev beat into 
unconsciousness a Mussavat Party 
member of parliament. 

Meanwhile, censorship—which the 
State Department’s human rights re- 
port called ‘‘methodical and inten- 
sive"—has stifled the media. Last Au- 
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gust, Azerbaijani journalists protested 
restrictions on freedom of expression; 
in February 1994, the main opposition 
parties again denounced limitations on 
freedom of the press. In March, the 
International Federation of Journalists 
condemned Azerbaijan Government at- 
tempts to close down the Turan News 
Agency. 

The former Speaker of Azerbaijan’s 
Parliament, Isa Gambar, was arrested 
last June. He was released in August 
after an initiative by Members of the 
U.S. Congress. But Azerbaijan’s Gov- 
ernment now wants to put him on trial, 
charging him with responsibility for 
the events that led to last year’s coup 
d'etat. 

Mr. President, Azerbaijan is at war, 
and must deal with an economic crisis 
and a huge refugee population. But 
that is no excuse for the crackdown on 
the political opposition and the fla- 
grant assault on free speech President 
Aliev has sponsored or tolerated. His 
return to power has resolved none of 
Azerbaijan's many problems; his appar- 
ent determination to crush the opposi- 
tion wil only aggravate an already 
desperate situation.e 


VOICES OF CABRINI 


èe Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to bring your attention to the 
one year anniversary of Voices of 
Cabrini," a newspaper written and op- 
erated by residents of the Cabrini 
Green public housing project in Chi- 
cago. Since April of last year, this 
newspaper has been granting voices to 
people who have been previously distin- 
guished only by the weight of their 
problems. 

As a former journalist, I understand 
the power of printed expression to give 
strength and confidence to tradition- 
ally powerless people. Voices of 
Cabrini” has been doing this for a year 
now, against extremely difficult obsta- 
cles. Voices“ has been giving Cabrini 
residents the chance to empower them- 
selves, to focus on what they see as 
most important and to themselves 
form solutions. They have taken hold 
of their own resources to give them- 
selves representation for recounting 
and validating their own stories. 

Along with this, the past year has 
also brought another inspiring project 
to Cabrini Green, the Sister Neighbor- 
hoods USA program, which has been 
bringing residents of Cabrini together 
with citizens of wealthier neighbor- 
hoods. This program has brought resi- 
dents of Cabrini Green and the re- 
source-rich city of Winnetka together 
to discuss their common and particular 
problems and to unite in improving 
their neighborhoods. This program has 
created a dialogue between these two 
drastically polarized communities. It 
has helped them learn about each oth- 
er’s situations, to explore the issues of 
what sets them apart and what can 
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bring them together, and to ultimately 
remove the stigmas of irretrievable dif- 
ferences that have separated these two 
neighborhoods for years. 

All these accomplishments have re- 
sulted greatly from the efforts of In- 
volvement Advocacy and its founder 
and executive director, Peter 
Benkendorf. Peter has devoted himself 
to helping disadvantaged communities 
like Cabrini Green take responsibility 
for and improve their way of life 
through communication and self- 
empowerment. This group has worked 
tirelessly according to this mission, 
and I want to recognize and commend 
Mr. Benkendorf and Involvement Advo- 
cacy for all he’s accomplished in the 
last year. 

I would also like to praise Mark 
Pratt, editor of Voices of Cabrini,” 
along with the newspaper’s staff, who 
have sustained the paper in extremely 
trying conditions. It will require such 
diligence and commitment to revive 
these communities. I strongly support 
this mission and encourage the con- 
tinuation of these ground-breaking ef- 
forts in other communities in Illinois 
and across the Nation.e 


VIETNAM HUMAN RIGHTS DAY 


Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Judiciary 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 168, designating ‘‘Vietnam Human 
Rights Day," and that the Senate then 
proceed to its immediate consider- 
ation; that the joint resolution be 
deemed read three times, passed, and 
the motion to reconsider laid upon the 
table; that the preamble be agreed to; 
and that any statements relating 
thereto appear in the RECORD at the ap- 
propriate place. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 168) 
was deemed read the third time and 
passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The joint resolution, with its pre- 
amble, is as follows: 

S.J. RES. 168 

Whereas May 11, 1994, is the fourth anni- 
versary of the issuance of the Manifesto of 
the Non-Violent Movement for Human 
Rights in Vietnam; 

Whereas the Manifesto, which calls upon 
Hanoi to respect basic human rights, accept 
a multiparty system, and restore the right of 
the Vietnamese people to choose their own 
form of government through free and fair 
elections, reflects the will and aspirations of 
the people of Vietnam; 

Whereas the author of the Manifesto, Dr. 
Nguyen Dan Que, and thousands of innocent 
Vietnamese, including religious leaders, are 
imprisoned by the Socialist Republic of Viet- 
nam because of their nonviolent struggle for 
freedom and human rights; 

Whereas the leaders of the Socialist Repub- 
lic of Vietnam are seeking to expand diplo- 
matic and trade relations with the rest of 
the world; 
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Whereas the United States, as the leader of 
the free world, has a special responsibility to 
safeguard freedom and promote the protec- 
tion of human rights throughout the world; 
and 

Whereas the Congress urges Hanoi to re- 
lease immediately and unconditionally all 
political prisoners, including Dr. Nguyen 
Dan Que, with full restoration of their civil 
and human rights; guarantee equal protec- 
tion under the law to all Vietnamese, regard- 
less of religious belief, political philosophy, 
or previous associations; restore all basic 
human rights, such as freedom of speech, re- 
ligion, movement, and association; abolish 
the single party system and permit the func- 
tioning of all political organizations without 
intimidation or harassment and announce a 
framework and timetable for free and fair 
election under the sponsorship of the United 
Nations that will allow the Vietnamese peo- 
ple to choose their own form of government: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 'That May 11, 1994, is des- 
ignated as Vietnam Human Rights Day" in 
support of efforts by the Non-Violent Move- 
ment for Human Rights in Vietnam to 
achieve freedom and human right for the 
people of Vietnam, and the President is au- 
thorized and requested to issue a proclama- 
tion calling upon the people of the United 
States to commemorate such day with ap- 
propriate ceremonies and activities. 


VETERANS' COMPENSATION COST- 
OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 
1994 


Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of calendar No. 418, S. 1927, a bill 
relating to veterans' compensation; 
that the committee amendment be 
agreed to; that the bill be read a third 
time and passed; that the motion to re- 
consider be laid upon the table; and 
that any statements appear at the ap- 
propriate place in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the bill (S. 1927) was deemed read 
the third time and passed, as amended 
as follows: 

S. 1927 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the '"'Veterans' 
Compensation  Cost-of-Living Adjustment 
Act of 1994". 

SEC. 2. DISABILITY COMPENSATION AND DE- 


PENDENCY AND INDEMNITY COM- 
PENSATION RATE INCREASES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) The Secretary of Vet- 
erans Affairs shall, as provided in paragraph 
(2), increase, effective December 1, 1994, the 
rates of and limitations on Department of 
Veterans Affairs disability compensation 
and dependency and indemnity compensa- 
tion. 

(2)(A) The Secretary shall increase each of 
the rates and limitations provided for in sec- 
tions 1114, 1115(1), 1162, 1311, 1313, and 1314 of 
title 38, United States Code. The increase 
shall be by the same percentage that benefit 
amounts payable under title II of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) are in- 
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creased effective December 1, 1994, as a result 
of a determination under section 215(i) of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 415(i)). 

(B) In the computation of increased rates 
and limitations pursuant to subparagraph 
(A), amounts of $0.50 or more shall be round- 
ed to the next higher dollar amount and 
amounts of less than $0.50 shall be rounded 
to the next lower dollar amount. 

(b) SPECIAL RULE,—The Secretary may ad- 
just administratively, consistent with the 
increases made under subsection (a), the 
rates of disability compensation payable to 
persons within the purview of section 10 of 
Public Law 85-857 (2 Stat. 1263) who are not 
in receipt of compensation payable pursuant 
to chapter 11 of title 38, United States Code. 

(c) PUBLICATION REQUIREMENT.—At the 
same time as the matters specified in section 
215000 % ) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 41502) D) are required to be pub- 
lished by reason of a determination made 
under section 215(i) of such Act during fiscal 
year 1994, the Secretary shall publish in the 
Federal Register the rates and limitations 
referred to ín subsection (a)(2)(A) as in- 
creased under this section. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi- 
dent, as the chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Veterans’ Affairs, Iam delighted 
that the Senate is considering S. 1927, 
the proposed Veterans’ Compensation 
Cost-of-Living Adjustment Act of 1994. 

Effective December 1, 1994, this bill 
would increase the rates of compensa- 
tion paid to veterans with service-con- 
nected disabilities, and the rates of de- 
pendency and indemnity compensation 
[DIC] paid to the survivors of certain 
service-disabled veterans, by the same 
percentage as the increase in Social 
Security and VA pension benefits effec- 
tive the same date. Currently, the Con- 
gressional Budget Office estimates that 
the fiscal year 1995 cost-of-living ad- 
justment [COLA] will be 3 percent. A 3- 
percent COLA increases the basic 
monthly compensation for a totally 
disabled veteran from $1,774 to $1,827 
per month—a $53 increase. S. 1927 also 
would increase the payments for all 
qualified recipients of DIC by $23 per 
month. 

There are 2.2 million service-disabled 
veterans and 345,000 survivors who de- 
pend on these compensation programs. 
These individuals have made enormous 
sacrifices on behalf of this Nation. As 
chairman of the Committee on Veter- 
ans’ Affairs, I am committed to ensur- 
ing that these veterans and veterans’ 
survivors receive the benefits they de- 
serve, I believe strongly that we have a 
fundamental obligation to meet the 
needs of those who became disabled as 
the result of military service, as well 
as the needs of their families. This 
measure fulfills one of the most impor- 
tant aspects of that obligation. 

Ever since I began my career in pub- 
lic service, I have worked closely with 
the veterans of my home State of West 
Virginia, and now, as chairman of the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs, I have 
had the opportunity to work with vet- 
erans all across the country. Con- 
sequently, I am keenly aware of the 
fact that the compensation payments 
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that would be increased by this bill 
have a profound effect on the everyday 
lives of the veterans and veterans' sur- 
vivors who receive them. It is our re- 
sponsibility to continue to provide 
cost-of-living adjustments—equally to 
all qualified recipients—in compensa- 
tion and DIC benefits, in order to guar- 
antee that the value of these essential, 
service-connected VA benefits is not 
eroded by inflation. 

I am very proud that Congress con- 
sistently has fulfilled its obligation to 
make sure that the real value of these 
benefits is preserved by providing an 
annual COLA for compensation and 
DIC benefits every fiscal year since 
1976. Most recently, on November 11, 
1993, Veterans' Day, President Clinton 
signed Public Law 103-140 into law, pro- 
viding a 2.6-percent increase in these 
benefits, effective December 1, 1993. 

We cannot ever repay the debt we 
owe to the individuals who have sac- 
rificed so much for our country. Serv- 
ice-disabled veterans and the survivors 
of those who died as the result of serv- 
ice-connected conditions are reminded 
daily of the price they have paid for 
the freedom we all enjoy. The very 
least we can do is protect the value of 
the benefits they have earned through 
their sacrifice. 

I strongly urge all of my colleagues 
to support this vitally important meas- 
ure. 


CONGRATULATING THE PEOPLE 
AND LEADERS OF SOUTH AFRICA 


Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of Senate Resolution 210, a reso- 
lution submitted earlier today by Sen- 
ators WOFFORD, SIMON, JEFFORDS, and 
others, congratulating the people and 
leaders of South Africa on their first 
democratic election; that the resolu- 
tion and preamble be agreed to; that 
the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table; and that any statements thereon 
appear in the RECORD at the appro- 
priate place as though read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the resolution (S. Res. 210) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, is 
as follows: 

S. RES. 210 

Whereas the people of South Africa have 
demonstrated by their recent election a de- 
sire to move toward full democratic govern- 
ment; 

Whereas, despite the efforts of extremists, 
those elections have moved South Africa to- 
ward a new era of multiracial cooperation 
and government; 

Whereas President-elect Nelson Mandela, 
former President F.W.  DeKlerk, Chief 
Mangosuthu Buthelezi, and many others 
have by their cooperation helped to achieve 
these good results; and 

Whereas the people of South Africa now 
enter a new and important period in their 
history: Now, therefore, be it 
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Resolved, That the Senate, on behalf of the 
people of the United States, hereby extends 
its congratulations to the people of South 
Africa and their leaders on the results of 
their first democratic election, and expresses 
the strong hope of all Americans that South 
Africa and its citizens continue on the road 
to freedom and national unity. 

Mr. WOFFORD. Madam President, a 
few years ago, in the moving South Af- 
rican theater piece “Sarafina,” the 
schoolchildren of Soweto sang a joyous 
hymn to what seemed like a distant fu- 
ture called Freedom Is Coming Tomor- 
row. But now, that tomorrow has come. 
Freedom is here today. 

Millions in South Africa and, indeed, 
around the world, have good reason to 
celebrate. The recently concluded elec- 
tion in South Africa was a resounding 
victory for human rights. It is a call 
for a renewed dedication in all of Afri- 
ca to the cause of human freedom, ra- 
cial tolerance, and nonviolent change. 

I have spent a good deal of my life 
dealing with issues affecting the people 
of Africa. I and many others here in 
the United States and elsewhere have 
waited a long time to see this great 
day. Many people have dedicated them- 
selves to making it happen. 

But true credit must go to those 
South Africans who sacrificed so 
much—even their lives—to gain this 
new, great measure of democracy. 
Their common struggle can best be re- 
membered by their uncompromising 
devotion to freedom and unremitting 
opposition to the brutality of apart- 
heid. It is to them that the people of 
South Africa will always owe a debt of 
gratitude. 

For millions more the work has not 
yet ended. For Nelson Mandela, whose 
faith in the future of South Africa was 
unshaken by 27 years of imprisonment, 
the real work has only just begun. As 
President, it will be his task to unify 
the country, to reconcile old animos- 
ities and to focus the attention of 
South Africans on building their fu- 
ture. For F.W. De Klerk, Chief 
Buthelezi, and other leaders, it will be 
their task to join with President 
Mandela in building the common 
ground on which the future of a new 
South Africa will rest. 

When Nelson Mandela and F.W. De 
Klerk came to Philadelphia last year 
to receive the Liberty Medal on the 
steps of Independence Hall, few of us 
could miss the symbolism. There, in 
the very place where Americans crafted 
our founding documents of freedom and 
democratic self-government, these two 
historic adversaries were coming to- 
gether to dedicate themselves to their 
own new birth of freedom. Since then, 
against all the forces of violence and 
opposition arrayed against them, they 
stuck to the path and arrived at their 
great destination: the ballot box. And 
this past week, millions of South Afri- 
cans waited peacefully on lines to 
reach that same destination for them- 
selves and their country. 
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I believe that there is a common 
bond between Americans and South Af- 
ricans, a bond which was established by 
implacable opposition to apartheid in 
recognition of our own struggle for ra- 
cial equality. Iam sure that the Amer- 
ican people share the hope of all South 
Africans that this election be only the 
first step on the road to national rec- 
onciliation. It is for these reasons that 
I have submitted this resolution to 
congratulate the South African people 
on their new day of freedom. 


——— 


WELCOMING THE 150 ENSEMBLE 
SYMPHONY ORCHESTRA AND 
CHORUS 


Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of Senate Resolution 211 welcom- 
ing the 150 ensemble symphony orches- 
tra and chorus submitted earlier today 
by Senator RIEGLE; that the resolution 
be agreed to; that the preamble be 
agreed to; that the motion to recon- 
sider be laid on the table; and that any 
statements appear at the appropriate 
place in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the resolution (S. Res. 211) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, is 
as follows: 


S. RES. 211 


Whereas the 150 Ensemble Symphony Or- 
chestra and Chorus of Hellenic Radio and 
Television, under the direction of Mikis 
Theodorakis, shall conduct a month-long 
goodwill tour of Canada and the United 
States during May 1994; 

Whereas the proceeds from the concert 
tour of the 150 Ensemble Symphony Orches- 
tra and Chorus of Hellenic Radio and Tele- 
vision will benefit a number of philanthropic 
organizations, including the Greek reforest- 
ation effort sponsored by the Plant Your 
Roots in Greece Foundation; 

Whereas the leader of the concert tour, 
Mikis Theodorakis, returns to North Amer- 
ica after an absence of nearly 2 decades, and 
shall lead the Ensemble and Chorus in per- 
formances of his own works; 

Whereas the leader of the concert tour, 
Mikis Theodorakis, is an internationally re- 
nowned musical genius and is considered to 
be Greece’s greatest living composer, and has 
composed more than 200 popular songs, 10 
symphonies, 3 ballets, 2 oratorios, a folk 
opera, and the Olympic anthem (which was 
first performed at the 1992 Summer Olympic 
Games in Barcelona, Spain), and the film 
scores to “Z” and “Zorba the Greek"; 

Whereas the leader of the concert tour, 
Mikis Theodorakis, was born in 1925 on the 
Greek island of Khios, taught himself to 
write music from memory and without ac- 
cess to musical instruments, and studied at 
the Paris Conservatory; 

Whereas the leader of the concert tour, 
Mikis Theodorakis, combines his exceptional 
artistic talent with a deep love of his coun- 
try, and is dedicated to heightening inter- 
national awareness of human rights and en- 
vironmental issues, and ending child hunger 
in the world; and 
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Whereas the United States is fortunate to 
welcome the 150 Ensemble Symphony Or- 
chestra and Chorus of Hellenic Radio and 
Television, under the direction of Mikis 
Theodorakis, for the series of concerts they 
will present during May 1994: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that— 

(1) the Senate welcomes the 150 Ensemble 
Symphony Orchestra and Chorus of Hellenic 
Radio and Television, under the direction of 
Mikis Theodorakis, to the United States and 
applauds their talent and enthusiasm for 
their work; and 

(2) the Senate acknowledges the musical 
contributions of leader of the concert tour, 
Mikis Theodorakis, and supports and appre- 
ciates his efforts to promote human rights, 
raise awareness of environmental issues, and 
end child hunger. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Madam President, I 
would like to thank my colleagues for 
their unanimous support of the resolu- 
tion honoring the tour of the 150 en- 
semble symphony orchestra and chorus 
of Hellenic radio and television. It is 
my distinct pleasure to honor this 
group, which will be conducting a good- 
will tour of Canada and the United 
States during the month of May. I wel- 
come them to the United States and I 
applaud their outstanding musical 
achievements and commitment to phil- 
anthropic pursuits. 

I would also like to take this oppor- 
tunity to pay special tribute to the 
leader of the concert tour, the re- 
nowned Greek composer, Mikis 
Theodorakis. Mr. Theodorakis is wide- 
ly considered to be Greece’s greatest 
living composer, and is best known for 
his film scores for “Z” and ‘‘Zorba the 
Greek." He is returning to the United 
States after a 20-year absence, and I 
would like to extend a warm welcome 
on behalf of my colleagues in the Sen- 
ate, and the Greek-Americans we rep- 
resent nationwide. 

Mr. Theodorakis’ accomplishments 
are especially noteworthy due to his 
modest upbringing. As a child he devel- 
oped an early love for music, but his 
family was unable to purchase many 
musical instruments. He overcame this 
difficulty by teaching himself to com- 
pose music by memory and without the 
benefit of musical equipment. Mr. 
Theodorakis developed this talent 
throughout his childhood, and in 1953 
he entered the Paris Conservatory, 
which served as a starting point for his 
brilliant musical career. 

In addition to his artistic talent, Mr. 
Theodorakis is known for his national- 
ism and pride in his country, and his 
dedication to international humani- 
tarian issues. Despite his early Com- 
munist associations, his political ideol- 
ogy stems more from his intense patri- 
otism rather than his affiliation to a 
particular political ideology. In fact, 
he abandoned his post with the Com- 
munist Party to accept a position with 
the conservative government, believing 
that Greece needed to modernize and 
that its many political parties needed 
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to work together. Today he extends his 
commitment to issues of international 
concern including human rights, envi- 
ronmental issues, and ending child 
hunger. 

The people of Greece are fortunate to 
claim Mikis Theodorakis as a national 
figure. His exceptional musical talent, 
combined with a deep love of his coun- 
try, is an inspiration to millions of 
Greeks worldwide. The United States is 
truly privileged to welcome Mr. 
Theodorakis along with the 150 ensem- 
ble symphony orchestra and chorus of 
Hellenic radio and television, and I am 
proud to pay this tribute to their up- 
coming tour. 


AUTHORIZING THE PRINTING OF 
SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD'S AD- 
DRESSES TO THE SENATE ON 
THE HISTORY OF ROMAN CON- 
STITUTIONALISM 


Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
68, a concurrent resolution submitted 
earlier today by Senator REID, author- 
izing the printing of Senator ROBERT 
BYRD'S addresses to the Senate on the 
history of Roman constitutionalism; 
that the concurrent resolution be 
agreed to; that the motion to recon- 
sider be laid on the table; and that any 
Statements thereon appear in the 
RECORD at the appropriate place as 
though read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 68) was agreed to, as follows: 

S. Con RES. 68 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That there shall be 
printed as a Senate document U.S. Senator 
Robert C. Byrd's Addresses to the United 
States Senate on the History of Roman Con- 
stitutionalism'', delivered between May 5, 
1993 and October 18, 1993. 

Sec. 2, The document referred to in the 
first section shall be— 

(1) published under the supervision of the 
Secretary of the Senate; and 

(2) in such style, form, manner, and bind- 
ing as directed by the Joint Committee on 
Printing, after consultation with the Sec- 
retary of the Senate. 

The document shall include illustrations. 

SEC. 3. In addition to the usual number of 
copies of the document, there shall be print- 
ed the lesser of— 

(1) 5,000 copies for the use of the Secretary 
of Senate; or 

(2) such number of copies as does not ex- 
ceed a total production and printing cost of 
$47,864. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, 1 year 
ago, on May 5, 1993, our esteemed col- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


league ROBERT C. BYRD initiated a se- 
ries of 14 addresses on the subject of 
the line-item-veto. During the follow- 
ing 5% months, he delivered each of 
these speeches—packed with names, 
dates, and complex narratives—en- 
tirely from memory and without re- 
course to notes or consultation with 
staff aides. 

In effect, Senator BYRD had created a 
14-week university seminar on the con- 
stitutional history of separated and 
shared powers as shaped in the republic 
and empire of ancient Rome. To pre- 
pare himself for this task, he read ex- 
tensively in the history of England and 
ancient Rome. He began with the 
writings of Montesquieu, the 18th-cen- 
tury French philosopher who had also 
Studied and thought deeply about the 
history of Rome and the operation of 
contemporary English governmental 
institutions. Montesquieu’s political 
philosophy had profoundly influenced 
the thinking of those who framed the 
U.S. Constitution. To better under- 
stand what the framers had in mind 
when they created a governmental sys- 
tem of divided and shared powers, Sen- 
ator BYRD carefully examined 
Montesquieu's 1734 essay, ''Consider- 
ations on the Causes of the Greatness 
of the Romans and their Decline." 

Senator BYRD reasoned that if, 

The history of the Roman people helped to 
influence Montesquieu's political theory 
concerning checks and balances and the sep- 
aration of powers, and if Montesquieu's po- 
litical theory influenced our American for- 
bears in their writing of the United States 
Constitution, then why can it not be said 
that the history of Rome and the Romans, as 
well as the history of England and English- 
men, influenced [the Constitution's framers]. 

To test this premise, he examined the 
works of more than 20 celebrated histo- 
rians of ancient Rome who wrote from 
the time of Polybius, in the second cen- 
tury before Christ, down through Ju- 
lius Caesar, Plutarch, Tacitus, 
Suetonius, and concluding with Edward 
Gibbon, in the 18th century. 

In these addresses, ROBERT C. BYRD 
describes the development of ancient 
Rome from its founding in 753 B.C. 
through its evolution to a republic 
with a strong and independent senate 
and then into its decline as the Roman 
Senate willingly yielded hard-won pow- 
ers to a succession of emperors. 

Senator BYRD sees ample parallels 
between the willingness of Roman Sen- 
ators to hand over powers of the purse 
to usurping executives and the compli- 
ant attitude of United States Senators 
in responding to presidential urging for 
a similar grant of powers in a line-item 
veto constitutional amendment. 

Taken together, this remarkable 14- 
part series displays vast learning, pro- 
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digious memory, and single-minded de- 
termination to preserve constitutional 
prerogatives forged over more than two 
millennia of human experience. In my 
judgment, this work merits the widest 
possible distribution among the stu- 
dents, scholars, and general citizenry 
of this Nation. Accordingly I have sub- 
mitted a concurrent resolution author- 
izing printing, as a Senate Document, 
of Senator ROBERT C. BYRD'S ‘‘Address- 
es to the United States Senate on the 
History of Roman Constitutionalism.” 


ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, MAY 5, 
1994 


Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, on be- 
half of the majority leader, I ask unan- 
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand 
in recess until 9 a.m., Thursday, May 5; 
that following the prayer, the Journal 
of proceedings be deemed approved to 
date, and the time for the two leaders 
be reserved for their use later in the 
day; that there then be a period for 
morning business not to extend beyond 
10 a.m., with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for up to 5 minutes each, 
with the following Senators recognized 
for the time limits specified: Senator 
CAMPBELL for up to 20 minutes; Sen- 
ators REID, DASCHLE and GRASSLEY for 
up to 10 minutes each; and that at 10 
a.m., the Senate resume consideration 
of S. 1935, as provided for under a pre- 
vious order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


RECESS UNTIL THURSDAY, MAY 5, 
1994, AT 9 A.M. 


Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate today, and if no other 
Senator is seeking recognition, I now 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate stand in recess, as previously or- 
dered. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:56 p.m., recessed until Thursday, 
May 5, 1994, at 9 a.m. 


CONFIRMATION 


Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate May 4, 1994: 


SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 


JERE WALTON GLOVER, OF MARYLAND, TO BE CHIEF 
COUNSEL FOR ADVOCACY, SMALL BUSINESS ADMINIS- 
TRATION. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATION WAS APPROVED SUBJECT TO 
THE NOMINEE'S COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE- 
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


The House met at 2 p.m. 
Rabbi Moshe Feller, director, Upper 


Midwest Merkos-Lubavitch, Twin 
Cities, MN, offered the following 
prayer: 


Almighty God, the Members of this 
august body, the U.S. House of Rep- 
resentatives, convene here to fulfill 
one of the seven Biblical command- 
ments which You issued to all man- 
kind: that all societies must govern by 
just laws. 

At the dawn of civilization, as relat- 
ed in Genesis and its sacred com- 
mentaries, You issued seven command- 
ments which came to be known as the 
Seven Noahide Laws: 

To worship You alone and not to 
serve idols, 

Never to blaspheme Your Holy Name, 

Not to murder, 

Not to commit adultery, 

Not to steal, 

Not to be cruel to any living crea- 
ture, and 

That every society govern by just 
laws which are based in the recognition 
of You, O God, as the Sovereign Ruler 
of all men and nations. 

Grant us, Almighty God, that those 
assembled here to enact the laws which 
govern this blessed country be cog- 
nizant of Your presence, and conduct 
their deliberations accordingly. Bless 
them with good health, wisdom, com- 
passion, good cheer, and good fellow- 
ship. May they constantly realize that 
in laboring for the enactment of just 
laws they are doing Your will. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day's pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, pur- 
suant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a 
vote on agreeing to the Speaker's ap- 
proval of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the Chair's approval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, I ob- 
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- 
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 257, nays 
154, not voting 21, as follows: 


Abercrombie 
Ackerman 


Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 

de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 


Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 

Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 


[Roll No. 150] 


YEAS—257 


Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 


Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Houghton 
Hoyer 

Hughes 

Hutto 

Inglis 

Inslee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 


Margolies- 
Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 


Neal (MA) 


Oberstar 


Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 

Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 


Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 

Rose 
Rostenkowski 


Shepherd 


Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Snowe 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 


Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 


Valentine Waters Wise 
Velazquez Watt Woolsey 
Vento Waxman Wyden 
Visclosky Williams Wynn 
Volkmer Wilson Yates 
NAYS—154 
Allard Goss Paxon 
Archer Grams Petri 
Armey Gunderson Porter 
Bachus (AL) Hancock Portman 
Baker (CA) Hansen Pryce (OH) 
Baker (LA) Hefley Quillen 
Ballenger Herger Quinn 
Barrett (NE) Hobson Ramstad 
Bartlett Hoekstra Ravenel 
Barton Hoke Regula 
Bentley Horn Roberts 
Bereuter Huffington Rogers 
Bilirakis Hunter Rohrabacher 
Bliley Hutchinson Ros-Lehtinen 
Blute Hyde th 
Boehlert Inhofe Roukema 
Boehner Istook Royce 
Bonilla Jacobs Santorum 
Bunning Johnson (CT) Saxton 
Burton Johnson, Sam Schaefer 
Buyer Kim Schiff 
Callahan King Schroeder 
Camp Klug Sensenbrenner 
Canady Knollenberg Shaw 
Castle Kolbe Shays 
Clay Kreidler Shuster 
Coble Kyl Skeen 
Cox Lazio Smith (MI) 
Crane Leach Smith (OR) 
Crapo Levy Smith (TX) 
Cunningham Lewis (CA) Solomon 
DeLay Lewis (FL) Spence 
Diaz-Balart Lightfoot Stearns 
Dickey Linder Stump 
Dornan Machtley Sundquist 
Dreier Manzullo Talent 
Duncan McCandless Taylor (MS) 
Dunn McCollum Taylor (NC) 
Ehlers McDade Thomas (CA) 
Emerson McHugh Thomas (WY) 
Ewing McInnis Torkildsen 
Fawell McKeon Upton 
Fowler Meyers Vucanovich 
Franks (CT) Mica Walker 
Franks (NJ) Michel Walsh 
Gallegly Molinari Weldon 
Gallo Moorhead Wolf 
Gekas Morella Young (AK) 
Gilchrest Murphy Zeliff 
Gingrich Nussle Zimmer 
Goodlatte Oxley 
Goodling Packard 
NOT VOTING—21 
Brooks Johnson (GA) Rangel 
Brown (CA) Kaptur Ridge 
Collins (GA) LaFalce Stokes 
Dellums Long Washington 
Doolittle McMillan Wheat 
Fields (TX) Moran Whitten 
Grandy Myers Young (FL) 
L1 1429 


Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi and Mr. 
BAKER of California changed their 
vote from yea“ to “nay.” 

Mr. CARR of Michigan and Mr. BAR- 
LOW changed their vote from "nay" to 
“yea.” 

So the Journal was approved. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., L11407 is 2:07 p.m. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
VOLKMER). Will the gentleman from 
California [Mr. ROHRABACHER] please 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance? 

Mr. ROHRABACHER led the Pledge 
of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was commu- 
nicated to the House by Mr. 
McCathran, one of his secretaries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill and à concurrent res- 
olution of the House of the following 
titles: 

H.R. 4204. An act to designate the Federal 
building located at 711 Washington Street in 
Boston, Massachusetts, as the “Jean Mayer 
Human Nutrition Research Center on 
Aging." 

H. Con. Res. 237. Concurrent resolution au- 
thorizing the use of the Capitol grounds for 
the 13th annual National Peace Officers' Me- 
morial Service. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed with an amendment 
in which the concurrence of the House 
is requested, a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H.R. 1305. An act to make boundary adjust- 
ments and other miscellaneous changes to 
authorities and programs of the National 
Park Service. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendments of 
the House to the bill (S. 2000) an act to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal 
years 1995 through 1998 to carry out the 
Head Start Act and the Community 
Services Block Grant Act, and for 
other purposes, agrees to the con- 
ference asked by the House on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two houses there- 
on, and appoints Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
Dopp, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. PELL, 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. JEFFORDS, and 
Mr. COATS, to be the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 


RABBI MOSHE FELLER 


(Mr. VENTO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to welcome Rabbi Moshe Feller 
and to thank him for his thoughtful 
opening prayer for today's session. 
Rabbi Feller has been a leader in the 
Twin Cities Jewish Community for 
over 30 years. Accompanying the Rabbi 
today are 20 students from the Chabad 
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[Habad] Academy located in St. Paul, 
MN 


Over the past 30 years, Rabbi Feller 
has been a strong voice for the Jewish 
community. He is the founder of the 
Chabad Academy. This school is lo- 
cated in St. Paul and educates students 
from preschool through junior high. 

In addition, Rabbi Feller is the 
founder of the Bais Chana Women's In- 
stitute, the Shma Yisroel radio pro- 
gram and the Lubavitch Cheder Day 
School. The rabbi is one of the founders 
of the Adath Israel Synagogue. 

Rabbi Feller has informed me that 
Rebbe Menachem Mendel Schneerson, 
the Lubavitcher Rebbe, remains criti- 
cally ill. Many Members of Congress 
have cosponsored resolutions proclaim- 
ing the Rebbe’s birthday as ‘‘Education 
Day—U.S.A." I know that my col- 
leagues will want to join with me in 
prayer for the Rebbe's health and 
speedy recovery. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, if the gen- 
tleman will yield, I also would like to 
welcome Rabbi Feller to the House. 
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CONFERENCE REPORT ON HOUSE 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 218, 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1995 


Mr. SABO submitted the following 
conference report and statement on the 
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 218) 
setting forth the congressional budget 
for the U.S. Government for fiscal 
years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 103-490) 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 218), setting forth 
the congressional budget for the United 
States Government for fiscal years 1995, 1996, 
1997, 1998, and 1999, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as fol- 
lows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in- 
serted by the Senate amendment, insert the 
following: 

SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE 
BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995. 

(a) DECLARATION.—The Congress determines 
and declares that this resolution is the concur- 
rent resolution on the budget for fiscal year 
1995, including the appropriate budgetary levels 
for fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999, as re- 
quired by section 301 of the Congressional Budg- 
et Act of 1974. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents for this concurrent resolution is as follows: 


Sec. 1. Concurrent resolution on the budget for 
fiscal year 1995. 


TITLE I—LEVELS AND AMOUNTS 


Sec. 2. Aggregates. 
Sec. 3. Social security. 
Sec. 4. Major functional categories. 
TITLE II—BUDGETARY PROCEDURES 


Sec. 21. Sale of government assets. 
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Social security fire wall point of order 
in the Senate. 

Enforcing pay-as-you-go. 

Enforcing discretionary spending lim- 
its. 

Internal Revenue Service compliance 
initiative. 

Adjustments for health care reform in 
the House of Representatives. 
Deficit-neutral reserve fund in the Sen- 

ate. 
Sec. 28. Exercise of rulemaking powers. 


TITLE III—SENSE OF CONGRESS 
PROVISIONS 


Controlling growth of entitlement or 
mandatory spending. 

Sense of the House regarding enact- 
ment of certain budget process 
legislation. 

Sense of the Senate on controlling non- 
social security mandatory spend- 
ing. 

Sense of the Congress regarding the 
budgetary accounting of health 
care reform. 

Sense of the Congress on the costs of il- 
legal immigration. 

Sense of the Congress regarding base- 
lines. 

Sense of the Congress regarding un- 
funded Federal mandates. 

Closing of loopholes in foreign tar pro- 
visions. 

Sense of the Senate regarding tar er- 
penditures. 

Sense of the Congress regarding health 
service delivery and water infra- 
structure in the Indian Health 
Service. 

Sense of the Senate regarding the Na- 
tional Aeronautics and Space Ad- 
ministration. 

Minimum allocation program. 

Sec. 43. Policy in Eastern and Central Europe. 

Sec. 44. Star Wars (Ballistic Missile Defense). 
TITLE I—LEVELS AND AMOUNTS 

SEC. 2. AGGREGATES. 

The following budgetary levels are appro- 
priate for fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, and 
1999: 

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—(A) For purposes of 
comparison with the maximum deficit amount 
under sections 601(a)(1) and 606 of the Congres- 
sional Budget Act of 1974 and for purposes of 
the enforcement of this resolution— 

(i) The recommended levels of Federal reve- 
nues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $977,700,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: $1,031,200,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: $1,079,700,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: $1,136,400,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: $1,190,200,000,000. 

(ii) The amounts by which the aggregate lev- 
els of Federal revenues should be increased are 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $0. 

Fiscal year 1996: $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: $0. 

(iii) The amounts for Federal Insurance Con- 
tributions Act revenues for hospital insurance 
within the recommended levels of Federal reve- 
nues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $100,300,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: $106,300,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: $111,900,000,000. 


Sec. 22. 


Sec. 23. 
Sec. 24. 


Sec. 25. 
Sec. 26. 
Sec. 27. 


Sec. 31. 
Sec. 32. 


Sec. 33. 


Sec. 34. 


Sec. 35. 
Sec. 36. 
Sec. 37. 
Sec. 38. 
Sec. 39. 


Sec. 40. 


Sec. 41. 


Sec. 42. 


Fiscal year 1998: $117,800,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: $123,700,000,000. 

(B) For purposes of section 710 of the Social 
Security Act (ercluding the receipts and dis- 
bursements of the Hospital Insurance Trust 
Fund)— 
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(i) The recommended levels of Federal reve- 
nues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $877,400,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: $924,900,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: $967,800,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: $1,018,600,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: $1,066,500,000,000. 

(ii) The amounts by which the aggregate lev- 
els of Federal revenues should be increased are 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $0. 

Fiscal year 1996: $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: $0. 

(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—(A) For pur- 
poses of comparison with the marimum deficit 
amount under sections 601(a)(1) and 606 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and for pur- 
poses of the enforcement of this resolution, the 
appropriate levels of total new budget authority 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $1,238,300,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: $1,308,800,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: $1,374,400,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: $1,443,900,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: $1,526,900,000,000. 

(B) For purposes of section 710 of the Social 
Security Act (excluding the receipts and dis- 
bursements of the Hospital Insurance Trust 
Fund), the appropriate levels of total new budg- 
et authority are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $1,144,900,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: $1,207,500,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: $1,262,700,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: $1,321,000,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: $1,389,700,000,000. 

(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—(A) For purposes of 
comparison with the maximum deficit amount 
under sections 601(a)(1) and 606 of the Congres- 
sional Budget Act of 1974 and for purposes of 
the enforcement of this resolution, the appro- 
priate levels of total budget outlays are as fol- 
lows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $1,217,200,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: $1,284,400,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: $1,356,600,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: $1,418,300,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: $1,490,900,000,000. 

(B) For purposes of section 710 of the Social 
Security Act (excluding the receipts and dis- 
bursements of the Hospital Insurance Trust 
Fund), the appropriate levels of total budget 
outlays are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $1,124,900,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: $1,184,400,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: $1,246,200,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: $1,297,000,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: $1,355,600,000,000. 

(4) DEFICITS.—(A) For purposes of comparison 
with the maximum deficit amount under sections 
601(a)(1) and 606 of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 and for purposes of the enforcement 
of this resolution, the amounts of the deficits 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $239,500,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: $253,200,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: $276,900,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: $281,900,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: $300,700,000,000. 

(B) For purposes of section 710 of the Social 
Security Act (excluding the receipts and dis- 
bursements of the Hospital Insurance Trust 
Fund), the amounts of the deficits are as fol- 
lows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $247,500,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: $259,500,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: $278,400,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: $278,400,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: $289,100,000,000. 

(5) PUBLIC DEBT.—The appropriate levels of 
the public debt are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $4,965,100,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: $5,281,400,000,000. 
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Fiscal year 1997; $5,618,200,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: $5,958,600,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: $6,308 ,800,000,000. 

(6) DIRECT LOAN OBLIGATIONS.—The appro- 
priate levels of total new direct loan obligations 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $26,700,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: $32,100,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: $33,800,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: $35,700,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: $37,800,000,000. 

(7) PRIMARY LOAN GUARANTEE COMMIT- 
MENTS.—The appropriate levels of new primary 
loan guarantee commitments are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $199,700,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: $174,400,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: $164,600,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: $164,100,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: $163,500,000,000. 

SEC. 3. SOCIAL SECURITY. 

(a) SOCIAL SECURITY REVENUES.—For pur- 
poses of Senate enforcement under sections 302 
and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
the amounts of revenues of the Federal Old-Age 
and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the 
Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $360,500,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: $379,600,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: $399,000,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: $419,500,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: $439,800,000,000. 

(b) SOCIAL SECURITY OUTLAYS.—For purposes 
of Senate enforcement under sections 302 and 
311 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, the 
amounts of outlays of the Federal Old-Age and 
Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the Fed- 
eral Disability Insurance Trust Fund are as fol- 
lows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $287,600,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: $301,300,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: $312,300,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: $324,400,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: $337,000,000,000. 

SEC. 4. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES, 

The Congress determines and declares that the 
appropriate levels of new budget authority, 
budget outlays, new direct loan obligations, and 
new primary loan guarantee commitments for 
fiscal years 1995 through 1999 for each major 
functional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, $263,800,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $270,700,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, $255,300,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $261,000,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $252,000,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $256,400,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, $258,700,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $256,600,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $265,100,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $257,500,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

(2) International Affairs (150): 

Fiscal year 1995: 
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(A) New budget authority, $19,300,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $18,100,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $3,200,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $18,000,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, $17,200,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $17,300,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,800,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $18,500,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997; 

(A) New budget authority, $17,000,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $17,300,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,600,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $18,500,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, $16,800,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $17,600,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,400,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $18,500,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $17,000,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $17,500,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,400,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $16,500,000,000. 

(3) General Science, Space, and Technology 
(250): 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, $17,300,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $17,200,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, $17,200,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $17,200,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $17,300,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $17,300,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, $17,400,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $17,300,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $17,600,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $17,500,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

(4) Energy (270): 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, $6,300,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $5,000,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,400,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, $5,900,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $5,200,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,500,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $5,900,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $5,000,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,500,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, $6,100,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $4,700,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,500,000,000. 
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $5,700,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $4,400,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,500,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

(5) Natural Resources and Environment (300): 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, $21,700,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $21,300,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, $22,200,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $21,500,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $22,100,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $21,600,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, $22,000,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $21,500,000,000. 

(C) New dírect loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $21,600,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $21,400,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

(6) Agriculture (350): 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, $13,000,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $12,200,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan 
$10,100,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $7,400,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, $13,500,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $12,400,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $9,700,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $7,400,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $14,000,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $12,700,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $9,700,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $7,400,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, $14,200,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $13,000,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $9,800,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $7,400,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $14,700,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $13,500,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $9,900,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $7,400,000,000. 

(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, $7,700,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, —$8,200,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,800,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $117,900,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, $5,300,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, —$10,800,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $3,000,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $103,200,000,000. 


obligations, 
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Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $5,100,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, —$3,400,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $3,100,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $95,900,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, $5,200,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, —$2,900,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $3,200,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $96,600,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $6,200,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, —$900,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $3,400,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $99,500,000,000. 

(8) Transportation (400): 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, $41,900,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $38,800,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $500,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, $41 800,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $39,600,000 ,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $43,200,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $40,100,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, $44,000,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $40,300,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $44,600,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $40,400,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

(9) Community and Regional Development 
(450): 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, $9,500,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $9,300,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,200,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $3,600,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $8,900,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,200,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $3,600,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $9,000,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,200,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $3,600,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $9,100,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,200,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $3,600,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $9,000,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,200,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $3,600,000,000. 

(10) Education, Training, Employment, and 
Social Services (500): 

Fiscal year 1995: 
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(A) New budget authority, $57,700,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $53,700,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $5,500,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $19,000,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, $58,200,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $55,600,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan 
$11,500,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $14,000,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $59,900,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $58,100,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan 
$13,200,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $13,200,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, $61,700,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $60,600,000,000 

(C) New direct loan 
$15,100,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $12,300,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $63,200,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $62,200,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan 
$16,800,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $11,200,000,000. 

(11) Health (550): 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, $124,300,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $122,800,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $400,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, $136,700,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $135,800,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $300,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $151,000,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $149,900,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $200,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, $166,700,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $165,400,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $100,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $184,200,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $182,600,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

(12) Medicare (570): 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, $162,400,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $160,500,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, $180,500,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $178,200,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $198,500,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $196,100,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: 


obligations, 


obligations, 


obligations, 


obligations, 
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(A) New budget authority, $217,700,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $215,100,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $242,300,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $239,100,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

(13) For purposes of section 710 of the Social 
Security Act, Federal Supplementary Medical 
Insurance Trust Fund: 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, $56,000,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $55,200,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1996; 

(A) New budget authority, $65,200,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $64,200,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $73,300,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $72,200,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, $81,300,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $80,300,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $92,200,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $90,900,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, So. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

(14) Income Security (600): 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, $220,800,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $221,200,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, $235,000,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $229,600,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $249,300,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $242,900,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, $261,200,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $253,200,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $273,600,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $264,600,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

(15) Social Security (650): 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, $6,800,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $9,400,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, $6,300,000,000. 
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(B) Outlays, $9,400,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $8,300,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $11,500,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $12,300,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $9,800,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $13,200,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

(16) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, $37,200,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $36,600,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,400,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $32,900,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, $37,600,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $36,600,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,300,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $27,400,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $38,500,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $38,300,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,400,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $25,800,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, $38,600,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $38,500,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,400,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $25,600,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $39,700,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $39,600,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,500,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $25,300,000,000. 

(17) Administration of Justice (750): 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, $18,800,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $17,200,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, $21,300,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $19,400,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $22,200,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $21,000,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, $23,200,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $22,500,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $24,500,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $23,500,000,000. . 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 
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(18) General Government (800): 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, $14,000,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $13,700,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, $13,500,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $14,700,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $13,400,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $13,900,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, $13,100,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $13,400,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $12,800,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $12,800,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

(19) Net Interest (900): 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, $247,100,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $247,100,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, $267,200,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $267,200,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $282,700,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $282,700,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, $298,500,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $298,500,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $315,600,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $315,600,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

(20) For purposes of section 710 of the Social 
Security Act, Net Interest (900): 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, $257,600,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $257,600,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, $278,000,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $278,000,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, $293,500,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $293,500,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, $309,100,000,000. 


May 4, 1994 


(B) Outlays, $309,100,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, $325,500,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $325,500,000,000, 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

(21) The corresponding levels of gross interest 
on the public debt are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $311,800,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1996: $331,200,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: $347,600,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: $365,100,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1999: $384,100,000,000. 

(22) Allowances (920): 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, - $6,600,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, —$4,700,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, —$4,400,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, —$3,900,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, —$4,500,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, —$3,300,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, —$7,900,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, —$7,100,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, —$8,700,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, —$11,000,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

(23) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950): 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, —$44,700,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, —$44,700,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, —$30,500,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, —$30,500,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, 30. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, —$30,500,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, —$30,500,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, —$31,300,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, —$31,300,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, —$31,600,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, —$31,600,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

(24) For purposes of section 710 of the Social 
Security Act, Undistributed Offsetting Receipts 
(950): 

Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, —$42,200,000,000. 
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(B) Outlays, — $42,200,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1996: 

(A) New budget authority, —$27,300,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, —$27,300,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 

(A) New budget authority, —$27,800,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, —$27,800,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, —$28,400,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, —$28,400,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 

(A) New budget authority, —$28,600,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, —$28,600,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit- 
ments, $0. 

TITLE II—BUDGETARY PROCEDURES 
SEC. 21. SALE OF GOVERNMENT ASSETS. 

(a) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
the Congress that— 

(1) from time to time the United States Gov- 
ernment should sell assets; and 

(2) the amounts realized from such asset sales 
will not recur on an annual basis and do not re- 
duce the demand for credit. 

(b) BUDGETARY TREATMENT.—For purposes of 
points of order under this concurrent resolution 
and the Congressional Budget and Impound- 
ment Control Act of 1974, the amounts realized 
from sales of assets (other than loan assets) 
shall not be scored with respect to the level of 
budget authority, outlays, or revenues. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion— 

(1) the term “sale of an asset shall have the 
same meaning as under section 250(c)(21) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con- 
trol Act of 1985 (as amended by the Budget En- 
forcement Act of 1990); and 

(2) the term shall not include asset sales man- 
dated by law before September 18, 1987, and rou- 
tine, ongoing asset sales at levels consistent 
with agency operations in fiscal year 1986. 

(d) SUNSET.—Subsections (a) through (c) of 
this section shall expire September 30, 1998. 

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 8 of 
House Concurrent Resolution 64 (103d Con- 
gress), section 8 of House Concurrent Resolution 
287 (102d Congress), section 7 of House Concur- 
rent Resolution 121 (102d Congress), section 5 of 
House Concurrent Resolution 310 (101st Con- 
gress), section 6 of House Concurrent Resolution 
106 (101st Congress), section 4 of House Concur- 
rent Resolution 268 (100th Congress), and sec- 
tions 7 and 8 of House Concurrent Resolution 93 
(100th Congress) are repealed. 

SEC. 22. SOCIAL SECURITY FIRE WALL POINT OF 
ORDER IN THE SENATE. 

(a) APPLICATION OF SECTION 301 (i).—Notwith- 
standing any other rule of the Senate, in the 
Senate, the point of order established under sec- 
tion 301(i) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 shall apply to any concurrent resolution on 
the budget for any fiscal year (as reported and 
as amended), amendments thereto, or any con- 
ference report thereon. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 10(b) 
of House Concurrent Resolution 64 (103d Con- 
gress) and section 12(b) of House Concurrent 
Resolution 287 (102d Congress) are repealed. 

SEC. 23. ENFORCING PAY-AS-YOU-GO. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The Senate declares that it is 

essential to— 
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(1) ensure continued compliance with the defi- 
cit reduction embodied in the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1993; and 

(2) continue the pay-as-you-go enforcement 
system. 

(b) POINT OF ORDER.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order in the 
Senate to consider any direct-spending or re- 
ceipts legislation (as defined in paragraph (3)) 
that would increase the deficit for any one of 
the three applicable time periods (as defined in 
paragraph (2)) as measured pursuant to para- 
graphs (4) and (5). 

(2) APPLICABLE TIME PERIODS.—For purposes 
of this subsection, the term applicable time pe- 
riod" means any one of the three following peri- 
ods— 

(A) the first fiscal year covered by the most re- 
cently adopted concurrent resolution on the 
budget; 

(B) the period of the 5 fiscal years covered by 
the most recently adopted concurrent resolution 
on the budget; or 

(C) the period of the 5 fiscal years following 
the first 5 years covered by the most recently 
adopted concurrent resolution on the budget. 

(3) DIRECT-SPENDING OR RECEIPTS LEGISLA- 
TION.—For purposes of this subsection, the term 
“direct-spending or receipts legislation" shall— 

(A) include any bill, joint resolution, amend- 
ment, motion, or conference report to which this 
subsection otherwise applies; 

(B) exclude concurrent resolutions on the 
budget; 

(C) exclude full funding of, and continuation 
of, the deposit insurance guarantee commitment 
in effect on the date of enactment of the Budget 
Enforcement Act of 1990; 

(D) exclude emergency provisions so des- 
ignated under section 252(e) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985; 

(E) include the estimated amount of savings in 
direct-spending programs applicable to that fis- 
cal year resulting from the prior year's seques- 
tration under the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, if any (except 
for any amounts sequestered as a result of a net 
deficit increase in the fiscal year immediately 
preceding the prior fiscal year); and 

(F) except as otherwise provided in this sub- 
section, include all direct-spending legislation 
as that term is interpreted for purposes of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con- 
trol Act of 1985. 

(4) BASELINE.—Estimates prepared pursuant 
to this section shall use the baseline used for the 
most recent concurrent resolution on the budget, 
and for years beyond those covered by that con- 
current resolution, shall abide by the require- 
ments of section 257 of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, except 
that references to '"'outyears" in that section 
shall be deemed to apply to any year (other 
than the budget year) covered by any one of the 
time periods defined in paragraph (2) of this 
subsection. 

(5) PRIOR SURPLUS AVAILABLE.—If direct- 
spending or receipts legislation increases the 
deficit when taken individually (as a bill, joint 
resolution, amendment, motion, or conference 
report, as the case may be), then it must also in- 
crease the deficit when taken together with all 
direct-spending and receipts legislation enacted 
after the date of enactment of the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, in order to 
violate the prohibition of this subsection. 

(c) WAIVER.—This section may be waived or 
suspended in the Senate only by the affirmative 
vote of three-fifths of the Members, duly chosen 
and sworn. 

(d) APPEALS.— Appeals in the Senate from the 
decisions of the Chair relating to any provision 
of this section shall be limited to 1 hour, to be 


— — — — 
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equally divided between, and controlled by, the 
appellant and the manager of the bill or joint 
resolution, as the case may be. An affirmative 
vote of three-fifths of the Members of the Sen- 
ate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be required in 
the Senate to sustain an appeal of the ruling of 
the Chair on a point of order raised under this 
section. 

(e) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.—For 
purposes of this section, the levels of new budget 
authority, outlays, and receipts for a fiscal year 
shall be determined on the basis of estimates 
made by the Committee on the Budget of the 
Senate. 

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 12 of 
House Concurrent Resolution 64 (103d Congress) 
is repealed. 

(g) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—Notwithstanding 
section 275(b) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (as 
amended by sections 13112(b) and 13208(b)(3) of 
the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990), the second 
sentence of section 904(c) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 (except insofar as it relates 
to section 313 of that Act) and the final sentence 
of section 904(d) of that Act (except insofar as it 
relates to section 313 of that Act) shall continue 
to have effect as rules of the Senate through 
(but no later than) September 30, 1998. 

(h) SUNSET.—Subsections (a) through (e) of 
this section shall expire September 30, 1998. 

SEC. 24. yu DISCRETIONARY SPENDING 


(a) DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS.— 

(1) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of enforc- 
ing this section in the Senate, the discretionary 
spending limits in section 601(a)(2)(F) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (as adjusted) 
are reduced by the following amounts— 


(A) with respect to fiscal year 1996, 
$4,000,000,000 in budget authority and 
$5,400,000,000 in outlays; 

(B) with respect to fiscal year 1997, 
$10,700,000,000 in budget authority and 
$2,400,000,000 in outlays; and 

(C) with respect to fiscal year 1998, 
$4,100,000,000 in budget authority and 
$500,000,000 in outlays. 


(2) POINT OF ORDER IN THE SENATE.—(A) Ex- 
cept as provided in subparagraph (B), it shall 
not be in order in the Senate to consider any 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fiscal 
year 1996, 1997, or 1998 (or amendment or motion 
on such a resolution) that recommends discre- 
tionary spending levels for the first fiscal year 
covered by that resolution that would erceed the 
discretionary spending limits as reduced in this 
section. 

(B) This subsection shall not apply if a dec- 
laration of war by the Congress is in effect or if 
a joint resolution pursuant to section 258 of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con- 
trol Act of 1985 has been enacted. 

(b) WAIVER.—This section may be waived or 
suspended in the Senate only by the affirmative 
vote of three-fifths of the Members, duly chosen 
and sworn. 

(c) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from the 
decisions of the Chair relating to any provision 
of this section shall be limited to 1 hour, to be 
equally divided between, and controlled by, the 
appellant and the manager of the concurrent 
resolution, bill, or joint resolution, as the case 
may be. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of the 
Members of the Senate, duly chosen and sworn, 
shall be required in the Senate to sustain an ap- 
peal of the ruling of the Chair on a point of 
order raised under this section. 

(d) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.—For 
purposes of this section, the levels of new budget 
authority, outlays, and revenues for a fiscal 
year shall be determined on the basis of esti- 
mates made by the Committee on the Budget of 
the Senate. 
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SEC. 25. INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE COMPLI- 
ANCE INITIATIVE. 


(a)(1) ADJUSTMENTS.—For purposes of points 
of order under the Congressional Budget and 
Impoundment Control Act of 1974 and concur- 
rent resolutions on the budget— 

(A) the discretionary spending limits under 
section 601(a)(2) of that Act (and those limits as 
cumulatively adjusted) for the current fiscal 
year and each outyear; 

(B) the allocations to the Committees on Ap- 
propriations under sections 302(a) and 602(a) of 
that Act; 

(C) the appropriate budgetary aggregates in 
the most recently agreed to concurrent resolu- 
tion on the budget; and 

(D) the maximum deficit amount under section 
601(a)(1) of that Act (and that amount as cumu- 
latively adjusted) for the current fiscal year, 
shall be adjusted to reflect the amounts of addi- 
tional new budget authority or additional out- 
lays (as defined in paragraph (2)) reported by 
the Committee on Appropriations in appropria- 
tions Acts (or by the committee of conference on 
such legislation) for the Internal Revenue Serv- 
ice compliance initiative activities in any fiscal 
year, but not to erceed in any fiscal year 
$405,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$405,000,000 in outlays. 

(2) ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS.—As used in this 
section, the terms "additional new budget au- 
thority" or "additional outlays” shall mean, for 
any fiscal year, budget authority or outlays (as 
the case may be) in excess of the amounts re- 
quested for that fiscal year for the Internal Rev- 
enue Service in the President's Budget for fiscal 
year 1995. 

(b) REVISED LIMITS, ALLOCATIONS, AND AG- 
GREGATES.—Upon the reporting of legislation 
pursuant to subsection (a), and again upon the 
submission of a conference report on such legis- 
lation (if a conference report is submitted), the 
Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of the 
Senate or the House of Representatives (as the 
case may be) shall submit to that Chairman's re- 
spective House appropriately revised— 

(1) discretionary spending limits under section 
601(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 (and those limits as cumulatively adjusted) 
for the current fiscal year and each outyear; 

(2) allocations to the Committees on Appro- 
priations under sections 302(a) and 602(a) of 
that Act; 

(3) appropriate budgetary aggregates in the 
most recently agreed to concurrent resolution on 
the budget; and 

(4) mazimum deficit amount under section 
601(a)(1) of that Act (and that amount as cumu- 
latively adjusted) for the current fiscal year, 
to carry out this subsection. These revised dis- 
cretionary spending limits, allocations, and ag- 
gregates shall be considered for purposes of con- 
gressional enforcement under that Act as the 
discretionary spending limits, allocations, and 
aggregates. 

(c) REPORTING REVISED SUBALLOCATIONS.— 
The Committees on Appropriations of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives may report 
appropriately revised suballocations pursuant to 
sections 302(b)(1) and 602(b)(1) of the Congres- 
sional Budget Act of 1974 to carry out this sec- 
tion. 

(d) CONTINGENCIES.— 

(1) The Internal Revenue Service and the 
Treasury Department have certified that they 
are firmly committed to the principles of pri- 
vacy, confidentiality, courtesy, and protection 
of tarpayer rights. To this end, the Internal 
Revenue Service and the Treasury Department 
have erplicitly committed to initiate and imple- 
ment educational programs for any new employ- 
ees hired as a result of the compliance initiative 
made possible by this section. 

(2) This section shall not apply to any addi- 
tional new budget authority or additional out- 
lays unless— 
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(A) in the Senate, the Chairman of the Budget 
Committee certifies, based upon information 
from the Congressional Budget Office, the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office, and the Internal Reve- 
nue Service (as well as from any other sources 
he deems relevant), that such budget authority 
or outlays will not increase the total of the Fed- 
eral budget deficits over the nezt five years; and 

(B) any funds made available pursuant to 
such budget authority or outlays are available 
only for the purpose of carrying out Internal 
Revenue Service compliance initiative activities. 
SEC. 26. ADJUSTMENTS FOR HEALTH CARE RE- 

FORM IN THE HOUSE OF REP- 
RESENTATIVES. 

(a) In the House of Representatives, if health 
care reform legislation is reported (including by 
a committee of conference), budget authority, 
outlays, and new entitlement authority shall be 
allocated to committees, and the total levels of 
budget authority, outlays, and revenues shall be 
adjusted, to reflect such legislation if the legis- 
lation in the form in which it will be considered 
would not increase the total deficit for the pe- 
riod of fiscal years 1995 through 1999. 

(b) Upon reporting of legislation described in 
subsection (a) and again upon submission of a 
conference report on such legislation, the chair- 
man of the Committee on the Budget of the 
House of Representatives shall publish in the 
Congressional Record revised allocations under 
section 602(a) of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 and revised levels of total budget author- 
ity, outlays, and revenues to carry out this sec- 
tion. In the House of Representatives, such allo- 
cations and totals shall be considered as the al- 
locations and aggregates under this resolution. 
SEC. 27. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND IN 

THE SENATE. 

(a)(1) BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAY ALLO- 
CATIONS.—In the Senate, budget authority and 
outlays may be allocated (as provided under 
subsection (c)) to a committee (or committees) for 
direct-spending legislation that increases fund- 
ing for any of the purposes described in sub- 
section (b)(1) within that committee's jurisdic- 
tion, if, to the extent that this concurrent reso- 
lution on the budget does not include the costs 
of that legislation, the enactment of that legisla- 
tion will not increase (by virtue of either con- 
temporaneous or previously passed deficit reduc- 
tion) the deficit in this resolution for— 

(A) fiscal year 1995; or 

(B) the period of fiscal years 1995 through 
1999. 

(2) BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAY ALLOCA- 
TIONS AND REVENUE AGGREGATES.—In the Sen- 
ate, budget authority and outlays may be allo- 
cated to a committee (or committees) and the 
revenue aggregates may be reduced (as provided 
under subsection (c)) for direct-spending or re- 
ceipts legislation in furtherance of any of the 
purposes described in subsection (b)(2) within 
that committee's jurisdiction, if, to the extent 
that this concurrent resolution on the budget 
does not include the costs of that legislation, the 
enactment of that legislation will not increase 
(by virtue of either contemporaneous or pre- 
viously passed deficit reduction) the deficit in 
this resolution for— 

(A) fiscal year 1995; or 

(B) the period of fiscal years 1995 through 


1999. 

(3) OUTLAY-NEUTRAL BUDGET AUTHORITY AL- 
LOCATIONS.—In the Senate, budget authority 
may be allocated (as provided under subsection 
(c)) to a committee (or committees) for any di- 
rect-spending legislation within that committee's 
jurisdiction, if, to the extent that this concur- 
rent resolution on the budget does not include 
the costs of that legislation, the enactment of 
that legislation will not increase (by virtue of ei- 
ther contemporaneous or previously passed out- 
lay reductions) the deficit or aggregate outlays 
in this resolution for— 
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(A) fiscal year 1995; or 

(B) the period of fiscal years 1995 through 
1999. 

(b)(1) PURPOSES UNDER SUBSECTION (a)(1).— 
Budget authority and outlay allocations may be 
revised under subsection (a)(1) for legislation— 

(A) to provide comprehensive training or job 
search assistance (including reemployment or 
job training programs or dislocated worker pro- 
grams), or to reform unemployment compensa- 
tion, or to provide for other related programs; 

(B) to preserve or rebuild the United States 
maritime industry; 

(C) to reform the financing of Federal elec- 
tions; or 

(D) to reform the Comprehensive Environ- 
mental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act of 1980. 

(2) PURPOSES UNDER SUBSECTION (a)(2).— 
Budget authority and outlay allocations may be 
revised or the revenue floor reduced under sub- 
section (a)(2) for— 

(A) legislation to improve the well-being of 
families through welfare or other reforms (in- 
cluding promoting self-sufficiency through im- 
provements in job training or employment pro- 
grams), to provide for services to support or pro- 
tect children (including assuring increased pa- 
rental support for children through improve- 
ments in the child support enforcement pro- 
gram), or to improve the health, nutrition, or 
care of children; 

(B) to make continuing improvements in ongo- 
ing health care programs, to provide for com- 
prehensive health care reform, to control health 
care costs, or to accomplish other health care re- 
forms; 

(C) trade-related legislation (including legisla- 
tion to implement the Uruguay Round of the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade or to 
ertend the Generalized System of Preferences); 

(D) reforms relating to the Pension Benefit 
Guaranty Corporation (including legislation to 
improve the funding of government-insured pen- 
sion plans, to protect plan participants, or to 
limit growth in exposure of the Pension Benefit 
Guaranty Corporation) or other employee bene- 
fit-related legislation; 

(E) reforms relating to providing for simplified 
collection of employment tares on domestic serv- 
ices; 

(F) reforms to consolidate the supervision of 
depository institutions insured under the Fed- 
eral Deposit Insurance Act; or 

(G) initiatives to preserve United States en- 
ergy security. 

(c) REVISED ALLOCATIONS AND AGGREGATES.— 

(1) UPON REPORTING.—Upon the reporting of 
legislation pursuant to subsection (a), and 
again upon the submíssion of a conference re- 
port on that legislation (if a conference report is 
submitted), the chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may submit to the Sen- 
ate appropriately revised allocations under sec- 
tions 302(a) and 602(a) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 and revised aggregates to 
carry out this section. 

(2) ADJUSTMENTS FOR AMENDMENTS.—If the 
chairman of the Committee on the Budget sub- 
mits an adjustment under this section for legis- 
lation in furtherance of the purpose described in 
subsection (b)(2)(B), upon the offering of an 
amendment to that legislation that would neces- 
sitate such a submission, the chairman shall 
submit to the Senate appropriately revised allo- 
cations under sections 302(a) and 602(a) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and revised 
aggregates, if the enactment of that legislation 
(as proposed to be amended) will not increase 
(by virtue of either contemporaneous or pre- 
viously passed deficit reduction) the deficit in 
this resolution for— 

(A) fiscal year 1995; or 

(B) the period of fiscal years 1995 through 
1999. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


(d) EFFECT OF REVISED ALLOCATIONS AND AG- 
GREGATES.—Revised allocations and aggregates 
submitted under subsection (c) shall be consid- 
ered for the purposes of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 as allocations and aggregates 
contained in this concurrent resolution on the 
budget. 

(e) REPORTING REVISED SUBDIVISIONS.—The 
appropriate committee may report appropriately 
revised subdivisions of allocations pursuant to 
sections 302(b)(2) and 602(b)(2) of the Congres- 
sional Budget Act of 1974 to carry out this sec- 
tion. 

SEC. 28. EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS. 

The Congress adopts the provisions of this 
title— 

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives, re- 
spectively, and as such they shall be considered 
as part of the rules of each House, or of that 
House to which they specifically apply, and 
such rules shall supersede other rules only to 
the extent that they are inconsistent therewith; 


and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitutional 
right of either House to change those rules (so 
far as they relate to that House) at any time, in 
the same manner, and to the same ertent as in 
the case of any other rule of that House. 

TITLE III—SENSE OF CONGRESS 
PROVISIONS 
SEC. 31. CONTROLLING GROWTH OF ENTITLE- 
MENT OR MANDATORY SPENDING. 

It is the sense of the Congress that legislation 
should be enacted providing enforceable limits 
to control the growth of entitlement or manda- 


tory spending. 

SEC. 32. SENSE OF THE HOUSE REGARDING EN- 
ACTMENT OF CERTAIN BUDGET 
PROCESS LEGISLATION. 

It is the sense of the House of Representatives 
that the following legislation should be enacted: 

(1) Legislation providing enforceable limits to 
control the growth of entitlement or mandatory 
spending. 

(2) Amendments to the Budget Enforcement 
Act of 1990 to establish a regular procedure to 
provide assistance for disasters and other emer- 
gencies without adding to the deficit. 

(3) Legislation granting the President erpe- 
dited rescission authority over appropriations 
measures, as provided by H.R. 1578, as passed 
the House. 

SEC. 33. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON CONTROL- 
LING NON-SOCIAL SECURITY MANDA- 
TORY SPENDING. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the Congress 
should— 

(1) after enacting health care reform legisla- 
tion, enact annual caps to control the growth of 
entitlement or mandatory spending; 

(2) include within these caps all mandatory 
spending programs ercept Social Security, de- 
posit insurance, and net interest; 

(3) provide that these caps shall be set so that 
programs providing benefits to individuals may 
grow for inflation, changes in the numbers of 
beneficiaries, and an additional growth allow- 
ance; 

(4) provide that these caps shall be adjusted 
annually in the President's budget for changes 
in inflation and the number of beneficiaries 
since Congress enacted the caps (excluding any 
changes due to legislation); 

(5) provide an enforcement mechanism in the 
event that total mandatory spending erceeds the 
caps; and 

(6) enact caps on taz erpenditures similar to 
those for mandatory spending so as to ensure 
that reductions in Federal spending for manda- 
tory programs are mot achieved by shifting 
spending to taz erpenditures. 

SEC. 34. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 
THE BUDGETARY ACCOUNTING OF 
HEALTH CARE REFORM. 
It is the sense of the Congress that— 
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(1) the Congress should measure the costs and 
benefits of all health care reform legislation 
against a uniform set of economic and technical 
assumptions; 

(2) before enacting major changes in the 
health care system, the Congress should have 
available to it reliable estimates of the costs of 
competing plans prepared in a comparable man- 
ner; and 

(3) the Congress should account for all finan- 
cial transactions associated with Federal health 
care reform legislation. 

SEC. 35. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS ON THE COSTS 
OF ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 

(1) the Federal Government is solely respon- 
sible for setting and enforcing national immigra- 
tion policy; 

(2) the Federal Government has not ade- 
quately enforced immigration laws; 

(3) this weak enforcement has imposed finan- 
cial costs on State and local governments; 

(4) the Federal Government has failed to in- 
vestigate and prosecute Federal wage and hour 
violations, thus creating incentives to hire per- 
sons illegally in the United States and eracer- 
bating the problem of illegal immigration; 

(5) States must incur costs for incarcerating 
undocumented persons convicted of State and 
local crimes, educating undocumented children, 
providing emergency medical services to undocu- 
mented persons, and providing services inciden- 
tal to admission of refugees under the Refugee 
Admissions and Resettlement Program; and 

(6) the Federal Government has an obligation 
to reimburse State and local governments for 
costs resulting from the costs described in this 
subsection. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of the 
Congress that, in setting forth the budget au- 
thority and outlay amounts in this resolution, 
the Congress intends that funding should be 
provided to reimburse State and local govern- 
ments for the costs associated with— 

(1) elementary and secondary education for 
undocumented children; 

(2) emergency medical assistance to undocu- 
mented persons; 

(3) incarceration and parole of criminal 
aliens; and 

(4) services incidental to admission of refugees 
under the Refugee Admissions and Resettlement 
Program. 

SEC. 36. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 
BASELINES. 


(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 

(1) the baseline budget shows the likely course 
of Federal revenues and spending if policies re- 
main unchanged; 

(2) baseline budgeting has given rise to the 
practice of calculating policy changes from an 
inflated spending level; and 

(3) the baseline concept has been misused to 
portray policies that would simply slow down 
the increase in spending as spending reductions. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of the 
Congress that— 

(1) the President should submit a budget that 
compares proposed spending levels for the budg- 
et year with the current year; and 

(2) the starting point for deliberations on a 
budget resolution should be the current year. 
SEC. 37. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

UNFUNDED FEDERAL MANDATES. 

It is the sense of the Congress that— 

(1) the Federal Government should not shift 
the costs of administering Federal programs to 
State and local governments; 

(2) the Federal Government's share of entitle- 
ment programs should not be capped or other- 
wise decreased without providing States author- 
ity to amend their financial or programmatic re- 
sponsibilities to continue meeting the mandated 
service; and 
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(3) Congress should develop a mechanism to 
ensure that costs of mandates are considered 
during agencies' development of regulations and 
congressional deliberations on legislation. 

SEC. 38. CLOSING OF LOOPHOLES IN FOREIGN 
TAX PROVISIONS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 

(1) there is evidence suggesting that foreign- 
controlled corporations doing business in the 
United States do not pay their fair share of 
tares; 

(2) over 70 percent of foreign-controlled cor- 
porations doing business in the United States 
pay no Federal income tar; 

(3) the United States Department of the Treas- 
ury has limited its ability to protect the revenue 
base in the case of cross-border transactions, to 
the detriment of tarpayers engaged solely in do- 
mestic transactions; 

(4) the Department of the Treasury has been 
using antiquated accounting concepts to deal 
with sophisticated multinational corporations; 

(5) substantial Federal revenues are lost an- 
nually due to the inability of the Internal Reve- 
nue Service to enforce the “arm's length" trans- 
action rule, along with substantial amounts 
spent on administration and litigation; and 

(6) the Federal income tar laws provide a fi- 
nancial incentive for domestic taxpayers to op- 
erate abroad by granting them deferral of Unit- 
ed States tares on income earned abroad. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of 
the Senate that deficit reduction should be 
achieved, in part, by ending loopholes and en- 
forcement breakdowns that now foster the 
underpayment of tares on income from cross- 
border transactions and that subsidize the flight 
of domestic businesses and jobs out of the Unit- 
ed States, by means including— 

(1) the adoption of a more streamlined and ef- 
ficient method of enforcing Federal tar laws in- 
volving multinational corporations, especially 
those based abroad, and in particular, the use 
by the Treasury Department of a formulaic ap- 
proach in cases in which the current ''arm's 
length" transaction rules do not work; and 

(2) a repeal of tax subsidies for domestic busi- 
nesses that operate abroad in tar havens and 
then ship their products back into the United 
States. 

SEC. 39. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING TAX 
EXPENDITURES. 

(a) FiNDINGS.—The Senate finds that taz ex- 
penditures— 

(1) are growing significantly; 

(2) may have the same effect as direct Federal 
spending; and 

(3) should be subject to the same level of budg- 
etary review as direct spending. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of 
the Senate that— 

(1) the Congress should consider targets for 
the growth in tar erpenditures similar to the 
targets for the growth of mandatory spending; 

(2) any reconciliation instructions included in 
a budget resolution should specify these targets; 
and 

(3) such targets should be enforceable sepa- 
rately from any revenue targets included in the 
reconciliation instructions. 

SEC. 40. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 
HEALTH SERVICE DELIVERY AND 
WATER INFRASTRUCTURE IN THE IN- 
DIAN HEALTH SERVICE. 

It is the sense of the Congress that— 

(1) sufficient funding should be provided to 
the Indian Health Service to ensure that Indian 
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Health Service hospitals and outpatient facili- 
ties in existence on the date of enactment of this 
resolution, and Indian Health Service hospitals 
and outpatient facilities scheduled to open dur- 
ing fiscal years 1994, 1995, and 1996, are fully 
staffed with the appropriate number of health 
care professionals needed to meet the health and 
medical needs of the American Indians and 
Alaska Natives who depend on the Indian 
Health Service for health care; and 

(2) sufficient funding should be provided to 
the Indian Health Service to ensure that the In- 
dian Health Service is capable of meeting basic 
public health and safety and sanitation require- 
ments on Indian lands through timely and prop- 
er water infrastructure construction and up- 
grades. 

SEC. 41. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE 
NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 
SPACE ADMINISTRATION. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the budget 
authority and outlay figures for function 250 in 
this resolution do not assume any amounts for 
the National Aeronautics and Space Adminis- 
tration for any fiscal year from 1995 through 
1999 in excess of the amounts proposed by the 
President for such fiscal year. 

SEC. 42. MINIMUM ALLOCATION PROGRAM. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 

(1) the minimum allocation program was es- 
tablished in 1982 to address inequities in the 
funding formula for Federal-aid highways; 

(2) the minimum allocation program was de- 
signed to provide the greatest degree of flezibil- 
ity practicable to States that receive funding 
under the formula referred to in paragraph (1) 
and includes an exemption of the apportion- 
ments from the obligation ceiling; 

(3) the minimum allocation program provides 
additional fleribility by allowing a State a 4- 
year period during which amounts apportioned 
to the State may be obligated; 

(4) the budget of the United States Govern- 
ment for fiscal year 1995 submitted by the Presi- 
dent to Congress proposes to include minimum 
allocation apportionments under the obligation 
ceiling and also proposes to limit the authority 
of States to obligate apportionments under the 
minimum allocation program to 67 percent of the 
amount of the apportionments; and 

(5) States have planned transportation pro- 
grams on the basis of the provisions of the Inter- 
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991, and the amendments made by the Act, re- 
lating to minimum allocation that confirmed 
core commitments to exemption and flexibility. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of 
the Senate that— 

(1) the minimum allocation program should re- 
main exempt from the obligation ceiling; and 

(2) the flexibility of the minimum allocation 
program should be an enduring and critical 
component of the provision of Federal assistance 
to States for Federal-aid highways. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section: 

(1) FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS.—The term Fed- 
eral-aid highways" has the meaning provided 
the term in section 101 of title 23, United States 
Code. 

(2) MINIMUM ALLOCATION PROGRAM.—The 
term minimum allocation program means the 
program of allocation of funding to States under 
section 157 of title 23, United States Code. 

(3) OBLIGATION CEILING.—The term obliga- 
tion ceiling" means the obligation ceiling under 
section 1002 of the Intermodal Surface Transpor- 
tation Efficiency Act of 1991. 
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SEC. 43. POLICY IN EASTERN AND CENTRAL EU- 
ROPE. 

It is the sense of the Congress that levels of 
spending set forth in this resolution regarding 
the International Affairs (150) budget category 
include an assumption that the United States 
will oppose, consistent with provisions con- 
tained in the Freedom Support Act and the For- 
eign Assistance Appropriations Act of 1994, at- 
tempts by the Russian Federation to intimidate, 
use military force or engage in economic coer- 
cion to establish a sphere of influence over the 
former republics of the Soviet Union, the Bal- 
tics, or Central and Eastern European nations. 
SEC. 44. STAR WARS (BALLISTIC MISSILE DE- 

FENSE). 

It is the sense of the Senate that given the 
Federal budget deficit, the real reductions in 
discretionary spending in this resolution, and 
the eristence of many more worthy programs 
competing for this funding, spending for the 
Star Wars (Ballistic Missile Defense) must not 
exceed the fiscal year 1994 appropriated level. 


And the Senate agree to the same. 
MARTIN OLAV SABO, 
Dick GEPHARDT, 
DALE E. KILDEE, 
ANTHONY BEILENSON, 
HOWARD L. BERMAN, 
BOB WISE, 
JOHN BRYANT, 
CHARLIE STENHOLM, 
BARNEY FRANK, 
LOUISE M. SLAUGHTER, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 


JIM SASSER, 

FRITZ HOLLINGS, 

J. BENNETT JOHNSTON, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 


The managers on the part of the Senate 
and the House at the conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the concurrent 
resolution (House Concurrent Resolution 218) 
setting forth the congressional budget for 
the United States Government for the fiscal 
years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999, submit 
the following joint statement to the House 
and the Senate in explanation of the effect of 
the action agreed upon by the managers and 
recommended in the accompanying con- 
ference report: 

The Senate amendment struck out all of 
the House resolution after the resolving 
clause and inserted a substitute text. 

The House recedes from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate with an 
amendment which is a substitute for the 
House resolution and the Senate amend- 
ment. 


EXPLANATION OF CONFERENCE AGREEMENT 


The following tables show the functional 
allocations and budget aggregates included 
in the conference agreement and the House- 
passed and Senate-passed versions of the res- 
olution. In addition to on-budget figures, 
these tables include off-budget and total 
budget figures, which are shown for informa- 
tional purposes only. Another table displays 
credit amounts by function. The conference 
agreement credit amounts are identical to 
those in both the House resolution and the 
Senate amendment. 
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CONFERENCE AGREEMENT 
[In billions of dollars] 
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247.1 267.2 282.7 298.5 315.6 
247.1 267.2 282.7 298.5 315.6 


-355 -314 -48  -468 -523 
-35  -314 -48 -48  -93 


368 =U She e 
-4 C4 3896 $44 xdlü 
AG) 4E AR! Se ERI 
“a2 —-39| 83), 0-145 910 

00 00 00 00 00 
00 00 00 00 00 
-62 --92r -Ai e 
-82 %  -31 -396  -405 
zur % -35 -313 -3$ 
=? -A5 0. SES 35 
ik x <5 G5 D 
à 5. 21 —cDbh ohER) 49 
15407 16146 16924 17551 — 18705 
15136 15847 16688 17431 18279 
12383 13088 13144 1,526.9 
12172  12M4 13566 14183 14909 
` 3024 3180 — 332 3436 
2964 300 — 3122 — 348 3357 
13332 — 14108 14787 15559 
377] 10312 10797 11384 11902 
3605 4195 


! 3796 3990 4398 
175.4 173.9 1901 1872 197 6 
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CONFERENCE AGREEMENT— Continued 
[In billions of dollars] 


Fiscal years— 
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 
2395 2532 27.9 2819 300.7 
64.1 79.3 86.8 947 5 
4965] 52814 56182 5,9586 63088 


HOUSE-PASSED BUDGET RESOLUTION—MARCH 11, 1994 
Un billions of dollars] 


2633 2553 2529 2587 2587 
2005 2512 256 2567 7 
BE | A 5. 8E AD 
Mu — HS "nm Qn 
ye 32 Di WA 
Di - 42 We cuss JA 
60 59 59 61 54 
50 51 43 47 42 
214 2 "ep" BL. 
NT r X4 1) eni 
is u JI 302 40432 
ns — i R — m?) o d» 
33 65 62 72 87 
-80 -183  -35 -24  -22 
73 53 51 52 52 
-85 -109  -35  -29 19 
20 12 11 20 15 
05 -09 00 05  -03 
48. us 81 89 47 
388 — 396 — 401 — 403 — 403 
35 90 30 30 30 
33 89 30 31 91 
5.0 582 — 599 — 617 — 618 
534 552 580 605 503 


13.5 134 131 132 
14.7 139 134 134 


2136 2298 241.0 251.7 263.5 
2136 2298 241.0 2517 263.5 


247.1 267.2 282.8 298.5 3158 
247.1 267.2 282.8 298.5 315.8 


-35 „ -8 -68 -93 
-35 -34 -48 -68 -523 


Hu mm) BS SE: eo S8 


-08 -35 -36 * 34 
-18 -21 -28 m -09 
-08 -36 -35 -29 94 
-18 =21 -26 -&1 -03 

00 00 00 00 0.0 

00 00 00 00 0.0 
—29 -35 3-39 -V5 -M5 
-49 -35 -39 -BŞ -45 


-%1 -V3 -H3  -32 -N6 
23651 -33 -W3  -3412 -36 


-68 -12 =$ -83 -83 
-68 -12 -16 -83 -89 
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HOUSE-PASSED BUDGET RESOLUTION—MARCH 11, 1994— Continued 


[In billions of dollars] 
Fiscal years— 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 
15409 16142 16924 17790 1,875.0 
15136 1.3850 16687 17438 18317 
12468 — 13084 13744 478 15314 
12255 1,284.7 1,3566 14190 14950 
294.1 305.8 318.0 3312 343.6 
288.1 300.3 3122 324.8 336.7 
13383 — 14108 14787 15559 16300 
9778 — 10312 10797 11364 11902 
360.5 379.5 399.0 4195 4398 
1753 1742 190.0 187.9 201.7 
247.7 2535 2768 5 3048 
724 793 86.8 7 103.1 
49683 — 52938 5,640.1 59962 63673 


SENATE-PASSED BUDGET RESOLUTION—MARCH 25, 1994 
[in billions of dollars] 


6 257.6 

193 72 170 16.8 170 
18. 473 173 17.6 us 
173 172 173 17.4 17.6 
17.2 92 173 1713 5 
53 53 59 6.1 57 
5.0 52 5.0 47 44 
217 222 22.1 22.0 21.6 
213 215 216 215 214 
12.5 12.5 130 132 137 
118 114 12 120 125 
97 65 62 12 11 
MEL. -34 — 12 
17 53 51 52 62 
-83  -103 -34 -29 -039 
20 12 LI 20 15 
05 09 0.0 05 03 
42.9 418 43.2 44.0 44.5 
8 39.6 40.1 403 40.5 
95 9.0 90 90 30 
93 89 9.0 91 90 
519 582 59.9 6L7 63.2 
53.6 55.7 58.2 60.6 622 
124.3 1367 151.0 166.7 1842 
122.7 135.7 149.9 165.5 1826 
1624 180.5 1985 217.7 2423 
160.5 178.2 196.1 215.1 239.1 


355.5 3746 3 413.1 

3313 3552 373.1 391.7 4114 
58 63 83 9.0 98 
94 94 115 23 132 
3324 3492 366.3 3843 4033 
3278 3458 361.6 3794 398.2 
312 37.6 385 397 
366 5 383 385 39.6 
188 213 22.1 232 245 
173 194 211 225 235 
140 135 134 131 135 
137 147 133 134 135 
213.6 229.7 240.7 251.1 2624 
213.6 229.7 240.7 1.1 262.4 
2825 297.9 3147 
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SENATE-PASSED BUDGET RESOLUTION—MARCH 25, 1994—Continued 
[In billions of dollars] 


370 Commerce and housing credit: 
Direct loans .... 
Loan guarantees ... 
400 Transportation: 
Direct loans 


loan guarantees 
450 Community and regional development: 
Direct loans ..... 


ALLOCATIONS AMONG COMMITTEES 


Sections 302(a) and 602(a) of the Congres- 
sional Budget Act of 1974 require the joint 
explanatory statement accompanying the 
conference report on a concurrent resolution 
on the budget to include an allocation, based 


CONFERENCE AGREEMENT CREDIT LEVELS 
{in billions of dollars] 


upon that concurrent resolution as rec- 
ommended in the conference report, of the 
appropriate levels of total outlays, new 
budget authority, entitlement authority (for 
the House only), and Social Security outlays 
(for the Senate only) among each committee 


16093 1,6866 17691] 18532 
15835 16647 1/368 1.8218 
13035 13686 14379 15096 
12832 13525 14120 14851 
3058 3180 3312 3436 
300.3 3122 3248 3367 
14108 — 14787 1,5559 16300 
1031.2 — 10797 11364 11902 
3796 3990 419.5 4398 
172.7 186.0 180.9 191.8 
2520 2728 215.6 2949 
793 868 947 103.1 
52788 56112 59454 6,289.7 
Fiscal years— 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 
26.7 A1 318 35.7 378 
199.7 1744 164.6 164.1 163.5 
0.0 00 00 00 0.0 
00 00 00 00 0.0 
32 28 26 24 24 
18.0 18.5 18.5 18.5 16.5 
00 00 00 0.0 00 
00 00 00 00 00 
14 15 15 15 15 
00 0.0 00 00 0.0 
00 00 00 0.0 00 
00 00 00 00 00 
101 97 97 98 99 
74 74 74 74 74 
28 30 31 32 34 
117.9 1032 95.9 96.6 99,5 
01 0.1 01 0.1 01 
05 0.0 00 0.0 00 
22 22 22 22 22 
36 36 36 36 36 
55 115 132 151 16.8 
19.0 140 132 12.3 112 
00 00 00 00 00 
04 03 02 01 0.0 
0.0 00 00 00 00 
00 00 00 0.0 0.0 
00 00 00 00 00 
00 00 00 0.0 0.0 
00 00 0.0 0.0 00 
00 00 00 00 0.0 
14 13 14 14 15 
323 2714 258 256 25.3 
00 00 00 00 0.0 
0.0 0.0 00 00 00 
00 00 00 00 00 
00 00 00 00 00 


of the Senate and the House of Representa- 
tives that has jurisdiction over legislation 
providing those amounts. Section 602 further 
requires these allocations to include an allo- 
cation for the fiscal year covered by the res- 
olution, as well as for the total for all 5 
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years covered by the resolution. These allo- of order under the Congressional Budget Act. 
cations provide the basis for congressional These allocations follow: 
enforcement of the resolution through points 


ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 602(a) OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT—FISCAL YEAR 1995 


[In millions of dollars] 
Appropriations Committee 8 * Outlays po) 
Current level (Enacted taw): 
050 National defense 198 198 0 
174 174 0 
2,088 1,932 0 
8,902 546 0 
938 1,238 0 
12280 12059 0 
100823 100,790 0 
42,896 42,896 0 
1 78.012 4 
Veterans benefits 18,599 18,119 0 
Administration of justice 398 0 
General government . Hm 1135 4 
tc c ru cvv eto ME AEIR OONO TEONE. NUN, se TRUE E ete E RE RIEN GARDE IBN RENE e WOENE Ie OENE eret. M o e 273484 264,750 0 
Discretionary ee action (assumed legislation): 
— —— " 264,321 271,102 0 
383 ia i 
SÉ Space, a 0 ; 
270 Energy ... 6475 6,488 0 
21,358 21,238 0 
4421 4,500 0 
37M 3,488 0 
15211 38,348 0 
9,165 9,129 0 
44,321 40,42: 0 
23119 22,237 0 
2.975 2,974 0 
34,850 31,533 0 
0 25 9 
17,926 17,742 0 
18.465 16.84 0 
12,801 12,546 0 
— 6,604 —4,722 0 
— —— — —ee— en eee EEEE I e nu TRIN doses II TRA 510,754 540.574 0 
Discretionary action by other committees (assumed entitlement legislation): 
600 Income secui 361 309 0 
340 0 
701 649 0 
784.938 805,972 0 
—534 —534 0 
13 — 459 0 
514 519 0 
8416 7,308 7,924 
61 6l 
324 280 
0 0 1,142 
270 273 0 
0 0 57 
9,063 7448 9.123 
Current level (Enacted law): 
33 ee imet a 3 12,788 12.925 0 
3ining, emp and social services 
600 Income 27,583 27,461 27,461 


BANKING, FINANCE AND URBAN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 


-479 —1,355 0 
2935 —12. 0 
2 -17 0 
0 1 0 
50 166 0 
—28 — 0 
3.108 3,108 0 
558  -11054 0 
Current level (Enacted law): 
750 Administrator of justice ........ A 44 44 
Committee dots T" 8 44 E] 44 
Current level (Enacted law): 
500 Education, training, employment, and social services 905 1.010 4,095 
600 Income security / 122 1,130 9,437 
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ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 602(a) OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT—FISCAL YEAR 1995— Continued 
{in millions of dollars] 


: Budget au- Entitlement 
Appropriations Committee thority Outlays authority 


Current level (Enacted law): 
300 Natural resources and environment... 0 -7 0 
400 Transportation ....... 11 9 0 
433 435 96,484 
14,778 14,407 11,196 
» 8 8 0 
„ T E PEN E A A O PANA A AA PEI ß A LEIA AOE NA DA AN Ae AET EEA HU IVETE a 15,231 14,851 107,680 
Current level (Enacted law): 
150 International affairs 14,464 14,082 0 
400 Transportation 1 0 
A68 
0 
GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS COMMITTEE 
20 20 0 
87 87 
107 107 0 
19 17 0 
2 0 
83 26 116 
104 45 116 
152 152 0 
243 244 0 
60 19 19 
^ 1,360 73 
488 0 
- 2270 2262 191 
Current level (Enacted law): 
300 Natural 51 506 0 
66 66 0 
14 -16 546 
l6 5 0 
7 7 0 
674 569 546 
167 —62 0 
158 99 
AM 44) 339 
5 5 
812 822 n 
1,585 1,304 510 
—653 3,658 
37,999 36,802 36,802 
13,308 


1,356 0 
225 188 0 
24,093 0 
5 168 0 

16 16 0 
25,695 1,131 0 
2,161 0 0 
2161 0 0 
21,856 1.131 0 
9 30 0 
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ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 602(a) OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT—FISCAL YEAR 1995— Continued 
[In millions of dollars] 


Appropriations Committee ir ai- Outlays gen 


500 Education, training, employment, and social services 
Committee total .... 


SMALL BUSINESS COMMITTEE 


Current level (Enacted law): 
370 Commerce and housing credit 
450 Community and regional development 


Committee tota A A 6 —383 0 


Current level (Enacted law): 
700 Wetter MAE Qd SERRE 1.11oser piste d ß ß . . AERE UR URNA 1.531 1.596 19498 


9 action (assumed ren 


Sudtots: 
Committee total 


WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE 


Current level (Enacted law). 
e Education, training, employment, and social services 


UNASSIGNED TO COMMITTEES 


Don M level e law): 
ional defense 


150 Intemational sfc -1526]  — 15,221 
ae General science, space, and technology . —30 17 


Allowances .... 
950 Undistributed offsetting receipts 


S . r ——Ä—L„f ð . . , — 254, 10g. — 55,752 
, e ß . . s eq cibaria iet 513,616 541,222 649 


1238300 — 1217200 744,502 


ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SECTION 602(a) OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT 
[By fiscal year, in millions of dollars} 


1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 1995-99 


APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 


273,484 270,468 302,357 328,114 359,693 1,534,116 
264,750 261,786 293,031 319,587 350,593 1 


510,754 514,616 516,891 525,992 537,775 2,606, 
540,574 542,542 544,855 546,689 548,226 2,722,986 


27,668 29, 33,503 35,395 
649 27,019 29,177 32,850 35213 124,908 


- 784,938 812.752 848,487 $87,609 932,864 4,266,650 
805,972 831,447 867,063 899,126 334,032 4,337,640 


40,566 42,771 45,038 47,484 50,760 226,619 
40,568 42,627 44 226,021 
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ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SECTION 602(a) OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT—Continued 
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars] 


1995 1996 1937 1998 1999 1995-99 


EDUCATION AND LABOR COMMITTEE 


ENERGY AND COMMERCE COMMITTEE 

15,231 15,552 15,873 16,141 16,349 79,146 
14,851 15,152 15,284 15,540 15,547 76,374 

FOREIGN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
14,954 12,507 11,584 10,489 9,683 59217 
14,582 13,798 12,980 12,122 11,276 64,758 

GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS COMMITTEE 
107 113 113 113 113 559 
107 113 n3 n3 113 559 
HOUSE ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE 
104 103 102 103 104 516 
203 23 20 49 
2,270 2,180 2284 2,404 2.528 11,666 
2,262 2,140 2224 2343 2467 11,436 
MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES COMMITTEE 
674 695 733 753 3,561 
569 632 642 673 705 3221 
NATIONAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE 
1,585 1,624 1532 1442 1,442 7,625 
1,304 1,510 1,527 1444 1371 7,156 
POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE COMMITTEE 
51,307 52,509 54292 56,183 58,233 272,524 
19457 50,532 52.263 54,080 56,058 262,390 
. LM 
PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
5,695 25,198 27,278 1488 767 80,426 
1,131 930 926 911 5n 4470 
2,161 2,161 2,161 28,750 29,508 64,741 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
7,856 21,358 29,439 30237 30275 145,166 
1.131 926 9n n 4470 
SCIENCE, SPACE AND TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE 

31 31 3l 31 3 155 
31 31 3l 31 31 155 

SMALL BUSINESS COMMITTEE 
6 3 4 3 3 19 
-383 -313 -249 -185 — 154 — 1,284 

VETERANS’ AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
1531 1470 1445 1,344 1,272 7,062 
1,596 1446 1,449 1,464 1,464 7419 
674 1,133 1,573 2,023 543 

WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE 

Current level (Enacted law): 
Budget authority 545,129 588,303 628,675 671,199 719,529 3,152,835 
542,301 585.182 625,435 667,765 715,576 2,136,259 
0 0 0 214 24 
UNASSIGNED TO COMMITTEE 

—279269 — -295496 — —311017 — 1,412,958 
—1269872 -286,822  —302214 — 1,368,518 
826,109 855,655 924,221 4,095,024 
782,568 838,761 907.461 3,919,506 
513,616 548,291 588,245 602,679 2,797,276 
541,222 574,032 579,539 583,439 2,847,893 
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ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SECTION 602(a) OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT— Continued 
[By fiscal year, in millions of dollars] 


Grand total: 
Budget authority . 
Outlays .......... 


SENATE COMMITTEE BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAY AL- 
LOCATIONS PURSUANT TO SECTION 302 OF THE CON- 
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT BUDGET YEAR TOTAL: 1995 


[Dollars in millions] 
Direct spending jurisdic- Entitlements funded 
lion in annual appropna- 
Committee R toss 
get au- 
thority eee Dea Outlays 
784,939 805,972 — — 
8.888 7257 15,967 7,544 
Services... 40,588 40,574 — — 
Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs 7,256 (10,994) — — 
merce, Science, 
and Transportation 2,620 126 548 546 
Energy and Natural 
Resources 1,751 1,489 43 36 
24,191 1,597 — — 
629 53.601 145,846 145.829 
15.003 14.619 — — 
51,458 19,609 — — 
2.270 2,262 173 Uy 
3 4,330 4,265 4,337 4,162 
Rules and Adminis- 
tration ies 102 43 — — 
Veterans Affairs 1,531 1,482 18.875 18.394 
Select Indian Affa 445 — — 
Small Business 6 (383) — — 
Not allocated to com- 
mittees (263,710) (254.754) -= = 
Total 1,238,300 1.217.200 185.789 176.584 


SENATE COMMITTEE BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAY AL- 
LOCATIONS PURSUANT TO SECTION 302 OF THE CON- 
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT FIVE YEAR TOTAL: 1995-99 
[Dollars in millions] 

Direct spending jurisdiction Entitlements funded 

m in annual appropria- 

Committee wS 


Budget au- Outi 
thority 3S — Budget 
authority Outlays 
Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry 48,608 37,562 86,282 42,653 
Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs 32,143 W 
Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation 13,152 3,051 
Energy and Natural 
Resources 4 8.552 
123,341 
3,213,173 
Foreign Relations 59238 
Governmental Affairs 273,334 


Annual averages: 

Gross domestic product (billion dollars) 
Percent change 

Real GDP (percent 

Inflation: 

GOP deflator (percent change) 


Three-month Treasury bill (percent) 
Ten-year Treasury note (percent) 


1Pre-1994 basis. Due to a change in methodology, published rates are likely to be higher. The year-to-year change should not be affected. 


1995 


1,238,300 
1,217,200 


649 


SENATE COMMITTEE BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAY AL- 
LOCATIONS PURSUANT TO SECTION 302 OF THE CON- 
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT FIVE YEAR TOTAL: 1995- 
99— Continued 


[Dollars in millions] 
Direct spending jurisdiction Entitlements funded 
— jn annual appropria- 
tions 
Committee 
Budget au- 
thority Ollas Budget un 
authority 
Se 11,666 11,436 948 946 
Labor and Human 
18,851 16,413 19,965 19,187 
509 1 ries 
7.062 7417 95.908 — 9394 
2,268 2.227 d: 
19 (1,284) .. 


SENATE COMMITTEE REVENUE AND OUTLAY ALLOCATIONS 
FOR SOCIAL SECURITY PURSUANT TO SECTION 301(a) 
OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT 

[Dollars in millions] 


REPORT LANGUAGE 


The conferees intend that, to the extent 
that this conference report does not modify 
it, language in the reports of the House and 
Senate Committees on the Budget on the 
concurrent resolution on the budget (H.R. 
Rep. No. 428, 103d Cong., 2d Sess. (1994); S. 
Rep. No. 238, 103d Cong., 2d Sess. (1994)) re- 
mains as a source of legislative history on 
the drafters' intent on the concurrent resolu- 
tion. 

FUNCTION 750: ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE 

The conferees recognize the judiciary's es- 
sential role in providing justice to all citi- 
zens and the ever-increasing workload and 
additional responsibilities thrust upon the 
judiciary. The conferees understand that the 
judiciary has no control over the number of 
cases that are filed in the courts, that it 
must handle each case filed, and that it has 
no flexibility in how quickly it must handle 
many of these cases. 


1996 1997 1998 1999 1995-99 
1,308,800 — 1,374400 1.443.900 1,526,900 6,892,300 
1284400 1,356,600 1.418.300 1,490,900 6,767,400 

2214 2,757 4,972 6.170 16,762 


The conferees recommend that the Appro- 
priations Committee consider full funding 
for the judiciary even though the allocation 
for function 750 may not accommodate all of 
the requests in this area. 

Finally, the conferees support adding three 
activities of the Federal judiciary to the list 
of Budget Enforcement Act mandatory ac- 
counts if any budget process changes are 
made this year: (1) Salaries of Court of Fed- 
eral Claims and magistrate judges; (2) Fees 
paid to jurors; and (3) Compensation paid to 
court-appointed counsel for defendants fi- 
nancially unable to retain their own counsel. 
Under current legislative requirements, the 
judiciary has no discretion whether to per- 
form these activities if the constitutional 
rights of individuals are to be assured. 


FUNCTION 920: ALLOWANCES 


The conferees are concerned that proposed 
reductions in the fiscal year 1995 pay adjust- 
ments may further undermine the goal of 
achieving pay comparability within the 
timeframe established by the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Comparability Act of 1990. The 
conferees will work with the appropriate au- 
thorizing and appropriating committees to 
find acceptable alternative methods to fully 
fund the pay adjustments, such as a reduc- 
tion in agency spending on service contracts. 

The conferees believe that indirect cost re- 
imbursements are an important, legitimate 
and necessary cost of conducting research, 
and the conference agreement does not in- 
clude the proposed pause. The conferees 
recommend that prior to taking any action 
on indirect costs, the Congress should await 
the joint report of the Office of Science and 
Technology Policy, the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget, and the Council of Eco- 
nomic Advisors. 


ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS 


Section 30l(g)(2) of the Congressional 
Budget Act requires the joint explanatory 
statement accompanying a conference report 
on a budget resolution to set forth the com- 
mon economic assumptions upon which the 
joint statement and conference report are 
based. The conference agreement is based on 
the economic forecast and projections pre- 
pared by the Congressional Budget Office 
shown in the table below: 


ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS 
{Calendar years} 
Projected 
Actual 1993 
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 
6,378 6,730 7,099 7,483 7.880 8287 8,700 
56 55 55 54 53 52 50 
30 27 27 27 27 26 25 
26 28 27 26 25 25 25 
30 21 30 31 31 31 31 
6.8 64 61 59 58 57 57 
30 35 43 46 46 47 47 
59 58 60 6.1 62 62 62 
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DISPLAY OF LEVELS AND AMOUNTS 


Following the form of the resolution for 
fiscal years 1993 and 1994, the Senate amend- 
ment sets forth à number of alternative dis- 
plays. Section 5 of the Senate amendment 
displays, for enforcement purposes in the 
Senate, the levels of Social Security reve- 
nues and outlays. Section 6(21) of the Senate 
amendment shows the levels of gross interest 
consistent with the levels of net interest 
shown in major functional category 900, 
which appear in section 6(19) and 6(20) of the 
Senate amendment. As well, the Senate 
amendment follows the pattern of the budget 
resolution for fiscal years 1993 and 1994 in 
terms of demonstrating its compliance with 
the maximum deficit amount and its display 
of the Medicare Hospital Insurance Trust 
Fund. The House resolution contains none of 
these additional displays. In these regards, 
the conference agreement follows the form of 
the resolution for fiscal years 1993 and 1994 
for the reasons set forth in the conference re- 
port accompanying the 1993 budget resolu- 
tion. See H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 529, 102d Cong., 
2d Sess. 58-60 (1992); see also S. Rep. No. 238, 
103d Cong., 2d Sess. 46-48 (1994). With respect 
to other alternative displays in sections 3 
and 4 of the Senate amendment, the Senate 
recedes to the House. 

Following the form of resolutions for years 
prior to fiscal year 1994, the House resolution 
contains levels and amounts for secondary 
loan guarantee commitments. Following the 
form of the resolution for fiscal year 1994, 
the Senate amendment failed to set forth 
these levels and amounts. On this matter, 
the House recedes to the Senate. 

BUDGETARY PROCEDURES 


Title II of the resolution sets forth budg- 
etary procedures under the general authority 
of section 301(b)4) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974. 

At the end of title II, section 26 of the Sen- 
ate amendment explicitly states that the 
Congress adopts the provisions of title II as 
an exercise of the Constitutional rule-mak- 
ing power. The language of section 26 follows 
closely that of similar provisions in other 
rule-making budget process legislation, such 
as section 904(a) of the Congressional Budget 
Act, section 271(d) of Gramm-Rudman-Hol- 
lings, section 13305 of the Budget Enforce- 
ment Act of 1990, and section 14004 of the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993. 

Section 26(1) spells out that the provisions 
of title II have equal weight with those of 
the other rule-making budget process legis- 
lation. They are all rules of the Congress, or 
of the House of Congress to which they spe- 
cifically apply. 

Section 26(2) makes clear that either the 
Senate or the House of Representatives may 
change the provisions of title II that relate 
to that House, just as either may change the 
provisions of the other rule-making budget 
process legislation cited above that relate to 
that House, through a simple resolution 
passed by only that one House. Alter- 
natively, Congress could choose to change 
these provisions using another concurrent 
resolution or a statute, 

The House resolution contains no such pro- 
vision. 

Section 28 of the conference agreement 
contains the Senate language. 


SALE OF GOVERNMENT ASSETS 


Section 21 of the Senate amendment sets 
out a provision on asset sales that is very 
similar to those in every budget resolution 
since that for fiscal year 1988. 

This section is intended to prevent spend- 
ing the proceeds from asset sales by prohibit- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


ing the counting of asset sales for all pur- 
poses of the Congressional Budget Act and 
this resolution. This provision is consistent 
with section 257(e) of Gramm-Rudman-Hol- 
lings, which prohibits the counting of asset 
sales for the purposes of determining wheth- 
er that Act calls for across-the-board cuts. 
This section does not preclude asset sales; it 
merely prevents counting such transactions. 
The provision does not determine whether an 
action constitutes an asset sale; rather it 
adopts the definition of that term that exists 
in current law. (See Gramm-Rudman-Hol- 
lings $$250(c)(21) & 257(e).) 

The House resolution has no such provi- 
sion. 

The conference agreement adopts the Sen- 
ate language, except that the conference 
agreement drops as surplusage subsection (b) 
of the Senate amendment, which sets forth a 
finding regarding the history of similar pro- 
visions. 

The operative provision, subsection (c) of 
the Senate amendment and subsection (b) of 
the conference agreement, follows the lan- 
guage from last year's budget resolution in 
that it extends the prohibition of counting 
asset sales to all sections of the Congres- 
sional Budget Act, as well as to the points of 
order created by this resolution. The con- 
ferees thus intend the rule on asset sales to 
be uniform for the consideration of all legis- 
lation. 

This section supersedes any previously 
adopted scorekeeping rules of the Senate or 
the House (for example, the Congressional 
Budget Act definition of "outlays") to the 
extent that they were inconsistent. 

Section 21(e) of the Senate amendment, 
now section 21(d) of the conference agree- 
ment, sunsets all prior subsections of section 
21 on September 30, 1998, the date on which 
most operative sections of Gramm-Rudman- 
Hollings will expire under current law. The 
conferees thus intend that the asset-sales 
rule established in the resolution have the 
same longevity as the parallel rule in section 
257(e) of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. 

Section 2100 of the Senate amendment, 
now section 21(e) of the conference agree- 
ment, repeals sections of prior budget resolu- 
tions dealing with the same subject matter. 
Some of these provisions differ from those of 
section 21 in small ways, and thus repealing 
the older provisions will eliminate any ambi- 
guity in interpreting section 21. 

SOCIAL SECURITY FRE WALL'' POINT OF ORDER 

Section 22 of the Senate amendment re- 
peats a provision from the last two budget 
resolutions that reinforces the Social Secu- 
rity "fire wall" point of order in the Senate 
to ensure that 60-vote hurdles impede legis- 
lation that would worsen the Social Security 
Trust Fund balances. 

The House resolution contains no such pro- 
vision. 

The conference agreement includes the 
provision for the reasons stated in the Sen- 
ate report. See S. Rep. No. 238, 103d Cong., 2d 
Sess. 51-53 (1994). The conference agreement 
drops as surplusage subsection (a) of the Sen- 
ate amendment, which sets forth a finding 
regarding the history of similar provisions. 

ENFORCING PAY-AS-YOU-GO 

Section 12(c) of last year's budget resolu- 
tion contained a new 60-vote point of order 
in the Senate prohibiting legislation that 
would increase the deficit through fiscal 
year 2003. The Senate amendment proposes 
that Congress again this year adopt a point 
of order in the Senate enforcing deficit neu- 
trality for the next 10 years. Section 23 of 
the Senate amendment establishes that 
point of order. 
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The Senate amendment thus proposes to 
extend the point of order longer than under 
existing law. The point of order in last year's 
resolution went through fiscal year 2003. Sec- 
tion 23 of the Senate amendment covers 10 
years out, and will cover 10 years out next 
year, the year after that, and the year after 
that. 

The Congressional Budget Office and the 
Joint Committee on Taxation have both in- 
formed the Committees on the Budget that 
they are incapable of making year-by-year 
estimates for the 6th through 10th years out. 
The solution to this dilemma proposed by 
the Senate amendment is to require deficit 
neutrality over the 5-year period of the 6th 
through 10th years out. 

Section 23(c)(1) of the Senate amendment 
provides the operative enforcement lan- 
guage. As the report of the Senate Budget 
Committee makes clear (see S. Rep. No. 238, 
103d Cong., 2d Sess. 54-55 (1994), section 
23(c)(1) of the Senate amendment makes it 
out of order in the Senate to consider any di- 
rect-spending or receipts legislation that 
would increase the deficit in any of three 
specified periods both when taken individ- 
ually and when taken together with all di- 
rect-spending and receipts legislation en- 
acted after enactment of the Omnibus Budg- 
et Reconciliation Act of 1993 (Enacted Au- 
gust 10, 1993). If the individual piece of legis- 
lation would not increase the deficit in one 
of the relevant time periods, then it would 
not violate section 23(c)(1) of the Senate 
amendment. This practice of holding harm- 
less a piece of legislation that does not harm 
the deficit parallels the treatment extended 
to legislation of that character under cur- 
rent law under sections 302(f)(2) and 311(a) of 
the Congressional Budget Act. 

As well, if the piece of legislation would 
not increase the deficit in any of the three 
relevant periods when taken together with 
all direct-spending and receipts legislation 
enacted after enactment of the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, then it 
would not violate section 23(cX1) of the Sen- 
ate amendment. This practice of allowing 
one piece of legislation to use the surplus 
created by other legislation of the same type 
also parallels the treatment under sections 
302(f)(2) and 311(a) of the Congressional Budg- 
et Act, as well as accounting under the pay- 
as-you-go procedures of section 252 of 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. 

The three time periods covered by section 
23 of the Senate amendment are the first fis- 
cal year covered by the most-recently-adopt- 
ed concurrent resolution on the budget, the 
period of the 5 fiscal years covered by the 
most-recently-adopted concurrent resolution 
on the budget, and the period of the 5 fiscal 
years following the first 5 years covered by 
the most-recently-adopted concurrent reso- 
lution on the budget. Increasing the deficit 
in any of these three time periods is suffi- 
cient to trigger the point of order. 

Section 23(c)(2) of the Senate amendment 
defines direct-spending and receipts legisla- 
tion consistently with the treatment of that 
legislation under section 252(b) of Gramm- 
Rudman-Hollings. Section 236003) D) of the 
Senate amendment explicitly links direct 
spending to the definition of that term in 
section 250(c)(8) of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. 
Consequently, because section 13301 of the 
Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 explicitly 
excludes Social Security from Gramm-Rud- 
man-Hollings, Social Security is also ex- 
cluded from the point of order under section 
23. 

Section 23(f) of the Senate amendment re- 
states the normal budget law scorekeeping 
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convention that Congress turns to its Budget 
Committees to assess the costs of legisla- 
tion. See Congressional Budget Act 88201(g), 
302(g). 310(d)(4)  311(c), 313(e), 601(b)3) & 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings $258B(h)(4). 

The House resolution contains no such pro- 
vision. 

The conference agreement proposes as sec- 
tion 23 language similar to that of section 23 
of the Senate amendment. 

The conference agreement drops as sur- 
plusage subsection (b) of the Senate amend- 
ment, which sets forth a finding regarding 
the history of similar provisions. 

The conference agreement revises the oper- 
ative language of subsection (c) of the Sen- 
ate amendment as subsection (b) of the con- 
ference agreement. Some observers believed 
that the language of the Senate amendment 
could be clearer regarding the availability of 
any surplus that had been created by prior 
legislation since the enactment of the 1993 
reconciliation law. Cf. 140 CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD 83843 (daily ed. Mar. 25, 1994) (state- 
ments of Sens. Moynihan & Sasser clarifying 
that the surplus is available). The conference 
agreement rewrites this subsection to make 
plain that such surplus funds are available. 
This merely restates the explicit intent of 
the Senate amendment. See S. Rep. No. 238, 
103d Cong., 2d Sess. 54-55 (1994). 

The conference agreement also rewrites 
subsection (c)(2)(D) of the Senate amend- 
ment as subsection (b)(3)(F) of the con- 
ference agreement to make clear that (ex- 
cept as otherwise provided in subsection (b)) 
the term ''direct spending" means the same 
thing as that term means as applied for pur- 
poses of the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings law. 
The conferees thus wish to refer not only to 
section 250(c)(8) of that law as such (as the 
Senate amendment did), but also to the gloss 
put on that section by scorekeeping guide- 
line 3 (H.R. Conf, Rep. No. 964, 101st Cong., 2d 
Sess. 1173 (1990, reprinted in 1990 
U.S.C.C.A.N. 2374, 2878) and other, related 
scorekeeping practices. 

Section 23(b)(4) of the conference agree- 
ment also spells out that in preparing esti- 
mates under this section, the estimators 
Shall use the same baseline as Congress used 
for the most recent budget resolution. Rec- 
ognizing that this resolution probably will 
cover only 5 years, subsection (b)(4) then ex- 
tends this baseline out for years beyond 
those covered by the budget resolution, 
using the requirements of section 257 of 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, which defines the 
baseline for that law. Subsection (b)(4) 
makes clear that references to outyears“ in 
section 257 of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
should be read for purposes of subsection 
(b)(4) to include the second through tenth 
years out, not just the second through fifth 
years out. 

ENFORCING DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS 

Section 25 of the Senate amendment effec- 
tively reduces the amount of money that the 
budget resolutions for fiscal year 1996, 1997, 
and 1998 may allocate to the Appropriations 
Committees. It does this by reducing the dis- 
cretionary spending limits under section 
601(a)(2)(F) of the Congressional Budget Act 
as amended by section 14002(a)(2) of the Om- 
nibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, as 
those limits are adjusted, for purposes of a 
new point of order that applies only in the 
Senate. Section 25(a)(2) of the Senate amend- 
ment creates this point of order. Section 
25(b) establishes a requirement for the af- 
firmative vote of 60 Senators to waive this 
new point of order. 

Section 25 of the Senate amendment par- 
allels section 12(b), (d), (e), and (f) of last 
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year's budget resolution, which extended the 
appropriations caps through fiscal years 1996, 
1997, and 1998. The drafters of section 12 of 
last year's budget resolution in turn pat- 
terned that section on several sections of the 
Congressional Budget Act. Consequently, 
section 25(a)(2)(A) of the Senate amendment 
is in turn patterned on section 601(b)(1) of 
the Congressional Budget Act as amended by 
section 14002(b) of the Omnibus Budget Rec- 
onciliation Act of 1993. Section 25(a)(2)(B) of 
the Senate amendment is in turn patterned 
on section 601(b)(4) of the Congressional 
Budget Act. Sections 25(b) and 25(c) of the 
Senate amendment are in turn patterned on 
sections 904(c) and 904(d) of the Congres- 
sional Budget Act, respectively. Section 
25(d) of the Senate amendment restates the 
normal budget law scorekeeping convention 
that Congress turns to its Budget Commit- 
tees to assess the costs of legislation, and is 
thus patterned on Congressional Budget Act 
sections 201(g), 302(g), 310(d)(4), 311(c), 313(e), 
and 601(bX3) and Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
section 258B(h)(4). 

The House resolution contains no such pro- 
vision. 

The conference agreement includes as sec- 
tion 24 a revision of the language in section 
25 of the Senate amendment. 

The conference agreement revises the re- 
ductions in the discretionary spending limits 
as follows: 


REDUCTIONS IN DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS 


[In billions of dollars] 
Fiscal year— 
1996 1997 1998 
40 107 41 
54 24 05 


Among other changes, the conference 
agreement revises references in subsections 
(a) and (d) that might have been read to 
apply the section to the House of Represent- 
atives. 

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE COMPLIANCE 
INITIATIVE 

Section 54 of the Senate amendment allows 
for additional appropriations for an Internal 
Revenue Service compliance initiative. If the 
Congress appropriates the base amounts re- 
quested for the Internal Revenue Service in 
the President’s Budget for fiscal year 1995 
and a variety of other conditions are met, 
then Congress can also appropriate addi- 
tional amounts for a compliance initiative 
without triggering points of order that 
might otherwise lie against such legislation. 

Under sections 54(a) and 54(b) of the Senate 
amendment, upon the reporting of an appro- 
priation bill funding the compliance initia- 
tive and the satisfaction of the conditions 
listed, the Chairman of the appropriate 
Budget Committee must file revised appro- 
priations caps, allocations to the Appropria- 
tions Committee, functional levels, and ag- 
gregates to clear the way for the incremen- 
tal spending for the initiative. This proce- 
dure parallels that used in reserve funds (dis- 
cussed below), which allow deficit-neutral 
legislation to proceed without points of 
order even if that legislation pays for direct 
spending with revenues. Similarly, section 54 
of the Senate amendment allows appropria- 
tions legislation to proceed without points of 
order if it is demonstrated that the revenues 
raised by those appropriations would offset 
the costs of the appropriations. 

The first parenthetical language in the 
matter after subsection (a)(3) establishes the 
first condition precedent, that the Congress 
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appropriate the base amounts requested for 
the Internal Revenue Service in the Presi- 
dent's Budget for fiscal year 1995. Subsection 
(d) lists the other conditions: enactment of a 
Taxpayer Bill of Rights 2, initiation of an In- 
ternal Revenue Service educational program 
as mandated by the Taxpayer Bill of Rights 
1 and 2, a finding by the Congressional Budg- 
et Office that by virtue of revenues raised, 
the appropriations will not increase the defi- 
cit, and a restriction of funds made available 
pursuant to this authority to carrying out 
Internal Revenue Service compliance initia- 
tive activities. 

The House resolution contains no such pro- 
vision. 

The conference agreement contains as sec- 
tion 25 a provision similar to that in section 
54 of the Senate amendment. In particular, 
section 25(a)2) of the conference agreement 
more explicitly spells out the condition 
precedent that Congress first appropriate the 
base amounts requested for the Internal Rev- 
enue Service in the President's Budget for 
fiscal year 1995 before the provisions of this 
section apply. Similarly, the conference 
agreement revises subsection (d), which sets 
forth the other conditions precedent. 

DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUNDS 

Section 4 of the House resolution provides 
for adjustment of the aggregates and com- 
mittee allocations to accommodate health 
care reform legislation, when reported, if the 
legislation would be deficit neutral over 5 
years. Section 24 of the Senate amendment 
provides similar language, called a “reserve 
fund," allowing consideration of legislation 
in the Senate addressed to several specified 
priority areas, if the legislation would be 
deficit neutral over 1 and 5 years. In the Sen- 
ate, reserve funds may pave the way for tax- 
cutting legislation paid for with spending 
cuts, new spending legislation paid for with 
taxes, or spending legislation paid for with 
cuts in another committee's jurisdiction. 
See S. Rep. No. 238, 103d Cong., 2d Sess. 34-36 
(1994)). 

Section 26 of the conference agreement 
contains reserve fund language for the House 
similar to that in the House resolution and 
section 27 of the conference agreement con- 
tains reserve fund language for the Senate 
similar to that in the Senate amendment. 

The Senate reserve fund language in the 
conference agreement collapses without sub- 
stantive change several subsections into a 
smaller number of paragraphs, eliminating 
the repetition of language. With three minor 
exceptions, the conferees intend that the 
conference agreement language shall have 
identical effect to the Senate-passed lan- 


guage. 

In addition to the provisions covered by 
the Senate amendment, the conference 
agreement adds a general provision to allow 
adjustments of budget authority in the Sen- 
ate where legislation would result in abso- 
lutely no increase in outlays over the appli- 
cable periods. Such provisions necessarily do 
not worsen the deficit. An example of such 
legislation in the past is the Intermodal Sur- 
face Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991, 
for which the Chairman of the Budget Com- 
mittee filed two budget authority adjust- 
ments. See 137 Cong. Rec. 818,663 (daily ed. 
Nov. 27, 1991); id. at S7511-12 (daily ed. June 
11, 1991). 

Like the Senate amendment, the Senate 
reserve fund language in the conference 
agreement requires the Chairman of the 
Budget Committee to submit revised alloca- 
tions and aggregates to accommodate 
amendments relating to health care reform, 
if the Chairman has already submitted re- 
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vised allocations and aggregates to accom- 
modate a committee-reported bill. The con- 
ference agreement makes clear that the 
Chairman is required to make such submis- 
sions only when the amendment necessitates 
such a submission. In other words, if the 
amendment would not violate the revised al- 
locations and aggregates already submitted, 
the Chairman need not submit new ones. If, 
however, an amendment deals with the ap- 
propriate subject matter and is deficit neu- 
tral over the appropriate time periods, but 
would nonetheless cause a breach of a re- 
vised allocation or aggregate, the Chairman 
must submit further revised allocations and 
aggregates to accommodate that amend- 
ment. 

Finally, the conference agreement changes 
the treatment of the reserve fund for health 
care (described in subsection (b)(2)(B) of the 
conference agreement) to make clear that 
the language allows tax-cutting legislation 
paid for with spending cuts (as well as spend- 
ing legislation paid for with new taxes, or 
spending legislation paid for with cuts in an- 
other committee's jurisdiction, or any com- 
bination). The conference agreement thus 
lists that purpose in subsection (b)(2), among 
purposes for which spending cuts may pay 
for tax cuts, rather than in subsection (b)(1), 
which lists purposes for which spending cuts 
may not pay for tax cuts. 

Because the provisions of these Senate re- 
serve funds are part of the congressional 
budget, they apply only to budget authority, 
outlays, and receipts to which a budget reso- 
lution may permissibly apply. Consequently, 
these reserve funds do not apply to Social 
Security outlays or Social Security reve- 
nues, which section 13301(a)(2) of the Budget 
Enforcement Act of 1990 explicitly excludes 
from the congressional budget. 

SENSE OF THE CONGRESS AND SIMILAR 
PROVISIONS 

The House resolution contains four sense 
of the Congress provisions, on budget process 
legislation (section 5), a reserve for emer- 
gencies (section 8), unfunded mandates (sec- 
tion 9), and baselines (section 10). The House 
resolution also contains two sense of the 
Budget Committee provisions, on scoring 
health reform (section 6) and immigration 
(section 7). 

The Senate amendment contains 11 sense 
of the Congress provisions, on the budgetary 
accounting of health care reform (section 
31), the costs of illegal immigration (section 
32), baselines (section 33), economic assump- 
tions (section 34), unfunded Federal man- 
dates (section 35), the Indian Health Service 
(section 38), the minimum allocation pro- 
gram (section 41), Federal law enforcement 
personnel (section 45), minerals management 
(section 48), Star Wars (section 51), and shift- 
ing the allocation of anti-drug funds from 
international anti-drug programs to drug 
treatment and prevention programs (section 
53). The Senate amendment also contains 13 
sense of the Senate provisions, on foreign tax 
provisions (section 36), tax expenditures (sec- 
tion 37), the Nationa] Aeronautics and Space 
Administration (section 39), the Spending 
Reduction Commission (section 40), pay- 
ments to United Nations of United States ar- 
rearages in contributions for peacekeeping 
activities (section 42), Eastern and Central 
Europe (section 43), Federal courthouse con- 
struction (section 44), that taxes not be in- 
creased because taxpayers are married (sec- 
tion 46), Department of Energy reductions- 
in-force (section 47), diesel fuel dyeing regu- 
lations (section 49), equitable distribution of 
reductions in defense and non-defense discre- 
tionary spending (section 50), growth of enti- 
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tlement or mandatory spending (section 52), 
and controlling non-Social Security manda- 
tory spending (section 55). 

The conference agreement contains seven 
sense of the Congress provisions on: control- 
ling entitlement spending (section 31), budg- 
etary accounting of health care reform (sec- 
tion 34), the costs of illegal immigration 
(section 35), baselines (section 36), unfunded 
federal mandates (section 37), health service 
delivery and water infrastructure in the In- 
dian Health Service (section 40), and policy 
in Eastern and Central Europe (section 43). 

The conference agreement also contains 
six sense of the Senate provisions on: con- 
trolling  non-Social Security mandatory 
spending (section 33), closing loopholes in 
foreign tax provisions (section 38), tax ex- 
penditures (section 39), the National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration (section 
41), the minimum allocation program (sec- 
tion 42), and Star Wars (section 44). 

The conference agreement contains one 
sense of the House of Representatives provi- 
sions on the enactment of budget process 
legislation (section 32), 

PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT IN THE HOUSE 

Rule XLIX of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives establishes a procedure for 
changing the statutory limit on the level of 
the public debt. 

This budget resolution sets forth the ap- 
propriate level of the statutory limit for the 
coming fiscal year, 1995, as well as the out- 
years. Under House Rule XLIX, upon adop- 
tion by both Houses of Congress of a con- 
ference report on a budget resolution con- 
taining a debt level for the next fiscal year, 
the public debt limit for that year is incor- 
porated into the text of a joint resolution. 
Pursuant to the rule, that joint resolution 
would amend section 3101(b) of title 31, Unit- 
ed States Code, by striking out the dollar 
limitation contained in such subsection and 
replacing it with the figure of 
$4,965, 100,000,000. 

Under the rule, that joint resolution is 
then deemed passed by the House and sent to 
the Senate for its consideration. If the Sen- 
ate approves the joint resolution without 
amendment, the joint resolution is sent to 
the President for his signature. (If the Sen- 
ate were to amend the joint resolution, the 
measure would be returned to the House for 
further action.) 

Legislative jurisdiction over the public 
debt remains in the Committee on Ways and 
Means. The rule does not preclude that com- 
mittee from originating public debt legisla- 
tion. 

MARTIN OLAV SABO, 
DICK GEPHARDT, 
DALE E. KILDEE, 
ANTHONY BEILENSON, 
HOWARD L. BERMAN, 
BOB WISE, 
JOHN BRYANT, 
CHARLIE STENHOLM, 
BARNEY FRANK, 
LOUISE M. SLAUGHTER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


JIM SASSER, 

FRITZ HOLLINGS, 

J. BENNETT JOHNSTON, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3222 
Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that my name be re- 
moved from the list of cosponsors of 
H.R. 3222. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Arizona? 

There was no objection. 


SMALL BUSINESS AND HEALTH 
CARE 


(Mr. DERRICK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, why do 
we need health care reform? 

Besides the 35 to 40 million Ameri- 
cans with no health care plan at all, 
there is health care's stratospheric 
cost on the Government and economy. 

Health care costs already anchor our 
national debt. If we do not take action, 
they will hobble the small businesses 
that drive our economy. 

On average, small businesses pay 35 
percent more for health plans that 
large employers. Health care costs 
have risen 20 to 50 percent for small 
businesses, and the burden of worker's 
compensation is increasing at 142 times 
the rate of health care costs. 

Health care reform will ease this 
pressure. Small, low wage businesses 
will receive discounts of between 25-85 
percent on health care costs, allowing 
the smallest employers to provide af- 
fordable, effective health care insur- 
ance. 

Nine out of ten Americans get their 
private health insurance at work. 
America's small businesses are the 
place to begin real health care reform. 


REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 140 


Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name be 
removed from the list of cosponsors of 
H.R. 140. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 


THE A TO Z CIRCUS: WILL YOU BE 
BUYING A TICKET? 


(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the A to Z spending cuts 
plan and urge all of my colleagues who 
take deficit reduction seriously to sign 
the discharge petition which allows 
this legislation to reach the floor for a 
vote. 

A to Z is untraditional, but we have 
all seen where the traditional budget 
process has taken us—right into debt. 
By allowing Members to propose, de- 
bate, and then vote on specific program 
cuts in nonpackage form, A to Z forces 
every Member to go on record as to 
what programs he or she is willing to 
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cut for the sake of America's economic 
future. Simply put, the folks through- 
out America will see exactly who is se- 
rious about reducing wasteful Govern- 
ment spending by looking at the names 
on the A to Z discharge petition. 

I have heard the A to Z plan com- 
pared to a three-ring circus. I just 
might agree. In ring 1, if the legislation 
reaches the floor, we will be stressing 
Government spending in terms of re- 
sponsibility. In ring 2, we have ac- 
countability. And, in ring 3, we will in- 
troduce an aspect of Government 
spending rarely seen—affordability. A 
circus of fiscal responsibility. Pitch 
the big-top tent, because Americans 
have been waiting for years to see this. 

I urge all of my colleagues to sign 
the discharge petition for A to Z. Talk- 
ing about reducing Government spend- 
ing does nothing but allow Members to 
hide under a blanket of false deficit re- 
duction commitment. Strong, innova- 
tive legislative action like A to Z is 
the only way to honestly address our 
Government's financial problems. 
Three-ring circus? I'll be buying a tick- 
et and I urge my colleagues to do the 
same. 


A TO Z IS PHONY REFORM 


(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the A to 
Z bill is being touted as reform legisla- 
tion, but it is nothing of the kind. A to 
Z is phony reform. It is a bill that 
would limit congressional debate and 
thwart the public will. 

The 56-hour debate limit of A to Z 
would mean that amendments could be 
voted on without serious debate or con- 
sidered review. The result would be dis- 
astrous for this institution and this 
country. 

By circumventing the committee sys- 
tem, A to Z would mean Congress 
would be forced to vote on legislation 
without the benefit of any public hear- 
ings. The committee process is de- 
signed to give citizens a voice in public 
policy debate. A government of, by and 
for the people cannot function if it ig- 
nores the people—that is what A to Z 
does. 

Last year, this Congress passed the 
largest deficit reduction package in 
history—500 billion dollars’ worth. This 
year, the most important action this 
Congress can take to put our fiscal 
house in order is to reform our health 
care system. If A to Z backers want to 
work for real reform then they should 
roll up their sleeves and do the tough 
work on health care reform, not take 
the easy way out. Real reform, not 
phony reform. 


SIGN THE A TO Z DISCHARGE 
PETITION 


(Mr. ZELIFF asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
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minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Speaker, the failed 
budget provisions of the past have 
given us a $4.5 trillion debt. It is time 
for change. 

The A to Z spending cut plan places 
every program on the table for review. 
It allows us to cut entitlements, it al- 
lows us to make decisions to cut au- 
thorizations, it reduces spending caps, 
so that the spending cuts are real. 

We must remove the budget gag rules 
that prohibit us from attacking the na- 
tional debt. 

Today is Congressional Accountabil- 
ity Day. 

Many Members who ran for Congress 
pledged to cutting wasteful Govern- 
ment spending. 

Others pledged to balance the budget. 

A lot of us pledged to cut the $4.5 
trillion debt. 

Many of us pledged to reform Con- 
gress. 

We promised to fight for change. 

Most of us have talked the talk. 
Today is the day to walk the walk. 

Today is the day to sign the A to Z 
spending cut discharge petition as al- 
most 100 of our colleagues have done. 
Today we are accountable. Will it be 
business as usual? Or will we take a 
new road. Do we have the courage to 
stand up for real change? Today, by our 
actions, each of us will be accountable 
to the people of America. 
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CHILDREN AND POVERTY 


(Mrs. CLAYTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
ceived some truly frightening news this 
week, news that threatens the very 
core of America's future. 

In my home State of North Carolina, 
it was revealed that the lives of our 
children have grown more and more 
treacherous over the last 5 years. 

Today in North Carolina, it is dan- 
gerous to be a child. Listen, as I sound 
out the disgraceful statistics. 

Each day in North Carolina, 3 babies 
die, 88 children are abused or neglected, 
43 teenagers become pregnant, and 40 
young people drop out of school. 

In the four measures of social wel- 
fare—health, education, safety, and se- 
curity—we have failed our children 
miserably. 

In the last year alone, poverty among 
children increased 16 percent, the drop- 
out rate rose 10 percent; crime rates 
are up and so are arrests among juve- 
nile offenders. 

Mr. Speaker, this disgraceful situa- 
tion is not limited to my State of 
North Carolina, it is a national trag- 
edy. We cannot afford to lose this, our 
most valuable resource. 
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Let us commit ourselves today, to 
public policies that will rescue our 
children from these mean cir- 
cumstances. 


SUPPORT A TO Z SPENDING CUTS 
PLAN 


(Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in support of the 
A to Z spending cuts plan sponsored by 
my colleagues ROB ANDREWS and BILL 
ZELIFF. The taxpayers of America have 
asked us to cut wasteful Federal spend- 
ing, and the A to Z plan offers us a 
unique opportunity to get the job done. 

The idea is simple. Give Members a 
chance to offer up spending cuts and be 
guaranteed an up-or-down roll call 
vote. No part of the budget is off-lim- 
its. Every program is fair game. Pork 
projects can not be hidden deep is es- 
sential spending bills but will be meas- 
ured on their merit before the entire 
country. It is kind of a congressional 
line item veto. 

It is easy to understand why there 
have been a few vocal opponents of the 
A to Z plan. The issue here is power: 
Who gets to decide how the people's 
money is spent and how much is spent. 
The defenders of the status quo want to 
keep that power centralized. The A to 
Z plan will return spending decisions to 
the people and their duly elected Rep- 
resentatives. 

'To me this is not à hard choice. I side 
with the people of our country who are 
paying the bills and who are tired of 
wasteful spending. I urge my col- 
leagues to sign the discharge petition 
to the A to Z spending cuts plan. 


WHICH CONSTITUTION WILL WE 
UPHOLD TODAY? 


(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1l minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, which 
Constitution will be uphold today in 
the U.S. Congress: the Constitution 
that said Jeffrey Dahmer, Richard 
Speck, Charles Manson are innocent 
until proven guilty; or today do we up- 
hold the IRS constitution that says the 
PTA president, the teacher, the engi- 
neer, the truck driver, the housewife, 
mom and dad are guilty, considered 
guilty for tax fraud and tax evasion 
and they have to prove themselves in- 
nocent? 

Shame, Congress, shame; there is 
only one Constitution. If it is good 
enough for the Son of Sam, it should be 
good enough for mom and dad. H.R. 
3261, the Constitution says you are in- 
nocent until proven guilty. Congress, 
do your job. 
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PHONY SPENDING CUTS? A TO Z 
PLAN MAKES HONEST-TO-GOOD- 
NESS CUTS 


(Mr. LINDER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, it was fas- 
cinating to hear the lady from Con- 
necticut stand up and talk about the A 
to Z spending plan being phony spend- 
ing cuts. When you really get serious 
in Congress and make honest-to-good- 
ness cuts from last year's spending, it 
is called phony? It has a kind of Alice- 
in-Wonderland" quality about the 
words. 

As Humpty Dumpty said, “When I 
use words, it means exactly what I 
want them to mean.” 

Over the last decade or so, we have 
had four different budgets in which se- 
rious reductions in spending were 
promised: 1982, immediate tax in- 
creases with spending cuts down the 
road; Gramm-Rudman, immediate tax 
increases with spending cuts in the out 
years; 1990, immediate tax increases 
with spending cuts in the out years; 
and the last out year occurred last 
year when we had the largest tax in- 
crease in history with no net spending 
cuts until the out year. 

The A to Z plan currently before us, 
for which we are signing the discharge 
petition, gives the United States people 
and this Congress the opportunity to 
see that we are willing to make enough 
choices, to make real spending cuts. 

No wonder it scares the devil out of 
the left. 


ASSAULT WEAPONS MAKE NO 
SENSE 


(Ms. SCHENK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. SCHENK. Mr. Speaker, I recently 
heard a spokesman for guns argue that 
assault weapons ban makes no sense 
because guns that will be banned are 
no different than many others that will 
not be. Iam not a weapons expert, and 
I do not know that fine difference be- 
tween an Uzi and a street sweeper, but 
what I do know is that the 19 weapons 
banned by this legislation now make 
up 85 percent of all assault weapons 
traced to crime. 

I also know that in San Diego, my 
community, a few weeks ago this type 
of weapon was used to injure a police 
officer during an ll-hour standoff with 
the SWAT team at an apartment com- 
plex. 

Last October, at another apartment 
complex not far away, a similar assault 
weapon was used to kill a woman and a 
9-year-old child. Both of these would be 
banned if this bill passes. 

For those who say that guns don't 
kill people, people kill people," let me 
paraphrase from the last campaign: It 
is the guns, stupid." 
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ASSAULT WEAPONS BAN 


(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, well, it is the people that kill 
and not the guns. I think it is time in 
America we start holding the people re- 
sponsible. Banning guns, any kind of 
guns, wil not do anything to curb 
crime. What it will do is promote a big- 
ger black market for weapons. Most 
crimes committed with guns are com- 
mitted with illegal guns, anyway. So, 
in effect, this law that we are talking 
about will not do anything; it is just 
another Band-Aid from Washington, 
DC, to try to fake out the Nation and 
take the spotlight right off the crimi- 
nal. I tell you, guns are not doing the 
Shooting. Let us an the real cause, and 
that is the criminals. 

Government ought to concentrate on 
locking up the criminal, not imposing 
criminal penalties on law-abiding citi- 
zens. Gun bans have a long history of 
failure. They do not reduce crime; 
crime deterrence lies not in gun con- 
trol but in the enforcement of laws 
that are already on the books. I know 
there is a crime problem in America, 
everyone of us does. We will not, any of 
us, say there is not a real problem. 
Until we hold the criminal, not society 
or guns, responsible, the crime rate is 
going to continue to go up. Until we 
pass a real anticrime bill, we have not 
gotten to the crux of the problem. 


ANTIHYPOCRISY DEFICIT 
REDUCTION ACT OF 1994 


(Mr. OBEY asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I will be in- 
troducing tomorrow an alternative to 
the so-called A to Z bill, which I call 
the Anti-Hypocrisy Deficit Reduction 
Act of 1994. Under my proposal, my bill 
will provide for the same 56 hours of 
consideration for proposals to cut 
spending as is provided by the A to Z 
bill, with two critical differences: No. 
1, we will require at least 1 working 
week's notice of the amendment so 
there will be some opportunity to ana- 
lyze proposals which will be offered. 
And, second, I would require the 
Speaker to recognize Members who will 
offer amendments reducing or elimi- 
nating projects within their own dis- 
trict. That is why I call it the Anti-Hy- 
pocrisy Deficit Reduction Act of 1994. 

Instead of Members piously posing 
for political holy pictures by roundly 
denouncing spending in somebody 
else's district, I think they ought to be 
required to start in their own neighbor- 
hoods. 
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ASSAULT WEAPONS BAN 


(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, tomor- 
row the House will consider H.R. 4296 
which seeks to further restrict the 
right to own a firearm. 

The effect this bill will be on is the 
law abiding citizen who is being told 
that while the criminal is the problem, 
the Federal government's solution is to 
restrict the rights of American citi- 
zens. 

A few years ago the Federal Govern- 
ment told the American people that it 
only wanted to restrict the importa- 
tion of assault weapons. Now, the Gov- 
ernment wants to restrict the weapons 
made in the United States. Let me read 
to you a portion of a letter from Treas- 
ury Secretary Bentsen referencing the 
list of firearms which appear to meet 
the definition of semiautomatic as- 
sault weapons. He writes, The list was 
compiled from currently advertised 
firearms and should not be considered 
to be all inclusive." 

I submit this body could do more 
good for the country if it focused its 
attention on those whose behavior 
breaks the law, rather then restricting 
the legitimate rights of those who 
abide by them. 
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CRIME PREVENTION MONTH 


(Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to support the ef- 
forts of over 27 million people across 
the country who are working to pre- 
vent crime in their neighborhoods and 
communities. Today, I am introducing 
legislation to commemorate their work 
by designating October 1994 as National 
Crime Prevention Month; more than 
150 of my colleagues have already 
joined me in this endeavor. 

Americans refuse to accept compla- 
cency. From education to neighbor- 
hood watch groups, they are commit- 
ted to fighting back. To help these peo- 
ple in their efforts, we need to inform 
residents and make them aware of the 
difference individuals can make. 

I am working with the National 
Crime Prevention Council to bring 
crime prevention to every household. 

This effort to support the millions of 
Americans who have joined the battle 
against crime is a cost-free way to 
make a difference. These Americans 
have demonstrated that by working to- 
gether, we can reduce crime, drug 
abuse and fear of crime. 

This is a fight we can and must win 
for the sake of our families and our 
children. 
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SUPPORT THE A-Z SPENDING CUT 
BILL 


Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the A to Z spending 
cuts plan, and House Resolution 300, 
the rule which would allow open debate 
on spending cut amendments in H.R. 
3266. 

As an advocate of congressional re- 
form, I have worked with my col- 
leagues on both sides of the aisle to 
achieve significant change, and I have 
found a bipartisan approach to be very 
effective. I believe that sensible spend- 
ing cuts must also be enacted in a bi- 
partisan fashion. 

The A to Z bill would open up the 
budget process to the entire Congress 
by allowing Members to propose spe- 
cific spending cuts, debate those cuts 
and vote on them, up or down; this leg- 
islation could be a real vehicle for 
spending reform. 

I have signed the discharge petition, 
and I urge my colleagues to do the 
same. 


SMALL BUSINESS SPEAKS WITH A 
VOICE Of REASON ON HEALTH 
CARE REFORM 


(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, yes- 
terday, more than 340,000 small busi- 
nesses came together to tell the truth 
about health care reform. 

They formed a new small business co- 
alition for health care reform—on be- 
half of more than 3 million hard-work- 
ing Americans—builders and farmers, 
store-owners and salesmen, designers, 
and druggists. Because they believe it 
is time to move past all the rhetoric, 
all the posturing and press releases 
that have twisted this issue beyond 
recognition. 

The simple fact is that health care 
reform is good business for small busi- 
ness. It will save money. It will make 
a real difference in people's lives. They 
know it, and we know it. 

It is good for the small businesses 
that offer health coverage, but have to 
pick up the tab for their competitors 
who do not. 

It is good for the small businesses 
that can't afford to cover their employ- 
ees, but will finally be able to do so— 
thanks to the big discounts they will 
get when reform becomes reality. 

And health care reform is good for 
the small businesses that believe de- 
cent, affordable health care is not just 
a line on a spreadsheet—it is our obli- 
gation as a society. 

The fact is, today's soaring health 
care costs—today's discriminatory in- 
Surance practices—are strangling mil- 
lions of small businesses. They need a 
voice in this process. And frankly, the 
small business lobbyists do not speak 
for most of them. 
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That is why they came out in support 
of health care reform, They know that 
if they do not stand up and speak for 
themselves, their voice will be lost in 
the chorus of hype and hyperbole that 
is trying to defeat real reform. 

But do not take it from me, listen to 
the small business people who are cry- 
ing out for guaranteed health care. Lis- 
ten to the farmer from Kansas who 
said: "I cannot afford to pay increas- 
ingly higher premiums to cover the 
ones who have no insurance and no 
ability to pay for their health care.“ 

Listen to the head of a small manu- 
facturing company in Massachusetts, 
who said that under today's system, if 
one of her workers was struck by seri- 
ous illness, *our group rates would 
Soar, and I would have to make the de- 
cision of closing my business of letting 
employees play Russian roulette with 
their families and savings.” 

'There are not voices of political fric- 
tion—they are voices of reason. 

So let us stand up for small business. 
Let us do what they need and not what 
the special interests want. 

And let us pass the guaranteed, af- 
fordable health care that our economy 
deserves, and our small businesses de- 
mand. 


A-Z, A CHANCE TO SHOW AMERICA 
WE MEAN BUSINESS ABOUT CUT- 
TING 


(Mr. HORN asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, if we legisla- 
tors have learned one thing since the 
1992 elections, it is that deficit reduc- 
tion is the top priority for the Amer- 
ican people. Hundreds of letters and 
telephone calls from constituents tell 
us one thing: 

Americans know that our Nation's 
survival rests upon cutting excess Fed- 
eral spending. But for too long the 
American people have not seen much 
paring down of these Federal costs. 
They have heard a lot of talk about it, 
and it has been discussed at length in 
these Chambers. But the American peo- 
ple are still waiting for something to 
be done. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, with the A-Z 
spending cuts plan Congress has a 
chance to show America that we fi- 
nally mean business about cutting. 
There are many of us in this House who 
really mean it when we say we want to 
cut the deficit. The A-Z plan gives us a 
chance to put our names on the line, 
and for those who have hidden so long 
behind the secrecy of House commit- 
tees, they will be forced to come out in 
the open and be held accountable for 
their deeds. 

The American people deserve no less 
than forthright guarantees from us 
that, when it comes to decisions about 
cutting the deficit, we will act with the 
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deficit and sound common sense in 
mind. All Americans deserve to know 
who is loyal to them and who is loyal 
to the powerful committee chairmen. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of 
H.R. 3266, the A-Z spending cuts plan, 
and I urge my colleagues to sign the 
discharge petition that will bring it be- 
fore us. 


WAL-MART—A DISCOUNT STORE 
MARKING UP OUR HEALTH IN- 
SURANCE 


(Mr. WISE asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, when you 
and I go into Wal-Mart, we are looking 
for markdowns. But I ask, How would 
you feel knowing, when you walk in, 
you're getting a markup of 30 percent 
on our health insurance because of the 
way that a company like Wal-Mart 
does business?” 

Mr. Speaker, this is one of our larg- 
est private employers, but yet, out of 
its half-million employees, leaves al- 
most 250,000 without health insurance. 
What that means, according to one 
group, is that $480 million of Wal- 
Mart’s health care costs get shifted to 
the rest of us who are able to have 
health insurance. 

And how does that affect us? It is be- 
cause 30 percent of every insurance pre- 
mium in this country which my col- 
leagues and I pay goes to pay for those 
who do not have health care. The 85 
percent who are uninsured in this 
country are working at institutions 
like Wal-Mart. For those who are in- 
sured at Wal-Mart there is a high out- 
of-pocket cost which is hard for those 
making $6 and $7 an hour, and yet Wal- 
Mart disavows the Clinton health plan 
that would lower Wal-Mart’s health 
care costs and its employees’ health 
care costs while providing comprehen- 
sive guaranteed private insurance for 
all. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I challenge Wal- 
Mart to help Wal-Mart workers and 
Wal-Mart consumers for a health plan, 
to support a health plan, that has 
lower costs, that does not shift the 
costs to us consumers, and that is the 
best way to truly have a discount store 
offer discounts without marking up our 
health insurance. 


WHAT WE SHOULD DO ABOUT 
HAITI 


(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with the utmost gravity that I must 
sound a warning to my colleagues: The 
Clinton administration is actively con- 
sidering the unilateral invasion of 
Haiti. 
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Certainly it is true that the adminis- 
tration's Haitian policy has been a 
total failure and has, predictably, 
brought great additional suffering to 
the Haitian people. We were told last 
December when the United Nations im- 
posed an oil embargo on Haiti, sought 
by the United States, that the de facto 
regime in Haiti would be bought to 
their knees by the middle of January. 
Four months later the regime and the 
Haitian military are not worse off than 
they were last January. In fact, they 
are profiteering from the sale of gaso- 
line at $10 per gallon. The new propos- 
als for a stepped—up embargo will not 
work any better than the current ones 
because the border between Haiti and 
the Dominican Republic is a sieve; oil 
and goods continue to flow unimpeded 
from the Dominican Republic to Haiti. 
The suffering of the Haitian people and 
the level of violence that is inflicted 
upon them have only been increased by 
the embargo and by failures in United 
States foreign policy. 

These failures and, speaking frankly, 
domestic pressure and the concern 
about advancing a congressional agen- 
da, now are strengthening the hand of 
invasion advocates within the adminis- 
tration. They argue for a unilateral in- 
vasion and the restoration of President 
Aristide to power, to take place after 
the inevitable failure of the increased 
sanctions now being proposed. 

Mr. Speaker, invading Haiti would be 
a terrible mistake. The administration 
reportedly is considering a plan that 
will commit American troops, but does 
not have a clearly defined military 
mission for them or a plan for extricat- 
ing them. The protection duties and 
civil strife cause by returning Aristide, 
and resentment against American pol- 
icy, would keep American troops there 
for years—and cost us tens of billions 
of dollars. We should all remember that 
the last time American troops invaded 
Haiti, the marines stayed there for 19 
years. Yes, 19 years, and the end result 
was the Duvalier regime. President 
Clinton and the Congress must weigh 
the cost of American lives and re- 
sources if the United States, by unilat- 
eral invasion, assumes the responsibil- 
ity for restoring peace, governance, 
and economic stability to Haiti. 

What should the administration do? 
It should seek out the pragmatic indi- 
viduals who do exist in Haiti in a seri- 
ous effort to find a consensus for solu- 
tions to the current political crisis in 
Haiti. This search for solutions must 
not be hampered by a stubborn insist- 
ence that President Aristide be re- 
turned to office. That stance is a recipe 
for disaster. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I wish to empha- 
size that before the United States seri- 
ously considers an invasion of Haiti, by 
whatever means or whatever name, we 
must examine all the options and in- 
sure that we have legitimate geo- 
political and strategic interests at 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


stake that justify the use of unilateral 
force and possible loss of American 
lives. Those interests and an extri- 
cation plan have not been clearly de- 
fined by the administration; nor has it 
exhausted all nonviolent options at its 
disposal. Mr. Speaker, an invasion 
would be a serious mistake which risks 
American lives, resources, and leader- 
ship prestige, at a time when the rep- 
utation of American foreign policy 
leadership could scarcely be lower. 


VOTE FOR THE ASSAULT WEAP- 
ONS BAN ACT WITH A CLEAR 
CONSCIENCE 


(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, for all 
the talk about the second amendment, 
you would think people would talk 
about the whole amendment. There are 
people who say it is wrong to take as- 
sault weapons out of the hands of the 
gangs and the druglords because the 
right of the people to keep and bear 
arms shall not be infringed." But they 
forget that the amendment protects 
the right because ‘‘A well regulated Mi- 
litia" is "necessary to the security of a 
free State. * * *" 

Show me the well regulated militia 
carrying street sweepers. Show me the 
well regulated militia carrying AK-47'S 
and TEC 9's. There are none. 

When we speak of assault weapons, 
let us not forget who these guns are as- 
saulting. When we talk about street 
sweepers, we are not talking about peo- 
ple who clean up the litter on our 
Streets, but rater about a gun designed 
to litter the streets with bodies. 

Where are these guns? They are on 
the streets of our cities, murdering our 
children. Street thugs are not my idea 
of a well regulated militia, Mr. Speak- 
er, and it is not yours either, you can 
vote for this bill with a clear con- 
Science. 


IT'S TAX FREEDOM DAY, BUT OUR 
CITIZENS ARE STILL PAYING 
FOR GOVERNMENT 


(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, today is Tax Freedom Day, 
and all the days since January 1 until 
now Americans have been working just 
to pay Federal, State and local taxes. 
But if our citizens think that they can 
start working for themselves tomor- 
row, they can forget it because between 
now and July 13, which is Government 
Freedom Day, our citizens will be 
working to pay for the cost of Govern- 
ment regulations and unfunded Federal 
mandates. 

In 1913 Tax Freedom Day was Janu- 
ary 30. 
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Mr. Speaker, our citizens all across 
the country are demanding that we 
begin a march back to those halcyon 
days, and we will start that process 
today with the A-to-Z proposal. I en- 
courage my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to sign the discharge petition 
so we can debate this issue. I am sure 
that all Americans will applaud us for 
it. 


NATIONAL TOURISM WEEK 


(Mr. CLYBURN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, from 
the Lowcountry to the Upstate, from 
the Midlands to the Pee Dee, South 
Carolina is a State abundant in natural 
beauty and historical significance. 

It is no wonder, then, that thousands 
of tourists each year consider South 
Carolina the ideal destination for vaca- 
tion, for recreation and for historical 
education. 

Tourists visiting the State of South 
Carolina spend billions of dollars each 
year, which in turn generate millions 
of dollars in tax revenue and create 
thousands of jobs. 

In fact, according to the most recent 
data available, travel and tourism was 
the second largest industry in South 
Carolina in 1991. 

In that same year, tourists spent 
over $13 million a day in the State, and 
South Carolina was ranked 23d in the 
United States in terms of total tax rev- 
enue generated by travel and tourism. 

Mr. Speaker, as we commemorate 
National Tourism Week, and as we go 
about our legislative affairs, let us 
keep in mind the impact our decisions 
could have on the travel and tourism 
industry nationwide, and in States like 
South Carolina, that have come to in- 
creasingly rely on the tourism industry 
in the face of changing State econo- 
mies. 


TAX FREEDOM DAY 


(Mr. ALLARD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, with 
April 15 safely behind us, most Ameri- 
cans have no interest in discussing 
taxes. But this week, we will all get 
one more reminder of how stiff the tax 
burden is. 

This Thursday, May 5, is Tax Free- 
dom Day. Tax Freedom Day is the day 
to which the average American must 
now work to pay the combined Federal, 
State, and local tax bill. 

Tax Freedom Day is now later in the 
year than it has ever been. Last year it 
was May 3, but due in large measure to 
the Clinton tax hike, it has moved to 
May 5. 
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This means the average American 
works the first 125 days of the year for 
Uncle Sam. Only on May 6, do Ameri- 
ca's families begin working for them- 
selves. 

All of this is one more reason to cut 
back the size of Government. We 
should start with the A-to-Z spending 
cut plan. 


MEMBERS ENCOURAGED TO 
SUPPORT ASSAULT WEAPONS BAN 


(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, the 
average American does not own an as- 
Sault weapon, and yet every American 
can be a victim of assault weapons. 
Think about the innocent diners in the 
cafeteria not long ago where the gen- 
tleman walked in and rubbed out so 
many of them. And when you look at 
what they hide behind as their right to 
own an assault weapon, it is an amend- 
ment saying they have a right to bear 
arms, and they would then say that 
means grenades, rocket launchers, or 
anything they want. We all know that 
is really going very far to the extreme. 

Very soon this body is going to take 
up à bill that starts to get some con- 
trol over this. No other democratic na- 
tion allows these types of things. These 
are military weapons with only one 
purpose—to wipe out as many people as 
possible and as fast as possible, and 
they have no sporting purpose. You 
cannot possibly think of any animal 
you could hit with these weapons and 
have anything of the animal left. So I 
think it is time for all of us as Ameri- 
cans to join hands and speak up as we 
get ready to vote on this and make 
sure we have the votes to finally ban 
assault weapons. 

Mr. Speaker, this hunt for votes is 
getting very serious. The vote is very 
tight, and we need every single Member 
joining us. 


EXCESSIVE BONUS PAYMENTS TO 
SOCIAL SECURITY PERSONNEL 
UNFAIR TO TAXPAYERS, SENIOR 
CITIZENS 


(Mr. ROTH asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, as chairman 
of the Social Security Task Force, 
which was set up to watch over Social 
Security and protect our senior citi- 
zens, I want to tell the Members how 
outraged I am that the Social Security 
Administration paid $32 million in bo- 
nuses last year, with one bonus of 
$9,256 to a person who was on the job 
only 2% months. He got more in bo- 
nuses than most Social Security recipi- 
ents receive in a year. 

Last year Social Security asked for 
and received from this Congress an ad- 
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ditional $200 million to pay for benefits 
to Social Security recipients. We now 
know that millions of these dollars 
went right into bonuses. This is not 
fair to our senior citizens. This is not 
fair to the taxpayers. The Social Secu- 
rity agency is the same entity that 
seniors tell me does not even answer 
their tollfree hot line. 

Mr. Speaker, when it comes to Social 
Security, I say that Social Security 
money must be used for Social Secu- 
rity purposes only. And no more bo- 
nuses, especially as long as we have 
these lingering problems in the Social 
Security agency. 


SUPPORT FOR CLINTON HEALTH 
PLAN FOUND WANTING 


(Mr. CUNNINGHAM asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, the 
majority leader just spoke and said 
that small business wants health care 
and that it does not have to be expen- 
sive. He is exactly right on that issue. 

But, Mr. Speaker, the Clinton health 
plan in the Committee on Ways and 
Means received zero votes from any Re- 
publican or Democrat. And why? First 
of all, Republicans and Democrats real- 
ize that we do not need giant health 
care alliances that give the Democratic 
Party power over our lives and in- 
creases the size of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Second, we know that 80 percent of 
the American public likes their health 
care plans, but they also realize that 
the key words are that there needs to 
be some changes, but not doing away 
with the system itself. We do not need 
alliances that control our lives, we do 
not need employer mandates, and those 
small business people who came to see 
me after seeing the President still have 
a lot of concerns about jobs being lost, 
with higher taxes, alliances and man- 
dates. 

And, by the way, Mr. Speaker, let me 
point out that there are no assault 
weapons in this assault weapons ban. 
They are not assault weapons. They 
have never been used by any military 
except for the M-1 gran. You can take 
a stock for my shotgun and put a cor- 
ner on it, and it will become an assault 
weapon. 


THE A-TO-Z PLAN PROMISES 
CONGRESSIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY 


(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, 
the time has come for accountability 
in Congress. 

The A-to-Z spending cut program will 
hold Members of Congress accountable 
for specific cuts in the budget, cuts 
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that are needed to bring our deficit 
down and eliminate all the bureau- 
cratic redtape that is clogging our Gov- 
ernment. 

My colleagues, the gentleman from 
New Hampshire [Mr. ZELIFF] and the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. AN- 
DREWS], are right on track. The A-to-Z 
program will allow Members to have a 
plain-and-simple vote, up or down, on 
real cuts. 

There will be no more excuses like 
"We'll make those cuts the next time," 
or We have to wait to do health care.“ 

As my colleague, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KASICH], pointed out during 
the budget resolution debate, first the 
administration wants more specific 
cuts, then it complains that the cuts 
are not specific enough. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot be any more 
specific than with the A-to-Z plan. I 
call on all my colleagues to bring re- 
sponsibility back to this House and 
sign the discharge petition for A-to-Z. 


MILITARY ACTION IN HAITI SEEN 
AS UNWISE 


(Mr. COX asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, President 
Clinton is moving the United States 
perilously close to military interven- 
tion in Haiti. Yesterday the Washing- 
ton Post reported that President Clin- 
ton is considering a plan to send armed 
military trainers to Haiti. Yet the end 
result of military intervention in Haiti 
is unclear. 

Will we invade and supplant the cur- 
rent control group with military force? 
Whom will we install? Aristide? He has 
proven totally unable to facilitate his 
own return. He has been unwilling to 
compromise, and his recent attacks on 
the United States have vilified the very 
people who are trying their best to help 
Haiti. 

If President Clinton plans to invade 
Haiti, he will make an enormous mis- 
take in the United States military 
force posture, and if he does not do so 
in the end, his current promises will 
hold out false hopes for the long-suffer- 
ing people of that island nation. 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVERN- 
MENT'S 1995 BUDGET REQUEST— 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WISE) laid before the House the follow- 
ing message from the President of the 
United States, which was read and, to- 
gether with the accompanying papers, 
without objection, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations and ordered 
to be printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 
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In accordance with the District of 
Columbia Self-Government and Gov- 
ernmental Reorganization Act, I am 
transmitting the District of Columbia 
Government's 1995 budget request and 
1994 revised budget request. 

The District of Columbia Govern- 
ment has submitted a 1995 budget re- 
quest for $3,409 million in.1995 that in- 
cludes a Federal payment of $674 mil- 
lion, the amount authorized and re- 
quested by the Mayor and the City 
Council. The 1995 Federal payment 
level proposed in my fiscal year 1995 
budget of $670 million is also included 
in the District's 1995 budget as an al- 
ternative level. My transmittal of the 
District's budget, as required by law, 
does not represent an endorsement of 
its contents. 

Ilook forward to working with the 
Congress throughout the 1995 appro- 
priations process. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, May 4, 1994. 


NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1994 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
MEEK). Pursuant to House Resolution 
414 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares 
the House in the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the further consideration of the 
bill, H.R. 3254. 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur- 
ther consideration of the bill (H.R. 
3254) to authorize appropriations for 
the National Science Foundation, and 
for other purposes, with Mr. WISE, 
Chairman pro tempore, in the chair. 

'The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When 
the Committee of the Whole rose on 
Tuesday, May 3, 1994, all time for gen- 
eral debate had expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute printed in the bill shall be con- 
sidered by titles as an original bill for 
the purpose of amendment and each 
title is considered as read. 

The clerk will designate section 1. 

The text of section 1 is as follows: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘National 
Science Foundation Authorization Act of 1994”. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
clerk will designate section 2. 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the remainder 
of the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute be printed in the 
RECORD and open to amendment at any 
point. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

The remainder of the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute is as follows: 
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SEC. 2, DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act— 

(1) the term ‘‘debt-for-science exchange” 
means an agreement whereby a portion of a na- 
tion's commercial external debt burden is er- 
changed by the holder for a contribution of 
local currencies or other assets to support sci- 
entific and technological research; 

(2) the term Director means the Director of 
the Foundation; 

(3) the term "Foundation" means the Na- 
tional Science Foundation; 

(4) the term “institution of higher education" 
has the meaning given such term in section 
1201(a) of the Higher Education Act of 1965; 

(5) the term ‘national research facility" 
means a research facility funded by the Foun- 
dation which is available, subject to appropriate 
policies allocating access, for use by all sci- 
entists and engineers affiliated with research in- 
stitutions located in the United States; 

(6) the term ''science-technology center" has 
the meaning given such term in section 231(f) of 
the Ercellence in Mathematics, Science, and En- 
gineering Education Act of 1990, and shall in- 
clude both newly organized and established 
science-technology centers; and 

(7) the term “United States“ means the sev- 
eral States, the District of Columbia, the Com- 
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, 
Guam, American Samoa, the Commonwealth of 
the Northern Mariana Islands, and any other 
territory or possession of the United States. 


TITLE I—NATIONAL SCIENCE 
FOUNDATION AUTHORIZATION 
SEC. 101. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) FINDING.—Congress finds that the pro- 
grams of the Foundation are important for the 
Nation to strengthen basic research and develop 
human resources in science amd engineering, 
and that those programs should be funded at an 
adequate level. 

(b) FISCAL YEAR 1995.—(1) There are author- 
ized to be appropriated to the Foundation 
$3,200,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, which shall be 
available for the following categories: 


(A) Research and _ Related Activities, 
$2,275,500,000, which shall be available for the 
following subcategories: 


(i) Biological Sciences, $301,800,000. 

(ii) Computer and Information Science and 
Engineering, $262,200,000. 

(iii) Engineering, $313,400,000, of which 
$2,000,000 shall be erpended for primary mate- 
rials processing research. 

(iv) Geosciences, $425,000,000. 

(v) Mathematical and Physical Sciences, 
$641 200,000. 

(vi) Social, Behavioral, 
Sciences, $106,500,000. 

(vii) United States Polar Research Programs, 
$160,800,000. 

(viii) United States Antarctic Logistical Ac- 
tivities, $62,600,000. 

(iz) Critical Technologies Institute, $2,000,000. 
Education and Human Resources, 
$569,600,000. 

(C) Academic Research Facilities Moderniza- 
tion Program, $150,000,000. 

(D) Major Research Equipment, $70,000,000. 

(E) Salaries and Erpenses, $125,500,000. 

(F) Office of Inspector General, $4,200,000. 

(G) Headquarters Relocation, $5,200,000. 

(2) Of the amounts authorized under para- 
graph (1)(A) and (B)— 

(A) $35,000,000 are authorized for activities 
authorized by the Scientific and Advanced- 
Technology Act of 1992; 

(B) $30,000,000 are authorized for activities 
authorized by section 305 of the High-Perform- 
ance Computing Act of 1991; 

(C) $45,000,000 are authorized for activities 
authorized by section 307 of the High-Perform- 
ance Computing Act of 1991; and 
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(D) $16,000,000 are authorized for activities 
authorized by section 309 of the High-Perform- 
ance Computing Act of 1991. 

(c) FISCAL YEAR 1996.—(1) There are author- 
ized to be appropriated to the Foundation 
$3,392,000,000 for fiscal year 1996, which shail be 
available for the following categories: 

(A) Research and Related Activities, 
$2,397,500,000, which shall be available for the 
following subcategories: 

(i) Biological Sciences, $316,800,000. 

(ii) Computer and Information Science and 
Engineering, $285,000,000. 

(iii) Engineering,  $338,000,000, of which 
$2,500,000 shall be erpended for primary mate- 
rials processing research. 

(iv) Geosciences, $444 ,000,000. 

(v) Mathematical and Physical Sciences, 

(vi) Social, Behavioral, 
Sciences, $116,100,000. 

(vii) United States Polar Research Programs, 
$164 800,000. 

(viii) United States Antarctic Logistical Ac- 
tivities, $64,000,000. 

(B) Education 

(C) Academic Research Facilities Moderniza- 
tion Program, $200,000,000. 

(D) Major Research Equipment, $67,000,000. 

(E) Salaries and Expenses, $132,000,000. 

(F) Office of Inspector General, $4,300,000. 

(G) Headquarters Relocation, $5,200,000. 

(2) Of the amounts authorized under para- 
graph (1)(A) and (B)— 

(A) $35,000,000 are authorized for activities 
authorized by the Scientific Advanced-Tech- 
nology Act of 1992; 

(B) $50,000,000 are authorized for activities 
authorized by section 305 of the High-Perform- 
ance Computing Act of 1991; 

(C) $60,000,000 are authorized for activities 
authorized by section 307 of the High-Perform- 
ance Computing Act of 1991; and 

(D) $22,000,000 are authorized for activities 
authorized by section 309 of the High-Perform- 
ance Computing Act of 1991. 

(3) No funds shall be expended for fiscal year 
1996 for the Critical Technologies Institute. 

(d) MEETING FUNDING GOALS.—In allocating 
funds authorized under subsections (b)(1)(A) 
and (c)(1)(A), the Foundation shall give priority 
to meeting the funding goals established for the 
Foundation for Presidential research initiatives 
by the Federal Coordinating Council for 
Science, Engineering, and Technology, or any 
successor entity which assumes its responsibil- 
ities. 

(e) EDUCATION SUPPORT FOR UNDER- 
REPRESENTED GROUPS.—In allocating funds au- 
thorized under subsections (b)(1)(B) and 
(c)(1)(B), the Foundation shall support edu- 
cation activities to encourage the participation 
of women, minorities who are underrepresented 
in science, engineering, and mathematics, and 
persons with disabilities, and shall coordinate 
such activities with related efforts of other Fed- 
eral agencies. 

SEC. 102. PROPORTIONAL REDUCTION OF RE- 
SEARCH AND RELATED ACTIVITIES 
AMOUNTS. 

If the amount appropriated pursuant to sec- 
tion 101(b)(1)(A) or (c)(1)(A) is less than the 
amount authorized under that subparagraph, 
the amount authorized for each subcategory 
under that subparagraph shall be reduced by 
the same proportion. 

SEC. 103. CONSULTATION AND REPRESENTATION 
EXPENSES. 


and Economic 


and Human Resources, 


From appropriations made under authoriza- 
tions provided in this Act, not more than $10,000 
may be used in each fiscal year for official con- 
sultation, representation, or other extraordinary 
expenses at the discretion of the Director. The 
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determination of the Director shall be final and 
conclusive upon the accounting officers of the 
Government. 

SEC. 104. TRANSFER OF FUNDS. 

For any given fiscal year, the Director may 
propose transfers to or from any category de- 
scribed in section 101 up to a marimum of 10 
percent of the amount authorized for that cat- 
egory. An erplanation of any such proposed 
transfer must be transmitted in writing to the 
Committee on Science, Space, and Technology of 
the House of Representatives, and the Commit- 
tees on Labor and Human Resources and Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen- 
ate. The proposed transfer may be made only 
after 30 calendar days have passed after trans- 
mission of such written erplanation. 

TITLE II—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 201. ANNUAL REPORT. 

Section 3 of the National Science Foundation 
Act of 1950 (42 U.S.C. 1862) is amended by strik- 
ing subsection (f) and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following new subsection: 

"(f) The Foundation shall provide an annual 
report to the President which shall be submitted 
by the Director to the Congress at the time of 
the President's annual budget submission. The 
report shall— 

J) contain a strategic plan which— 

A) defines for a three-year period the over- 
all goals for the Foundation and specific goals 
for each major activity of the Foundation, in- 
cluding each scientific directorate, the edu- 
cation directorate, and the polar programs of- 
fice; and 

) describes how the identified goals relate 
to national needs and will exploit new opportu- 
nities in science and technology; 

“(2) identify the criteria and describe the pro- 
cedures which the Foundation will use to assess 
progress toward achieving the goals identified in 
accordance with paragraph (1); 

"(3) review the activities of the Foundation 
during the preceding year which have contrib- 
uted toward achievement of goals identified in 
accordance with paragraph (1) and summarize 
planned activities for the coming three years in 
the context of the identified goals, with particu- 
lar emphasis on the Foundation's planned con- 
tributions to major multi-agency research and 
education initiatives; 

) contain such recommendations as the 
Foundation considers appropriate; and 

"(5) include information on the acquisition 
and disposition by the Foundation of any pat- 
ents and patent rights. 

SEC. 202. NATIONAL RESEARCH FACILITIES. 

(a) FACILITIES PLAN.—The Director shall pro- 
vide to Congress annually, at the time of the 
President's budget submission, a plan for con- 
struction of, and repair and upgrades to, na- 
tional research facilities. The plan shall include 
estimates of the cost for such construction, re- 
pairs, and upgrades, and estimates of the cost 
for the operation and maintenance of existing 
and proposed new facilities. For proposed new 
construction and for major upgrades to existing 
facilities, the plan shall include funding profiles 
by fiscal year and milestones for major phases of 
the construction. The plan shall include cost es- 
timates in the categories of construction, repair, 
and upgrades for the year in which the plan is 
submitted to Congress and for not fewer than 
the succeeding 4 years. 

(b) LIMITATION ON OBLIGATION OF UNAUTHOR- 
IZED APPROPRIATIONS.—No funds appropriated 
for any project which involves construction of 
new national research facilities or construction 
necessary for upgrading the capabilities of erist- 
ing national research facilities shall be obligated 
unless the funds are specifically authorized for 
such purpose by this Act or any other Act which 
is not an appropriations Act, or unless the total 
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estimated cost to the Foundation of the con- 

struction project is less than $50,000,000. This 

subsection shall not apply to construction 

projects approved by the National Science Board 

prior to June 30, 1993. 

SEC. 203. ELIGIBILITY FOR RESEARCH FACILITY 
AWARDS. 

Section 203(b) of the Academic Research Fa- 
cilities Modernization Act of 1988 is amended by 
striking the final sentence of paragraph (3) and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: “The Di- 
rector shall give priority to institutions or con- 
sortia that have not received such funds in the 
preceding 5 years, except that this sentence 
shall not apply to previous funding received for 
the same multiyear project. The Director shall 
erclude from consideration for awards to be 
made under the Program after fiscal year 1995 
any institutions or consortia which received 
funds, appropriated for a fiscal year after fiscal 
year 1994, for the repair, renovation, construc- 
tion, or replacement of academic facilities, from 
any Federal funding source for projects that 
were not subjected to a competitive, merit-based 
award process. 

SEC. 204. ELIGIBILITY FOR PARTICIPATION IN IN- 
FORMAL SCIENCE EDUCATION AC- 


TIVITIES. 

No science-technology center shall be disquali- 
fied from competing for funding support under 
the informal science education programs in- 
cluded within the Education and Human Re- 
sources activities of the Foundation on the basis 
of the geographic location of the center, the size 
of the population served by the center, or the 
date on which the center commences operation. 
SEC. 205. SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING EQUAL OP- 

PORTUNITIES ACT AMENDMENTS. 

The Science and Engineering Equal Opportu- 
nities Act (42 U.S.C. 1885 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by amending section 32 to read as follows: 

"FINDINGS AND POLICY 

"SEC. 32. The national security and economic 
competitiveness of the United States demand the 
full development and use of the engineering, 
mathematical, and scientific talents and skills of 
all its citizens. Past discrimination, cultural 
barriers, unequal educational opportunities, 
and other factors discourage women, minorities, 
and persons with disabilities from studying and 
working in engineering, mathematics, and 
science. The Congress declares it is the policy of 
the United States to encourage the participation 
in engineering, mathematics, and science of 
members of the groups that are under- 
represented.''; 

(2) in section 33— 

(A) by amending the section head to read as 
follows: 

"EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES IN SCIENCE AND 
ENGINEERING"; 

(B) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking "women" 
and inserting in lieu thereof “women, minorities 
who are underrepresented in science, engineer- 
ing, and mathematics, and persons with disabil- 
ities (collectively referred to in this section as 
‘members of underrepresented groups), 

(C) in paragraph (2), by striking "female stu- 
dents and to increase female student aware- 
ness" and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘students 
who are members of underrepresented groups 
and to make those students aware"; 

(D) in paragraph (4), by striking "research"; 

(E) by amending paragraph (5) to read as fol- 
lows: 

"(5) support programs under which scientists 
and engineers who are members of under- 
represented groups interact with elementary, 
secondary, and undergraduate students,“, 

(F) in paragraph (8), by striking “, to be 
known as the National Research Opportunity 
Grants, to women scientists and engineers" and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘to scientists and engi- 
neers who are members of underrepresented 
groups“? 
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(G) in paragraph (9), by striking "such 
women” and inserting in lieu thereof “such per- 
sons”; 

(H) by striking “and” at the end of paragraph 
(10); 

(I) by striking the period at the end of para- 
graph (11) and inserting in lieu thereof, and"; 

(J) by adding at the end the following: 

(12) support efforts to initiate and erpand re- 
search opportunities at institutions serving 
members of underrepresented groups. 

“(b) In carrying out activities under this sec- 
tion, the Foundation may conduct or support 
activities in which participation is limited to 
members of one or more underrepresented 
groups.; 

(K) by inserting “(a)” after "SEC. 33."; and 

(L) except as otherwise provided in this para- 
graph, by striking “women” each place it ap- 
pears and inserting in lieu thereof members of 
underrepresented groups"; 

(3) by striking section 34; 

(4) in section 36(a), by inserting "'. 
with disabilities” after '*minorities"'; 

(5) in section 36(b), by striking the second sen- 
tence and inserting in lieu the following: "The 
Chairpersons of relevant committees or sub- 
committees of the National Science Board, as 
designated by the Chairperson of the Board, 
shall be ex officio members of the Committee.“ 

(6) in section 36 by striking subsections (c) 
and (d) and redesignating subsections (e) and 
(f) as subsections (d) and (e), respectively; 

(7) in section 36 by inserting after subsection 
(b) the following new subsection: 

"(c) The Committee shall be responsible for re- 
viewing and evaluating all Foundation matters 
relating to participation in, opportunities for, 
and advancement in education, training, and 
research in science and engineering of members 
of underrepresented groups.; and 

(8) in section 36(d), as redesignated by para- 
graph (6) of this section, by striking "'addi- 
tional”. 

SEC. 206. ROLE OF THE FOUNDATION IN ECO- 
NOMIC COMPETITIVENESS. 

The Foundation’s efforts to improve the eco- 
nomic competitiveness of the United States shall 
be in accord with the functions of the Founda- 
tion as specified by section 3 of the National 
Science Foundation Act of 1950. The primary 
mission of the Foundation continues to be the 
support of basic scientific research and science 
education and the support of research fun- 
damental to the engineering process and engi- 
neering education. 

SEC. 207. ADMINISTRATIVE AMENDMENTS. 

(a) NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION ACT OF 
1950  AMENDMENTS.—The National Science 
Foundation Act of 1950 is amended— 

(1) in section 4(e) (42 U.S.C. 1863(e)) by strik- 
ing the second and thírd sentences and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: “The Board shall 
adopt procedures governing the conduct of its 
meetings, including definition of a quorum and 
delivery of notice of meetings to members of the 
Board. 

(2) in section 5(e) (42 U.S.C. 1864(e) by 
amending paragraph (2) to read as follows: 

“(2) Any delegation of authority or imposition 
of conditions under paragraph (1) shall be 
promptly published in the Federal Register and 
reported to the Committees on Labor and 
Human Resources and Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate and the Committee 
on Science, Space, and Technology of the House 
Representatives. 

(3) in section 14 (42 U.S.C. 1873) by striking 
subsection (j); and 

(4) in section 15(a) (42 U.S.C. 1874(a)) by strik- 
ing “Atomic Energy Commission" and inserting 
in lieu thereof ''Secretary of Energy". 

(b) NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION AUTHOR- 
IZATION ACT OF 1988 AMENDMENTS.—Section 


persons 


117(a)(1)(B)(v) of the National Science Founda- 
tion Authorization Act of 1988 is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(v) from schools established outside the sev- 
eral States and the District of Columbia by any 
agency of the Federal Government for depend- 
ents of its employees. 

(c) NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION AUTHOR- 
IZATION ACT, 1977 AMENDMENT.—Section 8 of 
the National Science Foundation Authorization 
Act, 1977, is repealed. 

SEC. 208. RESEARCH INSTRUMENTATION AND FA- 
CILITIES. 


The Foundation shall incorporate the guide- 
lines set forth in Important Notice No. 91, dated 
March 11, 1983 (48 Fed. Reg. 15754, April 12, 
1983) relating to the use and operation of Foun- 
dation-supported research instrumentation and 
facilities, in its notice of Grant General Condi- 
tions, and shall examine more closely the adher- 
ence of grantee organizations to such guide- 
lines. 

SEC. 209. ENVIRONMENTALLY ADVANCED EDU- 
CATION. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the follow- 


ing: 

(1) Improving the general understanding of 
the relationships between economic amd tech- 
nical activities and the environment, and the 
opportunities for improvements in such rela- 
tions, is essential for the effective realization of 
sustainable economic development. 

(2) In post-secondary education, with the er- 
ception of environmental specialists, environ- 
mental considerations are typically not inte- 
grated into the required coursework for tech- 
nical, engineering, science, and related profes- 


sions. 

(3) The integration of environmental consider- 
ations into all technical, engineering, science, 
and related professions in a timely fashion is es- 
sential to better achieving sustainable economic 
development. 

(b) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall establish 
a program to promote the development and dis- 
tribution of curriculum and materials— 

(1) at the primary and secondary levels that 
will improve the understanding of the relation- 
ships between economic and technical activities 
and the environment and the opportunities for 
improving those relationships; and 

(2) at the post-secondary level that will incor- 
porate the principles and practices of environ- 
mental soundness and total cost accounting into 
all technical, engineering, design, scientific, and 
related disciplines. 

(c) TECHNICAL PROGRAMS.—(1) The Director 
shall ensure that the special needs of technical 
programs of institutions described in paragraph 
(2) are addressed in executing this section, in- 
cluding disseminating information about prac- 
tices that exemplify environmentally sound 
practices. 

(2)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), institutions referred to in paragraph (1) are 
institutions of higher education (as determined 
under section 1201(a) of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1141(a))) that offer a 2- 
year associate-degree program, 2-year certificate 
program, or other shorter program described in 
such section 1201(a). 

(B) Notwithstanding section 1201(a)(4) of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965, institutions re- 
ferred to in paragraph (1) may include propri- 
etary institutions. 

(d) COORDINATION.—The Director shall con- 
sult with the heads of other agencies of the Fed- 
eral Government, State and local governments, 
educational institutions, and appropriate pri- 
vate sector organizations, including accredita- 
tion boards for engineering, technology, and de- 
sign educational institutions in executing this 
section. 


SEC. 210. LIMITATION ON APPROPRIATIONS. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
Act, no funds are authorized to be appropriated 
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for any fiscal year after fiscal year 1996 for car- 
rying out the programs and activities for which 
funds are authorized by this Act, or the amend- 
ments made by this Act. 

SEC. 211. INDIRECT COST REIMBURSEMENT. 

(a) LIMITATION.—None of the funds author- 
ized under section 101(b) may be awarded to any 
grantee who reported Federal research grant 
outlays in excess of $10,000,000 in fiscal year 
1994, unless such grantee— 

(1) agrees to notify the Foundation of the 
amount of any increased indirect erpense; and 

(2) agrees to the permanent cancellation, in 
an amount that equals the increased indirect ex- 
pense, of its claims for the portion of unliqui- 
dated obligations from prior year research 
grants that comprise the indirect erpense allo- 
cated to the Foundation. 

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this section, 
the term ''increased indirect expense means the 
amount by which the grantee's claim for indi- 
rect erpense allocated to the Foundation for re- 
search grants for fiscal year 1995 exceeds the 
amount of such claim for fiscal year 1994. 

SEC. 212. AWARD OF GRANTS AND CONTRACTS: 
REQUIREMENT OF COMPETITION. 

(a) The Director may not make a grant or 
award a contract to any institutions or consor- 
tia for the performance of research and develop- 
ment, or for the construction of any research or 
other facility, unless such grant or award is 
made using a competitive, merit-based evalua- 
tion process. 

(b)(1) A provision of law may not be construed 
as modifying or superseding the provisions of 
subsection (a), or as requiring funds to be made 
available by the Director to a particular institu- 
tion or consortium by grant or contract, unless 
that provision of law— 

(A) specifically refers to this section; 

(B) specifically states that such provision of 
law modifies or supersedes the provisions of this 
section; and 

(C) specifically identifies the particular insti- 
tution or consortium involved and states that 
the grant to be made or the contract to be 
awarded, as the case may be, pursuant to such 
provision of law, is being made or awarded in 
contravention to subsection (a). 

(2) A grant may not be made, or a contract 
awarded, pursuant to a provision of law that 
authorizes or requires the making of the grant, 
or the awarding of the contract, in a manner 
that is inconsistent with subsection (a) until— 

(A) the Director submits to Congress a notice 
in writing of the intent to make the grant or 
award the contract; and 

(B) a period of 180 days has elapsed after the 
date on which the notice is received by Con- 
gress. 

TITLE III—ACADEMIC RESEARCH 
FACILITIES MODERNIZATION 
SEC. 301. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that— 

(1) the deficiencies in the condition of build- 
ings and equipment used for the conduct of fun- 
damental research and related education pro- 
grams at many universities and colleges which 
are cited in section 202 of the Academic Re- 
search Facilities Modernization Act of 1988 are 
substantially unchanged; 

(2) a national effort, involving the participa- 
tion of Federal and State governments and the 
private sector, is required to make progress in 
improving the state of academic research facili- 
ties; and 

(3) because of the scale of the problem, the 
Federal effort to upgrade academic research fa- 
cilities must involve a coordinated program 
among all Federal agencies which sponsor re- 
search at academic institutions. 

SEC. 302. FACILITIES MODERNIZATION PLAN. 

The Director of the Office of Science and 

Technology Policy, through the Federal Coordi- 
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nating Council for Science, Engineering, and 
Technology, or any successor entity which as- 
sumes its responsibilities, shall develop a plan 
for a multiagency Federal program to provide fi- 
nancial support to institutions of higher edu- 
cation for the repair, renovation, or replacement 
of obsolete science and engineering facilities pri- 
marily devoted to research. The plan shall— 

(1) include participation by all Federal de- 
partments and agencies which provide substan- 
tial Federal support for research and develop- 
ment activities at institutions of higher edu- 
cation; 

(2) provide estimates of the level of funding re- 
quired, by department and agency, and period 
for which funding should be provided to relieve 
substantially the backlog of research facilities 
needs and to ensure that, at the conclusion of 
the period proposed, the facilities available will 
be satisfactory to support national research 


needs; 

(3) take into consideration, for determining 
the requirements of paragraph (2), ongoing ef- 
forts by Federal departments and agencies, 
State governments, and the private sector to up- 
grade research facilities; 

(4) be designed to address the needs of the cat- 
egories of institutions eligible for awards under 
the Academic Research Facilities Modernization 
Act of 1988; 

(5) detail administrative procedures and 
guidelines for the implementation of the mod- 
ernization program; and 

(6) state procedures and data collection steps 
which have been implemented to assess the state 
of academic research facilities and to measure 
the rate of progress in improving the condition 
of the facilities. 

Within 18 months after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Director of the Office of Science 
and Technology Policy shall transmit to the 
Congress the plan developed under this section. 
SEC. 303. LIMITATION ON OBLIGATION OF UNAU- 
THORIZED APPROPRIATIONS. 

No funds appropriated to the Foundation for 
construction of new facilities or construction 
necessary for upgrading the capabilities of exist- 
ing facilities at institutions eligible for awards 
under the Academic Research Facilities Mod- 
ernization Act of 1988 shall be obligated unless 
the funds are awarded in accordance with the 
requirements of the Academic Research Facili- 
ties Modernization Act of 1988 or are specifically 
authorized for such purpose by this Act or any 
other Act which is not an appropriations Act. 

TITLE IV—INTERNATIONAL SCIENTIFIC 

COOPERATION 
SEC. 401. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds the following: 

(1) Debt-for-science exchanges can provide an 
innovative means to enhance scientific coopera- 
tion with countries whose erternal debt burden 
prevents them from allocating sufficient re- 
sources to their scientific and technological in- 
frastructures. 

(2) Debt-for-science ezchanges have been dem- 
onstrated to improve the state of scientific re- 
search and education in several countries, in- 
cluding Bolivia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Chile, 
and Mexico. 

SEC. 402. DEBT-FOR-SCIENCE EXCHANGES. 

(a) DEBT-FOR-SCIENCE EXCHANGE GRANTS.— 
The Director is authorized to make grants to or- 
ganizations within the United States, including 
colleges and universities, for the purpose of 
debt-for-science exchanges. Before making any 
grant under this section, the Director shall as- 
certain that— 

(1) funds resulting from the debt-for-science 
exchange will be erpended only for purposes of 
international cooperative scientific research and 
development projects; 

(2) the debt-for-science exchange will make 
funds available for such projects which other- 
wise would not be available; 
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(3) the amount of local currency provided as 
a result of the debt-for-science exchange will be 
substantially greater than the United States dol- 
lar purchase price of the debt; 

(4) the grantee certifies that the debtor gov- 
ernment has accepted the terms of the erchange 
and that an agreement has been reached to can- 
cel the commercial debt; and 

(5) Federal grants made under this section 
will be equally matched by non-Federal con- 
tributions to purchase debt. 

(b) INVESTMENT OF GOVERNMENT  ASSIST- 
ANCE.—Grantees or subgrantees of funds pro- 
vided under this section may retain, without de- 
posit in the Treasury of the United States and 
without further appropriation by Congress, in- 
terest earned on the proceeds of any resulting 
debt-for-science exchange pending disburse- 
ments of such proceeds and interest for ap- 
proved program purposes, which may include 
the establishment of an endowment, the income 
of which is used for such purposes. 

(c) COORDINATION.—In carrying out sub- 
section (a) the Director shall coordinate with 
Federal agencies, such as the Agency for Inter- 
national Development, that have expertise in 
debt exchanges. 

SEC. 403. NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION PAR- 
TICIPATION IN BINATIONAL AND 
MULTINATIONAL ENDOWED SCIENCE 
FOUNDATIONS. 

The Director, in consultation with appro- 
priate officials of the United States and foreign 
countries, may encourage and facilitate the es- 
tablishment of binational and multinational en- 
dowed science foundations, and may participate 
in the operation and governance of such foun- 
dations, including serving as a member of or 
designating members to the Boards of Gov- 
ernors, if such foundations— 

(1) have Boards of Governors whose members 
are chosen to represent participating countries 
and possess erpertise in international scientific 
cooperation; 

(2) have a structure and operational charac- 
teristics determined exclusively by their Boards 
of Governors, consistent with paragraph (3); 
and 

(3) are established and governed in accord- 
ance with charters which include provisions— 

(A) to ensure that the funding of the endow- 
ment is shared equitably among the participat- 
ing nations, appropriate to their economic re- 
sources; 

(B) to protect the endowment's principal from 
loss of value due to inflation; 

(C) to define the range of scientific and edu- 
cational activities to be funded; 

(D) to define criteria for application, merit re- 
view, and awarding of funds which encompass, 
at a minimum, consideration of scientific merit, 
strength of collaborative arrangements, and po- 
tential benefit to participants; 

(E) to limit administrative costs to those that 
are prudent and necessary; and 

(F) to engage an independent auditor to per- 
form an annual organization-wide audit of such 
foundations, in accordance with generally ac- 
cepted auditing standards, and to make the re- 
sults of the audit immediately available to the 
Dírector and the Board of Governors. 

SEC. 404. REPORT. 

Within one year after the date of enactment of 
thís Act, the Director shall submit to the Con- 
gress a strategic plan for international scientific 
cooperation activities undertaken by the Foun- 
dation which— 

(1) describes and evaluates all activities in- 
volving international scientific cooperation cur- 
rently carried out by the Foundation; 

(2) describes how these activities relate to on- 
going and prospective Foundation research and 
educational activities; 

(3) details research activities and geographic 
areas where international scientific cooperation 
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has been most effective and where it has been 
least effective; 

(4) describes plans for future cooperative 
international scientific projects; and 

(5) assesses the research activities and geo- 
graphic areas where future international sci- 
entific cooperation would be most effective. 

TITLE V—UNDERGRADUATE EDUCATION 
SEC. 501. REQUIREMENT FOR FUNDING. 

Each educational institution that receives a 
research grant from the Foundation in fiscal 
year 1995 shall, as a condition of receiving such 
grant, provide to the Foundation the following 
information on its undergraduate mathematics, 
science, and engineering activities: 

(1) A description of teacher training programs 
mandated by the institution for teaching assist- 
ants, including the number of training hours re- 
quired. 

(2) The institution's policy regarding the rel- 
ative importance of teaching and research du- 
ties in decisions on promotion, tenure, and sal- 
ary for faculty, including any written policy 
with specific criteria. 

(3) Any policy allowing faculty to replace uni- 
versity salary with funds from outside sources, 
along with any policy allowing faculty to re- 
place all or part of the teaching load with in- 
creased research. 

(4) The number of faculty released from some 
or all of their teaching responsibilities pursuant 
to a policy described in paragraph (3), with the 
number replacing all or some of their salary 
with Federal funds reported separately. 

(5) The number and percentage of faculty, not 
including those on regular sabbatical leave, 
teaching no undergraduate courses. 

(6) The number and percentage of faculty sup- 
ported by active Federal research grants teach- 
ing freshman or sophomore lecture courses. 

(7) The number and percentage of lecture 
sources taught by individuals other than fac- 
ulty. 

(8) The number of students per course in each 
introductory course. 


Information shall be provided for the most re- 
cent academic year for which it is available. For 
purposes of this section, the term “educational 
institution" means an institution of higher edu- 
cation that is ranked among the top 100 of the 
institutions receiving Federal research and de- 
velopment funding, as documented in the latest 
annual report of the Foundation entitled ‘'Fed- 
eral Support to Universities, Colleges, and Se- 
lected Non-Profit Institutions“. The term ‘‘fac- 
ulty" means tenured or tenure-track employees 
not serving in full-time administrative positions. 
The Foundation shall compile this information 
and submit it to the Congress no later than De- 
cember 31, 1995. 

SEC. 502. RECOMMENDATIONS. 

The Director shall transmit to the Congress, at 
the time of the President's budget request for fis- 
cal year 1997, recommendations as to how Foun- 
dation research funds could be used to increase 
the focus on undergraduate education at insti- 
tutions of higher education. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are 
there any amendments to the commit- 
tee amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BOEHLERT 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. BOEHLERT: 

Page 3, line 15 through page 7, line 8, 
amend subsections (b) and (c) to read as fol- 
lows: 

(b) FISCAL YEAR 1995.—(1) There are au- 
thorized to be appropriated to the Founda- 
tion $3,150,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, which 
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Shall be available for the following cat- 
egories: 

(A) Research and Related Activities, 
$2,254,800,000, which shall be available for the 
following categories. 

(i) Biological Sciences, $298,800,000. 

(ii) Computer and Information Science and 
Engineering, $260,600,000. 

(iii) Engineering, $311,500,000, of which 
$2,000,000 shall be expended for primary ma- 
terials processing research. 

(iv) Geosciences, $421,300,000. 

(v) Mathematical and Physical Sciences, 

(vi) Social, Behavioral, 
Science, $104,800,000. 

(vii) United States Polar Research Pro- 
grams, $158,800,000. 

(viii) United States Antarctic Logistical 
Activities $62,600,000. 

(B) Education and Human Resources, 

(C) Academic Research Facilities Mod- 
ernization Program $110,000,000. 

(D) Major Research Equipment, $70,000,000. 

(E) Salaries and Expenses, $120,000,000. 

(F) Office of Inspector General, $4,000,000. 

(G) Headquarters Relocation, $5,200,000. 

(2) Of the amount authorized under para- 
graph (1)(A) and (B)— 

(A) $35,000,000 are authorized for activities 
authorized by the Scientific and Advanced- 
Technology Act of 1992. 

(B) $30,000,000 are authorized for activities 
authorized by section 305 of the High-Per- 
formance Computing Act of 1991; 

(C) $45,000,000 are authorized for activities 
authorized by section 307 of the High-Per- 
formance Computing Act of 1991; and 

(D) $16,000,000 are authorized for activities 
authorized by section 309 of the High-Per- 
formance Computing Act of 1991. 

(3) No funds shall be expended for fiscal 
year 1995 for the Critical Technologies Insti- 
tute. 

(c) FISCAL YEAR 1996.—(1) There are au- 
thorized to be appropriated to the Founda- 
tion $3,234,000,000 for fiscal year 1996, which 
shall be available for the following cat- 
egories: 

(A) Research and Related Activities, 
$2,299,800,000, which shall be available for the 
following subcategories: 

(i) Biological Sciences, $304,100,000. 

(ii) Computer and Information Science and 
Engineering, $273,600,000. 

(iii) Engineering, $324,500,000, of which 
$2,500,000 shall be expended for primary ma- 
terials processing research. 

(iv) Geosciences, $426,200,000. 

(v) Mathematical and Physical Sciences, 
$640,100,000. 

(vi) Social, Behavorial, 
Sciences, $110,500,000. 

(vii) United States Polar Research Pro- 
grams, $158,200,000. 

(viii) United States Antarctic Logistical 
Activities, $62,600,000. 

(B) Education and Human Resources, 

(C) Academic Research Facilities Mod- 
ernization Program, $150,000,000. 

(D) Major Research Equipment, $67,000,000. 

(E) Salaries and Expenses, $122,000,000. 

(F) Office of Inspector General, $4,000,000. 

(G) Headquarters Relocation, $5,200,000. 

(2) Of the amounts authorized under para- 
graph (1)(A) and (B)— 

(A) $35,000,000 are authorized for activities 
authorized by the Scientific Advanced-Tech- 
nology Act of 1992; 

(B) $50,000,000 are authorized for activities 
authorized by section 305 of the High-Per- 
formance Computing Act of 1991; 
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(C) $60,000,000 are authorized for activities 
authorized by section 307 of the High-Per- 
formance Computing Act of 1991; and 

(D) $22,000,000 are authorized for activities 
authorized by section 309 of the High-Per- 
formance Computing Act of 1991. 

(3) No funds shall be expended for fiscal 
year 1996 for the Critical Technologies Insti- 
tute. 

Mr. BOEHLERT (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, as I 
stated in yesterday’s debate, I have no 
quarrel with the basic thrust of this 
bill; indeed, I heartily endorse its fun- 
damental principles. But I do have a 
problem with the authorization levels 
in this bill, which are utterly unrealis- 
tic—indeed, they represent a denial of 
reality. 

These authorization debates we have, 
have come to remind me of nothing so 
much as the children's program Mr. 
Rogers’ Neighborhood.” It is as if, at 
the beginning of authorization discus- 
sions, we take off our coats and shoes, 
put on our cardigans and slippers, af- 
fect our mildest expressions and most 
benign tones, and pretend that we can 
be nice to everybody in our neighbor- 
hood—which is to say everyone in the 
entire Nation. We sing soothing songs 
of plenty for our hour of fantasy, and 
then we let the appropriators bring the 
disharmony of reality into the world. 

This is, to speak frankly, a screwy 
way to set priorities. The authoriza- 
tion ought to reflect the same budget 
realities under which the rest of Con- 
gress has to labor. And this bill does 
not. 

We are dealing with an agency that 
has seen its budget more than double— 
that’s right, double—since 1986, and the 
bill is proposing 6 percent growth in 
each of the next 2 years at the time of 
a discretionary budget freeze. Does this 
sound realistic, even for an agency as 
valued and esteemed as the NSF? I do 
not think so. 

But you do not have to take my word 
for it. The figures in my amendment 
were not derived from some personal 
whim or random thought. The fiscal 
year 1995 authorization in this amend- 
ment is the one assumed in the House- 
passed budget resolution—the one that 
was written by the majority party. The 
fiscal year 1996 authorization in this 
amendment is the administration's 
own projection. These are numbers, in 
other words, that were developed by 
the majority. 

I haven’t heard very good arguments 
against these numbers. All we heard at 
markup was that we do not have to fol- 
low the budget resolution and that 
OMB sometimes changes its mind 
about budget projections. But this is 
irrelevant. I'm not arguing that we're 
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bound to follow these numbers, I'm ar- 
guing that they are realistic budget 
numbers proposed by the majority it- 
self. They are numbers the majority 
proposed when it could not operate in a 
vacuum, but had to factor in budget re- 
straints. 

Now I want to be clear. My amend- 
ment still allows for significant growth 
in NSF—around 4 percent growth next 
year and about 3 percent in fiscal 1996. 
We're not talking about hardship here. 
Indeed, I fear the appropriators may 
not even be able to provide the funds 
sought in my amendment. 

And let me also point out that my 
amendment reflects exactly the same 
relative program priorities within NSF 
as does the bill. 

All that's at issue here is whether au- 
thorization bills are real efforts to set 
priorities in the real world, or whether 
they are opportunities to retreat into 
comforting fantasies. 

Members who think Mr. Rogers is a 
children's program host and not a 
Member of Congress ought to vote with 


us. 

Mr. Chairman, let me stress once 
again, 12 years I have had the privilege 
of serving on the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology. And 
for 12 consecutive years, I have been a 
champion of the National Science 
Foundation. For 12 years, I have been 
on that committee and for 12 consecu- 
tive years I have voted for more fund- 
ing for the National Science Founda- 
tion. 

But I am a realist. I have to deal, as 
all America does, in the real world. 

The fact of the matter is, my col- 
leagues, we now have a debt approxi- 
mating $4 trillion, which means that 
we are spending each and every day 
$900 million just on interest on the na- 
tional debt. That argues very strongly 
for some reason as we go about our 
business here. 

What we are talking about is not $3.2 
billion, but $3.15 billion, a $50 million 
differential. That $50 million would put 
our authorization in line with the ma- 
jority package approved by the Com- 
mittee on the Budget under the distin- 
guished chairman, the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. SABO]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. BOEH- 
LERT] has expired. 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word, and I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have great respect 
for the gentleman from New York, and 
I very much enjoy the partnership that 
he and I have in the Subcommittee on 
Science of the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology, in which we 
have achieved quite a number of favor- 
able goals in terms of enhancing and 
molding the Nation's research agenda. 
In fact, it is a rare occasion when he 
and I disagree on matters of fundamen- 
tal policy. 
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We do, however, come to the floor 
today in disagreement with regard to 
the appropriate level of funding for the 
National Science Foundation for the 
next 2 years, so it is with a degree of 
reluctance in view of the excellent 
partnership that we have, but with 
heartfelt commitment nonetheless, 
that I rise in opposition to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman. 

His amendment would reduce the Na- 
tional Science Foundation's authoriza- 
tion by $50 million in fiscal year 1995, 
and by $158 million in fiscal year 1996. 
For fiscal year 1995, the amendment 
would follow report language that is 
contained in the report of the Commit- 
tee on the Budget that accompanies 
the fiscal year 1995 budget resolution. 

However, the Committee on the 
Budget has made a suggestion, and a 
suggestion only, with regard to funding 
for the National Science Foundation, 
and that suggestion binds neither the 
Committee on Appropriations nor does 
it bind the authorizing committees. 
Only the larger budget function cat- 
egory for science, and that is function 
number 250 that is contained in the 
joint budget resolution, is binding on 
the Committee on Appropriations, and 
that number leaves room for the Na- 
tional Science Foundation to be funded 
at the levels that are contained in our 
legislation. 

In point of fact, the conference com- 
mittee, which very shortly will be filed 
for the joint budget resolution, actu- 
ally increases by $100 million the 
amount that is available for that gen- 
eral science function, for the National 
Science Foundation and for other agen- 
cies that receive their funding pursu- 
ant to that budget function, so that 
amount is increased over the House 
number by $100 million, both for out- 
lays and for budget authority. 

It is our committee's judgment, I 
would suggest, that should prevail with 
regard to this very important subject. 
The Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology is the most knowledgeable 
committee, I would suggest, regarding 
the success of the National Science 
Foundation's programs, and it is best 
positioned for that reason to judge the 
value of the National Science Founda- 
tion to the U.S. science and technology 
enterprise. We should not defer to the 
Committee on the Budget for that fun- 
damental judgment. 

For fiscal year 1996, the gentleman 
relies on the Office of Management and 
Budget's projection for the NSF budget 
in that year, but over time, I would 
point out that the OMB projections 
have varied widely from the actual ad- 
ministration budget requests and from 
the actual appropriations levels. They 
have been both above and below those 
requests and the actual outlays. 

Far more reliable as a measure of the 
value of the National Science Founda- 
tion is the judgment of the Committee 
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on Science, Space, and Technology 
with respect to the NSF's contribu- 
tions to society. Those contributions 
have been quantified to some extent in 
studies conducted at the University of 
Pennsylvania, and suggest that the Na- 
tion receives a social rate of return of 
128 percent for NSF-sponsored projects 
in terms of wealth creation and also in 
terms of improvements in our quality 
of life. So for every dollar that the NSF 
invests in a research project, we re- 
ceive a return of at least $1.28 in terms 
of societal improvement. 

Studies consistently show that basic 
investments in research are the strong- 
est and most consistent positive influ- 
ences on productivity growth. That is 
certainly true with regard to NSF- 
sponsored programs. 

With this level of funding, the NSF is 
Still not at its limit in terms of its 
ability to fund excellent research 
projects. In 1992, the National Science 
Foundation left unfunded fully $1 bil- 
lion in proposals that had been rated 
through the peer review process as 
being excellent in quality. The NSF it- 
self enlists the help of scientists 
throughout the country to evaluate the 
various proposals that are made for 
funding, and in 1992, that group of sci- 
entists found that fully $1 billion in 
projects recommended to the NSF were 
excellent but could not be funded due 
to funding shortages. 

The underfunding of the National 
Science Foundation has in fact been 
recognized on a bipartisan basis by ad- 
ministrations during the course of the 
last decade. Starting in 1988, the com- 
mitment was made by the Reagan ad- 
ministration to increase funding for 
the National Science Foundation over 
& period of 5 years by a factor of 100 
percent. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BOUCHER 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. BOUCHER. Beginning in 1988, the 
administration made a commitment to 
double funding for the National 
Science Foundation over a period of 5 
years, and the budgets that were rec- 
ommended by Presidents of both politi- 
cal parties during the intervening 
years clearly reflect that commitment. 

In 1988, the Reagan administration’s 
recommended increase in funding was 
16.5 percent; 19 percent in 1989; 14 per- 
cent in 1990; and in each of the years of 
the Bush administration, recommenda- 
tions for funding increases for the NSF 
were 14 percent, 17 percent, 17 percent, 
and 16 percent. 

The Clinton administration for fiscal 
year 1995 has recommended only a 6- 
percent increase, so I would suggest to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
BOEHLERT] that his concern about 
budget deficits has already been well 
reflected in the recommendations that 
have been made by the administration 
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for NSF funding for the upcoming fis- 
cal year, and that rate of increase is 
substantially less than what had been 
recommended by prior administra- 
tions. That level recommended by the 
Clinton administration is the level 
contained in the committee bill. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
BOEHLERT] has himself recognized, as 
recently as last fall, the need for the 
National Science Foundation funding 
even more generous than the levels 
that are contained in the committee 
bill. Last year the gentleman offered a 
substitute during our subcommittee 
consideration that would fund the Na- 
tional Science Foundation at the level 
of $3.28 billion. The complete bill, 
which is before the committee at the 
moment, sets that level at $3.2 billion, 
and now the gentleman would have 
that level go below the $3.2 billion, to 
$3.15 billion. 

Of the conflicting positions that the 
gentleman has taken, I would suggest 
that he got it right the first time. All 
that has changed in the meantime is a 
general suggestion contained in the 
Committee on the Budget report lan- 
guage, and based upon which, I think, 
the gentleman should not be swayed 
from his very sound earlier position. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the committee 
to reject this amendment, and in doing 
so, to confirm the excellent value and 
the continuing benefit that our society 
receives from the research that is spon- 
sored by the National Science Founda- 
tion. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOUCHER. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. I would just like to 
point out to my colleague that he is 
correct in reporting what activities oc- 
curred in the committee last year as a 
result of this gentleman’s amendment. 
This year reflects the new realities, 
today. We are dealing with here and 
now. 

Part of the problem with this Con- 
gress is, we tend to do things the same 
old way, year, after year, after year. I 
think the American people are de- 
manding that we change, we reflect the 
existing realities of the day, rather 
than saying, we did it this way last 
year; therefore, we should do it this 
way again this year. That is how we 
got into the bind we are in right now. 

I mean, a $4 trillion national debt, 
spending $900 million every single day 
just in interest on the national debt? 
The message I am receiving is, they 
want us to do things differently. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding 
time. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment offered by 
my colleague, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. BOEHLERT]. I think that we 
need to realize the point that was made 
earlier by the gentleman from New 
York. 
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The funding numbers he is offering 
are not numbers developed by Repub- 
licans and not numbers that have been 
pulled out of the hat somewhere. These 
are numbers that were chosen by the 
majority. No Republicans were in sup- 
port of the budget resolution that 
passed this House earlier this year. 
However, the Democrats have commit- 
ted themselves to certain levels of 
budgetary discipline. 

Mr. Chairman, this number for fiscal 
year 1995 is precisely the number that 
was included in that budget presen- 
tation. What are we told in the letter 
that came out from the chairman of 
the Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology, and the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Science? What we 
are told is that the Committee on the 
Budget report recommendations re- 
garding individual agencies are not 
binding. 

That is how we always treat these 
matters here. We pass budget resolu- 
tions, and then we say that they do not 
mean anything. We pass budget resolu- 
tions, and then we suggest that there 
are individual portions of them that, 
regardless of what the budget resolu- 
tion said, can be changed around at 
whim. 

The problem for us as authorizing 
committees is, I think, we lack credi- 
bility when we do that. If we get to 
wondering why the appropriators and 
others in this body treat us with some 
disdain on our budget numbers, this is 
a good example. When we pass budgets, 
the authorizing committees say, That 
does not apply to us." When we pass 
authorizing legislation, we say. Let us 
make it high enough that we can in- 
clude everything we want to do, and we 
do not have to have the discipline. The 
discipline will show up in the appro- 
priations process.” 

No wonder the appropriators then 
think it is within their realm to do 
what they want with the priorities that 
they determine. What the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. BOEHLERT] is say- 
ing here is let us at least live within 
the budget standards that were set by 
the Committee on the Budget. That is 
all he does in fiscal 1995. He says, 
"Let's stick with those numbers that 
were included in the budget that passed 
this House." 
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Mr. Chairman, let us look at the fis- 
cal year 1996 numbers that are in the 
Boehlert amendment. In this case, that 
comes from the 5-year forecast of the 
NSF budget prepared by the Office of 
Management and Budget. That is not a 
Reagan number, that is not a Bush 
number, that is not a Republican num- 
ber, it is not my number, it is not Mr. 
BOEHLERT's number. It is the number 
that is provided by the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget, and in particular, 
by the director of the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget under President Clin- 
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ton. I feel that it is important to note 
that in this time of budget cuts, both 
of the numbers in the Boehlert amend- 
ment allow for growth in the NSF 
budget. We are not talking about cut- 
ting anything here. We are talking 
about growth, real growth. We are 
talking about budget numbers that go 


up. 

Hur. Chairman, now we have a dis- 
crepancy with the letter that was sent 
out by the gentleman from California 
[Mr. BROWN] and the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. BOUCHER]. They note in 
their letter that the bill that we have 
before us provides for 6-percent growth 
for the budget for fiscal year 1996, and 
then they say, consistent with Presi- 
dent Clinton's designation of NSF in a 
vision of change for America as one of 
the important parts of his investment 
strategy. 

The problem is that President Clin- 
ton did not call for a 6-percent growth 
number. That is à misleading state- 
ment from this standpoint. President 
Clinton has called for a 3-percent 
growth to implement his vision of 
change for America. 

Mr. Chairman, that is what is re- 
flected in the amendment of the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. BOEH- 
LERT], and so the Boehlert amendment 
is consistent with what the administra- 
tion has done when they have put real 
numbers down on real paper. Today, 
what we are being told on the House 
floor is, we ought not deal with reality. 
We ought to deal with wishes. 

Mr. Chairman, the American people 
are tired of a Congress that deals with 
wish lists. The American people are 
troubled by massive deficits that are 
compiled by Congress every time it 
does one of these wish list bills. Let us 
get real. Let us have reality take over 
here a little bit. Let us at least stick 
with the numbers within the budget 
and the numbers that OMB has gen- 
erated. Those will allow for real growth 
in the NSF budget. NSF is important 
enough to grow a little, but it is not 
important from the standpoint that we 
need to do a wish list out here, because 
that wish list will be destroyed in the 
appropriations process and it will take 
us out of the area of credibility in 
terms of setting priorities. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the fundamen- 
tal thing that the authorizing commit- 
tee need to do is set priorities in these 
bills. When we use wish list numbers, 
we take away from our ability to set 
priorities and hand it over to the ap- 
propriators who will deal with real 
numbers. 

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. BOEH- 
LERT] for the amendment and I urge its 


passage. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the last word 
and I rise in opposition to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to praise all of 
the speakers who have spoken so far. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


They are indeed exceptionally able and 
capable members of the committee. 
They are also extremely eloquent and I 
am reluctant sometimes to appear to 
be competing with them in the elo- 
quence department because they have 
done such an excellent job. I commend 
all of them, particularly the distin- 
guished chairman of the subcommittee, 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Bou- 
CHER], for making the most extensive 
and detailed defense of the numbers 
which we have in our bill that I can 
possibly imagine and there is little 
that I can do to extend that argument 
further. 

Mr. Chairman, I do want to try and 
place this somewhat in perspective. We 
are talking basically about numbers 
for the 1996 fiscal year, not the fiscal 
year 1995, and we are talking about a 
bill in which all of the members of the 
committee are in about 99-percent 
agreement. We are not engaged in some 
bitter debate over major aspects of this 
legislation, which we all recognize is 
necessary and valuable. The question 
has to do with the interpretation of 
how closely we should follow the rec- 
ommendations of the Committee on 
the Budget. 

Mr. Chairman, normally I would be 
guided by the Committee on the Budg- 
et, normally, but not always. I would 
point out that in the conference on the 
budget resolution, which I have been 
advised by staff has just come back, 
they have put an additional $100 mil- 
lion into the 250 science account above 
what was in the House bill. And I com- 
mend the conferees for agreeing on this 
kind of an increase. 

Mr. Chairman, I use this figure mere- 
ly to illustrate that we cannot really 
be precise about arguing over the fiscal 
year 1996 authorization numbers when 
we are subject to the kind of fluctua- 
tions that occur between the House and 
Senate Budget Committee, the annual 
changes that OMB makes in their own 
projections, and, believe me, they 
change their projections every year as 
to what the various agencies should 
have on a 5-year outlook. 

Mr. Chairman, I happen to have just 
been looking at the ones for NASA, 
which is close to my heart, and every 
year the OMB, representing the Presi- 
dent's position, has taken a drastically 
different position as to what the 5-year 
outlook for the NASA budget should 
be. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not saying it is 
wrong because its changes ever year, I 
am just saying that there is uncer- 
tainty there and that we really are bet- 
ter off to look in our own wisdom at 
the value of the program, the NSF pro- 
gram, and decide what rational Mem- 
bers of Congress ought to do in decid- 
ing on what the second year out should 
be. We will probably change it within a 
year, but I have personally the convic- 
tion that for a program like NSF, 
which since 1988 no President has rec- 
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ommended less than a 14-percent in- 
crease per year, and this Congress is 
only recommending 6 percent, I do not 
understand why this indicates any ab- 
dication of responsibility. If Reagan 
and Bush could make these rec- 
ommendations, recognizing the value 
of the program, which this Congress 
then cut, we did not agree with the 
President in any of those years, why 
cannot we now suggest that 6 percent 
is a reasonable level for 1996 and pro- 
ceed as if we could accomplish that 
goal? 

Mr. Chairman, that would be the 
limit on what the increase would be, 
that would be the authorization level. 
It probably will end up being less than 
that. I hope it would not be less than 
that, but I think this is reasonable, and 
I urge all the Members of the House to 
support that kind of a level. It does 
represent the best thinking of the com- 
mittee. It does not seek to be deter- 
mined by the Committee on the Budget 
or OMB or anybody else. This is our 
best recommendation to the House, and 
I think it deserves credibility. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Boehlert amendment to lower the bill's 
multiyear authorization by $208 mil- 
lion and bring the bill’s authorization 
levels in line with the House-passed 
budget resolution for fiscal year 1995 
and OMB’s projected funding level for 
fiscal year 1996. 

The National Science Foundation 
plays an important role in our Nation's 
basic research. It is the only agency 
whose primary mission is the support 
of fundamental, long-term, scientific 
research. As a result of the fine work of 
NSF, our Nation's base of scientific 
and engineering knowledge has in- 
creased and our Nation is better pre- 
pared to meet the challenges of the fu- 
ture. 

Perhaps no one knows the impor- 
tance of NSF's mission better than the 
gentleman from New York, who is of- 
fering this amendment. I have had the 
pleasure of serving with him on the 
Science, Space, and Technology Com- 
mittee and I have seen him champion 
the programs of NSF as the ranking 
member of NSF's authorization sub- 
committee. He has been, as I have 
been, à strong supporter of NSF and we 
both consider it a model agency. 

However, Mr. Chairman, in these 
days of budget austerity, we must be 
mindful of our spending. Despite its 
good work, NSF cannot be exempted 
from the budget constraints all discre- 
tionary programs are facing. NSF 
should be subject to authorizations 
which conform with the assumptions in 
the House budget resolution. 

If the  gentleman's amendment 
passes, NSF will still continue to grow, 
but at a more fiscally responsible rate. 
Indeed, if we are to achieve effective 
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deficit reduction, our spending bills 
need to reflect our determination and 
commitment to limit spending. 

Sound policy can, and must, coexist 
with fiscal responsibility. A vote in 
support of the Boehlert amendment is 
a vote for both the continued growth of 
NSF and for a responsible budget. I 
urge all my colleagues to support the 
Boehlert amendment. 
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Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MORELLA. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding. 

I am sensitive to the points that she 
has made in her statement. 

I would only like to correct, however, 
one statement that was made, and that 
is with respect to the administration's 
request for the National Science Foun- 
dation for fiscal year 1995, and that re- 
quest, in fact, was for a budget of $3.2 
billion. That is a 6-percent increase 
over the budget for the current fiscal 
year. That is the number that is con- 
tained in the committee bill which 
comes before us. 

I simply did not want the impression 
to be left that we were asking for a 
level of increase in the committee bill 
in excess of that recommended by the 
administration. Our number targets ex- 
actly that recommended by the admin- 
istration and is consistent with it in 
every way. 

Mrs. MORELLA. How about OMB's 
recommendation? Is it also in conform- 
ity with what OMB has said with re- 
gard to its fitting the House bill? 

Mr. BOUCHER. If the gentlewoman 
will yield further, I would respond by 
saying that the numbers reflected in 
the National Science Foundation budg- 
et request for fiscal year 1995 are also 
those concurred in by the Office of 
Management and Budget as, in fact, all 
of the budget numbers sent by the ad- 
ministration to the Congress are. 

Mrs. MORELLA. I appreciate the 
comment the gentleman made. 

I would like to say that I think that 
tightening the belt ever so slightly, 
which is what this amendment would 
do, would be appropriate. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MORELLA. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. That was an interest- 
ing point that was just raised by the 
chairman of the subcommittee with re- 
gard to the numbers. He makes the 
point that their numbers are consist- 
ent with the President's original pres- 
entation. 

However, when the Democratic budg- 
et was brought to the House floor, one 
of the points that they made was that 
they had massaged the President's 
numbers to do some other things in 
other areas. This was one of the areas 
that got massaged downward. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


When we come back now with the au- 
thorization, what we are suggesting is, 
having had all that massaging take 
place, we are now going to boost it 
back up, and it seems to me it is en- 
tirely consistent for us to say once the 
House has acted in budget numbers, we 
ought to be consistent with that. 

The gentlewoman is absolutely right 
with regard to the OMB number for 
1996. That is a very firm number gen- 
erated by the Director of Management 
and Budget that is reflected in the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. BOEHLERT]. I 
thank her for making the point. 

Mr. BOUCHER. If the gentlewoman 
will yield further, I think, in view of 
those comments offered by the gentle- 
woman from Pennsylvania, it is worthy 
to note that the more definitive action 
of the budget formation process is yet 
to come, that is, the adoption in both 
Houses of a conference report adopting 
a joint budget resolution for fiscal year 
1995. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the 
gentlewoman from Maryland IMrs. 
MORELLA] has expired. 

(At the request of Mr. WALKER and by 
unanimous consent, Mrs. MORELLA was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentlewoman will yield further, that 
action is about to come as the House 
and the other body adopt a conference 
report on the budget resolution for fis- 
cal year 1994. 

The report of the conferees is now 
available. We know that the conferees, 
contrary to the action of the House, 
have added a $100 million function; 
that is budget function No. 250 through 
which the National Science Foundation 
derives its budget authority, and so the 
Appropriations Committee in both bod- 
ies will be free to raise the level of 
funding for the National Science Foun- 
dation to a level that is consistent 
with that number. 

They have the flexibility certainly to 
meet the number set forth in the com- 
mittee bill being debated at the mo- 
ment, and I would simply point out for 
that reason that it is particularly inap- 
propriate for the committee at this 
time to be relying on a measure that 
was passed in the House and contained 
nothing but report language suggesting 
that there be a lower number for the 
National Science Foundation when 
that action is about to be superseded 
by the conference report on the joint 
budget resolution itself. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MORELLA. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I think 
that raises an interesting point, be- 
cause what the gentleman is now sug- 
gesting is exactly what I said before, 
that we are engaging in wish-list poli- 
tics out here, because he cites the $100 
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million and then suggests that in this 
one bill for this one agency that $50 
milion of that money ought to be 
usurped. 

The fact is that bill covers NASA. It 
covers the energy projects at the De- 
partment of Energy. It covers a very 
vast budget well beyond the National 
Science Foundation, and in one fell 
swoop it is suggested we should come 
out here and simply usurp $50 million 
for a budget bill that has yet to pass ei- 
ther House. 

We know the budget bill on which the 
gentleman from New York is relying 
has passed this House, The budget con- 
ference report has yet to pass either 
House. Even if it passes, the fact is 
there is only $100 million there to work 
with, of which the gentleman wants to 
take 50. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, when I first came to 
Congress 5 years ago, the National 
Science Foundation was funded at half 
of what will be authorized by this bill. 
To put it another way, even accounting 
for inflation, the National Science 
Foundation's budget has doubled since 
1988. Not many agencies can boast of 
having their budget doubled in that 
time period. 

The NSF's mission is significant, 
however. We know it is an important 
mission. Science obviously helps build 
the engine for future economic activ- 
ity. 

But in addition to the investments 
we as a Nation must make in science, 
that will not bear fruit immediately. 
We must look to our future and act 
prudently in managing the people's 
money, and that is what this debate is 
all about. 

Are we being responsible? Are we 
being prudent at a time when we have 
limited resources? We are talking 
about a situation where we just cannot 
spend money on everything, and the 
public understands that and should un- 
derstand that, and we should under- 
stand that and act accordingly. 

At a time when we are spending hun- 
dreds of billions of dollars every year 
more than we are talking in, which 
threatens the national security of our 
country as nothing else, we must act 
responsibly, and that we have a system 
that the Democrats and Republicans 
have worked out together and decided 
that we are going to make that system 
work. 

Today what we are seeing is an at- 
tempt to sidetrack, to go around, the 
system that has been established. It 
will not matter if, when we make tre- 
mendous scientific discoveries, because 
of something that is done by the Na- 
tional Science Foundation, will not 
make a difference at all if our country 
is absolutely broke and our economy is 
ina situation that we cannot capitalize 
on it. 
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Everyone knows we have got to be re- 
sponsible. Everyone has spending 
projects they would like to spend 
money on. That is what this debate is 
all about, not that the National 
Science Foundation is not a worthy 
goal. But today we must abide by our 
own rules. This is not about cutting 
the budget of the National Science 
Foundation, for when the public is lis- 
tening to this debate, I want them to 
fully understand no one on this side is 
suggesting cutting the budget whatso- 
ever. 

What we are talking about and has 
happened so often in this body is what 
we are talking about on this side is 
limiting the increase in spending in 
this Government agency. Our friends 
on the other side of the aisle like to 
suggest what that means is we are cut- 
ting the budget. That is not the way it 
works in the real world. In the real 
world the people on this side are saying 
yes, we can increase the budget, but we 
have to do it responsibly and pru- 
dently. 

What we are hearing from the other 
side of the aisle is the rules be damned, 
this is really good, this is really a good 
thing, and we need to just forget the 
rules for right now. 

All the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. BOEH- 
LERT] will do is simply hold the author- 
ization of this agency's budget num- 
bers to what Congress has already es- 
tablished. We have already approved an 
overall budget, and it does not matter 
where those numbers have come from, 
Republican or Democrat. They are 
what we have agreed to. So let us stick 
with it and stick with our own budget. 
That is what responsibility is all 
about. 

My chairman, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BROWN], has rightfully 
protested when the Committee on Ap- 
propriations ignores the process and ig- 
nores our responsibilities and our 
rights and our powers as the Commit- 
tee on Science, Space, and Technology. 
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When we authorize something, when 
it is ignored by the Appropriations 
Committee, my chairman rightfully 
protests. Well, we too have to be part 
of the system. When the budget agree- 
ment is made as to what is best for the 
overall United States of America, to be 
authorized and appropriated in this 
area, we as an authorizing committee 
have to abide by those rules if we ex- 
pect the appropriators to do so. 

Thus I would ask my colleagues to 
support the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. BOEH- 
LERT]. I applaud this act of responsibil- 
ity on his part, and I hope that the 
American people can understand who is 
trying to get control of this terrible 
budget deficit that threatens all of our 
future. 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. BOUCHER. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, once again, just for 
the sake of clarifying the record in this 
debate and making sure that no one 
leaves under the mistaken assumption 
with respect to what the Budget Com- 
mittees in both houses are preparing to 
do, it should be pointed out that the 
Congress, through its budget formation 
process, has not adopted the number of 
$3.15 billion recommended in the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York; but in point of fact, 
the conference report on the concur- 
rent budget resolution will be taken up 
very shortly here in the House and will 
add fully $100 million above the House 
number to the general science func- 
tion, to function 250. 

Then the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, in its wisdom, can choose among 
the various science agencies which will 
receive that increase in funding. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 


gentleman from California  [Mr. 
ROHRABACHER] has expired. 
(By unanimous consent, Mr. 


ROHRABACHER was allowed to proceed 
for 1 additional minute.) 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. I thank the gentle- 
men for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I point out to my dis- 
tinguished chairman, I repeat what the 
ranking member, the ranking Repub- 
lican on the full committee, Mr. WALK- 
ER, has to say: we are dealing with 
budget function 250. So when you talk 
about the $100 million, that $100 mil- 
lion is not earmarked for NSF; that 
$100 million is in a broad budget func- 
tion that has to deal with NASA, it has 
to deal with Department of Energy re- 
search projects, a whole wide range of 
activities that it has to deal with. 

So the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WALKER] was right on point in re- 
sponding to that comment, and I appre- 
ciate it. 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chariman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. BOUCHER. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

In response to those remarks, I would 
simply point out that we in this action 
are not requiring that the Committee 
on Appropriations take any step to 
fund the NSF at any given level. We 
are simply providing the authorization 
authority that is necessary if the Ap- 
propriations Committee should choose, 
for whatever reasons are sufficient to 
it, to provide the level of funding that 
we are setting forth for the National 
Science Foundation. 

There will be budget authority for it 
as a consequence of the conference re- 
port on the budget resolution. We are 
simply making sure there is authoriza- 
tion through this process for the same. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California  [Mr. 


ROHRABACHER] has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent and on re- 
quest of Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER was allowed to proceed 
for 1 additional minute.) 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Well, then, I say to 
my distinguished subcommittee chair- 
man, he is running contrary to the 
wishes of the full committee chairman 
and all of us who serve on this author- 
izing committee. We are not willing to 
cede all decisionmaking to the appro- 
priators. I am embarrassed to even sug- 
gest that we might consider that. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Reclaiming my 
time, I would just note for the public 
this is a fascinating debate because it 
is dealing with a highly technical issue 
and it is also dealing with a process 
that is very difficult to understand. 

I believe that what we are seeing 
today is responsibility on this side of 
the aisle and good intentions on that 
side of the aisle. Today we are $200 bil- 
lion in debt, we are spending more than 
we are taking in every year. I think in- 
stead of good intentions, it is time to 
act responsibly. 

I support the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
BOEHLERT]. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, | rise in oppo- 
sition to the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New York. This amendment 
would reduce the National Science Founda- 
tion's budget authorization for the next fiscal 
year by $50 million and $158 million in fiscal 
year 1996. We should not be reducing the 
1995 authorization below the level requested 
by the administration at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues to vote 
against this amendment. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, | have a number of 
concerns about section 203 of the H.R. 3254 
which attempts to define the eligibility for re- 
search facility awards. The second part of the 
proviso states that the Director of NSF shall 
exclude from consideration—for a moderniza- 
tion grant—any institution that receives funds 
for repair, renovation, replacement to and con- 
struction of one of its facilities through a non- 
competitive, nonmerit based award process. 

The language, as written, is somewhat 
vague. Nowhere in the bill does it outline the 
definition of an earmark and how institutions 
would be included or excluded. Additionally, 
this is a huge administrative burden on NSF to 
not only define an earmark, but then enforce 
this language when considering which institu- 
tions should receive modernization funds and 
which should not. Also, it does not address 
those projects that have been specifically au- 
thorized. 

There is also a concern that this provision 
affects universities funded by agencies other 
than NSF and is beyond the jurisdiction of the 
Science, Space, and Technology Committee. 
As an example, according to the Department 
of Veterans Affairs, this amendment to the 
Academic Research Facilities Modernization 
Act of 1988 has the potential for excluding uni- 
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versities affiliated with the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs from participating in NSF's infra- 
Structure program. 

Finally, the funding levels in the authoriza- 
tion bill stand in clear contrast to the Appro- 
priation subcommittee's long standing priorities 
for math and science education—particularly 
at the precollege level, as well as for research 
support for individual science and engineering 
researchers at this Nation's colleges and uni- 
versities. In math and science education, the 
authorization bill cuts $16.4 million out of the 
President's request and funds it with last 
year's level. The Appropriations Committee 
has led the way to rebuild and strengthen the 
NSF's math and science education programs, 
bringing them back to life after the Reagan ad- 
ministration sought to zero them out. 

Mr. Chairman, | hope that the conferees will 
address this issue in conference. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. BOEH- 
LERT]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 227, noes 197, 
not voting 13, as follows: 

[Roll No. 151] 


AYES—221 
Allard DeLay Hunter 
Andrews (NJ) Deutsch Hutchinson 
Andrews (TX) Diaz-Balart Hutto 
Archer Dickey Hyde 
Armey Dornan Inglis 
Bachus (AL) Dreier Inhofe 
Baker (CA) Duncan Istook 
Baker (LA) Dunn Jacobs 
Ballenger Edwards (TX) Johnson (CT) 
Barca Emerson Johnson, Sam 
Barrett (NE) English Kaptur 
Barrett (WI) Everett Kasich 
Bartlett Ewing Kim 
Barton Fawell King 
Bateman Fields (TX) Kingston 
Bentley Fish Klein 
Bereuter Fowler Klink 
Bilbray Pranks (CT) Klug 
Bilirakis Franks (NJ) Knollenberg 
Bliley Gallegly Kolbe 
Blute Gallo Kreidler 
Boehlert Gekas Kyl 
Boehner Geren Laughlin 
Bonilla Gilchrest Lazio 
Brewster Gillmor Lehman 
Bunning Gilman Levy 
Burton Gingrich Lewis (CA) 
Buyer Glickman Lewis (FL) 
Callahan Goodlatte Lightfoot 
Calvert Goodling Linder 
Camp Goss Lipinski 
Canady Grams Livingston 
Cardin Greenwood Machtley 
Castle Gunderson Manzullo 
Chapman Hall (TX) Margolies- 
Clement Hancock Mezvinsky 
Clinger Hansen Martinez 
Coble Hastert McCandless 
Combest Hefley McCollum 
Condit Herger McCrery 
Cooper Hoagland McDade 
Coppersmith Hobson McHugh 
Cox Hoekstra McInnis 
Crane Hoke McKeon 
Crapo Holden McMillan 
Cunningham Horn Meehan 
Danner Houghton Menendez 
DeFazio Hughes Meyers 


Mica 

Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 


Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 

de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
Deal 


DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 

Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 


Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 

Furse 
Gejdenson 


Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 


NOES—197 


Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hay! 


es 
Hefner 

Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hochbrueckner 


Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 


Mazzoli 


Mineta 


Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Norton (DC) 
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Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 


Stenholm 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 

Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 


Oberstar 
Obey 

Olver 
Owens 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 

Sabo 
Sanders 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Scott 
Serrano 
Skaggs 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Spratt 
Stark 


Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
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Wilson Woolsey Wynn 
Wise Wyden Yates 

NOT VOTING—13 
Blackwell Grandy Romero-Barcelo 
Collins (GA) Long (PR) 
Doolittle Neal (NC) Sangmeister 
Engel Ridge Sharp 
Ford (MI) Washington 
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Messrs. ZELIFF, LEWIS of Califor- 
nia, BILBRAY, and HOLDEN, Ms. 
ENGLISH of Arizona, and Messrs. 
ORTIZ, KLEIN, HALL of Texas, and 
MEEHAN changed their vote from 
mmo" to "aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT: At 
the appropriate place, add the following: 

TITLEIISEC. .SENSE-OF-CONGRESS 

REQUIREMENT REGARDING NOTICE 

(a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIP- 
MENT AND PRODUCTS.—In the case of any 
equipment or products that may be author- 
ized to be purchased with financial assist- 
ance provided under this Act, it is the sense 
of the Congress that entities receiving such 
assistance should, in expending the assist- 
ance, purchase only American-made equip- 
ment and products. 

(b) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.— 
In providing financial assistance under this 
Act, the Director shall provide to each recip- 
ient of assistance a notice describing the 
statement made in subsection (a) by the Con- 
gress. 

Mr. TRAFICANT (during the read- 
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid- 
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, in 
the case of any equipment or products 
that may be authorized to be purchased 
with assistance under this act, the 
Congress expresses the essence of the 
Congress that those purchases be made 
in America. In addition, that any recip- 
ient of assistance under this bill would 
get a notice that would basically out- 
line that sense of Congress resolution 
listed in the amendment. 

Let me say to Members of the Con- 
gress, in the last 10 years, we had 2.5 
trillion dollars’ worth of new debt and 
1.6 trillion dollars' worth of trade defi- 
cits. I ask the committee to accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we have examined on 
this side this amendment. We find it to 
be appropriate, and would urge its 
adoption by the committee. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOUCHER. I will be pleased to 
yield to the gentleman from California. 
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Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I want- 
ed to congratulate the author for his 
continuing efforts to see to it that we 
purchase more of the goods that are 
made by our own workers in this coun- 
try. I think it is an excellent amend- 
ment, and will support it very strong- 
ly. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SOLOMON 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SOLOMON: 

At the end of Title II, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. 213. DENIAL OF AWARDS OF GRANTS OR 
CONTRACTS TO EDUCATIONAL IN- 
STITUTIONS WHICH PREVENT MILI- 
TARY RECRUITING. 

(a) DENIAL OF FUNDS.—The Director may 
not make a grant or award a contract to any 
educational institution that has a policy of 
denying, or which effectively prevents, any 
of the military services of the United States 
from obtaining for military recruiting pur- 
poses— 

(1) entry to campuses or access to students 
on campuses; or 

(2) access to directory information pertain- 
ing to students; consistent with applicable 
law. 

(b) PROCEDURES FOR DETERMINATION.—In 
determining compliance with subsection (a), 
the Director shall—(1) include on any grant 
or contract application questions as to 
whether the educational institution has, by 
policy or practice, effectively denied such 
entry or access for recruiting purposes; and 
(2) inquire of the Department of Defense 
whether such entry or access has been denied 
by an institution before awarding such grant 
or contract to it. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion—(1) the term "student" means an indi- 
vidual enrolled in an educational institution 
who is 17 years of age or older; and (2) the 
term directory information“ means, with 
respect to a student, the student's name, ad- 
dress, telephone listing, date and place of 
birth, level of education, degrees received, 
and the most recent educational institution 
enrolled in by the student. 

Mr. SOLOMON (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve a point of order with respect to 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. BOUCHER] reserves a 
point of order against the amendment. 
The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON] is recognized for 5 minutes in 
support of his amendment. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, dur- 
ing recent congressional hearings, Con- 
gress has been made aware that mili- 
tary recruiters in various educational 
facilities across the country were being 
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denied access to educational facilities. 
Preventing military recruiters from 
explaining the benefits of an honorable 
career in our armed services of the 
United States. 

Mr. Chairman and Members, that is 
outrageous. My amendment today 
would simply prevent any funds au- 
thorized in this act from going to insti- 
tutions which prevent military recruit- 
ing on their campuses. 

The amendment is short and very di- 
rect. Allow me just to read the main 
body of it. The Director of the National 
Science Foundation may not make a 
grant or an award of a contract to any 
educational facility that has a policy 
of denying or which effectively pre- 
vents any of the military services of 
the United States from obtaining mili- 
tary recruiting purposes, meaning 
entry to campuses or access to stu- 
dents on campuses or access to direc- 
tory information pertaining to those 
students. 

Mr. Chairman, we all know what 
kind of a strain our military institu- 
tions and personnel have been under re- 
cently. Deep budget cuts have cut into 
training, forced crews to work longer 
hours with less maintained equipment, 
and shortened promising careers. 

Mr. Chairman, the mission of our 
Armed Forces has become muddled in 
this post-cold-war world. Now, Mr. 
Chairman, as we know, a number of 
educational institutions across the 
country are receiving massive amounts 
of Federal dollars included in this bill 
before us today, yet they are denying 
the Department of Defense the oppor- 
tunity to recruit on their campuses. I 
think that is appallingly hypocritical, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Institutions that are receiving grants 
and awards from one or more Federal 
departments are in turn attempting to 
deny another Federal department, the 
Department of Defense, access to their 
campuses. We as guardians of the Fed- 
eral purse should not allow this to 
stand, Mr. Chairman. 

No one in an institution which is re- 
ceiving any Federal moneys should be 
allowed to block our recruiters from 
explaining the educational and career 
opportunities in our all-voluntary mili- 
tary. 

I think all Members should listen to 
this, because if you go back home and 
talk to your recruiters you will know: 
Testimony by the Pentagon and recent 
surveys by the press across the Nation 
show that military recruiting is down 
over the past 2 years. Recruiters are al- 
ready having trouble meeting their 
quotas as it is. This is a dangerous de- 
velopment with potential hot spots all 
around the world, with President Clin- 
ton threatening to put American 
troops in Bosnia, and, over my stand- 
ing objections, putting American 
troops into Haiti. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is a very 
serious issue. Even in a period of 
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downsizing, we are unable to find 
enough recruits to fill the current 
numbers of slots. It may be debatable 
as to why this is so, Mr. Chairman, but 
the fact is, more importantly, recruit- 
ing is where readiness begins, and all 
Members know that. Recruiting is the 
key to the all-voluntary military, 
which has been such a spectacular suc- 
cess. 

Mr. Chairman, we only have to recall 
the utter demolition of Saddam Hus- 
sein’s army to know what a success the 
All-Volunteer Force has been. But 
there was a time back in the 1970's 
when the All-Volunteer Force was in a 
deplorable condition, when we tried to 
rescue hostages in Iran. We had to can- 
nibalize about 15 helicopter gunships 
just to get 5 that would work, and only 
3 of those did. You all remember the re- 
sults of that rescue mission. 

Because of under funding, many of 
our top military officers and enlisted 
men had left the military to find better 
paying jobs, and we were unable to at- 
tract the best possible young people. 

We began to change this in the early 
1980’s on a bipartisan basis by dramati- 
cally improving pay and benefits for 
volunteers. The result is a force that is 
better educated today, better trained, 
and the most highly motivated in the 
entire history of our military. Today 
over 95 percent of our personnel are 
high school graduates, and this success 
is in large part due to recruiting on 
school grounds. 
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Mr. Chairman, the reason our mili- 
tary has been so successful is that re- 
cruiters have been able to enlist such 
promising volunteers for our armed 
forces by going into high schools and 
colleges and universities informing 
young people of the increased opportu- 
nities that an honorable military serv- 
ice can provide, plus the bill of rights 
of the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
MONTGOMERY] giving them $25,000 in 
earned educational benefits. 

The readiness of our Armed Forces is 
on the wane today, and we must re- 
verse this slide. We can begin by telling 
recipients of Federal money, that 
means colleges and universities, that if 
they do not like the armed services or 
its policies, that is all right. 

That is freedom of speech. They are 
welcome to say that. But do not expect 
Federal dollars to support their inter- 
ference with our military recruiters. 

I would just like to make one last 
point, Mr. Chairman, for those of my 
colleagues who may worry that this 
kind of legislation tramples on States’ 
rights. Again, let me repeat, I have no 
problem with schools or any private in- 
stitution taking a stand on public is- 
sues and implementing policies accord- 
ingly. But when an institution is re- 
ceiving Federal dollars, that gives the 
Federal Government some rights, too. 
And this amendment only deals with 
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those institutions receiving Federal 
dollars. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO- 
MON] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SOLOMON 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Missouri, one of the most 
respected Members of this House who is 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Military Forces and Personnel. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I will 
just take a moment of the gentleman's 
time. 

I want to point out that we had a 
hearing earlier this year in the sub- 
committee, which I am privileged to 
chair, dealing with the recruiting for 
the young men and young women in all 
of the services. Quite honestly, there is 
a problem. 

There is less propensity for the 
young people in our country to look to- 
ward the military for either a career or 
for enlistment. It bothers me that 
there is any impediment for them to 
take the opportunity to join. 

The same institutions that are re- 
ceiving the benefits from the GI bill 
might be, on other occasions, impeding 
people from taking advantage of join- 
ing the service. 

I think the gentleman is right on 
track. I intend to vote with him. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for his cogent re- 
marks. 

Mr. Chairman, the courts have 
upheld similar legislation of mine in 
the past, such as the 1982 amendment 
that denied Federal education funds to 
students who failed to register for the 
draft and also prohibiting draft evaders 
from participating in job training pro- 
grams, federally funded. 

The concept behind this amendment 
today is exactly the same, and I would 
certainly urge the Members to support 
my amendment. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

A couple of years ago, when we had 
the Desert Shield-Desert Storm debate, 
I think we elevated ourselves in the 
House of Representatives by reconcil- 
ing in many ways with our military. 
Even those who did not believe we 
should move forward in Desert Storm 
came out of the debate assuring the 
Nation and our colleagues that we 
would all support our troops. 

We saw those bumper stickers, Sup- 
port Our Troops," on hundreds of thou- 
sands of vehicles throughout the Na- 
tion. And when our troops came home, 
we let them know that we really appre- 
ciated them. 
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Our military is a very, very impor- 
tant part of our society. It is an honor- 
able profession, as the gentleman has 
said. It is respected. It is dignified. It 
deserves our support. 

By allowing our institutions that re- 
ceive Federal dollars to reject recruit- 
ers, we are allowing that wedge to be 
driven once again between the military 
and another important part of our soci- 
ety, those are the institutions that 
train and educate our young people. 

This is a very, very important 
amendment. By passing the Solomon 
amendment, we are going to send an- 
other message of support to the people 
that wear the uniform of the United 
States and follow our flag. I support 
the gentleman's amendment. I think it 
is very, very good. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for his support. 
He has been a longstanding Member 
that has supported our military. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO- 
MON] has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SOLOMON 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Virginia. 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to propound a 
question with respect to how the gen- 
tleman interprets the recent addition 
that was made to the base text amend- 
ment. The addition that is written in 
on this amendment on line 7, following 
the phrase that is denumerated para- 
graph number 2, says, consistent with 
applicable law." 

My question to the gentleman is 
whether he intends that that new lan- 
guage will modify the language on line 
7, designated paragraph 2 only, or 
whether it also will modify the lan- 
guage on the preceding line, line 6, des- 
ignated paragraph 1? 

I would assume that it is designed to 
modify both paragraphs, but I want the 
gentleman's interpretation. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, let me 
explain it this way. The gentleman is 
correct. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO- 
MON] has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SOLOMON 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I say 
to the gentleman from Virginia that he 
knows that we had a problem in draft- 
ing the amendment to make it ger- 
mane. Even though I believe that it is 
a limitation amendment, which should 
be allowed, I have every reason to be- 
lieve the Parliamentarians would rule 
against me and in favor of the gen- 
tleman raising à point of order against 
it. 
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Therefore, we had to modify it by 
adding the terms ‘‘consistent with ap- 
plicable law.“ 

It does apply to line 6 as well. In ef- 
fect, it makes this a sense-of-Congress 
resolution rather than binding. We 
would hope to pass it over here in this 
forum and then have the Senate adopt 
it in its original form where it will be- 
come law. 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, I 
thank the gentleman for his expla- 
nation. 

I would only ask this additional ques- 
tion. 

The gentleman has explained that his 
new phrase consistent with applicable 
law" is designed to modify the lan- 
guage on both lines 6 and 7. That is 
what I would have assumed as well. 

I ask the gentleman this additional 
question: Does the gentleman believe 
that he is adding any requirements 
that do not already exist in present law 
through the general text of his amend- 
ment? Will this amendment, if adopted, 
change the required conduct of univer- 
sities in terms of the access and infor- 
mation they provide? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, let me 
say to the gentleman, it is not my in- 
tention, by rendering this new modi- 
fication, to create new law. It is appli- 
cable law. That is my intent. 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, does 
the gentleman agree that with the ad- 
dition of the language consistent with 
applicable law" that there would be no 
new conduct required of universities as 
a result of the passage of this resolu- 
tion? 
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, unfor- 
tunately, the gentleman is correct. We 
hope to remedy that when the bill is 
brought up in the Senate. 

Mr. BOUCHER. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I am glad to yield to 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, we understand, based on 
this colloquy, that the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. BOUCHER] will not be 
pressing his point of order, and it is 
based on the gentleman's explanation 
that with the added language, this does 
not create any additional legal require- 
ment, and is simply an expression of 
the Congress, and I assume that that is 
the basis on which there would be no 
further pressing of the point of order. 

Mr. SOLOMON. The gentleman is ab- 
solutely correct in his observation. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. It is a 
rare pleasure to be in such agreement 
with the gentleman from New York. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. BOUCHER] has re- 
served a point of order. Does the gen- 
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tleman wish to press the point of 
order? 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw the reservation of the point 
of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there further de- 
bate on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO- 
MON]. 

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. Chairman, some institutions of higher 
education in this country need to be put on 
notice that their policies of ambivalence or 
hostility towards our Nation's armed services 
do not go unnoticed—either by this House or 
by the American people. 

A growing, and misguided, sense of moral 
superiority is creeping into the policies or col- 
leges and universities in this country when it 
comes to such things as military recruiting or 
ROTC activities on campus. On April 22, for 
example, California State University at Sac- 
ramento announced that it would phase out its 
ROTC programs because some at the univer- 
sity disagreed with military personnel stand- 
ards—standards based on Federal law passed 
in this Congress. 

Examples like this should be seen for what 
they are—outrageous. It is nothing less than a 
backhanded slap at the honor and dignity of 
service in our Nation's armed forces; at those 
who have worn our Nation's uniform before; 
and at this Congress which has set in law mili- 
"Y personnel standards. 

hese colleges and universities need to 
know that their starry-eyed idealism comes 
with a price. If they are too good, or too right- 
eous to treat our Nation's military with the re- 
spect it deserves; allow ROTC units to oper- 
ate; or afford our Nation's armed services the 
same recruiting opportunities offered to private 
corporations—then they may also be too good 
lo receive the generous level of taxpayer dol- 
lars presently enjoyed by many institutions of 
higher education in America. 

or our young men training to defend the 
freedoms of all Americans, and for all those 
who have proudly worn the uniform of this 
country, | urge my colleagues to support the 
Solomon amendment, and send a message 
over the wall of the ivory tower 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to the bill? 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word, in order to enter 
into a colloquy with the distinguished 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Science of the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology. 

Mr. Chairman, under section 101(e) of 
H.R. 3254, the National Science Foun- 
dation is authorized to support edu- 
cation activities to encourage the par- 
ticipation of minorities who are under- 
represented in science, engineering, 
and mathematics. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask, is it the 
intent of this section to direct the Na- 
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tional Science Foundation to work 
with already-established minority en- 
gineering programs in the Nation's spe- 
cific institutions in order to advance 
and increase participation of minority 
engineers at all levels of education? 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RUSH. I yield to the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding, and 
I would indicate that the gentleman is 
correct. It is the committee's intent 
that the National Science Foundation 
works with all science and engineering 
programs that have been successful in 
increasing the participation of under- 
represented groups in science and engi- 
neering research and education. 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased that the full committee agreed 
to include language in the final com- 
mittee report that calls for the im- 
provement of minority participation in 
Science and engineering education. It is 
of fundamental importance that minor- 
ity students have an opportunity to 
participate fully in science and engi- 
neering endeavors, especially at the 
undergraduate level. 

It is my hope that the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology will 
look further into this matter to pro- 
vide adequate Federal resources for mi- 
nority students of science and engi- 
neering at all levels of education. I 
thank the distinguished chairman for 
his support in this matter. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to the bill? 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
Strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of H.R. 3254, the National Science 
Foundation Act. NSF is the only Fed- 
eral agency with the sole mission to 
support basic science and engineering 
research and education in our Nation's 
schools, colleges and universities. NSF 
is an important participant in research 
efforts in areas such as high perform- 
ance computing, and communications, 
advanced materials, biotechnology and 
advanced manufacturing. Innovation in 
these areas is key to creating the econ- 
omy of the future. 

If we are to realize the fullest poten- 
tial for our Nation's economic future, 
we must ensure that opportunities 
exist for all Americans. To that end, I 
am pleased that the Science, Space, 
and Technology Committee adopted 
my amendment to support education 
efforts for underrepresented groups in 
science and engineering. There is a 
vast untapped resource in the children 
of our Nation. We must not let value of 
our young people’s imagination be di- 
minished by a failure to acknowledge 
that everyone—regardless of race, eth- 
nicity, gender, disability, or financial 
situation—may have something valu- 
able to offer for the future of our great 
Nation. 
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I want to thank Science Subcommit- 
tee Chairman BOUCHER and ranking 
member BOEHLERT for their leadership 
and vision on this matter. By investing 
in our future now through funding the 
National Science Foundation, we can 
provide hope for all Americans that 
they will have a high-paying, high- 
quality job that will give the men and 
women of this country the financial se- 
curity they need to raise a family. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, | rise to urge 
my colleagues to support H.R. 3254, the Na- 
tional Science Foundation Authorization Act of 
1994. 

This bill represents an important step for- 
ward in establishing strong basic research in 
the fields of science and engineering. It clari- 
fies NSF missions, expands NSF participation 
in international scientific cooperation, and sup- 
ports new education for underrepresented 
groups in science and engineering. 

NSF is the premier Federal agency for sup- 
porting research in physical and mathematical 
Sciences at universities. The Foundation has 
played a pivotal role in the post-war era by 
nurturing excellence in U.S.-university re- 
search and producing high-caliber scientists 
and engineers. 

The NSF bill authorizes a 6-percent in- 
crease in funding levels in fiscal year 1995. 
This increase is on par with the President's 
fiscal year 1995 Budget request which empha- 
sizes new technology development in the area 
of high-performance computing and the estab- 
lishment of an information superhighway. 

My congressional district, which is the home 
of Silicon Valley and Stanford University, have 
together made tremendous progress in high- 
performance computing technology. The NSF 
is now well poised to complement their efforts 
by providing new research grants. 

H.R. 3254 also authorizes programs to en- 
courage women, minorities, and other groups 
who are underrepresented in science to seek 
careers in this field. | believe these groups 
have not been adequately integrated into our 
Nation's most prestigious scientific bodies. 

This is especially the case for women who 
represent an increasing percentage of those 
Students in science and engineering degree 
programs but who are still employed in low 
numbers in industry, academic institutions, 
and government research agencies. 

| urge my colleagues to support the NSF 
authorization bill as a way to begin dismantling 
the barriers which discourage women and mi- 
norities from participating in science. Bringing 
down these barriers will provide a more di- 
verse and knowledgeable science base and 
enhance this Nation's economic competitive- 


ness. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to the bill? 

If not, the question is on the commit- 
tee amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 
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Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
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SERRANO) having assumed the chair, 

Mr. OBERSTAR, Chairman of the Com- 

mittee of the Whole House on the State 

of the Union, reported that that Com- 
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 3254) to authorize appro- 
priations for the National Science 

Foundation, and for other purposes, 

pursuant to House Resolution 414, re- 

ported the bill back to the House with 
an amendment adopted by the Commit- 
tee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or- 
dered. : 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
mand a separate vote on the just- 
passed so-called Solomon amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a sep- 
arate vote demanded on any other 
amendment? 

The Clerk will report the amendment 
on which a separate vote has been de- 
manded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment: At the end of Title II, add the 
following new section: 

SEC. 213. DENIAL OF AWARDS OF GRANTS OR 
CONTRACTS TO EDUCATIONAL IN- 
STITUTIONS WHICH PREVENT MILI- 
TARY RECRUITING. 

(a) DENIAL OF FUNDS.—The Director may 
not make a grant or award a contract to any 
educational institution that has a policy of 
denying, or which effectively prevents, any 
of the military services of the United States 
from obtaining for military recruiting pur- 
poses— 

(1) entry to campuses or access to students 
on campuses; or 

(2) access to directory information pertain- 
ng to students; consistent with applicable 
AW. 

(b) PROCEDURES FOR DETERMINATION.—In 
determining compliance with subsection (a), 
the Director shall—(1) include on any grant 
or contract application questions as to 
whether the educational institution has, by 
policy or practice, effectively denied such 
entry or access for recruiting purposes; and 
(2) inquire of the Department of Defense 
whether such entry or access has been denied 
by an institution before awarding such grant 
or contract to it. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion—(1) the term *'student" means an indi- 
vidual enrolled in an educational institution 
who is 17 years of age or older; and (2) the 
term “directory information" means, with 
respect to a student, the student's name, ad- 
dress, telephone listing, date and place of 
birth, level of education, degrees received, 
and the most recent educational institution 
enrolled in by the student. 

Mr. SOLOMON (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment. 


The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 


the ayes appeared to have it. 


RECORDED VOTE 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I de- 


mand a recorded vote. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 331, noes 90, 


not voting 11, as follows: 


Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 


Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Combest. 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 


Darden 


[Roll No. 152] 
AYES—331 


Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fazio 

Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Fingerhut 
Fish 

Flake 

Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 

Gekas 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 

Grams 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 

Hyde 

Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Istook 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennelly 
Kildee 


Kim 

King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 

Klink 

Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kreidler 


Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Machtley 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolies- 
Mezvinsky 
Martinez 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 


Paxon 

Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
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Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 


Abercrombie 
Andrews (NJ) 
Barrett (WI) 


Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Coyne 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 


Gejdenson 
Gephardt 


Andrews (ME) 
Blackwell 
Bonilla 
Collins (GA) 
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Saxton Tauzin 
Schaefer Taylor (MS) 
Schiff Taylor (NC) 
Schumer Tejeda 
Sensenbrenner Thomas (CA) 
Shaw Thomas (WY) 
Shays Thurman 
Shepherd Torkildsen 
Shuster Torricelli 
Sisisky Towns 
Skeen Traficant 
Skelton Upton 
Slattery Valentine 
Smith (1A) Vento 
Smith (MI) Visclosky 
Smith (NJ) Volkmer 
Smith (OR) Vucanovich 
Smith (TX) Walker 
Snowe Walsh 
Solomon Weldon 
Spence Wheat 
Spratt Whitten 
Stearns Williams 
Stenholm Wilson 
Strickland Wise 
Stump Wolf 
Stupak Wynn 
Sundquist Young (AK) 
Swett Young (FL) 
Synar Zeliff 
Talent Zimmer 
Tanner 
NOES—90 
Gutierrez Payne (NJ) 
Hamburg Pelosi 
Harman Rangel 
Hastings Reynolds 
Hinchey Rostenkowski 
Hoagland Roybal-Allard 
Johnson, E.B Rush 
Johnston Sanders 
Kanjorski Schenk 
Kennedy Schroeder 
Kopetski Scott 
Lewis (GA) Serrano 
Lowey Skaggs 
Maloney Slaughter 
Markey Stark 
Matsui Stokes 
McDermott Studds 
McKinney Swift 
Meehan Thompson 
Meek Thornton 
Mfume Torres 
Miller (CA) Tucker 
Mineta Unsoeld 
Mink Velazquez 
Moakley Waters 
Nadler Watt 
Neal (MA) Waxman 
Oberstar Woolsey 
Olver Wyden 
Owens Yates 
NOT VOTING—11 
Doolittle Sangmeister 
Grandy Sharp 
Long Washington 
Ridge 
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Ms. FURSE, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. 


GUTIERREZ, Mr. 
MINK of Hawaii, 


HINCHEY, Mrs. 
and Mr. 


RUSH 


changed their vote from “aye” to “no,” 
Messrs. SENSENBRENNER, VENTO, 
and HEFNER changed their vote from 
"no" to “aye.” 
So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SERRANO). The question is on the com- 
mittee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as amended. 
The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute as amended was 


agreed to. 


9294 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes apeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 396, noes 22, 
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Levy Orton Slattery 
Lewis (CA) Owens Slaughter 
Lewis (FL) Oxley Smith (IA) 
Lewis (GA) Packard Smith (MI) 
Lightfoot Pallone Smith (NJ) 
Linder Parker Smith (OR) 
Lipinski Pastor Smith (TX) 
Livingston Payne (NJ) Snowe 
Lloyd Payne (VA) Spence 
Lowey Pelosi Spratt 
Machtley Penny Stark 
Maloney Peterson (FL) Stearns 
Mann Peterson (MN) Stenholm 
Manton Petri Stokes 
Manzullo Pickett Strickland 
Margolies- Pickle Studds 

Mezvinsky Pombo Stupak 
Markey Pomeroy Sundquist 
Martinez Porter Swett 
Matsui Portman Swift 
Mazzoli Poshard Synar 
McCandless Price (NC) Talent 
McCloskey Pryce (OH) Tanner 
McCollum Quillen Taylor (MS) 
McCurdy Quinn Tejeda 
McDade Rahall Thomas (CA) 
McDermott Rangel Thomas (WY) 
McHale Ravenel Thompson 
McHugh Reed Thornton 
McInnis Regula Thurman 
McKeon Reynolds Torkildsen 
McKinney Richardson Torres 
McMillan Roemer Torricelli 
McNulty Rogers Towns 
Meehan Rohrabacher Traficant 
Meek Ros-Lehtinen Tucker 
Menendez Rose Unsoeld 
Meyers Rostenkowski Upton 
Mfume Roukema Valentine 
Mica Rowland Velazquez 
Michel Roybal-Allard Vento 
Miller (CA) Rush Visclosky 
Miller (FL) Sabo Volkmer 
Mineta Sanders Vucanovich 
Minge Santorum Walker 
Mink Sarpalius Walsh 
Moakley Sawyer Waters 
Molinari Saxton Watt 
Mollohan Schaefer Waxman 
Montgomery Schenk Weldon 
Moorhead Schiff Whitten 
Moran Schroeder Williams 
Morella Schumer Wilson 
Murphy Scott Wise 
Murtha Serrano Wolf 
Myers Sharp Woolsey 
Nadler Shaw Wyden 
Neal (MA) Shays Wynn 
Neal (NC) Shepherd Yates 
Nussle Shuster Young (AK) 
Oberstar Sisisky Young (FL) 
Obey Skaggs Zimmer 
Olver Skeen 
Ortiz Skelton 

NOES—22 
Armey Herger Royce 
Ballenger Hoekstra Sensenbrenner 
Burton Hunter Solomon 
Coble Inglis Stump 
Crane Paxon Taylor (NC) 
Duncan Ramstad Zeliff 
Goodling Roberts 
Hancock Roth 
NOT VOTING—14 
Blackwell Grandy Sangmeister 
Collins (GA) Hinchey Tauzin 
Darden Long Washington 
Doolittle McCrery Wheat 
Fish Ridge 
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Mr. ROYCE changed his vote from 


“aye” to “no ” 


not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 153] 

AYES—396 

Abercrombie Coppersmith Grams 
Ackerman Costello Green 
Allard Cox Greenwood 
Andrews (ME) Coyne Gunderson 
Andrews (NJ) Cramer Gutierrez 
Andrews (TX) Crapo Hall (OH) 
Applegate Cunningham Hall (TX) 
Archer Danner Hamburg 
Bacchus (FL) de la Garza Hamilton 
Bachus (AL) Deal Hansen 
Baesler DeFazio Harman 
Baker (CA) DeLauro Hastert 
Baker (LA) DeLay Hastings 
Barca Dellums Hayes 
Barcia Derrick Hefley 
Barlow Deutsch Hefner 
Barrett (NE) Diaz-Balart Hilliard 
Barrett (WI) Dickey Hoagland 
Bartlett Dicks Hobson 
Barton Dingell Hochbrueckner 
Bateman Dixon Hoke 
Becerra Dooley Holden 
Beilenson Dornan Horn 
Bentley Dreier Houghton 
Bereuter Dunn Hoyer 
Berman Durbin Huffington 
Bevill Edwards (CA) Hughes 
Bilbray Edwards (TX) Hutchinson 
Bilirakis Ehlers Hutto 
Bishop Emerson Hyde 
Bliley Engel Inhofe 
Blute English Inslee 
Boehlert Eshoo Istook 
Boehner Evans Jacobs 
Bonilla Everett Jefferson 
Bonior Ewing Johnson (CT) 
Borski Farr Johnson (GA) 
Boucher Fawell Johnson (SD) 
Brewster Fazio Johnson, E. B. 
Brooks Fields (LA) Johnson, Sam 
Browder Fields (TX) Johnston 
Brown (CA) Filner Kanjorski 
Brown (FL) Fingerhut Kaptur 
Brown (OH) Flake Kasich 
Bryant Foglietta Kennedy 
Bunning Ford (MI) Kennelly 
Buyer Ford (TN) Kildee 
Byrne Fowler Kim 
Callahan Frank (MA) King 
Calvert Franks (CT) Kingston 
Camp Franks (NJ) Kleczka 
Canady Frost Klein 
Cantwell Furse Klink 
Cardin Gallegly Klug 
Carr Gallo Knollenberg 
Castle Gejdenson Kolbe 
Chapman Gekas Kopetski 
Clay Gephardt Kreidler 
Clayton Geren Kyl 
Clement Gibbons LaFalce 
Clinger Gilchrest Lambert 
Clyburn Gillmor Lancaster 
Coleman Gilman Lantos 
Collins (IL) Gingrich LaRocco 
Collins (MI) Glickman Laughlin 
“Combest Gonzalez Lazio 
Condit Goodlatte Leach 
Conyers Gordon Lehman 
Cooper Goss Levin 


Mr. DICKEY changed his vote from 
no“ to “aye.” 

So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid -on 
the table. 
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GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have § legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks on the legislation just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SERRANO). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 


ä | 
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AUTHORIZING THE  CLERK TO 
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN- 
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 3254, NA- 
TIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1994 


Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that in the engross- 
ment of the bill (H.R. 3254) to authorize 
appropriations for the National Science 
Foundation, and for other purposes, 
the Clerk be authorized to correct sec- 
tion numbers, punctuation, and cross 
references, and to make such other 
technical and conforming changes as 
may be necessary to reflect the actions 
of the House in amending the bill, H.R. 
3254. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SERRANO). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON AGRICULTURE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, DC, April 6, 1994. 
Hon. THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no- 
tify you pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules 
of the House that a member of my Commit- 
tee staff has been served with a subpoena is- 
sued by the Superior Court for the District 
of Columbia. 

After consultation with the General Coun- 
sel, I have determined that compliance with 
the subpoena is consistent with the privi- 
leges and precedents of the House. 

Sincerely, 
E (KIKA) DE LA GARZA, 
Chairman. 


—— 


SPECIAL ORDERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BARLOW). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of February 11, 1994, 
and under a previous order of the 
House, the following Members are rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes each: 


SIGN THE A TO Z DISCHARGE 
PETITION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the previous order of the House, the 
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gentleman from Illinois [Mr. EWING] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, today I rise 
to express my strong support for the A 
to Z spending cut plan. 

During the debate over the Presi- 
dent's budget bill last year many Mem- 
bers found it difficult for a bill that re- 
lied too heavily on taxes and too little 
on spending cuts. They relied on the 
promises of the leadership that they 
would have a special spending cut ses- 
sion to address their concerns. How- 
ever, according to the Congressional 
Daily of April 21, not only will this not 
materialize, but we will have instead 
open opposition from the leadership to 
any such spending cut proposals. It isa 
fact that since the budget passed, there 
have been three strikes and you're out 
for those of us who believe that it is 
time to bring our deficit under control. 

Strike one. The Penny-Kasich $91 bil- 
lion spending cut bill was killed by the 
House leadership. 

Strike two. The balanced budget 
amendment was killed by the House 
leadership. 

Strike three. The Kasich motion to 
instruct conferees to cut $26 billion was 
killed by the House leadership. 

But we do not have to live with three 
strikes and you're out. Let us give our- 
selves another swing at the deficit. It 
is too important a problem to let go 
by. Everyone should sign on to the A to 
Z spending cut discharge petition. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to quote in 
part from a Review and Outlook pub- 
lished in The Wall Street Journal of 
May 4, 1994, and I quote in part: 

A fundamental disconnect has developed 
between the public and Congress on budget 
reform. To Congressional leaders reform 
means larding on a new health care entitle- 
ment. To voters, especially those in the sub- 
urbs, cutting spending is more popular than 
expanding programs that they don't think 
deliver value for their tax dollars. 

Yet House leaders whine about this trou- 
blesome pressure for cuts. “There is an in- 
tense feeling in the caucus that this is get- 
ting out of hand, one Democrat told the 
Congressional Monitor. ‘Between The Wall 
Street Journal, Gingrich and our boll wee- 
vils, we're being asked to vote on a budget 
cut every three months." How awful. 

A House majority is on record as support- 
ing A to Z, so voters may want to know who 
was responsible for presenting such a com- 
mon-sense idea from reaching the floor for a 
vote. They may well conclude that Members 
who praise A to Z in their franked mailings 
home but then cave in to House leaders on 
the discharge petition are either hypocrites 
or political wimps. By now, the public has 
caught on to the rigged game known as 
House Rules. If the House doesn't implement 
some procedures to open up the system for 
both Democrats and Republican Members, 
the electorate may decide this November is 
the time to radically change the makeup of 
the place. 

Mr. Speaker, the deficit is our num- 
ber one challenge. Our long-term fu- 
ture strength of this country and its 
health depends on a businesslike solu- 
tion to the deficit. Time is valuable. 
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We are wasting time. The problem only 
gets worse by every passing month in 
which we continue our deficit spending. 
It is time we acted now to cut spending 
and eliminate the unconscionable and 
unreasonable dissipation of our future 
financial strength. It is our responsibil- 
ity and it should not be foisted off on 
our children to solve our financial 
problems. 

Sign on today to the A to Z proposal 
So that we can consider in a business- 
like fashion the cuts that this House 
should make in the budget. 
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HEALTH COVERAGE NEED FOR 
ALL AMERICANS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BARLOW). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
STRICKLAND] is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
ceive letters from my constituents 
every week, sometimes hundreds of let- 
ters. I would like to share this evening 
a letter which I received from a young 
teacher in my district, a letter about 
his family and their difficulty in at- 
taining adequate health care. 

He begins by saying, 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN STRICKLAND: I am a 
teacher, and I am writing because I wanted 
to relate to you something that has hap- 
pened to my family. My family has run into 
a health care concern that I hope under- 
scores the need for the Congress to improve 
the availability of health care for all Ameri- 
cans. ‘ 

Then he tells me about his father-in- 
law. He says, 

My father-in-law runs a small business in 
your district in Ohio. He has raised seven 
children, including my wife, and he has never 
been able to afford medical insurance. He is 
55 years old, and high blood pressure makes 
the premiums way beyond his means. His 
local doctor recently was alarmed at the re- 
sults of a stress test and told him he was at 
risk of a heart attack at any time. He was 
sent to a specialist in Columbus, and he ex- 
pected to be admitted to the hospital. 

Then my constituent in his letter 
continues. He said, 

The first words out of the specialist’s 
mouth were to the effect, to my father and 
mother-in-law, that they should have insur- 
ance. And he quotes, "No insurance, huh? 
Well, how do you people expect to pay for 
this treatment? How do you pay for your 
medication? How do you pay your bills?” 

All this was before he even examined my 
father-in-law's records. Needless to say, both 
my in-laws were upset by this. The doctor 
was then going to send him home simply 
with medication. 

My wife returned her father to his local 
doctor the next morning, and, after explain- 
ing what had happened, the local doctor sent 
him straight to the hospital here in Chil- 
licothe, where he is now in intensive care, 
awaiting a heart catheterization on Monday 
morning. 


Then the letter continues: 


Congressman, I hope you agree with me 
that the specialist’s words and attitude were 
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unconscionable. He continued to tell my fa- 
ther-in-law that he really didn't need the 
money, but he was concerned about everyone 
else that was going to have to pay for this 
surgery if it was performed. 

My father-in-law looked me in the eye and 
said to me these words: That doctor made 
me see how poor I am." For a man in danger 
of a heart attack to be put through this is 
frustrating, insulting, and beneath con- 
tempt. My father-in-law is not on welfare. He 
pays his taxes. 

My constituent ended his letter in 
this way: He said, 


Congressman Strickland, I hope this letter 
does more than just act as a release for my 
frustration and anger. I hope it may help in 
some small way to open the eyes of those in 
Washington who see no health care crisis. I 
know there are many questions concerning 
President Clinton's plan, but I want to ask 
that you and all others quickly work to- 
gether to find a way to bring costs down and 
make insurance more available. 

As a Member of Congress, I cannot 
receive such letters without feeling a 
very heavy sense of responsibility. 
Some 125,000 of the men, women, and 
children who live in my congressional 
district have no health insurance to- 
night. We cannot ignore this situation 
any longer. To do so will be irrespon- 
sible. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues in 
this Chamber to take this matter seri- 
ously, to stop the rhetoric, and to do 
the hard work that it is going to take 
to pass a comprehensive health care 
plan that will provide comprehensive, 
guaranteed health care coverage for 
every man, woman and child in this 
country. 


SEXUAL HARASSMENT CHARGES 
PENDING AGAINST PRESIDENT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I had in- 
tended to come to the floor today and 
discuss Rwanda and the genocidal 
slaughter taking place in that tortured 
country. Genocide is a word that is 
overused, but in the case of Rwanda it 
fits. In fact, both sides in this horrible 
tribal war are attempting it. It is a 
tragedy. 

Last night, speaking live to an audi- 
ence in Pennsylvania, it occurred to 
me that of the six Nazi extermination 
camps, not labor camps, not concentra- 
tion camps, like Dachau, Borgen-Bel- 
sen, Ravensbruck, Buchenwald, but 
camps built to exterminate human 
beings, to eliminate the entire Jewish 
population of every country in Western 
and Middle Europe, that of those six 
extermination camps, only Treblinka, 
killing 750,000 people, and the horror of 
Auschwitz and its huge satellite camp 
of Birkenau, which killed a million and 
a half or more people, only those two 
camps out of six, killed more than 
500,000 people. It all took 2 or 3 years in 
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gas chambers and a perversion of 
Science and technology to do it. But in 
Rwanda, even more people have been 
killed in 3 weeks, most of them with 
machetes, than at Chelmo, Belzec, 
Mydanyck, or Sobibor. 

This is an unbelievable slaughter, 
and I will talk about it next week for 
an hour. I could also have spoken to- 
night about Haiti and the inconsist- 
ency in our policy which is on the front 
page of all the papers. Mr. Clinton con- 
tradicts himself almost every month 
now on that policy. Then there is 
Bosnia, Bosnia, Bosnia. It will not go 
away. There three peoples are engaged 
in ethnic slaughter with the Bosnian 
Serbs the main perpetrators. 

But, Mr. Speaker, all of that will 
have to wait, because in my remaining 
3 or 4 minutes tonight, I must discuss 
this button that I have been wearing 
all day, I will take it off now, because 
parliamentary rules say it is a 
minidemonstration on the floor, which 
is not allowed. 

The button says, "I believe Paula." 
That does not mean Paula Coughlin, 
lieutenant senior grade of the terrible 
Navy Tailhook Scandal in Las Vegas, 
even though I also believed everything 
that she said. What has hurt her was 
day one when she had her upper thigh 
shaved and wrote on a sign, ‘‘You made 
me see God." That is not average con- 
duct for a Catholic lady in or out of the 
service. I believed everything she said 
about the gauntlet and the degrading 
treatment of lady officers at Tailhook. 

The Paula referred to on this button 
is Paula Corbin Jones. I have known 
about her story since September of last 
year, before it went into print in the 
American Spectator. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the front page of 
the Washington Post, which by print- 
ing the story has redeemed its integ- 
rity. It says, Clinton Hires Lawyers as 
Sex Harassment Suit Is Threatened.” 

This former Arkansas State em- 
ployee, Paula Corbin, now married so 
she is Paula Corbin Jones, alleges im- 
proper advance by then Governor Clin- 
ton in 1991, after the presidential cam- 
paign was underway. If you recall 
former Senator Tsongas, a colleague 
here of us once, had already declared. 
Others were also declaring. This was 5 
months before Mr. Clinton himself de- 
clared. It was May 8, 1991. 

And Mr. Speaker, this Paula Corbin 
Jones case makes the charges against a 
Member of the other body involving 12, 
up to 30 instances of sexual harassment 
pale in comparison. It makes the Anita 
Hill story pale in comparison. It makes 
Paul Coughlin's story at Las Vegas 
pale. 

After you leave the front page with 
these two stories written principally 
by Michael Isikoff, who was suspended 
in a fight over this story, you go inside 
to discover it fills the entire 14th page. 
This is one of the three biggest papers 
in the country, along with the New 
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York Times and the Los Angeles 
Times. 
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There is not an advertisement on it. 

I am going to ask to put these two 
Stories in the RECORD. 

This is what they call, in the mass 
media, a fire storm." 

Tomorrow the L.A. Times and all of 
the other big papers will pick up the 
wire service stories on Paula Corbin 
Jones' charges of the grossest sort of 
sexual harassment against the now sit- 
ting President who was then the sit- 
ting Governor of Arkansas. 

Then she will file the case tomorrow, 
which will be in all the papers on Fri- 
day, coast-to-coast. I understand it is 
the major topic of conversation on 
every talk show, whether the host is 
liberal or conservative or a raging 
moderate, all across the country. And 
the President has hired Bob Bennett, 
who is the lawyer of one of our col- 
leagues, Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. 

I just want to end by reminding my 
colleagues what I said back in the fall 
of 1992. I said if the country elected Bill 
Clinton all sorts of stories abut sex and 
other unsavory aspects of Mr. Clinton's 
past would come pouring out. I was 
ridiculed at the time. Well, I hate to be 
an I told you so," but, well, I told you 
so. I take little satisfaction in being 
right, however, because this President 
is ripping the moral fiber of our coun- 
try to shreds. What must the children 
of America be thinking. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the articles to which I referred. 
[From the Washington Post, May 4, 1994] 
CLINTON HIRES LAWYER AS SEX HARASSMENT 
SUIT Is THREATENED 
FORMER STATE EMPLOYEE IN ARKANSAS 
ALLEGES IMPROPER ADVANCE IN 1991 
(By Michael Isikoff; Charles E. Shepard, and 
Sharon LaFraniere) 

On Feb. 11, former Arkansas state clerical 
worker Paula Jones appeared at a Washing- 
ton news conference and accused Bill Clinton 
of making an unwanted and improper sexual 
advance during a brief encounter in a Little 
Rock hotel room in 1991. 

As Jones told it, a state trooper serving on 
then-Gov. Clinton's security detail sum- 
moned her to meet Clinton while she was 
working at a state-sponsored conference 
where he was speaking. Alone with her, 
Jones said, Clinton tried to kiss her, reached 
under her clothing and asked her to perform 
a sexual act. She said she felt humiliated and 
walked out within minutes. 

Asked by reporters to respond, White 
House aides said the story was untrue and 
described it as a cheap political trick engi- 
neered by avowed Clinton enemy Cliff Jack- 
son, who had helped arrange Jones’s news 
conference at a gathering of political con- 
servatives. They said Clinton had no memory 
of meeting the woman. 

Clinton’s new attorney, Robert S. Bennett, 
said yesterday, This event, plain and sim- 
ple, didn't happen." Clinton has retained 
Bennett as his personal attorney to defend 
against a threatened lawsuit by Jones. 

Over the past three months, The Washing- 
ton Post has interviewed Jones extensively 
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about what she said happened in Little 
Rock's Excelsior Hotel. She said she was 
alone with Clinton in the room—making ít 
impossible to independently resolve what, if 
anything, happened between them. 

Jones, who now lives in California, pro- 
vided the names of two longtime friends and 
two family members who said in interviews 
that Jones had told them about the May 8, 
1991, episode the day it occurred. One of the 
friends, à co-worker at the conference, said 
she witnessed the trooper's approach. Jones's 
then-boyfriend, Steve Jones, now her hus- 
band, said she told him at the time that 
Clinton had made a pass at her. 

Three Arkansas state troopers have said in 
published accounts and in recent interviews 
with the Post that Clinton used them and 
other members of his state security detail to 
solicit women to whom he was attracted, al- 
though none was on duty on the day Jones 
alleges she met with Clinton. 

Key aspects of Jones’ account are a depar- 
ture from past allegations about Clinton's 
personal conduct. Jones worked for an Ar- 
kansas state agency, and she contends that 
Clinton's conduct toward her constituted 
sexual harassment of an employee. No 
woman has ever publicly accused Clinton of 
workplace harassment or the extreme behav- 
ior that Jones recounts. 

“What she alleges is simply inconceivable 
as Clinton behavior," said Betsey Wright, 
Clinton's former chief of staff in Arkansas 
who helped his 1992 presidential campaign 
combat allegations of extramarital affairs. 

Aides to Clinton have suggested that, aside 
from political motivation, Jones could be . 
seeking financial gain, and her attorney has 
acknowledged that before her news con- 
ference he made an effort to negotiate an 
out-of-court monetary settlement in ex- 
change for her silence. Yesterday Bennett 
accused Jones's attorney of seeking a job for 
Jones in return for her silence. 

The first account of a story involving 
Paula Jones appeared in the January issue of 
the conservative American Spectator maga- 
zine. The article quoted an unnamed trooper 
who said he approached a woman named 
"Paula" on Clinton's behalf, then stood 
guard outside a hotel room while Clinton 
met with her. The trooper said in the ac- 
count that she told him, as she left the room 
after less than an hour, that she was willing 
to be Clinton's girlfriend. 

The trooper, later identified as Danny Fer- 
guson, has refused since Jones's news con- 
ference to discuss the American Spectator 
article. He declined again last week to be 
interviewed. 

Jones has said it was indignation over that 
article and what she said was the untrue de- 
piction of her encounter with Clinton that 
caused her to speak out. Her attorney, Dan- 
iel Traylor of Little Rock, said Jones had to 
go public because Clinton indirectly had de- 
clined private appeals Traylor made for a 
public clarification of the American Spec- 
tator story. Traylor later confirmed that he 
did not know whether such an appeal had ac- 
tually reached the White House. 

Jones's allegations revolve around the 1991 
Governor's Quality Conference, a one-day 
session on management for manufacturing 
executives and government officials held at 
the 19-story Excelsior Hotel at the edge of 
downtown Little Rock. 

Then 44, Clinton was in his fifth term as 
governor. Already considered a possible 
Democratic candidate for the presidency, he 
had just returned from a well-received ap- 
pearance before the national Democratic 
Leadership Council. He was five months from 
announcing his candidacy. 
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At the registration desk outside the hotel 
ballroom, Jones (then Paula Corbin) and a 
coworker she had known since childhood, 
Pam Blackard, were handing out name tags 
and literature. Jones, then 24, had been hired 
two months earlier as a $10,270-a-year clerk 
for the Arkansas Industrial Development 
Commission, a job that required regular vis- 
its to the governor's office in the capitol. 
The job was the highlight of her resume: 
After secretarial classes at a junior college, 
she had held a string of office and sales posi- 
tions, none for more than nine months. 

Jones described herself in interviews as 
sometimes too trusting and a talkative and 
outgoing person. A lot of people take that 
as being a flirt," she said. That's just me 
though. I like people, and I like to talk to 
people. . . It doesn't matter if it’s a man or 
woman." 

At some point during the day of the con- 
ference, Jones said, she noticed Clinton 
standing nearby, answering questions from 
reporters. Jones, who had never met Clinton, 
said she thought he was staring at her. A few 
minutes later, she said trooper Ferguson, a 
member of Clinton's security detail with 
whom she had chatted earlier, approached 
the table and told her, '"The governor said 
you make his knees knock." 

She said Ferguson returned a short time 
later, at about 2:30, and handed her a piece of 
paper with a room number written on it. 
“The governor would like to meet you up in 
his room and talk to you... in a few min- 
utes,” Ferguson said. 

Jones said she had recognized the sugges- 
tive flavor of Ferguson's knees knock" 
comment, but reacted to his words as a com- 
pliment, not a come-on. She said she had no 
reason to expect what she said happened 
later. "I was brought up to trust people and 
especially of that stature—you know, à gov- 
ernor." Jones said she hoped the meeting 
might yield a better-paying job in Clinton's 
office. 

Clinton's schedule for that day, provided 
by the White House last week after repeated 
requests, shows the governor scheduled for 
"phone time“ between 2:15 and 2:30 that 
afternoon after a ee and videotaping 
at the governor's mansio 

The schedule indicates Clinton had the op- 
tion of returning to the quality conference 
between 2:30 and 4 p.m. Conference organiz- 
ers had asked Clinton to attend as much of 
the day as possible. 

After Jones’s news conference, a White 
House aide said her account could not be 
true and referred The Post to Phil Price, 
Gov. Clinton's senior assistant for economic 
development in 1991 and now Arkansas’ as- 
sistant bank commissioner. Price said he is 
convinced Clinton did not return to the Ex- 
celsior that afternoon because he does not 
remember returning himself and he was Clin- 
ton’s designated staff member for such con- 
ferences. But management consultant James 
Harrington, the featured conference speaker 
after lunch, said he talked to and saw Clin- 
ton that afternoon. “He was milling about, 
meeting people, saying hello," he said. 

Jones said she followed Ferguson upstairs, 
and the trooper stayed in the hallway. Clin- 
ton met her at the door, she said. She said 
the room was furnished as a parlor and had 
no bed. 

After asking her about her job, she said, 
Clinton took her hand. She said, she pulled it 
away, and tried to distract him by chatting 
about Clinton’s wife. But, she said, he per- 
sisted, kissing her neck and putting his hand 
on her thigh underneath her culotte. 

Jones said she objected, asking Clinton: 
"What's going on?" She said he told her he 
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had noticed her downstairs and liked the 
curves of her body and the way her black 
hair flowed down her back. “I will never for- 
get the look on his face," she said. His face 
was just red, beet red. 

Asked why she didn't leave the room, she 
said: I guess I didn't know what to do. This 
is the governor, this is not just anyone. I feel 
intimidated ... by anybody that’s higher 
than me. I feel I've got to do everything pos- 
sible not to make them upset at me. I've al- 
ways been like that.“ 

Jones said she walked to the far end of a 
sofa and sat down, averting her eyes. The 
next thing she knew, she said, Clinton had 
dropped his trousers and underwear and was 
sitting next to her on the couch. Then, she 
said, he asked her to perform oral sex. 

"I jumped up and I said, ‘No, I don't do 
that. I'm not that type of person. I need to 
be going back downstairs," Jones recalled 
saying. Clinton, she said, tried to reassure 
her that she would not be in trouble with her 
boss if she stayed, but she left the room. As 
she was leaving, she said, Clinton asked her 
not to mention the episode to anyone. 

She said she passed Ferguson in the hall- 
way without speaking, and returned to the 
table where Blackard still sat downstairs. 
She estimated she had been gone for no more 
than 15 minutes. 

In an interview, Blackard said she had seen 
Clinton staring at Jones, watched the troop- 
er ask Jones to meet Clinton, and talked 
with her about whether to go. I did say to 
her... ‘Find out what he wants and come 
right back... . If you're that curious, go 
ahead.“ Blackard recalled saying. 

When she returned, Blackard said, Jones 
was walking fast" and "shaking." She said 
Jones told her that Clinton had made un- 
wanted advances and Jones implored her to 
tell no one. “We were both kind of scared," 
Blackard recalled. "We weren't thinking 
straight. I thought I could lose my job. She 
thought she could lose her job.“ 

In an interview, Jones said that at the 
time she feared she would be fired for leaving 
the registration desk or because her refusal 
might have angered Clinton, who as governor 
appointed her boss. 

Another friend, Debra Ballentine, said 
Jones showed up unexpectedly at her office 
late that afternoon and told her the story. 
Jones trembled and ''was breathing really 
hard," said Ballentine, who has known Jones 
about six years and is a marketing coordina- 
tor for a large Little Rock company. 
Ballentine said Jones couldn't believe she 
was so stupid” for going upstairs. 

Before Jones's news conference, both 
Balletine and Blackard signed affidavits sup- 
porting Jones's account after conferences in 
the office of Jones’s attorney, Traylor. The 
Post interviewed both women subsequently. 

Jones's two sisters said they talked to 
Jones that evening at their homes outside 
Little Rock. Charlotte Brown said her 
younger sister told her in a matter of fact“ 
way that Clinton had propositioned her. 
Lydia Cathey, now 29 and closer in age to 
Jones, said she ushered her sister into her 
bedroom, shut the door and comforted her 
sister as she cried on the bed. 

One voice silent in the Paula Jones con- 
troversy is that of trooper Ferguson, who 
now guards Clinton's successor in the Arkan- 
sas governor's mansion, Jim Guy Tucker (D). 

"I am not going to say anything about it.“ 
Ferguson told The Post after Jones's Feb- 
ruary news conference. "I have to think 
about my family." 

Other troopers said Ferguson told them 
about soliciting a woman at the Excelsior 


9297 


soon afterward and again last summer, when 
he and three other members of the Arkansas 
governor's security detail began talking 
among themselves about experiences with 
Clinton, including times they say they had 
sought out women on the governor's behalf. 

One story Ferguson told involved a woman 
named Paula.“ according to the troopers. 
Trooper Roger Perry told The Post he heard 
Ferguson tell how Clinton had noticed 
Paula“ at the Excelsior and had described 
her as having “that come-hither look," 
Perry said in an interview that Ferguson, at 
Clinton's request, arranged to get a room, 
telling the hotel Clinton expected a call from 
the White House. 

Last summer several of the troopers, look- 
ing for a book deal, enlisted the help of Lit- 
tle Rock attorney Cliff Jackson, who has 
worked for years to discredit Clinton politi- 
cally. Eager to get maximum impact, he ar- 
ranged for the troopers to talk to reporters 
for the American Spectator magazine and 
the Los Angeles Times. 

The Spectator article, released in late De- 
cember, quoted an unidentified trooper as 
saying that he had recruited “Paula” at 
Clinton's request and stood guard outside 
the hotel room for “no more than an hour," 
The magazine also reported that the trooper 
recalled Paula“ saying as she exited that 
"she was available to be Clinton's regular 
girlfriend if he so desired“ -a remark at odds 
with Jones's story. Fellow troopers told The 
Post that Ferguson had told them Paula“ 
was willing to be Clinton's girlfriend. 

Jones said she learned about the Spectator 
article from her friend Ballentine during a 
visit to Arkansas last January. Jones said 
she felt humiliated by the magazine's de- 
Scription of her encounter with Clinton and 
believed that some of her friends and family 
would conclude that she was the Paula“ de- 
Scribed in the article. She said she wanted to 
"clear my name." 

Jones said she did not accuse Clinton dur- 
ing the 1992 campaign, when his conduct 
with women was at issue, because she still 
worked for the state and was convinced no 
one would believe her. 

The day after Jones said she learned about 
the American Spectator article, Jones and 
Ballentine recalled they ran into Ferguson 
at a restaurant in the Little Rock area. 
Jones said she asked Ferguson if he had been 
the magazine's source. Ferguson became 
apologetic according to both Jones and 
Ballentine. 

According to the two women, Ferguson 
said he had been dragged into the interview 
with the Spectator by the other troopers. 
They said he added that no one would know 
who Jones was because he hadn't disclosed 
her last name and, besides, Clinton told me 
you wouldn't do anything anyway.” 

Jones said she had several more contacts 
with Ferguson and Clinton before she left 
her state job in February 1993. Once, she 
said, she ran into Ferguson, who told her 
Clinton had been asking about her, wanted 
her home phone number and was interested 
in seeing her. Jones, who was living with the 
man she would marry in December 1991, said 
she refused. 

Jones saw Clinton two more times before 
she left the Arkansas Industrial Develop- 
ment Commission, she said. Once she got a 
brief hello. The other time, in fall 1991, she 
said, Clinton called out to her under the ro- 
tunda of the Arkansas capitol. He was ac- 
companied by another bodyguard, Larry Pat- 
terson, one of the three troopers who has 
publicly accused Clinton of womanizing. Pat- 
terson said in an interview he recalls the en- 
counter as Jones does. 
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After Clinton spotted her, Jones said, Clin- 
ton called out her name and walked over. 
Then, she said, "he squeezed me up close to 
him.“ her side to his. He turned with a smile 
to Patterson, his arm still around her shoul- 
der and said to Patterson: Don't we make a 
beautiful couple? Beauty and the Beast.” 

She said she replied, ‘Well, you don't look 
like the Beast." And with that, she said, 
Clinton bid goodbye, saying, It was nice to 
see you, Paula.“ 


[From the Washington Post, May 4, 1994] 
BENNETT SETS AN AGGRESSIVE CAMPAIGN ON 
PUBLIC RELATIONS AND LEGAL FRONTS 
(By Michael Isikoff) 

President Clinton has retained prominent 
Washington defense lawyer Robert S. Ben- 
nett as part of an aggressive public relations 
and legal strategy aimed at fighting allega- 
tions from a former Arkansas state employee 
that Clinton sexually harassed her three 
years ago. 

An attorney for Paula Corbin Jones said 
yesterday she intends to file a civil suit in 
federal court on Thursday accusing Clinton 
of violating her civil rights and causing her 
“severe emotional distress" by making un- 
welcome physical contact” and asking her to 
perform a sexual act. The three-year statute 
of limitations on these claims is to expire at 
the end of this week. 

White House officials have denied Jones's 
allegations. This week, believing Jones will 
make good on her intentions to file suit, 
Clinton and White House counsel Lloyd Cut- 
ler turned over the defense to Bennett, well 
known for his spirited representation of 
prominent Washington clients, and gave him 
new authority to mount a public relations 
counteroffensive, knowledgeable sources 
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"Bennett is . . Savvy about both the 
law as well as the ways of Washington and 
the press,“ said one White House official He 
brings a lot of assets to this type of case." 

Bennett said in an interview yesterday 
that the lawsuit was really just an attempt 
to rewrite the results of the election" and re- 
leased an affidavit from a Little Rock busi- 
nessman saying that Jones's lawyer, Daniel 
Traylor, threatened to publicly “embarrass” 
Clinton last January unless his client got 
money. Traylor also said that it would help 
if President Clinton would get Paula a job 
out in California," according to the business- 
man's sworn statement. 

Bennett becomes the second Washington 
lawyer hired by the president to deal with 
controversies about Clinton's private life and 
investments. David Kendall has been dealing 
with the investigation of special counsel 
Robert B. Fiske Jr. about Bill and Hillary 
Rodham Clinton's investment in the 
Whitewater Development Corp. and its ties 
to a failed Arkansas savings and loan, Madi- 
son Guaranty. Kendall has also been mon- 
itoring negotiations on Capitol Hill over the 
shape and timing of congressional hearings 
on the matter. 

“Bennett obviously has had considerable 
experience with congressional hearings and I 
would expect he would be involved in giving 
advice on those kinds of things," said one 
senior administration official. 

Bennett was counsel to the Senate ethics 
committee in its investigation of the 
"Keating Five" senators. He represented 
Clark Clifford in the BCCI investigation, and 
is Rep. Dan Rostenkowski's lawyer in the 
Justice Department's investigation of the Il- 
linois Democrat. 

The White House said both Kendall and 
Bennett are being paid with the Clinton's 
private funds. 
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Bennett is known as à lawyer who not only 
fights behind the scenes for his clients but 
also is an outspoken public advocate. 
there's a sense that a lot of this was politi- 
cal and needed to be fought on a more public 
level," one source said. 

Jones's charges have been a cause celebre 
in right-wing circles since she first appeared 
last Feb. 11 at a news conference organized 
by Cliff Jackson, a Little Rock lawyer who is 
a longtime political opponent of Clinton’s 
and sponsored by the Conservative Political 
Action Committee. Jackson had called re- 
porters to attend the launch of a fund-rais- 
ing effort for Arkansas state troopers who 
had accused Clinton of abusing his office as 
governor to solicit women for him. 

Charges that Clinton had engaged in extra- 
marital liaisons arose during the presi- 
dential campaign, when he was publicly ac- 
cused by an Arkansas woman, Gennifer 
Flowers, of having conducted a years-long af- 
fair with her and then obtaining for her a 
state job. Clinton said her story was untrue, 
but confessed to having caused pain in my 
marriage." The matter was largely dropped 
as other issues came to dominate the cam- 


gn. 

It arose again in December, when a con- 
servative magazine, the American Spectator, 
published the allegations by the state troop- 
ers. 

The mainstream media largely gave lim- 
ited coverage to Jones's allegations, leading 
several publications and interest groups to 
publicly accuse them of covering up for Clin- 
ton, and to insist that her charges be af- 
forded the same attention as the sexual har- 
assment allegations Anita F. Hill made dur- 
ing the Senate confirmation hearings of 
Clarence Thomas for the Supreme Court. 

Last month, the conservative watchdog 
group Accuracy in Media ran advertisements 
in The Washington Post and the New York 
Times criticizing them for ignoring the 
story. 

Republicans have concentrated their anti- 
Clinton fire on the Whitewater investigation 
of land deals by Clinton and his wife in Ar- 
kansas, rather than allegations by Jones or 
the troopers. 

Jones has said that while working at a 
state government conference on May 8, 1991, 
she was approached by Arkansas state troop- 
er Daniel Ferguson and was asked to meet 
Clinton in an upstairs room. Once inside, she 
said, Clinton made unwelcome sexual ad- 
vances. 

Traylor said that the suit will charge that 
Clinton had a regular practice“ of using 
state troopers to approach women for sex 
with him and that he also will seek testi- 
mony from the troopers. 

“Paula Jones is a victim of that practice,” 
Traylor said. 

Bennett said the lawsuit Traylor is con- 
templating is “unprecedented” and he ques- 
tioned whether a president may be sued for 
alleged events that took place before he en- 
tered office. 

Jones has said she did not file her claims 
after they happened because she was fright- 
ened she would lose her state job if she ac- 
cused the governor of misconduct. Because 
federal law requires that sexual harassment 
claims be filed within 180 days of the alleged 
offense, Jones long since missed her chance 
to do so. 

But Traylor said he intends to make a va- 
riety of other legal claims against the presi- 
dent, including intentional affliction of emo- 
tional distress, and civil rights violations, 
based on the allegations that state troopers 
targeted women. Both of those claims have a 
three-year statute of limitations. 
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Traylor, a sole practitioner with little 
trial experience, said he reached out to 
prominent trial lawyers around the country 
as well as feminist groups and others for help 
in handling Jones's case, only to be turned 
down. 

Traylor said he was set to file the com- 
plaint last Friday on his own when he re- 
ceived a last minute fax from the conserv- 
ative Landmark Legal Foundation, asking 
him to hold off because it had just recruited 
an experienced litigation firm that could 
help him. 

But Traylor said that that offer never ma- 
terialized and he has since found another ex- 
perienced trial lawyer, whom he declined to 
identify, to assist him in the case. 

Yesterday, Bennett focused his attacks on 
Traylor’s conduct. Traylor said in interviews 
earlier this year that he had tried before 
Jones's news conference to relay a message 
to the White House through a Little Rock 
businessman, George L. Cook, that his client 
was willing to say nothing publicly in return 
for an apology from Clinton and money to 
compensate for the harm she claims Clinton 
did. 

In the affidavit released yesterday by Ben- 
nett, Cook said Traylor had told him that if 
Jones didn't get money for her claim, she 
would embarrass him publicly.“ 

Cook states in the affidavit that he asked 
Traylor during their January meeting why 
he had taken the Jones case. "He said he 
knew his case was weak, but he needed the 
client and he needed the money. . . . Traylor 
said it would help if President Clinton would 
get Paula a job out in California [where she 
now lives]. I told Traylor that would be ille- 
gal." Cook said he decided on his own not to 
relay Traylor's message to the White House. 

Traylor acknowledged yesterday that he 
suggested a variety of possible ways to settle 
the case out of court, including arranging 
jobs for Jones and her husband, an airline 
ticket agent and aspiring actor, as well as a 
public apology from Clinton. Traylor said he 
told Cook: Bill's got lots of Hollywood con- 
tacts.” 

But Traylor insisted there was nothing im- 
proper about the discussions and that Jones 
had never suggested that he seek a job for 
her or money from the president. She ain't 
in it for the money," Traylor said. Traylor 
said he regrets “contaminating” Jones's al- 
legations by the involvement with Jackson, 
Clinton's longtime political enemy. Traylor 
said he contacted Jackson thinking mistak- 
enly that Jackson was representing trooper 
Ferguson, the source for the Spectator arti- 
cle that named Paula.“ 

That connection prompted Clinton senior 
adviser George Stephanopoulos to call 
Jones's allegation ‘‘a cheap political fund- 
raising trick.” 


PROOF OF THE CALIFORNIA AS- 
SAULT WEAPONS BAN'S EFFEC- 
TIVENESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. STARK] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | would like to in- 
clude the following letter to Chairman ScHu- 
MER in the RECORD. 

As it explains, the Bureau of Alcohol, To- 
bacco and Firearms has recently provided pre- 
liminary statistics documenting the success of 
California's Roberti-Roos Assault Weapons 
Control Act of 1989. 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, April 25, 1994. 
Hon. CHARLES SCHUMER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Crime, House of 
Representatives. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As the Subcommittee 
on Crime begins its consideration of H.R. 
3527, the Public Safety and Recreational 
Firearms Use Protection Act, I urge you to 
look at the effects of the nation's oldest as- 
sault weapons ban, California's Roberti-Roos 
Assault Weapons Control Act of 1989. 

This legislation went into effect on July 1, 
1989. It was passed in the aftermath of Pat- 
rick Purdy's shooting spree at a schoolyard 
in Stockton, California. Armed with an AK- 
47 and several semiautomatic pistols, Purdy 
fired over 100 rounds killing five school chil- 
dren and wounding thirty others before kill- 
ing himself. 

Now, five years after the passage of this 
law, I think we can begin to evaluate the 
law's effectiveness. At my request, the Bu- 
reau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms 
(ATF) has provided some preliminary data 
from the National Tracing Center. These 
numbers reflect requests to the ARF by local 
law enforcement agencies for background 
traces conducted on guns which are sus- 
pected to have been used in crimes. Although 
this data does have limitations and is not a 
direct measurement of criminal use, the 
Congressional Research Service has pointed 
out this data is, "the only significant na- 
tional data on the makes and models of fire- 
arms that may have been used in crimes.” 

The data shows that although the Califor- 
nia law has not ended criminal use of assault 
weapons in California, it has significantly 
helped California's law enforcement officials 
contain assault weapons' growing popularity 
among criminals, 

ASSAULT WEAPONS IN CALIFORNIA VS. THE 
NATION 

Over the past three years, both California 
and the nation have experienced growing 
criminal use of assault weapons, as evi- 
denced by increasing requests for ATF 
traces. However, while national requests 
have skyrocketed, California's requests have 
grown at a much slower rate and stabilized 
for some of the most criminally popular 
weapons. 

Following the 1986 Machine Gun Ban and 
President Bush's 1989 Assault Weapons Im- 
port Ban, trace requests for assault weapons 
(as determined by ATF) decreased nation- 
ally, both in number and proportion. Start- 
ing in 1991, however, they have risen and, 
based on the first three months of 1994, will 
easily surpass the 1989 level (see tables 1 and 
2). 
During the same period, however, Califor- 
nia's local law enforcement requested far 
fewer traces of the forty-plus weapons 
banned by the Roberti Roos law. In fact, 
while trace requests for assault weapons rose 
nationally by 52% between 1991 and 1993, 
California requests for banned guns in- 
creased less than half that rate—22% (see 
table 3). Additionally, California's trace re- 
quests for the banned guns decreased as a 
proportion of the national total—from 7.1% 
in 1991 to 5.7% in 1993. Clearly, the California 
ban has spared California from the drastic 
national growth. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


As for the legislation you are considering, 
the guns explicitly banned by H.R. 3527 make 
up 85% of all assault weapons traced by ATF 
for criminal activity during the past three 
years. From 1991 through 1993, trace requests 
for these guns have risen 62%. 

Trace requests for certain weapons whose 
criminal use has skyrocketed nation-wide 
also show California's stability. For exam- 
ple. while trace requests for AK-47s have al- 
most tripled nationally, they have remained 
the same in California (table 4). 

However, California trace requests for an- 
other popular assault weapon not banned by 
the California law, the TEC 22, have essen- 
tially mirrored the national growth rate: 
100% in CA from 1991 to 1993 compared to 
116% nationally. 

ASSAULT WEAPONS IN CA: BANNED vs. LEGAL 

Looking at trace requests within Califor- 
nia reveals other important trends. Although 
California has stabilized the growth of the 
guns which it has banned, there has been sig- 
nificant growth in California's trace requests 
for guns which were left out of the ban or 
which did not exist in 1989. 

California's assault weapons ban has expe- 
rienced problems with new weapons because 
it bans weapon names rather than weapon 
features. Both the San Jose Mercury News 
and The Los Angeles Times have reported 
that, "designing similar but not identical 
guns to those on the prohibited list has be- 
come common for gun manufacturers look- 
ing to get around the California law" (San 
Jose Mercury News, 7/3/93). Even though the 
law gave the state Attorney General the 
power to add guns to the list, none have been 
added since 1989. As a result, there has been 
a boom in new, legal, assault weapons with 
features identical to banned guns, but with 
new names. 

The TEC 9 family of guns manufactured by 
Intratec, shows both the increased criminal 
preference for legal assault weapóns as well 
as growing popularity in copy-cat designed 
to get around the ban. The Roberti-Roos As- 
sault Weapons Ban specifically banned the 
TEC 9 but did not mention the substantially 
similar TEC 22. As a result, California's 
trace requests for the TEC 9 have slightly de- 
clined, while those for the TEC 22 have dou- 
bled (see table 5). 

This family of guns also shows the omi- 
nous dangers of the copy-cat loophole. On 
July 1, 1993 Gian Ferri walked into the San 
Francisco law offices of Pettit & Martin car- 
rying two TEC DC9 semi-automatic assault 
pistols. With them he shot and killed eight 
people before taking his own life. The TEC 
DC 9, functionally identical and look-alike 
to the TEC 9, was created shortly after the 
passage of the California law to be sold as a 
legal version of the TEC 9. Not surprisingly, 
California trace requests for TEC DC9s have 
shot up while requests for TEC9s have fallen 
(see table 5). 

The Public Safety and Recreational Fire- 
arms Use Protection Act (H.R. 3527), which 
you are presently considering, would close 
this gaping loophole by including language 
to ban assault weapon by feature rather than 
name. Since this features-based assault 
weapons ban focuses on military features, it 
protects the rights of legitimate hunters and 
sportsmen. The appendix listing over 600 le- 
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gitimate hunting and sporting guns (includ- 
ing over 60 semiautomatic rifles) would also 
be an important fail-safe guarantee of hun- 
ters' rights. 

WOULD A NATIONAL BAN WORK? 


Some skeptics have asked whether a na- 
tional assault weapons ban could work. We 
already have one that does. 

ATF tracing statistics show that President 
Bush's 1989 Assault Weapons Import Ban has 
significantly reduced the use of the models it 
banned over the past three years (see table 
6). Trace requests for illegally-used guns 
banned by President Bush's 1989 Import Ban 
declined nationally by 16% between 1991-1993. 
Both California and the nation have bene- 
fited from the reduced misuse of these guns. 

I hope you will find this information help- 
ful as you consider the Public Safety and 
Recreational Firearms Use Protection Act. I 
enthusiastically support it, and hope you 
will report the bill as it passed the Senate. If 
you have any questions, please don't hesitate 
to contact me at (202) 225-5065. 


Sincerely, 
PETE STARK, 
Member of Congress. 
TABLE 1.—U.S. ASSAULT WEAPONS TRACE REQUESTS ARE 
RISING 
nate Traces of 


Table 2.—Assault weapons are also rising as 
percent of traces 
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Table 3.—California trace requests for weapons 
banned in 1989 by Roberti-Roos law 
246 
170 
279 
290 
318 
213 
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Table 6.—Decline in trace requests for assault 
weapons banned by 1989 import ban 


! From 1991 to 1993 traces declined 16 percent. 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12, rule I, the Chair de- 
clares the House in recess until 7 p.m. 

Accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 50 min- 
utes p.m.) the House stood in recess 
until 7 p.m. 


O 1904 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mrs. KENNELLY) at 7 o'clock 
and 4 minutes p.m. 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID- 
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 4296, PUBLIC SAFETY AND 
RECREATIONAL FIREARMS USE 
PROTECTION ACT 


Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 103-492) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 416) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 4296) to make unlawful 
the transfer or possession of assault 
weapons, which was referred to the 
House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING 
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON- 
FERENCE REPORT TO ACCOM- 
PANY S. 636, FREEDOM OF AC- 
CESS TO CLINIC ENTRANCES ACT 
OF 1994 


Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 103-493) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 417) waiving points of order 
against the conference report to ac- 
company the bill (S. 636) to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to permit in- 
dividuals to have freedom of access to 
certain medical clinics and facilities, 
and for other purposes, which was re- 
ferred to the House Calendar and or- 
dered to be printed. 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING 
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON- 
FERENCE REPORT TO ACCOM- 
PANY HOUSE CONCURRENT RES- 
OLUTION 218, CONCURRENT RES- 
OLUTION ON THE BUDGET FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1995 


Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 103-494) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 418) waiving points of order 
against the conference report to ac- 
company the concurrent resolution (H. 
Con. Res. 218) setting forth the con- 
gressional budget for the U.S. Govern- 
ment for the fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 
1998, and 1999, and providing that rule 
XLIX shall not apply with respect to 
the adoption of that conference report, 
which was referred to the House Cal- 
endar and ordered to be printed. 


OXFORD STYLE DEBATES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
House will again, as it did on March 16, 
1994, conduct a structured debate on a 
mutually agreed upon subject. A mem- 
ber recognized by the Chair and hold- 
ing the floor as moderator will yield 
time to eight Members, four from the 
majority party and four from the mi- 
nority party. 

The primary purpose of this debate is 
to enhance the quality of the delibera- 
tive process of the House of Represent- 
atives, so as to enable all Members to 
be better informed and to participate 
in subsequent debates and decisions on 
major issues. 

Under the previous orders of Feb- 
ruary ll and March 11, 1994, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK- 
ER] will be recognized to moderate a 
structured debate in the format and se- 
quence that he will describe, which has 
been mutually established by the ma- 
jority and minority leaders. 

The rules of the House with respect 
to decorum and proper forms of address 
to the Chair will apply during this de- 
bate. The moderator will yield time to 
the participants, and will insist that 
members not interrupt on other Mem- 
bers’ time. As part of the experiment— 
and not as a precedent for other pro- 
ceedings of the House—the moderator 
and the participants will have the aid 
of a visual timing device. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] for up 
to 2 hours. 


WELFARE REFORM 
Mr. WALKER. Thank you. 


Madam Speaker, as you have indi- 
cated, this is the second in a series of 
Oxford-style debates instituted in the 
House of Representatives. The first de- 
bate was on health care. Tonight we 
will be debating the issue of welfare. 
The specific resolve clause for tonight 
is “Resolved, welfare has done more 
harm than good." The Republican team 
will speak in favor of that resolve 
clause. The Democratic team will 
speak against that resolve clause. 

The format we will use differs slight- 
ly from the traditional Oxford debate. 
After this introduction of the debate 
topic, one member from each team will 
make a 3-minute opening statement to 
present their position. Then we will 
hear alternately from the teams, with 
time and recognition controlled by the 
moderator. It is during this time that 
the remaining six debaters will have 
1% minutes to make statements, as 
well as 4 minutes in which to question 
and later to be questioned by a member 
of the opposing team or by the entire 
team. 

During the questioning periods of the 
debate, we would hope that debaters 
will keep their questions to approxi- 
mately 30 seconds, and that respond- 
ents will keep their answers to approxi- 
mately 1½ minutes, so we might fit 
two questions and answers into each 4- 
minute segment. After the back and 
forth debate, one member of each team 
will be recognized for a final summary 
statement. 

For the assistance of the debaters 
this evening, we have cards that will 
give members notice when there is cer- 
tain time remaining in their segment. 
We hope to have as much give and take 
as possible during this debate without 
speaking over one another. If we do not 
speak over one another, it will keep 
the moderator from getting confused, 
and the moderator will much appre- 
ciate that. So please be courteous. We 
would hope to have a vigorous debate 
on the resolve clause, which again is, 
“Welfare has done more harm than 
good." 

The debaters for this evening, from 
the Republican team, are the captain 
of the team, TOM DELAY of the 22d Dis- 
trict of Texas; GARY FRANKS of the 
Fifth District of Connecticut; CLAY 
SHAW of the 22d District of Florida; and 
SUSAN MOLINARI of the 13th District of 
New York; 

Democratic Members participating in 
tonight's debate are the captain, MIKE 
SYNAR of the Second District of Okla- 
homa; LYNN WOOLSEY of the Six Dis- 
trict of California; ELEANOR HOLMES 
NORTON, the Delegate from Washington 
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DC; and DAVE MCCURDY of the Fourth 
District of Oklahoma. 

To open the debate tonight, we will 
ask the captain of the Republican team 
[Mr. DELAY of Texas] to speak for the 
resolution for 3 minutes. 


o 1910 


Mr. DELAY. Thank you, Mr. Modera- 
tor. 

The major problem with welfare is 
that Congress has long been dominated 
by soft-thinking liberals who believe 
they help people by giving them things 
other citizens must earn. Welfare start- 
ed innocently enough in 1935 with cash 
assistance for single mothers with chil- 
dren. 

President Roosevelt understood that 
by giving welfare, the policymakers 
were playing with fire. During debate 
on the Social Security Act of 1935, he 
said, 

The lessons of history show conclusively 
that continued dependence on welfare in- 
duces a spiritual and moral disintegration, 
fundamentally destructive to the national 
fiber. To dole out welfare in this way is to 
administer a narcotic, a subtle destroyer of 
the human spirit. 

Congress ignored Roosevelt's wise ad- 
vice, and now we have created a 1,000- 
tentacled monster that must be at- 
tacked. We give away cash, food, 
health care, housing, and social serv- 
ices on the simple conditions that re- 
cipients promise not to work and not 
to marry. 

We demand virtually nothing in re- 
turn. The harms caused by this system 
are immense. Welfare creates incen- 
tives not to work, thereby causing and 
spreading the dread disease of depend- 
ency that Roosevelt warned us about. 

Welfare creates incentives not to 
marry so our divorce rates now reach 
50 percent. Welfare creates incentives 
to have children born out or wedlock so 
7 of 10 black children and 2 of 10 white 
children are now born illegitimately. 

Welfare is a key factor in creating 
some of the world’s most devastated 
and dangerous neighborhoods. Welfare 
spending grows like a cancer, imperil- 
ing the budgets of both the Federal and 
State Governments. We now spend over 
$340 billion in welfare programs. 

Let us be clear on this issue. We, as 
Republicans, do not condemn all wel- 
fare programs. Our position is not that 
welfare has done no good. Rather, our 
position is that welfare has done more 
harm than good. 

If a car breaks, do you banish it to 
the junk yard? No. You repair it. And if 
the problem is a flaw in the car’s basic 
design, you make major alternations in 
its basic features. 

That is what Republicans want to do 
with welfare. During this debate, we 
will outline the major changes we want 
to make in welfare. 

Our guiding metaphor is that welfare 
is like chemotherapy: A little bit can 
get you back on your feet; too much 
can damage you. 
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In this case, as Roosevelt warned, it 
will damage your soul and that of your 
children. 

Mr. WALKER. The moderator will 
now recognize the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR] to speak 
against the resolution for 3 minutes. 

Mr. SYNAR. Good evening. 

Tonight the Democrats will not de- 
fend the status quo. Democrats believe 
that welfare must and is being changed 
to encourage marriage, reward work, 
strengthen families. Welfare ought to 
be a bridge to new opportunities, not a 
parking lot. Our reforms stress work, 
demand responsibility from fathers, 
and place tough expectations on young 
unwed mothers. 

But you know, too often in these de- 
bates we let the myths and our preju- 
dices about welfare cloud the facts. 
Some of them are true, but many of 
them are not. Tonight, once and for all, 
let us set the record straight. 

Fact No. 1, over two-thirds of all wel- 
fare recipients are children, with an av- 
erage age of 7 years old. Nearly 14 mil- 
lion children, our Nation’s future, live 
in poverty without hope this very 
night. 

Fact No. 2, the faces of a family on 
welfare look a lot like yours and mine. 
The vast majority of people on welfare 
have one to two children, live in pri- 
vate homes, leave the welfare system 
within 2 years, and are as likely to be 
white as black. 

Fact No. 3, no one gets rich on wel- 
fare. The average welfare benefit in 
this country is $367 for a family of 
three. And Federal spending for welfare 
is less than 1 percent of our general 
spending each year. 

The Democrats recognize that the 
current welfare system must be re- 
shaped in order to move people from 
poverty to work. However, we reject 
the proposition that welfare has done 
more harm than good. 

Tonight we will present an outstand- 
ing example of its success, a mother 
who used welfare to stabilize her fam- 
ily and move herself forward, all the 
way to the U.S. Congress. 

Democrats believe reform began last 
year when we enacted legislation that 
granted tax relief to working poor fam- 
ilies and passed legislation so that a 
mother would not lose her job in order 
to take care of a sick child. We also be- 
lieve more needs to be done, providing 
affordable health care, developing qual- 
ity child care, and creating stable, 
good-paying jobs. 

These are commitments Democrats 
have to working people. It has been 
said that the real measure of a great 
people is how they treat the least 
among them. Tonight we find out what 
that measure is. 

Mr. WALKER. The moderator will 
now recognize the gentleman from Con- 
necticut [Mr. FRANKS] to speak for the 
opening statement. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Thank 
you, Mr. Moderator. 
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In many ways, welfare is the 20th 
century’s version of slavery. It is re- 
served for those who are in the worst 
possible socioeconomic position. 

Its victims are dependent on the very 
system that enslaves them. Its victims 
receive shelter, food, health care, and 
clothing from the system. The planta- 
tion, as a residence, and the often-used 
public housing units of today, both 
leave its victims feeling trapped. Wel- 
fare enslavery restricts its victims 
from sharing the American dream of 
ownership, prosperity, and hope. Its 
slave owners or overseers flourish at 
the expense of its victims. It thrives 
largely due to a divided family unit. 

During slavery, the family was di- 
vided via the slave trade business. 
Today welfare fails to hold the male 
accountable and inadvertently does its 
best to push the male out of the house. 

Lack of education and hope are two 
other common denominators between 
welfare and slavery. Without either, 
one cannot progress. 

We have babies in poverty having ba- 
bies, thus our current system has pro- 
duced generations of welfare-dependent 
children. Our welfare system continues 
to play the role of the fish delivery 
man for able-bodied people. Instead, we 
should help and insist that able-bodied 
people should catch their own fish. 

Eliminating dependency ultimately 
makes one stronger. 

Mr. WALKER. The Chair will now 
recognize the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia [Ms. WOOLSEY] speaking against 
the opening statement for 1% minutes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. My knowledge of wel- 
fare is based on experience, my experi- 
ence as a single working mother with 
three small children needing welfare in 
order for my family to survive. That 
was 25 years ago. 

But even today, my face is the face of 
a typical welfare mother. I am white. I 
had three children. I was on welfare for 
3 years, when my marriage broke up 
and left my family without child sup- 
port and without health care. 

There are many faces on welfare fam- 
ilies, but the thing we have in common 
is that we need a safety net for our 
children. We are a people who have 
worked, paid taxes, and cannot find a 
job that we can afford to live on. 

We are people who need training, who 
need health care, who need good child 
care in order to go to work. 

We are a people who are poor, be- 
cause we are divorced or deserted or 
left without child support. 

The welfare system is broken. There 
is no question about it. But we will not 
fix it until we have jobs that pay a 
family wage, until we have health care, 
until we have a child support system 
and until we have a child care system 
for our working families. 

Most of all, we have to hold both par- 
ents responsible for supporting their 
children. It comes down to this: We ei- 
ther punish innocent children for being 
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poor, or we invest in them so that they 
can get off of welfare once and for all 
like my family did. 
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Mr. WALKER. The moderator will 
now recognize Mr. FRANKS for 4 min- 
utes to question Ms. WOOLSEY. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. 
Moderator, the intent of welfare was to 
serve as a temporary safety net to help 
people get back on their feet, yes. How- 
ever, it has gone off course consider- 
ably. In my opening statement I com- 
pared welfare to slavery. We can all 
agree that slavery was a horrible pe- 
riod in our history, and it was right for 
us to end slavery. 

Welfare versus slavery, slaves were 
brought here against their will, the in- 
tents were different, slaves were black, 
for the most part, and slaves worked. 
Could you point out other differences 
between slavery and welfare? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. What I will point out 
is the safety net of welfare, and what 
we need to change, so we will not keep 
welfare recipients, particularly single 
mothers, on welfare for the long term. 
That is by investing in the short term 
for long-term results, and by not treat- 
ing our welfare recipients as slaves, not 
trapping them in a system, providing 
them with the skills and the knowledge 
they need for the jobs of the future, 
jobs that pay a family wage. 

Do you know that 18 percent of work- 
ing families in this Nation today with 
a family of four live below the poverty 
level? 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. You did 
not answer my question. My question 
would be, could you point out some of 
the differences. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I don't agree that 
welfare and slavery are the same thing, 
Mr. FRANKS. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Could 
you point out the difference between 
welfare and slavery? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I do not see welfare 
and slavery the same. That is your the- 
sis, and not mine. 

Mr. WALKER. The time is controlled 
by Mr. FRANKS. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. In my 
remarks, I talked about how there was 
a lack of education, a lack of hope, the 
plantation being very similar to a 
project. I talked about the fact that 
today you have people entrapped. 

Can you tell me any differences? If 
not—we ended slavery. If you cannot 
tell me any differences, I would pre- 
sume you would also agree that we 
should end something that is very com- 
parable to slavery. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I do not agree with 
your thesis that welfare and slavery go 
hand in hand. What I would like to ad- 
dress, however, is child support. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Could 
you tell me why you do not agree with 
that? Do you agree it was a lack of 
education? 
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Another question for you, both slav- 
ery and welfare will reward or praise 
the mother for having another child. 
For the slave, obviously more children 
would increase the slave master’s work 
force. Our welfare system gives moth- 
ers more money for having more ba- 
bies. Do you agree with this approach, 
and if so, my wife and I are expecting 
a baby this month. Should I start to 
send letters to my constituents asking 
them for a raise? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. FRANKS, I hope 
you can raise that child on an average 
of $63 a month. That is not enough of 
an incentive to have another child. 

Let me tell you, welfare receipents 
have smaller families than the average 
family in this Nation, a family not on 
welfare. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. She is 
not answering my question. 

Do you agree that we should pay 
mothers more money for having more 
babies? That is the question. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I agree that we 
should not punish the children of those 
mothers, and that $63 a month is not 
enough—— 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Does 
that mean yes or no? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Is not enough to be 
an incentive to add a person to your 
family. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. We 
should pay them more? So I should re- 
ceive a raise when my baby is born? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. If you can afford to 
raise a child on $63 a month, that is 
fine. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. There 
are a number of individuals today who 
are earning $25,000, $30,000, and $40,000 a 
year, and upon their having another 
baby they cannot walk in to their su- 
pervisors and demand an increase in 


pay. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. They get a nice tax 
deduction for that child. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. They 
cannot go in and ask for an increase in 


pay. 

My last question, and I will try to be 
brief with this, lastly, do you believe 
that noncitizens should receive wel- 
fare, with the exception of refugees and 
individuals over the age of 75? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Noncitizens are not 
covered by welfare. They have not 
been, and there are no proposals—— 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Cur- 
rently they are. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Noncitizens, or ille- 
gal aliens are not, noncitizens are. Yes, 
I believe that is part of our society. If 
we want to debate a change in the Con- 
stitution, let us do that later. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. You 
would want to see taxpayers’ dollars go 
to noncitizens? 

Mr. WALKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Now I recognize Ms. WOOLSEY for 4 
minutes to question Mr. FRANKS. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. FRANKS, I can 
tell you as a former welfare mother 
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that the main reason families are on 
welfare in the first place is because 
there aren’t enough jobs that pay a 
family wage, and there aren’t the sup- 
port systems like child care and health 
care so that they can get off welfare 
and go into the work force. 

Iam sure you are aware that we have 
just been through a recession. Families 
were struggling to get by, and they are 
still struggling, just like I did when I 
was on welfare. In fact, as I said, 18 
percent of working families with four 
members are earning below the poverty 
level today. Families like this need 
welfare to survive. 

Aren’t you aware that the welfare 
rolls grew primarily because of eco- 
nomic hard times? 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Statis- 
tics would show that the growth in 
poverty that we have seen has been due 
largely to the growth of the teenagers 
giving birth out of wedlock, and we 
have statistics to support that. 

Yes, we should try to create more 
jobs. That is why I have always been a 
strong advocate of trying to put forth 
tax policies that would help employers 
to employ employees. The capital gains 
tax cut would do that, and a number of 
other measures. 

Yes, we must try to increase the 
number of jobs. In the last 30 years we 
have produced 52 million jobs in this 
country, an average of 1.7 million jobs 
a year. We have seen programs in your 
State of California, and in Riverside, 
CA, a welfare-to-work type of program 
that was able to increase the number of 
jobs for individuals on welfare. 

Yes, we must try to create jobs. We 
have to remember that today, unfortu- 
nately, we have a number of single par- 
ents out there who are teenagers. In 
the Republican bill we will not allow a 
teenager to be able to receive, or a 
minor, to be able to receive welfare 
benefits. That is, that individual—— 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. FRANKS, you 
have gone past your time, I believe. 

How do you explain the Congres- 
sional Budget Office report which 
clearly shows the recession was a 
major factor in this increased welfare 
case load since 1989? 

I don’t need a report to tell me that, 
because I know from personal experi- 
ence. I look around my district and I 
see some of the same things. How do 
you explain that report, and not put 
that down to the economy as why wel- 
fare is growing? 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. I have 
not seen that report, but as I stated to 
you before, we have seen a growth, a 
rapid growth, of teenaged birth in our 
society. In the 1980's we had a tremen- 
dous amount of economic prosperity 
during the 1980’s, as you well know. We 
did have a recession. The recession 
hurt all individuals. It did not hurt 
just the poor. It hurt those individuals 
who are in the middle class, it hurt 
those individuals in the upper class. 
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Whenever you have a recession, it has 
a way of hurting all individuals. We are 
not going to deny that, Ms. WOOLSEY. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I think I have to 
clear something up. One percent of the 
Nation got a lot richer while the rest of 
the country got a lot poorer over the 
last 12 years. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. May I 
respond to that? More blacks were 
able, just looking at the black popu- 
lation alone, more blacks were able to 
move into the middle class during the 
1980's than any other time in our his- 
tory. More blacks were able to buy a 
home during the 1980’s than at any 
other time in our history, and more 
blacks were able to purchase a car dur- 
ing that time than any other time in 
our history. We had the greatest expan- 
sion of jobs during the 1980's than any 
other time in our history during peace- 
time, so you are wrong. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. People got poorer. 
There is no question about that. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. We had 
lower class that expanded because we 
allowed babies to have babies. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. What I would like to 
talk to you about right now is why I 
had to go on welfare in the first place, 
because I did not have child support, I 
did not have health care, and right now 
out of the $47 billion that is owed in 
court-ordered child support every year, 
only $13 billion is collected. 

How do you propose that we collect 
that $34 billion that is the gap between 
what the States collect and what they 
are not collecting? 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Ms. 
WOOLSEY, I say, God bless you. You are 
an example of a success story, and Iam 
pleased to be able to see that, and to be 
able to hear you talk about it. 

Mr. WALKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. The 
problem I have with all these individ- 
uals is the fathers we have not identi- 
fied, who are not taking care of their 
children. 

Mr. WALKER. The moderator will 
now recognize Mr. SHAW of Florida to 
speak for the opening statement for 1⁄2 
minutes. 

Mr. SHAW. I thank the moderator. I 
think we can all agree on what is a 
fact: If you subsidize something, you 
will get more of it. The United States 
Government subsidizes illegitimacy. 
Amazingly enough, our Government 
has struck a deal with young women 
having illegitimate babies: We will give 
you cash, food, medical care. It is all 
guaranteed. More than likely, we will 
also give you housing. That is a pack- 
age, my friends, that is worth $16,000 a 
year. It is guaranteed. 

For this, though, you must agree to 
two conditions: Do not work, and do 
not get married, and in return we will 
guarantee that you will live in a per- 
manent state of dependency. 

Today 3 of 10 births in America are to 
unmarried women. The rate of black 
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babies is a shocking 7 out of 10 babies. 
President Clinton has admitted that 
welfare plays a strong role in promot- 
ing illegitimate birth and single-parent 
families. Social scientists agree that 
children raised in single-parent fami- 
lies get less education, they are more 
likely to be on welfare as adults, and 
are more likely to commit illegal acts. 
It is clear that the presence of a male 
and a female role model in the house is 
essential to a well-rounded upbringing. 
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Yes; there are heroic women who do 
a wonderful job raising their children. 
We have just heard from one. But vir- 
tually no one disputes the fact that on 
the average kids from single-parent 
families have more problems than kids 
from two-parent families. 

Mr. WALKER. The time has expired. 

The Democratic team is now recog- 
nized to interrogate Mr. SHAW for 4 
minutes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. SHAW, how much 
does aid to dependent children pay a 
family of three in your district? 

Mr. SHAW. In Florida? Well, this is 
one of the problems that I have been 
noticing on your questioning. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I know the answer. 

Mr. SHAW. What you are asking, you 
are adding up, just taking aid to fami- 
lies with dependent children. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. That is what I asked. 

Mr. SHAW. When you talk about wel- 
fare, you have to talk about food 
stamps, you have to talk about child 
nutrition programs, you have to talk 
about housing, you have to talk about 
all of the things that come into this. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. That is not what we 
are talking about. 

Mr. SHAW. Even without housing, it 
amounts to $12,000 a year in the State 
of Florida, and I think it is even higher 
in your State of California. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Well, as a matter of 
fact, aid for dependent children, which 
is welfare, and that is what we are 
talking about tonight, welfare reform, 
we are not talking about food stamp 
reform. 

Mr. SHAW. I disagree emphatically. 
We are not just talking about—— 

Mr. WALKER. The time is controlled 
by the Democratic team. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Aid for dependent 
children in your State pays an average 
of $367 a month. Let me ask you: Do 
you think that is living high on the 
hog? 

Mr. SHAW. When you add to it the 
other benefits, it is certainly above 
minimum wage. Minimum wage in this 
country is only about $8,800 a year. 
Now we are competing and having the 
people on welfare getting a total pack- 
age without housing of $12,000 a year. 
Where is the incentive to go to work 
when you can go to work and get a re- 
duction? That is the problem with the 
system. That is why welfare is not 
working in this country today, as you, 
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much to our surprise, in your opening 
statement said, that the welfare sys- 
tem is sick and must be corrected. 

Our position is that it is a disincen- 
tive to work, it is a disincentive to 
independent self-empowerment, to 
maintaining control over their lives 


today. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. SHAW, I cannot un- 
derstand, given the zeal with which 
you want to clear the welfare rolls, 
why your side of the aisle seems to be 
against all training for people on wel- 
fare. 

Mr. SHAW. That is absolutely—— 

Ms. NORTON. I have the time. Sixty- 
eight percent of the American people 
are saying that they are willing to pay 
more to clear the rolls. I want to ask 
you about a person like a hypothetical 
Mary who worked all of her life, lived 
in a steel town, got laid off, used up her 
unemployment insurance, had to go on 
welfare, now has no job. There are no 
jobs of the kind she was trained for. 
Want to be trained for a permanent 
job. Why, Mr. SHAW, should not Mary 
be trained for a permanent job so that 
she can leave welfare? She has a work 
history all her life. 

Mr. SHAW. Oh, Ms. NORTON, I am 
sure you will be quite surprised to 
know I agree with you. She should be 
trained. And this is exactly what the 
Republican bill has said. 

The Republican bill says that this 
woman who is on welfare deserves a 
second chance. We will give her edu- 
cation, we will give her training, we 
will even search for a job for her, and 
we are going to limit that to 2 years. 

Ms. NORTON. Your bill calls for job 
search. What Mary needs is training 
because in the steel town—— 

Mr. SHAW. It has training. 

Ms. NORTON. She cannot qualify for 
the other jobs. 

Mr. SHAW. Ms. NORTON, I know you 
hear me, but you are not listening. 
Training is in the Republican bill. 

Ms. NORTON. So you concede that 
training 

Mr. SHAW. Perhaps you would like 
to join us in the discharge petition we 
have filed today. : 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Shaw, you concede 
that training has to be a part of any 
successful strategy to remove people 
off the welfare rolls? 

Mr. SHAW. You are so right. 

Ms. NORTON. Even if it costs money 
to do so? 

Mr. SHAW. You are so right. And do 
you know how we get that money, be- 
cause it does cost money? We say that 
this is only available to citizens of the 
United States, and people who are here 
as political refugees or people over 70 
years old. And we create a $20 billion 
surplus. 

What we are doing is taking care of 
our own people. We are training them, 
we are giving them self-esteem, and we 
are going to get them back into the job 
market. We are going to give them 
independence. 
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Ms. NORTON. Of course, if Mary does 
not have a job after she has been 
trained, you will kick her off welfare at 
that point. 

Mr. WALKER. The time has expired. 

Mr. SHAW. If I may respond to the 
last question, Mr. Moderator? 

Mr. WALKER. Briefly. 

Mr. SHAW. If she cannot find a job, 
we will get one for her. We need more 
child care, we need cleaning up at the 
housing projects, we need these things. 
All we require is that after that 2 years 
she is going to work for these benefits. 

Mr. WALKER. We now will have Ms. 
NORTON speaking against the opening 
statement for 14% minutes. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, the 
present welfare system is a monument 
to passive government. It helps you get 
on. It will not do anything to help you 
work your way off. 

There is only one solution that will 
work, and that solution is work, steady 
work and steady income sufficient to 
support a family. 

Work is the solution of choice of the 
American people as well, and is the so- 
lution of choice of welfare recipients. 
Work is not just what welfare recipi- 
ents want. Work is what welfare recipi- 
ents do. More than two-thirds of them 
leave the rolls by themselves. 

The Congress has to focus on what 
the problem, the real problem is here. 
It is not getting off, it is keeping off. 
They come back for lack of a steady 
job that pays enough to support their 
family or the sine qua non for keeping 
a job, and that is a place to leave your 
child. 

You are not serious about welfare re- 
form unless you are serious about jobs 
that pay a family wage and assist peo- 
ple in finding a place to leave their 
children. The obligation to support 
one's own child is undebatable. There 
is no easy or cheap way out however 
for the Congress because two-thirds of 
the people we are talking about are 
children. 

There should be no free lunch for 
mothers on welfare. But we will find 
out that neither is there a free lunch 
for Congress as it strives to reduce the 
welfare rolls. 

Mr. WALKER. The Republican team 
will now be recognized for 4 minutes to 
interrogate Ms. NORTON. 

Mr. DELAY. I must say, Ms. NORTON, 
it looks like we have agreement that 
welfare has done harm, more harm 
than good, listening to the opponents 
to the proposition. Maybe we ought to 
get down into the details. 

I do not know where you all get your 
figures, but they are really fun to lis- 
ten to, but inaccurate. I have got sev- 
eral charts here that I would like to ex- 
plain to you. These charts are given to 
us by the Congressional Budget Office 
and the Congressional Research Serv- 
ice run by the Democrat majority that 
controls this House. It shows that wel- 
fare spending from 1950 to 1992 has in- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


creased significantly, gone out of sight; 
yet at the same time, AFDC enroll- 
ment has gone out of sight, the illegit- 
imacy rate has gone out of sight, the 
poverty rate has gone out of sight. 

Mr. WALKER. Question, please. 

Mr. DELAY. How do you explain that 
you want to continue more of the same 
but expand more spending on welfare, 
and it will not change these numbers? 

Ms. NORTON. I remind you it is a 
Democratic President who has come 
forward with the notion that we should 
fundamentally change welfare as we 
know it. We are not foolish, however. 
As I said in my statement a moment 
ago, there is no free lunch or cheap 
way to cut the welfare rolls. 

In order to cut the welfare rolls we 
are going to have to do what business 
does when it wants a return on its in- 
vestment. We are going to have to in- 
vest in those people if we want them to 
stay off of welfare. 

Mr. DELAY. An investment means 
more spending. So what you want—— 

Ms. NORTON. Investment. 

Mr. DELAY. But what the President 
says is a notion, not a bill. He has yet 
to come with a bill. But what I have 
heard three speakers now talk about is 
more spending. So you want to end 
welfare as we know it, but you want to 
create more welfare as we know it, and 
you want to preserve welfare as we 
know it, and you want to go in all di- 
rections at once, right? 

Ms. NORTON. Sixty-eight percent of 
the American people said they would 
be willing to spend more if you could 
get people off welfare and keep them 
off welfare. 

What we want to do is to take this 
matter in gulps that are digestible by 
our economy and move people off of 
welfare and keep them off of welfare. 
Recidivism we see on welfare comes 
precisely from the fact that the welfare 
system as now structured gives them 
no help, gives them no training. 

If in fact a mother has a place to 
leave her child that is reliable, if in 
fact a mother has a job that is reliable 
and pays enough, she will not come 
back on welfare. 

What you want to do is throw her off 
when in fact she cannot find another 
job. You want to say too bad, you and 
your children too, we have no more re- 
sponsibility for you. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Ms. NORTON, if in 
fact we came up with a proposal that 
says we will provide education and 
training and day care and help you find 
a job, would you agree to a bill that 
eliminates AFDC payments after 2 
years to the recipients? 

Ms. NORTON. I would agree to the 
elimination of AFDC payments if in 
fact a person has lived by the rules and 
has found a job. If in fact that person 
has done all you say but lives in the 
Steel town that Mary lives in that I 
just described, and she cannot find a 
job, if she lives in Washington, DC. And 
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the inner city where 12 percent of the 
people are unemployed, then of course 
I am not going to throw her and her 
children out in the street. 
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Mr. WALKER. Republicans control 
the time. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Under the Repub- 
lican proposal, we would then provide 
her with a job. Presumably, though, 
from your response, the answer is no. 

Ms. NORTON. If you provide her with 
a job, of course, you provide her with a 
job at less than the living wage. Sup- 
pose that job, however, suppose even 
after that she cannot find a job, you 
then throw her off welfare anyway. 

Mr. WALKER. Time is expired. 

Ms. MOLINARI. It would be the same 
benefit as if she had found a job in the 
private sector. 

Mr. WALKER. Time is expired. The 
moderator will now recognize Ms. MOL- 
INARI to speak for the resolution for 14 
minutes. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Thank you. 

The probability of a child growing up 
to be dependent on welfare is four time 
greater if that child comes from a wel- 
fare-dependent family. Welfare is not 
working. 

While one-half of mothers on welfare 
are off in 1 year, 75 percent will end up 
back on the welfare rolls for at least 
part of the next 8 years. 

Welfare is not working. America has 
gambled with $5 trillion, more than our 
national debt, but has never stopped to 
see that welfare just is not working. 

Since the War on Poverty began in 
1965, we have increased spending more 
than 14 times, with basic spending on 
poor individuals going up fivefold, yet 
during this very same period we have 
made no progress against poverty. Peo- 
ple more than ever use welfare. 

The illegitimacy rate has quadrupled, 
and our violent-crime rate has quin- 
tupled. 

If we are going to continue to help 
people, and we should, we must demand 
change for the recipients' sake and the 
very survival of our society. 

We must have the courage to break 
that cycle of poverty, because only 
then can we make sure that welfare 
will work. 

Mr. WALKER. Thank you. And now 
the Democratic team will have 4 min- 
utes to interrogate Ms. MOLINARI. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Congresswoman, I 
was on welfare for 3 years. I do not 
know what my children would have 
done without that safety net. 

Since Republicans propose com- 
pletely denying all benefits to these 
families after a short period of time, 
what do you propose to do with the 
children? Are you supporting your Re- 
publican colleagues who want to put 
these children in Government-run or- 
phanages or putting them up for adop- 
tion? 

Ms. MOLINARI. Under the Repub- 
lican proposal, the short period of time 
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to which you just referred is a full 2 
years, and during those 2 years we are 
going to provide women with edu- 
cation, with day care, with, in fact, job 
training. And we will provide, if they 
still cannot find a job, with the Gov- 
ernment's assistance, a Government- 
sponsored job to help create and fill in 
the voids that exist for our society. 

And the other thing that we are 
going to be doing to help the children 
that you talk about is to enable that 
mother to feel good about herself, 
something I know you more than any 
of us can truly identify with, thereby 
forcing that woman to, yes, provide a 
truly integrous role model for the chil- 
dren to which you have just referred. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Let me remind you, I 
was educated, I was healthy, my chil- 
dren were healthy, and you know I was 
aggressive and assertive. I was on wel- 
fare for 3 years. 

Ms. MOLINARI. I have no doubt 
about that, Ms. WOOLSEY. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I was on welfare for 3 
years. 

Your district in New York City has 
an unemployment rate of 11.7 percent; 
almost 30 percent of the households are 
headed by women. How many people on 
welfare in your district could get off in 
2 years? 

Ms. MOLINARI. Ms. WOOLSEY, unfor- 
tunately, my district that you just de- 
Scribed is very accurate. But unfortu- 
nately we have tremendous societal 
needs that could truly be addressed 
under the Republican alternative if we 
created those Government-sponsored 
jobs that allowed women to, in fact, 
while their children were receiving day 
care, come into the communities and 
run day-care sessions of their own, help 
to engage in a graffiti program so we 
could clean up and feel good about our 
inner-city communities. Oh, Ms. WooL- 
SEY, I would need more than 4 minutes 
to respond to that question to tell you 
all the needs we could find that that 
working mother, if she wanted to work, 
could truly add to society and herself 
and the well-being of her family. 

Mr. McCURDY. Ms. MOLINARI, some- 
times it seems like we are talking past 
each other here, and I am not so sure 
that in many cases we are not closer to 
having agreement than we are actually 
arguing. 

Ms. MOLINARI. And I am grateful. I 
think this debate has at least illumi- 
nated that, yes. 

Mr. MCCURDY. We have heard a lot 
about teen pregnancy, and the Repub- 
licans have argued that welfare has 
caused illegitimacy and an outbreak of 
out-of-wedlock births in this country. 

But, in fact, we have an alarming 
rate in nonwelfare society as well. And 
within the bill, there is nothing there 
to really address teenage pregnancy 
other than cutting off benefits. Would 
you not rather join a Democratic pro- 
posal to have a national campaign to 
fight teen pregnancies, to prevent teen 
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pregnancies, so that we can actually 
address the real problem in America? 

Ms. MOLINARI. Clearly, you know, 
Mr. McCurpy, I do support prevention, 
and I do think that maybe someday if 
we all do our job that a discussion such 
as we have will not be necessary, be- 
cause we will have finally gotten to 
help educate young women as to what 
is going to happen. 

But first we have got to create, and 
now you said that we say that welfare 
causes pregnancies. I do not think that 
is true. But it certainly encourages 
pregnancies. 

Whether or not we want to say that 
woman is on welfare at the time that 
she gets pregnant, it is, in fact, a fact 
that 80 percent of teen mothers will be 
on welfare within 5 years, so they do 
take advantage of the system. They 
know it is the system that is there, and 
it is, in fact, the system that perhaps 
has led them astray, has told them 
they do not need to seek out their male 
counterparts for responsibility, and 
this fact has placed them in a cycle to 
which most of them will find a very dif- 
ficult time of breaking out. 

Mr. WALKER. Time has expired. 

The moderator will now recognize 
Mr. MCCURDY to speak against the res- 
olution for 1% minutes. 

Mr. McCURDY. Thank you, Mr. Mod- 
erator. 

Tonight I want to talk about what I 
consider the most critical aspect of 
welfare reform and that is individual 
responsibility. Welfare reform must re- 
connect recipients to the world of work 
and reestablish the traditional Amer- 
ican values of work, family, individual 
responsibility, and opportunity. 

In exchange for transitional support 
in search of a job, en route to a job, re- 
cipients must assume personal respon- 
sibility on their part and their end of 
the contract, finding a job, getting job 
training, and in other ways working 
themselves off the welfare rolls. 

As part of that contract, we must 
change the culture of welfare, and to 
those who administer it today, as just 
a way to qualify for income mainte- 
nance, to job placement; a reform sys- 
tem must reward work and encourage 
two-parent families. It should also pro- 
vide incentives to young people to 
make better choices with regard to 
parenting and getting an education. 

It also needs to have stiff enforce- 
ment for fathers who neglect child sup- 
port payments. 

Welfare must be a hand up, not a 
handout, and, therefore, it must be an 
invitation to join the American work 
force, to break out of the cycle of pov- 
erty and despair and offer hope for the 
future. 

It can work. I have personally seen 
successful projects in California, Wis- 
consin, Indiana, and my own State of 
Oklahoma. I only hope my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle, Democrats 
and Republicans, will support smart 
and responsible welfare reform. 
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Mr. WALKER. The time is expired. 

The moderator will now recognize 
the Republican team to interrogate Mr. 
MCCURDY for 4 minutes. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. MCCURDY, do you 
support what the President's task force 
on welfare reform has presented to the 
President? 

Mr. McCURDY. I think we are here 
tonight in large part because the Presi- 
dent has said we must meet, we have to 
change welfare as we know it, in this 
country, and I believe the task force 
has done yeoman work in presenting an 
outline and a model. 

As a matter of fact, many of the Re- 
publican proposals that I am aware of 
have come directly from the sugges- 
tions of the task force. 

Mr. DELAY. They are going to 
change welfare as we know it, that is 
for sure. They are going to make it big- 
ger. 

The Task Force on Welfare Reform 
has suggested that we make work pay 
by guaranteeing health care, by ad- 
vance payments of EITC, a brand-new 
entitlement program, expanding child 
care, spending an additional $8 billion 
to $12 billion more, and they do not 
know how to pay for it. 

Should we not make work necessary 
rather than pay, than create new enti- 
tlement programs, and expanding the 
existing entitlements? 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. DELAY, quite 
frankly, some of the concern I have is 
the Republican proposal actually 
spends more money than what the 
White House Task Force is proposing. 

Mr, DELAY. Have you read our pro- 
posal? 

Mr. McCURDY. I have, indeed. I have 
spoken with the sponsors of it. 

Mr. DELAY. It saves $20 billion over 
5 years. 

Mr. McCURDY. It is actually now 
talking about spending more money 
than what the Democratic task force 
has suggested. 

Mr. DELAY. No; not at all. You have 
not read our proposal. 

Mr. MCCURDY. I actually have a pro- 
posal that works to address many of 
those obstacles to work. 

What we are arguing and what the 
President has said is work must pay, 
and that is why we supported an earned 
income tax credit which takes the min- 
imum wage job, by tax credit, and sup- 
plement to and through the employer, 
to make it a paying job. 

There are real obstacles to paying. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. MCCURDY, you men- 
tioned just about a short minute ago, 
maybe a long minute ago, that we took 
from the President's bill. 

I would like to ask you: Have you had 
an opportunity to read the Shaw-Weber 
bill that was filed about 4 years ago? I 
would, if you have not, enlighten you 
to tell you that there is nothing that 
the President has said right here in 
these Chambers, in the State of the 
Union, or publicly said with regard to 
welfare, that was not in that bill. 
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Mr. McCURDY. Are you not pleased 
that finally we have some bipartisan 
support in this country to solve real 
problems? And the debate tonight has 
really been à recommendation on how 
do we solve problems. 
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Mr. SHAW. Could I ask you a ques- 
tion, then, as one of the leading Repub- 
lican—excuse me—one of the leading 
Democrat advocates of what I consider 
real welfare reform, as you certainly 
are, I am sure you would be one of the 
first to see the President's bill. Have 
you yet to see the President's bill, or 
do you know if it is even written? Be- 
cause we have not received it on this 
side. 

Mr. McCURDY. We have met a num- 
ber of times with the White House task 
force on welfare reform. 

Mr. SHAW. Has the bill been written 
yet? 

Mr. MCCURDY. I do not believe it 
has. 

Mr. SHAW. The President promised 
to have a bill by this time. 

Mr. McCURDY. If I may respond, the 
President has made a commitment to 
present a welfare reform bill this year. 
I am presenting a bill next week with a 
large group of Democrats. But we also 
represent some diversity on this side of 
the aisle. : 

Mr. SHAW. We concede that. 

Mr. MCCURDY. We believe that 
maybe we are fighting—— 

Mr. SHAW. The answer to the ques- 
tion is “no,” you have not seen the 
President's bill. Is that correct? 

Mr. McCURDY. No, and quite frankly 
I have not read your bill as well, the 
Shaw-Weber bil, but I have read the 
one by Mr. SANTORUM. 

Mr. SHAW. The one by Mr. SANTORUM 
and those of us on the task force on 
this side have written comes from— 
much of it is taken from the Weber 
bill. It is a kinder, gentler Shaw-Weber 
bill, I might say. 

Mr. McCURDY. In many respects, 
there are some elements within the bill 
that the President of the United States 
has also embraced; a 2-year time limit, 
trying to reduce obstacles to work, 
having job training. 

Mr. WALKER. The time has expired. 

The moderator will now recognize 
the Democratic team to interrogate 
Mr. DELAY for 4 minutes. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. DELAY, you have 
completely fudged, you and your team, 
the final outcome. 

Mr. DELAY. Wait a minute, do I have 
fudge all over me? 

Ms. NORTON. Please do not take 
away from my time. Let me put before 
you the scenario that would be created 
by the Republican approach. Here is 
Sally Jones, she wants to play by your 
rules. She lives at home, that is, when 
she was a teen parent, just as you 
would want her to do instead of going 
on welfare. She could not find—she 
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went back to high school, has not been 
able to find a job. She has worked off 
her grant, and she has gone past your 3 
years, but she lives in a high unem- 
ployment area and she has not been 
able to find a job, does not have any 
car. 

Mr. WALKER. Question, please. 

Ms. NORTON. The question is: After 
she has played by all of your rules and 
she still cannot find a job, would you 
kick her off of welfare, which is to say 
her child? 

Mr. DELAY. No, no. We are going to 
say to her, if you continue to receive 
benefits, you have got to work at least 
35 hours a week. 

Ms. NORTON. You will let her work 
35 hours a week? 

Mr. DELAY. Not let her.” 

Ms. NORTON. As long as necessary to 
support her child, she will never be 
kicked off welfare? 

Mr. DELAY. No. She will receive ben- 
efits, but she has to work for those 
benefits. What is wrong with working 
and earning the benefits you are re- 
ceiving? 

Ms. NORTON. Nothing is wrong with 
earning the benefits you are receiving, 
That is indeed what we would want. Of 
course, she would be working at less 
than the minimum wage for 35 hours a 
week under the Republican approach. I 
doubt that that is—— 

Mr. DELAY. What you would have, 
Ms. NORTON, have her do is to be iso- 
lated in a room somewhere with her 
kids and not let her out. 

Ms. NORTON. I would want—— 

Mr. DELAY. What we would want her 
to do—— 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Moderator, is the 
time not mine? 

Mr. WALKER. Yes. 

Mr. DELAY. Well, may I answer the 
question? 

Ms. NORTON. The question is—— 

Mr. DELAY. Do you have a question? 

Ms. NORTON. The President's ap- 
proach is a public service job, a public 
service job, not a 35-hour-per-week job 
where you work for $2 an hour and ulti- 
mately lose your welfare benefits any- 
way. 

Mr. DELAY. Do I have a question 
here, or do I get to listen to a lecture? 

Mr. McCURDY. I have a question, 
too, if you like. 

Mr. DELAY. Could I answer the lec- 
ture? First off, let me say we have not 
seen what the President has, we have 
just seen the leaks that he put out and 
the balloons that he sent up out of the 
White House to see what would go with 
the polls. But what we have seen is 
more welfare, more programs, more en- 
titlements. 

What we want is we want to give that 
young mother an opportunity to get 
out, out of that isolation that you 
want to put her in and keep her in, be- 
cause the best way to get a job is from 
another job. So, if she is out there 
working at least, for her benefits as a 
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teachers aide or daycare aide or just 
working around her public housing 
unit, cleaning it up, cleaning graffiti 
off, she is going to meet other people 
and know that there is a real world out 
there and those people will help her get 
a job. It is called the real world, earn- 
ing your way. 

Mr. McCURDY. May I ask a ques- 
tion? I was in Indianapolis, IN, in à 
project called America Works, where 
they emphasize job placement. There 
has been a great deal of success. A 
young man in that room told me that 
he had a job in the private sector that 
had insurance, but because his son had 
a preexisting condition, it made more 
economic sense for him to go back on 
welfare and get Medicaid. You cite the 
increased cost in entitlement spending, ` 
but half of that cost today is in Medic- 
aid. 

Would you not rather join and have a 
responsible approach that reduces 
those obstacles to work and actually 
have real health care reform and try 
to—which is a primary ingredient in 
any kind of welfare reform? 

Mr. WALKER. Question? 

Mr. DELAY. Well, I did not know we 
were debating health care reform. Our 
bill eliminates preexisting conditions. 
For example, in your example, he 
would be able to get health care, and if 
he could not, he could go onto the Med- 
icaid system. So we are not any way 
different in that regard. 

Mr. WALKER. Time has expired. 

Now the Republican team will inter- 
rogate Mr. SYNAR for 4 minutes. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. 
SYNAR, let us stay with the real-world 
example here. It is my belief that some 
welfare dollars are ending up in the 
hands of drug dealers. We all have 
heard about the Chicago welfare story 
where 20 people were living in a 2- 
bedrom apartment, 4 adults were re- 
ceiving $4,500 per month in cash pay- 
ments. It was alleged that some of 
these welfare dollars were going to sup- 
port their drug habit. What would you 
recommend to stop cash from being 
used in this manner? 

Mr. SYNAR. Well, I am glad you 
brought that up, because I think it is a 
problem that all of us Republicans and 
Democrats should be sensitive to. Let 
us first of all complement your Presi- 
dent, our President, George Bush, who 
during his administration really 
squeezed out a lot of the fraud and 
abuse that was in the welfare system. 
In fact, the overpayment rate, for ex- 
ample, has gone to just about 4.96 per- 
cent, which is down 17 percent from 
just 1991. 

All of us believe in better enforce- 
ment. You would argue for a debit, 
where people would do that. What we 
are working for as Democrats is to give 
them a credit, a credit card, and a fu- 
ture. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Getting 
back to the point that you brought 
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up—I did not bring up—that is the 
debit card which would allow for us as 
taxpayers to have an accounting of all 
dollars spent by welfare recipients— 
and we do the same for defense con- 
tractors today. We get an accounting 
of every single dollar the defense con- 
tractor would spend to construct a hel- 
icopter or an airplane. One again, it is 
not hurting, it is not hurting the re- 
cipients of welfare, but it is hurting, 
potentially, drug dealers. Would you be 
in support of a proposal of that nature? 

Mr. SYNAR. As I said, I think that 
the Democratic Party would be more 
interested in a credit card approach 
rather than a debit card. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. The 
bottom line is: Would you be interested 
in eliminating cash? Like some exam- 
ple, obviously we want to have direct 
payments to landlords, utility compa- 
nies, some incidental cash being given 
to the individual. But the principle of 
not allowing what we saw in Chicago to 
happen anywhere else in America, 
would you be in favor of that type of 
structure, where we would have an ac- 
counting of the dollars that are being 
spent on welfare? 

Mr. SYNAR. Recognizing that the 
gentleman and I agree that we have 
better enforcement, I think the gen- 
tleman would also agree that if you 
have simply a debit, you move yourself 
right back into the category of your 
opening statement, which is slavery, 
which are no options at all. With cash, 
used responsibly, you give options and 
get away from that slavery. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. This is 
simply an accounting type of measure. 
It eliminates fraud. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. SYNAR, I was taken 
by your opening statement in which I 
think you might have even caught us a 
little off balance by moving closer to 
our side of the debate than we antici- 
pated from your opening remarks. But 
I compliment you for your candor be- 
cause what we are trying to do is to 
craft a welfare bill that will empower 
the poor and get them out of the cycle 
of poverty. Would you support a bill 
that requires work after 2 years, 2 
years and you have got to accept a job 
that is given to you or your benefits 
are cut off? 

Mr. SYNAR. I think that is an excel- 
lent question, Mr. SHAW. I think both 
parties agree the best way to eliminate 
the welfare cycle is to provide good 
jobs to help you raise your family. 

Mr. SHAW. Would you support one 
that would require that? 

Mr. SYNAR. We can require jobs that 
may not be available. That is the prob- 
lem. 

Mr. SHAW. If it is not, you supply 
them. But you take the basic propo- 
sition that you will support the en- 
forcement that in 2 years you have got 
to work at something, if you cannot 
find a job we will find one for you, and 
if we can find one for you, then you 
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know at that point you have got to 
take it or we will find it for you. The 
question I have as a follow-up because 
I am seeing a little hesitation on your 
side, what does this have to pay? And if 
we supply such a job, a public service 
job, the one Mr. FRANKS talked about 
and the one Ms. MOLINARI talked 
about, like taking graffiti off the wall 
in the housing project, helping there, 
helping with daycare? 

Mr. WALKER. Question, please? 

Mr. SHAW. The question is: Would 
you include as part of that payment for 
that job the other benefits that are re- 
ceived, or would you say that you have 
got to pay at least minimum wage? 
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Mr. WALKER. The time is expired. I 
wil give the gentleman from Okla- 
homa [Mr. SYNAR] a brief period to re- 
spond. 

Mr. SYNAR. I think the basic dif- 
ference between the Republican ap- 
proach and the Democratic approach 
that we are talking about tonight is 
that you would cut people off. We want 
to build for the future through work, 2 
years is inflexible. We believe that 
there would be cases like Ms. WOOL- 
SEY's, that 3 years is more appropriate 
and, in a lot of cases, where 2 years is 
too much. We believe in the flexibility 
to adjust to the individual cir- 
cumstances. 

Mr. WALKER. The time is expired. 

The moderator will now recognize 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW] 
to question the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON] for 4 
minutes. 

Mr. SHAW. Ms. NORTON, I would like 
to explore what I see is a possible divi- 
sion in the ranks on your side to see if 
I can put a spotlight on it to try to set 
up the stage as to where we are going 
to be when this debate finally comes to 
the floor of the House of Representa- 
tives. 

Do you agree, and I would ask you to 
answer this yes or no, do you agree 
that there is a welfare crisis in this 
country today? 

Ms. NORTON. Of course. The Demo- 
crats have taken the initiative to deal 
with that crisis. 

Mr. SHAW. If you would send us your 
bill, I would be happy to see it because 
I have not seen the Democratic bill, 
and 

Ms. NORTON. Sorry? 

Mr. SHAW. Seen the Democratic bill, 
and I don't think—— 

Ms. NORTON. Well, let me—— 

Mr. SHAW. And what have you, the 
Democrats, done to take the lead in 
the House on welfare reform? I very 
much want to know that because I am 
on the committee that has jurisdiction. 

Ms. NORTON. Even before the Presi- 
dent submitted his health care reform 
bill, it was clear he had taken the lead 
on that issue. He has made the crisis of 
the welfare system an issue for the 
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first time in this country, and, when it 
comes to overall change—— 

Mr. SHAW. But the President—— 

Ms. NORTON. But the President's 
bill has not been submitted yet and is 
a testament to his desire to make sure 
we do not have to raise our taxes in 
order to reform the welfare system and 
that we indeed have an effective sys- 
tem when he presents his bill. 

So, not to worry. Only a little longer. 

Mr. SHAW. Well, he says that there 
is & health crisis in this country, and 
we cannot even get a health care bill 
out of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Ms. NORTON. But he submitted one; 
did he not? 

Mr. SHAW. And I might also point 
out to you and ask you to perhaps give 
us some inside information. We have 
been asking the chairman of the 
Human Resources Subcommittee, on 
which I serve on the Committee on 
Ways and Means, to have hearings and 
do things, and we cannot even get a bill 
to start with. I ask, do you have a bill 
that you think that he might be able 
to use, that we can—— 

Ms. NORTON. The outline of the 
President's bill has not come from 
leaks, but from briefings of the press, 
and if your concern is you do not have 
a bill yet, then I can only say that you 
will have a bill soon, and the bill you 
have will be better because the Presi- 
dent has insisted upon perfecting it be- 
fore sending it here. 

Mr. SHAW. Ms. NORTON, one-seventh 
of this economy he turned over to Mrs. 
Clinton to write a health care bill. She 
did that in less than a year. You have 
admitted, or you have stated very 
forcefully, that there is a welfare crisis 
in this country. I ask, don’t you think 
he could have produced one? 

Ms. NORTON. I think he could have 
produced one if he wanted to spend a 
great deal more money and raise the 
taxes of American citizens. What has 
taken the time—— 

Mr. SHAW. Reclaiming the time—— 

Ms. NORTON. Could I answer the 
question? 

Mr. SHAW. Reclaiming my time—I 
am reclaiming my time. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. SHAw is in control 
of the time. 

Mr. SHAW. I think the question is: 
“Do you see any way that we can cre- 
ate a health care bill maybe by looking 
at who receives—excuse me, welfare 
bill—by seeing who receives the bene- 
fits, and then all join together and de- 
cide that we need to take care of Amer- 
icans first, and that the job training, 
the job search, and what we are doing 
for genuine reform should really be 
made available to the American citi- 
zens and to people who are here as po- 
litical refugees and not offer to the 
citizens of the world who come into our 
country—do you support such a propo- 
sition?” 

Ms. NORTON. The citizens of the 
world, of course, cannot get welfare. 
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The people who can get welfare are in- 
deed citizens of the United States. 

Mr. SHAW. Let me share this with 
the gentlewoman then: We sent our 
welfare bill, which has the training 
that you want, has the job search that 
you want, supplies a job at the end of 
the time, which you want even though 
we may disagree on how much that 
person is to be paid, and simply, by 
making it not available to the people 
you said it was not available to any- 
way, but which it is available to—— 

Mr. WALKER. Question, please. 

Mr. SHAW. We create $20 million sur- 
plus. Could you support such a propo- 
sition? 

Ms. NORTON. The gentleman would 
deny benefits even to legal aliens and, 
as a result, create problems for us that 
we do not have now because, as the Su- 
preme Court said in the case involving 
some public schools, students—— 

Mr. WALKER. Time expired. 

Ms. NORTON. We lose more than we 
gain if we deny legal aliens the right to 
go to school. 

Mr. WALKER. Ms. NORTON is now 
recognized for 4 minutes to question 
Mr. SHAW. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. SHAW, I am inter- 
ested in the position your party took 
when President Clinton sought to ex- 
pand the tax credit for working fami- 
lies. As we know, there are many more 
working poor people than there are 
welfare poor. Only a third of single 
mothers even get welfare. These are 
the most vulnerable people for going on 
welfare however. 

Why is it, therefore, that the Repub- 
licans did not support the expansion of 
the family tax credit when that would 
be an important way to prevent people 
from having to go on welfare in the 
first place? 

Mr. SHAW. The earned income tax 
credit, which the gentlewoman well 
knows was a product of two Republican 
administrations, was expanded three 
times during the Republicans' adminis- 
trations—— 

Ms. NORTON. So why do you support 
the expansion this time, Mr. SHAW? 
Most of you did not. 

Mr. SHAW. Because it was not paid 
for. It was a budget buster, and this is 
something that I feel is very irrespon- 
sible. We are not helping—we are not 
helping even the kids on welfare—— 

Ms. NORTON. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. SHAW, the President—— 

Mr. WALKER. The gentlewoman con- 
trols the time. 

Ms. NORTON. Had a deficit reduction 
package there. Not only was this paid 
for, but in fact we will end up—we 
would end up paying much more if we 
had not expanded that tax credit. If 
anything is going to save us money—— 

Mr. SHAW. You are talking—— 

Ms. NORTON. It is encouraging the 
working poor to work instead of going 
on welfare. 

Why did not the Republicans who, 
the gentleman is right, supported this 
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year after year, simply embraced this 
welfare prevention bill? 

Mr. SHAW. Ms. NORTON, am I correct 
in saying that what you are talking 
about is the biggest tax increase in the 
history of this country? 

Ms. NORTON. No, the gentleman is 
not correct in saying that is what Iam 
talking about. 

What I am talking about is the gen- 
tleman’s non-support of help for work- 
ing families which makes them more 
vulnerable to going on welfare. That is 
what I am talking about—— 

Mr. SHAW. Ms. NORTON, you are 
talking about—is the Clinton tax 
bill—— 

Ms. NORTON. Changing the subject; 
let me move on. 

Mr. SHAW. It also was—— 

Ms. NORTON. I say, “You have 
changed the subject, Mr. SHAW.” 

The fact is the gentleman did not 
support it; right? Yes or no? 

You did not support—— 

Mr. SHAW. You bet your life—— 

Ms. NORTON. Attempt to expand, 
help the working families that would 
have kept people on welfare—— 

Mr. SHAW. I did not—— 

Ms. NORTON. All right. He cannot 
answer my question, so, reclaiming my 
time 

Mr. SHAW. Right, I did not sup- 
port 

Ms. NORTON. Now, the income for 
families maintained by women over the 
past 10 years has gone down in real dol- 
lars. I ask, "How do you propose that 
these women will have sufficient in- 
come to maintain their families with- 
out a safety net? 

Mr. SHAW. Well, I think there has to 
bea safety net, and there must be—and 
I think that is what we are supporting 
on our side. 

One of the problems, and the problem 
that we really have not—not ap- 
proached here as a Congress is the 
question of male responsibility. There 
are more teenaged kids having babies, 
more single mothers having babies, and 
the father gets a free ride. I have heard 
of instances—two and three in the hos- 
pital at the same time. 

Ms. NORTON. Bipartisanship on 
something, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. SHAW. Well, let us mark that 
down because we are going to work to- 
gether to see that there is male respon- 
sibility. It is time that the men of this 
country learned that they have a re- 
sponsibility for raising these kids, and 
we, as a Federal Government, are going 
to do everything we can to assist the 
States in forcing the child support pay- 
ments that are due the mothers, and, 
by the way, in the Republican bill we 
require the mothers to identify the fa- 
thers so we can go after them. 

Ms. NORTON. As would we. 

Let the record show, Mr. Chairman, 
that there is agreement on a very im- 
portant item in the welfare debate, and 
that is male responsibility. 
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Mr. SHAW. I look forward to working 
with the gentlewoman on it. 

Mr. WALKER. The moderator will 
now recognize the Democratic team to 
interrogate the gentleman from Con- 
necticut [Mr. FRANKS] for 4 minutes. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. FRANKS, a favorite 
Scholar of the Republican persuasion, 
Mr. Charles Murray, has drawn a dis- 
tinction of late between how he would 
treat divorced mothers and never-mar- 
ried mothers. He would, he said, deny 
benefits to the children of never-mar- 
ried mothers altogether while allowing 
some welfare benefits for divorced 
mothers. : 

I ask, Do you endorse this notion of 
the 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. No. 

Ms. NORTON. The sins, you will for- 
give me, visited upon innocent chil- 
dren? 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. No. 

Ms. NORTON. Would you indicate 
what your position would be then; no 
distinction based on prior marital—— 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. No, 
there should be no difference. 
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Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. There 
should be no difference. It is very sim- 
ple. Next question, please. 

Ms. NORTON. Glad to see this repu- 
diation. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. I will 
bring it over to you if you want to see 
it. It is right in here. Same thing. 

Ms. NORTON. It is important we 
have it on the record. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. We will 
send you a copy. Same thing. Next 
question, please. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. FRANKS, we had 
agreement with Mr. SHAW earlier on 
the responsibility of males in society 
to provide child support. As the father 
of teenagers, both male and female, I 
strongly support that notion, but with- 
in the Republican bill, obviously there 
is a requirement of no additional pay- 
ments to the mother, a requirement 
that she may have to live at home, but 
there is no provision for providing 
training to the young father. In fact, 
the record should reflect that it is gen- 
erally poor women giving birth because 
of poor men, and we want to be able to 
address that kind of problem as well in 
order that they be responsible. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Our 
teenage fathers are eligible, just like 
anybody else. 

I agree with you. I know a male 
today who has had two women preg- 
nant at the same time in the hospital 
and has not been accountable for tak- 
ing care of either one of them. You are 
absolutely right. We have to take the 
parental identification very seriously 
and in our bill we do. If that mother 
does not identify the father, she would 
not be eligible for benefits. That is a 
very important component. We also pe- 
nalize States for not improving on our 
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parental identification aspect. In our 
bil we have $12 billion over 5 years 
dedicated toward training and manda- 
tory work, $12 billion, that is on top of 
the $5.5 billion that we are spending 
today on jobs and training. 

In our bill we will say to that fa- 
ther—— 

Mr. WALKER. The Democrats con- 
trol the time. 

Mr. McCURDY. If the primary source 
of welfare is AFDC, males are not 
qualified for that, and if they cannot 
get into a program, are you expanding 
your program to include males and fe- 
males? 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. We say 
in our bill to that young male, first we 
have to identify him, obviously. 

Mr. McCURDY. I agree. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Then 
we give that person three options: Find 
a job and support your children, go to 
jail, or you have a State-supported 
type job as we talked about before, 
community service type job. We also 
within our bill talk about training and 
we talk about obviously trying to—Ms. 
NORTON wants to ask another question. 

Ms. NORTON. I want to ask you one 
other question, a very important con- 
cession you made on Charles Murray. 

Do you also reject his notion that we 
should end welfare immediately and, 
rather, embrace the bill that the Re- 
publicans now have? 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. No, I do 
not know why we are here defending 
Charles Murray. We are giving him a 
lot of attention. Hopefully, he has a 
book he is trying to push. You are 
doing wonders to make his book be- 
come a best seller. I am not here to 
support Charles Murray. We have a bill 
as Republicans. I have offered other 
bills as a Republican. I could care less 
about defending Mr. Murray. 

Ms. NORTON. That brings us closer 
together, Mr. FRANKS. 

Mr. WALKER. The time has expired. 

We will now have the Republican 
team interrogate Ms. WOOLSEY. 

Mr. DELAY. Ms. WOOLSEY, I have to 
commend you for getting off welfare 
and working your way out of that obvi- 
ously horrible situation, but I am curi- 
ous. If our bill had been law at the time 
you went on welfare, do you realize 
that after 2 years, you would still re- 
ceive benefits, in fact more benefits 
than you probably got back then, and 
you would receive the education and 
job training and all that? But after 2 
years, you would be required to work 
either in the private sector or work for 
your benefits. 

Do you have any objection that in 
the third year that you are on welfare 
that you would work for your benefits? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Oh, I do not think 
you heard me. I worked before I was on 
welfare. I worked the entire time I was 
on welfare. 

Mr. DELAY. That is not my question. 
My question is, would you have ob- 
jected—— 
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Ms. WOOLSEY. You are asking me 
what I would have done. 

Mr. DELAY. What I am asking is, 
would you have objected to working— 
did you have a private sector job? Obvi- 
ously you did not. 

Your third year of welfare, would you 
have objected to working? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Obviously I did not 
what, Mr. DELAY? 

Mr. DELAY. I am sorry. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Obviously I did not 
what, Mr. DELAY? You said obviously I 
did not. Did not what? 

Mr. DELAY. Obviously you did not 
work. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I did work. 

Mr. DELAY. Not your third year. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I worked the entire 
time I was on welfare. That was 25 
years ago. When I was on welfare, I re- 
ceived enough welfare help to pay for 
child care, to have health care. That is 
what I needed. If I had had that 
through child support, I would not 
have needed it. 

Mr. DELAY. But you do not have to 
work today. My question is, in your 
third year, and you could not find a 
private sector job, would you have 
minded working for your benefits? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. See, I believe going 
to school, being trained 

Mr. DELAY. You have done that for 2 
years. You get 2 years to do that. I am 
talking about the third year. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. No, I do not believe 
we can be that inflexible. It is a laud- 
able goal to get people off welfare. 

Mr. DELAY. It is inflexible to ask 
you to work for your benefits? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. It is inflexible to ex- 
pect every recipient to be ready to go 
to work after 2 years. Some of them 
are not literate. 

Mr. DELAY. Just 35 hours a week? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Some of them have 
tiny babies. 

Mr. DELAY. We wil give you day 
care. 

So you do object? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I do object. Two 
years and you are off is too limiting. 
But I think that we should be working 
so that we get people off, into jobs that 
pay a family wage and keep them off 
forever. 

Mr. DELAY. Do you agree with Ms. 
NORTON that we ought to be raising 
taxes to pay for more welfare and more 
expanded programs, taxes from people 
that are not on it? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I believe that we 
should be collecting the child support 
that is owed though court orders which 
is not paid every year, which is $34 bil- 
lion. If we even collected half of that, 
then we would not have a problem 
today. 

Mr. DELAY. But we spend $240 billion 
on welfare. How is $34 billion going to 
help? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. $34 billion would off- 
set the expansion that it needs right 
now. 
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Ms. MOLINARI. You said you require 
more flexibility than the 2 years and 
you are off. 

Would you agree with a 3-year, or 
does flexibility go up to 10 years? At 
what point do we in society say: Flexi- 
bility, time is up, it is now up to soci- 
ety to expect you to contribute? Could 
you just answer that question? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Every person stays 
on welfare less than 2 years. 

Ms. MOLINARI. If you were to write 
a bill—— 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I have introduced a 
bill. 

Ms. MOLINARI. You have no time 
limit. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. No time limit? 

Ms. MOLINARI. Someone could, 
based on flexibility, stay on welfare 10 
years? 

Ms. WOOLSEY. My bill invests in 
getting people ready to go to work, 
getting them off the welfare system. 

Mr. DELAY. No matter how much it 
costs? 

Ms. MOLINARI. No time limit? Ten, 
fifteen, twenty years? If they need the 
flexibility you are talking about, your 
bill gives them that flexibility. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. There are some peo- 
ple on welfare who will be on welfare 
forever. 

Mr. DELAY. How much does your bill 
cost? 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. It 
sounds like slavery to me. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. There are people that 
are ill, people that are disabled. 

Mr. WALKER. Time has expired. 

Mr. DELAY is now recognized for 4 
minutes to question Mr. SYNAR. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. SYNAR, this has been 
a pretty good debate, and I think we 
are getting to the bottom of it. It 
seems that your side sort of agrees 
that welfare does a little more harm 
than good, but maybe not as much and 
we just need to do more of it and be 
flexible. 

I want to ask you a question that 
comes straight out of your opening re- 
marks. You said welfare is only 1 per- 
cent of the Federal budget. What do 
you consider welfare? 

Mr. SYNAR. I think this is an impor- 
tant distinction that the two parties 
have. You would claim that it is $200 to 
$300 billion a year because you would 
include into it the entitlements of 
housing, and yet only one-third of wel- 
fare recipients use housing. You would 
also include job training and commu- 
nity service of which no direct money 
goes to individuals. You would also in- 
clude Pell grants and hot lunch pro- 
grams which serve nonpoor individuals. 

Mr. DELAY. How about food stamps? 
Is that welfare? 

Mr. SYNAR. The major issue is that 
your figure is at $300 billion. 

Mr. DELAY. No, no, my question is, 
what is welfare? 

Mr. SYNAR. Let me finish what you 
have included in your number. 
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Mr. DELAY. No, I did not ask you 
about my number, Mr. SYNAR. I asked 
you about your number. 
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Mr. SYNAR. Well, my number says 
the Medicaid number, which you in- 
clude in there, is probably the most 
useless number in the facts. 

Mr. DELAY. I am sorry, Mr. SYNAR, 
maybe I am hard of hearing or hard of 
talking. But I am asking, you said wel- 
fare is only 1 percent of the Federal 
budget. Now I am asking you, is food 
stamps welfare? 

Mr. SYNAR. No. 

Mr. DELAY. Food stamps is not wel- 
fare. Is Medicaid welfare? 

Mr. SYNAR. No, not all of it. Yet you 
have included all of those numbers, 
those total numbers, as a total welfare 
picture. 

Mr. DELAY. It is an entitlement, is it 
not? 

Mr. SYNAR. If the gentleman would 
allow me, if only a third of the welfare 
recipients get housing, if 70 percent of 
Medicaid goes to disabled and elderly, 
to claim them as welfare is not correct. 

Mr. DELAY. But all that money goes 
to welfare recipients. 

Mr. SYNAR. No, it does not go to 
welfare recipients. Seventy percent of 
the Medicaid budget goes to the elderly 
and disabled. Do you consider them 
welfare? 

Mr. DELAY. If they are on Medicaid, 
they are on welfare, yes. 

Mr. SYNAR. So all elderly who get 
Medicaid by the Republican definition 
are on welfare. 

Mr. DELAY. It is means tested. Those 
that are poor, elderly, that receive 
Medicaid, not Medicare, are on welfare. 
So you don't consider—let me get this 
straight—you don't consider Medicaid 
welfare. You don’t consider food 
stamps welfare. Do you consider any 
nutrition, like school lunch, any of 
that? Housing you say is not welfare. If 
we pay $13,000 for an apartment in New 
York City for a welfare mother, that is 
not welfare, because that is housing? 

Mr. SYNAR. Let me correct you 
again, if I could. Only one-third of the 
welfare recipient get housing. 

Mr. DELAY. Let's take the one-third. 
Are those one-third on welfare by get- 
ting housing? 

Mr. SYNAR. They are on welfare 
only under the definition of aid for de- 
pendent children. 

Mr. DELAY. OK. You said in your 
opening remarks that you require 
work. How do you require work in your 
proposals, or any of the proposals that 
have been made. How do you require 
work? 

Mr. SYNAR. There are many propos- 
als on the table, the Republicans have 
offered some, the President will offer 
others. 

Mr. DELAY. The one you referred to. 

Mr. SYNAR. Basically what I think 
the Democratic position is, is that we 
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think it should be flexible, that each 
individual welfare recipient will have 
unique needs. 

Mr. DELAY. So you don't require 
work? 

Mr. SYNAR. Yes, we do require work. 

Mr. DELAY. How? 

Mr. SYNAR. We say, after 2 years in 
many of the proposals, where work is 
available and people are qualified, that 
we should encourage that. 

Mr. DELAY. So you don't require 
work. 

Mr. SYNAR. Yes, we do require work, 
in many of the proposals that the 
Democrats propose. 

Mr. DELAY. If you encourage it and 
they don’t work and there are jobs 
available, what kind of sanctions do 
you bring against the welfare recipi- 
ent? 

Mr. WALKER. The time has expired. 
I will give the gentleman a brief period 
to respond. 

Mr. SYNAR. What is important for 
the gentleman from Texas to remem- 
ber is that providing a person a job 
without adequate support through 
child care, health care, and a job that 
can pay a decent living guarantees that 
the person will be back in welfare. The 
Democratic Party believes we have to 
provide those kinds of support so we 
don’t have the population sliding back- 
ward and forward. 

Mr. WALKER. I will now recognize 
Mr. SYNAR to question Mr. DELAY for 4 
minutes. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. DELAY, there have 
been many in the Republican Party 
who have called for getting rid of all 
welfare benefits together and basically 
sending that money we are using for 
welfare recipients directly to the 
States to build orphanages and group 
houses. 

Mr. DELAY. No one in this House, no 
Republican in this House, has ever said 
that, or has introduced a bill to that 
effect. 

Mr. SYNAR. Let me suggest to you 
that you need to visit with your col- 
league from Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS], and 
the bill you cosponsored that would do 
exactly that. 

Mr. DELAY. No, it wouldn't. 

Mr. SYNAR. We are concerned as 
Democrats that that kind of proposal 
doesn't strengthen families. 

Mr. DELAY. You are 
mischaracterizing Mrs. MEYERS' bill. 
Mrs. MEYERS' bill blockgrants what we 
now spend on welfare and sends it back 
to the States. It doesn't end welfare 
and cut it off and destroy it. 

Mr. SYNAR. What we are concerned 
about is that the building of orphan- 
ages and group housing and tearing 
families apart is counterproductive to 
the family values we think both parties 
stand for. 

How do you justify the building of or- 
phanages and group houses with the 
context of trying to build a strong so- 
cial family unit? 
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Mr. DELAY. Well, first I believe when 
you give somebody something, they 
will take it, and sell you their soul in 
the taking. And our present welfare 
system, that has been passed by Demo- 
crats, supported by Democrats, and ex- 
panded by Democrats, has created a 
whole culture of people that has cre- 
ated generation after generation of 
people that are really unfortunate to 
be in their present situation. 

You have destroyed their self-esteem 
by such a system. You have destroyed 
their dignity. And what we want to do 
is return it by requiring responsibility. 
And we say you have got to sign the so- 
cial contract. If you are going to re- 
ceive the largesse of the American tax- 
payers, then you have got to establish 
some way of showing that you are 
going to show responsibility in pulling 
yourself out of your present situation. 

Mr. SYNAR. You talk about creating 

a system where people are not depend- 
ent. In fact, your colleagues tonight 
have really been arguing that these 
Government programs promote that 
dependency. You are familiar that the 
American taxpayers in the decade of 
the eighties, to the tune of billions of 
dollars, subsidized the cattle industry, 
the timber industry, the mining indus- 
try. 
Why is it that Republicans by and 
large ignore corporate welfare and 
seem to want to pick on women who 
are working and trying to provide for 
their families? 

Mr. DELAY. Well, what Republicans 
are for is to protect those that earn a 
living from the largesse of the Govern- 
ment and more taxes, as outlined by 
your side, to give to those that may 
not work for that which they receive. 

We are saying we can do both. We are 
saying that we can give 2 years to 
those that are down and out to get 
themselves together and look for a job 
and work themselves out of their 
present situation. But in 2 years, they 
will either have to have a job in the 
private sector, or they will have to 
work for their benefits. 

I don't think that is much to ask. It 
is a typical Democrat ploy to pit those 
that earn a living against those that 
have no living. 

Mr. SYNAR. I described the philoso- 
phy of the Republicans earlier as really 
the party that wants to cut people off. 
I think the Democratic Party rep- 
resents the party of prevention and 
trying to prevent welfare in the begin- 
ning. That is why our party over- 
whelmingly supported the earned in- 
come tax credit for working families 
and family and medical leave, as well 
as the raising of the minimum wage. 

The Republicans have traditionally 
overwhelmingly not supported those 
proposals. 

Mr. DELAY. Au contraire. Au 
contraire. The Republicans introduced 
the ITC, investment income tax cred- 
its, under Reagan, under Bush, helped 
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the Democrats pass it, and have always 
supported the I'TC. 

Mr. SYNAR. They had the oppor- 
tunity about 18 months ago on this 
floor, and not one Republican voted for 
it. 

Mr. DELAY. No, no, no, no, no. 

Mr. SYNAR. And not one Republican 
voted for the earned income tax credit. 

Mr. DELAY. Please. If we are going 
to do something like that, you put 
EITC expansion in a huge, huge tax bill 
that you know the Republicans, who 
are always against raising taxes, would 
not support. 

Mr. WALKER. Time has expired. The 
moderator now recognizes Ms. MOL- 
INARI to question Mr. McCURDY for 4 
minutes. 

Ms. MOLINARI. 
Moderator. 

Mr. MCCURDY, do you believe in es- 
tablishing time limits for individuals 
to get off welfare? 

Mr. McCURDY. I do. I support the 
President's proposal. There ought to be 
a 2-year time limit. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Do you agree that 
we should establish paternity before we 
provide benefits? 

Mr. McCURDY. I do. My State, Okla- 
homa, has a requirement of such. When 
President Clinton was Governor of Ar- 
kansas, he recommended, and they es- 
tablished, such a requirement as well, 
and it is in every bill that I am propos- 
ing and the recommendation that the 
White House is for as well. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. McCURDY, Do 
you believe that access to welfare 
should be cut off to noncitizens at a 
certain point? 

Mr. MCCURDY. In the bill that I am 
going to introduce, we propose that as 
one of the options of funding. But I 
think there is a real problem here. And 
that is since you come from a State 
with a large immigrant population as 
well, that you have to avoid cost shift- 
ing. 

We talk about unfunded mandates. 
We don’t want to just cost-shift a huge 
cost on the States and cities. And the 
courts, as you recall, in Plyler versus 
Doe, has a requirement that we provide 
education, even to illegal immigrants. 
So I think there has to be some balance 
in this approach, and I think we have 
to have a standard for citizenship as 
well. 

Ms. MOLINARI. So you do believe we 
should have a standard for citizenship. 
You do believe we should establish and 
insist on paternity. You do believe we 
should establish time limits. Mr. 
MCCURDY, on the basis of what we have 
heard tonight, you appear to be on the 
wrong side of the aisle. 

Mr. McCURDY. Actually, I have a 
number of your colleagues and Repub- 
licans, and quite frankly, Ms. MOL- 
INARI, I was hoping I could also get you 
before this is over on our bill as well. I 
believe there should be a bipartisan so- 
lution to the welfare problem. 
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Ms. MOLINARI. I am delighted to 
hear you say that. 

Mr. McCURDY. And as the President 
called for an many of us embrace. 

Ms. MOLINARI. I am delighted to 
hear you say that. May I suggest, how- 
ever, as a result of what we have heard 
tonight and in the debate that has 
taken place before, that you spend a 
lot more time concentrating on the 
Members on your side of the aisle than 
on our side of the aisle, because the 
majority of the Republicans are in sup- 
port and on the bill. 

But I would like to talk a little bit 
about, and I commend you for your bill 
and the fact you have actually got 
something down on paper that we can 
talk about. And I am really sorry that 
the President of the United States did 
not have time to do that before to- 
night. 

But with some of the things that 
have been coming out through the 
grapevine, we do understand that the 
President, and correct me if I am 
wrong, agrees for a 2 year and off, but 
that it would only apply to those peo- 
ple in the United States who were born 
after 1972. 
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Mr. McCURDY. 1971, actually, which 
makes them 25 years of age. And when 
you are looking at financing welfare 
reform, I think the American public, 
and I think Republicans have agreed as 
well, that there is some cost in order to 
do that, if you are going to provide 
training, if you are going to provide 
ways to overcome these obstacles to 
work. So there is an issue of how much 
of the population you can actually 
phase in or address at any one time. 

Ms. MOLINARI. There is also an- 
other question about how disingenuous 
the Clinton plan is, because it does, in 
fact, exempt over 75 percent of the par- 
ticipants in the program today. And it 
does cost $58 billion. How, in fact, does 
President Clinton plan to pay for $58 
bilion in new costs toward allegedly 
reforming welfare? 

Mr. McCURDY. I look forward to get- 
ting my chance to ask you the very 
question about your bill. In fact, the 
administration's proposal recognizes 
the difficulty of moving this burden on 
to the States. If we do it too quickly, 
if we are not careful, then we will over- 
whelm them and create even more of a 
problem. 

Ms. MOLINARI. You are saying new 
taxes to me, Mr. MCCURDY. 

Mr. McCURDY. The President has 
made a commitment not to have any 
new taxes in the bill. We made that de- 
cision as well in the bill that I am in- 
troducing. 

Let me just add, in the bill that the 
mainstream forum is proposing and 
many Democrats 

Ms. MOLINARI. I understand that 
President Clinton understands to fund 
some of his so-called promises—— 
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Mr. WALKER. The time has expired. 

The moderator now recognizes the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
McCuRDY] to question the gentle- 
woman from New York [Ms. MOLINARI] 
for 4 minutes. 

Mr. McCURDY. Do not go away, Ms. 
MOLINARI. 

Ms. MOLINARI. I am not going any- 
where. 

Mr. McCURDY. You seem to indicate 
that the Republican bill is, I assume, 
the Santorum bill, which has a large 
number of cosponsors. Are you a co- 
sponsor of that bill? 

Ms. MOLINARI. No, I am not at this 
point. 

Mr. McCURDY. Maybe you would 
like to explain the problems with it. 

Ms. MOLINARI. I sure would. I ap- 
preciate your asking that question. 

It is true that we have talked an 
awful lot about some drastic changes 
to our national system. And when I 
first heard some of the proposals that 
the Republicans put forth, I did, in 
fact, step back and said I wanted to 
analyze, I wanted to make sure that 
the impact on everyone who receives 
this funding or would have that fund- 
ing terminated would be done in the 
best interests of all Americans, includ- 
ing those people who receive benefits 
today. 

I have to tell you though, Mr. 
McCURDY, that since I studied this 
issue in preparing for this debate and 
Started really studying the Republican 
proposal and, certainly, as a result of 
everything that I have heard between 
the Democrats and Republicans today, 
that I intend to sign onto the Repub- 
lican bill as a sponsor first thing to- 
morrow morning. 

Mr. McCURDY. Can you tell us how 
much the bill cost? 

Ms. MOLINARI. The bill cost $6 bil- 
lion. 

Mr. McCURDY. $6 billion, and you 
raise $21.3 billion in cutting off benefits 
to noncitizens. 

Ms. MOLINARI. That is correct. 

Mr. McCURDY. You say you have a 
$21 billion surplus. Where do you get 
the rest of the funding? 

Ms. MOLINARI. We are working with 
the Congressional Budget Office figures 
that state that it would, in fact, cost $6 
billion to implement the plan and that 
over a very short period of time, which 
is 5 years, we would see over a $20 bil- 
lion surplus by restricting access to 
noncitizens of the United States. 

Mr. McCURDY. When I visited the 
GAIN Program in Riverside, CA, which 
you have—— 

Ms. MOLINARI. Let me just also add 
that we do, in fact, I think we agree on 
this, know we are going to realize im- 
mediate savings as soon as we embark 
on establishing paternity and making 
some young men in America finally 
pay for the responsibilities that they 
carelessly created. 

Mr. McCURDY. That point we have 
already agreed upon. 
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When I visited the GAIN Program, 
which most analysts today cite as a 
success story, they still indicate that 
50 percent of the population that would 
be eligible to participate in the pro- 
gram is now in deferral because of 
problems with drugs, legal problems, 
teenage mothers, pregnancy or what- 
ever. Fifty percent is not even being 
able to participate. What do we do for 
a population like that? Are we pre- 
pared then to just say they are cast 
aside? That is a problem for both, if we 
are trying to achieve some solution. 

Ms. MOLINARI. First of all, No. 1, we 
do exempt the disabled. Second of all, 
the situation that I think is very seri- 
ous, which the Republicans do stress, 
and that is drug addicts or alcoholics 
who receive benefits must enroll in a 
treatment program in order to receive 
their benefits. That is certainly and in- 
arguably in the best interest of the 
U.S. taxpayer and the person who may 
need to be forced into treatment at a 
certain point. 

Mr. McCURDY. What percentage of 
the population that you now consider 
to be on welfare, by whatever defini- 
tion you want to use, if you want to 
throw in housing and all of the other 
entitlements—— 

Ms. MOLINARI. I think we use other 
definitions—— 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. MCCURDY controls 
the time. 

Mr. McCURDY. In order to speed this 
up, because we want to get as much in- 
formation out as we possibly can, what 
percentage of the total population do 
you believe that your bill would be able 
to move off of welfare based on this re- 
sult? 

Ms. MOLINARI. We certainly believe 
that the majority of individuals will be 
able to move off welfare in the near fu- 
ture. One of the things that I think Re- 
publicans rely on very clearly is the 
good faith of the American people that 
given an opportunity for a job—— 

Mr. McCURDY. If I may, New York, 
Oklahoma, we are still trying to figure 
out the accents. 

Mr. WALKER. Time has expired, 
without the accents being resolved. 

The moderator wil] now proceed for 
final arguments, recognizing first the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR] 
to speak against the resolution for 2½ 
minutes. 

Mr. SYNAR. Thank you. 

Webster defines welfare as the state 
of being or doing well, a condition of 
health, happiness, and comfort, well- 
being. 

How could such a nice word take on 
such a negative meaning. These days 
welfare is usually used as a cuss word. 
We have all heard the conversations. 
They are lazy. They have kids in order 
to get a check. They are totally irre- 
sponsible. 

The simple fact is that as long as 
Government welfare programs are seen 
as subsidies for idleness, they will con- 
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tinue to be unpopular with most Amer- 
icans. 

Democrats believe there is a better 
way. Welfare reform universal health 
care, and a package of education and 
training programs that clearly empha- 
Size the dignity of work and the need 
to reward workers. 

Let us never forget that, first and 
foremost, we need to demand personal 
and parental responsibility and to en- 
sure that people do not slide back into 
welfare. Let us also not forget three 
principles: Health care for all workers, 
safe, quality child care, and a stable 
job that pays enough to keep a family 
afloat. 

Together we must change what is not 
working, and we must keep what is 
working. There are no sacred cows. 
There are only sacred truths. 

We invite the Republicans and all 
Americans to join with us. Our simple 
goal for welfare reform, make work 
pay. Then and only then can we return 
the word welfare to its original and 
noble meaning. 

Mr. WALKER. The moderator now 
recognizes the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DELAY] in a final argument to 
speak for the resolution for 2% min- 
utes, 

Mr. DELAY. Thank you, Mr. Modera- 
tor. 

I congratulate all the participants of 
this three-way debate, our side and the 
two sides on the Democrats’ side. 

Make work pay. Hang on to your wal- 
lets, because all I heard was more pro- 
grams, more spending, they call invest- 
ments, more of the same but more ex- 
panded of the same. And then we are 
going to encourage people to get a job, 
and the whole definition has been tried, 
frankly, time and time immemorial, a 
program that at its inception, carried 
by the Democrats since the 1930's and 
supposed to be a compassionate safe- 
guard against impoverishment of wid- 
owed mothers, has clearly become a 
program that is doing more harm than 
good. 

Those in the system today are de- 
moralized. Even the Democrats have 
acknowledged that tonight. 

What they have failed to concede is 
that it is our Government that is mak- 
ing them that way. The Government 
has created a monster, and President 
Clinton wants more of it and bigger. He 
does not know how to end welfare as 
we know it. He and his Democrat col- 
leagues want to create more welfare as 
we know it, and they to preserve more 
welfare as we know it. 

They want to go in every direction at 
once. Today’s welfare system has clear- 
ly done more harm than good, when we 
have created 12-year-olds having ba- 
bies, 15-year-olds shooting each other, 
l7-year-olds dying of AIDS, and 18- 
year-olds who cannot read graduating 
with diplomas. 

Instead, Republicans ask welfare re- 
cipients to engage in a social con- 
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tract—one of those that—if they are to 
receive the generosity of the American 
people, then they have to earn their 
benefits. We want to change the mind 
set and create a cycle of responsibility 
rather than dependency. 
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It is this cycle of dependency that 
breeds mediocrity and destroy the very 
inner selves of those trapped in its 
clutches. As Jack Kemp has said, rath- 
er than the safety net it was once in- 
tended to be, welfare has become a 
hammock. 

Instead, we want welfare to be a 
trampoline. We want people to bounce 
out of welfare into productive life- 
styles and be proud of themselves. We 
don’t want them to have to sacrifice 
their souls and their human dignity. 
we want welfare to be good, rather 
than harmful. 

Mr. WALKER. I would like to thank 
both the Republican and the Demo- 
cratic team for a spirited and inform- 
ative debate. The moderator appre- 
ciated the courtesies shown to each 
other. I ended up not being confused at 
all. I thank you for that. 

I want to thank the leadership, both 
Democrat and Republican, for their co- 
operation in preparing for this debate. 
I hope that this debate has contributed 
to more Americans understanding the 
complexities of the welfare system, and 
the proposals for welfare reform. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. EWING) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material:) 

Mrs. BENTLEY, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. DORNAN, for 5 minutes, today. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. STRICKLAND) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr. HOAGLAND, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. COYNE, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. LAUGHLIN, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. STRICKLAND, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

(The following Member (at the re- 
quest of Mr. WALKER) to revise and ex- 
tend his remarks and include extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr. STARK, for 5 minutes, today. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. EWING) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr. HUNTER. 

Mr. DORNAN. 
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Mr. SHUSTER in two instances. 

Mr. KING. 

Mr. DUNCAN. 

Mr. HYDE. 

Mr. DREIER. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. STRICKLAND) and to in- 
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. 

Mr. TUCKER in three instances. 

Mr. HAMILTON. 

Ms. ESHOO in three instances. 

Mr. SANGMEISTER. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. 

Mr. BRYANT. 

Ms. MALONEY in two instances. 

Mr. SAWYER. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. 

Mr. WILSON. 

Mr. FINGERHUT. 

Mr. COYNE. 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. WALKER) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. 

Mr. WELDON. 

Mr. THOMPSON. 

Mr. TORRES. 


SENATE ENROLLED JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to an enrolled joint resolution of 
the Senate of the following title: 

S.J. Res. 146. Joint resolution designating 
May 1, 1994, through May 7, 1994, as Na- 
tional Walking Week." 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. WALKER. Madam Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 8 o'clock and 41 minutes p.m.) 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, May 5, 1994, at 11 a.m. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol- 
lows: 


3105. A letter from the Secretary of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development, transmitting a 
report on the evaluation of the FHIP private 
enforcement initiative testing demonstra- 
tion; to the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs. 

3106. A letter from the Secretary of Edu- 
cation, transmitting final regulations—stu- 
dent assistance general provisions, pursuant 
to 20 U.S.C. 1232(d)(i); to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

3107. A letter from the Secretary of Edu- 
cation, transmitting final regulations stu- 
dent assistance general provisions—Campus 
Security Act, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(d)(1); 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

3108. A letter from the Secretary of Edu- 
cation, transmitting a copy of final regula- 
tions—State Postsecondary Review Pro- 
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gram, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(d)(1); to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

3109. A letter from the Secretary of Edu- 
cation, transmitting a copy of final regula- 
tions—Federal family Education Loan Pro- 
gram, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(d)(1); to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

3110. A letter from the Secretary of Edu- 
cation, transmitting a copy of final regula- 
tions—Institutional Eligibility Under the 
Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended, 
pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(d)(1); to the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor. 

3111. A letter from the Chairman, First 
South Production Credit Association, trans- 
mitting the annual report of the Production 
Credit Association—Fifth Farm Credit Dis- 
trict retirement plan for 1993, pursuant to 31 
U.S.C. 9503(a)(1)(B); to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

3112. A letter from the Secretary of Trans- 
portation, transmitting the annual report of 
the Maritime Administration for fiscal year 
1993, pursuant to 46 U.S.C. app. 1118; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish- 


eries. 

3113. A letter from the Secretary of Trans- 
portation, transmitting the llth annual re- 
port of accomplishments under the Airport 
Improvement Program for the fiscal year 
1993, pursuant to 49 U.S.C. app. 2203(b)(2); to 
the Committee on Public Works and Trans- 
portation, 

3114. A letter from the U.S. Trade Rep- 
resentative, transmitting a report on action 
taken as a result of the six investigations 
initiated in 1989 on priority practices identi- 
fied under the statute commonly known as 
Super 301; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

3115. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, Department of Defense, transmit- 
ting a draft of proposed legislation to au- 
thorize certain military activities of the De- 
partment of Defense; jointly, to the Commit- 
tees on Armed Services and Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

3116. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Environmental Management, Depart- 
ment of Energy, transmitting a report on the 
environmental assessment of urgent-relief 
acceptance of foreign research reactor spent 
nuclear fuel; jointly, to the Committees on 
Energy and Commerce and Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. SABO: Committee of Conference. Con- 
ference report on House Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 218. Resolution setting forth the con- 
gressional budget for the U.S. Government 
for fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999 
(Rept. 103-490). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on Ways 
and Means. H.R. 4278. A bill to make im- 
provements in the old-age, survivors, and 
disability insurance program under title II of 
the Social Security Act (Rept. 103-491). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. DERRICK: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 416. Resolution providing for con- 
sideration of the bill (H.R. 4296) to make un- 
lawful the transfer or possession of assault 
weapons (Rept. 103-492). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 417. Resolution waiving 
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points of order against the conference report 
to accompany the bill (S. 636) to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to permit individ- 
uals to have freedom of access to certain 
medical clinics and facilities, and for other 
purposes (Rept. 103-493). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. BEILENSON: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 418. Resolution waiving 
points of order against the conference report 
to accompany the concurrent resolution (H. 
Con. Res. 218) setting forth the congressional 
budget for the U.S. Government for the fiscal 
years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999, and pro- 
viding that rule XLIX shall not apply with 
respect to the adopting of that conference re- 
port (Rept. 103-494). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu- 
tions were introduced and severally re- 
ferred as follows: 


By Mr. BALLENGER (for himself, Mr. 
BLILEY, Mr. ROHRABACHER, and Mr. 
SAXTON): 

H.R. 4337. A bill to repeal the Displaced 
Workers Protection Act of 1994 (District of 
Columbia Act 10-193); to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. DE LUGO: 

H.R. 4338. A bill to designate the Chris- 
tiansted Bandstand” at the Christiansted 
National Historic Site, St. Croix, VI, as the 
“Peter G. Thurland, Sr., Bandstand”; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. DUNCAN: 

H.R. 4339. A bill authorizing the Davy 
Crockett Memorial Foundation to establish 
a memorial to honor Davy Crockett in the 
District of Columbia or its environs; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. EHLERS: 

H.R. 4340. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide that the per- 
centage of completion method of accounting 
shall not be required to be used with respect 
to contracts for the manufacture of property 
if no payments are required to be made be- 
fore the completion of the manufacture of 
such property; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. JACOBS: 

H.R. 4341. A bill to amend the Higher Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 to qualify additional insti- 
tutions for programs under part B of title III 
of that act; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

H.R. 4342. A bill to qualify Martin Univer- 
sity of Indianapolis, IN, for participation in 
the program under part B of title III of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965; to the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. DORNAN (for himself, Mr. GIL- 
MAN, Mr. PORTER, Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. WYNN, Mr. LEVY, 
Mr. KING, Mr. WILSON, Mr. SOLOMON, 
Mr. Cox, and Mrs. BENTLEY): 

H.R. 4343. A bill to encourage liberty inside 
the Socialist Republic of Vietnam; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. LEVY (for himself, Mr. KING, 
and Mr. BRYANT): 

H.R. 4244. A bill to prohibit ticket resale 
profiteering in or affecting interstate com- 
merce; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. QUINN (for himself, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. 
STUPAK, Mr. CASTLE, Ms. FURSE, Mr. 
KiNG, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. MCCOLLUM, 
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Ms. LowEY, Mr. WALSH, Mr. LAFALCE, 
Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. PAXON, Mr. HOLD- 
EN, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. LEVY, Ms. PRYCE 
of Ohio, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. SOLOMON, 
Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. LAZIO, Mr. Bor- 
SKI, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, and 
Mr. MCHALE): 

H.R. 4345. A bill to prohibit the distribu- 
tion or receipt of restricted explosives with- 
out a Federal permit, and to require applica- 
tions for such permits to include a photo- 
graph and the fingerprints of the applicant; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. SHEPHERD: 

H.R. 4346. A bill to prohibit the Secretary 
of Defense from transporting across State 
lines chemical munitions in the chemical 
weapons stockpile, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan (for him- 
self, Mr. PENNY, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. 
FIELDS of Texas, Mr. EWING, Mr. AL- 
LARD, Mr. POMBO, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. 
ROBERTS, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. 
DELAY, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, Mr. 
HERGER, and Mr. EVERETT): 

H.R. 4347. A bill to amend title XII of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 to permit the con- 
version of wetlands that are 1 acre or less in 
size; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. WALKER: 

H.R. 4348. A bill to amend the Rules of the 
House of Representatives to prohibit proxy 
voting and to amend title 18, United States 
Code, to criminalize the practice commonly 
called ghost voting in the House of Rep- 
resentatives; jointly, to the Committees on 
Rules and the Judiciary. 

By Ms. SHEPHERD (for herself, Mrs. 
SCHROEDER, Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. COPPER- 
SMITH, Ms. FURSE, and Ms. ENGLISH of 
Arizona): 

H.R. 4349. A bill to prohibit the Depart- 
ment of Defense from conducting flight tests 
of certain missiles that would result in the 
release of debris outside a designated De- 
partment of Defense test range; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin (for 
himself, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. ANDREWS 
of New Jersey, Mr. BACCHUS of Flor- 
ida, Mr. BAESLER, Mr. BAKER of Lou- 
isiana, Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin, Mr. 
BATEMAN, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. BER- 
MAN, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. 
BISHOP, Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. BONIOR, 
Mr. BROOKS, Mr. BROWN of California, 
Mr. BUYER, Mrs. BYRNE, Mr. CAL- 
LAHAN, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. CARR, Mr. 
CASTLE, Mr. CLAY, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. 
CLEMENT, Mr. CLINGER, Ms. COLLINS 
of Michigan, Mr. COPPERSMITH, Mr. 
COYNE, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. DARDEN, Ms. 
DELAURO, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
DEUTSCH, Mr. DE LuGO, Mr. DICKEY, 
Mr. DICKS, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. ED- 
WARDS of Texas, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. 
EVANS, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana, Mr. FISH, Mr. 
FLAKE, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. FROST, Ms. 
FURSE, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. GUNDERSON, 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. 
HEFNER, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. 
HOAGLAND, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. HUTTO, 
Mr. HYDE, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. JACOBS, 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. 
KASICH, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KILDEE, 
Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. KLEIN, Mr. 
KOPETSKI, Mr. KREIDLER, Mr. LA- 
FALCE, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. LANTOS, 
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Mr. LAZIO, Mr. LEACH, Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. LIVING- 
STON, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. MANTON, 
Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, Mr.  MCINNIS, Mr. 
MCNULTY, Mr. MEEHAN, Mrs. MEEK of 
Florida, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mrs. MEYERS 
of Kansas, Mr. MINGE, Mrs. MINK of 
Hawaii, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. MONTGOM- 
ERY, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. MORAN, Mr. 
MURPHY, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. NEAL of 
Massachusetts, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
OBERSTAR, Mr. OBEY, Mr. OWENS, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. PARKER, Mr. PETERSON 
of Florida, Mr. PORTER, Mr. POSHARD, 
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. 
QUINN, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. REED, Mr. REYN- 
OLDS, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. 
SABO, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. 
SCHAEFER, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. SERRANO, 
Mr. SHARP, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. SLAT- 
TERY, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. SMITH of 
Texas, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. 
STUPAK, Mr. TANNER, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. 
TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mrs. 
THURMAN, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. 
Towns, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. VALEN- 
TINE, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. VENTO, Mr. 
VOLKMER, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. 
WALSH, Ms. WATERS, Mr. WAXMAN, 
Mr. WHITTEN, Mr. WILSON, Mr. WISE, 
Mr. WOLF, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. WYNN, 
and Mr. YOUNG of Alaska): 

H.J. Res. 363. Joint resolution to designate 
October 1994 as Crime Prevention Month”; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. KYL: 

H. Con. Res. 244. Concurrent resolution to 
condemn the March 1, 1994, attack on Amer- 
ican Lubavitcher students; jointly, to the 
Committees on Foreign Affairs and the Judi- 
ciary. 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 


H.R. 123: Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. 
BAKER of Louisiana, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. LIGHT- 
FOOT, Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, Mr. ALLARD, 
Mr. HANSEN, and Mr. SMITH of Oregon. 

H.R. 546: Mr. ABERCROMBIE and Mr. 
HOAGLAND. 

H.R. 702: Mr. KING. 

790: Mr. PORTER. 
963: Mr. ROGERS. 
1145: Mr. MCCANDLESS and Mr. WIL- 


1277: Mr. SMITH of Texas. 
1322: Mr. GEJDENSON and Mr. SKELTON. 
. 1349: Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. 

.R. 1785: Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. 

H.R. 2444: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. 
BALLENGER, Mr. KIM, and Mr. GUNDERSON. 

H.R. 2467: Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. FRANKS of 
New Jersey, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mrs, JOHNSON of 
Connecticut, and Mr. TEJEDA. 

H.R. 2670: Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. PRICE of 
North Carolina, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. WILSON, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. COBLE, 
and Mr. STUPAK. 

H.R. 2866: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. 
CONYERS, and Mr. CLAY. 

H.R. 2930: Ms. DELAURO. 

H.R. 2957: Mr. GUNDERSON and Mr. BLILEY. 

H.R. 3075: Mr. LEHMAN. 

H.R. 3179: Mr. GEKAS. 

H.R. 3214: Mr. CALVERT. 

H.R. 3261: Mr. MURTHA, Mr. TORRICELLI, 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. PARKER, Mr. LEVY, 
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Mr. CLAY, Mr. GORDON, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. 
HUFFINGTON, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. LIVINGSTON, 
Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. MIL- 
LER of Florida, Mr. COBLE, Mr. HUTCHINSON, 
Mr. CANADY, and Mr. WILSON. 

H.R. 3290: Mr. PASTOR and Mr. EDWARDS of 
California. 

H.R. 3305: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. LEWIS of Cali- 
fornia Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. FILNER, and Mr. 
ORTON. 

H.R. 3310: Ms. VELAZQUEZ and Mr. OWENS. 

H.R. 3320: Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. 
TAUZIN, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. BEILENSON, and 
Mr. THOMAS of California. 

H.R. 3486: Mr. EHLERS, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. 
OXLEY, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. 
ARMEY, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. PACKARD, and 
Mr. ZIMMER. 

H.R. 3513: Ms. SHEPHERD. 

H.R. 3627: Mr. BALLENGER and Mr. SWIFT. 

H.R. 3784: Mr. PACKARD and Mr. COMBEST. 

H.R. 3811: Mr. FARR, Mr. FILNER, Mr. ED- 
WARDS of California, Ms. ESHOO, Ms. HARMAN, 
Mr. LEHMAN, and Ms. WOOLSEY. 

H.R. 3820: Mr. Hopson, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. 
LIVINGSTON, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. 
ScHIFF, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. MARKEY, 
Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. 
STUMP, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. REGULA, Mr. 
DORNAN, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, 
and Mr. ROGERS. 

H.R. 3860: Mr. EMERSON and Mr. PAXON. 

. 3870: Mr. HINCHEY. 

. 3942: Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. 
. 3978: Mr. LEVY. 

. 3992: Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. 

. 4050: Mr. MANTON and Mr. STARK. 

H.R. 4074: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. QUINN, Mr. 
LANCASTER, Mr. KLINK, Ms. SCHENK, Mr. 
BLUTE, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. Ra- 
HALL, and Mr. KING. 

H.R. 4114: Mr. BECERRA, Ms. DELAURO, Ms. 
ESHOO, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. YATES, Mr. AN- 
DREWS of Maine, and Mr. GLICKMAN, 

H.R. 4162: Mr. FILNER. 

H.R. 4198: Mr. ROBERTS. 

H.R. 4213: Mr. EVANS. 

H.R. 4237: Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mrs. BYRNE, and 
Mr. PORTER. 

H.R. 4247: Mr. PENNY. 

H.R. 4249: Mr. KREIDLER, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
SANDERS, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. 
EDWARDS of California, Mr. SERRANO, and 
Ms. MCKINNEY. 

H.R. 4257: Mr. WASHINGTON. 

H.R. 4311: Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. CLINGER, and 
Mr. COMBEST. 

H.J. Res. 209: Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. SHARP, 
Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming, Mr. 
BALLENGER, Mr. WALSH, Mr. BUNNING, and 
Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. 

H.J. Res. 231: Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. QUIL- 
LEN, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. BAESLER, Mr. NEAL of 
North Carolina, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. CALVERT, 
Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, and Mr. HILLIARD. 

H.J. Res. 276: Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Ms. 
MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY, and Ms. SNOWE. 

H.J. Res. 297: Mr. BROWDER, Mr. BAESLER, 
Mr. DIXON, and Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. 

H.J. Res. 314: Mr. REED and Mr. MCHALE. 

H.J. Res. 328: Mr. CASTLE, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. 
MEEHAN, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. JEF- 
FERSON, Mr. TUCKER, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. VENTO, 
Mr. ENGEL, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. 
GRAMS, and Mr. MANTON. 

H.J. Res. 333: Mr. PASTOR, Mr. VENTO, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mr. SWETT, Ms. DUNN, Mr. COPPER- 
SMITH, Mr. STOKES, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. GENE 
GREEN of Texas, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. 
SKEEN, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. KANJORSKI, Ms. SHEP- 
HERD, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. REED, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. RAVENEL, and Mr. SAND- 
ERS. 
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H. Con. Res. 20: Mr. WYDEN. 

H. Con. Res. 84: Mrs. BYRNE and Mr. GOR- 
DON. 

H. Con. Res. 168: Mr. ARMEY, Mr. SHAYS, 
and Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 


H. Con. Res. 212: Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. OBER- 
STAR, Mr. ScHIFF, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. STUDDS, 
Mr. TRAFICANT, and Mr. TUCKER. 


H. Con. Res. 217: Ms. MARGOLIES- 
MEZVINSKY, Mr. PARKER, Ms. FURSE, Mr. 
MAZZOLI, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. 
Towns, Ms. NORTON, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mrs. 
BYRNE, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. LEWIS 
of Georgia, Mr. WYNN, Mr. BILBRAY, and Mr. 
GEJDENSON. 
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H. Con. Res. 234: Mr. EDWARDS of Califor- 
nia, Mr. FROST, Mr. KoPETSKI, Mr. WILSON, 
and Ms. WOOLSEY. 

H. Res. 234: Mr. STEARNS, Ms. EDDIE BER- 
NICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, 
Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. MENENDEZ, and Mr. 
HUFFINGTON. 

H. Res. 362: Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. 

H. Res. 383: Mr. FAWELL. 


DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso- 
lutions as follows: 
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H.R. 140: Mr. EHLERS. 
H.R. 3222: Mr. KOLBE. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 

90. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
Palau National Congress, P.O. Box 8, Koror, 
Republic of Palau, relative to the sincere 
gratitude and appreciation of the people of 
the Republic of Palau to the Honorable RON 
DE LUGO, the U.S. Virgin Islands' Delegate; 
which was referred to the Committee on Nat- 
ural Resources. 
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INTEREST RATES AND THE 
ECONOMY 


HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
insert my Washington Report for Wednesday, 
May 4, 1994 into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 

INTEREST RATES AND THE ECONOMY 


Most Hoosiers recognize that the economy 
is doing better now than it has in many 
years. Yet the recent actions by the Federal 
Reserve to raise interest rates have in- 
creased concerns about the outlook for the 
economy. I am frequently asked why the Fed 
raised interest rates when unemployment is 
still too high and there are no signs of infla- 
tion, and how the Fed's actions will affect 
the job outlook and family finances for Hoo- 
siers. 


THE ECONOMY 


Many people wonder why the Fed wants to 
slow the economy just when it finally ap- 
pears to be strengthening. The U.S. economy 
got progressively stronger throughout 1993 
and grew at a 7.0% rate during the final 
quarter, the fastest growth in a decade. The 
economy grew at a 2.6% rate during the first 
quarter of 1994, and analysts expect contin- 
ued growth of about 3.0% this year. There 
has also been a welcomed pick-up in job 
growth. Since January 1993, the economy has 
created 2.5 million new jobs, double the rate 
in 1992. These jobs have almost all been in 
the private sector, including more manufac- 
turing jobs after years of losses. In Indiana, 
more than 20,000 jobs were added during the 
past year, including 7,000 jobs in manufactur- 
ing. The Indiana unemployment rate in Feb- 
ruary was 5.0%, down from 5.7% a year ago, 
and a full point and a half less than the na- 
tional rate of 6.5%. Growth in income per 
person is also doing better, and that has 
helped push consumer confidence to a five- 
year high. 

Much of the strengthening of the economy 
is linked to the reduction in the federal 
budget deficit, and the resulting lower inter- 
est rates. Last year, Congress enacted a 
major deficit reduction package that will re- 
duce the projected federal deficit by some 
$430 billion during the next five years. 
Spending was cut for more than 500 pro- 
grams. In relation to the nation's output, the 
deficit in 1995 will be the lowest since 1979. 

Fed decisions to hike interest rates are 
closely linked to a fear of impending infla- 
tion. For the past three years, the inflation 
rate has been declining and most analysts 
expect little or no increase in inflation in 
the foreseeable future. The 2.7% rise in 
prices in 1993 was one of the lowest in 30 
years. Analysts cite a number of reasons why 
they think inflation will remain under con- 
trol, including the impressive recent rise in 
productivity, the large pool of available 
workers, worldwide excess capacity in many 
industries, and competition from foreign 
products. 


FED ACTIONS 

Interest rates, particularly long-term 
rates, can strengthen or weaken economic 
growth since they affect business investment 
decisions and major household purchases. 
The Fed can directly influence the direction 
of short-term interest rates, such as the 
rates on savings accounts or automobile 
loans. But long-term rates, such as the rates 
on home mortgages or corporate borrowing, 
are determined largely by private sector and 
government demand for long-term loans and 
by the outlook for inflation. 

During 1993, the Fed kept short-term inter- 
est rates at a 30-year low. At the same time, 
long-term interest rates declined to their 
lowest levels since the late 1960s, and that 
helped boost the economy, particularly by 
the fourth quarter. This year, with the econ- 
omy growing and the unemployment rate 
falling, the Fed has responded by raising in- 
terest rates three times since early Feb- 
ruary. Its purpose is to brake lightly the 
economy's recent acceleration and ensure 
that there will be no significant rise in infla- 
tion. The question is whether the Fed is 
over-reacting to a decline in unemployment. 
It appears to be convinced that the inflation 
danger is imminent. Many disagree. 

Certainly at some point unemployment 
will fall so low that there will not be enough 
people for all the jobs employers want to fill. 
At that point enterprises will compete for 
workers by bidding up wages, and that will 
accelerate inflation. Some economists argue 
that unemployment can fall to 7 million peo- 
ple before a shortage of workers begins. The 
Fed thinks the key point is 8 million, and as 
unemployment has fallen toward that level 
it has acted. 

While I do not criticize the Fed at this 
point, my instinct is that we should favor 
jobs at least as much as fighting inflation. 
The risk is that when the Fed decides to use 
tight money to fight inflation it may suc- 
ceed at holding inflation down but it can 
also generate a real slump and put people 
out of work. 

Before he started raising short-term rates 
to control inflation, Fed Chairman Green- 
span testified that a rise in short-term rates 
would have only a small effect on long-term 
interest rates and could eventually bring 
them down. I supported the Fed's initial in- 
crease on that basis. But long-term rates 
have risen much more than anyone antici- 
pated, The rates on home mortgages and cor- 
porate bonds have gone to their highest level 
in two years. Since moderate long-term rates 
are essential for sustained economic growth, 
the recent rise is a matter of concern. Many 
households will have to pay more interest on 
their home equity loans and credit cards, 
and interest costs for businesses will also 
rise. This may slow the economy. 

I support the independence of the Fed and 
respect its judgment. The Fed believes the 
increase in rates will be good for the econ- 
omy, but it will be some time before we 
know whether it was the right thing to do. 
At the moment, I am concerned that the Fed 
has not done a very good job of explaining 
why it raised interest rates and what it 
hopes to accomplish, particularly since long- 
term interest rates have behaved so dif- 


ferently from what it expected. At a time 
when unemployment is still higher than 
most of us would like and there are no signs 
of rising inflation, Congress and the Amer- 
ican people need to understand what the Fed 
is doing. Before they proceed with additional 
interest rate hikes, Fed officials should tes- 
tify before Congress to give a full accounting 
of their recent actions. 


CONCLUSION 


Without doubt we have to recognize the 
critical need to remain vigilant against in- 
flation, and I do understand that the Fed is 
trying to change the psychological atmos- 
phere in the financial markets. What bothers 


me 


is that the specter of inflation—not the 


fact of inflation—is governing the speed at 
which the economy can grow. 


The building blocks for sustained expan- 


sion—including smaller deficits, 


improved 


productivity, and strong investment—are in- 
creasingly in place. The U.S. economy is well 
positioned to experience a long phase of 
steady growth and only modest inflation. 
The delicate task of economic policy at the 
moment is to throttle inflation but not the 
expansion. 


COMMEMORATING THE 79TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF THE ARMENIAN 
GENOCIDE 


HON. WALTER R. TUCKER III 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
remembrance of the victims of the 1915 mas- 
sacre of Armenians. | join with many of my 
colleagues as well as the President in renew- 


ing 


our commitment to the memory of the esti- 


mated 1.5 million Armenian lives lost between 
1915 and 1923. At a time in history when 
there are so many regional conflicts through- 
out the world, we must take time out to recog- 
nize such acts of inhumanity in the hopes that 


we 


can avoid them in the future. History is 


there to provide us with important lessons and 
experiences. Let us learn from the genocide of 
the Armenian people in 1915 as we honor 
those who fell, their families, friends, and rel- 
atives. Let us take this lesson and apply it to 
the many situations around the world such as 
Rwanda, the former Yugoslavia, the Middle 
East and of course the conflicts going on 
among states from the former Soviet Union. 


By 


learning how to stand up against acts of 


genocide, we will be paying tribute to those 
victims of the terrible Armenian massacre in 
1915. 


@ This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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IN HONOR OF SISTER VERONICA 
SKILLIN 


HON. ANNA G. ESHOO 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor a dedicated public servant and out- 
standing educator, Sister Veronica Skillin, on 
the occasion of her retirement as president of 
the College of Notre Dame. 

Through her remarkable leadership, Sister 
Veronica has brought many changes to the 
College of Notre Dame. As president, she has 
helped that institution grow in size, strength, 
and reputation, as exemplified by the rich di- 
versity of its student body, the construction of 
its Gleason Center gymnasium, and the devel- 
opment of its governance board. Sister Veron- 
ica has also successfully cultivated a commu- 
nity spirit among the students, faculty, and 
staff at the College of Notre Dame, so each 
individual knows that his or her work is appre- 
ciated. 

Sister Veronica's dedication to education ex- 
tends far beyond her role as college president. 
As a long time member of the education com- 
munity, she has worked with young people as 
an elementary school teacher, principal of 
Notre Dame Elementary School, principal of 
Notre Dame High School, coordinator of in- 
service programs for the University of San 
Francisco School of Education, and dean of 
Students at the College of Notre Dame. 

Mr. Speaker, Sister Veronica is an outstand- 
ing educator and human being who has made 
a difference in many people's lives. She has 
gained the utmost respect and regard of those 
who have worked with her and whom she has 
served. | ask my colleagues to join me in sa- 
luting Sister Veronica Skillin for her countless 
contributions to our community and our chil- 
dren. 


FATHER MICHAEL ZEMBRZUSKI 
HONORED FOR 60 YEARS OF 
SERVICE TO CHURCH AND COM- 
MUNITY 


HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to bring to the attention of my colleagues an 
important event which will take place on May 
14 in Brooklyn, NY. On that day, there will be 
a festive celebration of the 60th anniversary of 
the ordination of Father Michael M. 
Zembrzuski, a Roman-Catholic priest well 
known in the Polish and American commu- 
nities as a wonderful human being and a great 
humanitarian. 

Since arriving in the United States in 1951, 
Father Zembrzuski has spent his life working 
among the American Polonia. Soon after his 
arrival, he took on the task of the creation of 
a sanctuary known as the American Czesto- 
chowa in Doylestown, PA. After much time 
and effort, Father Zembrzuski succeeded in 
acquiring the funds needed for such a center. 
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Father Zembrzuski then ably supervised the 
building of the American Czestochowa, the 
largest Polonian religious center in the world. 
This sanctuary was officially consecrated by 
the Archbishop of Philadelphia, John Cardinal 
Krol, on October 16, 1966 with President Lyn- 
don B. Johnson and his family in attendance. 
Throughout the years, the sanctuary has been 
visited by other important political figures, 
such as Presidents Ronald Reagan and 
George Bush, as well as Vice President Hu- 
bert H. Humphrey. 

Between 1980 and 1993, Father Zembrzuski 
devoted his considerable efforts to the better- 
ment of the Polish and Slavic Center. With 
about 35,000 members, this center is one of 
the largest Polonian organizations. One of his 
major accomplishments during that period was 
the creation of a highly successful home at- 
tendant program, of which he was the director 
for 13 years. 

As a member of the Polish-American Con- 
gress, and as the former chaplain of the 
Downstate New York Division, Father 
Zembrzuski remains extremely active in many 
prestigious organizations. During his lifetime of 
service, Father Zembrzuski has certainly been 
one of the driving forces behind the consolida- 
tion of the Polish community as a strong and 
proud ethnic group. He offered countless im- 
migrants from Poland and Hungary guidance 
and assistance in their struggles to fully inte- 
grate themselves into broader American life. 

Mr. Speaker, because of his tremendous ac- 
complishments on behalf of the Polish-Amer- 
ican community, | would like my colleagues to 
join me in honoring the distinguished Father 
Zembrzuski on the occasion of the 60th anni- 
versary of this ordination. 


TRIBUTE TO TOM HUGHES 
HON. JOHN BRYANT 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to an exceptional American, Mr. 
Tom Hughes. Tom Hughes, the producer and 
managing director of the Dallas Summer Musi- 
cals, brought big-time musicals and their stars 
to Dallas for the past 33 summers. He died 
Sunday, April 10, 1994. 

He brought Katharine Hepburn, Richard 
Burton, Yul Brynner, Ginger Rogers, Gene 
Kelly, and Carol Burnett to Dallas, and gave 
Texans Tommy Tune and Sandy Duncan their 
first jobs. He launched the national tours last 
year of the Tony-winning "Crazy for You" and 
"The Who's Tommy." 

Many of Dallas theater's best-known boost- 
ers remembered the man with the ever- 
present cane, three-piece suits, and fresh 
flower in the lapel for his gentlemanliness as 
much as for his considerable artistic contribu- 
tions. 

Tom Hughes began his theater career in 
Dallas in 1955, when he was named house 
manager of the State Fair Musicals. The name 
was changed to Dallas Summer Musicals in 
1962. He worked as assistant to the producer, 
assistant managing director and executive pro- 
duction associate until 1961, when he was ap- 
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pointed managing director, a job he held and 
performed with distinction until his death. 

This theater master was also executive di- 
rector of the Tom Hughes Foundation, which 
was founded in 1983. The foundation brings 
national touring companies of dramas and 
musicals to the beautifully restored Majestic 
Theatre and the Music Hall during the months 
when the Summer Musicals are inactive. 

Mr. Hughes will be sorely missed not only 
by those in the theater world, whose work he 
nurtured so unselfishly, but also by the count- 
less citizens throughout the area and the 
world who benefited from exposure to his the- 
atrical productions. 


ARIZONA SMALL BUSINESS 
PERSON OF THE YEAR 


HON. SAM COPPERSMITH 


OF ARIZONA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. COPPERSMITH. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize Joseph Wojcich, the Small 
Business Administration's Arizona Small Busi- 
ness Person of the Year. Since his start in 
1975, using personal savings of $1,500, Mr. 
Wojcich has grown his company, Tempe Cam- 
era, to a thriving business with 31 employees 
and projected 1994 sales of $3.4 million, occu- 
pying a 10,000 square-foot building. 

Mr. Wojcich came to the United States in 
1951, when his Ukrainian father and Polish 
mother escaped from East Germany. At 17, 
he joined the U.S. Air Force, and served as a 
machinist at Luke Air Force Base. After leav- 
ing the Air Force, Mr. Wojcich worked as a 
machinist—until he nearly severed two fingers 
in an accident. He then taught himself camera 
repair. The rest is, as they say, history. 

The success of Tempe Camera is no sur- 
prise to those who know the skill and loyalty 
of its employees. Mr. Wojcich purposefully 
pays generally higher wages than his competi- 
tors, has a significant employee profitsharing 
plan, and provides employees with full medical 
and dental benefits. 

Joseph Wojcich's commitment to his em- 
ployees, his customers, and his craft serve as 
an example to all business owners, large and 
small. | take special pride that for the second 
consecutive year, an entrepreneur from the 
first congressional district has received the Ari- 
zona Small Business Person of the Year 
Award. | am proud to represent countless 
Such entrepreneurs in my district, the men and 
women who drive our economy. Joseph 
Wojcich is a most worthy representative of 
their spirit, determination, and will to succeed. 


DEVELOPING A POSITIVE TRADING 
RELATIONSHIP 


HON. THOMAS C. SAWYER 
OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 4, 1994 
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to 
take this opportunity to recognize a business 
venture that represents the development of a 
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constructive and enduring relationship be- 
tween companies in the United States and 
Japan. The successful business alliance be- 
tween Morse Controls, located in my district in 
Hudson, OH, and Tokyo Electric Power Com- 
pany of Tokyo, Japan, demonstrates that the 
global marketplace can work to the advantage 
of all nations and their people. 

Tokyo Electric Power Company and Morse 
Controls, a division of Imo Industries, have 
successfully maintained a mutually beneficial 
business relationship for more than 8 years. 

Tokyo Electric Power Company is a large 
enterprise that has played a major role in the 
supply of critical energy services to Japan. It 
has displayed genuine economic cosmopoli- 
tanism by reaching out to an American com- 
pany for the provision of needed goods and 
services. 

Morse Controls, engineer and manufacturer 
of a unique remote control system, has sup- 
plied thousands of its products for the Japa- 
nese electricity distribution systems. In doing 
so, it has met the highest service and quality 
standards of Tokyo Electric Power Company 
and enhanced the safe and reliable operation 
of electrical distribution systems in Japan. 

The extensive flow of international com- 
merce that this business association rep- 
resents has benefited the Japanese people 
and provided valuable employment opportuni- 
ties for workers in northeast Ohio. 

At a time when appropriate trade standards 
between Japan and the United States have 
come under increased scrutiny, | think it is im- 
portant to recognize successful instances of 
transnational business partnerships. The asso- 
ciation between Tokyo Electric Power Com- 
pany and Morse Controls is a commendable 
example of how our two Nations can develop 
a positive trading relationship. 


TRIBUTE TO THOMAS J. STACK 
HON. WILLIAM O. LIPINSKI 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Thomas J. Stack, a personal friend of 
mine, who lost a long battle with cancer on 
April 16, 1994. This tribute is to memorialize 
his life of sacrifice, patriotism, and dedication 
to our country. 

No one has spoken or written more accu- 
rately or articulately about Tom, than Mr. 
Steve Neal, political editor and columnist of 
the Chicago Sun-Times. From this point on | 
quote the Neal column of April 18, 1994. 

He was among the more decorated soldiers 
of the Vietnam War. But Thomas J. Stack 
seldom talked about his combat record. 

On his return from Vietnam, Stack had a 
reunion in his basement with some of his 
pals from the Southwest Side. He wanted to 
know how they were doing. Stack never 
talked about himself much. But he helped a 
generation recover its lost pride. 

Stack, 50, who died on Saturday after a 17- 
year bout with cancer, was a sergeant in the 
9th Infantry Division in Vietnam who earned 
two Silver Stars, three Bronze Stars for 
valor and the Air Medal for taking part in 
more than 25 aerial missions over hostile ter- 
ritory. 
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“He was a hell of a man," said retired Gen. 
William C. Westmoreland, who commanded 
U.S. forces in Vietnam from 1964 to 1968. 
Tom showed great bravery and valor on the 
battlefield. He put his life on the line to pro- 
tect his men," Westmoreland said Tuesday. 
He recalled that Stack was among the more 
selfless men that he had known. 


In Stack's final hours, his spirits bright- 
ened when he received a phone call from 
Westmoreland at St. Francis Hospital in 
Blue Island. Stack smiled when he got the 
call from his wartime commander. “I just 
told him how much he meant to all of us and 
that we were pulling for him," said West- 
moreland, 80, who frequently corresponded 
with Stack. He's going to be missed.“ 


When he was under fire in Vietnam, Stack 
responded with toughness and courage. In 
the face of enemy fire, he dove into a stream, 
saved an American soldier from drowning 
and also captured a Viet Cong officer. While 
serving as a platoon leader, Sgt. Stack was 
under fire with his men behind a rice-paddy 
dike. Stack led a charge that wiped out five 
bunkers, rescued wounded American soldiers, 
and took heavy Vietnamese casualties. On 
another occasion when his platoon was under 
heavy fire, Stack led an assault that 
knocked out enemy snipers. Stack was a sol- 
dier's soldier. 


On coming home from the Vietnam War, 
Stack and other veterans were greeted by 
protesters who called them names. It both- 
ered him that Vietnam veterans weren't 
treated fairly. Stack was in Washington, 
D.C. in 1982 for the dedication of the Viet- 
nam Veterans Memorial. He was deeply 
moved by the Wall and visited it often. 

As part of the healing process from the 
Vietnam era, Stack organized the 1986 Viet- 
nam Veterans Welcome Home Parade that 
brought more than 250,000 Vietnam veterans 
to Chicago. It was an extraordinary event. 
Westmoreland said Tuesday that Stack 
played an important role in the process of 
national reconciliation. '"That cracked the 
ice. Vietnam was an unpopular war, and that 
rubbed off on veterans," said Westmoreland. 
"But the Chicago parade cracked the ice on 
the country's attitude toward the Vietnam 
veteran and the veteran's attitude about 
himself. Other cities began honoring their 
veterans, Tom Stack started it all.” 

Stack received thousands of letters from 
parents and children of soldiers who had died 
in Vietnam, from veterans and families of 
surviving veterans that thanked him for 
honoring the courage and sacrifice of Amer- 
ican soldiers. 

He was among the more heroic figures of 
his generation. 


Tom was a life-long contributor to the 
Chicagoland community. He grew up on the 
Chicago's south side and served as a Chicago 
police officer for 9 years after he returned from 
Vietnam. Tom was a professor of criminal jus- 
tice at Daley College and was active in a num- 
ber of veterans organizations. Tom was also 
my personal advisor on all veterans issues. 
He is survived by his two daughters, Kristine 
and Kathryn, and his son, William. 


Mr. Speaker, | am proud to recognize this 
honarable man who made these tremendous 
contributions to our community and our coun- 
try. | hope my colleagues will join me in me- 
morializing his many years of dedication to his 
fellow veterans and our country. | will person- 
ally miss him a great deal. 
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TRIBUTE TO A HERO: SYLVESTER 
WELCH 


HON. WALTER R. TUCKER III 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Speaker, Webster's New 
Dictionary on American Language defines the 
word hero as, and | quote: "A man of excep- 
tional quality who wins admiration by nobel 
deeds, especially deeds of courage". 

Mr. Speaker, after reading that definition, it 
gives me great pleasure to rise and pay tribute 
to a man of exceptional quality who has won 
the admiration of many by his nobel and cou- 
rageous deeds, Mr. Sylvester Welch. 

Sylvester Welch was named "Western Re- 
gion Hero of the year" by the National Asso- 
ciation of Letter Carriers, for saving a woman 
from assault by two gang members trying to 
steal her purse at a city bus stop. 

In the predawn darkness of downtown Los 
Angeles, Sylvester Welch watched in horror as 
a gang attack unfolded at a bus stop across 
the street from where he stood. Ms. Linda 
Shine was waiting, as she did every morning, 
for the bus to take her to work. Suddenly, two 
gang members, one carrying a knife, came out 
of the darkness and accosted Ms. Shine. They 
tried to snatch her purse and her gym bag, 
and when Ms. Shine held on to her posses- 
sions one of the thugs knocked her down and 
began dragging her along the sidewalk while 
others stood by and watched in horror and 
dismay. Sylvester Welch, a letter carrier, re- 
fused to stand by and do nothing while the as- 
sault took place. He immediately rushed 
across the street to help the struggling victim, 
Faced with Sylvesters' strong challenge, the 
two juveniles let go of the purse and fled into 
the shadows with the gym bag. Stopping only 
long enough to make sure that the woman 
was unharmed, Mr. Welch then hopped into 
his truck, pursued the assailants, but lost sight 
of them in the dark streets. 

At a time when senseless acts of violence 
plague our society and citizens are afraid to 
walk the streets of their own neighborhoods, 
Mr. Sylvester Welch took bold and fearless ac- 
tion to protect the life and property of one of 
his fellow citizens. 

Mr. Speaker, be it therefore acknowledged 
that Mr. Sylvester Welch is recognized as one 
of this Nations great American heroes and that 
his act of bravery be recognized as a "random 
act of kindness." 


IN HONOR OF MEL SOLOMON 
HON. ANNA G. ESHOO 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor a dedicated public servant and out- 
standing business person, Mr. Mel Solomon, 
on the occasion of his retirement as executive 
director of the Sunnyvale Chamber of Com- 
merce. 

Mel has provided the chamber with excep- 
tional leadership over the past 6 years. 
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Through his remarkable expertise and passion 
for business development, he has brought to- 
gether both large and small businesses to 
work in partnership throughout the community. 
The Sunnyvale Chamber of Commerce has 
substantially expanded its role under his guid- 
ance and increased the services it offers to 
local businesses. Mel has also been instru- 
mental in bringing to the region a wide array 
of community resources to help companies 
succeed, such as the Silicon Valley/San 
Mateo County Small Business Development 
Center and the De Anza College Small Busi- 
ness Institute. In addition, Mel has been a 
driving force in bringing businesses and dis- 
located workers together to utilize the NOVA/ 
Private Industry Council's invaluable support 
services and retraining programs. 

Mel is credited with not only putting together 
resources to support businesses and the 
Sunnyvale community, but also serving as a 
major source of business expertise himself. 
Mel worked for 23 years as a national market- 
ing director and program business manager 
for GTE/Sylvania. Starting from scratch in 
1970, he and his wife, Maxine, built the 
Sportique fashion-retail business into a suc- 
cessful six-store chain and sold the business 
in 1985. During the past 20 years, he has 
taught entrepreneurship startup and expansion 
classes at colleges throughout the bay area 
and published a book on this subject. He also 
hosted a nationally televised series entitled 
"The Small Business Counselor" for 2 years. 

Mr. Speaker, Mel Solomon has united the 
Sunnyvale business community in a way that 
has never happened before. He has been the 
catalyst for many innovations, and the partner- 
ships he has created will flourish long after he 
has retired. | ask my colleagues to join me 
today in honoring this remarkable man who 
has truly made Sunnyvale a great place to live 
and do business. 


MICHAEL PAJAK HONORED AS 
PULASKIAN OF THE YEAR 


HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to bring to the attention of my colleagues an 
important event which will take place in my 
district in New York on May 6. On that day, 
the Pulaski Association of the New York City 
Police Department will honor Mr. Michael 
Pajak as their Pulaskian of the Year. 

Mr. Speaker, no individual could deserve 
this rare honor more than Michael Pajak. Ever 
since Mr. Pajak came to this country as a 
small boy in 1960, he been an integral part of 
the Polish-American community. 

After serving in the Armed Forces, Mr. 
Pajak opened his own highly successful print- 
ing business in 1975 called "Polstar." By the 
early eighties, he had become a member of 
the supervisory committee of the Polish and 
Slavic Federal Credit Union. Only 1 year later, 
Mr. Pajak had assumed an important role as 
a member of that organization's executive 
committee, a position he continues to hold to 
this day. 
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In addition, Mr. Pajak has also served the 
Polish-American community through his work 
with the New York Division of the Polish 
American Congress. In fact, he has been 
president of this preeminent Polonian organi- 
zation since 1991. In this capacity, Mr. Pajak 
had the vision to be the driving force behind 
the creation of the Father Popieluszko statue 
upon the square named after that martyred 
young Polish priest. 

Mr. Pajak is also a devoted family man. He 
and Regina, his lovely bride of 25 years, are 
the proud parents of two: Darian, a second 
year premed student at the prestigious Cornell 
University, and Adriana, who will graduate this 
year from St. Ignatius Loyola High School. 

Truly, Mr. Speaker, Michael Pajak has ex- 
emplified the essence of achieving the Amer- 
ican dream. Since his arrival in America, he 
has grown into a successful businessman and 
has started his own family here. But what 
makes him such a great American is the fact 
that he has never forgotten his roots. During 
the past two decades, Mr. Pajak has given so 
much back to the Polish-American community. 

That is why it is so fitting that he be hon- 
ored as Pulaskian of the Year, and why ! 
would like my colleagues to join with me in 
honoring Michael Pajak for his visionary lead- 
ership and years of service on behalf of the 
Polish-American community. 


REPRESENTATIVE MEEK HONORS 
THE INSURANCE WOMEN OF 
MIAMI DURING NATIONAL ASSO- 
CIATION OF INSURANCE WOMEN 
WEEK 


HON. CARRIE P. MEEK 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 4, 1994 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, the 
week of May 15-21, 1994, has been des- 
ignated as National Association of Insurance 
Women Week to draw public attention to the 
important role of women in the insurance in- 
dustry. 

Professional insurance women make a sig- 
nificant contribution to the risk and insurance 
industry. They are increasingly effective in pro- 
moting public awareness of such important is- 
sues as tort reform, automobile safety, and the 
problem of drinking and driving. With a mem- 
bership of more than 15,000, the NAIW, in- 
cluding the Insurance Women of Miami, en- 
deavors to provide consumers with quality in- 
surance products and services consistent with 
the industry's highest professional standards 
and ethics. 

am sure that my colleagues will join me in 
honoring the women who are performing im- 
portant and diverse roles throughout the risk 
management and insurance industry. 


TRIBUTE TO JOYCE LYNN WILSON 
HON. ROBERT K. DORNAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 4, 1994 
Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, | want to take 
this opportunity to pay tribute to Joyce Lynn 
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Wilson. To the shock and disbelief of her fam- 
ily, friends, and loved ones, on January 17, 
1994, Joyce fell victim to the tragic earthquake 
that rocked through southern California and 
ripped apart the lives of so many innocent 


people. 

My wife Sallie, and |, had known Joyce for 
years. She stood by our side and the side of 
her fellow Republicans and helped us fight the 
evils that threatened our families, our liveli- 
hood, and our country. She was not only a 
wonderful woman, she was a loving wife and 
mother, a devout Catholic, and a true patriot. 
Those of us who were fortunate enough to 
know Joyce continue to be profoundly sad- 
dened by her loss. 

In memory of Joyce, | would like to insert 
the text of the eulogy that was given on the 
day of her funeral. May she rest in eternal 
peace in the arms of our Almighty Father. 


ODE TO JOY, A EULOGY FOR JOYCE LYNN 
WILSON, JUNE 15, 1941-JANUARY 17, 1994 


On the morning of January 17, the earth 
trembled, and Joyce Lynn Wilson died. I'd 
like to say that another way. On the morn- 
ing of January 17, Joyce Lynn Wilson died, 
and the earth trembled. Her heart trembled, 
and gave its last beat as she summoned her 
children to safety. Hers was a big heart— 
warm, generous, and full of Joy. Her life, 
like all of ours, was filled with many sor- 
rows, trials and tragedies, but her attitude 
was like her name—joy. 

She always called Gayle her baby sister, 
and me her baby brother-in-law. So now I 
would like to talk about my big sister-in- 
law. 

Joy was a writer, a devout and staunch 
Catholic, a pro-lifer and a patriot, not to 
mention a wife, mother, aunt, grandmother, 
beautician, teacher, taxi service, political 
activist, confidant, and friend. 

As a wife and mother, she brought seven 
lovely children into this world: Shelley, 
Kathleen, Monica, Eddie, Mike, Elizabeth, 
and Eileen. She sewed, shopped, cooked, 
mended, and even found time to make those 
lovely holiday crafts which so many of us 
have in our homes. She worked tirelessly for 
her kids schooling. How many hours did she 
spend on her knees scrubbing the bathroom 
floors at Padre Pio Academy? She was de- 
voted to the end. 

With seven children, could anyone doubt 
that Joy was a Catholic all the way? She was 
always devout, but in the last few years, her 
devotion became intense; daily Mass and 
Communion, many acts of charity and gener- 
osity, and always an attitude of humility 
and self accusation. 

Not only was she devout. She was staunch, 
in the best sense of the word. In the most ac- 
tive sense of the word. She was a pillar of 
pro-life activities here in Orange County. 
You could see her picketing abortion clinics 
with her kids in a stroller. There was the 
time her picketing friends came by her house 
with signs of their own and shouting slogans: 
We are, pro-Joyce! We are, pro-Joyce."' 

She campaigned for the good guys. In the 
words of her friend. She was the glue that 
held everything together, even when things 
got sticky.” 

And if a modernist theologian dared to set 
foot in Orange County to peddle his hetero- 
dox theology, she was there. How many of 
you remember the visit of Father Raymond 
Brown? Joyce was there. It was his last visit 
to Orange County. 

She had this idea for a prayer letter—a 
forty hours devotion where people from all 
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over could storm Heaven with their prayers 
and petitions for each other. How many of us 
have received favors from this wonderful de- 
votion? 


She wrote articles for the Diocesan Bul- 
letin. She wrote about Satanism and its ef- 
fect on our kids; about gangs, and about 
chastity. How many Catholics could say this 
much? 


She was not only a Catholic, she was a pa- 
triot. Most of us would say a super-patriot. 
In 1976, she got involved with the schools to 
make people understand what the Bicenten- 
nial of 1776 was really about, and to put God 
back into our country and our schools. 


She fought liberals and Communism with 
her mightiest weapons: her pen and her 
phone. Using the pen-name of Margo 
Bellencourt, she took on the Liberals in the 
L.A. Times. When no one else even realized 
he was a threat, she took on Lyndon 
LaRouche. She saw through him, she fought 
him, and now he is in jail. 


With her ready pen, she took on Jimmy 
Carter. Who can forget her "Fireside Chat“ 
parodies where, in response to his foreign aid 
debacles, she, Joyce Wilson, announced that 
she was going to cordon off her property, de- 
clare it a sovereign nation, and apply for for- 
eign aid; and if she didn’t get it, secede from 
the Union and declare war on the United 
States. 


Who could forget her Campaign for Cre- 
ative Bureaucracy." And when Bill and Hil- 
lary Clinton came into power, who could for- 
get her Limmericks. Like this one on Inau- 
guration Day: 

The Inaugural bash told the tale 
"Twas a day that made satirists pale 
And the Do-Dah Parade 

All the wierdos had made 

Shows our leader, indeed, does inhale. 


Or, when Clinton declared war on the Mili- 
tary by allowing in Gays, her stories of Pri- 
vate Percy Periwinkle. She kept all of us in 
stitches. She knew more about the U.S. and 
the Russian military than I do, and I work in 
Defense. 


As a final tribute to her patriotism, Con- 
gressman Bob Dornan has informed us that 
he is arranging for a United States flag to be 
flown over the U.S. Capitol in her honor. 


You're a real patriot, Joy. I think this lit- 
tle poem composed by your baby sister says 
it all: 

Loyal and true 

Loved the Red, White and Blue 

God and Country through and through 
Joyce, there will never be another you. 


On January 17, the earth shook, our hearts 
trembled, our lives were shaken. The loss 
was profound. But more than buildings or 
dishes, more than freeways or bridges, on 
that day, we lost our Joy. 

But our loss is Heaven's gain. Up there, she 
can do what she did so well down here even 
better—fighting for the good. 

And so to her husband, Ed, to her chil- 
dren—our Godchildren—I say to you, “Weep, 
but have Joy in your hearts. She goeth to 
prepare a place for you.“ 

Given January 19, 1994, St. Mary's by the 
Sea Catholic Church. 
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TRIBUTE TO AUXILIARY BISHOP 
RAYMOND KAFFER OF THE JO- 
LIET DIOCESE ON HIS 40TH ANNI- 
VERSARY AS A PRIEST 


HON. GEORGE E. SANGMEISTER 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. SANGMEISTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to pay tribute to a spiritual leader, re- 
spected educator and community leader— 
Auxiliary Bishop Raymond Kaffer of the Joliet, 
IL, Catholic Diocese, who is celebrating his 40 
anniversary in the priesthood this month. 

Bishop Kaffer has had a long and distin- 
guished career serving the diocese, and the 
community as a whole, in numerous capac- 
ities. After his ordination May 1, 1954, Bishop 
Kaffer, a Joliet native, committed himself to 
education and the young people of the com- 
munities in the diocese. He served as assist- 
ant chancellor of schools from 1954 to 1965, 
and then become rector of the St. Charles 
Borromeo Seminary in Lockport, IL. In 1970, 
he was named principal of Providence Catho- 
lic High School in New Lenox, IL, where he 
guided the school through tremendous growth, 
mirroring the expansion of the communities 
Providence serves. 

In 1985, he briefly served as rector of the 
Cathedral of St. Raymond in Joliet, and in that 
same year was appointed auxiliary bishop of 
the Joliet Diocese, the second largest diocese 
in Illinois. 

Bishop Kaffer continued his own education 
while guiding the intellectual and spiritual 
growth of young people in the diocese. He 
earned advanced degrees at DePaul Univer- 
sity and St. Mary's of the Lake Seminary. 

He was named Man of the Year by his fel- 
low Joliet Catholic High School alumni in 1978 
and has been active in both the National Con- 
ference of Catholic Bishops and the Catholic 
Conference of Illinois. 

Mr. Speaker, | congratulate Bishop Kaffer 
on 40 distinguished years of service to the 
Catholic Church, and wish him many more 
years of success as a spiritual leader of this 
community. 


NICARAGUA'S ECONOMIC 
SITUATION 


HON. DUNCAN HUNTER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, | wanted to take 
this opportunity to share with Members an up- 
date | received from the head of Meso-Amer- 
ican Studies, Mr. Bruce Jones, regarding the 
current economic situation in Nicaragua. As 
Mr. Jones points out in his letter unemploy- 
ment in Nicaragua stands at 60 percent and it 
is difficult for entrepreneurs to get loans. | en- 
courage all my colleagues to read Mr. Jones' 
account of his recent visit to Nicaragua and 
the economic problems they are experiencing. 
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MESO-AMERICAN STUDIES, 
Reston, VA, March 23, 1994. 
Hon. DUNCAN HUNTER, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HUNTER: Since mid-No- 
vember, I have spent approximately six 
weeks working on a pre-feasibility study in 
Nicaragua for a mid-west investment group. 
Due to their interest in agricultural enter- 
prises, including cattle, this was my primary 
area of investigation. While Nicaragua has 
made substantial progress from the state ori- 
entated policies of the former government, 
much is yet to be done. 

As the failure of the Sandinista revolution 
became more apparent internationally, their 
access to credits and financing declined, as 
did their standard of living. By 1990, Nica- 
ragua had one of the lowest standards of liv- 
ing in the Western Hemisphere. Due to both 
their failure to satisfy the needs of the Nica- 
raguan people and international pressure, in 
the elections of 1990, the Sandinistas were 
voted out of power. Now the re-establish- 
ment of a free-market economy and demo- 
cratic pluralism is being slowly implemented 
by the Chamorro Government. 

One of the sadder legacies of the Sandi- 
nista regime has been the bankrupting of the 
Nicaraguan economy. Since the taking of 
power in 1990, the government of Nicaragua 
has struggled to restructure its debt and, at 
the same time, reactivate the economy. 
While the IMF and the World Bank are satis- 
fied with the austerity program that has 
been implemented, this program has hin- 
dered the economy. Nicaragua has tradition- 
ally been an agricultural and beef producing 
country, with between 24 to 31 percent of its 
GNP generated through agricultural, cattle, 
timber and fishing production.! 

While often the new government's policies 
are not highly visible, one example clearly 
shows the new orientation of Nicaragua. In 
1990, inflation was 13,490 percent, in 1992 the 
inflation rate fell dramatically. This fiscal 
responsibility has its social cost however, 
and now in 1994, unemployment is estimated 
to surpass 60 percent.? This can be a poten- 
tial social time-bomb if measures are not 
taken to alleviate this problem. Perhaps the 
most important measure to defuse this social 
problem—that is obviously also an economic 
problem—is to create a climate of confidence 
for foreign investment. To its credit, the 
Chamorro Government has taken positive 
steps to both attract foreign investment and 
provide guarantees that these investments 
will offer the investor a reasonable chance of 
Success. 

Perhaps the two most important initia- 
tives taken by the Chamorro Government 
have been the Foreign Investment Law 
(FIL), Law #127; and the Exports Promotion 
Law (EPL), Decree Law #37-91. The FIL has 
been designed to attract foreign capital for 
investment within Nicaragua and the EPL 
provides further initiatives to promote the 
exportation of Nicaraguan products, with 
emphasis on non-traditional goods. 

Never-the-less, the austerity programs 
have seriously affected local Nicaraguan pro- 
ducers. In regard to bank loans to the cattle 
industry, long-term loans for building of 
ranch infrastructure are virtually unavail- 
able and short-term loans carry an onerous 
interest rate.“ Short-term cattle loans, given 
in córdobas, the Nicaraguan currency, have 
been tied to the relation of the cordoba to 
the U.S. dollar. This is to say that if, during 
the course of a loan period, the córdoba is de- 


Footnotes at end of article. 


May 4, 1994 


valued in relation to the dollar, the Nica- 
raguan borrower, who borrowed in local cur- 
rency, has his loan readjusted to reflect this 
change. This is called maintenance of 
value". In January of 1993, the córdoba was 
devalued 20 percent in relation to the dollar. 
Any loan active at that time had an extra 20 
percent, in local currency, added to the loan 
value. 

Meso-American Studies examined, and pos- 
sesses, copies of two loan contracts active in 
that period. Above the 22 percent interest 
rate that BANIC, one of the two government 
banks, charged to the borrower, 20 percent 
was added above the original interest rate. 
Coupled to this is a 3-percent bank charge 
for processing the loan, which gives an effec- 
tive interest rate of 45 percent a year. While 
the different banks in Nicaragua charge dif- 
ferent interest rates, they all share the 
"maintenance of value". Prior to the exam- 
ination of the clauses in the BANIC loans, 
Meso-American Studies has assumed that 
only the mafia charged this type of interest. 
Copies of these loan contracts are attached 
to this letter. Clause #8 clearly states the re- 
lation between the córdoba and the dollar. 

"In agreement to the credit, changes, and 
monetary standards in force, it is established 
that the amount of this loan at the official 
rate of exchange today, corresponds to the 
quantity of dollars. It remains expres- 
sively agreed that the debtor clearly as- 
sumes the risk for the variations in the rate 
of change. Therefore, the debtor is obliged to 
pay the Bank the quantity of córdobas that 
may be necessary to cover the value, in the 
indicated dollars, at the rate (of exchange) 
applicable in the moment of its cancellation. 
The payments, or partial payments will be 
applied at the rate (of exchange) applicable 
in the date of each payment." Banco 
Nicaraguense, Contrato de Crédito con 
Garantia Prendaria, Clause Eight. 

Even though the Nicaraguan borrower re- 
ceives córdobas from the bank, is paid for his 
product in córdobas and repays his loan in 
córdobas, governmental monetary policies 
beyond his control may raise his interest 
rate, due to fluctuations with the dollar, to 
an unacceptable level. 

Equally disturbing was the fact that few 
loans were available for long-term ranch in- 
frastructure. While Nicaragua has the pas- 
ture capacity for maintaining 4,000,000 head, 
the current cattle population is estimated at 
1,500,000 head.* The lack of access to long- 
term credits and exorbitant interest rates 
was the motivation of meetings between rep- 
resentatives of cattlemen and members of 
the Economic Commission of the Nicaraguan 
National Assembly on Nov. 3, 1993. These 
meetings ended without any solution to the 
problem of access to credit. 

Because Nicaragua is literally living hand 
to mouth", long-term ranch infrastructure 
loans simply are not available. Short-term 
loans are available, but at excessive interest 
rates. These loans typically are one year 
loans used to purchase cattle for fattening. 
Since a major portion of the Nicaraguan cat- 
tle industry is dedicated to exportation, this 
brings into the Nicaraguan economy hard 
currency. Yet the cost of this policy has been 
the stagnation of the cattle industry. 

This problem has no short-term solution 
from the private sector, a change in foreign 
governmental and international banking 
policies in regard to loans in Nicaragua is 
the obvious solution. Yet changes could pro- 
voke an unwanted inflationary spiral. How- 
ever, loans targeting a particular sector of 
the Nicaraguan economy could avoid this 
possibility. If just one export oriented meat 
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packing house can generate over $34,000,000 
in hard currency in a two year period,’ given 
the present pasture under-utilization and na- 
tional herd size, what would the future bring 
with a robust cattle industry? 

I bring this matter to your attention in the 
hopes that either A.I.D. funds or Foreign As- 
sistance Funds for FY95 be targeted, in part, 
to provide reasonable interest rate loans to 
the productive sectors of the Nicaraguan 
economy, which obviously would include the 
cattle and agricultural sector. Much of 
Nicaragua's resources go to service their 
international debts, debts occurred during 
the last decade in which the Nicaraguan peo- 
ple has no real opportunity to express their 
political will. That they continue to suffer 
the consequences of failed policies of the 
past is unacceptable. 

I have no solution to this matter, it is my 
hope that you, and other members of Con- 
gress will address this problem at an appro- 
priate time, and provide the necessary as- 
sistance to a people who never lost their 
faith in the United States. This is an issue 
that cuts across all political boundaries in 
Nicaragua. The people are not asking for a 
"hand out", rather a hand up. 

Sincerely, 
BRUCE B. JONES. 
FOOTNOTES 

!Doing Business in Nicaragua. American Chamber 
of Commerce of Nicaragua. Dec. 1993. Page 17, 1993 
Foreign Economic Trends; Nicaragua. April, 1993, 
Economic/Commercial Section, U.S. Embassy, Ma- 
nagua. Page 5. 

71993 Trade Act Report; Nicaragua. November 1992. 
Economic/Commercial Section, U.S. Embassy, Ma- 
nagua. Page 1. According to this report the Nica- 
raguan Ministry of Labor reported that unemploy- 
ment in 1992 was only 18 percent, this figure simply 
is not credible. Nicaraguan Government estimates 
for 1993 do indicate 50 percent plus unemployment. 
See also Doing Business in Nicaragua. American 
Chamber of Commerce of Nicaragua. Dec. 1993. Page 
61. 

Interview with Maximo Huertado Aviles, Banco 
Nacional de Desarrolo—El Muelle; Credit Director 

Interview with Edgard Lacayo V., CORNAP, Ex- 
ecutive Director, Sector Pecuario 

*La Ternera; FAGANIC. 3rd Edition. 1993. Page 21. 


MENTORING SAVES MINORITY 
CHILDREN, NAS FINDS 


HON. BARBARA-ROSE COLLINS 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
saying that "The underrepresentation of mi- 
norities in the health and other professions 
has long cast a shadow over our Nation's ef- 
forts to develop a more representative and 
productive society," the National Academy of 
Sciences in a new report calls on many seg- 
ments of society to take steps to increase the 
numbers of minorities in the health profes- 
sions. 

This important study calls our failures to en- 
courage minorities to enter health professions 
leaks in the pipeline, in a chapter entitled, 
"Where the Leak Begins," the report notes 
that children begin their schooling with much 
curiosity about how the natural world works, 
but that by the fourth grade, minorities start to 
fall behind in science and math. Sometimes 
this starts as early as the second grade. To 
quote from the report: 

African American students start school 
with test scores that fall within the same 
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range as those of whites their age, but by the 
sixth grade, African Americans in many 
School districts are two full grade levels be- 
hind whites in achievement. 

A central recommendation is to encourage 
mentoring, offered in a systematic way to stu- 
dents of all ages. The report notes: 

Minorities who have stayed the edu- 
cational course often credit someone—a par- 
ent, teacher, or mentor—for helping them 
succeed * * *, Mentoring releases talent and 
energy that would otherwise lie dormant. 

| am very disturbed that we are losing chil- 
dren so early, but | am encouraged by the rec- 
ognition of the value of mentoring. | have in- 
troduced H.R. 4186, a bill providing assistance 
for mentoring programs for minority youth. As 
the media drowns us with images of young mi- 
nority men and women in trouble, we must 
lake every step we can to provide supports 
and positive images for building self-con- 
fidence and self-esteem. 

| hope the Members of the House will join 
me is passing a bill that with a few funds can 
bring great returns. The NAS study shows 
how we all have a responsibility and how 
these small steps can reap great rewards if 
we start early enough with our children. 


A SALUTE TO ROBERT P. 
ARGENTINE 


HON. WILLIAM J. COYNE 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased 
today to pay tribute to Robert P. Argentine, 
secretary-treasurer emeritus of the Carpenters' 
District Council of Western Pennsylvania, for 
his 50 years of continuous leadership in the 
United Brotherhood of Carpenters. 

Robert Argentine is being honored in Pitts- 
burgh on May 7, 1994, by the Carpenters' Dis- 
trict Council of Western Pennsylvania for his 
many years of service to the cause of working 
men and women. He has been a tireless ad- 
vocate for the rights of workers. A labor leader 
in Pennsylvania, Bob Argentine has played a 
major role in promoting the economic well- 
being of working men and women in our re- 
gion. 

As the United States prepares to compete in 
the global economy of the 21st-century, it is 
fitting for the House to recognize the contribu- 
tions of individuals like Robert Argentine who 
have helped to make our country an economic 
superpower. He and his colleagues in the 
labor movement have fought steadfastly for 
the improvement of working conditions and 
opportunities for workers to share in the 
wealth generated by their labor. Individuals 
like Bob Argentine have provided the leader- 
ship needed in their communities to help raise 
living standards for both members of the labor 
movement and for all working Americans. He 
offers an inspiring example for working men 
and women who seek to build on the legacy 
of the American labor movement. 

A native Pittsburgher, Robert Argentine has 
been a member of Carpenters’ Local Union 
142 since 1942. After attending the University 
of Pittsburgh School of Engineering and re- 
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ceiving two years of academic credit, Bob Ar- 
gentine worked as a carpenter foreman and 
superintendent for various firms in Pittsburgh. 
He was selected to serve as business rep- 
resentative of the Carpenters' District Council 
of Western Pennsylvania and has held this po- 
sition since 1954. He also served as executive 
business manager of the Carpenters' District 
Council of Western Pennsylvania from 1971 to 
1993. 


Bob Argentine has worked within the Car- 
penters' District Council of Western Penn- 
sylvania to provide opportunities for working 
men and women. He has used his position as 
a business representative to open the door for 
countless workers who have sought good pay- 
ing jobs. During periods of growth and reces- 
sion, Bob Argentine has done his best to link 
together employers with skilled, qualified and 
dedicated working men and women. 


Bob Argentine has also been a union leader 
at the State and national levels. He served as 
chairman of the Carpenters' Pension Fund; 
the Carpenters' Medical Plan; and the Car- 
penters' Annuity & Savings Fund from 1971 to 
1993. Bob Argentine retired in 1993 from the 
position of vice president of the Pennsylvania 
AFL-CIO. 


Bob Argentine has also been active in a va- 
riety of civic leadership positions in the Pitts- 
burgh area and the Commonwealth of Penn- 
Sylvania. He has been a member of the Penn- 
sylvania State Planning Commission and has 
also been a dynamic member of board of di- 
rectors of the Port Authority of Allegheny 
County where he has served as chairman of 
the Construction Committee responsible for 
overseeing efforts to expand access to first- 
rate mass transit service. He has also served 
as second vice chairman of the Greater Pitts- 
burgh Guild for the Blind and is a former 
member of the Bishop's Committee on Unem- 
ployment. In addition, Bob has been a mem- 
ber of the board of directors of Allegheny 
County Works, Inc., and a member of the Alle- 
gheny County Community College Advisory 
Committee. He is also a past member of the 
Blue Cross Board of Directors and a former 
member of the board of directors of QED 
Communications. Finally, Bob is a member of 
the Duquesne Council Knights of Columbus. 


| know that Phy! Argentine has a right to be 
proud of her husband and the four outstanding 
children they have raised together: Robert Jr., 
who is a pediatrician; Dorthea Ann, who is 
married to an attorney in Washington, DC.; 
Peter, who is a producer of documentaries for 
PBS; and, Joseph, who recently received a 
doctorate in entomology and toxicology. | want 
to express here my strong regards for Bob Ar- 
gentine and his family. 

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to offer this sa- 
lute to Robert Argentine. All too often our Na- 
tion forgets the contributions of individuals like 
Bob Argentine who have helped to build our 
modern economy. It is highly appropriate that 
the House should provide an opportunity for 
this tribute to Bob Argentine and the working 
men and women of the United States of Amer- 
ica. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
DEFENSELESSNESS LIMITS OUR 


ABILITY TO ACT AGAINST 
NORTH KOREA 
HON. HENRY J. HYDE 
OF ILLINOIS 


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, North Korea stands 
firm in its resolve to develop nuclear weapons 
despite the Clinton administration's diplomacy 
and exhortation. The administration's current 
strategy of looking to the U.N. Security Coun- 
cil promises to be equally ineffective. Mean- 
while, it has limited our ability to act by not 
funding the most effective defense against 
North Korea’s nuclear threat—missile defense 
technology. The following article by Richard 
Perle in the May 3, 1994, edition of the Wall 
Street Journal reveals the dangerous course 
the administration has put us on by letting our 
defenses down while North Korea’s threat has 
been building. | commend to my colleagues’ 
attention the following: 

[From the Wall Street Journal May 3, 1994] 
THE BEST DEFENSE AGAINST NORTH KOREA 
(By Richard Perle) 

There are few things one can be certain 
about in international affairs these days, but 
I can think of two: (1) With or without inter- 
national inspections, the North Koreans will 
not give up their nuclear weapons program; 
and (2) when they eventually get many nu- 
clear weapons—and they will—we will wish 
we had a reliable ballistic missile defense, 
and we won't. 

These expectations are not shared by the 
Clinton administration, which is facing im- 
portant decisions regarding North Korea, as 
well as the future of the ballistic missile de- 
fense program started by Ronald Reagan 
more than a decade ago. 

On the evidence to date, the Clinton ad- 
ministration is working harder, and much 
more effectively, to halt the development of 
our own missile defense system than it is to 
halt Kim Il Sung's nuclear weapons program. 
There is no other way to comprehend the ad- 
ministration's dithering on North Korea 
while devoting its meager ration of decisive- 
ness to killing what remains of the Strategic 
Defense Initiative and cutting back sharply 
on other defensive systems. 

RUTHLESS AND MONOMANIACAL 

Despite its worsening poverty and post- 
Cold War isolation, North Korea still consid- 
ers the development of nuclear weapons its 
highest priority. The North Korean ‘‘Man- 
hattan Project" is run by Kim Il Sung’s son 
and heir apparent, Kim Jong Il, who, if it can 
be imagined, is even more ruthless and 
monomaniacal than his father. Together 
they have relentlessly borne a huge financial 
burden, brushed aside American admonitions 
and scorned near-global opprobrium as they 
work to accumulate nuclear weapons. 

There is not the slightest reason to sup- 
pose, or even hope, that North Korea will 
quit before it achieves success, which is now 
within reach. It is particularly foolish to be- 
lieve that North Korea will be talked out of 
the nuclear weapons it is sacrificing so much 
to acquire. Kim Il Sung believes nuclear 
weapons are essential for his security and his 
ambitions to reunify Korea on his terms. He 
may also believe that there are billions of 
dollars to be earned by selling nuclear weap- 
ons in a market that until now has had no 
willing suppliers to satisfy a queue of eager 
potential buyers. 
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That diplomacy and exhortation alone will 
not suffice is hard to accept for an adminis- 
tration that tries to get by with words rath- 
er than deeds, redefinition rather than re- 
solve. President Clinton's firm autumn 
stand, North Korea cannot be allowed to de- 
velop a nuclear bomb," has gone the way of 
last winter's snow. In is place is a new objec- 
tive—International Atomic Energy Agency 
inspections of those nuclear facilities that 
North Korea volunteers to identify. Such an 
inspection regime cannot reliably reveal, 
much less halt, the North Korean nuclear 
weapons program. And to accomplish even 
this modest purpose, the White House is 
looking again to its preferred diplomatic in- 
strument—the United Nations Security 
Council, that engine of will and determina- 
tion (ask any Serb). 

But far worse than words without deeds is 
a dangerous pattern of words contradicted by 
deeds, as when U.S.-South Korean military 
exercises are called off or postponed as a 
concession to Kim Il Sung or when defensive 
Patriot missiles dispatched prudently—and 
vociferously—to protect American troops in 
South Korea are deliberately sent by slow 
ship. 

After months of North Korean maneuver- 
ing and American backing and filling, we 
have failed to gain Kim Il Sung's consent to 
inspections that would not, in any case, pre- 
vent the covert continuation of the North 
Korean program or its quick resumption if it 
were temporarily halted. 

Contemplating North Korea’s potential 
bang with an American whimper, Under- sec- 
retary of State Lynn Davis last month sum- 
marized the administration's thinking: 
“Through diplomacy, we have made a serious 
effort to find out whether North Korea is 
willing to accept a nuclear-free Korean pe- 
ninsula. . . . Our strategy if diplomacy fails 
takes us back to the U.N. Security council." 

Whatever else the Security Council can do, 
it is not very good at stopping bombs or mis- 
siles (ask any Bosnian). That is a task for 
our armed forces. But this task is, unhap- 
pily, one they cannot now carry out. 

It is not unreasonable to suppose that the 
specter of a nuclear-armed North Korea—to 
say nothing of its likely customers, Iran, 
Iraq and Libya—would cause the administra- 
tion to think again about how we might de- 
fend against the missiles that Kim Il Sung or 
someone like him might someday aim at us, 
our allies or our troops abroad. 

The wise decision to send Patriot missiles 
to South Korea proves again an important 
lesson of the Gulf War: In crisis as in war, 
missile defenses are much to be preferred to 
the abject vulnerability favored by the ad- 
ministration. That this lesson is so dimly 
perceived by the very team that ordered the 
Patriots to the rescue is striking com- 
mentary on the administration's failure to 
see the interconnections that distinguish a 
deliberate policy from a collection of unre- 
lated reactions. 

While decrying its lack of options for deal- 
ing with a nuclear-armed North Korea, the 
administration is out to throttle some of the 
most promising technologies for missile de- 
fense. Yet it is precisely this defenselessness 
that limits our freedom of action. 

With help from its friends in Congress, the 
administration has decimated the missile de- 
fense budget while straitjacketing the devel- 
opment of promising defensive technologies 
on the grounds that they are not allowed 
under a narrow and controversial interpreta- 
tion of the antiballistic missile treaty of 
1972. It has reduced by 80% the amount of 
money projected by the Bush administration 


May 4, 1994 


for work on à nationwide defense system. 
More recently, it has proposed extending the 
ABM treaty, by now an artifact of the Cold 
War, to all of the former Soviet republics, 
thus diminishing greatly the possibility that 
it might one day be revised to allow us (and 
the Russians) to build nationwide defenses 
against emerging nuclear powers. 

When it comes to killing missile defenses, 
an administration given to drift and vacilla- 
tion has found an uncharacteristic sense of 
purpose. 

The extraordinary thing about the opposi- 
tion to an American strategic defense is its 
resilience. The now obsolete (and perhaps al- 
ways misplaced) concern that the develop- 
ment of an American missile defense would 
deepen a U.S.-Soviet arms race has managed 
to survive the end of the Cold War and the 
dissolution of the Soviet Union with no loss 
of fervor. 


UNCONVINCING THREATS 


Administration success in ruling out the 
use of space-based components capable of 
intercepting missiles early in their flight 
will guarantee that we face future Kim Il 
Sungs without effective means of defense. It 
will also sacrifice some of the most promis- 
ing options for theater defense. This will 
force us to rely on threats to use nuclear 
weapons in retaliation, as President Clinton 
has hinted we would do. But in nearly all 
contingencies such threats are unlikely to be 
convincing. 

In the end, nuclear coercion, especially as 
part of a politico-military strategy, is bound 
to triumph over deterrence. For in the end, 
coercive threats coming from a Kim Il Sung 
who defied the world and managed to get a 
bomb are more likely to be believed than de- 
terrent threats coming from an American 
president who decided we should not develop 
the means to intercept it. 


SECOND ANNUAL STUDENT ART 
COMPETITION 


HON. PETER T. KING 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, | rise to pay special 
tribute to the talented and hard-working young 
men and women who participated in my sec- 
ond annual Student Art Competition on April 
30, 1994. The exceptional work submitted by 
34 students from high schools across Nassau 
County, NY impressed me and a very distin- 
guished panel of judges. 

The third district competition was held in 
conjunction with “An Artistic Discovery,” the 
nationwide arts program sponsored by the 
Congressional Arts caucus. | am very proud to 
support the mission of the Arts caucus to pro- 
mote the arts and encourage the creative tal- 
ents of young Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, | am proud to report to my col- 
leagues in the House of Representatives the 
results of the third district's art competition: 

Winner: David Felice, Farmingdale High 
School. 

Honorable Mention: Jeff Lohrius, Locust Val- 
ley High School; Stephen Herradora, Ocean- 
side High School; Wiliam Blaschuk, 
Farmingdale High School. 

Entrants: Christopher Barrett, Hicksville High 
School; Lisa Cohen, Plainview/Old Bethpage 
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John F. Kennedy High School; Robert 
D'Amelio, Oceanside High School; Alexandria 
DiPietra, Plainview/Old Bethpage John F. Ken- 
nedy High School; Danny Escobar, Plainview/ 
Old Bethpage John F. Kennedy High School; 
Neelofar Ghaznawi, Plainview/Old Bethpage 
John F. Kennedy High School; Kelly Hass, 
Seaford High School; Cara Karp, Oceanside 
High School; lllana Kasten, Oceanside High 
School; Elizabeth Kerr, Farmingdale High 
School; Brett Kitt, Oceanside High School; 
Lauren LaMonica, Oceanside High School; 
Gabriela Leganna, Farmingdale High School; 
Meredith LeRoux, Oyster Bay High School; 
Melanie Macioli, Oceanside High School; Josh 
Marlowe, Oceanside High School; Danielle 
Monsees, Hicksville High School; Jessica 
Milberg, Oceanside High School; Asa Mittman, 
Syosset High School; Jami Nuzzi, 
Farmingdale High School; Stephanie 
Occhipinti, Syosset High School; John Ras- 
mussen, Hicksville High School; Leslie 
Pelikow, Plainview/Old Bethpage John F. Ken- 
nedy High School; Robert Ruggiero, Ocean- 
side High School; Sadiya Sarij, Plainview/Old 
Bethpage John F. Kennedy High School; 
James Seaman, Long Beach High School; 
Kristopher Seluga, Seaford High School; 
Vanessa Taub, Lynbrook High School; Eliza- 
beth Vineis, Syosset High School; Nicole 
Wong, Hicksville High School; Scott Yule, 
Seaford High School. 

In addition to the participants, | want to pay 
tribute, recognize, and extend my sincere 
thanks to those whose hard work made the 
competition a success. Mrs. Linda Mondello of 
Hofstra University was a tremendous help to 
me and my staff as the cosponsor of this 
event. Her hard work and sense of commit- 
ment was truly inspiring. | also want to recog- 
nize the very distinguished panel of judges, 
Christos Hamawi, Maria Castellano, Aaron 
Michlin, and Krista Pfeiffer all of the Hofstra 
University Arts Alliance. They were faced with 
the difficult task of evaluating the entries and, 
| am very pleased to say, did a truly magnifi- 
cent job. Each of these accomplished individ- 
uals has earned the thanks of the people of 
the third district. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, | would be remiss if | 
did not acknowledge the dozens of high 
school art instructors who dedicate themselves 
to encourage and nurture the creative talents 
of their students. 


TRIBUTE TO HILDRETH “HAL” 
WALKER 


HON. WALTER R. TUCKER III 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to a very special man. A man who 
has been at the forefront of some of the most 
cutting edge technology of our time. A man, 
Mr. Speaker, who is a true role model for the 
youth of this Nation, Mr. Hildreth "Hal" Walker. 

Hal Walker began his career in the field of 
laser technology in 1964 at Korad Laser Sys- 
tems, a division of the Union Carbide Corp. As 
a laser systems specialist Hal traveled 
throughout the United States and the world in- 
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troducing advanced new laser technologies to 
the scientific community. 

Hal is a 33-year veteran of the aerospace 
industry and has recently retired from Hughes 
Aircraft Co. where he was a part of the man- 
agement team. While at Hughes Hal was also 
a part of the electro-optical and data systems 
group and participated in the development and 
placement of the first tactical laser target des- 
ignator system into the inventory of the U.S. 
Army. This technology is currently on display 
at the Smithsonian Institution. 

Since retiring from Hughes Aircraft Co., Hal 
has become the president of Tech Plus, a 
laser technology consulting group. Tech Plus 
has ties to international! laser technology in 
Russia, Japan, and Canada. Tech Plus also 
has ties with major laser technology centers in 
the United States such as Lawrence Liver- 
more. 

Walker is also the chairman of the board 
and cofounder of the African-American Male 
Achievers Network, Inc. [A-MAN], a non-profit 
corporation, 501(C)(3). A-MAN is dedicated to 
the nurturing of young African-American male 
children, providing guidance, thus giving them 
the foundation that they will need to build 
pride and self-esteem, thus adding credence 
to the old African proverb "it takes a whole vil- 
lage to raise one child." 

Mr. Speaker | rise to pay tribute to Hildreth 
"Hal" Walker, a true American success story 
and role model for the youth of today. 


FEDERAL AGENCY ACCESS ACT 
INTRODUCED 


HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR. 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, | am introducing 
legislation today that would help all Americans 
by making our Federal agencies more acces- 
sible and thus more responsive to the people. 

This legislation would require all Federal 
agencies to list a telephone number on their 
stationary. 

It is my intent to have each Federal agency 
place a local or regional telephone number on 
their stationery. 

It is my intent to have each Federal agency 
place a local or regional telephone number on 
their stationery. For example, any local or re- 
gional office with over 50 employees could 
place a telephone number on their stationery 
so that people living in these respective areas 
of the Country could contact the Federal agen- 
cy with any concerns or questions they might 
have. 

| know that there are many well intentioned 
Federal employees within our Government. 
However, | also believe that our Federal Gov- 
ernment has gotten so big and so cum- 
bersome that it has lost touch with the very 
people it is supposed to serve. 

| had hoped that Federal agencies would 
take this upon themselves and become more 
available to the hardworking taxpayers who 
pay their salaries. Unfortunately, this is not the 
case. 

The bureaucracy and the Congress are add- 
ing over 60,000 pages of fine print to the Fed- 
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eral Register each year. This is on top of the 
millions of laws, rules, and regulations we 
have already at the Federal, State, and local 
levels. Many small businessmen and busi- 
nesswomen cannot keep up with all of these 
requirements and they are having a difficult 
time getting timely and responsive assistance 
from our enormous bureaucracy. 

Social Security recipients, students, veter- 
ans, and many others cannot even contact the 
Federal bureaucrats who are supposed to be 
helping solve the problems that many Ameri- 
cans are having with their Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Federal employees should be doing all they 
can to be more accessible and responsive to 
the people. | urge my colleagues to cosponsor 
this legislation so that we can help provide all 
Americans with greater accessibility to their 
Federal Government. 

H.R. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘Federal 

Agency Access Act of 1994". 


SEC. 2. FEDERAL AGENCIES REQUIRED TO USE 
STATIONERY WITH TELEPHONE 
NUMBER. 


The head of each Federal agency shall re- 
quire, in the most cost effective manner 
practicable for the agency, that all written 
correspondence of the agency appear on sta- 
tionery on which is printed the telephone 
number of the agency. 

SEC. 3, REPORT. 

Not later than 90 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the head of each Fed- 
eral agency shall report to the Congress a 
plan for complying with this Act. 


THE TESTIMONY OF THE HONOR- 
ABLE JAMES FLORIO BEFORE 
THE TEXAS NATURAL RE- 
SOURCES CONSERVATION COM- 
MISSION 


HON. CHARLES WILSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, on Friday, April 
15, 1994, a public hearing on a critical envi- 
ronmental issue facing my constituents, the 
citizens of Texas and all Americans was held 
before the Texas Natural Resources Con- 
servation Commission. The subject of the 
hearing was a proposed strategy to more 
stringently regulate the burning of hazardous 
wastes in cement kilns. | am pleased that 
Texas under the able leadership of Gov. Ann 
Richards has recognized the need to lead the 
way in this area. 

| commend to the attention of my colleagues 
in particular the comments of former New Jer- 
sey Governor Florio who appeared before the 
TNRCC on behalf of the Association for Re- 
sponsible Thermal Treatment. Governor 
Florio's comments are especially pertinent be- 
cause of his work on the Resource Conserva- 
tion and Recovery Act and Superfund when 
he served as a member of this body. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


TEXAS NATURAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION 
COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING ON CEMENT 
KILN CONCEPT PAPERS, APRIL 15, 1994 
Good morning Chairman Hall and Commis- 

sioners Reed and Garner, my name is Jim 

Florio. I am a former Governor of the State 

of New Jersey and a former member of the 

U.S. House of Representatives. As a Con- 

gressman, I was directly involved in drafting 

RCRA and the Hazardous and Solid Waste 

Amendments of 1984 and continue to have a 

strong interest in solid waste issues. I am ap- 

pearing here this morning on behalf of the 

Association for Responsible Thermal Treat- 

ment, an organization of seven companies 

engaged in hazardous waste incineration. 

At the outset, I would like to express my 
appreciation to the Commission for allowing 
me and other members of the public to offer 
our comments regarding the Commission's 
very important initiative regarding the 
burning of hazardous waste in cement kilns. 
I commend the Commission's commitment 
and leadership in addressing this issue which 
is not only very important to the citizens of 
this State but also important to citizens of 
other states where hazardous waste is being 
burned in cement kilns. I am hopeful that 
the Commission’s commitment will trans- 
late into effective and practical measures for 
regulating the burning of hazardous wastes 
in cement kilns, which will set the standard 
to be followed by other states and the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency. 

Congress enacted RCRA to establish a 
comprehensive, detailed and stringent pro- 
gram to properly monitor and regulate the 
generation, transportation and disposal of 
both solid and hazardous wastes. Congress 
specifically declared that: It is the national 
policy of the United States that, wherever 
feasible, the generation of hazardous waste is 
to be reduced or eliminated as expeditiously 
as possible. Waste that is nevertheless gen- 
erated should be treated, stored or disposed 
of so as to minimize the present and future 
threat to human health and the environ- 
ment." 

Consistent with this policy, commercial 
incinerators are carefully monitored, the 
burning processes are tightly regulated, and 
the ash residue is disposed of in a specially 
designed hazardous waste landfill. Unfortu- 
nately, over 60 percent of our Nation's liquid 
and solid hazardous wastes are being burned 
in cement kilns that are not subject to the 
same stringent requirements. These facili- 
ties instead are regulated as ''interim sta- 
tus“ facilities under the federal Boiler and 
Industrial Furnace rules, without strict 
standards to control the emissions resulting 
from the burning process and without a re- 
quirement that the resulting cement kiln 
dust be properly disposed in an environ- 
mentally safe landfill. 

Under RCRA, we also intended to provide 
incentives for the reclamation of solvent 
wastes. Cement kilns are suppled by a sys- 
tem of fuel blenders. Many of these blenders 
use the solvent as a "carrier fluid" for low 
fuel value solid waste streams, like heavy 
metal contaminated sludges and soils. Con- 
trary to our intent under RCRA, this blend- 
ing up" for burning discourages true recy- 
cling of high quality solvents. This loophole 
must be addressed not only at the state level 
but at the federal level. Fuel blenders oper- 
ate with very little regulatory control under 
RCRA and are cause for public concern. 

I believe it is imperative to move forward, 
without delay, to establish appropriate 
standards and regulations to ensure that the 
management of hazardous waste at fuel 
blending facilities and the burning of hazard- 
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ous waste in cement kilns is properly man- 
aged under RCRA. This was certainly my in- 
tention when, as a Congressman, I helped 
draft this nation’s hazardous waste law. 


This Commission, in its March 15 Concept 
Papers, set forth a well devised and com- 
prehensive approach to properly regulate the 
burning of hazardous wastes in cement kilns. 
Among other things, this approach included: 
(1) particulate and opacity limitations on air 
emissions from cement kilns burning hazard- 
ous waste; (2) clean hazardous waste fuel cri- 
teria; and (3) restrictions on cement kiln 
dust disposal. The Commission rightly recog- 
nized that it is important to regulate not 
only the types of hazardous wastes that are 
burned in cement kilns through the clean 
fuels concept but also the process itself and 
the cement kiln dust residues. As the Com- 
mission recognizes, cement kilns burning 
hazardous waste should be subject to the 
same regulatory requirements as are inciner- 
ators, for example, as regards the production 
of acid gases. Similarly, incinerators should 
be subject to the same requirements as are 
kilns. This approach is fully consistent with 
RCRA and would further enhance the objec- 
tives and intentions of Congress. 


Of course, I recognize that others will not 
be fully supportive of the March Concept Pa- 
pers. As a former Governor and Congress- 
man. I realize that it is important for the 
Commission to fully review all competing in- 
terests and weigh the advantages and dis- 
advantages of the policies in those papers. I 
am confident that ultimately the Commis- 
sion will be led to the conclusion that it 
should adopt those policies. 


I want to emphasize that there is a role in 
hazardous waste management for fuel blend- 
ers and other hazardous waste collectors, ce- 
ment kilns, and incinerators. Fuel blenders 
must continue to handle and process high 
quality, high BTU liquid wastes for cement 
kilns, They and other collectors must con- 
tinue their role of gathering waste and di- 
recting it to the appropriate treatment and 
disposal facility. We understand that small 
businesses may be concerned about outlets 
for their waste needs, but we see no need for 
this concern. Their waste needs will be han- 
dled as they are at present, with their waste 
being sent to the facility most appropriate 
for its disposal by, in all likelihood, the same 
company they are currently dealing with. 
The cement industry will also play an impor- 
tant role by providing additional treatment 
capacity for high quality, high BTU liquid 
waste. And waste that should go to fully per- 
mitted RCRA incinerators for treatment will 
end up where it belongs. 


From my experience as Congressman, the 
March Concept Papers are on the right 
track. You should continue forward as expe- 
ditiously as possible to promulgate the regu- 
latory standards outlined in them. I respect 
your courage and leadership, and I am hope- 
ful that the initiative of this Commission 
will prompt other states and the federal gov- 
ernment to follow the same course. 

In closing, I would like to again thank the 
Commission for providing me with the oppor- 
tunity to speak here today. Also, I would be 
happy to answer any questions that you may 
have. 


May 4, 1994 
TRIBUTE TO MYRLIE EVERS 


HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, | stand today to recognize Mrs. Myrlie 
Evers for her many contributions to her com- 
munity and the Nation. Mrs. Evers, the widow 
of slain civil rights leader, Medgar Evers, is a 
native of Vicksburg, MS. She attended Alcorn 
State University in Lorman, MS, and received 
her Bachelor of Arts degree from Pomona Col- 
lege in Claremont, CA. 

Mrs. Evers in an author, public speaker, and 
former public official. She authored a book en- 
titled "For Us the Living," which described her 
life with Medgar Evers and their experiences 
as active participants in the civil rights move- 
ment. In the State of California, she has 
served as a commissioner of public works for 
Los Angeles County. Mrs. Evers has also 
served as a member of the National Board of 
the NAACP. She is currently a member of the 
Board of Trustees of Medgar Evers College in 
Brooklyn, NY and a member of the Board of 
Trustees of Tougaloo College in Tougaloo, 
MS. 

Since her husband's untimely death in 1963, 
Mrs. Evers along with her three children have 
worked diligently to bring her husband's as- 
sassin to justice. In 1964, the State of Mis- 
sissippi prosecuted Medgar Evers' alleged as- 
sassin in two different trials. Each trial resulted 
in a mistrial because jurors failed to reach a 
verdict. However, Mrs. Evers never gave up 
her dream of securing justice in this case. 

In 1989, a local Jackson, MS, newspaper 
published excerpts from the files of a defunct 
state agency that was created in the 1950's to 
maintain segregation. The paper reported that 
this agency had helped screen potential jurors 
in the 1964 cases against Medgar Evers' al- 
leged assassin. This information led to a re- 
view of the murder case by local prosecutors 
and new witnesses came forward with new 
evidence regarding events surrounding the as- 
sassination. She was a major influence in en- 
couraging the prosecutors to reopen this case. 

During this period, prosecutors also discov- 
ered that there was no transcript of the origi- 
nal trial available. However, Mrs. Evers had a 
copy of the original trial transcript and pre- 
sented the transcript to the district attorney's 
office of Hinds County, MS. A grand jury was 
convened and Byron de la Beckwith, the al- 
leged assassin, was indicted and sent to jail 
without bond. 

Beckwith subsequently appealed the State's 
refusal to allow him to go free on bond and al- 
leged that a third trial would constitute double 
jeopardy as well as a denial of his right to a 
speedy trial. The Mississippi Supreme Court 
denied his appeal and a third trial commenced 
which resulted in his conviction in 1994 for the 
murder of Medgar Evers. He was sentenced 
to life in prison. 

Over the last 30 years, Mrs. Evers has dem- 
onstrated a strong commitment to civil and 
human rights for all Americans. She recently 
donated the Evers family home in Jackson, 
MS, to Tougaloo College and the home will be 
converted into a museum to preserve the his- 
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tory of civil rights movement in Mississippi. In 
her role as a public speaker, Mrs. Evers con- 
linues to serve as a positive role model to 
young people. Mrs. Evers is to be commended 
for her outstanding contributions to our Nation. 


CONGRATULATIONS TO LAMDA CHI 
ALPHA FRATERNITY 


HON. CURT WELDON 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 


HON. JACK KINGSTON 


OF GEORGIA 


HON. RONALD D. COLEMAN 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, Mr. COLEMAN, 
Mr. KINGSTON, and | are honored to recognize 
the achievements of the Lambda Chi Alpha 
Fraternity in their recent North American Food 
Drive. The 140 chapters and colonies of 
Lambda Chi Alpha throughout the United 
States and Canada awoke early on November 
6, 1993 and began "Brothers Feeding Oth- 
ers," a special project to collect nonperishable 
foods for local charities during a single week- 
end. 

More than 250,000 pounds of canned and 
nonperishable food had been donated, col- 
lected by members of Lambda Chi Alpha, and 
distributed to hundreds of food banks and 
community centers. It was estimated that more 
than 7,000 members of the Lambda Chi Alpha 
Fraternity contributed 20,000 man-hours in 
completion of what has been called the largest 
single-day fraternity philanthropic project. 

The food drive was not a new idea. During 
the holiday season each year, the Lambda Chi 
Alpha chapters collect canned food from area 
neighborhoods. The concept for the North 
American Food Drive was derived from this 
holiday tradition, but a new spin was added; 
ask all the chapters and colonies to complete 
their food drive projects during a single day. 
The result was a truly international event with 
great success. Not only did the brotherhood 
participate in a historic event, but they do- 
nated their time and energy to helping their 
own communities. 

Throughout the day of November 6, 1993, 
Lambda Chis piled into cars to collect bags of 
nonperishable food left on door steps around 
their community. Earlier in the week, members 
placed notices on brown bags and distributed 
them in the community. Once the food was 
collected and weighed, the chapter delivered 
their supply to the charity of their choice. Most 
of the donations were given to community 
food banks, churches, and senior citizen cen- 
ters. 

Meanwhile, the Fraternity’s International 
Headquarters in Indianapolis was buzzing with 
activity. Chapters telephoned throughout the 
day to report the total food collected and man- 
hours contributed. A telethon like atmosphere 
was created with a large thermometer tracking 
the international total of pounds of food col- 
lected. Chapters had the opportunity to com- 
pete for scholarships to benefit members who 
wish to participate in Fraternity leadership con- 
ferences. 
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So, we ask our colleagues in the House to 
join me in recognizing the Lambda Chi Alpha 
Fraternity, whose members demonstrate the 
promise that the future holds for our country. 


THANKS, CELEBRITY READERS 
HON. DONALD M. PAYNE 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, | 
am honored to ask my colleagues to join me 
in congratulating an important program in the 
10th Congressional District of New Jersey, the 
Celebrity Read Program. The program asks 
adults, both famous and not so famous, to 
come into the school system and read a pas- 
sage to students about an important historical 
event involving people of color. The program 
then asks the participant to share a few of 
their life experiences with the class. 

The program this year had 320 adult read- 
ers participate and they read to 12,000 stu- 
dents in 36 elementary schools. There are 
readers involved in this program who are cor- 
porate executives from New Jersey based cor- 
porations such as, Blue Cross and Blue Shield 
of New Jersey, Public Service Electric & Gas, 
Prudential, IBM, and many local politicians. 
Members of the Garden State Bar Association 
and j'idges from the superior courts were also 
readers. | believe the most important compo- 
nent of the celebrity read program is the fact 
that their definition of celebrity is local busi- 
ness people, entrepreneurs and everyday citi- 
zens from the community. They explain that 
“people from all walks of life and at various 
levels of accomplishment can serve as a 
source of inspiration to our inner city youth.” 

Some of the celebrity readers are not satis- 
fied with only reading one day to the classes, 
they have decided to have a Celebrity Read 
Day at their place of business to expose the 
students to the real life world of work. The or- 
ganizations that are taking it to this next level 
are: IBM, Prudential, Deloitte & Touche, and 
the Superior Courts of Essex County. 

It warms my heart that in the 10th Congres- 
sional District of New Jersey there are organi- 
zations that are acting on the phrase "| be- 
lieve the children are our future" and doing 
something to help them become prepared to 
take their rightful place. Thank you to the Ce- 
lebrity Read Program and to the 200 Celebrity 
Readers for taking time to interact with the 
leaders of the next generation—our most valu- 
able possession—our youth. 

Thank you Mr. Speaker for allowing me this 
opportunity to share with my colleagues some 
of the exciting things we are doing in New Jer- 
sey to ensure our future. 


REMEMBERING SPEAKER O'NEILL 


HON. BILL RICHARDSON 


OF NEW MEXICO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, since the 
passing of former Speaker Tip O'Neill earlier 
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this year, | have come across countless num- 
bers of tributes about our former colleague. 

While many citizens across our great Nation 
have spoken in glowing terms about Speaker 
O'Neill and his glorious career, | want to share 
with my colleagues one eloquent speech by 
Charlie Ferris which beautifully captures 
Speaker O'Neill, both as a person and as a 
public servant. 

Mr. Ferris delivered the following speech to 
a large gathering at Boston College, the 
Speaker's alma mater, earlier this year. 


A 'TRIBUTE TO THOMAS P. O'NEILL, JR.— 
ROBSHAM THEATER, BOSTON COLLEGE—FEB- 
RUARY 3, 1994 


After accepting the honor of participating 
in this afternoon of memory about Tip 
O'Neill, I wondered what I could add to the 
wonderful outpouring of emotion that has 
taken place since his passing—and especially 
those eulogies at St. John the Evangelist in 
North Cambridge three weeks ago. That fu- 
neral service lasted more than two hours and 
it wasn't a minute too long. It was a dif- 
ferent experience for me—different than any 
other funeral I had attended, and I think it 
was 80 as well for most in that church who 
had known Tip. There was a deep sense of 
loss but no grief for what might have been. 
It was in the main a joyful celebration of an 
extraordinarily successful and meaningful 
life—and I don't think that can be explained 
simply as another case of the traditional 
Irish send-off for one of our own. It was the 
celebration of a giant who had lived long at 
the summit of life. 

I had the great good fortune to work for 
three magnificent public figures after finish- 
ing law school here at BC in 1961. First, at 
Robert Kennedy's Justice Department, then 
with Mike Mansfield during his tenure as 
Senate Majority Leader, and then with Tip 
O'Neill when he was first Speaker of the 
House. All three happened to be Irish and 
Catholic; each so very different, so very 
strong; each who made lasting contributions 
to the fullness of America. 

But each will be remembered in their own 
way. And with Tip, all of us who have been 
touched by him can tell stories that echo 
down familiar halls of history and memory 
and warm friendship. In all the stories, there 
is the glint of shining yet very human spirit. 
And that in essence is the mark of his life— 
it was a truly joyful experience. 

But how does a freshman or sophomore at 
Boston College connect with Tip, a man who 
perhaps except in death never appeared on 
your cognitive screen? The class of 95 or '96 
was in primary school when Tip O'Neill re- 
tired from public life. I still don't know who 
was Speaker of the House when I was in sixth 
grade, and never until this day have I even 
thought about finding out. 

But for those at BC, there is a special 
meaning and connection. All the years of his 
life, wherever he was, Tip O'Neill never real- 
ly left BC and, with the magnificent library 
that bears his name, he never will. And hope- 
fully one of the memories recalled today 
might return to you on some future occasion 
as you enter that library, to remind you of a 
remarkable man who succeeded so fully in 
life by helping others up instead of climbing 
over them. He was a great, hearty, good man 
who did well. He was lucky, but he also had 
a gift of understanding that was close to ge- 
nius. He lived in the arena of compromise— 
and better than anyone else, he understood 
when to take half a legislative loaf, knowing 
full well that the bakery would open again 
tomorrow. But his compromises were of tim- 
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ing, not of principle. What a tremendous and 
envious accounting of a life—to be so true to 
your values that reflections and 
reminiscences at your passing are not tinged 
with sadness by the regrets for at least some 
roads wrongly taken. Were the stars so per- 
fectly fixed for Tip that his life in this re- 
spect was unique? I don't think so, but there 
was a nearly perfect alignment between his 
conduct and his belief. 

Tip also had a keen appreciation of what 
was important. He has a sense of who he was 
and what he stood for very early in life. He 
had the great good fortune of knowing before 
he graduated from BC what he was going to 
do. As a senior in 1936, he didn’t rely on the 
BC placement office for career counseling. 
His job that summer was to win a seat in the 
Massachusetts Legislature that Fall. He did, 
and he was in elected public life for the next 
50 years. The people of North Cambridge and 
eventually their surrounding suburbs, in- 
cluding Boston, continued to employ him for 
half a century. Tip O'Neill never forgot who 
hired him and he never outgrew that con- 
stituency. He never became other than one 
of them, and he continued to listen to them 
decade after decade. And that is another at- 
tribute of Tip O'Neill. He has mastered the 
art of listening and he did it no differently in 
1986 than in 1936. 

The techniques of listening in politics are 
now high tech. The science of polling sup- 
posedly provides exquisitely accurate deter- 
minations of what the people think. But I 
never saw a poll as insightful as Tip O'Neill. 
And relying on polls displaces not only the 
need to listen as Tip did in his Saturday 
morning treks across his district, but the 
discomfort of feeling the pain. Tip never 
yielded to the temptation to insulate himself 
from the pain. 

Even in his later years, when his daily 
Schedule was dictated by the duties of 
Speaker, he still maintained the remarkable 
quality of conveying to the person he was 
with that there was no better use of his time 
at that moment. He could move through the 
Capitol building toward a meeting with even 
& President, be hailed by an ordinary and ob- 
viously untitled stranger, and he would stop 
and chat and. not give any indication that 
there was anything more pressing or any 
other place he had to be. I never saw him 
look over the shoulder of the person he was 
talking to to see if he was missing an oppor- 
tunity to talk with someone more impor- 
tant. He knew what was important and each 
person he met felt that impact as strongly as 
the grip of his handshake. 

But it wasn't just in listening that Tip 
gave of himself. He had no sense of conserva- 
tion in the use of his energy and personal 
capital. When he undertook your effort, he 
never held back because there might be a 
more worthy endeavor or more worthy 
supplicant next week or next month or be- 
cause he might wear out his welcome. Every 
undertaking on behalf of another received 
the same intensity of effort. Tip never new 
what it was to be faint hearted. I suspect he 
must have flunked Latin when at BC because 
he never understood the meaning of pro 
forma." When he championed your cause, it 
was his only cause and that was clearly and 
unambiguously conveyed upstream and 
downstream. Duplicity was a stranger to Tip 
his entire life. 

Is there a better definition of genuineness? 
Is there a better predicate for developing the 
sense of loyalty? 

A big part of your experience at BC will be 
to assemble your personal building blocks 
for a successful life? The desire to succeed is 
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strong in all of us. It was in Tip! Those of 
you in school today have a journey ahead of 
you and if you are realistic, it is filed with 
uncertainty. Very few will know with the 
certainty of Tip O'Neill what you want to do 
when you graduate, what it is that will ulti- 
mately match your energies and your tal- 
ents. And the desire to succeed and achieve 
will stay with you all the way. But your real 
challenge will be how you channel that en- 
ergy in defining a fulfilling life. Tip O'Neill's 
course and his success and achievement were 
always rooted in service to others. He served 
the nation so well because he was so commit- 
ted to serving his neighborhood—three gen- 
erations of constituents in Cambridge and its 
surrounding area. And in his 50 year span of 
service, he never looked beyond his present 
job to greater opportunity. Greater oppor- 
tunity came to him. His life was a legendary 
example of the best preparation for your 
next job is doing your present job well. 

Tip had the good fortune of being posi- 
tively influenced by his father, the Alder- 
man, the Sewer Commissioner and the local 
leader of the Irish Community. From him he 
learned a concept of public responsibility 
that lighted his spirit throughout life. He 
was fortunate to be able to see clearly that 
he would follow in those footsteps and to re- 
joice that it was an honorable calling. The 
values he learned at home in North Cam- 
bridge and nurtured here at Chestnut Hill 
still reach across the years and could be 
summed up in scriptural command: feed the 
hungry, house the homeless and care for 
those in need—those the system passes by. 

His good fortune never blurred his under- 
Standing of a simple but profound truth—a 
truth that is often overlooked in today's 
self-congratulatory pride—that none of us 
picks his or her own parents—nor the color 
of our eyes or our skin—and that those of us 
who, through no merit of our own, receive 
gifts of health, energy, family or just plain 
good luck, have a special obligation to oth- 
ers less fortunate. To spend time with Tip 
O'Neill was to be vaccinated against the dis- 
ease of indifference. 

But this quality of knowing who you are is 
a search that takes some more than a whole 
lifetime. Tip discovered very early who he 
was and was comfortable with himself, all 
the way from the wooden three-deckers to 
the pinnacle of the Speaker's rostrum. What 
a rare and wondrous boon; no wonder he left 
such a pathway of hope and decency and joy 
through his entire life. His comfort with 
himself and his work gave him the luxury 
not to waste personal energy on shoring up 
his image. Your image needs polishing only 
when a scrutinizing light needs to be re- 
flected away. 

Tip could mash syntax better than anyone 
I know. He appeared to relish this imperfec- 
tion, especially since it almost seemed to en- 
hance his ability to clearly and more 
credibly communicate where he stood and 
what counted in life. No one in North Cam- 
bridge could ever feel inhibited talking to 
Tip. He sat with Presidents and Kings but he 
made it a point to talk with them as he 
would his constituents. 

There was no mistake where he stood on 
any issue. It was hard to get a mixed signal 
from Tip. And he was tough as nails in pur- 
suit of his agenda. But why the absence of 
rancor in assessing Tip’s life? It is not polite- 
ness. 

As I read over the past three weeks the re- 
marks of those in high office and the friends 
from childhood, there is a universal thread— 
it was a personal joy to know him, a celebra- 
tion of life itself. All who met and knew Tip 
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considered him a friend. Not because he was 
weak or worked to please, but because he 
was strong enough to be open and always 
ready to laugh at pretense or foibles—even 
his own. 

Bob Dole, the Senate Minority Leader, who 
came to Congress in 1960 and who has estab- 
lished a national reputation as a brutally 
honest assessor of political figures, com- 
mented that Tip O'Neill will go into history 
as one of the great political leaders. “I con- 
sider him one of my best friends in all the 
time I've been in Congress.” 

No different an assessment than John 
Gimigliano, his shoe repairman, and Frank 
Minelli, his barber, from North Cambridge, 
both of whom referred to him as their great- 
est friend. 

In an era when the stereotypical politician 
is considered lean and slick, he was ruddy 
and shaggy. His hair was often in his eyes, 
but his vision was always clear. His heart 
was in the right place; his conscience was on 
call; his spirit was as tireless as it was vast. 
And when it left him, and his loss left such 
a void, all I could think was that so many 
others strive to be acclaimed as great, he 
never did—and he was—and his life will live 
on, for his example will outlast all our years. 

So as the towers on these Heights now 
reach with his name to the heavens own 
Blue, we can all so more justly sing a proud 
refrain because he was a man whose heart 
was true. 


——— 


LABORATORIES FOR ECONOMIC 
GROWTH 


HON. DAVID DREIER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, with the Federal 
Government's fiscal policy now paralyzed by 
the presumed economic trade-off between 
stimulating job creation and adding to the defi- 
cit, | thought my colleagues might like to see 
the following article. It outlines how the States 
are becoming the laboratories for tax initiatives 
that spur economic growth. The evidence ac- 
cumulated by State pro-growth tax policies will 
ultimately affirm the long-held conviction that a 
reduction in the capital gains tax can expand 
economic growth without a loss of government 
revenue. 

CAPITAL GAINS TAX CUTS LEAD TO 
PROSPERITY 
(By John E. Berthoud) 

While Washington, D.C., has shifted its pol- 
icy initiatives away from economic growth 
and has instead focused on tax increases and 
federalizing health care, some states are 
picking up where Ronald Reagan left off and 
are fighting for a pro-growth fiscal agenda. A 
centerpiece of this movement for economic 
growth is the effort to cut and even elimi- 
nate state capital gains taxes. 

The historical leader in the field of cutting 
State capital gains taxes is Wisconsin. For 
many years Wisconsin has excluded 60% of 
the value of any capital gain from taxation. 
Gov. Tommy Thompson (R.) sees this as a 
key reason for Wisconsin's economic health. 
Thompson repeatedly touts his capital gain 
break: "What a tremendous arrow in my 
quiver when I go out and talk to a business 
about Wisconsin." Thompson has long ar- 
gued that A Wisconsin that is competitive 
makes Wisconsin a good state to be in busi- 
ness. 
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Thompson's pro-growth tax policies have 
spawned followers. In 1989 Gov. Carroll 
Campbell (R.) pushed through a cut in South 
Carolina's capital gains tax almost in half, 
from 7% to 4% in four years, to offset the 
1986 federal capital gains tax increase. That 
substantial increase hurt those who want to 
sell a farm and retire on the proceeds, those 
who want to buy a smaller house after chil- 
dren are grown and those who need to sell 
stock for retirement income," according to 
Gov. Campbell. As a result of Campbell's tax- 
cutting policies, South Carolina has experi- 
enced impressive rates of economic growth 
and job creation. 

Gov. Kirk Fordice (R.), recently rated by 
the Cato Institute as the governor with the 
second-best fiscal record (see HUMAN EVENTS, 
March 4, page 19), has made Mississippi the 
first state in the nation to completely elimi- 
nate capital gains taxation on in-state in- 
vestments. 


KIRK FORDICE’S ‘MISSISSIPPI MIRACLE’ 


By signing his proposal into law March 23, 
Fordice has added yet one more achievement 
to a remarkable record of fiscal accomplish- 
ment. Fordice’s conservative fiscal reforms 
have in turn created economic growth so ro- 
bust as to earn the label the Mississippi 
Miracle." Ranked first by U.S. News & World 
Report in economic performance, the state’s 
unemployment rate is below 5% and their 
new business growth rate is fourth in the 
country. The elimination of the capital gains 
tax will only further the progress. Fordice 
notes that every $1 million in increased in- 
vestment in Mississippi generates $2.2 mil- 
lion in economic growth and 120 new jobs. 

While the United States as a whole stands 
to gain from lower taxes on capital gains, 
given interstate competition for business, 
states have an added incentive to lower cap- 
ital gains taxes. And the greater economic 
activity spurred by lower capital gains taxes 
will generate enough state tax revenues to 
pay for the loss caused by the tax cut. 
Fordice notes, The economic history of the 
United States demonstrates—repeatedly— 
that every time we cut taxes, government 
revenues actually increase substantially— 
abolishing the capital gains tax would en- 
courage entrepreneurial activity, leading to 
the creation of private sector jobs, a notice- 
able improvement in our standard of living 
and a significant improvement in our eco- 
nomic climate.” 

Jude Wanniski sees elimination of the cap- 
ital gains tax in the states as the key to eco- 
nomic growth in the 1990s. In Wanniski's 
mind, there are both political and policy rea- 
sons for putting capital gains tax elimi- 
nation at the top of the state agendas. In the 
context of New Jersey's proposed 30% tax 
cuts, Wanniski states, The problem she 
[Gov. Christine Todd Whitman] and her 
treasurer will have is that computers will 
tell her that she will lose all this revenue. 
She will have to find revenue offsets and sav- 
ings and that will be very painful. The cor- 
rect way to do it would be to eliminate the 
capital gains tax in year one. Then the reve- 
nue projections would be exceeded as people 
cash in more capital gains. First, do the easi- 
est thing. The confidence would be built up 
in the legislature and the people. It's like a 
log jam in à river. You want to get the logs 
running." 

BIPARTISAN COALITION'S PRO-GROWTH AGENDA 


While the forward momentum on capital 
gains tax reduction may have shifted to the 
States, Washington has not completely for- 
gotten the lessons of the Seven Fat Years” 
and some are still working for a pro-growth 
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agenda. A bipartisan coalition—headed by 
Senators Richard Shelby (D.-Ala. and 
Connie Mack (R.-Fla.) and Representatives 
Dave Dreier (R.-Calif.) and Billy Tauzin (D.- 
La.)—has staked out new political ground by 
establishing the Zero Capital Gains Tax Cau- 
cus. Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Green- 
span was one of the first to argue for a zero 
federal capital gains tax: "It is easier to 
make the case to eliminate it entirely than 
it is to merely reduce the rat It is a di- 
rect tax on the nation's standard of living.“ 

The caucus recently released a study by 
Gary and Aldona Robbins that examined the 
economic and revenue effects of different 
capital gains proposals. Elimination or re- 
duction in the capital gains tax would have 
substantial economic benefits as well as 
positive dynamic revenue changes for the 
federal government. But it would also have 
tremendous dynamic revenue benefits for the 
states. The economic growth resulting from 
elimination of the federal capital gains tax 
would add $175 billion to state coffers over 
1994-2000. 

Thompson and Fordice have recognized the 
potential economic growth contained in the 
reduction or elimination of capital gains 
taxes. And for all the effort that has gone 
into cutting the federal capital gains tax, 
the nation may have to wait until the re- 
sults from these "laboratories of democracy” 
make clear the relationship between lower- 
ing the capital gains tax burden and robust 
economic growth. 


THE RISK ASSESSMENT 
IMPROVEMENT ACT 


HON. HERB KLEIN 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to dis- 
cuss an issue that is of great concern to the 
American people: environmental risk assess- 
ment. 

| have introduced the Risk Assessment Im- 
provement Act of 1994 in order to reform and 
revamp the current duplication and inconsist- 
ency in the area of risk assessment at the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency [EPA] and to 
ensure public health and safety. This legisla- 
tion strengthens and coordinates the scientific 
methods used to calculate threats to human 
health and the environment and provides a 
basis for protecting the environment while pre- 
serving American jobs. 

Environmental regulations are not doing the 
job they should. Threats to our health and 
safety—the health and safety of our children— 
are not being addressed because Government 
bureaucrats are not clear on real dangers or 
because valuable resources are being frittered 
away on nonproductive activity. At the same 
time unnecessary regulations are throwing 
roadblocks in the path of businesses and 
causing loss of jobs. We must establish a 
sound and scientific basis for a clear, consist- 
ent, and comprehensive environmental policy. 

Confusion and lack of guidelines have re- 
sulted in varying uses of risk assessment. We 
must simply and clearly spell out what needs 
to be accomplished—namely, upholding health 
and safety considerations. As a step in the 
right direction, my legislation provides consist- 
ency to the way in which we address our envi- 
ronmental hazards. 
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Risk assessment is central to virtually all of 
our environmental laws. Unfortunately, many 
different standards exist because of the piece- 
meal fashion in which various environmental 
statues were passed in the 1970's and are re- 
authorized today. This leaves the EPA to deal 
with the cracks and voids that have formed as 
a result. 

My legislation has three major provisions. 
First, it establishes a Director of Risk Assess- 
ment, who will bring together the variety of ex- 
isting risk assessment initiatives spread 
throughout EPA. The Director will regularly de- 
velop and update risk assessment guidelines, 
establish principles for implementing these 
guidelines, regularly update guidance for risk 
characterization, and address risk assessment 
research and training needs. 

Second, this bill establishes a pilot program 
using comparative risk analysis to rank the pri- 
ority of various hazards. There is consensus 
that this pilot program is needed to rigorously 
test the use of comparative risk analysis for 
prioritizing EPA programs. 

Finally, my bill calls on the Director of the 
Office of Science and Technology Policy to 
coordinate the way risks are looked at by dif- 
ferent Government agencies. It is in the inter- 
ests of good government that there is coordi- 
nation of the mechanisms of risk assessment 
to ensure that agencies address similar risks 
in compatible ways and that all agencies are 
making use of state-of-the-art science. Also, 
the Director of OSTP will communicate these 
guidelines to State-level government in order 
to achieve consistency between different lev- 
els of government. 

There already is a great deal of support for 
this legislation. Original cosponsors of Klein's 
legislation include: Congressional leaders on 
risk assessment DICK ZIMMER and KAREN 
THURMAN, as well as Science Committee 
Chairman GEORGE E. BROWN, JR., Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries Committee Chairman, 
GERRY STUDDS, and coordinator of the Con- 
servative Democratic Forum CHARLIE STEN- 
HOLM. Also, | would like to acknowledge the 
support, leadership, and advice that | have re- 
ceived in drafting this legislation from Tech- 
nology, Environment and Aviation Subcommit- 
tee Chairman TIM VALENTINE, a coauthor of 
the bill. 

There is also a broad spectrum of support 
for the Risk Assessment Improvement Act 
from those outside of Government. At a March 
9 hearing of the Technology, Environment and 
Aviation Subcommittee, Adam Finkel of the 
Center for Risk Management, Resources for 
the Future said, "I think with the help of this 
proposal, risk assessment at EPA can better 
serve both scientific integrity and more impor- 
tant social goals * * *". 

At the same hearing, Ellen Silbergeld, sen- 
ior scientist for the Environmental Defense 
Fund stated that, "The real problems with risk 
assessment have not been addressed * * * in 
legislation that has been proposed to date." In 
her written comments on the bill, Dr. 
Silbergeld states, “I strongly support [this] ap- 


This legislation is not designed to settle all 
of the issues surrounding risk management, 
but it does begin to effectively address the 
problem. The establishment of sound scientific 
basis for conducting risk assessments is a first 
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step that we must take before launching fur- 
ther initiatives. Consistency and guidelines will 
better enable agencies to assess the possible 
dangers to health and safety. 


COMMEMORATING THE 100TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF THE DEATH OF 
THE LAST MEXICAN GOVERNOR 
OF CALIFORNIA, DON PIO DE 
JESUS PICO 


HON. ESTEBAN EDWARD TORRES 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
commemorate the 100th anniversary of the 
death of one of California's most remarkable 
historical figures, Don Pio de Jesus Pico, the 
last Mexican Governor of California. 

Born on May 5, 1801, at the San Gabriel 
Mission, east of Los Angeles, Don Pio Pico 
witnessed and helped to shape nearly a cen- 
tury of California history. He died in Los Ange- 
les on September 11, 1894. The fourth of ten 
children born to Jose Maria Pico and Maria 
Estaquilla Lopez, two of the 240 early colo- 
nists who came to El Pueblo de Los Angeles 
from Sinaloa, Mexico, on the famous Anza ex- 
pedition of 1775, Don Pio Pico became an as- 
tute businessman, caring community leader 
and brilliant statesman. 

Don Pio Pico was a self-made man who 
rose from extreme poverty to immense wealth. 
At 19 years of age, he began a small business 
to support his large family which was left 
penniless following the death of his father. 
Well known as a shrewd businessman, many 
ranchers and early settlers frequently asked 
for his assistance and advice in their own 
business dealings. 

Shortly after embarking on his career as a 
shopkeeper, Don Pio Pico became frustrated 
with the military's tryanny and oppression of 
citizens. He led a series of revolts against the 
existing Mexican Government to ensure the 
freedom and livelihood of the Californios. 

Don Pio Pico demonstrated his continued 
dedication to civic affairs as a member of the 
Government of Mexican California from 1828 
until 1846. In 1845, Don Pio Pico was ap- 
pointed Governor of Mexican California. His 
term ended on August 10, 1846, when the en- 
croaching immigration of eastern settlers ter- 
minated Mexican rule and California became 
part of the United States. 

He used his wealth and influence for the 
benefit of his community, contributing to Cali- 
fornia's early success in the fields of edu- 
cation, banking, and community development 
and served as member of the first Los Ange- 
les City Council. Don Pio Pico built the widely- 
renowned Pico House in Los Angeles, and 
was a pioneer in California's first oil venture, 
which is now known as the Standard Oil Com- 
pany of California. 

Unfortunately, despite his tireless efforts in 
amassing a financial empire, Don Pio Pico 
died destitute at the age of 91. Business ven- 
tures gone awry, unpredictable weather and 
the unethical actions of other businessmen 
conspired to rapidly erode his fortune. 

Not knowing the English language and rely- 
ing on the kindness of human nature, Don Pio 
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Pico signed what he believed to be a loan 
document, but which, in reality, was a paper 
swindling him out of all his properties. Don Pio 
Pico contested the validity of the deed. Al- 
though the State supreme court found that he 
had been defrauded, he had no legal recourse 
to recover his property valued at $200,000.00, 
and he died penniless. He is buried today at 
the Workman Temple family cemetary in the 
city of industry. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in acknowledging the many contributions that 
Don Pio de Jesus Pico, a man who epito- 
mized America's pioneering spirit of hard 
work, innate intelligence and admirable perse- 
verance.S0634 


TRIBUTE TO ARDIE J. DILLEN OF 
ALTOONA, PA, THREE DECADES 
OF SERVICE IN BLAIR COUNTY 


HON. BUD SHUSTER 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 4, 1994 


Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, on February 
28, 1994, Mr. Ardie J. Dillen of Altoona, PA 
concluded 27 years of service as president of 
Altoona Enterprises, Inc. During his tenure, 
hundreds of millions of dollars have been in- 
vested and countless jobs have been created 
and retained in the Altoona/Blair County com- 
munity. Ardie has been a driving force behind 
the growth and expansion of businesses and 
industries that have transformed Altoona from 
an aging railroad town into a burgeoning hub 
of commerce. Under his leadership, the follow- 
ing are just a sample of his many achieve- 
ments. 

Development of the Peterson Industrial Park 
with the location of five companies within the 
complex. 

Establishment and operation of the Altoona 
Area Incubator as a facility to promote entre- 
preneurial development for new and emerging 
businesses. 

Development of the William W. Ward Indus- 
trial Park and the Tyrone Industrial Park. 

Location of over 55 new manufacturing 
companies to the Blair County community. 

Sponsorship by Altoona Enterprises, Inc. of 
over 100 projects under the Pennsylvania In- 
dustrial Development Authority [PIDA] pro- 
gram. 

It has been my distinct privilege to work with 
Ardie Dillen and Altoona's business and civic 
leaders to mount this campaign for economic 
vitality. Together we have watched as old 
businesses have recreated themselves to 
compete in the 21st century, as small busi- 
ness grew into large businesses, as new in- 
dustries discovered that the Altoona/Blair 
County was an attractive place to locate their 
plants and raise their families. 

On Thursday, May 26, 1994, Ardie will be 
honored for his three decades of outstanding 
service. | am honored to join a very grateful 
Altoona/Blair County community in saluting 
Ardie Dillen's vision and his legendary dedica- 
tion to the realization of his many goals and 
dreams for our region. Blair Countians will 
reap the extraordinary benefits of his works for 
generations to come. 
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SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for "Thursday, 
May 5, 1994, may be found in the Daily 
Digest of today's RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 


MAY6 


9:30 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Legislative Branch Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the Of- 
fice of Technology Assessment, and the 
Library of Congress. 
SD-116 
Governmental Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine health care 
information management. 
SD-342 
10:00 a.m. 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To hold hearings on the nominations of 
Alan S. Blinder, of New Jersey, to be a 
Member of the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System, Steven M. 
Wallman, of Virginia, to be a Member 
of the Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission, and Philip N. Diehl, of Texas, 
to be Director of the Mint, Department 
of the Treasury. 
SD-538 
Veterans' Affairs 
To hold oversight hearings to examine 
how military research may be hazard- 
ous to veterans' health, focusing on 
lessons from the Cold War and the Per- 
sian Gulf War. 
SD-106 
MAY 10 
9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold oversight hearings on implemen- 
tation of the Administration's Climate 
Change Action Plan and the Energy 
Policy Act of 1992. 
SD-366 
Labor and Human Resources 
Disability Policy Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine certain is- 
sues relating to family support for fam- 
ilies of children with disabilities. 
SD-430 
10:00 a.m. 
Labor and Human Resources 
Children, Family, Drugs and Alcoholism 
Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine child safety 
issues. 
SH-216 
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2:30 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Agriculture, Rural Development, and Re- 
lated Agencies Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the 
Commodity Futures Trading Commis- 
Sion, the Farm Credit Administration, 
and the Food and Drug Administration, 
Department of Health and Human 


Services. 
SD-116 
Appropriations 
Energy and Water Development Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the 
Corps of Engineers. 

SD-192 


Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings on the nominations of 
Susan Ness, of Maryland, and Rachelle 
B. Chong, of California, each to be a 
Member of the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission. 
SR-253 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Water and Power Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on the potential role of 
Federal reclamation projects in meet- 
ing the water supply needs of the 
Colonias in Texas. 
SD-366 
3:00 p.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 
Alan Sagner, of New Jersey, to be a 
Member of the Board of Directors of 
the Corporation for Public Broadcast- 
ing. 


SR-253 
MAY 11 


9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 
SD-366 
Environment and Public Works 
Clean Air and Nuclear Regulation Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings to examine the possible 
health effects to non-smokers of envi- 
ronmental tobacco smoke, 
SD-406 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Interior Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the Na- 
tional Park Service, Department of the 
Interior. 
8-128. Capitol 
Labor and Human Resources 
Business meeting, to mark up S. 1981, the 
Orphan Drug Act Amendments, and S. 
784, Dietary Supplement Health and 
Education Act, and to consider pending 
nominations. 
SD-430 


MAY 12 


9:00 a.m. 
Office of Technology Assessment 
Board meeting, to consider pending busi- 
ness. 
EF-100, Capitol 
9:30 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To resume hearings on S. 1822, to safe- 
guard and protect the public interest 
while permitting the growth and devel- 
opment of new communications tech- 
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nologies, long-distance 


services. 


focusing on 


SR-253 
Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings on the Environmental 
Protection Agency's proposed renew- 
able oxygenate standard. 
SD-366 
Rules and Administration 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
authorizing funds for fiscal year 1995 
for the Federal Election Commission. 


SR-301 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the Cor- 
poration for National and Community 
Service. 

SD-106 
2:00 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands, National Parks and Forests 
Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 1549, to revise the 
Act establishing Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area to provide for the 
management of the Presidio by the 
Secretary of the Interior, and S. 1639, 
to provide for the management of the 
portions of the Presidio under the ju- 
risdiction of the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior. 

SD-366 


MAY 13 


9:30 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for foreign 
assistance programs, focusing on the 
global land mines crisis. 
SH-216 
Appropriations 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and 
Education Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partments of Labor, Health and Human 
Services, and Education. 
SD-192 


MAY 16 
4:00 p.m. 
Foreign Relations 

To hold hearings on the nomination of 
Joseph R. Paolino, Jr., of Rhode Island, 
to be Ambassdor to the Republic of 

Malta. 
S-116, Capitol 


MAY 17 


10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of Defense, focusing on the 
Pacific Rim, NATO, and peacekeeping 
programs. 
SD-192 
2:30 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for foreign 
assistance programs. 
SD-138 
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Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Science, Technology, and Space Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
authorizing funds for the earthquake 
disaster program. 
SR-253 


MAY 18 


9:30 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings on S. 1350, to revise the 
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of 
1977 to provide for an expanded Federal 
program of hazard mitigation and in- 
surance against the risk of cata- 
strophic natural disasters, such as hur- 


ricanes, earthquakes, and volcanic 
eruptions. 
SR-253 
10:00 a.m. 


Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
To resume hearings on S. 1614, authoriz- 
ing funds through fiscal year 1998 for 
programs of the Child Nutrition Act 
and the National School Lunch Act. 
SR-332 


MAY 19 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of Defense. 


SD-192 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of Veteran's Affairs, and the 
Selective Service System. 

SD-106 
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9:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partments of Veteran's Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and 

independent agencies. 

SD-138 


MAY 24 
2:30 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for foreign 
assistance programs, focusing on ex- 
port promotion. 
SD-138 


MAY 25 


10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Interior Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of the Interior. 
8-128, Capitol 


MAY 26 


9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings to examine policy op- 
tions for the disposition of excess 
weapons plutonium. 
SD-366 
Rules and Administration 
Business meeting, to mark up S. 1824, 
Legislative Reorganization Act, H.R. 
877, Smithsonian National African 
American Museum, an original bill au- 
thorizing appropriations for fiscal year 
1995 for the Federal Election Commis- 
sion, S. Res. 196, printing resolution for 
Aging Committee, an original resolu- 
tion authorizing the purchase of 1995 
wall calendars, H. Con. Res. 222, au- 
thorizing acceptance and placement of 
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a bust in the Capitol, and other legisla- 
tive business. 


SR-301 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the Na- 
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis- 
tration. 

SD-106 


JUNE 8 


10:00 à.m. 
Appropriations 
Interior Subcommittee 
To hold hearings proposed budget esti- 
mates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of Energy. 
8-128, Capitol 
2:30 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Water and Power Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine water qual- 
ity and quantity problems and opportu- 
nities facing the lower Colorado River 
area. 
SD-366 


JUNE 9 
9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Water and Power Subcommittee 
To continue hearings on water quality 
and quantity problems and opportuni- 
ties facing the lower Colorado River 
area. 
SD-366 


JULY 19 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
Business meeting, to mark up proposed 
legislation authorizing funds for fiscal 
year 1995 for the Department of De- 
fense. 
SD-192 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, May 5, 1994 


The House met at 11 a.m. 

The Rev. Doctor Ronald F. Christian, 
office of the bishop, Evangelical Lu- 
theran Church in America, Washing- 
ton, DC, offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, on this National Day 
of Prayer, we pause at this moment 
and give thanks that: 

You have created this world for all of 
us to enjoy and to maintain in good 
order and beauty; 

You have given this land, our coun- 
try, with its vast storehouse of treas- 
ures, and around it you have cast, like 
a mantle, the sea; 

You provide mercies new every morn- 
ing, and offer, in abundance, supplies 
enough for everyone's daily need; 

Give us Your Spirit, O God, that we 
may heartily acknowledge Your good- 
ness. 

But also, teach us to bear one an- 
other's burdens so that all may come 
to Your table of bounty. 

Open our eyes to the woes and needs 
of others so that all shameful wrongs 
may be put right. 

Make us all to be Your servants, 
whatever our station or title in life. 

And never let us be so proud or so 
busy that a prayer to You, O God, is 
not a necessary ingredient for life. 
Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day's pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, pursuant to clause 1, rule I, I 
demand a vote on agreeing to the 
Speaker's approval of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the Chair's approval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present 
and make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- 
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 248, nays 
160, not voting 24, as follows: 


Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 

Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bishop 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 


Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 

de la Garza 


Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 


Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 


[Roll No. 154] 


YEAS—248 


Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 


Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 

Inglis 

Inslee 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 


Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lowey 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies- 
Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murtha 


Myers 

Nadler 

Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 

Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 

Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 


Richardson 


Smith (NJ) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waters 


Wheat 
Williams 


Wilson Woolsey Wynn 
Wise Wyden Yates 
NAYS—160 
Allard Goodling Packard 
Archer Goss Paxon 
Armey Grams Petri 
Bachus (AL) Grandy Porter 
Baker (CA) Gunderson Portman 
Baker (LA) Hancock Pryce (OH) 
Ballenger Hansen Quillen 
Barrett (NE) Hastert Quinn 
Bartlett Hefley Ramstad 
Barton Herger Ravenel 
Bentley Hobson Regula 
Bereuter Hoekstra Roberts 
Bilirakis Hoke Rohrabacher 
Bliley Horn Ros-Lehtinen 
Blute Hunter Roth 
Boehlert Hutchinson Roukema 
Boehner Hyde Royce 
Bonilla Inhofe Santorum 
Bunning Istook Saxton 
Burton Jacobs Schaefer 
Buyer Johnson (CT) Schiff 
Callahan Johnson, Sam Schroeder 
Calvert Kim Sensenbrenner 
Camp King Shaw 
Canady Klug Shays 
Castle Knollenberg Shuster 
Clay Kolbe Skeen 
Clinger Kyl Smith (MI) 
Coble Lazio Smith (OR) 
Collins (GA) Leach Smith (TX) 
Cox Levy Snowe 
Crane Lewis (CA) Solomon 
Crapo Lewis (FL) Spence 
Cunningham Lightfoot Stearns 
DeLay Linder Stump 
Diaz-Balart Livingston Sundquist 
Doolittle Machtley Talent 
Dreier Manzullo Taylor (MS) 
Duncan McCandless Taylor (NC) 
Dunn McCrery "Thomas (CA) 
Ehlers McDade Thomas (WY) 
Emerson McHugh Torkildsen 
Ewing McInnis Upton 
Fawell McKeon Vucanovich 
Fields (TX) Meyers Walker 
Fowler Mica Waish 
Franks (CT) Michel Weldon 
Franks (NJ) Miller (FL) Wolf 
Gallegly Molinari Young (AK) 
Gallo Moorhead Young (FL) 
Gekas Morella Zeliff 
Gilchrest Murphy Zimmer 
Gingrich Nussle 
Goodlatte Oxley 
NOT VOTING—24 
Andrews (TX) Frank (MA) Rangel 
Blackwell Huffington Ridge 
Brown (CA) Jefferson Rogers 
Chapman Lloyd Sangmeister 
Dellums Long Strickland 
Dickey Maloney Swett 
Dornan MeMillan Washington 
Ford (MI) Olver Whitten 
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Mr. GILCHREST and Mr. McCAND- 
LESS changed their vote from ‘‘yea"’ 
to “nay.” 

So the Journal was approved. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Will the gentleman from 


O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., L11407 is 2:07 p.m. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Kentucky [Mr. MAZZOLI] kindly come 
forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance to our flag. 

Mr. MAZZOLI led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed bills, a 
joint resolution, and a concurrent reso- 
lution of the following titles, in which 
the concurrence of the House is re- 
quested: 

S. 783. An act to amend the Fair Credit Re- 
porting Act, and for other purposes. 

S. 1927. An act to increase the rates of 
compensation for veterans with service-con- 
nected disabilities and the rates of depend- 
ency and indemnity compensation for the 
survivors of certain disabled veterans. 

S.J. Res. 168. Joint resolution designating 
May 11, 1994, as “Vietnam Human Rights 
Day." 

S. Con. Res. 68. Concurrent resolution to 
authorize printing of Senator Robert C. 
Byrd's addresses to the United States Senate 
on the History of Roman Constitutionalism. 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair announces that he will entertain 
up to 15 1-minute statements on each 
side of the aisle. 


THE PRESIDENT'S HEALTH CARE 
PLAN IS A BIG WINNER FOR 
SMALL BUSINESS 


(Mr. VISCLOSKY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, small 
business is a vital and truly American 
part of our economy. Small business 
creates good jobs and provides the op- 
portunity to realize the American 
Dream. 

Unfortunately, the skyrocketing cost 
of health care is threatening small 
business. 

Four out of five small businesses al- 
ready provide health coverage for their 
employees. Because small businesses 
don’t have the buying power of large 
firms, they face an uphill climb against 
larger corporations. Small business 
owners—who can least afford it—are 
paying 35 percent more than big busi- 
ness for health care. 

President Clinton understands this 
problem and that’s why his plan will 
level the health care playing field. 
Under President Clinton’s plan small 
business will have the purchasing clout 
to contain health costs. And small, 
low-wage business will receive large 
discounts of 25 to 85 percent for health 
care coverage. 
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Mr. Speaker, it is clear President 
Clinton’s health care plan is a big win- 
ner for American small business and 
the American people. 


REPUBLICANS SHARE ADMINIS- 
TRATION'S CONCERNS ABOUT 
HEALTH CARE REFORM. 


(Mr. LINDER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, yester- 
day, Mrs. Clinton spoke emotionally 
about the need for health care reform. 
After hearing heartwrenching stories 
from families who had spoken about 
high costs and cancelled insurance, she 
asked, How could it be that everyone 
doesn't share your concerns?" Well, 
Mrs. Clinton, everyone does share their 
concerns. And if the President would 
support the Michel plan or a bipartisan 
health care reform plan like Rowland- 
Bilirakis, we might be able to help 
these people. 

Instead, the White House continues 
to demand that health care reform in- 
clude employer mandates that would 
cost America hundreds of thousands of 
jobs. Where is the First Lady's concern 
for those people who will be thrown out 
of work if the President's plan passes? 
Job loss has been estimated at over 1 
million jobs under the Clinton plan. In 
my State of Georgia, job loss has been 
estimated at over 28,000 working Amer- 
icans. 

Mrs. Clinton, we care about the peo- 
ple you heard from yesterday and we 
care about the American worker. Most 
importantly, we care about crafting a 
health care reform bill that will pro- 
vide quality medical care to our citi- 
zens without costing so many Amer- 
ican jobs. 

Mrs. Clinton, you can do better and 
you must. 
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A PRAYER TO BAN ASSAULT 
WEAPONS 


(Mr. TUCKER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of the ban on 
assault weapons. 

Mr. Speaker, today is an annual day 
of national prayer, and yet, Mr. Speak- 
er, the media have said and has pre- 
tended that we do not have a prayer to 
pass this bill. Well, Mr. Speaker, if we 
ever needed a prayer, we need one 
today, because assault weapons have 
got to be taken off our streets. 

We are not talking about quashing 
the right for upstanding citizens to 
own weapons or their constitutional 
right to own firearms. We are talking 
about 19 specific types of firearms that 
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are high-powered, that are combat-type 
firearms, that must be taken off our 
streets. 

It is a national day of prayer, Mr. 
Speaker, and I hope that we get a pray- 
er through and ban assault weapons 
like we should in this country. 


AN EMPLOYER MANDATE WILL DO 
NOTHING BUT GROW 


(Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, if an employer mandate were 
enacted, my State would lose 14,300 
jobs. 

As we debate yet another mandate on 
America's employers, let us not forget 
the real world implications of such 
mandates. I challenge each of my col- 
leagues to find one government man- 
date that has not been expanded over 
time. Further, while many in this Con- 
gress have labored to describe the em- 
ployer tax to pay 80 percent of pre- 
miums as anything other than a tax, I 
challenge each of my colleagues to find 
a tax on employers that hasn't grown 
with time. One need only look as far as 
the HI tax or the OASDI or FICA tax. 
Does anyone remember the temporary 
2-perzent surcharge for unemployment 
compensation which was recently ex- 
tended for the umpteenth time? 

My colleagues, years of experience at 
the State level provides us with plenty 
of real world examples of how a limited 
government mandate does nothing but 
expand over time. For example, many 
of the reform proposals before us today 
have provisions which would override 
State health benefit mandates. Yet 
what has the experience been with ben- 
efit mandates? The answer is simple, 
these mandates have priced millions of 
Americans out of the health insurance 
market. 

By pursuing an employer mandate at 
the Federal level we are courting disas- 
ter. Such a mandate would have no- 
where to go but up, and each time Con- 
gress in its infinite wisdom decides to 
expand this mandate we will encounter 
another round of layoffs as employers 
on the margin are forced out of busi- 
ness. Early last year this Congress en- 
acted the family and medical leave 
mandate, already this year there are 
calls for expanding the mandate to re- 
quire employers to provide paid leave. 
The startling precedent is there, one 
only has to look to find countless ex- 
amples of expanding mandates. 

The ironic part of this whole debate 
is that employer mandates are not nec- 
essary for real, effective, successful 
health care reform. We should be focus- 
ing on the specific solutions to the spe- 
cific problems of our unemployment 
compensation system for which there 
is broad bipartisan support and move 
forward to enact real bipartisan re- 
form. 
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VOTING AGAINST ASSAULT WEAP- 
ONS BAN WILL HURT AMERICA 


(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, to- 
day's debate is not about guns. It is 
about politics. 

Congress is getting phone calls. Peo- 
ple are saying, Vote 'no'" vote ‘‘no’’; 
from good Americans who believe Con- 
gress will ultimately take away their 
guns. 

As a former sheriff, let me remind 
Members today that Congress is get- 
ting no phone calls from the graves of 
victims in cemeteries all over America. 

It is time to stand up. The President 
is right. Ladies and gentlemen, there is 
a limit to this madness. 

Mario Andretti cannot drive his Indi- 
anapolis 500 race car on the Pennsylva- 
nia Turnpike, and you do not need a 
machine gun with a grenade launcher 
and a bayonet to kill a rabbit. 

Congress, stand up. This vote will 
hurt me today politically, but a “no” 
vote by JIM TRAFICANT and by this Con- 
gress will hurt America. 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Members in the gallery are 
reminded that we are delighted to have 
them with us, but they are to refrain 
from responding either positively or 
negatively to statements made on the 
floor. 


AN EMPLOYER MANDATE HURTS 
SMALL BUSINESSES 


(Mr. MCCRERY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. McCRERY. Mr. Speaker, before I 
talk about employer mandates, some of 
us do need a grenade to hit à rabbit, so 
Itake issue with that. 

An employer mandate would cost my 
State 15,300 jobs according to the 
American Legislative Exchange Coun- 
cil, the Nation's largest bipartisan or- 
ganization of State and local legisla- 
tors. 

A health benefits mandate on em- 
ployers will not only force layoffs in 
the short run, but also make it signifi- 
cantly more difficult for employers to 
Erow and hire people. Louisiana's econ- 
omy faces continuing layoffs because 
of mounting defense cuts, the instabil- 
ity of oil prices, and the downsizing of 
major employers. At this time, we need 
to encourage job growth for small busi- 
nesses—not place additional burdens on 
entrepreneurs who are quiet heroes 
trying to create more jobs for all 
Americans. 

The mandate proposed by President 
Clinton would require small employers 
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to pay for 80 percent of the cost of a 
Fortune 100-style health benefits pack- 
age that does not permit self-insuring, 
and does not permit low-cost, high de- 
ductible coverage. This would lower 
worker's wages, increase employer 
costs, and reduce incentives for em- 
ployers to cut health costs 

Further, the premium subsidies in 
the President's bill would not flow to 
many above average wage companies in 
my State. For example, to be eligible 
for the full tax credit, a company 
would need to have fewer than 25 em- 
ployees with average annual wages of 
$12,000 or less. Even with subsidies, the 
paperwork and cost burden of an em- 
ployer mandate will destroy jobs. 

Such negative economic effects are 
not necessary to solve our problems in 
health care. The serious problems of 
our health care system can be ad- 
dressed without employer mandates. 


THE NRA MUST TAKE A NEW 
DIRECTION 


(Mr. HUTTO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HUTTO. Mr. Speaker, when the 
assault weapon ban bill is considered I 
shall vote no. I am persuaded that the 
bill may be more expansive than the 19 
weapons mentioned. This was not an 
easy decision for me. I support the con- 
stitutional right to have and bear 
arms, but we must do something about 
the onslaught of millions of dangerous 
guns that are easily obtainable by 
those who senselessly kill innocent 
people in our country. 

I call on the NRA to take a new di- 
rection. The NRA is intransigent. Its 
leaders constantly whip their member- 
ship into a frenzy in believing all their 
guns are going to be taken away. 

Hiding behind the second amendment 
and calling only for stricter law en- 
forcement is not enough. The NRA 
should take the lead in coming up with 
a national plan to reduce the availabil- 
ity of guns and level of violence in 
America while maintaining the con- 
stitutional right of Americans to hunt 
and to protect their homes. 


EMPLOYERS WILL PAY FOR 
HEALTH CARE MANDATES 


(Mr. CASTLE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, many of 
us are concerned about the proposed 
mandate on our businesses to provide a 
comprehensive benefits package. Em- 
ployers are being mandated to float 
money into the system only to create a 
bigger system, a system we cannot af- 
ford. 

Many of us are concerned about job 
loss, and projections range from 600,000 
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to 3 million. Jobs should not be sac- 
rificed to furnish a health care reform 
proposal that will far exceed its esti- 
mated costs. 

We can easily look into the future of 
employer mandates by looking at an- 
other Government-run health care pro- 
gram: Medicaid. In 1966, combined Fed- 
eral and State Medicaid payments were 
$1.7 billion. In 1992, they were $119 bil- 
lion. No one came close in predicting 
the costs of this program. 

No jobs were directly eliminated to 
cover the program’s costs, but the ex- 
tensive benefits packages put an expen- 
sive burden on our States and Federal 
budgets. 

Under the President’s plan, our em- 
ployers are the payers, and they will 
pay in more ways than laying off jobs. 
They will pay every time Congress de- 
cides to ratchet up the comprehensive 
benefits package and the employer con- 
tribution. 

President Clinton pledged to end wel- 
fare as we know it, not end health care 
as we know it. 

We need to reform our health care 
system, but when enacting mandates, 
we must remember that employers, not 
just government, will be picking up the 
tab. 


STOP DEMONIZING AFRICAN- 
AMERICAN COLLEGES AND UNI- 
VERSITIES 


(Mr. FLAKE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to talk about another kind of as- 
sault, that is, the assault against How- 
ard University, and by implication, 
many other historically black colleges 
and universities. 

Even the Anti-Defamation League 
has stated that of the 122 anti-Semitic 
incidents that have been recorded, only 
3 of them were on the campuses of 
black universities. In 81 colleges last 
year there were reports made including 
Yale and Harvard and Columbia and 
Brigham Young universities. None of 
them was from African-American col- 
leges. 

Ithink it is time for us to stop apply- 
ing a double standard, a standard 
against Howard University and against 
African-American universities which is 
not appropriate. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my hope that we 
will be fair to Howard and understand 
that students on all campuses voice 
their opinions and have their meetings. 

Even at Howard, when the meeting 
was held, only 100 students from How- 
ard were present among 2,000 people. 

Let us stop demonizing Howard. Let 
us stop demonizing African-American 
colleges. 
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EMPLOYER MANDATES RESULT IN 
SIGNIFICANT JOB LOSSES 


(Mr. PORTMAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to join my colleagues to express 
my opposition to an employer mandate 
in any health care reform plan, par- 
ticularly because of its impact on 
small businesses. This is the very sec- 
tor of the economy that is the engine 
of economic growth and job creation in 
my district and across America. Stud- 
ies have concluded that an employer 
mandate would not just stunt this 
growth, but result in significant job 
losses. For example, NFIB's recently 
released study projected that 850,000 
jobs will be lost as a result of the Clin- 
ton plan, 410,000 of which will occur in 
firms with fewer than 100 employees. 
The American Legislative Exchange 
Council estimate that more than 45,000 
jobs would be lost in Ohio alone. 

This is not the time to burden small 
businesses with national policies that 
discourage job creation. In the Cin- 
cinnati area I represent, many of the 
larger companies have laid off workers 
in the last few years. It's the smaller 
firms that have been adding jobs and 
keeping our local economy growing. 
Following a national trend, our local 
small businesses added about 12,000 
jobs from June 1992 to June 1993. We 
Should be doing all we can to further 
this job creation, not destroy it. 

I support the goal of providing uni- 
versal access to affordable health care. 
But there are better ways to get at 
health care security than risking peo- 
ple's job security. 


ASSAULT WEAPONS HAVE NO 
PLACE ON OUR STREETS OR 
WITHIN REACH OF OUR CHIL- 
DREN 


(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 


marks.) 
Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, last 
month, the House passed sweeping 


crime legislation that is both tough 
and smart. Final passage of the crime 
bill is critical to ending the wave of vi- 
olence that plagues our streets and so 
is the legislation we consider today: 
the assault weapons ban. 

This legislation would ban 19 semi- 
automatic weapons—weapons with 
names like street-sweepers, Uzis, and 
AK-47's. If the names sound familiar, it 
is because these weapons have achieved 
notoriety as the weapons of choice of 
gang leaders, drug dealers, cop killers 
and terrorists. 

When these rapid-fire weapons fall 
into the hands of disturbed individuals, 
the results can be horrific. Just last 
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month here in the Nation’s Capital, 
gang members opened fire on a market- 
place, injuring several shoppers and 
killing one teenaged boy. 

In my home State of Connecticut and 
across the country assault weapons are 
being confiscated with increasing regu- 
larity. In Bridgeport, the number of as- 
sault weapons confiscated by police 
doubled last year. In one case in Wal- 
lingford, CT, police responded to a call 
where a 10-year-old boy was critically 
wounded when a .22 caliber pistol he 
was playing with accidently went off. 
When police searched the scene they 
also found 37 assault rifles. 

Assault weapons are weapons of war 
and they have no place on hunting 
trips; they have no place on our 
streets; and they have no place in our 
homes within the reach of our children. 


SUNDRY MESSAGES FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 


Sundry messages in writing from the 
President of the United States were 
communicated to the House by Mr. 
McCathran, one of his secretaries. 


SMALL BUSINESS WEEK 1994 


(Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Speak- 
er, 1994 Small Business Week celebra- 
tion is almost over and the outstanding 
representatives from the small busi- 
ness community from every State are 
in Washington to receive their awards. 
The number one issue on their minds 
was health care reform. Many of these 
entrepreneurs—recognize as exemplary 
small business owners from their re- 
spective States—said they have seri- 
ously looked at the President’s health 
care reform proposal, looked at their 
bottom line, and they simply could not 
survive the mandate. 

As the winner from my State of Kan- 
sas said to me at lunch on Tuesday, 

Congresswoman Meyers, I've run the num- 
bers and we just can’t do it. Eight percent of 
payroll completely wipes out our profit mar- 
gin—and our profits don’t just go into our 
pockets, after taking out a wage for my wife 
and myself, our profits are in our inven- 
tory—put back into our business. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time the adminis- 
tration and those pushing employer 
mandates stop trying to sell their em- 
ployer mandate, and actually listen to 
our Nation's employer—small business. 
Numerous, reputable studies show that 
mandated, employer-provided health 
insurance will cause substantial job 
loss. Small business owners want re- 
forms in our Nation’s health care sys- 
tem that will help them to provide 
health insurance coverage for their em- 
ployees. However, cramming a mandate 
down their throats is not the solution. 
Let us listen to our small businesses, 
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our Nation’s economic engine, and 
work with them to find some solutions 
to our health care crises. 

Mr. Speaker, the best tribute this 
body could pay to small businesses is 
to really listen to their concerns. 
Health care coverage, at the expense of 
one’s job, is not the answer. Let us 
work together for a solution that 
moves us toward universal health care 
coverage, without crippling the Amer- 
ican economy. 


ASSAULT WEAPON BAN PART OF 
A  MULTIFACETED ANTICRIME 
EFFORT 


(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I speak 
today about the assault weapon ban 
measure which will come up shortly. I 
voted for it in subcommittee, again at 
the full committee level, and I intend 
to support it today. 

Many of the arguments are valid on 
both sides of the issue, but one that I 
have heard so much is that these kinds 
of guns fire the same, they have the 
same action and use the same bullets. 
Then the argument goes on that they 
are used for the same purpose. 

Well, the first three of those asser- 
tions I can agree with; the last one, 
“used for the same purpose,” I disagree 
with. The guns, the weapons that we 
would ban today if this bill passes, are 
not used normally by hunters or nor- 
mally by target shooters, but they are 
used normally by people on the streets 
to wreak havoc and to create acts of 
mayhem. 

Another argument I have heard is the 
shrouds and the flash suppressors and 
the pistol grips and folding stocks, that 
they are really only cosmetic additions 
to the weapons. At the full committee 
I asked that very question of the chair- 
man of the committee, "Are these in 
fact cosmetic changes, or do they have 
some substantive facility for the peo- 
ple who would use them for wrong pur- 
poses?" In fact, they do have a use for 
wrong purposes: You can fire more 
quickly, you can do more damage with 
these features than without. 

So at the end of the day, Mr. Speak- 
er, I think that this bill, which only 
prohibits specifically 19 weapons and 
releases 650, is a good piece of legisla- 
tion and is one facet of a multifaceted 
anticrime bill that this Nation very 
much needs. 


CURE WORSE THAN THE DISEASE 


(Mr. HASTERT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, let us 
be sure that when we reform our health 
care system we don’t prescribe a cure 
that is worse than the problem. 
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All studies show that an employer 
mandate is just that—maybe more 
Americans would have health insur- 
ance, but at the same time, more 
Americans would be without jobs. And 
those who would be hit the hardest are 
those who are currently falling 
through the cracks. Job losses would 
be experienced by those working for 
small businesses and part-time and 
low-wage workers. And ironically, the 
self-employed. 

Jobs should not be pitted against 
health care reform. Adding another tax 
on business is not the prescription for 
health care reform. It is time that we 
reject the employer mandate and in- 
stead, enact a commonsense bill that 
treats the real problems. 

Reforming our health care system is 
supposed to cure the patient, not send 
the patient back to the emergency 
room with another illness. 


ASSAULT WEAPONS—THE MACHO 
SYMBOL OF LAWLESSNESS 


(Mr. DERRICK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, last 
Thursday in Easley, SC, staff at a local 
bank reported a man for suspicious be- 
havior. As police officers approached 
the man, he reached into a bag for a 
9mm pistol, whereupon an officer shot 
him. 

In the man’s nearby car police found 
a loaded AK-47 assault rifle with extra 
magazines of ammunition. One officer 
said, "I doubt he was going deer hunt- 
ing." 

Whether the man intended to rob the 
bank, or was merely dangerously in- 
sane, one thing is clear: He knew what 
kind of tools he needed. 

Think of AK-47’s or TEC-9's and you 
think of criminals. You think of vio- 
lence, drive-by shootings, random mur- 
der, destruction. 

These weapons are the macho symbol 
of lawlessness. More and more the law- 
less employ them. It is clear what 
place these weapons have in our soci- 
ety: It is a place of self-destruction. 

Vote to ban these tools of anarchy. If 
we do not, we enshrine this violence in 
our culture. 


A TO Z SPENDING CUTS WOULD 
PRESAGE WELCOME CHANGE 


(Mr. ZELIFF asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Speaker, we were 
tremendously encouraged by the long 
lines yesterday, to sign the A to Z 
spending cuts discharge petition. 

We are convinced that, as we move 
closer to the election cycle, Members 
will hear loud and clear from their con- 
stituents back home, and pay less at- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


tention to the leadership enticements 
that would prevent them from doing 
the right thing. 

We must remember that business as 
usual, has resulted in a $4.5 trillion 
debt. Our annual interest payments are 
now over $200 billion, and slated to hit 
$278 billion by the year 2002. The 
amount of money that we pay for non- 
productive interest payments, exceeds 
our annual expenditure for vital areas, 
such as research into cancer, AIDS, 
and other diseases; interest payments 
exceed our Federal aid to education; 
these interest payments also exceed 
our budgets for other vitally needed 
areas such as environmental protec- 
tion, veterans health care, and our 
widely heralded anticrime efforts. 

It is time for change. We can no 
longer afford business as usual. Sign 
the A to Z discharge petition today. It 
is time to start cutting that $4.5 tril- 
lion debt. 
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SUPPORT H.R. 3527, PUBLIC SAFE- 
TY AND RECREATIONAL FIRE- 
ARMS PROTECTION ACT 


(Ms. FURSE asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to express my strong support for 
H.R. 3527 which would ban 19 assault 
weapons. 

Now I am a gunowner myself, but I 
am not here to express my personal 
opinion. I am here to report why the 
real experts in my district support this 
assault weapon ban. 

I would like to quote Police Chief 
David Bishop: 

I support banning assault weapons. These 
types of weapons create problems on the 
streets for police officers, and unfortunately 
the criminals are often better armed than 
the police. 

Police Chief Charles Moose of Port- 
land: 

These military type weapons have no place 
in our urban communities and should be re- 
moved from our streets. It won't impact our 
hunters or recreational shooters. These guns 
are used to kill people. 

Police Chief Ron Louie: 

Plain and simple, these guns were designed 
to kill humans, not animals. They were de- 
signed for war, not hunting. 

Mr. Speaker, this ban will help fami- 
lies, children. It will give our commu- 
nities the security they deserve. I urge 
my colleagues to vote yes and to sup- 
port our law enforcement community. 


CAMPAIGN REFORM—THE REST OF 
THE STORY 


(Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 
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Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, unlike Paul Harvey, the 
Democrats aren't telling—the rest of 
the story—when it comes to campaign 
finance reform. 

They keep hiding the fact that the 
congressional reform bills will never 
take effect, unless we increase taxes to 
pay for campaigns. 

The bills depend on taxpayer-fi- 
nanced subsidies for candidates, other- 
wise known as welfare for politicians. 
In this morning's Roll Call newspaper, 
the FEC's initial estimate could cost 
taxpayers $117 million. 

Mr. Speaker, good old Uncle Sam is 
going to help voters make up their 
minds about who to support in elec- 
tions—no longer trusting the voters to 
make up their own minds. 

Instead, Congress should encourage 
candidates to seek campaign financing 
from the people who elect them to of- 
fice. This idea was recently supported 
by 70 percent of the American public in 
a recent poll published in the Washing- 
ton Post. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time we go back to 
the table and hammer out real biparti- 
san reform, that Americans can afford 
and deserve. 


UZIS ARE NOT FOR SPORTSMEN 


(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, today 
we are each asked a simple question: 
Do you think we should allow the sale 
of assault weapons to continue un- 
checked? Make no mistake, a no“ 
vote today means that you think it's 
just fine to go ahead and keep flooding 
the streets with these guns by the 
thousands. A “no” vote means, “Yes, I 
saw the news last night, I saw that 
child's life was snuffed out by a stray 
bullet from an Uzi. But you know, they 
are entitled to those Uzis." Well, Mr. 
Speaker, I think most of America says 
they are not. 

Our country has become a battlefield 
and semiautomatic assault weapons 
have become the armaments of choice. 
Far too many people have been killed 
or crippled for us to pretend that these 
weapons are merely for sportsmen and 
hunters. 

Today we are asked to decide wheth- 
er the blood in the streets is simply an 
acceptable loss in the defense of lib- 
erty, or an intolerable slaughter of our 
neighbors and families. Who do you ex- 
pect will thank you for defending—this 
slaughter?—your version of liberty? 
Say no to the killing. Say no to weap- 
ons designed for murder. Say yes to 
life—vote yes on the assault weapons 
ban. 


SOCIAL SECURITY 


(Mr. BLUTE asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
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minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Speaker, a plan un- 
veiled recently by the Ways and Means 
Chairman would cut COLA's and raise 
taxes, yet again, on Social Security 
beneficiaries. 

Wringing more money from the So- 
cial Security system and stealing from 
the pocketbooks of senior citizens is 
not the way to attack our Federal defi- 
cit, and Members should reject such 
proposals out of hand. 

Instead, we should redouble our ef- 
forts to protect the Social Security 
system, and make sure that everyone 
who pays in will benefit from it when 
their time comes. 

Yesterday's approval by the Ways 
and Means Committee of a bill to make 
Social Security an independent agency 
is a step in the right direction. Sepa- 
rating Social Security will protect it 
from politics and budget cuts; it will 
make it more difficult for politicians 
to put their hands into funds which be- 
long to seniors who have paid into the 
system their entire life. 

Let us have an administrator of So- 
cial Security who would have the abil- 
ity to make tough, independent deci- 
sions—reducing fraud and inefficiency. 
This would make Social Security more 
secure in future years. 

I urge all of my colleagues to stand 
up for our seniors by voting to make 
Social Security an independent agency. 
Let us protect the sanctity of the So- 
cial Security system, and restore the 
trust of the American people. 


IMPORTANT VOTE TODAY 


(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
today we will have the opportunity to 
vote for an additional $13 billion in 
spending cuts. This is an important 
vote. With this vote we will go over 
$500 billion in deficit reduction when 
we take last year's $496 billion package 
cut and this additional cut: 

More than $500 billion, one-half tril- 
lion dollars, that the American people 
will not have to pay; 

More than $500 billion, one-half tril- 
lion dollars, that we will not be passing 
along to the next generation; 

More than $500 billion, one-half tril- 
lion dollars, that will cut the fat, but 
not the muscle, out of Federal pro- 


grams. 
Mr. Speaker, let us just hope that the 
Federal Reserve is paying attention. 


NATIONAL DAY OF PRAYER 


(Mr. DUNCAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, today has 
been designated as the National Day of 
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Prayer. Church and religious leaders 
all over the Nation have asked people 
to pray for their families, their friends, 
their Nation. 

I believe that prayer really does 
work. This Nation would be a much 
better place today if we had more peo- 
ple kneeling in prayer. Government 
simply cannot solve all of our prob- 
lems, yet today we seem to have turned 
the Federal Government into some 
type of god. We are placing too much 
faith in men and laws and not enough 
faith in God, and in many social, per- 
sonal and moral ways we are seeing al- 
most a disintegration of our society. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to come to- 
gether as a nation again, and we need 
to remember what the Bible tells us in 
Second Chronicles: 

If my people, which are called by my name, 
shall humble themselves, and pray, and seek 
my face, and turn from their wicked ways, I 
will hear their cries from heaven, and will 
forgive their sin, and heal their land. 

How desperately, Mr. Speaker, our 
Nation needs to be healed today. 
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A CHOICE BETWEEN POLITICAL 
LIVES OF GUN LOBBYISTS OR 
THE LIVES OF POLICEMEN 


(Mr. DURBIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, Congress 
has a choice today on the assault weap- 
ons ban. Members of Congress can 
stand with the gun lobby, or they can 
stand with the police. The well-funded 
National Rifle Association lobbyists 
got up this morning determined to save 
their jobs by threatening Members of 
Congress that a vote for the weapons 
ban would endanger their political 
lives. But thousands of men and women 
also got up this morning, put their 
badges on, their police uniforms on and 
their lives on the line to protect our 
families and our communities. These 
policemen are begging Congress to help 
take these combat weapons off the 
street and out of the hands of the men- 
tally unstable, the criminally violent, 
and the drug gangs. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I say to my col- 
leagues, Take your pick, Members of 
Congress. Protect the political lives of 
gun lobbyists or the lives of policemen 
across America.” 

History will undoubtedly view to- 
day's debate with incredulity if we fail. 
A nation awash in violent crime watch- 
es as its national legislature cannot 
bring itself to prohibit 19 of the most 
dangerous weapons available. Let us 
hope that Congress has the courage 
today to take this small step toward 
making American families a little 
safer. 


REAL CRIME CONTROL 


(Mr. MANZULLO asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 
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Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, this 
proposed ban on so-called assault weap- 
ons will not deter crime in the United 
States. Automatic weapons, or one 
pull, many shots, including machine 
guns, have been banned for 50 years. 
This bill bans one pull, one shot, also 
called semiautomatic firearms purely 
on how they look as opposed to what 
they do. 

The semiautomatic shotgun used by 
the President on a hunting trip last 
winter is more powerful than many so 
called assault weapons banned under 
the bill The lever action Winchester 
rifle used by Chuck Conners is the old 
“Rifleman” television show is more 
powerful than the firearms banned 
under the bill. And, so-called assault 
weapons are used in less than one-half 
of one percent of all violent crimes. 

The week the Rockford, IL City 
Council voted overwhelmingly against 
a similar ban. Those aldermen recog- 
nized, as I do, that such a ban will not 
deter crime. 

What is really offensive is President 
Clinton's proposal to virtually elimi- 
nate mandatory minimum sentences 
for drug traffickers, setting free 16,000 
imprisoned felons. You cannot talk 
about fighting crime while releasing 
drug traffickers. Mr. Speaker, we need 
to focus on the criminals and punish 
them severely. 
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THE WILL OF THE AMERICAN 
PEOPLE—BAN ASSAULT WEAPONS 


(Mr. ENGEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, today the 
American people are waiting with 
bated breath to see if this Congress 
stands with the American people in an 
assault weapons ban or stands with the 
special interests that are desperately 
trying to prevent this body from doing 
the will of the American people. 

Polls have shown that 77 percent of 
Americans want as assault weapons 
ban. Violence is in our streets, violence 
is in our cities and our towns, and yet 
we sit and wring our hands and do not 
react to it at all. 

In the killings on the Long Island 
Railroad, if that person did not have an 
assault weapon, many people would 
still be alive today. 

One percent of all privately owned 
firearms are assault weapons, yet they 
accounted for 8 percent of all firearms 
deaths last year, in 1993. 

These weapons are not for hunting or 
for legitimate sports purposes. They 
are only for one thing—to kill people, 
to be put in the hands of the unstable 
to kill people. The logic that somehow 
the fact that we are not banning all as- 
sault weapons means that we should 
not ban some escapes me. 
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Mr. Speaker, the American people 
are watching. If we do not do what the 
American people want us to do in this 
instance, shame on us all. 


WAR AGAINST DIABETES ESPE- 
CIALLY CRITICAL TO HISPANIC 
COMMUNITIES 


(Mr. BONILLA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, diabetes 
is a tremendous public health problem 
in this country. More than 14 million 
Americans have the disease and nearly 
650,000 new cases will be diagnosed this 
year. Of particular concern to me is the 
disproportionate impact diabetes has 
on racial and ethnic minority popu- 
lations, particularly Hispanics. 

As a child growing up in heavily His- 
panic South San Antonio, I witnessed 
first hand the devastation diabetes can 
render in a community. Many of my 
family members and friends were in- 
flicted with diabetes. In fact, in our 
community it was not just who you 
knew with diabetes but how many peo- 
ple you knew with the disease. 

As an adult, I have witnessed the 
negative impact of diabetes in my own 
congressional district in Texas. The 
district spans 600 miles of border with 
Mexico from El Paso to Laredo and the 
majority of my constituents are His- 
panic. Diabetes has personally touched 
many of their lives. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support those 
programs that identify people with dia- 
betes and provide them with the infor- 
mation they need to prevent the dis- 
ease’s deadly complications. The Divi- 
sion of Diabetes Translation at the 
Centers for Disease Control is an excel- 
lent program of this type. By helping 
States conduct prevention and control 
activities, it has proven to be ex- 
tremely successful in limiting the im- 
pact of diabetes. Another very success- 
ful program which specifically seeks to 
address the impact of diabetes among 
Hispanics is the American Diabetes As- 
sociation’s diabetes assistance and re- 
sources program. 

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to work- 
ing with my colleagues in the House to 
ensure that those programs dealing 
with the treatment, prevention, and 
control of diabetes get the attention 
they deserve. 

Diabetes is the fourth leading cause 
of death by disease in the United 
States, taking the lives of more than 
160,000 Americans annually. More than 
1 million Hispanics, nearly 1 in 10 
adults, have diabetes. These individ- 
uals are at substantial risk for develop- 
ing one or more of the disease’s debili- 
tating complications: kidney disease; 
leg, foot, and toe amputations; blind- 
ness; heart disease; and stroke. More 
than $92 billion is spent each year in 
the fight against diabetes. 
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Fortunately, modern medicine has 
shown that the complications of diabe- 
tes can be avoided with routine preven- 
tive medical care. By maintaining a 
good diet, exercising regularly, and 
stabilizing one's blood glucose levels as 
close to normal as possible, one can 
dramatically reduce the odds of devel- 
oping the  disease's complications. 
However, there are many millions of 
Americans who are not even aware 
that they have diabetes, let alone know 
how to properly manage it. It is criti- 
cal that these people are properly diag- 
nosed and treated. 


BANNING ASSAULT WEAPONS: 
PETTY SYMBOLISM AT ITS WORST 


(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, 
today, the House will take up the 
much-publicized ban on so-called as- 
sault weapons. 

It is important to understand that, 
despite the way it looks, this debate 
has almost nothing to do with assault 
weapons themselves. 

Military-style semiautomatics are no 
more powerful, no more accurate, and 
no more deadly than dozens of other 
firearms that would remain legal under 
this bill. 

Furthermore, according to the FBI 
they are no more likely to be used in 
the commission of crime than other 
guns. 

So why are these weapons being sin- 
gled out by the gun control advocates? 
Simply because they look scary and 
they make great props for soundbite 
politicians. That's it. 

To me, it is totally absurd that while 
hundreds of law-abiding citizens are 
being murdered, raped, and assaulted 
every day by criminals who should be 
in jail, we are debating whether or not 
to ban guns simply because they have 
bayonet mounts. 

Folks this isn't crime control, its 
petty symbolism at its worst, and I for 
one, refuse to be a part of it. 


HEALTH CARE REFORM AND ITS 
IMPACT ON JOBS 


(Mr. GALLO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Speaker, I appre- 
ciate this time to address the economic 
implications of health care reform. 
Whether we mandate employers to pay 
for coverage, control prices of prescrip- 
tion drugs, slash Medicare, or increase 
taxes to reform health care, each of 
these measures will impact jobs. 

I am concerned about the future of a 
health care industry that employs 
nearly 9 million Americans. 

Before we vote on a health care re- 
form plan, we should have in hand an 
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official congressional job impact state- 
ment. Congress should have a clear in- 
dication of how any measure will im- 
pact people's jobs. 

With my colleague from Kansas, JAN 
MEYERS, I have introduced a bill that 
would require that be done—H.R. 3882, 
the Health Care Reform Jobs Preserva- 
tion Act. I urge you to cosponsor this 
bil. The American people deserve to 
know whose jobs might be lost as a re- 
sult reforming the health care system. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 


THURSDAY, MAY 5—TAX FREEDOM 
DAY 


(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise today to remind my col- 
leagues that today, May 5, is a very 
special day. It is Tax Freedom Day. 

What that means is that for the first 
125 days of this year you have been 
earning enough money to pay it all to 
government to pay your taxes. 

How big do we want government to 
be? Think about it. One answer is to 
say Why don't we just borrow more 
money?” 

Well, let me ask the Members a ques- 
tion. Out of all the money lent in this 
country, out of all the money borrowed 
in this country, guess how much money 
government borrows? The answer is; 52 
percent. So guess who is driving up the 
interest rates of this country. The an- 
swer is: government. Government is 
taking 52 percent of all the available 
money, taking it away from people who 
want to use it for a college education, 
for & car, a home, or, more impor- 
tantly, maybe for business expansion. 

We have got to reduce spending. If 
you are an average American, local, 
State and national taxes take 41 cents 
out of every $1 you earn. We have got 
to cut spending. 

Coincidentally, we have a petition 
that would allow this Chamber to vote 
from A to Z to cut spending. Let us be 
fair to the American people. Let us be 
fair to our grandkids. Let us cut spend- 
ing. Let us sign the A to Z petition and 
cut spending. 


PUBLIC SAFETY AND REC- 
REATIONAL FIREARMS USE PRO- 
TECTION ACT 


Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc- 
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 416 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution as fol- 
lows: 

H. Res. 416 

Resolved, 'That at any time after the adop- 
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur- 
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union for 
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consideration of the bill (H.R. 4296) to make 
unlawful the transfer or possession of assault 
weapons. The first reading of the bill shall be 
dispensed with. All points of order against 
consideration of the bill are waived. General 
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed two hours equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi- 
nority member of the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. After general debate the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. The amendment in the nature 
of a substitute recommended by the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary now printed in the bill 
Shall be considered as read. All points of 
order against the committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute are waived. No 
amendment to the committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute and no other 
amendment to the bill shall be in order. At 
the conclusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re- 
port the bill to the House with such amend- 
ment as may have been adopted. The pre- 
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on the bill and any amendment thereto to 
final passage without intervening motion ex- 
cept one motion to recommit with or with- 
out instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI) The gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] is recognized 
for 1 hour. 
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Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 416 is 
a rule providing for the consideration 
of H.R. 4296, the Public Safety and Rec- 
reational Firearms Use Protection Act. 
The rule provides for 2 hours of general 
debate equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Judiciary Committee. 
The rule provides that the Judiciary 
Committee amendment in the nature 
of a substitute now printed in the bill 
shall be considered as read. All points 
of order are waived against the com- 
mittee substitute. The rule provides 
that no amendment to the committee 
substitute nor the bill shall be in order. 
Finally, the rule provides one motion 
to recommit with or without instruc- 
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, the Assault Weapons 
Ban Act would ban the manufacture, 
possession or sale of assault weapons. 
The bill exempts from the ban, weap- 
ons that are already legally owned at 
the time of enactment. In addition, the 
bill is very specific in defining which 
semiautomatic rifles, pistols, and shot- 
guns would be prohibited. The bill ex- 
empts 650 specified sporting guns in- 
cluding Browning and Remington rifles 
and all bolt, pump, slide, and level ac- 
tion guns from the ban. The legislation 
does not affect the use of these weap- 
ons by governmental agencies, such as 
law enforcement officials and the mili- 
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tary. Finally, the bill’s provisions con- 
tain penalties for those who violate the 
ban. 

Mr. Speaker, our Nation is under 
siege. Our emergency rooms are over- 
flowing with victims of gun violence 
from assault weapons. In Los Angeles 
military trauma physicians have been 
recruited in hospitals to relieve the 
workload resulting from gun violence. 
Physicians in these hospitals receive 
practice in treating wounds from high- 
velocity assault weapons—wounds 
similar to the type seen in the Vietnam 
War. 

Mr. Speaker, every year the problem 
of gun violence only seems to get worse 
as more assault weapons find their way 
into the hands of criminals. It is esti- 
mated that there are roughly one mil- 
lion assault weapons in the United 
States. According to the Bureau of Al- 
cohol, Tobacco, and Firearms between 
1990 and 1993, reports of assault weap- 
ons increased by 35 percent. From 1990 
to 1993, the percent of firearms traced 
that were assault weapons rose from 5.9 
percent to 8.1 percent. Since studies 
show that assault weapons make up 
only 1 percent of the firearms in cir- 
culation, assault weapons are in pro- 
portion used more often to commit 
crimes. In fact, these weapons are 18 
times more likely than other guns to 
be cop-killers, and 16 times more likely 
to be traced to crime than other fire- 
arms. 

Mr. Speaker, enough is enough. As- 
sault weapons are used by criminals, 
not hunters or sport shooters. The sole 
purpose of these weapons is to kill a lot 
of people quickly. What was originally 
intended for military combat, has now 
become the weapon of choice for drug 
dealers and gangs. 

These large-capacity ammunition 
weapons have resulted in death and in- 
jury throughout our Nation. Last year 
alone assault weapons resulted in: The 
killing of 6 and the wounding of 19 on 
a Long Island commuter train; the kill- 
ing of 2 CIA workers and the wounding 
of 3 others in McLean, VA; the killing 
of 8 and the wounding of 6 in a San 
Francisco high-rise office building, and 
the list goes on. 

Foreign nations are now issuing trav- 
el advisories to warn their citizens 
about traveling to our Nation due sole- 
ly to the epidemic of gun violence. And 
foreign visitors are not the only ones 
fearful, most U.S. citizens experience 
this same fear daily. My own constitu- 
ents who live in small rural towns now 
rate crime as the No. 1 issue. 

Mr. Speaker, according to a recent 
Washington Post editorial: 

One of the lamest excuses a House member 
can parrot from the {assault weapons ban op- 
ponents] is that there's no difference be- 
tween assault-style weapons and the fire- 
arms of sporting. If this is so, why are law 
enforcement groups from coast to coast 
pleading for passage of a bill to ban the sale 
of 19 specific models? Who's more believ- 
able—the cops who are out there dealing 
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with armed criminals everywhere, or rep- 
resentatives of the weapons manufacturers 
worldwide who promote anything with a 
trigger? 

The Assault Weapons Ban Act has 
the support of every major law enforce- 
ment group including the National As- 
sociation of Police Organization, the 
National Sheriffs’ Association, Police 
Executive Research Forum, Police 
Foundation, Police Management Asso- 
ciation, the International Brotherhood 
of Police Officers, the International 
Association of Chiefs of Police, and the 
Federal Law Enforcement Officers. 

In addition, organizations represent- 
ing education, children, the medical 
community, social services providers, 
civic groups, lawyers, clergy, and gov- 
ernment have voiced their support for 
a ban on assault weapons. Groups such 
as the American Bar Association, 
American Nurses Association, Amer- 
ican Public Health Association, Amer- 
ican Academy of Pediatrics, Inter- 
national Ladies Garment Workers 
Union, U.S. Conference of Mayors, Na- 
tional League of Cities, National Asso- 
ciation of Counties, League of Women 
Voters, AFL-CIO, National Urban 
League, NAACP, Handgun Control, and 
the National Education Association all 
support the bill. 

The bill has also been endorsed by 
three former Presidents including Ron- 
ald Reagan, Jimmy Carter, and Gerald 
Ford. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
are demanding an end to the growing 
epidemic of gun violence. H.R. 4296 can- 
not end all the violence brought on by 
guns, but it is a step in the right direc- 
tion. In California where assault weap- 
ons are now banned, preliminary sta- 
tistics indicate that it has slowed down 
the growth in the use of these weapons 
as compared to the rest of the Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time to take back 
our streets from the criminals and to 
end the carnage that has made us all 
prisoners of our own fear. We cannot 
wait any longer. House Resolution 416 
is a fair rule that will enable us to con- 
sider this very important legislation. I 
urge my colleagues to support the rule 
and the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
this rule and the bill it makes in order. 

This bill is misguided because it pe- 
nalizes good law-abiding American citi- 
zens, not the criminals who are the 
cause of the problem. The criminals 
will ignore this law. The law abiding 
will have their rights taken away. 

In the Rules Committee yesterday I 
moved to make in order a substitute 
for this bill offered by the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM]. 

The McCollum substitute is a ration- 
al solution to the problem of gun vio- 
lence. It provides mandatory prison 
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terms for use of a firearm during a 
State crime of violence or State drug 
trafficking crime. 

This approach penalizes the criminal 
who is guilty of abusing a gun, not law- 
abiding American citizens. 

My motion was turned down in the 
Rules Committee and the main objec- 
tion was that the substitute would 
have required a waiver of points of 
order. But, Mr. Speaker, this rule be- 
fore us today waives all points of order 
against consideration of the bill and 
also waives all points of order against 
the committee substitute. 

Why should our substitute not have 
been given the same waiver? The rule 
also prohibits all other amendments. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is the second 
shoe to drop on the way to taking away 
the right of Americans to bear arms. 
The first shoe to drop was the Brady 
bill which was signed into law last No- 
vember. Mark my words, this will turn 
out to be a centipede with a lot of 
shoes. 

If this bill is passed, there will soon 
be another one cutting away a little 
more of the right to bear arms provided 
under the second amendment to the 
Constitution. 

The ironic part of this is that many 
of the same people who are cutting 
away our rights under the second 
amendment, are the ones who would be 
most insistent about protecting rights 
under the first amendment, like free 
speech. All of our rights under the U.S. 
Constitution should be protected, not 
just ones that the current President 
happens to favor. 

Mr. Speaker, supporters of this bill 
have given the impression that weap- 
ons banned by this bill produce a spray 
of bullets. This is just not the case. 
The firearms banned in this bill are not 
machine guns. Machine guns are al- 
ready restricted by law. The guns being 
banned in this bill are semiautomatic 
and fire only one shot with each pull of 
the trigger. 

They are useful for target shooting, 
self-defense, and hunting, just as other 
firearms are. 

Moreover, the supporters of this bill 
repeatedly make reference to the 19 
weapons which are specifically banned 
under this bill. But the actual number 
which would be banned is much greater 
than that. 

In the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of May 
2 Senator LARRY CRAIG inserted cor- 
respondence with the Director of the 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Fire- 
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arms, concluding that the actual num- 
ber of weapons banned under Senate 
language similar to this bill is approxi- 
mately 180, not just the 19 often cited 
by supporters of this bill. 

Some supporters of this bill give the 
impression that so-called assault weap- 
ons are used in a large percentage of 
crimes. But I would like to cite an un- 
impeachable source, namely the chair- 
man of the House Judiciary Commit- 
tee, my good friend JACK BROOKS, who 
in dissenting views accompanying this 
bill notes a number of relevant facts. 

For example, Chairman BROOKS 
points out that most of the firearms la- 
beled as assault weapons in this bill are 
rifles—yet rifles are the category of 
firearms used least often in the com- 
mission of violent crimes. 

The next fact which should be kept in 
mind is this. The FBI Uniform Crime 
Reports, 1992, the most recent com- 
prehensive data available, shows that 
rifles of any description are used in 
only 3.1 percent of homicides, while 
knives are used in 14.5 percent of homi- 
cides. This means that knives are used 
in more than four times as many homi- 
cides as all rifles, not just rifles banned 
in this bill. 

But there is more. It turns out that 
fists and feet are used in 5 percent of 
all homicides. When are we going to 
ban those? Also blunt objects are used 
in another 5 percent of homicides. Are 
we going to ban rocks, for example? 

Professor Gary Kleck, of Florida 
State University, the 1993 recipient of 
the American Society of Criminology's 
Hindelang Award, estimates that only 
one half of one percent of violent 
crimes are committed with assault 
weapons. This bill is clearly missing 
the target, Mr. Speaker. 

But there is more. Right here in 
Washington, DC, which has the highest 
per capita rate of homicides of any 
major city in the United States, be- 
tween 1980 and 1993 there occurred only 
four rifle related homicides out of a 
total of more than 4,200 homicides in 
the period according to the metropoli- 
tan police. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a problem with 
crime out there, but this bill is not the 
solution. It is not even a meaningful 
part of the solution. 

Mr. Speaker, the actual purpose of 
this bill is to direct attention away 
from the real cause of crime, namely, 
the criminal. This bill is part of an 
agenda which advances the notion that 
things other than the criminal—such 
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as guns, root causes, or sociological 
conditions—are the cause of crime. 

If Congress adopts the theory that 
limiting access to firearms reduces 
crime, there will be increasing pressure 
to ban more and more of them. Eventu- 
ally the right to bear arms will be nul- 
lified. 


At the same time murder and may- 
hem will continue, because we are fail- 
ing to do the things that need to be 
done to deter crime, take criminals off 
the street and keep them off the street. 

The House had an opportunity to get 
tough on crime when the Republican 
anticrime agenda was offered a few 
weeks ago. 

It included such things as prison con- 
struction combined with truth in sen- 
tencing, a workable death penalty, and 
reform of the exclusionary rule. That 
bill was the way to reduce crime. This 
bill is not. 

In the Rules Committee yesterday 
there was another opportunity to do 
something real about crime, when the 
McCollum substitute was offered. But 
that opportunity was voted down. 

This bill is a step in the wrong direc- 
tion, that is, taking away the constitu- 
tional rights of American citizens. And 
the sad part is that crime will still be 
just as much of a problem if this bill is 
passed as it is now. This bill should be 
defeated. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the following information: 
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur- 
poses of debate only, I yield 1% min- 
utes to the gentleman from Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr. FOGLIETTA]. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Speaker, There 
is an old joke about a lawyer who is 
representing the owner of a dog that 
bit somebody. First, he says the dog 
did not bite the man. When that does 
not work, he says that the client did 
not own a dog. And when that does not 
work, he says that the dog was not a 
dog. 

That is exactly what the National 
Rifle Association is doing. First, they 
said that assault weapons do not kill 
people, people kill people. When that 
did not work, they said that these as- 
sault weapons are not assault weapons. 
When that did not work, they said that 
there is no such thing as a semi-auto- 
matic assault weapon. 

Well, to go back to that old expres- 
sion: These dogs won't hunt. 

It is so rare that we deal with issues 
that are so clear cut, that make such 
basic common sense. These are weap- 
ons of war and now the artillery of the 
drug trade. Let me tell you about one 


story from my city I heard from my 
district attorney. It happened last 
year. Four men, three of them broth- 
ers, were standing on a corner in west 
Philadelphia. They were not involved 
in crime; they were just on the wrong 
corner at the wrong time. Because, it 
was a drug corner, and they were get- 
ting in the way of business. 

Four of the men who controlled the 
corner arrived, all armed, one with an 
M-11. They opened fire. Nineteen shells 
were recovered from the M-ll. Two 
men died. One brother is confined to a 
wheelchair. One man was shot eight 
times and, remarkably, survived. 

I have said enough. Let us vote for 
the rule, and then vote to rid our 
streets of these killing machines. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2% minutes to a very distinguished 
member of the Committee on Rules, 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
Goss], who has to go back up to the 
Committee on Rules, which is meeting 
right now. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, today’s dis- 
cussion presents a unique legislative 
situation. While technically H.R. 4296 
is a free-standing bill, there are many 
strings attached. The fact is, H.R. 4296 
is a vehicle for this House to clearly 
state its will on a selective assault 


weapon ban, not to tinker with the fine 
print of such a proposal. I understand 
the benefits of focusing on the broad 
philosophical issue: Will this ban on se- 
lected assault weapons help to reduce 
violent crime in our communities? Sta- 
tistics and evidentiary experience show 
the answer is no. But this rule pre- 
cludes discussion of the other half of 
this crucial question: Wouldn’t the 
guarantee of tougher penalties do more 
to reduce violent crime in our commu- 
nities? I am convinced the answer to 
that question is a resounding yes. 
Many of us who feel this selective gun 
ban will prove ineffective in combating 
crime believe very strongly that tough 
and consistent penalties for abuse of 
firearms will work. Yet, under this 
rule, the House is denied the chance to 
debate Mr. MCCOLLUM’s proposal to en- 
sure tough, mandatory, minimum sen- 
tences for possession and use of guns in 
the commission of a crime. 

Most law enforcement officials tell 
us that assault weapons are not the 
key to crime in this country—in fact, 
even proponents of this bill know that 
assault weapons are responsible for 
only a small fraction of all violent 
crimes. We have failed to hold people 
accountable for their actions—we have 
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failed to guarantee that heinous crimes 
and violence will lead to sure, swift, 
and stringent penalties. We have failed 
to make sure that crime in this coun- 
try will not pay. In the Rules Commit- 
tee, we were told that Mr. MCCOLLUM’s 
proposal for mandating tough mini- 
mum sentences in cases of unlawful ac- 
tivity with guns is nongermane or, not 
relevant to this discussion. In my view, 
this ban on certain, selected assault 
weapons is nongermane and not rel- 
evant to solving our very serious crime 
problem in this country. 

Mr. Speaker, a 1990 Florida commis- 
sion studied the merits of a ban on as- 
sault weapons, and concluded that such 
a ban would have no impact on crime- 
related deaths in our State. In fact, an 
informal survey of law-enforcement of- 
ficials in southwest Florida confirms 
that only three deaths can be traced to 
assault weapons—although they are 
not necessarily those on the select ban 
list—and one of those deaths was a sui- 
cide. Americans have a constitutional 
right to own guns for self-protection, 
for deterence, for hunting, for target 
sport shooting, for collection, and for 
other lawful activity. I make a very 
clear distinction between ownership 
and use of those weapons. Sadly, a se- 
lective ban on assault weapons will not 
stop criminals from getting their hands 
on deadly weapons and committing 
deadly crimes. What it will do is fur- 
ther restrict law-abiding folks from 
going about their business. 

Mr. Speaker, the understandable pas- 
sions and thoughtful, sincere concern 
on both sides of this debate dem- 
onstrate the true problem: Americans 
are fed up with being afraid—we have 
had enough of our misguided and inef- 
fective criminal justice system, which 
is sending the signal that crime in 
America still does pay. 

So as we struggle to make our neigh- 
borhoods safe once again for law-abid- 
ing citizens—let us not be fooled by 
high-profile, but unfulfillable promises. 

I wish I could believe that this ban 
will reduce violent crime. But after lis- 
tening to the arguments on both sides 
and looking at the facts of crime in 
this country, I am convinced the crimi- 
nals will go right on committing vio- 
lent crimes and they will still be able 
to get their hands on guns—selective 
ban or no selective ban. Who knows, 
some may actually become emboldened 
by knowing that their law-abiding vic- 
tims will not be able to match their 
firepower. In the end, this bill asks 
Americans to give up part of their free- 
dom. But what do Americans get in re- 
turn? I am afraid it will be little and 
we will have once again missed the 
chance to do something significant to 
stop crime. I oppose this rule and will 
vote no“ on H.R. 4296. 


QO 1230 


Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur- 
poses of debate only I yield 2 minutes 
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to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Politics of guns. 
Politics of guns. Tough issue. Congress 
has traditionally put this sensitive and 
tough political issue on automatic 
pilot. 

Mr. Speaker, the truth is today Air 
Force One has taken leadership and 
they are bringing it down to Earth by 
calling for a vote. I want to give Presi- 
dent Clinton credit today. He is going 
out politically on a limb and, Congress, 
if you are not prepared at some time in 
your life to go out on a limb, you will 
never collect the fruit and if there is a 
time to go out on the limb politically, 
today, is that day. 

Mr. Speaker, I am a former sheriff 
and let me say this: The second amend- 
ment to the Constitution makes sure 
that Americans can bear arms and 
have the right to protect themselves, 
but the Constitution never intended for 
individuals to strap a stinger missile 
on their back and then cite the second 
amendment privilege. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a reality here, 
a real reality. I have a gun, and if I 
catch somebody in my house at 3 
o'clock in the morning, I hope I have 
the drop on them and I am not going to 
ask them if they are there from the 
local welcome wagon. But there is a 
limit here, folks. You do not have to 
give up your assault weapon, America. 
If you have one, you can keep it. And if 
you decide to sell it to another sports- 
man, there are provisions that you can 
do that. But I am going to submit a bill 
and ask our Congress to authorize that 
the President, the NRA, the police, and 
the Congress all get together and de- 
velop a plan about guns that America 
can live with, live with. 

Mr. Speaker, we are getting phone 
calls from people who say “no” and 
they mean well, and they are good 
Americans, but we are not getting calls 
from the grave sites and cemeteries all 
over America today. 

Mr. Speaker, today we have got to 
stand up, we have a President who has 
come out and shown some courage. Let 
us stand with the President today. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. QUILLEN], the distinguished 
ranking member emeritus of our Com- 
mittee on Rules. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the bill itself. I think it will be another 
foot in the door if it passes to do away 
with all guns, any brand, any kind 
whatsoever. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the American 
people are entitled by the second 
amendment of the Constitution to bear 
arms. I oppose the measure on its final 
vote and urge my colleagues to do like- 
wise. 

Mr. Speaker, I said on the floor when 
the Brady bill was up that I believed 
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we would have other measures before 
us to ban any kind of guns and weap- 
ons. These assault weapons are used by 
many people for target practice, sports 
competitions, collections, and for other 
good purposes. It is a shame and a dis- 
grace to kill anybody, and I do not con- 
done that, nobody does. 

Mr. Speaker, again I urge my col- 
leagues to vote no“ on the final pas- 
sage of this measure. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur- 
poses of debate only, I yield 1% min- 
utes to the gentleman from Maine [Mr. 
ANDREWS]. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Speak- 
er, this Chamber is very, very close to 
doing the right thing and passing the 
assault weapons ban. This vote could 
very well be decided this afternoon by 
those in this body who want to do the 
right thing and vote for this bill but 
who are feeling enormous political 
pressure from some very powerful in- 
terests. My colleagues have probably 
heard from these interests, have prob- 
ably heard the passage of this bill is a 
slippery slope that could end up in the 
banning of hunting rifles from law- 
abiding citizens. 

Mr. Speaker, I am here to say that 
nothing could be farther from the 
truth. Hunting is a strong tradition 
and heritage in my State of Maine. 
There are many thousands of hunting 
sportsmen and women who own and use 
firearms, they are responsible citizens 
and should not have to worry if politi- 
cians or bureaucrats from Washington 
are going to deny them or their chil- 
dren the right to own their firearm and 
carry on this proud tradition and herit- 
age. But let us be clear. This vote is 
not about the firearms used by hunters 
in Maine and America. It is a vote to 
ban from our streets military assault 
weapons that were designed to kill on- 
rushing enemy troops in close combat, 
killing machines designed to kill large 
numbers of people in very short periods 
of time. 

Mr. Speaker, the National Rifle Asso- 
ciation provides some very important 
services. Growing up I learned to shoot 
safely and responsibly through an NRA 
gun safety instruction program, but on 
this issue they are dead wrong. There 
is a great deal of difference between re- 
sponsible sportsmen and women of 
Maine and America and the gangs, drug 
dealers, and drug-crazed criminals that 
roam the main streets of America, 
turning them into killing fields with 
these powerful assault weapons. 

Mr. Speaker, the line must be drawn; 
protecting the rights and heritage of 
sportsmen and women in States like 
Maine while addressing the terror of 
military assault weapons on our 
streets. That is exactly what — bill 
is designed to do. I urge its 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Miami, 
FL, Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART, à very 
distinguished new Member of this 
House. 
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Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, 
this bill reminds me of the anecdote, 
the man gets home, finds his wife being 
unfaithful on the sofa, mobilizes to sell 
the sofa and prohibit all sofas. 

The issue, Mr. Speaker, is not to sell 
or prohibit the sofa where 3 percent of 
the matter occurs or to prohibit the 
beds where 97 percent of the matter 
may occur. The issue is the need to 
take strong and nonhypocritical meas- 
ures to prevent the action from occur- 
ring, not this fatally flawed legislation 
which is in effect hypocritical. 

Mr. Speaker, let me show two photo- 
graphs here, One of these weapons is 
prohibited by this bill; the other one is 
not. The crucial issue here is that the 
weapon that is prohibited by this bill is 
made in the United States of America. 
The other one is a Chinese Communist 
produced, with slave labor, weapon. 
This very lethal weapon produced in 
Communist China, the SKS, will con- 
tinue to be available, and few measures 
would help the Communist Chinese 
weapons manufacturing business that, 
as I said, utilizes slave labor and takes 
advantage of most-favored-nation sta- 
tus with the United States more than 
this hypocritical legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to call this leg- 
islation what it really is: The Com- 
munist Chinese Slave Labor Gun Man- 
ufacturing Relief Act. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not serious crime 
fighting legislation. There are serious 
business undercurrents in this legisla- 
tion; serious business undercurrents. 
People that apparently do not have the 
power here, the business power to have 
gotten out of the legislation are in the 
legislation. I know the Communist Chi- 
nese whom we are being very nice to in 
our commercial dealings in the United 
States, they are not prohibited, and I 
have here the photograph of the Com- 
munist Chinese weapon, and there are 
others. There are others that I have 
not been able to get a straight answer 
about that also will be able to be im- 
ported and sold in this Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not a serious 
measure. I have supported all serious 
gun control legislation like the Brady 
bill to keep guns out of the hands of 
felons and to prevent crimes of passion, 
but this is hypocritical. This is window 
dressing and it should be defeated. 
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Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur- 
poses of debate only, I yield 1% min- 
utes to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. NADLER]. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
is a good first step toward what I hope 
will one day be a more comprehensive 
Federal system of gun control legisla- 
tion—a system that does not prohibit 
sportsmen from hunting but does pro- 
tect our citizens from mayhem in the 
Streets. This bill prohibits military 
style assault weapons that spray a 
large number of rounds in a relatively 
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short period of time. These weapons 
and large-capacity clips have no legiti- 
mate civilian use, period. They are use- 
less to hunters—five rounds fired into a 
duck will only make duck soup. They 
are military weapons designed for use 
against people—they are perfect for 
wiping out an opposing gang, arming a 
paramilitary organization, or shooting 
yeshiva students on a bridge. 

These weapons of war are the guns of 
choice of terrorists and criminals. 
They have names like Striker 12" and 
“Street Sweeper." I can assure my col- 
leagues that these military style weap- 
ons are not being used to sweep the 
streets of New York City of deer. 
"Street Sweepers," Uzis, AK-47's, and 
similar assault weapons are sweeping 
our children off street corners. 

Mr. Speaker, the people I represent 
are tired of attending the funerals of 
children murdered with these legally 
available weapons of war. We have been 
subjected to a lot of rhetoric about the 
rights of gunowners. On behalf of my 
neighbors, I am here today to speak on 
behalf of the right of law-abiding, tax- 
paying citizens to go to work, to 
school, and to the corner store without 
being slaughtered by weapons of war. 

In Brooklyn, just last week, a gun 
battle erupted in which police officers 
were outgunned by narcotics dealers, 
one carrying a TEC-9. In Buffalo, there 
have been four assault weapons inci- 
dents and two deaths from assault 
weapons in the first 4 months of 1994. 
Firearm deaths now surpass motor ve- 
hicle fatalities in my home State of 
New York. 

Polls have consistently shown that 
between 77 and 80 percent of Americans 
support this bill, as do more than 90 
percent of New York City residents. 
Former Presidents Carter, Ford, and 
Reagan support this bill. In my State, 
all those charged with law enforce- 
ment, from the attorney general to the 
Association of New York State District 
Attorneys, to the New York State As- 
Sociation of Chiefs of Police, to the 
New York County District Attorney, 
support this bill. Let us stop the kill- 
ing. Let us take the first step. Let us 
pass this bill. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin  [Mr. 
BARCA]. 

Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise in strong opposition to this 
rule. 

Too often, the House has a closed rule, al- 
lowing for no amendments, even in situations 
when legislation has not been considered be- 
fore the House. 

With an issue of this significance it is par- 
ticularly egregious. It is clear that there are 
significant concerns in this bill that must be 
addressed and with this rule those concerns 
cannot be considered. 

In fact, the Chairman has circulated a letter 
to Members of the House from the conference 


committee supporting a reporting change that 
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needs to be made in this legislation. While | 
support this reporting change by the con- 
ference committee, this should have been 
done by amendment on the House floor. Addi- 
tionally, other concerns should be equally con- 
sidered by the Members on the floor. There- 
fore, it is important that we vote down this 
rule. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. ScHIFF], a very distin- 
guished former prosecutor, a Member 
of this House and a member of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
correct five misstatements about this 
bill and the weapons it contains that 
have already been made on the House 
floor this morning. 

First, these are not assault weapons. 
True assault weapons are true military 
weapons. That means pull the trigger 
once, or they have the capacity to set 
and pull the trigger once, and it con- 
tinuously fires. Such weapons are al- 
ready banned. 

These are semiautomatic weapons. 
That means pull the trigger once, it 
fires once. 

Second, these are not battlefield or 
combat weapons. None of these weap- 
ons are issued by any standing army on 
Earth. 

Third, the claim is that this bill bans 
19 and only 19 weapons. That is not cor- 
rect. This bill bans a specific list of 19 
weapons plus any other firearm that 
meets certain other criteria. Such cri- 
teria can be that it has the capacity for 
holding à bayonet. 

When was the last time criminals 
launched a bayonet charge at anybody? 

Fourth, these weapons are not more 
effective at killing than any other kind 
of weapon. Obviously whether a weapon 
has a bayonet mount or not has noth- 
ing to do with how it fires. The proof 
could have been arranged by the pro- 
ponents of this bill, and it was not. 
They could have staged a range test. 
They could have publicly demonstrated 
in à comparison between what they 
call assault weapons and other weapons 
how the assault weapon is able to fire 
better, faster, more accurately. They 
have not done it, because they cannot 
do it. 

Finally, the claim has been made 
there is no valid use for these weapons 
other than committing crimes. This 
may become the most important part 
of the bill, because if the proponents 
believe their rhetoric, why do they ex- 
empt all of what they call assault 
weapons from confiscation today? 
What this bill is, is the future manu- 
facture of these weapons is banned. 

If these weapons were only used by 
criminals, if these weapons had no law- 
abiding purpose, which we have just 
heard over and over again, would it not 
be logical to say they should be banned 
right now? They do not say it, because 
a million law-abiding Americans do 
own them right now. 
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Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur- 
poses of debate only, I yield 1% min- 
utes to the gentlewoman from New 
York [Ms. SLAUGHTER]. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to begin by say- 
ing that more New Yorkers die on a 
yearly basis from gunshot wounds than 
die from vehicular accidents, and that 
the cost to the American health care 
system from gunshot wounds is $1.4 bil- 
lion a year and rising. 

Mr. Speaker, whatever the gun advo- 
cates say, the facts prove a different 
Story: when a firearm is used for crime, 
it is 19 times more likely to be an as- 
sault weapon than some other type of 
gun. When a police officer is shot to 
death, it is 18 times more likely that 
an assault weapon was used. These 
deadly machines are the armament of 
choice for the gangsters and the drug 
dealers infesting our neighborhoods. 

It is clear why criminals prefer as- 
sault weapons. Their rapid rate of fire 
and their random spray make them the 
most dangerous and fearsome guns 
around. In just five horrible seconds, 
an Uzi can fire 30 bullets. In the under- 
world of gang warfare, this destructive 
power is the key to success. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
are fed up with teenaged tyrants pack- 
ing AK-47's. They are fed up with the 
crazed loners who randomly fire as- 
sault weapons to terrorize schoolyards 
and offices and commuter trains. Par- 
ents are fed up with sending their chil- 
dren out into streets that have become 
war zones. 

Assault weapons are not used pri- 
marily for target shooting or for hunt- 
ing. 

Mr. Speaker, hunters in my district 
say they would certainly not go hunt- 
ing with one unless they were hunting 
for hamburger. 

They are used to intimidate and to 
murder. They were designed for com- 
bat. They have no place in our society. 

Banning them means saving lives, 
and do not let anyone tell you other- 
wise. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let me 
say I think this is a very sad day for 
this House on two standards. It is a sad 
day procedurally, and it is a sad day in 
substance. 

Let me talk first about procedure. 
After 40 years of the Democrats con- 
trolling the House, as they get further 
and further away from normal Ameri- 
cans and from the average citizens, 
they more and more rig the game by 
restricting rules. 

Back in 1977 and 1978, only 15 percent 
of the rules were restrictive; 85 percent 
were open. Today in this Congress so 
far, 79 percent of the rules, virtually 4 
out of every 5, are restricted by the 
Democrats because they are afraid. 

Let us take this bill. The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM], a mem- 
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ber of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
of great standing, a man who knows 
the subject, had a very powerful 
amendment which would have focused 
on violent criminals, which would 
have, in fact, added a new felony for 
possessing one of these firearms in the 
commission of a crime, would have 
counted it as the second strike towards 
a three strikes and you go to life im- 
prisonment, would have made this bill 
not just harass the middle class, irri- 
tate people who honestly own a gun, 
but actually go after violent criminals: 
lock them up, do something real about 
the dangerous people who haunt our 
streets. Because the truth is if you 
were to take every weapon mentioned 
today off the street, you would have 
pistols, you would have guns that work 
precisely like these, that are in fact 
specifically exempted by this bill, 650 
kinds of guns specifically exempted, 
and the dangerous criminal, the one 
who shoots everybody in the liquor 
store, and I just want to continue to 
make the point that after 40 years of 
Democratic Party control of this 
House, the Committee on Rules and the 
Democratic leadership were so afraid 
that an amendment aimed at locking 
up violent criminals would pass, that 
the people in this country would insist 
that we focus on the people who are 
violent, that we take them off the 
street, that we lock them up perma- 
nently, that they refused to make it in 
order. 
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Not only do they refuse to make it in 
order under the normal amending proc- 
ess, but they restricted the Repub- 
licans from their right to offer a mo- 
tion to recommit with instructions. 

Now, why is the Democratic leader- 
ship so afraid that we will focus on 
locking up real criminals? Because 
they know that what they brought to 
the floor today is a press release; it is 
not involving real crimes, involving 
real people, because real murderers, 
such as the man who killed Polly Klaas 
can use a variety of weapons. For Polly 
Klaas the knife that that man held was 
an assault weapon. 

The fact is that real criminals, real 
murders, real rapists do a variety of 
evil things because we refuse to build 
prisons, we refuse to pass the sen- 
tences, we refuse to insist on locking 
them up. I think that it is sad com- 
mentary on the Democratic leadership, 
after 40 years, that they were afraid to 
allow their Members to face a vote on 
locking up violent criminals, and I 
think it is a fatal flaw of this bill that 
it does not focus on the criminal, it 
does not focus on the act of violence, it 
does not focus on the people who are 
doing things wrong; it just tries to give 
those people who have refused to do 
that a nice press release to send back 
home saying, Oh, I am really tough.” 
The truth is no people are going to be 
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saved by this because the really violent 
are going to get other weapons and are 
going to do what they do as long as we 
allow them to stay on the street. 

I think there are two crimes in- 
volved: The violent crime on the street, 
and the crime against decent 
participatory legislation by this Com- 
mittee on Rules once again passing a 
closed rule out that blocks the Mem- 
bers from having an honest chance to 
amend. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur- 
poses of debate only, I yield 1% min- 
utes to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. TUCKER]. 

Mr. TUCKER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
rule and in support of the bill and hope 
that it will meet final passage. We have 
here a lot of rhetoric today from the 
other side about the fact that we want 
to be concerned about the criminals 
and if in fact we are serious about 
crime, that we should be concerned 
about the criminals. Just a couple of 
weeks ago, when we had a crime bill 
here on the floor of the House, Mr. 
Speaker, the same people who are giv- 
ing us that rhetoric today were very 
hesitant about providing prevention 
money. They think that the answer to 
the concerns for the criminal is just to 
build more prisons. Mind you, if we 
have more crime and more criminals, 
we have to have more prisons. 

But if we are really concerned about 
the crime in this country, certainly we 
should be trying to treat crime futuris- 
tically and prospectively and providing 
more prevention money so that we can 
get to the root cause of crime instead 
of just housing more criminals in pris- 
ons, which are a festering hole for 
crime, so that when they get back out 
on the streets they are just more hard- 
ened than they were when they got in. 

What this bill is really about is not 
the criminals, whether criminals are 
going to have access to AK-47's in a 
black market. What it is really about 
is those people who want the right to 
bear arms. This bill does not prevent 
those who are already existing gun 
owners of street sweepers and AK-47's 
from relinquishing those guns; they 
can still continue to own them, it is 
grandfathered in. 

What it is talking about is a ces- 
sation and a rescission of the manufac- 
turing, so that we will stop the con- 
tinuation of all these guns proliferat- 
ing out on our streets. 

If one or two lives can be saved, Mr. 
Speaker, then it is certainly worth it. 
The Constitution is not in jeopardy, 
their rights are not in jeopardy, but 
certainly crime and violence can be 
abated by the passage of this bill. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to one of our newer Members, 
the distinguished gentleman from Ar- 
kansas [Mr. DICKEY]. 

Mr. DICKEY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 
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We have before us this gun control 
amendment. In the backdrop, let us 
imagine that there is a special interest 
lobbyist group that we will call the 
Right to Crime. This group is made up 
of criminals everywhere, past and 
present, and new members are being re- 
cruited every day even as we speak. 
Now, what does this Right to Crime or- 
ganization have to sell? Well, they 
really have some momentum going for 
them. They have not had to work too 
hard to accomplish the following in 5 
or 6 short years: 

First, assert and reinforce the im- 
pression that they are victims; second, 
completely submerge the absence of 
rights they gave to the victims at the 
time of the crime; third, lessen the 
consequences of their acts by making 
it hard to get conviction, give the 
criminal, the members of this lobbyist 
group an easy time in prison, gym- 
nasiums, weight rooms, college schol- 
arships, color TV's, Walkmans, access 
to the courts at will, and medical care, 
the very finest, on demand, and an 
early release from their sentence after 
their minor inconveniences, and also 
the freedom to do it again. 

What diversion does this group, the 
Right to Crime, use? First, they direct 
attention to emotionalism rather than 
justice, they give high visibility to Jim 
Brady and others rather than talking 
about justice. Second, they direct at- 
tention to less than 1 percent of the 
crime as being caused by these semi- 
automatic weapons rather than enforc- 
ing the laws when people violate them 
with guns. Third, they direct attention 
to the NRA when they cannot explain 
the failure of the gun control laws in 
Washington, DC, New York City, or 
when they are faced with the state- 
ment of the proposition that the sec- 
ond amendment is being abolished. 

Fourth, try to get us to believe that 
guns kill people, not people killing peo- 
ple. Fifth, try to describe the guns as 
ugly while hiding the fact that it is the 
criminal who is ugly. 

Sixth, try to say that this is not a 
progression toward full gun registra- 
tion and control, when in fact we have 
not forgotten the same words when 
they were said about the Brady bill. 

For the people who feel estranged 
from this Government, for the respect 
of our Constitution, and for our rights 
and control of our lives, vote against 
this bill and the amendment. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman who has the privilege of rep- 
resenting, among other parts of Ken- 
tucky, Southgate, his home town in 
Kentucky, the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. BUNNING]. 

Mr. BUNNING. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the rule and the bill, H.R. 4296. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to H.R. 
4296, the misguided attempt to ban so-called 
assault weapons. 
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A couple weeks ago, when we were consid- 
ering the crime bill, we had an opportunity to 
do something about crime—to get tough on 
crime—but the majority of the Members of this 
body weaseled out. 

We had the chance to enact truth in sen- 
tencing guidelines, reform of the exclusionary 
rule, real habeous corpus reform and a work- 
able death S that would have 
made a difference. This body refused to do 
that. This body refused to get tough on crimi- 
nals and now it wants to change the subject 
and get tough on guns. 

H.R. 4296, is a circus sideshow. It will do 
nothing to reduce crime. It is simply one more 
bite into personal freedom, one more expan- 
sion of the Federal Government's role in our 
personal lives and one more nibble into the 
right to bear arms. 

The notion that assault weapons are dis- 
proportionately used in crime is unsubstan- 
tiated. Criminals rarely use semiautomatic ri- 
fles. The ATF recently estimated that there 
was roughly one assault weapon trace for 
every 4,000 violent crimes reported to the po- 
lice. Clearly these are not the weapons of 
choice for criminals. 

Gun bans do not work. They disarm the 
law-abiding citizens—not the criminals. 

And make no mistake about it, this is not 
the last we will hear from the gun-control 
crowd. If we pass this measure, they are not 
going to fold their tents and go home satisfied. 
They are going to be back wanting more and 
more and ever more restrictions on guns. 
Their eventual goal is registration and 
confiscation. 

If we pass this bill today, we will be setting 
a dangerous precedent that could lead us 
down a very slippery slope. Once Congress 
adopts the theory that limiting access to fire- 
arms reduces crime, there will be tremendous 
pressure to ban more and more of them until 
the right to bear arms is effectively nullified. 

| urge my colleagues to vote against this 
bill. Let's not try to blame crime on weapons. 
Lets put the blame where it belongs—on a 
criminal justice system that worries more 
about protecting the rights of criminals than 
the rights of victims and on a U.S. Congress 
that wastes its time on gun bans instead of 
getting tough on crime. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur- 
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute 
to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
ROEMER]. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, “this bill is vague, 
broad and an indiscriminate ban on 
firearms in this country that leaves 
our Second Amendment rights in the 
hands of Federal bureaucrats.” 

Those were my words in 1991 when 
this chamber debated a proposal to ban 
certain semiautomatic weapons. H.R. 
4296 is not the bill we considered in 
1991, and I urge my colleagues to vote 
in favor of the legislation before us 
today. 

This bill is tightly focussed. It pro- 
hibits by name the manufacture and 
sale of 19 specific semiautomatic weap- 
ons. Instead of the sweeping authority 
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contained in the 1991 bill, the legisla- 
tion before us today limits the ban to 
those guns with characteristics useful 
only for military combat and violent 
crime. 

It is unthinkable that in our society, 
we continue to allow citizens to walk 
the streets with guns that have gre- 
nade launchers, flash suppressors, and 
bayonet mounts. What legitimate rec- 
reational purpose could these charac- 
teristics possibly serve? As a hunter, I 
tell you assuredly: none.“ 

Opponents of this bill cite statistics 
which indicate that assault weapons 
account for only 1 percent of the guns 
in circulation. What they neglect to 
point out is that this 1 percent is used 
for over 8 percent of criminal activity. 
From 1986 to 1991, 20,526 semiautomatic 
weapons were traced to criminal activ- 
ity, and of those, 1,349 were specifically 
traced to murders and 4,031 were linked 
to drug trafficking activities. 

The simple fact is that we will not 
completely stop the violence on our 
streets with this ban. What we are 
doing with this bill is finally taking a 
definitive stand against violence in our 
streets and in our schools. We are let- 
ting the American people know that we 
have listened to their concerns about 
escalating and indiscriminate violence 
by prohibiting companies to manufac- 
ture and sell these assault. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1% minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Georgia [Mr. LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank my friend for yielding this 
time to me. 
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Mr. Speaker, I rise today to support 
the rule for H.R. 4296, the ban on mili- 
tary style assault weapons, and to urge 
my colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no legitimate 
reason for any individual to own an 
Uzi, an AK-47 or a TEC-9. These are the 
vicious instruments of war, the imple- 
ments of death. They are inviting and 
inflicting a reign of terror on the peo- 
ple of this land, on the people of New 
York, Los Angeles, Chicago, and At- 
lanta. 

There are those who would have us 
believe that this is an issue of sport 
and freedom, but it is not, this issue, 
this vote today, is an issue of war and 
the loss of security in the cities and in 
the streets of America. Let us take this 
step, this small step, to restore a sense 
of peace and tranquillity to our com- 
munities by removing these instru- 
ments of violence. 

Mr. Speaker, I am tired, tired of at- 
tending the funerals of young men and 
young women killed by the hail of bul- 
lets spewed from these instruments of 
mass destruction. I am tired of consol- 
ing the weeping mothers and bereaved 
fathers of innocents caught up in the 
slaughter, in this madness. We must 
stop this insanity. 


May 5, 1994 


I appeal to my colleagues, on both 
sides of the aisle, to summon up the 
courage, to stand up and be strong, to 
do what in your hearts, you know to be 
right. Support this bill, support the 
ban on assault weapons. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2% minutes to the distinguished chair- 
man of the Committee on the Judici- 
ary, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BROOKS]. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the rule crafted by 
the Rules Committee for consideration 
of H.R. 4296. 

Some of you might legitimately won- 
der why I am here today instead of ne- 
gotiating with the Senate in a con- 
ference meeting on the crime bill—the 
No. 1 issue concerning all Americans 
across this country. I am here because 
of the delay sought by proponents of 
H.R. 4296 from having a simple up or 
down vote on the assault weapon issue 
immediately following the April 21 pas- 
sage of the crime bill. That certainly 
was my preference. At the very least, I 
had hoped that we could have a sepa- 
rate vote the following week—the week 
of April 25. That also was not to be. 

The proponents sought additional 
time to try to convince all who might 
listen that this ill-conceived initiative 
would, in a single stroke, stop all vio- 
lent crime in America. Whether it 
would infringe on the second amend- 
ment rights of honest American gun 
owners who use arms for lawful pur- 
poses such as target shooting, hunting, 
and self-defense, never entered their 
minds, and now 2 weeks after the crime 
bill passed, the House finally has before 
it a bill, H.R. 4296, that closely tracks 
the Feinstein amendment appearing in 
the Senate crime bill. Given this his- 
tory, I think it is appropriate that the 
Rules Committee, after careful delib- 
eration, chose to adopt a closed rule 
not allowing any perfecting amend- 
ments that favor one side or the other. 

The opponents of H.R. 4296—of which 
I am proud to include myself—have 
bent over backwards to be fair in every 
way. At both the Judiciary Crime Sub- 
committee and then again at full com- 
mittee, the proponents of this bill were 
given full opportunity to offer any 
amendments they wished. And they did 
so. Some other Members came to the 
Rules Committee seeking further 
amendments. But the pro’s and con’s of 
this issue have been laid out exhaus- 
tively in a number of Congresses. 

For this and other reasons, I believe 
the rule before us making no additional 
amendments in order is the proper 
rule. The rule provides for a generous 
amount of time for general debate and 
then the House can get on with the 
vote. And after the vote, the House will 
then have a position on the issue, and 
the crime bill conferees—finally—can 
begin to do the real work of the Amer- 
ican people. 

I urge my colleagues to adopt the 
rule. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. THOMAS], a very distin- 
guished Member of this House, and a 
former marine. The gentleman is from 
Casper, and he is the single Represent- 
ative of the entire State of Wyoming. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, my wife always reacts to that 
single Member business, but, at any 
rate, I appreciate the opportunity, and 
I rise in opposition to the rule and to 
the bill. 

Despite Secretary Bentsen's com- 
ments otherwise, the battle to protect 
the second amendment is indeed a 
grassroots campaign. I have heard from 
hundreds of law-abiding citizens and 
gun owners in Wyoming that are op- 
posed to this legislation: Sportsmen, 
law enforcement officers, and citizens 
who want to protect their rights. 

For example, let me read a little bit 
from a grassroots group, and I quote: 

We've got to get serious about crime. But 
a weapons ban is like shooting in the dark. 
History assures us the only people affected 
by the ban are honest folks—the potential 
victims—not the criminals. In reality, we're 
disarming the law-abiding, making them 
easy targets for violent criminals who roam 
our streets at will. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been listening 
closely as this debate has gone on, and 
I just want to make a couple of points, 
kind of deviating from my previous 
thought. First of all, this is not a spe- 
cific bill. I quote here and show my col- 
leagues the correspondence from Sen- 
ator LARRY CRAIG and the Department 
of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, and 
they list—they list the following fire- 
arms up here that meet the general 
characteristics of this bill. It is not 
specific. Indeed there is a long list of 
weapons that could very well be. 

The other one is that, if anyone in 
this place thinks that the bad guys are 
not going to get a weapon to do what 
they want to do, that is the greatest 
fallacy I have ever heard. If we thought 
for a minute that banning some arms 
was going to keep people who wanted 
to commit crimes with weapons from 
doing that, everyone would be for that. 
We know that is not the case. We know 
that is not going to happen. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote against the rule and the bill. 

STATEMENT OPPOSING BAN ON ASSAULT 
WEAPONS 

(By Joel Carlston, Wyoming President of 

Americans Against Gun Control [AAGC]) 

Right now this body is considering a ban 
on certain semi-automatic weapons. This 
begs the question, “Why a ban?" 

The answer, obviously a political one, is 
We need to address crime in this Nation and 
protect the people of the United States. Ban- 
ning semi-automatic weapons is a step in the 
right direction.” 

The facts differ with this political answer. 
Ninety-eight percent of serious crimes do not 
involve firearms. Thus, a complete weapons 
ban could at best address only 2 percent of 
the problem. In fact, more kids get killed 
playing little league baseball than from as- 
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sault weapons. Should we ban little league 
baseball? 

What about assault weapons and crime? 
Florida State University criminology profes- 
sor Gary Kleck estimates that less than .5 
percent of all violent crimes involve so- 
called assault weapons. 

Chicago is a case in point. In 1993, there 
were over 940 homicides. More than 30 per- 
cent were police shootings, another 30 per- 
cent were suicides, and not one homicide in- 
volved the use of a semiautomatic rifle. Fur- 
ther, over one hundred homicides were com- 
mitted with the use of duct tape and hose, 
i.e. strangulation. Perhaps, we would be 
more effective in addressing crime if we were 
to ban hose or at least specify a five-day 
waiting period for the purchase thereof. 

Consider this. Of all weapons confiscated 
by law enforcement in this Nation, only 4 
percent were assault weapons. Of that 4 per- 
cent, 87 percent were confiscated in searches, 
not used in the commission of any crime. 

We've got to get serious about crime. But 
a weapons ban is like shooting in the dark. 
History assures us the only people affected 
by the ban are honest folks—the potential 
victims—not the criminals. In reality, we're 
disarming the law-abiding, making them 
easy targets for violent criminals who roam 
our streets at will. 

Why do criminals roam the streets? Be- 
cause we waste our valuable time on useless 
Brady bills, weapons bans and other gun 
confiscation measures instead of addressing 
crime as constituents demand. 

Patrick Purdy is an example of the ineffec- 
tiveness of gun control laws and the need to 
address crime itself. Purdy, you will recall, 
was the crazed madman who gunned down 
students in a California school playground. 

Mr. Purdy's record speaks for itself. He 
spent several months in a California psy- 
chiatric hospital. He had seven prior felony 
arrests, four of which were firearms related. 
On Purdy's last arrest, a police psychiatrist 
stated that Purdy was a menace to himself 
and to society. Yet, each of these felonies 
were plea-bargained down to misdemeanors 
and Purdy was released. Consequently, as a 
result of our revolving door justice system, 
Mr. Purdy was legally allowed to purchase 
weapons—having complied with California's 
15-day waiting period—even though his 
record clearly showed his instability and 
criminal intent. The rest is history—a tragic 
but real example of the ineffectiveness of 
gun control laws. 

To further illustrate, let’s look at States 
which have implemented some form of gun 
control: 

New Jersey: 1967-1989—violent crime has 
increased 223 percent. The Attorney Gen- 
eral's office reports There is not a really 
high percentage of crimes committed with 
assault weapons.“ Only 1 percent of any kind 
of rifle was used in homicides from 1987-1992, 
compared to knives (28 percent), and feet (11 
percent). This tells us that it is not the con- 
figuration of the weapon which makes it an 
assault weapon, but the intent of the assail- 
ant wielding it. 

Massachusetts: 1967-89—violent crime has 
increased 429%. 1986-91—only 0.5% of homi- 
cides involved are ‘assault rifles.'" 

Connecticut: 1967-89—violent crime has in- 
creased 434 percent. Connecticut law enforce- 
ment reports no assault weapons homicides 
through 1991. And of the 11,000 weapons 
seized by police between 1988 and 1992, only 
1.8 percent were assault weapons. 

"Has crime decreased anywhere in the 
United States?“ you ask. 

Yes. 
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In April 1982, Kennesaw, Georgia, enacted a 
law requiring every household to own a fire- 
arm, with the exception of criminals and 
those with religious objections. In only 10 
months, residential burglary dropped an as- 
tounding 89 percent. In 1991, not one murder 
occurred in this suburb of Atlanta. 

In contrast, our city here in the District of 
Columbia has one of the most restrictive gun 
laws making it virtually impossible for law- 
abiding citizens to own guns. From 1975 to 
1991, Washington, DC's murder rate rose 134 
percent while the rest of the Nation experi- 
enced a 2-percent decline. 

Why, then, if gun control laws are so inef- 
fective at stopping crime, are we spending so 
much tíme on such bills? I don't know. 

Perhaps it’s the politically correct thing to 
do. Pass laws banning weapons, attempting 
to convince our constituents we're tough on 
crime. I'm afraid they won't buy that argu- 
ment, especially when they find out we took 
their most effective means of self-defense 
away. 

Perhaps there are other agencies. In a pre- 
vious attempt to pass legislation similar to 
what we're considering here, Sarah Brady 
told Howard Metzenbaum, Our task of cre- 
ating a socialist America can only succeed 
when those who would resist us have been to- 
tally disarmed." 

Those are strong words. Frightening words. 
But Brady's right. The protection of the 
American citizen's rights, including yours 
and my rights, is directly linked to our 
Right to Keep and Bear Arms! 

Mind you, Brady is not the first to realize 
the importance of gun ownership. Thomas 
Jefferson said, No free man shall ever be 
debarred the use of arms. The strongest rea- 
son for the people to retain their right to 
keep and bear arms is as a last resort to pro- 
tect themselves against tyranny in govern- 
ment." James Madison said, ''Americans 
need never fear their government because of 
the advantage of being armed, which the 
Americans posses over the people of almost 
every other nation." 

Former President Reagan said, “There are 
only two things that make people do right— 
love of God and fear of punishment." Crimi- 
nals don't regard God, so we must instill the 
fear of punishment in them. 

The reason crime is so rampant is because 
it pays and pays big. It's our job to remove 
the profit, not the victim's most effective 
means of defense. 

Our problem is we don't punish the crimi- 
nal. According to a study by the National 
Center of Policy Analysis, a person who com- 
mitted a serious crime in 1990 could expect 
to spend only eight days in prison on the av- 
erage. 

Here's the breakdown: A person commit- 
ting murder could expect to spend 1.8 years 
in prison; for rape—60 days; robbery—23 days; 
arson—6.7 days; aggravated assault—6.4 days 
and for auto theft—a measly day and a half! 

It’s a known fact that repeat offenders 
commit the majority of violent crimes. It’s 
been reported that murder is mainly one 
criminal killing another. 85% of the murders 
have past arrest records and 61% of the vic- 
tims have past arrest records, too. 

Why is this happening? Because our crimi- 
nal justice system is turning 90% of the fel- 
ons loose without them having to spend a 
single day in jail. Each year, 60,000 felons, 
like Patrick Purdy, are plea-bargained, 
placed on probation and never incarcerated. 

Additionally, Reader's Digest reports that 
only 2.8 cents of every dollar we allocate for 
building prisons actually goes toward prison 
construction. I suggest we find ways to put 
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more actual dollars into prison buildings and 
get predators like Patrick Purdy off the 
streets permanently. 

No *'*assault'" or any other type of firearms 
has ever, of it’s own volition, committed a 
crime. Therefore to ban a tool will only re- 
sult in the criminal finding another tool and 
using it. And it's doubtful any ban would 
stop criminals from getting the weapons 
they want. As the saying goes. When guns 
are outlawed, only outlaws will have guns.“ 

If we foolishly persist in banning these 
weapons from law-abiding citizens (which is 
exactly what this bill will do), we are play- 
ing right into the hands of criminals by dis- 
arming millions of law-abiding Americans, 
making them extremely vulnerable to crimi- 
nal attack. 

Further, we are depriving these same law- 
abiding Americans a constitutional right—a 
right each of us here swore to protect when 
members took office. 

So if you vote for this gun prohibition bill, 
when you know this ban/prohibition will do 
nothing to stop crime, then be honest 
enough to tell your constituents you voted 
for gun prohibition for no good reason other 
than you wanted * * * you wanted * * * to 
take firearms away from the American pub- 
lic. 

Thank you. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur- 
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute 
to the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
KLEIN]. 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, today we 
have an opportunity to save American 
lives. The 19 specific weapons we seek 
to ban are all copies of military-style 
submachineguns; they were designed to 
kill people at close quarters with rapid 
fire lethal bursts and they have suc- 
ceeded. 

These guns have been connected with 
more than 1,100 murders; they are the 
weapons of choice for drug dealers, and 
they have been linked to approxi- 
mately 2,000 narcotics arrests. 

Ninety percent of these weapons are 
in the hands of criminals. Although 
they are only 1 percent of all guns, 
they account for nearly 10 percent of 
violent crimes. 

Let us take a look at some typical 
examples of how these weapons have 
been used by violent criminals, drug 
dealers, and murderers: 

A suspect was arrested in St. Louis 
for dealing in cocaine. He had 30 as- 
sault weapons in his possession, includ- 
ing an FN/FNC, banned under this bill. 

A self-styled survivalist was arrested 
in Dallas for possession of a large quan- 
tity of cocaine—they also found two 
Steyr AUG's and Two AR-15's with a 
grenade launcher attachment plus 
equipment to convert them to fully 
automatic guns. 

In New Orleans, a known gang mem- 
ber and multiple conviction felon with 
a conviction for a drive-by shootings 
was found in possession of a street 
sweeper and a TEC-22. 

In Minneapolis, authorities con- 
fiscated a tax protester’s street sweep- 
er shotgun decorated with swastikas 
and White Power” insignias. 

A vanload of Hasidic Jews on the 
Brooklyn Bridge were fired upon with 
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absolutely no provocation. Five inno- 
cent pedestrians were brutally mur- 
dered on the Long Island Railroad. The 
list of assault gun atrocities goes on 
and on and on. 

Today we do not seek gun control— 
simply gun sanity. 

We can save many American lives 
merely by passing this bill. And if we 
fail to act, the criminal world will be 
laughing and the rest of the free world 
will think we don't have the backbone 
to be tough on crime. 

Let us show both that they're wrong. 
Let's get rid of these weapons of de- 
struction and pass this bill. 

I have traveled all across my own 
State and I know that New Jerseyans 
are tough on crime and tough on guns. 
My constituents are tired of seeing the 
streets controlled by heavily armed 
criminals. In Essex County, a typical 
New Jersey county, more people died in 
gun-related deaths in 1 year than in 
Great Britain, Australia, and Sweden 
combined. And that's just one country. 

Americans are horrified at the sky- 
rocketing, gun-related death tolls and 
it's time for Congress to do something 
about it. New Jersey has the toughest 
assault weapon ban in the country, but 
it does no good if criminals can buy as- 
sault weapons in neighboring States 
and sell them on the streets of Newark 
and Paterson. 

Isay to my friends, it is high time 
for America to follow our lead and pass 
a national assault weapons ban. It is 
the least we can do for our Nation's 
next generation. Support H.R. 4296. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the very distinguished gen- 
tleman from Ocala, FL [Mr. STEARNS]. 
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Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, today we consider a fur- 
ther erosion of every citizen's right to 
keep and bear arms. This bill is about 
honest Americans exercising a precious 
right but being forced into the same 
category of punishment as the crimi- 
nal. 

The argument for this bill is that the 
banning of semiautomatic weapons will 
have a significant impact on the reduc- 
tion of crime and won't effect sports- 
men. I disagree. Let's get some facts 
straight about what the bill really 
does. 

It bans over 180 different types of 
firearms and leaves the door open for 
the banning of hundreds of others. 

It does affect sporting guns such as 
the Springfield MI1A rifle. The rifle is 
used by the highpower rifle target 
Shooter in national matches, which in- 
cidentally were established by an act of 
Congress in 1903. 

The bill supposedly exempts 670 hunt- 
ing and recreational rifles and shot- 
guns, but 586 of these firearms are not 
even semiautomatics. 

The Bureau of Justice statistics re- 
ported in 1993 that violent criminals 
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only carry or use a military-type gun 
in about 1 percent of the crimes nation- 
wide. 

However, according to the FBI, peo- 
ple have à much greater chance of 
being killed by a knife, 14.5 percent, or 
fists, 5 percent, or clubs, 5 percent, 
than by any kind of rifle, including an 
assault rifle. 

A recent FBI report from 1989-92 
showed that police are almost two 
times more likely to be injured today 
by stabbing and beatings, than they are 
by an assault weapon. 

Banning firearms and concentrating 
on gun control should not be the busi- 
ness of this House. There are already 
over 20,000 gun control laws on the 
books: 

It is a crime punishable with 10-years 
imprisonment for anyone to trade or 
sell such a converted semiautomatic 
firearm. 

It is a crime punishable with 10-years 
imprisonment for a convicted felon to 
possess any firearm. 

It is a crime punishable with a man- 
datory 15-year imprisonment for a 
criminal with three prior violent or 
drug-related felonies to possess any 
firearm. 

It is à crime punishable with 10-years 
imprisonment to transfer a firearm 
knowing that it will be used to commit 
a violent or drug-trafficking crime. 

It is à crime punishable with 10-years 
imprisonment to travel from one State 
to another and acquire, or attempt to 
acquire, à firearm with the intent to 
use it in à violent felony. 

Obviously, the lack of determined en- 
forcement of our country's laws are 
what are, in part, at the bottom of our 
Nation's crime problem. Concentrating 
on enforcement, strict incarceration, 
absence of parole, and the death pen- 
alty where appropriate would do more 
to protect our citizens and clean up our 
streets than this feel-good yet ineffec- 
tive measure that ignores the real 
problems. 

For example, the people of Union 
County, FL, have been trying for over 
a year to build a prison in their coun- 
ty. They have donated the land and of- 
fered to pay for the prison's construc- 
tion. They will build it to Federal spec- 
ifications and are willing to turn it 
over to Federal control, if only the 
Federal Government will say they will 
use the prison. Yet, incredibly the Jus- 
tice Department has repeatedly turned 
down the offer. What a waste of innova- 
tion and community ingenuity to fight 
crime. 

The FBI Uniform Crime Reports 
show that from 1980-91, the 10 States 
with the greatest increases in criminal 
incarceration rates experienced the 
greatest decreases in the rates of 
crime. If we want to reduce crime, then 
the common sense approach is to put 
them behind bars and not back out on 
the street. 

The Congress must abandon the 
flawed and emotional reasoning behind 
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H.R. 4296 and look at the facts and 
start making real choices on how to 
stop crime. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur- 
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute 
to the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. SCHENK]. 

Ms. SCHENK. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
rule on the assault weapons ban be- 
cause it is smart, sensible legislation 
that will make our streets safer. Our 
common sense tells us that. 

They say, “Guns don’t kill people, 
people kill people." Tell that to the 
parents of my 24-year-old constituent 
who was gunned down Sunday night by 
a spray of bullets as he was coming out 
of a theater in a very popular park. 
Lest you think it cannot happen to 
someone you know or it cannot happen 
to you, I was in that exact spot 1% 
hours before he was killed. But for the 
fact of the time element of 175 hours, it 
could have been me. 

With innocent people being gunned 
down weekly by these weapons, this 
country cannot afford complacency. 
Let me again paraphrase last year's 
campaign phrase: It is the guns, stu- 
pid." 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues, 
will their vote belong to the NRA or to 
the American people? I think the an- 
swer is clear. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, we 
seem to be overwhelmed by Califor- 
nians. Let me yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from San Diego, CA [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentlewoman from California who 
comes from the district next to mine 
well knows that that weapon used in 
San Diego was not 1 of these 19 weap- 
ons. 

Second, I empathize with folks who 
are not aware of the problems we have 
or what the real issues are. They are 
talking about weapons of war. Not a 
single 1 of these 19 weapons was used 
by any military in any war. They were 
not designed as weapons for criminals, 
yet consistently people say that over 
and over again. 

I have flown an F-14 over this Capitol 
with a 20-millimeter gun that could 
Shoot 6,000 rounds a minute. I could 
disintegrate this Hall in a half-a-sec- 
ond burst. Yet the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SCHUMER] would tell me that 
I cannot carry a 10-shot .22. So it does 
go beyond this. 

Let us take a look at the problem. 
There are too many guns on the 
streets. We need to get rid of them. We 
need instant check systems; we need to 
limit the number of people who can sell 
these weapons, and we should find ways 
to put stiffer penalties on criminals. A 
drive-by shooter should be charged 
with first-degree, not second-degree 
murder, and anyone in a car involved 
should automatically go to boot camp. 
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Mr. Speaker, let us look at meaning- 
ful legislation, not just rhetoric. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur- 
poses of debate only, I yield 30 seconds 
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
FINGERHUT]. 

Mr. FINGERHUT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

This is a very important day in this 
House. I believe that every Member is 
diligently considering this issue and 
talking to their constituents and their 
supporters and their friends. This is 
not a debate where we are likely to 
persuade each other, but I urge the 
Members to talk to their law enforce- 
ment officers in their communities, 
talk to the prosecutors, and talk to the 
police. They are calling me. They are 
beginning the House to pass this bill. 
They are asking us to take the weap- 
ons off the streets so they will stop 
being outgunned day after day by the 
criminals. 

Yes, criminals are the problem, but 
right now they have greater fire-power 
than our law enforcement officers. Let 
us support our law enforcement offi- 
cers. Vote for the rule and for the bill. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BUYER]. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposi- 
lion to H.R. 4296, and urge my colleagues to 
defeat the rule which allows for consideration 
of this bill. 

Once again, this House, through this semi- 
automatic weapons ban, is advocating symbol- 
ism instead of substances. This bill is an insult 
not only to the millions of law-abiding gun 
owners throughout our Nation, but also to the 
hundreds of millions of Americans who are de- 
manding substantive action be taken to end 
our rampant crime problems. This measure, 
along with other efforts which make it impos- 
sible for this body to pass truth-in-sentencing 
and address nearly 80 percent of all violent 
crimes, Congress is skirting the true assault 
weapon—the criminal. 

Data from several States which already 
have banned these types of weapons show 
that this measures will do nothing to stop the 
proliferation of crime. Criminals will always find 
a way to arm themselves. The supporters of 
this measure are holding up these deadly- 
looking weapons and proclaiming they will 
sopa significant amount of our violent crimes. 

e semi-automatic firearms which would 
be banned by this measure are used in less 
than 1 percent of all violent crimes. Knives ac- 
count for 14.5 percent of all homicides in the 
United States, and fists and feet account for 
another 5 percent. Unfortunately, Congress' 
debate on the crime issue is continuing to 
focus the majority of its efforts on the outer 
edges of this problem. 

Last weekend, | held two crime forums in 
my district where | discussed the issues in- 
volved with Federal, State, and local law en- 
forcement officials. The overwhelming consen- 
sus from them was that Congress does not 
need to address gun control, but needs to get 
tough on criminals. 

We already have Federal laws which pro- 
hibit convicted criminals from possessing fire- 
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arms, and, since 1934, have highly regulated 
and restricted the possession and manufac- 
ture of assault weapons, which are those that 
are fully automatic, have the ability to spray 
bullets, fire faster and fire more powerfully as 
well as destructive ammunition. These weap- 
ons do not have these capabilities. These 
weapons are no more destructive than many 
semi-automatic firearms which are widely ac- 
cepted as having legitimate uses—for hunting, 
sporting, and self-defense. 

The criminal is the true assault weapon, 
with the deadliest being those repeat offend- 
ers which commit three-quarters of all rapes 
and robberies and almost all murders. It has 
been difficult for Congress to focus its efforts 
instead on correcting the reality that these 
criminals serve only about one-third of their 
sentences. It has also been difficult for this 
Congress to stop coddling the criminals and 
advocating ineffective measures. 

Supporters of this measure constantly argue 
that law-abiding citizens don't need these 
weapons and that these weapons are primarily 
used by criminals. Well, we've already proven 
criminals rarely use these weapons. And, we 
should realize Congress' purpose is to uphold 
the Constitution and protect the rights and 
privileges of the American citizens, not to de- 
termine what they need and don't need. 

As this debate has surely argued, we are all 
well award that the second amendment to the 
Constitution, which is part of the Bill of Rights, 
reads: "A well regulated Militia, being nec- 
essary to the security of a free State, the right 
of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not 
be infringed." Congress' support for this 
amendment should be as unyielding as our ef- 
forts to end our Nation's crime problems. 

urge my colleagues to stop the symbolism, 
and to devote our time to those efforts which 
will substantively deter crime. | urge my col- 
leagues to fulfill their duty of upholding and 
preserving the Constitution of the United 
States by defeating this most definite infringe- 
ment on law-abiding Americans. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to another Californian, the 
gentleman from Huntington Beach, CA 
(Mr. ROHRABACHER]. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in opposition to the rule and to the 
bill. Mr. Speaker, preventing honest 
hard-working citizens from owning cer- 
tain semi-automatic weapons will not 
bring down crime any more than the 
last liberal-left fantasy that passed 
this House: Namely, a so-called anti- 
crime bill that guts the death penalty. 

Three police chiefs came to lobby me 
for this bill. I asked each: Has anyone 
in your city ever been murdered by an 
assault weapon? The answer was no. 
no, no." 

One did point out that his depart- 
ment had confiscated 253 such semi- 
automatic weapons from drug dealers 
and other criminals. 

That is the point. It is already illegal 
for criminals to possess these weapons. 
Today, liberals want us to mandate 
that the police spend their limited 
time and resources to ensure that inno- 
cent citizens who have never commit- 
ted a crime can not possess these weap- 
ons. 
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It is a fraud, against victims who are 
crying out for safety against criminals 
who murder, rape and rob. And after 
the liberals make our criminal justice 
system a joke, with procedural and evi- 
dentiary rules that prevent the convic- 
tion of the guilty, they now move to 
limit the right of honest citizens to 
own weapons to protect themselves. 

Let us not perpetuate this travesty. 
Vote no on this abominable closed rule, 
and vote against this misdirected 
weapons ban. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purposes of debate only, I yield 30 sec- 
onds to the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. KLECZKA). 

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, let me 
say to the Members that I want to re- 
spond to the previous speaker, who is 
one of those Members on the floor who 
is fortunate not to have had a police of- 
ficer murdered in his district by an as- 
sault weapon. I take the floor to say 
that I am sorry to say I am not that 
fortunate. 

Last Thursday Captain Lutz of the 
Waukeshau police department was in 
pursuit of two robbers in Waukeshau, 
WI. 
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One of the robbers stole the van they 
were in, got out, sprayed the officer 
with his assault weapon, hitting him 20 
times. The officer did not have a 
chance to get out of his squad car, to 
unharness his seatbelt or get out his 
service revolver. 

Yes, it is happening across this coun- 
try. I am proud it has not happened in 
your district. It is sad to say, gentle- 
men, it happened in mine this last 
Thursday. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur- 
poses of debate only, I yield 30 seconds 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
BARRETT). 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of the rule 
and the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a rare oppor- 
tunity today. We have a rare oppor- 
tunity to pass legislation that will save 
lives in this country. The 19 ‘weapons 
we are discussing today were designed 
with one purpose and one purpose 
only—to kill people. Unfortunately, 
they are far too efficient in reaching 
that goal. They are extremely effective 
in killing people. 

We should pass this legislation today, 
for if we do so, we will save lives in 
Milwaukee, WI, in Waukesha, WI, 
throughout the Midwest and through- 
out this entire country. We should not 
let this opportunity pass. For the peo- 
ple of this country and for the police 
officers who are outgunned by drug 
dealers, we should pass this legislation. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur- 
poses of debate only, I yield 30 seconds 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MARKEY]. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, the Con- 
stitution does not permit Americans to 
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own bazookas. It does not permit 
Americans to own antitank weapons. 
And it does not permit Americans to 
own assault weapons. 

Terrorized Americans in their neigh- 
borhoods across this country are right. 
The National Rifle Association is 
wrong. We should ban these weapons, 
to disarm the criminals and the teen- 
agers in this country that are terroriz- 
ing citizens of this country right now 
on every neighborhood corner in this 
country. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker I yield 
one minute to the gentleman from 
Ramsey, MN [Mr. GRAMS]. 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Speaker, as we de- 
bate this rule I must voice my strong 
opposition to H.R. 4296. 

With the recent passage of the Brady 
bill the camel’s nose finally made it in- 
side the tent. And the camel's long 
neck, not too unlike the long arm of 
Government, will be in the tent too if 
we continue to assault the constitution 
by banning semiautomatic firearms. 

The people of this country have sent 
a strong message to Congress: Do 
something about crime. Now. 

And our response? A wimpy crime 
bill that lets drug criminals out early 
and a proposal that could lead to the 
banning of 200 semiautomatic firearms 
that will do nothing, let me repeat, 
nothing, to address the serious issue of 
crime in this country 

The proponents of this bill have two 
objectives: Long term they want to ban 
guns altogether by taking chunks out 
of the second amendment; and short 
term they want to fool Americans into 
thinking Congress is addressing their 
concerns about crime. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
want and deserve real protection from 
crime, not political cover for politi- 
cians. Instead of focussing on the cos- 
metics of firearms, let’s concentrate on 
meaningful crime legislation that pun- 
ishes criminals and not law-abiding 
citizens. 

We must kick that camel completely 
out of the tent before we make a mock- 
ery of the second amendment to the 
Constitution and the citizens of this 
country. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
our remaining time to a very distin- 
guished Member, formerly from La 
Verne, CA, but now from Claremont, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER], a member of the Committee 
on Rules. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my very good friend from Glens Falls 
for his very generous introduction. 

Mr. Speaker, over the past hour, I 
have been listening to some extraor- 
dinarily emotional stories about 
crimes that have been perpetrated 
which concern every single one of us. I 
believe we have shared goals with this. 
But the question is, what route are we 
going to take? 

I believe very strongly, Mr. Speaker, 
that the American people want us to 
address the issue of violent crime. 
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Now, clearly, if we defeat this rule, 
what will we do? We will bring out an 
amendment which gets at the root of 
this. It is called the McCollum amend- 
ment. The McCollum amendment does 
what we want. It addresses the person 
who is using the gun, not the person 
who legally owns the gun. 

What we need to do is we need to 
tackle those criminals. We do not need 
to tackle law abiding citizens. Unfortu- 
nately, this measure opens the door for 
further movement against law abiding 
citizens. 

Vote against this rule. And, if the 
rule by chance passes, vote against this 
measure. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 3½ minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a peculiar situ- 
ation in the world today. The United 
States of America does not wish to 
send its Armed Forces to Bosnia, be- 
cause they are scared they are going to 
get killed. The rest of the world does 
not want to send their citizens to the 
United States, because they are afraid 
they will get killed over here. 

Mr. Speaker, all of us know what the 
problem is. There are large parts of our 
country today that government can no 
longer protect its citizens in. You 
know, if we want to see the route that 
we are headed for out in the future, 
what we need to look at is the places of 
crisis in the world today, to look at 
Bosnia, to look at Somalia, to look at 
Haiti, to look at other places around 
the world where guns have gotten out 
of control and government can no 
longer protect its citizens. 

The longer we fail to deal with this 
problem, the more certain it is that 
one of these days, our country is going 
to be another Bosnia, another Somalia, 
another Haiti, where we cannot protect 
our citizens, government cannot pro- 
tect our citizens. And we all know 
what it is. 

I talk to Members. I talked to a 
Member this morning who has been up 
here on the floor and other places 
against this resolution. I said, “Surely 
you do not believe that." He said, 
"Well, you know, I really do not. I am 
having a hard time with it. But I am 
getting these telephone calls in my of- 
fice." 

Well, 80 percent of the people in this 
country want to ban assault weapons. 
You have got another 10 or 15 percent 
that do not, and of that you have got 
another 5 or 6 percent that are very ac- 
tive. 

My colleagues, what they are doing is 
working that 5 or 6 percent by calling 
your offices. They are intimidating 
this legislative body. They are intimi- 
dating you into believing that the av- 
erage citizen out there does not want 
to do away with assault weapons. 

The average citizen out there has a 
lot more sense than this body has. The 
average citizen out there is not going 
to be intimidated, as many Members of 
this body are, by these calls. 


You know, there comes a time I 
would suspect in everyone's political 
career—man, woman—that you have to 
pull up your britches, buckle your 
britches and say this is right. And I do 
not care what the special interest 
groups want, I am going to vote for 
what is right. 

Mr. Speaker, now is the time for this 
country, now is the time for this 
House, now is the time to vote for this 
rule and to vote for this ban on assault 
weapons. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present, and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- 
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 220, nays 
209, not voting 3, as follows: 


Evi- 


[Roll No. 155] 
YEAS—220 

Abercrombie Dicks Kennelly 
Ackerman Dingell Kildee 
Andrews (ME) Dixon Kleczka 
Andrews (NJ) Dooley Klein 
Andrews (TX) Durbin Kopetski 
Applegate Edwards (CA) Kreidler 
Bacchus (FL) Edwards (TX) LaFalce 
Barcia Engel Lantos 
Barrett (WI) Englísh Laughlin 
Becerra Eshoo Lehman 
Beilenson Evans Levin 
Berman Farr Lewis (GA) 
Bevill Fazio Lipinski 
Bilbray Fields (LA) Lloyd 
Blackwell Filner Lowey 
Bonior Fingerhut Maloney 
Borski Flake Mann 
Boucher Foglietta Manton 
Brewster Ford (MI) Margolies- 
Brooks Ford (TN) Mezvinsky 
Brown (CA) Frank (MA) Markey 
Brown (FL) Frost Martinez 
Brown (OH) Furse Matsui 
Bryant Gejdenson Mazzoli 
Byrne Gephardt McCloskey 
Cantwell Gibbons McCurdy 
Cardin Glickman McDermott 
Carr Gonzalez McHale 
Chapman Gordon McKinney 
Clay Gutierrez McNulty 
Clayton Hall (OH) Meehan 
Clement Hamburg Meek 
Clyburn Harman Menendez 
Coleman Hastings Mfume 
Collins (IL) Hefner Miller (CA) 
Collins (MI) Hilliard Mineta 
Conyers Hinchey Mink 
Cooper Hoagland Moakley 
Coppersmith Hochbrueckner Mollohan 
Coyne Hoyer Montgomery 
Cramer Hughes Moran 
Danner Inslee Morella 
Darden Jacobs Murphy 
de la Garza Jefferson Murtha 
DeFazio Johnson (SD) Nadler 
DeLauro Johnson, E.B. Neal (MA) 
Dellums Johnston Neal (NC) 
Derrick Kaptur Oberstar 
Deutsch Kennedy Obey 
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Olver 
Ortiz 

Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 

Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickett 
Pickle 

Price (NC) 
Quillen 
Rahall 


Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 


Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 


Combest 


Dickey 


Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 

Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 


Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swift 
Synar 


NAYS—209 


Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Istook 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, Sam 


Klug 


Kolbe 


Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 


Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 


Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Molinari 
Moorhead 


Ravenel 
Regula 
Roberts 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 

Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 

Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 


Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Williams 


Wilson Young (AK) Zeliff 
Wolf Young (FL) Zimmer 
NOT VOTING—3 
Long Rangel Rogers 
D 1349 


The Clerk announced the following 


pair: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Rangel for, with Mr. Rogers against. 


Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. PETE GEREN of 
Texas, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, 
Mr. LEACH, and Mr. LAZIO changed 
their vote from “yea” to “nay.” 

Mr. BARCIA of Michigan and Mr. 
LAUGHLIN changed their vote from 
"nay" to ea. 

So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI) Pursuant to House Resolu- 
tion 416, and rule XXIII, the Chair de- 
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 4296. 

In this instance, the Chair appoints 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
VOLKMER] to preside over the Commit- 
tee of the Whole for the first hour of 
debate and the gentleman from Mary- 
land [Mr. MFUME] to preside over the 
Committee of the Whole for the second 
hour of debate. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it- 
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4296) to 
make unlawful the transfer or posses- 
sion of assault weapons, with Mr. 
VOLKMER in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BROOKS] will be recognized 
for 1 hour and the gentleman from Wis- 
consin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] will be 
recognized for 1 hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS]. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SCHUMER] and I ask unani- 
mous consent that he may control that 
period of time and yield such blocks of 
time within that as he desires. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that I 
may yield 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. HYDE] and that he be 
allowed to yield such time as he desires 
to other Members. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield 
the 30 minutes that has just been as- 
signed to me to the gentleman from 
Connecticut, Mr. CHRIS SHAYS, and 
that he may be authorized to yield 
such time as he may control under the 
rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may require. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
H.R. 4296, the so-called Public Safety 
and Recreational Firearms Use Protec- 
tion Act. It is time we set the record 
straight and after doing so, vote down 
this misguided effort. If ever the name 
of a bill was misleading, this one is 
classic. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4296 does nothing 
to ensure public safety or recreational 
use of firearms. Rather, it places un- 
necessary, unjustified restrictions on 
the legitimate use of certain weapons. 
The sole purpose of this legislation is 
to ban certain semiautomatic weapons. 

Mr. Chairman, why is it we are doing 
this thing? Well, during last week's 
subcommittee hearing, supporters of 
H.R. 4296, such as Mr. Magaw, the new 
director of the Bureau of Alcohol, To- 
bacco, and Firearms, said that speci- 
fied guns should be banned because— 
and listen carefully—because they are 
intimidating. 

Mr. Chairman, under that line of rea- 
soning, I am surprised that they are 
not just proposing to do away with the 
second amendment of the U.S. Con- 
stitution, for as a hunter and sports- 
man myself, I can assure each Member 
that any gun, even a dart gun or BB 
gun or 22 rifle is very intimidating 
when the barrel of that gun is pointed 
directly at you. Accessories found on 
some semiautomatic weapons, such as 
folding stocks, flash suppressors, pistol 
grabs, bayonet mounts, detachable 
magazines, may look menacing to per- 
sons unfamiliar with firearms, but 
there is no evidence that any one of 
them provides any advantage to the 
criminal. Semiautomatic weapons 
function in the same manner as any 
other firearm. They fire once when the 
trigger is pulled. They use the same 
ammunition. They are useful for target 
shooting, for self-defense, for hunting, 
for other legitimate purposes. 

Mr. Chairman, let us remember that 
H.R. 4296 bans not only certain types of 
weapons, it also bans any automatic 
feeding device that holds more than 10 
rounds of ammunition. If one has a 
Smith and Wesson 9-millimeter pistol 
that holds more than 10 rounds in it be- 
cause they stagger the rounds, then 
that is illegal, as well as a combination 
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of parts that can make up such a de- 
vice, such as a spring or a roll pin or a 
piece of sheet metal. All of these are 
defined as firearms under this bill. The 
penalty for having such device, or any 
combination of these parts, is to up 5 
years in prison as well as a fine. 

Mr. Chairman, the drafters of the leg- 
islation find the pieces of sheet metal 
just as intimidating as they do the ac- 
tual guns themselves, which carry the 
same penalty. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4296 misidentifies 
the causes of violent crime. It diverts 
national priorities away from meaning- 
ful solutions to the problem of violent 
crime and punishes honest American 
gunowners who buy and use firearms 
for legitimate, lawful purposes. 

Mr. Chairman, the criminals do not 
mind. This will not bother them, not 
one lick. They can steal them or buy 
them on the black market, and every- 
body knows that is the fact. Go outside 
and put up about $200 or $300, and you 
can get a weapon without a problem. If 
my colleagues do not believe it, go do 
it. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no need to be- 
labor the flaws in this proposal. The 
entire premise is fatally flawed. Most 
fundamentally, 4296 unduly infringes 
on the constitutionally protected 
rights of honest, law-abiding Ameri- 
cans on the basis of myth and misin- 
formation. 

Mr. Chairman, let us put an end to 
this mockery of our Bill of Rights. Let 
us stand up for the millions of law- 
abiding citizens who are not criminals. 

Mr. Chairman, I will say this: The 
criminals will not worry a bit about 
this bill. It is only honest, hard-work- 
ing American people that will be both- 
ered and harassed by this legislation. 
Let us vote no today once and for all. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 


o 1400 


Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The CHAIRMAN. Before the gen- 
tleman begins, the Chair would like to 
remind all persons in the gallery that 
they are here as guests of the House, 
that any manifestation of approval or 
disapproval of proceedings is in viola- 
tion of the rules of the House. The 
Chair would rather that the people in 
the gallery respect the House and the 
decorum of the House. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in opposition to this bill. It 
is before us today as pretend crime 
control. 

The other side has shown us scary 
guns, used the emotion of fear and the 
tragedy of others for political purposes. 

On our side, all we have are the facts 
and common sense. The fact is that 
this will not fight crime. 

Assault weapons are not the weapon 
of choice by killers. These guns are 
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used in less than 1 percent of all mur- 
ders, according to the FBI. The public 
knows that the real causes of crime are 
the breakdown of the family, drugs, 
and lenient sentencing. 

Two of my colleagues from Wisconsin 
earlier today have attempted to use 
the tragic killing of a police officer to 
whip up support for this bill. I extend 
my condolences to the officer's family, 
but the fact is that the weapon that 
was used in this tragedy would not 
have been banned if this bill were law 
a month ago. It was grandfathered in 
under the grandfather clause. 

Chief Donald Steingraber of Meno- 
monee Falls, WI, my hometown, who 
stood beside the President on Monday 
Seeking passage of this bill, has admit- 
ted to me that if this bill were law a 
month ago it would have no effect on 
the tragic killing of Captain Lutz of 
Waukesha last Thursday. 

Two-thirds of all violent crime is 
committed by 3 percent of the people. 
That same 3 percent commit three- 
quarters of all rapes and robberies and 
virtually every murder. 

Let us arrest those people, not law- 
abiding gun owners who may own one 
of these weapons for self-defense or any 
other legitimate reason. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill does not dis- 
tinguish between criminals and honest 
citizens. You may recall that I sup- 
ported the Brady bill because I thought 
it would help keep handguns away from 
criminals. The NRA attacked me for 
that. 

But this is a different debate. I sup- 
port laws that keep guns away from 
criminals, but, on the other hand, this 
bill will take away everyone's right. 

Ironically, while the bill does not dis- 
tinguish between law-abiding gun- 
owners and criminals, it does distin- 
guish between good guns and bad guns, 
and unfortunately it fails even at that. 
Look at the text of the bill. Many of 
the bad guns, although they look dif- 
ferent, perform exactly the same as the 
good guns. They shoot the same, they 
use the same bullets, and the only dif- 
ference is how they look. 

A man in his home or a woman on 
her farm should be able to defend 
themselves and their family even with 
scary-looking guns. 

Let us look at the facts; let us use 
common sense. If a criminal has a gun, 
arrest him. If law-abiding citizens want 
to use guns to defend their families and 
homes, let them decide what kind of 
gun they want to use. 

The millions of honest gunowners 
know they are not criminals, and they 
should not be treated as such by the 
Congress of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI], the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. 
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Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in strong support of this legisla- 
tion. 

Automatic weapons are nothing more 
than an efficient way of killing people, 
a task that is already being done too 
efficiently by too many people in too 
many American cities. 

Automatic weapons greatly increase 
the odds that what begins as an uncom- 
fortable incident will result in a fatal- 
ity. 

Mr. Chairman, I have seen the car- 
nage they cause in my neighborhood. 
Just a few weeks ago, on Easter, within 
a stone's throw of my own home in Chi- 
cago, a young man was murdered on 
the steps of a church while a thousand 
parishioners were inside praying. In 
the parking lot, two more young men 
were shot, and in the other parking lot, 
two children were shot and injured. 

These automatic weapons must be 
abandoned. We must come to our 
senses. We must stop adding to the 
weapons already on our streets. Crime 
is out of control. The killing has got to 
end. It must stop. 

It is time to take a step to reverse 
the tide of violence that threatens to 
destroy our cities. It is time to get 
these guns off our streets. We must 
stop them before they kill again. 

My colleagues, I urge you to vote in 
favor of this important measure. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER]. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, the final version of 
this bill, when it goes to conference, 
will ban the manufacture and sale of 
specific assault weapons that are only 
used to kill people. These are weapons 
with no hunting, sporting, or other le- 
gitimate purposes and for which there 
is no reason for anyone to own except 
to aid in the commission of crime. 

Is a constitutional right being im- 
pinged by this legislation? No. The Su- 
preme Court throughout our entire his- 
tory has held repeatedly that the right 
to keep and bear arms is subject to rea- 
sonable police power to regulate the 
type of weapon that is being owned. 

Seventy-five to eighty percent of the 
American people favor a ban on assault 
weapons, while 20 to 25 percent, per- 
haps, oppose it and say that they have 
a right to own and use any weapon 
they choose. And they stress over and 
over their right. 

Mr. Chairman, we are balkanizing 
America in so many ways, with so 
many special interests insisting that 
their rights, their needs, and their de- 
sires must be addressed. We heard so 
often in the debate on the deficit, we 
want to bring down the deficit, yes, but 
we do not want to give anything of our- 
selves to accomplish that end. We want 
to address the crime problem, yes, but 
do not ask us to give anything of our- 
selves to actually do so. 
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Mr. Chairman, I am chairman of the 
Congressional Human Rights Caucus, 
but believe me, it is time that we 
talked in America not just about rights 
but also about responsibilities, what 
we individually owe to make this coun- 
try work. 

Our police say to us, please, please, 
put controls on these kinds of weapons. 
We are the people that have to face 
them. Please, do something and rein 
them in. 

And are we to say, no, no, we insist 
upon our rights even though you face 
the firepower? 

Yes, we need tough and effective law 
enforcement and, yes, we need a crimi- 
nal justice system that works to deter 
criminals. That certainly is a part of 
it. 

But we also need reasonable controls 
on the ready access to weapons, espe- 
cially weapons of this type that have 
no other purpose except to kill people. 
We need both. 

Mr. Chairman, yes, we need the cour- 
age to pass a tough crime bill, and we 
have shown that courage, but we also 
need the courage to tell the 20 percent 
who want any gun at any price to soci- 
ety that they have responsibilities, 
too, and it is time they lived up to 
them. Vote aye. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GENE 
GREEN]. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
| must regretfully rise in opposition to H.R. 
4296. The supporters of this legislation argue 
that this bill will ban 19 specific types of as- 
sault weapons, however, they fail to mention 
that aside from these 19 specifically named 
weapons this bill also contains a far reaching 
ban of other guns and allows the Treasury De- 
partment to determine which of these guns 
would be banned. | agree that we should re- 
strict access to guns such as the Uzi, the Tec 
9 and the AK-47 assault rifle. These guns 
have become the gun of choice for gangs and 
drug dealers and they have no other legitimate 
use other than to kill people. 

There are two sides to this debate and both 
sides have legitimate fears. One side sees its 
right to keep and bear arms slipping away and 
the other sees its right to a safe and secure 
neighborhood slipping away. There has to be 
a middle ground that addresses the concerns 
of both sides and for that reason | offered an 
amendment to this bill that would have only 
banned the 19 assault weapons listed in the 
bill. However, due to the restrictive rule that 
was issued on this bill | am not allowed to 
offer this compromise amendment. Had this 
amendment passed | could have voted for this 
bill. 

The issue of gun control is not an easy 
issue since it involves weighing the concern 
for public safety against the rights of individ- 
uals. These individual rights are guaranteed in 
the Constitution and we should be extremely 
careful when the legislation we consider might 
affect these rights. A broad based gun ban in- 
fringes on these rights and while the need for 
public safety justifies the restriction of specific 
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weapons it does not justify this broad based 
ban. 
Both sides of this issue have shown an un- 
willingness to compromise and it is apparent 
that they both are taking an "all or nothing" 
approach. This is an unfortunate commentary 
on what our political system has become and 
it represents a significant loss for the Amer- 
ican people no matter which side of this issue 
they are on. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gentle- 
woman from Florida [Mrs. THURMAN]. 

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 
4296 is a public relations approach to 
crime prevention, election year valium 
to calm constituents' fear of crime. 
But nothing in this bill will take a sin- 
gle gun out of the hands of criminals. 

I have heard people smugly declare 
that true hunters don't need these 
weapons, so therefore they should be 
banned. 

This is not about hunting, or target 
practice. This is about protection. This 
is about giving people the chance to 
protect their families from criminals 
with a proven disregard for human life 
or property. Just like police, who are 
exempt from this bill, private citizens 
protecting their families deserve a 
fighting chance. 

The proponents of this bill claim sup- 
port from law enforcement. The sher- 
iffs I know do not support this legisla- 
tion. People are crying out to us to do 
something about crime and punish 
those who misuse firearms. 

In Florida, in 1975, we impose a 3- 
year minimum mandatory sentence on 
anyone committing a crime with a 
handgun. 

Large billboards with an orange 
background and a black silhouette of a 
handgun were placed along our high- 
ways and posters were placed in con- 
venience store windows and retail es- 
tablishment in high-crime areas. 

The message was simple: Do the 
Crime—Do the Time. Florida imposes a 
mandatory 3-year prison term for using 
a gun in a crime. 

The results were dramatic. During 
the first year following passage of the 
3-year mandatory, gun crimes were 
down and the armed robbery rate alone 
was down 40 percent. 

We were clearly on the right track to 
reducing crime. The word was out: 
Stay out of Florida if you use a gun be- 
cause Florida will throw you in prison 
for 3 years. The impact was dramatic— 
until word got out that Florida was 
only joking. Criminals quickly learned 
they could plea bargain out and it was 
back to business as usual. 

The Florida House Criminal Justice 
Committee recently researched the in- 
cidence of plea bargaining on the 3- 
year mandatory sentence for using a 
gun in à crime and reported that in 80 
to 90 percent of the cases, the 3-year 
mandatory is plea-bargained away. 

In 1989, the Florida Legislature 
passed an 8-year minimum mandatory 
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penalty for possession of any semiauto- 
matic firearm with a high capacity 
magazine during the commission or at- 
tempted commission of a crime. 

However, if you check with the State 
Court Administrators Statistical sec- 
tion, you will find that practically no 
one has been sentenced under that pro- 
vision. That says one of two things—ei- 
ther semiautomatics are not the prob- 
lem that some would have you believe, 
or they're simply refusing to send the 
really bad guys to prison for a mini- 
mum of 8 years. 

In 1989, faced with the emotional fire 
storm of assault weapon rhetoric, the 
Florida Legislature formed the Florida 
Assault Weapons Commission to study 
the issue. The commission surveyed 415 
Florida law enforcement departments 
on the use of assault weapons in crime 
in their jurisdiction over the past 4 
years. Responding jurisdictions experi- 
enced a total of less than 50 assault 
weapons used in crimes, while other 
weapons—guns, knives, hands, etc.— 
were used in 108,600 crimes, .0004 per- 
cent. Even the Metro Dade Police sur- 
vey shows no assault weapons experi- 
ence in 1986-87-88 and only 5 assault 
weapons in over 36,000 weapons crimes, 
.0001 percent, during 1989. 

The 8-year minimum mandatory sen- 
tence for using a so-called assault 
weapon in the commission of a crime 
was the obvious answer in 1989 and it is 
the obvious answer today. Banning 
guns never works. Look at Washington, 
DC, New York City, California, and 
New Jersey. Criminals will always get 
guns regardless of the law. 

What will work is less plea bargain- 
ing, stiffer penalties, more judges, 
prosecutors, police officers, and pris- 
ons. Get criminals off the street—then 
and only then will our streets be safe. 

It’s time to bite the bullet and spend 
the money to build the prison beds nec- 
essary to incarcerate violent criminals. 

Everyone in this Chamber loves the 
Constitution. So do the people who are 
opposed to this bill. They feel just as 
strongly about the right to bear arms 
as others do about free speech. Let’s 
not foolishly compromise a constitu- 
tionally protected right of free people 
when aiming at criminals. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
MCCOLLUM]. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
think that a police officer in Michigan 
stated the problem to me very well a 
couple of months ago when he said the 
real issue in crime this year is not re- 
peating rifles, it is repeating offenders. 
The truth of the matter is that there 
are less than 1 percent of violent crime 
committed in this country by assault 
weapons described in this bill. The 
truth of the matter is that if we ban all 
these weapons that are listed in this 
bill, still hundreds more than function 
exactly the same way with the same 
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killing power that these guns have will 
still be on the streets, still available to 
the criminals and nothing will have 
been solved by passing this except to 
absolve some people in the political 
world we live in today from this next 
year's election. 

The fact of the matter is 6 percent of 
the criminals in this country commit 
70 percent of the violent crimes and are 
serving less than a third of their sen- 
tences. The answer to the violent crime 
problem in this country is not banning 
the few assault weapons in this bill, it 
is taking the repeat violent offenders 
off the streets, locking then up, and 
throwing away the keys. It is forming 
the Federal-State partnership with the 
States to build sufficient prison space 
and then doing what this House did not 
do in its crime bill, and we need to 
have come out of the conference, re- 
quiring for the States to get these 
monies that they guarantee that they 
abolish parole for the violent repeat of- 
fenders and serve 85 percent of their 
sentences, at least. And it is doing 
things we were not allowed to do in of- 
fering the amendment I wanted to offer 
here on the floor today that would say 
to those who commit crimes with guns 
of any sort that if you do so, then you 
are going to have a separate Federal 
crime in addition to the underlying 
crime that carries with it minimum 
mandatory sentences for the first of- 
fense, 10 years, for the second offense 20 
years, and for the third offense 30 
years. That would put certainty and 
swiftness of punishment back in our 
criminal justice system and to put 
some kind of effort in the deterrence 
again to send the message out there to 
the violent criminal. That is what the 
real answer is to the violent crime cri- 
sis in our country. The bill before us 
should be voted down, it does not do 
the job, and it affects only law-abiding 
people who would like to continue to 
be able to possess guns for legitimate 
purposes. We have no business today 
passing this sham, and that is exactly 
what it is. Let us get tough with the 
criminals, lock them up, throw away 
the key, and let us make sure that we 
do something significant to stop the 
wave of violent crime; not this bill. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. COP- 
PERSMITH]. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the bill, 

Mr. Chairman, | support law-abiding citizens’ 
rights to keep and to bear arms for personal 
protection and for recreation. But | also be- 
lieve we need to keep Uzis and AK-47s off 
our streets and out of the hands of cop-killers 
and driveby shooters. These weapons are not 
designed for hunting or to protect people's 
homes. They are military weapons that can 
carry dozens of bullets, guns designed to do 
one thing and one thing only—kill a lot of peo- 
ple fast. 

Yesterday, my office in Arizona was tar- 
geted by citizens opposed to taking assault 
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weapons off the street and out of the hands of 
gangs and violent criminals. They wanted to 
pressure me. But | have already been affected 
by the pressure of grieving families and police 
officers mourning their fallen colleagues. ! 
have been persuaded by too many killings and 
too many children cut down by these weapons 
of war. 

It's time for mainstream Americans to draw 
the line and say enough. This vote is not 
about rights, it's about responsibilities. Talk is 
cheap when it comes to fighting crime. We 
need to support our local police. We must 
stand up to the NRA and others who oppose 
this overdue and reasonable step to prevent 
crime. We need to fight crime, a step at a 
time. Vote “yes”. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman 
from New Hampshire [Mr. SWETT]. 

Mr. SWETT. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, after months of seri- 
ous deliberation and discussion with 
Members on both sides of the aisle, 
conservatives and liberals, I have de- 
cided that this ban on a limited and 
specific group of violent assault weap- 
ons adequately protects Second 
Amendment rights while recognizing 
that there is absolutely no justifica- 
tion or need for anyone to have ready 
access to Uzi's and street sweepers nor 
any other semiautomatic weapons de- 
signed exclusively for mass murder. 

Times are changing in our country. I 
fear not all for the best. The growing 
violence, murders of our law enforce- 
ment officers and innocent children 
cannot be ignored. That is why I voted 
against the rule, because I felt we need- 
ed to have stricter punishments for 
those who use guns in crimes. But the 
fact is that true sportsmen and sports- 
women do not use sophisticated war 
machines to mow down animals. Aver- 
age citizens, protecting their property 
and family, do not use Uzis and street 
sweepers to defend their homes. These 
weapons are used by criminals to over- 
come the innocent and to overcome our 
police officers in the line of their duty. 
I am committed to defending the sec- 
ond amendment rights, and that is why 
Istruggled with this ban. 3 years ago I 
voted against the semiautomatic weap- 
ons ban because it did not address the 
important second amendment rights. 
However, after discussion with staunch 
defenders of the second amendment, 
such as President Reagan and Presi- 
dent Ford, Members of Congress, such 
as HENRY HYDE, I have been convinced 
that these rights are adequately pro- 
tected. 

I ask the Members to support this 
ban on semiautomatic weapons. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from New York, Mr. LAZIO. 

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Chairman, if I appear 
nervous, it might be because I am a 
first-term Congressman, it might be 
because this may be a close vote, but 
probably because people are relying on 
me to make the right choice. 
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I rise today in support of H.R. 4296. 
Several factors affected my recent de- 
cision to support this legislation which 
would ban the continued manufactur- 
ing of semiautomatic assault weapons. 
The most significant of these factors 
was the overwhelming support of this 
ban by both national and local law en- 
forcement organizations and officials. 
In New York, this includes the Suffolk 
County Policeman's Benevolent Asso- 
ciation, the Deputy Sheriffs Benevo- 
lent Association, the Superior Officers 
Association of Suffolk, the Police Con- 
ference of New York, as well as New 
York City's police commissioner and 
the president of New York City's Pa- 
trolman's Benevolent Association. Na- 
tional groups include the Fraternal 
Order of Police, with over 230,000 mem- 
bers, the National Association of Po- 
lice Organizations, the International 
Association of Chiefs of Police, and the 
Federal Law Enforcement Officer's As- 
sociation. All are experts on crime, and 
as a former criminal prosecutor, I re- 
spect their collective judgment that 
H.R. 4296 is necessary for the public 
safety. 

According to the Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco, and Firearms, while semi- 
automatic weapons comprise only 1 
percent of privately owned guns in 
America, they account for more than 9 
percent of guns used during a crime 
and traced. Between 1986 through 1992, 
ATF statistics show that these particu- 
lar weapons were used in 1,578 homi- 
cides, 940 assaults, 224 robberies, and 
over 4,500 narcotics offenses. Since only 
about 10 percent of all firearms used in 
crimes are traced, the number of 
crimes involving these weapons could 
be more than 10 times as high. These 
Statistics are unacceptable and dem- 
onstrate the number of these weapons 
that are making it onto our streets and 
into the hands of criminals. Our police 
cannot, and should not, have to face 
these weapons in the line of duty. 

Also supporting the ban on assault- 
style weapons are former Presidents 
Ronald Reagan, Gerald Ford, and 
Jimmy Carter. In 1989, President Bush 
was instrumental in banning the im- 
port of 43 types of foreign-made assault 
weapons. Closer to home, New York 
City Mayor Rudolph Giuliani has also 
stated his support of this legislation. 

H.R. 4296, unlike some proposals in 
the past, designates 19 specific weapons 
to be banned by name, while explicitly 
exempting over 670 hunting and rec- 
reational weapons. At the same time, 
this bill includes provisions to control 
the spread of so-called copycat weapons 
as well as a grandfather clause, permit- 
ting owners of banned weapons, or 
large capacity magazines, acquired be- 
fore enactment of this legislation to 
keep their firearm(s). 

Although opponents of this bill claim 
these weapons have a sporting purpose, 
I disagree with that argument. I have 
seen firsthand the carnage and may- 
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hem these weapons can cause. A 
chilling example is illustrated by last 
December's massacre aboard the Long 
Island Railroad commuter train. I was 
recently contacted by the widow of one 
of those victims. Her husband was 
killed and her son seriously wounded. I 
also spoke with one of the actual vic- 
tims. Their message was how anyone 
could vote against this ban if they’d 
seen what took place when the killer 
went down the aisle methodically exe- 
cuting person after person. Had this 
legislation been in effect at that time, 
the ammunition feeding device used by 
Colin Ferguson would have been 
banned, and fewer lives may have been 
lost. 

Opponents also claim that this bill 
will ban all hunting and recreational 
semiautomatic weapons. This is un- 
true. While all assault weapons are 
semiautomatics, all semiautomatics 
are not all assault weapons, an exam- 
ple being the popular Winchester Model 
1400 semiautomatic shotgun. 

I have been, and I remain, a staunch 
supporter of the second amendment. 
But as a lawyer, I simply do not believe 
that these weapons—whose functions 
are so adaptable to the destruction of 
human life—are protected under second 
amendment rights. If they were, I 
would oppose this bill. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. STRICKLAND]. 
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Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the bill. 

Last week a very offensive event 
took place in my hometown; the Ku 
Klux Klan held a rally. While I was of- 
fended by their presence and despise 
their brand of hate mongering, I will 
defend their right to exercise their first 
amendment freedoms. 

I oppose this bill because, however 
inconvenient it may be, we must ad- 
here to the principles contained within 
our Constitution and our Bill of 
Rights. 

The first amendment leads the list of 
our constitutional freedoms by guaran- 
teeing rights that we all embrace: The 
freedom of religion; freedom of speech; 
freedom of the press; and the freedom 
to peaceably assemble. 

We revere and value these rights and 
at times die for the preservation of 
them. They embody the right of the 
minority to be protected against the 
tyranny of the majority. 

Following the first amendment in the 
Bill of Rights is the often-forgotten 
and much-maligned second amend- 
ment, that guarantees the right to 
keep and bear arms. In fact, the phrase 
used by the drafters is, shall not be 
infringed.” 

So, regardless of where you stand on 
the political spectrum—conservative or 
liberal, Republican or Democrat—if 
you are one who values the Constitu- 
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tion and the Bill of Rights you should 
not pick and choose from among these 
constitutional rights under the temp- 
tation to vote for this hollow promise 
of false security. 

Do not vote for this misdirected ef- 
fort aimed at law-abiding gunowners, 
rather than dealing with the real 
causes of violence in our society. 

I urge my colleagues to defeat the 
jill. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Alaska [Mr. 
YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair- 
man, my fellow colleagues, I rise in op- 
position to this legislation. 

With freedom comes responsibility; 
with responsibility comes freedom. 
What we are doing today in asking us 
to vote for this legislation is to take 
the responsibility from those who 
would like to take the freedom away 
from us, the law-abiding citizens. 

We heard much about the NRA, and 
yes, I am an NRA member. But I am 
also a proud gunowner in order to de- 
fend myself and the lives of my chil- 
dren. I ask my colleagues, If you real- 
ly want to think about changing 
things—and I heard other speakers say- 
ing this is à chance to do something 
that is correct—I ask you was it cor- 
rect about Waco when the Government 
overstepped its bounds and killed inno- 
cent people?“ 

And I cannot understand someone 
like the gentleman from New York 
that could support this legislation. 
Maybe he has not gone to the Holo- 
caust museum in Israel. I have done 
that three times, and I asked the ques- 
tion, “How could 6 million people have 
been herded and walked to their 
deaths?" I asked, Why didn't they 
protest?” 

Mr. Chairman, my guide said, “With 
what? They had nothing to protest 
with. The citizenry was disarmed. The 
government was the one that did the 
great carnage.” 

I heard the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] today say, 
“The Government must protect its peo- 
ple. It is not a criminal I fear; it is, in 
fact, the Government.” The Govern- 
ment should not have the right to pro- 
tect me; I should have the right to pro- 
tect myself, and yes, to own, and oper- 
ate, and have those firearms as long as 
Iam a law-abiding citizen. 

And many speakers before me talked 
about the criminal, and that is what 
we are not addressing. The person that 
commits the crime, the 7 percent that 
commits 90 percent of the violent 
crimes, we are not addressing, nor are 
we given the opportunity to do so. 

But I will tell my colleagues and ev- 
erybody that will listen to me: It is my 
right, my constitutional right, to pick 
that weapon which I think I can defend 
my family with, and I should do so. It 
will be a hot day in Fort Yukon in Jan- 
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uary before this Government takes my 
firearms. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1% minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ANDREWS]. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have always believed in the old 
Texas saying that gun control means 
steady aim. As such, I have always op- 
posed gun control. Today, however, the 
House of Representatives is expected to 
vote on legislation that would make it 
illegal to manufacture or sell specified 
military-style semiautomatic assault 
weapons in the United States, and I in- 
tend to vote for the assault weapons 
ban. 

I did not reach this decision easily. 
In the last Congress I opposed a similar 
assault weapons ban bill because it was 
too vague and undefined. That bill 
could have included my shotgun and 
the weapons of other legitimate sports- 
men. It simply left too much to the dis- 
cretion of the Federal Government. 
This bill, however, protects hunters’ 
rights. 

The bill has drawn tremendous atten- 
tion because it specifically targets 
high-velocity, rapid-fire weapons—like 
Uzi's, AK-47’s, TEC-9's, MAC-10's, and 
AR-15's—that have become the weap- 
ons of choice for drug dealers, street 
gangs, and hate groups. The telephone 
lines and fax machines in my office are 
working overtime to respond to con- 
cerned citizens on both sides of this 
emotional and important issue. 

I am a lifelong hunter; gun ownership 
is a way of life for my family, as it is 
for most Texans. During my tenure in 
Congress, I have resisted attempts to 
restrict the rights of law-abiding Tex- 
ans to own firearms for sport or to de- 
fend their families and homes. I believe 
that gun control laws hamper legiti- 
mate sportsmen far more than crimi- 
nals, and my votes have consistently 
supported this position. 

At the same time, as a former Harris 
County prosecutor and a father of two 
teenage daughters, I cannot help but be 
appalled at the rising number of ran- 
dom violent crimes that are occurring 
on our streets. In our own city of Hous- 
ton, a teenage boy was slain by a rival 
gang member with an AK-47 at a Hal- 
loween party. The problems we have 
experienced in Houston mirror those in 
other cities and towns across this 
country. 

Federal statistics show that, al- 
though semiautomatic assault weapons 
account for only 0.5 percent of pri- 
vately owned firearms in this country, 
they are involved in 8.4 percent of 
crimes involving firearms. In other 
words, assault weapons are 17 times 
more likely to be traced to crimes than 
conventional firearms. Between 1986 to 
1990, 1,088 assault weapons were traced 
to murders in the United States. An- 
other 3,505 were linked to drug traffick- 
ers. For every assault weapon con- 
fiscated by law enforcement officers, 
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many more are manufactured and sold 
on our streets. 

Police say that just one of the weap- 
ons that would be banned, the TEC-9, 
has been involved in 319 murder cases, 
234 instances of assault, and over 600 
narcotics investigations. The TEC-9 
can fire 32 rounds in 30 seconds. At a 
time when there is a very real and pal- 
pable fear of violent crime in this 
country, when law enforcement offi- 
cials are outgunned by the offenders 
they hope to apprehend, and when 
driveby shootings and murder of inno- 
cent bystanders have become a weekly 
occurrence, we must do something sig- 
nificant to protect our families and 
children. 

The assault weapons ban we are de- 
bating today is different from previous 
proposals. Legitimate sportsmen can 
be assured that 650 hunting rifles and 
shotguns are specifically exempted 
from the ban. In addition, the bill spe- 
cifically defines hunting and sporting 
weapons as those operated by bolt, 
pump, lever, or slide action; or a semi- 
automatic rifle that cannot accept a 
detachable magazine that holds more 
than five rounds of ammunition. That 
assures that my shotgun, your deer 
rifle, or your son’s or daughter’s .22- 
caliber rifle are not considered under 
the ban. 

The bill is equally specific on what 
weapons are to be prohibited. For ex- 
ample, semiautomatic rifles with de- 
tachable magazines would be included 
under the ban if they possess at least 
two of the following features: A folding 
telescoping stock, a pistol grip that 
sticks out conspicuously beneath the 
rifle’s action, a bayonet mount, a flash 
suppressor, or a grenade launcher. Who 
can in good conscience defend such 
weapons as appropriate for hunters or 
sportsmen? Anyone that needs a 20- 
round clip of high-velocity ammunition 
to fell a duck or kill a deer needs to 
take up golf. 

The bill’s *grandfather" provision 
will allow existing weapons owners to 
keep their weapons without any rec- 
ordkeeping requirements, unless the 
weapon is sold or transferred after the 
bill is enacted. The bill also contains a 
“sunset” provision: The ban will auto- 
matically expire 10 years after its en- 
actment. 

Supporters of the ban make a con- 
vincing argument on its ability to re- 
duce violent crimes. Previous experi- 
ence in cutting off access of these 
deadly weapons to criminals—as in 
California, New Jersey, and Connecti- 
cut, for example—has shown that it 
does reduce their use in violent crimes. 
Likewise, the use of assault rifles in 
crimes dropped by 40 percent the first 
year after President Bush banned their 
importation in 1989. States and munici- 
palities that have banned assault weap- 
ons have experienced similar results. 

That is why support for an assault 
weapons ban in this country is strong, 
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particularly among law enforcement 
organizations, such as the Inter- 
national Association of Police Chiefs, 
the National Sheriff's Association, the 
National Association of Police Organi- 
zations, and the Fraternal Order of Po- 
lice. And despite the denial of its orga- 
nizational leadership, a significant 
number of NRA members recognize 
that the weapons targeted under the 
bill are dangerous and unnecessary. 
This bill will not stop all crime on 
Houston's streets, but it will help our 
local police fight crime and it will save 
lives. 

Gun ownership has a long and proud 
tradition in Texas—but so does public 
safety and respect for law and order. 
Our individual right to keep and bear 
firearms is based on responsibility and 
common sense. We have laws that seek 
to guarantee the safety of our citizens: 
People cannot fish with dynamite, 
scream fire in a crowded theater, or 
purchase many kinds of military weap- 
ons. I am convinced that if we limit the 
availability of military-style assault 
weapons, we will be taking a meaning- 
ful and prudent step toward improving 
the safety of our streets without tram- 
pling on our constitutional rights. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge my 
colleagues to support the Assault 
Weapons Ban Act of 1994. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE], a 
former Governor. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
SHAYS] for yielding this time to me. I 
would just like to share my thoughts 
on this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
legislation, the ban on assault weapons 
in the United States of America, and I 
know this is a very difficult issue for a 
lot of Members here today and who are 
watching back in their offices, and it 
probably should be, but it is one I wres- 
tled with quite a while ago as Governor 
of a State and with the Governors of 
New Jersey and Virginia among others. 
I have called for a ban on assault weap- 
ons. I have introduced legislation in 
Delaware. We have not achieved where 
I would like to go with that, but it was 
a relatively simple issue, working with 
our police officers, and others, who be- 
leve so strongly in this, and I have 
looked at this legislation, and a lot of 
people will look at this legislation, and 
they will say: Well, we can go beyond 
this because it's going to give the abil- 
ity to Federal officials to ban other 
kinds of weapons.” 

And all variety of arguments come 
up with respect to that, but I think 
this whole thing is relatively simple, 
and there are just a few points, per- 
haps, we should look at as we try to 
reach our decisions as to whether we 
are going to vote for this or not. 

First of all, and I do not necessarily 
agree with this, but this is a future 
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bil. This does not include weapons 
which people presently own and under 
which they have control. That is a sig- 
nificant point, I think, in determining 
whether we should vote for it or not. 

The question then becomes: is this an 
appropriate piece of legislation? What 
are these assault weapons or semiauto- 
matic weapons? How are they used? 

Well, we hear they are used in target 
practice. I do not know of a lot of tar- 
get practice, frankly, in which these 
are used, and, quite frankly, I do not 
know of a lot of hunting in which these 
kinds of weapons are used. It just is 
not something which is very prevalent 
in the United States of America, and I 
suggest we look very carefully at what 
these weapons are and exactly what 
their uses are in the United States of 
America. 

Some people have gotten up today 
and said they have not had any inci- 
dents in their districts. I hope we do 
not have to have an incident in a ma- 
jority of our districts involving an as- 
sault weapon before we can pass this 
legislation. The bottom line is that 
there have been incidents across the 
United States of America. More than 
incidents of the use of assault weapons 
there have been a lot of crimes com- 
mitted with assault weapons in which 
they have not actually been used. Let 
us keep that in mind as well. These are 
expanding in the United States of 
America. 

Mr. Chairman, our law enforcement 
officers are strongly for this piece of 
legislation, and I think that is also 
very, very significant. They are the 
ones who are on the firing line, and 
they are the ones who are saying. Do 
something to help protect us.” 

And then there is the whole issue of, 
Isay to my colleagues, Well, if you are 
for this ban on assault weapons, you 
are not tough on crime. I would like to 
think I am as tough on crime as any- 
one else here. As a matter of fact, when 
I was Governor, we in Delaware did a 
lot of things that include mandatory 
minimums for using weapons in crimes. 
We have truth in sentencing in the 
State of Delaware. We have looked at 
all these issues, and my belief is that 
we can still have those very strong 
measures. 
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I wish we perhaps could have amend- 
ed this bill to put in some stronger 
measures with respect to what the pen- 
alties would be if one had assault weap- 
ons. but the bottom line is that we can 
be very tough on crime but we can also 
be against assault weapons because 
they expand the crime that we see in 
the United States of America. 

There was a young man who was 
caned today by our time in Singapore. 
That individual was caned in a city or 
& state which basically does not allow 
any weapons at all. I tried to find out, 
but I do not know what the penalties 
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there may be. But the bottom line is 
that they have stronger penalties but 
they also ban the use of these weapons. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we should 
start by supporting this legislation. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. PETE GEREN]. 

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this bill to ban ugly guns. 

This debate is perhaps a perfect met- 
aphor for politics today. It is all about 
form and appearance, little about sub- 
stance. This bill is the proverbial blow- 
dried, golden-maned,  straight-teeth, 
red tie, blue shirt, game show host, 
good-looking politician. How could 
anyone be against it? Who could be 
against a bill that bans ugly guns? 

To confirm that this bill is all and 
only about appearance, let us look at 
the criteria that the bill's authors use 
as a basis for banning these guns. But 
first let us note what they do not use. 
They do not consider how fast a gun 
can shoot, the size or speed of its pro- 
jectile, how hard it hits the target, or 
how accurate a weapon is. They do not 
use that type of criteria because there 
is no difference in the fire power of the 
guns they ban and those they do not. 

Let us look at the criteria they do 
use. The bill bans a gun if it has two of 
the following five criteria: A folding 
Stock, a pistol grip that protrudes con- 
spicuously—yes, conspicuously, a bayo- 
net mount, a flash suppressor attach- 
ment, or a grenade launcher attach- 
ment. 

Not one deals with fire power. We 
talk of stopping the shooting, and we 
ban bayonet mounts. A gun with all 
five criteria may be mud-fence ugly, 
but it is not more deadly. 

And these criteria have nothing at 
all to do with crime. Eighty-eight per- 
cent of our police chiefs agree. 

When was the last time we heard of a 
crime that involved a fixed bayonet or 
a launched grenade? If the criminals of 
America for some reason agreed to 
abide by this bill and removed their 
flash suppressors and bayonet mounts, 
would we save a single life? 

If our Government is going to take 
anything away, anything even ugly 
things, from anyone, it has the burden 
to prove that it is more than ugly. It 
has the heavy burden of proving the 
furtherance of a public purpose. 

For many and probably most Ameri- 
cans, this debate is bewildering. Why 
would anyone oppose a ban on these 
ugly weapons? Because ugly is not 
enough. 

In a democracy that cherishes lib- 
erty, yes, even eccentric expressions of 
liberty, the burden is on the bill's pro- 
ponents to prove, not that this bill will 
not hurt, but that it will advance a le- 
gitimate and overriding social purpose, 
& purpose that overrides the liberty 
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that it takes away, however trivial 
some may consider that liberty to be. 

The proponents have not done this, 
and they cannot, because ugly is not 
enough. 

Mr. Chairman, this proposal is a 
golden-maned, talk show host, good- 
looking measure, and in spite of those 
boasting of their courage in supporting 
it, it is popular, very popular. The po- 
litically unpopular vote is no. It is the 
right vote. Ugly is not enough. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GEKAS]. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, this pro- 
posed ban aids the criminal and hits 
the law-abiding citizen squarely in the 
face, and the criminal sprints away 
laughing at the whole scene, because it 
is the law-abiding citizen whose rights 
have been hurt. 

To what avail is this ban to that 
criminal who has just escaped the 
thrust of this bill? That criminal can 
look at the 650 other weapons that are 
exempted by this very same piece of 
legislation and commit any crime that 
criminally intended mind sets out to 
commit. 

On the other hand, let us ask our- 
selves this question. Can the law-abid- 
ing citizen utilize one of the 19 banned 
weapons for lawful purposes? The an- 
swer is, yes, for self-defense, collection, 
hunting, and sports activities. But con- 
versely, is it not true that the criminal 
mind, the criminal who is intent on 
committing a crime, can use any of the 
650 items that are exempted here to 
commit a crime? 

The priorities are completely re- 
versed, and the effort to ban guns 
makes the criminal laugh at us. 

The criminal will find ways and 
means, if he intends to do so, to rob a 
convenience store. We should aim at 
that criminal, aim at the one who in- 
tends to commit à crime and does. Our 
aim is way off here. In the meantime 
the criminal is cackling, chortling, 
laughing all the way to the next spot 
where he can pick up a semiautomatic, 
if he wants to, and use it for unlawful 
purposes. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LEHMAN]. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
other night a constituent called my of- 
fice and asked me to vote against this 
bil. I could tell that he was knowl- 
edgeable about guns. So he read me the 
list of weapons that would be banned. 
He said, '"Those are not legitimate 
weapons.” 

Mr. Chairman, 5 years ago, on a 
school playground in my district, 5 
children were murdered and dozens in- 
jured because they could not get out of 
the way fast enough. The weapon that 
was involved was purchased legally. 

Mr. Chairman, people do have the 
right to keep and bear arms. We should 
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resist any attempt to deny law-abiding 
citizens weapons for personal protec- 
tion, sport, and pleasure. Banning the 
continued manufacture of these tools 
of mass destruction does not ban that 
right. Let us sum up the courage today 
to end the policy that give street 
gangs, criminals, and deranged killers 
access to more firepower than our po- 
lice, and let us give our children on our 
school playgrounds a fighting chance 
to get out of the way. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gentle- 
woman from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA]. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this initiative to ban certain types of 
semiautomatic assault weapons that 
fire rapidly with ease. 

These weapons have no sporting use. 
They are suitable for combat. 

Recently we received support for the 
banning of assault weapons by former 
Presidents Ford, Carter, and Reagan, 
and this support reflects their experi- 
ence in leading the American people. It 
is also indicative of the bipartisan sup- 
port which exists for getting these 
murderous weapons off the streets. 

We just recently passed the crime 
bill. The assault weapons ban, together 
with the crime bill, represents the kind 
of comprehensive approach needed to 
address the problems of crime and vio- 
lence in our society. 

I would also like to stress again the 
fact that our colleagues should bear in 
mind that this is not a partisan issue. 
We remember that with the support of 
former President Reagan, President 
Bush imposed a ban on the importing 
of assault weapons. Well, following 
that ban, imported assault weapons 
traced to crime declined by 45 percent, 
whereas the domestic assault weapons 
traced to crime remained the same. 

Barry Goldwater has affirmed that 
assault weapons have no place in any- 
body’s arsenal.’’ Jack Kemp endorsed 
the ban last year, and Gov. William 
Weld has endorsed legislation to ban 
assault weapons and high-capacity 
magazines. 

In my State of Maryland, the State 
Police have endorsed this ban. I am 
pleased that the Governor of Maryland 
has supported the ban, and the State 
legislature just recently passed very 
similar legislation. 

Yes, each side of this debate has its 
statistics bolstering its point of view, 
but how could anyone honestly think 
that the banning of assault weapons 
will not save lives and reduce violence? 
After all, although semiautomatic as- 
sault weapons are less than 1 percent of 
this Nation’s privately owned guns, 
they accounted for 8.4 percent of all vi- 
olence traced to crime from 1988 to 
1991. And also I do believe that this leg- 
islation makes fair, reasonable accom- 
modations to the interests of hunters 
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and sportsmen. It specifically exempts 
670 hunting and recreational rifles and 
shotguns. It bans only 19 assault weap- 
ons which are the weapons of choice for 
gangs, drug dealers, and organized 
crime. 

It is time to act to get these rifles off 
the streets and protect our families, 
our children, and our communities. 
Ask the parents of a child killed in a 
drive-by shooting, the children of a po- 
lice officer gunned down with an AK- 
47, or a young man permanently para- 
lyzed because he went to the grocery 
store when gang members swept 
through his neighborhood, how they 
would vote on assault weapons. We 
know the answer. They would vote, 
yes. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to do the same. 
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Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Washington [Mrs. UNSOELD]. 

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Chairman, the 
violence that is ripping apart our fami- 
lies, classrooms, and communities is 
nothing short of a crisis. No one can 
feel good about society’s collective im- 
potence in lessening the impact vio- 
lence has on our everyday lives—and 
the siren call for stricter gun control 
measures may on the surface sound 
“oh so appealing." But we must ask 
ourselves if a ban on so-called ''assault 
weapons" will actually be effective or 
fair. The proponents of this ban would 
eliminate in one fell swoop an entire 
class of legitimate firearms based sole- 
ly on its looks: from military look- 
alikes to sporting guns like the Spring- 
field M1A, the firearm used by the ma- 
jority of this country's most successful 
competitive shooters. Banning this gun 
or that gun based solely on cosmetic 
appearance and subtle mechanics is a 
tragic misplacement of legislative pri- 
orities sure to lead to greater disillu- 
sionment for those who yearn for a 
greater sense of security. 

The proponents also claim that pas- 
sage of this bill will go a long way to- 
ward ending violent crime yet auto- 
loading arms are involved in less than 
1 percent of all serious crimes in this 
country. Responsible use of firearms by 
responsible owners would be prohibited 
because of the false premise that gun 
bans are the cure-alls of the crime 
problem—all the while this body looks 
away from the roots of the antisocial 
behavior that truly cause crime. Guns 
are not at the root of criminal behav- 
ior. Rather, their use in criminal acts 
is a derivative of criminal behavior— 
and banning them doesn't solve the 
problem. Stemming the rise in crime 
takes a Congress dedicated to prevent- 
ing crime at its roots—not taking 
rights away from law-abiding citizens. 

There is nothing more important to 
our Nation than how we rear our chil- 
dren. We must break this cycle of 
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unloved, neglected, and abandoned 
children who mindlessly lash out in 
their own form of self-hatred and de- 
struction. 

Last month I held forums in my dis- 
trict on early childhood education and 
violence prevention. The overwhelming 
testimony expressed by expert panel- 
ists and attendees alike was that crime 
begins from failed human relations at a 
very early age—when conscience and 
compassion have not been taught. We 
must help families with young children 
and more must be done to help children 
and families avoid the problems that 
lead our youth to gangs, drugs, and 
senseless violence. In April I intro- 
duced a bill to help do just that. If we 
assist struggling families with young 
children, we help all families and all 
children. Parents will be given the op- 
portunity to interact with other par- 
ents and to learn more about basic 
child development, positive discipline 
techniques, and parent-child commu- 
nication skills. The foundation of anti- 
Social behavior is laid in those very 
early years of childhood so it is not 
only wise to invest in children and 
families, it is incumbent on elected of- 
ficials to do so. 

That does not mean we should ignore 
gun controls that are already law, we 
should throw the book at anyone who 
uses a firearm in the commission of a 
crime. We should demand maximum 
punishment under the law for anyone 
who traffics in stolen weapons and de- 
mand unequivocally at least 30 years 
for any supp.ier of firearms to juve- 
niles. These are heinous crimes that 
deserve every ounce of determined en- 
forcement. 

I want to end with this thought: the 
emotions we have expressed today over 
this issue are as strong as any I have 
witnessed in this great body. Fear; 
Anger; Frustration; and Despair. And 
at the pit of it all, in the gut, the need 
to do something about it. I under- 
stand—I feel that, too. So I reach out 
to all of you, I urge you not to settle 
on ineffective and unconstitutional 
firearm restrictions, but rather to fight 
with me to get the real roots of vio- 
lence, the anti-social behavior that 
leads to tragedies in our families and 
on our streets. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Maryland [Mr. BARTLETT]. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in strong opposition 
to this bill, which will do nothing to 
fight crime and infringe on our second 
amendment rights. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF]. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, this is 
an attempt to legislate through label. 
By mistakenly placing the title ‘‘as- 
sault weapons" arbitrarily on this 
group of firearms, and having the term 
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“assault weapons” repeated over and 
over and over again in much of the 
media, it has served to totally confuse 
the issue about what weapons we are 
talking about here. 

It has even confused matters on the 
House floor. I heard a senior Member of 
the House just a moment ago say we 
need to ban automatic weapons. There 
is not a single automatic weapon in 
this bill. That is because automatic 
weapons—these are the true military 
combat weapons which can be set for 
constant fire with one pull of the trig- 
ger—are banned today. 

The weapons we are actually talking 
about do not fire any differently than 
the weapons that are not banned. If 
there were a difference between them, 
the proponents of this bill would have 
demonstrated that on the range by 
placing one against the other in a test 
that the media and the public could 
see. 

But I think that the real crux of this 
bill, the real way to know if this is le- 
gitimate law enforcement, in which I 
consider certain gun control proposals 
apart, or just grandstanding is the fact 
that this bill, if it becomes law today, 
will not ban a single weapon today. 
The law exempts all of the weapons 
that are called assault weapons today. 
Every one who owns one legally can 
keep one legally. 

If the proponents believed all the 
rhetoric they have been stating, if they 
believed these weapons have no useful 
purpose in society, then they would 
ban them today. The reason they do 
not do that is that they know that over 
one million Americans, law-abiding 
Americans, have chosen to own these 
weapons, and the Government does not 
relish the thought of confiscating these 
weapons from so many law-abiding 
Americans and all the bad publicity 
that would bring to the proponents’ ar- 
gument that these weapons are sup- 
posedly owned by criminals and drug 
dealers. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as she may consume to 
the gentlewoman from New York [Mrs. 
MALONEY]. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, the NRA 

y has never seen a gun it didn't like. 

The "R" in NRA clearly no longer stands for 
rifle; | say it stands for reprehensible. 

It managed to hold Congress hostage for 
years over the Brady bill. Now the NRA is 
really insulting our intelligence. It's suggesting 
that it would be a blow to democracy for Con- 
gress to regulate guns whose sole purpose is 
to kill as many people as possible as quickly 
as possible. 

Violent crime in our country has reached 
atrocity proportions when in a few seconds of 
gunfire, a violent and deranged person can 
slaughter dozens of innocent people. 

Doctors from all over the world come to 
America's major cities for intensive training in 
emergency medicine. It is a sad commentary 
on our American way of life—and death—that 
in our emergency rooms, they will receive 
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more experience in treating penetration 
wounds in one night than they would in a 
whole year back home. 

It boggles the mind to imagine how we can 
fail to limit the availability of weapons and am- 
munition which have no legitimate sporting 
purpose. 

The American people and the people of 
New York City that | represent want safe 
streets and neighborhoods for themselves and 
their children. They don’t buy the NRA argu- 
ment that the second amendment should allow 
some screwball with a street sweeper to blow 
away whole playgrounds full of their children. 

This Congress had the courage to break the 
stranglehold of the NRA over the Brady bill, 
and its more than high time for us to do the 
obvious today. 

Mr. Chairman, the assault weapons included 
in this bill are not instruments of sport or self- 
defense; they're instruments of murder—and | 
don't want to be an accomplice. Vote for the 
assault weapons ban. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1% minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
MCCURDY]. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, this is 
an issue of common sense. My col- 
leagues, what kind of country do we 
want? 

The first time I went to a foreign 
country and saw uniformed police in 
the airports and street corners with 
military assault weapons, I shuddered. 
And yet today, we are now manufactur- 
ing and selling these very weapons not 
for our military, but for public use. 

In 1991, Mr. Chairman, I voted 
against a ban that I considered was 
worded too broadly. But this bill is 
narrower and specifically protects 
sporting guns. I own two shotguns that 
are even on the list of the 670. This ban 
does not affect a single weapon legally 
owned. 

Mr. Chairman, every one in this 
Chamber also knows that this ban is 
not going to solve crime and is not 
going to eliminate all the violence. But 
I voted for the toughest prevention, 
punishment, and police provisions in 
the recent crime bill. I successfully of- 
fered the police corps amendment that 
will add 100,000 police officers to our 
cities and towns. 

But we should not let them be 
outgunned. The police chief in my 
hometown said, “It is just too easy to 
purchase these high capacity assault 
weapons. They have become an officer’s 
worst nightmare.” 

There is much talk about individual 
rights. But we as citizens also have a 
responsibility to our community and 
our Nation. We do not need these mili- 
tary-style assault weapons on our 
streets. I urge passage of the bill. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3% minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. HORN]. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Chairman, I grew up 
on a ranch near San Juan Bautista, CA. 
I was taught to shoot at a very young 
age. If the guns we are banning in this 
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particular piece of legislation had been 
in existence, any hunter that used 
them to shoot a deer or to shoot at rab- 
bits, would have been laughed out of 
San Benito County. 

I now live in urban America. My pol- 
icy consistently has been if you want a 
gun in your home, have one in your 
home. If you want a gun at your busi- 
ness, have one at your business. How- 
ever, if you have a gun in a car and you 
are driving around urban America, as 
far as I am concerned, you better have 
a permit or off to jail you go. You 
should live in urban America, where we 
have people shot by the thousands, by 
teenagers, by young hoods, from all 
walks of life and all ethnic groups. 

I happen to have taken a stand 
against assault weapons several years 
ago. It was in the Republican primary. 
My seven opponents got up and par- 
roted the NRA. I won. 

I remember an issues survey we did 
of Republicans during the 1992 primary. 
That survey cost $10,000. One of the 
questions was on banning guns, on ban- 
ning assault weapons. 
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Sixty-five percent of the Republicans 
in my district favored that ban. I sug- 
gest that a few of my colleagues ought 
to get in touch with what the grass- 
roots in urban and suburban America 
really thinks. 

On February 22, a Los Angeles police 
officer and mother of two, Christy 
Lynne Hamilton, was gunned down in 
the line of duty. The weapon used was 
an AR-15, the civilian version of the M- 
16 assault rifle. The shooter was not a 
hardened criminal. The implication by 
some in this debate has been If only 
those hardened criminals were put 
away, then we would solve the prob- 
lem." Sure, those criminals ought to be 
put away. I support the proposals of 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
MCCOLLUM]; I voted against the rule 
which precluded him from having a 
vote on his amendment. The Commit- 
tee on Rules should have permitted his 
amendment. It did not. That decision 
was shameful. 

But the hardened criminal, the drug 
dealer, or the gang member was not the 
individual shooting at Christy Lynn 
Hamilton. It was a 17-year-old former 
honor student. The assault rifle used in 
this crime was not stolen. It was not 
transferred illegally. It was a gift from 
his father, who also was killed in the 
incident. 

Now, if this legislation has no effect, 
as many of those in opposition have 
said, why do they not humor us? Why 
do they not pass it? Maybe we can save 
a few lives. 

Just yesterday I was visited in my of- 
fice by Stephen Sposato, whose beloved 
wife, mother of his 10-month-old 
daughter, Meghan Marie was tragically 
killed by a spray of automatic fire in 
an office in San Francisco. She was not 
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killed in the cross fire of two gang 
members. That happened in Long 
Beach. 

One of our staff at California State 
University Long Beach, lost his daugh- 
ter who was innocently sitting in the 
back of a pickup truck going down the 
street. One gang member was driving 
east. The member of a rival gang was 
driving west. When one of them shot at 
the other, they killed the daughter of 
the university employee. 

Now, the tragedy occurred while Mrs. 
Sposato mother of Meghan Marie, was 
at work in a San Francisco law firm. 

What we are talking about here are 
banning weapons that have absolutely 
no valid purpose, but to kill others 
very rapidly. 

I can recall Tom Likus’ call-in radio 
show in Los Angeles. The issue was the 
second amendment. Two very articu- 
late individuals phoned in and claimed 
that they had a constitutional right 
under the second amendment to have 
nuclear weapons in their home. 

Now, think about it, folks. How silly 
can some of this get? 

What we are prohibiting in terms of 
new purchases are weapons that no le- 
gitimate hunter and no citizen who 
wants to defend his or her home needs 
or would use. Since May Ist, 369 con- 
stituents have telephoned supporting 
this measure, 286 constituents have 
telephoned their opposition. It is clear 
that those in the 38th Congressional 
District in 1992 and 1994, by a majority, 
want reasonable, limited restrictions 
on these weapons designed to kill many 
people very rapidly. Those weapons 
need to be taken off of our streets. So 
for those who think this bill will be in- 
effective in reducing crimes where guns 
are used, humor us. Pass this much- 
needed, long overdue legislation. 
Maybe, as I have said, just maybe we 
can save a few lives. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1% minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
VALENTINE]. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
have many fond memories of hunting 
ducks and geese with my sons in east- 
ern North Carolina. 

My father taught me the joys of 
hunting. He also gave me a healthy re- 
spect for the sanctity of life. I hope 
that I have done the same for my chil- 
dren, and that they will be able to do 
the same for their children. 

No one on this floor today, and no 
one who has ever served in this august 
body, has ever believed more strongly 
in preserving a citizen’s constitutional 
rights than do I. 

But, no one in this body is more 
aware than I am of the daily escalation 
of weaponry facing our law enforce- 
ment officials and other citizens. No 
one is more concerned about the chil- 
dren of this country who, instead of 
playing dodge ball, are having to learn 
to dodge bullets fired from semi-auto- 
matic weapons. 
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We, in Congress, have the sworn re- 
sponsibility to preserve and defend the 
Constitution and the rights it bestows 
on our citizens. We also have a respon- 
sibility to promote the safety and well- 
being of our citizens. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no place in 
this country where it is legal to carry 
a sawed-off shotgun. The right to bear 
arm does not give an American the 
right to park a Howitzer in the garage. 

It is time to put a stop to the pro- 
liferation of dangerous weapons such as 
the AK-47, the Street Sweeper, and the 
Striker 12. These weapons serve no rea- 
sonable, lawful purpose except to kill 
people. 

God help us all if we do not seek to 
bring sanity back to our cities and 
towns, to get these weapons of war off 
of our streets. 

Recently, I received a letter from a 
Federal judge in North Carolina. In his 
letter, Judge Earl Britt writes, 

I was raised in the country * * *. I have 
been a lifelong hunter. I am an active quail 
and deer hunter. I value and cherish the . 
hunting heritage and have passed it on to my 
two sons, and hope to pass it on to my 
present and future grandsons. 

However, something must be done about 
the proliferation of assault weapons and 
handguns. The carnage in our society from 
these type weapons has reached crisis pro- 
portions. For the sake of our children and 
grandchildren, please cast your vote for this 
sensible legislation. 

I urge my colleagues, especially 
those concerned about the rights of 
gunowners and innocent citizens, to 
listen to the wisdom of Judge Britt and 
join me in support of this legislation. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for his coura- 
geous stand. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield a minute and a 
half to the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. JOHNSON], whose district con- 
stitutes southern rural Georgia. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I support the assault weapon ban 
because very simply, I believe that it 
will save lives. Let me be clear, I do 
not think it will reduce crime in Amer- 
ica. Hopefully the measures in the 
crime bill will do that. 

What this bill does is to reduce the 
number of victims of violent crime. 
This measure simply saves lives. 

The most important thing this bill 
does is to ban large capacity clips like 
those used in the recent California 
schoolyard and New York commuter 
train killings in which dozens of people 
died. In fact, the madman in New York 
was subdued only when he stopped to 
reload. 

We cannot stop sick individuals from 
getting guns, but what we can do is 
make it harder for them to get weap- 
ons equipped to fire dozens of shots 
without reloading. This is the real ef- 
fect of this legislation. 

I support the second amendment. I 
grew up in a culture that values and re- 
spects guns. I enjoy hunting and have 
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guns in my own home for protection. 
Hunting and home protection are not 
the issue in this case. Killing people is 
the issue. 

I firmly believe that if these guns are 
banned, the effect will be to reduce the 
potential for mass killings in America. 

I will leave Members with this ques- 
tion: If à madman walks into a fast 
food restaurant where your wife and 
children are eating, would you rather 
he have a six-shooter or a weapon that 
can wipe out every person in the build- 
ing? That is what this bill is about. I 
urge its adoption. 

Mr. Chairman, | support an assault weapons 
ban because, very simply, | believe that it will 
save lives. Let me be clear—it will not reduce 
crime in America. Hopefully, the tough meas- 
ures in the Crime bill will do that. But what this 
bill will do is reduce the number of victims of 
violent crime. This measure simply saves 
lives. 

The most important thing it does is to ban 
large-capacity clips like those used in the re- 
cent California schoolyard and New York com- 
muter train killings in which dozens of people 
died. In fact, the madman in New York was 
subdued only when he stopped to reload. We 
can't stop these sick individuals from getting 
guns, but what we can do is make it harder for 
them to get weapons equipped to fire dozens 
of shots without reloading. This is the real ef- 
fect of this legislation. 

| have heard from a lot of my constituents 
on this issue. Some of them supported the 
ban; others didn't. | talked to police officers 
who said they wanted to maintain their ability 
to get these kinds of weapons for protecting 
the public. This bill allows them to do that. | 
heard from hunters and sportsmen who told 
me of the guns they use for those pastimes. 
This bill protects 650 specific weapons that 
they use. | have also heard from people who 
cannot understand what legitimate purpose 
guns that fire 150 rounds without reloading 
can possibly serve. 

do not vote for much gun control legisla- 
tion. | support background checks because | 
think they are effective, and ! do not support 
waiting periods because | do not think they 
are effective. 

| support the second amendment. | grew up 
in a culture that values and respects guns. ! 
enjoy hunting and have guns in my home for 
protection. Hunting and home protection are 
not the issue in this case. Killing people is the 
issue. | firmly believe that if these guns are 
banned, the effect will be to reduce the poten- 
tial for mass killings in America. 

| leave with this question: If a madman 
walks into a fast food restaurant where your 
wife and children are eating, would you rather 
he have a six-shooter or a weapon that can 
wipe out every person in the building? That's 
what this bill is about, and | urge its adoption. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
314 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. DINGELL], the distin- 
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to H.R. 4296. 

This bill bans a class of commonly 
owned firearms based on technology 
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that has been in use for more than a 
century. We know about the 19 weap- 
ons banned by the bill. We also know 
about the 670 hunting and recreational 
rifles and shotguns specifically ex- 
empted by the bill. But let us look at 
all the facts: 

First, 585 of the 670 firearms ‘‘pro- 
tected” by the bill are not 
semiautomatics. They are bolt and 
slide action weapons that have nothing 
to do with the substance of this bill. 
For what purposes are those 585 guns 
listed, and why are only currently 
manufactured makes and models list- 
ed? 

Second, the vast majority of semi- 
automatic handguns certainly do not 
have the assault features listed in the 
bill—but not one handgun is protected 
under the bill. 

Third, the gentleman from New York 
says his bill would not affect sporting 
guns. That is contradicted by ATF Di- 
rector John Magaw who told our col- 
leagues in the other body that the 
Springfield MIA would be affected. 
That rifle is the most popular rifle used 
by high power target shooters in 
matches, including the National 
Matches, which were established by 
Congress in 1903. 

Fourth, ammunition magazines hold- 
ing over 10 bullets would be treated as 
banned and treated as “firearm” in the 
bill, but we are told magazines manu- 
factured prior to enactment of this bill 
would be grandfathered. How does 
Someone in possession of one of these 
magazines prove it was manufactured 
prior to the date of enactment so as to 
avoid criminal prosecution? 


o 1500 


Fifth, the bill says that anyone own- 
ing a weapon banned by this bill prior 
its enactment is not affected if a form 
4473 is filled out and kept and that the 
form is transferred with the weapon. 
Yet, under the bill, the Secretary has 
the authority to require additional 
forms and additional information to be 
filled out and maintained. There is no 
guidance whether this form, or forms, 
are to be filed with anyone, or how 
these forms are to be maintained. 

Completing a Federal form 4473 to 
prove compliance is not required under 
H.R. 4296 until the firearm is trans- 
ferred. Under the legislation, if a father 
gives his son a gun that is classified as 
an assault weapon under this legisla- 
tion, in order to comply with regula- 
tions to be written by the Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms [ATF], 
the son must complete a form 4473 and 
both parties must keep a copy. The leg- 
islation leaves the details of the avail- 
ability of these forms as well as any fil- 
ing requirements with Federal or local 
authorities to the discretion of the 
ATF. This is the first incursion of the 
Federal Government into private fire- 
arms transfers, because all swaps, 
sales, gifts, and inheritances would re- 
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quire the completion of a form 4473, 
thereby leading to the registration of 
all firearms. 

However, the provisions dealing with 
previously owned, lawful firearms cov- 
ered by this legislation are even more 
alarming. According to the legislation, 
previously owned guns are grand- 
fathered and not subject to registra- 
tion. But proving a firearm was owned 
prior to enactment without a form 4473 
is virtually impossible without reg- 
istration. Additionally, although high 
capacity magazines are grandfathered 
under the bill, it will be equally dif- 
ficult to prove that the magazine was 
owned prior to enactment. This would 
lead to de facto gun registration of 
both firearms and magazines. 

Without a completed form 4473, an 
owner of a banned gun or restricted 
magazine could not prove that he or 
she owned the firearm prior to enact- 
ment. And without proving compli- 
ance—by forcing law-abiding citizens 
to fill out and maintain Federal Gov- 
ernment forms—a gun owner could face 
a 6 month prison sentence and a $1,000 
fine. 

Sixth, it is said by proponents that 
the legislation provides no additional 
authority to ATF to ban more guns. 
Yet, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, 
and Firearms has said that virtually 
any semiautomatic could be included 
on the list of banned guns by making 
cosmetic changes, or removed from the 
list for the same reason. 

And additional firearms may be 
added by the Secretary of the Treasury 
if the semiautomatic firearm in ques- 
tion meets the criteria in the bill—an 
act which can instantly convert hun- 
dreds of thousands of innocent law 
abiding Americans into criminals. 

How this bill would affect crime in 
this country. No reputable research 
done to date, including statistics gath- 
ered by the FBI, the Department of 
Justice, in the States, or by ATF, sug- 
gests that even the broadest definition 
of that class of firearms loosely defined 
as assault weapons occupy other than a 
statistically insignificant portion of 
the crimes committed with all fire- 
arms. 

I have in hand a study conducted by 
A'TF and other law enforcement offices 
in the Detroit area completed in 1992 
which focused on narcotic related fire- 
arms seizures and shows that: 

Thirteen of the 19 firearms listed in H.R. 
4296 were not even represented among the 
2359 firearms examined. 

Of the firearms in the top 24" by volume, 
only one of the firearms named on this bill is 
present. 

The “firearm of choice" of narcotics viola- 
tors is not an assault weapon at all, nor is 
the second or the third. 

In fact, there were more Winchester model 
1894 30-30's recovered, a 100 year old gun ev- 
eryone would immediately recognize as the 
gun cowboys used to fight off rustlers in the 
movies, than the two more popular fre- 
quently mentioned firearm in this debate the 
Colt AR-15 or the TEC-9. 
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This same conclusion is reflected 
around the country and I urge you to 
contact your local law enforcement of- 
fice to ask them to show you the data 
related to the use of any of the fire- 
arms in this bill in crime. In at least 
several instances such as with the 
Steyr Aug, the Beretta AR-70, or any 
Galil, your local law enforcement will 
never even see these firearms. 

The majority of the other guns on 
this list will figure only marginally at 
worst. The lipservice paid to those who 
currently own these firearms by the 
sponsor of this bill that will be grand- 
fathered is little more that a fig leaf 
hiding à much broader agenda. It has 
been suggested that because this bill 
does not immediately seize these fire- 
arms, or criminalize possession by cur- 
rent owners that those who now own 
them will be protected. I think that 
proves that there is a wider agenda 
here. That is the registration and li- 
censing of all firearms owners, the pri- 
mary purpose of which has historically 
been to locate and identify firearms for 
confiscation. 

It is not difficult to surmise what the 
next step will be. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin- 
guished gentlewoman from Nevada 
[Mrs. VUCANOVICH]. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to speak 
in ardent opposition to the adoption of 
the so-called assault weapons ban legis- 
lation. I rise today not to speak elo- 
quently like so many of my colleagues 
have on whether this bill will reduce 
crime, because it will not. I do not seek 
the House’s attention on whether this 
bill will keep guns out of the hands of 
criminals, because it will not. I need 
not comment on whether there are any 
meaningful distinctions between these 
semiautomatic firearms and all the 
other semiautomatic firearms, because 
there are none. I am not obligated to 
explain if these rifles are truly weapons 
of war, because we all know they are 
not. 

There are many good reasons why 
this legislation should be soundly de- 
feated. But perhaps the most impor- 
tant one of all has been kept from plain 
view. Yesterday, Charlton Heston, one 
of the most beloved performing artists 
in the Nation, and a long time civil 
rights leader and spokesperson, 
summed up quite well what this ban is 
all about. He pointed out that movie 
studios often use back lots, such as in 
Westerns, that certainly look real on 
camera, but are simply facades. That, 
Mr. Chairman, is what this is all about. 
It’s simply a facade with no substance 
behind it. But I will tell you what is 
behind it, and I hope that every Mem- 
ber listening at this moment reflects 
with care upon what their vote means. 

When the Brady bill, now the Brady 
law, was passed, what you heard most 
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frequently on the part of those who had 
long campaigned for it was the com- 
ment, ‘‘Yes we know it will not really 
reduce crime at all, but it’s a good first 
Step." I can assure you that what you 
will hear from the supporters of this 
legislation, many of whom have testi- 
fied before Representative SCHUMER, 
like Jim and Sarah Brady, is the state- 
ment: Les, we know that it may not 
be a terribly effective crime reduction 
measure, but it is another good step." 
Mr. Chairman, how many steps will it 
take? As every Member in this body is 
aware, the Brady’s Handgun Control 
Inc., and some Members are now sup- 
porting in part or in whole legislative 
efforts to: 

First, reduce the number of guns in 
this country as much as is feasible; sec- 
ond, require the licensing and registra- 
tion of firearms owners and firearms; 
third, impose stiff and confiscatory 
taxation rates on law abiding pur- 
chasers of firearms and ammunitions; 
fourth, eliminate certain types of fire- 
arms from civilian possession, such as 
that proposed in this bill, as well as se- 
verely limiting how many cartridges a 
firearm can hold and use; and fifth, im- 
posing an ever expanding zone of tort 
and product liability on the part of 
firearm owners, manufacturers, deal- 
ers, and others for engaging in lawful 
ownership and sales activities. 

So, Mr. Chairman, what is behind the 
facade of this legislation? What is the 
real point of this bill? I submit to you 
and every Member of this Chamber 
that since there is no substance behind 
this bill, there must be a very good po- 
litical reason. Oh yes, to be sure, the 
President, the Attorney General, and 
some Members of the Congress would 
like to be seen as tough on crime. 
There will be Americans, and I’m sure 
there are some watching now, that 
genuinely and sincerely believe that 
this political reason is both a valid and 
sufficient one for the legislation. 

But there is also another reason that 
the President and others want this bill, 
and it too is a political one. It is a part 
of a political agenda which the Presi- 
dent does not want to share fully with 
the American people. The truth in this 
case is that we have a President, an ad- 
ministration, and some Members of 
this Congress who believe that this 
country would be much better off if the 
law-abiding citizens of this Nation 
were essentially disarmed. 

An unreleased section of the report 
to the President and the Domestic Pol- 
icy Council from the interdepart- 
mental working group on violence 
ought to disturb most law abiding citi- 
zens in this country. The report rec- 
ommends, among other items that: 

The Federal Government should 
study the effectiveness of strict licens- 
ing on reducing firearm deaths. 

We should consider further limiting 
production of certain new firearms and 
ammunition. 
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In addition to bans on assault weap- 
ons, consideration should be given to 
placing much higher taxes on hand- 
guns. 

Excise taxes on handguns and par- 
ticularly dangerous ammunition could 
help offset the cost of providing medi- 
cal care to gunshot victims. 

Impose requirements on firearm pur- 
chasers to be licensed and/or mandated 
to register their firearms. 

Increase firearms dealer liability for 
negligent sales. 

Require firearm purchasers to pass a 
gun safety test and background check 
to receive a permit to purchase any 
firearms or ammunition. 

Create a class of restricted firearms. 
This list would include all handguns 
and semi-automatic long guns that are 
not otherwise outlawed and could be 
purchased or carried only by persons 
holding valid registration certificates. 
These restricted weapons certificates 
could be issued by the local police or 
local licensing authorities only after 
applicants have passed a background 
check for felonies, violent misdemean- 
ors, or mental illness; demonstrated 
the satisfactory knowledge of the safe 
and responsible use of firearms; accept- 
ed liability for injury for negligent use 
or storage of these weapons; and show 
that the firearms would only be used 
for specified legitimate purposes. 

If you had a restricted firearm, you 
could only have it in your home, your 
place of business, or a target range, 
and the unlawful public carrying of a 
restricted firearm would be punishable 
as a Federal offense. 

Set up three classes of firearms: 
banned, restricted and unrestricted. 

The Federal Government would regu- 
late secondary transfers of all firearms 
to prevent their delivery to those pro- 
hibited by law to have weapons. To 
transfer or sell a firearm to another 
resident, an unlicensed person, mean- 
ing a typical gun owner, would have to 
go through a licensed gun dealer and 
document the transfer in the dealers’ 
records or mail a transfer application 
to the local police. 

Impose new requirements on gun 
owners before they could acquire fire- 
arms regarding safe carriage, storage 
and use. 

Regulate firearms under design and 
safety standards as dangerous 
consumer products. 

Perhaps the most insidious part of 
the firearms section concerns rec- 
ommendation No. 5, which recommends 
reframing the public debate of fire- 
arms. That, Mr. Chairman, is precisely 
what this assault weapons ban is all 
about. And perhaps the damning state- 
ment in the section of this report reads 
as follows; ‘‘We have learned a lot of 
lessons about how to change behaviors 
as well as focusing on the firearms 
themselves. You can’t take guns away 
from men who are frightened, from 
women who are scared or from commu- 
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nities which are scared without giving 
them reassurance and a sense of secu- 
rity." 

Every American should mark those 
words well, because there are really 
only two elements to that statement. 
The first is that there are many men 
and women across this country that 
are frightened. Frightened by what 
they confront on a daily basis. They 
lead good lives. They attempt to raise 
their children in a healthy and loving 
manner, they pay taxes, and yet they 
must suffer the indignity and the pain 
of being crime victims. But this admin- 
istration wants them to suffer a fur- 
ther indignity. And that is to take 
away a civil liberty. They will be a vic- 
tim twice—once from crime and the 
second time from their own govern- 
ment. 

Ask yourself one simple question: Do 
you really think that the real purpose 
of this legislation is to reduce crime 
and to help our citizens? On Tuesday, 
the Wall Street Journal ran an edi- 
torial that deserves a response from 
this President. Why is the President 
concentrating his efforts on assault 
weapons, firearms that are involved in 
less than one-half of 1 percent of all 
violent crime, when the largest cause 
of our truly violent era of crime is 
drugs? He has cut his drug control staff 
by 80 percent; he has endorsed a strat- 
egy of cutting 600 or more Federal drug 
enforcement positions; he has proposed 
cutting more than 100 Federal drug 
prosecution positions. His attorney 
general wants to moderate mandatory 
minimum sentences for drug traffick- 
ing, and his Surgeon General wants to 
study drug legalization. That's no anti- 
drug or anticrime strategy. 

So for those of you who are receiving 
phone calls from the President, and are 
having your arms twisted by the White 
House staff, or by other Members of 
Congress, why don't you ask them 
some simple questions: First, does it 
end here, Mr. President, or will you ask 
for confiscatory gun and ammunition 
taxes? Will you propose and support li- 
censing and registration for all fire- 
arms owners? Will] you ask for more 
banned guns? Will you have more re- 
stricted firearms? And in the end, also 
ask the President this question: If the 
police cannot provide a full measure of 
protection to myself and my family, 
will you? 

I say to my colleagues—mark this 
question well—because these are the 
words that all citizens will ask us when 
we return home. It will be a simple 
question for them. Did you help us or 
did you hurt us? If you want to know 
why the public is fed up with legisla- 
tion that masquerades as crime con- 
trol, you need to really understand 
that the rest of the story behind the 
tragedy President Clinton cited this 
week to support adopting this bill. 

Capt. James Lutz, a veteran Wiscon- 
sin police officer was killed last week. 
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Among the suspects is James Oswald. 
What is remarkable about this terrible 
death is not that Captain Lutz was 
killed by a semiautomatic firearm, but 
that Mr. Oswald was never prosecuted 
by Federal authorities months before 
last week's shooting for Federal fire- 
arms violations. And while reasonable 
men and women can disagree over 
much of what passes through these 
Chambers, I think the case here is very 
clear; this bill will not protect anyone, 
and the true agenda it supports will 
hurt the American people and all our 
freedoms. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 214 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. REYN- 
OLDS], one of the lead cosponsors of 
this bill. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Chairman, 
today I come before this body and say 
we must pass 4296. First, we must pass 
this bill because of what is happening 
in our streets, neighborhoods, and 
towns in this country. 

Second, we must pass this bill be- 
cause the way in which our society has 
changed demands that all of us reexam- 
ine our consciences on these tough is- 
sues. 

For myself, when I came here as a 
freshman this term, I never thought 
that I would be voting for the death 
penalty, but I voted for a crime bill 
that added over 60 crimes to the list of 
those that are death-eligible. I did so 
because the nature of violence in our 
society demands that our response to 
this be assertive, tough, and absolute. 

Third, we must pass this bill if we are 
to be at all consistent in our approach 
on crime, I strongly contend that one 
cannot be tough on crime, yet exempt 
assault weapons from that approach. 
Such an approach tells the American 
public that we are not truly serious 
about being tough on crime. We punish 
the crime, but we hold the weapons of 
destruction sacred. 

Recently, we were so tough on crime 
in this body that we took away the 
weights that prisoners use to exercise 
with. We were so tough on crime that 
we wanted to ban Pell grants for pris- 
oners to get education. I voted for that. 

We voted to make drive-by shooters 
eligible for the death penalty, because 
we wanted to be tough on crime. Yet, 
many of the people who went back 
home and told their constituents how 
tough they were on crime would allow 
that same gun that was used in the 
drive-by shooting to continue to exist 
in our society. 

In other words, we will take a 17- 
year-old, we will try them as an adult 
if they drive by and shoot and kill 
someone. We will possibly send them to 
their death, but we will not do any- 
thing about the MAC-10 or the Uzi or 
the TEC-9 that they use. That is hy- 
pocrisy, and we ought to be ashamed of 
it. Let us have some courage and stand 
up and pass this bill. 
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Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I will 
take this opportunity to yield 1 minute 
to the gentlewoman from the State of 
Connecticut, Mrs. BARBARA KENNELLY, 
the sister of the chief State's attorney. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a difficult de- 
bate, for so many a tough vote. And as 
so often happens, with difficult situa- 
tions, things get exaggerated or dimin- 
ished. 

There are those who say pass this 
bill and we will have dealt with our se- 
rious crime problem in America." Of 
course that is not true. There are those 
who say these weapons are being given 
an unduly bad reputation, and taking 
them away from sportsmen is like tak- 
ing away my new golf high-tech driver. 
Of course that is not true. 

What is happening here today is what 
happened with the Brady bill. We are 
beginning to face the truth—that guns 
in the wrong hands are devastating the 
cities of our country. 

I vote for this bill because we have to 
begin to end the insanity of innocent 
bystanders being caught in the cross- 
fire of criminals. 

I vote for this bill in memory of 
Marcellina Delgado, shot dead on the 
way to visit her grandmother in Hart- 
ford, CT. 

I vote for this bill in memory of Sam- 
uel Arroyo, shot dead while picking up 
his pregnant wife at her mother's. 

I vote for this bill in memory of Jac- 
queline Booth, shot dead pushing her 1- 
year-old daughter's stroller in Hart- 
ford. 

These deaths all occurred in the last 
few months. These people were not 
drug dealers, they did not belong to 
gangs. They were just in the wrong 
place at the wrong time, and a gun was 
there too. 

This country cannot sustain itself 
with this type of insanity going on in 
the streets. 

(At this point Mr. MFUME assumed 
the chair as Chairman of the Commit- 
tee of the Whole.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] has 13 min- 
utes remaining, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] has 17 
minutes remaining, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SCHUMER] has 18'5 
minutes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS] has 13'A 
minutes remaining. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS]. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. CLEMENT]. 

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Chairman, this 
debate has sure aroused the attention 
of this country, and it needs to. Re- 
cently we debated and voted on a tough 
crime bill, but I rise today to encour- 
age my colleagues to oppose this bill. I 
am one of those that were in the unde- 
cided category. 
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During the long debate over the 
Brady bill, which I supported, along 
with other colleagues, I received assur- 
ances that our States would be exempt- 
ed from the Brady bill. Tennessee al- 
ready had an even stricter 15-day wait- 
ing period which had successfully been 
in place for over 10 years. 

To our surprise, on March 1 of this 
year, the long arm of the law, in the 
case the ATF, enforced the Brady law 
in Tennessee and other States, regard- 
less of the fact that our current laws 
were even stricter. Now Tennesseans 
have to fill out both a Federal form 
and a State form that only causes bu- 
reaucratic delay and confusion. 

I wonder why we did not get a cool- 
ing-off period? The ATF now has asked 
us to trust that this is only a ban on 19 
weapons, only a ban on military-style 
weapons, only a ban on guns that are 
not used for sporting purposes, only a 
ban on magazines with a capacity 
greater than 10 rounds. Why, they even 
go as far as specifically protecting 650 
guns by name, but only as long as they 
do not look like assault weapons. 

Mr. Chairman, I am here today to say 
that I am of the opinion that this will 
only be the beginning of a long list of 
semiautomatic weapons that will be 
banned. As a matter of fact, the bill 
clearly allows the ATF to stop copycat 
models, but allows open-ended defini- 
tions of copycatting. 
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What assurances do we have that the 
19 weapons banned in this bill will not 
eventually be 119 or 1,900 after the ATF 
has had a chance to interpret, define 
and even change the classification. 

Mr. Chairman, I am continuously 
sickened by the number of violent and 
heinous crimes that are committed in 
this country. I know everyone else is as 
well. We live in a country with rights 
guaranteed by our Constitution, and 
let us work to preserve those rights. 
People need peace of mind, not a fear 
of losing their rights. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, it is a 
tragedy that we are not debating a real 
bill to ban real assault weapons today. 

Let me show you an assault weapon. 
This is Russell Obremski. He is an as- 
sault weapon who was allowed out on 
our streets. After having served 1 year 
of a 20-year term for statutory rape, he 
was allowed to go back on our streets, 
back in our neighborhoods; after the 
brutal slaying of two women, he was 
sentenced to two life terms but he was 
paroled, and Mr. Obremski completed 
his criminal career sodomizing a 4- 
year-old girl. 

Mr. Chairman, the point is our 
streets are not safe today because real 
assault weapons are on the streets and 
these real assault weapons are crimi- 
nals and the one thing that this House 
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of Representatives cannot do, and par- 
don me if I disagree with my colleague 
who said we are tough on crime be- 
cause we have deprived criminals of 
their weight-lifting apparatus in pris- 
ons, the one thing we cannot do is 
warehouse criminals, and this is a con- 
test between those who want to con- 
fiscate weapons because they want to 
defer the warehousing of criminals and 
people who want to confiscate crimi- 
nals. 

Mr. Chairman, I have to say to my 
friend, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SCHUMER] and his compadres in 
this debate, they are not going to get a 
phone call from Russell Obremski and 
his colleagues, serious felons, saying, 
"You know, we saw that legislation 
pass and we are ready to turn our guns 
in." What you are going to do is initi- 
ate a string of citations and arrests of 
plumbers, of service station owners, of 
businesswomen, of people who unknow- 
ingly now have violated this list which 
we are told now can be extended to 
some 160 weapons. That is what we are 
doing. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no common 
sense in this bill. In San Diego County, 
the M-1 rifle, the match rifle that our 
guys brought back some 50 years ago 
from World War II will be included on 
this list according to the authorities. 

Mr. Chairman, we have had tens of 
thousands of these guns, but San Diego 
is not unsafe because those guns are 
there, it is unsafe because people like 
this, murderers and criminals, are 
turned right back on the street, and 
the average time a convicted murderer 
spends in jail in this country is 5 years. 

Mr. Chairman, the man pictured on 
this chart is an assault weapon. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 15 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, the whole idea of our 
bill, if the gentleman would leave that 
chart there, is very simple: To prevent 
people like Mr. Obremski from getting 
assault weapons. He should be locked 
up, but if he is not and people like him 
are not, they should not have assault 
weapons. 

Mr. Chairman, we need both. We need 
tough punishment and we do not want 
the criminals to have assault weapons. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Con- 
YERS], the distinguished senior member 
of our committee. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. CONYERS], chairman of the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I sup- 
port this assault weapons ban because 
the time has come to halt the arms 
race in the United States and a ban be 
placed on these weapons of war. Semi- 
automatic assault weapons are lethal 
killing machines, designed to tear the 
life out of another human being as 
quickly and efficiently as possible. 
Street gang members, drug traffickers, 
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and other criminal elements prefer 
these weapons because they intimidate 
as well as they perform. 

That we are even having to debate 
whether people should have access to 
these machines of death is a sign of 
how irrational this issue has become. 
These weapons do not belong on the 
streets, because if people have assault 
weapons, they are going to use assault 
weapons. 

Yesterday, Mrs. Gloria Ghee, a moth- 
er in my district told me of the death 
of her son Yrral who was shot over 30 
times with an AK-47 in broad daylight 
on à lovely morning in September. His 
body was so mutilated that she could 
barely recognize the person in the cof- 
fin as her son. Who is willing to tell her 
that the life of her child is not worth 
our taking action to prevent the manu- 
facture and importation of these kinds 
of weapons? 

Who will tell Mrs. Geneva Reiley, yet 
another mother in Detroit that the gun 
that killed her child is a sporting weap- 
on? Her son was shot 18 times with a 
semiautomatic assault pistol. A model 
student set to graduate from high 
school will never realize his dream of 
going to college. 

When I spoke with Mrs. Reiley, she 
urged me to help get guns off the 
streets so that other families would 
not have to suffer as hers has. For her, 
every day and night serves as a re- 
minder of what was lost. 

This debate is not about target 
shooting or hunting, it is about the 
safety of our children. This legislation 
will in no way encroach upon the le- 
gitimate gun ownership of game hun- 
ters or those citizens who believe they 
need personal firearm protection. 

An assault weapon is 20 times more 
likely to be used in crime than a con- 
ventional firearm. We will only ban 19 
specific weapons, and the few others 
with specific military characteristics 
that have been found to disproportion- 
ately affect crime. 

The senseless slaughter and madness 
must stop for life is too precious to be 
snuffed out. 

For 30 years I have stood in this 
Chamber and participated in this de- 
bate about the increasing proliferation 
of guns in our society. This is an im- 
portant moment as we continue the 
regulation of weapons that are too nu- 
merous and too available in our Na- 
tion. We must send a message that le- 
thal, destructive, assault weapons that 
are used to kill or maim people will 
not be tolerated. 

I urge all my colleagues to support 
the ban on semiautomatic assault 
weapons. Future generations depend on 
it. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Rhode Island [Mr. REED], the only West 
Point graduate in our Chamber. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of this legislation. I 
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spent 12 years in the U.S. Army, I com- 
manded infantry, paratroopers, quali- 
fied as Army Ranger, and I was issued 
an assault weapon. 

Mr. Chairman, I was not under any 
illusions as to why the Army gave me 
that weapon. It was not for target 
shooting, it was not for hunting. It was 
in defense of my country to kill people. 
That is why this weapon was designed, 
that is why this whole class of weapons 
were designed. The characteristics of 
high rates of fire, portability, being 
able to affix bayonets, all these things 
are designed for one purpose, a mili- 
tary purpose, and we should ban these 
weapons as we have banned other mili- 
tary weapons, like the machinegun, 
like Claymore mines, like a whole 
range of military weapons because in 
an ordered society where the rule of 
law should prevail and not who have 
the fastest draw or the most firepower, 
these weapons are not appropriate. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge passage of this 
legislation. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2% minutes to the most distinguished 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
GILCHREST]. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to make a com- 
ment about the M-1 target rifle that 
was mentioned earlier to be considered 
illegal. It is my understanding after 
looking at the list that the M-1 rifle is 
still and remains legal. 

Mr. Chairman, when I served in Viet- 
nam, my fellow marines and I carried 
some of the most sophisticated assault 
weapons in the world. They were M-14 
and M-16 rifles and could fire 20 rounds 
at lightning speeds. We generally fired 
them on semiautomatic. Some could 
also fire like machineguns. 

The enemy carried AK-47's, which 
was the Soviet-made gun-of-choice in 
all of the Communist countries at the 
time. They functioned in essentially 
the same manner, and were capable of 
rapid fire. I took a bullet from an AK- 
47; I can attest to their deadliness. 

Today, just about anyone can go toa 
gun store and buy guns which are just 
as sophisticated as the ones we carried 
in Vietnam, if not more so, with the 
only difference being the automatic 
fire function. I remember the 18- and 
19-year-old soldiers in Vietnam and 
how they seemed too young to carry 
such powerful weapons. Today, 14- and 
15-year-old kids are getting assault 
weapons through gangs and they are 
killing each other. 

Police generally carry service revolv- 
ers—six-shot pistols which fire much 
less rapidly than semiautomatics. In 
too many cases, police are going up 
against criminals who are armed like 
infantry soldiers, leaving police out- 
gunned. A few years ago, in Stockton, 
CA, a gunman armed with an AK-47 
killed or wounded dozens of children, 
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some of whom might be alive were it 
not for the AK's rapid fire and long- 
range capabilities. 

The House of Representatives has 
been considering H.R. 4296, a bill to ban 
the manufacture and sale and 19 spe- 
cific types of assault weapons. Anyone 
who owns one of these guns now is 
grandfathered, and no one would be re- 
quired to turn in their guns or register 
them. The bill simply requires that the 
manufacturers of these guns can no 
longer make them available for civil- 
jan use. 

What are these guns? The AK-47, 
used on the school children in Stock- 
ton, is the military weapon used by 
most former Communist countries. The 
AR-15 is the civilian version of the M- 
16, the standard rifle of the U.S. Armed 
Forces. The TEC-9, MAC-10, and Uzi 
are all semiautomatic versions of sub- 
machine guns. The Street Sweeper/ 
Striker 12 is a rapid fire, semiauto- 
matic shotgun designed for riot control 
for the South African police. These are 
not hunting rifles—they are designed 
to kill people and nothing else. I doubt 
you'll find any of these in a duck blind. 

Some opponents of this measure have 
argued the bill will ban hundreds of 
guns—not just the 19 specific types. 
What the legislation attempts to do is 
prevent the manufacturers from simply 
changing the name and selling the 
same gun. It sets up assault weapon 
characteristics that will not be allowed 
on any future gun. These include gre- 
nade launcher, bayonet mounts, and 
flash suppressors designed to prevent 
detection in night firing. 

The bill also bans the future manu- 
facture of ammunition magazines 
which hold more than 10 rounds. Many 
of these guns can accommodate maga- 
zines that can hold up to 50 rounds of 
ammunition before having to reload. 

The bill does not affect firearms 
which are used primarily for hunting. I 
own hunting rifles, and I hunt from 
time to time. Instead, the bill specifi- 
cally protects 650 sporting rifles and 
specifies that none of these weapons 
may be banned while the assault weap- 
on ban is in effect. Contrary to a popu- 
lar rumor, the bill does not involve reg- 
istration of any firearm. People will 
still be able to buy guns to protect 
themselves and their families, but not 
guns that were designed to mow down 
enemy platoons. 

I don’t believe that crime control 
should focus solely on gun control. We 
will only control crime when we are 
willing to put criminals away, and I 
have supported tough anticrime meas- 
ures. 

I voted for truth-in-sentencing meas- 
ures to ensure that convicts serve at 
least 85 percent of their sentences be- 
fore becoming eligible for parole. I 
voted for efforts to streamline the ap- 
peals process for death row inmates. 
And I voted for the Three Strikes and 
You're Out" bill that calls for crimi- 


9363 


nals convicted of three violent felonies 
to serve life in prison without the pos- 
sibility of parole. 

Many of my constituents have sug- 
gested that this proposal is inconsist- 
ent with the conservative agenda that 
I usually support. I might mention 
that Barry Goldwater and Ronald 
Reagan—the fathers of modern con- 
servatism—have both formally en- 
dorsed a ban on assault weapons. But 
both of these men, as hunters, recog- 
nize the difference between weapons of 
war and sporting rifles. 

It is true that crime control should 
focus on criminals and not guns. But 
when a 15-year-old gang member is 
armed like a commando, or when a po- 
lice officer is the most poorly armed 
person on the street, it’s time to exer- 
cise a little common sense. 

I urge support for the bill. 


o 1520 


Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES]. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this very important bill. 

Mr. Chairman, | can remember well standing 
in this Chamber talking about gun control. 
That was back in 1968. My how time flies. It's 
26 years later and we are still talking about 
gun control. Although the issues have 
changed over the years, now our topic is as- 
sault weapons, the arguments have remained 
the same. Mr. Chairman, have we really pro- 
gressed so little in all these years? 

Today we are here discussing man's cruelty 
to man. Our ability and apparent willingness to 
design, manufacture and use weapons of de- 
Struction on one another. We have failed to 
live up to our sworn duty and obligation to pro- 
tect the American people and insure domestic 
tranquility. It is ironic: As our trees grow and 
the rivers flow our children die in the streets 
from the gunfire of semiautomatic assault 
weapons. 

Now we must make the hard choices. Now 
we must take the necessary steps and protect 
the American people from this wave of vio- 
lence washing over our Nation. The time to 
take decisive action is at hand. Society de- 
mands it. 

It is not my intention, at this time, to relate 
the grim details of the dreadful casualty lists 
resulting from a lack of such control, except to 
say they are there for all to see. | hope it will 
not be necessary for me to recite the long list 
of public opinion polls, conducted among 
gunowners alike, that show overwhelming sup- 
port for a ban on assault weapons. Nor should 
it be necessary for me to remind us all of the 
flood of mail now passing through our offices 
demanding strong and effective gun control. 

| have read and heard the NRA's arguments 
and | find them very difficult to take seriously. 
Nowhere in the basic document of the United 
States is there a constitutional right, written or 
implied, giving an individual a separate right to 
bear arms. Many have made arguments to the 
contrary, stating that the second amendment 
gives an individual the right to bear arms. This 
is untrue. The entire provision reads as fol- 
lows: "A well regulated militia, being nec- 
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essary to the security of a free state, the right 
of people to keep and bear arms, shall not be 
infringed." This legislation will not infringe on 
the rights of any law-abiding American. The 
right to bear arms is not absolute. The second 
amendment relates to the organization of a 
militia; not the organization of thugs and gang- 
sters. 

The rhetoric that resounds throughout this 
Chamber, deploring the violence in our 
streets, is made hollow and meaningless by 
the reluctance of this body to take substantive 
action in restricting the use of assault weap- 
ons. How can we justify the easy availability of 
these “gangster” weapons to those families 
that have lost a father, or a mother, a son or 
a daughter. Our refusal to enact this legisla- 
tion will have the effect of sanctioning further 
violence. 

In no other civilized nation does the assault 
weapon enjoy such freedom as it does in the 
United States. It is our shame that we have 
done nothing to stop the proliferation of these 
deadly weapons over the years. 

| will be voting for H.R. 4296 and | ask all 
my distinguished colleagues to do the same. 
This legislation will be the greatest inconven- 
ience to the criminals, who have thus far vir- 
tually unlimited access to assault weapons, 
which, in their hands, become instruments of 
death and destruction. This bill, over the long 
run, will have the effect of steadily eroding the 
supply of assault weapons that find their way 
into criminal hands. Assault weapons are not 
necessary for hunters or sportsmen. They 
were designed for warfare with the specific in- 
tent to maim and kill an enemy. They should 
be banned for use by the general public. 

Although | can understand the reluctance on 
the part of this Congress to limit in any way 
the freedom of responsible sportsmen to pur- 
chase weapons for hunting and target shoot- 
ing, the fact remains that those same weap- 
ons can be used to perpetrate crimes of all 
descriptions. 

It would, indeed, be fortunate for sportsmen 
and legislators alike if those weapons, gen- 
erally recognized as suitable for sporting pur- 
poses, could be relegated to a specific cat- 
egory entirely exclusive of weapons used in 
violent crimes. This is difficult to achieve, but 
| believe this is exactly what this bill sets out 
to do. 

Unfortunately, weapons that kill game or ob- 
literate bulls-eyes are just as efficient as in- 
struments of human destruction, as those 
weapons designed especially for that purpose. 
But that is an argument for another day. 

In closing, | would like to quote an old Ken- 
yan proverb, "treat the Earth well. It was not 
given to you by your parents * * *. It is loaned 
to you by your children." Is it not time for us 
to start repaying the loan. Let us vote today to 
give our children a safer world in which to 
grow. Vote yes on the assault weapons ban. 
It is long overdue. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I will 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BREWSTER]. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to this gun ban. This 
legislation is misguided; it is not about 
crime control. This is not about taking 
guns out the hands of criminals. This is 
about limiting the freedom and choices 
for law abiding Americans. 
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This argument over banning guns 
cheats the American people out of the 
real issue: that our criminal justice 
system is broken. 

We must take a hard look at the con- 
ditions that breed disrespect for the 
law and disrespect for the rights of oth- 
ers. This false debate over gun control 
gives Congress an easy out and lets us 
abdicate our responsibility. As a soci- 
ety we must find alternatives to crime 
for young people. When we waste our 
energy and resources fighting over a 
simple, but wrong, solution to a com- 
plex problem, we cheat our constitu- 
ents out of an honest debate over real 
solutions to our crime problem. 

Sheriff Don Hass, the president of the 
Oklahoma Sheriffs’ Association, faxed 
me a letter that clearly defines the 
crime problem in our country and the 
real solution. From his vantage point 
on the front line against crime, Sheriff 
Hass tells me that a ban on weapons 
will not solve the crime problem." If 
we can put criminals away and keep 
them away we will reduce crime. We 
must provide our law enforcement offi- 
cers with the tools to ensure that 
criminals will be brought to justice. 
That is the only effective deterrent to 
crime. 

According to Federal crime statis- 
tics, less than one-half of 1 percent of 
all violent crimes committed last year 
involved these so-called assault weap- 
ons. 

The bottom line is that this gun ban 
is part of a political agenda to reduce 
lawful ownership of guns in America. 

This vote is not about protecting 
people or taking guns out of the hands 
of criminals. It is the political marker 
in a wholesale effort to reduce the law- 
ful ownership of guns. 

There are 94 bills pending in Congress 
to take guns out of the hands of law- 
abiding citizens. These 61 House bills 
and 33 Senate bills would take guns 
away from working Americans by out- 
right bans, registration, or taxes. 

Sixty-five million law-abiding Amer- 
ican gunowners are not the cause of 
crime, denying their rights is not the 
solution. 

Each year, 60,000 felons are placed on 
probation rather than incarcerated. 
Ninety percent of felons never spend a 
day in jail. That is the problem. 

To deter crime we must make hard 
choices and spend tax dollars to punish 
criminals for criminal acts. Let us stop 
this useless debate over guns and let us 
work together to solve our real prob- 
lem. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO], who 
has worked so hard on this bill. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in strong support of the assault 
weapons ban, and urge my colleagues 
to join me in supporting this crucial 
measure. 

This ban is not the same bill that the 
House defeated in 1991. It is stronger 
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and more narrowly drafted. It strictly 
defines semi-automatic assault weap- 
ons by an objective features-based test. 
It exempts 670 hunting and sporting ri- 
fles and shotguns, while explicitly ban- 
ning 19 weapons that are clearly pat- 
terned after machine guns used by 
military forces for combat use. These 
weapons are not hunting and sporting 
firearms. They are weapons of war that 
are falling into the hands of dangerous 
criminals and being used everyday to 
kill and maim innocent people. 

Let the statistics speak for them- 
selves: Assault weapons comprise less 
than 1 percent of the guns in circula- 
tion in the United States, yet they ac- 
count for 8 percent of the guns traced 
in the investigation of criminal activ- 
ity. Assault weapons are 18 times more 
likely to kill police than conventional 
firearms. Since October 1993, there 
have been 59 shootings in 37 States in- 
volving semi-automatic assault weap- 
ons. The result: 34 people were killed 
and more than half were children or 
teenagers. 

These weapons are designed for kill- 
ing people. They do their job well. And 
for that reason alone they should be 
taken off the streets now. If not, it is 
on our conscience when they show up 
in our streets, school yards, and neigh- 
borhoods. I urge my colleagues to take 
a stand and support the bill we have 
before us today. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. ED- 
WARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, the bill offered by the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. SCHUMER] 
should be supported. I rise in enthu- 
siastic support for it and thank the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SCHU- 
MER] and the members of the sub- 
committee, the President, and the At- 
torney General. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 30 seconds to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from Georgia  [Ms. 
MCKINNEY]. 

Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 4296, the ban of 19 
specific guns made explicitly for the 
taking of human life. It seems reason- 
able, that weapons made for the battle- 
field stay on the battlefield. Today, 
however, the battlefield has shifted to 
the urban and rural warfare on street 
corners, school yards, and in organized 
crime. 

Guns have been part of American 
folklore and culture from John Wayne 
to Nat Turner. I would not have sup- 
ported this bill if it also had not pro- 
tected over 600 weapons that are com- 
monly used for sport. There are many 
responsible people for whom hunting 
and sports shooting are not only recre- 
ation, but a way of life. 

Congress has a great debate ahead 
over what role guns should play in the 
future of our society. But today, we 
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face a test of courage greater than any 
John Wayne shootout, Are we going to 
act responsibly and in the public's in- 
terest or are we going to bow to the 
king of special interest groups. I urge 
my colleagues to vote for H.R. 4296. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. ZIMMER]. 

Mr. ZIMMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, | oppose this bill because it 
is essentially a sham, addressing the appear- 
ances rather than the realities of crime. 

It would ban certain firearms on the basis of 
their fearsome appearance while protecting 
others that are functionally identical, but which 
just look different. 

As a result, the bill is an exercise in political 
appearances as well. Semiautomatic firearms 
are used in a tiny fraction of U.S. homicides; 
criminals who currently use the designs that 
would be banned will simply use one of the 
many equivalent models that will remain legal 
or will use a banned gun in violation of the 
law. 

Supporters of this bill usually begin their jus- 
lification of it by asking why anyone should be 
permitted to own one of the ugly firearms that 
would be banned. As a conservative who be- 
lieves in the protection of personal liberties, ! 
begin my analysis by asking what compelling 
public interest would be advanced by limiting 
the freedom of Americans. 

If the purpose of this legislation is to reduce 
the incidence of crime committed with fire- 
arms, that objective would be far more effec- 
tively addressed by the legislation | introduced 
last year that would increase the criminal pen- 
alties for those who use firearms in the com- 
mission of a crime, as well as those who pos- 
sess, transport, or sell guns in violation of the 
law. 

Unfortunately, that legislation, along with 
many other sensible proposals to reduce the 
illegal use of firearms, were not allowed to be 
voted on during consideration of the crime bill 
passed by the house in April. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. UPTON]. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
have a problem with banning weapons 
that are not used for legitimate hunt- 
ing or sporting. In fact, I voted for the 
Brady bill before it was popular, and I 
supported the President's crime bill as 
well. 

I was appalled, in fact, by those who 
opposed the President's crime bill be- 
cause it had too much in it for preven- 
tion. 

I happened to speak to the President 
twice this week, and I reminded him of 
his work during this year's State of the 
Union Address when he said this: 
"What we have to do is build upon the 
Brady bill, the Brady law, to take fur- 
ther steps to keep guns out of the 
hands of criminals. I want to say some- 
thing about this issue. Hunters must 
always be free to hunt. Law-abiding 
adults should always be free to own 
guns and to protect their homes." That 
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night, in fact, I was on my feet ap- 
plauding those words, but despite those 
words, this bill, in fact, bans some le- 
gitimate hunting and sporting weapons 
as they are on the list. 

The Colt AR-15 Sporter, I am told, in 
fact, is the most popular target rifle in 
the country and is even officially sanc- 
tioned by our Government in competi- 
tion. 

I do not have a problem banning the 
Uzi, the grenade launcher, the AK-47, 
or the Street Sweeper, and I have 
talked to law enforcement officers, 
probation officers, prosecutors, and the 
cops on the beat, the rank and the file. 
This is not politics for me. I have not 
accepted a dime from the NRA or the 
Handgun Control, either. 

But I have tried to offer an amend- 
ment today that would remove the AR- 
15 Sporter from the list, and was denied 
regrettably. Not being a member of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, I am op- 
posed to the process of bringing a fairly 
controversial bill to this House floor in 
a take-it-or-leave-it fashion. I do not 
know whether this bill is going to pass 
this afternoon or not, but I do know 
that if my amendment had been al- 
lowed to have been offered and it would 
have passed, this bill would have 
passed in double digits. 

I ask my colleagues to vote against 
this bill. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 30 seconds. 

I would simply say to the gentleman 
from Michigan two things: First, he 
seems to agree with 80 percent of the 
bill, 90 percent of the bill, he says, and 
to vote “no” because he does not agree 
with 10 percent seems to me not to be 
the way to legislate. 

Second, I would remind the gen- 
tleman that the closed rule was not 
suggested by the side that wants to 
pass this. So I would urge him not to 
take out his anger at that closed rule 
on us. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
distinguished gentleman from Califor- 
nia [Mr. FARR]. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
encourage my colleagues to support 
the ban on selling assault rifles. 

This is not an issue of gun control. 

Legitimate hunters do not use them; 
assault rifles are not a target rifle; 
they have no place in a home or busi- 
ness, other than to kill people—a lot of 
people. 

This is not an issue of second amend- 
ment rights. 

In fact, when the California legisla- 
ture banned these rifles after a long de- 
bate, just like today, the NRA testified 
that they would not appeal a court rul- 
ing upholding the California law. 

This is not a political re-election 
issue. 

The California election results show 
that every member of the California 
legislature who voted in favor of the 
assault ban was re-elected. 
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The U.S. Senate has placed this issue 
in conference. I urge my colleagues in 
this house to do the same. Support 
H.R. 4296. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2½ minutes to the very distinguished 
gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs. 
ROUKEMA]. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I say to my colleagues 
that I rise in strong support of this leg- 
islation. We must take action to end 
the proliferation of assault weapons, 
and the epidemic of gun violence in our 
Streets and cities. We know it, our law 
enforcement officers know it, and the 
American people know it. 

Make no mistake: This debate is not 
about hunters, or sportsmen, or gun 
collectors. 

This debate is no more about the sec- 
ond amendment, or subverting the Con- 
stitution, than anti-pornography laws 
violate our first amendment rights. 

This legislation is about crime con- 
trol and controlling the national epi- 
demic of gun violence. We cannot begin 
to total the cost that the ready and 
easy access to high-power firearms has 
had on our society. Today, our cities 
are war zones, and our hospital emer- 
gency rooms are MASH units. Our 
health care system is ready to collapse 
under the burden of providing medical 
care for the victims of this war in the 
streets. 

Moreover, the cost of the loss of secu- 
rity and safety for every American can- 
not be imagined. Citizens are not safe 
in their homes, and children cannot 
walk to school or play in the yard 
without fear of mounting crime and 
gun violence. We must take back our 
streets. We must take action today. 

We do not pretend that an assault 
weapon ban will end all crime, or even 
all gun violence. But taken in step 
with a strong crime bill, this can start 
to end the national epidemic of vio- 
lence. 

It is important to note for the record 
exactly what this bill would do. Take 
note, my colleagues: This measure 
would ban the future manufacture and 
possession of specifically named weap- 
ons of war—semiautomatic assault ri- 
fles, and large-size magazines and clips. 
It exempts hundreds of legitimate 
hunting and sporting weapons, safe- 
guards the rights of hunters and sports- 
men, and does not take one gun out of 
the hands of a law-abiding owner. 

Do not be fooled: As the distin- 
guished gentlemen from Illinois, and 
countless others, have taken note, 
these guns are not designed for hunting 
or sporting, but to kill a lot of people 
very quickly. 

Just listen to that, and realize what 
we are saying: In our country, exten- 
sive State laws presently regulate the 
weapons hunters and sportsmen use for 
shooting deer, but we are afraid to give 
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the same protection to human beings. 
That's lunacy. 

Let me note also that this is not a 
partisan issue—Republicans and Demo- 
crats alike support this bill. Former 
Republican Presidents Gerald Ford and 
Ronald Reagan earlier this week en- 
dorsed à ban on military style assault 
weapons, So has former Senator (and 
NRA member) Barry Goldwater, who 
noted, 

I don't see why they ever made semi-auto- 
matics. I've been a member of the NRA, I 
collect, make, and shoot guns. I’ve never 
used an automatic or a semiautomatic for 
hunting. There's no need to. They have no 
place in anybody's arsenal. If any SOB can't 
hit a deer with one shot, then he ought to 
quit shooting. 

Finally, I support this bill in memory 
of Amy Locicero Federici, daughter of 
Jacob and Arlene Locicero of Haw- 
thorne, NJ. Amy was killed in the 
Long Island commuter train massacre. 

I pledged to her bereaving parents 
that Amy would not be just another 
statistic. We do this in her name and to 
benefit all of mainstream America— 
our neighbors, our towns, our districts, 
the man in the street and the cop on 
the beat. 

Vote “yes” on H.R. 4296. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 30 seconds to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs. 
LOWEVI. 

Mrs. LOWEY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup- 
port of H.R. 4296 and urge each and 
every one of my colleagues to support 
our Nation's police officers by voting 
for this bill. 

Not long ago, I stood here in support 
of the Brady bill. At that time, the Na- 
tional Rifle Association was telling us 
that the Brady bill would not stop a 
single criminal. Well, the NRA was 
wrong. In the 10 weeks since the Brady 
law has been in effect, it has stopped 
over 1,000 convicted felons from pur- 
chasing firearms. If the NRA had got- 
ten their way on that vote, these 
criminals would be walking our streets 
with firearms today. 

So as we consider this bill we have to 
ask ourselves again, whose advice are 
we going to take; the NRA's or our Na- 
tion's police officers? 

Again today, my vote will be with 
the people we rely on to fight crime on 
our streets every day. They have suf- 
fered the consequences of these assault 
weapons, and they are pleading with us 
to give them a fighting chance. 

And my vote will also be with the 
firearms experts at the Bureau of Alco- 
hol, Tobacco, and Firearms. The ATF 
has compiled tracing data that shows 
that these 19 specific weapons are used 
disproportionately in violent crimes. If 
only one percent of all guns held by the 
public are assault weapons, why are 
they used in seven percent of all 
crimes? While the NRA peddles the 
myth that these guns are used by hunt- 
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ers, we know the truth—these assault 
weapons are killing machines that are 
only used to hunt people. 

Finally my vote will be with the vic- 
tims of assault weapon attacks and 
their families. How can we look the 
survivors of the Long Island train mas- 
Sacre in the eye and say, sorry. hunt- 
ers need these assault weapons to shoot 
deer"? 

I urge my colleagues to use common 
sense as you cast your votes and re- 
member the voices of police, firearms 
experts, and victims of crime. Do not 
be misled by the gun lobby. It's time to 
call the NRA's bluff. Let us stand up to 
the NRA, stand up for our constituents, 
and pass this bill. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from California [Ms. WA- 
TERS]. 

Ms. WATERS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, honorable esteemed 
leaders of this Nation, I rise not to en- 
gage in a dispassionate intellectual de- 
bate about weapons of death but rather 
to unashamedly make an emotional 
plea to my colleagues to vote to save 
human lives. I rise as a mother, a 
grandmother, a woman, a Member of 
the highest public policymaking body 
of this Nation. Please vote to stop the 
gun violence, the violence, the mur- 
ders, the killing of human beings on 
the streets of the most advanced Na- 
tion in the world. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no place in a 
civilized society for AK-47's, Uzis, 
street sweepers, and TEC-10’s. They are 
not needed for hunting purposes, their 
only purpose is to kill human beings. 

The killing of children in America is 
breaking my heart and the hearts of 
our citizens. The drive-by shootings in 
my own district and in many of your 
districts are draining my optimism and 
hope for our Nation. 

The grieving mothers and trauma- 
tized families are relegating us all to 
shame and sorrow. 

We cannot, as a Nation, survive, we 
cannot survive in à society that does 
not protect its children and its fami- 
lies. 

Please vote to ban these dangerous 
and unnecessary weapons. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Ari- 
zona [Mr. STUMP]. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong 
opposition to H.R. 4296, legislation to ban so- 
called assault weapons. 

George Washington referred to firearms as 
the "American People's liberty teeth and key- 
stone under independence." Yet, today we are 
faced with modifying the rights of lawful peo- 
ple to keep and bear arms. We are asked to 
divide guns into groups of "good" and “bad,” 
based upon Hollywood's portrayal of certain 
semiautomatic weapons as the "weapon of 
choice" among criminals. 

Mr. Chairman, we would better serve the 
cause of crime fighting by dividing people into 
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groups. To truly fight crime and end violence, 
we must concentrate not on guns or types of 
guns, but upon who is using, or misusing 
them. 

Those in this body who promote the non- 
sense that guns cause crime and that the poor 
criminals just somehow can't help themselves 
are aiding and abetting our crime problem by 
misdirecting our time and resources away 
from real solutions. 

| urge my colleagues to oppose the ban. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. FIELDS]. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
Irise in strong opposition to this piece 
of legislation, and I can speak with au- 
thority on this particular issue. I own 
a mini-1d Ruger with a collapsible 
Stock. I even have a 30-shot clip. 

Do I own this weapon, this firearm, 
for home protection? The answer is 
"no." Do I hunt with this weapon? The 
answer is no.“ But I do like to shoot 
this particular firearm. 

I feel I have a protected second 
amendment constitutional right. Now, 
to show you how poorly defined this 
particular piece of legislation is, the 
firearm I just described is banned 
under this legislation, and the mini-14 
with a fixed stock is not banned. There 
is no functional difference between the 
two firearms. 

Unfortunately, the majority of the 
people in this Chamber do not want to 
get tough on criminals. They view 
criminals as victims of society. 

So, to look tough, they have to make 
multishot firearms the perceived prob- 
lem. These are firearms that actually 
cause less than 1 percent of the homi- 
cides in this country. Firearms that 
are metal, they are wood, they are in- 
animate objects. Our focus should be 
on punishing and depriving those peo- 
ple who break the laws of America. The 
compelling question today is: Should 
we erode a constitutional right, my 
constitutional right along with my fel- 
low Americans', because of an inani- 
mate object? I say to my colleagues, do 
not provide cover for those people in 
this Chamber who view criminals as 
victims of society. 

But I also give a warning and a re- 
minder to my colleagues, this is one 
more incremental step in eroding the 
second amendment. Brady-I was passed 
last year. Today we are dealing with 
multishot firearms. Brady-Il is now 
pending. Our next gun issue, Brady-II, 
says if you own more than 20 guns, you 
have to be licensed because you have 
an arsenal and you are going to be sub- 
ject to unannounced checks by the 
Federal Government. 

This legislation is absolutely wrong. 
It is morally wrong. This is constitu- 
tionally wrong. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2% minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. SARPALIUS]. 

Mr. SARPALIUS. I thank the chair- 
man for yielding this time to me. 
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I want to commend him on his open- 
ing remarks because I think he was 
right on target when he stated this was 
one of the most misleading pieces of 
legislation that this body has ever un- 
dertaken. We are being led to believe 
that by passing this bill you are going 
to reduce crime and you are going to 
stop people from killing people. 
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Mr. Chairman, there is nothing fur- 
ther from the truth. Right here in this 
city of Washington, DC, there was an 
outrage. People were furious about 
murders that were going on in the 
1970s. So in 1977 they passed the tough- 
est gun control laws in the Nation. In 
this city one could not even own a 
hand gun. But yet from 1980 to 1993 
there were 4,200 homicides. Murders 
tripled in this city. Out of that 4,200 
homicides I ask, Do you know how 
many of those deaths were caused by 
semiautomatic weapons?” Four. 

Mr. Chairman, I say to my col- 
leagues, “You are not going to stop 
people from killing people by passing 
this law. The answer is tougher punish- 
ment. Today in this country for a per- 
son that commits murder their average 
stay in prison is 5 years and 5 months, 
one-third of their sentence. We ought 
to increase the punishment for those 
people that commit crimes while using 
a gun. 

Another misleading factor about this 
bill is, as we have been told by some of 
my colleagues, that this will only af- 
fect 19 guns. Well, I want to show my 
colleagues a list that has already been 
approved by the Bureau of Alcohol, To- 
bacco, and Firearms of guns that will 
be outlawed if this bill passes. There it 
is, almost 200 guns that will be out- 
lawed. 

Mr. Chairman, outlawing these guns 
is not going to stop people from killing 
people, so I challenge my colleagues 
and say, If you want to get tough on 
crime, vote this bill down. Increase the 
punishment for those people who kill 
somebody while using a gun.” 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 15 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, the ATF letter did not 
refer to this bill. It is à letter of Feb- 
ruary 17. It is another bill. And that 
list should not have been used in ref- 
erence to this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. FAZIO]. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 4296, the Assault Weap- 
ons Ban Act. 

California, along with three other 
States and more than thirty cities and 
counties, already has its own assault 
weapons ban in place. The Roberti- 
Roos Assault Weapons Control Act, 
which is currently in effect in Califor- 
nia, is the Nation's oldest assault 
weapons ban. It was enacted in 1989 in 
response to the shooting spree at a 
Stockton schoolyard, where a gunman 
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armed with an AK-47 and several semi- 
automatic pistols fired over one hun- 
dred rounds, killing five children and 
wounding 30 other people before killing 
himself. Because it bans weapon 
names, instead of weapon features, 
however, the California ban has not 
been as effective as necessary in pre- 
venting the sale and use of new weap- 
ons. We are finding that some domestic 
manufacturers get around the ban by 
producing copy-cat weapons under dif- 
ferent names. 

On a national level, we are faced with 
a similar challenge. As a result of the 
current ban on the import of 43 foreign- 
made assault weapons, the Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms [ATF] 
estimates that 750,000 assault weapons 
have been kept out of the country— 
that the number of imported assault 
weapons traced to crime declined by 40 
percent. Unfortunately, domestic man- 
ufacturers are also producing copies of 
these banned weapons, so the number 
of domestic assault weapons traced to 
crime remains the same. 

The Assault Weapons Ban Act that is 
now before us closes this loophole be- 
cause it bans assault weapons by fea- 
ture, rather than name. It imposes a 
ten year ban on the manufacture and 
possession of certain assault weapons 
and copies of assault weapons. Also 
prohibited are firearms that have cer- 
tain features—like grenade launchers 
and bayonet mounts—as well as large- 
capacity ammunition feeding devices. 

Law enforcement and the military 
are not included in the ban, and weap- 
ons that are currently legally owned 
are exempted, as are 650 specified 
sporting guns, none of which can be 
banned while the bill is in effect. Last, 
the bill requires that the Justice De- 
partment conduct a study of the im- 
pact that the ban has had on violent 
and drug trafficking crime 1 year after 
it is enacted, and that the Department 
submit the results of this study to Con- 
gress. 

This legislation will have very little 
affect on the right of the average 
American to bear arms. They include 
weapons used almost exclusively by or- 
ganized crime, gangs and drug cartels. 
They do not include any weapons, 
semiautomatic or otherwise, used for 
hunting. 

In spite of claims that assault weap- 
ons bans do not work, the facts indi- 
cate otherwise. Although we do not 
have detailed, nationwide statistics on 
the misuses of these weapons, the Oak- 
land Police Department weapons unit 
reports that criminal misuses of as- 
sault weapons in Oakland fell by vir- 
tually half since the enactment of the 
California ban. Additionally, the At- 
lanta Constitution found in a 1989 
study that, although assault weapons 
make up only 2 to 3 percent of all guns 
owned by Americans, they show up in 
30 percent of all firearms traced to or- 
ganized crime, gun trafficking and ter- 


9367 


rorism. And the ATF reports in 1989, 
assault weapons made up 10 percent of 
guns traced in crimes. Police in vir- 
tually every city in this country will 
tell you that they are outgunned and 
that an assault weapons ban would help 
them fight gun violence. 

The further restrictions on the sales 
and ownership of assault weapons that 
are in this bill will not cause a major 
reduction in crime. However, they will 
make it much more difficult for drug 
dealers, violent criminals and psycho- 
paths to get their hands on military- 
style semiautomatic rifles and certain 
shotguns and pistols. 

Perhaps, with provisions like these in 
effect, disasters like the 1993 tragedy 
when a gunman with an assault pistol 
walked into a San Francisco law office, 
murdered eight innocent, unarmed peo- 
ple and wounded another six can be 
prevented. Just prior to testifying be- 
fore the House Judiciary Committee in 
support of a ban on assault weapons, 
the widower of one of the victims of 
this massacre wrote: 

It's been almost one year since my beloved 
wife was brutally murdered * * * by a psy- 
chotic possessing an assault weapon with 
fifty round clips. These weapons of war have 
absolutely no place in our society and the all 
too common tragedies in which they are used 
must be stopped. Too many citizens dead; 
too many friends and family gone. * * * This 
is not a partisan issue. Violence and assault 
weapons affect all citizens * * * , As a Re- 
publican, I am calling on members of * * * 
my party and Democrats to see that this bill 
becomes law. Hopefully no other ten month 
old girls will place dirt on their mommy's 
grave as my daughter Meghan did. Hopefully 
no other single parent will be left the task of 
telling their infant how their mother was 
brutally murdered with an assault weapon. 

Ilike to recall the words and wisdom 
of my esteemed colleague from Illinois, 
Mr. HYDE, in his address to newly- 
elected Members of the 102nd Congress 
back in 1990. I feel that Mr. HYDE's ad- 
vice to that freshman class is appro- 
priate for all of us now, as we face a 
vote that is controversial, political, 
and hits close to home for many of us 
who have constituents on both sides of 
this issue—constituents who are pas- 
sionate in their feelings about what we 
are going to decide. 

Mr. HYDE told his audience that our 
responsibility as Members of this 
House is often greater than just rep- 
resenting our constituents—that we 
also have a responsibility to all Ameri- 
cans. This broader obligation and ac- 
countability demand that we take a 
national view on certain issues—even if 
it means risking the disfavor of the 
folks back home. We must look beyond 
the politics of career and be willing to 
take a principled stand for what we be- 
lieve to be right and in the best inter- 
ests of our Nation, as a whole, even if 
it means we risk losing an election. Mr. 
HYDE reminds us of why we are here in 
the first place—to serve not just our 
immediate constituents, but our coun- 
try, as well. 
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This vote on the assault weapons ban 
is such a stand, and it is a small price 
to pay to help curb the unnecessary 
and senseless violence that plagues 
communities throughout our country. 
If one life or one thousand lives are 
saved because we are able to keep an 
assault weapon out of the wrong hands, 
it is worth the effort. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. EMERSON]. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, | rise today 
to express my objections and opposition to 
this ill-advised piece of legislation, and | chal- 
lenge the administration's intellectual honesty 
about its real purposes with this legislation. 
This bill is just the beginning of a more expen- 
sive and more intrusive dictate on our second 
amendment rights. That's right, this adminis- 
tration has no intention of stopping at the cur- 
rent list of banned semi-automatic weapons. | 
refer to them as semi-automatic weapons be- 
cause that is what they are. They are not as- 
sault weapons, they are not machine guns, 
they are not military-style fire power, and they 
don't spray bullets. The name assault rifle is 
merely hype by the anti-gun lobby and the lib- 
eral media to make them seem more deadly. 
They may look more powerful, but the fact is 
they're not. In fact, there is no functional dif- 
ference between what proponents of this bill 
call assault weapons and those they claim to 
protect through the exemptions. 

So essentially, Mr. Speaker, we are begin- 
ning a process here for banning certain fire- 
arms because of how they look. They might 
have a folding stock or they might be mounted 
with a tripod, but these items affect the ap- 
pearance, not the performance of the gun. ! 
challenge anyone here to tell me how a tripod 
or a folding stock makes the gun more lethal. 

Frankly, | just don't believe proponents of 
this bill who claim and profess that this bill is 
only intended to go after the most lethal weap- 
ons and that they have no designs to further 
restrict the rights of law-abiding citizens. Let's 
be truthful here, this bill is designed for one 
reason and one reason only—and that is to 
eventually take take away the rights of law- 
abiding gun owners. And that is exactly what 
will happen if this bill is enacted. The definition 
of what constitutes a so-called assault rifle will 
continue to get more narrow. Soon, like many 
things that aren't politically correct around 
here, it will be so burdensome, so expensive, 
and so out of fashion, to be a legitimate gun 
owner and shooter that the anti-gun lobby will 
finally claim victory. That Mr. Speaker, is 
where we are heading if this legislation is 
passed. 

There is a gun problem in this country. It is 
not perpetrated by the law abiding folks who 
hunt, shoot and collect. It is perpetrated by 
people who commit crimes with firearms, who 
won't give a hoot about what laws we pass 
about making certain guns illegal. They'll steal 
what guns they want and commit their crimes 
and it will be the law abiding citizen who will 
be at a disadvantage. The answer to the gun 
problem is to have mandatory sentencing of 
people who commit crimes with guns. Why 
were we denied the opportunity to offer an 
amendment to this bill to deal with the gun 
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problem in that way, rather than to lay the 
onus on law abiding folks? 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 90 seconds to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Idaho [Mr. 
CRAPO]. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Chairman, let us get 
it clear what this debate is about. The 
question is whether we should try to 
stop crime or whether we should stop 
the ownership of firearms, and the first 
point that needs to be made is, if this 
legislation is far overbroad, as was 
mentioned by one of the previous 
speakers, it is not just 19 assault, bat- 
tlefield-type weapons we are talking 
about. It is legitimate weapons being 
used for sporting, and hunting, and tar- 
get purposes. 

I recently visited with the police in 
my hometown in Idaho, and I asked 
them directly whether they thought 
that a gun control measure like this 
would impact their ability to control 
crime, would cause criminals not to 
have guns, and they indicated to me, 
no, they did not feel that that would be 
the case. And then recently the Na- 
tional Association of Police Chiefs sur- 
veyed their membership. Resoundingly 
they answered that this kind of legisla- 
tion will not keep guns out of the 
hands of criminals. 

What will it do? It will keep guns out 
of the hand of law-abiding citizens. It 
is those who obey the law who would 
not have the guns, and it is those who 
break the law who will have the guns. 

Another thing that this piece of leg- 
islation does is help divert attention 
from America to the real kinds of solu- 
tions that we ought to be addressing, 
the kinds of solutions that we are not 
allowed to discuss on the floor today 
because of the closed rules, and that is 
getting tough in terms of putting stiff 
sentences on those who do commit 
crimes with firearms. 

I say, let's address the real issues. 
Let's get tough on criminals, and let's 
not make law-abiding citizens face a 
restriction of their constitutionally 
protected rights. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield a minute and a half to the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. HUGHES], 
a distinguished former chairman of 
this subcommittee who initially intro- 
duced this legislation a while ago. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SCHUMER] for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, this issue is about 
common sense. It is not about elimi- 
nating crime because there is nothing 
we can do to eliminate crime. 

I own weapons. I am a sportsman, a 
lifetime member of the sporting com- 
munity in my district, and I do not 
need an assault, military-type assault 
weapon, and I say, ‘‘Neither do you, or 
neither does any other citizen of this 
country." 

One can argue that we should allow 
tactical nuclear devices under the sec- 
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ond amendment. That is just ludicrous. 
We have to draw the line somewhere. 

I say to my colleagues, It's a very 
easy decision for us today. It's whether 
you are going to stand with the police 
in this country or whether you're going 
to stand with the NRA.” 

Mr. Chairman, it is an easy choice for 
me. 

It has been suggested that eliminat- 
ing military-type assault weapons will 
do nothing. Why do we have so many 
police around this Capitol today here 
talking about banning assault weap- 
ons? It is because they view the assault 
weapon as their enemy. After all, Mr. 
Chairman, they are the ones that are 
facing the assault weapons out there in 
the communities day in and day out. 

I say to my colleagues, Let's get 
real around this place. We have seen 
our communities turned into shooting 
galleries. They are nightmares. The 
reason assault weapons are so vicious 
is because they can kill as many people 
as can pull a trigger. And, if you have 
50 rounds, you can, in many instances 
in about 50 seconds, kill that many 
people. And you can survive a shot 
from a .38, but, if you're hit with five 
rounds from a military-type assault 
weapon, the chances of your survival 
are minimal.“ 

Mr. Chairman, that is why we need to 
pass this particular legislation. It is a 
well-crafted bill. It will eliminate 19 
weapons, not as many as have been 
suggested. We already ban their impor- 
tation, and I say, Come on, let's get 
real, and let's ban their domestic man- 
ufacture. It doesn't make any dif- 
ference whether you're looking at the 
end of a weapon that’s been imported 
or made here.” 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, in a re- 
cent Washington Post article entitled, 
“The Triumph of Psycho-fact," Mr. 
Robert Samuelson points out a phe- 
nomenon that is blatantly evident in 
our country today; that is, if people 
feel something is true, then it is, even 
if it is not. 

Mr. Chairman, this administration 
has done an excellent job of scaring the 
American people into supporting their 
every proposal, whether it be govern- 
ment controlled health care or the ban 
on assault weapons. And, more to the 
point, the bill before the House today 
is one of the bills that depends on this 
concept called ‘‘psycho-fact.’’ As Mr. 
Samuelson points out, good judgment 
requires good information, and con- 
sciousness-raising can be truth-lower- 
ing. 
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We have heard all the arguments, the 
hunting arguments, and the second 
amendment arguments. Let me tell 
you why it is important to me and why 
you do need these kinds of semiauto- 
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matic weapons, I tell the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. HUGHES]. 

A constituent of mine, Donald Lee, 
who happens to be Korean, called me, 
and has relatives and friends that own 
Stores and live above their stores in 
Los Angeles. During the L.A. riots, 
when the government and the L.A. po- 
lice abandoned those store owners, the 
only way they could defend themselves, 
their families, and their stores, was to 
stand out in front of them with semi- 
automatic weapons. 

So let me tell you, ladies and gentle- 
men and my colleagues, that you do 
sometimes need these kinds of weapons 
for instance, to hold off the mobs of ri- 
oters exemplified in the L.A. riots. You 
do need them, to protect yourselves. 

So I tell my colleagues, when you can 
guarantee me that the Government 
will not abandon me, or that the Gov- 
ernment will protect me and my fam- 
ily, then I will discuss with you the 
idea of taking away my guns and my 
right to protect that same family. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2% minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from New York, [Mr. BOEH- 
LERT]. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I am 
sympathetic to concerns that have 
been expressed about second amend- 
ment rights, but I must point out that 
our rights are not absolute. Courts 
have long ruled that there are limits to 
the freedoms of speech and press—our 
first amendment rights, the ones the 
Framers saw as most precious. I fail to 
see how there can be limitations on the 
rights of free speech, but none on the 
right to keep, and bear arms. 

In perhaps the most famous discus- 
sions of the limitations on free speech, 
Justice Holmes allowed that speech 
could be limited when it posed a clear 
and present danger. The right to free 
speech, he noted, did not give someone 
the right to shout fire in a crowded 
theater. 

There is a clear and present danger 
on our streets. Sadly we live in a time 
when someone could fire into a crowd- 
ed theater. 

I don't think that limiting such clear 
and present dangers violates the second 
amendment. 

One of the enduring strengths of this 
institution, the strength which en- 
hances the truly representational char- 
acteristics of this peoples' house, is 
that we all come here with different 
perspectives. 

I represent a district in which a good 
percentage of the residents think that 
the first day of hunting season should 
qualify as a national holiday. 

I represent a district where 1,200 of 
my neighbors earn their daily bread by 
making firearms for one of the world's 
premier manufacturers of sporting 
weapons, the Remington Arms Co. 

And I also represent a district where 
the majority clearly favors less rather 
than more government intrusion into 
our daily lives. 
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The people I am privileged to rep- 
resent send me to Washington to do my 
homework on the issues, to listen to all 
sides of an argument, carefully weigh 
the pros and cons and then do what is 
best, not just for them, but for all 
America. 

I have faithfully followed their in- 
structions and now is the hour for a de- 
cision. 

Like all of you, my offices, both here 
and at home, have been deluged with 
calls from concerned citizens doing ex- 
actly what we ask of them in a rep- 
resentative democracy—passing along 
their views on the issue before us. 
Many of them have been quite spir- 
ited—the kind that conclude “I'll never 
vote for you if you don’t agree with 
me." They have come both from oppo- 
nents and proponents, neither side has 
an exclusive on this approach. 

I couldn't live with myself, let alone 
all those callers on both sides of the 
issue, if I didn't respond to the dictates 
of my conscience. 

This measure deserves our support. It 
deserves our support for a variety of 
reasons, but most of all because we 
must give to our Nation's law enforce- 
ment officials all the support we can as 
they wage war on the crime that is so 
devastating to our society. But we 
can't be cavalier in our action, we 
must be considerate of the concerns 
and interests of the overwhelming ma- 
jority of Americans who are fine, de- 
cent, law-abiding citizens. 

The measure is tightly crafted and 
very precise, dealing with military as- 
sault weapons and not the traditional 
sporting weapons of choice. 

This is a balancing act between the 
legitimate rights of American sports 
people and a very widely held desire on 
the part of the American people to find 
ways to keep weapons of the types cov- 
ered out of the hands of criminals. 

It is a logical and necessary follow-on 
to the tough crime bill passed earlier 
in the year. 

Everyone should understand that the 
crime bill is the toughest, most com- 
prehensive effort the Congress has ever 
made to help communities fight crime. 
But more police, more jails, and tough- 
er sentences—as critical as they are— 
are not enough. We need this measure. 
We need it now. 

We are reliably informed that these 
assault weapons represent nearly 30 
percent of the guns traced to organized 
crime, drug trafficking and crimes in- 
volving terrorists. It makes no sense to 
me to fail to get these weapons off the 
street. Being tough on criminals and 
being tough on their weapons of choice 
go hand in hand. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Nebraska, [Mr. 
HOAGLAND]. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I yield 15 seconds to 
the gentleman from Nebraska, Mr. 
HOAGLAND. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. HOAGLAND] is rec- 
ognized for three quarters of a minute. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker and 
colleagues, I have long felt, as has the 
vast majority of my constituents, that 
these sorts of reasonable measures 
ought to pass. This is an easy issue on 
the merits, and I urge my colleagues to 
support this weapons ban. Let me just 
make three points. 

First, there is plenty of evidence that 
this kind of ban will work. Back in 
1989, the Bush administration banned 
the importation of foreign-made as- 
sault weapons, resulting in a 40 percent 
drop of such weapons used in crime. 

Second, this is a weapon of choice by 
criminals. As our Omaha World Herald 
newspaper pointed out in an editorial, 
they make up less than 1 percent of 
guns in circulation, but a dispropor- 
tionately larger number of guns used in 
crimes. 

Third, I have a letter here, Mr. 
Speaker, from 11 eighth graders at 
Westside Elementary School in Omaha. 
Let me read one sentence: 

Guns of this nature are of no use to hun- 
ters and only endanger innocent bystanders 
and others who unfortunately feel power by 
possessing and possibly using such weapons. 
Let's ban them. 

OMAHA, NE, April 29, 1994. 
Hon. Peter Hoagland, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HOAGLAND; Through 
recent media reports, we have heard of the 
upcoming vote on the bill which seeks to ban 
several types of hand-guns and semi-auto- 
matic weapons. We would like to urge you to 
vote in favor of this ban. Guns of this nature 
are of no use to hunters and only endanger 
innocent bystanders and others who unfortu- 
nately feel power by possessing or possibly 
using such weapons. Please remove these 
from the market-place!! We are aware that 
most legislation can be inadequate to elimi- 
nate problems from our society, but we hope 
you will support such an effort to begin the 
process. We are also aware of the tremendous 
pressure often applied by the lobbyists, who 
would try to downplay the significance of 
such a ban; we urge you to listen to the peo- 
ple of Nebraska, who want these weapons to 
disappear. We feel there should be stiff pen- 
alties for those possessing such weapons, 
when discovered in police proceedings. The 
future of our lives depends on courageous ac- 
tion by you, our representative in Washing- 
ton. 

Thank you for your attention to this mat- 
ter. 

Sincerely, 

Homeroom Students and their teacher, 
Mrs. Karen Mullen, Westside Middle 
School. 

Andrew S. Weston, 

Amanda L. Richman, 

Sara Davis, 

Paul Brown, 

Nicole K. Rossi, 

Lindsey Hubert, 

Cherish M.R. Briest, 

Pat Kelly. 


Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
PENNY]. 
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Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
ask the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SCHUMER], if he would engage in a col- 
loquy. The House will not have an op- 
portunity to vote on an amendment by 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SYNAR] and myself, to strike section 3 
of this bill. I understand the gentleman 
is wiling to work in conference to 
enact what our amendment intended, 
which is to remove the inconvenient 
record keeping and paperwork aspects 
of the bill. Is that correct? 

Mr. SCHUMER. That is correct. I 
guarantee the gentleman from Min- 
nesota that before this legislation 
comes back from the conference, we 
will have removed section 3, thereby 
having eliminated all record keeping of 
the grandfathered weapons. All record 
keeping that is in this bill will go if we 
pass it. 

Mr. PENNY. I thank the gentleman 
for that response. 

Mr. Chairman, I must admit I lack 
enthusiasm for this bill Frankly, I 
think the rhetoric on both sides has 
been overblown. Based on the assur- 
ance just given by my colleague from 
New York, I intend to vote for io bill 
on final passage. 

I represent a rural district where 
guns are prevalent and gun crimes are 
rare. Consequently, I have always been 
skeptical of gun control legislation, 
feeling that the focus should be on the 
criminal, not the legitimate gun 
owner. 

I voted against an assault weapon 
ban a few years ago because of the 
open-ended definitions in that bill. To- 
day’s measure is much tighter and 
more defensible, listing 19 specific 
weapons and prohibiting certain fea- 
tures which are not essential to hunt- 
ing and competition shooting. 

Will this bill make an appreciable 
difference in the incidence of gun 
crimes in America? Probably not. On 
the other hand, do the provisions of 
this bill represent a hardship for legiti- 
mate gun owners? Most certainly not. 
This bill protects all currently owned 
guns. This bill restricts only a handful 
of weapons possessed of certain fea- 
tures. This bill does focus on the crimi- 
nal by imposing a mandatory prison 
sentence on those who commit crimes 
with semiautomatic weapons. This bill 
is not a solution to the bloody crime 
culture that stains the streets of so 
many communities in our Nation, and 
it may be true that this vote today is 
largely symbolic. 

But symbols can carry a message. I 
think the message is that any right 
carried to an extreme can create prob- 
lems. No one today suggests again le- 
galizing automatic machineguns. Cer- 
tainly we should be able to agree on a 
reasonable definition to restrict semi- 
automatic guns. This is the common- 
sense goal of the bill before us today. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair wishes to 
advise Members that the gentleman 
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from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] has 7 minutes 
remaining; the gentleman from Wis- 
consin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] has 74 
minutes remaining, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SCHUMER] has 6% 
minutes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS] has 5% 
minutes remaining. 

The chair will remind Members con- 
trolling the debate that the distin- 
guished gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BROOKS], the chairman of the commit- 
tee, retains the right to close debate. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. 
ROHRABACHER]. 
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
well, we have heard time and time 
again that there is no legitimate pur- 
pose for these weapons, these semi- 
automatic rifles. Well, how about pro- 
tecting our homes and families? I do 
not care if it is an ugly weapon, which 
seems to be the only designation of 
what makes it an illegal weapon. If 
somebody is protecting their home and 
their family, it is their business what 
kind of weapon they have. And we 
should not be aimed at trying to dis- 
arm them. 

If a criminal breaks into your home 
and you shoot him in defense of your 
home and family, your Government 
should be on your side. 

We have heard a lot of talk about, 
are Members going to be on the police' 
side or the NRA side. Government 
should be on the side of honest citizens. 
And if they use any kind of gun in de- 
fense of their homes and families and 
they have never committed another 
crime, why are we trying to disarm 
them? 

The public wants criminals off the 
street. It is a travesty to use criminals 
as an excuse to disarm honest citizens. 

This bill is a crime against victims. 
It is based on the liberal pretense that 
the way to limit crime is to control the 
behavior of honest citizens rather than 
punish criminals and execute mur- 
derers. 

Those Members who think that we 
can just outlaw behavior of honest citi- 
zens and it will not have an impact on 
the police and their ability to do their 
job, just remember, there is limited re- 
sources by the police, limited time. We 
should not be focusing them on people 
who simply want to defend their homes 
and have never committed another 
crime. That is what happens. 

I tell Members what happens with 
laws like this, we end up with Alcohol, 
Tobacco and Firearms, the FBI and 
Justice Department burning out a reli- 
gious order down in Waco, rather than 
coming into our urban areas where 
criminal gangs of terrorists are terror- 
izing our population. 

The whole priority is off. We should 
be focusing on the criminal element, 
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on punishing people rather than focus- 
ing the time and limited resources of 
our Government on honest citizens. 

Defeat this ban. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I come from rural central Texas. 
It is a land where guns and hunting are 
a way of life. I believe in the 2d amend- 
ment. But my colleagues, the constitu- 
tion was never intended to make effi- 
cient killing machines out of drug 
dealers, criminals and crazed individ- 
uals. 

To my rural and conservative col- 
leagues, I urge them to consider this 
bil. Less than 3 years ago, like many 
of my colleagues, I thought mass 
killings were a big city problem, not a 
rural one. Yet since then in my rural 
district, George Hennard gunned down 
23 innocent victims in a neighborhood 
cafeteria and David Koresh built a bru- 
tal arsenal that became part of a ter- 
rible tragedy. 

I have said very little about these 
tragedies in public, but today, in good 
conscience, I must plead with my col- 
leagues to learn the lesson I have pain- 
fully learned. Mass murders can occur 
anywhere, anytime, in good, decent 
cities, urban, rural or suburban. 

I know we cannot stop all crazed in- 
dividuals, such as Hennard and Koresh, 
from killing, any more than speed lim- 
its can stop all traffic deaths. But com- 
mon sense dictates we can and we 
should make it more difficult for kill- 
ers to get their hands on weapons that 
can kill so many, so fast. 

Surely in a civilized society, the 
right to bear arms does not mean that 
Al Capone, David Koresh, George 
Hennard or anyone like them should be 
able to legally buy any weapon of mass 
destruction. 

Unless Members genuinely believe 
that hunters absolutely must use AK- 
4T's, Street Sweepers, and Uzis, I plead 
with my colleagues to draw the line 
today in favor of protecting school 
children and innocent citizens who 
could some day themselves be the vic- 
tims of mass murder. 

I know this is a difficult vote for 
many Members. Two years ago I voted 
for this ban on assault weapons. After 
being reelected by 66 percent in a rural 
conservation district, I am back today 
to proudly vote for this ban on assault 
weapons. This is not about losing votes 
back home. It is about saving lives all 
across America. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to say first that the colloquy be- 
tween my friend, the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. PENNY] and my friend, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SCHUMER] failed to acknowledge that 
should the bill pass the record-keeping 
provisions in both the House- and Sen- 
ate-passed bills would be very similar. 

If these provisions are made a part of 
the conference, the conferees would not 
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be free to remove these provisions 
since obviously that would not be with- 
in the scope of the conference. I would 
like to make that crystal clear to the 
Members. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KLINK]. 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding 30 seconds 
to me. 

There are a lot of things I would like 
to say. I want to bring out just one 
point that has not been brought out. 
This was delivered to me by Preston 
Covey, a Ph.D. and associate professor 
of philosophy of the Carnegie Mellon 
University. He wrote a letter to me 
today. 

He said, 

I am a civilian member of the Training 
Criteria Committee of the International As- 
sociation of Law Enforcement Firearms In- 
structors. I specialize in law and ethics of 
deadly force and one-handed weaponcraft for 
officer survival over the full spectrum of po- 
lice firearms. 

This ban would put pro bono services to 
law enforcement flat out of business. 

Mr. Covey continues to say, 

I am a handicapped person for whom semi- 
automatic firearms are as crucial as an auto- 
matic transmission of a car. Semi-automatic 
weapons are my best option in self-defense. 
In addition, every long gun I own has been 
modified with a pistol-grip stock as an acces- 
sory which is banned by this bill. 

This bill is ill-conceived, and I urge 
Members to vote against the bill. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield one-half minute to the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. KINGS- 
TON]. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, if I 
take this dime and throw it into the 
Atlantic Ocean, the impact of the rip- 
ples will be the same as the results of 
this confused and artificial attempt to 
reduce murder in America. 

Point 5 percent of all murders are 
caused by assault weapons. That is 
compared to 16 percent by knives, 5 
percent by physicians and 4 percent by 
clubs. Each year 2.4 million Americans 
defend themselves with firearms that 
now the proponents of this bill are say- 
ing they will not need anymore because 
we have midnight basketball leagues. 

Meanwhile, in Switzerland every 
male age 20 to 45 is issued an assault 
rifle which he takes home, uses it to 
defend the nation and himself. Are 
they a nation of marauders, no. It has 
one of the lowest murder rates in the 
world. 

Washington, DC, Jamaica, strict gun 
control, high murder rates. What is the 
difference? Family values and a penal 
system that punishes the criminal, not 
law abiding citizens. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
21» minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. HOUGHTON]. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
stand here to support this ban. 

I was somebody who was on the fence 
for a long period of time. I made up my 
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mind last night. It is difficult for me. I 
am a member of the NRA. I respect 
that organization. I think it has been 
much maligned. I respect the people 
who are members of that organization 
in the area in which I live. So, there- 
fore, it was difficult. 

And I hear all the arguments that it 
is a phoney issue and the statistics do 
not add up and it is the camel’s nose 
under the tent, all the things like that. 

But I think every so often people like 
myself who come from rural areas, 
where there are not a lot of murders, 
there is not a lot of abuse of weapons 
like this, ought to stand side by side 
with our compatriots in the cities. 
There is a crisis in the cities. It is 
clear, whether it is drugs, whether it is 
killings, whether it is unemployment. 
These weapons have no place there. 

Therefore, reluctantly, against all 
those people that I have dealt with 
over the years, I feel that this ban is 
important and we should do it. I, 
frankly, think it is going to hurt me 
politically, but that is okay. I guess 
the only thing I can ask of the people 
in my district is not that they nec- 
essarily agree with me but they think 
that I am trying to think through 
something and do the right thing in 
terms of my own heart. I think this is 
the right thing to do. 

I ask anyone who is hearing to sup- 
port this ban. 
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Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. Chairman, I only 
have two speakers remaining, and I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
one speaker in addition to myself, so I 
reserve the balance of my time 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will an- 
nounce to Members controlling the de- 
bate time that the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BROOKS] has 6 minutes re- 
maining, and reserves the right to 
close debate; the gentleman from Wis- 
consin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] has 5 min- 
utes remaining; the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SCHUMER] has 4% min- 
utes remaining; and the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS] has 3% 
minutes remaining. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER]. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin- 
guished gentleman from the Presi- 
dent’s own State, Arkansas [Mr. DICK- 
EY]. 

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I am standing here 
today probably inadequately trying to 
express what the little people want 
done in my district. This is the Fourth 
District of Arkansas. I am in it every 
weekend and I am talking and listen- 
ing, and I read the letters. I talk to 
them on the phone. What they are say- 
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ing is enough is enough. What is hap- 
pening is not just the gun control. 
They say that gun control is just one 
other means of trying to get control of 
their lives. 

Taxes takes care of the bank, the 
bank accounts. The school efforts to 
come into their homes and tell them 
how they can teach their kids if they 
are home schoolers, or private school, 
is another part of it. The health care 
bill the aura of the health care bill, 
coming in and taking 14 percent of the 
gross national product and telling 
them when they can go to the doctor 
and when they cannot. 

Then here comes gun control. It is a 
front. It is a deception, in their minds. 
They say people are not concerned 
about gun control so much as they are 
concerned about taking control of the 
lives of the people who are making this 
Nation what it is and who have made 
this Nation what it is. 

Iam here speaking for the little per- 
son. I am here saying I am not nec- 
essarily that type of person, a little 
person, but to be considered about one 
part of a percent of what our national 
violent crime rate is, and not put those 
people in person, is wrong, by these 
people. They are the victims, but the 
criminals, we are putting them in pris- 
on, we are building gymnasiums they 
do not have, giving them TV's they do 
not have. We are giving them benefits 
in the medical field they do not have, 
benefits in the legal field. 

They say, Lou can have all the ap- 
peals you want." 

These people are paying the taxes, 
and there is bitterness that is coming, 
bitterness and bitterness and bitter- 
ness. What they want is the Govern- 
ment to stay off their back, and this 
particular bill is symbolic. It is noth- 
ing but up there at the top, it is a 
small percentage, but they see it as a 
very large intrusion. 

I ask the Members, if it is equal, go 
with the little person. Protect their 
rights, protect what they want to have 
for their own, and not have the Govern- 
ment take away. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. DERRICK]. My under- 
standing is that he will need more time 
than that, but I have only 1 minute to 
yield. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 14% minutes to the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] is 
recognized for 2%½ minutes. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, if this 
bill fails today, we are no longer a de- 
mocracy. Eighty percent of the people 
in this country want to see a ban on as- 
sault weapons. This debate is not being 
controlled by our constituents, it is 
not being controlled by the 80 percent 
out there. It is being controlled by a 
minority here inside the beltway that 
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are again controlled by gun dealers and 
gun manufacturers, primarily. 

Mr. Speaker, if this bill does not pass 
we are no longer a free Nation. Let me 
tell the Members, they do not have to 
be in jail. They do not have to be incar- 
cerated to not be free. We as a Nation 
are not free when we cannot walk down 
our streets and feel safe. We as a Na- 
tion are not free when we cannot stop 
at a public telephone booth without 
fear of being molested. We are not free 
as a Nation if we cannot pull up toa 
Stop light and worry about someone 
with a gun sitting next to us that is 
going to blow us away just for the heck 
of it. 

Mr. Chairman, if there is any one 
time that I have seen since I have been 
in this body, this is an opportunity for 
us as a body to throw off the shackles, 
the shackles of special interests, and 
do what is right for this Nation, what 
80 percent of the people in our country 
know is right for this Nation. It is now. 

I beg of you, I plead for you to fight 
for our country, because if we do not do 
it now and we do not do it good this 
afternoon, we, our children, and our 
grandchildren are going to regret it for 
years to come. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Ohio  [Mr. 
FINGERHUT]. 

Mr. FINGERHUT. Mr. Chairman, | rise today 
to express my very strong support for H.R. 
4296—a bill that will ban the manufacture and 
possession of 19 semi-automatic assault 
weapons. 

| commend my colleagues on the House Ju- 
diciary Committee for bringing this bill to the 
floor, and | also wish to commend the Presi- 
dent and his Cabinet for the excellent support 
they provided in helping us to gain passage of 
this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, this is one of the most signifi- 
cant votes of the year, and | am proud to cast 
my vote in favor of the assault weapon ban. 
We have shown a willingness to be tough on 
criminals. Now we have to be willing to show 
that we can take the weapons out of the 
hands of these criminals. 

Countless police officers in my district have 
called me—have come by my office—have 
stopped me on the street to express their sup- 
port for H.R. 4296. | am glad that today | have 
the opportunity to stand up on this floor and 
say that | support banning these weapons of 
war. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as she may consume to 
the gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
PELOSI]. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the legislation of- 
fered by the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER] to ban certain semi- 
automatic weapons. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to support 
the ban on the manufacture of semi- 
automatic assault weapons. I am here 
representing my constituents and 
along with my women colleagues to 
give voice to the concerns of women in 
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America. Our message to the House— 
pass legislation banning assault weap- 
ons now! 

The Intra TEC DC-9, the UZI, the 
MAC 10, and the AK-47, these are the 
types of weapons we seek to ban. They 
come standard with ammunition maga- 
zines capable of holding 30 rounds and 
more, they can be fired as fast as the 
trigger can be pulled and they can be 
purchased over the counter. They are 
the weapons our kids face on the 
streets every day. 

A gun in the hands of anyone whose 
goal it is to kill people poses a great 
threat to all of us, however, when an 
individual is armed with one of these 
assault weapons, that individual’s abil- 
ity to kill many people in a short pe- 
riod of time is significantly enhanced. 

Last July, in San Francisco, because 
Gian Luigi Ferri was armed with two 
Intra TEC DC-9 firearms—like this one 
here—with 50-round magazines, he was 
able to fire between 75 and 100 rounds, 
killing 8 people and wounding 6 others. 
Mr. Ferri’s victims were shot not once, 
twice, three, or even four times, but 
five and six times. Judy Sposato was 
shot five times that day. She left be- 
hind her  18-month-old daughter, 
Meghan, and her loving husband, Ste- 
phen. 

In 1989, because Patrick Purdy used 
an AK-47 equipped with 75- and 30- 
round magazines, he was able to kill 5 
and wound 30 schoolchildren in a mat- 
ter of minutes. 

It will be difficult to prevent these 
tragedies from ever happening again, 
but let us not make the killer's job any 
easier by allowing access to these 
weapons. 

We are faced by an urgent need to 
find a balance between our rights. A 
balance between the right of someone 
like Gian Luigi Ferri to bear a weapon 
with the capability of killing so many 
people so quickly and the right of 
someone like Jody Sposato to life, lib- 
erty, and the pursuit of happiness. 

The best interest of society at large 
is not served by making available to 
the public this kind of firepower. As 
long as these weapons are being manu- 
factured in our country and put out on 
the streets of our cities, the deck will 
be stacked against our children and 
families. 

Let us give a Mother's Day present to 
the mothers of America by passing the 
ban and making our country safer. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as she may consume to 
the gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
ROYBAL-ALLARD]. 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Chairman | rise 
in strong support of H.R. 4296, the Assault 
Weapons Ban. 

In fairness to legal gun-owners, it exempts 
2,650 types of firearms created for hunting or 
homes protection and bans 19 types of dead- 
ly, semiautomatic assault weapons originally 
designed by the military for one purpose— 
deadly combat. 
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These guns are the weapons of choice for 
drug traffickers, mass murderers and hate 
groups. They are frequently linked to the injury 
or death of police officers in the line of duty. 
In my district, as in the rest of the Nation, 
these weapons are the most frequent cause of 
random, senseless deaths associated with 
gang violence. 

It is this random violence which has created 
a climate of fear throughout America and 
leads our children to plan their funerals, in- 
stead of their graduations. 

H.R. 4296 will make our communities safer, 
and restore hope in our children for the 
chance to learn and play and grow up in a so- 
ciety not imprisoned by fear. 

We must not ignore this historic opportunity 
to reduce violent crime on American streets. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I am going to close on this side. 
I would ask the Chair, do I have the 
right to close immediately before the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BROOKS], as 
the manager on this side of the aisle? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a conscience 
vote for each and every one of us. I 
would like to thank my leadership for 
allowing every Member on the Repub- 
lican side of the aisle to come to his or 
her own conclusion. I would also like 
to thank the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] and the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE] for 
yielding me control of 30 minutes of 
time to allocate to the Republican sup- 
porters of the bill. 

Americans have the constitutional 
right and protection to bear arms. It is 
there and it must be maintained. Their 
Government has the constitutional re- 
sponsibility to regulate that right. 

Mr. Chairman, we need stronger 
crime control laws and enforcement. 
We also need stronger gun control laws 
and enforcement. 

If I had only one choice, it is obvious, 
I want stronger crime control. There is 
no contest. I think it is about 97 per- 
cent of the solution. But, that is not a 
choice we have to make. We do not 
have to choose between one or the 
other. They are not mutually exclu- 
Sive. It is logical to pass rational gun 
control legislation as well. 

Some of my constituents called our 
office in opposition to this bill. When I 
spoke to them, it was clear they did 
not all oppose the law as it was writ- 
ten, but what the law might become. 
What they fear is the concept of the 
slippery slope. They fear the camel's 
head under the tent. My only comment 
to them is that we have to take each 
piece of legislation on its merit, not 
judge it on what might happen some 
time in the future. On its merit, this 
legislation makes sense. 

Mr. Chairman, if this bill on its 
merit, cannot pass, there will be such 
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pent up desire for gun control legisla- 
tion that the next piece that comes be- 
fore us will not be as meritorious, will 
not be as rational. It will attempt to do 
too much, and threaten people's legiti- 
mate rights to bear arms. 

Go with this rational approach to 
gun control, and recognize, this is only 
three percent of the solution, but it is 
not mutually exclusive. I believe we 
need much stronger crime control leg- 
islation. Voting for this bill does not 
prevent me from voting for that legis- 
lation as well. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Connecti- 
cut [Mr. SHAYS] has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SCHUMER]. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself my remaining time. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gen- 
tleman, and first want to thank our 
chairman for his fairness, and my col- 
leagues on that side of the aisle, for 
what I consider an excellent debate on 
both sides of the aisle. 

Let me say to my colleagues that as 
I have studied this issue, the gun con- 
trol issue, I realize it is not a simple 
one. We are concerned, greatly con- 
cerned, about the killing on our streets 
and the easy availability of guns. 

I also have come to understand that 
in large parts of this country having a 
gun, being able to go out and hunt, 
having a gun to protect your home, 
target shooting, all of that is very im- 
portant to a way of life. 
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That is why this debate is a debate 
that goes back and forth in this Cham- 
ber. That is why on so many issues, 
many of us internally are deeply di- 
vided. But I would argue to my col- 
leagues, particularly those who are un- 
decided because those who have not 
made up their minds yet will determine 
the outcome today, I would say that 
this legislation, this particular nar- 
rowly crafted and very limited bill, the 
balance is in its favor. 

Mr. Chairman, we know what these 
weapons do on the one side. They are 
not all killing that is going around, but 
they are 1 percent of the weapons with 
8 percent of the killing, and if we ask 
law enforcement officers, that number 
will go up and up and up. So they cer- 
tainly do damage as we have heard 
from victim after victim after victim. 
They do the damage more quickly and 
more lethally than other guns. And on 
the other side, the right of people to 
have guns, let us not fool anybody, we 
know that these guns are not used for 
hunting, we know that these guns are 
not used for self-defense, and we know 
in only very limited cases are they 
used for target shooting and can be 
easily replaced by comparable weap- 
ons. 

Mr. Chairman, yes, it is true, my col- 
league from Arkansas said that if they 
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do not make a difference in the cities, 
but they do, why impinge on our way of 
life, the rural way of life, and I would 
argue the opposite. There is some 
minor impingement on the rural way of 
life, but it will do much more good in 
terms of the cities. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also say to my 
colleagues very simply that this will 
work. We banned machine guns in 1937. 
Do criminals now get machine guns? 
One cannot find a crime where a ma- 
chine gun is used. They just do not get 
them and they will not get 
semiautomatics. And on the other side, 
are our sportsmen and our hunters and 
our target practice people and people 
who want guns for self-defense less in- 
convenienced because there are not 
machine guns on our street? I would 
argue no. 

Mr. Chairman, this minor change in 
the law, and it is a relatively minor 
change, adding 19 weapons to those 
that are already abolished, it will not 
end the killing, but we know it will do 
some good and very minimal bad. 

Mr. Chairman, these guns are plainly 
and simply killing machines. They are 
not made for hunting, they are not 
made for target practice, they are 
made simply to kill as many people, 
people, people as possible as fast as 
possible. They have no place, no place 
at all in a civilized society. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1% minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER] 
who served with great distinction on 
the Committee on the Judiciary and 
helped to formulate the 1986 law. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I first 
want to correct two things stated by 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SCHUMER], about the 19 weapons. I sug- 
gest for Members that do not know the 
truth between what the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. SARPALIUS], showed 
you, the long list, or the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SCHUMER], that 
they read page 20 of the report of this 
committee and they will find that 
there are many additional semiauto- 
matic weapons that are banned, not 
just the 19. 

No. 2, correction of the gentleman 
from New York who just spoke in this 
well. He said that we banned all ma- 
chine guns. If he meant machine guns 
by automatic weapons in 1934, he is 
way off base. He again does not know 
what he is talking about. In 1986 was 
when automatic weapons were banned. 
And why were they banned? Because 
before that time, the media and the 
gun control incorporated, hand gun 
control were all calling them the weap- 
on of choice of the criminal. 

These were the assault weapons. And 
automatics were assault weapons, and 
they still are. They are the only as- 
sault weapons. They are the ones that 
are used by the military. And they 
have been banned since 1986. But do the 
criminals still have them? Heck, yes, 
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they have them, folks, and they still 
use them. Those drug pushers still have 
them and they will continue to have 
them. 

Mr. Chairman, what have they 
banned in here? They have banned the 
same thing as my 3030 rifle. They have 
banned the same thing as my 3006 deer 
rifle, as my 12-gauge shotgun. They 
have banned the very same thing that 
works identically. 

Mr. Chairman, one other thing: This 
shows a banned gun and a non-banned 
gun made by the same people, the same 
caliber, the same way it works, and it 
kills just as much whether used in 
hunting or used on people. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] 
is recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, one of the things that has made 
our American Constitution so unique 
and so enduring is that our Bill of 
Rights was designed to protect the peo- 
ple of this country against government 
action. There are few who would argue 
that the Second Amendment protects 
individual possession of nuclear devices 
or machine guns or bazookas or gre- 
nade launchers. But what we are talk- 
ing about here is a balancing of rights 
and a balancing of interests. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been listening 
to this debate for the last 2 hours, and 
it seems to me that balancing those eq- 
uities requires a no“ vote. We heard 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
ROHRABACHER], say that he saw on tele- 
vision Korean American store owners 
protecting their lives and their prop- 
erty during the Los Angeles riots, and 
that was because the police did not 
show up. And they used semiautomatic 
weapons that are banned on this list. 
Self-defense is a legitimate purpose 
and this bill would take those guns 
away from those Korean Americans. 

Secondly, we have to remember that 
it is already a Federal felony for some- 
one who has been convicted of a felony 
or adjudicated mentally incompetent 
to possess any type of firearm, any 
type of firearm. If the Justice Depart- 
ment were doing its job adequately, 
those people would be arrested and in- 
dicted and prosecuted, and that is the 
organized criminal element that is 
shooting up our streets today, and they 
do not belong out on parole, they be- 
long in jail, because just a small num- 
ber of the criminals commit the vast 
percentage of the violent crimes in our 
country. 

Mr. Chairman, let us face it. The 
semiautomatic weapon is not the weap- 
on of choice by the killers. The gentle- 
woman from Connecticut [Ms. 
DELAURO] on the other side said that 
there were only 19 murders since Octo- 
ber that used the type of semiauto- 
matic weapons that are to be banned 
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by this particular piece of legislation. I 
estimate that the total number of mur- 
ders unfortunately is 10,000 during the 
same period of time. This is just a 
small percentage of the murders. 

Mr. Chairman, in order to take weap- 
ons that have been used for a small 
percentage of the murders out of the 
hands of those who would use them il- 
legally, the Korean American shop 
owner who needed that weapon to pro- 
tect lives and property, the hunter that 
uses these weapons for legitimate 
hunting purposes, the target shooter 
who uses an M-1A or an AR-15 will end 
up getting legislated out of business. 

Vote for the honest people. Vote 
"no." Then let us pass a tough crime 
bill that will put those crooks in jail. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. FLAKE]. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, as one 
who has had the responsibility for 
burying and eulogizing children as 
young as 11 years old, victims of gun- 
shot, I rise in favor of this particular 
legislation and ask my colleagues to 
join in supporting it. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from California IMs. 
ESHOO]. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 4296, the Assault 
Weapons Ban Act of 1994. I think that 
it is time that when we use the word 
"street sweeper," we know that we are 
talking about public works projects 
and not South African designed shot- 
guns. 

Mr. Chairman, | rise before the House to 
urge my colleagues to support H.R. 4296, the 
Assault Weapons Ban Act of 1994. 

This ban is not just an inner city issue. To- 
day's Wall Street Journal provides new polls 
showing vast majorities of Americans support- 
ing this ban. This overwhelming support is 
found in urban, suburban, and rural areas of 
America. 

Every major national law enforcement orga- 
nization in America supports the ban including 
the National Association of Police Organiza- 
tions and the National Sheriffs’ Association. 

The ban is also supported by our former 
Presidents Ronald Reagan, Jimmy Carter, and 
Gerald Ford. 

The weapons this bill bans are not sporting 
weapons, they are weapons of death. The bill 
bans 19 specific semiautomatic weapons, 
none of which are used for hunting or other 
sporting purposes and exempts 670 specific 
weapons that are used for legitimate pur- 
poses. 

Moreover, this bill does not take away any 
weapons from people who already legally own 
them. It addresses only those weapons de- 
signed to kill human beings. America and this 
Congress needs to get to a point that when 
we say the words “street sweeper” we are 
talking about a public works project and not a 
South African-designed shotgun. Support this 
gun ban as an important step to provide for 
the safety of all Americans. It is time to stop 
the killing. 
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Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 4% minutes, the remainder of 
my time. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, we have 
now reached the end of the day on the 
issue before us. The general debate 
time has allowed every possible argu- 
ment to be aired by the proponents 
who seem to have no qualms whatso- 
ever about taking a simplistic ap- 
proach to a very complicated issue. 

Where the debate has veered off into 
what I consider an unacceptable and 
mean area is where the self-anointed 
arbiters of morality have attempted to 
paint legitimate, law-abiding 
gunowners as part of the dark force in 
America who aid and abet the pro- 
liferation of violence in our society. 
Some would have you believe that to 
vote against this ill-conceived, 
overbroad, and unbelievably vague 
piece of draftsmanship is to sanction 
the terrible scenes of carnage that we 
all witness on the late news before 
going to bed at night. Thís is a terrible 
falsehood and worthy of the description 
of the “big lie"—that if repeated often 
enough, can cloud reason and clear- 
headed thinking. 

Well, it hasn't swayed my mind one 
bit or the many other Members in this 
body who know that the problem of vi- 
olence has to do with the roots of 
crime, with the pervasiveness of drugs, 
with violent impulses and malice of 
heart that leads individuals with no 
moorings in civilized life to commit 
unspeakable acts. 

It is very easy for us sitting here in 
the Northeast corridor to forget about 
the rest of the continental United 
States and the citizens who live there. 
Across this country in our towns and 
communities, fathers and sons know 
how to properly handle weapons for the 
legitimate purposes of hunting, self-de- 
fense, and target shooting. This legisla- 
tion insults the dignity of their lives 
by attempting to lump them in the 
same category of deranged sociopaths, 
who could get any weapon described in 
this bill in an hour's time. To the fren- 
zied advocates, that is a mere detail. 
To them, the vagueness of the bill's 
language is someone else's problem 
that can be taken care of later. 

Well, I am not going to subscribe to 
that cavalier approach. I am not going 
to subscribe to the broadbrush painting 
of our good citizens as potential crimi- 
nals—nor of sincere, dedicated law- 
makers in this body who oppose H.R. 
4296 as somehow advocating violence in 
America. 

If you want to fight crime, then sup- 
port the tough crime bill. Let's put an 
end to the demagoguery and twisted 
logic. Let's vote this down, and get on 
with the real business of fighting 
crime. 

Mr. Chairman, let us put an end to 
the demagoguery and the twisted logic 
that this bill is going to do anything 
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useful. Let us vote this down and get 
on with the real business of fighting 
crime. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, | rise in 
strong opposition to this bill. | share the frus- 
tration of many Americans in that there are too 
many weapons in the wrong hands on the 
streets of our cities. There are too many 
killings by any method, and the United States 
sadly leads all civilized nations in violent 
crime. Citizens and politicians need to direct 
meaningful solutions and actions to resolve or 
at least diminish crime. 

But, let's be frank. This isn't a crime control 
bill. It's a gun control bill and is another step 
by the anti-gun crowd to chip away at the sec- 
ond amendment. We know that 80 percent of 
all violent crime is committed by 6 percent of 
felons. That's why "three strikes, you're out" 
makes sense. 

This bill gives cover to a Congress that 
failed to adopt truly tough legislation against 
violent crime. Just last month, the Rules Com- 
mittee denied amendments to the crime bill 
such as the McCollum amendment that would 
increase the jail sentence for anyone using 
any kind of weapon in the commission of a 
crime. Numerous amendments to provide stiff- 
er penalties for criminals were not allowed to 
be debated. We should classify drive-by 
shootings as first degree murder and any 
youthful offender in the vehicle should receive 
at a minimum a 1-year sentence in a boot 
camp. We should insure that there's truth in 
sentencing, with no parole for second time 
criminals, and mandate that convicted crimi- 
nals should serve a minimum of 85 percent of 
lime, as recommended by the father of Polly 
Klaas, the young Californian who was mur- 
dered by a child molester who was released 


Instead, the focus in this bill is placed on 19 
semiautomatic rifles and the size of an ammu- 
nition clip. Supporters of this bill call these fire- 
arms weapons of war or assault weapons, 
saying they are made only to kill, only used by 
criminals. They don't tell you it is already ille- 
gal for convicted criminals to own any gun. 

They don't tell you that these assault weap- 
ons aren't the preferred weapons of violent 
criminals. Here in Washington, DC, the murder 
capital, of the 4,200 homicides committed be- 
tween 1990 and 1993, only four involved the 
use of a rifle. The FBI reports that nationally 
only 3 percent of homicides involve rifles. 
Ninety-nine percent of today's criminals prefer 
weapons other than those so-called assault 
weapons. 

Not one of the 19 semiautomatic rifles was 
used in the military in any country. They were 
not built for the military or used by the military. 
Real assault weapons, that is, automatic 
weapons should not be used by anyone ex- 
cept the military and law enforcement. 

have flown an F-14 with a 20mm Gatling 
gun that could disintegrate a tank with a one- 
half-second burst, but this bill would deny me 
from carrying a 10-shot, 22 target pistol. We 
ought to remember that it's not the weapon, 
but who's using the weapon. These 19 semi- 
automatic rifles were not designed to kill peo- 
ple but for use by lawful citizens. 

Rather than getting tough on guns, we 
ought to get tough on criminals. Criminals who 
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use a gun, or for that matter a knife or a rock, 
ought to face swift, severe, and certain pun- 
ishment. If we are frustrated with illegal weap- 
ons proliferation, then we ought to pass a na- 
tional computerized instant check system that 
can identify those with a criminal past or men- 
tal history that should preclude them from buy- 
ing a gun. Instead, we pass the Brady bill, a 
feel good unfunded mandate. We should deal 
with fly-by-night gun dealers that flood the 
streets with weapons. We should deal with 
those illegally carrying a concealed weapon. 

We should pass tough measures, not take 
away the rights of law abiding citizens. We 
ought to lock away those core criminals for 
these 6 percent that commit the majority of 
crime locked up forever. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, let me say at 
the outset that | support the second amend- 
ment, which provides Americans with right to 
keep and bear arms. Many of my constituents 
have a great love for the land and a tradition 
of sportsmanship. | have long maintained that 
abiding citizens have constitutional guarantees 
to own firearms and that these guarantees 
should be upheld. 

However, | do not believe that in crafting the 
Constitution, our Founding Fathers intended to 
give citizens the right to bear arms of mass 
destruction. Every day | turn on the news or 
read the newspaper, | find yet another gun re- 
lated death. Our streets, playgrounds, and 
schools have become shooting ranges. The 
very fabric of American society is being torn 
apart by a pull of the trigger. Let me qualify, 
that each pull of the trigger on an semiauto- 
matic assault weapon can mean 30 shots 
emptied in just 5 seconds. Semiautomatic as- 
sault weapons are specifically engineered for 
the purpose of killing. These weapons are 
simply tools used to enhance criminal activity. 

In 1991, | voted against proposed legislation 
to ban assault weapons, because of its ambig- 
uous language and broad definition of the con- 
figuration of an assault weapon. However, the 
legislation before us is quite different than the 
1991 legislation. First, H.R. 4296 is not retro- 
active. The legislation is grandfathered, to 
allow law abiding citizens to keep currently 
owned semiautomatic weapon(s). The bill dis- 
continues the manufacture and sale of new 
semiautomatic weapons. Second, H.R. 4296 
bans 19 specific guns and includes a narrowly 
tailored two part test to safeguard against du- 
plicate versions of the banned weapons. Fi- 
nally, and most importantly, H.R. 4296 speci- 
fies the exemption of 650 hunting and sporting 
rifles. 

As it is written, it is apparent that this legis- 
lation is not intended to take away the rights 
of law-abiding citizens. This legislation is in- 
tended to prevent the random killings of peo- 
ple with assault weapons, such as the five 
children mowed down in the Stockton school- 
yard massacre in 1989, and the eight people 
killed in the law firm in San Francisco in 1993. 
Incidentally, both these incidents involved 
semiautomatic assault weapons purchased by 
a gun dealer. 

Mr. Chairman, according to ATF statistics, 
during 1986-90, 1,088 assault weapons were 
traced to murders in the United States and 
3,505 were connected with drug trafficking. 
After reviewing homicide statistics and seeing 
these daily incidents involving semiautomatic 
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assault weapons, | cannot justify their exist- 
ence. | realize that this measure will not elimi- 
nate the problem of violence in America, but 
it will certainly create a major obstacle in 
accessing these destructive weapons. | urge 
my colleagues to support the measure and 
take a fundamental step in saving lives. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today as a member of the Sportsman 
Caucus in strong opposition to H.R. 4296, the 
so-called assault weapon ban. | am a firm be- 
liever in the second amendment right to keep 
and bear arms. While many in Congress feel 
the way to control crime is to eliminate guns, 
| do not. 

In my judgment, eliminating guns will not al- 
leviate the crime epidemic. The cause of the 
outbreak is the criminal. | believe we can bet- 
ter deter criminals by imposing strict penalties 
for those who commit crimes. Ultimately, the 
most effective way to deter crime is to send a 
message to the criminal that the punishment 
will be severe and swift. 

Mr. Chairman, this legislation is just another 
example of political posturing by the U.S. Con- 
gress. More people are killed each year with 
fists and feet than with these so-called assault 
weapons. The vast majority of murders involve 
handguns or some other form of a gun, but 
not assault weapons. According to FBI statis- 
tics, fists and feet represent about 5 percent of 
all homicides while assault rifles account for 
less that 1 percent of all murders. 

There are a number of methods which 
cause injury or death to another individual. 
Knives, ropes, bullets, fists, feet, blunt objects, 
and motor vehicles have all led to the deaths 
of far too many people in our society. Yet | do 
not believe anyone here would advocate the 
banning of these items. No, instead we would 
seek to appropriately punish those individuals 
involved in these heinous crimes. 

We are duping the American people by 
claiming that this legislation will help combat 
the crime epidemic facing our Nation. Like 
most gun control legislation, this bill will do 
nothing more than impose on the constitu- 
tional rights or our citizenry. This legislation 
will disarm law-abiding citizens and strengthen 
the criminal. | have introduced legislation that 
punishes the criminal and not law-abiding citi- 
zens. My bill would double the Federal man- 
datory sentences for individuals who commit 
the most heinous crimes with a firearm in their 
possession. 

Mr. Chairman, | would like to state that this 
legislation has nothing to do with fully auto- 
matic weapons. Automatic weapons have 
been banned since 1986. So what we're talk- 
ing about is semiautomatic weapons. For 
those of you not familiar with firearms, semi- 
automatic means that every time you pull the 
trigger one round is fired. 

Every one of the 670 weapons exempted by 
this bill is a semiautomatic weapon. They fire 
the same ammunition at the same rate that 
these so-called assault weapons fire. The only 
difference is that exempted weapons do not 
contain features like a pistol grip or bayonet 
lug. Mr. Chairman, these features may make 
these guns look more intimidating, but they do 
not increase the firepower or lethalness of the 
weapon. 

If the barrel of a BB gun or a .22 is staring 
you in the face, that is intimidating. There is 
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no question that a gun of any kind in the 
wrong hands is dangerous. Gun control is not 
the answer to this problem. Tough mandatory 
minimum sentences are. 

Mr. Chairman, | am also concerned that the 
list of weapons banned is not limited to the 19 
firearms listed in this legislation. Some esti- 
mates show that as many as 150 rifles may 
be banned by this bill. In my opinion, this sets 
a dangerous precedent. Once the Congress 
adopts the theory that limiting access to fire- 
arms reduces crime, | believe there will be tre- 
mendous pressure to ban more and more 
guns—until the right to bear arms is effectively 
nullified. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4296 is a bad bill, let's 
defeat this legislation and get tough on the 
criminal, not law-abiding citizens. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman, to 
those who preceded me in this debate today 
to say that a TEC-9 semiautomatic assault 
weapon or any one of the other 18 weapons 
specifically banned by this legislation has 
never been used to kill anyone in a town in 
their congressional district, | say you should 
be thankful. It is my hope and prayer that one 
of these weapons never will be brandished 
during the commission of a crime in those dis- 
tricts. 

Unfortunately, not every congressional dis- 
trict has been so fortunate. There has been 
case after case reported and documented 
where these weapons have been used to in- 
jure or kill innocent children, husbands and 
wives, mothers and fathers in their school- 
yards, their homes, their offices, and on the 
Streets of their hometowns. 

| know of these tragic stories because | 
have met survivors of these crimes. The semi- 
automatic weapons banned by this legislation 
were used in a way that has forever changed 
the lives of these families. For those who say 
these weapons are not used in crimes, | say 
tell that to Stephen Sposato, whose wife was 
killed by a man who walked into her San Fran- 
cisco law firm carrying two TEC DC-9's he 
purchased in Nevada, because they were out- 
lawed in California. After shooting her five 
limes he turned his weapon on others in her 
office, killing seven more and wounding many 
others. Tell that to the survivors of this horror 
and to their loved ones. 

The fact is that the guns the Assault Weap- 
ons Ban Act seeks to end production of are 
used in criminal violence. They are used dis- 
proportionately to their prevalence in the gun 
population and they are used with one pur- 
pose in mind—to kill as many people as pos- 
sible. 

As a gun owner myself, and a member of 
the House Appropriations Subcommittee on 
National Defense, | have fired just about every 
kind of weapon conceivable. There is no doubt 
in my mind that the type of weapons we are 
discussing here today have no legitimate 
sporting purpose. No true sportsman would 
ever use one of these weapons for the hunting 
of game. 

The only people who should possess these 
weapons are the men and women of our Na- 
tion’s uniformed services and law enforcement 
agencies who are charged with protecting the 
American people. 

There are those who say that banning these 
weapons will not prevent crime. There is no 
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doubt this ban will not prevent all criminal ac- 
tivities, but if it saves the life of one innocent 
victim or protects one police officer patrolling 
our streets, then this ban is worth enacting 
today. 

This legislation does not ban the ownership 
of these weapons. It does not require them to 
be turned in or registered. It does not even 
ban their sale or transfer. It simply bans their 
future production which will help dry up the 
supply available to the criminals who use 
them. We have already seen this to be the 
case as the number of murders, assaults, drug 
crimes and property crimes linked to imported 
assault weapons has declined since the impo- 
sition of an import ban established by Presi- 
dent Bush in 1989 on a select number of 
weapons. 

It is unfortunate that the legislation we con- 
sider today will not put an end to killing and 
murders in our towns and cities. No legislation 
we enact in Congress, no matter how tough, 
will do that. 

This legislation, however, makes it more dif- 
ficult for those who might commit these hei- 
nous crimes from acquiring weapons whose 
sole purpose is to maim and kill another 
human being. It does this while still protecting 
the fundamental second amendment rights of 
the American people. 

Even Bill Jackson, of Pinellas Park, FL, the 
owner of Shop for Adventure, one of our Na- 
tion's largest sporting goods stores which sells 
guns, has written me in support of this bill say- 
ing these guns "have no need in the sports 
world, nor for personal defense." 

Mr. Chairman, contrary to many of the as- 
sertions we have heard during this debate, the 
intent of this legislation is simply to stop the 
future manufacture of these killing machines. 
The legislation grandfathers any weapon in 
the act that is presently owned. It does not 
prohibit a gun owner from transferring their 
weapon to their son or daughter or to any 
other law abiding citizen. It does not require 
them to register their gun with local authori- 
ties, and it specifically exempts more than 650 
hunting and sporting rifles. The legislation also 
make clear that a gun does not have to be on 
the list of exemptions to also be exempt. 

People opposed to this act say this is the 
first step towards gun registration and gun 
confiscation. Well | am a gun owner, and | 
have used a gun to protect my family from 
criminals in my own home and | strongly de- 
fend the right of Americans to own guns, but 
| cannot support allowing the continued pro- 
duction of these 19 specific types weapons for 
use by any one other than a member of our 
Nation's uniformed services or law enforce- 
ment agencies. 

Mr. Chairman, over the past few weeks | 
have searched my conscience at length and 
talked to many people from all sides of this 
issue. In the course of the debate | have re- 
ceived much input from my constituents, and, 
quite frankly, | have received threats of politi- 
cal retribution from both sides if | did not vote 
their way. To cast my vote for or against any 
legislation based on the threat of retaliation at 
the polls would be no different than casting a 
vote for or against an issue based on prom- 
ised financial or political support. 

In casting my vote today, | must decide 
what is in the best interests of the people ! 
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represent and all the American people. For 
those who have lost a loved one through a 
violent act committed by one of these specific 
types of assault weapons, or for those who 
patrol our streets and run the risk of encoun- 
tering a criminal armed with one these weap- 
ons, | can only conclude that this legislation is 
in their best interest and the best interest of 
future victims of these weapons. 

Just as those who believe this legislation is 
a panacea to prevent crime and violence in 
our streets are wrong, those who believe this 
legislation represents an erosion of our sec- 
ond amendment rights to keep and bear arms 
are also wrong. During this debate today, no 
one stood up to advocate that the second 
amendment covers the right of people to keep 
and bear machine guns or other military style 
weaponry. This legislation simply adds 19 spe- 
cific types of weapons to a list of weapons 
that cannot be produced for anyone other than 
a member of our uniformed or law enforce- 
ment services. It does not confiscate or ban 
possession by those people who already le- 
gally own them. 

This is an attempt to protect the lives of 
those who may one day run astray of a crimi- 
nal in possession of one of these weapons of 
death. For those who would refer to the con- 
Stitutional protection of the American people to 
keep and bear arms, and their is no greater 
proponent of this second amendment right 
than this Congressman, | would refer to the 
preamble of our Constitution which charges 
that "We the people, in Order to form a more 
perfect Union, establish Justice, and insure 
domestic Tranquility * * *" This legislation is 
one step in trying to help insure domestic tran- 
quility and the preservation of innocent life. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, Ameri- 
cans are sick and tired of hearing about 
crimes that are being committed in their neigh- 
borhoods. It is our duty as U.S. Representa- 
lives to prevent criminals from controlling the 
lives of law-abiding citizens. The strong pun- 
ishment and smart prevention measures found 
in the crime bill, which recently passed the 
House, lets criminals know that they will no 
longer be tolerated. 

However, any attempt to take away the 
rights of law abiding citizens to own firearms 
is not the answer to stopping crime. In fact, 
the National Association of Chiefs of Police 
oppose the ban. Criminals by nature will break 
the law, and if Congress bans various assault 
weapons, criminals will simply choose to ille- 
gally obtain these or other weapons to per- 
petrate their crimes. 

Furthermore, the second amendment clearly 
states that people have the right to keep and 
bear arms. The idea of banning certain guns 
is an infringement on the rights of citizens to 
protect their own families. If the assault weap- 
on ban is passed, gun control advocates will 
seek further ways to violate the rights of gun 
owners. The focus should instead be on find- 
ing new ways to help kids say no to gangs 
and drugs through crime prevention programs 
as well as measures which keep repeat of- 
fenders off the streets. These are the meas- 
ures which will keep all Americans safe. At the 
very least, the idea of banning certain guns 
should be left to each State. Therefore, States 
which are less urban and more rural should 
have the right to allow their own citizens to 
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purchase guns for hunting, gun collecting, and 
other various purposes common in their own 
culture. 

In addition, the legislation would also ban 
popular sporting rifles such as the Springfield 
M1A which is used by highpower rifle target 
shooters in competition. It is unfair to deny law 
abiding sportsmen their rights to own rifles 
which they use in competition. The ban also 
imposes penalties of up to 5 years in prison 
as well as a possible fine of up to $5,000 for 
those who own the banned guns. However, 
there are many citizens who legally have guns 
in their possession, and these law abiding citi- 
zens could be subject to penalties if they do 
not have proof that they purchased the gun 
prior to enactment of the gun ban. Since many 
guns lack serial numbers and other forms 
proving the date of purchase, many innocent 
individuals could be accused of violating the 
law. 

Mr. Chairman, military-style weapons are in- 
volved in less than 1 percent of all serious 
crime, and the assault weapons ban will not 
keep crime off the streets. | therefore hope 
that Congress and the President pay less at- 
tention to gun bans and more attention to 
tough punishments and smart prevention 
measures. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in 
support of H.R. 4269, the Assault Weapons 
Ban Act. As a cosponsor of this bill, | believe 
that it can only decrease our country's crime 
rate and ensure the safety of the American 
public. 

The violent incidents in the United States 
which have been a result of assault weapons 
have not discriminated against any one region 
or age group. Since 1991 over 5,000 young 
Americans, ages 1—19, have died as a result 
of guns and tens of thousands more have 
been injured. In the United States today, a 
young man is more likely to die due to hand- 
gun violence than by any other means. We 
now have a chance to not only save the 
young men and women of our country but to 
also shield the hundreds of thousands of 
Americans who are in some way affected by 
guns each year. 

Many organizations who do not support this 
bill advocate that a ban on assault weapons 
will infringe upon the American public's con- 
Stitutional rights. In addition, they argue that 
there is no difference between which guns are 
proposed to be banned and which are not, 
and claim that this proposed ban will affect 
hunter's firearms. All of these allegations are 
false, as supporters of this bill already know. 

The American Bar Association has clearly 
and continually stated that there is no credible 
constitutional ban on enacting strong, com- 
prehensive assault weapon legislation. The 
ABA emphasizes that the Supreme Court, as 
well as lower Federal courts, have never 
Struck down any regulation of private firearm 
ownership in our Nation's history. 

It is almost unbelievable that, given the vio- 
lent statistics, Congress has not devoted more 
attention to this issue until recently. The 
Treasury Department's Bureau of Alcohol, To- 
bacco and Firearms has stated that the nar- 
row range of assault weapons which this bill 
would affect are not like ordinary guns. Rath- 
er, the weapons to be banned are, in effect, 
efficient killing machines. Hunters who fear 
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that their weapons will be banned should not 
be concerned. The 19 specific guns which will 
be outlawed are those designed to kill hu- 
mans, not to hunt animals. 

Some 77 percent of Americans and two- 
thirds of gun owners polled are in favor of this 
ban. The fact remains that guns banned under 
H.R. 4296 make up only 1 percent of all pri- 
vately owned firearms in the United States. 
Yet, in 1993 assault weapons accounted for 9 
percent of the guns used by cop killers and 
over 8 percent of all firearm related crimes. 
This can not be tolerated. 

In 1991, California passed the Nation's first 
assault weapons ban as an outcome of the 
tragic 1989 Stockton school massacre. As a 
result of this ban, California has held firm 
against the drastic Nation-wide growth of as- 
sault weapons. From 1991 through 1993, Cali- 
fornia requests for assault weapons rose less 
than half of the national average. This ban is 
an example of a proven method of reducing 
assault weapon violence. 

Numerous bipartisan organizations, includ- 
ing major law enforcement organizations, who 
only have the public's best interests and safe- 
ty in mind support H.R. 4296. | urge my col- 
leagues to reflect the will of the American pub- 
lic and to vote in favor of this ban. Together 
we can win this battle against crime. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, | rise in 
strong support of the Assault Weapons Ban 
Act. The increase in violence in our Nation's 
communities is an issue that deeply concerns 
me. As a Representative from my district of 
Dayton, OH, | have heard from many constitu- 
ents who have expressed outrage and fear at 
the type of violence they face on a daily basis, 
and who have urged Congress to keep these 
guns out of the reach of criminals. 

As a parent, | have listened to my children 
who have told me disturbing stories of how 
many young people get involved with guns 
and drugs in schools. According to the Cen- 
ters for Disease Control, more than 50,000 
American children have been killed by guns 
between 1979 and 1991. In 1991 alone, over 
5,000 children between the ages of 1 to 19 
died from gunshot wounds, and over 26,000 
children were injured by guns. Mr. Chairman, 
action must be taken to ensure that children 
are safe in their neighborhoods and can at- 
tend schools in a learning environment. It is 
disturbing to hear that so many young people 
know the horror of such violence at an early 
age, and are planning their funerals instead of 
planning for their future. 

am not antigun, and | respect the rights of 
those who are hunters, sportsmen, and collec- 
tors. The bill before us does not pertain to 
these law-abiding citizens. Instead, it bans 19 
assault weapons which are specifically de- 
signed to kill people in large numbers. 

Obviously, this ban is not the only solution 
to the increase in gun-related violence. But, if 
we can curb the senseless killing of many indi- 
viduals by banning these assault weapons, 
then | believe we in Congress have made one 
important step forward in addressing the vio- 
lence in our country. | urge my colleagues to 
vote for the assault weapon ban. 

Mr. RAHALL. | rise today Mr. Chairman, to 
oppose H.R. 4296, the bill to ban so-called as- 
sault weapons and to tell you how the people 
whom | am proud to represent feel about this 
effort to erode their rights. 
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| have heard from countless constituents 
who value the right to own the firearms of their 
choice so that they may participate in hunting 
or sporting activities or to be able to protect 
their homes or their families. They understand 
the facts that those who advocate gun control 
do not understand—gun control only restricts 
the rights of honest citizens, it has no effect 
on criminals. And that is what we are talking 
about here—gun control instead of criminal 
control or prevention who believe, for a mo- 
ment that if successful today, this will be the 
end. Who are we kidding? 

Let me tell you a little bit about West Vir- 
ginia. We have very little restriction on our 
second amendment rights and yet we are not 
overrun by gun crime. We do not have shoot- 
outs on our streets. People do not barricade 
themselves in their homes, afraid to go out 
into their neighborhoods. On the contrary, 
West Virginia, a State with little gun control, 
enjoys one of the lowest crime rates of this 
Nation. 

We should get one thing clear, Mr. Chair- 
man, the debate here today is not about guns, 
it is not about assault weapons. What we are 
really talking about is prohibiting ordinary, 
peaceable Americans from owning private 
property of their choosing. As one of my con- 
stituents from Huntington, WV, wrote to me re- 
cently, 

Proposed antigun laws do not impact the 
criminal nearly as much as they impact me, 
the law-abiding, voting, proud West Virginia 
and United States citizen * * * , Our free- 
doms here in America are very precious. 
However, I feel that my freedoms are slowly 
but surely being erased. 

We cannot go about legislating that some 
guns are good and some are evil without jeop- 
ardizing the rights of citizens to own guns at 
all. Those advocating gun control will not be 
satisfied until all weapons are on the evil list. 
Last year a little of the value of the second 
amendment was eroded when a waiting period 
for all handgun purchases was instituted. This 
year you are seeking to ban semiautomatic 
weapons that have certain arbitrary cosmetic 
features. Next year it will be something else 
and the process won't stop until the second 
amendment is a deflated ballon lying wasted 
in the trail of the parade bound to trample all 
of our personal freedoms. 

| urge all my colleagues to pause for a mo- 
ment to reflect on the impact of your actions 
here today and have the courage to support 
the rights of honest citizens. You cannot con- 
trol crime in the streets by slapping handcuffs 
on the second amendment. Oppose H.R. 
4296. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, the ban on assault 
weapons will not stop criminals from commit- 
ting crimes, nor will it stop them from obtaining 
guns. The only thing this legislation will do is 
keep law-abiding citizens from owning the rifle, 
Shotgun, or pistol of their choice. 

| am alarmed at the panic that has been 
caused by the proponents of this legislation. 
The semiautomatic firearms that the assault 
weapon legislation seeks to ban make up less 
than 1 percent of all guns in circulation. Laws 
already exist that forbid convicted felons from 
owning firearms. Laws also exist that govern 
when a gun may be used and how it may be 
carried. 
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The only true military-style assault weapons 
are fully automatic and have been stringently 
controlled since 1934. This legislation will 
have no effect on the sale or ownership of 
automatic firearms which fire multiple rounds 
with one pull of the trigger. 

This legislation deals with the semiautomatic 
firearm which fires one shot with one pull of 
the trigger—just like any other firearm. There 
is no difference in the action of a semiauto- 
matic hunting rifle and the action of a semi- 
automatic rifle that would be banned except 
for the outward appearance of military hard- 
ware such as a folding stock or bayonet lug. 
With these items, it is considered an assault 
weapon and without these items, it is a sport- 
ing rifle. The firearm will still use the same bul- 
lets, fire at the same speed, and hit the same 
target, but those simple cosmetic changes are 
the difference between a legal and illegal 
weapon. 
While gun control advocates label the “as- 
sault weapon" as the weapon of choice for 
criminals, it is important to note that assault ri- 
fles were used in less than 1 percent of all 
homicides. If we really want to help protect po- 
lice officers, we need to fight crime—not in- 
fringe upon the rights of law-abiding citizens. 

rs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, on 
the morning of October 13, 1992, Annette 
Freeman prepared her 7-year-old son Dantrell 
Davis for first grade. As was her custom, she 
had planned to walk with him the few blocks 
to school through the Cabrini-Green Housing 
Development in which they lived, but as they 
emerged from their building, Dantrell was 
killed instantly by an AR-15 assault weapon 
shot by a sniper. 

According to the Chicago Tribune, which ran 
a series of articles on the children killed by 
gunfire, Dantrell's mother told jurors at the trial 
that when she heard the shots she ducked 
and saw sparks coming from a 9th- or 10th- 
floor window of a nearby building. "| went 
crawling to Danny" she said. "He was laying 
on the ground. | just was asking him to get up, 
uo he wouldn't get up. He wouldn't get up.” 

The weapon that enabled the sniper nine 
floors up at his perch in the adjacent high-rise 
building, to shoot and kill little Dantrell is a 
semiautomatic version of the M-16 machine- 
guns used by the military. This weapon was 
traced by law enforcement agents in crime in- 
vestigations more than 1,800 times between 
1990 and 1993. There is absolutely no legiti- 
mate reason for this weapon of war to be 
available and as easy to purchase as the 
bookbag that Dantrell carried to school. This is 
a national disgrace. 

In 1989 we banned the AR-15 from re-im- 
portation into the United States because it did 
not meet the sporting purpose criteria under 
the Gun Control Act. Obviously if these weap- 
ons should not be imported or re-imported 
then we certainly should not allow 400,000 of 
them to be manufactured here in this country. 
This lunacy must end. 

This past December, 16-year-old, Gerome 
Allen who played basketball for Westinghouse 
High School was standing outside Banner Su- 
permarket on Chicago's westside, holding a 
box of doughnuts, waiting for his brother who 
was still inside the store, when gunfire erupted 
from a building across the street. One of the 
bullets from an AK-47 assault weapon fatally 
Struck him in the back of the head. 
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Over the course of this debate | am sure 
that we will hear from a chorus of assault 
weapons promoters backed by the NRA, or 
the not really attuned, who will say that the list 
of weapons included in the ban includes guns 
which are used by sportsmen. They will argue 
that the ban would prohibit these law-abiding 
citizens from enjoying their sport. While | be- 
lieve that the bill has been crafted in such a 
way as to avoid this problem, | must say that 
as a mother | find it hard to listen to argu- 
ments about inconvenience when regularly in- 
nocent children are being killed because of the 
existence of these weapons on our streets. 
Guns which cause completely unnecessary 
destruction and death in their wake. There is 
no question that the lives saved by this ban 
more than justify any possible inconvenience 
that it may impose. 

The NRA should realize that they are 
doomed to failure. Nobody really agrees with 
their views because Americans know that the 
NRA stands for Not Really Aware, or in Need 
of a Reality Adjustment. They must be 
stopped before these John-Wayne-wannabes 
misuse the second amendment to turn Amer- 
ica into a shooting gallery. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill comes too late for 
Dantrell’s mother or the mother of Gerome 
Allen, but as Mother's Day approaches let us 
allow a few other mothers the chance to see 
their children live. H.R. 4296 is a measured, 
and reasonable approach to control a category 
of weapon which has no business being on 
our streets. If ever there was an important and 
rational piece of legislation this is it. | urge my 
colleagues to support H.R. 4296. 

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Chairman, | want to ex- 
press today my strong support for H.R. 4296, 
a bill to ban certain, specified military-style as- 
sault weapons. Passage of this bill to ban as- 
sault weapons is a vital element of our Na- 
tion's campaign to control crime and address 
the most dangerous types of violence in the 
Streets of local communities. 

Recently, | voted along with a majority of 
the House to pass H.R. 4092, the Violent 
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act, also 
known as the crime bill. This legislation com- 
mitted a record $28 billion to the war on crime 
and provides significant increases in federal 
grants to states and local governments for 
anti-crime efforts. More prisons will be built to 
keep convicted criminals in jail for longer peri- 
ods. More police officers will be hired to patrol 
local communities. More resources will be 
committed to the prevention of crime. 

The House bill, however, did not address 
the issue of gun violence in an aggressive 
manner. Today, the House has an opportunity 
to show the Nation that reasonable men and 
women can take action to stem the availability 
of assault weapons. We can respond to the 
outcry against the use of military-style weap- 
ons on neighborhood streets and school play 
grounds. We can help local police officers who 
are at risk to facing criminals with MAC-11 as- 
sault pistols loaded with 32 rounds of ammuni- 
tion. 

There is strong support in Pittsburgh and 
Pennsylvania for restrictions on assault weap- 
ons. Both the city of Pittsburgh and the city of 
Philadelphia have passed local laws banning 
the sale of assault weapons. A recent poll 
conducted by Mansfield University Rural Serv- 
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ices Institute showed that 77 percent of south- 
western Pennsylvania supported prohibiting 
the sale of guns classified as semiautomatic 
assault weapons. 

The House Judiciary has reported respon- 
sible legislation to prohibit the sale of assault 
weapons. This bill bans the future manufac- 
ture or sale of 19 specific assault weapons, in- 
cluding the AK-47, the Uzi, the TEC-9, the 
Colt AR-15, and the street sweeper revolving 
cylinder shotgun. Also covered would be as- 
sault weapons which have two or more mili- 
tary style features, such as folding stocks, pro- 
truding pistol grips, or bayonet mounts. 

am proud to be a cosponsor of legislation 
to prohibit the sale of assault weapons. This 
responsible bill promotes public safety by re- 
stricting the sale of military-style assault weap- 
ons while specifically exempting by name 670 
of the guns most commonly used by hunters 
and recreational gun owners. In addition, this 
bill will not result in the confiscation of any 
gun. Legal gun owners are grandfathered 
under this proposal. 

This effort to ban assault weapons has 
widespread support among law enforcement 
groups who want to diminish the dangers con- 
fronting police officers who serve and protect 
our communities. Groups supporting the ban 
include the Fraternal Order of Police, the Fed- 
eral Law Enforcement Officers Association, 
the International Brotherhood of Chiefs of Po- 
lice, the International Brotherhood of Police 
Officers, the National Association of Police Or- 
ganizations, the National Sheriffs' Association, 
the National Organization of Black Law En- 
forcement Executives, and the Police Founda- 
tion. 

A ban on assault weapons is also supported 
by a broad coalition of civic, labor, education 
and community groups, including the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors, the National Urban 
League, the National League of Cities, the Na- 
tional Association of Counties, the AFL-CIO, 
the National Education Association, the Amer- 
ican Federation of Teachers, and the National 
Congress of Parents and Teachers. 

In addition, this legislation is supported by 
health care professionals who must attempt to 
treat individuals wounded by assault weapons. 
Medical groups such as the American Medical 
Association, the American Academy of Pediat- 
rics, and the American College of Emergency 
Physicians all support a ban on assault weap- 
ons. 

Opponents of this legislation say that a ban 
on assault weapons will not stop violent crime. 
An end to all violent crime may not be within 
our reach. | believe, however, that this ban on 
assault weapons will help reduce violent 
crime. There comes a time when it is better to 
lake action even on a modest scale rather 
than throw up our hands in defeat. It is time 
to act against criminals who enjoy unrestricted 
access to the most dangerous weapons cur- 
rently in widespread production for the retail 
marketplace. 

Mr. Chairman, the crime bill recently passed 
by the House will be incomplete without ap- 
proval of this law to ban assault weapons. | 
urge my colleagues to vote for this provision. 
A ban on assault weapons must be part of the 
final crime bill to be sent to President Clinton 
later this year. 

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, | rise today 
to oppose the assault weapons bill. 
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My belief is that the measure pending be- 
fore us today will do little if anything to halt the 
very real problem of crime in this country. The 
weapons that are identified in this legislation 
are involved in only a very small percentage of 
crimes. In fact, the Bureau of Justice statistics 
reported in 1993 that violent criminals use a 
"military-type gun" in only 1 percent of crimes 
nationwide. 

Rather, this legislation is an attempt to pro- 
vide a fig leaf to those in this body who do not 
want to see real crime control measures put 
into place. The Rules Committee has dis- 
allowed an amendment that would have im- 
posed mandatory minimum sentences on 
those using guns in the commission of a vio- 
lent felony or drug crime as an alternative to 
this measure. Just a few weeks ago the 
House defeated measures that would have 
made a real difference in the fight against 
crime—measures like requiring States to en- 
sure that no less than 85 percent of convicts' 
sentences are served in order to obtain Fed- 
eral prison construction grants, allowing the 
use of evidence that is obtained in good faith 
but thrown out of court due to technicalities, 
and reforming our Nation's habeas corpus 
laws to prevent endless death sentence ap- 
peals. 

The fact is this bill is little more than a feel- 
good band-aid for politicians who want to say 
they're tough on crime but are afraid to be 
tough on the criminals. It will do little to halt 
the real crime problem that exists in this coun- 
try. At the same time, it purports to address 
the crime problem without regard for the rights 
of law-abiding citizens who wish to use popu- 
lar rifles like the Colt Sporter—which would be 
banned under this bill—in legitimate shooting 
competitions. 

It is my hope that this body will defeat the 
measure before us today, move on to a con- 
ference with the Senate on the crime bill, and 
bring a crime bill back to this House that pro- 
vides real teeth in the fight against crime. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, due to a per- 
sonal tragedy, the death of my closest friend, 
Dr. Stephen Kelley, | will be unable to cast my 
vote today against H.R. 4296, the Assault 
Weapons Ban of 1994, so that | may attend 
his funeral in Somerset, KY. While | loathe to 
miss any vote, particularly one as important as 
this, there are rare and extraordinary occa- 
sions when we must put family and friends 
above all else. This is one of those occasions. 

However, | want to reiterate to my col- 
leagues my continuing staunch opposition of 
H.R. 4296, the Assault Weapons Ban of 1994. 
Had | been able to cast my vote today, my 
vote would have been an unequivocal no. My 
position has remained unchanged since | cast 
my vote against the assault weapons ban in 
1991. 

| remain opposed to the assault weapons 
ban for the following reasons: 

First, it is clearly unconstitutional. The sec- 
ond amendment gives every law-abiding citi- 
zen the right to bear arms. Once again, Con- 
gress is intent on trampling the constitutional 
rights of every law-abiding American citizen. 

Second, gun control is not crime control. 
One needs to look no further than our Nation's 
capitol to see that this is true. Washington, DC 
has the strictest gun control laws in the coun- 
try, and the highest per capita murder rate of 
any city in this country. 
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Third, contrary to the antigun lobby's claims, 
assault weapons are not the weapon of choice 
for violent criminals. Less than one half of 1 
percent of all violent crimes involve assault 
weapons. In contrast, 15 percent of all violent 
crimes involve knives, and 5 percent involve 
fists and feet. In fact, the Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco, and Firearms has stated that for 
every 4,000 violent crimes reported to the po- 
lice, only one involves an assault weapon. 
Clearly, an assault weapons ban is not the an- 
swer to violent crime. 

Mr. Chairman, it is time we got tough on 
crime. In order to do that we must take away 
the freedom of criminals, instead of attacking 
the freedom every law-abiding citizen is given 
under the Constitution. | urge my colleagues 
to defeat this legislation. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, | do not be- 
lieve that restricting the legal purchase of guns 
will curb crime. The firearms listed in this bill— 
despite their outward appearance—operate 
the same as, and are mechanically no dif- 
ferent than, popular sport and hunting fire- 
arms. So | have to ask what is the agenda of 
the supporters of this ban and where will this 
Federal intrusion on constitutional rights end? 
If these firearms are being banned due solely 
for their looks, what is the point? Or rather 
what is the objective? Are sport and hunting ri- 
fles to be next? 

Banning these firearms would only be a 
cosmetic approach to crime prevention. Ac- 
cording to FBI statistics more crimes are com- 
mitted using fists and feet—5 percent—than 
with these firearms which account for less 
than 1 percent. 

This ban is the wrong approach. We can 
best address the illegal use of firearms by 
concentrating our efforts on the actions of 
criminals. According to the Department of Jus- 
tice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, only 6 per- 
cent of criminals commit approximately 70 per- 
cent of violent crimes. A Rand Corp. survey 
found that the average career criminal—just 
the average criminal—commits between 187 
and 287 crimes a year, with each crime cost- 
ing an average of $2,300. In one recent study 
of State prisoners, it was found that 10 per- 
cent of criminals committed 600 crimes a year. 
This ban is misdirected because it targets the 
people who live within the law not those who 
break it. 

Gun contro! laws have proven largely inef- 
fective in fighting crime. Instead, we should 
pursue stiffer penalties for criminals in order to 
deter future acts of violence. We should also 
ensure that convicted criminals serve their full 
sentences. Although violent offenders released 
from prison in 1990 received an average sen- 
tence of 7.8 years, the time actually served is 
usually only 3.1 years. In fact, for every 100 
violent crimes reported, only four criminals go 
to prison. Even more heinous is the fact that 
this year over 1,100 convicted murders will not 
even go to prison. Clearly, we need criminal 
control, not gun control. Please join me and 
vote against this legislation. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, | hear every day 
from my constitutents who are afraid to go out 
at night into their once quiet suburban neigh- 
borhoods because they are afraid of crime. It 
is a sad day when peaceful citizens are locked 
up and the criminals run free. 

Unfortunately, the bill now before the House 
will only perpetuate this trend. Instead of put- 
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ting killers behind bars, it makes criminals out 
of law-abiding Americans. 

We do not need another gun control bill. 
Chicago has some of the most restrictive gun 
bans in the Nation, yet the homicide rate there 
continues to rise. The so-called assault weap- 
ons named in H.R. 4296 are rarely used in 
crimes, yet this bill is being touted as the be- 
ginning of the end of crime. | submit to my col- 
leagues that passage of H.R. 4296 will mean 
only the beginning of the end of our inalien- 
able and constitutionally protected right to de- 
fend our homes and families. 

We need legislation which will send crimi- 
nals to jail with swift and certain punishment. 
We have 7 percent of criminals committing 80 
percent of crime in the United States, certainly 
we need to ban criminals, not guns. 

| strongly urge my colleagues to oppose this 
ill conceived legislation, H.R. 4296. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, | rise today to 
oppose the assault weapons ban. 

Today we are going to hear compelling ar- 
guments from both sides of this issue. | sug- 
gest that instead of focusing on our dif- 
ferences, we look to what | think is our com- 
mon goal—to eliminate the use of these weap- 
ons during the commission of a crime. 

This legislation will only affect law-abiding 
citizens who use these sporting rifles in com- 
petition as skilled marksmen and collectors. 
This legislation will not affect the criminals 
who use firearms during the commission of 
heinous crimes. 

Law-abiding citizens agree that there is ab- 
solutely no place for these weapons on the 
streets of America. Only criminals are using 
these weapons on the streets and most of 
them get their firearms illegally. We must en- 
force the laws we already have to keep guns 
out of the hands of these thugs. We must 
prosecute these criminals and lock them in jail 
for a long time. We must eliminate early re- 
lease from prison and reform the endless ap- 
peals process. We must go after the gang 
leaders and drug dealers who perpetuate 
these violent crimes. We can start by better 
enforcing the laws we already have on the 
books. 

Passing more guns laws will do nothing to 
keep criminals from committing crimes with 
guns. Cities in this country which have the 
toughest gun control laws, such as Chicago 
and Washington, DC., have the highest rates 
of gun violence. If you disarm the people, 
criminals have the upper-hand and the tough- 
est weapons. In fact, a constituent called me 
just this afternoon to report an incident in my 
district this week in which a gentleman scared 
off two burglars because he had a gun to de- 
fend himself. 

While any crime committed with a firearm is 
a terrible tragedy, assault rifles are less than 
1 percent of the weapons used in homicides 
in the United States. 

Gun control is not crime control. This legis- 
lation is a feel good bill that makes us feel like 
we are actually doing something to make our 
Streets safer. | urge my colleagues to oppose 
this ban and support tough anticrime legisla- 
tion to lock up violent criminals and truly make 
our streets safer. 

| am submitting to the RECORD a statement 
from Jacquie Miller which appeared in today's 
Wall Street Journal. Jacquie was shot by a co- 
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worker with an AK—-47. In spite of her tragedy, 
she believes that disarming innocent people 
will give criminals the upperhand. We can 
learn a lot from her experience. 
[From the Wall Street Journal, Thurs., May 
5, 1994] 
NOTABLE AND QUOTABLE 

The House is expected to vote today on an 
assault-weapon ban backed by the adminis- 
tration. Last week, Jacquie Miller of Louis- 
ville, Ky., who was shot four times in 1989 
during a co-worker's attack with an AK-47 
(one of the weapons targeted by the ban), 
testified against the bill before a House sub- 
committee. Here are some excerpts: 

[The killer] used an AK-47. Because of that 
12 people lived instead of 20 dying. If he had 
used a shotgun or a various model of hunting 
rifle, none of us would have made it. 

It completely enrages me that my tragedy 
is being used against me to deny me and all 
the law-abiding citizens of this country the 
right to the firearm of our choosing. I refuse 
in return to use my tragedy for retribution 
against innocent people just to make myself 
feel better for having this misfortune. 

Enforce the laws against the criminals al- 
ready on the books. After all, there are al- 
ready over 20,000 of them. More won't do a 
thing for erime control without everything 
working together for the common good. Plea 
bargaining, early release from prison and the 
way juvenile crime is being handled are kill- 
ing our society. If we don't start practicing 
morality and decency and worshiping God in- 
stead of ourselves, all the new laws in the 
world won't help. You cannot ban everything 
in the world that can be used as a weapon be- 
cause you fear it, don't understand it or 
don't agree with it. This is America, not 
Lithuania or China. Our most cherished pos- 
session is our Constitution and Bill of 
Rights. Let's not sell those down the river or 
we could one day find ourselves in a boat 
without a paddle against the criminals who 
think we're easy pickings. 

Mr. KIM. Mr. Chairman, over the past 2 
days, | have heard many compelling argu- 
ments both in support of the assault weapons 
ban and those opposed to it. While | respect 
the views of my colleagues on both sides of 
this issue, | believe there is a far greater issue 
at stake here. 

As an immigrant, | wasn't born with the 
same rights as children born in this country. | 
came to America as a young man with no 
money and little education. | earned my Amer- 
ican citizenship and the rights that go with it. 
Thus, | am very reluctant to have a right that 
| worked hard to earn taken away in one fell 
swoop. 

Today, in this Chamber, we will vote on a 
measure that will greatly restrict one of our 
constitutionally guaranteed rights. Specifically, 
the second amendment. If this measure 
passes, | am confident there will be additional 
measures to further restrict this right. There 
have been in the past, and I’m sure more will 
follow. 

My fear is that restriction of this right will 
lead to restriction or outright repeal of other 
rights. If today Congress can tell us what kind 
of weapons we can or cannot own, | fear that 
tomorrow they will begin to tell us what reli- 
gion we may or may not practice. If we can 
chip away at the second amendment, then 
why not the first, third, or any other amend- 
ment when it becomes politically popular to do 
so? 
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But let's get to the heart of the issue, which 
we all know is not guns, but crime. Two weeks 
ago, Members of this body had a perfect op- 
portunity to pass a tough crime bill; to keep 
violent criminals behind bars; to streamline the 
habeas corpus process; in short, to make our 
streets and cities safer. But this body knuckled 
under to the political pressure of the liberal 
media. As a legislative body, we failed. And 
the American people will suffer because of our 
lack of will. 

Instead, Congress is offering midnight bas- 
ketball and gun control to the American people 
as real solutions to crime. These popular feel- 
good provisions demonstrate to me that Con- 
gress is not serious about crime. Instead, it is 
more concerned about headlines. 

Until Congress makes a firm commitment to 
put the rights of law abiding citizens before the 
rights of criminals, we should keep our hands 
off of the Constitution. 

Mr. BARCIA of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, 
today we are being asked to cast a most im- 
portant vote. We are being asked to risk tak- 
ing action in violation of the second amend- 
ment in order to provide a dangerously false 
sense of security about needed crime control. 

| deplore violent crime. | deplore the use of 
assault weapons in crime. | deplore the use of 
single shot weapons in crime. | deplore the 
use of knives in crime. | deplore the use of 
physical violence in crime. 

The bill before us today suggests that if we 
ban certain weapons, the crime will somehow 
magically disappear. There are some people 
who like to believe in fairy tales, but | am not 
one of them. 

If we are concerned about crime, then we 
need to make punishment swift and certain. 
We need to give police the resources they 
need to deal with criminals. We need to make 
the courts work faster. We need to protect wit- 
nesses so that they do not shy away from tes- 
tifying about crimes they have witnessed, as 
was the case here in the District of Columbia 
recently when people who witnessed assaults 
on a police officer in a school decided they did 
not want to testify. 

| have had police officers tell me that this 
bill is unenforceable. It makes criminals of law- 
abiding gun owners, while doing nothing about 
the illegally obtained weapons that are already 
out there. It does nothing about crimes that 
are committed with guns that are not banned 
in this bill. If gun control laws could control the 
problem, then those communities that have 
adopted ownership restrictions should have lit- 
tle or no problem with the use of guns in the 
commission of a crime. But we all know for a 
fact that this is not the case. Ladies and gen- 
tlemen, | and many of my constituents are re- 
sponsible gun owners. We do not use these 
weapons illegally. We store them properly. We 
take training in their proper use. If the legisla- 
tion before us today is adopted, how long will 
it be before some other well-intentioned but 
misguided soul says "let's add only a few 
more guns to the list"? It is precisely because 
of concerns about a heavy-handed govern- 
ment infringing upon the rights of responsible 
individuals that the second amendment, along 
with the rest of the Bill of Rights, was adopted. 
| see no real willingness in my constituency to 
give up second amendment rights. In fact, | 
have had many constituents call me to tell me 
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that they do not own guns and they oppose 
this bill because they do not want to have the 
right of law-abiding citizens to own guns less- 
ened in any way. 

And if it is second amendment rights that 
the proponents of the assault weapon ban 
want given up, then why not propose a con- 
stitutional amendment to redefine the second 
amendment? Could it be that the proponents 
of the bill know that there is little true public 
support for such a radical change in our con- 
stitutional liberties? 

As | said, | want crime controlled for the 
benefit of all of us. This bill does not achieve 
this goal. | cannot support flim-flam and tell 
my constituents with a straight face that today 
the House of Representatives voted to make 
a real difference. | urge a "No" vote on this 
bill. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, | rise in op- 
position to H.R. 4296, the assault weapon 
ban. This kind of legislation will not solve 
America's violent crime problem and may ac- 
tually exacerbate it. 

My colleagues need only look right outside 
the doors of this Chamber to see the evi- 
dence. After the District of Columbia banned 
handgun ownership in 1976, its homicide rate 
tripled. Our Nation's Capital now has the infa- 
mous distinction of the "Murder Capital of the 
World." 

Furthermore, as my constituents in Califor- 
nia know, California assault ban has done 
nothing to curb violent crime. Since 1989, 
when the California's assault weapon ban 
went into effect, the State's homicide rate 
jumped 44 percent above the rest of the Na- 
tion's. 

These kinds of statistics confirm that gun 
contro! legislation only puts law-abiding citi- 
zens at risk. People use firearms to thwart 
criminal attack more than 2 million times a 
year—that is three times the number of times 
criminals use their illegal guns to inflict vio- 
lence on innocent Americans. 

So, if gun bans don't work, what will? The 
data shows that incarceration does. States 
where criminals are kept locked up and citi- 
zens own guns without Government intrusion 
enjoy less crime than places where guns are 
banned. 

The Nation already has a national gun pol- 
icy—a tangled web of 20,000 local, State, and 
Federal laws. What the country lacks is a na- 
tional crime policy that takes violent criminals 
off the streets and locks them up. 

President Clinton urges Members to support 
this legislation in an effort to outlaw firearms 
"designed for the battlefield." However, the 
semiautomatic weapons listed in this legisla- 
tion only look like military firearms. True mili- 
tary weapons are fully automatic. The guns 
outlawed in this bill function no differently than 
the so-called good guns not yet listed in the 
bill. 

Passage of this legislation opens the door 
for further abridgement of our second amend- 
ment rights. This bill is clearly unconstitutional. 
It puts Congress in the position of granting or 
denying permission to exercise a liberty spe- 
cifically guaranteed in the Bill of Rights. 

Mr. Chairman, let us not confuse "privilege" 
with "right." Gun ownership is a right for law- 
abiding citizens of this country. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in 
opposition to H.R. 4296. This legislation will 
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do nothing to curtail the violence that plagues 
our Nation. 

In fact, the military-looking semiautomatic 
weapons targeted by this legislation are in- 
volved in less than 1 percent of homicides na- 
tionwide. Frankly the proponents of this legis- 
lation have been involved in a massive at- 
tempt to mislead the public as to what exactly 
an assault weapon is. It is not an automatic 
machinegun. It is not a weapon used by the 
U.S. military. It is not a weapon any more or 
less deadly than the rifles my family had at the 
ranch | grew up on in southeastern Arizona. 
The fact |- these so-called assault weapons 
are merely cosmetically altered, semiautomatic 
weapons. 

Additionally, there is a constitutional issue 
raised by this Federal legislation. The second 
amendment of the Constitution read: "A well 
regulated Militia, being necessary to the secu- 
rity of a free State, the right of the people to 
keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed." 
| believe this provision could be read as a pro- 
hibition against the Federal Government deny- 
ing citizens the right to bear arms. 

Besides the constitutional limitation on gun 
control, | have seen no evidence that dem- 
onstrates its effectiveness. In fact, many areas 
of the country that have the strictest gun con- 
trol measures, such as Washington, DC, and 
New York City, also have some of the highest 
levels of violent crime. Unfortunately, the vast 
majority of violent crimes are committed with 
weapons obtained illegally. Such crimes would 
not be prevented by any form of gun control. 
As a result, gun control laws regulate the be- 
havior of law-abiding gunowners, while having 
no real impact on criminals. Frankly, many of 
our most violent criminals on the street have 
weapons that are more powerful than any of 
the guns that would be banned under this leg- 
islation. 

What the House has failed to do is pass 
meaningful anticrime legislation that will truly 
reform our crippled judicial system, get violent 
offenders of the streets, and not infringe on 
the rights of law-abiding gunowners. 

When | hear about incidents of crime from 
constituents—stories about gang violence in 
South Tucson, border robberies in Naco, and 
drug-related violence in the Catalina Foot- 
hills—one fact becomes increasingly apparent: 
This Nation has a dysfunctional criminal jus- 
lice system. We have a system that releases 
dangerous criminals into the community when 
they should be serving their sentences, that 
gives more weight to the rights of criminals 
than to victims, and makes it impossible to 
carry out the death penalty when it is im- 
posed. 

On April 21, 1994, the House passed H.R. 
4092, the Violent Crime Control and Law En- 
forcement Act. | voted against this bill. Frank- 
ly, it is a sham. While accompanied by much 
fanfare and anticrime rhetoric, the reality is 
that it will do almost nothing to stop violent 
crime. 

The House crime bill has several defects, 
but perhaps the worst is the inclusion of the 
Racial Justice Act [RJA] which emasculates 
the death penalty, and frankly could mean that 
there will never be another death penalty car- 
ried out in this country again. The RJA will es- 
tablish a quota system for capital punishment 
which will lead to the perverse result of mak- 
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ing race the most important factor when a 

prosecutor decides to seek the death penalty. 

If a death row inmate shows there is a statis- 

tical disparity based on his or her own race or 

the race of the victim, the RJA could invalidate 

a death sentence based on information that 

has nothing to do with the case. 

Worst of all, the RJA would apply retro- 
actively—potentially freeing from death row 
some 3,800 convicted murderers on death 
row. While all may not succeed in voiding their 
capital sentence, the information from these 
cases will take many hours, and millions of 
dollars, to reassemble. If such information is 
no longer available, the applicable death sen- 
tences could all be dismissed. All in all, RJA 
seriously undermines the perception and re- 
ality of a color-blind system of justice. 

Additionally, the bill targets $8 billion, not to 
law enforcement, but to social-welfare pro- 
grams. President Clinton says this will prevent 
crime by raising self-esteem of prospective 
criminals. While there is a kernel of truth in 
that statement, $8 billion is a lot to spend on 
some dubious prevention measures. The real 
way to stop violent crime is to keep criminals 
off the street by assuring there is sufficient 
prison space, and by enacting "truth-in-sen- 
tencing" laws which would require violent 
criminals to serve at least 85 percent of their 
sentences. 

Regrettably, the crime bill we just passed is 
a hoax, and the bill we will vote on today, H.R. 
4296, is also a hoax. They are examples of 
the Democrat's schizophrenia: On one hand 
they talk tough about crime and the criminal, 
on the other hand they rely on social-welfare 
remedies and on infringing upon the second 
amendment rights of law-abiding citizens. 

| want to insert into the RECORD testimony 
given by a constituent of mine, Phillip W. Mur- 
phy, on April 25, 1994. He testified before the 
House Judiciary Subcommittee on Crime, and 
| encourage Members to read his comments. 
His testimony illuminates the misguided nature 
of the bill before us today. 

| strongly urge my colleagues to oppose this 
legislation. 

PREPARED TESTIMONY BY PHILLIP W. MURPHY 
BEFORE THE HOUSE JUDICIARY SUBCOMMIT- 
TEE ON CRIME, APRIL 25, 1994 
In thanking the Chair and members of this 

committee for inviting me to testify this 
morning, it is important that this commit- 
tee understands exactly what event brought 
me here. Simply put, I made a choice not to 
be a victim. 

I exercised this choice on a conscious level, 
but my choice to purchase the firearm which 
would hold the potential of saving my life 
and help me bring a convicted felon back to 
justice was purely pedestrian. Hopefully, this 
testimony will make my visit to the Capitol 
more than an exercise in futility. You see, in 
the eyes of the media, this administration 
and the majority of the members of this 
committee, my choice of a defensive weapon 
in this instance was so politically incorrect 
that my government may no longer trust me 
with this firearm. Indeed, I could be consid- 
ered a potential felon. 

I mentioned the pedestrian manner in 
which I made my decision to buy the long- 
arm in question because, frankly, my deci- 
sion was driven by only two factors: prag- 
matism and pride. In February of 1986, I pur- 
chased a Colt AR-15A2 H-BAR Sporter, a 
semi-automatic rifle chambered in .223 Rem- 
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ington. I chose this very practical rifle for a 
variety of purposes: competitive target 
shooting, varmint hunting, inexpensive 
plinking (it converts to a .22) and yes, home 
defense. This rifle serves my needs while re- 
maining an utterly reliable, easy handling, 
and nearly recoil-free precision instrument 
* qualities I have come to appreciate 
more and more as my physical condition de- 
teriorates due to Multiple Sclerosis. So 
much for my pragmatic concerns. 

The matter of pride comes into play in my 
desire to honor our military by doing what 
countless millions of Americans have done 
since the Revolution. I bought a civilian ver- 
sion of the weapon currently in use by our 
nation's armed forces. And there's the rub. I 
bought a rifle that merely looks like an M- 
16, not one that works like an M-16. 

It is what makes my rifle so unremarkable 
in function that makes me so infuriated to 
have to defend my choice of this quality fire- 
arm at this hearing today. My rifle shares its 
caliber, magazine capacity and century-old 
technology with the Ruger Mini 14; an equal- 
ly capable tool which is not seen as worth 
banning by this administration because of 
some very politically incorrect reasoning—a 
Mini 14 is not as ugly as an AR-15. Hard to 
believe, but true. Two inanimate objects 
identical in function and capability are 
given different so-called personalities“ by 
the same legislative body because one gun is 
"prettier" than the other. As a matter of 
fact, until the comely Ruger is affixed with 
a pistol grip like my Colt, no menacing label 
can be applied to it which could preclude íts 
sale as will be the case for my rifle. Pistol 
grips don't give a rifle or shotgun a person- 
ality”, they make them easier to control. A 
Benelli Super 90 shotgun, President Clinton's 
duck hunting weapon of choice", will fall 
out of favor with Congress by merely adding 
a pistol grip. But I digress. I'm here to con- 
vince this committee that I made the right 
choice in a defensive arm. 

In late August of 1989, Johnny Johnson (a 
convicted burglar with a penchant for crack 
cocaine) was also making some personal 
choices. On the afternoon of the 28th, Johnny 
decided to rob my parent's home. He stole 
guns, jewelry, coins, and  irreplaceable 
valuables which my mother treasured. I'm 
certain that Johnny considered my parent's 
home a good choice because three days later 
he came back to finish the job. That proved 
to be what Johnny would call, “a bad 
choice". 

The investigating officer who took my par- 
ent's burglary report mentioned that, be- 
cause only the bedroom had been violated 
and the point of entry was not yet ade- 
quately secured, the chances of my folks 
being robbed again within the week were bet- 
ter than 50/50. They worked days. The house 
wasn't secure. The police could not offer 
them protection. I could. 

I arrived at their home every morning 
armed with a weapon I could control with 
one hand while I spoke to 911 with the other. 
I brought a weapon so intimidating that I 
might preclude any aggressive action taken 
against me by its appearance alone—a weap- 
on with which I could control a situation 
against possibly numerous antagonists who 
by now were almost certainly armed. I 
brought a weapon to help me win. 

The confrontation was brief and noisy. He 
said he didn't want to die. I said I didn't 
want to be forced to kill him. By the time I 
picked up the phone upon which I had al- 
ready dialed 911 so the police could hear and 
understand my situation, I realized I'd won. 
Mr. Johnson's arresting officers were not the 
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least bit critical of my choice of defensive 
weapon. They couldn't care less. Cops on the 
street know that the honest citizens are the 
victims, not the perpetrators. They were just 
delighted I bagged one of Tucson's most 
wanted, and so were the courts. 

Johnny Johnson was already a three-time 
loser with 34 priors who was violating his 
third adult parole for a knife assault when 
we were formally“ introduced. We were told 
by the County Attorney that since Johnson 
was a "targeted offender" he could not plea 
bargain his way out of this one and would 
have to stand trial, but he didn't. He pled 
guilty to one charge for every charge that 
was dropped and, unfortunately, the very 
burglary where I was the intended victim 
was pled away as well. 

Of course, this rap sheet is fairly typical, 
but Mr. Johnson was only 19 when I caught 
him. For those of you who may have spent 
your formative years inside of the beltway, 
this means all of his 34 transgressions and 
supposed punishment took place since Mr. 
Johnson was 18. And yet I'm the one who is 
under scrutiny by this proposed legislation. 

I respectfully urge this committee and the 
Congress of these United States to restrain 
themselves from forcing tens of millions of 
law-abiding Americans like me to choose be- 
tween the law and their lives. 

Thank you for your attention, 

PHILLIP W. MURPHY. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | urge my col- 
leagues to join me today in support of H.R. 
4296, the Assault Weapons Ban Act. A vote in 
favor of H.R. 4296 is a vote in favor of a safer 
and saner society that will no longer tolerate 
the carnage these firearms have brought to 
our streets. 

The legislation before us today will begin to 
take off the streets the most deadly of all fire- 
arms—military-style assault weapons designed 
for no other purpose than to kill human beings 
quickly, and in large numbers. There is no 
compelling sporting purpose to any weapon 
having an ammunition magazine holding a 
dozen rounds of ammunition. No hunter needs 
a weapon with a threaded barrel for a flash 
suppressor or a silencer. And attachments for 
grenade launchers are not necessary for 
home defense. This is just common sense. 

| think it’s important for opponents of this 
legislation to keep that in mind when they de- 
fend their position by claiming these weapons 
have legitimate sporting purposes. But ! also 
think those of us who support banning these 
weapons should clearly and directly address 
the issues raised by opponents of this pro- 
posal. l'd like to take this opportunity to an- 
swer some of the questions l've heard from 
my constituents. 

Some have asked, "Why ban these weap- 
ons when they only account for a small per- 
centage of the crimes committed in this coun- 
try every year?" That may be true, but when 
you look at the figures, it becomes clear that 
the amount of crime related to these weapons 
is disproportionately high. Assault weapons of 
the type covered by this legislation account for 
somewhere between 0.5 and 1 percent of all 
the privately-owned guns in America. But 
they're 10 to 20 times more likely to be in- 
volved in a crime than a conventional weapon. 
And that's just the weapons that are traced to 
crimes. We have no idea how many are used 
that we can't trace. 

Clearly, these weapons are used far too 
often in violent and deadly crime. And we 
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know from experience that banning them will 
have an impact on that crime. My evidence? 
President Bush, by executive order, banned 
the importation of 43 models of semiautomatic 
assault rifles in 1989. Since then, the number 
of imported assault weapons traced to crime 
declined by 45 percent, while the number of 
domestic assault weapons traced to crime re- 
mained the same. The lesson we learned then 
is the principle we should remember today: 
dry up the supply of these weapons, and you 
start to dry up their use in the crime. 

Some respond to these facts by saying, 
"Well, that may be true, but why pass legisla- 
tion banning guns instead of just going after 
the criminals that use them?" The answers 
are simple. First, we are going after the crimi- 
nals. Just a couple weeks ago, the House 
passed a crime bill that commits more Federal 
funds than ever before to putting more cops 
on the street and providing more resources for 
State and Federal law enforcement officials to 
combat crime. 

Second, we know from experience that one 
of the things we need to do to fight crime is 
to take away the tools criminals use to commit 
those crimes. In the past we've taken such 
measures as banning fully automatic weap- 
ons, so-called "cop killer" bullets, and other 
destructive devices that have no legitimate 
place in our society. These and other steps to 
outlaw the instruments of crime—along with 
tougher sentencing, better funding, and more 
prevention—are critical parts of the crime- 
fighting equation. 

Enactment of this legislation isn't the end of 
the fight. More needs to be done on a number 
of fronts. We need to pass meaningful welfare 
reform, improve our Nation's education sys- 
tem, and take steps to strengthen the econ- 
omy and create jobs. All this and more must 
be done. 

But one thing we can and must do is restrict 
access to the most deadly firearms so crimi- 
nals don't have access to them. 

OK, some ask, but why take firearms away 
from law-abiding citizens who want to use 
them for legitimate purposes? The answer is 
simple—this bill doesn't do that. No firearm 
will be taken away from its lawful owner. All 
existing weapons, no matter what their charac- 
teristics, are grandfathered by the law. That 
means that if you lawfully own them now, you 
can lawfully own them after this bill becomes 
law. And if you don't own one, you can Still 
lawfully buy one. 

All this bill does is prohibit the future domes- 
tic manufacture and import of the weapons 
covered by this bill. Sure, that will mean that 
the supply of these weapons will be reduced 
in the future—and that's exactly the point. And 
yes, that means getting access to them will be 
more difficult for law-abiding citizens. But gun 
control, like so many issues, involves a bal- 
ancing test between public safety and individ- 
ual rights and privileges. | believe reasonable 
regulation of this particularly deadly class of 
weapons both preserves the rights of legiti- 
mate gun owners and makes us all safer from 
the crime that threatens our communities. 

Finally, I've been told that this bill would ban 
legitimate hunting and sporting rifles, not just 
the assault weapons that its sponsors claim. 
That's just not true. In addition to the 19 types 
of semiautomatic assault weapons specifically 
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listed in the bill to be banned, there is a list of 
650 types of hunting and sporting rifles and 
shotguns which would be explicitly exempted 
from the ban. But neither of these lists is all 
inclusive. The bill also includes a very specific 
set of criteria that will allow the Bureau of Al- 
cohol, Tobacco and Firearms to decide which 
other weapons are to be banned and which 
are not. There is no guess work here. Either 
a weapon meets the description of a banned 
semiautomatic weapon or it doesn't. 

And what's on this list? Well, for one thing, 
a rifle must be semiautomatic, and able to ac- 
cept a detachable magazine, and have at 
least two of the following five features: First, a 
folding or telescoping stock; second, a pistol 
grip that protrudes conspicuously beneath the 
rifle's action; third, a bayonet mount; fourth, a 
flash suppressor or threaded barrel designed 
to accommodate a flash suppressor; or fifth, a 
grenade launcher. None of these five features 
are necessary for hunting or sport shooting— 
but they sure help criminals looking to intimi- 
date, wound or kill. Banning weapons with 
these characteristics will have no effect on 
hunters or sportsmen, and won't impinge on 
anyone's ability to lawfully protect themselves, 
their loved ones, or their homes with a firearm, 
should they choose to do so. 

Ultimately, | have to agree with nearly every 
major police organization in the United 
States—and around 80 percent of the Amer- 
ican public, no matter what their age, or sex, 
or income, or where they live—who believe 
this will be an effective way of fighting violent 
crime. 

| know that opponents of this legislation 
have made a concerted effort to defeat it. 
They've rallied a small, very vocal minority to 
register their opposition in an organized cam- 
paign designed to intimidate us into voting 
against this bill today. But we should not be 
deterred by tactics designed to intimidate us in 
the same way these weapons are designed to 
intimidate their victims. There is absolutely no 
doubt in my mind that the vast majority of my 
constituents support this ban, and that's one 
of the reasons ! will be voting yes. 

While I'm under no illusion that this bill will 
end the crime problem plaguing our Nation, ! 
believe it will cut down on the amount of com- 
bat we see on our streets every day. That 
alone merits our support, and | strongly urge 
my colleagues to join me in support of H.R. 
4296 


Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in 
strong support of the legislation. The bill be- 
fore us is both effective and fair; it will make 
it harder for criminals or mentally deranged in- 
dividuals to get their hands on these destruc- 
tive weapons, yet it protects the rights of legiti- 
mate, law-abiding Americans. 

In addition to outlawing 19 assault weapons, 
the legislation before us also specifically pro- 
tects, by name, 650 of the most common rec- 
reational rifles and shotguns now being pro- 
duced. If this legislation is enacted, hunters 
and gun enthusiasts will have 650 weapons, 
including over 60 semiautomatic guns, specifi- 
cally protected by law. | would think that this 
provision alone would cause some sportsmen 
to at least consider supporting this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, | will admit | am not a hunter. 
| do, however, listen to the hunters in my dis- 
trict as well as across the Nation. | have lis- 


May 5, 1994 


tened, in fact, to one nationally known hunter, 
with whom | rarely agree, Mr. Barry Gold- 
water. According to Mr. Goldwater, semiauto- 
matic weapons "* * * have no place in any- 
body's arsenal. If anyone can't hit a deer with 
one shot, then he ought to quit shooting." 

| have been to the funerals of innocent chil- 
dren and adults who have been killed, need- 
lessly, by stray gunfire. | have seen firsthand 
the impact of these and other weapons on our 
streets, in our communities, in our neighbor- 
hoods, and in our schools. 

Mr. Chairman, we have heard it before 
today, and we will hear it again, because it is 
true. Military assault weapons have no place 
in our society. 

| strongly support the right of all Americans 
to protect themselves and to pursue endeav- 
ors such as hunting in which they indulge for 
sustenance. 

| also strongly support the rights of all Amer- 
icans to pursue life, liberty, and happiness. 
Assault weapons can indiscriminately take 
away all ambition for life or happiness in just 
seconds. 

Let's take the case of Lawrence Miller, who 
died on November 22, 1993. 

At the time, Lawrence was 13 years old. 

Lawrence was a resident of Baltimore. At 1 
o'clock in the afternoon—on a Monday after- 
noon—there was a knock on the door. Before 
Lawrence or anybody else had a chance to 
open a door or a window, his house was 
sprayed by ammunition from an AK-47. 

Lawrence died almost right away. Some of 
the many, many bullets that came from this 
gun came through a window and killed him. 
The murderer was a 16 year old boy who lived 
nearby. He had been involved in an argument 
with someone who lived near Lawrence—not 
Lawrence—and had gone home, gotten the 
AK-47 that he had purchased on the street, 
and decided to settle the argument. 

What he settled was Lawrence's life. 

Earlier during this debate, my esteemed col- 
league from Georgia stated that this bill was 
not about real people or real crimes. | dis- 
agree, as | am sure would the family of Law- 
rence Miller. 

Because of their rapid fire capabilities, semi- 
automatic assault weapons, which can fire 
dozens of bullets in just seconds, have be- 
come the weapon of choice for drug traffick- 
ers, gangs, and hate groups. 

| fully believe that eventually, the destruction 
caused by these weapons will force the major- 
ity of the Members of this body to see the 
need for a ban. As crime and random violence 
spread from the inner city to the suburbs, so 
will the cry to control the most destructive of- 
fenders. 

Mr. Chairman, colleagues, | urge you to 
support this legislation. Support this legislation 
for Lawrence Miller, and for all of the other 
victims of these horrible machines. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, today's vote on 
assault weapons is about personal responsibil- 
ity. It is about the personal responsibility each 
one of us as legislators wrestles with each day 
we show up for work. Every day we come 
here to this House and we gather data, we lis- 
ten to the witnesses, read the testimony, study 
the bills and the law and we consult with the 
friends, constituents, and the experts we re- 
spect. And in the end, we use our heads, our 
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hearts, and the common sense God gave us 
to cast our vote. 

Make no mistake we take personal respon- 
Sibility for every vote we cast. We are judged 
by it politically but more importantly we judge 
each vote by our own personal standards. 
Every single one of us comes here to rep- 
resent our constituents and improve the lives 
of the citizens of this Nation and we ask our- 
selves after each vote—will the vote we just 
cast make our homes, our States, our Nation 
a better place to live. 

What is our personal responsibility for to- 
day's vote on today's assault weapons ban 
legislation? Two of my colleagues in the last 
2 days put their own sense of personal re- 
sponsibility in very sharp focus. 

In this morning's Washington Post the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. COLEMAN] is quoted as 
saying that if voting for this bill "is a political 
offense that costs me my job to try and take 
Uzis out of the hands of schoolkids * * * then 
so be it." And yesterday, when the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SCHUMER] was asked why 
he was so strongly in favor of banning assault 
weapons he said it was because in his district 
15-year-olds were killing 15-year-olds with 
these weapons. 

These two Members know that the question 
today is whether we are going to take per- 
sonal responsibility for our actions. 

By voting for this bill we will help keep 
schoolkids from killing schoolkids, and keep 
crooks from killing the police. Perhaps more 
importantly, we will improve the lives of our 
citizens fulfill the promise of why each one of 
us came to Congress, and live up to our per- 
sonal responsibility. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support 
of this bill today, not just as an advocate of 
sensible gun control, but also as a proud citi- 
zen of the State with the Nation's oldest as- 
sault weapons ban. 

The California Roberti-Roos Assault Weap- 
ons Control Act passed in 1989 after Patrick 
Purdy killed 5 and wounded 30 schoolchildren 
in Stockton, CA. 

Since 1989, this law has slowed the growing 
criminal popularity of these guns in my State. 

Statistics provided by the Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco, and Firearms show that, from 1991 
to 1993, local law enforcement requests for 
traces of criminally used guns grew much 
more quickly for the Nation than in California. 
In fact, the national increase in requests has 
more than doubled California's. 

And this ban we consider today would be 
more effective than California law because it 
would also prevent copy-cat versions of these 
guns by banning a list of features, not just a 
list of names. 

Although California law allows the State at- 
torney general to add more weapons to the 
banned list, not one assault weapon has been 
added since the law went into effect on July 
1, 1989. 

| urge my colleagues to examine the letter 
| inserted into the RECORD yesterday, detailing 
the effectiveness of California's law. 

| hope my colleagues will join me and pass 
this bill and reduce the criminal misuse of 
these weapons across our Nation. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman. | rise today in 
opposition to H.R. 4296, the Assault Weapons 
Ban Act, for several reasons. 
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| believe the supporters of this measure are 
looking through the wrong end of the bin- 
oculars on this issue. the problem is not these 
guns; it's the criminals. 

According to the FBI, the types of weapons 
proposed to be banned in this bill are respon- 
sible for less than 1 percent of all murders and 
less than 1 percent of all serious crime. 

This law proposes to punish hundreds of 
thousands of law-abiding citizens for the ac- 
tions of law-breaking criminals. 

We know from experience that gun ban 
laws do not reduce crime. Every type of gun 
control law proposed in Congress has already 
been tried and no one can show any correla- 
tion between gun restrictions and lower crime 
rates in localities with gun restriction laws. 

Gun restriction laws don't work because law 
breakers don't follow them. That's why they're 
called criminals. No law passed by the Con- 
gress can compel criminals to obey laws. 

What Congress can do to reduce crime is to 
lock up the criminals. The FBI Uniform Crime 
Reports show that from 1981 to 1991, the 10 
States with the greatest increases in criminal 
incarceration rates experienced the greatest 
decreases in the rates of crime. 

The answer to America's violent crime prob- 
lem is simple: Lock up the violent criminals, 
because they cannot disturb and disrupt the 
lives of innocent citizens when they are behind 
bars and in jail. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in 
support of H.R. 4296, the Public Safety and 
Recreational Firearms Use Protection Act. | 
commend Chairman SCHUMER and his sub- 
committee for drafting a bill which is narrowly 
drawn and focused. This bill targets only a 
small number of weapons which have no le- 
gitimate place in an ordered and civilized soci- 
ety. 
Let me be unequivocal in saying that | 
strongly support the right of every American 
Citizen to own a gun. Everyone should be able 
to protect themselves within their home and 
their business and use weapons which are de- 
signed for legitimate sport and recreational 
use. However, the weapons which we are at- 
tempting to ban are high firepower weapons 
which are designed for military purposes and 
have no place in sport or recreational use. 

Opponents of this ban often argue that the 
ban will have no effect upon crime in this 
country. However, since the Bush administra- 
tion banned the importation of assault weap- 
ons in 1989, the number of imported assault 
weapons traced to crime has declined by 45 
percent. On the other hand, the number of do- 
mestic assault weapons traced to crime has 
remained the same. 

Moreover, these guns comprise only one- 
half to 1 percent of the firearms in this coun- 
try, yet they accounted for 8.4 percent of all 
firearms traced to crime from 1986-91. 

| could stand here and talk about statistics 
with you because they are important in this 
debate. However, more important is the simple 
fact that we are losing lives to these weapons 
of rapid and mass destruction. 

Statistics mean nothing to the families of the 
five children killed by Patrick Purdy, who used 
a semiautomatic AK—47 with a 75 round mag- 
azine. Statistics mean nothing to the families 
of the individuals killed by Gian Ferri using two 
TEC-DC9's with a 50 round magazine. Statis- 
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tics mean nothing to the families of the two 
bank tellers who were killed in Sykesville, MD, 
by two gunmen using a MAC firearm. 

Moreover, statistics mean nothing to this 
Nation's law enforcement officers, the vast 
majority of whom support this bill. In fact, they 
have been pleading with us to pass this bill 
because they are on the front lines everyday 
in battles against criminals armed with these 
weapons. From coast to coast, tragic stories 
about the devastation caused by semiauto- 
matic assault weapons are filing the head- 
lines. 

If there is a way to begin putting an end to 
these types of tragedies, it is the passage of 
this bill today. 

Before closing, | must reemphasize that | 
wholeheartedly support the right of Americans 
to own guns to protect themselves in their 
home and in their business and own guns 
used and designed for legitimate, recreational 
uses. 

| thank the gentleman for allowing me to 
speak today and | urge my colleagues to join 
with me in supporting this legislation. 

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman | rise today in 
strong support on H.R. 4296, the bill to ban 
assault weapons. 

Although | voiced my support for this legisla- 
tion months ago, the tragedy that took place in 
my district last week merely confirmed my be- 
liefs that voting for this bill is the right thing to 
do. 
The deadly impact of assault weapons is 
pretty obvious. A 29 year, decorated veteran 
of the Waukesha Police Force, Captain James 
Lutz had no chance to defend himself when 
confronted by two bank robbers armed with 
M1-A assault rifles. Captain Lutz was cut 
down in hail of 20 rounds in just a matter of 
seconds as this bill was being voted in com- 
mittee last Thursday. 

The guns effected by this legislation have 
no other purpose but to kill people in a hurry. 
The majority of legitimate hunters and sports- 
men will find that their guns are specifically 
protected by this bill. It lists over 670 of them. 

The differences between sporting and as- 
sault weapons are hardly cosmetic, as the op- 
ponents of the ban suggest. This is like saying 
that a Schwinn bicycle is the same thing as a 
Harley Davidson motorcycle. Both have two 
wheels and will get you where you want to go. 
But a reality check tells us that the distinctions 
are obvious. The same is true between as- 
sault weapons and legitimate hunting and 
sporting rifles. 

Critics are quick to say that bans won't 
work. However, when the Bush administration 
banned the importation of certain assault 
weapons, the number of imported assault 
weapons traced to crime declined by 45 per- 
cent. At the same time, the number of domes- 
tic assault weapons traced to crime remained 
the same. 

Still, even if an assault weapon was traced 
to just 1 violent crime, that crime might by the 
one in Waukesha that also wounded 3 other 
officers, or the 1 crime in San Francisco that 
resulted in the deaths of 8 innocent people; or 
the 1 crime in Stockton, CA, where 5 children 
were killed and 29 others were wounded. One 
crime per assault weapon is plenty. 

For my colleagues who are not satisfied be- 
cause these guns have not been used in 
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enough crimes, | must ask them how many 
crimes would they like to occur before we take 
them off the street? How many more people 
have to die before we act? 

Mr. Chairman and Members, the time has 
come to act positively on this measure. How 
many more Waukesha or Kileen, TX incidents 
does this country need before this Congress 
wakes up. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, over the last 
few days, I've contacted local law enforcement 
in my congressional district and asked them 
this question: During the last 3 years, how 
many killings in your jurisdiction have involved 
the use of a semi-automatic assaull weapon? 
The answer | received was "zero". 

While | realize that on rare occasions, 
killings have occurred as a result of a semi- 
automatic assault weapon, bottom line is the 
passage of this bill will have no impact on the 
growing crime problems we have in this coun- 
try. 
Instead of demagoging about gun control, 
we should be focusing our energy on passing 
laws that will have an impact on crime. Like 
truth-in-sentencing reform, habeas corpus re- 
form, and a workable death penalty. But the 
White House and the leadership in Congress 
won't hear of it. Instead they're trying to use 
this issue to posture. 

The crime bill that just passed the House is 
not the answer this country is looking for to 
solve the problems we face. Neither is gun 
control. 

| think the American people will see we are 
not serious about crime. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, | rise 
today in strong support of H.R. 4296, the As- 
sault Weapons Ban Act. As the Representa- 
tive of one of the poorest districts in the coun- 
try, | know what it's like for my constituents to 
live in constant fear of crime, and the violence 
brought about by drug trafficking and drug 
use. Assault weapons, which are particularly 
appealing to gangs, drug dealers and orga- 
nized criminals, are intimidating and deadly in- 
struments of terror. 

Opponents of the bill, such as the NRA, 
claim that this bill will eliminate semiautomatic 
hunting rifles used by gun enthusiasts and 
hunters. This is simply not true. The 19 semi- 
automatic weapons that this bill does ban, are 
designed not for sport, but for killing. No won- 
der my constituents live in fear of their lives— 
they live in a war zone. What will it take for 
this body to understand that our young adults 
are mercilessly killing themselves and others 
with these instruments of war. 

Mr. Chairman, as a cosponsor of this bill, | 
urge this House to stop the violence and the 
killing. Don't listen to foolish and false propa- 
ganda, support H.R. 4296. 

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, | rise in op- 
position to H.R. 4296, the Assault Weapons 
Ban Act. After intensive study of this bill, the 
Constitution, the Federalist Papers and a wide 
range of research materials dealing with the 
second amendment, | have come to believe 
that the second amendment does guarantee 
Americans the right to bear arms, and that this 
legislation infringes on the rights of law-abid- 
ing citizens. 

| represent the 19th District of Illinois, 27 
counties in America’s heartland which encom- 
passes large communities such as Decatur 
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and small towns of no more than a few fami- 
lies. | have traveled my district, some 260 
miles north to south hundreds of times, and 
talked with thousands of people on this and 
other issues. | have tried my best to explain 
how crucial this issue is and how we must 
view it in its proper context. 

| reject the notion that opposing this ban 
somehow means one favors the violence re- 
sulting from the illegal use of firearms. Nothing 
is further from the truth. Throughout my career 
in public service | have supported strong crime 
control measures. Anyone who steps outside 
the boundaries of a civilized society and 
harms people in his or her community should 
be punished severely. If they commit a crime 
with a firearm then we should remove them 
from society. And | am willing to pay for the 
prisons and jails which will help us keep such 
persons from causing this destruction ever 
again, and perhaps provide a deterrent to 
others. 

In this debate, we face the classic con- 
frontation between rights and responsibilities, 
and it is our duty to decide where the balance 
exists between those elements. My conclusion 
is that as we continue to further and further re- 
strict our rights under the second amend- 
ment—waiting periods for certain purchases, 
ever-expanding lists of firearms which are 
banned—then we do serious damage to the 
amendment itself. 

And my fear extends beyond the second 
amendment to the entire Bill of Rights. ! truly 
fear the slow but irreversible trend toward 
more limits on our freedoms, limits which may 
apply one day to firearms but in the next ap- 
plies to the rights of people to speak or be 
protected from illegal search and seizure. Be- 
cause | value those freedoms so deeply | 
must oppose this ban. 

In this political climate, | think it's important 
to point out that | don't take any political action 
committee donations. I'm not beholden to any 
special interest group to finance my campaign 
or provide any political cover in my district. | 
find myself on the opposite side of a terribly 
important issue from friends and colleagues 
for whom | hold tremendous respect. If | 
thought this bill would reduce crime and still 
protect the rights of Americans | would be the 
first to vote for it. But because | truly believe 
we will fail the people on both counts, | am 
compelled to vote against it. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in 
support of H.R. 4296, legislation which would 
take a small but desperately needed and sig- 
nificant step toward reducing crime in our 
country by barring 19 types of battlefield 
weapons. With this legislation, we answer the 
anguished cry of the American people for re- 
lief from civilian gunfire. 

We are tired of the gun-toting talk in this 
country that has protected assault weapons 
and left unprotected unarmed children who 
have fallen like non-combatants caught on 
battlefields disguised as city streets. In the dis- 
trict more than 10 percent of those shot and 
killed last year were youngsters under 18. In 
the name of Devaughn Phillips, shot at age 5, 
Cecilia Rushing, shot at age 2, Reginiya 
Trippett shot at age 1, and 49 kids like them, 
assault weapon legislation must pass this 
week. 

The NRA says, "Get the criminals." We say, 
"Right on." But would you mind getting their 
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guns first before they use them on us? The 
NRA strategy revises the notion of locking the 
barn door after the horse is gone. They lock 
the casket and move on to the next one. We 
are fed up with their manly mantras. We want 
combat weapons out of here! 

Kids are showing up in school with assault 
weapons, preferred today by street gangs, 
drug traffickers and paramilitary extremists. 
Yet, your Nation’s Capital bans all guns. We 
nevertheless are drowning in assault weap- 
ons. Only a national ban on war-zone guns 
can stop the carnage in civilian streets. When 
President Bush banned 43 types of imported 
semiautomatic non-sporting assault weapons, 
their use in crimes dropped 40 percent in the 
first year. Our problem now is the deadly do- 
mestic varieties that are 10-20 times more 
traceable to crime than conventional firearms. 

Let us stand with the major national law en- 
forcement organizations. Like them, let us 
support the ban on 19 combat weapons used 
on city streets and country roads against cops 
and kids. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support 
of H.R. 4296, the Assault Weapons Ban Act. 

California, along with 3 other States and 
more than 30 cities and counties, already has 
its own assault weapons ban in place. The 
Roberti-Roos Assault Weapons Control Act, 
which is currently in effect in California, is the 
Nation's oldest assault weapons ban. It was 
enacted in 1989 in response to the shooting 
spree at a Stockton schoolyard, where a gun- 
man armed with an AK—47 and several semi- 
automatic pistols fired over 100 rounds, killing 
5 children and wounding 30 other people be- 
fore killing himself. Because it bans weapon 
names, instead of weapons features, however, 
the California ban has been effective in pre- 
venting the sale and use of new weapons. We 
are finding that some domestic manufacturers 
get around the ban by producing copy-cat 
weapons under different names. 

On a national level, we are faced with a 
similar challenge. As a result of the current 
ban on the import of 43 foreign-made assault 
weapons, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms [ATF] estimates that 750,000 assault 
weapons have been kept out of the country— 
that the number of imported assault weapons 
traced to crime declined by 40 percent. Unfor- 
tunately, domestic manufacturers are also pro- 
ducing copies of these banned weapons, so 
the number of domestic assault weapons 
traced to crime remains the same. 

The Assault Weapons Ban Act that is now 
before us closes this loophole because it bans 
assault weapons by feature, rather than name. 
It imposes a 10-year ban on the manufacture 
and possession of certain assault weapons 
and copies of assault weapons. Also prohib- 
ited are firearms that have certain features— 
like grenade launchers and bayonet mounts— 
as well as large-capacity ammunition feeding 
devices. 

Law enforcement and the military are not in- 
cluded in the ban, and weapons that are cur- 
rently legally owned are exempted, as are 650 
specified sporting guns, none of which can be 
banned while the bill is in effect. Lastly, the bill 
requires that the Justice Department conduct 
a study of the impact that the ban has had on 
violent and drug trafficking crime 1 year after 
it is enacted, and that the Department submit 
the results of this study to Congress. 
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This legislation will have very little effect on 
the right of the average American to bear 
arms. They include weapons used almost ex- 
clusively by organized crime, gangs, and drug 
cartels. They do not include any weapons, 
semiautomatic or otherwise, used for hunting. 

In spite of claims that assault weapons bans 
do not work, the facts indicate otherwise. Al- 
though we do not have detailed, nationwide 
statistics on the misuses of these weapons, 
the Oakland Police Department Weapons Unit 
reports that criminal misuses of assault weap- 
ons in Oakland fell by virtually half since the 
enactment of the California ban. Additionally, 
the Atlanta Constitution found in a 1989 study 
that, although assault weapons make up only 
2 to 3 percent of all guns owned by Ameri- 
cans, they show up in 30 percent of all fire- 
arms traced to organized crime, gun traffick- 
ing, and terrorism. And the ATF reports that in 
1989, assault weapons made up 10 percent of 
guns traced in crimes. Police in virtually every 
city in this country will tell you that they are 
outgunned and that an assault weapons ban 
would help them fight gun violence. 

The further restrictions on the sales and 
ownership of assault weapons that are in this 
bill will not cause a major reduction in crime. 
However, they will make it much more difficult 
for drug dealers, violent criminals, and psycho- 
paths to get their hands on a military-style 
semiautomatic rifles and certain shotguns and 
pistols. 

Perhaps, with provisions like these in effect, 
disasters like the 1993 tragedy when a gun- 
man with an assault pistol walked into a San 
Francisco law office, murdered eight innocent, 
unarmed people and wounded another six can 
be prevented. Just prior to testifying before the 
House Judiciary Committee in support of a 
ban on assault weapons, the widower of one 
of the victims of this massacre wrote: 

It's been almost one year since my beloved 
wife was brutally murdered * * * by a psy- 
chotic possessing an assault weapon with 50 
round clips. These weapons of war have abso- 
lutely no place in our society and the all too 
common tragedies in which they are used 
must be stopped. Too many citizens dead; 
too many friends and family gone * * * This 
is not a partisan issue. Violence and assault 
weapons affect all citizens * * * As a Repub- 
lican, I am calling on members of * * * my 
party and Democrats to see that this bill be- 
comes law. Hopefully no other 10-month-old 
girls will place dirt on their mommys' grave 
as my daughter Meghan did. Hopefully no 
other single parent will be left the task of 
telling their infant how their mother was 
brutally murdered with an assault weapon. 

l'd like to recall the words and wisdom of 
my esteemed colleagues from Illinois, Mr. 
HYDE, in his address to newly elected Mem- 
bers of the 102d Congress back in 1990. | feel 
that Mr. HYDE’s advice to that freshman class 
is appropriate for all of us now, as we face a 
vote that is controversial, political, and hits 
close to home for many of us who have con- 
stituents on both sides of this issue—constitu- 
ents who are passionate in their feelings about 
what we are going to decide. 

Mr. HYDE told his audience that our respon- 
sibility as Members of this House is often 
greater than just representing our constitu- 
ents—that we also have a responsibility to all 
Americans. This broader obligation and ac- 
countability demand that we take a national 
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view on certain issues—even if it means risk- 
ing the disfavor of the folks back home. We 
must look beyond the politics of career and be 
willing to take a principled stand for what we 
believe to be right and in the best interests of 
our Nation, as a whole, even if it means we 
risk losing an election. Mr. HYDE reminds us of 
why we are here in the first place—to serve 
not just our immediate constituents, but our 
country, as well. 

This vote on the assault weapons ban is 
such a stand, and it is a small price to pay to 
help curb the unnecessary and senseless vio- 
lence that plagues communities throughout 
our country. If 1 life or 1,000 lives are saved 
because we are able to keep an assault 
weapon out of the wrong hands, it is worth the 
effort. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, | rise today to 
express my strong support of H.R. 4296, the 
Public Safety and Recreational Firearms Use 
Protection Act. | commend my colleague from 
New York, Representative CHUCK SCHUMER 
for his effort in bringing this piece of legislation 
to the floor and addressing an issue which is 
pertinent to all Americans, the issue of gun 
control. 

am certain my colleagues would agree that 
Americans from all walks of life are looking for 
action on this problem. H.R. 4296 makes it il- 
legal for a person to own, manufacture or sell 
specified semiautomatic assault weapons, ex- 
empting those weapons which are already le- 
gally owned. In addition, there are 650 speci- 
fied sporting guns which are exempted from 
the ban. Of the 19 specified weapons included 
in this bill, none are used for hunting or other 
sporting purposes. These are military-style as- 
sault weapons designed to injure as many 
human beings as quickly as possible. 

Increasingly, these weapons are becoming 
the weapon of choice for violent criminals and 
drug dealers. Although these weapons rep- 
resent only 1 percent of privately owned fire- 
arms in this country, they represent 8 percent 
of the firearms traced to a crime, and are 18 
times more likely to be used to kill police offi- 
cers than any other gun. From 1990 to 1993, 
law enforcement officials reported a 37-per- 
cent increase in the use of assault weapons. 
How can we ensure the security of our citi- 
zens, when police officers, are being 
outgunned, and often times murdered by vio- 
lent criminals wielding AK-47s and other mili- 
tary style weapons. 

In the last several years, we have witnessed 
gun violence take a devastating toll on our Na- 
tion. Although many may think that the vio- 
lence associated with semiautomatic assault 
weapons occurs exclusively in the inner city; is 
a gang problem; or only affects certain areas 
of the country; the grim reality of this violence 
is that it occurs throughout America. One day 
a child may be caught in a cross-fire, on an- 
other day an out of control member of society 
may unleash his rage in a convenience store, 
gas station or fast food restaurant. 

In 1990 no nation had a higher murder rate 
than ours. The United States murder rate was 
quadruple that of the entire Continent of Eu- 
rope and was 11 times higher than Japan. 
Americans are dying from unnecessary violent 
deaths in unprecedented numbers. While it is 
not realistic to expect the ban to lead to the 
cessation of violence, California’s assault 


9385 


weapons ban demonstrates that a ban will de- 
crease the usage of assault weapons in vio- 
lent crimes. 

Nearly 77 percent of all Americans are in 
support of the assault weapons ban. We all 
agree that there needs to be an immediate re- 
sponse to this dilemma. Too many lives have 
been lost to violence. The grim reality de- 
mands our immediate response. 

Mr. Chairman, this measure takes a signifi- 
cant step in curbing the rising tide of our Na- 
tion's violence. H.R. 4296 will help to restore 
safety and sanity to our communities and ! 
strongly urge all of my colleagues to support 
this legislation. 

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, | rise today to 
express my strong support for H.R. 4296, the 
Public Safety and Recreational Firearms Use 
Protection Act. In conjunction with the crime 
bill and the Brady Law, this legislation is an 
essential step in ensuring the safety of our 
community, our law enforcement officers, and 
especially our families. 

Mr. Chairman, assault weapons were de- 
signed for only one purpose—killing people. 
These weapons were designed for war, spe- 
cifically manufactured to make as many 
wounds as possible with a maximum number 
of bullets. Unfortunately, the rapid-firing capa- 
bility and large bullet capacity of these deadly 
weapons are quite useful as instruments of 
terror for the criminals of our country. 

There is an ongoing war on the streets be- 
tween the law enforcement and the criminals. 
The fact remains that in the city of Philadel- 
phia, our local police are not armed with as- 
sault weapons, but the criminals are. Mr. 
Chairman, opponents to this legislation have 
stated that a ban on any firearm is an infringe- 
ment upon their second amendment rights. Let 
me remind my colleagues that the Preamble 
of the Constitution clearly states that it is our 
constitutional duty to "insure domestic Tran- 
quility, provide for the common Defence, [and 
to] promote the general Welfare [of] ourselves 
and our Posterity." H.R. 4296 is an important 
step in upholding our vows to ensure these 
"God-given" liberties. 

Mr. Chairman, it is clear that current laws 
are inadequate to ensure these liberties. 
Criminals are winning the war on crime in this 
country. The law enforcement officers charged 
with protection of our citizens are outgunned 
and outnumbered by criminals who can easily 
obtain deadly weapons. The House has al- 
ready taken steps to aid the law enforcement 
officials with the passage of H.R. 3355, the 
Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement 
Act of 1994. The crime bill provides local law 
enforcement officials with much needed finan- 
cial assistance for recruitment of 50,000 addi- 
lional police officers, requires three-time vio- 
lent criminals to be locked up for life and pro- 
vides funding for the construction of new pris- 
ons. Yet, law enforcement officials continue to 
begin each day with the fear that they will face 
a well-armed "street" militia armed with only 
their service revolver. 

H.R. 4296 will ban the manufacture and im- 
portation of these weapons of war which will 
cut off the production and, thus, the supply of 
these deadly weapons to criminals. The as- 
sault weapons banned in this legislation are 
used every day by criminals to kill other 
human beings. These guns are not hunting ri- 
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fles, these guns are not target shooters, these 
guns were designed to harm other humans. 
Criminals with rapid-firing capabilities and 
large capacity ammunition clips can potentially 
kill as many human beings as they have bul- 
lets. 

H.R. 4296 specifically targets the most dan- 
gerous weapons present on our streets today: 
AK-47's, UZIl's and street sweepers. H.R. 
4296 will only ban semiautomatic rifles capa- 
ble of accepting a detachable ammunition clip, 
and two or more of the following military fea- 
tures: flash suppressors, grenade launchers, 
bayonet attachments, folding or telescoping 
stocks, and pistol grips. 

Mr. Chairman, | see no legitimate reason 
why this legislation should not be passed. It is 
time to stop the madness of gun-warfare on 
our city streets. It is time to protect our Na- 
tion's law enforcement officers, our families 
and our children from the crossfire. It is time 
to pass this measure and prevent these guns 
from entering into the hands of the criminals of 
this country. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup- 
port of the Assault Weapons Ban Act. 

| want to compliment the Judiciary Sub- 
committee, particularly Congressman SCHU- 
MER for his long and sustained effort to control 
these deadly and unnecessary assault weap- 
ons. | am delighted | could support this most 
important piece of legislation. 

Since my first year in Congress, over 32 
years ago, | have been speaking out on the 
irrationality of having more than 250 million 
arms in our country. | have also introduced 
legislation of my own that would provide for 
the same level of regulation for firearms—no 
more, no less—that we now have for obtaining 
a drivers license. 

| also would like to compliment the city of 
San Antonio for its most forthright and respon- 
sible action in passing a resolution earlier 
today in support of the bill H.R. 4296, a copy 
of which | include here for the RECORD. 
RESOLUTION ASKING OUR LOCAL CONGRES- 

SIONAL DELEGATION TO SUPPORT THE PAS- 

SAGE OF H.R. 4296—THE BAN ON NONSPORT- 

ING SEMIAUTOMATIC ASSAULT WEAPONS 

Whereas, legally purchased weapons often 
find their way into the possession of pro- 
Scribed individuals, and gang violence has 
become a common occurrence in our commu- 
nity; and 

Whereas, semi-automatic assault weapons 
were used in the commission of at least 81 
(over %) of the 143 firearm related homicides 
perpetrated in the city of San Antonio in 
1993; and 

Whereas, the City of San Antonio lends its 
full support to the National Plan to Combat 
Violent Crime“ of the United States Con- 
ference of Mayors; and HR 4296, banning 19 
types of assault weapons, is a key element in 
that plan; and 

Whereas, HR 4296 does not confiscate as- 
sault weapons from current owners and spe- 
cifically exempts more than 670 guns consid- 
ered to have a legitimate sporting purpose; 
and 

Whereas, the City recently adopted Ordi- 
nance 79998 prohibiting the use of city-owned 
facilities for public consumer gun shows in 
an effort to curb the proliferation of assault 
type weapons; and 

Whereas, HR 4296 is now being debated be- 
fore the U.S. Congress and is scheduled to be 
voted upon this very day: Now, therefore, be 
it 
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Resolved by the city council of the city of San 
Antonio; That the City of San Antonio 
strongly supports the passage of HR 4296 and 
asks that our Congressional delegation vote 
in favor of the ban for the well-being and 
safety of their constituents, the citizens of 
the City of San Antonio, Texas. 

Mr. MANTON. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 4296, the Assault 
Weapons Ban Act. 

Mr. Chairman, we have a very clear choice 
today. We can listen to a single issue special 
interest group and reject this bill, or we can 
heed the call of our Nation's law enforcement 
officers and the overwhelming majority of law- 
abiding citizens and pass the assault weapons 
ban today. 

We will hear much debate and disagree- 
ment about exactly how many assault weap- 
ons will be banned by this bill. We will hear 
many arguments about the constitutional right 
to bear arms. But the facts are as clear as the 
choice we have today. This bill would ban 19 
specific semiautomatic assault weapons. And 
nothing in the Constitution guarantees the 
right of a drug lord or a street punk to possess 
a grenade launcher or an AK-47. 

Technical arguments regarding the scope of 
the bill and legal arguments regarding the con- 
Stitutionality of the bill are nothing more than 
a smokescreen designed to complicate and 
confuse what is a very clear choice: are you 
on the side of the police or are you on the 
side of the gun lobby. 

Mr. Chairman, as a former New York City 
police officer the choice for me is not only 
clear but it is simple. | will vote to ban these 
grotesque weapons whose only purpose is to 
inflict human pain and suffering. | urge my col- 
leagues to ignore the special interests and lis- 
ten to the American people. Vote for H.R. 
4296, the Assault Weapons Ban Act. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
support of the assault weapons ban on the 19 
specific semiautomatic weapons and their 
copycats which are being used against the ci- 
vilian population of America. 

Assault weapons in the hands of naive and 
hardened law breakers are causing carnage 
on the streets of our Nation and | want to stop 
the cycle of escalation of homicide that has 
tragically come to symbolize life in the United 
States today. Certainly the right to bear arms 
does not mean you should be able to run 
around with a grenade launcher, street sweep- 
er or other military hardware. The primary pur- 
pose, perhaps the only purpose, for such 
weapons, is the assault on another person. 

For years hunting and game laws have 
sharply limited the number of shotgun shells in 
semi-automatic hunting weapons; certainly our 
society values the life of our human population 
enough to pass laws limiting such weapons 
and the accompanying high capacity ammuni- 
tion feeding clips that are being employed 
today to main and murder people on the 
streets of America. 

Some of my colleagues have expressed the 
position that the answer to crime in our com- 
munities is not to ban assault weapons but to 
be tougher on criminals. Certainly no one 
measure is going to solve the problems of vio- 
lence and crime in our Nation. 

Deterence by increased penalty for crimes 
involving such assault weapons should be pur- 
sued and in fact such circumstances are now 
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considered by the court, but only after the 
crime has occurred and the penalties levied. It 
is clear that such assault weapons embolden 
those who possess them, resulting in serious 
harm to the people of this Nation and that is 
why the Congress should take reasonable ac- 
tion to control such weapons. | voted for the 
crime bill and | am voting for the Assault 
Weapons Ban Act because | believe that to 
make our Nation a safer place to live and 
work we must address this problem on several 
levels. We must work to prevent crime as well 
as to respond to the reality of crime. We need 
to expand options for our young people, to 
have sufficient police in our communities, and 
to implement strong penalties for those who 
commit crimes. The problem of crime is one of 
the greatest concerns of the American people. 
The crime bill will mean working on preven- 
tion, rehabilitation, and deterrence together, 
providing new tools and programs enlisted to 
fight crime in our communities. 

An assault weapons ban is a key element in 
an overall effort to reduce violence in our soci- 
ety, and | believe it is an important one. We 
need to send the message that there is no 
place on our streets for assault weapons. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. MFUME). All 
the time for general debate has ex- 
pired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute shall be considered as an origi- 
nal bill for the purpose of amendment 
and is considered as read. 

The text of the committee amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute is as 
follows: 

H.R. 4296 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Public Safety 
and Recreational Firearms Use Protection Act”. 
SEC. 2. RESTRICTION ON MANUFACTURE, TRANS- 

FER, AND POSSESSION OF CERTAIN 
SEMIAUTOMATIC ASSAULT  WEAP- 
ONS. 

(a) RESTRICTION.—Section 922 of title 18, Unit- 
ed States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

"(v)(1) It shall be unlawful for a person to 
manufacture, transfer, or possess a semiauto- 
matic assault weapon. 

"(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to the pos- 
session or transfer of any semiautomatic assault 
weapon otherwise lawfully possessed on the 
date of the enactment of this subsection. 

Paragraph (1) shall not apply to 

"(A) any of the firearms, or replicas or dupli- 
cates of the firearms, specified in Appendix A to 
this section, as such firearms were manufac- 
tured on October 1, 1993; 

"(B) any firearm that— 

i) is manually operated by bolt, pump, lever, 
or slide action; 

"(ii) has been rendered permanently inoper- 
able; or 

iii) is an antique firearm; 

"(C) any semiautomatic rifle that cannot ac- 
cept a detachable magazine that holds more 
than 5 rounds of ammunition; or 

"(D) any semiautomatic shotgun that cannot 
hold more than 5 rounds of ammunition in a 
fired or detachable magazine. 

The fact that a firearm is not listed in Appendir 
A shall not be construed to mean that para- 
graph (1) applies to such firearm. No firearm ex- 
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empted by this subsection may be deleted from 
Appendir A so long as this Act is in effect. 

) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to 

"(A) the United States or a department or 
agency of the United States or a State or a de- 
partment, agency, or political subdivision of a 
State; 

B) the transfer of a semiautomatic assault 
weapon by a licensed manufacturer, licensed im- 
porter, or licensed dealer to an entity referred to 
in subparagraph (A) or to a law enforcement of- 
ficer authorized by such an entity to purchase 
firearms for official use; 

"(C) the possession, by an individual who is 
retired from service with a law enforcement 
agency and is not otherwise prohibited from re- 


ceiving a firearm, of a semiautomatic assault : 


weapon transferred to the individual by the 
agency upon such retirement; or 

"(D) the manufacture, transfer, or possession 
of a semiautomatic assault weapon by a licensed 
manufacturer or licensed importer for the pur- 
poses of testing or erperimentation authorized 
by the Secretary. 

(b) DEFINITION OF SEMIAUTOMATIC ASSAULT 
WEAPON.—Section 921(a) of such title is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 

"(30) The term ‘semiautomatic assault weap- 
on' means— 

"(A) any of the firearms, or copies or dupli- 
cates of the firearms, known as— 

"(i) Norinco, Mitchell, and Poly Technologies 
Avtomat Kalashnikovs (all models); 

"(ii Action Arms Israeli Military Industries 
UZI and Galil; 

(iii) Beretta Ar70 (SC-70); 

(iv) Colt AR-15; 

"(v) Fabrique National FN/FAL, FN/LAR, 
and FNC; 

vi) SWD M-10, M-11, M-11/9, and M-12; 

vii) Steyr AUG; 

(viii) INTRATEC TEC-9, TEC-DC9 and 
TEC-22; and 

ix) revolving cylinder shotguns, such as (or 
similar to) the Street Sweeper and Striker 12; 

"(B) a semiautomatic rifle that has am ability 
to accept a detachable magazine and has at 
least 2 of— 

“(i) a folding or telescoping stock; 

"(ii a pistol grip that protrudes conspicu- 
ously beneath the action of the weapon; 

"(iii) a bayonet mount; 

iv) a flash suppressor or threaded barrel de- 
signed to accommodate a flash suppressor; and 

v) a grenade launcher; 

"(C) a semiautomatic pístol that has an abil- 
ity to accept a detachable magazine and has at 
least 2 of— 

"(i) an ammunition magazine that attaches to 
the pistol outside of the pistol grip; 

ii) a threaded barrel capable of accepting a 
barrel extender, flash suppressor, forward hand- 
grip, or silencer; 

"(iii) a shroud that is attached to, or partially 
or completely encircles, the barrel and that per- 
mits the shooter to hold the firearm with the 
nontrigger hand without being burned; 

"(iv) a manufactured weight of 50 ounces or 
more when the pistol is unloaded; and 

v) a semiautomatic version of an automatic 
firearm; and 

"(D) a semiautomatic shotgun that has at 
least 2 of— 

i) a folding or telescoping stock; 

ii) a pistol grip that protrudes conspicu- 
ously beneath the action of the weapon; 

iii) a fired magazine capacity in excess of 5 
rounds; and 

"(iv) an ability to accept a detachable maga- 
zine."'. 

(c) PENALTIES.— 

(1) VIOLATION OF SECTION 922(v).—Section 
924(a)(1)(B) of such title is amended by striking 
“or (q) of section 922 and inserting ''(r), or (v) 
of section 922". 
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(2) USE OR POSSESSION DURING CRIME OF VIO- 
LENCE OR DRUG TRAFFICKING CRIME.—Section 
924(c)(1) of such title is amended in the first sen- 
tence by inserting , or semiautomatic assault 
weapon," after ‘‘short-barreled shotgun," 

(d) IDENTIFICATION MARKINGS FOR SEMIAUTO- 
MATIC ASSAULT WEAPONS.—Section 923(i) of 
such title is amended by adding at the end the 
following: “The serial number of any semiauto- 
matic assault weapon manufactured after the 
date of the enactment of this sentence shall 
clearly show the date on which the weapon was 
manufactured. 

SEC. 3. RECORDKEEPING REQUIREMENTS FOR 
TRANSFERS OF GRANDFATHERED 
FIREARMS. 

(a) OFFENSE.—Section 922 of title 18, United 
States Code, as amended by section 2(a) of this 
Act, is amended by adding at the end the follow- 
ing: 

"(w)(1) It shall be unlawful for a person to 
sell, ship, or deliver a semiautomatic assault 
weapon to a person who has not completed a 
form 4473 in connection with the transfer of the 
semiautomatic assault weapon. 

"(2) It shall be unlawful for a person to re- 
ceive a semiautomatic assault weapon unless the 
person has completed a form 4473 in connection 
with the transfer of the semiautomatic assault 
weapon. 

“(3) If a person receives a semiautomatic as- 
sault weapon from anyone other than a licensed 
dealer, both the person and the transferor shall 
retain a copy of the form 4473 completed in con- 
nection with the transfer. 

(4) Within 90 days after the date of the en- 
actment of this subsection, the Secretary shall 
prescribe regulations ensuring the availability of 
form 4473 to owners of semiautomatic assault 
weapons. 

"(5) As used in this subsection, the term ‘form 
4473' means— 

the form which, as of the date of the en- 
actment of this subsection, is designated by the 
Secretary as form 4473; or 

) any other form which— 

i) is required by the Secretary, in lieu of the 
form described in subparagraph (A), to be com- 
pleted in connection with the transfer of a semi- 
automatic assault weapon; and 

ii) when completed, contains, at a minimum, 
the information that, as of the date of the en- 
actment of this subsection, is required to be pro- 
vided on the form described in subparagraph 
(.“ 

(b) PENALTY.—Section 924(a) of such title is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

"(6) A person who knowingly violates section 
922(w) shall be fined not more than $1,000, im- 
prisoned not more than 6 months, or both. Sec- 
tion 3571 shall not apply to any offense under 
this paragraph. 

SEC. 4. BAN OF LARGE CAPACITY AMMUNITION 
FEEDING DEVICES. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—Section 922 of title 18, Unit- 
ed States Code, as amended by sections 2 and 3 
of this Act, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

"(x)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), it 
shall be unlawful for a person to transfer or 
possess a large capacity ammunition feeding de- 
vice. 

**(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to the pos- 
session or transfer of any large capacity ammu- 
nition feeding device otherwise lawfully pos- 
sessed on the date of the enactment of this sub- 
section. 

**(3) This subsection shall not apply to 

"(A) the United States or a department or 
agency of the United States or a State or a de- 
partment, agency, or political subdivision of a 
State; 

) the transfer of a large capacity ammuni- 
tion feeding device by a licensed manufacturer, 
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licensed importer, or licensed dealer to an entity 
referred to in subparagraph (A) or to a law en- 
forcement officer authorized by such an entity 
to purchase large capacity ammunition feeding 
devices for official use; 

"(C) the possession, by an individual who is 
retired from service with a law enforcement 
agency and is not otherwise prohibited from re- 
ceiving ammunition, of a large capacity ammu- 
nition feeding device transferred to the individ- 
ual by the agency upon such retirement; or 

“(D) the manufacture, transfer, or possession 
of any large capacity ammunition feeding device 
by a licensed manufacturer or licensed importer 
for the purposes of testing or erperimentation 
authorized by the Secretary. 

(b) DEFINITION OF LARGE CAPACITY AMMUNI- 
TION FEEDING DEVICE.—Section 921(a) of such 
title, as amended by section 2(b) of this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

"(31) The term 'large capacity ammunition 
feeding device'— 

“(A) means— 

i) a magazine, belt, drum, feed strip, or simi- 
lar device that has a capacity of, or that can be 
readily restored or converted to accept, more 
than 10 rounds of ammunition; and 

"(ii any combination of parts from which a 
device described in clause (i) can be assembled; 
but 

) does not include an attached tubular de- 
vice designed to accept, and capable of operat- 
ing only with, .22 caliber rimfire ammunition."'. 

(c) LARGE CAPACITY AMMUNITION FEEDING 
DEVICES TREATED AS FIREARMS.—Section 
921(a)(3) of such title is amended in the first 
sentence by striking “or (D) any destructive de- 
vice." and inserting '"(D) any destructive de- 
vice; or (E) any large capacity ammunition feed- 
ing device. 

(d) PENALTY.—Section 924(a)(1)(B) of such 
title, as amended by section 2(c) of this Act, is 
amended by striking “or (v)'" and inserting ‘‘(v), 
or (2). 

(e) IDENTIFICATION MARKINGS FOR LARGE CA- 
PACITY AMMUNITION FEEDING DEVICES.—Section 
923(i) of such title, as amended by section 2(d) of 
this Act, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: A large capacity ammunition feed- 
ing device manufactured after the date of the 
enactment of this sentence shall be identified by 
a serial number that clearly shows that the de- 
vice was manufactured or imported after the ef- 
fective date of this subsection, and such other 
identification as the Secretary may by regula- 
tion prescribe."'. 

SEC. 5. STUDY BY ATTORNEY GENERAL. 

(a) STUDY.—The Attorney General shall inves- 
tigate and study the effect of this Act and the 
amendments made by this Act, and in particular 
shall determine their impact, if any, on violent 
and drug trafficking crime. The study shall be 
conducted over a period of 18 months, commenc- 
ing 12 months after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 30 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Attorney 
General shall prepare and submit to the Con- 
gress a report setting forth in detail the findings 
and determinations made in the study under 
subsection (a). 

SEC. 6. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act and the amendments made by this 
Act— 

(1) shall take effect on the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act; and 

(2) are repealed effective as of the date that is 
10 years after that date. 

SEC. 7. APPENDIX A TO SECTION 922 OF TITLE 18. 

Section 922 of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following ap- 
pendir: 
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"APPENDIX A 


Centerfire Rifles—Autoloaders 
Browning BAR Mark II Safari Semi- 
Auto Rifle 
Browning BAR Mark II Safari Magnum 
Rifle 
Browning High-Power Rifle 
Heckler & Koch Model 300 Rifle 
Iver Johnson M-1 Carbine 
Iver Johnson 50th Anniversary M-1 
Carbine 
Marlin Model 9 Camp Carbine 
Marlin Model 45 Carbine 
Remington Nylon 66 Auto-Loading Rifle 
Remington Model 7400 Auto Rifle 
Remington Model 7400 Rifle 
Remington Model 7400 Special Purpose 
Auto Rifle 
Ruger Mini-14 Autoloading Rifle (w/o 
folding stock) 
Ruger Mini Thirty Rifle 
Centerfire Rifles—Lever & Slide 
Browning Model 81 BLR Lever-Action 
Rifle 
Browning Model 81 Long Action BLR 
Browning Model 1886 Lever-Action Car- 
bine : 
Browning Model 1886 High Grade Car- 
bine 
Cimarron 1860 Henry Replica 
Cimarron 1866 Winchester Replicas 
Cimarron 1873 Short Rifle 
Cimarron 1873 Sporting Rifle 
Cimarron 1873 30* Express Rifle 
Dixie Engraved 1873 Rifle 
E.M.F. 1866 Yellowboy Lever Actions 
E.M.F. 1860 Henry Rifle 
E.M.F. Model 73 Lever-Action Rifle 
Marlin Model 336CS Lever-Action Car- 
bine 
Marlin Model 30AS Lever-Action Car- 
bine 
Marlin Model 444SS  Lever-Action 
Sporter 
Marlin Model 1894S Lever-Action Car- 
bine 
Marlin Model 1894CS Carbine 
Marlin Model 1894CL Classic 
Marlin Model 1895SS Lever-Action Rifle 
Mitchell 1858 Henry Replica 
Mitchell 1866 Winchester Replica 
Mitchell 1873 Winchester Replica 
Navy Arms Military Henry Rifle 
Navy Arms Henry Trapper 
Navy Arms Iron Frame Henry 
Navy Arms Henry Carbine 
Navy Arms 1866 Yellowboy Rifle 
Navy Arms 1873 Winchester-Style Rifle 
Navy Arms 1873 Sporting Rifle 
Remington 7600 Slide Action 
Remington Model 7600 Special Purpose 
Slide Action 
Rossi M92 SRC Saddle-Ring Carbine 
Rossi M92 SRS Short Carbine 
Savage 99C Lever- Action Rifle 
Uberti Henry Rifle 
Uberti 1866 Sporting Rilfe 
Uberti 1873 Sporting Rifle 
Winchester Model 94 Side Eject Lever- 
Action Rifle 
Winchester Model 94 Trapper Side Eject 
Winchester Model 94 Big Bore Side Eject 
Winchester Model 94 Ranger Side Eject 
Lever- Action Rifle 
Winchester Model 94 Wrangler Side 
Eject 
Centerfire Rifles—Bolt Action 
Alpine Bolt-Action Rifle 
A-Square Caesar Bolt-Action Rifle 
A-Square Hannibal Bolt-Action Rifle 
Anschutz 1700D Classic Rifles 
Anschutz 1700D Custom Rifles 
Anschutz 1700D Bavarian Bolt-Action 
Rifle 
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Anschutz 1733D Mannlicher Rifle 

Barret Model 90 Bolt-Action Rifle 

Beeman/HW 60J Boit-Action Rifle 

Blaser R84 Bolt-Action Rifle 

BRNO 537 Sporter Bolt-Action Rifle 

BRNO ZKB 527 Foz Bolt-Action Rifle 

BRNO ZKK 600, 601, 602 Bolt-Action Ri- 
fles 

Browning A-Bolt Rifle 

Browning A-Bolt Stainless Stalker 

Browning A-Bolt Left Hand 

Browning A-Bolt Short Action 

Browning Euro-Bolt Rifle 

Browning A-Bolt Gold Medallion 

Browning A-Bolt Micro Medallion 

Century Centurion 14 Sporter 

Century Enfield Sporter #4 

Century Swedish Sporter #38 

Century Mauser 98 Sporter 

Cooper Model 38 Centerfire Sporter 

Dakota 22 Sporter Bolt-Action Rifle 

Dakota 76 Classic Bolt-Action Rifle 

Dakota 76 Short Action Rifles 

Dakota 76 Safari Bolt-Action Rifle 

Dakota 416 Rigby African 

E.A.A/Sabatti Rover 870 Bolt-Action 
Rifle 

Auguste Francotte Bolt-Action Rifles 

Carl Gustaf 2000 Bolt- Action Rifle 

Heym Magnum Express Series Rifle 

Howa Lightning Bolt-Action Rifle 

Howa Realtree Camo Rifle 

Interarms Mark X Viscount Bolt-Action 
Rifle 

Interarms Mini-Mark X Rifle 

Interarms Mark X Whitworth Bolt-Ac- 
tion Rifle 

Interarms Whitworth Express Rifle 

Iver Johnson Model 5100A1 Long-Range 
Rifle 

KDF K15 American Bolt-Action Rifle 

Krico Model 600 Bolt-Action Rifle 

Krico Model 700 Bolt-Action Rifles 

Mauser Model 66 Bolt-Action Rifle 

Mauser Model 99 Bolt-Action Rifle 

McMillan Signature Classic Sporter 

McMillan Signature Super Varminter 

McMillan Signature Alaskan 

McMillan Signature Titanium Moun- 
tain Rifle 

McMillan Classic Stainless Sporter 

McMillan Talon Safari Rifle 

McMillan Talon Sporter Rifle 

Midland 1500S Survivor Rifle 

Navy Arms TU-33/40 Carbine 

Parker-Hale Model 81 Classic Rifle 

Parker-Hale Model 81 Classic African 
Rifle 

Parker-Hale Model 1000 Rifle 

Parker-Hale Model 1100M African Mag- 
num 

Parker-Hale Model 1100 Lightweight 
Rifle 

Parker-Hale Model 1200 Super Rifle 

Parker-Hale Model 1200 Super Clip Rifle 

Parker-Hale Model 1300C Scout Rifle 

Parker-Hale Model 2100 Midland Rifle 

Parker-Hale Model 2700 Lightweight 
Rifle 

Parker-Hale Model 2800 Midland Rifle 

Remington Model Seven Bolt-Action 
Rifle 

Remington Model Seven Youth Rifle 

Remington Model Seven Custom KS 

Remington Model Seven Custom MS 
Rifle 

Remington 700 ADL Bolt-Action Rifle 

Remington 700 BDL Bolt-Action Rifle 

Remington 700 BDL Varmint Special 

Remington 700 BDL European Bolt-Ac- 
tion Rifle 

Remington 700 Varmint Synthetic Rifle 

Remington 700 BDL SS Rifle 

Remington 700 Stainless Synthetic Rifle 
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Remington 700 MTRSS Rifle 

Remington 700 BDL Left Hand 

Remington 700 Camo Synthetic Rifle 

Remington 700 Safari 

Remington 700 Mountain Rifle 

Remington 700 Custom KS Mountain 
Rifle 

Remington 700 Classic Rifle 

Ruger M77 Mark II Rifle 

Ruger M77 Mark II Magnum Rifle 

Ruger M77RL Ultra Light 

Ruger M77 Mark II All-Weather Stain- 
less Rifle 

Ruger M77 RSI International Carbine 

Ruger M77 Mark II Express Rifle 

Ruger M77VT Target Rifle 

Sako Hunter Rifle 

Sako Fiberclass Sporter 

Sako Safari Grade Bolt Action 

Sako Hunter Left-Hand Rifle 

Sako Classic Bolt Action 

Sako Hunter LS Rifle 

Sako Delure Lightweight 

Sako Super Deluxe Sporter 

Sako Mannlicher-Style Carbine 

Sako Varmint Heavy Barrel 

Sako TRG-S Bolt-Action Rifle 

Sauer 90 Bolt-Action Rifle 

Savage 110G Bolt-Action Rifle 

Savage 110CY Youth/Ladies Rifle 

Savage 110WLE One of One Thousand 
Limited Edition Rifle 

Savage 110GXP3 Bolt-Action Rifle 

Savage 110F Bolt-Action Rifle 

Savage 110FXP3 Bolt-Action Rifle 

Savage 110GV Varmint Rifle 

Savage 112FV Varmint Rifle 

Savage Model 112FVS Varmint Rifle 

Savage Model 112BV Heavy Barrel 
Varmint Rifle 

Savage 116FSS Bolt-Action Rifle 

Savage Model 116FSK Kodiak Rifle 

Savage 110FP Police Rifle 

Steyr-Mannlicher Sporter Models SL, L, 
M, S, S/T 

Steyr-Mannlicher Lurus Model L, M, S 

Steyr-Mannlicher Model M Professional 
Rifle 

Tikka Bolt-Action Rifle 

Tikka Premium Grade Rifles 

Tikka Varmint/Continental Rifle 

Tikka Whitetail/Battue Rifle 

Ultra Light Arms Model 20 Rifle 

Uitra Light Arms Model 28, Model 40 Ri- 


fles 
Voere VEC 91 Lightning Bolt-Action 
Rifle 
Voere Model 2165 Bolt-Action Rifle 
Voere Model 2155, 2150 Bolt-Action Ri- 


fles 
Weatherby Mark V Deluxe Bolt-Action 
Rifle 
Weatherby Lasermark V Rifle 
Weatherby Mark V Crown Custom Ri- 
fles 
Weatherby Mark V Sporter Rifle 
Weatherby Mark V Safari Grade Cus- 
tom Rifles 
Weatherby Weathermark Rifle 
Weatherby Weathermark Alaskan Rifle 
Weatherby Classicmark No. 1 Rifle 
Weatherby Weatherguard Alaskan Rifle 
Weatherby Vanguard VGX Deluze Rifle 
Weatherby Vanguard Classic Rifle 
Weatherby Vanguard Classic No. 1 Rifle 
Weatherby Vanguard Weatherguard 
Rifle 
Wichita Classic Rifle 
Wichita Varmint Rifle 
Winchester Model 70 Sporter 
Winchester Model 70 Sporter WinTuff 
Winchester Model 70 SM Sporter 
Winchester Model 70 Stainless Rifle 
Winchester Model 70 Varmint 
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Winchester Model 70 Synthetic Heavy 
Varmint Rifle 

Winchester Model 70 DBM Rifle 

Winchester Model 70 DBM-S Rifle 

Winchester Model 70 Featherweight 

Winchester Model 70  Featherweight 
WinTuff 

Winchester Model 70  Featherweight 
Classic 

Winchester Model 70 Lightweight Rifle 

Winchester Ranger Rifle 

Winchester Model 70 Super Express 
Magnum 

Winchester Model 70 Super Grade 

Winchester Model 70 Custom Sharp- 
shooter 

Winchester Model 70 Custom Sporting 
Sharpshooter Rifle 

Centerfire Rifles—Single Shot 

Armsport 1866 Sharps Rifle, Carbine 

Brown Model One Single Shot Rifle 

Browning Model 1885 Single Shot Rifle 

Dakota Single Shot Rifle 

Desert Industries G-90 Single Shot Rifle 

Harrington & Richardson Ultra 
Varmint Rifle 

Model 1885 High Wall Rifle 

Navy Arms Rolling Block Buffalo Rifle 

Navy Arms #2 Creedmoor Rifle 

Navy Arms Sharps Cavalry Carbine 

Navy Arms Sharps Plains Rifle 

New England Firearms Handi-Rifle 

Red Willow Armory Ballard No. 5 Pa- 
cific 

Red Willow Armory Ballard No. 1.5 
Hunting Rifle 

Red Willow Armory Ballard No. 8 Union 
Hill Rifle 

Red Willow Armory Ballard No. 4.5 Tar- 
get Rifle 

Remington-Style Rolling Block Carbine 

Ruger No. 1B Single Shot 

Ruger No. 1A Light Sporter 

Ruger No. 1H Tropical Rifle 

Ruger No. 1S Medium Sporter 

Ruger No. 1 RSI International 

Ruger No. 1V Special Varminter 

C. Sharps Arms New Model 1874 Old Re- 
liable 

C. Sharps Arms New Model 1875 Rifle 

C. Sharps Arms 1875 Classic Sharps 

C. Sharps Arms New Model 1875 Target 
& Long Range 

Shiloh Sharps 1874 Long Range Erpress 

Shiloh Sharps 1874 Montana Rough- 
rider 

Shiloh Sharps 1874 Military Carbine 

Shiloh Sharps 1874 Business Rifle 

Shiloh Sharps 1874 Military Rifle 

Sharps 1874 Old Reliable 

Thompson/Center Contender Carbine 

Thompson/Center Stainless Contender 
Carbine 

Thompson/Center Contender Carbine 
Survival System 

Thompson/Center Contender Carbine 
Youth Model 

Thompson/Center TCR '87 Single Shot 
Rifle 

Uberti Rolling Block Baby Carbine 


Drillings, Combination Guns, Double Rifles 


Beretta Erpress SSO O/U Double Rifles 

Beretta Model 455 SxS Express Rifle 

Chapuis RGEzpress Double Rifle 

Auguste Francotte Sidelock Double Ri- 
fles 

Auguste Francotte Borlock Double Rifle 

Heym Model 55B O/U Double Rifle 

Heym Model 55FW O/U Combo Gun 

Heym Model 88b Side-by-Side Double 
Rifle 

Kodiak Mk. IV Double Rifle 

Kreighoff Teck O/U Combination Gun 


Kreighoff Trumpf Drilling 

Merkel Over/Under Combination Guns 

Merkel Drillings 

Merkel Model 160 Side-by-Side Double 
Rifles 

Merkel Over/Under Double Rifles 

Savage 24F O/U Combination Gun 

Savage 24F-12T Turkey Gun 

Springfield Inc. M6 Scout Rifle/Shotgun 

Tikka Model 412s Combination Gun 

Tikka Model 412S Double Fire 

A. Zoli Rifle-Shotgun O/U Combo 

Rimfire Rifles—Autoloaders 

AMT Lightning 25/22 Rifle 

AMT Lightning Small-Game Hunting 
Rifle II 

AMT Magnum Hunter Auto Rifle 

Anschutz 525 Delure Auto 

Armscor Model 20P Auto Rifle 

Browning Auto-22 Rifle 

Browning Auto-22 Grade VI 

Krico Model 260 Auto Rifle 

Lakefield Arms Model 64B Auto Rifle 

Marlin Model 60 Self-Loading Rifle 

Marlin Model 60ss Self-Loading Rifle 

Marlin Model 70 HC Auto 

Marlin Model 9901 Self-Loading Rifle 

Marlin Model 70P Papoose 

Marlin Model 922 Magnum Self-Loading 
Rifle 

Marlin Model 995 Self-Loading Rifle 

Norinco Model 22 ATD Rifle 

Remington Model 522 Viper Autoloading 
Rifle 

Remington 552BDL Speedmaster Rifle 

Ruger 10/22 Autoloading Carbine (w/o 
folding stock) 

Survival Arms AR-7 Explorer Rifle 

Teras Remington Revolving Carbine 

Voere Model 2115 Auto Rifle 


Rimfire Rifles—Lever & Slide Action 


Browning BL-22 Lever-Action Rifle 

Marlin 39TDS Carbine 

Marlin Model 39AS Golden Lever-Action 
Rifle 

Remington 572BDL Fieldmaster Pump 
Rifle 

Norinco EM-321 Pump Rifle 

Rossi Model 62 SA Pump Rifle 

Rossi Model 62 SAC Carbine 

Winchester Model 9422 Lever-Action 
Rifle 

Winchester Model 9422 Magnum Lever- 
Action Rifle 


Rimfire Rifles—Bolt Actions & Single Shots 


Anschutz Achiever Bolt-Action Rifle 
Anschutz 1416D/1516D Classic Rifles 
Anschutz 1418D/1518D Mannlicher Ri- 


les 

Anschutz 1700D Classic Rifles 

Anschutz 1700D Custom Rifles 

Anschutz 1700 FWT Bolt-Action Rifle 

Anschutz 1700D Graphite Custom Rifle 

Anschutz 1700D Bavarian Bolt-Action 
Rifle 

Armscor Model 14P Bolt-Action Rifle 

Armscor Model 1500 Rifle 

BRNO ZKM-452 Deluxe Bolt-Action 
Rifle 

BRNO ZKM 452 Delure 

Beeman/HW 60-J-ST Bolt-Action Rifle 

Browning A-Bolt 22 Bolt-Action Rifle 

Browning A-Bolt Gold Medallion 

Cabanas Phaser Rifle 

Cabanas Master Bolt-Action Rifle 

Cabanas Espronceda IV  Bolt-Action 
Rifle 

Cabanas Leyre Bolt-Action Rifle 

Chipmunk Single Shot Rifle 

Cooper Arms Model 36S Sporter Rifle 

Dakota 22 Sporter Bolt-Action Rifle 

Krico Model 300 Bolt-Action Rifles 

Lakefield Arms Mark Il Bolt-Action 
Rifle 
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Lakefield Arms Mark I Bolt-Action Rifle 

Magtech Model MT-22C Bolt-Action 
Rifle 

Marlin Model 880 Bolt-Action Rifle 

Marlin Model 881 Bolt-Action Rifle 

Marlin Model 882 Bolt-Action Rifle 

Marlin Model 883 Bolt-Action Rifle 

Marlin Model 883SS Bolt-Action Rifle 

Marlin Model 25MN Bolt-Action Rifle 

Marlin Model 25N Bolt-Action Repeater 

Marlin Model 15YN “Little Buckaroo" 

Mauser Model 107 Bolt-Action Rifle 

Mauser Model 201 Bolt-Action Rifle 

Navy Arms TU-KKW Training Rifle 

Navy Arms TU-33/40 Carbine 

Navy Arms TU-KKW Sniper Trainer 

Norinco JW-27 Bolt-Action Rifle 

Norinco JW-15 Bolt-Action Rifle 

Remington 541-T 

Remington 40-XR_ Rimfire Custom 
sporter 

Remington 541-T HB Bolt-Action Rifle 

Remington 581-S Sportsman Rifle 

Ruger 77/22 Rimfire Bolt-Action Rifle 

Ruger K77/22 Varmint Rifle 

Ultra Light Arms Model 20 RF Bolt-Ac- 
tion Rifle 

Winchester Model 52B Sporting Rifle 


Competition Rifles—Centerfire & Rimfire 
Anschutz 64-MS Left Silhouette 
Anschutz 1808D RT Super Match 54 
Target 

Anschutz 1827B Biathlon Rifle 

Anschutz 1903D Match Rifle 

Anschutz 1803D Intermediate Match 

Anschutz 1911 Match Rifle 

Anschutz 54.18MS REP Deluxe Sil- 
houette Rifle 

Anschutz 1913 Super Match Rifle 

Anschutz 1907 Match Rifle 

Anschutz 1910 Super Match II 

Anschutz 54.18MS Silhouette Rifle 

Anschutz Super Match 54 Target Model 
2013 

Anschutz Super Match 54 Target Model 
2007 


Beeman/Feinwerkbau 2600 Target Rifle 

Cooper Arms Model TRP-1 ISU Stand- 
ard Rifle 

E.A.A./Weihrauch HW 60 Target Rifle 

E.A.A./HW 660 Match Rifle 

Finnish Lion Standard Target Rifle 

Krico Model 360 S2 Biathlon Rifle 

Krico Model 400 Match Rifle 

Krico Model 360S Biathlon Rifle 

Krico Model 500 Kricotronic Match Rifle 

Krico Model 600 Sniper Rifle 

Krico Model 600 Match Rifle 

Lakefield Arms Model 90B Target Rifle 

Lakefield Arms Model 91T Target Rifle 

Lakefield Arms Model 92S Silhouette 
Rifle 

Marlin Model 2000 Target Rifle 

Mauser Model 86-SR Specialty Rifle 

McMillan M-86 Sniper Rifle 

McMillan Combo M-87/M-88 50-Caliber 
Rifle 

McMillan 300 Phoenir Long Range Rifle 

McMillan M-89 Sniper Rifle 

McMillan National Match Rifle 

McMillan Long Range Rifle 

Parker-Hale M-87 Target Rifle 

Parker-Hale M-65 Sniper Rifle 

Remington 40-XB Rangemaster Target 
Centerfire 

Remington 40-XR KS Rimfire Position 
Rifle 

Remington 40-XBBR KS 

Remington 40-XC KS National Match 
Course Rifle 

Sako TRG-21 Bolt-Action Rifle 

Steyr-Mannlicher Match SPG-UIT Rifle 

Steyr-Mannlicher SSG P-I Rifle 

Steyr-Mannlicher SSG P-III Rifle 
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Steyr-Mannlicher SSG P-IV Rifle 
Tanner Standard UIT Rifle 
Tanner 50 Meter Free Rifle 
Tanner 300 Meter Free Rifle 
Wichita Silhouette Rifle 


Shotguns—Autoloaders 
American Arms/Franchi Black Magic 48/ 


Benelli Super Black Eagle Shotgun 

Benelli Super Black Eagle Slug Gun 

Benelli M1 Super 90 Field Auto Shotgun 

Benelli Montefeltro Super 90 20-Gauge 
Shotgun 

Benelli Montefeltro Super 90 Shotgun 

Benelli M1 Sporting Special Auto Shot- 


gun 

Benelli Black Eagle Competition Auto 
Shotgun 

Beretta A-303 Auto Shotgun 

Beretta 390 Field Auto Shotgun 

Beretta 390 Super Trap, Super Skeet 
Shotguns 

Beretta Vittoria Auto Shotgun 

Beretta Model 1201F Auto Shotgun 

Browning BSA 10 Auto Shotgun 

Browning Bsa 10 Stalker Auto Shotgun 

Browning A-500R Auto Shotgun 

Browning A-500G Auto Shotgun 

Browning A-500G Sporting Clays 

Browning Auto-5 Light 12 and 20 

Browning Auto-5 Stalker 

Browning Auto-5 Magnum 20 

Browning Auto-5 Magnum 12 

Churchill Turkey Automatic Shotgun 

Cosmi Automatic Shotgun 

Maverick Model 60 Auto Shotgun 

Mossberg Model 5500 Shotgun 

Mossberg Model 9200 Regal Semi-Auto 
Shotgun 

Mossberg Model 9200 USST Auto Shot- 
gun 

Mossberg Model 9200 Camo Shotgun 

Mossberg Model 6000 Auto Shotgun 

Remington Model 1100 Shotgun 

Remington 11-87 Premier shotgun 

Remington 11-87 Sporting Clays 

Remington 11-87 Premier Skeet 

Remington 11-87 Premier Trap 

Remington 11-87 Special Purpose Mag- 
num 

Remington 11-87 SPS-T Camo Auto 
Shotgun 

Remington 11-87 Special Purpose Deer 
Gun 

Remington 11-87 SPS-BG-Camo Deer/ 
Turkey Shotgun 

Remington 11-87 SPS-Deer Shotgun 

Remington 11-87 Special Purpose Syn- 


thetic Camo 

Remington SP-10 Magnum-Camo Auto 
Shotgun 

Remington SP-10 Magnum Auto Shot- 
gun 

Remington SP-10 Magnum Turkey 
Combo 

Remington 1100 LT-20 Auto 

Remington 1100 Special Field 


Remington 1100 20-Gauge Deer Gun 
Remington 1100 LT-20 Tournament 
Skeet 
Winchester Model 1400 Semi-Auto Shot- 
gun 
Shotguns—Slide Actions 
Browning Model 42 Pump Shotgun 
Browning BPS Pump Shotgun 
Browning BPS Stalker Pump Shotgun 
Browning BPS Pigeon Grade Pump 
Shotgun 
Browning BPS pump Shotgun (Ladies 
and Youth Model) 
Browning BPS Game Gun Turkey Spe- 
cial 
Browning BPS Game Gun Deer Special 
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Ithaca Model 87 Supreme Pump Shot- 


gun 

Ithaca Model 87 Deerslayer Shotgun 

Ithaca Deerslayer II Rifled Shotgun 

Ithaca Model 87 Turkey Gun 

Ithaca Model 87 Deluxe Pump Shotgun 

Magtech Model 586-VR Pump Shotgun 

Maverick Models 88, 91 Pump Shotguns 

Mossberg Model 500 Sporting Pump 

Mossberg Model 500 Camo Pump 

Mossberg Model 500  Muzzleloader 
Combo 

Mossberg Model 500 Trophy Slugster 

Mossberg Turkey Model 500 Pump 

Mossberg Model 500 Bantam Pump 

Mossberg Field Grade Model 835 Pump 
Shotgun 

Mossberg Model 835 Regal Ulti-Mag 
Pump 

Remington 870 Wingmaster 

Remington 870 Special Purpose Deer 
Gun 

Remington 870 SPS-BG-Camo Deer/Tur- 
key Shotgun 

Remington 870 SPS-Deer Shotgun 

Remington 870 Marine Magnum 

Remington 870 TC Trap 

Remington 870 Special Purpose Syn- 
thetic Camo 

Remington | 870 Wingmaster Small 
Gauges 

Remington 870 Express Rifle Sighted 
Deer Gun 

Remington 879 SPS Special Purpose 
Magnum 

Remington 870 SPS-T Camo Pump Shot- 
gun 

Remington 870 Special Field 

Remington 870 Express Turkey 

Remington 870 High Grades 

Remington 870 Express 

Remington Model 870 Express Youth 
Gun 

Winchester Model 12 Pump Shotgun 

Winchester Model 42 High Grade Shot- 
gun 

Winchester Model 1300 Walnut Pump 

Winchester Model 1300 Slug Hunter 
Deer Gun 

Winchester Model 1300 Ranger Pump 
Gun Combo & Deer Gun 

Winchester Model 1300 Turkey Gun 

Winchester Model 1300 Ranger Pump 


Gun 
Shotguns—Over/Unders 
American Arms/Franchi Falconet 2000 
O/U 


American Arms Silver 1 O/U 

American Arms Silver II Shotgun 

American Arms Silver Skeet O/U 

American Arms/Franchi Sporting 2000 
O/U 

American Arms Silver Sporting O/U 

American Arms Silver Trap O/U 

American Arms WS/OU 12, TS/OU 12 
Shotguns 

American Arms WT/OU 10 Shotgun 

Armsport 2700 O/U Goose Gun 

Armsport 2700 Series O/U 

Armsport 2900 Tri-Barrel Shotgun 

Baby Bretton Over/Under Shotgun 

Beretta Model 686 Ultralight O/U 

Beretta ASE 90 Competition O/U Shot- 


gun 

Beretta Over/Under Field Shotguns 

Beretta Onyx Hunter Sport O/U Shot- 
gun 

Beretta Model SO5, SO6, SO9 Shotguns 

Beretta Sporting Clay Shotguns 

Beretta 687EL Sporting O/U 

Beretta 682 Super Sporting O/U 

Beretta Series 682 Competition Over/ 
Unders 

Browning Citori O/U Shotgun 


Browning Superlight Citori Over/Under 

Browning Lightning Sporting Clays 

Browning Micro Citori Lightning 

Browning Citori Plus Trap Combo 

Browning Citori Plus Trap Gun 

Browning Citori O/U Skeet Models 

Browning Citori O/U Trap Models 

Browning Special Sporting Clays 

Browning Citori GTI Sporting Clays 

Browning 325 Sporting Clays 

Centurion Over/Under Shotgun 

Chapuis Over/Under Shotgun 

Connecticut Valley Classics Classic 
Sporter O/U 

Connecticut Valley Classics Classic 
Field Waterfowler 

Charles Daly Field Grade O/U 

Charles Daly Lux Over/Under 

E.A.A./Sabatti Sporting Clays Pro-Gold 
Q/U 

E. A. A/Sabatti Falcon-Mon Over/Under 

Kassnar Grade I O/U Shotgun 

Krieghoff K-80 Sporting Clays O/U 

Krieghoff K-80 Skeet Shotgun 

Krieghoff K-80 International Skeet 

Krieghoff K-80 Four-Barrel Skeet Set 

Krieghoff K-80/RT Shotguns 

Krieghoff K-80 O/U Trap Shotgun 

Laurona Silhouette 300 Sporting Clays 

Laurona Silhouette 300 Trap 

Laurona Super Model Over/Unders 

Ljutic LM-6 Delure O/U Shotgun 

Marocchi Conquista Over/Under Shot- 
gun 

Marocchi Avanza O/U Shotgun 

Merkel Model 200E O/U Shotgun 

Merkel Model 200E Skeet, Trap Over/ 
Unders 

Merkel Model 203E, 303E Over/Under 
Shotguns 

Perazzi Mirage Special Sporting O/U 

Perazzi Mirage Special Four-Gauge 
Skeet 

Perazzi Sporting Classic O/U 

Perazzi MX7 Over/Under Shotguns 

Perazzi Mirage Special Skeet Over/ 
Under 

Perazzi MX8/MX8 Special Trap, Skeet 

Perazzi MX8/20 Over/Under Shotgun 

Perazzi MX9 Single Over/Under Shot- 
guns 

Perazzi MX12 Hunting Over/Under 

Perazzi MX28, MX410 Game O/U Shot- 
guns 

Perazzi MX20 Hunting Over/Under 

Piotti Boss Over/Under Shotgun 

Remington Peerless Over/Under Shot- 
gun 

Ruger Red Label O/U Shotgun 

Ruger Sporting Clays O/U Shotgun 

San Marco 12-Ga. Wildflower Shotgun 

San Marco Field Special O/U Shotgun 

San Marco 10-Ga. O/U Shotgun 

SKB Model 505 Deluxe Over/Under 
Shotgun 

SKB Model 685 Over/Under Shotgun 

SKB Model 885 Over/Under Trap, Skeet, 
Sporting Clays 

Stoeger/IGA Condor I O/U Shotgun 

Stoeger/IGA ERA 2000 Over/Under Shot- 


gun 

Techni-Mec Model 610 Over/Under 

Tikka Model 412S Field Grade Over/ 
Under 

Weatherby Athena Grade IV O/U Shot- 
guns 

Weatherby Athena Grade V Classic 
Field O/U 

Weatherby Orion O/U Shotguns 

Weatherby II. III Classic Field O/Us 

Weatherby Orion II Classic Sporting 
Clays O/U 

Weatherby Orion II Sporting Clays O/U 

Winchester Model 1001 O/U Shotgun 
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Winchester Model 1001 Sporting Clays 
O/U 

Pietro Zanoletti Model 2000 Field O/U 

Shotguns—Side by Sides 

American Arms Brittany Shotgun 

American Arms Gentry Double Shotgun 

American Arms Derby Side-by-Side 

American Arms Grulla #2 Double Shot- 
gun 

American Arms WS/SS 10 

American Arms TS/SS 10 Double Shot- 
gun 

American Arms TS/SS 12 Side-by-Side 

Arrieta Sidelock Double Shotguns 

Armsport 1050 Series Double Shotguns 

Arizaga Model 31 Double Shotgun 

AYA Bozlock Shotguns 

AYA Sidelock Double Shotguns 

Beretta Model 452 Sidelock Shotgun 

Beretta Side-by-Side Field Shotguns 

Crucelegui Hermanos Model 150 Double 

Chapuis Side-by-Side Shotgun 

E.A.A/Sabatti Saba-Mon Double Shot- 
gun 

Charles Daly Model Dss Double 

Ferlib Model F VII Double Shotgun 

Auguste Francotte Borlock Shotgun 

Auguste Francotte Sidelock Shotgun 

Garbi Model 100 Double 

Garbi Model 101 Side-by-Side 

Garbi Model 103A, B Side-by-Side 

Garbi Model 200 Side-by-Side 

Bill Hanus Birdgun Doubles 

Hatfield Uplander Shotgun 

Merkell Model 8, 47E Side-by-Side Shot- 
guns 

Merkel Model 47LSC Sporting Clays 
Double 

Merkel Model 47S, 147S Side-by-Sides 

Parker Reproductions Side-by-Side 

Piotti King No. 1 Side-by-Side 

Piotti Lunik Side-by-Side 

Piotti King Extra Side-by-Side 

Piotti Piuma Side-by-Side 

Precision Sports Model 600 Series Dou- 
bles 

Rizzini Boxlock Side-by-Side 

Rizzini Sidelock Side-by-Side 

Stoeger/IGA Uplander Side-by-Side 
Shotgun 

Ugartechea 10-Ga. Magnum Shotgun 
Shotguns—Bolt Actions & Single Shots 

Armsport Single Barrel Shotgun 

Browning BT-99 Competition Trap Spe- 
cial 

Browning BT-99 Plus Trap Gun 

Browning BT-99 Plus Micro 

Browning Recoilless Trap Shotgun 

Browning Micro Recoilless Trap Shot- 
gun 

Desert Industries Big Twenty Shotgun 

Harrington & Richardson Topper Model 
098 


Harrington & Richardson Topper Clas- 
sic Youth Shotgun 

Harrington & Richardson N.W.T.F. 
Turkey Mag 

Harrington & Richardson Topper De- 
lure Model 098 

Krieghoff KS-5 Trap Gun 

Krieghoff KS Special 

Krieghoff K-80 Single Barrel Trap Gun 

Ljutic Mono Gun Single Barrel 

Ljutic LTX Super Delure Mono Gun 

Ljutic Recoilless Space Gun Shotgun 

Marlin Model 55 Goose Gun Bolt Action 

New England Firearms Turkey and 
Goose Gun 

New England Firearms N.W.T.F. Shot- 
gun 

New England Firearms Tracker Slug 
Gun 

New England Firearms Standard Pard- 
ner 


New England Firearms Survival Gun 
Perazzi TM1 Special Single Trap 
Remington 90-T Super Single Shotgun 
Snake Charmer II Shotgun 

Stoeger/IGA Reuna Single Barrel Shot- 


gun 
Thompson/Center TCR '87 Hunter Shot- 
gun. 

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment to 
the committee amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute and no other 
amendment to the bill is in order. 

The question is on the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker having resumed the 
chair, Mr. MFUME, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider- 
ation the bill (H.R. 4296) to make un- 
lawful the transfer or possession of as- 
sault weapons, pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 416, he reported the bill back to 
the House with an amendment adopted 
by the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. 
SENSENBRENNER 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak- 
er, I offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op- 
posed to the bill? 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I am, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the motion to recommit. 

'The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER of Wisconsin moves to 
recommit the bill, H.R. 4296, to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion to recommit. 

The motion to recommit was re- 
jected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak- 
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 216, nays 
214, not voting 2, as follows: 
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Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 


Bishop 
Blackwell 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 

Carr 

Castle 

Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Coyne 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 

Farr 

Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Greenwood 


Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 


Bilbray 
Bilirakis 


(Roll No. 156] 


YEAS—216 


Gutierrez 

Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 


Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnston 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 


Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lantos 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies- 
Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Moran 
Morella 


NAYS—214 


Bliley 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Chapman 
Clement 
Clinger 
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Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 


Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 

Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 

Shaw 

Shays 
Shepherd 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 

Swift 

Synar 
Thompson 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Valentine 


Young (FL) 


Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cooper 
Costello 
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Dickey Kim Rohrabacher 
Dingell Kingston Rose 
Doolittle Klink Roth 
Dornan Knollenberg Rowland 
Dreier Kolbe Royce 
Duncan Kopetski Santorum 
Dunn Kyl Sarpalius 
Ehlers Lancaster Schaefer 
Emerson LaRocco Schiff 
Everett Laughlin Sensenbrenner 
Ewing Lewis (CA) Shuster 
Fields (TX) Lewis (FL) Sisisky 
Fish Lightfoot Skeen 
Fowler Linder Skelton 
Franks (CT) Livingston Smith (IA) 
Prost Manzullo Smith (MD 
Gallegly McCandless Smith (OR) 
Gallo McCloskey Smith (TX) 
Gekas McCollum Snowe 
Geren McCrery Solomon 
Gillmor McHugh Spence 
Gilman McInnis Stearns 
Gingrich McKeon Stenholm 
Goodlatte McMillan Strickland 
Goodling Mica Stump 
Gordon Mollohan Stupak 
Goss Montgomery Sundquist 
Grams Moorhead Talent 
Grandy Murphy Tanner 
Green Murtha Tauzin 
Gunderson Myers Taylor (MS) 
Hall (TX) Nussle Taylor (NC) 
Hamilton Oberstar Tejeda 
Hancock Obey Thomas (CA) 
Hansen Ortiz Thomas (WY) 
Hastert Orton Thornton 
Hayes Oxley Thurman 
Hefley Packard Torkildsen 
Hefner Parker Unsoeld 
Herger Paxon Upton 
Hilliard Payne (VA) Volkmer 
Hinchey Peterson (FL) Vucanovich 
Hobson Peterson (MN) Walker 
Hoekstra Petri Walsh 
Hoke Pickett Weldon 
Holden Pombo Whitten 
Hunter Portman Williams 
Hutchinson Poshard Wilson 
Hutto Quillen Wise 
Inglis Rahall Wolf 
Inhofe Ramstad Young (AK) 
Istook Ravenel Zeliff 
Johnson (SD) Regula Zimmer 
Johnson, Sam Richardson 
Kanjorski Roberts 

NOT VOTING—2 
Long Rogers 
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Mr. LEHMAN and Mr. JACOBS 
changed their vote from “nay” to 
yea. 

So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


D 1700 
GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks, and include therein extraneous 
material on H.R. 4296, the bill just 
passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Ms. LONG. Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, due 
to a death in my family, | was not able to cast 
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my vote on H.R. 4296, the Assault Weapons 
Ban Act. | do, however, want to express my 
opposition to the bill. Had | been present, | 
would have voted "nay." 


CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 636, 
FREEDOM OF ACCESS TO CLINIC 
ENTRANCES ACT OF 1994 


Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 417 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 417 

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso- 
lution it shall be in order to consider the 
conference report to accompany the bill (S. 
636) to amend the Public Health Service Act 
to permit individuals to have freedom of ac- 
cess to certain medical clinics and facilities, 
and for other purposes. All points of order 
against the conference report and against its 
consideration are waived. The conference re- 
port shall be considered as read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The gentlewoman from New 
York [Ms. SLAUGHTER] is recognized for 
1 hour. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the customary 30 
minutes of debate time to the gen- 
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss], pend- 
ing which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 417 
provides for the consideration of the 
conference report on S. 636, the Free- 
dom of Access to Clinic Entrances Act 
of 1993. 

The rule waives all points of order 
against the conference report and 
against its consideration. This waiver 
is required by two items in the con- 
ference report. 

First there is a nongermane Senate 
amendment; that is the Hatch amend- 
ment which applied the bill's protec- 
tions to churches and synagogues. 
While this amendment may technically 
be nongermane to the House bill, the 
House voted 398 to 2 on March 17 to in- 
struct the conferees to agree to this 
amendment. 

The second provision requiring a 
waiver is a severability clause included 
in the conference report which states: 

If any provision of this Act, an amendment 
made by this Act, or the application of such 
provision or amendment to any person or 
circumstance is held to be unconstitutional, 
the remainder of this Act, the amendments 
made by this Act, and the application of the 
provisions of such to any other person or cir- 
cumstance shall not be affected thereby. 

As my Rules Committee colleague 
from Florida said yesterday, this is a 
standard  ''boilerplate" severability 
clause; similar language has been in- 
cluded in a wide variety of laws includ- 
ing: The Emergency Unemployment 
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Compensation Amendments of 1993, the 
Americans With Disabilities Act, the 
Civil Rights Restoration Act, the Fair 
Labor Standards Act, the Voting 
Rights Act, the Education for Eco- 
nomic Security Act, and the Com- 
prehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and 
Control Act. 

The severability language does not 
change any provision of the House bill, 
but merely preserves the remaining 
protections the House passed in the un- 
likely event that one provision is found 
to be unconstitutional. 

The rule further provides that the 
conference report shall be considered 
as read. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference report 
on S. 636, the bill for which the com- 
mittee has recommended this rule, is 
legislation to protect women, their 
doctors and health clinic staff from 
systematic, orchestrated violence at 
reproductive health centers around the 
country. 

By now, we have all heard supporters 
of this bill repeat the horrible statis- 
tics over and over: Bombings, arson, 
death threats, assaults, kidnappings, 
clinic *invasions" and murder—all in 
service of an orchestrated campaign to 
deny women reproductive choice, at 
any cost. 

Last November, this House passed 
this legislation to provide a Federal 
remedy for this national crisis. State 
and local law enforcement often lack 
the resources—and sometimes lack the 
will—to battle large-scale, long-term 
operations that include trespassing, 
vandalism, and assault. 

I am disappointed that it has taken 
us 7 months since the House first 
passed this bill, to get to this point. 
But I will say that events in the inter- 
vening months have helped make the 
case for this legislation even stronger: 
The conviction of the Florida assassin 
who killed Dr. David Gunn; the interro- 
gation of a suspect in another attack 
on a doctor provided the first inside 
look at a national conspiracy of vio- 
lence; and the Supreme Court approved 
the use of the RICO statute to combat 
this network of terror. 

S. 636 includes strong protection of 
the individual’s right to free speech. 
That’s why the ACLU endorses it. As 
does this National Association of At- 
torneys General; the American Medical 
Association; and the League of Women 
Voters, among others. They endorse 
this bill because it is a carefully craft- 
ed measure that will help put a stop to 
the injuries and deaths of innocent 
women and their health care providers. 

The will of this House has been ex- 
pressed twice now, in overwhelming 
support of S. 636. I urge my colleagues 
to put an end to these delaying tactics, 
pass the rule and vote yes on final pas- 
sage. Federal protection for women and 
their reproductive health needs is long 
overdue. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 
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Mr. Speaker, today's debate marks 
round three on this highly controver- 
sial bill—a bill that now creates two 
new, special categories of behavior that 
will be subject to Federal criminal and 
civil remedies; two new, special cat- 
egories of facilities that will have spe- 
cial protection under Federal law pre- 
empting States rights, as it were. Un- 
fortunately, this bill is not subject to 
the much-lauded concept of three 
strikes and you're out'"—many of us 
believe it should be. 

Originally this bill was targeted sole- 
ly at those who protest legally or ille- 
gally outside of reproductive health 
clinics. In an effort to underscore the 
arbitrary nature of this legislation, 
churches and other places of worship 
were added as a second protected class 
in the hopes that the bill's supporters 
would see the problem with their pro- 
posal. Yet, here we are—now with both 
classes protected. Mr. Speaker, we all 
should have learned a very long time 
ago that two wrongs will not make it 
right—I don't believe we should be fed- 
eralizing places of worship or reproduc- 
tive health clinics. While we all share 
an abhorrence of violence in any set- 
ting—including specifically those in- 
volving abortion protests—I firmly be- 
lieve that this bill is unnecessary, be- 
cause we already have laws on the 
books that prohibit acts of violence, 
wherever they may occur. 

Quite simply, we don't need new 
laws, we need better enforcement of 
the laws we already have. But this bill 
is worse than just unnecessary—it also 
sets à terrible precedent by singling 
out special classes of people, certain 
speech and behavior for extra Federal 
restrictions. I am absolutély convinced 
this bill will become a major profit 
center for attorneys; it invites litiga- 
tion because it is overbroad and more 
particularly because plaintiffs have 
nothing to lose. If plaintiffs win their 
case they can recoup their legal costs, 
but if they lose, they face no risk since 
the defendant is not given similar re- 
course to be reimbursed for legal costs. 
This is a grossly unfair provision that 
virtually ensures a landslide of frivo- 
lous claims. Mr. Speaker, this legisla- 
tion treads heavily on the Constitu- 
tion—a point even its proponents must 
recognize, since they have now added a 
brand new provision—one designed to 
make it harder for their bill to be 
struck down on a constitutional chal- 
lenge. The Rules Committee was asked 
to grant a waiver to this conference re- 
port, in part because the so-called boil- 
er-plate ''severability" clause added to 
the bill was not in the House version of 
the proposal from the other body. In 
case anybody in this House is inter- 
ested, such a ‘“‘scope’’ violation is 
against the standing rules of this 
House. 

Mr. Speaker, this may be the most 
un-American legislation I’ve witnessed 
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in my time here. It places good Amer- 
ican citizens with one set of beliefs at 
severe disadvantage to good American 
citizens with differing beliefs. It takes 
away more freedom from one group 
than another. And then it inten- 
tionally tilts the scales of justice to 
the distinct advantage of one group at 
the distinct expense to another. There 
is no fair-play here. 

I find myself disgusted and frustrated 
that we cannot find a fairer and more 
workable response to the specific, high- 
profile, totally deplorable acts of vio- 
lence at clinics or elsewhere, acts that 
we all condemn. I know that resorting 
to heavy-handed, one-sided, over-kill 
legislation to repair what is essentially 
an enforcement problem will lead to 
trouble and adverse unintended con- 
sequences. It always does. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for 
the purposes of debate only, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia [Ms. WOOLSEY]. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to urge my colleagues to vote in 
favor of the rule and the conference re- 
port on the Freedom of Access to Clinic 
Entrances bill. 

The issue of ensuring women’s access 
to abortion clinics has been debated in 
Congress long enough. It is time, Mr. 
Speaker, to give women the protection 
they deserve under the Constitution. 

This bill will give our law enforce- 
ment officers the tools necessary to 
prevent blockades of clinics and to 
punish lawbreakers. Law enforcement 
at all levels is crying out for swift en- 
actment of this bill—from Attorney 
General Reno on down to local police 
officers. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to point out that 
this is not an issue of freedom speech, 
nor are many of the protesters in front 
of abortion clinics nonviolent as they 
claim. The frequency and danger of 
their acts have escalated alarmingly in 
recent years. Last year, they assaulted 
patients and staff, and shot and mur- 
dered doctors. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
putting an end to the unlawful activi- 
ties waged by protesters at clinics. 
Vote yes on the rule and on the con- 
ference report on the Freedom of Ac- 
cess to Clinic Entrances bill. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from the Commonwealth of 
Kentucky [Mr. BUNNING]. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, once 
again, I rise in strong opposition to the 
Freedom of Access to Clinic Entrances 
Act. It is bad and misguided legisla- 
tion. It is probably unconstitutional; a 
blatant violation of our first amend- 
ment rights. 

The Freedom of Access bill is wrong 
because it singles out one group—peo- 
ple who oppose abortion—and it estab- 
lishes unduly harsh punishment for 
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them—not for committing a crime— 
but because of their beliefs and their 
viewpoints. 

The Freedom of Access bil would 
make an individual's pro-life convic- 
tion a thought crime and it would put 
a congressional stamp of approval on 
the pro-abortion side of the debate. It 
is designed, not to prevent violence, 
but to discourage pro-life protests. 

The bill is clearly discriminatory 
from the word go. It targets pro-life ac- 
tivity only. Throughout our Nation's 
history, many groups supporting a va- 
riety of causes, have used peaceful pro- 
test and civil disobedience to advance 
their views. But FACE singles out only 
pro-lifers. 

In the sixties, before passage of the 
Civil Rights Act, there were sit-ins, 
pray-ins and protests all around the 
country. Some were peaceful. Some 
were not. In some circles, the civil 
rights movement was not very popular 
but Congress did not pass special laws 
to discourage civil rights protests be- 
cause of their motivation or because of 
their viewpoint. 

Supporters of this bill and some in 
the media have tried to convince us 
that people who oppose abortion are 
violent and will use any means to fur- 
ther their cause—including murdering 
abortion doctors and bombing clinics. 
This is not true. The pro-life movement 
is overwhelmingly, predominated by 
peaceful, non-violent, deeply spiritual 
people who value the sanctity of all 
human life. 

These people have a right to an opin- 
ion on abortion. People have a right to 
oppose abortion. I know it is not politi- 
cally correct but we stil have that 
right. Accompanying that right is the 
right to organize and protest peace- 
fully. But the Freedom of Access Act 
slashes those First Amendment rights 
to ribbons for people who oppose abor- 
tion and them alone. 

Yes, we should punish violence, 
threats of violence and intimidation. 
But this bill goes beyond that. It would 
punish people engaged in non-violent, 
free speech. It would create harsh new 
penalties for people who engage in non- 
violent civil disobedience. 

This bill makes no distinction be- 
tween violent and non-violent protest- 
ers. Peaceful protesters are subject to 
the same harsh penalties as protesters 
who use force and the penalties are ex- 
treme. 

I am confident that this bill is so 
clearly unconstitutional that it will 
eventually be struck down by the 
courts. But it is sad to think how many 
people will waste years in prison un- 
necessarily and how many will be fi- 
nancially destroyed before that hap- 
pens. 

As I have mentioned several times 
before, this bill comes close to home 
for me. My wife, two of my daughters 
and their families are deeply involved 
in Operation Rescue. Not one of them 
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poses any threat of violence whatso- 
ever. They are truly peaceful people. 
They just have strong feelings about 
abortion. And they are dedicating their 
lives to bringing an end to abortion. 
That is not and should not be a crime. 

My wife and daughters should have 
the same right to express their beliefs 
as any other citizen who is willing to 
take a stand on an issue that is impor- 
tant to them. They should not be made 
Federal criminals because of the moti- 
vations or the beliefs behind their ac- 
tions. 

This is bad legislation and it will be 
a sad day of shame if it is enacted and 
we criminalize peaceful protest for a 
single cause, like abortion, just be- 
cause that cause is not currently po- 
litically correct. 
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Con- 
necticut [Ms. DELAURO]. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, today 
the House will take its final step on 
the long road to making sure that 
women across this country will have 
guaranteed access to providers of re- 
productive health services—access free 
from threats, intimidation or harass- 
ment—by passing the conference report 
on the Freedom of Access to Clinic En- 
trances Act. This bill guarantees free- 
dom of access to reproductive health 
services without trampling on one of 
our most treasured and fundamental 
rights as Americans, free speech. 

We should not be detoured at this 
final juncture by the procedural con- 
cerns that have been raised about a 
provision in the conference report. 
That provision is routine. We should 
pass the rule and pass the conference 
report. 

It is outrageous that women and 
health care providers fear for their 
safety and that of their families when 
they seek or provide constitutionally 
protected reproductive health services. 
We have witnessed too many acts of vi- 
olence, including murder, and too 
many threats of violence, hundreds of 
bomb threats and death threats. So the 
need for this legislation is clear. 

Mr. Speaker, today, let us begin to 
stop the killing, the violence, and the 
fear-mongering. Let us pass the Free- 
dom of Access to Clinic Entrances Act. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 2 min- 
utes to the gentlewoman from New 
York [Mrs. MALONEY]. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of the rule and con- 
ference report on the Freedom of Ac- 
cess to Clinic Entrances Act. 

Our civil rights are fundamental in 
this country, and the law should offer 
its full protection to anyone who wants 
to go anywhere it is legal to go. 

Most people would be outraged if 
they were prevented from entering a 
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supermarket—or a church or an office 
building or any other place—by some- 
one who disagreed with what was going 
on inside. 

We need this Freedom of Access bill 
because throughout our country, there 
continue to be bombings, assaults, 
threats, and even murders by people 
trying to prevent people from working 
in or using medical facilities which 
offer reproductive health services. 

In the previous Congress, the House 
passed the Farm Animal and Research 
Facilities Protection Act, which pre- 
vents violent blockades of facilities for 
research animals. 

If we care that much about facilities 
for animals, we ought to care about fa- 
cilities for women. The right to choose 
is meaningless without the access to 
choose. We ought not let technical dis- 
agreements—such as those over the 
severability clause—prevent us from 
acting to protect women and their 
health providers. 

Support the FACE bill and pass the 
rule to consider the conference report. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON]. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished gentleman from Flor- 
ida [Mr. Goss] for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
opposition to the rule and to the con- 
ference report of the Freedom of Ac- 
cess to Clinics Act. As I have stated be- 
fore, I do not agree with the thrust of 
this legislation which targets one par- 
ticular group supporting one side of an 
issue. This legislation treats the two 
sides of an issue differently by unfairly 
protecting one side from criminal pen- 
alties. This legislation is unfair. 

Also, this legislation raises serious 
questions about rights guaranteed 
under the First Amendment. If this 
conference report is enacted it will in 
effect make civil disobedience impos- 
sible in America. This bill discourages 
individuals who feel strongly about an 
issue from exercising their Constitu- 
tional rights. It should be noted that 
civil disobedience is the last resort of a 
powerless minority committed enough 
to a particular issue to vote with their 
bodies. If this bill is enacted, those 
wishing to engage in peaceful protests 
will have to do so in fear of violating 
Federal law. This legislation is uncon- 
stitutional. 

This legislation is unnecessary. It 
violates equal protection by penalizing 
people for their beliefs. Federal court 
injunctions are currently in place 
against non-peaceful demonstrations 
throughout the United States and 
ample relief is available in state 
courts. 

I do not condone violent protests, but 
peaceful protests are completely legal 
and are sanctioned by the First 
Amendment’s guarantee of the freedom 
to peaceably assemble. This bill will 
make federal felons out of concerned 


May 5, 1994 


citizens. I urge a no vote on this unfair, 
unconstitutional, and unnecessary ieg- 
islation. 
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for 
the purposes of debate only, I yield 6 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. FRANK]. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, any resemblance between this 
piece of legislation and the rhetoric we 
have heard on the other side is entirely 
accidental. It may be the problem is 
that the bill is written in English, be- 
cause some of my friends seem to have 
some trouble with the language as to 
what it means, not as to how it pro- 
nounces, I never criticize pronouncing, 
but as to what it means. 

For instance, we have just heard that 
the problem with this is that it is 
going to make activities illegal, and 
what activities are we told it is going 
to make illegal? Civil disobedience. I 
must tell the previous speaker that 
civil disobedience is by definition al- 
ready illegal. If it is legal, it is not 
civil disobedience. That is what the 
word means. 

What does it deal with? It deals with 
the following only. You are guilty of a 
crime under this bill only if you have 
by force, by threat of force or by phys- 
ical obstruction done certain things, 
and it defines physical obstruction. I 
assume my friends do not think that 
force or the threat of force against 
someone they do not like is a constitu- 
tional right. For them the question is, 
when we say physical obstruction, are 
we talking about interfering with 
peaceful protest? But the bill defines 
physical obstruction. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I am glad to yield to the gen- 
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. GOSS. Is a clenched fist a threat 
of force? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. From 
over there, no, it is not. It depends on 
the situation as the gentleman would 
know. A threat of force would be, and 
it is already illegal. If in fact you stand 
an inch from someone and shake a fist 
in the person’s face, that could be the 
threat of force, particularly if you said, 
“If you take one more step, I’m going 
to punch you." 

The gentleman may be familiar with 
an arcane legal concept known as as- 
sault. Assault is not actual touching. 
An assault is a threat under the law, so 
if the gentleman thinks that nothing 
short of physical contact should ever 
be a crime, he better get all the laws of 
assault repealed, because assault is a 
threat. Battery is the touching. 

Mr. Speaker, again the problem is, as 
I said, a certain misunderstanding of 
the law. We are talking only about 
force, the threat of force, or a physical 
obstruction which is defined, and it is 
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very carefully defined, the term phys- 
ical obstruction means rendering im- 
passable ingress to or egress from, and 
that means going in or going out for 
people who might have a little trouble 
there. Physical obstruction means ren- 
dering impassable ingress to or egress 
from a facility. 

Yes, this bill says you cannot phys- 
ically prevent people from going into 
an abortion clinic. No, you do not have 
a legal right to do that. No, there is 
not a First Amendment right phys- 
ically to prevent people from going in. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. The gen- 
tleman did not give the full definition. 
Could the gentleman define what un- 
reasonably difficult means? Because 
that continues, and if unreasonably dif- 
ficult applies, physical obstruction 
then applies, and then a person who 
simply is in the way of the door and 
the person can perhaps go around them 
could be construed to have violated 
this act and go to jail for a year and a 
half simply because they were unrea- 
sonably in the way. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Abso- 
lutely, I take back my time to say. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Would the 
gentleman define it? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Let us 
be clear what this does not deal with. 
Standing there with signs, saying 
things, trying to persuade people. 
Physically obstructing. Standing in 
the doorway, and I think if you stand 
in the doorway to try to force a woman 
to pass within a 3-inch space, that 
might be unreasonably obstructing. 

The gentleman asked for the defini- 
tion, he is going to get it whether he 
likes or not. That could be making it 
unreasonably difficult. 

The fact is, and I am surprised at the 
gentleman, the purpose of these dem- 
onstrations in some cases is in fact 
physically to prevent people from 
going in and we say you cannot prevent 
people from physically going in. 

As to equal protection, that has no 
merit. What we are dealing with here is 
a situation where there has been a na- 
tionally organized movement, in many 
cases, to send large numbers of people 
into particular communities. I rep- 
resent one town where because large 
numbers of people came from all over 
the place to physically blockade clin- 
ics, the town of Brookline that I rep- 
resent, a national movement organized 
people and the town was faced with ex- 
traordinary police costs. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is reasonable 
when the Federal Government says 
where a particular community is being 
the focal point of all this activity, we 
will step in, or situations where, not 
unknown in America in this situation 
or others, local police refuse to help, 
the Federal Government will step in. In 
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situations where the local police are 
doing their job and they are not over- 
whelmed, that will be the situation and 
they will carry it out. But in instances 
where the local police are not protect- 
ing people or where local police are not 
able financially to deal with it, we say 
the Federal Government can come in. 

Mr. Speaker, if people want to defend 
the right of others physically to pre- 
vent people from going to abortion 
clinics, that is a rational position, al- 
though I disagree with it, but suggest- 
ing that this somehow criminalizes be- 
havior that people would otherwise 
have a right to enforce or act is wrong. 
What it says is because of the pattern 
of national concentration in some 
areas, Wichita, Brookline, Massachu- 
setts and elsewhere, or because of local 
non-enforcement, we will in this class 
of situations allow a Federal supple- 
mentary presence. 

Mr. Speaker, that is what we are 
talking about. We are not talking 
about making criminal anything that 
is protected. The bill clearly protects 
First Amendment rights. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not want to argue 
this too much. There are people on the 
other side who have not had a good 
word to say about the First Amend- 
ment in about 36 years. I am glad that 
they like the First Amendment today. 
I only hope they like it tomorrow and 
next week when we talk about other 
things, but I will take what I can get. 
Even an occasional good word about 
the First Amendment is a good thing, 
but they ought to understand it. The 
First Amendment is not standing in a 
doorway physically to prevent someone 
from going in. This bill explicitly and 
in its terms says a protected First 
Amendment activity is okay. What it 
says is if you threaten by force, if you 
used force or if you physically obstruct 
people from doing something that they 
have a constitutional legal right to do, 
you are violating the law. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield as 
much time as he requires to the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank 
my friend, the gentleman from Florida, 
for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a profound dif- 
ference between the actions of those 
persons who employ violence or the 
threat of violence as a means to an end 
and those who engage in peaceful, non- 
violent dissent such as pickets, sit-ins 
or perhaps even sidewalk counseling. 
The language of S. 636 blurs that dis- 
tinction by making nonviolent acts of 
civil disobedience committed by pro- 
lifers by turning these people into Fed- 
eral felons. 

Mr. SpeaLer, the point that the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts made a 
moment ago about civil disobedience 
constituting an actionable offense is 
true. The problem that I have and 
many other Members have with this 
bill is with the punishments that are 
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meted out are way out of line and are 
patently unfair. 

Nonviolent sit-ins are misdemeanors 
not felonies. Someone who engages in 
nonviolent civil disobedience might go 
to jail for a day or two or three and re- 
ceive a fine. Under this legislation, 
however, they are hit with a massive 
fine, the person who contends that 
they have been offended can 
sucessfully sue them for an excessive 
amount of money and they can go to 
jail for a year and a half simply for sit- 
ting in front of a door or on the side- 
walk. That is an excessive punishment. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I am glad 
to yield to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. I ap- 
preciate his understanding of this 
which some others have not had, name- 
ly that he agrees and I agree, we are 
not here trying to make anything ille- 
gal which would otherwise be legal. We 
are disagreed at what level it should be 
accepted. We now have agreement, we 
are not making anything illegal that 
would otherwise be legal. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Reclaim- 
ing my time, it goes further than that. 
There would be ‘many actions that 
would be very easily construed to be il- 
legal under the bill. People walking 
and picketing in front of a clinic and 
clinics where sidewalks are next to the 
accessway, where actions will be 
brought because an abortionist will 
construe this to be a violation and ini- 
tiate federal action. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, there are always some remote 
possibilities that an ill-intentioned law 
enforcement officer will take the words 
of any criminal statute and abuse 
them. There is always the possibility 
that casually involved people will be 
given the maximum on the first of- 
fense. We know that very rarely hap- 
pens. 
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What the gentleman is suggesting is 
that people who are innocently walk- 
ing by and might be swept up in it 
would be inappropriately punished by a 
law enforcement officer and given the 
maximum. I think that is highly un- 
likely, especially when what we have is 
& pattern in which we are not talking 
about innocent observers who happen 
to get caught up, we are not talking 
about people who simply say what they 
want to say. There has been an orga- 
nized, coordinated, explicit, self-de- 
scribed national movement that says 
we will physically keep you from going 
in, and that is what this bill is aimed 
at. 
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I think, no matter how it is worded, 
the gentleman would be opposed to it. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point that those 
who are strongly against the violence, 
and that includes this particular Mem- 
ber and every Member on the pro-life 
side, we had a substitute that was con- 
sidered last November which said those 
who commit acts of violence ought to 
go to jail big time. Clearly we ought to 
mete out à very serious punishment to 
those people. 

The difference in what we are dealing 
with today are those acts of nonviolent 
civil disobedience, and I can teil you 
Mr. Speaker, if we applied the standard 
in this bill to those who have been in- 
volved in D.C. statehood, civil rights, 
women's rights, animal rights, and a 
whole host of other very important 
causes, this particular legislation 
would never see the light of day on this 
floor. 

Mr. Speaker, just let me also make a 
very important point: that sidewalk 
counseling has saved tens of thousands 
of children throughout the last 20 
years. Women, many of whom have had 
abortions frequently become sidewalk 
counselors and go to abortion clinics to 
speak out. These women, and I have 
pictures of women who have helped 
women through the difficult, distress- 
ful pregnancies they may be experienc- 
ing, they have helped women about to 
abort at that 11th hour. When everyone 
else was saying it is a go for the abor- 
tion they said, wait, stop, think about 
it, perhaps go back. There are alter- 
natives that are nonviolent nurturing 
and caring. There are alternatives to 
dismemberment of an unborn child by 
& hideous suction machine that has a 
razor-blade tip and has a vacuum ca- 
pacity of about 20 to 30 vacuum clean- 
ers that literally dismembers the ba- 
bies. 

There are alternatives to chemical 
shots which literally poison the body of 
an unborn child, inflicting excruciat- 
ingly pain and suffering and ultimately 
death on an innocent boy or girl. 

A sickening form of child abuse going 
on in abortion clinics, Mr. Speaker, 
and people are outside because they are 
motivated by the fact those children 
will die if they do not go out and make 
some kind of protest and dissent and 
reach out a loving and helping hand to 
those women. 

Pro-life advocates, under this legisla- 
tion, will be construed to be felons, and 
I can guarantee, Mr. Speaker, that if 
this particular bill survives a constitu- 
tional test, more babies will die. The 
tens of thousands of children who 
might otherwise be saved will not be. 
The mothers who might have averted a 
preventable tragedy, will not. For 
those who would have been at the abor- 
tion clinic that day, to make a last- 
minute appeal at the llth hour, many 
of those people will not be there any- 
more. In a gross miscarriage of justice 
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they will be in jail. They will be trying 
to defend themselves from the ruinous 
lawsuits that will come their way, and 
that is wrong. What we are about to do 
today is wrong. But hey, this is Con- 
gress, what else is new. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for 
the purposes of debate only, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. BROOKS]. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, in an 
abundance of caution, the conferees of 
S. 636 determined that it was impor- 
tant to the viability of the law to pro- 
vide à severability clause in the con- 
ference report ‘‘providing that if any 
provision of the act is held invalid the 
remaining provisions are unaffected 
* * *" [from Statement of Managers]. 

Because neither the Senate-passed 
bill nor the House amendment thereto 
contained such a severability clause, 
the Committee on the Judiciary was 
concerned that this bit of lawyerly 
caution may be a technical violation of 
the scope rule. Thus, the committee 
asked for—and was granted—this rule 
to waive the possible scope problem for 
what would clearly be à very minor 
violation but a very good substantive 
result. 

I thank the distinguished Chairman 
and members of the Rules Committee 
for their work, and I urge my col- 
leagues to adopt this rule to allow us 
to proceed to the conclusion for this 
legislation. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. BROOKS. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
distinguished chairman for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to clarify 
that I have not misspoken on the sub- 
ject. My understanding is that neither 
this body nor the other body had pro- 
vided for severability. 

Mr. BROOKS. The gentleman is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to my colleague, the distin- 
guished gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BARTON]. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in opposition to the Freedom of 
Access to Clinics Act, S. 636. 

If passed, for the first time in our Na- 
tion's history we will make it a Fed- 
eral crime in a real sense to express an 
opinion on an issue that some people 
may think is politically incorrect, i.e., 
that pro-life is a very important issue 
that we should all try to support. 

There are enough laws on the books 
at the Federal level, State level, and 
local level to prevent protesters that 
abuse the right to peacefully dem- 
onstrate on public property. We do not 
need to make a Federal crime out of 
pro-life believers who try to counsel on 
sidewalks and who try to in some way 
exercise their first-amendment rights 
to freedom of speech. 
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I know that some pro-life protesters 
have abused the privilege that we have 
in our Constitution. I know that those 
protesters have been dealt with very 
aggressively at the State and local 
level. 

We certainly do not need to make 
this a Federal crime. We should legis- 
late for the general, not for the excep- 
tional, rule, and for that reason I 
would hope that we would vote this bill 
down and vote no. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for 
the purposes of debate only, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia [Ms. SCHENK]. 

Ms. SCHENK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this rule, and support of the 
conference report on freedom of access 
to clinics. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been 6 months 
since the House passed this landmark 
legislation. 

But in fact, American women have 
waited far longer than 6 months for 
this protection. In the past 16 years, 
family planning clinics have endured: 
36 bombings, 81 arsons, 131 death 
threats, 84 assaults, 2 kidnappings, and 
327 break-ins. 

In the past year alone, California 
clinics have endured 1,100 separate acts 
of violence, including a vicious chemi- 
cal attack on a San Diego clinic in 
March 1993. 

And for what reason, Mr. Speaker? 
Because they provide reproductive 
health care services to women. Pap 
smears, screenings for STD's, contra- 
ceptives, prenatal care, infertility 
treatment, counseling—and yes, help- 
ing a woman’s constitutional right to 
terminate her own pregnancy. 

And now, after all this violence and 
all this time, the opposition is again 
making petty procedural objections in 
an attempt to kill this bill. 

Their true agenda is to continue the 
reign of harrassment, terror, and phys- 
ical intimidation against women and 
their doctors. 

This sensible legislation should not 
be derailed by senseless objections. We 
can wait no longer—pass this rule, pass 
this conference report, and give Amer- 
ican women the protection of our 
rights we deserve. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK- 
ER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to say, first of 
all, that no one is talking about 
condoning violence in any kind of dem- 
onstration at any time. We are not 
talking violence here. We are talking 
justice. 

The question here before us today is 
in part whether or not we are going to 
apply the same laws to ourselves here 
in the U.S. Congress as we apply to 
other people. 
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Let me give you just an example. If 
you are a Member of Congress who de- 
cides to go down and protest in front of 
the White House against the policy in 
Haiti and you get yourself arrested, 
you are going to be fined under D.C. 
law. 

You get a $50 fine and come back up 
the street and vote right away again in 
the U.S. Congress. That is the law we 
are going to apply to ourselves. But 
what about middle-class Americans 
who decide that what they want to do 
is to protest the abortions going on in 
clinics and want to peacefully dem- 
onstrate outside an abortion clinic? 
What are we going to do to them? We 
are not going to have the $50 fine there. 

What we are going to do is we are 
going to make a Federal law, we are 
going to make them spend a year and a 
half in prison for doing the same thing. 

You know, it is kind of interesting 
that we have one standard for Members 
of Congress who want to go and dem- 
onstrate in front of the White House 
and another standard for middle-class 
Americans who want to protest in 
front of an abortion clinic. 

They are doing the same thing, they 
are peacefully demonstrating against 
something they regard to be a societal 
wrong; peacefully carrying out their 
right to freedom of speech. Yet in one 
case we are going to have one and a 
half years in prison and in another case 
it is $50 and coming back here to the 
floor to vote. 

Well, I am tired of this kind of du- 
plicity in what we do in the U.S. Con- 
gress. If we are going to have these 
kinds of laws, why do we not have the 
year and a half Federal crime for peo- 
ple who are down demonstrating in 
front of the White House? There is no 
difference in the two kinds of dem- 
onstrations, as long as they are peace- 
ful. We are not about to do that be- 
cause that is not something which is 
what we think is politically correct. 

I am tired of the political correct- 
ness. I think we ought to have justice. 
Justice demands that we treat our- 
selves in the U.S. Congress the same 
way that we treat middle-class Amer- 
ica. 

That is not what is happening here. 
Maybe what we ought to do is defeat 
this rule, maybe get this thing back to 
the conference committee where they 
will take a look at simple justice for 
middle-class America rather than the 
kind of elitism that goes on when we 
deal with the laws as they apply to 
Congress. 

Congress is going to continue, my 
guess is, to go down and protest in 
front of the White House and get fined 
$50. Middle-class America, if this bill 
passes, may try to carry out their 
peaceful demonstration in front of a 
clinic or an abortion mill of some sort, 
and what is going to happen? They are 
going to get a year and a half in prison. 

That is just wrong. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume in order to respond to the 
gentleman. 

Now, I am sure if Members of Con- 
gress were to walk down in front of the 
White House and threaten people who 
were trying to go inside and interfere 
with the going in and going out of the 
White House of people on their regular 
business, if they were to keep them up 
all night in the White House, calling 
and making protests, follow them 
home, take down their license plate 
numbers on their cars, if they were to 
follow the children of persons who 
worked at the White House, harassing 
them in school, if they were to make 
death threats against the persons in 
the White House and if they were to 
physically obstruct persons from going 
in and out of the White House of the 
United States, those Members of Con- 
gress who are also a middle American, 
would certainly expect to receive the 
full penalty of the law. 

Peaceful demonstrators in front of 
the White House, peaceful demonstra- 
tors in front of a clinic, peaceful dem- 
onstrators in front of a synagogue, 
peaceful demonstrators in front of any 
religious institution, are not going to 
be thrown into jail for a year and a half 
as the previous speaker had indicated. 

It is almost sad to me to think of the 
litany that Ms. SCHENK just read of the 
break-ins, of the bombings, of the burn- 
ings, of the shootings, of the knifings, 
the killings, the threats, to try to 
equate that to persons making a peace- 
ful protest in front of the White House 
over an issue over which they are con- 
cerned is ludicrous; they are fined, as 
Mr. FRANK pointed out well. that is 
civil disobedience, they are making 
their points and they are fined and 
they will certainly take their punish- 
ment. 

But that is a far, far different thing 
from the issue we are here today for 
and I would not want anybody to mis- 
understand that; that the threats of vi- 
olence and the shootings, the intimida- 
tion, the scare tactics and the damage 
that has been done is real. This is noth- 
ing theoretical that we are talking 
about here. 

Mr. Speaker, I have one more speak- 
er, and I, therefore, yield 2 minutes, for 
the purposes of debate only to the gen- 
tlewoman from New York [Mrs. 
LOWEVI. 

Mrs. LOWEY. I thank the gentle- 
woman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of the rule on the Freedom of Access to 
Clinic Entrances Act. The bill is long 
overdue, and the time for action is 
now. We cannot allow obstructionist 
forces to block this sensible and well- 
crafted legislation any longer. 

Do not be fooled by those who will 
use obscure arguments to stall this 
bill. This rule was necessitated only be- 
cause a severability clause was added 
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to protect the various components of 
the legislation should any particular 
provision be found unconstitutional. 
This clause is a routine technical pro- 
vision and is standard, boiler-plate lan- 
guage. 

The real issue at hand is whether the 
Congress will take strong, concrete ac- 
tion to stop the violence and terrorism 
at women's health clinics. Women and 
doctors are being harassed, terrorized, 
even murdered. We cannot stand by 
and let this continue. 

FACE, while not infringing in any 
way upon the first amendment, pro- 
tects women and doctors from the esca- 
lating antichoice violence. 

We have waited long enough to enact 
this legislation. I urge my colleagues 
to support the rule and the conference 
report. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I want to in- 
form my colleague from New York [Ms. 
SLAUGHTER] that I have been asked to 
yield as well, and I assume there is no 
objection. But I am still the last speak- 
er after this yielding. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no objection to the procedure. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to my 
colleague, the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to say that 
my friend, the gentlewoman from New 
York [Ms. SLAUGHTER], took some ex- 
ception to what the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] had said 
with regard to those who picket in 
front of the White House and who 
might in some way hamper the en- 
trance or exit to the White House and 
that they would get the full extent of 
the law meted out to them. 

The problem is that it would be a 
very minimal sentence, if it was a sen- 
tence at all, a very minimal fine. And 
the difference is the draconian aspects 
of this legislation, which says that you 
go to jail for a year and a half simply 
for sitting in front of the door or ona 
sidewalk. That does not comport with 
what I thought American law is all 
about in terms of justice. And the prob- 
lem with this legislation is that it 
blurs the distinction between violence, 
which I absolutely abhor, and with 
nonviolent civil disobedience, which 
has been the hallmark, the staple of 
every single human rights, civil rights 
movement in this country. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time, I yield to the gentlewoman 
from New York. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I thank the gen- 
tleman very much and appreciate his 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, there is indeed a major 
difference, and I am sure the gen- 
tleman understands that. If a person is 
standing in front of the White House 
attempting to shut it down or if they 
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threatened to burn it down or blow it 
up or to kill people inside—— 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Violence 
and nonviolence are different, fun- 
damentally different. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Let me assure the 
gentleman there is no attempt in this 
vote, none of us would support this bill 
if it interfered with the right of peace- 
ful assembly. Indeed, it has been gone 
over with a fine-tooth comb. Everyone 
has said that the constitutionality is 
quite secure here. None of us is at- 
tempting to interfere in any way with 
the right of peaceful assembly. It is the 
organized terrorism and the fear and 
harassment of people going about their 
daily lives, breaking no laws, that we 
are trying to stop here today. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time, I want to make it very clear- 
ly understood that I think organized 
terrorism, shootings, bombings, knife 
threats, assaults, break-ins, are 
against the law. I do not know of any 
community where those are not 
against the law of the United States of 
America. If anybody can show me such 
a community, I would suggest that 
they need a law. 

But that is not the case. That is not 
what we are talking about here. 

We are talking now about very spe- 
cific language, and I want to repeat it 
closely for my colleagues, and I am 
reading: “By the threat of force at- 
tempts to intimidate any person." Let 
me say again: By threat of force at- 
tempts to intimidate any person;" a 
clenched fist, in somebody's mind from 
afar, could be considered an attempt to 
intimidate. That is not a stretch of the 
imagination, and that is the kind of 
overbroadness we are concerned about. 
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The second thing, Mr. Speaker, we 
are concerned about is that we just got 
through dispensing with our version of 
the crime bill, and we sent it over with 
the so-called racial justice provision in 
it, and for the first time we have taken 
the blindfold off justice and said it is 
important to know what color a per- 
petrator of the crime is. Never before 
have we done that, and yet we have 
now done that through this so-called 
racial justice provision. 

oday we are going one step further. 
We are tilting the scales of justice for 
those with a particular belief. We are 
saying that they do not have access to 
being compensated for legal costs if 
they believe one thing, but, if they be- 
lieve something else, then they can get 
legal costs. That is tilting the scales of 
justice, and clearly it will lead to frivo- 
lous lawsuits and, as I said, a big profit 
line for certain types of attorneys. 

Mr. Speaker, those are the kinds of 
ambiguities and the unfairnesses that 
are in this legislation, and let nobody 
deny it. No matter how it is expressed, 
Mr. Speaker, they are there. 

We are all against illegal acts of vio- 
lence. What we are concerned about 
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now is the rights of people who are pro- 
tected under our Constitution 

This legislation is headed for the 
court. There is no question that this 
legislation is not going to go to the 
court for some type of further interpre- 
tation. 

We are way out on a limb here. I have 
never seen anything like this. I do not 
know who will end up being the most 
right or the most wrong in all the dire 
predictions that are going back and 
forth. We all want to stop the violence. 
This is not going to do it. This is going 
to breed confusion, another layer of 
legislation, gives people who want to 
make mischief more of an opportunity 
to create mischief because of uncer- 
tainties in the law. 

I say to my colleagues, “You can’t 
pass bad laws and get good results,” 
and this is what this does, Mr. Speaker. 
For that reason I am asking for a no 
vote on this rule. Let us go back. Let 
us take out severability, and let us 
even up this question of legal costs. 
Then we might be getting a little clos- 
er to something that might make 
sense, but not much. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, as I close this debate I 
would like to make a few remarks that 
just reiterate what has been said. Obvi- 
ously this has a lot to do with the First 
Amendment, the rights of free expres- 
sion and free speech. Unfortunately 
over the number of years many, many 
people in this country have been denied 
their rights by people who obstruct 
them, who threaten them, who intimi- 
date them, and that still comes under 
the definition of assault, and it is ille- 
gal. 

Mr. Speaker, we are not changing 
any definitions. We are not interfering 
with the first amendment in any way. 
We are simply saying that everyone’s 
rights in America have to be attended 
to, not just that of the protester. 

It is also important, Mr. Speaker, 
that a person who works within a 
building have a sense that they are 
going to be able to go to work on a 
daily basis safely. 

It is also important that a person 
going to a health clinic to exercise her 
rights to health care be allowed to go 
without threats, shouts, and intimida- 
tion being visited upon her or any of 
her family. 

It is pretty simple. The violence that 
is practiced against those persons who 
are trying to exercise their own con- 
stitutional rights have made this legis- 
lation necessary, and I urge that my 
colleagues pass this rule and get on to 
passing this conference report so that 
we can sign into law a bill that unfor- 
tunately, because of the circumstances 
in the country, has become all too nec- 
essary. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 


May 5, 1994 


The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The question is on the reso- 
lution. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I ob- 
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 


present. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi- 
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- 
sent members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were, yeas 236, nays 181, 
not voting 15, as follows: 


[Roll No. 157] 
YEAS—236 

Abercrombie Purse Menendez 
Ackerman Gallo Mfume 
Andrews (ME) Gejdenson Miller (CA) 
Andrews (NJ) Gephardt Mineta 
Andrews (TX) Geren Minge 
Applegate Gibbons Mink 
Bacchus (FL) Gilman Moakley 
Baesler Glickman Molinari 
Barca Gonzalez Moran 
Barrett (WI) Gordon Morella 
Becerra Green Murtha 
Beilenson Gutierrez Nadler 
Berman Hall (OH) Neal (MA) 
Bilbray Hamburg Neal (NC) 
Bishop Hamilton Oberstar 
Boehlert Harman Obey 
Bonior Hastings Olver 
Borski Hayes Orton 
Boucher Hefner Owens 
Brewster Hilliard Pallone 
Brooks Hinchey Pastor 
Brown (CA) Hoagland Payne (NJ) 
Brown (FL) Hochbrueckner Payne (VA) 
Brown (OH) Horn Pelosi 
Bryant Houghton Peterson (FL) 
Byrne Hoyer Pickett 
Cantwell Hughes Pickle 
Cardin Inslee Pomeroy 
Carr Jacobs Porter 
Chapman Jefferson Pryce (OH) 
Clay Johnson (CT) Ramstad 
Clayton Johnson (GA) Rangel 
Clyburn Johnson (SD) Reed 
Coleman Johnson, E. B. Reynolds 
Collins (IL) Johnston Richardson 
Collins (MI) Kanjorski Roemer 
Condit Kaptur Rostenkowski 
Conyers Kennedy Rowland 
Cooper Kennelly Roybal-Allard 
Coppersmith Kleczka Rush 
Coyne Klein Sabo 
Cramer Klug Sanders 
Danner Kolbe Sangmeister 
Darden Kopetski Sawyer 
Deal Kreidler Schenk 
DeFazio Lambert Schroeder 
DeLauro Lancaster Schumer 
Dellums Lantos Scott 
Derrick LaRocco Sharp 
Deutsch Leach Shays 
Dicks Lehman Shepherd 
Dingell Levin Sisisky 
Dixon Lewis (GA) Skaggs 
Dooley Lloyd Slattery 
Durbin Lowey Slaughter 
Edwards (CA) Machtley Smith (IA) 
Edwards (TX) Maloney Snowe 
Engel Mann Spratt 
English Margolies- Stokes 
Eshoo Mezvinsky Strickland 
Evans Markey Studds 
Farr Martinez Swift 
Fazio Matsui Synar 
Fields (LA) Mazzoli Tanner 
Filner McCloskey Thompson 
Fingerhut McCurdy Thornton 
Flake McDermott Thurman 
Ford (MI) McHale Torkildsen 
Ford (TN) McKinney Torres 
Frank (MA) McNulty Torricelli 
Franks (CT) Meehan Towns 
Frost Meek Traficant 
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Tucker Waters Wise 
Unsoeld Watt Woolsey 
Valentine Waxman Wyden 
Velazquez Wheat Wynn 
Vento Whitten Yates 
Visclosky Williams Zeliff 
Washington Wilson Zimmer 
NAYS—181 
Allard Goodling Oxley 
Archer Goss Packard 
Armey Grams Parker 
Bachus (AL) Grandy Paxon 
Baker (CA) Greenwood Pe 
Baker (LA) Gunderson Peterson (MN) 
Ballenger Hall (TX) Petri 
Barcia Hancock Pombo 
Barlow Hansen Portman 
Barrett (NE) Hastert Poshard 
Bartlett Hefley Quillen 
Barton Hobson Quinn 
Bateman Hoekstra Rahall 
Bentley Hoke Ravenel 
Bereuter Holden Regula 
Bilirakis Huffington Ridge 
Bliley Hunter Roberts 
Blute Hutchinson Rohrabacher 
Boehner Hutto Ros-Lehtinen 
Bonilla Hyde Roth 
Browder Inglis Roukema 
Bunning Inhofe Royce 
Burton Istook Santorum 
Buyer Johnson, Sam Sarpalius 
Callahan Kasich Saxton 
Calvert Kildee Schaefer 
Camp Kim Schiff 
Canady King Sensenbrenner 
Castle Kingston Shaw 
Clinger Klink Shuster 
Coble Knollenberg Skeen 
Collins (GA) Kyl Skelton 
Combest LaFalce Smith (MI) 
Costello Lazio Smith (NJ) 
Cox Levy Smith (OR) 
Crane Lewis (CA) Smith (TX) 
Crapo Lewis (FL) Solomon 
Cunningham Lightfoot Spence 
de la Garza Linder Stearns 
DeLay Lipinski Stenholm 
Diaz-Balart Livingston Stump 
Dickey Manton Stupak 
Doolittle Manzullo Sundquist 
Dornan McCandless Talent 
Dreier McCrery Tauzin 
Duncan McDade Taylor (MS) 
Dunn McHugh Taylor (NC) 
Ehlers McInnis Tejeda 
Emerson McKeon Thomas (CA) 
Everett McMillan Thomas (WY) 
Ewing Meyers Upton 
Fawell Mica Volkmer 
Fields (TX) Michel Vucanovich 
Fowler Miller (FL) Walker 
Franks (NJ) Mollohan Walsh 
Gallegly Montgomery Weldon 
Gekas Moorhead Wolf 
Gilchrest Murphy Young (AK) 
Gillmor Myers Young (FL) 
Gingrich Nussle 
Goodlatte Ortiz 
NOT VOTING—15 
Bevill Herger Rogers 
Blackwell Laughlin Rose 
Clement Long Serrano 
Fish McCollum Stark 
Foglietta Price (NC) Swett 
o 1825 


Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. STUPAK, and Mrs. 
MEYERS of Kansas changed their vote 
from yea“ to “nay.” 

So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to House Resolution 417, I call up the 
conference report on Senate bill (S. 636) 
to amend the Public Health Service 
Act to permit individuals to have free- 
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dom of access to certain medical clin- 
ics and facilities, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Pursuant to House Resolu- 
tion 417, the conference record is con- 
sidered as having been read. 

(For conference report and state- 
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
Monday, May 2, 1994, at page 8883.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] will 
be recognized for 30 minutes, The gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSEN- 
BRENNER] will be recognized for 30 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS]. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The Conference Committee on S. 636 
reported back to us a product that 
merges the Senate and the House- 
passed bills in a very careful, balanced 
fashion. Thus, the Senate's protections 
against interfering with the exercise of 
religious freedom at places of religious 
worship have been preserved. Those 
protections are the same as those en- 
joyed by persons obtaining or providing 
reproductive health services. 

The Conference Committee agreed to 
the lower penalties found in the Senate 
version of the legislation, which was 
also a matter of some importance to 
the Members of this body. 

Other House Members were con- 
cerned that the meaning of the words 
interfere with were not defined in the 
House bill. The Senate bill's definition 
of that term is contained in the con- 
ference report. 

The report also consolidates and 
clarifies the various rules of construc- 
tion, without losing any of their mean- 
ing. Because of the concerns raised by 
some regarding any possible effect of 
this legislation on first amendment ac- 
tivities, I want to quote from the con- 
ference report its rule of construction 
(d(1) on that crucial point, and I 
quote: 

"(d) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed— 

"(1) To prohibit any expressive conduct 
(including peaceful picketing or other peace- 
ful demonstration) protected from legal pro- 
hibition by the first amendment to the con- 
stitution;" 

Such language was a part of the leg- 
islation in both bodies of Congress, re- 
mains a part of the final product, and 
makes crystal clear to the courts and 
to the American people that the stat- 
ute does not and cannot apply—in any 
way, shape, or form—to any activity 
protected by the first amendment of 
our great Constitution. 

The need for this legislation remains 
great. Contrary to what some would 
have you believe, the Supreme Court's 
recent decision in National Organiza- 
tion for Women versus Scheidler on the 
application of the RICO statute does 


9399 


nothing to lessen that need. Nor does 
Madsen versus Women's Health Cen- 
ter—now pending before the Supreme 
Court—do anything to affect its valid- 
ity. 

We are finally at the last stage of our 
long journey with this legislation. We 
need to take this last step and send it 
on to the President for his signature 
and enactment into law. I commend 
my fellow conferees in both Houses for 
their fine work, and I urge my col- 
leagues to vote aye for this conference 
report. 


QO 1830 


Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield myself 6 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the conference report on S. 636, the 
FACE bill. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference agree- 
ment adopts the Senate position on 
two key issues: First, it extends the 
bill's provisions to places of religious 
worship, and second, it changes the 
penalties with respect to non-violent 
physical obstruction. However, even 
with these provisions the legislation is 
still fundamentally flawed. Many seri- 
ous problems remain. 

First, FACE still violates equal pro- 
tection by penalizing people for their 
beliefs. 

The Senate committee report on this 
bill says, Thus, for example, if an envi- 
ronmental group blocked passage to a 
hospital where abortions happen to be 
performed, but did so as part of a dem- 
onstration over harmful emissions pro- 
duced by the facility, the demonstra- 
tors would not violate this Act. 

Therefore, if two people are engaging 
in identical conduct—i.e., peaceful, 
non-violent civil disobedience—outside 
an abortion clinic but for different rea- 
sons, only the pro-life person has com- 
mitted a Federal crime under FACE, 
and it is only a Federal crime because 
of the person’s belief that abortion is 
wrong. This clearly constitutes govern- 
ment disfavor of a viewpoint, not of 
conduct. 

The amendment protecting places of 
worship does not constitute viewpoint 
discrimination since it punishes only 
conduct, not motivation. It doesn’t 
look to why a person is defacing or ob- 
structing passage to a place of reli- 
gious worship. 

Second, FACE still provides unduly 
harsh penalties for non-violent phys- 
ical obstruction. 

Even though the bill reduces pen- 
alties for non-violent civil disobe- 
dience, a second offense is still a fel- 
ony, punishable by up to 18 months in 
prison. The punishment is not propor- 
tionate to the crime and is grossly out 
of proportion to the penalties for most 
other acts of peaceful civil disobe- 
dience. 

Third, FACE gives abortions clinics 
the bludgeon of Federal civil remedies 
to use against individual pro-lifers. 
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The chief reason abortion advocates 
want the FACE bill is found in the civil 
remedies section. A pro-life person can 
be dragged into court under a civil ac- 
tion brought by an abortion clinic 
without ever having been convicted of 
a crime. The extensive civil damages 
allowed under the FACE bill—including 
automatic statutory damages of $5,000 
per incident—are unprecedented in tra- 
ditional Federal civil rights statutes. 

FACE permits abortion clinic owners 
and personnel to sue for temporary, 
preliminary or permanent injunctive 
relief, compensatory and punitive dam- 
ages, as well as costs of suit and fees 
for attorneys and expert witnesses. It 
allows the U.S. Attorney General as 
well as the State attorneys general, an- 
other unprecedented provision, to sue 
pro-lifers in Federal court on behalf of 
the abortion clinic or personnel and 
gives the court authority to assess 
thousands of dollars in civil penalties 
against each pro-lifer. Moreover, con- 
ferees dropped a provision contained in 
the Senate bill, which is part of tradi- 
tional civil rights laws, requiring the 
U.S. Attorney General to find that the 
conduct raises an issue of general pub- 
lic importance before initiating a law- 
suit. 

The conference agreement also 
adopts the Senate position, which 
would not permit a pro-life defendant 
to obtain reasonable attorneys fees 
even if the lawsuit filed by the abor- 
tion clinic was frivolous and without 
merit. Conferees rejected language in 
the House bill which at least allowed 
for reimbursement under those limited 
circumstances. Therefore, the language 
in the conference report is an invita- 
tion for abortion clinics to file 
harassing lawsuits against pro-lifers 
since they would have nothing to lose. 

Fourth, FACE will restrict peaceful 
picketing and sidewalk counseling out- 
side of abortion clinics. 

Regardless of Congress’ intention, 
many will be afraid to engage in first 
amendment-protected activity outside 
of abortion clinics because they cannot 
afford the risk to their financial secu- 
rity or the disruption to their family 
lives that might arise from false or 
misleading charges leveled against 
them by pro-abortion escorts or per- 
sonnel. There are numerous incidents 
of clinics filing harassing lawsuits 
against pro-life women and men who 
are legally picketing, praying, and 
sidewalk counseling. 

Fifth, FACE federalizes crimes al- 
ready prohibited by State and local 
laws. 

From a criminal justice standpoint, 
there is no need for this legislation. 
There are already numerous Federal 
and State laws against acts of violence 
and authorities have been diligent in 
prosecuting people who attack abor- 
tion providers. According to statistics 
from the National Abortion Federa- 
tion, the number of abortion clinic sit- 
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ins and arrests has declined dramati- 
cally since 1989. 

None of us condones violence, no 
matter how noble the cause that is in- 
voked. But this bill is not limited to vi- 
olence. It strikes at the heart of politi- 
cal and social protest and makes Fed- 
eral felons out of concerned citizens— 
grandparents, parents and children— 
who are simply seeking to exercise 
their constitutional rights. We cannot 
sit by and let Congress give this incred- 
ible legal weapon to one side of the 
abortion debate. Congress should act 
fairly and responsibly. This bill is none 
of the above. 

Pro-lifers are the principal targets of 
the FACE bill. Who is next? 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gentle- 
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE- 
DER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, first 
of all let me thank the Chairman, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BROOKS]. 
He has been absolutely wonderful on 
helping us move this issue, as has the 
chairman of the subcommittee, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SCHU- 
MER]. I am very proud to serve on the 
Committee on the Judiciary as the 
only woman on this issue, and I am 
thrilled to be in this well, knowing 
that we have finally gotten to this 
final step. 

I listened to the prior speaker, and I 
must say I am very frustrated. Has 
anyone ever seen the American Civil 
Liberties Union come out in support of 
anything that violated anybody’s 
rights? No. 
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They back this, medical groups back 
this, all sorts of people back this. 

Mr. Speaker, what does this con- 
ference report do? It only imposes pen- 
alties if someone is engaging in force 
or violence. I would think people could 
figure that out, or they are engaging in 
physical obstruction so that people 
cannot get in. One can talk, one can 
picket, one can persuade, but when one 
physically obstructs someone from ex- 
ercising their rights, then that says 
their rights have stopped. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not know how 
much clearer that can be. I get very 
tired of hearing people saying over and 
over again, oh, my, this will be ter- 
rible, this is the nose under the tent, 
what will happen next? 

Mr. Speaker, most women get the 
majority of their care in these clinics. 
If they cannot get into these clinics, 
then they cannot get their care, and to 
harass the medical profession that is 
working there is outrageous as we 
know, and these incidents of violence 
keep going on and on and on. We have 
all sorts of precedents in the law on 
this. During picketing by a labor orga- 
nization, there must be a reserve gate 
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or an injunction can be gotten. Every- 
body is allowed access in and out. It 
cannot be stopped. We did the same 
thing protecting labs that had animals 
in it. 

Mr. Speaker, if we do not care as 
much about America’s women as we 
did animals, I think we are sending a 
terrible message. This is a very clear 
precedent. This is nothing new. Ameri- 
cans have talked about this for a very 
long time. 

Mr. Speaker, I certainly hope we 
move rapidly to pass it in this final 
step. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. HYDE]. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, the problem 
with this legislation is it elevates to 
the Federal level something that ought 
to be left to local law. There are plenty 
of laws that cover demonstrations on 
the picket line, obstruction on the 
picket line, intimidation, but this is 
elevating to the level of a Federal law 
this sort of conduct only because the 
target is antiabortion protesters. 

Mr. Speaker, we do not do that to en- 
vironmentalists, we do not do that to 
peace demonstrators, we do not do that 
for labor disputes, but antiabortion. 

Mr. Speaker, that is what is wrong 
with this bill. I have this foolish notion 
that equal protection of the law means 
that everybody should be treated 
equally, but we are not treating labor 
disputes equally with antiabortion dis- 
putes. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentlewoman from 
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] said, when 
has the ACLU ever been against any- 
body’s rights? I will tell my colleagues, 
all the time. The unborn child's rights, 
the basic right to life, the ACLU does 
not defend over the right of the woman 
to exterminate her child. 

Mr. Speaker, physical obstruction is 
bad, it ought to be punished. But is 
handing somebody a pamphlet in front 
of an abortion clinic an obstruction? 
Do not think there will not be judges 
that will find that. 

Mr. Speaker, according to the gentle- 
woman from Colorado, labor disputes 
are all taken care of. I would point out 
on April 6 of this year, a few weeks 
ago, 75,000 Teamsters walked off their 
jobs, shutting down 22 major trucking 
companies, and let us go through a 
mild catalogue of violence: 

Steven Sarrazino, a 27-year-old man 
from Streamwood, IL was beaten into a 
coma after he made a delivery to the 
Karps Bakery in Elk Grove Village, in 
my district. 

In Kissimmee, FL, two bullets were 
fired at Don Gilbert, a tractor trailer 
driver, minutes after he said over a CB 
radio that he had a family to feed and 
would not honor the Teamsters strike. 

In California, a clash between Team- 
sters and police sent seven people to 
the hospital. And on and on and on. 

Mr. Speaker, the murderer of Dr. 
Gunn is in prison. The woman who shot 
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at Dr. Tiller and hit him in the arm, 
Rachelle Shannon, she is in prison, and 
this law did not put them there. 

Mr. Speaker, we all know Dr. Gunn's 
name. How many of us know Eddie 
York's name? How many of us have 
ever heard of Eddie York? He was shot 
to death July 20 of last year crossing a 
picket line at a coal mine in West Vir- 
ginia. If we want to catalogue the vio- 
lence, we can talk about that. But, no, 
we are only interested in getting after 
people on the sidewalk who were not at 
Auschwitz but they are in front of the 
new version of Auschwitz, abortion 
clinics. We are punishing them in a pu- 
nitive way, it is vindictive, and it is 
terribly wrong. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from 
Washington [Mrs. UNSOELD]. 

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Speaker, for 
years radical antiabortion groups have 
been denying women's rights and en- 
dangering women's health by block- 
ading family planning clinics. 'This 
past year they stepped up their at- 
tacks. Clinics were bombed with nox- 
ious butyrica acid and savaged with 
fire. One doctor was wounded in Kansas 
and another shot dead in Florida. 

The women who make up the major- 
ity of clinic clients could not miss the 
threat: “Give up the right to make 
your own health choices or else." They 
have refused to succumb. Instead, clin- 
ic attacks sparked national outrage 
and demands that the brutal ideologi- 
cally-based violence be stopped. 

The Freedom of Access to Clinic En- 
trances Act can make the violence stop 
by imposing tough Federal penalties on 
those who obstruct and harass people 
entering clinics. It is carefully crafted 
to protect the first amendment rights 
of protesters by explicitly allowing 
peaceful protest—from picketing and 
praying to speeches and literature dis- 
tribution—as long as that protest does 
not physically block those trying to 
enter or exit a clinic. 

Scores of American women turn to 
family planning clinics each year for 
cancer screenings and pap smears, for 
treatment of reproductive disorders 
and yes, sometimes for abortions. All 
they are asking from us is protection 
of their right to enter such clinics 
without harassment, without abuse and 
without fear. Please do not let them 
down. Support passage of the con- 
ference report of the Freedom of Ac- 
cess to Clinics Entrances Act. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. INGLIS]. 

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the conference report on both the 
criminal grounds and the civil grounds. 

On the criminal grounds, I find it 
very interesting that I was just today 
with the National Conference of State 
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Legislators talking about unfunded 
Federal mandates and their fear of the 
federalization of everything in this 
country, and in particular the fed- 
eralization of law enforcement. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask any supporter of 
this bill, why on earth would we turn 
this into a Federal crime? Why on 
earth would we have Federal folks 
come out and haul people off from clin- 
ics and then prosecute them? What 
logic would compel anyone to think 
that that makes any sense whatsoever? 
Surely there are State laws to handle 
this. Surely there are State law en- 
forcement agencies to haul them off, 
and surely there are State courts to en- 
force the law. But, no, we want to grow 
this Federal Government. We do not 
have enough; $4.2 trillion in debt, let us 
add a little more. Let us build a few 
more courthouses, hire a bunch of 
DA’s, hire a bunch of new judges so we 
can haul these protesters into Federal 
courts when they could be going into 
State courts. But, no, the sheriffs in 
the Congress, and we seem to have a 
lot of them, folks who forgot they were 
not elected to be sheriff of their town, 
they were elected to be Congressmen 
and women to serve here in Washing- 
ton, not to do local law enforcement. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask everyone in a bi- 
partisan way to listen to our State leg- 
islators, hear them. Republicans and 
Democrats alike talk about the risk of 
federalizing law enforcement. Then ask 
them: Are we going to take from the 
Democrat county councilman and the 
Republican county councilwoman the 
ability to enforce the laws locally? Are 
we going to make everything Federal 
in this country? Have we forgotten the 
States exist? Do we want to just have 
Federal law enforcement? 

Mr. Speaker, that is the question 
that I put to the supporters of this bill. 
I do not think they can answer it. I do 
not think they have any justification 
for a Federal law on something that 
clearly can be imposed and enforced by 
local folks. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. SCHUMER], 
chairman of the subcommittee. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman for yielding me the time 
and for his leadership on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, when we began this bill, 
I introduced this bill a year and a half 
ago, and if anything has happened 
since then, we have seen the need for 
it. 

First I would say that FACE has the 
overwhelming support of the House. On 
the last vote in March that sent this 
bill to conference, the vote was 252 to 
180, it was bipartisan, liberals and con- 
servatives and Members who call them- 
selves pro-choice and pro-life. 

Mr. Speaker, that is simple. The rea- 
son for that is simple, because this is a 
bill about protecting a Federal right 
that is trying to be taken away. When 
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local law enforcement is either unable 
or unwilling to protect the right, 
whether we agree or disagree with that 
right, that was granted to women in 
Roe versus Wade, we have no choice 
but to move in or all Federal rights be- 
come a mockery. 

Mr. Speaker, I would say to my col- 
leagues that that is why this bill has 
had support, that is why this bill has 
gone through. I know that the oppo- 
nents have tried to use every par- 
liamentary maneuver to drag out the 
process for months, but it does not suc- 
ceed because the facts are not there. 
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The bill is simply drawn. The bill 
does not, you know, for the fourth or 
fifth time, let me say, if it stops peace- 
ful protests, as chief sponsor of the bill, 
I would withdraw it, but it does not; it 
does not in its operative language. 
There is a clause in the bill that makes 
it explicit that any peaceful protest, 
handing out a leaflet, standing across 
the street, even shouting names is not 
covered by the bill. 

We all know what is covered by the 
bill: blockade, of course, is covered by 
the bill. The tradition of Gandhi and of 
Martin Luther King, in terms of civil 
disobedience, says you should pay a 
price if you are going to throw your 
body on the line and deprive somebody 
else of a granted right. 

Of course, it stops violence, and we 
have seen all too much violence sur- 
rounding these clinics. 

It is a very good bill. We need this 
bill. 

FACE has the overwhelming support of the 
House. On the last vote in March that sent this 
bill to conference, the vote was 252 to 180. 
Supporters include Democrats and Repub- 
licans—37 Republicans in fact—liberals and 
conservatives—and Members who call them- 
selves pro-choice and pro-life. 

But despite this bipartisan and cross-cutting 
ideological support, a handful of opponents 
have used every parliamentary maneuver to 
drag out the process for months. So | think it 
is helpful to remind everyone here about the 
circumstances that have made this bill so des- 
perately necessary. 

This bill is not about whether you are pro- 
choice or pro-life. 

Yes, it is true, if you're pro-choice as | am, 
you have to vote for this bill. Because you 
want to see that the constitutional right to 
choose really exists. That in the real world, 
women and doctors can enter a clinic and 
seek or provide reproductive services without 
being subjected to violence. 

But it is equally true, that if you are pro-life, 
this is the one bill that mentions abortion that 
you certainly can vote for, and have voted for. 

Because you, as a pro-life member, know 
that a vote for FACE is not a vote that com- 
promises your core beliefs about abortion. 

Rather, it is a vote to stop the rapidly 
spreading pattern of grotesque and deadly vio- 
lence against innocent women, innocent doc- 
tors, innocent nurses, and innocent workers at 
health facilities all across the nation. 
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That is what this bill is about, stopping vio- 
lence. Plain and simple and nothing else. 

It is about the shooting and murder of Dr. 
David Gunn in Florida in March 1993. 

It is about the shooting and bodily injury of 
Dr. George Tiller in Kansas in August 1993. 

It is about the 33,000 incidents of violence, 
death threats, bomb threats, actual bombings, 
actual deaths, actual arson and actual murder 
that have occurred since 1977. | repeat: 
33,000 incidents since 1977. And in 1993 
alone, one out of every two clinics in this Na- 
tion experienced an actual act of structural 
damage or physical violence. 

This is an alarming, frightening and uncon- 
scionable pattern of abuse of innocent citi- 
zens—that State and local authorities have 
told my own subcommittee—they refuse to 
stop. They have refused to pursue the 
attackers and they have refused to enforce 
local anti-violence laws. And that, my friends, 
is what prompted a Federal response. 

The bill before us today penalizes the force, 
threat of force or physical obstruction—inter- 
national or attempted—of a person obtaining 
or providing reproductive health services or a 
person exercising or seeking to exercise the 
first amendment right of religious freedom at a 
place of religious worship. 

That is right. FACE now protects worship- 
pers and places of religious worship, because 
as House Members instructed those of us who 
were conferees, the conference added the 
Senate's Hatch amendment to FACE. 

And that is a good thing. Because we who 
respect a woman's right to reproductive health 
free of violence also cherish—deeply cher- 
ish—the right of churches and synagogues 
and clergy leaders and parishioners to pray 
free of violence. That's why a vote for FACE 
is indeed a vote for free prayer. 

There is something else we added in con- 
ference, something that will make it even easi- 
er for everyone to vote for this bill. We have 
lowered the penalties for nonviolent offenses. 
The first-time nonviolent offense is now a mis- 
demeanor with a maximum sentence of six 
months. The second and subsequent offenses 
carry a maximum sentence of 18 months. 

Now, let me tell you what makes me most 
proud of this bill. The way it is carefully and 
painstakingly tailored not to be overbroad, and 
the way it has been expressly written, to pro- 
tect the constitutional right of anyone who op- 
poses abortion to protest peacefully outside a 
clinic. 

This is proven by a case the Supreme Court 
heard just last week, which is very good news 
for this bill. The case is called Madsen versus 
Women's Health Center. It involves a judicial 
ruling in Florida that says demonstrators can- 
not under any circumstances enter so-called 
buffer zones around a clinic or a staff mem- 
ber's home. 

Well, we who drafted FACE anticipated the 
Supreme Court's concerns about such restric- 
tions, and we rejected the Madsen approach. 
In fact, in the oral arguments the Supreme 
Court heard last week, the Justices approv- 
ingly noted the difference between carefully 
tailored statutes like FACE—which penalizes a 
specific act of violence or a specific threat of 
violence against a specific victim—versus pos- 
sibly overbroad rulings like Madsen that estab- 
lish blanket restrictions in arbitrary zones. 
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And there is yet another difference between 
FACE and Madsen, the most crucial difference 
of all. FACE, in its text, has an explicit section 
that protects the first amendment right of pro- 
testers, whether pro-choice or pro-life, to ex- 
press themselves peacefully. So comparing 
FACE and Madsen is like comparing apples 
and oranges—and don't let the opponents of 
this bill tell you otherwise. 

There are so many people | want to thank 
for bringing this bill to where it is today. | want 
to thank my wonderful and committed original 
cosponsor, CONNIE MORELLA, for bringing bi- 
partisan support to the Schumer-Morella Free- 
dom of Access to Clinic Entrances Act of 
1994. | want to thank my distinguished chair- 
man, JACK BROOKS, for being so committed to 
this bill and to its fundamental premise of non- 
violence. And | want to thank the dean of the 
congressional women's delegation, PAT 
SCHROEDER, for helping to shepherd this bill 
through and for being a pioneer on issues of 
choice and women's justice. And | want to 
thank LOUISE SLAUGHTER, who did a tremen- 
dous job on the rule. | also want to thank the 
many organizations throughout the Nation, 
and their legislative Representatives here in 
Washington, who have worked tirelessly for 
this bill. And, finally, | want to thank the con- 
gressional staff who have been committed to 
this bill with their hearts and never-ending 
work. There are so many, but | want to men- 
tion three. Cindy Hall of CONNIE MORELLA'S 
staff, Marie McGlone on the Judiciary Commit- 
tee, and the counsel on my Subcommittee on 
Crime, Steven Goldstein, whose commitment 
and nonstop work on this bill has been second 
to none. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle- 
woman from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHN- 
SON]. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, the reality is that clinic 
violence has risen dramatically in the 
past year, with fully half of clinics par- 
ticipating in the recent survey experi- 
encing severe antiabortion violence. 
Virtually all of these clinics partici- 
pating in the survey provide services 
that are important to women, and 
often are the only providers available 
to women without insurance. They pro- 
vide birth control services, prenatal 
care services, menopausal treatment 
services, to name only a few. 

In order for this legislation to be in- 
voked, there must be violence, threat 
of violence, or physical obstruction. 
Antiabortion activists who are lawfully 
exercising their first-amendment right 
to demonstrate peacefully will not be 
penalized by this legislation. 

The Supreme Court has upheld a 
woman's right until the point of fetal 
viability to have an abortion. That is 
her legal right. 

To physically dissent from this deci- 
sion made by the Court by blockading 
a building, by preventing a woman 
from exercising her legal right to ac- 
cess to a legal medical procedure, is a 
violation of the law, pure and simple. 
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My right to swing my arm ends at your 
nose. 

Democracy rests on a foundation of 
liberty and tolerance and respect and 
matters of conscience are sometimes 
hard as the abortion issue dem- 
onstrates, but differences honestly 
held, though deeply in conflict, cannot 
be resolved by denying the rights of 
others. 

This bill's goal is to balance the 
rights of all so that the right to dissent 
is protected while the right of access is 
honored. 

Iurge your support of this bill. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. NADLER], a distinguished 
member of the committee. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
express my strong support for the Free- 
dom of Access to Clinic Entrances Act, 
of which I am a cosponsor. The purpose 
of this bill, to put it simply, is to pro- 
tect liberty against mob rule. The lib- 
erty interest at issue here is a most 
fundamental one: The right of women 
to choose whether and when to bear 
children and receive necessary health 
care services. 

Let's clear away the false rhetoric. 
This bill does not in any way threaten 
the first amendment rights of abortion 
opponents. It will prevent any group 
whatever their motivation—from using 
force or threats of violence to impose 
their beliefs on their fellow citizens by 
physically obstructing or intimidating 
them from exercising a  constitu- 
tionally protected right. 

Let us be clear: The concerns animat- 
ing supporters of this bill are by no 
means hypothetical. Physical obstruc- 
tion, intimidation, and out-and-out vi- 
olence—up to an including arson and 
murder—have become commonplace at 
reproductive health care clinics 
throughout the country. It is not mere- 
ly the right, but the obligation of gov- 
ernment to protect citizens whose con- 
stitutionally protected rights are sys- 
temically threatened in the manner 
that certain antichoice zealots have 
made their trademark. Hearings held 
by the Judiciary Committee have docu- 
mented the nature and extent of the vi- 
olence, obstruction, and harassment. 

The women of America, and the 
health professionals who serve them, 
are looking to us for relief from these 
outrages. It is high time that we act to 
put a stop to the deliberate, orches- 
trated campaign by antichoice zealots 
to accomplish by physical force what 
they have not been able to accomplish 
through the democratic process and in 
the courts. 

The Federal Government has often 
stepped in to protect constitutional 
rights when local authorities are un- 
able or unwilling to deal with signifi- 
cant organized threats to the fun- 
damental liberties of average Ameri- 
cans. We will act in that tradition 
today when we vote for final passage of 


May 5, 1994 


the Freedom of Access to Clinic En- 
trances Act. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. CANADY]. 

Mr. CANADY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to oppose the conference report 
on the Freedom of Access to Clinic En- 
trances Act because the FACE Act will 
penalize people for the peaceful and 
lawful expression of their beliefs. 

This bill subject protestors to harsh 
criminal and civil penalties on the 
basis of the belief which motivates 
them to engage in protest. 

A pro-life protestor engaged in a con- 
frontation with an abortion rights 
protestor in front of à clinic could be 
required to serve a harsh federal sen- 
tence and pay civil damages, while the 
abortion rights protestor would be able 
to engage in the same or more egre- 
gious acts with immunity from federal 
government punishment. 

In fact, the abortion rights protestor 
could even profit from his or her ac- 
tions by suing the pro-life protestor 
claiming her or she has been ag- 
grieved by a violation" of the FACE 
Act. 

This act gives so-called clinic de- 
fenders" and clinic personnel a license 
to taunt, abuse, provoke and obstruct 
pro-life people engaged in legal picket- 
ing, prayer or sidewalk counseling. 
Moreover, it creates an economic in- 
centive for so-called clinic defenders 
and personnel to incite a reaction from 
pro-life protestors. 

The FACE Act is clearly discrimina- 
tory. It creates a viewpoint-specific 
federal crime that offends the most 
fundamental principle of the First 
Amendment—that the government 
may not prohibit the expression of an 
idea because society finds that idea dis- 
agreeable. 

I urge my colleagues to prevent this 
fundamental unfairness to people of a 
particular viewpoint. Vote ''no" on the 
conference report on the Freedom of 
Access to Clinic Entrances Act. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Con- 
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY ]. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, imag- 
ine going to work everyday, and being 
forced to run a gauntlet of protesters, 
some of whom threaten your life. Imag- 
ine being in a profession where col- 
leagues have been shot and killed. 
Imagine having your spouse and chil- 
dren threatened, and not knowing if 
your family is safe. 

Too many health care providers in 
this country do not have to use their 
imagination to picture these scenarios. 
All they have to do is show up for 
work. 

Violence at reproductive health care 
clinics is on the rise. This bill is needed 
to help stop the violence, and the dead- 
ly assaults. 

This is not a free speech issue. This is 
an issue concerning behavior. Protest- 
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ers will still be able to express their 
views in a serious way. This is an anti- 
violence bill. 

We have waited too long to extend 
this protection against violence. I 
strongly urge my colleagues to pass 
this bill. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. ROHRABACHER]. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
rarely talk on the issue of abortion. 
The fact is I honestly believe that peo- 
ple can disagree on the issue of abor- 
tion, and that the tone of the debate in 
our country has not been the type of 
tone that I agree with. 

I would hope that we would talk rea- 
sonably and responsibly to one an- 
other. But what we are discussing here 
is a situation where honest people dis- 
agree, and in that situation, we must 
be very careful that the rights of all 
people are being protected. 

I see this law not as an attempt to 
protect people’s rights but, instead, a 
malicious attempt to single out people 
with more conservative points of view 
to suppress their points of view. This is 
repression. It is aimed at people who 
have pro-life views. This is a situation 
where people with more conservative, 
traditional views are not being given 
equal justice, because their views are 
being singled out from all others for 
the type of protection this law is sup- 
posed to afford. 
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I might add that when we discussed 
this issue the very first time in this 
House, people were across the street 
blockading the doors of a congressional 
office building in order to pressure this 
body to vote in favor of statehood. Yet 
their rights to peaceably demonstrate, 
no one even brought that up. But I will 
tell you, if they were pro-life people 
doing that this bill would suggest if 
they were pro-lifers doing the same 
thing at another location, their rights 
to speak, to assemble would not be con- 
sidered in the debate and in fact they 
would be guilty of a crime. 

This type of legislation is what is 
leading people with more traditional 
views in this country to believe that 
their freedom is under attack, whether 
we are talking about the Boy Scouts of 
America, who are being told to take 
God out of the scout oath or to trash 
their moral standards for 
scoutmasters, or on campus, where we 
see the suppression of points of view 
that are different from leftists or femi- 
nists. 

If you believe in equal rights and you 
believe in freedom, you must believe in 
that freedom for people who disagree 
with you; people with a pro-life point 
of view should not be suppressed. This 
is what this bill is all about. Vote no“ 
against the bill. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from 
Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA]. 
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Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the chairman of the committee 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, the Freedom of Access 
to Clinic Entrances Act which I have 
sponsored was drafted in response to a 
nationally orchestrated campaign of 
violence and vandalism against repro- 
ductive health clinics, as well as phys- 
ical blockades and invasions of clinics. 
These illegal activities have been pre- 
venting women from obtaining health 
care services and threatening the lives 
of health care providers. 

From 1977 to March 1994, more than 
1,587 acts of violence against reproduc- 
tive health providers were reported in 
the United States, including 37 bomb- 
ings, 87 arsons, 175 death threats, 91 as- 
saults, 2 kidnappings, 345 clinic inva- 
sions, and 1 murder. From January 1992 
to March 1994, 79 chemical attacks 
were reported in 17 States as well, with 
damages totaling $560,000. And in a na- 
tionwide survey in 1993, 50 percent of 
the clinics responding reported experi- 
encing extreme violence, with 25 per- 
cent of those clinics having experi- 
enced physical invasions or chemical 
attacks in 1993 alone. 

The Freedom of Access to Clinic En- 
trances Act is also in response to the 
1993 Supreme Court ruling in Bray ver- 
sus Alexandria which created a gap in 
Federal law. Federal injunctive relief 
is no longer available for clinics under 
Federal civil rights laws. 

S. 636 will give the Federal Govern- 
ment the power to act when State and 
local authorities cannot or will not act 
to guarantee access to these clinics 
where women, especially poor women, 
go for a wide range of services that in- 
clude birth control, prenatal examina- 
tions, mammograms, pap smears, as 
well as abortion services. 

The bill applies only to the use of 
force, threat of force, or physical ob- 
struction that intentionally injures, 
intimidates, or interferes with any per- 
son who is obtaining or providing re- 
productive health services. 

The conference report protects all ex- 
pressive conduct, including peaceful 
picketing or other peaceful demonstra- 
tions, protected by the first amend- 
ment. Changes were made in the sub- 
committee, full committee, on the 
House floor, and in conference in an ef- 
fort to further clarify and improve the 
bill. 

The conference report includes the 
Hatch amendment to protect any per- 
son exercising or seeking to exercise 
the first amendment right of religious 
freedom at a place of religious worship. 
It also includes the lower Senate pen- 
alties for nonviolent offenses. 

And it has been narrowly drawn to 
specifically address this problem, with- 
out providing too broad a Federal role. 
Some Members are arguing today that 
the Supreme Court case in Madsen has 
some bearing on the passage of this 
conference report. In fact, S. 636 is a 
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much narrower measure that carefully 
protects first amendment rights. The 
ACLU and other first amendment sup- 
porters have endorsed S. 636, while 
they have expressed concerns with the 
Madsen decision. 

The Freedom of Access to Clinic En- 
trances Act remains an urgent priority 
to protect women who are seeking re- 
productive services and the clinics and 
medical personnel that provide these 
health services. It is a necessary, ap- 
propriate, and reasonable response to 
this ongoing emergency. I urge my col- 
leagues to vote for the conference re- 
port. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Nevada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH]. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to voice my 
opposition to the conference report on 
S. 636, the Freedom of Access to Clinic 
Entrances Act. Although this con- 
ference report contains important 
changes in the original legislation, 
most notably the extension of this 
bill's protections to places of religious 
worship and the exemption from pen- 
alty for parent's of underage daugh- 
ters, it still violates equal protection 
by penalizing individuals for their be- 
liefs. 

For instance, if a group decided to 
stage a peaceful protest against a hos- 
pital because of improper disposal of 
medical waste and on the same day a 
pro-life group decided to stage a peace- 
ful protest against the hospital because 
they perform abortions, only the pro- 
life group would be prosecuted under 
the Freedom of Access to Clinic's Act. 
This would clearly be a case of the 
Government prosecuting someone be- 
cause of their viewpoint and not be- 
cause of their actions. 

It is unthinkable that we will be 
making Federal criminals out of a 
grandmother peacefully praying on a 
sidewalk or a young mother quietly 
handing out pamphlets with her chil- 
dren in front of an abortion clinic, but 
that is what we are doing today when 
we vote for this conference report. 
That is why I urge my colleagues to 
vote against this conference report. We 
Should not take away the first amend- 
ment rights of millions of pro-life 
Americans. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gentle- 
woman from Florida [Mrs. THURMAN]. 

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the committee chairman for 
yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems only appro- 
priate that, in the House's discussion 
of violence and constitutional rights 
today, that we should take up and pass 
the conference report on the Freedom 
of Access to Clinic Entrances Act. 

Since 1977, there have been 36 bomb- 
ings, 84 cases of arson, 60 attempted ar- 
sons, 35 clinic invasions, 498 acts of 
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vandalism, 86 assaults, 149 death 
threats, two kidnappings, 29 burglaries, 
and countless cases of stalking of clin- 
ic employees. This is in addition to the 
countless incidents of hate mail, 
harassing phone calls, 289 bomb 
threats, and 589 clinic blockades. 

The Planned Parenthood Clinic in 
Ocala, FL, constitutes one of these 
cases of arson. It has never been re- 
built. 

For Dr. David Gunn, the Pensacola 
physician who was murdered this year, 
for Dr. George Tiller, who was shot, 
and for the countless women whose 
rights were infringed upon, this legisla- 
tion comes too late. 

Attorney General Janet Reno has 
testified that, In sum, Federal legisla- 
tion is necessary. The problem is na- 
tional in scope, local law enforcement 
has been unable to effectively deal 
with it, and existing Federal law is in- 
adequate to provide a complete re- 
sponse.” 

The conference report ensures Amer- 
ican women of their constitutional 
right to abortion services. It also pre- 
serves the first amendment rights of 
peaceful protestors. 

Under the conference report, it would 
be a Federal offense to use force, threat 
of force, or physical obstruction to in- 
tentionally injure, intimidate, or inter- 
fere with anyone seeking or providing 
reproductive health services. 

Mr. Speaker, no one should have to 
live in fear of violent extremists. I urge 
the passage of this conference report. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, for over 20 years, side- 
walk counselors and peaceful protest- 
ers have sought to reach the hearts and 
minds of mothers outside abortion 
mills with the truth about abortion 
and the fact that nonviolent alter- 
natives are available. 

Such altruism and selfless love for 
both the woman and her baby requires 
tremendous personal sacrifice espe- 
cially of late. The multimillion-dollar 
abortion industry's propaganda ma- 
chine has worked overtime in recent 
years to link nonviolent acts of civil 
disobedience and peaceful dissent with 
those few misguided fanatics who em- 
ploy violence as a means to an end. 

Let me state unequivocally that vio- 
lence by either side is morally repug- 
nant and has absolutely no place in our 
struggle to end the child abuse called 
abortion on demand. Let me remind 
Members, as well, that the Smith sub- 
stitute to this bill that the House con- 
sidered last November—that garnered 
the support of 177 Members—imposed 
penalties on those of either side who 
use or threaten to use force. 

Under the facade of getting tough on 
those few people who bomb abortion 
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mills or use violence, the House is 
poised to stack the deck against peace- 
ful pro-life activists so as to make 
them prey, an easy mark for ruinous 
prosecution and civil suits. Incredibly, 
a pro-lifer can be brought into court 
under a civil action brought by an 
abortion mill without ever having been 
convicted of a crime. The extensive 
civil damages allowed under the bill— 
including automatic statutory dam- 
ages of $5,000 per incident—are unprec- 
edented in traditional Federal civil 
rights statutes. 

S. 696 permits abortion clinic owners 
and personnel to sue for temporary, 
preliminary, or permanent injunctive 
relief, compensatory—actual—and pu- 
nitive damages, as well as costs of suit 
and fees for attorneys and expert wit- 
nesses. It allows the U.S. attorney gen- 
eral as well as the State attorneys gen- 
eral to sue pro-lifers in Federal court 
on behalf of the abortion clinic or per- 
sonnel and gives the court authority to 
assess thousands of dollars in civil pen- 
alties against each pro-lifer. 

636 contains extremely harsh, 
mean-spirited punishments for acts of 
nonviolent civil disobedience. Just get- 
ting in the way peacefully—a sidewalk 
sit-in for example, or just attempting 
to talk to someone outside a clinic, 
which someone construes to be ob- 
struction—will result in up to 6 months 
in jail for the first offense, 18 months 
in jail for the second—plus massive 
fines and damages and attorney's fees. 

S. 636 is grossly unfair. This con- 
ference report represents an abuse of 
police power and is unprecedented in 
its attempt to obliterate and crush dis- 
sent in America. 

Unlike the abortionist, Mr. Speaker, 
who grows filthy rich by grinding, 
suctioning, poisoning, and dismember- 
ing the fragile bodies of unborn babies, 
the  pro-lifers outside these baby 
slaughterhouses give of themselves to 
help both mother and child. 

Over the past two decades, the re- 
sults of sidewalk counseling and other 
forms of peaceful nonviolent outreach 
have been stunning. An incredibly 
large number of children have been 
spared the agony of abortion and these 
kids are alive today, perhaps playing 
soccer or baseball and learning the 
wonders of science, geography, and re- 
ligion. These children live today and 
have moms who love them dearly, be- 
cause a pro-life volunteer cared enough 
to be outside the abortion mill that 
day. 

You and I know, Mr. Speaker, that 
the pressures to abort a baby in this 
day and age can be overwhelming, espe- 
cially during the initial weeks of panic 
and distress if the pregnancy wasn’t ex- 
pected. 

Twenty years of experience since Roe 
versus Wade has shown that, if encour- 
aged to choose life—even at the llth 
hour—many mothers will opt to safe- 
guard the child within her. 
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Often, the only and certainly the last 
voice appealing for the baby's life, is a 
pro-life volunteer outside the clinic. 

Nancy, a child who almost died from 
abortion, will turn 4 next week. She is 
alive today because her mother, Hanh, 
met two pro-life women who were side- 
walk counseling outside of the Hill- 
crest Surgi-Center in northwest Wash- 
ington, DC. 

When Hanh came to the clinic that 
day, alone, she had no hope and no- 
where to turn. Her situation was about 
as bad as it gets. 

A few years after Hanh married and 
had two children, a boy and a girl, her 
husband left her and Hanh, a native of 
Vietnam who spoke little English, had 
to take a minimum wage job as a seam- 
stress to support her family. Several 
months later her husband returned and 
there was a brief reconciliation, but 
this did not last long. Before leaving 
again, this time for good, he beat her. 
A few weeks later she discovered that 
she was pregnant. 

It was then that Hanh went to the 
abortion clinic; she didn't know that 
anyone could or would help her and she 
was ashamed to face her family. 

When she met those two sidewalk 
counselors, though, she found the help 
she desperately wanted. She followed 
them in her car to a pregnancy aid cen- 
ter, Birthright, in Wheaton, and was 
referred to the Center for Life at Provi- 
dence Hospital. Over the weeks, Hanh 
took control of her life once again. She 
told her family and they helped sup- 
port her. The State of Maryland began 
collecting child support from the hus- 
band who deserted her. The sidewalk 
counselors stayed in contact with Hanh 
throughout her pregnancy, visited her 
when her baby was born, and have kept 
in contact with her and her children to 
this day. Hanh is working on her Eng- 
lish and studying to be an accountant. 
Her eldest child is now in school, and 
her second is in Head Start. 

And Nancy—the child she almost 
aborted? 

Nancy is busy being the delight of 
her mother, grandmother, aunts and 
uncles, and the rest of her family. 
Nancy is loved and cherished. 

And then there's James. 

When James' parents went to the 
Hillcrest Northwest Abortion Clinic 
they were distraught, confused, and 
misinformed. 

On their way into the clinic, they 
spoke briefly with sidewalk counselors 
who shared some new information 
about alternatives to abortion and sup- 
port groups available to help people 
facing problem pregnancies. 

James’ father went back outside to 
learn a little more. James’ mother too 
came out of the clinic, to learn a little 
more. 

The couple was relieved to hear that 
there were pregnancy crisis centers 
where people will help to see the preg- 
nancy through. When James was born, 
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his mother told the sidewalk coun- 
selors, “you saved my baby! Thank 
you." 

This year James, and his parents, 
will celebrate his second birthday. 

Recently, a baby shower was held for 
three kids who were saved from abor- 
tion. Here's their story. 

[From the Catholic Standard] 
RESCUED: BABY SHOWER IS HELD FOR THREE 
SAVED FROM DEATH BY ABORTION 
(By Richard Szezepanowski) 


The fact that she was pregnant did not 
make Juana happy. She speaks little Eng- 
lish, is unmarried and her salary from a part 
time job would not allow her to care for a 
baby. She was advised by her gynecologist to 
have an abortion. 

“My doctor told me to go to the (North- 
west abortion) clinic," said Juana, who 
asked that her real name not be used. Speak- 
ing to the Catholic Standard through an in- 
terpreter, she recalled that “It was a Friday 
in the evening when I decided to have the 
abortion and the next day I went to the clin- 
ic." 

Outside the clinic that Saturday morning, 
Juana met sidewalk counselors from Catho- 
lics United for Life (CUL) who talked to her 
about her decision. Those counselors helped 
change Juana's mind and also saved the life 
of her baby. 

"After I talked to the counselors, I felt 
bad," Juana recalled. "I asked God to forgive 
me." 

Juana and two other women who changed 
their minds about abortions after speaking 
to CUL sidewalk counselors gathered Sunday 
at St. Thomas Apostle Church in Northwest 
Washington to celebrate the births of their 
children. 

The women and their children—Juana had 
a baby girl, the other two had boys—were the 
guests of honor at a baby shower sponsored 
by CUL. Sidewalk counselors, family, 
friends, and strangers gathered in the base- 
ment of the church to celebrate the little 
lives that were almost lost. 

“This is more than a baby shower," said 
Peggy Veith, CUL's coordinator of sidewalk 
counselors at the Northwest abortion clinic 
on Georgia Avenue. This is a celebration of 
life and an affirmation of these women's de- 
cision for life." 

The baby shower—where the women were 
given gifts, promises of assistance and moral 
support in their new role as mothers—is part 
of CUL’s dedication to life. 

"We don't forget them after we talk them 
out of an abortion," said Adela Jimenez, a 
sidewalk counselor for four years. ''We offer 
them whatever they need: clothes, money for 
the hospital, even help finding a job." 

Mrs. Veith said that CUL has an arrange- 
ment with Providence Hospital's Center for 
Life where women talked out of an abortion 
can receive reduced-fee treatment. 

"We don't just talk them out of an abor- 
tion and that's that," she said. "We follow 
through during the pregnancy and after. We 
offer them emotional and material assist- 
ance." 

Both Mrs. Jimenez and Mrs. Vieth are still 
in touch with women they have counseled, 
and both are godmothers to babies they 
saved. 

Mrs. Jimenez said that in her four years of 
counseling, more than 150 babies have been 
saved. Mrs. Vieth estimated that more than 
400 babies have been saved in the last eight 
years. 

“Most tell us they really don't want abor- 
tions but they don't have money; they can't 
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afford to pay the hospital bill," Mrs. Jimenez 
said. "But we offer them any help they need 
and we also tell them that God doesn't like 
us to go to the clinic and do that (have an 
abortion).““ 

Mrs. Vieth said that some of the Hispanic 
women who come to the clinic really don't 
want to have abortions. Sometimes they 
are illegal aliens and they are afraid to go to 
hospital because they fear they will be dis- 
covered.“ she said. 

All of CUL's expenses are met through do- 
nations and all of the counselors are volun- 
teers, Mrs. Jimenez said. There are about 450 
people registered with CUL, and about 75 
regularly go the clinics on Saturdays to do 
counseling. 

"We love what we do," Mrs. Jimenez said. 
We share our time, because we love to do it, 
and when we save a baby everybody is 
happy." 

At Sunday's baby shower, everything—in- 
cluding the counselors who persuaded the 
new mothers not to have abortions—got a 
chance to hold the babies and make a fuss 
over those little lives that almost weren't. 

“I'm very happy with the decision I made. 
It was the right decision," Juana said. I 
hope all women who are thinking about 
abortions change their minds and have their 
babies because that is the right decision.” 

These are but a few examples, com- 
mon everyday examples, of the tens of 
thousands of children who have been 
rescued from the clutches of abortion- 
ists, and their mothers who deeply ap- 
preciate that someone cared enough to 
get involved. 

If S. 636 becomes law, more babies 
will die because no one will be there to 
make that one, last, final appeal for 
their lives. Where will the pro-life vol- 
unteers be? In jail, and in debt which 
will bring a smile to the face of those 
who kill, but they will languish in jail 
for the crime of caring for the throw- 
aways, for the crime of loving the un- 
wanted, for the crime of seeking to pro- 
vide comfort and safety for the inno- 
cent and the vulnerable. 

Reject this conference report, and to- 
gether let us craft legislation designed 
to end the violence, not the last best 
hope that a baby may have. 
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Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentle- 
woman from New York [Ms. SLAUGH- 
TER], the member of the Committee on 
Rules that got this rule out in such 
great order and with such great skill. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BROOKS] for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the things that 
has been going through my mind a lot 
since the 19 children were found in the 
2-room apartment in Chicago sitting on 
the floor fighting with the dogs over 
neck bones is that one of the things 
that right to life and all of us should 
really be concerned about is the chil- 
dren that are born, and, rather than 
standing outside clinics, we might 
want to go outside apartments and 
help those children who are here to in- 
deed have a life. 
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Mr. Speaker, the Freedom of Access 
to Clinic Entrances Act is designed to 
give the Department of Justice the 
necessary authority to fight a wide- 
Spread campaign of interference with 
the access of women to reproductive 
health services. 

Today is not the first time that I 
have stood before this House and read 
through a list of examples of violence 
against women, their doctors and wom- 
en's health clinics. But, since we are 
once again forced to plead the case, I 
wil go through the list again. We are 
not talking about peaceful protest; we 
are talking about vandalism, arson, 
bombing, gassing, physical attacks, 
death threats, shootings and murder— 
against clinic staff, as well as their 
families, and against the women who 
need health services these clinics offer. 

Between 1977 and April of this year, 
over 1,000 acts of violence were re- 
ported against clinics and health care 
providers. These include: 36 bombings; 
81 arsons; 131 death threats; 84 assaults; 
2 kidnappings; 327 clinic invasions,““ 
and 1 murder. 

Just last year, Dr. David Gunn of 
Florida was shot and killed; murdered, 
by an anti-abortion activist. 

Such violence devastates the women 
and doctors involved, as well as giving 
pain to their families, coworkers and 
friends. But it also affects the thou- 
sands of women who need to use these 
clinics for their health care. More than 
90 percent of the clinics that have expe- 
rienced blockades or violence also pro- 
vided other health services, in addition 
to abortions. 

And many of the clinics targetted for 
blockades and harassment are located 
in rural areas. They are frequently the 
only source for reproductive medical 
care for the women they serve. Dis- 
rupting the operation of these clinics 
deprives many women of badly needed 
medical services, above and beyond 
abortion. 

State and local law enforcement 
often do not have the resources to bat- 
tle these large-scale, long-term oper- 
ations, including trespass, vandalism, 
and assault. In other cases, they sim- 
ply choose not to do so. Clearly, a fed- 
eral remedy is the only answer if we 
are standardize law enforcement and 
offer all clinics the same protection. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time to end the 
procedural  wrangling, the endless 
delays. It is time to enact the will of 
this House, which was first expressed 
in support of this legislation last No- 
vember. It is time to come to the aid of 
all the women and health care workers, 
whose lives have been shadowed by this 
network of fear and orchestrated vio- 
lence. These health care professionals 
and their patients deserve our help, 
and I urge my colleagues to provide it 
for them by voting, finally, to enact 
this vital legislation. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia [Ms. ESHOO]. 
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Ms. ESHOO Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the conference report 
on the freedom of access to clinic en- 
trances bill. 

A nationwide campaign of anti-abor- 
tion, violence, vandalism and block- 
ades is curtailing the availability of 
abortion services and endangering pro- 
viders and patients. This bill provides 
Federal protection against unlawful 
and violent intimidation tactics used 
by anti-choice extremists. We must 
protect the constitutional right to ex- 
press views on this controversial issue 
but we must acknowledge that this 
protection has been abused. We des- 
perately need the safeguards that this 
bill provides. 

Mr. Speaker, we are in the midst of 
shaping national health care reform to 
provide universal coverage for all 
Americans for all health services, in- 
cluding reproductive services. 

Today, anti-abortion extremists are 
preventing women from receiving serv- 
ices which by law they are entitled to. 
This bill is necessary and long overdue. 
It is a clear statement that domestic 
terrorism will not be tolerated. I urge 
my colleagues to step away from a 
scorched-Earth approach so we can put 
an end to the senseless violence and 
abuse of our first amendment rights. 

Support the conference report. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentle- 
woman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK]. 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BROOKS], the chairman of the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary, for yielding this 
time to me and for his tremendous 
commitment to this essential issue. 

Mr. Speaker, Roe versus Wade estab- 
lished for this country the right of 
women to have abortions. That right is 
a right that should be protected by the 
law. What we have seen over the past 
10 years is thousands of women seeking 
to exercise that right in abortion clin- 
ics being blocked, harassed, threat- 
ened. We have seen doctors murdered, 
abortion clinics bombed and arson 
committed in these premises. 

We are not proceeding today on the 
basis of some general feelings. We are 
proceeding because of the acts of vio- 
lence that have occurred that deny this 
fundamental liberty to women across 
this country. 

There is nothing in the bill that has 
anything to do with preventing people 
who wish to exercise their right of free 
speech to protest, to stand on the 
streets and to hold a picket sign or to 
express their opinions about abortion. 
The bill clearly allows that. But this 
bill is necessary to protect the right 
that the courts of this country have 
given to the women of America. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Congress to 
adopt this bill. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentle- 
woman from the District of Columbia 
[Ms. NORTON]. 
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Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, let us set 
the record straight. What is being 
barred here by the Freedom of Access 
to Clinics Entrances bill FACE? The 
use of force. The threat of force, phys- 
ical obstruction, intentional injury, in- 
timidation, and interference. 

All of these are action words, Mr. 
Speaker. Pro-choice Americans do not 
want to have anything to do with these 
kinds of actions. First amendment 
rights are expressly protected in this 
bill. 

Illustrative of what is barred, is an 
incident 2 weeks ago here in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia where the Hillcrest 
Women's Clinic in Northwest was 
barred from opening for 2 hours. 
Among other things, an anti-abortion 
protester used a bicycle lock to con- 
nect himself by the neck to the front 
door of the clinic. 

In the absence of a FACE statute the 
Federal courts have been driven to con- 
troversial injunctions. One of these is 
now before the Supreme Court: Madsen 
vs. Women's Health Center. During the 
recent oral argument the court cited 
with approval the FACE language, and 
thus we already have some indication 
that this is the constitutional way to 
go. FACE does not criminalize the con- 
tent of speech, only the illegal conduct 
of anti-choice protesters. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia [Ms. WATERS]. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this conference agreement. 

Americans should not be prevented 
from receiving health care they choose 
for themselves. Unfortunately, too 
many women have had this basic right 
violated when they attempt to receive 
abortion services in this country. 

It is a tragedy that this legislation is 
necessary. I support the right of people 
to engage in civil disobedience to dem- 
onstrate their deeply held beliefs. How- 
ever, when those beliefs manifest 
themselves violently—and when force 
is used to prevent doctors, clinicians 
and other health care providers from 
doing their job—it is the responsibility 
of civil society to punish the perpetra- 
tors of that violence. That is the pur- 
pose of this legislation. 

If I thought this bill inhibited the 
right of people to peacefully dem- 
onstrate or express their views, I would 
oppose it. However, this bill's penalties 
only apply to people who use force, 
threaten to use force or physically ob- 
struct someone seeking reproductive 
health services. 

While abortion stirs many emotions, 
we must not allow zealots to impose 
their views on law abiding women who 
simply seek medical attention. I ask 
for an "aye" vote on this important 
legislation. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I take this time to con- 
clude debate on our side and to explain 
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a motion to recommit that I shall offer 
following the conclusion of the re- 
marks of the distinguished committee 
chairman, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. BROOKS]. The rules do not allow 
debate on a motion to recommit a con- 
ference report. 

As this bill left the House of Rep- 
resentatives, attorneys fees were 
awarded to the prevailing party, 
whether plaintiff or defendant. The 
Senate bill only allowed for attorneys 
fees and civil actions to be awarded to 
plaintiffs, and the conferees accepted 
the Senate position. So, someone who 
is a defendant in one of these lawsuits 
that we have been talking about that 
will be filed against those who dem- 
onstrate in front of an abortion clinic 
can go fight the lawsuit, and win the 
lawsuit and end up having to pay tens 
of thousands of dollars, or hundreds of 
thousands of dollars, out of their own 
pocket should they win the lawsuit. 

On the other hand, if the abortion 
clinic files a lawsuit against a dem- 
onstrator and wins, then the dem- 
onstrator not only has to pay his or her 
own attorneys fees, but also the abor- 
tion clinic’s attorneys fees as well. 
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That is just flat out unfair. 

What my motion to recommit will do 
is quite simple: It will recommit the 
conference report to the committee of 
conference with instructions that the 
court may award to the prevailing 
party, whether plaintiff or defendant, 
other than the U.S. Government, rea- 
sonable fees for attorneys and expert 
witnesses. 

That means that if a demonstrator is 
hit with a frivolous lawsuit or a law- 
suit without merit that ends up being 
dismissed by the court, or the jury 
finds that the demonstrator did not 
commit conduct which is prohibited 
under this bill, the demonstrator does 
not go broke because they were exer- 
cising their constitutional rights. This 
levels the playing field. 

I urge the membership to vote aye on 
the motion to recommit based on sim- 
ple fairness. A no voted on the motion 
to recommit means that the lady with 
the scales of justice will have a good 
brick on one side of the scale, and jus- 
tice will not be evenly dispensed. 

So I urge an aye vote on the motion 
to recommit, and yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
one minute to the gentlewoman from 
New York, [Ms. VELÁZQUEZ]. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, once 
again I find myself standing in front of 
this House defending the Freedom Of 
Access to Clinic Entrances Act. 
Enough time has been wasted with ri- 
diculous and burdensome anti-choice 
delay tactics. More than 6 months have 
passed since the house overwhelmingly 
passed this legislation. The time for 
petty procedural games is over. 
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Women of all races and colors are en- 
titled to feel safe and protected while 
seeking and receiving abortion services 
that are their legal right. The doctor’s 
that perform these services should also 
have the liberty to perform them with- 
out fearing for their lives. So-called 
“pro-life” extremists who commit vio- 
lent and harmful acts and show a bla- 
tant disregard for the lives of those 
trying to deliver legal abortion serv- 
ices, must be stopped now. 

Mr. Speaker, lets stop wasting valu- 
able time. I urge my colleagues to pass 
this conference report today! 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, ! rise 
today in strong support of S. 636, the con- 
ference report for the Freedom of Access to 
Clinic Entrances Act. This bill is urgently need- 
ed in order to protect thousands of Americans 
who are being terrorized, harassed, and pre- 
vented from exercising their legal rights. 

S. 636 makes it a Federal crime to obstruct 
access to an abortion facility. This new law is 
needed because, unfortunately, despite the 
fact that abortions are legal in this country, a 
small and fanatic group of people have taken 
it upon themselves to determine whether or 
not other Americans will be able to exercise 
their legal rights to obtain an abortion. They 
are using vicious harassment and violence to 
make sure that the doctors, healthcare work- 
ers and women who work at healthcare facili- 
ties or use their services are not able to func- 
tion without fear for their safety. Not only are 
their tactics frightening and offensive, but they 
are also illegal and S. 636 clearly establishes 
that their acts are in violation of Federal law. 

During the past decade, the number of inci- 
dents of violence occurring outside health fa- 
cilities has swelled out of control. In my district 
in Illinois, the Planned Parenthood/Chicago 
Area's Midwest Center has been attacked re- 
peatedly by protesters who have injected the 
noxious chemical butyric acid into the clinic 
and chained themselves together to "counsel" 
the women seeking health services at their fa- 
cility. Other clinics throughout the Chicago 
metropolitan area have suffered repeated har- 
assment as well. 

While we discuss this bill, its important to 
remember who the victims of these attacks 
are. Many women, including many of my con- 
Stituents, have no health insurance and live 
below the poverty line. Clincs like Planned 
Parenthood are their main source of affordable 
health care. Yet these women, whether they 
are going to the clinic for an abortion, an HIV 
test, prenatal care, or to obtain contraceptive 
services to prevent pregnancy, are being 
blocked from entering the clinic through 
threats, violence, and intimidation. 

The Freedom of Access to Clinic Entrances 
Act would put an end to this terror and mob 
rule by making it a Federal offense to use 
force, threat of force, or physical obstruction to 
intentionally injure, intimidate, or interfere with 
someone seeking, or providing, reproductive 
health services or to destroy the property of a 
health service facility. This carefully worded 
legislation bans violence and harassment, but 
not simple speech and assembly, to protect 
American women, doctors, and health care 
workers from violent prosecution. It's time for 
the criminal terror to end and S. 636 is exactly 
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the weapon we need to end it. | urge my col- 
leagues to join me and pass this important bill. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of 
the conference report on S. 636, the Freedom 
of Access to Clinic Entrances Act. 

This is not about abortion, or the right to 
choose. It is about protecting patients and 
health care providers from the rapidly escalat- 
ing violence that we have been witnessing at 
reproductive health clinics around the country. 
That is why those of us who support this bill 
have come together on this issue, in spite of 
our differing views on the matter of choice. We 
believe that something must be done to stop 
the violence. We believe that individuals do 
not have the right to attempt to take the law 
into their own hands because they do not sup- 
port a woman's right to obtain a safe, legal 
abortion. 

Over the past 10 years we have seen over 
1,000 incidents of violence and almost 500 
blockades—not peaceful demonstrations—at 
reproductive health care facilities. One doctor 
has been killed. Another wounded. Patients 
and providers have been stalked and threat- 
ened. Clinic blockades and invasions, arson, 
chemical attacks and bomb threats are all a 
part of this campaign. Yet, State and local 
laws have not been enough to address the 
scope of the problem. 

But this bill gives the Federal Government 
the power to act when—and only when— 
protestors go beyond the lawful expression of 
their views and resort to acts of violence 
against those with whom they do not agree. 
The Freedom of Access to Clinic Entrances 
Act makes it a Federal crime to obstruct ac- 
cess to a reproductive health clinic or to dam- 
age such a clinic. It further makes it a Federal 
offense to force, threaten, obstruct, injure, in- 
timidate or interfere with anyone seeking or 
providing reproductive health services. And it 
extends these protections to places of reli- 
gious worship so that anyone seeking to exer- 
cise the First Amendment right of freedom of 
religion at a religious facility is also safe from 
persecution and attack. 

The bill explicitly states that it does not 
apply to peaceful demonstrations, which are a 
form of expressive conduct that is protected 
by the First Amendment. It does not violate 
anyone's right—pro-choice or anti-choice—to 
free speech or to demonstrate peacefully. 
Protestors only break this law when their 
peaceful demonstrations turn into physical ob- 
structions or, even worse, violence. The bill 
protects patients and providers and ensures 
patient access, yet it allows those who choose 
to protest to do so peacefully, within their Con- 
stitutional rights. 

| respect the rights of those who believe that 
abortion is wrong. However, | also support a 
woman's right to access the complete range of 
reproductive health services, and the right of 
health care providers to render these serv- 
ices—without being assaulted or harassed. 
For too long, we have watched demonstrators, 
using physical obstruction and intimidation, 
prevent women from exercising their Constitu- 
tional right to obtain an abortion. Enactment of 
the Freedom of Access to Clinic Entrances Act 
is long overdue. 

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
support of the rule on the Conference report 
on S. 636. It is critical that we pass the rule 
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to ensure that women have the freedom to ac- 
cess reproductive health clinics. 

All over the country, antiabortionists are 
blocking clinic entrances * * * and targeting 
providers and their families. This violence has 
led to the murder of Dr. Gunn and the shoot- 
ing of Dr. Tiller. This terrorism must stop. Vio- 
lence for any cause is simply unconscionable. 

The Freedom of Access to Clinic Entrances 
would help stop the violence. It would make it 
a Federal crime to block clinic entrances * * * 
and it also allows Federal law enforcement of- 
ficials to step in if local police refuse to keep 
a clinic open. 

The Supreme Court has reaffirmed a wom- 
an's right to choose. While the decision is dif- 
ficult, once it is made, women should not be 
prevented from or harassed while exercising 
their rights * * * and physicians must be al- 
lowed to practice without fear for their lives. 

| urge my colleagues to support the rule and 
final passage. The safety and peace of mind 
of so many are at stake. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to speak out in support of the rule for 
the Freedom of Access to Clinic Entrances 
Act. The women of our Nation have been wait- 
ing a long time for this legislation which first 
passed this body in November by a voice 
vote. 

My home State of Florida has seen the 
kinds of destruction that violent antiabortion 
protesters can unleash. Dr. David Gunn was 
shot because he provided a necessary medi- 
cal service to Florida's women. There can be 
no justification for this kind of violence. 

Women too often face physical and physio- 
logical harassment when they step inside a re- 
productive health clinic. Clinic staff are also 
threatened by the actions of antiabortion pro- 
testers. Numerous clinics nationwide have 
been vandalized, set on fire and bombed this 
past year. These clinics provide more than just 
abortion services, they provide basic health 
care needs for thousands of women every 
day. Access to these services cannot be de- 
nied. 

Abortion is a woman's right in this Nation. 
Her access and physically well being cannot 
be allowed to be threatened in this most dif- 
ficult time. Let's stop bickering over procedure 
and pass this rule. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, the question we 
must answer in deciding the merit of this legis- 
lation is what distinguishes constitutionally pro- 
tected speech from action. 

If you believe that obstructing a clinic en- 
trance to prevent another individual from exer- 
cising his or her constitutional rights is speech, 
then you might oppose this bill. It, however, 
you believe, as | do, that obstructing a clinic 
is an action not protected by the free speech 
clause, then you should support this legisla- 
tion. 

We have no disagreement on the primacy of 
the first amendment. The right to disagree— 
and to disagree quite vocally—is precious to 
our democracy. Abortion is an issue of para- 
mount importance. And, it is an intensely con- 
troversial issue that demands a national dia- 
logue. 

Free speech is predicated ultimately on the 
value the American people have historically 
accorded it. It is critical that we do all we can 
to protect and promote a fundamental respect 
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for speech—for the right to disagree, the right 
to advocate and argue, and the right to pro- 
test. As Members of Congress, we are sworn 
to uphold this right. 

If | thought that this legislation infringed on 
the freedom of speech guaranteed in the Con- 
stitution and upheld by our courts over two 
centuries, | would vigorously oppose its enact- 
ment. But this legislation does not inhibit 
speech, it punishes conduct—the act of ob- 
structing the free exercise of constitutional 
rights by others. 

Obstruction of a clinic is not speech—it is 
action. It is, importantly, an action that inter- 
feres with the rights and privileges of other 
people. Many times the Supreme Court has 
examined the question of abortion. In every in- 
stance—despite a radically changed make-up 
of the Court over time—it has concluded that 
abortion is a fundamental right. 

Many in Congress disagree with that conclu- 
sion, but none of us is empowered to dis- 
regard it. Abortion is a fundamental right, and 
actions that intentionally interfere with that 
right ought to be a crime. 

| have said that obstruction is not speech. It 
is civil disobedience. Many great figures in 
world history have advocated civil disobe- 
dience. 

But none has contended that he or she 
should not be subject to arrest. Civil disobe- 
dience specifically contemplates arrest as a 
consequence—a fundamental distinction from 
other crimes and from constitutionally pro- 
tected speech. Civil disobedience involves 
peaceful action, but that does not mean that it 
is not a crime, and it does not mean that it is 
Strictly speech. 

Historically, civil disobedience has rarely 
been invoked to interfere with the rights of oth- 
ers. Rather, its historical usage has been to 
protest against that which is viewed as an in- 
fringement of one's own rights. This is a fun- 
damental distinction between the actions of 
Operation Rescue—even when they are 
peaceful—and those of Thoreau, Ghandi and 
King. 

Mr. Speaker, today we are going to send a 
message to the American people. If we defeat 
this legislation, we will send the message that 
we encourage obstruction, violence, and inter- 
ference with people’s constitutionally guaran- 
teed and reaffirmed rights as a legitimate 
method of resolving the important questions of 
the day. 

Rather, we ought to pass this legislation 
which balances the rights of speech with the 
affirmed right to obtain an abortion. Passage 
of this legislation will reaffirm the tradition of 
democratic governance with which this country 
has led the world. We will affirm the rights of 
free speech, of debate and protest, and the 
tradition of resolving conflict through the 
democratic legislative process. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge Members to vote for this 
conference report. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong 
support of the Freedom of Access to Clinic 
Entrances Act and also to commend those 
who have worked particularly hard to move 
this legislation forward. Chairman SCHUMER 
has shown tremendous leadership in crafting a 
responsible bill that brings consensus to this 
issue and provide much needed security to 
women and physicians. He, along with the 
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other lead sponsor, CONNIE MORELLA, and 
Chairman BROOKS, PAT SCHROEDER, LOUISE 
SLAUGHTER and JOLENE UNSOELD have worked 
tirelessly to make this vote possible and the 
considerable margins in support of this bill are 
largely to their credit. 

Mr. Speaker, for far too long we have al- 
lowed the rhetoric and actions of extremists to 
escalate. Some who could not achieve their 
goals through the political process have turned 
to violence and intimidation—and in doing so 
they have prevented women from exercising 
their constitutional rights. 

FACE offers us the opportunity to tell Amer- 
ican women that we respect their rights and 
that we will protect their access to basic health 
care. | hope we will not let the heated rhetoric 
divert us from the very real fact that these clin- 
ics do more than provide abortion services. 
They provide family planning services, pre- 
natal care, and even adoption services. When 
we allow the violence at these clinics to con- 
tinue, we jeopardize the health and indeed the 
very lives of women and their families. 

| also want to thank everyone involved in 
this legislation for addressing issues | worked 
to focus attention on several years ago. In 
1992, after hearing of the unrelenting harass- 
ment Dr. Susan Wicklund faced in North Da- 
kota, | introduced legislation to ensure that 
municipalities enforced their own anti-harass- 
ment laws to protect women and physicians 
from harassment away from the clinics. The 
conference report on face goes that extra step 
to provide important protection to women and 
physicians from the harassment that far too 
often follows them home, or pursues their chil- 
dren to school. 

This bill strikes a very careful balance be- 
tween the cherished right to protest and the 
rights of women and physicians. American 
women and physicians have waited far too 
long for the protection this bill offers. | urge my 
colleagues to support this critical legislation. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, the right of a 
woman to exercise control over her own body 
is a freedom just as important as other fun- 
damental rights guaranteed by the Constitu- 
tion, like the freedom of speech and practice 
of religion. 

Some disagree with this view, and | respect 
their right to express their opinions and to 
peacefully demonstrate against the exercise of 
rights, including those guaranteed by the Con- 
stitution. But the expression of principled ob- 
jection and discussion of ideas must not intimi- 
date or inflict harm on others who seek to ex- 
press opposite views or exercise the right to 
obtain reproductive health services legally 
available to them. 

We cannot allow the entrances of reproduc- 
tive health clinics to continue to serve as bat- 
tlegrounds. A physical battle is being waged 
out there, and we need to do something to 
stop it. Patients deserve unobstructed access 
to the services they need. Health clinic work- 
ers have a right to work in a safe environment. 
The Freedom of Access to Clinic Entrances 
Act, or “FACE,” provides them with reason- 
able remedies to advance these common- 
sense rights. 

And the time for these remedies is now. As 
we know, last Thursday, the Supreme Court 
heard arguments in Madsen versus Women's 
Health Center, the case in which the Court will 
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decide whether Florida's buffer safety zones 
around clinics and health care workers' homes 
violate the first amendment's protections of 

and association. Let us not confuse 
FACE and the safety zone law in question 
here. FACE does not include such zones, and 
the Madsen case does not directly involve 
blocking clinic entrances or violence against 
patients or health care providers. Thus, there 
is no need to wait for the Court's decision in 
Madsen to enact the different protection-ori- 
ented measures of FACE. In fact, when the 
Supreme Court heard Madsen last week, the 
Justices themselves noted the contrast be- 
tween the narrowly tailored civil and criminal 
penalties in FACE and the broader Florida 
buffer zone law. 

Passage of the Freedom of Access to Clinic 
Entrances Act would immediately help bring 
an end to harassment at and damage to 
health clinics and places of religious worship, 
which are also included in the conference re- 
port. On the clinic front, the list of infractions 
is long: the murder of Dr. David Gunn, the 
shooting of Dr. George Tiller, 36 bombings, 84 
cases of arson, 60 attempted arsons, 35 clinic 
invasions, 498 acts of vandalism, 86 assaults, 
149 death threats, 29 burglaries, 2 kidnapings, 
and countless cases of stalking of clinic em- 
ployees. 

Let's act now to curb the growth of this 
shameful list. | urge my colleagues to vote for 
the conference report. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, this bill is not 
about abortion. It's not even about equal pro- 
tection under the law. Unfortunately, it 
achieves the opposite. S. 636 was crafted and 
moved through the Senate and the House by 
those who are of the opinion that people who 
oppose abortion should not be allowed their 
right to free speech. 

| want to make one thing clear before | ad- 
dress the contents of this bill: Opponents to S. 
636 are in no way condoning violence. In fact, 
the very stance of being pro-life implies a rev- 
erence for all life and a commitment to pro- 
tecting it. 

Look at the murder trial over the abortion 
doctor, Dr. David Gunn: justice has been 
served. Dr. Gunn's murderer was convicted of 
first degree murder and sentenced to life in 
prison on March 5 of this year. Nevertheless, 
this murder has served as the impetus for a 
whole new course of action against people 
who are primarily law abiding nonviolent pro- 
testers. Dr. Gunn's murderer was not a pro- 
lifer. He proved that the minute he pulled the 
trigger. 

While it is my strong belief that people who 
commit violent acts should be prosecuted to 
the full extent of the law, this bill simply ex- 
tends beyond its stated purpose. Think about 
this: by voting for S. 636, we are saying that 
our present legal statutes are not sufficient to 
deliver justice to the American people. This is 
just not so. 

We don't need another bill to protect people 
seeking abortions. We already have at least 
six Federal laws to punish these and related 
acts. What this bill really does is to single out 
the free speech of a particular group of people 
exercising their constitutional rights. So why 
do we need this legislation? We don't, unless, 
like the writers of this bill, you think the Fed- 
eral Government should regulate free speech. 
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The writers of the FACE bill are clearly "two- 
faced." They seek to legislate free speech in 
the name of so-called free access. 

Under the FACE bill, if two people were en- 
gaged in a fist fight outside of a clinic, one op- 
posed to abortion and the other seeking the 
abortion, only the person opposed to the abor- 
tion would be subject to penalties under this 
bill. 

Like the recent Supreme Court ruling on the 
interpretation of RICO, S. 636 will severely im- 
pinge upon first amendment rights of those 
who oppose abortion. Groups which have his- 
torically organized for social protest or civil 
disobedience will find themselves hampered 
by the mere threat of a RICO claim and/or civil 
and criminal penalties under this bill. 

In addition, this bill levies penalties of up to 
$10,000 for peaceful, nonviolent protesters. 
This means a grandmother simply praying the 
rosary outside an abortion clinic could be ar- 
rested and fined under the wording of the 
FACE bill. This is an outrage. Since when did 
nonviolent civil disobedience count as con- 
stitutionally unprotected free speech? 

This bill does not reflect the constitutional 
liberties our country prides itself on. | urge my 
colleagues, Republicans and Democrats who 
so adamantly champion free speech rights to 
oppose this dangerous bill. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, due to a per- 
sonal tragedy, the death of my closest friend, 
Dr. Stephen Kelley, | will be unable to cast my 
vote today against the conference report on S. 
636, the so-called Freedom of Access to Clin- 
ics Act of 1994, so that | may attend his fu- 
neral in Somerset, KY. While | loathe to miss 
any vote, particularly one as important as this, 
there are rare and extraordinary occasions 
when we must put family and friends above all 
else. This is one of those occasions. 

However, | want to reiterate to my col- 
leagues my continued opposition to S. 636. 
Had | been able to cast my vote today, my 
vote would have been an unequivocal no. 

| am deeply alarmed about the chilling 
precedent this bill would set. This bill does 
nothing more than jeopardize the constitutional 
guarantee of freedom of speech and assembly 
for a single group, pro-life supporters, in order 
to appease another group, the pro-abortion 
lobby. This is a dangerous precedent indeed. 

| am certainly not opposed to stopping vio- 
lence. Violent acts can never be tolerated, and 
those criminals must be prosecuted to the full- 
est extent of the law. We already have laws 
on the books to punish those who engage in 
violence, and we have seen those individuals 
prosecuted and punished. 

But, that is not what this bill is about. This 
bill is about an attempt to silence peaceful 
protests by pro-life supporters by intimidating 
them into silence. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill flies in the face of the 
very principles on which this Nation was 
founded. | urge my colleagues to defeat this 
legislation. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
in support of the conference report on S. 636, 
the Freedom of Access to Clinic Entrances 
Act. Violent and obstructive acts against repro- 
ductive health care clinics, their patients, and 
personnel, have escalated appallingly in the 
past few years. In my home State of Connecti- 
cut, an organized campaign of harassment, 
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physical interference, and terrorism has re- 
sulted in a sevenfold increase in acts targeted 
against reproductive health clinics and the 
women who visit them. 

The use of violence to express political 
views is unacceptable. In my district, clinics in 
Norwich, Middletown, Willimantic, and Old 
Saybrook have experienced bomb threats, 
blockades, and trespass. The Freedom of Ac- 
cess to Clinic Entrances Act provides relief for 
clinics and their patients by prohibiting ob- 
struction, force, or threat of force to block ac- 
cess to reproductive health services. At the 
same time, the bill specifically protects the ex- 
ercise of free speech such as peaceful picket- 
ing and other expressive conduct. 

The murder of Dr. David Gunn in Florida 
and the organized bombing campaign against 
reproductive health care clinics have naturally 
received the greatest public attention. But 
these violent acts are the tip of the iceberg. 
Clinic personnel and their patients are being 
physically assaulted on a daily basis across 
the nation. 

In one case of clinic violence, the husband 
of a Wisconsin abortion clinic director was as- 
saulted while guarding the clinic against attack 
by anti-choice demonstrators. He discovered a 
protester in the parking lot behind the clinic 
taking down the license plate numbers of all 
clinic staff. The protester threw the clinic direc- 
tors husband to the ground, shattering his 
arm and requiring lengthy rehabilitation. Unfor- 
tunately, this type of violence against clinic 
personnel and their families occurs every day. 

The Freedom of Access to Clinic Entrances 
Act provides federal legal protections to repro- 
ductive health care facilities, their staff and 
their patients. | urge my colleagues to support 
this important legislation. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today in strong support of the Freedom of Ac- 
cess to Clinics conference report, S. 636. Pas- 
sage of this legislation will be a significant vic- 
tory in the long and hard fight for a women's 
right to choose. During the past decade we 
have seen unprecedented acts of violence on 
health clinics, on providers and on women 
seeking services. Health clinics around the 
country have reported acts of terrorism, includ- 
ing bombings, arson, harassment, stalking, 
and death threats on employees. With the kill- 
ing of Dr. David Gunn in Pensacola, FL we 
see that campaign—fueled by its own apoca- 
lyptic rhetoric—escalated to murder. This in- 
limidation must be stopped. We must give law 
enforcement authorities the legal mandate 
they need to protect access to clinics and en- 
sure that women are not deprived of their right 
to obtain reproductive services. 

S. 636 does not infringe upon the rights of 
citizens to engage in peaceful protest. As we 
have repeatedly stated in numerous debates 
on this issue, protection of the first amend- 
ment right of free speech is an important ele- 
ment of the bill. The bill permits a variety of 
peaceful protests, such as praying or carrying 
signs. As my colleagues are well aware, | am 
an outspoken and passionate advocate of free 
speech. Yet we cannot condone this nation- 
wide campaign of terror and violence as an 
extension of free speech. 

Failure to approve the conference report will 
be a victory for the antichoice fanatics and will 
reduce Roe versus Wade to a meaningless 
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scrap of paper. Clearly it is time for the Fed- 
eral Government to protect women's freedom 
of choice. | strongly urge my colleagues to 
support the conference report and take a real 
step toward protecting American women. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I move 
the previous question on the con- 
ference report. 

The previous question was ordered. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. 
SENSENBRENNER 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak- 
er, I offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Is the gentleman opposed to 
the conference report? 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. In its 
present form, Mr. Speaker, I am. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom- 
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER of Wisconsin moves to 
recommit the bill S. 636 to the Committee of 
Conference with instructions to adopt the 
House language on attorneys fees, that the 
court may award to the prevailing party, 
whether plaintiff or defendant, other than 
the United States, reasonable fees for attor- 
neys and expert witnesses. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or- 
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to recommit. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair- 
man, I object to the vote on the ground 
that a quorum is not present and make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi- 
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- 
sent Members. 

Pursuant to the provisions of clause 5 
of rule XV, the Chair announces that 
he will reduce to a minimum of 5 min- 
utes the period of time within which a 
vote by electronic device, if ordered, 
will be taken on the question of pas- 
sage of the conference report. 

This is a 15-minute vote on the mo- 
tion to recommit, which may be fol- 
lowed by a 5-minute vote on passage. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice and there were—yeas 193, nays 222, 
not voting 17, as follows: 


Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Borski 
Browder 


Combest 


Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 


Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 


[Roll No. 158] 
YEAS—193 


Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 


Manzullo 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 


Oberstar 
Ortiz 

Orton 

Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 

Paxon 

Penny 
Peterson (MN) 


Smith (OR) 


Solomon 


Sundquist 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 

Wolf 

Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 


Bishop 
Boehlert 


Brown (CA) 


Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 

Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 


Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 

Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 

Purse 

Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hamburg 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 


Bevill 
Blackwell 
Clement 
Doolittle 
Fish 
Foglietta 
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Hoagland Pickle 
Hochbrueckner Pomeroy 
Hoyer Pryce (OH) 
Hughes Rams 
Inslee Rangel 
Jacobs Reed 
Jefferson Reynolds 
Johnson (GA) Roemer 
Johnson (SD) Rose 
Johnson, E. B. Rostenkowski 
Johnston Roukema 
Kaptur Rowland 
Kennedy Roybal-Allard 
Kennelly Rush 
Kleczka Sabo 
Klein Sanders 
Klug Pao cm ni 
Kolbe wyer 
Kopetski Schenk 
Kreidler Schroeder 
Lambert Schumer 
Lancaster Scott 
Lantos Sharp 
LaRocco Shays 
Leach Shepherd 
Lehman pron 
Levin kaggs 
Lewis (GA) Slattery 
Lloyd Slaughter 
Lowey Smith (IA) 

Snowe 
Machtley Spratt 
Maloney Stokes 
Margolies- Strickland 
Mezvinsky Studds 
Markey eens 
Martinez baad 
Medial Thompson 
McCloskey Thornton 
MeCuray Thurman 
McDermott Tash 
McHale 
Torricelli 
McInnis Towns 
MoRinney Traficant 
ren Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Menendez Valentine 
Mfume Velázquez 
Miller (CA) Vento 
MEA Visclosky 
Washington 
m Waters 
olinari Watt 
3 Waxman 
oran Wheat 
Morella Whitten 
Pe A Williams 
Wilson 
Obey Wise 
Olver Woolsey 
Owens Wyden 
— 
Lates 
Payne (NJ) Zeliff 
M (VA) Zimmer 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickett 
NOT VOTING—17 
Herger Richardson 
Laughlin Rogers 
Long Serrano 
McCollum Stark 
Neal (NC) Swett 
Price (NC) 
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o 1944 


The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 

Mr. Doolittle for, with Mr. Long against. 

Mr. McCollum for, with Mr. Stark against. 

Mr. Rogers for, with Mr. Swett against. 


Messrs, KLEIN, VENTO, and MIL- 


LER of California changed their vote 
from yea“ to “nay.” 

Messrs, TAUZIN, PACKARD, YOUNG 
of Alaska, SAM JOHNSON of Texas, 
GOODLING, GREENWOOD, and 
McCRERY, changed their vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

So the motion to recommit was re- 
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The question is on the con- 
ference report. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak- 
er, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the Chair’s prior announcement, 
this is a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 241, noes 174, 
not voting 17, as follows: 


[Roll No. 159] 
AYES—241 

Abercrombie DeLauro Hastings 
Ackerman Dellums Hefner 
Andrews (ME) Derrick Hilliard 
Andrews (NJ) Deutsch Hinchey 
Andrews (TX) Dicks Hoagland 
Bacchus (FL) Dingell Hochbrueckner 
Baesler Dixon Horn 
Barca Dooley Houghton 
Barrett (WI) Dunn Hoyer 
Becerra Durbin Huffington 
Beilenson Edwards (CA) Hughes 
Bereuter Edwards (TX) Inslee 
Berman Engel Jacobs 
Bilbray English Jefferson 
Bishop Eshoo Johnson (CT) 
Boehlert Evans Johnson (GA) 
Bonior Farr Johnson (SD) 
Boucher Fawell Johnson, E. B. 
Brewster Fazio Johnston 
Brooks Fields (LA) Kennedy 
Brown (CA) Filner Kennelly 
Brown (FL) Fingerhut Kleczka 
Brown (OH) Flake Klein 
Bryant Ford (MI) Klug 
Byrne Ford (TN) Kolbe 
Cantwell Fowler Kopetski 
Cardin Frank (MA) Kreidler 
Carr Franks (CT) Lambert 
Castle Franks (NJ) Lancaster 
Chapman Frost Lantos 
Clay Furse LaRocco 
Clayton Gallo Lazio 
Clyburn Gejdenson Leach 
Coleman Gephardt Lehman 
Collins (IL) Geren Levin 
Collins (MI) Gibbons Lewis (GA) 
Condit Gilman Lloyd 
Conyers Glickman Lowey 
Cooper Gonzalez Machtley 
Coppersmith Gordon Maloney 
Coyne Green Mann 
Cramer Greenwood Margolies- 
Cunningham Gutierrez Mezvinsky 
Danner Hamburg Markey 
Darden Hamilton Martinez 
DeFazio Harman Matsui 


McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKinney 
McMillan 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Moran 
Morella 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Obey 

Olver 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickett 


Allard 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Borski 
Browder 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Costello 
Cox 

Crane 
Crapo 

de la Garza 


Fields (TX) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 


Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Pryce (OH) 
Ramstad 


Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 
Sangmeister 


Shays 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (1A) 
Snowe 
Spratt 


NOES—174 


Grams 
Grandy 
Gunderson 


Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Mazzoli 
McCrery 
McDade 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
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Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Thomas (CA) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 


Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 


Petri 


Rohrabacher 


Schaefer 


Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (WY) 
Tucker 
Upton 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Whitten 
Wolf 

Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 


NOT VOTING—17 
Bevill Herger Richardson 
Blackwell Laughlin Rogers 
Clement Long Serrano 
Doolittle McCollum Stark 
Fish Neal (NC) Swett 
Foglietta Price (NC) 

L 1953 


The Clerk announced the following 


pairs: 

On this vote: 

Mr. Long for, with Mr. Doolittle against. 

Mr. Stark for, with Mr. McCollum against. 

Mr. Swett for, with Mr. Rogers against. 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 
The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
conference report just agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mr. SWETT. Mr. Speaker, I was un- 
able to be present for the vote on the 
Conference Report to accompany the 
bill S. 636, Access to Clinic Entrances 
Act. If I had been present, I would have 
voted yes.“ 


CONFERENCE REPORT ON H. CON. 
RES. 218, CONCURRENT RESOLU- 
TION ON THE BUDGET FOR FIS- 
CAL YEAR 1995 


Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 418 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 418 

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso- 
lution it shall be in order to consider the 
conference report to accompany the concur- 
rent resolution (H. Con. Res. 218) setting 
forth the congressional budget for the United 
States Government for the fiscal years 1995, 
1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999. All points of order 
against the conference report and against its 
consideration are waived. The conference re- 
port shall be considered as read. The con- 
ference report shall be debatable for one 
hour equally divided and controlled by chair- 
man and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on the Budget. 

SEC. 2. Rule XLIX shall not apply with re- 
spect to the adoption by the Congress of the 
conference report to accompany the concur- 
rent resolution (H. Con. Res. 218) setting 
forth the congressional budget for the United 
States Government for the fiscal years 1995, 
1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN- 
SON] is recognized for 1 hour. 
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Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DREIER], pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, House 
Resolution 418 is the rule providing for 
the consideration of the conference re- 
port accompanying H. Con. Res. 218, 
the resolution setting forth the budget 
for the United States Government for 
fiscal years 1995 through 1999. 

The rule provides 1 hour of debate on 
the conference report to be equally di- 
vided and controlled by the chairman 
and the ranking minority member of 
the Budget Committee. All points of 
order against the conference report and 
against its consideration are waived. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point I do wish 
to advise the Members that the con- 
ference report was filed only yesterday 
and that it does, therefore, violate the 
3-day layover requirement. The com- 
mittee generally does not like waiving 
the 3-day layover rule. Members usu- 
ally do need time to read the con- 
ference report to become fully in- 
formed about it. In this case, however, 
the Committee on Rules felt that there 
were simple and persuasive reasons to 
waive that particular requirement. 
First is that the broad outline of the 
conference committee agreement has 
been known, with the exception of 
some details about Senate budget 
rules, since Monday, and the change 
provided from the report originally 
passed in the House are relatively 
minor. But more important, if we do 
not take up the conference report 
today, we will not be able to take it up 
again until next Thursday. The Com- 
mittee on Appropriations has been 
waiting on the budget appropriation to 
make their allocation and be able, 
therefore, to begin moving on their 
bills and another week’s delay would 
push the appropriations bill past the 
Memorial Day recess. 

Therefore, we felt that there was sub- 
stantial and good reason to waive that 
particular layover rule for that par- 
ticular reason. 

The rule before the Members also 
provides that rule XLIX will not apply 
upon adoption of the conference report. 
House rule XLIX provides for the auto- 
matic adoption by the House of a joint 
resolution changing the statutory 
limit on the public debt to conform to 
amounts in the budget resolution. 

It is not necessary to apply rule 
XLIX this year since the current statu- 
tory limit on the public debt, which 
was enacted as part of last year’s defi- 
cit reduction package, is expected to 
suffice until spring or summer of 1995. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to commend the 
chairman of the Budget Committee, 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
SABO], for his efforts in working with 
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the Senate to come to an agreement on 
a budget resolution that includes $13 
billion in cuts in discretionary spend- 
ing over the next 5 years below the 
caps that we set last year. 


o 2000 


In all, implementation of the con- 
ference report will bring the 1995 defi- 
cit down to approximately $175 billion, 
the lowest level in 5 years, more than 
$100 billion lower than projections 
made just last spring for fiscal year 
1995. As a result, we will have reduced 
the deficit by $115 billion in just 3 
years, since 1992. 

The conference agreement  rep- 
resents, as did last year's, real sub- 
stantive spending cuts. As Members 
will recall, the legislation we passed 
last year was the largest deficit reduc- 
tion package in U.S. history, cutting 
the deficit by $47 billion in fiscal year 
1994, and by $496 billion over a 5-year 
period. 

The spending levels in this year's 
Budget Resolution are below the budg- 
et caps set by that agreement, and the 
conference agreement includes a cut of 
$500 million below the caps in 1995. 

In addition, relative to the size of the 
economy, discretionary spending for 
1995 is at its lowest level since 1948, and 
total Federal spending is at its lowest 
level in 15 years. 

Mr. Speaker, despite the substantial 
deficit reduction called for by this 
agreement, the conference report con- 
tains $263.8 billion in budget authority 
for defense spending in fiscal year 1995. 
For nondefense spending, it generally 
reflects many of the President's spend- 
ing priorities including modest in- 
creases for such programs as education, 
training, social services, community 
regional development, and law enforce- 
ment programs. 

I would remind Members that this 
Budget Resolution is only the blue- 
print for Federal spending. Decisions 
on actual program cuts and spending 
remain to be made, and we shall have 
difficult choices to make as we work 
through the appropriations process 
over the next few months. Still, this 
agreement represents our continued se- 
rious effort to bring Federal spending 
under control with a decent amount of 
success, if I may say so. 

I urge my colleagues to approve this 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let us look at this inter- 
esting day. Mr. Speaker, we have dealt 
with gun control, abortion and now, at 
8 o’clock, Thursday evening, we have 
decided that we are going to bring up 
the Budget Conference Report, a report 
which few people have been able to 
read. 

Having said that, I rise in strong op- 
position to this rule. There is abso- 
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lutely no reason to waive all of the 
rules of the House in order to race this 
conference report to the floor; in par- 
ticular, the rule that requires a 3-day 
layover before a conference report is 
considered should not be waived. 

It is very disappointing that the dis- 
tinguished ranking member—Repub- 
lican member—on the Committee on 
the Budget who has been applauded for 
his serious and thoughtful work on 
these issues was forced to hastily write 
a letter to the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Rules yesterday stating that 
the committee was proceeding with 
consideration of a conference report 
that the minority had not even had the 
chance to review. 

It is ridiculous that staff on both the 
Committee on the Budget and the Com- 
mittee on Rules had less than 3 hours 
to review the report before it was con- 
sidered in our Committee on Rules. 

If this rule is passed and the con- 
ference report is brought up by this 
evening, Members will also have just a 
few hours, let alone 3 days, as the rules 
mandate, to review this lengthy report 
before being asked to cast their vote. 

To avoid placing the House in that 
embarrassing predicament, I very 
heartily concur with the statement 
made in the letter by the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] when he said: 

On a measure as important and sweeping 
as the Budget Resolution, it is eminently 
reasonable that Members have 3 days to re- 
view the document before they cast their 
votes. 

One of the major points of contention 
in the conference committee was the 
treatment of a $26 billion cut in discre- 
tionary spending passed by the other 
body. I strongly supported that reason- 
able and prudent effort and would have 
liked to have seen the conference com- 
mittee include all $26 billion. Unfortu- 
nately, the President and the Demo- 
crat leadership in this House opposed 
any spending cuts. 

The conference is reported to have 
split the difference resulting in a $13 
billion cut. And now, upon further re- 
view, it appears that the spending re- 
duction is not really $13 billion, and it 
is not one-half of the Senate cut. 

Instead, the only real cut is a $500 
million reduction in budget allocations 
and outlays in fiscal year 1995. . This is 
only one-third of the Senate’s original 
$1.6 billion reduction in outlays in fis- 
cal year 1995 and one-tenth of their $5.3 
billion reduction in budget allocations. 

The outyear reductions can easily be 
overridden, as we all know, as often 
happens around here, by future budget 
resolutions. Even the meager fiscal 
year 1995 cut is largely ceremonial, be- 
cause fiscal year 1995 entitlement 
spending has been increased by the 
same $500 million, resulting in no out- 
lay reduction at all. 

Quite simply, this is not the spending 
reduction being advertised here. 

The original Senate cut was a com- 
parative drop in the bucket of discre- 
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tionary spending and budgetary red 
ink. This conference report offers bare- 
ly a fraction of that drop. We must do 
better, Mr. Speaker. 

Another very important point of con- 
tention during the conference report 
involved Budget Act rules in the other 
body, specifically as they would apply 
to the legislation implementing the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade, Uruguay Round Agreement. 
This conference report requires legisla- 
tion to be budget-neutral for 1 year, 5 
years, and 10 years. 

For legislation that adds to the defi- 
cit, I strongly agree with that provi- 
sion. However, there should be a waiver 
for the GATT implementing bill, be- 
cause it will raise revenue and reduce 
the deficit. 

The overwhelming economic evidence 
on this question shows a positive budg- 
et impact for GATT in the first year 
and every year thereafter. The only 
point of serious contention among 
economists is how positive an impact, 
and at this point, Mr. Speaker, I am in- 
serting at this point in the RECORD à 
study that addresses this question very 
well, conducted by the Institute for 
International Economics. 

IMPACT OF THE URUGUAY ROUND ON UNITED 

STATES FISCAL REVENUE 
(By William R. Cline, Institute for 
International Economics) 

The Uruguay Round marks a watershed ac- 
complishment in opening the world trading 
regime. Without the agreement, world trad- 
ing partners could have entered a new period 
of protection and exclusive regional blocs. 
The agreement incorporated key sectors 
omitted in the previous seven post-war 
rounds of negotiation: agriculture, textiles 
and apparel, services, intellectual property, 
and investment. The stakes are large for the 
US and world economies. 

Congressional passage of the Uruguay 
Round agreement faces a technical hurdle 
that stems from the US fiscal problem. 
Under the budget discipline imposed by the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 
(OBRA-93) and the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, Con- 
gress faces the task of offsetting any pro- 
spective revenue losses resulting from policy 
changes by taking compensatory tax or 
spending measures. Because of Uruguay 
Round cuts tariffs on US imports, the ques- 
tion arises as to whether a side effect of the 
round is to reduce US tax revenue. If so, Con- 
gress would be faced with the need to make 
adjustments elsewhere in the budget. 

This paper examines the likely impact of 
Uruguay Round liberalization on United 
States fiscal revenue. The principal question 
is whether induced economic effects of liber- 
alization provide revenue gains that par- 
tially, completely, or more than completely 
offset the direct tariff revenue losses. Such 
offsets could provide the basis for a waiver of 
the budgetary 'scoring' process and its as- 
sessed need to raise revenue elsewhere (or 
cut spending) to compensate for tariff reduc- 
tions. 

A SIMPLE MODEL OF TRADE LIBERALIZATION 

REVENUE EFFECTS 

At the first level of analysis, what may be 
called the primary direct“ tariff revenue 
loss may be estimated by multiplying the 
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change in the average tariff by the import 
value base. United States imports are ap- 
proximately $580 billion. The average tariff 
on both dutiable and duty-free imports 
stands at about 3 percent. The Uruguay 
Round achieved an average tariff cut of 
about one-third. Thus, fully phased in the 
Round represents a direct tariff revenue loss 
of $5.8 billion annually. As the phase-in pe- 
riod is 10 years, the implied direct loss would 
be about one-third this large by the third 
year, or about $2 billion. For a five year pe- 
riod, centered around this average, the total 
loss would be on the order of $10 billion. 
After allowing for inflation and import base 
growth, this order of magnitude is similar to 
that identified by the Office of Management 
and Budget: $13.9 billion revenue loss over 
five years (Wall Street Journal, 3 March 
1994). 

However, there are three additional effects. 
They are: tariff revenue on the increased vol- 
ume of imports (a direct effect; general tax 
revenue associated with static efficiency 
gains (indirect); and general tax revenue as- 
sociated with dynamic growth effects (indi- 
rect). 

Direct Revenue Effects—Figure 1 illus- 
trates the first effect. The figure shows the 
demand curve for imports of a particular 
product. The price (vertical axis) equals the 
world price plus the tariff. Before liberaliza- 
tion, the tariff is to. After liberalization, it is 
tı. At a lower price, consumers purchase a 
larger volume of imports. The import vol- 
ume (and dollar value, given the usual as- 
sumption of a horizontal world supply curve 
rises from Mp. to M.. 

The original amount of tariff revenue is 
represented by the areas of rectangles B+E. 
The height of this combined rectangle is the 
original tariff times the world price. We may 
set the world price arbitrarily at unity (by 
choosing the right units for the volume), so 
this rectangle height is to. The initial import 
value (FOB) is Mo. Tariff collection is thus 
toMo, or areas B+E. 

After liberalization, tariff collection 
amounts to the new tariff rate times the new 
import volume, or t'M!. In the diagram, this 
amount equals the area of the two rectangles 
E+D. Thus, the net change in tariff revenue 
is [B+E] - [E*D] = -B+D. In contrast, the 
"primary" calculation just illustrated cap- 
tures only the loss of rectangle "B", and 
fails to measure the revenue gain of rectan- 
gle D.“ For some sectors where tariffs will 
remain relatively high even after liberaliza- 
tion, as in the cases of textiles and apparel, 
this “revenue on additional imports" can be 
substantial. 

If we designate the revenue impact just de- 
scribed as the full direct" (as opposed to 
"primary direct") effect, then we have the 
following estimate. Let ^ be the propor- 
tionate cut in the tariff. (On average, is ap- 
proximately 0.33 for the Uruguay Round.) In 
terms of figure 1, we have: t, = to(1-a); and to- 
t! = ato. The height of rectangle "B" is thus 
«t, and its base is the original import level, 
Mo. Similarly, the rectangle ''D' has height 
(1-a)to and base Mi-Mo. Defining AM = Mi-Mo. 

In turn, AM can be estimated using the 
“price elasticity of import demand," n. This 
parameter, which is negative, tells the per- 
cent change in the import volume for one 
percent change in the import price to the 
consumer. The initial price to the consumer 
is 1+to. The change in price is -ato. Thus, the 
proportionate price change is: -ato/(1+t»). Ap- 
plying this proportionate change to the price 
elasticity (n), the change in the level of im- 
ports caused by liberalization. 

Note that because the elasticity (m) is neg- 
ative, the right hand side of equation 2 is 
positive, meaning that imports rise. 
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In equation 3, if there were no ‘import ex- 
pansion” effect, the revenue loss would sim- 
ply be the original tariff collection base 
(Mota) times the proportionate tariff cut, 
the first term in the bracketed expression 
(—a). However, there is a positive contribu- 
tion to revenue from the remaining tariff ap- 
plied to the increase in imports, captured by 
the second term within the brackets. 

An important feature of the “import ex- 
pansion" term is that its contribution to 
revenue rises approximately with the square 
of the original tariff. Consider that in equa- 
tion 3), the effect of multiplying the tariff to 
outside the bracket by the second term with- 
in the brackets is to create a term to?. This 
effect is analogous to the well-known feature 
of "static welfare gains" of liberalization 
(discussed below): they rise approximately 
with the square of the tariff. 

An important implication of this consider- 
ation is that it is necessary to disaggregate 
sectors to distinguish between those with 
low, intermediate, and high tariffs. The im- 
port expansion tariff revenue" contribution 
will tend to be relatively high for the high- 
tariff cases, by a degree that exceeds the ex- 
tent to which this contribution is low for the 
low tariff cases. As a result, taking the sim- 
ple average of tariffs and applying it to the 
entire import base will understate the im- 
port expansion tariff revenue effect. 'The 
analysis that follows thus separates United 
States imports into categories with differing 
tariffs. The calculation in equation 3) is then 
applied to each sector, individually des- 
ignated by an identifier 1“. In addition, to 
distinguish the (full) "direct" revenue ef- 
fects from the two other effects discussed 
above, it is useful to add the superscript d'. 

To this point, the analysis has concerned 
only the direct effects of the tariff cut. The 
usual budget scoring“ process tends to per- 
mit inclusion of only direct effects, although 
in the case of trade liberalization the indi- 
rect effects discussed below are extremely 
important. Even within the confines of the 
direct effects, however, it is important to 
calculate the full“ direct effects shown in 
equation 3’), rather than just the primary“ 
revenue impact that would be estimated by 
suppressing everything in the bracketed 
term except the initial -u. 

Static Welfare Gain Revenue Effect—The 
underlying reason for trade liberalization is 
to achieve the economic welfare gains that 
are associated from a more efficient alloca- 
tion of resources, whereby each country spe- 
cializes more in the products in which it has 
a comparative advantage. Yet the direct rev- 
enue calculation, even "full" rather than 
"primary," completely misses the likely rev- 
enue gains that should result from these 
static welfare benefits. 

The static welfare gains are most easily 
conceptualized in the case of a product that 
is imported and not produced domestically. 
Returning to figure 1, when the price includ- 
ing tariff falls from P,(1*t,) to P.(1+t,) and 
import volume rises from M. to Mi, consum- 
ers enjoy a gain in their so-called “consumer 
surplus." This concept represents how much 
more consumers would have been willing to 
pay than they actually had to pay for a given 
amount purchased. In the diagram of demand 
and supply, consumer surplus is the area 
under the demand curve about the price line. 

Before liberalization, consumer surplus 
equals area A“. After liberalization, it ex- 
pands to A+B+C. Of the extra consumer sur- 
plus BC“, the amount “B" is simply a 
transfer to consumers away from govern- 
ment tariff revenue. This revenue is partly 
offset by revenue gains on new imports, rec- 
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tangle D. The traditional measure of the net 
static welfare gain is thus the sum of the 
areas C+D. 

Triangle C has altitude at, and base AM. 
The area of rectangle D has been estimated 
above, as the second right-hand-side term in 
the second line of equation 3). The static 
welfare gain is thus: 

The government can expect to collect its 
tax revenue share in the static welfare bene- 
fits of liberalization. Thus, consider what 
happens to the household that experiences a 
gain in consumer welfare. It will have re- 
sources freed up to reallocate to spending on 
other consumption items, raising the con- 
sumption component of real gross domestic 
product and thus the level of output. On the 
producer side, liberalization will mean the 
shifting of resources out of import-compet- 
ing goods, where they are inefficiency used, 
into export goods, where there is higher out- 
put per worker and per unit of capital. The 
same supply of factors will provide a higher 
level of production. As output rises, the gov- 
ernment will claim its normal share in the 
increase. 

If the static welfare gain from liberaliza- 
tion is W, then the induced increment in fed- 
eral government revenue AR»—where t is the 
economy-wide federal tax rate. A conserv- 
ative formulation of the estimate would set 
t at the long-term average tax rate, or ap- 
proximately 19 percent (the ratio of federal 
revenue to GDP; calculated from CEA, 1994, 
p. 362). A less conservative estimate could 
with some justification use the marginal tax 
rate, which would be higher at perhaps some 
30 percent. 

Dynamic Efficiency and Growth Effects— 
The largest gain from trade liberalization 
are probably not the traditional static wel- 
fare gains just set forth, but the favorable ef- 
fects on dynamic efficiency. Open trade 
stimulates competition. As a result, it can 
encourage technological change, as firms 
seek to respond to competitive pressures 
from abroad. If there is an increase in the 
rate of technological change, then there will 
be an increase in the growth rate rather than 
just a one-time increase in efficiency to a 
higher plateau. 

In addition to the technological change ar- 
gument, there is the more recent 'endoge- 
nous growth" approach related to external 
economies of scale. In this literature (Roe- 
mer, 1986), the economy-wide returns to scale 
mean that any positive shock to output 
raises overall efficiency of production. The 
increase in output associated with the first- 
round increased static allocative efficiency 
from trade liberalization thus generates a 
second-round medium-term growth bonus" 
(Baldwin, 1989) that further raises the overall 
level of GDP. 

Francois, McDonald and Nordstrom (1993) 
have surveyed the literature on dynamic 
growth effects of trade liberalization. They 
note that although at the theoretical level 
trade liberalization can either increase or re- 
duce growth because of trade-induced 
changes in the pattern of global specializa- 
tion," the empirical literature shows over- 
whelming evidence on the side of a positive 
growth impact. Numerous studies, some for 
developing countries, others including both 
developing and industrial countries, find a 
positive relationship between openness and 
growth. 

The unfortunate fact remains that nothing 
in the literature provides a concrete basis for 
estimating the growth impact of liberaliza- 
tion. Instead, the typical practice is to 
"guess" that the dynamic growth effects 
might be of a hypothesized amount. Subject 
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to this caveat, we may estimate the fiscal 
revenue effects of the "dynamic growth" im- 
pact of liberalization as follows, for year “k” 
subsequent to liberalization. 

Where qt is the economy-wide federal tax 
rate, as before; Yo is the base year GDP; and 
Ag is the increment in the economy-wide 
growth rate attributable to the dynamic 
gains from trade liberalization. 

Total Revenue Effects Over Time—To com- 
bine the ſull direct“ and "static efficiency“ 
revenue effects (equations 3' and 5) with the 
dynamic growth effects (equation 6), it is 
necessary to specify a time path. The first 
two measures are "comparative static" con- 
cepts that consider the change once liberal- 
ization is complete. In practice, however, lib- 
eralization will be phased in over a period of 
time, which we may designate as m' years. 
Over this period the real import base to 
which the effects apply proportionately will 
be growing, at a “baseline growth rate“ of 
"gw" (under business as usual“ or non-lib- 
eralization assumptions). We may designate 
the scale expansion factor by year k“ as A 
= (1*gw)*. 

The consolidated revenue effects of import 
liberalization in year k“ will be the first 
term on the right-hand side (0) indicates that 
by year k, the fraction k/m of total static ef- 
fects will have been phased in. The summa- 
tion of the direct“ effects refers to adding 
up the individual sectoral effects (i) over all 
"n" sectors. 

DATA BASE AND PARAMETER VALUES 

Table 1 reports the base level of United 
States imports and tariffs by Harmonized 
Tariff Code chapter, and indicates the depth 
of cut for the United States in the Uruguay 
Round in each category. Table 2 sets forth 
the other parameters used to implement the 
model developed here. 

Table 1, from the United States Trade Rep- 
resentative's data base, covers a total of $336 
billion in United States imports in 1990, or 67 
percent of total imports in that year. Most 
of the remainder of the import total was in 
duty-free goods. The result of multiplying 
each import category by its official tariff 
rate yields an expected tariff revenue of $16.6 
billion. As shown in the table, the result of 
applying the depth of cut to the original tar- 
iff and multiplying by the import base 
(Mota, in the notation above) is a tariff rev- 
enue loss of $5.42 billion annually, yielding 
an average depth-of-cut of 32.6 percent. This 
revenue loss is the "primary" direct loss 
once the Round's liberalization is fully 
phased in, on a 1990 real import base (thus 
excluding both inflation and growth in the 
base). Nearly half of the revenue loss is in 
just two sectors: chapters 84 and 85, which 
include heavy electrical equipment and the 
electronics industry. 

On the basis of this data set, the average 
existing tariff on  dutiable imports, 
weighting by import value, is 4.9 percent. 
With an average tariff of just under 5 percent 
and an average cut of approximately one- 
third, tariff liberalization stands to reduce 
import prices on dutiable goods by about 142 
percent. Although important, this figure is 
modest, and suggests that the key trade re- 
sults of the Uruguay Round have more to do 
with new liberalization of areas previously 
restricted by non-tariff barriers, including 
agriculture, textiles, services, intellectual 
property, and investment practices, rather 
than with the traditional tariff-cutting exer- 
cises that were so important in the seven 
earlier postwar GATT rounds. 

The limited contribution of tariff liberal- 
ization per se to the total effects of the Uru- 
guay Round is important in arriving at a 
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judgment on the size of the welfare gains to 
be expected. As shown, in table 2, the cal- 
culations here use five alternative measures 
of the static welfare gains from the Round. 
The first is calculated directly from equa- 
tion 4) above, using a "typical" import price 
elasticity of —2. It turns out that this meas- 
ure of W“ (equation 4) is surprisingly small: 
only $450 million annually. 

The small static welfare gain from tariff 
cuts alone according to the traditional ‘‘wel- 
fare triangles" derives from the low initial 
level of the tariff. Consider equation 4). If we 
divide both sides by the import base (M.). 
completely eliminate the tariff (a=1), and set 
the import elasticity at —2, then it turns out 
that the welfare gain as a fraction of the im- 
port base is: W/M,-t,2/(1*t,). But t, is only 5 
percent, so t,?=.0025. On this basis, even the 
complete elimination of tariffs generates 
only one-quarter of one percent of the im- 
port value base in static welfare gains. Even 
that amount would be only $840 million an- 
nually; and the tariff cut of one-third means 
that this traditional calculation yields an 
even smaller figure. 

This first estimate of the static welfare 
gain, then, should be seen as a lower 
bound" estimate. One of the reasons it is low 
is that the potential for larger gains from 
the consideration that tariff structure is dis- 
parate is apparently not realized by the 
Round: the depth of tariff cut for the highest 
tariffs tends to be low rather than average or 
high. Thus, for apparel, where the tariff is in 
the range of 18 to 24 percent, the depth of cut 
is only 9 percent (chapters 61 and 62; table 1). 

The static welfare effects of the Uruguay 
Round are likely to be much larger than the 
direct estimate based on equation 4. One rea- 
son is that there can be important gains on 
the export side, not captured by this equa- 
tion. Thus, United States agricultural ex- 
porters may obtain important gains from 
greater market opportunities, as European 
subsidized farm exports are curbed. Another, 
and related, reason is that there can be fa- 
vorable terms-of-trade effects from liberal- 
ization, as increased foreign demand for ex- 
ports raises the price of exports relative to 
imports. Still another reason is that the re- 
moval of non-tariff barriers generates wel- 
fare gains not captured by estimates based 
on the existing tariffs. The phase-out of the 
textile and apparel quotas under the Multi- 
Fiber Arrangement is an important instance. 

Several alternative estimates of the static 
welfare gains have been prepared by official 
and academic groups. These estimates typi- 
cally attempt to include non-tariff barriers, 
and often have a large emphasis on agri- 
culture. Hufbauer and Elliot (1994) calculate 
that existing protection costs U.S. consum- 
ers $70 billion annually, and that net static 
welfare costs are $11 billion annually. They 
suggest that the Uruguay Round could elimi- 
nate one-half to two-thirds of this cost. On 
this basis, table 2 thus shows $7 billion as a 
second alternative estimate of static welfare 
gain. 

Researchers at the OECD (Goldin, Knud- 
sen, and van der Mensbrugghe, 1992, p. 95) 
have estimated static welfare gains from the 
Uruguay Round at 0.2 percent of GDP for the 
United States, or $12 billion. Their model 
primarily captures gains in agriculture, and 
welfare gains for U.S. agricultural exports 
are not include in the Hufbauer-Elliott esti- 
mates (which examines U.S. import protec- 
tion only). 

A general equilibrium model of world trade 
prepared by Nguyen, Perroni and Wigle (1993) 
estimates that static welfare gains from the 
Uruguay Round would amount to $36 billion 
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annually for the United States. However, the 
contribution from textile liberalization in 
this estimate appears high ($21.6 billion, 
whereas Hufbauer and Elliott place gains 
from complete liberalization of textiles and 
apparel at only $8.6 billion annually; p. 15). 
Importantly, the Nguyen-Perroni-Wigle esti- 
mate places U.S. welfare gains in agriculture 
at $9.3 billion annually, and in services, at $2 
billion (a figure the authors consider under- 
stated). 

The highest estimate of static welfare 
gains for the United States is that by the 
U.S. Trade Representatives's office, at $130 
billion annually (Walters, 1990). That esti- 
mate is based on a global general equi- 
librium model (Stoeckel, Pearce, and Banks, 
1990) that implies extremely high global wel- 
fare gains—approximately 20 percent of the 
import base (see Cline, 1994). The USTR esti- 
mate amounts to more than 2 percent of U.S. 
GDP for static welfare gains along. The 
Council of Economic Advisers (1994, p. 234) 
more cautiously suggests that static welfare 
gains could be 1 percent of U.S. GDP (about 
$60 billion). 

Table 2 specifies five alternative estimates 
of static welfare gains. The first is the 
“lower bound" estimate calculated directly 
from equation 4. The second is the $7 billion 
figure derived from the study by Hufbauer 
and Elliott. The third estimate is hat may be 
considered a conservative central’ estimate 
of $15 billion annually. This is close to the 
OECD-based estimate. The fourth estimate is 
the Nguyen-Perroni-Wigle calculation. Fi- 
nally, the fifth estimate is that by the 
USTR. 

Table 2 next shows alternative assump- 
tions for the acceleration of the growth rate 
attributable to the dynamic effects of import 
liberalization. At one extreme, a variant is 
included in which these effects are set at 
zero. At the opposite extreme, the USTR es- 
timate of 0.2 percentage point annual growth 
acceleration (Walters, 1990) is listed as the 
fourth variant. Francois, McDonald and 
Nordstrom (1993) venture a purely illus- 
trative figure of 0.1 percentage point per 
year, included here as the third variant. 

Table 2 includes as the second, and con- 
servative central“ estimate for growth accel- 
eration, an increment of 0.05 percentage 
point per year (one-twentieth of one percent- 
age point). Over a decade this impact would 
raise GDP by one-half percentage point from 
its baseline, or by about $30 billion against 
the initial GDP base of some $6 trillion. This 
estimate would thus place the dynamic gains 
at twice the static gains estimated under the 
same conservative central" approach. The 
combined gains of $45 billion annually would 
amount to three-fourths of one percent of 
GDP. In contrast, the Council of Economic 
Advisers (1990, p. 234) suggests that the com- 
bined static and dynamic welfare effects by 
the end of the period could be at least $100 
billion (but not more than $200 billion) annu- 
ally. The lower end of this range is not radi- 
cally above the $45 billion estimate if allow- 
ance is made for change in economic scale. 

Finally, table 2 shows that the assumed 
growth rate of the import base is 4 percent 
real per year, a relatively modest rate. It 
also shows the two alternative assumptions 
about the tax rate (19 percent average, 30 
percent marginal). 

SIMULATION RESULTS 

The combinations of the alternative pa- 
rameter assumptions yield 40 possible cases. 
Table 3 reports the calculation of revenue ef- 
fects of the Uruguay Round for each case, 
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with detail for each of the first five years of 
phase-in. The revenue calculations are those 
set forth in equation 7 above, and are re- 
ported so as to identify the three separate 
components discussed above: direct“ (full); 
"welfare" (tax share in static welfare gains); 
and "growth" (tax revenue from increased 
growth). 

It is first useful to consider the revenue ef- 
fects from the direct“ estimates (AR), 
which are from equation 3’). In all cases, this 
time profile shows revenue losses beginning 
at about $500 million in the first year, reach- 
ing $1.7 billion by the third year, and reach- 
ing approximately $3 billion by the fifth 
year. The five-year total is $8.6 billion. All 
estimates here are in 1990 dollars and against 
the 1990 trade base. Allowance for expansion 
to current dollars and trade base over the 
five year period would boost this direct“ es- 
timate to approximately the same range as 
estimated by the Office of Management and 
Budget: $13.9 billion over five years (Wall 
Street Journal, 3 March 1994). It thus turns 
out that incorporation of the import expan- 
sion revenue" effect has only a small mod- 
erating impact on the revenue loss. 

The next column in table 3 shows a large 
range of variation in the tax revenue stem- 
ming from the government's fiscal participa- 
tion in the static welfare gain, corresponding 
to the large range in the static welfare esti- 
mates (from $450 million annually to $130 bil- 
lon annually) 'The penultimate column 
shows an even wider range of revenue effects 
from the alternative growth assumptions. 
Under the highest growth assumption and 
using the highest tax rate, liberalization 
from the Uruguay Round contributes a re- 
markable $17 billion in annual fiscal revenue 
from growth effects by the fifth year. 

For purposes of a prudent analysis of the 
fiscal impact of the Uruguay Round, the pre- 
ferred case is probably number 10. In this 
case, the more conservative tax rate is as- 
sumed (t=19 percent). The conservative 
central” estimate is used for both the static 
welfare effect ($15 billion annually) and the 
dynamic growth effect (0.05 percentage point 
acceleration in the annual growth rate). In 
this case, there is a modest positive effect of 
the Round on US tax revenue, rising from à 
net contribution of $294 million in the first 
year to $1.1 billion by the fifth year. Thus, 
the central finding of the analysis here is 
that the Uruguay Round should increase 
rather than reduce net tax revenue. 

There is also information to be derived 
from considering the full range of estimates. 
Out of 40 cases, the net revenue effects are 
positive in 33 and negative in only 7. Consid- 
ering that the array of parameter assump- 
tions was specified with the intention of 
being representative of a probability dis- 
tribution on likely values, rather than heav- 
ily concentrated on either an optimistic or a 
pessimistic side, a probabilistic interpreta- 
tion of this finding might be that the 
chances are about 5 to 1 that the net revenue 
effects are positive rather than negative. 

CONCLUSION 

The Uruguay Round is a crucial historical 
accomplishment in the effort to open world 
markets and assure à favorable climate for 
future economic growth. Its failure would 
have meant serious risks of economic down- 
turn (effects not considered in the calcula- 
tions here). It would be a good bargain for 
the American public to pay the fiscal reve- 
nue costs of adopting the Round even if these 
costs were as high as a simple calculation of 
the direct tariff reductions might suggest 
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(along the lines of the OMB figure of $13.9 
billion over five years). However, the analy- 
sis here suggests that even under conserv- 
ative assumptions, the Round should in- 
crease rather than reduce net fiscal revenue 
to the federal government. This conclusion 
reinforces the policy implication that the 
Uruguay Round agreement should be imple- 
mented rather than blocked because of pos- 
sible fiscal effects. 

Whether the method of ''budget scoring" 
Should be waived for these reasons is a mat- 
ter of judgment. If the scoring procedure is 
not changed, the implication is that some- 
how the budget would have to pare spending 
or raise revenue elsewhere. Whether that 
would be a good thing depends on whether 
one thínks there has been too little fiscal 
tightening already under the 1994 budget re- 
form, or too little, or just about the right 
amount. Cases can be made on all three posi- 
tions. Similarly, whether to adopt a scoring 
"waiver" for the Uruguay Round depends on 
evaluation of the risks of opening a pan- 
dora's box for subsequent proposals that 
might less legitimately claim a waiver, on 
the one hand, as against the importance of 
assuring that the "scoring" procedure cap- 
tures the best estimate of true economic ef- 
fects, on the other. 
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TABLE 1.—IMPORTS, TARIFF CUT, AND PRE-ROUND TARIFF 


[Dollar amounts in millions] 
i Percent— 
1990 im- Primary rev- 
Harmonized Code chapter 

ports Cut Tariff enue loss ! 

3 Fish $34872 517 01 $2.6 
5 Anim 16 00 30 00 
15 Fats, oi 48 00 48 0.0 
16 Meat 5622 1L6 93 6.1 
25 Cement, 8948 67.7 07 42 
26 Ores 11798 268 06 20 
27 Fuels. 42,645.3 02 07 06 
28 3,070.2 18.8 03 52 
29 6,425. 457 72 210.5 
30 1,123.5 100.0 40 454 
31 280.1 0.0 00 00 
32 1,028.5 47.2 100 483 
33 607.9 91.6 5.0 27.9 
3 208.6 595 49 6.1 
35 1874 82.7 38 6.0 
36 103.1 11 41 00 
37 1,623.0 66 39 42 
38 6274 293 43 80 
39 4,907.6 99 48 233 
40 4195.1 245 28 29.3 
4l 728.9 244 39 69 
42 3811.9 87 110 364 
43 3232 341 54 6.0 
44 1,657.0 33.0 48 26.0 
45 748 89.8 18 12 
46 2318 214 71 36 
4 391.4 00 00 00 
48 2,365.8 100.0 23 538 
49 11739 100.0 04 48 
50 Silk ..... 281.6 946 51 137 
51 Wool 160.6 416 20.0 153 
52 Cotton 1,156.9 86 88 88 
53 Vegt. bti fibers .. 1415 96.0 20 2.7 
54 Man-made fila! ma 15.6 142 17.2 
55 Man-made fibers 683.7 226 133 20.6 
56 Cordage .......—. 784 9] 203 
57 Carpets ..... 561. 59.1 64 214 
58 Woven fabrics ... 2104 271 11.1 6.3 
59 Laminated bti 219.4 525 6.0 $3 
60 Knitted fabrics 104.6 24.5 143 37 
61 Apparel, knit 7,426.3 94 239 166.7 
62 Apparel, other 123247 88 177 2014 
63 Other made-u 1,084.7 212 91 210 
64 Footwear ...... 8,323.6 67 10.7 598 
65 Hats... 284.7 225 15 48 
66 Umbrellas .......... 1348 293 83 33 
67 Feathers, artif. 513.9 69 18 28 
68 Stone, plaster 7903 459 41 148 
69 Ceramics 1,962.9 39.0 10.6 813 
70 Glass n. 14167 204 83 239 
71 Precious 9,399. 18.0 23 389 
72 Iron, 7,100.1 93.6 47 312.1 
73 Iron, 5,337.0 636 40 135.9 
74 Copper and 1,761.2 368 21 133 
75 Nickel and 641.2 346 05 11 
76 Aluminum 1,553.0 147 33 75 
78 Lead and 324 397 36 05 
79 Zinc and 500.7 71 17 06 
80 Tin and arti 357.8 32.7 02 03 
81 Other 405.1 290 47 55 
82 1,831.6 211 64 325 
83 13672 29] 49 19.5 
84 51.6118 647 3.6 1,187.8 
85 Electr. mach, 522034 593 45 13964 
86 Locomotives, 2183 247 34 18 
87 Vehicles 49,384.7 41 38 78.1 
88 Aircraft 2260.8 993 05 116 
89 Ships... 476.2 193 12 I 
90 Technical i 11575. 655 47 355.1 
91 Clocks 842. 68 6.1 35 
92 Musical instruments 739.0 231 56 96 
93 S 637 47 118 
94 Furniture 41108 518 45 994 
95 Joss 7,648.7 87.1 59 390.8 
96 Misc. manufactures 1,183.8 33.6 65 25.9 
Total — 336,310.6 36 49 5425.6 


TABLE 2.—PARAMETERS AND ASSUMPTIONS 
[Dollar amounts in billions] 
Category Symbol Cases Value Comment 

P 
Į 
1 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

TR TM RIET erste ilta eee le fecal iig eis AE E EN ER iE tau j 

Change in growth rate (percent pa) ettet . delta g 1 st. 
2 0.05 conservative central. 
3 0.1 Francois et al (illustrative), 
4 0.2 USTR. 

Import base growth rate (percent pa) gM 1 4 Real. 


& 
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TABLE 3.—REVENUE SIMULATION RESULTS 
[Dollar amounts in millions] 
Case T W / Ag Year AR? AR* ARs: AR* 
1 1 1 1 1 — $527 Y. $-518 
1 1 1 1 2 — 1,085 18 — 1,067 
1 1 1 1 3 —1,677 28 —1,648 
1 1 1 1 4 -2,303 39 . —2,264 
Ys. 1 1 1 5 —2,965 50 —-2815 
2 1 1 2 1 -527 9 9 
2 1 1 2 2 — 1,085 18 -13 
2 1 1 2 3 -1677 28 —67 
2 1 1 2 4 -2303 39 -155 
2 1 1 2 5 —2,965 50 —27⁸ 
3 1 1 3 1 527 9 536 
3 1 1 3 2 — 1,085 18 1,042 
* 1 1 3 3 -1677 28 1,516 
3 1 1 3 4 2.303 39 1.958 
3s 1 1 3 5 —2,965 50 2,365 
4 1 1 4 1 —527 9 1,590 
5 1 1 4 2 — 1,085 18 3,152 
4 1 1 4 3 -1677 28 4,687 
4 1 1 4 4 -2303 39 6,192 
4 1 1 4 5 —2,965 50 7,665 
5 1 2 1 1 —527 137 —390 
5 1 2 1 2 — 1,085 282 —803 
5 1 2 1 3 — 1,677 436 . -1241 
5. 1 2 1 4 —2,303 599 . -1/04 
5 1 2 1 § —2,965 7. — = -2,94 
[] 1 2 2 1 —§27 137 527 137 
6 1 2 2 2 — 1,085 282 1,054 251 
6 1 2 2 3 -1677 436 1,581 341 
6 1 2 2 4 —2,303 599 2,109 405 
$. 1 2 4 5 —2,965 m 2,637 443 
bus 1 2 3 H 2827 137 1,054 664 
T. 1 2 3 2 — 1,085 282 2,109 1,306 
7 1 2 3 3 -1677 436 3,164 1,924 
7 1 2 3 4 —2,303 599 4,221 2,518 
7 1 2 3 5 — 2,965 m 5,279 3,086 
8 1 2 4 1 —527 137 1718 
8 1 z 34 2 —1,085 282 3416 
8 1 2 4 5 -167 436 5,094 
Ln 1 2 4 4 —2,303 599 6,751 
8 1 2 A 5 — 2,965 nm 8,386 
ros 1 3 1 1 -927 294 -23 
p... 1 3 1 2 — 1,085 605 . — 480 
9 1 3 1 3 — 1,677 934 — 742 
9 1 3 1 4 — 2,303 1,283 -1,019 
9 1 3 1 5 - 2,965 1,652 -1313 
1 1 3 2 1 —$27 294 294 
1 3 2 2 — 1,085 605 574 
1 3 2 3 —1,677 934 839 
1 5 3 4 -2303 1,283 1,090 
1 3 2 5 — 2,965 1,652 1,324 
1 3 3 1 — 527 294 821 
1 2 8 2 — 1,085 605 1,628 
1 3 i$ 3 -1677 934 2,422 
1 3 3 H -2303 1,283 3202 
1 3 3 5 —2,965 1,652 3,967 
1 3$ 4 1 -52] 294 1,874 
1 3 4 2 — 1,085 605 3,739 
1 3 4 3 -1877 934 5,593 
1 3 4 4 —2,303 1,283 7436 
1 3 4 5 —2,965 1,652 9267 
1 4 1 1 —527 705 178 
1 4 1 2 — 1,085 1451 366 
1 4 1 3 -1677 2242 566 
1 4 1 4 — 2,303 3,079 m 
1 4 1 5 2,965 3,965 000 
1 4 2 1 — 527 705 705 
1 4 2 2 — 1,085 1,451 1,420 
1 4 2 3 -1877 2242 2,147 
1 4 2 4 — 2,303 3,079 2,886 
1 1 2 5 —12,965 3,965 3,637 
1 4 3 1 —527 705 1231 
1 4 3 2 — 1,085 1,451 2415 
1 à 3 3 -1677 2 3,730 
1 4 3 4 — 2,303 3,079 4,998 
1 4 3 5 —2,965 5,279 
1 4 4 1 -527 2,285 
1 4 4 4 — 1,085 1.451 4,585 
1 4 4 3 -1677 2242 6,901 
1 4 4 4 -2303 3,079 9232 
1 4 4 5 — 2,965 3,965 11,580 
1 5 1 1 -52] 2,544 2017 
1 5 1 2 — 1,085 4,156 
1 5 1 3 ~1,677 420 
1 5 1 4 -2,303 8817 
1 5 1 5 —2,965 11,353 
1 5 2 1 —527 a4 
1 5 42 H — 1,085 5210 
1 5 2 3 -1677 8,002 
1 5 2 4 -2303 10,927 
1 $ 3 5 —2,965 13,989 
1 5 3 1 -527 3,071 
(in oL m 725 
1 5 s 4 -2303 13,039 
1 $ 3 5 — 2,965 16,632 
1 5 L 1 —527 4,125 
1 5 4 2 — 1,085 8375 
1 5 4 3 —1,677 12,756 
1 5 4 4 -2303 17,273 
NE 38 5 -2965 21,932 
2 1 1 1 -527 -513 
2 1 1 2 —1,085 — 1,056 
2 1 1 3 -1677 -1632 
2 1 1 4 —2,303 -2241 
2 1 1 5 — 2,965 — 2,886 
2 1 2 1 -527 319 
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TABLE 3.—REVENUE SIMULATION RESULTS— Continued 
[Dollar amounts in millions] 
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Note.—Years 1 through 5 correspond to 1995-1999. Values in 1990 dollars and beginning at 1990-base scale. 


Mr. Speaker, this budget resolution 
conference report should not be consid- 
ered until the Members of this House 
have had a chance to review it thor- 
oughly. I urge all of my colleagues to 


reject this rule so that we can bring 
this report up next week at a far more 
appropriate time. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 


Ag bear ARS AR* 
1 2 2 — 1,085 608 
1 2 3 1.877 855 
1 2 4 -2303 1,089 
1 2 5 —2,965 1,278 
1 3 1 —527 1151 
1 3 2 — 1,085 2,273 
1 3 3 —1677 3,364 
1 3 4 -2303 4,424 
1 3 5 —2.955 5450 
1 4 1 -52 2.815 
1 4 2 — 1,085 5,606 
1 4 3 -1677 8371 
1 4 4 — 2,303 11.109 
1 4 5 — 2,965 13,819 
2 1 1 827 -310 
2 1 2 — 1,085 — 640 
2 1 3 —1,677 — 988 
2 1 4 -2303 -1357 
2 1 5 —2,965 -147 
2 2 1 —527 521 
2 2 2 — 1,085 1,025 
2 2 3 — 1,677 1,509 
2 2 4 — 2,303 1,973 
2 2 5 2,965 2416 
2 3 1 — 527 1353 
2 3 2 — 1,085 2,690 
2 3 3 1.877 4,008 
2 3 4 — 2,303 5,308 
2 3 5 —2,965 6,588. 
2 4 1 -527 3,017 
2 4 2 — 1,085 6,022 
2 4 3 —1,677 9,015 
2 4 4 -2303 11,993 
H 4 5 —2,965 14,957 
3 1 1 -527 -63 
3 1 2 — 1,085 — 130 
3 1 3 —1,677 —201 
3 1 4 — 2,303 277 
3 1 5 2,965 —356 
3 2 1 527 769 
3 2 2 — 1,085 1,534 
3 2 3 -L677 2296 
3 2 4 —2303 3,053 
3 2 5 —2.965 3,808 
3 3 1 —527 1,601 
3 3 2 — 1,085 3,199 
3 3 3 —1,677 4,795 
3 3 4 -2303 6,389 
3 3 5 —2,965 7,980 
3 4 1 ~ 527 t 3,264 
3 4 2 — 1,085 6,662 6,531 
3 4 3 1.877 1475 10,003 9,801 
3 4 4 -2303 2,026 13,350 13,074 
3 4 5 — 2,965 2,608 16,705 16,349 
4 1 1 —527 1112 586 
4 1 2 — 1,085 2,292 1.206 
4 1 3 —1,677 3,540 1,864 
4 1 4 —2,303 4,852 2,560 
4 1 5 — 2,965 6.260 3,296 
4 2 1 —527 1,112 1,418 
4 2 2 — 1,085 2,292 2871 
4 2 3 —1,677 3,540 4361 
4 2 4 — 2,303 4,862 5,890 
4 2 5 —2,965 6,260 7,459 
4 3 1 -527 1,112 2,249 
4 3 2 — 1,085 2,292 3,329 4,536 
4 3 3 —1677 3,540 4, 6,860 
4 3 4 -2303 4,862 [1 9225 
4 3 5 —2,965 6,260 8,336 11631 
4 4 1 —527 1.112 3328 3,913 
4 4 2 —1,085 2,292 6,662 7,868 
4 4 3 ~ 1,677 3,540 10,003 11,867 
4 4 4 — 2,303 j 15,910 
4 4 5 — 2,965 6,260 20,000 
5 1 1 —527 3,490 
5 1 2 —1,085 7,190 
5 1 3 —1,677 11,108 
5 1 4 -2303 15,255 
5 1 5 —2,965 19,641 
5 2 1 -527 4,322 
5 2 2 —1,085 8,854 
5 2 3 -1677 13,605 
5 2 4 -2303 18,585 
5 2 5 —2,965 23,805 
5 3 1 —527 5,154 
5 3 2 — 1,085 10,519 
5 3 3 —1,677 16,105 
5 3 4 —2,303 21,921 
5 3 5 — 2,965 27,917 
5 4 l —527 6,818 
5 4 2 — 1,085 13,852 
5 4 3 -1877 21,111 
5 4 4 -2303 28,606 
$ 8 1 —2.955 36,346 


Glens Falls, NY [Mr. SOLOMON], the 
very distinguished ranking Republican 
on the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in opposition to the conference 
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report on the budget resolution. In 
1816, Thomas Jefferson in advising the 
American public wrote To preserve 
our independence, we must not let our 
rulers load us with perpetual debt. We 
must make our election between econ- 
omy and liberty, or profusion and ser- 
vitude." 

Today, Thomas Jefferson would be 
appalled to watch this House. While 
the American taxpayer celebrates tax 
freedom day, this House will pass a 
budget allowing the Federal debt to in- 
crease by over $900 billion in the next 5 
years. 

This budget is flawed both for what it 
does not do and for what it does do. 
First, contrary to the claims of many, 
this budget is not a blueprint to bal- 
ance the budget, it does not even com- 
pletely reverse the runaway deficit 
trend. 

In fact, the deficit in 1999 will be at 
least $200 billion—up, not down from 
$180 billion in 1995. 

This House had at least three oppor- 
tunities, just this year, to further ad- 
dress the deficit—all of which were 
based upon the belief that Government 
is too big, spending is too high and the 
debt is crushing our children. 

First, came my balanced budget" 
which would have balanced the budget 
solely through $698 billion in spending 
cuts and a downsizing of Government 
over 5 years. Second came “putting 
families first" which would also have 
reduced the deficit by $150 billion more 
than this budget. Third, we had the 
motion to instruct the House conferees 
to accept the Senate's level of spending 
cuts—$26 billion lower than the House. 
Unfortunately, this House voted down 
every one of these credible and serious 
budget proposals. 

Now we have a budget before us 
which leaves a national debt of $6.3 
trillion in 1999, a budget that actually 
increases spending for the IRS to hire 
5,000 new IRS agents on Tax Freedom 
Day, a budget that maintains yearly 
debt interests payments in excess of 
$200 billion. 

A budget whose authors decided $26 
billion in additional spending cuts was 
too much to handle. A budget which 
claims to have compromised by accept- 
ing $13 billion in spending cuts with 
less than $500 million in cuts for 1995, 
the only year for which this budget is 
binding. 

Today is Tax Freedom Day—the 
American people are lucky to get tax 
freedom. I wonder when this Congress 
will get the guts to give the taxpayer a 
debt freedom day. 

Obviously, this will not occur any- 
time soon. I urge my colleagues to vote 
against this spending and debt increas- 
ing bill. 


o 2010 


Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, first I would like to asso- 
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ciate myself with the statement of my 
friend, the gentleman from Glens Falls 
[Mr. SoLoMoN]—not his singing, but 
the statement—and I congratulate him 
on it. 

I assume his statement was based, in 
large part, on the concern he has about 
the obligation for future generations 
such as his grandson, Mark, who has 
joined him on the floor, that we are 
going to saddle them with the payment 
of much of this debt. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to our friend the gen- 
tleman from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD], 
who has had an amendment which un- 
fortunately was denied. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, there are many reasons 
to be frustrated with the way this 
House conducts business—closed rules, 
appropriations bills written in secret 
and in the dead of night, copies of 500 
page bills available for review only 
hours before a vote. 

All of these are very frustrating, but 
to me the most frustrating action is 
when both Houses of Congress make 
clear their view on an issue, and then 
presto, it somehow disappears in Con- 
ference. 

Once again this had happened. Both 
the House and the Senate included lan- 
guage in the Budget Resolution stating 
that any Government-mandated health 
care reform should be treated as part of 
the Federal budget. 

This means that any mandated pay- 
roll premiums would be scored as re- 
ceipts and that any mandated pay- 
ments to health alliances would be 
scored as Government expenditures. 
The Senate even went so far as to state 
that any health care reform would be 
subject to pay-as-you-go requirements. 

Early in the year, Representative 
PENNY and I sponsored legislation di- 
recting that all Government-mandated 
health care reform be on-budget where 
the American people can see the true 
cost. Our resolution attracted 143 co- 
sponsors and similar legislation was 
carried in the Senate. 

The Congressional Budget Office 
came down on our side and agreed that 
the Clinton health plan should be on- 
budget. 

I then offered language in the Budget 
Committee which passed by a wide 
margin. This language was removed in 
the conference. 

I am very disappointed that the clear 
will of Congress has been ignored here. 
Our directive has been replaced with 
watered down and meaningless lan- 
guage. 

Congress is now about to begin de- 
bate on a massive overhaul of our Na- 
tion's health care system. The adminis- 
tration wants to shift one-seventh of 
our economy from the private sector to 
the Government. And yet this budget 
document completely ignores that fact. 

I urge all my colleagues who want a 
budget that demands accountability 
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and who want a budget that will accu- 
rately reflect the size and power of 
Government over our lives, to join with 
me in opposing this rule and then the 
budget resolution unless these provi- 
sions are restored and put back into 
the conference committee report as it 
was reported out of the House. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point I have no 
further requests for time, but let me 
add that I strongly oppose this rule, as 
do my friends, the gentleman from Col- 
orado and the gentleman from New 
York, along with many others on this 
side of the aisle. We have not had time 
to consider this measure. The 3-day 
layover requirement has been waived. 
We have dealt with a wide range of is- 
sues today. Let us move until next 
week before we deal with this so that 
Members can have the appropriate 
time to consider it. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, we 
have no further requests for time, and 
I urge my colleagues to approve what 
we believe to be a very fair and respon- 
sible budget resolution so that we can 
move forward with the appropriations 
process in a timely fashion. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The question is on the reso- 
lution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I ob- 
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- 
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 


Evi- 


vice, and there were—yeas 228, nays 
168, not voting 36, as follows: 

[Roll No. 160] 

YEAS—228 

Abercrombie Brown (FL) DeFazio 
Ackerman Brown (OH) DeLauro 
Andrews (ME) Byrne Dellums 
Andrews (NJ) Cantwell Derrick 
Applegate Cardin Deutsch 
Bacchus (FL) Carr Dicks 
Baesler Chapman Dingell 
Barca Clayton Dixon 
Barlow Clyburn Durbin 
Barrett (WI) Coleman Edwards (CA) 
Becerra Collins (IL) Edwards (TX) 
Beilenson Collins (MI) Engel 
Berman Condit English 
Bilbray Conyers Eshoo 
Bishop Cooper Evans 
Bonior Coppersmith Farr 
Borski Costello Fazio 
Boucher Coyne Fields (LA) 
Brewster Cramer Filner 
Brooks Danner Fingerhut 
Browder de la Garza Flake 
Brown (CA) Deal Ford (MI) 


Hall (OH) 


Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 

Hutto 

Inslee 

Jacobs 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klein 

Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Lehman 
Levin 

Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 

Lowey 
Maloney 


Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 


Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 


Mineta 


Pastor 

Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 

Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 


Rostenkowski 


NAYS—168 


Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 

Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 


Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 


Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 


Kolbe 


McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
MeMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Nussle 
Oxley 
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Packard Santorum Stump 
Paxon Saxton Sundquist 
Petri Schaefer Talent 
Pombo Schiff Taylor (MS) 
Porter Sensenbrenner Taylor (NC) 
Portman Shaw ‘Thomas (CA) 
Quillen Shays Thomas (WY) 
Quinn Shuster Torkildsen 
Ramstad Skeen Upton 
Ravenel Skelton Vucanovich 
Regula Smith (MI) Walker 
Ridge Smith (NJ) Walsh 
Roberts Smith (OR) Weldon 
Rohrabacher Smith (TX) Wolf 
Ros-Lehtinen Snowe Young (AK) 
Roth Solomon Young (FL) 
Roukema Spence Zeliff 
Royce Stearns Zimmer 
NOT VOTING—36 
Andrews (TX) Foglietta Moran 
Bevill Grandy Neal (NC) 
Blackwell Hall (TX) Price (NC) 
Bryant Herger Pryce (OH) 
Clay Hughes TS 
Clement Jefferson Sangmeister 
Collins (GA) Laughlin Serrano 
Cox Lewis (CA) Sharp 
Darden Long Stark 
Dooley Matsui Swett 
Doolittle McCandless Washington 
Fish McCollum Wilson 
O 2035 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 

Mr. Matsui for, with Mr. McCollum 
against. 


So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
House Resolution 418, I call up the con- 
ference report on the concurrent reso- 
lution (H. Con. Res. 218) setting forth 
the congressional budget for the U.S. 
Government for the fiscal years 1995, 
1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999, and providing 
that rule XLIX shall not apply with re- 
spect to the adoption of that con- 
ference report. 

The Clerk read the title of the con- 
current resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Pursuant to House Resolu- 
tion 418, the conference report is con- 
sidered as having been read. 

(For conference report and state- 
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
Wednesday May 4, 1994, at page 9255.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. SABO] will be recog- 
nized for 30 minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] will be 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. SABO]. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, before I speak to the 
resolution, let me recognize some 
Members who have served with distinc- 
tion on our committee and will be leav- 
ing at the end of this term, as this is 
our final budget resolution. 

We have five Members on our side 
whose 6 years on the Committee on the 
Budget is up this year, and this is the 
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final budget resolution that they are a 
part of: The gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. KILDEE] who has been Mr. Edu- 
cation for years in this House; the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN- 
SON] who handled our rule tonight and 
is always a quiet and thoughtful con- 
tributing member of our committee; 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
BERMAN] with wide-ranging interests, 
but in particular has been very helpful 
with his background on issues that re- 
late to foreign affairs; the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE] who is 
Mr. Infrastructure of the Committee on 
the Budget; the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. BRYANT], a very thoughtful mem- 
ber of our committee, particularly on 
issues relating to the judiciary and 
some of the issues that relate to the 
southern part of our country, is always 
a contributor and has been very con- 
cerned over the issue of burden sharing 
on this country. 

Their interests have been wide rang- 
ing, and they have made a great con- 
tribution. 

We also have two Members who chose 
to run for other office, the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. COOPER] and the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ANDREWS] 
and we thank them for their contribu- 
tion: Mr. COOPER, who has always been 
very concerned over fiscal discipline 
and health care, and Mr. ANDREWS of 
Texas, with a wide-ranging interest in 
& whole series of issues relating to 
human resources in this country. 
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To my colleagues on the other side, 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. MCMILLAN] is leaving our commit- 
tee. I regret that he made a decision to 
retire from the Congress. He has been a 
thoughtful Member with particular em- 
phasis on health care, and we are going 
to miss him, not only in our committee 
but in the Congress. 

While I have a chance, I would like to 
say to our Chief of Staff, Eileen 
Baumgartner, and all the staff mem- 
bers of the House Committee on the 
Budget, I deeply appreciate all their 
work and effort. They do incredible 
service for this House and for this Con- 
gress. I, and I know all the other mem- 
bers of the committee, deeply appre- 
ciate it. 

Mr. Speaker, it is indeed a pleasure 
to be back before you with the con- 
ference ageeement on the 1995 budget 
resolution. 

The House conferees worked hard to 
preserve the House position and I think 
this is a good agreement. 

As you already know, the major 
point of controversy between the House 
and the Senate on this resolution in- 
volved the additional $26 billion in cuts 
that has been added to the Senate 
package by Senators EXON and GRASS- 
LEY. 

We resolved our differences on this 
matter by accepting outlay cuts of $13 
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billion below the budget cap. For 1995, 
the report includes an outlay cut of 
$500 million below the cap and the 
agreement is below the cap in each of 
the next 5 years. 

Additional items in the agreement 
include an assumption of the Presi- 
dent's crop insurance reform proposal 
and his request for funds for IRS en- 
forcement. It does not include his pro- 
posal to freeze reimbursements for uni- 
versity overhead expenses on Federal 
research grants. 

Lest anyone misunderstand, 1995 is a 
very tight year. In fact, discretionary 
spending in 1995 is approximately $800 
million below this year's level. 

As many of you may remember, we 
had to cut $3.1 billion out of the Presi- 
dent's original budget request this year 
just to meet CBO scoring requirements. 
We worked very hard in the House to 
come up with a fair way of allocating 
that $3.1 billion reduction. Our original 
proposals followed the President's pol- 
icy direction in most areas, but was 
very tight. This additional $500 million 
cut will add to that constraint. 

My advice to those who are con- 
cerned about where these additional 
cuts will fall is to expect your favorite 
program to be affected, and be pleas- 
antly surprised if it is not. 

The reward for this fiscal discipline 
is our improving economy and contin- 
ued dramatic reduction in the Federal 
deficit. 

The agreement brings the 1995 deficit 
down to $175.4 billion, the lowest level 
in 5 years, and more than $100 billion 
below the projections made by CBO 
last spring. 

Not only is discretionary spending in 
1995 below last year's dollar level, but 
total Federal spending is at its lowest 
level in 15 years when measured in re- 
lation to the economy. 

And with regard to the economy, 
news on that front remains overwhelm- 
ingly positive. 

Forecasts continue to predict strong, 
steady growth at 3 percent or a little 
higher for the year, 

We have added 2.3 million private 
payroll jobs since January 1993 and 
economists expect job creation to con- 
tinue growing, 

Manufacturing orders continue to 
rise and the auto industry is producing 
at full capacity; and 

Inflation, at a 2% percent rate, is at 
its lowest level in 7 years. 

This good news is directly related to 
the economic program we passed last 
year. The conference agreement builds 
on that program. Clearly, it is working 
for the majority of America's people. 

Mr. Speaker—Members of the House, 
I urge you to stay the course and join 
me in voting for the adoption of the 
conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
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I know Members want to go home, 
but this story is too good not to be told 
about the pattern of spending in this 
House. The first thing I wanted to talk 
about is the deal, the deal that was 
made that we were going to cut $26 bil- 
lion from the House-passed version of 
the budget. 

Now, as Members can see, from the 
House-passed version of this budget, 
our math would say that when we cut 
$26 billion and we get up with a com- 
promise, it says we will split the dif- 
ference. When we say we are going to 
cut 26 but we are going to split the dif- 
ference, that means we ought to come 
out with 13. That is the way we figure 
it out in Ohio. Half of 26 is 13. 

But what we did is, we took half of 26 
and what we came out with was $5.8 
billion less than the House- passed 
level. 

That is the first problem. We are not 
splitting the difference of the $26 bil- 
lion. 

Now, let us talk about the first year’s 
cuts that we were going to do. What 
happened was, Senator EXON agreed 
that we would cut in the first year, in 
the first year, the only year that 
counts, the only year that matters, we 
would cut $1.6 billion deeper than what 
we did in the House, 1.6. Their math 
was 1.6. But we would split the dif- 
ference on that. We would not cut the 
full 1.6; we would just split the dif- 
ference, like the deal was. 

So when we split the difference of the 
1.6, we come out with .8. But it is inter- 
esting. When the conference split the 
difference of the 1.6, they came out 
with .5. So we went from a $1.6 billion 
cut in the first year, this mammoth 
$1.6 billion cut in the first year, we said 
we cannot afford all that, so we have to 
cut it in half. And instead of going to 
$800 million, which is what half of it 
would be, we did not even achieve that, 
we are at .5. It gets better, my col- 
leagues. 

This is the spending difference. This 
is the chart. I bring a lot of charts out 
here to the floor, but there is no chart 
quite like this one. 

The House-passed deficit in the bill 
that we passed, the deficit in the 
House-passed version was $175.3 billion 
in deficits. 

Now, we take the .5, remember the .5 
I just showed Members here, and we 
subtract it from $175 billion. That 
should give us an expected deficit of 
$174.8 billion, because if you take a half 
a billion in the cuts, subtract it from 
the House-passed deficit, that gives 
you a lower deficit by half a billion 
dollars; right? But guess what hap- 
pened? The actual conference deficit is 
$175.4 billion. 

In essence, the deal that we got out 
of the conference committee that is 
supposed to cut spending increases the 
deficit. 

So let me tell Members what I told 
Senator EXON today. We are going to 
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have an increase in the deficit of $600 
million as a result of the Exon-Grass- 
ley $26 billion cut. So I told Senator 
EXON, maybe we ought to think about 
spending more because the more we 
cut, the deeper in debt we go. 

Can you imagine, my colleagues, that 
we actually are emerging from the con- 
ference committee, and I want to re- 
peat this so no one is confused, because 
of the efforts to cut $26 billion by 
GRASSLEY and EXON, which was sup- 
posed to be shaved to 13, which did not 
end up 13, only ended up 5.8, and in the 
first year we were supposed to cut $1.6 
billion in year one, the only year that 
matters, 1.6, but we did not cut 1.6, we 
only cut a half billion. But if we were 
to cut a half a billion from what the 
deficit was going to be, our deficits 
ought to be lower and, in fact, deficits 
and spending go up. 
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Deficits in spending go up as a result 
of that deal. 

Let us get back to the sliver. You all 
remember the sliver that I brought out 
here before. This is the sliver. I do not 
have my magnifying glass tonight to 
show the Members, but they might no- 
tice here that Exon-Grassley cuts from 
5 to 99. I know Members are having 
trouble seeing it. It is a good chance to 
see whether Members need eyeglasses 
or not, but there is a sliver here. This 
what the Exon-Grassley cut would be. 

That represented a .3 percent cut in 
total Federal spending. This is the 
Exon-Grassley cut that represented .3 
percent of spending. That was too deep 
for the conference committee, so what 
they came up with was a .07 percent 
cut, which is even smaller than the .03 
percent cut that was called for under 
Exon-Grassley. 

We keep hearing about these 3 years 
of declining deficits. This is what we 
get with deficits. As we can see, they 
are headed back up again. It is inter- 
esting, is it not, that they are actually 
trying to claim deficit reduction for 
1993, when the first year of the Presi- 
dent's proposal affecting the budget 
Started in 1994? They do not have 3 
years of declining deficits as of this 
point. We will have to see what hap- 
pens. 

Here is the result. Let us go back. 
Let us go back one more time, to the 
fact that cutting spending in the House 
of Representatives actually resulted in 
an increase in the deficit as we came 
out of conference. 

Mr. Speaker, this does not sell any- 
where. This is not right. This is not 
what we ought to be doing. What I 
would suggest is that we defeat this 
conference report, what we send this 
thing back to the conference commit- 
tee, and let us do some real deficit re- 
duction. I hear about all the good eco- 
nomic news, and I am pleased that we 
have seen some growth in this econ- 
omy. But what the markets are saying, 
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the markets are saying that they do 
not believe that a pattern of increased 
taxes and increased government and in- 
creased regulation is good for the long- 
term growth and job prospects and low 
inflationary prospects and low interest 
rate prospects for the United States of 
America. Let us send this back to com- 
mittee, and let us really do a good job 
of giving the American people what 
they really want. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK]. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased that the pre- 
vious speaker welcomes growth. We 
ought to be very clear. It is growth 
which has happened in absolute con- 
tradiction to the predictions he made 
last year. 

The Republican Members of the 
House consistently last year made a 
set of predictions about the budget we 
adopted which have been proven wrong 
in a decisive way. The deficit is lower, 
economic growth is greater, unemploy- 
ment is less. All of their predictions 
were wrong. 

But their predictions are of less in- 
terest to me than the relevance of this 
budget today. I am going to vote for 
this budget. I signed the conference re- 
port. It is a budget, however, which in 
my judgment significantly underfunds 
important programs. As we pass this 
budget, I hope we will begin to look at 
the larger issue. 

We have, I think, within the frame- 
work of the basic spending that has 
been within this Federal Government 
for years, done as good a job as we 
could do in deficit reduction. We were 
not going to get further in the area of 
deficit reduction without doing one of 
several things: 

One, we can, as many of my Repub- 
lican colleagues would like to do, se- 
verely slash Federal spending for a 
wide variety of issues. I think that 
would be a mistake. 

We need more money to be spent on 
the environment. We need more money 
to go to cities and towns and States to 
deal with clean water. We need more 
money to help them with police. We 
need more money to help provide de- 
cent housing for people. We need more 
money in the short run to make the 
kind of changes in the welfare system 
that are in the national interest, with- 
out imposing cruelty on helpless small 
children. 

I would reject that, Mr. Speaker. We 
could get a substantial tax increase, 
and I do not think this is the right 
time economically to do that, if there 
is any need to do it at all. 

There is an area that is left that we 
have to confront. If we continue as a 
Nation to spend on national security at 
almost the level that we spent for most 
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of the cold war, excluding only those 
extraordinarily aberrant periods in the 
middle of the Reagan years when we 
were wasting money with a vengeance, 
we will not be able to continue on a 
path of deficit reduction and meet im- 
portant domestic needs. 

I think we should be very clear to the 
American people, Mr. Speaker. Mem- 
bers of Congress who say we are going 
to do more for law enforcement, we are 
going to do more about cleaning up the 
environment, we are going to do more 
to help local communities meet Fed- 
eral mandates, we are going to do a 
better job in education, people who say 
that and decline to commit themselves 
to substantial reductions in overseas 
military expenditures are not being 
straightforward. There simply is no 
way we can do it. 

We cannot continue to fund the cur- 
rent range of activities, and in particu- 
lar, I think the time has come as a Na- 
tion to say, "Is it essential that we 
maintain a military establishment ca- 
pable of fighting two full-scale conven- 
tional wars simultaneously with vir- 
tually no help?’’ Because that is the 
goal. 

That is the two-war strategy. The 
two-war strategy assumes that Amer- 
ican full-fledged participation, with 
South Koreans, which is nice of them, 
because the war would be in South 
Korea, and it is very considerate they 
would help us defend their country, and 
at the same time a major conventional 
war in the Middle East, which assumes 
virtually no participation from our al- 
lies. I think that is a mistake. 

The United States ought to be the 
strongest Nation in the world for our 
own protection. The point is that we 
can be for a military expenditure sig- 
nificantly less than we have today. 

That is a lesson that is understood by 
the Japanese and the British and the 
French and the Belgians and the Nor- 
wegians and the Danes and the Italians 
and the Germans. They all understand 
the economic value and social benefit 
of substantially reduced military budg- 
ets, because we have got a military 
budget larger than all of them put to- 
gether. We do not have a population 
larger than all of them put together, 
we do not have a gross product larger 
than all of them put together, we have 
a military budget larger than all of 
them put together. 

We have an intelligence budget, com- 
bined, of the CIA and the military in- 
telligence services, that has declined 
scarcely at all from the height of the 
cold war. That is a grave error. We 
have substantial military resources 
going into the fruitless task of trying 
to interdict drugs, trying in this free 
and open society, with its free market 
and free movement of people, to do the 
physically impossible. 

If we continue this level of national 
security expenditure, we cannot also do 
deficit reduction and meet important 
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domestic programs, and I hope we will 
begin to address this. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Min- 
nesota [Mr. GRAMS]. 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, just this week, Morton 
Kondracke wrote that President Clin- 
ton will propose a middle-class tax cut. 
In 1996. 

For those with short-term memory 
loss, that’s the same promise he made 
in 1992—and the same promise he broke 
in 1993. 

Someone should tell the President 
that Republicans have already done his 
work for him. In March, we offered the 
Families First budget, which provided 
a $500 per child tax credit for working- 
class American families. It would have 
provided $25 billion annually in much- 
needed tax relief for those families who 
work hard, pay their bills, and raise 
their kids the best they can. It would 
have placed families at the head of the 
line for a change and left the Washing- 
ton bureaucrats behind. 

But something got in the way of the 
middle-class tax cut of 1994. 

The Democratic leadership, said the 
tax cut cost too much—that Congress 
simply could not afford it—that the 
failed social programs of the Great So- 
ciety were worth more than the Amer- 
ican family. 

Mr. Speaker, that is simply shame- 
ful. American families need tax relief 
now. They cannot wait 2 years until 
the next election for Santa Clinton to 
arrive. And they cannot afford the 
budget resolution this body will pass 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, I say to my colleagues 
we should not lock the American fam- 
ily out of the House of Representatives 
again today. Vote against the budget 
resolution conference report. 
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Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Illi- 
nois, [Mr. EWING]. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, tonight we 
are considering a budget resolution for 
$1.5 trillion for fiscal year 1995. That 
plan was finalized only a few hours ago. 

The majority in this House on this 
side have waived the House budget 
rules requiring a 3-day layover so Mem- 
bers could review this proposal. That 
rule was designed to give us all an op- 
portunity to study this legislation be- 
fore we cast our vote. We did not work 
hard last week, we are not going to 
work hard next week, but we have to 
ram this through tonight. 

Mr. Speaker, the majority party is 
ramming this huge budget through the 
legislative process, yet earlier this 
week, and this is the part that bothers 
me, the Speaker said he was fighting 
against the A to Z plan because we 
would not have time to consider these 
budget cuts. 
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Mr. Speaker, what is this? The Mem- 
bers are not given time to study a $1.5 
trillion budget but the majority says 
the leaders do not have time to delib- 
erate on cuts. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the ultimate in 
hypocrisy. It is just another example of 
how the majority cares more about 
taxing and spending than they do 
about balancing the budget. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio, 
[Mr. HOKE]. 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Ohio for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Speaker, as we prepare to vote on 
final passage of next year's budget, I 
keep looking over my shoulder for Rod 
Serling and listening for the Twilight 
Zone's theme song, because what I am 
hearing and seeing is simply unreal. 

We have got a $4.6 trillion public 
debt, a $225 billion budget deficit and 
yet the Clinton White House and all of 
its minions here in Congress have offi- 
cially declared victory and they have 
left the budget battlefield. 

The President and his supporters in 
Congress want the American people to 
believe that the budget battle has been 
fought and won. Rod Serling, where are 
you when we need you to bring us back 
to reality? 

Ladies and gentlemen, the Federal 
Government's budget is completely out 
of control. Spending will continue to 
increase every single year under this 
budget and every claim to the contrary 
notwithstanding, this budget plan ig- 
nores all of these problems and keeps 
feeding the Federal Government's insa- 
tiable appetite for more taxes and 
more spending. 

Even the modest $26 billion in spend- 
ing cuts that the Senate tried to in- 


clude in this budget were far too draco- ` 


nian for all the President's men. Oh, 
no. Apparently realizing that these 
cuts could not be completely ignored, 
the House and the Senate Budget Com- 
mittee added $13 billion in new spend- 
ing back into the plan and now they 
are asking us to approve their handi- 
work. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot strongly 
enough urge all of my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle to ignore the 
Siren calls of the Clinton White House 
and the House's Democratic leadership 
to support this resolution and instead 
join with me and many others in re- 
jecting this bill because it is a fantasy 
land budget that ignores the real fiscal 
problems that are facing our Nation. 

Vote this budget down. Get out of the 
Twilight Zone and join the rest of us in 
the real world where we balance our 
checkbooks, we raise our families, and 
we do not spend money that we do not 
have. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, ! rise today 
in support of the conference report on H. Con. 
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Res. 218, the Budget Resolution for fiscal year 
1995. | was happy to be able to support this 
resolution when it passed the House of Rep- 
resentatives 2 months ago and | am even 
more pleased with the improvements that 
have been made to the resolution since then. 

This resolution includes spending levels 
which are below the budget caps in each of 
the next 5 years. Under the agreement, the 
1995 deficit is brought down to $175.4 billion, 
the lowest level in 5 years, and more than 
$100 billion below the projections made last 
spring. 

| know that there has been some con- 
troversy over how to express the compromise 
achieved during conference concerning the 
only major disagreement between the House 
and Senate budget resolutions. The outlay cut 
proposed by Senators EXON and GRASSLEY 
when the Senate passed its budget amounted 
to $26 billion over the next 5 years. The con- 
ference agreement contains an outlay cut of 
$13 billion below the caps over the same time 
frame. 

| want to make it clear there is no dispute 
that the cut is $13 billion below the caps. Now, 
because the House-passed resolution was it- 
self already about $7 billion below the caps, 
the compromise amounts to cuts of a little less 
than $4.9 billion from the House-passed reso- 
lution. 

Some people want to complain that the $13 
billion is counted below the cap, not below the 
House resolution. In fact, some of my most fis- 
cally responsible friends want to complain 
about that. Well, here's what | think. 

Too often around here, we call something 
which is really an increase a cut. Now we 
have something which really is a cut and 
some people act like they want us to call it an 
increase. | don't get it. 

You know, as a cosponsor of the A-to-Z bill, 
| support having the chance for more budget 
cuts to be considered on the House Floor. Of 
course we have no idea what some of those 
amendments will be once we get that Floor 
opportunity, but my guess is that out of those 
56-plus amendments, many will not achieve 
as much as $5 or $6 billion in savings. That 
doesn't mean they will be bad amendments. It 
just means that you don't too often get the 
chance to eliminate 4.9 billion dollars' worth of 
spending in one vote. 

We can talk about false advertising or about 
how much more needs to be done or about 
discharge petitions or whatever else we want 
to talk about. But |, for one, am not going to 
pass up this opportunity for deficit reduction. | 
wait too long and fight too hard for just those 
opportunities and for the life of me, | can't see 
any reason to walk away from this golden op- 
portunity. 

In addition to these cuts, | am pleased by 
several other things related to the budget res- 
olution. First, | greatly appreciate the positive 
response | have received from my leadership 
to follow through on the promise for budget 
process votes. | have been working with my 
good friends JOHN KASICH and TIM PENNY to 
develop the legislative language that would 
deal with ensuring that appropriation cuts are 
dedicated to reducing the deficit, establishing 
an improved procedure for disaster and other 
emergency appropriations, and granting the 
President expedited rescission authority over 
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appropriations measures. In addition, several 
of us are working on entitlement caps and re- 
establishing the discretionary firewalls. 

Finally, and even though the language is 
non-binding, | am very pleased with some of 
the report language which was included in this 
resolution. | feel that the language concerning 
entitlement spending growth and budget base- 
lines, as well as the language regarding un- 
funded federal mandates was all very con- 
structive. 

As usual, | have found it a pleasure to work 
with my chairman, Mr. SABO, and | am proud 
to stand with him this evening to support this 
resolution. | urge my colleagues to vote “aye.” 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the budget resolution and 
appreciate that important language 
has been included in the report of this 
bill and in the Senate bill regarding 
the search for alternatives for pay 
raises for Federal employees. But what 
brings me to the floor is a much more 
important subject and that is the $105 
billion that goes to Federal contractors 
that is largely unaccountable to us. 
There is an indefensible distinction 
that we make between two sets of em- 
ployees paid with Federal funds. There 
are civil servants who annually get pay 
cuts and then there are Federal con- 
tractors who have gotten no cuts of 
any kind. This year we had $1.1 billion 
for raises that will cost $2.7 billion. 

Mr. Speaker, allowing cuts in bene- 
fits annually is contrary to good man- 
agement practice. What the private 
sector does is to make whatever cuts or 
buyouts it is going to do and give small 
increments, and that is all it would be, 
to the remaining employees. 

Mr. Speaker, there is an important 
issue far beyond these raises, and that 
is getting a hold of runaway contract- 
ing costs. 

Mr. Speaker, $105 billion is a nice 
piece of change. Leon Panetta said 
early in the term that we do not know 
it is being spent. Yet OMB rec- 
ommended no cuts in this $105 billion 
this year. 

Mr. Speaker, do we know how much 
health care just a chunk of that money 
would buy? This Congress needs to find 
the methodology and the will to look 
beyond our direct expenditures to Fed- 
eral contractors. We must hold them as 
accountable as we hold direct expendi- 
tures, we must hold the shadow govern- 
ment as accountable as those we can 
see. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to our final speaker, the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. SMITH]. 

He has come to Washington. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak- 
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding 
me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, has anybody thought 
about the uniqueness of today? Today 
is Tax Fairness Day, and it is the day 
that we are going to vote on a budget 


9424 


that is the highest in this Nation's his- 
tory. Tax Fairness Day, by the way, is 
how many days it takes to work every 
day, taking that money and paying it 
for taxes at the local, State and na- 
tional level. 

Mr. Speaker, I find it interesting 
that our taxes now, to an average 
American paying taxes, consumes 41 
percent out of every dollar he makes. 
It is interesting that this budget, if we 
pass it, goes from $4.5 trillion, a 40 per- 
cent increase, to $6.3 trillion. 

Mr. Speaker, if we do not want to 
borrow more money to put our kids at 
risk and our grandkids at risk by mort- 
gaging their future, if we do not want 
to raise taxes more than what it al- 
ready is, 41 percent of our income, 
what is left? What is left is to cut 
spending. This budget does not do it. 

Mr. Speaker, colleagues, let us vote 
this down. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support 
of House Concurrent Resolution 218, the fiscal 
1995 budget resolution. 

This resolution continues the progress we 
started last year with the adoption of the 5- 
year budget agreement initiated by President 
Clinton. That plan provided for some $496 bil- 
lion in deficit reduction over 5 years, more 
than half of which comes from hard cuts in 
every category of Federal spending. 

That budget amendment has been enor- 
mously successful to date. Indeed, the budget 
deficit was $300 billion when President Bush 
left office in 1992. It was $180 billion at the 
end of 1993. While that is a lot of red ink, 
clearly we are heading in the right direction. 

The budget resolution we are considering 
today continues us along the path of deficit re- 
duction and fiscal restraint. It aims to achieve 
$13 billion in deficit reduction in addition to the 
$496 billion in deficit reduction enacted last 
year. The agreement achieves this reduction 
through cuts in discretionary spending below 
the caps set last year. 

For fiscal year 1995, the agreement cuts 
outlays by $3.1 billion more than the presi- 
dent's proposals in order to meet the outlay 
cap set last year. Moreover, the agreement 
cuts an additional $500 million below the 
spending cap for even greater deficit reduc- 
tion. For fiscal year 1995, discretionary spend- 
ing will be set at $540.6 billion which rep- 
resents the first time in some 27 years that 
discretionary spending will actually fall. 

For those who believe, as | do, that the best 
way to balance the budget is to cut spending, 
this is certainly welcome news. Indeed, under 
this resolution, the deficit will fall to $175.4 bil- 
lion in fiscal 1995, the lowest level in 5 years 
and more than $100 billion lower than projec- 
tions made last spring. Moreover, this deficit 
as a percentage of our economy will decrease 
from 4.9 percent of our economy which it was 
in 1992 to 2.5 percent representing the lowest 
percentage of the economy since the Carter 
administration in 1979. 

Just as importantly, it achieves these targets 
without increasing taxes, and without forcing 
any single industry or sector of the economy 
to bear a disproportionate burden of the 
spending cuts. 

While | am generally satisfied with the 
framework of this budget agreement, | really 
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believe we should be doing even more in the 
way of spending cuts. Accordingly, | intend to 
continue my efforts this year, just as | have al- 
ways done in the past, to identify and vote 
against those spending programs which we 
don't need or can't afford. 

For example | intend to vote once again to 
terminate funding for the $30-billion space sta- 
tion, which we just can not afford. | also intend 
to support across the board cuts where nec- 
essary, and to vote against any appropriations 
bills which comes before the House where 
spending levels cannot be justified. 

In other words, | view this budget resolution 
as only a starting point for deficit reduction, 
one which we can and will improve on through 
the adoption of additional spending cuts this 

ear. 

s As far as entitlements are concerned, | am 
generally pleased with the progress we have 
made over this past year. Indeed, last year's 
budget agreement provided for $88 billion in 
entitlement savings which have already been 
enacted. | believe that we must continue this 
progress by examining weys to control the ris- 
ing costs of Medicare and other entitlement 
programs. 

Although the agreement we are considering 
today does not call for further reductions in 
entitlement spending, it does not preclude the 
enactment of entitlement legislation, such as 
health care reform, as long as it meets "pay- 
as-you-go" requirements. 

is is extremely important because, as my 
colleagues know, health care spending is the 
single fastest growing part of the Federal 
budget. And if we are really serious about def- 
icit reduction, then we must start by getting 
health care costs under control. 

This agreement will allow us to pursue the 
critical agenda for national health care reform 
without locking us into a fiscal straitjacket, 
where long-term health care spending and the 
Federal deficit will continue to soar, in ex- 
change for some limited short term deficit re- 
duction. 

| believe that this resolution is a fair and bal- 
anced compromise. It offers a reasoned com- 
bination of spending cuts for the most part, 
and it contains a variable enforcement mecha- 
nism. | urge my colleagues to support the res- 
olution. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, | 
will not vote for this budget resolution. First, | 
do not approve of how the House Democratic 
leadership decided to have the House vote on 
this budget before the minority party had a 
chance to examine it. Few members have 
been able to read this budget. On a measure 
that approves the spending of $1.5 trillion in 
taxpayer money, Congress should have at 
least 3 days to look at it. We need to see what 
spending programs are being expanded and 
what defense projects are being cut. 

For while | may not be familiar with every 
aspect of this budget, we in Congress know in 
general what it contains. We know that this 
budget will allow the Federal deficit to grow by 
almost $900 billion in the next 5 years. We 
know that the $26 billion spending cut in- 
cluded in this budget by the Senate was deci- 
mated by the President and Democratic lead- 
ership. We know that this budget leans on ill- 
advised defense reductions. 

| regret that the Republican “Putting Fami- 
lies First" budget considered in March did not 
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pass. That budget contained tax credits for 
families with children, genuine spending cuts, 
a crime bill that focused on discouraging crimi- 
nal behavior, a responsible health care bill, 
and a defense budget that reflects the need 
for a strong military. | hope that my colleagues 
across the aisle will have the courage to con- 
sider the ideas in this alternative budget in the 
future. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong 
support of the conference agreement on H. 
Con. Res. 218, the concurrent resolution on 
the budget for fiscal year 1995. 

First of all, | want to commend the distin- 
guished Chair of the Budget Committee, the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. S480], for his 
outstanding leadership and hard work in 
crafting this important agreement. 

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to report that the 
conference agreement effectively assumes 
full-funding for highways at the levels author- 
ized in the Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Efficiency Act of 1991. 

There certainly can be no question of the 
need for full funding of ISTEA highways. 
There are some 235,000 miles of Federal 
highways that are in poor or mediocre condi- 
tion and need repair. The cost to eliminate 
backlog highway deficiencies is about $212 
billion, and the annual cost to maintain Fed- 
eral-aid highways in their 1991 condition is 
$48.4 billion (in 1991 dollars). 

In addition, there are approximately 118,000 
structurally deficient bridges whose conditions 
would cost $78 billion to correct. The annual 
cost to maintain bridges in their 1991 condi- 
tions is $5.2 billion (in 1991 dollars). 

The President's budget assumed an overall 
obligation ceiling of $19.969 billion for high- 
ways. This included $18.332 billion for the so- 
called highway core programs and $1.6 billion 
for both Minimum Allocation [MA] and way 
demonstration projects program. An additional 
$100 million, outside the $19.969 billion ceil- 
ing, was assumed for the emergency relief 
[ER] program. The President's budget as- 
sumed rescission of highway projects, first ef- 
fective for fiscal year 1994. 

The Budget Conference Agreement, in as- 
suming effectively full-funding of ISTEA high- 
ways, also specifically assumes a core 
obligational ceiling of $18.332 billion. In addi- 
tion, per ISTEA, it assumes no change in ex- 
isting law for MA and demos which are out- 
side the obligational ceiling. The conference 
agreement also does not assume the rescis- 
sion of any highway demonstration projects. 

A second and equally important area of dif- 
ference with the President is transit operating 
assistance where the resolution restores $200 
million to the President's request, thus equal- 
ing the fiscal year 1994 appropriations for op- 
erating assistance. While this still falls far 
short of full-funding ISTEA transit, it does rep- 
resent continued commitment on the part of 
the Congress in addressing a key funding 
component of our Nation's transit system. 
Even though the $200-million restoration 
comes as a result of reducing section 9 capital 
grants by $400 million, the conference agree- 
ment still includes an overall section 9 as- 
sumption of about $223 million more than the 
fiscal year 1994 appropriation. 

Mr. Chairman, a recent survey conducted by 
the American Public Transit Association esti- 
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mates that more than $7 billion in Federal 
funds could be quickly obligated over and 
above existing transit program funding levels. 
This number only represents the immediate 
backlog of unmet transit needs—to restore 
transit to its pre-1980's level would require an 
investment of $11 billion per year. In addition, 
the passage of the Americans With Disabilities 
Act placed new financial demands on transit 
operators across the country. 

A third difference between the budget con- 
ference agreement and the President's budget 
is funding for the Airport Improvement Pro- 
gram. The President's budget assumes $1.690 
billion for this program; that is, a freeze at the 
fiscal year 1994 appropriated level. The budg- 
et agreement assumes $2.165 billion in con- 
tract authority or nearly one-half-billion dollars 
more than the President's to reflect the author- 
ized level of House-passed H.R. 2739, the 
Aviation Infrastructure Investment Act of 1993. 
This critical piece of legislation has been 
awaiting Senate action since October 13, 
1993. 

Mr. Speaker, the infrastructure needs of the 
Nation's airports continue to grow. We now 
have 23 so-called problem airports. These air- 
ports are each experiencing more than 20,000 
hours of aircraft delay annually. Without reme- 
dial action, that number is expected to rise to 
36 by 2001. The capital needed to alleviate 
airport congestion and flight delays averages 
$10 billion a year for the next 5 years. 

Such projects, if funded, would increase air- 
port capacity and reduce system delays. This 
is important in that the Nation's economy 
would become more productive and competi- 
tive if the air transportation system becomes 
more efficient. We need at a bare minimum for 
fiscal year 1995 the authorized level passed 
by the House and assumed in this conference 
agreement. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference agreement is, 
in general, responsive to the infrastructure 
needs of our Nation. It deserves our support 
and | urge its adoption. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of 
the conference report on H. Con. Res. 218— 
the budget resolution for fiscal year 1995. 

Last year, Congress enacted a 5 year deficit 
reduction package that was modeled on Presi- 
dent Clinton's economic program. This pack- 
age—the largest deficit reduction package in 
our history—cut our deficit by $47 billion in fis- 
cal year 1994, and by a total of $496 billion 
over the next 5 years. 

And now, the House of Representatives and 
Senate have reached agreement on a budget 
resolution that will determine the overall goals 
for our spending priorities during the upcoming 
fiscal year. However, this agreement acceler- 
ates the pace we set last year. It pushes us 
harder in our efforts to change our spending 
habits. It moves us further away from our old 
practice of depleting our valuable resources 
with nothing to show for it, and closer to our 
new strategy of long-term investment that nets 
a return on our money, as we move toward 
economic growth. 

This budget resolution builds on last year's 
efforts in support of the President's investment 
strategy by adding another $13 billion in deficit 
reduction to the $496 billion that was enacted 
last year. Under this resolution, the deficit is 
projected to fall to $175.4 billion next year— 
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the lowest level in four years. The resolution 
also reduces our discretionary spending for 
the upcoming year below what it was for this 
year. This means that this is the first time 
since 1969 that discretionary spending has de- 
creased from one year to the next. 

| would like to once again commend Chair- 
man SABO and the members and staff of the 
House Budget Committee for their outstanding 
work in sustaining this strategy. They have 
produced a budget resolution that provides us 
with the means to maintain the course that we 
set last year. We can continue to make the 
necessary, critical, long-term investments in 
our country's infrastructure, in jobs, and in the 
health, safety and welfare of all Americans 
and, at the same time, couple these sound in- 
vestments with aggressive deficit reduction. 
This approach can only yield prolonged eco- 
nomic benefits for all Americans. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, the budget reso- 
lution passed by the conference committee is 
an indictment on the lack of resolve on the 
part of Congress to seriously address fiscal 
problems hampering our economy. It is an un- 
fortunate testament to the fact that this institu- 
tion is satisfied with the status quo—with high 
deficits, a rising national debt, and continued 
deficit spending that stunt economic growth 
and inhibit job creation. 

| am dismayed that we in this body could 
not take advantage of the many opportunities 
placed before us over the last year to confront 
these problems. Now, with this conference re- 
port representing our remaining chance to cut 
spending and reduce the deficit—to jump on 
“the last train leaving the station,” as my dis- 
tinguished colleague JOHN KASICH put it—we 
could manage to trim only a meager one-half 
of one percent of discretionary spending over 
5 years. This resolution does not adequately 
address the economic difficulties facing this 
country, and therefore | cannot support it. 

Problems associated with a $223 billion def- 
icit and a $4.6 trillion national debt, like dimin- 
ished employment growth and reduced eco- 
nomic expansion, will not simply evaporate. 
Fifty-four percent of all personal income taxes 
paid to the government are being used to 
make debt service payments. These are re- 
sources that could be used to reinvest in the 
economy but instead are devoted to paying for 
government borrowing. Yet, it seems to be the 
attitude of those who support this budget reso- 
lution that such problem will take care of 
themselves. Proponents are playing a naive 
and foolish game with the American people 
with regard to the Nation's fiscal problems: ig- 
nore them and they will go away. 

This budget resolution shows that old habits 
are hard to break. It calls for another increase 
in federal spending in fiscal year 1995, to $1.5 
trillion. This represent a 2.3 percent increase 
over this year's levels. Oh, and by the way, 
this does not include whatever the costs of 
health care will be. Proponents are quick to 
point out that the projected deficit will be $175 
billion by the end of fiscal year 1995, but are 
reluctant to admit that the same projections 
show a deficit rising to over $200 billion after 
1999. Whether $175 billion or $200 billion, we 
should not be content with yearly deficits of 
any size. The American people do not find this 
acceptable and neither should this administra- 
tion and this Congress. 
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And what of the national debt? Present eco- 
nomic policies do nothing to stop its steady 
rise from $4.6 trillion now to $5.6 trillion in 
1997 to $6.3 trillion in 1999. This represents 
an increase of $1.7 trillion in 5 years, and 
every incremental rise establishes a new 
threshold of government red ink. 

The consequences of this sea of red ink 
cannot be ignored. The economy grew at an 
anemic rate of 2.8 percent for 1993. Annual 
economic growth since World War Il, including 
recession years, has averaged over 3 percent. 
At this juncture after previous economic 
downturns, total employment has traditionally 
risen by an average of 9.2 percent. Since the 
end of the latest recession, total employment 
has increased by only 2.5 percent. According 
to the Department of Labor, after the previous 
four recessions, 44 percent of laid off workers 
expected to be recalled once the economy im- 
proved. After this last recession, however, only 
14 percent of job losers expected to be re- 
called to work. 

In short, this budget resolution would have 
us believe that enough has already been done 
to reduce the deficit and spur economic 
growth, and that no further action on the defi- 
cit is necessary. As we can see, however, 
nothing could be further from the truth. The 
failure to capitalize on opportunities to reduce 
the deficit and Federal debt represents a 
short-term view of our economy which allows 
it to underperform. 

Over the recent past this Congress has had 
such opportunities, but unfortunately we have 
let them slip by. Last year, the Republicans of- 
fered an alternative to the reconciliation bill 
that matched the President's deficit reduction 
goals without raising taxes. This was rejected. 
Last fall, the Penny-Kasich amendment dedi- 
cated $90 billion in spending cuts to deficit re- 
duction, but this, too, was defeated. Two 
months ago, the Republicans presented a 
budget that reduced spending in fiscal year 
1995 alone by $19 billion less than what this 
resolution proposes. Again, the House repudi- 
ated it. These measures offered substantive 
spending cuts and deficit reduction, unlike this 
resolution, which simply takes a token ap- 
proach to these issues. 

Even more disturbing is that this budget res- 
olution, like the President's own budget pro- 
posal, does not account for the costs of health 
care reform and other initiatives—welfare, 
crime—likely to be enacted over the next few 
years. In February, the Congressional Budget 
Office ruled that the President's mandate to 
require employers to pay for 80 percent of 
their employees' health insurance premiums 
should be counted on budget and that it would 
increase the deficit by $74 billion through the 
year 2000. This resolution ignores these costs, 
just as it ignores the general problems of con- 
tinued deficits and higher debt. 

This budget resolution perpetuates the sta- 
tus quo, and the status quo is just not good 
enough. In fact, the status quo !obs this econ- 
omy of its potential, a situation that many 
Americans and many Mainers are experienc- 
ing through slow economic and employment 
growth. This is why | cannot support it. Deficit 
reduction and stopping the growth of the na- 
tional debt are serious matters. This resolution 
does not present the serious solutions that this 
country needs to deal with these serious is- 
sues. 
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Beilenson Glickman Mfume Collins (GA) Kim 
Berman Gonzalez Miller (CA) Combest King 
Bilbray Gordon Mineta Cooper Kingston 
Bishop Green Minge Cox Klug 
Bonior Gutierrez Mink Crane Knollenberg 
Borski Hall (OH) Moakley Crapo Kolbe 
Boucher Hamburg Mollohan Cunningham Ky! 
Brewster Hamilton Montgomery Deal Lazio 
Brooks Harman oran DeFazio Leach 
Browder Hastings Murphy DeLay Levy 
Brown (CA) Hayes Murtha Diaz-Balart Lewis (CA) 
Brown (FL) Hefner Nadler Dickey Lewis (FL) 
Brown (OH) Hilliard Oberstar Dornan Lightfoot 
Bryant Hinchey Obey Dreier Linder 
Byrne Hoagland Olver Duncan Livingston 
Cantwell Hochbrueckner Ortiz Dunn Machtley 
Cardin Holden Orton Ehlers Mann 
Carr Hoyer Owens Emerson Manzullo 
Chapman Hughes Pallone English Margolies- 
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Conyers Kanjorski Peterson (MN) Franks (CT) McMillan 
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Mr. Matsui for, with Mr. Doolittle against. 

Mr. Sangmeister for, with Mr. Herger 
against. 

Mr. Swett for, with Mr. McCollum against. 

Mr. WHITTEN changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

So the conference report was agreed 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re- 
vise and extend their remarks, and to 
include extraneous matter, on the con- 
ference report on House Concurrent 
Resolution 218. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Min- 
nesota? 

There was no objection. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. SWETT. Mr. Speaker, | was unable to 
be present for the vote on the Conference Re- 
port to accompany the bill H. Con. Res. 218, 
the Budget Resolution for Fiscal Year 1995. If 
| had been present, | would have voted yes. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, | unavoidably 
missed the vote on H. Con. Res. 218, the 
Budget Resolution for Fiscal Year 1995 Con- 
ference Report. Had | been present | would 
have voted no. 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID- 

ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 2442, ECONOMIC DEVELOP- 
MENT REAUTHORIZATION ACT 
OF 1994 


Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 103-495) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 420) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 2442) to reauthorize ap- 
propriations under the Public Works 
and Economic Development Act of 1965, 
as amended, to revise administrative 
provisions of the Act to improve the 
authority of the Secretary of Com- 
merce to administer grant programs, 
and for other purposes, which was re- 
ferred to the House Calendar and or- 
dered to be printed. 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I take 
this time for the purpose of inquiring 
of the Majority Leader as to the pro- 
gram for next week. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, wiil 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the majority 
leader, the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. GEPHARDT]. 
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Mr. GEPHARDT. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, we are obviously fin- 
ished voting this evening. There will 
not be votes on tomorrow. 

On Monday the House will meet at 
noon, but there will be no legislative 
business. 

On Tuesday, May 10, the House meets 
at 10:30 a.m. For morning hour and 
then at noon on 4 bills on suspension 
on which the recorded votes will be 
postponed until Wednesday, May 11. 

They are as follows: 

H.R.  4278—Social 
Amendments of 1994, 

H.R. 2868—To Designate The Federal 
Building Located At 600 Camp Street 
In New Orleans, Louisiana, As The 
"John Minor Wisdom United States 
Courthouse”, 

H.R. 3567—John F. Kennedy Center 
Act Amendments Of 1994, and 

H. Con. Res. 176—To Recognize And 
Encourage The Convening Of A Na- 
tional Silver Haired Congress. 

On Wednesday, May 11, and Thurs- 
day, May 12, the House will meet at 2 
p.m. on Wednesday and 11 a.m. on 
Thursday. We wil take up H.R. 2442, 
Economic Development Reauthoriza- 
tion Act of 1994, subject to a rule; Sen- 
ate bill S. 2000, Head Start Act Amend- 
ments of 1994 conference report, subject 
to a rule; and H.R. 2473, the Montana 
Wilderness Act, subject to a rule. 

I would estimate that votes on 
Wednesday would start approximately 
3 o'clock in the afternoon and on Fri- 
day, May 13, the House will meet at 11 
a.m. But there will not be legislative 
business or votes. 


Security Act 


o 2130 


Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished majority leader. 


ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
MAY 9, 1994 


Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at noon on Monday next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 


DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 


Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the business 
in order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
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APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO 
THE BRITISH-AMERICAN INTER- 
PARLIAMENTARY GROUP 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the provisions of section 168(b) 
of Public Law 102-138, the Chair ap- 
points the following Members to the 
British-American  Interparliamentary 
Group on the part of the House: Mr. 
HAMILTON of Indiana, Chairman; Mr. 
LANTOS of California, Vice Chairman; 
Mr. MuRPHY of Pennsylvania; Mr. 
BOEHLERT of New York; Mr. LEWIS of 
Florida; and Mr. MCMILLAN of North 
Carolina. 


ANNUAL REPORT OF THE NA- 
TIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR DE- 
MOCRACY—MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

Pursuant to the provisions of section 
504(h) of Public Law 98-164, as amended 
(22 U.S.C. 4413(4)), I transmit herewith 
the 10th Annual Report of the National 
Endowment for Democracy, which cov- 
ers fiscal year 1993. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 5, 1994. 


ANNUAL REPORT ON FEDERAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEES FOR 
FISCAL YEAR  1993—MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on Government Operations: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

As provided by the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act, as amended (Public 
Law 92-463; 5 U.S.C., App. 2, 6(c)), I am 
submitting my first Annual Report on 
Federal Advisory Committees for fiscal 
year 1993 for your consideration and ac- 
tion. 

Consistent with my efforts to create 
a Government that works better and 
costs less, I issued Executive Order No. 
12838 on February 10, 1993, requiring the 
executive branch to conduct a com- 
prehensive review of all advisory com- 
mittees. Based upon this assessment, 
each department and agency was di- 
rected to reduce by at least one-third 
the number of committees not required 
by the Congress. I am pleased to advise 
that this initiative has resulted in a 
net reduction of 284 unproductive advi- 
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sory committees, exceeding our elimi- 
nation target of 267, by 6 percent, or 17 
committees. In addition, we have iden- 
tified approximately 30 unneeded stat- 
utory groups. 

While progress has been achieved in 
assuring that the work of advisory 
committees remains focused on na- 
tional, rather than special interests, I 
am asking for your support in effecting 
other needed improvements. The Ad- 
ministration will forward to the Con- 
gress a legislative proposal to termi- 
nate 30 advisory committees required 
by statute, but for which compelling 
needs no longer exist. I urge the Con- 
gress to act quickly and favorably on 
this proposal, and I welcome any rec- 
ommendations of the Congress regard- 
ing additional groups that may be 
eliminated through our joint efforts to 
increase the effectiveness and effi- 
ciency of the Government. Toward this 
end, I hope the Congress will show in- 
creased restraint in the creation of new 
statutory committees. 

I have directed the executive branch 
to exercise continued restraint in the 
creation and management of advisory 
committees. This will allow us to ob- 
tain further savings recommended by 
the Vice President and the National 
Performance Review. Consistent with 
Executive Order No. 12838, the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budg- 
et will continue to approve new agen- 
cy-sponsored committees when nec- 
essary and appropriate. In addition the 
General Services Administration, as 
part of its overall responsibilities 
under the Act, will periodically prepare 
legislation to propose the elimination 
of committees no longer required by 
the Government. 

We stand ready to work with the 
Congress to assure the appropriate use 
of advisory committees and to achieve 
the purposes for which this law was en- 
acted. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, May 5, 1994. 


SPECIAL ORDERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
RANGEL). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of February 11, 1994, the 
following Members are recognized for 5 
minutes each. 


HEALTH CARE REFORM VOTE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, | submit for the 
RECORD the votes on health care reform which 
took place in the Labor-Management Relations 
Subcommittee of the Committee on Education 
and Labor on May 4 and 5, 1994: 

The following recorded votes were taken 
on May 4, 1994 in the Subcommittee on 
Labor-Management Relations of the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor during con- 
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sideration of Chairman Williams’ substitute 
proposal for H.R. 3600, the Health Security 
Act of 1994: 

1. An amendment by Mr. Owens to reduce 
cost-sharing to $1 or $2 per service for house- 
holds with incomes up to 150 percent of pov- 
erty, who choose a low-cost plan provided 
there are sufficient low cost plans available, 
and to help defray the costs of the amend- 
ment by increasing the individual annual 
catastrophic cost limit from $1,500 to $2,500 
and by a 1.5 percent premium increase. The 
amendment was rejected 12-14. 


DEMOCRATS 
Mr. Williams—Nay, Mr. Ford (ex officio)— 
Nay by proxy, Mr. Clay—Yea, Mr. Kildee— 
Yea, Mr. Miller (CA)—Yea by proxy, Mr. 
Owens—Yea, Mr. Martinez—Yea by proxy. 
Mr. Payne—Yea, Mrs. Unsoeld—Nay, Mrs. 
Mink—Yea, Mr. Klink—Nay, Mr. Murphy— 
Yea by proxy, Mr. Engel—Yea by proxy. Mr. 
Becerra—Yea by proxy, Mr. Green—Ms. 

Woolsey—Yea, Mr. Romero-Barcelo—Yea. 
REPUBLICANS 


Mrs. Roukema—Nay, Mr. Goodling (ex 
officio)—Nay, Mr. Gunderson—Nay by proxy. 
Mr. Armey—Nay, Mr. Barrett—Nay by 
proxy, Mr. Boehner—Nay, Mr. Fawell—Nay. 
Mr. Ballenger—Nay, Mr. Hoekstra—Nay, Mr. 
McKeon—Nay. 

The following recorded votes were taken 
on May 5, 1994, in the Subcommittee on 
Labor-Management Relations of the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor during con- 
sideration of Chairman Williams’ substitute 
proposal for H.R. 3600, the Health Security 
Act of 1994: 

1. An amendment by Mr. BOEHNER to elimi- 
nate those provisions in the chairman's 
mark relating to the requirement that em- 
ployers pay for health insurance coverage. In 
addition, the amendment provides that em- 
ployers are not required to offer the plans in 
the chairman's mark. The amendment was 
rejected 10-17. 

DEMOCRATS 


Mr. Williams—Nay, Mr. Ford (ex officio)— 
Nay by proxy, Mr. Clay—Nay, Mr. Kildee— 
Nay, Mr. Miller (CA)—Nay, Mr. Owens—Nay, 
Mr. Martinez—Nay by proxy, Mr. Payne— 
Nay, Mrs. Unsoeld—Nay, Mrs. Mink—Nay. 
Mr. Klink—Nay by proxy, Mr. Murphy—Nay 
by proxy, Mr. Engel—Nay by proxy, Mr. 
Becerra—Nay by proxy, Mr. Green—Nay, Ms. 
Woolsey—Nay, Mr. Romero-Barceló—Nay by 
proxy. 

REPUBLICANS 

Mrs. Roukema—Yea, Mr. Goodling (ex 
officio)—Yea, Mr. Gunderson—Yea, Mr. 
Armey- Lea, Mr. Barrett—Yea by proxy, Mr. 
Boehner—Yea, Mr. Fawell—Yea, Mr. 
Ballenger—Yea, Mr. Hoekstra—Yea, Mr. 
McKeon—Yea. 

2. An amendment by Mr. FAWELL to the 
chairman's mark to provide that an individ- 
ual in a State may purchase any health plan 
or health insurance of the individual’s choice 
regardless of the status of community rating 
areas, regional alliances, or purchasing co- 
operatives that may be established within a 
State. In addition, the amendment says that 
individuals may not be required to enroll 
under or make payments for the health plans 
under the chairman's mark. The amendment 
was rejected 10-17. 

DEMOCRATS 


Mr. Williams—Nay, Mr. Ford (ex officio) 
Nay by proxy, Mr. Clay—Nay by proxy, Mr. 
Kildee—Nay by proxy, Mr. Miller (CA)—Nay 
by proxy, Mr. Owens—Nay by proxy, Mr. 
Martinez—Nay by proxy, Mr. Payne—Nay by 
proxy, Mrs. Unsoeld—Nay by proxy, Mrs. 
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Mink—Nay by proxy, Mr. Klink—Nay, Mr. 
Murphy—Nay by proxy, Mr. Engel—Nay by 
proxy, Mr. Becerra—Nay by proxy, Mr. 
Green—Nay by proxy, Ms. Woolsey—Nay by 
proxy, Mr. Romero-Barcelo—Nay by proxy. 
REPUBLICANS 

Mrs. Roukema-—Yea, Mr. Goodling (ex 
officio)—Yea, Mr. Gunderson—Yea by proxy. 
Mr. Armey—Yea by proxy, Mr. Barrett—Yea 
by proxy, Mr. Boehner—Yea by proxy, Mr. 
Fawell—Yea, Mr.  Ballenger—Yea, Mr. 
Hoekstra—Yea by proxy, Mr. McKeon—Yea 
by proxy. 


REVITALIZING THE NORTH 
ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE] is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, in the last 
five years momentous events have re- 
cast the landscape of Europe, and in- 
deed the world. The Iron Curtain"—so 
long a symbol of the bankruptcy of 
communist ideology—has been pulver- 
ized and sold off in small chunks, a tri- 
umph of free enterprise over totali- 
tarianism. The Soviet Union has col- 
lapsed under its own weight without a 
shot being fired and from its destruc- 
tion a dozen independent states have 
emerged. The Warsaw Pact—once a 
mighty and feared military alliance 
spreading from the Arctic Ocean to the 
Mediterranean Sea—is no more. 

These historic events were in no 
small part due to the enduring 
strength of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization and the sustained com- 
mitment of its member countries. 
Founded in 1949, the NATO alliance 
served as the West's primary defensive 
bulwark against Moscow's amply dem- 
onstrated aggressive posture. However, 
in the wake of the Cold War, NATO's 
mission lacks the clarity it once had. 
Some argue that there is no further 
need to maintain the alliance, that it 
has outlived its purpose. Furthermore, 
the role of the United States in NATO 
has been called into question. Even 
during the height of East-West tension 
there were calls in Congress to reduce 
or eliminate the presence of U.S. mili- 
tary forces in Europe. Even as our 
forces in Europe decline from a high of 
434,000 in the early 1960's to a projected 
level of 100,000 by next year, those calls 
continue to be heard. 

Unfortunately, the world has not sud- 
denly evolved into a utopian paradise 
with chamber music playing softly in 
the background. In place of the dangers 
posed by communist domination, new 
threats have emerged to the shared in- 
terests of the United States and other 
NATO countries. These threats are of 
lower intensity, more widespread, and 
less predictable. But, they can be ig- 
nored only at great peril. Proliferation 
of nuclear, chemical and biological 
weapons of mass destruction and the 
means to deliver them are of serious 
concern and may soon require bold ac- 
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tions on our part. Furthermore, several 
undemocratic and hostile regimes in- 
cluding North Korea, Iran, Iraq, and 
Libya pose serious threats to the West 
and to the global economy on which a 
stable energy supply and the free flow 
of commerce are dependent. Some feel 
that we can turn to the United Nations 
to deal with these threats. But, the 
limits of U.N. capability have only too 
vividly been revealed over the past 
year. 

The NATO alliance, on the other 
hand, has a proven track record of ef- 
fective political cooperation and mili- 
tary interoperability that can help pro- 
tect our mutual interests without an 
undue burden falling on the United 
States. This was demonstrated by the 
success with which NATO member 
countries coalesced in joint military 
operations to liberate Kuwait in 1991. 
While many other nations participated 
in allied operations in the Persian Gulf 
war, NATO members formed the core 
military components that ensured vic- 


ory. 

NATO has been a dynamic and evolv- 
ing organization expanding on three 
different occasions in its forty-five 
year history. Since the collapse of 
communism, several countries in 
Central and East Europe have ex- 
pressed interest in NATO membership. 
These include the Visegrad countries of 
Poland, Hungary, Slovakia, and the 
Czech Republic and the Baltic states of 
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. While 
immediate admission for these and 
other countries may not be feasible or 
desirable, the alliance should establish 
guidelines for eventual admission. As 
many European countries reach out to 
the West seeking to share our values 
and participate in our mutual defense, 
we should not simply turn a blind eye 
for fear of sending the wrong message 
to Moscow. A new NATO that includes 
former Warsaw Pact members would be 
no more a threat to Russia than the old 
NATO—which was, and which will re- 
main, a defensive alliance. We should 
establish tough, but appropriate stand- 
ards for interested countries to meet in 
order to be invited to join the alliance. 
We should be firm, but we should also 
be willing to work with prospective 
members to assist them in reaching 
those standards. 

There has been little discussion in 
the Congress and the Executive Branch 
on these crucial issues, and I believe 
their consideration is long overdue. I 
am today introducing the NATO Revi- 
talization Act" expressing United 
States policy with respect to the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization. My bill 
states that it should be the policy of 
the United States to continue our com- 
mitment to and active leadership role 
in NATO and to join with our NATO al- 
lies to redefine the role of the alliance 
in the post-Cold War world. It further 
states that it should be U.S. policy to 
urge NATO to support the eventual ex- 
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pansion of alliance membership to 
other European countries that meet 
appropriate standards including shared 
values and interests, democratic gov- 
ernments, free market economies, ci- 
vilian control of the military, and a 
willingness to contribute to the secu- 
rity of the North Atlantic area. It 
urges NATO to establish benchmarks 
and a timetable for eventual member- 
ship for selected countries in transi- 
tion. Lastly, it urges NATO to affirm 
that the organization’s military plan- 
ning should include contingencies be- 
yond the NATO area when the shared 
interests of the United States and 
other member countries require such 
action to defend vital interests. 

This legislation is not carved in gran- 
ite or printed with indelible ink. It is 
not binding on the President or his Ad- 
ministration. It is intended to be a 
point of departure, not necessarily the 
destination, itself. Nonetheless, I think 
it represents a solid basis for NATO’s 
future in the post-Cold War world. This 
bill is not intended to a critique of the 
Clinton Administration or the recently 
announced Partnership for Peace" 
program. Instead, it offers a road map 
that extends beyond the limited scope 
of that initiative without prejudicing 
its merits. It is intended to stimulate 
both policymakers and the American 
people to engage in a thorough explo- 
ration and a vigorous debate of these 
important issues involving the security 
of the United States and our allies. The 
bill follows: 

H.R. — 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “NATO Revi- 
talization Act“. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that— 

(1) for over 40 years, the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization has helped guarantee 
the security, freedom, and prosperity of the 
United States and our partners in the alli- 


ance; 

(2) the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
has expanded its membership on 3 different 
occasions since its founding in 1949; 

(3) the steadfast and sustained commit- 
ment of the member countries of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization to mutual de- 
fense against the threat of communist domi- 
nation played a significant role in precipi- 
tating the collapse of the Iron Curtain and 
the demise of the Soviet Union; 

(4) in the place of that threat, new security 
threats are emerging to the shared interests 
of the member countries of the North Atlan- 
tic Treaty Organization; 

(5) although these new threats are more 
geographically and functionally diverse and 
less predictable, they still imperil shared in- 
terests of the United States and our North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization allies; 

(6) Western interests must be protected on 
a cooperative basis without an undue burden 
falling upon the United States; 

(7) the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
is the only multilateral organization that is 
capable of conducting effective military op- 
erations to protect Western interests; 
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(8) the valuable experience gained from on- 
going military cooperation within the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization critical to the 
success of joint military operations in the 
1991 liberation of Kuwait; 

(9) the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
is an important diplomatic forum for discus- 
sion of issues of concern to its member 
states and for the peaceful resolution of dis- 
putes; 

(10) admission of Central and East Euro- 
pean countries that have recently been freed 
from Communist domination to the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization could contrib- 
ute to international peace and enhance the 
security of those countries; 

(11) a number of countries including the 
Visegrad countries (the Czech Republic, Hun- 
gary, Poland, and Slovakia) and the Baltic 
states (Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania), have 
expressed interest in North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization membership; and 

(12) in recognition of this interest, the 
"Partnership of Peace" proposal offers lim- 
ited military cooperation to many European 
countries not currently members of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, without 
establishing benchmarks or guidelines for 
eventual North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
membership. 

SEC. 3. UNITED STATES POLICY. 

It should be the policy of the United 
States— 

(1) to continue our commitment to and ac- 
tive leadership role in the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization; 

(2) to join with our North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization allies to redefine the role of the 
alliance in the post-Cold War world, taking 
into account— 

(A) the fundamentally changed security 
environment of Central and Eastern Europe, 

(B) the need to assure all countries of the 
defensive nature of the alliance and the de- 
sire of its members to work cooperatively 
with all former adversaries, 

(C) the emerging security threats posed by 
the proliferation of nuclear, chemical, and 
biological weapons of mass destruction and 
the means to deliver them, 

(D) the continuing challenges to the inter- 
ests of all North Atlantic Treaty Organiza- 
tion member countries posed by unstable and 
undemocratic regimes harboring hostile in- 
tentions, and 

(E) the dependence of the global economy 
on a stable energy supply and the free flow of 
commerce; 

(3) to urge the North Atlantic Treaty Orga- 
nization to support the eventual expansion 
of alliance membership to European coun- 
tries that meet appropriate standards, in- 
cluding— 

(A) shared values and interests, 

(B) democratic governments, 

(C) free market economies, 

(D) civilian control of the military, 

(E) adherence to the values, principles, and 
political commitments embodied in the Hel- 
sinki Final Act of the Conference on Secu- 
rity and Cooperation in Europe, and 

(F) commitment to further the principles 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
and to contribute to the security of the 
North Atlantic area; 

(4) to urge the North Atlantic Treaty Orga- 
nization— 

(A) to extend membership to countries 
that meet the standards set forth by the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, and 

(B) to establish benchmarks and a time- 
table for eventual membership for selected 
countries in transition; and 

(5) to affirm the North Atlantic Treaty Or- 
ganization military planning should include 
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joint military operations beyond the geo- 
graphic bounds of the alliance under Article 
4 of the North Atlantic Treaty when the 
shared interests of the United States and 
other member countries require such action 
to defend vital interests. 


ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE 
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Feb- 
ruary ll, 1994, the gentlewoman from 
Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY] is recognized 
for 30 minutes as the designee of the 
minority leader. 


GUN LAWS DO NOTHING ABOUT 
CRIME 


Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am 
speaking this evening under special or- 
ders since there was not enough time 
available today during the debate on 
H.R. 4296. 

Mr. Speaker, yesterday’s Baltimore 
Evening Sun included an editorial urg- 
ing me to vote in favor of the assault 
weapon ban that the House will con- 
sider today. 

This editorial recounted a vicious 
bank robbery that occurred in my dis- 
trict 2 years ago in which an assault 
weapon was used, and asks how I can 
even consider voting against this bill 
following that tragic incident. 

I would like to share with the House 
a letter that I received late yesterday 
afternoon from one of the victims of 
this tragic incident. The letter reads: 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE HELEN BENTLEY: I 
am a survivor of the Randallstown Farmer's 
Bank Robbery, which occurred on October 26, 
1992. The robbery was done by two males who 
entered the bank and had four women em- 
ployees lie face down on the vault floor and 
then proceeded to shoot all of us. Their in- 
tent when they entered the bank was to kill 
all of us leaving no witnesses. I was shot 
twice with a MII Cobray semi-automatic 
hand gun. I saw two of my employees and 
friends killed, and one other employee criti- 
cally wounded. 

I am writing to tell you to please vote 
against any gun bill. I suppose you are ask- 
ing why, since I was a victim. Guns do not do 
the killing, people do. I am a target shooter 
and enjoy target shooting with rifle, pistol 
and shotgun. No matter how many gun laws 
you put on the books, if a person wants to 
commit a violent crime they can always ob- 
tain a gun illegally if not legally. What we 
need to do is enforce the laws we already 
have. The police and lawyers do their jobs, 
but our judicial system is what needs to be 
looked into. The penalty to offenders needs 
to fit the crime with no parole. Criminals 
should serve full sentences, not let out on 
good behavior. We need to use the death pen- 
alty * . 

Taking the gun privileges away from the 
sportsmen and individual to protect their 
property will do no good * * *. My prayers 
will be with you as you make your decision. 
Istrongly urge you to vote against the gun 
DUAE 


Mr. Speaker, this letter is signed by 
Ms. Barbara M. Aldrich of Sykesville, 
MD, who was one of the victims, one of 
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the survivors of the Randallstown 
Farmers' Bank Robbery in 1992. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to read 
from another letter which was received 
in my office this week. This letter 
reads: 

DEAR HONORABLE HELEN BENTLEY: I want 
to tell you what happened to my sister, Judy 
Cobb, in 1987 in Jacksonville, Florida. A man 
broke into her apartment at five o'clock a.m. 
while her husband was gone, and [the in- 
truder] was attempting to rape her. He had 
white gloves on and a nylon stocking over 
his face. She was awakened with him on top 
of her, with a knife held on her throat* * *. 

(He] dragged her off the bed to get ropes he 
had brought in and was sitting on her back 
with her face in à pillow tying a blindfold on 
her, when my sister reached beside her bed 
on the floor, got her loaded semi-automatic 
pistol, pointed it up over the back of her 
head and fired. 

He died later in the day at the hospital. If 
the gun she'd used had been banned she'd be 
dead today instead of him. [The police be- 
lieved this man] to be responsible for about 
twenty rapes in that area. The man was 
nineteen years old. When he died the police 
called my sister to inform her. They told her 
that she had probably saved at least 200 
other women. She, her husband and three 
children now live in Maryland. 

I urge you to protect the law abiding citi- 
zens by protecting our right to own every 
kind of gun, because of crime and because of 
our Constitution. 

This letter is signed by Mrs. Deborah 
A. Miller, one of my constituents who 
lives in White Hall, MD. Finally, Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to read from a 
letter sent to my office from Timothy 
H. Walker of Glen Burnie, MD. Mr. 
Walker writes: 

I am not a member of the NRA * * *. lam 
a Sergeant with the Anne Arundel County 
Police Department, and let me assure you 
that the rank and file police officers in 
Maryland * * * and nationally do not want 
to see the second amendment rights of the 
American people trampled on. 

I have been in law enforcement * * * since 
1971, and have never encountered any of 
these "assault" weapons on the street, nor 
even responded to a scene where one was 
used. 

I have, however, seen thousands of very 
dangerous criminals released by the Courts 
or by the Parole Board back onto the streets 
* * * Please vote against this [bill]. 

Mr. Speaker, I have prepared this 
statement to announce from the well of 
the House that I would vote against the 
assault weapon ban later. However, 
there was no time left in the debate so 
I decided to give this under the special 
orders tonight. The weapons that this 
bill would ban are used in less than one 
percent of the violent crimes across 
this country. According to the Bureau 
for Justice Statistics, more Americans 
died last year from assaults with fists 
than from assaults with assault weap- 
ons. 

This bill does nothing about crime. 
Criminals still will have access to the 
full range of firepower that they desire, 
but we will be putting another shackle 
on the rights of the law abiding citi- 
zens of this country who own guns to 
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protect themselves from the criminals 
that this Congress, and that the States, 
do not have the will to put and keep in 
prison. 

I decided not to join in the hypocrisy 
of the majority party in this Chamber 
today. I was not interested in voting 
with the majority in order to be able to 
go home and say to their constituents, 
"We have done something about 
crime," when in reality we will be 
doing nothing. 

Where are the bills to keep criminals 
who use firearms in the commission of 
a crime in jail for 30 years, or 40 years, 
or for life? 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is also not 
about the NRA. When the NRA tried to 
bully me to vote against the Brady bill 
earlier this year, I told then they were 
wrong, and I supported Brady. 

I haven't accepted money or support 
from the NRA since at least 1988, so 
that when I cast a vote on gun issues 
my constituents know it is their inter- 
ests I am representing, and not that of 
any interest group. 

The legislation that was presented to 
the House today is poorly drafted. The 
letters I read a few minutes ago asking 
me to vote against this bill, from Mrs. 
Barbara Aldrich, who was a victim of a 
Shooting by an assault weapon, from 
Mrs. Deborah Miller, whose sister 
saved her own life with an assault pis- 
tol, and from Anne Arundel County Po- 
lice Sergeant Timothy Walker, are in- 
dicative of the deluge of mail, tele- 
phone calls, and faxes that I have re- 
ceived for days. 

But these three communications are 
the most compelling. During my 10 
years in the Congress I have fought to 
tighten our criminal justice system to 
get tough on criminals. It is time that 
we spent more time worrying about 
criminals, and less time placing fur- 
ther restrictions on the law abiding 
men and women of America. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. RoGERS (at the request of Mr. 
MICHEL), for today, on account of at- 
tending a funeral. 

Ms. LoNG (at the request of Mr. GEP- 
HARDT), for today prior to 9 p.m., on ac- 
count of a death in the family. 

Mr. CLEMENT (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT), for today after 5:30 p.m., on 
account of official business. 

Oo —————— 9 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. NUSSLE) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr. HYDE, for 5 minutes, today. 
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Mr. GINGRICH, for 5 minutes, today. 

(The following Member at the request 
of Mr. HINCHEY) to revise and extend 
his remarks and include extraneous 
material:) 

Mr. HOAGLAND, for 5 minutes, today. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. NUSSLE) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr. HUFFINGTON. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 

Mr. ROGERS. 

Mr. GALLO. 

Mr. WOLF. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut in two in- 
stances. 

Mr. SKEEN. 

Mr. SHUSTER in two instances. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. 

Mr. SOLOMON. 

Mr. LAZIO. 

Mr. EVERETT. 

Mr. PACKARD. 

Mr. FISH. 

Mr. KIM. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 

Mrs. MORELLA. 

Mr. GILLMOR in three instances. 

Mr. GINGRICH. 

Mr. DUNCAN. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. HINCHEY) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. MATSUI in two instances. 

Mr. GORDON in two instances. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. 

Mr. WAXMAN. 

Mr. BARCIA of Michigan. 

Ms. NORTON. 

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio in two instances. 

Mr. SANGMEISTER. 

Mr. BOUCHER. 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. 

Mr. OWENS. 

Mr. LAROCCO. 

Mr. MINETA in two instances. 

Mr. JACOBS. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. 

Mr. SERRANO. 

Mr. APPLEGATE. 

Mr. POMEROY. 

Ms. LAMBERT. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. 

Mr. KLEIN. 

Mr. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 


SENATE BILL, A JOINT RESOLU- 
TION, AND A CONCURRENT RESO- 
LUTION REFERRED 


A bill, a joint resolution, and a con- 
current resolution of the Senate of the 
following titles were taken from the 
Speaker's table and, under the rule, re- 
ferred as follows: 
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S. 1927. An act *o increase the rates of 
compensation for veterans with service-con- 
nected disabilities and the rates of depend- 
ency and indemnity compensation for the 
survivors of certain disabled veterans; to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

S.J. Res. 168. Joint resolution designating 
May 11, 1994, as "Vietnam Human Rights 
Day”; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

S. Con Res. 68. Concurrent resolution to 
authorize printing of Senator Robert C. 
Byrd's Addresses to the United States Sen- 
ate on the History of Roman Constitutional- 
ism; to the Committee on House Administra- 
tion. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled a bill and a Joint 
Resolution of the House of the follow- 
ing titles, which were thereupon signed 
by the Speaker: 

H.R. 4204. An act to designate the Federal 
building located at 711 Washington Street in 
Boston, Massachusetts, as the Jean Mayer 
Human Nutrition Research Center on 
Aging.“ 

H. J. Res. 239. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to proclaim September 1994 as 
“Classical Music Month." 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 45 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, May 9, 
1994, at 12 noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
lows: 


3117. A letter from the Acting Chairman, 
Commodity Futures Trading Commission, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to reauthorize the Commodity Futures Trad- 
ing Commission, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1110; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

3118. A letter from the Comptroller of the 
Department of Defense, transmitting a re- 
port of a violation of the Anti-Deficiency Act 
which occurred in the Department of the 
Navy, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1517(b); to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

3119. A letter from the Acting Deputy As- 
sistant Secretary (Production Resources), 
Department of Defense, transmitting the 
strategic and critical materials report to the 
Congress: Operations under the Strategic 
and Critical Materials Stockpiling Act dur- 
ing the period October 1992 to September 
1993, pursuant to 50 U.S.C, 98h-2(b); to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

3120. A letter from the Secretary of De- 
fense, transmitting a draft of proposed legis- 
lation to authorize the Department of De- 
fense to implement the January 1994 agree- 
ment between the Department and the 
McConnell Douglas Corp. to settle C-17 is- 
sues; to the Committee on Armed Services. 
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3121. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 10-230, “Medicaid Benefits 
Protection Temporary Act of 1994," pursuant 
to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(1); to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

3122. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-231, "Fuels Technology 
Temporary Amendment Act of 1994," pursu- 
ant to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(1); to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3123. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-232, “District of Colum- 
bia Government Comprehensive Merit Per- 
sonnel Act of 1978 Employee Benefits Free 
Clinic Amendment Act of 1990 Extension 
Temporary Act of 1994," pursuant to D.C. 
Code, section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee 
on the District of Columbía. 

3124. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-233, "Youth Facilities 
Firearm Prohibition Amendment Act of 
1994," pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1 
233(c)(1); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

3125. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-234, “South Africa Sanc- 
tions Repeal Act of 1994," pursuant to D.C. 
Code, section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

3126. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-228, "Human Rights 
Amendment Act of 1994," pursuant to D.C. 
Code, section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

3127. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-229, "Authorization for 
the Solicitation and Acceptance of Grant 
Monies by Advisory Neighborhood Commis- 
sion 2D Act of 1994," pursuant to D.C. Code, 
section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

3128. A letter from the Secretary of Edu- 
cation, transmitting final regulations—Stu- 
dent Assistance General Provisions—Federal 
Family Education Loan Program and Fed- 
eral Pell Grant Program, pursuant to 20 
U.S.C. 1232(d)(1); to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and Labor. 

3129. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Energy, transmitting the Depart- 
ment's annual quarterly report for the stra- 
tegic petroleum reserve, covering calendar 
year 1993 and including specific information 
for the fourth quarter of 1993, pursuant to 42 
U.S.C. 6245(a); to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

3130. A letter from the Secretary of the In- 
terior, transmitting a draft of proposed legis- 
lation to authorize the appropriation of 
funds for construction projects under the 
covenant to establish a Commonwealth of 
the Northern Mariana Islands in political 
union with the United States of America, 
and for other purposes, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 
1110; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
Sources. 


3131. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Transportation, transmitting the 
Secretary's report on the transfer of author- 
ity from the Secretary of Transportation to 
the Secretary of the Navy upon the transfer 
of the Coast Guard to the Navy, pursuant to 
Public Law 102-241, section 4 (105 Stat. 2209); 
jointly, to the Committees on Merchant Ma- 
rine and Fisheries and Armed Services. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BEILENSON: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 420. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of the bíll (H.R. 2442) to 
reauthorize appropriations under the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act of 
1965, as amended, to revise administrative 
provisions of the act to improve the author- 
ity of the Secretary of Commerce to admin- 
ister grant programs, and for other purposes 
(Rept. 103-495). Referred to the House Cal- 
endar. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu- 
tions were introduced and severally re- 
ferred as follows: 


By Mr. BAKER of Louisiana (for him- 
self, Mr. ARMEY, Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. 
INHOFE, and Mr. MCCRERY): 

H.R. 4350. A bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to make optional the 
provision of nonemergency medical transpor- 
tation services under the Medicaid Program 
and to deny Federal financial participation 
for such services; to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce. 

By Mr. BOUCHER (for himself, Mr. 
UPTON, and Ms. LAMBERT): 

H.R. 4351. A bill to amend the Comprehen- 
sive Environmental Response, Compensation 
and Liability Act of 1980 (Superfund) to pro- 
vide a mechanism for the allocation of liabil- 
ity among potentially responsible parties, 
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com- 
mittees on Energy and Commerce and Public 
Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. DUNCAN: 

H.R. 4352. A bill to require each Federal 
agency to use stationery on which is printed 
the telephone number of the agency; to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

By Mr. GALLO: 

H.R. 4353. A bill to require businesses who 
compile consumer lists for sale to other busi- 
nesses to notify consumers on the list of the 
sales of the list; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

H.R. 4354. A bill to amend title II of the So- 
cial Security Act to prohibit the buying and 
selling of Social Security account numbers; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GINGRICH: 

H.R. 4355. A bill to suspend until January 
1, 1998, the duty on fluvoxamine, maleate; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HUFFINGTON (for himself, Mr. 
GINGRICH, Mr. LEACH, Mr. WALKER, 
Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. 
HERGER, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. CRAPO, 
Mr. POMBO, Mr. HORN, Mr. INHOFE, 
Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. 
LINDER, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. WALSH, Mr. 
JACOBS, Mr. TALENT, Mr. BAKER of 


California, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. 
HOEKSTRA, Mr. CANADY, Mr. Cox, Mr. 
DIAZ-BALART, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. 


DOOLEY, Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. 

GUNDERSON, Mr. HOKE, Mr. MCHALE, 

Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. 

TORKILDSEN, Mr. DICKEY, and Mr. 
HUTCHINSON): 

H.R. 4356, A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 

enue Code of 1986 to allow individuals who do 
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not itemize their deductions a deduction for 
a portion of their charitable contributions, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HUGHES (for himself and Mr. 
MOORHEAD) (both by request): 

H.R. 4357. A bill to make improvements in 
the operation and administration of the Fed- 
eral courts, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HYDE: 

H.R. 4358. A bill to express U.S. policy with 
respect to the North Atlantic Treaty Organi- 
zation; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. KOPETSKI: 

H.R, 4359. A bill to require a study and re- 
port on environmental restoration at the Ne- 
vada Test Site, NV; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Ms. LAMBERT (for herself, Mr. 
UPTON, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. SCHAEFER, 
and Mr. MANTON): 

H.R. 4360. A bill to amend the Comprehen- 
sive Environmental Response, Compensa- 
tion, and Liability Act of 1980 to clarify li- 
ability under that act for certain recycling 
transactions; jointly, to the Committees on 
Energy and Commerce and Public Works and 
Transportation. 

By Ms. NORTON: 

H.R. 4361. A bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide that an employee of 
the Federal Government may use sick leave 
to attend to the medical needs of a family 
member; to modify the voluntary leave 
transfer program with respect to employees 
who are members of the same family; and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. WAXMAN (by request): 

H.R. 4362. A bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to revise the 
authority under that act to regulate pes- 
ticide chemical residues in food; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce, 

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota (for 
himself, Mr. MINGE, and Mr. 
GRANDY): 

H.R. 4363. A bill to authorize the construc- 
tion of the Lewis and Clark Rural Water Sys- 
tem and to authorize assistance to the Lewis 
and Clark Rural Water System, Inc., a non- 
profit corporation, for the planning and con- 
struction of the water supply system, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

By Mr. LANCASTER: 

H.R. 4364. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Transportation to transfer administrative 
jurisdiction over certain lands for inclusion 
in the Cape Hatteras National Seashore Rec- 
reational Area; jointly, to the Committees 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries and Natu- 
ral Resources. 

By Mr. POMEROY (for himself, Mr. 
BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. COPPER- 
SMITH, Mr. HAMBURG, Mr. MINGE, Ms. 
SHEPHERD, Mrs. THURMAN, and Mr. 
PASTOR): 

H.R. 4365. A bill to amend title XI of the 
Social Security Act to repeal the require- 
ment that employers report information to 
the Medicare and Medicaid coverage data 
bank; jointly, to the Committees on Ways 
and Means and Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. WYNN (for himself, Mr. ENGEL, 
and Mr. FOGLIETTA); 

H.R. 4366. A bill to amend the Small Busi- 
ness Act to establish a minority graduate 
mentor program; to the Committee on Small 
Business. 

By Mrs. KENNELLY; 

H.R. 4367. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 and title I of the Employee 
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Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 with 
regard to pension integration, participation, 
and vesting requirements, to provide for di- 
vision of pension benefits upon divorce un- 
less otherwise provided in qualified domestic 
relations orders, to provide for studies relat- 
ing to cost-of-living adjustments and pension 
portability, and to clarify the continued 
availability, under provisions governing do- 
mestic relations orders, of remedies relating 
to matters treated in such orders entered be- 
fore 1985; jointly, to the Committees on Ways 
and Means and Education and Labor. 
By Mr. BLACKWELL (for himself, Mr. 
MFUME, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. NADLER, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. FROST, 
Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. KLECZKA, 
Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
WILSON, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. 
UNDERWOOD, Mr. WATT, Mr. OWENS, 
Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
THOMPSON, Mr. Scott, Ms. BROWN of 
Florida, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. PAYNE 
of New Jersey, Mr. WASHINGTON, Mr. 
TUCKER, Mr. TOWNS, and Mr. RUSH): 

H.J. Res. 364. Joint resolution designating 
June as "African-American Music Month"; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. KNOLLENBERG (for himself, 
Mr. PENNY, Mr. RAHALL, Ms. DANNER, 
and Mr. BONIOR): 

H. Con. Res. 245. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of the House of Represent- 
atives commending Israel and the Palestine 
Liberation Organization [PLO] for signing an 
historic agreement in Cairo on May 4, 1994; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. WHEAT: 

H. Con. Res. 246. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of the Congress regarding 
the denial or limitation of health insurance 
coverage or benefits on the basis of preexist- 
ing medical conditions; jointly, to the Com- 
mittees on Energy and Commerce and Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. MICHEL (for himself, Mr. GING- 
RICH, Mr. THOMAS of California, Mr. 
ROBERTS, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. 
BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. BOEHNER, 
and Ms. DUNN): 

H. Res. 419. Resolution amending the Rules 
of the House of Representatives to provide 
for certain changes in the bipartisan admin- 
istrative oversight of House functions; joint- 
ly, to the Committees on Rules and House 
Administration. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. KENNEDY: 

H.R. 4368. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Transportation to issue a certificate of 
documentation with appropriate endorse- 
ment for employment in the coastwise trade 
for the vessel Sunrise; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 

H.R. 39: Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER and Ms. Roy- 
BAL-ALLARD. 

H.R. 65: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii and Ms. 
PRYCE of Ohio. 

H.R. 123: Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi and Ms. 
PRYCE of Ohio. 
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H.R. 518: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin and 
Mr. KLEIN. 

H.R. 790: Mr. WATT. 

H.R. 794: Mr. 
HUFFINGTON, 

H.R. 885: Mr. MYERS of Indiana, Mr. GUN- 
DERSON, and Mr. BARTON of Texas. 

H.R. 911: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey and 
Mr. HOAGLAND. 

H.R. 1056: Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. UNDERWOOD, 
Mr. GORDON, and Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 

H.R. 1277: Mr. SANTORUM and Mr. PAXON. 

H.R. 1293: Mr. ISTOOK and Mr. HUTTO. 

H.R. 1490; Mr. CLINGER, Mr. LEHMAN, and 
Mr. LINDER, 

H.R. 1579: Mr. DIXON, Ms. EsHoo, and Mr. 
FARR. 

H.R. 1864: Mr. BLUTE. 

H.R. 1968: Mr. MCDERMOTT and Mr. 
HOAGLAND. 

H.R. 2317: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. 

H.R. 2360: Mr. KIM. 

H.R. 2433: Mr. LEWIS of Florida. 

H.R. 2479: Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Ms. WA- 
TERS, Mr. APPLEGATE, and Ms. ROYBAL-AL- 
LARD. 

H.R. 2660: Ms. NORTON. 

H.R. 2676: Mr. STOKES. 

H.R. 2691: Mr. ENGEL. 

H.R. 2759: Mr. PACKARD, Mr. PARKER, and 
Mr. SCHAEFER. 

H.R. 2959: Mr. MCCRERY. 

H.R. 3005: Mr. ScHIFF, Mr. CALVERT, and 
Mr. BUNNING. 

H.R. 3017: Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. SHAW, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, and Mr. BAESLER. 

H.R. 3128: Ms. SHEPHERD. 


KINGSTON and Mr. 


BLACKWELL, and Mr. TOWNS. 

H.R. 3305: Mr. MENENDEZ. n 

H.R. 3347: Mr. WATT and Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 

H.R. 3392: Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. HAMILTON, 
Mr. FIELDS of Texas, and Mr. SCHAEFER. 

H.R. 3421: Mr. ScHIFF, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. 
KOLBE, and Mr. BUNNING. 

H.R. 3472: Mr. HINCHEY. 

H.R. 3486: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. ROTH, Mr. HAN- 
SEN, Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin, Mr. DEUTSCH, 
Mr. MICA, Mr. CASTLE, and Ms. DUNN. 

H.R. 3490: Mr. ROWLAND. 

H.R. 3507: Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. MCCRERY, and 
Mr. SPRATT. 

H.R. 3630: Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
Mr. FoRD of Tennessee, and Mr. JACOBS. 

H.R. 3659: Mr. LAFALCE. 

H.R. 3695: Mr. BUNNING. 

H.R. 3739: Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. MORAN, Mr. 
SKEEN, Mr. LEVY, Mr. DEAL, Mrs. MEYERS of 
Kansas, Mr. DREIER, Mr. LIVINGSTON. 

H.R. 3750: Mr. WYNN and Mr. MINGE. 

H.R. 3790: Mr. MCINNIS. 

H.R. 3811: Mr. TORRES, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. 
BAKER of California, and Mr. BROWN of Cali- 
fornia. 

H.R. 3851: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. BAKER 
of Louisiana, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. Cox, Mr. 
RAVENEL, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. LINDER, Mr. 
ROYCE, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. BLUTE, 
Mr. LEVY, Mr. CRAPO, and Mr. BARTON of 
Texas. . 

H.R. 3875: Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. MCHUGH, 
Mr. MiCA, Mr. HERGER, Mr. KYL, Mr. BAKER 
of California, Mr. THOMAS of California, Mr. 
MCKEON, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. DREIER, Mr. 
LEWIS California, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. Cox, Mr. 
HUNTER, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. 
SCHAEFER, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. YOUNG of 
Florida, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. HYDE, Mr. BUYER, 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. ROG- 
ERS, Mr. SMITH of Michigan, Mrs. VUCANO- 
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VICH, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. PAXON, Mr. HOUGH- 
TON, Mr. COBLE, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. HOBSON, 
Mr. KASICH, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. 
McDADE, Mr. WALKER, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. 
RIDGE, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. DUN- 
CAN, Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. 
BARTON of Texas. Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. 
DELAY, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. ROTH, 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. 
DooLEY, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. 
FROST, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. 
CLINGER, Mr. MYERS of Indiana, Mr. EWING, 
Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. LEVY, Mr. LINDER, Mr. 
KING, Mr. BACHUS of Alabama, Mr. KIM, Mr. 
TALENT, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. 
CONDIT, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. MILLER of 
Florida, Mr. BROOKS, and Mr. EDWARDS of 
Texas. 

H.R. 3951: Mr. SwETT, Mr. DEAL, and Mr. 
WILLIAMS. 

H.R. 3955: Mr. MURPHY and Mr. HUTCHIN- 
SON. 

H.R. 3973: Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. ENGEL, and 
Mr. FROST. 

H.R. 4019: Mr. GEJDENSON. 

H.R. 4043: Mr. MFUME, Mr. STOKES, Ms. 
COLLINS of Michigan, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. LEWIS 
of Georgia, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. 
TUCKER, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. WYNN, 
Mr. RUSH, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. 
HASTINGS. 

H.R. 4051: Ms. MCKINNEY. 

H.R. 4091: Mr. DELLUMS. 

H.R. 4095: Mr. Cox, Mr. STUMP, Mr. BACHUS 
of Alabama, Mr. GORDON, and Ms. PRYCE of 
Ohio. 

H.R. 4100: Mr. ARCHER. 

H.R. 4109: Mr. ACKERMAN. 

H.R. 4118: Mr. TEJEDA, Mr. FRANK of Massa- 
chusetts, Mr. LANTOS, and Mr. SCHIFF. 

H.R. 4128; Mr. FINGERHUT, Mr. FOGLIETTA, 
Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. TOWNS, and 
Mr. WYDEN. 

H.R. 4135: Mr. ROSE, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. BE- 
VILL, Mr. YouNc of Florida, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. 
HILLIARD, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. CARR, Mr. LAN- 
CASTER, Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. HOYER, 
Mr. FLAKE, Mr. SWETT, and Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA. 

H.R. 4148: Ms. NORTON, Mr. NEAL of Massa- 
chusetts, and Mr. MARKEY. 

H.R. 4158: Mr. ALLARD, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 
BONIOR, Mr. FILNER, Mr. MILLER of Califor- 
nia, Mr. TowNs, Mr. NADLER, Mrs. MALONEY, 
Ms. DELAURO, Mr. OWENS, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. FLAKE, and Mr. 
WASHINGTON. 

H.R. 4178: Mr. PACKARD and Mr. KLUG. 

H.R, 4216: Mr. MCDERMOTT. 

H.R. 4223: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. 
BLILEY, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. 
GEKAS, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. HoB- 
SON, Mr, PETRI, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mrs. VUCAN- 
OVICH, and Mr. ZELIFF. 

H.R. 4247: Mr. GRAMS and Mr. ZIMMER. 

H.R. 4260: Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. PARKER, Mr. 
KLUG, Mr. RAVENEL, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. LIPINSKI, 
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, and Mr. NEAL of Massa- 
chusetts. 

H. R. 4269: Mr. KING. Mr. ARMEY, Mr. WIL- 
SON, and Mr. DORNAN. 

H.R. 4272; Mr. FAZIO, Mr. MINETA, and Mr. 
MEEHAN. 

H.R. 4273: Mr. FAZIO, Mr. MINETA, and Mr. 
MEEHAN. 

H.R. 4281: Mr. HUNTER, Mr. DORNAN, and 
Mr. ROBERTS. 

H.R. 4345: Mr. ENGEL, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. FISH, Mr. 
TORKILDSEN, and Ms. MOLINARI. 

H.R. 4347: Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. 
BOEHNER, and Mr. DICKEY. 

H.J. Res. 90: Mr. MCHUGH and Mr. BAKER of 
California. 
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H.J. Res. 297: Mr. DUNCAN. 

H.J. Res. 302: Mr. MURTHA, Mr. CRAMER, 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. EHLERS, 
Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. WELDON, Mr. GEJDENSON, 
and Mr. TEJEDA. 

H.J. Res. 311: Mr. CALVERT, Mrs. CLAYTON, 
Mr. COBLE, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. CRANE, Mr. 
DARDEN, Mr. DIXON, Mr. EDWARDS of Califor- 
nia, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. FISH, Mr. PETE GEREN 
of Texas, Mr. GORDON, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. 
HASTERT, Mr. HORN, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. JOHN- 
SON of South Dakota, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
McINNIS, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. 
OLVER, Mr. ORTON, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. PAYNE 
of New Jersey, Mr. PETRI, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 
SERRANO, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. TAYLOR of North 
Carolina, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. 
TEJEDA, Mr. UPTON, and Mr. STOKES. 

H.J. Res. 327: Mr. PICKETT, Mr. WYDEN, and 
Mr. DICKS. 

H.J. Res. 333: Mr. FLAKE, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. 
BARCIA of Michigan, Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. 
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. EVANS, Mr. LEVY, Mr. 
GUNDERSON, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. WELDON, Mr. 
MATSUI, Mr. MENENDEZ, and Mr. COBLE. 

H.J. Res. 334: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BATEMAN, 
Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DE LUGO, Ms. FURSE, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mr. Lazio, Ms. LOWEY, Mr. 
MCDADE, Mr. MORAN, Mr. NEAL of Massachu- 
setts, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. 
TORRES, Mrs. UNSOELD, Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 

H.J. Res. 344: Mr. HAYES, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. 
KASICH, Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Mr. 
CRAMER, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. GON- 
ZALEZ, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. DIXON, 
Mr. DORNAN, Mr. WELDON, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. 
ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. ENGEL, and Mr. 
BONIOR. 

H. Con. Res. 6: Mr. HANSEN and Mr. SMITH 
of Michigan. 

H. Con. Res. 98: Mr. KIM, Mr. PACKARD, and 
Mr. SANTORUM. 

H. Con. Res. 148: Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. 

H. Con. Res. 176: Mr. CLYBURN and Mr. BER- 
MAN. 

H. Con. Res. 210: Mr. GALLO and Mr. SOLO- 
MON. 

H. Con. Res. 235: Mr. MILLER of California, 
Mr. MORAN, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. PENNY, 
Mr. SKAGGS, Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. CLEMENT, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. DURBIN, Ms. 
PELOSI, Mr. SANDERS, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. 
STARK, Mr. OLVER, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mrs. MORELLA, Ms. SLAUGH- 
TER, Mr. FINGERHUT, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. PRICE 
of North Carolina, Mr. FILNER, Mr. McCLos- 
KEY, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. ED- 
WARDS of California, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. LEWIS 
of Georgia, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. STOKES, 
Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. LEACH, Mr. 
WHEAT, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. NADLER, Mr. WIL- 
LIAMS, Mr. POMEROY, and Mr. REYNOLDS. 

H. Res. 255: Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. CRANE, 
Mr. TANNER, Mr. HYDE, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. 
Cox, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. HASTERT, and Mr. 
CLINGER. 

H. Res. 368: Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. FOGLIETTA, 
Mr. GEJDENSON, and Mr. EVANS. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's 
desk and referred as follows: 


91. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the city 
of Sunrise, FL, relative to a correspondence 
between the Department of Justice and the 
city of Sunrise in regard to a grant request 
for more police officers; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

92. Also, petition of the city of Sunrise, 
FL. relative to city of Sunrise, FL, Resolu- 


tion No. 94-70; Urgently calling for anticrime 
legislation; making recommendations and 
rededicating itself to crime prevention and 
suppression; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 


DISCHARGE PETITIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXVII, the fol- 
lowing discharge petitions were filed: 


Petition 16, May 4, 1994, by Mr. ZELIFF on 
House Resolution 407, was signed by the fol- 
lowing Members: William H. Zeliff, Jr., Cass 
Ballenger, Jay Dickey, Jack Quinn, James 
M. Inhofe, Craig Thomas, Gary A. Condit, 
Charles T. Canady, Stephen E. Buyer, Lamar 
S. Smith, Rob Portman, Roscoe G. Bartlett, 
Sam Johnson, Peter G. Torkildsen, Wayne 
Allard, Michael D. Crapo, Jim Ramstad, Mi- 
chael Huffington, Stephen Horn, Dan Miller, 
Bob Franks, Dick Zimmer, Dean A. Gallo, 
Jim Saxton, Jim Nussle, Doug Bereuter, 
John Linder, Peter Hoekstra, Bill Barrett, 
Michael Bilirakis, Thomas E. Petri, Bill Em- 
erson, Helen Delich Bentley, John A. 
Boehner, Howard P. "Buck" McKeon, Peter 
Blute, Joe Knollenberg, Ernest J. Istook, Jr., 
Vernon J. Ehlers, Jennifer Dunn, Bob Stump, 
Jim Bunning, Spencer Bachus, Terry Ever- 
ett, Richard H. Baker, Martin R. Hoke, Por- 
ter J. Goss, Joe Barton, Nick Smith, Wally 
Herger, Alfred A. (Al) McCandless, Randy 
“Duke” Cunningham, Mel Hancock, Ken Cal- 
vert, Jay Kim, Richard W. Pombo, Jon Kyl, 
John M. McHugh, Barbara F. Vucanovich, 
Tom Lewis, E. Clay Shaw, Jr., Donald A. 
Manzullo, Deborah Pryce, Bob Goodlatte, 
Elton Gallegly, Christopher Cox, Pete T. 
King, Edward R. Royce, Dana Rohrabacher, 
Bill Baker, Amo Houghton, Sonny Callahan, 
Michael N. Castle, Duncan Hunter, Scott L. 
Klug, Dave Camp, Tom DeLay, Rick 
Santorum, Thomas W. Ewing, Steven Schiff, 
Bill McCollum, Scott McInnis, J. Dennis 
Hastert, James H. (Jimmy) Quillen, Robert 
H. Michel, Jim Kolbe, Howard Coble, Tillie 
K. Fowler, Bob Inglis, Cliff Stearns, John J. 
Duncan, Jr. Bill Paxon, Thomas J. Bliley, 
Jr., Robert E. Andrews, Jim McCrery, James 
C. Greenwood, Philip M. Crane, Charles H. 
Taylor, Dan Burton, Robert S, Walker, Jan 
Meyers, Steve Gunderson, Don Sundquist, 
Christopher H. Smith, Y, Tim Hutchinson, 
Henry J. Hyde, Ron Packard, John R. Ka- 
sich, Roby Roth, J. Alex McMillan, Harris W. 
Fawell, Bill Archer, Richard K. Armey, 
Wayne T. Gilchrest, David Dreier, Lincoln 
Diaz-Balart, William M, Thomas, James A. 
Leach, F. James Sensenbrenner, Rick Lazio, 
Arthur Ravenel, Jr., James M. Talent, Chris- 
topher Shays, Pat Roberts, David A. Levy, 
John L. Mica, Carlos J. Moorhead, Nancy L. 
Johnson, Paul E. Gillmor, Larry Combest, 
Curt Weldon, Robert K. Dornan, Jack Kings- 
ton, Dick Swett, Jim Cooper, George W. 
Gekas, Rod Grams, Ronald K. Machtley, 
Fred Grandy, Glenn Poshard, Newt Gingrich, 
Gary A. Franks, John T. Doolittle, Joel 
Hefley, Andrew Jacobs, Don Young, Gerald 
B.H. Solomon, James T. Walsh, Michel A. 
"Mac" Collins, Frank R. Wolf, Jack Fields, 
Thomas J. Ridge, Michael G. Oxley, William 
F. Goodling, Susan Molinari, Floyd Spence, 
Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, and Dan Schaefer. 

Petition 17, May 4, 1994, by Mr. SHAW on 
House Resolution 386, was signed by the fol- 
lowing Members: E. Clay Shaw, Jr., Charles 
T. Canady, Y. Tim Hutchinson, Hamilton 
Fish, Jr., Henry J. Hyde, Ron Packard, Dick 
Zimmer, Bill Archer, J. Alex McMillan, Toby 
Roth, Richard K. Armey, Tillie K. Fowler, 
Porter J. Goss, Tom Lewis, Tom DeLay, Jim 
McCrery, Wayne T. Gilchrest, David Dreier, 
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Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, William M. Thomas, 
Michael D. Crapo, James A. Leach, F. James 
Sensenbrenner, Jr., Rick Lazio, Robert S. 
Walker, Christopher Shays, James M. Tal- 
ent, Pat Roberts, William H. Zeliff, Jr., John 
L. Mica, Carlos J. Moorhead, Paul E. 
Gillmor, Peter Hoekstra, Thomas W. Ewing, 
John J. Duncan, Jr., Don Sundquist, Arthur 
Ravenel, Jr., Deborah Pryce, Howard Coble, 
Jay Dickey, Cliff Stearns, Bob Inglis, John 
Linder, Jim Bunning, Jack Kingston, Joe 
Knollenberg, Jim Saxton, Jennifer Dunn, 
Sam Johnson, Barbara F. Vucanovich, Craig 
Thomas, Charles H. Taylor, Rod Grams, 
Thomas J. Bliley, Jr., Fred Grandy. Bob 
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Goodlatte, Newt Gingrich, James C. Green- 
wood, Dan Miller, Joel Hefley, Gerald B.H. 
Solomon, Jim Nussle, Stephen E. Buyer, Ste- 
phen Horn, Nancy L. Johnson, Jim Kolbe, 
and Dan Schaefer. 


DISCHARGE PETITIONS— 
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS 


The following Members added their 
names to the following discharge peti- 
tions: 
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Petition 1 by Mr. SOLOMON on H.R. 493: 
Thomas E. Petri, Steve Gunderson, Hamilton 
Fish, Jr., and Christopher Shays. 

Petition 11 by Mr. RAMSTAD on House 
Resolution 247: J. Dennis Hastert. 

Petition 12 by Mr. TRAFICANT on H.R. 
3261: Bill McCollum, Charles T. Canady, and 
Steve Gunderson. 

Petition 15 by Mr. BILIRAKIS on House 
Resolution 382: Joe Skeen, Bill McCollum, 
Christopher Shays, and Bob Goodlatte. 

The following Member deleted her name 
from the following discharge petition: 

Petition 17 by Mr. SHAW on House Resolu- 
tion 386: Ileana Ros-Lehtinen. 
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SENATE—Thursday, May 5, 1994 


The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex- 
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. BYRD]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senate will be led in prayer by the Rev- 
erend Richard C. Halverson, Jr. 

Mr. Halverson, please. 


PRAYER 


The Reverend Richard C. Halverson, 
Jr., of Falls Church, VA, offered the 
following prayer: 

Let us pray: 

Heavenly Father, on this National 
Day of Prayer, we lift up the promise 
of our Lord to His followers, that he 
who receiveth you receiveth me, and he 
that receiveth me receiveth him that 
sent me. Matthew 10:40. 

Inasmuch as Congress, from its be- 
ginning days, has received those who 
have come to petition Thee for the 
opening of each day's session, and 
knowing Thee to be the faithful Lord 
to Thy Word, who You are, we rev- 
erently ask that the reception of Thy 
servants here would in fact welcome 
Thee. Let Thy glory fill this place; may 
Thy presence bless the Senators and 
their families, the staff and their fami- 
lies, and all who serve in the Senate. 

We acknowledge that this place is 
not a sanctuary, synagogue or mosque 
but a public sphere, belonging to all 
the people of this land. As one Member 
of Congress has said, ‘‘We have built no 
Temple but the Capitol; we consult no 
common oracle but the  Constitu- 
tion."—Rufus Choate, 1833. 

Thus we recognize the right for pray- 
ers of every religion to be offered here. 
We make this prayer in the name of 
Jesus Christ because He taught us to 
pray, and He has given such unworthy 
vessels as we are the right to approach 
Thy throne with confidence. Amen. 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the order of yesterday, the leadership 
time is reserved. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the order, there will now be a period 
for the transaction of morning business 
not to extend beyond the hour of 10 
o'clock a.m., with Senators permitted 
to speak therein for not to exceed 5 
minutes each. 

Also, under the order, the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. CAMPBELL] is recog- 
nized at this time for up to 20 minutes. 


(Legislative day of Monday, May 2, 1994) 


The Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I thank the Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. CAMPBELL and 
Mr. REID pertaining to the introduc- 
tion of S. 2078 are located in today's 
RECORD under “Statements on Intro- 
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.’’) 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senator 
from Colorado had 20 minutes reserved. 
I ask unanimous consent that the time 
he has remaining, I be allowed to have 
with my 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


HEALTH CARE REFORM 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have been 
wearing eye glasses now for about a 
year. I went to my ophthalmologist, a 
man I have known in Las Vegas for 
many years, to get my new glasses. As 
we were waiting for his staff to come, 
we were sitting in his office visiting, he 
said to me, “Harry, you have to do 
something about this health care situa- 
tion." He said, "I am a doctor. But I 
am also a small businessman.” He said, 
"I have 27 employees. One of my em- 
ployees recently got cancer. And I can- 
not get the policy rewritten. No one is 
willing to give me a policy. The com- 
pany that I have will not rewrite it, 
and I am having great difficulty get- 
ting insurance for my 27 employees.” 

This, Mr. President, is a story that is 
told and retold throughout all of busi- 
ness in America. People who want to 
provide insurance for their employees 
cannot provide the insurance for their 
employees. People will not write it, or, 
if they do, it is too expensive. 

At a news conference this past Tues- 
day, the Small Business Coalition 
hosted a news conference to announce 
their support of the Clinton health care 
bil. This coalition represents 340,000 
small businesses with more than 3.1 
million employees. That is a lot of peo- 
ple. That is a lot of businesses. 

Clearly, small businesses are inter- 
ested in health care reform. There is no 
group of individuals in America that 
should be more concerned about health 
care. Why? Because you see, Mr. Presi- 
dent, small businesses pay an average 
of 35 percent more for the same cov- 
erage that big businesses have—for the 
same coverage. But in addition to pay- 
ing 35 percent more for the same cov- 
erage, their rates are skyrocketing. 
Premiums continue to increase at a 
rate 50 percent more than big business 
health insurance premiums. 

In Nevada, another constituent of 
mine, a woman by the name of Rose 


Dominguez runs a travel agency. It isa 
small one. But it is a good business. It 
is called Discovery Travel. This 
woman, trying to maintain a small 
business, trying to maintain happy em- 
ployees, has had a very difficult time. 
She has had obstacle after obstacle 
thrown into her path trying to provide 
her employees with health care insur- 
ance. She has a healthy work force. 
Her premiums have increased at a rate 
of 30 percent over the past 2 years. The 
only other option available to Rose 
Dominguez was a policy with such high 
deductibles that it created a great dis- 
incentive for her and her employees to 
want to participate. 

Most small businesses want to insure 
their employees. Added to the high pre- 
mium burden, small businesses are 
faced with occupational redlining by 
insurance companies and preexisting- 
condition exclusions. 

A small nonprofit agency in Nevada 
was denied coverage for preexisting 
conditions of some of its employees. 
This agency is called the Nevada Asso- 
ciation of Latin Americans. It has been 
in business in Nevada for at least 15 
years—maybe longer than that, but 15 
years that I know of. They have 23 em- 
ployees. They are almost all low-wage 
employees, about $4.50 an hour, mini- 
mum wage. But the reason people are 
willing to work there and stay there 
for periods of time is because this little 
association supplied health insurance 
for its employees. 

You may ask why—why are they hav- 
ing trouble? Because two of NALA’s 
employees were pregnant and one de- 
veloped diabetes. They were denied in- 
surance from an HMO insurance car- 
rier. The insurance company sent them 
a letter stating: 

Unfortunately, we are not able to offer our 
services to this group at the present time 
due to health conditions which currently 
exist. 

Two pregnancies, and one diabetes 
are not unusual occurrences in the 
lives of employees. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that this letter from the FHP 
Health Care Benefits Section to the Ne- 
vada Association of Latin Americans 
be made a part of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

FHP HEALTH CARE, 
Las Vegas, NV, September 29, 1993. 
Re Nevada Association of Latin Americans. 
ScoTT CARSON, 
Southwest Benefits, 
Las Vegas, NV. 

DEAR ScoTT: Thank you for considering 

FHP for your above mentioned client. Unfor- 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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tunately, we are not able to offer our serv- 
ices to this group at the present time due to 
health conditions which currently exist. 

If you have any questions regarding this 
matter, please feel free to contact me. 

We at FHP appreciate your patronage, and 
strive to provide you with Quality service. 

Sincerely, 
SALLY NEITZ, 
Account Executive. 


Mr. REID. I also ask unanimous con- 
sent that another letter, directed to 
the First Lady, from the Nevada Asso- 
ciation of Latin Americans be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


NEVADA ASSOCIATION OF 
LATIN AMERICANS, INC., 
Las Vegas, NV, October 1, 1993. 
HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON, 
White House, Office of the First Lady, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR FIRST LADY: Thank you for the enor- 
mous work you are doing for the Health Care 
Reform. I know you received over 700,000 let- 
ters and my letter won't add anything new 
to the fund of knowledge you already have. 

However, I want to share with you our ex- 
periences here with Insurance companies. As 
you are testifying on Capitol Hill, we are 
being rejected by an HMO Insurance Carrier 
because one of our staff members has diabe- 
tes and two are pregnant. We are a small 
non-profit, social service agency, with a staff 
of twenty-three, which serves primarily the 
economically disadvantaged Hispanics of 
Southern Nevada. Our agency has been in ex- 
istence for 25 years. The only benefit our 
staff receives is Group Health Insurance. 
Most of our staff start at $4.50 an hour. We 
are not insurable as a group because of the 
pre-existing conditions of three staff mem- 
bers. 

Please do whatever is in your power to 
fight for us. We need the SECURITY of Uni- 
versal Coverage which the President spoke 
about at the Joint Congressional Session. As 
far as we are concerned, Health Care Reform 
is not a political issue—it is our life and the 
life of poor people we serve. Please do not 
allow the Congress to delay the passage of 
the Health Care Reform Bill. We cannot wait 
without health insurance. 

I wish you all the success in this endeavor. 

Sincerely, 
AVI L. ALMEIDA, Ph.D., LASW, 
President and Chief Executive Officer. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this letter 
is self-explanatory. It basically says: 
“What are we to do? We cannot pay 
higher wages. Now we cannot supply 
insurance to our employees, and we are 
in big trouble.“ 

Mr. President, all small businesses in 
America are in big trouble, and their 
employees are even in bigger trouble, 
because they have no health insurance. 

This small nonprofit company, acting 
in good faith, was denied health insur- 
ance coverage, as I indicated, one of 
the only benefits the agency could ex- 
tend to its employees. 

Mr. President, the President's health 
care proposal will create an even play- 
ing field for businesses like my 
friend's, who owns the travel agency, 
and like my friend the ophthalmol- 
ogist. And it is also important that 
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nonprofit companies also be assured 
that they are included in the small 
business package, and that they, like 
the National Association of Latin 
Americans, can supply insurance to 
their employees. The Clinton plan will 
allow small businesses to pool together 
and have the same purchasing power 
that is afforded to big business today. 
It wil eliminate insurance practices 
that discriminate against small busi- 
nesses. It is discrimination when small 
businesses’ prices are 35 percent more 
than big businesses', and the premiums 
are going up 50 percent more. 

We must be aware that small busi- 
nesses cannot pay the skyrocketing 
premium increases, and they cannot 
have employees that are all injury free, 
disease free. We must have health in- 
surance that allows people with pre- 
existing conditions to have insurance. 
We cannot have occupational redlining, 
which is really what we have. The 
President's health care bill, the Health 
Security Act, will assist low-wage 
small businesses to purchase coverage 
with discounts. 

Mr. President, small businesses and 
their employees will be guaranteed a 
comprehensive set of benefits similar 
to those currently offered in Fortune 
500 companies and will be afforded a 
wide choice of health care plans. The 
proposal will also help to reduce the in- 
credible administrative burden faced 
by small businesses. Not only do we 
have small business insurance pre- 
miums that are an average of 35 per- 
cent higher than for big business, as in- 
dicated with Discovery Travel, but pre- 
miums are going up 50 percent higher. 

In addition, Mr. President, it is esti- 
mated that 40 cents of every dollar 
small business has spent on health care 
is eaten up in administrative costs. 
Clearly, the President's bill is, as the 
Wall Street Journal wrote: “An unex- 
pected windfall’’ for small businesses. 

I hope my colleagues will join with 
me and others in continuing to push 
for strong health care reform. We must 
provide all Americans, especially small 
businesses, with guaranteed coverage 
and ensure that they have an even 
playing field, and that they can com- 
pete with big businesses. If we do noth- 
ing, health care spending is going to 
skyrocket. This year, Mr. President, 
health care costs will increase $100 bil- 
lion. Next year the cost of health care 
in America will be a trillion dollars. If 
we continually do nothing, health care 
spending will reach $1.6 trillion in 5 
years, by the year 2000. This is a gam- 
ble our country cannot afford to make. 
We must act now for positive change. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI] 
is recognized for not to exceed 5 min- 
utes. 


the 
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THE GIFT BAN BILL 


Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise today in support of the McConnell 
substitute amendment, which is the 
pending amendment. I would like to 
speak specifically in opposition to the 
provisions of the committee bill that 
would prohibit Members of Congress 
from receiving private reimbursements 
for travel, food, and lodging, in connec- 
tion with charitable events. 

Mr. President, in August of this year, 
my wife Nancy and I plan to host a 
charity event in my State of Alaska to 
raise money for a breast cancer detec- 
tion center that we have been support- 
ing for a long time. The event is called 
“Waterfall 94.“ The Waterfall 94 
Committee" is a nonprofit organiza- 
tion which is sponsoring the first an- 
nual “Fishing for Charity” tour- 
nament. The committee’s name comes 
from the location of the event near 
Ketchikan, AK, in the southeastern 
part of our State. The charity tour- 
nament will run for 3 days. Members of 
the Senate and leaders of the business 
community have been invited to attend 
and support this very worthwhile 
cause, as well as providing them with 
an opportunity to visit our State. 

The beneficiary of this event will be 
the Breast Cancer Detection Center of 
Alaska. That is a nonprofit organiza- 
tion located in Fairbanks. The center 
was established in 1974, with my wife, 
who is one of the founding directors, to 
provide free examinations and mammo- 
grams to all the women of Alaska. To 
date, women from more than 80 towns 
and villages have been able to visit the 
center for breast cancer screening. I 
understand that over 15,000 women 
have been examined, and, undoubtedly, 
lives have been saved. 

While the center has provided these 
thousands of examinations and mam- 
mograms over the years to women who 
would otherwise not be able to afford 
these services, the vastness of our 
State continues to prevent some 
women in many of the remote areas 
from accessing these services. We are 
hopeful that the proceeds from the 
event will allow the center to continue 
to fulfil its mission of providing 
screening for mammograms, outreach 
and educational services to the women 
of Alaska. 

Mr. President, it is our hope that this 
will become an annual event. The funds 
generated help purchase the new mam- 
mogram unit, which is now being in- 
stalled, and will assist the center in ob- 
taining a mobile unit that would be 
available for placement in a C-130. The 
National Guard could fly into these 
bush areas that have no road connec- 
tion to provide this service to women 
in isolated communities. 

Many companies and organizations 
have generously offered to provide do- 
nations to the Waterfall '94 event to 
help pay for the travel, food, and lodg- 
ing, and we would anticipate that 
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Members of this body, Senators and 
one family member, would attend the 
event. Simply stated, without this gen- 
erous support, the event would not 
take place. 

If Members of the Senate are prohib- 
ited from participating in events such 
as this, the chance to raise money for 
breast cancer will be lost. I suggest to 
those opponents of this type of charity 
event, that they should suggest some 
alternative, so we may continue to 
raise money for worthwhile causes. 

Of course, full disclosure of such 
events is already required. The Ethics 
Committee has an important role in 
monitoring Senators' participation and 
sponsorship of such charity tour- 
naments. Clearly, these events take 
place in the light of full disclosure. Of 
course, the real winners of such events 
are the charities they support, like the 
Breast Cancer Detection Center in 
Fairbanks. 

We have seen the success of the Sen- 
ator's Ski Cup in Park City, UT, for 
the children's hospital, which is spon- 
sored by former Senator Jake Garn. 
Many of us will recall when Senator 
Garn went up in space and came back, 
his daughter was severely ill. He gave 
one of his kidneys to his daughter at 
that hospital. The charity event has 
been going on ever since. 

I think that the Children's Hospital 
in Salt Lake City receives approxi- 
mately $250,000 each year from the Sen- 
ator's Ski Cup. There have been stories 
that appeared on Inside Edition" and 
others being critical of this type of 
event. Yet, some of those who criticize 
these events have participated. I think 
it is fair to say that the record will 
show that the junior Senator from New 
Jersey has participated for at least 3 
years. I think it is rather coincidental 
that we see such criticism coinciding 
with our own individual election years, 
but I will not dwell on that. 

Ithink it is fair to recognize we were 
elected to represent Americans and to 
use our best judgment. We are account- 
able to those we serve. We must con- 
duct ourselves in an appropriate man- 
ner, not simply ban activities which we 
are capable—and the American people 
are capable—of deciding right from 
wrong. 

Finally, Mr. President, I note that 
currently there are 182,000 women who 
are diagnosed with breast cancer each 
year and 46,000 die from that disease. 
Breast cancer is the second largest 
cause of death in my State of Alaska. 
One in 8 women will develop breast 
cancer in her lifetime. It is the leading 
cause of death of women between the 
ages of 35 and 54. The risk of developing 
breast cancer increases dramatically 
with age. For women 70 to 74 years old, 
the risk of breast cancer is 1 in 235. 
Mammography is one of the most reli- 
able methods of early detection of 
breast cancer. Mammography has been 
proven to reduce mortality for women 
with breast cancer. 
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I encourage my colleagues to recog- 
nize the significance of these statistics 
and how charitable events, such as the 
Senators Ski Cup and Waterfall '94, 
contribute to reversing these numbers 
and saving lives. 

I thank the Chair for the time, and I 
thank my colleagues. 


RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
DASCHLE 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the order, the Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. DASCHLE], is recognized for 
not to exceed 10 minutes. 
Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the President 
and I, too, wish him a good morning. 


FACES OF THE HEALTH CRISIS: 
SMALL BUSINESS 


Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, small 
businesses in America embody much of 
what makes our country strong—the 
spirit of individualism and 
entrepreneurialism; commitment to 
one's workers; service to one's commu- 
nity; and the strongly held belief that 
the little guy" can still get ahead in 
America. 

At the same time, small businesses 
highlight what makes our country's 
health care system so weak—the fear 
that one illness will wipe out every- 
thing a small business owner has 
worked for; the vulnerability of em- 
ployees and small business owners to 
the whims of an insurer who at a mo- 
ment's notice can drop the firm's cov- 
erage; the fact that a small business 
person, as much as he cares about his 
workers, simply does not have the mar- 
ket muscle of his corporate counter- 
parts to bargain for affordable cov- 
erage. 

Unfortunately, what is wrong with 
our health care system is threatening 
what is right about our small busi- 
nesses. 

Health care problems are discourag- 
ing some entrepreneurs today from 
taking risks and starting new busi- 
nesses, just as they are scaring workers 
away from small firms that do not pro- 
vide insurance. 

Indeed, skyrocketing health care 
costs are one of the top reasons today 
that small businesses fail. At the same 
time, 1 out of 3 workers fears leaving 
his or her current job because of con- 
cern about losing health coverage. 

Nowhere else is fear of losing health 
insurance permitted to trap citizens in 
jobs they no longer want, or to prevent 
them from establishing small busi- 
nesses of their own. 

No other nation condemns families to 
lifetime poverty when their children 
fall ill. 

Only in America is fear of illness still 
allowed to stalk millions of hard work- 
ing, tax paying citizens. 

Frankly, too many aspects of our 
health care system are simply un- 
American today. 
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REFORM CAN HELP SMALL BUSINESSES 
While many opponents of health re- 
form cling to the status quo and view 
change as a threat to small business, 
reform is actually one of the most im- 
portant steps we can take to ensure 
that small businesses thrive today. 

Providing them with affordable, sta- 
ble coverage and the same health care 
options as corporations is not only 
good for workers, it is good for the 
businesses. 

Healthy workers, free of fear of bank- 
ruptcy from illness or injury, are pro- 
ductive workers. They are workers who 
will stay with a business. They are 
workers who do not make employment 
decisions based on who does or does not 
offer insurance coverage. 

They include young, healthy job 
seekers, formerly on welfare, who are 
free to work without the fear of losing 
health coverage. 

Health reform can also end the cost 
shifting that jacks up rates for those 
small businesses that do offer insur- 
ance; because they who pay for insur- 
ance are now mandated to pay for 
those who do not. 

Really, Mr. President, this is the 
most inefficient and unfair mandate of 
them all. 

In fact, what I call the status quo 
mandate” would not get one vote if I 
were to offer this provision on the floor 
of the Senate today. Yet, the status 
quo is what opponents of reform say 
they would rather accept, requiring 
those who pay to pay for those who do 
not pay. 

DOUG THOMPSON: SD SMALL BUSINESSMAN 

Over the past year I have heard from 
hundreds of business owners in South 
Dakota and across the Nation who are 
suffering under the current system and 
support comprehensive reform. 

They understand the importance of 
sharing with their workers the respon- 
sibility for coverage. And they agree 
that such a requirement, along with re- 
forms that control the rate their pre- 
miums rise and put them on equal foot- 
ing with corporations, will benefit 
them and their bottom lines. 

One such small businessman is Doug 
Thompson, who owns and operates a 
meat packing plant in Alcester, SD. 

Doug employs 40 South Dakotans, 
but he simply cannot afford to pur- 
chase insurance coverage for them, be- 
cause his small company does not have 
the market power to negotiate reason- 
able rates. He finds this deeply trou- 
bling, on both a personal level and as a 
business, “bottom-line” issue. 

He is concerned that many of his em- 
ployees simply cannot afford insurance 
on their own. He shares their frustra- 
tion and fears because he knows them 
personally—as friends as well as em- 
ployees. 

But he also knows that his inability 
to provide coverage has a negative im- 
pact on his business. He speaks with 
frustration about the number of young, 
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unskilled workers he takes on, only to 
lose them, once they are trained, to 
larger firms that do offer insurance. 

He also notes that workers who are 
injured off-the-job sometimes claim 
their condition is a workplace injury so 
that their medical expenses can be cov- 
ered under workers compensation. 

He does not want his workers to be 
forced to “game” the system so that 
they can receive basic medical care. 
They should have coverage 24 hours a 
day, not merely the 8 hours they spend 
working. 

For all of these reasons, Doug 
Thompson strongly supports universal 
coverage through a requirement that 
all employers share in the responsibil- 
ity of financing their workers' insur- 
ance. He is ready and willing to take 
on the responsibility, as long as he 
knows his premiums will be affordable 
and his competitors face the same re- 
quirement. 

There are thousands of small busi- 
nessmen like Doug. They are willing to 
participate, and understand the dire 
consequences of inaction. 

CONCLUSION 

Opponents of reform are vocal. We 
hear them daily. And many of them are 
powerful. Some small businesses have 
joined in the opposition. But many 
have come forth to join in support of 
meaningful health reform through 
Shared responsibility. 

Thousands of small businesses know 
that the current system  penalizes 
them; it puts them on uneven footing 
with their competitors. 

They know that the system is 
unsustainable, and they are looking to 
Congress and the President for leader- 
ship. They want some help, They want 
rules that level the playing field, that 
encourage personal responsibility, and 
that provides them with health secu- 
rity. 

We must ensure that small busi- 
nesses, the backbone of our economy 
and the engine of its growth, can thrive 
without the burden of worrying about 
their own or their employees' coverage. 

We owe that much to all of the Amer- 
icans who have taken enough risks in 
their decisions to start small busi- 
nesses. They do not need to gamble 
with their own or their workers' 
health. 

Health security is fundamental to 
economic security which is only 
achieved through shared responsibility 
of employees and employers who invest 
in it. 

I yield the floor. 


RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
GRASSLEY 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the order of yesterday, the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY], is recog- 
nized for not to exceed 10 minutes. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Thank you, 
President. 


Mr. 
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THE KNOX CASE AND THE RACIAL 
JUSTICE ACT 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I re- 
member last fall, in November, this 
body voted 100 to 0 for a sense-of-the- 
Senate resolution that Senator ROTH 
and I put forth. That resolution told 
the Justice Department that when we 
passed the Child Pornography Act in 
1984, what we said in that act is what 
we meant. And we disapproved of the 
way the new solicitor general was en- 
forcing that act that caused a con- 
victed child pornographer's case to be 
remanded back to the circuit court of 
appeals. 

Mr. President, last week, the United 
States Court of Appeals for the Third 
Circuit heard oral argument for the 
second time in 3 years in the case of 
Knox versus United States. 

The case concerns the conviction of à 
Pennsylvania man for possession of 
videos of scantily clad young girls. 
These videos contained repeated close- 
ups of the girls' genital areas. Knox ar- 
gued that the Child Protection Act of 
1984 prohibits child pornography only 
where the child is completely nude. 

Forty Members of the Senate and 194 
Members of the House, following on the 
100-to-0 vote of this body, joined in an 
amicus brief arguing that Congress 
never intended to limit the reach of the 
statute exclusively to nude portrayals. 
This Justice Department, however, has 
departed from a very consistent inter- 
pretation of the statute. It argued that 
the child must either be nude or his or 
her genitals must be discernible 
through the clothing. 

Al of us who filed that amicus 
brief—nearly 250 Members of this Con- 
gress—disagree and, of course, this 
body, on that 100-to-0 vote, disagrees. 
And the court asked the attorney for 
the Justice Department during these 
arguments many questions about why 
the Department changed its view be- 
tween 7 years of consistent enforce- 
ment of that 1984 act and last year, 
when the solicitor general decided to 
take a new position to the Supreme 
Court. 

So why did the Department change 
its view, the circuit judges wanted to 
know, and adopt a view obviously not 
supported by the statutory language. 

Additionally, the Justice Department 
attorney admitted that the test she ad- 
vocated would lead, ironically, to 
greater protection of boys who were 
being exploited by child pornographers 
than girls. Such a view obviously 
makes no sense, and might even be 
considered discriminatory. The Justice 
Department should have known better 
than to argue that Congress enacted a 
standard that would produce such non- 
sensical results. 

I am pleased to tell my colleagues 
that the arguments of the attorney 
who represented the amicus Members 
of  Congress—Edward Warren of 
Kirkland & Ellis—were well received. 
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Mr. Warren relied on the statutory lan- 
guage and legislative history to show 
that Congress intended to prohibit ma- 
terials such as the ones at issue in the 
Knox case. We in this body did not in- 
tend to prohibit only hard core child 
pornography, leaving producers with 
the ability to exploit children in any 
other way without fear of penalty. 

Absent our participation in the 
case—meaning, if there had not been 
an amicus brief by over 200 Members of 
Congress—no party would have made 
these arguments to the Court last 
week. I thank my colleagues that 
joined the brief. I expect that in the 
near future, the Court will issue a deci- 
sion upholding the conviction and re- 
jecting the Justice Department’s ill- 
considered interpretation of the stat- 
ute. 

— — 


THE RACIAL JUSTICE ACT 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, con- 
ferees will soon meet to reconcile dif- 
ferences between House- and Senate- 
passed versions of the crime bill. I am 
deeply troubled by a provision in the 
House bill that should not be included 
in the conference report: the Racial 
Justice Act. 

The Racial Justice Act is neither 
about race nor justice. Instead, it is de- 
signed to turn the death penalty into a 
legal fiction. If enacted into law, the 
Racial Justice Act will prevent the 
death penalty from ever being imposed 
again, whether the case is State or 
Federal. 

Under the Racial Justice Act, the 
death penalty would become a numbers 
game. If any statistics can be manipu- 
lated to show that race was a signifi- 
cant factor in the imposition of the 
death penalty, an inference will be cre- 
ated that race formed the basis for the 
sentence. This is a truly shocking de- 
parture from current law. Today, racial 
bias that can be shown to have affected 
an individual sentence is unconstitu- 
tional. But under the Racial Justice 
Act, the individual no longer matters. 
What matters is the treatment of 
groups through selectively chosen sta- 
tistics regarding actions of prosecu- 
tors, varying juries, differently drawn 
jurisdictions, and reliance on the par- 
ticular crimes used as the sample. The 
inference could never be rebutted be- 
cause of the effect of time on evidence 
and memories, the inability to ques- 
tion jurors, and the nature of the sta- 
tistics offered. 

Over the decades, the death penalty 
has been narrowed both by the type of 
crime and the nature of the offender 
for which it may be imposed. Jury dis- 
cretion is narrowly channeled in order 
to insure that the individuals sen- 
tenced to death truly merit the death 
penalty, and also as a means of avoid- 
ing racial discrimination. 

Today, each death sentence is rigor- 
ously reviewed for adherence to con- 


May 5, 1994 


stitutional norms, sometimes even to 
the point of excess. At least those re- 
views are based on the facts of the case 
and the culpability of the offender. 
Under the Racial Justice Act, however, 
Mr. President, it seems not to matter 
that the person sentenced to die has 
committed horrible acts that merit the 
most severe punishment. 

Our legal system believes that pun- 
ishment is warranted because individ- 
uals choose to act the way they do. In- 
dividual responsibility forms the basis 
for imposing all punishment, including 
the death penalty. I strongly urge all 
conferees to reject the Racial Justice 
Act, which not only makes individual 
issues of guilt irrelevant, but would 
have the effect of ending the imposi- 
tion of the death penalty nationwide. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Iowa suggests the ab- 
sence of a quorum. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


NATIONAL COUNTERINTELLIGENCE 
REFORM ACT-—S. 2063 


Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, on 
Tuesday, May 3, 1994, I introduced leg- 
islation to improve the coordination of 
national counterintelligence policy of 
the United States. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2063 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ''National 
Counterintelligence Reform Act". 

SEC. 2. AMENDMENT OF THE NATIONAL SECU- 
RITY ACT OF 1947. 

The National Security Act of 1947 (50 
U.S.C. et seq.) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new title: 

"TITLE VIII—NATIONAL 
COUNTERINTELLIGENCE PROGRAM 
“SEC. 801. DEFINITIONS, 

"As used in this title: 

"(1) BOARD.—The term ‘Board’ means the 
National Counterintelligence Review Board 
established in section 804. 

“(2) CENTER.—The term ‘Center’ means the 
National Counterintelligence Center estab- 
lished in section 803. 

"(3)  COUNTERINTELLIGENCE.—The term 
'counterintelligence' means information 
gathered and activities conducted to protect 
against espionage, other intelligence activi- 
ties, sabotage, or assassinations conducted 
by or on behalf of foreign governments, for- 
eign organizations, or foreign persons, or 
international terrorist activities. 
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“SEC. 802. PURPOSE. 

“The purpose of this title is to establish a 
national policy and program framework to 
ensure an integrated and coordinated effort 
to counteract espionage against the United 
States. 

“SEC. 803. NATIONAL COUNTERINTELLIGENCE 
CENTER. 


(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
the National Counterintelligence Center. 

(b) COMPOSITION.—(1) The Center shall be 
headed by a Director and Deputy Director 
and shall be comprised of staff from— 

(A) the Central Intelligence Agency; 

„(B) the Federal Bureau of Investigation; 
and 

(O) the Department of Defense. 

(2) The head of each agency described in 
paragraph (1) shall make available such re- 
Sources, including, by detail or otherwise, 
such personnel, as may be necessary to meet 
the needs of the Center. 

(o) ROTATION OF DIRECTOR AND DEPUTY DI- 
RECTOR.—The Director of Central Intel- 
ligence and the Director of the Federal Bu- 
reau of Investigation shall enter into an ar- 
rangement for the rotation, on a periodic 
basis, of the Director and Deputy Director 
positions of the Center between officials of 
the Central Intelligence Agency and of the 
Bureau. 

(d) FUNCTIONS.—The Center shall— 

"(1) administer a focused and coordinated 
national program to analyze and counteract 
foreign intelligence efforts against the Unit- 
ed States (which may be known as the 'Na- 
tional Counterintelligence Program’); 

(2) develop a government-wide foreign 
counterintelligence policy under the direc- 
tion and review of the National Counter- 
intelligence Review Board and approve the 
allocation of resources to deal with the for- 
eign intelligence threat; 

"(3) prepare and maintain an integrated 
and coordinated listing by country and sub- 
ject of counterintelligence threats directed 
against the United States; and 

*(4) provide staff and other support serv- 
ices to the National Counterintelligence Re- 
view Board. 

(e) IMPLEMENTATION.—In carrying out the 
functions described in subsection (d), the 
Center shall consider foreign intelligence 
threats against the United States domesti- 
cally as well as against United States instal- 
lations, personnel, and information abroad. 
“SEC, 804. NATIONAL COUNTERINTELLIGENCE 

REVIEW BOARD. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— There is established 
an interagency review board to be known as 
the National Counterintelligence Review 
Board. The board shall report to the Presi- 
dent through the National Security Council. 

(b) COMPOSITION.—The Board shall consist 
of 4 members, as follows: 

(J) The Attorney General, who shall serve 
as Chair. 

(2) The Secretary of Defense. 

(3) The Director of Central Intelligence. 

*(4) The Director of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation. 

*(c) FUNCTIONS.— The Board shall— 

"(1) review and approve United States 
counterintelligence policies developed and 
recommended by the Center; 

"(2) review and approve United States 
counterintelligence programs administered 
by the Center; 

*(3) serve as a forum for the resolution of 
interagency disputes arising from decisions 
made by the Center with respect to the 
criminal prosecution, exploitation for intel- 
ligence purposes, or other disposition of 
counterintelligence cases; and 
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() review and approve the national coun- 
terintelligence threat list described in sec- 
tion 803(d)(3). 

*SEC. 805. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION. 

“Nothing in this title alters or affects the 
responsibility of any department, agency, or 
other entity of the United States to continue 
its counterintelligence activities to protect 
information, equipment, operations, and per- 
sonnel."'. 


THE PRESIDENTIAL INAUGURA- 
TION OF NELSON MANDELA 


Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
today to celebrate President Clinton's 
appointment of two leading citizens of 
Baltimore, Congressman KWEISI MFUME 
and Mayor Kurt Schmoke, to represent 
the United States at the inauguration 
of Nelson Mandela as the new Presi- 
dent of South Africa. It is truly an 
honor for Congressman MFUME and 
Mayor Schmoke to be selected to wit- 
ness this incredible event, the culmina- 
tion of years of struggle by the people 
of South Africa and their supporters 
around the world. 

President Clinton could not have 
done better than select these two men 
to represent the people of Baltimore, of 
Maryland, and of the entire Nation. 
Their record of accomplishment is long 
and distinguished, and they have 
strongly supported the struggle to free 
South Africa from the chains of apart- 
heid. These men are truly two of ‘‘Bal- 
timore's Best," and as a resident of 
Baltimore myself, I am doubly proud. 

Mr. President, we live in extraor- 
dinary times. We have witnessed the 
collapse of communism, the end of the 
cold war, the tearing down of the Ber- 
lin Wall, and the rise of democracy and 
free enterprise around the world. Now 
we are witnessing the rebirth of South 
Africa, the end of the evil apartheid 
system, and the triumph of one of the 
world's great leaders, Nelson Mandela. 
The long-awaited rebirth of South Afri- 
ca, brought about through a relatively 
peaceful transition, may be the most 
extraordinary event of all. 

As I watched the struggle for freedom 
in South Africa, I was reminded of a 
similar struggle in Poland. I will al- 
ways remember the great day when 
Lech Walesa, the architect of Poland's 
freedom, became President of a Poland 
free from Soviet domination and com- 
munism. What à great day that was for 
the Polish people and for freedom-lov- 
ing people everywhere. 

I experienced that same feeling of eu- 
phoria and deep emotion as I watched 
ordinary South African citizens wait- 
ing patiently in long lines, some wait- 
ing overnight in the open, to vote in a 
free election for the first time in their 
lives. It was a great triumph for the 
human spirit, and an amazing tribute 
to Nelson Mandela and the other South 
African leaders, who with skill and pa- 
tient negotiation, brought about this 
election. 

Soon we will see Nelson Mandela, 
this great, good man, assume his well- 
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deserved role as the first freely elected 
President of South Africa. Throughout 
the long, hard years of his imprison- 
ment and struggle for a free South Af- 
rica, he never became bitter or lost his 
commitment to a nonviolent transi- 
tion. His patience and firm leadership 
have finally been rewarded. Our pray- 
ers and best wishes go out to him as he 
begins to create a government of all 
the people, by all the people, and for all 
the people. 

I also want to congratulate Mr. 
DeKlerk and Chief Buthelezi for their 
wisdom and grace in pursuing a peace- 
ful transition of power in South Africa. 
At a time when it is so tempting to at- 
tempt to settle conflicts at gunpoint, 
the leaders of South Africa chose to 
settle their differences at the bargain- 
ing table. They will be remembered as 
heroes as well as founding fathers in 
the history of South Africa. 

Mr. President, Congressman MFUME 
and Mayor Schmoke will hear witness 
to one of the pivotal events of the 20th 
century. It is more than fitting that 
two such distinguished champions of 
civil rights in the United States, 
should be present at the inauguration 
of Nelson Mandela. 

The rest of us will look on in wonder, 
and some day we will tell our grand- 
children with pride that we watched 
the birth of a brave new nation, of a 
free South Africa. 

Congratulations to you, Mr. Mandela, 
and to all of the South African people. 
You have reminded us in the most elo- 
quent way that freedom and the right 
to vote are priceless and should never 
be taken for granted. 


PROJECT LEARNING TREE: ENVI- 
RONMENTAL EDUCATION FOR 
OUR FUTURE 


Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to tell the Senate that today, 
May 5, 1994, is an exciting day for the 
youth of the United States, Mexico, 
and Canada. 

In my home State of North Dakota, 
at the International Peace Garden on 
the border with Canada, hundreds of 
Schoolchildren from both sides of the 
border are coming together to learn 
more about our environment. They'll 
be joined by teachers, policymakers, 
and leaders in the fields of business and 
natural resources. A member of the Ca- 
nadian Parliament will speak. North 
Dakota State Forester Kotchman will 
be there. And I understand that Smok- 
ey the Bear might even show up. This 
is all in the cause of educating kids to 
build à safer and cleaner environment. 
Similar events are happening at our 
border with Mexico and here in Wash- 
ington today. 

These events are part of the launch- 
ing of an important new environmental 
education curriculum Project Learn- 
ing Tree. Developed by the American 
Forest Foundation and the Western Re- 
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gional Environmental Education Coun- 
cil, Project Learning Tree is an envi- 
ronmental education curriculum used 
by 20 million students and 400,000 
teachers here in the United States and 
around the world. By placing our natu- 
ral surroundings in their proper inter- 
national perspective, the Project 
Learning Tree curriculum fosters re- 
spect for the environment and encour- 
ages cooperation among young people 
across our continent. 

Students from all 50 States, Canada 
and Mexico are participating in these 
events by sending environmental ex- 
change boxes to border sites for inclu- 
sion in permanent exhibits displaying 
representative items from students’ 
communities. I understand that young 
people from 12 of North Dakota’s 
Schools cannot wait to find out what's 
inside these boxes. 

These events are important because 
the future of our environment depends 
on educating today's youngsters about 
how important the environment is. 
Project Learning Tree is a new and ex- 
citing way to teach students about our 
fragile and diverse environment. This 
Project crosses the physical and cul- 
tural borders that often divide neigh- 
bors from each other. It will lead to 
new international respect and under- 
standing. And it will teach tomorrow's 
citizen leaders about our natural re- 
sources today—at the International 
Peace Garden. 

While North Dakota is honored to 
host this event, people across North 
America and around the world will ben- 
efit from it. We need citizens who act 
more responsibly towards our environ- 
ment and who make it their duty to 
preserve the natural beauty of their 
communities. Project Learning Tree is 
the future of environmental education. 
I hope that our three great nations will 
embrace it. 


TRIBUTE TO PRESIDENT RICHARD 
NIXON 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, our 
Nation lost one of its most talented, 
interesting, controversial, and success- 
ful Presidents ever when President 
Richard Nixon died on April 22. 

As a new Member of the U.S. House 
of Representatives in 1947, he quickly 
established himself as a very bright 
and hard-working Congressman. And 
after only 2 years as a U.S. Senator, in 
1952, he was selected by Dwight D. Ei- 
senhower as his Vice Presidential run- 
ning mate. 

His faithful and impressive service to 
President Eisenhower, and to the coun- 
try, as Vice President earned him the 
Republican Presidential nomination in 
1960. The loss of that election and the 
campaign for Governor of California 2 
years later would have been enough to 
make most of us abandon any further 
political ambitions, but he persevered. 

That perseverance served Richard 
Nixon well on other occasions and en- 
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abled him to overcome serious set- 
backs and defeats during his career. 

In his book, In the Arena," he said: 
* * you should never be discouraged 
by failure. Failure can be sad. But the 
greatest sadness is not to try and fail, 
but to fail to try at all." 

My first meeting with President 
Nixon was during his campaign for 
President in 1968. I had been invited to 
Indianapolis, IN, with my friend, Ray- 
mond Brown, to attend the national or- 
ganizational meeting of Citizens for 
Nixon-Agnew. 

He was enthusiastic, confident, and 
articulate as he talked with us about 
the campaign and the issues. I was im- 
pressed by his good humor and his ob- 
vious pleasure at seeing such a good 
crowd of supporters from around the 
country. Although his Democrat oppo- 
nent, Hubert Humphrey, was supposed 
to be the “Happy Warrior," he couldn't 
have been any happier than Richard 
Nixon was that night in Indianapolis. 

After I was elected to Congress in 
1972, I came to know President Nixon 
better. Although frustrations with the 
war in Vietnam were troubling him, he 
was providing strong leadership as 
President of the United States. 

His reelection that year was decisive 
and reflected widespread support for 
his efforts to bring the war to an end 
and maintain prosperity at home. 

One of the most enduring memories 
of my first year in Congress was wel- 
coming the POW's home from Vietnam. 
President Nixon's success in conclud- 
ing that war and bringing all the men 
home is also a cherished memory for 
many American families today. 

Although Watergate was a blemish 
on his record, his many accomplish- 
ments and contributions to world peace 
made his Presidency very successful. 

President Nixon ws tenacious; he had 
a unique and insightful approach to 
politics and world affairs; and he care- 
fully balanced the importance of Amer- 
ican interests with the need to promote 
peace and freedom in the world. 

I hope the members of his family will 
be sustained by the love and affection 
of their many friends and by the assur- 
ance of the deeply felt appreciation and 
respect which so many of us have for 
the life and leadership of President 
Richard Nixon. 


IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? 
HERE'S TODAY'S BOXSCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, as of the 
close of business on Wednesday, May 4, 
the Federal debt stood at 
$4,572,994,578,427.95 meaning that on a 
per capita basis, every man, woman 
and child in America owes $17,540.47 as 
his or her share of that debt. 


CONGRATULATIONS TO LARRY 
WANG 


Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
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extend my heartfelt congratulations to 
a close friend of many years, Larry Yu- 
Yang Wang. Larry recently left the Co- 
ordination Council for North American 
Affairs office in Washington, where he 
served as the director of public affairs, 
for an extremely important position as 
the chief of protocol for the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs in the Government of 
the Republic of China. 

During the 10 years in which Larry 
worked diligently and effectively as a 
public affairs official at the CCNAA, he 
helped to bridge many gaps and to es- 
tablish numerous relationships be- 
tween Members of this body and var- 
ious groups working in Taiwan, includ- 
ing the Government of the Republic of 
China. Taiwan, though a small island, 
is America's 6th largest trading part- 
ner, and the 14th largest trading nation 
in the world. Larry facilitated and pro- 
moted trade between Taiwan and my 
own State of South Dakota. Taiwan 
buying missions visited South Dakota 
and bought our corn and wheat, helping 
both our own farmers as well as Tai- 
wanese consumers and businesses. In 
turn, Larry helped arrange meetings 
between South Dakotan and Taiwanese 
businesses during a trade mission to 
Taiwan. Larry also helped me to pro- 
mote the South Dakota beef industry. 

As a result of Larry's hard work in 
Washington, the Government chose 
him for a new position as chief of pro- 
tocol for the Ministry of Foreign Af- 
fairs of the Republic of China. This is 
both a great honor and an exciting oc- 
casion for Larry. Recently, he returned 
to Taipei to begin his new task in the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. I am sure 
many would agree with me when I say 
that we will miss his dedication and 
hard work very much. I would like to 
take this chance to thank him for all 
the time and energy he devoted to his 
work in the CCNAA. 

Mr. President, as a friend, I would 
like to offer Larry my most sincere 
congratulations. I know that I speak 
for many of my colleagues, who count 
Larry as a friend, in wishing him, his 
wife Linda, and his two daughters the 
very best as they return home to the 
Republic of China. 


JUST SOLUTIONS 


Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to my page, Ra- 
chel Mays, of Little Rock, AR, whose 
essay placed second in the 1994 Law 
Day Essay Competition. 

This contest, sponsored by the D.C. 
Courts, awarded plaques and U.S. sav- 
ings bonds to the deserving winners. I 
would like to share with my colleagues 
the text of Rachel's winning essay. 

There being no objection, the essay 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

"JUST SOLUTIONS” 
(By Rachel Mays) 

The government of the United States is set 

upon a system of checks and balances. It was 
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designed this way to ensure that all three 
branches would balance in their share of 
power. Of the three branches of the govern- 
ment, the judicial branch is the only branch 
with the power to interpret the Constitution 
and apply it to situations in our courts 
today. Some people consider the courts infal- 
lible and would not change anything about 
them. Others consider the judicial system to 
be full of flaws and in desperate need of re- 
pair. Because I have grown up living with the 
law and the justice system, I have been able 
to see both the good parts and the bad. 

Both of my parents are involved in the 
legal profession. My father is a trial lawyer 
and my mother is a chancery court judge. It 
is through their professions that I have seen 
both sides of the judicial system. In my fa- 
ther's many dealings with the courts I have 
seen that they are often overbooked. Trials 
are never completed in the time allotted, 
causing a huge carryover. Because of this in- 
efficiency innocent people are forced to 
spend countless nights in jail. The courts 
also handle criminal cases unfairly. Often 
people who are not guilty are forced to say 
they committed the crime. Often lawyers 
convince their clients that the punishment 
would be less severe if they plead guilty. It 
is wrong that people who are innocent are 
charged as guilty because of fear the jury 
will not believe their case, so why bother. 
Lawyers should try and be more sensitive to 
what they are doing instead of trying to 
move cases as quickly as possible. A last im- 
provement that should be made to the jus- 
tice system concerns punishment of the 
guilty. Too often criminals are released with 
only a slap on the wrist. Jail sentences are 
almost never served to completion. Dan- 
gerous criminals are returned to the street 
before they have served enough time to be 
rehabilitated. The court needs to enforce the 
sentence placed upon someone. If a person is 
sentenced to life in prison for murder, he or 
she should spend his or her life in prison. No 
parole, no time off for good behavior, no sus- 
pended sentences. 

There are also many aspects of the judicial 
system that are in perfect working order. It 
is through my mother, a judge in the court 
of the family, that I see the good side of the 
judicial system. It is through the courts that 
people are allowed to become husband and 
wife. My mother has performed numerous 
weddings. It is through the judicial system 
that childless couples are able to adopt ba- 
bies on their own. I have seen all the pic- 
tures of proud, new parents with their adopt- 
ed babies. The final, and most important, 
positive aspect of America’s judicial system 
is that it is the balance of society. It not 
only balances the legislative and executive 
branches of the government, but it also bal- 
ances our ideas and beliefs in society. The 
courts are where we turn when we have done 
wrong or have been wronged against. They 
are the balance of good and evil. They deter- 
mine what is good and bad. 

Through my parents’ careers in law, I have 
seen the ups and downs of the judicial sys- 
tem. I understand the viewpoint that the 
courts often fail the American people. Trials 
take too long and waste taxpayers’ money. 
The innocent are often found guilty and vice 
versa. Criminals are set free too soon be- 
cause of judicial error. I also understand the 
viewpoint that the courts are invaluable to 
the American people. Without them we 
would not have the marriages and adoptions 
that bring joy to our lives. Most importantly 
we would have no standard for what is right 
and wrong. There would be chaos without a 
system to punish those who have done 
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wrong. The Founding Fathers knew what 
they were doing. After escaping a despotic 
government, they wanted to ensure that the 
laws of their new country would be applied 
fairly. It is all a balancing act. The judicial 
system weighs good and bad. Justice is the 
balanced result. 


DEATH OF WILLIAM HOROWITZ 


Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to honor the memory of a 
man who was a mentor for me early in 
my career: William Horowitz, who 
passed away last week at the age of 86. 

I first met Bill Horowitz during my 
freshman year at Yale. I went into his 
General Industrial Bank in New Haven 
to open up my very first bank account. 
What might have been just a routine 
encounter became a lifelong friendship, 
thanks to his wonderful, outgoing na- 
ture. Bill became a strong supporter of 
all my campaigns for public office, and 
he also was godfather for my son, Mat- 
thew. 

Besides a long and successful career 
in banking, Bill Horowitz was a civic 
leader and public servant. He chaired 
the State of Connecticut’s Board of 
Education, and held a number of posi- 
tions in connection with Yale, includ- 
ing membership on the Yale Corp., 
trustee of the Peabody Museum, acting 
master of Yale’s Branford College and 
president of the National Friends of 
Yale Hillel Foundation. 

Bill served as first president of Jun- 
ior Achievement in New Haven, and 
was on the board of trustees of Con- 
necticut’s four State colleges. In rec- 
ognition of Bill Horowitz’ leadership, 
the William and Miriam Horowitz 
Lectureship in Judaic Studies was es- 
tablished at Yale in 1984. 

My prayers go out to Bill’s wife, Mir- 
iam Botwinik Horowitz, his children, 
Judith Katz and Daniel Horowitz, his 
sister, Rose Marks, and his many chil- 
dren and grandchildren, all of whom 
will miss Bill’s generous and loving 
spirit. I will miss him, too, and will al- 
ways remember his wise counsel and 
friendship. May he rest in peace. 


NICOLA PAVIA, SEPTEMBER 7, 
1911-APRIL 7, 1994 


Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to an exemplary 
citizen from Racine, WI, the late 
Nicola Pavia. Mr. Pavia passed away 
April 7 of this year, but the people of 
Racine will forever remember his hard- 
working, charitable spirit. 

The son of Italian immigrants, Mr. 
Pavia worked hard for his living and 
for his community. In 1942, he went to 
work at the Wisconsin Telephone Co., 
taking night classes in clock and watch 
repair to improve his skills. When he 
retired in 1976, Mr. Pavia continued to 
work diligently for the good of his 
community. He repaired recording de- 
vices for the blind as part of the Tele- 
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phone Pioneers of America's “Talking 
Books for the Blind Program." He vol- 
unteered for the Red Cross and Saint 
Luke's Hospital in Racine, driving indi- 
viduals to health care facilities 
throughout Wisconsin. He also donated 
his services for a YMCA camp, Camp 
Tamarack in Wisconsin, and the First 
Baptist Church of Racine. 

The people of Wisconsin will always 
remember Mr. Pavia's charity by the 
hundreds of birdhouses he made for the 
people he knew. The skilled carpenter 
even took the liberty of putting a few 
on the grounds of the Racine Zoo. 
These symbols of his selflessness will 
survive him for generations. 

Mr. Pavia cared deeply about every- 
one, from his wife, Mary, his children, 
eight grandchildren, and five great 
grandchildren to all the people he 
helped through his kind acts. He was 
truly a great citizen of Wisconsin and 
the United States of America. We will 
miss him dearly. 


USDA REORGANIZATION 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, on April 13, 
the Senate overwhelmingly passed leg- 
islation which would reorganize the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture. These 
efforts date back to the early eighties, 
when President Reagan organized the 
President's private sector survey on 
cost control, the so-called Grace Com- 
mission, to evaluate ways to stream- 
line Government agencies and pro- 
grams. While some of those rec- 
ommendations were adopted, most 
were left untouched. 

Later, under President Bush, Sec- 
retary of Agriculture Ed Madigan con- 
tinued in the spirit of the Grace Com- 
mission by developing a plan which sig- 
nificantly reorganized the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. After many years 
of hard work by both Republicans and 
Democrats, we have before us a bill 
which streamlines the USDA. I com- 
mend Secretary Espy for continuing 
the legacy left by his Republican pred- 
ecessors. 

This legislation is a compromise be- 
tween many competing interests. I be- 
lieve all of us agree that USDA, and for 
that matter other Federal agencies, 
should be reorganized. The issue at 
hand is how to best go about it. 

Mr. President, Secretary Espy said 
last year that the consolidation should 
start at the top. While many of us 
agreed with his approach, it obviously 
will not be an easy task. Federal jobs— 
whether in Washington or at the local 
level—seem to be viewed by many as 
permanent unless they are in somebody 
else’s county or State. 

My chief concern with reorganization 
has been that local service to the farm- 
er be maintained. While there were at- 
tempts to take away local control, in 
the end we developed a plan that allows 
farmers to control their area offices 
through a farmer-elected county com- 
mittee structure. 
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I am hopeful the administration will 
be willing to go even further and offer 
some fresh proposals that get at the 
real problem—the laws passed by Con- 
gress and the regulations promulgated 
by USDA agencies. We simply cannot 
continue feeding an ever-growing bu- 
reaucracy by creating new programs 
and expanding those that already exist. 
The farmer is at the other end bearing 
the brunt of all of this well-intentioned 
yet costly and time-consuming paper- 
work 

Last year I wrote Vice President 
GORE asking that as we move though 
the debate on reinventing government, 
we take a serious look at reducing pa- 
perwork to the farmers, ranchers, and 
small business men and women. I 
pointed out the Agricultural Program 
Reporting and Recordkeeping Improve- 
ment Act, which was included in the 
1990 farm bill. The act instructed 
USDA to develop a method for decreas- 
ing paperwork for farmers and ranch- 
ers. I further encouraged the Vice 
President to consider adopting a goal 
of reducing these paperwork require- 
ments by 50 percent within 2 years. 

I understand USDA is now working 
toward these goals through such pro- 
grams as Info Share and I commend 
Secretary Espy for his efforts in this 
area. I urge the Department to con- 
tinue to work toward the end goal that 
we set in 1990. 

I hope the USDA reorganization bill 
is the first of many agency reorganiza- 
tion bills that come before the Senate. 
The people have made it clear that 
they want a smaller, less intrusive, 
more efficient Government and this 
bill responds to those demands. 


SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 
ACTION ON SATELLITE COMPUL- 
SORY LICENSE EXTENSION ACT 
OF 1994 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today, 
May 5, 1994, the Congress took another 
important step toward extending the 
Satellite Home Viewer Act. Today, the 
Senate Judiciary Committee met and 
approved S. 1485 by voice vote and 
without objection. This bill will extend 
the statutory compulsory copyright li- 
cense for satellite home viewing for an- 
other 5 years. 

On March 3 of this year, I came to 
the Senate floor to announce my co- 
sponsorship of this legislation to reas- 
sure the thousands of families in Ver- 
mont and millions of households na- 
tionwide that their home satellite 
dishes would not go dark at the end of 
this year. Since that time a number of 
Senators have joined with us as co- 
sponsors or supporters of this nec- 
essary legislation. 

On March 24, the Senate Subcommit- 
tee on Patents, Copyrights and Trade- 
marks voted unanimously to report the 
bill to the full committee. The Judici- 
ary Committee’s action today mirrors 
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that of the subcommittee and favor- 
ably reports the bill to the full Senate. 

I will continue to seek expedited con- 
sideration of this important matter 
and look forward to prompt and favor- 
able action by the Senate. I want to re- 
assure my fellow Vermonters who rely 
on satellite transmissions that we will 
protect them by prompt extension of 
the copyright licenses necessary to sat- 
ellite home viewing. With so little time 
left in this session we cannot allow this 
legislation to be sidetracked on issues 
better left to comprehensive copyright 
law review and reform or items of only 
narrow special interest. 

I commend the leadership on this 
issue shown by the chairman of the 
subcommittee and the ranking mem- 
ber, the distinguished senior Senators 
from Arizona and Utah. I want to com- 
plete our action on behalf of the thou- 
sands of viewers in mountainous and 
rural regions of Vermont who would 
have no TV without satellite reception. 

Areas served by satellite technology 
are not limited to the mountains of 
Vermont and our expansive Western 
States. We all have rural or remote 
areas in our home States. We all have 
constituents whose television reception 
is dependent on satellite technology, 
who cannot receive network broadcast 
signals and for whom cable is not a via- 
ble alternative. Indeed, as I have noted 
before, for purposes of this bill, we are, 
in a sense, all Senators from rural 
States who should be concerned about 
remote areas and interested in giving 
our constituents the opportunity to 
participate in the widest possible array 
of news, sports, entertainment, edu- 
cational, and informational program- 
ming available through satellite tech- 
nology. 


RETIREMENT OF VICE ADM. 
STEPHEN F. LOFTUS 


Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, on May 
1, of this year, our Navy, the Congress, 
and the Nation lost the services of a 
dedicated officer, public servant, and 
naval aviator. On this day, Vice Adm. 
Stephen F. Loftus will retire from the 
Navy where he is serving as the Deputy 
Chief of Naval Operations—Logistics— 
after 37 years of faithful service to our 
country. 

Vice Admiral Loftus was designated 
a naval flight officer in 1957, and has 
performed in a consistently outstand- 
ing manner under the most challenging 
circumstances. His early assignments 
included a variety of staff, operational, 
and combat duties, which led to his 
command of Patrol Squadron 45 in 1976. 

Vice Admiral Loftus has served in 
numerous Washington tours on the 
staff of the Chief of Naval Operations 
and as the executive assistant and 
naval aide to the Assistant Secretary 
of the Navy for Financial Management. 
In 1981, Vice Admiral Loftus assumed 
command of U.S. Naval Air Station 
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Bermuda/Commander Task Group 24.3. 
Returning again to Washington he 
served as the Assistant Director of 
Budget and Reports in the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Navy. 

Following his promotion to flag rank 
in 1984, Vice Admiral Loftus served as 
Deputy Commander/Comptroller of the 
Naval Sea Systems Command, and as 
inspector general. 

In August 1986, Vice Admiral Loftus 
assumed command as Commander, 
Fleet Air Mediterranean, with addi- 
tional duty as Commander, Maritime 
Air Forces Mediterranean. In 1987 he 
returned to Washington as Director of 
Office of Budget and Reports for the 
Department of the Navy. In 1989, he 
was assigned as the Director, Office of 
Program and Appraisal, Office of the 
Secretary of the Navy. 

During these 37 years, Vice Admiral 
Loftus has received numerous personal 
awards and decorations which include 
the Distinguished Service Medal, the 
Defense Superior Service Medal, the 
Legion of Merit, the Distinguished Fly- 
ing Cross, Meritorious Service Medal, 
Air Medal (three strike/flight awards), 
the Navy Achievement Medal, Vietnam 
Service Medal (with four bronze stars), 
the Vietnam Cross for Gallantry with 
Palm as well as various campaign and 
unit awards. 

The Department of the Navy, the 
Congress, and the American people 
have been defended and well served by 
this dedicated naval officer for over 37 
years. Vice Adm. Stephen Loftus will 
long be remembered for his leadership, 
service, and dedication. He will be 
missed, and we wish Steve and his love- 
ly wife, Martha, our very best as they 
begin a new chapter in their life to- 
gether. 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the order of yesterday, morning busi- 
ness is closed. 


CONGRESSIONAL GIFTS REFORM 
ACT 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senate will now resume consideration 
of S. 1935, the gift ban bill, which the 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 1935) to prohibit lobbyists and 
their clients from providing to legislative 
branch officials certain gifts, meals, enter- 
tainment, reimbursements, or loans, and to 
place limits on and require disclosure by lob- 
byists of certain expenditures. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 

McConnell amendment No. 1674, in the na- 
ture of a substitute. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Arkansas. 
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Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I in- 
tend to support the McConnell-John- 
ston-Inouye substitute. I have given 
the Wellstone and Levin proposals very 
serious consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Would 
the Senator allow the Chair to inter- 
rupt? 

There is a time agreement in effect, 
and the pending question is amend- 
ment No. 1674 offered by the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. MCCONNELL], on 
which there is up to 3% hours for de- 
bate, with a vote to occur in relation 
thereto at 1:30 p.m. today. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, par- 
liamentary inquiry. Is the bill open to 
debate right now under the time limit 
set? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill is open to debate just now. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the debate con- 
tinue until 1 p.m. this afternoon? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Until 
1:30, but the time is on the amendment 
by Mr. MCCONNELL. 

Mr. BUMPERS. The time has expired 
on that? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time limit is 3% hours. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Who controls the re- 
maining time, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
offeror of the amendment, Mr. McCon- 
NELL, and the manager of the bill, Mr. 
LEVIN, controls the time in opposition. 

Mr. BUMPERS. How much time does 
Mr. MCCONNELL control at this point? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. One- 
half of the 3% hours. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Does Senator JOHN- 
STON control any time? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. He 
does not. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
absence of a quorum has been sug- 
gested. Will the Senator ask that the 
time not be charged against either 
side? 

Mr. BUMPERS. With the time not to 
be charged to either side. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator makes that request. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KOHL). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to proceed for not to exceed 5 minutes, 
with the time charged to the offeror of 
the amendment, the Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. MCCONNELL]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, as I 
was about to say a moment ago, I in- 
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tend to support the McConnell-John- 
ston-Inouye amendment. It is a rather 
tough decision from a political point, 
and I had not made up my mind until 
I heard the Senator from Kentucky 
make his presentation yesterday after- 
noon, which I thought was excellent. 

The two or three things he said that 
resonated with me were: First, I feel 
that both the Wellstone and Levin 
amendments are impossibly complex. 
Second, they lay a minefield, which 
will almost certainly entrap some in- 
nocent Senators. And, third, as I say, I 
think it trivializes the Senate to be en- 
gaged in a debate, for example, as the 
Senator from Kentucky said, about 
whether you can have a donut with cof- 
fee, or is the donut really a bagel. The 
Ethics Committee, in my opinion, be- 
cause of the tremendous number of un- 
answered questions about these amend- 
ments would probably have to hire 
about 10 more people, as the Senator 
from Kentucky said, and would become 
a clearinghouse for almost supercilious 
and silly questions. 

Any Senator that is not prepared to 
read the headlines in tomorrow's paper, 
should the McConnell-Johnston amend- 
ment be adopted, that says Senate 
Refuses to Give up Free Meals," should 
not vote for the McConnell amend- 
ment. I know precisely how it is going 
to be reported. I have been in the Sen- 
ate for 19% years now, and I did not 
just fall off a turnip truck. I know ex- 
actly how the press all over the United 
States will treat this. 

But, Mr. President, what is ‘personal 
hospitality! —it is not defined. Then 
consider that a lobbyist can walk into 
your office and hand you a $5,000 check 
from a PAC and you say. Thank you 
very much, this is a big boost to my 
campaign," and then he says, How 
about taking you to lunch?" And you 
say, That's fine, I'll be glad to go to 
lunch with you, but I'll buy my own 
lunch." It is OK to take $5,000, but not 
a lunch or dinner, the cost of which 
might exceed $20. Even so, he is going 
to charge off his lunch, and you can- 
not. There is nothing wrong with that. 
I am just making a couple of points 
here. 

The catfish farmers of my State, who 
take great pride in the tremendous ad- 
vances they have made toward provid- 
ing better nutritious meals in this 
country through catfish aquaculture, 
come to the Senate every year at the 
invitation of Senator PRYOR and my- 
self. We invite the staff and Senators 
to come and have a free catfish lunch. 

This year, about 40 Senators took ad- 
vantage of our hospitality. That cat- 
fish lunch probably cost the Arkansas 
Catfish Farmers Association a whop- 
ping sum of $5 per person for those who 
ate there. It is a great time. It is a 
great time to socialize. It is a great 
time for Arkansas, which has had its 
share of hits recently, to say to the 
United States Senate: Here is a prod- 
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uct that we produce in great abundance 
in our State. It’s a wonderful product.” 
Not one single Senator is ever asked to 
do anything for the catfish industry. It 
is just a happy occasion. That will 
come to an end. 

Senator PRYOR sponsors a golf tour- 
nament in Texarkana, AR. The $100,000 
raised, going to a very fine charitable 
organization there in which 1,400 to 
1,800 volunteers participate because 
they love that program so much. No 
longer. It is a principal source of fund- 
ing for a program that does a lot for 
children in Texarkana, AR. Senator 
PRYOR will not be able to do that any- 
more. 

If the Chamber of Commerce comes 
to town and they host a dinner, I do 
not know whether I would be permitted 
to go or not. Possibly I could. But if 
their paid lobbyists were there and the 
National Chamber of Commerce was 
picking up the tab, I would probably be 
in violation. 

I went to an embassy for dinner re- 
cently. 

Mr. President, is my time about to 
expire? I ask unanimous consent that I 
be permitted to proceed for an addi- 
tional 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I assume that the 
Ambassador invited me because they 
get foreign aid from the United States. 
Nobody mentioned it. But that dinner 
would be permissible under the 
Wellstone-Levin proposals, and I assure 
you those situations can be much more 
heavy-handed than dinner with a lob- 
byist. Go to any embassy in town—and 
I have never been to an embassy where 
a really opulent dinner, the finest 
wines, the finest everything was not 
served and that is permitted under the 
Levin and Wellstone proposals. 

So, Mr. President, I could go on. The 
Senator from Kentucky covered the 
whole gamut yesterday of how this 
does, indeed, trivialize the Senate. If 
you want to abolish all gifts, I could 
not care less. But this does nothing for 
the Senate. A lot of people in America 
will find themselves rather contemp- 
tuous of this feeble effort. But more 
people in the press and probably across 
the country will say, “I wonder what 
those guys have been into that they 
have to devise a bill like this." 

I hate to say this because it sounds a 
little self-serving, but my secretary 
keeps the Rules Committee and the 
Ethics Committee on auto dial now. 
And I suspect that most Senators here 
could make the same statement. Ev- 
erybody is afraid to breathe. And I can 
only imagine what it would be like if 
either of these amendments become 
law. 

Somebody said to me the other day, 
"Nobody has come up to me and said, 
*Senator, we are really proud of you all 
for cutting your office budget by about 
25 percent.“ 
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You do not do that because you ex- 
pect adulation and praise of your con- 
stituents. You do it because you really 
need to do it. If you are interested in 
getting the deficit under control, it is 
no problem to vote for something like 
that. But when you pass an amendment 
such as this, or something closely akin 
to it, impossible to comply with, you 
are just laying a mine field. And sheer 
inadvertence could cost a Senator a 
fine of $200,000. 

All I am saying is I hope Senators 
will think very long and hard about 
whether they vote for this. I do not 
have a dog in the fight. If a majority of 
the Members of the Senate decide to 
pass either one of these amendments, I 
will do my very best to comply. 

I will tell you one thing about it that 
I do like. It will save me from going to 
those interminable, insufferably dull 
black tie dinners downtown. So far as I 
know, the Democratic National Com- 
mittee and the Republican National 
Committee may not be able to have 
their annual fundraisers downtown in 
the future. In the past, that has been 
their principal source of money. And in 
the future, when somebody from some 
industry in Arkansas—if it is a lobby- 
ist—says, "I would like to take you 
and Betty to such and such a dinner 
and I have paid $3,000 for the tickets,” 
I can say, No, we are going to stay 
home and watch Discovery and A&E 
tonight," which everybody knows is a 
lot more enjoyable, and I will have a 
perfect excuse. 

And all the people of this country, 
like the people in Texarkana, who de- 
pend on the David Pryor Golf Tour- 
nament for funding, tell them the 
cause is noble but we are really sorry 
about this. 

I did not intend to even speak on this 
because it is not the sort of thing I feel 
comfortable even talking about, but 
there comes a time when the people of 
the Senate ought to stand up and say 
enough is enough. 

If you want to abolish all gifts, you 
will run into some clumsy affairs, too, 
but that is better than these amend- 
ments. 

And I have never been on a trip 
abroad when the chairman of the dele- 
gation did not take a lot of gifts, not 
worth much, just gestures to hand to 
our host. And yet when people from 
foreign countries walk in my office and 
hand me something that is made in 
their country of a value of $10 or $15 or 
whatever it is, you would feel guilty 
saying, "I am going to have to check 
the value of that before I can accept 
it." You would not do that. You might 
send it back but you would not reject 
it. Ido not think anybody would gratu- 
itously insult somebody in their office 
when they were trying to hand them 
just a token of their appreciation. 

Well, I will not belabor the point any 
further, Mr. President, but I intend to 
vote for the McConnell-Johnston pro- 
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posal, and I applaud them for trying to 
deal with what is admittedly some- 
thing of a difficult problem, but I think 
their amendment deals with the prob- 
lem 10 times more sensibly. Senator 
LEVIN and Senator WELLSTONE know 
that they are two people for whom I 
have great respect. I just happen to 
have a very strong disagreement with 
them on this. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, about a 
year ago this body went on record over- 
whelmingly—I think it was a vote of 98 
to 1—as follows: 

It is the sense of the Senate that as soon as 
possible during this year’s session the Senate 
should limit the acceptance of gifts, meals 
and travel by Members and staff in a manner 
substantially similar to the restrictions ap- 
plicable to executive branch officials, 

Every one of us but one voted to 
adopt rules that are substantially simi- 
lar to the restrictions applicable to ex- 
ecutive branch officials. Those rules 
applicable to those officials, Cabinet 
officers, staff, all are covered by basi- 
cally a $20 rule for gifts. 

The reason they were established is 
that the President decided that we can 
no longer do business as usual in Wash- 
ington; that when lobbyists take us out 
to dinner, when lobbyists give us tick- 
ets to the Redskins games, and when 
we go on these so-called charitable golf 
outings, which we see all the time on 
television, where people, Members of 
Congress, go a couple days playing golf 
or tennis, half the money maybe ends 
up going to charity and the other half 
ends up going to pay for recreation for 
Members of Congress, that undermines 
confidence in Congress and in the Gov- 
ernment. 

Ninety-eight of us said almost ex- 
actly a year ago that we want to do 
something about that. And a little 
longer than a year ago the President 
said that we have to do something 
about that and adopted executive 
branch rules. 

Now, we basically have three options, 
which is whether we want to do busi- 
ness as usual, whether we want to con- 
tinue the situation where you have 
those kinds of outings that are paid for 
by corporate sponsors and where lobby- 
ists attend—they are all over the place 
lobbying people who come there from 
Congress to have a couple days’ recre- 
ation, that is the so-called charitable 
trips—or whether we want to change 
this system. And if we want to change 
it, we have a couple of options. One was 
just mentioned by my dear friend from 
Arkansas—abolish all gifts. We could 
do that. 

But I think everybody realizes that 
you are going to eliminate certain 
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things which by common sense and 
most of our constituents would agree 
are acceptable: Gifts from your family, 
gifts from close personal friends that 
you have known all your life, going to 
widely attended events, gifts of small 
amounts of food. Those kind of things 
are in the executive branch rule—gifts 
from back home products. My friend 
from Arkansas talked about a lunch. 
Here, indeed, in the committee-passed 
bill, there is a committee-passed sub- 
stitute. There is a provision that al- 
lows you to accept products from back 
home and to distribute those to your 
colleagues. 

I think it is a sensible exception. The 
Governmental Affairs Committee 
thought it was a sensible exception; to 
have an exception for products that 
you get from back home, and that you 
distribute to your colleagues. Do we 
want to try to carve out those kind of 
exceptions? I think we do because I 
think they are reasonable, they are ac- 
ceptable, they are understandable, and 
Ithink the public supports them. 

So there are a number of exceptions. 
But sure, every time you start design- 
ing exceptions, then the people are 
going to be able to say how do you de- 
fine this and how do you define that? 
We do what we think is a reasonable 
job inside the bill of making the kind 
of distinctions and exceptions which 
are important so that we can function 
here in a reasonable way. 

I had a lot of problems with the bill 
that was originally introduced by Sen- 
ators LAUTENBERG, WELLSTONE, and 
FEINGOLD. This substitute which was 
adopted by the Governmental Affairs 
Committee is very different from the 
original bill. I went through some of 
those differences yesterday. Let me 
tell you where the Governmental Af- 
fairs Committee ended up. 

The committee-passed substitute, 
which is tough, rational, and we think 
straightforward, does the following: As 
far as gifts from lobbyists are con- 
cerned, these are the people who are re- 
quired to register as paid lobbyists 
under the bill which passed this Sen- 
ate. Members and staff would be pro- 
hibited from accepting gifts from reg- 
istered lobbyists with an exception for 
gifts from relatives and close personal 
friends. 

What about everybody else other 
than lobbyists? This is a general state- 
ment of the Governmental Affairs bill, 
which is the substitute before us. Here 
is what it provides. Members and staff 
would be permitted to accept gifts of 
up to $20 from any source other than a 
registered lobbyist. Gifts in excess of 
$20 could be accepted from relatives or 
close persona] friends, and in the form 
of meals and entertainment, and in a 
Member’s home State, subject to high- 
er limits to be established by the Rules 
Committee, and widely attended events 
which the Member believes to be part 
of his or her duty. That is a general de- 
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scription of the kind of gifts which are 
acceptable. 

Travel: Members and staff would be 
permitted to accept reimbursement for 
travel expenses from anybody other 
than a registered lobbyist if the travel 
is related to official business, and is 
not substantially recreational in na- 
ture. If a Member of Congress believes 
that the travel is related to official 
business, is not substantially rec- 
reational in nature, that travel can be 
paid for by anyone other than a reg- 
istered lobbyist. 

So if you are invited by an associa- 
tion to come out and make a speech to 
that association, that travel can be 
paid for, providing it is not a rec- 
reational trip, providing its purpose in 
the judgment of the Member is related 
to official business. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator 
yield at that point? 

Mr. LEVIN. I am happy to. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The actual wording 
is not that the trip is not substantially 
recreational, but that the activities as 
part of the trip are not substantially 
recreational, which I think is a signifi- 
cant difference because you can have a 
serious trip that has substantial rec- 
reational activities connected with it, 
and it would be prohibited, which is 
simply to point out the difficulty of 
trying to define these things without 
setting a lot of traps for Senators. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, what sur- 
prises me about the point here is that 
it is the same point that the Senator 
from Louisiana made last night; is that 
in his substitute the same language ap- 
pears. In his amendment, the Johnston 
amendment, you have the same excep- 
tion. On page 6, line 19, exceptions pro- 
vided in subparagraph (e), the event or 
activities of which are substantially 
recreational, shall not be considered to 
be directly related to the official duties 
of a Member, officer, or employee. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. A charity is per- 
mitted. 

Mr. LEVIN. That is not the point the 
Senator made last night. It is not the 
point the Senator is making this morn- 
ing. What the Senator is describing is 
when I describe something which is 
substantially recreational as not being 
considered to be directly related to the 
official duties of a Member, the Sen- 
ator said last night, “Well, my gosh. 
What happens if you go 4 hours here in 
the morning to seminars, what happens 
if you go 3 hours to play golf in the 
afternoon, and what happens if you 
have dinner with a lobbyist in the 
evening?" The words in the Senator’s 
amendment to this committee bill are 
exactly the same. They are precisely 
the same. 

I agree that the Senator has a dif- 
ferent rule when it comes to the chari- 
table trips. I agree with that. But we 
are not talking about that. The Sen- 
ator last night spent a great deal of 
time on noncharitable travel pointing 
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out, How can you possibly define what 
is substantially recreational? What 
does that mean? The Senator said, if 
you go 3 hours in the morning to the 
seminars and so forth, how do you then 
make that distinction as to whether or 
not it is substantially recreational? To 
which I must respond that is what the 
amendment provides, his amendment. 
The Senator from Louisiana, and the 
Senator from Kentucky have the same 
language. 

You talk about problems of defini- 
tion. Sure there are problems of defini- 
tion. There is risk any time you try to 
come up with something which is com- 
mon sense and reasonable. The easiest 
thing in the world is just have a flatout 
ban on all gifts. That is understand- 
able. It does not make any sense but it 
is understandable; that you cannot 
take a gift from your wife if she hap- 
pens to be a registered lobbyist or your 
best friend back home cannot have you 
over to dinner next door if that person 
is on a board which has used a lobbyist 
in the last 6 months. That is easy to 
understand. You cannot go to your 
friend's house for dinner. Does that 
make sense? Is that the way we want 
to live? I do not think so. 

So the committee substitute provides 
some commonsense exceptions. You 
can take products from back home. 
The catfish lunch which we all enjoy 
from our dear, dear friends from Ar- 
kansas, we not only love going out to 
have lunch with them, we love them. 
That should not have to stop, and it 
does not stop under the committee sub- 
stitute. Those back-home products can 
be distributed by Members to their col- 
leagues and the staff. 

But in terms of definition, my gosh, 
if we look at the amendment of the 
Senator from Louisiana, that amend- 
ment has the same definitional prob- 
lem when it comes to trips other than 
the charitable trips. But to the ordi- 
nary trips, where you are going to 
make a speech somewhere, and then 
there is recreation involved in it or you 
are going to a seminar somewhere and 
there is recreation in the afternoon, 
the Senator’s amendment, which is the 
pending amendment, has the same defi- 
nition as we do in our bill. The same 
definition that he attacks is present in 
his own amendment. 

Mr. President, I failed to yield myself 
time. I want to know how much time 
have I used. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has used approximately 12 min- 
utes. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield myself an addi- 
tional 5 minutes, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, as I started to say just 
about a year ago tomorrow, we voted 98 
to 1 to support a resolution to amend 
the Senate gift rules to make them 
"substantially similar to restrictions 
applicable to executive branch offi- 
cials." That is what this committee- 
passed bill attempts to do. The execu- 
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tive branch has a $20 gift limit. The 
committee-passed bill has a $20 gift 
limit. The rule is exception for per- 
sonal friendship and relations. The 
committee-passed bill has exceptions 
for personal friendship and family rela- 
tions. The executive branch rules have 
an exception for small amounts of food; 
minimal amounts including, yes, coffee 
and doughnuts as examples of what is 
just minimal amounts of food. 

That was taken from an executive 
branch rule which has been in effect 
longer than a year. It has not created 
any problems. Does that trivialize us 
or give us some guidance as to what is 
going to be acceptable or not? What is 
an exception to a general rule and what 
is not? If we do not want to change the 
rules, if we want to keep the system 
where lobbyists can give us the tickets, 
and they can be out on those charitable 
golf outings and so forth, if we do not 
want to change that, if we want to con- 
tinue to see the shows on Prime Time 
and 60 Minutes and so forth, then we 
should do nothing. But 98 to 1 said we 
want to do this differently; 98 of us said 
a year ago that we want to adopt strict 
gift rules, and we want some exception. 
We want some commonsense excep- 
tions, and we have tried to follow those 
in the committee-passed bill. Yes. We 
have an exception for broadly attended 
events just like the executive branch 
has an exception for broadly attended 
events. 

It was the opinion of the committee 
that the original bill that was intro- 
duced by Senators LAUTENBERG, and 
others, was unworkable and went too 
far. The original bill for instance would 
have made it practically impossible for 
you to go to a dinner at your neigh- 
bor's house. You could not go to a bar- 
becue next door without finding out, 
first, whether the person sponsoring 
that barbecue back home in your 
neighborhood was on some board which 
had used a lobbyist in the last 6 
months. In fact, could that person be 
on more than one board? The person 
might be on 2 or 3 boards; on the Can- 
cer Society board. He might be on the 
board of a bank. You would have to 
check all the boards that neighbor was 
on. And then all of the entities that 
had used a lobbyist in the last 6 
months would have to notify you that 
they would disclose the fact that you 
went to that barbecue in your neigh- 
borhood. That was unworkable. There 
were no distinctions that were ade- 
quate, that were necessary, in order 
that we could live a reasonable, reason- 
ably sensible life. And so the commit- 
tee passed a substitute, which has the 
executive branch-type limits in it, as 
this body voted 98-1 that it wanted to 
do last year. And it is that substitute 
which is before this body, and which 
the Johnston amendment, in turn, 
would be a substitute for. 

Mr. President, I think we have to 
change the rules—not just the punish- 
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ment, but change the rules. The sub- 
stitute purports to have stiffer punish- 
ment and, in some cases, that may be 
appropriate. But that is not really the 
issue. The issue is whether we are 
going to toughen the rules on gifts. 
The committee substitute does it in a 
way which is reasonable, we think, and 
straightforward. We could have adopt- 
ed a very general standard, as the cur- 
rent rule provides, by the way. We 
talked about definitional problems. 
The current gifts rule provides that the 
Ethics Committee can waive the rules 
in unusual cases. And so there is now, 
as my good friend from Arkansas says, 
a hotline going to the Ethics Commit- 
tee right now, and he is right. Right 
now the Ethics Committee is 
bombarded with questions as to what is 
an unusual case. 

We could have written a bill which 
says there is a $20 gift rule, except in 
unusual cases. And then everybody 
would bombard the Ethics Committee 
to figure out if it is an unusual case to 
go to a friend’s home, who is a close 
personal friend. Is personal friendship 
an unusual case? You talk about bom- 
barding the Ethics Committee. The 
easy thing to do is just write in that 
you can get waivers in unusual cases. 
We chose not to do that and to do what 
this Senate said a year ago by 98 votes; 
it said to adopt executive branch rules 
and exceptions. That is what the com- 
mittee substitute purported to do. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. McCONNELL 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky is recognized. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, just 
a couple of brief observations, and then 
there are a couple of speakers on this 
side who would like to be heard. 

I listened to at least part of the com- 
ments of my friend from Michigan this 
morning, suggesting that the Senate 
and executive branch would have the 
same standards. I gather that the Sen- 
ator from Michigan has changed his 
opinion, because I have previously 
heard him say that he did not think 
the Senate and executive branch 
should have the same rules. If I make a 
mistake here, I will be happy to say 
that. I thought I heard him say in ear- 
lier discussions—maybe not on the 
floor—that this same rule would not be 
workable as applied to the Senate. Nev- 
ertheless, I gather that is his position 
now. 

I think it is important to remember, 
Mr, President, what this issue is about. 
Plain and simply, as vice chairman of 
the Ethics Committee, I can say itisa 
certainty, an absolute certainty, as 
surely as the sun will rise tomorrow, 
that if the Levin-Wellstone proposal 
passes, at least one Senator’s reputa- 
tion will be permanently destroyed, 
and his career ended over something as 
trivial as a $25 gift, within 6 months of 
passage of this bill. Let me repeat that. 
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It is a virtual certainty, I can tell you 
as vice chairman of the Ethics Com- 
mittee, that if the Wellstone-Levin 
proposal passes, someone in this body 
will lose his or her reputation and ca- 
reer within 6 months over something as 
trivial as a $25 gift. 

That is what this amendment is 
about. That is the issue before us here 
today. We will keep coming back to 
that over the next 3 hours, and I hope 
everybody will think that through as 
they decide how to vote on this pro- 
posal. At least one Member of this body 
will have his or her career ruined with- 
in 6 months if this proposal passes. The 
Senator from Arkansas said that he 
had his telephone on automatic dial to 
the Ethics Committee now, and he was 
asking what would he have to do under 
Wellstone-Levin. The answer: A full- 
time lawyer in everybody’s office, and 
a tripling of the size of the current 
Ethics Committee staff to deal with 
the gift issue. 

That is what we are dealing with 
here, Mr. President, the trivialization 
and demeaning of the Senate, the ruin- 
ing of reputations over nothing. That 
is what this is about. That is what we 
will be voting on at 1:30. We have sev- 
eral speakers here. 

I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I wish 
to compliment Senators JOHNSTON and 
MCCONNELL for their leadership, be- 
cause this is not an easy issue to lead 
on. It is one that has a lot of people 
feeling uncomfortable and uncertain on 
what we should be doing. 

I look at their proposal and sub- 
stitute and I see that they are trying 
to tighten up on existing law. I think 
that is a step in the right direction. 

I might mention that we have done a 
lot in the area of reform. There is a lot 
of talk about congressional self flag- 
ellation, but we have made significant 
improvements in a lot of areas. I have 
been involved in some of those fights. 
We have tightened down, for example, 
the amount of franked mail. We mail 
today probably about 25 or 30 percent 
the amount of mail that was going out 
per Senator and per Congressman just 6 
or 7 years ago. We did it because we 
made some reforms and said we have to 
disclose mail costs on an individual 
basis. We are required to disclose 
mailings on a frequent basis, and that 
helps get congressional mailing costs 
down. 

Many of us have been working to try 
and make sure that Congress lives 
under the laws like everybody else in 
America, like the private sector has to 
do. Hopefully, we will have success in 
finally making that happen. We have 
made some progress in that area, and 
legislation was recently introduced by 
Senator GRASSLEY, Senator 
LIEBERMAN, myself, and others, to take 
further steps in that direction. I com- 
pliment those Senators for that effort. 
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We have made steps in eliminating 
perks that the public perceived as un- 
acceptable. Well, the Senators had a 
free gym. Now they get to pay $40 or 
$50 a month for that privilege to have 
a gym. Some people complained about 
the price charged for haircuts. We do 
not have cheap haircuts anymore. I 
guess that is what some perceive as 
progress. Now we are charged $50 a 
month for a doctor whether you use the 
doctor or not. Frankly, I discontinued 
this. I did not think it was worth pay- 
ing $50 a month for a doctor here in the 
Capitol, in addition to the private in- 
surance purchased by Members, wheth- 
er a Member sees the doctor or not. I 
do not think that is a good deal. 

Ithink the proposal of my friend and 
colleague, the Senator from Michigan, 
goes too far. I am not an expert, and I 
compliment my friend from Kentucky, 
Senator MCCONNELL, and Senator 
JOHNSTON, and other people, who 
looked at this proposal in greater 
depth than I have. I see things in it 
that I think are going too far, for ex- 
ample, banning the direction of hono- 
rariums to different charities. I happen 
to think that is a good idea. What is 
wrong if you are making a speech or 
being a participant on a panel and ev- 
eryone on that panel is getting hono- 
raria? What is wrong with directing 
your honoraria to a charity? I think 
that happens to be a good idea. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at this time? 

Mr. NICKLES. I am happy to yield. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Did the Senator 
know that in the last 2 years the Sen- 
ate gave $1.3 million to charity on 
these direct fees? 

Mr. NICKLES. I was not aware of 
that. I appreciate the information from 
the Senator from Louisiana. All I know 
is what I have done, and I have done it 
in several cases I think to good char- 
ities. I know from the Senator’s evi- 
dence or his statement of fact that a 
lot of people are doing it. I happen to 
think that is very positive. I do not 
think it should be banned. I do not 
think there is any influence peddling in 
the process. In fact, the money does 
not go to the Senator’s bank account. 
You ask someone to send the charity 
the check. Maybe you get credit for it 
or not. I do not think charity giving of 
honoraria should be banned. 

I will confess. I am going to make a 
confession. I play golf, which is a ter- 
rible crime, I understand. And I par- 
ticipate in charity golf tournaments. I 
played in one recently that was raising 
money for Christian Fellowship. I 
think it is a great charity, a great 
cause to help a lot of people. I partici- 
pated in other golf tournaments that 
raised money for good charities. People 
usually just invite you. They say, We 
would like you to come." Yes, they in- 
vite politicians, athletes, media people 
and other people that they think might 
have the draw. But they are encourag- 
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ing people to come to contribute to the 
American Cancer Society, the Heart 
Institute, you name it, lots of char- 
ities. 

As I understand this proposal, those 
charity events will be banned if a lob- 
byist participates, and who in the 
world knows whether or not lobbyists 
participate. You get an invitation 
would you cohost, would you join, 
would you attend a function, and you 
do not know if lobbyists are sponsoring 
it or not. All you know is that they are 
good causes. You want to help. They 
want to use you as a drawing card, or 
whatever. And those will be banned. 

My friend from Arkansas, Senator 
PRYOR, who I think very highly of, has 
a charity golf tournament in Tex- 
arkana in August when the tempera- 
ture is about 100 degrees. I have not 
made it yet. I tell him every year that 
I am going to try to make the tour- 
nament because he raises money for 
charities in Arkansas. 

I happen to think that is a good 
cause. If I can join him in helping that 
cause, I am happy to do it. That would 
be banned, as I understand. 

I keep looking at these other things. 
For example, I had a group of constitu- 
ents that were in last Monday. I had a 
group of constituents that came in 
from Shawnee, OK, this week and they 
come in about once a year. The group 
is made up of the city leaders, the 
chamber of commerce, and other busi- 
nesses. They want to talk about eco- 
nomic development and what can we do 
for the community, and so on. They 
ask me to go to lunch. I could not work 
it in my schedule, but they did take a 
staff member to lunch. That is banned. 

The Oklahoma Grocers come up 
every year, and I have had lunch with 
them. Again, is this some big lobbying 
group? I guess they are registered as a 
lobbyist. I do not know. I guess they 
are. But the Oklahoma Grocers come in 
and we might go out and have lunch. I 
do not consider that a criminal activ- 
ity. Yet it would be banned. 

Again, I am afraid that the Levin 
proposal that we have before us goes 
too far. I might mention it seems to be 
very inconsistent, as I see it that you 
cannot have lunch. But if you charge 
$1,000 a ticket the lobbyist can come 
and you can have lunch. Or you cannot 
have dinner. But if you charge $1,000 a 
ticket or $500 a ticket you can have 
dinner. I do not think that makes 
sense. 

I think that the proposal that the 
Senators from Kentucky and Louisiana 
have come up with has penalties for 
people who abuse the system, and peo- 
ple who are abusing the system should 
be punished. But I do not think that 
frankly we should be punishing some- 
one for going out to lunch with their 
constituents. 

I might mention, too, the fact that 
we are trying to make Congress live 
under the laws like everybody else. I 
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came from the private sector. I know 
the Presiding Officer came from the 
private sector. And we took customers 
out to lunch. I did not see anything 
corrupt or illegal in that activity. Yes, 
you happened to be together at meal 
time, and so you would have a meal to- 
gether. And there is nothing corrupt in 
that. To imply that is the case I think 
is a mistake. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. On the point the 
Senator raises of having lunch with the 
Oklahoma Grocers, the Senator from 
Oklahoma under the Wellstone-Levin 
proposal could have his career and rep- 
utation shattered over having lunch 
with the Oklahoma Grocers. 

So the example my friend from Okla- 
homa has raised here illustrates the 
point that I intend to repeat off and on 
for the next 3 hours, which is that 
someone in this body within 6 months 
of passage of Levin-Wellstone is going 
to have his or her career and reputa- 
tion destroyed over something like 
having lunch with the Oklahoma Gro- 
cers. 

I commend my friend from Okla- 
homa. 

Mr. NICKLES. I appreciate the state- 
ment of my friend from Kentucky, and 
I have said what I have to say, Mr. 
President. I think we do need to use 
some common sense on this issue. 

I am afraid that the Levin proposal 
that we have without the substitute 
goes too far. I compliment Senator 
JOHNSTON and Senator MCCONNELL be- 
cause I think they do have a good pro- 
posal that does tighten up abuse and 
restricts the amount of gifts without 
hurting charities. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. If the Senator will 
yield 10 minutes that will be fine. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield 10 minutes to the 
Senator from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
think I will let Senator LEVIN, the Sen- 
ator from Michigan, respond to some of 
what has been said on the floor because 
this is, after all, the Levin amendment. 
This comes out of Governmental Af- 
fairs Committee. It is sort of the age- 
old debate tactic, I guess, to sort of at- 
tack strawmen. 

Some of what Senators have been 
saying about what they would not be 
able to do is simply not consistent with 
what Senator LEVIN introduced. This 
comes out of the Governmental Affairs 
Committee. 

Some of us wanted to push for more. 
Senator LEVIN has fashioned a com- 
promise and, as Senator LEVIN has 
said, and I think colleagues need to un- 
derstand this—I mean not that long 
ago the Senate went on record by some 
98 votes essentially supporting exactly 
what the Senator from Michigan has 
brought to the floor today. 
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I do not want to focus on the initia- 
tive that Senator LEVIN has presented 
to us but rather I want to focus on the 
substitute amendment, and I just sim- 
ply want to say to colleagues, since the 
Senator from Kentucky talked about 
demeaning the process or something 
like that, that I believe that what Sen- 
ator LEVIN has presented here is rea- 
sonable and important. But I think 
this substitute amendment that has 
been introduced by the Senator from 
Kentucky and Senator from Louisiana 
is just simply an effort to derail any 
reform effort. 

Under this amendment, lobbyists and 
other special interests can pay for un- 
limited and undisclosed meals for 
Members and staff in Washington's 
most expensive restaurants, period. Let 
me repeat that. My colleagues say that 
they fear that people around the coun- 
try will wonder what we are up to. Why 
do not we let go of some of this? We do 
not need it. The only reason people 
wonder what we are up to is if in fact 
Senators support this amendment 
which so clearly derails any kind of 
really good reform. Under this amend- 
ment lobbyists and other special inter- 
ests can pay for unlimited and undis- 
closed meals for Members and staff in 
Washington's most expensive  res- 
taurants. 

That is what we are going to be vot- 
ing on. If Senators have concerns about 
what the Senator from Michigan has 
presented here, they can introduce 
amendments. 

But that is not what we are talking 
about. We are talking about an amend- 
ment that Senators have to vote on up 
or down. This is the McConnell-John- 
ston amendment which would allow 
lobbyists and other special interests to 
pay for unlimited and undisclosed 
meals for Members and staff in Wash- 
ington's most expensive restaurants. 

And what people say is, Boy. nobody 
does that for us. Why do they need it?" 

Why do we hold on to this? You want 
to change the public perception, or you 
wonder why people are so concerned, 
then you certainly do not want to vote 
for this amendment. This amendment 
would allow lobbyists and other special 
interests to continue to distribute to 
Members and staff free tickets to foot- 
ball, baseball, and other sporting 
events and Broadway shows and other 
entertainment events. 

And people in Louisiana, and Ken- 
tucky and Texas and Minnesota and 
Michigan and Maine say, “People don't 
come up to us and give us these kinds 
of free tickets to all these sporting 
events. Why do they feel like they need 
it?" 

It is just that simple. If we are wor- 
ried about the perception, why do we 
not let this go? We do not need it. Why 
do we not pass this Levin reform effort 
that the Senator from Michigan has 
spoken about, that the Senator from 
Maine has spoken about? Why are we 
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even considering the substitute amend- 
ment, which so clearly weakens all of 
this? It just is not going to pass the 
credibility test. 

Among other things, this amendment 
would give Members and staff an un- 
limited number of gifts, if under $75 per 
gift. Overall, there is a $150 limit, but 
if it is under $75 someone can give you 
that over and over and over and over 
again and it does not count toward the 
$150 limit. Now, if my colleagues think 
this passes the credibility test with 
people in the country, they are wrong. 

This is not a reform effort. There are 
huge loopholes here. And I cannot for 
the life of me understand why we do 
not let go of this. 

My colleagues say we should be de- 
bating more important issues; this is 
not even important; let us get on with 
our work. If it is not so important, 
what is this opposition to what the 
Senator from Michigan has presented 
to us, which is such a reasonable com- 
promise? Why the substitute amend- 
ment, which guts the reform effort, 
which allows lobbyists and other spe- 
cial interests to pay for unlimited and 
undisclosed meals for Members and 
staff in most expensive restaurants— 
we do not need that—which allows 
them to continue to distribute to Mem- 
bers and staff free tickets to baseball 
and football games and other enter- 
tainment—we not need that—which al- 
lows people to give unlimited gifts, if 
under $75? 

This is not a reform amendment. It is 
not credible. 

Let us deal with that perception out 
in the country. Let us pass a good re- 
form effort, and let us do something 
that will make us proud. That is what 
Senator LEVIN has presented. 

So I certainly hope that colleagues 
will vote no on the McConnell-John- 
ston amendment. It is not a reform. It 
guts what the Senator from Michigan 
has presented. And I think we will not 
be doing ourselves well with the public, 
or in terms of what we can do as men 
and women who care about this insti- 
tution, to vote for such an amendment. 

Finally, I go back to the beginning. 
We voted, 98 of us voted, for a sense-of- 
the-Senate resolution for exactly what 
Senator LEVIN has presented today. 
Talk about trying to dance at two wed- 
dings at the same time. It is fine to go 
on record when it is a sense-of-the-Sen- 
ate resolution, then we will not really 
have to do anything. Now the Senator 
from Michigan presents a credible re- 
form effort, coming right out of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee, and 
we have the substitute amendment 
which essentially rips it apart. Col- 
leagues, if they are serious about re- 
form and respond to the concerns of 
people in our country, will vote no on 
the McConnell-Johnston amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Texas 10 
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minutes, or whatever time she may de- 
sire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas is recognized for up to 
10 minutes. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. President, I would like to talk 
about something that really has not 
been talked about by very many people 
in this debate. Unfortunately, it is be- 
cause not very many people in this 
body have had the experience that I 
have. 

I am very glad that not many people 
in this body have ever known the hor- 
rors of malicious prosecution. When I 
came back from an ordeal that was the 
worst of life’s experiences, people said, 
"Make a personal privilege speech. 
Talk about it." I said, ‘‘No, there is no 
need to talk about it. It is behind me. 
There is nothing good that can come 
from it." So I really did not say much. 

But I am standing here today because 
the underlying bill, if it passes without 
the McConnell-Johnston substitute, 
will allow what happened to me to hap- 
pen to others—in fact, it will encour- 
age it. Ido not want that to happen to 
a Democrat or a Republican ever again 
in this country. 

I can honestly say that I have been 
through the worst that our political 
system has to offer, and I stood, and I 
took it. I stood strong for several rea- 
sons, because when you are attacked 
you do it for several reasons. You do it 
for your personal integrity, first. But 
you also do it for a bigger cause. The 
bigger cause is so that other poten- 
tially malicious district attorneys 
around this country will not think that 
they can change the results of an elec- 
tion by harassing someone in public 
service. 

I do not want to encourage the mis- 
use of prosecutorial powers again in 
Texas or anywhere in this country. And 
that is what this bill will do if the sub- 
stitute is not adopted. 

I can tell you it was the worst experi- 
ence of my life and I can tell you I do 
not want any of my colleagues—not 
one—to ever, ever go through what I 
did. 

If the Levin-Wellstone amendment 
had been in effect, I could not have 
stood for the principle or for my per- 
sonal integrity because I could not 
have afforded to defend myself. 

The bill effectively prohibits legal 
defense funds. By limiting all gifts to 
$20, it would render legal defense funds 
impossible. That means that unless 
you are personally wealthy, unless you 
can afford hundreds of thousands of 
dollars of legal fees—which is what it 
takes if you are in the big leagues—po- 
litical enemies, who happen to be pros- 
ecutors or aligned with malicious pros- 
ecutors, will know that you are an easy 
prey. 

One of the tactics of a corrupt dis- 
trict attorney might be to convict 
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someone. But it also might be to drag 
a person through the mud just to bring 
a series of charges, and then offer a 
plea bargain: If you will not run for of- 
fice again, I will drop the charges. 

It takes a lot of stamina and a lot of 
strength to stand firm when you know 
that you are innocent. But it also 
takes financial resources that most 
regular people cannot afford. Most peo- 
ple in public life cannot afford to run 
for an election and then have a pros- 
ecution with their personal funds, and 
it could run into millions of dollars. 

Mr. President, this is my legal de- 
fense report that I just filed. It has the 
names of over 6,000 Americans from all 
50 States —people mostly that I did not 
know, that knew what was happening 
to me was wrong and they wanted to 
help me get through it. 

The average contribution was $116. 
Without the support of my many 
friends and the wonderful public-spir- 
ited strangers, the district attorney in 
Texas would have known that he prob- 
ably could, indeed, would have changed 
the results of my election; that he 
could have wiped out the will of the 
people by using the legal system and 
hundreds of thousands of taxpayer dol- 
lars to persecute a person who could 
not possibly defend herself because she 
lacked the personal resources to fight 
the system. 

The district attorney in my case 
spent months using the resources of his 
office. He hired pollsters. He hired jury 
selection experts. He convened mock 
trials. With a $20 gift limitation, I 
could not have stayed in that hardball 
game. There is no way. 

But because I did have the supporters 
and people all over this country who 
did not like what they saw, they stood 
with me, and I was able to stand and 
bring integrity back into the political 
system in my State. 

If we pass the amendment today, in- 
stead of the substitute, you are going 
to ask for prosecutors all over this 
country to be emboldened to use their 
offices for political purposes because 
they are going to know that Members 
of Congress are basically defenseless. If 
this passes, rather than the McConnell- 
Johnston substitute, you could change 
the nature of our political system right 
here today. You will inject criminal 
prosecution into politics as sure as we 
are standing here. And if a person 
stands against the establishment, as I 
did, the price they may have to pay is 
that they will wake up every morning, 
wondering: Could I be bankrupted be- 
cause I stood against the establishment 
in my State and defended myself 
against  trumped-up charges that 
threatened 20 years or more in prison? 
Is that what you want? 

Do you think that is what Americans 
want? Do you think Americans want 
the debacle of seeing criminal prosecu- 
tions creep into our political system? I 
think the American people are sick of 
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the dirty politics. They want to talk 
about health care. They want to talk 
about crime. They want to talk about 
what is affecting them in mandates and 
regulations and taxes. They do not 
want politics to get so dirty that we 
are talking about whether somebody 
used a telephone to call a supporter 
and is now facing a prison term for 
doing it. 

This bill has a lot in it that I do not 
think my distinguished colleagues, Mr. 
LEVIN and Mr. WELLSTONE, really 
meant. Their motives are worthy, but I 
could not let us vote on this bill with- 
out giving my colleagues the benefit of 
a viewpoint that not very many people 
in this body have and not very many 
people could speak to. And I hope that 
remains the case. But if we pass this 
bill without the McConnell-Johnston 
substitute, I shudder to think what 
you-all, my colleagues from all over 
the country, may face. 

The McConnell-Johnston substitute 
is reform. It is real reform because it 
puts teeth in our ethics laws, but it 
will not keep Members of Congress 
from being able to defend themselves 
against charges like every other Amer- 
ican has the right to do. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I will certainly 
yield to the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, re- 
garding applicability of the Levin sub- 
stitute to legal expense trust funds. 
Senate Resolution 508 provides for the 
establishment of and contributions to 
legal expense trust funds by Senators— 
notwithstanding the provisions of the 
Senate gift rule. 

Therefore, the sponsor of the sub- 
stitute is at least partially correct in 
concluding that the legal expense trust 
fund resolution overrides the limits 
contained in the gift rule. But the sub- 
stitute also contains an amendment to 
the gift rule which I intended to over- 
ride the legal expense trust fund reso- 
lution. 

Since the Ethics Committee is 
charged with regulating and overseeing 
legal expense trust funds, it will have 
to determine the total effect which this 
new gift language will have on legal ex- 
pense trust funds. 

There can be no doubting the breadth 
and reach of the Levin substitute. And 
at least in one instance, the Levin sub- 
stitute prohibits certain contributions 
to legal expense trust funds that pre- 
viously were allowed under the resolu- 
tion. 

What the committee will have to ask 
itself is whether the true effect of the 
substitute is to override Senate Reso- 
lution 508, not only as it applies to lob- 
byists—because of an explicit provision 
in the bill—but also as it applies to ev- 
eryone else, because of its extremely 
broad reach and its exhaustive and spe- 
cific list of exemptions. 

The answer to this question, as with 
so many others raised by this language 
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is: we don’t know. And if you happen to 
choose the wrong answer, your career 
is over. 

I am sure the Senator from Michigan 
will say he altered the Wellstone pro- 
posal so the Justice Department no 
longer would be supervising the gift 
rule. But I think it is not much of an 
alteration in the sense that the horror 
that would come down on Senators 
would just come from a different direc- 
tion. 

Let me just give the Senator from 
Texas a hypothetical under the Levin 
proposal, somewhat changed from 
Wellstone in the sense that the Justice 
Department does not supervise it but 
the Ethics Committee does. Probably 
what would happen is that reporters 
would stake out the Monocle. And if a 
Senator is fortunate as to have a $25 
lunch, or maybe his wife or his chil- 
dren, with constituents—snap a picture 
of it, send it to the Ethics Committee, 
and you are off to the races with a po- 
tentially career-ending offense. 

So it would be just another version of 
the same thing the Senator from Texas 
was subjected to. So I commend her for 
personalizing this issue so Senators 
may get a sense of what lies ahead. 

I said before the Senator from Texas 
came over here, and I want to repeat 
throughout the morning, that as vice 
chairman of the Ethics Committee I 
can say without fear of contradiction 
that within 6 months of passage of the 
Levin-Wellstone proposal, some Sen- 
ator will have his or her reputation and 
career permanently damaged. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
would like to respond to my distin- 
guished colleague from Kentucky be- 
cause he has brought up one set of cir- 
cumstances. But my situation is not 
covered by the Levin-Wellstone bill. 
My situation would continue because I 
was elected to the U.S. Senate and 
faced this harassment by a district at- 
torney in Texas, who had the power to 
do it at the time. 

So I was under Senate rules, and I 
put myself voluntarily under the Sen- 
ate rules. I was not really totally clear 
but I went to the Ethics Committee 
and I said, Really, where am I?" 

And they said We think you should 
comply with Senate rules. 

I said, “Great. I just want to do what 
is right.” 

So I did. 

But under the Levin-Wellstone bill, I 
could not have raised the money to de- 
fend myself. So this district attorney 
could have nullified the election with 
his malicious prosecution because he 
would have known that I could not 
have the ability to defend myself. And 
there I would have been. 

I must say that other distinguished 
colleagues will be in that position. We 
see our President right now being 
charged with something that allegedly 
happened when he was Governor of Ar- 
kansas. Do you think it would be fair 
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for him not to be able to have the re- 
sources to hire an attorney and defend 
himself? I do not think you think so. 

I think every person should have the 
right, as every American does, the 
right to be able to have the resources— 
particularly when you are being pros- 
ecuted because you are in public serv- 
ice. And this bill would keep us de- 
fenseless in many instances, and make 
us the prey of malicious prosecutors. I 
will tell you it is going to change the 
nature of politics in this country if it 
is allowed to stand. 

Several Senators addressed 
Chair. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I just want to take 
a moment to thank the Senator from 
Texas for her very important contribu- 
tion to this discussion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] is rec- 
ognized. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

First, as far as the comment of the 
Senator from Kentucky that in fact 
the committee bill, the substitute be- 
fore us, has changed the Lautenberg- 
Wellstone bill so there is no prosecu- 
tion by the Justice Department under 
the committee substitute, it is in the 
hands of the Ethics Committee not in 
the hands of the Justice Department 
—the Senator from Kentucky said he 
was sure I was going to stand up and 
say that. In order to correct any im- 
pression to the contrary that the Sen- 
ator from Texas may have created, he 
is exactly right, I am standing up to 
say exactly that. There is no criminal 
prosecution under this substitute that 
the committee has adopted. It is an 
Ethics Committee enforcement, as our 
current rules are, unlike the Lauten- 
berg-Wellstone bill originally which 
had Justice Department enforcement. 
The committee bill drops that and in- 
stead lodges it into the hands of the 
Ethics Committee which I do not think 
is going to unfairly pursue any Sen- 
ator. I have enough confidence in the 
Ethics Committee to think they are 
fair indeed. 

But the main point of my friend from 
Texas, it seems to me, has to do with 
the question of legal expense funds and 
that is what I really want to comment 
on. The committee substitute, unlike 
the original bill that Senators LAUTEN- 
BERG and WELLSTONE introduced, per- 
mits contributions to a legal defense 
fund from anybody except registered 
lobbyists. 

I doubt very much that there are 
many registered lobbyists on the 6,000 
list of the Senator from Texas. But I 
just want to make it clear, when the 
Senator said that it would be impos- 
sible to have a legal defense fund—— 

(Mr. CAMPBELL assumed the chair.) 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. LEVIN. If I can complete the 
statement. The Senate Governmental 


the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Affairs Committee substitute specifi- 
cally says that the only payment or 
the only contribution to a legal defense 
fund which is established for the bene- 
fit of a Member that is prohibited is 
the contribution or other payment by a 
lobbyist or foreign agent. 

That is a very different provision 
from what existed in the original bill. 
It is just like other gifts. In this bill, in 
the committee substitute, there are 
certain things you cannot accept from 
a lobbyist. Other people have a much 
broader range as to what they can give 
to you. In the committee bill, in the 
substitute which was adopted by the 
Governmental Affairs Committee, 
which is before this body, there is a 
distinction made between what a reg- 
istered lobbyist can give to you and 
what the rest of the world can give to 
you. That is because the public senses 
and feels that there is too close a con- 
nection between us and paid lobbyists 
when they take us out to dinners, or 
when they give us tickets to the Red- 
skins games, or whatever. 

So we make the distinction in the 
bill between registered lobbyists, a 
very narrow, defined group that must 
register, and everybody else. That is a 
distinction which applies to a whole 
host of gifts. That same distinction is 
applied relative to legal expense funds. 
Registered lobbyists cannot make that 
contribution to the legal expense fund 
that the Senator from Texas referred 
to, but everybody else in the world can 
contribute to the Senator’s legal de- 
fense fund. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? Does the Senator from 
Michigan yield time for a question? 

Mr. LEVIN. I will be happy to answer 
a question. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
would like to just ask Senator LEVIN if 
there is not a $20 limitation on all gifts 
from all the other people. I would not 
argue at all about lobbyists not con- 
tributing to a legal defense fund. That 
would be fine. But when you are talk- 
ing about a $20 limitation, and espe- 
cially if you have a long and extended 
prosecution, you cannot raise the 
money in $20 increments that are need- 
ed to go against the vast resources of a 
Government entity; is that correct? 

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator is not cor- 
rect. The contribution that the Sen- 
ator referred to is to a legal defense 
fund. That is not covered by the $20 
rule unless there is a contribution by a 
registered lobbyist, as I have read. It is 
permitted for others to make a con- 
tribution to the Senator’s legal defense 
fund. That is what I am trying to de- 
scribe to the Senator. You can receive 
a $50 or $100 or $200 contribution; the 
legal defense fund can receive that con- 
tribution from anyone else other than 
a registered lobbyist. 

Mr. MCCONNELL addressed 
Chair. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, on 
the issue that the Senator from Texas 
raises, I think it is not at all clear to 
me that the Senator from Michigan is 
correct in interpreting his own sub- 
stitute. 

There is one reference to legal ex- 
pense trust funds in the Levin sub- 
stitute. It appears on page 36, lines 21 
to 24. The provision states explicitly 
that a contribution by a lobbyist or 
foreign agent to a legal expense trust 
fund of a Senator shall be considered a 
gift under the Senate rules and, there- 
fore, banned completely. Now, that is 
the lobbyist and foreign agent part. 

What does the Levin substitute say 
about gifts from everybody else, which 
is the question the Senator from Texas 
raised? It appears to me in looking at 
this, and my staff in looking at this, 
that everybody else is limited to $20 
from any person. A gift under the 
Levin substitute is any item of mone- 
tary value.“ All the exceptions to this 
very broad rule are listed in subpara- 
graphs (d) and (e), beginning on page 37 
of the substitute. 

Nowhere among these some three 
dozen exceptions are we able to find 
contributions to legal expense trust 
funds from persons other than lobby- 
ists. 

Clearly, I must tell you, unless we 
missed something here, the way the 
Ethics Committee would have to inter- 
pret and apply this language is that 
there is an explicit ban outright of any 
legal expense trust funds contribution 
from a lobbyist, but just as clearly, a 
contribution to a legal expense trust 
fund is an item of monetary value. 
With regard to individuals who are not 
lobbyists, it appears as if their con- 
tribution would be limited to $20. 

Somebody has to interpret this. I as- 
sume the Ethics Committee will have 
to interpret it. If the Senator from 
Texas and I are correct here and the 
Senator from Michigan is wrong—I do 
not know for sure—if he is right and we 
are wrong, effectively, unless you are 
rich, you are out of business, which is 
what I believe the Senator from Texas 
was stating. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I yield to the Sen- 
ator. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Yes, I appreciate 
the Senator from Kentucky having the 
bill right before him because that was 
exactly my interpretation. When I 
looked at it, there were no exceptions 
for legal defense funds to the $20 limi- 
tation. As I said, I certainly can ap- 
prove of and think it is fine to limit 
lobbyists from contributions. But nev- 
ertheless, I could not find in the bill 
any exception for other people, except 
the $20 limitation which renders impos- 
sible a building of a fund that would go 
against an entire Government entity 
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by a public official of normal cir- 
cumstances. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I will say to my 
friend from Texas, in addition to the 
very important point we are discussing 
here, which somebody will have to de- 
cide at some point is correct, the Sen- 
ator from Michigan did say what I 
knew he would say, which is also cor- 
rect, that under the Levin modification 
of Wellstone, Justice is no longer pros- 
ecuting. But how the Ethics Commit- 
tee could ignore the plain meaning 
after we have wrestled with all the ex- 
ceptions of a Senator having lunch 
with a group of constituents down at 
the Monocle, I think the point is clear 
that reputations are going to be de- 
stroyed over the most trivial examples 
of perfectly normal intercourse be- 
tween ourselves and our constituents. 

Nobody has experienced the dire con- 
sequences of the trivialization of the 
law more than the Senator from Texas. 
I think her testimony is extremely im- 
portant as we wrestle with trying to do 
the right thing in dealing with the gift 
issue. I want to thank her for her very 
important contribution to this debate. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes because the Senator 
is raising an important issue that is 
worth pursuing. Under the current gift 
rules, which makes no exception for 
legal defense funds, a contribution to 
the Senator's legal defense fund would 
have been a violation if it were more 
than $250. That is under the current 
gift rules. Did the Senator from Texas 
receive a gift in the legal defense fund 
of more than $250? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. It is my under- 
Standing there is an exception. 

Mr. LEVIN. My understanding is the 
current gift rules do not make excep- 
tion for legal defense funds. 

Mr. McCONNELL. We will take a 
look at it. 

Mr. LEVIN. We can check that out. 
But let me also assure the Senator that 
the reason it does not is because the 
legal defense fund is a different entity. 
Under the current gift rule and under 
the committee substitute, it is a dif- 
ferent entity. If it is not a different en- 
tity, then the current gift rule would 
prevent a gift to a legal defense fund of 
more than $250. 

So I want to assure the Senator from 
Texas that the legal defense fund issue 
that she has raised is not an issue, for 
two reasons: Under the current rules 
and under the rule as the committee 
substitute provides, it is not a gift toa 
Member; it is a different entity. 

That is No. 1. And to make sure that 
is abundantly clear, the bill specifi- 
cally provides that a contribution and 
other payment by a lobbyist or foreign 
agent to a legal defense fund estab- 
lished for the benefit of a Member is 
from the lobbyist. That is the one that 
is prohibited, not from anyone other 
than a lobbyist. 

But the principal answer is that not 
only have we clarified that in order for 
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& contribution to a legal defense to be 
covered, it would have to come from a 
lobbyist. Other persons' contributions 
are not covered by the committee sub- 
stitute. But the current rule provides 
that you cannot make certain gifts to 
Members, gifts over $250. That does not 
cover legal defense funds under the cur- 
rent rule because they are different en- 
tities and the exact same thing is true 
about the committee substitute. It is 
not a gift to a Member, because it is a 
gift to a different entity, a legal de- 
fense fund. That is not a gift to the 
member. However, we explicitly pro- 
hibit paid lobbyists from making gifts 
to legal defense funds, explicitly carve 
out that exception. And I do not know 
that anyone would have any great ob- 
jection to that. 

Several Senators 
Chair. 

Mr. COHEN. Will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. McCONNELL. The Senator from 
Texas wanted to make a further obser- 
vation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Kentucky yield? 

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas is recognized. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the Chair. 

I would just like to say to the distin- 
guished Senator from Michigan, I do 
not think it is clear. I think the excep- 
tions have been made under present 
law, but by having one reference to lob- 
byists being banned from these types of 
contributions and not addressing it on 
the other side I think makes it unclear. 
And I would ask the Senator from 
Michigan if he would be able to clarify 
it. I could not possibly support this bill 
when it is as unclear as I think it is 
now. It is very confusing, and the 
stakes are much too high to take a 
chance. 

Mr. 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky [Mr. MCCONNELL] 
is recognized. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I yield; I am sorry. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield to the Senator 
from Maine. I think he controls half of 
the time on this side, in any event, so 
I think as the floor manager for the 
minority he is able to be recognized 
and yield himself time. Is that correct, 
I ask the Chair? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan controls the time. 

Mr. LEVIN. In that case, I yield 
whatever time the Senator from Maine 
needs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maine is recognized. 

Mr. COHEN. I think the Senator from 
Texas has made a valuable contribu- 
tion to this debate. 

As I indicated last evening, the com- 
mittee’s substitute for the original 
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Lautenberg-Wellstone amendment is 
not a perfect product. It has certain 
ambiguities which need to be clarified, 
and that is the purpose of having this 
debate. I believe the Senator from 
Texas is absolutely correct in suggest- 
ing that legal defense funds ought to be 
continued. I also believe that Senator 
LEVIN is correct in pointing out that 
the one restriction should be a ban on 
lobbyists contributing to legal defense 
funds for the reason that it creates a 
perception that lobbyists are trying to 
gain influence in helping that particu- 
lar individual out of his or her legal 
difficulties. 

Now, I think it is unclear from the 
language of the Levin proposal whether 
or not legal defense funds could in fact 
receive contributions from nonlobby- 
ists up to the current amount. That 
question ought to be clarified at some 
point. 

But I would like to make a broader 
point here today. I think there is a 
danger attempting to equate ourselves 
either with the average citizen or with 
the average executive branch member. 
This is a different institution. Those in 
the executive branch do not have to 
participate in the same types of activi- 
ties that we do. Our offices are flooded 
day after day with our constituents. I 
was late in getting here this morning 
because I could not get by an unprece- 
dented 18 buses tied up at one intersec- 
tion, all filled with our constituents 
coming to Washington. Most of them 
wil come to our individual offices. 
Some of them will bring the Senator 
from Hawaii flowers, while others may 
present others of us with different me- 
mentos and gifts of a minor nature. 

Most of us are required from time to 
time to go out with our constituents. 
We have a different type of process. We 
are an open house. The executive 
branch for the most part is closed. I do 
not see our constituents lining up in 
droves to go to executive branch agen- 
cies. They do not have that kind of ac- 
cess. Yet, we have open doors. 

The realities, responsibilities, and 
expectations that apply to the legisla- 
tive branch are significantly different 
than those of the executive branch. We 
ought not try to equate them identi- 
cally. They are not identical. 

Second, there is a notion that we do 
not want to be treated differently than 
our average citizen. We do not want to 
set ourselves above those we represent 
in some sort of elitist society, so that 
we do not have to abide by the same 
rules and the same pressures and tribu- 
lations that the average citizen has to 
endure. 

But we are also held to a different 
standard because we are public figures. 
The law treats us differently. It holds 
us to a much higher standard. 

We cannot compare it to business 
practices. Go back and listen to the in- 
spiring words of, I think, Justice 
Cardozo: The duties of a fiduciary are 
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high. We are held to something higher 
than the morals of the marketplace. 
We are held to the punctilio in honor of 
the most sensitive. 

So we are held to a fiduciary's stand- 
ard. The law treats us differently. And 
because we are held to a higher stand- 
ard, we are subject to higher liabilities 
in breach of those standards as the 
Senator from Texas pointed out. We 
are liable to the prosecutorial zeal of 
politically minded individuals. That is 
the reality. 

So I think it is imperative that we 
have legal defense funds for individuals 
who might find themselves to be the 
victims of overzealous prosecutors, just 
as any citizen would be allowed to do. 
The one prohibition we should encour- 
age is on the contributions of lobbyists 
because the public would perceive sub- 
stantial contributions coming from 
lobbyists as an attempt to influence 
that individual's judgment. 

I think that this debate is very help- 
ful because this is not a perfect product 
that we are presenting to the Senate. 
There are, indeed, some dangers in all 
of this, and we must be made aware of 
exactly what we are doing. 

The issue of honoraria was raised 
earlier. You can give a speech to a 
group and that group can direct the 
funds that you would receive directly 
to a charity. Most of us do that. As a 
matter of fact, just yesterday I spoke 
to the Brookings Institute. I speak at 
Brookings at least 10 to 12 times a 
year, and I will continue to do so. They 
provide a modest honorarium, and that 
goes to a number of charities back in 
Maine. So $4,000 to $5,000 a year goes to 
charities for women's shelters, abused 
children, and other worthy causes. 
Whatever the charity is I pick out, 
that is where the money goes. 

I think, frankly, that ought to be 
continued. But we then have to draw a 
distinction. You say Brookings is OK, 
and the University of Oklahoma or 
Louisiana would be fine. Do we have to 
start drawing a distinction between 
those institutions which do not have 
issues before the Congress, and those 
institutions likely to be lobbying in a 
direct sense? Maybe we can tailor some 
amendments to accomplish that. 

We are running the risk now of say- 
ing it is the committee substitute, all 
or nothing, or the McConnell-Johnston 
substitute, all or nothing, and yet 
there are deficiencies in both. 

As I mentioned last night, I do not 
like the  "three-strikes-and-you-are- 
out" provision as it applies to Con- 
gress. To me, that associates in the 
mind of the public that somehow we 
are associated with the criminal class. 
And frankly, I do not think the Amer- 
ican people would say you get three 
Strikes. They would say you get one. If 
you egregiously violate an ethical 
standard then you probably should not 
be in the Senate any longer. Not two 
strikes or three strikes. One strike, in 
all probability, you are going to be out. 
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There are other provisions that I do 
not like, namely the publication of 
travel itineraries. I am really con- 
cerned about what would take place if 
Members of the Senate are required to 
publish a detailed itinerary in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD before going on a 
trip. It may be that the world is safe 
right now and that there are no inter- 
national tensions, so none of us will be- 
come targets. But that is subject to the 
fluctuations of the moment. Anytime 
there is a crisis internationally, we can 
all become targets and we know that. 
Yet under the substitute, we would be 
required to publish a detailed itinerary 
of exactly where we are going. 

Mr. LEVIN. Under the Johnston sub- 
stitute. 

Mr. COHEN. Yes, under the Johnston 
substitute. I have a problem with this 
from a security point of view. I think 
the public ought to be apprised of 
where we are going, what we are doing, 
and who we are meeting with, however 
the event may be sponsored. 

But I do not see the benefit of doing 
it in advance. I have objections to that. 
Ithink what we are going through now 
is an important process because Mem- 
bers have not focused on these changes. 
There are, as my friend from Ken- 
tucky—I think I can call him my friend 
safely without resorting to Webster— 
pointed out, a number of dangers that 
we have to be apprised of. Most of the 
Members have not yet focused on that. 
This debate is important for all of us. 
I take him at his word that he and his 
colleagues on the Ethics Committee 
are the ones who are on the receiving 
end of all kinds of issues that must be 
resolved. 

So it is not a trivial matter. It is an 
important matter. I think this debate 
has been extraordinarily helpful in 
pointing out the dangers that exist if 
we ignore the ambiguities and do not 
seek to clarify them. 

Several Senators addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, how 
much time remains on our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky has 59 minutes and 
15 seconds; the Senator from Michigan 
has 59 minutes and 46 seconds. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, let 
me speak briefly to the travel issue 
that Senator COHEN raised. I would be 
more than happy to modify my amend- 
ment if that would gain his support. I 
think he raises a good point. 

I yield 10 minutes to the Senator 
from Wyoming. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP] is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. President, I speak today as a 
former chairman, and former vice 
chairman, of the Ethics Committee 
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which sat in judgment on one of the 
most difficult and contentious ethics 
cases that this Senate has ever faced; 
namely, Abscam. 

Let me begin by saying that the role 
of the Ethics Committee is twofold and 
very specific, and neither holds prior- 
ity over the other. One is the protec- 
tion of the reputation of the Senate. 
The other is the protection of the rep- 
utation of Senators. Either can be 
threatened by public accusations, be 
they worthwhile or frivolous. The job 
of this institution and that of the Eth- 
ics Committee is to distinguish be- 
tween those which are frivolous and 
those which are serious. 

Last year, during debate on the lob- 
bying disclosure bill, I was the only 
Senator to vote against this gift ban 
idea. I did so because I am not for sale, 
and I do not believe others in this body 
are for sale. If they are for sale, rules 
will not keep them from selling them- 
selves. 

But rules can keep good, competent, 
ordinary, yeoman Senators who have 
the highest of ethical principles from 
functioning on behalf of their State, 
their constituency, and their country. 

Like Gulliver, this bill will bind us 
with inefficient little threads of regu- 
latory monstrosities, all premised on 
the idea that somehow or other, if we 
put enough rules on ourselves, we can 
make an immoral person moral. Mr. 
President, that is not the way of 
human life. What we are about to do to 
ourselves is offensive in the extreme. 
In fact, most of this debate is offensive. 

I notice in the Dear Colleague" we 
received from the gift ban sponsors the 
statement that ‘‘none of us believes 
that Members are selling their votes." 
But that is precisely what this legisla- 
tion does in fact say; it says that we 
are not to be trusted even for $20. 

Mr. President, if we cannot be trust- 
ed for $20, we do not belong here. If we 
cannot be trusted for anything, we do 
not belong here. We should be voted 
out. But this legislation says that for 
$20 and 1 penny our heads can be 
irretrievably twisted off our shoulders, 
and we can no longer function respon- 
sibly on our own, or on behalf of our 
obligations and duties. What utter non- 
sense. What an insult to the Senate. 
What an insult to the Congress. 

Inherent in this ban proposal is the 
view that we would best be put in a 
bottle of formaldehyde and uncorked in 
the morning into a closed Chamber, 
lest we be sullied on the way in by 
somebody who might actually have 
knowledge of something we were going 
to do. Maybe we should not even be 
looked at by a lobbyist, or a constitu- 
ent. Perhaps we should just close and 
lock the doors of this Chamber and of 
our offices until we go home at night, 
at which time Common Cause would 
put us back in the bottle of formalde- 
hyde, lest we be sullied on the way 
home. 
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Mr. President, that is not the way 
this institution has or does work. Dur- 
ing my years on the Ethics Committee 
as both chairman and vice chairman, 
all kinds of things were brought to the 
attention of the Ethics Committee. In- 
cidentally, the ethics code was the first 
thing that was on the Senate floor 
when I arrived here in 1977. At that 
time, we passed the ethics code for the 
most unethical reason in the history of 
the Senate—to get a pay raise. 

One of the things that I saw day after 
day after day in the Ethics Committee 
were dozens upon dozens of requests 
from Senators asking for counsel. In 
the first year that the ethics code was 
passed there were, curiously enough, 
977 requests of the Ethics Committee. 
Nobody can tell me that 100 Senators 
elected by their constituents, who were 
good and productive people before they 
came here, needed to ask almost 10 
times apiece whether what they were 
about to do was ethical. 

What they were asking us was wheth- 
er their actions were permitted. We 
even had a Senator on the Ethics Com- 
mittee say: 

Senator, we are not here to determine 
whether what the Senator did was right or 
wrong. We are here to determine whether it 
was permitted under the rule. 

Lawyers have taken over the concept 
of life in the Senate. And it is killing 
the effective creativity of this body. 
What we do is fully disclosed between 
ourselves and our constituents. Boy, do 
I know it. In my last campaign in 1988, 
my honoraria was the subject of tele- 
vision debates, editorial comment and 
everything else, and legitimately so. 

I had even given a speech to a group 
that, unbeknownst to me, had been 
supported by the Reverend Moon. I be- 
came the subject of a wonderful little 
television ad with the Reverend Moon 
looking blessedly down on his faithful 
disciple, Senator WALLOP. 

That is why disclosure works. It is 
there for Senators to make judgments, 
and to be judged accordingly. But this 
rule will deny Senators a judgment. 
This institution is accepting an accusa- 
tion contrived not by the public, but by 
the Senate. It is an accusation that we 
are not to be trusted and that, some- 
how or another, lobbyists are able to 
pull our reason away from any manner 
of self-control. That is nonsense, Mr. 
President. It is also arrogant. 

What gives any Senator the right to 
suppose that each of us knows enough 
about the details of legislation that 
comes before the Senate that we can 
make a judgment without input from 
the public? What makes us think that 
we know how to run a bank, a small 
trucking company, an oil drilling rig, a 
School system, a county commission, a 
ranch, a dairy, an export/import busi- 
ness, or a barge line? What makes us 
think we know what the public needs 
or thinks without hearing from them 
and those who represent them? What is 
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wrong with us that we are so arrogant 
that we cannot understand that we 
need more exposure to the public, not 
less. The judgments that we make 
which are so offensive to our constitu- 
ents occur because we are inexperi- 
enced, not experienced. 

Why is it that I cannot have a little 
golf tournament in Jackson Hole, WY, 
on behalf of the Congressional Award— 
the only award given in the name of 
Congress and which does not use public 
money? So what if we appeal to the 
generosity of some lobbyists, and busi- 
ness interests, as well as some private 
interests, to raise funds for America's 
young people? This legislation says 
that if we do just that we are unable to 
come back here and think straight. 

What is wrong with us, Mr. Presi- 
dent? It is immoral to accede to a view 
that the public does not hold of us. Oh, 
yes, Nightline comes along and—what 
is the other dreadful one—Inside Edi- 
tion, where some Members of the Sen- 
ate see fit to come and disclose the ac- 
tivities of other Members of the Sen- 
ate. But that is not the public’s view of 
us. The public’s view of us is going to 
be contrived by a Senate that says we 
cannot trust ourselves, we cannot trust 
our behavior, we cannot trust our con- 
stituents to make a judgment on us, if 
we fully disclose everything we do. 

The other thing that will happen be- 
cause of these proposals is that people 
are going to begin to game the system, 
and then you will see how the public 
trust falls apart. I cannot give you $20, 
but I can hold a $500 fundraiser. That 
way a Member can gain $500 for going 
to a meal instead of just having a meal. 

Mr. President, after 17 years, almost 
18, here in the Senate, I know a number 
of people who are lobbyists. They are 
my friends, personal friends, good 
friends—however the quotation goes. Is 
it anything but strange that they can 
come to my house for dinner, but I can- 
not go to theirs? That they can come 
to play golf at a course of which I be- 
long, but cannot return the favor. All 
because I am presumed to be 
irretrievably twisted from my sense of 
reason and responsibility? Mr. Presi- 
dent, the Senate should ask itself what 
it is doing to its own reputation, not 
only by this debate, but by the pro- 
posal that is in front of us. 

Mr. President, when I was here in 
1977 I issued a statement then on the 
Official Code of Conduct which was 
Senate Resolution 110. 

I ask unanimous consent that that 
statement be reprinted in the RECORD, 
and for the information of the public 
watching, in every instance where it 
says Senate Resolution 110, let it read 
S. 1935. The words worked then and 
they will work again today. This is the 
wrong thing for the Senate to do and it 
is time to put a stop to this insanity. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Mar. 24, 
1977] 
CODE OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT—SENATE 
RESOLUTION 110 
AMENDMENT NO. 154 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on the 
table.) 

Mr. WALLOP submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed to Senate Resolution 
110, to establish a Code of Official Conduct 
for Members, officers, and employees of the 
U.S. Senate, and for other purposes. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I am introduc- 
ing an amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute to Senate Resolution 110, the Senate 
Code of Official Conduct. This amendment 
deals only with title I of Senate Resolution 
110, and leaves title II and title III standing 
as proposed in Senate Resolution 110. 

I do not doubt, and I do not think that any 
of my colleagues in the Senate doubt, that 
the Committee on Official Conduct worked 
long and hard on Senate Resolution 110. The 
committee is to be commended for its dedi- 
cation and perseverance to a difficult and 
delicate task. 

But as I have stated before, and I know 
that I am joined in my sentiments by several 
other Senators, that this code tackles the 
laudatory goal of ethical conduct in the U.S. 
Senate in the wrong way, for the wrong rea- 
sons, and potentially with the wrong results. 
We have, in our effort to placate the public, 
the press, and other perceived commitments, 
lost sight of the objective which should be 
our guiding light in thís matter; that we 
need and should have a code of conduct for 
the U.3. Senate because it is right to do so, 
and because it is correct to aspire toward 
ethical conduct. We should not have a code 
of conduct for the mere sake of appearances, 
or because we are trying to satisfy anyone 
else. 

Senate Resolution 110 does not approach 
the subject of ethics by encouraging us to as- 
pire to do the right thing at all. It is rather 
a shopping list of don'ts, a litany of what 
Senators cannot do rather than a proclama- 
tion of what they should do. It reeks with 
suspicion, and implies that we do not have 
the moral fortitude to resist temptation, or 
the wits to recognize it. I think that it de- 
bases, rather than inspires, the Senate with 
its constant implication that Senators are 
not honest men who know right from wrong. 
This code leaves us no pride; it gives us no 
responsibility to decide right from wrong on 
the individual merits of the case; it negates 
the trust bestowed on us by our constituents, 
who demonstrated their belief in our ability 
to make decisions on their behalf when they 
elected us in the first place. 

Furthermore, Senate Resolution 110, as we 
each know in our hearts, is in too much part 
a reaction to outside forces and pressures. It 
is a sad tribute to this body that we will 
allow moral elitists and public polls to pre- 
scribe our ethical behavior, rather than de- 
termining it ourselves. We have all heard of 
the Harris poll, the fact that the House has 
enacted similar measures of ethics, and talk 
of being committed to this code because Con- 
gress quietly voted themselves an inordinate 
pay raise. Bending to these pressures, we 
have come up with and will probably adopt a 
code that is arbitrary and in many instances 
unenforceable. It is a code loaded with fig- 
ures that make it advantageous to stay in 
arbitrary brackets, chock full of loopholes 
and unenforceable terms that in the end con- 
firm that ethics cannot be legislated by rules 
and figures. Senator Muskie was absolutely 
right when he said that this code sends a few 
easy prey to the wolves, for it does precisely 
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that to ease consciences, and we should be 
ashamed. 

This code moves the U.S. Senate one step 
closer to becoming a body of elected bureau- 
crats, paid and kept by the public, and I 
question the wisdom of that direction. The 
foundation of our system of government lies 
in the British Parliament, which through its 
two Houses purposely represented various 
components of the British society such as 
the clergy, the universities, and so forth. Are 
we citizen legislators, representing our con- 
stituents’ interests through our own exper- 
tise and experience, or are we political 
eunuchs in the words of another Senator, 
separate and apart from the concerns we rep- 
resent? 

I think that there are too many problems 
with Senate Resolution 110 for us to con- 
tinue to try to patch it up with piecemeal 
amendments. Rather, I propose that we 
adopt another code, with another approach, 
which inspires us towards high ethical stand- 
ards of behavior. For this reason I submit an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
made up of seven canons of conduct. Such 
canons have long been used by both the judi- 
cial and legal professions, and have proved 
most successful. The Code of Judicial Con- 
duct has existed since 1923, while the law- 
yers' Code of Professional Responsibility 
dates back to 1908. Both are enforced by the 
respective profession through boards of re- 
view as prescribed by each separate State. 
Both are composed of broad, inspirational 
canons, supplemented by accompanying 
rules and commentary. 

The Code of Conduct I propose for the Sen- 
ate would pattern itself after these models. 
In adopting these seven canons, we would 
immediately have a code of conduct that is 
inspirational and noble. As provided by my 
amendment, the canons would then go to the 
Ethics Committee for further consideration 
and elaboration through the creation of ac- 
companying regulations. Such regulations 
would govern specific situations and infrac- 
tions and, when adopted by the Senate, carry 
the full authority of the canons and be en- 
forced likewise. I believe that adoption of 
such a code would enable the Ethics Commit- 
tee to implement many of the very fine sug- 
gestions that have been made during the de- 
bate on Senate Resolution 110. I further be- 
lieve that every provision in Senate Resolu- 
tion 110 could conceivably be included in the 
canon format, through appropriate regula- 
tions, although I would hope that with this 
additional time the committee may wish to 
modify some of the proposed provisions. If 
adopted, the amendment would further in- 
struct the Ethics Committee to report back 
to the Senate by resolution within 40 days 
with the proposed regulations for Senate ap- 
proval. 

Mr. President, when our Founding Fathers 
wrote our Constitution, they wrote a docu- 
ment which would last, and that document 
has withstood the tests of time. Likewise, a 
code of ethics must also be designed with the 
future in mind. What we have here is a capri- 
cious and cosmetic response to immediate 
pressures. What we have here is a document 
which is designed to appease the public of 
1977, with no forethought to 1978, 1980, or be- 
yond. Senate Resolution 110 as written is a 
sham, a debasement of all that I and many 
others have aspired to in public life, and you 
expect me to justify this and rationalize it to 
my family, my friends, and the people of Wy- 
oming. 

I entered public life proud to represent Wy- 
oming, proud to be an American, and proud 
to have the confidence of those I represent, 
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This resolution makes me question that 
pride and even that confidence. I cannot be 
proud of a resolution which casts suspicion 
upon all that I have stood for. My amend- 
ment, equally strong on ethics, equally 
harsh on those who break the public con- 
fidence, approaches the same problems from 
what I believe is a more positive, more in- 
spiring perspective. It is a document which 
will last beyond 1977. 

I would urge my colleagues to support this 
effort. 

Mr. President, I submit the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute, No. 154, which I 
will in all probability not call up. I wish, 
therefore, to have the amendment printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the amendment 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 154 

On page 1, beginning with line 1, strike out 
all through page 40, line 7, and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“That this resolution may be cited as the 
*Official Conduct Amendments of 1977'. 

"TITLE I—CODE OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT 

"SEC. 101. The Standing Rules of the Sen- 
ate are amended— 

(I) by striking out rules XLI, XLII, XLIII, 
and XLIV; and 

"(2) by renumbering rule XLV as rule XLI, 
and by adding after such rule the following 
new rule which shall be known as the 'Sen- 
ate Code of Official Conduct’: 

"RULE XLII—CODE OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT 
“Canon 1 

"A Senator, and an officer or employee of 
the Senate, shall uphold the integrity, dig- 
nity, and independence of the Senate. 

“Canon 2 

“A Senator, and an officer or employee of 
the Senate, shall avoid professional impro- 
priety and the appearance of professional im- 
propriety in all activities. 

“Canon 3 

“A Senator, and an officer or employee of 
the Senate, shall perform the duties of office 
impartially and diligently. 

“Canon 4 

A Senator, and an officer or employee of 
the Senate, shall not receive any compensa- 
tion, nor permit any compensation to accrue 
to his beneficial interest from any source, 
the receipt or accrual of which would occur 
by virtue of influence improperly exerted 
from his position as a Senator, officer, or 
employee. 

“Canon 5 

“A Senator, and an officer or employee of 
the Senate, shall annually file reports dis- 
closing assets, debts, gifts, and income as re- 
quired by the Select Committee on Ethics. 

“Canon 6 

“A Senator, and an officer or employee of 
the Senate, shall recognize at all times that 
he is a servant of the people of this nation. 

“Canon 7 

“A Senator, and an officer or employee of 
the Senate, shall avoid expenditures of pub- 
lic funds that are wasteful or designed to ob- 
tain political advantage. 

"SEC. 102. The Select Committee on Ethics 
Shall report to the Senate by resolution spe- 
cific regulations as to the application of 
each Canon of the Senate Code of Official 
Conduct. After adoption of such regulations 
by the Senate, such regulations shall carry 
full effect as part of such Code.” 

AMENDMENT NO. 155 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on the 

table.) 
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Mr. BAKER submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to Senate Res- 
olution 110, supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 156 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on the 
table.) 

Mr. CRANSTON submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to Senate 
Resolution 110, supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 157 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on the 
table.) 

Mr. DOLE submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to Senate Res- 
olution 110, supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 158 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on the 
table.) 

Mr. HELMS submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to Senate Res- 
olution 110, supra. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
thank the former chairman of the Eth- 
ics Committee for his fine statement. 

I yield 10 minutes to Senator PRYOR 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I first 
compliment the Senator from Michi- 
gan. I think this debate is a meaningful 
debate, a constructive debate. I do 
think that in the Senator's proposal, as 
adopted by the Governmental Affairs 
Committee and sent to the floor of the 
Senate, there are some areas that actu- 
ally go too far. 

I want to talk about one of those 
areas for a few moments, and that is 
the area of charities. I want to tell you 
a little story, Mr. President and my 
colleagues. 

About 25 years ago, I became a fresh- 
man Member of the other body, the 
House of Representatives, and before 
long, after serving in that capacity for 
a few months, I began hearing from 
two wonderful individuals in Tex- 
arkana, AR. Texarkana is on the bor- 
der of Texas and Arkansas. In fact, one 
side of the main street is in Arkansas, 
and the other side is in Texas. In fact, 
half of the post office is in Arkansas, 
half of the post office is in Texas. 

Texarkana, U.S.A., is a special place. 
Istarted hearing from two special peo- 
ple about à project that they were be- 
ginning at that time to deal with de- 
velopmentally disabled children and 
adults. They created something known 
as Opportunities, Inc. Today, Opportu- 
nities, Inc., then created to serve only 
a very few individuals, serves over 700 
people each week, 5 days a week, from 
8 until 5, with vans and busing going 
throughout the county, going to Texas, 
Arkansas, Louisiana, even sometimes 
into Oklahoma, to bring individuals, 
young people and older people, into 
this tremendous resource that has been 
created. 

One of these fine ladies who was in- 
volved in the creation of this is Francis 
Holcomb. The other is Patty Fulbright 
Smith. Patty Fulbright Smith, inci- 
dentally, is the niece of a former col- 
league of ours in this institution—a 
very illustrious colleague, I might 
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say—Senator J. William Fulbright. 
Francis Holcomb is known as the 
"Mother Teresa" of Texarkana, be- 
cause it was Francis Holcomb's leader- 
ship and Patty Fulbright Smith's join- 
ing in this effort, that has truly made 
this concept of Opportunities, Inc., be- 
come à reality. That was 25 years ago. 

But today, Mr. President, there is a 
tremendous need to treat and deal with 
and serve the developmentally dis- 
abled, from children to adults, from 
housing to special projects, group 
homes and independent departments, 
for people with disabilities, intermedi- 
ate care facilities for developmentally 
disabled people of all walks of life, re- 
gardless of their ability to pay. These 
are the low-income individuals and 
citizens that Opportunities, Inc., each 
day, truly in a labor of love, with 125 
full-time staff, go out throughout the 
countryside and bring into this haven 
of rest and to this place where they are 
treated as someone important and 
treated by people who truly care. 

Medicaid pays some of this. The 
States of Texas and Arkansas pay a lit- 
tle bit of this. Sometimes there is SSI 
helping to defray some of the expenses 
of some of the individuals being served 
by this facility. But most of the 
money, Mr. President, comes from the 
private sources. 

About 6 years ago, because of the tre- 
mendous need and the tremendous 
overload and burden of Opportunities, 
Inc., we decided that it might be a win- 
win situation if we could have a char- 
ity event which would raise money for 
Opportunities, Inc., bringing in our col- 
leagues from Washington, and bringing 
association officials from Washington 
into Texarkana, having a l-day golf 
tournament, and then coming back. 
Well, it became so popular that it is no 
longer just a golf tournament. Now 
Wal-Mart is sponsoring, in addition to 
it, with the cooperation of some of the 
best bass fishermen in America, a bass 
tournament in conjunction with it. We 
now have a tennis tournament in con- 
junction with it. And we are very proud 
to say that each year we have raised 
over $100,000 for Opportunities, Inc. 
This, I might say, Mr. President, is 
also seed money, in order to get grants 
from foundations to keep Opportuni- 
ties, Inc., alive. 

Mr. President, I know full well the 
practicalities of what we are dealing 
with. I know full well what some of the 
concerns are of our colleagues like 
Senator LEVIN. Yes, they have seen 
things on the nightly news, or they 
have seen things on some television 
show exposing perhaps some abuses— 
and I do not know whether they were; 
I have not seen any of those shows in 
particular. If I did, I do not recall what 
I did see. But, Mr. President, I want to 
say this: For our golf tournament, 
which is held in August, and it is usu- 
ally about 110 degrees, we stay at the 
Best Western Motel right there in Tex- 
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arkana. It is not very fancy; it is clean, 
but it is not very fancy in relation to 
many other facilities we have in our 
country, but we have in conjunction 
prior to the tournament. In fact, in 
late May we have a press day. We in- 
vite the press. We encourage the press 
not only to come and participate and 
cover this event, we invite the press to 
play in this event. 

We have 1,100 volunteers in the Tex- 
arkana area that help make this tour- 
nament popular, who really go out and 
do the work, put up the tents, cook the 
food, house the guests, and really it be- 
comes an event in Texarkana, U.S.A., 
where the entire community—the en- 
tire community—the banks, the busi- 
nesses, the labor unions, the minori- 
ties, the majorities, everyone involved, 
participates and coalesces around this 
one event. 

In fact, I might say to my friend 
from Kentucky, this event has become 
so popular that Dean Beeman, who di- 
rects the Professional Golfers Associa- 
tion, the PGA, has now become a play- 
er each year because he says this is 
what it is all about. 

Also, the Nike and the Hogan people 
have become so enamored with the 
public support that it is now on the 
Nike golf tour, which gives the younger 
professionals an opportunity before 
they go into the major tournaments 
which will come later. 

One of those participants in our first 
tournament was a young golfer that no 
one had ever heard of. He was from 
Dartnel, AR. His name is John Daly. 
He came in second. He got beat out on 
the 18th hole in that particular tour- 
nament. 

Mr. President, what I am saying is 
this: I know what the Senator from 
Michigan, the Senator from Minnesota, 
the Senator from Wisconsin, the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey, and the Senator 
from Maine are concerned with, and I, 
too, want to be concerned about what 
people and constituents and citizens 
think of this institution. But I can say 
without reservation that in these 6 
years of dealing with this particular 
charity I do not feel contaminated, I do 
not feel compromised. But this sub- 
stitute is going to have the effect—not 
explicitly, but it will have the effect— 
Mr. President, of basically destroying 
events such as this. 

It is not going to hurt me. I am not 
going to lose anything. It is not going 
to hurt the so-called lobbyists that 
enjoy going to Texarkana and having 1 
day of golf. But it is, Mr. President, 
going to be a very serious adverse im- 
pact on Opportunities Inc., and many 
other like charitable organizations and 
concerns around this country. 

I would like to say, in closing, that I 
would like to invite Sam Donaldson. A 
lot of people say we do not want the 
press. We want press. I would love to 
have Sam Donaldson come and either 
play in our tournament or film every 
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bit of it. There is nothing to hide. All 
of it. We want it exposed. We want to 
tell people about Opportunities Incor- 
porated and what a community can do. 

We have had our present President, 
who has played in this tournament. We 
have had our present Governor, Gov- 
ernor Tucker, who has participated in 
this tournament. We have had Mem- 
bers of the Cabinet; we have had Mem- 
bers of the Senate; we have had Mem- 
bers of the House; we have had celeb- 
rity football coaches and sports fig- 
ures. 

When it all comes down to it, we 
think it has been a win-win situation. 
We think it is open, above board, and 
we only hope that charities such as 
this will not be eliminated when we are 
trying to cure another problem. 

Mr. President, I may have a minute 
and I am going to yield that back. I 
thank the Chair. I hope we will truly 
realize that events such as this are 
going to be very necessary for our local 
communities and, hopefully, we can 
maintain the viability of these types of 
charity events. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
MATHEWS). Who yields time? 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield 10 
minutes to the Senator from Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Ohio [Mr. GLENN] is recog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished floor manager of the 
bill. At the outset, I congratulate Sen- 
ators LEVIN and COHEN for their work 
in the Governmental Affairs Commit- 
tee on this issue. 

There is no approach to this issue 
that is going to satisfy everybody. And 
there is no approach to this that I 
think really covers the whole problem. 
Everybody gets up and says right off 
the bat, so we do not insult each other, 
we say that we do not believe anybody 
here can be bought or anybody here is 
really up for sale. So I add my voice to 
that. I find the idea that someone 
could come in and buy our vote here to 
be totally repugnant. This discredits 
our labors and only further undermines 
and demeans this institution. 

But I recognize that in the world of 
politics sometimes what is fact is not 
the same as what people believe. It is 
the fancy that comes along with some 
of the perceptions, and that is what we 
have to deal with here. We have to deal 
with perceptions because our system 
runs on perceptions, and faith in our 
system also runs on perceptions. 

I think we do have to admit that the 
perception out there is that confidence 
in Government is not as justified as it 
used to be. There are more questions 
about how we do things, which range 
from maybe a healthy cynicism, to an 
overall questioning, to downright hos- 
tility at some of the things that people 
read about in the papers. 

I regret that perceptions out there 
have required us to come to this point 
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where we really do have to make some 
legislative changes, I feel, to get faith 
in the system restored. 

Are we dealing with the problems 
with what we are debating here on the 
floor now? No. I say right now up front 
I do not think we are. We are talking 
about who can accept a donut and all 
this sort of thing, as we were in earlier 
debate here. But, actually, compared to 
the real problem, what we are talking 
about here are more donut holes than 
donuts. Because you can eat your 
donut out there on the plant floor or 
someone's office and turn right around 
and accept a $5,000 PAC contribution 
from that same person, or à $1,000 per- 
sonal contribution, and that is abso- 
lutely legal, and everybody thinks that 
is fine. 

I think what we have to do is one of 
these days deal with the real root 
cause of some of this lack of faith, this 
perception that we are somehow not to 
be trusted here. I think we have to deal 
with campaign reform, and really my 
own personal preference would be that 
we go to Federal financing. I came to 
that conclusion after a long time in 
public service, where we really come 
around then to taking out the root 
cause of why there should be some sus- 
picion in Congress of certain people 
when they accept enormous amounts of 
PAC money or whatever from certain 
industrial or social groups of one kind 
or another. 

So what we are doing today here, I 
believe, is we are sort of nibbling 
around the edges of perception. And we 
should do that. I do not mean to talk 
down what we are doing here, because 
I fully support what Senator LEVIN has 
proposed. He has done a great job on 
this. He did not come here trying to be 
the world's greatest expert on this 
issue. But I think what he has come up 
with in our committee and brought out 
to the floor is the most workable of 
any of these solutions. The time for us 
to face up to this is now. 

If we must act to ban all gifts and 
amenities to registered lobbyists as a 
first step, so be it. We say as long as 
you pay for your own bill, you can go 
to the Kennedy Center, ballgames and 
go out to a meal. But let us make it 
fair so we pay our share, as the con- 
stituents do. If that helps to change 
the perception, so be it. 

I do not like it that people might per- 
ceive we are doing wrong for such a 
small amount of largess, whatever that 
might be. But that is the way the pub- 
lic perception is these days. 

If we are really talking about doing 
something on this, we would do some- 
thing about the really big contribu- 
tions. We would go to something like 
Federal financing of campaigns and 
deal with the big problem. 

Now, we are quite capable of doing 
business as Senate officers are ex- 
pected to do, in the old-fashioned way. 
We earn the trust of our constituents 
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by seeing those who come in to see us, 
seeing the leaders of a particular 
group, and we see them in our offices 
or we see them back home. They do not 
need to buy any access. 

They do not need to make contribu- 
tions. They do not have to take you 
out to a fancy place to get your ear so 
they can talk to you about certain 
items that may be coming up on the 
legislative calendar. They do not have 
to buy access. 

And so, we can do that if we want to. 
And that to me is the best way of doing 
away with some of these perceptions. 

The proposal Senator LEVIN has care- 
fully crafted is workable—it is work- 
able—and some of the others, I feel, are 
not. 

I was very pleased that our Commit- 
tee on Governmental Affairs reported 
this measure out. We seek to apply the 
same kind of standards that have been 
imposed on the executive branch. If it 
is good enough for them, why not us? I 
do not know that we should be treated 
any differently. The perception of Gov- 
ernment comes from us. It comes from 
the executive branch, too. And if it is 
working over there, I do not know why 
it will not work just as well over here. 
I do not think we are some sort of ex- 
alted royalty that should be under less- 
er standards than they have in the ex- 
ecutive branch. 

How many times, for example, have 
Federal regulators—let us look at Fed- 
eral regulators in the executive 
branch—how many times have we 
hauled them up before Congress and be- 
rated them for being too cozy with the 
industries that they regulate? In re- 
cent years, Congress has bashed the 
FDA, the FCC, the NRC, the OTS, and 
all the other alphabet soup of Federal 
regulatory agencies across Govern- 
ment. 

We love to haul them up here and 
give them the devil because they are 
too cozy with the people that they are 
regulating. 

Now, what if those agencies had rules 
that allowed—what if we passed a law 
here today that said all regulators are 
permitted to go have dinner with the 
people they regulate? They can accept 
ball tickets, they can accept Redskin 
tickets, they can do whatever they 
want to do. They can go to dinner, on 
trips, to the theater, or to ball games. 
It would not be a matter of minutes 
until we would have congressional 
committees hauling the regulators be- 
fore us, charging them with malfea- 
sance, misfeasance and every other 
kind of "feasance" you could get at, 
because we would think it was wrong 
that they were being treated to all 
these different things by the people 
they regulate. I am sure we would term 
it outright bribery before we were done 
with it. 

And I can tell you when it would hap- 
pen. It would happen after any con- 
troversial decision the regulators made 
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that favored that regulated industry, 
no matter how justified it might be. 

Well, would we say it is OK for a reg- 
ulator to take all that largess from the 
regulated industry as long as it is dis- 
closed later? That is what one of the 
proposals here would do. They would 
say, as long as it is disclosed it is OK. 
Would we say that would be OK for the 
regulators to do that? I do not think 
so. 

Could a regulator argue that his tak- 
ing a trip or a dinner from a regulated 
entity would not affect his decision as 
a person of integrity? He has honor and 
integrity; it would not affect him. Of 
course, he could argue that. 

At the same time, no one here is sug- 
gesting that we loosen the current 
rules for regulators. Because, to allow 
regulators to accept gifts from those 
whom they regulate, the perception 
would be that the regulator could no 
longer be trusted as fully as he was 
previously. And the same thing applies 
here. 

If that confidence were shaken in 
that regulator, it would add to the 
public’s distrust of Government in gen- 
eral and weaken the very fabric of our 
Nation, the civic bond that holds this 
democracy together. 

Now, if we do not think it is right for 
a regulator to take substantial gifts 
from the industry they regulate, how 
can we justify gifts being given to a 
person who votes on the laws being car- 
ried out by the regulators? 

We are the ultimate regulators of 
this whole Government—right here. We 
are the ones that pass those laws and 
send them over for the regulators to 
implement and put into place. We are 
the ones who have oversight over regu- 
lators' activities. So our positions are 
even more important than theirs. And, 
in my view, there is very little sub- 
stantive difference between prohibiting 
a regulator from accepting some of 
these gratuities. I think we should 
abide by the same rules they are re- 
quired to abide by. 

Having said this, I want to say again 
that I think this really, truly is a di- 
version from the nub of the issue. We 
should be starting with campaign fi- 
nance reform. 

Could I have another 2 minutes? 

Mr. LEVIN. I am happy to yield 2 ad- 
ditional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GLENN. I think it is a little hyp- 
ocritical for a Member to say they 
could be bought for a $21 lunch, yet 
turn around and pick up a phone to a 
PAC and ask for a contribution over 
200 times that amount, a $5,000 con- 
tribution. What we are talking about 
here is not the donuts. It is more like 
the hole in the donut that is the real 
problem, like the tail wagging the dog. 

We may not be able to take a sand- 
wich from a lobbyist outside the office, 
but we could still—and will—ask them 
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for a $5,000 PAC contribution or a $1,000 
personal contribution to go along with 
it. It does not make much sense to do 
it that way. 

I should add that the Lobbying Dis- 
closure Act, which was already passed 
by our committee—Senator LEVIN pro- 
posed that; he has been a leader in this 
area, also—would probably have more 
real impact in terms of restoring the 
people’s trust, the perception in their 
own Government, by disclosing who is 
paying what to lobby whom on which 
issue. 

But the problem comes back to where 
real influence may lie, and that is in 
the far greater sums of the permitted 
PAC contributions. 

But, be that as it may, if banning 
lobbyists’ gifts will help remove these 
jaundiced perceptions and help to re- 
store this institution’s integrity, then 
I say let us get on with it. Let us do it. 
Ido not think we can afford not to. 

It also has been said repeatedly on 
the floor that if this is one little nib- 
ble, one small start at regaining the 
trust, by changing some of the percep- 
tions people have of our Government, 
then I think we ought to do it. 

So I support the efforts that Senator 
LEVIN and Senator COHEN have made 
on behalf of our committee on the 
floor. I regret I had to be gone for a 
while last evening and could not par- 
ticipate in some of the discussions on 
the floor. But I do want to thank Sen- 
ator LEVIN for all his hard work in 
coming up with this substitute, and am 
pleased to stand beside him in this ef- 
fort. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Idaho. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Idaho is recognized. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from Kentucky for yield- 
ing briefly to me to discuss what is 
clearly a very important issue for the 
Senate but also for the American pub- 
lic. 

If I can for just a few moments speak 
with some experience, both having 
served on the House Ethics Committee 
and now as a member of the Senate 
Ethics Committee. 

While I applaud the environment of 
reform and the intent to reform the 
gift laws as they have been spelled out 
in the past and as they are being 
spelled out by the Senator from Michi- 
gan or the Senator from Minnesota or 
the Senator from Kentucky, Mr. Presi- 
dent, my experience tells me that there 
is something here that is very impor- 
tant that we must adhere to, and that 
is that in the reform effort that we are 
about, for the sake of this Senate and 
for the sake of the American public, we 
must, first of all, be clear in what we 
do, it must, above all else, be under- 


79-059 O—97 Vol. 140 (Pt. 7) 19 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


standable, and it must be enforceable. 
And if those three principles are not 
adhered to, problems will be afoot. 

My colleague from Ohio, a moment 
ago, spoke of perception and reality. 
My experience says that Members of 
the House, when I served there, and 
Members of the Senate oftentimes 
make mistakes because already the 
rules are so complicated that unless 
they and their staffs review them and 
approach them on a regular basis, they 
could find themselves accidentally in 
violation. And the hundreds of requests 
that we get before the committee 
today demonstrate that direct and 
open concern that most of our col- 
leagues have here about failing to meet 
the test of the current rules. That was 
also true in the House. 

Let me liken it to the public at large 
who find themselves every year having 
to walk through the very complicated 
process of filling out a tax form and 
not wanting to be in violation of IRS 
regulations. Well over 75 to 80 percent 
of the audits that are done by the IRS 
today are found not to have the tax- 
payer in violation, but they innocently 
found themselves not having followed 
all the rules because they were so com- 
plicated. 

It is my opinion that the Wellstone 
substitute is so complicated that it 
cannot be followed, or that it will re- 
sult in so much effort to interpret that, 
literally, new employees will have to 
be brought on board the Ethics Com- 
mittee and it will not make this body 
a more ethical place than it is today. 

Clarity, understanding, simplicity, 
and enforcement are also how the pub- 
lic will see us. Because, if we create a 
myriad of trip wires that have no value 
in the improvement of the response or 
the integrity of the individual Sen- 
ators, then we have accomplished no 
good. 

The substitute that has been offered 
by Senator MCCONNELL and Senator 
JOHNSTON to S. 1935 accomplishes strict 
new gift limits, tough new penalties for 
violators, clear and understandable 
standards for disclosure so the Amer- 
ican public can look in upon us as pub- 
lic people and see by what we report 
that we are being fair, responsible, and 
honest. That is the reason I support re- 
form and I support the reform that has 
been offered to us in the form of a sub- 
stitute by my colleagues from Ken- 
tucky and from Louisiana. Because it 
meets the test of clarity, it meets the 
test of understandability, and it meets 
the test of enforceability. If you do not 
meet those tests with any law of the 
land for the average citizen or for the 
Senators of the United States, then 
you fail to write good law and you fail 
to provide the roadmap necessary to 
guide us in our performance here so we 
can be effectively and responsibly 
judged by those who send us here, our 
constituents. That is why we do what 
we do. 
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As my colleague from Wyoming said, 
what we do is to protect the reputation 
of the Senate and also to protect the 
reputation of Senators, but, most im- 
portant, to assure that those who ob- 
serve us can observe us in a clear and 
understandable fashion. I think the 
only proposal that is before us that 
meets the standard of clarity and en- 
forceability and understandability is 
that substitute offered by my col- 
leagues from Kentucky and from Lou- 
isiana. 

Let me close by saying I speak from 
having served on a House Ethics Com- 
mittee and now the Senate Ethics 
Committee where I have for several 
years screened and looked at Members 
of both bodies in their efforts to be in 
compliance with current rules of both 
the House and the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague from Idaho, some- 
one who has served extensively on the 
Ethics Committees of both bodies and 
understands this issue clearly, for his 
support on our amendment. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky has 29 minutes 14 
seconds. 

Who yields time? 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time for 
debate be extended by 15 minutes and 
that the vote on this Johnston amend- 
ment be at 1:45 instead of at 1:30. I be- 
lieve the leadership on each side sup- 
ports that unanimous-consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The addi- 
tional 15 minutes will be divided equal- 
ly for each side. The Senator from Wis- 
consin is recognized. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I 
want to get back to some of the con- 
cerns that have been mentioned about 
the Levin substitute and the Johnston 
amendment that would replace it. 

I have to say I certainly enjoy being 
in the U.S. Senate. It is the greatest 
honor of my life. I hope to be here for 
quite a while, at least 5 more years. 
But I am a little surprised to see such 
great passion in this body for the de- 
fense of this system. I have heard some 
of the greatest expressions of concern 
that I have heard in the last year and 
a half about this issue. I just do not un- 
derstand how it can be such a big con- 
cern. 

The Senator from Maine suggested 
that this is a different institution, and 
it is. It is a different institution from 
the executive. And, yes, it is a different 
institution from a State legislature, 
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but I suggest only by degree. It is 
grander. We are involved in more is- 
sues. 

But I have to return to my own expe- 
rience. Maybe I am one of the only 
Members in this body—maybe the only 
Member—who has actually worked in a 
system for 10 years that had an even 
tougher rule than this. In the Wiscon- 
sin legislature you cannot do any- 
thing—pure and simple. You just can- 
not do it. You know that coming in. I 
do not think the functions we perform 
here are really different in the sense of 
contact with constituents than that of 
a State legislator, where you have to 
meet with constituents. They are al- 
ways asking you to join them in events 
where you are confronted with a ques- 
tion whether you can accept a football 
ticket or not. It is the same kind of 
system. I feel this debate has been dis- 
torted by trying to exaggerate the con- 
sequences of the Levin substitute. 

I think that has been done in two 
ways. First of all, the idea this is going 
to be so hard to enforce, as the last 
speaker was suggesting, it is just not 
the case. We have had this rule for 20 
years in the State of Wisconsin, since 
1973. All the members of the body—of 
the assembly and the senate—know 
you cannot do this. If they go some- 
where, they have to pay their own way: 
Separate check. Sometimes you have 
to ask somebody, Vou are not a lobby- 
ist, are you?" if it relates to the lobby- 
ing issue. If there is any doubt in your 
mind, you just ask for your own check. 
It is extremely simple. 

I understand there is a different cul- 
ture here. I understand what has been 
done is totally legal, and that is what 
bothers me about this debate. It is not 
very fair to any Member of this body 
who has had the opportunity to partici- 
pate in any of these events to say they 
have done anything wrong because 
they have not. It is legal, and that is 
why it is painful to talk about it, be- 
cause in a way it suggests these people 
have done something wrong. They have 
not. 

But this is our opportunity to reform 
the system. All I can tell you is the 
State of Wisconsin has performed very 
well in those 20 years. We have mem- 
bers of both parties in power. We have 
a Republican Governor, and a Demo- 
cratic assembly. The economy has done 
very well during these years when the 
rest of the country has had some prob- 
lems. We have taken the lead on wel- 
fare reform, on long-term care for the 
elderly. And the ship of state has done 
just fine with this rule. Members have 
not been forced to be embarrassed or 
dragged through lengthy legal proceed- 
ings. 

Yes, there have been a couple of vio- 
lations in 20 years, but they were at a 
brief time in the 1980's when there was 
some laxness in this and it had to be 
toughened up. So it is very hard for me 
to understand how this institution can 
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be so different from a State legislature 
that we cannot just change the way we 
do business. You can forget about the 
past because what was being done was 
legal, but we can look to the future by 
saying we are not very different from 
the other people in our society in being 
able to do this. 

So I really feel no one in this body 
has addressed the point that this has 
worked just fine in Wisconsin for 20 
years. Why has it not been a problem 
there if it is such a tough thing to do? 

It is simple, and you will not even 
notice it after a brief time, after the 
rule is enacted, because you will sim- 
ply say to people, ‘‘I am happy to spend 
some time with you, but I am just 
going to have to pay my own way.”’ 

The other distortion here is the at- 
tempt to say this involves trivial mat- 
ters, as with the comments about fruit 
baskets, lunches, and donuts. Well, I 
am sorry. People in my State consider 
a $75 meal, for example, which the sub- 
stitute would allow, to be a lot of 
money. And still under this substitute, 
as I understand it, a person in the Sen- 
ate or the House could have a $75 meal 
every single night of the year, which I 
think roughly comes out to $27,000, just 
on the meals portion. It is perfectly 
legal if we adopt this substitute. 

That is a hard thing for me to tell 
people back home that that should be 
OK. It is not. 

I ask unanimous consent for an addi- 
tional 2 minutes. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I will be 
happy to yield whatever time the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin needs. I do have a 
question if he will yield for one. 

The substitute he is now referring to 
is the Johnston substitute. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. When I refer to the 
$75 example, it is under the Johnston 
substitute. The Levin substitute would 
only allow $20. 

Since there is a double strategy 
going on here, at one point people want 
to say this is a big deal, it is going to 
be hard to deal with and involves very 
substantial change. On the other hand, 
the argument is made this is a trivial 
matter dealing with donuts and coffee 
cups. It cannot be very trivial when 
various restauranteurs in Washington 
are begging for an opportunity to meet 
with me because this change, the 
change that the Levin substitute pro- 
poses, apparently would destroy their 
base. 

You cannot have it both ways. It can- 
not be both trivial and destructive of 
businesses in Washington. The fact is 
that there must be enough of this kind 
of activity that these people who run 
these restaurants feel that their busi- 
nesses would be threatened. 

So I just simply conclude by saying 
it is unfortunate we even have to have 
this debate. What is unfortunate is 
that the Members who are expressing 
concerns about this have not done any- 
thing wrong. I do not think that has 
been said enough. 
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But there is an opportunity to turn 
the page, to realize that most people in 
this country cannot afford these kinds 
of things and that they think it is 
wrong for us to receive a salary and 
then, on top of that, be able to get ex- 
pensive trips and lunches and so on. I 
think we would all be better off and 
happier if we just eliminated this prac- 
tice and adopted, at least at a mini- 
mum, the provisions of the Levin sub- 
stitute. 

I thank the Chair. 

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed 
Chair. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am 
happy to yield 25 minutes or whatever 
time the Senator from Minnesota 
needs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
think I can do this in 5 minutes. 

I would like to build on the com- 
ments of my colleague from Wisconsin 
and say that I do think there has been 
a lot of harping on the complexity of 
all this to the point where that has be- 
come the ultimate simplification. The 
Levin proposal is very straightforward, 
but I will not engage in a debate on 
that. 

I want to talk about another tactic 
that I think is being used on the floor, 
and I hope that all of our colleagues 
who are going to vote on this really 
pay careful attention to it. It is quite 
one thing for colleagues to come to the 
floor and in very good faith—everybody 
involved in this debate is involved in 
good faith—say we have a real concern 
here or there in relation to charities, 
or whatever, in which case later on 
there will be an opportunity to offer 
amendments. 

Colleagues that have problems of 
that kind can offer amendments. It is 
quite another thing to vote for the 
McConnell-Johnston substitute be- 
cause what the McConnell-Johnston 
substitute—I want to repeat this one 
more time for my colleagues—allows is 
for lobbyists and other special inter- 
ests to, (a) pay for unlimited and undis- 
closed meals for Members and staff in 
Washington’s most expensive res- 
taurants, no limit, (b) continue to dis- 
tribute to Members and staff free tick- 
ets to football, baseball, and other 
sporting events, to Broadway shows 
and other entertainment events, (c) 
give Members and staff an unlimited 
number of gifts if under $75—and, by 
the way, that does not count toward an 
aggregate, that can be given over and 
over and over again—(d) finance con- 
gressional retreats at posh vacation re- 
sorts. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. If I can finish, 
then I will be pleased to. I just have to 
say to my colleagues that this sub- 
stitute amendment does not represent 
a step forward, it represents a great 
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leap backward. People who are follow- 
ing this debate and people who care 
about our having a process that is open 
and accountable will understand that. 

The Levin proposal, the Govern- 
mental Affairs Committee proposal, 
that amendment is a reasonable com- 
promise which shows that we are seri- 
ous about reform. Later on, colleagues 
can come to the floor and offer amend- 
ments, but right now, we are debating 
this amendment. I think it would not 
be a step forward but a great leap back- 
ward from the point of view of any re- 
form. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will be pleased. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The Senator just 
mentioned our bill allows for unlimited 
and undisclosed meals, et cetera, and 
listed four things dealing with meals, 
tickets and gifts. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. That is correct. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Is it not a fact that 
the Levin-Wellstone amendment allows 
the same thing, only while ours would 
be limited to $75, yours is unlimited, 
provided it is motivated by personal 
friendship, to be decided by the Mem- 
ber? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. First of all, I will 
respond, but I want—one thing I want 
to do in this debate to clear this up is 
say I am proud to support this. This is 
the Levin initiative. This comes out of 
the Governmental Affairs Committee, 
so I will, first of all, defer to the Sen- 
ator from Michigan and then I will re- 
spond. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Does the Senator 
know the answer to the question? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I know the an- 
swer, but I want my colleagues to un- 
derstand whose amendment this is, so I 
wil first defer to the Senator from 
Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. If the Senator will yield, 
I will be happy to. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will. 

Mr. LEVIN. It is in the judgment of 
the Member if it is a close personal 
friend, as we have outlined it in this 
substitute which the Governmental Af- 
fairs Committee has approved. The an- 
swer is correct, and that is an excep- 
tion which I think most people believe 
in. 

I think the Senator from Louisiana 
probably believes in the close personal 
friendship exception that we ought to 
be able—as a matter of fact, I think he 
has spoken to me about close personal 
friendships—we ought to be able to ac- 
cept gifts from persons we believe are 
close personal friends. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. All I am saying, I 
think that is entirely correct, and ours 
allows that. The difference is ours is 
limited to $75, yours is unlimited, ex- 
cept yours is close personal friend. All 
I am saying is that the Senator from 
Minnesota, in quavering voice and 
stentorian tones, says this will allow 
this. Well, so does the pending amend- 
ment. So does your amendment. 
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Mr. WELLSTONE. If the Senator will 
yield for a moment, the distinction, of 
course, since the Senator originally 
put the question to me, the distinc- 
tion—if the Senator wants to go with 
the ridicule about quavering voice, he 
can do so. Ridicule has a way of back- 
firing. People are serious about this on 
the floor and in the country. 

The distinction is in the Levin pro- 
posal, there is an exemption for 
friends, and the Senator might want to 
add to this, with a fairly tight and rig- 
orous definition of friend.“ In this 
substitute amendment, it is across the 
board. It is for anybody. 

Now, I think anyone who is following 
this debate can follow that distinction. 
So if the Senator wants to go with ridi- 
cule, he can, but that is no substitute 
for honest disagreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, if 
that was ridicule—and perhaps it was— 
I apologize. 

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield whatever time the 
Senator from Kentucky may need. 

Mr. FORD. Three minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky is recognized. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, throughout 
this debate, I have heard many of my 
colleagues tell us that public con- 
fidence of the Congress is at an all time 
low.Ithink it is important for all us to 
recognize that there is no magic wand 
to restore public confidence in this in- 
stitution. Restoring confidence re- 
quires a step by step change in the way 
we are perceived by our constituents. 

We have already initiated some re- 
forms. For example, Members are now 
required to pay a fee to use the services 
of the attending physician and a fee to 
use the Senate gym. 

We recognize that there is an intense 
perception problem—and it is this per- 
ception which must be corrected if we 
seek to restore public confidence. But 
it is not an individual Member issue. It 
is the institution, the Congress, which 
is the issue. 

The public believes that while we 
seek their vote in our campaigns for 
the common interest, we respond to 
special interests after the election. 

And actions speak louder than words 
when we are being wined and dined, en- 
tertained, or accepting campaign con- 
tributions by lobbyists and special in- 
terest groups. Believe me, those ac- 
tions reinforce the public’s belief. 

When the public sees Members on 
golf links or tennis courts with these 
groups, their respect for the stature of 
the Member is diminished despite the 
justifiable reasons for such an event. 

Mr. President, if the issue was relat- 
ed to the individual alone, that prob- 
lem could be corrected by disclosure. 
But disclosure alone is not going to 


9459 


change the perception of the Congress. 
And that is the fundamental issue. 
This is not an issue about us as individ- 
ual Members. This is an issue about the 
Congress as an institution. 

This is the fundamental question: 
How can we protect and enhance the 
way we are perceived by the American 
people as the United States Senate? 

If a Member wishes to attend events 
for recreation or entertainment, he or 
she can always pay their way. This ap- 
plies to balls, operas and the sym- 
phony, and, I might add, the Super 
Bowl, World Series, and Kentucky 
Derby, et cetera. Our constituents pay 
their way and expect us to do so. Let us 
be honest. Special interests entertain 
for benefit. They expect to receive in- 
fluence, knowledge, and contact. 

This bill does have some problems. 
Any reform will offer new challenges, 
but this bill is a sincere effort to ad- 
dress public concerns. The Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] and the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. COHEN] 
should be commended for taking on 
this difficult issue. I believe that they 
have done a good job. The substitute 
amendment to S. 1935 is a step in the 
right direction—toward improving the 
public perception of this institution. I 
urge my colleagues to lay aside the im- 
pact on us as individuals and choose 
the higher principle. Let us vote to re- 
store confidence in the institution and 
support a reform of the Senate gift 
rule. 

Mr. President, I have listened to the 
great debate we have had the last cou- 
ple of days. I am impressed by the sin- 
cerity of those who have made their 
statements, even though they may be 
on opposing sides. 

I wonder how many understand how 
easy it might be to just not take any 
gifts. I wonder if anyone really under- 
stands how easy it might be just not to 
go to all these meetings. 

We talk about perception. Let me 
give you a place that I went to where 
the perception, I think, was bad. 

Kentucky is the No. 1 coal-producing 
State in the Nation, or No. 2. Coal is a 
vital—vital—economic impact to my 
State. 

The National Coal Association was 
having their national meeting. The Na- 
tional Coal Association asked me to 
come and give the keynote address at 
that convention. Coal, important; all 
the coal operators, National Coal Asso- 
ciation Convention. 

Then they asked me, in addition to 
that, to participate in a forum follow- 
ing that as it relates to energy and en- 
ergy prospects in the future. I readily 
agreed because it was very important 
to my State, and a constituency re- 
quest. I went. Transportation was fur- 
nished, and a room. That is what I got. 
But the perception was: White Sulphur 
Springs, a plush resort. So FORD goes 
to White Sulfur Springs to visit with 
coal operators. That was the percep- 
tion. 
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I went late one night from here, 
made my keynote address, participated 
in the forum, and left. I did not partici- 
pate in golf or tennis, any of these 
things, which I probably would not 
have done if I had been there anyhow. 
But I went to White Sulfur Springs. 
Perception is something that we need 
to worry about. 

Last year, I made up my mind that I 
would not receive any gifts. I sent a 
letter to every person who sent me any 
kind of an item the year before. I wish 
to tell you, Mr. President, I had more 
pocket calendars than you can imag- 
ine, little bitty pocket calendars. I had 
enough to start a bookstore. Well, I did 
not want all of those and did not need 
to use them. But the perception was 
that they sent me something of value, 
maybe $1.95, $1.99, whatever it was. So 
I just stopped that. 

We had a Lieutenant Governor in 
Kentucky named Doc Beecham. He was 
the politician's politician. He was from 
Logan County. They call it the “Free 
State of Logan." When I was chief ad- 
ministrative assistant to the Governor 
of Kentucky, Bert Combs, he put out 
an edict that none in government—em- 
ployees, elected officials or anyone 
else—could receive anything above $25 
in value. The only complaint Doc Bee- 
cham had was would that keep him 
from taking a ham, a good cured coun- 
try ham. And he explained in his letter 
to the Governor there was nothing 
finer, nothing better than a Kentucky 
cured ham. 

There will be other States like Vir- 
ginia and Tennessee that might say 
that their ham is probably finer. About 
the only thing that bothered me from 
that letter I wrote last year as it re- 
lates to this Christmas, I did not get 
the Farm Bureau country ham. That 
was the only down side, in my opinion, 
from what I did last year. 

We are going to get some kind of re- 
striction here. It is regrettable, in my 
opinion, that we are doing it. But it 
may be good that we are out here ex- 
plaining to each other and the con- 
stituency is viewing it, and we are try- 
ing to explain why we are for or 
against, or where we should go. And 
venting our spleen, as we would say 
down in West Kentucky, may be good 
for this institution. But I wish to say, 
Mr. President, I cannot take the sub- 
stitute amendment. What it does, it 
loosens up the rules but tightens up the 
penalties. If you loosen the rules, there 
are not going to be any penalties. 

So I think, as someone said, we are 
almost back where we are now in what 
we are trying to correct. I do not like 
to be against some of my friends on the 
Senate floor who are for the substitute. 
It is uncomfortable for me, very un- 
comfortable. But I am going to have to 
do what is right, Mr. President, and 
support the Levin substitute, even 
though, as my friend from Maine, Sen- 
ator COHEN, has said, it is not perfect. 
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Well, we are not perfect. We strive to 
be perfect. There is only one perfect 
person. We strive to be perfect, and we 
understand that we are not perfect. 
Therefore, whatever we do, we can find 
that it will be flawed, whether greatly 
or not very much at all. 

I hope in the spirit of camaraderie 
here we make an effort to come for- 
ward with some rules and regulations, 
some limits that will be perceived any- 
how as a step in the right direction. 

So I am going to oppose the John- 
ston-McConnell substitute, and I am 
going to support the Levin substitute. I 
hope that when it goes to conference 
we can come back with a piece of legis- 
lation with which my colleagues will 
be generally comfortable. And so I 
urge, with the vote now at 1:45, I under- 
stand, that this amendment would be 
rejected and that the substitute of Sen- 
ator LEVIN be sustained. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 

Mr. LEVIN. I just want to thank my 
friend from Kentucky, chairman of the 
Rules Committee, for that very impor- 
tant statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, what 
is the time situation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan has 33 minutes; the 
Senator from Kentucky has 36 minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, con- 
trolling the time for the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. MCCONNELL], I will 
yield myself 6 minutes. 

Mr. President, it is said that hard 
cases make bad law. That is a legal ex- 
pression for the fact that when you 
have some tough circumstances, some- 
times it leads to a rule of law, or a 
case, or precedent, which does a tre- 
mendous amount of damage. 

I believe that is the situation we are 
facing here on the floor today. What we 
have, Mr. President, is a couple of TV 
programs that caught some Senators 
having a good time at a golf or tennis 
tournament, which held the institution 
up to ridicule. And as a result of those 
television programs, we would put a 
straitjacket around the activities of 
Senators, which I believe does more 
harm to the institution than the cor- 
rection of whatever problem it is. 

In the first place, I believe that the 
problem of purely recreational charity 
events that are not real charities is a 
thing of the past anyway. I am willing 
to concede that Senators will not go to 
those because they do hold the Senate 
up to ridicule. But, if you listen to 
DAVID PRYOR from Arkansas tell about 
his kind of charity, I would say that 
that not only would go on but should 
go on. It should not be stopped. 

Nevertheless, Mr. President, none of 
the permissive rules of the Senate re- 
quire any Senator to do anything. I re- 
member our dear friend Lawton Chiles, 
now Governor of Florida, had a rule 
about fundraising. And in one cam- 
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paign I think he limited contributions 
to $25 per person. No person could con- 
tribute more than that. He got a lot of 
credit for it down in Florida. I do not 
think he has ever been beaten for of- 
fice. 

There is nothing at all that prohibits 
any Senator from saying, I will not 
take a T-shirt, calendar, bagel or any- 
thing else, announce it, and get what- 
ever credit his particular State would 
give to him. 

So, Mr. President, I think the prob- 
lem is a relatively small one compared 
to the remedy which is being talked 
about. 

Now, what is this remedy and why is 
it bad? First of all, Mr. President, it 
impinges in a very real way upon ac- 
tivities that have traditionally been, 
and in my view ought to be, part of the 
political process. That is, when groups 
come from your home State to Wash- 
ington and want you to go to what, in 
effect, are working lunches—most of 
them here in the Capitol—or working 
dinners, you would not be able to do so. 
We have talked about, in my own case, 
the Jewish Federation, the seafood 
lunch, sheriffs, black elected officials, 
Secretary of Energy, the Chamber of 
Commerce of Shreveport, the Chamber 
of Commerce of New Orleans, the group 
for an empowerment zone in Monroe, 
and the list goes on and on, in my case. 

I think every other Senator can say 
the same thing. Those kind of things 
would be prohibited, first, if they had à 
lobbyist connected with them or if 
they exceeded $20. As I mentioned in 
the caucus the other day, if there are 
only three entree items which are 
served in the Capitol by a group, it 
would fit under the $20 rule, and then if 
you did not have coffee or dessert. 

So, effectively, those kinds of things 
would be prohibited. Where is the case 
made against those things? In my view, 
Mr. President, there is no case made or 
to be made. That is particularly true in 
my State of Louisiana where food is 
part of the way of life. It is part of the 
joie de vivre in Louisiana. It is part of 
what we do. People say, "Why don't 
you act like ordinary citizens?" That is 
what ordinary citizens do in Louisiana. 
We have crawfish boils. We have 
shrimp boils. We have gumbo, sauce 
picante—a proliferation of dishes of 
which we are very proud and which are 
the essence of politics, the real essence 
of politics. That kind of thing is not 
going to be prohibited. It is done up 
here. And believe me, we have people 
who come up are here all the time with 
alligator and crawfish. The only prob- 
lem is they do not come up with 
enough. 

The second thing which would be pro- 
hibited would be charitable activity. 
What is wrong with a Senator working 
on behalf of a charity or lending your 
name to a charity organization or hav- 
ing a charitable event, as Senator 
PRYOR talks about, or attending these 
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other events which raise money for im- 
portant things for our country or for 
our States or for our communities? 

There is no case made against that, 
Mr. President. Just because on Inside 
Edition” or some other television show 
once or twice or three times they have 
exposed Senators out playing golf look- 
ing like they are having a good time, 
most of that coverage made is unfair. 
Just because they have done that two 
or three times should not mean that 
you ought to separate Senators from 
charitable activities. That is what this 
bill does. It makes that an ethical vio- 
lation. 

Finally, Mr. President, probably the 
worst thing that the bill does, in my 
judgment, is the endless complication 
that this would give to the lives of Sen- 
ators. I believe that every Senator 
would have to clear virtually every 
event before he went to it. I do not 
know whether Senators have read this 
bill, but there are so many whys and 
wherefores. We saw an illustration of 
that this morning. 

Is it permissible to have contribu- 
tions to one of these political expense 
funds? It appears to me that would not 
be permitted. The Senator from Michi- 
gan says he believes it would be per- 
mitted. But you would certainly have 
to get a ruling on that kind of thing. I 
think you would have to get a ruling 
on virtually every event you went to, 
not only every event you went to but 
the exception here which allows you to 
go out to have dinner with someone 
motivated by personal friendship. 

I think you would have to clear your 
friends by name and list your history. 
How else could you safely go out? Let 
us say you have known somebody 22 
years, and they have been close per- 
sonal friends. What constitutes a close 
personal friend? I think you would 
have to list all that information. I 
wonder whether Senators would dare 
go out with close personal friends to a 
public place if they happen to be lobby- 
ists because people look around and 
say, "Well, the lobbyist is picking up 
the check and he is violating the ethics 
code." And there they would be. There 
would be some complaint. You would 
have to come in and show proof you 
paid or these are close personal friends 
or whatever—endless complications 
without achieving any real reform, 
without there being a case made that 
that is a great evil. 

The assumption is, Mr. President, 
that if we pass this bill, somehow it 
will satisfy the American public, who, 
as someone said, unjustly believe we 
can be bought by a sack of fruit. Mr. 
President, that will never happen. But 
for those people who believe that, pass- 
ing this bill will only reinforce that 
judgment, and it will only bring more 
and more incidents to the Ethics Com- 
mittee to make the headlines. 

Mr. President, the sad fact is that 
there are cottage industries created in 
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this country dedicated to the propo- 
sition of bringing Senators down and 
putting them in a bad light. There is 
everything from term limits to these 
perk groups that want to expose the 
Congress. They raise money on that. 
This new phenomenon, relatively, of di- 
rect mail where you send out direct 
mail pieces saying Congress can be 
bought, contribute money to our group 
and we will help reform the Congress. 
They are really more interested, some 
of them, in collecting the money and 
getting the membership than in pass- 
ing the law or passing the bill or curing 
the reform. And that is an unfortunate 
fact of life. 

As one head of a particular Congress- 
bashing group told another committee 
chairman on another issue—it is not on 
this issue—but he wanted to be able to 
testify on an issue. The committee 
chairman told him, Lou will be glad 
to know that we have won. We have the 
votes. Everything is all set." And the 
particular—I will call him lobbyist be- 
cause he really is a lobbyist—said then 
to the committee chairman, But you 
don't understand. We can do constitu- 
ent building. There is a good oppor- 
tunity for constituent building.“ The 
chairman said, “Thanks, but my con- 
stituents are very happy with me on 
this issue.“ He said, “No. You don't un- 
derstand. We, my group, can build con- 
stituents." I mean, that is the name of 
the game, constituent building for 
these Congress-bashing groups. 

So, if you think that passage of this 
is going to solve the problem, it will 
not. They will point out that the Levin 
amendment is full of loopholes, excep- 
tions, and exemptions and that it needs 
to be further tightened up, and that, by 
the way, you need to have term limits 
and you need to do away with retire- 
ment, reduce the pay, stop the parking. 
The list is endless, and the appetite is 
insatiable. 

What we need to do, Mr. President, in 
my view, is get some rules that do not 
assume the dishonesty of Senators but 
assume that Senators are responsible 
people of integrity who ought to have a 
clear path as to what they can do and 
what they cannot do. 

This, unfortunately, does not give 
you that path. I have heard it said that 
it is clear—let me give you one illus- 
tration of how complicated this bill is. 

The distinguished Senator from 
Michigan, who has really tried and 
worked hard on this, good staff work 
and all that, has one amendment that 
hits the bill in 39 different places. I do 
not know. He sent me a copy of it yes- 
terday. He said this is going to solve 
these problems. 

I wish you would take a look at the 
39 different places. I do not have the 
time to take each of the 39 different 
places and insert it and read it in con- 
text and tell what it does. I do not 
know whether he can tell completely 
or not. But I am telling you this is the 
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most complicated, difficult bill. And it 
is not that they have not done a good 
job with the time that they had. It is 
that when you try to deal with what is 
permitted and what should be per- 
mitted and what should not be and try 
to make exemptions and exceptions, 
they lead to such ambiguities. What is 
friendship? What is motivated by 
friendship? What is substantial activ- 
ity? What are all of these things which 
are very vague and will call for a ruling 
from the Ethics Committee every time 
you walk out the door of your office? 

Mr. President, this is my 22d year 
here. And I have not seen a great 
change in the makeup of the Senate in 
terms of quality of integrity. We have 
had one or two scoundrels in that time 
but, generally, the Senators are the 
most honest group I have ever been as- 
sociated with, and that includes church 
groups, hospitals, eleemosynary insti- 
tutions, and all the rest. I think the 
level of integrity of this group, by and 
large, through the years, has been very 
high. That integrity has not been no- 
ticeably changed, in my judgment, by 
the set of rules which we put on us. 
And I think most of those rules that 
have been put on have been relatively 
good, with one or two rules I may dis- 
agree with as to the way it is drawn. 

But there is a point at which we go 
too far. I believe the Levin-Wellstone 
bill is that kind of bill. I think it goes 
way too far. I think it will not solve 
the problem; it will create the problem, 
will make life more difficult, will pre- 
vent us from doing the political job we 
are supposed to do, expected to do, will 
deprive charities of millions of dollars 
that they are now getting, and for no 
good reason. 

Mr. President, the final irony is that 
we are going to have this bill that is 
going to restrict all of this activity and 
has as its basic assumption that spend- 
ing over $20 on a luncheon that some- 
body buys; yet, you will still be able to 
make a $5,000 PAC contribution or a 
$1,000 individual contribution. More- 
over, you will be able to organize a 
fundraiser and raise $50,000 or more, if 
you are a lobbyist, for a Senator, and 
what about that? 

I say that anybody who votes for this 
amendment ought to be totally for 
Federal financing and prohibiting pri- 
vate contributions to Senators, be- 
cause a private contribution to a Sen- 
ator is the same thing, only much big- 
ger than buying a lunch—much, much 
bigger than buying a lunch. 

If you ask me am I for Federal fi- 
nancing of campaigns, I am not, and I 
will tell you why. Principally, it is be- 
cause the people of my State think, by 
and large, that it is poison. A few of 
them are for it, but most of them think 
financing of campaigns, spending tax- 
payers’ money for somebody to run for 
office should not be so. It is another 
one of those ironies of public office. 
The public wants, on the one hand, 
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clean campaigns and to reduce the ef- 
fect of money; yet, they do not want 
Federal financing. 

So I hope that those who vote for this 
Levin amendment and vote against our 
amendment recognize that they ought, 
therefore, to be consistent to vote for 
full Federal financing, because it is 
simply not consistent to do the other. 

So, Mr. President, I appeal to my col- 
leagues to, first of all, read this amend- 
ment, read our amendment, which 
drops the gift limits, which prohibits 
travel for recreation, and less for char- 
ities, which requires greater disclosure, 
which creates stiff penalties for abuse, 
and which streamlines the process, 
compared to the Levin-Wellstone bill 
in its complication. I think my col- 
leagues will understand that our 
amendment creates a much better ethi- 
cal climate for this body. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan is recognized. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

First, Mr. President, let me say that 
I concur with the Senator from Louisi- 
ana on at least one thing—that it is 
important that our colleagues read 
these bills and understand them. 

The Governmental Affairs Commit- 
tee has come up with a substitute, 
which is the principal substitute before 
us. It is true gift reform. It will end the 
current situation, where we are being 
taken out by lobbyists for meals, where 
lobbyists are giving us tickets to the 
Redskins games, where we are flying 
off to what are called “charitable 
events," many of which turn out to be 
more for the recreation of Members 
than for charity, in terms of the divi- 
sion of the proceeds. 

It is important that each of us read 
these bills, because indeed the atmos- 
phere around here will change if we 
adopt the Governmental Affairs sub- 
stitute. But I think we have to change 
that atmosphere. I think it is impor- 
tant that we change what both exists 
in this town, where—if you can believe 
it—we have restaurants who are saying 
that if lobbyists cannot take Members 
out to lunch and dinner, the res- 
taurants are going to close. What a ter- 
rible indictment that would be if true. 
What a terrible indictment that would 
be, that restaurants would close in this 
town if lobbyists could not buy us 
lunch. 

The issue here is not whether or not 
people can go out to lunch with lobby- 
ists. The question is who is paying for 
the dinners, who is paying for the tick- 
ets, who is paying for the trips to the 
So-called charity event? It is not 
whether you can go to them or not; it 
is who is paying for them. 

We heard the other day that the Ken- 
nedy Center would be put out of busi- 
ness if we could not be given tickets by 
lobbyists. I do not believe that is true. 
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But what a terrible statement that 
would be and is to the American peo- 
ple, that restaurants or places of enter- 
tainment here depend on lobbyists giv- 
ing us tickets and buying us meals. Is 
that what this is all about? Is that 
what we want to be? Is that what we 
want to appear to be or really be? No, 
neither one. 

My good friend from Louisiana said 
that if this Governmental Affairs sub- 
Stitute passes, you are not going to be 
able to lend your name to a charity. 
That is not so; you can lend your name 
to a charity. He says you cannot attend 
charitable events. That is not so; you 
can attend charitable events. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. LEVIN. If I can finish with this 
thought, and then I will be happy to 


yield. 
You can participate in charitable 
events, tournaments, tennis  tour- 


naments, golf tournaments, and ski 
events. Charities can waive a participa- 
tion fee. You can participate in a chari- 
table event. 

Where we draw the line with respect 
to travel and lodging for those so- 
called charitable events, because if the 
charitable event is at a location for 
which travel and lodging is required, 
the staff member or the Member is 
going to have to pay for it in order to 
avoid what we have seen over and over 
and over again in our living rooms, 
where Members of Congress and staff of 
Members of Congress have their ways 
paid and their family's ways paid to so- 
called charitable events," where they 
are inundated by lobbyists while they 
are playing golf or skiing, where the 
corporate interests or special interests 
in this country are funding that kind 
of travel for clearly recreational pur- 
poses, which, yes, benefit a charity, at 
least partly, but also significantly ben- 
efit us; that is the problem. 

I want to just read, for instance, 
from one of these. This is just one of 
the comments from Inside Edition: 
“Imagine you and your family spend- 
ing 3 days and nights at a charming! 
and this is a TV show in our living 
rooms, one of the many. 

Imagine you and your family spending 3 
days and nights at a charming world-class 
Ski resort, top-of-the-line lodging in cozy 
chalets, with a wonderful mountain of skiing 
at your doorstep and absolutely no worries 
about the cost of anything, and you will 
never waste a moment waiting in line for a 
lift to the top because, like the people you 
are about to meet, you are the king of the 
hill, and this is the sweetest deal on the 
slopes. 

That is a couple of days, and that is 
for charity. It was a charity that was 
the beneficiary of that. It was a good 
charity. It was the Primary Children's 
Medical Center. I assume it is a very, 
very desirable, moving charity that we 
all should try to contribute to. The 
question is whether or not we should 
make that contribution in a way which 
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undermines the public confidence in 
this body. That is the issue. It is not 
whether or not that charity is worthy. 
The Children’s Medical Center—is 
there any one of us that would not try 
to support that charity? 

The question is: At what price to this 
institution should we provide the sup- 
port? Is this price acceptable, having 
that kind of an event with us spending 
days on the slopes, or whatever, and 
then being wined and dined by the lob- 
byists who are there, and half the 
money, or whatever, goes to the char- 
ity and half the money goes to ex- 
penses to bring us and our families to 
that recreational site, whether or not 
that is too big a price to pay in terms 
of public confidence in this institution? 
I believe it is. That is where we draw 
the line. 

I have no better friend in this body 
than the Senators from Arkansas who 
have spoken about a charitable event 
in Arkansas, and I understand what 
they are referring to. I have no doubt 
in the world but that that charity is a 
noble charity and that they have given 
much to it, as they have to so many 
other causes. I have no doubt in the 
world that they would welcome tele- 
vision cameras at that event. 

But do we really say we welcome tel- 
evision cameras at these other events, 
these so-called charitable trips that 
have been funded by narrow interest 
and lobbying groups and then have lob- 
byists out there with us in that kind of 
a setting? Is that what we are saying is 
really support for charity and that is 
worth it in terms of the price that this 
institution pays? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEVIN. I am happy to yield. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, 
would the Senator not agree with me 
that when on page 36 it defines “gift” 
as including a charitable contribution 
made on the basis of a designation, rec- 
ommendation, or other specification 
made to a lobbyist or foreign agent by 
a Member, officer or employee, that ef- 
fectively prevents a Member from rec- 
ommending, that is, participating, ina 
charity to the extent that you would 
ask someone to give? For example, 
Senator PRYOR's event, which is the 
DAVID PRYOR Invitational, whatever 
you call it—I have been there—he 
would not be able, under the Senator's 
amendment, to recommend to a lobby- 
ist to give to that, would he? 

Mr. LEVIN. The solicitation which I 
think my good friend from Louisiana is 
talking about, putting the name on a 
letterhead, is not a specific solicita- 
tion. That is a general solicitation. 
This language is specifically saying 
you cannot solicit a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent to do that. That is a specific 
solicitation of a lobbyist. You can so- 
licit anyone else you want to give to a 
charity other than a registered lobby- 
ist. 
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Mr. JOHNSTON. It is a recommenda- 
tion made to a lobbyist. Did you not 
participate in that? 

Mr. LEVIN. I think the language is 
very clear, that you cannot to a lobby- 
ist or a foreign agent do any of the pro- 
hibited practices here. To a registered 
lobbyist or a foreign agent, you cannot 
do any of these things specified. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Is not that my 
point? 

Mr. LEVIN. No, because the Senator 
said it was a general solicitation. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. What is the general 
solicitation? 

Mr. LEVIN. One is to the lobbyist 
and one is to the world. There is a big 
difference. 

Now, as a matter of fact, it is very 
similar—if I could finish—it is similar 
to what the executive branch did, 
which we, by vote of 98 to 1, said a year 
ago we want to follow. We are on 
record here. 

This is the same kind of distinction 
the executive branch made in its rules 
they work under and have worked 
under longer than a year. Lloyd Bent- 
sen lives by these rules over at Treas- 
ury. But we cannot? We cannot live by 
rules that say we cannot solicit lobby- 
ists for certain things? But Cabinet 
secretaries can live by these rules? By 
a vote of 98 to 1 we said we could. 

These distinctions which are here, 
which the Senator from Louisiana says 
are difficult, are distinctions which 
come mainly from executive branch 
rules which have worked. Read these 
executive branch rules as you are read- 
ing the bill. Here is what we said a year 
ago: 

It is the sense of the Senate that as soon as 
possible during this year's session the Senate 
should limit the acceptance of gifts, meals, 
and travel by Members and staff in a manner 
substantially similar to the restrictions ap- 
plied to executive branch officials. 

The vote was 98 to 1. Did we mean it? 
Do we mean to have gift reform? Do we 
really want to end the paid lunches and 
dinners from lobbyists and the free 
tickets to the Redskins game and the 
trips to the so-called charitable events, 
half of which in terms of receipts by 
the charity go to pay our way to that 
event and the other half, if they are 
lucky, go to the charity? That is not 
every case, but that is typical. And are 
we going to say that we are going to 
continue that to be allowed because 
there are some charitable events which 
Ithink all of us would like to support— 
and can; we can go at our own expense. 
Ithink not. I think that the same rules 
that we set should apply here that 
apply in the executive branch. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Dor- 
GAN). The 10 minutes of the Senator 
have expired. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, may 
I have 1 minute? 

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana 1 minute. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana is recognized for 1 
minute. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, in all 
honesty, I have very carefully read 
this, and I read it again: 

A gift includes a charitable contribution 
made on the basis of a designation, rec- 
ommendation, or other specification made to 
a lobbyist. 

Now, my friend from Michigan says 
it is OK to make a designation, rec- 
ommendation or specification as long 
as it is a general recommendation, 
specification, et cetera, and not spe- 
cific to a lobbyist. 

There are no such words in this 
amendment, Mr. President, no such 
words, and there is no difference be- 
tween a general and a specific. I mean, 
could DAVID PRYOR on behalf of the 
DAVID PRYOR Golf Tournament sign a 
general letter and say, "I hope all my 
friends come to this," and then have 
some of those 1,700 volunteers send 
those out to lobbyists and say, well, 
this is going to lobbyists and nonlobby- 
ists alike? You know, the general rain 
falls on the just and unjust alike. 

It is not here, Mr. President. It is not 
here. And I believe it is going to pro- 
hibit any activity to raise money 
where you recommend or designate to 
a lobbyist. If they are included among 
the group that is being solicited, you 
are violating the ethics code. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, if I could 
yield myself 3 additional minutes, the 
Senator indeed could not sign a letter 
soliciting funds from a lobbyist. That 
is exactly the point. We do not want to 
be soliciting funds from a lobbyist. 
That is the way the bill is specified as 
the Governmental Affairs Committee 
passed it, and that is what the execu- 
tive branch rules read. 

Let me read you the executive 
branch rule it is patterned exactly 
after. It is almost verbatim: 

You cannot accept a gift from a prohibited 
source which is given to any other person in- 
cluding any charitable organization on the 
basis of designation, recommendation, or 
other specification by the employee. 

Those are almost exactly the same 
words that the Senator from Louisiana 
objects to, and yet that is what is in 
the executive branch rules, which have 
worked, which apply to our former col- 
league, Senator Bentsen. I think we 
ought to be able to live with a rule if 
he can as Secretary of the Treasury, 
which is the rule which we said we 
were going to try to pattern some 
stricter gift rules after, and we all 
voted a year ago to do this. 

So the words which my friend from 
Louisiana points to as being in the 
committee substitute are the same 
words which are in the executive 
branch rule and which they have abid- 
ed by without great difficulty and that 
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this body a year ago said we wanted to 
abide by, and we can do it without dif- 
ficulty just the way the executive 
branch has done it without difficulty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ken- 
tucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. How much time do 
I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 16 minutes 45 seconds remain- 
ing. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia [Mr. ROCKE- 
FELLER] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
wish to express my support for the bi- 
partisan alternative—offered by Sen- 
ators JOHNSTON and MCCONNELL—to 
the underlying bill. 

I wish we were here debating health 
care reform, or even taking up the 
health care bill that we have promised 
this year to the American people. Or 
we could be spending this time talking 
about welfare reform, or what it will 
take to approve the GATT treaty on 
world trade. 

Instead, we have been forced to con- 
sider the bill before us, the gift ban 
bill. And I want to emphasize how 
much I appreciate my colleagues Sen- 
ators LEVIN and COHEN for their pains- 
taking efforts to come up with a more 
reasonable approach to the issues than 
what we first encountered. 

In translation, we are considering 
legislation designed to cure our image 
problems with the American people. 
Now, I strongly agree that the U.S. 
Senate should have to meet the highest 
ethical standards. Where laws and rules 
are necessary to govern our profession, 
they should be on the books and we 
should comply with them. 

But I am getting increasingly dis- 
tressed at the way this Congress al- 
most promotes the perception that we 
are being unduly influenced, are too 
easily corrupted, and are impossibly 
weak. 

I concede the need for further limits 
and tighter enforcement designed to 
make even more sure that gifts cannot 
tempt or induce a Member of Congress 
into taking a position for the wrong 
reason. But I object vigorously to turn- 
ing that into a stampede on ourselves 
that will hurt our ability to commu- 
nicate with our constituents, consider 
the views of people who represent every 
segment of this society, and partici- 
pate in the civic life of philanthropy 
and charity. 

For starters, I think we all do our- 
selves and our staffs a real injustice to 
accept the suggestion that we are sus- 
pect when having a meal bought by a 
lobbyist or advocate. I happen to be 
someone who likes to eat at my desk, 
so this is pretty irrelevant to me per- 
sonally. But I know for my staff, meals 
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are just another way to spend time 
with people during a busy day to get 
their work done. Meeting with con- 
stituents and lobbyists over meals is a 
vital way to maximum time and keep 
in touch. 

Running for public office is an honor 
and a trust. It is a privilege to serve in 
the U.S. Senate and represent the peo- 
ple of our home States. I deeply believe 
in public service and have dedicated 
most of my adult life to serving the 
people of West Virginia, and our coun- 
try first as a Governor and now as a 
Senator. It is an enriching, rewarding 
experience for me personally, and an 
honor for each of us. 

But I also understand the mood of 
cynicism and mistrust that is sweeping 
the public. It bothers me greatly that 
the American people do not trust us, 
and I believe that we must address the 
issue. 

But how? 

Should we beat up on ourselves pass- 
ing legislation that bans every last 
form of a gift and bars us and our staff 
from having meals and attending 
events with the lobbyists, advocates, 
and constituents with whom we need to 
communicate regularly? No. 

Instead, I believe we must honestly 
describe our work. We must explain to 
the American public why we are in of- 
fice and what we do, and let them be 
the judge in the voting booth. 

We tell voters why travel is impor- 
tant. For me, I travel to Japan regu- 
larly to discuss key trade issues, pro- 
mote a better relationship between our 
countries, and encourage business with 
my State. The days are long with 
meetings and dinners, but it is nec- 
essary work to build ties needed to ad- 
vance our mutual interests. This is no 
perk. I see this as an essential part of 
my job, and I am willing to explain 
each trip to West Virginia voters. 

As for the issue of meals bought for 
Members and staff, I think if we ex- 
plain the specifics and get rid of the 
shroud of secrecy, the public will un- 
derstand. 

Let me share another personal exam- 
ple. As chairman of the Senate Steel 
Caucus, I believe it is essential for me, 
and members of my staff, to meet regu- 
larly with leaders of the steel industry 
and steelworkers union. Often it is in 
my office, but sometimes it is more 
convenient for me or a member of my 
staff to join a group for a working 
lunch or dinner. That happens to be a 
vital way to keep in touch, candidly 
share ideas, and maintain open commu- 
nications. This too is part of the job, 
and it would be ludicrous to extinguish 
that kind of communication. 

And I would personally like to say 
something about our hard working 
staff. Senate staff work long hard 
hours here, and I know they would 
often prefer heading home to their 
families at 7 or 8 in the evening, but in- 
stead they attend dinners and func- 
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tions to meet advocates and share 
ideas. I am personally proud of my 
staff, I trust their integrity, and want 
to speak on their behalf in this debate. 

While my colleagues responsible for 
this legislation are motivated by good 
intentions, I must respectfully disagree 
with their approach. 

I support this bipartisan alternative 
because I believe it is the best ap- 
proach. It does no presume that Mem- 
bers or staff are unethical, but it does 
impose new, harsh penalties on Mem- 
bers or staff if rules are violated which 
is where we should concentrate our ef- 
forts. 

Another reason I want to endorse the 
alternative is because this proposal 
does not limit Members or staff from 
volunteering time and energy to fund- 
raising for charities. 

My family has a strong tradition of 
philanthropy, and I have been enor- 
mously proud to help carry that torch. 
I am proud of the work that I do for 
charities, and believe such efforts 
should be commended and encouraged, 
not tainted. It would be a travesty, in 
my view, to prohibit or discourage 
Members and staff from volunteering 
time and energy to charities in the 
name of ethics reform. Going into elec- 
tive office should not mean abandoning 
other forms of civic life. 

I proudly acknowledge that I have 
spent several years soliciting funds for 
the Children's Health project, a non- 
profit organization that operates mo- 
bile vans in New York City, rural West 
Virginia and other locations to provide 
health care to poor children. 

I have worked with my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle in charity 
events ranging from a fundraiser for a 
scholarship fund in memory of a young 
Senate staff member who passed away, 
to bipartisan groups involved in edu- 
cation efforts on health care reform. 
Each effort is something I am person- 
ally proud of. It would be unfair to pro- 
hibit or discourage such work by Mem- 
bers and staff for charities. 

The Senate does not need a rancorous 
debate on this issue, which is full of 
innuendoes. We should pass this alter- 
native which toughens penalties on any 
violations of ethics with a bipartisan 
vote. We should candidly explain to the 
public what we do and why it is impor- 


t. 

But most importantly, we must move 
on to the major issues that the Amer- 
ican people expect us to act on like 
health care reform. Doing our job is 
best way to restore the public's con- 
fidence in Congress. 

So I think that the bill that Senator 
JOHNSTON and Senator MCCONNELL 
have put before us is important. I hope 
that it would prevail. 

I thank the Presiding Officer and I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Kentucky. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the minority leader, 
Senator DOLE. 
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, is leaders’ 
time reserved? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Leaders’ 
time is reserved. It would take unani- 
mous consent to use it. 

Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent 
that I may use 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none and 
the Senator from Kansas is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I was just 
meeting with a group of Kansans. They 
said, “Well, what is going on in the 
Senate?" I did not want to tell them— 
I did not think they would believe it— 
but I did. I said, “They are debating 
whether or not I could go out and have 
lunch with you." They thought I was 
kidding. 

So here we are again. Maybe a few 
will benefit from this. I cannot remem- 
ber the last time I had lunch or dinner 
with a lobbyist. I do not do that. I can- 
not remember. It must have been years 
ago. 

I have not gone to any golf tour- 
naments or tennis tournaments. I do 
not even visit embassies. But some peo- 
ple do. 

I do raise about $1.5 million each 
year to help Americans with disabil- 
ities—and that would be precluded 
under the Levin proposal—because of 
the Dole Foundation; lobbyists may 
contribute to Dole Foundation. 

I do not have any family members in- 
volved; a staff of five. I think we have 
helped quite a few people around Amer- 
ica. It is not just a Kansas operation. It 
is very small, but it is very important. 

I guess the broader question is: What 
are we trying to do? Certainly there 
must be some reasonable limit. There 
probably have been some abuses, 
maybe by Members, maybe by staff. 

I am not certain whether I under- 
stand the definitions of “lobbyists.” 
When I solicit money for the Dole 
Foundation, I do not write to the lob- 
byists, I write to the CEO. 

Now, would a CEO be a lobbyist, I ask 
the distinguished manager? If I have 
the Dole Foundation to help people 
with disabilities around America, and 
say, "Could you please make a con- 
tribution,” and the CEO sends a 
check—not the lobbyist, not a Wash- 
ington rep—is that permissible? 

Mr. LEVIN. If the CEO is not a reg- 
istered lobbyist, it is permissible. 

Mr. DOLE. So I can go to dinner with 
the CEO, but I cannot go to dinner with 
the Washington representative? 

Mr. LEVIN. You cannot go to the 
dinner with the CEO if it is more than 
$20 here. Back home, the Rules Com- 
mittee is going to allow you to go to 
dinner. There is that recognition under 
this proposal. Because there is a whole 
lot of activity back home, we believe it 
is very different from going out to din- 
ner here or taking a ticket from a lob- 
byist for the Redskins here. 

We think it is important to make 
this distinction, because—if I could 
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take a minute or 2 of my time—we 
think it is an important distinction to 
be made, and we made them in this 
bill. And the distinction you made, for 
instance, between a CEO that you want 
to solicit for your foundation and solic- 
iting a registered lobbyist, is a distinc- 
tion we made. 

If I could conclude with one other 
thought. It is also a distinction we 
made in a bill which we passed here, 
the lobbying registration bill, which 
passed the Senate, and I believe my 
good friend from Kansas supported that 
bill. It defined what a registered lobby- 
ist is, and that has already passed the 
Senate and is awaiting conference. 

You could not solicit funds for your 
foundation from that person we defined 
in that bill, which you supported, but 
you could from other people for your 
foundation. 

Mr. DOLE. But just to go one step 
further. Could the CEO then take me to 
dinner to talk about the Dole Founda- 
tion, if the dinner cost more than $20? 

Mr. LEVIN. Are you paying for the 
dinner. 

Mr. DOLE. No, he is or she is; I hope. 

Mr. LEVIN. The answer is that, un- 
less that person—there are a number of 
exceptions and I do not want to give a 
yes or no answer without the excep- 
tions. 

But if that person is paying more 
than $20 for your dinner—unless they 
are a close personal friend or meet one 
of the other exceptions that is set 
forth, you could not accept a dinner 
that cost more than $20. 

Mr. DOLE. I could take two CEO's to 
dinner and they each pay half? 

Mr. LEVIN. No. 

But my friend from Kansas could al- 
ways pay for his own dinner. And I 
know he is the kind of person that al- 
most always does. 

Mr. DOLE. As I said, I cannot recall, 
maybe there has been a time. With the 
definition of lobbyist, I do not want to 
say it never happened, but it has been 
a long, long time. 

I have not parked in the parking 
areas out at the airports, either, for 15 
years, that I can recall. 

But I guess it is a self-flagellation 
here that we enjoy so much, and I 
know some of the press enjoys. That is 
all some of the press cover. 

But I am not certain. I know the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Michigan is 
certainly sincere in what he proposes 
to do, and we have a long, good, work- 
ing relationship. 

I am not making any accusations, 
but it seems to me that there are few 
jobs held in lower public esteem than 
being a Member of Congress, and we 
keep trying to make it lower. We may 
not intend to make it lower, but by 
what we do—almost every week or 2, 
we have some little review. I believe 
last year we were all going to change 
all the perks, do away with all the 
perks. We now pay $540 to visit the doc- 
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tor, in addition to our own health in- 
surance, which is fine. 

I am not certain that has changed 
the perception of Congress. I have not 
had a lot of letters coming in saying, 
boy, am I glad you did all those things. 
And I do not mean by that the Amer- 
ican people should not be concerned. 
They are concerned. We ought to be 
men and women of integrity, and I 
think, certainly in almost every case, 
we are. We should not be motivated by 
greed or how much we can get out of 
some lobbyist or how many free meals 
or how many free trips or golf matches, 
tennis matches and all those things 
and we have an obligation to safeguard 
the integrity of Congress. 

But I thought yesterday the distin- 
guished Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
MCCONNELL], did a good job in trying 
to highlight some of the drawbacks of 
the so-called Levin substitute. There is 
ambiguous language. We just had a 
good example pointed out by the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana [Mr. JOHNSTON]. 
There are overly complex standards 
and standards that have little connec- 
tion to ethics or good government. I 
think Senator MCCONNELL should 
know. He has done an outstanding job 
as the vice chairman of the Ethics 
Committee and he has been responsible 
for enforcing the very rules we are now 
considering. It is going to be a night- 
mare, I think, for any future Members 
on the Ethics Committee. 

So it just seems to me the substitute 
gives us a little more flexibility. The 
substitute also tightens up on what 
some might consider to be areas for po- 
tential abuse. But I think the larger 
question is whether or not we are able 
to survive around here without almost 
a yearly assault, an annual assault on 
the integrity of the institution. 

If we abuse the system, we have an 
Ethics Committee to deal with each 
one of us. If we do not conduct our- 
selves properly, we will be before the 
Ethics Committee and we will have to 
answer in that fashion. 

It seems to me as long as there is dis- 
closure—I make a lot of speeches every 
year. We do not accept honoraria. We 
changed that law. But we said in that 
law if you want to designate a char- 
ity—and most of my honoraria goes to 
either the church or disability groups 
in my State. I have never even thought 
about the fact that somebody gave a 
donation to somebody, that somehow I 
was beholden to the person or group 
who invited me to speak. I think over 
the past several years it has amounted 
to $500,000 or $600,000 that I have been 
able, by a little extra work, to contrib- 
ute to what I thought were pretty good 
causes. We cannot do that anymore. 

For some reason, by showing up and 
somebody giving a donation to some 
group, a disability group or local or- 
thopedics group in Wichita, mammog- 
raphy groups, whatever, we have some- 
how compromised ourselves. And I do 
not believe that is the case. 
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Maybe I have missed something over 
the years. Maybe there is something I 
have not discovered. But I never have 
any conversation with anybody about 
honoraria, except we direct it through 
my office where it should go. 

So there are a lot of things about the 
Levin substitute that I do not care 
much about. We do lend our names. We 
all lend our names. As the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER], 
just said, we are all asked from time to 
time, “Will you put your name on a 
letter to help raise money for what we 
consider to be a worthy cause?’’ Maybe 
it’s arthritis, maybe it is the Kidney 
Foundation, maybe it is something 
else. We do that. We do that not ex- 
pecting political gain but because we 
believe maybe it will help raise some 
money which might benefit someone. 
And we have to be very careful because 
some groups out there do not have the 
integrity that other groups have. 

Mr. President, I want to talk briefly 
about the McConnell-Johnston amend- 
ment itself, which would move us in 
the right direction by tightening the 
current rules governing the acceptance 
of gifts. More specifically, it would pro- 
hibit Members and staff from receiving 
gifts exceeding $150 from any one 
source in a calendar year. This rep- 
resents a significant change from the 
current $250 gift limit. In addition, the 
amendment does not distinguish be- 
tween lobbyists and other donors. Gifts 
from all sources would fall within the 
$150 limit. Gifts whose value exceeds 
$75 must also be publicly disclosed. 

For each knowing and willful viola- 
tion of the new gift limits and disclo- 
sure requirements, the amendment 
would impose a penalty of treble dam- 
ages, requiring the violator to pay a 
monetary penalty equalling three 
times the value of the improper gift. 

For Members and staff who violate 
the rules on three separate occasions, a 
tough, new policy would go into effect: 
Three violations would result in expul- 
sion from the Senate, subject to a Sen- 
ate floor vote for Members, and a 10- 
year ban on lobbying anyone in the leg- 
islative branch. 

Mr. President, the McConnell-John- 
ston amendment would also place re- 
strictions on travel by Members and 
staff. 

The amendment would permit reim- 
bursement of travel-related expenses 
by lobbyists only for those trips that 
involve events “related to our official 
duties’’ and so long as information 
about the trips is publicly disclosed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD in advance 
of the travel. The amendment makes 
explicit that events that are substan- 
tially recreational in nature are not 
considered to be related to our official 
duties” and prohibits reimbursement of 
the cost of entertainment expenses, 
such as theater tickets and tickets to 
sporting events. 

In addition, the amendment builds on 
the current rules by limiting approved 
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domestic travel to 3 days and foreign 
travel to 7 days. 

Finally, Mr. President, the McCon- 
nell-Johnston amendment does not 
prohibit the practice of giving hono- 
raria to charity. I happen to think 
there is nothing wrong with helping in- 
stitutions like the Foundry Methodist 
Church, the Lakemary Center in Paola, 
KS, the National Hispanic Scholarship 
Fund, Catholic Charities, the United 
Negro College Fund, and the Horatio 
Alger Association. These are just some 
of the charities and churches to which 
I have directed honoraria—and I can 
say that I have never felt com- 
promised.“ I have never felt that some- 
one was trying to buy“ my vote or in- 
fluence me in some devious or unethi- 
cal way. In fact, I have always believed 
that earmarking honoraria to charity 
was a good thing—helping charities 
raise much-needed funds for their wor- 
thy activities and programs. 

And let us remember: Each year, 
charitable honoraria are publicly dis- 
closed—the name of the donor, the 
amount of the contribution, and the 
charitable recipient. 

So, Mr. President, Senators McCON- 
NELL and JOHNSTON have crafted an 
amendment that is both fair and tough, 
one that represents an improvement 
over the current rules. No doubt about 
it, the American people deserve to have 
confidence that their elected Rep- 
resentatives conduct their business 
untarnished by monetary and other in- 
appropriate considerations. The 
McConnell-Johnston amendment  ac- 
complishes this important goal, and it 
deserves our support. 

So I suggest I happen to believe the 
substitute offers the best hope and I 
hope and trust it will be adopted. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Will the leader, 
still on his time, yield? 

Mr. DOLE. I will take 1 more minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized for 1 additional 
minute. 

Mr. McCONNELL. With regard to the 
CEO discussion under the lobbying dis- 
closure bill, the CEO may well be a lob- 
byist. Nobody will know for sure. If he 
spends some of his time lobbying, he 
may well become a lobbyist. It is hope- 
lessly complicated. 

One thing I can say to you, leader, as 
vice chairman of the Ethics Commit- 
tee. If this, the Levin-Wellstone meas- 
ure, passes, somebody in this body will 
have his or her reputation ruined with- 
in 6 months, and I thank the leader for 
his statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 10 
minutes of the minority leader has ex- 
pired. Who seeks recognition? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. If the manager 
of the bill will give me 5 or 6 minutes? 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield 6 minutes to the 
Senator from New Jersey. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Jersey is recognized for 
6 minutes. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise to express my strong opposition to 
the amendment that has been offered 
by the distinguished Senator from Ken- 
tucky, [Mr. MCCONNELL]. I want to 
begin by emphasizing that I know this 
amendment has been offered in good 
faith and its proponents genuinely be- 
lieve that it represents the best policy 
in this area. 

But, having said that, I want to ex- 
press my opposition to the amendment 
in the strongest possible terms. It 
would, in my view, be a major step 
backward. It is inconsistent with the 
goals of the pending legislation and it 
is incompatible with real reform. 

I would like to give you just a few ex- 
amples of the problems I see in the 
McConnell-Johnston substitute. 

First, it would authorize the very 
kind of recreational trips that have 
created such controversy in the first 
place. These are trips in which large 
corporations pay substantial sums for 
the right to spend a weekend with Sen- 
ators and Representatives. They can be 
playing golf or skiing or having dinner 
together, establishing cozy relation- 
ships and in a nutshell, acquiring ac- 
cess. 

The kind of access, I would note, that 
is absolutely unavailable to ordinary 
citizens, to hard-working people who 
would love to have the ear of a Senator 
or Congressman for some time, and 
plead their case for trying to make a 
living in these high-cost days; for 
pleading the case to try to provide a 
college education for their children or 
for pleading the case to have health 
care put into place so everybody knows 
they have a degree of health care cov- 
erage when they get sick. They would 
love to have that kind of access. 

We Senators get thousands of letters 
each and every week and every 
month—thousands of phone calls from 
people pleading for access. They want 
to express their view on a particular 
matter. But they do not get it. 

But the people who pay your bills for 
the restaurants and the dinners, they 
get access. They do not sit there si- 
lently. They do not take a pledge be- 
fore they sit you down to a nice bottle 
of wine and relaxed atmosphere and 
say, Hey, listen, I am not going to 
talk to you about any of the problems 
I have. I just want to talk to you about 
the weather. I just want to talk to you 
about life in general." 

No, the unemployed waitress who is 
trying to raise her kids singlehandedly 
who has a problem, the laborer who 
struggles to pay his bills and keep his 
head above water, ordinary folks, they 
will never be able to spend a weekend 
on the beach with their Congressman. 
They will never have a fancy dinner at 
a restaurant and tell their Senator 
about their problems. They are the 
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kind of people who look at these lavish 
trips and do not understand why it is 
the person they sent to represent them 
in Washington has to be subject to that 
kind of a discussion. They think the 
deck is stacked against them. 

I think it is time to do away with 
these recreational trips. They are fun. 
I know because I have been on them 
myself. I do not go anymore. 

I also acknowledge these charity 
events do raise some funds for worthy 
causes, but there are worthier ways to 
do that than treating ourselves to a 
free weekend of fun and frolic. 

The Levin approach allows us to par- 
ticipate in charity events. It does not 
ban that at all. It just places reason- 
able restrictions on how much charity 
we get. 

Giving up these kinds of elaborate 
trips is not really a huge sacrifice. I 
know, having taken them, it is not 
that hard to give up. Yet the McCon- 
nell-Johnston substitute explicitly pre- 
serves them, explicitly encodes them 
and says this is what you are allowed 
to do. Go take the tennis tournament, 
go ahead and take the golf tournament, 
go ahead and take the ski trip, go 
ahead and take the fishing trip. After 
all the controversy about them, I do 
not think it makes sense. 

Mr. President, I want to mention 
something else that goes beyond the 
recreational charity trips and tell you 
something else the amendment would 
allow—free meals and entertainment 
without any limit to the expense there- 
in. I ask you, does that promote a good 
atmosphere of trust and belief in Gov- 
ernment? I do not think so. I do not 
think so. When ordinary citizens who 
cast their votes believing they send 
someone here to represent them full 
time see that person portrayed at a 
lavish restaurant or having a great 
time at a fancy ball, they do not think 
that is in their best interests. 

I know, as Senator MCCONNELL has 
explained, the amendment would re- 
duce the current $250 gift limit to $150. 
But under current rules, meals are ex- 
empt from that limit and they would 
remain exempt under this amendment. 

There would be no limit—none—on 
what a lobbyist could pay for a Sen- 
ator's meal. So a lobbyist could con- 
tinue to take a Senator to any fancy 
restaurant for that filet mignon din- 
ner, $200 bottle of champagne, and all 
the rest, and wine and dine for hours on 
end and then, to top things off, take 
them to à concert or play. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I ask the man- 
ager if I might have 2 more minutes. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield 2 more minutes. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. This could hap- 
pen not once, not just twice, but every 
single night of the year. Mr. President, 
it is not reform. It is not acceptable. 

There are other problems in this 
amendment. 
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Mr. President, I just want to make 
reference to one thing that I think es- 
capes the debate here, and that is we 
are debating among ourselves whether 
it is inconvenient, whether or not we 
are going to have to have additional 
staff. 

We did away with honoraria, we did 
away with free gyms, we did away with 
free doctors, we did away with other 
freebies, and yet life goes on here. I do 
not see any dearth of people who want 
to have my seat or other seats that 
exist here. 

I urge that this debate take place in 
town meetings across the country. I 
would like to see people stand in front 
of a group of citizens and say, No, it's 
going to be too complicated; no, we're 
going to have a lineup, we're going to 
have lots of employees in the Ethics 
Committee; no, no, we can't do that." 
Tell it to the citizens you serve and see 
what kind of answer you get. That is 
the ultimate test. That is the litmus 
test. 

If you are annoyed by cameras pursu- 
ing you, then what you have to do is 
decide whether or not what you are 
doing is acceptable to the public at 
large who, again, you are obliged to 
serve. 

Mr. President, I regret this debate 
has gone on as long as it has and that 
it has gotten a bit angry and acrimoni- 
ous at times because we are, in the 
final analysis—all of us—committed to 
serving this country and serving our 
constituents. I do not doubt anybody's 
sincere interest in doing that. 

For goodness sake, recognize that 
change has taken place. There is a dif- 
ferent way of life in the U.S. Senate 
than there used to be 10 or 20 years ago, 
and even 5 years ago. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Can I get 1 more 
minute? 

Mr. LEVIN. 
minute. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
under this amendment, gifts under $150 
would be allowed. Everything from free 
watches to free clothes; you name it. 
Even if the gifts are from lobbyists. 
Even if those lobbyists have legislation 
pending before the Senate. Even if ev- 
eryone knows that the gifts are de- 
signed to buy access. 

I also want to highlight a particular 
kind of problem that this amendment 
perpetuates. Under the amendment, 
Members would be allowed to solicit 
lobbyists to pay for Members' legal 
costs. Now, Mr. President, when ordi- 
nary Americans run into legal prob- 
lems, what options do they have? 
Maybe they have to dip into their sav- 
ings. Maybe they have to turn to their 
families for help. But one thing they 
certainly cannot do is turn to special 
interests lobbyists to bail them out. 
And if ordinary citizens can't, we 
Shouldn't either. It’s just not right. 


I yield 1 additional 
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Mr. President, there are other prob- 
lems with this amendment. But let me 
make this point. The Levin substitute 
has been criticized because it might 
make it more difficult for Senators to 
engage in certain practices which we 
might all agree are innocent and prop- 
er. But the McConnell language makes 
it impossible to prevent Senators from 
doing things that the American peo- 
ple—and hopefully a majority of the 
Senate—believe are wrong. Given these 
options, the only choice is to reject the 
McConnell alternative. 

Mr. President, this Congress is the 
subject of a lot of unfair criticism. A 
lot of scapegoating. And a lot of dema- 
goguery. 

I know my colleagues resent that. I 
do. We all do. 

But let's keep our eye on the ball: we 
really do need to restore trust in Gov- 
ernment. 

This amendment, Mr. President, 
would do just the opposite. It would 
erode public confidence even further, 
and increase the distance between the 
Congress and the people. 

And, you know what, Mr. President: 

If we approve this amendment, if we 
refuse to give up the free trips and the 
free meals, if we refuse to change busi- 
ness as usual around here—this time, 
this one time, the cynics will be right. 

Mr. President, life has changed. It is 
not "as much fun" if your fun is de- 
fined by restaurants and gifts and pre- 
sents and recreation trips. Fun is being 
here everyday doing the work that is 
available for us to do in this country. 
That to me is fun. It is fun to walk into 
this place. It is fun for me to sit at the 
desk at which Harry Truman sat. 

That is what I describe as fun, and 
the rest of it is trappings that are un- 
necessary. I hope that we are going to 
make a serious attempt to defeat the 
McConnell-Johnston amendment and 
talk seriously about the Levin amend- 
ment in the next debate. 

I yield the floor. 


Mr. MCCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


Chair advises the Senate that the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky has 11 minutes 11 
seconds remaining, and the Senator 
from Michigan has 8 minutes 4 seconds 
remaining. 

The Senator from Kentucky is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, as 
we wind down to the close of this de- 
bate, let me repeat a few observations 
that I made both last night and, to 
some extent, this morning. 

The Ethics Committee, which al- 
ready has an extraordinarily com- 
plicated job in dealing with the exist- 
ing rules and Senators’ overwhelming 
desire to stay within those rules and 
request advice from us constantly, has 
an extremely complicated role today. 
Under the proposal of the Senator from 
Minnesota, Senator WELLSTONE, and 
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the Senator from Michigan, Senator 
LEVIN, it would, in fact, be virtually 
impossible. 

I think it is certain to say every 
Member of the Senate will have to have 
a full-time ethics lawyer on staff. The 
Ethics Committee will have to triple 
its staff, and we will be dealing with 
such fascinating questions as I outlined 
last night as what is a donut. That will 
be a very, very serious question we will 
wrestle with on the Ethics Committee. 
What is a donut? Is a bagel a donut? Is 
a croissant a donut? 

We will also have to wrestle with the 
definition of coffee, as I outlined last 
night. Particularly will we be con- 
cerned with defining the word friend- 
ship? Particularly will that be interest- 
ing when it is a dating relationship? 
What is a close relationship? What is 
not? 

Clearly, under the Wellstone-Levin 
proposal, the Ethics Committee is 
going to be micromanaging every as- 
pect of Senators’ personal lives. We do 
not want that responsibility. We do not 
think it is necessary, and we do not 
think this further effort to trivialize 
and demean the Senate is in order. 

I gave several examples last night—I 
will not repeat them, although those 
who were here enjoyed them because 
they were funny. They were funny to a 
point, to the point of having to inter- 
pret the meaning of donuts and friend- 
ships and coffee. 

Let me give you another hypo- 
thetical today so we can end this de- 
bate on another high point. 

Let us say your daughter is graduat- 
ing from high school. A proud moment, 
particularly for the parents. But sud- 
denly the joy is shattered. It appears 
that one of your daughter's classmates 
has given her a graduation gift—a 
Cross pen, Mr. President. 

Now we know it is probably worth 
more than $20, and you must remem- 
ber, all of you as you vote, that your 
daughter is covered by this bill. But 
you have no problem. You call your 
full-time ethics lawyer on his beeper 
from the graduation ceremony and to- 
gether you pick through all the pos- 
sible legal landmines that could land 
you before the Ethics Committee and 
destroy your career and reputation. 

The first question you would want to 
know is: Is the other little girl a lobby- 
ist? You cannot be too sure these days. 
What about her father or her mother, 
are either of them lobbyists? 

We are fairly confident that they 
must have paid for the pen. If so, your 
daughter may have to give it back be- 
cause it is prohibited by rule 35, sec- 
tion 1(A)(1) revised as follows: 

Any gift provided directly or indirectly by 
a person registered as a lobbyist or a foreign 
agent. 

By now, your daughter is in tears. 
But hold on—hold on—your ethics law- 
yer advises you that your daughter’s 
pen might—might—be permitted under 
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the personal friendship exemption," 
rule 35, section 1(D)(3): 

Anything provided under circumstances 
that clearly indicate, in accordance with 
paragraph 2(A) that it is provided for a non- 
business purpose and is motivated by a fam- 
ily relationship or personal friendship and 
not by the position of the member, officer or 
employee. 

Mr. President, this last clause is 
somewhat troubling. Who knows what 
really motivates other people when 
they give you something? Is it gentle 
friendship or favor seeking? Would you 
Stake your entire Senate career on 
whether your answer to that question 
is correct? 

Clearly, in the hypothetical that I 
have just outlined, the safest course is 
to have your daughter return the Cross 
pen to her friend: Sorry, dear, give it 
back. That Cross pen could corrupt the 
United States Senate.” 

Now, Mr. President, that is the kind 
of trivia that we are dealing with here, 
and with all due respect to the pro- 
ponents of the Wellstone-Levin pro- 
posal, it trivializes, it demeans and de- 
grades the Senate. It says there are a 
bunch of people here who have been 
doing something improper when they 
have not. And it is totally and com- 
pletely impossible to administer, both 
for the Senators seeking to do the 
right thing and for the Ethics Commit- 
tee seeking to give advice to the Sen- 
ator about what is permissible. 

So let me, in closing the debate, 
thank my good friend from Louisiana, 
Senator JOHNSTON, for having the cour- 
age to step up to this issue. This is not 
an easy issue. It is not easy being on 
the Ethics Committee. But somebody 
needs to carry out these functions. And 
when efforts are made to demean and 
degrade the Senate, somebody needs to 
Stand up and try to halt it. And re- 
member this, my colleagues, Members 
of the Senate, when you cast your vote 
in a few moments, if the Johnston- 
McConnell amendment fails and the 
Wellstone-Levin proposal becomes law, 
within 6 months or less, the career of 
some Member of the Senate will be per- 
manently destroyed by a gift of $25 or 
$30—permanently destroyed. It is a cer- 
tainty. Will it be you? I hope not. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, how much 
time do we have left on our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan has 8 minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield myself 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky has 2 minutes 45 
seconds remaining. 

The Senator from Michigan is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LEVIN. First, a parliamentary 
inquiry, Mr. President. If the John- 
ston-McConnell substitute is adopted, 
is that substitute itself amendable? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senator that the 
committee substitute would not be 
amendable at that point. 

Mr. LEVIN. If the Johnston-McCon- 
nell substitute is defeated, is the com- 
mittee substitute then amendable? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct; the committee sub- 
stitute would then be open to amend- 
ment at that time. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, 1 year ago 
this week, the Senate voted 98 to 1 that 
we should be bound by the gift rules 
similar to the executive branch. Every 
one of us but one, Senator WALLOP, 
voted ''yea" when the roll was called 
that it was the sense of the Senate 
that, as soon as possible, the Senate 
should limit the acceptance of gifts, 
meals, and travel by Members or staff 
in a manner substantially similar to 
the restrictions applicable to executive 
branch officials. 

Now, those restrictions are restric- 
tions which we have written into the 
substitute in many, many cases, in- 
cluding the one which my friend from 
Kentucky likes to talk about, the 
doughnut. That is not something which 
was made up by the Governmental Af- 
fairs Committee for this substitute. 
That is an executive branch rule which 
we said we wanted to follow a year ago, 
which my friend from Kentucky voted 
for, my friend from Louisiana voted 
for, we all voted for, and which has 
worked. And it reads in the executive 
branch that modest items of food and 
refreshments such as soft drinks, cof- 
fee, doughnuts, are permitted. They are 
not prohibited in the executive branch 
rules, nor would they be prohibited 
here. 

If Cabinet Secretaries can live with 
executive branch rules, if former Sen- 
ator Lloyd Bentsen can live with exec- 
utive branch rules, can we not? If they 
are understandable to the entire execu- 
tive branch and we follow them, as we 
said we would a year ago, with some 
tougher rules patterned after theirs, if 
they can follow them, as they have 
been able to, can we not? Are we going 
to adopt a double standard here today 
which says we are going to continue to 
accept meals paid for by lobbyists, 
tickets paid for by lobbyists, rec- 
reational trips that are paid for by lob- 
byists, where we take our families on 
recreational trips, where, yes, a char- 
ity also benefits, not just us? Are we 
going to continue to use that excuse 
for accepting that kind of a benefit 
from lobbyists when the executive 
branch has said ‘‘no more” I think not. 

I think that we must not do that, 
that we have to continue to seek to im- 
prove our own activities and the public 
impression about those activities. And 
none of this ever comes easy. None of it 
ever comes easy. It represents change. 

What the Johnston-McConnell 
amendment does is say that business as 
usual is OK. It is going to continue to 
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be OK for lobbyists to buy our meals. It 
is going to continue to be OK, written 
right into their substitute, for lobby- 
ists to be giving us the tickets. It is 
going to continue to be OK for the 
kinds of recreational trips which have 
been highlighted over and over again 
on our nightly television as an embar- 
rassment to us, so embarrassing that 
most of us, when filmed on those trips, 
try to hide or run away. That is still 
going to be permitted. And the argu- 
ment there is, well, if it is disclosed, it 
is OK. Well, when it is exposed, it sure 
is embarrassing. All those trips which 
have been the subject of those exposes 
have been disclosed in our disclosure 
forms. And maybe the persons who 
went on them felt comfortable. I am 
sure they did. And maybe those persons 
can get reelected. I hope they can. At 
least in many cases I hope they can. 

But I will tell this, Mr. President. 
Those kinds of trips, where we and our 
families are the beneficiaries of the 
largess of lobbyists and the corpora- 
tions which pay their bills, when we 
are the beneficiaries of such trips, we 
contribute to a lack of public con- 
fidence in this institution, even if indi- 
vidually we are able to become re- 
elected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has consumed 5 minutes. 

Mr. LEVIN. I would yield myself 1 
additional minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized for 1 additional 
minute. 

Mr. LEVIN. It has been said we have 
not changed the perception of the Con- 
gress through all the things we have 
done, and I think that is true. But we 
must continue to try. I think it is our 
obligation to keep trying, when public 
opinion polls come back, as this most 
recent one, which in response to the 
question: Which of the following do you 
think really controls the Federal Gov- 
ernment in Washington, 7 percent say 
the President, 22 percent say the Con- 
gress, 50 percent—50 percent—say it is 
the lobbyists and the special interests. 

In a democracy, that is not accept- 
able as a perception of this body. We 
must act to change it in a reasonable 
way. Yes, we have to make some dis- 
tinctions, and this committee bill does 
make distinctions. The substitute is 
business as usual. Unless we defeat it, 
it means that we consider business as 
usual the acceptable mean for this 
body. 

Mr. President, I yield the last minute 
or two that I have to my friend from 
Maine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 2 minutes remaining. The Senator 
from Maine [Mr. COHEN] is recognized 
for 2 minutes. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I was mo- 
mentarily absent from the Chamber a 
short time ago. I had to attend a func- 
tion in the Russell caucus room, as did 
my friend from Maine, the majority 
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leader. The function was put on by the 
American Jewish Committee. Each of 
us received an award. I chose to skip 
the meal. I was fairly confident it did 
not amount to $20 in value, although I 
am not so sure about the plaque that I 
received. Nonetheless, it brought to 
mind exactly what we are debating 
here today— an event entirely proper 
in its proceedings with the best of in- 
tentions to recognize the people who 
are supportive of issues of concern to 
that particular group. 

But I must say what we are really 
trying to deal with here is what Sen- 
ator LEVIN has just talked about, the 
public’s perception that we are selling 
out the Nation's business, be it for a 
lunch, or a dinner, or a trophy, or a 
memento, or a trip. Everyone here, as 
I have said before, understands and 
knows that is a false perception. But 
nonetheless, it is real, and it is deep. 

So the question is: Do we have an ob- 
ligation to try and rectify the situa- 
tion? I do not believe, as I said earlier, 
that the Levin substitute, if it passes 
will change public opinion per se. I be- 
lieve we will not change public opinion 
until we measure up to the high qual- 
ity of debate we are capable of, and 
until we deal with health care, crime, 
and the host of other legislation that is 
on the President’s agenda and on our 
agenda. 

Until we deal effectively with these 
issues, the public’s opinion will not 
change about Congress. Nonetheless, 
we have a duty to remove as much of 
the cynicism as possible. It is deep- 
seated. It has been that way for many, 
many years. We will not change it by 
this legislation alone as we have not 
been able to change it through the re- 
forms made in regard to gym privi- 
leges, haircuts, and the stationery 
store. None of that has changed it. In 
spite of that, we have an obligation to 
do what we think is best for the insti- 
tution. 

I believe the Levin approach is supe- 
rior to that of the McConnell-Johnston 
substitute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky has 2 minutes and 
42 seconds remaining. 

Who seeks recognition? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, is 
my time all that is left between now 
and the votes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield the time. 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the majority leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
would like to use my leader time to 
make a brief comment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ITCHELL. I invite Senator 
COHEN, if he has not finished, to accept 
some of my time. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Ken- 
tucky yielded his time. He may not 
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have been aware that I will use my 
leader time. I ask unanimous consent 
that he have the opportunity to get his 
time back, if he wishes to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I thank my friend. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, Mem- 
bers of the Senate, this has been a de- 
bate at times painful, but I think also 
constructive and useful. I begin my 
brief remarks by commending all of 
those involved in the process: Senators 
LAUTENBERG, WELLSTONE, and 
FEINGOLD; Senator LEVIN for being the 
principal author of the bill now before 
the Senate; Senator COHEN as the rank- 
ing member. He participated actively 
with Senator LEVIN in that effort; and 
Senators MCCONNELL and JOHNSTON 
who drafted the substitute which is 
now before the Senate. 

There is no appropriate basis for any 
criticism of any of them for the efforts 
that they are making to bring clarity 
and reasonableness to a circumstance 
that is inherently unclear and very dif- 
ficult to be reasonable. 

There has been a lot of sarcasm, a lot 
of cynicism, a lot of sneering and 
snideness by some about the debate 
that is under way, and about some of 
the practice that has followed. I be- 
lieve that most of the criticism is un- 
justified and offensive. And I commend 
all of those who are trying to move to- 
ward a more clear and more fair, a 
more reasonable standard of conduct. 

I support the legislation proposed by 
Senator LEVIN and Senator COHEN and 
others who have been involved in this 
process. I believe of the alternatives 
before us that it represents that which 
is most clear, which is most reason- 
able, which is most fair to all con- 
cerned, and which also will enable us to 
restore the perception of integrity to 
which so many Senators have spoken 
during the debate here. 

As Senator COHEN rightly said, no 
one action will do that. There will be 
required many other actions on sub- 
stantive legislation, and on rules and 
procedures which govern our actions. 
But this is one very important step. I 
believe that the Senate and the Amer- 
ican people will be well served and best 
served if the Senate rejects the sub- 
stitute and votes to enact the pending 
bill, the Levin bill. 

I think it is reasonable. I think it is 
fair. I think it gives as much certainty 
in a very uncertain area as is possible 
under the circumstances. I believe in 
the main those of our constituents who 
are aware of the details would in the 
debate agree. 

I hope very much that the Senate 
will vote not to accept the substitute 
and that it will vote for the Levin bill. 

I thank my colleagues. 


Mr. MCCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


Chair recognizes the Senator from Ken- 
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tucky, who has 2 minutes and 42 sec- 
onds remaining. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
think enough has been said on this. 

Let me just simply close by saying 
what I said before; that if the Levin- 
Wellstone proposal is passed, someone’s 
career would be inadvertently de- 
stroyed within the next year. 

I hope the Senate will not take that 
step. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I rise to express my support for the 
McConnell-Johnston substitute to S. 
1935. I do this because I am convinced 
that the well-intentioned attempts by 
my colleagues to micromanage the 
Senate rules to cover every contin- 
gency of friendship and gift-giving will 
lead the Senate Ethics Committee, the 
Senate Rules Committee, and each 
Senate office to an unworkable system 
based on fear, uncertainty, and distinc- 
tions so fine that they defy resolution. 

The McConnell-Johnston substitute 
is a rational and important reform of a 
system which currently creates the im- 
pression that special interests run the 
Congress. It reduces the limit on gifts. 
More important, it requires the disclo- 
sure of gifts so that voters who are 
concerned with undue influence can 
know who is receiving what and from 
whom. In the infancy of the campaign 
reform movement we used to say that, 
“Sunshine is a great disinfectant,” and 
that is still true. 

Are you concerned about improper 
influence arising out of a gift limited 
to a value of $150? If it is fully and pub- 
licly disclosed, you can decide. 

Most important of all, for me, is that 
the  McConnell-Johnston substitute 
creates some bright and unmistakable 
lines which every Senator can follow. 
We will know with certainty and clar- 
ity what we can take and what we can- 
not. We will know with certainty and 
clarity that our activity will be fully 
disclosed and available to anyone who 
wants to know the truth. 

The alternative proposals do not cre- 
ate bright lines, they create gray 
areas. They create ifs, ands, and buts, 
which will result in locking each Sen- 
ator into a guessing game with the 
Ethics Committee about the interpre- 
tation of relationships and the distinc- 
tions between constituents and lobby- 
ists, which are often not at all clear. 

I know that my friends who support 
the Levin bill believe that their ap- 
proach is better because they believe it 
bans more, restricts more, and tightens 
more. But I must warn them that their 
approach will not go further to ease 
the public’s mind. The effect will be 
just the opposite. The gray areas, the 
doubts, the flexibility, and the uncer- 
tainties in the Levin bill will create 
more public suspicion, not less. 

Public suspicion will be allayed by 
clear, sensible rules which are applied 
uniformly across all Members. This is 
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the course that the McConnell-John- 
ston substitute puts us on, and it is the 
course I will support. 

Mr. STEVENS. I seek clarification 
regarding one of the provisions in the 
McConnell amendment. Under current 
rules travel time for necessary ex- 
penses is limited to 3 days exclusive of 
travel time within the United States 
and 7 days exclusive of travel time out- 
side of the United States. The Ethics 
Committee has interpreted the term 
“United States’’ to include only the 
lower 48 States. Alaska, Hawaii, and 
the U.S. possessions and territories fall 
within the 7-day travel limit. It is my 
understanding that it was the intent of 
the author of this amendment to keep 
the current interpretation. I ask for 
confirmation of this because it is not 
clear from the amendment. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. It was my intent 
to keep the current interpretation of 
the rule. Alaska, Hawaii, and the U.S. 
possessions and territories would con- 
tinue to fall under the 7-day travel 
limit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Kentucky. 
On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] is ab- 
sent because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. PACKWOOD] 
is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 39, 
nays 59, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 101 Leg.] 


YEAS—39 
Bennett Durenberger McConnell 
Bond Faircloth Mikulski 
Breaux Gramm Murkowski 
Bumpers Hatch Nickles 
Campbell Helms Nunn 
Cochran Hollings Pell 
Coverdell Hutchison Pryor 
Craig Inouye Rockefeller 
D'Amato Johnston Simpson 
Danforth Kempthorne Smith 
DeConcini Lott Stevens 
Dodd Mack Thurmond 
Dole Mathews Wallop 

NAYS—59 
Akaka Bryan Domenici 
Baucus Burns Dorgan 
Biden Byrd Exon 
Bingaman Chafee Feingold 
Boren Coats Feinstein 
Boxer Cohen Ford 
Bradley Conrad Glenn 
Brown Daschle Gorton 
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Graham Lautenberg Reid 
Grassley Leahy Riegle 
Gregg Levin Robb 
Harkin Lieberman Roth 
Hatfield Lugar Sarbanes 
Heflin McCain Sasser 
Jeffords Metzenbaum Simon 
Kassebaum Mitchell Specter 
Kennedy Moseley-Braun Warner 
Kerrey Moynihan Wellstone 
Kerry Murray Wofford 
Kohl Pressler 
NOT VOTING—2 

Packwood Shelby 

So the amendment (No. 1674) was re- 
jected. 


Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. ROBB. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, the bill is 
now subject to further amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

AMENDMENT NO, 1675 

(Purpose: To modify the post-employment 

restrictions) 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, on behalf 
of myself and the Senator from Ari- 
zona, Senator McCaIN, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. BOREN], 
for himself and Mr. McCAIN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1675. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place insert the follow- 
ing: 
SEC. . POST-EMPLOYMENT REFORM ACT OF 

1994. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Post-Employment Reform Act 
of 1994". 

(b) FORMER AGENCY BAN.— 

(1) EXECUTIVE BRANCH.—Section 207(c)(1) of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
striking within 1 year after" and inserting 
"within 2 years after“. 

(2) CONGRESS.—Section 207(e) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended in para- 
graphs (1)(A), (2)(A), (3), (4A), and (5)(A), by 
striking within 1 year after" and inserting 
"within 2 years after”. 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT RELATING TO 
PAY LEVELS.—(A) Section 207(c)(2)(ii) of title 
18, United States Code, is amended by strik- 
ing "the rate of basic pay payable for level V 
of the Executive Schedule" and inserting 
*120 percent of the minimum rate of basic 
pay payable for GS-15 of the General Sched- 
ule”. 

(B) Section 207(e)(6) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(i) in subparagraph (A) by striking "which 
is 75 percent of the basic rate of pay payable 
for a Member of the House of Congress in 
which such employee was employed" and in- 
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serting “which is 120 percent of the mini- 
mum rate of basic pay payable for GS-15 of 
the General Schedule"; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B) by striking pay- 
able for level V of the Executive Schedule" 
and inserting which is 120 percent of the 
minimum rate of basic pay payable for GS- 
15 of the General Schedule". 

(c) FOREIGN ENTITIES BAN.—Section 207(f) 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking “within 1 
year" and inserting within 2 years”; 

(2) by striking paragraph (2); and 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (2) and inserting in such paragraph be- 
fore the period the following: “, or a corpora- 
tion, partnership, or other nongovernment 
entity which is created or organized under 
the laws of a foreign country or which has its 
principal place of business outside the Unit- 
ed States“. 

(d) RESTRICTIONS ON VERY SENIOR PERSON- 
NEL.—Section 20% d-) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by striking within 
l year” and inserting within 2 years“. 

(e) TRADE AND TREATY NEGOTIATION BAN.— 
Section 207(b)(1) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by striking for a period of 
1 year" and inserting ''for a period of 10 
years". 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall be 
effective after January 1, 1995. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

The amendment which I proposed, 
along with my colleague from Arizona, 
Senator MCCAIN, is an amendment to 
the gift ban legislation that will help 
close the revolving door of influence 
peddling in our Government. We have 
dealt with a variety of issues that will 
reform the process by which our elect- 
ed officials are lobbied by outside par- 
ties. The issues which include in- 
creased disclosure in the form of gift 
and travel policies are important, but 
they are only part of the problem 
which has caused Americans to lose 
faith in their Government. 

We must address the problem of the 
revolving door by prohibiting elected 
officials and their staffs from enriching 
themselves by trading on the contacts 
and special knowledge that they gain 
while in office. The prevalence of this 
situation tarnishes the idea of public 
service, and it decreases the public's 
faith in the integrity of the political 
process. 

This amendment, which is based 
upon S. 420, which Senator MCCAIN and 
I introduced earlier, and on which 
hearings have been held in the Govern- 
mental Affairs Committee, the Ethics 
in Government Reform Act, would 
bring the revolving door to an abrupt 
halt. S. 420 was cosponsored originally 
by Senators MCCAIN, BRYAN, FEINGOLD, 
and CAMPBELL. It addresses the prob- 
lem both in the context of the execu- 
tive branch and the legislative branch. 

Mr. President, some may complain 
that the restrictions I propose are too 
onerous. I come to the floor today to 
answer that they are not only reason- 
able, but they are also absolutely nec- 
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essary. The American people are right- 
ly disillusioned when they see their 
publie servants leave Government and 
receive huge salaries as they use their 
special contacts and knowledge to im- 
properly influence the very process 
they have been charged with protect- 
ing. We must act quickly and deci- 
sively to eliminate even the appear- 
ance that this improper behavior oc- 
curs regularly and is condoned by the 
structure of our government. 

Certainly, I do not believe that lob- 
bying is inherently evil. Lobbyists 
often provide necessary information to 
public officials, and they help citizens 
and groups present their views to the 
Government. However, the public per- 
ception of lobbying, particularly by 
former public servants, does not match 
the ideal of à professional who merely 
provides accurate and timely informa- 
tion to those who are having to make 
policy decisions. Unfortunately, there 
are many examples of improper behav- 
ior that support this perception—it is 
not merely the product of populist 
rhetoric. 

Since 1974, 47 percent of all former 
senior trade representatives have per- 
sonally registered, or their firms have 
registered, with the Justice Depart- 
ment as foreign agents. My staff has 
compiled a list of at least 138 Members 
of Congress who are currently lobbying 
their former colleagues. That means 
that there is one former Member of 
Congress lobbying for every six Mem- 
bers currently serving. That is a sur- 
prisingly high ratio. 

Of all the permanent Senate commit- 
tee staff directors leaving the Hill 
since 1988, 42 percent have left to be- 
come lobbyists. In the House, that 
number is 34 percent. Of the most pow- 
erful Senate committees, the so-called 
A committees, 48 percent of the staff 
directors who have left since 1988 have 
become lobbyists, and 50 percent of the 
Staff directors of the equivalent House 
committees have become lobbyists. 

These figures are not surprising when 
you understand the long tradition of 
public servants cashing in on their ex- 
perience and contacts as lobbyists. I 
find à brief excerpt from a chapter in 
"The Lobbying Handbook" by John 
Zorock to be tragically illuminating. 
For those who are not familiar with 
this publication, it is an extensive 
tome, costing about $125, that has been 
called the “Bible” for those who want 
to lobby or to hire lobbyists. The first 
Step it suggests is obvious: Get a col- 
lege degree or similar education. No 
one finds anything wrong with that. 
Unfortunately, his second suggestion 
also seems all too obvious in light of 
the current revolving door. After you 
get your education, get a job in Con- 
gress. Mr. Zorock writes: 

Because just any job will not qualify you 
for the lobbying profession, your second ob- 
jective should be a position as a legislative 
or administrative assistant or professional 
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counsel to a member of Congress. * * * A job 
on the House Ways and Means Committee, 
the Senate Finance Committee, or the Joint 
Tax Committee can be translated into big 
bucks. * * * Even those whose fields are not 
as potentially lucrative or as omnipresent as 
taxes will have something to sell when they 
become lobbyists and leave the public sector 
and leave public office, either as members or 
as staffers. 

Mr. President, if that does not show 
that the public perception is absolutely 
correct, I do not know what does. I 
continue to believe that public service 
should not be reduced to something to 
sell to gain money and prestige when 
one enters the private sector. I do not 
think that it is too much to ask that 
people not pursue public service main- 
ly as an opportunity to enhance their 
own earning power down the road. 

The American people expect us to re- 
form the way we do business. They 
have entrusted the public good to our 
care, and we must demonstrate that we 
have the courage and the wisdom to 
act responsibly. Trying to close as 
much as we can the spinning revolving 
door is absolutely necessary for us to 
live up to that trust. 

Although I favor post-employment 
bans of greater lengths than the ones 
contained in this amendment, I appre- 
ciate very much the willingness of the 
managers of this bill, my good friends 
Senators LEVIN and COHEN, to work 
with me to craft a proposal that they 
are prepared to accept. With regard to 
the executive branch, this amendment 
goes several steps beyond President 
Clinton’s Executive order that he is- 
sued promptly upon taking office. Per- 
haps most importantly, this amend- 
ment guarantees that the post-employ- 
ment restrictions are set forth in law 
so that they cannot be rescinded by a 
future President. 

This amendment requires all highly 
paid staff in the executive branch— 
those making approximately $80,000 or 
more—to refrain from lobbying their 
former department or agency for 2 
years. In addition to this restriction, 
very senior officials, those at the Cabi- 
net level or higher, would be prohibited 
from lobbying political appointees in 
the executive branch for 2 years. 

These are strong ethics requirements 
for the executive branch, and Congress 
can do no less. This amendment would 
also ban Members of Congress for 2 
years from lobbying any other Member 
of Congress or their staffs. Highly paid 
congressional staff would be required 
to abide by a similar 2-year ban with 
respect to their contacts with their 
former employer and his or her staff. 

To address the special problem of 
lobbying by foreign governments or 
other foreign entities, Members of Con- 
gress and highly paid executive or leg- 
islative branch employees would be 
barred for 2 years from lobbying for a 
foreign entity. A foreign entity is de- 
fined as a foreign country, a foreign po- 
litical party, or a foreign corporation 
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or business. The amendment also tar- 
gets the unseemly sight of former U.S. 
trade and treaty negotiators represent- 
ing the foreign countries with whom 
they had negotiated. In perhaps its 
strongest provision, it lengthens the 
current l-year restriction on these pub- 
lic servants so that they cannot advise 
such parties for 10 years. 

Mr. President, my cosponsor, Senator 
MCCAIN, and I appreciate the effort of 
the manager of this bill, Senator 
LEVIN, in reaching this compromise. 
While I can support much longer post- 
employment restrictions to combat 
this serious problem that undermines 
the legitimacy of our public institu- 
tions and their perception of legit- 
imacy, I believe this amendment is a 
very good start and an improvement 
over current law. 

If we take this step, we then will 
have an opportunity to measure our ex- 
perience under its provisions. If we find 
in the future that we need to go fur- 
ther, additional action can be taken. 
But for now, this is a very important 
step in the right direction. 

I do not know how many people have 
mentioned to me how troubled they are 
by the perceptions that people are 
cashing in on public service, and in 
particular they mention those who 
have negotiated on behalf of our Gov- 
ernment, particularly in the trade 
area, going to work for foreign entities 
and foreign governments. It plants in 
the minds of the American people the 
suspicion that those people were think- 
ing ahead to the next job, already 
thinking ahead to pleasing the inter- 
ests of those outside our country when 
they were supposed to be representing 
our own national interests. 

This amendment, together with other 
reform bills that we will be considering 
over the course of the session, will 
begin to rebuild the public's trust in 
our institution of Government, and 
that is of critical importance. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor so 
that comments may be made by my 
friend and colleague, the Senator from 
Arizona. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ari- 
zona 

Mr. McCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

I would like to start out by thanking 
my friend and colleague from Okla- 
homa. It is not inappropriate, I think, 
to mention, in light of his recent an- 
nouncement that he will be leaving 
this institution after a long and honor- 
able service, how much I appreciated 
the opportunity of working with him 
on this issue, on campaign finance re- 
form, on many other issues that I be- 
lieve are very important not only to 
the people of Oklahoma and Arizona, 
but to the people of this country. 

The Senator from Oklahoma has 
unique qualities which I think will be 
sorely missed. However, we do have the 
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pleasure of his company for several 
more months, so I will reserve my eulo- 
gy for nearer to the end of the session. 
But, again, I would like to express my 
appreciation for all that he has done 
for me, our friendship, and for the 
country. 

Mr. President, for far too long Mem- 
bers of Congress, senior congressional 
Staff, and senior White House staff 
have served in public office and then 
passed through the revolving door to 
lobby friends and former colleagues on 
behalf of special interests. 

I believe it is time to put the padlock 
on this revolving door so that Members 
and senior staff will not trade on their 
former jobs to access the system and 
influence policy from a privileged, in- 
side position. It smacks of abuse and 
impropriety to the people that we rep- 
resent. 

As the Senator from Oklahoma men- 
tioned, this amendment would ban 
Members of Congress from lobbying the 
Hill for 2 years and senior congres- 
sional staff earning 75 percent of a 
Member's salary, approximately $80,000 
a year, would be banned from lobbying 
the Congress for 2 years. 

I might add, Mr. President, that rep- 
resents only a small percentage of all 
Hill staff employees. 

For senior executive branch person- 
nel earning 120 percent of the GS-15 
level, they would be banned from lob- 
bying the agency in which they worked 
for 2 years. For trade and treaty nego- 
tiators, they would be banned from lob- 
bying on behalf a foreign government 
or foreign political party for 10 years. 
And for all highly paid individuals in 
either the Congress or the executive 
branch, they would be banned from lob- 
bying on behalf of foreign companies 
for 2 years, except those companies 
which are incorporated in the United 
States. 

I think it is important to note that 
the provisions of the original legisla- 
tion were more severe than this. In a 
successful effort to negotiate a com- 
promise with the managers of the bill, 
Senator LEVIN and Senator COHEN, 
some of these numbers were reduced. 

As my colleagues know, current 
standards in the legislative branch ban 
all staff from lobbying a Member who 
employed them for 1 year. Members are 
also banned from lobbying the Hill for 
1 full year. This amendment simply ex- 
pands upon those existing restrictions. 

It is unfortunate, but the use of the 
revolving door is not uncommon. 
Month after month yet another story 
about the revolving door appears in the 
press. Stories in the press about indi- 
viduals leaving Government positions 
for high-paid Government affairs jobs 
are the rule, not the exception. 

In the course of a hearing on March 
4, 1993, Senator BOREN stated the ex- 
tent of the problem. He said: 

I want to mention very briefly an indica- 
tion of the seriousness of the problem. I men- 
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tion that since 1974, nearly half, 47 percent of 
all the senior U.S. Trade Representative offi- 
cials have now personally or their firms reg- 
istered as foreign agents. My staff has com- 
piled [meaning Senator BOREN's staff has 
compiled] a list of at least 138 former Mem- 
bers of Congress who are currently lobbying 
their old colleagues. Once lobbying registra- 
tion requirements are tightened I am con- 
fident the number will increase. Still, using 
just the numbers we have right now we know 
that one former Member of Congress is now 
lobbying for every 6 Members currently serv- 
ing. Of all the permanent Senate committee 
staff directors leaving since 1988, 42 percent 
are leaving to become lobbyists. In the 
House the number is 34 percent. Of the most 
powerful Senate committees, the so-called A 
committees, 48 percent of the staff directors 
who have left since 1988 have become lobby- 
ists and 50 percent of the staff directors of 
similarly important committees on the 
House side have also become lobbyists. 

I would note that this legislation 
does not prevent them from doing so. 
What it does provide, I believe, is a de- 
cent period of time to elapse before 
they go back to their old living spaces 
and perform other duties. 

For years, as we know, Members of 
Congress, their staffs and high-ranking 
White House officials have been trad- 
ing on their insider experience and 
being paid handsomely for it. But just 
because the revolving door has been 
turning for years is not an excuse not 
to address the issue. 

Let me point out that when the Gov- 
ernmental Affairs Committee held 
hearings on the Ethics in Government 
Act, this legislation, the language of 
the bill was substantially stronger. 
Then a lifetime ban was placed on lob- 
bying for foreign governments and 
other provisions were stronger. But 
many at the hearing noted that those 
provisions may have been too harsh, 
and although I would prefer those 
tougher provisions, Senator BOREN and 
I have taken the remarks of those who 
testified and our colleagues’ here in the 
Senate to heart and lessened the re- 
strictions in the bill. The amendment 
before the Senate now is the result of 
seeking to craft a compromise on this 
issue, and I think it is an important 
one. 

I know this amendment will not raise 
our personal popularity with our col- 
leagues and congressional staff. These 
are harsh restrictions. But I believe we 
should all understand a very important 
fact and that is when we look at poll 
after poll after poll, we find the people 
of this country have an increasing cyn- 
icism, skepticism, distrust, and even 
belief that there is corruption in Wash- 
ington, DC, both in the executive and 
legislative branches. 

We need to take steps to restore that 
confidence. We need to do away with 
free parking spaces at airports. We 
need to put ourselves under the same 
laws as the people of this country live 
under—legislation which is being spon- 
sored and efforts being made by many 
of my colleagues. We need to let the 
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American people know the disconnect 
between themselves and us, although 
certainly real in some cases—that 
there are those of us who are attempt- 
ing to reconnect ourselves to the peo- 
ple we represent: the American people. 
One way of doing so is to live like they 
do. Another way of doing so is to make 
sure that service to the Nation is not 
translated into unseemly personal 
gain. 

I would again like to thank the man- 
agers of the bill for allowing us to 
shape what I think is an important and 
meaningful compromise. I appreciate 
all their help and cooperation and, 
again, my deep appreciation to my 
friend, Oklahoma Senator BOREN. Last- 
ly, let me thank his staff for their ef- 
forts, especially Beth Garrett, Morris 
Goff, and Darcy Bentley. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleagues. I will take no more 
time. I again thank the managers of 
the bill. I ask unanimous consent Sen- 
ator FEINGOLD be added as an original 
cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Who seeks recognition? The Senator 
from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the 
amendment of the Senator from Okla- 
homa and the Senator from Arizona is 
acceptable to me. It will strengthen 
the postemployment rules that are ap- 
plicable to senior executive branch of- 
ficials, Members of Congress, and con- 
gressional staff. These postemploy- 
ment laws are designed to serve two 
purposes: 

First, they impose a cooling off pe- 
riod in order to eliminate the fact or 
appearance of favoritism in the former 
official lobbying his or her former of- 
fice. 

Second, they prevent a former offi- 
cial from financially benefiting from 
the use of confidential information ob- 
tained while working for the Federal 
Government. 

The overall goal is to have the high- 
est ethical standards for Federal em- 
ployees without curtailing an individ- 
ual’s rights to free association and pe- 
titioning the Government and also to 
protect the taxpayers’ interests in ob- 
taining the best and brightest public 
servants. 

That requires a balancing of inter- 
ests. I, like my good friends from Okla- 
homa and Arizona, have been deeply 
troubled by the reports of abuses of the 
so-called revolving door by former Gov- 
ernment employees. We all know the 
stories and I share their concerns, that 
our current postemployment laws are 
porous. We have been working with 
them for over a year, since they intro- 
duced the bill early in the 103d Con- 
gress, to try to strike the right balance 
of tough rules, fairness to individuals, 
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and promoting the public's interests in 
a first-class Federal work force. This 
amendment strikes that balance. 

I commend my good friend from 
Oklahoma, my good friend from Ari- 
zona for sticking with this issue. It isa 
difficult issue inside the Federal work 
force. They are not going to make a 
whole lot of friends here in Washington 
or the Federal work force outside 
Washington. But the people of the 
United States I believe are very much 
in their debt for pursuing a revolving 
door problem which we have, where too 
many people, too quickly leave Gov- 
ernment and immediately cash in, in 
some way which is not appropriate, in 
the private sector. 

This is a balanced approach. Again I 
commend them for their persistence. It 
has been a long road to get to this 
point. We have made many adjust- 
ments, negotiated many compromises 
in it to reach the balance which is now 
present in this amendment. I think it 
is the right balance and I am happy to 
accept it. 

Like my friend from Arizona, I would 
like, if I may, to just say one word 
about the Senator from Oklahoma. I, 
too, will save most of my remarks for 
a later time. But this is typical of the 
kind of work which the Senator from 
Oklahoma has done in this Chamber. It 
is work which is aimed at increasing 
public confidence in Government. 
There has been no greater patriot that 
I have known than the Senator from 
Oklahoma. His goal has been to in- 
crease public confidence in Govern- 
ment. He has done it in literally dozens 
of ways. This effort, along with that of 
the Senator from Arizona, is another 
example of his patriotism, his dedica- 
tion to country, his loyalty. I com- 
mend him for it, and Iam happy to ac- 
cept it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maine is recognized. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, in view of 
the fact that we have 24 amendments 
now pending on this legislation, I will 
just indicate that I join Senator LEVIN 
in accepting the compromise that has 
been reached on this amendment. All of 
us are concerned about not making the 
postemployment restrictions so severe 
that they would discourage good peo- 
ple, talented people from coming into 
Government service. We are also con- 
cerned that they not prevent former 
Federal employees from being able to 
go out and pursue their professions or 
occupations and exercise their con- 
stitutional rights of free association. 
Senator MCCAIN and Senator BOREN 
have been very agreeable in working 
with us on this particular measure. 

In addition to restoring a sense of 
confidence in Government, we can all 
be assured with the passage of this par- 
ticular amendment that we will not be 
able to hear from our good friend from 
Oklahoma for at least 2 years. He will 
not be able to call us and urge that we 
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have more funding for higher edu- 
cation. That alone will assure its pas- 
sage almost by unanimous consent. 

I join Senator LEVIN in accepting the 
compromise amendment that has been 
reached but I should note some res- 
ervations. 

The postemployment restrictions are 
intended to remove the appearance of 
special treatment or using one’s former 
public office for private gain. They are 
designed to both eliminate the appear- 
ance of special treatment a former offi- 
cial may receive in lobbying his or her 
former office and to prevent a former 
Federal official from benefiting finan- 
cially from the use of confidential in- 
formation he or she obtained while 
working for the Government. 

At the same time, however, we want 
to be fair to those who serve in Govern- 
ment and we do not want to deny the 
Government nor the public access to 
the best talent. 

Postemployment restrictions must 
not infringe on a former Federal em- 
ployee’s constitutional right of free as- 
sociation nor preclude that individual 
from pursuing his or her profession and 
earning a living. In restricting the em- 
ployment activities of former Federal 
employees, we must do so fairly and 
without affecting the rights of those 
individuals who are not engaging in 
improper activities or abusing the pub- 
lic trust. 

We also do not want to discourage 
talented and experienced individuals 
from entering public service. We want 
to be able to continue to attract qual- 
ity people to serve in Government. So- 
ciety can and does benefit from the mo- 
bility between the public and private 
sectors of experienced and skilled indi- 
viduals. 

It is also important to note that not 
every Federal employee is in a position 
to improperly trade on past service. 
Restrictions on political and high level 
career people and Members of Congress 
may be appropriate, but we need to tai- 
lor these restrictions so that we are 
not covering those individuals who 
have neither the status nor the politi- 
cal clout to trade improperly on their 
Government service. 

The current postemployment restric- 
tions have worked well. By expanding 
the current restrictions, the provisions 
of the Boren-McCain amendment may 
well help to address the public percep- 
tion that former Members of Congress 
and Federal employees are improperly 
trading on their Government service. I 
thank Senators MCCAIN and BOREN for 
their interest in working with Senator 
LEVIN and myself to promote high ethi- 
cal standards within Government and 
their efforts in working out this com- 
promise amendment. 

With that, Mr. President, I indicate 
the minority accepts the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 
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The amendment (No. 1675) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Col- 
orado, Senator BROWN. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1676 
(Purpose: To extend the limits on legal de- 
fense funds to the executive and judicial 
branches) 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise for 
the purpose of offering an amendment 
and I send it to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1676. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. . PROHIBITION ON CONTRIBUTIONS TO 
LEGAL DEFENSE FUNDS. 

The prohibition relating to contributions 
to the legal defense of a Member, officer, or 
employee of the Senate set forth in para- 
graph 1l(c)(2)(D) of rule XXXV as amended by 
this Act shall apply to officers and employ- 
ees of the executive branch. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, for many 
years, some of us have been concerned 
about the phenomenon of the executive 
branch and the legislative branch hav- 
ing different rules in this ethics area. 
It, from time to time, has been the sub- 
ject of political gamesmanship, par- 
ticularly at a time when Congress 
found itself with different control than 
the executive did. 

My feeling has been, for a long time, 
that what was appropriate were con- 
sistent rules that were evenhanded and 
applied to the executive as well as the 
legislative. 

This measure that is before us is pri- 
marily designed for the legislative 
branch. All of us understand that. I 
think the people who have brought this 
measure to us, and the underlying 
amendment of the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Michigan, in a significant 
way brings some of the rules affecting 
the legislative branch into line with 
the rules that already impact the exec- 
utive branch. 

Nevertheless, the measure that is be- 
fore us is primarily related to the legis- 
lative branch itself. There is one area 
of the bill, though, that proposes new 
rules for the legislative branch—for the 
House and the Senate—that would be 
different than the rules that would 
apply to the executive branch, and that 
is specifically in the restrictions that 
are provided for with regard to legal 
defense funds. 


9474 


I rise not to quarrel with those re- 
strictions, but I do believe that they 
ought to apply to the executive branch 
of this country, just as they will apply 
to the legislative branch. 

That is why I have offered this 
amendment. It is offered in the name of 
consistency. It is offered in an effort to 
help make sure that we begin to track, 
along similar tracks, that fair is fair 
and that the rules are consistent be- 
tween the executive and the legislative 
branches, at least in those areas where 
they can and should be consistent. 

All of us understand there are dif- 
ferent functions, and there may be 
times when you need some diversions, 
but I do not believe this is one of them. 

If it is improper to ask lobbyists to 
donate to legal defense funds for Mem- 
bers of Congress, that prohibition 
ought to apply to the executive branch 
as well. That is all this amendment 
does. It is very straightforward. It sim- 
ply suggests that we are going to have 
the same rules for the House and the 
Senate that we are going to have for 
the executive branch of this country. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1676, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the spon- 
sors of the amendment, in reviewing 
the amendment brought forward, have 
suggested language that differs a little 
bit from what legislative counsel has 
drafted. I, at this point, ask unanimous 
consent to substitute the language 
that I send to the desk as a clarifica- 
tion of my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. The amendment is so modi- 
fied. 

The amendment, with its modifica- 
tion, is as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 


SEC. . PROHIBITION ON CONTRIBUTIONS TO 
LEGAL DEFENSE FUNDS. 


No person registered as a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent may make a contribution or other 
payment to à legal expense fund established 
for the benefit of an officer or employee of 
the executive branch. 

Mr. BROWN. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, as modi- 
fied, the amendment of the Senator 
from Colorado is acceptable to me. I 
will just leave it at that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, it is ac- 
ceptable to the minority as well. I 
might at least point out that there ap- 
pears to be some ambiguity in the ex- 
isting law in terms of who may con- 
tribute how much to legal defense 
funds. So whatever ambiguity is in ex- 
isting law, this would apply with equal 
ambiguity. 

Second, it seems to me we have to 
raise the issue, at least initially, as to 
whether or not such a provision could 
possibly be applied retroactively. In 
other words, there are ongoing cases in 
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the Senate and the House, and also in 
the executive branch. If those individ- 
uals who are currently the subject of 
lawsuits are in the process of raising 
funds, we clearly have to state whether 
or not they should be allowed to do so, 
whether it is an ethical violation as op- 
posed to a legal prohibition. 

That is something we will need to ei- 
ther clarify in report language or con- 
ference language, should we conclude a 
conference on this legislation. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield on that? 

Mr. COHEN. Yes, I will yield. 

Mr. BROWN. It would certainly be 
my impression and my intent this 
would not have a retroactive effect. 
Certainly, any funds prior to the enact- 
ment of this legislation would not 
come under its purview. 

The question, I guess, has risen with 
regard to funds raised after the effec- 
tive date of this act. My impression is 
it should apply to funds raised after 
the effective date of the act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
are no other Senators wishing to com- 
ment, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1676) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
MURRAY). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 


ORDER OF PROCEDURE 


Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
as if in morning business for 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


UNITED STATES MILITARY ACTION 
IN HAITI 


Mr. DOLE. Madam President, press 
reports indicate the administration is 
considering deployment of United 
States military forces to Haiti—either 
as trainers or as an invasion force. The 
apparent purpose is to put exiled Presi- 
dent Aristide back in power. Before we 
act hastily, let us look at the facts. 

Haiti poses no strategic threat to the 
United States. There has been no mas- 
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sive exodus of migrants from Haiti. 
Yes, the thugs and murderers running 
the country have committed horrible 
human rights violations—but they 
have not threatened Americans in 
Haiti. But, if human rights violations 
were enough reason for United States 
intervention, we would be invading 
most countries in the world—Rwanda, 
Sudan, China, Syria, and many more. 

Last October 21, the Senate passed an 
amendment I drafted by a vote of 98 to 
2. That amendment is now section 8147 
of Public Law 103-139. The amendment 
calls on the administration to seek the 
authorization of Congress before de- 
ploying military force to Haiti. While 
it is a sense-of-Congress provision, it 
expresses the views of the overwhelm- 
ing majority of Members. If President 
Clinton wants to use force in Haiti, he 
should make his case before Congress 
and before the American people. That 
is what President Bush did before Oper- 
ation Desert Storm. Haiti should be no 
different. 

We tried invading Haiti once this 
century—after a sustained period of po- 
litical violence in 1915. After 19 years of 
marine occupation, and 34 years of con- 
trolling Haiti's finances, the United 
States left. After all the effort, the end 
result was the Duvalier regime, and he 
started out by getting elected too. 

I agree with former President Bush: 
“The time has come for a significant 
shift in United States policy toward 
Haiti.’’ President Bush, who was criti- 
cized for spending too much time on 
foreign policy, supported the return of 
President Aristide, but now argues 
that we can and should support democ- 
racy in Haiti, without supporting the 
return of Aristide to power. 

Haiti's problems will not be solved by 
outside military intervention. One 
election in 1990 did not make Haiti a 
democracy—there was no rule of law, 
no functioning court system, or ac- 
countability of rulers to the ruled. 
President Aristide’s actions in power 
and in exile raise serious doubts about 
the wisdom of risking U.S. lives to in- 
stall him in power. And any invasion 
force would have to stay in Haiti to 
protect Aristide from his opponents. 
Any intervention would be costly, 
long-term, and very unlikely to result 
in stable democracy. 

Under the administration's latest 
policy shift, any effort to forge politi- 
cal compromise among Haitians has 
been abandoned, leaving President 
Clinton’s former special representative 
to Haiti to observe that the United 
States has taken on full responsibility 
for Haiti’s future. Ambassador Pezzullo 
points out: This is no favor to Presi- 
dent Aristide, the Haitian people, or 
the Americans who will be sacrificed in 
the attempt." 

The latest policy not only rejects any 
pressure on Aristide to compromise, it 
will further improverish the poorest 
country in the hemisphere. Tightening 
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sanctions, when Haiti has already has 
65 percent of its economy shut down, 
will increase suffering among the poor 
while the military regime prospers—es- 
pecially when the United States Em- 
bassy buys its fuel from their black 
marketeers. This seems to be the ad- 
ministration's version of destroying a 
country in order to save it. 

Madam President, turning Haiti into 
a United States colony is not wise pol- 
icy. Sending American troops on ill-de- 
fined training missions in Haiti is not 
wise policy. Tightening sanctions is 
not wise policy. And invading Haiti to 
put Aristide back in power would be a 
tragic mistake. I urge the administra- 
tion not to ignore the clear will of Con- 
gress and to seek prior congressional 
authorization for any United States 
military action in Haiti. 

Ialso think it is time for a fresh look 
at the situation in Haiti—what the 
democratically elected parliamentar- 
ians think, why Prime Minister Malval 
resigned in frustration, whether a 
peaceful solution is possible. An inde- 
pendent fact-finding commission 
should be created to review cir- 
cumstances in Haiti. It should be bipar- 
tisan, and appointed by the President 
and by congressional leadership. When 
the most basic facts are in dispute—as 
made clear by Ambassador Pezzullo’s 
article today—such a commission could 
provide important answers before U.S. 
lives are risked. Allowing such a com- 
mission to examine the best course to 
national reconciliation in Haiti before 
any additional action is a modest step. 
I hope to work with the President and 
his advisers in forming such a commis- 
sion. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
statement of President Bush, Ambas- 
sador Pezzullo's resignation letter, 
and, an article from the Washington 
Post, and the Dole-Mitchell amend- 
ment be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, May 5, 1994] 

OUR HAITI FIASCO 
(By Lawrence A. Pezzullo) 

The Clinton administration, after three 
weeks of a declared policy review toward 
Haiti, has produced the wrong answer and— 
more regrettable—has done so for the wrong 
reason. The new so-called policy seriously 
risks further hurting the suffering people of 
that wounded nation. Meanwhile, com- 
pounding it all, there now is unwise talk of 
U.S. military intervention. 

The administration's divided approach to 
the Haitian impasse will give priority to an 
action—expansion of international sanc- 
tions—that the White House specifically 
ruled out in January. It will thus substitute 
a tactic for a strategy, turning a mere means 
into an end. 

Without question the Haiti policy review 
was driven as much as anything by criticism, 
from media and Congress, of the administra- 
tion's mishandling of Haitian refugees seek- 
ing asylum in this country. But while the 
plight of refugees is central to the Haiti 
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problem, it is something best dealt with sep- 
arately from the political strategy needed to 
enforce a workable agreement on Haiti's fu- 
ture—that agreement being essentially the 
one reached at Governors Island last July. 
The policy behind the Governors Island Ac- 
cord was sound then and remains so. The pu- 
tative new policy will almost certainly ag- 
gravate the refugee problem. 

Last January, in the face of media criti- 
cism to the effect that sanctions were caus- 
ing increased malnutrition, the Clinton ad- 
ministration could not bring itself to follow 
through on its own threat to the military: 
the threat that it must meet its commit- 
ments under the Governors Island Accord by 
Jan. 15 or else. The or else" was comprehen- 
sive U.N. trade sanctions, a ban on non- 
commercial air flights and a recommenda- 
tion to U.N, member states to adopt targeted 
sanctions (freezing personal assets and re- 
voking visas) against the military regime 
and its supporters. The key element in the 
January sanctions proposal was that it was 
tied to a political strategy of strengthening 
Haiti’s democratic elements and isolating 
the military. 

Now, in the face of mounting media and 
congressional criticism that its policy has 
"failed," the administration has resurrected 
the same position it refused to implement in 
January, but with one key difference: Now 
there is no political strategy for the com- 
prehensive sanctions to support. How did we 
get to this place? 

The decision not to seek the comprehen- 
sive sanctions wasn't the first time the ad- 
ministration had lost credibility with both 
the Haitian military and President Aristide. 
Earlier, there was the infamous retreat of 
the U.S.S. Harlan County, in October 1993, 
when it was met by a small group of toughs 
on the dock. Those of us who supported keep- 
ing the ship there were confronted with a de- 
cision that had already been made. This inci- 
dent has widely been cited—correctly, I 
think—as the key reason the Governors Is- 
land Accord failed. our retreat emboldened 
the military and strengthened the neo- 
Duvalierist party, the FRAPH. 

After this major setback, the United 
States tried yet again to resurrect a strategy 
and bring about the restoration of democ- 
racy and President Aristide. It imposed a 
tight fuel embargo in October, which has all 
but shut down Haiti's economy. On the polit- 
ical front, Aristide's own prime minister and 
political ally, Robert Malval, took the ini- 
tiative, convincing Aristide that his political 
alliance should be broadened to include le- 
gitimate political parties represented in the 
legitimate parliament. But Aristide soon re- 
versed himself, and rejected Malval's idea as 
"power-sharing'" with the military. Malval 
resigned in December. 

At the urging of the “Four Friends of 
Haiti" (Canada, France, Venezuela and the 
United States), President Aristide next took 
the initiative to move the political process 
forward by holding a conference in Miami 
with members of parliament and other polit- 
ical figures from Haiti. The conference came 
up with a plan similar to Malval's: name a 
new prime minister who can form a broadly 
based government of national concord. 

This is in fact the key to a lasting solu- 
tion. To isolate the military from its tradi- 
tional backers (the extreme right and the 
older, more conservative, business class), 
true democrats in Haiti need to unite around 
a new government of national consensus. 
Moves toward creating such a centrist force 
were already helping to fragment the army: 
In February and March we saw legitimate 


9475 


parliamentarians who previously had op- 
posed Aristide’s return join forces with pro- 
Aristide legislators to call for his return. We 
saw conservative businessmen joining more 
progressive younger businessmen and pro- 
Aristide labor unions in calling for the de- 
parture of the country's military head. 

Unfortunately, this movement fell victim 
to intensive lobbying campaigns by both the 
extreme right, who saw the threat to their 
power, and Aristide’s expatriate entourage, 
which incorrectly labeled the idea of a coali- 
tion with the majority of parliament power 
sharing" with the military. Ultimately, the 
extremes succeeded in killing the center. 

The United States helped bring this about. 
Despite initial support for the parliamentary 
proposal, the U.S. government was once 
again unable to stay the course on Haiti. A 
week after Vice President Al Gore advised 
Aristide of our considered position of support 
for the proposal, the U.S. administration was 
in full retreat. Why? Quite simply, the ad- 
ministration could not withstand domestic 
pressures against the proposal emanating 
from congressional supporters of President 
Aristide. 

Thus, having begun to split the Haitian 
army and to unite the democratically elect- 
ed parliament in support of U.S. objectives, 
the administration suddenly and unwittingly 
reunited the army and polarized the political 
situation anew. 

The reality in Haiti, whether President 
Aristide likes it or not, is that he is stuck 
with a very decentralized form of govern- 
ment known as a parliamentary system. And 
like it or not, he does not have a working 
majority in his own parliament. He needs al- 
lies. Without true reconciliation among 
democratic elements in Haiti, there will be 
no true democracy. 

The administration's inability to stay the 
course on something as fundamental as 
building a political coalition in a parliamen- 
tary democracy does not provide much hope 
that it will be able to stay any course. It has 
now adopted a policy line—sanctions without 
any political track—that has no prospect of 
returning democracy of Aristide to Haiti. It 
is clear that with the administration's deci- 
sion not to push Aristide on the political 
front, political negotiations for his restora- 
tion are dead. Already those who came out 
for a political, nonviolent solution have left 
the center and are moving to the extremes. 

If the U.S. administration is serious about 
returning Aristide now, it will have to do so 
on the backs of U.S. soldiers. But in fact, 
intervention would not serve this country or 
the Haitians. Democracy isn't built on for- 
eign intervention; it is built on reconcili- 
ation—as has been proved recently in South 
Africa and El Salvador. 

By abandoning the track of multilateral 
negotiations, which was forcing the Haitians 
to take political responsibility for effecting 
change in their country, we have taken on 
full responsibility for Haiti’s future. This is 
no favor to Aristide, the Haitian people or 
the Americans who will be sacrificed in the 
attempt. The administration is trying to 
force a new policy by responding to domestic 
pressures rather than setting a steady course 
based on our interests and responsive to the 
reality on the ground. 


DOLE-MITCHELL AMENDMENT 


SEc. 8147. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE USE 
OF FUNDS FOR UNITED STATES MILITARY OP- 
ERATIONS IN HAITI.—(a) STATEMENT OF POL- 
Iv. It is the sense of the Congress that 

(1) all parties should honor their obliga- 
tions under the Governors Island Accord of 
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July 3, 1993 and the New York Pact of July 
16, 1993; 

(2) the United States has a national inter- 
est in preventing uncontrolled emigration 
from Haiti; and 

(3) the United States should remain en- 
gaged in Haiti to support national reconcili- 
ation and further its interest in preventing 
uncontrolled emigration. 


(b) LIMITATION.—It is the sense of Congress 
that funds appropriated by this Act should 
not be obligated or expended for United 
States military operations in Haiti unless— 


(1) authorized in advance by the Congress; 
or 


(2) the temporary deployment of United 
States Armed Forces into Haiti is necessary 
to order to protect or evacuate United States 
citizens from a situation of imminent danger 
and the President reports as soon as prac- 
ticable to Congress after the initiation of the 
temporary deployment, but in no case later 
than forty-eight hours after the initiation of 
the temporary deployment; or 

(3) the deployment of United States Armed 
Forces into Haiti is vital to the national se- 
curity interests of the United States, includ- 
ing but not limited to the protection of 
American citizens in Haiti, there is not suffi- 
cient time to seek and receive Congressional 
authorization, and the President reports as 
Soon as practicable to Congress after the ini- 
tiation of the deployment, but in no case 
later than forty-eight hours after the initi- 
ation of the deployment; or 


(4) the President transmits to the Congress 
a written report pursuant to subsection (c). 


(c) REPORT.—It is the sense of Congress 
that the limitation in subsection (b) should 
not apply if the President reports in advance 
to Congress that the intended deployment of 
United States Armed Forces into Haiti— 


(1) is justified by United States national 
security interests; 


(2) will be undertaken only after necessary 
steps have been taken to ensure the safety 
and security of United States Armed Forces, 
including steps to ensure that United States 
Armed Forces will not become targets due to 
the nature of their rules of engagement; 


(3) will be undertaken only after an assess- 
ment that— 


(A) the proposed mission and objectives are 
most appropriate for the United States 
Armed Forces rather than civilian personnel 
or armed forces from other nations, and 


(B) that the United States Armed Forces 
proposed for deployment are necessary and 
sufficient to accomplish the objectives of the 
proposed mission; 


(4) will be undertaken only after clear ob- 
jectives for the deployment are established; 

(5) will be undertaken only after an exit 
strategy for ending the deployment has been 
identified; and 


(6) will be undertaken only after the finan- 
cial costs of the deployment are estimated. 


(d) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, 
the term "United States military operations 
in Haiti" means the continued deployment, 
introduction or reintroduction of United 
States Armed Forces into the land territory 
of Haiti, irrespective of whether those Armed 
Forces are under United States or United 
Nations command, but does not include ac- 
tivities for the collection of foreign intel- 
ligence, activities directly related to the op- 
erations of United States diplomatic or other 
United States Government facilities, or op- 
erations to counter emigration from Haiti. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, DC, April 28, 1994. 
Hon. WARREN CHRISTOPHER, 
Secretary of State, Department of State, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: As I take my leave, 
I wanted to express my grave concern that 
we are heading irrevocably down a path to- 
ward unilateral military intervention in 
Haiti. That would be a terrible mistake. 

Perhaps if I had had your full support in 
docking the USS Harlan County last Octo- 
ber, in seeking comprehensive sanctions in 
January, and in pressing President Aristide 
harder to work together with his own demo- 
cratically-elected parliamentarians we 
might have succeeded in overturning the 
coup and restoring President Aristide despite 
the odds. 

Now, in abandoning the multilateral nego- 
tiation track which was forcing the Haitians 
to take political responsibility for effecting 
changes in their country, we have unwit- 
tingly taken on full responsibility for Haiti's 
future. This is no favor to President 
Aristide, the Haitian people or the Ameri- 
cans who will be sacrificed in the attempt. 

Sincerely, 
LAWRENCE FEZZULLO. 


STATEMENT OF PRESIDENT BUSH, MAY 2, 1994 

I think the time has come for a significant 
shift in U.S. policy towards Haiti. 

First, I think we should rule out the use of 
U.S. force in Haiti. We suffered an enormous 
black eye to our prestige around the world 
when, a few months ago, our ship was turned 
back by a group of thugs on the dock at Port 
au Prince, but use of U.S. ground forces in 
Haiti would, in my view, be a tremendous 
mistake. We can easily put our forces in, but 
when would they come home? 

In making decisions of this nature we must 
think not just of Haiti but of the rest of the 
Caribbean and South America. I certainly 
could not support the use of U.S. troops 
under existing conditions in Haiti. No U.S. 
lives are at risk in Haiti today. 

Further, I believe most of our friends in 
this hemisphere would strongly disapprove of 
our using U.S. troops. 

No one in the area can doubt President 
Clinton's support of democracy. Nor can 
they doubt his strong backing, up to now, of 
Father Aristide; but Aristide has proved to 
be totally unable to help facilitate his own 
return. He has been unwilling to compromise 
and, in attacking President Clinton's policy, 
he is attacking those who have been trying 
hard to help him. 

The time has come to change policy. 

We should use our diplomatic best efforts 
to restore democracy, to have new elections 
Scheduled and to wrench concessions from 
Haiti's military; but I am now satisfied that 
we must separate "backing democracy" from 
"backing Aristide“. 

We must never waiver in our support for 
democracy. As President, I felt that the way 
to support democracy in Haiti was to insist 
on the return of Aristide to power. Given re- 
cent events and Aristide's demonstrated in- 
Stability the time has come to break that 
linkage. 


Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 


ORDER OF PROCEDURE 


Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak as if 
in morning business for 10 minutes. 
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FINANCIAL DERIVATIVES 


Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, in 
today's Wall Street Journal there is an 
article entitled, “GAO Report Urges 
Controls For Derivatives." 

GAO warns of derivatives risks, rec- 
ommends direct regulation. GAO says Con- 
gress should review whether commercial 
banks that engage in proprietary trading or 
trading derivatives and other financial in- 
struments for profit should have the benefit 
of deposit insurance and the Federal safety 
net. 

Most people will not know the dif- 
ference between a derivative and a gar- 
den hose. A derivative is a term that 
means nothing to most people in this 
country. It is in fact a term that covers 
a wide range of hedging, laying off risk, 
Speculating, and in some cases flatout 
gambling in various kinds of financial 
instruments. 

In the Fortune magazine of March 7, 
the cover says, The Risk That Won't 
Go Away." 

“Financial derivatives are tightening 
their grip on the world economy, and 
nobody knows how to control them." 

In that same Fortune magazine, it 
talks about who are the “big boys in 
the big business,“ and lists the largest 
dealers in swaps and other species of 
derivatives: Chemical Bank, Bankers 
Trust, Citicorp, Chase Manhattan. I do 
not have to go much further. You get 
the drift. 

We are at it again: Same old story, 
excess of America's financial markets 
in a manner designed to lay off the risk 
to the American taxpayer. 

It was not too many years ago that I 
stood on the floor of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and offered an amendment 
that finally pulled the center pole out 
of the tent on all the speculation and 
junk bonds. We all know what hap- 
pened with junk bonds. We had a bunch 
of sharp-eyed dealers who were making 
millions of dollars. One was making 
$100,000 an hour; $500 million in a year 
he made trading in junk bonds. 

They found a way to cleverly in the 
1980’s to lay off junk bonds on the 
American taxpayer. How did they do 
it? They found a way to sell junk bonds 
to savings and loans, of course, where 
deposits are insured. And when the sav- 
ings and loans purchased the junk 
bonds and the junk bonds did not per- 
form or turned out to be worthless, the 
savings and loans went belly up. And 
the American taxpayer got stuck with 
the junk bonds. 

Let me give you the ultimate para- 
dox, the ultimate absurdity of the 
1980'5, the hood ornament that de- 
Scribes the excess of the 1980's. The 
American taxpayers ended up owning 
junk bonds in the Taj Mahal Casino in 
Atlantic City, NJ. How would the 
American taxpayers end up owning 
junk bonds? Because the Taj Mahal, 
the largest, glitziest casino at that 
point was built by floating bonds that 
were not investment grade. Therefore, 
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they were called junk bonds. Who were 
the purchasers of junk bonds? Some of 
the savings and loans purchased the 
junk bonds because the investment 
bankers and others had a cozy relation- 
ship and they pawned them over to the 
S&L's. The S&L's went broke. The 
junk bonds did not perform, and the 
U.S. Government ended up owning junk 
bonds in the Taj Mahal Casino. 

That it seems to me is the hood orna- 
ment on everything that was wrong 
with financial excesses of the 1980's. 

I went on the floor of the House, and 
an amendment was passed that I of- 
fered that became law that says no 
S&L in this country shall buy another 
junk bond, and all the S&L's that have 
junk bonds shall sell the junk bonds 
they owned. It, in part, collapsed the 
junk bond market. But I guarantee 
that when that became law, we took 
the S&L's out of the junk bond busi- 
ness. No longer were sharp-eyed dealers 
searching for profits for themselves 
going to lay their risk off on the Amer- 
ican taxpayer. We lost literally billions 
of dollars as taxpayers because we 
found that institutions whose deposits 
are insured ultimately by the Federal 
Government and ultimately by the tax- 
payer were buying junk bonds. They 
could have just as well taken the tax- 
payers' money to the casino table and 
put it on red or on 15, or went to the 
blackjack table and tried their luck 
there. It is the same type of gambling. 

Why do I describe that story? Be- 
cause I remember how tough it was to 
do what I did on the floor and what ul- 
timately became law. It was taking on 
the entire Wall Street crowd who want- 
ed to continue this binge of excess that 
caused the collapse of so many savings 
accounts for so many American fami- 
lies. Here it goes again. But financial 
institutions are not buying junk bonds, 
thanks to that amendment—and, hope- 
fully, most of that era is over. But now 
we see that financial institutions are 
gambling in derivatives. Derivatives 
now account for a substantial portion 
of the assets of the Nation's largest 
banks. It is not just derivatives to 
hedge risk—I understand hedging is 
perfectly legitimate and a perfectly ap- 
propriate way of laying off some risk 
—but this is proprietary, often highly- 
leveraged trading in derivatives as a 
line of business to try to make money. 
It is, in some countries, called betting. 
Here it is called derivatives. 

We should not have institutions in 
this country whose deposits are insured 
by the Federal Government, and ulti- 
mately the taxpayer, involved in gam- 
bling. Just as they should not have 
been involved in buying junk bonds, so 
now they should not be involved in pro- 
prietary trading in derivatives. 

I came to the floor only to say that 
I intend to offer legislation that I am 
now beginning to prepare that will do 
exactly the same in this circumstance 
as I tried to do with respect to junk 
bonds. 
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The question that the GAO asks is 
not a question that takes more than a 
microsecond to answer. 

The GAO says: 

Congress should review whether commer- 
cial banks that engage in proprietary trad- 
ing, or trading derivatives, and other finan- 
cial instruments for profit, should have the 
benefit of deposit insurance and the Federal 
safety net. 


It does not take a mental giant to 
answer that question. Of course, not. 
We have been down this road, and we 
have seen the taxpayers bilked for bil- 
lions of dollars with junk bonds. I do 
not intend to see them bilked again for 
gambling losses in proprietary trading 
in derivatives with the same kind of fi- 
nancial excess that got us in trouble 
before and will again. 

I think the GAO is prepared to re- 
lease a report that includes some excel- 
lent work in this area. I commend to 
my colleagues, who do not know much 
about derivatives, a Fortune magazine 
article, which I think has plowed some 
new ground. When you conclude read- 
ing it, you will understand that once 
again we have found that there are 
some among us who would like very 
much to lay off enormous risks of what 
most people would call gambling on in- 
stitutions whose deposits are insured. 
In fact, the brassy behavior these days 
is that the institutions themselves 
have set up a business internally to ef- 
fectively gamble in order to make 
money. That is at odds with everything 
we understand and know about the 
sound principle of banking, which is 
that the principle of safety and sound- 
ness is preeminent. The principle of 
safety and soundness and the percep- 
tion of whether the people think the 
institution is safe and sound is what 
determines whether our financial insti- 
tutions succeed. 

You cannot, in my judgment, merge 
something so inherently speculative 
and risky as a proprietary way of doing 
business to make money, such as the 
trading of derivatives on a proprietary 
basis, with the ordinary business of 
banking. You cannot do that, and do 
anything but injure American banks. 

So I, once again, indicate that I in- 
tend to offer some legislation in the 
coming weeks that will attempt to 
pierce this practice or this behavior, 
just as I attempted to do—and in that 
case successfully did—with respect to 
junk bonds and savings and loans in 
the 1980's. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Madam Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. METZENBAUM. Madam Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate now go into morning business 
for a period not to exceed 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


THE CANING OF MICHAEL FAY 


Mr. METZENBAUM. Madam Presi- 
dent, the American people awoke this 
morning to a report that Michael Fay, 
convicted of petty vandalism in Singa- 
pore, had been subjected to four 
strokes of a rattan cane. 

When I first learned of Michael Fay's 
sentence, I was shocked. Fay was sen- 
tenced to a prison term of 4 months, a 
fine of $2,700, and six strokes of a cane. 

This 18-year-old kid, along with a 
group of school friends, had committed 
what was, in effect, a teenage prank. 
No one was hurt. Yes, property was 
damaged but not seriously. Some of the 
paint that was sprayed—I guess all of 
it was wiped off easily. 

No one ever suggested that Fay 
should have been allowed to escape re- 
sponsibility for his actions. What I 
question is the nature of the punish- 
ment, not the fact that punishment is 
deserved. 

I certainly support stern penalties 
for criminals, be they vandals or mur- 
derers. I acknowledge the right of any 
nation to subject lawbreakers to pun- 
ishment provided there is a due proc- 
ess. What I object to is the use of tor- 
ture by any nation in the name of 
maintaining law and order. 

Torture has no place in the justice 
systems in nations calling themselves 
civilized. The truth of the matter is 
that torture is not really used by na- 
tions that want to maintain law and 
order among their own people. Rather, 
history teaches us that torture is used 
by nations which are afraid of their 
own people. Let there be no mistake, 
caning is a form of torture. 

The State Department's annual 
human rights report has cited caning 
as an example of torture. Asia Watch 
and other human rights groups have 
concurred in the State Department's 
assessment. 

The fact of the matter is that Mi- 
chael Fay, as a result of his petty van- 
dalism conviction, was tortured over 
and above the 4 months in imprison- 
ment and $2,700 fine. 

I note after appeals from President 
Clinton and Members of Congress, 
Fay's sentence was reduced from six 
strokes to four. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that an appeal for clemency to 
Singapore's President, signed by 27 
Senators, be printed in the RECORD at 
the end of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Madam Presi- 
dent, the fact that Singapore acknowl- 
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edged the appeals by reducing the sen- 
tence is indeed gratifying. 

Indeed, I believe that Singapore and 
the United States should strive to 
maintain the current close relationship 
that exists. 

However, we cannot ignore the fact 
that a medieval form of punishment 
still exists in the justice systems of 
Singapore and of other nations. 

The Michael Fay case is not about 
one American kid who got caught by 
foreign authorities. This case is also 
about the so-called justice under which 
millions of people around the world 
live. This case is about basic human 
rights. 

I believe the American people need to 
know that America's view of human 
rights around the world reflects the 
type of decency we expect in our own 
society, the type of justice we expect 
from our own Government. 

In this respect, perhaps the most 
Shocking aspect of the Fay case was 
not the punishment itself, but the reac- 
tion of average Americans. 

In poll after poll, Americans ques- 
tioned about the Fay case responded 
that Fay was getting what he de- 
served.“ 

Some even said that caning or some 
type of corporal punishment ought to 
be introduced in American public 
schools. 

I say to my fellow Americans with 
respect, but also with conviction, you 
are wrong. I say to my fellow Ameri- 
cans that caning, or any other form of 
torture, is wrong. 

I say that we do need to be tough on 
criminals and particularly the hard- 
ened criminals. I say that we do need 
to fix our criminal justice system, and 
I do not speak here today in an effort 
to lessen the penalties for criminals. In 
fact, if anything, I believe our courts 
have been too lenient in letting out too 
many criminals after they have been 
found guilty or pled guilty, giving 
them suspended sentences and no real 
punishment. 

I also say torturing the defendants is 
not the way to accomplish these goals. 

Americans look at Singapore and 
some point out that Singapore is a 
clean, safe society. And when we vis- 
ited there about a year ago indeed it 
did appear to be a fine, clean, safe soci- 
ety. 

But caning is not what makes Singa- 
pore clean and safe, and it will not 
make the United States clean and safe. 
Look at Japan. Look at Australia. 
Look at the Scandinavian countries. 
These are clean, orderly nations, and 
they do it without caning. And guess 
what? Not one of them has ever consid- 
ered, let alone put into law, corporal 
punishment, be it caning or anything 
else. 

I would also note that these nations 
do not impose the death penalty and, 
as many know in this body, I oppose 
the death penalty because in so many 
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instances it has been misused. We 
found those who were innocent after 
they have been imprisoned for 4 years, 
8 years, someone else comes along, and 
we find that that individual is guilty. 
In too many instances it has been dis- 
criminatory on a racial basis. 

But, as I was saying, Australia, the 
Scandinavian countries and Japan, do 
not use corporal punishment. 

On the other hand, let us look at 
Brazil. Large Brazilian cities are by 
some accounts, out of control. 

According to a recent New York 
Times editorial, Brazilian police 
"shoot vagrant children for picking 
pockets.” That is a quote from a New 
York Times editorial. 

This type of punishment is certainly 
swift, it is definitely complete. But 
Brazil is no more safe and no more 
clean. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the editorial from the 
New York Times be printed at the con- 
clusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 2.) 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Madam Presi- 
dent, the American people are justifi- 
ably scared. They have good reason to 
look at Michael Fay, or petty vandals 
here at home, and say, “He deserves 
whatever he gets." But the American 
people must remember that torture has 
never, in any country, improved the 
quality of life or effected better jus- 
tice. 

Torture is not a punishment. Torture 
is itself a crime. And crimes commit- 
ted by governments in the name of 
"law and order" have never made any 
nation a better or safer place to live. 

Madam President, the caning portion 
of Fay's sentence was executed yester- 
day. Michael Fay will remain in a 
Singapore jail until June 21, at the ear- 
liest. Reports indicate that Fay's medi- 
cal condition is satisfactory. 

But I fear what the long-term emo- 
tional consequences of this corporal 
punishment will be for Michael Fay. I 
also fear what is happening here in our 
own country. 

As Michael Fay moves on with his 
life, let us all take a step back. Let us 
look at the punishment he underwent. 

Let us be truthful—Michael Fay was 
tortured. He is no better for it. Singa- 
pore is no better for it. And in the na- 
tions that still employ corporal punish- 
ment and other forms of torture, those 
societies are no better for it. 

We see sometimes in reports from 
other countries where people's hands 
are cut off. No evidence that in those 
countries crime is any the less. 

The solution for crime in those coun- 
tries, for Singapore, and for crime in 
America is justice—efficient and effec- 
tive. 

Torture is simply not a solution for 
anything. This is the lesson Michael 
Fay leaves for his fellow Americans. I 
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hope we are all as willing to heed this 
lesson as we were to see Michael Fay 
caned. 

This Senator was not willing to see 
Michael Fay caned. I think it was the 
wrong penalty. I think that it is not 
compatible with civilized society. I 
think that Singapore went too far. 

I take off my hat to Singapore for 
their orderly community and for what 
they have done with their economy. 
But, in this instance, it is this Sen- 
ator's opinion that they went too far. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
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U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, April 1, 1994. 
President ONG TENG CHEONG, 
Republic of Singapore. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We wish to express 
our support for Michael Fay's petition for 
presidential clemency, which is pending be- 
fore you. As you know, Mr. Fay's appeal of a 
sentence which includes six strokes of a cane 
was recently denied. 

We have the utmost respect for the sov- 
ereignty of Singapore. Moreover, we have 
withheld formal comment as Singapore's jus- 
tice system has considered Michael Fay's 
case. However, Michael Fay has now ex- 
hausted all legal options. We ask you to con- 
sider the facts and the context of this case, 
and to exercise your discretion in abating 
Michael Fay's sentence. 

Michael Fay has had a history of emo- 
tional problems resulting in part from an at- 
tention deficit disorder condition. Imposi- 
tion of severe corporal punishment on à 
young, emotionally fragile person could cre- 
ate psychological damage that will take 
years to repair. 

Michael Fay's infraction was non-violent, 
and resulted in only minor property damage. 
In addition, this is his first offense. Given 
Fay's emotional condition, his youth, and 
the severity of caning, we believe that your 
exercise of clemency in this case would be an 
enlightened decision. 

We wish to reiterate our respect for Singa- 
pore's sovereignty. However, we believe that 
under the circumstances of this case, execu- 
tive clemency is warranted. 

We respectfully request that you exercise 
presidential clemency regarding Michael 
Fay, pursuant to Singapore law. 

Very sincerely yours, 
HOWARD M. METZENBAUM, 


U.S. Senator. 
JOHN GLENN, 
U.S. Senator. 
U.S. SENATE, 


Washington, DC, April 20, 1994. 
President ONG TENG CHEONG, 
Republic of Singapore. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: On April 1, 1994, 
twenty-four of our colleagues wrote to you 
regarding the Michael Fay case whose peti- 
tion for presidential clemency is pending be- 
fore you. We would like to be counted among 
the Senators in that letter supporting Mr. 
Fay's position. 

A copy of the original letter is attached for 
your reference. 

Very sincerely yours, 
MAX BAUCUS. 
JOHN KERRY. 
THOMAS DASCHLE. 
SIGNERS OF THE U.S. SENATE APPEAL FOR 
CLEMENCY IN THE CASE OF MICHAEL FAY 


(Not in order of signatures.) 
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Howard Metzenbaum, Dale Bumpers, Patty 
Murray, Russ Feingold, Carl Levin, Jim Jef- 
fords, and Dennis DeConcini. 

Donald Riegle, Paul Simon, Herb Kohl, 
Barbara Mikulski, Byron Dorgan, Max Bau- 
cus, and Thomas Daschle. 

John Glenn, Daniel Patrick Moynihan, 
Patrick Leahy, Jim Sasser, Harris Wofford, 
Richard Lugar, and Frank Murkowski. 

Carol Moseley-Braun, Ted Kennedy, Paul 
Wellstone, Tom Harkin, Chris Dodd, and 
John Kerry. 


EXHIBIT 2 
[From the New York Times, Apr. 10, 1994] 
CONDEMN SINGAPORE'S BRUTALITY 

If people were caned for vandalism in New 
York, would we have a safer city? That 
seems to be the conclusion from the talk 
shows, public opinion surveys and letters to 
editors across the country. Michael Fay, the 
18-year-old American who has been sen- 
tenced to a caning in Singapore, is not doing 
well in the polls. At his hometown paper, the 
Dayton Daily News in Ohio, the calls and let- 
ters are running two-to-one in favor of in- 
flicting this form of torture on a young man 
who spray painted a car. And the Singapore 
Government is pointing to American public 
opinion as vindication for its uncompromis- 
ing policy. The comparison is made again 
and again: Singapore and New York. Clean 
streets vs. dirty ones. Safety vs. muggings. 
Order vs. chaos. 

Clearly Mr. Fay's predicament has touched 
an American nerve. For many who envy 
Singapore's orderly, clean society, who are 
tired of the dirt and danger of U.S. cities, the 
threat of pain and humiliation for trans- 
gressors seems worth the price. 

Japan, however, is also an orderly and rel- 
atively safe society; its order is not paid for 
with the fear of torture. Neither is Aus- 
tralia’s. On the other hand, Brazil, whose po- 
lice shoot vagrant children for picking pock- 
ets, has not made its streets any safer. 

Perhaps the general callousness about 
what Mr. Fay is facing may be related to the 
nature of his punishment. Maybe, because it 
is directed at the buttocks, it resembles too 
closely the childhood spankings or fraternity 
hazings that many Americans remember 
with something bordering on nostalgia. It is 
hard for many people to imagine such a pro- 
cedure causing the recipient to pass out, go 
into shock or sustain permanent scarring. 

Many Americans believe reasonably that 
visitors to another country should try to 
conform to local customs and laws, and 
should be prepared to suffer the customary 
punishment for flouting them. But Mr. Fay's 
lawyers argue that caning has never been 
used in Singapore to punish vandalism of pri- 
vate property. Mr. Fay is being singled out, 
they say, and his American detractors are 
simply helping Singapore score propaganda 
points. 

Whatever the case, it is disheartening to 
watch Americans, in their yearning for 
order, endorsing medieval torture for an act 
of adolescent mischief. It is time for Ameri- 
cans appalled by Mr. Fay's sentence to raise 
their voices in protest. American corpora- 
tions—like General Motors, Eastman Kodak, 
DOW Chemical or Texas Instruments—that 
trade with Singapore should lean on Presi- 
dent Ong Teng Cheong for clemency. It is 
also time for people concerned about Mr. Fay 
to flood the Singapore Embassy with phone 
calls. The number is (202) 537-3100. America, 
the land that led the world in decrying cruel 
and unusual punishment, must demonstrate 
that order bought with torture is never 
worth the price—at home or abroad. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Mr. METZENBAUM. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab- 
sence of a quorum has been suggested. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
BOXER). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to proceed as if in morning 
business for 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER. I again thank the 
Chair. 


ISRAEL-PLO SELF-RULE ACCORD 


Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 
have sought recognition to compliment 
the leaders who brought forward the 
accord between the Israelis and the 
PLO yesterday, ending some 30 decades 
of Israeli control and providing for cer- 
tain self-government to the PLO. But 
simultaneously with my own thoughts 
and expression of congratulations I 
think it is very important that there 
be very active monitoring of what hap- 
pens with the PLO in the days ahead to 
be sure that terrorism is a thing of the 
past and the PLO and its Chairman, 
Yasser Arafat, do everything in their 
control to stop the terrorism. 

This agreement is obviously historic, 
and there is going to be considerable 
funding which will come to the PLO, a 
result significantly of United States 
leadership. Those funds are very impor- 
tant to develop the infrastructure and 
to develop the areas over which the 
PLO will have jurisdiction. But the 
support, financial support, the support 
from the international community, I 
believe has to be very, very carefully 
conditioned upon the fulfillment by the 
PLO of its commitment to stop terror- 
ism and to do its utmost to see to it 
that terrorism is condemned by others 
and take all active measures to stop 
terrorism by any of the terrorist 
groups in the area. 

When I saw Yasser Arafat honored on 
the White House lawn last September 
13, it was something that I had very 
mixed emotions about, a scene that I 
thought I would never observe on the 
White House lawn. And when President 
Clinton performed the gesture of put- 
ting his left arm around Arafat and his 
right arm around Prime Minister 
Rabin, it was truly a historic mark of 
conciliation. It seemed to me that if 
the Israelis, led by Prime Minister 
Rabin and Foreign Minister Peres, 
were willing to have that kind of rec- 
onciliation with the PLO, since Israel 
had been the major object of the ter- 
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rorism and of the brutality of the PLO 
over the years, the United States could 
be supportive of it. 

In that thought, I could not forget 
the activities of Arafat, personally, and 
the PLO, in the murder of the United 
States second in command in the 
Sudan in 1974, as well as the incident 
on the Achille Lauro with the murder of 
Mr. Klinghoffer, and the other enor- 
mous number of terrorist acts of the 
PLO. But when the Israelis decided to 
put that behind them and to move for- 
ward with the peace process, then it 
seemed to me we should be supportive. 

I had the opportunity, on a Senate 
delegation which landed in Cairo on 
December 12, to meet with Chairman 
Yasser Arafat, and I saw a man with 
enormous energy and with a stated 
commitment. Still, my skepticism re- 
mained. When we talked to Palestin- 
ians in Jericho, Jerusalem, and on the 
Gaza Strip and they said that Yasser 
Arafat was their leader, so be it. 

The photograph that appears on the 
front page of the Washington Post 
today and on newspapers all around the 
world is certainly a historic photo- 
graph. With the Secretary of State of 
the United States, the Prime Minister 
of Israel, the Foreign Minister of Is- 
rael, the Foreign Minister of Russia, 
the President of Egypt, and Chairman 
Yasser Arafat, it is an overwhelming 
scene. Right at the very last minute, as 
the media reports, there was a dispute 
as to what would happen with the 
maps, whether the maps were accurate. 
Yasser Arafat refused to initial the 
maps. Prime Minister Rabin assured 
him that the Prime Minister’s word 
was good and that on the unresolved is- 
sues, they would be subject to further 
discussions. 

So it is a historic occurrence. It is 
one which we are all glad to see go for- 
ward. I know that there are many in Is- 
rael who have doubts about the peace 
accord. I am in constant touch with my 
own sister, Hilda Morgenstern, and 
my own brother-in-law, Arthur 
Morgenstern, who have expressed 
doubts to me about it. Those doubts 
are based principally on what the fu- 
ture is going to hold. But once the Is- 
raeli Government has made that deci- 
sion, it seems to me we ought to be 
supportive of it. 

I compliment Members of the House 
who, on Tuesday of this week, an- 
nounced the formation of a bipartisan 
group in the House—Representative 
ELI ENGEL of New York and Represent- 
ative JIM SAXTON of New Jersey—to 
monitor the events which go on. There 
is currently an organizational process 
to find a group in the Senate to provide 
similar monitoring. 

I note the publication by the Zionist 
Organization of America about viola- 
tions by the PLO and the statement 
that at least 22 terrorist attacks by 
PLO factions aside from Fatah oc- 
curred between September 13, 1993 and 
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April 13, 1994, killing 11 and wounding 
8. This publication is prepared under 
the auspices of the Zionist Organiza- 
tion of America and its leader Presi- 
dent Morton Klein, of Philadelphia, 
whom I know very well. I would ask 
unanimous consent that this one-page 
summary be printed in the RECORD at 
the end of my statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. SPECTER. In summary, Madam 
President, I think it is a day for com- 
plimenting the participants, but a day 
also to be wary as to what the future 
will hold. 

I compliment President Clinton and 
Secretary of State Christopher for 
their contribution. The Congress has 
been enormously supportive of the 
peace process in the Mideast since the 
signing of the Camp David Accord. We 
have been very supportive of Egypt and 
the outstanding contribution made by 
President Mubarak of Egypt. 

I think it is up to the United States 
to monitor what happens very, very 
closely, and the group which has been 
organized in the House is on the right 
path. We will organize a similar group 
in the Senate. We will also put the PLO 
on notice that we expect the terrorism 
not to continue; we expect them to do 
everything in their power to stop it; 
and that our willingness to make a fi- 
nancial commitment depends upon 
complying with the terms of the agree- 
ment. 

Similarly, there are those in Israel, 
extremists who are dissatisfied with 
what has happened. I know Prime Min- 
ister Rabin has taken very firm steps 
to see to it that there is not violence 
by the Israelis to undercut the stabil- 
ity which this new peace accord will 
bring. 

So it is a happy occasion, but it is 
also an occasion where we have to be 
wary for what the future may bring. 

Ithank the Chair. I yield the floor. 

EXHIBIT 1 
VIOLATIONS BY YASSER ARAFAT AND THE PLO 
OF THE ISRAEL-PLO ACCORD 
(From the Zionist Organization of America) 

Failure by Arafat and the PLO to prevent 
terrorism by his own Fatah faction: 

In the Israel-PLO agreement that was 
signed at the White House on September 13, 
1993, Arafat pledged to stop using terrorism. 
But his Fatah faction of the PLO carried out 
at least 32 terrorist attacks between Septem- 
ber 13, 1993 and April 13, 1994, killing 14 peo- 
ple and wounding 22. 

Failure by Arafat and the PLO to prevent 
terrorism by other PLO factions or punish 
them for their attacks: 

In the Israel-PLO agreement, Arafat 
pledged to “assume responsibility over all 
PLO elements and personnel in order to as- 
sure their compliance" with the agreement, 
and to discipline“ those PLO factions that 
continue to engage in terrorism. Other PLO 
factions (aside from Fatah) carried out at 
least 22 terrorist attacks between September 
13, 1993 and April 13, 1994, killing 11 and 
wounding 8. Arafat has neither prevented 
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them from carrying out such attacks nor has 
he disciplined“ them for doing so. 

Failure by Arafat and the PLO to condemn 
terrorism and to call upon the Palestinian 
Arabs to reject violence: 

In the Israel-PLO agreement, Arafat 
pledged to condemn terrorist attacks against 
Israelis and pledged to call upon the Pal- 
estinian Arabs in the territories to reject vi- 
olence and terrorism. Between September 13, 
1993 and April 13, 1994, there were at least 212 
terrorist attacks (killing 94 people and 
wounding 213), of which Arafat condemned 
only one, in October 1993, under enormous 
U.S. pressure. Arafat refused to condemn the 
Arab terrorist massacre of 8 Israelis in Afula 
on April 6, 1994 and he issued only a weak 
statement—not an explicit condemnation— 
in response to the massacre of 6 Israelis in 
Hadera on April 13, 1994. On April 23, 1994, an 
Israeli woman nursing her infant in the town 
of Neve Dekalim was stabbed seven times by 
an Arab terrorist; Arafat failed to condemn 
the attack. Instead of calling for Arabs to re- 
ject violence, Arafat has praised the continu- 
ing intifada violence, describing it as ''he- 
roic.” 

Failure by Arafat and the PLO to change 
the PLO convenant: 

In the Israel-PLO agreement, Arafat 
pledged to ask the PLO National Council to 
delete those clauses in the PLO's National 
Covenant that call for the destruction of Is- 
rael. But he still has not asked the Council 
to do so, and PLO officials have indicated 
that he has no plans to ever do so. 

Arafat and the PLO continue to use anti- 
Israel rhetoric: 

In the Israel-PLO agreement, Arafat 
pledged to pursue normal, peaceful relations 
with Israel. Instead, he has told Arab audi- 
ences that the agreement is just one stage in 
his “Strategy of Stages" for gradually de- 
stroying Israel. He has supported the Arab 
economic boycott of Israel. He has urged Af- 
rican nations to refrain from restoring their 
diplomatic relations with Israel. He has 
urged foreign airlines to boycott the Israeli 
airport near Jerusalem. Both Arafat and 
other senior PLO officials have urged the 
continued use of violence against Israelis. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, in 
the absence of any other Senator seek- 
ing recognition, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator suggests the absence of a quorum. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
BOXER). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 15 
minutes, as if in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


BASE CLOSINGS 


Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, for 
the last couple of weeks, there has been 
a broad-range discussion in Congress, 
at the Pentagon, and in the White 
House about putting off the 1995 round 
of base closure decisions mandated by 
the base closure law. 
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I am as aware as any Member of the 
Senate how painful this process is. In 
fact, under 1991 Base Closure Commis- 
sion decisions, three major bases closed 
in my State. But I am also painfully 
aware that in each recent year the 
Congress has cut defense dramatically. 
Hundreds of thousands of people are 
being taken out of the service. We are 
cutting defense by tens of billions of 
dollars. We are beginning to affect our 
ability to modernize our forces. 

This year the President proposed 
that we not provide full cost-of-living 
increases for our military personnel. 
We are not maintaining benefits. Last 
year, the Congress changed the Tax 
Code so that when a young military 
person is sent to Europe and we provide 
an allowance to pay for their move, 
that is now taxable income. 

In short, we have cut defense at a 
rate unprecedented since the years im- 
mediately following World War II. We 
have diminished benefits for our serv- 
ice personnel. We are now delaying 
modernization, we are affecting readi- 
ness, and we are doing it because, in 
my humble opinion, we are cutting de- 
fense by too large an amount, and we 
are doing it too quickly. 

I have voted against defense author- 
ization bills for the first time in my ca- 
reer in Congress because I am con- 
cerned that we are making a bad mis- 
take. But I do not understand how we 
can stand on the floor of the Senate 
and cast votes to cut defense and then 
turn around and say we should delay 
military base decisions. 

If we are going to cut defense dra- 
matically and we are unwilling to go 
through with our commitment to re- 
view the mission of our military bases, 
we are going to end up with a large 
number of military bases that are 
understaffed and that are operating at 
much less than their full capacity. This 
means we are going to eat up the re- 
sources we have, we are going to hurt 
modernization, we are going to hurt 
readiness, and we are going to reduce 
our ability to continue to recruit and 
retain the finest young men and 
women who have ever worn the uni- 
form of this country. 

Madam President, I want to go on 
record saying I am going to oppose any 
effort to delay the scheduled round of 
military base decisions in 1995. I am 
acutely aware that every base in my 
State is going to be looked at and 
every base in every other State is 
going to be looked at. 

But we just voted for a budget that 
cut defense again. We are going to be 
faced with an authorization bill that 
cuts defense again. We are going to be 
looking at an appropriation bill that 
cuts defense again. I am not going to 
vote for those things, but I know the 
Senate and the House will vote for 
them, and I know the President will 
sign them. 

We cannot go on cutting defense and 
then be unwilling to do what we have 
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to do to maintain a quality force. What 
we have to do, if we make the decision 
to cut defense, is to close bases that we 
do not need. 

Now, I am aware that there is going 
to be an election in 1996 following these 
decisions. But the point is, we are talk- 
ing about something that is vitally im- 
portant to America's security. We are 
talking about something that is cru- 
cial. I believe that to halt the only 
smoothly coordinated part of this 
whole process, which has been the base 
closing commission, is a tragic mis- 
take. I am going to do whatever I can 
to derail this attempt to delay it. 

The Base Closing Commission is 
critically important because, under the 
old system, we all know what hap- 
pened. Every Member of Congress had 
to oppose every base closure in their 
State or district. And so when the deci- 
sion was finally made, it was only after 
every obstacle that could be thrown in 
its way was thrown in its way. As a 
last resort, a Congressman would in- 
struct his staff, saying, ‘I’m am going 
out and lie in front of the bulldozer. Be 
sure that the camera gets a good angle 
on me. And just as I'm about to be 
crushed to death, run in with tears on 
your face and drag me from the front of 
the bulldozer.” 

But by setting up an orderly base re- 
view process, we have made it possible 
for all of us to vote on the broad rec- 
ommendations of the commission. 

I hate closing bases. My dad was a 
sergeant in the Army. I believe in a 
strong defense. I love the people that 
wear the uniform of the country. I love 
the communities that have supported 
defense. There is almost something un- 
fair about penalizing the very commu- 
nities that helped us win the cold war. 
But there is no alternative. 

In my opinion, to sidetrack this non- 
political process is a tragic mistake. 

Finally, I wanted to come on the 
floor today and say not everybody 
agrees with all of these articles that 
are being written. Not everybody 
agrees with the people at the White 
House and the people in the Congress. I 
disagree. In this case, the law of the 
land says we are going through with 
this review and I intend to oppose any 
effort to derail that process. 

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator 
yield for just a moment? 

Mr. GRAMM. I am happy to yield. 

Mr. STEVENS. I did not know wheth- 
er my friend from Arizona wanted to 
speak. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Go ahead, please. 

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 
am happy to be here at the time the 
Senator from Texas mentions this, be- 
cause I think I am one of those who 
raised the question of the 1995 round. I 
did so when the Appropriations Com- 
mittee was informed that approxi- 
mately 10 percent of the bases that 
were ordered to be closed in 1988, 1991 
and 1993 have been closed. We now are 
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carrying on the books and are financ- 
ing the operation of a series of bases 
that theoretically were closed in those 
previous three rounds of base closures. 
The reason they have not been closed is 
in the process of closure environmental 
problems were discovered. There were 
transitional problems with regard to 
transitioning the bases from one place 
to another. 

But in any event, of the literally cou- 
ple of hundred bases, I guess, we have 
ordered to be closed, only 10 percent or 
less have been closed. 

The problem is, if we start into an- 
other round of 1995 and we are asked to 
put up the money for that process, 
which is in effect putting a lot more 
bases in the pipeline, we are actually 
running up more costs today by the 
bases that were not closed than we 
could possibly save by trying to close 
more. I am not in favor of not continu- 
ing the process of closing bases. But if 
we are asked now to finance the closing 
of bases in 1995, we are going to have to 
cut troop strength and cut procure- 
ment to do that. Because the bases 
that were ordered to be closed have not 
been closed, cannot be closed because 
of problems that were not foreseen at 
the time those prior bases were ordered 
to be closed. 

I agree with what the Senator has 
said, this should not be related in any 
event, in my opinion, to 1996 as far as 
what we are doing. We are looking at 
the costs. I do not think the Senator 
from Texas wants us to reduce the 
number of divisions down to nine divi- 
sions because we have to order and 
start the process of closing some more 
bases that will not be closed in their 
time either because these bases are 
still in the pipeline. They are not being 
closed because of horrendous problems, 
particularly in the environmental 
field. 

I urge the Senator from Texas to 
look at some of those problems that 
are delaying these base closures. I am 
not for delaying any base closures, I 
am not for reversing any decisions. I 
just ask why should we add more to the 
list when we cannot close what we have 
ordered to be closed already? I think 
the cost of these, once you start the 
process of closing—you start imme- 
diately and you have problems of relo- 
cation of the forces there and disposal 
of the equipment there wherever you 
order a base to be closed. Today the 
cost of keeping up the utilities alone in 
some of these bases that were ordered 
to be closed in 1998 is quite excessive. 

I think we should not incur the addi- 
tional expenses of additional base clo- 
sures when the result of that will be a 
further decline in the troop strength, a 
further decline in the steaming hours 
and flying hours, the operation and 
maintenance money, that we have to 
have to maintain our readiness. I urge 
the Senator to study the problem with 
regard to the cost of maintaining these 
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bases until we will get the environ- 
mental clearance to close them. 

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, let 
me reclaim my time and respond. First 
of all, I am willing to look at any facts. 
I always try to enter these debates 
with an open mind but I am not enter- 
ing this debate with an empty mind. 

Basically, the bottom line is that our 
military bases do not match the size of 
the force that the Congress is willing 
to pay for. I would readily agree with 
the distinguished Senator from Alaska 
that in closing military bases—it is a 
hard thing to do—we have run into en- 
vironmental problems. But as we con- 
tinue to expand the environmental re- 
quirements, those problems are not 
going to be any easier in 1997. If any- 
thing, they are probably going to be 
worse. 

If every business in America that had 
to make tough decisions simply looked 
at the immediate cost of closing a fa- 
cility most of them would go bankrupt 
because they would conclude that in 
the short run it costs money to close a 
plant, consolidate, or relocate. But, in- 
stead, they try to look at the long- 
term benefits. 

My concern—and I emphasize this—is 
I believe we are cutting defense too 
fast. I do not think the world situation 
justifies what we are doing. But if we 
delay this process, if we keep outmoded 
bases open, then we will be forced to 
spend scarce defense dollars on them. 
We are building down, and if I have to 
choose between a military with person- 
nel that are well equipped and well 
trained, or one with more bases, I want 
the better equipped and trained mili- 
tary. If delays are a problem, then I am 
willing to work with the Senator from 
Alaska to smooth the process. 

I am very fearful that if we stop this 
process we are going to end up with the 
kind of builddown we had after Viet- 
nam, where benefits, pay, and mod- 
ernization were sacrificed. All three 
Members on the floor at the moment 
on our side of the aisle have been 
strong supporters of defense. I am 
alarmed about the cuts that are being 
made. But I think in the midst of those 
cuts the worst thing we can do, when 
we are reducing the number of people, 
is not reduce the number of facilities. 

We are asking for a disaster, and the 
longer we wait to do this, the harder 
and more expensive it will be. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GRAMM. Why do I not yield and 
let the Senator from Arizona get the 
floor. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Arizona seek his own 
time? There are 8 minutes remaining 
on the time of the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I seek my own time, 
Madam President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona is recognized. 

What amount of time does he seek? 

Mr. MCCAIN. I request 5 minutes. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Arizona is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I understand the con- 
cerns of the Senator from Alaska. One 
of the unanticipated costs—and it prob- 
ably should have been an anticipated 
cost of base closings—has been in the 
enormous environmental challenges we 
have faced. There is a base I believe in 
Indiana which used to be a place where 
ordnance was tested where no one 
knows when they will be environ- 
mentally clean and closed. 

I take exception to the description of 
the Senator from Alaska as to what a 
closed base is. Because a base is not 
closed entirely does not mean that all 
military activity has not been removed 
from it and all the military personnel 
have left. So a large number of the 
bases that the Senator from Alaska is 
talking about have been closed as far 
as the practical aspect of it if not a 
technical aspect. 

Also, the fact is that we have cut de- 
fense by 40 percent since 1987—by 40 
percent. It will be another 5 percent 
under the Clinton budget which I have 
no reason to believe will be changed. In 
fact I have reason to believe in light of 
recent actions on the part of the Con- 
gress the cuts will be greater rather 
than smaller. 

At the same time we have cut the 
base structure, the support base struc- 
ture in this country by only 15 percent. 
That imbalance cannot last. That im- 
balance has to be addressed. Unless the 
Senator from Alaska has different in- 
formation than I do, I suggest we have 
to match the base structure with the 
force itself. Otherwise we are going to 
pay this bill even more heavily over 
time. 

The environmental problems that 
exist at bases that are going to be 
closed are not going to get better. In 
fact, I think some expert in the studies 
of the environments at these bases 
would make a strong case they are 
going to get worse the longer we leave 
these toxic things that have been 
spilled and unexploded ordnance and 
things. They become a worse situation 
rather than better over time. 

The one aspect of the base closing 
commission concept was so the Con- 
gress would not have to carry out its 
responsibilities. As the Senator from 
Texas said, none of us could ever close 
a base so we gave the responsibilities 
to a base closing commission. They 
carried out their duties. 

They are, according to the law, em- 
powered to do it one more time, in 1995. 
And we all know that their decisions 
will be draconian in nature. In fact, the 
initial reports we have are they will be 
double the previous base closing com- 
mission's decisions. I am sure that is a 
very frightening prospect. But I do not 
believe we can tell young men and 
women that they have to leave the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


military, as we are telling them by the 
thousands, and at the same time say 
we are going to keep this base open be- 
cause it is too expensive. 

Today we are telling thousands of 
young men and women who joined the 
military for a career: I am sorry, you 
have to leave the military because we 
cannot afford to keep you in the mili- 
tary because we have not enough in the 
defense budget. By the way, we are 
going to keep all these bases open be- 
cause we cannot afford to close them. 

We are going to pay this bill for clos- 
ing a base now or later. It is like the 
commercial which I believe is for muf- 
flers: “Pay me now or pay me later.” 

Mr. GRAMM. Fram oil filter. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Is it a filter? 

"Pay me now or pay me later." I 
would rather pay now and go through 
this painful adjustment and start ad- 
dressing these terrible environmental 
problems that we found at these bases, 
rather than delay it and delay it. 

I will make one more comment from 
being around this organization, this 
body, for some years. Once we agree to 
a delay, once we break this chain that 
we have committed ourselves to by 
law, I have no confidence that we will 
then return to a base-closing procedure 
that will actually work. 

I look forward to working with the 
Senator from Alaska and the Senator 
from Texas in trying to put a brake on 
these draconian cuts that we are seeing 
in defense spending. 

On last Monday, the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. GLENN], and I went down to 
Norfolk, VA. We met with Navy and 
Marine Corps personnel, both air and 
ship people. They are all very con- 
cerned. I would say to my friends: They 
are deeply concerned. They are wor- 
ried. Readiness is starting to suffer al- 
ready. 

So I suggest that if we deviate from 
what we imposed on ourselves by law, 
that we will suffer significant financial 
and, perhaps, personal consequences in 
having to force more and more young 
men and women out of the military 
than we are already. 

I respect enormously the views and 
knowledge of my friend from Alaska, 
but I suggest to him that if we are 
going to downsize the military in the 
post-cold-war era, we have to do it ina 
fair and equitable manner, with the 
first priority being to readiness, the 
second priority being to the welfare of 
the men and women in the military, 
and the third priority is the bases 
themselves. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FEINGOLD). The Senator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I seek 
the floor in my own name. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the 
strange thing is that the three of us, I 
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think, are committed to the same con- 
cept of maintaining the strongest pos- 
sible defense for the United States. 

I say to my two friends that the Ap- 
propriations Committee has been noti- 
fied that studies made by the General 
Accounting Office and by the Congres- 
sional Budget Office have indicated 
that the original estimates of the cost 
of closing bases was exceedingly low. It 
was an estimate, and we have now 
processed 1988, 1991 and 1993 bases to be 
closed. The difficulty with it is the en- 
vironmental costs alone are such that 
it is now estimated that we will not 
break even in terms of the cost of clos- 
ing the bases and the savings, until the 
turn of the century. 

The problem that we have is, we an- 
ticipated these closed bases would be 
off the appropriations demand by 1996, 
and we find that is not the case. If we 
add to the list—already we are going to 
have to bring down, unless we get an 
increase in defense spending—we are 
going to have to bring down something 
in order to meet the added costs of 
closing these bases. 

My point is that I believe in readi- 
ness so much that I believe we have to 
recognize if we add to this list of bases 
to be closed in 1995, if we start funding 
in 1995, by the turn of the century—it 
will be way into the turn of the cen- 
tury before we break even. 

We all know in defense—the Senator 
from Arizona just said—despite the 
President's cut, there are going to be 
additional cuts demanded by some peo- 
ple in Congress. What is happening is 
readiness is being affected. We are 
going to have a hollow Army, hollow 
Air Force. We will not be able to, once 
again, man our ships. We will not be 
able to keep our airplanes flying. And 
we certainly will not have the people 
that we say we have in the divisions 
that are there. 

All I am trying to do is alert my 
friends: Keep an open mind where this 
money is going to come from. We say, 
“Well, we'll have to pay the added 
cost.” There is no place to pay the 
added cost from except the limited 
amount we have now, and that means 
something has to be decreased. 

What has been decreased so far has 
been readiness, has been manpower, 
has been the number of airplanes we 
are replacing, has been the number of 
ships we can maintain. I think the pub- 
lic ought to know that if we continue 
to say we are closing bases and do not 
close them, the effect is reduced man- 
power, reduced equipment, reduced pro- 
curement and reduced readiness. We 
have to keep that in mind. 

If you want to decide what bases to 
close in 1995, go ahead and do it. But if 
you try to spend money on closing 
them, you are going to take it from 
somewhere, and that will be from a re- 
duced level of appropriations that is 
not currently enough to maintain read- 
iness to defend this country. 
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My commitment is to maintain read- 
iness. Particularly, I call the attention 
of my colleagues to the fact that we 
are going to double the amount of 
money put into the environmental ac- 
count this year. Where is it going to 
come from? It is going to come from 
reducing the size of some of the units 
that we thought we were going to have. 
Instead of divisions, we are going to 
have brigades. Instead of brigades, we 
will have battalions. Instead of a 600- 
or 700-ship Navy, we are going to have 
a 300-ship Navy. 

I have to tell you, we are the world's 
last superpower. I hate to be around 
here in the year 2000 when the world 
needs a superpower, because we are not 
going to be one if we keep spending the 
money for the process of closing, but 
we do not get them closed. 

I predict the bases ordered to be 
closed in 1988 will not be closed until 
1998. Those ordered to be closed in 1991 
will not be closed until 2001. That is 
about the delay. It is about a 10-year 
delay. 

I agree, they are not maintained at 
the same level they were before the 
base-closure order, but there are still 
people there to protect them, there are 
still utilities there, there are still on- 
going costs of maintaining the Corps of 
Engineers. 

Those costs alone, in terms of these 
bases that have not been closed, are 
mounting every year. I say to my col- 
leagues, look at the reports of the GAO 
and the Congressional Budget Office 
and see what you can do to help us. We 
cannot stretch this dollar any further. 
The dollars available to us are decreas- 
ing, and the demands from the military 
people to not go any further are in- 
creasing. 

I originally got in this because of a 
complaint from uniformed officers say- 
ing, “What are you doing to our serv- 
ices? The manpower is too low." I be- 
leve that this Base Closure and Re- 
alignment Commission concept should 
be examined once again in terms of the 
timing of spending money on closure of 
more bases that will not be closed until 
the next century. 

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I will be 
brief. I think the Senator from Alaska 
makes some very important points, es- 
pecially in the area of his responsibil- 
ities in the Appropriations Committee. 

First of all, it is a fundamental fact 
that we have an obligation to see that 
the Armed Forces of the United States 
are run in the most efficient manner, 
We cannot run the Armed Forces and 
conduct our operations in the most ef- 
ficient fashion if we cut the defense 
budget by 45 percent and the support 
structure by only 15 percent. That is a 
fundamental imbalance which, over 
time, has to be extremely more expen- 
sive. 
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Until you get that balance between 
force structure and bases, then we will 
operate, with the taxpayers’ dollars, in 
an inefficient and wasteful manner. Ad- 
mittedly, it will be painful. Admit- 
tedly, the environmental problems 
were underestimated dramatically, but 
those are not going to change. 

Now we come back to another ques- 
tion and a strong difference that I have 
had with the Senator from Alaska for a 
long time. I will fight as hard as I can 
to keep a level of defense spending 
which is appropriate to meet the na- 
tional security requirements of this 
Nation. But I say to my friend from 
Alaska, if the Congress continues to 
cut, and the administration continues 
to propose these cuts, and we end up in 
the situation that the Senator from 
Alaska describes, at least I will have 
fought the good fight, and at least the 
people of this country will know who 
sounded the klaxon that this danger 
was upon us, and who did not go along 
and accept a premise that we have to 
go along with continued cuts in defense 
spending which will erode this Nation’s 
ability to defend our vital national se- 
curity interests. 

It is just like the Grassley-Exon 
amendment that was going to cut the 
budget; therefore, automatically it was 
coming out of defense. I said, no, it 
does not have to come out of defense. It 
can come out of a whole lot of things, 
a list of which a mile long I can give 
the Senator from Alaska. But we ac- 
cepted the premise that any cut in the 
budget was going to come out of de- 
fense. 

Isay no. I say we are rational, think- 
ing people and understand that they 
cannot continue to come out of de- 
fense. They cannot, if we expect to de- 
fend this Nation’s vital national secu- 
rity interests. 

So I say to the Senator from Alaska, 
it is time we went to the American 
people and said we have to close these 
bases because we have to have a proper 
balance between force structure and 
the support structure which are rep- 
resented by the bases. We may have to 
pay extra for it, but we do not nec- 
essarily have to throw men and women 
out of the military while we are doing 
it. 

Why not cut some of these programs 
that the American people do not sup- 
port anyway when they hear about 
them? Why not go at it from this direc- 
tion rather than saying it is all going 
to come out of defense, guys, if we cut 
the defense budget. It does not have to. 
That is a conscious decision made by 
the Congress of the United States. 

I will not support it. I will speak 
against it and sooner or later the vot- 
ers of this country will recognize who 
stood up for a strong national defense 
and who did not, and, unfortunately, in 
my view, it may be in a time of na- 
tional crisis. But I am not going along 
to get along. 
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I yield the floor. 

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I do not 
have a quarrel with our colleague from 
Alaska. I do not doubt the sincerity of 
his position, but here is the bottom 
line. Whatever it costs to consolidate 
bases or no matter how long it takes, 
we know that when defense has been 
cut by 40 percent and our base struc- 
ture has been cut by 15 percent, we 
have a facility excess, and therefore we 
are going to have to continue the re- 
view process. 

Nobody wants to do it. I hate to see 
bases closed in my State. I do not like 
seeing them closed anywhere. But 
there is something worse than not un- 
dertaking that assessment. What is 
worse is destroying our capacity to de- 
fend America and defend our interests. 
I know that we could get into a debate 
about how long it takes to recapture 
the money we spend to close bases, say- 
ing it will not happen until the end of 
the century. That sounds like a long 
time. But the end of the century is less 
than 6 years away. Closing bases is not 
going to get cheaper. It is not going to 
get easier. We know we have to do it if 
we are going to maintain defense. Does 
anybody believe we are going to have 
more money tomorrow than we have 
today given who is in the White House 
and given the makeup of the Congress? 

I believe this is something that needs 
to be done. I feel the same way about 
base closings that I do about going to 
the dentist. I never went to the dentist 
until I was a teenager, and it was a 
shocking experience when I did. I hate 
going to the dentist. But when I find 
out I have to go, I want to get there 
and get it over with. 

Finally, Admiral  Boorda says, 
“There is not enough money to main- 
tain infrastructure we no longer need.“ 

Now, I think that is as clear a state- 
ment of this problem as you can have. 
The bottom line is, we have a lot of 
people in the Senate and the House, in 
the Pentagon and the White House— 
and I do not count the Senator from 
Alaska among them—whc want to cut 
defense but act as if it does not have 
any impact; that their votes to cut de- 
fense do not affect their State, do not 
affect their bases. 

Well, in reality we know what those 
votes do. What I want to do is make ra- 
tional decisions. The Base Closure 
Commission process has helped us do 
what we hate to do but which we all 
know has to be done. Somebody may 
come forward with a rationale that 
could convince me the process should 
be halted, but I would have to say that 
as of today I cannot imagine it. I am 
afraid that if we stop the base closure 
review while we continue to drastically 
cut defense, we are going to end up 
with a military that cannot meet its 
missions. That is something I do not 
want and I cannot support. 
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I yield the floor. 

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. I just want to make 
sure my friends understand. The Sen- 
ator from Texas does not just have a 
toothache and needs a dentist. He 
needs a root canal, and it is a bad one 
and he needs some other experts to 
look at the situation. I have to let him 
know that the experts we have used so 
far have told us that while the Con- 
gress has said to close these bases and 
while the authorizers say in effect they 
are closed, we have not closed 15 per- 
cent. We have closed less than 5 per- 
cent. 

The reason we have closed less than 5 
percent is because Congress keeps pass- 
ing environmental standards which 
must be met by the military, and these 
bases now are costing us more to close 
than they cost to operate. As a matter 
of fact, part of the problem is it was es- 
timated that we could close some and 
sell them, and the revenue would be 
turned back into the Treasury and 
would be available to help sustain the 
military at the level we thought it 
would be sustained. The sales are abys- 
mally low. No one wants to bid on this 
land because of the environmental 
problems. They are not willing to take 
them. 

As a consequence, we have the situa- 
tion where, although we have ordered 
about 15 percent to be closed, they 
have not even come close to that. We 
are now going to order some more to be 
closed, and we are going to increase 
spending on them. It will actually be 
more expensive to go into it than to let 
them be delayed for a couple years. 
You can go ahead with your force 
structure reduction, but if you add 
more bases to be closed, you are going 
to hire more people to close them; it is 
a different set of people that handle 
closing a base than handle opening a 
base. 

I can tell the two Senators, from the 
best I can tell, the increased cost of 
closing bases is decreasing our military 
readiness; it is decreasing the amount 
of money available to do what all of us 
want to do, and that is maintain the 
highest capability we can. I agree we 
should not cut as far as we could. I 
agree we should have proceeded more 
rapidly. 

My point is I think that the authoriz- 
ing committee has to take a look at 
what is going on. Streamlining our 
base structure in connection with the 
declining force structure is absolutely 
necessary. 

By the way, the Senator’s estimate 
is, in my understanding, very conserv- 
ative as to the number of bases to be 
closed in the next round. The number 
of bases to be closed in the 1995 round 
is equal to the number that were or- 
dered to be closed in 1988, 1991, and 1993. 
As I said, of those—about 10 percent or- 
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dered to be closed so far have been 
closed. The forces are not there. But 
the base maintenance costs are there. I 
really do not want to see another group 
of base maintenance people get paid 
and have us reduce further the number 
of people we can maintain in our stand- 
ing Army, standing Air Force, and 
standing Navy. 

Now, if I am not being understood— 
and it sounds like I am not being un- 
derstood—I think we are basically in 
agreement in goals. But I would ask 
you how do we get the money to order 
more bases to be closed and move in 
more people to deal with the local com- 
munities, to tell them the bases will 
not be available to them, start plan- 
ning for sales, and then find, as we 
have in all the rest them, that the en- 
vironmental costs and the transitional 
costs are so great that the estimated 
savings have been nil so far? We have 
not saved one dime so far from any 
base that was ordered to be closed. 
That has not netted out yet, and we are 
now 6 years into the process. Six years 
is a short time all right, but I have to 
tell you in terms of base closures it is 
not very long at all. And I would pre- 
dict to you that these bases are going 
to be on our base operations list as 
long as there are environmental prob- 
lems. The environmental problems are 
increasing, not decreasing, by the laws 
that this Congress is passing. 

Mr. MCCAIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona [Mr. McCAIN]. 

Mr. McCAIN. I wish to make a very 
brief comment. The Senator from Alas- 
ka, I am sure, knows that the laws 
passed by Congress require us to clean 
up the environment on a base whether 
it is open or closed. The environmental 
cleanup has to be carried out whether 
that base is open or closed. 

So the fact is that bases that are 
open, we are required to not allow 
them to be in violation of the laws of 
land. 

Yes, it is true. And the fact is that if 
the Senator from Alaska believes that 
these environmental problems are 
going to be any better if we delay these 
bases from being closed 1 or 2 or 3 or 5 
years from now, he has different infor- 
mation from that received by the 
Armed Services Committee. 

These environmental problems are 
getting worse and worse and worse. 
They are going to cost more and more 
and more to get cleaned up. So the 
sooner we get about it, the better. 

Where the Senator from Alaska and I 
are in disagreement is where the 
money comes from. The Senator from 
Alaska assumes that it comes out of 
defense. I say maybe it will. Maybe 
that is the reality. But it does not have 
to be. It does not have to come out of 
defense. It can come out of the Cor- 
poration for Public Broadcasting. It 
can come out of the pork barrel 
projects of which I identified—$4 bil- 
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lion worth of unauthorized appropria- 
tions which had no use whatsoever ex- 
cept to satisfy some Senator or Con- 
gressman's district. It could come out 
of the airplanes that we purchased for 
the Department of Defense that they 
neither could use nor wanted. We could 
take it out of the funds for the air- 
planes that we bought for congres- 
sional junkets. 

We could take it out of the billions of 
dollars that the CBO identified for me 
which was total pork barrel spending 
instead of taking it out of what we are 
doing now, and that is telling men and 
women who join the military for a ca- 
reer that they have to leave because we 
cannot afford to keep them. 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina is recognized. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 


DON'T DO IT, MR. PRESIDENT 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, Deputy 
Secretary of State Strobe Talbott and 
Deputy National Security Adviser 
Sandy Berger briefed the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee on Tuesday regarding 
President Clinton's policy toward 
Haiti. They had previously briefed the 
Members of the House of Representa- 
tives last week on the same subject, 
and that testimony last week was 
widely reported in the media. 

Under the circumstances, it therefore 
seems to me absurd that Tuesday’s 
briefing, if you want to call it that, by 
Secretary Talbott and Mr. Berger, was 
declared to be a secret meeting, an ac- 
tion which I protested at the time. I 
mention the matter today because not 
one syllable was uttered by either Mr. 
Talbott or Mr. Berger or anybody else 
that has not already been reported by 
the media. 

However, Mr. President, the Amer- 
ican people have every right to be as- 
tounded that the Clinton administra- 
tion is unable to answer even the most 
basic policy questions about Haiti. 
Small wonder then that the conclusion 
is inescapable that the Senate briefing 
was classified totally for political rea- 
sons, and the American people are enti- 
tled to know that. 

First of all, Mr. President, I am abso- 
lutely convinced, beyond any peradven- 
ture, that there is no justification for 
Mr. Clinton even thinking about send- 
ing United States military personnel 
into Haiti—as he clearly indicated was 
an option in some of his recent public 
statements. The Wall Street Journal 
described the President as a man who 
“talks loudly and carries a twig.” 

Having said that, Mr. President, it is 
important to bear in mind that all this 
political pontification about “restoring ` 
democracy to Haiti'"—and we hear that 
over and over again—this is pure non- 
sense because Haiti has never had any 
democracy to restore. The nearest 
thing to a democracy that Haiti has 
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ever known was when that country was 
occupied by the U.S. Marines. 

Mr. Aristide did not rule democrat- 
ically by any stretch of the imagina- 
tion during the 7 months that he was 
president, nor did he even try to. I will 
not go into the necklaces, and all the 
other things that occurred. But he did 
not try to be a democratic president. 

Nevertheless, the administration 
continues to orate about returning 
Aristide to power. Considering the fact 
that sanctions have failed miserably, 
just what is it that the administration 
is proposing? ‘‘Tougher sanctions," 
said Mr. Talbott and Mr. Berger, plus a 
foolish hope that they expressed that 
the Haitian military will somehow and 
for some reason take flight and give 
up. Sanctions have not even begun to 
work, and there is no logic to support 
or believe that sanctions will ever 
work. 

So, Mr. President, speaking for my- 
self alone, as ranking member of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
my unyielding position regarding Haiti 
is that not one American soldier or 
sailor shall be put in harm's way in 
Haiti. Congress must continue to forbid 
this administration sending United 
States troops to Haiti. 

The United States has only one na- 
tional security interest in Haiti, and 
that is to stop the flow of illegal immi- 
grants into the United States. The life 
of even one American soldier or sailor 
should not be put at risk in a vain at- 
tempt to restore—''to restore," and I 
am saying that with quotation marks 
surrounding it —Mr. Aristide to power. 

Just remember, on October 21 of last 
year the Senate passed by a vote of 98 
to 2 a nonbinding resolution urging 
that the President not send United 
States troops to Haiti without congres- 
sional approval. I seriously doubt that 
Congress will even consider approving 
risking the lives of American service 
men and women in Haiti to defend Mr. 
Aristide, who demonstrably is no friend 
of the United States. 

There was an interesting irony this 
past Tuesday. While President Clin- 
ton's advisers were in room S-116 on 
the first floor just below the Senate 
Chamber testifying at that secret 
meeting of the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, and talking only about tougher 
sanctions, the President of the United 
States was by no means ruling out 
sending United States Armed Forces to 
Haiti. 

But, Mr. President, surely, Mr. Clin- 
ton has given at least some consider- 
ation to the cost of U.S. military inter- 
vention. How long for example would it 
last? Will United States marines have 
to occupy Haiti for 19 years as they did 
earlier in this century? How many 
American lives will the Clinton admin- 
istration be willing to lose to defend 
Aristide? And what will the President 
say to the parents of American soldiers 
and sailors who may be killed in that 
action of folly? 
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The last time the United States in- 
tervened militarily in Haiti earlier this 
century, there were 208 casualties— 
with 36 U.S. marines killed or wounded 
in action. 

The Congress must make clear that 
the President should not even think 
about a repeat of that disaster. In 
other words, I say to the President of 
the United States, with all due respect, 
do not do it, Mr. President. Do not do 
it. 


CONGRESSIONAL GIFTS REFORM 
ACT 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, what is 
the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The com- 
mittee substitute to S. 1935. 

Mr. HELMS. Is that further amend- 
able? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is fur- 
ther amendable. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1677 
(Purpose: To prevent Senators from receiv- 
ing free elevator rides in Senators-only“ 
elevators) 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send an 
unprinted amendment to the desk, and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

Before the clerk reports it, I offer 
this amendment in the spirit of levity 
of the LEVIN legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

Mr. HELMS. I ask that the clerk read 
it all. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:. 

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
HELMS] proposes an amendment numbered 
1677. 

At the appropriate place insert the follow- 
ing: 

"BEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, Senators shall, from their per- 
sonal funds, reimburse the U.S. Treasury 
fifty cents for each and every use of an eleva- 
tor designated for the sole use of Senators in 
the Capitol building or Senate office build- 
ings." 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, several 
Senators have said that this is a good 
amendment and that we ought to vote 
on it. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WELLSTONE). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, we have 
discussed this amendment. I do not 
want to hold the Senate here longer. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the yeas and nays be vitiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, you can 
act on the amendment, if you like, on 
a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1677) was re- 
jected. 

Mr. HELMS. I will accept the Chair's 
interpretation. 

Thank you, very much, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. HELMS. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
would hope that those who voted ''aye" 
on the last amendment would take 
upon themselves the honor code and 
put the 50 cents in a jar out there every 
time they use it, to show that the 
amendment was done in good faith, and 
perhaps we will start a treasury that 
will enable us later on to do some of 
the repairs that we occasionally have 
to do around the building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin is recognized. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DORGAN, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum Call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for 6 min- 
utes as if in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


SCRAP METRIC MANDATES 


Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the im- 
portance of my remarks may not par- 
allel the importance of discussing 50- 
cent fees for elevator rides in the Sen- 
ate, but let me change the subject for 
a few minutes. 

Yesterday, I introduced in the Senate 
a piece of legislation, dealing with the 
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metric system, I wanted to call to my 
colleagues' attention. 

I have coauthored legislation with 
my colleague from New Mexico, Sen- 
ator DOMENICI, on the issue of man- 
dates. Our piece of legislation is called 
the Fair Act. We, like many of our col- 
leagues, would like to see fewer un- 
funded mandates imposed by the U.S. 
Congress upon American business, citi- 
zens, and State and local governments. 
That is à separate piece of legislation. 

One of the mandates comes from a 
law passed in the 1970's called the Met- 
ric Conversion Act which, while having 
some merit, in my judgment, does not 
have merit as a mandate. I do not ob- 
ject to this country moving toward and 
learning more about the metric sys- 
tem. I do object to a provision that 
would require State and local govern- 
ments to tear down highway signs that 
tell us how many miles it is to the next 
rest stop and replace it with a sign 
that says how many kilometers it is to 
the next rest stop. 

I have served in public life, both in 
the U.S. House and in the U.S. Senate, 
for a good number of years. I have 
never had a constituent of mine come 
to me and say. One of our problems is 
our highway signs. We drive down the 
road and come to a sign and it says 12 
miles to the next truck stop. We want 
that taken down and we want a new 
sign put up that says 20 kilometers to 
the truck stop." 

It is not something I have ever heard 
a constituent request. 

In my State, it is estimated it would 
cost somewhere between $2 million and 
$4 million in 1996 to take down our 
highway signs and get rid of miles and 
put up kilometers. 

Our colleague, Senator KASSEBAUM, 
has introduced a piece of legislation re- 
lating to this issue as well. The piece of 
legislation I have introduced goes fur- 
ther and relates to all mandates that 
would come from the metric system, 
not just the highway program. 

But it seems to me especially absurd, 
at a time when we have à crying need 
for resources to fund very important 
programs that would help people, that 
we would begin an approach in which 
we take down signs on our highways 
using the English system of measure- 
ment and replace it with the metric 
system. 

The market system, it seems to me, 
ought to be the guide in where we use 
the metric system. If it is important in 
commerce and international com- 
merce, especially, to use the metric 
system, let the market system convert 
to that. In fact, it already is doing that 
in a number of cases. 

It is interesting, in some countries 
they are converting to our system of 
weights and measures in order to ship 
their goods to our country for sale in 
our marketplaces. 

So I hope that some of my colleagues 
would agree with me that we ought not 
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have mandates to apply to the metric 
conversion. 

Yes, let us understand and learn 
about the metric system, but we do not 
need to mandate it. We do not need to 
spend money on absurdities such as 
change highway signs at a time when 
we are desperately short of money. 

The prospect of going in and ordering 
a quarter pounder at a hamburger shop 
and instead referring to it as a 113- 
gramer with cheese is not a prospect I 
will probably ever get used to, nor will 
most of the American people. 

We do use a system in this country 
that is a good system of weights and 
measures. The metric system is more 
international in scope. I respect and 
understand that. But it seems to me, 
especially for things such as highway 
signs, we ought not spend taxpayers’ 
money to convert to kilometers in 1996. 

I hope my colleagues will consider 
supporting my bill which will scrap 
metric mandates. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas is recognized. 


CONGRESSIONAL GIFTS REFORM 
ACT 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1678 
(Purpose: To prohibit the provision of gifts 
and other benefits from non-lobbyists to 
members of Congress and their staff) 


Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 


The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1678. 


Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 


Strike line 8 on page 35 through line 9 on 
page 49 of the Committee substitute, and in- 
sert in lieu thereof the following: 


“any gift provided directly or indirectly by 
any person. 

"(b) For the purpose of this rule, the term 
'gift' means any gratuity, favor, discount, enter- 
tainment, hospitality, loan, forbearance, or 
other item having monetary value. The term in- 
cludes gifts of services, training, transportation, 
lodging, and meals, whether provided in kind, 
by purchase of a ticket, payment in advance, or 
reimbursement after the erpense has been in- 
curred. 

"(c)(1) The following items are gifts subject to 
the restrictions in subparagraph (a)— 

"(A) a financial contribution or an expendi- 
ture relating to a conference, retreat, or similar 
event for or on behalf of Members, officers, or 
employees; and 2 

"(B) a charitable contribution (as defined in 
section 170(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986) made in lieu of an honorarium. 
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“(2) The following items are subject to the re- 
strictions in subparagraph (a)(1)— 

“(A) an item provided by a lobbyist or a. for- 
eign agent which is paid for, charged to, or re- 
imbursed by a client of such lobbyist or foreign 
agent; 

"(B) an item provided by a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent to an entity that is maintained or 
controlled by a Member, officer, or employee; 

"(C) a charitable contribution made on the 
basis of a designation, recommendation, or other 
specification made to a lobbyist or a foreign 
agent by a Member, officer, or employee; and 

"(D) a contribution and other payment by a 
lobbyist or foreign agent to a legal erpense fund 
established for the benefit of a Member, officer, 
or employee. 

"(d) The following items are not gifts subject 
to the restrictions in subparagraph (a): 

) Any item for which the Member, officer, 
or employee pays the market value. 

*'(2) A contribution, as defined in the Federal 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) that 
is lawfully made under that Act. 

"(3) Anything provided under circumstances 
that clearly indicate, in accordance with para- 
graph 2(a), that it is provided for a nonbusiness 
purpose and is motivated by a family relation- 
ship or personal friendship and not by the posi- 
tion of the Member, officer, or employee. 

“(4) Items which are not used and which are 
promptly returned to the donor. 

'"(8) A food or refreshment item of minimal 
value, such as a soft drink, coffee, or doughnut 
offered other than as part of a meal. 

"(6) Benefits resulting from the business or 
employment activities of the spouse of a Mem- 
ber, officer, or employee, if such benefits have 
not been offered or enhanced because of the of- 
ficial position of such Member, officer, or em- 
ployee. 

%) Pension and other benefits resulting from 
continued participation in an employee welfare 
and benefits plan maintained by a former em- 
ployer. 

) Informational materials that are sent to 
the office of the Member, officer, or employee in 
the form of books, articles, periodicals, other 
written materials, audio tapes, videotapes, or 
other forms of communication. 

*(e) The restrictions in clauses (2) and (3) of 
subparagraph (a) shall not apply to the follow- 
ing: 

*(1) Meals, lodging, and other benefits 

) resulting from the outside business or 
employment activities of the Member, officer, or 
employee (or other outside activities that are not 
connected to the duties of the Member, officer, 
or employee as an officeholder), if such benefits 
have not been offered or enhanced because of 
the official position of the Member, officer, or 
employee; or 

"(B) customarily provided by a prospective 
employer in connection with bona fide employ- 
ment discussions. 

**(2) Awards or prizes which are given to com- 
petitors in contests or events open to the public, 
including random drawings. 

"(3) Honorary degrees and other boma fide 
awards presented in recognition of public serv- 
ice and available to the general public (and as- 
sociated meals and entertainment provided in 
the presentation of such degrees and awards). 

Donations of products from the State that 
the Member represents that are intended pri- 
marily for promotional purposes, such as dis- 
play or free distribution, and are of minimal 
value to any individual recipient. 

"(5) Meals and entertainment provided to a 
Member or an employee of a Member in the 
Member's home State, subject to reasonable limi- 
tations, to be established by the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 

"(6) Food and attendance provided at am 
event sponsored by a political organization de- 
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scribed in section 527(e) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986. 

"(7) Training provided to a Member, officer, 
or employee, if such training is in the interest of 
the Senate. 

"(8) Bequests, inheritances, and other trans- 
fers at death. 

"(9) Any item, the receipt of which is author- 
ized by the Foreign Gifts and Declarations Act, 
the Mutual Education and Cultural Exchange 
Act, or any other statute. 

"(10) Anything which is paid for by the Gov- 
ernment or secured by the Government under a 
Government contract. 

“(11) A gift of personal hospitality of an indi- 
vidual, as defined in section 109(14) of the Eth- 
ics in Government Act. 

"(12) Free attendance at an event permitted 
pursuant to paragraph 2(b). 

"(13) Opportunities and benefits which are— 

(A) available to the public or to a class con- 
sisting of all Federal employees, whether or not 
restricted on the basis of geographic consider- 
ation; 

"(B) offered to members of a group or class in 
which membership is unrelated to congressional 
employment; 

"(C) offered to members of an organization, 
such as an employees' association or congres- 
sional credit union, in which membership is re- 
lated to congressional employment and similar 
opportunities are available to large segments of 
the public through organizations of similar size; 

) offered to any group or class that is not 
defined in a manner that specifically discrimi- 
nates among Government employees on the basis 
of branch of Government or type of responsibil- 
ity, or on a basis that favors those of higher 
rank or rate of pay; 

"(E) in the form of loans from banks and 
other financial institutions on terms generally 
available to the public; or 

"(F) in the form of reduced membership or 
other fees for participation in organization ac- 
tivities offered to all Government employees by 
professional organizations if the only restric- 
tions on membership relate to professional quali- 
fications. 

“2. (a)(1) In determining if the giving of an 
item is motivated by a family relationship or 
personal friendship, at least the following fac- 
tors shall be considered: 

"(A) The history of the relationship between 
the individual giving the item and the individ- 
ual receiving the item, including whether or not 
items have previously been exchanged by such 
individuals. 

"(B) Whether the item was purchased by the 
individual who gave the item. 

"(C) Whether the individual who gave the 
item also at the same time gave the same or simi- 
lar item to other Members, officers, or employ- 
ees. 

“(2) The giving of an item shall not be consid- 
ered to be motivated by a family relationship or 
personal friendship if the family member or 
friend seeks— 

"(A) to deduct the value of such item as a 
business erpense on the family member's or 
friend's Federal income tax return; or 

"(B) reimbursement from— 

i) a lobbyist or foreign agent required to reg- 
ister under the Federal Regulation of Lobbying 
Act, the Foreign Agents Registration Act, or any 
successor statute; or 

ii) a client of a lobbyist or foreign agent de- 
scribed in division (i). 

%% Except as prohibited by paragraph 
l(a)(1) a Member, officer, or employee may ac- 
cept an offer of free attendance at a widely at- 
tended convention, conference, symposium, 
forum, panel discussion, dinner, reception, or 
similar event, if— 

"(A) the Member, officer, or employee partici- 
pates in the event as a speaker or a panel par- 
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ticipant, by presenting information related to 
Congress or matters before Congress, or by per- 
forming a ceremonial function appropriate to 
his or her official position; or 

) attendance of the event is appropriate to 
the performance of the official duties of the 
Member, officer, or employee. 

ö A Member, officer, or employee who at- 
tends an event described in clause (1) of this 
subparagraph may accept— 

() a sponsor's unsolicited offer of free at- 
tendance at the event for an accompanying 
spouse if others in attendance will generally be 
accompanied by spouses or if such attendance is 
appropriate to assist in the representation of the 
Senate; and 

) transportation and lodging in connection 
with the event if authorized in accordance with 
paragraph 3. 

"(3) Except as prohibited by paragraph 
l(a)1), a Member, officer, or employee, or the 
spouse or dependent thereof, may accept a spon- 
sor's unsolicited offer of free attendance at a 
charity event in which the Member, officer, or 
employee is a participant. Reimbursement for 
transportation and lodging may not be accepted 
in connection with the event. 

) For purposes of this paragraph, the term 
'free attendance' may include waiver of all or 
part of a conference or other fee or the provision 
of food, refreshment, entertainment, and in- 
structional materials furnished to all attendees 
as an integral part of the event. The term does 
not include entertainment collateral to the event 
or meals taken other than in a group setting 
with all or substantially all other attendees. 

() For the purpose of this rule 

“(1) The term ‘client’ means any person who 
employs or retains a lobbyist or a foreign agent 
to appear or work on such person's behalf. 

*(2) The term ‘market value’, when applied to 
a gift means the retail cost a person would incur 
to purchase the gift. The market value of a gift 
of a ticket entitling the holder to food, refresh- 
ments, or entertainment is the retail cost of simi- 
lar food, refreshments, or entertainment. 

“3. (a)(1) Except as prohibited by paragraph 
l(a)(1), a reimbursement (including payment in 
kind) to a Member, officer, or employee for nec- 
essary transportation, lodging and related er- 
penses for travel to a meeting, speaking engage- 
ment, factfinding trip or similar event in con- 
nection with the duties of the Member, officer, 
or employee as an officeholder shall be deemed 
to be a reimbursement to the Senate and not a 
gift prohibited by paragraph 1, if the Member, 
officer, or employee receives advance authoriza- 
tion to accept reimbursement and discloses the 
expenses reimbursed or to be reimbursed and the 
authorization through the Secretary of the Sen- 
ate as soon as practicable after the travel is 
completed. 

02) Events, the activities of which are sub- 
stantially recreational in nature, shall not be 
considered to be in connection with the duties of 
a Member, officer, or employee as an office- 
holder. 

*(b) Each advance authorization to accept re- 
imbursement shall be signed by the appropriate 
Member or committee chairman and shall in- 
clude— 

) the name of the Member, officer, or em- 
ployee; 

2) the name of the person who will make the 
reimbursement; 

*'(3) the time, place, and purpose of the travel; 
and 

"(4) a determination that the travel is in con- 
nection with the duties of the Member, officer, 
or employee as an officeholder and would not 
create the appearance that the Member, officer, 
or employee is using public office for private 
gain. 

) Each disclosure of erpenses reimbursed or 
to be reimbursed shall be signed by the appro- 
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priate Member or committee chairman and shall 
include— 

Y total transportation expenses reimbursed 
or to be reimbursed; 

2) total lodging expenses reimbursed or to be 
reimbursed; 

"(3) disclosure of any other erpenses reim- 
bursed or to be reimbursed (with the exception 
of any items that may properly be accepted pur- 
suant to clauses (1) and (2)); and 

"(4) a determination that all such erpenses 
are necessary transportation, lodging, and relat- 
ed erpenses as defined in this paragraph. 

"(d) For the purposes of this paragraph, the 
term *necessary transportation, lodging, and re- 
lated erpenses'— 

"(1) includes reasonable erpenses that are 
necessary for travel for a period that may not 
exceed 3 days erclusive of traveltime within the 
United States or 7 days exclusive of traveltime 
outside of the United States unless approved in 
advance by the Ethics Committee; 

“(2) is limited to expenditures for transpor- 
tation, lodging, conference fees and materials, 
and meals offered to all attendees as an integral 
part of the event, including reimbursement for 
necessary transportation, whether or not such 
transportation occurs within the periods de- 
scribed in clause (1); and 

"(3) does not include erpenditures for rec- 
reational activities, or entertainment other than 
that provided to all attendees as am integral 
part of the event. 

"(e) The Secretary of the Senate shall— 

) make available to the public all advance 
authorizations and disclosures of reimbursement 
filed pursuant to subparagraph (a) as soon as 
possible after they are filed; and 

"(2) publish an annual report summarizing 
(by Member, officer, or employee) travel er- 
penses that are reimbursed pursuant to this 
paragraph and aggregate more than $250 from 
any one source. 

"4. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this rule, a Member, officer, or employee of 
the Senate may participate in a program, the 
principal objective of which is educational, 
sponsored by a foreign government or a foreign 
educational or charitable organization involving 
travel to a foreign country paid for by that for- 
eign government organization if such participa- 
tion is not in violation of any law and if the ap- 
propriate Member or committee chairman has 
determined that participation in such program 
is in the interests of the Senate and the United 
States. 

"(b) Any Member who accepts an invitation to 
participate in any such program shall notify the 
Secretary of the Senate in writing of his accept- 
ance. A Member shall also notify the Secretary 
in writing whenever he has permitted any offi- 
cer or employee whom he supervises (within the 
meaning of paragraph 11 of rule XXXVII) to 
participate in any such program. The Secretary 
shall place in the Congressional Record a list of 
all individuals participating; the supervisors of 
such individuals, where applicable; and the na- 
ture and itinerary of such program with partici- 
pation in a program permitted under subpara- 
graph (a) if such funds are not used for nec- 
essary food, lodging, transportation, and related 
expenses of the Member, officer, or employee. 

“5. The Committee on Rules and Administra- 
tion is authorized to adjust the $20 gift limit es- 
tablished in paragraph 1 on a periodic basis, to 
the extent necessary to adjust for inflation. 
SEC. 3. AMENDMENT TO THE HOUSE RULES. 

Clause 4 of Rule XLIII of the House of Rep- 
resentatives is amended to read as follows: 

“4. (a)(1) No Member, officer, or employee of 
the House of Representatives, or the spouse or 
dependent thereof, shall knowingly accept— 
"any gift provided directly or indirectly by any 
person." 
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Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, this is 
a very simple amendment. I will be 
willing to enter into a very short time 
agreement or, if you want, to just de- 
Scribe the amendment, let the Mem- 
bers voice their opinions and then vote 
on it. 

One of the strongest objections I 
have had to the Levin proposal is not 
that lobbyists are prohibited from 
making any kind of a gift or contribu- 
tion to a Senator, but because all other 
gifts are limited to $20. I must say I do 
not understand an arbitrary figure of 


The principal objection I have had to 
both the Feingold-Wellstone and Levin 
proposals is the one that was voiced by 
the Senator from Kentucky, and that 
is: I think you are laying minefields 
where innocent Senators are going to 
get in big-time trouble, inadvertently 
and innocently. 

What if a gift came into my office in 
a box and I ignored it, or did not think 
about it? One day, I say to somebody, 
What is this gift?" They say, “I don't 
know." And you open it up and it is à 
Rolex watch. 

I send it back, but maybe 31 to 60 
days has gone by. And let us just as- 
sume that you have a political adver- 
sary and some staff member tells him 
about it. The first thing you know, you 
have a complaint lodged with the Eth- 
ics Committee because you did not re- 
turn the gift within 30 days. 

Or let us assume that you have din- 
ner some evening, not with a lobbyist 
but with some other person, and the 
people at the next table hear the dis- 
cussion about who is going to pick up 
the tab. You go through the bill and 
you say, "Look, I have to pay for ev- 
erything in excess of $20." And he says, 
“OK, I'll get the tip." And let us as- 
sume that you have a $50 to $100 bill 
and the tip is anywhere from $15 to $25, 
whatever, and somebody hears that and 
reports that to the Ethics Committee, 
that a Senator received in excess of $20. 

And, incidentally, I want to point out 
that my amendment does not change 
any of the exceptions that are listed in 
the Levin proposal, but I do want to 
read one thing here to you. ‘The sub- 
stitute would also prohibit'"—this is 
from the Democratic Policy Commit- 
tee. It is not from the bill. The sub- 
stitute would also prohibit any other 
person, that is, other than a lobbyist, 
from providing gifts of more than $20 
to Members and staff.“ 

That means constituents, constitu- 
ents coming into town. I had lunch 
with a good friend yesterday who was 
in the State legislature when I was 
Governor. He insisted on taking me to 
lunch. This bill did not have anything 
to do with that. But I took him to 
lunch. We all normally take constitu- 
ents to lunch. But under this bill, if he 
took me to lunch I would have to ei- 
ther say let us go to McDonald’s, where 
I could be reasonably sure if he insisted 
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on picking up the tab that I was not 
going to get handcuffs put on me, or I 
would have to let him know that I 
would pay my own way, to which he 
would take some offense I think—or 
make a computation at the table after 
dinner or after lunch, to make sure he 
did not pay more than $20 for my 
lunch. 

Here is my amendment. Every place 
in this bill where it says ''$20," insert 
"zero." I know how much "zero" is. 
That means nobody can give you any- 
thing. I do not have a problem living 
with that. Through sheer inadvertence, 
there will probably be times when 
things come into my office that I am 
not aware of—maybe even staff is not 
aware of. But when somebody comes 
into my office and lays a bottle of wine 
on the table my Secretary is going to 
have to call every liquor store in town 
or just have an office policy of sending 
it back, which is probably what I will 
do if my amendment fails. Because I 
just do not want to get into this deter- 
mining whether something is worth $20 
or not. 

It is bad enough in today’s $100 pro- 
posal. I said this morning that I have a 
wonderful secretary. She is as ethically 
conscientious, as anybody I have ever 
known in my life. As I said she keeps 
the Ethics Committee and Rules Com- 
mittee on autodial. And if something 
comes in that she has the least ques- 
tion about the value she calls all over 
town to make sure the value does not 
exceed $100. It is hardly worth the ef- 
fort. 

By the same token you do not like to 
hurt somebody's feelings, either, say- 
ing I am sorry I cannot take your gift. 

Let me digress just a moment, Mr. 
President, just to tell you this. When I 
ran for Governor the first time, talk 
about naive, you talk about a country 
boy come to town, that is the first 
time I realized that campaigns oper- 
ated on cash. I was just a country law- 
yer, but I had enough sense to account 
for every single dollar we took in, 
though the law didn't require it. I 
would say that well over 50 percent of 
our contributions were in cash. And we 
documented every penny of it—just a 
little native intelligence saved me. 

I remember a woman handed me 
what I thought was a package of gum 
at a rally. She told me she was on wel- 
fare and this is all she could give me 
but she was hot for me for Governor. 
She handed me what I thought was a 
package of spearmint gum. When I got 
back to the office I took it out and 
looked at it. She had very carefully re- 
wrapped every stick that had been 
gum, and in 2 of them, very carefully 
folded, a $1 bill. 

We wrote down, ''$2, anonymous gum 
wrapper," in our books. 

But the story I was about to tell you 
is I got a $5,000 contribution in $100 
bills. Things like that, I must confess, 
frightened me when I was running. I 
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had no idea people gave money like 
that. I did not know campaigns dealt in 
cash. 

One of my friends brought the money 
to me. I said, "I do not like this." 
There was nothing wrong with it, noth- 
ing illegal about it under our laws at 
that time. 

He said—I know this sounds a little 
self-serving—he said, “I promise you 
this guy just wants good government.” 

Incidentally, I found out some people 
wanted a little more than good govern- 
ment after I was inaugurated. But, be 
that as it may—I took the money home 
that night. And I could not sleep. The 
next morning I took it back and I said, 
“You give it back. I do not feel com- 
fortable with it, and I am not going to 
take money from anybody for any rea- 
son that I feel uncomfortable with, and 
I certainly feel uncomfortable and with 
that much cash." 

The giver was a perfectly fine gen- 
tleman. There was nothing wrong with 
him. I just did not feel comfortable 
with it. But I can tell you one thing, 
“he has not liked me to this day.“ 

If you think you can turn somebody's 
campaign contribution down and make 
them like it, I do not care what ration- 
ale you use, you are fooling yourself. 
You are effectively saying, “your 
money isn't good enough for me." And 
you do not win friends that way. 

So there is a little of that in this bill. 
Some people are going to be offended 
without realizing that it is the law we 
are trying to comply with; trying to 
meet and dampen the cynicism that 
does indeed exist toward politicians in 
this country. 

One thing that is disturbing is that 
the bill seems accusatory. Every Sen- 
ator I know in this body does his very 
best to comply with every rule of the 
Rules Committee and every rule of the 
Ethics Committee. But my point is 
this: Here it says every year the Rules 
Committee would be authorized to 
change the $20 limit to the extent nec- 
essary to adjust for inflation. So if you 
think $20 is hard to figure out, is it 
more than $20 or is it $19 or is it $21, in 
1995 you are going to have to figure 
out, assuming the inflation rate is 3 
percent, is the gift worth more than 
$20.60 or less than $20.60? And, in 1996 is 
it worth more or less than $20.78? 

What kind of nonsense is this? It will 
be infinitely easier, and if you want to 
allay the cynicism, the distrust of the 
people in this country just to say no to 
any and all gifts. If the purpose of this 
bill is to convince people that we are 
honorable people—all I am telling you 
is, it is a lot easier to compute some- 
thing if it does not exist—we know the 
value of zero—than it is to try to figure 
out whether something is worth $19.95 
or $20.05. 

So all my amendment does, is leave 
the exceptions, leaves all the excep- 
tions in of the LEVIN bill. But it would 
simply say: No gifts from anybody. 
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I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin is recognized. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
wanted to ask my good friend from Ar- 
kansas a question or two about his 
amendment so I can be sure I under- 
stand it. Does the Senator’s amend- 
ment say you cannot take any gift 
from anybody? Or just from lobbyists? 

Mr. BUMPERS. The LEVIN amend- 
ment prohibits a gift of any kind from 
a lobbyist. It limits gifts from others 
to a $20 value, with the exceptions 
which I am sure the Senator has seen. 
I am saying: Do not just make it for 
lobbyists; make it for anybody, with 
those exceptions. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, let me 
ask my friend—and I understand what 
he is trying to do. In my office yester- 
day a young woman brought me a T- 
shirt from the association that she was 
here with. I think T-shirts are worth 
more than $20 now. What would happen 
under your bill to these things that 
people walk in our offices and bring to 
us. They are tokens, but they are gifts 
all right. Just today a young man came 
in from the job corps center. He was 
very proud of his role at the center. He 
brought me one of those baseball caps. 
This one is waterproof and lined. It is 
a very nice baseball cap. What about 
that? Is this covered by the amend- 
ment? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes, of course. 

Mr. STEVENS. We say no to that, 
too? 

Mr. BUMPERS. It is better than ask- 
ing the man the value of this cap or T- 
shirt, whatever it is. T-shirts are much 
more expensive than I dreamed of these 
days. I tried to buy one a couple of 
weeks ago and it was $15. But you can 
say in a nice, discrete way, “I know 
your intentions are honorable, but we 
have a hard and fast rule in the Senate 
that we cannot accept a gift of any 
value.” 

Mr. STEVENS. Does that interpreta- 
tion apply to my daughter, too, who 
lives with me? 

Mr. BUMPERS. It would not. 

Mr. STEVENS. Your zero amount is a 
gift to a Senator. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I am not sure—this 
only amends the Levin bill to the ex- 
tent of the value of the gift. I think the 
Levin amendment only applies to Sen- 
ators and staff, but I ask the distin- 
guished floor manager, who is on the 
floor right now, if I am in error on 
that. 
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Mr. STEVENS. I inquire of the man- 
ager of the bill, does the pending bill 
affect the gift that my daughter, who 
lives at home and is underage, might 
receive? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I think she would 
probably be exempt, but in our ethics 
report spouses are included. My office 
manager came in a moment ago and 
said, I'm working on your ethics re- 
port." She wanted to ask me a couple 
questions. So it is that time of year 
again. 

As you know, everything my wife 
owns and all her income goes on my 
ethics report. I will give you an illus- 
tration of how that works. Betty's fa- 
ther died in 1986. He was not à wealthy 
man, but he was not poor. He left her 
land and money, and in the following 
year my assets went up rather substan- 
tially on my ethics report. The local 
paper said, ‘‘Bumpers net worth goes 
up" so many thousands of dollars. Even 
though you put 8,“ you encircle an 
“S” in parenthesis in the ethics report 
for spouse, no reporter ever notices 
that. They just take the bottom line. 

It looked as though somehow or an- 
other I enriched myself, but it was an 
inheritance Betty got from her father. 

Mr. STEVENS. Do the managers of 
the bill have an answer to my ques- 
tion? The Senator now raises the ques- 
tion of spouses. Does this apply to my 
daughter who lives with me? 

Mr. COHEN. It is my understanding 
it would, in fact, apply to any Member, 
officer, employee of the Senate, spouse, 
and dependent thereof. It applies to 
staff, Senators, spouse, and dependent 
children, 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, let me 
make sure I understand what this bill 
does then, because I might have voted 
for it before just now. 

My daughter, who is in school, goes 
to a party—she has been going to a se- 
ries of parties lately—and she comes 
back with a present. I have to tell her 
to take it back, she cannot take a gift, 
no matter what the value? Is that what 
we are saying? 

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator is cor- 
rect. Bear in mind, under the Levin 
amendment, you have to determine the 
value. 

Mr. STEVENS. I am just exploring 
that because I do not want to embar- 
rass her, and when I get home, she is 
going to be embarrassed. She has been 
going to a series of bat mitzvahs in the 
Washington area these last 3 or 4 weeks 
where they give gifts to the young 
women who come to celebrate the 
event with them. 

What am I supposed to do, tell her to 
take it back? Under the amendment of 
the Senator from Arkansas, I should 
tell her she cannot have it at all, and 
under the Levin amendment, I have to 
ask her what it is worth; is that right? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Senator, I think that 
in the case of your beloved daughter, 
you would be quite secure if she came 
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home with a gift of almost any value— 
well, I will not say that—but of nomi- 
nal value, say, $20. You could be secure 
in that because there is an exemption 
for those “motivated by personal or 
family relationships." If she came 
home with something from school, that 
would certainly be a personal relation- 
ship. 

Mr. STEVENS. I hope that is the 
case because I do not want to be em- 
barrassed somewhere down the line. 

I ask the Senator from Michigan, is 
that right? This bill purports to cover 
gifts to my daughter and gifts to my 
spouse, but if I see a gift, do I inquire 
where it came from, what its value is, 
what the personal relationship is of the 
person who gave it to them? 

I sort of like to sleep indoors. I am 
not sure I like to sleep on the porch, 
but I am liable to have to if I start ask- 
ing questions like that of my daughter. 

May I inquire of the manager of the 
bill, what is his intent with regard to 
this coverage of our dependent children 
and our spouse with regard to this gift 
rule? 

Mr. LEVIN. It is the same as under 
the current rule. The current rule pro- 
vides that “no Member, officer, em- 
ployee of the Senate, or the spouse or 
dependent thereof.” It is the same. 

Mr. STEVENS. I do not think it cov- 
ers a gift from anybody, at least it did 
not when I was chairman of the Ethics 
Committee. At that time it did not 
cover a gift from anybody for any 
amount. It only covered a gift from 
lobbyists. 

But with regard to the concepts we 
are dealing with now—the $20 limit has 
never been in any bill before. Not when 
the limit was $100 from lobbyist and 
now that the limit is $250 from anyone. 
I never had to ask my daughter when 
she came back from a party what 
someone gave her. I am ? little worried 
about where we are goin 

Mr. LEVIN. If the | Banater will yield, 
I have been informed by my staff that 
since 1989, the rule has been it is a gift 
of any source. 

Mr. STEVENS. Over a value of $250. 

Mr. LEVIN. That is a different issue. 

Mr. STEVENS. You want to make it 
$20 now. 

Mr. LEVIN. You want to know does 
the rule apply to your daughter. The 
answer is, the rule has applied to your 
daughter since 1989 from any source. So 
the language no Member, officer, em- 
ployee of the Senate, or the spouse or 
dependent thereof” has been in the rule 
since 1989. 

Mr. STEVENS. But you are putting 
$20 on that now, is that right? 

Mr. LEVIN. That is correct. 

Mr. STEVENS. And that applies to 
my daughter? 

Mr. LEVIN. The rules apply to your 
daughter as they have since 1989. How- 
ever, there is à personal friendship ex- 
emption which I know would cover the 
situation that the Senator from Alaska 
outlines. 
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Mr. STEVENS. What does apply to 
my daughter then under your bill? 
What is the impact of saying it applies 
to my daughter? 

Mr. LEVIN. If someone gave your 
daughter now something greater 
than—now—something greater than 
$250 from any source, she would be cov- 
ered now, under current rules. So in 
terms of the coverage of your daughter, 
your daughter is covered under the cur- 
rent rules. 

The $20 limit has many, many excep- 
tions, so I cannot tell you what she can 
do. I can go through all the exceptions 
with the Senator from Alaska, which I 
would be happy to do, but the one you 
mentioned relative to the birthday 
party, she is fine, no problem; she gets 
it from a personal friend and there is 
no difficulty and there is no limit on 
that amount. 

Mr. STEVENS. What about the 
spouse? Mr. President, I think this 
type of limited restriction on individ- 
uals outside of the Senate raises con- 
stitutional issues. Each of these people 
who live with me are individuals in 
their own right, and I am not sure that 
this Congress or this Senate has the 
right to tell them they cannot do 
something because I am in office or to 
put me in a position where my job is in 
jeopardy if they do it. It is one thing to 
include them where the restrictions are 
broad and not extremely burdensome 
but to include them under very strict 
restrictions that we chose to impose on 
ourselves seems unfair. 

Why must it cover the child on one 
hand then provide all these exemptions 
on the other. What does it really mean? 

Mr. LEVIN. It means the current 
Senate rule has the same problem 
which my friend from Alaska describes. 
The current Senate rule applies to 
spouses. 

Do we have a constitutional right to 
apply that rule to spouses or to depend- 
ents? The answer is that is the same 
problem in the current Senate rule. 
That is not a new problem added by 
this language. That is the current Sen- 
ate rule which says no Member, offi- 
cer or employee of the Senate, or the 
spouse or the dependent thereof shall 
knowingly accept,“ et cetera. But that 
is the current language. 

Mr. STEVENS. There are exceptions 
under the Senator’s amendment, a se- 
ries of exceptions. For instance, a per- 
sonal friendship. What if that personal 
friend happens to be a lobbyist, too? 

Mr. LEVIN. The personal friendship 
exemption still applies. 

Mr. STEVENS. How do we know 
which is the highest priority exemp- 
tion? I thought there was an absolute 
prohibition of any gift from a lobbyist. 
Am I wrong? 

Mr. LEVIN. There are certain excep- 
tions to the lobbyist including personal 
friendship. 

Mr. STEVENS. I can go out to dinner 
with my personal friend who is a lobby- 
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ist, but the Senator cannot go out to 
dinner with my friend who is a lobbyist 
but who is not a personal friend of my 
friend. Is that right? 

Mr. LEVIN. It depends on the amount 
of dinner. Is the Senator saying that 
dinner is over $20. 

Mr. STEVENS. I have to tell you, Mr. 
President, I rarely go out to dinner 
with lobbyists anyway. 

Mr. LEVIN. The answer is zero from 
lobbyists, that is correct. And from 
other than lobbyists, there is a $20 rule. 
That does not mean you cannot go out 
to dinner. It means if it is over $20, you 
are going to have to either pay for it 
yourself, unless you are having that in 
your home State, in which case the 
Rules Committee is going to say meals 
and entertainment in your home State 
can be more than $20 and they are 
going to set the reasonable amount of 
what that can be. 

Mr. STEVENS. As the ranking mem- 
ber of the Rules Committee, I thank 
you very much for that gesture and I 
am sure we welcome that duty. 

I wish to get back to this lobbyist 
issue. Did I understand the Senator to 
say that there is no bar of a gift from 
a lobbyist to my daughter? 

Mr. LEVIN. Is the Senator talking 
about a personal friend? 

Mr. STEVENS. Personal friend lob- 
byist. 

Mr. LEVIN. That is correct. 

Mr. STEVENS. If it is a personal 
friend, the lobbyist can give a present 
to my daughter. 

Mr. LEVIN. That is correct. 

Mr. STEVENS. There is no limit. 

Mr. LEVIN. That is correct. 

Mr. STEVENS. No dollar limit. 

Mr. LEVIN. That is correct. 

Mr. STEVENS. There is a dollar 
limit under law currently which is $250. 
Are you changing that? 

Mr. LEVIN. There 
limit 

Mr. STEVENS. There is a dollar 
limit today, absolute dollar limit of 
$250. Are you changing that? 

Mr. LEVIN. That is a proposed 
amendment, to have the same $250 
limit in the bill before us, as currently 
exists under the rules. Someone has 
proposed that we have that same $250 
limit subject to the waiver of the Eth- 
ies Committee which we have under 
the current rules. I am willing to ac- 
cept that amendment. It seems to me 
that is reasonable. But as the language 
reads right now, there is no such limit. 

Mr. STEVENS. This amendment ap- 
plies to Members and staff, applies to 
Members' spouses and children. Does it 
apply to staff's spouses and children? 

Mr. LEVIN. Let me read the exact 
language: No Member, officer, or em- 
ployee of the Senate, or the spouse or 
dependent thereof." It is exactly the 
same language as the current rule. 

Mr. STEVENS. So if one of my young 
Staff has a baby and someone, a lobby- 
ist wants to give them a present, it is 
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all right if they are a friend but it is 
not all right if they are not a friend? 

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. STEVENS. Is that right? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator 
yield for an observation? 

Mr. LEVIN. Be happy to. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I was busy before, 
but page 35 of the bill says, “No Mem- 
ber, officer, or employee of the Senate, 
or the spouse or dependent thereof.“ 

Mr. STEVENS. It includes an em- 
ployee of the Senate. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Oh, yes, employees of 
the Senate are covered. 

Mr. LEVIN. By the current rule. I am 
reading the current rule. The Senator 
is reading the bill. 

It is the same language. 

Mr. STEVENS. Let me review for a 
moment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Is the Senator telling 
me that staff members, wives and 
spouses and dependents are not af- 
fected by this? 

Mr. LEVIN. They are covered under 
the current rule. I am reading the cur- 
rent rule which has got the exact same 
language as the bill. 

Mr. BUMPERS. That is what the 
Senator from Alaska wants to know. 
What is the Levin proposal regarding 
Senate staffs? 

Mr. LEVIN. It is the same as the cur- 
rent rule. 

Mr. BUMPERS. The current rule is, 
"No Member, officer, or employee of 
the Senate, or the spouse or dependent 
thereof, shall knowingly accept’’—— 

Mr. LEVIN. That is correct. 

Mr. BUMPERS. So that answers the 
Senator’s question. 

Mr. LEVIN. It does not change the 
current rule. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, at first 
it sounded like the language read by 
the Senator was broader but I under- 
stand that the current rule also covers 
them; is that right? 

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator is correct. 
The current rule has the same lan- 
guage as the bill. There just is no 
change in that respect. If there is a 
problem, the problem is the current 
rule. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator 
from Alaska yield for this observation? 

Mr. STEVENS. I will yield for an ob- 
servation. I do have an inquiry to make 
of the Senator from Michigan. I really 
believe the current rule has a limita- 
tion that makes it really less—have 
less impact on employees and their 
spouses and children and the spouse 
and children of Members than the bill 
that is before us now. The proposed 
amendment seems more burdensome 
and complicated. I seriously question 
our right, constitutionally, to put 
these limits on our spouses, who have 
their own right to their own employ- 
ment and their own lives, and our chil- 
dren similarly. 

But I really question the impact on 
employees, the policemen, who are out 
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here to protect us, and their spouses 
and their children. Should they be cov- 
ered by the same concept that we are? 

I know the answer is going to be the 
current rule covers them, but the cur- 
rent rule has such a high maximum it 
was not as big a problem. I was about 
to support the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas, but the more I 
think about it, the more I think we 
ought to go back to $250 and stop the 
$20 nonsense. It seems to me that many 
of the people who work for us do not 
even know that when their wives have 
babies and someone gives them a gift 
they have to analyze who gave them 
the gift and its value and could be re- 
quired to return it. 

I yield to my friend—— 

Mr. LEVIN. Could I ask the Senator 
to yield for 1 second. The bill before us 
has an exception for personal friend- 
ship. The current rule does not. 

Mr. STEVENS. I applaud the effort. 
But I am afraid the problem is that 
some future Ethics Committee chair- 
man is going to say that there is a dif- 
ference in these exceptions, and that 
being a lobbyist is a barrier. And I 
agree with the Senator from Arkansas, 
that a lot of future Senators are going 
to be very embarrassed over this bill. 

I yield to my friend for his comment, 
though. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1678, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. BUMPERS. I send a modification 
of my amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has a right to modify, and the 
amendment is so modified. 

The modification is as follows: 

Strike line 7 on page 35 through line 9 on 
page 49 of the Committee substitute, and in- 
sert in lieu thereof the following: 

“or the spouse thereof, shall knowingly ac- 
cept any gift provided directly or indirectly 
by any person." 

"(b) For the purpose of this rule, the term 
'gift' means any gratuity, favor, discount, enter- 
tainment, hospitality, loan, forbearance, or 
other item having monetary value. The term in- 
cludes gifts of services, training, transportation, 
lodging, and meals, whether provided in kínd, 
by purchase of a ticket, payment in advance, or 
reimbursement after the erpense has been in- 
curred. 

"(c)(1) The following items are gifts subject to 
the restrictions in subparagraph (a)— 

"(A) a financial contribution or an erpendi- 
ture relating to a conference, retreat, or similar 
event for or on behalf of Members, officers, or 
employees; and 

"(B) a charitable contribution (as defined in 
section 170(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986) made in lieu of an honorarium. 

“(2) The following items are subject to the re- 
strictions in subparagraph (a)(1)— 

"(A) an item provided by a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent which is paid for, charged to, or re- 
imbursed by a client of such lobbyist or foreign 
agent; 

"(B) an item provided by a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent to an entity that is maintained or 
controlled by a Member, officer, or employee; 

"(C) a charitable contribution made on the 
basis of a designation, recommendation, or other 
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specification made to a lobbyist or a foreign 
agent by a Member, officer, or employee; and 

"(D) a contribution and other payment by a 
lobbyist or foreign agent to a legal erpense fund 
established for the benefit of a Member, officer, 
or employee. 

"(d) The following items are not gifts subject 
to the restrictions in subparagraph (a): 

"(1) Any item for which the Member, officer, 
or employee pays the market value. 

"(2) A contribution, as defined in the Federal 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) that 
is lawfully made under that Act. 

"(3) Anything provided under circumstances 
that clearly indicate, in accordance with para- 
graph 2(a), that it is provided for a nonbusiness 
purpose and is motivated by a family relation- 
ship or personal friendship and not by the posi- 
tion of the Member, officer, or employee. 

"(4) Items which are not used and which are 
promptly returned to the donor. 

"(5) A food or refreshment item of minimal 
value, such as a soft drink, coffee, or doughnut 
offered other than as part of a meal. 

"(6) Benefits resulting from the business or 
employment activities of the spouse of a Mem- 
ber, officer, or employee, if such benefits have 
not been offered or enhanced because of the of- 
ficial position of such Member, officer, or em- 
ployee. 

/) Pension and other benefits resulting from 
continued participation in an employee welfare 
and benefits plan maintained by a former em- 
ployer. 

"(8) Informational materials that are sent to 
the office of the Member, officer, or employee in 
the form of books, articles, periodicals, other 
written materials, audio tapes, videotapes, or 
other forms of communication. 

"(e) The restrictions in clauses (2) and (3) of 
subparagraph (a) shall not apply to the follow- 
ing: 

"(1) Meals, lodging, and other benefits 

"(A) resulting from the outside business or 
employment activities of the Member, officer, or 
employee (or other outside activities that are not 
connected to the duties of the Member, officer, 
or employee as an officeholder), if such benefits 
have not been offered or enhanced because of 
the official position of the Member, officer, or 
employee; or 

"(B) customarily provided by a prospective 
employer in connection with bona fide employ- 
ment discussions. 

"(2) Awards or prizes which are given to com- 
petitors in contests or events open to the public, 
including random drawings. 

"(3) Honorary degrees and other boma fide 
awards presented in recognition of public serv- 
ice and available to the general public (and as- 
sociated meals and entertainment provided in 
the presentation of such degrees and awards). 

) Donations of products from the State that 
the Member represents that are intended pri- 
marily for promotional purposes, such as dis- 
play or free distribution, and are of minimal 
value to any individual recipient. 

"(5) Meals and entertainment provided to a 
Member or an employee of a Member in the 
Member's home State, subject to reasonable limi- 
tations, to be established by the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 

"(6) Food and attendance provided at an 
event sponsored by a political organization de- 
scribed in section 527(e) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986. 

"(7) Training provided to a Member, officer, 
or employee, if such training is in the interest of 
the Senate. 

"(8) Bequests, inheritances, and other trans- 
fers at death. 

"(9) Any item, the receipt of which is author- 
ized by the Foreign Gifts and Declarations Act, 
the Mutual Education and Cultural Exchange 
Act, or any other statute. 
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"(I10) Anything which is paid for by the Gov- 
ernment or secured by the Government under a 
Government contract. 

Y A gift of personal hospitality of an indi- 
vidual, as defined in section 109(14) of the Eth- 
ics in Government Act. 

"(12) Free attendance at an event permitted 
pursuant to paragraph 2(b). 

“(13) Opportunities and benefits which are— 

“(A) available to the public or to a class con- 
sisting of all Federal employees, whether or not 
restricted on the basis of geographic consider- 
ation; 

"(B) offered to members of a group or class in 
which membership is unrelated to congressional 
employment; 

"(C) offered to members of an organization, 
such as an employees' association or congres- 
sional credit union, in which membership is re- 
lated to congressional employment and similar 
opportunities are available to large segments of 
the public through organizations of similar size; 

"(D) offered to any group or class that is not 
defined in a manner that specifically discrimi- 
nates among Government employees on the basis 
of branch of Government or type of responsibil- 
ity, or on a basis that favors those of higher 
rank or rate of pay; 

"(E) in the form of loans from banks and 
other financial institutions on terms generally 
available to the public; or 

"(F) in the form of reduced membership or 
other fees for participation in organization ac- 
tivities offered to all Government employees by 
professional organizations if the only restric- 
tions on membership relate to professional quali- 
fications. 

2. (a)(1) In determining if the giving of an 
item is motivated by a family relationship or 
personal friendship, at least the following fac- 
tors shall be considered: 

'"(A) The history of the relationship between 
the individual giving the item and the individ- 
ual receiving the item, including whether or not 
items have previously been erchanged by such 
individuals. 

"(B) Whether the item was purchased by the 
individual who gave the item. 

"(C) Whether the individual who gave the 
item also at the same time gave the same or simi- 
lar item to other Members, officers, or employ- 
ees. 

A) The giving of an item shall not be consid- 
ered to be motivated by a family relationship or 
personal friendship if the family member or 
friend seeks— 

"(A) to deduct the value of such item as a 
business erpense on the family member's or 
friend's Federal income taz return; or 

) reimbursement from— 

i) a lobbyist or foreign agent required to reg- 
ister under the Federal Regulation of Lobbying 
Act, the Foreign Agents Registration Act, or any 
successor statute; or 

(ii) a client of a lobbyist or foreign agent de- 
scribed in division (i). 

"(b)1) Except as prohibited by paragraph 
l(a)(1) a Member, officer, or employee may ac- 
cept an offer of free attendance at a widely at- 
tended convention, conference, symposium, 
forum, panel discussion, dinner, reception, or 
similar event, if— 

the Member, officer, or employee partici- 
pates in the event as a speaker or a panel par- 
ticipant, by presenting information related to 
Congress or matters before Congress, or by per- 
forming a ceremonial function appropriate to 
his or her official position; or 

"(B) attendance of the event is appropriate to 
the performance of the official duties of the 
Member, officer, or employee. 

"(2) A Member, officer, or employee who at- 
tends an event described in clause (1) of this 
subparagraph may accept— 
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"(A) a sponsor's unsolicited offer of free at- 
tendance at the event for an accompanying 
spouse if others in attendance will generally be 
accompanied by spouses or if such attendance is 
appropriate to assist in the representation of the 
Senate; and 

"(B) transportation and lodging in connection 
with the event if authorized in accordance with 
paragraph 3. 

"(3) Except as prohibited by paragraph 
l(a)(1) a Member, officer, or employee, or the 
spouse or dependent thereof, may accept a spon- 
sor's unsolicited offer of free attendance at a 
charity event in which the Member, officer, or 
employee is a participant. Reimbursement for 
transportation and lodging may not be accepted 
in connection with the event. 

“(4) For purposes of this paragraph, the term 
'free attendance' may include waiver of all or 
part of a conference or other fee or the provision 
of food, refreshment, entertainment, and in- 
structional materials furnished to all attendees 
as an integral part of the event. The term does 
not include entertainment collateral to the event 
or meals taken other than in a group setting 
with all or substantially all other attendees. 

“(c) For the purpose of this rule— 

„ The term ‘client’ means any person who 
employs or retains a lobbyist or a foreign agent 
to appear or work on such person's behalf. 

*(2) The term ‘market value’, when applied to 
a gift means the retail cost a person would incur 
to purchase the gift. The market value of a gift 
of a ticket entitling the holder to food, refresh- 
ments, or entertainment is the retail cost of simi- 
lar food, refreshments, or entertainment. 

"3. (a)(1) Except as prohibited by paragraph 
l(a)(1), a reimbursement (including payment in 
kind) to a Member, officer, or employee for nec- 
essary transportation, lodging and related er- 
penses for travel to a meeting, speaking engage- 
ment, factfinding trip or similar event in con- 
nection with the duties of the Member, officer, 
or employee as an officeholder shall be deemed 
to be a reimbursement to the Senate and not a 
gift prohibited by paragraph 1, if the Member, 
officer, or employee receives advance authoriza- 
tion to accept reimbursement and discloses the 
expenses reimbursed or to be reimbursed and the 
authorization through the Secretary of the Sen- 
ate as soon as practicable after the travel is 
completed. 

"(2) Events, the activities of which are sub- 
stantially recreational in nature, shall not be 
considered to be in connection with the duties of 
a Member, officer, or employee as an office- 
holder. 

) Each advance authorization to accept re- 
imbursement shall be signed by the appropriate 
Member or committee chairman and shall in- 
clude— 

"(1) the name of the Member, officer, or em- 
ployee; 

A) the name of the person who will make the 
reimbursement; 

) the time, place, and purpose of the travel; 
and 

) a determination that the travel is in con- 
nection with the duties of the Member, officer, 
or employee as an officeholder and would not 
create the appearance that the Member, officer, 
or employee is using public office for private 


gain. 

e) Each disclosure of expenses reimbursed or 
to be reimbursed shall be signed by the appro- 
priate Member or committee chairman and shall 
include— 

total transportation erpenses reimbursed 
or to be reimbursed; 

*(2) total lodging expenses reimbursed or to be 
reimbursed; 

"(3) disclosure of any other erpenses reim- 
bursed or to be reimbursed (with the exception 
of any items that may properly be accepted pur- 
suant to clauses (1) and (2)); and 
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a determination that all such expenses 
are necessary transportation, lodging, and relat- 
ed expenses as defined in this paragraph. 

"(d) For the purposes of this paragraph, the 
term 'necessary transportation, lodging, and re- 
lated erpenses'— 

"(1) includes reasonable erpenses that are 
necessary for travel for a period that may not 
exceed 3 days exclusive of traveltime within the 
United States or 7 days exclusive of traveltime 
outside of the United States unless approved in 
advance by the Ethics Committee; 

"(2) is limited to expenditures for transpor- 
tation, lodging, conference fees and materials, 
and meals offered to all attendees as an integral 
part of the event, including reimbursement for 
necessary transportation, whether or not such 
transportation occurs within the periods de- 
scribed in clause (1); and 

"(3) does not include erpenditures for rec- 
reational activities, or entertainment other than 
that provided to all attendees as an integral 
part of the event. 

"(e) The Secretary of the Senate shall— 

"(1) make available to the public all advance 
authorizations and disclosures of reimbursement 
filed pursuant to subparagraph (a) as soon as 
possible after they are filed; and 

"(2) publish an annual report summarizing 
(by Member, officer, or employee) travel er- 
penses that are reimbursed pursuant to this 
paragraph and aggregate more than $250 from 
any one source. 

"4. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this rule, a Member, officer, or employee of 
the Senate may participate in a program, the 
principal objective of which is educational, 
sponsored by a foreign government or a foreign 
educational or charitable organization involving 
travel to a foreign country paid for by that for- 
eign government organization if such participa- 
tion is not in violation of any law and if the ap- 
propriate Member or committee chairman has 
determined that participation in such program 
is in the interests of the Senate and the United 
States. 

"(b) Any Member who accepts an invitation to 
participate in any such program shall notify the 
Secretary of the Senate in writing of his accept- 
ance. A Member shall also notify the Secretary 
in writing whenever he has permitted any offi- 
cer or employee whom he supervises (within the 
meaning of paragraph 11 of rule XXXVII) to 
participate in any such program. The Secretary 
shall place in the Congressional Record a list of 
all individuals participating; the supervisors of 
such individuals, where applicable; and the na- 
ture and itinerary of such program with partici- 
pation in a program permitted under subpara- 
graph (a) if such funds are not used for nec- 
essary food, lodging, transportation, and related 
erpenses of the Member, officer, or employee. 

"5. The Committee on Rules and Administra- 
tion is authorized to adjust the $20 gift limit es- 
tablished in paragraph 1 on a periodic basis, to 
the extent necessary to adjust for inflation. 
SEC. 3. AMENDMENT TO THE HOUSE RULES. 

Clause 4 of Rule XLIII of the House of Rep- 
resentatives is amended to read as follows: 

"4. (a)(1) No Member, officer, or employee of 
the House of Representatives, or the spouse 
thereof, shall knowingly accept— 

"any gift provided directly or indirectly by 
any person." 

Mr. STEVENS.. Does the Senator 
wish to explain the modification? 

Mr. BUMPERS. The amendment has 
not been reported. The modification 
has not been reported. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
practice in the Senate is not to report 
modifications. 

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator from 
Alaska has raised some very important 
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issues, and my own feeling is that one 
of the objections he has raised is so le- 
gitimate, I have sent this modification 
to the desk so that the LEVIN sub- 
stitute covers spouses only and not de- 
pendents. So you will not have to 
worry about your daughter ever com- 
ing home from school with a gift. 

However, I do want to point out, and 
I want to summarize this and ask the 
floor managers whether I am correct or 
incorrect, because I want to draw a 
comparison between existing law and 
the Levin substitute. 

Under existing law, you can take as 
many $100 gifts, go out to dinner with 
lobbyists as many times as you want, 
as long as the dinner is less than $100, 
and you can do that, as I say, as often 
as you choose to do it during the year. 
If the gift is over a $100, it has to be re- 
ported. 

And then there is a limit of $250, 
above which there is an absolute prohi- 
bition. Is that not correct? 

So right now you have a $100 limit 
which you do not have to report. You 
can go out to dinner with somebody 
and let them spend $100 on you every 
night, 365 days a year, and you are not 
violating anything. 

You can take a gift of $150, but you 
must report that at the end of the year 
as a gift in excess of $100. And you 
must not accept a gift in excess of $250 
from anybody. Is that correct? 

Now, what this bill does, it makes a 
lot of changes, but as far as the mone- 
tary difference is concerned, this bill, 
the Levin bill says you can take $20 as 
often as you want, every night during 
the year, from anybody except a lobby- 
ist, and you may not take any size gift 
from a lobbyist. 

Now, that is essentially it. So the 
Senator from Alaska raises this ques- 
tion about dependents. Under the Levin 
proposal, if the Senator's lovely daugh- 
ter comes home from a birthday party 
with a Timex watch which was given as 
a party gift to all of those who at- 
tended, under the LEVIN bill you will be 
obligated to check the value of that 
watch. 

And if it exceeds $20, you will be re- 
quired to send it back within 30 days. If 
it does not exceed $20, she may keep it. 
If she comes home with that same 
watch, under my original amendment, 
you would have had to send it back if 
it exceeded $20 in value, but under my 
modification, the watch would be ex- 
empt. 

So if she comes home with a T-shirt 
or a baseball cap or any of those 
things, you do not have to worry. If she 
comes home with something that looks 
to you like it is going to be worth more 
than $20, though, you are going to have 
an obligation to check it out even 
under my amendment, which is essen- 
tially, so far as dependents are con- 
cerned the same as the Levin bill. 

Mr. COHEN. As I understood the 
original amendment, the Senator took 
the $20 out and made it zero. 
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Mr. BUMPERS. That is right. 

Mr. COHEN. Now the Senator is 
going to raise it to $20 for dependents 
only? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Dependents only; the 
zero part of my amendment will still 
apply to Members, employees, and staff 
members. 

Mr. COHEN. Spouses? 

Mr. BUMPERS. And their spouses. 

Mr. COHEN. And dependents are the 
ones with the $20 figure? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes. 

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alaska is recognized. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I wonder 
if the Senator from Alaska will yield so 
I can respond to the Senator from Ar- 
kansas. 

Mr. STEVENS. I will defer. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I misspoke myself. 
Let me clarify. My staff tells me there 
is no limit on dependents. That is, of 
course, minor dependents. I want to 
think about that just a minute, to tell 
you the truth. 

Mr. LEVIN. I wonder, while the Sen- 
ator is thinking if I could respond to 
the Senator’s points because there 
were a number of things which were 
not accurate in the summary of the 
Senator from Arkansas. 

First of all, you do not have to report 
the meals or anything else until it ex- 
ceeds $250. That was a difference. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Even after the $20 
limit. 

Mr. LEVIN. Under current law, you 
do not have to disclose it. That was not 
accurately described by the Senator’s 
statement. 

Second, meals do not count at all 
under current law. They do not even 
count against the $100 or the $250. They 
do not count at all. 

The Senator in his presentation of 
current law compared it to the bill and 
said meals do count. They do not count 
at all under current law. 

Third, the Senator said that you 
could take all the meals that you want 
under the committee substitute which 
is before us. You can take one of these 
gifts, $19, every single night. The an- 
swer to that is probably not, or perhaps 
not, because the provision which is in 
the executive branch rules which we 
voted overwhelmingly to try to pattern 
our new rules after have language 
which prevents you from accepting 
gifts having a value of less than $20 
from the same or different sources on a 
basis so frequent that a reasonable per- 
son would be led to believe that the 
Member, officer, or employee is using 
public office for private gain. 

So I want to throw that one element 
in there because that is a dual element. 
We ought to be aware of it. It is in the 
executive branch rules that, again, we 
voted a year ago that we would pattern 
our new rules after. But it is in the 
bill. 

So it is unlikely that you could ac- 
cept over, and over, and over again the 
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$19 contribution, although I am not 
saying it is impossible. I am saying it 
could create some problems. 

Finally, there is the exception for 
personal friendship which the Senator 
did not mention. That is a very key ex- 
ception in the bill, that there is an ex- 
ception for personal friendship. And 
you have to factor that in, be it your 
daughter, or anybody else. There is a 
personal friendship exemption which it 
is your judgment to apply, no one 
else’s. 

I think we can get carried away here. 
I doubt very much that when your 
daughter, or my daughter, comes home 
from a party, a birthday party, with a 
gift, that anyone is going to suggest 
that if she is invited as a personal 
friend to that party, which I assume 
she is, that the personal friendship ex- 
emption is not going to apply. So I 
think there were three or four errors in 
the presentation that summarized the 
committee proposal which is before us. 

I have not had a chance to look at 
the Senator’s modification which I 
would like an opportunity to do. 

I had asked the Senator from Alaska 
if he would yield to me. He was kind 
enough to do that. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, let me 
say I regret that we include our 
spouses and our dependent children in 
legislation like this. I know the cur- 
rent rule. But, times have changed. 
People keep telling us times have 
changed. Our spouses have a right to 
their own lives. Our children have a 
right to their own lives. I have to won- 
der about the statement made by the 
Senator from Michigan that the judg- 
ment will be strictly mine as to wheth- 
er or not there is a personal relation- 
ship. It will not be at all. 

As the Senator from Arkansas said, 
someone will bring a claim to the Eth- 
ics Committee that my spouse, or my 
child, took a gift that should not have 
been taken, and we will have to come 
forward with the defense that it was 
from a personal acquaintance based on 
personal relationship. The statute ap- 
pears to prohibit such gifts. But then 
there is the exception. 

What I am trying to convey is that if 
we are going to modernize the rule, I 
believe we ought to modernize our 
thinking and remember that our 
spouses are entitled to their lives. Our 
children are entitled to their lives. 
They did not run for the Senate. I did. 
They ought not to be burdened by the 
approach that is being taken in this 
bill. 

My first five children that I raised 
here in Washington have some rather 
firm, fixed opinions about the Senate. 
Some of you ought to inquire from 
your own children their opinions on 
these types of rules. I know the impres- 
sions that my children have formed 
about this place. And, incidentally, 
none of them live in Washington, and 
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none of them are seeking to succeed 
me. 

Beyond that, I have a question that I 
want to ask the Senator from Michi- 
gan. I know that he mentioned earlier 
today the issue of home State prod- 
ucts. This is a very serious issue to me. 

My question is whether under the 
committee-passed substitute amend- 
ment Members will be able to accept 
donations of products from their home 
States for use primarily for pro- 
motional purposes such as display, ad- 
vertisement, and other public relations 
activities including free distribution to 
the public, the trade, other press, Mem- 
bers of Congress, or other public offi- 
cials. And, whether any Senator or 
public official may accept a home 
State product distributed by another 
Member of Congress. While other pub- 
lic officials would be governed by the 
ethics restrictions applicable to their 
branch or place of employment, I want 
to be certain that there is nothing in 
this bill which would prohibit me from 
being able to give those individuals a 
gift of a product from my home State 
of Alaska. 

As many individuals here know, fish- 
ing—particularly salmon fishing—is a 
very important activity in Alaska and 
is a product that my State is proud to 
produce. On many occasions I bring 
back, or my friends or constituents 
bring to Washington fresh salmon. I 
want to be certain that this amend- 
ment will not prohibit me from giving 
fish—which averages $20 a pound—to 
other Members of Congress or cabinet 
officials. 

When I was a whip, Mr. President, I 
used to have a press lunch twice a year, 
and I brought in the fishery products of 
my State to demonstrate them to the 
press. I have done that with Members 
of Congress. And I brought in fish that 
I have given to Members of Congress or 
to other officials or to people who are 
here in the greater Senate family, I 
would say. 

I particularly am very proud of the 
salmon, halibut, and king crab I bring 
to Washington. My youngest son is a 
captain of a king crab boat and from 
time to time I bring some in to share 
with Members of Congress, or with pub- 
lic officials, and members of the mili- 
tary. I hope I can continue to do that. 

This is not inexpensive fish, I hasten 
to explain. The average cost of the fish 
I bring in here—king salmon—is about 
$20 a pound. I am worried about that 
$20 figure. So my basic question to the 
Senator from Michigan is: Would this 
amendment allow me to give those in- 
dividuals a gift of a product from my 
home State of Alaska? 

Mr. LEVIN. The amendment would 
not prohibit the Senator from Alaska 
from receiving fish, or other home 
State products, and distributing them 
to the public or Members as he sees fit, 
just as under the current law. As to the 
disclosure requirement, it only applies 
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when you receive a home State product 
valued over $250, and that is not in this 
bill. That is under existing disclosure 
rules. That is not changed by this bill. 
So I do not think that the Senator has 
any concerm in this regard. 

Mr. STEVENS. It is my understand- 
ing that there is no limit on the value 
of home State products that I can ac- 
cept as long as the value to any indi- 
vidual recipient is minimal. 

Mr. LEVIN. That is correct except 
that the financial disclosure statute 
would still apply to the same extent 
that it does today. 

Mr. STEVENS. I thank my friend for 
that. 

As I speak here, I remember my 
friend Harry Byrd. I hope he is listen- 
ing, because the original exemption for 
State products came because Harry 
Byrd used to share with us those won- 
derful apples he grew over in Virginia. 
I would not want the Harry Byrd ex- 
emption to be eliminated by this 
amendment. 

Mr. LEVIN. It is not eliminated even 
inadvertently, or otherwise; it is still 
there. 

Mr. STEVENS. I am going to yield, 
but I may come back to this spouse 
issue before we finish with this bill. I 
ask the Senator whether the sponsors 
of this bill received any input from 
spouses regarding the application of 
these complicated rules to them. There 
are several who are very much involved 
in the private sector here in Washing- 
ton and I am curious if they have ex- 
pressed an opinion about the inclusion 
of spouses in this rule at this time? 

Mr. LEVIN. I say, first, to my friend 
from Alaska that spouses are covered 
under the current rule, so that we have 
some experience relative to the cov- 
erage of spouses and dependents under 
existing rules. That is not changed. 

Have the spouses expressed them- 
selves? This is what we did in that re- 
gard: We sent out to each of the Mem- 
bers a letter, twice, asking for com- 
ments on this proposed rule. Twice we 
have sent out a letter to every single 
one of our colleagues, and I assume 
that each of our colleagues would con- 
sult with his or her spouse, as I have 
consulted with my spouse. But we 
thought it was appropriate for each of 
the Members to consult with their own 
spouse, rather than for us to be doing 
any consultation directly. And we have 
solicited that response, and I might say 
that as a result of the two letters that 
went out to each Member of this body, 
we got a total of two responses. 

Mr. STEVENS. My friend from 
Michigan, I think, may have misinter- 
preted that response. 

My point is that under the current 
law—and we are currently filling out 
our disclosure forms—all a spouse 
needs to say is that they had income 
and specifically decline to state the 
amount of income. The Senator is fa- 
miliar with that. They just state, yes, 
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they did have income, but they state, 
no, they do not wish to disclose. I say 
to my good friend, why should we not 
have a similar concept here? Why 
should we not have a concept saying 
there is no reporting of gifts to the 
spouse because she declines to report 
them? 

Mr. LEVIN. That would require a 
change in the current gift rule to do 
that. 

Mr. STEVENS. It would require a 
change under the current gift rule as 
well as a slight modification to this 
bill. Would the Senator consider adopt- 
ing on the gift rule amendment a con- 
cept similar to the disclosure rule? 

Mr. LEVIN. I think it would be a 
mistake, because I think we have seen, 
from experience, that there are situa- 
tions when spouses are given gifts, 
which become big issues with the Eth- 
ics Committee, and the committee 
would have to comment on the kind of 
change the Senator is suggesting. I 
would want to hear from the chairman 
of the Ethics Committee on the ques- 
tion of whether or not gifts to spouses, 
under current rules, with the restric- 
tions on those gifts, have created prob- 
lems, or have they helped to provide 
additional confidence in this body, that 
people will not be giving gifts to 
spouses in lieu of giving gifts to us, 
thereby getting around the gift rule, 
which has restrictions under current 
law for us. 

But I am not in a good position to 
give the Senator a definitive answer. I 
can give my own opinion, but I think it 
would be worthwhile to hear from the 
Ethics Committee people as to whether 
or not the current rule, which covers 
Members, officers, employees, spouses, 
or dependents thereof, is creating prob- 
lems in the regard that the Senator de- 
scribes. 

Mr. STEVENS. My memory is that 
the Ethics Committee has the right to 
waive some of the restrictions under 
the current rules. Does that waiver 
still pertain to the Senator’s amend- 
ment? 

I am particularly reminded, as I told 
the Senate the other day, of when I was 
remarried and my wife and I had to ob- 
tain waivers for certain wedding gifts. 
Would the committee’s authority to 
grant waivers still exist? 

Mr. LEVIN. There is a suggestion 
that we put in a limit of $250 on gifts, 
for instance, from personal friends. 
There is no such limit in my bill. So 
there is no need for that waiver from 
the Ethics Committee under my bill. 
However, there are a number of Mem- 
bers who feel there should be a limit of 
personal gifts, as under existing law, of 
$250, and that there then should be a 
waiver which is provided for by the 
Ethics Committee. That amendment 
has been proposed by a number of our 
colleagues, and I have no particular ob- 
jection to it, if that is the will of the 
body. 
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Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 
indebted to the Senator for his pa- 
tience with me. As I understand the 
Senator’s explanation, I believe the ex- 
emptions, exceptions he has listed, 
have a different impact on spouses and 
dependents than I perceived when I 
first began speaking. I hope that I have 
understood correctly. If I have under- 
stood correctly, the waiver would not 
be necessary because the personal rela- 
tionship exemption has no limit. 

Mr. LEVIN. That is correct under the 
bill as it now stands. 

Mr. STEVENS. I had a case brought 
to me where a daughter of an employee 
had a gift that she had received for a 
birthday which was in excess of $250. It 
was a very embarrassing thing really 
because the young lady did not realize 
she was even covered. 

As I understand it now, if this 
amendment passes, if that was a per- 
sonal relationship and did not involve 
obviously a lobbyist or some person at- 
tempting to get to the Senator—we 
still have that fear here—there would 
be no necessity for a waiver. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator is correct. 

Again, I want to alert the Senator 
that there is an amendment that has 
been proposed, which I am at least will- 
ing to accept, which would maintain 
the current limit of $250 on such gifts 
and provide the same waiver as exists 
under the current laws. 

Mr. STEVENS. When that amend- 
ment comes, I will put an amendment 
on it that says that applies to Senators 
and staff but does not apply to spouses 
or dependents. 

I thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, first, I 
want to apologize to the distinguished 
Senator from Michigan because I did 
misspeak myself when I was summariz- 
ing his proposal a moment ago. So let 
me try again so we get it right, and the 
Senator should interrupt me at any 
time I misspeak myself. 

I can go to dinner with a friend as 
often as I want and if he wants to pick 
up the tab or she wants to pick up the 
tab and it is 50 bucks, that is not a vio- 
lation. 

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Is that correct? 

Mr. LEVIN. A personal friend, that is 
correct. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I cannot go to dinner 
with a lobbyist at any price; is that 
correct? 

Mr. LEVIN. Is that lobbyist a close 
personal friend? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I heard the Senator 
from Michigan say to the Senator from 
Alaska that if a lobbyist is a personal 
friend then I can. 

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Only I can make that 
decision? 

Mr. LEVIN. That is correct. 
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Mr. BUMPERS. And that can not be 
challenged by the Ethics Committee? 

Mr. LEVIN. If the Ethics Committee 
wants to challenge the Senator's judg- 
ment who a personal friend is, I have 
more confidence in the Ethics Commit- 
tee. I think the Senator from Arkansas 
does, too. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Let me go from 
meals to gifts. If I take a gift from 
someone who is not a friend but not a 
lobbyist, I am limited to $20 on the 
value of the gift? 

Mr. LEVIN. With certain exemptions. 

Mr. BUMPERS. With those exemp- 
tions? 

Mr. LEVIN. Other exemptions. 

Mr. BUMPERS. If à gift is given to 
me by a personal friend, am I still lim- 
ited to $20? 

Mr. LEVIN. No. 

Mr. BUMPERS. So I can take a gift 
of $500 from a personal friend, if I want 
to? 

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator is correct, 
and that is what the Senator from 
Alaska and I were just discussing. It is 
that under our bill there is no limit on 
the amount of a gift you can take from 
a close personal friend. 

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator says a 
close personal friend. What is the dif- 
ference between close and personal? 

Mr. LEVIN. We give the definition in 
the bill. The Senator uses his judgment 
as to whether or not it meets that defi- 
nition. 

Mr. BUMPERS. OK. 

Mr. LEVIN. There is à proposal, how- 
ever, that is acceptable to me as one 
Member that we keep the current limit 
of $250 on a gift from any source with 
a waiver possible from the Ethics Com- 
mittee. That is the current rule which 
is that you have a maximum of $250 
from any source, but you can then go 
and get a waiver. That is acceptable to 
me if it is acceptable to the body. I 
have no problems with that. 

Now, Senator STEVENS said he would 
want to be on the floor if that were of- 
fered so he could exclude the spouse 
and dependents. 

But I can go either way on this one, 
either the close personal friend. You 
can have a gift without that limit if in 
your judgment it is a close personal 
friend, or we can restore the current 
limit of $250 and then have to go to the 
Ethics Committee for waivers over 
that $250. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Well, let us assume 
somebody brings in a bottle of wine to 
my office that costs 20 bucks and then 
bring in à bottle every day. Does the 
$250 limitation kick in after the 12th 
bottle is brought in? 

Mr. LEVIN. Under existing—— 

Mr. BUMPERS. No. Under the Sen- 
ator's proposal. There is no $250, is 
there? There is no limit now, is there? 

Mr. LEVIN. Now, under our pro- 
posal—— 

Mr. BUMPERS. No. Under the Sen- 
ator's proposal, there is a $250 limit? 
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Mr. LEVIN. That is correct. 

Mr. BUMPERS. So if someone wants 
to give me a $20 bottle of wine every 
day 365 days a year that is not a viola- 
tion? 

Mr. LEVIN. No. Let me now read the 
Senator the language. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I am talking about 
nonlobbyist. 

Mr. LEVIN. I understand. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I am not talking per- 
sonal friend. I am talking about any- 
body except a lobbyist. 

Mr. LEVIN. Let me read the lan- 
guage that might apply. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Wait a minute. For- 
get that language a moment. 

Mr. LEVIN. I cannot. The Senator 
asked me a question whether or not 
that be would be OK. The answer is not 
if a reasonable person would be led to 
believe that you are using public office 
for private gain. 

That is the same, I may say, as the 
executive branch rule. I want to em- 
phasize this. I think it is really impor- 
tant that this body decided a year ago 
that we wanted in general to pattern 
our gifts on stricter executive branch 
rules. 

The same question can be asked of 
Secretary Bentsen, the exact same 
question under executive branch rules: 
Can someone walk into your office 
every day and drop off a bottle of wine 
worth $20 without violating the execu- 
tive branch rules. And the answer is 
under the Senator’s hypothetical situ- 
ated there not a registered lobbyist, 
and so forth. If that does not create 
this impression, then they can do it. 

Mr. BUMPERS. If I may, let me say 
Iam not here to debate whether the ex- 
ecutive rules are stricter or more le- 
nient than ours. I am really not con- 
cerned about them. 

I am concerned about the ones that 
my colleagues and I in the U.S. Senate 
are going to have to comply with. The 
question was: If someone leaves a $20 
bottle of wine in my office every day 
with the exception of subparagraph 3 of 
rule 25(1)(3), I could do that. And we 
get to the personal thing. 

What controls here the language says 
gifts having a value of less than $20. I 
assume that is $20 or less, is it not? Do 
I have to limit the gifts to $19.99? 

Mr. LEVIN. It is $20. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. BUMPERS. This paragraph says 
gifts having a value of less than $20. Do 
you really mean $20? 

Mr. LEVIN. It is $20 or less. 

Mr. BUMPERS. So gifts having a 
value of less than $20 from the same or 
different sources on a basis so frequent 
that a reasonable person is led to be- 
lieve the Member or officer or em- 
ployee is using the public office for pri- 
vate gain. 

Let me go back up to the second sen- 
tence—''the same or different sources." 
What if 20 different people who do not 
even know each other just happen to 
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leave a bottle of wine in my office on, 
say, five different occasions. That is 100 
bottles of wine, but not one of those 
people know the other or know that 
the other has left a bottle of wine in 
my office on that same day, because 
this says $20 from the same or different 
Sources. And then it goes on to say on 
a basis so frequent that a reasonable 
person—I know the Senator from 
Michigan is a lawyer, I am a lawyer, 
and we always know that the reason- 
able-man rule is a jury determination; 
correct? 

Mr. LEVIN. That is a factual deter- 
mination. It could be for a judge or a 


jury. 

Mr. BUMPERS. The judge instructs 
the jury. 

Mr. LEVIN. Whoever the fact finder 
is. It could be a judge. It is a factual 
question. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Reasonable is like 
beauty, being in the eye of the be- 
holder. 

Mr. LEVIN. My friend, who is an 
awful good lawyer—I do not think I 
have known a better one—does he not 
agree the reasonable person test is used 
all the time in factual determination 
all the time? The reasonable person 
test is throughout our rules, through- 
out the laws. We use it all the time and 
you are under a factual situation. You 
would make a judgment. The Senator 
would make a judgment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. My judgment may be 
wrong, and the Ethics Committee may 
say, "Senator, are you telling me that 
you thought it was reasonable to take 
a bottle of wine from 20 different peo- 
ple on 5 different occasions each for a 
total of 100 bottles?” 

Mr. LEVIN. The issue is really the 
same today, because the Senator could 
take gifts now under $100. The question 
is, does that create any kind of impres- 
sion? If you really had a problem with 
that, if you in your good conscience, 
and you have a good conscience, had a 
problem with that kind of situation 
you can do what hundreds of people do 
today. They ask the Ethics Committee. 

As a matter of fact, we heard earlier 
today that there are so many people 
asking the Ethics Committees for opin- 
ions that in the first year under the 
new rule there was something like, if I 
remember the figure was thousands of 
inquiries under existing rules of the 
Ethics Committee to get opinions on 
whether or not we should do things. 

Mr. BUMPERS. You are going to in- 
crease that to tens of thousands. 

Mr. LEVIN. That is one of the ques- 
tions, whether or not it will increase or 
not. I do not think there will be that 
big of an increase. 

Let me answer my friend's question. 
We now ask the Ethics Committee, if 
we are uncertain about something, for 
their judgment. We do it all the time. 
I do not think that factual situation is 
a real one. But if it were—— 

Mr. BUMPERS. I am being a devil's 
advocate on that. Obviously, I am not 
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going to let somebody bring that many 
gifts to my office. I am talking about 
possibilities. 

Mr. LEVIN. I understand that. If that 
is a real possibility, if I wanted to ac- 
cept a bottle of wine every single day 
worth $20 or less, I would ask the Eth- 
ics Committee, can I do it? 

But I have to tell] you, there is an 
easy answer to that. I would not accept 
it, and I do not think the Senator from 
Arkansas would either. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Senator, let us get 
back to my amendment. 

Can you quarrel with the premise of 
this amendment, which says that, 
under your provision, I am going to 
have to be very careful to keep a value 
of a gift under $20? 

As I say, that is tough enough under 
$100. It is simply not worth it for $20. 

And in order to keep from laying the 
minefields that the Senator from Ken- 
tucky alluded to yesterday, which is 
my principal objection to this, in order 
to alleviate that problem and elimi- 
nate those minefields, everybody in the 
United States Senate can understand 
that he or she is not to accept a gift, 
period. 

Now why is that not an easier deter- 
mination than whether it is worth 
$19.95 or $20.05? 

Mr. COHEN. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I have been promis- 
ing to yield to my friend from Ken- 
tucky. Let me yield to him first. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I would say to my 
friend from Arkansas, from an Ethics 
Committee point of view, it is cer- 
tainly a lot easier to interpret that. I 
think it is also, for each Senator seek- 
ing to avoid inadvertently destroying 
his career over a $25 gift, a much easier 
determination to make. 

I have been listening to the discus- 
sion. I must say to my friend from Ar- 
kansas, given the difficulty of enforce- 
ment of the Wellstone-Levin proposal, 
as I outlined last night and again 
today, I would say, Mr. President, that 
the Bumpers amendment is clearly the 
direction at this point in which we 
ought to go. 

I think it is going to be an adminis- 
trative nightmare for the Ethics Com- 
mittee and a complete disaster for 
every Senate office to try to determine 
what is or is not worth $20, dealing 
with all of these exceptions which the 
Bumpers amendment does not touch. 
But even that is going to be trouble- 
some in terms of what is a friend and 
what is not a friend. 

But at least, it seems to me, in order 
to try to have some simplicity, some- 
thing at least understandable to the 
reasonable person, and also to cut 
down, from a selfish point of view here, 
to cut down on the workload of the 
Ethics Committee, it seems to me we 
ought to go down to zero. 

So I think the Senator from Arkan- 
sas has a good idea here, given where 
we are in the course of this debate. So 
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I want to commend him for his amend- 
ment. I think it is a step in the direc- 
tion of simplicity. 

And it will, of course, address the 
concerns of those out there in the land 
who think that we might be for sale for 
$19 or $15 or for $5. And so let us just 
put everybody's mind at ease. And 
those who believe that we wanted the 
perception problem as the most impor- 
tant thing confronting the Senate—the 
perception, not the reality, because I 
asked last night for reports of anybody 
who had sold their vote around here for 
100 bucks. I have not gotten any. I am 
still waiting for the reports. I was hop- 
ing somebody would come and confess 
so we could determine what to do with 
somebody who had been selling his or 
her vote. I did not get any takers. So I 
am assuming that nobody here has 
been selling their votes under the ex- 
isting rule. 

And so I guess the only reason we are 
engaged in this debate is the percep- 
tion question. 

So it seems to me, Mr. President, 
that the distinguished Senator from 
Arkansas is right on the mark here. 

On the question of perception, what 
is the difference between $21 and $19? A 
Senator who could be bought for $21 
might be purchased for $19, as well. 

And so it seems to me what we ought 
to do now is just go ahead and take it 
down to zero, make it simple, make it 
understandable, and make it, maybe, 
enforceable. 

And so I commend the Senator from 
Arkansas for his suggestion. It seems 
to me at this point in the debate that 
it is the appropriate thing to do. I sup- 
port his amendment and I urge the 
Senators who cast a very tough vote 
earlier because they felt the Levin- 
Wellstone measure was simply just im- 
possible, unworkable, to now opt for a 
more simple approach. Let us just take 
it down to zero. 

I thank my friend from Arkansas for 
his amendment. I think it is a very 
good amendment at this stage of the 
debate. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ROBB). The Chair recognizes the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas, Senator BUMPERS. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I am immensely com- 
plimented by the kind words of the 
Senator from Kentucky and certainly 
welcome his support. I thought his 
presentation yesterday afternoon was 
right on target. It is not that anybody 
in the Senate wants to quarrel with 
tightening the ethics rules. That is not 
the debate. The debate is how do you 
do it without ensnarling people, inno- 
cent people, possibly ruining their ca- 
reers, through sheer inadvertence. I am 
a trial lawyer. It can happen. I have 
seen it happen so many times. 

Now, having said that, I am ready to 
vote any minute here, but I would like 
to say, if I could have the attention of 
the distinguished Senator from Michi- 
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gan, the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan knows that my wife is an ac- 
tivist. She is an activist for peace and 
she is an activist for immunizing chil- 
dren. 

Peace Links is an organization she 
founded back during the height of the 
cold war. I thought she was going to 
get me beat with that, but it turned 
out it was a very popular thing and ev- 
erybody thought it was a great idea. 

But one of the ways they raise money 
is just like the political committees. 
Every December, Peace Links has a big 
gala. Every year they shop for a cor- 
porate sponsor to pick up the tab for 
their galas, and then they sell tickets, 
I do not know, for $250 apiece. But 
those galas have been immensely suc- 
cessful. 

One of the reasons they have been 
profitable, and I think Peace Links has 
been very successful, is because of the 
money they raise at their silent auc- 
tion and sale of tickets for Peace 
Links. 

But let us just assume that Betty 
calls the Chrysler Corp. and says, "How 
about you all sponsoring our gala this 
year?" She explains carefully to them 
what their purpose is, what they have 
done, what they propose to do in the 
ensuing years. And the cost of the gala 
will be $25,000. 

Chrysler says, ‘‘Well, that sounds 
like a winner to us. Do we get any pub- 
licity out of it?" 

"Yes, we will announce at the gala 
that you are the corporate sponsor of 
this gala." 

Betty has labored as long and hard 
and ventured for peace as anybody I 
have known. If I had her tenacity, I 
would run for king. She does not take 
a salary. She has never taken a dime 
during the 12 years of the existence of 
that organization, except for travel and 
meals when she travels. 

They have a staff and they are paid, 
but she is not. She is president. 

So, can she recruit a corporate spon- 
sor for that gala in the future? 

Mr. LEVIN. The answer is yes. 

Mr. BUMPERS. She can? 

Mr. LEVIN. Yes. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Even if they have a 
big PAC? 

Mr. LEVIN. Yes. 
“That is correct.” 

Mr. BUMPERS. Tell me precisely, be- 
cause I want to make sure she does not 
get handcuffs put on her. Why is she 
exempt? 

Mr. LEVIN. You can solicit. You can 
solicit from a charity. So could she. 
You cannot solicit from a lobbyist. 

So the answer to your question—— 

Mr. BUMPERS. I have to tell you, 
she is not going to call the president of 
Chrysler. She is going to call their 
local lobbyist. 

Mr. LEVIN. If you want her to solicit 
from a lobbyist, or if she does solicit 
from the lobbyist—if you mean under 
your hypothesis from the corporation— 
that is also permitted. 


The answer is, 
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Mr. BUMPERS. Say that again, Sen- 
ator? 

Mr. LEVIN. She can solicit a lobbyist 
for a charitable contribution. You can- 
not. Both of 

Mr. BUMPERS. Is that distinction 
made in your bill? 

Mr. LEVIN. Yes, it is, on page 36. 

Mr. BUMPERS. OK. 

Mr. LEVIN. Both of you can solicit a 
charitable contribution from a non- 
lobbyist. 

Mr. BUMPERS. The same thing—ex- 
cuse me? 

Mr. LEVIN. I just wanted to—that is 
OK. I wanted to comment on the 
amendment itself. 

Perhaps I could do this now. Is it the 
Senator's intent to have the same ex- 
ceptions as are in the pending sub- 
stitute? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Absolutely. 

Mr. LEVIN. May I suggest, then, that 
we have a quorum call so the Senator 
can take a look at his modified amend- 
ment? Because I believe it does not 
have that effect, which I think is his 
intent. 

If this is going to be voted on and 
perhaps approved, it should carry out 
the intent. I would like, if there is no 
objection—there might be—but after 
other Senators who wish to speak, 
speak, I would like to put in a quorum 
call and go over the technical aspects 
with you. 

Mr. BUMPERS. That is fine, Senator. 
Iam willing to do that. But let me ask 
you a second question. 

Betty Ford and Rosalynn Carter have 
an organization called Every Child By 
2. They have been circling this country 
for about 4 years, trying to raise the 
awareness levels of people all over the 
country about the necessity of having 
the children immunized. Foundations, 
lobbyists, corporations—all contribute 
to Every Child By 2. 

There again, she does not take a sal- 
ary. Only travel and so on. I do not 
know—I assume it is a 503(c) corpora- 
tion. Let us just assume for a moment 
that it is, a charitable corporation. I 
know Peace Links is. 

Is it the same situation? Would it 
make any difference if she took a sal- 
ary? What if she is getting $50,000 a 
year as director? 

Mr. LEVIN. It would make no dif- 
ference. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Still no problem? 
Now, Senator, let me ask you, before 
we put in a quorum call, so we can all 
understand this, what is the Senator's 
concern about the modification? 

Mr. LEVIN. That if it is the Sen- 
ator's intention to keep the exceptions 
that are in the bill before us, the sub- 
stitute of the Governmental Affairs 
Committee, that we believe that inten- 
tion is not implemented in the way in 
which the substitute is framed; that 
there are many technical problems 
with the substitute in carrying out 
what I believe the Senator's intent to 
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be and what he stated his intent to be. 
We would like to just spend a few min- 
utes with my colleague going over his 
substitute and going over his modified 
amendment to show his staff and the 
Senator from Arkansas where the prob- 
lem is, technically, in implementing 
his intent. That is the only reason for 
doing that. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, once again 
we have ventured into the treacherous 
shoals of self-regulation. 

In my 33 years in the Senate, we have 
ventured into this area many times, 
and I have always tried to support re- 
forms that will benefit the Senate as 
an institution. 

In my view, the Senate is a group of 
honest, hard-working people who have 
no desire to use their office for per- 
sonal gain. And I have always believed 
that the best way to monitor our integ- 
rity is through public exposure. 

Today, as in the past, we are respond- 
ing to the public’s perception of the po- 
litical process and the public’s pre- 
sumption of what our standards and 
motives may be. 

These perceptions and presumptions 
should be honored and dealt with, to be 
sure, but we should be under no illu- 
sion that they can be neutralized or 
satisfied by legislative fiat. 

In the final analysis, the only way to 
change or disprove public perceptions 
and presumptions is for each of us to 
demonstrate integrity in all our ac- 
tions. 

Guidelines and rules are helpful, to 
be sure. But it seems to me that the 
best guidelines are the simplest. 

I always liked the simple, basic rule 
on gifts that was propounded by our 
late colleague, Senator Paul Douglas: 
"Don't accept anything unless it can 
be eaten, drunk or smoked within a 
week. 

I am troubled by the fact that the 
legislation before us today is 28 pages 
in length, including line after line of 
complicated exceptions. 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
MCCONNELL] was quite persuasive, I 
thought, when he described the pos- 
sible burdens that may accrue to the 
Ethics Committee as a result, includ- 
ing such minutia as interpreting the 
definition of a doughnut. 

It was for this reason that I voted in 
favor of the McConnell amendment, 
and would have preferred it to the 
Levin substitute. 

But now we are left with that more 
comprehensive underlying measure. I 
wish it were simpler. 
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The Levin substitute does have re- 
deeming features. One of the most sig- 
nificant, to my mind, is the prohibition 
on acceptance of elaborate and luxu- 
rious recreational trips at lobbyists’ 
expense. 

And the basic intent of the legisla- 
tion certainly is praiseworthy, namely 
to remove extraneous and improper in- 
fluence from the legislative process. 

In doing so, however, I fear that the 
sponsors would cast far too fine a net, 
which could result in unduly intrusive 
enforcement. 

I hope the conferees, in their wisdom, 
will move us a few steps closer to the 
precepts of Paul Douglas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Iowa 
(Mr. GRASSLEY]. 


TAX FREEDOM DAY 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 
today is Tax Freedom Day—the day 
when the average American can stop 
working for the Government and start 
working for themselves and their fami- 
lies. The taxpayer has to work 125 days 
in 1994 to pay for all those taxes—two 
days more than last year. Sadly, this is 
the latest date for Tax Freedom Day 
since the Carter administration. 

Fortunately, yesterday the taxpayers 
finally had a victory. Senator EXON 
and I were successful in reducing the 
deficit by $13 billion over the next 5 
years. We had to fight the White 
House, the big spenders, and the Chick- 
en Littles to succeed, but with the sup- 
port of many grassroots organizations, 
representing millions of taxpayers, we 
finally won. 

While the deficit must be cut more, 
this is a good victory that we can build 
on for next year. 

Unfortunately, there was some very 
bad news for the taxpayers in the budg- 
et bill. The administration has decided 
that it is not enough to raise our taxes 
by a record amount. They also want to 
unleash 5,000 more IRS agents on the 
American people, without any more 
specific taxpayer protections. 

This is the same administration that, 
during the campaign, claimed they 
could find $45 billion from foreign com- 
panies. Well, now that they are in of- 
fice they cannot seem to find even 10 
percent of that $45 billion. 

The administration does not even 
want to pay for these new agents on- 
budget. Instead, they want to pay for 
them through smoke-and-mirrors, off- 
budget, under the claim that they will 
actually save money. I wish I had a 
nickel for every time I have heard 
someone tell me in Washington that 
this program or that regulation was ac- 
tually going to save money. There is no 
objective evidence that these agents 
will collect substantially more money. 

I decided not to oppose this proposal 
during Senate consideration only be- 
cause the sponsors and the Department 


9498 


of the Treasury agreed that the new 
agents would not be brought on board 
unless the Taxpayer Bill of Rights II, 
sponsored by Senator PRYOR and my- 
Self, was enacted. 

The Taxpayer Bill of Rights II, builds 
on the original Taxpayer Bill of Rights 
sponsored by Senator PRYOR and my- 
self passed in 1988. This new bill would 
establish a special Taxpayer Advocate 
office outside the control of the IRS. 
Right now, taxpayers under IRS attack 
have nowhere to turn but the IRS it- 
self. The new setup would allow the 
Taxpayer Advocate to act independ- 
ently on behalf of upstanding tax- 
payers. 

The bill would also remove limits on 
recovery of civil damages from the cur- 
rent cap of $100,000, and establish re- 
covery for negligent action by the IRS. 
In the bill, taxpayers would be given a 
cause of action against the IRS for 
wrongful liens. It would also protect 
taxpayers who act in good faith on the 
guidance they get from IRS publica- 
tions. These are just some of the many 
provisions that protect the taxpayer. 

Unfortunately, the Department of 
the Treasury and this administration 
decided not to honor its agreement 
with me and my colleagues. Treasury 
did all it could to undermine the re- 
quirement that the Taxpayer Bill of 
Rights II be law before we have more 
IRS agents—and they were successful. 
It is my understanding that while the 
Treasury was negotiating an agree- 
ment on the Senate side, they were 
conspiring on the House side to remove 
these key provisions. 

It appears that this administration 
wants the new IRS agents and no addi- 
tional protections for the taxpayers. 

Mr. President, we in the Senate, and 
the American people, have been misled 
by the Treasury Department. How can 
trust among the American people be 
instilled, when Treasury and the IRS 
have misled elected representatives? It 
is disgraceful. 

I am committed to working with 
Senator PRYOR and others to make this 
bill law. I am so much more deter- 
mined to succeed now because of this 
blatant action by Treasury. My hope is 
that in the next few years Taxpayer 
Freedom Day will be earlier, and tax- 
payers will be much safer from the ten- 
der mercies of the IRS. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Wyoming is recog- 
nized. 
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HAITI 


Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, at any 
point the managers of the bill wish to 
proceed, I will certainly yield the floor 
so that we might proceed. But in this 
gap in the proceedings, I wish to make 
a statement on Haiti. Of course, others 
have done that over the past weeks. 

I address it from a little different as- 
pect. Obviously, the situation in Haiti 
has been deteriorating, and that dete- 
rioration has severely accelerated in 
recent weeks. We read of these attacks 
by armed Aristide supporters on mili- 
tary outposts and of soldiers retaliat- 
ing by indiscriminately shooting peo- 
ple on the beach and in boats. At least 
a dozen persons have been reported 
killed over a previous weekend. Press 
reports describe the hacked and muti- 
lated bodies of Haitian citizens lying in 
the streets and alleys, and we read of 
rampant smuggling and profiteering by 
the military and its supporters. It is 
now very clear that General Cedras and 
the other military leaders have no in- 
tention at all of complying with the 
Governors Island agreement. 

I do support the administration’s 
interdiction policy. I supported the pol- 
icy when the Reagan administration 
instituted it in the 1980's, I supported it 
when the Bush administration broad- 
ened it in the 1990's, and I continue to 
support the Clinton policy today. It is 
the only rational and sensible—but not 
politically correct—method of dealing 
with illegal immigration from Haiti 
under all of the present circumstances. 

I believe it is most unwise to bring 
into the United States the 406 Haitians 
who were rescued from a wooden 
freighter near Florida on Friday, April 
22, on the same day we returned an- 
other boatload to Haiti. And according 
to news reports, we allowed another 
boatload to land yesterday. We must 
certainly be consistent if we expect 
interdiction to be effective. It is not 
fair, in my mind, nor is it conducive to 
a sound policy, to bring some of the 
boat people to the United States and 
return others to Haiti. Our policy must 
be comprehensible and understandable. 
If we screen some of the boat people at 
sea or in the United States, then we 
should screen all of them at sea or in 
the United States. 

Mr. President, I have supported, and 
continue to support, the interdiction 
policy because without it hundreds of 
thousands of Haitians, fleeing social 
and economic turmoil in Haiti, would 
try to make their way to the United 
States. Many would die on the voyage. 
Many more would reach Florida. Such 
a heavy flow of unauthorized aliens 
into the United States would add to 
the economic burden of immigration 
which Florida already claims to be un- 
bearable. And it would, I surely be- 
leve, further seriously erode public 
support for a historically generous im- 
migration and refugee policy. 

However, I do certainly acknowledge 
that it is difficult to defend our Hai- 
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tian policy in the face of this country's 
wholly uneven and ragged record with 
regard to refugees. The Refugee Act of 
1980, which was crafted by our good col- 
league from Massachusetts, Senator 
KENNEDY—one of the first projects that 
he and I became involved with in our 
work in immigration and refugee and 
asylum, a continuing  labor—con- 
templated a case-by-case examination 
of each applicant for refugee status in 
order to determine whether or not that 
person had a well-founded fear of polit- 
ical persecution. 

You cannot be a refugee or an asylee 
unless you have a well-founded fear of 
persecution based on race, religion, na- 
tional origin, or membership in a polit- 
ical or social organization, period. We 
are not talking about economic refu- 
gees or political refugees of some other 
order. 

Despite the clarity of the refugee 
law, we annually admit approximately 
50,000 persons from the former Soviet 
Union, who are presumed to be refugees 
simply because they are members of 
specific religions. We accept nearly 
every person who can make it to the 
United States from Cuba, no questions 
asked, simply because Cuba is a Com- 
munist country. We admit scores of 
thousands of southeast Asians who are 
treated as refugees not because they 
have fled political persecution but in 
most cases only because they have rel- 
atives in the United States. And then 
we offer green cards to tens of thou- 
sands of Chinese students who were in 
the United States at the time of the 
Tiananmen Square incident and claim 
they can never safely return home 
again, although many thousands of 
them return to China for visits during 
their school vacations. 

Our refugee policy is simply 
"gimmicked" to death. And that does 
make it highly difficult to defend the 
Haitian boat person policy, although I 
still do believe it is the correct policy 
under all the circumstances. 

If the President should determine 
that a current interdiction policy does 
not provide a reasonable opportunity 
for a person with a credible—credible— 
claim of asylum to be heard, what else 
could be done? I believe the three most 
likely alternatives are these: 

One, we could allow Haitians to enter 
the United States to present their asy- 
lum claims. In my opinion, this should 
be considered only as a very last re- 
sort. Such a policy would not be in the 
national interest. It would encourage 
hundreds of thousands of Haitians to 
attempt illegal entry into the United 
States, and it would do great harm and 
damage, in my opinion, to public sup- 
port for our current, most generous im- 
migration and refugee policy. 

A second alternative would be to re- 
sume screening of the Haitian boat 
people aboard the Coast Guard cutters 
which rescue them. That was our pol- 
icy for many years, and it worked well. 
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Despite its detractors, the fact is a 
U.N. asylum expert visited the cutters, 
observed the screening process, and 
found it acceptable. However, this 
process does not lend itself to process- 
ing a large outflow of boat persons. It 
became necessary to discontinue it 
after the boat flow increased so dra- 
matically following the OAS embargo 
which was instituted several weeks 
after Aristide was overthrown. 

A third alternative would be to es- 
tablish a refugee processing facility 
"somewhere in the region," to which 
all rescued boat people could be taken 
for screening. 

Now, such a processing facility 
should be operated by the U.N. High 
Commissioner for Refugees to ensure a 
credible screening process. Those who 
are found not to have a well-founded 
fear of political persecution should be 
returned to their homeland, while 
those who do present a well-founded 
fear of persecution if they were to re- 
turn could be resettled in third coun- 
tries or allowed to remain in the proc- 
essing center until it is safe to return. 
If third-country resettlement were re- 
quired, the United States should accept 
its fair share of these true refugees. 
And this alternative, of course, is the 
most desirable solution to the problem. 
It should be pursued without delay. 

Both the Bush administration and 
the Clinton administration have 
"dropped the ball" on the establish- 
ment of a regional processing center. 
Both administrations claimed that no 
country in the region was willing to 
have such a facility established in its 
territory, and that was, under the pre- 
vious administration, and is, under this 
one, a copout." What these two ad- 
ministrations were really saying is 
that they were not willing to expend 
the foreign policy capital so clearly 
needed to convince one or more of our 
neighbors in the region to provide the 
location for a refugee processing facil- 
ity. 

There is a very good reason why such 
& processing center should not be es- 
tablished on U.S. territory. We have 
demonstrated over and over again in 
this body and in the Congress that 
there is no such thing as a tem- 
porary” status or a temporary“ stay 
in the United States. Every time we 
have allowed any group of undocu- 
mented aliens or “refugees,” particu- 
larly a group from a Western Hemi- 
Sphere nation, to remain in the coun- 
try temporarily,“ we have found they 
stay permanently. 

We just do not have the stomach to 
carry out our "temporary safe haven" 
policies with the use of enforced depar- 
ture when it is safe for the aliens to re- 
turn. We will not deport people after 
the ‘‘horror’’ has ended. And all of 
those persons and, of course, their legal 
counsel take advantage of these poli- 
cies, and you may be darned sure of it. 
In fact, the workload for American im- 
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migration lawyers in this area is, as we 
say in the trade, significant.“ 

Nicaraguans who came here in the 
1970’s during the fighting between the 
Samoza forces and the Sandinistas are 
still in the United States. After free 
elections were held in their country, 
Salvadorans who poured into the Unit- 
ed States in the 1980's and who were 
given temporary protected status in 
this country remain right here, al- 
though the fighting has ended and the 
democratic elections have been suc- 
cessfully held in their homelands. 

The Poles who sought temporary“ 
protection here during the repression 
of the solidarity movement remain riv- 
eted in this country although their 
original leader, Lech Walesa, has now 
been President of that country for 
years. How can this be? I believe that 
all fair-minded observers must agree 
that temporary“ safe havens have 
just not worked, you cannot have fled 
Poland during the time when they were 
crushing solidarity and stay now that 
the leader of solidarity is leading the 
country. If you were really a refugee, 
you would go back. 

I have not heard of anybody that 
wanted to go back. In El Salvador they 
came here because five factions were 
going in and chopping each other to 
pieces. And now that is all over. You 
have democratic elections. Have one of 
them gone back? Not one. 

Remember, we gave them the tem- 
porary status because we said. We 
know you need this, and when condi- 
tions improve in your country, we 
know that you will go back like you 
said you would." Watch. None of them 
go back. And we do not deport any- 
body. That is not the way we are. That 
is against our heritage. 

But let us not keep fooling ourselves. 
Nicaraguans have free elections. Did 
they go back? Not one. 

So, the Bush administration was able 
to put together a broad international 
alliance to deal with Kuwait. It seems 
to me they could have done a broad 
international alliance to deal with the 
processing center in that part of the 
world, and I think Warren Christopher 
and company have some crucial work 
to do in this hemisphere, for a volatile 
situation is boiling away only a few 
hundred miles off the Florida coast. 

As I say, it was extraordinary what 
the Bush administration put together, 
the broadest international alliance 
ever known in history to deal force- 
fully with Saddam Hussein's misadven- 
ture in Kuwait. But that administra- 
tion was not willing to have its own 
State Department make a diplomatic 
effort necessary to establish an off- 
Shore refugee processing center in the 
Caribbean-Central America region. 

The Clinton administration has sure- 
ly done no better. It as well is unwill- 
ing to spend the diplomatic chits“ re- 
quired to get one or more of our neigh- 
bors to provide the location for a proc- 
essing center. 
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I have very reluctantly supported the 
administration's determination to re- 
turn Jean-Bertrand Aristide to Haiti to 
head the Government there. I disagree 
with those who say we must send 
Aristide back in order ''to restore de- 
mocracy in Haiti." Democracy was 
nearly as difficult to find there during 
the Aristide administration as it was 
during the previous cruel administra- 
tions in Haiti. 

President Aristide was “freely elect- 
ed," and that is, in my mind, the only 
justification for further efforts to re- 
turn him to his office. Aristide showed 
us he was not a democrat during the 
months he presided in Haiti. When a 
freely elected Parliament would not 
cooperate with his administration, he 
used the mob to bully Haitian par- 
liamentarians. Aristide encouraged his 
followers to employ ''necklacing" to 
intimidate his opponents, and indeed, 
his followers did execute members of 
the Haitian military in this manner, an 
horrid activity which, I believe, had 
much to do with precipitating the coup 
which resulted in his exile. Perhaps 
President Bush is right and we should 
discontinue our effort to return him. 

We are now considering the imposi- 
tion of a full blockade of Haiti. I doubt 
that blockade will be effective. To be 
successful we would have to have the 
full cooperation of the Government of 
the Dominican Republic, which we 
have not had thus far with the current 
lesser embargo. Nevertheless, a block- 
ade is preferable to military action, 
and I believe we should first pursue 
that option. 

However, if the full blockade is not 
effective in bringing down the current 
military government, I believe we 
Should consider military action. I be- 
lieve humanitarian intervention to 
curb extreme human rights violations 
will support military action. It will not 
always be easy or clean, as we 
learned so dramatically in Somalia, 
but it is an option available to us. 

But again, before any military action 
can be considered, the Clinton adminis- 
tration must do its diplomatic work 
with a vigor and purpose we have not 
yet seen in this hemisphere—or in the 
world. The President must also do his 
political work on the Hill. As the Re- 
publican leader reminded us earlier 
today, President Clinton must first 
convince the Congress that military 
action is in the national interest. Any 
use of troops must have bipartisan sup- 
port. 

While it is likely necessary for U.S. 
troops to provide the initial interven- 
tion, those troops must be withdrawn 
as soon as possible, certainly within 6 
months. A U.N. or OAS force must then 
be prepared to move in—and stay in— 
until democracy has been established 
in Haiti, democratic institutions built 
up, a responsible police force devel- 
oped, and an effective judiciary estab- 
lished. This might mean 2 years, or 5 
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years, or 10 years—however long it 
takes—for we must assure that what- 
ever force replaces the American 
troops is committed to remaining until 
the job is done. 

Mr. President, I believe that the 
United States will have to provide suf- 
ficient financing of an operation as I 
discussed for the people of Haiti and for 
the people of the United States. 

I firmly believe it would be far less 
expensive than allowing the current 
situation to deteriorate further. The 
Situation demands that the United 
States and the international commu- 
nity take action now. We must lead, 
and we must act decisively without 
further dalliance and delay. 


CONGRESSIONAL GIFTS REFORM 
ACT 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I 
thank my good colleagues, Senator 
LEVIN and Senator COHEN, for their 
work on this legislation which so vexes 
all of us, and we will return now to 
that remarkable project. 

Ithank the Chair. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS]. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
withdraw the modification of my 
amendment that I previously sent to 
the desk. 

AMENDMENT NO, 1678, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I send 
a modification of my amendment to 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has that privilege. 

The amendment is modified accord- 
ingly. 

The amendment (No. 1678), as modi- 
fied, is as follows: 

Strike line 7 on page 35 through line 25 on 

page 51 of the Committee substitute, and in- 
sert in lieu thereof the following: 
“or the spouse thereof, shall knowingly ac- 
cept (1) any gift provided directly or indi- 
rectly by any person registered as a lobbyist 
or a foreign agent under the Federal Regula- 
tion of Lobbying Act, the Foreign Agents 
Registration Act, or any successor statute; 

(2) any gift from any other person. 

"(b) For the purpose of this rule, the term 
'gift' means any gratuity, favor, discount, enter- 
tainment, hospitality, loan, forbearance, or 
other item having monetary value. The term in- 
cludes gifts of services, training, transportation, 
lodging, and meals, whether provided in kind, 
by purchase of a ticket, payment in advance, or 
reimbursement after the erpense has been in- 
curred. 

"(c)(1) The following items are gifts subject to 
the restrictions in subparagraph (a)— 

A) a financial contribution or an erpendi- 
ture relating to a conference, retreat, or similar 
event for or on behalf of Members, officers, or 
employees; and 

) a charitable contribution (as defined in 
section 170(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986) made in lieu of an honorarium. 

0) The following items are subject to the re- 
strictions in subparagraph (a)(1)— 
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“(A) an item provided by a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent which is paid for, charged to, or re- 
imbursed by a client of such lobbyist or foreign 
agent; 

"(B) an item provided by a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent to an entity that is maintained or 
controlled by a Member, officer, or employee; 

"(C) a charitable contribution made on the 
basis of a designation, recommendation, or other 
specification made to a lobbyist or a foreign 
agent by a Member, officer, or employee; and 

"(D) a contribution and other payment by a 
lobbyist or foreign agent to a legal erpense fund 
established for the benefit of a Member, officer, 
or employee. 

"(d) The following items are not gifts subject 
to the restrictions in subparagraph (a): 

"(1) Any item for which the Member, officer, 
or employee pays the market value. 

02) A contribution, as defined in the Federal 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) that 
is lawfully made under that Act. 

"(3) Anything provided under circumstances 
that clearly indicate, in accordance with para- 
graph 2(a), that it is provided for a nonbusiness 
purpose and is motivated by a family relation- 
ship or personal friendship and not by the posi- 
tion of the Member, officer, or employee. 

) Items which are not used and which are 
promptly returned to the donor. 

"(5) A food or refreshment item of minimal 
value, such as a soft drink, coffee, or doughnut 
offered other than as part of a meal. 

"(6) Benefits resulting from the business or 
employment activities of the spouse of a Mem- 
ber, officer, or employee, if such benefits have 
not been offered or enhanced because of the of- 
ficial position of such Member, officer, or em- 
ployee. 

%) Pension and other benefits resulting from 
continued participation in an employee welfare 
and benefits plan maintained by a former em- 
ployer. 

"(8) Informational materials that are sent to 
the office of the Member, officer, or employee in 
the form of books, articles, periodicals, other 
written materials, audio tapes, videotapes, or 
other forms of communication. 

e) The restrictions in clause (2) of subpara- 
graph (a) shall not apply to the following: 

) Meals, lodging, and other benefits— 

"(A) resulting from the outside business or 
employment activities of the Member, officer, or 
employee (or other outside activities that are not 
connected to the duties of the Member, officer, 
or employee as an officeholder), if such benefits 
have not been offered or enhanced because of 
the official position of the Member, officer, or 
employee; or 

"(B) customarily provided by a prospective 
employer in connection with bona fide employ- 
ment discussions. 

“(2) Awards or prizes which are given to com- 
petitors in contests or events open to the public, 
including random drawings. 

"(3) Honorary degrees and other bona fide 
awards presented in recognition of public serv- 
ice and available to the general public (and as- 
sociated meals and entertainment provided in 
the presentation of such degrees and awards). 

**(4) Donations of products from the State that 
the Member represents that are intended pri- 
marily for promotional purposes, such as dis- 
play or free distribution, and are of minimal 
value to any individual recipient. 

"(5) Meals and entertainment provided to a 
Member or an employee of a Member in the 
Member's home State, subject to reasonable limi- 
tations, to be established by the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 

"(6) Food and attendance provided at an 
event sponsored by a political organization de- 
scribed in section 527(e) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986. 
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"(7) Training provided to a Member, officer, 
or employee, if such training is in the interest of 
the Senate. 

"(8) Bequests, inheritances, and other trans- 
fers at death. 

“(9) Any item, the receipt of which is author- 
ized by the Foreign Gifts and Declarations Act, 
the Mutual Education and Cultural Erchange 
Act, or any other statute. 

“(10) Anything which is paid for by the Gov- 
ernment or secured by the Government under a 
Government contract. 

“(11) A gift of personal hospitality of an indi- 
vidual, as defined in section 109(14) of the Eth- 
ics in Government Act. 

“(12) Free attendance at an event permitted 
pursuant to paragraph 2(b). 

“(13) Opportunities and benefits which are 

“(A) available to the public or to a class con- 
sisting of all Federal employees, whether or not 
restricted on the basis of geographic consider- 
ation; 

) offered to members of a group or class in 
which membership is unrelated to congressional 
employment; 

"(C) offered to members of an organization, 
such as an employees' association or congres- 
sional credit union, in which membership is re- 
lated to congressional employment and similar 
opportunities are available to large segments of 
the public through organizations of similar size; 

D) offered to any group or class that is not 
defined in a manner that specifically discrimi- 
nates among Government employees on the basis 
of branch of Government or type of responsibil- 
ity, or on a basis that favors those of higher 
rank or rate of pay; 

"(E) in the form of loans from banks and 
other financial institutions on terms generally 
available to the public; or 

"(F) in the form of reduced membership or 
other fees for participation in organization ac- 
tivities offered to all Government employees by 
professional organizations if the only restric- 
tions on membership relate to professional quali- 
fications. 

2. (a)(1) In determining if the giving of an 
item is motivated by a family relationship or 
personal friendship, at least the following fac- 
tors shall be considered: 

"(A) The history of the relationship between 
the individual giving the item and the individ- 
ual receiving the item, including whether or not 
items have previously been erchanged by such 
individuals. 

"(B) Whether the item was purchased by the 
individual who gave the item. 

"(C) Whether the individual who gave the 
item also at the same time gave the same or simi- 
lar item to other Members, officers, or employ- 
ees. 

**(2) The giving of an item shall not be consid- 
ered to be motivated by a family relationship or 
personal friendship if the family member or 
friend seeks— 

A) to deduct the value of such item as a 
business erpense on the family member's or 
friend's Federal income tar return; or 

"(B) reimbursement from— 

i) a lobbyist or foreign agent required to reg- 
ister under the Federal Regulation of Lobbying 
Act, the Foreign Agents Registration Act, or any 
successor statute; or 

ii) a client of a lobbyist or foreign agent de- 
scribed in division (i). 

"(b)1) Except as prohibited by paragraph 
l(a)(1) a Member, officer, or employee may ac- 
cept an offer of free attendance at a widely at- 
tended convention, conference, symposium, 
forum, panel discussion, dinner, reception, or 
similar event, if— 

A the Member, officer, or employee partici- 
pates in the event as a speaker or a panel par- 
ticipant, by presenting information related to 
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Congress or matters before Congress, or by per- 
forming a ceremonial function appropriate to 
his or her official position; or 

B) attendance of the event is appropriate to 
the performance of the official duties of the 
Member, officer, or employee. 

"(2) A Member, officer, or employee who at- 
tends an event described in clause (1) of this 
subparagraph may accept— 

"(A) a sponsor's unsolicited offer of free at- 
tendance at the event for an accompanying 
spouse if others in attendance will generally be 
accompanied by spouses or if such attendance is 
appropriate to assist in the representation of the 
Senate; and 

"(B) transportation and lodging in connectíon 
with the event if authorized in accordance with 
paragraph 3. 

"(3) Except as prohibited by paragraph 
l(a)(1), a Member, officer, or employee, or the 
spouse or dependent thereof, may accept a spon- 
sor's unsolicited offer of free attendance at a 
charity event in which the Member, officer, or 
employee is a participant. Reimbursement for 
transportation and lodging may not be accepted 
in connection with the event. 

"(4) For purposes of this paragraph, the term 
'free attendance' may include waiver of all or 
part of a conference or other fee or the provision 
of food, refreshment, entertainment, and in- 
structional materials furnished to all attendees 
as an integral part of the event. The term does 
not include entertainment collateral to the event 
or meals taken other than in a group setting 
with all or substantially all other attendees. 

) For the purpose of this rule 

"(1) The term ‘client’ means any person who 
employs or retains a lobbyist or a foreign agent 
to appear or work on such person's behalf. 

“(2) The term ‘market value’, when applied to 
a gift means the retail cost a person would incur 
to purchase the gift. The market value of a gift 
of a ticket entitling the holder to food, refresh- 
ments, or entertainment is the retail cost of simi- 
lar food, refreshments, or entertainment. 

“3. (a)(1) Except as prohibited by paragraph 
l(a)(1), a reimbursement (including payment in 
kind) to a Member, officer, or employee for nec- 
essary transportation, lodging and related er- 
penses for travel to a meeting, speaking engage- 
ment, factfinding trip or similar event in con- 
nection with the duties of the Member, officer, 
or employee as an officeholder shall be deemed 
to be a reimbursement to the Senate and not a 
gift prohibited by paragraph 1, if the Member, 
officer, or employee receives advance authoriza- 
tion to accept reimbursement and discloses the 
erpenses reimbursed or to be reimbursed and the 
authorization through the Secretary of the Sen- 
ate as soon as practicable after the travel is 
completed. 

"(2) Events, the activities of which are sub- 
stantially recreational in nature, shall not be 
considered to be in connection with the duties of 
a Member, officer, or employee as an office- 
holder. 

"(b) Each advance authorization to accept re- 
imbursement shall be signed by the appropriate 
Member or committee chairman and shall in- 
clude— 

I) the name of the Member, officer, or em- 
ployee; 

**(2) the name of the person who will make the 
reimbursement; 

) the time, place, and purpose of the travel; 
and 

V a determination that the travel is in con- 
nection with the duties of the Member, officer, 
or employee as an officeholder and would not 
create the appearance that the Member, officer, 
or employee is using public office for private 
gain. 

“(c) Each disclosure of erpenses reimbursed or 
to be reimbursed shall be signed by the appro- 
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priate Member or committee chairman and shall 
include— 

J) total transportation expenses reimbursed 
or to be reimbursed; 

A2) total lodging expenses reimbursed or to be 
reimbursed; 

“(3) disclosure of any other expenses reim- 
bursed or to be reimbursed (with the exception 
of any items that may properly be accepted pur- 
suant to clauses (1) and (2)); and 

) a determination that all such expenses 
are necessary transportation, lodging, and relat- 
ed expenses as defined in this paragraph. 

"(d) For the purposes of this paragraph, the 
term ‘necessary transportation, lodging, and re- 
lated erpenses'— 

"(1) includes reasonable erpenses that are 
necessary for travel for a period that may not 
erceed 3 days erclusive of traveltime within the 
United States or 7 days exclusive of traveltime 
outside of the United States unless approved in 
advance by the Ethics Committee; 

2) is limited to expenditures for transpor- 
tation, lodging, conference fees and materials, 
and meals offered to all attendees as an integral 
part of the event, including reimbursement for 
necessary transportation, whether or not such 
transportation occurs within the periods de- 
scribed in clause (1); and 

„) does not include erpenditures for rec- 
reational activities, or entertainment other than 
that provided to all attendees as an integral 
part of the event. 

e) The Secretary of the Senate shall — 

"(1) make available to the public all advance 
authorizations and disclosures of reimbursement 
filed pursuant to subparagraph (a) as soon as 
possible after they are filed; and 

“(2) publish an annual report summarizing 
(by Member, officer, or employee) travel er- 
penses that are reimbursed pursuamt to this 
paragraph and aggregate more than $250 from 
any one source. 

"4. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this rule, a Member, officer, or employee of 
the Senate may participate in a program, the 
principal objective of which is educational, 
sponsored by a foreign government or a foreign 
educational or charitable organization involving 
travel to a foreign country paid for by that for- 
eign government organization if such participa- 
tion is not in violation of any law and if the ap- 
propriate Member or committee chairman has 
determined that participation in such program 
is in the interests of the Senate and the United 
States. 

b) Any Member who accepts an invitation to 
participate in any such program shall notify the 
Secretary of the Senate in writing of his accept- 
ance. A Member shall also notify the Secretary 
in writing whenever he has permitted any offi- 
cer or employee whom he supervises (within the 
meaning of paragraph 11 of rule XXXVII) to 
participate in any such program. The Secretary 
shall place in the Congressional Record a list of 
all individuals participating; the supervisors of 
such individuals, where applicable; and the na- 
ture and itinerary of such program with partici- 
pation in a program permitted under subpara- 
graph (a) if such funds are not used for nec- 
essary food, lodging, transportation, and related 
expenses of the Member, officer, or employee. 
SEC. 3. AMENDMENT TO THE HOUSE RULES. 

Clause 4 of Rule XLIII of the House of Rep- 
resentatives is amended to read as follows: 

“4. (a)(1) No Member, officer, or employee of 
the House of Representatives, or the spouse or 
dependent thereof, shall knowingly accept— 
"(A) any gift provided directly or indirectly by 
any person registered as a lobbyist or a foreign 
agent under the Federal Regulation of Lobbying 
Act, the Foreign Agents Registration Act, or any 
successor statute; 

) any gift from any other person; or 
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*(2) For the purpose of this clause, the term 
‘gift’ means any gratuity, favor, discount, enter- 
tainment, hospitality, loan, forbearance, or 
other item having monetary value. The term in- 
cludes gifts of service, training, transportation, 
lodging, and meals, whether provided in kind, 
by purchase of a ticket, payment in advance, or 
reimbursement after the erpense has been in- 
curred. 

*(3)(A) The following items are gifts subject to 
the restrictions in subparagraph (1)— 

*(i) a financial contribution or an expendi- 
ture relating to a conference, retreat, or similar 
event for or on behalf of Members, officers, or 
employees; and 

iti) a charitable contribution (as defined in 
section 170(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986) made in lieu of an honorarium. 

"(B) The following items are subject to the re- 
strictions in subparagraph (1)(A)— 

i) an item provided by a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent which is paid for, charged to, or re- 
imbursed by a client of such lobbyist or foreign 
agent; 

ii) an item provided by a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent to an entity that is maintained or 
controlled by a Member, officer, or employee; 

"(iii) a charitable contribution made on the 
basis of designation, recommendation, or other 
specification made to a lobbyist or a foreign 
agent by a Member, officer, or employee, and 

"(iv) a contribution and other payment by a 
lobbyist or foreign agent to a legal erpense fund 
established for the benefit of a Member, officer, 
or employee. 

) The following items are not gifts subject 
to the restrictions in subparagraph (1): 

"(A) Any item for which the Member, officer, 
or employee pays the market value. 

"(B) A contribution, a defined in the Federal 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) that 
is lawfully made under that Act. 

“(C) Anything provided under circumstances 
that clearly indicate, in accordance with para- 
graph (b)(1), that it is provided for a nonbusi- 
ness purpose and is motivated by a family rela- 
tionship or personal friendship and not by the 
position of the Member, officer, or employee. 

"(D) Items which are not used and which are 
promptly returned to the donor. 

E) A food or refreshment item of minimal 
value, such as a soft drink, coffee, or doughnut 
offered other than as part of a meal. 

"(F) Benefits resulting from the business or 
employment activities of the spouse of a Mem- 
ber, officer, or employee, if such benefits have 
not been offered or enhanced because of the of- 
ficial position of such Member, officer, or em- 
ployee. 

"(G) Pension and other benefits resulting from 
continued participation in an employee welfare 
and benefits plan maintained by a former em- 
ployer. 

"(H) Informational materials that are sent to 
the office of the Member, officer, or employee in 
the form of books, articles, periodicals, other 
written materials; audio tapes, videotapes, or 
other forms of communication. 

“(5) The restrictions in clause (B) of Subpara- 
graph (1) shall not apply to the following: 

(A) Meals, lodging, and other benefits— 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished floor manager yield, 
either floor manager, for a question? I 
understand that we cannot vote until 
10 minutes later. Is that correct? 

Mr. LEVIN. It will be later than that. 
We are trying to figure that out now. 
We cannot figure out when to set a 
vote. That is what we are trying to 
clear on both sides. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, let me 
ask for the yeas and nays on my 
amendment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. COHEN. Do we have a copy of the 
amendment of the Senator from Ar- 
kansas as redrafted? 

Mr. BUMPERS. We will certainly get 
a copy. It is precisely the same amend- 
ment. It was a technical thing that we 
were working on to make sure the 
paragraphs were numbered correctly. 

Mr. COHEN. I understand that. We 
have one Member who would like to see 
a copy of the amendment as drafted be- 
fore we can agree to vote soon, hope- 
fully. 

Mr. BUMPERS. We will get it for the 
Senator in a minute. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, in 
deference to the floor managers, I 
would like to advise them that I have 
two amendments that I am prepared to 
bring up at an appropriate time. 

Mr. LEVIN. Would the Senator from 
Arkansas yield just for a question as to 
his amendment? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I would be happy to. 

Mr. LEVIN. How much debate does 
he want on his amendment? 

Mr. BUMPERS. None. 

Mr. LEVIN. We can be very brief in 
terms of your amendment, and then 
perhaps you could lay it aside if there 
is no further debate on your amend- 
ment. I would try to figure out when 
we can vote on it. And we will turn to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Alaska. Would that be agreeable? 

Mr. COHEN. I think once we have the 
amendment and we take this time to 
debate it, we ought to vote on it before 
we proceed to the amendments of the 
Senator from Alaska or anybody else. 

Mr. LEVIN. In that case, we will need 
to put in a quorum call so we can get 
that amendment duplicated. 

Mr. COHEN. Can we discuss it now 
while we are waiting? 

Mr. LEVIN. If the Senator from Ar- 
kansas can stay on the floor, I want to 
see if we can understand the purpose of 
the amendment. It is to basically 
eliminate the $20 rule to go to zero so 
that no gifts would be allowed of any 
value except for the very same excep- 
tions which are in the bill as presently 
before the Senate. 

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator is cor- 
rect. We did not change the substance 
of the amendment. We only drafted it 
so that it was more technically cor- 
rect. 

Mr. LEVIN. I do not believe that not 
being able to accept gifts under $20 
meets my test of what we were trying 
to achieve here, something which is 
tough, simple, and rational. I think the 
reason for the $20 exception was pre- 
cisely the same reason as the Senator 
from Arkansas uses in saying that he 
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wishes to eliminate it. I believe we will 
get far more Members tripped up when 
they have to figure out whether an ex- 
ception applies to all the gifts that we 
get under $20. But the will of the body 
obviously is that we eliminate the $20 
gift limitation. I can live with that 
gracefully. I think it is going to create 
more difficulties for us than it is going 
to solve. I think it will be more com- 
plex, not simpler. 

The Senator from Arkansas seeks 
simplicity. When he eliminates the 
possibility of getting a hamburger and 
a Coke from somebody, unless a certain 
test is met, I think he is going to do 
exactly opposite of what he purports to 
do, which is to have simplicity for all 
of us. 

So I do not think it is a simple or 
even a rational approach, frankly. It is 
not as rational as having a $20 rule. 
The proof of this I believe is that the 
executive branch has had a $20 gift rule 
in effect. It has worked. It has worked 
for Cabinet officers. It has worked for 
other people in the executive branch. 

There is no reason why it cannot 
work for us. It will save us an awful lot 
of headaches in trying to figure out 
whether or not all exceptions apply for 
all the little things. That was the same 
argument used earlier today as to why 
we ought to have a $75 gift limit in- 
stead of a $20 gift limit. 

So the question then is where do we 
draw the line? That is the question for 
all of us. I think that the proof of the 
pudding is in the executive branch 
edict, and that is the best guideline 
that we have as to what is workable 
without getting us into figuring out 
whether or not exceptions apply every 
time we get a commemorative cup 
from a constituent. 

But I understand what the Senator is 
trying to do. While I do not think it 
meets the test of being simple and ra- 
tional as well as tough, nonetheless, if 
that is the will of the body, we go down 
to zero and apply the exceptions in 
every single case when we get a cup or 
a pin. So be it. If that is what it takes 
to get gift reform, so be it. I am for 
tough gift reform. It surely meets that 
test—the toughness part of it. If that is 
what it takes to get tough gift reform, 
then let us get on with it. 

Mr. COHEN. Will the Senator yield? I 
am prepared to entertain his original 
unanimous consent request to set aside 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Arkansas temporarily because I am 
now advised that we will not be able to 
vote probably prior to 8:30 at least. So 
why do we not go ahead with other 
amendments? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Reserving the right 
to object, if the Senator will allow me 
just to make a quick response to the 
Senator from Michigan—and I under- 
stand precisely what the Senator is 
saying. We just come to different con- 
clusions about this. If a gift comes into 
my office, and I do not know what its 
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value is, therefore, I do not know 
whether to keep it or return it. I know 
my secretary. She will call Woodies. 
Let us just assume that they say that 
gift sells here for $18.95. Then she calls 
Hecht’s. Then she calls Hecht’s, and 
they say, We sell that for 524.95.“ 

I do not want to get trapped because 
there is one below $20 and one above 
$20. It is infinitely easier from a time 
standpoint to just send it back, witha 
nice letter, saying that under the rules 
we are not permitted to accept gifts. 

Mr. LEVIN. That is true wherever we 
draw the line. 

Mr. BUMPERS. That is much sim- 
pler, and I have not laid a minefield for 
myself. Iam not going to be criticized 
for receiving $20, which somebody 
might do under the case I just gave 
you. 

Mr. LEVIN. Except the Senator 
would have to see whether all the ex- 
ceptions apply to every pen and cup— 

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator is argu- 
ing against his own bill. 

Mr. LEVIN. We have to draw a line 
somewhere. You draw a line, and you 
keep all the exceptions. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I am giving an illus- 
tration where none of the exceptions 
apply, where somebody sends a gift to 
my office, it does not meet any of the 
exceptions under the Senator's bill, 
and I have to determine whether to 
hurt the guy's feelings by sending it 
back, or going all over town trying to 
figure out what it is worth, and mak- 
ing sure somebody does not put the 
handcuffs on me because it turned out 
to be worth $25 instead of $19. 

Mr. LEVIN. Wherever the line is 
drawn, you are going to have the same 
thing. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I have no objection 
to the unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. LEVIN. I ask unanimous consent 
to temporarily lay aside the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Arkansas, 
and that the Chair recognize the junior 
Senator from Alaska who, I believe, is 
ready with an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest? 

Mr. DECONCINI. Reserving the right 
to object. Can you tell us when we are 
going to vote here? Is it that nobody 
wants to vote on the Bumpers amend- 
ment? 

Mr. LEVIN. That is not the problem. 
There are schedules being aligned here. 
There is a request to see the Bumpers 
amendment on the other side before 
there is a vote. Copies are being made 
now so that persons who want to see 
that amendment before they vote on it 
will have an opportunity to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. COHEN. The answer is that it is 
going to be a while. 

Mr. DECONCINI. It would be nice if 
somebody could tell us how long a 
while" is so we might do something 
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else. I realize that would be really 
quite à phenomenon in this body to 
know that. 

Mr. COHEN. It is approximately $20 
or under. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Can I interpret that 
to be minutes? 

Mr. LEVIN. I agree with the Senator. 
I wish we could tell him. There is a re- 
quest to look at the amendment before 
an agreement is made as to when to 
vote. Until Senators have a chance to 
look at the amendment and make that 
decision, we cannot get a unanimous 
consent agreement for a fixed time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to laying the amendment of 
the Senator from Arkansas aside so the 
amendments by the Senator from Alas- 
ka can be taken up? 

Mr. LEVIN. Can we take up one 
amendment at a time? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I would like to 
discuss both, and then I will introduce 


one, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Alaska is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
have two amendments that I intend to 
offer. The first amendment would pro- 
hibit all political contributions from 
political action committees. The legis- 
lation would specifically prohibit a 
Senator from accepting any gift, di- 
rectly or indirectly, from a political 
action committee. 

The other amendment that I will 
offer would strike from the committee 
substitute, provisions which prohibit 
Members of Congress from receiving 
private reimbursement for travel, food, 
and lodging, in connection with a char- 
itable event. 

It is my understanding that the com- 
mittee managers have accepted an 
amendment allowing honoraria to be 
directed entirely to charity. We have a 
situation under my amendment where 
such reimbursements would be per- 
mitted, as long as the reimbursement 
was not made by a registered lobbyist 
or a foreign agent. 

Mr. President, the apparent motiva- 
tion for the committee legislation is, 
in my opinion, the mistaken belief that 
lobbyists and so-called special interest 
groups exercise undue influence on 
Members of Congress. That is a percep- 
tion that the American public has. To 
counteract this so-called undue influ- 
ence, the committee amendment would 
bar Members from receiving anything 
of value from a registered lobbyist. But 
the exception, Mr. President, is not po- 
litical contributions; political con- 
tributions can still come in. And the 
bill restricts gifts from individuals, or 
other entities, in an amount not in ex- 
cess of $20. So when we pass the bill 
that is before us, we can now go to the 
American public and let them know 
that we can no longer receive gifts 
from lobbyists and corporate interests. 
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Well, I ask the question: Is that real- 
ly what we are doing? Let me ask: Is 
there anything in this underlying bill 
that would prohibit a lobbyist from 
sponsoring a $500 personal political 
fundraiser for a Member of Congress? 
The answer is clearly no.“ 

Travel can be paid in the case of a 
contribution coming in for a $500 polit- 
ical fundraiser. Is there anything in 
this bill, the underlying bill, that 
would prohibit an individual who is not 
a lobbyist from making a contribution 
of several hundred dollars to a Senator 
or a Congressman's legal defense fund? 
No. We have protected ourselves in the 
underlying bill. 

Mr. President, this legislation is not 
going to do a single thing, in the mind 
of the Senator from Alaska, to change 
the public's perception of Congress 
with regard to the influence of lobby- 
ists and PAC's. And I am quite sure of 
that, because if you look at the under- 
lying bill, we have exempted our politi- 
cal fundraisers. 

Also, we have protected ourselves by 
allowing contributions, when  nec- 
essary, for our legal defense fund. So if 
we pass this underlying legislation in 
its current form, we are going to make 
it even more difficult for a very legiti- 
mate group of recipients—and that is 
charitable organizations—to arrange 
events that serve to raise money for 
their specific causes. 

Mr. President, under the committee 
substitute—and this is what is so un- 
fair about it, and I urge my colleagues 
to reflect on this—large charitable or- 
ganizations that have the resources to 
have their fundraisers here in Washing- 
ton, DC, will be able to invite Members 
of Congress to their events, because 
under the underlying committee 
amendment, a Member of Congress 
may accept an offer to attend such an 
event, even if the event is a $1,000-a- 
plate dinner to raise funds for research 
on à particular worthwhile cause, an 
illness, or what have you. But in my 
case, if there is a small nonprofit orga- 
nization trying to raise money in my 
State of Alaska, such as the charitable 
event I discussed this morning, raising 
money for a new mammogram machine 
so Alaskan women can receive ade- 
quate screening, Senators cannot come 
up to my State, because the cost of 
traveling and staying in Alaska cannot 
be paid or reimbursed by a private en- 
tity. 

Earlier today, other Senators dis- 
cussed charitable events they have 
been associated with, but they no 
longer will be able to attend. My 
amendment is very narrow and very 
similar to the amendment that was ac- 
cepted by the committee and offered by 
my friend from Wyoming. My amend- 
ment would allow reimbursements for 
lodging and transportation in connec- 
tion with charitable events only. These 
events obviously have to be cleared by 
the Rules, and the Ethics Committee. 
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These events do not benefit Senators, 
specifically, as do political fundraisers, 
and legal defense funds. 

We are protecting those, but we are 
not allowing charitable events. These 
charitable events are worthwhile and I 
believe to be in the public interest. 

I cannot understand, Mr. President, 
why we seem to have a double standard 
around here. One standard is for politi- 
cal events where travel and lodging can 
be reimbursed, and another standard is 
for charitable events where expenses 
cannot be reimbursed. 

I would be interested in the floor 
managers addressing the justification 
for that. 

Mr. President, the amendment that I 
will propose is narrowly crafted, unlike 
the broad amendment that we voted on 
this morning, the Johnston-McConnell 
amendment which was rejected. That 
amendment would have permitted Sen- 
ators to receive gifts up to $150, would 
have permitted Senators to receive 
meals without any limit on the cost of 
the meal. And it would have allowed 
Senators to receive gifts such as tick- 
ets to the Redskins game. 

My amendment simply affects the 
ability of Senators to assist charities 
in raising money. It has no impact on 
the committee substitute's limits on 
gifts to Senators. 

So, Mr. President, I reiterate that 
what we have is a double standard. The 
logic of that continuing when there are 
worthwhile charities that we can assist 
and help should convince my col- 
leagues to support my amendment. 

The other amendment would prohibit 
all political contributions from politi- 
cal action committees. This legislation 
prohibits a Senator in this body from 
accepting a gift directly or indirectly 
from, as I have said, a political action 
committee. The amendment merely 
adds this prohibition to include what 
some would consider a very important 
type of gift, a political contribution 
from a political action committee. 

I would anticipate the support of my 
colleagues with regard to the underly- 
ing bill and those who have expressed 
concern about special interests and in- 
fluence peddling that we have heard so 
much about in this body. We have 
heard the Senator from Arkansas say 
Senators should not take any gifts of 
any kind. Then let us include political 
action committees and be done with it. 

This is a logical extension of the pur- 
pose of this bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1679 
(Purpose: To prohibit PAC contributions) 


Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its consideration at this time. 
The amendment would prohibit all po- 
litical contributions from political ac- 
tion committees. I ask for its imme- 
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
DASCHLE). The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 


(Mr. 


9504 


The Senator from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1679. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read- 
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 36, after line 24, add the following: 

“(E) A contribution, as defined in the Fed- 
eral Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et 
Seq.) that is made by a lobbyist, foreign 
agent, or political action committee to a 
Member. 

On page 37, line 7, before the period insert 


"except as provided in subparagraph 
(cX2XE)". 

On page 50, between lines 16 and 17, add the 
following: 


*(v) A contribution, as defined in the Fed- 
eral Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et 
seq.) that is made by a lobbyist, foreign 
agent, or political action committee to a 
Member. 

On page 50, line 23, before the period insert 
"except as provided in subparagraph 
(SKXBYv)". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the vote on 
Senator BUMPERS’ Amendment No. 
1678, as further modified, occur at 9:30 
p.m. with no amendments in order to 
the Bumpers amendment or the lan- 
guage proposed to be stricken by the 
Bumpers amendment. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I am not 
sure that I heard this request right. 

The Senate has conducted one vote 
today. That vote was held at 1:58 this 
afternoon. Now we are at almost 10 
minutes after 8, and there is a unani- 
mous-consent request, never an- 
nounced before, never hinted at before, 
that we are not going to be voting 
until 9:30 p.m. 

May I ask the distinguished manager 
of the bill if there is any conceivable 
explanation for this kind of schedul- 
ing? 

Mr. LEVIN. I think the request is 
from the Senator's side. We need 15 
minutes or so. If he would check with 
the manager on his side, I think he can 
give the Senator the answer to the 
question. He would have to ask him for 
his reasons. 

Mr. DANFORTH. I will ask the man- 
ager on my side if there is any possible 
explanation for the Senate having one 
vote at 1:58 in the afternoon and then 
at 10 minutes after 8 having a unani- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


mous-consent request to hold the next 
vote at 9:30 at night? 

Mr. STEVENS. I might say to my 
friend I cannot tell him why there has 
not been a vote since the time he just 
said, around 1 o’clock. I can tell him 
why the vote is not going to take place 
until 9:30. That is because there is a 
very distinguished visitor to our coun- 
try who has asked several Members of 
the Senate to attend a dinner. That is 
where they are, and they will be able to 
come back at 9:30. 

Mr. DANFORTH. If I may inquire, 
could this have been announced at 
some point before 10 after 8 so that 
other Senators could have gotten in on 
the news and perhaps have gone home 
for dinner and then returned? 

Mr. STEVENS. We were prepared to 
vote prior to 8 o’clock. Since it could 
not take place at 8 o’clock, they asked 
if they could go to that event and they 
can be back by 9:30. We asked that the 
vote take place at 9:30 as a convenience 
to those Senators who accepted that 
invitation. They are going and they are 
going to excuse themselves and come 
back and be here for the vote at 9:30. 

Mr. DANFORTH. If I could inquire 
further, could there be any thought of 
perhaps holding the vote tomorrow 
morning during daylight hours? 

Mr. STEVENS. I would be pleased to 
give it a thought, but I do not think I 
was asked to consent to that. 

Mr. LEVIN. That was at the request 
of the leadership. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Could I ask the dis- 
tinguished manager of the bill, or ei- 
ther of the managers of the bill, but 
particularly the Senator from Michi- 
gan, if that inquiry might be put to the 
leadership? 

Mr. LEVIN. The inquiry can be. But 
we are debating the Murkowski amend- 
ments right now, so this time will be 
well utilized. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Why not debate the 
Murkowski amendments right now and 
then have votes tomorrow morning? 

Mr. LEVIN. Well, the delay of the 
vote until 9:30, I believe, was an accom- 
modation to someone on your side. 
That may be inaccurate. 

In any event, we are happy to debate 
the Murkowski amendments right now. 
We are going to fully use this time as 
soon as we can get to the Murkowski 
amendments. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Would the Senator 
consider the possibility of debating the 
Murkowski amendments right now and 
then having votes tomorrow on the 
Murkowski amendments? 

Mr. LEVIN. I am not scheduling the 
Senate. That is up to the leadership to 
schedule the Senate. I am happy to de- 
bate the Murkowski amendments right 
now. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Has the Senator 
from Michigan inquired of the leader- 
ship about this matter? 

Mr. LEVIN. I have not. Iam sure the 
leadership is listening. 
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Mr. DANFORTH. I am not sure the 
leadership is listening. 

Mr. LEVIN. I think the leadership is 
listening now. 

Mr. DANFORTH. I might suggest to 
the Senator from Michigan, it is 
enough to persuade the yet 
unpersuaded to retire. 

Mr. LEVIN. Are there such left in the 
Senate? 

Mr. DANFORTH. Not many. 

Mr. DEECONCINI. Would the Senator 
from Missouri yield? 

Mr. DANFORTH. Yes. 

Mr. DECONCINI. I have the same 
problem, sitting around here for all 
this time, when now we find out why. I 
mean I understand sometimes you 
want to accommodate people so they 
can go to a dinner, and next year they 
will not be able to go to these dinners. 

Mr. STEVENS. That is not what I 
said. They were prepared to vote and 
stay until 8 o’clock. 

Mr. FORD. I think the galleries 
ought to be kept in order, the same as 
the Senate floor. 

Mr. DECONCINI. The point is, we ob- 
viously run this body for the conven- 
ience of a few Senators, and probably 
that has happened for me. I cannot re- 
member it ever happening for me, but I 
will just say it has. 

But it seems to me not unreasonable 
to say at 6 o'clock, if we do not vote 
before 8 o'clock, then we cannot vote 
until 9:30, so then somebody would 
have some idea of what in the world we 
are doing around here. Because it was 
pretty clear to me we were not going to 
vote before 8 o'clock, the way the de- 
bate was going. 

Now the Senator from Missouri 
raises really a valid question. If we are 
going to hang around here for another 
hour and 15 or 20 minutes, why not do 
it tomorrow? We have been told there 
very likely will be votes on this or 
other subject matters. I just think the 
legislation is so darn silly anyway, in 
many respects, but the actions out 
here are even worse; that we cannot 
find out until 8 o’clock that, by gosh, 
the vote has to be at 9:30 now. And 
why? Because other Senators have to 
go to dinner with some dignitary. 

I mean, there are a few Senators who 
would like to go to dinner without 
some dignitary; maybe with their fami- 
lies, maybe with their friends, or 
maybe just by themselves, but they 
cannot. They have to sit around here 
and wait until this kind of scenario is 
played out. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? 

Mr. DANFORTH. Further reserving 
the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Let me ask, then, 
the manager if he anticipates that the 
9:30 vote will be the final vote tonight? 

Mr. LEVIN. I do not anticipate it will 
be the final vote tonight. I believe if 
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this unanimous-consent request is 
agreed to, we will vote on the Bumpers 
amendment at 9:30. Hopefully, we will 
have completed debate, or be close to 
the completion of debate, on the Mur- 
kowski amendments by then. I would 
hope we would then vote on the Mur- 
kowski amendments. It would be up to 
the leadership, not up to me, as to 
whether we go later tonight and dis- 
pose of the other amendments. 

But it would be my intention, subject 
to the agreement of the leadership, 
that we dispose of at least the Bumpers 
amendment, the Murkowski amend- 
ments, and any other amendments we 
can. 

Mr. DANFORTH. I might suggest, in- 
Stead of voting at 9:30, as long as we 
are shooting the night, we vote at 10, 
and then those who want to go out to 
dinner now can have a little window 
and go out to dinner and be back at 10. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan retains the floor. 

There is a unanimous-consent re- 
quest pending. Is there objection? 

Mr. DECONCINI. Yes, reserving the 
right to object. 

I would like to see the time changed, 
also. As long as we are going to change 
it for a few Senators who are going out 
to dinner with some dignitary and can- 
not get back here until 9:30, I would 
like to go out with some nondignitary 
and not get back until 10 o'clock, or to- 
morrow morning for that matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Arizona object? 

Mr. DECONCINI. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. STEVENS. I have no objection to 
10 o'clock. I understood it to be 10 
o'clock tonight. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan retains the floor. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. If I may make a 
point to the floor managers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. LEVIN. I am happy to yield fora 
question. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The question is, I 
do not know whether the floor manager 
was invited to the dinner that the Sen- 
ator from Maine has gone to, but the 
Senator from Alaska was invited to 
that dinner and, in the interest of full 
disclosure, rejected the invitation so I 
could be here to debate my amend- 
ment. 

So I defer to the Senator from Ari- 
zona who has suggested that there is 
some inequity here, and the Senator 
from Missouri who suggested there is 
some inequity. But there is mixed bag 
here with regard to dinner. I am prob- 
ably as hungry as the Senator from Ar- 
izona. 

But the record should note that, 
while there is inconvenience to all, it 
is for all kinds of different reasons. 
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With that profound statement, I 
thank the Senator. 

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. LEVIN. Yes. 

Mr. STEVENS. I have been here for 8 
years as assistant leader and I think I 
have protected, at some time or an- 
other, every Senator for a similar re- 
quest, a very important engagement, 
for a period of an hour and a half. I do 
not really understand this. 

I ask the time be extended to 10 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the vote on 
the Bumpers amendment occur at 10 
o’clock instead of at 9:30, under the 
same terms and conditions as pre- 
viously set forth in the unanimous con- 
sent request. 

Mr. DECONCINI. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Reserving the right 
to object. 

Mr. FORD. We will just stay here for 
awhile. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is already heard. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I suggest everybody 
go out to dinner and then come back 
and report whether a lobbyist paid for 
it or not. 

Let me renew a request—and I am 
not managing the bill, but I would like 
to move it along and I think everybody 
else would, too. 

Let me renew the request that the 
vote on the Bumpers amendment occur 
at 9:45, and that at 5 minutes after 10, 
we vote on the Murkowski amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DECONCINI. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Alaska has pro- 
posed an amendment. Does he seek rec- 
ognition? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The Senator from 
Alaska has submitted his amendment. 
It has been read by the clerk. I have 
discussed it. I would be happy to enter 
into a debate on the merits, but I see 
nobody rising, so I will continue to 
make a few points that I feel are appro- 
priate. 

Again, let me share with my col- 
leagues the effect of the amendment 
which would prohibit all political con- 
tributions from political action com- 
mittees. 

Mr. President, the legislation is very 
simple in prohibiting Senators from ac- 
cepting any gift directly or indirectly 
from any political action committee. I 
think it is fair to say that, as we look 
at how this body is perceived, it is seen 
as under the influence of lobbyists and 
political action committees. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will be in order. 

The Senator from Alaska. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair. 

I think we would all agree we have 
been spending a good deal of time dis- 
cussing the role of influential groups, 
lobbyists and political action commit- 
tees. 

So, in view of the theme that we 
seem to be pursuing tonight on doing 
away with all gifts of any kind, I think 
it is quite appropriate that we go all 
the way and address the concerns that 
we all anguish about. And one of them, 
of course, is the continued contribu- 
tions of political action committees 
and the influence of lobbyists, as well. 

So my amendment, Mr. President, 
merely adds the prohibition to include 
what some would consider, again, a 
very important type of gift, and that is 
a political contribution from political 
action committees. I think it is a log- 
ical extension of the discussion that we 
have had on the floor today. I can talk 
further, at length, about the inconsist- 
encies we seem to continue to foster 
here as we address how to improve 
some of the standards within the Sen- 
ate. 

Again, I reflect on the reality that 
we have a double standard here. We 
have standards for political events 
where travel and lodging can be reim- 
bursed, and another standard for chari- 
table events. As à consequence of this 
self-searching effort to bring about 
substantial reform, I think it appro- 
priate that political action committees 
be included in the prohibition. 

It is a very simple amendment, and I 
recognize it is going to cause some of 
our colleagues, perhaps, some distress. 
But if we are talking about true re- 
form, then this should be included. It is 
appropriate, I think, it be recognized 
for its merits. 

Mr. President, I do not have any ex- 
tended remarks because the amend- 
ment is self-evident. I would be happy 
to debate my colleagues who may have 
strong feelings about the merits of the 
amendment. But I think it certainly 
has a place in the dialog and the gen- 
eral considerations of the themes be- 
fore us. So I have no further statement. 
I will be happy to respond to questions 
from my colleagues on the justification 
for the prohibition. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I am happy to. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Will you tell me a 
little bit about the dinner tonight you 
are missing? I am really intrigued 
about that. Is it for the Prime Minister 
of Malaysia? Is that right? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I believe that is 
correct. I believe it was a dinner invi- 
tation. I know the honored guest was 
the President of Malaysia. 

Mr. DECONCINI. It is none of my 
business. If the Senator feels he does 
not want to answer or does not know, 
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I understand. Does he know who was 
paying for the dinner, just out of curi- 
osity? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. In response to the 
Senator from Arizona, I did not ask 
and did not think to ask. But in the fu- 
ture I am going to be reminded to ask, 
because the Senator from Arizona 
raises a very appropriate point, wheth- 
er it was a friend who was paying for 
the dinner 

Mr. DECONCINI. Friend, yes. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Lobbyist, political 
action committee, or maybe it was the 
Malaysian President himself. I do not 
know. 

Mr. DECONCINI. If the Senator would 
yield, does the Senator know—I think 
the Senator sits on the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, does he not? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The Senator does. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Does the Senator 
know, do we give any foreign assist- 
ance to Malaysia? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I think there is 
some foreign assistance to Malaysia. 
The Senator raises an interesting 
point, 
whether that would be a conflict of in- 
terest. 

Mr. DECONCINI. I am not accusing 
anybody of anything, of course. I was 
just speculating. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The Senator from 
Arizona sits as head of the Intelligence 
Committee. Maybe the Senator from 
Arizona and the Intelligence Commit- 
tee could look into that. 

Mr. DECONCINI. I thank the Senator. 
He, having been on the Intelligence 
Committee, knows how much we can 
do in that area. 

Let me ask the Senator something 
else, if it is not inappropriate, and I 
wil rely on the Senator's judgment. 
How many Senators were invited or 
how many were in attendance, does the 
Senator know? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The Senator from 
Alaska has no idea how many were in- 
vited. The Senator is under the impres- 
sion it was a relatively small group. 
Maybe we can get the answer for the 
Senator from Arizona by a show of 
hands of who was not invited. 

Mr. DECONCINI. I do not know if we 
can do that without a motion. I thank 
the Senator. 

I do not mean to shortchange his 
amendment by any means. It was just 
curiosity here. While we sit here, there 
are 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10 or whatever, Senators 
having dinner with the Prime Minister 
of Malaysia and we knew that—some- 
body knew that was going to happen. 
The Senator from Alaska did, and 
elected to stay here and offer his 
amendment. I commend him for doing 
that. 

While the rest of us could have gone 
out or gone home and had dinner and 
done something, it would have been 
very easy for us just to be told that be- 
tween 8 and 9:30 there is going to be an 
effort here that no votes occur, instead 
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of telling us at 8:20 or whatever it is, it 
is not going to occur. They might have 
told us at 6 o’clock, and I am sure it 
would have made life a little bit dif- 
ferent for me and maybe other people 
here. But I realize the quality of life is 
not the motivation of this body by any 
means—or maybe by Senators. I thank 
the Senator. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. In the interests of 
full disclosure to the Senator from Ari- 
zona, I might admit, had I known the 
Senate would be in this particular pre- 
dicament, I might have accepted the 
invitation of the Prime Minister of Ma- 
laysia, enjoyed a nice dinner, and still 
have been able to come back and de- 
bate my amendment. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Let me say to the 
Senator, I want to compliment the 
Senator from Alaska for his extra ef- 
fort in full disclosure. How many Sen- 
ators have you heard get up on the 
floor and fully disclose that they were 
invited to a dinner, and that the Sen- 
ate now has been set aside and nothing 
is going to happen while some of them 
did not go, and you could have gone 
and been part of that imposition on the 
rest of us, and you elected to stay here 
and offer your amendment. 

Iam sincere about this. I do not want 
the Senator to think I am spoofing. I 
want to thank him for his diligence. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Clearly the Sen- 
ators that are at the dinner had some 
advanced knowledge, or at least a pre- 
monition, of what we might be doing at 
approximately 8:25 tonight. They chose 
to try and arrange for a unanimous 
consent for a vote at a later time. It 
looks like they have been successful in 
that regard. So perhaps all the Senator 
from Alaska can reflect on is that I 
have not missed too many meals 
lately. This one will probably not hurt. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana. 


AMENDMENT NO. 1680 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1679 
(Purpose: To reduce the pay of Members of 
Congress by 15 percent) 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I send a 
second-degree amendment to the MuR- 
KOWSKI amendment to the desk and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. BURNS], 
proposes an amendment numbered 1680 to 
amendment numbered 1679: 

At the appropriate place, add the follow- 
ing: 

Notwithstatding any other provision of 
law the pay of Members of Congress shall be 
reduced by 15% effective immediately. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I think 
we have looked at the accumulation of 
debt, as was reported by the Senator 
from Iowa. This date is noted across 
the country as Tax Freedom Day and 
the deficit continues and the accumu- 
lation of debt continues. This is the 
latest it has ever come in the year, the 
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4th day of May, 2 days longer than a 
year ago. So I think what we are look- 
ing for here is, if we are really serious 
about taking not only what the subject 
of this bill has been, but also some fis- 
cal responsibility—I have long believed 
that if Congress really and earnestly is 
concerned about accountability and re- 
sponsibility, there are two things that 
should be done. This is what I am told 
when I go home. 

First, any legislation that is passed 
by Congress and signed into law by the 
President, and as a result, that law 
goes to a faceless bureaucracy to write 
the administrative rules—once the 
rules have been written and they are 
entered into the Federal Register they 
become the law of the land. So Mem- 
bers of Congress go home and one day 
they find out from their constituency, 
"Look at this law that you have 
passed. Look what it has done to me." 

So Members of Congress look at it 
and they say, When we passed it, that 
was not the intent of the law." 

I suggest on some pieces of legisla- 
tion, after those rules are written, they 
should come back to the Congress for 
the final OK by the Congress. That is 
one. 

For responsibility and accountabil- 
ity—for what we have said was a pay 
raise here a couple of years ago to 
bring some more accountability to this 
body—if we want to vote late at night 
and worry about who is going to din- 
ner, and who is not—then I think 
maybe that should be reflected in the 
pay of the people who serve in this 
body. 

The other day I raised a little Cain 
about bonuses that went to the Social 
Security people, bonuses that went to 
people who have not worked in the So- 
cial Security but for 2% to 3 months 
and end up with a $9,000 bonus. 

Do you think they earned it? I do not 
think so, especially when Social Secu- 
rity comes to Congress asking for more 
money so they can catch up on the 
backlog of disability payments. So as a 
result of that, they are not showing 
their responsibility. Maybe we who are 
elected should show ours. 

So I offer this amendment as a 15- 
percent pay cut for Members of Con- 
gress as a second-degree amendment to 
the Murkowski amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alaska. 5 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I would like to 
speak very briefly on the second-degree 
amendment offered by my friend from 
Montana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
think our friend from Montana has 
brought up an appropriate consider- 
ation relative to the realities that we 
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live in, and that is this Nation has ac- 
crued approximately $4.5 trillion of 
debt. 

The significance of that is often over- 
looked because it is pretty hard to 
comprehend that kind of a number. But 
let me share with my colleagues a cer- 
tain reality associated with that, and 
that is, about 14 percent of our current 
budget is interest on our accumulated 
debt. 

That does not mean much, but let us 
take it one step further and recognize 
that we are committed to fund interest 
on that debt. The question legitimately 
is, how are we funding that interest on 
the debt? We are borrowing that inter- 
est on the debt. Think of the signifi- 
cance of that. We are borrowing in ex- 
cess of $213 billion to pay interest on 
our $4.5 trillion worth of debt. 

We are not addressing entitlement 
growth because we simply do not have 
the self-discipline to address it in a re- 
sponsible manner, either through caps 
or freezing it at some level. So it con- 
tinues to grow. 

But let us look at the merits of what 
we mean when we talk about borrowing 
somewhere in excess of $212 billion for 
interest. That does not increase inven- 
tory, it does not provide jobs, it does 
not provide any social programs. It 
does not provide any defense budget. 

If you went to your banker, Mr. 
President, and said, “I need a loan be- 
cause I have to make a payment," you 
might get the loan if you said you 
wanted to make the payment to pay a 
portion of your principal down. But if 
you asked him or her for a loan so you 
could pay your interest, you probably 
would not get it because you would be 
& very poor credit risk. 

That is the harsh reality of the con- 
dition of this Nation today. We are bor- 
rowing money to pay interest, and we 
are talking about the amendment of 
the Senator from Montana in the sec- 
ond degree cutting salaries. But we are 
continuing to expend more than we 
raise in revenue. 

There is a very simple process here, 
Mr. President. We have one or two al- 
ternatives: We either raise revenue or 
cut spending. The appropriate alter- 
native, obviously, is to cut spending, 
but we do not have the discipline to do 
it. 

So I think as we address the merits 
of measures to cut spending, we should 
look at all measures and the amend- 
ment by the Senator from Montana rel- 
ative to cutting salaries. At least he is 
cutting somewhere, and he is cutting 
pretty close to the heart when he pro- 
poses to cut Members' salaries 15 per- 
cent. 

We, as individual Senators, have to 
meet our obligations, but the Federal 
Government simply adds to the deficit 
for whatever else it needs. That is fis- 
cal irresponsibility, Mr. President, and 
I think we should give more time and 
attention to the merits of it. 
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There is a book out that some of my 
colleagues have read. It is Bank- 
ruptcy 1995" by a gentleman by the 
name of Figgie. He may be off a few 
years, but he is right on target with 
what is happening in the United 
States, what happened in Central and 
South America in monetizing the debt. 

We are approaching a time in the fu- 
ture, perhaps, but nevertheless it is in- 
evitable, where a bigger portion of our 
budget goes for interest on the debt. 
That is like owning a horse that eats 
while you and I sleep. It goes on and on 
and on and on. Unless you address it by 
paying down the principal, it simply 
gets bigger. When you borrow to pay 
the interest solely, you are digging a 
grave for this country step by step. 

So, Mr. President, I think this body 
should look at all provisions that sug- 
gest control of costs and particularly 
the merits of expanded collective debt, 
as we look at it today, $4.5 trillion. 

Ithank the Chair and yield the floor. 

Mr. LEVIN. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
AKAKA). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend- 
ment of Senator BUMPERS be allowed to 
be further modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object, how is it being 
modified? 

Mr. BUMPERS. If I may explain this 
to the Senator from Texas, I have an 
amendment at the desk right now with 
a modification which covers the Senate 
rules only. In order to cover the House 
rules, too, which we must do, I would 
have to offer an amendment to that to 
amend the bill in two places, which as 
the Senator knows someone could ob- 
ject to, if we do not get a unanimous- 
consent request that I be permitted to 
amend the bill two places. 

Mr. GRAMM. The Senator wants to 
apply the same thing to the House? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Absolutely. That is 
all it does. 

Mr. GRAMM. No objection. 

Mr. BUMPERS. That saves us an ad- 
ditional vote also. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1678, AS FURTHER MODIFIED 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I send 
the modification to the desk and with- 
draw the existing modification. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be so modified. 
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The amendment (No. 1678), as further 
modified, is as follows: 

The committee substitute is amended as 
follows: 

(1) On page 35, strike lines 7-19 of the com- 
mittee substitute and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

“or the spouse thereof, shall knowingly ac- 
cept— 

(J) any gift provided directly or indirectly 
by any person registered as a lobbyist or a 
foreign agent under the Federal Regulation 
of Lobbying Act, the Foreign Agents Reg- 
istration Act, or any successor statute; 

(2) any gift from any other person.“ 

(2) Strike line 21 on page 48 through line 9 
on page 49 of the committee substitute and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“of Representatives, or the spouse thereof, 
shall knowingly accept— 

(A) any gift provided directly or indi- 
rectly by a person registered as a lobbyist or 
a foreign agent under the Federal Regulation 
of Lobbying Act, the Foreign Agents Reg- 
istration Act, or any successor statute; 

(B) any gift from any other person.“ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader is recognized. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at 9:40 p.m. 
the Senate vote on the Bumpers 
amendment as just modified; that fol- 
lowing disposition of the Bumpers 
amendment, Senator STEVENS, or his 
designee, be recognized to move to 
table the Murkowski amendment relat- 
ing to PAC contributions; that if a mo- 
tion to table is made, a vote occur on 
that motion to table; and that follow- 
ing disposition of that amendment, the 
Senate proceed to vote on the Murkow- 
ski amendment relating to reimburse- 
ment for travel to and lodging at chari- 
table events; that if a motion to table 
the Murkowski amendment regarding 
PAC contributions is not made, the 
Senate then proceed immediately to 
vote on the Burns second-degree 
amendment to the Murkowski amend- 
ment, the Burns amendment relating 
to pay cuts; and that following the 
vote on the Burns amendment, the 
Senate proceed to vote on the Murkow- 
ski amendment regarding PAC con- 
tributions, as amended, if amended; 
and that following disposition of that 
amendment, the Senate then proceed 
to vote on the Murkowski amendment 
regarding reimbursement for travel to 
and lodging at charitable events. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the major- 
ity leader? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, if the Senator from 
Alaska, Senator STEVENS, should de- 
cide not to move to table, then the pro- 
cedure the Senator outlined will fol- 
low. There would be a separate vote on 
the Burns amendment and followed by 
the vote on the Murkowski amend- 
ment? 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is correct. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, and the 
Senator from Alaska does not intend to 
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object, but I would like reasonable 
time to talk on both my amendments 
following the process that the majority 
leader has drawn out. It would be a 
short time. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes. 

Mr. President, my request would 
have the first vote occur at 9:40. So 
there would be time for debate between 
now and 9:40. I would suggest that it be 
equally divided between the Senator 
from Alaska and the manager of the 
bill, or his designee. Is that agreeable 
to Senator MURKOWSKI? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The Senator from 
Alaska would like at least 10 minutes. 

Mr. MITCHELL. He would have more 
than that. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. He has two 
amendments. I have not offered my 
second amendment. So I would like to 
have at least 10 minutes on my second 
amendment which I would offer after 
the vote on the Bumpers amendment 
and the disposition of the Burns-Mur- 
kowski amendment. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I have no disagree- 
ment with that. 

I yield to the Republican leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Why not proceed as the 
majority leader suggests and following 
disposition of the three amendments 
then the Senator would offer his second 
amendment? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Yes. And I would 
like to talk on the second amendment 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. DOLE. Then we could debate it. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. That could be 
equally divided. 

Mr. MITCHELL. The agreement I 
proposed contemplated voting on both 
of his amendments in succession. 

Mr. DOLE. I see. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I believe he wants 10 
minutes between the vote on his first 
amendment and second amendment. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The majority 
leader is correct. 

Mr. MITCHELL. In addition to the 
debate time between now and 9:30. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Yes. That would 
be on the pending amendment. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I inquire of the Sen- 
ator, if the manager were willing to di- 
vide the time between now and 9:40 so 
the Senator from Alaska would have 18 
minutes and the manager 5 minutes, 
would that be agreeable to the Sen- 
ator? Then we could have the votes as 
suggested. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The Senator from 
Alaska would appreciate the majority 
leader accommodating him for at least 
10 minutes prior to the vote on the sec- 
ond Murkowski amendment which 
would be the transportation issue. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Then, Mr. President, 
I modify my request to have a period of 
15 minutes between the last vote on the 
second Murkowski amendment and the 
immediately preceding amendment 
with 10 minutes of that allocated to 
the Senator from Alaska and 5 minutes 
to the manager or his designee. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Mr. LEVIN. It better be evenly di- 
vided. There are a number of speakers. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I am now advised 
others want to speak. We have 20 min- 
utes equally divided between the last 
vote and immediately preceding vote 
to accommodate the Senator from 
Alaska. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the modified request of 
the majority leader? 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. DECONCINI. After that time the 
bill is open to further amendment or 
final passage? 

Mr. MITCHELL. The bill is open to 
further amendment. 

Mr. DECONCINI. So not necessarily 
final passage tonight. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if I 
may respond to the Senator, we have 
been attempting to get a finite list 
with a time for finishing the bill. 

I have been advised by our colleagues 
that no such agreement is possible 
until these votes occur but that after 
these votes occur it may be possible to 
get that. That is why I am doing it 
that way. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest that we call the Four Seasons res- 
taurant and be sure that the Senators 
there with the Prime Minister from 
Malaysia will be through with the des- 
sert and coffee by 9:30. We do not want 
to rush them because we have been sit- 
ting around here for several hours now 
to accommodate them in a few min- 
utes. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I will see to it that 
such a call is made. 

Mr. EXON. Reserving the right to ob- 
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nebraska is recognized. 

Mr. EXON. I probably shall not, but I 
would like to inquire of the leader and 
the minority leader, I assume the par- 
liamentary situation is that the Burns 
amendment to reduce salaries by 15 
percent is a second-degree amendment 
to the Murkowski amendment, is that 
correct? 

Mr. MITCHELL. I believe that is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. EXON. I am making an inquiry, I 
guess, as to the situation with regard 
to what can and cannot be done under 
the rules. I am considering an amend- 
ment, I must tell the leader and the 
minority leader, possibly—if it is pos- 
sible to work this in before the vote on 
the Burns amendment—to offer a 
sense-of-the-Senate amendment that 
all of those voting for the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Montana 
should, regardless of the outcome of 
the vote, agree publicly tonight that, 
even if the vote fails, they would in- 
deed cut their salary by 15 percent. 
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It seems to me that would be a to- 
tally reasonable proposition that we 
could offer. 

I have cosponsors to that, Mr. Lead- 
er. 
We are going through gyrations 
around here. It seems to me that, I will 
just advise the leader and the minority 
leader, if it is possible for me to offer 
such a sense-of-the-Senate resolution 
before the vote, the courageous vote to 
cut the salary by 15 percent, then I 
think it is time maybe that the U.S. 
Senate stand up. 

I will not use the word on the floor of 
the U.S. Senate that I would like to 
use in that regard, but I think many of 
these votes are put up strictly for po- 
litical reasons. And I think maybe the 
best way to stop that would be to have 
a sense of the Senate, at least for those 
voting for the amendment to cut sala- 
ries by 15 percent by the Senator from 
Montana, to agree publicly, as they 
vote for that amendment, that they 
wil cut their salaries by refunding 
that amount of money in some form for 
as long as they serve in the U.S. Sen- 
ate. Maybe that would be one of these 
times when we could see how serious 
some of these amendments are. 

Possibly—I cannot do that right now; 
I wil not object—but if the oppor- 
tunity presents itself, I intend to offer 
such an amendment, hopefully, before 
the vote on the amendment being of- 
fered by the Senator from Montana. 

I do not object. 

I thank the leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the 
Senator should understand that if the 
request I proposed is approved, then a 
vote may occur on the Burns amend- 
ment prior to the time that he would 
be able to offer a sense of the Senate. 

I am grateful for his consideration. 
May I suggest to the Senator that the 
bill, after completion of these votes, 
will still be open to amendment, and he 
may then offer an amendment. It may 
not be as desirable as doing it before, 
but I think it would have the same ef- 
fect. 

Mr. DOLE. Would the Senator yield? 

Mr. MITCHELL. I yield to the Repub- 
lican leader. 

Mr. DOLE. I think if you could ex- 
tend that sense of the Senate to apply 
to those who voted earlier today on the 
gift ban—I mean, I cannot believe any 
politics was involved in that at all. 
Certainly that was all statesmanship, 
and the midnight pay cut is something 
else. 

But there may be à way to construct 
a sense-of-the-Senate resolution we 
could all vote for, including the pay 
raise and the gift ban and all the she- 
nanigans that have been going on all 
day here. 

Mr. EXON. Reserving the right to ob- 
ject, the Senator from Kansas makes a 
very good point, although there is 
some difference between gifts. I intend 
to support the gift restraints, in all 
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sincerity, as I have supported them for 
a long, long time. There is some kind 
of a difference. You can accept a gift 
and keep it a secret and not say any- 
thing about it. Not so with your salary 
in the U.S. Senate. If people want their 
salary cut, and if they so vote but it 
fails, then I think that they should vol- 
untarily agree to make their tax re- 
turn, or that portion of their tax re- 
turn, public each and every year to in- 
dicate the seriousness of their convic- 
tions. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
renew my request. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object. 

I would like to ask the majority lead- 
er, if the majority will indulge me for 
a moment, does the majority leader an- 
ticipate we will be in tomorrow with 
votes? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Unless we finish this 
bill tonight. 

Mr. DOLE. And we have Bosnia. 

Mr. MITCHELL. And we have the 
Bosnia matter. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Is the answer, more 
or less, that we are going to be in to- 
morrow, with votes? Is that what it ap- 
pears to be now? 

Mr. DOLE. If the majority leader will 
yield, I assume there is going to a con- 
siderable amount of debate on Bosnia. I 
am not certain there will be a vote to- 
morrow. 

Mr. DECONCINI. The reason I ask—it 
seems to me it is late —why do not we 
put these votes off until tomorrow 
morning? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I will 
respond to that. We have had a lengthy 
delay here for three reasons. 

First is that discussions were occur- 
ring regarding the substance of the bill 
in an effort to reach agreement on var- 
ious provisions that would obviate the 
necessity of having votes to dispose of 
the matter. The second was, as the 
Senator has noted, to accommodate a 
group of Senators who left to have din- 
ner with a foreign head of government 
who is in Washington at this time. And 
the third has been to try to resolve this 
issue of when we vote. 

It is not uncommon. It occurs all the 
time. 

There is a large number of Senators 
who want to finish the bill tonight and 
have no votes tomorrow. There is an 
equally large number of Senators who 
want to leave tonight—maybe a small- 
er number of Senators, but a number of 
them—who want to have no more votes 
tonight and put all the votes off until 
tomorrow morning. 

I am trying very hard to reconcile 
what are almost irreconcilable inter- 
ests. 

Mr. President, I renew my request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no objection, the majority leader’s 
modified unanimous-consent request is 
agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, Sen- 
ators should be aware, and I hope all 
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will be notified, that the votes tonight 
will begin at 9:40 p.m. on the Bumpers 
amendment, and there will be at least 
three votes, and possibly four, depend- 
ing on what occurs during the votes. 

I thank my colleagues for their pa- 
tience and cooperation. 

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas, Mr. GRAMM is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Would the Senator 
yield for just one moment? 

Mr. GRAMM. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ne- 
glected, in making my request, to ask 
consent that no second-degree amend- 
ments be in order to Senator MURKOW- 
Skl's amendment regarding reimburse- 
ment for travel to and lodging at chari- 
table events. I now ask that my re- 
quest be further modified to incor- 
porate that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Without objection, the unanimous- 
consent, as further modified, is agreed 
to. 

The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from Texas, Mr. GRAMM. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I have 
remained silent all day during this de- 
bate in the hope that no one would re- 
member that I was here. But I would 
just like to make a couple of comments 
about what we have been doing all day 
long. 

It seems to me that there are Mem- 
bers of the Senate who have concluded 
that the American people are unhappy 
with us. And indeed they are unhappy 
with us because we have raised their 
taxes, squandered their money, regu- 
lated their business, refused to provide 
quality services in education and law 
enforcement and, in short, they are 
just outraged that we are doing a bad 
job. 

Now, there seem to be some people 
who think that if we brutalize our- 
selves a little—first, by saying, well, if 
somebody gave you a Christmas tree 
and it was worth more than $20, you 
had to give it back. 

Now we have an amendment saying if 
the Christmas tree is worth a nickel, 
you cannot take it. 

My point is this: If you want to take 
a Christmas tree as a gift, take it. If 
you do not, do not. But I do not think 
the American people are going to be 
impressed, because it is not what we 
are doing to ourselves that they are 
mad about, it is what we are doing to 
them. 

I do not think they are going to feel 
better if we slap ourselves around a 
couple of times because we will still be 
slapping them around. What we ought 
to be doing is trying to undo the bad 
things we do to the people. But penaliz- 
ing ourselves in this fashion simply 
makes us look silly. I am sure there 
are people who thought when we start- 
ed this debate that somehow it was 
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going to make us look good. I think, 
frankly, it has made the whole institu- 
tion and every Member look silly. 

I hope there is a good baseball game 
on television tonight that somebody is 
watching. I hope my mama is not 
watching this process when we are de- 
bating silly, trivial things, so many 
that are unbecoming to the U.S. Sen- 
ate, when there is so much real work to 
be done, when there are so many fun- 
damental issues that ought to be de- 
cided and on which we should be con- 
centrating. 

Ido not know in the big picture if to- 
day's debate will make any difference, 
but so much of it seems to trivialize 
the greatest deliberative body in his- 
tory. I just wanted to get up and say 
that I do not think the U.S. Senate has 
covered itself in glory today. I think it 
is too bad. Again, I do not think that in 
the process of conducting this silly de- 
bate that we are making people like us 
more. They want us to stop doing bad 
things to them and nothing we do to 
ourselves will change that. 

I yield the floor. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader is recognized. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I will 
only say, with respect to comments 
made by the Senator, that what is silly 
or trivial, is of course a subjective 
judgment that is in the eye of the be- 
holder. I think what the Senator has 
said about silly and trivial things com- 
ing before the Senate is true as to 
many things other than what has oc- 
curred today. We spend a lot of time on 
things that I feel are silly and trivial 
and others feel are silly and trivial. I 
respect his point of view. Perhaps it 
will lead us to think about some of the 
other things we do in this Senate that 
many of us regard as silly and trivial. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI]. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
thank the Chair. I want to make sure 
my colleagues understand the amend- 
ment before us. My amendment is to 
prohibit all political contributions 
from political action committees. I 
think it is important for the record to 
note that, since the passage of the Fed- 
eral Election Campaign Act, the num- 
ber of PAC's has grown from 680 in 1974 
to 4,192 in 1992. Think of that growth 
when you look at the impact of politi- 
cal action committees as we reflect on 
the merits of reform legislation. PAC 
contributions increased from $12.5 mil- 
lion to $180 million, which is an in- 
crease of more than 400 percent in real 
terms. In 1992, 55 percent of the House 
winners received more than half their 
contributions from PAC's. 

The situation is worse than is re- 
flected by these numbers, because al- 
most all corporate and trade PAC 
money, 90 percent, went to incumbents. 
Almost all won reelection. 
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So I encourage my colleagues to re- 
flect a little bit on how the American 
public is going to view this vote. Are 
they going to view it as business as 
usual where there is an effort to vote 
down or table my amendment to pro- 
hibit political action committee con- 
tributions coming in? This legislation 
would prohibit a Senator specifically 
from accepting any gift, directly or in- 
directly, from a political action com- 
mittee. Banning PAC contributions 
was really a key part in the Republican 
campaign reform bill. I simply extend 
that concept to ban contributions from 
lobbyists as well. 

I might add, this proposed amend- 
ment would apply to both the House 
and Senate. Campaign reform legisla- 
tion is now in conference. We hear it 
will be brought to the floor but often- 
times these things get bogged down in 
conference. My amendment provides 
Senators the chance to block this spe- 
cial influence of the PAC's, as well as 
the lobbyist. It is basically 2 for 1. We 
get an opportunity with this vote to 
ban both the PAC's and the lobbyist. 
Perhaps it is poetic justice that Mem- 
bers who insist on banning all gifts, all 
gifts from lobbyists, many of whom are 
facing reelection in the near future, 
but are against extending it to politi- 
cal action committees. 

Mr. President, I think we have before 
us an opportunity to address this forth- 
rightly, recognizing that the American 
public feels there is too much influence 
from PAC's and this is a way to address 
that influence as we look at the vote 
we are about to initiate from the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas, which would pro- 
hibit all gifts. That is the question be- 
fore us. Following that wil be my 
amendment to prohibit all political ac- 
tion committee contribution, contribu- 
tion from political action committees. 

I have not heard any of my col- 
leagues speak against the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Alaska, 
which I find rather interesting. It will 
be equally interesting to see the vote 
count on this amendment when the 
time is up. 

I have no further comments at this 
time. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the 
amendment of the Senator from Alaska 
is an amendment which I personally 
support. I do think the fact that PAC 
contributions are made and are easily 
connected—and I think wrongly con- 
nected—but nonetheless easily con- 
nected to people's votes in the media 
has undermined confidence in this Gov- 
ernment. When people read that some- 
one gets a $5,000 contribution from a 
PAC and then votes in a way which 
that PAC supports, people jump to a 
conclusion that there is a connection 
between the two. That creates a prob- 
lem in terms of public confidence and 
public credibility. I think we have to 
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correct it by eliminating those PAC 
contributions. So I support the Mur- 
kowski amendment. I think he is right 
in terms of trying to raise the level of 
public confidence in this country. 

The same thing is true with gifts 
from lobbyists. It is a serious issue, be- 
cause most people think the lobbyists 
control the Federal Government. In the 
most recent public opinion poll—when 
a scientific cross-section of Americans 
was asked Which of the following do 
you think really controls the Federal 
Government in Washington?’’—7 per- 
cent say the President; 22 percent say 
the Congress; 50 percent say the lobby- 
ists and the special interests, 50 per- 
cent. 

We have to do whatever we reason- 
ably can to inspire public confidence in 
Government. One of the ways we can 
do it is to control the gifts of meals, of 
tickets, of travel by lobbyists. That is 
what this gifts bill is all about. That is 
why it is serious business. It is serious 
business because it involves the public 
confidence. And in a democracy you 
better have public confidence because 
if you do not, your democracy is going 
to be a lot weaker. 

That is what the gifts bill is about— 
trying to promote public confidence in 
Government by controlling what the 
public knows happens around here, 
which are tickets coming from lobby- 
ists, meals paid for by lobbyists, travel 
paid by lobbyists. That is what we are 
trying to end in this gifts bill. It is se- 
rious business. It is not trivial busi- 
ness. It is not a waste of this Senate’s 
time to be debating this today—quite 
the opposite. If we can control some of 
the gifts which have created this im- 
pression in the public mind that this 
Government is run by lobbyists, we 
will be making a significant contribu- 
tion, I believe, to this great democracy 
of ours. So let us get on with it. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator 
WALLOP is recognized. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I had 
thought when I announced that I was 
not going to run for reelection, that it 
would be a sad moment for me. Mr. 
President, I have decided that it was 
perhaps the wisest decision of my polit- 
ical career. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 1678, AS MODIFIED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour 
of 9:40 having arrived, under the pre- 
vious order, the question now is on 
agreeing to amendment No. 1678, as 
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modified, offered by the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS]. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is nec- 
essarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] is absent 
because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. COHEN], the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. DUREN- 
BERGER], the Senator from Kansas 
[Mrs. KASSEBAUM], and the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. PACKWOOD] are nec- 
essarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 90, 
nays 3, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 102 Leg.] 


YEAS—90 
Akaka Faircloth Mathews 
Baucus Feingold McCain 
Bennett Feinstein McConnell 
Biden Ford Mikulski 
Bingaman Glenn Mitchell 
Boren Gorton Moseley-Braun 
Boxer Graham Moynihan 
Bradley Grassley Murkowski 
Breaux Gregg Murray 
Brown Harkin Nickles 
Bryan Hatch Nunn 
Bumpers Hatfield Pell 
Burns Heflin Pressler 
Byrd Helms Reid 
Campbell Hollings Riegle 
Chafee Hutchison Robb 
Coats Inouye Rockefeller 
Cochran Jeffords Roth 
Conrad Johnston Sarbanes 
Coverdell Kempthorne Sasser 
Craig Kennedy Simon 
D'Amato Kerrey Simpson 
Danforth Kerry Smith 
Daschle Kohl Specter 
DeConcini Lautenberg Stevens 
Dodd Thurmond 
Dole Lieberman Wallop 
Domenici Lott Warner 
Dorgan Lugar Wellstone 
Exon Mack Wofford 

NAYS—3 
Gramm Levin Metzenbaum 

NOT VOTING—7 

Bond Kassebaum Shelby 
Cohen Packwood 
Durenberger Pryor 


So the amendment (No. 1678), as 
modified, was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Regular order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN). The question now occurs on 
amendment 1680 offered by the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. BURNS]. 

Mr. DOLE. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Montana. On 
this question, the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
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Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is nec- 
essarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr, SHELBY] is absent 
because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. COHEN], the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. DUREN- 
BERGER], the Senator from Kansas 
[Mrs. KASSEBAUM], and the Senator 
from Oregon (Mr. PACKWOOD] are nec- 
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chámber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 34, 
nays 59, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 103 Leg.] 


YEAS—34 
Bennett Heflin Nickles 
Brown Helms Pressler 
Burns Hutchison Simpson 
Coverdell Kempthorne Smith 
Craig Kerrey Specter 
Dole Kohl Thurmond 
Domenici Lautenberg Wallop 
Faircloth Lott Warner 
Gorton Mack Wellstone 
Gramm McCain Wofford 
Grassley McConnell 
Hatch Murkowski 
NAYS—59 
Akaka Dodd Lugar 
Baucus Dorgan Mathews 
Biden Exon Metzenbaum 
Bingaman Feingold Mikulski 
Boren Feinstein Mitchell 
Boxer Ford Moseley-Braun 
Bradley Glenn Moynihan 
Breaux Graham Murray 
Bryan Gregg Nunn 
Bumpers Harkin Pell 
Byrd Hatfield Reid 
Campbell Hollings Riegle 
Chafee Inouye Robb 
Coats Jeffords Rockefeller 
Cochran Johnston Roth 
Conrad Kennedy Sarbanes 
D'Amato Kerry Sasser 
Danforth Leahy Simon 
Daschle Levin Stevens 
DeConcini Lieberman 
NOT VOTING—7 
Bond Kassebaum Shelby 
Cohen Packwood 
Durenberger Pryor 
So the amendment (No. 1680) was re- 
jected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


question now occurs on amendment 
1679 offered by the Senator from Alas- 
ka [Mr. MURKOWSKI]. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
I would like to very briefly explain the 
intent of the amendment. The amend- 
ment offered by myself prohibits the 
Senate—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will note to the Senator that de- 
bate is not in order. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I ask unanimous 
consent that I may express the intent 
of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous consent? 

Mr. DECONCINI. Objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ator from Alaska be recognized for 30 
seconds to explain the intent of his 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
I ask for the yeas and nays and will 
make a brief explanation. 

The amendment would prohibit the 
Senator from accepting any gift di- 
rectly or indirectly from a political ac- 
tion committee. 

We are talking about trying to ban 
gifts here. My amendment merely adds 
this prohibition to include what some 
would consider a very important type 
of gift, a political contribution from a 
PAC. 

I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been requested. 

Is there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 1679 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Alaska. On 
this question, the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is nec- 
essarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] is absent 
because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. DUREN- 
BERGER], the Senator from Kansas 
[Mrs. KASSEBAUM], and the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. PACKWOOD] are nec- 
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 66, 
nays 29, as follows: 

{Rollcall Vote No. 104 Leg.) 


YEAS—66 
Baucus Faircloth Lugar 
Bennett Feinstein Mack 
Bingaman Gorton McCain 
Bond Gramm McConnell 
Boxer Grassley Moseley-Braun 
Bradley Gregg Murkowski 
Brown Hatch Nickles 
Bryan Hatfield Nunn 
Burns Heflin Pressler 
Campbell Helms Reid 
Chafee Hutchison Rockefeller 
Coats Jeffords Roth 
Cochran Kempthorne Simon 
Cohen Kennedy Simpson 
Coverdell Kerrey Smith 
Craig Kerry Specter 
D'Amato Kohl Stevens 
Danforth Lautenberg ‘Thurmond 
Dodd Leahy Wallop 
Dole Levin Warner 
Domenici Lieberman Wellstone 
Exon Lott Wofford 
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NAYS—29 
Akaka Feingold Mikulski 
Biden Ford Mitchell 
Boren Gienn Moynihan 
Breaux Graham Murray 
Bumpers Harkin Pell 
Byrd Hollings Riegle 
Conrad Inouye Robb 
Daschle Johnston Sarbanes 
DeConcini Mathews Sasser 
Dorgan Metzenbaum 

NOT VOTING—5 
Durenberger Packwood Shelby 
Kassebaum Pryor 
So the amendment (No. 1679) was 

agreed to. 


Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
I move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Alaska is recognized to offer an amend- 
ment. 

The Senator from Alaska. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1681 
(Purpose: To permit reimbursement for 
travel and lodging at charity events) 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
I send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1681. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 43, line 22, strike “not”, 

On page 57, line 11, strike not“. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 20 minutes of debate equal- 
ly divided. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
the amendment I presented would 
strike from the committee substitute 
the provision which prohibits Members 
of Congress from receiving private re- 
imbursement for travel, food and lodg- 
ing in connection with a charitable 
event. 

Under this amendment such reim- 
bursements would be permitted so long 
as the reimbursement was not made by 
a registered lobbyist or foreign agent. 
We have seen charitable events such as 
Senator Garn's Ski Cup, which goes for 
the Children’s Hospital in Salt Lake 
City. It would be prohibited for Mem- 
bers supporting that event as a con- 
sequence of the underlying amend- 
ment. 

In my State of Alaska, were we to at- 
tempt to have a charity event, we 
would be prohibited because transpor- 
tation is not provided. The injustice of 
this is that under the committee sub- 
stitute large charitable organizations 
that have the resources to have their 
fundraisers in Washington, DC will be 
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able to invite Members of Congress to 
their events because, under the com- 
mittee amendment, the underlying 
amendment, à Member of Congress 
may accept—and this is the injustice— 
a Member of Congress may accept an 
offer to attend such an event, even if 
the event is a $1000 a plate dinner to 
raise funds for whatever purpose. But 
we who are out in the west, out far 
away, simply are excluded from that 
opportunity. 

My amendment would allow reim- 
bursement for lodging and transpor- 
tation in connection with charitable 
events only. 

Madam President, these events do 
not benefit Senators, as do political 
fundraisers and legal defense funds. I 
would like to point out that we have 
protected ourselves on political fund- 
raisers, and the American public is 
going to question our wisdom, to say 
the least. We have done the same with 
regard to our legal defense funds, as 
well as political fundraisers. 

One would ask and the American peo- 
ple will ask each of us why we have a 
double standard: One for political 
events where travel and lodging can be 
reimbursed and another standard for 
charitable events where expenses sim- 
ply cannot be reimbursed. 

Madam President, the inequity is ob- 
vious. I would like to refer specifically 
to our rules under Interpretive Ruling 
No. 193. The question is: May a Senator 
accept travel expenses from an official 
of a district's political party organiza- 
tion in return for his or her appearance 
at a rally sponsored by that organiza- 
tion? 

Rule 35 excepts from the definition of 
"gifts, anything of value, including 
transportation for which consideration 
of equal or greater value is received. 
Travel incident to a political appear- 
ance would appear to meet this consid- 
eration.” 

So there we have it, Madam Presi- 
dent. I ask the manager of the underly- 
ing amendment if I understand that 
under the provisions of the underlying 
bill in the Senate rules, any Senator 
can attend a political fundraiser and 
accept reimbursement for travel and 
lodging expenses? I ask that of the 
floor manager. Perhaps the floor man- 
ager was in conversation. 

Mr. LEVIN. Perhaps the chairman of 
the Rules Committee could respond 
relative to existing rules, but for whom 
is the reimbursement you are referring 
to in your question? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I am referring to 
Interpretive Ruling 193 and the reim- 
bursements would be to a fellow Sen- 
ator. 

Mr. LEVIN. I think you have to 
check with the Ethics Committee. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I just read the rul- 
ing and, indeed, it is reimbursable. The 
example specifically is if a Senator 
could attend a fundraiser for, say, the 
California Democratic Committee in 
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Los Angeles, including a movie preview 
and an expensive dinner surrounded by 
lobbyists, and have his or her hotel and 
travel and all other expenses paid for 
by the California Democratic Commit- 
tee. The answer, of course, under the 
rules, is absolutely yes, we are not pro- 
hibiting ourselves from that through 
this revolution of so-called gift legisla- 
tion. 

But the same Senator could not have 
his or her expenses reimbursed for par- 
ticipation in a fundraising event for a 
charitable organization that was rais- 
ing money for, say, cancer detection 
for poor people. There is the inconsist- 
ency, and that is the justification for 
my amendment. 

The American people are going to see 
through this if, indeed, we do not sup- 
port and recognize that we have a le- 
gitimate contribution to make to char- 
ities in this country and it can be made 
in an honorable manner in spite of the 
opinion of some who have criticized 
some of the charities and particularly 
that of Senator Garn's ski cup where 
they have participated for an extended 
period of time. I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? Who yields time? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. If I can have 3 
minutes. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield 3 minutes to the 
Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President, 
I have not had a chance to see this 
amendment, and I cannot speak to the 
interpretation to which the Senator 
from Alaska spoke, but I do think this 
goes to the heart of Senator LEVIN's 
amendment and what we debated in the 
earlier part of the day. 

Clearly, Senators should be able to 
contribute to charities. We can do that. 
We can travel to gatherings on our own 
resources, and we can do all that. That 
is not really the issue. If the Senator 
will let me finish, that is not really the 
issue. The issue is what, in fact, has all 
too often been something that just 
does not seem at all credible, which is 
that we go to charities but it is at 
those gatherings—whether it is golf, 
tennis, recreation, plus whatever else 
we do—they may not be paid by lobby- 
ists, but it is paid by the lobbyists' cli- 
ents. 

That is what the Senator is talking 
about. To the extent you have some 
other party that is paying your ex- 
penses, then we run right smack back 
into the very problem to which I think 
this reform is trying to speak. I think 
this really goes very much against the 
Governmental Affairs Committee 
amendment. I think it is a huge mis- 
take. I think it becomes a huge loop- 
hole. 

It is the very thing, quite frankly, if 
we are going to talk about percep- 
tions—and that is what we have been 
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talking about throughout the day— 
that has really gotten us into a lot of 
trouble. There is no reason why we 
need to have clients of lobbyists or 
other people paying for this. There is 
no reason we cannot do this on our 
own. I think it is a huge mistake. 

So I think the Senator’s amendment 
really does very much undercut what 
Senator LEVIN had been proposing and 
what I think we have been supporting. 
I will let the Senator from Michigan 
expand on the remarks. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
I intend to yield time to my friend, the 
senior Senator from Alaska. The fact 
is, I will respond to the Senator from 
Minnesota. Under the provision of the 
underlying bill and the Senate's rules, 
any Senator can attend a political 
fundraiser and accept reimbursement 
for travel and lodging expenses, but he 
cannot do it for a charitable event. 
That is what is wrong with it. 

I yield some time to my friend, the 
senior Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen- 
ior Senator from Alaska is recognized. 

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 
think Senator MURKOWSKI has a point. 
I believe every Senator here has at- 
tended political fundraising events 
that have included the same kind of en- 
tertainment that has been criticized so 
harshly. Whether it is to go to a movie 
in Los Angeles or go to a golf event in 
Florida, if it is for political purposes, a 
Senator may go and have the amount 
completely reimbursed by the can- 
didate's political action committee or 
the party that is raising money for an- 
other Senator or for any other can- 
didate, and it is deemed to be accept- 
able. But if we have the same kind of 
event in Alaska, as Senator MURKOWSKI 
has arranged this year, to raise money 
for a new breast cancer device for our 
State, that is not allowed. 

I do not believe that that duplicity 
Should be carried forward in this bill, 
and I support Senator MURKOWSKI'S 
concept that if it is legal to have such 
allowance for travel for hotel bills, for 
expenses and for entertainment for po- 
litical purposes, it is just as legal to do 
that for charitable purposes. 

I challenge any one of you. You all 
have participated in it. Why suddenly 
say, OK, right here in Washington, it is 
all right here in Washington, but it is 
not all right when you have to travel 
to the West to do it? 

Any one of you know what it costs to 
travel to our State. These people are 
willing to participate and support the 
charities of our State, just as they are 
yours here. Why should we not have 
the same considerations that you have 
here? 

I do believe this amendment is a 
valid one. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Michi- 
gan. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield myself 3 minutes. 
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Madam President, the rule which the 
Senator from Alaska is referring to is 
existing law and existing interpreta- 
tion which is not touched by this bill. 
The reimbursement which he is refer- 
ring to, as I understand it, in his 
amendment is not reimbursement 
which is permitted under this bill. It is 
an interpretive ruling, No. 189, of exist- 
ing rules and laws. 

If the Senator from Alaska thinks 
that that should be changed so that 
people cannot be reimbursed from their 
own campaign funds to go to a political 
function, then the Senator from Alaska 
should offer an amendment to tighten 
that restriction. 

But to throw out the key provision of 
this committee substitute, which is to 
end the kind of so-called charitable, 
but very significant, recreational trips 
which are taken by Members of Con- 
gress and paid for by the interests in 
this country that want to hobnob with 
Members of Congress at those events, 
would be a total reversal of what we 
did this morning. 

The Johnston amendment permitted 
this kind of recreational travel to a so- 
called charitable event. Our committee 
substitute does not do it. 

If you want to know what the issue 
really is—I have these at the desk; we 
do not have the time to debate it—read 
the transcripts of the TV shows that 
describe these events. Each of us has to 
decide in our own conscience whether 
or not we believe credibility is contrib- 
uted to with these kinds of events. 
That is à decision for each of us. We 
made that decision, I thought, this 
morning with a very clear vote on the 
Johnston substitute to the committee 
amendment. 

That is what the issue is here with 
the Senator from Alaska. Do we wish 
to provide for this kind of recreational 
travel to a so-called charitable event. 
This morning we said no. And I think 
we based that to a significant degree 
on what we see happening at those 
events as portrayed in the national 
media. 

If we are comfortable with it, if we 
are not embarrassed by it, if we think 
it contributes to the credibility of this 
institution to have these events, then I 
presume people will vote that way. I do 
not. I have seen these events on the TV 
shows. I think we undermine public 
confidence when there is that kind of 
recreational travel to a so-called chari- 
table event which typically—typi- 
cally—will have half the money going 
to pay for the room and travel of Mem- 
bers that are going, and the other half 
roughly—and this is just a rough esti- 
mate—going to the charity. 

I yield myself 1 additional minute. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
could I inquire how much time is re- 
maining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan has the floor. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the floor. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The floor 
has been yielded. The Senator from 
Alaska is recognized. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. May I ask how 
much time we have on this side, 
Madam President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 
minutes 26 seconds. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I yield myself 30 
seconds. 

I ask my colleagues to recognize 
what we are doing. We are setting two 
standards here. We are setting a stand- 
ard for our political activity and an- 
other standard for our charitable activ- 
ity. Who are we trying to kid? The 
group that hobnobs at a charity event 
is not that the same group that is 
going to hobnob at a political event, 
the lobbyists and the PAC’s. Let us not 
kid ourselves. A charity event is just 
that. The proceeds go for charity. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. A political event 
is a political event, but you have peo- 
ple wearing the same hats at both. 

I yield my friend from Utah 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (MR. GRA- 
HAM). The Senator from Utah is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I wish 
to say as the Senator from a State 
where one of these events has gone on, 
that prior to the time the Senators 
Started coming to Utah for the ski 
event, the Primary Children's Hospital 
was unable to raise the sums that have 
been raised since then. There is no 
question but that crippled children 
have benefited tremendously by the 
Senators coming there. 

Second, I have seen the television 
and I have attended the event, and I 
find no correlation of truth between 
the television view and what actually 
went on. 

I think the time has come for the 
Senate to stand up and be serious 
about this. Charitable events are, in- 
deed, charitable. And if we let our lives 
be run by the scandals that are run on 
television, we will all be forced to re- 
tire at some point or other. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
yielded to the Senator has expired. 

Who yields time? The Senator from 
Alaska. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, if 
no other Senator wishes to speak—I 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from 
Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alaska yields to the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I was one who also, 
Mr. President, attended the events in 
Utah. I have never been so moved as 
when I saw Jason this last time, who 
came to us limping and on crutches 
and thanked us for making his life to 
be a little bit brighter because of the 
efforts that went on at that event. I 
think we were all moved to tears. And 
to think that I no longer can go there 
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because of the scandal sheet, and the 
TV portrayed something which never 
happened to me—I never was lobbied 
once in all the time I was there, never 
once by any lobbyist—and yet, it was a 
beautiful event, a beautiful expression 
of kindness and thanks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan controls the re- 
maining time, 4 minutes 48 seconds. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from Maine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I think 
this debate has pointed out the dif- 
ficulty we are all trying to come to 
grips with. We are looking for symme- 
try between what we can do as can- 
didates and what we can do as Sen- 
ators. 

But there is no symmetry. The Sen- 
ate has gone on record in favor of the 
Bumpers amendment to reduce the 
value of a gift that can be given down 
to zero. If you follow the logic and 
apply it to campaigns, then you elimi- 
nate all contributions to campaigns 
other than through public financing. 
We have yet to take that step, and 
there are very few who are willing to 
take that step. 

Bumpers says no gift of any kind. 
Yet, contributors, lobbyists, PAC's, 
and CEO's can all contribute substan- 
tial amounts to our campaign funds. So 
we have a great disconnect. We are not 
going to resolve that issue here tonight 
by saying we should have one rule for 
campaigns, but another for gifts and 
charitable events. I agree with Senator 
LEVIN; this amendment would in fact 
amount to a reversal of what we did 
this morning, and I would argue we 
ought not to accept it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from New Jersey, 2 min- 
utes. 

Mr. 
Chair. 

I, too, attended for a few years the 
ski cup in Utah, had a very good time, 
and was convinced that the Primary 
Children’s Hospital was a wonderful 
place. And the last time I went I 
brought a check from me, personally, 
to the hospital because I thought it 
was so good. 

But when you do the accounting and 
you look at what is spent on travel and 
entertainment and lodging and ski lifts 
and ski instructors, and you count the 
net, I think that we could do just as 
well for the Primary Children’s Hos- 
pital if we all said to the companies 
that sponsored it, give it direct and we 
will salute you out here in front of the 
Capitol. Give the money direct and for- 
get about all of the other stuff, the en- 
tertainment. It was fun while it lasted, 
but its time has passed, Mr. President. 


LAUTENBERG. I thank the 
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Mr. MURKOWSKI. Will the Senator 
from New Jersey yield for a question? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. On whose time? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. On the Senator's 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alaska has no time to yield. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I had 1 minute. 
Is my minute used? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator had 2 minutes. He has 1 minute re- 
maining. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I had 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 1 minute remaining of the 2 
minutes that were yielded the Senator 
by the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Sure. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I would ask my 
good friend from New Jersey, since he 
obviously is an expert and has attended 
the Jake Garn ski event on many occa- 
sions, why it took him so long to find 
out it was not a worthwhile event? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I never said it 
was not a worthwhile event. I said that 
things have changed. 

The Senator asked me for an answer. 
I am going to give it to him. Things 
change. People expect different things 
from us. We used to have free gyms, we 
used to have free doctors, we used to 
have free this and free that. Why did 
we vote to change them? Because the 
public expects more of their public 
servants than to be out on a ski trip or 
a golf trip or a tennis trip. 

What they expect is that if we are 
going to do our business, it is going to 
be done primarily here. And when we 
go some place like that, I submit to 
you, pay for it and go and show how se- 
rious you are about the Primary Chil- 
dren's Hospital. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
yielded has expired. 

Who yields time? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. If I have any time, I 
yield it back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan yields back the re- 
maining time. 

Is there a sufficient second? There is 
a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is nec- 
essarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] is absent 
because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. DUREN- 
BERGER], the Senator from Kansas 
[Mrs. KASSEBAUM], and the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. PACKWOOD] are nec- 
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 
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The result was announced—yeas 37, 
nays 58, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 105 Leg.] 


YEAS—37 
Bennett Domenici McCain 
Bond Dorgan McConnell 
Byrd Faircloth Murkowski 
Campbell Gramm Nunn 
Chafee Gregg Pell 
Coats Hatch Rockefeller 
Cochran Helms Simpson 
Coverdell Hollings Smith 
Craig Inouye Stevens 
D'Amato Jeffords Thurmond 
Danforth Johnston Wallop 
Dodd Kempthorne 
Dole Lott 
NAYS—58 
Akaka Glenn Mikulski 
Baucus Gorton Mitchell 
Biden Graham Moseley-Braun 
Bingaman Grassley Moynihan 
Boren Harkin Murray 
Boxer Hatfield Nickles 
Bradley Heflin Pressler 
Breaux Hutchison Reid 
Brown Kennedy Riegle 
Bryan Kerrey Robb 
Bumpers Kerry Roth 
Burns Kohl Sarbanes 
Cohen Lautenberg Sasser 
Conrad Leahy Simon 
Daschle Levin Specter 
DeConcini Lieberman Warner 
Exon Lugar Wellstone 
Feingold Mack Wofford 
Feinstein Mathews 
Ford Metzenbaum 
NOT VOTING—5 
Durenberger Packwood Shelby 
Kassebaum Pryor 
So the amendment (No. 1681) was re- 
jected. 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding that the bill reported by 
the Government Affairs Committee 
would prohibit contributions by reg- 
istered lobbyists to an entity that is 
maintained or controlled by that Mem- 
ber. Is this correct? 

Mr. LEVIN. Yes. 

Mr. DOLE. As my colleagues know, I 
am currently chairman of the Dole 
Foundation, a tax-exempt non-profit 
organization established to expand em- 
ployment opportunities for persons 
with disabilities. Assuming that I 
maintain or control the Dole Founda- 
tion, the committee-passed bill would 
prohibit registered lobbyists from of- 
fering monetary contributions or other 
items of value to the Dole Foundation. 
Is this correct? 

Mr. LEVIN. Yes, it is correct. The 
committee-passed bill prohibits con- 
tributions by registered lobbyists to 
foundations or charities maintained or 
controlled by a Member, officer, or em- 
ployee of the Senate. 

This prohibition, however, does not 
apply to contributions to a foundation 
or charity by anyone other than a reg- 
istered lobbyist. The prohibition ap- 
plies only to contributions by reg- 
istered lobbyists. 

Under S. 349, the Lobbying Disclosure 
Act, a registered lobbyist is ‘tan indi- 
vidual who is employed or retained by 
another for financial or other com- 
pensation to perform services that in- 
clude lobbying contacts." The term 
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"registered lobbyist’? does not cover 
"an individual whose lobbying activi- 
ties are incidental to, and are not a sig- 
nificant part of, the services provided 
by such individual to the client.” 

In the committee report on S. 349, we 
interpret this level of activity to mean 
more than 10 percent of a person's 
working time. This definition is obvi- 
ously not intended to cover the over- 
whelming majority of corporate chief 
executive officers, other corporate offi- 
cers, or members of corporate boards. 
For example, a CEO who visits Wash- 
ington, DC, four times a year to talk to 
Members and staff, or a person who 
serves on a board of directors who in- 
frequently calls a Member on behalf of 
the company for whom he serves, or an 
officer or employee of a company who 
engages in lobbying activities in a 
manner incidental to his normal du- 
ties, would not be considered a lobby- 
ist. 

Mr. DOLE. In other words, if the 
committee-passed bill became law, it 
would still be permissible for me to re- 
quest contributions on behalf of the 
Dole Foundation from most corporate 
executives, and it would also be per- 
missible for these executives to make 
contributions to charitable foundations 
like the Dole Foundation. 

Mr. LEVIN. That is correct. 

Mr. DOLE. I thank the distinguished 
Senator from Michigan for his com- 
ments. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1674 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, in recent 
years, many Americans have expressed 
dissatisfaction with Congress. It seems 
that every other day there is an opin- 
ion poll in which Members of Congress 
are ranked at the bottom of the list of 
trusted professions. 

I am concerned about the way in 
which Americans will view this debate. 
It seems to me that we are almost pro- 
moting the perception that every Mem- 
ber of Congress is being corrupted by 
lobbyists. Certainly, that is not an ac- 
curate reflection of reality. We must 
restore the public's confidence in Con- 
gress, but we need to find careful solu- 
tions that do not create more problems 
than they solve. 

During my years in the Senate, I 
have fought to reform the political sys- 
tem. In 1988, I introduced a bill to ban 
honoraria—the speaking fees that 
Members of Congress were receiving 
from special interest groups. That 
measure was eventually enacted into 
law and now those fees go to charities. 
That measure was a step toward ensur- 
ing that Members of Congress are re- 
sponsive only to those paying their sal- 
aries—the taxpayers. 

Senator LEVIN deserves commenda- 
tion for his more recent efforts to craft 
gift reform legislation. However, I am 
concerned that his gift ban bill may ac- 
tually create more uncertainty as 
Members of Congress try to determine 
what is permissible. 
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Some of my colleagues have already 
discussed the problems with the lack of 
clear definitions in the bill. If the bill 
is not modified, Members would have 
to determine who is a ''friend," what 
constitutes a ''widely-attended'' event, 
and what types of activities are ‘‘sub- 
stantially recreational." Consideration 
of these issues could be humorous, ex- 
cept that someone's reputation would 
be at stake. The ambiguity of such pro- 
visions could also create a large bu- 
reaucracy at the Ethics Committee, as 
additional staff spends hours attempt- 
ing to apply these rules. 

The Levin bill would also limit the 
time and energy that Members of Con- 
gress and their staff could devote to 
fund-raising for charities. Instead of 
suggesting that such activities are 
somehow inappropriate, we ought to 

In my view, Senators JOHNSTON and 
MCCONNELL have crafted a more prac- 
tical alternative. Their amendment 
would change current law to limit the 
types of gifts Members and staff could 
accept. It would also require disclosure 
of any gifts over $75 and any privately 
funded trips. With better disclosure re- 
quirements in place, the public can 
judge for itself whether Members are 
being faithful to the electorate. Fi- 
nally, the amendment contains a se- 
vere penalty—expulsion—for any viola- 
tions. 

In the long run, the best way to re- 
form the political process is through 
campaign finance reform. The problem 
is not that a Member of Congress re- 
ceives an occasional gift from a con- 
stituent, or takes a trip to a foreign 
country to help expand economic op- 
portunities for American businesses. 
The problem is that candidates must 
spend too much time trying to raise 
the ridiculously large sums of money 
that it takes to run a campaign. Al- 
though practical limitations on the ac- 
tivities of professional lobbyists are 
important, we must also move com- 
prehensive campaign finance reform 
through this Congress. 

Mr. SIMPSON. We earlier passed a 
managers amendment which banned 
the current practice that allowed reg- 
istered lobbyists to write checks to 
charities designated by Senators who 
have delivered a speech for an. hono- 
rarium. This prohibition, however, is 
limited only to lobbyists and registered 
foreign agents. Honoraria speeches can 
still be made under this bill. Appro- 
priate charities can still be designated 
by the Senator making the speech. The 
major change in the law is that the 
payments must not be written or ten- 
dered by lobbyists or foreign agents. Of 
course, 100 percent of any honoraria 
must go to the charity. I wish to direct 
this inquiry to the author of the bill, 
Senator LEVIN. On February 13, 1992, 
Senator KENNEDY and I received a rul- 
ing from the Senate Ethics Committee 
in regard to our participation in a se- 
ries of broadcasts known as Face Off on 
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the Mutual Broadcast System. As a re- 
sult of our participation on Face Off, 
we are able to direct $25,000 per year to 
various charitable causes. We are, of 
course, prohibited from personally 
keeping one cent of that money. The 
checks to the selected charities are re- 
ceived from the broadcast group which 
produces Face Off." The broadcast 
group is neither a foreign agent or a 
registered lobbyist. Would the bill, as 
amended, in the view of the Senator 
from Michigan, have any adverse effect 
on this arrangement? 

Mr. LEVIN. If the broadcast group is 
neither a registered lobbyist nor a for- 
eign agent, it is my opinion that this 
bill would not in any way change, alter 
or amend the earlier Ethics Committee 
ruling on that subject. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, in the 
year 1992 our Senate colleagues di- 
rected over $500,000 to go to charities 
as a result of speeches which they 
made. By current law, not one cent of 
those funds went into any Member's 
pockets. In 1991, the amount was over 
$762,000. These funds go to organiza- 
tions such as the Girl Scouts, the Boy 
Scouts, the American Cancer Society, 
universities, community colleges, envi- 
ronmental and Conservation causes, 
scholarship programs, veterans groups, 
and many other worthwhile charitable 
and educational institutions. I believe 
this kind of work which Senators do to 
benefit charities is most commendable. 
This bill would have banned that type 
of activity entirely. I was prepared to 
offer an amendment which would have 
continued current law regarding chari- 
table honoraria. Since my amendment 
became known to my old friend, Sen- 
ator CARL LEVIN, the author of the leg- 
islation, he and I and our respective 
staff members have engaged in fruitful 
negotiations. I think we have achieved 
a solution which will allow these types 
of worthwhile organizations to con- 
tinue to receive proceeds from hono- 
raria. However, since this bill is mostly 
about appearances, and the perceived 
influence of registered lobbyists, we 
have agreed to modifications of the 
current system. I commend Senator 
LEVIN and his staff for their work in 
helping to draft this resolution. 

As I understand it, provisions in the 
managers' amendment would prohibit 
charitable contributions in lieu of 
honoraria if those contributions are 
made directly by a lobbyist or a reg- 
istered foreign agency is that correct? 

Mr. LEVIN. That is correct. 

Mr. SIMPSON. However, I under- 
stand that nothing in the managers' 
amendment which includes the provi- 
sions I requested would prohibit a 
Member from entering into an agree- 
ment to make a speech, and then to di- 
rect that an honorarium for the speech 
go to appropriate charities so long as 
the person who writes the check to the 
charity is not a registered lobbyist or 
registered foreign agent. Is that cor- 
rect? 
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Mr. LEVIN. That is correct. It is not 
our intention to prohibit Senators 
from directing honoraria proceeds to 
worthy charities. However, we do not 
want the perception to be that lobby- 
ists are seeking to influence a Senator 
by contributing to his or her favorite 
charity. The entire focus of this bill is 
to avoid that sort of perception. Ac- 
cordingly, the prohibition extends only 
to lobbyists or foreign agents. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I very much appre- 
ciate the outstanding cooperation I 
have received from my fine friends, 
Senator LEVIN and Senator COHEN, in 
arriving at a satisfactory solution to 
this matter. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1682 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Exon], for 
himself, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. KERRY, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. 
REID, Mr. WELLSTONE, and Mr. BRADLEY, pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 1682. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place add the following: 

It is sense of the Senate that any Member 
who voted May 5, 1994, to amend S. 1935 to re- 
duce the pay of Members of the Senate by 
15%, should return to the U.S. Treasury the 
full amount of any pay that would not have 
been received had the amendment been en- 
acted into law and that such Members should 
provide evidence to the public on an annual 
basis that they have done so. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, we 
have had several discussions involving 
a large number of Senators in an effort 
to devise a procedure to complete ac- 
tion on this bill and to take up other 
matters. The Republican leader and I 
have reached agreement which has not 
been reduced to writing and, therefore, 
I am not prepared to formally present 
it as a unanimous consent request. 

But, in view of the hour, so as not to 
inconvenience Senators, what I will do 
now is describe the terms of the agree- 
ment and, if agreeable to Senators, 
then to state that there will be no fur- 
ther votes and Senators could leave 
and we will remain and put this into 
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the formal language necessary for an 
agreement. 

The agreement contemplates the fol- 
lowing actions, which involve the time 
between now and next Wednesday. 

With respect to the pending bill, 
there would be only five amendments 
remaining in order: The managers' 
package of amendments; an amend- 
ment by Senator MURKOWSKI, which 
will require that reimbursement for po- 
litical travel be treated in a form iden- 
tical to reimbursement for travel to 
charitable events. And these amend- 
ments will be taken up, when we do 
take them up, as I subsequently de- 
Scribe in the order stated. 

Then an amendment by Senator 
D'AMATO, regarding the use of racial 
justice statistics in the application of 
the death penalty. Then an amendment 
by Senator EXON, which would require 
that any Senator who voted for the re- 
duction in pay earlier today be re- 
quired to accept a lower rate of pay, 
even if the amendment offered earlier 
does not become law. Then an amend- 
ment by Senator DOLE, requiring that 
any Member of the Senate who has pre- 
viously voted against an increase in 
pay which became law and then accept- 
ed the increase be required to refund 
that amount. 

Those will be the only amendments 
in order to the pending bill and there 
will be no second-degree amendments 
or motions to recommit in order. Those 
will be the only amendments in order 
to the bill and they will have to be of- 
fered and debated tomorrow in order to 
be in order. 

Upon the completion of that debate, 
the Senate will take up tomorrow the 
environmental technology bill. Any 
amendments to be offered to that bill 
will have to be offered tomorrow to be 
in order. 

Following that, the Senate will then 
proceed to the Bosnia legislation for 
debate only. 

The votes that are required on either 
the pending bill or the environmental 
technology bill will not occur tomor- 
row but will be stacked to occur begin- 
ning next Wednesday afternoon. 

So that there will be no votes tomor- 
row but there will be debate and 
amendments offered on the pending bill 
limited to the 5 amendments I have 
just described, all first-degree, no sec- 
ond-degree amendments or motions to 
recommit in order. And the votes on 
the environmental technology bill as 
necessary will also be stacked to occur 
beginning on Wednesday afternoon. 

The Bosnia matter will be before the 
Senate. That will be for debate only 
and no votes will be stacked with re- 
spect to that as of tomorrow. 

On Monday, the Senate will proceed 
to consideration of the Safe Drinking 
Water Act for debate only, and the of- 
fering of amendments. If any amend- 
ments are offered and votes will be re- 
quired, they will be stacked to occur on 
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Wednesday afternoon. On Tuesday, the 
Senate will resume on the Bosnia reso- 
lution and it is expected that debate 
will take up all or much of that day. 

On Wednesday morning it would be 
my intention to proceed to the Budget 
Resolution Conference Report. Any 
votes that are required with respect to 
Bosnia will occur not earlier than 
Wednesday afternoon, if debate has 
been completed by that time. But this 
does not require the completion of that 
debate by that time. And the same is 
true with respect to the budget resolu- 
tion. 

So there would be no votes until next 
Wednesday afternoon. In the meantime 
we would complete action on all 
amendments relating to the pending 
bill and final passage, of course, would 
occur also. The same is true with re- 
spect to the environmental technology 
bill. We will have begun debate on 
Bosnia, perhaps completed it; begun de- 
bate on the Safe Drinking Water Act; 
and also have begun, and hopefully 
completed, debate on the Budget Reso- 
lution Conference Report. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I under- 
stand this has not been formally pro- 
pounded yet, but I rise on behalf of half 
a dozen Senators who have spoken to 
me relative to the potential racial jus- 
tice amendment. If it is put in, and if 
there is no ability to amend that or 
second degree that amendment, I would 
have to object to any unanimous con- 
sent agreement. 

I am delighted to vote on racial jus- 
tice if that is what my friend from New 
York wishes to do. I have not seen it. I 
do not know what it is going to be and 
it is a very important matter. I am un- 
willing, though, in the blind—and I do 
not think in 22 years I have ever ob- 
jected to a unanimous consent agree- 
ment, but I would be unwilling to—I 
would be forced to object unless I could 
reserve a place, I have no second degree 
necessarily. I do not know. But I would 
like to reserve a place for the possibil- 
ity of a second-degree amendment on 
the amendment of the Senator from 
New York on racial justice. If he would 
not object to that I have no objection 
to proceeding on voting on that issue. 
But I would like to reserve that right. 

Again, I speak not only for myself, 
but a number of my colleagues have 
come to me to ask me to protect them 
in this regard if that is to occur. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I inquire of the Sen- 
ator from New York whether that is 
agreeable to him? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York. 

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I do 
not wish to obstruct the proceedings 
either. But I do believe it is a very 
straightforward amendment. I would be 
willing to share it. Possibly if the Sen- 
ator has any objections at that point 
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we could discuss it. It is very simple. It 
simply says, 

It is the sense of the Senate that the up- 
coming Senate-House conference on omnibus 
crime legislation should reject the Racial 
Justice Act provisions contained in title IX 
of the crime bill passed by the House of Rep- 
resentatives on April 21, 1994. 

I do not know how you could provide 
for a second-degree, in all due candor. 
It is a pretty straight issue. Really an 
up-or-down vote on it would be appro- 
priate. If my colleague would like to 
provide—and I might suggest to the 
leaders, it would seem to me we might 
want to save some additional time 
Wednesday, for example—maybe a half- 
hour or 20 minutes to be debated on 
Wednesday as well or whatever time 
one might feel appropriate, I certainly 
would not object to that. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. I appreciate the com- 
ments of my friend from New York. I 
suggest there are several ways that 
have been discussed about amending 
the amendment of the Senator from 
New York. For example, there are 
those who have suggested that it be 
amended in such a way as to suggest 
the Racial Justice Act, as contained in 
the House crime bill, be modified to 
apply only to Federal—only apply fed- 
erally. There are those who suggested 
that there be instructions to vote to 
amend it for purposes of deleting addi- 
tional provisions in the House bill. So 
there are a number of ways it can be 
amended. 

I have not made any such judgment 
to amend it. But I know, whether it is 
Senator KENNEDY or Senator MOSELEY- 
BRAUN or a half a dozen other of my 
colleagues, since this, as they say, hap- 
pens on my watch, I am not prepared 
to agree to a unanimous consent agree- 
ment that does not give me or anyone 
else the right to come with a second- 
degree amendment. 

It is not the time. I am willing to 
limit the debate. I cannot speak for ev- 
eryone, but for me, I am willing to 
limit the debate on a second-degree 
amendment as well as the underlying 
amendment to a relatively short 
amount of time. I am not looking for 
hours. I would look for minutes—40 
minutes or 60 minutes divided. 

But I am not willing to agree to a UC 
if that does not allow me to have the 
right to attempt to amend the amend- 
ment of the Senator from New York. 
This issue, as we all know—we have de- 
bated it.many times on the floor—is in- 
credibly contentious. But it is also in- 
credibly important. The Senator from 
New York feels very strongly about it 
but the Senator from Delaware feels 
equally strongly the opposite way. 

So I do not want, in the spirit of get- 
ting us out tonight—and I can think of 
no better reason to leave tonight than 
what happened today—but I think ev- 
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eryone would be anxious to end this 
session and end the misery. But I, for 
one, am not prepared to agree to an UC 
that does not give me the opportunity, 
if I choose to, to amend in the second 
degree the racial justice amendment of 
the Senator from New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York. 

Mr. D'AMATO. If I might suggest a 
possible way to deal with this? I just 
make this in the spirit of a suggestion 
to accommodate all. 

Would the Senator from Delaware's 
opportunity to put forth his views on 
this be protected if he were to reserve 
a place to offer an amendment after my 
amendment, so we could each have a 
vote, up or down? We could have a vote 
on this and then if he chooses to go for- 
ward with another amendment dealing 
with this area, then so be it. And he 
would have the same right, subject to 
no second-degree amendment, so the 
Senate could vote. It might vote incon- 
sistently on one or the other but the 
Members would then have a right to 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. That would satisfy an ap- 
parent sense of equity but it may put 
me at a disadvantage in terms of being 
able to defeat the Senator’s amend- 
ment, and on this matter I feel very, 
very strongly about this racial justice 
provision and I do not wish to yield 
any rights I have on the floor that 
could enhance the possibility of my 
being able to. I realize the Senator has 
had the votes in the past. Iam not one 
to tilt at windmills. That is why I am 
willing to limit the time. 

I realize the last time we had a vote 
on this the Senator from New York, his 
position, won roughly 70 to 30. But I 
would like to have the opportunity to 
use the rules of the Senate in terms of 
amendment to be able to make it more 
difficult for the Senator to win. 

As the Senator knows, we have al- 
ways had a great relationship. I have 
never had anything but respect for 
him. I will do everything in my power 
at this moment under the rules to 
make it difficult for the Senator to 
win, or at least to decrease his margin. 
So I will not agree to a UC unless I 
have the opportunity, if we choose, to 
second degree the amendment. 

I apologize to the majority leader. I 
know how hard he and the Republican 
leader worked on this. As I said, I do 
not think in 22 years I have ever done 
this but this is too important to me. 

Mr. D’AMATO. I respect my col- 
league’s decision. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER  [Mr. 
MATHEWS]. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I am 
going to renew the request, or make 
the request in the form that I described 
earlier with the following modifica- 
tions, and they all relate to the pend- 
ing bill and the amendments to be of- 
fered to the pending bill. 

First, the order of the amendments 
will be changed so they will be in the 
following order tomorrow morning: 
The first amendment by Senator EXon, 
the subject matter as I have previously 
described; the second by Senator DOLE, 
again as previously described; the third 
amendment by Senator D’AMATO, the 
subject matter as previously described; 
and the fourth amendment by Senator 
MURKOWSKI, the subject matter as pre- 
viously described. 

In addition, there will be a managers’ 
package of amendments to be offered 
at the discretion of the managers. The 
amendments by Senator EXON and 
DOLE will be in the nature of sense of 
the Senate. 

The amendment by Senator D’AMATO 
will be subject to a relevant second-de- 
gree amendment to be offered by Sen- 
ator BIDEN, if he chooses to do so. 

In addition to the debate on that 
amendment tomorrow, there will be an 
additional 30 minutes of debate equally 
divided prior to the vote on that mat- 
ter on next Wednesday when the vote 
occurs. 

I believe I have stated all of the 
changes. But I invite the Republican 
leader to either confirm that or correct 
anything that I have stated that is not 
correct. 

Mr. DOLE. That is correct. The re- 
mainder of the previous requests would 
be the same. 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BROWN. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is noted. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I with- 
draw my objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do I hear 
further objection? Is there any further 
discussion on the unanimous consent? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
have not yet formally presented the re- 
quest. But hearing no objection from 
any Senator, I am taking this as an as- 
sent to the proposed schedule as I have 
described. And we are now going to 
present it formally for approval by the 
Senate. But having received that as- 
sent—and I note no objection by any 
Senator to this proposal—I, therefore, 
will take that assent, and the obtain- 
ing of the agreement, the formal ap- 
proval of the agreement, will merely be 
to confirm that to which we have all 
now agreed upon. 

Accordingly, there will be no further 
votes this evening. And we are going to 
try to get the agreement in place be- 
fore we leave this evening, and once 
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the agreement is obtained, the next 
record vote will occur on next Wednes- 
day afternoon. 

Mr. COHEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I want to 
make a note for the RECORD. Appar- 
ently, earlier this evening at least one 
Member of the Senate made an accusa- 
tion directed toward the majority lead- 
er concerning his attempt to accommo- 
date me and another Member. 

I would like the RECORD to reflect 
that at no time did I seek any acces- 
sion or window of time from the major- 
ity leader nor did he ever grant me 
any. As a matter of fact, I was meeting 
with a head of state, and it would have 
been enormously embarrassing to have 
left that head of state under the cir- 
cumstances. 

I made it very clear to the minority 
leader that I wished to have no accom- 
modation made on my behalf, and I felt 
it was more important under the cir- 
cumstances not to embarrass a head of 
state. 

So any accusation directed toward 
the majority leader was completely 
wrong. But nonetheless, it was made, 
and should be clarified as the majority 
leader did absolutely nothing to ac- 
commodate me because I did not ask 
him to. 

I have tried over the years not to 
tread upon his generosity. This was one 
case in which that was true. 

With respect to why we are deferring 
any voting until next Wednesday, I 
think it is clear. There are a number of 
Members who have travel plans that we 
would like to accommodate. They are 
going on a very important mission, and 
we would like to accommodate their 
schedule. 

There are also intervening elections, 
and for that reason, there is no objec- 
tion to postponing any voting on this 
measure until next Wednesday. But I 
do think it reflects the attitude on the 
part of some who would unknowingly 
or carelessly make accusations which 
are completely untrue. 

I wanted to clarify the record. My 
friend from Maine, the majority leader, 
at no time tried to accommodate this 
Senator by virtue of our friendship and 
the fact that we have shared the same 
constituency. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk a managers' amendment and 
ask that it be considered at this time. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1683 
(Purpose: To make technical amendments 
and to prohibit lobbyists from making 
gifts in violation of the rules of the Senate 
and House of Representatives) 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I send a 
managers' amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 


The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1683. 


Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 


On page 36, line 13, after “client” insert 
"or firm". 

On page 36, line 21, strike “and” and insert 
“or”, 

On page 37, line 6, insert Election“ before 
“Campaign”. 

On page 37, lines 19 and 20, strike business 
or employment“ and insert business, em- 
ployment, or other outside“. 

On page 37, line 21, strike "have not been 
offered" and all that follows through the end 
of the sentence and insert “are customarily 
provided to others in similar  cir- 
cumstances.” 

On page 38, line 18, insert and are cus- 
tomarily provided to others in similar cir- 
cumstances" before the semicolon. 

On page 41, between lines 14 and 16, insert 
the following: 

"(14) A plaque, trophy, or other memento 
of modest value. 

"(15) An item for which, in an unusual 
case, a waiver is granted by the Select Com- 
mittee on Ethics. 

On page 42, line 6, beginning with “family 
member or friend" strike all through line 16, 
and insert the following: ‘individual provid- 
ing the item— 

(A) seeks to deduct the value of such item 
as a business expense on the individual's in- 
come tax return; or 

(B) accepts direct or indirect reimburse- 
ment or compensation for the item from a 
client or a firm of which the individual is a 
member or employee. 

*(3) For purposes of clause (2), indirect re- 
imbursement or compensation for an item 
includes an expenditure from an expense ac- 
count and a fee charged by a lobbyist for the 
purpose of compensating the lobbyist for the 
cost of the item. 

On page 42, line 21, after “similar event,” 
insert “provided by the sponsor of the 
event.“. 

On page 44. line 4. strike to the event“ 
and insert to the event.“. 

On page 44, between lines 16 and 17, insert 
the following: 

(d) When it is not practicable to return a 
tangible item because it is perishable, the 
item may, at the discretion of the recipient, 
be given to an appropriate charity, shared 
within the recipient's office, or destroyed.". 

On page 45, lines 10 and 11, strike or com- 
mittee chairman" and insert (or, in the 
case of an employee of a committee, the ap- 
propriate committee chairman). 

On page 45 lines 24 and 25, strike or com- 
mittee chairman” and insert (or. in the 
case of an employee of a committee, the ap- 
propriate committee chairman)“. 

On page 46, lines 7 and 8, strike ''clauses (1) 
and (2)" and insert ‘paragraphs 1 and 2". 
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On page 47, lines 19 and 20, strike govern- 
ment organization“ and insert government 
or organization". 

On page 48, line 8, before “with participa- 
tion” insert a period and “No Member, offi- 
cer, or employee may accept funds in con- 
nection". 

On page 48, line 18, strike “Rule XLIII of” 
and insert rule XLIII of the Rules of”. 

On page 50, line 5, after "client" insert “or 
firm”. 

On page 50, line 13, strike “and” and insert 
“or”. 

On page 50, line 22, insert “Election” be- 
fore "Campaign". 

On page 51, lines 10 and 11, strike business 
or employment" and insert business, em- 
ployment, or other outside". 

On page 51, line 12, strike have not been 
offered" and all that follows to line 14, and 
insert "are customarily provided others in 
similar circumstances.” 

On page 52, line 7, insert and are cus- 
tomarily provided to others in similar cir- 
cumstances” before the semicolon. 

On page 53, lines 4 and 5, strike ''Commit- 
tee on Rules and Administration” and insert 
"Committee on Standards of Official Con- 
duct”. 

On page 55, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following: 

“(M) A plaque, trophy, or other memento 
of modest value. 

N) An item for which, in an unusual case, 
& waiver is granted by the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct. 

On page 55, line 19, beginning with “family 
member or friend" strike all through page 
56, line 4, and insert the following: individ- 
ual providing the item— 

(i) seeks to deduct the value of such item 
as a business expense on the individual's in- 
come tax return; or 

(i) accepts direct or indirect reimburse- 
ment or compensation for the item from a 
client or a firm of which the individual is a 
member or employee. 

() For purposes of clause (B), indirect re- 
imbursement or compensation for an item 
includes an expenditure from an expense ac- 
count and a fee charged by a lobbyist for the 
purpose of compensating the lobbyist for the 
cost of the item. 

On page 56, line 9, after "similar event," 
insert provided by the sponsor of the 
event“. 

On page 57, line 18, strike to the event" 
and insert to the event.“. 

On page 58, between lines 6 and 7. insert 
the following new subparagraph: 

*(4) When it is not practical to return a 
tangible item because it is perishable, the 
item may, at the discretion of the recipient, 
be given to an appropriate charity, shared 
within the recipient's office, or destroyed. 

On page 59, lines 2 and 3, strike or com- 
mittee chairman" and insert (or, in the 
case of an employee of a committee, the ap- 
propriate committee chairman)". 

On page 59, lines 16 and 17, strike or com- 
mittee chairman“ and insert (or, in the 
case of an employee of a committee, the ap- 
propriate committee chairman)". 

On page 59, line 25, strike “(A) and (B)" and 
insert (a) and (b)“. 

On page 60, lines 10 and 11, strike Ethics 
Committee“ and insert Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct". 

On page 62, line 8, strike Committee on 
House Administration“ and insert Commit- 
tee on Standards of Official Conduct". 

On page 36, strike lines 1-8 and insert the 
following: 

*(c)(1) The restrictions in subparagraph (a) 
shall apply to any financial contribution or 
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expenditure relating to a conference, retreat, 
or similar event for or on behalf of Members, 
officers, or employees.” 

On page 36, line 20, strike employee: and" 
and insert employee (not including a mass 
mailing or other solicitation directed to a 
broad category of the general public);". 

On page 36, line 24, strike employee.“ and 
insert the following: 

“employee; and 

(E) a charitable contribution (as defined 
in section 170(c) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986) made by a lobbyist or a foreign 
agent in lieu of an honorarium.” 

On page 49, strike lines 17-24 and insert the 
following: 

) The restrictions in subparagraph (a) 
shall apply to any financial contribution or 
expenditure relating to a conference, retreat, 
or similar event for or on behalf of Members, 
officers, or employees." 

On page 50, line 12, strike employee: and“ 
and insert employee (not including a mass 
mailing or other solicitation directed to a 
broad category of the general public);". 

On page 50, line 16, strike “employee.” and 
insert the following: 

“employee; and 

(E) a charitable contribution (as defined 
in section 170(c) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986) made by a lobbyist or a foreign 
agent in lieu of an honorarium." 

On page 37, line 13, strike the period and 
insert the following: 

"(subject to prior approval by the Ethics 
Committee in the case of a gift to a Member, 
officer or employee in excess of $250 that is 
provided on the basis of personal friendship 
and disclosure under the Ethics in Govern- 
ment Act of a gift to a spouse of a Member 
in excess of $250 that is provided on the basis 
of personal friendship). 

On page 51, line 4, strike the period and in- 
sert the following: 

"(subject to prior approval by the Commit- 
tee on Standards of Official Conduct in the 
case of a gift to a Member, officer or em- 
ployee in excess of $250 that is provided on 
the basis of personal friendship and disclo- 
sure under the Ethics in Government Act of 
a gift to a spouse of a Member in excess of 
$250 that is provided on the basis of personal 
friendship)." 

On page 63, strike line 11 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 5. REPEAL OF OBSOLETE PROVISION. 

Section 901 of the Ethics Reform Act of 
1989 (2 U.S.C. 31-2) is repealed. 

SEC. 6. PROHIBITION ON LOBBYISTS, 

No person registered as a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent under the Federal Regulation of 
Lobbying Act, the Foreign Agents Registra- 
tion Act, or any successor statute shall pro- 
vide a gift to any Member, officer, or em- 
ployee of the Senate or the House of Rep- 
resentatives, or a spouse or dependent of the 
Member, officer, or employee, if the lobbyist 
or foreign agent knows that the acceptance 
of the gift by the Member, officer, employee, 
spouse, or dependent would violate Rule 
XXXV of the Standing Rules of the Senate or 
clause 4 of Rule XLIII of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. 

SEC. 7. EXERCISE OF CONGRESSIONAL RULE- 
MAKING POWER. 

Except for sections 4, 5, and 6, this Act is 
enacted by Congress— 

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate and the House of Representa- 
tives, respectively, and accordingly, they 
shall be considered as part of the rules of 
each House, respectively, or of the House to 
which they specifically apply, and such rules 
shall supersede other rules only to the ex- 
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tent that they are inconsistent therewith; 
and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu- 
tional right of either House to change such 
rules (insofar as they relate to that House) 
at any time and in the same manner and to 
the same extent as in the case of any other 
rule of that House. 

SEC. 8. 

The Senate Committee on Rules and Ad- 
ministration, on behalf of the Senate, may 
accept gifts provided they do not involve, 
any duty, burden, or condition, or are not 
made dependent upon some future perform- 
ance by the United States. The Committee 
on Rules and Administration is authorized to 
promulgate regulations to carry out this sec- 
tion. 

SEC. 9. 

No provision of this bill shall be inter- 
preted to limit a contribution or other pay- 
ment to a legal expense fund established for 
the benefit of a member officer, or employee 
by any person other than a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent. 

SEC. 10. 

The rules on acceptance of meals and en- 
tertainment provided to a Member or an em- 
ployee of a Member in the Member's home 
State prior to the adoption of reasonable 
limitations by the appropriate Committees 
shall be the rules in effect on the day before 
the effective date of this bill. 

SEC. 11. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment contains a number of tech- 
nical clarifying changes on behalf of 
the managers, as well as several 
amendments that have been worked 
out with Members from both sides of 
the aisle. 

In particular, it would clarify that: 

Gifts based on outside activities of a 
Member's spouse may be accepted to 
the same extent as gifts based on out- 
side activities of the Member himself 
or herself; 

Commemorative items and memen- 
tos of modest value may be accepted 
from anybody other than a lobbyist; 

A gift may not be accepted on the 
basis of the personal friendship excep- 
tion if the friend seeks reimbursement 
or compensation for the gift from a cli- 
ent or firm; 

The bil would not limit contribu- 
tions to legal defense funds by anyone 
other than a lobbyist or a foreign 
agent; 

Free attendance at a widely attended 
event may be accepted from the spon- 
sor of the event, but not from an out- 
side party that may have purchased 
tickets to the event; and 

When it is not practical to return a 
gift because it is perishable, the gift 
may be given to charity or shared 
within the recipient's office. 

In addition, the amendment would 
make it unlawful for a lobbyist to pro- 
vide a gift to a Member of Congress in 
knowing violation of the new rules; 
provide for Ethics Committee waivers 
of the rules in unusual cases and re- 
quire advance authorization for gifts to 
Members in excess of $250 on the basis 
of personal friendship; and clarify that 
this bill is an exercise of congressional 
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rulemaking authority. It would also 
authorize the Rules Committee to ac- 
cept certain gifts on behalf of the Sen- 
ate and revise the provision on chari- 
table contributions in lieu of hono- 
raria, so that it would apply only to 
lobbyists and foreign agents. 

I believe that these changes are all 
consistent with the underlying purpose 
of the bill and the committee's intent 
in adopting the substitute. 

Mr. President, I think this is accept- 
able to both sides. 

Mr. COHEN. The minority accepts 
the managers' amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment (No. 1683) was agreed 


to. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the only 
amendments remaining in order to S. 
1935 be the following, with no second- 
degree amendments in order, except 
where noted; and that they must be of- 
fered on Friday, May 6, and in the 
order listed, and that no motion to re- 
commit be in order: 

An amendment by Senator EXON, 
sense-of-the-Senate, regarding a pay 
cut; an amendment by Senator DOLE, 
sense-of-the-Senate, regarding a pay 
cut; an amendment by Senator 
D’AMATO regarding racial justice, with 
a relevant second-degree amendment 
by Senator BIDEN or his designee to be 
in order to the D’Amato amendment; 
an amendment by Senator MURKOWSKI 
regarding political travel. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
there be 30 minutes total for debate on 
Wednesday on the D’Amato amend- 
ment and the second-degree amend- 
ment by Senator BIDEN, or his des- 
ignee, related to racial justice, with 
the time equally divided and controlled 
in the usual form. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
on Friday, May 6, following completion 
of debate on amendments to S. 1935, 
the Senate proceed to the consider- 
ation of calendar No. 227, S. 978, the 
National Environmental Technology 
Act of 1994, and that the bill be consid- 
ered under the following limitations, 
and that no motions to recommit be in 
order, and that the only first degree 
floor amendments in order to the bill 
be the following, with relevant second- 
degree amendments in order to the 
first degree to which it is offered, and 
that the listed amendments must be of- 
fered by the close of business on Fri- 
day, May 6: 

An amendment by Senator BAUCUS 
and others in the nature of a sub- 
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stitute; an amendment by Senator 
McCAIN” regarding overflights; an 
amendment by Senator FORD regarding 
overflights; an amendment by Senator 
STEVENS relating to sewage; an amend- 
ment by Senator KERRY of Massachu- 
setts that is relevant; an amendment 
by Senator KERREY of Nebraska that is 
relevant; an amendment by Senator 
CHAFEE that is relevant; an amendment 
by Senator MCCAIN regarding 
wastewater treatment; an amendment 
by Senator BAUCUS that is relevant; 
that immediately after the bill is re- 
ported, Senator BAUCUS be recognized 
to offer a substitute amendment, and 
that the amendment be agreed to as 
original text for the purpose of further 
amendment; that upon disposition of 
the list of amendments, the committee 
substitute, as amended, be agreed to, 
and the bill read the third time. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
on Friday, upon completion of all de- 
bate on the listed amendments to S. 
978, the Senate then proceed to S. 2042, 
the Bosnia arms embargo bill, for de- 
bate only. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
on Monday, May 9, at 3:30 p.m., the 
Senate proceed to Calendar item No. 
412, S. 2019, the Safe Drinking Water 
Act. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
on Tuesday, May 10, at 10 a.m., the 
Senate resume consideration of the 
Bosnia Arms Embargo Act. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
on Wednesday, May 11, at 10 a.m., the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
the concurrent budget resolution con- 
ference report, and that no rollcall 
votes occur before 5 p.m. on Wednes- 
day, May 11. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues for their patience 
and cooperation. I think the order is 
self-explanatory. Tomorrow we will 
complete action on the remaining 
amendments on S. 1935. Any votes 
which are required will be set over 
until next Wednesday, no earlier than 5 
p.m. 

We will then take up and complete 
action on the Environmental Tech- 
nology Act, and all amendments there- 
to must be offered tomorrow, and any 
votes on that will be set over until 
next Wednesday. Then we will begin de- 
bate on the Bosnia Arms Embargo Act. 

On Monday we begin discussion on 
the Safe Drinking Water Act. There 
will be no votes on that day. On Tues- 
day we resume debate on the Bosnia 
Arms Embargo Act with no vote on 
that day. 

On Wednesday at 10 a.m. we will 
begin consideration of a budget resolu- 
tion conference report. Votes will 
occur on that day beginning at no ear- 
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ler than 5 p.m. It is my intention to 
have the votes begin at 5 p.m. So there 
wil be a number of votes on next 
Wednesday beginning at 5 p.m. This ac- 
commodates the maximum possible 
number of Senators. 

I thank my colleagues for their co- 
operation, and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, let me 
thank the majority leader as always 
for his magic. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for morning business with Sen- 
ators permitted to speak therein for up 
to 3 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


THE CAIRO ACCORD 


Mr. PELL. Mr. President, yesterday 
in Cairo another milestone was passed 
in the march toward peace in the Mid- 
dle East. Israeli Prime Minister 
Yitzhak Rabin and PLO Chairman 
Yasir Arafat, after a slight hitch in the 
ceremonies, signed an agreement to 
implement the landmark Declaration 
of Principles. 

The Cairo agreement brings to a 
close a tense negotiating period be- 
tween Israel and the PLO. There have 
been tremendous ups and downs since 
the September 13, 1993, signing of the 
Declaration of Principles. Indiscrimi- 
nate acts of violence and terror on both 
sides, including the Hebron killings, in- 
terrupted discussions and threatened 
to undermine the process altogether. 
Charges of bad faith and expressions of 
concern resulted from Arafat's luke- 
warm condemnation of the Afula and 
Hadeira bombings. 

But in the end, the leaders on both 
sides Prime Minister Rabin, Chairman 
Arafat, Foreign Minister Peres, Nabil 
Shaath—shouldered the responsibility 
to keep the negotiations going. Under- 
neath it all was the patience and con- 
stancy of U.S. officials such as Sec- 
retary of State Warren Christopher, 
Ambassador Dennis Ross, and indeed, 
President Clinton himself, who all 
worked diligently and effectively be- 
hind the scenes to sustain the momen- 
tum. 

I would also like to take à moment 
to express my appreciation and grati- 
tude for the role that Egypt, and par- 
ticularly President Hosni Mubarak, 
played in the negotiations. Because 
Egypt has been at peace with Israel for 
15 years now, it is almost easy to over- 
look Egypt's importance and helpful- 
ness in the process. But President Mu- 
barak and his able Foreign Minister 
Amre Moussa have been there all 
along, working as hosts and 
intermediaries in the negotiations. 
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Without Egypt’s crucial support, yes- 
terday's agreement may not have ma- 
terialized. 

Yesterday, Mr. President, as I ob- 
served the images of the signing cere- 
mony, I was struck by how much has 
been accomplished in the Middle East 
during the past 2 years. I was also, I 
confess, daunted by how much remains 
to be done. The Cairo agreement has to 
be carried out in good faith; negotia- 
tions on a final status settlement be- 
tween Israel and the PLO must begin 
within 2 years and be implemented in 5; 
and agreements must be concluded be- 
tween Israel, Lebanon, Jordan, and 
Syria. It is an awesome agenda, but 
yesterday's events constitute a long- 
awaited completion of that first step 
taken last September, a true achieve- 
ment for diplomacy. This sets us well 
on the path toward meeting the next 
objectives. 

Although the Cairo agreement rep- 
resents a step toward the reconcili- 
ation of two peoples—historic en- 
emies—to me it is also a tribute to in- 
dividual courage and purpose. Prime 
Minister Rabin and Chairman Arafat 
can hardly be more different, but their 
fortunes hereafter are inextricably 
linked. Whether or not we like Yasir 
Arafat or approve of his methods, there 
can be no doubt that both he and 
Prime Minister Rabin have assumed re- 
sponsibility for the destiny of their 
people. It is evident that some of these 
people, Israelis and Palestinians alike, 
are reluctant to follow, but that is 
what leadership is all about. And that 
is why history will preserve a place for 
them both. 


A TRIBUTE TO JOE WILLIAMS 


Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, as the 
employees of the Williams Companies 
honor Joe Williams, chairman of the 
board, today on the advent of his re- 
tirement after 35 years of service, I 
would like to join them in paying trib- 
ute to this outstanding Oklahoman and 
good friend. 

People like Joe Williams are the real 
trustees of this country. He is one of 
those people who finds satisfaction in 
being part of causes that are more im- 
portant than any of us as individuals. 
His leadership and wisdom guide insti- 
tutions such as the Nature Conser- 
vancy which will continue to impact 
the lives of Americans for generations 
to come. 

I respect Joe Williams because he 
acts with the courage of his convic- 
tions and he does not give up easily. I 
have worked with Joe on a variety of 
projects and each time he has dem- 
onstrated great vision and integrity. 
At times our projects received criti- 
cism, but Joe would never give up. I re- 
member when he led the business com- 
munity in support of major reforms 
and tax increases to improve education 
in our State. I have seen him, as a fel- 
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low trustee of Yale University, be will- 
ing to stand apart from the majority to 
present a perspective which needed to 
be considered. He always insisted on 
doing what was right. He would say, 
“We can’t think about the way people 
feel about it today, we have to think 
about the way people will feel about it 
10 years from now, and 50 years from 
now, and how it will impact the next 
generation.”’ 

I have talked to Joe many times on 
the phone when I know that he has 
been terribly busy, whether he just had 
come back from a trip to another coun- 
try, or he just had been traveling coast 
to coast. Given all the pressures on his 
time, never once has he told me that he 
was too busy to get involved in another 
educational program or with a project 
that would benefit Oklahoma. 

Several years ago, Joe and I talked 
about establishing a Tallgrass Prairie 
Preserve in Oklahoma, about bringing 
the bison back some day, and about 
trying to preserve the land as the pio- 
neers saw it when they came west. We 
shared the dream of seeing our children 
and grandchildren looking out across 
the Tallgrass Prairie, allowing them to 
feel the spirit and passion which the 
prairie instilled in the pioneers. It is a 
sense of freedom and individual liberty 
central to what it means to be an 
American. Largely because of the lead- 
ership of Joe Williams, that dream has 
been realized and the Tallgrass Prairie 
Preserve now exists and is operated by 
the Nature Conservancy which Joe Wil- 
liams has chaired at both the State and 
national levels. 

When I think about those who will 
leave America better than they found 
it, I think of Joe Williams in that 
group of great citizens who truly invest 
themselves in service to others. I am 
proud to join his many friends and col- 
leagues in wishing him well in his cor- 
porate retirement and in his new civic 
endeavors. 


CINCO DE MAYO 


Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I want to 
take time today to commemorate 
Cinco de Mayo, one of Mexico's most 
important holidays. 

On May 5, in 1862, Mexican forces re- 
pelled repeated French attacks on the 
Forts Loreta and Guadelupe. 

The importance of Cinco de Mayo is 
not merely that of a tactical win 
against greater forces, but the inspira- 
tion that the people took from their 
success. This inspiration and moral 
victory carried them through the next 
5 years as they fought for their coun- 
try. 

In the winter of 1861, France, Spain, 
and England sent fleets to Veracruz to 
collect on defaulted bond payments. 
The three countries stated that they 
had no intention of conquering Mexico. 

An agreement was reached between 
the four countries and the English and 
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Spanish representatives left. The 
French, under Emperor Napoleon III, in 
their efforts to expand the French 
monarchy, stayed and attacked the 
Government of Mexico. 

On May 5, Gen. Ignacio Zaragoza led 
2,000 Mexican soldiers in battle against 
6,000 French and triumphed after seri- 
ous losses. The victory that day was 
only the beginning. The war continued 
for 2 years and Mexico was ruled by the 
French for the next 3 years. 

The Mexican people shot the French 
ruler and took back their country on 
June 19, 1867. 

The people of Mexico celebrate the 
victory on May 5 and all that it rep- 
resents every year with festivals, re- 
enactments, parades, and ceremonies. 
Mexican-Americans in Illinois and all 
over the United States stage their own 
celebrations to honor the bravery of 
their ancestors and to celebrate Mexi- 
co’s history. 

I want to ask my colleagues to join 
me in honoring the soldiers who 
showed such courage and inspired such 
pride in their countrypeople on May 5, 
1862. Viva Mexico. Feliz Cinco de Mayo. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to Executive Session to con- 
sider the following nominations re- 
ported today by the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

Robert Shamansky to be a Member of 
the National Security Education 
Board, and 

Roger Hilsman to be a Member of the 
National Security Education Board. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
nominees be confirmed, en bloc; that 
any statements be printed in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD as if read; that 
upon confirmation, the motions to re- 
consider be laid upon the table, en bloc; 
that the President be informed of the 
Senate's action; and that the Senate 
return to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con- 
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION BOARD 

Robert N. Shamansky, of Ohio, to be a 
Member. 

Roger Hilsman, of New York, to be a Mem- 

r. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
turn to the consideration of legislative 
session. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
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the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


REPORT OF THE NATIONAL EN- 
DOWMENT FOR DEMOCRACY FOR 
FISCAL YEAR  1993—MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT—PM 107 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 


To the Congress of the United States: 

Pursuant to the provisions of section 
504(h) of Public Law 98-164, as amended 
(22 U.S.C. 4413(i)), I transmit herewith 
the 10th Annual Report of the National 
Endowment for Democracy, which cov- 
ers fiscal year 1993. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON 
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 5, 1994. 


REPORT ON FEDERAL ADVISORY 
COMMITTEES FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1993—MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI- 
DENT—PM 108 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 


To the Congress of the United States: 

As provided by the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act, as amended (Public 
Law 92-463; 5 U.S.C., App. 2, 6(c)), I am 
submitting my first Annual Report on 
Federal Advisory Committees for fiscal 
year 1993 for your consideration and ac- 
tion. 

Consistent with my efforts to create 
a Government that works better and 
costs less, I issued Executive Order No. 
12838 on February 10, 1993, requiring the 
executive branch to conduct a com- 
prehensive review of all advisory com- 
mittees. Based upon this assessment, 
each department and agency was di- 
rected to reduce by at least one-third 
the number of committees not required 
by the Congress. I am pleased to advise 
that this initiative has resulted in a 
net reduction of 284 unproductive advi- 
sory committees, exceeding our elimi- 
nation target of 267, by 6 percent, or 17 
committees. In addition, we have iden- 
tified approximately 30 unneeded stat- 
utory groups. 

While progress has been achieved in 
assuring that the work of advisory 
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committees remains focused on na- 
tional, rather than special interests, I 
am asking for your support in effecting 
other needed improvements. The Ad- 
ministration will forward to the Con- 
gress a legislative proposal to termi- 
nate 30 advisory committees required 
by statute, but for which compelling 
needs no longer exist. I urge the Con- 
gress to act quickly and favorably on 
this proposal, and I welcome auy rec- 
ommendations of the Congress regard- 
ing additional groups that may be 
eliminated through our joint efforts to 
increase the effectiveness and effi- 
ciency of the Government. Toward this 
end, I hope the Congress will show in- 
creased restraint in the creation of new 
statutory committees. 

I have directed the executive branch 
to exercise continued restraint in the 
creation and management of advisory 
committees. This will allow us to ob- 
tain further savings recommended by 
the Vice President and the National 
Performance Review. Consistent with 
Executive Order No. 12838, the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budg- 
et will continue to approve new agen- 
cy-sponsored committees when nec- 
essary and appropriate. In addition the 
General Services Administration, as 
part of its overall responsibilities 
under the Act, will periodically prepare 
legislation to propose the elimination 
of committees no longer required by 
the Government. 

We stand ready to work with the 
Congress to assure the appropriate use 
of advisory committees and to achieve 
the purposes for which this law was en- 
acted. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, May 5, 1994. 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 


At 1:02 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bill and joint 
resolution: 

H.R. 4204. An act to designate the Federal 
building located at 711 Washington Street in 
Boston, MA, as the "Jean Mayer Human Nu- 
trition Research Center on Aging." 

H.J. Res. 239. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to proclaim September 1994, as 
“Classical Music Month." 


At 10:08 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3254. An act to authorize appropría- 
tions for the National Science Foundation, 
and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House agrees to the report of.con- 
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ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the 
House to the bill (S. 636) to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to permit in- 
dividuals to have freedom of access to 
certain medical clinics and facilities, 
and for other purposes. 

The message further announced that 
the House agrees to the report of the 
committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendment of the Senate to the 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 218) concurrent 
resolution setting forth the congres- 
sional budget for the U.S. Government 
for fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, and 
1999. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of section 
168(b) of Public Law 102-138, the Speak- 
er appoints the following Members to 
the  British-American Interparlia- 
mentary Group on the part of the 
House: Mr. HAMILTON, Chairman, Mr. 
LANTOS, Vice Chairman, Mr. MURPHY, 
Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, 
and Mr. MCMILLAN. 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following measure was read the 
first and second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 3254. An act to authorize appropria- 
tions for the National Science Foundation, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 


ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on May 5, 1994, she had presented 
to the President of the United States, 
the following enrolled joint resolution: 

S.J. Res. 146. Joint resolution designating 
May 1, 1994, through May 7, 1994, as Na- 
tional Walking Week.” 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, which were referred as indi- 
cated: 

EC-2623. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Federal Election Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of 62 
recommendations for legislative action; to 
the Committee on Rules and Administration. 

EC-2624. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Federal Election Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of 
proposed regulations governing special fund- 
ing projects; to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration. 

EC-2625. A communication from the Ad- 
ministrator of the Small Business Adminis- 
tration, transmitting, a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend the Small Business In- 
vestment Act of 1958 to permit prepayment 
of debentures issued by State and local de- 
velopment companies; to the Committee on 
Small Business. 

EC-2626. A communication from the Ad- 
ministrator of the Small Business Adminis- 
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tration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
annual report on the Natural Resource De- 
velopment Program for fiscal year 1993; to 
the Committee on Small Business. 

EC-2627. A communication from the Ad- 
ministrator of the Small Business Adminis- 
tration, transmitting, a draft of proposed 
legislation entitled Small Business Admin- 
istration Amendments of 1994"; to the Com- 
mittee on Small Business. 

EC-2628. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Veterans Affairs, transmitting, a 
draft of proposed legislation to authorize ad- 
ditional major medical facility construction 
projects for Fiscal Year 1994, at the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs Medical Center Se- 
pulveda, California, and to waive the Con- 
gressional waiting period requirement for an 
administrative reorganization at such facil- 
ity; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

EC-2629. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Veterans Affairs, transmitting, a 
draft of proposed legislation entitled ''VA/ 
State Health-Care Reform Pilot Programs 
Act"; to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

EC-2630. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Veterans Affairs, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report on cases in which 
equitable relief was granted in calendar year 
1993; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The following petitions and memori- 
als were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM-448. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the Republic of Palau; ordered 
to lie on the table. 

“S.J. RESOLUTION No. 4-55 

"Whereas, the Honorable Ron de Lugo, now 
in his tenth term as the U.S. Virgin Islands' 
Delegate to the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives, is Chairman of the House Sub- 
committee on Insular and International Af- 
fairs, which exercises jurisdiction over the 
Caribbean and Pacific Island areas associ- 
ated with the United States, as well as U.S. 
Interior Department assistance to other 
countries and Antarctica; and 

"Whereas, the Honorable Ron de Lugo, as a 
ranking member of the House Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, has followed in 
the footsteps of such distinguished prede- 
cessors and statesmen as Congressmen Mor- 
ris Udall of Arizona and Philip Burton of 
California, who along with him have played 
crucial roles in enhancing the local auton- 
omy of these insular areas, particularly the 
Republic of Palau, the last Trust Territory 
of the Pacific Islands; and 

“Whereas, during his term, the Honorable 
Ron de Lugo has devoted his public service 
career beyond the interests of his constitu- 
ent community, extending his best efforts on 
behalf of the people of the Republic of Palau, 
and distinguishing himself as a champion of 
the Republic of Palau's development into a 
self-governing, sovereign state; and 

"Whereas, the Honorable Ron de Lugo, 
while chairing the Subcommittee on Insular 
and International Affairs and serving on nu- 
merous other congressional committees, has 
been a great defender of the Republic of 
Palau and other insular areas, resolutely op- 
posing crimes and corruptions, political in- 
timidation and violence, financial mis- 
management, narcotics trafficking, inferior 
health facilities, inadequate infrastructures, 
and unrestricted military land use lacking 
safeguards for local inhabitants; and 

“Whereas, the Honorable Ron de Lugo has 
responded to the leaders of Palau whenever 
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they needed help in overcoming Palau’s 
problems and instituting reforms, restoring 
the people's confidence in a brighter future, 
and allaying longstanding concerns of the 
people of Palau, thereby playing an instru- 
mental part in achieving final approval of a 
freely associated relationship between the 
Republic of Palau and its former administer- 
ing authority; and 

"Whereas, the Honorable Ron de Lugo's 
heart and mind have always been open to- 
ward the Republic of Palau, as demonstrated 
by his sponsoring of legislation which con- 
tributed to the improvement of its peoples" 
welfare, unsparingly using his experience 
and prestige with U.S. Congressional and Ad- 
ministration leaders to secure needed finan- 
cial, political and economic assistances to 
develop the Republic of Palau into a viable 
sovereign nation; and 

"Whereas, the Honorable Ron de Lugo has 
declared his intention not to run for reelec- 
tion this year, 1994, a decision profoundly re- 
gretted by the Republic of Palau and the 
other insular territories who will sorely miss 
his potent and intelligent advocacy of their 
cause in Congress; and 

"Whereas, the retirement of the Honorable 
Ron de Lugo from the U.S. Congress will 
mean the loss to these islands of a powerful 
friend and an ally, whose leadership, integ- 
rity, and influence are as well known within 
the Republic of Palau as they are to his col- 
leagues in the House of Representatives; and 

“Whereas, on the eve of his retirement 
from Congress, the people of the Republic of 
Palau, through the Olbiil Era Kelulau, wish 
to express their most sincere gratitude and 
appreciation to the Honorable Ron de Lugo; 
Now Therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Senate of the Fourth Olbiil 
Era Kelulau, Thirteenth Special Session, April 
1994, the House of Delegates concurring, That 
the people of Palau, represented in the 
Fourth Olbiil Era Kelulau and by means of 
this joint resolution, hereby convey their un- 
dying gratitude and appreciation to the Hon- 
orable Ron de Lugo for his unwavering sup- 
port of self-government for the Republic of 
Palau, for his assistance and exemplary lead- 
ership in the United States Congress, but 
most of all, for his great friendship to Palau 
which its people cherish and will hold dear 
for years to come; and be it further 

“Resolved, that certified copies of this joint 
resolution be transmitted to the Chairman of 
the House Subcommittee on Insular and 
International Affairs, the Honorable Ron de 
Lugo; the President of the United States, the 
Honorable Bill Clinton; the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives of the U.S. Con- 
gress, the Honorable Thomas S. Foley; the 
Majority Leader of the United States Senate, 
Senator George J. Mitchell; the Chairman of 
the House Committee on Natural Resources, 
the Honorable George Miller; the Governor 
of the Virgin Islands, the Honorable Alexan- 
der A. Farrelly; the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior, the Honorable Bruce Babbitt; the Presi- 
dent of the Republic of Palau, the Honorable 
Kuniwo Nakamura; all States Governors; the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House.of Delegates of the Fourth Olbiil 
Era Kelulau.“ 


POM-449. A resolution adopted by the Leg- 
islature of Rockland County, New York rel- 
ative to dairy product labels; to the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry. 

POM-450. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Arizona; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition 
and Forestry. 
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“HOUSE CONCURRENT MEMORIAL 2004 


“A concurrent memorial requesting the 
Congress of the United States to amend the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977. 

"Whereas, the people of the State of Ari- 
zona believe that the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
requires an amendment to curtail current 
abuses, give the states greater regulatory 
power and grant potential food stamp recipi- 
ents lower eligibility requirements. 

"Wherefore your memorialist, the House of 
Representatives of the State of Arizona, the 
Senate concurring, prays: 

1. That the Congress of the United States 
amend the Food Stamp Act of 1977 to: 

"(a) Require food stamp recipients to show 
identification for all food stamp purchases. 

() Allow food stamps to be used only for 
the purchase of staple food items. 

"(c) Allow states to have more enforce- 
ment authority over the regulatory proce- 
dures. 

"(d) Establish stricter penalties for first- 
time offenders of food stamp laws and regu- 
lations. 

"(e) Lower the eligibility for food stamps 
to one hundred per cent of the federal pov- 
erty level. 

"2. That the Secretary of State of the 
State of Arizona transmit a certified copy of 
this Concurrent Memorial to the President 
of the United States Senate, the Speaker of 
the United States House of Representatives 
and to each Member of the Arizona Congres- 
sional Delegation." 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. DECONCINI, from the Select Com- 
mittee on Intelligence, without amendment: 

S. 2082. An original bill to authorize appro- 
priations for fiscal year 1995 for the intel- 
ligence activities of the United States Gov- 
ernment and for the Central Intelligence 
Agency Retirement and Disability System, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 103-256). 

By Mr. BIDEN, for the Committee on the 
Judiciary, without amendment: 

H.R. 1933. A bill to authorize appropria- 
tions for the Martin Luther King, Jr. Federal 
Holiday Commission, extend such Commis- 
sion, establish a National Service Day to 
promote community service, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 116. A bill for the relief of Fanie Phily 
Mateo Angeles. 

By Mr. BIDEN, from the Committee on the 
Judiciary, with an amendment in the nature 
of a substitute: 

S. 1485. A bill to extend certain satellite 
carrier compulsory licenses, and for other 
purposes. 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 


The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. NUNN, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

Robert N. Shamansky, of Ohio, to be a 
Member of the National Security Education 
Board for a term of 4 years. 

Robert Hilsman, of New York, to be a 
Member of the National Security Education 
Board for a term of 4 years. 


(The above nominations were re- 
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi- 
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nees’ commitment to respond to re- 
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen- 
ate.) 

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on For- 
eign Relations: 

Sam W. Brown, Jr., of California, for the 
rank of Ambassador during his tenure of 
service as Head of Delegation to the Con- 
ference on Security and Cooperation in Eu- 
rope [CSCE] (Ex. Rept. 103-27). 

(The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that he be 
confirmed, subject to the nominee's 
commitment to respond to requests to 
appear and testify before any duly con- 
stituted committee of the Senate.) 

Treaty Doc. 103-22 Two Protocols 
Amending the OAS Charter (Ex. Rept. 
103-28) 

TEXT OF COMMITTEE-RECOMMENDED 
RESOLUTION OF RATIFICATION 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present 
concurring therein), That the Senate advise 
and consent to the ratification of the Pro- 
tocol of Washington" Adopted on December 
14, 1992, by the Sixteenth Special Session of 
the General Assembly of the Organization of 
American States (OAS) and Signed by the 
United States on January 23, 1993, and the 
Protocol of Managua’’ Adopted by the Nine- 
teenth Special Session of the OAS General 
Assembly on June 10, 1993, and Signed That 
Day by the United States. 

By Mr. BIDEN, from the Committee on the 
Judiciary: 

Robert Harlan Henry, of Oklahoma, to be 
U.S. Circuit Judge for the Tenth Circuit, 

Carl E. Stewart, of Louisiana, to be U.S. 
Circuit Judge for the Fifth Circuit, vice a 
new position created by Public Law 101-650, 
approved December 1, 1990. 

Fortunato P. Benavides, of Texas, to be 
U.S. Circuit Judge for the Fifth Circuit. 

Ruben Castillo, of Illinois, to be U.S. Dis- 
trict Judge for the Northern District of Illi- 
nois. 

James G. Carr, of Ohio, to be U.S. District 
Judge for the Northern District of Ohio. 

Deborah A. Batts, of New York, to be U.S. 
District Judge for the Southern District of 
New York. 

Frank M. Hull, of Georgia, to be U.S. Dis- 
trict Judge for the Northern District of 
Georgia. 

Audrey B. Collins, of California, to be U.S. 
District Judge for the Central District of 
California. 

W. Louis Sands, of Georgia, to be U.S. Dis- 
trict Judge for the Middle District of Geor- 
gia vice a new position created by Public 
Law 101-650, approved December 1, 1990. 

Mary M. Lisi, of Rhode Island, to be U.S. 
District Judge for the District of Rhode Is- 
land. 

Raymond L. Finch, of the Virgin Islands, 
to be a Judge for the District Court of the 
Virgin Islands for a term of 10 years. 

Solomon Oliver, Jr., of Ohio, to be U.S. 
District Judge for the Northern District of 
Ohio. 

Michael R. Bromwich, of the District of 
Columbia, to be Inspector General, Depart- 
ment of Justice. 

Clarence Cooper, of Georgia, to be U.S. Dis- 
trict Judge for the Northern District of 
Georgia. 

Joseph Clyde Fowler, Jr., of Tennessee, to 
be U.S. Marshal for the Eastern District of 
Tennessee for the term of 4 years. 

Saul A. Green, of Michigan, to be U.S. At- 
torney for Eastern District of Michigan for 
the term of 4 years. 
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Sheldon Whitehouse, of Rhode Island, to be 
U.S. Attorney for the District of Rhode Is- 
land for the term of 4 years. 

Barbara C. Jurkas, of Michigan, to be U.S. 
Marshal for the Western District of Michigan 
for the term of 4 years. 

James W. Lockley, of Florida, to be U.S. 
Marshal for the Northern District of Florida 
for the term of 4 years. 

Leonard Trupo, of West Virginia, to be 
U.S. Marshal for the Northern District of 
West Virginia for the term of 4 years. 

Gregory Moneta Sleet, of Delaware, to be 
U.S. Attorney for the District of Delaware 
for the term of 4 years. 

Faith S. Hochberg, of New Jersey, to be 
U.S. Attorney for the District of New Jersey 
for the term of 4 years. 

Lawrence J. Goffney, Jr., of Michigan, to 
be an Assistant Commissioner of Patents and 
Trademarks. 

Michael Kane Kirk, of Florida, to be Dep- 
uty Commissioner of Patents and Trade- 
marks. 

Ernestine Rowe, of Colorado, to be U.S. 
Marshal for the District of Colorado for the 
term of 4 years. 

Philip G. Hampton, II, of the District of 
Columbia, to be an Assistant Commissioner 
of Patents and Trademarks. 

John William Marshall, of Virginia, to be 
U.S. Marshal for the Eastern District of Vir- 
ginia for the term of 4 years. 


(The above nominations were re- 
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed.) 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself, Mr. 
BROWN, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. REID, Mr. 
BRYAN, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. DOMENICI, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and Mrs. BOXER): 

S. 2078. A bill to amend the National Trails 
System Act to designate the Old Spanish 
Trail and the Northern Branch of the Old 
Spanish Trail for potential inclusion into the 
National Trails System, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat- 
ural Resources. 

By Mr. ROTH: 

S. 2079. A bill to amend the Controlled Sub- 
stances Act to provide penalties for the dis- 
tribution or manufacture of a controlled sub- 
stance within 1000 feet of a Head Start facil- 
ity; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HATFIELD (for himself, Mr. 
NUNN, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. HaR- 
KIN): 

S. 2080. A bill to designate a site for the re- 
location of the public facility of the National 
Museum of Health and Medicine, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. GREGG: 

S. 2081. A bill to amend the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 to treat recycling facilities 
as exempt facilities under the tax-exempt 
bond rules, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DECONCINI: 

S. 2082. An original bill to authorize appro- 
priations for fiscal year 1995 for the intel- 
ligence activities of the United States Gov- 
ernment and for the Central Intelligence 
Agency Retirement and Disability System, 
and for other purposes; from the Select Com- 
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mittee on Intelligence; to the Committee on 
Armed Services, for a period not to exceed 30 
days of session, pursuant to section 3(b) of 
Senate Resolution 400 of the 94th Congress. 


Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, pursuant 
to the provisions of Senate Resolution 
400 (94th Congress), the Armed Services 
Committee hereby requests that S. 
2082, the intelligence authorization 
bill, be referred to the Armed Services 
Committee for the 30-day period pro- 
vided for in section 3(b) of the above 
resolution. 


By Mr. BINGAMAN: 

S. 2083. A bill for the relief of certain 
former employees of the United States whose 
firefighting functions were transferred from 
the Department of Energy to Los Alamos 
County, New Mexico; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. KENNEDY: 

S. 2084. A bill to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

By Mr. THURMOND: 

S.J. Res. 184. A joint resolution designat- 
ing September 18, 1994, through September 
24, 1994, as "Iron Overload Diseases Aware- 
ness Week”; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

By Mr. PELL (for himself, Mr. AKAKA, 

Mr. BIDEN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BRADLEY, 
Mr. BRYAN, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. FORD, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. KERRY, Mr. KOHL, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, Mr. MACK, Mr. 
MATHEWS, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. Moy- 
NIHAN, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, 
Mr. PRYOR, Mr. REID, Mr. ROCKE- 
FELLER, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. SHELBY, 
and Mr. WELLSTONE): 

S.J. Res. 185. A joint resolution to des- 
ignate October 1994 as National Breast Can- 
cer Awareness Month"; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself, 
Mr. BROWN, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. 
REID, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. BINGA- 
MAN, Mr. DOMENICI, and Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN): 

S. 2078. A bill to amend the National 
Trails System Act to designate the Old 
Spanish Trail and the Northern Branch 
of the Old Spanish Trail for potential 
inclusion into the National Trails Sys- 
tem, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
Sources. 

THE OLD SPANISH TRAIL STUDY ACT OF 1994 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, 
today I am sending legislation to the 
desk to designate the Old Spanish Trail 
and the Northern Branch of the Old 
Spanish Trail for study for potential 
addition to the National Trails Sys- 
tem. 

I know of the President pro 
tempore’s interest and considerable 
knowledge of American history, and I 
believe he will find this bill of great in- 
terest. The Old Spanish Trail has right- 
ly been called the longest, crookedest, 
most arduous pack mule route in the 
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history of America. It certainly is that, 
and more. 

The Old Spanish Trail spans not only 
a great distance—1,200 miles from 
Santa Fe to Los Angeles—but it also 
bridges hundreds of years in our Na- 
tion's history and connects the color- 
ful, diverse cultures that are really the 
soul of the American Southwest. 

According to an early historian, the 
trail “* * headed northwest from 
Santa Fe * * * eased over the continen- 
tal divide in northern New Mexico, cut 
through a spur of the Rocky Mountains 
into Colorado, forded * * * the Colo- 
rado and the Green (rivers) * * * dipped 
over the rim of the Great Basin into 
Utah, and crept southwest through 
desert stretches of Nevada and Califor- 
nia to Los Angeles." In my State of 
Colorado, the trail passed near the very 
town I live in, the small town of 
Ignacio, as well as the towns of Du- 
rango, Mancos, Dolores, Cortez, and 
Dove Creek; then followed the Dolores 
River west into Utah. The Northern 
Branch of the trail was used by trap- 
pers and traders to access northwest- 
ern Colorado and northeastern Utah. 
This trail entered Colorado near the 
towns of Alamosa and Monte Vista and 
passed the present day towns of Gunni- 
son, Montrose, Delta, and Grand Junc- 
tion. From Grand Junction, the trail 
followed the Colorado River for some 50 
miles, and then struck out across the 
desert and joined the main Spanish 
Trail 20 miles southeast of the Green 
River crossing, which was a major ren- 
dezvous point for the old-time trappers 
in the West. 

Parts of the trail began as a footpath 
for Native Americans. It later wit- 
nessed more than two centuries of 
Spanish use, a quarter-century of Mexi- 
can use, and, finally, a half-century of 
American travel before trans- 
continental railroads replaced it. In 
that sense, the Old Spanish Trail is an 
integral part of our national heritage, 
and a route truly deserving of further 
study. 

The Old Spanish Trail had its origins 
in prehistoric trade routes used by Ute 
Indians of the Colorado Rockies to 
reach the native Pueblos of northern 
New Mexico. After the settlement of 
New Mexico by Spaniards, Utes led 
mounted Spaniards north into their 
homelands in the mountains and the 
Great Basin. These early Spanish trav- 
els included an early, though failed at- 
tempt to reach California by the Fran- 
ciscan fathers Dominguez and 
Escalante in 1776, the year of the 
American Revolution. This use by the 
Spanish eventually gave the trail its 
name. 

Although the Old Spanish Trail en- 
joyed a heyday of 50 years or so in the 
19th century as annual caravans traded 
New Mexican woolen blankets for Cali- 
fornia mules and horses, its dramatic 
Story covers two centuries of recorded 
history. Few routes, if any, pass 
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through as much relatively pristine 
country. And despite the destruction of 
time, remnants of the Old Spanish 
Trail remain for study: Native 
petroglyphs, early exploration jour- 
nals, even wagon ruts cut into the 
rock. It is time to study and save our 
common heritage. 

Already a number of independent 
Scholars have begun examination of 
portions of the trail. An Old Spanish 
Trail Association has been founded in 
Colorado, and its members have lo- 
cated wagon ruts worn into the rock in 
the San Luis Valley—which happens to 
be the oldest settled community in 
Colorado—along the North Branch of 
the trail. Grassroots support is strong 
for continued study and recognition of 
this historic trail. I have received reso- 
lutions of support from more than 20 
municipalities in Colorado, and from 
the Colorado General Assembly. I have 
also received dozens of letters of sup- 
port from citizens in Colorado and vol- 
unteer groups who are anxious to offer 
their expertise and time to this long 
overdue endeavor. The time has come 
to acknowledge the national historic 
importance of the Old Spanish Trail. 
Mr. President, this bill to designate the 
Old Spanish Trail for study for poten- 
tial addition to the National Trails 
System promotes the recognition, pro- 
tection, and interpretation of our Na- 
tion's Western history. By introducing 
this legislation today, we pay tribute 
to the diverse cultures of the West. 

I did bring a map here to show where 
it originally started. The trail started 
at Santa Fe, went through what is cur- 
rently Espanola, where the native 
pueblo is and has been for several cen- 
turies. The people in the pueblos were 
thought to be the Anasazi, or the an- 
cient ones, that inhabited Mesa Verde, 
which is just south of the southern part 
of the Spanish Trail as it came through 
Cortez. Mesa Verde is just on the out- 
skirts of the town of Cortez. 

The trail split, and the northern part 
went through the little town of San 
Luis and connected back to Green 
River, UT, and then went further west. 
I know of portions of this because part 
of it came through my little town, and 
it is certainly a part of our very color- 
ful American history. 

Most of the Western Senators are co- 
sponsors of this bill. I would like to 
thank Senator BROWN of Colorado, Sen- 
ator BENNETT of Utah, Senator REID of 
Nevada, Senator BRYAN of Nevada, 
Senator BINGAMAN of New Mexico, Sen- 
ator DOMENICI of New Mexico, and Sen- 
ator FEINSTEIN of California for cospon- 
soring this legislation with me. 

I urge my colleagues to support swift 
passage of this legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill and addi- 
tional material be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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S. 2078 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. DESIGNATION. 

Section 5(c) of the National Trails System 
Act (16 U.S.C. 1244(c)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

(36) The Old Spanish Trail, beginning in 
Santa Fe, New Mexico, proceeding through 
Colorado and Utah, and ending in Los Ange- 
les, California, and the Northern Branch of 
the Old Spanish Trail, beginning near 
Espanola, New Mexico, proceeding through 
Colorado, and ending near Crescent Junc- 
tion, Utah. 

PUEBLO, CO, 
March 8, 1994. 
Hon. BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, 
c/o Trudy Karaous, Russell Building, Washing- 
ton, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR CAMPBELL: I speak for many 
Coloradans, as well as our associates in New 
Mexico, Utah, Nevada and California when I 
commend you for supporting a National 
Park Service study of the Old Spanish Trail 
as a National Historic Trail. This 1,200-mile 
route, which passes near your hometown of 
Ignacio, Colo., is one of modern America's 
best opportunities to understand its multi- 
cultural heritage, and explore the greatness 
and courage of our collective forebears. 

Ute Indians once descended part of this 
route from the Colorado mountains to reach 
Spaniards in New Mexico for trade. The 
Spaniards of colonial] New Mexico (about 
1720-1821) then followed Ute guides northwest 
into the Great Basin, also for trade. After 
Mexican independence from Spain in 1821, 
merchant Antonio Armijo in 1829-30 made 
the first journey from Santa Fe to Los Ange- 
les and back. In 1830-31, Americans William 
Wolfskill and George Yount made the first 
journey along the route now known as the 
“Old Spanish Trail." A half-century of travel 
over this route commenced. After 1846 the 
Mormons of Utah used the western end of the 
trail to reach California. 

Thus the Old Spanish Trail is a trail of 
many cultures, and the country it traverses 
remains quite pristine in many areas. The 
chances of identifying significant historic 
sites along it are high, and it rivals, if not 
exceeds the historic significance of many 
trails already designated National Historic 
Trails. 

A number of Coloradans, and associates in 
the OST's other four states, have—as usual 
with Americans—not waited for official ac- 
tion. We’ve formed the Old Spanish Trail As- 
sociation, for study and preservation of this 
historic trail. 

We're heartened that you've taken interest 
in this matter and we applaude your efforts 
on our behalf. 

The cost of a National Park Service fea- 
sibility study, and the annual appropriation 
to maintain the NPS’s management of the 
trail, will pay untold dividends in raising 
awareness of our nation’s multi-cultural her- 
itage, and in the tolerance and mutual re- 
spect that that awareness engenders. If there 
is anything the Old Spanish Trail Associa- 
tion can do to help, please get in touch. 

Sincerely, 
PHIL CARSON, 
RIO GRANDE COUNTY MUSEUM 
AND CULTURAL CENTER, 
Del Norte, CO, March 15, 1994. 
Hon. BEN CAMPBELL, 
c/o Trudy Karaous, Russell Building, Washing- 
ton, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR CAMPBELL: The Rio Grande 

County Museum wholeheartedly supports 
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study of the North Branch of the Old Spanish 
Trail by the National Park Service. The Mu- 
seum participated in the formation of the 
OST Association and has been awarded 
grants from the Colorado Historical Society 
Preservation Fund for the recording of 
petroglyph sites near the trail. Because of 
development and vandalism, it is important 
that a study of the trail be done soon. 
Sincerely, 
MARK ALLISON, 
Director. 
RIO GRANDE COUNTY SHERIFF, 
Del Norte, CO, March 16, 1994. 
Re: Old Spanish Trail. 
Hon. BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, 

SENATOR CAMPBELL: I am writing in ref- 
erence to the proposal to make the Old Span- 
ish Trail a historical sight. Please consider 
this a plea to do whatever you can to make 
this happen. 

This particular trail has a great deal of 
history behind it for my family. My grand- 
father, as a child, traveled by foot along this 
trail to bring messages from the Capulin 
area to the Del Norte area. My grandfather’s 
ancestors are Ute. 

The Harness and Saddle Club, which I am 
a member, have been re-tracing the Old 
Spanish Trail by wagon train for several 
years. We have been fighting hard to pre- 
serve the history and make it available to 
those interested in seeing it. 

Again I respectfully request that you do 
whatever you can to preserve this wonderful 
part of history for my family. 

SHERIFF J. DESI MEDINA, 
Rio Grande County. 


ROBB, BECKNER, ACHZIGER, 
McINNIS & PALO, 
Grand Junction, CO, April 11, 1994. 

Re Old Spanish Trail and its Northern 

Branch. 
Hon. BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, 
U.S. Senator, Russell Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 

DEAR BEN: Thank you for your letter of 
March 24, 1994. Enclosed is a copy of a Reso- 
lution which was adopted by the Grand Junc- 
tion/Mesa County Riverfront Commission 
supporting the study of the Old Spanish 
Trail and the Northern Branch of the Old 
Spanish Trail. 

We are delighted that you will be introduc- 
ing this bill shortly after the Easter recess. 

I am sending a copy of this letter to Sen- 
ator Brown and Congressman McInnis. I re- 
cently received a newsletter from the Old 
Spanish Trail Association and Ron Kessler in 
Monte Vista. The author of that newsletter 
incorrectly stated that Congressman 
McInnis was introducing a study bill. It is 
my understanding that you will be introduc- 
ing the legislation and that it will be co- 
sponsored by Senator Brown and Congress- 
man McInnis. 

We appreciate your efforts and the efforts 
of your staff concerning this matter. 

If there is anything that Bill Chenoweth or 
I can do to assist, please be back in touch 
with us, Best personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES M. ROBB. 
RIO GRANDE COUNTY MUSEUM 
AND CULTURAL CENTER, 
Del Norte, CO, March 15, 1994. 
Hon. BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, 
c/o Trudy Karaous, Russell Building, Washing- 
ton, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR CAMPBELL: Recent efforts to 

form the National Association of the Old 
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Spanish Trail (north branch) are to be en- 
couraged and applauded and the possibility 
of the National Park Service to aid in re- 
search of this trail, which passed through six 
Southwestern states, must be continued. 

Historic sites such as this rutted trail 
must be preserved. Please lets not loose this 
excellent opportunity for research by the Na- 
tional Park Service. 

Sincerely, 
SUZANNE OFF, 
Curator. 


Mosca, CO, March 30, 1994. 
Hon. BEN CAMPBELL, 
c/o Trudy Karaous, Russell Building, Washing- 
ton, DC. 

SENATOR CAMPBELL: I am writing to you 
today to express my support for your bill au- 
thorizing the National Park Service to make 
a study of the Old Spanish Trail for possible 
inclusion in the National Historic Trails 
System. Your introduction of this bill shows 
a great understanding of the importance of 
the historical Spanish influence on the en- 
tire southern Colorado region. 

The northern branch of the Old Spanish 
Trail which traversed the San Luis Valley 
brought in much of the Spanish influence 
which we see today in our geography and 
culture of the Valley. This historical connec- 
tion to these early explorers and pioneers 
should be preserved for both posterity and 
the public interest and curiosity about the 
Spanish lifestyle and the exploration and de- 
velopment of the Old West". 

The timing is very appropriate for a thor- 
ough study of this historic route which 
helped to blend the Native American, Span- 
ish and Anglo cultures together even before 
this part of Colorado belonged to the United 
States. Thanks again for your support of the 
preservation of this national treasure. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN KOSHAK. 
STATE OF COLORADO, 
Mosca, CO, March 30, 1994. 
Hon. BEN CAMPBELL, 
c/o Trudy Karaous, Russell Bldg., 
Washington, DC. 

SENATOR CAMPBELL: Last fall, the Colorado 
State Parks Board went on record as sup- 
porting the development and preservation of 
the Old Spanish Trail as a National Land- 
mark. The staff of San Luis Lakes State 
Park definitely supports your introduction 
of the bill authorizing the National Park 
Service to make a study of the Old Spanish 
Trail for possible inclusion in the National 
Historic Trails System. Your efforts on be- 
half of this bill show an understanding of the 
importance of the historic Spanish influence 
on the entire southern Colorado region and 
the unlimited interest and unique oppor- 
tunity for visitors and residents of our state 
to follow in the footsteps of these early ex- 
plorers. 

The northern branch of the Old Spanish 
Trail which traversed the San Luis Valley 
brought in much of the Spanish influence 
which we see today in our geography and 
culture of the Valley. This historical connec- 
tion to these early explorers and pioneers 
should be preserved for both posterity and 
the public interest and the inherent curios- 
ity about the Spanish lifestyle and the explo- 
ration and development of "the Old West". 
The possibilities for interpretation of this 
unique resource will provide exciting histori- 
cal learning and experiences for each and 
every visitor to the path of the Old Spanish 
Trail. 

The timing is very appropriate for a thor- 
ough study of this historic route which 
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helped to blend the Native American, Span- 
ish and Anglo cultures together even before 
this part of Colorado belonged to the United 
States. Thanks again for your support of the 
preservation of this national treasure. 
Sincerely, 
JOHN KOSHAK, PARK RANGER. 

Hon. BEN CAMPBELL, 

c/o Trudy Karaous, Russell Bldg., Washington, 

DC. 

DEAR SIR: I have learned that you will 
present a bill to Congress in April proposing 
support of the National Park Services for 
study of the Old Spanish Trail to Califor- 
nia", with special interest in the North 
Branch" of that trail which runs the length 
of our San Luis Valley. 

I thank you for your work to get this his- 
toric route acknowledged, especially the 100 
mile stretch on the San Luis Valley which 
then leads west through Colorado mountains 
to join the southern Sante Fe-Chama or NW 
route at Green River, Utah. 

The San Luis Valley Chapter of the Trail 
to California has been formed by Ron 
Kessler, Monte Vista and a group of very in- 
terested people. They are working to inform 
and place signs on this trail which is a living 
symbol of three Southwest heritages which 
used it for centuries—Pueblo and Ute Indi- 
ans, the Colonial Spanish, New Mexican 
Spanish, and finally Anglo Mountain men, 
U.S. surveyors, soldiers; and settlers from 
eastern U.S.A. and northern European coun- 
tries. 

Ron Kessler is a mover and shaker on this 
trail. In the past 4 years he has explored, 
studied and located historical events on it. 
He has traveled it by horse and wagon, by 4- 
wheel drive, foot and airplane. He has con- 
tacted and gained the support of knowledge- 
able local people in the Valley, out of state 
people and made contacts with institutions 
such as newspapers and the Bureau of Land 
Management. He has organized meetings and 
from them created the “San Luis Valley 
Chapter" of the old Spanish trail to Califor- 
nia. He is devotedly working to have the 
route identified with signs, interpreted to 
the public by brochures, news articles, lec- 
tures, a book. 

For years I have explored, located, photo- 
graphed, lectured and written on historic 
trails and wagon roads of the Valley and 
Northern New Mexico, but never organized 
public understandings as has Ron Kessler. 
The time is ripe for help from outside powers 
such as the National Park Service. 

May I affirm here the importance and won- 
der of this 100 mile long trail which runs 
north-south the length of our Valley. It is a 
beautiful, precious, unspoiled, historic heir- 
loom, available for experience today by car, 
horse, bicycle or on foot. Rich in history 
which needs to be presented. 

(1) It was the legendary trail used by Pueb- 
lo Indians of the Rio Grande in Northern 
New Mexico who came to the Great Valley 
for buffalo, turquoise and waterfowl feathers 
for ceremonial use. 

(2) It was a ceremonial trail which brought 
them to the shallow San Luis Lakes area 
west of todays Sand Dunes National Monu- 
ment, the mythical “Place of their Emer- 
gence.” (Smithsonian archaeologists are 
working this area considered to be the 10,000 
year old Folsom Site). 

(3) In 1694 Gov. Don Diego de Vargas used 
and recorded in his journal the southern sec- 
tion of this route in present Costilla and 
Conejos counties. 

(4) In 1779 Gov. Bautista de Anza used both 
west side and east side routes in the Valley 
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on his campaign against the Comanche. His 
Journal and the Vargas Journal are extent; 
they name land marks an league distances 
identifiable today. 

(5) In 1807 Zebulon Pike trod winter snows 
south on “the road to Santa" when arrested 
by Spanish soldiers. 

(6) During the 1820's to 1840's U.S. and 
French-Canadian trappers and traders used 
the classic route to Ute country for fur trade 
and then as the North Branch of the Trail to 
California. 

(7) By mid-1800s New Mexican pobbadores 
were coming north on the trail to make 
plaza-forms along rivers Conejos ???? and the 
Rio Grande, 

(8) During the rest of the 1800s sheep flocks 
made seasonal drives from Conejos to the La 
Garita Mountains. The ancient route became 
known as "La Vereda de los Borregas" the 
“Trail of the Ewe Sheep“. 

(9) After 1870 and discovery of gold on the 
San Juan Mountains, prospectors and miners 
from Summersville, via Del Norte, called the 
route the Old Conejos Lane", for they used 
the classic trail to go file their mine claims 
at the Conejos Court House for there was no 
Rio Grande County until 1874. during these 
years Jesuit Fathers traveled the trail-road 
to serve Catholic missions at Del Norte and 
La Garita. 

(10) In the 1950s I saw wooden posts with 
metal signs placed by the Bureau of Land 
Management, marking the route, saying 
"Center Stock Drive". 

Our nation has been enriched by acknowl- 
edgment of many historic trails, among 
them The Wilderness Trail, The Santa Fe Trail, 
the Chihuahua Trail, The Oregon Trail. With 
the help of local people here and the power of 
institutions such as the National Park Serv- 
ice the North Branch of the Old Spanish Trail 
to California can become known and experi- 
enced. And so help Americans understand 
the brave Indian, Spanish and Anglo con- 
tributions to our nation's story in this part 
of the Southwest. 

Again, Senator Campbell, thank you for 
your interest and help. We would love to 
guide you on this living history landscape 
while you are on one of your visits to our 
Valley. 

Sincerely, 
RUTH MARIE COHIDLE. 

P.S. Pardon the hand-script. My typist is 
not available. To wait for her would delay 
the letter to you. 

CRESTONE, CO, 
March 16, 1994. 
Hon. BEN CAMPBELL, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR CAMPBELL: Please support 
legislation for a National Parks Service 
study giving historic designation for the 
North Branch of the Old Spanish Trail. I 
know that you have received information 
documenting the significance of this trail to 
southern Colorado's history. Within the San 
Luis Valley it has the unique status of being 
as integral to the heritage of the east side of 
the Valley as to the west side as both the 
East and West forks were used by indigenous 
Athabaskan and Shoshonean peoples, two 
lith and 18th Century Spanish governors, 
mountain men and traders like Antoine 
Robidoux and Antoine Leroux, trans- 
continental explorers including Fremont and 
Gunnison, the photographer William Henry 
Jackson, and finally numerous families com- 
ing to settle land grants or to homestead 
public lands. 

As education director of the San Luis Val- 
ley Information and Education Center in 
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Monte Vista, I know that today’s travelers 
and tourists are very much interested in 
local history. Los Caminos Antiguos, which 
connects the Great Sand Dunes National 
Monument with the historic communities of 
San Luis and Conejos has drawn considerable 
attention, and we encourage our visitors to 
make a circle tour of the route. Awareness of 
the use and location of the North Branch of 
the Old Spanish Trail would be a valuable 
contribution not only historically but also 
culturally and perhaps even economically. 

We have formed both a national associa- 
tion and a regional chapter to work towards 
identifying and preserving the Old Spanish 
Trail to help promote public awareness and 
knowledge about this important and valu- 
able link in Colorado’s early history. 

Very truly yours, 
PATRICIA JOY RICHMOND, 
Vice President OSTA. 


RESOLUTION No. 19, 1993 


Whereas, the Colorado General Assembly, 
in their Joint Resolution 93-3, sponsored by 
Senator Tilman M. Bishop and Representa- 
tive Tim Foster, have requested the Congress 
of the United States to adopt legislation 
that dedicates the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail as 
an historic trail; and 

Whereas, between 1829 and 1848, a major 
trade route was established between Santa 
Fe and Los Angeles which stretched approxi- 
mately 1,121 miles; and 

Whereas, the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail 
proceeded through much of Western Colorado 
and followed part of the route travelled by 
the Dominguez-Escalante Expedition of 1776; 
and 

Whereas, the Old Spanish Trail and its 
Northern Branch were instrumental in the 
creation and establishment of many of West- 
ern Colorado’s towns and communities, in- 
cluding Alamosa, Monte Vista, Saguache, 
Gunnison, Montrose, Olathe, Delta, 
Whitewater, Grand Junction, Fruita, Loma, 
Pagosa Springs, Durango, Mancos, Dolores, 
and Dove Creek; and 

Whereas, very little information is re- 
corded about the Northern Branch, and much 
more can be learned about the Old Spanish 
Trail: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the City Council of the City of 
Delta, Colorado, That the City of Delta sup- 
ports the designation of the Old Spanish 
Trail and the Northern Branch of the Old 
Spanish Trail as an historic trail: be it fur- 
ther 

Resolved, That the United States Senators 
from Colorado, Hank Brown and Ben 
Nighthorse Campbell, and United States 
Representative Scott McInnis are hereby re- 
quested to initiate appropriate legislation to 
dedicate the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail as 
an historic trail; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this Resolution be 
sent to Senators Brown and Campbell and to 
Representative McInnis, to all other mem- 
bers of Colorado’s congressional delegation, 
and to all members of the Utah congres- 
sional delegation. 


RESOLUTION R-1993-19 


Whereas, the Colorado General Assembly, 
in their Joint Resolution 93-3, sponsored by 
Senator Tillman M. Bishop and Representa- 
tive Tim Foster, has requested the Congress 
of the United States to adopt legislation 
that dedicates the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail as 
an historic trail; and 
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Whereas, between 1829 and 1848, a major 
trade route was established between Santa 
Fe and Los Angeles which stretched approxi- 
mately 1,121 miles; and 

Whereas, the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail 
proceeded through much of Western Colorado 
and followed part of the route traveled by 
the Dominguez-Escalante Expedition of 1776; 
and 

Whereas, the promixity of many south- 
western Colorado communities, including 
Durango, to the routes of Dominguez and 
Escalante and the Old Spanish Trail empha- 
sizes the historic importance of those routes; 
and 

Whereas, very little information is re- 
corded about the Northern Branch and much 
more can be learned about the Old Spanish 
Trail: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the City Council of the City of 
Durango, Colorado, That: 

Section 1. The City Council of the City of 
Durango hereby supports the designation of 
the Old Spanish Trail and the Northern 
Branch of the Old Spanish Trail as an his- 
toric trail. 

Section 2. The Congress of the United 
States is hereby requested to adopt legisla- 
tion which dedicates the Old Spanish Trail 
and the Northern Branch of the Old Spanish 
Trail as an historic trail. 

RESOLUTION DESIGNATING THE OLD SPANISH 

TRAIL AND THE NORTHERN BRANCH OF THE 

OLD SPANISH TRAIL AS AN HISTORIC TRAIL 


Whereas, the Colorado General Assembly, 
in Senate Joint Memorial 93-3, sponsored by 
Senator Tilman M. Bishop and Representa- 
tive Tim Foster, have memorialized the Con- 
gress of the United States to adopt legisla- 
tion that dedicates the Old Spanish Trail and 
the Northern Branch of the Old Spanish 
Trail as an historic trail; and 

Whereas, between 1829 and 1848, a major 
trade route was established between Santa 
Fe and Los Angeles which stretched approxi- 
mately 1,121 miles; and 

Whereas, the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail 
proceeded through much of Western Colorado 
and followed part of the route travelled by 
the Dominquez-Escalante Expedition of 1776; 
and 

Whereas, the Old Spanish Trail and its 
Northern Branch was instrumental in the 
creation and establishment of many of West- 
ern Colorado's towns and communities, in- 
cluding Alamosa, Monte Vista, Saquache, 
Gunnison, Montrose, Olathe, Delta, 
Whitewater, Grand Junction, Fruita, Loma, 
Pagosa Springs, Durango, Mancos, Dolores, 
and Dove Creek; and 

Whereas, very little information is re- 
corded about the Northern Branch and much 
more can be learned about the Old Spanish 
Trail: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Grand Junction/Mesa County 
Riverfront Commission, That the Grand Junc- 
tion/Mesa County Riverfront Commission 
hereby supports the designation of the Old 
Spanish Trail and the Northern Branch of 
the Old Spanish Trail as an historic trail: Be 
it further 

Resolved, 'That United States Senators 
from Colorado, Hank Brown and Ben 
Nighthorse Campbell, and United States 
Representative, Scott McInnis, are hereby 
requested to initiate appropriate legislation 
to dedicate the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail as 
an historic trail; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this Resolution be 
sent to U.S. Senators Hank Brown, Ben 
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Nighthorse Campbell, and U.S. Representa- 
tive, Scott McInnis, and to all other mem- 
bers of Colorado's congressional delegation, 
and to all members of the Utah congres- 
sional delegation. 


RESOLUTION No. 31 

Whereas, the Colorado General Assembly, 
in their Joint Resolution 93-3, sponsored by 
Senator Tilman M. Bishop and Representa- 
tive Tim Foster, have requested the Congress 
of the United States to adopt legislation 
that dedicates the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail as 
an historic trail; and 

Whereas, between 1829 and 1848, a major 
trade route was established between Santa 
Fe and Los Angeles which stretched approxi- 
mately 1,121 miles; and 

Whereas, the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail 
proceeded through much of Western Colorado 
and followed part of the route travelled by 
the Dominguez-Escalante Expedition of 1776; 


and 

Whereas, the Old Spanish Trail and its 
Northern Branch was instrumental in the 
creation and establishment of many of West- 
ern Colorado's towns and communities, in- 
cluding Alamosa, Monte Vista, Saguache, 
Gunnison, Montrose, Olathe, Delta, 
Whitewater, Grand Junction, Fruita, Loma, 
Pagosa Springs, Durango, Mancos, Dolores, 
and Dove Creek; and 

Whereas, very little information is 
recordered about the Northern Branch and 
much more can be learned about the Old 
Spanish Trail: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the City of Grand Junction, Colo- 
rado, acting through its duly elected City Coun- 
cil, That the City of Grand Junction, hereby 
supports the designation of the Old Spanish 
Trail and the Northern Branch of the Old 
Spanish Trail as an historic trail, and be it 
further 

Resolved, That United States Senators 
from Colorado, Hank Brown and Ben 
Nighthorse Campbell, and United States 
Representative, Scott McInnis, are hereby 
requested to initiate appropriate legislation 
to dedicate the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail 
and an historic trail. 


RESOLUTION 1993-17 

Whereas, the Colorado General Assembly. 
in their Joint Resolution 93-3, sponsored by 
Senator Tilman M. Bishop and Representa- 
tive Tim Foster, have requested the Congress 
of the United States to adopt legislation 
that dedicates the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail as 
an historic trail; and 

Whereas, between 1829 and 1848, a major 
trade route was established between Sante 
Fe and Los Angeles which spanned approxi- 
mately 1,121 miles; and 

Whereas, the Old Spanish Trail and its 
Northern Branch was instrumental in the 
creation and establishment of many of West- 
ern Colorado’s towns and community, in- 
cluding Alamosa, Monte Vista, Saguache, 
Gunnison, Montrose, Olathe, Delta, 
Whitewater, Grand Junction, Fruita, Loma, 
Pagosa Springs, Durango, Mancos, Dolores, 
and Dove Creek; and 

Whereas, very little information is re- 
corded about the Northern Branch and much 
more can be learned about the Old Spanish 
Trail: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the City of Fruita, Colorado, 
That the City hereby supports the designa- 
tion of the Old Spanish Trail and the North- 
ern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail as an 
historic trail, and be it further 
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Resolved, That United States Senators 
from Colorado, Hank Brown and Ben 
Nighthorse Campbell, and Representative 
Scott McInnis, are hereby requested to initi- 
ate appropriate legislation to dedicate the 
Old Spanish Trail and the Northern Branch 
of the Old Spanish Trail as an historic trail 
and that copies of this Resolution be sent to 
them and to all other members of Colorado 
and Utah congressional delegation. 


RESOLUTION No, 1993-34 

Whereas, the Colorado General Assembly, 
in their Joint Resolution 39-3, sponsored by 
Senator Tilman M. Bishop and Representa- 
tive Tim Foster, have requested the Congress 
of the United States to adopt legislation 
that dedicates the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail as 
an historic trail; and 

Whereas, between 1829 and 1848, a major 
trade route was established between Santa 
Fe and Los Angeles which stretched approxi- 
mately 1,121 miles; and 

Whereas, the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail 
proceeded through much of Western Colorado 
and followed part of the route traveled by 
the Dominquez-Escalante Expedition of 1776; 
and 

Whereas, the Old Spanish Trail and its 
Northern Branch were instrumental in the 
creation and establishment of many of West- 
ern Colorado’s towns and communities; and 

Whereas, very little information is re- 
corded about the Northern Branch and much 
more can be learned about the Old Spanish 
Trail: Now, therefore be it 

Resolved by the Board of County Commis- 
sioners of the County of La Plata, Colorado as 
follows: 

1. That the County of La Plata hereby sup- 
ports the designation of the Old Spanish 
Trail and the Northern Branch of the Old 
Spanish Trail as an historic trail. 

2. That the United States Senators from 
Colorado, Hank Brown, and Ben Nighthorse 
Campbell, and the United States Representa- 
tive, Scott McInnis, are hereby requested to 
initiate appropriate legislation to dedicate 
the Old Spanish Trail and the Northern 
Branch of the Old Spanish Trail as an his- 
toric trail. 

3. That copies of this Resolution be sent to 
all members of Colorado's congressional del- 
egation. 


RESOLUTION 1-93 

Whereas, the Colorado General Assembly, 
in their Joint Resolution 93-3, sponsored by 
Senator Tilman M. Bishop and Representa- 
tive Tim Foster, have requested the Congress 
of the United States to adopt legislation 
that dedicates the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail as 
an historic trail; and 

Whereas, between 1829 and 1848, a major 
trade route was established between Santa 
Fe and Los Angeles which stretched approxi- 
mately 1,121 miles; and 

Whereas, the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail 
proceeded through much of Western Colorado 
and followed part of the route traveled by 
the Dominguez-Escalante Expedition of 1776; 
and 

Whereas, the Old Spanish Trail and its 
Northern Branch was instrumental in the 
creation and establishment of many of West- 
ern Colorado's towns and communities, in- 
cluding Alamosa, Monte Vista, Saguache, 
Gunnison, Montrose, Olathe, Delta, 
Whitewater, Grand Junction, Fruita, Loma, 
Pagosa Springs, Durango, Mancos, Dolores 
and Dove Creek; and 
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Whereas, very little information is re- 
corded about the Northern Branch and much 
more can be learned about the Old Spanish 
Trail: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Town of Saguache, Colo- 
rado, acting through its duly elected Town 
Council, that the Town of Saguache, hereby 
supports the designation of the Old Spanish 
Trail and the Northern Branch of the Old 
Spanish Trail as an historic trail; be it fur- 
ther 

Resolved, That United States Senators 
from Colorado, Hank Brown and Ben 
Nighthorse Campbell, and United States 
Representative, Scott McInnis, are hereby 
requested to initiate appropriate legislation 
to dedicate the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail as 
an historic trail; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this Resolution be 
sent to U.S. Senators Hank Brown, Ben 
Nighthorse Campbell, and U.S. Representa- 
tive Scott McInnis, and to all other members 
of the Utah congressional delegation. 


CrTY OF MONTE VISTA, 


f July 2, 1993. 
Hon. BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, 
U.S. Senator, 
Denver, CO. 


MY DEAR SENATOR CAMPBELL: Enclosed is a 
copy of the Resolution adopted July 1, 1993, 
at the regular City Council meeting of the 
City of Monte Vista. This Resolution de- 
clares the support of the City of Monte Vista 
for the designation of the Old Spanish Trail 
and the Northern Branch of the Old Spanish 
Trail as an historic trail. Such designation 
would greatly enhance tourism efforts in 
Western Colorado. 

Sincerely, 
JANEEN MARTINEZ, 
City Clerk. 
RESOLUTION 3-93 


Whereas, the Colorado General Assembly, 
in their Joint Resolution 93-3, sponsored by 
Senator Tilman M. Bishop and Representa- 
tive Tim Foster, have requested the Congress 
of the United States to adopt legislation 
that dedicates the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail as 
an historic trail; and 

Whereas, between 1829 and 1848, a major 
trade route was established between Santa 
Fe and Los Angeles which stretched approxi- 
mately 1,121 miles; and 

Whereas, the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail 
proceeded through much of Western Colorado 
and followed part of the route travelled by 
the Dominguez-Escalante Expedition of 1776; 
and 

Whereas, the Old Spanish Trail and its 
Northern Branch was instrumental in the 
creation and establishment of many of West- 
ern Colorado's towns and communities, in- 
cluding Alamosa, Monte Vista, Saguache, 
Gunnison, Montrose, Olathe, Delta, 
Whitewater, Grand Junction, Fruita, Loma, 
Pagosa Springs, Durango, Mancos, Dolores, 
and Dove Creek; and 

Whereas, very little information is re- 
corded about the Northern Branch and much 
more can be learned about the Old Spanish 
Trail: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the City of Monte Vista, Colo- 
rado, acting through its duly elected City Coun- 
cil, That the City of Monte Vista hereby sup- 
ports the designation of the Old Spanish 
Trail and the Northern Branch of the Old 
Spanish Trail as an historic trail; be it fur- 
ther 

Resolved, That United States Senators 
from Colorado, Hank Brown and Ben 
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Nighthorse Campbell, and United States 
Representative, Scott McInnis, are hereby 
requested to initiate appropriate legislation 
to dedicate the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail as 
an historic trail; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this Resolution be 
sent to United States Senators Hank Brown 
and Ben Nighthorse Campbell, and United 
States Representative Scott McInnis, and to 
all other members of Colorado's congres- 
sional delegation, and to all members of the 
Utah congressional delegation. 


RESOLUTION 

Whereas, the Colorado General Assembly, 
in Senate Joint Memorial 93-3, sponsored by 
Senator Tilman M. Bishop and Representa- 
tive Tim Foster, have memorialized the Con- 
gress of the United States to adopt legisla- 
tion that dedicates the Old Spanish Trail and 
the Northern Branch of the Old Spanish 
Trail as an historic trail; and 

Whereas, between 1829 and 1848, a major 
trade route was established between Santa 
Fe and Los Angeles which stretched approxi- 
mately 1,121 miles; and 

Whereas, the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail 
proceeded through much of Western Colorado 
and followed part of the route travelled by 
the Dominguez-Escalante Expedition of 1776; 
and 

Whereas, the Old Spanish Trail and its 
Northern Branch was instrumental in the 
creation and establishment of many of West- 
ern Colorado's towns and communities, in- 
cluding Alamosa, Monte Vista, Saguache, 
Gunnison, Montrose, Olathe, Delta, 
Whitewater, Grand Junction, Fruita, Loma, 
Pagosa Springs, Durango, Mancos, Dolores, 
and Dove Creek; and 

Whereas, very little information is re- 
corded about the Northern Branch and much 
more can be learned about the Old Spanish 
Trail. Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Colorado Division of Parks 
and Outdoor Recreation, That the Colorado Di- 
vision of Parks and Outdoor Recreation hereby 
supports the designation of the Old Spanish 
Trail and the Northern Branch of the Old 
Spanish Trail as an historic trail; be it fur- 
ther 

Resolved, That the United States Senators 
from Colorado, Hank Brown and Ben 
Nighthorse Campbell, and United States 
Representative Scott McInnis, are hereby re- 
quested to initiate appropriate legislation to 
dedicate the Old Spanish Trail and the 
Northern Branch of the Old Spanish Trail as 
an historic trail; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this Resolution be 
sent to U.S. Senators Hank Brown, Ben 
Nighthorse Campbell, and U.S. Representa- 
tive Scott McInnis, and to all other members 
of Colorado’s congressional delegation, and 
to all members of the Utah congressional 
delegation. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, prior to the 
distinguished Senator from Colorado 
leaving the floor, I wish to compliment 
him on this outstanding piece of legis- 
lation. 

Last September, I had the oppor- 
tunity to spend 1 day going over the 
immigrant trails to California. As my 
friend from Colorado knows, these 
trails, of course, went through Nevada. 
It was a wonderful experience to see 
the wagon ruts that crossed this land, 
some of the last people having gone 
across here well over 100 years ago. 
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And so it was, to say the least, exciting 
to see where they had gone, where they 
had had to use ropes in certain parts of 
it to get the wagons down huge cliffs, 
places where they had to go out of 
their way to get water. It was a great 
experience for me, and I am doing what 
I can to help designate and preserve 
the California trails. 

The Spanish Trail, of course, has a 
much longer history. And I am very ex- 
cited about the studies being con- 
ducted. Hopefully we can do something 
to preserve this. 

I introduced legislation a couple of 
years ago to designate the Pony Ex- 
press Trail, and that passed. Now we 
are working to do a better job so that 
people will really know where the Pony 
Express Trail went. A good share of the 
Pony Express Trail now goes through 
inhabited areas. But most of the Pony 
Express Trail is still out of cities 
through Nevada. We have some stake 
in this. 

So I compliment and applaud the 
Senator from Colorado for an outstand- 
ing piece of legislation. The Senator 
from Colorado knows more than any- 
one in this Chamber the importance of 
tradition and heritage. This Spanish 
trail is part of our heritage, part of the 
heritage of the Senator from Colorado. 
We should support him and do every- 
thing we can in this area and other 
areas to preserve the heritage that we 
have in this great country. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield just for a mo- 
ment, I might add that some of these 
trails are paved over. We cannot find 
them anymore, obviously. But there 
are still many places in the American 
West where you not only can trace the 
trail, but you can find inscriptions in 
the rocks that people left there when 
they were moving west in the covered 
wagons, where they would chisel some- 
thing in the stone. In southwest Utah, 
there are is a place called Church 
Rock. In fact, there are a number of in- 
scriptions. In Wyoming, there is one I 
believe called Inscription Rock. They 
are huge landmarks, standing out 
above the plain of the American West. 

But if you could see those and read 
some of the inscriptions, and also some 
of the lonely grave sites of people who 
were on these wagon trains and who 
helped settle the American West, it is a 
form of history that we rarely read 
about in the books. It is certainly the 
kind of thing that should be included 
in our history books, for the young- 
sters to know the difficulty that the 
people had in those days. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the truth is 
stranger than fiction. On the eastern 
side of Nevada where one of these trails 
is, these people would walk across 
miles and miles and miles of desert. 
The first water they came to, the early 
people did not know, but it was boiling. 
And they, of course, would come to this 
water literally dying of thirst. But 
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they could not drink it because it was 
too hot. They would have to cool it. 
There were many examples of animals, 
because of thirst, falling in there and 
actually being boiled alive. There is a 
town in Nevada called Gerlach. 

So as I say, what these people went 
through—you could not write a book of 
fiction that would be any more excit- 
ing and interesting, and somewhat un- 
believable about what these people 
went through. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. If the Senator 
would yield further, he is absolutely 
right about stranger than fiction. In 
the Senator's State, there is a place 
called the Humboldt Sink. Normally, 
when people would go west they would 
assume that when you would follow the 
banks of the river, sooner or later it 
would get somewhere where the river 
would get broader and finally come to 
perhaps a large river or a lake or the 
ocean. But in the case of the Humboldt 
Sink, it is the only river I ever heard of 
where the further you go the smaller it 
gets, going downstream until finally it 
disappears into the sand. And you can- 
not find it at all. I understand there is 
even some exploration going on now to 
try to find where the heck the water 
went. 

But if you could imagine that free- 
flowing river going out and just dis- 
appearing. They say that when people 
followed that river and they got to the 
end of it, it suddenly disappeared into 
the sand, and some people actually 
went mad and committed suicide, or 
ran off from the wagon trains, or did a 
number of things because it was just an 
unbelievable experience for them. 

Mr. REID. The Senator from Colo- 
rado and I could tell stories here for a 
long time. Near Gerlach there is the 
largest area of a dry lake in the United 
States. It is so large that if someone 
parks their car, and you hit the cur- 
vature of the Earth you cannot see the 
car anymore. Many people have gotten 
lost because they simply could not find 
their way. For the early settlers, the 
only way they could find their way 
&cross, of course, were the ruts and the 
tracks of other people. 

It was in this area that the Donner 

Party decided to go a different route. 
That is history. 
* Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I am a 
cosponsor of the bill introduced by 
Senator CAMPBELL to study the des- 
ignation of the Old Spanish Trail and 
the Northern Branch of the Old Span- 
ish Trail as a national historic trail. 

This trail, and its Northern Branch, 
were instrumental in the creation and 
establishment of many of Colorado’s 
towns and communities in the South- 
west. Established between 1839 and 1848 
as a trade route between Santa Fe and 
Los Angeles, the Old Spanish Trail 
spanned nearly 1,121 miles, entering 
Colorado south of Pagosa Springs, and 
passing through Arboles, Ignacio, Du- 
rango, Mancos, Dolores, and Dove 
Creek before heading west to Utah. 
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The Northern Branch of the Old 
Spanish Trail was used by fur trappers 
and slave traders to access northwest- 
ern Colorado and northeastern Utah. It 
followed along the east side of the Rio 
Grande River from Taos to present-day 
Alamosa. From Alamosa, the Northern 
Branch headed west to Monte Vista, 
Saguache, Gunnison, Montrose, Delta, 
Grand Junction, Fruita, and Loma be- 
fore entering Utah. 

Our national trails system consists of 
tens of thousands of miles nationwide, 
including 19 national scenic and his- 
toric trails. In addition to providing 
greater access to some of our country’s 
most beautiful scenic vistas, trails also 
serve an educational role in heighten- 
ing awareness of our cultural heritage. 
National historic trails, such as the 
Old Spanish Trail and the Northern 
Branch of the Old Spanish Trail, enable 
people all across this country to hike, 
bike, or walk along routes which 
played an important part in America’s 
history. 

One lesser known benefit of our trails 
system is the positive economic impact 
trails can have on surrounding commu- 
nities. For example, each year an esti- 
mated $122 billion is spent on outdoor 
recreation. Recreation opportunities in 
our national forests generate nearly $3 
billion and almost $190 million in jobs 
for nearby communities. 

Our national trails system also fos- 
ters an increased appreciation and re- 
sponsibility for our public lands. Our 
trails give people a better perspective 
of our role in nature and how we can 
manage our public lands to allow for 
sustainable development while preserv- 
ing our natural heritage.e 


By Mr. ROTH: 

S. 2079. A bill to amend the Con- 
trolled substances Act to provide pen- 
alties for the distribution or manufac- 
ture of a controlled substance within 
1,000 feet of a Head Start facility; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

DRUG FREE HEAD START ZONES 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce a bill that will 
amend our current drug control laws. 
The amendment I am proposing closes 
a loophole in our existing Federal laws 
that established drug free school zones. 
Originally part of the Omnibus Anti- 
Substance Abuse Act of 1988, which I 
cosponsored, the existing law creates 
"Islands of Safety“ for children who 
are in, or on their way to schools. Peo- 
ple who distribute illegal drugs within 
1,000 feet of a school are subject to dou- 
ble the penalty under that law. 

This popular provision of the law has 
been strongly endorsed by police, edu- 
cators, and community anti-drug coali- 
tions across the Nation. Many states 
have also adopted similar State laws. 
The fact that currently there are 47 
States with drug free school zone stat- 
utes is a good indication that local 
communities consider such laws to be 
of considerable value. 
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Mr. President, the protection pro- 
vided to children by the Federal stat- 
ute is not limited just to schools. It 
also protects them in other places 
where they congregate such as public 
swimming pools, video arcades, and 
youth centers. However, the law fails 
to protect great numbers of our most 
vulnerable children, preschoolers who 
attend public and private developmen- 
tal programs such as Head Start. Head 
Start programs frequently operate in 
facilities that do not qualify as drug 
free school zones under existing Fed- 
eral and State laws. 

The escalating levels of violence re- 
sulting from drug feuds is spilling over 
into locations previously thought to be 
safe, and increasingly these wanton 
acts are killing or wounding children 
and other innocent bystanders. Just a 
few short weeks ago, the St. Paul Head 
Start Program in Chicago shut down 
early because of an outbreak of drug- 
related violence in the Robert Taylor 
Holmes project where it is housed, and 
attendance has dropped significantly 
since it reopened. One 4-year-old at the 
center was overheard saying, Mommy. 
don't get shot." In addition, an immu- 
nization program at that same public 
housing project was discontinued be- 
cause workers did not feel safe going 
on their rounds. 

We are not talking about a mere 
handful of kids. Head Start has become 
a major, bipartisan Federal initiative. 
Since its inception in 1965, Head Start 
has become the largest publicly funded 
childhood development program in 
America. The annual appropriation is 
$3.3 billion, there were 714,000 pre- 
Schoolers enrolled in fiscal year 1993, 
and programs are operated in nearly 
13,000 locations across the country. The 
program targets children from families 
whose annual earnings are beneath 
poverty levels and reserves slots for 
handicapped youths. The numbers are 
likely to increase in the future. 

The chart shows the types of facili- 
ties used by Head Start programs 
across the Nation. As of May 1993, more 
Head Start programs operated out of 
public schools, 29 percent, than any 
other type of facility. Public and pri- 
vate schools at all levels and youth 
centers qualify for status as drug free 
School zones. But, more than half of 
Head Start programs are operated out 
of churches or synagogues, 21 percent, 
government buildings, 24 percent, pri- 
vately owned space, public housing, 
and private homes, 19 percent, with a 
much smaller number of centers, 7 per- 
cent using other facilities, including 
portable classrooms, community cen- 
ters, tribal buildings, and families' 
homes. These facilities do not qualify 
as drug free school zones under current 
Federal or State laws. 

In my own State of Delaware, Head 
Start enrolls 1,455 children. I have per- 
sonally visited a new and relatively 
large Head Start center in Wilmington, 
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DE. This center consolidates many 
smaller programs in one location, and 
its site in the Riverside section was se- 
lected because of its close proximity to 
public housing projects where many 
children enrolled in Head Start live. In 
other parts of Wilmington, there are 
Head Start programs that operate from 
churches and public buildings. Some, 
like the one at Ninth and Franklin 
Streets, are located near drug traffick- 
ing areas, and they are not near enough 
to any school to fall into a drug free 
School zone. These are precisely the 
programs that my bill is designed to 
protect. 

Mr. President, we need to continue 
sending drug dealers a consistent mes- 
sage: If you do your evil business in 
places where you endanger our chil- 
dren, the punishment is going to be 
doubled. That message must be sent 
loud and clear across the Nation. The 
police do increase their presence in 
drug free school zones, the current 
Statutes are being used, and defendants 
are getting stiffer penalties. In Dela- 
ware in 1992, there were 72 convictions, 
and in 1993 there were 152 convictions 
for violations of Delaware's drug-free 
school zone law. Delaware Federal 
prosecutors use the Federal drug-free 
school zone statute as well: Over 14 
percent of defendants in Federal-drug 
trafficking cases in Delaware were sen- 
tenced under the Federal drug-free 
school zone statute. 

There is also evidence that drug deal- 
ers on the street have taken notice of 
the signs proclaiming a drug-free 
school zone. In a case prosecuted in 
Yakima County, WA, a drug dealer told 
an undercover police officer, ‘‘Wait 
* * * we'll have to move some down the 
road *** we're too close to the 
School." They moved and completed 
their drug deal, but the drug dealer's 
sense of distance wasn't too good. He 
completed the drug sale only 650 feet 
from the school. That dealer got busted 
and he got extra time too. 

Mr. President, we had for some years 
been making considerable progress in 
reducing drug usage among our Na- 
tion's youth. In fact, adolescent drug 
usage decreased steadily from 1979 to 
1992. However, in the past 2 years, there 
has been a dramatic upsurge in certain 
drug usage among children in the 8th, 
10th, and 12th grades. More disturbing, 
increased usage has been accompanied 
by a softening of the antidrug attitudes 
that were so vigorously inculcated in 
our children during the 1980's. America 
is receiving a wakeup call, Mr. Presi- 
dent—a warning that we must continue 
to apply pressure to every aspect of the 
drug problem. 

Establishing more drug-free school 
zones is not enough by itself to protect 
our youth from the violence and de- 
spair drug trafficking causes. But, to 
not extend the protection to programs 
like Head Start, when we know that 
these programs enroll children who fre- 
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quently live in dangerous commu- 
nities, and who are highly vulnerable, 
would be a grave mistake. I call upon 
my colleagues to help me close this 
loophole now. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2079 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. DISTRIBUTION OR MANUFACTURING 
IN OR NEAR HEAD START PRO- 
GRAMS. 

(a) PENALTY.—The first sentence of section 
419(a) of the Controlled Substances Act (21 
U.S.C. 860(a)) is amended by striking “or a 
playground" and inserting or a playground 
or Head Start facility“. 

(b) SECOND OFFENDERS.—The first sentence 
of section 419(b) of the Controlled Substances 
Act is amended by striking “or a play- 
ground" and inserting “or a playground or 
Head Start facility". 

(c) DEFINITION.—Section 419(d) of the Con- 
trolled Substances Act is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

(5) The term Head Start facility'— 

(A) means a facility that is used to carry 
out a Head Start program under the Head 
Start Act (42 U.S.C. 9831 et seq.); and 

“(B) includes— 

"(1) a private residence; 

(ii) a church or synagogue; 

(Iii) a facility owned by a fraternal orga- 
nization; 

(iv) a government facility; 

"(v) a facility owned by an Indian tribe, 
within the meaning of section 4(e) of the In- 
dian Self-Determination and Education As- 
sistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b(e)); and 

(vi) a facility owned by a recipient of as- 
sistance under the Head Start Act, 


that is used to carry out such a program. 


By Mr. HATFIELD (for himself, 
Mr. NUNN, Mr. KENNEDY, and 
Mr. HARKIN): 

S. 2080. A bill to designate a site for 
the relocation of the public facility of 
the National Museum of Health and 
Medicine, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 

RELOCATION OF THE NATIONAL MUSEUM OF 

HEALTH AND MEDICINE ACT 

* Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, today 
I am joined by my colleagues, Senators 
HARKIN, KENNEDY, and NUNN in intro- 
ducing legislation to highlight an ex- 
isting national resource, which will 
serve to move us closer to the goal of 
healthy, better-informed America. The 
National Museum of Health and Medi- 
cine Site Designation Act identifies a 
site adjacent to the Hubert Humphrey 
Building, located just off of the Na- 
tional Mall, for relocation of the Na- 
tional Museum of Health and Medicine. 
This new location will bring to the Na- 
tional Mall an increased emphasis on 
America’s impressive history in health 
and medicine, and an array of exhibits 
to strengthen the concept of respon- 
sibility and self-care as it relates to 
staying healthy in America. 
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As the Congress moves to enact com- 
prehensive health care reform, the 
awareness among the general public of 
the array of issues around health care 
delivery is growing daily. Yet, there re- 
mains a surprising lack of emphasis on 
the role every individual can play in 
insuring his own health and general 
welfare. In Healthy People 2000, a 1990 
report outlining national health pro- 
motion and disease prevention objec- 
tives issued by the Public Health Serv- 
ice, the link between effective health 
education and healthier citizens is 
clearly drawn. The report establishes a 
number of ambitious goals for in- 
creased provision of basic health edu- 
cation in this country—basic education 
which a surprising number of students 
in our schools are going without. That 
we should expect youth growing up in 
our society today to embark upon 
healthy lives without the most basic, 
proper information about disease pre- 
vention and health is not only foolish, 
but dangerous. My legislation proposes 
to bring our national collection of 
health-related artifacts back to a 
central position on the National Mall 
so that they may be seen and appre- 
ciated by millions of Americans. 

While the site which this legislation 
designates is a new site for the mu- 
seum, it is not in a neighborhood unfa- 
miliar to the museum. From 1888 to 
1968, the National Museum of Health 
and Medicine, then known as the Army 
Medical Museum, was located on the 
National Mall along side the Smithso- 
nian Castle in a building known as 
“the Old Red Brick.’’ During this time 
it was one of the most widely visited 
and popular museums in the Nation’s 
Capital and in the country. 

It also served an important edu- 
cational purpose. During the years it 
was on The Mall, I visited the museum 
many times with my children and it 
made a strong impression. My daughter 
went on to nursing school, worked for 
10 years as an emergency room nurse 
and then returned to medical school. 
While many things influenced that de- 
cision, the museum provided her with 
her earliest exposure to the wonders of 
the human body and to medical 
science. 

Then it was torn down. The museum 
was demolished in 1968 to make way for 
the Hirshhorn Museum of Modern Art. 
Its national historic landmark status 
was transferred to its collections, and 
they were moved to the Walter Reed 
Army Medical Center. This out of the 
way location drastically reduced the 
number of visitors from nearly 1 mil- 
lion each year to as few as 25,000. 

After more than a decade of decline, 
actions to ensure the museum's viabil- 
ity were taken in 1986 with the ap- 
pointment of a new director who cre- 
ated a blue-ribbon panel, made up of 
representatives from the public and 
private sector, and charged them with 
helping to chart a course for the fu- 
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ture. The panel's findings were clear: 
the Nation needed a revitalized and re- 
located National Museum of Health 
and Medicine. Shortly thereafter, a pri- 
vate organization, the National Mu- 
seum of Health and Medicine Founda- 
tion, was formed to help implement the 
panel's goals. The driving force behind 
the Foundation and its efforts to re- 
turn the museum to The Mall has been 
its Chairman, the esteemed former 
Surgeon General of the United States, 
Dr. C. Everett Koop. It has been my 
pleasure to work closely with Dr. Koop 
in the effort to develop support for the 
museum’s return to The Mall. 

While my legislation sets aside a site 
for construction of a new public facil- 
ity for the museum, it does not author- 
ize or fund construction, nor does it 
usurp the authority of either the Na- 
tional Capital Planning Commission or 
the Commission of Fine Arts in decid- 
ing what type of structure will be 
built. Those issues will be addressed in 
the future. This bill simply asserts con- 
gress' belief that the promotion of 
health education is of vital importance 
to our national security and that a fa- 
cility dedicated to that purpose be- 
longs on the National Mall. 

When this museum returns to The 
Mall, Mr. President, it will be as a 
working laboratory for creating and 
implementing effective communication 
strategies of reaching people with im- 
portant health information. The pro- 
grams and curriculum developed for 
this purpose will be accessible to far 
more than the 25 million visitors to 
The Mall each year. When the museum 
is back on The Mall it will continue to 
serve as the centerpiece of an national 
outreach effort, bringing together 
science museums and schools in every 
State, to share health-related exhibits 
and programs providing innovative, ef- 
fective health education across the 
country. 

There is one additional reason why 
this museum should be relocated along 
side the Hubert Humphrey Building. 
Hubert Humphrey the public servant 
was also Hubert Humphrey the health 
professional. As a pharmacist, he knew 
first hand the value of health edu- 
cation and information and its role in 
keeping people healthy. And he under- 
stood that the Federal Government has 
a role to play in providing health infor- 
mation to the American people, a mis- 
sion which today is at the heart of the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services housed in the building which 
bears his name. 

In light of their shared missions, the 
museum hopes to be more than just a 
neighbor to the Department of Health 
and Human Services. There is a syn- 
ergy between the two institutions 
which should allow for productive and 
meaningful interaction. I am pleased 
to report that Dr. Koop has met with 
Secretary Shalala about the project 
and she is enthusiastic about a revital- 
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ized and relocated National Museum of 
Health and Medicine. The museum has 
already received funds through the 
Public Health Service which have been 
used for planning for the new facility 
and programs. 

The museum's longest relationship 
with a Federal agency has, of course, 
been with the Department of Defense, 
which has supported the facility 
throughout its history and strongly 
does so today through the Armed 
Forces Institute of Pathology. Indeed, 
the operational support DOD has pro- 
vided the museum since the 1800's has 
been what has kept it alive and serving 
the public. The museum looks forward 
to continued and enhanced relations 
with the Department of Defense. These 
two agencies together with the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs have worked 
together since 1926 to provide direction 
and support to the museum. 

Despite the long history of Federal 
support and interest in this facility, it 
is clearly a priority, in this time of fis- 
cal austerity, that this project be sup- 
ported by the private sector as well. 
Currently, the National Museum of 
Health and Medicine Foundation is 
leading a major campaign to develop 
private support for exhibits and pro- 
grams in the new facility. They have 
secured a pledge of $1 million from the 
Kellogg Co. for a state of the art ex- 
hibit and related educational programs 
on diet and nutrition. More private re- 
Sources for both exhibits and construc- 
tion continue to be actively sought by 
Dr. Koop and the museum's Founda- 
tion. 

I am sorry that American youth 
today do not now have the opportunity 
that my daughter did when she visited 
the National Mall as a youngster. 
While there is much to see and learn— 
history, art, air and space—there is no 
institution primarily dedicated to ex- 
plaining the wonders of the human 
body or to inspire youngsters to stay 
healthy or even take up careers in the 
health care profession. The Mall is a 
living, breathing testament to what we 
as Americans deem important. This 
museum and the educational experi- 
ence it will provide should be a part of 
our national priorities. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill and addi- 
tional material be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2080 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.— Congress finds that— 

(1) the United States faces critical health 
care problems, solutions for which will arise 
from an attentive and educated citizenry; 

(2) there is a great need for an increased 
emphasis to be placed on public health edu- 
cation and the development of scientific lit- 
eracy concerning health care issues; 
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(3) when the National Museum of Health 
and Medicine, formerly the Army Medical 
Museum, was located on the Mall in Wash- 
ington, District of Columbia, from 1888 to 
1968, it was one of the most popular and well- 
visited museums in the Nation's Capital; 

(4) with the removal of the museum from 
the Mall to the grounds of the Walter Reed 
Army Medical Center in 1968, there was no 
longer a national education facility devoted 
to this purpose located within the District of 
Columbia within easy access to the up to 
25,000,000 individuals who visit the Mall each 
year; and 

(5) the American taxpayer, through the 
United States Government, pays approxi- 
mately 30 percent of the costs of all health 
care services, services which could be re- 
duced with the advent of better educated, in- 
formed Americans. 

(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this Act 
to designate a site for the relocation of the 
public facility of the National Museum of 
Health and Medicine so that it may serve as 
a central resource of instruction about and 
involvement in the critical health issues 
which confront all American citizens. 

SEC. 2. SITE OF FACILITY. 

The public facility of the National Museum 
of Health and Medicine shall be located on 
the following adjacent areas of land owned 
by the Federal Government in the District of 
Columbia: 

(1) The east plaza of the Hubert Humphrey 
Building, presently occupied by the Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services. 

(2) The entire portion of 2nd Street, S.W., 
that is located between C and Washington 
Streets, S.W. 

(3) A triangular park, known as Square N- 
580, that lie immediately to the east of 2nd 
Street, S.W. 

SEC. 3. GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
AUTHORIZATION. 

In accordance with procedures of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, the General Services Ad- 
ministration is authorized to apply for the 
closing and transfer of jurisdiction over the 
entire portion of 2nd Street, S.W., the Dis- 
trict of Columbia located between C and 
Washington Streets, S.W., and the transfer 
of jurisdiction of Square N-580, from the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to the General Services 
Administration for the purpose of locating 
the National Museum of Health and Medi- 
cine. 

SEC. 4. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing in this Act shall be construed as 
limiting the authority or responsibilities of 
the National Capital Planning Commission 
or the Commission of Fine Arts. 

SEC. 5. DEFINITION. 

As used in this Act, the term the Mall" 
means— 

(1) the land designated as “Union Square", 
District of Columbia Reservation 6A; 

(2) the land designated as the Mall“, Dis- 
trict of Columbia Reservations 3, 4, 5, and 6; 

(3) the land designated as the “Monument 
Grounds", District of Columbia Reservation 
2; and 

(4) the land designated as West Potomac 
Park", District of Columbia Reservations 3, 
3, and 2. 

NATIONAL MUSEUM OF HEALTH AND 

MEDICINE FOUNDATION, 
Washington, DC, May 3, 1994. 
Hon. MARK HATFIELD, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: As United States 
Surgeon General, I had the opportunity to 
visit much of this country. My travels have 
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allowed me great insight into the lives of ev- 
eryday Americans and the challenges they 
face in staying healthy. When I left the Fed- 
eral government and reentered private life, I 
had become convinced that we need to make 
a stronger commitment to innovative, effec- 
tive health education in this country. Mil- 
lions of people become needlessly ill and sad- 
dled with unnecessary medical problems sim- 
ply due to a lack of understanding about the 
most basic health information. 

Where do we begin in reestablishing that 
commitment? A good start would be the cre- 
ation of a central, national resource for 
health education, accessible to all Ameri- 
cans. We have some of the finest educational 
institutions in the world here in the nation's 
capital. We have the most impressive muse- 
ums imaginable on the national Mall, each of 
which has dedicated, important missions. 
They promote exposure to and appreciation 
of fine art, provide à meaningful interpreta- 
tion of America's history and its place in the 
world, and illustrate the brilliant wonders of 
Science and technology. These institutions 
are valuable pieces of our national character 
and they deserve their places on the Mall. 
What should be there as well is the National 
Museum of Health and Medicine. 

As you know, the National Museum of 
Health and Medicine was on the Mall, lo- 
cated where the Hirshhorn Museum of Mod- 
ern Art now stands, for 80 years before its 
building was torn down and its collections 
moved to the Armed Forces Institute of Pa- 
thology at Walter Reed Army Medical Cen- 
ter. Most of the 25 million Americans who 
visit the Mall each year have no idea what 
the National Museum of Health and Medicine 
was or is, much less where it is located. That 
is a shame, because it is these generations 
we most need to reach with effective health 
messages. 

We'll be reaching far more than those 25 
million mall visitors each year, of course, 
once the Museum is up and running. Its out- 
reach programs will involve science muse- 
ums and schools in every state and it will be 
a credible resource for the development of 
health education programs and curriculum 
for those institutions. Further, it will estab- 
lish in no uncertain terms, there at the foot 
of the United States Capitol, that this is a 
nation which places a premium on the edu- 
cation and health of its people. 

And finally, it will inspire young people to 
consider careers in the healthcare profes- 
sions. I know of countless stories of young- 
sters who visited the Museum when it was on 
the Mall and who count that experience as 
pivotal in their beginning fascination with 
the human body and their subsequent deci- 
sions to become nurses or doctors or physical 
therapists. Most kids today know only about 
the health and medical professions in the 
context of an occasional visit to the doctor 
or dentist or through confusing talk they 
hear from their parents about healthcare re- 
form. And some, sadly enough, know nothing 
at all. 

We can, and must, reach more of these 
youth and more of America. The revitaliza- 
tion and relocation of the National Museum 
of Health and Medicine is one means of doing 
that. Your agreement to introduce this legis- 
lation, per the Foundation’s request, is a 
vital first step in creating the public-private 
partnership which will bring the Museum 
back to the Mall. And we both agree that the 
legislation will have no impact on the ac- 
tions or responsibilities of the National Cap- 
ital Planning Commission or the Commis- 
sion of Fine Arts, each of which will retain 
their important roles in decisionmaking 
about design and construction of the facility. 
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Thank you for your hard work on this im- 
portant project. I appreciate your efforts and 
salute your commitment to the health and 
education of the American people. 

Sincerely, 
C. EVERETT Koop, M.D.e 


By Mr. GREGG: 

S. 2081. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to treat recycling 
facilities as exempt facilities under the 
tax-exempt bond rules, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

THE ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 
FINANCING ACT OF 1994 
e Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation called 
the Environmental Infrastructure Fi- 
nancing Act of 1994. The bill will 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to treat recycling facilities as ex- 
empt under the tax-exempt bond rules. 

A continuing problem to the develop- 
ment of recycling efforts is the need 
for markets for the materials that are 
being collected. Processes exist for re- 
manufacturing the recycled materials 
into new products, but they frequently 
require extensive capital investment. 

An approach that is often attempted 
is the use of the federal tax exempt 
bond program, which does have a sub- 
category for solid waste projects. Solid 
waste recycling facilities should con- 
stitute a legitimate application of 
these funds, however, certain sections 
of the Tax Code define solid waste as 
being “material without value." With 
recycled materials now being traded as 
commodities, they do in fact have 
value, making the facilities which 
might process them ineligible for tax 
exempt financing. This definitional 
problem impedes the construction of 
recycling facilities, and hurts the de- 
velopment of recycling materials mar- 
kets. 

My bill will allow recycling facilities 
to obtain tax exempt financing. In 
doing so, the Environmental Infra- 
structure Financing Act of 1994 will 
foster the further development of the 
recycling industry and promote in- 
creased recycling.e 


By Mr. KENNEDY: 

S. 2084. A bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

THE PESTICIDE REFORM ACT OF 1994 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing the administration's 
Pesticide Reform Act of 1994. The un- 
precedented cooperation between the 
Environmental Protection Agency, the 
Department of Agriculture, and the 
Food and Drug Administration pro- 
vides a unique opportunity for long 
overdue pesticide reform. I commend 
the commitment of the Clinton admin- 
istration to deal effectively with this 
vital public health issue. 

The current Federal regulatory re- 
gime is plagued by loopholes that per- 
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mit dangerous chemicals to remain on 
the market because of vague cost-bene- 
fit analyses and the absence of com- 
plete information about their health 
effects. We are gambling with public 
health on a broad range of potentially 
cancer-causing and toxic pesticides. 

Since 1958, the provision of federal 
law known as the Delaney clause has 
prohibited the use of pesticides that 
have been shown to induce cancer in 
animals or humans. But this so-called 
zero tolerance standard is more loop- 
hole than law. In some cases, chemicals 
in use prior the 1958 Act are permitted 
to remain on the market, even though 
current scientific knowledge would re- 
quire their prohibition. In other cases, 
more sophisticated scientific tech- 
niques developed in the past 35 years 
are able to detect minute traces of can- 
cer-causing residues that could not 
have been detected when the Delaney 
clause was enacted in 1958. 

At the core of this legislation is the 
fundamental concept that the legal 
limits of pesticides in food should fully 
protect human health. Most Americans 
probably assume that this is the law 
today. But it is not. 

Central to the goal of reform is the 
creation of a single regulatory stand- 
ard for all foods. Currently, pesticide 
residues in fresh fruits and vegetables 
are not regulated as strictly as in proc- 
essed foods. The legislation remedies 
this inconsistency by specifying that 
no pesticide residues may exceed levels 
that pose more than a negligible risk of 
adverse effects on human health. 

The principle that food must be safe 
is especially important for children. I 
commend the administration for incor- 
porating a number of the safeguards for 
children recommended by the land- 
mark 1993 study of the National Acad- 
emy of Sciences on pesticides and 
children. We know that infants and 
children are uniquely vulnerable and 
disproportionately at risk. But current 
policies do not adequately address the 
front-end loading of risk that pes- 
ticides pose for children. 

Because of their food consumption 
patterns and low bodyweight, children 
can receive a disproportionate share of 
their lifetime cancer risk from a pes- 
ticide at an early age. The bill estab- 
lishes a mechanism to assure that in- 
fants and children are not exposed to 
more than a negligible risk from pes- 
ticides. The legislation also requires 
the EPA to collect data on the unique 
risks that neurotoxins pose to chil- 
dren’s physical and intellectual devel- 
opment. We cannot consider the food 
supply to be truly safe unless we are 
confident that it is safe for infants and 
children. This legislation takes a 
major step toward that goal. 

The President is also to be com- 
mended for making clear, for the first 
time, that the burden of proof that a 
pesticide is safe rests squarely on those 
seeking to use pesticides, not the pub- 
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lic. Under this legislation, if manufac- 
turers do not have the data to prove 
that a pesticide is safe, it will not be 
approved. 

Finally, this legislation proposes to 
reduce the overall use of pesticides by 
offering incentives for the development 
of less risky chemicals. It expedites 
registration for the safer pesticides 
that are being prepared by sophisti- 
cated research techniques in bio- 
technology. 

The Clinton administration deserves 
credit for its commitment to deal with 
these complex and difficult issues, to 
deal with them comprehensively, and 
to do so with one voice. Congressman 
WAXMAN and I have introduced sepa- 
rate pesticide reform legislation earlier 
in this Congress. I look forward to 
working with the administration and 
my Senate and House colleagues to 
enact the reforms so urgently needed 
to protect the public health, especially 
the health of children. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill and a 
summary be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2084 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCE; TABLE OF 
CONTENTS 


(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘Pesticide Reform Act of 1994". 

(b) REFERENCE.—Whenever in this Act an 
amendment or repeal is expressed in terms of 
an amendment to, or repeal of, a section or 
other provision, the reference shall be con- 
sidered to be made to a section or other pro- 
vision of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act (21 U.S.C. 301 et seq.). 

(c) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; reference; table of con- 
tents. 

Sec. 2. Definitions. 

Sec. 3. Tolerances and exemptions for pes- 
ticide chemical residues. 

Sec. 408. Tolerances and exemptions for 
pesticide chemical residues. 

(a) Requirement for tolerance or exemp- 
tion. 

**(b) Tolerances. 

(o Exemptions. 

„d) Petitions and action on the initia- 
tive of the Administrator. 

(e) Temporary tolerance or exemption. 

*(f) Confidentiality of data. 

(8) Existing pesticide chemical residues. 

*(h) Food and Drug Administration mon- 
itoring of pesticide chemical 
residues. 

**(1) Fees. 

“(j) Judicial review. 

Sec. 4. Embargo authority. 

Sec. 5. Civil Money Penalties. 

Sec. 6. Recall. 

Sec. 7. Evaluation of existing pesticide 
chemical residue tolerances and 
exemptions. 

Sec. 8. Fees. 

Sec. 9. General definitions. 

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

(a) PESTICIDE.— 

(1) PESTICIDE CHEMICAL.—Section 201(q) (21 
U.S.C. 321(q) is amended to read as follows: 
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"(qX1) The term ‘pesticide chemical’ means 
substance that is a pesticide, as defined in 
section 2(u) of the Federal Insecticide, Fun- 
gicide, and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136(u)), 
including each active ingredient and inert 
ingredient, as defined in paragraphs (a) and 
(m) of section 2 of such Act, of the pesticide. 

2) The term ‘pesticide chemical residue’ 
means on residue in or on food of— 

"(A) any pesticide chemical or a compo- 
nent of such chemical; or 

B) any other substance that is present in 
or on the commodity or food as a result of 
the metabolism or other degradation of a 
pesticide chemical, 

(2) PERSON.—Section 201(s) (21 U.S.C. 321(s)) 
is amended— 

(A) by striking paragraphs (1) and (2) and 
inserting the following: 

(J) pesticide chemical residue; or”; and 

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (3), (4), 
and (5) as paragraphs (2), (3), and (4), respec- 
tively. 

(3) RAW AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY.—Para- 
graph (r) of section 201 (21 U.S.C. 321) is re- 
pealed 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 201 (21 U.S.C. 321) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

"(gg) The term ‘Administrator’ means the 
Administrator of the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency.“ 

(2) Section 402(a)2) (21 U.S.C. 342(a)(2)) is 
amended— 

(A) in clause (A)(1), to read as follows: 

Y) a pesticide chemical residue”; 

(B) in clause (b), to read as follows: (B) if 
it bears or contains a pesticide chemical res- 
idue that is unsafe within the meaning of 
section 408 (a);"; and 

(C) in clause (C), by striking '': Provided, 
That where a pesticide chemical" through 
“section 512". 

(3) Section 403() (21 U.S.C. 343(1)) is 
amended by striking “raw agricultural com- 
modity" and “commodity” each time it oc- 
curs and inserting “food”. 

SEC. 3. TOLERANCES AND EXEMPTIONS FOR PES- 
TICIDE CHEMICAL RESIDUES. 

Section 408 (21 U.S.C. 346a) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“SEC. 408. TOLERANCES AND EXEMPTIONS FOR 
PESTICIDE CHEMICAL RESIDUES. 

(a) REQUIREMENT FOR TOLERANCE OR 
FXEMPTION.— 

(i) GENERAL RULE.—Any pesticide chemi- 
cal residue shall be deemed unsafe for the 
purpose of section 402(a)(2)(B) unless 

“(A) a tolerance for such residue is in ef- 
fect under this section and such residue con- 
forms with such tolerance; or 

B) an exemption for such residue is in ef- 
fect under this section and such residue con- 
forms with such exemption. 

(2) EFFECT OF A TOLERANCE OR EXEMP- 
TION.—While a tolerance or exemption from 
the requirement for a tolerance is in effect 
under this section for a pesticide chemical 
residue with respect to any food, such food 
Shall not by reason of bearing or containing 
any amount of such residue be considered to 
be adulterated within the meaning of section 
402(a)(1). 

*(3) DERIVED FOOD.—A tolerance or exemp- 
tion for a pesticide chemical residue estab- 
lished for a food shall apply to all foods de- 
rived from such food unless a tolerance 
specifies otherwise. 

(b) TOLERANCES,— 

() AUTHORITY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may 
promulgate regulations establishing, modify- 
ing, or revoking a tolerance for a pesticide 
chemical residue— 
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„) in response to a petition filed under 
subsection (d)(1); or 

(ii) on the initiative of the Administrator 
under subsection (d)(4). 

(B) EXPIRATION DATE.—A regulation under 
this paragraph shall contain an expiration 
date for a tolerance for a pesticide chemical 
established by the regulation. Such date 
shall be not later than— 

"(i) the expiration date (if any) for such 
pesticide chemical established by the Admin- 
istrator under section 3 of the Federal Insec- 
ticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act, or 

"(ii) 18 years after the date such tolerance 
is established, whichever occurs first. 

(C) SEPARATE TOLERANCES.—Under sub- 
paragraph (A), the Administrator may estab- 
lish a separate tolerance, which more closely 
reflects actual exposure or which is nec- 
essary for more efficient enforcement, and 
which is based on reliable data and informa- 
tion relating to the appropriate sampling, 
for a pesticide chemical residue with respect 
to food at any point in the chain of produc- 
tion or marketing, including— 

) at the time the food is harvested, 

(i) at the time the food is purchased at 
retail, and 

(iii) after the food is processed. 

(2) STANDARD.— 

"(A) ASSURANCE OF SAFETY.— 

(i) GENERAL RULE.—A tolerance for a pes- 
ticide chemical residue in or on food shall 
not be established or left in effect unless the 
residue permitted under the tolerance is 
safe. 

(ii) CANCER.—For pesticides found to in- 
duce cancer when ingested by humans or ani- 
mals or determined on the basis of reliable 
Scientific evidence to pose a potential die- 
tary risk of cancer in humans, a tolerance 
shall not be established or left in effect un- 
less the Administrator finds on the basis of 
conservative methods of risk assessment 
that the risk is negligible for all anticipated 
consumer exposures to such residue, includ- 
ing all other anticipated consumer exposures 
for which there is reliable information, and 
taking into account information concerning 
the special vulnerabilities of children and 
sensitive subpopulations. 

(iii) RISK OTHER THAN CANCER.—For pes- 
ticide chemical residues that may pose a po- 
tential dietary risk of adverse health effects 
other than cancer in humans, a tolerance 
shall provide an ample margin of safety. 

(iv) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section: 

“(D SAFE.—The term ‘safe’ means with re- 
spect to a tolerance for a pesticide chemical 
residue that there is a reasonable certainty 
that no harm will result from all anticipated 
consumer exposures to such residue, includ- 
ing all anticipated dietary exposures and all 
other anticipated exposures for which there 
is reliable information, and taking into ac- 
count information concerning the special 
vulnerabilities of children and sensitive sub- 
populations. 

(I) MARGIN OF SAFETY.—A margin of safe- 
ty is considered ample if the Administrator 
determines there is a reasonable certainty of 
no harm to significant subpopulations from 
exposure to the pesticide chemical reside in 
the diet and from exposure to the pesticide 
chemical by other pathways. In making this 
determination, the Administrator shall give 
due consideration to the exposure level 
which is determined not to cause adverse ef- 
fects in animal studies or in observations of 
exposed humans and to the application of ap- 
propriate factors. These factors may include 
factors to account for differences in sensitiv- 
ity between and within species, adequacy of 
the study or studies, and completeness of the 
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available data to assess potential for adverse 
effects. 

(II) RISK ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES.—The 
Administrator shall periodically review the 
risk assessment procedures used to make 
safety determinations under this paragraph, 
including methodologies with respect to esti- 
mating exposure to pesticide chemicals and 
evaluating risks to significant subpopula- 
tions. The Administrator periodically shall 
revise the risk assessment procedures ac- 
cordingly to incorporate advances in science 
and risk assessment. The Administrator may 
determine that a method of risk assessment 
different from the method required by sub- 
clause (II) is appropriate if the Adminis- 
trator finds that the alternative risk assess- 
ment method will fully protect the public 
health. 

(B) FACTORS.—In determining whether to 
establish, modify, or revoke a tolerance 
under subparagraph (A) for a pesticide chem- 
ical residue on a food, the Administrator— 

(i except as provided in clause (ii), shall 
in estimating the anticipated dietary expo- 
sure to such residue assume that all food for 
which the pesticide chemical residue has or 
will have a tolerance bears or contains resi- 
dues of the pesticide chemical equal to the 
levels established by their respective toler- 
ances and where separate tolerances for a 
pesticide chemical residue in the same food 
are established for different points in the 
chain of production or marketing pursuant 
to subsection (b)(1)(C), the Administrator 
shall assume that the food bears or contains 
residues of the pesticide chemical equal to 
the level established by the tolerance set at 
the point closest to the time the food is pur- 
chased at retail; 

(ii) may use data regarding the percent of 
a crop treated by a pesticide chemical to es- 
timate dietary exposure to such residue only 
if the Administor— 

(J) finds that the data are reliable and 
provide a valid basis to show what percent- 
age of the food derived from such crop is 
likely to contain such pesticide chemical 
residue; 

(II) finds that the exposure estimate does 
not understate exposure for any significant 
subpopulation group; 

„(III) if data are available on pesticide use 
and consumption of food in a particular area, 
finds that the population in such area is not 
dietarily exposed to residues above those es- 
timated by the Administrator; and 

"(IV) provides for the periodic reevalua- 
tion of the estimate of anticipated dietary 
exposure; 

„(ii) shall fully account for available in- 
formation on the probable consumption of 
foods for which there is or will be a tolerance 
for residues of the pesticide chemical, in- 
cluding, to the extent possible, consumption 
by significant subpopulations with differing 
food consumption patterns, including in- 
fants, children, and other subpopulations 
with disproportionately high consumption of 
particular foods; 

"(iv) shall fully account for available in- 
formation on the cumulative effect of such 
residue and any chemically or pharmacologi- 
cally related substances in the human diet, 
and other ways in which the consumer may 
be exposed to such residue and substances, 
including, to the extent representative data 
permit, through drinking water; 

() shall fully account for valid scientific 
information regarding any estrogenic or 
other hormonal effects associated with the 
residue; and 

(vi) shall apply safety factors which after 
consultation with experts qualified by sci- 
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entific training and experience to evaluate 
the safety of pesticide chemical residues de- 
termine are appropriate for use in connec- 
tion with animal experimentation or other 
relevant data. 

"(C) EXPOSURE OF INFANTS AND CHILDREN.— 
In determining whether to establish, modify, 
or revoke a tolerance for a pesticide chemi- 
cal residue, the Administrator, in addition to 
the requirements of subparagraph (B)— 

"(i) shall assess the risk of the pesticide 
chemical residue based on the following: 

(J) Available information about consump- 
tion patterns among infants and children 
that are likely to result in disproportion- 
ately high consumption of foods containing 
or bearing such residue among infants and 
children in comparison to the general popu- 
lation. 

(II) Available information concerning the 
special susceptibility of infants and children 
to the pesticide chemical residues, including 
neurological differences between infants and 
children and adults, and effects of in utero 
exposure to pesticide chemicals. 

(III) Available information concerning 
the cumulative effects on infants and chil- 
dren of such residues and other substances 
that have a common mechanism of toxicity; 

(i shall— 

"(I ensure that there is an ample margin 
of safety for infants and children and impose 
other requirements necessary to ensure that 
exposure to the pesticide chemical residues 
will be safe; and 

"(II publish a specific determination re- 
garding the safety of the pesticide chemical 
residue for infants and children. 


The Secretary of Health and Human Services 
and the Secretary of Agriculture, in con- 
sultation with the Administrator, shall con- 
duct surveys to document dietary exposure 
to pesticides among infants and children. 
For the purpose of subclause (I) an addi- 
tional 10-fold margin of safety for the pes- 
ticide chemical residue and other sources of 
exposure shall be applied for children and in- 
fants to take into account potential pre- and 
postnatal toxicity and completeness of the 
data with respect to exposure to infants and 
children. Notwithstanding this requirement 
for an additional factor, the Administrator 
may determine that a margin of safety for a 
pesticide chemical residue is considered 
ample for children and infants if, on the 
basis of reliable data, such margin will fully 
protect the public health. 

(D) UNAVOIDABLE PERSISTENCE.—If a toler- 
ance or an exemption from the requirement 
for a tolerance for a pesticide chemical resi- 
due is revoked and the Administrator finds 
the pesticide chemical residue will unavoid- 
ably persist in the environment and be found 
in food, the Administrator shall establish a 
new tolerance under subsection (d)(4) for the 
pesticide chemical residue. The level per- 
mitted by the tolerance shall not be greater 
than and may be less than the lowest level 
that permits only such unavoidable levels to 
remain in food. The Administrator shall 
evaluate any such tolerance at least every 5 
years to determine whether modification of 
such tolerance is necessary so that the toler- 
ance provides only for no greater than the 
level of the pesticide chemical residue that 
is unavoidable. 

(E) PRACTICAL METHODS OF ANALYSIS.— 

"(i) GENERAL RULE.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), a tolerance for a pesticide chemi- 
cal residue shall not be established or left in 
effect unless the Administrator determines, 
after consultation with the Secretary, that— 

(J) there is a multi-residue method for de- 
tecting and measuring the levels of such pes- 
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ticide chemical residue in or on a food that 
will measure the residue at the level estab- 
lished by the tolerance; and 

(II) such method can be performed by the 
Secretary on a routine basis as part of sur- 
veillance and compliance sampling of foods 
for pesticide chemical residues with the per- 
sonnel, equipment, and other resources 
available to the Secretary. 

"(ii) EXCEPTION.—If the Administrator is 
not able to make the determination de- 
Scribed in clause (i), the Administrator shall 
identify, after consultation with the Sec- 
retary, the method for detecting and measur- 
ing levels of such pesticide chemical residue 
in or on a food that will measure the residue 
at the level established by the tolerance. The 
Administrator shall, every 2 years after the 
date of the determination under this clause, 
reevaluate the determination. 

"(iii) PESTICIDE REFERENCE STANDARD.— 

"(I) PROVISION TO THE ADMINISTRATOR.—A 
registrant of a pesticide chemical for which 
a tolerance has been established shall pro- 
vide the Administrator, upon request, with 
an appropriate pesticide reference standard 
for such pesticide chemical, including stand- 
ards for all residues of toxicological signifi- 
cance. Each pesticide reference standard pro- 
vided to the Administrator shall be certified 
by a competent laboratory for both identity 
and purity. 

(II) ADMINISTRATOR ACTIONS.—The Admin- 
istrator shall maintain a repository of pes- 
ticide reference standards, audit the certifi- 
cation of such standards, and make such 
standards available to any private, public, 
domestic, or foreign laboratory requesting 
the standard. The Administrator may also 
request pesticide reference standards for pes- 
ticide chemical manufactured or used in for- 
eign countries. To the extent that the Ad- 
ministrator obtains standards for pesticide 
chemicals manufactured or used in foreign 
countries, the Administrator shall certify 
such standards for identity and purity and 
make them available to any private, public, 
domestic, or foreign laboratory requesting 
such standard. 

(II) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this 
clause, the term ‘pesticide reference stand- 
ard’ means a pesticide chemical of known 
identify, purity, and composition that is re- 
quired for comparison purposes in laboratory 
analysis to measure the amount and confirm 
the identity of a pesticide chemical residue 
in food. 

“(3) CONSISTENT APPLICATION.—The Admin- 
istrator shall issue guidelines providing for 
the consistent application of the require- 
ments of paragraphs (1) and (2). The lack of 
guidelines does not affect the authority of 
the Administrator to implement such para- 
graphs. 

"(4) REEVALUATION PERIOD.—Each toler- 
ance for a pesticide chemical residue estab- 
lished under this subsection shall prescribe 
the period (at least every 5 years) for re- 
evaluating the estimate of the amount of di- 
etary exposure to such residue made under 
paragraph (2)(B)(ii). 

(5) TOLERANCES IN EFFECT ON DATE OF EN- 
ACTMENT.—For pesticide chemical residue 
tolerances in effect on the date of enactment 
of the Pesticide Reform Act of 1994 this sub- 
section shall apply as prescribed by section 7 
of such Act. 

““(c) EXEMPTIONS.— 

“(1) AUTHORITY.— 

"(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may 
promulgate regulations establishing or re- 
voking an exemption from the requirement 
for a tolerance for a pesticide chemical resi- 
due— 
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(i) in response to a petition filed under 
subsection (d)(1); or 

(Ii) on the initiative of the Administrator 
under subsection (d)(4). 

(B) EXPIRATION DATE.—Such a regulation 
may provide for an expiration date for the 
exemption. 

(2) STANDARD.— 

(A AUTHORITY AND RISK STANDARD.— 

"(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—An exemption may 
be established for a pesticide chemical resi- 
due if such residue is not a human or animal 
carcinogen and presents no risk to human 
health at any level that is reasonably likely 
to occur under extreme conditions of use, in- 
cluding the health of the subpopulations 
identified in subsection (b)(2YBXiii), from di- 
etary exposure to such residue. 

"(ii REVOCATION.—An exemption shall be 
revoked unless the residue is not a human or 
an animal carcinogen and otherwise presents 
no risk to human health at any level that is 
reasonably likely to occur under extreme 
conditions of use, including the health of 
subpopulations identified in subsection 
(b)(2)(B)(iii), from dietary exposure to such 
residue. 

"(B) EXPOSURE.—For purposes of subpara- 
graph (A), in determining dietary exposure 
to a pesticide chemical residue, the Adminis- 
trator shall— 

(i) use only reliable information regard- 
ing the dietary exposure resulting from the 
consumption of the food for which the ex- 
emption for such residue is proposed or is in 
effect; 

(ii) fully account for all other exemptions 
in effect for such residue; 

(iii) fully account for all other sources of 
dietary exposure to the pesticide chemical 
and to chemically or pharmacologically re- 
lated chemicals if there is adequate informa- 
tion about such sources of exposure; and 

(iv) consider the exposure to be the level 
of exposure that would occur if human expo- 
sure to the pesticide chemical residue at the 
level that is reasonably likely to occur under 
extreme conditions of use occurs for a period 
equal to a lifetime. 

*(3) CONSISTENT APPLICATION.—The Admin- 
istrator shall issue guidelines providing for 
the consistent application of the require- 
ments of paragraphs (1) and (2). The lack of 
guidelines does not affect the authority of 
the Administrator to implement such para- 
graphs. 

"(4) EXEMPTIONS IN EFFECT ON DATE OF EN- 
ACTMENT.—For pesticide chemical residue ex- 
emptions in effect on the date of enactment 
of the Pesticide Reform Act of 1994 this sub- 
section shall apply as prescribed by section 7 
of such Act. 

(d) PETITIONS AND ACTION ON THE INITIATIVE 
OF THE ADMINISTRATOR.— 

(1) GENERAL RULE.—Any person may file 
with the Administrator a petition proposing 
the issuance of a regulation establishing, 
modifying, or revoking a tolerance or exemp- 
tion for a pesticide chemical residue. Sec- 
tions 553 and 554 of title 5, United States 
Code, shall not apply with respect to proce- 
dures concerning such petitions. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS FOR PETITIONS.—A peti- 
tion under paragraph (1) to establish a toler- 
ance or exemption for a pesticide chemical 
residue shall contain— 

(A) an informative summary of the peti- 
tion and of the data, information, and argu- 
ments submitted or cited in support of the 
petition, including— 

"(i) a summary of the reports required 
under subparagraph (D); and 

(ii) a characterization of— 

(J) the exposure to the pesticide chemical 
residue due to any tolerance or exemption 
already granted for such residue; and 
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“(ID the additional exposure to such resi- 
due that would result if the requested toler- 
ance or exemption were granted; 

(B) a proposed tolerance for such residue, 
if a tolerance is proposed; 

(O) the name, chemical identity, and com- 
position of the pesticide chemical that pro- 
duces such residue; 

D) reports of tests and investigations 
made with respect to the safety of such pes- 
ticide chemical residue, including complete 
information as to the methods and controls 
used in conducting such tests and investiga- 
tions; 

(E) data showing the amount, frequency, 
method, and time of application of such pes- 
ticide chemical; 

"(F) reports of tests and investigations 
made with respect to the nature and amount 
of the pesticide chemical residue that is like- 
ly to remain in or on food when ready for 
sale to consumers, including a description of 
the analytical methods used; 

*(G) a description of methods for detecting 
and measuring the levels of such chemical 
residue in or on the food, which methods 
meet the requirements of subsection 
(b)(2)(E); 

“(H) reports of investigations conducted on 
the effects of processing methods used to 
produce food on the level and identity of 
such pesticide chemical residue; 

(J) if the petition is for a pesticide chemi- 
cal residue that is described in subsection 
(bX2XA)Gi), all relevant data bearing on the 
physical or other technical effect the pes- 
ticide chemical involved is intended to have 
and the quantity of the pesticide chemical 
residue required to accomplish such effect; 

"(J) the pesticide reference standard (as 
defined in subsection (b)(2)(E)(iii)) for the 
pesticide chemical residue; 

"(K) such other data and information as 
the Administrator may require to support 
the petition; and 

"(L) the data referred to in subsection 
(bX2XB)uüiXIID if available. 

*(3) ACTIONS ON PETITIONS.— 

(A) FILING DETERMINATION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Within 45 days of the fil- 
ing of a petition under paragraph (1) for the 
establishment, modification, or revocation 
of a tolerance or an exemption, the Adminis- 
trator shall determine if the petition com- 
plies with the requirements of paragraph (2) 
or applicable requirements for petitions to 
modify or revoke tolerances or exemptions 
from tolerances. If the Administrator deter- 
mines that the petition complies with such 
requirements, the Administrator shall pub- 
lish a notice of the filing of the petition. If 
the Administrator determines that the peti- 
tion does not comply with such require- 
ments, the Administrator shall notify the 
petitioner of such determination. 

"(ii) CONTENTS OF NOTICE OF FILING.—4A no- 
tice under clause (i) shall— 

(J) if it is a notice of the filing of a peti- 
tion to establish a tolerance or exemption, 
announce the availability of a complete de- 
scription of the analytical methods available 
to the Administrator for the detection and 
measurement of the pesticide chemical resi- 
due with respect to which the petition is 
filed and include the summary required by 
paragraph (2)(A); and 

“(ID if it is a notice of the filing of a peti- 
tion to modify or revoke a tolerance or ex- 
emption, contain the full petition or a sum- 
mary of the petition. 

(B) AcTION.—The Administrator shall, 
within one year of the publication of a notice 
under subparagraph (A) with respect to a pe- 
tition, and after giving due consideration to 
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the petition, any comments on the petition, 
and any other information available to the 
Administrator— 

(i) issue a final regulation in accordance 
with the petition establishing, modifying, or 
revoking à tolerance or exemption for the 
pesticide chemical residue; 

(ii) issue a proposed regulation establish- 
ing, modifying, or revoking a tolerance or 
exemption for the pesticide chemical resi- 
due, which tolerance or exemption is dif- 
ferent from the tolerance or exemption re- 
quested in the petition; or 

(Iii) issue an order denying the petition. 

(C) COMMENTS.—If the Administrator is- 
sues a notice of the filing of a petition under 
subparagraph (A)(i) or a proposed regulation 
under subparagraph (Bi), the Adminis- 
trator shall allow at least 30 days for com- 
ments on such notice or proposed regulation. 

"(D) FINAL REGULATION.—If the Adminis- 
trator issues a proposed regulation under 
subparagraph (B)(ii), the Administrator shall 
issue a final regulation within 180 days of the 
date of the publication of the proposed regu- 
lations. 

"(E) PRIORITIES.—The Administrator shall 
give priority to petitions for the establish- 
ment or modification of a tolerance for a 
pesticide chemical residue that appears to 
pose a significantly lower risk to human 
health from dietary exposure than pesticide 
chemical residues that have tolerances in ef- 
fect for the same or similar uses. 

(4) ACTION ON THE ADMINISTRATOR'S INITIA- 
TIVE.— 

"(A) GENERAL RULE.—The Administrator 
may, on the initiative of the Administrator, 
issue a final regulation establishing, modify- 
ing, or revoking a tolerance or exemption for 
a pesticide chemical residue. 

(B) NOTICE.— Before issuing a final regula- 
tion under subparagraph (A), the Adminis- 
trator shall issue à notice of proposed rule- 
making and provide a period of not less than 
30 days for public comment on the proposed 
regulation unless the Administrator finds 
that such notice and comment would be con- 
trary to the public interest and states the 
reasons for the finding in the notice of the 
final regulation. If the Administrator makes 
such a finding and issues such a regulation, 
the Administrator shall provide at least 30 
days for comment on the regulation after it 
is issued. 

"(5) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 

H(A) GENERAL RULE.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), a final regulation issued 
under paragraph (3) or (4) shall take effect 
upon publication. 

"(B) DELAY.— 

H(i) GENERAL RULE.—If a regulation issued 
under paragraph (3) or (4) revokes or modi- 
fies a tolerance for a pesticide chemical resi- 
due or revokes an exemption for a pesticide 
chemical residue, the Administrator may, in 
accordance with clause (ii), delay the effec- 
tive date of the regulation to permit the tol- 
erance or exemption to remain in effect ata 
level not to exceed the level in effect imme- 
diately before such regulation is issued 
only— 

(J) for foods that contain such pesticide 
chemical residue in an amount that is not 
more than the amount that would remain if 
the pesticide chemical had been legally ap- 
plied on the date the Administrator acted 
under paragraph (3) or (4); and 

"(ID if dietary exposure to the pesticide 
chemical residue in or on the foods described 
in subclause (I) is safe during the period of 
delay of the effective date. 

“(ii) PERIOD OF DELAY.—If the Adminis- 
trator finds that delay of the effective date 
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of such a revocation or modification is con- 
sistent with the public health, the Adminis- 
trator may delay such date under clause (i), 
for each type of food that contains such pes- 
ticide chemical residue, for the period that is 
required for such food to be sold to consum- 
ers in the course of the usual practice for 
persons engaged in the production, process- 
ing, transportation, storage, and distribution 
of the food. 

**(6) REQUIRED SUBMISSION OF DATA.— 

(A) GENERAL RULE.—If the Administrator 
finds that additional data are required to de- 
termine whether an existing tolerance or ex- 
emption from a tolerance meets the safety 
standard in subsection (b)(2) or (c)(2), the Ad- 
ministrator shall publish an order— 

"(i) requiring one or more interested per- 
sons to notify the Administrator that such 
person will submit the required data; 

(ii) describing the type of data required to 
be submitted; 

„(ii) describing the reports required to be 
made during and after the collection of the 
data; and 

(iv) establishing deadlines for the actions 
described in clauses (i), (ii), and (iii). 

(B) DEADLINES.—If an order is issued 
under subparagraph (A) with respect to a tol- 
erance or an exemption and the Adminis- 
trator finds that a deadline or other condi- 
tion in the order is not met, the Adminis- 
trator may revoke, pursuant to the proce- 
dures in paragraph (4), the tolerance or ex- 
emption for failure to comply with such 
order. 

(0) EXTENSIONS.— 

() EXTENSION REQUEST.—Any person may 
request the Administrator to issue an order 
to extend the schedule established under sub- 
paragraph (A) before the expiration of a 
deadline in the schedule. 

(ii) GRANT OF REQUEST.—The Adminis- 
trator may grant a request under clause (i) 
only if the Administrator finds that extraor- 
dinary circumstances beyond the control of 
Buch person prevented such person from sub- 
mitting the required data. 

(Iii) EXTENSION.—If the Administrator is- 
sues an order extending a schedule, the Ad- 
ministrator may extend the deadline for a 
period no longer than such time as is nec- 
essary for such person to submit the data. 

"(7) TOLERANCE FOR USE OF PESTICIDES 
UNDER AN EMERGENCY EXEMPTION.—If the Ad- 
ministrator grants an exemption under sec- 
tion 18 of the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, 
and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136p) for a pes- 
ticide chemical, the Administrator shall es- 
tablish a tolerance or exemption from a tol- 
erance for the residue of the pesticide chemi- 
cal. Such a tolerance or exemption from a 
tolerance shall have an expiration date. The 
Administrator may establish such a toler- 
ance or exemption without providing notice 
or à period for comment on the tolerance or 
exemption. The Administrator shall promul- 
gate regulations within 365 days after the 
date of the enactment of this paragraph gov- 
erning the establishment of tolerances and 
exemptions under this paragraph. Such regu- 
lations shall be consistent with the safety 
standard under subsection (b)2) and with 
section 18 of the Federal Insecticide, Fun- 
gicide, and Rodenticide Act. 

"(e) EXPERIMENTAL PERMITS.—To the ex- 
tent consistent with the public health, the 
Administrator shall promulgate regulations 
for exempting from the operation of this sec- 
tion new pesticide chemicals intended solely 
for investigational use by experts qualified 
by scientific training and experience to in- 
vestigate the safety of pesticide chemicals. 
Such regulations may, in the discretion of 
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the Administrator, among other conditions 
relating to the protection of the public 
health, provide for— 

(J) conditioning such exemption upon the 
establishment and maintenance of such 
records, and 

*(2) the making of such reports to the Sec- 
retary, by the manufacturer or the sponsor 
of the investigation of such article, of data 
(including analytical reports by investiga- 
tors) obtained as a result of such investiga- 
tional use of such article, as well as enable 
the Administrator to evaluate the safety of 
such article in the event of the filing of an 
application pursuant to thís section. Such 
regulations, among other things, shall set 
forth the conditions (if any) upon which food 
treated with such pesticide chemicals may 
be marketed for food use. 

*(f) CONFIDENTIALITY OF DATA.— 

() ACCESS TO DATA AND INFORMATION.— 

H(A) GENERAL RULE.—Except as provided in 
paragraphs (2) and (3), the Administrator 
shall not make public data or information 
submitted to the Administrator or cited to 
the Administrator in a petition under sub- 
section (ds) and data and information oth- 
erwise considered by the Administrator in is- 
suing a proposal or final regulation or order 
under this section which contains or relates 
to trade secrets or commercial or financial 
information obtained from a person and is 
privileged or confidential. The person sub- 
mitting information which they believe are 
privileged or confidential information shall 
notify the Administrator of such informa- 
tion. If a notice is not made to the Adminis- 
trator, the Administrator may make such in- 
formation public. 

"(B) NOTICE.—Except as to data or infor- 
mation disclosed under paragraph (2), 30 days 
before disclosing data or information 
claimed as privileged or confidential under 
subparagraph (A), the Administrator shall 
notify the person who submitted or cited the 
data or information of the intent to disclose 
the data or information to the public. 

*(2) AUTHORIZED DISCLOSURE FOR GOVERN- 
MENTAL PURPOSES.—Data and information 
that are entitled to confidential treatment 
under paragraph (1)— 

(A) shall be disclosed to either House of 
Congress, to the extent of matter within its 
jurisdiction, to any committee or sub- 
committee of the Congress and to any joint 
committee of the Congress or subcommittee 
of such a joint committee and to the Comp- 
troller General of the United States; 

(B) shall be disclosed to any officer or em- 
ployee of the United States or of any State— 

) in connection with the official duties 
of such officer or employee under any law for 
the protection of health or the environment, 
or 

(Ii) for specific law enforcement purposes; 

(C) shall be disclosed, under such security 
requirements as the Administrator may pro- 
vide, to contractors with the United States 
and employees of such contractors, if such 
disclosure is necessary for the satisfactory 
performance by the contractor of a contract 
with the United States or for work in con- 
nection with this section or other statutes 
administered by the Administrator; 

"(D) shall be disclosed to the extent the 
Administrator determines disclosure is nec- 
essary to protect the public health; and 

*(E) may be disclosed when relevant in any 
proceeding under this section, except that 
disclosure in such a proceeding shall be made 
in such manner as to preserve confidential- 
ity to the extent practicable. 

(3) DISCLOSURE OF HEALTH EFFECTS DATA 
AND RESIDUE DATA.— 
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H(A) GENERAL RULE.—All data and infor- 
mation concerning any test of a pesticide 
chemical residue or a pesticide chemical to 
determine the potential effects of such resi- 
due or chemical on human health or concern- 
ing the levels of such residue in or on food 
shall be available for disclosure to the public 
except to the extent such data or informa- 
tion include— 

) manufacturing or quality control proc- 
esses, 

(ii) methods for detecting the quantity of 
any deliberately added inert ingredient of a 
pesticide chemical other than methods for 
detecting residues of the inert ingredient in 
or on food, or 

"(iii) the identity or quantity of any delib- 
erately added inert ingredient of a pesticide 
chemical other than an inert ingredient 
which is the subject of a petition under sub- 
section (d)(1) or an action of the Adminis- 
trator under subsection (d)(4). 

"(B) DATA AND INFORMATION ALSO SUBMIT- 
TED UNDER FIFRA.—Data and information de- 
Scribed in subparagraph (A) which were also 
submitted to the Administrator under the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act shall be available for disclo- 
sure to the public in accordance with section 
10(g) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 136h(g)). 

“(g) EXISTING A PESTICIDE CHEMICAL RESI- 
DUES.— 

(J) PRESTICIDE CHEMICAL RESIDUES UNDER 
REGULATIONS UNDER SECTION 406.—Regulations 
affecting pesticide chemical residues pro- 
mulgated, in accordance with sections 701(e) 
and 406, upon the basis of public hearings in- 
stituted before January 1, 1953, shall be 
deemed to be tolerances issued under this 
section and shall be subject to modification 
or revocation under subsection (d). 

"(2) PESTICIDE CHEMICAL RESIDUES UNDER 
REGULATIONS.—Regulations establishing, 
modifying, or revoking tolerances for pes- 
ticide chemical residues under this section 
and section 409 or exemptions for pesticide 
chemical residues under this section on or 
before the date of the enactment of this sec- 
tion shall be deemed to be tolerances or ex- 
emptions issued under this section and shall 
be subject to modification or revocation 
under subsection (d). 

(3) GENERALLY RECOGNIZED AS SAFE PES- 
TICIDE CHEMICAL RESIDUES.— 

"(A) GENERAL RULE.—Presticide chemical 
residues that, on the day before the date of 
the enactment of the Pesticide Reform Act 
of 1994, do not have tolerances or exemptions 
from tolerances under this section because 
the residues are generally recognized as safe 
under this section or section 201(s) shall, 
until the expiration of the period prescribed 
by subparagraph (C), not be considered un- 
safe under section 402(a)(2)(B) solely because 
the residues to not have such a tolerance or 
exemption. 

(B) List.—The Administrator shall 

“(i) not later than 180 days after the date 
of the enactment of such Act, publish a list 
of all pesticide chemical residues that the 
Administrator has determined are generally 
recognized, on the day before the date of the 
enactment of such Act, as safe under this 
section or section 201(s); and 

(ii) require that any person who, before 
the date of the enactment of such Act, dis- 
tributed in commerce as a pesticide chemi- 
cal, a pesticide chemical that produces a pes- 
ticide chemical residue that is not on the list 
described in clause (i), and that such person 
determined such pesticide chemical is gen- 
erally recognized as safe under this section 
or section 201(s), shall within 6 months of the 
date of the publication of the list under 
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clause (i), report to the Administrator the 
data that supports the claim that the pes- 
ticide chemical residue is generally recog- 
nized as safe. 

"(C) DETERMINATION OF THE ADMINIS- 
TRATOR.—Not later than 2% years after the 
date of the enactment of the Pesticide Re- 
form Act of 1994, the Administrator shall de- 
termine if each pesticide chemical reported 
to the Administrator in accordance with sub- 
paragraph (B)(ii) is generally recognized as 
safe. If the Administrator determines, by 
order, that such pesticide chemical residue is 
generally recognized as safe, the residue of 
such pesticide chemical shall be considered a 
pesticide chemical residue subject to an ex- 
emption under this section, which exemption 
shall be subject to modification or revoca- 
tion under subsection (d). 

"(h) MONITORING OF PESTICIDE CHEMICAL 
RESIDUES.— 

“(1) SAMPLING.—The Secretary shall con- 
duct a comprehensive surveillance and com- 
pliance enforcement monitoring program for 
domestic and imported food for pesticide 
chemical residues to determine if the pes- 
ticide chemical residues are in compliance 
with this section. In carrying out this para- 
graph, the Secretary shall give priority to— 

(A) sampling foods for pesticide chemical 
residues included in a notice under para- 
graph (2); 

"(B) sampling foods that are high con- 
sumption items for infants and children; 

(O) analyzing pesticides most likely to re- 
sult in violation of this section; 

D) conducting incidence and level mon- 
itoring; and 

"(E) collecting data on dietary intake of 
pesticide residues on food as it is consumed. 

"(2) NOTIFICATION.—The Administrator 
shall notify the Secretary of the pesticide 
chemical residues that the Administrator de- 
termines, in the administration of this sec- 
tion— 

() are above the standard prescribed by 
subsection (b)(2); or 

"(B) are not above such standard but that 
may under certain circumstances reach or 
exceed such standard. 

() FEES.—The Administrator shall by 
regulation require the payment of such fees 
as will in the aggregate, in the judgment of 
the Administrator, be sufficient over a rea- 
sonable term to provide, equip, and maintain 
an adequate service for the performance of 
the functions of the Administrator under 
this section. Under such regulations, the per- 
formance of the services or other functions 
of the Administrator under this section may 
be conditioned upon the payment of such 
fees. Such regulations may further provide 
that the continuation in effect of a tolerance 
or exemption shall be conditioned upon the 
payment of an annual fee and for waiver or 
refund of fees in whole or in part when, in 
the judgment of the Administrator, such 
waiver or refund is equitable and not con- 
trary to the purposes of this subsection. 
Such fees shall be deposited in the Treasury 
and shall be credited to the appropriation ac- 
count of the Administrator for salaries and 
expenses and shall be available for costs in- 
curred in carrying out this section in accord- 
ance with appropriation Acts until expended 
without fiscal year limitation. 

“(j) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—A petition for re- 
view of any final order of the Administrator 
issued under subsection (d) or any regulation 
that is the subject of such an order may be 
filed by an adversely affected person only in 
the United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia Circuit. Any such peti- 
tion for review must be filed within sixty 
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days of the issuance of such order or regula- 
tion. Judicial review shall be in accordance 
with sections 701 through 706 of Title 5 of the 
United States Code, and the challenged order 
or regulation shall be sustained unless it is 
found to be arbitrary, capricious, and abuse 
of discretion, or not in accordance with law. 
Orders and regulations of the Administrator 
with respect to which review could have been 
obtained under this subsection shall not be 
subject to judicial review in civil or criminal 
proceedings for enforcement or other judicial 
proceedings.“ 

SEC. 4. EMBARGO AUTHORITY. 

(a) ADMINISTRATIVE EMBARGO AUTHORITY.— 
Section 304(g) (21 U.S.C. 334(g)) is amended 
by redesignating paragraph (2) as paragraph 
(3) and adding after paragraph (1) the follow- 
ing new paragraph: 

2) If an officer or employee of the Depart- 
ment has reason to believe that any article 
of food is adulterated within the meaning of 
section 402(a)(2)(B), the officer or employee 
may order the food detained (in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Sec- 
retary) for a reasonable period which may 
not exceed 20 days (or 10 days, in the case of 
a perishable food) unless the Secretary de- 
termines that a longer period of detention is 
required to institute an action under sub- 
section (a) or section 302, in which case the 
Secretary may authorize a detention period 
of not more than 30 days (or not more than 
15 days, in the case of a perishable food). 
Regulations of the Secretary shall require 
that before a food may be detained, the Sec- 
retary or an officer or employee designated 
by the Secretary shall approve the detention 
order. Such an order may require the label- 
ing or marking of a food during the period of 
its detention for the purpose of identifying 
the food as detained."’. 

(b) PROHIBITION ON REMOVAL.—Paragraph 
(3) of section 304(g) (21 U.S.C. 334(g)), as re- 
designated by subsection (a), is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘a de- 
vice subject to a detention order issued 
under paragraph (1)" and inserting “an arti- 
cle subject to a detention order under para- 
graph (1) or (2)", 

(2) in the matter preceding clause (i) of 
sub-paragraph (B), by striking “a device sub- 
ject to a detention order under paragraph 
(1)" and inserting an article subject to a de- 
tention order under paragraph (1) or (2)", and 

(3) in subparagraph (B) (ii), by striking “if” 
and inserting in the case of a device”. 

(c) PROHIBITED AcT.—Section 30l(r) (21 
U.S.C. 331(r)) is amended by inserting or a 
food" after device“ each time it appears. 
SEC. 5. CIVIL MONEY PENALTIES. 

Section 303(f) (21 U.S.C. 333(f)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (2), (3), and 
(4) as paragraphs (3), (4) and (5), respec- 
tively, 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

*(2) Any person who introduces into inter- 
state commerce or delivers for introduction 
into interstate commerce an article of food 
that is adulterated within the meaning of 
section 402(a)(2)(B) shall be subject, in addi- 
tion to any other penalties that may be pre- 
scribed by law, to a civil money penalty of 
not more than $50,000 in the case of an indi- 
vidual and $250,000 in the case of any other 
person for such introduction or delivery.“ 

(3) in paragraph (3), as so redesignated, by 
striking paragraph (1)" each place it occurs 
and inserting paragraph (1) or (2)", and 

(4) in paragraph (5), as so redesignated, by 
striking “(3)” each place it occurs and in- 
serting (4). 

SEC. 6. RECALL. 
(a) AUTHORITY.—Chapter III is amended— 
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(1) by redesignating sections 309 and 310 as 
section 310 and 311, respectively, and 

(2) by adding after section 308 the follow- 
ing: 

"RECALL 

"SEC. 309. (a) GENERAL RULE.—If the Sec- 
retary has reason to believe that an article 
of food is adulterated within the meaning of 
section 401(a)(2)(B), the Secretary may re- 
quire the manufacturer, processor, or dis- 
tributor of such article to take immediately 
all action necessary to recall such article 
from all wholesale and retail establishments. 
A recall order of the Secretary under this 
subsection shall be a final agency action sub- 
ject to réview by the United States district 
court for the judicial district in which the 
manufacturer, processor, or distributor re- 
sides or transacts business or in which is lo- 
cated the article of food that is the subject 
of such order. 

(b) REPORT.—Manufacturers, processors, 
and distributors shall report promptly to the 
Secretary any recall of a food undertaken by 
the manufacturer, processor, or distributor, 
including any recall required under sub- 
section (a) or section 302 and any recall con- 
ducted at the initiative of the manufacturer, 


processor, or distributor on the grounds that 


the food may be adulterated within the 
meaning of section 402(a)(2)(B). 

(o) SCOPE OF ORDER.—For purposes of this 
section, an order under subsection (a) with 
respect to an article of food shall include an 
order to retrieve or replace such article.“. 

(b) PROHIBITED AcT.—Section 301 (21 U.S.C. 
331) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“(w) The failure to comply with a recall 
order under section 309(a) or a requirement 
to report a recall under section 309(b).". 

SEC. 7. EVALUATION OF EXISTING PESTICIDE 
CHEMICAL RESIDUE TOLERANCES 
AND EXEMPTIONS. 

(a) CLASSIFICATION.— 

(1) IDENTIFICATION.—Within 180 days of the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Adminis- 
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency shall, for each pesticide chemical 
residue that has a tolerance or exemption in 
effect on such date, identify each tolerance 
or exemption which does not appear to meet 
the requirements of section 408(b)(2) or 
408(c)(2) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act and publish a notice summarizing 
the data and analysis upon which such deter- 
mination is made. The notice published pur- 
suant to this paragraph shall include all tol- 
erances for a pesticide chemical, if the cu- 
mulative risk from exposure for any pes- 
ticide chemical residue, calculated by the 
methodology in paragraph (2), appears not to 
meet the requirements of section 408(c)(2) of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 

(2) FACTORS.—In making the determination 
under paragraph (1) with respect to toler- 
ances for a pesticide chemical residue, the 
Administrator shall— 

(A) use the toxicological conclusions, in- 
cluding appropriate factors where applicable, 
used in the most current risk assessment for 
the pesticide chemical residue performed by 
the Administrator on or before the date of 
enactment; 

(B) assume that all food for which the pes- 
ticide chemical residue has a tolerance bears 
or contains residues of the pesticide chemi- 
cal equal to the levels established by their 
respective tolerances. 

(3) OBJECTIONS.—Any person adversely af- 
fected by the Administrator's action under 
paragraph (1) may file objections to the ac- 
tion with the Administrator. Such objections 
must be filed within 30 days of publication of 
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the notice required in paragraph (1). The Ad- 
ministrator shall act on such objections 
within 60 days of the receipt of the objec- 
tions. 

(4) SUBSEQUENT IDENTIFICATIONS.—On a 
yearly basis in the 4 year period after the 
date of enactment of this Act, if the Admin- 
istrator concludes that any additional toler- 
ances or exemptions do not appear to meet 
the requirements of section 408(b)2) and 
408(c)(2) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act, the Administrator shall identify 
such tolerances and exemptions and publish 
a notice summarizing the data and analysis 
upon which such identification is made. 
Prior to identifying any additional toler- 
ances or exemptions under this paragraph, 
the Administrator shall publish the identi- 
fication as a proposal and seek public com- 
ment. 

(b) DATA SUBMISSION.— 

(1) DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION OF DATA ON 
APPARENTLY UNACCEPTABLE PESTICIDE CHEMI- 
CAL RESIDUES.—For any pesticide chemical 
residue for which the Administrator makes 
the identification described in subsection 
(a)(1) or (a)(4), any person wanting to main- 
tain the tolerance or exemption for such pes- 
ticide chemical shall have 2 years from the 
publication of the notices in subsection (a) 
to submit data or information on such chem- 
ical relative to the safety standard in section 
408(b(2) or 408(c(2) of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 

(2) DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION OF DATA ON 
ALL OTHER PESTICIDE CHEMICAL RESIDUES.— 
For any other pesticide chemical residue 
that had a tolerance or exemption from a 
tolerance on the date of enactment of this 
Act, any person wanting to maintain the tol- 
erance or exemption for such pesticide chem- 
ical residue shall have not more than 5 years 
from such date of enactment, subject to any 
Schedule imposed under paragraph (3), to 
submit data or information relative to the 
safety standards in such section 408(b)(2) or 
408(c)(2) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act. 

(3) SCHEDULE.—For any pesticide chemical 
residue for which the Administrator does not 
make the identification described in sub- 
section (a), the Administrator may establish 
& schedule for the submission of data for the 
tolerance or exemption for such pesticide 
chemical residue which data shall be the 
basis for a determination by the Adminis- 
trator as to whether the tolerance or exemp- 
tion meets the requirements of such section 
408(b)(2) or 408(c (2) of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 

(4) EXTENSIONS.— 

(A) REQUEST.—Any person may request the 
Administrator to issue an order to extend a 
deadline established under paragraph (1), (2), 
or (3) before expiration of the deadline. 

(B) GRANT OF REQUEST.—The Administrator 
may grant such a request only if the Admin- 
istrator finds that extraordinary  cir- 
cumstances beyond the control of such per- 
son prevented such person from submitting 
the required data. 

(C) EXTENSION.—If the Administrator is- 
sues an order extending a deadline— 

(i) the Administrator may extend the dead- 
line for a period no longer than such time as 
is necessary for such person to submit the 
data; and 

(ii) the Administrator may extend the 
deadline in paragraph (1) for no more than 1 
year and any deadline established under 
paragraph (2) or (3) so long as such extension 
does not extend the deadline beyond 6 years 
from the date of enactment of the Act. 

(c) DEADLINES FOR ACTION.— 
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(1) 3-YEAR DEADLINE.—Within 3 years of the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Adminis- 
trator shall issue a final decision for 75 per- 
cent of the tolerances and exemptions of the 
pesticide chemical] residues identified in sub- 
section (a)(1) by classifying such tolerances 
and exemptions as meeting or not meeting 
the requirements of section 408(b)(2) or 
408(c)(2) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act. Such decisions shall be based only 
on data received by the Administrator before 
the deadline in subsection (b)(1) or before the 
expiration of an extension granted under 
subsection (b)(4), whichever is later. 

(2) 4- YEAR DEADLINE.—Within 4 years of the 
date of enactment of the Act, the Adminis- 
trator shall issue a final decision for 100 per- 
cent of the tolerances and exemptions of the 
pesticide chemical residues identified in sub- 
section (aX1) by classifying such tolerances 
and exemptions as meeting or not meeting 
the requirements of section 408(b)2) or 
408(c)(2) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act. Such decision shall be based only 
on data received by the Administrator before 
the deadline in subsection (b)(1) or before the 
expiration of an extension granted under 
subsection (b)(4), whichever is later. 

(3) DEADLINE FOR SUBSEQUENTLY IDENTIFIED 
TOLERANCES AND  EXEMPTIONS.—Within 4 
years of the date of identification of a toler- 
ance or exemption under subsection (a)(4) or 
7 years from the date of enactment, which- 
ever is sooner, the Administrator shall issue 
a final decision classifying such tolerance or 
exemption as meeting or not meeting the re- 
quirements of section 408(b)(2) or 408(c)(2) of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 
Such decision shall be based only on data re- 
ceived by the Administrator before the dead- 
line in subsection (bX1) or before the expira- 
tion of an extension granted under sub- 
section (b)(4), whichever is later. 

(4) 7T- YEAR DEADLINE.—Within 7 years of the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Ad- 
ministrator shall determine if each tolerance 
or exemption in existence on the date of en- 
actment of this Act and not identified in 
subsection (a) meets the requirements of sec- 
tion 408(b)(2) or 408(c)(2) of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act. Such determination 
Shall be based only on data received by the 
Administrator before the deadline in sub- 
section (b)(2) or the deadline in a schedule 
established by the Administrator for the pes- 
ticide chemical residue under subsection 
(b)(3) or the expiration of an extension grant- 
ed under subsection (b)(4), whichever is later. 

(5) REVOCATION PROCEEDINGS.—If the Ad- 
ministrator determines under this sub- 
section that any tolerance or exemption does 
not meet the requirements of section 
408(b)(2) or 408%) of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act, the Administrator 
shall promptly initiate revocation proceed- 
ings for such tolerance or exemption under 
section 408(d) of such Act. 

(d) EXPIRATION OF A TOLERANCE OR EXEMP- 
TION.— 

(1) GENERAL RULE.—No later than six and 
one-half years but not before six years from 
the date of the enactment of thís Act, the 
Administrator shall publish a list of toler- 
ances and exemptions for pesticide chemical 
residues which shall expire 7 years after such 
date of enactment, unless the Adminis- 
trator— 

(A) has issued a decision finding that such 
pesticide chemical residue meets the require- 
ments of section 408(b)(2) or 408(c)(2) of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, or 

(B) has granted an extension under para- 
graph (2). 

(2) EXTENSION.—Upon petition of any per- 
son, the Administrator may grant an exten- 
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sion beyond the 7-year period in section 
(dN), of not more than 1 year for the term 
of tolerance or exemption for a pesticide 
chemical residue if the Administrator finds 
that a person seeking to support such toler- 
ance or exemption has met all applicable re- 
quirements for the submission of informa- 
tion or data required by subsection (b), the 
Administrator has not completed review of 
the data submitted pursuant to subsection 
(b), and the extension would not adversely 
affect public health. Any tolerance granted 
an extension under this paragraph shall ex- 
pire when the extension expires, unless prior 
to expiration of the extension the Adminis- 
trator makes the finding in subparagraph 
(A). 

(3) LiST.—The Administrator shall include 
on the list established under paragraph (1) 
each tolerance and exemption which was 
identified under subsection (a)(1) or (a)(4) for 
which the Administrator has not issued a de- 
cision classifying it as meeting or not meet- 
ing the requirements of section 408(b)(2) or 
408(c)(2) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act, and which the Administrator now 
determines do not appear to meet such re- 
quirements. The Administrator shall develop 
such list using the methodology specified in 
subsection (a)(2)(B) and is only required to 
consider data submitted on or before the ex- 
piration of the deadlines for data submission 
in subsection (b). 

(4) OBJECTIONS.—Any person adversely af- 
fected by the Administrator's action under 
paragraph (1) may file objections to the ac- 
tion with the Administrator. The person fil- 
ing the objection must file it within 30 days 
of the publication of the list specified in 
paragraph (1) and must demonstrate, using 
the methodology specified in subsection 
(a)(2)(B) and considered only data submitted 
on or before the expiration of the deadline 
for data submission in subsection (b), that 
the tolerance or exemption which was identi- 
fied under subsection (a)(1) or (a)(4) should 
not be included on the list under paragraph 
(1). The Administrator shall act on such ob- 
jections within 60 days of the receipt of the 
objections. 

(e) TRANSITIONAL REVOCATION RULE.— 

(1) GENERAL RULE.—If the Administrator 
determines under section 408 of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act that a toler- 
ance for a pesticide chemical residue should 
be revoked or if a tolerance will expire with- 
in 1 year based on operation of subsection 
(d), the Administrator may, upon a petition 
from any person, extend the tolerance for a 
period not longer than 5 years after such de- 
termination if the Administrator finds— 

(A) the risk to health presented by expo- 
sure to such residue is equal to or less than 
10 times the risk allowed under section 
408(b)(2) of such Act, and 

(B)(i) that the health benefits to the person 
exposed to such residue are greater than the 
dietary risks to health presented to such per- 
son by such exposure, or 

(ii) that such extension is necessary to 
avoid a significant disruptive in domestic 
food production. 


The Administration may not extend a toler- 
ance under this paragraph for a period which 
extends beyond 10 years after the date of en- 
actment of this Act. 

(2) MODIFICATION.—The Administrator may 
modify or revoke a tolerance or exemption 
extended under paragraph (1), if the Adminis- 
trator determines that circumstances no 
longer justify the continuation of such toler- 
ance or exemption as extended. 

(3) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this 
subsection, the term “health benefits” 
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means the benefits which occur when the ap- 
plication of a pesticide chemical residue to a 
food directly reduces the incidence of illness 
or disease but such term does not include 
benefits from an adequate, wholesome, or ec- 
onomical food supply. 

(f) DEADLINE SUITS, JUDICIAL REVIEW.— 

(1) DEADLINE SUITS.—Any person may com- 
mence à civil action on such person's own be- 
half against the Administrator in the United 
States District Court for the District of Co- 
lumbia where there is alleged a failure of the 
Administrator to perform any of the non- 
discretionary acts required by subsections 
(c2), (c3), or (c)(4). The court shall have 
jurisdiction in actions brought under this 
paragraph to order the Administrator to per- 
form such act. For suits involving sub- 
sections (c)(2) or (c)(3), if the court finds that 
the Administrator has failed to perform a 
non-discretionary act, the court shall have 
jurisdiction to order the Administrator to 
perform such act within a specified period of 
time, but that period may not exceed 8 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act. Suits 
involving subsections (c2) or (c)(3) must be 
brought within 6 years of the date of the en- 
actment of this Act. No action may be com- 
menced prior to 60 days after the plaintiff 
has given notice of such action to the Ad- 
ministrator. 

(2) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—A petition for review 
of a final action of the Administrator under 
subsection (a)(3), (a)(4), (d)(2), (dX3) or (e)(1) 
may be filed by any adversely affected per- 
son only in the United States Court of Ap- 
peals for the District of Columbia Circuit. 
Any such petition for review must be filed 
within 60 days of the issuance of the final ac- 
tion. Judicial review shall be in accordance 
with sections 701 through 706 of title 5 of the 
United States Code, and the challenged ac- 
tion shall be sustained unless it is found to 
be arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discre- 
tion, or not in accordance with law. Any de- 
terminations made by the Administrator 
under subsections (b) or (c), shall be subject 
to judicial review only in a petition for re- 
view of a final action of the Administrator 
under section 408(d) of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act pursuant to section 
408(j) of such Act. In reviewing a final action 
of the Administrator under subsection (a)(3), 
the court may not extend the deadline for 
data submission in subsection (b)(1). Actions 
of the Administrator with respect to which 
review could have been obtained under this 
subsection shall not be subject to judicial re- 
view in civil or criminal proceedings for en- 
forcement or other judicial proceedings. 

(g) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Adminis- 
trator shall annually submit a report to Con- 
gress that lists the tolerances which have 
been revoked pursuant to Tolerance Review. 
The report shall also provide an analysis of 
the impacts of tolerance revocation. 

(h) CONSTRUCTION.—Any reference under 
this section to any provision of section 408 of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act is 
a reference to such provision as amended by 
this Act. 

SEC. 8. FEES. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.—The Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency shall 
by regulation require the payment of such 
fees as will in the aggregate, in the judgment 
of the Administrator, be sufficient over a 
reasonable term to provide, equip, and main- 
tain an adequate service for the performance 
of the functions of the Administrator under 
this Act. The fee requirement of this sub- 
section shall not apply to any agency of the 
Federal Government. 

(b) DEPOSIT, ETC.—Such fees shall be depos- 
ited in the Treasury and shall be credited to 
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the appropriation account of the Adminis- 
trator for salaries and expenses and shall be 
available for costs incurred in carrying out 
this section in accordance with appropria- 
tion Acts until expended without fiscal year 
limitation, 

SEC. 9. GENERAL DEFINITIONS. 

As used in sections 4 and 5 of this Act: 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The terms that are also 
used in section 408 of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act shall have the mean- 
ings given the terms by sections 201 and 408 
of such Act. 

(2) DIETARY EXPOSURE.—The term ‘‘dietary 
exposure“ means dietary exposure as deter- 
mined under section 408(b)(2)(C) of the Fed- 
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 

(3) EXEMPTION.—The term “exemption” 
means an exemption from the requirement 
for a tolerance under section 408 of the Fed- 
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 

PESTICIDE REFORM ACT OF 1994 SECTION BY 

SECTION SUMMARY—FFDCA PROVISIONS 


Section 1. Short Title, Reference, and 
Table of Contents. 

Section 2. Definitions: 

Definition of raw agricultural commodity 
dropped because all foods, raw and processed, 
will be governed under FFDCA section 408. 

Section 3. Tolerances and Exemptions for 
Pesticide Chemical Residues: 

Establishes a new $408. 

Establishes expiration dates for all toler- 
ances; new tolerances expire in 18 years. 
[8408(b)(1(B)] 

Authorizes EPA to establish a separate tol- 
erance for a pesticide chemical residue at 
any point in the distribution chain. Separate 
tolerances for a pesticide chemical may be 
established at the farm and retail levels. 
[$408(b)(1)(C)] 

Standard. Tolerances shall not be estab- 
lished unless the residue is "safe," defined as 
"a reasonable certainty that no harm will 
result from all anticipated consumer expo- 
sures" to the residue, including the exposure 
of children and sensitive subpopulations. 
[§ 408(b)(2)] 

Carcinogenic pesticides must pose a neg- 
ligible risk“ from all anticipated consumer 
exposures. 

Tolerances for non-carcinogenic pesticides 
must provide an “ample margin of safety.“ 

Factors. When establishing, modifying, or 
revoking tolerances, EPA must consider: 

1) anticipated dietary exposure, consump- 
tion data, cumulative effects of chemically 
or pharmacologically related substances in 
the diet, estrogenic or other hormonal ef- 
fects, and other appropriate safety factors. 
{§408(b)(2)(B)(iv)] In establishing dietary ex- 
posure, EPA is required to use tolerance lev- 
els as the level of residue expected in food. 
EPA must use the tolerance closest in the 
chain of food distribution to the retail level. 
Where adequate data are available, EPA 
must use per cent of crop tested information 
in estimating dietary exposure. 

2) the specific risks to infants and children, 
and apply an additional margin of safety. 
EPA also must publish a specific determina- 
tion regarding its evaluation of these risks. 

Surveys. Requires HHS and USDA to con- 
duct surveys to document dietary exposure 
of infants and children to pesticide residues. 
[8408(b)(2)(C)] 

Unavoidable persistence. Requires EPA to 
establish and review every 5 years tolerances 
for pesticides that have had tolerances re- 
voked, but which unavoidably persist in the 
environment. [§408(b)(2)(D)] 

Practical Methods of Analysis. As a pre- 
requisite for a tolerance, requires that a 
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practical method for detecting and measur- 
ing the residue in food be available. Statute 
establishes a preference for multi-residue 
analysis analytical methods. Requires reg- 
istrants to provide EPA with reference 
standards for each pesticide chemical. 
[8408(b)(2)(E)] 

Risk assessment procedures. Requires EPA 
to periodically review and revise risk assess- 
ment procedures to incorporate advances in 
science and risk assessment. 

Exemptions from a tolerance. Authorizes 
EPA to establish an exemption from a toler- 
ance for any pesticide chemical that presents 
no risk to human health at any level that is 
reasonably likely to occur. [8408(c)] 

Petitions to establish a tolerance. Sets 
forth the requirements for petitions to estab- 
lish a tolerance or exemption, e.g., summary 
of the petition, summary of reports of safety 
tests and investigations, description of ana- 
lytical methods to detect and measure the 
residue in foods, etc. Sets deadlines for EPA 
action on petitions and issuance of final reg- 
ulations. Drops the objection and hearing 
procedures in current law. Requires EPA to 
give priority to petitions for lower risk" 
pesticides. (§408(d)] 

Allows EPA to act on its own initiative to 
establish, modify, or revoke a tolerance. 

Pipeline provision. Allows EPA to delay 
the effective date of a regulation to revoke 
or modify a tolerance, in order to allow foods 
having residues at the previous tolerance to 
work their way through commerce, provided 
that the dietary exposure is safe during the 
period of delay. [$408(d) (5)] 

Emergency exemptions. Requires EPA to 
establish a tolerance whenever EPA author- 
izes an emergency use of a pesticide under 
Section 18 of FIFRA. Requires EPA to issue 
regulations setting forth this procedure. 
[8408(4)(7)] 

Confidentiality. Prohibits EPA from re- 
leasing any trade secrets, and commercial or 
other privileged information contained in a 
petition, except to Congress and other gov- 
ernment agencies, and under certain other 
circumstances. Requires public disclosure of 
data concerning the effects of the pesticide 
on human health. [$408(f)] 

Grandfather provision. Deems regulations 
issued prior to the date of enactment that af- 
fect pesticides under $8406, 409, and 701(e), or 
pesticides that are generally recognized as 
safe, to be tolerances. [$408(g)] 

Monitoring. requires HHS to conduct a 
comprehensive surveillance and compliance 
enforcement monitoring program for pes- 
ticide residues in food. [$408(h)] 

Fees. Authorizes EPA to collect fees to 
cover the costs of administering section 408. 
[$408(1)] 

Judicial Review. Sets forth procedures to 
request judicial review of any regulation by 
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia Circuit. 

Section 4. Embargo Authority. 

Authorizes FDA to embargo foods that 
contain illegal pesticide residues. 

Section 5. Civil money penalties. 

Authorizes FDA to assess civil money pen- 
alties for violations related to illegal pes- 
ticide residues. 

Section 6. Recall authority. 

Authorizes FDA to require the recall of 
foods containing illegal pesticide residues. 

Section 7. Evaluation of existing pesticide 
chemical residue tolerances and exemptions: 

Requires EPA to identify within 180 days 
of enactment tolerances or exemptions for 
pesticides that do not appear to meet the 
safety standard contained in §§408(b)(2) or 
408(c)(2). Sets a deadline of 2 years to submit 
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data in support of a tolerance. Authorizes 
EPA to establish schedules or to extend a 
deadline for data submission for other pes- 
ticides. [Section 7(a-b)] 

Sets deadlines for EPA to complete its de- 
terminations as to whether tolerances for 
pesticide residues meet the new safety stand- 
ard. Within 4 years, EPA must issue a deter- 
mination for 100% of tolerances that appear 
to not meet the standard. If a deadline is 
missed, anyone may sue to place EPA on a 
schedule; schedule cannot exceed 7 or 8 
years. (Section 7(c)] 

Tolerance Expiration: 

Tolerances or exemptions would under cer- 
tain circumstances expire 7 years after en- 
actment unless EPA has found that the pes- 
ticide meets the safety standard or has 
granted an extension. Six and one-half years 
after enactment, EPA must publish a list of 
the tolerances and exemptions that will ex- 
pire after 7 years after enactment. EPA may 
grant an extension of one year, if the reg- 
istrant has submitted all required data, and 
the extension would not adversely affect 
public health. [Section 7(d)] 

Transitional revocation rule. Allows EPA 
to extend an existing tolerance (that does 
not meet the standard) for a maximum of 10 
years after enactment, provided that (1) the 
risk to health is less than 10 times the risk 
allowed by $408(b)(2), and (2) the health bene- 
fits are greater than the dietary risks, or (3) 
the extension is needed to prevent a disrup- 
tion in domestic food production. 

Deadline suits/Judicial review. Allows EPA 
to be sued for failure to meet its deadlines. 
Allows judicial review of final EPA actions 
in the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District 
of Columbia. 

Report to Congress. Requires EPA to re- 
port to Congress the tolerances which have 
been revoked pursuant to the tolerance re- 
view, and an analysis of the impact of the 
revocation. 

Section 8. Fees. 

Authorizes EPA to collect fees to carry out 
its responsibilities under the FFDCA. 

Section 9. General Definitions. 


By Mr. THURMOND: 

S.J. Res. 184. A joint resolution des- 
ignating September 18, 1994, through 
September 24, 1994, as “Iron Overload 
Diseases Awareness Week"; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

IRON OVERLOAD DISEASES AWARENESS WEEK 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, Iam 
pleased to introduce today a joint reso- 
lution designating the week of Septem- 
ber 18-24, 1994 as "Iron Overload Dis- 
eases Awareness Week.“ 

Hemochromatosis is an inherited dis- 
order which causes individuals to ab- 
sorb too much iron from their diet. Be- 
cause the body has no way to eliminate 
iron except by bleeding, over time the 
accumulated iron assaults body tissue 
and major organs. Hemochromatosis is 
often overlooked by doctors because its 
symptoms—fatigue, weakness, abdomi- 
nal pain, aching joints—are often at- 
tributed to other diseases. More than 
1.5 million Americans are affected by 
this disease, which can cause a variety 
of problems, including diabetes, cancer, 
arthritis, cirrhosis of the liver and 
heart disease. 

There is a treatment for this disease, 
but early diagnosis cannot be made un- 
less there is proper screening. The four 
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necessary tests are: serum iron, TIBC 
(total iron binding capacity), percent 
saturation and serum ferritin. Only 
these tests will give an accurate pic- 
ture of a patient’s iron status. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to join me in supporting this joint res- 
olution which brings attention to this 
common but underdiagnosed condition. 
I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of this joint resolution be printed at 
the end of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. Res. 184 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

Whereas 1 United States resident in 200 is 
estimated to carry double genes that cause 
accumulation of excessive iron stores, re- 
sulting in diseases of the heart, liver, sex 
glands, pancreas, and the joints, with ulti- 
mate fatality if untreated; 

Whereas our Nation’s carrier rate of the 
single hemochromatosis gene is estimated to 
be 26 in 200; and 

Whereas many doctors and their patients 
are not aware of this incidence: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That September 18, 1994, 
through September 24, 1994, is designated as 
"Iron Overload Diseases Awareness Week," 
and citizens of the United States are urged 
to participate in protecting their health by 
informing themselves of this common but 
underdiagnosed condition. 


By Mr. PELL (for himself, Mr. 
AKAKA, Mr. BIDEN, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. 
D'AMATO, Mr. FORD, Mr. GRASS- 
LEY, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. KERRY, Mr. KOHL, 
Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. MACK, 
Mr. MATHEWS, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. MURKOWSKI, 
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. PAYOR, Mr. 
REID, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. 
SARBANES, Mr. SHELBY, and Mr. 
WELLSTONE): 

S.J. Res. 185. A joint resolution to 
designate October 1994, as ‘‘National 
Breast Cancer Awareness Month’’; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 
NATIONAL BREAST CANCER AWARENESS MONTH 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I rise today 
to introduce a joint resolution des- 
ignating October 1994, as National 
Breast Cancer Awareness Month. I am 
very pleased that 25 of our colleagues 
have joined as original cosponsors of 
this very important resolution. 

This is the fifth year I have intro- 
duced this measure and it is my hope 
that the Senate will move swiftly to 
pass it. I believe that this resolution 
has heightened awareness and en- 
hanced education programs to combat 
this life-threatening disease. 

The statistics are all too familiar. 
Breast cancer is the second leading 
cause of cancer death among women. In 
1994, breast cancer will strike an esti- 
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mated 182,000 women and 1,000 men, and 
kill 46,000 women and 300 men. Cur- 
rently, in my State alone, the Rhode 
Island Breast Cancer Coalition reports 
that there are approximately 15,000 
women with breast cancer. 

These figures are alarming. But num- 
bers don't tell the stories of the fami- 
lies who face this battle, which takes a 
major emotional, physical, and eco- 
nomic toll on all those involved. The 
numbers don’t tell the stories of the 
women who have lost the battle, leav- 
ing husbands, children, siblings, par- 
ents, and friends behind; nor do they 
tell the stories of those who struggled 
against the disease—and survived. 

And, Mr. President, there are many 
survivors. As our resolution states, 
early detection—through self-examina- 
tion, clinical examination by a quali- 
fied health care provider, and screening 
mammography—can significantly re- 
duce breast cancer mortality. Accord- 
ing to the American Cancer Society, 
early detection procedures have in- 
creased the 5-year survival rate for lo- 
calized breast cancer from 78 percent in 
the 1940's to 93 percent today. 

Although the scientific community 
has discovered more about the diag- 
nosis and treatment of breast cancer in 
recent years, there is still much work 
to do in getting the message out to 
women. Many women still do not know 
how to self-examine, and many who 
would benefit from a screening mam- 
mogram do not seek one because of 
fear, cost, or lack of access to informa- 
tion. 

Health care organizations, providers, 
and advocates are working to educate 
people about breast cancer and to ex- 
plain that while breast cancer can kill, 
it can also be conquered. 

Mr. President, Congress can help 
send this message of hope by once 
again establishing the month of Octo- 
ber as “National Breast Cancer Aware- 
ness Month.” 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


8. 359 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. JEFFORDS] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 359, a bill to require the Sec- 
retary of Treasury to mint coins in 
commemoration of the National Law 
Enforcement Officers Memorial, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 1063 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas [Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1063, à bill to amend the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 to clarify the treatment of a quali- 
fied football coaches plan. 

S. 1329 

At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HARKIN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
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1329, à bill to provide for an investiga- 
tion of the whereabouts of the United 
States citizens and others who have 
been missing from Cyprus since 1974. 
8. 1350 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. MOYNIHAN] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1350, a bill to amend the 
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of 
1977 to provide for an expanded Federal 
program of hazard mitigation and in- 
surance against the risk of cata- 
strophic natural disasters, such as hur- 


ricanes, earthquakes, and volcanic 
eruptions, and for other purposes. 
S. 1485 


At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. PRESSLER] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1485, a bill to extend cer- 
tain satellite carrier compulsory li- 
censes, and for other purposes. 

S. 1690 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER] was added as 
a cosponsor of S. 1690, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to re- 
form the rules regarding subchapter S 
corporations. 

S. 1805 

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1805, a bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to eliminate the 
disparity between the periods of delay 
provided for civilian and military re- 
tiree cost-of-living adjustments in the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1993. 

S. 1884 

At the request of Mr. SIMPSON, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. ROTH] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1884, a bill to amend the Immigra- 
tion and Nationality Act to reform 
asylum procedures, to strengthen 
criminal penalties for the smuggling of 
aliens, and to reform other procedures 
to control illegal immigration to the 
United States. 

S. 2006 

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the 
names of the Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. PRESSLER] and the Senator 
from Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2006, a bill to 
require Federal agencies to prepare pri- 
vate property taking impact analyses, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 2051 

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. SASSER] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2051, a bill to amend the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938 to exclude 
from the definition of employee fire- 
fighters and rescue squad workers who 
perform volunteer services and to pre- 
vent employers from requiring employ- 
ees who are firefighters or rescue squad 
workers to perform volunteer services, 
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and to allow an employer not to pay 
overtime compensation to a firefighter 
or rescue squad worker who performs 
volunteer services for the employer, 
and for other purposes. 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 165 
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. DURENBERGER] was added as a co- 
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 165, 
a joint resolution to designate the 
month of September 1994 as ‘‘National 
Sewing Month”. 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 167 
At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
names of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATCH], the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
AKAKA], the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
DECONCINI], the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. WOFFORD], the Senator 
from New York [Mr. D'AMATO], the 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER], the Senator from Ala- 
bama [Mr. HEFLIN], the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN], the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN- 
NEDY], the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. LAUTENBERG], the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. CAMPBELL], the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. REID], the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], and the 
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. 
WELLSTONE] were added as cosponsors 
of Senate Joint Resolution 167, a joint 
resolution to designate the week of 
September 12, 1994, through September 
16, 1994, as "National Gang Violence 
Prevention Week.” 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 181 
At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
names of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. PRYOR], the Senator from Michi- 
gan [Mr. RIEGLE], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. COVERDELL], the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. MACK], the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. GRAMM], the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN], the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN- 
NEDY], the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. HOLLINGS], the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], and the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. MATHEWS] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 181, a joint resolution to 
designate the week of May 8, 1994, 
through May 14, 1994, as “United Negro 
College Fund Week." 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 183 
At the request of Mr. ROTH, the name 
of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. MUR- 
KOWSKI] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 183, a joint 
resolution designating the week begin- 
ning May 1, 1994 as “Arson Awareness 
Week." 
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 60 
At the request of Mr. GRAMM, the 
names of the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. RoBB], the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. DECONCINI], the Senator from Ha- 
waii [Mr. AKAKA], the Senator from In- 
diana [Mr. LUGAR], the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. PACKWOOD], the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. SARBANES], the 
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Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
WELLSTONE], the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. SASSER], the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN], the Sen- 
ator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM], and 
the Senator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSE- 
BAUM] were added as cosponsors of Sen- 
ate Concurrent Resolution 60, a concur- 
rent resolution expressing the sense of 
the Congress that a postage stamp 
Should be issued to honor the 100th an- 
niversary of the Jewish War Veterans 
of the United States of America. 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


CONGRESSIONAL GIFTS REFORM 
ACT 


BOREN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1675 


Mr. BOREN (for himself, Mr. McCAIN, 
Mr. LAUTENBERG, and Mr. FEINGOLD) 
proposed an amendment to the bill (S. 
1935) to prohibit lobbyists and their cli- 
ents from providing to legislative 
branch officials certain gifts, meals, 
entertainment, reimbursements, or 
loans and to place limits on and re- 
quire disclosure by lobbyists of certain 
expenditures; as follows: 


At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 

ing: 

SEC. . POST-EMPLOYMENT REFORM ACT OF 
1994. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Post-Employment Reform Act 
of 1994". 

(b) FORMER AGENCY BAN.— 

(1) EXECUTIVE BRANCH.—Section 207(c)(1) of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
striking within 1 year after“ and inserting 
“within 2 years after“. 

(2) CoNGRESS. Section 207(e) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended in para- 
graphs (1) A), (2)(A), (3), (4)(A), and (5X A), by 
striking within 1 year after" and inserting 
within 2 years after“. 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT RELATING TO 
PAY LEVELS.—(A) Section 207(c)(2)(ii) of title 
18, United States Code, is amended by strik- 
ing the rate of basic pay payable for level V 
of the Executive Schedule" and inserting 
“120 percent of the minimum rate of basic 
pay payable for GS-15 of the General Sched- 
ule". 

(B) Section 207(e)(6) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(i) in subparagraph (A) by striking ''which 
is 75 percent of the basic rate of pay payable 
for a Member of the House of Congress in 
which such employee was employed" and in- 
serting which is 120 percent of the mini- 
mum rate of basic pay payable for GS-15 of 
the General Schedule”; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B) by striking pay- 
able for level V of the Executive Schedule" 
and inserting which is 120 percent of the 
minimum rate of basic pay payable for GS- 
15 of the General Schedule". 

(c) FOREIGN ENTITIES BAN.—Section 207(f) 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking within 1 
year" and inserting within 2 years"; 

(2) by striking paragraph (2); and 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (2) and inserting in such paragraph be- 
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fore the period the following: , or a corpora- 
tion, partnership, or other nongovernment 
entity which is created or organized under 
the laws of a foreign country or which has its 
principal place of business outside the Unit- 
ed States“. 

(d) RESTRICTIONS ON VERY SENIOR PERSON- 
NEL.—Section 207(d)(1) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘within 
1 year" and inserting within 2 years“. 

(e) TRADE AND TREATY NEGOTIATION BAN.— 
Section 207(b)(1) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ſor a period of 
1 year" and inserting for a period of 10 
years". 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall be 
effective after January 1, 1995. 


BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 1676 


Mr. BROWN proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 1935, supra; as follows: 
At the end of the bill, add the following: 


The prohibition relating to contributions 
to the legal defense of a Member, officer, or 
employee of the Senate set forth in para- 
graph 1(c)(2)(D) of rule XXXV as amended by 
this Act shall apply to officers and employ- 
ees of the executive branch. 


HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 1677 


Mr. HELMS proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 1935, supra; as follows: 
At the appropriate place insert the follow- 


ing: 

"SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, Senators shall, from their per- 
sonal funds, reimburse the U.S. Treasury 
fifty cents for each and every use of an eleva- 
tor designated for the sole use of Senators in 
the Capitol building or Senate office build- 
ings." 


BUMPERS AMENDMENT NO. 1678 


Mr. BUMPERS proposed an amend- 
ment to the bill S. 1935, supra; as fol- 
lows: 


Strike line 8 on page 35 through line 9 on 
page 49 of the Committee substitute, and in- 
sert in lieu thereof the following: 


"any gift provided directly or indirectly by 
any person. 

"(b) For the purpose of this rule, the term 
‘gift’ means any gratuity, favor, discount, enter- 
tainment, hospitality, loan, forbearance, or 
other item having monetary value. The term in- 
cludes gifts of services, training, transportation, 
lodging, and meals, whether provided in kind, 
by purchase of a ticket, payment in advance, or 
reimbursement after the erpense has been in- 
curred. 

**(c)(1) The following items are gifts subject to 
the restrictions in subparagraph (a) 

“(A) a financial contribution or an erpendi- 
ture relating to a conference, retreat, or similar 
event for or on behalf of Members, officers, or 
employees; and 

"(B) a charitable contribution (as defined in 
section 170(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986) made in lieu of an honorarium. 

"(2) The following items are subject to the re- 
strictions in subparagraph (a)(1)— 

A) an item provided by a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent which is paid for, charged to, or re- 
imbursed by a client of such lobbyist or foreign 
agent; 

"(B) an item provided by a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent to an entity that is maintained or 
controlled by a Member, officer, or employee; 
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"(C) a charitable contribution made on the 
basis of a designation, recommendation, or other 
specification made to a lobbyist or a foreign 
agent by a Member, officer, or employee; and 

"(D) a contribution and other payment by a 
lobbyist or foreign agent to a legal erpense fund 
established for the benefit of a Member, officer, 
or employee. 

"(d) The following items are not gifts subject 
to the restrictions in subparagraph (a): 

Any item for which the Member, officer, 
or employee pays the market value. 

02) A contribution, as defined in the Federal 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) that 
is lawfully made under that Act. 

"(3) Anything provided under circumstances 
that clearly indicate, in accordance with para- 
graph 2(a), that it is provided for a nonbusiness 
purpose and is motivated by a family relation- 
ship or personal friendship and not by the posi- 
tion of the Member, officer, or employee. 

"(4) Items which are not used and which are 
promptly returned to the donor. 

"(5) A food or refreshment item of minimal 
value, such as a soft drink, coffee, or doughnut 
offered other than as part of a meal. 

"(6) Benefits resulting from the business or 
employment activities of the spouse of a Mem- 
ber, officer, or employee, if such benefits have 
not been offered or enhanced because of the of- 
ficial position of such Member, officer, or em- 
ployee. 

"(7) Pension and other benefits resulting from 
continued participation in an employee welfare 
and benefits plan maintained by a former em- 
ployer. 

"(8) Informational materials that are sent to 
the office of the Member, officer, or employee in 
the form of books, articles, periodicals, other 
written materials, audio tapes, videotapes, or 
other forms of communication. 

"(e) The restrictions in clauses (2) and (3) of 
subparagraph (a) shall not apply to the follow- 
ing: 

I) Meals, lodging, and other benefits— 

"(A) resulting from the outside business or 
employment activities of the Member, officer, or 
employee (or other outside activities that are not 
connected to the duties of the Member, officer, 
or employee as an officeholder), if such benefits 
have not been offered or enhanced because of 
the official position of the Member, officer, or 
employee; or 

"(B) customarily provided by a prospective 
employer in connection with bona fide employ- 
ment discussions. 

*(2) Awards or prizes which are given to com- 
petitors in contests or events open to the public, 
including random drawings. 

"(3) Honorary degrees and other bona fide 
awards presented. in recognition of public serv- 
ice and available to the general public (and as- 
sociated meals and entertainment provided ín 
the presentation of such degrees and awards). 

“(4) Donations of products from the State that 
the Member represents that are intended pri- 
marily for promotional purposes, such as dis- 
play or free distribution, and are of minimal 
value to any individual recipient. 

"(5) Meals and entertainment provided to a 
Member or an employee of a Member in the 
Member's home State, subject to reasonable limi- 
tations, to be established by the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 

"(6) Food and attendance provided at an 
event sponsored by a political organization de- 
scribed in section 527(e) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986. 

"(7) Training provided to a Member, officer, 
or employee, if such training is in the interest of 
the Senate. 

"(8) Bequests, inheritances, and other trans- 
fers at death. 

“(9) Any item, the receipt of which is author- 
ized by the Foreign Gifts and Declarations Act, 
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the Mutual Education and Cultural Exchange 
Act, or any other statute. 

“(10) Anything which is paid for by the Gov- 
ernment or secured by the Government under a 
Government contract. 

1 A gift of personal hospitality of an indi- 
vidual, as defined in section 109(14) of the Eth- 
ics in Government Act. 

12) Free attendance at an event permitted 
pursuant to paragraph 2(b). 

) Opportunities and benefits which are 

"(A) available to the public or to a class con- 
sisting of all Federal employees, whether or not 
restricted on the basis of geographic consider- 
ation; 

) offered to members of a group or class in 
which membership is unrelated to congressional 
employment; 

"(C) offered to members of an organization, 
such as an employees’ association or congres- 
sional credit union, in which membership is re- 
lated to congressional employment and similar 
opportunities are available to large segments of 
the public through organizations of similar size; 

D) offered to any group or class that is not 
defined in a manner that specifically discrimi- 
nates among Government employees on the basis 
of branch of Government or type of responsibil- 
ity, or on a basis that favors those of higher 
rank or rate of pay; 

"(E) in the form of loans from banks and 
other financial institutions on terms generally 
available to the public; or 

"(F) in the form of reduced membership or 
other fees for participation in organization ac- 
tivities offered to all Government employees by 
professional organizations if the only restric- 
tions on membership relate to professional quali- 


fications. 

2. (a) In determining if the giving of an 
item is motivated by a family relationship or 
personal friendship, at least the following fac- 
tors shall be considered: 

"(A) The history of the relationship between 
the individual giving the item and the individ- 
ual receiving the item, including whether or not 
items have previously been erchanged by such 
individuals. 

"(B) Whether the item was purchased by the 
individual who gave the item. 

"(C) Whether the individual who gave the 
item also at the same time gave the same or simi- 
lar item to other Members, officers, or employ- 


ees. 

"(2) The giving of an item shall not be consid- 
ered to be motivated by a family relationship or 
personal friendship if the family member or 
friend seeks— 

"(A) to deduct the value of such item as a 
business erpense on the family member's or 
friend's Federal income tar return; or 

"(B) reimbursement from— 

i) a lobbyist or foreign agent required to reg- 
ister under the Federal Regulation of Lobbying 
Act, the Foreign Agents Registration Act, or any 
successor statute; or 

ii) a client of a lobbyist or foreign agent de- 
scribed in division (i). 

"(b)(1) Except as prohibited by paragraph 
l(a)(1) a Member, officer, or employee may ac- 
cept an offer of free attendance at a widely at- 
tended convention, conference, symposium, 
forum, panel discussion, dinner, reception, or 
similar event, if— 

the Member, officer, or employee partici- 
pates in the event as a speaker or a panel par- 
ticipant, by presenting information related to 
Congress or matters before Congress, or by per- 
forming a ceremonial function appropriate to 
his or her official position; or 

) attendance of the event is appropriate to 
the performance of the official duties of the 
Member, officer, or employee. 

"(2) A Member, officer, or employee who at- 
tends an event described in clause (1) of this 
subparagraph may accept— 
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"(A) a sponsor's unsolicited offer of free at- 
tendance at the event for an accompanying 
spouse if others in attendance will generally be 
accompanied by spouses or if such attendance is 
appropriate to assist in the representation of the 
Senate; and 

) transportation and lodging in connection 
with the event if authorized in accordance with 
paragraph 3. 

"(3) Ercept as prohibited by paragraph 
l(a)(1), a Member, officer, or employee, or the 
spouse or dependent thereof, may accept a spon- 
sor's unsolicited offer of free attendance at a 
charity event in which the Member, officer, or 
employee is a participant. Reimbursement for 
transportation and lodging may not be accepted 
in connection with the event. 

) For purposes of this paragraph, the term 
'free attendance' may include waiver of all or 
part of a conference or other fee or the provision 
of food, refreshment, entertainment, and in- 
structional materials furnished to all attendees 
as an integral part of the event. The term does 
not include entertainment collateral to the event 
or meals taken other than in a group setting 
with all or substantially all other attendees. 

"(c) For the purpose of this rule 

"(1) The term 'client' means any person who 
employs or retains a lobbyist or a foreign agent 
to appear or work on such person's behalf. 

“(2) The term ‘market value’, when applied to 
a gift means the retail cost a person would incur 
to purchase the gift. The market value of a gift 
of a ticket entitling the holder to food, refresh- 
ments, or entertainment is the retail cost of simi- 
lar food, refreshments, or entertainment. 

“3. (a)(1) Except as prohibited by paragraph 
l(a)(1), a reimbursement (including payment in 
kind) to a Member, officer, or employee for nec- 
essary transportation, lodging and related ezr- 
penses for travel to a meeting, speaking engage- 
ment, factfinding trip or similar event in con- 
nection with the duties of the Member, officer, 
or employee as an officeholder shall be deemed 
to be a reimbursement to the Senate and not a 
gift prohibited by paragraph 1, if the Member, 
officer, or employee receives advance authoriza- 
tion to accept reimbursement and discloses the 
expenses reimbursed or to be reimbursed and the 
authorization through the Secretary of the Sen- 
ate as soon as practicable after the travel is 
completed. 

"(2) Events, the activities of which are sub- 
stantially recreational in nature, shall not be 
considered to be in connection with the duties of 
a Member, officer, or employee as an office- 
holder. 

) Each advance authorization to accept re- 
imbursement shall be signed by the appropriate 
Member or committee chairman and shall in- 
clude— 

"(1) the name of the Member, officer, or em- 
ployee; 

) the name of the person who will make the 
reimbursement; 

) the time, place, and purpose of the travel; 
and 

"(4) a determination that the travel is in con- 
nection with the duties of the Member, officer, 
or employee as an officeholder and would not 
create the appearance that the Member, officer, 
or employee is using public office for private 
gain. 

e) Each disclosure of expenses reimbursed or 
to be reimbursed shall be signed by the appro- 
priate Member or committee chairman and shall 
include— 

IJ) total transportation expenses reimbursed 
or to be reimbursed; 

2) total lodging expenses reimbursed or to be 
reimbursed; 

"(3) disclosure of any other expenses reim- 
bursed or to be reimbursed (with the erception 
of any items that may properly be accepted pur- 
suant to clauses (1) and (2)); and 
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„) a determination that all such expenses 
are necessary transportation, lodging, and relat- 
ed erpenses as defined in this paragraph. 

"(d) For the purposes of this paragraph, the 
term ‘necessary transportation, lodging, and re- 
lated erpenses'— 

"(1) includes reasonable erpenses that are 
necessary for travel for a period that may not 
exceed 3 days exclusive of traveltime within the 
United States or 7 days exclusive of traveltime 
outside of the United States unless approved in 
advance by the Ethics Committee; 

2) is limited to expenditures for transpor- 
tation, lodging, conference fees and. materials, 
and meals offered to all attendees as am integral 
part of the event, including reimbursement for 
necessary transportation, whether or not such 
transportation occurs within the periods de- 
scribed in clause (1); and 

"(3) does not include erpenditures for rec- 
reatíonal activities, or entertainment other than 
that provided to all attendees as an integral 
part of the event. 

“(e) The Secretary of the Senate shall 

"(1) make available to the public all advance 
authorizations and disclosures of reimbursement 
filed pursuant to subparagraph (a) as soon as 
possible after they are filed; and 

) publish an annual report summarizing 
(by Member, officer, or employee) travel ez- 
penses that are reimbursed pursuant to this 
paragraph and aggregate more than $250 from 
any one source. 

*4. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this rule, a Member, officer, or employee of 
the Senate may participate in a program, the 
principal objective of which is educational, 
sponsored by a foreign government or a foreign 
educational or charitable organization involving 
travel to a foreign country paid for by that for- 
eign government organization if such participa- 
tion is not in violation of any law and if the ap- 
propriate Member or committee chairman has 
determined that participation in such program 
is in the interests of the Senate and the United 
States. 

b) Any Member who accepts an invitation to 
participate in any such program shall notify the 
Secretary of the Senate in writing of his accept- 
ance. A Member shall also notify the Secretary 
in writing whenever he has permitted any offi- 
cer or employee whom he supervises (within the 
meaning of paragraph 11 of rule XXXVII) to 
participate in any such program. The Secretary 
shall place in the Congressional Record a list of 
all individuals participating; the supervisors of 
such individuals, where applicable; and the na- 
ture and itinerary of such program with partici- 
pation in a program permitted under subpara- 
graph (a) if such funds are not used for nec- 
essary food, lodging, transportation, and related 
erpenses of the Member, officer, or employee. 

5. The Committee on Rules and Administra- 
tion is authorized to adjust the $20 gift limit es- 
tablished in paragraph 1 on a periodic basis, to 
the extent necessary to adjust for inflation."’. 
SEC. 3. AMENDMENT TO THE HOUSE RULES. 

Clause 4 of Rule XLIII of the House of Rep- 
resentatives is amended to read as follows: 

“4. (a)(1) No Member, officer, or employee of 
the House of Representatives, or the spouse or 
dependent thereof, shall knowingly accept— 
"any gift provided directly or indirectly by any 
person." 


MURKOWSKI AMENDMENT NO. 1679 


Mr. MURKOWSKI proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 1935, supra; as 
follows: 

On page 38, after line 24, add the following: 

(E) A contribution, as defined in the Fed- 
eral Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et 
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seq.) that is made by a lobbyist, foreign 
agent, or Political Action Committee to a 
Member. 

On page 37, line 7, before the period insert 


"except as provided in subparagraph 
(c)(2)(E)". 

On page 50, between lines 16 and 17, add the 
following: 


“(v) A contribution, as defined in the Fed- 
eral Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et 
seq.) that is made by a lobbyist, foreign 
agent, or Political Action Committee to a 
Member. 

On page 50, line 23, before the period insert 
"except as provided in subparagraph 
(3)(B\(v)"". 


BURNS AMENDMENT NO. 1680 


Mr. BURNS proposed an amendment 
to amendment No. 1679 proposed by Mr. 
MURKOWSKI to the bill S. 1935, supra; as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place, add the follow- 


ing: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law the pay of Members of Congress shall be 
reduced by 15% effective immediately. 


MURKOWSKI AMENDMENT NO. 1681 

Mr. MURKOWSKI proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 1935, supra; as 
follows: 


On page 43, line 22, strike “not”. 
On page 57, line 11, strike not“. 


EXON (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1682 


Mr. EXON (for himself, Mr. DECON- 
CINI, Mr. KERRY, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. LAU- 
TENBERG, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. REID, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, and Mr. BRADLEY) pro- 
posed an amendment to the bill S. 1935, 
supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place add the following: 

It is the sense of the Senate that any Mem- 
ber who voted May 5, 1994, to amend S. 1935 
to reduce the pay of Members of the Senate 
by 15 percent should return to the U.S. 
Treasury the full amount of any pay that 
would not have been received had the amend- 
ment been enacted into law and that such 
Members should provide evidence to the pub- 
lic on an annual basis that they have done 
80. 


LEVIN AMENDMENT NO. 1683 


Mr. LEVIN proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 1935, supra; as follows: 

On page 36, line 13, after "client" insert 
"or firm”. 

On page 36, line 21, strike "and" and insert 
vor. 

On page 37, line 6, insert “Election” before 
Campaign“. 

(A) seeks to deduct the value of such item 
as a business expense on the individual's in- 
come tax return; or 

(B) accepts direct or indirect reimburse- 
ment or compensation for the item from a 
client or a firm of which the individual is a 
member or employee. 

*(3) For purposes of clause (2), indirect re- 
imbursement or compensation for an item 
includes an expenditure from an expense ac- 
count and a fee charged by a lobbyist for the 
purpose of compensating the lobbyist for the 
cost of the item. 

On page 42, line 21, after similar event" 
insert “provided by the sponsor of the 
event.“. 
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On page 44, line 4, strike to the event“ in- 
sert “to the event.“. 

On page 44, between lines 16 and 17, insert 
the following: 

*(d) When it is not practicable to return a 
tangible item because it is perishable, the 
item may, at the discretion of the recipient, 
be given to an appropriate charity, shared 
within the recipient's office, or destroyed.“ 

On page 37, lines 19 and 20, strike business 
or employment" and insert “business, em- 
ployment, or other outside“. 

On page 37, line 21, strike have not been 
offered" and all that follows through the end 
of the sentence and insert “are customarily 
provided to others in similar  cir- 
cumstances." 

On page 38, line 18, insert “and are cus- 
tomarily provided to others in similar cir- 
cumstances" before the semicolon. 

On page 41, between lines 15 and 16, insert 
the following: 

*(14) A plaque, trophy, or other memento 
of modest value. 

(15) An item for which, in an unusual 
case, a waiver is granted by the Select Com- 
mittee on Ethics. 

On page 42, line 6, beginning with “family 
member or friend” strike all through line 16, 
and insert the following: individual provid- 
ing the item— 

On page 45, lines 10 and 11, strike or com- 
mittee chairman" and insert '(or, in the 
case of an employee of a committee, the ap- 
propriate committee chairman)". 

On page 45, lines 24 and 25, strike or com- 
mittee chairman“ and insert (or. in the 
case of an employee of a committee, the ap- 
propriate committee chairman)". 

On page 46, lines 7 and 8, strike “clauses (1) 
and (2)" and insert "paragraphs 1 and 2". 

On page 47, lines 19 and 20, strike govern- 
ment organization“ and insert government 
or organization“. 

On page 48, line 8, before with participa- 
tion" insert a period and “No Member, offi- 
cer, or employee may accept funds in con- 
nection". 

On page 48, line 18, strike "Rule XLIII of" 
and insert rule XLIII of the Rules of“. 

On page 50, line 5, after client“ insert or 
firm". 

On page 50, line 13, strike and“ and insert 
"ort 

On page 50, line 22, insert Election“ be- 
fore Campaign“ 

On page 51, lines 10 and 11, strike business 
or employment“ and insert “business, em- 
ployment, or other outside“. 

On page 51, line 12, strike “have not been 
offered" and all that follows to line 14, and 
insert are customarily provided others in 
similar circumstances”, 

On page 52, line 7, insert "and are cus- 
tomarily provided to others in similar cir- 
cumstances" before the semicolon. 

On page 53, lines 4 and 5, strike Commit- 
tee on Rules and Administration" and insert 
"Committee on Standards of Official Con- 
duct”. 

On page 55, between lines 4 and 5 insert the 
following: 

„ A plaque, trophy, or other memento 
of modest value. 

“(N) An item for which, in an unusual case, 
& waiver is granted by the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct. 

On page 55, line 19, beginning with “family 
member or friend" strike all through page 
56, line 4, and insert the following: individ- 
ual providing the item— 

*(1) seeks to deduct the value of such item 
as a business expense on the individual's in- 
come tax return; or 
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"(ii) accepts direct or indirect reimburse- 
ment or compensation for the item from a 
client or a firm of which the individual is a 
member or employee. 

*(C) For purposes of clause (B), indirect re- 
imbursement or compensation for an item 
includes an expenditure from an expense ac- 
count and a fee charged by a lobbyist for the 
purpose of compensating the lobbyist for the 
cost of the item. 

On page 56, line 9, after similar event," 
insert provided by the sponsor of the 
event". 

On page 57, line 18, strike “to the event" 
and insert to the event.“. 

On page 58, between lines 6 and 7, insert 
the following new subparagraph: 

"(4) When it is not practical to return a 
tangible item because it is perishable, the 
item may, at the discretion of the recipient, 
be given to an appropriate charity, shared 
within the recipient's office, or destroyed. 

On page 59, lines 2 and 3, strike “or com- 
mittee chairman" and insert ‘‘(or, in the 
case of an employee of a committee, the ap- 
propriate committee chairman)". 

On page 59, lines 16 and 17, strike ‘‘or com- 
mittee chairman“ and insert (or., in the 
case of an employee of a committee, the ap- 
propriate committee chairman)". 

On page 59, line 25, strike (A) and (B)“ and 
insert (a) and (b)“. 

On page 60, lines 10 and 11, strike Ethics 
Committee" and insert ''Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct". 

On page 62, line 8, strike Committee on 
House Administration“ and insert Commit- 
tee on Standards of Official Conduct". 

On page 36, strike lines 1-8 and insert the 
following: 

(o) The restrictions in subparagraph (a) 
shall apply to any financial contribution or 
expenditure relating to a conference, retreat, 
or similar event for or on behalf of Members, 
officers, or employees.“ 

On page 36, line 20, strike employee: and“ 
and insert "employee (not including a mass 
mailing or other solicitation directed to a 
broad category of the general public);". 

On page 36, line 24, strike employee.“ and 
insert the following: employee; and 

„(E) a charitable contribution (as defined 
in section 170(c) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986) made by a lobbyist or a foreign 
agent in lieu of an honorarium." 

On page 49, strike lines 17-24 and insert the 
following: 

(oh) The restrictions in subparagraph (a) 
shall apply to any financial contribution or 
expenditure relating to conference, retreat, 
or similar event for or on behalf of Members, 
officers, or employees.” 

On page 50, line 12, strike employee: and" 
and insert "employee (not including a mass 
mailing or other solicitation directed to a 
broad category of the general public);". 

On page 50, line 16, strike employee.“ and 
insert the following: “employee; and 

"(E) a charitable contribution (as defined 
in section 170(c) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986) made by a lobbyist or a foreign 
agent in lieu of an honorarium.” 

On page 37, line 13, strike the period and 
insert the following: 

"(subject to prior approval by the Ethics 
Committee in the case of a gift to the Mem- 
ber, officer, or employee in excess of $250 
that is provided on the basis of personal 
friendship and disclosure under the Ethics in 
Government Act of a gift to a spouse or a 
Member in excess of $250 that is provided on 
the basis of personal friendship). 

On page 51, line 4, strike the period and in- 
sert the following: 
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“(subject to prior approval by the Commit- 
tee on Standards of Official Conduct in the 
case of a gift to a Member, officer, or em- 
ployee in excess of $250 that is provided on 
the basis of personal friendship and disclo- 
sure under the Ethics in Government Act of 
a gift to a spouse of a Member in excess of 
$250 that is provided on the basis of personal 
friendship). 

On page 63, strike line 11 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 5. REPEAL OF OBSOLETE PROVISIONS. 

Section 901 of the Ethics Reform Act of 
1989 (2 U.S.C. 31-2) is repealed. 

SEC. 6. PROHIBITION ON LOBBYISTS. 

No person registered as a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent under the Federal Regulation of 
Lobbying Act, the Foreign Agents Registra- 
tion Act, or any successor statute shall pro- 
vide a gift to any Member, officer, or em- 
ployee of the Senate or the House of Rep- 
resentatives, or a spouse or dependent of the 
Member, officer, or employee, if the lobbyist 
or foreign agent knows that the acceptance 
of the gift by the Member, officer, employee, 
spouse, or dependent would violate Rule 
XXXV of the Standing Rules of the Senate or 
clause 4 of Rule XLIII of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. 

SEC. 7. EXERCISE OF CONGRESSIONAL RULE- 
MAKING POWER. 


Except for sections 4, 5, and 6, this Act is 
enacted by Congress— 

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate and the House of Representa- 
tives, respectively, and accordingly, they 
shall be considered as part of the rules of 
each House, respectively, or of the House to 
which they specifically apply, and such rules 
shall supersede other rules only to the ex- 
tent that they are inconsistent therewith; 
and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu- 
tional right of either House to change such 
rules (insofar as they relate to that House) 
at any time and in the same manner and to 
the same extent as in the case of any other 
rule of that House. 

"SEC. 8. The Senate Committee on Rules 
and Administration, on behalf of the Senate, 
may accept gifts provided they do not in- 
volve any duty, burden, or condition, or are 
not made dependent upon some future per- 
formance by the United States. The Commit- 
tee on Rules and Administration is author- 
ized to promulgate regulations to carry out 
this section.“ 

SEC. 9. No provision of this bill shall be in- 
terpreted to limit a contribution or other 
payment to a legal expense fund established 
for the benefit of a Member, officer, or em- 
ployee by any person other than a lobbyist 
or a foreign agent. 

Sec. 10. The rules on acceptance of meals 
and entertainment provided to a Member or 
an employee of a Member in the Member's 
home State prior to the adoption of reason- 
able limitations by the appropriate Commit- 
tee shall be the rules in effect on the day be- 
fore the effective date of this bill. 

SEC. 11. EFFECTIVE DATE. 


FAIR HOUSING RIGHTS 
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1994 


SPECTER AMENDMENT NO. 1684 


Mr. COHEN (for Mr. SPECTER) pro- 
posed an amendment to the bill (S. 668) 
to amend title IX of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1968 to increase the penalties for 
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violating the fair housing provisions of 
the act, and for other purposes; as fol- 
lows: 

On page 3, strike lines 10 through 12 and in- 
sert the following: 

(3) any citizen or lawful resident because 
the citizen or lawful resident is, or has been, 
or in order to discourage the citizen or law- 
ful resident or any other citizen or lawful 
resident from lawfully aiding or encouraging 


NOTICES OF HEARINGS 


COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry will hold a hearing on the 
administration's crop insurance pro- 
posal. The hearing will be held on 
Wednesday, May 11, 1994, at 10 a.m. in 
SR-332. Administration witnesses will 
testify. 

For further information, please con- 
tact Mike Knipe at 224-5207. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for my col- 
leagues and the public that a hearing 
has been scheduled before the Commit- 
tee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re- 
ceive testimony on the science con- 
cerning global climate change. 'The 
hearing will take place on Tuesday, 
May 24, 1994 at 9:30 a.m., in Room SD- 
366 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build- 
ing, First and C Streets, NE., Washing- 
ton, DC. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the printed hearing record should 
send their comments to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, U.S. 
Senate, Washington, DC 20510, Atten- 
tion: Leslie Black Cordes. 

For further information, please con- 
tact Leslie Black Cordes of the com- 
mittee staff at (202) 224-9607. 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Armed Services be authorized to 
meet at 9:30 a.m., on Thursday, May 5, 
1994, in open and closed session, to con- 
sider the nomination of Jeffrey K. Har- 
ris to be Assistant Secretary of the Air 
Force for Space. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Finance be permitted to meet 
today, May 5, 1994 at 10:00 a.m., to hear 
testimony on the subject of end-of-life 
issues in health care reform. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to 
hold a business meeting during the ses- 
sion of the Senate on Thursday, May 5, 
1994. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Labor and Human Resources’ 
Subcommittee on Education, Art and 
the Humanities be authorized to meet 
for a hearing on ESEA reauthorization, 
during the session of the Senate on 
May 5, 1994, at 10:30 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Rules and Administration be au- 
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, May 5, 1994, at 
9:30 a.m., to hold a hearing to receive 
testimony on provisions in S. 1824, the 
“Legislative Reorganization Act of 
1994," for authorizing appropriations 
for certain congressional support agen- 
cies and for abolishing the joint com- 
mittees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs would like 
to request unanimous consent to hold a 
hearing on financing of VA health care 
reform. The hearing will be held on 
May 5, 1994, at 2:00 p.m. in room 418 of 
the Russell Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON COALITION DEFENSE AND 

REINFORCING FORCES 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Coalition Defense and 
Reinforcing Forces of the Committee 
on Armed Services be authorized to 
meet on Thursday, May 5, 1994, at 4:00 
p.m., in open session, to receive testi- 
mony on Department of Defense Tac- 
tical Aviation Modernization Programs 
in review of the Defense Authorization 
request for fiscal year 1995 and the fu- 
ture years defense program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Housing and Urban Af- 
fairs of the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, May 5, beginning 
at 10 a.m. to conduct a hearing on HUD 
management issues. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON NUCLEAR DETERRENCE, 

ARMS CONTROL AND DEFENSE 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Nuclear Deterrence, 
Arms Control and Defense Intelligence 
of the Committee on Armed Services 
be authorized to meet at 2:00 p.m. on 
Thursday, May 5, 1994, in open session, 
to receive testimony on Long-Range 
Bomber Programs and requirements in 
review of the defense authorization re- 
quest for fiscal year 1995 and the future 
years defense program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS, NATIONAL 

PARKS AND FORESTS 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Public Lands, National 
Parks and Forests of the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources be au- 
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate, 2:00 p.m., May 5, 1994 to re- 
ceive testimony on S. 471, to establish 
a new area study process for proposed 
additions to the National Parks Sys- 
tem, and for other purposes; and S. 528, 
to provide for the transfer of certain 
U.S. Forest Service lands located in 
Lincoln County, MT, to Lincoln Coun- 
ty in the State of Montana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


THE LEWIS AND CLARK RURAL 
WA'TER SYSTEM 


e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
Minnesota is known as the Land of 
10,000 Lakes. Water is one of the defin- 
ing characteristics of life in Minnesota. 
Few, if any, States place such a high 
value or depend so much on the quality 
of their water. 

It is for this reason that today I join 
my colleague, Senator PRESSLER, in in- 
troducing a bill to establish the Lewis 
and Clark Rural Water System, an in- 
novative project to provide a reliable 
supply of safe drinking water to com- 
munities in southwestern Minnesota, 
northwestern Iowa, and northeastern 
South Dakota. The introduction of this 
bill is particularly timely as we in the 
Senate work to resolve our differences 
in order to reauthorize legislation crit- 
ical to the safety of our Nation's drink- 
ing water, the Safe Drinking Water 
Act. 

Right now, the only available water 
in these areas is contaminated beyond 
the primary and secondary standards 
for drinking water. Fertilizers, pes- 
ticides, chemical and fuel spills seep 
into the ground water causing higher 
levels of nitrates. In addition, shallow 
aquifers often contain sulphates. And 
oftentimes, water restrictions must be 
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enforced, because the water supply is 
low. 

Studies show that the current law fa- 
vors large systems, where the cost of 
treating the water supply is distributed 
among a large population. This can re- 
duce the cost to just a few dollars per 
household per month. The Lewis and 
Clark Rural Water System will bring 
together 22 small rural water systems 
and communities, serving 180,050 indi- 
viduals with drinking water. By unify- 
ing the drinking water system serving 
this area, we can cost effectively pro- 
vide the clean and safe drinking water 
that the farms and communities of this 
region deserve. 

Support for this project has been 
widespread, with State and local com- 
mitment from all three participating 
States. It is now up to us to provide the 
finishing touch of Federal authoriza- 
tion. I am proud to be a part of this 
project, and urge my colleagues to join 
Senator PRESSLER and me in cospon- 
soring this worthwhile legislation.e 


TRIBUTE TO FREDERICK S. RICK“ 
SPENCER 


è Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize Mr. Frederick S. 
“Rick” Spencer of Mountain Home, on 
the occasion of his retirement from the 
board of directors of the National Orga- 
nization of Social Security Claimants' 
Representatives [NOSSCR]. 

Since receiving his Juris Doctorate 
from the University of Arkansas 
School of Law in 1974, Mr. Spencer has 
enjoyed an outstanding career as a solo 
practitioner in Mountain Home. 
“Rick” Spencer’s areas of emphasis in- 
clude personal injury, worker’s com- 
pensation, and social security disabil- 
ity claims. Among many other achieve- 
ments, he is the founder of the Arkan- 
sas Injured Worker’s Association and a 
1989 winner of the Arkansas Trial Law- 
yer’s Association’s President’s Award. 

In 1991, due to his extensive accom- 
plishments in assisting clients who 
were experiencing problems in securing 
their benefits through Social Security, 
Mr. Spender was chosen as president of 
the National Organization of Social Se- 
curity Claimants’ Representatives. He 
has served on this organization’s board 
of directors since 1992. 

On May 18, during NOSSCR’s 13th na- 
tional seminar for presentation of So- 
cial Security law, Mr. Spencer, along 
with NOSSCR’s 11 other past presi- 
dents, will be retired from the board of 
directors. I know this will be an espe- 
cially proud day for “Rick” Spencer, 
his wife, Coralee, and their daughter, 
Sarah. 

Mr. President, though he may be re- 
tired from NOSSCR, it is good to know 
that Mr. Spencer will be continuing his 
fine legal work in Arkansas. It is in- 
deed my pleasure to recognize an Ar- 
kansan who contributes so much to his 
profession, church, and community. I 
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know my colleagues join me in con- 
gratulating Frederick S. “Rick” Spen- 
cer, and wishing him every success for 
the future.e 


COURT SECRECY AND THE 
PUBLIC'S RIGHT TO KNOW 


* Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, late sum- 
mer Senator KOHL introduced a bill to 
address the problems of protective or- 
ders and secrecy agreements in Federal 
litigation. Today, I would like to add 
my name as a cosponsor of S. 1404, the 
Sunshine in Litigation Act of 1993. 

This bill addresses à simple yet seri- 
ous and frequent problem that affects 
much Federal litigation, especially 
products liability cases: Federal dis- 
trict courts routinely enter protective 
orders or approve settlements that pre- 
vent the publication of information 
that is relevant—and indeed often cru- 
cial—to the public health and safety. A 
brief example will suffice: In 1995. Dow 
Corning entered into a $1,000,000 settle- 
ment with a plaintiff in a case involv- 
ing the Dow Corning breast implants. 
Although the plaintiff's attorney un- 
covered evidence revealing that Dow 
had known of the health risks associ- 
ated with the implants as early as the 
1970's, this evidence did not come to 
light because of a protective order en- 
tered as part of the settlement. Thus, 
it was not until 1992 that the public, 
through an FDA investigation that 
independently uncovered the damaging 
evidence, discovered the potentially 
damaging effects of the implants. 

Courts enter protective orders or ap- 
prove secrecy agreements in settle- 
ments because all too often they regard 
litigation as nothing more than a pri- 
vate dispute mechanism. Similarly, in- 
jured plaintiffs often are not in the po- 
sition to protect the public's right to 
know because as victims of injuries, 
they are seeking compensation and are 
often willing to execute secrecy agree- 
ments as a condition of settlement. 

We must remember, however, that in 
many product liability cases, there is a 
third party with interests that need to 
be protected: the public. The public's 
right to know should—with rare excep- 
tions—inform our litigation system as 
much as the interests of private par- 
ties. Information that will help avoid 
numerous injuries and much hardship 
should not be sacrificed at the alter of 
a single lawsuit's resolution. 

Senator KOHL’s bill protects against 
this result, allowing a court to enter a 
protective order only after it has cer- 
tified that such an order will not re- 
strict the disclosure of information rel- 
evant to public safety, and prohibiting 
secrecy agreements as part of settle- 
ments. 

Doubtless, some fine tuning of this 
bill remains to be done. Because nearly 
any information can be said to be rel- 
evant to the protection of public health 
or safety," it is quite possible that 
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some redrafting might be necessary to 
address problems of overbreadth. These 
minor problems, however, should not 
overshadow the fact that S. 1404 ad- 
dresses a fundamental problem, and 
will have a salutary effect on the way 
lawsuits proceed through our Federal 
courts. 

By introducing this bill, Senator 
KOHL seeks to ensure that the entire 
range of interests affected by Federal 
litigation are considered before the 
public is deprived of its right to dis- 
cover information affecting the general 
welfare. Iam happy to join him in this 
effort.e 


S. 1963—INTERSTATE BANKING 


è Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I sup- 
port S. 1963 as an effort to improve the 
efficiency and stability of our banking 
system. It is vital, however, as we seek 
to accomplish that goal, that we also 
ensure that State regulatory interests 
and responsibilities are protected and 
maintained. 

Obviously, the benefits of interstate 
branching—allowing banks to follow 
their customers; promoting greater ef- 
ficiency in the banking system; per- 
mitting American banks to become 
stronger global competitors and per- 
mitting banks to diversify their asset 
portfolios—are important to both the 
banking community and to consumers. 

But it is equally important to con- 
sumers and our dual banking system 
that State regulatory interests and re- 
sponsibilities are protected. State- 
chartered banks have served their local 
communities well. States have sought 
to protect consumers through their 
regulatory processes and it is vital 
that these processes be safeguarded. 

Toward that end, I support the House 
version. This bill makes no distinction 
between national banks and State- 
chartered banks in interstate branch- 
ing. This would ensure that interstate 
branches would be subject to State law. 
With the best interests of Nebraska in 
mind, I will urge the conferees to ac- 
cede to the House version. 

It is also important that the period 
for States to consider interstate 
branching be extended to allow States 
sufficient time to fully examine the 
impact and determine if they should 
opt out or implement the legislation. 
States need time to address necessary 
changes in the areas of taxation, 
consumer protection and bank regula- 
tion. I support the Senate’s action to 
give States until June 1, 1997 to con- 
sider interstate branching. 

Mr. President, I hope that in con- 
ference, these changes will be adopted 
and included in the final version of the 
bill to make S. 1963 a better package to 
reform interstate banking.e 


THE CALIFORNIA DESERT BILL 
AND THE BRIGGS MINE 


* Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, on 
April 13 the Senate passed S. 21, the 
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California Desert Protection Act. I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
explain section 106 of the bill. 

In 1991, when the House Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs marked 
up H.R. 2929, a forerunner of S. 21, cer- 
tain wilderness areas in the southern 
Panamint Range that would have been 
designated by the bill were elimi- 
nated—Middle Park Canyon Wilder- 
ness—or reduced in size—Manly Peak, 
Surprise Canyon, and Slate Range Wil- 
derness Areas—in order to allow min- 
eral exploration and development on 
the affected lands. I agreed with this 
amendment, and I excluded the same 
lands from wilderness designation in S. 
21 when I introduced the California 
Desert Protection Act in January 1993. 
I am pleased the Senate Energy and 
Natural Resources Committee con- 
curred with this decision and these 
areas are not designated as wilderness 
in the bill reported by the committee 
and passed by the Senate. 

The principal beneficiary of this re- 
duction in wilderness designation is a 
proposed gold mine—the Briggs Mine— 
that is now in the final stages of per- 
mitting. The mine site is located in a 
cherry-stemmed intrusion in the ex- 
cluded lands. As the excluded lands are 
now BLM wilderness study areas in 
which all mineral activities are prohib- 
ited, the mine is confined to the cher- 
ry-stemmed area. S. 21 removes the ex- 
cluded lands from wilderness study 
area status and thereby will allow the 
Briggs Mine operators to mine the 
Briggs deposit more efficiently and to 
explore and possibly develop their larg- 
er claim block on the excluded lands. 
Other companies may also become ac- 
tive in exploring these excluded lands. 

In approving the California Desert 
bill in 1991, the House Committee rec- 
ognized, however, that if these ex- 
cluded lands are not developed for their 
minerals, a future Congress may want 
to consider again whether they should 
be designated as wilderness. To that 
end, the committee included a provi- 
sion to require the Secretary of Inte- 
rior to report to Congress in 10 years 
on the status of mineral exploration 
and development or mining activities 
in these areas and on their suitability 
for future designation as wilderness. I 
agreed with this provision and included 
it in S. 21 as section 106. 

The reporting requirement of section 
106 does not bind the Secretary or a fu- 
ture Congress to make any particular 
decision as to the subsequent manage- 
ment of the excluded lands after the 
submission of the report. However, sec- 
tion 106 clearly contemplates that the 
Secretary will manage the excluded 
lands prior to the reporting date so as 
to facilitate mineral exploration and 
development. The provision must not 
be read to require the Secretary to pro- 
tect the wilderness characteristics on 
those lands during the 10-year period as 
that would defeat the purpose of the 
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provision. Moreover, section 104 re- 
leases these excluded lands from the 
requirement of section 603(c) of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 pertaining to the manage- 
ment of wilderness study areas so that 
the management restrictions applica- 
ble to wilderness study areas no longer 
apply. It would be completely incon- 
sistent with my intent if these lands 
were to be managed as if they were 
still wilderness study areas between 
now and the submission of the report 
to Congress in 10 years. 

Since section 106 was not discussed 
during the Senate debate on S. 21, I 
have discussed it here to place on 
record the purpose and effect of the 
provision.e 


TRIBUTE TO PUBLIC SERVICE 
EXCELLENCE AWARD WINNERS 


* Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, as many 
of my colleagues know, the first week 
of May is designated as ‘‘Public Service 
Recognition Week." This is a time to 
step back and recognize superior per- 
formance at all levels of government. 
On Monday, the Public Employees 
Roundtable held its annual Breakfast 
Of Champions and presented its Public 
Service Excellence Awards. I wanted to 
take a moment to identify the winners 
for 1994. 

On Monday, the USDA Forest Service 
received the Federal-level excellence 
award for its volunteers program. At 
the county level, the Miami-Dade 
County Public Library was honored for 
its juvenile and adult literacy pro- 
grams. Miami-Dade County's perform- 
ance is especially impressive given the 
damage to the library system caused 
by Hurricane Andrew. 

The city-level recipient was the 
Philadelphia Police Department's 
'"Mini-Station'" concept. This unique 
project has effectively revitalized the 
idea of neighborhood policing in Phila- 
delphia. In the area of intergovern- 
mental work, the Specialized Technical 
Assistance Team, a partnership of the 
Department of the Interior, the Univer- 
sity of South Dakota Small Business 
Development Center, and the tribal 
governments was recognized for its 
success in developing small businesses 
on poverty-stricken Indian reserva- 
tions. 

Mr. President, my colleagues may 
note that I have not mentioned the 
State-level winner. I cannot help but 
think that I have saved the best for 
last. I am very proud that the Arkan- 
sas Department of Human Services, Di- 
vision of County Operations, was se- 
lected as the State-level recipient. The 
Division of County Operations has 
worked hard to eliminate geographic 
county lines as barriers to service. This 
effort to create an integrated, county- 
based service delivery network has so 
far been a great success. 

Mr. President, I invite my colleagues 
to take a closer look at these award 
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winners. They can provide all of us 

with ideas of how government can 

truly work effectively for the people of 
this Nation. Again, congratulations to 
the Public Service Award winners for 

1994. I would ask that the description 

of each award winner be included in the 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD after my state- 

ment. 

The descriptions follow: 

PUBLIC SERVICE EXCELLENCE AWARD 
WINNERS—1994 
FEDERAL—USDA FOREST SERVICE VOLUNTEERS 
PROGRAM 

When it comes to recruiting, training and 

making effective use of volunteers, the U.S. 

Department of Agriculture Forest Service is 

head and shoulders above the rest, For years, 

the Forest Service program has managed the 
talents and time of thousands of citizens 
whose efforts complement regular Forest 

Service staff in interpretive functions, visi- 

tor services and conservation efforts. In 1993 

alone, 101,737 volunteers contributed 2,369 

person-years of work valued at $37.7 million. 

Typical positions include campground hosts, 

information specialists, fire lookouts, and 

recreation, wildlife and fisheries assistants. 

Environmental and civic groups and re- 

source-related businesses spend many hours 

constructing and restoring campgrounds and 
picnic areas and trails, and fostering dia- 
logue between the Forest Service and the 
public by disseminating information on For- 
est Service programs. The Volunteer Na- 
tional Awards program recognizes volunteers 
each year—some volunteers have contributed 
up to 20 years of service working on long- 
range projects or on projects in several sites. 
Each year the number of volunteers has in- 
creased. Staff members are responsible for 
recruiting, training and administering the 
volunteers, ensuring rewarding experiences 
to volunteers, and constantly looking for 
new ways to improve services to the public. 

Touch America is a special component of the 

volunteer program aimed at youth ages 14- 

17, providing them with work experience and 

environmental awareness. Most importantly, 

the volunteer program advances a sense of 
public responsibility and ownership for the 

192 million acres of forest held in public 

trust. 

STATE—STATE OF ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF 
HUMAN SERVICES, DIVISION OF COUNTY OPER- 
ATIONS 
The Division of County Operations is the 

driving force behind an initiative to drop ge- 

ographic county lines as barriers to service. 

An integrated, county-based service delivery 

network provides customized services on a 

case-by-case basis, aiding many individuals 

whose needs do not fall into neatly defined 
categories. Human services divisions have 
been relocated to the same facility, enabling 
citizens to apply for any service in one spot. 

Every county has an on-site representative 

to assist clients with issues in any division. 

A team approach has been used to cross-edu- 

cate employees about services offered by 

other divisions, speed referrals and solve the 
problems of clients with multiple concerns 
more efficiently. A comprehensive outreach 
effort provides information and coordination 
with schools, the State Department of 

Health, community leaders and local media. 

Client choice over which facility to use cre- 

ates a consumer-driven system and provides 

an indication of which facilities need to be 
re-evaluated and improved. More than 90% of 
those responding to a recent customer satis- 
faction survey found the service providers to 
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be courteous, the service delivery timely, 
the facilities clean and private, and their 
questions well-answered. 'The Division is 
committed to a process of continuous im- 
provement through customer input, reevalu- 
ation and revision of services. Their state- 
wide services directory provides detailed in- 
formation on sources of services for the dis- 
abled, adult education, alcohol and drug 
treatment, clothing, day-care housing, food, 
financial assistance, farm assistance, medi- 
cal help, emergency services, transportation, 
services for the elderly, legal services, day 
care, and career counseling, among others. 
COUNTY—MIAMI-DADE COUNTY (FLORIDA) PUBLIC 
LIBRARY PROJECTS JUMP START AND L.E.A.D. 
(LITERACY TO EVERY ADULT IN DADE) 


In Dade County, there are thousands of 
households where books, magazines, and 
even a daily newspaper are entirely absent. 
How will the children in these households 
learn to read? The aim of Jump Start was to 
provide a daily reading experience to at risk 
students in 275 targeted Head Start and Title 
XX day care facilities. The library assembled 
books, flannelboard stories, puppets, 
fingerplays, songs and music cassettes, into 
one ready-to-check-out kit. To date, 205 kits 
are circulating among 100 day care centers 
and another 200 kits are being readied for an- 
other 100 centers. Library personnel have 
trained 781 care givers in using the kits. In 
less than one year, more than 8,000 children 
have attended the 3,000 storytimes. Detailed 
evaluation forms contained in each kit indi- 
cate the program is working to increase the 
children's attention span and vocabulary. 

The LEAD program is working to combat 
the other half of the equation—adult illit- 
eracy. More than 250,000 adults in the county 
are English illiterate, and with a burgeoning 
immigrant population this number will sure- 
ly increase. The project started with grant 
money but now funded by the county, trains 
volunteers in literacy instruction and then 
matches tutors one-to-one with adults who 
have requested help in learning to read well 
enough to function in the community. Stu- 
dents are given instruction until they can 
read at a 5th grade level, helping many to 
begin working toward a high school equiva- 
lency degree. Staff provide materials, train 
volunteers on computers with literacy soft- 
ware and assist tutors in tackling specific 
reading problems. 

Both programs have been specially chal- 
lenged in dealing with the aftermath of Hur- 
ricane Andrew which destroyed four branch 
libraries and caused millions of dollars in 
damage to library property and collections. 


CITY—CITY OF PHILADELPHIA POLICE 
DEPARTMENT'S MINI-STATION CONCEPT 


Philadelphia's 32 mini-stations are the 
backbone of the city's policing concept. Cre- 
ated in response to citizen demand, they are 
as unique and diverse as the communities 
they serve, including two which are mobile. 
Rental space, utilities and furnishings are all 
donated by businesses or communities. Each 
Station is staffed by at least two officers, 
who work with a minimum of supervision. 
Their goal is to provide increased police 
presence, create partnerships with commu- 
nity residents, provide better service to re- 
mote areas through more immediate respon- 
Siveness, offer referral information on city 
services, and more individually respond to 
the needs of the neighborhood. Each day, 
mini-stations are improving the quality of 
life of the citizens, sometimes by arrest, but 
also by tutoring a child after school, pulling 
strings to get a drug addict into rehab, orga- 
nizing a baseball team or helping the hope- 
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less find jobs. Citizens have greater access to 
police to discuss complaints and concerns or 
seek assistance. Mini-station officers have 
initiated feeding programs for children and 
seniors, created a T-shirt factory to provide 
employment opportunities, established a 
"tot lot," hosted English as a second lan- 
guage classes for Cambodian residents, and 
formed student mediation sessions in a ra- 
cially-tense high school. The results speak 
for themselves—a decline in calls to 911, a 
90% reduction in purse-snatchings near one 
food store, the shutdown of 13 drug houses 
thanks to information provided by the com- 
munity, a reduction in racial incidents be- 
tween Black and Asian youths, and an over- 
all 76% reduction of crime in one business 
district. 


INTERGOVERNMENTAL—SPECIALIZED TECHNICAL 
ASSISTANCE TEAM 


Six hundred twenty-six jobs created or sus- 
tained on poverty-stricken Indian reserva- 
tions; more than $2.4 million in loans and 
grants received by Indian owned businesses 
on these same reservations; the burden of 
debt on tribal governments lessened by $21 
million—these are a few of the success sto- 
ries of the Specialized Technical Assistance 
Team. This 8-year-old partnership of the De- 
partment of Interior, university of South Da- 
kota Small Business Development Center, 
and the tribal governments is comprised of 
11 specialists who work to help make eco- 
nomic development and independence a re- 
ality among native Americans. STAT efforts 
have affected the lives of more than 60,000 
Native Americans residing on 25 reservations 
in 11 states. Through helping tribal members 
start their own businesses and gain financial 
stability, tribal members gain enhanced self- 
respect and tribes become more independent 
of federal funds for their livelihood. The 
Team must often seek multi-faceted, cre- 
ative approaches. As an example, developing 
tourism on the Pine Ridge Reservation re- 
quired the Team’s help not only to prepare a 
brochure to attract U.S. and foreign visitors, 
but also to improve the roads. The tribe 
needed heavy equipment to move gravel for 
road repairs but didn't have the funds to pay 
for the necessary equipment. Within four 
weeks, the Team located the equipment and 
the tribe procured it at no cost. Nationally, 
only 20% of all small businesses succeed; 
businesses assisted by STAT have a 70% sur- 
vival rate. The Department of Interior 
grants team members only an hour a day in 
official work time to work on these 
projects—team members provide an extraor- 
dinary amount of their personal time, finan- 
cial resources, and dedication to making this 
program a resounding success.e 


—— 


THE CONSTITUTION OF POLAND 


* Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, today is 
the 203d anniversary of the signing of 
the original Polish Constitution. Rati- 
fied in 1791, the Polish Constitution 
was the first liberal charter of its kind 
on the European continent and is based 
on the Constitution of the United 
States. Because of the close relation- 
ship between Poland, the United 
States, and their respective Constitu- 
tions, I want to use this opportunity to 
praise Poland and its people for their 
commitment to democracy and the 
rule of law. 

Like the American Constitution, the 
original Polish Constitution stressed 
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the rights of the individual over those 
of the State. It secures individual free- 
dom for Polish citizens while at the 
same time ensuring religious tolerance 
and the principle of majority rule. 
Against like its American counterpart, 
the Polish Constitution created three 
independent and equal pillars of gov- 
ernment: legislative, judicial, and exec- 
utive branches. 

Unfortunately, the Poland's demo- 
cratic development was interrupted by 
foreign domination for all of the 19th 
century and most of the 20th century. 

During a time of instability through- 
out many parts of the world, Poland 
has provided an example for countries 
which are trying to make tough policy 
decisions to change command econo- 
mies into a free market economies. Po- 
land has shown that free enterprise can 
increase living standards faster than 
government subsidies. While the own- 
ership of durable goods in Poland has 
dramatically increased since the mid 
1980's, Poland's public debate as a pro- 
portion of its GDP is lower than in 
some European Union [EU] countries. 
In addition, Poland's budget deficit is 
lower than the EU average. Clearly, 
Poland has proven to other developing 
countries that a flourishing free mar- 
ket economy can be achieved peace- 
fully without suppressing democracy 
and the rule of law. 

Today I met with a delegation of Pol- 
ish officials to discuss their efforts on 
civil rights legislation. It is truly in- 
spiring to see Poland making strides on 
matters such as civil rights and the en- 
vironment at the same time it is going 
through the painful process of restruc- 
turing its economy.e 


INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
EDUCATION DAY 


è Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, 
today, students from Mexico and my 
State of Texas are holding ceremonies 
and a tree planting on the Texas/Mexi- 
can border to signify the importance of 
environmental awareness and the need 
for environmental education in our 
classrooms. 

This event, sponsored by the Amer- 
ican Forest Foundation’s award-win- 
ning environmental education curricu- 
lum, Project Learning Tree, is but one 
of three national activities being held 
today to promote international envi- 
ronmental cooperation between our 
North American countries. Similar 
ceremonies will be held simultaneously 
on the North Dakota/Canadian border 
and here in Washington at Memorial 
Park on the Capitol Mall. Students 
from all 50 States have participated by 
preparing environmental exchange 
boxes which will feature representative 
items of their State. These boxes have 
been sent to all three event sites, and 
permanent exhibits will be created in 
Texas and North Dakota to commemo- 
rate May 5 as International Environ- 
mental Education Day. 
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Mr. President, I want to commend 
the youth of our country, Mexico, and 
Canada for joining together in a posi- 
tive and creative way to call attention 
to the need for environmental edu- 
cation programs in our schools. Project 
Learning Tree reaches over 20 million 
students worldwide. The new revised 
PLT curriculum guide offers nearly 100 
activities that can be utilized in pre-K 
through senior high schools. PLT 
teaches students critical thinking 
skills and how to think about their en- 
vironment, not what to think about 
their environment. 

I congratulate all of our students, 
parents, and teachers for participating 
in these nationwide events.e 


TRIBUTE TO AMERICAN SMALL 
BUSINESSES 


e Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I rise today to pay tribute to the 
Nation's small businesses during the 
1994 Small Business Week. The accom- 
plishments of this Nation's small busi- 
ness owners are significant. Small busi- 
ness is an important economic engine. 
It is instrumental to the economic 
growth and vitality of this country. 

According to the President's recent 
report on small business, for example, 
the impact of the recession would have 
been much worse without the approxi- 
mately 180,000 jobs created in indus- 
tries dominated by small businesses. 
These businesses create jobs and fuel 
the economy by providing products and 
services that large companies can not 
or will not provide. 

As a member of the Banking Com- 
mittee and Small Business Committee, 
I am working on ways to help small 
businesses, including minority and 
women-owned businesses, get the cap- 
ital they need. According to the U.S. 
Commission on Minority Business De- 
velopment, limited access to capital is 
one of the most formidable stumbling 
blocks to minority business develop- 
ment. 

The ever-growing demand for the 
Small Business Administration's 7(a) 
Guaranteed Loan Program, which 
guarantees loans of small businesses so 
that banks will make loans, is proof of 
this need for capital. From 1992 to 1993, 
applications to the 7(a) Guarantee 
Loan Program jumped 37 percent. 

I supported legislation that reduced 
the cost of making these SBA guaran- 
teed loans, resulting in an estimated 
guarantee loan authority of almost $7 
billion for fiscal year 1994. I am also a 
cosponsor of S. 1275, the community de- 
velopment banking bill, which changes 
Securities laws to improve access to 
capital markets for small businesses. 
The bill also creates a secondary mar- 
ket in small business loans and reduces 
bank regulatory burdens to enhance 
the ability of our banks to make loans 
to small businesses. I also have urged 
administration officials to administra- 
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tively eliminate banking regulations 
that inhibit small business lending. 

In addition to these capital access 
initiatives, the SBA has created a pro- 
gram that helps high risk, startup 
companies obtain venture capital. Both 
the Small Business Investment Com- 
pany Program and the Specialized 
Small Business Investment Company 
Program, targeted at minority compa- 
nies, have been restructured and fund- 
ed at a higher level. For women-owned 
businesses, the SBA has established a 
pilot program to expedite SBA guaran- 
teed loans to qualified women-owned 
businesses. Chicago boasts the first 
fully running office to process these 
guaranteed loan applications. 

These initiatives will help small 
businesses acquire the capital they 
need for startups and expansions. It 
takes money to make money, and 
small businesses have the hardest time 
accessing startup money. If we can 
help small businesses obtain the cap- 
ital they need, they can get on with 
the job of creating jobs for this econ- 


omy. 

Small businesses, because of their 
size, are more innovative, more cre- 
ative and more able to respond to 
changing market trends. It is this abil- 
ity to respond to change that allowed 
small businesses to make contributions 
to the economy during the recession 
while large companies were downsizing. 
I believe this flexibility also equips 
them to succeed in foreign markets. 
However, small businesses can not do it 
alone. 

The four pilot one-stop trade shops, 
including one in Illinois, will provide 
small businesses with information 
about U.S. export promotion programs, 
export financing, technical advice, and 
basically how to sell in foreign mar- 
kets. These one-stop shops will com- 
bine the export promotion programs 
from Federal agencies, such as the 
Commerce Department, Small Business 
Administration, Eximbank, and Agri- 
culture Department in one location, 
making it easier for American busi- 
nesses, especially small businesses, to 
get information and assistance in ex- 
porting their products. 

As our economy becomes more inter- 
twined with those of other countries, 
American companies will need to ex- 
port in order to succeed. Previously, 
much of the international attention 
was centered on large companies. We 
now need to focus on the exporting suc- 
cess, and potential, of American small 
businesses. There are almost 20 million 
small businesses in this country. Pilot 
programs such as the one-stop trade 
shops will help American small busi- 
ness find the technical assistance, ex- 
port financing, and insurance they 
need to penetrate and succeed in over- 
seas markets. Making money in foreign 
markets means creating jobs here at 
home. 

The Wahl Clipper Corp., located in 
Sterling, IL., exemplifies a small busi- 
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ness that has turned domestic success 
into international sales. The firm de- 
velops and markets a line of profes- 
sional salon hair dryers, shear sharpen- 
ers, shears, curling brushes, combs, and 
attachments for hair clippers. The suc- 
cess of Wahl Clipper Corp’s products in 
the United States enabled the firm to 
market them internationally through 
distributors familiar with local regula- 
tions, customs, and languages. Ini- 
tially, Wahl Clipper adapted some 
products developed for the U.S. market 
to sell abroad. As their exports grew, 
the firm began designing products, like 
its Euro-flex cord and cordless re- 
chargeable shavers, for worldwide use. 

In an era when the United States is 
running a gigantic trade deficit, Wahl 
Clipper is doing business in over 70 
countries. Its sales and employment 
continue to rise significantly each 
year. In addition, the Wahl Corp. works 
to assist other American businesses in 
entering the international market. 

Wahl Clipper Corp. illustrates the 
role that U.S. small businesses will 
play in the emerging global economy. 
Not surprisingly, John F. Wahl, presi- 
dent and CEO of the Wahl Clipper 
Corp., was recognized as the 1990 Illi- 
nois Exporter of the Year. 

The Wahl Clipper Corp. is far from 
the only Illinois company tapping into 
an international market. The Kee-Per 
Bag Co. of Elk Grove Village, IL, 
owned and operated by Eleanor Work- 
man, manufactures insulated bags that 
are used to keep prepared foods, such 
as pizza, hot during delivery. The prod- 
ucts are used by restaurants, pizzerias, 
caterers, and schools. The company of- 
fers a variety of styles and will prepare 
custom-made items. 

Ms. Workman began exporting Kee- 
Per Bags in 1991 by contacting the 
international trade center [ITC] at the 
College of Dupage's small business de- 
velopment center. The ITC, which 
works with the small business adminis- 
tration to provide counseling and tech- 
nical advice to Illinois small busi- 
nesses, assisted Ms. Workman in pre- 
paring an international marketing plan 
for Kee-Per Bags. The Kee-Per Bag Co. 
implemented the marketing plan and 
international sales now account for 
over 15 percent of its total business. 
The company exports to many coun- 
tries, including Britain, Belgium, 
France, Sweden, and the West Indies. 

Another Elk Grove Village company, 
Mickey Hamano’s Electro-Wire, Inc., 
has generated jobs by entering the 
international market. Mr. Hamano 
began selling electrical wire and cable 
from his car in 1978. Soon, he was able 
to rent garage space and stock a small 
inventory. 

After being rejected for financing 
from several banks, he obtained a loan 
from the Small Business Administra- 
tion. Since then, Mr. Hamano has be- 
come a supplier for major American 
companies such as AT&T and IBM. In 
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1992 alone, the firm created 20 full time 
jobs. In addition, its total sales for 1993 
more than doubled the 1992 sales of $8 
million. Much of Electro-Wire's phe- 
nomenal growth in sales and profit- 
ability are attributed to its success in 
the international market. Mr. Hamano 
views that SBA loan as the catalyst for 
Electro-Wire's great success. 


I would also like to take this oppor- 
tunity to pay tribute to all the women 
and men whose small businesses con- 
tribute so significantly to the economy 
of Illinois and our country. Specifi- 
cally, I would like to congratulate Ms. 
Rachel Hubka, president of Rachel's 
Bus Co., on her designation as the 1994 
Illinois Small Businessperson of the 
Year. 


In 1978, Ms. Hubka left her job as a 
telemarketer to start working at a Chi- 
cago-area school bus company. Within 
18 months, her hard work earned her a 
promotion to general manager. Yet, 
she didn't stop there; in 1987 she start- 
ed her own company. Her belief in à 
child's right to clean, safe transpor- 
tation and a determination to provide 
jobs, training, and incentives for un- 
skilled individuals inspired her to start 
Rachel’s Bus Co. She spent 18 months 
securing financing, insurance, and bid 
qualification. She then was awarded 90 
bus routes by the Chicago Board of 
Education. The company now serves 
125 routes and has expanded into char- 
ter service. 


Ms. Hubka has high expectations for 
her employees, and encourages their 
professional development by offering 
opportunities for continuing education, 
promoting from within, and publicly 
rewarding good work. A team safety 
program and raffle each week result in 
safer driving and high morale. Perfect 
attendance and driving records trans- 
late into bonuses. In addition, Ms. 
Hubka regularly offers her company's 
resources to schools and community 
groups. She supports the Special Olym- 
pics, the Shriners’ circus, after-school 
and gifted-child Programs, and a school 
bus poster contest. She is also active in 
the National Association of Women 
Business Owners. 


Rachel Hubka personifies the Amer- 
ican dream. She grew up in Arkansas 
as one of 13 children. She learned the 
realities of poverty and the benefits of 
hard work early in her life. As her ac- 
complishments indicate, Rachel Hubka 
is living proof that it is still possible to 
achieve in America. 


This is a prime example of the vital- 
ity that exists in our small business 
community. Small business owners 
have the determination, creativity, 
flexibility, and ability to run success- 
ful companies. The key to economic 
growth is finding new and innovative 
ways to run businesses that create 
jobs. No one does it better than Amer- 
ican small businesses.e 
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REVEREND SCHUPP’S VIGIL HON- 
ORS SOUTH AFRICAN ELECTIONS 


* Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I would like to take a moment to 
take note of the heroic actions of the 
Reverend Ronald Schupp who held vigil 
and fasted in front of the South Afri- 
can Consulate in Chicago to mark the 
elections in South Africa. He started 
fasting on the evening of April 26th and 
ended up extending his fast through 
the 28th, when the South African Gov- 
ernment extended the elections for an 
additional day. 

Ronald Schupp is a well-respected 
civil rights leader in Chicago. He leads 
the Chicago Free South Africa Move- 
ment and his actions have gained the 
support of such civil rights leaders as 
Nelson Mandela, the Bishop Desmond 
Tutu, and Coretta Scott King. He is 
also the associate chaplin of the Clara 
House Shelter and the People's Com- 
pany for Jobs, Housing, and Food. He 
has already helped find housing for 
over 600 people in the Chicago area. 

Reverend Schupp has long been ac- 
tive in exposing the evils of apartheid 
in South Africa. He has also held vigils 
in front of the consulate to mark Mar- 
tin Luther King Day and to protest 
apartheid. His latest vigil was very dif- 
ferent, however, since it enabled him to 
celebrate the first election in South 
Africa's history open to all South Afri- 
cans. He was able to stand in symbolic 
comradeship with the newly enfran- 
chised South African people, who lined 
up for miles to cast their first ballots. 

We all rejoice as President-Elect 
Mandela makes his first speeches as 
the elected leader of the entire people 
of South Africa. The cheers for Nelson 
Mandela are heard around the world. 
However, I would also like to take note 
of the people right here in the United 
States, who also reminded us, day after 
day, of the evils of apartheid and the 
importance of working to rid the world 
of the inequality and cruelty it stood 
for, people like the Reverend Ron 
Schupp. Some might say that Reverend 
Schupp’s goal has been achieved, and 
there is no doubt that the South Afri- 
can elections represent a great mile- 
stone. However, as long as there is in- 
equality in the world, I am sure that 
Ron Schupp will remain active, and we 
will always need people like him.e 


SEO 


FAIR HOUSING RIGHTS 
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1993 


Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now proceed to the immediate consid- 
eration of Calendar No. 210, S. 668, the 
Fair Housing Rights Amendments Act 
of 1993. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 668) to amend title IX of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1968 to increase the penalties 
for violating the fair housing provisions of 
the Act, and for other purposes. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider- 
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1684 

(Purpose: To clarify protections for lawful 

residents) 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, on behalf 
of Senator SPECTER, I send to the desk 
an amendment, and I ask for its imme- 
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. COHEN] for 
Mr. SPECTER proposes an amendment num- 
bered 1684. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 3, strike lines 10 through 12 and in- 
sert the following: 

(3) any citizen or lawful resident because 
the citizen or lawful resident is, or has been, 
or in order to discourage the citizen or law- 
ful resident or any other citizen or lawful 
resident from lawfully aiding or encourag- 
ing. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that the Senate is passing S. 
668, as I believe this is an important 
bill that will strengthen the enforce- 
ment of our fair housing laws. The leg- 
islation, drafted at the behest of the 
Civil Rights Division of the Depart- 
ment of Justice, enjoys the support of 
a bipartisan group of cosponsors. The 
bill will close a gap in the coverage of 
the criminal provisions of the Fair 
Housing Act, title IX of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1968, prohibiting criminal 
intimidation or interference with the 
exercise of fair housing rights. 

A similar bill was passed by the Sen- 
ate by unanimous consent near the 
close of the second session of the 102d 
Congress, but the House failed to act 
on the bill. I certainly hope that with 
the time remaining in this Congress, 
we can see this bill enacted this year. 

Current law proscribes the use of in- 
timidation, force, or threat of force to 
willfully injure, intimidate, or inter- 
fere with a person’s exercise of rights 
secured by Federal fair housing laws. 
Unless acting as part of a conspiracy, a 
person who violates this provision may 
not be prosecuted for a felony under 
Federal law unless death or injury re- 
sults. While such acts currently violate 
Federal law, they are only misdemean- 
ors. Crimes of violent intimidation like 
firebombings should be punished as 
felonies—whether or not someone is 
killed or injured—for the deterrent 
value of the increased sentence. 

Closing this gap in felony coverage 
under the current Fair Housing Act is 
all that this narrow legislation is de- 
signed to accomplish. The bill makes it 
a felony for an individual acting alone 
to use force, or the threat of force to 
intimidate or interfere with the exer- 
cise of rights guaranteed by the Fair 
Housing Act if the defendant’s action 
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results in property damage exceeding 
$100 or if the defendant uses or carries 
a firearm in the commission of the of- 
fense. If these conditions are not satis- 
fied, then the violation remains a mis- 
demeanor. The bill creates no new Fed- 
eral crime; it merely makes an act that 
is currently a misdemeanor subject to 
the more stringent penalties for com- 
mission of a felony. 

In addition, the legislation conforms 
the penalties available for criminal in- 
timidation under the fair housing laws 
to those mandated by section 3571(b) of 
title 18 of the United States Code. 
Thus, the bill works no change in cur- 
rently applicable fines and jail sen- 
tences, except to the extent that the 
bill establishes a sentence of up to 5 
years for the new substantive violation 
established in the legislation. 

The bill we are adopting contains one 
amendment worked out with Senator 
METZENBAUM. When the Fair Housing 
Act was adopted in 1968, it prohibited 
intimidation not just of persons seek- 
ing to exercise their fair housing rights 
but also people who were aiding or en- 
couraging persons to exercise these 
rights. The law, however, only pro- 
tected persons who were aiding or en- 
couraging others if they were citizens 
of the United States. The rationale for 
protecting only citizens was that it 
was a responsibility peculiarly associ- 
ated with citizenship to undertake to 
aid or encourage others in the exercise 
of their rights. The amendment to this 
bill that has been accepted would ex- 
tend the protection offered by the fair 
housing laws to those who aid or en- 
courage others in the exercise of their 
fair housing rights if they are U.S. citi- 
zens or lawful residents of this coun- 
try. I want to point out that all per- 
sons enjoy the protection of this law 
against violent intimidation in the ex- 
ercise of their fair housing rights. Per- 
sons in this country illegally, however, 
will not be protected from acts of in- 
timidation when they aid or encourage 
others to exercise their fair housing 
rights. Aliens lawfully in this country 
will gain protection when they aid or 
encourage others in the exercise of 
their fair housing rights under this bill 
as adopted. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment (No. 1684) was agreed 
to. 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
further amendments to be proposed? 

If not, without objection, the bill is 
deemed read the third time and passed. 

So the bill (S. 668), as amended, was 
deemed read the third time and passed, 
as follows: 
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S. 668 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Fair Hous- 
ing Rights Amendments Act of 1994”. 

SEC. 2. PENALTIES FOR ACTS OF VIOLENCE OR 
INTIMIDATION. 

Section 901 of the Act entitled An Act to 
prescribe penalties for certain acts of vio- 
lence or intimidation, and for other pur- 
poses", approved April 11, 1968 (known as the 
*Civil Rights Act of 1968'; Public Law 90-284; 
42 U.S.C. 3631), is amended to read as follows: 
*SEC. 901. PREVENTION OF INTIMIDATION IN 

FAIR HOUSING CASES. 

„(a) UNLAWFUL ACTS.—It shall be unlawful 
to use force or threat of force, whether or 
not acting under color of law, to willfully in- 
jure, intimidate, or interfere with, or at- 
tempt to injure, intimidate, or interfere 
with— 

“(1) any person because of the race, color, 
religion, sex, handicap familial status, or na- 
tional origin of the person and because the 
person is or has been selling, purchasing, 
renting, financing, occupying, or contracting 
or negotiating for the sale, purchase, rental, 
financing, or occupation of any dwelling, or 
applying for or participating in any service, 
organization, or facility relating to the busi- 
ness of selling or renting dwellings; or 

*(2) any person because the person is, or 
has been, or in order to intimidate the per- 
Son or any other person or any class of per- 
sons from— 

() participating, without discrimination 
on account of race, color, religion, sex, hand- 
icap, familial status, or national origin, in 
any of the activities, services, organizations, 
or facilities described in paragraph (1) of this 
section; or 

(B) affording another person or class of 
persons opportunity or protection so to par- 
ticipate; or 

*(3) any citizen or lawful resident because 
the citizen or lawful resident is, or has been, 
or in order to discourage the citizen or law- 
ful resident or any other citizen or lawful 
resident from lawfully aiding or encouraging 
other persons to participate, without dis- 
crimination on account of race, color, reli- 
gion, sex, handicap, familial status, or na- 
tional origin, in any of the activities, serv- 
ices, organizations, or facilities described in 
paragraph (1), or participating lawfully in 
Speech or peaceful assembly opposing any de- 
nial of the opportunity so to participate. 

(b) PENALTIES.—Whoever commits an act 
described in subsection (a) 

„(I) shall be fined not more than $100,000, 
or imprisoned not more than 1 year, or both; 

*(2) that results in bodily injury shall be 
fined not more than $250,000, or imprisoned 
not more than 10 years, or both; 

(3) that results in death shall be subject 
to imprisonment for any term of years or for 
life; and > 

“(4) that results in property damage ex- 
ceeding the sum of $100 or uses or attempts 
to use fire in committing the act, or uses or 
carries a firearm while committing the act, 
shall be fined not more than $250,000, or im- 
prisoned not more than 5 years, or both. 

*(c) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section: 

*(1) FAMILIAL STATUS.—The term ‘familial 
status’ has the meaning given the term in 
section 802. 

(2) FIREARM.—The term ‘firearm’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 921(a)(3) 
of title 18, United States Code. 

(3) HANDICAP.—The term ‘handicap’ has 
the meaning given the term in section 802. 
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*(4) BODILY INJURY.—The term ‘bodily in- 
jury’ has the meaning given the term in sec- 
tion 1515(a)(5) of title 18, United States 
Code.“. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. COHEN. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 


ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, MAY 6, 1994 


Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the majority leader, I ask unani- 
mous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand 
in recess until 10 a.m., Friday, May 6; 
that following the prayer, the Journal 
of proceedings be deemed approved to 
date and the time for the two leaders 
reserved for their use later in the day; 
and that at 10 a.m., the Senate resume 
consideration of S. 1935. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


RECESS UNTIL 10 A.M., FRIDAY, 
MAY 6, 1994 


Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate today, and if no other Senator 
is seeking recognition, I now ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate stand in 
recess, as previously ordered. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 12:45 a.m., recessed until Friday, 
May 6, 1994, at 10 a.m. 


me 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate May 5, 1994: 
THE JUDICIARY 


H. LEE SAROKIN, OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE U.S. CIRCUIT 
JUDGE FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT, VICE A NEW POSITION 
CREATED BY PUBLIC LAW 101-650, APPROVED DECEMBER 
1, 1990. 

WILLIAM F. DOWNES, OF WYOMING, TO BE U.S. DIS- 
TRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF WYOMING, VICE A 
NEW POSITION CREATED BY PUBLIC LAW 101-650, AP- 
PROVED DECEMBER 1, 1990 

LEWIS A. KAPLAN, OF NEW YORK, TO BE U.S. DISTRICT 
JUDGE FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK, 
VICE GERARD L. GOETTEL, RETIRED. 

BLANCHE M. MANNING, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE U.S. DIS- 
TRICT JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLI- 
NOIS, VICE MILTON I. SHADUR, RETIRED. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 


NELBA R. CHAVEZ, OF ARIZONA, TO BE ADMINIS- 
TRATOR OF THE SUBSTANCE ABUSE AND MENTAL 
HEALTH SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, VICE FREDERICK K. 
GOODWIN, RESIGNED. 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


EAMON M. KELLY, OF LOUISIANA, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION BOARD FOR A 
TERM OF 4 YEARS, VICE S. WILLIAM PATTIS. 


IN THE AIR FORCE 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
AS VICE CHIEF OF STAFF, U.S. AIR FORCE AND APPOINT- 
MENT TO THE GRADE OF GENERAL UNDER THE PROVI- 
SIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTIONS 601 
AND 8034: 


To be vice chief of staff, U.S. Air Force 
To be general 
LT. GEN. THOMAS S. MOORMAN, IRR 
IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS TO BE PLACED ON 
THE RETIRED LIST IN THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
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SECTION 1370: 
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THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, 


To be lieutenant general 


LT. GEN. PAUL G. CERA D 
LT. GEN. JEROME H. GRANRUDBTETETAM 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL WHILE AS- 
SIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPON- 
SIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SEC- 


TIONS 601(A) AND 3040(B): 


To be chief of the National Guard Bureau 
To be lieutenant general 
MAJ. GEN. EDWARD D. BACA ETTETE SN 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR PROMOTION IN 
THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES TO 
THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF AR- 
TICLE II, SECTION 2, CLAUSE 2 OF THE CONSTITUTION OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA: 


MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS 
To be lieutenant colonel 
MAJ. MILLIE E. HUGHES-FULFORDESTETETEM 
IN THE NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED COMMANDERS IN THE LINE OF 
THE NAVY FOR PROMOTION TO THE PERMANENT GRADE 
OF CAPTAIN, PURSUANT TO TITLE 10, UNITED STATES 


CODE, SECTION 624. 


SUBJECT TO QUALIFICATIONS 


THEREFORE AS PROVIDED BY LAW: 
UNRESTRICTED LINE OFFICERS 
To be captain 


GREGORY ROSS REAIRS 
CHRISTOPHER JON 
REMSHAK 


THOMAS GEORGE SOBIECK 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED LIEUTENANTS IN THE LINE OF 
THE NAVY FOR PROMOTION TO THE PERMANENT GRADE 
OF LIEUTENANT COMMANDER, PURSUANT TO TITLE 10, 
UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 624, SUBJECT TO QUALI- 
FICATIONS THEREFORE AS PROVIDED BY LAW: 


UNRESTRICTED LINE OFFICERS 
To be lieutenant commander 


MICHAEL STEPHAN 
CUSHANICK 


BRYAN JAY LOWER 


IN THE MARINE CORPS 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED NAVAL ACADEMY GRAD- 
UATES TO BE APPOINTED PERMANENT SECOND LIEU- 
TENANTS IN THE U.S. MARINE CORPS, PURSUANT TO 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 531: 


NAVAL ACADEMY GRADUATES 
To be second lieutenants 


JASON A. ABELL 
JAMES A. ALEMAN 
MARC A. ALEXANDER 
VICTOR W. ARGOBRIGHT II 
ERIK A. ARRINGTON 
JEREMIAH J. ASHCROFT III 
RAMZY C. AYACHI 
WOLCOTT D. BAIRD III 
CHRISTOPHER D. BAKER 
JAMES P. BALET 
ROBERT O. BALL 
MATTHEW W. BANCROFT 
DANA R. BARNES 
JOEL N. BARTIS 
STEPHEN D. BATES 
JASON A. BELL 
TRACI T. BENJAMIN 
DAMIAN A. BESS 
BENJAMIN T. BIERLY 
DOUGLAS O. BIRD 
GREGORY E. BLAKE 
DAVID M. BLANKENSHIP 
MICHAEL C. BOYD 
JAMES T. BRADY 
MICHAEL A. BROOKS, JR. 
CHRISTOPHER J. 
BROWNING 
BRIAN T. BRUGGEMAN 
JEANNE M. BUCHANAN 
PATRICK M. BURGER 
ERIC T. BURTON 
JOSEPH P. BUSS 
CHRISTOPHER T. CABLE 
DAYTON CALHOUN IV 
DOUGLAS C. CAMPBELL 
TOMAS CARLOS 
JEFFREY W. CARPENTER 
MICHAEL A. CARTER 
DAVID A. CHLEBNIK 
CHRIS J, CLAIBORNE 
CHARLES S. CRASE 
CANDI B. CUNNINGHAM 
SHAWN P. CUNNINGHAM 
WILLIAM J. DARRENKAMP, 
JR. 
SEAN N. DAY 
KEITH R. DEERKOSKI 
CHARLES B. DOCKERY 


JOSE P. DOMINGUEZ 
PETER B. DUMONT 
PHILIP H. DWYER 
DOUGLAS S. DYSON 
ANDREW C. EANNIELLO 
CHARLTON M. EVANS 
GREGORY L. EZELL, JR. 
TYRONE H. FERREL 
JOHN FORMOSO 

JASON R. FREI 
CHRISTOPHER M. FREY 
KEVIN D. GLATHAR 
DOUGLAS W. GLOVER 
GRANT G. GOODRICH 
JASON A. GORDON 
TERRENCE P. GORDON 
GREGGORY A. GRAY 
BARTT G. GREENE 
ALLEN D. GRINALDS 
JOHN M. HACKEL 
JAMES G. HAMILL 
BRADLY F. HANNER 
ROGER A. HARDY 
CHRISTOPHER M. HARRELL 
MYRON C. HARRINGTON III 
MICHAEL R. HEDE 
SEAN K. HENDERSON 
DANIEL W. HERLIHY 
JEFFREY R. HOAGLUND 
SCOTT K. HORNBUCKLE 
LEON HSI 

JOE D. ISLAS, JR. 
JAMES F. JACKSON, JR. 
MICHAEL H. JOHNSON 
WARD A. JONES 
CHRISTOPHER M. KENNEDY 
LAURA J. KRATZ 
BRYAN J. LAIRD 
GREGORY J. LANE 
STANLEY M. LAUCK 
AMBER M. LEHNING 
THOMAS A. LENHARDT 
CHRISTOPHER W. LOVELL 
GARRETT C. LUNDE 
CHICO MANNING 
ANDREW J. MARCELIS 
ROBERT F. MASON, JR. 
KEVIN J. MASSETT 


KEVIN S. MATTIX 
RICHARD P. MATYSKIELA 
SCOTT W. MAYFIELD 
PETER L. MCARDLE 
MICHAEL G. MCCARTHY, 
JR. 
RONALD C. MCCRANIE 
JAMES P. MCDONOUGH III 
MICHAEL J. MCGURR 
ROBERT V. MCMILLEN, JR. 
JOSE L. MERCADO, JR. 
RICARDO MIAGANY 
DEBBIE S. MILLER 
GORDON D. MILLER 
CRAIG C. MONROE 
MARC H. MORGAN 
BRIAN D. MURPHY 
ADAM L. MUSOFF 
MICHAEL T. NELMS 
ERIK T. NILSON 
JENNIFER A. OGILVIE 
MARIA J. PALLOTTA 
THOMAS M. PALMQUIST 
JAMES R. PARKER IV 
NICHOLAS S. PATE 
STEVEN C. PAYNE 
JOSHUA M. PAYTON 
JEFFREY P. PELLEGRINO 
MICHAEL J. PEREZ 
JACK D. PERRIN 
ERIC J. PETERSON 
JOHN F. PETERSON 
WESLEY A. PHILBECK 
DAVID M. PHILLIPPI 
RANDOLPH G. PUGH 
ROBERT G. PUGH 
RODOLFO A. QUILES 
YOLANDA Y. RAY 
FREDERICK J. REGAN 
MARK S. REVOR 
LEWIS P. RHODES 
EDUARDO B. RIZO 


JOHN H. ROCHFORD II 
BRIAN A. ROSS 
JOHN W. ROSS 
JOHN P. RUCCI 
DAVID F. RUPPERT 
JOHN B. SALMON 
SHENANDOAH SANCHEZ 
PHILLIP J. SCHENDLER 
MARC E. SCHNEIDER 
LISA J. SCHULE 
MATTHEW R. SEAY 
CHRISTOPHER B. SHAW 
MICHAEL R. SIRECI 
DAVID A. SKINNER 
JAMIESON J. SLOUGH 
DUANE F. SMILE 
DAVID J. SMITH, JR. 
SINCLAIR D. SMITH 
BLAIR J. SOKOL 
JAMES T. SPOLYAR 
BERT L. STEELE III 
CHRISTOPHER M. 
SWINDULL 
JEFFREY A. SYMONS 
ALISON J. THOMPSON 
ADAM J. TREANOR 
PATRICK M. TURNER 
PAUL W. URBINE 
JEREMY C. VANDERLOO 
SCOTT W. VOGT 
SCOTT W. WADLE 
JASON W. WALKER 
DAVID C. WALLIS III 
MATTHEW O. WATT 
CHRISTINE D. WESTRICH 
BRIAN D. WHITE 
WADE E. WIEGEL 
AHMED T. WILLIAMSON 
JULIAN W. WILSON 
RAISSA WILSON 
SETH E. YOST 
MARK W. ZIPSIE 


IN THE NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED NAVAL ACADEMY GRAD- 
UATES TO BE APPOINTED PERMANENT ENSIGNS IN THE 
LINE OR STAFF CORPS OF THE U.S. NAVY, PURSUANT TO 


TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 531: 
NAVAL ACADEMY GRADUATES 
To be ensigns 


CRAIG L. ABRAHAM 
ANTHONY F. ACOSTA 
DEANNA L. ADAMS 
JONATHAN Q. ADAMS 
MICHAEL J. ADEN 
JASON C, ADLER 
BRADLEY A. ALANIZ 
JOHN P. ALCORN 
BYRON V. ALEXANDER 
ERIK P. ALFSEN 

PAUL R. ALGOSO 
WILLIAM B. ALLRED III 
ARNOLD B. ALQUEZA 
GREGORY B. AMES 
BRADLEY J. ANDROS 
ALBERT ANGEL 
PETER L. ANTONACCI 
PHILIP ARMAS, JR. 
SCOTT E. ARMENTROUT 
ANTHONY E. ARZU 
ELLIOT S. AVIDAN 
OSCAR D. AVILA 
ADAM M. AYCOCK 
DEMIAN A. BAILEY 
LEE G. BAIRD 

RALPH C. BAJA 
BRADFORD W. BAKER 
BRENNA C. BAKER 
DAVID C. BAKER III 
GEORGE P. BALL 
ROBERT J. BALLISTER, JR. 
MICHAEL J. BALOW 
MICHAEL P. BANASZEWSKI 
AARON J. BARBOSA 
ANDREW C. BARRY 
MATTHEW P. BARTEL 
DAVID S. BARTELL 
ROY F. BARTKOVAK 
CHARLES B. BASSEL 
AMY N. BAUERNSCHMIDT 
BRENT A. BEACH 
TIMOTHY D. BEACH 
CRAIG R. BEAL 
JOSEPH S. BELL 
LAURA A. BELL 
MICHAEL A. BELLOTTI 
SCOTT A. BELTZ 

NED M. BIEHL 

DANIEL B. BILOW 
MITSU C. BINNS 
JIMMY T. BISHOP 
BRENT M. BLACKMER 
STUART R. BLAIR 
GREGORY M. BLAKE 
JEFFRY J. BLOCK 
HELEN M. BLOOM 
MARK A. BLUESTEIN 
KEVIN R. BOARDMAN 
TODD D. BODE 


DAVID E. BOLDUC 
MARC D. BORAN 
KEVIN D. BORDEN 
MICHAEL L. BOSSHARD 
ERICK J. BOWER 
CHARLES J. BOWSER III 
SEAN P. BOYLE 
SCOTT T. BRACHER 
CHRISTOPHER L. BRADNER 
MICHAEL T. BRAHAN 
GILLIAN A. 
BRESTVANKEMPEN 
TODD G. BRILL 
ROBERT M. BROADUS, JR. 
FRANK M. BRONSON 
SAMUEL R. BROOKS IV 
CHARLES W. BROWN 
TODD A. BROWN 
MICHAEL R. BRUNEAU 
PAUL B. BRYANT 
JOSEPH A. BUCK IV 
ALEXANDER BULLOCK III 
GERALD J. BURGHARDT 
BENJAMIN T. BURING 
CHAD B. BURKE 
DESA L. BURTON 
BRIAN A. CAMPBELL 
PHILIP N. CAMPBELL 
BEATRICK R. CANNON 
JOSEPH F. CARILLI, JR. 
MARVIN W. CARLIN III 
VIQUE CARO 
DOMINIC S. CARONELLO 
TARA A. CAROSELLI 
JAMES T. CARROLL 
RYAN T. CARRON 
KATHERINE A. CARTER 
JEFFREY J. CARTY 
ROBERT S. CATTEN 
CHRISTOPHER L. CAUDILL 
BRIAN V. CELLILLI 
VAN K. CHAPPELL 
MELISSA J. CHERWIN 
CHONG S. CHO 
CHAD M. CHRISTENSEN 
MARK E. CHRISTENSON 
JAMES D. CHRISTIE 
DONALD J. CHUDZIK 
STEVE C. CHUNG 
GREGORY M. CISZ 
BRIAN L. CLARK 
JEFFREY D. CLARK 
SEAN M. CLARK 
TRACY L. CLARK 
MATTHEW C. CLAY 
KIRK L. CLERMONT 
GREGORY M: COHEN 
CHARLES M. COHN 
DANIEL J. COLPO 


KYLE J. COLTON 
ROBERT S. COLVIN 
MITCHELL R. CONOVER 
PETER A. CONTOSTAVLOS 
BENJAMIN R. COOK 
JEFFREY M. COOPER 
MICHAEL R. COOPER 
MARIO M. CORREA, JR. 
SHANE D. CORREA 
BRADLEY W. COUGHER 
CHRISTOPHER R. 
COURTRIGHT 
KIMBERLEY T. COWLING 
DAVID C. COX 
PATRICK H. CRAIS 
JAMES M. CRIMMINS 
TREMAYNE G. CRINER 
SEAN N. CRONIN 
TYRELL E. CROUGHTER 
SARAH A. CROUSE 
RUSSELL A. CROW 
ADAN G. CRUZ 
RICARDO C. CUENCA 
STEVEN J. DACZKOWSKI 
MARKUS E. DALE 
PETER J. DALVE 
JOSEPH J. DANTONE III 
MICHAEL C. DAVILA 
BENJAMIN P. DAVIS 
CLEDO L. DAVIS 
DEARCY P. DAVIS IV 
JASON H. DAVIS 
LEONARDO A. DAY 
CHRISTOPHER P. DEAN 
CARL W. DEGRACE 
JOEY R. DEGUZMAN 
ROLAND V. DEGUZMAN 
MICHAEL J. DEL GROSSO 
KEVIN H. DELANO 
RENEE M. DELHIERRO 
CHRISTOPHER R. DEMAY 
BRIAN A. DENEVE 
HOMER R. DENIUS III 
JOHN D. DENNEY, JR. 
CHRISTOPHER L. DENNIS 
DAVID J. DERMODY 
GARRY M. DEVINGER 
GARTH P. DEVRIES 
HEATH T. DEWITZ 
JOSH E. DITTMAR 
THOMAS J. DIXON 
ROBERT V. DOHERTY 
BRANDON S. DOMINQUEZ 
GERALD J. DONAHOE 
PATRICK L. DONAHUE 
MARGARET A. DOTOLO 
RONALD A. DOWDELL 
RICHARD R. DOWDY 
JOHN B. DOWNES 
ANTHONY G. DRUMMINGS 
HAROLD W. DUBOIS 
DENNIS A. DUCKWORTH 
ROBERT M. DUDLEY 
JONATHAN C. DUFFY 
ERIC V. DUKE 
JAMES P. DUNN III 
EOIN J. DUNSTAN 
DAVID M. DUTROW 
MARKE J. EARLY 
JASON C. EATON 
JOSEPH A. ECKSTEIN 
MATTHEW W. EDWARDS 
NICHOLAS L. EDWARDS 
TODD M. ELLSWORTH 
JASON R. EMBREE 
DANIEL M. EMERY 
JOE M. EMMERT 
CORTLAND M. ESCH 
SETH A. EVANS 
DARIN A. EVENSON 
NOEL P. FAGAN 
DAVID G. FAGEN III 
SEAN M. FAHEY 
ROBERT J. FALK 
CHRISTOPHER A. FARWICK 
FRANCIS J. FEENEY II 
EDWARD A. FERGUSON III 
KEITH D. FERNANDEZ 
DAVID W. FINK 
BRIAN E. FISH 
CHRISTOPHER J. FISHER 
JOHN R. FITZGERALD 
PHILIP E. FLORES 
GREGORY J. FOSTER 
DAVID E. FOWLER 
JUSTIN K. FRANCIS 
JOEY L. FRANTZEN 
MATTHEW D. 
FRIEDLANDER 
HARRY P. FULTON III 
JON R. GABRIELSON 
JOHN S. GALIPEAU 
ERNESTO C. GAMBOA 
JUSTIN P. GANS 
DAVID J. GARCIA 
VICENTE C. GARCIA 
MICHAEL T. GARDNER 
MICHAEL S. GARRICK 
ARMANDO A. GARZA III 
BRENT C. GAUT 
ROBERT E. GENTRY 
BRIAN F. GERMANN 
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FRANK E. GIANOCARO 
MATTHEW R. GIBSON 
JUAN J. GIL 
LEROY R. GILBERT, JR. 
MICHAEL W. GLEESON 
DARRELL L. GOBBLE 
BRIAN M. GOEBEL 
BRIAN P. GOLDSCHMIDT 
TRENT R. GOODING 
DANIEL C. GORDON 
WILLIAM M. GOTTEN, JR. 
ROBERT T. GRAFFUM III 
MICHAEL C. GRAHAM 
JENNIFER A. GRAVES 
KENNETH N. GRAVES 
SCOTT W. GRAY 
ERIC W. GREEN 
JOHN P. GREENE 
TRAVIS W. GREENE 
DAVID W. GREENWOOD 
SCOTT D. GRIMES 
ARTHUR P. GROWNEY 
JAMES M. GULLION 
SCOTT A. GUNDERSON 
SHANNON C. GUTHRIE 
EDDY HA 
IN H. HA 
BRYAN M. HAAS 
CRAIG A. HACKSTAFF 
KEVIN K. HAGAN 
JAMES E. HAIL 
KATHERINE M. HALLMAN 
KEVIN P. HAMILTON 
BRANDON S. HAMMOND 
GODDARD B. HAMPTON 
CHRISTOPHER S. HANNAN 
RUSSELL E. HARDY 
JAMES W. HARRELL 
MICHAEL K. HARRIS 
MATTHEW W. HARTKOP 
KEITH E. HARTMAN 
ROBERT L. HARTMAN 
KEITH A. HASH 
JENNA K. HAUSVIK 
KEVIN W. HAVENS 
BRIAN W. HAWKINS 
MATTHEW A. HAWKS 
JACK H. HAWVER III 
WILLIAM K. HAXTON 
THOMAS H. HAYGHE 
DAVID K. HAZLEHURST 
MICHAEL R. HEARTHER 
JASON J. HEDBERG 
ARMANDO HEDRICK 
KAREN M. HEINE 
DRAKE H. HENDERSON 
STEPHANIE A. HENSON 
LAURA A. HERATH 
KENDRA A. HERBER 
STEVEN C. HERNANDEZ 
ENOCHIA T. HERRING 
JAMES D. HICKS 
LEON A. HIGGINS 
PAULA E. HILDEBRAND 
DONALD M. HILLEGAS 
LIONEL G. HINES 
CHADWICK Q. HIXSON 
JEFFREY L. HOCKETT 
JASON H. HOEPPNER 
BRIAN D. HOFFER 
CURTIS E. HOLIWAY 
JAMES W. HOLLINGSWORTH 
ROBERT C. HOLLOWAY 
JOHN M. HOLMES 
WILLIAM M. HOLMES 
CHESTER A. HOM 
PATRICK R. HOOPER 
TODD A. HOOT 
WILLIAM T. HOOVER 
CHRISTIAN M. HORAK 
CHRISTOPHER J. HOWARD 
JEFFREY W. HOWARD 
GREGORY H. HRYNIEWICZ 
TODD C. HUBER 
KYLAN A. HUFFMAN 
ROBERT E. HUGHES, JR. 
TODD C. HUGHES 
KIMBERLY C. HURD 
RYAN C. HURT 
SCOTT C. HURT 
FRANKIE D. HUTCHISON, 
JR. 
DUNCAN N. INGRAHAM, JR. 
REBECCA J. INGRAHAM 
KASEY T. INGRAM 
MATTHEW C. JACKSON 
MELISSA L. JACKSON 
JAMES E. JACOBS 
LUKE P. JAMES 
WILLIAM D. JAMES 
KEVIN A. JANKOWSKI 
GREGORY T. JASSO 
STEVEN M. JAUREGUIZAR 
RICHARD M. JOHNS 
BRYAN L. JOHNSON 
IAN L. JOHNSON 
DEVIN D. JOHNSON 
MARK D. JOHNSON 
CHARLES T. JONES, JR. 
ERIC M. JONES 
GARRETT D. JONES 
JENNIFER B. JONES 
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MICHAEL K. JONES 
WILLIAM 8. JONES 
RICHARD E. JORDAN 
SCOTT B. JOSSELYN 
BRADLEY D. JUHL 
TARA J. KALAFUS 
ROBERT A. KAMINSKI 
HEATHER C, KEANE 
MATTHEW D. KEEFE 
NEIL P. KEEGAN 

JOHN R. KELLY 
CHRISTOPHER W. KELSON 
MICHAEL L. KENNEDY 
CHRISTOPHER M. KIDD 
DAVID C. KIM 
MICHAEL H. KIM 
BRENT C. KINMAN 
ADAM S. KINNEAR 
KEVIN M. KIRIN 

JOHN T. KNOX, JR. 
JOHN N. KOCHENDORFER 
PAUL R. KOCHER 
SCOTT O. KOENIG 
STEPHANIE P. KOGLER 
ROBERT 8. KOH 
ROBERT P. KONOLD 
SEAN M. KRANICK 
RICHARD E. KREH, JR. 
EDWARD A. KRUK 
KERRY D. KUYKENDALL 
ANDREW T. LAHAIE 
VICTOR A. LAKE 
JASON D. LAMB 
THOMAS J. LANDIS II 
JENNIFER A. LANE 
JOHN P. LANGIS IT 
JOSHUA LASKY 

BRIAN D. LAWRENCE 
SCOTT C. LAZENBY 
THOMAS E. LAZO 


JEFFREY R. LEUENBERGER 
DANIEL D. LIEBMANN 
BRADFORD D. LIGO 
CHRISTOPHER A. LINDER 
KEON LINDSEY 
STEPHEN A. LIPSEY 
JOSE N. LLOREN III 
NANCY W. LO 

DOUGLAS V. LOF 

DAVID S. LOHR 

KRISTEN A. LOPACINSKI 
JEFFERY D. LOPES 
JOSEPH E. LOTTERHOS, JR. 
SARAH E. LOVERICH 
MICHAEL D. LUCKETT 
JON R. LUNGLHOFER 
MAXWELL J. LUTER 
LELAND J. LUTZ 
ANGELA R. LUZIER 
TODD W. LYMAN 

ALICIA M. LYNCH 

ADAM C. LYONS 

IAN D. MACDIARMID 
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DONALD W. MARKS 
RAYMOND B. MARSH III 


TERRENCE J. MCCOLLOM 
GREGORY L. MCCONNELL 
JOHN A. MCCULLOUGH 
TIMOTHY J. MCDOUGALL 
JAMIE C. MCGANN 

ROBERT F. MCGUNNIGLE 
JEFFREY D. MCINTOSH 
SEAN G. MCKAMEY 
ZACHARY C. MCMECHAN 
DANIELLE L. MCNAUGHTON 


BRIAN A. MONTGOMERY 
MICHELLE E. 
MONTGOMERY 
ROBERT B. MOORE III 
KRISTOPHER J. MOORHEAD 
CATHERINE G. MORGAN 
RICHARD R. MORIN 
JEFFREY J. MOROSETTI 
ROBERT T. MORRIS 
RICHARD H. MOSLEY 
PATRICK T. MOWLES 
CLINTON D. MOXEY 


EDWARD E. NORTHWAY II 
JOSEPH NOWICKI 

JANA A. NULL 

COLIN M. OBRIEN 
MATTHEW D. OBRIEN 
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MICHAEL B. ODRISCOLL JR. CHESTON R. RILEY 


JAMES E. OHARRAH, JR. 
RUDOLPH M. OHME III 
ELIZABETH S. OKANO 
SAKURA S. OKURI 
MICHAEL W. OLDMAN 
WILLIAM W, OLEY 
STEVEN P. OLIVERA 
EDWARD E. ONEILL 
DAVID E. OSABA 
ERIK L. OSTMO 
DAVE B. OWENS 
TODD C. OWENS 
PATRICK L. PADGETT 
CHRISTOPHER W. 
PALMENBERG 
BARRY C, PALMER, JR. 
RICHARD A. PAQUTETE 
DAMIEN M. PARKER 
MASON L. PARKER 
CHESTER T. PARKS 
MATTHEW 8. PASCHAL 
CHARLES 8. PATRICK 
ANDREW J. PATTERSON 
SCOTT M. PATTERSON 
MORGEN PAUL 
DAVID A. PAWLOWSKI 
ANDREW J. PAYNE 
ALEXANDER W. PEASE 


JONATHAN W. POWELL 
KYRA A. PRAWLOCKI 
JULIE A. PREYER 

BRODY L. PRIETO 

PAUL G. PROKOPOVICH 
CHRISTOPHER J. PROULX 
KATHERINE E. PRUITT 


ROBERT W. REYNOLDS 
DAVID C. RICE 
MATTHEW S. RICK 
LORI J. RICKERT 

ERIC S. RIDDLE 
MICHAEL P. RIGGINS 


MICHAEL J. RIORDAN IV 
BRIAN J. RIVENBARK 
RAYMOND A. RIVERA 
RICHARD A. RIVERA 
TRISTAN G. RIZZI 
ANTHONY A. ROACH 
ROBERT M. ROBERTS 
DEREK W. ROBERTSON 
JOEL C. ROBERTSON 
ERNEST E. ROBINSON 
RAFAEL A. RODRIGUEZ 
JULIANA F. ROSATI 
MICHAEL G. ROSENBAUM 
BRAUNA ROSENBERG 
ANTHONY E. ROSSI 
AARON P. ROULAND 
KEVIN J. ROWE 

BRENT D. SADLER 
JASON P. SALATA 
DAVID J. SALMONS 
DANIEL S. SAMEIT 


JAYSON W. SCHWANTES 
GEORGE E. SEGREDO 


TODD C. SHIPMAN 

BRET A. SHOCKNEY 

J. SHOOK KIMI 

TROY A. SHOULDERS 

STEFAN T. SIDAHMED 

JONATHAN A. SIEGLER 

JOSEPH M. SILVER, JR. 

EDWARD V. SIRIOS 

CHRISTOPHER P. 
SLATTERY 

GREGORY A. SLEPPY 

CLEAVON SMITH 

COLIN S. SMITH 

ERIC B. SMITH 

ERIK S. SMITH 

RYAN C. SMITH 

TODD L. SMITH 

DAVID B. SNIDER 

JOSEPH A. SOLTIS 

JULIE A. SPENCER 

MARK E. SPENCER 

JOANNA L. SPRTEL 

ANTHONY J. STAFFIERI 

PAUL F. STANGL 

MARCUS A. STARTZEL 

ASHLEY G. STEELE 

PAUL R. STEIER 

MARK J. STEPHENS 

MICHAEL J. STEVE 


TODD W. STINSON 
RANDY C. STOKER 
CHRISTOPHER D. STONE 
EDWARD M. STOUT 
DAVID B. STOWERS 
BRAD 8. STRAMANAK 
NATHANIEL J. 

MARK G. STUFFLEBEEM 
MARK B. SUCATO 
SCOTT A. SUOZZI 
MICHAEL J. SUPKO 
JAMES B. SWANSKI 
ALAN L. SWANTON 
CHAD L. SWEAZEY 
MICHAEL L. SWEENEY 
JONATHAN D. SWEETEN 
THOMAS L. SYDNOR, JR. 
BRYAN H. SZELIGA 
WILLIAM A. TANSEY 
MATTHEW A. TATE 
CHRISTOPHER A. TAYLOR 
ERIC D. TAYLOR 


CHERYL A. THOMPSON 
DEATRA M. THOMPSON 
ROBERT W. TIDWELL 
MARK A. TINDER 
NICOLE C. TONNESSEN 
JAMES k. TRAN 
ROBERT H. TRAUGER 


ERIC D. VALERGA 
JASON B. VAN MATRE 
DAVID C. VANBRUNT 


SHANE C. VOUDREN 
DOUGLAS T WAHL 
VANN H. WALKE 
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MICHEY M. WALKER II 
CHRISTOPHER WALSH 
CHARLOS D. WASHINGTON 
WILLIAM D. WASHINGTON II 
DEANNE J. WASIELEWSKI 
ERIC D. WATSON 

RICHARD M. WEEDEN 
BRIAN R. WEEK 

BRIAN R. WEISKER 
KENNETH C. WELLER 
ALWIN E. WESSNER 

BRENT F. WEST 

DONALD J. WEST II 

DANIEL A. WESTENBERGER 
JENNIFER L. WHEREATT 
KEITH A. WHITE 

ROBERT E. WHITE II 


ALETHA S. WILLIAMS 
CHRISTIAN B. WILLIAMS 
JEFFREY L. WILLIAMS 
KENDRA M. WILLIAMS 
WILLIAM A WILLIAMSON 
DARRYL L. WILSON 
KENNETH B. WILSON 
SCOTT M. WILSON 
MICHAEL D. WIMER 
PHILIP B. WINDUST 
BRIAN E. WINEKE 
ROBERT E. WIRTH 
GREGORY A. WISE 
JEFFREY P. WISSEL 
ROBERT E. WITTMAACK 
FRANK C. WITTWER 
CATHERINE M. WOLO 
JAY L. WOODRUFF 
DARREN C. WU 
MATTHEW J. WUKITCH 
THOMAS G. YAMAMOTO 
KWANG 8. YANG 
ROBERT W. YAROSZ 
DAVID J. YODER 
STACEY W. YOPP 
ADAM E. YOUNG 

EARL YOUNG 
LAWRENCE H, YOUNG 
GREGORY M. ZETTLER 
TODD A. ZIRKLE 
HEATHER M. ZWYER 


CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate May 6, 1994: 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


ROGER HILSMAN, OF NEW YORK. TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION BOARD FOR A 


TERM OF 4 YEARS. 


ROBERT N. SHAMANSKY, OF OHIO, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION BOARD FOR A 


TERM OF 4 YEARS. 


THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT 
TO THE NOMINEES' COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE- 
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 
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INTRODUCTION OF THE SUPER- 
FUND LIABILITY  ALLOCATION 
ACT OF 1994 


HON. RICK BOUCHER 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, today | am 
pleased to be joined by my friend from Michi- 
gan, FRED UPTON, a highly capable veteran 
member of the Energy and Commerce Com- 
mittee, and my friend from Arkansas, BLANCHE 
LAMBERT, a new member of our committee 
who has an excellent record of accomplish- 
ment, in introducing the Superfund Liability Al- 
location Act of 1994. Our legislation reforms 
the process under which liability for cleanup 
costs in determined for parties at Superfund 
sites. 

We are introducing the measure today for 
purposes of eliciting public comment, and it is 
our intention to offer this new means of deter- 
mining Superfund liability as an amendment 
when the Transportation and Hazardous Mate- 
rials Subcommittee holds its markup of the 
broader Superfund reform legislation. 

In November of last year, | introduced with 
Mr. UPTON H.R. 3624, the Superfund Liability 
Reform Act, which established a new process 
for determining liability for parties at Superfund 
sites. In February of this year, the administra- 
tion presented its comprehensive Superfund 
reform proposal to the Congress, which re- 
sulted in the introduction of H.R. 3800 in the 
House. H.R. 3800 also included a new proc- 
ess for determining liability which was sub- 
stantially similar to the legislation FRED and | 
had put forth. In the intervening period, we en- 
gaged in negotiations with the administration 
and interested parties representing the busi- 
ness and environmental communities to work 
out the differences between our respective ap- 
proaches, and those negotiations have now 
been concluded successfully. 

The Superfund Liability Allocation Act of 
1994, which we are introducing today, reflects 
the agreement we have reached among the 
Environmental Protection Agency, the Depart- 
ment of Justice, the environmental community 
and the industrial community. The bill sets 
forth a new structure under the Superfund pro- 
gram for allocating liability for cleanup costs 
among parties at Superfund sites. In addition, 
the legislation includes provisions to help 
small businesses resolve their Superfund li- 
abilities through an expedited process, and | 
want to commend Congresswoman LAMBERT 
for successfully brokering that important part 
of the agreement. As a result of her work, 
small businesses can be assured that they will 
have a rapid resolution of their liability. 

The agreement we have reached on reform- 
ing the liability system under Superfund 
achieves the three essential objectives we had 
initially sought. First, each party’s liability for 


cleanup costs at Superfund sites will be deter- 
mined in an expedited manner, in most cases 
within 18 to 24 months. Second, the parties 
will be required to pay only their fair share of 
the cleanup costs, which corresponds to their 
respective roles at the site and to the amount 
of waste they contribute to the site. Finally, the 
expedited process for determining liability and 
the limited judicial review of that process will 
greatly reduce the transaction costs for parties 
at Superfund sites. 

| want to thank my two colleagues for their 
contribution to this successful process and ac- 
knowledge the work of Roger Goodman on my 
staff and Len Barson of AL SwiFT’s sub- 
committee staff. | also commend the EPA and 
the Justice Department representatives as well 
as the private sector participants, all of whom 
have brought to this process a determination 
to construct a fair and workable liability alloca- 
tion system. The product of that work, em- 
bodied in the legislation we are introducing 
today, will be a fairer and far more efficient 
system than the scheme of joint and several 
liability which plagues Superfund today. 

The liability allocation system in the bill we 
are introducing will operate as follows: 

1. After a site is listed on Superfund's Na- 
tional Priority List, EPA notifies all parties at 
the site that they are required to participate in 
the liability allocation process. 

2. The parties choose private allocators to 
preside over the process and make the alloca- 
tion. 

3. Any of the parties notified by EPA may 
nominate additional parties to be included in 
the process. 

4. EPA is required to provide expedited set- 
tlements to “de minimis” parties to enable 
such parties to avoid having to participate in 
the 18-month allocation process, satisfying 
small business’ major concern. 

5. The allocator is armed with the necessary 
information-gathering powers, including sub- 
poena power, and is able to enforce such 
powers with the backing of the Justice Depart- 
ment. Parties who do not cooperate in provid- 
ing information are subject to civil and criminal 
penalties. 

6. Each party is given the opportunity to be 
heard, including submitting an initial statement 
and commenting on the draft allocation report 
before the final report is issued. 

7. After considering the “Gore Factors” (in- 
cluding the party's role at the site and the tox- 
icity and volume of material each party has 
contributed), the allocator issues a report iden- 
tifying each party's share of liability for the 
cleanup costs at the site. 

8. Each party may settle with the EPA 
based on its allocated share. As consideration, 
each party which accepts its allocated share is 
shielded from joint and several liability and 
from actions for contribution from other par- 
ties. Any party who rejects its allocated share 
will be exposed to joint and several liability 
and remains unprotected from contribution 


suits. Although the allocation is nonbinding as 
to the parties, the exposure to joint and sev- 
eral liability and possible suits for contribution 
serves as a disincentive to reject the allocated 
share. 


9. The Government is bound by the alloca- 
tion unless there is proof of bias, fraud or un- 
lawful conduct on the allocator's part or unless 
"no rational interpretation of the facts before 
the allocator, in light of the factors he is re- 
quired to consider, would form a reasonable 
basis" for the allocation. The Government only 
has 180 days during which such review can 
occur, after which the right to reject the alloca- 
tion is waived. 

10. The orphan share (for defunct and insol- 
vent parties) is paid out of the Superfund. 


11. The Government reimburses parties 
who pay for the cleanup for amounts spent 
beyond their allocated shares. The Govern- 
ment also pursues recalcitrant parties who fail 
to pay their allocated shares. 


TRIBUTE TO SARA K. PENTON 


HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
take this opportunity to recognize an excep- 
tional young woman from my district who has 
recently accepted her appointment as a mem- 
ber of the class of 1998 at the U.S. Naval 
Academy. 


Sara K. Penton will soon graduate Van Wert 
High School after 4 years of outstanding aca- 
demic achievement as well as extracurricular 
involvement. While in high school Sara has 
distinguished herself as a leader among her 
peers. She is an honor roll student and mem- 
ber of the National Honor Society. In addition, 
she is in the German Club, a member of the 
school band, and her church youth choir. 


Mr. Speaker, one of the most important re- 
sponsibilities of Members of Congress is to 
identify outstanding young men and women 
and to nominate them for admission to the 
U.S. service academies. While at the Acad- 
emy, they will be the beneficiaries of one of 
the finest educations available, so that in the 
future, they might be entrusted with the very 
security of our Nation. 


| am confident that Sara Penton has both 
the ability and the desire to meet this chal- 
lenge. | ask my colleagues to join me in con- 
gratulating her for her accomplishments to 
date and to wish her the best of luck as she 
begins her career in service to our country. 


6 This bullet“ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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IN HONOR OF CONGRESSMAN 
ROBERT ROE 


HON. HERB KLEIN 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to pay 
tribute to my distinguished predecessor, Con- 
gressman Robert Roe. | am very proud to join 
the Association of Metropolitan Sewerage 
Agencies in honoring him as he receives this 
organization's Public Service Award in the na- 
tional level category for 1994. 

Before his retirement in 1992, Congressman 
Roe was the dean of the New Jersey delega- 
tion and chairman of the Public Works and 
Transportation Committee. 

Congressman Roe had a long career in 
public service before he was elected to Con- 
gress. He served in the Governor's cabinet as 
State of New Jersey commissioner of Con- 
servation and Economic Development. He was 
also active in local government as director of 
the Board of Chosen Freeholders of Passaic 
County, and mayor of Wayne. 

Congressman Roe was first elected to the 
U.S. House of Representatives to fil an 
unexpired term of office in a special election in 
1969, and was re-elected to each succeeding 
Congress. Congressman Roe became Chair- 
man of the House Science, Space, and Tech- 
nology Committee in 1987, and played a key 
role in returning the United States to space in 
September 1988 when the space shuttle Dis- 
covery was launched. During his chairman- 
Ship, the committee also worked to improve 
United States technological competitiveness, 
fusion development, the modernization of 
American university research facilities, and 
providing for the tracking of medical wastes. 

Congressman Roe was elected Chairman of 
the House Public Works and Transportation 
Committee in 1991, and was the primary au- 
thor of the $151 billion Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991. He had 
previously served as chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Water Resources where he 
wrote environmental and water quality legisla- 
tion including three major bills which later be- 
came laws: The Superfund Reauthorization of 
1986, the Water Resources Development Act 
of 1986, and the Clean Water Act of 1987. 

It was a great honor to succeed Congress- 
man Roe. In addition to thanking him for all of 
his efforts, it is with great pleasure that | ask 
all Members to join me in congratulating their 
former colleague for his many years of dedi- 
cated service to this institution, New Jersey, 
and our country. 


EMPLOYER MANDATES 


HON. BARBARA F. VUCANOVICH 


OF NEVADA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, one em- 
ployer mandate, two mandates, three man- 
dates, four, five jobs lost, six jobs lost, seven 
jobs lost and more. While patterned after a 
children's game, the Congressional health 
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care game of pick and choose could have dis- 
astrous results—the loss of American jobs. 

If we pick an employer mandate to pay for 
health care reform, we will all lose. My own 
State of Nevada is expected to lose over 
6,000 jobs and 850,000 jobs will be lost na- 
tionwide if employer mandates are required. 
Not only will jobs be lost, but wages of those 
individuals lucky to keep their jobs will be re- 
duced. This is not a scare tactic, this is not a 
child's game, this is hard reality. 

Yes, health care reform is important. But we 
must not sacrifice our jobs and our pride to 
pay for an untested health program. Our econ- 
omy and our work force is fragile, just like 
Humpty Dumpty. One great fall and no one, 
not even Clinton's men, will be able to put it 
together again. | do not believe we can take 
that risk with an employer mandate and any 
proposal containing one will not have my vote. 


TRIBUTE TO ROBERT A. 
HALLORAN OF ALTOONA, PA— 
THREE DECADES OF SERVICE IN 
BLAIR COUNTY 


HON. BUD SHUSTER 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, in June 1994, 
Mr. Robert A. Halloran of Altoona, PA will 
begin a well-deserved retirement after 29 
years of service as director of industrial devel- 
opment for Altoona Enterprises, Inc. In addi- 
tion to his considerable responsibilities at Al- 
toona Enterprises, Bob Halloran simulta- 
neously utilized his many talents as director of 
the Blair County Industrial Development Au- 
thority since its inception in 1968. Under his 
direction, the following are some of the 
projects that were created and implemented: 

Development of the Peterson Industrial Park 
with the location of five companies within the 
complex. 

Establishment and operation of the Altoona 
Area Incubator as a facility to promote entre- 
preneurial development for new and emerging 
businesses. 

Development of the William W. Ward Indus- 
trial Park and the Tyrone Industrial Park. 

Location of over 55 new manufacturing 
companies to the Blair County community. 

Sponsorship by Altoona Enterprises, Inc. of 
over 100 projects under the Pennsylvania In- 
dustrial Development Authority [PIDA] Pro- 
gram. 

Almost 30 years ago, Bob Halloran under- 
stood that Altoona could no longer depend on 
railroading as its primary source of economic 
stability. He understood that, in order to main- 
tain jobs and create new ones, a new environ- 
ment conducive to business growth must be 
cultivated. He acted on his vision of economic 
stability and prosperity for the region, and the 
results were a comprehensive county-wide 
economic development program which is de- 
signed to carry Altoona/Blair County into the 
21st century. 

On Thursday, May 26, 1994, Bob will be 
honored for his three decades of outstanding 
service. | ask this distinguished body to join 
me and the residents of Blair County in ex- 
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pressing our gratitude to Bob Halloran for his 
outstanding contributions to the community. 


RUTH AND WAYNE HULTGREN 
CELEBRATE 50TH WEDDING AN- 
NIVERSARY 


HON. ROBERT T. MATSUI 


OF CALIFORNIA 


HON. VIC FAZIO 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, my colleague 
from California [Mr. Fazio], and | rise today to 
pay tribute to a special union which is now in 
its 51st year. On February 24, 1994, Ruth and 
Wayne Hultgren celebrated their 50th wedding 
anniversary here in Sacramento, CA. 


As a founder of the Sacramento Modern 
Transit Society, Mr. Hultgren led the grass- 
roots movement which brought light rail to 
Sacramento, as an alternative to another free- 
way. For this, he is known in Sacramento as 
the father of light rail and was recognized for 
his role by the American Lung Association, the 
Environmental Council of Sacramento, and the 
California State Legislature. 


Mrs. Hultgren, in her career as an early 
childhood educator, was also an organizer. 
She founded the very successful legislative 
symposium for children, a State-wide advo- 
cacy event now in its 14th year. She has been 
named to the Hall of Fame of the Child Care 
Coalition of Sacramento County and also as a 
trendsetter by the Association for Education of 
Young Children. 


In 1982, Mr. and Mrs. Hultgren joined the 
growing antinuclear weapons campaign. For a 
decade they have held lead positions in the 
Sacramento Nuclear Weapons Freeze, now 
called Peace Action. Mrs. Hultgren has served 
as president for three terms and Mr. Hultgren 
has twice served as coordinator for the 
group's most successful petition campaigns. 


Mrs. Hultgren founded the August Women's 
Peace Event, now in its 10th year, to com- 
memorate the bombing of Hiroshima and Na- 
gasaki by inspiring women to join the peace 
movement. She also founded and cochaired 
the Campaign for New Priorities, Sacramento 
chapter. Her efforts in the peace movement 
have been recognized by the California State 
Assembly and by designation as Woman of 
the Year in State Senator Leroy Greene's dis- 
trict in 1988. 


Apart from their tireless dedication to peace 
campaigns and their professions, the 
Hultgrens have supported numerous other 
causes and have inspired countless 
Sacramentans to volunteer time and resources 
toward the enrichment of this city's services 
and programs. 


Mr. Speaker, we ask our colleagues to join 
us in saluting the Hultgren's outstanding com- 
munity spirit and in congratulating them on 
their 50 years together. 
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MEDICARE AND MEDICAID 
COVERAGE DATA BANK 


HON. EARL POMEROY 


OF NORTH DAKOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, today | am in- 
troducing legislation to relieve our Nation's 
business community of an unreasonable and 
costly burden. 

In last year's omnibus budget bill, Congress 
approved a provision to create a Medicare and 
Medicaid Coverage Data Bank. The idea was 
to identify the types of insurance coverage 
that workers and their dependents are carry- 
ing. Medicare and Medicaid could then avoid 
making erroneous payments that should be 
made by a third-party insurer. 

The goal of the data bank is a good one. 
However, it will not be effective without major 
changes. 

The data bank law placed the burden of col- 
lecting and reporting the information on our 
Nation's employers, beginning January 1, 
1994. However, since no funds were appro- 
priated for the project, businesses now are 
collecting information for a data bank that 
technically does not exist. Furthermore, as of 
today, HCFA has failed to issue reporting 
guidelines. 

Another inequity is this: Businesses have to 
report on 100 percent of their employees, but 
only about 2 percent of the American work 
force is eligible for Medicare. In other words, 
about 98 percent of the information that we 
are forcing businesses to collect is irrelevant. 

Tomorrow, GAO will release a report that 
details the many problems they found with the 
data bank. Until we can address these prob- 
lems, we must relieve our business community 
of the burden of having to gather and report 
this useless data. Today | am introducing leg- 
islation to repeal the employer reporting re- 
quirements. 

| also am writing the chairmen of the Ways 
and Means Committee and the Energy and 
Commerce Committee to urge them to appro- 
priately address this problem as part of health 
care reform. 


TRIBUTE TO MICHAEL D. CURRY 
HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
take this opportunity to recognize an excep- 
tional young man from my district who has re- 
cently accepted his appointment as a member 
of the Class of 1998 at the U.S. Air Force 
Academy. 

Michael D. Curry will soon graduate Edon 
High School after 4 years of outstanding aca- 
demic achievement as well as extracurricular 
involvement. While in high school Christopher 
has distinguished himself as a leader among 
his peers. He is a member of the National 
Honor Society as well as a member of his 
School basketball and baseball teams. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the most important re- 
sponsibilities of Members of Congress is to 
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identify outstanding young men and women 
and to nominate them for admission to the 
United States service academies. While at the 
Academy, they will be the beneficiaries of one 
of the finest educations available, so that in 
the future, they might be entrusted with the 
very security of our Nation. 

| am confident that Michael Curry has both 
the ability and the desire to meet this chal- 
lenge. | ask my colleagues to join me in con- 
gratulating him for his accomplishments to 
date and to wish him the best of luck as he 
begins his career in service to our country. 


TRIBUTE TO FATHER FRANK 
O'GRADY 


HON. HERB KLEIN 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that | rise today to honor Father 
Frank O'Grady as Our Lady of Pompei Church 
in Paterson, NJ, celebrates his 25th anniver- 
sary in the priesthood. 

Father Frank was born in County Sligo, Ire- 
land in 1945 to Patrick and Catherine 
O'Grady. He attended Cairn National School 
and later graduated from St. Joseph's High 
School in 1963. It was during this period that 
he decided to become a priest. He subse- 
quently enrolled at St. Patrick's College in 
Thurles where he played soccer and Gaelic 
football. 

Father Frank was ordained on June 7, 
1969, at St. Patrick's Cathedral in Thurles. He 
then moved to St. John's in New Ferry, 
Merseyside, England and stayed until 1975 
when he was assigned to nearby St. Law- 
rence Church. 

In 1978 Father Frank moved to the United 
States and was located at St. Margaret's 
Church in Morristown. During his stay at St. 
Margaret's, he attended Drew University and 
received his doctorate in ministry. He also 
served as president of the Morristown Clergy 
Association, and was chaplain to the Lone 
Eagle Composite Squadron Civil Air Patrol at 
Morristown Airport. 

Father Frank's next assignment brought him 
to Our Lady of Pompei in Paterson as paro- 
chial vicar in 1983. While at Pompei, he taught 
at DePaul High School in Wayne before be- 
coming youth minister at Paterson Catholic 
High School. From 1989 to 1993, Father 
Frank was Paterson deanery coordinate for 
youths. He currently serves with the U.S. 
Army Reserve 2d brigade 76th division in 
Lodi. During the Persian Gulf war, he served 
on active duty at Fort Dix. 

Father Frank has other accomplishments. 
He is chaplain to the Knights of Columbus 
Council 240, the Morristown Fire Department, 
and the Emerald Society in Morris and Pas- 
saic Counties. In addition, he is cofounder and 
chaplain of the Passaic County Irish-American 
Cultural Society. Moreover, this month he is 
graduating from Fordham University and will 
receive his masters in social work. 

| ask my colleagues to join me in wishing 
Father Frank a wonderful day, and the best of 
luck in his future efforts. 


May 5, 1994 


CONTROL OF CONSUMER'S 
PERSONAL INFORMATION 


HON. DEAN A. GALLO 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. GALLO. Mr. Speaker, in today's high- 
technology society, it has become increasingly 
important to take steps to protect an individ- 
ual's basic right of privacy. That is why | am 
introducing two bills today which | believe are 
very important to protecting that basic right. 


am concerned when information like a per- 
son's address, telephone number, or what 
hotel they prefer to stay in, is available at the 
touch of a button and can be sold at next to 
nothing. 

Consumers have a right to know that when 
they sign a guest book at a hotel, or apply for 
a credit card, or order from a catalog that the 
information they provide is going to be com- 
piled and sold to any company that has a few 
dollars to pay for it. 


That is why | am introducing legislation 
which would require any company or organiza- 
tion that participates in the sale of lists to pro- 
vide notification to the consumer that their 
name, address, phone number, or any other 
personal information is going to be put on a 
list for sale. My legislation also provides the 
consumer the option of asking that their name 
be removed from any list made available for 
sale. 


In addition, a person's Social Security num- 
ber is the one means of identification that re- 
mains with them for their entire life. Names, 
addresses, and phone numbers all change. A 
Social Security number does not. That is why 
| am also introducing a bill to preserve the pri- 
vacy of a person's Social Security number. 


Social Security numbers are used by the 
Social Security Administration to keep track of 
all the Social Security taxes a person's ever 
paid. Even though the Social Security Admin- 
istration and other Federal agencies maintain 
tight confidentiality of a Social Security num- 
ber and other personal information, there are 
several ways that businesses can obtain such 
information. 


Many State agencies, colleges and univer- 
sities, private businesses, and other private or- 
ganizations require or request individuals to 
reveal their Social Security numbers in order 
for them to obtain the desired services. Once 
such a State or private organization obtains 
these numbers, it can, and frequently does, 
sel or give away this private information. 
There is very little protection in Federal law 
against this practice. 

For this reason, | have introduced legislation 
that will halt this practice by governing the 
transfer of this information by a third party, 
prohibit the buying or selling of Social Security 
numbers, and extend the strict penalties under 
the Social Security Act to private companies. 

urge my colleagues’ support of these im- 
portant bills. 


May 5, 1994 


KANTUS CORP.: 10 YEARS OF 
MANUFACTURING EXCELLENCE 


HON. BART GORDON 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, this week 
Kantus Corp., one of North America's fore- 
most suppliers of automotive instrument panel 
systems, is celebrating 10 years of manufac- 
turing excellence in Lewisburg, TN. 

Since opening its doors in May 1984 with 
100 employees, Kantus has grown to a 
workforce of almost 800 people. Its original 
$13 million investment in the Marshall County 
community has grown to more than $60 mil- 
lion today. 

Kantus is truly a Tennessee success story, 
showing what midsized operations can mean 
to an entire State and region through leader- 
ship and innovation. Kantus is the only auto- 
motive supplier in North America able to man- 
ufacture a complete instrument panel system, 
including design and development of all plas- 
lics, instrumentation and harness components. 

The company also has begun in-house pro- 
duction of circuit boards for its meters and 
gauges and this year, it has begun the proto- 
type and development of a new airbag door. 

In addition to supplying Nissan and Ford in 
the United States, Kantus, a wholly owned 
United States subsidiary of Kansei Corp., ex- 
ports products to Japan and Mexico. in- 
creased exports to Mexico are expected to 
begin in January 1995. 

Please join me in congratulating Kantus, 
and just as importantly, its 800 workers in 
Lewisburg, TN, who are the backbone of this 
continuing success story. 


THE IMPORTANCE OF THE 
TOURISM AND TRAVEL INDUSTRY 


HON. BARBARA F. VUCANOVICH 


OF NEVADA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, | would 
like to take this opportunity today to recognize 
the importance of the tourism and travel indus- 
try, not only in the great State of Nevada, but 
in our Nation as a whole. | mention this today 
because May 2 through May 8 is National 
Tourism Week. It is one week set aside each 
May since 1984 to recognize the economic 
and cultural impact of this vital industry. 

For me, the mention of travel and tourism in 
my State of Nevada often brings to mind 
thoughts of places like Great Basin Park, the 
Lake Tahoe region, the overwhelming beauty 
of the high desert regions in rural Nevada, 
Hoover Dam, and last but certainly not least 
the wonders found in Reno and Las Vegas; 
but it is much more. The travel and tourism in- 
dustry is our Nation's second largest em- 
ployer, providing 6 million jobs, and is a $360 
billion a year enterprise. Tourism accounts for 
46 percent of all jobs in the State of Nevada, 
more than 290,000. 

Tourism is our Nation's largest services 
business, and accounts for 11 percent of total 
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exports of goods and services. International 
tourism spending—the amount of money inter- 
national visitors spend on travel arrangements 
to this country, combined with the money that 
they spend while they are here—is greater 
than the spending on commodities such as 
automobiles, computers and even agricultural 
products. 

| would again like to acknowledge the im- 
portance of the travel and tourism industry for 
the key role that it plays in both my home 
State of Nevada, and the Nation as a whole. 


PONTELANDOLFO COMMUNITY 
CLUB 


HON. GARY A. FRANKS 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, 
today | want to recognize a club that has been 
and continues to be a source of strength to 
the community in Waterbury, CT. The 
Pontelandolfo Community Club, affectionately 
known as the Ponte Club, was formed in the 
north end of Waterbury in 1930. Its original 
purpose was to help its members and their 
families in times of crisis and need. Italian 
people in the community warmly welcomed 
this gesture of security and togetherness. 

As a result of the last major immigration to 
Waterbury from Pontelandolfo, Italy in 1957, 
the Ponte Club grew immensely in member- 
ship and the extent of their facilities. The club 
provided counsel and guidance to its new 
members and their families as they sought to 
realize a new life in this country. The Ponte 
Club also provided facilities and opportunities 
for the youth of the community to participate in 
sports, in the hope that they would realize the 
importance of teamwork and achievement. 

Today, under the leadership of President 
Antonio Rubbo, the Ponteiandolfo Community 
Club of Waterbury continues to grow and 
prosper. It continues to be a source of inspira- 
tion and guidance for its younger members. 
With its membership continuing to grow, the 
Ponte Club has a bright future. Its impact on 
the community promises to be fruitful and pro- 
ductive. 

| salute the untiring efforts of the Ponte Club 
and | commend its members. 


TRIBUTE TO JOSHUA P. ARMEY 
HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
take this opportunity to recognize an excep- 
tional young man from my district who has re- 
cently accepted his appointment as a member 
of the Class of 1998 at the U.S. Air Force 
Academy. 

Joshua P. Armey will soon graduate Con- 
tinental High School after 4 years of outstand- 
ing academic achievement as well as extra- 
curricular involvement. While in high school 
Joshua has distinguished himself as a leader 
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among his peers. He is an honor roll student 
and member of the National Honor Society. In 
addition, he is a member of his school's var- 
sity baseball, basketball, and soccer teams. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the most important re- 
sponsibilities of Members of Congress is to 
identify outstanding young men and women 
and to nominate them for admission to the 
U.S. service academies. While at the Acad- 
emy, they will be the beneficiaries of one of 
the finest educations available, so that in the 
future, they might be entrusted with the very 
security of our Nation. 

| am confident that Joshua Armey has both 
the ability and the desire to meet this chal- 
lenge. | ask my colleagues to join me in con- 
gratulating him for him accomplishments to 
date and to wish him the best of luck as he 
begins his career in service to our country. 


TRIBUTE TO CATHERINE 
WHITAKER AND MAE BROOKS 


HON. HERB KLEIN 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 5, 1994 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to pay 
tribute to two women who have dedicated their 
lives to the children of Paterson, NJ. 

Ms. Mae Brooks was born in North Carolina 
and began her career with the Paterson 
School system in December of 1966. During 
her time in Paterson, she also studied at Wil- 
liam Paterson College, Montclair State Col- 
lege, Rutgers University, and Ramapo Col- 
lege. At some time during her 18 years in 
Paterson, she has taught at nearly every 
school in Paterson. Ms. Brooks informs me 
that retirement has allowed her to be a full- 
time mother, grandmother, stepmother, and 
mother-in-law. 

Ms. Catherine Whitaker was hired over 30 
years ago as a science teacher by the 
Paterson Board of Education. She taught 
science at Eastside High School and J.F.K. 
High School, and was also a resource teacher 
for several elementary schools. Not only did 
Ms. Whitaker conduct various science-related 
workshops, but she also assisted the science 
committee to develop the curricula and select 
the science textbooks. In addition, she taught 
at the Upward Bound program at Fairleigh 
Dickinson University and participated in the 
Student Enrichment Program at the New Jer- 
sey Institute of Technology. 

t is with great pleasure that | ask my col- 
leagues to honor them at their retirement. 
After many years in Paterson, | know that they 
will be missed by the students, parents, fac- 
ulty, and entire Paterson schoo! system. | wish 
them the best of luck and many more wonder- 
ful and happy years. 


TRIBUTE TO FATHER DAN 
MADIGAN 


HON. ROBERT T. MATSUI 
OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to Father Dan Madigan, a Sac- 
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ramento legend whose tireless work for the 
homeless, the hungry, and the sick will be rec- 
ognized on April 14, 1994, with a tribute din- 
ner also honoring his 30th anniversary as a 
priest. 

Evidence of Father Madigan’s commitment 
to the greater Sacramento community is found 
in many places but perhaps his most widely 
recognized contribution is Sacramento Food 
Bank Services, of which he is the founder and 
director. 

Over the years, his call to uplift and em- 
power the poor has been aided by numerous 
individuals, volunteer organizations, and fund- 
ing sources. With a great vision and a great 
sense of management, Father Madigan has 
woven SFBS' contributions together to form a 
vast safety net which literally saves the lives 
of thousands of Sacramentans each year. 

Today, the SFBS operates in 6 different lo- 
cations, collectively feeding over 200,000 fami- 
lies each year. Apart from feeding people, 
SFBS clothes families for free; teaches adults 
literacy skills one-on-one; offers young moth- 
ers parenting and skills-building classes in ex- 
change for baby diapers and formula; houses 
homeless families; operates a special Sunday 
lunch program; and offers volunteers 55 years 
and older special services through its Senior 
Bridge Builders Club. 

Dan Madigan arrived in Sacramento in 
March 1967, where he began serving the first 
of several disadvantaged parishes. In 1975, 
after receiving his master’s degree in social 
work, he was appointed pastor of Immaculate 
Conception Church, Sacramento’s largest 
inner-city parish. It was there that his commit- 
ment to the poor was manifested in the out- 
standing assistance programs and organiza- 
tions which are now synonymous with his 
name. 

In 1976, Father Madigan witnessed and re- 
sponded to the needs of over 3,000 hungry 
men, women, and children—needs that have 
escalated during years of steady increase in 
the number of hungry people, many without 
homes, in neighborhoods marked with drugs, 
crime, and violence. 

The network of support which Father Mad- 
igan has assembled in his nearly 30 years in 
Sacramento is one of our greatest community 
resources. In addition to food, shelter, and 
clothing, Father Madigan is a source of hope 
and his gift of a brighter and more secure fu- 
ture is one for which thousands of fellow 
Sacramentans are eternally grateful. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in saluting the outstanding contributions Father 
Dan Madigan has made to the greater Sac- 
ramento area. His long-term commitment to 
the growing segment of our population so des- 
perate for his service is proof that he is a 
community leader we would all do well to 
emulate. 


PESTICIDE REFORM ACT OF 1994 
HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to 
introduce the Pesticide Reform Act of 1994, 
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which is the Clinton administration's proposal 
for comprehensive reform or the provisions of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
pertaining to pesticides. Although pesticides 
are by far the most dangerous substance that 
we intentionally add to foods, they have never 
been subjected to the elementary public health 
standards that we demand of other food addi- 
lives. 

After 20 years of reviewing pesticides, EPA 
has completed its evaluation for only a handful 
of substances. And even after that review is 
completed, current law permits EPA to leave 
on the market a pesticide that causes a risk to 
public health if the so-called benefits of that 
pesticide outweigh its risks. 


| believe that it is imperative that we amend 
our pesticide laws in order to protect the pub- 
lic. It is for this reason that for the past three 
Congresses | have joined Senator KENNEDY in 
sponsoring pesticide reform legislation. 


The case for reform is especially compelling 
in light of the recent report of the National 
Academy of Sciences entitled “Pesticides in 
the Diets of Infants and Children.” That report 
demonstrates that our laws are wholly inad- 
equate in protecting children from pesticides 
that may cause them serious harm. 

The administration is to be commended for 
developing a proposal that has the support of 
the three agencies with the principal respon- 
sibility for the regulation of pesticides—EPA, 
USDA, and FDA. The introduction of the Pes- 
ticide Reform Act of 1994 has significantly in- 
creased the chances of reform to strengthen 
our pesticide laws and to improve the safety of 
our food supply. 


CHARITABLE GIVING 


HON. MICHAEL HUFFINGTON 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. HUFFINGTON. Mr. Speaker, today | am 
introducing—with dozens of my colleagues— 
legislation to help charitable organizations and 
ease the pain and suffering of needy Ameri- 
cans. 


Our immense problems—crime, drugs, and 
the decline of education—cannot be solved by 
more taxes, more Federal mandates and more 
bureaucrats. Government is failing our fami- 
lies, schools, and communities. 


Let us call forth the legendary American 
spirit of voluntarism—hundreds of thousands 
of charitable organizations and millions of 
dedicated people helping their neighbors. Un- 
fortunately, there are tax obstacles to chari- 
table giving. We must reform the Tax Code so 
that charities have enough resources for their 
noble efforts. 


| urge my colleagues to support this impor- 
tant legislation to encourage charitable con- 
tributions. 


May 5, 1994 


JOHN A. McCOLE RECEIVES DIS- 
TINGUISHED COMMUNITY SERV- 
ICE AWARD 


HON. PAUL E. KANJORSKI 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to pay tribute to an outstanding man and a 
close personal friend, John A. McCole. On 
May 5, 1994, Jack will be honored by the Anti- 
Defamation League of the B'nai B'rith in 
Wilkes-Barre, PA as the recipient of their Dis- 
tinguished Community Service Award. 

The award recognizes those individuals who 
exemplify the League's high standards of lead- 
ership and community enrichment through its 
teachings against hatred and mindless vio- 
lence. It is evident to all who know him, that 
Jack McOole has lived his life by these ideals. 

A graduate of Wyoming Seminary Pre- 
paratory School, Jack went on to serve his 
country in the U.S. Army. After serving in the 
Army and graduating from the University of 
Pennsylvania's Wharton School of Business, 
Jack entered the insurance business. Jack's 
career in insurance has been successful and 
rewarding as he is a life member of the indus- 
try's, the Million Dollar Round Table. 

Jack sits on several prestigious area boards 
of directors, including Franklin First Financial 
Corp., Pennsylvania Millers Mutual Insurance, 
Eastern Insurance Group, Wyoming Seminary 
and College Misericordia. He also is a mem- 
ber of the council of the University of Scran- 
ton, the President's Council of King's College, 
the Economic Development Council of North- 
eastern Pennsylvania and the Westmoreland 
Club. 

Mr. Speaker, | have known Jack my whole 
life. His family has a long history of dedication 
to the community and for its civic-minded- 
ness—particularly his father, who served as 
mayor of Wilkes-Barre. 

Because | know Jack McCole so well, | 
know that he is deserving of this honor. | ap- 
plaud the B'nai B'rith Anti-Defamation League 
in naming John A. McCole as this year's hon- 
oree, and | am proud to be among his many 
friends in northeastern Pennsylvania. 


TRIBUTE TO LEONARD MUDLOFF 
HON. FRANK R. WOLF 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, as the Defense 
Department moves ahead to close various 
military bases across the land, including Vint 
Hill Farms Station in Fauquier County, Vir- 
ginia, near the town of Warrenton, | want to 
share with my colleagues an almost forgotten 
story involving a young Army soldier named 
Leonard Mudloff. This story was related to me 
by Manassas, VA, vice mayor James H. 
Payne, about the selfless devotion to duty of 
a soldier, quietly doing his job, who recog- 
nized the uniqueness of a particular event 
which had far-reaching impact on the outcome 
of World War Il. 
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The story goes that at the outbreak of World 
War Il, our military desperately needed to es- 
tablish an intelligence-gathering facility to lis- 
ten in on German communications. At that 
time, short-wave radio operators in northern 
Virginia routinely picked up radio trans- 
missions from Berlin taxi drivers. It seemed 
conditions were right to establish a listening 
post for this purpose just south of the Nation's 
capital and Vint Hill Farms Station began op- 
erations in an old barn converted for the 
Army's use. 

Army soldier Leonard Mudloff was assigned 
as a Morse-code copier at Vint Hill in the early 
days of the war and had the morning shift on 
Wednesday, November 10, 1943. As the clock 
was slowly ticking toward the lunch hour, sol- 
dier Mudloff heard the repeated radio trans- 
mission: "Urgent message," "urgent mes- 
sage," "Berlin Calling Tokyo." Thoughts of 
lunch gave way to the intense concentration of 
copying a long coded message from Berlin to 
Tokyo. It was later learned that this was a dis- 
patch from the Japanese Ambassador to Ger- 
many in Berlin to the Minister of Foreign Af- 
fairs back in Tokyo. 

| have seen a copy of this message which 
contained a detailed report of the Ambas- 
sador's inspection of German defenses along 
the French coast at Normandy, listing troop 
strengths, dispositions, and even contingency 
plans. This information was received just as 
Operation OVERLORD—General Eisen- 
hower's invasion of the European continent— 
was deep in the final planning stages. D-day 
was delayed so this new information could be 
factored into battle plans. General Eisenhower 
later credited this information with making a 
significant contribution to the success of the 
attack. Gen. Omar Bradley, who commanded 
the ground troops on the Normandy beaches, 
later personally visited Vint Hill to commend 
the men for their extraordinary achievement. 

For his part in this effort, Army soldier 
Mudloff was promoted one grade. Not even 
his wife or his family were made aware of the 
key role played by Leonard Mudloff. There are 
doubtlessly many who crossed the beaches at 
Normandy that are alive today because this 
soldier did his job. 

Leonard Mudloff has since passed on. His 
wife continues to live in Warrenton near Vint 
Hill Farms Station and was proud to learn of 
her husband's contribution toward winning the 
war in Europe. His daughter, now Mrs. Joann 
Kassner, who lives in nearby Laurel, MD, 
shares her mother's pride. 

| didn't want this moment in history to be 
lost. | wanted to share this story with my col- 
leagues and to stand for a moment to let 
America salute Leonard Mudloff, a man who 
did his job—a soldier to remember. 


INTRODUCTION OF THE SUPER- 
FUND RECYCLING EQUITY ACT 
OF 1994 


HON. BLANCHE M. LAMBERT 


OF ARKANSAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Ms. LAMBERT. Mr. Speaker, today | am in- 
troducing, along with Mr. UPTON, Mr. Bou- 
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CHER, Mr. SCHAEFER and Mr. MANTON, the 
Superfund Recycling Equity Act of 1994. This 
legislation is intended to place traditional recy- 
clable, or secondary, materials which are used 
as feedstocks in the manufacturing process on 
an equal footing with their virgin, or primary, 
materials counterparts. Traditional recyclables 
are made from paper, glass, plastic, metals, 
textiles, and rubber. 

This legislation has become necessary be- 
cause of an unintended consequence of the 
Comprehensive Emergency Response, Com- 
pensation, and Liability Act [CERCLA] or 
Superfund. Some courts have interpreted 
CERCLA to mean that the sale of certain tra- 
ditional recyclable feedstocks is an arrange- 
ment for the treatment or disposal of a hazard- 
ous substance and, therefore, fully subject to 
Superfund liability. This sale of virgin material 
feedstocks sold for the same or similar pur- 
pose, understandably, should not be consid- 
ered to be the arrangement for the disposal of 
a hazardous substance. 

There exists in law and legislative history no 
suggestion whatever that the Congress in- 
tended to impede recycling in America by pro- 
viding a strong preference for the use of virgin 
materials through the Superfund liability 
scheme. But, that is precisely what has hap- 
pened. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people and their 
elected leaders have insisted that the recy- 
cling rates in our country increase—not de- 
crease. | am offering the Superfund Recycling 
Equity Act of 21994 to encourage more, not 
less, recycling. Intuitively, our citizens know 
that increased recycling means less use of 
natural resources, which both extends the life 
of those resources and minimizes any adverse 
environmental impacts of their exploitation. 

The use of recyclables is also of importance 
to the achievement of the goals of pollution 
prevention and waste minimization, which 
have taken on increased importance in the en- 
vironmental debates of the past few years. For 
example, the use of recycled steel results in a 
90 percent savings in virgin material use, 40 
percent reduction in water use, 76 percent re- 
duction in water pollution and a 97 percent re- 
duction in mining waste over the use of virgin 
ores. Recycling is also more energy efficient 
than the production of primary metals. As an 
illustration, using recycled materials in place of 
virgin materials results in tremendous energy 
savings: 95 percent for aluminum production, 
75 percent for iron and steel, 64 percent for 
paper, and 80 percent for plastics. 

Let me now address what my bill does—and 
does not—do. The Superfund Recycling Eq- 
uity Act of 1994 acknowledges that the Con- 
gress did not intend to subject to Superfund li- 
ability those governmental or private entities 
who collect and process secondary materials 
for sale as feedstocks for manufacturing. This 
amendment removes from liability those who 
collect, process, and sell to manufacturers 
paper, glass, plastic, metal textiles, and rubber 
recyclables. My CERCLA amendment does 
not address chemical, solvent, sludge, or slag 
recycling. It addresses traditional recyclables 
in a CERCLA context only. | do not intend it 
to be viewed as a precedent for any other 
amendment to Superfund or to any other envi- 
ronmental statute, whatsoever. 

It should also be clearly understood that this 
bill addresses the product of recyclers—that 
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is, the recyclables they sell which are utilized 
to make new products. This does not effect li- 
ability for contamination that is created at a fa- 
cility owned or operated by a recycler. Neither 
does it affect liability related to any process 
wastes sent by a recycler for treatment or dis- 
posal. In order to assure that only bonafide re- 
cycling facilities benefit from this bill, | have 
established a number of tests by which liability 
relief will be denied to sham recyclers. 

Mr. Speaker, in developing this bill | have 
had the pleasure of working with Martin 
McCrory of the Natural Resources Defense 
Council [NRDC], Patricia Williams of the Na- 
tional Wildlife Federation, representatives from 
other environmental groups, as well as rep- 
resentatives of the traditional recycling indus- 
try, including Mark Reiter, Alex Echols, Tom 
Wolfe and Herschel Cutler from the Institute of 
Scrap Recycling Industries. | have also coordi- 
nated efforts with the staffs from the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency, the Department of 
Justice, and the Transportation and Hazard- 
ous Materials Subcommittee. | wish to thank 
them for their long and hard work in helping 
me to develop a bill which will provide more 
environmental protection to the American peo- 
ple than they are presently receiving under the 
current regulatory regime. Their support for 
this bill is testament to the consensus we have 
all achieved. 

| ask unanimous consent that the text of this 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 


TRIBUTE TO OUR LADY OF 
LOURDES ACADEMY FOR WIN- 
NING NATIONWIDE COMPETITION 


HON. ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, | would 
like to bring to the attention of the House the 
achievement of the students of Our Lady of 
Lourdes Academy in the “We the 
People * * * The Citizen and the Constitu- 
tion” national competition. 

Our Lady of Lourdes Academy is the na- 
tional champion of this competition on the U.S. 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights which in- 
cludes simulated congressional hearings in 
Washington where students apply constitu- 
tional principles and historical facts to current 
situations. 

This is the third year that Our Lady of 
Lourdes placed in this competition, dem- 
onstrating the extraordinary leadership offered 
by Ms. Rosalie Hefferman, the history and so- 
cial studies teacher who was in charge of pre- 
paring the students for this competition, and 
by Sister Susan Marie Kuk, the principal of the 
academy. 

It is inspiring to note that our youth are ad- 
dressing the Bill of Rights and some our stu- 
dents, like those at Our Lady of Lourdes, pos- 
sess in-depth knowledge of our Constitution. 
The challenges of the competition, such as 
describing the rights that are protected by pro- 
cedural due process of law, were met suc- 
cessfully by these bright students. 

am honored to recognize these bright stu- 
dents who are carrying on the torch of knowl- 
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edge so that our most basic rights outlined by 
the Founding Fathers of this country may be 
Studied and understood by generations to 
come. 


HONORING A PULASKI COUNTY 
LEADER 


HON. HAROLD ROGERS 


OF KENTUCKY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, | am deeply 
saddened by the death of my good friend, Dr. 
Stephen Kelley. My family and thousands of 
others throughout Pulaski County and Ken- 
tucky are devastated by this terrible loss. 

Our community has lost an excellent and 
caring physician, an active church leader, an 
inspiring civic and community volunteer, a po- 
litical leader, and a good Christian friend. He 
helped everyone he could and always was 
willing to sacrifice his time for others. 

Serving the communities throughout Pulaski 
County for 32 years, Kelley was voted Citizen 
Doctor of the Year by the Kentucky Academy 
of Family Physicians. He also served as presi- 
dent of the organization. 

Dr. Kelley was also an inspirational leader 
to thousands of Boy Scouts. He rose from a 
local troop leader, through the presidency of 
the Bluegrass Council to vice president of the 
Southern United States region. He was hon- 
ored numerous times by Boy Scouts of Amer- 
ica with their highest honors, the Silver Beaver 
and Silver Antelope for outstanding volunteer 
service. 

Dr. Kelley always looked for a way to build 
a better community. More times than not, he 
found that way through hard work, commit- 
ment, and perseverance. 

Armed with a remarkable ability to energize 
people, Steve had a special gift: the ability to 
lift people's spirits. Whether it was religion, 
medicine, civic work, scouting, or politics, he 
always motivated people to strive and achieve 
their best. 

Stephen Kelley was a great leader and a 
good man. He will be sorely missed by many 
thousands. 


ROY MERRILLS: DEDICATED TO 
TELECOMMUNICATION 


HON. BART GORDON 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize a constituent and special individual, 
Roy Merrills, upon his retirement from North- 
ern Telecom, Inc. Roy's distinguished career 
with NTI, one of the top telecommunications 
companies in the world, spanned 36 years. He 
will be feted this week by his colleagues in the 
telecommunications industry and by commu- 
nity leaders at a dinner in Nashville, the home 
of NTI's headquarters. 

As this generation reaps the benefits of the 
information age and stands on the doorstep of 
telecommunications opportunities that were al- 
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most science fiction just two decades ago, we 
can look to Roy Merrills as one of the early ar- 
chitects of the communications highway. 

In his many positions at NTI, including presi- 
dent and chairman, Roy helped guide the 
company which has been a leader in new 
ideas and technologies. He had responsibility 
for marketing, sales and service of all North- 
ern Telecom products in the United States. He 
was instrumental in NTI’s growth during the 
early 1970's into one of our Nation's major 
telecommunications equipment manufacturers. 
Today, NTI employs 22,000 people across the 
country. 

Roy is an engineering graduate of the Liver- 
pool College of Technology and registered 
professional engineer. He is a member of the 
board of trustees of the Aspen Institute. 

He and his charming wife, Marian, have four 
children. As Roy and Marian begin a new 
chapter in their lives, they do so knowing they 
have made a lasting contribution both to the 
Nashville community and to our Nation's eco- 
nomic future. 


TRIBUTE TO THE NEW LENOX 
COMMUNITY PARK DISTRICT ON 
ITS 25TH ANNIVERSARY 


HON. GEORGE E. SANGMEISTER 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. SANGMEISTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to pay tribute to an organization in my 
district that has provided recreation, entertain- 
ment, and enjoyment for thousands of my con- 
Stituents during the last 25 years—the New 
Lenox Park District, which celebrates its silver 
anniversary this month. 

In the early days of New Lenox, which was 
incorporated in 1957, residents' recreational 
choices were somewhat limited. People used 
local facilities such as the VFW Post and open 
land at the village's sewage treatment plant for 
recreational activities. The system operated on 
donations, volunteerism, and goodwill. 

In 1969, however, a group of local citizens 
foresaw the need to preserve open space and 
provide more recreation opportunities for the 
growing village and township and formed the 
New Lenox Community Park District. The en- 
tire community rallied around the fledgling 
park district and the local Lions Club got the 
district off to a fine start by donating 10 acres 
of property for park and financing and labor to 
construct a community center. 

From that beginning, the park district has 
grown to encompass 375 acres at 15 park 
sites in the township, and two facilities that 
provide places for activities and community 
meetings. The park district cooperates closely 
with other local government bodies, school 
districts and civic organizations to offer pro- 
grams for every age and interest group. 

The district recently acquired 230 acres of 
property for the development of a community 
park complex. The facility will include an 18- 
hole golf course and clubhouse, learning cen- 
ter, public events area, recreation complex, 
swimming facility, and an interpretive learning- 
conversation area with nature walks and 
biking trails. 
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Mr. Speaker, | salute the New Lenox Com- 
munity Park District on 25 years of serving the 
recreational needs of its community, and all 
those individuals and organizations that have 
helped make the park district a success. 


HONORING THE CONTRIBUTIONS 
OF THE OLDTIMERS FOUNDA- 
TION OF LOS ANGELES AND SAN 
BERNARDINO COUNTIES 


HON. LUCILLE ROYBAL-ALLARD 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with great pride and honor that | rise today to 
recognize the significant contributions of the 
Oldtimers Foundation of Los Angeles and San 
Bernardino Counties on the occasion of their 
30th anniversary. 

Established in 1964, the Oldtimers Founda- 
tion provides an enjoyable and productive live- 
lihood for seniors and disabled persons by im- 
proving their physical, psychological, and so- 
cial well-being. The foundation, by preventing 
isolation through the creation of a social net- 
work of seniors, makes it possible for seniors 
and disabled persons to maximize their levels 
of personal dignity and independence within 
their community. 

The Oldtimers Foundation’s caring volun- 
teers and employees offer a variety of pro- 
grams to assist seniors and disabled citizens. 
The foundation maintains a low-cost housing 
community with easy access to recreation 
centers and shopping districts. Foundation 
members provide free transportation to and 
from shopping areas, medical centers, and pri- 
vate homes. They serve and deliver over 
750,000 well-balanced meals a year to 17 nu- 
trition sites for those unable to shop or cook 
for themselves. The foundation also offers 
home maintenance services such as plumb- 
ing, electrical, carpentry, and auto repairs. 

Through the excellent and positive work of 
the Oldtimers Foundation, the spirit of volunta- 
rism is alive and well in our communities. | 
wish the Oldtimers Foundation continued suc- 
cess in making the world a better place to live 
for our senior citizens and disabled persons. 


A SALUTE TO NATIVITY OF OUR 
LORD PARISH 


HON. LUIS V. GUTIERREZ 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to pay tribute to Nativity of Our Lord Parish, 
which will celebrate the 125th Anniversary of 
its founding on Friday, May 13, 1994. This is 
a special occasion not only for Nativity parish- 
ioners but also for all of the alumni and friends 
of Nativity. 

Nativity of Our Lord Parish was formed to 
serve the growing immigrant population of 
post-Civil War Chicago attracted to the newly 
opened Chicago Union Stockyards. The immi- 
grant wave grew into the religious, profes- 
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sional, business, government, and political 
leaders of Chicago. As the parish grew, its 
alumni moved far and wide throughout Chi- 
cago and the southwest suburbs. 

s the parish matured and its facilities aged, 
new leaders led efforts to replace or preserve 
its buildings. In 1962, with the leadership of 
Mayor Richard J. Daley, the parish was able 
to construct a new school building. Later, the 
church was extensively rehabilitated and ren- 
ovated to prepare the parish for its 21st cen- 
tury future. 

Mr. Speaker, | commend the parishioners 
for their strength and commitment. Were it not 
for them, Nativity of Our Lord Parish would not 
be celebrating this important anniversary. 
Nearly 4 years ago the parish was faced with 
the closing of its church due to structural de- 
fects. Not willing to let such a dear part of 
their lives devastate them, the parishioners 
made strong personal and financial pledges to 
rehabilitate their vintage church. Because of 
such devotion, we are now able to celebrate 
the rich history of the parish. 

| commend the people of this wonderful 
community for their strengths, their commit- 
ment, and their devotion. 


SUPPORT A TO Z 
HON. JAY KIM 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong sup- 
port of the A to Z spending cut legislation. For 
too many years, Congress has had an un- 
breakable addiction to wasteful deficit spend- 
ing. Even when faced with a national debt 
which is approaching $4 trillion, this body has 
repeatedly shown that it is unwilling and un- 
able to make the hard choices which are nec- 
essary to bring the Federal budget under con- 
trol. 

The reason for this is simple: In the budget 
process, Members of Congress are simply not 
accountable for their actions. Time and time 
again, | hear my colleagues argue passion- 
ately for the need to cut Government spend- 
ing, only to find the favorite programs of these 
Members tucked away in the backwaters of an 
appropriations bill. 

The A to Z legislation will be an important 
step toward ending this hypocrisy and restor- 
ing accountability to the congressional budget 
process. By requiring an up-or-down vote on 
specific spending cuts, this bill will force Mem- 
bers to put their money where their mouth is 
and decide whether they support true deficit 
reduction. 

For this reason, | urge my colleagues to 
support A to Z and sign the discharge petition 
which is pending before the House. 


CLINTON'S HEALTH CARE MEANS 
EMPLOYER MANDATES 


HON. TERRY EVEREIT 
OF ALABAMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 5, 1994 
Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, further em- 
ployer mandates have been touted by the 
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Clinton administration as one of the keys to 
ensuring health care security for all Ameri- 
cans. However, | am concerned that these 
same mandates will result in major job losses 
for my State of Alabama and the Nation as a 
whole. Even the administration admits a po- 
tential job loss of 600,000 while other organi- 
zations suggest totals of over 2 million. A re- 
cent study by the American Federation of 
State, County, and Municipal Employees esti- 
mated that in 1998, the 15,700 jobs lost in 
Alabama as a consequence of the Clinton 
plan would result in $1.25 billion dollars in lost 
wages and benefits in our State. President 
Clinton says that subsidies in his plan will 
make this mandate more affordable for small 
business owners. However, the Congressional 
Budget Office [CBO] reported earlier this year 
that the administration underfunds this subsidy 
by $72 billion. 

These additional employer mandates will kill 
jobs, and will endanger the sector of our econ- 
omy that is most responsible for innovation 
and job creation. | fully support universal ac- 
cess to affordable coverage for all working 
Americans but additional burdens on the small 
business community is not the answer. 

In a recent Clinton town meeting on health 
care, the chief executive of a major pizza res- 
taurant franchise asked the President how his 
company could afford the new mandates with- 
out laying off workers. The President joked 
that he would be willing to pay more for his 
pizza—suggesting that the executive merely 
pass his costs on to his customer. 

Mr. Speaker, there is nothing funny about 
jobs lost when small businesses can't afford to 
keep their doors open as a result of these 
mandates. Let's fix what's broken with our 
health care system without asking our small 
business owners and their employees to bear 
the brunt of the high price tag. Under the cur- 
rent system, there are too many people with- 
out health coverage and we must work to ad- 
dress this. However, under the Clinton plan, 
employees may be without jobs and health 
care. 


FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF 
MARVIN AND ADELE MILLSTEIN 


HON. MAJOR R. OWENS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
salute the 50th wedding anniversary of Mr. 
and Mrs. Marvin and Adele Millstein residing 
at 506 Avenue J in the County of Kings, the 
great borough of Brooklyn in New York. The 
Millsteins have been a driving force in the re- 
form political movements in Brooklyn and on 
issues that are of great concern to people 
such as education, health care, and local eco- 
nomic development. Adele and members of 
her family have been honored many times by 
the elected officials of our borough for their 
work, and that is the case again this evening. 

Marvin Millstein met the former Adele 
Perlmutter in the waiting room of a driving 
school in August of 1943. Mr. Millstein was 
fighting for this country in the Second World 
War, serving in the U.S. Army in Europe. Ms. 
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Perlmutter, from a family of three sisters, in- 
cluding Muriel Perlmutter Chenkin and Bea- 
trice Perlmutter Shapiro, was a resident of the 
east flatbush neighborhood of Brooklyn and a 
hard-working and brilliant young graduate of 
Samuel J. Tilden High School. For them, it 
was practically love at first sight and | am hon- 
ored today, May 5, 1994, Mr. Speaker, to sa- 
lute their love and devotion to each other and 
their family. 

The Millstein family is a respected family in 
Brooklyn. Marvin and Adele have two children, 
Ellen Millstein Gotlob and Lewis Mark 
Millstein, and three grandchildren, Evan 
Gotlob, and David and Benjamin Millstein, all 
of whom shared their parent's faith in our polit- 
ical system and the need to maximize the par- 
ticipation of all people in our democracy. 

In these times when the longevity of love is 
a phenomenon to be cherished and cele- 
brated, it gives me great pleasure to congratu- 
late Marvin and Adele Millstein on this their 
50th wedding anniversary. It is my hope that 
the Millstein's will continue to serve as the first 
family of Brooklyn reform politics. 


ACCOUNTABILITY FOR POW/MIA'S 
HON. RICK LAZIO 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, last week, the 
House of Representatives passed H.R. 2333, 
the State Department and related agencies 
authorization conference report. | would like to 
express my disappointment with some of the 
provisions included in this legislation. 

Included in H.R. 2333, which also contains 
many important authorizations for our foreign 
policy efforts, are provisions regarding rela- 
tions with Vietnam that | strongly oppose and 
believe should not have been included in this 
bill. Language in this legislation questionably 
supports lifting the trade embargo against 
Vietnam and praises that country's increased 
cooperation on accounting for POW/MIA's. 
This is despite the fact that we are still trying 
to determine the fate of nearly 2,400 MIA's. 

Though | support free trade and believe that 
it is a critical factor in the health of our Na- 
tion’s economy, | did not support President 
Clinton in February when he lifted the trade 
embargo against Vietnam, and | do not sup- 
port Congress' statement in concurrence in- 
cluded in H.R. 2333. | did support the motion 
to recommit offered by Representative OLYM- 
PIA SNOWE of Maine, which insisted upon the 
removal of this controversial language. This 
motion to recommit failed, however, and the 
language remains in the conference report. 

| want to make it clear that | cannot, and will 
not, agree to the normalization of trade rela- 
lions between the United States and Vietnam 
until we have received a complete and thor- 
ough accounting of all American MIA's in 
Southeast Asia. Until our Government is com- 
pletely satisfied that all current allegations 
under investigation are cleared, | believe co- 
operative action between our two Govern- 
ments is both unwise and unwarranted. If for 
no other reason than out of respect for the 
families of those still missing and the veterans 
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who fought in Southeast Asia, we should be 
hesitant in our support of the Government of 
Vietnam, and the last thing we should be 
doing is praising them for their actions. 

While | am supportive of most of what is in- 
cluded in H.R. 2333, | object to the President 
and Congress' decision to lift the trade embar- 
go against Vietnam and its support for normal- 
ization of relations with Vietnam. | will continue 
to withhold my support for such actions until 
every missing serviceman is accounted for. 


AN IMPORTANT POLICY STATE- 
MENT BY PRESIDENT LEE TENG- 
HUI OF THE REPUBLIC OF CHINA 


HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, President Lee 
Teng-hui of the Republic of China on Taiwan 
recently completed a successful overseas trip 
that took him to the Philippines, Indonesia, 
and Thailand. Although the ROC does not 
have formal diplomatic relations with any of 
these countries, President Lee was received 
by the head of state in each one. He also met 
with a wide array of senior officials and policy- 
makers at each stop on his tour. 

Upon his return to Taiwan, President Lee 
conducted a news conference in which he dis- 
cussed the objectives of his trip and also 
spoke to some of the larger issues affecting 
the ROC's role in the world. Throughout his 
meeting with reporters, he demonstrated a 
Strong grasp of international affairs and also 
revealed the current state of his government's 
policy toward mainland China. 

After observing that: 

Following the end of the cold war, the 
world situation, and in particular the world 
economic situation, has slowly moved to- 
ward regional cooperation and the further 
establishment of inter-regional economic re- 
lations. 

President Lee said his overseas trip was fo- 
cused on developing closer economic relations 
between Taiwan and the three countries he 
visited. 

Taiwan's extraordinary economic success 
and development over the past 40 years are 
widely admired and serve as an appropriate 
model for other East Asian countries. Accord- 
ingly, President Lee announced that the ROC 
will seek to expand its participation in agricul- 
tural development projects in the three coun- 
tries he visited and move quickly to resolve in- 
vestment issues that Taiwan still has with the 
Philippines and Indonesia. He also said the 
establishment of a free trade zone between 
Taiwan and the Philippines is under discus- 
sion. 

Turning to the larger international issues 
that face the ROC, President Lee expressed 
this view: 

I believe that leaders around the world 
share a common view. What view? That the 
political system of a nation should be demo- 
cratic and free in orientation, and its econ- 
omy should be a free market economy. 

Therefore, he said: 

The further development of our nation re- 
quires abandoning ideology and striving for 
peace, cooperation, and prosperity. 
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When asked by reporters to elaborate this 
point, President Lee suggested that "the Re- 
public of China could be termed a nation with- 
in a divided China." Although the eventual re- 
unification of China is, in his view, a historical 
inevitability, contemporary political realities 
throughout the world dictate the patient pursuit 
of a nonadversarial course. 

Our foreign policy is devoted to pragmatic 
diplomacy while our mainland policy is 
aimed at promoting mutual trust between 
the two sides of the Taiwan Strait * * * If we 
all support the ROC during the process of 
pragmatic diplomacy, then there will be no 
need for a firm ideological stance when nego- 
tiating with the Chinese mainland, nor for 
constantly thinking of one's own ideology or 
considering oneself the greatest and adopt- 
ing a paternalistic stance. We should devote 
ourselves to world peace, progress, and pros- 
perity—this is the direction in which the 
whole world is heading. Even the Com- 
munists should be heading this way. 

Mr. Speaker, at a time when our attention 
has been drawn to the 15th anniversary of the 
enactment of the Taiwan Relations Act, Presi- 
dent Lee is even now on another successful 
overseas trip to Nicaragua, Costa Rica, South 
Africa, and Swaziland. All Members should ap- 
plaud the success of President Lee's trips and 
the important statements he makes upon his 
return. 

The continued maturation of the democratic 
political system in the Republic of China, as 
evidence by President Lee's recent remarks, 
should contribute greatly to the maintenance 
of stability and prosperity throughout the entire 
East Asia region. 


HUMAN RIGHTS 


HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, 
earlier today the Helsinki Commission con- 
ducted a hearing which focused on human 
rights in Kosovo, Sandzak, and Vojvodina. 
Among the witnesses which were called by 
the Commission was Alush Gashi, a member 
of the Council for the Defense of Human 
Rights and Freedoms in Pristina, Kosovo. The 
details of abuse presented at this hearing 
were moving and, for the benefit of my col- 
leagues, | would ask that the testimony of Dr. 
Gashi be printed for the RECORD. In short, Dr. 
Gashi's testimony chronicles the deterioration 
of the situation in Kosovo, with 3,013 cases of 
brutal violations of human rights against Alba- 
nians in Kosovo by the Serbian regime. These 
thousands of cases occurred only in the first 
quarter of 1994. Mr. Chairman, when inter- 
national observers were present in Kosovo in 
the year previous, the number of cases in the 
first quarter was 1,636. 

HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSES IN KOSOVO, SANDZAK, 
AND VOJVODINA 
(By Dr. Alush A. Gashi) 

Chairman DeConcini, Co-Chairman Hoyer, 
ladies and gentlemen: Thank you for arrang- 
ing this important and timely hearing, and 
for the opportunity to present the latest in- 
formation about the brutal human rights sit- 
uation in my country. 
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I have just arrived in the U.S. from 
Pristina, the capital of the Republic of 
Kosova * * * a country that has been with- 
out any CSCE or other international pres- 
ence since last July, when the Belgrade re- 
gime expelled the handful of CSCE human 
rights observers who had been in our coun- 


try. 

Regrettably, the human rights situation in 
our country has gone from bad to worse since 
monitors were removed. As a member of the 
Kosova Council for the Defense of Human 
Rights and Freedoms, I have witnessed the 
horrible human, civil and national rights 
abuses of the 92 percent Albanian majority 
in Kosova. 

Albanians have been committed to peace- 
fully oppose the brutality we have experi- 
enced since autonomy was abolished and 
martial law imposed by Serbia in 1989. The 
situation cannot continue, 

Hu 


It is important to recall that half of the 
total Albanian population in the Balkans 
lives not in the Republic of Albania but in 
ethnic and compact territories in former 
Yugoslavia. 

Albanians, as an indigenous population, 
make up the third most numerous people in 
former Yugoslavia. Therefore, Albanians in 
former Yugoslavia should not be considered 
a minority, but rather a nation that has been 
divided. 

Kosova lost its autonomy when Serbia, un- 
constitutionally by the use of police and 
military forces, five years ago abolished the 
Parliament of Kosova, dismissed the govern- 
ment and its administration, and closed 
down television, radio and the only daily AI- 
banian language newspaper. 

Repression intensified following the uncon- 
stitutional decision of the Serbian Par- 
liament to abolish the autonomy of Kosova 
and apply what they termed special cir- 
cumstances.” In reality, an emergency situa- 
tion was enforced and marital law declared. 

Structural repression against the Alba- 
nians of Kosova has gained tragic dimensions 
each passing year. 

Serbian apartheid manifests itself in dis- 
crimination that started with rigged politi- 
cal trials before civil and military courts; 
isolation and confinement of hundreds of in- 
tellectuals, scientists and most eminent ex- 
perts of Kosova's economy; massive prison 
sentencing of Albanians; killings of peaceful 
demonstration; the expulsion of hundreds of 
university professors, scientists and thou- 
sands of teachers; dismissals of physicians 
and other medical staff; and the full denial of 
human and national rights. 

As part of this, Serbians authorities in Bel- 
grade imposed new bosses in work places 
where Albanians had held executive posi- 
tions. The formal excuses differed, but each 
case amounted to sanctions against ''politi- 
cal disobedience." 
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I have been an eyewitness to frequent vio- 
lence against Albanian medical workers and 
teaching staff of the Faculty of Medicine and 
other scientific institutions in Kosova as 
well as many other Albanians in Kosovā. 

In the presence of astonished and shocked 
colleagues, patients and others including 
medical students, head physicians have been 
pulled out of their workrooms and offices, 
laboratories as well as operating rooms, by 
Serbian police forces. 

Under physical threat of the heavily armed 
police, many professors and physicians of dif- 
ferent specialties have been forced to break 
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off exams and leave their students, and even 
to stop performing surgery in the emergency 
operating room. Similar measure were taken 
in different places of Kosova. 

IV 

Regrettably, official Serbian strategy is to 
change the ethnicity of Kosova though insti- 
tutionalized discrimination and structural 
repression. It's goal is ethnic cleansing with- 
out open war at this time, but with daily po- 
lice brutality. 

The Serbian police regime has achieved bu- 
reaucratic ethnic cleansing in all institu- 
tions in Kosova by dismissing Albanians. 
They started with closing schools and dis- 
missing professors because, as publicly stat- 
ed by Serbs "A good Albanian is an 
uneducated Albanian. Educated Albanians 
are the enemy." The Serbian regime is try- 
ing to achieve intellectual decapitation of 
Albanians in Kosova with police brutality. 

In response to this Serbian brutality, Alba- 
nians under the leadership of President 
Rugova undertook peaceful ways of finding 
the solution through establishing democratic 
institutions and encouraging dialog without 
preconditions under international mediation 
by the United States, European Union or the 
United Nations. 
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After the expulsion of CSCE monitors from 
Kosova last July, the brutal repression not 
only continued but increased dramatically. 

During 1993, the Council for the Defense of 
Human Rights and Freedoms (CDHRF) reg- 
istered 13,431 cases of Serbian police brutal- 
ity against Albanians in Kosova. 

The total included 15 killed, 14 wounded, 
2,305 arrested, 1,994 searched, 849 subjected to 
"informative" talks, 1,777 tortured, 794 mal- 
treated in various ways, 391 plundered, 64 re- 
pressed by the army, 604 acts of political per- 
secution against Albanian political activists, 
632 acts of violence directed at education, 
Science, culture and sports, and 172 incidents 
aimed at children including kindergarten 
children. 

There were 155 acts of violence against 
women, 3,396 searches under the pretext of 
looking for weapons, 37 acts against Alba- 
nians from the diaspora and refugees, 68 arbi- 
trary dismissals from work, and 53 Albanian 
families arbitrarily removed from apart- 
ments. 

According to CDHRF data, in first three 
months of 1993, 1,636 cases of Serbian police 
brutality were recorded. Some 415 Albanians 
were arrested (compared with 851 cases in 
first three months of 1994), 298 were beaten in 
the first three months of last year (684 beat- 
en in first three months of 1994), 229 houses 
were searched without warrants, and 694 per- 
sons suffered in various ways during those 
house searches (in first three months of 1994, 
1,229 houses were searched). 

During the first three months of 1994 
CDHRF has registered 3,013 cases of brutal 
violations of human rights against Albanians 
in Kosova by the Serbian regime. Two were 
kiled, one wounded, 851 arrested, 64 sen- 
tenced for political reasons, 1,229 houses 
searched on pretense for weapons, 684 beaten 
and tortured, and 182 maltreated in various 
ways. 

Comparing 3,013 cases in the first quarter 
of 1994 with 1,636 cases in the first quarter of 
1993 when international CSCE monitors were 
present, repression in Kosova has increased 
85 percent, in the absence of any inter- 
national observers whatsoever. 

VI 


Considering the unbearable situation of Al- 
banians in Kosova, the U.N. Commission on 
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Human Rights at its 50th session in March 
passed a resolution urgently demanding that 
Serbian authorities: 

Cease all human and national rights viola- 
tions, discriminatory measures and practice 
against ethnic Albanians in Kosova, in par- 
ticularly arbitrary detention and violation 
of the right to a fair trail and the practice of 
torture and other cruel, inhuman and de- 
grading treatment; 

Release all political prisoners and cease all 
persecution of political leaders and members 
of Kosova human rights organizations; 

Establish democratic institutions in 
Kosova and the respect the political will of 
inhabitants as the best means of preventing 
the escalation of the conflict. 

Albanians have asked before and are ask- 
ing again for the U.S. Commission on Secu- 
rity and Cooperation in Europe to help re-es- 
tablish the CSCE long-term mission in 
Kosova immediately, and to explore ways 
and means of establishing an adequate inter- 
national presence in Kosova. 

Furthermore, it is critical that the Kosova 
question is part of international efforts to 
resolve the former Yugoslavia crisis, which 
is the Balkan crisis, and include legitimate 
Kosova Albanian officials in negotiations at 
any international conferences or summits on 
the Balkans. 
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It is a proven fact that Serbian authorities 
in Kosova do not respect any international 
document about Kosova. Unfortunately, they 
are abusing the good offices of institutions 
such as the United Nations High Commis- 
sioner on Refugees in their efforts to colo- 
nize Kosova. There is no reason or justifica- 
tion for bringing Serbian refugees to Kosova, 
which already has one of the densest popu- 
lation in Europe. 

Structural repression against ethnic Alba- 
nians in Kosova has become unbearable, but 
Albanians are continuing their peaceful at- 
tempts to decolonize Kosova and establish an 
independent state on the basis of the Sep- 
tember 26, 1991, referendum as the best way 
to protect human and national rights of all 
the population of Kosova. 

Albanians in Kosova have experienced all 
forms of autonomy and have suffered under 
all of them. As former Yugoslavia disinte- 
grates, Kosova as a constituent unit of 
former Yugoslavia, exercises its right of self- 
determination with a commitment to an 
independent state of Kosova. 

Kosova is a newly emerging state in the 
Balkans which is dedicated to the continued 
peaceful demonstration in support of free- 
dom and the democratization of occupied 
Kosova. 

Albanians are part of the solution. But, 
Kosova is subjugated by Serbia, which has 
committed the worst possible crimes against 
humanity. 

In the past, Serbia has enjoyed many privi- 
leges. Serbia wants to keep these privileges 
by any means necessary. 

In reality, the freedom and independence of 
Albanians should be good for Serbia as well. 
Kosova's freedom would help Serbia in its de- 
mocratization process. 

Good neighborly relations could exist be- 
tween the Republic of Kosova and the Repub- 
lic of Serbia, between Albanians and Serbs. 

Serbia is responsible for many crimes, and 
by taking the path of democracy it will re- 
duce its burden, for its own sake, and the 
sake of other. The sooner, the better. 

If this does not come to pass, then without 
a just solution of the Albanian questions the 
agony is bound to continue. 

'There will be no peace in the Balkans. 
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THE FEDERAL AGENCY ACCESS 
ACT 


HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR. 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, | am introducing 
legislation today that would help all Americans 
by making our Federal agencies more acces- 
sible and thus more responsive to the people. 

This legislation would require all Federal 
agencies to list a telephone number on their 
stationery. 

It is my intent to have each Federal agency 
place on its stationery a local or regional tele- 
phone number. For example, any local or re- 
gional offices with over 50 employees could 
place a telephone number on their stationery 
so that people living in these respective areas 
of the country could contact the Federal agen- 
cy with any concerns or questions they might 
have. 

| know that there are many well intentioned 
Federal employees within our Government. 
However, | also believe that our Federal Gov- 
ernment has gotten so big, and so cum- 
bersome, that it has lost touch with the very 
people it is supposed to serve. 

| had hoped that Federal agencies would 

take this upon themselves and become more 
available to the hard-working taxpayers who 
pay their salaries. Unfortunately, this is not the 
case. 
The bureaucracy and the Congress are add- 
ing over 60,000 pages of fine print to the Fed- 
eral Register each year. This is on top of mil- 
lions of laws, rules, and regulations we have 
already at the Federal, State, and local levels. 
Many small businessmen and businesswomen 
cannot keep up with all of these requirements 
and they are having a difficult time getting 
timely and responsive assistance from our 
enormous bureaucracy. 

Social Security recipients, students, veter- 
ans, and many others cannot even contact the 
Federal bureaucrats who are supposed to be 
helping solve the problems that many Ameri- 
cans are having with their Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Federal employees should be doing all they 
can to be more accessible and responsive to 
the people. | urge my colleagues to cosponsor 
this legislation so that we can help provide all 
Americans with greater accessibility to their 
Federal Government. 


COMMENDING ROSE OCHI 
HON. LUCILLE ROYBAL-ALLARD 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to acknowledge and commend the per- 
sonal and professional accomplishments of 
Ms. Rose Ochi, a leader who has been nation- 
ally recognized for her outstanding efforts in 
the formulation of public safety and law en- 
forcement policy. | commend her on the occa- 
sion of the 18th anniversary of Koreisha 
Chushoku Kai, Nutrition Program for the Elder- 
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ly, in Los Angeles, which is honoring Ms. Ochi 
for her lifetime contributions to their program 
and to the Japanese-American community. 

Ms. Ochi's was unjustly interned with her 
family—and 120,000 other Japanese-Ameri- 
cans—during World War Il, and was later arbi- 
trarily subjected to deportation hearings. 
These trying experiences helped forge her 
deep commitment to work for social justice. 

As an attorney and advocate, she has 
worked effectively as an agent for social 
change. She first worked as a staff attorney at 
the University of Southern California Western 
Center on Law and Poverty. 

Ms. Ochi became the first woman to serve 
as director of criminal justice Planning for the 
city of Los Angeles. In this capacity, she has 
initiated many innovative programs—including 
a domestic violence prosecution unit and shel- 
ter facilities, a juvenile justice diversion 
project, a community youth gang services pro- 
gram, and a community drug treatment pro- 
gram. Her efforts toward making government 
more responsive to women's and ethnic mi- 
norities’ concerns have been particularly 
noted. 

Ms. Ochi was the first Asian-American to 
serve as a trustee on the board of the Los An- 
geles County Bar Association, and was a 
founding member of the Japanese-American 
and Minority Bar Associations. Her leadership 
and contribution to volunteer organizations 
have been honored by many organizations, in- 
cluding the Young Women's Christian Asso- 
ciation, the National Organization for Women, 
the National Women's Political Caucus, and 
the U.S. Department of Justice. 

Her nomination to the position of Associate 
Director of State and Local Affairs for the Of- 
fice of National Drug Policy has recently been 
confirmed by President Clinton. | know that 
her work in this important new position will be 
characterized by the same standards of excel- 
lence that have always been her hallmark. 


NATIONAL TOURISM WEEK 


HON. CARLOS A. ROMERO-BARCELÓ 


OF PUERTO RICO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Mr. Speaker, the 
importance of tourism to the economy of Puer- 
to Rico is one measured in more than the 
number of tourists that visit our island. 

Undergirding our island economy, tourism is 
a never-ending means of promoting cultural 
understanding between the 3.6 million Amer- 
ican citizens of Puerto Rico and their mainland 
counterparts, as well as with others from all 
over the world. 

Our present administration in Puerto Rico, 
under the leadership of our Governor, Pedro 
Rosselló has embarked on an ambitious plan 
to upgrade and expand the number of hotels, 
guest houses, and tourist facilities throughout 
Puerto Rico, and to diversify the Puerto Rican 
experience for visitors who come by plane and 
cruise ships. 

As a banking and commerce center for the 
entire Caribbean, and as an island with a first- 
class telecommunications system, Puerto Rico 
also offers conventions and conference busi- 
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ness amenities that are unrivaled in the Carib- 
bean 


In celebration of National Tourism Week, it 
is a pleasure to join others honoring this occa- 
sion, for visitors to Puerto Rico have a chance 
to witness firsthand the common bonds of citi- 
zenship, currency, and friendship that link 
Puerto Rico to the 50 States and other terri- 
tories. 

The following points illustrate the importance 
of tourism to Puerto Rico and the local econ- 
omy. 
In 1993, tourist expenditures for Puerto Rico 
was over $1.6 billion dollars, an increase of 8 
percent over 1992. 

Total visitors to our island in 1993 were 
3,871,119, more than the entire population of 
Puerto Rico. 

Visitors to tourist hotels for that same year 
were 688,58 and cruise ship visitors were 
1,014,490. 

These figures make it abundantly clear why 
our government is expanding the number of 
hotels and encouraging, throughout the island, 
the expansion and development of guest 
houses and other tourist destinations. 

But more than figures, the friendships 
forged with Puerto Ricans by many visitors 
cannot be truly measured, but help to convey 
cultural understanding between U.S. citizens 
and with people from other countries. 

As National Tourism Week is celebrated, ! 
encourage anyone who has not been to Puer- 
to Rico to visit our island. Come to experience 
and enjoy our tropical climate, our culture, our 
heritage, and our hospitality. 


TRIBUTE TO TOM WICKUM 
HON. JERRY LEWIS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, | 
would like to bring to your attention the fine 
work and outstanding public service of Tom 
Wickum of San Bernardino, CA. Tom, who 
has demonstrated a remarkable dedication to 
the needs and safety of San Bernardino Coun- 
ty residents over the past 31 years, will be 
honored on May 12, 1994 as he retires from 
his position as assistant sheriff of support op- 
erations in San Bernardino County. 

Tom attended local schools and spent the 
majority of his law enforcement career serving 
at the Sheriff's West End Station in San 
Bernardino County. Because of his involve- 
ment and active leadership in the community, 
Tom has been an instrumental force in pre- 
serving the law and order in San Bernardino 
County. 

Tom's initial interest in being a direct partici- 
pant in preserving the peace and well-being of 
Society can be traced back to his dedicated 
service in the U.S. Navy from 1958-61. Fol- 
lowing his service in the military, Tom served 
as deputy sheriff at the Glen Helen Rehabilita- 
tion Center until he was transferred to the 
Sheriffs West End Station on February 24, 
1964 where he served as a patrol officer. 
While at the West End Station, Tom co- 
founded the West End Search and Rescue 
Team and the West End Mountain posse. 
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In 1966, Tom was promoted to detective as- 
signed to the juvenile division. Without only 2 
years on the job, he was promoted to ser- 
geant serving in the jail division. Four years 
later Tom was promoted to lieutenant and 
then to captain assigned to the Office of the 
Sheriff in February 1978. On July 1, 1978 Tom 
became the first police chief for the city of 
Rancho Cucamonga. In 1984, Tom was trans- 
ferred to the bureau of administration and was 
assigned the command of the valley/mountain 
bureaus. For the past 3 years Tom has dili- 
gently served as the assistant sheriff of the 
support operations. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you join me, our col- 
leagues, Tom's family and many friends in 
honoring this unique individual for his exten- 
sive and dedicated service. Over the years, 
Tom has touched the lives of many people in 
our community and it is only fitting that the 
House recognize him today. 


TRIBUTE TO WILLIAM K. DRUM- 
MOND, PUBLIC POWER COUNCIL 
MANAGER 


HON. PETER A. DeFAZIO 


OF OREGON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, throughout my 
experience in this body, | have been particu- 
larly involved in those issues affecting the 
Bonneville Power Administration, most re- 
cently serving as chairman of the House Natu- 
ral Resources Committee task force on Bon- 
neville. This experience has afforded me nu- 
merous opportunities to meet with Bill Drum- 
mond, one of the leaders of the public power 
movement in the Northwest. Later this year, 
Bill will be leaving his position as manager of 
the Public Power Council to serve as the gen- 
eral manager of the Western Montana G&T 
Cooperative. | rise today to thank Bill for his 
service at PPC and to extend my best wishes 
to Bill and his family. 

| have long been a strong support of public 
power. These consumer-owned, non-for-profit 
utilities can be important instruments in setting 
and pursuing progressive energy policies. For 
instance, the Eugene Water and Electric 
Board in my district has been a leader in de- 
veloping conservation and renewable re- 
sources. 

As manager of PPC, Bill has continually 
lead his members in taking progressive posi- 
tions that best reflect the ideals of public 
power. Recently, | have worked with Bill to 
begin to develop an Integrated Resource Plan- 
ning Program for Northwest consumer-owned 
utilities. While this effort requires a minimal in- 
fringement on the traditional autonomy of lo- 
cally controlled utilities, Bill recognized the 
value of the effort and agreed to work to de- 
velop consensus within his membership for a 
workable and appropriate program. This is but 
one example of the leadership that Bill has 
demonstrated. 

| wish Bill and his family all the best in their 
new career and life in Montana. 
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HON. HAMILTON FISH, JR. 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to pay 
tribute to my dear friend Martin Stone, a de- 
voted citizen and a real pioneer in broadcast 
journalism. On May 10, Martin will be honored 
by the Mt. Kisco Chamber of Commerce as 
their Citizen of the Year. A resident of Pound 
Ridge for over 40 years, he is truly a corner- 
stone of the community. 

Martin has a long history of service in the 
media. He entered broadcasting after graduat- 
ing from Yale University school of law, starting 
with NBC and creating the show "Author 
Meets The Critic," which he later moved to tel- 
evision. He also produced several other 
shows, including "The Howdy Doody Show" 
and "Americana." 

In 1957, Martin decided to set up a radio 
station in Mt. Kisco, WVIP, and kicked off the 
broadcasting with a benefit for Northern West- 
chester Hospital, two of the emcees being 
Howard Cosell and Merv Griffin, who got their 
starts thanks to him. He has maintained direct 
involvement by hosting a daily interview show 
called "Meet the VIP's," and it airs on both the 
local cable station and WVIP. He has also 
served as a partner of Whitney Communica- 
tions, and was involved with the organization 
of the New York World's Fair. 

In addition to his radio station, Martin has 
helped better our community by serving as a 
trustee of the Northern Westchester Hospital 
Center and of Caramoor Center of Music and 
the Arts in Katonah. He is also a charter mem- 
ber of the Mt. Kisco Chamber of Commerce. 

Mr. Speaker, the residents of Mt. Kisco and 
all northern Westchester have every reason to 
be proud of Martin Stone, a man of vision, en- 
ergy and commitment. | ask that my col- 
leagues join me and the Mt. Kisco Chamber of 
Commerce in saluting the outstanding leader. 
He is a value to the community and a true 
friend. Our thanks to Martin and our best wish- 
es to him for many years to come. 


OUR COMMUNITIES MUST BE 
VIGILANT AGAINST HATE CRIMES 


HON. CONSTANCE A. MORELLA 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
speak out against a hate crime incident in my 
home district of Montgomery County, MD. Last 
week, Samira Hussein's four children walked 
out of their Gaithersburg home and found their 
car marked. with a swastika, a tire flattened, 
and the door handles glued. Samira Hussein 
had become a hate crime victim because of 
her efforts to educate the community and the 
school system about her Arab-American and 
Islamic culture. 

Although this act of vandalism is reprehen- 
sible, of greater significance has been the ex- 
ceptional outpouring of support by the commu- 
nity in denouncing these acts of religious and 
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racial hatred. This past Sunday, almost 200 
people, in support of the Hussein family, rep- 
resenting the Moslem, Christian, and Jewish 
communities, attended a rally to discuss the 
incident, and to consider how we can combat 
these deplorable acts, as well as its impact 
upon individuals, victims, and the community. 

Mr. Speaker, sadly, acts of hatred and intol- 
erance continue to occur throughout our Na- 
tion. Yet, we all have an individual responsibil- 
ity to speak out against hatred and intoler- 
ance. It is a learned behavior that can, and 
must, be reversed. 

| am confident that Montgomery County will 
continue to maintain its vigilance and opposi- 
tion to hate and intolerance. Only by doing so 
can we work effectively toward elimination of 
hate crimes. 

It is unconscionable that these crimes 
should exist in our Nation, which was founded 
on the principle of tolerance and freedom. We 
must bring an end to all violence motivated by 
prejudice and ignorance, bearing in mind the 
words of Martin Luther King, Jr.: 

The ultimate weakness of violence is that 
it is a descending spiral, begetting the very 
thing it seeks to destroy. Instead of dimin- 
ishing evil, it multiplies it. * * * hate cannot 
drive out hate; only love can do that. 


THE ELIMINATION OF FRAUD AND 
ABUSE IN MEDICAID 


HON. RICHARD H. BAKER 


OF LOUISIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker, there 
is a health care crisis in America, not only be- 
cause there are 25 million Americans without 
health insurance, but because we, the U.S. 
Congress, have allowed fraud and abuse to 
infect the already overburdened and wasteful 
Medicaid system. Part of our health care prob- 
lem is that the American taxpayers continue to 
pour billions of their hard earned dollars into 
programs designed to benefit the poor and 
needy that actually support a system that 
bleeds our wallets dry while providing minimal 
comfort to Medicaid patients at best. 

Today ! will introduce a measure that takes 
the first step in cutting the fat from one of 
Medicaid's most wasteful programs by elimi- 
nating the nonemergency medical transpor- 
tation service. 

The nonemergency medical transportation 
program is a nonessential program that pro- 
vides federally subsidized transportation for 
Medicaid recipients to receive additional bene- 
fits. Such services include rides to and from a 
doctor's office for checkups or to pick up pre- 
scription medicine. However, today these serv- 
ices somehow include rides to grocery stores, 
convenience stores, and shopping malls. What 
was once another generous Federal entitle- 
ment has essentially become a taxpayer fund- 
ed taxi service that is laden with abuse. In 
fact, since 1975, Federal nonemergency medi- 
cal transportation expenditures have escalated 
from $300 million to roughly $3 billion in 1991. 
In Louisiana alone, nonemergency medical 
transportation expenditures have risen from 
$800,000 in 1979 to $70 million in 1993—that 
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reflects an average that is 3 times more than 
Federal expenditures on emergency transpor- 
tation. 

| urge you to join my effort to eliminate Med- 
icaid’s nonemergency medical transportation 
service and remove State responsibility to 
maintain this program. My measure will not 
prohibit States from offering transportation 
service under their own maintenance; rather, it 
will remove all Federal participation and Fed- 
eral spending, thus saving billions in health 
care dollars. In fact, the elimination of non- 
emergency medical transportation will mean 
more funding for real health care delivery to 
help community hospitals, provide subsidies 
for small businesses, create grants for facili- 
lies in undeserved areas, conduct medical re- 
search, as well as other much needed serv- 
ices. 

It is important that we continue to pay close 
attention to the smaller issues of health care 
reform like medical transportation, because of 
what might seem insignificant to Washington 
bureaucrats may prove to have larger con- 
sequences on actual health care delivery. Fur- 
thermore, if Congress passes any health care 
reform package that tolerates continued fraud 
and abuse, we will be back at the table in the 
very near future to fix yet another overgrown, 
out-of-control, ailing health care system. | urge 
you to cosponsor this important and symbolic 
legislation. 


TRIBUTE TO RUFUS HAZEL MYERS 
HON. ANDREW JACOBS, JR. 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, not only the 
family, not only Indianapolis, but our whole 
Nation has suffered the loss of Rufus Hazel 
Myers, who died in Indianapolis on April 15, 
1994 


Mr. Myers was a pioneer in the produce 
business in Indianapolis. He built an enor- 
mously successful business whose work was 
much sought after. 

He is survived by his wife, Susie Price 
Myers, and daughters, Nikki Myers-Smith and 
Pat Browne. He is also survived by his distin- 
guished sons, Rufus (Bud), Jr. and Rod 
Myers. Bud Myers is the administrative assist- 
ant to our colleague, CARDISS COLLINS, and 
Rod Myers accepts the risks of serving as a 
police officer on Capitol Hill. 

Mr. Bud Myers was once administrative as- 
sistant in the 11th District of Indiana Congres- 
sional Office as well as administrative assist- 
ant subsequently to towering legal figure, Bar- 
bara Jordan, and to our dearly departed Mick- 
ey Leland. 

[From the Indianapolis Star, April 17, 1994] 
CITY MARKET PIONEER RUFUS H. MYERS 
SPECIALIZED IN FRUIT ARTISTRY, NUTRITION 

Services for Rufus Hazel Myers, 84, Indian- 
apolis, the first black person to own and op- 
erate a stand at the City Market, will be at 
noon Tuesday in Stuart Mortuary, with call- 
ing an hour beforehand. 

He died Friday. 

Mr. Myers began working in the City Mar- 
ket in the early 1940s, taking and delivering 
orders for Jacob Ziers. He bought the 
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produce stand from his boss in 1946 and 
owned and operated it until 1965, specializing 
in fruit basket artistry. 

Later, he worked for Sam Rose Inc. and in 
the nutrition department at Indiana Univer- 
sity Medical Center. 

Mr. Myers was a member of Witherspoon 
Presbyterian Church and attended Indiana 
University. 

Survivors: wife, Susie Price Myers; daugh- 
ters, Nikki Myers-Smith and Pat Browne; 
sons, Rufus Jr. and Rod Myers; sister, Ethel 
Dunville; brothers, Albert, Elmon, Cornelius 
and Joseph Myers; six grandchildren; two 
great-grandchildren. 


A RIVER RUNS THROUGH IT 
HON. LARRY LaROCCO 


OF IDAHO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, the April 22 
edition of the Wall Street Journal carried a 
front page article entitled "The River That 
Runs Through Boise Runs Clear Once Again." 
The article recounts the remarkable combina- 
tion of local, State, and Federal efforts to re- 
store the Boise River which runs through 
Boise. | submit the article for the RECORD. 
[From the Wall Street Journal, Apr. 22, 1994] 
THE RIVER THAT RUNS THROUGH BOISE RUNS 

CLEAR ONCE AGAIN—CLEANUP BUOYS ENVI- 

RONMENT, STIRS THE LOCAL ECONOMY AND 

LURES BIRDS, BATHERS 

(By Timothy Noah) 

BoisE, ID—The Boise is a river trans- 
formed, Mallards paddle its clear water. 
Magpies and bald eagles, once a rare sight 
here, nest in the cottonwoods along its 
shores, drawn by the river's growing stock of 
trout. And the populace flocks to navigate it 
by inner tube and canoe. New low-rise office 
buildings and luxury homes crowd the river's 
shores. 

It wasn't always so. While downtown Boise 
huddled in the foothills of the Rockies, the 
river below was abandoned to rats scuttling 
along its banks and to auto bodies and sew- 
age clogging its flow. The refuse from river- 
side slaughterhouses sometimes made it run 
red with blood. 

But spurred by citizen revulsion—and by 
federal regulations and tens of millions of 
dollars of government money—the city ended 
the dumping, polluters left, and the water 
was cleaned up. The payoff isn't only a 
cleaner environment, but increased eco- 
nomic activity as well. 

ROLLING ALONG 

Boise's experience reflects the historic and 
generally unremarked cleanup of urban riv- 
ers that has occurred since the first Earth 
Day, 24 years ago today, helped raise the na- 
tion's environment consciousness. Many of 
the filthiest rivers, from Boston's Charles to 
the American in Sacramento, Calif., have 
been substantially cleansed. Once-shunned 
riverbanks, such as those along the Willam- 
ette in Portland, Ore., and the Merrimack in 
Nashua, N.H., have turned into picturesque 
gathering places that boost civic pride and 
real-estate values. 

Environmentalists have been slow to 
praise this progress for fear of slackening 
cleanup efforts. And industry, hoping to 
stave off further environmental regulation, 
has been hesitant to acknowledge that this 
cleanup has been a major spur to economic 
development. 
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There still are rivers to be cleaned. But as 
Congress prepares to rewrite the Clean Water 
Act of 1972, the main challenge will be find- 
ing ways to control rural water pollution 
that is primarily the result of pesticides and 
fertilizer washing off farmland. According to 
an Environmental Protection Agency report 
issued this week, agriculture accounted for 
72% of all pollution in “impaired” rivers. A 
working assumption of both lawmakers and 
the White House is that the crisis in Ameri- 
ca’s urban rivers has now largely abated. 

One of those success stories flows through 
Idaho's capital, which got its name from the 
river that first attracted settlers to the area. 
French fur trappers, marveling at the rich 
flood plain between mountain and desert, 
named it la riviere boisee, or the wooded 
river. 

COMMON SCENTS 

But Boise developed mainly as a supply 
center to miners in nearby Idaho City after 
gold was found there in 1863. By the early 
20th century, the Boise River was a floating 
dump. On its banks stood sawmills and, 
later, slaughterhouses. A woman who grew 
up in turn-of-the-century Boise once recalled 
the river smells of her childhood: dead fish, 
rotten bark and refuse. 

"It really was the classic example of an 
urban river used primarily for waste re- 
moval," say Kevin Coyle, president of the 
American Rivers environmental group. 

By 1962, Idaho's health department had col- 
lected enough data about "'sludge'" and 
"floating grease" to sound an alarm. State 
officials concluded that bacteria from raw 
sewage would ''present a definite health haz- 
ard to anyone who comes in contact with 
thís water." Norway rats feeding on animal 
parts from à meatpacking plant, the report 
said, were potential disease carriers.“ 

Growing citizen disgust prompted city offi- 
cials to seek ways to clean the river. Momen- 
tum accelerated when Harold Atkinson, a 
California planning consultant hired by the 
city, noticed that Boise owned several par- 
cels of riverfront land. Why not create con- 
tiguous parkland? The city council adopted 
his suggestion in 1966. 

The Greenbelt, as it is now formally 
known, sparked a local effort to clean up the 
river. Boy Scouts put chicken wire around 
freshly planted cottonwood trees to keep 
beavers from chewing them to bits. Moon- 
lighting federal officials helped identify the 
varieties of wildlife and folks built shelters 
in trees for ducks to nest in. 

The other big impetus came from Washing- 
ton. Congress increased funding for cleanup 
of rivers and other waterways through a se- 
ries of laws that culminated in the Clean 
Water Act. That law required all pipeline 
dischargers, such as sewage systems and in- 
dustrial plants, to meet cleanup standards 
defined by the best available technology. 

Although the 1972 law has clearly failed to 
meet some of its loftier goals, among them 
an end to all discharge of water pollutants 
by 1985, its impact on end-of-the-pipe dump- 
ing has as been striking. Industrial pollution 
remains a reality, but is steadily declining 
as industries improve pretreatment and shift. 
to processes that create less pollution. Older 
urban sewers hooked up to storm-water 
drains still back up into river and streams 
during heavy rains, but deliberate dumping 
of raw sewage is no longer a daily fact of 
urban life. Less than half of U.S. citizens 
sent their sewage to a treatment plant in 
1970; today, an overwhelming majority do. 

In Boise, the clean-water law allowed the 
city to crack down on households that were 
still piping sewage directly into the river 
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and to build a second and third sewage-treat- 
ment plant. According to Lynn McKee, EPA 
assistant regional administrator for Idaho, 
the agency has provided $30 million to Boise 
for sewage upgrade during the past two dec- 
ades, much of that has been matched by ad- 
ditional state and local funding. 

The clean-water law also chased the 
slaughterhouses out of the city, says Michael 
McIntyre, a state water-quality compliance 
officer. Others improved their waste-treat- 
ment processes. And after the EPA required 
a nearby dam to improve water flow control 
to dilute pollution, residents ended their 
practice of damming the river with rusting 
cars, while the city set about fishing them 
out. 

As the water grew cleaner, something else 
occurred: The Boise River became an attrac- 
tion. '"Trash" fish like suckers and carp gave 
way to trout and whitefish, luring anglers 
and eagles. 

The river became so swimmable that thou- 
sands of people now traverse it by inner tube 
or canoe during summer. The cleanup even 
spawned an annual Boise River Festival that 
last year drew an estimated half-million peo- 
ple. 

Another benefit of the cleanup: Develop- 
ment of Boise's downtown began a march to- 
ward the river. Boise-based companies such 
as Albertson’s Inc. supermarket chain and 
Ore-Ida Foods Co., H.J. Heinz Co.'s frozen 
food unit, shifted their headquarters to the 
riverfront. Morrison Knudsen Corp., the con- 
struction company, funded a state-run na- 
ture center along the city's stretch of river- 
side parkland, and Ore-Ida donated land for a 
riverfront amphitheater where Shakespeare 
is performed in summer months. 

Perhaps the grandest symbol of the river's 
heightened status is the Arid Club, a private 
organization that includes 350 members of 
Boise's business elite. In the mid-1980s, the 
club moved to a new building on the edge of 
the Greenbelt so diners might gaze out at 
the rolling water. 

Another stretch of riverfront east of down- 
town is now among Boise’s most exclusive 
enclaves, with sylvan subdivisions named 
Spring Meadow and River Run. Hoboes 
pitched shanties here during the Depression; 
today its inhabitants include corporate lead- 
ers and city officials. 

Indeed, the area is in such demand that de- 
veloper Peter O'Neill has been criticized for 
limiting access to roller skaters, bikers and 
even folks wanting to stroll along its paths. 
“There is a school of thought that the rich 
people living along the river are excluding 
everybody else," he says. But if you provide 
too much public access, you're going to de- 
stroy the very thing you're trying to cre- 
ate.“ 

Boise officials say they can't quantify the 
full economic gain of the river's revival, but 
clearly "there's value that is gained from 
having an attractive river," says David 
Eberle, a visiting professor at Boise State 
University. He says the river festival alone 
has generated as much as $20 million in lodg- 
ing, souvenirs, food purchases and other ex- 
penses. In a study of the local real-estate 
market, he found that the average house and 
lot along the Greenbelt sells for $60,000 more 
than an equivalent house away from the 
river. 

In contrast to business's warnings of eco- 
nomic doom from cleanup requirements, 
today the Boise Chamber of Commerce 
boasts about the river as an incentive to get 
companies to move to the area. Over time.“ 
says chamber president Jay Clemens, the 
cleanup of the river certainly had the impact 
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of being a stimulus to the economy in our 
community.“ 

While some economic activity has merely 
been shifted from one part of town to an- 
other, the new riverfront has greatly added 
to Boise's appeal. Overall, the city is grow- 
ing at a rapid clip, with a population of 
140,000—twice what it was in 1960. 

After decades of neglecting the river, many 
Boiseans now worry whether they will no 
love it to death. With the river's cleanup 
now largely complete, says Hugh Harper, à 
retired wildlife official, "our big fight is 
keeping the cotton-picking developers out of 
it." 


CONGRATULATIONS TO NOEL 
CASEY 


HON. THOMAS J. MANTON 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. MANTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Mr. Noel Casey, who was honored 
by the Irish Northern Aid Committee on Feb- 
ruary 18, 1994 at the Crystal Palace in 
Astoria, NY. 

Noel Casey is a carpenter and shop stew- 
ard for the United Brotherhood of Carpenters 
Local 608. He organized fellow workers to do- 
nate time and expertise to the building of 
3,000 square feet of space for Sunnyside 
Community Services as well as a gym for the 
children of St. Teresa's parish. 

Noel Casey was born and raised in Quilty, 
County Clare, Ireland. He immigrated to the 
United States of America in 1963 and worked 
in hotels before joining the Carpenters Union 
as an apprentice in 1969. Mr. Casey resided 
in Woodside until the Spring of 1993 when he 
moved to College Point. 

Noel Casey has been honored by the Sun- 
nyside Chamber of Commerce and has re- 
ceived the Community Service Award for the 
Anoroc Democratic Club. He recently was 
honored by the Sunnyside Community Serv- 
ices. 

Mr. Casey has given tirelessly of his time 
and was instrumental in his community in the 
revival of Thompson Hill Park. As president of 
the 108th Precinct Community Council he led 
the way for safety in the Sunnyside neighbor- 
hood, forming a veteran's patrol. He has re- 
ceived many awards for his efforts from the 
Police Benevolent Association, Mayor's office, 
and the Queens' Borough President's office. 

Noel is a widower, and has a son who also 
follows his father as a carpenter. Mr. Noel 
Casey will be marrying Connie Hein this com- 
ing spring. Mr. Speaker, | know my colleagues 
join me in congratulating Mr. Casey as a lead- 
er in the Irish community. 


CONGRATULATIONS, DR. BARRY 
HON. JAMES A. BARCIA 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. BARCIA of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
today it is with great pleasure that | want to 
tell our colleagues that Dr. Jack Barry of Sagi- 
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naw, MI, will this Saturday be officially in- 
stalled as the 129th president of the Michigan 
State Medical Society, succeeding Dr. Gilbert 
Bluhm. He will continue the proud tradition of 
the Michigan State Medical Society as one of 
the premier professional associations in the 
Nation, having been founded in 1866 and in- 
creasing its importance for quality medical 
care in my State to this day. 

Dr. Barry will assume his 1-year term as 
president at a most significant period in Amer- 
ican health care as we here consider the most 
responsible options for improving our Nation's 
health care system. Whatever we develop, Dr. 
Barry and his colleagues will have to imple- 
ment and deal with on a daily basis. | have 
great respect for his professional views about 
how our health delivery system, already the 
best in the world, can be made even better. 

A dedicated physician for more than three 
decades, Dr. Barry serves splendidly on the 
staffs of Saginaw General Hospital, St. Luke's 
Hospital, and St. Mary's Medical Center. Hav- 
ing received his medical education at Wayne 
State in Detroit, his internship at St. Luke's 
Hospital in Saginaw, and his residency at Hur- 
ley Medical Center in Flint, he has remained 
loyal to his home State of Michigan, and those 
of us who have been touched by his care of 
ourselves, a family member, or a friend, re- 
main grateful for his dedication to our needs. 

His devotion to family practice is as strong 
as his devotion to his own family. It is also 
most essential to the Saginaw community. His 
professional accreditation from the American 
Board of Family Practice, the American Medi- 
cal Association, and the American College of 
Physician Executives are testimony to his 
wonderful skills. 

Dr. Barry has been one who does not shirk 
public responsibility. His service on the Michi- 
gan State Medical Society Board of Directors, 
and on the Saginaw County Medical Society is 
an admirable dedication to his profession. 

Dr. Jack L. Barry has been of great value to 
his patients, his community, and his profes- 
sion. | have no doubt that he will serve as one 
of the best presidents ever of the Michigan 
State Medical Society. My congratulations to 
him, his wife Arline, and his entire family. 


TRIBUTE TO TOMORROW 
HON. JOSÉ E. SERRANO 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to eight remarkable, talented, and 
committed students in my district attending the 
Roberto Clemente Intermediate School, CIS 
166, in community school district 9. 

Through the direction of the talented artist 
Jerry Korman and the sponsorship of the 
Grammys in the Schools Program, the stu- 
dents from the South Bronx recently wrote and 
recorded a song entitled "Make Violence 
Cease. Let's Fight for Peace." Students 
learned about electronic instruments and tech- 
nical production techniques, as well as the ba- 
sics of song structure. They eventually had the 
exciting experience of recording their song in 
a professional studio and later performing for 
Mayor Giuliani. 
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Jerry Korman came to these students 
through Young Audiences/New York. Young 
Audiences/New York is one of the oldest arts- 
in-education organizations in the Nation. It has 
been introducting performing arts programs to 
school audiences since 1952. Last year it pro- 
vided over 4,100 programs and workshops to 
the New York City public schools which 
reached more than 225,000 young people. 

Young Audiences/New York has been en- 
riching the lives of New York City and metro- 
politan area school children with educational 
programs in music, dance, theater and the vis- 
ual arts. All programs are designed jointly by 
teachers and administrators to foster apprecia- 
tion for the ethnic and cultural roots of the 
community, develop reasoning skills and en- 
courage creativity and active participation. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues join 
me in supporting the New York Committee for 
Young Audiences for its excellent work in art 
education as well as for its efforts to combat 
violence in our communities. The programs 
and artists of Young Audiences/New York are 
outstanding examples of achievement, 
posibility and excellence for the young people 
in New York. 

| turn to my colleagues today and ask them 
to hear the plea of my young constituents as 
we consider H.R. 4296 to ban assault weap- 
ons. In the context of all the debate on this 
bill, it is important to remember how this legis- 
lation will directly impact the young people of 
our Nation. 

Finally, | ask my colleagues to join me in 
congratulating Jerry Korman and his students 
from my district, Quentmen Felder, Imani Har- 
vey, Diana Hernandez, Talitha Hicks, Chrystal 
Johnson, Jeremiah Martinez, Anna Marie 
Torres, and Jvan Valentin for their wonderful 
and meaningful work. 


TRIBUTE TO AVIATION HIGH 
SCHOOL 


HON. THOMAS J. MANTON 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. MANTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to Aviation High School in Long Is- 
land City, Queens, in my congressional dis- 
trict. This very special high school first opened 
its doors in 1937, and has been at its present 
site for some 35 years. As is made evident by 
its name, Aviation High School specializes in 
aviation technology. Its remarkable impor- 
tance, however, does not end there. This pub- 
lic High School graduates more than 300 stu- 
dents each year, each of whom attains a Fed- 
eral Aviation Administration certificate in either 
engine maintenance or air frame maintenance. 
If they stay for a fifth year, they can receive 
both certificates. The school boasts an attend- 
ance rate of nearly 90 percent, and 77 percent 
of the entering class of 1989 had graduated 
by 1992. On average, 60 percent of those 
graduates will continue on to college, often 
with honors, while, an additional 10 percent 
will continue with other forms of higher edu- 
cation. 

By the time these students are 18 years old 
they are fully skilled technicians prepared for 
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employment with any airline, large or small. 
The students do hands-on work with sheet 
metal and hydraulics on either the modern 
equipment donated by the major airlines, or 
the World War II planes in the hangar. They 
possess, in addilion to expertise in current 
technology, the tools necessary to adapt to 
ever-changing mechanical procedures and de- 
signs. Aviation High School has steadily sup- 
plied New York airports with young, able me- 
chanics. 

Last year, the schoo! accepted only 480 of 
the 3,139 applicants. The student body is both 
motivated and disciplined, allowing the school 
one of the lowest rates of violent incidents 
among New York City high schools. Not only 
is the school free of graffiti and litter, but its 
walls are decorated with hand-drawn posters 
espousing various forms of responsible behav- 
ior. 

Mr. Speaker, this safe, impressive school 
has become a haven from the incidents of vio- 
lence that plague other New York City high 
schools. The program offers numerous college 
preparatory courses in areas other than avia- 
tion. From the advanced programs in English, 
history, and calculus, students are free to pur- 
sue college degrees in many diverse areas of 
interest. The school not only provides many 
opportunities for its graduates, but gives them 
a foundation of critical thinking skills that al- 
lows each of them the ability to earn a good 
middle-class living. 

Most important, Mr. Speaker, Aviation High 
School provides choices and possibilities. | am 
sure that we can all appreciate, today, how re- 
freshing it is to find a public high school doing 
so much positive work, and producing so 
many impressive members of the work force. 
And, I'm sure my colleagues will all join me in 
offering congratulations to this truly remark- 
able program. 


THE PASSING OF A GREAT 
VETERAN FROM THE GREAT WAR 


HON. DOUGLAS APPLEGATE 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, a true giant 
of a man, an American known and respected 
by so many of his fellow countrymen, a highly 
decorated veteran of World War One, Winston 
M. Roché, passed away on April 28 in North 
Hollywood, CA. 

Of all of the many thousands of veterans 
I've had the pleasure and honor to meet and 
know over my several years in Congress, Win 
Roché stands out as someone truly larger 
than life and someone | always considered to 
be a very good and dear friend. 

You would think that someone who served 
his country in battle during the early years of 
this century might more rightfully belong in 
some nursing home or sequestered away in a 
rest home. Not our Winston, not by a long 
shot. 

Winston Roché held the distinction of being 
the fastest man on wheels in his age bracket 
throughout all of southern California. As a very 
active member of the Southern California Cor- 
vette Club, Winston always felt much more 
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comfortable pushing the speedometer needle 
to a number greater than his age in years, 
something that's truly impressive when you re- 
member that he was in his nineties. In fact, a 
few laps around the Daytona Speedway at 
140 miles per hour in the pace car 5 years 
ago didn't do a thing to Winston. He wasn't 
even the least bit impressed. You would think 
he did this each and every day in his red Cor- 
vette. 

| will miss Winston's visits to Washington, 
and | will always think about his presentations 
before the Veterans' Affairs Committee and 
how he would speak so passionately and 
emotionally about the battle experiences of his 
fellow buddies from that war that was sup- 
posed to have ended all wars. 

Mrs. Muriel Sue Parkhurst, the former exec- 
utive administrator of the Veterans of World 
War One, wrote the following about our good 
friend and a truly outstanding veteran: 

THE PASSING OF A WWI PAST NATIONAL 
COMMANDER 
(By Muriel Sue Parkhurst) 

Meuse-Argonne, St. Die sector, Anould sec- 
tor, Vosages, St. Mihiel—French names that 
Winston M. Roche' saw closeup during his 
service in the Army's Red Diamond" 5th 
Division. 

Buddy Win answered the final call April 
28th in North Hollywood, California. A Me- 
morial Service in Los Angeles is planned for 
May 7th. 

Buddy Roche' of North Hollywood, Califor- 
nia, has served the organization on every 
level, including as Veterans of World War I 
National Commander 1981-82, National Legis- 
lative Director and has been serving VWWI 
as its National Judge Advocate for the sev- 
eral years and also this administration as 
National Parliamentarian. 

Winston's military service began when as 
an 18-year-old out of high school, he entered 
World War I. He served with the 5th Infantry 
Division engineers. He has received the Pur- 
ple Heart, Alsne-Marne, Chateau-Thierry, St. 
Mihiel and Argonne medals. And for assist- 
ing a wounded French soldier to an aid sta- 
tion, he received the Croix de Guerre. Six 
years ago he received the Legion of Honor in 
recognition of the 70th anniversary of Ameri- 
ca's entry into the war. He was in attendance 
with his family on August 30, 1993 at 
Cantigny outside of Chicago to receive his 
"5th Anniversary Commemorative Medal 
during our VWWI National Convention. 

Roche’ worked as an engineer for the De- 
partment of Water and Power on the Los An- 
geles, California Aqueduct and later was a 
surveyor and chief of surveys for the city of 
Los Angeles’ recreation and parks. After re- 
tiring in 1969, he served on the Governor's 
Board on Aging and on the Los Angeles of- 
fice of Civil Defense Commission. 

After 27 years, he continued to work as a 
volunteer at Sepulveda V.A. Medical Center 
and served California VWWI Department as 
their annual Department Convention Chair- 
man and filling the slate of Officers wherever 
he was most needed regardless of the job. His 
reputation for being on the go all the time, 
his love of antique cars and the California 
sun and surf had men half his age wondering 
what fountain of youth he had dipped into. 

His frequent television interviews, Life 
magazine coverage with a larger than life 
portrait in his WWI uniform, and BBC Lon- 
don Tonight profile kept his face and name 
before the country. Earlier this year CNN 
carried yet more coverage of a 5th District 
Meeting where the smile of Roche' again lit 
up the television screen. 
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But the vision we will forever remember is 
his wave while driving his red Corvette on 
Bravo cable station—we thank his family 
and friends who shared him with a nation— 
this larger than life veteran. 

Letters and notes of sympathy and condo- 
lences to his wife Elsye, and sons Richard 
and Philip, to: Richard Roche', 6031 Beck Av- 
enue, North Hollywood, CA 91606. 


DAYTON BUSINESS REPORTER 1994 
SMALL BUSINESS AWARDS 


HON. TONY P. HALL 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, small busi- 
nesses are part of the American dream. In our 
country, every man or woman can set up a 
company, make a product, sell a service, and 
hire staff. Small businesses employ about 54 
percent of the private work force, contribute 52 
percent of all sales, and create half of all prod- 
ucts produced by the private sector. Small 
businesses are a critical element of the econ- 
omy of our Nation. 

Help we can offer to encourage small busi- 
nesses is help to our economic future. That's 
why the Small Business Awards Program of 
the Dayton Business Reporter is so important. 
This program recognizes small entrepreneurial 
companies for their contributions to our local 
and national economies. Recently, the Dayton 
Business Reporter announced the 20 nomi- 
nees for the 1994 awards program, the sec- 
ond year of the program. 

The Dayton Business Reporter is sponsor- 
ing the program with the Small Business De- 
velopment Center [SBDC], WHIO-TV, and 
Mead Data Central as cosponsors. Videos of 
each nominee are being produced by WHIO- 
TV and Bright Ideas for Business. 

There are four categories based on the 
number of employees. The categories are 1— 
25 employees, 26-99 employees, and 100- 
350 employees. The fourth category is the Ex- 
ecutive of the Year Award. Companies 
throughout the Dayton area are represented. 
Winners will be announced at an awards din- 
ner on Tuesday, May 10, at the Mandalay 
Banquet Center in Dayton. 

The judges, as listed by the Dayton Busi- 
ness Reporter, are: 

Harry Bumgarner, vice president of the 
Small Business Developmental Center; Dr. 
Rishi Kumar, dean of Wright State Univer- 
sity’s College of Business Administration; 
Dr. Sam Gould, dean of the University of 
Dayton's School of Business Administration; 
Marni Flagal, president, County Corp; Ste- 
ven Budd, president, City Wide Development 
Corp; Phil Miller, counselor, Small Business 
Development Center; Richard Flitcraft, 
former president of Monsanto Corp; and Jim 
Sherwood, COO, PSI Corp. 

Associate sponsors of the 1994 Small Busi- 
ness Awards are: AT&T; NBD Bank; Society 
Bank; Dayton Chapter of CLU &ChFC; Bank 
One; Provident Bank; Fifth Third Bank; 
Huntington Bank; Star Bank; Lamar Out- 
door Advertising and National City Bank. 

The finalist in each of the four categories 
are as follows: 

1-25 EMPLOYEES 

Superior Dental Care, Inc., 6683 Centerville 

Business Parkway, Dayton. Thomas G. 
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Parvy, DMD, is president of the dental care 
facility, which has 18 employees and was es- 
tablished in 1985. 

Twin Maples Veterinary Hospital Inc., 3646 
Watertower Lane, West Carrollton. Warren 
E. Snead DVM, is president of the small ani- 
mal veterinary services company, which has 
23 employees and was established in 1970. 

Architects Associated Inc., 118 S. Main, 
Dayton, Y.W. Bryan Choi is the president of 
the architectural design company which has 
12 employees and was established in 1987. 

Duvall & Associates, Inc., 3066 Kettering 
Blvd., Dayton. Alan C. Duvall is the manag- 
ing partner of this financial-CPA firm, which 
has 16 employees and was established in 1986. 

All-Seal Home Improvement, Inc., 102 W. 
Main St., Medway. Jack Kostak is president 
of this construction and remodeling com- 
pany which employs 18 and was established 
in 1980. 


26-99 EMPLOYEES 


Leever's Grinding Inc., 8050 Springboro, 
Moraine. Gary Leever is president of this 
manufacturing and tooling company, which 
has 60 employees and was established in 1982. 

Wenco., Inc., 1807 Dalton Drive, New Car- 
lisle. Nelson D. Wenrick is president of this 
general construction company which has 56 
employees and was established in 1983. 

Audio Visual Systems, Inc., 1960 W. Dorthy 
Lane, Dayton. Jack H. Culp is president of 
this audio/visual/video computer graphics 
company which has 52 employees and was es- 
tablished in 1973. 

Bagel Lovers, Inc., 5523 Salem Ave., Day- 
ton. Edward A. Kazak is president of this 
wholesale/retail deli, which has 45 employees 
and was established in 1989. 

Early Express Service, Inc., 1333 E. Second 
St., Dayton. Karen Sensel is president of this 
mailing services company which has 82 em- 
ployees and was established in 1977. 


100-350 EMPLOYEES 


Innovative Technologies Corporation, 1020- 
Woodman Dr., Dayton. Ramesh Mehan is 
president of this engineering and manage- 
ment consulting company, which has 129 em- 
ployees and was established in 1987. 

Twist, Inc., 47 S. Limestone St., James- 
town. Joe Wright is president of this springs, 
wire forms and stamping manufacturing 
company, which has 204 employees and was 
established in 1971. 

Motoman, Inc., 805 Liberty Lane, West 
Carrollton. Philip Monnin is president of this 
robotics systems manufacturing company, 
which has 130 employees and was established 
in 1989. 

Plastic Trim, Inc., 3909 Research Blvd., 
Dayton. C. W. Mercurio is president of this 
automotive trim manufacturing company, 
which has 164 employees and was established 
in 1990. 

Advanced Assembly Automation, Inc., 313 
Mound St., Dayton. John F. Logan is presi- 
dent of this engineering and manufacturing 
company, which has 140 employees and was 
established in 1984. 


EXECUTIVE OF THE YEAR 


Robert F. Challe, president of High Voltage 
Maintenance Corporation, 5100 Energy Drive, 
Dayton. 

Larry Song, president of Blue Chip Com- 
puters, 3085 Woodman Drive, Kettering. 

David W. Dysinger, president of Dysinger 
Tool and Die, 2900 Dryden Rd., Dayton. 

C. W. Mercurio, president of Plastic Trim, 
Inc., 3909 Research Blvd. Dayton. 

John F. Logan, president of Advance As- 
sembly Automation, Inc., 313 Mound St., 
Dayton. 
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INTRODUCTION OF THE PENSION 
REFORM ACT OF 1994 


HON. BARBARA B. KENNELLY 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to introduce the Pension Reform Act of 1994. 

There can be no doubt that the status of 
women in America has changed dramatically 
in this century with these changes having pro- 
found implications for the long-term economic 
security of women. Whereas, heretofore ex- 
tended families cared for the aged, both male 
and female, women today are increasingly 
likely to be alone as they age due to the dis- 
appearance of the extended family, mortality 
rates, and the increased incidence of divorce 
and single parenthood. And when one consid- 
ers the average woman earns 68 cents for 
every dollar earned by the average man, it is 
easy to understand why the poverty rate is so 
much higher among older women than older 
men, 15 percent versus 9 percent. Even more 
striking is that the median income of women 
aged 65 and older is $6,425, 56 percent lower 
than the median income of older men— 
$11,544. 

The Retirement Equity Act of 1984 made an 
important start. It improves the chance of wid- 
ows actually receiving a pension by offering 
survivors protection to employees as soon as 
they become vested and requiring a wife's no- 
tarized signature before her husband can sign 
away her right to receive a survivor's benefit. 
The law also makes it easier for a divorced 
wife to get a share of a court awarded pension 
directly from a former spouse's pension plan, 
lowers the age at which plans begin counting 
service for vesting credit, and extends the 
amount of time women can take off for child- 
rearing without losing credit for prior service. 

But the Retirement Equity Act didn't go far 
enough. Women divorced before its passage 
have no pension rights. That means that a 56- 
year-old woman divorced in 1980 is now 65 
and has no pension rights. That means we 
could have a whole new class of poor elderly 
women. The Pension Reform Act of 1994 
would allow pensions not divided at the time 
of divorce, to be divided now, pursuant to a 
Court order thereby effectively making the Re- 
tirement Equity Act retroactive. The Pension 
Reform Act of 1994 would also require the di- 
vision of pension assets prospectively unless 
a domestic relations order provides otherwise. 

The Tax Reform Act of 1986 continued the 
trend of enhanced retirement security for 
women. It reduced the vesting period, the pe- 
riod of service which must be completed be- 
fore an employee has a nonforfeitable right to 
a pension, to 5 years for single employer pen- 
sions. This means that employees must be 
100 percent vested after 5 years of service or, 
using an alternative vesting schedule, 20 per- 
cent vested after 3 years and 20 percent for 
each year thereafter. In general, therefore, 
employees who have been covered by an eli- 
gible pension plan for 5 years and work at 
least 1 hour after January 1, 1989, are auto- 
matically vested. This change is particularly 
important for women as it is estimated that ap- 
proximately 1.9 million additional workers are 
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now entitled to pensions. Multiemployer pen- 
sion plans, however, are not covered by these 
new vesting rules. The Pension Reform Act of 
1994 would extend the 5-year vesting period 
to these types of plans as well. This provision 
was contained in H.R. 4210 and H.R. 11 in 
the 102d Congress—both were vetoed by the 
President. It is also contained in H.R. 3419, 
which has been reported by the Ways and 
Means Committee. It is my hope that we can 
at least enact this provision this year. 

Faster vesting also leads the way to greater 
portability, the ability to carry one's credit for 
service in an employer-sponsored pension 
plan from job to job. This is of particular im- 
portance to women as they are much more 
likely to change jobs and interrupt their partici- 
pation in the work force at one or more times 
in their lives. 

The Tax Reform Act of 1986 also limited in- 
tegration, a little known, but potentially dev- 
astating, mechanism whereby employers may 
reduce pension benefits by the amount of So- 
cial Security to which an employee is entitled. 
Although originally intended to offset the em- 
ployer contribution to Social Security, integra- 
tion has often had the effect of eliminating an 
employee's entire private pension. In 1986, 
after much struggle, it was determined that 
Social Security benefits do not adequately re- 
place the preretirement earnings of low- and 
middle-income workers. Today, therefore, the 
law limits integration and assures that all eligi- 
ble employees receive some minimum level of 
benefits. However, this protection only applies 
to benefits earned in plan years beginning 
after December 31, 1988. The Pension Re- 
form Act of 1994 would extend this protection 
to all benefits earned since January 1, 1987, 
and eliminate integration entirely by January 1, 
2000. 

Under current law of the Railroad Retire- 
ment Act a divorced spouse may receive a di- 
vorced spouse annuity at age 62 if the em- 
ployee has attained age 62 and is receiving 
an annuity. The Pension Reform Act of 1994 
would amend the Railroad Retirement Act by 
eliminating the language that suspends the 
payment of a divorced spouse annuity when 
the employee, although he or she is age eligi- 
ble, chooses not to receive an annuity. 

| would urge my colleagues to support this 
vital piece of legislation. 


TRIBUTE TO LOUIS McLENDON 


HON. THOMAS J. MANTON 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 5, 1994 


Mr. MANTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to 47-year-old retired New York 
City correction officer, Louis McLendon. Mr, 
McLendon, who had never used his gun in his 
career as a correction officer at the Rikers Is- 
land prison facility, demonstrated remarkable 
bravery, on New Year's Eve, 1993, when he 
stood up against five well-armed youths in the 
process of robbing the Montego Bay clothing 
Store in Jamaica, Queens. 

Mr. McLendon, armed only with a six-shot 
revolver, working the last night of the year as 
a plainclothes guard in the popular store, 
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quickly shot and killed the gang leader, who 
announced the hold-up brandishing a 9-milli- 
meter pistol. That young man was only 21 
years old. In the gun fight that followed, Mr. 
McLendon was shot six times, leaving nine 
bullet wounds. 

As all of this was going on, the owner of the 
store, Sasson Biton, was beaten and shot in 
the head, in a back room, by one of the as- 
sailants. Fortunately, both Mr. Biton and Mr. 
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McLendon survived the attack. Fortunately, for 
everybody else in the store that evening, Louis 
McLendon was there to protect them. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an example of a fine, 
brave man standing up against impossible 
odds, and putting the safety of others before 
his own. It is sad and frustrating that we must 
live in a society where such selfless "take 
charge" action is necessary; however, with the 
help of the bravery and strength of citizens 
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like Mr. McLendon, we are given a fighting 
chance to resolve these issues and take back 
our streets. It is frightening to think how many 
innocent lives might have been taken had it 
not been for Louis McLendon. | know my col- 
leagues join me in commending Louis 
McLendon for his bravery and service to his 
community. 


May 6, 1994 
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SENATE—Friday, May 6, 1994 


The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the ex- 
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the Honorable HARLAN 
MATHEWS, a Senator from the State of 
Tennessee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
prayer this morning will be offered by 
the Reverend Richard C. Halverson, Jr. 


PRAYER 


The Reverend Richard C. Halverson, 
Jr., of Falls Church, VA, offered the 
following prayer: 

Let us pray: 

As we go to prayer this morning, due 
to the significance of this weekend, it 
is appropriate for us to take a moment 
to reflect upon someone who we all 
have in common—our mothers. And, as 
we prayerfully reflect upon our moth- 
ers, remember the words of Abraham 
Lincoln, who once said, “All that I am 
or hope to be, I owe to my angel moth- 
er." But, perhaps the most beautiful 
words come from Hebrew Scripture in 
praise of a virtuous woman. 

Hear now the Word of the Lord: 

Who can find a virtuous woman? for 
her price is far above rubies. The heart of 
her husband doth safely trust her * * * 
She will do him good and not evil all the 
days of her life. She seeketh wool, and 
flax, and worketh willingly with her 
hands. She is like the merchants’ ships; 
she bringeth her food from afar. She 
riseth also while it is yet night, and giveth 
meat to her household, and a portion to 
her maidens. She considereth a field, and 
buyeth it: with the fruit of her hands she 
planteth a vineyard. She girdeth her loins 
with strength, and strengtheneth her arms 
* * * She stretcheth out her hand to the 
poor; yea, she reacheth forth her hands to 
the needy. She is not afraid of the snow 
for her household: for all her household 
are clothed with scarlet. She maketh her- 
self coverings of tapestry; her clothing is 
silk and purple * * * Strength and honour 
are her clothing; and she shall rejoice in 
time to come. She openeth her mouth with 
wisdom; and in her tongue is the law of 
kindness. She looketh well to the ways of 
her household, and eateth not the bread 
of idleness. Her children arise up, and call 
her blessed; her husband also, and he 
praiseth her. Many daughters have done 
virtuously, but thou ezcellest them all. 
Favour is deceitful, and beauty is vain: 
but a woman that feareth the Lord, she 
shall be praised.—Proverbs 31:10-31; se- 
lect verses. Amen. 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 


(Legislative day of Monday, May 2, 1994) 


to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, May 6, 1994. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable HARLAN MATHEWS, a 
Senator from the State of Tennessee, to per- 
form the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 


Mr. MATHEWS thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President pro tem- 
pore. 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The majority leader. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, Mem- 
bers of the Senate, early this morning 
an agreement was reached setting forth 
the procedure by which the Senate will 
consider several legislative matters. 
The orders obtained by unanimous con- 
sent are printed at page 2 of the Sen- 
ate’s Calendar of Business for today 
and I will not repeat them in their en- 
tirety but will simply summarize. 

We will, today, complete action on 
all remaining amendments on S. 1935, 
the gift ban bill. The amendments are 
listed in the order. Any rollcall votes 
required will occur beginning at not 
prior to 5 p.m. on Wednesday. 

The Senate will then proceed to con- 
sideration of S. 978, the Environmental 
Technology Act. Under a similar proc- 
ess the amendments are listed in the 
order. They must be offered today, as is 
the case with the amendments to the 
gift ban bil, and any votes required 
will be set over until Wednesday. 

The Senate will then begin debate on 
S. 2042, the Bosnia arms embargo bill. 
That matter will be before the Senate 
today for debate only. 

On Monday, the Senate will proceed 
to consideration of the Safe Drinking 
Water Act. There will be no rollcall 
votes on Monday. 

On Tuesday, the Senate will resume 
debate on the Bosnia arms embargo 
bill. There will be no rollcall votes on 
Tuesday. 

And on Wednesday morning, the Sen- 
ate will proceed to the conference re- 
port on the budget resolution and there 


will be votes on that day, not prior to 
5 p.m., but I expect that there will be 
several votes lined up to occur begin- 
ning at or shortly after 5 p.m. 

Mr. President, I again thank all of 
my colleagues for their cooperation. 
This is a complex order, embracing 
many bills and many amendments and 
affecting the interests of several Sen- 
ators. I thank them all for their pa- 
tience and cooperation in participating 
in the discussions that led to the entry 
of these orders. 

Mr. President, the first amendment 
on the list is to be offered by Senator 
EXON. I notice that he is present on the 
floor. 

Am I correct that the Exon amend- 
ment is the pending business? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The majority leader is correct. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Then, Mr. President, 
I yield the floor. 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. If the Senator will permit, under 
the previous order the leadership time 
is reserved. 


CONGRESSIONAL GIFTS REFORM 
ACT 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now resume consideration 
of S. 1935, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 1935) to prohibit lobbyists and 
their clients from providing to legislative 
branch officials certain gifts, meals, enter- 
tainment, reimbursements, or loans, and to 
place limits on and require disclosure by lob- 
byists of certain expenditures. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 

Exon amendment No. 1682, to express the 
sense of the Senate that any Member who 
voted to reduce the pay of Members of the 
Senate should return to the U.S. Treasury 
any pay that would not have been received 
had the amendment been enacted into law. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1682 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I under- 
stand the Exon amendment is the pend- 
ing business; is that correct? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. EXON. Since we did not have an 
opportunity last evening for the read- 
ing of the amendment, I request at this 
time the Senate hear the clerk read the 
Exon sense-of-the-Senate amendment. 


@ This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

The clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

At the appropriate place add the following: 

It is sense of the Senate that any Member 
who voted May 5, 1994, to amend S. 1935 to re- 
duce the pay of Members of the Senate by 
15%, should return to the U.S. Treasury the 
full amount of any pay that would not have 
been received had the amendment been en- 
acted into law and that such Members should 
provide evidence to the public on an annual 
basis that they have done so. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, the amend- 
ment that has just been read was an 
amendment that I offered last evening. 
There was, as the Senate knows, con- 
siderable discussion following that 
with Members on both sides of the 
aisle. The majority leader tried very 
hard to put together a package to un- 
ravel a rather difficult situation with 
regard to the scheduling of Senate 
business. 

One of the things that came up dur- 
ing that discussion, at great length, 
was the Exon amendment and how we 
should proceed. It was the view of this 
Senator and several Members who were 
cosponsors of the sense-of-the-Senate 
resolution as introduced, that we 
should proceed with discussion, debate 
and a vote on last evening—or more 
correctly sometime this morning, very 
early, because I believe we had wan- 
dered on beyond midnight during these 
deliberations and discussions. 

The reason I offered this amendment 
was to attempt to gain a degree of con- 
sistency in the Senate. It was not in- 
tended as an amendment to particu- 
larly embarrass any of my colleagues. 
However, during the discussion, during 
the deliberations, several Senators 
came to me—including the majority 
leader—and said pressing forward on 
the Exon amendment at that time 
would cause a great deal of difficulty 
to many of my colleagues because they 
were not present at that time, early 
this morning, and further said even if, 
as originally suggested, we put this 
over until Wednesday, it could cause a 
very great deal of difficulty and would 
have prevented the rather complicated 
unanimous-consent agreement that 
was finally agreed to last night or 
early this morning—whatever the 
timeframe was. I do not remember for 
certain. 

I will simply say, Mr. President, that 
I thought the amendment that has just 
been read was simply an opportunity 
for those who voted for a 15 percent cut 
in their pay, to give them the oppor- 
tunity, with the suggestion in the 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution, to do 
exactly what they desired to do, evi- 
dently, by their votes, even though the 
amendment did fail. 

The reputation this Senator has in 
the Senate, I think, is clearly one not 
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designed around recriminations, not 
built upon trying to place my col- 
leagues on either side of the aisle in a 
difficult position. 

Isimply say that it is my intention 
to withdraw that amendment, at the 
request of several Senators. I believe 
that if it were brought to a vote, it 
would very likely receive overwhelm- 
ing approval. 

But the idea is to getting ahead with 
the business at hand around here, to 
address ourselves to the very many, 
many complicated issues that were 
contained in the unanimous consent 
agreement, and others, such as health 
care, on which we are now facing some- 
what of a short time fuse. 

Therefore, Mr. President, in order to 
expedite the proceedings of the Senate, 
and at the request and suggestion of 
the majority leader, I have agreed to 
withdraw the amendment. 

I just wanted to take this brief period 
of time to explain my reasons for offer- 
ing it. It simply was that one of the 
things I think we all should do in the 
body is to try and be a little more con- 
sistent, at least during short-term peri- 
ods, in the U.S. Senate. That was the 
reason for the amendment. 

But as I have explained, I recognize 
the circumstances that the majority 
leader faces and, therefore, to expedite 
matters and not string this out any 
more than is already necessary, I with- 
draw the sense-of-the-Senate amend- 
ment that I sent to the desk during the 
previous session of the Senate. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator has that right. With- 
out objection, the amendment is with- 
drawn. 

So the amendment (No. 1682) was 
withdrawn. 


VISIT TO THE SENATE BY THE 
PRIME MINISTER OF MALAYSIA 


Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we stand in re- 
cess for 1 minute. However, before 
doing so, I would like to take this occa- 
sion to announce that we have the 
privilege of having the Prime Minister 
of Malaysia, Mr. Mahathir, who is vis- 
iting our country and will be going to 
the White House shortly to visit Presi- 
dent Clinton. 

We want to take this opportunity to 
welcome him to the U.S. Senate and 
say how much we appreciate our rela- 
tionship with Malaysia. It is a strong 
one, both economically and militarily 
and, hopefully, we will build upon that 
relationship even more so in the fu- 
ture. So we welcome you to our Senate. 

[Applause.] 


RECESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the Senate 
Stands in recess for 1 minute. 
Thereupon, the Senate, at 10:14 a.m., 
recessed until 10:17 a.m.; whereupon, 
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the Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Acting President pro tem- 
pore [Mr. MATHEWS]. 


CONGRESSIONAL GIFTS REFORM 
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The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. I withdraw 
the request. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I had in- 
tended at this time to offer the amend- 
ment, following the amendment which 
would have been offered by the distin- 
guished Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
EXON], because I, too, share his concern 
about being consistent or inconsistent. 

So I was prepared to offer an amend- 
ment saying anybody who voted 
against a pay raise as a sitting Sen- 
ator, and then has since taken the pay 
raise, would have to refund that to the 
Treasury. 

I noted there would have been quite a 
number of sitting Senators who voted 
no for the recent pay raise but I as- 
sume have been accepting it on a 
monthly basis. I think both the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska and the Senator 
from Kansas made our points. I hap- 
pened to vote for that pay raise, as did 
the Senator from Nebraska. 

But I think last night the effort to 
reduce the pay by 15 percent—the 
amendment offered by the distin- 
guished Senator from Montana [Mr. 
BURNS]—was a good-faith effort. He felt 
strongly about it and he offered the 
amendment, but I believe, in view of 
the disposition of the previous amend- 
ment, to withdraw the amendment of 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Exon], 
there is no need for this Senator to 
propose my amendment. 

I do not have any amendment to 
withdraw. I just make the statement 
based on the action of the Senator 
from Nebraska. I will not offer the 
amendment I just discussed, and dis- 
cussed last evening. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the amendment be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the amend- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

At the appropriate place, add the follow- 
ing: 

It is the sense of the Senate that any Sen- 
ator who voted against pay raises for Mem- 
bers of Congress on July 17, 1991, October 26, 
1990, August 1, 1990, February 7, 1989, Feb- 
ruary 2, 1989, June 14, 1988, June 27, 1988, De- 
cember 21, 1987, or on any previous occasion, 
should return the pay raise to the Treasury 
with interest. 


HAITI 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, on another 
matter, I just suggest there has been a 
lot of talk about Haiti and what we are 
going to do in Haiti—an invasion, 
whatever. 


May 6, 1994 


I just hope the President might seri- 
ously consider a bipartisan factfinding 
mission. I think it would have great 
appeal on both sides of the aisle, in 
both the House and the Senate. I be- 
leve it could be put together very 
quickly and have a positive impact on 
what our course of action should be in 
Haiti. I would certainly be prepared to 
cooperate with the President. I am cer- 
tain my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle will, in both the House and the 
Senate. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed as 
in morning business for 15 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk a bill and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

Mr. BIDEN. I object, Mr. President. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Objection is heard. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I want to 
inquire of our colleague from Texas. 
The reason I objected is that I may 
have misunderstood what she said. Is 
the Senator introducing a bill and 
seeking its immediate consideration? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. No, Mr. President. 
I appreciate the question from the Sen- 
ator from Delaware. I meant appro- 
priate referral. 

Mr. BIDEN. I have no objection. 
Thank you. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Texas may pro- 
ceed. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the Chair. 

(The remarks of Mrs. HUTCHISON per- 
taining to the introduction of S. 2085 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 


RECOGNITION OF SMALL 
BUSINESS WEEK 


Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
also want to rise today to recognize 
and celebrate Small Business Week. 

Small businesses play a crucial role 
in our Nation’s economy. They account 
for one-half of total employment in 
this country and a large majority of 
new job creation. In fact, the American 
small business community ranks as the 
world’s third largest economic power, 
behind only the United States economy 
as a whole and Japan. I believe it is im- 
portant to recognize, the contributions 
of these hard-working entrepreneurs. 
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In my home State of Texas, there are 
over 350,000 firms with less than 100 
employees. And these numbers are 
growing, including unprecedented own- 
ership by minorities and women. Dur- 
ing the last few years, the number of 
African-American-owned businesses in 
Texas has increased more than 30 per- 
cent; the number of women-owned busi- 
nesses in Texas almost 50 percent; and 
Hispanic-owned businesses more than 
60 percent. 

But while we are celebrating these 
past achievements, we must not forget 
that the burdens many small business 
owners continue to face are from their 
own Government. Each new tax, regu- 
lation, or mandated benefit subtracts 
from business growth and new job cre- 
ation. If we, in Congress, really want to 
help small business, we should remove 
obstacles to growth rather than piling 
on new ones. 

Let me outline three ways we can 
create a healthier small business envi- 
ronment and, hopefully, a healthier, 
robust economy. 

First, we need to pass health care re- 
form that is affordable and accessible 
for small business owners and their em- 
ployees. Unfortunately, a recent study 
found that under the employer man- 
date in the Clinton health care plan 
850,000 jobs could be lost nationwide, 
including almost 52,000 in my home 
State of Texas. 

A few months ago, one of my con- 
stituents, Ed Norton from Austin, 
came into my office to talk about 
health care. Ed owns a chain of bar- 
becue restaurants, and he said his 
health care costs under the Clinton 
plan would be higher than his entire 
net income. 

Mr. President, we must listen to the 
people who are out there working to 
make ends meet and get this economy 
going. 

Second, small business owners des- 
perately need relief from excessive 
Government regulations and paper- 
work. According to the Small Business 
Administration, small firms spend a 
minimum of 1.2 billion hours each year 
just to comply with Government paper- 
work regulations—1.2 billion hours. As 
& former small business owner myself, 
I am very familiar with the weight of 
excessive regulations. Every minute 
devoted to filling out another Govern- 
ment form or to comply with another 
Government regulation is an hour that 
could be spent better looking at my 
customer base, developing a new prod- 
uct, better manufacturing methods or 
expanding my  markets—in essence, 
contributing to the productivity of our 
Nation's economy. 

Ultimately, these regulations are a 
hidden tax. It is a cost of doing busi- 
ness. Reducing the regulatory burden 
will free up resources to fuel economic 
growth well into the 21st century. Mr. 
President, we must be ever mindful 
that all our businesses are going to be 


9573 


competing in the international mar- 
ketplace. 

Finally, Mr. President, we must ad- 
dress skyrocketing product liability 
costs which are stifling innovation and 
competitiveness among our smaller 
businesses. Recently, I received a letter 
from a small manufacturer in Houston 
who said: 

We have fallen behind foreign competitors 
in new product development due to concerns 
of liability exposure. And because product 
development is being curtailed, so too is our 
ability to create new jobs. The high cost of 
product liability insurance increases product 
costs and reduces the competitiveness of our 
products. We cannot compete at home or 
abroad because of this situation. 

That was from a small business man- 
ufacturer in Houston, TX. 

To correct these problems, I cospon- 
sored, along with many of my col- 
leagues, the Product Liability Fairness 
Act. This bill sets uniform standards 
for product seller liability, limits puni- 
tive damages awards, and sets liability 
time limitations. I look forward to this 
bill’s floor consideration before Con- 
gress adjourns. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
recognizing the important contribu- 
tions of small business owners during 
this very special week. But, more im- 
portantly, I hope they will join me in 
lifting some of the burdens and some of 
the regulations imposed by Govern- 
ment on these small firms. Let us initi- 
ate a new era of economic growth and 
prosperity for this country. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Dor- 
GAN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, will 
the Chair please advise of the pending 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate is now considering S. 1935. That is 
its pending business. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Is that open to 
amendment or is there a pending 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
a unanimous-consent agreement in 
which a number of amendments are 
limited. 

Mr. DECONCINI. I wonder if I can 
have some time while we are waiting 
for amendments to be taken up. 

If there is no objection, I ask unani- 
mous consent that I may proceed as in 
morning business. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none. 

The Senator from Arizona is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. DECONCINI. I thank the Chair 
and I thank the Senator from Michi- 
gan. 


RUSSIA 


Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, as 
Russia continues to work through the 
wrenching transition from the Soviet 
era, the debate over how to help shape 
the direction of Russia's future 
policital course continues to preoccupy 
United States foreign policymakers. 
And well it should. 

Alarmed by the pattern of Russian 
pressure on its neighbors, and dis- 
turbed by the slowdown of economic re- 
form and the success of hardliners in 
December's parliamentary election, 
some have sounded the alarm that Rus- 
sia cannot be our partner or ally, but is 
our rival, or even our foe. This view 
holds that Russia will essentially re- 
main a strategic threat to the United 
States, regardless of the collapse of 
communism. 

I lean in a different direction. I be- 
lieve the present and future status of 
United States relations with Russia are 
simply unclear and unpredictable. It is 
premature to draw conclusions about 
these relations and neatly condense 
them into a one-word sound bite of a 
foe, or an ally, or a friend, or an adver- 
sary. 

Depending on one's prejudices, hopes, 
or expectations, any one of the words 
that have punctuated the debate about 
our relations with Russia—ally, part- 
ner, rival, foe—is reasonable. The dan- 
ger is that the policy we favor will de- 
pend on the word we prefer, and that 
word may change on a regular basis. 

Ithink it is safe to project that Rus- 
sia will at times cooperate with us, and 
at other times will not. This should not 
surprise or frighten us, since we have 
bitter disputes even with nations that 
have been our allies for decades. 

What should concern us is that Rus- 
sia accept and act in accordance with 
certain internationally accepted stand- 
ards of behavior. Our strategy toward 
Russia must not only focus on gaining 
Russian cooperation in specific cases, 
but on encouraging Russia to play ac- 
cording to the rules of the game. These 
rules set limits, especially on the use 
or threat of force, and demand respect 
for the sovereignty and territorial in- 
tegrity of other states. 

So while the nature of post-Com- 
munist Russia is very much à work in 
progress, and it is too early to decide 
once and for all whether she is friend 
or foe, it is not too early to sound the 
alarm about certain tendencies in Rus- 
sian politics. I refer, in particular to 
the deliberate destabilization of its 
neighbors as a means of regaining con- 
trol over them. 
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Russian military support for 
Abkhazai has led to the de facto dis- 
memberment of Georgia, which has 
been forced to seek entry into the Com- 
monwealth of Independent States [CIS] 
and to agree to the stationing of Rus- 
sian soldiers on its territory. Some- 
what less blatantly, Russian forces 
clearly connived in the coup d'etat 
that took place last June against the 
democratically elected president of 
Azerbaijan and pressured his successor 
to bring the oil-rich country into the 
CIS. There is no doubt about that. 

In Moldova, the Russian 14th Army 
appears to be digging in for the dura- 
tion, even though Russian Government 
spokesmen speak supportively of a 
CSCE initiative to resolve the dispute 
between Moldova’s Government and se- 
cessionist Trans-Dniestria that envi- 
sions the withdrawal of the 14th Army 
from Moldova. In Tajikstan, there is a 
very murky line between peacekeeping 
and keeping the old nomenklatura in 
power. 

In my view, Russia’s behavior in 
Georgia, Azerbaijan and Moldova vio- 
lates the Helsinki accords and other 
international agreements—documents 
which Russia has freely signed and 
agreed to abide by. We are entitled to 
expect and, I think, demand that Rus- 
sia honor its international commit- 
ments. 

In the Baltic States, after long and 
arduous negotiations, Russia has fi- 
nally reached agreement with Latvia 
on an August 31, 1994, withdrawal date 
for Russian troops. But Russia contin- 
ues to delay serious negotiations about 
a timely withdrawal of its 2,600 troops 
from Estonia and has added additional 
terms for withdrawal, including a de- 
mand for $23 million to build housing 
for these troops in Russia from that 
country. This breaches the July 1992 
Helsinki CSCE document calling for 
complete and timely withdrawal of all 
foreign troops from the Baltics. We 
should all keep in mind that much of 
our aid program to Russia is contin- 
gent upon significant progress toward 
removal of Russian troops from the 
Baltics. 

Equally ominous are Russian efforts 
to manipulate the peacekeeping issue. 
In Georgia, Nagorno-Karabakh and 
elsewhere, Russia has been seeking 
international agreement to the sta- 
tioning of Russian forces in these re- 
gions. President Yeltsin, in his Feb- 
ruary 24 speech, stated that a strong 
Russia can become the guarantee of 
Stability all over the territory of the 
former Soviet Union." But stability 
must never be an excuse for establish- 
ing hegemony over neighboring states 
against the latter's will, or violating 
CSCE and U.N. provisions on terri- 
torial integrity of member states. If 
one of Russia's neighbors wishes to 
enter into a military alliance with 
Russia, that decision is certainly not 
ours to contest—in the United States 
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or elsewhere. But uninvited army 
bases, deployment of military forces on 
another Nation's territory or refusal to 
withdraw forces within a reasonable 
timeframe are quite another thing. 
And these activities cannot be justified 
simply by appeals to peacekeeping.“ 

One of the issues I find most worri- 
some is Moscow's tendency to exploit 
Russian minorities, and Russian-speak- 
ing minorities, in the other republics. 
Official Russian rhetoric about protect- 
ing Russian speakers—regardless of 
where they actually live and their eth- 
nic background—increasingly seems 
like a pretext to reestablish a sphere of 
influence throughout the entire former 
U.S.S.R. This understandably alarms 
Russia’s neighbors, and we should not 
accept at face value Russian arguments 
about the need for Moscow to protect 
Russians wherever they may be phys- 
ically and geographically located. 
Many of these Russians know full well, 
and they have said so to Helsinki Com- 
mission staff, that Moscow is pursuing 
its own interests when it asserts the 
right to defend these Russians. Several 
Foreign Ministry papers over the last 
few years have clearly spelled out this 
policy perception. 

Russia would be the dominant player 
in the region no matter what, because 
of its size, because of its economy, et 
cetera. But it is one thing for a giant 
country to use its economic muscle in 
negotiations; it is quite another to de- 
mand cooperation by threatening to 
tear a small country apart, or, worse, 
actually stripping its sovereignty of all 
meaning. 

So what are we to do? First, we must 
recognize that our leverage is limited. 
Especially in today's atmosphere of ag- 
grieved nationalism, Russia cannot 
simply dance to our tune, or be seen as 
bowing to American dictates. But we 
can insist on Russian compliance with 
Standard rules that bind all other na- 
tions. 

Along these lines, talks and projects 
on the denuclearization of Russia and 
the United States must continue. 
These lines to communication are im- 
portant and can bring about a very 
positive effect. While we will certainly 
not eliminate the causes of war, the 
United States and Russia must work 
together to reduce our reliance on 
weapons of mass destruction, and must 
prevent their proliferation. This is an 
investment which is clearly in our na- 
tional interest, and in the interests of 
the world. 

Iam not convinced, however, that all 
aspects of our overall assistance pro- 
gram to Russia are in our national in- 
terest or help the Russians. I remain 
troubled, for example, by the extension 
of loans to Russia by the IMF, to which 
the United States is one of the main 
contributors. Absent evidence of any 
meaningful financial reform, these 
loans may well be wasted. Worse still, 
these loans may indeed serve to perpet- 
uate the old Soviet-style economy. 
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We must work more actively with 
our G-7 partners to insure that our 
multilateral aid is tied to dem- 
onstrated compliance with the IMF 
guidelines instead of continually ex- 
tending loans which, so, far, have been 
based on empty promises of reform 
within Russia. 

But from a national perspective, I 
am, frankly, more concerned about our 
bilateral assistance programs to Rus- 
sia. Too many of our tax payers’ dol- 
lars are wasted on high-priced consult- 
ants whose transient appearances in 
Moscow often leave a residue of resent- 
ment. We should instead focus on 
training managers and public officials 
capable of replacing Communist insti- 
tutions and attitudes with democrat- 
ically-oriented reforms. We need 
hands-on programs that help people de- 
velop production and infrastructure. 

We have all recently heard many hor- 
ror stories about the rampant, sys- 
temic corruption throughout the CIS. 
This is an extremely serious phenome- 
non which requires attention from the 
international community. We only ex- 
acerbate it by funding programs which 
are not meticulously screened to en- 
sure they are having their intended ef- 
fect. This means, in my view, a greater 
concentration on quality rather than 
quantity. 

One component of our assistance pro- 
gram about which I have had serious 
misgivings is the export guarantee pro- 
gram of the Department of Agri- 
culture. During 1991 and 1992, this pro- 
gram guaranteed nearly $5 billion of 
United States commodities exported to 
the former Soviet Union. I realize this 
is important to our farm and agricul- 
tural business here. But this is tax- 
payers’ guarantees. If they are not paid 
the U.S. Government will do it. 

This program has done little more 
than permit Russia to avoid reforming 
its agricultural sector, and it looks as 
though the American taxpayer may 
have to pick up the tab for the nearly 
$3 billion that remains of this Russian 
debt to the United States. 

I opposed these loans from the begin- 
ning because I feared they would not be 
repaid and would act as a deterrent for 
the reform of the Russian agricultural 
sector. It seems like that is going to 
happen on both tracks. I believe that 
the previous administration missed an 
important opportunity to help direct 
Russian economic policy toward a mar- 
ket economy by not attaching condi- 
tions to these loans, which could have 
encouraged establishment of a genu- 
inely market-oriented agricultural sec- 
tor. It is clear to me that that has not 
occurred in Russia and is not occurring 
today or in the near future. Unless 
meaningful standards of credit worthi- 
ness and IMF compliance are attached 
to future loan guarantees, this type of 
aid will benefit neither the Russian 
people nor the American taxpayer. 

A few of our programs are worth- 
while. Some of our humanitarian as- 
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sistance, for example, such as medical 
supplies and training, are desperately 
needed and have gone to the people 
who need them. I also favor the farmer- 
to-farmer concept in which experienced 
U.S. farmers provide hands-on training 
on a long-term basis. I have been im- 
pressed with the caliber of experienced 
managers and technicians who are par- 
ticipating in the CIS. Peace Corps 
projects. These types of programs pro- 
vide training for a sustained period 
and, more importantly, do not consist 
of commodities or funds which wind up 
in the pockets of corrupt former Com- 
munist leaders. As a British journalist 
wrote, “Every time you Americans 
give aid to some Russian city, a half 
dozen more Mercedes show up in front 
of city hall." I am sorry to say, but 
that is becoming more apparent on a 
day-to-day basis. 

Apart from scaling back and 
prioritizing United States aid to Rus- 
sia, we must provide more assistance 
to the other newly independent states 
on the same kind of basic programs 
that work. Some might object that we 
cannot afford to help everyone, but we 
cannot afford a Russo-centric approach 
to aid from the United States. It is 
strategically and politically critical 
that Ukraine and the countries of the 
Caucasus and Central Asia remain 
independent of Russia and make great- 
er progress toward democratic reforms. 
I might say, we have some very good 
programs that are operating there 
without massive billions of dollars of 
agricultural credits. Properly targeted 
training programs can help ensure this. 

President Yeltsin himself has la- 
mented that ''the Russian state hasn't 
taken its proper place in the world 
community." It is the proper and need- 
ed role of United States foreign policy 
to insist that Russia’s place in the 
global community be based on its re- 
spect for international norms of ac- 
cepted behavior. 


INTEREST RATES AND THE 
FEDERAL RESERVE 


Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, on 
another subject matter, I rise today to 
voice some concern over the string of 
recent decisions by the Federal Reserve 
to raise interest rates an amazing 
three times in a very short 10-week pe- 
riod of time. Many observers believe 
that the Fed will raise the rates again, 
perhaps as soon as the middle of this 
month. Financial markets and institu- 
tions were quick in their negative re- 
sponse to the most recent one-quarter 
of 1 percent increase on April 18, as 
bond prices tumbled and the Dow fell 41 
points in 1 day. 

Some of that has been recouped, but 
there is certainly some feeling of con- 
cern. Proponents of the Fed policy 
argue that the increases are necessary 
to stave off inflation which may ac- 
company our growing economy. How- 
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ever, I believe that adopting this pol- 
icy, at this time, is premature and 
unprovoked. Although this Nation’s 
economy is experiencing sustained 
growth, the warning signs of inflation 
have remained at bay. Growth figures 
released last week by the Department 
of Commerce indicate that the econ- 
omy grew at a rate of 2.6 percent for 
the first quarter. While this growth is 
less than previous predictions, which 
ranged from 3 to 4 percent, the 2.6 per- 
cent figure represents a steady, job- 
producing level of economic expansion. 

The Wall Street Journal said re- 
cently the first quarter figures bode 
well for the remainder of the year. Ac- 
cording to the Journal, the economy 
will continue to grow at a moderate 
rate, around the 3 percent range. More 
importantly, the forecast indicates 
that inflation will remain under con- 
trol. 

Laura Tyson, the head of President 
Clinton’s Council on Economic Advis- 
ers stated that the report ** should 
calm fears that the economy is growing 
at an unsustainably rapid rate, or fears 
that inflation is about to spike up- 
ward.” 

Clearly, the outlook is a positive one 
which should be greeted with enthu- 
siasm by an American public which has 
been subjected to years of economic 
stagnation while Washington has stood 
idly by. It is this Senator's hope that 
the recovery will be allowed to run its 
course unencumbered by another in- 
crease later this month of interest 
rates by the Federal Reserve. 

It is the potential that in their zest 
to avoid inflation the Federal Reserve 
will prematurely put the brakes on the 
recovery, which causes me to speak out 
today. The need to limit inflation is a 
legitimate one. However, we should not 
embark on a policy of preempting in- 
flation when there is no indication that 
it is a problem. 

When indicators predict inflation be- 
coming problematic, then clearly rais- 
ing interest rates is appropriate. Rais- 
ing the rates prior to that time, as re- 
cent experience shows us, creates un- 
warranted uncertainty in the financial 
markets and shakes consumer con- 
fidence. The impact of the recent in- 
creases has had a very real and, in my 
opinion, detrimental effect not only on 
Wall Street, but also on Main Street. 

For example, a young couple hoping 
to buy a new home this spring is today 
facing financial obstacles that did not 
exist only a short time ago. In a little 
over a month, the interest rates on the 
average 30-year, fixed-rate loan, has 
climbed a full percentage point to 8.5 
percent—an increase of 1.75 percent 
since the rate reached a 25-year low of 
6.74 percent last October. Virtually 
overnight, many have been priced out 
of the housing market and out of the 
American dream. 

This simple example illustrates an- 
other very important concern about 
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the Federal Reserve: Accountability to 
the American public. 

The decisions of the Fed, perhaps 
more so than many decisions we make 
in this Chamber, have an immediate, 
direct, and unavoidable effect on the 
lives of millions of Americans. How- 
ever, unlike Members of Congress, the 
Fed is not accountable to any of those 
Americans. Regardless of the policies 
adopted by the Federal Reserve, nei- 
ther the Congress, nor the Executive 
branch have any recourse whatsoever. 
The Federal Reserve is the most auton- 
omous, and therefore in my judgment, 
the most powerful of all agencies. This, 
despite the fact that our form of Gov- 
ernment is predicated on accountabil- 
ity. 

The issue of accountability has been 
raised in Congress before, and I am 
aware of at least two pieces of legisla- 
tion which have been introduced in this 
Congress as well. I hope that this body 
will give those measures the thorough 
consideration that they deserve. The 
simple fact is, the American public has 
a right to expect the Federal Reserve 
to be accountable for the decisions 
they make. 

At present, they are not. At a mini- 
mum, enhanced disclosure or congres- 
sional oversight would ensure the citi- 
zens of this Nation that policies which 
affect them directly are well thought 
out. It is clear that this issue is one 
which should be addressed, and I wel- 
come the opportunity, and hope and 
encourage the committees of jurisdic- 
tion to take that opportunity now. 

However, the more immediate con- 
cern which must be addressed is an- 
other possible increase later this 
month of the interest rates set by the 
Federal Reserve. I sincerely hope that 
the Federal Reserve will weigh the po- 
tential damage another increase will 
have on the recovery. This Nation is at 
long last experiencing growth which 
will be endangered if further increases 
are sought. We should reconsider the 
current policy and give the expansion a 
chance to run its course. After endur- 
ing a lengthy recession, the American 
people are entitled to at least that 
much. 

President Clinton and this adminis- 
tration have taken very positive steps 
to see that there is economic growth. 
The economic package that passed this 
body and the House of Representatives 
resulted—for the first time in my ca- 
reer in this body—in the growth of the 
deficit going down, in actual cuts in 
Government spending, and yes, a mod- 
est tax increase of 1 percent on only 
the wealthiest Americans. These posi- 
tive steps have produced economic as- 
surance and growth in this country. 

I hope that we will keep a steady 
course and that the Federal Reserve 
will not muck it up. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 
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The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


CONGRESSIONAL GIFTS REFORM 
ACT 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1685 


(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
concerning the Racial Justice Act) 


Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
D'AMATO], for himself, Mr. GORTON, and Mr. 
DOMENICI, proposes an amendment numbered 
1685. 

At the appropriate place, add the follow- 


It is the sense of the Senate that the con- 
ferees to the upcoming Senate-House con- 
ference on omnibus crime legislation should 
totally reject the so-called Racial Justice 
Act provisions contained in the crime bill 
passed by the House of Representatives on 
April 21, 1994. 


Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, this is 
a straightforward, sense-of-the-Senate 
resolution that clearly indicates there 
is no place in our society, and particu- 
larly in our criminal justice system 
that a situation can exist whereby the 
punishment of an individual or the sen- 
tence imposed on an individual will be 
determined or the guilt or the inno- 
cence of an individual will be deter- 
mined by way of their race, color, or 
creed. 

Lady Justice is unique in that she 
wears a blindfold. It is more than sym- 
bolism because we take pride in work- 
ing to see to it that we have a system 
that dispenses justice regardless of a 
person's ethnic background, race, 
color, religion, their wealth, or their 
position. Justice should be dispensed in 
a manner and in accordance with what 
is right and proper, in accordance with 
the evidence—the facts. 

Let us understand clearly what our 
colleagues in the House of Representa- 
tives have done. They have now said 
that the imposition of law—the death 
penalty in this case—will be based on 
Statistical evidence that can be used to 
keep a person who may even be an ad- 
mitted killer, a person who has been 
judged by a jury and found to be guilty 
of a heinous crime, from receiving the 
verdict of the jury, if that verdict were 
the death penalty. 

I find it interesting that while the 
House of Representatives has jumped 
up and down and said that the death 
penalty has now been expanded to 
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cover—I do not know how many—new 
laws, it has in this instance passed the 
so-called racial justice provision. 

There is no one who is opposed to ra- 
cial justice. Yet, when we discuss this 
subject we are talking about political 
gamesmanship. That is what it is—po- 
litical gamesmanship. How can you get 
up and say you are opposed to racial 
justice? 

Let us make it very clear. There 
Should never be, at any point in time, 
the introduction or undertaking that 
we could be considering a person's guilt 
or innocence, particularly in criminal 
law, that it would be impacted or af- 
fected as a result of a person's race. 
That is repugnant to everyone. That is 
why this amendment that the House 
put in, the so-called racial justice pro- 
vision, is so repugnant. 

Simply put, we are rolling back the 
clock. We are now saying the innocence 
of a person or the guilt of a person or 
the sentence that will be meted out 
will be on the basis of racial quotas. As 
a matter of fact, under the House bill, 
an inference that race was the basis of 
a death penalty can include evidence 
that the death sentences were being 
imposed significantly more frequently 
on persons of one race as opposed to 
that of another. 

Any numerical inequality in sentenc- 
ing persons of different races would be 
considered statistically significant. 
This means that the death penalty 
must be imposed on an equal number of 
persons from all races. I have never 
heard of anything so preposterous. 

In order to apply the death penalty 
under this provision, you would have to 
have an equal number of people—black, 
white, Hispanic, Asian—otherwise you 
cannot apply it. The result is clear, 
this provision wipes out the death pen- 
alty. This is a wonderful and clever 
way of abolishing the death penalty. I 
would like to state that I respect those 
people who have deep convictions and 
do not believe the death penalty should 
ever be applied. At least, we can argue 
on the basis of their system of beliefs— 
at least I know from where they are ei- 
ther coming from as opposed to them 
hiding it and cloaking it with the so- 
called idea of racial justice. 

Everyone is for racial justice. We are 
not for saying that because a person 
may be of a particular color or ethnic 
background at a particular time and 
statistically there are not the same 
number of people who are going to be 
executed within that jurisdiction, that 
the punishment should not be applied. 
We look to the facts of each individual 
case, and based upon that case and the 
person’s actions, and if a jury finds 
them to be guilty, and then if they im- 
pose a sentence, that is the criteria. 
Was it done fairly? Was that person 
given an opportunity to defend himself 
or herself? Were they given all of the 
safeguards provided under the Con- 
stitution, both of the United States 
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and of the constitution of the various 
States? If they were, then the law goes 
forward—color blind, not with some 
kind of mumbo jumbo about racial 
equality, that the House hid behind. 

Does this mean that all of those on 
death row today can raise appeals 
now—some of them may have been 
there 10 years, and all of their appeals 
have been exhausted, more than 3,000 of 
them. Can they then say, ‘‘We want to 
ascertain whether or not we fall within 
& certain statistical proportion as it re- 
lates to a number of people from the 
jurisdiction we come from who may be 
awaiting imposition of the death pen- 
alty”? Yes. 

It means that effectively you have 
wiped out the death penalty. The ugly 
thing about this—and it is ugly, nasty, 
and mean spirited and wrong—that 
when we title this racial justice, that 
is a mischaracterization of a deliberate 
nature. This provision is intended to 
obfuscate the facts and intended to say 
that those people who now will be call- 
ing for the death penalty and getting 
rid of this obnoxious provision, some- 
how do not care, do not share the crav- 
ing that justice should be without any 
relationship to the ethnic background 
or race of an individual who is being 
tried. 

That is why I find it particularly dis- 
turbing. That is why I think many of 
my colleagues have a reluctance—al- 
though they feel as strongly as this 
Senator, some more strongly, that this 
is a repugnant provision that the 
House included under the guise of ra- 
cial justice, they are reluctant to pub- 
licly come forward, because we are in 
the age of political correctness. When 
some of the great newspapers can so 
blindly fall into this business and 
spend no time analyzing the impact of 
what this legislation does, and simply 
under the call of equality and fairness, 
back this legislation. This is something 
all of us believe in, because if you were 
to believe the headlines and not look 
behind the content of this provision, 
you would say, of course, I am for ra- 
cial justice," and this Senator is. But I 
am not for a system that will now de- 
velop a quota system for the imposi- 
tion of a penalty, and I do not care 
what the penalty is. 

Do we really go about saying, Well, 
I am sorry, this is a disproportionate 
number of people who committed this 
particular offense and, therefore, you 
are not subject to the imposition of a 
law"? Sorry, the quota is up. Do you 
mean that confessed killers, who have 
admitted their deed, with evidence that 
is uncontrovertable, with witnesses, et 
cetera, under this provision they would 
escape the death penalty on the basis 
of what their race, color, or ethnic 
background is? Sorry, you do not fit 
the statistics; there are too many 
whites today, too many Asians today, 
which would effectively denude this 
country of one of the great features of 
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our justice system—equality under the 
law. 

Our justice system has not always 
been perfect, and people can dredge up 
cases from the sixties and earlier, in 
which discrimination was present and 
rampant. Let us wipe out discrimina- 
tion, and make sure it is discrimina- 
tion that we are after and not an at- 
tempt to impede the imposition of a 
penalty by this ruse—and that is what 
this is. 

Racial justice is a way to erase the 
equality of the application of the law. 
It will say that we will not apply the 
law any longer on the basis of the guilt 
or innocence of the particular person, 
but on the basis of his or her race. It 
should not be based upon the origin of 
that person. 

Mr. President, there are many more 
things that we can say and which I will 
be speaking to later. I know Senator 
GORTON has some remarks, and I know 
there will be further debate on this. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. GORTON]. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, 
throughout the history of this country 
and, for that matter, of those other na- 
tions from whom we inherit our legal 
institutions, the prosecution of crime 
has been intensely individual. It is in- 
dividuals, by name, who are charged 
with offenses against the state and 
against society. 

Verdicts are based on whether or not 
& jury believes beyond a reasonable 
doubt that the individual committed 
the offense with which he or she is 
charged. And when a conviction is ob- 
tained, we have prided ourselves, 
throughout our history, in suiting the 
sentence to that individual and to the 
circumstances surrounding that indi- 
vidual’s conviction. 

In fact, in the many debates in the 
Supreme Court of the United States 
over the constitutionality of capital 
punishment, the ultimate result was a 
demand by the Supreme Court that in- 
dividuals convicted of capital offenses 
be subject to capital sentences only on 
the basis of their own actions, and only 
after jurors or judges have listened 
carefully to both aggravating and miti- 
gating circumstances surrounding the 
commission of the most serious crimi- 
nal offenses. 

This has been our history; this has 
been our glory; this has been the result 
of decisions of the Supreme Court of 
the United States based on the due 
process and equal protection clauses. 
Never has the Supreme Court per- 
mitted consideration of race with re- 
spect to the imposition of capital pun- 
ishment or, for that matter, the con- 
viction of a crime. It is not a defense to 
the traffic offense of running a red 
light that other people ran the red 
light and were not arrested and pros- 
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ecuted, whether of the same or a dif- 
ferent race or sex. It is an individual 
offense. It is not a defense to a drug 
charge that those who lived in a dif- 
ferent neighborhood were not so fre- 
quently charged or convicted, or those 
of a different sex, or those of a dif- 
ferent race were not charged and con- 
victed in similar numbers or in similar 
percentages. 

The theory of title IX of the House 
crime bill stands our history on its 
head. It is badly misnamed the “Racial 
Justice Act.” It ought to be named the 
‘Racial Quota and Repeal of Capital 
Punishment Act.” For the first time, 
the House of Representatives, in this 
title, says that race must be a con- 
scious consideration in the imposition 
of capital punishment sentences. 

They can be challenged, almost cer- 
tainly successfully, on the basis of a 
showing that any other race has been 
subjected to capital punishment within 
that jurisdiction in differing numbers 
in spite of the percentage of that group 
in the society or, I assume by inference 
in reading title IX, in different per- 
centages without regard to the number 
of those charged, the number of those 
convicted. Although that itself will be 
a separate ground for challenging 
under title IX of the House bill. 

This totally and completely different 
theory of criminal justice undercuts 
the entire history, the entire proud his- 
tory, of not permitting the charging of 
groups simply on the basis of the fact 
that they belong to the same race, the 
same family, the same neighborhood, 
of the criminal activities of a single in- 
dividual. 

Granted this reverses the process and 
says in the ultimate analysis it is only 
the sentence which can be changed on 
that ground, but it is absolutely cer- 
tain that if title IX should become law, 
many, if not all, of the most aggra- 
vated forms of first-degree murder, the 
most outrageous of crimes, the crimes 
of serial killers, will result in a chal- 
lenge to a sentence of capital punish- 
ment, not on the basis of any act or 
omission of the defendant, but solely 
on the basis of the way in which other 
members of that race were treated over 
an extended period of time in the same 
jurisdiction. 

The net result of the passage of this 
proposition is the repeal, not only of 
the capital punishment statutes which 
have been passed by the Senate of the 
United States and the House of Rep- 
resentatives in the course of the last 6 
months—almost without exception by 
overwhelming votes—but the repeal, or 
at least the attempted repeal, of the 
capital punishment statutes of all or 
the great majority of the States in 
which they are imposed. 

(Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN assumed the 
chair.) 

Mr. GORTON. We have a graphic ex- 
ample in the State of Washington of 
the effect in communities of a proposal 
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like this. More than 12 years ago in the 
small community of Clearview, WA, a 
work-release inmate named Charles 
Campbell brutally murdered Renae 
Wicklund, her 68-year-old daughter 
Shannah, and her neighbor Barbara 
Hendrickson, in revenge for Renae's 
earlier testimony which had sent Mr. 
Campbell to jail for sexual assault. 

When several months later, almost 12 
years ago, a jury sentenced Campbell 
to death for his acts, the family and 
friends of the victims, and overwhelm- 
ingly the people of Washington State, 
felt that justice was done and expected 
justice to be served. 

Twelve years later the family, the 
neighbors, the people of the State are 
still waiting. 

Charles Campbell is exhibit A for 
failures of the present criminal justice 
system. More than $2.3 million in tax- 
payer money has been spent on 44 mo- 
tions and briefs filed during five dif- 
ferent appeals of that sentence, includ- 
ing three Federal habeas corpus peti- 
tions. Still, this murderer and his at- 
torneys are using additional opportuni- 
ties to delay justice. 

Most recently, & panel of the Ninth 
Circuit Court of Appeals dismissed Mr. 
Campbell's last petition for habeas cor- 
pus. He has now asked the Supreme 
Court once again to intervene. 

It seems unlikely to this former at- 
torney general of the State of Washing- 
ton, Madam President, that the Su- 
preme Court will do so, the Supreme 
Court itself having taken almost un- 
precedented action a couple of years 
ago to direct the ninth circuit to expe- 
dite and to decide one of these earlier 
habeas corpus appeals. Nonetheless, 
the possibility of another stay exists. 

Charles Campbell is now scheduled to 
be executed on the 27th of this month. 
According to officials in the State of 
Washington, the only likely factor to 
delay final justice for Mr. Campbell is 
a major change in the law like this 
one. 

The prosecuting attorney in the 
county in which Mr. Campbel was 
tried and sentenced, wrote me on April 
21 about the so-called Racial Justice 
Act provisions in the following words: 

In our view, if the bill passed before that 
date [of Campbell's execution], the execution 
will almost certainly not occur as scheduled. 
It is entirely possible that the execution 
would never occur. * * * Under this bill, all 
death sentences in a State are illegal if 
death sentences are imposed based on 
race." Defendants can create an inference of 
this simply by showing that upon persons of 
any one race more frequently than those of 
another. The State must then prove race was 
not a factor. How it could meet this burden 
is not at all clear. The statute specifically 
precludes reliance on testimony that State 
officials did not intend to discriminate. 

Madam President, I agree with the 
judgment of the prosecuting attorney 
of Snohomish County. I believe that 
there is a high degree of likelihood not 
only that Mr. Campbell’s execution 
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would be delayed, but that it might 
never take place should, by some fortu- 
itous circumstance, this title become 
law before the date of his execution. 
Mr. Campbell is Caucasian. Neverthe- 
less, he would have the right to make 
such a challenge under the terms of 
this title. 

Now, I understand it was stated dur- 
ing debate over this matter in the 
House of Representatives that the 
House conferees would, at the very 
least, take out the retroactivity provi- 
sions of this title. But that really does 
not make any difference. It might pos- 
sibly mean that justice was done in 
this single instance, but it would al- 
most certainly prevent justice from 
taking place under any similar or even 
identical set of circumstances in the 
future. 

It is the view of many in law enforce- 
ment, especially those who must pros- 
ecute and defend appeals in capital 
punishment cases, that for all practical 
purposes this title repeals capital pun- 
ishment in the United States. 

Iam not saying that there is some- 
thing wrong with debating the appro- 
priateness of capital punishment stat- 
utes. That is a debate which is almost 
as old as the Republic itself. It is a de- 
bate in which many thoughtful and 
principled people find themselves with 
a different position than my own. But 
it is clearly not the view of the major- 
ity of the American people. It is not 
the law in the majority of American 
States. It is not what this body decided 
as recently as 6 months ago when it 
voted to extend capital punishment to 
a significant additional number of ex- 
tremely serious crimes. 

The problem with this proposal, 
Madam President, is that it allows the 
repeal of capital punishment by indi- 
rection, by those who say that this is 
simply a minor procedural step de- 
signed to enhance rather than to in- 
hibit justice, when, in the case of 
many, they privately have reached the 
same conclusion that I state here. 

Madam President, this sense of the 
Senate is very simple and straight- 
forward. It strongly suggests to the 
conferees, yet to be appointed, on this 
bill that they reject this provision. It 
is, I suspect, a subject which can appro- 
priately be debated independently and 
on its own. If the Judiciary Committee 
should choose to pass a proposal of this 
nature and bring it to the floor of the 
Senate, I rather imagine that the de- 
bate might be enlightening. 

It is highly inappropriate, however, 
to be included as a part of a bill which 
is designed and advertised to reduce 
violent crime in the United States. It 
will if it is passed, add to the con- 
tempt with which the legal profession 
and the judiciary is treated by the gen- 
eral public because it will say, on the 
one hand, that we have greatly ex- 
panded capital punishment in the Fed- 
eral Criminal Code and, on the other 
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hand, by indirection repealed it, not 
only from the Federal Criminal Code 
but with respect to State criminal 
codes as well. 

Madam President, the distinguished 
Senator from New York and I, of 
course, have shared these views pri- 
vately with the eloquent chairman of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee, as he 
has shared with us his intention to add 
to this amendment by second degree a 
Statement that, nevertheless, racial 
discrimination shall not be practiced 
in connection with capital punishment. 
I hope, in anticipating that amend- 
ment, that he will explain to us what 
effect his second-degree amendment is 
intended to carry out. 

As I read the Constitution of the 
United States and as I read Supreme 
Court decisions of the United States, 
racial discrimination is absolutely pro- 
hibited in connection with capital pun- 
ishment or, for that matter, prosecu- 
tion or the conviction of any other 
crime by the due process and equal pro- 
tection clauses of the Constitution of 
the United States. 

So, if we get such a second-degree 
amendment, either it is intended only 
to restate protections which the Con- 
stitution already provides, or it is in- 
tended to change slightly this title IX 
and to add factors in sentencing not re- 
lated to the crime of the individual, 
the actions of the individual, and not 
add in rights not granted by the Con- 
stitution itself as interpreted by the 
Supreme Court. 

For myself—I do not know that I can 
speak for the Senator from New York 
in this connection—for myself, if it is 
the intention of any second-degree 
amendment here simply to restate con- 
stitutional protections which already 
exist, I would regard the amendment as 
harmless and would probably agree 
with it. If it is intended to create other 
grounds for appeal or other grounds for 
habeas corpus action than those which 
presently have been granted by the Su- 
preme Court of the United States, it 
seems to me this body should have out- 
lined to it exactly what those addi- 
tional rights are by those who are un- 
willing to accept this amendment in its 
present form. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment of my 
friend from New York. I will be rel- 
atively brief. 

Let me start off by saying my friend 
from Washington State indicated that 
there was an appropriateness to debate 
the existence and the utility and the 
morality and the constitutionality of 
the death penalty. And we all agree on 
that. There is an appropriateness in de- 
bating that. 

I do not think he meant to say it 
would be inappropriate to debate 
whether or not the death penalty was 
imposed fairly or unfairly. 
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We do not have to go back 208 years 
or 150 years or 100 years or 50 years to 
come up with examples where the ap- 
plication of the death penalty has been 
applied in a prejudicial manner, where 
a black man or a black woman com- 
mitting the same crime as a white man 
or white woman, where the black man 
got the death penalty and the white 
man did not get the death penalty. Un- 
fortunately, to our great shame as a 
nation, we have several hundred years 
of history to demonstrate that that has 
occurred. 

I do think that it is totally appro- 
priate for us to debate—and I might 
add, I am the author of the amend- 
ments the Senator from Washington 
State is referring to. The so-called 
Biden crime bill which passed out of 
here and all those death penalties in 
the crime bill, I wrote, I authored, I 
put in my bill, the bill that the Senate 
passed. 

I support the death penalty. I have 
supported the death penalty in appro- 
priate cases, and I outline what those 
appropriate cases are in the crime bill. 
There are over 50 cases in which I say, 
if someone is found guilty beyond a 
reasonable doubt and all of their ap- 
peals under the Constitution are ex- 
hausted, they should be put to death 
for having committed those crimes, 
and I list them in the Biden crime bill, 
the bill the Senate passed. So I am the 
author of those. And I do not mean I 
am author in terms of originality. I did 
not think up all of them, but I put 
them in the Biden crime bill. 

So, we should start from the premise 
that there are many of us who support 
the death penalty, vote for the death 
penalty, draft legislation expanding 
the death penalty, who feel that it is 
necessary to make sure that the appli- 
cation of those death sentences are 
done in a nondiscriminatory way. 

I do not have the letter that my 
friend from Washington read from the 
prosecutor, I guess it was a Washington 
State prosecutor. I may be wrong 
about this—and when my colleague 
comes back on the floor he can correct 
me—but I thought I heard a phrase or 
a sentence in there where the prosecu- 
tor says, “If this passes, we will have 
to go back and look at whether or not 
we applied the death penalty to blacks 
the same way as we did to whites, to 
all people.” 

Why should you not have to go back 
and look at that? Why should there not 
be, in a country with our history in the 
way in which we have treated black 
Americans, why should we not have to 
say, let us just make sure here that we 
are doing the same thing with white 
folks as we do with black folks or with 
black folks as with white folks? What 
is wrong with that? 

My friends—and, you know, espe- 
cially the Senator from New York, he 
and I are truly really good friends. We 
say that in this body. We say, “My 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


friend from’’ wherever. I mean, this 
guy is my friend. We hang out to- 
gether. Our kids hang out together. 
They room together in college, in law 
school together. I totally respect his 
position on this. 

But, it seems to me that the debate 
should be whether or not what those of 
us Senators—the Presiding Officer, 
Senator CAROL MOSELEY-BRAUN; the 
Senator from Massachusetts; the Sen- 
ator from Delaware, and a lot of other 
people in this body—are talking about 
does in fact what we say. What we say 
is, we just want, as we expand the 
death penalty, we just want to make 
sure we do not slip into some bad old 
habits that have been practiced by this 
country, by States, some bad old habits 
of having a different standard when we 
apply it to the black folk than we do to 
white folk. 

So, it may be, arguably, the language 
the House of Representatives included 
in the crime bill—in which it at- 
tempted to instruct me as the chair- 
man of the committee who is going to 
go negotiate this bill with the House, 
instructing me to say: OK, we do not 
like that language. But let us make 
sure there is something in there that 
makes sure we see to it that this is not 
applied in a racially discriminatory 
way. 

We can argue, and there are reason- 
able people who argue that the House 
bill has unnecessary language in it or 
goes too far. I might add, back in 1991 
I submitted, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, a Federal Death Penalty 
Act that we ultimately passed. It was 
called the Federal Death Penalty Act 
of 1989. It actually had the language 
proposed by Senator KENNEDY. But be- 
cause I was the guy responsible for put- 
ting the bill in and included it in the 
bill, that had even stronger prohibi- 
tions against the discriminatory appli- 
cation of the death penalty. And it 
passed. It passed the U.S. Senate. It did 
not become law, but it passed the Sen- 
ate. 

So I think the starting point of this 
debate should be: Do we all agree that 
there have been some States, there are 
some circumstances where in this 
country today the application of the 
law is not always applied even- 
handedly? 

It seems to me we have to acknowl- 
edge that occurs. It does not occur all 
the time. I do not think it occurs most 
of the time. I do not think it even oc- 
curs 40 percent of the time or 30 per- 
cent of the time. But it does occur. So, 
if I, in writing this legislation, am 
going to increase the number of death 
penalties, I for one as a supporter of 
the death penalty want to make sure it 
is done fairly. 

We can argue about whether or not 
the House language which my friend 
from New York is attempting to strike 
goes too far. 
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By the way, I said 1991. It is not 1991, 
it was 1989, that report we passed—that 
provision. 

Whether or not it goes overboard, we 
can argue about that. One part I do 
think goes overboard. I personally 
think it goes overboard. The House lan- 
guage says you go back and retro- 
actively apply this. The sponsors of the 
legislation in the House and the chair- 
man of the Judiciary Committee in the 
House on the floor said: We want to tell 
everybody now, we are going to take 
that out in conference. This is an ex- 
ample we can argue about, if we are up 
here argue, whether we should or 
should not have retroactivity. At least 
it says on the playing field we are wor- 
ried about discriminatory application 
of the death penalty. But here what we 
are doing is we are saying we do not 
want anything in this massive crime 
bill that requires us to take an extra 
look at whether or not black people are 
being treated the same as white people 
with regard to the application of the 
ultimate sanction. 

If we put someone in jail, and we put 
them in jail for drunk driving or we 
put them in jail for robbery or burglary 
and they are going to get 1 year, 2 
years, 10 years, 12 years, and we turn 
out to be wrong or it turns out we 
made a mistake or we did not apply the 
law fairly, we can go back and make 
amends. You can say. Mea culpa, mea 
culpa, mea maxima culpa. We are 
sorry. You are out of jail. We will try 
to make you whole." You never can, 
but we will try to do it. But once you 
pull that switch, once you give that in- 
jection, it is over. What do we do if it 
is wrong then? What do we do if it is 
clear we focused only on one segment 
of our population? We say, ''Oh, golly, 
we made a mistake." It is too late. It 
is too late. 

So, what we are trying to do here is 
we left the flexibility in the conference 
that says: Wait a minute, the idea of 
including racial justice in this bill 
makes sense. This is the bill we passed. 
I have a copy of it here. We passed it in 
the Senate, the Senate crime bill. I 
will not read the appropriate sections 
but I will just cite the page, 265: 

The Attorney General acting through the 
Bureau of Justice Assistance may make 
grants to States that have established by 
State law or by court of last resort a plan for 
analyzing the role of race in the State's 
criminal justice system. Such plans shall in- 
clude recommendations designed to correct 
any findings that racial and ethnic bias 
plays any role. 

Well we already passed that. This 
just goes to the thing that is the big 
deal—death; death. 

So, Madam President, when we 
passed in the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee the Racial Justice Act of 1991, 
which did not pass the Senate, did not 
become law but we got it through that 
committee, what we were trying to do 
then is what I hope we all are attempt- 
ing to do. It is not eliminate the death 
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penalty. If you are against the death 
penalty you are against the death pen- 
alty—racial justice, no racial justice, 
you are against it. I am for it, but I re- 
spect that position. But if you are for 
the death penalty it is still totally ap- 
propriate to sit here and say, “Wait a 
minute, are we doing this and applying 
it in a nondiscriminatory way?" I for 
one can only support a death penalty 
that is fair, that punishes those who 
truly deserve to pay the maximum 
price for their crimes. And as I have 
added death penalty provisions as the 
author of these crime bills, the pri- 
mary sponsor, I have consistently 
worked to put adequate safeguards in 
death penalty bills. 

I support the Racial Justice Act be- 
cause I think it furthers that goal. It 
protects defendants from death sen- 
tences imposed for reasons that have 
nothing to do with the character of the 
crime but only have to do with the 
color of their skin. 

Federal law already provides that 
statistical—you heard this argument 
about these statistics. You know, that 
it is kind of a radical thing to be talk- 
ing about, to be able to introduce in 
evidence that statistically it applies 
more to blacks than whites. Federal 
law, as the Presiding Officer knows, al- 
ready provides that statistical proof of 
discrimination is sufficient to obtain 
relief where the right of housing or em- 
ployment has been infringed. If you can 
statistically show—and it is very com- 
plicated—but if you can statistically 
show that you are denied housing be- 
cause notwithstanding the fact you are 
a U.S. Senator, that you are a black 
woman, you can, in fact, carry the day. 
That is because we know that discrimi- 
nation is insidious. It is awfully hard 
to find absolute proof that this person 
at this moment made that decision on 
the grounds that they say we do not 
like black women: I do not like black 
women, therefore you cannot live in 
this house. 

No one says that anymore. They used 
to say that. The good news is those 
days are gone, by and large. The bad 
news is it has gotten much more so- 
phisticated, racism in this country. It 
has kind of gone underground. 

So in order to respond to that, just 
like for the history of the entire civil 
rights movement, since and including 
Dred Scott in the middle of the 19th 
century, the courts when they have 
made the right decisions have always 
had to not just state a principle that 
you cannot discriminate, they have 
had to use their ingenuity to overcome 
the ingenuity of States and govern- 
ments and people who came up with 
massive constructs to accomplish the 
same discriminatory end through a less 
direct means. So that is how we got to 
using statistics in housing or employ- 
ment. 

It is kind of interesting. We say if 
you have a company that has 100 peo- 
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ple and 500 black folks come and apply 
for jobs and 100 white folks come and 
apply for jobs, if you end up with 100 
white folks and no black folks you do 
not have to be a rocket scientist to fig- 
ure out maybe—maybe—maybe the em- 
ployer was discriminatory. Just 
maybe. 

Citing statistics does not automati- 
cally make the case. It becomes a pre- 
sumption that has to be rebutted by 
the employer. 

We do that in housing, we do that in 
job employment in the law. People on 
that side of the aisle voted for those 
kinds of proposals, along with the rest 
of us. I do not know how either one of 
the sponsors voted on housing discrimi- 
nation and employment discrimina- 
tion. I do not know. But I know the 
vast majority of us voted for that. 

But now we are saying when it comes 
to putting you to death, we are not 
going to apply that same kind of rea- 
soning. Somehow that is being a quota 
king or queen, or that is being—there 
is nothing novel about this, Madam 
President. There is nothing novel 
about this approach. 

Racial discrimination should play no 
role in a decision as to who shall live 
and who shall die. And for that reason, 
that simple basic reason, I support this 
legislation. Now again, maybe the pre- 
cise legislation, as written, does not 
meet the requirement or meets more 
than the requirement of that simple 
proposition that race can play no role 
in the application of the death penalty. 
But I hope for goodness sake, this Sen- 
ate is not saying that is something we 
should not consider. We consider it in 
housing, schooling, in everything we do 
because we, unfortunately, have a his- 
tory in this country of having some 
people and some governments act in a 
discriminatory fashion. 

Madam President, the opponents of 
the Racial Justice Act claim that it 
will put an end to capital punishment. 
Let me tell you that with the retro- 
activity provision taken out, I would 
not support the Racial Justice Act or 
an attempt to fashion such language if 
I believed it would end all capital pun- 
ishment. 

As a start, it is the plan that the Ra- 
cial Justice Act will not eliminate cap- 
ital punishment in cases where the sta- 
tistics do not support any claim of dis- 
crimination, and under the act, the de- 
fendant has to establish not only that 
discrimination existed in the system 
overall, but that he himself was dis- 
criminated against. He must show that 
his case is a type of case where race 
makes a difference. If he cannot make 
that showing, then the Racial Justice 
Act is no bar to the execution of his 
sentence. 

Let me give you an example, and I 
see other colleagues are here to speak 
and I will not take much longer be- 
cause the Senator from Massachusetts 
knows so much more about this than I 
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do and has been committed to seeing to 
it that there is nondiscriminatory pol- 
icy in the application of all our laws, 
civil and criminal, for the entirety of 
his public life. 

But let me just give you an example. 
In a highly aggravated case, a case 
where the defendants have committed 
the most heinous of capital crimes, the 
statistics, in fact, show that the death 
penalty is dealt out evenly without re- 
gard to race. These are the facts now. 
Remember, I said in the beginning I do 
not believe that the vast majority or 
even a significant minority of death 
penalty sentences are racially moti- 
vated or not handed out evenhandedly. 
The statistics show that the death pen- 
alty is dealt out evenly without regard 
to race in the most heinous crimes be- 
cause there is no showing of discrimi- 
nation in those cases, the most serious 
cases. 

The Racial Justice Act will not affect 
the imposition of death penalty in 
those cases at all. Nor will the Racial 
Justice Act affect those cases where 
the defendant is not a member of a sus- 
pect class, a class of persons whose sen- 
tences have been tainted by race. De- 
fendants who are not members of a sus- 
pect class will not be able to invoke 
the Racial Justice Act. White males 
have not been one of those suspect 
classes. 

So the Racial Justice Act will have 
no impact on a broad range of cases 
where the death penalty has been im- 
posed. Only in those cases where his- 
tory has shown that race may be a fac- 
tor will the Racial Justice Act even 
apply. Contrary to the claims of the 
critics, the Racial Justice Act will not 
dictate the result that the courts must 
reach. Rather, the act sets out a sim- 
ple, self-evident proposition, and I 
quote: 

No person shall be put to death in the exe- 
cution of the sentence that was imposed 
based on race. 

What is wrong with that? 

Then turns the application of that 
simple proposition over to the factfind- 
ing body that we most rely upon: The 
court. It is for the courts, not the Con- 
gress, to determine whether racial dis- 
crimination exists in a particular case. 
The courts have long expertly dealt 
with claims of discrimination on a wide 
variety of contexts, as I mentioned the 
reference earlier. This act simply per- 
mits the courts to apply that expertise 
here. By the same token, the act frees 
the courts to consider in death penalty 
cases the types of relevant evidence 
that has been considered for decades in 
other contexts, such as housing dis- 
crimination, employment discrimina- 
tion, and discrimination in our schools. 

At the same time, the act explicitly 
confers on the court the discretion to 
reject evidence that is not valid or rel- 
evant. In short, the Racial Justice Act 
will not outlaw capital punishment. 
What the act will do is force the States 
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to seriously address the issue of racial 
disparity in capital sentences. It will 
force prosecutors to take a hard look 
at their procedures for seeking the 
death penalty. 

Contrary to what the critics say, 
there is nothing wrong or wrongheaded 
about requiring prosecutors to adjust 
their actions that impact upon the 
black community more severely. Such 
actions should be carefully scrutinized 
So that we can all be sure that racial 
bias plays no part in the decision to 
seek the ultimate penalty: Death. 

There is no doubt, at least initially, 
the Racial Justice Act will make it 
harder to impose the death penalty in 
certain cases. There is no doubt about 
that, initially. But assuming the 
States take seriously their responsibil- 
ity to develop procedures to do away 
with unexplained differences in capital 
sentencing, the act will serve as a re- 
striction only temporarily, because 
what the State will do here, Madam 
President, if there is a history of a 
misapplication of the death penalty, 
they will turn around and say, here is 
how we will proceed from now on, and 
they start from scratch. 

Since we are not making it retro- 
active for people who are already on 
death row, the inconvenience is de 
minimis compared to the potential 
wrong that is possible to be per- 
petrated. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. BIDEN. I will in just one mo- 
ment. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Just as relates to 
retroactivity. 

Mr. BIDEN. I beg your pardon? 

Mr. D'AMATO. I believe that I heard 
that the application of the provision 
that we are discussing was not retro- 
active to those cases. I do not believe 
the Senator meant that. 

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, the 
Senator from Delaware did mean that. 
Let me explain again why. The Senator 
may not have been on the floor when I 
started. 

It is true the House-passed provision 
has retroactivity in it. 

Mr. D’AMATO. Right. 

Mr. BIDEN. What I am asserting on 
the floor today is that, in my discus- 
sions, and also discussions on the floor 
at the time of passage, the sponsors of 
the act, including the chairman of the 
Judiciary Committee in the House, Mr. 
BROOKS, and the chairman of the Sen- 
ate Judiciary Committee in the Sen- 
ate, coupled with the sponsors of the 
act assert that we will remove retro- 
activity in the conference. 

So the Senator is correct, it is in the 
bill. But prior to its passage, there was 
a colloquy on the floor by the sponsors 
saying—under the House rules, they 
could not amend it at that moment 
procedurally. They made a commit- 
ment to all their colleagues, and I am 
making a commitment here, that that 
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retroactivity provision will be re- 
moved. No crime bill will come back 
with the retroactivity provision in it. 
That is all I meant to say. 

Mr. D’AMATO. I am very glad to 
hear that. I think that is a point of 
great concern to many as it relates to 
the problems in the justice system at 
the present time. 

Again, that does not mean—as my 
colleague, I think, understands and ex- 
plained—that we want anybody pun- 
ished unfairly on the basis that they 
were discriminated against. But cer- 
tainly this concession—— 

Mr. BIDEN. No, it is not a conces- 
sion. 

Mr. D’AMATO. Or acknowledgment. 

Mr. BIDEN. An acknowledgment—— 

Mr. D’AMATO. There would be no 
retroactive application as it relates to 
those people who are on death row at 
the present time. 

Mr. BIDEN. Right. 

Mr. D'AMATO. I thank the Senator. 
That is why I asked for that point of 
clarification. 

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, I do 
not want to mislead anybody here. No. 
1, if you take away the retroactivity 
and, No. 2, you do what this act does in 
the House language, you in effect say 
to the States that may have had a 
practice that was discriminatory or 
showed a statistical application to 
blacks more than whites, all they have 
to do is come along and say from this 
moment on here is how we are proceed- 
ing, these are the rules we are going to 
use in the future relative to the appli- 
cation of the death penalty—those two 
things done, I acknowledge in a small 
number of cases it is going to make it 
more difficult temporarily to bring 
about the imposition of a death pen- 
alty—those that fall between those al- 
ready convicted and the passage of this 
legislation and before a State sets out 
a new procedure explaining how they 
are proceeding, if that State is required 
to do so because of the way in which it 
has been applied before has made it dif- 
ficult to discern whether or not it was 
equally applied. 

So I am not suggesting that passage 
of this act means that nobody has to 
change the way they are doing busi- 
ness. I am asserting that the change, if 
necessary, will be able to be done im- 
mediately by a State and that it will 
not affect but a small number of cases 
temporarily. And the payoff, the bene- 
fit of having once and for all in place a 
capital offense, capital procedures in 
all the States guaranteeing  non- 
discriminatory application is worth 
that minor inconvenience. That is the 
position of the Senator from Delaware. 

Now, on a final note, the Racial Jus- 
tice Act does not, as some claim, over- 
rule the Supreme Court decision in 
McCleskey versus Kemp. Justice Pow- 
ell, the author of that opinion, effec- 
tively invited legislative acts in this 
arena. 
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Madam President, let me conclude by 
saying for the reasons I have stated 
and others I have not, I support there 
being in this crime bill legislation that 
is called racial justice, a Racial Justice 
Act. I will vote to oppose the amend- 
ment of the Senator from New York, 
but tell the Senator from New York, 
whether he wins or loses, I am commit- 
ted to the withdrawal of retroactivity, 
and I am open to any reasonable 
changes or proposals that relate to the 
House language. 

But I am not prepared to say what es- 
sentially a vote for the amendment of 
the Senator from New York would re- 
quire of me—to be insensitive that: 
First, there is no need for a Racial Jus- 
tice Act; and second, the Racial Justice 
Act in the House provision would end 
the death penalty. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 

Mr. D'AMATO. I wonder if I might 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I will yield for the 
purpose of making that request and re- 
tain my right to the floor. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Madam President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. D'AMATO. I thank my colleague. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
want to commend my friend and col- 
league, the chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee, for the excellent expla- 
nation of the public policy issues which 
are involved in the Racial Justice Act. 

It is no secret to any of the Members 
of this body that I am opposed to the 
death penalty as a matter of con- 
Science. That has been my position for 
as long as I have been in the Senate 
and still remains my position. I do 
think, nonetheless, we will and should 
speak out on the issues of how the 
death penalty is applied in our coun- 
try. And that is the subject I want to 
address the Senate about this after- 
noon. 

Madam President, as the Senator 
from Delaware has pointed out, the 
issue of the role of race in the applica- 
tion of the death penalty, whether it is 
in regard to the race of the defendant 
or the victim, has been an issue in our 
Society for many years. Numerous 
studies conducted over a very long pe- 
riod of time have analyzed the applica- 
tion of the death penalty State by 
State and it is unquestionable that the 
race of both the defendant and the vic- 
tim has a profound effect on the appli- 
cation of the death penalty. 

I can remember when we passed the 
1988 anticrime act. In that legislation 
we asked the General Accounting Of- 
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fice to conduct an analysis of race dis- 
crimination in death penalty cases 
using the most modern technology and 
analysis available to the General Ac- 
counting Office. I will just take a mo- 
ment to read their conclusion: 

Our synthesis of the 28 studies shows a pat- 
tern of evidence indicating racial disparities 
in the charging, sentencing, and imposition 
of the death penalty. * * * In 82 percent of 
the studies, race of victim was found to in- 
fluence the likelihood of being charged with 
capital murder or receiving the death pen- 
alty—those who murdered whites were found 
to be more likely to be sentenced to death 
than those who murdered blacks. 

This finding was remarkably consistent 
across data sets, states, data collection 
methods, and analytic techniques. * * * The 
race of victim influence was found at all 
stages of the criminal justice process. * * * 
Legally relevant variables, such as aggravat- 
ing circumstances, were influential but did 
not explain the racial disparities researchers 
found. * * * After controlling statistically 
for legally relevant variables and other fac- 
tors thought to influence death penalty sen- 
tencing * * * differences remain in the likeli- 
hood of receiving the death penalty based on 
the race of the victim. 

Now, we do not have to accept every 
conclusion reached by the General Ac- 
counting Office, but we agreed during 
the 1988 debate to have an unbiased au- 
thority take a look at this issue that 
many of us had raised over a period of 
some 10 years; let us get a definitive 
study about these various analyses. 
Let us use the latest computer tech- 
nology to really review that. 

Well, it was agreed at that time by 
both Republicans and Democrats to 
ask the GAO to report back to us on 
this controversial matter. 

Now we have the GAO's finding. And 
now the opponents of the Racial Jus- 
tice Act say, Oh well this is some- 
thing different. We will not accept it. 
We will not look at it. We will not re- 
gard it as authoritative. It is a flawed 
study." 

You cannot get away from it. Every 
time you have a responsible review 
about the nature of the race of the vic- 
tim or the defendant in capital punish- 
ment, it comes out this way time in 
and time out. Let us make sure that 
the RECORD includes some of this evi- 
dence: 

Perhaps the best example, but by no 
means the only one, is the evidence be- 
fore the Supreme Court in the 1987 case 
of McCleskey versus Kemp. 

Warren McCleskey, the defendant in 
that case, was a black man convicted 
of killing a white police officer in Ful- 
ton County, GA, and he was sentenced 
to death. 

In fact, between 1973 and 1980, 16— 
16—other defendants were convicted of 
killing police officers in Fulton Coun- 
ty, but Warren McCleskey was the only 
one who received a death sentence. In 
only one other case was the death pen- 
alty sought, and in that case a defend- 
ant convicted of killing a black police 
officer received a life sentence instead. 
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In challenging his death sentence, 
McCleskey placed into evidence two 
studies conducted by Prof. David 
Baldus of the University of Iowa Law 
School. 

From official State records, the two 

studies collected data on all the key 
factors in each of 2,400 homicide cases 
in Georgia between 1973 and 1979—in- 
formation relating to the characteris- 
tics of the defendant and the victim, 
the circumstances of the crime, the 
strength of the evidence, and the miti- 
gating and aggravating factors in each 
case. 
The conclusions were striking: When 
the characteristics of the crime and 
the defendant were weighed, those who 
kill whites were 4.3 times more likely 
to receive the death penalty than kill- 
ers of blacks. If Warren McCleskey had 
been white, or if his victim had been 
black, it is highly likely he would be 
alive today serving a life sentence in- 
stead of having been executed. 

In the McCleskey case, the five mem- 
bers of the Court who voted to affirm 
the death sentence did not dispute the 
accuracy of the studies. The majority 
conceded that statistical evidence of 
the kind contained in the studies would 
be sufficient to prove intentional race 
discrimination in other areas, such as 
housing and job discrimination. 

But the Justices concluded that evi- 
dence of widespread race discrimina- 
tion in capital sentencing is best pre- 
sented to the legislative bodies. They 
left the issue to Congress, and it is our 
responsibility to deal with it, not duck 
it. 

The pattern of racial disparities in 
sentencing described in McCleskey is 
repeated in jurisdiction after jurisdic- 
tion around the country. 

In Florida, a study published in the 
Stanford Law Review found that de- 
fendants convicted of killing whites 
were eight times more likely to receive 
a death sentence than those convicted 
of murdering blacks. Another study 
found that blacks who kill whites re- 
ceived the death penalty 22 percent of 
the time, while whites who kill whites 
received the death penalty only 4.6 per- 
cent of the time. 

In Georgia, blacks who kill whites re- 
ceived the death penalty 16.7 percent of 
the time, while whites who killed 
whites received the death penalty only 
4.2 percent of the time. 

In Ilinois, that same study found 
that killers of whites were six times as 
likely to receive a death sentence as 
killers of blacks. 

In Maryland, defendants convicted of 
murdering whites received the death 
sentence eight times more frequently 
than killers of blacks. 

In Ohio, a study found that blacks 
who kill whites received the death pen- 
alty 25 percent of the time, while 
whites who kill whites received the 
death penalty only 4.6 percent of the 
time. 
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In Texas, a 1985 study found that 
they were over four times more likely 
to do so. Blacks who kill whites re- 
ceived the death penalty 8.7 percent of 
the time, while whites who killed 
whites received the death penalty only 
1.5 percent of the time. 

Now, let us look at exactly what is in 
the House legislation. Let us take a 
moment and examine it. This is what it 
says: 

No person shall be put to death, under 
color of State or Federal law, in the execu- 
tion of a sentence that was imposed based on 
race. 

Simple, clean, understandable lan- 
guage. Is there anybody in our society 
who would take a contrary position, 
that we ought to put people to death on 
the basis of race? There were such 
views at other times in our history. 
There were certain places where that 
was the rule, not the exception. 

All the House bill says is: 

No person shall be put to death, under 
color of State or Federal law, in the execu- 
tion of a sentence that was imposed on the 
basis of race. 

Simple. People will take that lan- 
guage and misrepresent or distort it. 
That is a typical technique in this 
body. But the American people should 
not be fooled. 

The House provision continues: 

An inference that race was the basis of the 
death sentence is established if valid evi- 
dence is presented demonstrating that at the 
time the death sentence was imposed race 
was a statistically significant factor in deci- 
sions to seek or impose the sentence of death 
in the jurisdiction in question. 

Is that complicated? Is that language 
the courts do not understand? Of 
course it is not. We use that same con- 
cept, as the Senator from Delaware 
pointed out, with regard to employ- 
ment, which was the basis of the civil 
rights bill last Congress. We use it with 
regard to housing, jury selection, and 
voting. We use it on every one of those 
civil rights laws; every one of them. 
Now we have the ultimate civil right: 
the right not to be put to death based 
on race. People say, “Oh, no. We can- 
not do that. No, no, no. We cannot do 
that on this issue. We just cannot do it. 
It is just not right." 

Well, some of the opponents of the 
Racial Justice Act have been reluctant 
to embrace those other civil rights 
causes. But if we have as a body de- 
cided that discrimination is unaccept- 
able in employment, in housing, in jury 
selection, and in voting rights, it is un- 
acceptable in the application of the 
death penalty. 

So now we go back to the House bill. 
If statistical evidence is presented to 
establish an inference that race was 
the basis of the sentence of death, the 
court shall determine the validity of 
the evidence, and if it provides the 
basis for the inference, they just review 
it. They just review the statistics that 
are provided. It is not terribly com- 
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plicated to find out if that statistical 
information is valid. The courts make 
that judgment every single day. Every 
judge does in this country. It does not 
put an undue burden on them. 

The House bill says that if the infer- 
ence was that race was the basis on 
which the death sentence was estab- 
lished, the death sentence may not be 
carried out unless the Government re- 
buts the inference by the preponder- 
ance of the evidence. That is what 
every law student learns in the first 
year; everyone understands what the 
preponderance of the evidence is. It is a 
low standard—lower than the standard 
included in the Racial Justice Act in 
previous years. 

There are many factors that the Gov- 
ernment might rely on to rebut the in- 
ference created by the statistics. De- 
fendants sentenced to death may have 
more serious criminal records. The 
courts can take a look at that. Defend- 
ants sentenced to death may commit 
crimes with greater planning, cause 
larger numbers of deaths, or may have 
committed their crimes with greater 
cruelty. OK. Those are understandable 
factors. The victims of the defendants 
may have been law enforcement offi- 
cers or were particularly vulnerable. Or 
the defendants sentenced to death were 
organizers or ringleaders of the con- 
spiracy. 

We can work those out, if the Sen- 
ator from New York wants to work out 
these factors with greater specificity. 
They have been defined in some States. 
They have been upheld, and are begin- 
ning to have some impact. 

Madam President, this would be im- 
portant if there were only one racially 
tinged execution to be prevented. But 
in this legislation we have created 50 
new capital offenses, and the House has 
66 new capital offenses. Hundreds of 
more individuals are going to be exe- 
cuted. How much longer will it take us 
to learn about this issue? What is it? 
Why are people so hungry and thirsty 
to try to execute individuals without 
considering evidence of discrimination? 
Why are they unwilling to consider 
that factor here when they will con- 
sider it on jobs or housing and permit 
the courts to make that assessment? 
Why do they say no, no, we have to 
execute the individual? We cannot take 
the time. We cannot take the time. 

All of us are concerned about the 
problems of violence in our society, 
and I yield to no one on that issue. But 
why cannot we, a society that should 
not, cannot, and must not be described 
as a bloodthirsty society, recognize 
what is happening and how the death 
penalty is being used? Why is it that 
the proponents of this amendment 
would deny the conference the oppor- 
tunity to consider this? No. They will 
not do that. Special instructions to the 
conferees are certainly legal from the 
parliamentary point of view; but they 
are rarely utilized. Why is it that they 
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are so hungry to clear the way for exe- 
cutions in our society? But they will 
not take the extra step to ensure that 
race is not a factor. 

I come from a part of the country 
where the death penalty was accused of 
being utilized on the basis of ethnicity 
as well as race. We had long debates 
and troublesome times over the Sacco- 
Vanzetti trial—these issues inflamed 
the ethnic tensions at that time. 

I just wonder why it is that when we 
are talking about the ultimate right, 
which is the right to live—we would 
deny those individuals the opportunity 
to have the issues of race considered. 

I am not making the argument about 
the wisdom of the death penalty, or 
about the number of innocent people 
who have been executed over the past 
century. To my regret, that issue has 
been basically resolved in this Senate 
and among the American people at this 
time. We are not making that argu- 
ment. 

I hope that when we vote on this 
amendment it will be roundly defeated. 
We can try to do something about the 
crime in our society and still be true to 
the goal of racial justice. 

One of the reasons that I admire my 
friend and colleague from Delaware is 
that he is a supporter of the death pen- 
alty but understands that the applica- 
tion of the death penalty must be free 
from racial discrimination. I admire 
him for his courage in taking that posi- 
tion. I hope we will defeat this amend- 
ment next Wednesday. 

Mr. D’AMATO addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Madam President, 
first, let me say that the House provi- 
sion is obnoxious. It is indeed the an- 
tithesis of what the society should be 
about. Our justice system should be 
colorblind. There should be no place for 
discrimination of any kind. 

Let me tell you something. I resent 
the implication that some come down 
here and say that, if anything, this is 
racial legislation. Since when do we 
say we are going to judge the guilt or 
innocence and what the Government's 
sentence should be on the basis of a 
person's race, color, or creed? It is pre- 
posterous. That is what is being done 
with this legislation. 

Let us look at the law itself because 
I have not heard anybody refer to the 
law: Prohibition against the execution 
of sentences of death imposed on the 
basis of race. There should be absolute 
prohibition on any kind of thing like 
that. Discriminatory sentences of any 
kind on the basis of a person's color or 
race should be rejected; should be 
stamped out. We have no place for it. 

But let me tell you what a mockery 
this legislation is. Let me tell you why. 
“Section C, relevant evidence’’—this is 
the act itself. This is not the rhetoric 
that refers to the past. This talks 
about what this act will do now and in 
the future. 
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Evidence relevant to establish an inference 
that race was the basis of a death sentence 
may include that the death sentences were 
at the time pertinent under subsection B 
being imposed significantly more frequently 
in the jurisdiction in question; one, upon 
persons of one race than upon persons of an- 
other race. 

Madam President, let me tell you 

what that section means. It says if you 
have more people of one race who have 
a sentence of death imposed upon 
them, that itself raises the inference 
that you have discrimination. That is 
wrong. 
I thought we had a society where we 
looked at the actual deed. You have ef- 
fectively, with the adoption of this leg- 
islation, said that unless you apply the 
death penalty in equal numbers—by 
the way, not in statistical accuracy— 
equal numbers of blacks, whites, His- 
panics, Asians; where does it talk 
about that we look to see the guilt or 
innocence of a party? 

By the way, under the Senate provi- 
sion, we do take extraordinary lengths. 
Let me read to you what it says. The 
crime bill requires that the trial judge 
instruct the jury that they are not to 
consider race, and to return a certifi- 
cate, wherever the death penalty is 
going to be applied, signed by each 
juror attesting to the fact that race 
was not involved in their judgment in 
the death penalty case. 

I want to tell you, this business will 
set back the justice system and bring 
about anarchy. If this provision in the 
House bill becomes law, it creates an 
inference of racial bias if certain sta- 
tistical differences in past sentencing 
can be shown. It is wrong. I have to tell 
you, we start with the death penalty 
and say that is how we are going to 
apply it on the basis of race, color, and 
creed. Statistics equal numbers, 80 why 
not for people with life sentences? Do 
you think it is going to be long before 
people say it should apply to the whole 
criminal justice system? And then we 
will have anarchy, not a system based 
upon the guilt or innocence or the deed 
that person may have undertaken. 

It belittles a jury system and a sys- 
tem of justice that we have become 
proud of. Have there been abuses? Yes. 
But by simply going back and pointing 
to past abuses and discriminatory prac- 
tices, that does not in any way—in any 
way—give us a better system. You do 
not correct past instances of racial bias 
by creating group-based justice, and 
that is what this bill does. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington [Mr. GORTON] is 
recognized. 

Mr. GORTON. Madam President, I 
think even in the relatively brief pe- 
riod of time since the Senator from 
Washington introduced his amend- 
ment, the parameters of the debate 
have been quite considerably clarified. 

At this point, the distinguished 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee 
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and the distinguished senior Senator 
from Massachusetts have made it very 
clear that they intend, at least, to deal 
very specifically with this amendment 
and that they oppose this amendment, 
rather than coming to an attempt to 
somehow or another change it and 
make less clear the direction of any 
vote which is ultimately taken on the 
amendment itself. 

(Mr. BRYAN assumed the chair.) 

Mr. GORTON. So the wind is blowing 
in a different direction, and I think 
from a more favorable direction, that 
we will have a vote on whether or not 
the Senate favors title IX of the House 
bill without its retroactivity provi- 
sions in its present form, or in any 
form roughly similar to that in which 
it finds itself at the present time. That 
is healthy for the nature of this debate. 

There are certain other statements 
which were made by the distinguished 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee 
with which I know both the Senator 
from New York and I agree. The chair- 
man of the Judiciary Committee point- 
ed out that if a sentence for robbery or 
for drunk driving—a sentence to jail— 
is found to have been imposed on the 
wrong person, we can always make up 
for it in some fashion or another. But if 
we impose capital punishment on 
someone not deserving of that sen- 
tence, someone not guilty, then we 
have made a mistake which cannot be 
rectified. Neither the Senator from 
New York, nor I, nor any other pro- 
ponent of this amendment, in any way, 
disputes that proposition. 

What we do point out, however, is 
that title IX has absolutely nothing to 
do with guilt or innocence, absolutely 
nothing to do with guilt or innocence. 
No one is going to be saved by title IX, 
who is innocent of the crime of which 
he is convicted. As a matter of fact, all 
of the facts—aggravating, mitigating, 
as well as those relating directly to 
guilt or innocence—are unchanged by 
any proceeding or any determination 
pursuant to title IX. So there is no dif- 
ference on whether or not we wish to 
convict the not guilty, or even run the 
risk that a person not guilty will be 
found guilty and will be executed. In 
fact, one of the most emotional and 
perhaps occasionally valid arguments 
against capital punishment at all is 
that, in some circumstances, mistakes 
may be made as to matters of fact. 
Whatever the validity of that argu- 
ment, it is irrelevant here today, be- 
cause we are not talking about any fac- 
tors which relate to guilt or innocence 
whatsoever in title IX of the House 
bill. 

An area in which we perhaps have a 
greater degree of contention than this, 
however, is one which—and this Sen- 
ator copied what the distinguished 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee 
said. I think I paraphrased it with 
great accuracy. 

He said that we must acknowledge 
that the death penalty is not now im- 
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posed evenhandedly in all American 
States. 

I find that to be an interesting state- 
ment, though not a statement for 
which the chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee came up with any evidence. 
It is an important statement, there is 
no question about it. If, in fact, the 
death penalty is not today imposed 
fairly or evenhandedly, I strongly sug- 
gest that those who oppose this amend- 
ment cite chapter and verse. In what 
jurisdictions is the death penalty today 
not imposed evenhandedly or unfairly? 
What are the names of individuals? 
After, I think, several hundred execu- 
tions, what are the names of the indi- 
viduals who were wrongly executed, 
who somehow or another were the vic- 
tims of either passion and prejudice on 
the part of juries convicting them in 
the first place, or of racial bias in con- 
nection with their sentences in the sec- 
ond place? If we are to accept that 
proposition, we need more than the 
surprising statement that in spite of 
all of the appeals, in spite of the Su- 
preme Court of the United States, in 
spite of habeas corpus action after ha- 
beas corpus action in every case of cap- 
ital punishment, nonetheless, States 
are imposing this sentence unfairly. 

This Senator finds that to be an as- 
tounding statement, given the protec- 
tions which the Supreme Court of the 
United States itself has already placed 
on any capital punishment sentence. 

This Senator finds it particularly 
strange that the distinguished chair- 
man of the Judiciary Committee went 
out of his way to assure the Senator 
from New York that retroactivity 
would be taken out of title IX if, in 
fact, States have been imposing capital 
punishment unfairly. How in the world 
can they agree to say that all of those 
unfair sentences which have already 
been handed down will be carried out? 
I cannot see how he can make such an 
assurance if, at the same time, he says 
that right now, under present cir- 
cumstances, capital punishment is 
being imposed unfairly. 

To make that statement, it seems to 
me, one should be required to submit a 
very explicit outline to this body of the 
precise cases which have caused this 
title to be included and its importance 
to be so high. 

The first section of the title, elo- 
quently quoted by the distinguished 
senior Senator from Massachusetts, 
reads: 

No person shall be put to death under color 
of State or Federal law in the execution of 
the sentence which was imposed based on 
race. 

That is an eloquent and accurate 
statement. And, Mr. President, this is 
the law of the United States of Amer- 
ica today. The Supreme Court of the 
United States has not, since capital 
punishment has been reinvoked, found 
to be constitutional ever allowed cap- 
ital punishment to be imposed based 
upon race. 
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Again, if any Member on the other 
side of this debate can cite a particular 
instance in which the Supreme Court 
of the United States or any Federal 
court of the United States has per- 
mitted the death penalty to be carried 
out on the basis of race, I think it very 
important for the Members of this body 
to be informed of that situation. 

The first paragraph of title IX simply 
states the law as it exists today. The 
balance of title IX, however, does not 
state the status of the law today. 

The Supreme Court of the United 
States has been asked to impose these 
quotas and to engage at looking at 
these statistics, and it has rejected 
that kind of defense. That is why we 
are here debating. 

The House of Representatives wants 
to add to every proceeding leading up 
to an execution a set of factors which 
have never previously been included 
because they have nothing to do with 
the guilt or innocence of the defendant 
and nothing to do with the horrendous 
nature of the crime of which that de- 
fendant has been convicted. They have 
nothing to do with the individual as an 
individual. They are, in effect, saying 
that if one person gets off for one rea- 
son or another by reason of the sym- 
pathy of the jury, every other person 
under similar circumstances, if that 
person is of a different race, has to be 
excused from the death penalty as well. 
That is not justice. Justice is individ- 
ual. 

This proposal would totally overturn 
that doctrine and require justice not to 
be individualized but to be collec- 
tivized and in the language so general, 
so vague, that it will allow any person 
of any race to make a challenge based 
upon these sections. 

In spite of what the distinguished 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee 
said, there is no restriction of rights 
under this Racial Justice Act to mem- 
bers of one race only. It is highly gen- 
eral. It applies to everyone. 

My prosecuting attorneys and attor- 
ney general think it applies to Charles 
Campbell, the individual to whom I re- 
ferred in my previous remarks. We can- 
not be certain of that. But what we can 
be certain of is that he will clearly 
make that claim and almost certainly 
have his sentence delayed as a result of 
any such claim. 

This, Mr. President, is a radical 
change in American law from individ- 
ual responsibility to collective respon- 
sibility, to a determination as to what 
ultimate sentences will be based on 
nothing that the individual has done 
himself but on the basis of various sta- 
tistics about other individuals under 
other circumstances. 

It totally reverses the direction 
which most of the people of the United 
States want to move with respect to 
justice, and I simply repeat those who 
believe that this kind of section ought 
to be included in the law have a duty, 
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it seems to this Senator, to come forth 
and say exactly and in what cases un- 
fair or unjust sentences have been im- 
posed to such an extent as to require so 
radical a change in the laws of the 
United States in a way which the Su- 
preme Court of the United States has 
rejected, a Supreme Court which has 
been the bulwark of the protection 
against discrimination based on race 
under the 14th amendment to the Con- 
stitution of the United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Illinois is recognized. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Thank you, 
Mr. President. 

Mr. President, in the past week the 
world witnessed the historic elections 
in South Africa where, for the first 
time, blacks were allowed to vote 
alongside whites to choose the individ- 
uals who would represent them in the 
government. That election represented 
the dismantling, at long last, of the 
system of apartheid and the beginning 
of a nation where all individuals, no 
matter what race, can live together 
and be treated equally under the law. 

America has made great strides in 
the past 30 years at doing just that. We 
have worked toward eliminating dis- 
crimination at the voting booth, in em- 
ployment, in housing, and in schools. 

But unfortunately, there are still sit- 
uations in this country where a per- 
son's race truly makes a difference in 
how that person is treated under the 
law. One of those situations is in the 
administration of the death penalty. 

The administration of the death pen- 
alty is truly one of the last vestiges of 
apartheid left in our system. In far too 
many jurisdictions, race is the primary 
factor—perhaps even the sole factor— 
in determining whether a defendant in 
a capital case will, in fact, be sen- 
tenced to death. 

Now, whether anyone as an individ- 
ual supports or opposes the death pen- 
alty, I think we can all agree that it 
Should be imposed in a non-discrimina- 
tory manner. I think we can also agree 
that, in many parts of the country, 
that simply is not the case. 

Consider the facts. The General Ac- 
counting Office recently evaluated 28 
studies of the effect of race on capital 
sentencing and found: A pattern of 
evidence indicating racial disparities 
in the charging, sentencing and imposi- 
tion of the deatb penalty." 

Take, for example, one judicial cir- 
cuit in Georgia. Despite the fact that 
65 percent of the murder victims in the 
jurisdiction were black, 85 percent of 
the cases in which the death penalty 
was sought have been cases in which 
the victim was white. 

Or take a county in Florida. Blacks 
comprised 40 percent of the murder vic- 
tims in the county. Yet, all 17 cases 
where the death penalty was sought be- 
tween 1975 and 1987 involved white vic- 
tims. 

We have even seen this problem 
under the Federal death penalty adopt- 
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ed in 1988 for drug kingpins. Since that 
time, the death penalty has been 
sought against 36 defendants. Four of 
those defendants have been white, 4 
have been hispanic, and 28—77 per- 
cent—have been black. 

The fact is, in certain jurisdictions, a 
nonwhite person is more than four 
times as likely to receive a penalty of 
death for committing a heinous crime 
than a white person. In those same ju- 
risdictions, defendants who have killed 
& white victim are far more likely to 
receive a penalty of death than those 
who have killed a non-white victim. 
This is not a matter of conjecture or 
opinion, it is a cold, hard, disgusting 
fact. 

The House of Representatives has 
taken action to address this disparity 
by including the Racial Justice Act in 
their crime bill. I think the Senate 
should be commending the House of 
Representatives, not condemning 
them. The Racial Justice Act makes it 
unlawful to carry out a sentence of 
death that was imposed on the basis of 
the race of either the defendant or the 
victim. 

In addition, the act will allow a de- 
fendant to challenge a death sentence 
by showing a pattern of racial bias in 
capital cases within the judicial cir- 
cuit. The presumption can be met if a 
prosecutor shows, by a preponderance 
of the evidence, nonracial reasons for 
the penalties imposed in their courts. 
And the statistics must compare simi- 
lar cases within the jurisdiction, and 
must take into account the aggravat- 
ing factors in the cases being com- 
pared. The burden for collecting such 
data rests on the defendant. 

I would like to address, for 1 minute, 
what the Racial Justice Act does not 
do. Despite the claims of some oppo- 
nents, the Racial Justice Act does not 
eliminate the capital punishment. In- 
stead, it merely prohibits continued ra- 
cial discrimination in the administra- 
tion of the death penalty. So long as 
death sentences are imposed in a non- 
discriminatory manner, they will not 
be affected under the bill. 

In other words, this legislation will 
only affect those death sentences 
where, taking into account the brutal- 
ity of the offenses, the prior records of 
the offenders and other nonracial char- 
acteristics, race is left as the determin- 
ing factor in the imposition of the 
death penalty. 

The only way this legislation could 
completely eliminate the death pen- 
alty is if every death penalty was im- 
posed based on discriminatory factors. 

Nor will the legislation invalidate 
the death sentences of every single in- 
mate now sitting on death row. It is 
true that the legislation, as now writ- 
ten, applies retroactively. But Rep- 
resentative BROOKS has clearly stated 
his intention to modify the provision 
in conference so that it applies pro- 
spectively only. 
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Finally, I would like to address the 
argument that the Racial Justice Act 
will impose a quota system in the 
death penalty. Nothing could be fur- 
ther from the truth. If death sentences 
were handed out on the basis of quotas, 
then they would by definition be hand- 
ed down on the basis of race. That—im- 
posing death sentences on the basis of 
race—is exactly what this bill is de- 
signed to prevent. 

Opponents of the Racial Justice Act 
like to point out the fact that the Su- 
preme Court, in the case of McCleskey 
versus Kemp, held that courts could 
not accept evidence of discriminatory 
death sentencing patterns to prove the 
purposeful racial discrimination nec- 
essary to make out a claim under the 
14th amendment. And that is true, the 
court did just that. But what oppo- 
nents don’t point out is that Justice 
Powell, at the end of his majority opin- 
ion, stated that evidence of discrimina- 
tion in the death penalty was, and I 
quote, Best presented to the legisla- 
tive bodies," who could develop the ap- 
propriate solutions. 

That is what the Racial Justice Act 
represents, the appropriate solution to 
the problem of discrimination in the 
imposition of the death penalty. Just 
as Congress has allowed the use of sta- 
tistics to prove housing discrimination 
or employment discrimination or vot- 
ing discrimination, the Racial Justice 
Act allows the use of statistics to 
prove discrimination in the handing 
down of death penalty sentences. Every 
civil rights law in modern times has al- 
lowed the use of statistics to prove dis- 
crimination. Shouldn’t we in Congress 
extend that protection to those whose 
lives are quite literally on the line? 

Mr. President, I know the conference 
on the crime bill is going to be a very 
difficult process. Not everything that 
we put in the bill in the Senate will 
stay in the bill. Not everything that 
was inserted in the House of Represent- 
atives will remain in the final bill. But 
it seems to me that if there is anything 
Congress must agree on, it is the re- 
quirement that death penalty sen- 
tences be handed down in an unbiased 
manner. That is what the Racial Jus- 
tice Act is all about. 

Mr. President, I voted for the crime 
bill which, among its other provisions, 
vastly expands the death penalty. I am 
a former Federal prosecutor. I come 
from a law enforcement family, and I 
am as concerned as any American 
about the violence in our society and 
people who commit heinous crimes. 
And I am as concerned as any Amer- 
ican that punishment for violent 
crimes be appropriate for the severity 
of the act. 

Despite all that, Mr. President, I 
have to ask the question this after- 
noon, how can anybody be against ra- 
cial justice in the application of the 
death penalty? How is it possible for 
someone to say “I fully support killing 
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people based on their color?" How can 
anybody stand on this floor and say It 
does not matter to me that there is a 
long history of inequitable application 
of the death penalty based on color and 
I am for that history. I do not want to 
recognize what the facts and the truth 
and the statistics clearly show us.” 

Mr. President, I am shocked. I have 
to restrain the emotion of my remarks 
this afternoon because the amendment 
offered by the Senator from New York 
is so shocking. I cannot believe that he 
would propose that we dispense with 
racial justice in the application of the 
death penalty. And that is what this 
amendment is about. 

It is not about crime. Criminals who 
are sentenced to the death penalty in a 
fair and nondiscriminatory manner 
ought to get it. Frankly, I do not per- 
sonally support the death penalty, even 
though I voted for this crime bill with 
all the new death penalties in it. But I 
think it is a fair statement to say that 
the issue we are debating today is not 
about crime, but is instead about racial 
justice. 

Mr. President, I say to you that the 
sole issue raised by the amendment of 
the Senator from New York is whether 
we as a society are prepared to say 
that we are as opposed to racial dis- 
crimination in the application of the 
death penalty as we are to racial dis- 
crimination in housing, racial dis- 
crimination in public accommodation, 
racial discrimination in education, and 
racial discrimination in employment. 

The Senator from Delaware was very 
eloquent in discussing what this 
amendment really does. All it says is 
we are going to apply the same rules 
when we decide to take someone's life 
as we do when dealing with housing 
discrimination issues, employment dis- 
crimination issues, and education dis- 
crimination issues. We are going to use 
the same rules. 

This is not new. This is not rocket 
Science. It says we have made a com- 
mitment to the elimination of apart- 
heid in the United States. 

Mr. President, between the Senator 
from Delaware and the Senator from 
Massachusetts I think the issue is 
clear. That is what this is about. This 
is not a vote about crime; this is a vote 
about color. This is not a vote about 
the death penalty; this is a vote about 
whether we are going to have apartheid 
in America or not. 

Curiously, Mr. President, I was sit- 
ting before the debate started trying to 
make a list for myself. I am going to 
the inauguration of Nelson Mandela in 
South Africa next week, and I have to 
tell you, I cannot describe to you the 
pride and the hope I feel now that 
South Africa is leaving behind its his- 
tory of apartheid and racial injustice 
and coming together to build a new 
South Africa. I am going to get to at- 
tend the inauguration of this great 
freedom fighter as President of South 
Africa. 
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But, Mr. President, I have to tell you 
it is really stunning to, on the one 
hand, make a list to go to South Afri- 
ca, to see the dawn of a new day in 
South Africa, and then, on the other 
hand, to come here and listen to my 
colleague from New York saying it is 
perfectly OK to kill people because of 
their color. To hear my colleague from 
New York say we are not going to 
worry about racial discrimination in 
the application of the death penalty, 
that it does not bother us that the sta- 
tistics from the GAO and everybody 
else who has even examined this issue 
positively state there is a disparate im- 
pact in the application of the death 
penalty based on color, based on race. 

Mr. President, I have to almost sus- 
pend disbelief that I am going to South 
Africa to see a new day dawning, and I 
see someone here in the U.S. Senate 
Say we are just going to ignore alto- 
gether reality; we are going to pretend 
this is not a problem, and we are not 
even going to extend to people—crimi- 
nals albeit—who are subject to the 
death penalty the kind of protection 
against discrimination we extend to 
someone trying to rent an apartment. 

Mr. President, I have to tell you it is 
beyond shocking. What does it say 
about us as a nation that South Africa, 
the last bastion of legalized apartheid, 
is turning the page forward, and we are 
turning the page back? 

I just cannot understand how some- 
body can be for racial justice in the ap- 
plication of the death penalty and 
against title IX of the Racial Justice 
Act. 

I would like to respond to my col- 
league from Washington State who 
said. Well, I have never heard of racial 
discrimination in the application of 
the death penalty. Where did this come 
from? How did this novel idea arise?" 

First off, Mr. President, it is 
counterintuitive for anybody, knowing 
what our history is and how far we 
have come in getting past that history, 
to say, "I am not aware of any inequi- 
table or differential application of the 
death penalty in the United States of 
America. Show me some statistics. 
Give me some specifics. What are their 
names?” 

Mr. President, here are some statis- 
tics about which there can be no argu- 
ment. We can argue about opinion, but 
we cannot argue about facts. Our anal- 
ysis, our evaluation of those facts may 
change, but the facts are what they 
are. 

To begin, Mr. President, look at the 
fact that 33 of the 37 defendants 
charged under the 1988 Federal death 
penalty law are black or Hispanic. 
Eighty-nine percent of people charged 
with capital crimes under the Federal 
death penalty law since 1988 are black 
or Hispanic—in this country, not in 
South Africa. Eighty-nine percent are 
black or Hispanic, in a nation in which, 
by definition, people who are black or 
Hispanic are called minorities. 
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If these statistics are not enough for 
you, let us examine some others. 

Janet Reno is a fine Attorney Gen- 
eral, a person I absolutely support. 
But, Mr. President, in 10 of the cases in 
which the Justice Department has 
sought the death penalty since she has 
been Attorney General, all of them 
have been black, all 10 people. 

Now, you could say for a moment, 
"Well, OK. Let's see. Maybe because 
the only criminals that we can find 
that ought to get the death penalty are 
black ones.” 

That, Mr. President, defies imagina- 
tion. That, Mr. President, is the prob- 
lem. That is why title IX was included 
in the House crime bill, to ensure that 
we at least get courts to examine these 
statistics and give people a chance to 
say, “Wait a minute. Hold on. The only 
people you could find to kill under this 
crime bill are black people or Hispanic 
people? Excuse me? Can we take an- 
other look at this? Can we see if, pos- 
sibly, by some stretch of the imagina- 
tion, my color and not the fact that I 
did something terrible might have 
something to do with this.” 

Mr. President, it seems to me that is 
a small concession to make to the his- 
tory, to the statistics that look like 
this. 

Let us talk about further statistics. 
My colleague from Washington says, 
“OK, give me some specifics.” 

Mr. President, 77 percent of the death 
penalties imposed in Georgia’s middle 
district circuit have been against black 
defendants. Now, in Georgia, 40 percent 
of the population is black. There have 
been nine death sentences in total. Out 
of those nine sentences for the death 
penalty, seven of them have been black 
people. That is 77 percent. 

I mean it almost defies the imagina- 
tion that someone in this day and time 
could say, “Oh, I haven’t got a clue 
that this might possibly be a problem 
in America; that we could conceivably 
have a racial differential in the appli- 
cation of the death penalty.” 

Some more statistics. Philadelphia— 
and my colleague from Pennsylvania is 
here, and I did not mean to hit on this, 
but this is one of the statistics I have 
in front of me. In Philadelphia, popu- 
lation about 20 percent African-Amer- 
ican. Of the 26 death penalty sentences 
handed down by a single judge in that 
population, 92 percent of them were 
against African-Americans. 

Do you want some more statistics? I 
do not want to just pick on the South. 
But Alabama’s population is 25 percent 
African-American, and yet 43 percent 
of its 117 death row inmates are black; 
43 percent. 

More startling is the fact that 70 per- 
cent of all people executed in Georgia 
since the resumption of capital punish- 
ment in the 1980’s have been black. 

But, Mr. President, I think the really 
interesting statistic, and one that goes 
beyond whether or not people are 
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themselves picked on because of their 
color—and this puts another spin on it 
that the Racial Justice Act also tries 
to address—is that the single most im- 
portant determinant of whether an in- 
dividual gets the death penalty is not 
just the race of the criminal, the single 
most important determinant, Mr. 
President, is the race of the victim. 

The race of the victim seems to play 
a larger role in the imposition of the 
death penalty than anything else. And 
80, let us use an example. 

If my assistant is killed by an Afri- 
can-American criminal, he or she is 
more likely to get the death penalty 
than if that person kills me. Now, this 
does not make a whole lot of sense to 
me. But that is what the statistics 
show us; that the life of an African- 
American victim seems to be valued 
less in our court system than the life of 
a nonminority victim. 

And so, we have the statistics, cut- 
ting both ways. On the one hand, the 
race of the criminal matters in the im- 
plication and imposition of the death 
penalty. But, guess what? The race of 
the victim also matters in the imposi- 
tion of the death penalty. 

Now, I know that this is one of those 
issues that can inflame passions in peo- 
ple. And people who support the death 
penalty and want to see the folks sit- 
ting on death row fry are saying, 
"Well, you know, we are a little nerv- 
ous about this." 

Senator KENNEDY and Senator BIDEN 
made it clear: Nationwide, there are 
about 3,000 people on death row right 
now. If you want to see those folks put 
to death, that will still happen under 
the Racial Justice Act. Guess what? 
This legislation is not going to stop 
those executions. This legislation, as 
Senator BIDEN just said, is not going to 
be applied retroactively. And so if you 
have a specific person in your State 
that you want to see fried, guess what? 
The sentence is going to be imposed 
and we are going to pretend that we did 
not have this problem when he was sen- 
tenced, or she, as the case may be. We 
are going to pretend that. 

All that title IX of the House crime 
bill says is, “Wait a minute, since we 
are going to expand the death penalty 
and the crimes we can kill you over, we 
are going to see that you are treated 
fairly in terms of the issue of race.” 

Mr. President, I do not see how any- 
body can be against being fair on the 
issue of race. I cannot. I am, in fact, 
stunned that anybody would say I am 
for racial injustice in the imposition of 
the death penalty. And that is what 
this, the amendment of the Senator 
from New York, says. "It does not mat- 
ter to me. It does not matter to me if 
we have racial injustice in the imposi- 
tion of the death penalty. Because, 
guess what, I am so anxious to get 
those old, lethal injections going, boys, 
Ido not want to stand back and see the 
switch not pulled for another second. I 
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have been waiting all these years to 
show that the death penalty works to 
protect the innocent in America. I am 
so eager for the imposition of the death 
penalty, by golly it does not matter to 
me if we fry another 33 black kids or 
Hispanic kids. It does not matter to 
me, Mr. President, because guess 
what—when we go forward and we ex- 
pand the death penalties, we are going 
to get some more of them to fry.” 

I find that conclusion to be abso- 
lutely shocking. I cannot imagine that 
my colleagues are going to come down 
in favor of killing people based on 
color. I just cannot imagine that. 

If we are talking about the crime, 
you know: “If you can't do the time, 
don't do the crime," I support that 
concept. Coming from a law enforce- 
ment family—I do not have a problem 
with people being punished for their 
acts. In fact, I voted for this crime bill 
in spite of the fact that it expands the 
death penalty. I do not have a problem 
with people having a sincerely held be- 
lief that the only way we are going to 
stop heinous crime and stop the vio- 
lence and stop the murder is if we re- 
impose the death penalty. Lord knows, 
they have been campaigning on the 
issue for years. 

Fine, so you won on that point. You 
won on that point. The death penalty is 
back in the law. 

But how can you argue with making 
it fair? How can you argue with a ra- 
cial justice act? How can you argue 
with statistics like this that say, 
“Guess what, we might have a problem 
and need to look at it. And guess what, 
we are going to put in a procedure that 
lets you look at it in the same way you 
look at housing discrimination, dis- 
crimination in employment, discrimi- 
nation in education. If we are going to 
vastly expand the death penalty, we 
ought to have an opportunity to look 
atit the same way we do other kinds of 
discrimination." That is all that title 
IX does. So I have every hope that this 
issue can be worked out. It must be 
worked out. People who support the 
death penalty do not want to see it ap- 
plied in a discriminatory way. People 
who support the death penalty do not 
want to see racial injustice in its appli- 
cation. And people who support the 
death penalty, I believe, will want to 
provide some mechanism for ensuring 
that the evil of racism does not infect 
this process. We do not want to be a so- 
ciety in which people go to their death 
because of their color and not what 
they did. We do not want to be a soci- 
ety like that. We want to be a society 
in which somebody of one race who 
commits a capital crime is going to be 
punished on the same basis as some- 
body of another race who committed 
that same crime. That is the essence of 
what we are trying to achieve as a 
country. 

Unfortunately, that has not been our 
history. There is nobody in this room 
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or in this world, frankly, who does not 
know it. But we have come so far—we 
have come so far it just boggles the 
mind that we would turn the page back 
and say we are for racial injustice 
when it comes to the death penalty be- 
cause we are so anxious to fry these 
people because they have been taking 
up too many tax dollars on death row. 


That is what this amendment says. 
That is what this amendment says. I 
have never supported the death pen- 
alty, even when I was in the State leg- 
islature. I just do not. I just have a 
problem with the whole idea of the 
State executing somebody. But I cer- 
tainly understand, given the cries for 
crime control out of my community, 
why the death penalty was expanded in 
this legislation. Do you know what? 
Because of the community policing and 
the prevention efforts and other bene- 
fits in there, I said, OK, I will hold my 
nose on the death penalty part because, 
guess what, there is a racial justice act 
eventually going to be part of this. 


We had a commitment it was going 
to be part of it when the amendments 
went on here in the Senate. I said to 
myself, I know it is going to be OK. I 
know there is a problem now, but it is 
going to be OK because the people in 
this Congress are committed to fair- 
ness. The people in this Congress stand 
up for racial justice. And the people in 
this Congress do not want to send a sig- 
nal to the States, to the prosecutors all 
over this country, that it is OK to pros- 
ecute differently based on the race of 
the perpetrator or it is OK to prosecute 
differently based on the race of the vic- 
tim." 


The people of this Congress should 
know better, care more, have better 
sense and certainly higher morality. 
And even though they may support a 
death penalty—and we may disagree 
about that—on one thing we must be 
together. This is the United States of 
America, this is not the old South Afri- 
ca. And we have turned the page in 
terms of racial discrimination. We are 
overcoming discrimination, over- 
coming America's system of apartheid. 
We have not gotten there entirely. It 
would be dishonest to suggest that we 
have. But we are trying and we are 
moving in the right direction. Then on 
something as profound as putting 
somebody to death, we are going to 
take three steps back? I do not think 
so 


Mr. President, I will provide a copy 
for the RECORD of this report for the 
edification of any of my colleagues who 
want to see it: "Racial Disparities in 
Federal Death Penalty Prosecutions, 
1988 to 1994.” It is from the House side. 
I ask unanimous consent it be printed 
in the RECORD. 


There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


9588 


[Staff Report by the Subcommittee on Civil 
and Constitutional Rights, Committee on 
the Judiciary, 103d Congress, 2d Session, 
March 1994] 

RACIAL DISPARITIES IN FEDERAL DEATH 
PENALTY PROSECUTIONS 1988-94 

"Twenty years have passed since this 
Court declared that the death penalty must 
be imposed fairly, and with reasonable con- 
sistency, or not at all, and, despite the effort 
of the states and courts to devise legal for- 
mulas and procedural rules to meet this 
daunting challenge, the death penalty re- 
mains fraught with arbitrariness, discrimi- 
nation, caprice, and  mistake."—Justice 
Harry A. Blackmun, Feb. 22, 1994! 

SUMMARY 

Racial minorities are being prosecuted 
under federal death penalty law far beyond 
their proportion in the general population or 
the population of criminal offenders. Analy- 
sis of prosecutions under the federal death 
penalty provisions of the Anti-Drug Abuse 
Act of 1988? reveals that 89 percent of the de- 
fendants selected for capital prosecution 
have been either African-American or Mexi- 
can-American. Moreover, the number of 
prosecutions under this Act has been in- 
creasing over the past two years with no de- 
cline in the racial disparities. All ten of the 
recently approved federal capital prosecu- 
tions have been against black defendants. 
This pattern of inequality adds to the 
mounting evidence that race continues to 
play an unacceptable part in the application 
of capital punishment in America today. It 
confirms Justice Blackmun's recent conclu- 
sion that “the death penalty experiment has 
failed." 

THE FEDERAL DEATH PENALTY 

Since the Supreme Court's 1972 decision in 
Furman v. Georgia, the death penalty has 
been almost exclusively a state prerogative. 
Congress has so far not adopted the general 
sentencing procedures that would reinstate 
the federal death penalty. No Federal execu- 
tions have been carried out since 1963 and, 
until very recently, prosecutions under fed- 
eral death penalty law were rare. But that 
began to change over the past few years, and 
can be expected to change dramatically if 
the House adopts pending legislation to re- 
store generally—and expand—the federal 
death penalty. 

In 1988, President Reagan signed the Anti- 
Drug Abuse Act. This legislation included a 
provision, sometimes referred to as the 
“drug kingpin” death penalty, which created 
an enforceable federal death penalty for 
murders committed by those involved in cer- 
tain drug trafficking activities. The death 
penalty provisions were added to the ‘‘con- 
tinuing criminal enterprise” statute first en- 
acted in 1984, 21 U.S.C. §848. The drug traf- 
ficking enterprise“ can consist of as few as 
five individuals, and even a low-ranking 
"foot soldier" in the organization can be 
charged with the death penalty if involved in 
a killing. 

As the first enforceable federal death pen- 
alty adopted after Furman, $848 offers a fore- 
warning as to how a general federal death 
penalty might be applied. This report, pre- 
pared with the assistance of the Death Pen- 
alty Information Center in Washington, D.C. 
and with case data from the Federal Death 
Penalty Resource Counsel Project, examines 
the application of $848. 

Three-quarters of those convicted of par- 
ticipating in a drug enterprise under the gen- 
eral provisions of $848 have been white and 


Footnotes at end of article. 
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only about 24 percent of the defendants have 
been black.“ However, of those chosen for 
death penalty prosecutions under this sec- 
tion, just the opposite is true: 78 percent of 
the defendants have been black and only 11 
percent of the defendants have been white. 
Although the number of homicide cases in 
the pool that the U.S. Attorneys are choos- 
ing from is not known (the Justice Depart- 
ment has not responded to Congressional in- 
quiries for that data), the almost exclusive 
selection of minority defendants for the 
death penalty, and the sharp contrast be- 
tween capital and noncapital prosecutions 
under $848, indicate a degree of racial bias in 
the imposition of the federal death penalty 
that exceeds even pre-Furman patterns. 

Federal regulations require that local U.S. 
Attorneys obtain the personal written au- 
thorization of the Attorney General of the 
United States before proceeding with a cap- 
ital prosecution. So far, former Attorneys 
General Thornburgh and Barr, and present 
Attorney General Reno have approved cap- 
ital prosecutions against a total of 37 defend- 
ants under the 1988 kingpin“ law. Twenty- 
nine of the defendants have been black and 4 
have been Hispanic. All ten of the defendants 
approved by Attorney General Reno for cap- 
ital prosecution have been black. Judging by 
the death row populations of the states, no 
other jurisdiction comes close to this nearly 
90 percent minority prosecution rate.“ 

PACE OF PROSECUTIONS INCREASING 

The pace of these prosecutions has been 
substantially increasing over the past two 
years. Although widely touted during the 
1988 election year as a “tough” response to 
drug crime, there were only seven defendants 
prosecuted under this Act in the first three 
years after its passage and only one death 
sentence handed down. However, in 1992 
alone, capital prosecutions against fourteen 
defendants were announced and another five 
death sentences resulted from these cases. 
Since January, 1993, sixteen more prosecu- 
tions have been announced.“ 

The underlying crimes for which these de- 
fendants are being prosecuted are not excus- 
able because the offenders are members of 
minorities. But the statistics raise the ques- 
tion of why these cases were chosen out of 
the large number of drug-related homicides 
over the past five years. By way of compari- 
son, the proportion of African-Americans ad- 
mitted to federal prison for all crimes has re- 
mained fairly constant between 21 percent 
and 27 percent during the 1980s, while whites 
&ccounted for approximately 75 percent of 
new federal prisoners." Yet, when it comes to 
the federal death penalty, the scales dra- 
matically tip the other way. 

The federal government employed the 
death penalty for a variety of crimes prior to 
the 1972 Furman decision. But the racial 
breakdown was also just the opposite from 
current death penalty prosecutions. Between 
1930 and 1972, 85 percent of those executed 
under federal law were white and 9 percent 
were black. The dramatic racial turnaround 
under the drug kingpin law clearly requires 
remedial action. 

Although challenged at a Congressional 
hearing to provide an explanation for such 
racial disparities, and asked by the Chair- 
man of this Subcommittee for data on poten- 
tially capital cases referred to Washington 
for approval by federal prosecutors, the Jus- 
tice Department has offered no response.® 

It is worth noting that some of the death 
penalty prosecutions under $848 have been 
against defendants who do not seem to fit 
the expected drug kingpin“ profile. In a 
number of cases, the U.S. Attorneys have 
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sought the death penalty against young 
inner-city drug gang members and relatively 
small-time drug traffickers.? In other cases, 
the death penalty was returned against those 
directly involved in a murder, while the 
bosses who ordered the killings were given 
lesser sentences. 10 


BACKGROUND ON RACE AND THE DEATH PENALTY 


Throughout American history, the death 
penalty has fallen disproportionately on ra- 
cial minorities. For example, since 1930 near- 
ly 90 percent of those executed for the crime 
of rape in this country were African-Ameri- 
cans." Currently, about 50 percent of those 
on the nation's death rows are from minority 
populations representing 20 percent of the 
country's population. 

In 1972, the United States Supreme Court 
overturned existing death penalty statutes 
in part because of the danger that those 
being selected to die were chosen out of ra- 
cial prejudice. As the late Justice Douglas 
said in his concurrence overturning the 
death penalty: 

"[T]he discretion of judges and juries in 
imposing the death penalty enables the pen- 
alty to be selectively applied, feeding preju- 
dices against the accused if he is poor and 
despised, and lacking political clout, or if he 
is a member of a suspect and unpopular mi- 
nority, and saving those who, by social posi- 
tion, may be in a more protected position.“ 12 

Following the Furman decision, legisla- 
tures adopted death sentencing procedures 
that were supposed to eliminate the influ- 
ence of race from the death sentencing proc- 
ess. However, evidence of racial discrimina- 
tion in the application of capital punishment 
continues. Nearly 40 percent of those exe- 
cuted since 1976 have been black, even 
though blacks constitute only 12 percent of 
the population. And in almost every death 
penalty case, the race of the victim is white. 
Last year alone, 89 percent of the death sen- 
tences carried out involved white victims, 
even though 50 percent of the homicides in 
this country have black victims." Of the 229 
executions that have occurred since the 
death penalty was reinstated, only one has 
involved a white defendant for the murder of 
a black person. 

Race of the victim discrimination was sin- 
gled out by the U.S. General Accounting Of- 
fice in its report Death Penalty Sentenc- 
ing” which concluded that studies showed: 

"[The] race of the victim was found to in- 
fluence the likelihood of being charged with 
capital murder or receiving the death pen- 
alty, i.e., those who murdered whites were 
found more likely to be sentenced to death 
than those who murdered blacks.“ 14 

This record of racial injustice played a sig- 
nificant part in Justice Harry Blackmun's 
recent decision to oppose the death penalty 
in every case. “Even under the most sophis- 
ticated death penalty statutes," said 
Blackmun, race continues to play a major 
role in determining who shall live and who 
shall die.“ 15 


CONCLUSION 


Race continues to plague the application of 
the death penalty in the United States. On 
the state level, racial disparities are most 
obvious in the predominant selection of 
cases involving white victims. On the federal 
level, cases selected have almost exclusively 
involved minority defendants. . 

Under our system, the federal governmen 
has long assumed the role of protecting 
against racially biased application of the 
law. But under the only active federal death 
penalty statute, the federal record of racial 
disparity has been even worse than that of 
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the states. So far, the number of cases is rel- 
atively small compared to state capital pros- 
ecutions. However, the numbers are increas- 
ing, and under legislation currently being 
considered in Congress, the federal govern- 
ment would play a much wider role in death 
penalty prosecutions. 
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APPENDIX—FEDERAL DEATH PENALTY 
PROSECUTIONS, 1988-94 ! 

Following enactment of the first modern 
federal death penalty statute on November 
18, 1988, 21 U.S.C. $848(e)-(q) (the so-called 
“drug kingpin“ murder provision), the Bush 
and Clinton Administrations have approved 
death penalty  prosecutions under $848 
against 37 defendants. Of these, four defend- 
ants were white, four were Hispanic, and 
twenty-nine were black. All 10 of the defend- 
ants approved for capital prosecution by At- 


1 Case data provided by the Federal Death Penalty 
Resource Counsel Project, Columbia, SC. 
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torney General Reno, and all 15 defendants 

now awaiting federal death penalty trials or 

currently on trial, are African-American. 
FEDERAL CAPITAL CASES TRIED TO DATE 

The federal death penalty cases brought to 
trial during 1989-1994 by the Bush and Clin- 
ton Administrations are listed below: 

A white Alabama marijuana grower named 
Ronald Chandler, was sentenced to death for 
the murder for hire of a subordinate in his 
drug ring. Chandler's convictions and death 
sentence were affirmed by a panel of the 
Eleventh Circuit July 19, 1993; a petition for 
writ of certiorari is now pending before the 
United States Supreme Court. Claiming in- 
nocence, Chandler refused a pretrial plea 
bargain offer for life without possibility of 
parole. United States v. CHANDLER, 996 F.2d 
1073 (11th Cir. 1993). 

Three of four young black inner-city gang 
members in Richmond, Virginia, were sen- 
tenced to death on February 16, 1993, for 
their roles in eleven crack-related murders. 
United States v. Tipton et al., 3-92-CR68 (E.D. 
Va.). The trial of a fourth defendant, Vernon 
Thomas, was severed. On April 23, 1993, mo- 
ments before a scheduled hearing on Mr. 
Thomas’s motion to bar the death penalty 
due to his mental retardation, the govern- 
ment withdrew its request for the death pen- 
alty. Mr. Thomas was ultimately convicted 
and sentenced to life imprisonment. 

A Hispanic drug distributor was sentenced 
to death by a jury on August 2, 1993 in 
Brownsville, Texas, in connection with the 
murders of three other drug traffickers in 
the Brownsville area. United States v. Juan 
Raul Garza, No. CR 93-0009 (S.D. Tex.). Attor- 
ney General Barr authorized the prosecution 
to seek the death penalty in December, 1992. 
Mr. Garza's appeal is pending before the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the 5th Circuit. 

Two Hispanic defendants in Texas were 
sentenced to life imprisonment and forty 
years, respectively, for the marijuana-relat- 
ed murder of a state police officer after a 
joint trial. The sentencing jury found no 
facts legally warranting the death penalty. 
United States v. Reynaldo &  Baldemar 
Villarreal, No. 9:91CR4 (E.D. Tex. 1991), aff'd, 
963 F.2d 725 (5th Cir.), cert. denied, 113 S.Ct. 
353 (1992). 

Two black Chicago gang members received 
life sentences for cocaine-related murders 
after separate trials. The Government had 
offered one defendant, but not the other, a 
plea bargain prior to trial. United States v. 
Alerander Cooper & Anthony Davis, No. 89- 
CR-0580 (N.D. ILL. 1991). 

A white Mafia contract killer received a 
life sentence from a Brooklyn, New York 
jury after being convicted of eight murders, 
three of which qualified as capital crimes 
under 21 U.S.C. $848, United States v. Pitera, 5 
F.3d 624 (2d Cir. 1993). 

A young black New Jersey gang member 
committed suicide during his federal capital 
trial. United States v. Bilal Pretiow, No. 90- 
CR-238 (D.N.J.). 

One Hispanic and two white defendants 
were tried jointly in connection with the 
drug-related kidnap/murder of a Muskogee, 
Oklahoma auto dealership employee. United 
States v. Hutching et al., No. CR-032-S (E.D. 
Okl.). The two capitally-charged managers“ 
of the drug enterprise received life sentences 
from the jury, while the lowest-level defend- 
ant, John McCullah (who, unlike the bosses, 
had been present at the killing) was sen- 
tenced to death on March 23, 1993. 

FEDERAL CAPITAL PROSECUTIONS NOT YET 
TRIED 

Capital prosecutions initiated since early 

1992 which are still pending (either as capital 
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or noncapital cases) in federal district courts 
involve indictments charging: 

Two black New Orleans inner-city gang 
members, in connection with an allegedly 
drug-related murder. United States v. Green & 
Brown, E.D. La. No. 92-46. On November 24, 
1992, the Government dropped its request for 
the death penalty in this case. 

One black Tampa, Florida drug distributor, 
for having allegedly ordered a murder in re- 
taliation for the theft of drugs. United States 
v. Mathias, (M.D. Fla. No. 91-301-CR-T-17(A)). 
Trial is set in this case for February 2, 1994. 

One black Atlanta drug distributor in con- 
nection with three murders. United States v. 
Williams, No. 1:92-CR-142 (N.D.Ga.). No trial 
date is set as yet. 

Two black crack cocaine dealers in Macon, 
Georgia, in connection with the murders of 
two other crack dealers. United States v. Tony 
Chatfield and Arleigh Carrington, (M.D. Ga. 
No. 92-82MAC-WDC). Attorney General Barr 
authorized this death prosecution in his last 
week in office. On December 6, 1993, the gov- 
ernment dropped its request for the death 
penalty against these two defendants. 

United States v. Reginald Brown et al., (E.D. 
Mich.Cr. No. 92-81127). This case reportedly 
involved six death authorizations against 
members of a cocaine distribution organiza- 
tion alleged to be responsible for a total of 
twelve murders over a 4-year period. The ini- 
tial authorization occurred during the Bush 
Administration, but the authorizations were 
not announced until June, 1993. Only three of 
the six defendants against whom the death 
penalty has been authorized are currently in 
custody. One defendant, Terrance Brown, has 
been found dead, apparently a homicide vic- 
tim. 

The Federal Death Penalty Resource Coun- 
sel Project is aware of 7 cases, involving 16 
defendants, in which the death penalty is re- 
ported to have been authorized by Attorney 
General Reno or announced since she took 
office. All 16 defendants are African-Amer- 
ican. Three of the cases have been brought in 
jurisdictions (New York, Michigan, and the 
District of Columbia) which do not have cap- 
ital punishment statutes. The cases are: 

United States v. Darryl Johnson, (W.D.N.Y. 
Cr. No. 92-159-C-S), involving two alleged co- 
caine-related killings by a Buffalo, New 
York group. Trial is not anticipated before 
the fall of 1994. 

United States v. Wayne Anthony Perry 
(D.C.D.C. No. 92-CR-474), an alleged hitman 
for a D.C. cocaine distribution ring; eight 
homicide counts. Trial is set for February 8, 
1994. 

United States v. Michael Murray, (M.D.Pa. 
Cr. No. 1:CR-92-200), involves the killing of a 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania drug dealer by a 
gang headed by one Jonathan Bradley. DOJ 
reportedly declined to approve the U.S. At- 
torney's request to authorize the death pen- 
alty against Bradley, who allegedly ordered 
the killing, and against another participant 
in the shooting, Emmanuel S. Harrison. 

United States v. Edward Alerander Mack et 
aL, (S.D. Fla. 93-0252-CR-Ungaro-Benages), 
involves two drug-related murders in the 
course of a Miami drug trafficking oper- 
ation. Three defendants are facing the death 
penalty in this case; trial is not anticipated 
until the latter part of 1994. Attorney Gen- 
eral Reno authorized this capital prosecution 
in early January 1994. 

United States v. Jean Claude Oscar et al., 
(E.D.Va. 93 CR 131) involves three capitally 
charged defendants and two crack-related 
murders in Norfolk, Va. Attorney General 
Reno authorized this capital prosecution in 
November 1993. 
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United States v. Todd Moore, (E.D. Va. 1994), 
the prosecution of this black defendant in 
Norfolk, Va. was announced March 8, 1994. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I think maybe sometimes people 
do not have the perspective to think 
about how initiatives here in the Sen- 
ate may have a ripple effect out in the 
rest of the world. Vaclav Havel—I am 
fond of quoting the former President of 
Czechoslovakia—talks about what he 
calls the butterfly effect. He said it is 
the notion that everything is so—and I 
am quoting as best I can without a 
copy—but it is the notion that every- 
thing in this world is so interconnected 
that the wave of a butterfly wing can 
unleash a typhoon of change in another 
part of the world. 

So I really call on my colleague, the 
Senator from New York, to take a 
look, a serious look, at what he is 
doing here. His motivation may be we 
do not want to hold up a process that 
we have been fighting for so long. If he 
is anxious on that score, I am sure he 
can be accommodated by whatever hap- 
pens. But what he is doing here with 
this amendment is wrong. This amend- 
ment is a vote in favor of the worst ele- 
ments—the worst elements in our soci- 
ety. And to talk about the butterfly ef- 
fect—if anything, this amendment has 
a butterfly effect I think that will 
shame—and I do mean shame—all of 
America. We have, I think, an obliga- 
tion to be better, to be more. At a time 
when there is an inauguration of a 
President of South Africa and the first 
multiracial election there, for us in 
America to take a step backward on so 
highly visible and highly emotionally 
charged a matter as the imposition of a 
sentence of death, I think would be 
most unfortunate and would have a 
negative effect, a regrettable effect on 
a lot of fronts that we would not want 
to see. 

So, while this seems like a small, al- 
most technical amendment, I say to 
my colleagues and I say to the Senator 
from New York, take a good look at 
what this really means and what it 
portends for our society as a whole to 
stand up and say we are for racial in- 
justice in the administration of the 
death penalty. It says a lot more about 
what we should not be and where we 
used to be than it does about where we 
are going to be, where we can be, and 
what we can be. 

I hope that while the technicalities 
of the amendment having to do with 
retroactivity can be worked out in con- 
ference—Senator BIDEN has made a 
commitment on that score—that we 
can reach a consensus, reach some kind 
of agreement so as to meet the con- 
cerns that some of the many Members 
who are supporters of the death pen- 
alty may have. 

At the same time to take racial jus- 
tice out of the crime bill, I think, 
makes the crime bill say things about 
America that none of us want it to say. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


I thank you and I yield the floor 

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I be- 
lieve that the focus of the American ju- 
dicial system is on the individual, and 
I am convinced that the appropriate 
standard for the American criminal 
justice system is to focus on the indi- 
vidual, the charge which has been lev- 
eled against the individual, the nature 
of the offense—if, as and when proved— 
and the background of the individual. 
Sentencing is not a matter for statis- 
tical determination because I do not 
believe that statistics really bear on 
the underlying meaning or equities of 
the case. 

In my experience as an assistant dis- 
trict attorney and then as district at- 
torney of the city of Philadelphia, the 
total of which was more than 12 years, 
I became convinced that the death pen- 
alty was an effective deterrent against 
violent crime. 

I saw many cases where professional 
burglars would not carry weapons for 
fear that a killing would result in the 
course of a burglary and that individ- 
ual would face a first-degree felony 
murder charge. 

Similarly, I saw cases where young 
hoodlums would not carry guns on rob- 
beries because they, too, feared that a 
killing might result in the course of 
the robbery and there would be a first- 
degree murder charge. 

In the early sixties, when the death 
penalty was being carried out, Mr. 
President, I believe that it did have a 
deterrent effect on violent crime. But 
what has happened as of this year, 1994, 
with some 2,800 individuals on death 
row and 38 applications of the death 
penalty last year, is that there has 
been a serious erosion of the deterrent 
effect of capital punishment. 

I agree totally with the Senator from 
Illinois that there has to be racial jus- 
tice in America. That is the corner- 
stone of our system. When I was dis- 
trict attorney of Philadelphia, I re- 
fused to allow my assistants to ques- 
tion jurors on any item that related in 
any way, shape, or form to race, and 
had an office policy against striking 
African-Americans from juries on per- 
emptory challenges. 

For those who do not know, a per- 
emptory challenge is a challenge that 
can be made by either side against any 
potential juror without any cause 
shown. Under Pennsylvania law, there 
are 20 peremptory challenges available. 

Long before the Supreme Court of 
the United States ruled that it was un- 
constitutional to strike jurors on the 
basis of being African-American, or 
any race, I adopted a policy in my of- 
fice to prohibit that. 

There have been necessarily and ap- 
propriately very substantial restric- 
tions on.the application of the death 
penalty. 
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In 1972, in the case captioned Furman 
versus Georgia, the Supreme Court of 
the United States struck down the 
death penalties in all States on the 
proposition that the death penalty 
could be constitutionally imposed only 
if there was consideration by the jury 
of aggravating circumstances and miti- 
gating circumstances. It could not be 
left to the unchanneled discretion of 
the jury, to any generalized principle 
or any possibility of speculation. In- 
stead, there had to be a specific enu- 
meration of what constituted the ag- 
gravating circumstances, the cold- 
heartedness, the callousness, the act of 
the killing, the background and the 
record of the defendant, and on the 
mitigating circumstances, for example 
any impairment of mental acuity or 
any background of other impairment 
had to be considered. 

We have made substantial strides on 
the adequacy of counsel since the 
1960's. I think adequate trial is an in- 
dispensable element in a fair and just 
application of any criminal sanction. 

But if death penalty cases turn on a 
Statistical analysis—and there are 
many statistics which are available on 
this subject and many of the statistics 
which are quoted are erroneous—for ex- 
ample, Philadelphia does not have an 
African-American population of 20 per- 
cent, it is more than double that. To 
pick out a single judge and say that 92 
percent of the death penalties handed 
down by that judge are against minori- 
ties is not really a telling factual mat- 
ter as to what kind of cases that one 
judge had. 

When you take a look at crime in 
America today, there is no need for any 
extended discussion about the serious- 
ness of crime in this country. There is 
no serious need for a discussion of the 
imperative nature of the Congress act- 
ing on this subject. The Congress has 
indicated its will on the Senate side 
with more than $22 billion and on the 
House side with some $28 billion to 
combat crime. 

There is a consensus in America, not 
only reflected in the votes in the Con- 
gress, with more than 70 percent of this 
body in favor of the death penalty, but 
in the percentage of the American peo- 
ple who believe that the death penalty 
is an effective deterrent. 

So much of the debate on this statis- 
tical analysis—and I do not call it the 
Racial Justice Act because that is an- 
other illustration where Senators who 
introduce bills and put titles on bills 
which argue a characterization or 
argue a conclusion. I take second place 
in this body and on this planet to no 
one in terms of my commitment to ra- 
cial justice. If there is ever any ele- 
ment of a question about racial justice, 
Iam among the first to question it. 

But what this proposal does is to say 
that there has to be some finding 
where there is a disproportionate share 
of one group or another that raises a 
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question about the fairness as to what 
has gone on in the trial. I submit, Mr. 
President, that is not sensible or log- 
ical or in accordance with our Amer- 
ican tradition that each individual 
should be judged on his or her own, and 
that each case should be judged on its 
own merits and what happened under 
the particular factual circumstances 
and what is the background of the indi- 
vidual defendant and victim. 

Only in this way, focusing on the 
facts of each individual case can we 
have a fair judicial system in America. 

We have rejected racial quotas on all 
categories—from admission of Jewish 
students to law schools and medical 
schools to an arbitrary definition as to 
how many of one group or another will 
be entitled to jobs, because Americans 
are opposed to the quota system and 
we are opposed to controlling people's 
lives by statistics. 

We are committed to a principle of 
individualized justice, and I think that 
is the only way that the systemi can 
work. 

I became convinced about the deter- 
rent effect of capital punishment on 
many, many cases which I saw as a 
prosecuting attorney, and one is worth 
a moment or two. It was a case that I 
handled in the Supreme Court of the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania back 
in the early sixties, and it involved 
three young hoodlums named Williams, 
Cater, and Rivers, ages 19, 18, and 17. 
The two younger men, Rivers and 
Cater, saw a gun that Williams had and 
Cater and Rivers said: ‘‘We’re not going 
along on this robbery if you carry a 
gun." 

How do we know that? We know that 
from the confessions of all three short- 
ly after the incident occurred. 

Williams put the gun in the drawer, 
slammed it shut and, as they all left, 
unbeknownst to Cater and Rivers, Wil- 
liams pulled the gun out, stuck it in 
his pocket and they went to a grocery 
store in north Philadelphia for a rob- 
bery. And there was a scuffle, and Wil- 
liams pulled the gun and murdered the 
druggist. All three of those men were 
sentenced to death. I argued the case in 
the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania 
which upheld the death penalty. 

Ultimately, the two younger men, 
Cater and Rivers, had their death sen- 
tences commuted, that is, changed. I 
was district attorney at the time of the 
commutations, having been elected in 
1965, and I took the position that they 
ought not to receive the death penalty 
even though as a matter of law they 
were equally guilty with Williams, 
having been coconspirators in the 
event. But it was my view that they 
did not have the same degree of cul- 
pability or intent that Williams did. 

One thing about criminal law that 
people need to understand, is that if a 
number of people join together in an 
offense and have a conspiracy, each one 
of them is liable for everything that 
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the other one does. So that if you are 
in a robbery/murder and you do not 
pull the trigger, you are still liable for 
the murder. And if you are in a rob- 
bery/murder and you went along on the 
judgment that there would not be any 
gun taken along but one was taken, 
you are still equally responsible. 

While I support the death penalty, I 
have long believed that it has to be 
scrupulously, meticulously and care- 
fully applied. In a day long before 
Furman versus Georgia, long before the 
kind of focus that is present today, my 
sense was that there ought not to be 
the death penalty for Cater and Rivers 
because they did not know that the gun 
was being taken along, just like I felt 
as an intuitive matter that African- 
Americans ought not be stricken from 
juries by peremptory challenges be- 
cause of their race. 

Mr. President, I think what this dis- 
agreement really focuses on is those 
who are for the death penalty and 
those who are against the death pen- 
alty. I appreciate the conscientious and 
moral scruples of those who oppose the 
death penalty, and I understand their 
considerations and I respect them. But 
there has been a judgment made in the 
pending crime bill for the death pen- 
alty, and there has been a judgment 
made by 37 States in the United States 
to have the death penalty carried out. 
I believe that it is an effective deter- 
rent, and I think it ought to be carried 
out again in a very, very selective 
number of cases. 

During my days as district attorney 
of Philadelphia, with the 500 homicide 
cases which we had a year, I would not 
allow an assistant to ask for the death 
penalty in any case without my own 
personal in-depth review to see what 
ought to be done. 

Mr. President, the reality is that the 
Congress has not moved with real vigor 
in the whole field of death penalty ap- 
plication because we have stripped 
from this bill the so-called habeas cor- 
pus reform, and that is the reform 
which would focus on the Federal court 
appeals which involve tremendous 
delay. At the present time, the average 
case takes 9 years after the death pen- 
alty has been imposed before it is car- 
ried out, and some cases last as long as 
17 years. 

I have introduced legislation which I 
brought to the floor to provide a proce- 
dure which would safeguard the rights 
of the defendants but would eliminate 
technicalities in habeas corpus proce- 
dures so that a constitutionally deter- 
mined and imposed death penalty 
would be imposed promptly and in a 
meaningful way, because no deterrent 
is meaningful unless it is swift or cer- 
tain. Regrettably, the Senate rejected 
that approach because many on one 
side did not want the death penalty at 
all, and many on the other side opposed 
my amendment because they did not 
like its provisions as to what is called 
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retroactivity. That is where you take a 
new rule where it is a fundamental rule 
and apply it to pending cases. 

Iam at an absolute loss as to how we 
could have any just provision of law on 
the death penalty which would not be 
retroactive. The arguments have been 
made in the Chamber today that this 
statistical provision under debate will 
not be retroactive. That is the kind of 
compromise which appears to me to be 
totally unjustified. When you are talk- 
ing about the death penalty, if there is 
some principle of law which precludes 
its application to any case, a case in 
the future, it is just unconscionable 
not to have it apply to cases which are 
pending, if it is a meaningful principle 
of law. 

I suggest, Mr. President, that the 
willingness to have this statistical pro- 
posal apply only in the future, prospec- 
tively, is more than a compromise. It is 
really a concession that these cases 
really ought to be judged on their indi- 
vidual merits and not on any statis- 
tical analysis. 

So for these reasons, Mr. President, 
being firmly committed to individual- 
ized justice in this country, I believe 
that we should move ahead in a ration- 
al way, utilizing every legitimate 
weapon at the disposal of law enforce- 
ment, one of which is the death pen- 
alty, as sanctioned in some 37 States— 
seeing to it that there is adequate 
counsel, that there is an effective day 
in court for all the issues to be raised 
and decided, and that appropriate 
death sentences are carried out where 
the act and the actor warrant it, with- 
out any complex statistical analysis 
which really does not bear on what 
happened in any case and which would 
destroy a very fundamental principle of 
American justice which is individual- 
ized justice. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, a 
number of my colleagues have spoken 
this morning in favor of the Racial 
Justice Act which was included in the 
House version of the crime bill. 

Whether you favor or oppose the 
death penalty, all fair and right think- 
ing people believe that a person’s race 
should not determine whether someone 
is sentenced to death by the State. But 
despite our desire for a fair judicial 
system, the evidence that the death 
penalty is applied in this country in a 
racist manner is overwhelming. 

A 1990 GAO report documents a long 
standing pattern of racial discrimina- 
tion in the charging, sentencing, and 
imposition of the death penalty. This 
discrimination takes two forms. One 
kind is based on the race of the victim, 
and the other is based on the race of 
the defendant. The report stated that 
since 1976, when the Supreme Court al- 
lowed the death penalty to be re- 
instituted, 85 percent of the executions 
involved the killing of a white person. 

Only 11 percent of the executions in- 
volved the killing of an African-Amer- 
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ican and these only occurred where the 
defendant was also black. During this 
period only one white person has been 
executed for killing an Afircan-Amer- 
ican. This GAO report reflects what is 
an unfortunate fact of life in America. 
Our Criminal Justice System does not 
value the life of an African-American 
as highly as it values that of a white. 

On the Federal level, a recently re- 
leased report by the House. 

Subcommittee on Civil and Constitu- 
tional Rights tracks prosecutions 
under the Federal death penalty provi- 
sions of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 
1988. The report reveals that 89 percent 
of the defendants selected for capital 
prosecution have either been African- 
or Mexican-Americans. Increasingly, 
all 10 of the defendants most recently 
approved for Federal capital prosecu- 
tions have been black. What does this 
say about our sense of justice about 
the quality of justice in America? The 
Racial Justice Act will help to elimi- 
nate racial discrimination in capital 
cases. It allows defendants to challenge 
only their death sentence, and not the 
underlying conviction. In other words, 
it does not have to do with whether the 
defendant is guilty or not guilty. It 
just gives the defendant the right to 
challenge the death sentence itself. 

To obtain relief under the act defend- 
ants must offer evidence of two things. 
The first is statistical evidence of a 
consistent pattern of racially biased 
sentences in death penalty cases. The 
second is that their own death sentence 
fits this discriminatory pattern. 

The defendant and not the State 
bears the burden of collecting the sta- 
tistical evidence. This evidence must 
compare the sentences in similar cases 
and take into account any aggravating 
factors. For example, an African-Amer- 
ican defendant cannot get relief under 
the act by simply showing that blacks 
get the death penalty more frequently 
than whites. Rather, the defendant 
must show that blacks get the death 
penalty significantly more frequently 
than whites for the same type of of- 
fenses and aggravating circumstances. 
If the court finds that there was dis- 
crimination in imposing a death sen- 
tence, the defendant would either be 
resentenced to death, but under a non- 
discriminatory scheme or sentenced to 
life imprisonment. 

In an attempt to defeat the Racial 
Justice Act, some of its opponents have 
used inflammatory rhetoric and 
claimed that the act amounts to a 
quota bill. Clearly, the Racial Justice 
Act does not require compliance by the 
adoption of racial quotas. Rather, it 
urges States and prosecutors to elimi- 
nate the use of race in capital cases by 
adopting nonracial standards for bring- 
ing death penalty cases. 

The Racial Justice Act will help to 
ensure that similar crimes receive 
similar sentences. I urge my colleagues 
to support it. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


I would like to point out, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that over a period of years, many 
of us on this floor have opposed capital 
punishment, many of us have felt very 
strongly about it, in addition to other 
reasons, the fact that capital punish- 
ment has been so unfairly meted out to 
African-Americans as compared to 
whites. Realistically speaking, there is 
no question about it. The evidence is 
irrefutable that blacks have paid a 
higher penalty with respect to the 
death sentence than have whites. 

It is not fair. It is not right. This is 
a country that prides itself in its sense 
of justice. And I think that if we really 
intend to be just, then it is imperative 
that we support inclusion of the Racial 
Justice Act in this legislation. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, my 
position on the death penalty is well 
known. But, even if I were an ardent 
supporter of death sentences, I would 
be extremely concerned that the Gov- 
ernment apply this punishment in an 
evenhanded manner. This is the least 
that we must demand, regardless of our 
position on the death penalty. This is 
why I oppose the sense of the Senate 
amendment calling for deletion of the 
Racial Justice Act during conference 
committee action on the crime bill. 

Each time that we discuss death pen- 
alty issues, we hear stories of brutal 
cold blooded murders. These are hor- 
rible crimes and should be punished se- 
verely. Spending one’s life in prison 
without possibility of release is severe. 
But, this is not the issue today. 

If we must have this gruesome State 
sponsored killing—and I do not concede 
that we must have it—the very least 
we can do, the absolute minimum we 
should do, is ensure that the punish- 
ment is not being used in a racially dis- 
criminatory manner. In fact, I believe 
that we might take an even broader ap- 
proach. I believe that the death pen- 
alty has been applied disproportion- 
ately upon the poor of all races because 
they do not have the resources to ade- 
quately defend themselves. Perhaps on 
another occasion we will examine 
whether discrimination based upon ec- 
onomics also should be considered in 
death penalty cases. 

This issue cuts to the heart of one of 
the fundamental reasons that the 
death penalty has been questioned by 
those who are very experienced in its 
application. Why do some people get 
killed by the State for committing the 
same crime that causes others to re- 
ceive prison terms? How can we make 
sense of this? 

Justice Blackmun’s recent descrip- 
tion of the death penalty as “fraught 
with arbitrariness, discrimihation, ca- 
price, and mistake" has become well 
publicized for good reason. He has 
struggled with these issues personally 
on the Highest Court in the land for 24 
years. 

According to a recent House sub- 
committee report, 89 percent of death 
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prosecutions under the Anti-Drug 
Abuse Act of 1988 have been against Af- 
rican-Americans or Mexican-Ameri- 
cans. The last 10 Federal death pros- 
ecutions have been against black de- 
fendants. In addition, a GAO report in 
1990 showed serious racial disparities in 
death sentencing. 

These frightening statistics do not 
necessarily prove discrimination. They 
do, however, cry out for an expla- 
nation. While raw numbers of prosecu- 
tions brought against a particular race 
do not prove discrimination, compari- 
sons of factually similar cases can 
prove it. This is the statistical proof 
required under the Racial Justice Act 
title of the House crime bill. 

Allowing proof of discrimination in 
death penalty cases does not eliminate 
the death penalty. And, it will not im- 
pose a quota system. It only attempts 
to ensure that we will not allow the 
State to kill based upon race. The im- 
position of death is a decision that can- 
not be undone. The least we can do is 
make sure that race is not a factor in 
making the horrible choice to ask for 
the death of another human being. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and in 
the absence of any other Senator on 
the floor, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab- 
sence of a quorum having been sug- 
gested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

(Mr. PELL assumed the chair.) 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 


Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at 4:30 p.m. on 
Wednesday, May 11, the Senate resume 
consideration of S. 1935, with 30 min- 
utes, as provided for under a previous 
unanimous-consent agreement, re- 
maining for debate on the D’Amato 
amendment, No. 1685, relating to racial 
justice; that at 5 p.m. Wednesday, 
without any intervening action, the 
Senate vote on or in relation to the 
D’Amato amendment; that upon dis- 
position of that amendment, and with- 
out intervening action, the committee 
substitute, as amended, be agreed to; 
that the bill be read a third time, and 
the Senate vote on passage of S. 1935. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

BRYAN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


GATT CONCERNS 


Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I 
wish to raise further concerns about 
the new GATT agreement soon to be 
addressed by the Senate. 

Mr. President, I have spoken on the 
Senate floor once before about the new 
GATT agreement that the United 
States recently signed. I am very wor- 
ried that we are agreeing to something 
which could put us at a trade disadvan- 
tage. At first glance, the new GATT 
agreement looks good. Indeed, I stand 
here as a free trader. I believe in free 
trade as long as it is on an equal basis. 
If other countries will allow our prod- 
ucts to go into their countries, we 
should allow their products to come 
here on an equal basis. 

So frequently some people think that 
free trade is just access to the U.S. 
market, and that when our products go 
there, they are inspected and rein- 
spected or face other trade barriers 
that keep our products out. 

I believe the American farmer, the 
American worker, and American busi- 
ness can compete anywhere in the 
world on a fair playing field. But under 
this GATT Treaty a 125-nation council 
will be established where each country 
will have one vote. Most of the coun- 
tries in the world are dictatorships, 
very frankly. They are not democ- 
racies. Many of them are kleptocracies; 
that is, leaders steal from their own 
people to enrich themselves. That is 
what we are dealing with. We do not 
have a family of nations in this world 
that are democracies. We do not have a 
family of nations in this world where 
human rights are widely respected. 

So the United States is 1 vote out of 
120. I am afraid that trade policy could 
be imposed upon the United States, or 
assessments will be imposed upon our 
taxpayers. The final result will be un- 
fair trade for the developed nations. 

The GATT Treaty is not set up like 
the United Nations where you have a 
Security Council of major powers who 
can stop something from going 
through. In fact, the really important 
issues in the United Nations are not 
voted on by all the countries in the 
General Assembly. They are decided by 
the so-called Security Council," the 
five most important powers. That is 
not the case in this new GATT Treaty. 

I would say that in 5 or 10 years down 
the road, we will regret having agreed 
to this GATT agreement. 

The full consequences of this agree- 
ment are just beginning to come to 
light. Congressional interest in the 
WTO is growing daily. Many questions 
and concerns are being raised. Unfortu- 
nately, there appear to be more ques- 
tions than answers. 

I have many concerns about the pro- 
posed WTO. What impact on U.S. laws 
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will this organization have? What will 
be its budget? How many taxpayer dol- 
lars will be spent on the WTO? Who 
will the WTO, with its unelected bu- 
reaucrats, be answerable to? 

There are many questions to be an- 
swered before we vote on legislation to 
commit the United States to partici- 
pating in this entity. I have joined my 
colleague Senator HELMS in requesting 
that the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee hold a hearing on the WTO 
as soon as possible. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that a copy of 
that request be printed in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. PRESSLER. The World Trade Or- 
ganization is one concern arising from 
the new GATT agreement. Though it 
could be argued that the WTO is cre- 
ated by treaty, it is not being pre- 
sented as a treaty. I think it should be 
a treaty so we would have to have 60 
votes here in the Senate to confirm it. 
However, it is being submitted as an 
agreement, which means it will only 
need 51 votes. 

Another concern is the likely impact 
of the new agreement on U.S. agri- 
culture. International trade expansion 
is the key to the future of U.S. agri- 
culture. We must open more world 
markets to U.S. farmers and ranchers. 

The goal of the latest round of GATT 
negotiations, the Uruguay round, was 
to reduce tariffs and import barriers. 
For the first time, the GATT will cover 
agricultural trade. The potential im- 
pact of the new agreement on agri- 
culture is a major concern of mine. 

Last Congress, and again in this Con- 
gress, I introduced a resolution to es- 
tablish as U.S. Senate policy that 
meaningful reforms with respect to ag- 
ricultural subsidies must be achieved 
in the new GATT. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of Senate Resolution 12, and my open- 
ing statement on it, appear at the end 
of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 2.) 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I also 
have some real problems with how the 
new GATT agreement deals with the 
use of agricultural subsidies. Allowing 
other countries, like the European 
Union [EU], to continue their protec- 
tionist agricultural subsidy programs 
means that South Dakota farmers and 
ranchers would continue to face unfair 
foreign competition, as would farmers 
and ranchers throughout the country. 

The United States has substantially 
reduced its agricultural subsidies over 
the past 10 years, while the EU has in- 
creased subsidies. This has cost U.S. 
farmers and ranchers billions of dollars 
in lost exports and thousands of jobs. 
Every farmer and rancher in South Da- 
kota knows that higher grain, dairy, 
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and meant prices depend on better ac- 
cess to foreign markets. We must keep 
pressure on the EU to make major re- 
ductions in its export subsidies. 

Mr. President, it may not be well 
known, but the United States has re- 
duced its agricultural subsidies on a 5- 
year plan. We have had two 5-year farm 
bills since I have been here in the Sen- 
ate that have reduced each year the 
level of subsidy, and we would do it 
faster if the Europeans would match. 

This Nation’s largest farm organiza- 
tion, the Farm Bureau, is for eliminat- 
ing subsidies entirely. But it means 
Europe must also reduce those—our 
competitors—and they must also re- 
duce their export subsidies, because 
Europe has a practice of taking their 
surplus grain, or whatever they have, 
and whatever they do not need, they 
undersell the United States with ex- 
port subsidies. That is not fair to our 
ranchers and farmers. 

I pay tribute to Australia and New 
Zealand, who have reduced their agri- 
cultural subsidies faster than anybody 
else, and they have been paying a price. 
The Canadians say they are doing so, 
but they have transportation subsidies 
for wheat and unfair pricing tactics 
that has caused many problems for 
U.S. wheat farmers. The point is that 
our agricultural industry is willing to 
do its share in reducing subsidies to get 
to free trade, but the Europeans—espe- 
cially the French and Germans—their 
governments have not been willing to 
do that. We should keep that in mind. 

I am a free trader. Historical experi- 
ence has demonstrated that the free 
trade of goods between countries pro- 
motes prosperity and economic growth 
for all. It is not just agriculture, but 
also manufacturing, and services, and 
other things. 

Many countries say they practice 
free trade when, in reality, they do not. 
The United States has one of the most 
open markets in the world. Yet, many 
of our products do not receive recip- 
rocal treatment in foreign countries. 

Earlier this week, the Journal of 
Commerce reported that the new GATT 
agreement will not change distortions 
of the world market caused by heavy 
farm subsidies. 

I ask unanimous consent to have this 
article printed in the RECORD at this 
time. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Commerce Journal, May 3, 1994] 
FARM SUBSIDIES EXPECTED To SURVIVE GATT 
PACT 
(By Tara Patel) 

PARIS.—The global accord on agriculture 
struck as part of the Uruguay Round world- 
trade pact will not change distortions on the 
world market caused by heavy farm sub- 
sidies, according to trade experts attending a 
conference last week in Paris. 

Agriculture was among the most difficult 
areas of last year's trade negotiations under 
the auspices of the General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade. 
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Although à compromise was finally 
reached, trade experts, negotiators and aca- 
demics who gathered last week in Paris to 
analyze the New World Trading System“ at 
& conference sponsored by the Organization 
for Economic Cooperation and Development 
generally agreed the new trade pact will do 
little to eliminate heavy government inter- 
vention in agriculture. 

“The farm trade deal was oversold,” said 
one trade expert who asked not to be named. 

Another observer concluded, “If govern- 
ments were allowed a free-for-all (on farm 
policy), things would get worse, but the Uru- 
guay Round has merely put a halt to the 
more aberrant behavior.“ 

In the area of market access, the partici- 

. pants identified a major problem in the high 
level of initial tariffs of many countries re- 
sulting from their translation of 1988-90 
quotas into tariffs. 

Experts agreed that these tariffs, some- 
times several times higher than the prices of 
the goods, will do !ittle toward liberalizing 
the farm trade even after being reduced by 
the required 15%. 

Another problem area, according to trade 
officials, is the special safeguard section in 
the agreement. Experts said they expect the 
higher-than-normal tariffs that can be 
charged under this provision, and can trig- 
gered by either a surge in imports or a fall in 
the market price, to be applied often if not 
most of the time. 

Furthermore, one official said, the provi- 
sions can even be shipment specific in some 
cases, making the tariffs potentially dis- 
criminatory. 

Another shortcoming is that governments 
will be allowed to keep protective tariffs on 
“sensitive” products. 

Experts said the biggest impact of the farm 
trade deal will be felt from new constraints 
on export subsidies. But most conceded even 
those provisions will not eliminate heavy 
state subsidies in some areas. 

One estimate said subsidies will only have 
to be one-fifth lower by 2000 than in the late 
1980s to comply with the agreement. The im- 
pact also is expected to be lessened by the 
fact that some countries already have under- 
taken reform. Problems with implementa- 
tion are also expected in countries with high 
rates of inflation or wide fluctuations of ex- 
change rates. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, the 
Senate needs to take note of this situa- 
tion. The United States made signifi- 
cant concessions in limiting the future 
use of agricultural subsidies under the 
agreement. In fact, the administration 
is claiming that U.S. agriculture is the 
big winner in the agreement. As a re- 
sult, it is looking for budget cuts in ag- 
riculture to help pay for the new agree- 
ment. 

We are learning that while the Unit- 
ed States has agreed to significant cut- 
backs in the use of agriculture sub- 
sidies, the rest of the world will be al- 
lowed to continue the status quo. As 
the article notes, the farm trade deal 
has been oversold. 

How to pay for GATT is another 
major concern. The House needs to find 
$13.9 billion in budget offsets over the 
next 5 years, and the Senate needs to 
find $40 billion in offsets over the next 
10 years to make up for the lower reve- 
nues resulting from GATT tariff reduc- 
tions. 
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Everyone seems to be looking prin- 
cipally at agriculture to find most of 
these savings. Mr. President, it has not 
yet been proven that agriculture will 
reap the gains that have been claimed. 
I am not prepared to accept major 
budget cutbacks in agriculture pro- 
grams until the claimed significant ag- 
riculture gains are demonstrated. 

Concern over this issue is widespread 
among major agricultural groups. A 
broad coalition of agriculture groups 
recently wrote to President Clinton to 
say they could not support legislation 
implementing the proposed new agree- 
ment if U.S. agriculture is asked to 
bear a disproportionate share of the 
new agreement. The letter was signed 
by 22 major agriculture groups. 

Iask unanimous consent that a Farm 
Bureau News article be printed in the 
RECORD at the end of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 3.) 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, that 
letter tells it all. The Senate should 
not agree to implement any trade 
agreement that does not benefit Amer- 
ican agriculture. The jury is still out 
on how this agreement affects U.S. ag- 
riculture. 

Mr. President, other issues need to be 
addressed, such as permissive subsidies 
on research and development; the im- 
pact on intellectual property rights; 
and the degree of access for the U.S. 
motion picture industry to European 
Union markets. I will address these in 
later speeches outlining my concerns 
with the new GATT agreement. 

So, Mr. President, in conclusion, let 
me say that I think the significance of 
these GATT agreements are being over- 
looked by the Senate and by the United 
States. I do not know why they are not 
a treaty, or why they are not an execu- 
tive agreement. But the only way the 
Senate can slow them down or stop 
them is by not passing the implement- 
ing legislation, and that is an unfortu- 
nate situation to be in. But it may well 
be that the GATT trade agreement will 
be one of the worst things for the Unit- 
ed States, because we are turning over 
our trade policy to a 120-nation world 
trade organization of which we are 
only one vote, and there is no Security 
Council or anything else. We are not 
going in with a group of nice guys so- 
to-speak. Of these 120 nations, over half 
of them are dictatorships, and they 
have totally different values than we 
do, and they want to take advantage of 
the United States if they can. 

Once the WTO is created, then we 
have to pay our dues to the organiza- 
tion. The U.S. will have to accept trade 
decisions of the WTO or face trade re- 
strictions, retaliations, or other ac- 
tions on U.S. trade. 

This will not only affect agriculture, 
but it will affect manufacturing more, 
and goods and services. It is really a 
major decision in trade for this coun- 
try. 
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Many years ago, as a young lawyer, I 
worked in the State Department, in 
the legal adviser’s office on GATT mat- 
ters. I have followed GATT closely over 
the years. It has been, generally speak- 
ing, a good organization. But we have 
never before turned over such power to 
a world trade organization. We have 
never before, in any of the inter- 
national organizations we are in, given 
so much authority over the sov- 
ereignty of the United States to a 
WTO, a world trade organization. And 
we have never before agreed to allow 
the other side to keep their subsidies 
so much, whereas we have cut ours 
back. 


So, once again, the United States is 
being the good guy. Our workers and 
our farmers and our manufacturers 
cannot have domestic subsidies, but 
the people they compete against can. 
Our workers and farmers and business- 
men cannot have an export subsidy, 
but others are allowed to have it in 
this GATT agreement, this General 
Agreement on Trade and Tariffs. 

I see this as something that the Sen- 
ate should be alarmed about and the 
country should be alarmed about. I am 
glad that some people have come for- 
ward and started to talk about it. But 
this is the sleeper issue of the year, and 
if we pass this thing, everything will be 
all right for a year or two, because the 
initial rounds have been agreed to. But 
in 2 or 3 years, we are going to regret 
it a great deal. 

I am giving a series of speeches on 
the Senate floor—and this is my second 
one—to try to alert people and groups 
as to what is going on. 

Mr. President, I hope America wakes 
up on the GATT trade agreement. 

I yield the floor. 


EXHIBIT 1 
U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, May 4, 1994. 
Hon. CLAIBORNE PELL, 
Chairman, Foreign Relations Committee, U.S. 
Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CLAI: The Senate soon will consider 
legislation to implement the General Agree- 
ment on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). Among 
other things, this new trade agreement cre- 
ates the World Trade Organization. 

Various aspects of the WTO raise some pro- 
found questions—for example, will the sov- 
ereignty of the United States be affected 
and, if so, in what ways and to what degree? 
And how much funding will the United 
States be required to contribute to the WTO? 

These are important questions that must 
be discussed before the Senate considers im- 
plementing legislation. 

Since the Foreign Relations Committee 
has jurisdiction over international organiza- 
tions, we urge that you schedule hearings on 
the World Trade Organization as soon as pos- 
sible. It goes without saying that we will 
gladly work with you in assembling wit- 
nesses for the hearings. 

Kindest regards. 

Sincerely, 
Senator JESSE HELMS, 
Senator LARRY PRESSLER. 
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EXHIBIT 2 


SENATE RESOLUTION 12-RELATIVE TO GATT 
NEGOTIATIONS 


Mr, PRESSLER (for himself, Mr. Heflin, and 
Mr. Wallop) submitted the following resolu- 
tion; which was referred to the Committee 
on Finance: 


S. RES. 12 


Whereas in 1986, negotiations on an inter- 
national agreement to reform the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (hereafter in 
this resolution referred to as '*"GATT"') began 
in Punta del Este, Uruguay, with a targeted 
conclusion date of December 1990; 

Whereas the United States and other major 
agricultural exporting nations insisted from 
the start on significant reductions in the 
subsidy programs operated by the European 
Community under its Common Agricultural 
Policy; 

Whereas in December 1990, after the Euro- 
pean Community decided against reducing 
the subsidy programs of its Common Agri- 
cultural Policy, no international agricul- 
tural subsidy reduction agreement was 
reached; 

Whereas in November 1991, the European 
Community indicated some willingness to 
reduce its export subsidies during the GATT 
negotiations; 

Whereas in November 1992, the European 
Community agreed to certain reductions in 
its export subsidies; 

Whereas American agriculture has a long 
tradition of supporting international efforts 
to achieve more open markets and fairer 
rules governing world agricultural trade; 

Whereas the support of United States 
farmers and ranchers for multilateral and 
other trade negotiations depends on the suc- 
cess of the Uruguay Round GATT negotia- 
tions in achieving agricultural subsidy re- 
ductions in the European Community; and 

Whereas any agreement under the GATT 
that is not supported by American farmers 
and ranchers would not be acceptable to the 
Congress: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that any agreement regarding proposed 
changes to the GATT must— 

(1) achieve the elimination or substantial 
reduction of export subsidies as a means of 
disposing of agricultural surpluses in the 
world market; 

(2) achieve new and expanded foreign mar- 
ket opportunities for United States farm 
products; 

(3) ensure the European Community does 
not offset possible reductions in its agricul- 
tural export subsidies by adopting programs, 
such as variable levies or tariffs, which have 
the effect of substantially limiting United 
States agricultural exports to the European 
Community; 

(4) not limit the United States ability to 
exercise its rights under the GATT to elimi- 
nate unfair trade barriers in the future; and 

(5) achieve a sound agreement governing 
sanitary and phytosanitary regulations. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, during the 
102d Congress I introduced a resolution to es- 
tablish U.S. Senate policy that meaningful 
reforms with respect to agricultural sub- 
sidies must be achieved in the GATT nego- 
tiations. Today, I join several of my col- 
leagues in reintroducing that resolution. 

By meaningful, we mean that any new 
GATT Agreement must ensure fair trade op- 
portunities for American farmers and ranch- 
ers. Growth in exports is the key to a better 
future for U.S. agriculture. We must expand 
world market opportunities for U.S. farmers 
and ranchers. 
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A new agreement also would shape signifi- 
cantly the future economic growth of the 
world's developing and lesser developed 
countries. The concessions afforded those 
countries could determine their future eco- 
nomic growth and potential for development. 
This could be significant for the United 
States, since 40 percent of U.S. agricultural 
trade is with the world's developing and less- 
er developed countries. Some of the largest 
consumers of U.S. farm products once were 
economically less-developed countries. 

Mr. President, the Uruguay round of GATT 
negotiations to establish new trading rules 
in agriculture have been focused on three 
areas: Internal support, market access, and 
export competition. The arduous negotia- 
tions of the past 6 years have resulted in cer- 
tain agreements being reached, and now the 
talks are entering their final stretch. If we 
are to have a successful conclusion to the 
Uruguay round, the United States must con- 
tinue to insist that measurable improve- 
ments be made in each of these areas. 

The Uruguay round originally was sched- 
uled to be concluded in December 1990. At 
that time, the United States was calling on 
the European Community [EC] to reduce its 
domestic agricultural subsidies by 75 percent 
and its export subsidies by 90 percent over a 
10-year period. This demand marked a re- 
treat from the original U.S. position of total 
elimination of all agricultural subsidies. 
Still, the EC balked and walked away from 
the negotiations. 

In December 1991, efforts again were made 
to reach a consensus agreement. Though the 
United States continued to insist on its 
modified position, discussion centered on a 
36-percent reduction in export subsidies and 
a 20-percent reduction in domestic subsidies 
over a 6-year period. Expectations were high 
and many believed that a breakthrough was 
near. I was concerned that the United States 
might back down on some demands simply to 
reach a new agreement. Fortunately, that 
did not occur. 

Mr. President, at that time, I wrote the 
President and the U.S. Trade Representative 
urging them not to back down from our de- 
mands that Europe cease to practice agricul- 
tural protectionism. No consensus was 
reached, and GATT Director General Arthur 
Dunkel Proposed a draft final agreement em- 
bracing a 36-percent reduction in export sub- 
sidies and 20-percent reduction in domestic 
subsidies over a 6-year period. The so-called 
Dunkel proposal is now the center of nego- 
tiations on agricultural trade in the Uru- 
guay round. 

The recent threat of United States retalia- 
tion to counter the European Community's 
GATT-illegal oilseed regime forced some 
movement on the part of the European Com- 
munity. The agreements made in November 
1992 offered renewed hope for concluding the 
talks. However, since November, concerns 
over market access in the European Commu- 
nity for United States agricultural products 
have been raised. In fact, close examination 
of the agreements reached to date could ac- 
tually result in fewer agriculture exports to 
the EC. Mr. President, this cannot be al- 
lowed to happen. I will oppose any GATT 
rules that hurt American farmers and ranch- 
ers. 

According to industry sources, elimination 
of EC agricultural supports, such as variable 
levies and export subsidies, could boost U.S. 
farm exports in all markets between $4 and 
$5 billion, while at the same time reduce U.S. 
imports about $2 billion. Among key com- 
modities, U.S. grain exports could rise about 
$1.8 billion, with imports dropping $22 mil- 
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lion. Meat and egg exports could increase 
$1.3 billion, while imports could fall almost 
$2.4 billion. 

Mr. President, the effect of such gains 
would be substantial. Every billion dollars’ 
worth of agricultural exports means 26,000 
new jobs here in the United States. 

Allowing the EC to continue its protec- 
tionist agricultural subsidy programs means 
that South Dakota farmers and ranchers 
would continue to face unfair foreign com- 
petition. Every farmer and rancher in South 
Dakota knows that higher grain, dairy, and 
meat prices depend on better access to for- 
eign markets. EC export subsidies deprive 
our farmers and ranchers of billions of dol- 
lars in foreign sales. 

A new GATT Agreement that meaningfully 
addresses the problem of EC agricultural 
subsidies would increase the U.S. share of 
world export markets in grains and meats. 
Such an agreement likely would result in lit- 
tle change in Government supports and high- 
er market prices for most U.S. commodities. 
World prices for most agricultural commod- 
ities likely would be higher than under a 
continuation of current policy. Reducing ex- 
port subsidies and import barriers would in- 
crease world demand. U.S. taxpayers, and 
U.S. grain, oilseed, and livestock producers, 
would benefit from meaningful GATT re- 
forms. 

Mr. President, the Dunkel proposal sub- 
mitted in December 1991 does not go far 
enough. U.S. farmers and ranchers currently 
are forced to compete on an uneven playing 
field. It would remain uneven under the 
Dunkel proposal. Therefore, our negotiators 
must work to level this playing field by in- 
sisting on further concessions from the EC. 

The drama of the negotiation process will 
continue and any final agreement probably 
will be reached in an llth-hour deal. Unless 
& significant reduction in agricultural sub- 
sidies—at both the export and domestic lev- 
els—is achieved, the Uruguay round of GATT 
negotiations will be doomed to failure. 

EXHIBIT 3 


[From the American Farm Bureau 
Federation, Apr. 18, 1994] 
FARM GROUPS OPPOSE AG CUTS TO FINANCE 
GATT PACT 


The Uruguay Round world trade agreement 
was formally signed last week by more than 
100 member nations in Marrakesh, Morocco. 
But a coalition of farm groups, including 
Farm Bureau, is concerned that the cost of 
the agreement could fall unfairly on U.S. ag- 
riculture. 

In a letter to President Clinton, the groups 
said that if U.S. agriculture is asked to bear 
a disproportionate share of the cost of the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, 
they could not support legislation imple- 
menting the proposed agreement. 

Some estimates show that by reducing tar- 
iffs on imports, the agreement could reduce 
U.S. government revenues by $14-$18 billion. 
Such estimates, the groups noted, are highly 
subjective and fail to consider the potential 
for increased revenues due to expanding 
trade and increased economic activity, 
which help create jobs and an expanded tax 
base. 

"It is our understanding the administra- 
tion has under consideration various propos- 
als, including requiring significant reduc- 
tions in current farm and related programs, 
to help offset a major proportion of such rev- 
enue losses,“ the letter said. This is despite 
the fact that tariff revenue losses from agri- 
cultural imports account for only about 5 
percent or less of the estimated total." 
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The administration has repeatedly assured 
farm organizations that the new GATT 
agreement would not require any further re- 
duction in domestic income and price-sup- 
port programs, the groups said. 

In meeting after meeting, we were repeat- 
edly assured that the new GATT agreement 
would not require any further reduction in 
domestic income and price-support pro- 
grams," the letter said. At the same time, 
the administration emphasized its commit- 
ment to fully use its authority under GATT 
to maintain U.S. agriculture's ability to 
compete internationally. 

The coalition is concerned, however, that 
payment for the GATT agreement will fall 
disproportionately on the agricultural sec- 
tor, which already has seen significant 
spending cuts in recent years. 

Under the negotiated GATT agreement, 
tariffs in participating countries would be 
reduced on a wide range of products. But 
while the agreement requires countries to re- 
duce their use of export subsidies, it allows 
them to maintain—or even increase—their 
support for certain non-trade-distorting 
("green box") programs. The coalition urged 
the president to shift current funding from 
reduced or disallowed programs to those that 
are permitted. 

Agricultural support programs considered 
in the "green box category" include market 
development and promotion, export credit, 
food aid and other related programs. The 
budget currently under consideration would 
significantly reduce many of these programs, 
even though they are permitted by GATT. 

"Unless these concerns are addressed, it is 
hard to envision how U.S. agriculture stands 
to gain as a result of the new GATT agree- 
ment,“ the letter said. 

The GATT agreement was negotiated over 
a seven-year period. Before it can take ef- 
fect, most participating countries must 
bring their own domestic laws into compli- 
ance with the GATT agreement. The U.S. 
Congress may take up this implementing 
legislation later this year. 

The coalition includes the following orga- 
nizations: American Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion; American Meat Institute; American 
Sheep Industry Association; Coalition For 
Food Aid; Natural Association of Wheat 
Growers; National Barley Growers Associa- 
tion; National Cattlemen’s Association; Na- 
tional Corn Growers Association; National 
Cotton Council; National Council of Farmer 
Cooperatives; National Farmers Union; Na- 
tional Grange; National Milk Producers As- 
sociation; National Pork Producers Council; 
National Potato Council; National Sunflower 
Association; National Turkey Federation; 
Rice Millers Association; United Fresh Fruit 
and Vegetable Association; and U.S. Rice 
Producers Group. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without. 
objection, it is so ordered. 


—— 
NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
TECHNOLOGY ACT OF 1993 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The of- 
fering of amendments to S. 1935 has 
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concluded for this day. "Therefore, 
under the previous order, the Senate 
will now proceed to the consideration 
of S. 978, which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 978) to establish programs to pro- 
mote environmental technology, and for 
other purposes, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works with an amendment to strike 
out all after the enacting clause and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof the following: 


SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the “National Environmental Technology Act of 

1993”. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 

tents of this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

Sec. 2. Findings and purposes. 

Sec. 3. Definitions. 

TITLE I—NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL 

TECHNOLOGY PANEL 
Establishment. 

Membership. 

National Environmental Technology 

Strategy. 

Coordination of budget requests for 

environmental technology. 

Sec. 105. Report to Congress. 

Sec. 106. Termination. 

TITLE II—BUREAU OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
TECHNOLOGIES; CLEARINGHOUSE 
Subtitle A—Bureau of Environmental 

Technologies 

Sec. 201. Establishment. 

Sec. 202. Reports. 

Sec. 203. Environmental technology erport pro- 
motion. 

Subtitle B—Environmental Technology 
Clearinghouse 

Sec. 211. Establishment. 

TITLE III—ENVIRONMENTAL INNOVATION 
RESEARCH PROGRAM; TECHNOLOGY 
TESTING 

Subtitle A—Environmental Innovation Research 

Program 

Sec. 301. Environmental innovation 
program. 

Sec. 302. Guidelines and regulations of the en- 
vironmental innovation research 
program. 

Subtitle B—Innovative Technology Testing 
Sec. 311. Program. 

TITLE IV—ADDITIONAL PROGRAMS 
Subtitle A—Verification of Environmental 
Technologies 

Sec. 401. Program. 

Subtitle B—Environmental Technology Advisory 

Council 

Sec. 411. Establishment. 

Sec. 412. Report by the Comptroller General. 
Subtitle C—Coordination With National 
Institute of Standards and Technology 
Sec. 421. Coordination with National Institute 

of Standards and Technology. 

Sec. 422. Coordination with other federally sup- 
ported extension programs. 

Sec. 423. Statutory construction. 

SEC. 2, FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) environmental problems facing the world 
pose a threat to the environmental and eco- 
nomic security of the United States and other 
nations; 

(2) promoting a sound economy while main- 
taining a healthy environment is among the ur- 
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Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
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research 
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gent public policy challenges of the United 
States; 


(3) the development and utilization of envi- 
ronmental technologies will enhance both global 
environmental security and the economic stand- 
ing of the United States in the world market- 


place; 

(4) the growing worldwide demand for envi- 
ronmentally sound products and processes, and 
for cost-effective environmental cleanup and 
pollution control technologies, presents signifi- 
cant business opportunities; 

(5) innovative environmental technologies face 
barriers to commercialization and utilization, 
and are often slow to be adopted; 

(6) advances in source reduction, environ- 
mental cleanup, and pollution control tech- 
nologies could significantly reduce Federal Gov- 
ernment and private cleanup erpenditures, im- 
prove cleanup results, and help prevent future 
contamination; 

(7) the development and implementation of ef- 
fective public and private partnership arrange- 
ments will help promote successful technology 
development programs; 

(8) a coordinated, interagency strategy for en- 
vironmental technology will greatly facilitate 
the development of critical environmental tech- 
nology that can respond to environmental pro- 
grams and create jobs and new sources of in- 
come; and 

(9) successful Federal Government programs to 
foster the development and utilization of envi- 
ronmental technology depend on coordination 
and cooperation among agencies involved in en- 
vironmental protection and agencies involved in 
technology development. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act are— 

(1) to further environmental protection, spur 
the creation of jobs, and enhance the ability of 
domestic companies to compete in the inter- 
national marketplace by facilitating the devel- 
opment and utilization of environmental tech- 
nologies; 

(2) to encourage the development and utiliza- 
tion of environmental technologies that prevent 
pollution; 

(3) to help overcome market barriers that 
hinder the successful commercialization of envi- 
ronmental technologies; and 

(4) to coordinate Federal Government policies, 
actions, and budgets with respect to environ- 
mental technologies. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act: 

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term Adminis- 
trator” means the Administrator of the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency. 

(2) BUREAU.—The term Bureau means the 
Bureau of Environmental Technologies estab- 
lished under section 201. 

(3) COVERED FEDERAL AGENCY.—The term 
"covered Federal agency" means a Federal 
agency for which, for a fiscal year, an amount 
greater than $50,000,000 is made available for 
environmental cleanup. 

(4) CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY.— 
The term ‘‘critical environmental technology" 
means environmental technology that— 

(A) embodies a significant technical advance; 

(B) has the potential to bring about large, 
cost-effective reductions in risk to human health 
or the environment; 

(C) is broadly applicable at the precommercial 
stage; and 

(D) if adopted, is reasonably expected to result 
in a favorable ratio of social to private returns. 

(5) DIRECTOR.—The term Director means 
the Director of the Bureau established under 
section 201. 

(6) ENVIRONMENTAL INNOVATION RESEARCH.— 
The term environmental innovation research" 
means research related to the development, ap- 
plication, or commercialization of environmental 
technology. 
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(7) ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY.—The term 
"environmental technology" means an ad- 
vanced or improved technology, product, proc- 
ess, or service that reduces environmental risks 
by protecting or enhancing the environment 
through source reduction, design or process 
changes, pollution control, or environmental re- 
mediation. 

(8) FUNDING AGREEMENT.—The term ‘‘funding 
agreement" means a contract, cooperative 
agreement, grant agreement, patent agreement, 
royalty agreement, license agreement, equity 
agreement, or other appropriate legal agreement 
between the head of a covered Federal agency 
and a private business concern, government, 
academic or nongovernment entities to provide 
funding and support to carry out environmental 
innovation research. 

(9) SMALL BUSINESS CONCERN.—The term 
‘small business concern“ means a business con- 
cern that is recognized as a small business con- 
cern under section 3(a) of the Small Business 
Act (15 U.S.C. 632(a)). 

(10) SOURCE REDUCTION.—The term source 
reduction” has the same meaning as is provided 
for the term in section 6603(5) of the Pollution 
Prevention Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 13102(5)). 


TITLE I—NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
TECHNOLOGY PANEL 
SEC. 101. ESTABLISHMENT. 

There is authorized to be established, within 
the Office of Science and Technology Policy of 
the Executive Office of the President, a National 
Environmental Technology Panel (referred to in 
this title as the ‘‘Panel’’), to operate as a panel 
of the Federal Coordinating Council for Science, 
Engineering, and Technology. The Panel shall 
be responsible for coordinating environmental 
technology programs within the Federal Govern- 
ment and the development of a National Envi- 
ronmental Technology Strategy. 

SEC. 102. MEMBERSHIP. 

The Panel shall consist of the heads of agen- 
cies with substantial investment or interest in 
the development and utilization of environ- 
mental technology or the designees of the heads 
(or a combination of heads of agencies and des- 
ignees). The Director of the Office of Science 
Technology Policy, shall appoint the Chair- 
person of the Panel (referred to in this title as 
the ''Chairperson"'). 

SEC. 103. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL  TECH- 
NOLOGY STRATEGY. 

(a) DEVELOPMENT.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of establishment of the Panel, the 
President, with advice from the Panel, shall de- 
velop a National Environmental Technology 
Strategy (referred to in this section as a Strat- 
egy"). The Strategy shall 

(1) identify areas that would benefit from the 
development of critical environmental tech- 
nology; 

(2) prioritize the areas identified under para- 
graph (1) based on trends in global and domestic 
environmental threats and the potential for en- 
vironmental and economic benefits; 

(3) recommend effective public and private 
partnership arrangements for the development 
and utilization of environmental technologies; 

(4) recommend approaches to encourage the 
commercialization and utilization of environ- 
mental technologies, with special attention to 
small business concerns; and 

(5) identify economic, regulatory, and other 
barriers to, and incentives for, the development, 
utilization, and erport of environmental tech- 
nologies, and recommend appropriate actions in 
response to the identification. 

(b) REVISION OF STRATEGY.—The Panel shall 
review and, if appropriate, recommend that the 
President revise the Strategy not less frequently 
than once every 3 years. 

(c) COORDINATION WITH OTHER GROUPS.— 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—The Panel shall, to the er- 
tent practicable, consult with public and private 
organizations involved in technology develop- 
ment and commercialization, and organizations 
involved in making recommendations for con- 
verting research on military applications to ci- 
vilian uses. 

(2) TECHNICAL SUPPORT.—The Chairperson 
may request technical and policy assistance 
from members of the Panel and other organiza- 
tions, including the Academies of Science and 
Engineering. 

SEC. 104. COORDINATION OF BUDGET REQUESTS 
= ENVIRONMENTAL TECH- 


(a) IN GENERAL.—The head of each Federal 
department or agency shall, as part of the an- 
nual request of the department or agency for 
appropriations pursuant to section 1108 of title 
31, United States Code, submit a report to the 
Office of Management and Budget and the 
Chairperson that— 

(1) identifies the activities of the department 
or agency that promote, develop, or support en- 
vironmental technology; and 

(2) states that portion of the request of the de- 
partment or agency for appropriations that will 
be allocated to activities that promote, develop, 
or support environmental technology. 

(b) REVIEW AND REPORT.—Beginning with the 
first budget cycle after the Strategy under sec- 
tion 103 is completed— 

(1) the Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget and the Chairperson shall review 
the report of each department and agency sub- 
mitted under subsection (a), in light of the 
goals, priorities, and responsibilities of the de- 
partment or agency as may be set forth in the 
Strategy; and 

(2) the annual budget submitted by the Presi- 
dent pursuant to section 1105 of title 31, United 
States Code, shall include a statement indicat- 
ing those portions of the annual budget of each 
department and agency that relate to activities 
covered by the Strategy. 

SEC. 105. REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of estab- 
lishment of the Panel, and every 3 years there- 
after, the Chairperson shall submit a report to 
Congress that includes a summary of all Panel 
activities. 

SEC. 106. TERMINATION. 

The authority provided by this title shall ter- 
minate on the date that is 7 years after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 


TITLE II—BUREAU OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
TECHNOLOGIES; CLEARINGHOUSE 


Subtitle A—Bureau of Environmental 
Technologies 


SEC. 201. ESTABLISHMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There is established, within 
the Environmental Protection Agency, the Bu- 
reau of Environmental Technologies which shall 
be headed by a Director. 

(b) FUNCTIONS.—The Director sh 

(1) in cooperation with the heads of other 
agencies, support and assist the development of 
process or products, oriented research, develop- 
ment, and demonstration of environmental tech- 
nology at the precommercial stage by industrial, 
academic, governmental, and nongovernmental 
entities; 

(2) using information that is either in the pub- 
lic domain or voluntarily submitted, track on a 
continuing basis the research and development 
being conducted on environmental technologies 
by private industry in the United States; 

(3) in cooperation with the heads of other 
agencies, develop and promote the transfer of 
environmental technologies and mechanisms to 
address international environmental problems; 

(4) develop and maintain a clearinghouse, as 
established under subtitle B, to provide informa- 
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tion to private and public concerns that develop, 
apply, or export environmental technology; 

(5) advise other officials, as appropriate, with- 
in the Environmental Protection Agency and 
within other Federal departments and agencies, 
concerning programs, strategies, and regulatory 
reforms for promoting the development and utili- 
zation of environmental technology; 

(6) to the extent allowable by law, in coopera- 
tion with the Administrator or the head of any 
other Federal agency that the Director deter- 
mines to be appropriate, facilitate the availabil- 
ity of an initial market for environmental tech- 
nologies, including development of recommenda- 
tions for changes in Federal procurement guide- 
lines; 

(7) in coordination with the Secretary of De- 
fense, provide advice and assistance to regional 
technology centers and similar community-based 
alliances that are supporting a transition from 
defense technology research, development and 
production to environmental technology re- 
search, development and production, includ- 
ing— 

(A) ensuring that the centers and alliances 
have ready access to the technology clearing- 
house established under subtitle B; and 

(B) on a regular basis, informing the centers 
and alliances of Federal Government environ- 
mental technology development program needs 
and opportunities; 

(8) consult with the Panel authorized under 
title I; and 

(9) coordinate the activities of the Bureau 
with the activities undertaken pursuant to title 
III. 

(c) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS AND FUNDING 
AGREEMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the func- 
tions of the Bureau under this subtitle, the Di- 
rector may enter into a cooperative agreement or 
funding agreement with— 

(A) a department or agency of the United 
States; 

(B) a unit of State or local government; 

(C) an educational institution; 

(D) nonprofit research centers; or 

(E) a company that is incorporated in the 
United States or has a parent company that is 
incorporated in the United States or is incor- 
porated ín a country that the Secretary of Com- 
merce determines affords— 

(i) to all foreign and domestic companies op- 
portunities similar to the opportunities afforded 
under this subsection; or 

(ii) adequate and effective protection for the 
intellectual property rights of all foreign and 
domestic companies. 

(2) LIMITATION.—A grant, loan, or loan guar- 
antee made pursuant to this section shall be lim- 
ited to no more than 5 years. 

(d) FEDERAL SHARE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Ezcept as provided in para- 
graphs (2) and (3), the Federal share of the cost 
of a project conducted under this section may 
not exceed 50 percent. 

(2) SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS.—Except as pro- 
vided in paragraph (3), the Federal share of the 
cost of a project conducted pursuant to a coop- 
erative agreement or funding agreement entered 
into with a small business concern under this 
section may not ezceed 75 percent. 

(3) INCREASED FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal 
share of the cost of a project conducted under 
this section may exceed the limitations under 
paragraphs (1) and (2) if the Director finds 
that— 

(A) the project is for the development of criti- 
cal environmental technology that the Panel de- 
termines pursuant to title I to be of high prior- 
ity; and 

(B) the Director determines that the applicant 
would be financially unable to meet the match- 
ing requírements of paragraphs (1) or (2). 
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(e) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.— 

(1) SELECTION CRITERIA.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of establishment of the Bureau, 
the Director shall publish in the Federal Reg- 
ister proposed criteria, and not later than 1 year 
after the date of establishment of the Bureau, 
following a public comment period, final cri- 
teria, for the selection of recipients of funding 
agreements under this section. 

(B) CRITERIA.—The selection criteria under 
subparagraph (A) shall— 

(i) include requirements outlining business 
plans; 

(ii) give special consideration to the needs of 
small business concerns; and 

(iii) be consistent with the source-reduction 
hierarchy established in section 6602(b) of the 
Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
13101(b)). 

(C) CONSIDERATION.—In determining whether 
to enter into a funding agreement with a joint 
venture, the Director may consider whether the 
members of the joint venture have provided for 
the appropriate participation of small business 
concerns in the joint venture. 

(D) SET-ASIDE FOR SMALL BUSINESS.—Not less 
than 25 percent of the funds made available 
under this section shall be made available to 
fund the Federal share of the cost of projects 
conducted pursuant to cooperative agreements 
or funding agreements entered into with small 
business concerns. 

(2) ADMINISTRATION OF PROGRAM FUNDS.—In 
cooperation with the heads of other agencies, 
the Director is authorized to— 

(A) determine categories of projects to be 
funded by the Bureau; 

(B) issue solicitations for projects to be funded 
by the Bureau; 

(C) receive and evaluate proposals resulting 
from solicitations; 

(D) select participants for funding agreements 
of the Bureau; 

(E) administer the funding agreements of the 
Bureau; and 

(F) make payments to recipients of funding 
agreements on the basis of progress toward, or 
completion of, the funding agreement require- 
ments. 

(3) CONSULTATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall, as ap- 
propriate, consult with experts in the Federal 
Government, the private sector, academia, and 
nonprofit groups before making offers for par- 
ticipation in funding agreements. 

(B) CONFIDENTIALITY.—The Director shall en- 
sure that the confidentiality of all proposals 
submitted under subparagraph (A) is protected 
at all times (including when consulting with ex- 
perts under this paragraph). 

(4) FINANCIAL REPORTING AND AUDITING.—The 
Director, in consultation with the chief finan- 
cial officer of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, shall establish appropriate financial re- 
porting and auditing procedures for the Bureau. 

(5) DISSEMINATION OF RESEARCH RESULTS.— 
The Director shall provide for the dissemination 
of nonproprietary research results of the 
projects supported by the Bureau including the 
dissemination of results through the clearing- 
house established under subtitle B. 

(6) CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION.— 

(A) INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY.—Ezrcept as pro- 
vided in subparagraph (B), trade secrets or con- 
fidential business information or information 
classified for reasons of national security may 
not be disclosed by an officer or employee of the 
United States acting under any provision of this 
Act. The information shall not be subject to dis- 
closure under section 552 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(B) EXCEPTION.—Confidential business infor- 
mation may be disclosed in accordance with a 
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written agreement between the owner or devel- 
oper of the information and the Director. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be 
appropriated to carry out this section— 

(A) $36,000,000 for fiscal year 1994; 

(B) $80,000,000 for fiscal year 1995; and 

(C) $120,000,000 for fiscal year 1996. 

(2) LIMITATION ON USE.—Of amounts appro- 
priated to carry out this section, not more than 
10 percent for fiscal year 1994, and 5 percent for 
each year thereafter, may be used to pay for ad- 
ministrative expenses of the Bureau. 

(3) FEDERAL COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—The 
Director may allocate a significant percentage 
of the amounts made available to the Bureau for 
the purpose of entering into cooperative agree- 
ments for funding environmental technology de- 
velopment projects with other departments or 
agencies of the United States. 

SEC. 202. REPORTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall, not less 
frequently than every 3 years, and at such other 
times as the Director considers to be appro- 
priate, submit a report to Congress describing— 

(1) the activities of the Bureau, including de- 
scriptions and funding levels of all projects de- 
veloped with assistance from the Bureau; 

(2) the implementation and operation of the 
environmental innovation research programs 
under subtitle A of title III; and 

(3) the manner and ertent to which tech- 
nologies developed with assistance from the Bu- 
reau have been commercialized and used. 

(b) RECOMMENDATIONS.—A report submitted 
under this section may include recommendations 
for program improvements. 

SEC. 203. ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY EX- 
PORT PROMOTION. 

In cooperation and consultation with the Sec- 
retary of Commerce and the heads of other 
agencies involved in ezport promotion as appro- 
priate, the Director may— 

(1) collect and disseminate through the clear- 
inghouse established under subtitle B, informa- 
tion useful for promoting the export of environ- 
mental technology, including information con- 
cerning— 

(A) sources of financial assistance; 

(B) sources of technical assistance; and 

(C) the environmental needs of foreign coun- 
tries; and 

(2) consult with the heads of other Federal 
agencies to facilitate the export of environ- 
mental technologies and recommend appropriate 
administrative actions for promoting the export 
of environmental technology. 

Subtitle B—Environmental Technology 
Clearinghouse 
SEC. 211, ESTABLISHMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Director 
shall establish an operational electronic 
database to serve as a clearinghouse for the col- 
lection and dissemination of nonproprietary in- 
formation on environmental technology, includ- 
i 

(1) descriptions of environmental technologies 
developed, tested, or verified under the programs 
established under this Act; and 

(2) information compiled under section 203. 

(b) ACCESS TO CLEARINGHOUSE.—The clearing- 
house shall be made available through an elec- 
tronic data system (such as a computer bulletin 
board) and in paper report format, and shall be 
publicly available at reasonable cost. 

(c) COMPATIBILITY.—The clearinghouse estab- 
lished under this section shall be compatible 
with data systems used by the Manufacturing 
Technology Centers administered by the Na- 
tional Institute of Standards and Technology of 
the Department of Commerce and, to the extent 
practicable, shall be integrated into the data 
systems. 
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(d) ADMINISTRATION.—The data stored in the 
clearinghouse shall be updated continuously as 
new information ts made available, but not less 
often than annually. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated 
$2,500,000 for each of fiscal years 1994 through 
1997. 

TITLE III—ENVIRONMENTAL INNOVATION 
RESEARCH PROGRAM; TECHNOLOGY 
TESTING 

Subtitle A—Environmental Innovation 
Research 

SEC. 301. ENVIRONMENTAL INNOVATION 

SEARCH PROGRAM. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The head of each cov- 
ered Federal agency shall establish an environ- 
mental innovation research program for the de- 
velopment and commercialization of environ- 
mental technology to promote the cleanup, 
abatement, and source reduction activities of 
the agency. 

(b) FUNDING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.— 

(A) SET-ASIDE.—For each fiscal year, the head 
of each covered Federal agency shall, notwith- 
standing any other provision of law— 

(i) set aside not less than 1.25 percent of the 
amount of funds appropriated to the head of the 
covered agency for the following purposes: 

(I) with respect to the Secretary of Energy, 
funds appropriated for environmental restora- 
tion and waste management; 

(II) with respect to the Secretary of Defense, 
funds made available for environmental restora- 
tion; 

(III) with respect to the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior, funds appropriated for environmental 
cleanup; and 

(IV) with respect to the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, funds appro- 
priated from the Superfund pursuant to the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Com- 
pensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 
9601 et seq.); and 

(ii) reserve the amount set aside under clause 
(i) for awards to private concerns or other enti- 
ties, through a uniform process (as described in 
subsection (d)) for the development and commer- 
cialization of environmental technology as set 
forth in subparagraph (B). 

(B) USE OF SET-ASIDE FUNDS.—The funds set 
aside under subparagraph (A)(i) shall be used to 
fund the development of environmental tech- 
nology that contributes to the program objec- 
tives for which the funds were initially made 
available. 

(C) WAIVER.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The head of a covered Fed- 
eral agency may waive the requirements of this 
paragraph in full or part if— 

(1) unforeseen emergency circumstances re- 
quire the covered Federal agency to redirect 
funds for technology development to other pur- 
poses; and 

(II) the head of the covered Federal agency 
has redirected all technology development funds 
(other than funds set aside pursuant to sub- 
paragraph (A)) available to the covered Federal 
agency from the amounts specified in subpara- 
graph (A) to address the unforeseen emer- 
gency circumstances. 

(ii) REPoRT.—If the head of a covered agency 
waives a provision of this paragraph pursuant 
to clause (i), the head of the covered Federal 
agency shall provide a report that erplains the 
reasons for the waiver to Congress. 

(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this Act shall 
be construed, interpreted, or applied to limit the 
amount of funds that a covered Federal agency 
may spend on the research, development, or 
commercialization of environmental technology. 

(c) DUTIES OF HEADS OF COVERED FEDERAL 
AGENCIES.—In carrying out an environmental 
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innovation research program established under 
this section, the head of each covered Federal 
agency shall, in accordance with the require- 
ments of this section— 

(1) certify annually to the Director the 
amount of agency funds set aside in accordance 
with subsection (b)(1); 

(2) in carrying out the program established 
under this section, consider the needs of small 
business concerns for the development and utili- 
zation of environmental technology; and 

(3) submit an annual report on the environ- 
mental innovation research program to the Bu- 
reau and the Office of Science and Technology 
Policy of the Executive Office of the President. 
The report shall include an accounting of the 
number and amount of awards made under the 
environmental innovation research program, 
classified by categories of projects. 

(d) PHASES OF ENVIRONMENTAL INNOVATION 
RESEARCH PROGRAMS.—The head of each cov- 
ered Federal agency shall carry out an environ- 
mental innovation research program consisting 
of the following 3 phases: 

(1)(A) A first phase for determining, insofar as 
practicable, the scientific and technical merit 
and feasibility of proposals that are submitted 
pursuant to environmental innovation research 
program solicitations and appear to have com- 
mercial potential. 

(B) With respect to the first phase, the head 
of the covered Federal agency may enter into 
funding agreements with governmental, indus- 
tríal, academic, and other nongovernmental en- 
tities, each of which shall be in an amount not 
to exceed $250,000 to support the initial develop- 
ment of proposed environmental technologies. 

(2)(A) A second phase to fund the further de- 
velopment of environmental technologies funded 
under subparagraph (B) that meet particular 
program needs, and with respect to which 
awards shall be made om the basis of the sci- 
entific and technical merit and feasibility of 
each proposal, as evidenced by the first phase 
(as described in paragraph (1)), taking into con- 
sideration, among other considerations, the com- 
mercial potential of each proposal, as evidenced 
by— 

(i) the record of the private concern or other 
entity of successfully commercializing tech- 
nologies, products or processes developed as a 
result of environmental innovation research or 
other research; 

(ii) the existence of funding commitments, 
from the private sector or sources other than the 
environmental innovation research programs, to 
fund the further development of the environ- 
mental technology; 

(iii) the eristence of funding commitments 
from the private sector or sources other than the 
environmental innovation research programs for 
the third phase of research to be conducted pur- 
suant to paragraph (3)(A); and 

(iv) the presence of other indicators of the 
commercial potential of the environmental tech- 
nology. 

(B) With respect to the second phase, the head 
of the covered Federal agency may enter into 
funding agreements with private concerns or 
other entities, each of which shall be in an 
amount not to erceed $750,000, unless the head 
of the covered Federal agency finds that addi- 
tional funding is necessary and appropriate. 

(3)(A) If appropriate, a third phase, in 
which— 

(i) environmental innovation research funding 
is used to continue development activity that 
has demonstrated outstanding commercial po- 
tential in the second phase of the environmental 
innovation research program and merits further 
environmental innovation research funding; 

(ii) awards from funding sources other than 
the environmental innovation research programs 
are used for the continuation of research or re- 
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search and development that has been competi- 
tively selected using peer review or scientific re- 
view criteria; or 

(iii) commercial applications of research or re- 
search and development funded by environ- 
mental innovation »esearch programs are fund- 
ed by non-Federal sources of funds or, for envi- 
ronmental technologies intended for use by the 


Federal Government, by Federal funding 
sources other than environmental innovation re- 
search programs. 


(B) With respect to a research and develop- 
ment project funded under subparagraph (A)(i), 
the Federal share shall not ezceed 50 percent of 
the total cost of the project. 

(C) With respect to the assistance provided 
under this paragraph, the covered Federal agen- 
cy may assist the private concern or other entity 
in pursuing funding or procurement from other 
Federal programs and in pursuing financial and 
technical assistance for the export of technology 
developed under the environmental innovation 
research program, including providing the infor- 
mation gathered under section 203. 

(D) The head of the covered Federal agency 
may, in lieu of the 3-phase process established 
under this subsection, fund proposals for the de- 
velopment of certain technologies through an al- 
ternative competitive process, on the basis of a 
written finding that— 

(i) the proposed technology is at a stage in de- 
velopment comparable to the stage in develop- 
ment of technologies that would emerge from the 
second phase of the process established under 
this section; and 

(ii) employing the first 2 phases of the process 
established under this section would be inappro- 


priate. 

(E) With respect to a development project 
funded under subparagraph (D)— 

(i) awards shall be based om scientific and 
technical merit and demonstrated outstanding 
commercial potential; 

(ii) the Federal share shall not exceed 50 per- 
cent; and 

(iii) the head of the covered Federal agency 
shall notify the Congress in writing of the 
award and provide a copy of the written finding 
made under subparagraph (D). 

(e) TESTING ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY.— 
Funding agreements authorized under para- 
graphs (2) and (3)(A)(i) of subsection (d) may 
make available, if appropriate, funds to test en- 
vironmental technology in the program estab- 
lished under section 311. 

SEC. 302. GUIDELINES AND REGULATIONS OF THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL INNOVATION RE- 
SEARCH PROGRAM. 

(a) GUIDELINES.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of establishment of the Bureau under 
title II, the Director shall issue guidelines for 
environmental innovation research conducted 
by covered Federal agencies pursuant to this 
subtitle. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The guidelines issued by the 
Director shall, at a minimum, provide for— 

(1) simplified, standardized, and timely solici- 
tations of project proposals; and 

(2) to the extent feasible, standardized appli- 
cation procedures with the procedures estab- 
lished under title II, including the submission of 
business plans. 

(c) REGULATIONS.—The head of each covered 
Federal agency may, on the basis of the guide- 
lines issued under subsection (a), issue such reg- 
ulations as are necessary to ensure that the en- 
vironmental innovation research program of the 
covered Federal agency meets the requirements 
of the guidelines. 

Subtitle B—Innovative Technology Testing 
SEC. 311. PROGRAM. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—In consultation with the 


heads of other appropriate Federal departments 
and agencies, the Administrator is authorized to 


9599 


establish a program for testing environmental 
technology at federally owned facilities and 
sites including listed sites— 

(1) on the National Priorities List established 
under section 105(a)(8)(B) of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9605(a)(8)(B)); 
and 

(2) in the inventory of Federal agency hazard- 
ous waste facilities under section 3016 of the 
Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6937), 


collectively referred to in this section as ‘‘appli- 
cable sites 

(b) DESCRIPTION.—As part of the program es- 
tablished under this section, the Administrator 
may— 

(1) enter into cooperative agreements with 
other Federal departments and agencies for the 
purpose of testing environmental technology at 
applicable sites; 

(2) solicit and accept applications to test an 
environmental technology suitable for preven- 
tion, control, or remediation of contamination at 
applicable sites, subject to the guidelines estab- 
lished under subsection (c); 

(3) in consultation and cooperation with rep- 
resentatives of other Federal departments and 
agencies, State and local governments, industry 
consortia, and other groups interested in con- 
trol, prevention, and remediation of contamina- 
tion at an applicable site, manage and oversee 
testing and evaluation of environmental tech- 
nology at the site, subject to the guidelines es- 
tablished under subsection (c); 

(4) document the performance and cost char- 
acteristics of an environmental technology test- 
ed at an applicable site; 

(5) list and disseminate, through the clearing- 
house established under section 211, nonpropri- 
etary information regarding the performance 
and cost characteristics of environmental tech- 
nology that has been tested at 1 or more appli- 
cable sites and has been determined to be effec- 
tive by the appropriate criteria in the guidelines 
established under subsection (c); and 

(6) to the extent feasible, incorporate Environ- 
mental Protection Agency programs in existence 
on the date of enactment of this Act that facili- 
tate testing of environmental technology at ap- 
plicable sites, including the alternative or inno- 
vative treatment technology research and dem- 
onstration program established under section 
311(b) of the Comprehensive Environmental Re- 
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 
(42 U.S.C. 9660(b)). 

(c) GUIDELINES.—The Administrator may, 
after notice and opportunity for comment, issue 
guidelines for the operation of the program es- 
tablished under this section. The guidelines 
shall include— 

(1) an initial listing of applicable sites poten- 
tially available for testing of environmental 
technology categorized by site characteristics, 
including production processes and technologies 
and, in the case of contaminated sites requiring 
remediation, site geology and site contaminants; 

(2) criteria for designating the eligibility of 
applicants to the program established under this 
section; 

(3) the application procedures for applicants 
designated under paragraph (2) desiring to 
apply for testing of environmental technology at 
an applicable site, including— 

(A) provisions for sharing the costs of testing 
with applicants that limit the Federal share to 
not more than 50 percent of the total cost of 
testing; and 

(B) provisions that provide special consider- 
ation to the needs of small business concerns; 

(4) criteria for verification of the efficacy of 
tested environmental technologies; . 

(5) specific procedures for the management 
and oversight of testing at applicable sites, in- 
cluding procedures for consultation or entering 
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into cooperative agreements with other Federal 
departments and agencies responsible for the 
management or remediation of applicable sites 
and affected entities; and 

(6) criteria for determining whether and to 
what ertent legal authorities should be used to 
indemnify successful applicants to the program 
established under this section. 

(d) LISTING OF TESTED TECHNOLOGY.—In the 
case of a technology tested under the program 
established under this section, the Administrator 
shall publish the test results, cost information, 
and a general description of the tested environ- 
mental technology, and disseminate the infor- 
mation through the clearinghouse established 
under section 211. 

(e) AUDIT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comptrol- 
ler General of the United States shall audit the 
performance of the program established under 
this section and report the results of the audit 
to Congress, including— 

(A) the number of sites where environmental 
technologies have been tested, classified by the 
type of problem remedied and the technology 
tested; 

(B) the number of environmental technologies 
tested that have subsequently become commer- 
cially viable; 

(C) the number of sites for which environ- 
mental technologies tested have been selected for 
additional applications; 

(D) the cost in terms of labor and contract 
funds erpended by the agency on the program; 
and 

(E) the estimated number of jobs and in- 
creased income associated with the development 
and commercialization of the environmental 
technologies tested. 

(2) REPORT.—The results of the audit con- 
ducted under this subsection shall be included 
as part of the report required under section 412. 

(f) FUNDING.—Testing conducted under this 
section shall be eligible for funding under sec- 
tion 301 pursuant to the guidelines established 
under subsection (c). 

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated 
$15,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1994 through 
1997 to carry out this section. 

TITLE IV—ADDITIONAL PROGRAMS 


Subtitle A—Verification of Environmental 
Technologies 


SEC. 401. PROGRAM. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Administrator is 
authorized to establish a program to verify, 
evaluate, and disseminate performance and cost 
information on environmental technologies ap- 
propriate for meeting the performance criteria of 
regulations íssued as performance standards 
under laws that the Administrator determines 
are appropriate, collectively referred to in this 
section as applicable regulations”. 

(b) FUNCTIONS.—As part of the program estab- 
lished under this section, the Administrator 


may— 

(1) accept applications from the public to ver- 
ify and evaluate cost and performance charac- 
teristics of environmental technology; 

(2) develop appropriate protocols to verify the 
quality and credibility of cost and performance 
data submitted by applicants; 

(3) evaluate cost and performance data for en- 
vironmental technology relative to applicable 
regulations, subject to the guidelines established 
under subsection (c); and 

(4) list and disseminate information regarding 
environmental technology verified and evalu- 
ated under the guidelines established under sub- 
section (c) through the clearinghouse estab- 
lished under section 211. 

(c) GUIDELINES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may, 
after notice and opportunity for comment, issue 
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guidelines for the operation of the program es- 
tablished under this section. 

(2) DESCRIPTION.—The guidelines may in- 
clude— 

(A) the criteria for designating the eligibility 
of applicants to the program established under 
this section; 

(B) application requirements and procedures 
for submitting data for verification; 

(C) general critería for the evaluation of envi- 
ronmental technologies, including an evalua- 
tion, with respect to each technology evaluated, 
of the ability of the technology to— 

(i) meet the performance criteria of any appli- 
cable regulation under tested conditions with 
additional source reduction, control, or remedi- 
ation benefits as compared to the technology 
evaluated to establish the applicable regulation; 

(ii) meet the performance criteria of any appli- 
cable regulation under tested conditions at a 
comparable or lower cost than the estimated cost 
of the technology evaluated to establish the ap- 
plicable regulation; or 

(iii) constitute a significant advance in the de- 
velopment of environmental technology with 
broad applicability; 

(D) a schedule of fees for applications to cover 
the costs of the program, including— 

(i) lower fees for each applicant designated as 
a small business concern, nonprofit group, insti- 
tution of higher education, or State or local gov- 
ernment entity; and 

(ii) lower fees for applications to verify envi- 
ronmental technology that provides source re- 
duction; and 

(E) such other provisions as the Administrator 
may consider appropriate. 

(d) REPORTING OF TECHNOLOGY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a technology 
that the Administrator evaluates in accordance 
with the guidelines established under subsection 
(c), the Administrator may publish the results of 
the evaluation and a nonproprietary description 
of the evaluated technology and disseminate the 
information through the clearinghouse estab- 
lished under section 211. 

(2) SIGNIFICANT ADVANCES.—The Adminis- 
trator may establish a list of technologies veri- 
fied under the program established by this sec- 
tion that represent significant advances as com- 
pared to then current available technology. 

(e) ADMINISTRATION.— 

(1) USE OF FEES.—All fees collected by the Ad- 
ministrator through the operation of the pro- 
gram established under this section shall, sub- 
ject to appropriations, be used to support the 
operation of the program. 

(2) EVALUATION DEADLINE.—All evaluations 
conducted under the program established under 
this section shall be completed, and the appli- 
cant notified of the results, not later than 180 
days after the receipt of a complete application. 

(f) NO REVISION OF REGULATIONS.—Nothing in 
this Act shall be construed, interpreted, or ap- 
plied in any manner to revise any regulation or 
release a person subject to any regulation from 
the duty to comply with the regulation. 

(g) JUDICIAL REVIEW.— 

(1) DECISIONS TO LIST OR NOT LIST.—The ver- 
ification or evaluation of a technology under 
the program established under this section shall 
not— 

(A) constitute a final action by the Adminis- 
trator; and 

(B) be subject to judicial review. 

(2) FAILURE TO COMPLY.—If a technology veri- 
fied, evaluated and listed pursuant to the pro- 
gram established under this section fails to re- 
sult in compliance with any applicable regula- 
tion, the verification, evaluation and listing 
shall not constitute a defense in an enforcement 
action or citizen suit and shall not create a 
cause of action against the Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency. 
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(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated 
$2,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1994 
through 1997 to carry out this section. 

Subtitle B—Environmental Technology 
Advisory Council 
SEC. 411. ESTABLISHMENT. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director may estab- 
lish the Environmental Technology Advisory 
Council (referred to in this section as the Advi- 
sory Council") as a subgroup within an appro- 
priate advisory committee in eristence on the 
date of enactment of this Act that has a charter 
approved under the Federal Advisory Committee 
Act (5 U.S.C. App. 2). : 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The Director may appoint 
the members of the Advisory Council. The indi- 
viduals appointed as members of the Advisory 
Council shall— 

(1) be eminent in the fields of business, re- 
search, new product development, engineering, 
labor, education, management consulting, envi- 
ronment, source reduction, or international re- 
lations; 

(2) be selected solely on the basis of estab- 
lished records of distinguished service; and 

(3) not be employees of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

(c) DUTIES.—The Advisory Council may— 

(1) review and make recommendations regard- 
ing general policy for the Bureau, and the orga- 
nization, budget, and programs of the Bureau ' 
within the framework of national policies set 
forth by the President and Congress; 

(2) review guidelines and regulations of the 
environmental innovation research program es- 
tablished under title III; 

(3) on the basis of the reviews conducted 
under paragraphs (1) and (2), make rec- 
ommendations to the Administrator, the Direc- 
tor, and the head of each covered Federal agen- 
cy regarding the organization and effectiveness 
of the Bureau and environmental innovation re- 
search programs established under title III; 

(4) consult with the Panel authorized under 
title 1 in the development of the National Envi- 
ronmental Technology Strategy; 

(5) make recommendations for administrative 
and legislative actions to stimulate environ- 
mental technology innovation; 

(6) make recommendations to the Director to 
improve the effective dissemination by the clear- 
inghouse of research information and results; 
and 

(7) make recommendations to the Director re- 
garding administrative actions to promote the 
export of environmental technologies. 

SEC. 412. REPORT BY THE COMPTROLLER GEN- 
ERAL. 


Not later than 3 years after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Comptroller General of the 
United States shall submit to Congress a report 
concerning the implementation of the programs 
established under titles II and III and this title. 
The report shall include a description of the re- 
search conducted under the programs, the esti- 
mated environmental and economic benefits re- 
sulting from the programs, and the cost of the 
programs. 

Subtitle C—Coordination With National 
Institute of Standards and Technology 
SEC. 421. COORDINATION WITH NATIONAL INSTI- 
TUTE OF STANDARDS AND TECH. 

NOLOGY. 

(a) AGREEMENTS.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad- 
ministrator and the Secretary of Commerce shall 
enter into such agreements as are necessary to 
permit the Environmental Protection Agency to 
provide technical assistance and support to the 
Manufacturing Technology Centers adminis- 
tered by the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology of the Department of Commerce. 
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(b) ASSISTANCE.—The assistance shall in- 
clude— 

(1) the preparation of environmental assist- 
ance packages for small business concerns gen- 
erally and, if appropriate, for specific small 
business sectors, including information on— 

(A) environmental compliance requirements 
and methods for achieving compliance; 

(B) new environmental technologies; 

(C) alternatives for source reduction that are 
generally applicable to the small business sec- 
tors; and 

(D) guidance for identifying and applying op- 
portunities for source reduction at individual 
facilities; 

(2) providing technical assistance to small 
business concerns seeking to act on the informa- 
tion provided under paragraph (1); 

(3) coordinating with the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology to identify those 
small business sectors that need improvement in 
environmental compliance or in developing 
methods for source reduction; and 

(4) developing and carrying out an action 
plan for providing assistance to improve the en- 
vironmental performance of small business sec- 
tors in need of improvement. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated 
$2,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1994 through 
1997 to carry out this section. 

SEC. 422, COORDINATION WITH OTHER FEDER- 
ALLY SUPPORTED EXTENSION PRO- 
GRAMS, 

The Administrator may coordinate with— 

(1) small business development centers (estab- 
lished pursuant to section 21 of the Small Busi- 
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 648)); and 

(2) as appropriate, other small business and 
agricultural ertension programs and centers, 
to provide environmental assistance to small 
business concerns. 

SEC. 423. STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing in this Act shall be construed, inter- 
preted, or applied in any manner to affect the 
obligation or duty of any Federal agency to 
comply with all applicable environmental laws 
and requirements. 


Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana is recognized. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1686 
(Purpose: To provide a complete substitute) 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. Baucus], 
for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Mr. KERRY, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. WOFFORD, Mr. 
MOYNIHAN, Mr, LAUTENBERG, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
REID, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. PELL, Mr. DODD, 
and Mrs. MURRAY, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1686. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print- 
ed in today's RECORD under ‘‘Amend- 
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, we now 
have before us the National Environ- 
mental Technology Act. 

Mr. President, the National Environ- 
mental Technology Act is designed to 
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protect the environment and create 
jobs. 

Let me say that again. It is designed 
to protect the environment and create 
jobs. It does not favor the environment 
at the expense of the economy, or vice 
versa. 

Instead, the bill embodies the con- 
cept that, as we head into the 21st cen- 
tury, environmental progress and eco- 
nomic progress are mutually reinforc- 
ing goals. 

We have not always thought this 
way. In fact, in the years that I have 
been in the Senate, I have heard more 
than my share of complaints that pro- 
tecting the environment destroys jobs 
and inhibits economic growth. 

This does not have to be the case. It 
does not have to be à zero sum game. 
Economic progress and environmental 
progress do not have to be at odds. In 
fact, we cannot have one without the 
other. 

The National Commission on the En- 
vironment, chaired by Russell Train, 
recently put it this way: 

Economic and environmental well-being 
must be pursued simultaneously if either is 
to be achieved. Economic growth cannot be 
sustained if it continues to undermine the 
healthy functioning of the Earth's natural 
systems or to exhaust natural resources. By 
the same token, only healthy economies can 
generate the resources necessary for invest- 
ments in environmental protection. 

That is Russell Train, former head of 
EPA several years ago. 

To put it another way, we must pur- 
sue a long-term strategy of sustainable 
development. This does not mean liv- 
ing in tents in the forest. It means 
achieving economic progress in a way 
that protects the environment and, by 
doing so, broadly improves the pros- 
pects for future generations. 

The linchpin is technology. By the 
year 2050, both population, and per cap- 
ita output in the world are expected to 
more than double. As a result, the level 
of worldwide economic activity will be 
five times greater than it is today. 
That is just a little more than 50 years 
from now. 

That level is sustainable only if we 
make major improvements in the way 
that we produce goods and services. 

In his book, “Preparing for the 21st 
Century," Prof. Paul Kennedy com- 
pares our situation to that of 18th cen- 
tury Europe. Malthus had predicted 
that escalating population growth 
would lead to perpetual famine. The 
prediction was wrong Kennedy says, 
because it did not account for 
“humankind’s capacity to develop new 
resources through technology.”’ 

Professor Kennedy also says, our own 
ability to avoid an environmental ca- 
tastrophe will be determined, in large 
part, by our ability to develop environ- 
mental technology. 

Bruce Smart, who was a senior Com- 
merce Department official in the 
Reagan administration, takes it one 
step further. He estimates that we 
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eventually must reduce the environ- 
mental impact of each unit of indus- 
trial production by more than 80 per- 
cent. That is right: 80 percent. 

This is where environmental tech- 
nology comes in. Environmental tech- 
nology does not just mean a new black 
box at the end of a pipe. Environmental 
technology means the broad applica- 
tion of science to the entire production 
process. It means new ways to make 
products that waste less; new products 
that run cleaner. It means pollution 
prevention. It means life-cycle plan- 
ning. It means, in short, a new way of 
thinking. 

Environmental technology makes 
good economic sense. After all, pollu- 
tion is waste; increasingly, we see evi- 
dence that thinking green helps keep a 
company in the black. 

But there is another dimension to it. 
An international dimension. There is a 
global trend towards stricter environ- 
mental protection. In Eastern Europe, 
Asia, all over the world. 

Companies that get ahead of the 
curve, and develop environmental tech- 
nology will have the edge in an inter- 
national market that already has 
reached $300 billion and is growing by 
10 percent a year. 

A few years ago, I was in Rio for the 
Earth Summit. There, alongside the 
meetings of ministers and heads of 
state, was an environmental tech- 
nology exposition. There was a huge 
arena filled with displays of pollution 
control and monitoring equipment 
from around the world. Yet, when I 
looked for the American companies, I 
could find only 20 or so. The Japanese 
were everywhere. So were the Ger- 
mans. But the Americans, for all prac- 
tical purposes, were invisible. 

This does not make any sense. Amer- 
ica’s market is the world’s largest. We 
produce and use more environmental 
technology than any other country in 
the world. 

We simply cannot afford to give away 
another important manufacturing sec- 
tor. We have to develop policies that 
help American companies become the 
unchallenged leaders in environmental 
technology. 

The National Environmental Tech- 
nology Act is designed to take a major 
step in this direction. 

The bill, which I introduced with 
Senators LIEBERMAN, MIKULSKI and 
others, has five key elements. 

First, the bill requires the Federal 
Government to get its own act to- 
gether. 

The Federal Government spends 
about $4 billion a year on what we 
would consider to be environmental 
technology. But there is no coherent 
strategy for spending the money. No- 
body looks at the big picture. Nobody 
considers whether we are spending the 
money in a coordinated way, so that it 
will pay the best long-term dividend 
for our environment and our economy. 
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Mr. President, before we consider 
spending more on environmental tech- 
nology, we need to be sure we are get- 
ting the best bang for our buck. 

The bill will do just that. It requires 
the Federal Government to develop a 
national strategy for environmental 
technology, and review agency budgets 
in light of the strategy. 

Second, the bill stimulates research 
and development. 

The Federal Government spends bil- 
lions to clean up contaminated Federal 
facilities. We all know that. We have 
heard so much about Superfund. But 
little of this money is spent to develop 
new clean-up technologies. The bill 
changes that. A small portion of the 
money the Government now spends on 
cleanup will be earmarked for innova- 
tive new technologies that have the po- 
tential to make cleanup efforts faster 
and cheaper. 

Third, the bill establishes an office at 
the EPA to help develop cutting-edge 
technology that otherwise may not get 
off the ground. This office will work 
with other technology programs in the 
Defense, Energy, and Commerce De- 
partments to form partnerships with 
private companies developing the most 
promising innovations in  environ- 
mental technologies. I underline the 
word ‘‘partnerships’’ because this is a 
pattern of partnerships, public and pri- 
vate, that have worked well in the 


past. 

Fourth, the bill reduces market bar- 
riers. As it now stands, small compa- 
nies that develop innovative environ- 
mental technologies may have a hard 
time penetrating the market. The envi- 
ronmental managers of large compa- 
nies tend to be conservative. They are, 
appropriately, reluctant to try a new 
technology that may not meet the ap- 
plicable environmental standards. So 
they stick with the same old black box. 

To address this problem, that is to 
shake things up a bit to encourage new 
innovative technologies the bill sets up 
a voluntary verification program. A 
company that develops an innovative 
new technology can ask EPA to verify 
that the technology meets the applica- 
ble environmental standards. 

This wil give environmental man- 
agers more confidence in innovative 
technologies, and help small companies 
break into new markets. 

Fifth, the bill establishes a new out- 
reach program to help small business 
find environmental technology that 
suits their needs. 

Mr. President, this bill is just a first 
step. We need to do a lot more. In par- 
ticular we need to change the way we 
think about out environmental laws. In 
some cases, we need to move away 
from what is commonly known as 
“command and control” regulations 
and give companies more flexibility, 
and encourage them to be more innova- 
tive. The Clean Water Act, which the 
Senate will soon consider, does just 
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that as does the Safe Drinking Water 
Act, which the Senate is about to con- 
sider. 

But the National Environmental 
Technology Act is an important first 
step. It will help us protect the envi- 
ronment. There is no doubt about that. 
It will help create jobs. There is no 
doubt about that either, and it will 
help us prepare for the challenges of 
the 21st century, something that we 
Americans must urgently prepare our- 
selves for. 

I urge all Americans as well as all 
Senators to support this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

Mr. President, first to start with, I 
thank the distinguished chairman of 
the Environment Committee, the sen- 
ior Senator from Montana, Senator 
Baucus, and also Senator LIEBERMAN 
for their leadership in bringing this 
bill, which is S. 978, which is called the 
National Environmental Technology 
Act, to the floor today. 

In the Environment Committee we 
held two hearings on this subject last 
year and actually reported this bill out 
of the committee last October. Since 
that time the Environment Committee 
staff has worked closely with the staffs 
of the Energy Committee and also the 
Armed Services Committee to address 
many of the jurisdictional problems 
that were raised when this bill first 
came onto the Senate calendar. 

The bill we have before us today, of 
which I am pleased to be a cosponsor, 
is a substitute for the original bill that 
we brought out of committee, as I say, 
last October. This bill reflects the 
changes that were made pursuant to 
the conversations with the Energy and 
with the Armed Services Committee. 

Mr. President, the chairman has out- 
lined what is in this bill and I will not 
belabor the point, but I would like to 
make a couple of remarks. 

What this bill does is to take an im- 
portant step to encourage the coordi- 
nation and the development of environ- 
mental technologies. That is the name 
of the bill and that is what it does. The 
focus, I might say, is not solely dealing 
with trying to clean up pollution. In a 
very real sense, it is to prevent pollu- 
tion. And, obviously, if we can do that, 
we are many steps ahead. Furthermore, 
by pollution prevention, we have a 
great opportunity to save the Federal 
Government a good deal of money in 
the long run. 

This bill has four goals. I will just 
tick them off: coordination, funding, 
market barrier reduction, and tech- 
nology transfer. 

Today—and the chairman mentioned 
this in his remarks—there are a num- 
ber of Federal agencies that are lit- 
erally spending billions of dollars on 
environmental technology. They do 
this every year. But the problem is 


May 6, 1994 


there is no coordination or, if there is 
any coordination, very little of it. 
What this legislation would do is to 
change that. 

We direct the President to develop an 
interagency environmental technology 
strategy. If we are going to spend all 
this money, let us have some concept 
of what we are trying to do. The strat- 
egy would establish a research agenda 
and define the roles of the various Fed- 
eral agencies. After all, the Depart- 
ment of Energy clearly has a role, BPA 
clearly has a role, the Defense Depart- 
ment has a role. And what this legisla- 
tion would do is to recommend, and 
only recommend—this is not to dictate 
anything, it is to recommend—the ac- 
tions that are necessary to promote en- 
vironmental technology. That is what 
the strategy is designed for. 

This bill would also authorize an en- 
vironmental technology initiative at 
EPA. As everyone knows, perhaps, the 
President last year called upon the 
EPA to develop a multiyear technology 
strategy or program. Currently, EPA is 
supporting some 73 different environ- 
mental technology projects at a cost of 
$36 million. But literally that is just 
money that is appropriated. There is 
no authorization for that. This legisla- 
tion envisions an authorizing frame- 
work being set up so we will have a 
better idea of where EPA is going to go 
with the money that it spends in this 
technology innovation. 

The primary purpose of the initiative 
remains the formation of cost-sharing 
partnerships with different Federal 
agencies and with the private sector. In 
the current market—that is in the pri- 
vate market—there just is not any- 
thing there to foster technology inno- 
vation. Why has this come about? Well, 
it comes about because all too often 
there are specs listed as to what is 
sought for the environmental cleanup 
and it is such a risky area that those 
who are going into it are very, very 
leery of plunging off into a new tech- 
nology that is an untested technology. 

So what we are trying to do here is to 
encourage the use of some of these 
technologies that are in but have not 
been tested. So what this legislation 
does is call for the establishment of a 
verification program, a way of market- 
ing these different types of environ- 
mental technologies. 

One of the big areas that this legisla- 
tion hopefully would deal with is in 
those Superfund sites, the hazardous 
waste sites that exist across our coun- 
try. So what it does, it requires the 
EPA to allocate 1.25 percent of the 
Superfund money—this would be sub- 
ject to appropriations—for the develop- 
ment of environmental technology that 
contributes to the objectives of the 
Superfund program. 

We spend a lot of money on 
Superfund, but I think we all agree 
that it just plain is not working satis- 
factorily. And the techniques that we 
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are using are the techniques that were 
there when we started this program 
some 7 years ago. We just have to de- 
velop different technologies than cur- 
rently exist or we are going to be spin- 
ning our wheels and spending literally 
billions of dollars for rather modest 
achievements. 

So, again, these partnerships with 
those who have developed these tech- 
nologies are on a 50-50 basis. It is not 
the Federal Government going in and 
paying 100 percent of these new tech- 
nologies, it is a 50-50 basis. 

This bill also strengthens and en- 
hances an existing EPA program by au- 
thorizing the testing of these new tech- 
nologies at Federal facilities. And we 
have plenty of those which are cur- 
rently listed on the major Superfund 
list which is called the Superfund na- 
tional priority list. 

Finally, the bill addresses an issue 
which is very important to our Nation 
and that is to help small business with 
the tools necessary to deal with envi- 
ronmental compliance. 

A typical case would be up in our 
State, where we have these electric 
jewelry platers, where they are plating 
jewelry and the wastes from that have 
presented a terrible problem for this 
industry to deal with. So that is a 
small industry. These are all very, very 
small independently owned businesses. 
Under this legislation, small business 
would be given a hand in addressing 
these pollution problems that the busi- 
nesses deal with, not, again, with the 
Federal Government paying all the 
money. 

I held a small business and the envi- 
ronment workshop in Rhode Island last 
November. This was one of the prob- 
lems that the small businesses raised. 
They wanted to deal with these envi- 
ronmental regulations, but just found 
they could not afford the technology 
that is necessary to develop to deal 
with these problems. 

That is addressed here in this legisla- 
tion. It authorizes EPA to set aside 25 
percent funding for small business con- 
cerns. And, in addition, the EPA is di- 
rected to provide environmental tech- 
nical assistance and support to small 
business through the existing agency 
which is the National Institute of 
Standards which has manufacturing 
technology centers. 

So, Mr. President, the bill before us 
today addresses two major concerns to 
the American people. First, the need 
for a strong economy. We all want that 
and we think we can have a strong 
economy and stil have a clean envi- 
ronment, as the chairman mentioned 
in his opening remarks. The second 
point echoes that and that is to have a 
healthy environment. We want to pass 
on this country of ours in better shape, 
and hopefully the world likewise, in 
better shape than we found it from an 
environmental point of view. 

Innovative environmental tech- 
nologies we believe will save America 
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millions in tax dollars. We believe it 
will increase exports, because the de- 
mand for these technologies across the 
world in the developed nations and, in- 
deed, in the underdeveloped nations to 
help wrestle with these problems they 
have and how to solve them creates a 
tremendous opportunity for exports 
from this country when we have devel- 
oped the technology here. 

We believe it will help create jobs 
and help ensure the protection of our 
limited natural resources. The question 
certainly is not whether we need an en- 
vironmental strategy but how will it be 
structured and implemented. We be- 
lieve that S. 978 provides the frame- 
work for going forward on this. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I first 
thank my very good friend, the Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE]. 
He has worked very hard on this legis- 
lation. He supports it very strongly, 
obviously. He is a very good colleague 
to work with as ranking member of the 
committee. I just wanted to take the 
time to thank him for his very hard 
work. 

I also thank the Senator from Con- 
necticut, [Mr. LIEBERMAN]. A large part 
of this bill exists because of Senator 
LIEBERMAN's efforts. He has been a very 
strong advocate of greater American 
competitiveness generally, particularly 
greater environmental technology 
competitiveness. The citizens of Con- 
necticut should know they have a very 
good Senator in Senator LIEBERMAN. 
He has done a great job. 

I must say the same for Senator MI- 
KULSKI, the Senator from Maryland. 
She has talked to me on several occa- 
sions about the need for this bill. She, 
too, sees how we Americans must work 
more vigilantly to promote environ- 
mental technology. 

I have an anecdote to pass on here 
which I think somewhat illustrates the 
need for this legislation. Last summer 
I was in Japan, and I scheduled a meet- 
ing with one of the Vice Ministers of 
MITI. I was all armed to talk about 
trade differences between our two 
countries. A framework agreement was 
not yet agreed to, obviously, but there 
were a lot of trade tensions between 
our two countries. 

I sat down with the Vice Minister, 
and the first question he asked me—the 
only question he asked me—was: What 
are tae provisions of the bill you intro- 
duced, the Environmental Technology 
Act? He was very interested in the pro- 
visions of a bill I introduced, this bill, 
early last summer. It was introduced 
about 2 months before I met him. He 
said to me, This is probably one of the 
most important efforts you can under- 
take." He wanted to know all the pro- 
visions of it, the details of it. 

I confess, Mr. President, I was not 
well prepared to discuss all the provi- 
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sions of this bill because I assumed we 
were going to talk about trade. After 
all, he is the Vice Minister in charge of 
trade. It just became very apparent to 
me, if the vice minister of MITI is very 
interested in the National Environ- 
mental Technology Act, and that is 
really all he wanted to talk about, then 
maybe we are onto something here. In 
talking to other officials in other coun- 
tries, one can glean that they, too, in 
their countries are pushing environ- 
mental technology. 

A little later, after visiting the Vice 
Minister of MITI, I was in China. I 
spent over an hour with the second 
daughter of Deng Xiaoping, Deng Nan. 
She for that hour talked to me about 
one subject and one subject only. She 
had a whole sheaf of papers on environ- 
mental problems in China. She would 
list the areas where China is slipping 
greater than in other areas, whether it 
is air, water, or waste. All she cared 
about were environmental problems in 
China. 

Another man I met with, one of the 
major Ministers in China, gave prob- 
ably the most comprehensive, most ar- 
ticulate, most thoughtful presentation 
I have ever heard from anyone on any 
subject on environmental problems in 
China. He would list each of the areas 
where they are making progress and 
where they are slipping. He admitted 
to me—in fact, he volunteered to me 
that China is, overall, experiencing a 
loss in addressing environmental prob- 
lems. It is a tremendous problem they 
have. As China grows to deal with the 
problems of the late 20th century and 
the 21st century, grappling with rapid 
economic growth, especially in the 
south and western provinces, they were 
struggling to deal with the explosion in 
environmental problems let alone in- 
frastructure problems. There is a major 
opportunity for the United States to 
market these environmental tech- 
nologies not only in China but other 
countries of the world. 

I strongly urge us as a country, after 
we adopt this bill, to work very aggres- 
sively to maintain American pre- 
eminence in this area. 

Mr. President, I might say the Presi- 
dent of the United States sent me a let- 
ter strongly supporting this bill. He 
has been a leader in pushing environ- 
mental technology as has, certainly, I 
must say, the Vice President. I know of 
no one who is a more ardent advocate 
and more perceptive advocate of the 
need to pursue this area than our Vice 
President. I ask unanimous consent to 
have that letter from the President 
printed in the RECORD along with many 
letters here from groups that support 
this legislation: Environmental Busi- 
ness Council, Environmental Defense 
Fund, the World Wildlife Fund, the 
Hazardous Waste Action Coalition, 
Microelectronics and Computer Tech- 
nology Corp., the National Roundtable 
of State Pollution Prevention Pro- 
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grams—I have a long list here. I will 
not burden the Senate by reading all of 
the names. But there are many letters 
in support. I ask unanimous consent 
they, too, be printed in the RECORD. 


There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, March 4, 1994. 
Hon. MAX BAUCUS, 
Chairman, Committee on Environment and Pub- 
lic Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 


DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Over the past 
month’s, the Administration has worked 
with the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works on S. 978, the National Envi- 
ronmental Technology Act of 1993, which you 
introduced to promote development and use 
of “green” technologies. I am pleased that 
we have been able to work together with you 
and your colleagues to refine the legislation, 
and understand that you hope to take this 
revised version of the bill to the Senate floor 
soon. I support your proposed substitute as a 
legislative framework for the Environmental 
Protection Agency's contribution to the Ad- 
ministration's overall strategy for promot- 
ing environmental technologies. I look for- 
ward to working with you and other mem- 
bers of Congress through the remainder of 
the legislative process to come to agreement 
on environmental technologies legislation 
that can be quickly enacted and imple- 
mented. 


The development and deployment of envi- 
ronmental technologies are an essential part 
of the Administration's commitment to cre- 
ating jobs and strengthening the economy 
while restoring and protecting the environ- 
ment. I want to thank you and the other co- 
sponsors of S. 978 for your leadership in this 
area. Working together, I believe we can 
achieve our common environmental and eco- 
nomic goals. 

Sincerely, 
BILL CLINTON. 


ENVIRONMENTAL BUSINESS COUNCIL 
OF THE UNITED STATES, INC., 
Washington, DC, March 14, 1994. 
Senator MAX BAUCUS, 
U.S. Senate, Committee on Environment and 
Public Works, Washington, DC. 


DEAR SENATOR BAUCUS: I am pleased to en- 
dorse your bill S. 978, National Environ- 
mental Technology Act of 1994, on behalf of 
the Environmental Business Council of the 
United States, Inc. (EBC-US). 


This legislation, supported by the Clinton/ 
Gore Administration, will substantially as- 
sist in the development of innovative envi- 
ronmental technology in the United States 
and materially aid in the diffusion of this 
technology globally. 


S. 978 is a vital piece of the effort to bol- 
ster the US environmental industry domesti- 
cally as a prelude to export. Additionally, S. 
978 provides the authority to the US Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency for its Envi- 
ronmental Technology Initiative, a key pro- 
gram to form working partnerships between 
government and the private sector for inno- 
vative environmental technologies. 


On behalf of our member companies and in- 
stitutions, I want to thank you for your 
leadership on this important legislation. 

Sincerely, 
DONALD L. CONNORS, 
President. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND, 
New York, NY, March 11, 1994. 
Hon. MAX BAUCUS, 
Chairman, Committee on Environment and Pub- 
lic Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN BAUCUS: I am writing in 
support of your proposed substitute for S. 
978, the National Environmental Technology 
Act of 1993, which you introduced to promote 
environmentally-superior technologies. I am 
particularly pleased with the special atten- 
tion the bill gives to promoting source re- 
duction technologies, which as you know, 
hold the most promise for cost-effective pro- 
tection of human health and the environ- 
ment. 

Thank you and the other co-sponsors of 
5.978 for your leadership in this important 
area. We look forward to working with you 
and other members of Congress as this bill 
moves through the legislative process. 

Yours truly, 
FRED KRUPP. 
WORLD WILDLIFE FUND, 
Washington, DC, March 23, 1994. 
Hon. MAX BAUCUS, 
Chairman, Environment and Public Works Com- 
mittee, Washington, DC 

DEAR CHAIRMAN BAUCUS: I am writing in 
support of the floor substitute for the Na- 
tional Environmental Technology Act of 
1994” (S. 978). We at World Wildlife Fund feel 
that S. 978 does an excellent job of providing 
the fundamental structure needed to pro- 
mote environmental technologies. 

The $401 validation program is an excellent 
way to encourage cleaner, more effective and 
less costly technologies by allowing any ven- 
dor to apply for verification, and then mak- 
ing information regarding all such verified 
technologies readily available to industries, 
consumers, and those who draft regulations 
and permits. 

We appreciate your understanding and ac- 
knowledgement of the important role that 
pollution prevention planning can play in 
building in a healthy and environmentally 
sustainable economy. While many laws allow 
for changes in products and processes as a 
means of meeting standards, historically 
these laws have not made preventive meas- 
ures a priority, nor have they encouraged 
the use of preventive measures instead of 
end-of-the-pipe solutions. If the United 
States is to remain an international indus- 
trial leader, our country must develop and 
deploy & wide array of new, efficient, and en- 
vironmentally sound technologies. We feel 
that S. 978 can provide the economic and 
technical assistance necessary to help U.S. 
companies map their way through seemingly 
rough and previously uncharted waters. 

Thank you for introducing this extremely 
important piece of legislation. We know that 
you and many of your colleagues have long 
been proponents of pollution prevention 
measures, and we are pleased to help you in 
your efforts. 

Sincerely, 
FRANCES H, IRWIN, 
Director, 
Pollution Prevention Programs. 
HAZARDOUS WASTE 
ACTION COALITION, 
Washington, DC, March 10, 1994. 
Re: Senate Bill S. 978, The National Environ- 
mental Technology Act of 1994 (NETA). 


Hon. MAX BAUCUS, 

Chairman, Senate Committee on Environment 
and Public Works, Hart Senate Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR Baucus: The Hazardous 

Waste Action Coalition (HWAC), an associa- 
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tion of over 110 leading engineering and 

science firms practicing in hazardous waste 

management, strongly supports the proposed 

National Environmental Technology Act of 

1994, Senate Bill S. 978. This bill links 

growth in environmental technology devel- 

opment to the economic future of the United 

States and to the health of the global envi- 

ronment. HWAC commends your leadership 

on this critical environmental and economic 
issue. 

HWAC member firms employ over 75,000 
trained and experienced hazardous waste 
professionals in over 500 offices nationwide 
and provide over 75% of the hazardous waste 
consulting services in this country. Our 
member firms have made significant com- 
mitments and investments into innovative 
cleanup technology research and develop- 
ment, and they continue to build expertise 
as environmental technology developers,“ 
“testers” and "implementers," 

Since NETA was originally proposed on 
May 18, 1993, President Clinton has voiced 
his support for and commitment to increas- 
ing the export of U.S. environmental tech- 
nologies. Through your leadership, NETA 
crystallizes this vision into a plan of action. 
HWAC is particularly pleased with the em- 
phasis placed on government-industry part- 
nerships in the revised bill. Additionally, 
Subtitle B of Title IV, Technical Assistance 
to Small Business in Coordination with Ex- 
isting Programs, helps small businesses to 
comply with complex environmental require- 
ments and constructively addresses the dif- 
ficulties encountered by small businesses in 
applying new environmental technologies to 
achieve their source reduction and environ- 
mental compliance needs. 

Finally, HWAC believes that coordinating 
research, development and testing (RD&T) 
efforts government-wide will greatly en- 
hance the effectiveness of tax dollars spent 
on environmental technology RD&T. The 
EPA-lead approach outlined in S. 978 offers 
the best opportunity to maximize invest- 
ment into environmental technology RD&T. 
Other nations encourage RD&T to an extent 
that allows their industries to effectively 
compete in the global marketplace. Under 
your aegis, NETA establishes the framework 
for reducing the existing trade imbalance 
with other countries. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK S. WALLER, 
President, HWAC, Chairman, 
Woodward-Clyde Group, Inc. 
MICROELECTRONICS AND 
COMPUTER TECHNOLOGY CORP. 
Washington, DC., March 11, 1994. 

Hon. MAX Baucus, 

Chairman, Committee on Environment and Pub- 
lic Works, Dirksen Building, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to ex- 
press my support for your proposed sub- 
stitute for S. 978, the National Environment 
Technology Act of 1993. 

I am aware of many instances in which in- 
dividual firms or groups of companies are un- 
able, for reasons of market risk, cost, etc., to 
develop, test, commercialize, or implement 
promising environmental technologies. This 
is true even though industry is increasingly 
aware that consumer preferences, domestic 
regulation, foreign environmental legisla- 
tion and other factors are demanding 
"greener'" products and processes, and creat- 
ing new markets for environmental tech- 
nologies. Your bill provides a means through 
which the private sector can join with the 
Government to overcome existing barriers 
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and seize promising opportunities. By so 
doing, the proposed legislation can make an 
important contribution to the development 
of environmental technology in the U.S., to 
the benefit of both our environment and our 
economy. 

It has been a pleasure working with you 
and your staff in the development of S. 978, 
and I look forward to further collaboration. 

Sincerely, 
Dr. CRAIG I FIELDS. 
NATIONAL ROUNDTABLE OF STATE 
POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAMS, 
March 9, 1994. 
Hon. MAX BAUCUS, 
Chairman, Committee on Environment and Pub- 
lic Works, Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Board of Direc- 
tors of the National Roundtable of State Pol- 
lution Prevention Programs fully supports S. 
978's initiatives to develop cleaner tech- 
nologies and broader deployment of existing 
technologies which prevent or reduce the 
generation of pollution. The Roundtable's 
Board of Directors believes the bill will put 
in valuable programs directed at making our 
Nation's technology base more environ- 
mentally advanced through pollution pre- 
vention. 

The National Roundtable is the largest or- 
ganization in the United States dedicated 
solely to the purpose of eliminating or reduc- 
ing the generation of waste from industrial 
operations. Our 80 member offices, represent- 
ing nearly every state, plus dozens of coun- 
ties and cities, have successfully assisted 
thousands of businesses in implementing 
source reduction technologies. 

The Roundtable believes it can provide 
"hands on" experience in implementing the 
development of a national strategy, manage- 
ment of a national clearinghouse, dissemi- 
nating information, and providing technical 
assistance directly to small businesses. Im- 
provements in the use of technology and raw 
materials can reduce waste generation and 
the associated costs of waste treatment and 
disposal to small businesses. We provide a 
service American businesses can take to the 
bank—and the environment benefits in the 
process. 

Thank you for the opportunity to com- 
ment on S. 978. I would be pleased to discuss 
how the National Roundtable can participate 
in implementing this legislation, and to an- 
swer any questions you might have. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES LOUNSBURY, 
Illinois Department of Energy and Natural 
Resources, and Executive Director of the 
National Roundtable. 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF METAL FINISHERS, 
Washington, DC, March 17, 1994. 
Re: Senate Bill 978. 


Hon. MAX BAUCUS, 
Hart Senate Office Building, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BAUCUS: In May of 1993, the 
National Association of Metal Finishers tes- 
tified before the Environment and Public 
Works Committee regarding the National 
Environmental Technology Act of 1993", S. 
978. At that time the Association joined 
other business sector witnesses in pointing 
out issues that might impede opportunities 
for development of environmental tech- 
nologies, especially those related to or en- 
couraging small business participation. 

The Association has recently had the op- 
portunity to review the discussion draft 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
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that we understand will be offered during 
floor debate of this bill. This review along 
with conversations with Environment and 
Public Works Committee staff has reinforced 
our view that S. 978 could provide our indus- 
try and other small business economic sec- 
tors with opportunities to both increase en- 
vironmental protection and business oppor- 
tunities. The Association is especially 
pleased to note that small business provi- 
sions have been maintained and strength- 
ened throughout the bill. 

The National Association of Metal Finish- 
ers therefore wishes to express its support 
for S. 978, especially those portions designed 
to encourage participation of small busi- 
nesses in the development, and just as im- 
portantly, the deployment of innovative, 
cost effective environmental technologies. 
As we did in May, NAMF notes that the pro- 
visions of this legislation should be imple- 
mented in a fashion that augments the suc- 
cessful commercial relationships in our in- 
dustrial sector and others that have provided 
an unmatched record of technical and indus- 
trial innovations over the years. 

Second, while any certainty and objective 
“verification” data on environmental tech- 
nologies will potentially be welcomed by 
technology users, we stress and strongly sup- 
port provisions in Title IV of the legislation 
that make it clear that listing“ or verifica- 
tion will not imply or compel standards or 
technology changes in existing regulatory 
programs other than through normal statu- 
tory or regulatory evaluation and standards 
review processes. The debate and the provi- 
sions should make clear that listing“ will 
not create de factor technological or regu- 
latory benchmarks, that the verification 
evaluations will inherently be limited in 
scope not intended to demonstrate tech- 
nologies for industrial categories or regu- 
latory standards. 

NAMF appreciates the fact that this legis- 
lation by the Congress of the true future of 
environmental policy based on alternatives 
to command and control regulation, includ- 
ing innovation, clean technologies and in- 
centives for business and technology driven 
solutions to environmental problems. As a 
related task, the Association suggests that 
the “Environmental Technology Strategy” 
envisioned by the bill should make a priority 
of its legislative charge to 
* * identify, * * * regulatory and other 
barriers to, and incentives for, development, 
utilization * * * of environmental  tech- 
nologies." 

We hope that our comments have added 
constructive elements to this initiative. This 
industry has taken and intends to take many 
other steps to insure that our basic manufac- 
turing process utilizes and is a part of envi- 
ronmental technology development and de- 
ployment. 

Please contact NAMF for any further in- 
formation or assistance that we may be able 
to provide. The Association looks forward to 
further cooperation with the Congress on 
this vital subject. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM A. SONNTAG, Jr., 
Director, Government Relations. 


INSTITUTE OF CLEAN AIR COMPANIES, 
Washington, DC, March 18, 1994. 
Hon. MAX BAUCUS, 
Chairman, Committee on Environment and Pub- 
lic Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Institute of 
Clean Air Companies, Inc., on behalf of the 
U.S. air pollution control industry, is 
pleased to endorse your bill, the “National 
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3 Technology Act of 1994," (S. 
8). 

As you know, the Institute represents sup- 
pliers of the full range of air pollution con- 
trols and emission monitoring devices for all 
types of stationary sources and emissions. 
These controls include technologies to pre- 
vent pollution in the first place, and post- 
combustion controls ranging from biofilters 
to selective catalytic reduction systems. 

Recent government reports co-sponsored 
by ICAC show that implementation of the 
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 is creat- 
ing tens of thousands of well-paid, high-tech 
jobs in the U.S. And our industry ís cur- 
rently generating a trade surplus, albeit a 
small one, with great potential for export 
growth. 

S. 978 recognizes the compatibility of clean 
air and a healthy economy. It will spur de- 
velopment of innovate air pollution clean-up 
and prevention technologies, thereby helping 
to meet environmental goals as well as the 
needs of regulated industry for cost-effective 
control options. 

The Institute is especially for the careful 
attention you and your staff gave to our 
viewpoints in drafting your bill. We look for- 
ward to continuing our good working rela- 
tionship, and applaud your leadership on this 


important legislation. 
Sincerely, 
JEFFREY C. SMITH, 
Executive Director. 
SAFETY-KLEEN, 


Elgin, IL, April 18, 1994. 

Senator MAX BAUCUS, 

U.S. Senate Committee on Environmental and 
Public Works, Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Safety-Kleen, a For- 
tune 500 corporation, is the world's largest 
recycler of contaminated industrial and 
automotive fluids, as well as the largest re- 
refiner of used oil. We are proud to have 
built a sales and service system able to reach 
some 50,000 business facilities around the 
world, the majority of which are small busi- 
nesses. Our goal is to continue to build and 
improve upon this system, aggressively pro- 
moting technologies and services which offer 
pollution prevention benefits. 

We have been following closely progress in 
Congress on S. 978, the Environmental Tech- 
nologies Act of 1994 and endorse rapid action 
by the Congress. We do not favor unneces- 
sary government intervention in the market- 
place. There are several reasons, however, 
why this legislation is constructive. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency programs 
have fostered development of environmental 
enterprises which represent products and 
services second to none in the world. At the 
same time, the environmental industry is by 
its nature heavily regulated and we face a 
complex array of permitting and other gov- 
ernment programs at the federal, state and 
international level. Moreover, the industry 
is not adequately recognized as an important 
commercial sector in its own right so that it 
can be understood and evaluated as indus- 
tries with their own SIC codes are. Because 
of these realities, it is important that Con- 
gress endorse focusing regulations, tech- 
nology research and trade promotion pro- 
grams so that they are likely to meet real 
market needs. It is clearly appropriate for 
Congressional policy to maximize the pros- 
pect that U.S. firms can continue to develop 
and to project their comparative advantage 
in environmental technologies and services 
into export markets. 

As we see the world environmental market 
grow in size of $300 billion or more, the goal 
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must be no less than securing undisputed 
world pre-eminence for the United States in 
environmental technology and services. This 
can be achieved not through government di- 
rection, but through constructive focusing of 
diverse activities in ways such as those set 
forth in S. 978. The by-product will be growth 
in U.S. jobs and exports as well as continued 
development of technologies that provide an 
environment for U.S. corporate initiative 
and leadership. The right kind of legislative 
focus can help environmental industries and 
manufacturing companies who want to im- 
prove their productivity and competitiveness 
through cleaner manufacturing technologies 
and management systems. Without creating 
new agencies or major programs, 8.978 offers 
a vehicle to help companies that deal in a 
heavily regulated environment more effec- 
tively to develop and market new tech- 
nologies. The research and verification pro- 
visions can provide a potentially valuable 
vehicle for ensuring that the expertise in 
many key agencies is appropriately brought 
to bear and strategically deployed to guide 
entrepreneurs and investors in developing 
cleaner technologies. 

In short, this can be a particularly produc- 
tive legislative output at a time when the fu- 
ture success of environmental protection and 
sustainable development programs depends 
on U.S. corporate leadership. I would be 
pleased to discuss specific issues or questions 
with you at your convenience. Thank you for 
your continued leadership in this important 
area. 


Sincerely, 
HANK HABICHT, 
Senior Vice President. 
3M ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING 
AND POLLUTION CONTROL, 
St. Paul, MN, March 18, 1994. 

Hon. MAX BAUCUS, 

Chairman, Committee on the Environment and 
Public Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On behalf of 3M, I 
would like to add our support to your pro- 
posed substitute for the National Environ- 
mental Technology Act, S. 978. Your pro- 
posal is a critical step in the path that will 
lead America to a sustainable future. No 
matter what actions are taken by Congress 
or American industry, without a strong foun- 
dation of environmentally responsible tech- 
nology, we will never achieve our goal of an 
environmentally sustainable future. 

We at 3M are proud of the environmental 
accomplishments which our employees have 
achieved in the past and are confident that 
their future actions will enable us to attain 
our future goals of zero releases" and sus- 
tainable growth. The development and im- 
plementation of environmentally responsible 
technologies has brought us to where we are 
today and will carry us to an even higher 
level of environmental performance in the 
future. 

The strong support and coordinated effort 
from the Federal Government that is created 
through your legislation will substantially 
enhance and augment the significant envi- 
ronmental technology efforts that are cur- 
rently being put forth by American industry. 

There are a few minor enhancements that 
we believe would strengthen this legislation 
and place it in more direct alignment with 
the path that is being followed by American 
industry. Our comments are attached. 

I and my staff stand ready to work with 
you and your Committee in moving this 
critically needed legislation into reality. If 
there is anything that we can do to support 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


your efforts or if you have questions or need 
additional information, please contact me at 
your convenience, 
With warmest regards, 
DR. ROBERT P. BRINGER, 
Staff Vice President. 
UNION CARBIDE CORP., 
Danbury, CT 
Hon. MAX BAUCUS, 
Chairman, Committee on Environment and Pub- 
lic Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN BAUCUS: On behalf of 
Union Carbide Corporation, I am writing in 
support of the basic concepts embodied in S. 
978, 'The National Environmental Technology 
Act of 1994. This bill would, for example, pro- 
vide a funding avenue to pursue innovative 
technology that could have application to 
our remediation of waste sites. Also, the 
ability to learn from the experiences of oth- 
ers has a great deal of appeal. 

Union Carbide’s key corporate values in- 
clude Technology Excellence, and Health, 
Safety and Environmental Excellence. The 
fulfillment of these values often incorporates 
the development of world-leading chemicals 
and plastics process technologies which offer 
superior energy efficiency and environ- 
mental performance when compared to other 
competing processes. Our latest generations 
of process technology have been designed for 
enhanced safety and environmental perform- 
ance. These attributes are of significant 
commercial advantage in the global market- 
place. 

A case in point is our UNIPOL® process for 
making polyethylene plastic resins. This 
technology has revolutionized the entire 
plastics industry, and enabled the United 
States to become the world leader in the $30 
billion worldwide polyethylene industry. 
UNIPOL® also represents a major improve- 
ment in environmental and safety perform- 
ance over conventional technology. Since its 
introduction, it has resulted in energy, oper- 
ating, and raw material cost savings of near- 
ly $7 billion. It uses less energy, produces 
virtually no hazardous wastes, reduces emis- 
sions to the environment, operates at lower, 
thus safer, temperatures and pressures and 
produces a superior product. Union Carbide's 
President and Chief Operating Officer, Dr. 
William H. Joyce, recently received a Na- 
tional Medal of Technology from President 
Clinton for his pioneering work in develop- 
ing and commercializing UNIPOL®. It is, we 
believe, a classic example of design for en- 
vironment.” 

It is important that the definition of ‘‘en- 
vironmental technology” recognize the drive 
to integrate environmental performance into 
the design of products and processes. Under 
the definition in the proposed substitute 
amendment, we are not sure that an example 
like UNIPOL® could qualify for development 
support. While enhanced safety and environ- 
mental performance is integral to our ad- 
vanced process technology, it is not nec- 
essarily the “primary purpose.” Performance 
for the intended use, product quality, and 
cost are often the primary reasons why a 
process technology exists. Yet it may yield 
significant added value by virtue of its envi- 
ronmental characteristics. We believe that 
the definition from the bill as originally re- 
ported by the Committee is more helpful in 
spurring development of process technology 
with inherently superior safety and environ- 
mental performance. 

We applaud your interest in promoting fur- 
ther development of environmental tech- 
nology. Good ideas indeed do not reach the 
market because of insufficient funding. We 
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hope that the Senate can approve a bill that 
truly accomplishes the vision that we share 
with you. 
Sincerely, 
RON VAN MYNEN, 
Vice President, 
Health, Safety, and Environment. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, over 2 
years ago, I made a pledge to Maryland 
residents. My pledge was to continue 
the fight for jobs today and jobs tomor- 
row. Today I stand to support the pas- 
sage of the National Environmental 
Technologies Act or NETA, of which I 
am an original cosponsor. I urge my 
colleagues to pass this important piece 
of legislation and take another step to- 
ward creating the jobs of tomorrow. 

With the passage of the National En- 
vironmental Technology Act, we will 
create an important catalyst for pub- 
lic-private partnerships to develop en- 
vironmental technologies that will 
produce new products. Products that 
will mean jobs today and jobs tomor- 
row. 

The potential in environmental tech- 
nologies is endless. New technologies 
to clean up Superfund sites. Products 
developed without the use of lead. New 
products made from recyclable goods. 
The list goes on and on. 

Almost every report in the environ- 
mental technology area says this mar- 
ket is ready to explode with growth. 
Right now it’s estimated at $200 bil- 
lion. It’s expected that market will be 
over $300 billion by the year 2000. It’s 
estimated there are 1.7 million jobs 
worldwide in the environmental indus- 
try right now. Imagine what that will 
mean for future jobs if the industry 
grows by $100 billion. 

But Mr. President, we are falling far 
behind our competitors. I don’t want to 
see another country steal this oppor- 
tunity. And you know that’s what they 
are trying to do. 

The European Community has al- 
ready set up agencies to study the 
technological future. Germany spends 
23 percent of its R&D budget environ- 
mentally. And Japan is spending over 
$4 billion to develop its environmental 
research. 

It’s time for the United States to 
take a leadership position. By passing 
this bill, we can get out in front. 
That’s why I originally introduced this 
bill in the last Congress, and why I was 
so pleased to join with Senator BAU- 
CUS, chairman of the Environment and 
Public Works Committee, and Senator 
LIEBERMAN, to reintroduce this legisla- 
tion. 

I don’t want this country to import 
ideas from abroad. I want this country 
to become the Jolly Green Giant of the 
21st century. I want it to export Amer- 
ican ideas, American technologies, and 
American products. We need to do this 
now. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
rise in strong support of S. 978, the Na- 
tional Environmental Technologies 
Act. The bill will assist and promote 
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the further development of key envi- 
ronmental technologies. It is a crucial 
step forward both for the sake of our 
economy and for the environment. En- 
vironmentally sound business is an im- 
portant growth sector in my State and 
throughout the country. The Federal 
Government can play a positive role in 
promoting this sector, especially by as- 
sisting the development of critical en- 
vironmental technologies. I would like 
to commend Chairman BAUCUS for his 
leadership in brining this bill to the 
floor. I hope it will pass and can be 
signed into law by the President this 
year. 

I am especially pleased that we have 
been able to clarify the important role 
of small businesses in this bill. The 
minimum allocation now in the bill for 
small firms' participation in the re- 
search and development partnerships 
that are authorized in title II rep- 
resents a necessary acknowledgement 
of the leading role that small busi- 
nesses already are playing in the envi- 
ronmental technology sector. On behalf 
of myself and a number of other mem- 
bers of the Small Business Commit- 
tee—Chairman BUMPERS and Senators 
LAUTENBERG,  MOSELEY-BRAUN, and 
HEFLIN—who joined me during the past 
week in urging this special emphasis 
on small business participation, I 
thank the chairman for his cooperation 
in working out the small-business lan- 
guage. 

There is no question that there is a 
dual role for the Federal Government 
in ensuring that continued economic 
growth occurs in a manner that is con- 
sistent with protection of the environ- 
ment: 

Government must regulate prudently 
to prevent environmental degradation; 
and Government can also play an im- 
portant role in guiding the develop- 
ment of clean technologies, clean ways 
of doing business. 

Experience shows us that markets by 
themselves do not promote sustainable 
development. 

This bil puts the United States on 
the right path toward promoting envi- 
ronmentally sound business in the fol- 
lowing ways: 

First, it will seek to coordinate the 
Federal Government's budget, policies 
and activities related to environmental 
technologies; second, it will provide 
seed money to fund private sector re- 
search and development of innovative 
environmental technologies; third, it 
will reduce market barriers to the de- 
velopment and utilization of environ- 
mental technologies; and fourth, it will 
collect and disseminate information re- 
garding environmental technologies. 

Mr. President, I believe the major 
role for small businesses that is now 
guaranteed in the bill is key both to 
the environmental and to the economic 
goals of the bill. We know that it is 
small firms that are generating the 
majority of new ideas and new jobs 
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throughout the economy. But small 
firms also are clearly on the cutting 
edge of this particular field of environ- 
mental technology. The rate of innova- 
tion by small firms in the environ- 
mental technology sector far exceeds 
that of large firms. 

Robert Sussman, Deputy Adminis- 
trator of EPA, testified during the En- 
vironment and Public Works Commit- 
tee's hearing on this bill to the impor- 
tance of assisting small businesses. he 
said: 

(T)his is a sector where innovation has 
been driven historically by small companies 
that are not well financed and need support 
from the investment community. Unfortu- 
nately, the venture capitalists have been re- 
luctant, with some exceptions, to commit re- 
sources to the development of new tech- 
nologies. This is one of the reasons why Gov- 
ernment assistance at the R&D and pre-com- 
mercialization stage could be useful in this 
area perhaps to a greater extent than in 
some other sectors. 

My staff discussed this bill with Toby 
Dayton, who is development director 
for the Minnesota Environmental Ini- 
tiative. The initiative is a nonprofit 
educational organization dedicated to 
bringing business, government and citi- 
zens groups together to help solve envi- 
ronmental problems, in part through 
the development of environmentally 
related products and services. 

The initiative is currently working 
with 106 companies to promote the en- 
ergy-efficiency and renewable-energies 
industry. One hundred of those firms 
are small or medium-sized and have 
averaged more than 30 percent annual 
growth during the past 2 years. Mr. 
Dayton said the following: 

Small firms are key to the environmental 
technology industry, and, in fact, that is 
where the majority of growth is coming 
from. An allocation for small businesses in 
the environmental technologies bill would be 
important to making sure they get an oppor- 
tunity to participate. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that I be able to include in the 
RECORD letters I have received from 
Ralph Nader's Government Purchasing 
Project, from Co-op America, from the 
Ozone-Safe Cooling Association, and 
from Minnesota Project Innovation, 
Inc. Each of these organizations testi- 
fies to the importance of a minimum 
allocation for small business participa- 
tion in the projects funded by this bill. 

I would also like to quote from a let- 
ter Ireceived from Donald Cook, who is 
president of Glass Aggregate manufac- 
turing and Engineering Co. of 
Faribault, MN—a company that recy- 
cles rejected glass in my State. Mr. 
Cook was not writing to me with re- 
gard to this particular bill, but he 
urged Federal Government assistance 
to small businesses in the field of envi- 
ronmental technology. Here is what he 
wrote: “We are finding that research 
and development costs are very expen- 


sive, but at the same time, if we do not, 


do these tests, we cannot market our 
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product. So we are struggling at find- 
ing agencies and other businesses to 
help assist us in development of our 
product." I think that not only the 
partnership created in title II of the 
bil but also the technology transfer 
provisions that appear later in the bill, 
will help address the problem pointed 
out in Mr. Cook's appeal. 

Unfortunately, small firms very 
often are unaware of or face obstacles 
to participating in Federal technology 
programs, even when they are the most 
natural constituency for those pro- 
grams. That is why my colleagues from 
the Small Business Committee and I 
felt it was vital to guarantee that 
small businesses, which are at the fore- 
front of environmental technology, be 
guaranteed a major role in this new 
program through an explicit minimum 
allocation for small business participa- 
tion in partnerships with the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency [EPA] dur- 
ing the pre-commercialization research 
and development phase of environ- 
mental technology promotion. 

Finally, Mr. President, as chairman 
of the Small Business Committee's 
Subcommittee on Rural Economy and 
Family Farming, I want to make clear 
that I believe small rural enterprises 
seeking to add value to our renewable 
resources in ways that are consistent 
with environmental protection are key 
to the future of sustainable develop- 
ment in rural America. I hope that this 
bill can benefit many such firms, and I 
intend to closely monitor its imple- 
mentation to see that it does. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
Record, as follows: 

GOVERNMENT PURCHASING PROJECT, 
Washington, DC, May 2, 1994. 
Re National Environmental Technologies 
Act, S. 978. 
Senator PAUL WELLSTONE, 
Hart Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR WELLSTONE: The Govern- 
ment Purchasing Project studies the effect 
of government procurement on the environ- 
ment. We believe that environmentally re- 
sponsible procurement can reduce solid 
waste, conserve energy and prevent pollution 
while saving taxpayers’ dollars and 
leveraging new technologies. 

We are repeatedly contacted by desperate 
small businesses seeking help in obtaining 
funds or technical assistance for launching 
their cutting edge, environmentally respon- 
sible products and processes which are still 
in the precommercial stage. There is an 
amazing lack of federal and private funds 
available for these entities, considering that 
most significant inventions come from small 
businesses. As a result, society suffers be- 
cause significant inventions and improve- 
ments in existing products take many addi- 
tional decades to reach commercial markets 
or never do. 

With the current high costs of doing re- 
search and introducing new products and the 
concentration of markets in a few large com- 
panies, it is the rare invention that is ever 
commercialized. A 25 percent small business 
set aside in S. 978 provides a little federal as- 
sistance to a sector that is ignored in most 
federal legislation. Without a specific small 
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business set aside, the federal funds appro- 
priated for S. 978 will go to large businesses. 

We appreciate your interest in helping 
small businesses assume their rightful posi- 
tion in government programs encouraging 
the development of environmental tech- 


nologies. 
Sincerely, 
ELEANOR J. LEWIS, 
Director. 
CO-OP AMERICA, 
May 3, 1994 


Re National Environmental "Technologies 
Act, S. 978. 

Senator PAUL WELLSTONE, 

Hart Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR WELLSTONE: Co-op America 
is a national nonprofit network of over 1,200 
small socially and environmentally con- 
cerned businesses. These businesses provide 
economic security and jobs for over 16,000 
people and produce $1.2 billion of revenue 
every year. Small business, according to Dun 
and Bradstreet, will provide most of the jobs 
in the future; 60% of the jobs will be provided 
by businesses with fewer than 20 employees. 

As the largest network of small socially 
and environmentally concerned businesses, 
Co-op America would like to emphasize to 
you how important it is that the National 
Environmental Technologies Act include at 
least a 25% set aside for small business (50% 
would be even better) Innovation often 
springs from the very smallest businesses. 

A good example of environmental innova- 
tion by a small business is Ecoprint. 
(Ecoprint's annual gross earnings are 
$850,000.) With a small grant from the EPA, 
Ecoprint created nontoxic printing inks. 
These same inks are now beginning to be 
used industry-wide. 

Another example is the Aveda Corporation, 
which began as a very small company. The 
idea behind Aveda was to manufacture cos- 
metics without artificial preservatives and 
petrochemical products. Everyone said that 
it couldn't be done. Now Aveda has a very 
successful line of cosmetic products . . . and 
an innovative technology which can be re- 
produced. 

As you can imagine, as the largest non- 
profit network of small socially and environ- 
mentally concerned businesses, Co-op Amer- 
ica is constantly contacted by small busi- 
nesses seeking assistance. What these busi- 
nesses are most often seeking is funding— 
usually for an innovative environmental 
product. 

Please don't forget that the telephone—one 
of the most innovative technologies invented 
this century—came out of a small business— 
it consisted of two people and a dog. 

Thank you for supporting a small business 
set aside in S. 978. 

Sincerely, 
ALISA GRAVITZ, 
Executive Director. 
OZONE SAFE COOLING ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. PAUL WELLSTONE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR WELLSTONE: As Executive 
Director of the Ozone Safe Cooling Associa- 
tion (OSCA), I'm writing in support of S. 978, 
the National Environmental Technology Act 
(NETA), I'm pleased to learn that a mini- 
mum allocation for small business has now 
been included in the managers amendment 
to be considered by the Senate. 

As I previously expressed, a guaranteed 
role for small business is essential to the 
economic and environmental goals of NETA. 
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Without & small business set-aside, NETA 
could amount to little more than a vehicle 
for handouts to the large corporations, that 
have caused many of today's environmental 
problems. 

Stimulating development and commer- 
cialization of environmental technology and 
products (ET&Ps) is a vital ingredient to the 
economic and environmental goals of NETA. 
Small businesses are already a driving force 
behind this movement and need to be an in- 
tegral part of NETA. 

Small businesses are more than inventors 
working out of a garage; they include thou- 
sands of taxpaying companies and even mul- 
timillion-dollar enterprises, with scores of 
employees. They are also more innovative 
and cost-effective at developing ET&Ps than 
the muscle-bound industry giants. 

The Ozone Safe Cooling Association rep- 
resents firms like these that face incredible, 
often senseless obstacles, despite offering 
tangible and immediate environmental and 
economic benefits. 

I'd like to thank you for your efforts on be- 
half of our members and other small business 
that actively seek a guaranteed opportunity 
to contribute to America's environmental 
and economic advancement. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES F. MATTIL, 
Executive Director. 
MINNESOTA PROJECT INNOVATION, INC., 
Minneapolis, MN, May 6, 1994. 
Senator PAUL WELLSTONE, 
MARIE MULLER, 
Hart Senate Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MS. MULLER: I am supportive of S. 
978 Environmental Technology Act and spe- 
cifically the amendment to set aside funds 
for small environmental technology busi- 
nesses. 

As the executive director of Minnesota 
Project Innovation, Inc. (MPI), I have en- 
countered numerous clients in the environ- 
mental technology area who have difficulty 
obtaining the necessary financing to grow 
their companies. Typically the companies 
are involved with high-risk technology, 
which precludes them from either debt or eq- 
uity financing opportunities. 

The provisions of this bill enable our cli- 
ents additional opportunities to obtain criti- 
cal funding and technical assistance. At the 
same time, it will encourage a unique busi- 
ness initiation that will foster the develop- 
ment of additional environmental tech- 
nologies. 

Please let me know if I can be of additional 
assistance. 

Sincerely, 
RANDALL D. OLSON, 
Executive Director. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1688 
(Purpose: To add a proposed new safeguard) 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator KERREY of Nebraska and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 


The Senator from Montana [Mr. Baucus], 
for Mr. KERREY, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1688. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
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Annual report including specific bench- 
marks on the success of the program: 

On page 13 on line 6 delete all through line 
9 and replace with the following: 

"(A) description of the research, develop- 
ment and testing conducted under programs 
authorized pursuant to Title II, Title III, and 
Title IV of this Act; 

(B) resources and staff devoted to the pro- 
grams listed under paragraph (A); and 

(C) estimated environmental and economic 
benefits resulting from the programs listed 
under paragraph (A) and the cost of the pro- 
grams." 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this 
amendment adds additional safeguards 
to this bill as well as additional bench- 
marks to evaluate performance of the 
program. I think it is a good amend- 
ment and will enhance both the spirit 
and effect of this bill. I compliment the 
Senator from Nebraska for his im- 
provements. 

This amendment, as I understand it, 
has been cleared on the other side as 
well. 

I urge the adoption of the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. KERREY. I am generally sup- 
portive of this bill. But, Iam concerned 
that someone should be minding the 
store here. I want to make sure that 
there are appropriate safeguards to en- 
sure that the money authorized by this 
legislation is spent wisely and well. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I agree wholeheartedly 
that adequate safeguards are necessary 
to make certain that the monies spent 
on envirotech research and develop- 
ment produce results, and do not just 
disappear into à black hole. In fact, the 
bill contains many checks and balances 
so that the Government will be sure to 
get out as much as it puts into this 
program. 

First, private matching funds are re- 
quired for partnerships with non-Fed- 
eral entities. In most cases, the private 
partner must match the Government 
50-50. Private matching is a strong in- 
centive for technology developers to 
have ideas with real promise. 

Second, the funding provisions of the 
bill are subject to a merit-based com- 
petitive procedure for selection of all 
awards of Government funds. 

Third, the bill requires peer review so 
that EPA will consult with non-Fed- 
eral experts in the course of its work. 
EPA will involve experts from the pri- 
vate sector and academia. 

Fourth, there is a limit on the dura- 
tion of grants and loans by the Federal 
Government for any one technology— 
partnerships with single companies are 
limited to 3 years and with joint ven- 
tures are limited to 5 years. 

Fifth, EPA must report to the Con- 
gress on its activities, and its financial 
and human resources on an annual 
basis. 

Thus, I believe that there are many 
safeguards in the bill to ensure that 
funds are spent and are not wasted. 

Mr. KERREY. I have an amendment 
that would provide further safeguards 
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beyond those you outlined a moment 
ago. My amendment would require that 
in the annual report to Congress, EPA 
must discuss specific benchmarks of 
success of the program. EPA must tell 
us precisely what research and develop- 
ment projects they funded, how much 
financial and human resources were de- 
voted to the various programs author- 
ized in this bill, and most importantly, 
the estimated economic and environ- 
mental benefits and costs of the var- 
ious programs authorized in this bill. I 
think this will be à very useful yard- 
Stick for future evaluation of this pro- 


gram. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I am familiar with the 
Senator's amendment. I believe it 
strengthens the bill in a very concrete 
way. The Senator knows that I believe 
strongly that there must be quantifi- 
able measures of success for the Gov- 
ernment. I understand that the Sen- 
ator's amendment has been cleared by 
both sides. I am happy to include it in 
the bill. And I thank the Senator for 
his contribution to this legislation. 

Mr. KERREY. I thank the Senator 
for working with me to shore up the 
accountability of the Federal Govern- 
ment in this bill. I think this legisla- 
tion is extremely important to the fu- 
ture of the U.S. economy and the envi- 
ronment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1688) was agreed 


to. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Montana yield for a 
question to clarify the definition of en- 
vironmental technology in section 3? 

Mr. BAUCUS. Certainly. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I am concerned that 
the definition of environmental tech- 
nology might be interpreted too broad- 
ly, specifically, that the definition 
might be used to encompass tech- 
nologies developed by the Department 
of Energy. What is the Senator's under- 
standing of the meaning of the term 
environmental technology? 

Mr. BAUCUS. I would be happy to«ex- 
plain the meaning of the term environ- 
mental technology. 

The scope of the definition of envi- 
ronmental technology is limited by re- 
quiring that a technology have as its 
primary purpose the reduction of envi- 
ronmental risks by protecting or en- 
hancing human health and the environ- 
ment through one of three ways—pollu- 
tion control, environmental remedi- 
ation, or design and process changes 
that result in source reduction or recy- 
cling. Furthermore, the technology 
must be identified and listed in the 
multiagency strategy called for under 
title I. 
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So, would nuclear fusion be consid- 
ered an environmental technology be- 
cause, compared to coal burning, it 
would protect and enhance the environ- 
ment by reducing air pollution? No, be- 
cause the primary purpose of fusion is 
to produce energy and not to reduce 
environmental risks. An important 
benefit, and perhaps a motivating 
force, is that fusion would result in a 
cleaner environment by reducing the 
amount of pollutants in the air. But for 
purposes of this legislation, fusion 
would not be covered by this definition 
because its primary purpose is not en- 
vironmental protection. 

Some of the nonenergy technologies 
developed by the Department of En- 
ergy, however, would fit this definition 
of environmental technology. The 
waste cleanup efforts at Department of 
Energy weapons complex sites generate 
innovative technologies that would be 
considered environmental tech- 
nologies. For example, the primary 
purpose of a technology to clean up 
hazardous chemicals is to reduce envi- 
ronmental risks by cleaning up, or 
using the words in the definition, en- 
hancing, the environment through en- 
vironmental remediation. 

To further clarify the types of envi- 
ronmental technologies contemplated 
by this legislation, the definition is 
linked to technologies identified in the 
environmental technology strategy 
called for by title I. 

The strategy is to identify tech- 
nologies that otherwise satisfy the cri- 
teria of this definition but that will 
also address the environmental re- 
quirements of the Nation. All of the 
agencies involved in the development 
of environmental technologies, using 
an open consultative process, are to 
draft the strategy. In this way, the 
strategy will result in a list of tech- 
nologies all the agencies consider to be 
environmental technologies. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank the distin- 
guished chairman for clarifying the 
meaning of the term environmental 
technology. 

Based on what the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Montana said, I understand 
that energy technologies developed by 
the Department of Energy, such as en- 
ergy efficiency or solar or renewable 
technologies, would not be considered 
environmental technologies for pur- 
poses of this legislation. The fact that 
a technology employing solar energy 
may have important environmental 
benefits would not, by itself, render the 
technology an environmental tech- 
nology. This same analysis would apply 
to other energy technologies developed 
by the Department of Energy. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I would like to note 
that the definition would not limit the 
research activities currently being car- 
ried out by other agencies. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I have one addi- 
tional question as it relates to title IV. 

Title IV allows executive agencies 
and private sector entities to verify 
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and evaluate the cost and performance 
of environmental technologies. Each 
group providing verification services is 
required to provide the Environmental 
Protection Agency with the results of 
those verifications and evaluations. 
What will the EPA do with that infor- 
mation? 

Mr. BAUCUS. The Administrator will 
publish that information along with 
similar information it receives from 
the private sector. In the case of infor- 
mation developed by the private sector, 
the EPA will review and certify the ac- 
curacy of the data prior to publication. 
In the case of information developed by 
an executive agency other than the 
EPA, the EPA will not make any such 
review unless requested to do so by the 
agency. The EPA will simply publish 
the information it receives. The EPA, 
however, will only certify the accuracy 
of date it has reviewed. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank the Senator, 
that was also my understanding. I ap- 
preciate the Senator’s work with the 
committee I chair, the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources, on the 
careful crafting of this language and I 
look forward to continuing to work 
with him on the bill. 

Mr. NUNN. I would also like to thank 
both the distinguished chairman from 
Montana and the distinguished chair- 
man from Louisiana for their hard 
work on this legislation and for work- 
ing with me and the members of the 
committee I chair, the Committee on 
Armed Services, in addressing concerns 
we had in this bill. 

Mr. BAUCUS. As this bill creates 
programs that may involve the envi- 
ronmental research activities of both 
the Department of Energy and the De- 
partment of Defense, the participation 
of the Energy and Natural Resources 
and the Armed Services Committees 
was essential to the work of writing 
the legislation. I thank both the distin- 
guished chairman from Louisiana and 
the distinguished chairman from Geor- 
gia for their help in fashioning this leg- 
islation. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The House of Rep- 
resentatives is currently considering 
the companion measure—H.R. 3870, the 
Environmental Technologies Act of 
1994—to this bill. The House Commit- 
tee on Science, Space, and Technology 
reported H.R. 3870 on April 13, 1994. I 
have several concerns with the bill as 
reported. 

H.R. 3870 would establish the defini- 
tion of environmental technology so 
broadly that energy technologies such 
as those involving nuclear power, fu- 
sion, solar, or energy efficiency could 
be considered environmental tech- 
nologies. The term is used throughout 
the bill in ways that are troubling. For 
example, the bill would direct the 
President to prioritize environmental 
technologies in a national environ- 
mental technology strategy. With such 
a broad definition of environmental 


9610 


technology, I fear, the strategy would 
turn into a national energy strategy. 

The bill would direct agencies such 
as the Department of Commerce, the 
Environmental Protection Agency, the 
National Aeronautics and Space Ad- 
ministration and the National Science 
Foundation to carry out energy re- 
search activities that are properly in 
the domain of the Department of En- 
ergy. It is not acceptable to me to cre- 
ate new energy research programs at 
other agencies, especially when fund- 
ing for Department of Energy research 
programs are going down because of 
anxieties over the deficit. 

The House bill would add the Depart- 
ment of Energy Environmental Tech- 
nology Development as a new title. 
This title would establish an environ- 
mental technology program within the 
Department of Energy. The Depart- 
ment of Energy, however, already has 
such a program—a program clearly not 
within the jurisdiction of the Senate 
Environment and Public Works Com- 
mittee. 

To ensure that all of my concerns are 
addressed, I would like the assurance 
from the Senator from Montana that 
he will continue to work with me and 
the members of my committee in fash- 
ioning any environmental technology 
legislation with the House and that he 
will resist those portions of the House 
bill that are contrary to the position 
taken in the Senate bill. 

Mr. NUNN. I too have concerns with 
the House bill, H.R. 3870, as reported, 
and would likewise appreciate the as- 
surance of the distinguished gentleman 
from Montana that he will work with 
me and the members of my committee 
in fashioning environmental  tech- 
nology legislation with the House. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I have found the par- 
ticipation of both the Senator from 
Georgia and the Senator from Louisi- 
ana not only helpful, but essential, in 
crafting S. 978. I not only give my as- 
surance that I will inform and consult 
with both of the distinguished chair- 
men in working with the House on any 
environmental technology legislation, 
I welcome that help and input into 
that process. Our three committees 
have worked closely on this bill. The 
legislation we have crafted will lead to 
better coordinated Federal environ- 
mental programs and to the develop- 
ment of innovative environmental 
technologies. I am pleased with the 
legislation and intend to vigorously de- 
fend the bill in conference with the 
House. I will resist those provisions of 
the House bill that are contrary to the 
agreements we have reached. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Thank you. I ask 
the distinguished Senator from Mon- 
tana his intentions toward the title of 
the House bill that would add the De- 
partment of Energy Environmental 
Technology Development" as a new 
title since there is not a position in the 
Senate bill on this issue. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Mr. BAUCUS. It is impossible to pre- 
dict all of the circumstances that will 
affect the decisions made in con- 
ference, but with that caveat, I intend 
to defer to my distinguished colleague 
from Louisiana and his colleagues on 
the Senate Energy and Natural Re- 
sources Committee and to my distin- 
guished colleague from Georgia and his 
colleagues on the Senate Armed Serv- 
ices Committee as to the wisdom and 
appropriateness of including such a 
program within the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank my distin- 
guished colleague from Montana for 
answering my questions and explaining 
his intentions toward the House bill. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my colleague, Senator 
BAUCUS, the distinguished chairman of 
the Senate Committee on Environment 
and Public Works, in support of S. 978, 
the National Environmental Tech- 
nology Act of 1994. In my view, this 
legislation will greatly advance the ca- 
pabilities of this nation to meet the 
growing demands for environmental 
technologies necessary to accomplish 
the goals of environmental protection 
here at home and throughout the 
world. This legislation will also have 
the positive result of helping spur eco- 
nomic development and jobs creation 
through the opportunities it will afford 
the business community through the 
Federal partnership strategies that are 
an integral part of this bill. 

As chairman of the Senate Commit- 
tee on Small Business, I am very 
pleased that a provision has been in- 
cluded to highlight the role small busi- 
nesses across this country will play in 
meeting the objectives of this legisla- 
tion. I also want to take this oppor- 
tunity to reinforce my support for lan- 
guage in this bill that directs the Ad- 
ministrator to give special consider- 
ation to the needs of small business 
concerns located in areas of pervasive 
poverty. 

During the 100th Congress, I intro- 
duced legislation along with Congress- 
man, now Secretary, Mike Espy which 
established the Lower Mississippi River 
Delta Commission. That Commission 
was charged with the task of inves- 
tigating and reporting to the President 
and to Congress on measures necessary 
to help improve the economy and qual- 
ity of life in those portions of Arkan- 
sas, Mississippi, Louisiana, Tennessee, 
Kentucky, Missouri, and Illinois which 
encompass that area we call the Delta. 

In May 1990, then-Governor Bill Clin- 
ton, Chairman of the Lower Mississippi 
Delta Commission, submitted the Delta 
Commission's final report to President 
Bush and to the Congress. That report, 
in part, describes the delta as that 
which “by statistics constitutes the 
poorest region of the United States of 
America." The final report also took 
note that “the Congressional mandate 
to the Delta Commission directed that 
a broad approach be taken toward the 
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study of regional poverty and economic 
development needs'' and that ‘‘ecologi- 
cal mindfulness and economic develop- 
ment are no longer seen as incompat- 
ible but as indivisible." I believe the 
concepts developed in S. 978 are fully 
compatible with the findings, objec- 
tives, and goals of the Delta Commis- 
sion. 

The Delta Commission report in- 
cluded specific goals and more than 
400 recommendations for action by the 
Federal, State, and local governments. 
It is extremely noteworthy that among 
those recommendations is a call for the 
creation of programs by Federal and 
State agencies to make loans, grants, 
and services to local communities, 
businesses and organizations for the 
purpose of developing environmental 
technologies. That is precisely what 
this bill does. 

In his May 14, 1990 letter to the Presi- 
dent to accompany the final report of 
the Delta Commission, then-Governor 
Bill Clinton stated, 

Being in the vanguard of change need not 
be a distinction limited to the freedom-hun- 
gry citizens of Eastern Europe or Poland or 
the aggressive business people of Singapore 
or Korea. The people of the delta belong in 
that vanguard. They want to be there, and 
they can be if each of us will do our part. 

Mr. Chairman, that was nearly 4 
years ago, but I believe the legislation 
you bring to the floor today is a part of 
that responsibility Bill Clinton stated 
so eloquently. There are more than 8 
million people who live in the delta 
who have ingenuity and energies to 
offer, and the opportunities which are 
inherent in this legislation may well 
serve to allow them a meaningful role 
in the marketplace of ideas. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I commend the Senator 
from Arkansas for his tireless efforts 
to bring careful consideration to the 
challenges of the Lower Mississippi 
River Delta. He is correct that we must 
never forget that there are regions of 
this nation that deserve our special at- 
tention as he has done so thoughtfully 
with his work to establish the Delta 
Commission and as he continues to do 
in helping fulfill the objects of the 
Commission’s report. I share his view 
that this bill is consistent with the ob- 
jectives of that report. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I thank the chairman 
for his comments. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. I had intended 
to offer an amendment today that 
would establish a clear authorization 
of $47 million over 5 years to carry out 
accelerated research and development 
of a new generation of hydropower tur- 
bines. In addition to improving turbine 
efficiency, the research and develop- 
ment would incorporate changes also 
necessary to mitigate environmental 
concerns, particularly those related to 
fish survival. It has come to my atten- 
tion that the Department of Energy 
may already have sufficient authority 
to carry out this kind of R&D. Could I 
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ask the Senator from Wyoming for a 
clarification of the authority of the De- 
partment of Energy to undertake an 
accelerated R&D program to produce 
an efficient, fish-friendly advanced 
hydroturbine? 

Mr. WALLOP. The Department has 
generic authority under the Federal 
Nonnuclear Energy Research and De- 
velopment Act of 1974 to conduct hy- 
dropower research development and 
demonstration of advanced energy 
technologies. Supplementary authori- 
ties to foster the commercialization of 
such renewable energy technologies as 
hydropower are provided in the Renew- 
able Energy and Energy Efficiency 
Technology Competitiveness Act of 
1989 and the Energy Policy Act of 1992. 

The Department thus has sufficient 
general and specific authorities to un- 
dertake with industry the type of coop- 
erative turbine development activity 
that you propose. In fact, according to 
the Department's fiscal year 1995 budg- 
et, during the current fiscal year the 
Department intends to explore whether 
industry is interested in such a cost- 
shared program to develop an ad- 
vanced, turbine design that will mini- 
mize impacts on aquatic ecosystems. It 
is DOE’s current intention to initiate 
such turbine development activities in 
fiscal year 1995. These activities would 
be conducted by the National Engineer- 
ing Laboratory and the Oak Ridge Na- 
tional Laboratory under already exist- 
ing authorities. These authorities also 
are sufficient for the expanded project 
which the Senator is proposing, subject 
to the availability of appropriated 
funds. I am sure the chairman of the 
Energy and Natural Resources Com- 
mittee can confirm my understanding 
of the law is correct. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The Senator from 
Wyoming is correct. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. I thank the Sen- 
ators for this clarification. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I would 
like to take a moment now to again 
thank Senators LIEBERMAN, MIKULSKI, 
CHAFEE, JOHNSTON, NUNN, BINGAMAN, 
WALLOP, and DOMENICI who have 
worked so tirelessly for this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator BAUCUS for his kind comments 
and say what a pleasure it is to work 
with him not only on this measure but 
a host of other measures that come be- 
fore us. He is à wonderful person to 
work with. 

Now, as I understand it, there is an 
amendment that will be considered at 
some other time. Is there a time spe- 
cific set for that? 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest to the Senator from Rhode Island 
we perhaps can resolve this issue by 
suggesting the absence of a quorum for 
a few minutes and possibly we can 
work out a resolution of this matter. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
want to commend the Senator from 
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Montana [Mr. Baucus] and his col- 
leagues for their work on S. 978 and for 
working closely with the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

The Commerce Committee is inter- 
ested in this bill for two reasons. First, 
the committee has long had jurisdic- 
tion over interagency research and de- 
velopment [R&D] programs, such as 
the National Earthquake Hazard Re- 
duction Program and the High-Per- 
formance Computing and Communica- 
tions Initiative. It also oversees the 
White House units which help the 
President coordinate such programs, 
particularly the Office of Science and 
Technology Policy and the National 
Science and Technology Council. 

Title I of S. 978 calls for the Presi- 
dent to create an interagency environ- 
mental technology strategy, a very ap- 
propriate way to ensure agency coordi- 
nation and reduce unnecessary duplica- 
tion. S. 978 refers specifically to exist- 
ing legislation on interagency tech- 
nology strategies, legislation that Sen- 
ator Bingaman and I wrote in 1991 and 
included in the fiscal year 1992 Defense 
Authorization Act. I want to restate 
for the record that while the Defense 
Act was an acceptable vehicle for that 
legislation, subject matter regarding 
interagency research and technology 
activities remains under the jurisdic- 
tion of the Commerce Committee. 

Second, the Commerce Committee 
has a strong interest in industry-led, 
government-aided programs to develop 
new basic civilian technologies. Sev- 
eral proven civilian technology pro- 
grams already exist, most notably the 
Commerce Department's Advanced 
Technology Program. In drafting S. 
978, the Senate faced a balancing act: 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
[EPA] clearly needs to play an impor- 
tant role in the development of envi- 
ronmental technologies, and yet we 
Should take advantage of existing tech- 
nology programs when appropriate and 
not reinvent the wheel or engage in un- 
necessary duplication. I note that title 
II—the title concerning research part- 
nerships—includes formal interagency 
coordination and directs the EPA Ad- 
ministrator to allocate a substantial 
percentage of environment technology 
appropriations for partnerships with 
other Federal agencies. 

I also note that the legislation re- 
quires the EPA Administrator to en- 
sure that research partnerships be se- 
lected under a merit-based, competi- 
tive procedure—that is, through peer 
review. I strongly believe that Federal 
technology awards should be made only 
by peer review and not by politics. I 
have insisted on peer review in Com- 
merce Department technology pro- 
grams, including the Advanced Tech- 
nology Program and the Manufactur- 
ing Technology Centers, and this ap- 
proach has led to high quality awards 
and no pork. I am pleased to see this 
type of process included in S. 978. 
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Mr. President, S. 978 is an important 
bill, and I once again want to thank 
the Environment Committee and its 
chairman for working closely with the 
Commerce Committee. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at 3:30 p.m. 
Monday, the Senate resume consider- 
ation of S. 978; that the only floor 
amendment remaining at that time be 
the Stevens amendment No. 1687, with 
no second-degree amendments in order 
thereto; that there be 30 minutes for 
debate on the amendment, with the 
time equally divided and controlled in 
the usual form; that on Wednesday, 
May 11, upon disposition of S. 1935, the 
Senate then resume consideration of S. 
978 with 10 minutes remaining for de- 
bate on the Stevens amendment No. 
1687 and the time equally divided in the 
usual form; that when the time is used 
or yielded back, without intervening 
action, the Senate vote on or in rela- 
tion to the Stevens amendment No. 
1687; that upon disposition of the Ste- 
vens amendment, without intervening 
action, the committee substitute, as 
amended, be agreed to, the bill read a 
third time, and the Senate vote on pas- 
sage of S. 978, without intervening ac- 
tion. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
on Monday, May 9, upon the use or 
yielding back of time on the Stevens 
amendment No. 1687, the Senate then 
proceed to the consideration of S. 2019, 
the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding that this has the ap- 
proval of Senator STEVENS. 

Mr. BAUCUS. That is my understand- 
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CHAFEE. It is furthermore my 
understanding, Mr. President, that 
Senator MCCAIN, who earlier had indi- 
cated that he had some amendments to 
S. 978, has decided he is not going to 
press with those amendments and, in- 
deed, is not even going to present 
them. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, that is 
my understanding as well. 

Mr. CHAFEE. So that agreement has 
been accepted, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1683 


Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, early this 
morning, we passed, by voice vote, a 
manager's amendment. At that time, I 
asked that two colloquys between Sen- 
ator SIMPSON and me be placed in the 
RECORD after the passage of that 
amendment. It appears in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD for May 5, that the col- 
loquys were inadvertently placed in the 
RECORD prior to the consideration of 
the managers amendment. 

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent 
to include those colloquys in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


Mr. SIMPSON. We earlier passed a managers 
amendment which banned the current prac- 
tice that allowed registered lobbyists to 
write checks to charities designated by Sen- 
ators who have delivered a speech for an hon- 
orarium. This prohibition, however, is lim- 
ited only to lobbyists and registered foreign 
agents. Honoraria speeches can still be made 
under this bill. Appropriate charities can 
still be designated by the Senator making 
the speech. The major change in the law is 
that the payments must not be written or 
tendered by lobbyists or foreign agents. Of 
course, 100 percent of any honoraria must go 
to the charity. I wish to direct this inquiry 
to the author of the bill, Senator LEVIN. On 
February 13, 1992, Senator KENNEDY and I re- 
ceived a ruling from the Senate Ethics Com- 
mittee in regard to our participation in a se- 
ries of broadcasts known as “Face Off" on 
the Mutual Broadcast System. As a result of 
our participation on Face Off," we are able 
to direct $25,000 per year to various chari- 
table causes. We are, of course, prohibited 
from personally keeping one cent of that 
money. The checks to the selected charities 
are received from the broadcast group which 
produces Face Off." The Broadcast Group is 
neither a foreign agent or a registered lobby- 
ist. Would the bill, as amended, in the view 
of the Senator from Michigan, have any ad- 
verse effect on this arrangement? 

Mr. LEVIN. If the Broadcast Group is nei- 
ther a registered lobbyist nor a foreign 
agent, it is my opinion that this bill would 
not in any way change, alter or amend the 
earlier Ethics Committee ruling on that sub- 
ject. 


Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, in the year 
1992 our Senate colleagues directed over 
$500,000 to go to charities as a result of 
speeches which they made. By current law, 
not one cent of those funds went into any 
Member's pockets. In 1991, the amount was 
over $762,000. These funds go to organizations 
such as the Girl Scouts, the Boy Scouts, the 
American Cancer Society, universities, com- 
munity colleges, environmental and Con- 
servation causes, scholarship programs, vet- 
erans groups, and many other worthwhile 
charitable and educational institutions. I be- 
lieve this kind of work which Senators do to 
benefit charities is most commendable. This 
bill would have banned that type of activity 
entirely. I was prepared to offer an amend- 
ment which would have continued current 
law regarding charitable honoraria. Since 
my amendment became known to my old 
friend, Senator CARL LEVIN, the author of 
the legislation, he and I and our respective 
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staff members have engaged in fruitful nego- 
tiations. I think we have achieved a solution 
which will allow these types of worthwhile 
organizations to continue to receive pro- 
ceeds from honoraria. However, since this 
bil is mostly about appearances, and the 
perceived influence of registered lobbyists, 
we have agreed to modifications of the cur- 
rent system. I commend Senator LEVIN and 
his staff for their work in helping to draft 
this resolution. 

As I understand it, provisions in the man- 
agers' amendment would prohibit charitable 
contributions in lieu of honoraria if those 
contributions are made directly by a lobby- 
ist or a registered foreign agency is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. LEVIN, That is correct. 

Mr. SIMPSON. However, I understand that 
nothing in the managers' amendment which 
includes the provisions I requested would 
prohibit a Member from entering into an 
agreement to make a speech, and then to di- 
rect that an honorarium for the speech go to 
appropriate charities so long as the person 
who writes the check to the charity is not a 
registered lobbyist or registered foreign 
agent. Is that correct? 

Mr. LEVIN. That is correct. It is not our in- 
tention to prohibit Senators from directing 
honoraria proceeds to worthy charities. How- 
ever, we do not want the perception to be 
that lobbyists are seeking to influence a 
Senator by contributing to his or her favor- 
ite charity. The entire focus of this bill is to 
avoid that sort of perception. Accordingly, 
the prohibition extends only to lobbyists or 
foreign agents. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I very much appreciate the 
outstanding cooperation I have received 
from my fine friends, Senator LEVIN and 
Senator COHEN, in arriving at a satisfactory 
solution to this matter. 


TRIBUTE TO STEVE GREATHOUSE 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, as everyone 
in this Chamber knows, the American 
Jewish Committee has established a 
distinguished and exemplary record of 
advocating for human rights issues 
throughout the world. Since 1906, the 
committee has worked to protect the 
rights and liberties of all minority 
groups and to strengthen understand- 
ing between diverse racial, ethnic, and 
religious communities. 

Each year in Las Vegas, the commit- 
tee recognizes a Nevadan who, through 
leadership and example, characterizes 
this spirit. I am pleased to announce 
this year, the AJC will be honoring my 
friend, Steve Greathouse, with its pres- 
tigious Institute of Human Relations 
Award. This award will be presented 
May 12 in Las Vegas. 

Steve began his career in Las Vegas 
in 1974. Because of his talent, intel- 
ligence, and energy, he climbed stead- 
ily through ranks of casino manage- 
ment. In 1978, he joined Harrah’s Hotel 
in Reno as the race and sportsbook 
manager. Two years later, he was pro- 
moted to assistant general manager for 
services. 

In 1983, Steve returned to Las Vegas 
to oversee gaming operations at the 
Holiday Casino/Holiday Inn, a Harrah’s 
property on the famous Las Vegas 
Strip. Within 4 years, he was named 
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senior vice president and general man- 
ager of the casino and, in 1990, he was 
promoted to executive vice president of 
Harrah’s Southern Nevada. Recently, 
he was named president of Harrah’s Ca- 
sino Hotels Division. 

This brief though impressive bio- 
graphical sketch represents only a 
small portion of Steve Greathouse's 
achievements. Along the way, he has 
also built a sterling reputation in the 
gaming industry and within the com- 
munity itself for his vision and for his 
willingness to help others. 

As the president of the Nevada Devel- 
opment Authority and as a member of 
the board of directors for the Las 
Vegas Convention and Visitors Author- 
ity, he has led the effort to enhance 
tourism in Nevada and to promote the 
State's attractions for vacationing 
families from throughout the Nation 
and abroad. In this regard, he is an out- 
standing ambassador for our country. 

Whenever a local charity or service 
organization needs assistance, Steve is 
always there to lend a hand. Through 
his participation with the United Way 
and other agencies, he is always there 
to see that those in need have some- 
where to turn. 

I know I join all Nevadans in express- 
ing our congratulations to Steve and 
his wife, Grace, for all they have done 
in our State and for this prestigious 
honor. 

—— 


BE A STAR FESTIVAL—WEST VIR- 
GINIA SCHOOLS FOR DEAF AND 
BLIND 


Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
since the Senate is in session today, I 
could not attend the Be A Star Fes- 
tival in Romney, WV, at the Schools 
for the Deaf and Blind. But I did want 
to commend the students and staff for 
this special event. 

I believe strongly in community serv- 
ice and my years serving in VISTA 
brought me to West Virginia and truly 
changed my life. Last year, I was proud 
to join President Clinton in support of 
the National Community Service Act 
which will encourage public service at 
all levels and all ages. 

Ialso take great pride in reporting to 
my colleagues about the “Be A Star 
Festival’ held today. At this event, 
students and staff from the Schools for 
the Deaf and Blind will be participat- 
ing in community service this morn- 
ing. Planned activities include trash 
pickups to clean local neighborhoods, 
visits to seniors in area nursing homes, 
volunteering at local child care cen- 
ters, and even making dog biscuits to 
help the local humane society. Each 
student will have the chance to con- 
tribute what they can. Despite handi- 
caps of blindness or deafness, each of 
these students is eager—and able—to 
contribute to their community. 

West Virginia has adopted the motto 
of every mountaineer can be a volun- 
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teer, and the West Virginia Schools for 
the Deaf and the Blind are providing 
this with their Be A Star Festival. I 
am very proud of each and every stu- 
dent. 


OBSTETRICS AND GYNECOLOGY 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, as we 
continue our review of the options for 
health care reform, one of the impor- 
tant areas for consideration is the 
quality of health care. In his Presi- 
dential address to the annual meeting 
of the members of the American Col- 
lege of Obstetricians and  Gyne- 
cologists, Dr. Richard S. [Pete] Hollis, 
of Amory, MS described how the qual- 
ity of care physicians’ provide is at an 
all-time high. Dr. Hollis’ commitment 
to excellence in a changing medical 
profession is commendable. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a copy of Dr. Hollis’ speech 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD as follows: 

{From Obstetrics & Gynecology, Jan. 1994] 


CARING: A PRIVILEGE AND OUR 
RESPONSIBILITY 


(By Richard S. Hollis, M.D.) 


When I chose to become a doctor 45 years 
ago, I had very simple, perhaps even naive, 
reasons for choosing a career in medicine. I 
wanted to help people; I wanted to make a 
difference. Of course, I could have accom- 
plished these things as a farmer or a teacher, 
but I chose providing health care as my way 
of caring about people. 

The principles of medical practice are 
based on caring. John Ring, past president of 
the American Medical Association, in a com- 
mencement address at the Georgetown Uni- 
versity School of Medicine in 1992 noted. It 
is no accident that two of the most impor- 
tant words in medicine—the word ‘patient’ 
and the word 'compassion'—come from the 
same Latin root: the verb patior, which 
means to bear a burden." It is the patient 
who carries the burden of illness, but the 
compassionate physician shares that burden, 
lifting it when possible and lightening it 
when that is all that can be done. This shar- 
ing of the burden has always been the hall- 
mark of the medical profession. 


CHANGING MEDICAL ARENA 


Nearly everyone who enters medicine has a 
desire to help someone in need, to be socially 
useful. It is this commonality, this shared 
commitment, that unites us as physicians 
and Fellows of this College. However, there 
is a dramatic difference between the world of 
medicine today and when I first began seeing 
patients. My memory is that of the individ- 
ual doctor doing his or her best, held in high 
esteem by a community that expected the 
physician’s commitment to excellence but 
was realistic about what to expect. Lawsuits 
were very rare, and liability insurance cost 
much less than the rent. There was no doc- 
tor shopping.“ The "hassle factor“ was man- 
ageable. Complex, intrusive regulations and 
paperwork never took priority over patient 
care. 

Please do not misunderstand my nostalgia. 
I am not calling for a return to the good old 
days," especially when I reflect on how ad- 
vances in technology and treatments have 
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benefited our patients. I still remember how 
heartbreaking it was to deliver an 
erythroblastotic infant. And there are ways 
other than the technological in which things 
have improved. When I note how different 
the College is now—with women currently 
representing 24% of our membership and 
nearly half the Junior Fellows female—there 
is no doubt in my mind that we are better for 
the changes of the last few years. 

But there are some disturbing factors in 
this new environment. In balancing the de- 
mands of practicing medicine, it is too easy 
to lose sight of why we entered this profes- 
sion in the first place. Although the quality 
of the care we provide is at an all-time high, 
the way we provide it has suffered. I sense a 
growing frustration within the Fellowship, 
and it is hard not to conclude that the two 
trends are connected. 

In 1987, the American Medical Association 
surveyed more than 4000 physicians who had 
been in practice at least 5 years. Forty-four 
percent said they would not choose medical 
school again.! Within our specialty, there are 
other alarming signals evidenced by the in- 
creasing number of Fellows who have 
stopped providing obstetric care, creating se- 
rious access problems for women and sac- 
rificing one of our greatest joys, that of help- 
ing to bring a new life into this world. 

Rightly or wrongly, the general public, and 
women in particular, have begun to lose 
faith in us, According to a 1991 survey of pub- 
lie opinion by the American Medical Asso- 
ciation, 73% of women feel negatively about 
doctors in general. The next year's survey 
reported that most respondents did not be- 
lieve doctors care as much as they used to. 
And we've all heard the complaints about ar- 
rogance, greed, and paternalism. Why is it 
that, although our patients are living longer, 
healthier lives, they are losing confidence in 
their doctors? What are we communicating 
to our patients, in either words or actions, 
that leads them to believe we no longer care 
about them? And why are we less satisfied 
with what we can do for patients, even 
though it far exceeds our wildest dreams in 
medical school? 

CARING IN A TECHNOLOGICAL ERA 

Part of the reason lies in our increasing re- 
liance on technology. I believe we have be- 
come more comfortable with high-tech- 
nology procedures than with our patients. 
After World War II, we entered an era of re- 
search that produced unprecedented ad- 
vances in technology. Gradually our skills 
have shifted away from the beside. But have 
we sacrificed our nice ways" in the name of 
scientific discovery? Perhaps we have forgot- 
ten, as James? tells us, that “success is not 
a destination we will ever reach. Success is 
the quality of the journey.“ 

Our patients should not have to choose be- 
tween the 'traditional" doctor who spends 
time with them and answers their questions, 
and the "high-technology" physician whose 
reputation in state-of-the-art procedures is 
as legendary as his or her abrupt style. When 
71% of the public says it believes doctors 
keep patients waiting too long, and when 
63% do not believe doctors involve them 
enough in deciding about treatment,? we had 
better be listening. Whether we are ready or 
not, the “times they are a-changing." We 
need to do more than just sit back and wait 
to see what others decide for us.“ 

The obstetrician-gynecologist is a critical 
advocate for women's health, and advocacy 
has never been more important than it is 
right now. Our health care system has been 
biased against women. Research has been in- 
adequate, not only in its failure to give wom- 
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en's health issues their rightful attention, 
but also in its assumption that the male is 
the norm. Until recently, most drug testing 
was done on men, with the results extrapo- 
lated uncritically to women. There are many 
examples of how women have been left out of 
research, such as the frequently cited Har- 
vard study* which established the value of 
aspirin in the prevention of heart disease. 
Initial research on antidepressants focused 
exclusively on men, although women are 
twice as likely to suffer from clinical depres- 
sion. The Baltimore Longitudinal Study on 
Aging did not include women during the first 
20 years, even though women live an average 
of 7 years longer than men and are more 
likely to be affected by osteoporosis and ar- 
thritis. 

The health insurance industry has ex- 
cluded payment for many preventive meas- 
ures for women, such as mammograms. 
Many third-party payers require a woman to 
practice two-stop shopping for health care. 
More than half of all women of childbearing 
age consider their obstetrician-gynecologist 
their principal physician, but the insurance 
industry often does not,5 making it difficult 
for women to get the care they need from a 
physician they know and trust. 

NEED FOR A NEW SPECIALTY? 

There is new interest in a women's health 
specialty. Critics say that internists are not 
taught enough about female reproductive 
problems; family physicians are too busy 
with men and children to be up to speed on 
women's needs; and  obstetrician-gyne- 
cologists are ill-equipped to treat problems 
unrelated to reproduction. This new special- 
ist would be trained in women's reproductive 
biology and the effects of certain diseases 
and treatments specific to women. He or she 
also would have studied psychological and 
social issues, eliminating fragmentation of 
care. 

Such a proposal appeals to women who are 
frustrated with the way they receive care, 
but many fear that creating a specialty de- 
voted to the health care of women is just an- 
other way of ghettoizing women's issues. 
They predict that such specialists will earn 
less, and training programs will attract few 
residents. Others, myself included, feel that 
by creating yet another specialty, we would 
be sending the message that the responsibil- 
ity for improving women's health is someone 
else's job. I have never believed in the sepa- 
rate but equal“ solution. It does not work in 
education or housing, and it does not work in 
medicine. 

COMMITMENT TO CARING 

What is the answer? It may be an over- 
simplification, but I believe we need to go 
back to the basics, to rethink what it means 
to care, to take a hard look at ourselves and 
how we deliver health care. 

In 1968, the Council on Resident Education 
in Obstetrics and Gynecology issued a defini- 
tive statement on our specialty: 

At present time, many of our society's 
most serious concerns lie in the discipline of 
gynecology and obstetrics. The quantity and 
quality of the next generation, the degenera- 
tion of family life, teenage pregnancy, the 
rising illegitimacy rate—these and many 
other of our social concerns are intimately 
bound up with the subject matter of the ob- 
stetrician-gynecologist. These concerns have 
given the discipline a sense of social respon- 
sibility that is perhaps unique among the 
medical specialities.® 
Twenty-five years later, I believe that this is 
still true. 

We must focus today on improving the 
health of the women we will serve tomorrow. 
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I urge you to join with me in committing to 
five goals. First, let us renew our commit- 
ment to caring. Caring comes from the 
heart. Call it empathy, compassion, under- 
standing, or friendship. It is time to put the 
patient first. This means we must endow car- 
ing with a tangible value so it can compete 
in the same realm with technical expertise. 

In our training, we must ask if there is an 
overemphasis on methodology. We may need 
more course work that involves ethics and 
discusses the values and traditions on which 
our specialty is based. To broaden our per- 
spective, a review of the history and philoso- 
phy of medicine would be helpful. I rec- 
ommend the following reading to every resi- 
dent: The Cry and the Covenant, a biography 
of Ignaz Semmelweis; The Woman’s Surgeon, 
a biography of J. Marian Sims; and “A Way 
of Life," the 1913 Sillman Lecture, delivered 
by Sir William Osler, at Yale University. 

Many of our training programs have al- 
ready recognized the need to return to the 
humanistic model. Today, more than 70% of 
medical schools use real-life models who 
simulate specific, standardized symptoms to 
provide students with actual experience in 
dealing with patients. Other programs pro- 
vide lessons in empathy in which doctors be- 
come the patients. Still others require stu- 
dents to teach preventive health courses and 
serve as mentors to distressed families. 
These efforts are to be celebrated, but we can 
do more. 

Second, we must learn the skills to com- 
municate better: to use open-ended ques- 
tions, not to interrupt, to answer questions 
and explain procedures, and to make the pa- 
tient feel part of the decision-making proc- 
ess. To have her simply sign the consent 
form is not enough. 

Do you greet your patient warmly by name 
or by looking at her chart? Do you avoid eye 
contact and use jargon? How do you respond 
to being questioned? Do you recognize the 
different language and cultural factors that 
could affect how you and your patient inter- 
act? 

We need to be concerned with the total pa- 
tient, not just with why she presents herself 
on a particular visit. That means taking the 
time to listen—to her domestic problems, 
her stress at work, her financial worries, and 
her basic difficulties in coping with day-to- 
day living. We also must try to understand 
what is meant when we're told, “You just 
don't get it.” 

Third, each of us needs to become an ag- 
gressive advocate of women's health issues. 
The government has been reluctant to sup- 
port research focusing on issues unique to 
women. We must labor for equal time for 
areas in obstetrics and gynecology where our 
lack of knowledge is enormous. Questions 
such as what can a young woman do to pre- 
vent breast cancer later in life and what 
triggers the onset of labor need to be an- 
swered to improve the care we provide. We 
must never allow gender—any more than 
race, religion, ethnicity, or social status—to 
play a role in setting the agenda for health 
care research. 

Fourth, we must place greater emphasis on 
prevention care. For most women ages 18-44 
years, the obstetrician-gynecologist is her 
primary, and often her only, health care pro- 
vider. Preventive health care is an important 
aspect of the care we provide. 

We can do a better job in helping our pa- 
tients make the behavioral changes often re- 
quired for improved health. It is not enough 
to tell à woman not to smoke; when she says 
"show me how", she is telling us what we 
should do. It is not for us to set the time- 
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table for an abused woman to pack her bags 
and leave her husband. Our role is help her 
find a shelter when she decides it is time to 
leave, or to support her if she chooses not to 
leave. 

How many of us get involved with safe-sex 
discussions? Do we offer sexually transmit- 
ted disease testing to all of our patients, or 
do we select certain women because we think 
they may be a particular risk? If we do not 
provide these services to women, who will? 
The reality is that there simply are not 
enough other primary care physicians to 
meet the needs of women. 

Finally, we must promote access to quality 
health care for all women, especially those 
most vulnerable and least served women in 
our society. We need to go beyond the rhet- 
oric and become active at the community, 
State, and national levels to assure access to 
high-quality care for all women. The ACOG 
Executive Board's approval of a plan for uni- 
versal access to maternity services is one 
step in making our commitment clear. 

Call me old-fashioned, but I believe we 
were put on this earth for a purpose. For 
those of us who chose medicine as our life's 
work, the number of opportunities to make a 
difference far exceeds the number of chal- 
lenges we must face. Our patients deserve no 
less than the best we have to offer. 

As we look to the future, let us aim high 
and strive hard. Let us never cease in the 
quest for knowledge. And let us do this with 
concern, caring, and heartfelt love and com- 
passion. 
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IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? TAKE 
A LOOK AT THIS 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the in- 
credibly enormous Federal debt is like 
the weather—everybody talks about 
the weather but nobody does anything 
about it. And Congress talks a good 
game about bringing Federal deficits 
and the Federal debt under control, but 
there are too many Senators and Mem- 
bers of the House of Representatives 
who unfailingly find all sorts of ex- 
cuses for voting to defeat proposals for 
a constitutional amendment to require 
a balanced Federal budget. 

As of Thursday, May 5 at the close of 
business, the Federal debt stood—down 
to the penny—at exactly 
$4,573,713,001,135.78. This debt, mind 
you, was run up by the Congress of the 
United States, because the big spenders 
in the U.S. Government cannot spend a 
dime that has not first been authorized 
and appropriated by Congress. The U.S. 
Constitution is quite specific about 
that. 
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And pay no attention to the nonsense 
from politicians that the Federal debt 
was run up by Ronald Reagan or 
George Bush. The Congress is the vil- 
lain. 

Most people cannot conceive of a bil- 
lion of anything, let alone a trillion. It 
may provide a bit of perspective to 
bear in mind that a billion seconds ago, 
Mr. President, the Cuban missile crisis 
was going on. A billion minutes ago, 
not many years had elapsed since 
Christ was crucified. 


NATIONAL STUDENT/PARENT 
MOCK ELECTIONS 


Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, we are 
not accustomed to thinking of voter 
education as antiviolence education. 
But the stark realities and images of 
war-torn and disenfranchised people in 
other nations that are broadcast across 
our television screens and printed in 
our daily newspapers should leave us 
more grateful than ever for our own 
constitutional democracy, a form of 
government we all too often take for 
granted. 

Democracy is a means of non-violent 
resolution of conflict. While it vests 
power in the people, we exercise power 
with votes instead of with violence; 
ballots instead of bullets. We do not 
need a gun to be heard. 

We are not accustomed to thinking of 
voter education as antiviolence edu- 
cation. But democracy is, by defini- 
tion, the nonviolent resolution of con- 
flict. In a democracy, we choose votes 
instead of violence, ballots instead of 
bullets. We do not need a gun to be 
heard. 

Violence, psychologists tell us, is the 
tool of the powerless. It is a response 
to a sense of impotence—a rage against 
helplessness. The University of Colo- 
rado’s formal evaluation of the 1992 Na- 
tional Student/Parent Mock Election 
found it reduced feelings of powerless- 
ness. Participating students, also 
showed increases in: 

First, political decisionmaking abil- 
ity; 

Second, informed involvement in cur- 
rent issues; 

Third, the belief that voting is im- 
portant; 

Fourth, the belief that Social Studies 
classes are relevant; and 

Fifth, the discussion of political and 
election topics with parents. 

Time magazine has called the Na- 
tional Student/Parent Mock Election 
“the largest voter education project 
ever." I submit to my colleagues, it is 
also the largest antiviolence project 
ever. By encouraging interactions with 
parents, with public officials, with 
leading citizens, and by actively in- 
volving young Americans with the 
ideas and ideals, the commitment, the 
sense of purpose that is our beacon of 
hope to the world—by helping young 
voters be heard—the National Student/ 
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Parent Mock Election works to steer 
American youth away from the delin- 
quent and destructive behaviors of the 
powerless. 

I urge my colleagues to give of them- 
selves to the Nation's youth by ac- 
tively participating. I urge you to 
serve as role models for young people 
and help their teachers teach the full 
meaning of democracy. I urge you to 
roll up your sleeves and go to work. 
Speak before groups of these young 
voters of the 21st century. Debate with 
them. Answer their questions, encour- 
age their participation in campaigns, 
and you will be encouraging the com- 
mitment, the attachment, the bonding 
that allows our young people to grow 
into proud, productive Americans. 
Start by writing to every superintend- 
ent in your State or district, as I have 
done through the years, urging them to 
involve their students in this highly 
successful voter education projects. 
Help them to understand how voter 
education is also anti-violence edu- 
cation, how they can not only 
strengthen our democracy for the fu- 
ture but contribute to our domestic 
tranquillity today. I urge teachers and 
students and parents all across Amer- 
ica to get involved. There is no more 
important lesson to be taught in to- 
day’s America than the lesson our fore- 
fathers taught us over 200 years ago— 
the lesson of democracy. For each gen- 
eration must create its democracy 
anew. 

Over 5 million American students 
and parents in all 50 States, Washing- 
ton, DC., and overseas—Germany, Eng- 
land, Scotland, Italy, Portugal, Bah- 
rain, France, Holland, Japan, Korea, 
the Marshall Islands, Guam, the Virgin 
Islands, and Puerto Rico—participated 
in the 1992 National Student/Parent 
Mock Election. 

They met all across the country and 
around the world to cast their votes on 
who would win the national elections 
and to vote their recommendations to 
the President and Congress on six key 
national issues. Every State had a 
State election headquarters that called 
their votes in to National Election 
Headquarters, as over 20 million view- 
ers watched the largest voter edu- 
cation project ever’’—Time. 

A national television program was 
aired for 2 hours on C-SPAN, showing 
educators, students, and parents all 
across the country participating in the 
project’s activities. Production assist- 
ance and funding were provided by 
Time magazine, Time Warner, HBO, 
CNN, Conus Communications and 
GLOBALCOM, time magazine provided 
press assistance, publicity and adver- 
tising. CNN and HBO contributed pub- 
lic service announcements prior to the 
mock election and CNN reported the 
results hourly the day after. There was 
extensive coverage by local television 
stations and the media, with edu- 
cational television stations and cable 
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stations airing teenage debates of the 
issues and teen call-in programs prior 
to mock election night. 

I am pleased to support the 1994 Na- 
tional Student/Parent Mock Election. 
Scholastic magazines has joined the 
mock election coalition and will pro- 
vide mock election materials to ele- 
mentary, junior and senior high 
schools across the Nation. A 1994 pilot 
project, Actions invites the students of 
America to create their own pilot 
projects to help combat violence in 
their community. Students from ele- 
mentary school through college level 
are encouraged to organize a project, 
with the assistance of an adult advisor, 
designed to help turn around the vio- 
lence in their community. The first 
project to be accepted in each State as 
an official National Student/Parent 
Election Actions project will receive 
$150 toward expenses. There is no limit 
to the number of pilots per State, or 
the kinds of projects student might un- 
dertake in their community. Some ex- 
amples might include working to se- 
cure street lights for a dark neighbor- 
hood, organizing after school activities 
for unsupervised younger children sub- 
ject gang inducements, or submitting 
the student’s own ideas for legislation 
to the State legislature and working to 
have their legislation enacted. 

To become an official Actions pilot, 
groups must fill out a brief question- 
naire describing their plans, the affili- 
ation of their adult advisor, and the 
group’s chairman or leader. Applica- 
tions must be signed by the responsible 


adult. 

ACTIONS groups will exchange ideas 
and experiences with each other 
throughout the 1994-1995 school year. 
At the end of the school year, the five 
most successful Actions project leaders 
will be awarded a free trip to Washing- 
ton, DC, to meet each other and share 
experiences in the Nation’s Capitol. 
The most successful project will re- 
ceive a first prize award of two tickets 
overseas. 

This exciting voter education and 
parent involvement project is made 
possible by a national grassroots net- 
work in every State and around the 
world wherever American schools are 
found. In my own State, Utah, The 
League of Women Voters has led the 
project. The Standard Examiner of 
Ogden served as Utah Election Head- 
quarters, Deputy Lieutenant Governor 
Tripugth wrote to all the print media 
soliciting their help in educating 
young voters and I wrote to all of the 
State’s school superintendents asking 
them to encourage their teachers and 
students to participate. In 1994, the 
league will once again lead Utah’s 
mock election and Utah’s schools, 
media, and public officials are again 
working together to educate the next 
generation of young voters through the 
National Student/Parent Mock Elec- 
tion. 
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The project is organized differently 
in every school and every State, but in 
every State, Members of the Senate 
and the House can make a significant 
difference by writing to their local 
school superintendents and asking 
them to be sure their schools are par- 
ticipating in the project and I urge my 
colleagues to do so. 


CAREERS THROUGH CULINARY 
ARTS 


Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
want to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues an article which appeared 
recently in USA Today, featuring an 
exciting new education program devel- 
oped by Richard Grausman. 


Richard Grausman, a good friend of 
mine, is a well known and respected 
author, educator, and expert in the 
field of French cooking. He was for 
more than 15 years the official U.S. 
representative of the renowned Cordon 
Bleu Cooking School in Paris, and he is 
the author of à highly successful cook- 
book, “At Home With the French 
Classics." 


He certainly has every right to be 
proud of his many accomplishments. 
Yet instead of just sitting back and en- 
joying his success, Richard Grausman 
decided to put his experience and cre- 
ativity to use providing educational 
opportunities for disadvantaged youth. 


The Careers Through Culinary Arts 
Program, which he created, brings 
chefs and culinary experts into inner 
city high schools to show students that 
they can master the art of French 
cooking and to open career paths for 
them in the food industry. The pro- 
gram began in New York in 1990 with a 
handful of schools, and it now reaches 
some 25,000 students in 150 schools 
across the country. The program, 
which is funded through private dona- 
tions and industry support, also pro- 
vides scholarships for students to at- 
tend such prestigious cooking schools 
as the Cordon Bleu and the Culinary 
Institute of America. 


Mr. President, this is a wonderful 
success story, and it tells us something 
important about how one person can 
make a difference when he is willing to 
devote his talent and energy to helping 
young people get a good start in life. I 
ask my colleagues to join me in offer- 
ing congratulations to Richard 
Grausman on his outstanding achieve- 
ment. 


I ask unanimous consent that the ar- 
ticle from USA Today, entitled Cul- 
inary Arts Program Gives Kids a New 
Recipe for Life," be printed in the 
RECORD. 


There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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[From the USA Today, Apr. 16, 1994] 
CULINARY ARTS PROGRAM GIVES KIDS A NEW 
RECIPE FOR LIFE 
(By Cathy Hainer) 

WASHINGTON.—A few months ago, 
Sims could barely boil water for pasta. 

Now, the 17-year-old student at M.M. 
Washington High School is hoping to open a 
Japanese restaurant. 

Sims and 16 of his fellow students are par- 
ticipating in the Careers through Culinary 
Arts Program, a New York-based organiza- 
tion that tells kids: If you can't stand the 
street, get into the kitchen. 

Founder Richard Grausman is telling high 
Schoolers that there's more to culinary ca- 
reers than washing dishes. He began the pro- 
gram in 1990 with 12 schools in New York. In 
four years, it has grown to include more than 
25,000 students in 150 schools, from Philadel- 
phia to Chicago to Phoenix. 

A slight, silver-haired man going into 
inner-city schools to teach kids to use pots 
and pans? Sounds crazy, but it's a proven 
recipe for success. 

“These are the kids for whom academics 
hold no excitement," says Grausman, author 
of At Home With the French Classics (Work- 
man, $14.95). There's logs of pent-up frustra- 
tions. But when you allow them to use their 
hands, whether in art class, shop, or the 
kitchen, you get wonders happening. To the 
point where academics improve and kids 
have a career goal to shoot for.“ 

C-CAP brings local chefs and culinary pro- 
fessionals into classrooms and teaches stu- 
dents basic culinary techniques. '"Chopping 
slicing and dicing are the building blocks,” 
says Grausman. “Anyone can become a good 
cook, but you have to get the basics first." 

Lesson 1: learning to slice an onion with- 
out slicing off your fingers. Lesson 2: how to 
cut a carrot before it rolls off the counter. 
And the piéce de résistance—an omelette- 
making demonstration. 

The students are typical high schoolers: 
Wearing baggy jeans and T-shirts, they 
slouch in their chairs. But when Grausman 
calls for volunteers, and they don white 
chef's aprons, there's a real transformation. 
"You can see in their faces they want to 
learn," Grausman says. There's a great 
sense of pride of accomplishment." Of 
course, it doesn't hurt that they get to eat 
the day's lesson. 

The important thing is to start a spark of 
interest." says Betty Sims, home economics 
teacher at M.M. Washington. Most high 
School students think culinary careers are 
demeaning, that cooks make $3 an hour. 
Richard's been a godsend in that he teaches 
the students they can move up in the indus- 
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C-CAP is paid for by private donations and 
corporate sponsors, including Bon Appétit 
magazine, Workman publishing and General 
Mills. In addition to the in-school programs, 
C-CAP also sponsors several scholarships to 
cooking schools, including Le Cordon Bleu in 
Paris and the Culinary Institute of America 
in Hyde Park, N.Y. In its four years, C-CAP 
has distributed more than $1 million in 
scholarship money. 

Fifteen-year-old Kenede Herbert hopes to 
get some of that action. "I've always baked 
a lot at home, especially desserts, that’s 
what I'm best at," she says “I'd like to go to 
the Culinary Institute in upstate New York 
to learn more about that.“ 

And Grausman isn't stopping there. Next 
year he plans to launch a school-to-work“ 
program in conjunction with the 25,000-mem- 
ber American Culinary Federation that 
would offer post-graduate training in res- 
taurants across the country. 
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As Grausman puts the finishing touches on 
an omelette, the kids seem more intent on 
his technique than getting their forks into 
the finished product. “Now you can use your 
love of cooking and do something with it as 
a career," he tells them. 


THE ‘CREME DE LA CREME” 


Owen Marvel is a C-CAP success story. The 
18-year-old entered the program at John 
Dewey High School in Brooklyn, N.Y. I was 
too shy to enter my freshman year, but my 
sophomore year my home economics instruc- 
tor hooked me up with Richard Grausman, 
and I came in seventh in the whole city (in 
the C-CAP scholarship program).'" 

In his junior year, Marvel's poached salm- 
on in beurre blanc sauce nabbed the coveted 
C-CAP scholarship first prize: a 10-day learn- 
ing trip to Le Cordon Bleu in Paris. 

In hís senior year he won a C-CAP intern- 
ship to Bouley, the highly-regarded New 
York restaurant of chef David Bouley. The 
New York City restaurant scene is really in- 
tense, but working with chef Bouley really 
had an impact on my technique.” 

Marvel is currently in his first year at the 
Culinary Institute of America, working to- 
ward a culinary arts degree. After gradua- 
tion, he hopes to land a restaurant job in Se- 
attle or San Francisco. 

*My family is very food-oriented, so I had 
always cooked. But working with the C-CAP 
program, I knew I wanted to make food my 
career.“ 


TRIBUTE TO WILLIAM K. 
DRUMMOND 


Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to extend my best wishes to a 
gentleman who has been a leader in the 
Northwest energy field. For the past 6 
years, Mr. William K. Drummond has 
served as the manager of the Public 
Power Council. PPC is a regional asso- 
ciation representing the consumer- 
owned utility customers of the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration. 

As my colleagues know, Bonneville, 
which serves as the economic engine of 
the Northwest, has particular signifi- 
cance for consumer-owned utilities. 
Under Federal law, these municipal 
utilities, rural electric cooperatives, 
and public utility districts receive a 
first-right, or preference, to purchase 
the power marketed by Bonneville 
from the Federal dams on the Colum- 
bia and Snake Rivers. 

During Bill’s tenure as manager, 
Bonneville and the region have under- 
gone numerous changes: moving from a 
period of resource surplus to one of def- 
icit, needing to take drastic steps to 
restore wild salmon stocks listed under 
the Endangered Species Act, repeatedly 
defeating administration initiatives to 
alter existing repayment practices, and 
responding to an increasingly competi- 
tive electric utility industry. Bill has 
led PPC—and the Northwest—through- 
out these challenges. 

Under his leadership, PPC has played 
a central role in guiding public power 
and the region toward workable and 
progressive solutions. I have found my 
personal experience with Bill to be 
highly rewarding, and I know my col- 
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leagues from the region share the opin- 
ion. 

Mr. President, Bill Drummond will be 
leaving the PPC shortly to accept the 
position of general manager at the 
Western Montana Generation & Trans- 
mission Cooperative. While we will 
miss Bill’s service at the helm of PPC, 
I am consoled by the knowledge that 
he will remain an important player in 
Northwest public power circles. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
wishing Bill, his wife, Elizabeth, and 
his two sons all the best. 


——— 
EXECUTIVE SESSION 


EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to executive session to con- 
sider the following nominations: Cal- 
endar Nos. 833, 834, 836, 837, 838, 839, 840, 
841, 843, 844, 845, 846, 847, 848, 849, 850, 
851, 854, 856, 857, 861, 862, 863, 864, 865, 
866, 867, 868, 869, 870, 871, 872, 873, 874, 
875, 877, 878, 879, 880, 881, 882, 883, 884, 
885, 886, and 887, and all nominations 
placed on the Secretary's desk in the 
Foreign Service. 

Mr. President, I further ask unani- 
mous consent that the nominees be 
confirmed en bloc, any statements ap- 
pear in the RECORD as if read; that 
upon confirmation, the motions to re- 
consider be laid upon the table en bloc; 
that the President be immediately no- 
tified of the Senate's action; and that 
the Senate return to legislative ses- 
sion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
EXON). Without objection, the nomina- 
tions are considered and confirmed en 
bloc, as outlined in the unanimous-con- 
sent request. 

The nominations considered and con- 
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Edmund T. DeJarnette, Jr., of Virginia, a 
Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv- 
ice, Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Am- 
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to the Re- 
public of Angola. 

Melvyn Levitsky, of Maryland, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Career Minister, to be Ambassador Ex- 
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit- 
ed States of America to the Federative Re- 
public of Brazil. 

Ryan Clark Crocker, of Washington, a Ca- 
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambas- 
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the State of 
Kuwait. 

Arvonne S. Fraser, of Minnesota, for the 
rank of Ambassador during her tenure of 
service as the Representative of the United 
States of America on the Commission on the 
Status of Women of the Economic and Social 
Council of the United Nations. 

Edward S. Walker, Jr., of Maryland, a Ca- 
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambas- 
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
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the United States of America to the Arab 
Republic of Egypt. 

Ralph R. Johnson, of Virginia, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, for the Rank of Am- 
bassador during his tenure of service as Co- 
ordinator of the Support for East European 
Democracy (SEED) Program. 

Charles H. Twining, of Maryland, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex- 
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit- 
ed States of America to Cambodia. 

Edward William Gnehm, Jr., of Georgia, a 
Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv- 
ice, Class of Minister-Counselor, to be the 
Deputy Representative of the United States 
of America to the United Nations, with the 
rank and status of Ambassador Extraor- 
dinary and Plenipotentiary. 

Peter R. Chaveas, of Pennsylvania, a Ca- 
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambas- 
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the Republic 
of Malawi. 

Myles Robert Rene Frechette, of Maryland, 
a Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv- 
ice, Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Am- 
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to the Re- 
public of Colombia. 

Donna Jean Hrinak, of Virginia, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex- 
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit- 
ed States of America to the Dominican Re- 
public. 

Johnny Young, of Pennsylvania, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex- 
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit- 
ed States of America to the Republic of 
Togo. 

Irvin Hicks, of Maryland, a Career Member 
of the Senior Foreign Service, Class of Min- 
ister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor- 
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to Ethiopia. 

Robert Krueger, of Texas, to be Ambas- 
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the Republic 
of Burundi. 

AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION 

Willie Grace Campbell, of California, to be 
a Member of the Board of Directors of the 
African Development Foundation for a term 
expiring September 22, 1999. 

Marion M. Dawson, of Connecticut, to be a 
Member of the Board of Directors of the Afri- 
can Development Foundation for a term ex- 
piring September 22, 1999. 

INTER-AMERICAN FOUNDATION 

Mark L. Schneider, of California, to be a 
Member of the Board of Directors of the 
Inter-American Foundation for a term expir- 
ing September 20, 1998. 

U.S. INFORMATION AGENCY 

Henry Howard, Jr., of Virginia, to be an 
Associate Director of the United States In- 
formation Agency. 

U.S. INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
COOPERATION AGENCY 

Simon Ferro, of Florida, to be a Member of 
the Board of Directors of the Overseas Pri- 
vate Investment Corporation for a term ex- 
piring December 17, 1994. 

Simon Ferro, of Florida, to be a Member of 
the Board of Directors of the Overseas Pri- 
vate Investment Corporation for a term ex- 
piring December 17, 1997. (Reappointment) 

THE JUDICIARY 

Fortunato P. Benavides, of Texas, to be 
United States Circuit Judge for the Fifth 
Circuit. 
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Carl E. Stewart, of Louisiana, to be United 
States Circuit Judge for the Fifth Circuit. 

Robert Harlan Henry, of Oklahoma, to be 
United States Circuit Judge for the Tenth 
Circuit. 

Deborah A. Batts, of New York, to be Unit- 
ed States District Judge for the Southern 
District of New York. 

James G. Carr, of Ohio, to be United States 
District Judge for the Northern District of 
Ohio. 

Ruben Castillo, of Illinois, to be United 
States District Judge for the Northern Dis- 
trict of Illinois. 

Audrey B. Collins, of California, to be 
United States District Judge for the Central 
District of California. 

Mary M. Lisi, of Rhode Island, to be United 
States District Judge for the District of 
Rhode Island. 

Frank M. Hull, of Georgia, to be United 
States District Judge for the Northern Dis- 
trict of Georgía. 

W. Louis Sands, of Georgia, to be United 
States District Judge for the Middle District 
of Georgia. 

Clarence Cooper, of Georgia, to be United 
States District Judge for the Northern Dis- 
trict of Georgia. 

Solomon Oliver, Jr., of Ohio, to be United 
States District Judge for the Northern Dis- 
trict of Ohio. 

Raymond L. Finch, of the Virgin Islands, 
to be a Judge for the District Court of the 
Virgin Islands for a term of ten years. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Saul A. Green, of Michigan, to be United 
States Attorney for the Eastern District of 
Michigan for the term of four years. 

Joseph Clyde Fowler, Jr., of Tennessee, to 
be United States Marshal for the Eastern 
District of Tennessee for the term of four 
years. 

James W. Lockley, of Florida, to be United 
States Marshal for the Northern District of 
Florida for the term of four years. 

Sheldon Whitehouse, of Rhode Island, to be 
United States Attorney for the District of 
Rhode Island for the term of four years. 

Barbara C. Jurkas, of Michigan, to be Unit- 
ed States Marshal for the Western District of 
Michigan for the term of four years. 

Ernestine Rowe, of Colorado, to be United 
States Marshal for the District of Colorado 
for the term of four years. 

Leonard Trupo, of West Virginia, to be 
United States Marshal for the Northern Dis- 
trict of West Virginia for the term of four 
years. 

Gregory Moneta Sleet, of Delaware, to be 
United States Attorney for the District of 
Delaware for the term of four years. 

Faith S. Hochberg, of New Jersey, to be 
United States Attorney for the District of 
New Jersey for the term of four years. 

John William Marshall, of Virginia, to be 
United States Marshal for the Eastern Dis- 
trict of Virginia for the term of four years. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Philip G. Hampton, II, of the District of 
Columbia, to be an Assistant Commissioner 
of Patents and Trademarks. 

Lawrence J. Goffney, Jr., of Michigan, to 
be an Assistant Commissioner of Patents and 
Trademarks. 

Michael Kane Kirk, of Florida, to be Dep- 
uty Commissioner of Patents and Trade- 
marks. 

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SECRETARY'S 

DESK 
IN THE FOREIGN SERVICE 

Foreign Service nominations beginning 

Kelly Christian Kammerer, and ending 
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Stephanie Turco Williams, which nomina- 
tions were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
March 26, 1994. 

Foreign Service nominations beginning 
Kevin C. Brennan, and ending John Peters, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of March 25, 1994. 

STATEMENTS ON THE NOMINATION OF MARY M. 

LISI 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, on that 
particular one, I would just like to say 
how delighted I personally am, and I 
know the President likewise is, of Cal- 
endar 868, Mary M. Lisi, to be U.S. dis- 
trict judge for the district of Rhode Is- 
land. 

I know the distinguished Presiding 
Officer shares with me the high esteem 
for her. I am very glad this is coming 
forth. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, today the 
Senate has acted to confirm the nomi- 
nation of Mary Lisi to fill the vacancy 
of U.S. district court judge for the dis- 
trict of Rhode Island. I am delighted 
that the Senate has seen fit to approve 
of President Clinton's choice for this 
post and believe that Rhode Island and 
the Federal judiciary will be distin- 
guished by her service. 

As Ms. Lisi prepares to take the 
bench, it is worth noting that she will 
bring unique experiences and skills 
with her. She will be the first woman 
to serve as a Federal judge in Rhode Is- 
land's history. This is a long overdue 
event and I am proud that we are fi- 
nally breaking the gender barrier in 
the Federal judiciary in our State. In 
addition, she also will contribute the 
perspectives of having been a juvenile 
advocate, a public defender, and an eth- 
ics watchdog during her legal career. 
Dedicated to public service and ever 
conscious of the public trust invested 
in her, she will bring honor and respect 
to the Federal bench. 

Once again, I am pleased that the 
Senate has taken this action, wish all 
the best to Ms. Lisi as she takes her 
new position, and look forward to 
working with her in the future. 

STATEMENTS ON THE NOMINATION OF SHELDON 
WHITEHOUSE 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, again, I 
know that you share with me the joy 
that Sheldon Whitehouse will now be 
confirmed for the U.S. attorney's posi- 
tion for the State of Rhode Island. 

I am particularly proud of this be- 
cause I have known his father since my 
college days and have known Sheldon 
Whitehouse since he was a small boy. I 
have seen him grow up, seen him do a 
splendid job in the law representing 
our Governor, and in a host of billets 
doing an outstanding job for our State 
and its citizens. 

So it is with great pleasure that I see 
his name on this list and support his 
confirmation with enthusiasm. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that the Senate today has 
acted to confirm Sheldon Whitehouse 
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to be the U.S. attorney for the district 
of Rhode Island. It has been almost a 
year since I first recommended Mr. 
Whitehouse to the President to fill this 
post and I am immensely pleased that 
the Senate has taken its action today 
in approving his nomination. 

Shortly, Mr. Whitehouse will take of- 
fice and as he does so, he faces the 
great challenges and difficulties that 
are inherent in law enforcement and 
judicial system today. Burgeoning 
crime rates, younger and more violent 
criminals, conflicting views over sen- 
tencing and imprisonment, and fright- 
ened and angry victims make for a con- 
fusing and emotion-charged environ- 
ment in which the wheels of justice 
must turn. I am confident that the 
dedication to principle, intellect, com- 
passion, and unique skills that Mr. 
Whitehouse possesses will aid him im- 
measurably as he carries out the duties 
of his office. In no small way, I believe 
that his work will help restore con- 
fidence and respect in our oft-belea- 
guered system of justice. 

Once again, I note with pleasure the 
Senate’s action today, wish Mr. 
Whitehouse all best wishes as he takes 
on his new responsibilities, and look 
forward to working with him to im- 
prove our judicial system and law en- 
forcement in this country. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
turn to legislative session. 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mrs. HUTCHISON: 

S. 2085. A bill to amend title IV of the So- 
cial Security Act to require States to estab- 
lish a 2-digit fingerprint matching identifica- 
tion system in order to prevent multiple en- 
rollments by an individual for benefits under 
such act, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. LEAHY (by request): 

S. 2086. A bill to amend the Rural Elec- 
trification Act of 1936 to remove the 7-per- 
cent interest rate limitation on certain 
Rural Electrification Administration loans, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. BUMPERS: 

S. 2087. A bill to extend the time period for 
compliance with the Nutrition Labeling and 
Education Act of 1990 for certain food prod- 
ucts packaged prior to August 18, 1994; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. PACKWOOD (for himself, Mr. 
BRADLEY, Mr. STEVENS, Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mrs. 
HUTCHISON): 

S.J. Res. 186. A joint resolution to des- 
ignate February 2, 1995, and February 1, 1996, 
as “National Women and Girls in Sports 
Day"; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mrs. HUTCHISON: 

S. 2085. A bill to amend title IV of the 
Social Security Act to require States 
to establish a  2-digit fingerprint 
matching identification system in 
order to prevent multiple enrollments 
by an individual for benefits under 
such act, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

WELFARE ANTIFRAUD ACT OF 1994 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
rise today to talk about our Nation's 
welfare system. Almost 30 years ago a 
fellow Texan Lyndon Johnson declared 
an unconditional war on poverty. Un- 
fortunately, this country has not yet 
won that war. Our welfare programs, 
created with the intention of providing 
assistance to those in despair, has been 
defeated by the disincentives that 
plague America’s inner cities. Unfortu- 
nately, adding to our troubled entitle- 
ment programs are the abuses of the 
system that prevail in many of our 
cities. There are too many welfare re- 
cipients receiving benefits to which 
they are not entitled. Our State and 
local governments are burdened with 
inefficient fraud prevention procedures 
that perpetuate the abuses in the sys- 
tem. 

Today, I am introducing a bill to de- 
tect, investigate and prosecute fraud in 
the Aid to Families With Dependent 
Children [AFDC] program through fin- 
gerprint identification systems. AFDC 
fraud is a costly problem that will not 
go away if left unaddressed. We need 
dramatic changes in fraud detection 
programs. People all over the world see 
the United States social service system 
as a ticket to free benefits. Fake birth 
certificates, fake green cards, and 
phony Social Security cards are sold 
openly in Puerto Rico, Haiti, and 
China. Cooperation among Federal and 
State agencies is necessary to detect 
the abusers. A fingerprinting identi- 
fication system is a solution to identi- 
fying the cheaters. 

Examples of fraud are evident in 
every State. According to the National 
Taxpayers Union, Maria Lopez and her 
17 relatives might still be defrauding 
welfare departments in five States. As 
a migrant farm worker, Maria col- 
lected welfare benefits in Washington, 
Nebraska, Oregon, and Wyoming. Fol- 
lowing in her success, 17 of her rel- 
atives opened welfare accounts in those 
States. Had caseworkers in the various 
States bothered to check they would 
have found all 18 persons claiming the 
same address or post office box. In Min- 
nesota, a man was convicted of welfare 
fraud, assault and terrorist threats re- 
lated to using at least six names and 
even more Social Security numbers. 
That man defrauded the welfare system 
of $10,490. Governor Wilson of Califor- 
nia said last month “You can use a 
phony social security card or a phony 
name, but nobody can use a phony fin- 
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gerprint." The use of a fingerprinting 
system to verify the identify of recipi- 
ents will work to reduce and prevent 
fraud in the system. Reducing fraud in 
the system will cut costs and make 
sure that those who are really in need 
are receiving assistance. States that 
have experimented with fingerprinting 
programs have produced dramatically 
better results in combating fraud than 
those States expending resources and 
effort on other deterrence programs. 

The fingerprinting system works. In 
June 1991, Los Angeles County began 
taking computer fingerprints from ap- 
plicants for the State general relief 
program. That program has saved Los 
Angeles County $5.4 million during the 
first 6 months of its operation and is 
projected to save about $18 million over 
5 years. The program was so successful 
that 2 weeks ago, Los Angeles County 
announced commencement of the fin- 
ger-imaging system in the AFDC pro- 
gram. According to Governor Wilson's 
office the fingerprinting project is ex- 
pected to save taxpayers a total of $4.2 
million in its first year of operation. 

Programs in New York have also 
been successful. A study conducted by 
the New York Department of Social 
Services estimated that New York 
could save $46 million a year if it 
adopted a statewide finger-imaging 
system. 

According to a recent Inspector Gen- 
eral’s report, the evidence of fraud that 
occurs in our local office goes unno- 
ticed and worse yet unpunished. In that 
report, one eligibility worker stated 
“After all my work proving that she 
was a fraud, she only got a slap on the 
wrist and an order to repay the money. 
* * * [ know she'll do the same thing 
again, but why should I waste my time 
sending it to the investigator. She will 
just be back in here laughing in my 
face again." The Inspector General of 
HHS reported that the presence of an 
active, visible and effective fraud in- 
vestigation function is critical to the 
integrity of the AFDC program. 
Fingerprinting welfare recipients has 
proven to be an effective mechanism to 
attack the abuses of the system. A 
fingerprinting system coupled with 
real prosecutorial mechanisms to deal 
with perpetrators is desperately needed 
in our local welfare offices. 

With both the President and Con- 
gress focusing on the reform of our wel- 
fare system, attention to eligibility is 
critically important. In 1991, the De- 
partment of Health and Human Serv- 
ices reported that roughly 65 percent of 
the cases reported in 1991 had evidence 
sufficient to support a question of 
fraud. This number represents only the 
percentage of cases that have been re- 
ported. As the Inspector General report 
indicates, there may also be many, 
many cases that go unreported due to 
inadequate preeligibility requirements 
and inadequate investigative  tech- 
niques. 
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The 1993 Inspector General report 
recommended that States use the most 
effective ways to prevent inappropriate 
payments in the AFDC program. The 
success stories from both the Califor- 
nia and New York programs suggest 
that fingerprinting welfare recipients 
is effective fraud detection. The results 
have been impressive. The cost-savings 
are significant. Fingerprinting welfare 
recipients is a more modern and effi- 
cient approach to the welfare applica- 
tion process. The systems currently 
being utilized have weeded out several 
thousand people who should not have 
been on the rolls. The Welfare Anti- 
Fraud Act will ensure that only eligi- 
ble persons receive access to AFDC 
benefits. We must halt the widespread 
abuses of the welfare system across 
this Nation. This bill is necessary to 
ensure that scarce Federal, State, and 
county resources are used effectively 
and not pointlessly spent on multiple 
aid. 

Mr. President, the old parable about 
welfare says that if you give a man a 
fish, he eats for a day, and if you teach 
him to fish, he eats for a lifetime. Al- 
most every welfare program this Con- 
gress has devised has promised to teach 
people to fish, but most have ended up 
handing out fish on the street corner. 
If we stop the abuses in the system, 
those who are truly needy will be cov- 
ered—and the taxpayers who provide 
this help will know their tax dollars 
are being spent in a responsible man- 
ner. 


By Mr. LEAHY (by request): 

S. 2086. A bill to amend the Rural 
Electrification Act of 1936 to remove 
the 7-percent interest rate limitation 
on certain Rural Electrification Ad- 
ministration loans, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION 

LOANS ACT OF 1994 

e Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation to repeal 
the 7-percent interest rate cap on cer- 
tain loans made by the Federal Financ- 
ing Bank. This legislation will repeal a 
provision that was included in the 
Rural Electrification Loan Restructur- 
ing Act of 1993 (H.R. 3123/Pub. L. 103- 
129). On April 26, 1994, I introduced S. 
2054 for the same purpose. However, be- 
cause of a technical error in that bill I 
am introducing this new corrected ver- 
sion of the legislation. 

As I mentioned on April 26, 1994, 
when President Clinton signed H.R. 
3123, he indicated concern over the 7- 
percent cap on certain REA loans and 
said he wished to work with Congress 
to remove this provision. The legisla- 
tion that I am introducing today is a 
good faith effort on the part of the ad- 
ministration to resolve this issue with 
Congress. 

In President Clinton's ''Statement on 
Signing the Rural Electrification Loan 
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Restructuring Act of 1993" he ex- 

plained: 

The Act places a 7-percent interest rate 
cap on certain REA loans, including those 
refinanced through the Department of the 
Treasury’s Federal Financing Bank. Experi- 
ence with Federal credit programs indicates 
that such statutorily fixed interest rate ceil- 
ings produce unpredictable and unintended 
results, including (1) inequities among bor- 
rowers using the program at different times; 
(2) extraordinary demands for loans when 
market interest rates are high; and (3) in- 
creased budget deficits. The openended“ 
character of subsidies resulting from the in- 
terest rate cap is inconsistent with the ad- 
ministration's objective of managing Federal 
subsidies more effectively. 

I would like to inform my colleagues 
of my intent to seek quick action on 
this legislation. I will move next week 
to discharge this bill from the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For- 
estry and to seek final passage. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2086 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. REMOVAL OF MAXIMUM INTEREST 
RATE LIMITATION ON FFB LOAN RE- 
FINANCING. 

Section 306C of the Rural Electrification 
Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 936c) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(2), by striking , ex- 
cept that such rate shall not be greater than 
7 percent per year, subject to subsection 
(d); and 

(2) by striking subsection (d).e 


By Mr. BUMPERS: 

S. 2087. A bill to extend the time pe- 
riod for compliance with the Nutrition 
Labeling and Education Act of 1990 for 
certain food products packaged prior to 
August 18, 1994; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

THE NUTRITION LABELING AND EDUCATION ACT 

AMENDMENTS OF 1994 
e Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, com- 
panies across the Nation have spent 
countless hours and millions of dollars 
in an effort to comply with the new 
food labeling rules that will become ef- 
fective Sunday, May 8. In spite of their 
efforts, many have found that they will 
simply not be able to meet the newest 
labeling requirements by that date. In 
many cases, their current supply of la- 
bels contains nutrition information, 
but the label format does not meet the 
new standards. 

Changes or clarifications to the regu- 
lations were issued in August, and al- 
though this might seem a reasonable 
period of time in which to comply, it 
has not been the case. 

I have heard from manufacturers 
from Maryland to Oregon who simply 
could not get their labels or packages 
printed before the deadline. These com- 
panies want to provide the required nu- 
trition information in the correct for- 
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mat because it is clear that consumers 
are beginning to check it out" as the 
FDA suggests. 

I am pleased to introduce a bill that 
corrects this regulatory problem, a 
problem that will affect not only the 
food manufacturing industry, but con- 
sumers, farmers, and the environment 
if we do not act quickly. 

This bill extends the deadline for full 
compliance to August 18, 1994, for prod- 
ucts whose labels were printed before 
April 1, 1994. I believe this approach is 
a reasonable solution to a very real 
problem. 

Label producers are running at full 
capacity, but they simply cannot meet 
the demands of their customers. Label 
printing is a specialty, and the process 
is not as simple as it seems. Only after 
the food products have undergone lab- 
oratory analysis to determine nutri- 
tion content can the first step toward a 
final label begin. Art work has to be 
done, film has to be made, and then 
plates for the presses must be pro- 
duced. In à memorandum dated May 4, 
1994, a graphics company told one of its 
large customers that U.S. plate produc- 
ers are saturated with orders and that 
"there is a backlog in the industry 
that will take several weeks to 
debottleneck.”’ 

Labels include more than just the 
paper or plastic strips that are at- 
tached to cans of beans or bottles of 
soft drink. They include the egg car- 
tons, the potato chip bags or any other 
packaging on which the nutrition in- 
formation is provided. Without an ex- 
tension of the May 8 deadline, manu- 
facturers will be forced to dispose of 
tons of packages and labels, many of 
which are not biodegradable. 

In Arkansas, one rice cooperative 
alone will have to dispose of about a 
half million dollars’ worth of packag- 
ing. This loss will come out of the 
farmers’ pockets. A paper company in 
my State has 7 million dollars’ worth 
of liquid packaging that is not in com- 
pliance. Some companies will not have 
enough cartons that comply with the 
letter of the regulation by Sunday and 
milk producers can’t put their products 
on hold while containers are manufac- 
tured. 

Can you imagine how many tons of 
cardboard, plastic coated paper, and 
plastic bags and jugs will be hauled to 
the landfills of this Nation? For each 
container or labeling strip that is dis- 
carded, another must be produced. The 
environmental consequences of our 
failure to extend the compliance period 
would be staggering. 

Some segments of the food industry 
face a more serious dilemma than oth- 
ers. A company that produces private 
label products, sometimes called store 
brands," may produce 150 brands of one 
product in three sizes of each brand. 
This one company must have 450 dif- 
ferent labels for just that one product. 
If the company cannot get enough la- 
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bels in time, it will be forced to shut 
down production and lay off its em- 
ployees until its new labels arrive, and 
the customer must choose a different 
and perhaps more expensive brand. 

This measure will not assist every- 
one, but I believe it will make a signifi- 
cant difference. 

I am grateful for the cooperation of 
all those who assisted in working out a 
solution to several serious problems.e 


By Mr. PACKWOOD (for himself, 
Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. STEVENS, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. KENNEDY, 
and Mrs. HUTCHISON): 

S.J. Res. 186. A joint resolution to 
designate February 2, 1995, and Feb- 
ruary 1, 1996, as “National Women and 
Girls in Sports Day”; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

NATIONAL GIRLS AND WOMEN IN SPORTS DAY 
e Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, 
today, I am joined by my colleagues 
Senators BRADLEY, STEVENS, FEN- 
STEIN, KENNEDY, and HUTCHISON in in- 


troducing a joint resolution to des- 


ignate February 2, 1995, and February 
1, 1996, as National Girls and Women 
in Sports Day." I have successfully in- 
troduced this joint resolution for the 
past 8 years and hope to continue this 
tradition. 

I first introduced this joint resolu- 
tion after I met a very special woman 
named Flo Hyman when she came to 
lobby Congress in 1984. Flo, along with 
other Olympic athletes, joined Sen- 
ators in support of restoring landmark 
civil rights protections for women, mi- 
nority, and disabled athletes after the 
Supreme Court ruling in the Grove 
City College versus Bell case. In its de- 
cision, the Supreme Court ruled that 
the prohibition of sex discrimination in 
education in title IX of the Education 
Amendments of 1972 applied only to the 
particular program or activity that re- 
ceived Federal assistance, not the en- 
tire institution. Under this interpreta- 
tion, educational institutions would be 
free to discriminate in programs such 
as athletics and retain their Federal 
funding in other areas. Fortunately, 
the Grove City case was ultimately 
overturned and gender equity in edu- 
cation was restored. 

At a crowded press conference in 1984, 
Flo delivered à moving and inspiring 
speech about how the civil rights law— 
title IX—had enabled her to fulfill her 
dream and reach the gold." 

When Flo died about 8 years ago, I 
was moved by her sudden death at such 
a young age. I wanted to do something 
to continue her mission and spirit. So, 
I introduced the resolution to begin 
National Girls and Women in Sports 
Day to honor Flo Hyman. Each year at 
a ceremony on this day, a woman ath- 
lete is presented with the Flo Hyman 
Award." In 1994, the award represent- 
ing total commitment and passion that 
Hyman demonstrated was presented to 
Patti Sheehan—professional golfer and 
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LPGA Hall of Fame inductee. It is my 
hope that this resolution will inspire 
future generations of women athletes 
to strive toward the excellence which 
Flo Hyman, Patti Sheehan, and other 
female athletes exemplify. 


Despite recent advances made by 
women in sports, inequities still exist 
between the funding and promotion of 
women's and men's athletic programs. 
Mr. President, I offer this joint resolu- 
tion designating February 2, 1995, and 
February 1, 1996, as “National Girls and 
Women in Sports Day" to honor wom- 
en's contributions in sports and to en- 
courage all women to participate in 
and enjoy the health benefits of athlet- 
ics.e 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
8. 978 


At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 
names of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. JEFFORDS], the Senator from Or- 
egon [Mr. HATFIELD], and the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 978, a bill to estab- 
lish programs to promote environ- 
mental technology, and for other pur- 
poses. 


8. 1915 


At the request of Mr. SHELBY, the 
name of the Senator from Texas [Mrs. 
HUTCHISON] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1915, a bill to require certain Federal 
agencies to protect the rights of pri- 
vate property owners. 


8. 1986 


At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
SIMON] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1986, a bill to amend the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 to provide tax incen- 
tives to encourage the preservation of 
low-income housing. 


S. 2029 


At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
MURKOWSKI] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2029, à bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow the tax- 
able sale or use, without penalty, of 
dyed diesel fuel with respect to rec- 
reational boaters. 


S. 2046 


At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
STEVENS] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2046, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for the 
establishment by the National Insti- 
tutes of Health research centers re- 
garding movement disorders, and for 
other purposes. 


May 6, 1994 
AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


CONGRESSIONAL GIFTS REFORM 
ACT 


D'AMATO (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1685 


Mr. D'AMATO (for himself, Mr. GOR- 
TON, and Mr. DOMENICI) proposed an 
amendment to the bill (S. 1935) to pro- 
hibit lobbyists and their clients from 
providing to legislative branch officials 
certain gifts, meals, entertainment, re- 
imbursements, or loans and to place 
limits on and require disclosure by lob- 
byists of certain expenditures; as fol- 
lows: 

At the appropriate place, add the follow- 


ing: 

It is the sense of the Senate that the con- 
ferees to the upcoming Senate-House con- 
ference on omnibus crime legislation should 
totally reject the so-called Racial Justice 
Act provisions contained in the crime bill 
passed by the House of Representatives on 
April 21, 1994. 


NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
TECHNOLOGY ACT OF 1994 


BAUCUS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1686 


Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. KERRY, 
Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. WOFFORD, Mr. Moy- 
NIHAN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. REID, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. KEN- 
NEDY, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 
PELL, Mr. DODD, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. CAMPBELL, 
and Mr. HATFIELD) proposed an amend- 
ment to the bill (S. 978) to establish 
programs to promote environmental 
technology, and for other purposes; as 
follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in- 
sert the following: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the National Environmental Technology 
Act of 1994. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Findings and purposes. 
Sec. 3. Definitions. 
TITLE I—ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY 
STRATEGY 
Sec. 101, Development. 
TITLE II—ENVIRONMENTAL 
TECHNOLOGY INITIATIVE 
Establishment. 
Environmental Protection Agency 
partnership authority. 
Multi-agency partnership author- 
ity. 
Authorization of appropriations. 
TITLE III—ENVIRONMENTAL INNOVA- 
TION RESEARCH PROGRAM; TECH- 
NOLOGY TESTING 
Subtitle A—Environmental Innovation 
Research Program 
Sec. 301. Environmental innovation research 
program. 


Sec. 201. 
Sec. 202. 
Sec. 203. 


Sec. 204. 
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Sec. 302. Guidelines of the environmental in- 

novation research program. 

Sec. 303. Multi-agency environmental inno- 

vation research program. 

Subtitle B—Innovative Technology Testing 

Sec. 311. Program. 

TITLE IV—ADDITIONAL PROGRAMS 
Subtitle A—Verification of Environmental 
Technologies 

Sec. 401. Program. 

Subtitle B—Technical Assistance to Small 
Business in Coordination with Existing 
Programs 

Sec. 411. Environmental assistance. 

Sec. 412. Statutory construction. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES, 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) environmental problems facing the 
world pose a threat to the environmental 
and economic security of the United States 
and other nations; 

(2) promoting a sound economy while 
maintaining a healthy environment is 
among the urgent public policy challenges of 
the United States; 

(3) the development and utilization of envi- 
ronmental technologies will enhance both 
global environmental security and the eco- 
nomic standing of the United States in the 
world marketplace; 

(4) the growing worldwide demand for envi- 
ronmentally sound products and processes, 
and for cost-effective environmental cleanup 
and pollution control technologies, presents 
significant business opportunities; 

(5) innovative environmental technologies 
face barriers to development and utilization, 
and are often slow to be adopted; 

(6) advances in source reduction, environ- 
mental cleanup, and pollution control tech- 
nologies could significantly reduce Federal 
Government and private cleanup expendi- 
tures, improve cleanup results, and help pre- 
vent future contamination; 

(7) the development and implementation of 
effective public and private partnership ar- 
rangements will help promote successful 
technology development programs; 

(8) many technologies developed for other 
purposes, such as defense or space explo- 
ration, could also be used to address environ- 
mental problems; 

(9) a coordinated, interagency strategy for 
environmental technology will greatly facili- 
tate the development of environmental tech- 
nologies that can respond to environmental 
programs and create jobs and new sources of 
income; and 

(10) successful Federal Government pro- 
grams to foster the development and utiliza- 
tion of environmental technologies depend 
on coordination and cooperation among 
agencies involved in environmental protec- 
tion and agencies involved in technology de- 
velopment. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are— 

(1) to further environmental protection, 
spur the creation of jobs (including the cre- 
ation of jobs in areas of pervasive poverty), 
and enhance the ability of domestic compa- 
nies to compete in the international market- 
place by facilitating the development and 
utilization of environmental technologies; 

(2) to encourage the development and utili- 
zation of environmental technologies that 
prevent or control pollution and remediate 
existing contamination; 

(3) to help overcome barriers that hinder 
the successful development and utilization of 
environmental technologies; and 

(4) to coordinate Federal Government poli- 
cies, actions, and budgets with respect to en- 
vironmental technologies. 
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SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act: 

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term Adminis- 
trator" means the Administrator of the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency. 

(2) ENVIRONMENTAL  TECHNOLOGY.—The 
term environmental technology" means a 
product, process, or service— 

(A) the primary purpose of which is to re- 
duce an environmental risk by protecting or 
enhancing human health or the environment 
through— 

(i) pollution control; 

(ii) environmental remediation; or 

(iii) a design or process change that results 
in source reduction or recycling; and 

(B) that is identified and listed in the 
Strategy under section 101(a)(4). 

(3) EXECUTIVE AGENCY.—The term Execu- 
tive agency" has the same meaning as is pro- 
vided in section 105 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(4) PARTNERSHIP.—The term "partnership" 
means any arrangement under which the 
head of an Executive agency or a designee 
(including a Federal laboratory) undertakes 
research, development, demonstration, or 
technical assistance activities in coopera- 
tion with one or more non-Federal partners 
or partners from other Executive agencies. 

(5 SMALL BUSINESS CONCERN.—The term 
“small business concern" means a business 
concern that is recognized as a small busi- 
ness concern under section 3(a) of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632(a)) and that has 
no more than 100 employees. 

(6) SOURCE REDUCTION.—The term ‘‘source 
reduction" has the same meaning as is pro- 
vided in section 6603(5) of the Pollution Pre- 
vention Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 13102(5)). 

TITLE I—ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY 
STRATEGY 
SEC. 101. DEVELOPMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) DEVELOPMENT.—As one of the strategies 
required under section 822(a) of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 
1992 and 1993 (42 U.S.C. 6687(a)), the President 
shall develop an Environmental Technology 
Strategy (referred to in this title as the 
Strategy“). 

(2) FIRST STRATEGY. — The first Strategy 
shall be submitted to Congress with the an- 
nual report on critical technology strategies 
required under section 822(b) of such Act, due 
February 15, 1995. 

(3) CONTENTS.—Notwithstanding the second 
sentence of section 822(a)(1) of such Act, each 
Strategy shall identify environmental re- 
quirements based on trends in domestic and 
global environmental threats and the poten- 
tial for environmental and economic bene- 
fits. To meet the requirements, each Strat- 
egy shall— 

(A) recommend effective public and private 
partnership arrangements for the develop- 
ment and utilization of environmental tech- 
nologies; 

(B) recommend actions that will encourage 
the utilization of environmental tech- 
nologies, with special attention to environ- 
mental technologies that are likely to re- 
duce risk to human health and the environ- 
ment in a cost-effective manner; 

(C) recommend actions that will encourage 
the development of environmental tech- 
nologies by small business concerns, includ- 
ing small business concerns located in areas 
of pervasive poverty; 

(D) identify economic, regulatory, and 
other barriers to the development, utiliza- 
tion, or export of environmental tech- 
nologies, and recommend appropriate ac- 
tions to reduce the barriers; 
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(E) identify incentives for the develop- 
ment, utilization, or export of environmental 
technologies, and recommend appropriate 
actions to improve the incentives; and 

(F) consistent with section 822(a)3)E) of 
such Act, develop Federal budget estimates 
for the activities of Executive agencies that 
promote, develop, or support environmental 
technologies identified in the Strategy. 

(4) ENVIRONMENT TECHNOLOGIES.—As part of 
the Strategy, the President shall identify 
and list technologies that meet the criteria 
of clauses (i), (ii), and (iii) of section 3(2)(A) 
and that address the requirements identified 
under paragraph (3) of this subsection. The 
list shall include the technologies that meet 
the criteria of clauses (i), (ii), and (iii) of sec- 
tion 3(2)(A) and that are identified in— 

(A) the 5-year plan prepared by the Strate- 
gic Environmental Research and Develop- 
ment Program Council pursuant to section 
2902(d)(3) of title 10, United States Code; and 

(B) the 5-year plan for environmental re- 
search, development, and demonstration re- 
quired by section 5 of the Environmental Re- 
search, Development, and Demonstration 
Authorization Act of 1976 (42 U.S.C. 4361). 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The President 
shall— 

(1) submit to Congress any subsequent re- 
visions to the Strategy; and 

(2) make the Strategy publicly available. 
TITLE II—ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY 

INITIATIVE 
SEC. 201. ESTABLISHMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) INITIATIVE.—The Administrator shall 
establish an Environmental Technology Ini- 
tiative (referred to in this title as the Ini- 
tiative") to coordinate and support the im- 
plementation of the roles, responsibilities, 
and goals identified for the Environmental 
Protection Agency pursuant to the most re- 
cent Strategy developed under title I. 

(2) OFFICE.— 

(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Administrator 
shall establish an office to— 

(i) coordinate the implementation of the 
Initiative; 

(ii) coordinate and support the implemen- 
tation of the activities of the Environmental 
Protection Agency authorized under this 
Act; and 

(iii) coordinate the development of policies 
of the Environmental Protection Agency 
that foster technological innovation. 

(B) HEAD.—The office shall be under the di- 
rection of such officer of the Environmental 
Protection Agency as the Administrator 
shall designate. 

(b) INTERAGENCY COORDINATION.—In carry- 
ing out this section, the Administrator shall 
collaborate with the appropriate officials of 
Department of Commerce, the Department 
of Defense, the Department of Energy, and 
other appropriate Executive agencies to— 

(1) ensure the effective use of then existing 
capabilities within Executive agencies; and 

(2) prevent duplication of efforts by the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency with other 
Executive agencies. 

(c) FUNCTIONS.—Consistent with sub- 
Sections (a) and (b), the Administrator, in 
collaboration with the Secretary of Defense, 
the Secretary of Commerce, the Secretary of 
Energy, and the heads of other appropriate 
Executive agencies, shall— 

(1) through partnerships, pursuant to sec- 
tions 202 and 203, including the provision of 
grants or loans, support the development and 
demonstration of environmental  tech- 
nologies at the precommercial stage by in- 
dustrial, academic, governmental, and non- 
governmental entities; 
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(2) using information that is in the public 
domain or voluntarily submitted, track on a 
continuing basis the research and develop- 
ment being conducted on environmental 
technologies by private industry in the Unit- 
ed States; 

(3) cooperate in developing and improving 
mechanisms to— 

(A) promote the transfer of environmental 
technologies domestically and internation- 
ally; 

(B) provide information to private and pub- 
lic concerns that develop, apply, or export 
environmental technologies; 

(C) use electronic databases and other 
means to collect and disseminate nonpropri- 
etary information on environmental tech- 
nologies, including descriptions of environ- 
mental technologies developed, tested, or 
verified under the programs established 
under this Act; and 

(D) provide a locator service that would di- 
rect users to information relating to envi- 
ronmental technologies, including informa- 
tion on new products and services, regula- 
tions, export opportunities and assistance, 
demonstration programs, and verification 
and testing programs; 

(4) advise other officials, as appropriate, 
within the other Executive agencies, con- 
cerning programs, strategies, and regulatory 
reforms for promoting the development and 
utilization of environmental technologies; 

(5) facilitate market acceptance for envi- 
ronmental technologíes; 

(6) develop recommendations for changes 
in Federal procurement guidelines to give 
preference to environmental technologies; 

(T) provide advice and assistance to re- 
gional technology centers and similar com- 
munity-based alliances that are supporting a 
transition from defense technology research, 
development, and production to environ- 
mental technology research, development, 
and production; 

(8) pursuant to section 401, establish a pro- 
gram to verify the cost and performance 
characteristios of environmental  tech- 
nologies; and 

(9) report to Congress not less frequently 
than annually on— 

(A) the activities conducted under the au- 
thorities established by this section; and 

(B) the resources and staff devoted to man- 
aging the activities. 

(d) CONSULTATION WITH OTHER GROUPS.— 
The goals and programs in support of the Ini- 
tiative shall be developed and implemented 
by the Administrator in consultation with 
other Executive agencies, private sector or- 
ganizations, academic institutions, and non- 
profit groups involved in technology develop- 
ment and utilization, environmental protec- 
tion, labor, education, or international rela- 
tions. 

SEC. 202. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGEN- 
CY PARTNERSHIP AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—To support the develop- 
ment of environmental technologies, the Ad- 
ministrator may enter into partnerships 
that— 

(1) are in accordance with the statutory 
duties of the Environmental Protection 
Agency; 

(2) are consistent with the roles, respon- 
sibilities, and goals identified for the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency pursuant to 
the Strategy developed under title I; and 

(3) do not duplicate specific technology de- 
velopment projects being conducted by other 
Executive agencies. 

(b) EcoNoMIC BENEFITS.—In carrying out 
the programs established under this title, 
the Administrator shall ensure that the prin- 
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cipal economic benefits pursuant to any 
partnership accrue to the domestic economy 
of the United States. 

(c) LIMITATIONS.—The period of a partner- 
ship that provides a grant or loan pursuant 
to this section— 

(1) with a single firm may not exceed 3 
years; and 

(2) with a consortium of companies or 
other entities may not exceed 5 years. 

(d) SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS.—In carry- 
ing out this section, the Administrator shall 
give special consideration to the needs of 
small business concerns (including small 
business concerns located in areas of perva- 
sive poverty) in entering partnerships. 

(e) ADMINISTRATION OF PROGRAM FUNDS.— 
In carrying out this section, the Adminis- 
trator shall— 

(1) determine categories of projects to be 
funded under the Initiative; 

(2) issue solicitations for partnerships to be 
funded; 

(3) receive and evaluate proposals resulting 
from solicitations; 

(4) ensure that partnerships are selected 
under a merit-based, competitive procedure; 
and 

(5) in selecting participants for partner- 
ships, give preference to partnerships that 
support the development of environmental 
technologies that— 

(A) meet the definition of source reduction; 
or 

(B) are likely to reduce risks to human 
health or the environment in a cost-effective 
manner. 

(f) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the cost of a partnership conducted under 
this section may exceed 50 percent only if— 

(1) the partnership is conducted pursuant 
to an agreement entered into with a small 
business concern under this section, except 
that the Federal share of the cost of a part- 
nership described in this paragraph may not 
exceed 75 percent; 

(2) the partnership supports the develop- 
ment of an environmental technology that 
meets the definition of source reduction, ex- 
cept that the Federal share of the cost of a 
partnership described in this paragraph may 
not exceed 75 percent; or 

(3) the partnership supports fundamental 
research for the development of an environ- 
mental technology. 

(g) CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION.— 

(1) PROPRIETARY INFORMATION.—Except as 
provided in paragraph (2), information classi- 
fied for reasons of national security, trade 
secrets, confidential business information, or 
other proprietary information may not be 
disclosed by an officer or employee of the 
United States acting under any provision of 
this Act. The information shall not be sub- 
ject to disclosure under section 552 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—Confidential business in- 
formation may be disclosed only in accord- 
ance with a written agreement between— 

(A) the owner or developer of the informa- 
tion; and 

(B) the Administrator or the head of the 
appropriate Executive agency. 

(3) DISSEMINATION OF RESEARCH RESULTS.— 
Pursuant to paragraphs (1) and (2) and sec- 
tion 201000300), the Administrator or the 
head of the appropriate Executive agency 
shall provide for the dissemination of non- 
proprietary research results of the projects 
supported under the programs established 
under this title. 

(h) MINIMUM ALLOCATION FOR SMALL BUSI- 
NESS.—Not less than 25 percent of the Fed- 
eral funds made available to carry out this 
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section shall be awarded to small business 
concerns pursuant to partnerships author- 
ized under this section. 

SEC. 203. UT PARTNERSHIP AUTHOR- 


(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may 
enter into a partnership with the Secretary 
of Defense, the Secretary of Commerce, the 
Secretary of Energy, or the head of any 
other appropriate Executive agency, or any 
combination thereof, to develop an environ- 
mental technology that will assist the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency and the other 
agency or agencies involved achieve their re- 
spective responsibilities and missions. 

(b) AuTHORITY.—In carrying out this sec- 
tion, the head of an Executive agency may 
enter into a partnership in accordance with 
provisions of law that are applicable to the 
agency. 

SEC. 204. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 

be appropriated to carry out the programs 

established under this title— 

(1) $36,000,000 for fiscal year 1994; 

(2) $80,000,000 for fiscal year 1995; and 

(3) $120,000,000 for fiscal year 1996. 

(b) FEDERAL AGREEMENTS.—The Adminis- 
trator shall allocate a substantial percent- 
age of funds made available by appropria- 
tions pursuant to subsection (a), with a goal 
of reaching 50 percent, for partnerships en- 
tered into pursuant to section 203. 

TITLE III—ENVIRONMENTAL INNOVATION 
RESEARCH PROGRAM; TECHNOLOGY 
TESTING 

Subtitle A—Environmental Innovation 
Research Program 
SEC. 301. ENVIRONMENTAL INNOVATION 
SEARCH PROGRAM. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—For each fiscal year, 
the Administrator is authorized to provide 
for an environmental innovation and re- 
Search program an amount not more than 
1.25 percent of the amount of funds made 
available to the Environmental Protection 
Agency from the Hazardous Substance 
Superfund established under section 9507 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (referred 
to in this subtitle as "Superfund") pursuant 
to the Comprehensive Environmental Re- 
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.), notwithstanding 
any other provision of such Act and subject 
to the availability of appropriations. 

(b) USE OF FUNDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 
use the amount allocated under subsection 
(a) to make awards to private concerns or 
other entities, through a uniform process 
(described in subsection (e)), for the develop- 
ment of environmental technology that con- 
tributes to the program objectives of the 
Superfund. 

(c) WAIVER.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may 
waive the requirements of this section in full 
or part if— 

(A) unforeseen emergency circumstances 
require the Administrator to redirect funds 
for technology development to other pur- 
poses; and 

(B) the Administrator has redirected all 
technology development funds (other than 
funds allocated pursuant to subsection (a)) 
available to the Administrator from the 
Superfund to address the unforeseen emer- 
gency circumstances. 

(2) REPORT.—If the Administrator waives a 
requirement of this section pursuant to para- 
graph (1), the Administrator shall provide a 
report that explains the reasons for the 
waiver to Congress. 


RE- 
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(d) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this Act 
limits the amount of funds that the Adminis- 
trator may spend on the research, develop- 
ment, or commercialization of environ- 
mental technology. 

(e) PHASES OF ENVIRONMENTAL INNOVATION 
RESEARCH PROGRAM.—The Administrator 
shall carry out an environmental innovation 
research program in the following 3 phases: 

(1)(A) A first phase for determining, insofar 
as practicable, the scientific and technical 
merit and feasibility of proposals that are 
submitted pursuant to environmental inno- 
vation research program solicitations and 
appear to have commercial potential. 

(B) With respect to the first phase, the Ad- 
ministrator may enter into partnerships (in- 
cluding grants and loans), each of which 
shall be in an amount not to exceed $250,000 
to support the initial development of pro- 
posed environmental technologies. 

(2)(A) A second phase to fund the further 
development of environmental technologies 
funded under paragraph (1) that meet par- 
ticular program needs, and with respect to 
which awards shall be made on the basis of 
the scientific and technical merit and fea- 
sibility of each proposal, as evidenced by the 
first phase (as described in paragraph (1)), 
taking into consideration, among other con- 
siderations, the commercial potential of 
each proposal, as evidenced by— 

(i) the record of the private concern or 
other entity of successfully commercializing 
technologies, products, or processes devel- 
oped as a result of environmental innovation 
research or other research; 

(ii) the existence of funding commitments, 
from the private sector or sources other than 
the environmental innovation research pro- 
gram, to fund the further development of the 
environmental technology; 

(iii) the existence of funding commitments 
from the private sector or sources other than 
the environmental innovation research pro- 
gram for the third phase of research to be 
conducted pursuant to paragraph (3)(A); and 

(iv) the presence of other indicators of the 
commercial potential of the environmental 
technology. 

(B) With respect to the second phase, the 
Administrator may enter into partnerships, 
each of which shall be in an amount not to 
exceed $750,000, unless the Administrator 
finds that additional funding is necessary 
and appropriate. 

(3A) If appropriate, a third phase, in 
which— 

(i) environmental innovation research 
funding is used to continue development ac- 
tivity that has demonstrated outstanding 
commercial potential in the second phase of 
the environmental innovation research pro- 
gram and merits further environmental in- 
novation research funding; 

(ii) awards from funding sources other than 
the environmental innovation research pro- 
gram are used for the continuation of re- 
search or research and development that has 
been competitively selected using peer re- 
view or scientific review criteria; or 

(iii) commercial applications of research or 
research and development funded by the en- 
vironmental innovation research program 
are funded by non-Federal sources of funds 
or, for environmental technologies intended 
for use by the Federal Government, by Fed- 
eral funding sources other than the environ- 
mental innovation research program. 

(B) With respect to a research or research 
and development project funded under sub- 
paragraph (A) and consistent with section 
202(f), the Federal share shall not exceed 50 
percent of the total cost of the project. 
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(C) With respect to the assistance provided 
under this paragraph, the Administrator 
may assist the private concern or other en- 
tity in pursuing funding or procurement 
from other Federal programs and in pursuing 
financial and technical assistance for the ex- 
port of technology developed under the envi- 
ronmental innovation research program. 

(D) The Administrator may, in lieu of the 
3-phase process established under this sub- 
section, fund proposals for the development 
of certain technologies through an alter- 
native competitive process, on the basis of a 
written finding that— 

(i) the proposed technology is at a stage in 
development comparable to the stage in de- 
velopment of technologies that would 
emerge from the second phase of the process 
established under this subsection; and 

(ii) employing the first 2 phases of the 
process established under this section would 
be inappropriate. 

(E) With respect to a development project 
funded under subparagraph (D) 

(i) awards shall be based on scientific and 
technical merit and demonstrated outstand- 
ing commercial potential; 

(ii) consistent with section 202(f), the Fed- 
eral share shall not exceed 50 percent; and 

(iii) the Administrator shall notify Con- 
gress in writing of the award and provide a 
copy of the written finding made under sub- 
paragraph (D). 

(f) SMALL BUSINESS.—In carrying out the 
program established under this section, the 
Administrator shall consider the needs of 
small business concerns for the development 
and utilization of environmental technology. 

(g) TESTING ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY.— 
Partnerships authorized under paragraph (2), 
or subparagraph (A) or (D) of paragraph (3), 
of subsection (e) may make available, if ap- 
propriate, funds to test environmental tech- 
nology in the program established under sec- 
tion 311. 


SEC. 302. GUIDELINES OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 

INNOVATION RESEARCH PROGRAM. 

(a) GUIDELINES.—The Administrator shall 

issue guidelines for environmental innova- 

tion research conducted pursuant to this 
subtitle. 


(b) CONTENTS.—The guidelines issued by 
the Administrator shall, at a minimum, pro- 
vide for— 

(1) simplified, standardized, and timely so- 
licitations of project proposals; and 

(2) to the extent feasible, application pro- 
cedures standardized with the procedures es- 
tablished under title II. 


SEC. 303. MULTI-AGENCY ENVIRONMENTAL INNO- 
VATION RESEARCH PROGRAM. 

(a) PRIORITY.—To the maximum extent 
practicable, each head of an Executive agen- 
cy shall encourage the commercial applica- 
tion of environmental technologies devel- 
oped to meet the missions and responsibil- 
ities of the agency. 


(b) COLLECTION OF DATA.—The head of an 
Executive agency providing funding for the 
research and development of environmental 
technology shall— 

(1) identify projects funded by the agency 
for the development of environmental tech- 
nology that have been commercially success- 
ful; 

(2) consistent with section 201(g), make the 
data publicly available; and 

(3) make recommendations to appropriate 
officials of other Executive agencies regard- 
ing effective mechanisms to foster the devel- 
opment of commercially viable environ- 
mental technologies. 
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Subtitle B—Innovative Technology Testing 
SEC. 311. PROGRAM. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—In collaboration with 
the heads of other appropriate Executive 
agencies, the Administrator is authorized to 
establish a program for testing environ- 
mental technologies at federally owned fa- 
cilities and other sites, including sites— 

(1) on the National Priorities List estab- 
lished under section 105(a)(8)(B) of the Com- 
prehensive Environmental Response, Com- 
pensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 9605(a)(8)(B)); and 

(2) in the inventory of Federal agency haz- 
ardous waste facilities under section 3016 of 
the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6937), 
collectively referred to in this section as 
“applicable sites“. 

(b) FEDERAL SITES.—In exercising the au- 
thority under the program established under 
this section, the Administrator shall enter 
into partnerships with other Executive agen- 
cies, and, if appropriate, non-Federal part- 
ners, for the purpose of testing environ- 
mental technologies at federally owned sites. 
Each partnership shall include agreements 
regarding the selection of sites and the man- 
agement and oversight of the testing and 
evaluation of environmental technologies at 
such sites, subject to the guidelines estab- 
lished under subsection (d). 

(c) DESCRIPTION.—As part of the program 
established under this section, the Adminis- 
trator shall— 

(1) solicit and accept applications to test 
environmental technologies suitable for the 
prevention, control, or remediation of con- 
tamination at applicable sites, subject to the 
guidelines established under subsection (d); 

(2) subject to subsection (b) and in con- 
sultation and cooperation with representa- 
tives of other Executive agencies, State and 
local governments, industry consortia, and 
other groups interested in the control, 
source reduction, and remediation of con- 
tamination at an applicable site, manage 
and oversee testing and evaluation of envi- 
ronmental technologies at the site, subject 
to the guidelines established under sub- 
section (d); 

(3) document the performance and cost 
characteristics of an environmental tech- 
nology tested at an applicable site; 

(4) consistent with section 201(c)(3)(C), list 
and disseminate nonproprietary information 
regarding the performance and cost charac- 
teristics of an environmental technology 
that has been tested at 1 or more applicable 
sites; and 

(5) to the extent feasible, incorporate Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency programs in 
existence on the date of enactment of this 
Act that facilitate testing of environmental 
technologies at applicable sites, including 
the alternative or innovative treatment 
technology research and demonstration pro- 
gram established under section 311(b) of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 9660(b)). 

(d) GUIDELINES.—The Administrator, in 
agreement with the heads of other appro- 
priate Executive agencies, shall, after notice 
and opportunity for comment, issue guide- 
lines for the operation of the program estab- 
lished under this section. The guidelines 
shall include— 

(1) an initial listing of applicable sites po- 
tentially available for the testing of environ- 
mental technologies categorized by site 
characteristics, including production proc- 
esses and technologies and, in the case of 
contaminated sites requiring remediation, 
site geology and site contaminants; 
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(2) criteria for designating the eligibility 
of applicants to the program established 
under this section; 

(3) the application procedures for appli- 
cants designated under paragraph (2), includ- 
ing, consistent with section 202(, provisions 
for sharing the costs of testing with appli- 
cants; 

(4) criteria for the verification of the effi- 
cacy of tested environmental technologies; 

(5) specific procedures for the management 
and oversight of testing at applicable sites, 
including procedures for consultation with 
communities in the vicinity of applicable 
sites; 

(6) criteria for determining whether and to 
what extent legal authorities should be used 
to indemnify successful applicants to the 
program established under this section; and 

(7) provisions for terminating partnerships. 

(e) LISTING OF TESTED TECHNOLOGIES.—In 
the case of a technology tested under the 
program established under this section, the 
Administrator shall publish the nonpropri- 
etary test results, cost information, and a 
general description of the tested environ- 
mental technology, and, consistent with sec- 
tion 201(c\3)(C), disseminate the informa- 
tion. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $10,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 1995 through 1998. 

TITLE IV—ADDITIONAL PROGRAMS 

Subtitle A—Verification of Environmental 

Technologies 


SEC. 401. PROGRAM. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—AS part of the Envi- 
ronmental Technology Initiative established 
under title II, the Administrator shall estab- 
lish a program to verify, evaluate, and dis- 
seminate performance and, to the extent 
practicable, estimates of the capital and op- 
erating cost (referred to in this section as 
“cost estimates") of environmental tech- 
nologies, including environmental tech- 
nologies appropriate for meeting the per- 
formance criteria of regulations issued as 
performance standards under laws that the 
Administrator determines are appropriate, 
collectively referred to in this section as 
"applicable regulations“. 

(b) PuRPOSE.—The purpose of the program 
established under this section is to provide 
businesses, municipalities, and other persons 
subject to environmental regulations or con- 
cerned with environmental improvement, 
with greater access to suitable environ- 
mental technologies by establishing a proc- 
ess of verification of the performance char- 
acteristics and cost estimates of environ- 
mental technologies. 

(c) ADMINISTRATION.—As part of the pro- 
gram established under this section, the Ad- 
ministrator, in collaboration with appro- 
priate officials of other Executive agencies, 
shall— 

(1) establish procedures for soliciting appli- 
cations for and selecting, pursuant to the 
criteria established under subsection (d), 
non-Federal entities to perform the func- 
tions described in subsection (e); 

(2) pursuant to subsection (g), develop and 
issue common guidelines and protocols to 
verify and evaluate the performance and cost 
estimates of environmental technologies; 
and 

(3) pursuant to subsection (h), list and dis- 
seminate the results of the verification and 
evaluation of environmental technologies. 

(d) SELECTION CRITERIA.—The Adminis- 
trator, in collaboration with the heads of ap- 
propriate Executive agencies, shall, through 
a merit based selection process, select non- 
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Federal entities to perform the functions de- 
scribed in subsection (e) based on— 

(1) the capability of the entity to provide 
thorough and credible technical and finan- 
cial verification and evaluation of environ- 
mental technologies; 

(2) the likelihood of continued viability of 
the entity; and 

(3) such other criteria as the Adminis- 
trator considers appropriate. 

(e) NON-FEDERAL VERIFICATION.—Each non- 
Federal entity selected under subsection (d) 
shall— 

(1) accept applications to verify and evalu- 
ate performance characteristics and cost es- 
timates of environmental technologies; 

(2) using appropriate protocols developed 
under subsection (g), verify the quality and 
credibility of performance data and cost esti- 
mates submitted by applicants; 

(3) using the criteria developed under sub- 
section (g), evaluate performance data and 
cost estimates for environmental tech- 
nologies; and 

(4) report to the Administrator perform- 
ance data and cost estimates regarding the 
environmental technologies verified and 
evaluated. 

(f) FEDERAL VERIFICATION.—As part of the 
program established under this section, the 
head of an Executive agency may, individ- 
ually or pursuant to a partnership, verify 
and evaluate the performance and cost esti- 
mates of environmental technologies at fed- 
erally owned sites. The head of the Executive 
agency shall ensure that— 

(1) the common protocols and guidelines 
developed under subsection (g) are employed 
for the verification and evaluation of all en- 
vironmental technologies; and 

(2) the results for each environmental tech- 
nology verified and evaluated are reported to 
the Administrator, 

(g) GUIDELINES,— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator, in agreement with the Sec- 
retary of Energy, the Secretary of Com- 
merce, the Secretary of Defense, the Admin- 
istrator of the Small Business Administra- 
tion, and appropriate officials of other Exec- 
utive agencies, shall, after notice and oppor- 
tunity for comment, issue guidelines for the 
operation of the program established under 
this section. The guidelines shall be revised 
from time-to-time as appropriate. 

(2) DESCRIPTION.—The guidelines shall in- 
clude— 

(A) criteria for designating the eligibility 
of applicants to the program established 
under this section; 

(B) application requirements and proce- 
dures for submitting data for verification; 

(C) appropriate protocols to verify the 
quality and credibility of performance data 
and cost estimates submitted by applicants; 

(D) general criteria for the evaluation of 
environmental technologies, including an 
evaluation, with respect to each technology 
evaluated, of the ability of the technology 
to— 

(i) meet the performance criteria of any 
applicable regulation under tested condi- 
tions with additional source reduction, con- 
trol, or remediation benefits as compared to 
otherwise applicable technology; 

(ii) meet the performance criteria of any 
applicable regulation under tested condi- 
tions at a comparable or lower estimates of 
cost than the estimated cost of otherwise ap- 
plicable technology; or 

(iii) constitute a significant advance in the 
development of an environmental technology 
with broad applicability; 
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(E) a schedule of fees for applications to 
cover the costs of the program, including— 

(i) lower fees for each applicant designated 
as a small business concern, nonprofit group, 
institution of higher education, or State or 
local government entity; and 

(ii) lower fees for applications to verify en- 
vironmental technologies that provide 
Source reduction; 

(F) consistent with section 202(g), criteria 
and appropriate procedures for the protec- 
tion of proprietary information regarding en- 
vironmental technologies; and 

(G) such other provisions as the Adminis- 
trator or the head of another agency listed 
in paragraph (1) may consider appropriate. 

(h) REVIEW AND REPORTING OF TECH- 
NOLOGIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a tech- 
nology verified and evaluated by a non-Fed- 
eral entity selected under subsection (d), the 
Administrator shall conduct appropriate re- 
view of the accuracy of the data and the re- 
sults of the verification and evaluation, prior 
to publication of the information under para- 
graph (2). 

(2) PUBLICATION OF DESCRIPTION.—Consist- 
ent with section 201(c)(3), the Administrator 
shall publish a nonproprietary description of 
the environmental technologies verified and 
evaluated under this section and disseminate 
the information. 

(3) SIGNIFICANT ADVANCES.—The Adminis- 
trator may establish a list of technologies 
verified under the program established by 
this section that represent significant ad- 
vances as compared to then current available 
technologies. 

(i) No REVISION OF REGULATIONS.—Nothing 
in this Act shall be construed, interpreted, 
or applied in any manner to revise any regu- 
lation or release a person subject to any reg- 
ulation from the duty to comply with the 
regulation. 

(j) JUDICIAL REVIEW.— 

(1) EFFECT OF VERIFICATION.—The verifica- 
tion or evaluation of a technology under the 
program established under this section shall 
not— 

(A) constitute a final action by the Admin- 
istrator; and 

(B) be subject to judicial review. 

(2) FAILURE TO COMPLY.—If a technology 
verified, evaluated, and listed pursuant to 
the program established under this section 
fails to result in compliance with any appli- 
cable regulation, the verification, evalua- 
tion, and listing shall not constitute a de- 
fense in an enforcement action or citizen 
suit and shall not create a cause of action 
against the Environmental Protection Agen- 


cy. 

(k) No FEDERAL CAUSE OF ACTION.—Noth- 
ing in this section creates a cause of action 
or in any other manner increases or de- 
creases the liability of a person. 

Subtitle B—Technical Assistance to Small 
Business in Coordination with Existing 
Programs 

SEC. 411. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSISTANCE. 

(a) AGREEMENTS.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator, the Secretary of Commerce, 
and the heads of other Executive agencies 
shall enter into such agreements as are nec- 
essary to permit the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency to provide technical assistance 
and support to the Manufacturing Tech- 
nology Centers and other similar Extension 
Centers administered by the National Insti- 
tute of Standards and Technology of the De- 
partment of Commerce and other technology 
assistance programs for small business con- 
cerns as appropriate. 
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(b) ASSISTANCE.—The assistance shall in- 
clude— 

(1) the preparation of environmental as- 
sistance packages for small business con- 
cerns generally and, if appropriate, for spe- 
cific small business sectors, including infor- 
mation on— 

(A) environmental compliance require- 
ments and methods for achieving compli- 
ance; 

(B) new environmental technologies; 

(C) alternatives for source reduction that 
are generally applicable to the small busi- 
ness sectors; and 

(D) guidance for identifying and applying 
opportunities for source reduction at individ- 
ual facilities; 

(2) providing technical assistance to small 
business concerns seeking to act on the in- 
formation provided under paragraph (1); 

(3) coordinating with the heads of other 
Executive agencies to identify those small 
business sectors that need improvement in 
environmental compliance or in developing 
methods for source reduction; and 

(4) developing and carrying out an action 
plan for providing assistance to improve the 
environmental performance of small busi- 
ness sectors in need of improvement. 

(c) COORDINATION.—The Administrator may 
coordinate with— 

(1) small business development centers (es- 
tablished pursuant to section 21 of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 648)); and 

(2) as appropriate, other small business and 
agricultural extension programs and centers, 
to provide environmental assistance to small 
business concerns. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $7,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 1995 through 1998. 

SEC. 412. STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION, 

Nothing in this Act shall be construed, in- 
terpreted, or applied in any manner to— 

(1) affect the obligation or duty of any Ex- 
ecutive agency to comply with all applicable 
environmental laws and requirements; or 

(2) limit the authority of any Executive 
Agency to carry out or administer any pro- 
gram, duty, or responsibility. 


STEVENS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1687 


(Ordered to lie on the table.) 

Mr. STEVENS (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mr. MURKOWSKI) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by them to the bill S. 978, supra; as fol- 
lows: 


On page 18, strike line 1 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

SEC. 204. NATIVE AMERICAN SANITATION- 
HEALTH TECHNOLOGY FUND PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—The Administrator is 
authorized and encouraged to enter into an 
agreement to establish a partnership pro- 
gram to fund grants to research, engineer, 
develop, test, and demonstrate innovative 
water sanitation technologies for Indian res- 
ervations, Alaska Native villages, and other 
remote, rural regions. Funds provided pursu- 
ant to this section may be awarded begin- 
ning in fiscal year 1995 for competitively 
judged proposals that have the potential to 
improve health and sanitation conditions in 
Alaska Native villages, on Indian reserva- 
tions, and in other rural areas, with empha- 
sis on areas with conditions that are not con- 
ducive to utilization of conventional 
wastewater treatment methods. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


(b) COORDINATION.—The Administrator 
shall coordinate disbursements related to 
Alaska Native village sanitation authorized 
by paragraph (a) with appropriate federal 
agencies and departments, including any 
such agency or department participating in 
the federal field working group on rural 
Alaska sanitation. 

SEC. 205. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 


KERRY AMENDMENT NO. 1688 


Mr. BAUCUS (for Mr. KERREY) pro- 
posed an amendment to the bill S. 978, 
supra; as follows: 

Annual report including specific bench- 
marks on the success of the program: 

On page 13: 

On line 6 delete all through line 9 and re- 
place with the following: 

"(A) description of the research, develop- 
ment and testing conducted under programs 
authorized pursuant to Title II, Title III, and 
Title IV of this Act; 

(B) resources and staff devoted to the pro- 
grams listed under paragraph (A); and 

(C) estimated environmental and economic 
benefits resulting from the programs listed 
under paragraph (A) and the cost of the pro- 
grams," 
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NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EXPORT EXPANSION AND 
AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that the Small 
Business Subcommittee on Export Ex- 
pansion and Agricultural Development 
will hold a hearing on export assist- 
ance efforts for small business. The 
hearing will occur on Thursday, May 
12, 1994, in room 428A of the Russell 
Senate Office Building. For further in- 
formation, please call Dan Solomon, 
legislative assistant for Senator HAR- 
RIS WOFFORD at 224-6324. 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Friday, 
May 6, beginning at 10 a.m. to conduct 
a hearing on the nominations of Alan 
S. Blinder, to be a member of the Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System; Steven M. Wallman, to be a 
member of the Securities and Ex- 
change Commission; and Philip N. 
Diehl, to be Director of the Mint. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent on behalf of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee for 
authority to meet on Friday, May 6, 
1994, at 9:30 a.m. on a hearing on the 
subject: Health Care Information Man- 
agement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs would 
like to request unanimous consent to 
hold an oversight hearing on the effect 
of military research on the health of 
veterans. The hearing will be held on 
May 6, 1994, at 10 a.m. in room 106 of 
the Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


PUBLIC SERVICE RECOGNITION 
WEEK 


è Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak regarding Public Service Rec- 
ognition Week. This week commemo- 
rates the millions of men and women 
who work on the Federal, State, and 
local levels to do the people’s work. 

Public employees quietly serve the 
Nation in so many ways. They teach 
our children. They defend our Nation. 
They ensure the safety of our build- 
ings, food, water, medicines, work- 
places, and roads. They protect our 
families from crime, and search for 
cures to protect them from disease. 
They protect our retirements and our 
savings. Each of us relies on these pub- 
lic servants quietly doing their work 
every day. 

The predominant concern with Gov- 
ernment spending at all levels means 
that this Nation’s public servants are 
increasingly being asked to do more 
with less. Yet despite hardships of 
fewer personnel and scarce resources, 
the work continues to get done. It is a 
tribute to the ingenuity and ability of 
these dedicated workers that they con- 
tinue to perform their duties effec- 
tively. 

Unfortunately, too often these public 
servants go unappreciated, or worse 
yet, are vilified. Some have seized on 
public servants as convenient targets, 
and as scapegoats for problems beyond 
their control in Government programs 
and services. Public Service Recogni- 
tion Week is one way that our Nation 
can tell these workers that we appre- 
ciate them, and to thank them. 

Those of us in Congress should be 
thankful for our Nation's public serv- 
ants. Without their tireless efforts, the 
laws we pass here would be completely 
hollow. I salute these dedicated men 
and women.e 


TRIBUTE TO GEORGE HALVORSON: 
HEALTH CARE LEADER 


* Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I rise to pay tribute to a Minnesota 
health care pioneer and visionary, 
George Halvorson. As the chief execu- 
tive officer of HealthPartners, Min- 
nesota's largest HMO, George contin- 
ues to play a major role in the progress 
toward national health care reform. 
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It is hard to summarize the impact 
this good friend of mine has had on the 
development of managed health care. I 
refer my colleagues to an article by Ju- 
dith Borger in the St. Paul Pioneer 
Press dated May 2, 1994. 

Referred to in Borger's article as a 
“huge force in the Minnesota market- 
place and a growing influence on the 
national scene," I can confirm with 
pride that George helped bring Min- 
nesota into the spotlight as a model for 
national health care reform. 

George's endeavors in the corporate 
world of health care are noteworthy, 
but he is also an accomplished author. 
I highly recommend to my colleagues 
his influential discourse on the ills of 
the Nation's current health care sys- 
tem, Strong Medicine. Strong Medicine 
explains in very clear and understand- 
able terms the problems facing Ameri- 
ca's health care system and outlines an 
insightful way to address them. 

I urge policy-makers, private indus- 
try leaders and my colleagues alike to 
familiarize themselves with the work 
of this Minnesota health care reform 
leader, and would ask that the May 2 
St. Paul Pioneer Press article be en- 
tered into the RECORD. 

The article follows: 

[From the St. . Press. May 2. 

1 


HEALTH CARE’S HEAVYWEIGHT— 
HEALTHPARTNERS CEO GEORGE HALVORSON 
HAS EMERGED AS ONE OF THE LEADING 
FORCES IN CHANGING THE SHAPE OF THE 
HEALTH CARE SYSTEM IN MINNESOTA 


(By Judith Yates Borger) 


George Halvorson, CEO of Minnesota’s 
largest health maintenance organization, is 
one of the state’s most powerful health care 
leaders—often revered, sometimes feared, 
and generally credited with enormous fore- 
sight. But it wasn’t foresight that brought 
him into the health care industry just as 
managed care started to boom. 

Halvorson, who heads Bloomington-based 
HealthPartners, came to the Twin Cities in 
1968 to attend graduate school at night, and 
he needed a day job to support his young 
family. Since he'd been a reporter for the 
Fargo Forum, he thought he'd find work in 
public relations. 

Seeing an ad for an “underwriter” at 
Eagan-based Blue Cross and BlueShield of 
Minnesota, he figured it meant assistant 
writer and applied. The personnel inter- 
viewer was amused at Halvorson's mistake, 
and, as luck would have it, also had an open- 
ing in the public relations department. 
Halvorson landed that job. 

It wasn't a very bright beginning for a man 
who today is called brilliant by many of his 
peers. But it was momentous for Minnesota, 
because the health care reform movement 
that is under way here today is driven by the 
forces of business. While it may appear that 
legislators and public policy wonks are pull- 
ing the health care strings, the reality is 
that the employers who buy health care for 
the majority of Minnesotans will ultimately 
determine how much care most people will 
get, and how much it will cost. 

Halvorson ís à huge force in the Minnesota 
marketplace and a growing influence on the 
national scene. His view of the future has a 
direct effect on the health care that many 
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Minnesotans receive. If you're one of the 
600,000 HealthPartners enrollees and have 
heart disease, for example, his newest effort, 
called Partners for Better Health, may put a 
Scale in your bathroom to help you keep 
close track of your weight. And if you're not 
a HealthPartners member, your health plan 
certainly will be watching Halvorson's pro- 
closely. 

“He sticks his head farther above the hori- 
zon than anyone else," said Steve Wetzell, 
executive director of the Business Health 
Care Action Group, a powerful coalition of 22 
of Minnesota's largest employers. 

"He's a visionary,” said Dr. Jim 
Reinertsen, co-president of HealthSystem 
Minnesota in St. Louis Park. 

Halvorson's meteoric rise at Blue Cross 
was the first indication of his talent. By 1980 
he was senior vice president for marketing 
with Blue Cross and felt he was in line to be 
president. The board of directors instead 
chose Andrew Czajkowski, who was 10 years 
older and very bright," Halvorson says 
today. 

Halvorson left the Blues, taking with him 
a “thinly veiled enmity" for his former em- 
ployer that continues today, according to 
Don Wegmiller, president and CEO of Min- 
neapolis-based Management Compensation 
Group/Health Care Inc. 

Halvorson went to work setting up an HMO 
for seniors under a grant from the Wilder 
Foundation and Health One Corp., where 
Wegmiller was then president. When the fed- 
eral government refused to pay more than 
the usual amount because the program en- 
rolled more very frail elderly, Halvorson ar- 
ranged for the sale of the HMO to a larger 
company that could better absorb the cost. 

“He transferred the seniors and everyone 
was taken care of," said Wegmiller. ''You 
give George a problem and he's quick to 
solve it. You give him an opportunity and 
he's quick to take advantage of it." 

One of those opportunities came in 1992. He 
has been president of GroupHealth for six 
years when a few of the Twin Cities' largest 
employers, fed up with the escalating health 
care premiums for their employees, banded 
together to form the Business Health Care 
Action Group. Together they decided to buy 
health care the same way they buy any other 
raw materials needed to do business: by list- 
ing specifications and asking for bids. 

Halvorson wanted the contract, but Group 
Health didn't have all the components the 
Business Health Care Action Group wanted. 
So Group Health merged with St. Louis 
Park-based MedCenters Health Plan, and 
named the new organization HealthPartners. 
Then Halvorson formed an alliance with St. 
Louis-based Park Nicollet Medical Center 


and the Mayo Clinic in Rochester. 
HealthPartners got the contract, and a huge 
boost in visibility. 


Halvorson’s vision was apparent again at 
about the same time, when Minnesota legis- 
lators were passing MinnesotaCare, the state 
law that, among other things, establishes in- 
tegrated service networks (ISNs). Sort of 
super-HMOs that are supposed to manage 
their members’ entire health care, from the 
first appointment to the last bill, ISNs gen- 
erally are supposed to have three parts: an 
insurance company, a string of clinics and 
doctors, and a hospital. 

Of all the health plans in Minnesota at the 
time, HealthPartners was the closest in 
structure to ISNs. Were ISNs designed to 
look like HealthPartners, or was 
HealthPartners designed to look like an 
ISN? Neither, says Halvorson. 

Each year the senior management at 
HealthPartners puts together a list of about 
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300 assumptions about what the various play- 
ers in the health care field—competitors, 
legislators, federal officials—are likely to do. 
It also compiles a corresponding list of 
moves for HealthPartners. The practice has 
helped position HealthPartners to anticipate 
the changes. 

“About four years ago we asked ourselves 
what would be the best possible design for a 
health plan, and that’s what we came up 
with," said Halvorson. “I think we and the 
Legislature were working on parallel 
tracks.“ 

The only piece Health Partners was missing 
was a hospital. Halvorson took care of that 
in September 1993 when HealthPartners sur- 
prised the health care community by merg- 
ing with St. Paul Ramsey Medical Center in 
what seemed like record time. Just two days 
before the papers were signed with Ramsey, 
HealthPartners had heard a presentation for 
& deal from Health East and agreed to fur- 
ther discussion. Health East executives were 
preparing for the additional meeting with 
Halvorson when they learned he'd already 
signed with Ramsey. 

"If Health East had put a different pro- 
posal on the table, it would have gone dif- 
ferently.“ said Halvorson. 

None of the executives at Health East was 
willing to discuss Halvorson for this article. 
Neither was the Blues’ Czajkowski. That is 
an indication of the level of power Halvorson 
has amassed in this marketplace. Few are 
willing to risk angering him by saying some- 
thing that might be taken the wrong way. 

His name is in the newspaper almost daily, 
it seems, because he always returns report- 
ers’ calls and usually says something that 
furthers the story. On the other hand, when 
President Clinton gave his address on health 
care last fall, CBS News asked Halvorson to 
appear on camera to provide reaction. He de- 
clined. 

“I'm just not a TV type," he said. 

So what type is he? Focused, hard-driving, 
steadfast in his beliefs, and a tough nego- 
tiator, say his friends. Plodding, dull and 
cold, counter his critics. 

“When you're dealing with George you've 
got to really do your homework, because he's 
done his," said Reinertsen. 

“What can one really say about a guy who 
takes a portable fax machine along with him 
to the Boundary Waters?" said Gordon 
Sprenger, executive officer of HealthSpan 
Health Systems, Brooklyn Center. ‘‘About a 
guy who, at remote retreats, continues to 
wear suits and wing-tipped shoes when ev- 
eryone else is in sweaters and jeans?” 

“Halvorson says he's “a child of the 608 
who happens to be an excutive of the '90s"— 
if not a terribly well-paid one. In 1992, for ex- 
ample, Halvorson earned $316,000 to run an 
organization that then had revenues of $864 
million. By comparison, Tim Hanson, presi- 
dent of HealthEast, was paid $449,851 that 
year to run an organization with revenues of 
$292 million. HealthPartners' revenues in- 
creased to $1.1 billion with the merger last 
fall of St. Paul Ramsey Medical Center. 
Halvorson got a raise to $350,000. 

Nonprofit organizations such as 
HealthPartners typically pay executives far 
less than for-profit companies. And while 
for-profit public companies are owned by the 
stockholders, HealthPartners operates like à 
cooperative, with a board of directors elected 
by the members and physicians. The 18-mem- 
ber board of directors sets Halvorson's sal- 
ary. 

Halvorson shrugs at talk about his pay. 

"It's more money than I ever thought I'd 
make and certainly sufficient for my needs," 
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he said. "If my primary motivation were 
money, I'd work someplace else.“ 

"George is an idealist," said Reinertsen, 
who once took Halvorson fishing to get to 
know him better. “Personal wealth is not a 
driver for him. It's not how he measures win- 
ning. It irritates him when people who are 
doing à poor job are paid three times what he 
is. He regards that as a black mark on health 
care,” 

But for all his idealism, he can come off as 
just another heartless executive. When Medi- 
care refused to increase reimbursement rates 
in Minnesota, HealthPartners raised pre- 
miums on its Senior Plus plan 29 percent to 
$140 a month and added a $10 co-pay. The sen- 
iors responded by picketing HealthPartners 
headquarters in Bloomington. Weeks later, 
Halvorson and a retinue of executives met 
with about 200 angry seniors to present a 20- 
page position paper and a host of charts and 
graphs in an attempt to convince them the 
fault lay with the federal government. It 
didn’t work. 

Halvorson, who said he has raised money 
for the Senior Federation for years, is frus- 
trated with the whole affair. 

“We're getting a bad rap from people who 
don't understand the government payment 
system," he said. 

Dr. Richard Reece, publisher and editor of 
the Reece Report, a newsletter offering ''po- 
ltical and economic insights for physi- 
cians," has been a critic of Halvorson's phi- 
losophy for years. But even he grudgingly ac- 
knowledges Halvorson's success. 

"He's à plodding, sound achiever who has 
Stuck to his principles, and the world has 
swung around to his thinking," said Reece. 

Halvorson may be plodding, but right now 
he's absolutely obsessed with "Partners for 
Better Health." The program targets five 
disease areas and sets goals to reduce their 
rates among HealthPartners members. For 
example, the plan wants to reduce heart dis- 
ease among members by 25 percent by en- 
couraging them to cut smoking and switch 
to low-fat diets. 

But what if you don't want to stop smok- 
ing or lose weight? Isn't this an intrusion on 
your privacy? 

HealthPartners is betting there will be 
enough motivated people in the program 
that it won't run into much opposition from 
the start. And, hopefully, by the time it has 
gotten to the laggards, it will have learned 
enough to convert them to the motivated. 

Clearly, the No. 1 convert to wellness is 
Halvorson himself. It's become a personal 
mission for him. Fingering his bottle of min- 
eral water, Halvorson says he's lost 35 
pounds in recent months—''without ever 
being hungry," he said—and he shows off the 
excess inches of material in the waist of his 
pants as proof. 

Halvorson lost the weight during the past 
year, he said, by eating fat-free foods and 
Squeezing in some kind of physical activity 
whenever possible. To illustrate his point, he 
points to one wall of the Health Partners' 
conference room, now covered with labels 
from fat-free foods. Halvorson often uses 
those foods to prepare meals for himself be- 
fore luncheon meetings, explaining at length 
to those around the difference between high- 
density lipids and low-density lipids. He's 
even convinced the Decathlon Club in 
Bloomington to serve his favorite fat-free 
chocolate syrup. 

“You can't be preaching this when you're 
50 pounds overweight,” he said. 

If Health Partners actually does achieve 
its very ambitious goals of improving the 
health of its members, it will be yet another 
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example of Halvorson moving several steps 
ahead of the pack. 

"He's 20 years ahead of the rest with that 
program.“ said Wetzell.e 


FACES OF THE HEALTH CARE 
CRISIS 


e Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I rise 
again today in my continuing effort to 
put a face on the problems of unmet 
health care needs across our country. I 
would like to share the story of Nancy 
and Charles Sullivan from Port Huron, 
MI. In the mid-1980's, both Nancy and 
Charles were diagnosed with multiple 
sclerosis. Fortunately, Charles receives 
Medicare benefits through the Social 
Security Disability Insurance Pro- 
gram, but Nancy does not have any 
health insurance. 

Charles and Nancy are in their mid- 
forties and have three daughters be- 
tween the ages of 19 and 23 who no 
longer live at home. For 21 years, 
Chuck worked in à wire manufacturing 
plant and rose to the position of assist- 
ant plant manager. Nancy stopped 
working outside the home when their 
first child was born. In 1980, while their 
three children were still small, Nancy 
began having health problems and was 
subsequently diagnosed with multiple 
Sclerosis, or MS.“ 

Ms is a chronic disease of the central 
nervous system that can cause paral- 
ysis and loss of control over body func- 
tions. There is no cure, although medi- 
cation and therapy can help some peo- 
ple control their symptoms. Symptoms 
vary dramatically—some people have 
only slight symptoms, while others be- 
come severely disabled. 

Fortunately, Chuck's employer pro- 
vided health insurance benefits which 
covered the cost of Nancy's treatments 
and equipment. But then in 1986, 
Chuck's health began to deteriorate 
and he was also diagnosed with MS. 

As a result of the MS, Nancy is para- 
lyzed from the waist down and confined 
to a wheelchair. Chuck's health did not 
fail as quickly as Nancy's. As a result, 
Chuck was able to continue to work 
full time, but also assumed the respon- 
sibility of taking care of Nancy, the 
children, and the household. In 1989, 
Chuck's employer moved to Arkansas 
and Chuck and his family planned to 
follow his job after Nancy had back 
surgery. Although the manufacturer 
had agreed initially that Chuck could 
transfer after Nancy's recuperation, 
the company changed its mind and or- 
dered Chuck to report to the plant in 
Arkansas with less than 1 week's no- 
tice. Because Nancy's surgery was 
scheduled for that same week, the fam- 
ily could not move. His employer re- 
fused to negotiate with him, and Chuck 
was terminated. 

During 1989, the year that he was re- 
ceiving unemployment compensation, 
Chuck paid $370 per month to continue 
his health insurance benefits so that 


9627 


Nancy could receive the care she need- 
ed. In 1990, Chuck had an MS attack 
that put him in the hospital. His MS 
had progressed to the point of being to- 
tally disabling. Chuck could no longer 
control his muscle functions and was 
confined to à wheelchair. This attack 
came shortly after Chuck followed 
through on a potential job opportunity. 

Both Chuck and Nancy received SSI 
and Medicaid for a short time before 
Chuck became eligible for Social Secu- 
rity Disability Insurance benefits be- 
cause of his many years of employ- 
ment. Chuck's SSDI benefits, however, 
are high enough to make Nancy ineli- 
gible for SSI and Medicaid benefits. 
She is not eligible for SSDI because she 
worked as a homemaker, and therefore 
she has not been employed enough to 
acquire the necessary quarters to re- 
ceive benefits. The only way that 
Nancy could get health care benefits 
through Medicaid is if she and her hus- 
band were to get a divorce. 

The Sullivans barely make ends meet 
on their small monthly income of $1,200 
from Social Security and veteran's 
pension benefits. Nancy does not go to 
the doctor when she is sick, because 
She doesn't have any insurance to 
cover the costs. They struggle to take 
care of themselves without any assist- 
ance in their home. Nancy and Chuck 
cannot afford the high cost of an indi- 
vidual health insurance policy to cover 
Nancy. They question whether or not 
they could even find a policy that 
would cover her preexisting MS condi- 
tion. 

Mr. President, the Sullivans and all 
Americans deserve the security of 
guaranteed affordable health care cov- 
erage that will meet their needs re- 
gardless of pre-existing conditions. We 
need to enact health care reform legis- 
lation to make sure that families like 
Chuck and Nancy are able to purchase 
affordable health care for both, not 
just one of them. I will continue to 
work with my colleagues in the Senate 
and the Clinton administration to en- 
sure the comprehensive health care re- 
form is a reality this year.e 


WORLD ROWING CHAMPIONSHIPS 


è Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I am very 
pleased that the Senate acted so expe- 
ditiously in adopting legislation pro- 
viding a duty waiver for competitors in 
the 1994 World Rowing Championships 
which will be held in Indianapolis, IN. 

I was pleased to propose this legisla- 
tion which became part of an omnibus 
event duty free bill for the World Cup, 
the 1996 Olympics and Paralympics, 
and the 1995 Special Olympics. For row- 
ing, it is particularly important be- 
cause it waives the requirement for 
posting bond for the equipment 
brought by competing international 
teams. Rowing shells and oars are ex- 
pensive equipment and this relieves the 
competing teams of an unnecessary ex- 
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pense and eases their entry into the 
United States. 

As we all know, the world has 
changed significantly in recent years, 
and many countries barely have the re- 
sources to field a team. Waiving the 
bond requirement is an enormous help. 

The 1994 World Rowing Champion- 
ships will be held from September 11- 
18, the first time they have ever been 
held in the United States. Since their 
origin in 1893 as the European cham- 


pionships, championships have been 
held every year since. 
The races will be held at 


Indianapolis’s Eagle Creek Reservoir, a 
beautiful site surrounded by the larg- 
est municipal park in the Nation. It is 
also home to the only internationally 
certified course in the United States. 
Competing will be over 1,000 athletes, 
men and women, from more than 40 
countries. 

Rowing has a long history in orga- 
nized American sport. The Harvard/ 
Yale race is the oldest intercollegiate 
athletic event in America, held annu- 
ally for 142 years, since 1852. The Na- 
tional Association for Amateur Oars- 
men, now the U.S. Rowing Association 
and headquartered in Indianapolis, was 
first established in 1872 and was the 
first national governing body for sport 
in America. Ironically, its purpose was 
to distinguish its members from profes- 
sionals. Amateur rowing to this day re- 
mains a sport pursued more for love 
than for remuneration. 

Mr. President, I am thrilled to have 
this exciting event coming to my home 
city of Indianapolis, a place we Hoo- 
siers like to think of as the Nation’s 
amateur sports capital. I congratulate 
the organizers from U.S. rowing for 
their hard work in winning the bid for 
this event and invite all my colleagues 
and their staff, particularly those that 
were rowers in school, to come to Indi- 
anapolis in September for what I prom- 
ise will be memorable competition in a 
splendid setting.e 


ARSON PREVENTION ACT OF 1994 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Chair lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa- 
tives on a bill (H.R. 1727) to establish a 
program of grants to States for arson 
research, prevention, and control, and 
for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the House of Representatives: 

Resolved, That the House agree to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
1727) entitled An Act to establish a program 
of grants to States for arson research, pre- 
vention, and control, and for other pur- 
poses“, with the following amendment: 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, insert: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Arson Pre- 
vention Act of 1994"'. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
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(1) arson is a serious and costly problem, 
and is responsible for approximately 25 per- 
cent of all fires in the United States; 

(2) arson is a leading cause of fire deaths, 
accounting for approximately 700 deaths an- 
nually in the United States, and is the lead- 
ing cause of property damage due to fire in 
the United States; 

(3) estimates of arson property losses are 
in the range of $2,000,000,000 annually, or ap- 
proximately 1 of every 4 dollars lost to fire; 

(4) the incidence of arson in the United 
States is seriously underreported, in part be- 
cause of the lack of adequate participation 
by local jurisdictions in the National Fire 
Incident Reporting System (NFIRS) and the 
Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) program; 

(5) there is a need for expanded training 
programs for arson investigators; 

(6) there is a need for improved programs 
designed to enable volunteer firefighters to 
detect arson crimes and to preserve evidence 
vital to the investigation and prosecution of 
arson cases; 

(7) according to the National Fire Protec- 
tion Association, of all the suspicious and in- 
cendiary fires estimated to occur, only 4% are 
confirmed as arson; and 

(8) improved training of arson investiga- 
tors will increase the ability of fire depart- 
ments to identify suspicious and incendiary 
fires, and will result in increased and more 
effective prosecution of arson offenses. 

SEC. 3. ARSON PREVENTION GRANTS. 

The Federal Fire Prevention and Control 
Act of 1974 is amended by inserting after sec- 
tion 24 (15 U.S.C. 2220) the following new sec- 
tion: 

“SEC, 25. ARSON PREVENTION GRANTS. 

*(a) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section: 

() ARSON.—The term ‘arson’ includes all 
incendiary and suspicious fires. 

*(2) OFFICE.—The term ‘Office’ means the 
Office of Fire Prevention and Arson Control 
of the United States Fire Administration. 

"(b) GRANTS.—The Administrator, acting 
through the Office, shall carry out a dem- 
onstration program under which not more 
than 10 grant awards shall be made to 
States, or consortia of States, for programs 
relating to arson research, prevention, and 
control. 

"(c) GOALS.—In carrying out this section, 
the Administrator shall award 2-year grants 
on a competitive, merit basis to States, or 
consortia of States, for projects that pro- 
mote one or more of the following goals: 

(J) To improve the training by States 
leading to professional certification of arson 
investigators, in accordance with nationally 
recognized certification standards. 

**(2) To provide resources for the formation 
of arson task forces or interagency organiza- 
tional arrangements involving police and 
fire departments and other relevant local 
agencies, such as a State arson bureau and 
the office of a fire marshal of a State. 

(3) To combat fraud as a cause of arson 
and to advance research at the State and 
local levels on the significance and preven- 
tion of fraud as a motive for setting fires. 

"(4) To provide for the management of 
arson squads, including— 

(A) training courses for fire departments 
in arson case management, including stand- 
ardization of investigative techniques and 
reporting methodology; 

B) the preparation of arson unit manage- 
ment guides; and 

(O) the development and dissemination of 
new public education materials relating to 
the arson problem. 

5) To combat civil unrest as a cause of 
arson and to advance research at the State 
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and local levels on the prevention and con- 
trol of arson linked to urban disorders. 

(66) To combat juvenile arson, such as ju- 
venile fire-setter counseling programs and 
similar intervention programs, and to ad- 
vance research at the State and local levels 
on the prevention of juvenile arson. 

7) To combat drug-related arson and to 
advance research at the State and local lev- 
els on the causes and prevention of drug-re- 
lated arson. 

“(8) To combat domestic violence as a 
cause of arson and to advance research at 
the State and local levels on the prevention 
of arson arising from domestic violence. 

*(9) To combat arson in rural areas and to 
improve the capability of firefighters to 
identify and prevent arson initiated fires in 
rural areas and public forests. 

"(10) To improve the capability of fire- 
fighters to identify and combat arson 
through expanded training programs, includ- 
ing— 
"(A) training courses at the State fire 
academies; and 

(B) innovative courses developed with the 
Academy and made available to volunteer 
firefighters through regional delivery meth- 
ods, including teleconferencing and satellite 
delivered television programs. 

"(d) STRUCTURING OF APPLICATIONS.—The 
Administrator shall assist grant applicants 
in structuring their applications so as to en- 
sure that at least one grant is awarded for 
each goal described in subsection (c). 

"(e) STATE QUALIFICATION CRITERIA.—In 
order to qualify for a grant under this sec- 
tion, a State, or consortium of States, shall 
provide assurances adequate to the Adminis- 
trator that the State or consortium— 

(1) wil obtain at least 25 percent of the 
cost of programs funded by the grant, in cash 
or in kind, from non-Federal sources; 

"(2) will not as a result of receiving the 
grant decrease the prior level of spending of 
funds of the State or consortium from non- 
Federal sources for arson research, preven- 
tion, and control programs; 

"(3) will use no more than 10 percent of 
funds provided under the grant for adminis- 
trative costs of the programs; and 

(4) is making efforts to ensure that all 
local jurisdictions will provide arson data to 
the National Fire Incident Reporting System 
or the Uniform Crime Reporting program. 

“(f) EXTENSION.—A grant awarded under 
this section may be extended for one or more 
additional periods, at the discretion of the 
Administrator, subject to the availability of 
appropriations. 

„g) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Adminis- 
trator shall provide technical assistance to 
States in carrying out programs funded by 
grants under this section. 

ch) CONSULTATION AND COOPERATION.—In 
carrying out this section, the Administrator 
shall consult and cooperate with other Fed- 
eral agencies to enhance program effective- 
ness and avoid duplication of effort, includ- 
ing the conduct of regular meetings initiated 
by the Administrator with representatives of 
other Federal agencies concerned with arson 
and concerned with efforts to develop a more 
comprehensive profile of the magnitude of 
the national arson problem. 

"(1) ASSESSMENT.—Not later than 18 
months after the date of enactment of this 
subsection, the Administrator shall submit a 
report to Congress that— 

(J) identifies grants made under this sec- 
tion; 

**(2) specifies the identity of grantees; 

() states the goals of each grant; and 
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(J) contains a preliminary assessment of 
the effectiveness of the grant program under 
this section. 

“(j) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Administrator shall issue regu- 
lations to implement this section, including 
procedures for grant applications. 

"(K) ADMINISTRATION.—The Administrator 
shall directly administer the grant program 
required by this section, and shall not enter 
into any contract under which the grant pro- 
gram or any portion of the program will be 
administered by another party. 

"(1) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN MADE EQUIP- 
MENT AND PRODUCTS.— 

“(1) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that any recipient of a grant under 
this section should purchase, when available 
and cost-effective, American made equip- 
ment and products when expending grant 
monies. 

*(2) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.— 
In allocating grants under thís section, the 
Administrator shall provide to each recipi- 
ent a notice describing the statement made 
in paragraph (1) by the Congress.“. 

SEC. 4. VOLUNTEER FIREFIGHTER TRAINING. 

Section 24(a)(2) of the Federal Fire Preven- 
tion and Control Act of 1974 (15 U.S.C. 
2220(a)(2)) is amended by inserting before the 
semicolon the following: *, with particular 
emphasis on the needs of volunteer fire- 
fighters for improved and more widely avail- 
able arson training courses". 

SEC. 5. CPR TRAINING. 

The Federal Fire Prevention and Control 
Act of 1974 is amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 

“SEC, 32. CPR TRAINING. 

"No funds shall be made available to a 
State or local government under section 25 
unless such government has à policy to ac- 
tively promote the training of its firefighters 
in cardiopulmonary resuscitation.". 

SEC. 6. FEDERAL EMPLOYEE HOUSING EXCEP- 
TIONS. 

Section 31(c)(1) of the Federal Fire Preven- 
tion and Control Act of 1974 (15 U.S.C. 
2227(c)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking No 
Federal" and inserting in lieu thereof Ex- 
cept as otherwise provided in thís paragraph, 
no Federal“; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraphs: 

"(C) Housing covered by this paragraph 
that does not have an adequate and reliable 
electrical system shall not be subject to the 
requirement under subparagraph (A) for pro- 
tection by hard-wired smoke detectors, but 
shall be protected by battery operated smoke 
detectors. 

"(D) If funding has been programmed or 
designated for the demolition of housing cov- 
ered by this paragraph, such housing shall 
not be subject to the fire protection require- 
ments of subparagraph (A), but shall be pro- 
tected by battery operated smoke detec- 
tors.“ 

SEC. 7. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 17 of the Federal Fire Prevention 
and Control Act of 1974 (15 U.S.C. 2216) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

ch) In addition to any other amounts that 
are authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this Act, there are authorized to be ap- 
propriated to carry out this Act— 

(1) $500,000 for fiscal year 1995 for basic re- 
search on the development of an advanced 
course on arson prevention; 

*(2) $2,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 for the ex- 
pansion of arson investigator training pro- 
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grams at the Academy under section 24 and 
at the Federal Law Enforcement Training 
Center, or through regional delivery sites; 

*(3) $4,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1995 
and 1996 for carrying out section 25, except 
for salaries and expenses for carrying out 
section 25; and 

(4) $250,000 for each of the fiscal years 1995 
and 1996 for salaries and expenses for carry- 
ing out section 25.“ 

SEC. 8. SUNSET. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, no funds are authorized to be ap- 
propriated for any fiscal year after fiscal 
year 1996 for carrying out the programs for 
which funds are authorized by this Act, or 
the amendments made by this Act. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to urge my colleagues to support 
H.R. 1727, the Arson Prevention Act of 
1994. 
'TThis legislation establishes a grant 
program to assist States in their ef- 
forts to combat arson. According to the 
U.S. Fire Administration, arson is the 
number one cause of fire deaths in the 
United States. Testimony by fire safe- 
ty and law enforcement officials indi- 
cate that more research and study are 
needed to identify the causes of arson 
and for the development of more effec- 
tive arson prevention programs. 

H.R. 1727 was initially passed by the 
House on July 26 of last year. Senator 
GORTON and I introduced a similar bill, 
S. 798, in the Senate on April 20, 1993. 
S. 798 was considered by the full Senate 
on November 22 of last year, and incor- 
porated into H.R. 1727 as an amend- 
ment on final reading. H.R. 1727, as 
amended, was unanimously passed by 
the Senate. 

The legislation was reconsidered by 
the House on April 26 of this year, and 
passed with additional amendments. 
Senator GORTON and I have agreed to 
concur in the House amendments and 
are seeking the unanimous support of 
our colleagues. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to support H.R. 1727, the Arson 
Prevention Act of 1994, which is now 
before the Senate. I joined Senator 
BRYAN in introducing S. 798, the Senate 
version of this important legislation. I 
wish to commend Senator BRYAN, who 
chairs the Commerce Committee’s 
Consumer Subsubcommittee, for his 
leadership on fire safety issues. He has 
been a tireless champion of these is- 
sues, and it is my privilege to serve as 
the ranking Republican on the sub- 
committee which has been very aggres- 
sive in advancing legislation to en- 
hance the safety of American consum- 
ers. 

Arson is a major problem in this 
country. According to the U.S. Fire 
Administration [USFA], arson results 
in 700 deaths and $2 billion in property 
damage annually. It is the leading 
cause of fire-related deaths, and it is 
responsible for 25 percent of all prop- 
erty damage due to fire. Recent press 
reports indicate that arson is strongly 
suspected in the devastating wild fires 
that killed three and destroyed hun- 
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dreds of homes last year in southern 
California. In Washington, only 2 years 
ago, we felt the terror of an arsonist in 
our midst in north King and south Sno- 
homish County. Those fires focused my 
attention on the need for expanded 
arson investigator training and for the 
development of arson fire tracking sys- 
tems. 

H.R. 1727 authorizes $4 million in 
grants to be awarded to States for 
arson-related research. This research 
will focus on a variety of causes of 
arson and how they can be minimized. 
In addition, the bill provides $2 million 
for USFA to conduct training programs 
for arson investigators to improve rec- 
ognition of arson fires and to assist in 
identifying individuals who commit 
these deadly crimes. 

Mr. President, crime is the leading 
issue facing the Nation. This legisla- 
tion, which is supported by every fire 
safety organization, is an important 
part of the effort to address crime. It 
wil save lives and prevent countless 
serious injuries. I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate concur in the amend- 
ment of the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion was agreed to. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I move 
to table that motion to reconsider. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 


LIFTING THE ARMS EMBARGO ON 
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, upon completion of 
all debate on the amendments that 
have just been handed to S. 798, the 
Senate will now proceed to S. 2042, the 
Bosnian arms embargo bill, for debate 
only. The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 2042) to remove the United States 
arms embargo of the Government of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


MEASURE INDEFINITELY 
POSTPONED—S. 1182 


Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Cal- 
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endar No. 273, S. 1182, the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act, be indefinitely 
postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
might say that the provision of that 
bill was included in H.R. 2333 the State 
Department Authorization Act. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Isuggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll, 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


OPPOSITION TO BOSNIA ARMS 
EMBARGO AMENDMENT 


Mr. PELL. Mr. President, in January, 
the Senate voted to adopt a sense-of- 
the-Senate amendment to the State 
Department authorization bill calling 
on the President to lift the United 
States arms embargo against Bosnia. I 
was one of a few Members who voted 
against that provision, and I continue 
to hold to that position today as we 
consider a bill that actually directs the 
President to lift the arms embargo uni- 
laterally. 

I listened to a great deal of the de- 
bate that occurred 2 weeks ago when 
Senators DOLE and LIEBERMAN origi- 
nally offered this legislation and, in 
fact, found many of the arguments in 
favor of lifting the arms embargo to be 
quite compelling. I heard gripping tes- 
timony—including the messages that 
Senator DOLE read from Bosnia’s lead- 
ers—providing further evidence that 
the current situation is unjust. 

Clearly, the people of Bosnia are suf- 
fering greatly, and Bosnian Govern- 
ment forces are outgunned by the 
Bosnian Serb aggressors, as we saw 
most recently in Gorazde. Although 
the NATO ultimatum of April 22 ap- 
pears to have relieved the Serb bomb- 
ing of Gorazde, regrettably, in other 
parts of Bosnia, the reckless violence 
against civilians continues. 

First, it would put the United States 
in the position of abrogating a U.N. Se- 
curity Council resolution, and in es- 
sence, breaking international law. Sec- 
ond, it could begin a process of unilat- 
eral United States involvement in the 
Bosnia conflict—or as some Senators 
put it when we took up this issue 2 
weeks ago—start us down the slippery 
slope to greater engagement in the cri- 
sis. Third, unilaterally lifting the arms 
embargo could actually leave the 
Bosnian Government forces vulnerable 
to further Serbian obstruction of hu- 
manitarian assistance and brutal at- 
tack. Fourth, lifting the embargo at 
this time could upset the delicate 
peace process that is underway. 
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Many of my colleagues have made 
the point that the international com- 
munity may be contributing to the 
problem by denying the Bosnian Gov- 
ernment the right to defend itself. We 
have heard many times that we owe it 
to the people of Bosnia to level the 
playing field. Some of my colleagues 
have made powerful arguments to that 
effect. I believe, however, that if steps 
are to be taken, the United Nations, 
not the United States going it alone, 
should take them. The embargo is in 
place as a result of a binding U.N. Se- 
curity Council resolution and can only 
be abrogated by a subsequent U.N. Se- 
curity Council action. A unilateral lift- 
ing of the arms embargo would set a 
dangerous precedent. Other countries 
could choose to ignore Security Coun- 
cil resolutions that we consider impor- 
tant—such as the embargo against Iraq 
and sanctions against Libya. 

As many said in the previous discus- 
sion, U.S. integrity is on the line. I 
agree wholeheartedly. If the United 
States were to break the embargo on 
its own, we would destroy our credibil- 
ity as a trustworthy leader in inter- 
national affairs. A unilateral lifting of 
the arms embargo would undoubtedly 
strain our relations with Britain, 
France, Russia, and other countries 
with troops on the ground in Bosnia— 
and would undermine our trust- 
worthiness in other international nego- 
tiations completely unrelated to the 
Balkans tragedy. 

I find myself in agreement with the 
sentiments expressed 2 weeks ago by 
Senators KERRY and WARNER, among 
others, that a unilateral lifting of the 
arms embargo could be perceived as 
the beginning of a United States deci- 
sion to go it alone in Bosnia. It is naive 
to think we can unilaterally lift the 
arms embargo, and then walk away. We 
instead would assume responsibility for 
Bosnia not only in terms of our moral 
obligation, but in terms of the logistics 
of getting the weapons into Bosnia— 
which would likely require sending in 
United States personnel. Granted, this 
legislation states that nothing should 
be construed as authorizing the deploy- 
ment of United States forces to Bosnia 
and Herzegovina for any purpose. But I 
want to emphasize that this would be a 
U.S. decision to dismantle the embar- 
go. It would not be a U.N. decision, not 
a NATO decision, not a decision made 
with the support of other countries 
with a stake in the conflict. I therefore 
do not see how we can lift the embargo 
on our own without sending in logistics 
and training personnel to carry out the 
policy. 

Lifting the embargo without inter- 
national support would increase U.S. 
responsibility for the outcome of the 
conflict. As Senator WARNER put it so 
well 2 weeks ago, if we take unilateral 
action, we will put a Made in the 
USA" stamp on the crisis. If we were to 
take the initiative and supply arms on 
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our own, our allies, who I admit, have 
not always been the most cooperative, 
could step back even further and say, 
"It may be our continent, but it is your 
job now to see this through; it is Amer- 
ica's problem to solve.” 

Before we take any step that could 
lead to greater U.S. action—and I 
argue that unilaterally lifting the arms 
embargo would do just that—we need 
to answer some serious questions. A 
year ago this month, I wrote an op-ed 
piece in which I stated: 

Terrible human-rights abuses—torture, 
rape and slaughter—run rampant in Bosnia. 
But as horrible as the situation is there, 
other parts of the world—Kashmir, Cam- 
bodia, Nagorno-Karabakh, Sudan, and Libe- 
ria—are also experiencing reckless violence 
and grave abuses that breed instability. 

Sadly, in the year that has passed 
since I wrote those words, the carnage 
in Bosnia has continued, and other 
countries have been added to my list— 
Rwanda, Haiti, Algeria. 

A year ago, I asked: Why should we 
intervene in Bosnia? Why is Bosnia dif- 
ferent from other places of conflict in 
the world? What are American inter- 
ests in Bosnia? Regrettably, we are no 
closer to having answers to those ques- 
tions today than we were a year ago. 
Without those answers, I cannot sup- 
port any action that would launch us 
headlong into a military quagmire. 

I am concerned about the negative 
impact that lifting the arms embargo 
could have on the Bosnian people. I 
know that the Bosnian Government 
has asked that the arms embargo be 
lifted, and it may appear rather pre- 
sumptuous for us to tell the Bosnian 
Government that we know what is best 
for it. But if the United States were to 
lift the embargo on our own, our allies 
with troops on the ground would very 
likely pull out of portions of Bosnia, 
leaving the Moslem enclaves even more 
vulnerable to Bosnian Serb attacks and 
the obstruction of the delivery of hu- 
manitarian relief supplies. 

There would likely be a lag time— 
anywhere from 6 weeks to 6 months by 
many estimates—for weapons to be de- 
livered to Bosnia. During that lag 
time, in which the United Nations pulls 
out and the Bosnian Government 
awaits weapons delivery and training, 
the Serbs will undoubtedly move swift- 
ly to crush Bosnian Government forces. 
Moreover, the United States will re- 
ceive the brunt of the blame when hun- 
dreds, if not thousands, of Bosnians die 
from lack of basic supplies. 

Finally, a unilateral lifting of the 
embargo could endanger progress on 
the international negotiations under- 
way and jeopardize the gains made to 
date through diplomacy. If we were to 
lift the arms embargo, all parties to 
the negotiations would lose incentive 
to reach a negotiated settlement. In 
characteristic fashion, the Bosnian 
Serbs would likely rush to grab even 
more land before arms could be deliv- 
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ered to the Bosnians; the Bosnian Gov- 
ernment may take the lifting of the 
arms embargo as a signal that the 
United States intends to intervene, and 
may lose interest in a negotiated set- 
tlement; Croatia, currently in a fragile 
alliance with Bosnia, would either pre- 
vent the transit of the arms across its 
territory or insist upon its own cut, po- 
tentially upsetting the delicate nego- 
tiations occurring between Serbia and 
Croatia over the status of the United 
Nations protected areas in Croatia. 

Admittedly, the diplomatic process 
in the Balkans has not been perfect. 
There continue to be frustrations, but 
there also have been some important 
accomplishments, including the break- 
ing of the siege of Sarajevo and the 
signing of a peace agreement between 
Moslems and Croats in Bosnia. If we 
build upon these and other accomplish- 
ments, we have the hope of a com- 
prehensive peace. I for one, believe it 
unwise to upset the sensitive negotia- 
tion process now underway. 

While I oppose the legislation before 
us, I must say that I am encouraged by 
this exchange of views on the Senate 
floor. It is a debate—an honest and 
thorough examination of a tough 
issue—which is long overdue. I ac- 
knowledged earlier that I see merit in 
some of the arguments of the bill's pro- 
ponents. This is an issue that knows no 
partisan boundaries, that cuts to the 
heart of issues related to U.S. influence 
and power abroad. There are serious 
and valid disagreements among us, and 
as public servants, we are called upon 
to exercise our best judgment on this 
very difficult issue. My own gut feel- 
ings, my own conscience tells me that 
unilaterally lifting the arms embargo 
is the wrong thing to do at this time 
and I therefore must oppose this bill. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BAU- 
cus). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, what is the 
pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is S. 2042. 

Mr. DOLE. Is that the Bosnia bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be joined by the distin- 
guished Senator from Connecticut, 
Senator LIEBERMAN, and 31 additional 
Republican and Democrat cosponsors. 
We began the debate on this issue 2 
weeks ago—on the eve of NATO’s meet- 
ing on the catastrophe in Gorazde. At 
that time, there were several Senators 
who suggested that the Senate wait to 
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vote on this legislation which would 
unilaterally lift the United States 
arms embargo on Bosnia until after 
NATO’s political council met. 

Well, NATO made its decision to 
issue an ultimatum to the Bosnian 
Serbs.and to authorize air strikes to 
protect Gorazde and the other safe ha- 
vens. However, since that time, there 
have been no air strikes because the 
U.N. Special Representative, Yasushi 
Akashi, has refused to authorize them. 
Meanwhile, Serb violations of the 
NATO ultimatums are increasing daily, 
and Bosnian Serb forces are redeploy- 
ing their tanks unbelievably with 
UNPROFOR assistance. 

On the diplomatic front, the United 
States has also joined with the British, 
French, Germans, and Russians to form 
a contact group to press for a ceasefire, 
and to press for a settlement which 
would leave the Bosnians with 51 per- 
cent of their country. 

In my view, this is hardly progress. 
We are no closer to a just and workable 
agreement than we were a year ago. 
With the exception of the recent 
Bosnian-Croat federation agreement, 
the international community is only 
recycling failed policies—changing a 
detail here and there. 

The war in Bosnia has gone on for 25 
months. For 25 months the Bosnians 
have been subjected to the most brutal 
aggression and denied the ability to de- 
fend themselves. It is high time for the 
United States to lead the way and lift 
the United States arms embargo on 
Bosnia—no more speeches, no more ex- 
cuses, no more handwringing. 

The facts are clear: The arms embar- 
go is illegal and unjust; UNPROFOR, 
the U.N. protection forces, are not pro- 
tecting Bosnians; and U.N. authority 
over NATO airstrikes has rendered the 
threat virtually meaningless. And 
more importantly, the Bosnians do not 
want American troops—they merely 
ask for the weapons to defend them- 
selves, their families, and their homes. 
What is needed is United States leader- 
ship to turn the corner—away from ill- 
conceived U.N.-driven policies and to- 
ward a policy that reflects United 
States interests and restores Bosnia’s 
rights. I hope that my colleagues will 
support this measure. 

As we get into the debate again on 
next Tuesday, hopefully, we will work 
out some arrangement. I understand 
the distinguished majority leader may 
have a substitute. Maybe we can have 
separate votes—one on his and one on 
ours—and we will see what happens. 

I think it is time we take the high 
moral ground. Bosnia is an independent 
nation. They are a member of United 
Nations. Article 51 of the U.N. Charter 
says they have a right to self-defense. 
They are not looking for offensive 
weapons. They want only defensive 
weapons, antitank weapons. I think if 
we fail to do this, we miss the oppor- 
tunity to redeem ourselves in the eyes 
of the world. 
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I thank the Chair. 

Mr. METZENBAUM addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Ohio. 


ORDERS FOR MONDAY, MAY 9, 1994 


Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
on behalf of the majority leader, I ask 
unanimous consent that, upon comple- 
tion of the debate today on S. 2042, the 
Bosnia arms embargo legislation, the 
Senate then stand in recess until 3 
p.m., Monday, May 9; that following 
the prayer, the Journal of proceedings 
be deemed approved to date and the 
time for the two leaders reserved for 
their use later in the day; that there 
then be a period for morning business, 
not to extend beyond 3:30 p.m., with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 5 minute each; and that at 
3:30 p.m., the Senate then resume con- 
sideration of S. 978, the national envi- 
ronmental technology bill, as provided 
for under the provisions of a previous 
unanimous consent agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


RECESS UNTIL MONDAY, MAY 9, 
1994, AT 3 P.M. 


Mr. DOLE. Is there any further busi- 
ness to come before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, debate having been 
concluded, the Senate will stand in re- 
cess. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 3:39 p.m., 
recessed until Monday, May 9, 1994, at 
3 p.m. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate May 6, 1994: 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


EDMUND T. DEJARNETTE, JR., OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR- 
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF ANGOLA. 

MELVYN LEVITSKY, OF MARYLAND, A CAREER MEM- 
BER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF CA- 
REER MINISTER, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY 
AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA TO THE FEDERATIVE REPUBLIC OF BRAZIL, 

RYAN CLARK CROCKER, OF WASHINGTON, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR- 
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE STATE OF KUWAIT. 

AVONNE 8. FRASER, OF MINNESOTA, FOR THE RANK OF 
AMBASSADOR DURING HER TENURE OF SERVICE AS THE 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
ON THE COMMISSION ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN OF THE 
ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL OF THE UNITED NA- 
TIONS. 

EDWARD S. WALKER, JR., OF MARYLAND, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR- 
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE ARAB REPUBLIC OF EGYPT. 

RALPH R. JOHNSON, OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER MEMBER 
OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MINISTER- 
COUNSELOR, FOR THE RANK OF AMBASSADOR DURING 
HIS TENURE OF SERVICE AS COORDINATOR OF THE SUP- 
PORT FOR EAST EUROPEAN DEMOCRACY [SEED] PRO- 
GRAM. 

CHARLES H. TWINNING, OF MARYLAND, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR- 
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO CAMBODIA. 


EDWARD WILLIAM GNEHM, JR., OF GEORGIA, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE THE DEPUTY REPRESENT- 
ATIVE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE 
UNITED NATIONS, WITH THE RANK AND STATUS OF AM- 
BASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY. 

PETER R. CHAVEAS, OF PENNSYLVANIA, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR- 
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF MALAWI. 

MYLES ROBERT RENE FRECHETTE, OF MARYLAND, A 

CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, 
CLASS OF MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR 
EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNIT- 
ED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF COLOM- 
BIA. 
DONNA JEAN HRINAK, OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER MEM- 
BER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MIN- 
ISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR- 
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE DOMINICAN REPUBLIC. 

JOHNNY YOUNG, OF PENNSYLVANIA, A CAREER MEM- 
BER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MIN- 
ISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR- 
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF TOGO. 

IRVIN-HICKS, OF MARYLAND, A CAREER MEMBER OF 
THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MINISTER- 
COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO ETHIOPIA. 

ROBERT KRUEGER, OF TEXAS, TO BE AMBASSADOR EX- 
TRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF BURUNDI 


AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION 


WILLIE GRACE CAMPBELL, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE A 
MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE AFRICAN 
DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION FOR A TERM EXPIRING 
SEPTEMBER 22, 1999, VICE C. PAYNE LUCAS, TERM EX- 
PIRED. 

MARION M. DAWSON, OF CONNECTICUT, TO BE A MEM- 
BER OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE AFRICAN DE- 
VELOPMENT FOUNDATION FOR A TERM EXPIRING SEP- 
TEMBER 22, 1999, VICE JOHN TRAIN, TERM EXPIRED. 


INTER-AMERICAN FOUNDATION 


MARK L. SCHNEIDER, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE A MEM- 
BER OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE INTER-AMER- 
ICAN FOUNDATION FOR A TERM EXPIRING SEPTEMBER 
20, 1998, VICE JAMES HENRY MICHEL, TERM EXPIRED. 
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UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY 


HENRY HOWARD, JR., OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSOCI- 
ATE DIRECTOR OF THE UNITED STATES INFORMATION 
AGENCY. VICE JOHN CONDAYAN, RESIGNED. 


UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
COOPERATION AGENCY 


SIMON FERRO, OF FLORIDA, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE OVERSEAS PRIVATE IN- 
VESTMENT CORPORATION FOR A TERM EXPIRING DE- 
CEMBER 17, 194, VICE CARLOS SALMAN, TERM EXPIRED. 

SIMON FERRO, OF FLORIDA, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE OVERSEAS PRIVATE IN- 
VESTMENT CORPORATION FOR A TERM EXPIRING DE- 
CEMBER 17, 1994. (REAPPOINTMENT.) 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


PHILIP G. HAMPTON II, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
TO BE AN ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER OF PATENTS AND 
TRADEMARKS. 

LAWRENCE J. GOFFNEY, JR., OF MICHIGAN, TO BE AN 
ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER OF PATENTS AND TRADE- 
MARKS. 

MICHAEL KANE KIRK, OF FLORIDA, TO BE DEPUTY 
COMMISSIONER OF PATENTS AND TRADEMARKS. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT 
TO THE NOMINEES’ COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE- 
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 


THE JUDICIARY 


FORTUNATO P. BENAVIDES, OF TEXAS, TO BE U.S. CIR- 
CUIT JUDGE FOR THE FIFTH CIRCUIT. 

CARL E. STEWART, OF LOUISIANA, TO BE U.S. CIRCUIT 
JUDGE FOR THE FIFTH CIRCUIT. 

ROBERT HARLAN HENRY, OF OKLAHOMA, TO BE U.S. 
CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE TENTH CIRCUIT. 

DEBORAH A. BATTS, OF NEW YORK, TO BE U.S. DIS- 
TRICT JUDGE FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW 
YORK. 

JAMES G. CARR, OF OHIO, TO BE U.S. DISTRICT JUDGE 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO. 

RUBEN CASTILLO, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE U.S. DISTRICT 
JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS. 

AUDREY B. COLLINS, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE U.S. DIS- 
TRICT JUDGE FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFOR- 
NIA. 

MARY M. LISI, OF RHODE ISLAND, TO BE U.S. DISTRICT 
JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF RHODE ISLAND. 

FRANK M. HULL, OF GEORGIA, TO BE U.S. DISTRICT 

JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA. 


May 6, 1994 


W. LOUIS SANDS, OF GEORGIA, TO BE U.S. DISTRICT 
JUDGE FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF GEORGIA. 

CLARENCE COOPER, OF GEORGIA, TO BE U.S. DISTRICT 
JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA. 

SOLOMON OLIVER, JR., OF OHIO, TO BE U.S, DISTRICT 
JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO. 

RAYMOND L. FINCH, OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS, TO BE A 
JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE VIRGIN IS- 
LANDS FOR A TERM OF 10 YEARS. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


SAUL A. GREEN OF MICHIGAN, TO BE U.S. ATTORNEY 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN FOR THE 
TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

JOSEPH CLYDE FOWLER, JR.. OF TENNESSEE, TO BE 
U.S. MARSHALL FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEN- 
NESSEE FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

JAMES W. LOCKLEY, OF FLORIDA, TO BE U.S. MAR- 
SHALL FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA FOR 
‘THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

SHELDON WHITEHOUSE, OF RHODE ISLAND, TO BE U.S, 
ATTORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF RHODE ISLAND FOR 
‘THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

BARBARA C, JURKAS, OF MICHIGAN, TO BE U.S. MAR- 
SHAL FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN FOR 
THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

ERNESTINE ROWE, OF COLORADO TO BE U.S. MARSHAL 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO FOR THE TERM OF 4 
YEARS. 

LEONARD TRUPO, OF WEST VIRGINIA, TO BE U.S. MAR- 
SHAL FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF WEST VIRGINIA 
FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

GREGORY MONETA SLEET, OF DELAWARE, TO BE U.S. 
ATTORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE FOR THE 
TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

FAITH 8. HOCHBERG, OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE U.S. AT- 
TORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY FOR THE 
TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

JOHN WILLIAM MARSHALL, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE U.S. 
MARSHAL FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA FOR 
THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 


IN THE FOREIGN SERVICE 


FOREIGN SERVICE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING KELLY 
CHRISTIAN KAMMERER, AND ENDING STEPHANIE TURCO 
WILLIAMS, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY 
THE SENATE AND APPERED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD OF MARCH 16, 1994. 

FOREIGN SERVICE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING KEVIN C. 
BRENNAN, AND ENDING JOHN PETERS. WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF MARCH 25, 1994. 
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SENATE—Monday, May 9, 1994 


The Senate met at 3 p.m., on the ex- 
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the Acting President pro tem- 
pore [Mr. MATHEWS]. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The prayer this morning will be 
offered by the Reverend Richard C. 
Halverson, Jr. 


PRAYER 


The Reverend Richard C. Halverson, 
Jr. of Falls Church, VA, offered the 
following prayer: 

Let us pray: 

Almighty God, may each person here, 
along with their associates elsewhere 
in the Senate, be reminded of their 
value to one another. When their work 
seems routine, may each realize that 
You have led them here for à purpose. 
As working relationships sometimes 
grow tense, remind them of their im- 
portance to one another—from the 
least to the greatest. 


We give thanks for the leadership of 
the Senators and their staffs; the Offi- 
cers of the Senate and their staffs. We 
thank Thee for those who deliver mes- 
sages and run errands. We are grateful 
for those who record, publish and file 
our proceedings; and for those who 
oversee the orderly procedure of each 
day’s business. 


Remind us, Lord, that the smallest 
acts of kindness bear eternal fruit, and 
quiet words and deeds of love yield 
heavenly results. What progress could 
be made without the care of those who 
clean and maintain our buildings and 
grounds? Where would we be without 
the vigilant watch of our police and se- 
curity officers? And to whom would we 
turn in the absence of those who pre- 
pare and serve our meals; order and re- 
pair our furnishings; keep our doors 
and guide our visitors? 


Lord, may Thy Word concerning the 
Body of Christ bear some application 
to the body of the Senate when it says, 
"* * now are they many members, 
yet * * one body." One member ‘‘* * * 
cannot say * * * I have no need of you 
* * * Nay, much more those members 
of the body, which seem to be more fee- 
ble, are necessary * * *. For * * * God 
hath tempered the body together * * * 
that the members should have the 
same care one for another. And wheth- 
er one member suffer, all the members 
suffer with it, or one member be hon- 
ored, all the members rejoice with 
it."—I Corinthians 12:20-21; 24-26. 


In Christ's name, Amen. 


(Legislative day of Monday, May 2, 1994) 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, leader- 
ship time is reserved. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transaction 
of morning business not to extend be- 
yond the hour of 3:30 p.m., with Sen- 
ators permitted to speak therein for 
not to exceed 5 minutes each. 

The Chair, in his capacity as a Sen- 
ator from the State of Tennessee, sug- 
gests the absence of a quorum. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 


IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY’S BOXSCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, before we 
ponder today’s bad news about the Fed- 
eral debt, let us do what I have done a 
time or two before. Let us have a little 
pop quiz. How many million would you 
say are in a trillion? 

When you figure that out, just con- 
sider that Congress has run up a debt 
now exceeding $4.5 trillion. 

To be exact, as of the close of busi- 
ness this past Friday, May 6, the Fed- 
eral debt stood—down to the penny—at 
exactly $4,571,838,912,004.05. This means 
that every man, woman, and child in 
America owes $17,536.04, computed on a 
per capita basis. 

Now, Mr. President, to answer the 
question how many million in a tril- 
lion, there are a million million in a 
trillion. And I remind you, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that the Federal Government, 
thanks to the U.S. Congress, where we 
work, owes more than $4.5 trillion. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The absence of a quorum has been 
suggested. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


A BIRTHDAY TRIBUTE TO DR. 
STEPHEN A. FREEMAN 


Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
would like to pay tribute to one of my 
constituents, Dr. Stephen A. Freeman, 
who celebrates his 96th birthday today. 
I would like to join his family and 
friends in wishing him continued good 
health and happiness in the coming 
year. 

Steve has dedicated his life to a 
cause that I believe has been greatly 
underemphasized in this country—the 
teaching of foreign languages. Most of 
his career has been spent at 
Middlebury College, which during his 
lifetime has become one of the Nation’s 
premier institutions for study of for- 
eign language and literature. 

Just a year ago, President John M. 
McCardell, Jr. and the Middlebury Col- 
lege Board of Trustees joined Steve and 
his family and friends to celebrate the 
opening of the Stephen A. Freeman 
International Center. This center 
houses Russian, German, and other for- 
eign studies, focusing on an inter- 
disciplinary approach to the study of 
languages through a close association 
with the teaching of the history, lit- 
erature, and culture of these countries. 

This center was named for Steve in 
recognition of his 45 years of active 
service to Middlebury College, during 
which time he was instrumental in cre- 
ating the college's international rep- 
utation. Steve served in many capac- 
ities at the college. For 38 years he was 
professor of French, for 24 years direc- 
tor of the language schools, vice presi- 
dent of the college for 20 years, and on 
three critical occasions, acting presi- 
dent. He is still vitally interested in 
the college and is one of its most en- 
thusiastic supporters. 

Steve has been known nationally and 
internationally for his leadership in 
programs and associations to improve 
the teaching of foreign languages. In 
Middlebury's summer language pro- 
gram, he helped to found the Italian 
and Russian Schools, and went on to 
found the Chinese and Japanese 
Schools. He established Middlebury’s 
first graduate schools abroad: the 
School of French in Paris and the 
School of Spanish in Madrid, and later 
the School of German in Mainz and the 
School of Italian in Florence. Steve 
was the driving force behind the devel- 
opment of the Sunderland Language 
Laboratory, a pioneer language teach- 
ing facility. 

Steve’s work has been recognized 
both at home and abroad. He has hon- 
orary degrees from the University of 
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Vermont, Norwich University, McGill 
University, Dickinson College, and 
Middlebury College. For his service in 
the field of French language teaching 
he was awarded the high honor of both 
the French Legion of Honor and the 
Palmes Academiques by the French 
Government. 

Before the turn of the century, this 
energetic man was born the son of a 
postman, and with the aid of scholar- 
Ships, earned his way through Harvard 
University. He graduated Phi Beta 
Kappa with a double Summa cum laude 
in the class of 1919. During World War 
I, in the earliest days of flying, he vol- 
unteered for Naval Aviation, and was 
commissioned ensign #1091. He was an 
instructor at Pensacola, FL, and did 
patrol and convoy work at New York 
harbor until the Armistice. He loved to 
fly, and as one of the oldest living 
World War I naval aviators, has re- 
cently enjoyed writing about his expe- 
riences. During World War II, he served 
as chief of the liberal arts section of 
the U.S. Army University in Biarritz, 
France and from 1948 to 1956 he was 
colonel of a Reserve Military Intel- 
ligence Unit on Middlebury’s campus. 

Steve and his wife Ruth were for 
many years avid world travelers, cir- 
cling the globe twice. There are few 
countries in the world they have not 
explored. But they kept coming back 
to Middlebury, their beloved home. 
Steve loves to tell the story of how his 
Harvard mentor advised him, when he 
was first hired by Middlebury, Don't 
buy a house there—you won't be likely 
to stay there that long!" Sixty nine 
years later he is still very involved in 
college activities and has maintained a 
long-standing, vigorous interest in 
town affairs. Steve has served on the 
board of Porter Hospital, as moderator 
of the Mary Hogan Elementary School 
and the Middlebury Congregational 
Church. He continues to be active with 
the Middlebury Rotary Club and the 
Ilsley Town Library. His roots are deep 
in Vermont. 

Steve continues his obsession with 
intercultural communication. At 96 
years of age, he reminds us that there 
is much work to be done. Let me quote 
briefly from an address Steve gave on 
the occasion of his acceptance of the 
Bicentennial Award of the Vermont 
Education Association on September 
10, 1976. His remarks were enthusiasti- 
cally greeted at the time, and I believe 
are very relevant today: 

We must now admit the tragic fact that we 
do not have a global community . . . Amer- 
ica needs a whole people who are willing to 
listen and try to understand the minds and 
hearts of our neighbors—white, black, brown 
or yellow; rich or poor, strong or weak; in 
Vermont or Detroit, Mississippi or Washing- 
ton; in Russia or China or India, England or 
Angola or Lebanon: our brothers wherever 
they are. We must learn about them, try to 
talk their language, listen to their hopes, 
their fears, their minds; learn from them and 
try to comprehend their ways of speaking 
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and thinking and doing. This is our task— 
global communication for a global commu- 
nity. 

As many events of the past year have 
demonstrated, in spite of improved 
communication technology, we are 
still far from being a global commu- 
nity. We all benefit from the vision and 
inspiration provided by those like 
Steve who have spent their lives labor- 
ing to break down barriers between 
peoples. How fitting it is that the 
plaque that hangs in the new Stephen 
A. Freeman International Center 
quotes from another of his writings: 
“Let us build bridges.” 


UNITED STATES-RUSSIAN 
RELATIONS 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as the 
world focuses on the continuing trag- 
edy in Bosnia, we should not forget the 
importance of events elsewhere in the 
world. My distinguished colleague from 
Kentucky, MITCH MCCONNELL, recently 
spoke on United States-Russian rela- 
tions. Senator MCCONNELL, the ranking 
member of the Appropriations Sub- 
committee on Foreign Operations, is 
one of our leading voices on foreign 
policy—especially on relations with 
Russia. I guess that is why the New 
York Times and Washington Post ac- 
cuse him of being a bear-baiter and a 
cold warrior. 

As Senator MCCONNELL'S speech 
makes clear, there is certainly an al- 
ternative to the “Russia first policy 
followed by the United States under 
the direction of Strobe Talbott. Sen- 
ator MCCONNELL’S speech lays out a 
number of specific proposals for re- 
shaping our policies—a new focus for 
assistance, moving beyond Moscow, op- 
posing Russian imperialism. I was im- 
pressed by Senator MCCONNELL’S anal- 
ysis, and by his recommendations. 

I urge my colleagues, and those re- 
sponsible for foreign policy in this ad- 
ministration, to review Senator Mc- 
CONNELL’S remarks and ask unanimous 
consent that his speech be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the re- 
marks were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Harvard-Columbia Arden House 
Conference on American-Soviet Relations, 
Apr. 16, 1994] 

COMMITMENT—NOT CAPITULATION 
(By Senator Mitch McConnell) 
INTRODUCTION 

A funny thing happened to me on the way 
to give this speech: I was mugged by the New 
York Times. You may have seen it, two days 
ago, where the Times criticized my recent 
statements on Russia policy, characterizing 
them as ''bear-baiting," ''confrontational," 
and “thinking in cold war categories.” 

Of course, in my line of work, the only 
thing worse than being pilloried is being ig- 
nored, so I took some comfort in reading 
about myself in the Times—especially since 
I had some rather illustrious company: the 
editorial lumped my views together with 
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those of former National Security Advisor 
Zbigniew Brzezinski, who has played a major 
role in the development of this program. 

But, there was another reason why I am 
pleased by the New York Times editorial, be- 
cause it affirmed that there is more than one 
point of view when it comes to U.S. policy 
toward the New Independent States. There 
is, in fact, a wide-ranging debate going on 
about how we should deal with this part of 
the world; and I believe that serious discus- 
sion of these divergent viewpoints is healthy 
for our foreign policy. 

With that in mind, I welcome the oppor- 
tunity to share with you my view of the situ- 
ation in the former Soviet states, and the 
proper course this country should take in re- 
sponse. First, I would like to review the re- 
markable changes and current trends; then 
focus on the Administration’s priorities and 
policies; and finally, make some rec- 
ommendations on how we must correct our 
course if the U.S. is to play a constructive 
role in advancing common interest in re- 
gional stability and the prospects for politi- 
cal liberty and economic prosperity. 

THE CHANGING LANDSCAPE 

Although there is a common chord which 
resonates through the changes occurring in 
all fifteen republics, I want to focus atten- 
tion on Russia. For all of us, it has been con- 
venient to refer to the dramatic events of 
the last half-decade in broad, sweeping 
terms. We speak of the collapse of com- 
munism, the birth of democracy, and the tri- 
umph of free-market capitalism. We are 
comfortable pigeon-holing complex trends 
with  buzz-words like “glasnost” and 
“perestroika.” But if our policy in the region 
is to be effective, we must realize that there 
are three very distinct transitions underway: 
one political, one economic, and one relating 
to Russia’s definition of her security. 

The Russian people, no longer dominated 
by a totalitarian dictatorship, have had the 
opportunity to elect their President and Par- 
liament. Nevertheless, elections in and of 
themselves are no guarantee of basic individ- 
ual liberties or political freedom, both essen- 
tial to the endurance of a democracy. Fur- 
ther, it remains to be seen whether hopes for 
democracy will be corrupted by chauvin- 
ism—or undermined by ethnic nationalism, 
failed political leadership, or lack of consen- 
sus on the principles of good government. 
While President Yeltsin and his ministers ex- 
press concern about the status of Russian 
minorities abroad, the real test of their com- 
mitment to democracy and civil rights is 
their willingness to protect religious and 
ethnic minorities at home. Zhirinovsky has 
been spreading a lethal strain of anti-semi- 
tism—and it remains to be seen whether 
Russia as a nation will embrace or repudiate 
those views. 

Russia’s economic transition presents an 
even murkier picture. Beginning with Gorba- 
chev, the Russian political leadership has de- 
clared its desire to relax the controls of a 
state-planned economy. But while free mar- 
kets, private enterprise and open trade are 
very much part of the public lexicon, they 
remain as goals rather than functional re- 
ality. Corruption, government subsidies, or- 
ganized crime, the absence of a rational com- 
mercial code, and limited banking facilities 
all dampen the prospects for a flourishing 
free market. 

The third uncertain transition can best be 
described as Russia’s own sense of itself. An 
inchoate identity emerged as early as Feb- 
ruary 1993, when President Yeltsin called 
upon the U.N. and other international orga- 
nizations to grant Russia special powers as 
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a guarantor of peace and security in the re- 
gions of the USSR.“ Variations on this 
theme have been enunciated by a number of 
senior officials, but most clearly by Foreign 
Minister Kozyrev when he addressed the U.N. 
General Assembly last fall. His explication 
of Russia's rights in the so-called “near 
abroad“ unquivocally signaled the subordi- 
nation of the territorial integrity and politi- 
cal independence of the regional republics to 
Russian interests. Here again, I believe the 
transition is in flux, with the prospects for 
regional stability hanging in the balance. 
THE U.S. RESPONSE 

So far, I have emphasized that the changes 
we have seen in Russia are far from being 
settled or complete. This dynamic state of 
play raises two obvious questions. First, 
should the U.S. commit its political and eco- 
nomic resources to obtain the most positive 
outcome on each transition track? And sec- 
ond, if the answer to the first question is yes, 
then how? 

As the Senate Republican manager of the 
1994 foreign operations appropriations bill, 
which included President Clinton's request 
for $2.5 billion in aid to NIS, I have given my 
preliminary, affirmative answer to the first 
question. We can and we should make a seri- 
ous commitment to promote free markets, 
democracy and respect for national sov- 
ereignty. As former President Richard Nixon 
has pointed out, “Russia is the only nation 
in the world which can destroy the United 
States. Therefore, Russia remains our high- 
est foreign policy priority." 

Although the nuclear nightmare could 
stand alone as justification for active en- 
gagement, I believe it serves a number of in- 
terests to open Russian markets and minds 
to the virtues of our 208-year-old experiment. 

At the same time, I must part company 
with this Administration in answering the 
second question of how we should proceed. 
As the architect of the President's Russia 
policy. Strobe Talbott has advocated a point 
of view which is notable only for its unre- 
lenting consistency, regardless of the facts. 
For more than twenty years, Mr. Talbott has 
advanced the notion that a reform-minded, 
moderate corps of political leaders are the 
guardians of democratic, free-market hopes. 
Presently, Boris Yeltsin stands at the top of 
this political pyramid, and has become the 
symbol of success for Russian-American pol- 
icy. The Administration is bound by the no- 
tion that any criticism of Yeltsin or his poli- 
cies fuels dangerous hard-line fires. I have 
diagnosed this syndrome as Moscow myo- 

ia.” 

p Unfortunately, the harmful consequences 
of this myopia are fairly evident on all three 
transition tracks. Let me review the prob- 
lems I see, and on each track outline some 
constructive alternatives. 

SUPPORTING PRINCIPLES VS. PERSONALITIES 

First of all, it was obvious that the Admin- 
istration was caught off-guard by the results 
of Russia’s November elections. In a series of 
contradictory and confusing statements, Ad- 
ministration officials characterized the re- 
sults—especially Zhirinovsky’s ascendancy, 
as an inconsequential protest vote, an indi- 
cation that we ought to go slow" on reform, 
and evidence that we are on the right course. 
Nevertheless, the President and his advisors 
seemed to realize that something was hap- 
pening which they had not anticipated. Even 
though the Administration still seems 
obliged to apologize to Yeltsin’s erratic per- 
formance, the November elections were a 
useful wake-up call for everyone. 

Further, it’s becoming clearer every day 
that Boris Yeltsin is not the only Russian 
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leader who both has a following at home and 
is friendly to the United States. Just as 
Boris Yeltsin came on the scene as a relative 
unknown, dozens of other capable Russians 
are emerging who have political vision and 
leadership potential. 

Some, like Nikolai Travkin and Gregory 
Yavlinsky—who spoke here yesterday—have 
expressed presidential ambitions. Recent his- 
tory provides ample evidence that there is no 
shortage of charismatic figures—both good 
and bad—who can capture popular political 
attention. 

If only for that reason alone, it seems obvi- 
ous to me that we must extend our official 
reach beyond Moscow circles. We also must 
continue to support programs that train par- 
liamentarians in constitutional and legisla- 
tive processes. We have increased funding for 
such programs—as well as for efforts to de- 
velop grassroots organizations that give citi- 
zens a voice on issues as far ranging as edu- 
cation and health care. Building 
participatory political institutions increases 
the prospects for democracy’s survival. 

PROMOTING ECONOMIC GROWTH 

On the other hands, our traditional eco- 
nomic assistance to Russia continues to suf- 
fer acutely from Moscow myopia, Although 
the Administration has emphasized that 75% 
of our aid flows through non-government 
spigots, the troubling fact is the largest sin- 
gle commitment of U.S. resources has been 
to high-priced American consultants in- 
volved in the mass privatization voucher 
program based on Moscow. 

So far, privatization has merely involved a 
transfer of ownership of assets. Since they 
cannot produce statistics on how many of 
these privatized concerns are still viable, Ad- 
ministration witnesses concede that most of 
them continue to be subsidized by the state. 
In a harsh inflationary economy, the higher 
unemployment which might be triggered by 
eliminating these subsidies is a risk which 
the Russian government has been under- 
standably unwilling to take. 

Private enterprise also has been frustrated 
by a weak regulatory infrastructure to pro- 
tect investments, trade and commercial 
transactions. To date, U.S. policy has em- 
phasized transfer of ownership without ade- 
quate attention to the commercial setting in 
which business is attempting to function. 

If we are to assist the transition from com- 
munism to capitalism, our aid program must 
change. It is my view the Administration 
must accept the premise that the private sec- 
tor will be largely responsible for the pace 
and scope of economic change. No amount of 
grants or loans from the U.S. or inter- 
national institutions can independently keep 
Russia afloat. To invest, create jobs, and ex- 
pand growth, the business community must 
have confidence in the commercial environ- 
ment, including fair tax treatment, timely 
payment for services, and respect for con- 
tractual obligations. 

The conference report on foreign oper- 
ations last year recommended that our as- 
sistance be made conditional on such key as- 
surances. This year, I think we should make 
certain that these conditions have been met 
and take further steps to promote economic 


growth. 

Specifically, I believe U.S. assistance must 
target three areas. First, we should help 
draft a national tax and commercial code 
which encourages private enterprise. Yes, I 
am suggesting we send Russia more lawyers. 
After all, it’s basic economic rule that when 
you have a surplus of something, you should 
export it. 

Seriously, though, let me give you just one 
example of how urgent this need is: I re- 


9635 


cently learned that an American company’s 
$116 million investment was in jeopardy be- 
cause the Russian tax code was changing on 
a monthly basis, local taxes consumed a fifth 
of its revenues, the company was required to 
convert half of its dollars to rubles, it paid a 
separate tax on any profit, a 28% value-added 
tax and a 60% corporate income tax. That 
ought to put in perspective the anguish we 
all felt yesterday! 

In connection with making Russia’s tax 
and commercial laws more palatable to pri- 
vate enterprise, we should help the govern- 
ment strengthen its enforcement system. 
Good laws mean nothing in the absence of a 
viable, independent judicial system. 

Second, we should assist in the develop- 
ment of independent and stable financial in- 
stitutions, including banks and credit 
unions. Obviously, this issue is tied up with 
macroeconomic issues like currency sta- 
bilization and monetary policy. Neverthe- 
less, we should be laying a foundation to 
help businesspeople who complain that they 
have to carry suitcases full of cash because 
there are no facilities to secure deposits. 

Third, our development aid should be co- 
ordinated with major private equity invest- 
ments to maximize our impact on the growth 
of free enterprise and the quality of life of 
average citizens. Let me describe how this 
would work. Let’s assume an oil company 
has agreed to a major investment in Western 
Siberia. In most rural areas there are serious 
inadequacies in transportation, water and 
food supply, social services, education, and 
housing. An impoverished infrastructure, in 
turn, dampens a community's productivity 
and prospects for revenue generation. 

I propose that the Agency for Inter- 
national Development should work side-by- 
side initially with the top ten U.S. corpora- 
tions with major equity investments. A.I.D. 
would assume a three- to five-year diminish- 
ing investment in a community's infrastruc- 
ture, with the aid curve declining as expecta- 
tions of corporate production and local reve- 
nue grow. In other words, as a community 
prospers, it would graduate“ from U.S. aid. 

We are all aware of the growing anti-Amer- 
ican sentiment rippling through Russian so- 
ciety. To some extent, this a reaction of dis- 
appointed expectations: when the press re- 
ported we would deliver $2.5 billion, many in 
Russia wondered when their personal check 
from Uncle Sam would arrive in the mail. 
But simmering anti-Americanism is also a 
reaction to intolerably difficult living condi- 
tions. I am not sure there is misery index 
adequate to express what it must be like to 
live in a country where half the water is 
undrinkable and 75 percent of the average 
Moscow family's income is spent on food. It's 
my hope that the joint ventures we intend to 
create between A.I.D. and the private sector 
would go a long way toward improving the 
Russian quality of life, as well as Russian 
perceptions about the value of American aid. 

One final concern about our economic aid 
program has been the Administration's Rus- 
sia-first bias. Of the $2.5 billion in aid appro- 
priated last year, just over $1 billion has 
been committed to projects, though not ac- 
tually disbursed. Despite legislative rec- 
ommendation that at least a third of the $2.5 
billion be spent in the fourteen other repub- 
lics—and a requirement that not less than 
$300 million be made available to Ukraine— 
virtually all of the $1 billion has been com- 
mitted to activities in Russia alone. 

When it comes tíme to slice the foreign aid 
pie next year, I will insist that we meet our 
legislative commitments to the fourteen 
other republics. Not only can we have an im- 


mediate, meaningful effect in nations with 
smaller populations and economies, but such 
a shift is essential to demonstrate our com- 
mitment and further our interests in the re- 
gion. 

U.S, RESPONSE TO RUSSIAN FOREIGN POLICY 

Money is not the only issue, however. Rus- 
sia has enjoyed first place not only in our ap- 
portionment of foreign aid, but also in our 
acquiescence to Russia's ever-expanding defi- 
nition of its national interest in the region. 
As I mentioned earlier, Russian leaders 
began to reclaim superpower status a year 
ago. Two factors have framed and expanded 
these designs. 

First, a complex amalgam of history, na- 
tional pride, economic hardship—and legiti- 
mate concern about ethnic Russians who 
have been suddenly exiled by a redefinition 
of borders—have enabled some leaders—most 
notably Zhirinovosky—to twist nostalgia for 
security into spirited neo-imperialism. Al- 
though this strain of malignant nationalism 
has attracted some support, it is still rel- 
atively shallow. Steady economic growth is 
the best cure for this particular political 
virus. 

But there is a second, potentially more 
troubling factor which is fueling Russia’s ex- 
pansionist rhetoric and policy. During the 
February Group of Seven" meeting, Eco- 
nomic Minister Alexander Shokin drew at- 
tention to Russia's recent diplomatic efforts 
in Sarajevo. He argued that Russia's super- 
power status should be the decisive factor in 
according Russia equal treatment and mem- 
bership in the G-7. While acknowledging the 
need for economic reforms, Shokin was 
clearly leveraging Russia's security role to 
buy economic status. 

This purposeful linkage between security 
and economic status was echoed twice this 
week. Presidential spokesman Kostikov told 
journalists that joining the Partnership for 
Peace should be tied to Russian acceptance 
in the G-7. On Wednesday, President Yeltsin 
himself indicated that Russia may not join 
the Partnership, partly because of ruffled 
feathers over consultation on the Bosnian 
air strikes. But, he also linked the Partner- 
ship question to access to Western markets, 
and complained about “discrimination.” 

The fact that Russia is apparently 
leveraging its nuclear status for economic 
advantage should be considered in the con- 
text of the Clinton  Administration's 
accommodationist policy toward Moscow. 

For the past year, the U.S. has taken a 
course of overbearing regard for Russian sen- 
sitivity about its security position. We over- 
looked direct Russian military support for 
Abkhazi rebels, effectively destabilizing 
Georgia. During that time, President 
Shevardnadze wrote me with an urgent plea 
for help. He had earlier asked the Adminis- 
tration to intervene, urging President Clin- 
ton to salvage hope for democracy in Georgia 
by pressing Russia to cease and desist. While 
the Administration chose to ignore him, I of- 
fered an amendment to the foreign oper- 
ations bill linking U.S. aid to the recipient 
country’s respect for national sovereignty 
and territorial integrity. My amendment 
passed—despite the Administration’s objec- 
tions that it would offend Moscow. 

When Shevardnanze came to see me last 
month, we discussed where we needed to go 
from here. He shared my concerns about 
Russia's aggressive role in the region and 
our government's deferential response. Let 
me give you à few more examples. When we 
had the opportunity to expand NA'TO's secu- 
rity umbrella by welcoming the admission of 
former Warsaw Pact nations, the Adminis- 
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tration deliberately punted, citing concerns 
about the ascendancy of reactionary forces 
in the Russian Parliament. Instead, Presi- 
dent Clinton came up with the Partnership 
for Peace—or, as I call it. NATO-Lite.“ As 
a result, we missed a major opportunity to 
establish peace and security in Eastern Eu- 
rope on our terms, and we once again allowed 
Moscow to effectively shape our foreign pol- 
icy. 

Another example: we took no umbrage at 
Russia's intentional, crippling withholding 
of energy to Ukraine; in fact, we collabo- 
rated with Moscow by insisting that U.S. aid 
was exclusively linked to Ukraine's turning 
over its nuclear weapons More recently, 
when asked if it was reasonable for the Rus- 
sians to link troop withdrawal from the Bal- 
tics to the status of Russian minorities, Sec- 
retary Christopher's reply was astonishing: 
the Russians' concern was "understandable 
and legitimate," and they should be treated 
with “generosity.” 

As Russia turns up its neo-imperialist 
rhetoric, the Clinton Administration's acqui- 
escence is both disappointing and destabiliz- 
ing. Our failure to challenge Russian re- 
gional ambitions only heightens the anxiety 
in the Baltics, the new republics and all of 
Europe, which in turn aggravates ethnic and 
national tensions. 

Moreover, the lack of any predictability to 
Russia's exercise of its special status could 
compromise our interests beyond the Euro- 
pean theater. No one was more surprised 
than Prime Minister Rabin when Foreign 
Minister Kozyrev arrived in Israel, un- 
planned and unannounced, to promote the 
PLO negotiations. 

Yet the Administration has obstinately re- 
fused to challenge Russia's growing hubris or 
to decouple the three policy tracks, fearing 
that any perceptible shift would weaken 
Yeltsin and his like-minded reformers. Any 
change in policy could cause us to lose Rus- 
sia altogether, they claim. 

However, this argument blurs the line be- 
tween Russia’s legitimate interest in politi- 
cal and economic reforms—which merit our 
support—and emerging neo-imperial goals 
which clearly do not. We have incorrectly 
linked Yeltsin's survival to giving him free 
regional rein and nothing less than uncondi- 
tional political and economic support. 

The record over the past year suggests that 
appeasement may only strengthen the hand 
of extremists, exacting further concessions 
from Yeltsin and jeopardizing the course of 
reform. I have said before, as has Henry Kis- 
singer and others, that it is not the drawing 
the bright lines that provokes and inflames 
nationalism, it is ambiguity about our prin- 
ciples and commitments that invites extrem- 
ists to test the limits of our interests and 
our resolve. 

For that reason, I believe it is extremely 
important that our policy in the New Inde- 
pendent States place a premium on the terri- 
torial integrity and economic and political 
Sovereignty of each the new democracies. 
That is why I recently amended the Budget 
Resolution to include language expressing 
U.S. opposition to Russia's efforts to estab- 
lish à sphere of influence in Europe through 
economic coercion, political intimidation, or 
force. In both Eastern and Central Europe, I 
believe independence is the key to stability, 
and therefore to our own interests in the re- 
gion. 

SECURING AMERICAN INTERESTS 


Now, to answer the question that 
Shevardnadze and I discussed last month: 
where do we go from here? 

First, we should expand NATO to include 
the Visegrad nations. Now, I am enough of a 
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realist to know that this is unlikely to hap- 
pen soon. In the interim, à common frame- 
work agreement should be developed so that 
all nations understand precisely what is ex- 
pected of them in order to join. The agree- 
ment should specify not only the type and 
frequency of joint military activities, but 
also NATO's political expectations such as 
the submission of transparent defense budg- 
ets and civilian control of the armed serv- 
ices. At present, the Administration has en- 
couraged each nation to negotiate separate 
agreements for participation. This piecemeal 
approach will only lead to confusion, com- 
petition, and friction down the road. 

Second, to bridge the gap between NATO 
and the current military capabilities of the 
Warsaw Pact nations and the new republics, 
we should substantially expand our military 
education and training programs, known as 
IMET. Training should include exposure to 
our traditions of professionalism, as well as 
more technical education in areas such as 
military planning, command and control, 
and equipment maintenance and operations. 
I found it interesting that the Administra- 
tion is planning to give Georgia only $75,000 
in IMET—a nation where we have vital stra- 
tegic interests—compared with $100,000 in 
IMET for Benin, where I am somewhat un- 
clear of our míssion. 

Third, once countries are committed to the 
Partnership, we can being to establish eligi- 
bility standards for obtaining NATO excess 
defense articles, and equipment ''cascaded"" 
as a result of the Conventional Armed Forces 
Treaty. Obviously, this does not mean that 
we begin by providing F-16s to Bulgaria, but 
there are prudent ways to proceed. Let me 
cite one example. Currently, Germany pos- 
sesses millions of rounds of Soviet-style 
weapons ammunition, stored in former East 
German warehouses. The nation of Latvia, 
whose army carries Soviet-made firearms, is 
issuing its soldiers just five rounds of ammu- 
nition monthly for training purposes. There 
ought to be some kind of clearinghouse or 
other mechanism for the coordinated—and 
controlled—transfer of useful supplies. 

I recently met with Poland's Minister of 
Defense, who mentioned the need for stand- 
ardizing communications systems if the 
Partnership is truly going to work. I'm sure 
there are a number of other areas where we 
could transfer equipment to bolster both 
confidence and coordination. 

Each of these security initiatives rep- 
resents an opportunity to enhance stability 
and cooperation in Europe and the NIS. Ob- 
viously, they depend upon recognition of the 
fact that the U.S. can pursue its security in- 
terests parallel with the promotion of eco- 
nomic and political progress in Russia. The 
tracks should be separate, but they are cer- 
tainly not mutually exclusive. 

For the past year, U.S. foreign policy and 
funding priorities have focused exclusively 
on Russia and unconditional support for 
Yeltsin's government. This approach has at 
least temporarily forfeited economic and po- 
litical opportunities in the fourteen other 
nations of the NIS. Our failure to challenge 
Russia's regional ambitions has contributed 
to instability from Crimea to the Baltics. 
And we have poorly served our interest in 
European stability by giving Moscow a veto 
over NATO participation. . 

Russia needs and deserves our political an 
economic help. The vast changes that are 
continuing to reverberate through Russia 
and the rest of the NIS clearly require a 
flexible approach. But, helping to improve 
prospects for democracy and prosperity 
should not be at the expense of American 
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concern for regional stability and security. 
In international affairs, our interests are 
clear, our resolve must be firm, and our co- 
operation should be conditional. 


TRIBUTE TO PRESIDENT RICHARD 
M. NIXON 


Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on 
January 9, 1913, I was living in rural 
Edgefield, SC, and was a month into 
my lith year. It was on that day, in the 
rural southern California agricultural 
town of Yorba Linda, that Richard 
Milhous Nixon was born. Little did 
anyone know that this son of devout 
Quakers, born in a humble mail order 
home, would grow up to become the 
37th President of the United States of 
America and one of the most important 
men of the 20th century. 

Americans love to talk about self- 
made men, but few realize that Richard 
Nixon was one such person. He was 
raised by God-fearing people of mod- 
erate means who never enjoyed great 
financial success in their lives. His par- 
ents worked hard and were passion- 
ately dedicated to their family, instill- 
ing strong values and qualities in all 
their children—values and qualities 
that would carry one of their sons to 
the highest office of the land. 

From his earliest days, Richard 
Nixon was not someone who was afraid 
of a challenge or of work. As a student, 
he distinguished himself at Whittier 
College by earning high marks, taking 
part in a number of campus activities, 
including student government and 
football, and impressing his professors 
as a serious young man with a keen 
mind. His determination and drive 
helped him through long nights of 
grueling study at Duke University’s 
School of Law, where he had to main- 
tain a high-grade average in order to 
keep the meager scholarship that al- 
lowed him to attend that school. His 
service in the House and Senate were 
also characterized by hard work. He 
and his staff often worked late into the 
night, answering constituent mail or 
carefully preparing for his hearings on 
communism that were catching the Na- 
tion’s attention. Throughout his life, 
he never failed to adhere to the strong 
work ethic that Hanna and Frank 
Nixon imparted to their son. 

Richard Nixon was a man who pos- 
sessed a love for his Nation that car- 
ried him into a lifetime of public serv- 
ice. At the outset of World War II, he 
was recruited to serve as an attorney 
in the Office of Emergency Manage- 
ment in Washington, DC. As a Quaker 
and a civil servant with a skill critical 
to war efforts, he could have been ex- 
empted from military duty; however, 
his patriotic streak motivated him to 
volunteer for service in the Navy. It 
was this same dedication and patriot- 
ism that caused him to heed the 
urgings of his fellow Californians and 
run for the U.S. House of Representa- 
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tives in 1946. Nixon’s successes in that 
race and in the Congress sparked what 
became one of the most important and 
significant political careers in the his- 
tory of the United States. 

In subsequent years, Richard Nixon 
would serve in the U.S. Senate, as Vice 
President, and as President. To each of 
these positions he brought an insight- 
ful mind, unbridled energy, and a clear 
vision of the role of the United States 
in the world. 

In 1968, Richard Nixon reentered the 
political arena, this time as a Presi- 
dential candidate. This race was sig- 
nificant for several reasons. First, after 
two disappointing political setbacks 
earlier in the decade, Nixon’s decision 
to seek the Presidency was another ex- 
ample of his perseverance and his un- 
canny ability to overcome personal 
challenges and setbacks. Second, it was 
the beginning of a new era in Presi- 
dential politics. Richard Nixon was an 
uncanny politician with a sense about 
him that has been matched by few oth- 
ers. 

Nixon was the first to realize the im- 
portance of the South in a national 
election. He knew that the key to win- 
ning the White House in 1968 was to 
capture that region, which had tradi- 
tionally been a stronghold of the 
Democratic Party, and he called upon 
me for my assistance at the Republican 
Convention and for the campaign. I 
campaigned very hard for Nixon 
throughout the Southeast that year, 
and for the first time in close to 100 
years the South cast their votes for a 
Republican presidential candidate. 

Richard Nixon was undoubtedly one 
of the most intelligent Presidents with 
whom I ever served, as well as one of 
the most effective. We have all her- 
alded his many significant accomplish- 
ments in foreign relations, a field he 
loved and at which he excelled. His 
grasp of “realpolitik” allowed him to 
deal with foreign leaders without being 
intimidated or compromising the 
strength and security of the United 
States. I doubt if anyone else could 
have started his career as investigating 
communism and ended it by opening 
China to the West and ushering in a 
new era in United States-Soviet Union 
relations. Furthermore, he brokered a 
peace with Vietnam that ended an un- 
popular war in an honorable manner; 
and I believe that had he stayed in of- 
fice, Saigon might not have fallen into 
the hands of the North Vietnamese. 
Nixon’s experience as a statesman was 
so valuable, he continued to contribute 
to the debate on foreign policy lit- 
erally until the end of his life. Bach of 
his successors sought his counsel on 
international matters and there was an 
enthusiastic audience for Nixon’s ex- 
tensive writings regarding world af- 
fairs. 

What is often overlooked is the 
strong role he took as a domestic lead- 
er. Perhaps it was his humble origins, 
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or having lived during the Depression 
that President Nixon was extremely 
aggressive in fighting inflation and 
even introduced wage and price con- 
trols at one point. He took a very 
strong role in desegregation and af- 
firmative action matters; and he be- 
came the Nation’s first environmental 
President when he created the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency and the En- 
dangered Species Act. Richard Nixon 
assumed the Presidency at one of the 
most fractious eras in our Nation’s his- 
tory, but under his firm leadership, 
America became a calmer place and 
the world became a little less dan- 
gerous. 

As I watched the television coverage 
of President Nixon’s casket being load- 
ed aboard his old Air Force One, I was 
struck by the image of a young Marine 
in the Honor Guard. He was the epit- 
ome of Marine Corps spit and polish," 
standing rigidly at attention with his 
rifle at present arms“; there was, 
however, a noticeable exception to his 
military appearance—he had a tear 
streaking down the left side of his face. 
Perhaps this marine was caught up in 
the emotion of an overwhelming and 
somber event, but I doubt it. Funeral 
details are common duty for honor 
guards. I believe his tear was caused by 
grief. Despite the fact that this young 
man was probably not even alive when 
Richard Nixon was President, I think 
he realized that we had lost one of his- 
tory's most important figures and one 
of this Nation's greatest leaders; and 
he, like the rest of us, was deeply sad- 
dened by this realization. 

Mr. President, it is almost impossible 
to sum up the life of Richard Nixon in 
just a few minutes here on the Senate 
floor. Historians will spend years 
studying and interpreting this very 
complex and gifted man, and they will 
write volumes sharing with us their 
discoveries. Suffice it to say, Richard 
Nixon is one of the few figures in 
American history who has truly gained 
immortality. His contributions tran- 
scended generations and have forever 
changed the international community, 
even laying the groundwork for the 
eventual dissolution of the Soviet 
Union. 

I ask unanimous consent that a re- 
cent article written by Nixon biog- 
rapher and British Member of Par- 
liament Mr. Jonathan Aitken be in- 
cluded in the RECORD following my re- 
marks. Mr. Aitken interviewed me for 
his excellent book, “Nixon: a Life," 
and I believe the tribute he wrote for 
Human Events does a very good job of 
summarizing President Nixon's life and 
giving us some insight into what made 
him such an amazing man. 

Mr. President, I know that President 
Nixon was proud of his heritage and 
that all he accomplished in his life was 
the result of grit, determination, hard 
work, and intelligence. I also know 
that the one thing he truly loved in 
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this world was his family. He came 
from a tightly knit family and he idol- 
ized his mother. As a husband and fa- 
ther, he carried on the tradition of 
closeness and he was deeply committed 
to his devoted and lovely wife, Pat, and 
their two beautiful daughters, Tricia 
and Julie. It seems only appropriate 
that Richard Nixon will spend eternity 
next to his wife in the place where he 
learned his most important lessons— 
the site of his parents' home. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From Human Events, May 6, 1994] 
A TRIBUTE TO NIXON (1913-1994) 
(By Jonathan Aitken) 

Nixon the man was even more intriguing 
than Nixon the statesman. Complex“ was 
the adjective most used by journalists to de- 
Scribed his multi-faceted personality, not 
least because he camouflaged that most elu- 
sive of characters, the real Nixon, behind a 
battle-scared carapace, which he himself de- 
scribed as an over-developed wall of pri- 
vacy." Surprisingly few people even got be- 
hind this wall. I think I may have been one 
of them, so I have concentrated this tribute 
on the lesser-known private qualities that 
lay behind this extraordinary public figure. 

To begin near the end: Passing through 
London last month, aged 81, on the outward 
leg of his ninth visit to Moscow. Nixon tele- 
phoned unexpectedly on the morning of Sat- 
urday, March 5, and asked if I would like to 
come with him to the theater. The invita- 
tion, like his choice of show, and his some- 
what disorganized arrangements for the 
evening seemed out of character but we duly 
set off for the Shaftesbury Theatre like a 
couple of tourists and settled unrecognized 
into our seats to see the revival of Rogers 
and Hammerstein's Carousel.“ As the musi- 
cal got underway it became apparent that 
Nixon was word perfect in many of the lines 
and most of the songs. As the story reached 
its climax, he seemed to be in the grip of 
powerful emotions, especially during the fa- 
mous number “You'll Never Walk Alone" 
when tears started to trickle down his 
cheeks. 

As we walked away from the theater Nixon 
felt it necessary to provide an explanation 
for the display of his feelings. He said that 
"Carousel" had been the favorite musical of 
his late wife Pat; that they had seen it many 
times together; and that he had chosen 
"You'll Never Walk Alone" as the music for 
her funeral last year. 

After a pause he added that the show's lead 
male character, Billy Bigelow, reminded him 
of Harold, his elder brother who had died of 
tuberculosis during Nixon's childhood. In 
two days' time, he continued, it would be 
March 7, the anniversary of Harold's death. 
That date was also his mother's birthday, 
but she could never bear to celebrate it 
again. After another pause he said that be- 
fore Harold had died, the family had often 
gone out for birthday picnics like the one in 
Carousel.“ 

For a man who normally shunned personal - 
ized small talk, Nixon's urge to share these 
poignant memories was a revealing reminder 
that his deep family roots and Quaker up- 
bringing were central to his odyssey—which 
is surely the closest 20th-Century approxi- 
mation to the “log cabin to White House" 
legend. 

Nixon was born on Jan. 9, 1913, in a rustic 
Californian clapboard cottage, which had no 
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electricity, running water, wireless, tele- 
phone or inside privy. He had a hardscrabble 
childhood, one step away from poverty, with 
his formative years made difficult by a domi- 
neering father and sad by the deaths of two 
of his brothers, Arthur and Harold. Their 
medical bills created many financial hard- 
ships for the family. One painful con- 
sequence of these came when the young 
Nixon won a scholarship to Harvard Univer- 
sity and had to turn it down because his par- 
ents could not afford the associated travel 
and accommodation costs. Nixon overcame 
these early sorrows and disappointments 
with the help of two strong pillars of the 
Milhous matriarchy—his grandmother 
Almira and his mother Hannah. 

Grandmother Almira Milhous was a poet 
and a teacher. She was the first to recognize 
that the young Richard was a gifted child 
and the first to say, That boy will one day 
be a leader." She disciplined him into the 
habits of intellectual curiosity, iron applica- 
tion and deep reading of history that stayed 
with him for the whole of his life. 

Still more important was the influence of 
his mother Hannah. Long before her son be- 
came famous, she was known in her local 
community of Whittier as A Quaker Saint.“ 
She instilled into him the belief that equal- 
ity between races and peacemaking between 
nations were Christ's most important teach- 
ings. In return he loved her deeply, but 
strangely. Time and again in my many hours 
of biographer's conversations with Nixon he 
spoke movingly about the great debt he owed 
to his mother for the inspiration and ideal- 
ism she gave him throughout his career, but 
on one occasion he added the unexpected in- 
formation that she had never kissed him. 

When I expressed surprise, Nixon grew 
quite angry, saying that my comment might 
have come from one of those rather pa- 
thetic Freudian psychiatrists" and added, 
"My mother could communicate far more 
than others could with a lot of sloppy talk 
and even more sloppy kissing and hugging. I 
can never remember her saying to any of us 
‘I love you'—she didn’t have to!” 

Although suppressed emotion may have 
been part of the Nixon heritage, this did not 
mean that he was an unfeeling or 
unemotional man. Far from it. He put his 
passion into his politics and it powered him 
to early stardom. Unknown freshman con- 
gressman at 33. Re-elected unopposed at 35. 
National celebrity as a result of the Hiss 
case at 35. Senator at 37. Vice President 11 
days after his 40th birthday. This meteoric 
ascent owed far more to a zealous mastery of 
complex issues and a burning intensity to 
fight the evils of communism than it did to 
political opportunism. There was plenty of 
that too, but as he always acknowledged, 
Nixon would never have risen to the office 
one heartbeat away from the presidency had 
it not been for the granite support of his wife 
Pat, who in many ways was the tougher 
partner of the marriage. 

It was she who persuaded him to put their 
life savings into what at the time seemed the 
reckless gamble of running for Congress in 
1946 against safe Democratic incumbent Rep. 
Jerry Voorhis. It was she who nurtured his 
health through a stress-related breakdown in 
1951. It was she who pulled him through the 
Fund crisis, literally dragging him in front 
of the television cameras seconds before the 
“Checkers speech” broadcast. Above all, it 
was she who gave him the contented family 
life with two daughters that created the 
happier hinterland of his hidden persona—a 
kind, generous and loving father and grand- 
father. 
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Yet for all his private virtues, it is as a 
public man that Nixon would wish to be 
judged. Even here the two sides of his exist- 
ence were more connected than has been rec- 
ognized. During his wilderness years period 
between 1960-68, Nixon told his intimate 
friends that the real reason he wanted the 
presidency was to honor his mother’s ideals. 
It was a promise he did much to keep. For 
Nixon was the President who ended U.S. in- 
volvement in Vietnam (while giving South 
Vietnam a chance at survival), who termi- 
nated the draft, who saved Israel from pos- 
sible annihilation, and who initiated the 
process of detente with the Soviet Union 
with a series of ground-breaking disar- 
mament agreements. Through wily diplo- 
macy, moreover, he managed to help put a 
check on Soviet aggression by bringing 
China back into the family of nations. 

Nixon also undoubtedly had a dark side to 
his character. In his private musings, now 
embarrassingly preserved on the White 
House tapes, he could be vindictive and para- 
noid, particularly when talking about his 
liberal tormentors in Congress and the 
media. 

As for Watergate it was a sordid and 
shameful mess, but Nixon's alleged villainy 
in it has been much exaggerated. It is true 
that he covered up for his closest friends and 
aides with mendacious maneuvers that were 
political folly of a high order. Yet contrary 
to the media's hysterical claims at the time, 
he had nothing whatever to do with the 
break-in; he was unaware of the enemies list; 
there never were any mission tapes and he 
destroyed no evidence. Even the notorious 
“expletives deleted" contained none of the 
familiar four- or six-letter sexual swear 
words. What Nixon actually excised were a 
mass of hells, damns, craps for Chrissakes 
and other puerile examples of Sunday school 
swearing. He explained to an aide that he 
could not publish the uncensored transcripts 
(which would have been far less damaging) 
because his mother would turn in her 
grave“ if such epithets saw the light of day. 

So Watergate, like Nixon, deserves re- 
evaluation. It was a bad episode in a great 
career and it has made Nixon the most con- 
troversial and complicated character ever to 
sit in the White House. If he had died, as he 
so nearly did soon after his resignation, his 
obituary notices would have been a undi- 
luted chorus of vilification. They will read 
differently now because the last 20 years of 
his life were perhaps the most remarkable of 
all in terms of the development of his char- 
acter. Transforming himself from exiled pa- 
riah to honored elder statesman was nothing 
less than a miracle of political resurrection. 
How did he do it? 

I came to know him well during his two 
decades of rehabilitation or "the Fighting 
Back years" as he sometimes liked to call 
them. Running for Ex-President was a good 
label to describe his energetic globe trotting, 
writing and speech-making, but the reality 
was far more profound. The secret of his re- 
silience was that he had developed his own 
new credo. It owed something to the reli- 
gious counselors whom he saw regularly, 
such as Dr. Billy Graham and the Rev. Nor- 
man Vincent Peale, but was more a spiritual 
and philosophical concoction of his own. 

It included several quintessential Nixonian 
ingredients, among them tenacity, reflective 
reading and the desire to perform useful pub- 
lic service by influencing great events. But 
there were other more unexpected elements, 
such as magnanimity. For he had put his 
past disappointments firmly behind him, for- 
given his enemies (most of them!); and 
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dropped recrimination from his mind. Re- 
member the story of Lot's wife. Never look 
back," was one of his favorite lines, and he 
meant it. 


Instead, he worked unremittingly to influ- 
ence the future. During his pensionable 
years, he wrote eight best-selling books on 
foreign policy and dispatched a steady flow 
of influential private memoranda to Presi- 
dents Carter, Reagan, Bush and Clinton. He 
launched his presidential library and a new 
Nixon Center for Peace and International re- 
lations. He continued to travel and speak 
widely, winning increasing acclaim as Amer- 
ica's leading foreign policy expert. Longev- 
ity brought him the serenity and fulfillment 
that had for so long eluded him. 


By chance, the last audience he addressed 
was a gathering in my house on March 17. 
The still-ambitious octogenarian was keen 
to convey his latest impressions of the situa- 
tion in Russia to a group of ministers, de- 
fense chiefs, intelligence experts, editors and 
parliamentarians. He prepared for the occa- 
sion with his usual intensity and delivered a 
tour de force of a speech without a note. In- 
cluding question time, he was on his feet for 
nearly 90 minutes. The details of his knowl- 
edge, the lucidity of his presentation and the 
incisive brilliance of his judgments, dazzled 
all of us present. 


Nixon enjoyed his evening. As he got into 
his car he said to me, Went well, didn't it? 
Clever group. But I've spoken in your house 
eight times in 14 years. I think that will 
have to be the last one.“ 


Isaid I hoped that he might come back one 
more time. “Nine speeches, eh? Nine lives? 
Who knows?" he mused. "Anyway keep on 
fighting!" and with that characteristic salu- 
tation he waved and was gone. We shall not 
look upon his like again. 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Chair would note that morn- 
ing business is now closed. 


NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
TECHNOLOGY ACT OF 1993 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
hour of 3:30 p.m. having arrived, the 
Senate wil now resume S. 978, which 
the clerk will report. 


The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 
A bill (S. 978) to establish programs to pro- 


mote environmental technology, and for 
other purposes. 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1687 

(Purpose: To authorize a rural water sanita- 
tion-health technology fund to make 
grants for technologies to improve sanita- 
tion conditions on Indian reservations and 
in Alaska Native villages and in other 
rural places, to eliminate the ‘honey buck- 
et" sewage disposal method through inno- 
vative technologies, to develop new tech- 
nologies to reduce and eliminate sanita- 
tion-related health problems and deaths, 
and to help to uphold the national trust re- 
sponsibility of the United States to the 

American Indian and Alaska Native, and 

for other purposes) 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS], 
for himself, Mr. INOUYE, and Mr. MURKOWSKI, 
proposes an amendment numbered 1687. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 18, strike line 1 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

SEC. 204. NATIVE AMERICAN SANITATION- 


HEALTH TECHNOLOGY FUND PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—The Administrator is 
authorized and encouraged to enter into an 
agreement to establish a partnership pro- 
gram to fund grants to research, engineer, 
develop, test, and demonstrate innovative 
water sanitation technologies for Indian res- 
ervations, Alaska Native villages, and other 
remote, rural regions. Funds provided pursu- 
ant to this section may be awarded begin- 
ning in fiscal year 1995 for competitively 
judged proposals that have the potential to 
improve health and sanitation conditions in 
Alaska Native villages, on Indian reserva- 
tions, and in other rural areas, with empha- 
sis on areas with conditions that are not con- 
ducive to utilization of conventional 
wastewater treatment methods. 

(b) COORDINATION.—The Administrator 
shall coordinate disbursements related to 
Alaska Native village sanitation authorized 
by paragraph (a) with appropriate federal 
agencies and departments, including any 
such agency or department participating in 
the federal field working group on rural 
Alaska sanitation. 

SEC. 205. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
would like the record to show that I 
am proposing this amendment for my- 
self, for Senator INOUYE, and for Sen- 
ator MURKOWSKI. 

Mr. President, I have had a meeting 
with the staff of the Public Works 
Committee, and I have just had a con- 
versation with the distinguished chair- 
man of that committee. I want to take 
the time to discuss my amendment and 
explain why I am pursuing it and to 
hopefully work out something with my 
good friend from Montana concerning 
this problem. 

Let me just state very basically that 
I believe that this is a good bill. Itisa 
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bill that is going to now centralize en- 
vironmental technology and give much 
more authority to the Administrator of 
EPA, and it will really set a different 
tone for the appropriations that will be 
forthcoming to deal with a research in 
the environmental area. 

I believe that one of the critical 
areas of research in the environmental 
area should be to deal with rural water 
sanitation health technology. I have 
some photographs that were taken in 
my State to demonstrate. I want to 
show those to the Chair in just a mo- 
ment. 

This amendment of mine and Sen- 
ators INOUYE and MURKOWSKI really is 
not totally an Alaska amendment. I be- 
lieve that the amendment specifically 
provides and covers Indian reserva- 
tions, Alaska Native villages, and 
other remote rural regions of our coun- 
try. 

We have people now as we are ap- 
proaching the 21st century and dealing 
with all sorts of technology and inno- 
vations, we have people in this country 
that not only do not have flushing toi- 
lets and running water, they do not 
have the bare necessities for just 
human dignity in dealing with sanita- 
tion problems. 

Last summer I took a trip down the 
Kuskokwim River. Most of the pictures 
I am showing to you here are in that 
part of Alaska—the west coast. I have 
talked to some of my friends who have 
Indian reservations in their State, and 
they say that in many instances the 
same conditions prevail. We just have 
not as a nation developed the concepts 
we need to provide for just the rudi- 
mentary sanitation facilities that are 
necessary to assure the health of our 
people who live in these areas. 

They are literally, Mr. President, the 
poorest of the poor. It is sad to say, but 
it is really true. What took me down 
the Kuskokwim River last year was the 
collapse of what we called the chum 
salmon run. There was total devasta- 
tion in these villages because their 
basic food source and their basic re- 
source that was really the foundation 
of their cash economy literally col- 
lapsed. They had no income and they 
had no food. 

We were going through there to talk 
to them about their problems. One vil- 
lage I went to, they wanted to talk to 
me about sanitation and health prob- 
lems which they consider to be even 
worse than the total economic prob- 
lems they face following the collapse of 
their chum run. 

As I said, I have a series of photo- 
graphs here that demonstrate the situ- 
ation now. This is summertime now in 
the arctic village with the human ref- 
uge being pulled on a little sled across 
the playground. That is the children’s 
playground. 

This is what happens when it gets to 
the destination. These are the so-called 
honey buckets which are brought to a 
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community bunker and dumped in that 
bunker. But the trouble is there are 
animals and just the conditions of the 
area in the wintertime with the snow 
and ice piled up around that bunker, 
pretty soon all of these bags of human 
waste are just out on the ground. Look 
at the health conditions. 

There is the walk for the children 
through this area. This is going out to 
the river. This is where that one vil- 
lage had disposed of their bags that 
came from the honey buckets through 
the winter. It is a deplorable situation. 

The impact from village to village, 
the boardwalk access to the river is lit- 
tered with bags of human waste when 
the summer thaw really comes. 

Here again are the children. That is 
their access to go to their playground, 
go to their own homes. They have no 
other area that they can go through. 
Here again, that is just like a sewage 
lagoon. 

That is a housing project that we put 
up to assist those people to have a bet- 
ter way of life. In the wintertime, the 
honey buckets are emptied out on the 
ground because they cannot obviously 
put them into the ground. They are 
just frozen blocks of sewage. That is 
what caused those other areas that I 
showed, where in the springtime when 
the thaw comes and those frozen blocks 
of sewage melt. Here again, these are 
the bunkers. The only thing that can 
happen to those now is there was sup- 
posed to be another transportation sys- 
tem coming along to take those to a 
remote sewage area. Unfortunately, 
the appropriations for that never devel- 
oped, so it never got moved. 

Those bunkers are surrounded by, 
again, the normal plastic garbage sack 
that we had. There are liners in the 
system that is used inside the home 
that are taken out and put into the 
honey buckets, and they are brought to 
these bunkers, and there is hardly an 
area that you can find along the river— 
Mr. President, these are different vil- 
lages I am showing; they are not all 
the same village. It is the same condi- 
tion in every village that I saw. 

This is a winter condition now. 
Again, when you try to empty the 
honey buckets they put in the area 
near the river, even that when the ice 
comes, if it breaks up, then the village 
downstream has the problem, if the ice 
moves the honey bucket bags out. 

Here, again, this is an overloaded 
bunker right up against the housing 
project. People say, why do you bring 
those photographs in here? That is the 
technology that we have developed. In 
a country that can send a man to the 
Moon and develop the best communica- 
tions systems in the world, we are still 
dealing with honey buckets in Indian 
and Alaskan Native villages. I have to 
tell you, I wish I could get more people 
to come up and look at these, and they 
would get as excited as I do about why 
we have that. The reason is that no 
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portion of our Government has ever 
settled in on developing new tech- 
nologies, new abilities to deal with 
human waste disposal where there is no 
running water. 

You can go out in the outhouse in 
some places in the south 48, I guess. 
But in our State, you cannot dig down 
because it is permafrost underneath 
that land. There is no ability to deal 
with even an outhouse technique in 
Alaska. For years now, I have been 
asking everyone from NASA to HUD to 
work on developing some new tech- 
nology to deal with this. They came up 
with the toilets that flush electroni- 
cally, just burn up the insides and va- 
porize everything that is there. Well, 
that is wonderful, but they cost about 
$4-a-flush in my State because of the 
cost of electricity. These people cannot 
do that. They are literally on welfare 
to start with. 

Last year, I talked to Miss Browner, 
and she was on our Commerce Commit- 
tee. She is a very good Administrator 
of the EPA. Working with her and our 
State commissioner of environmental 
conservation, Mr. Sandor, and with the 
people at HUD and BIA and the Indian 
Health Service, we tried to get to- 
gether a task force to deal with these 
problems. The trouble is that there was 
nobody in that area that has the au- 
thority to deal with literally putting 
out the contracts to develop new tech- 
nology, a technology for the 21st cen- 
tury, to deal with the disposal of 
human waste where there is no possi- 
bility of running water and where the 
climactic conditions make it very dif- 
ficult to have any kind of normal waste 
disposal. 

That prevails in some of the reserva- 
tions of the south 48, and certainly it 
prevails in some of the rural areas I 
have seen in West Virginia and Ken- 
tucky and the Rocky Mountains. No- 
body is working with these people to 
find some new technology. When I saw 
this bill come along, and recognizing 
what it is—it is a very good bill to 
Start out with, and I am not opposing 
the bill; I am supporting the bill. I 
wanted to earmark a portion of this 
money for the development of a pro- 
gram to try to bring about innovative 
technologies to deal with this problem. 

My staff, meeting with the staff of 
the committee, was convinced that an 
earmark of money was not really going 
to be too welcome, frankly. On almost 
every bill that goes through here now, 
we earmark a portion of the money to 
be used only for American and Alaskan 
Native basic problems. I do not care 
what it is. You can look at housing, 
sewer grants, a lot of them, and we 
have the earmarking. I understand the 
committee does not want to earmark 
it. 

Besides that, I have really a basic 
trust in Miss Browner as the head of 
the EPA. I would like for her to have 
the authority to be authorized and en- 
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couraged to enter into agreements. 
Those agreements, partnership kinds of 
agreements with our State—and, by 
the way, I hasten to add that because 
of Mr. Sandor, the Commissioner of En- 
vironmental Conservation in Alaska, 
Alaska has increased its appropriations 
in this area. The legislature is just 
closing business in Alaska, and it has 
made $25 million availability to deal 
with this. 

We are working on a partnership con- 
cept, coming from BIA, Indian Health 
Service, HUD, the Corps of Engineers, 
and EPA, and we hope to get $25 mil- 
lion from the Federal Government to 
deal with putting facilities—there are a 
few areas in the State where it is pos- 
sible to have running water because of 
the temperature and the soil condi- 
tions. That money will go, first, to 
those areas where we can put in the 
normal kinds of water and sewer 
projects. But in these other areas, I 
would like to have the EPA be the 
focal point of developing new tech- 
nology. t 

This amendment would authorize a 
fund to make grants for technologies 
to improve these conditions on Indian 
reservations, Alaskan Native villages, 
and other rural places. It is not ear- 
marking any money. I think anybody 
that gets in and takes a trip—and I 
stand ready to take a trip down those 
rivers with anybody from the Senate or 
from the administration that wants to 
look, and I made that offer last year. 
There is no question of the need. 

Incidentally, all of the costs of all of 
the disease that comes from the situa- 
tions I have just shown the Senate, Mr. 
President, are borne by the taxpayers 
of the United States. The health prob- 
lems are met by the Indian Health 
Service. The problems of loss of capa- 
bility are met, in the long run, by the 
BIA. Yet, in order to deal with the 
basic human conditions, we cannot 
seem to get anybody to cooperate and 
coordinate this, in order to find a way 
to develop the new technologies. I lit- 
erally took a trip to one of the NASA 
conventions one time and talked to 
each one of the people who are develop- 
ing facilities for NASA to put in our 
shuttles and our space vehicles. They 
had wonderful new designs to deal with 
the disposal of human waste in space. 
But you cannot get anybody authorized 
to deal with it right here on Earth, in 
the area where, as I said, the poorest of 
the poor of our country live. 

I know my friend from Montana is à 
little disturbed with me because I have 
proceeded with this amendment, when 
his staff has said he does not really 
want to see this on the bill. I have 
changed the amendment since origi- 
nally drafted, so it will not earmark 
any money. It does not direct the Ad- 
ministrator to do anything. It author- 
izes the Administrator and encourages 
the Administrator to enter into agree- 
ments and partnerships to find ways to 
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do the research and develop some new 
facilities. 

Let me close by saying that I have 
seen water and sewer facilities go into 
several villages, and in some instances, 
unfortunately, we have had to replace 
those. I can think of one place where 
we replaced the system three times, 
and we had to do that primarily be- 
cause the technology was so com- 
plicated nobody in the village was ca- 
pable of maintaining it. That is an- 
other problem—the development of 
technology that the people of the area 
can use and maintain, and it will bring 
about a change in their lives and get 
rid of these terrible health and sanita- 
tion problems that exists in the vil- 
lages of my State. 

SANITATION-HEALTH TECHNOLOGY PROGRAM 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I rise in support of 
the amendment to authorize a rural 
sanitation-health technology fund of- 
fered by the senior Senator from Alas- 
ka for himself, Senator INOUYE, and 
myself. 

The amendment authorizes and en- 
courages the EPA Administrator to 
enter into an agreement to establish a 
partnership program to fund grants to 
develop new innovative sanitation 
technologies for Indian reservations, 
Alaska Native villages, and remote, 
rural regions, and to coordinate any 
disbursements authorized related to 
Alaska Native village sanitation with 
appropriate Federal agencies and de- 
partments, including any such agency 
or department participating in the 
Federal field working group on rural 
Alaska sanitation. 

In Alaska, the rural sanitation prob- 
lem is clear, Residents of rural villages 
in Alaska do not have adequate drink- 
ing and human sanitation facilities in 
their homes and communities. As a re- 
sult, sickness and disease, comparable 
to many Third World countries, are 
major problems for many communities. 

According to the Rural Alaska Sani- 
tation Task Force Report, 220 rural Na- 
tive villages account for three quarters 
of Alaska's communities. 

Waste water treatment facilities in 
over 190 of these villages have been as- 
sessed by the Federal Government as 
inadequate. 

In 135 villages, honey buckets and pit 
privies are the sole means of sewage 
collection and disposal. 

For the record, and those that don't 
know, a honey bucket is usually a 5- 
gallon bucket placed in one's home and 
used as the household toilet. 

When the bucket is full, it is carried 
outside and dumped into a open sewage 
pit. In many instances, the honey 
buckets are dumped into ponds or in 
close proximity to homes. It is not un- 
common for children to play dan- 
gerously close to these sewage dump 
sites. 

Of the existing waste water service 
levels in rural Alaska: only 37 percent 
have flushing toilets; 49 percent have 
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pit privies or honey buckets; and 14 
percent have haul systems. 

In over half of the villages in Alaska, 
water is hauled to the home by hand 
from washeterias, watering points, are 
from a creek or river, a washeteria is a 
centrally located building within a 
community where washing and drying 
machines are available. Washeterias 
also contain public showers. 

In many of the homes where water is 
hauled by hand, a trash can is used as 
the water storage tank. Water for 
drinking, hand washing, and doing the 
dishes comes from this household trash 
can. 

The existing water service levels in 
rural Alaska are abysmal. Only 40 per- 
cent of rural Alaskans have piped 
water to their residence; 30 percent use 
a washeteria; 20 percent use a year- 
round watering point; 7 percent have 
individual wells; and 3 percent have no 
system. 

According to these figures, less than 
half of the residents living in rural 
Alaska villages have the basic water 
supply system we all take for granted— 
piped water to their homes. 

Imagine half the residents in Wash- 
ington, DC living without running 
water or toilets that flush. The results 
of having inadequate water and sanita- 
tion facilities are tragic. 

Hepatitis A runs rampant among vil- 
lages—causing death in some cases. 
Hepatitis A is a viral infection causing 
nausea, vomiting, abdominal pain, and 
in some cases a yellowing of the skin 
or eyes. Deaths from hepatitis A occur 
at a rate of approximately 1 to 5 deaths 
per 1,000 cases. 

The water and sanitation conditions 
in rural Alaska must be addressed. 

The water and sanitation conditions 
in these rural communities are consid- 
ered worse than in many Third World 
countries. 

The Alaska congressional delegation 
is committed to improving water and 
sanitation conditions in rural Alaska. 

Last year, on May 5, 1993, the Indian 
Affairs Committee held a 4%-hour 
hearing on water and sanitation condi- 
tions in rural Alaska. 

The committee received hundreds of 
pages of tesimony from Federal agen- 
cies, State agencies, and Alaska Na- 
tives which described the deplorable 
water and sanitation conditions in 
rural Alaska. 

The lack of basic water and sanita- 
tion services in rural Alaska has been 
well documented. We have thousands of 
pages of testimony that document the 
unacceptable water and sanitation con- 
ditions in rural Alaska. 

As a result of the May 5, 1993, hear- 
ing, the Environmental Protection 
Agency formed what has become 
known as the “Federal Field Work 
Group." 

The Federal Field Work Group's goal 
was to determine methods by which 
the Federal Government could work 
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with and assist the State in addressing 
the water and sanitation conditions in 
rural Alaska. 

It is my understanding that the Fed- 
eral Field Work Group has made sig- 
nificant progress. The Indian Affairs 
Committee will soon hold a hearing to 
receive testimony from Federal agen- 
cies, State agencies, and Native organi- 
zations on what progress has been 
made over the past year and what will 
be done in the future to address this 
problem. 

We will continue to work to see that 
safe drinking water is provided to the 
residence of rural Alaska and that the 
honey bucket is eliminated from vil- 


lage homes. 
As the country moves toward the 21st 
century,  Alaska's rural residents 


should not be living in Third World 
conditions—they should not experience 
the disease and inconvenience they 
face because of inadequate sewer and 
water systems. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator's time has expired. 

The Senator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I very 
much appreciate the comments of the 
Senator from Alaska. I have been to 
Alaska several times, and I have seen a 
good bit of the sanitation problems he 
refers to. There is no doubt about it. 
There are sanitation problems for Na- 
tive Americans in Alaska just as there 
are, as we all know, in other parts of 
the country. There is no doubt about 
it. Something has to be done about it. 

The more we can address the problem 
in Alaska and the more quickly we can 
address that problem the better off 
those folks will be, and we will be bet- 
ter off for it. I do not quarrel with the 
Senator from Alaska. There is a great 
need for that program. 

The real question is, is this the prop- 
er place to do it and is this the proper 
bill in which to fight for this program? 
And a corollary question is, is there a 
better approach and what is that better 
approach, if there is one, one that is 
going to come about quickly or be in- 
terminably delayed as often is the case 
around here? 

Quickly, Mr. President, I say to my 
very good friend from Alaska that I am 
not perturbed with him at all for offer- 
ing this amendment. I very much re- 
spect his very ardent advocacy for his 
State's interest, and the fact is that 
Alaskans will be very proud at how 
strongly the Senator represents the 
State's interest. 

I do believe, however, that when we 
get to the next bill before this body, 
the Safe Drinking Water Act or we get 
to the Clean Water Act later on this 
year, those are two much more appro- 
priate bills to deal with this problem. 
After all, we are talking about innova- 
tive water and sanitation technologies. 
Ican say to my good friend from Alas- 
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ka at this point that those bills, al- 
though they are not yet before us, will 
contain provisions that directly ad- 
dress this point he makes. 

On the other hand, the bill before us 
today, the National Environmental 
Technology Act, is à bill designed to 
encourage environmental technologies 
generally in this country and on a com- 
petitive bid basis. The bill does not 
give favoritism or earmarking or pref- 
erence to one form of environmental 
technology over another. 

It is somewhat similar to the concept 
we attempt to use here with NIH, the 
National Institutes of Health, and with 
the National Science Foundation, that 
is, on the one hand, all of us want good 
Science and a competitive bidding proc- 
ess to determine which grants NSF 
gives to scientists around the country 
to develop their scientific studies. 

In addition to that use of the com- 
petitive bid basis is the competitive 
peer review proposal basis to determine 
which National Institutes of Health 
grants are awarded and which ones are 
not. 

There is always a temptation for us 
here in the Senate and in the House, 
for that matter, to say for our State we 
give preference to this or for my State 
preference to that. There is always a 
temptation here as to how far to go in 
the first direction, that is, the solely 
competitive bid in the interest of com- 
petition and good science on the one 
hand, and to state it very crudely, on 
the other hand, parochialism, 
porkbarrel and what not on the other. 

I think, Mr. President, that because 
this is only a modest bill—this is not a 
large bill—there are not a lot of dollars 
in this bill, we should stick to the 
former model, that is, keep this com- 
petitive, keep the basis of grants to 
various entities and developing new en- 
vironmental technologies on the basis 
of competition and on the basis of what 
seems to be best and more likely to de- 
velop better technologies and get a big- 
ger bang for our buck. I say that, also, 
because this bill is neutral with respect 
to different environmental tech- 
nologies. 

If we start now offering amendments 
to give preference or encouragement to 
one form of environmental technology 
at the expense of the other, then, 
frankly, we are just back here as Sen- 
ators just carving this up, and my hon- 
est opinion is the whole will be worse 
than the sum of its parts. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield there? 

Mr. BAUCUS. In a minute I will yield 
to the Senator. 

On the other hand, I might say this: 
I can think of many different environ- 
mental technologies that I think de- 
serve at least equal preference. Take 
my home State of Montana or other 
Western States. That is mine waste 
technologies. There are a lot of aban- 
doned mines in the West. I can tell you, 
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Mr. President, that tailings from those 
abandoned mines are polluting rivers 
and streams in the West. Trout 
streams are being polluted because of 
abandoned mines. There are countless 
abandoned mines in the West. They 
number thousands. There are small, 
little mines that have been dug into 
the hillside and abandoned mines. It is 
a major problem. This bill does not 
give preference to development of envi- 
ronmental technologies to address that 
problem. 

We have smog in the cities. There is 
a lot of dirty air in this country. This 
bill does not give preference to envi- 
ronmental technologies to help clean 
up the air by development of a more ef- 
ficient, say, electric car. 

All I want to say, Mr. President, is I 
very much understand the Senator’s 
concern. It would be inappropriate to 
single out essentially R&D for Native 
Americans in Alaska and addressing 
their water sanitation problems at the 
expense of other meritorious problems 
we have in this country. They also 
have to be addressed. 

So I urge my good friend from Alas- 
ka, frankly, to not press this amend- 
ment, because I do pledge to him there 
are other opportunities coming along 
very quickly—the Safe Drinking Water 
Act, in particular, and the Clean Water 
Act, also, in particular, where I very 
much hope to address these concerns. 

(Mr. METZENBAUM assumed the 
chair.) 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield for a question, I 
looked at the Safe Drinking Water Act. 
It authorizes funds for research and 
technical assistance for small systems 
such as this, but it works through uni- 
versities, only universities that serve a 
region of States. It does not have a 
focus on any specific area of need, but 
more particularly it funds the Indian 
Technical Assistance Program at 
$280,000 to $300,000 nationally, and that 
is again for research and training in 
technical assistance. 

The bill before us now funds $80 mil- 
lion for 1995 and $120 million for 1996. If 
we are looking for a larger pool of 
money that could have just a small 
part set aside, originally, as I said, I 
was seeking to set aside 2.5 percent of 
the national budget for environmental 
technology development to meet this 
need on Indian reservations and Native 
villages. In my judgment safe drinking 
water does not have any relevance to 
this. 

I would like to ask my friend—inci- 
dentally, does my friend know that the 
Safe Drinking Water Act was sponsored 
by Senator KENNEDY and myself follow- 
ing a village-to-village trip in 1969, and 
it became a national act—and only two 
projects I know of were established in 
Alaska—but the program became na- 
tional and still continues on a national 
basis but only authorizes research on a 
regional basis? How could I look to the 


May 9, 1994 


concept of trying to meet the State 
and local government and BIA and 
other agencies’ funding having some 
sort of a partnership program? 

Mr. BAUCUS. If I may say to the 
Senator—— 

Mr. STEVENS. Let me finish. There 
is no better place for it to be than in 
EPA. How can I get it to EPA and get 
some money unless it is in this bill? 

Mr. BAUCUS. I think the answer is 
the Clean Water Act, not the Safe 
Drinking Water Act, but the Clean 
Water Act. The fact is that the Clean 
Water Act is on the calendar, I think, 
today—it was out over the weekend. If 
not today it will be on the calendar to- 
morrow. It doubles the amount of 
money available for Native Americans 
for building sanitation systems. 

Mr. STEVENS. Yes. 

Mr. BAUCUS. The total is $25 mil- 
lion. 

Mr. STEVENS. That is to build them. 
There is no basic research. We will 
build more systems under that law and 
they will be built with off-the-shelf 
technology, and once again they will 
not work. How can we get a research 
program going on that will develop 
site-specific type of technology that 
will work? 

Mr. BAUCUS. By utilizing another 
title in the Clean Water Act that is 
dedicated to research; $20 million, I 
might say to the Senator. 

Mr. STEVENS. Is the Senator unwill- 
ing to earmark that, too? 

Mr. BAUCUS. The Senator is willing 
to look at the Senator's amendment 
when we get to the Clean Water Act. 

Mr. STEVENS. That is the problem. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Also, it seems to me 
that because of the very strong argu- 
ment that the Senator makes as to the 
need, certainly, when the Native Amer- 
icans of Alaska compete with other 
technologies in developing new envi- 
ronmental technologies, the EPA, 
which the Senator has a lot of faith in, 
is more likely to award the grant to 
Native American cleanup rather than 
to some other technology. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, let me 
call the attention of the Senator from 
Montana to the study made by the Of- 
fice of Technology Assessment, which, 
as you know, is an agency of the Con- 
gress, on the Alaska Challenge of Na- 
tive Village Sanitation. Just this year 
one of the basic recommendations they 
made was to establish a research and 
development demonstration program 
for innovative sanitation technologies. 

I appreciate what the Senator says. 
Incidentally, the money that is avail- 
able in the clean water program is 
about one-tenth of what is going to be 
available annually under this program. 
The national environmental  tech- 
nology is going to be developed under 
this program. And to my knowledge, 
there is no way they are going to turn 
to that with the very basic problems 
that you have mentioned in terms of 
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smog and the problems of mine 
tailings. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Smog is another mat- 
ter. We are talking about the Clean 
Water Act, not to clean up the smog 
act. 

Mr. STEVENS. I thought you were 
talking about the Safe Drinking Water 
Act. 

Mr. BAUCUS. No, I am talking about 
the Clean Water Act. 

Mr. STEVENS. There, again, you are 
talking about $20 million nationally to 
deal with the whole problem. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Let me say this to the 
Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May I 
point out to the Senators that the rule 
of the Senate requires Senators to ad- 
dress the Chair. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I apologize to the 
Chair. 

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I might say to the Sen- 
ator, there is a good chance, much 
above 50-50, when we come to the Clean 
Water Act that we could accept the 
Senator’s amendment. 

I cannot guarantee it, but in hearing 
the Senator and listening to the Sen- 
ator and, frankly, consulting with my 
staff, I think there is a very good 
chance that we could accept that 
amendment; a very good chance. 

I know the Senator will remind me of 
the statement I am now making when 
we get to that act, in the event that is 
how we resolve this issue. 

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator desire to ask for recognition? 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I do 
not think I have any time left. 

I will say this. Between now and 
Wednesday, I would like to confer with 
my friend from Montana, Mr. Presi- 
dent, to see whether or not I should 
press forward with the agreement that 
is already in place to have 10 minutes 
to explain the amendment to the Sen- 
ate before we vote on Wednesday. 

I have high confidence in the Senator 
from Montana. But it was 25 years ago 
that I stood here with the Senator 
from Massachusetts and thought that 
we had a bill passed that would help us 
try to meet this problem. Year in and 
year out, we have had funding for 
projects and they have always come off 
the shelf. No one spent any money at 
all to develop new technology. We are 
now 25 years along the line and they 
are still talking about doing the same 
thing. 

Do you know that they take new, 
prefabricated HUD homes to Alaska 
and they have the flushing toilets and 
the sinks and all the pipes and all you 
have to do is connect them? But, guess 
what? There is no running water in the 
village. There is no ability to use those 
flushing toilets. They are a monument 
to our capability to buy things in bulk 
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and to think that off-the-shelf tech- 
nology solves every one’s problems— 
one size fits all. 

The only trouble is, there is nothing 
to hook those toilets up to. I bet we 
spend more money sending toilets to 
places that do not have any systems 
than we would need to develop new 
technology. 

Somehow or other, I would like to 
have just a little bit more of an assur- 
ance than “‘likely or not.” 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I can 
give the Senator enough assurance 
which in my judgment would warrant 
him not pressing the amendment on 
this bill. 

Mr. STEVENS. That is a different 
sound I just heard. 

Mr. President, I withdraw the amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator's amendment is withdrawn. 

The amendment (No. 1687) was with- 

drawn. 
e Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
am very pleased to be an original co- 
sponsor of S. 978, the National Environ- 
mental Technology Act of 1994. I would 
like to thank the chairman for his out- 
standing leadership and extraordinary 
hard work on this bill. Senator BAUCUS 
made passage of this legislation one of 
his top priorities and he has followed 
through with enormous perseverance 
and creativity. I also commend Senator 
CHAFEE for his hard work on this bill, 
in particular his strong efforts on pro- 
visions to assist small'businesses in 
pollution prevention and  environ- 
mental compliance. Finally, Senator 
MIKULSKI also has been one of the true 
leaders in this field. Both Senator MI- 
KULSKI and I had originally introduced 
separate environmental technology 
bills. Under Senator BAUCUS's leader- 
ship, these original bills have been 
combined with his legislation to de- 
velop a comprehensive environmental 
technology bill that will help make 
America a leader in environmental 
technology. By combining our efforts, 
the whole is greater than the sum of 
the parts. 

This bill will address two big con- 
cerns of the American people—the en- 
vironment and the economy. Innova- 
tive technologies can save American 
companies money, increase U.S. ex- 
ports, create jobs and help ensure a 
healthy, productive environment. 
These are benefits that will help Amer- 
icans, but the fact is that the benefits 
of American leadership in environ- 
mental technology would be global. As 
we seek to meet the needs of a rapidly 
growing world population, while main- 
taining the health of the planet, tech- 
nological advances will be critical. 

We need to act quickly. The world- 
wide demand for consumer goods is in- 
creasingly shaped by American envi- 
ronmental concerns. Likewise, the de- 
mand for pollution control and envi- 
ronmental cleanup equipment is grow- 
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ing. The Congressional Office of Tech- 
nology Assessment estimates that the 
global market for environmental goods 
and services will reach $300 billion by 
the year 2000. Although the OTA has 
found that U.S. companies remain com- 
petitive in most environmental tech- 
nology sectors, it has also found that 
the U.S. position has eroded in some 
areas, such as air, water, and some 
waste technologies. As the global mar- 
ket expands, U.S. companies must cap- 
ture their fair share of this market. 

There is a consensus among industry, 
Government and environmental groups 
about the need to act quickly to im- 
prove environmental technology. There 
is a pressing need for better and more 
cost-effective clean-up technologies. 
For example, we currently cannot 
clean-up certain types of contamina- 
tion—like soils contaminated with 
heavy metals and ground water pol- 
luted with oily wastes. Improvements 
in pollution prevention technology 
may prove even more significant. They 
will improve our environment and save 
companies money in lower material 
usage, treatment and disposal costs, re- 
duced paperwork and lower liability 
and insurance costs. As one business 
executive testified before my sub- 
committee, We view pollution today 
as waste, as a sign of inefficiency. And 
to the degree that we can eliminate 
that waste, we are diminishing ineffi- 
ciency and also reducing our costs.” 

This bill will help make America à 
leader in environmental technology. It 
is carefully structured to substantially 
increase Government support of envi- 
ronmental technology without increas- 
ing Government bureaucracy. First, 
the bill requires the Government to co- 
ordinate existing programs designed to 
stimulate the development of innova- 
tive environmental technologies—both 
for remediation and pollution preven- 
tion. Over $4 billion is currently being 
spent annually by Government agen- 
cies on research and development of 
technologies that could be classified as 
environmental technologies. A coordi- 
nated approach among these agencies 
is critical for cost-effective use of these 
funds. This bill accomplishes this and 
will improve Government accountabil- 
ity and efficiency. It is full consistent 
with our efforts to reinvent Govern- 
ment. 

Second, the bill will spur technology 
development by having the EPA pro- 
vide seed money, through cost-sharing 
partnerships, to early stage projects in 
the private sector. Third, the bill es- 
tablishes a program for technology de- 
velopment modeled on the highly suc- 
cessful Small Business Innovative Re- 
search Program [SBIR]. The SBIR pro- 
gram funds development toward com- 
mercially viable technology in a 
staged, multi-phased program and has 
enjoyed widespread, bi-partisan sup- 
port. Until title III of the bill, a small 
portion—1.25 percent—of the EPA's 
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budget for environmental cleanup 
would be authorized for private sector 
development of more efficient tech- 
nologies contributions to the cleanup 
objectives. Like SBIR, this program 
uses a structured, three phase approach 
to review and grant awards to tech- 
nology developers. It also requires EPA 
to consider commercial potential as 
well as scientific and technical merit 
in award decisions. This approach will 
help ensure that government-supported 
technology development leads to com- 
mercially viable technologies and cre- 
ates new, high paying jobs. 

Allocating a small portion of our 
cleanup funds for technology develop- 
ment should result in a significant re- 
duction in the vast cost—estimated by 
one study at a best estimate" of $752 
billion in 1990 dollars over the next 30 
years—to the Federal Government, pri- 
vate industry and others of cleaning up 
contaminated sites, and will improve 
cleanup results. 

Fourth, the bill has several impor- 
tant provisions to reduce the barriers 
for the market for environmental tech- 
nology development. Up to now, even if 
new environmental technologies were 
developed, many companies have had 
difficulty finding adequate testing fa- 
cilities for their technologies. The bill 
would expand the Federal facilities 
that could be used as environmental 
technology test areas. It also estab- 
lishes programs to verify the cost and 
performance characteristics relative to 
Federal regulations. These provisions 
will lower the market barriers created 
by preference within regulations for 
specific technologies and thurs stimu- 
late competition and innovation. 

Fifth, the bill direct’s EPA, the Com- 
merce Department and the heads of 
other executive agencies to work to- 
gether to provide environmental serv- 
ices to small businesses including in- 
formation and technical assistance on 
new environmental technologies, envi- 
ronmental compliance, methods for 
achieving compliance and pollution 
prevention. This would work through 
the Manufacturing Technology Centers 
administrated by the National Insti- 
tute of Standards and Technology 
[NIST] and other technology assistance 
programs for small businesses, as ap- 
propriate. 

Small businesses have limited access 
to legal and technical staff. They often 
need assistance in identifying the re- 
quirements of the law and cost-effec- 
tive approaches available to achieve 
compliance. Environmental technical 
assistance programs can make small 
businesses more competitive by saving 
them money while improving their en- 
vironmental performance. Successful 
pollution prevention programs can help 
businesses avoid regulation altogether. 

Some of the Commerce Department’s 
Manufacturing Technology Center’s 
[MTTC's], such as the Great Lakes cen- 
ter, are beginning to integrate environ- 
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mental technical assistance into their 
small business mission. The MTC’s and 
other industry extension centers are 
well-positioned to integrate environ- 
mental technical assistance with other 
manufacturing concerns such as pro- 
ductivity, quality and worker training. 
As a recent OTA report, Industry. 
Technology and the Environmental“ 
notes: 

Separate programs make it hard for pro- 
grams to market their services to industry. 
Moreover, it becomes more difficult for pro- 
grams to establish the long-term working re- 
lationships so important to instituting both 
pollution prevention and manufacturing 
modernization as a continuous process. 

The administration has proposed to 
dramatically increase the number of 
MTC’s over the next 4 years. This legis- 
lation would build environmental con- 
siderations into the centers as the out- 
set of this expansion. 

This cooperative effort between EPA 
and the Department of Commerce and 
other agencies is an important oppor- 
tunity to improve Government's re- 
sponse to both economic and environ- 
mental concerns. EPA can identify ex- 
isting and pending compliance require- 
ments, and has broad expertise in al- 
ternative compliance strategies. But 
EPA has limited capacity to reach out 
to and assist small businesses in their 
communities. Working together, the 
agencies can provide user friendly, 
one—stop service centers to best serve 
small business needs while improving 
environmental protection. 

Mr. President, I believe this bill will 
help make America a leader in environ- 
mental technology. We need innovative 
environmental technologies now. This 
bill will help Government serve as a 
catalyst to promote private sector de- 
velopment of innovative technologies 
without increasing Government bu- 
reaucracy. It will also increase U.S. 
competitiveness in this important 
field. The United States is a leader in 
environmental protection—it also 
needs to be the leader in environmental 
technology. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President I ask for 
the yeas and nays on final passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 


SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1994 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to the consideration of S. 2019, 
which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 2019) to reauthorize and amend 
title XIV of the Public Health Service Act 
(commonly known as the “Safe Drinking 
Water Act“), and for other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill. 
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Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, as the 
Senate today begins consideration of S. 
2019, a bill to reform and reauthorize 
the Safe Drinking Water Act, I would 
like to basically say a few words about 
the concept and the principle of the 
bill before I turn to details of the legis- 
lation. 

We often spend a lot of time here in 
this body and in a lot of committees 
talking about abstract issues. Some of 
them are quite arcane, I might add. 

For example, on the Environment 
and Public Works Committee we spend 
time talking about the standard for de- 
veloping an effluent guideline under 
section 302(b)(1)(B) of the Clean Water 
Act. Or the relationship between sedi- 
ment quality criteria and Superfund 
"ARAR's." 

Do not ask me what all that is. On 
the Finance Committee, we spend time 
talking about amortization schedules 
or the pros and cons of value added 
taxes. All that gets pretty arcane, pret- 
ty complex. 

Today, however, we are not talking 
about some arcane, abstract issue. 
Rather, we are talking about the public 
health and safety of the Nation's 
drinking water—the water is our cof- 
fee, in our orange juice; the water our 
children drink from the fountains in 
school corridors; the water we drink— 
straight from the tap, two and a-half 
quarts a day, every day of our lives, 
water that we drink in one form or an- 
other. 

Americans expect to turn on the fau- 
cet, fill a glass, and drink the water— 
without getting sick. They expect safe 
drinking water in their homes and in 
their local communities. They expect 
safe drinking water when they move to 
a new community, which the average 
American does 11 times in a lifetime. 

We Americans expect safe drinking 
water when we travel. When people 
from Glendive, MT visit Billings, Spo- 
kane, or Boston, or when people visit 
their Nation's Capital, they expect to 
be able to drink the water without get- 
ting sick or without the worry of get- 
ting sick. 

Some might say that we take safe 
drinking water for granted. Well, I 
might have agreed with that until re- 
cently, when vivid evidence—in Mil- 
waukee and here in Washington, DC— 
has demonstrated that we can not take 
safe drinking water for granted. And 
there continues to be à very real need 
to protect public drinking water sup- 
plies. 

The American people want their 
drinking water to be safe and realize 
that it costs money to make sure that 
it is safe. In fact, a survey conducted 
by the American Water Works Associa- 
tion—that is the industry association— 
last October found that 82 percent of 
consumers are willing to pay more to 
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ensure that the water they drink meets 
the standards the Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency [EPA] has determined 
are necessary to protect human health. 

The question is, how do we make sure 
that the money spent to protect drink- 
ing water supplies is spent wisely? The 
fundamental issue here, is balance. 
How do we ensure the public health 
will be protected while the costs of 
that protection are not prohibitive? 
Public health protection has a cost. It 
is our responsibility, it is our job, to 
strike the right balance. 

Before Congress passed the Safe 
Drinking Water Act in 1974, the job was 
not getting done. From 1961 to 1970, 
there has been 128 outbreaks of illness 
or poisoning attributable to drinking 
water contamination. Eight million 
Americans were drinking unsafe water. 
The 1974 act created the Public Water 
System Supervision Program—there is 
a mouthful—and authorized EPA to 
regulate drinking water contaminants. 
That was back in 1974, just 20 years 


ago. 

Twelve years later, in 1986, the job 
still wasn't getting done. EPA had 
identified 700 contaminants in drinking 
water, but had set standards for only 
23. The incidence of waterborne disease 
was rising. In response, Congress en- 
acted legislation to correct the major 
deficiencies in the act. The 1986 amend- 
ments established schedules of stand- 
ard-setting. It required the simulta- 
neous promulgation of goals and stand- 
ards and based the standards on the 
best available technology. 

The 1986 act reflected a consensus. 
The Committee on Environment and 
Public Works reported the bill unani- 
mously, the full Senate approved the 
conference report by a vote of 94-0 and 
President Ronald Reagan signed the 
bill into law. 

THE CHALLENGE 

Today we know that, despite our 
good intentions and the many improve- 
ments made by the 1986 act, it was 
flawed. We overreacted. We pushed the 
pendulum too far in the direction of 
regulation. As a result, implementa- 
tion of the Safe Drinking Water Act 
has gone awry, particularly when it 
comes to smaller, local communities. 

Local officials who operate drinking 
water systems are buried under a 
mountain of redtape, particularly 
those who operate small systems. 
Eighty-seven percent of the nearly 
60,000 community water systems in this 
country serve fewer than 3,300 people. 
The operators of these systems are try- 
ing to provide a basic public service to 
their neighbors. The job is difficult 
enough without unnecessary record- 
keeping and monitoring requirements 
that the present act, particularly the 
1986 amendments, impose upon them. 

There is another problem. Current 
standards do not take into account the 
economic burden on those who operate 
small systems. Small systems have 
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limited economies of scale. They can- 
not spread the costs of treatment 
across a large number of ratepayers. 
So, in many cases, household rates 
skyrocket. 

On top of all this, the standards-set- 
ting system keeps rolling along, with 
25 new contaminants regulated every 3 
years, whether they are needed or not. 
And, finally, we have not provided the 
kind of Federal financial aid necessary 
to help communities meet their in- 
creased obligations, 

Because of all these problems, it 
seems that the Safe Drinking Water 
Act has become the very symbol of 
concern about unfunded mandates. But 
we have to get beyond symbolism. We 
have to solve the problems. We have to 
provide balanced solutions. Otherwise, 
we may overreact again. We may push 
the pendulum back too far in the other 
direction. If so, we may undermine the 
protection of public health. 

STRIKING THE BALANCE 

The legislation I introduced more 
than 7 months ago began the process of 
trying to strike the balance. Since in- 
troduction last fall, I have consulted 
with many other Senators on both 
sides of the aisle to address their con- 
cerns about the bill and the drinking 
water program. As a result of those dis- 
cussions, I believe we have made sig- 
nificant improvements in the bill. The 
bill reported unanimously from the En- 
vironment and Public Works Commit- 
tee in March strikes a good balance. 

It creates a new—I underline the 
word ‘‘new’’—State revolving loan fund 
to finance compliance with the act’s 
requirements. It reforms the standards- 
setting process and the monitoring re- 
quirements. 

It streamlines the enforcement sys- 
tem, and lightens the burdens on small 
communities while continuing to pro- 
tect public health. It institutes a new 
program to prevent contamination of 
water supplies. And it encourages 
States to deal with systems that lack 
the ability to provide safe drinking 
water over the long term. 

It also addresses the issue of risk. 
Risk assessment is not a magic answer 
to all our problems. But it is an impor- 
tant tool when applied to specific prob- 
lems. This bill does that. It applies 
risk-based concepts to contaminant se- 
lection, radon, small system variances 
and standard-setting. In addition, it 
authorizes a broad-based research pro- 
gram directed toward risk assessment. 

It has been a constructive, coopera- 
tive process. I am particularly grateful 
to the ranking member, Senator 
CHAFEE and his staff and to the mem- 
bers of committee, including the 
present occupant of the chair, for their 
help with this issue. That work is re- 
flected in the bill before us today, and 
in a managers’ amendment that will be 
offered later this week. 

I also want to thank two Members 
not on the committee—Senator HAT- 
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FIELD, who has done a very good job 
working on this bill, and Senator 
KERREY of Nebraska—for their interest 
in this issue and their tireless efforts 
on its behalf. I must say, were it not 
for their contribution I am not sure the 
bill would be up before us today. 

This bill is the result of an extensive 
consensus-building process—after all, 
that is what the legislative process is 
all about. It addresses many of the con- 
cerns we have heard from all sides. It is 
not the bill that any single member 
would write. 

But this bill is on the right track and 
Iam confident that it will reduce regu- 
latory burdens while fully protecting 
public health. 

In addition to the managers’ amend- 
ment, several Senators will be offering 
amendments that address specific 
changes to some of the provisions of 
this bill, for instance Senators KERREY 
and HATFIELD on monitoring and via- 
bility, and Senators WARNER and 
CONRAD on source water protection. 
But first I would like to take a few 
minutes to describe the bill before us 
and its major provisions. 

FUNDING 

Funding for States and communities 
is one of the most critical problems 
with the current program. Many sys- 
tems, especially small systems, do not 
have the financial resources to comply 
with the current requirements of the 
act. This bill establishes a State re- 
volving loan fund similar to the Clean 
Water Act revolving fund. 

The funds can be used by all States 
to help communities comply with 
drinking water standards, restructure 
their operations, or find alternative 
sources of water. The fund is author- 
ized at a level of $600 million in fiscal 
year 1994, money that has already been 
appropriated, and at a level of $1 bil- 
lion annually through fiscal year 2000. 

States are required to match 20 per- 
cent of the Federal grant, as under the 
Clean Water Act, and States can give 
loan subsidies or extended loan terms 
to systems that the State considers are 
disadvantaged. The fund also includes a 
2-percent set-aside to be used for tech- 
nical assistance for small water sys- 
tems. That is, if they do not have the 
wherewithal to know how to comply, 
States may set aside 2 percent for that. 

Initially, grants for the drinking 
water State revolving funds are distrib- 
uted according to the same formula 
currently used to allocate Federal 
grants to States for the operation of 
State drinking water oversight pro- 
grams. Beginning in fiscal year 1988, 
funds will be distributed according to a 
survey of drinking water treatment 
needs conducted by EPA. 

The drinking water SRF differs from 
the clean water SRF in two important 
ways. First, States have the flexibility 
to use a portion of their drinking SFR 
funds to support current and new 
drinking water responsibilities, includ- 
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ing assistance to small systems and 
State-designed monitoring require- 
ments. Initially, SRF funds can be used 
to meet 50 percent of a State’s drinking 
water program funding shortfall. 

In the second, third, and fourth 
years, SRF funds can be used to meet 
100 percent of the State’s programs 
shortfall. In the fifth year, after States 
have completed the start-up phase of 
reforms, funding from the SRF can be 
used to meet 50 percent of the State's 
funding shortfall. 

This Federal assistance ensures that 
States have adequate funding to take 
full advantage of new flexibilities in 
the bill, including special programs for 
small communities, monitoring relief, 
and source-water protection programs. 
It will also give States time to develop 
their own sources of funding. 

Another flexibility in the SRF provi- 
sion allows Governors to shift up to 50 
percent of the funds under the clean 
water or drinking water revolving loan 
funds between the two SRF's. This bill 
establishes a separate State revolving 
water fund. This allows Governors to 
shift back and forth according to 
State-specific needs. Some States may 
have greater clean water, that is, sew- 
age treatment need as opposed to safe 
drinking water need. Some other 
States may be in the opposite situa- 
tion. 

This will give States added flexibility 
to address their most pressing prob- 
lems, whether they are drinking water 
or wastewater. 

This flexibility responds to the grow- 
ing concerns over unfunded burdens 
being placed on State governments. 
Not only will the States have more 
flexibility, they will have the funding 
to tailor State programs to the needs 
of water systems. 

Another way this bill addresses the 
resource problem is by increasing the 
authorization for State program grants 
from $40 million to $100 million annu- 
ally through fiscal year 2000 and re- 
tains the current match requirement 
at 75 percent Federal, 25 percent State. 

If drinking water reforms are going 
to succeed, it will take a true partner- 
ship among the Federal and State gov- 
ernments and the water systems. 

HEALTH RISKS AND STANDARDS 

The bill reflects recommendations 
from the Clinton administration, from 
industry and State and local govern- 
ments to overhaul the process for se- 
lecting future contaminants for regula- 
tion. All parties believe EPA needs to 
use the best possible scientific judg- 
ment in setting risk-based priorities. 

The current approach to contami- 
nant selection mandates an outcome— 
83 contaminants plus an additional 25 
contaminants must be regulated every 
3 years—rather than a process based on 
good judgment and sound science. The 
bill eliminates this 25 every 3 years 
requirement” and replaces it with a 
new process for listing, researching, 
and selecting contaminants. 
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The process would operate on a 5- 
year cycle, and it would require EPA, 
in consultation with the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention, to 
identify the specific steps necessary to 
select health effects data and complete 
a risk analysis. After the studies are 
done, EPA would decide whether a con- 
taminant poses a public health threat. 

At the same time, EPA would use the 
newly established national occurrence 
database to determine if the contami- 
nant was actually present in drinking 
water supplies. If it both appears in 
drinking water and poses a health 
threat, then it can be regulated as a 
new contaminant. If it does not meet 
both tests, it will not. This approach 
eliminates the current quota of regula- 
tions and ensures that good science 
supports all regulations. 

While the contaminant listing and 
selection reforms have widespread sup- 
port, there is a related issue that has 
attracted considerable discussion; 
namely, on what basis should stand- 
ards be set? 

I have worked extensively with con- 
cerned parties on all sides to reach an 
agreement on standard setting that 
preserves our fundamental health pro- 
tections while avoiding unnecessary 
costs. 

The proposal in this bill strikes a 
balance. Combined with the provision 
in the managers’ amendment, the Ad- 
ministrator of EPA will have addi- 
tional authority to consider setting the 
MCL for carcinogens and noncarcino- 
gens at a level less stringent than the 
level that is technologically feasible 
provided that the substantial cost sav- 
ing does not result in increased risk to 
health and the basis for the decision is 
founded on sound science. 

I will speak in more detail about this 
provision later in the debate, but I be- 
lieve it presents sound policy. I urge 
my colleagues to consider it carefully. 

MONITORING 

But perhaps the single most costly 
requirement for most small systems 
under the act is not treatment but 
monitoring. When a contaminant is not 
found through testing, no treatment 
should be required and there are no fur- 
ther costs. The key is to design water 
testing requirements that reasonably 
reflect the risk of a contaminant and 
avoid unnecessary and costly monitor- 
ing. 

The bill uses risk considerations to 
modify monitoring requirements in 
three ways: First, EPA is required to 
look at monitoring requirements for no 
less than 12 contaminants it currently 
regulates and to modify them if mon- 
itoring can be reduced. 

Second, States are allowed to com- 
pletely replace Federal monitoring re- 
quirements based on local conditions. 
In areas of low risk—I might add, Mr. 
President, that this country is not ho- 
mogenous. Some areas of the country 
are at a lot less risk than some oth- 
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ers—a State may set low-frequency 
testing requirements or eliminate rou- 
tine monitoring altogether in some in- 
stances. EPA is given clear criteria for 
approving State monitoring programs. 

Finally, small systems that test and 
do not find any problems can avoid fol- 
low-up or repeat monitoring for many 
contaminants. These approaches can 
easily reduce water testing costs 50 
percent for chemical contaminants ina 
State, and up to 75 percent for individ- 
ual small systems. 

SMALL SYSTEMS 

As I mentioned earlier, one of the 
most critical problems that this legis- 
lation addresses is the disparity in 
compliance costs between large and 
small systems. Some 87 percent of the 
drinking water systems in this country 
are small, serving fewer than 3,300 per- 
sons. While they serve about 10 percent 
of the population, they bear about 40 
percent of the cost of the Safe Drink- 
ing Water Act. 

This bill helps small systems that 
cannot afford to use conventional 
treatment and that can benefit from 
technologies geared specifically to the 
needs of small systems. 

Here is how it works: Any system 
serving 10,000 people or less may re- 
quest a variance to install special 
small system technology identified by 
EPA. This means if a small system 
cannot afford to comply with current 
regulations through conventional 
treatment, system restructuring or 
finding an alternative source of water, 
the system can comply with the act by 
installing affordable small system 
technology. 

Small systems that seek a variance 
will be protected from financial pen- 
alties while their application is being 
reviewed. If approved, they would have 
3 years to install the affordable tech- 
nology. States approve the initial 
variances for a 5-year period and may 
renew them for additional 5-year peri- 
ods. A variance cannot be approved un- 
less the technology provides adequate 
protection of human health. 

If a system requests a variance but 
does not get one, either because the 
system can restructure, find a better 
source of water, or can afford to com- 
ply with a regulation, the system will 
have additional time to comply with 
the regulation, with extensions pos- 
sible if the system is in line for SRF 
money. 

Furthermore, the existing exemption 
procedure in the act is clarified so that 
disadvantaged communities experienc- 
ing economic hardship can be granted 
an additional period of up to 3 years, to 
come into compliance with the act if 
financial assistance through the SRF 
or other sources is likely to be avail- 
able. An additional 2-year extension 
could apply to communities serving 
under 3,300 people. 

But the paramount consideration, 
however, that underlies the granting of 
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a variance or exemption is that there 
be adequate protection of public 
health. 


Part of the success of the small sys- 
tem program will depend on stopping 
the formation of new systems that are 
unable to comply with the act, and 
identifying restructuring options for 
systems that currently cannot meet 
safe drinking water standards. 

In March, the GAO noted that States 
need to have authorities to deal with 
nonviable systems—that is what they 
are called—those that really cannot 
comply, those that do not have the 
ability to comply, and if we ever hope 
to protect the safety of drinking water 
in every small community, we have to 
give States the opportunity to deal 
with these nonviable systems. 

The amendment to be offered by Sen- 
ators HATFIELD and KERREY of Ne- 
braska requires States to have that 
legal authority; that is, to prevent 
new, nonviable systems from forming 
in their States. States must also de- 
velop a program to encourage existing 
systems that are not in compliance 
with the act to restructure; that is, to 
become viable. 

EPA will provide guidance on identi- 
fying those systems, including a survey 
of nonviable systems and options on 
how to restructure them. 

Furthermore, systems may seek pro- 
tection from enforcement penalties for 
preexisting violations for up to 2 years 
while they consolidate. And as another 
incentive, States cannot use SRF 
money to prop up ronviable systems. 

MULTIMEDIA AND SOURCE WATER PROTECTION 

During the Environment and Public 
Works Committee’s “taking stock" 
hearings last year, one message we 
heard loud and clear was that our envi- 
ronmental laws need to work better to- 
gether. The radon provision in this bill 
responds to that message. 

Radon is a difficult problem. As you 
know, radon is a naturally occurring 
substance. It is also a potent carcino- 
gen—the second leading cause of lung 
cancer. Yet, some 90 percent of our ex- 
posure comes not in the water but 
through indoor air. 

In order to avoid spending huge re- 
sources controlling radon in drinking 
water, while ignoring the greater 
threat posed from radon in indoor air, 
the bill proposes a multimedia ap- 
proach to the radon problem. It re- 
quires that in addition to a standard 
published under current law, the EPA 
must propose an alternative standard 
that is equivalent to the risk associ- 
ated with radon in outdoor air. 

To comply with this alternative 
standard, a system must be in a State 
that is participating in the radon con- 
trol program under the Toxic Sub- 
stances Control Act, or implement its 
own program of public education, test- 
ing, and radon prevention standards in 
new construction. 

This provision recognizes two impor- 
tant facts. First, that the largest 
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health threat from radon is in the air, 
and more of our resources and atten- 
tion should go in that direction. Sec- 
ond, that controlling radon in water 
more strictly than the inevitable expo- 
sure from outdoor air is not a wise use 
of limited resources. 
SOURCE WATER PROTECTION 

Pollution prevention is an important 
and cost-effective means of ensuring 
safe drinking water. The current law 
needs to be expanded to encourage 
more attention to protection of sources 
before they are contaminated. An 
amendment by Senators WARNER and 
CONRAD deals with source water protec- 
tion. 

The provision encourages States to 
develop a source water protection pro- 
gram and provide assistance to local 
systems requesting their help in pro- 
tecting their drinking water supplies. 
This assistance can be in the form of 
technical financial aid, including eligi- 
bility for grants under the nonpoint 
source program of the Clean Water Act. 

ENFORCEMENT 

The bill also provides more consist- 
ent authority to take action against 
violations of the Act, including compli- 
ance only administrative orders and 
administrative penalties of up to 
$10,000 per day. Civil enforcement is 
provided for in key parts of the act, 
with fines up to $25,000 per day. It also 
streamlines inspection procedures 
similar to other environmental laws 
and allows the Administrator to re- 
spond more quickly to emergency situ- 
ations after notifying State and local 
officials. 

The managers’ amendment will also 
increase public notice requirements for 
violations that may adversely affect 
people’s health, including a require- 
ment that customers of a public water 
system be notified by mail if their 
drinking water supply is in violation of 
the act. 

OTHER PROVISIONS 

The bill also extends and increases 
authorizations for several research and 
training programs. One of the criti- 
cisms of the drinking water program is 
that there is insufficient research on 
the health effects of some contami- 
nants. That complicates the setting of 
proper standards. The provisions in 
this bill will help alleviate that short- 
coming. 

The bill also encourages States to 
adopt certification programs for the 
principal operator of a community 
water system. The GAO recently iden- 
tified operator certification as an im- 
portant element in assuring safe water 
supplies. The managers’ amendment 
will require States to have an operator 
certification program in place by 1999 
or face the loss of a portion of their 
SRF funds. Some three dozen States 
currently have such programs. 

Finally, let me repeat my thanks for 
the hard work of several Senators, in- 
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cluding the ranking member of the 
committee, Senator CHAFEE, and also 
Senator HATFIELD and Senator KERREY 
of Nebraska. They have all helped 
bridge the differences that surrounded 
this very complex issue. Without their 
assistance, we would not have reached 
the point where we are today. 

Mr. President, I very much urge Sen- 
ators to take a long, hard look at this 
bill. Under the unanimous-consent 
agreement reached last Friday, we will 
not probably return to this bill until 
late Wednesday or early Thursday, so I 
urge Senators in the interim to come 
to me and to my staff with respect to 
any amendments they may have so we 
can work out those amendments as ex- 
peditiously as possible. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

(Mr. BAUCUS assumed the Chair.) 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate now go into morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. METZENBAUM 
pertaining to the submission of S. Con. 
Res. 69 are located in today’s RECORD 
under Submissions of Concurrent and 
Senate Resolutions."’) 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
RECEIVED DURING RECESS 


Under the authority of the order of 
January 5, 1993, the Secretary of the 
Senate, on May 6, 1994, during the re- 
cess of the Senate, received a sundry 
nomination; which was referred to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

(The nomination received on May 6, 
1994, is shown in today’s RECORD at the 
end of the Senate proceedings.) 


————— 


ADDITIONAL SANCTIONS WITH RE- 
SPECT TO HAITI—MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT—PM 109 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with accompanying 
papers; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

On October 4, 1991, pursuant to the 
International Emergency Economic 
Powers Act (‘‘IEEPA’’) (50 U.S.C. 1703 et 
seq.) and section 301 of the National 
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Emergencies Act (“NEA”) (50 U.S.C. 
1601 et seg.), President Bush exercised 
his statutory authority to issue Execu- 
tive Order No. 12775 on October 4, 1991, 
declaring a national emergency and 
blocking Haitian government property. 

On October 28, 1991, pursuant to the 
above authorities, President Bush exer- 
cised his statutory authority to issue 
Executive Order No. 12779 on October 
28, 1991, blocking property of and pro- 
hibiting transactions with Haiti. 

On June 30, 1993, pursuant to the 
above authorities, as well as the United 
Nations Participation Act of 1945, as 
amended (“UNPA”) (22 U.S.C. 287c) I 
exercised my statutory authority to 
issue Executive Order No. 12853 on June 
30, 1993, to impose additional economic 
measures with respect to Haiti. This 
latter action was taken, in part, to en- 
sure that the economic measures taken 
by the United States with respect to 
Haiti would conform to United Nations 
Security Council Resolution 841 (June 
16, 1993). 

On October 18, 1993, pursuant to the 
IEEPA and the NEA, I again exercised 
my statutory authority to issue Execu- 
tive Order No. 12872 October 18, 1993, 
blocking property of various persons 
with respect to Haiti. 

On May 6, 1994, the United Nations 
Security Council adopted Resolution 
917, calling on Member States to take 
additional measures to tighten the em- 
bargo against Haiti. These include, 
inter alia, a requirement that Member 
States deny permission for take off, 
landing or overflight to any aircraft 
flying to or from Haiti, other than air- 
craft on regularly scheduled commer- 
cial passenger flights. In addition, the 
Resolution strongly urges, but does not 
mandate, the freezing of funds and fi- 
nancial resources of officers of the 
military in Haiti, including police, 
major participants in the coup d'état of 
1991, and in illegal governments since 
the coup d'état, those employed by, or 
acting on behalf of, the military, and 
immediate family members of the fore- 
going. Effective at 11:59 p.m. e.d.t., 
May 8, 1994, I have taken additional 
Steps pursuant to the above statutory 
authorities to enhance the implemen- 
tation of this international embargo 
and to conform to United Nations Se- 
curity Council Resolution 917. 

This new Executive order: 

—bans arriving and departing flights 
and overflights stopping or origi- 
nating in Haiti, except regularly 
Scheduled commercial passenger 
flights; 

—blocks the funds and financial re- 
Sources, subject to the jurisdiction 
of the United States, of the individ- 
uals specified in Resolution 917, 
identified above; 

—prohibits any transaction that 
evades or avoids or has the purpose 
of evading or avoiding, or attempts 
to violate, any of the prohibitions 
of this order; and 
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—authorizes the Secretary of the 
Treasury, in consolation with the 
Secretary of State, to issue regula- 
tions implementing the provisions 
of the Executive order. 

The new Executive order is necessary 
to implement certain provisions of 
United Nations Security Council Reso- 
lution 917 of May 6, 1994, that are to 
take effect without delay. Further 
measures, including a comprehensive 
trade embargo with certain humani- 
tarian exceptions, are required no later 
than May 21, 1994. I am considering ad- 
ditional measures to give full effect to 
these and other provisions of the Reso- 
lution. The measures we are imposing 
and the United Nations Security Coun- 
cil Resolution adopted on May 6, 1994, 
reflect the determination of the United 
States, acting in concert with the 
international community, to end the 
assault on democracy and human dig- 
nity in Haiti. 

I am providing this notice to the 
Congress pursuant to section 204(b) of 
the IEEPA (50 U.S.C. 1703(b)) and sec- 
tion 301 of the NEA (50 U.S.C. 1631). I 
am enclosing a copy of the Executive 
order that I have issued. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, May 7, 1994. 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. COVERDELL: 

S. 2088. A bill to ensure that no person is 
required, other than on a voluntary basis, to 
complete certain quarterly financial reports 
of the Bureau of the Census; to the Commit- 
tee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. MITCHELL (for Mr. WOFFORD, 
for himself and Mr. SPECTER): 

S. 2089. A bill to authorize the establish- 
ment of the Steamtown National Historic 
Site, and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on Energy and Natural Resources. 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. METZENBAUM: 

S. Con. Res. 69. A concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of the Congress that any 
legislation that is enacted to provide for na- 
tional health care reform should provide for 
compensation for poison control center serv- 
ices, and that a commission should be estab- 
lished to study the delivery and funding for 
poison control services; ordered held at the 
desk. 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU- 
TION 69—RELATING TO POISON 
CONTROL CENTERS 


Mr. METZENBAUM submitted the 
following concurrent resolution; which 
was ordered held at the desk: 
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S. Con. REs. 69 


Whereas poisoning remains a significant 
public health problem in the United States, 
especially for children; 

Whereas, in 1991 alone, more than 13,000 
persons died in the United States due to poi- 
soning, including approximately 6,400 per- 
sons who died from unintentional poisoning; 

Whereas 60 percent of the 2,400,000 poison 
exposure cases reported to poison control 
centers in 1992 involved children younger 
than 6 years of age; 

Whereas poison control centers saves lives 
by providing free first-aid advice over the 
telephone to poison victims, health care pro- 
fessionals, and frightened parents of 
poisoned children; 

Whereas physicians, hospitals, public 
health departments, and the public depend 
on poison control centers to provide indis- 
pensable emergency advice and treatment 
information for poisonings, and to be avail- 
able 24 hours during each day of the year; 

Whereas no other community health care 
service has the facilities and expertise to 
monitor the hundreds of thousands of 
consumer products with which children are 
unintentionally poisoned every day, or to 
provide the proper antidote advice when a 
person has been exposed to such consumer 
products; 

Whereas poison control centers across the 
country are closing or drastically reducing 
the services they provide, due to misguided 
attempts by hospitals and States to save 
money; 

Whereas approximately % of the 38 poison 
control centers in the Nation that meet na- 
tional standards are in financial jeopardy, 
and lack of funding has caused some poison 
control centers to stop answering some 
emergency telephone calls; 

Whereas many hospitals have stopped 
funding poison control centers because of 
funding constraints and because most poison 
control centers serve a wider geographic area 
than is served by any 1 hospital; 

Whereas closing poison control centers in- 
creases the cost of health care, and need- 
lessly places the lives of millions of children 
at risk; 

Whereas poison control centers are cost ef- 
ficient and economical because over 70 per- 
cent of the cases assisted by poison centers 
are resolved over the telephone while the pa- 
tient is in the patient's own home, which 
avoids unnecessary emergency room visits, 
ambulance use, and hospital admissions; 

Whereas every $1.00 spent on poison con- 
trol centers saves at least $7.75 in health 
care costs; 

Whereas, if poison control centers were not 
available, 600,000 additional poisoning vic- 
tims would be unnecessarily treated in hos- 
pitals each year, at a much higher cost than 
the cost of assistance by a poison control 
center; 

Whereas health care for Americans will 
cost $545,000,000 less each year if access to 
quality poison control centers is provided to 
all Americans than if no such access is pro- 
vided, even after the costs of providing poi- 
Son control center services are considered; 
and 

Whereas Federal leadership in the funding 
plight of the Nation's poison control centers 
has been nonexistent: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of the Congress that— 

(1) any legislation that is enacted to pro- 
vide for national health care reform should 
contain provisions that ensure that qualified 
poison control centers that meet national 


May 9, 1994 


standards and are certified by the American 
Association of Poison Control Centers are 
fairly and adequately compensated by means 
that may include— 

(A) a fee for service mechanism under 
which each health benefit plan would pay a 
fee for each service rendered by a poison con- 
trol center to a member of the plan; 

(B) a per capita mechanism, under which 
each health benefit plan would pay a nego- 
tiated or predetermined amount, based on 
the number of members in the plan or the 
amount of poison control center services 
used by members of the plan in the past, to 
support poison control centers; or 

(C) an expanded public health program, in- 
cluding a program of Federal or State 
matching grants; and 

(2) a national commission should be estab- 
lished, under the auspices of the Public 
Health Service or in any other appropriate 
format, to study the delivery and funding of 
poison control services, including— 

(A) means to maximize the use of informa- 
tion technologies in the delivery of poison 
control services; and 

(B) possible use of a nationwide, toll-free 
telephone number as a means for the public 
to receive poison control services. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
every year hundreds of thousands of 
parents call the Nation's poison cen- 
ters for help to save their children's 
lives. In 1992 alone, 60 percent of the 
2,400,000 cases reported to poison con- 
trol centers were for children younger 
than 6 years old. Frantic families got 
help faster from the poison control cen- 
ters than they could get it from an 
emergency room and at much less cost. 

Every dollar spent on the Nation's 
poison control centers saves at least 
$7.75 in health care costs. If poison con- 
trol centers were not available, 600,000 
additional poisoning victims would be 
unnecessarily treated in hospitals each 
year—at a much higher cost than the 
cost of a lifesaving call to the poison 
center. Yet many of the Nation's 38 
poison centers are in financial danger— 
the center here in the Washington area 
is closing and many others are closing 
or drastically reducing their hours or 
coverage or are even forced to refuse to 
take calls from certain areas. The 
problem is shortsighted budget cutting 
by hospitals and State and local gov- 
ernments. 

Most of you have seen the news re- 
ports showing grateful parents with 
healthy children beside them—children 
who might otherwise have died without 
the swift, sure help of the poison cen- 
ters. One news program, the Crusaders, 
actually contacted corporations and 
started a bumper sticker campaign to 
raise money to try to keep these cen- 
ters open. 

The response, I understand, has been 
heart warming but, at best it is an 
emergency stopgap action that may 
help some centers stay open for a 
while. 

Mr. President, we need all of these 
centers nationwide to stay open and 
available 24 hours a day. It is in the na- 
tional interest both to protect the lives 
of millions of Americans and to protect 
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our health care system against the cost 
of unnecessary emergency room visits. 

Mr. President, funding for the Na- 
tion's poison control centers should be 
& part of health care reform. The 
money it costs to run the poison con- 
trol centers is a fraction of what it will 
cost us if we don't run them. Without 
the Nation's poison centers, the cost to 
evaluate and treat poison victims will 
rise $545 million. 

Therefore I am introducing a resolu- 
tion stating it is the sense of the Con- 
gress that poison centers should be 
funded as a part of health care reform. 
It outlines ways in which the program 
can be easily and adequately funded. 
The identical resolution has already 
been introduced by Representative 
Towns in the House. 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 359 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. BYRD] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 359, a bill to require the 
Secretary of Treasury to mint coins in 
commemoration of the National Law 
Enforcement Officers Memorial, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 1208 

At the request of Mr. WOFFORD, the 
names of the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. KOHL], and the Senator from Mis- 
souri [Mr. DANFORTH] were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 1208, à bill to authorize 
the minting of coins to commemorate 
the historic buildings in which the 
Constitution of the United States was 
written. 

S. 1629 

At the request of Ms. MOSELEY- 
BRAUN, the name of the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. JOHNSTON] was added as 
& cosponsor of S. 1629, A bill to amend 
the Public Health Service Act to pro- 
vide for expanding and intensifying ac- 
tivities of the National Institute of Ar- 
thritis and Musculoskeletal and Skin 
Diseases with respect to lupus, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1690 

At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. FAIRCLOTH] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1690, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to re- 
form the rules regarding subchapter S 
corporations. 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
PACKWOOD] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1690, supra. 

S. 1822 

At the request of Mr. HOLLINGS, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois [Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1822, a bill to foster the 
further development of the Nation's 
telecommunications infrastructure and 
protection of the public interest, and 
for other purposes. 
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S. 1885 
At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1885, a bill to amend the Na- 
tional Security Act of 1947 to provide a 
uniform framework for the classifica- 
tion and declassification of informa- 
tion in the interests of national secu- 
rity. 
S. 1948 
At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1948, a bill to amend the Na- 
tional Security Act of 1947 to improve 
the counterintelligence and security 
posture of the United States intel- 
ligence community and to enhance the 
investigative authority of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation in counter- 
intelligence matters, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 2007 
At the request of Mr. WOFFORD, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
LUGAR] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2007, a bill to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint coins in com- 
memoration of the 50th anniversary of 
the end of World War II and General 
George C. Marshall's service therein. 
S. 2027 
At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 
of the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
BRADLEY] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2027, à bill to provide for the rein- 
statement of democracy in Haiti, the 
restoration to office of the duly elected 
President of Haiti, Jean-Bertrand 
Aristide, the end of human rights 
abuses against the Haitian people, sup- 
port for the implementation of the 
Governors Island Agreement, and for 
other purposes. 
8. 2031 
At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
STEVENS] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2031, à bill to amend the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, to prohibit the impo- 
sition of additional charges or fees for 
attendance at the United States Mer- 
chant Marine Academy, and to express 
the sense of the Senate that no addi- 
tional charges or fees shall be imposed 
for attendance at the United States 
Military Academy, the United States 
Naval Academy, the United States Air 
Force Academy, and the United States 
Coast Guard Academy, and for other 
purposes. 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 158 
At the request of Mr. WOFFORD, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. LAUTENBERG] was added as a co- 
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 158, 
a joint resolution to designate both the 
month of August 1994 and the month of 
August 1995 as National Slovak Amer- 
ican Heritage Month." 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 165 
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
names of the Senator from South Caro- 
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lina [Mr. THURMOND], and the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. KEMPTHORNE] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 165, a joint resolution to 
designate the month of September 1994 
as “National Sewing Month.” 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 181 

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
names of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HEFLIN], and the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. SASSER] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
181, a joint resolution to designate the 
week of May 8, 1994, through May 14, 
1994, as “United Negro College Fund 
Week.” 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 55 

At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 
names of the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
MACK], and the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS] were added as cospon- 
sors of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
55, a concurrent resolution expressing 
the sense of the Congress with respect 
to Taiwan’s membership in the United 
Nations and other international orga- 
nizations. 


— — 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1994 


BINGAMAN AMENDMENTS NOS. 
1689-1691 


(Ordered to lie on the table.) 

Mr. BINGAMAN submitted three 
amendments intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill (S. 2019) to reauthor- 
ize and amend title XIV of the Public 
Health Service Act—commonly known 
as the Safe Drinking Water Act, and 
for other purposes; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1689 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing new section: 

SEC. ... . — INMENTAL FLEXIBLE FUND- 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) the magnitude, causes, and inter- 
relationship of environmental pollution are 
far more significant than previously esti- 
mated; 

(2) because, in recent years, the require- 
ments under Federal law to address pollution 
have expanded, State and local governments 
have greater economic burdens in meeting 
the Federal requirements; 

(3) the nature and extent of environmental 
problems vary among and within States; 

(4) Federal financial assistance to help re- 
mediate environmental pollution is limited; 

(5) grant programs that are in effect on the 
date of enactment of this Act are generally 
restricted to funding specific categories of 
activities, without regard to the particular 
conditions of individual States or the rel- 
ative importance of the activities within a 
State; and 

(6) a single program designed to deal with 
all forms of environmental pollution within 
a geographic area may be more effective 
than a number of programs that address spe- 
cific components of pollution. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this section 
are to— 
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(1) promote more effective and efficient use 
of Federal, State, and local funds with re- 
spect to the control of pollution; 

(2) enable a State to adapt programs of 
Federal assistance to meet the particular en- 
vironmental needs of the State; 

(3) help alleviate the impact of Federal re- 
quirements by enabling States to integrate 
and target Federal assistance from a variety 
of funding sources into a single program to 
address priority problems if the integration 
of the assistance into the program furthers 
the goals and objectives of the programs for 
which the assistance was initially provided; 


and 

(4) facilitate the funding of environmental 
p that address multiple sources of 
pollution within a geographic area. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section: 

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term Adminis- 
trator" means the Administrator of the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency. 

(2) AREA OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN.—The 
term area of environmental concern" in- 
cludes air, drinking water, pesticides, solid 
and hazardous waste, toxics, and water qual- 
ity (as defined and determined by the Admin- 
istrator). 

(3) ENVIRONMENTAL MEDIUM GRANT.—The 
term “environmental medium grant'" means 
a grant made pursuant to the grant program 
established under subsection (d)(1). 

(4) GOVERNOR OF A STATE.—The term Gov- 
ernor of a State’’ means the Governor of a 
State, or if the State does not have a Gov- 
ernor, the equivalent official of the State. 

(5) INDIVIDUAL GRANT PROGRAM AUTHOR- 
ITY.—The term individual grant program 
authority" means an individual grant pro- 
gram authority described in subsection 
(d)(1)(B). The term does not include any au- 
thority for a grant made to a State for cap- 
italization for the establishment of an envi- 
ronmental loan fund. 

(6) MULTI-MEDIA ENVIRONMENTAL GRANT.— 
The term ‘multi-media environmental 
grant“ means a grant made pursuant to the 
grant program established under subsection 
(d)(2). 

(T) STATE.—The term State“ means each 
of the 50 States, the District of Columbia, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Com- 
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
the United States Virgin Islands, Guam, 
American Samoa, the Republic of the Mar- 
shall Islands, the Federated States of Micro- 
nesia, and the Republic of Palau. The term 
includes, to the extent allowable by law— 

(A) an interstate agency that has jurisdic- 
tion over 2 or more States and is established 
pursuant to an agreement or compact that is 
approved by Congress to carry out the con- 
trol of pollution (as defined and determined 
by the Administrator); or 

(B) an entity that is— 

(i) established by a cooperative agreement 
between 2 or more States to carry out the 
control of pollution (as defined and deter- 
mined by the Administrator); and 

(ii) approved by the Administrator. 

(8) STATE AGENCY.—The term “State agen- 
cy" means an entity of a State that is des- 
ignated by the Governor of a State as having 
primary responsibility for carrying out the 
laws of the State relating to pollution pre- 
vention, control, and abatement. 

(d) GRANT PROGRAMS.— 

(1) ENVIRONMENTAL MEDIUM GRANTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.— 

(i) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—As soon 
as practicable after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Administrator shall, in con- 
sultation with the Governors of States and 
by regulation, establish an environmental 
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medium grant program. Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, for each fiscal 
year, from the amounts made available to 
the Administrator to make grants to States 
under the individual grant program authori- 
ties specified in subparagraph (B), the Ad- 
ministrator may make a consolidated grant 
to any State with respect to which the Gov- 
ernor or the head of a State agency submits 
an application that is approved by the Ad- 
ministrator, in lieu of awarding the funds as 
individual grants that would otherwise be 
awarded to the State under the individual 
grant program authorities specified in sub- 
paragraph (B), to fund eligible programs and 
activities relating to pollution prevention, 
control, and abatement and related environ- 
mental activities of a State. 

(ii) ADMINISTRATION BY STATE.—Except as 
otherwise provided in this section, in carry- 
ing out the consolidated grant program 
under this paragraph, a State may exercise 
the individual authorities that the State 
may exercise under the individual grant pro- 
gram authorities, and to the extent required 
to carry out this section, may transfer au- 
thority to an appropriate State agency. 

(iii) USE OF GRANTS.—Under the grant pro- 
gram, grants shall be awarded to address the 
pollution prevention, control, and abatement 
problems and related environmental prob- 
lems of 1 area of environmental concern on à 
statewide basis, in accordance with a prior- 
ity work plan that meets the requirements 
of subparagraph (D) and that is developed by 
the appropriate official of the State pursuant 
to such subparagraph. 

(B) INDIVIDUAL GRANT PROGRAM AUTHORI- 
TIES.— The individual grant program authori- 
ties specified in this subparagraph include 
the following grant program authorities 
granted to States under the following provi- 
sions of Federal environmental law: 

(i) AIR PROGRAMS.—Sections 103(b), 105, 106, 
and 112 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 
7403(b), 7405, 7406, and 7412, respectively) and 
section 306 of the Toxic Substances Control 
Act (15 U.S.C. 2666). 

(ii) DRINKING WATER PROGRAMS.—Sections 
1427, 1428, 1443, and 1465 of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300h-6, 300h-7, 300j-2, 
and 300j-25, respectively). 

(iii) PESTICIDES.—Section 23 of the Federal 
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act 
(7 U.S.C. 136u). 

(iv) SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PRO- 
GRAMS.—Sections 2007, 3011, and 4008 of the 
Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6916, 6931, 
and 6948, respectively). 

(v) TOXIC SUBSTANCES PROGRAMS.—Sections 
10, 28, and 403 of the Toxic Substances Con- 
trol Act (15 U.S.C. 2609, 2627, and 2683, respec- 
tively). 

(vi) WATER QUALITY.—Sections  104(b), 
104(g), 106, 205(j), 314(b), 319, 320, and 604(b) of 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 
U.S.C. 1254(b), 1254(g), 1256, 1285(j), 1324(b), 
1329, 1330, and 1384(b), respectively). 

(vii) OTHER PROVISIONS.—Any other related 
provision of Federal environmental law that 
the Administrator considers to be appro- 
priate. 

(C) APPLICATION.—An application submit- 
ted pursuant to subparagraph (A) by the 
Governor of a State or the head of a State 
agency shall be in such form, and contain 
such information, as the Administrator de- 
termines appropriate and shall, at a mini- 
mum, include— 

(i) a description of the programs and ac- 
tivities to be carried out by the State with 
funds made available under the grant that is 
the subject of the application; 

(ii) a statement concerning how the pro- 
grams and activities specified in clause (i) 
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will promote the goals and objectives of the 
priority work plan of the State developed 
pursuant to subparagraph (D); 

(iii) for each program or activity listed 
pursuant to clause (i), a description of— 

(I) the objectives of the program or activ- 
ity; and 

(II) measurable performance criteria to be 
applied to the program or activity; 

(iv) à statement of the proposed distribu- 
tion of funds made available under the grant 
among activities and programs, including an 
order of priorities; 

(v) a statement concerning how the dis- 
tribution of funds of the State will ade- 
quately address the requirements under the 
individual grant program authorities cov- 
ered under the environmental medium grant; 
and 

(vi) an identification of the State agency 
that will— 

(D carry out the programs and activities 
specified in clause (1); 

(II) monitor the use of funds made avail- 
able under the grant that is the subject of 
the application; and 

(III) report to the Administrator on the use 
of the funds. 

(D) PRIORITY WORK PLAN.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—As part of a grant applica- 
tion, the Governor of the State or the head 
of the State agency of the State shall submit 
& priority work plan to the Administrator. 
The priority work plan shall be for a period 
of 1 or more years. The plan shall— 

(I) be developed— 

(aa) in accordance with guidance issued by 
the Administrator pursuant to clause (ii); 
and 

(bb) with appropriate public notice and op- 
portunity for review and comment; and 

(II) include a description of— 

(aa) the environmental problems to be ad- 
dressed by the work plan; 

(bb) the proposed strategy of the State to 
address the problems specified in item (aa), 
including'the goals and objectives of the 
State relating to the strategy; 

(cc) priority actions to be taken pursuant 
to the work plan; and 

(dd) the expected outputs and results in 
terms of effects on the environment to be ac- 
complished pursuant to the work plan. 

(ii) GUIDANCE.—As soon as practicable after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad- 
ministrator shall issue guidance for priority 
work plans prepared pursuant to this sub- 
paragraph. 

(E) ELIGIBLE PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES.— 
Any program or activity that is eligible to 
receive funding under a grant that would 
otherwise be awarded to a State under indi- 
vidual grant program authorities, but for 
this paragraph, shall be considered to be an 
eligible program or activity for the purposes 
of this paragraph. 

(F) AMOUNT OF GRANT.—The amount of a 
grant awarded to a State under this para- 
graph shall not exceed the total amount of 
grants that would otherwise be awarded to 
the State under individual grant program 
authorities, but for this paragraph. 

(G) COST-SHARING.— 

() IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, including any re- 
quirement of individual grant program au- 
thorities that would otherwise apply but for 
this paragraph, the Federal share of each 
program or activity that receives funding 
from a grant awarded pursuant to this para- 
graph shall not exceed 50 percent of the cost 
of the program or activity. 

(ii) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—Except as other- 
wise provided by law, as a condition of re- 
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ceiving a grant under this paragraph, the 
State shall pay a non-Federal share from 
non-Federal sources. 

(iii) EXCESS CONTRIBUTIONS.—Any amount 
of funds contributed from  non-Federal 
sources that is in excess of the non-Federal 
share required to be contributed pursuant to 
clause (ii) may not— 

(I) be considered to be funds contributed 
pursuant to clause (ii); and 

(II) be subject to Federal auditing require- 
ments that would otherwise apply to funds 
contributed pursuant to such clause. 

(H) LIMITATIONS AND CONDITIONS ON USE OF 
FUNDS.—Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, including any limitation or con- 
dition on the use of funds under any individ- 
ual grant program authority that would oth- 
erwise apply but for this paragraph, a State 
that receives a grant under this paragraph 
may use funds made available pursuant to 
this paragraph for financial assistance to in- 
dividuals only to the extent that the assist- 
ance is related to the costs of eligible pro- 
grams and activities. The Administrator 
may not attach any other condition or limi- 
tation to the use of the grant funds. 

(I) SATISFACTORY PROGRESS.—With respect 
to a State, the Administrator may reduce 
the amount of a grant or disapprove a grant 
application submitted pursuant to subpara- 
graph (C) if the Administrator determines 
that— 

(i) for a preceding fiscal year, the State has 
failed to make satisfactory progress in 
achieving the performance measures stated 
in an application for a grant awarded to the 
State under this paragraph; and 

(ii) on the basis of information available to 
the Administrator concerning the reliability 
and achievability of the performance meas- 
ures referred to in clause (i), the measures 
that the State failed to achieve are reliable 
and achievable. 

(J) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—Not later 
than 120 days after the end of the 1-year pe- 
riod of a grant made to a State pursuant to 
this paragraph, the appropriate official of 
the State agency identified under subpara- 
graph (C)(vi) shall submit to the Adminis- 
trator a report on the principal activities 
and achievements of the State accomplished 
with funds made available pursuant to the 
grant program under this paragraph. The re- 
port shall compare the achievements re- 
ferred to in the preceding sentence to— 

(1) the measurable performance criteria de- 
Scribed in the application of the State sub- 
mitted pursuant to subparagraph (C); and 

(ii) the goals and objectives specified in the 
priority work plan pursuant to subparagraph 
(DYiXID(bb) and the expected results speci- 
fied in the priority work plan of the State 
pursuant to subparagraph (D)(i)(I1)(dd). 

(2) MULTI-MEDIA ENVIRONMENTAL GRANTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator shall, by regulation, establish 
a multi-media environmental grant 4 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the Administrator may make a grant to each 
State that submits an application that is ap- 
proved by the Administrator to assist the 
State in designing, developing, and carrying 
out pollution prevention, control, and abate- 
ment programs and activities and other re- 
lated environmental programs and activities 
that affect 2 or more areas of environmental 
concern. 

(B) APPLICATIONS.—An application for a 
grant under this paragraph shall be made in 
the same manner as prescribed under para- 
graph (1)(C). 

(C) PRIORITY WORK PLAN.—A priority work 
plan submitted as part of an application 
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made under this paragraph shall meet the re- 
quirements for a priority work plan devel- 
oped under paragraph (1)(D). 

(D) ELIGIBLE PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES.— 
The Administrator shall designate programs 
and activities that shall be eligible to re- 
ceive funding under this paragraph and shall 
include programs and activities for— 

(i) designing and conducting environ- 
mental risk assessments; 

(ii) environmental education; 

(iii) enhancing the capacity of a State to 
support environmental programs; 

(iv) enhancing the capacity of a State to 
support a geographical approach to environ- 
mental control programs and activities; 

(v) promoting source reduction, including 
activities authorized under section 6605 of 
the Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. 13104); and 

(vi) pollution prevention, 
abatement. 

(E) FEDERAL SHARE.—Except as otherwise 
provided by law, the percentage amount of 
Federal share of a grant awarded under this 
paragraph shall not exceed the amount speci- 
fied in paragraph (1)(G)(i). 

(F) SATISFACTORY PROGRESS.—Paragraph 
(1X1) shall apply to a grant or application for 
a grant made by a State under this para- 
graph in the same manner as such paragraph 
applies to a grant made under paragraph (1). 

(G) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—In the case 
of a State that receives a grant under this 
paragraph, the reporting requirements under 
paragraph (1)(J) shall apply to the appro- 
priate official of the State agency identified 
under subparagraph (B) in the same manner 
as the requirements apply to the appropriate 
official of the State agency of a State that 
receives a grant under paragraph (1). 

(3) GOVERNORS’ DISCRETIONARY AUTHOR- 
rTTY.—Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, on the request of a Governor of a State, 
the Administrator may transfer an amount 
not to exceed 20 percent of the amount that 
would otherwise be awarded to the State 
pursuant to individual grant program au- 
thorities or a grant to the State under para- 
graph (1) or (2) and award the funds as a sup- 
plemental amount that shall be subject to 
the same requirements as any other amounts 
awarded pursuant to— 

(A) a grant authorized under the individual 
grant program authorities specified in para- 
graph (1)(B); 

(B) an environmental medium grant award- 
ed pursuant to paragraph (1); or 

(C) a multi-media environmental grant 
awarded pursuant to paragraph (2). 

(4) REQUEST FOR INFORMATION.—The Ad- 
ministrator may request such information, 
data, and reports as the Administrator con- 
siders necessary to— 

(A) review an application submitted under 
this subsection for approval or disapproval; 

(B) evaluate progress made under a grant 
awarded pursuant to this subsection; or 

(C) prepare a report that the Adminis- 
trator is required to prepare under sub- 
section (e). 

(5) NO REDUCTION IN AMOUNTS.—In no case 
shall the award of a grant to a State pursu- 
ant to this subsection result in a reduction 
of the total amount of funds awarded by the 
Administrator to a State as grants for con- 
ducting environmental programs and activi- 
ties. Except as expressly provided otherwise, 
nothing in this subsection is intended to re- 
duce or supplant the obligation of a State to 
pay a non-Federal share of a grant awarded 
by the Administrator to the State for con- 
ducting an environmental program or activ- 
ity. 


control, and 


9652 


(6) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection shall 
apply beginning with the first full fiscal year 
following the date of issuance by the Admin- 
istrator of the regulations establishing an 
environmental medium grant program under 
paragraph (1)(A). 

(e) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 5 
years after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Administrator, in cooperation with 
the States, shall submit a report to Congress 
concerning the grant programs established 
under this section. The report shall include 
such recommendations for changes in the 
grant programs as the Administrator consid- 
ers appropriate. 


AMENDMENT No. 1690 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing new section: 

SEC. . GRANTS TO CERTAIN COMMUNITIES FOR 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) as of the date of enactment of this Act, 
there is a severe lack of wastewater treat- 
ment facilities in the area of the border be- 
tween the United States and Mexico; 

(2) the lack of facilities is leading to the 
pollution of rivers and ground water in the 
area and to environmental degradation; and 

(3) the pollution presents a grave threat to 
public health through the proliferation of 
gastro-intestinal and infectious diseases. 

(b) GRANTS TO CERTAIN COMMUNITIES.— 
Title V of the Federal Water Pollution Con- 
trol Act (33 U.S.C. 1361 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating section 519 as section 
520; and 

(2) by inserting after section 518 the follow- 
ing new section: 

“SEC, 519. GRANTS TO CERTAIN COMMUNITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Administrator is 
authorized to award a grant for wastewater 
treatment to— 

"(1)a community that meets the require- 
ments of subsection (b); or 

(2) a county, municipality, or other polit- 
ical subdivision of a State acting on behalf of 
& community that meets the requirements of 
subsection (b). 

(b) Eligible Communities.—A community 
that meets the requirements of this sub- 
section is a community that— 

(J) is designated by the State or county in 
which the community is located as a colonia; 

**(2) is located in the border area; 

(3) the Administrator determines is eligi- 
ble to receive a grant under this subsection 
on the basis of objective criteria (including 
the lack of a potable water supply, an ade- 
quate sewage system, or decent, safe, and 
sanitary housing); and 

(4) before November 28, 1990, existed as a 
colonia (as determined by the Adminis- 
trator). 

e) USE OF GRANT.—A grant awarded 
under this section may be used for 1 or more 
of the following activities: 

*(1) The construction (including planning, 
design, repair, extension, improvement, al- 
teration, or reconstruction) of publicly 
owned treatment works (including collection 
lines or interceptor sewers, notwithstanding 
any limitation otherwise imposed with re- 
spect to the provision of assistance for col- 
lection lines or interceptor sewers). 

*(2) The acquisition of land, or any ease- 
ment or other right-of-way, with respect to 
which the recipient of assistance is not the 
owner (at the time of the receipt of assist- 
ance), that is necessary to carry out the con- 
struction or operation of the publicly owned 
treatment works, or the final disposal of res- 
idues resulting from the treatment of water 
or waste. 
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*(3) The disposal of wastewater by surface 
or underground methods (or both). 

"(d) GRANT AMOUNT.—A grant awarded 
under this section may be for an amount not 
to exceed 100 percent of the cost of the 
project that is the subject of the grant. 

(e) DEFINITION OF BORDER AREA.—As used 
in this section, the term ‘border area’ means 
the area situated within 100 kilometers on 
either side of the United States-Mexican 
international boundary. 

"(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Environmental Protection Agency, for 
each of fiscal years 1995 through 2001, such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out this 
section.“. 


AMENDMENT No. 1691 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing new section: 

SEC. . GRANTS TO UNINCORPORATED COMMU- 
NITIES FOR WASTEWATER TREAT- 
MENT. 

*(A) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that 

(J) as of the date of enactment of this 
Act, there is a severe lack of wastewater 
treatment facilities in small, semi-rural, un- 
incorporated communities in the United 
States; 

(2) the lack of facilities is leading to the 
pollution of rivers and ground water in the 
areas; and 

(3) the pollution presents a potential 
threat to the public health of the commu- 
nities referred to in paragraph (1). 

(b) GRANTS TO UNINCORPORATED COMMU- 
NITIES.—Title V of the Federal Water Pollu- 
tion Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1361 et seq.) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating section 519 as section 
520; and 

(2) by inserting after section 518 the follow- 
ing new section: 

“SEC. 519. GRANTS TO UNINCORPORATED COM- 
MUNITIES. 


(a) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section: 

() CONSTRUCTION.—The term ‘construc- 
tion' has the same meaning as is provided in 
section 212(1). 

*(2) NON-METROPOLITAN AREAS.—' The term 
‘non-metropolitan area’ means an area no 
part of which is within an area designated as 
a metropolitan statistical area by the Office 
of Management and Budget. 

"(3) TREATMENT WORKS.—The term 'treat- 
ment works' has the same meaning as is pro- 
vided in section 212(2). 

(b) AUTHORIZATION FOR GRANT AWARDS.— 
Notwstanding any other provision of law, the 
Administrator is authorized to award a grant 
for wastewater treatment to an unincor- 
porated community (without regard to 
whether the community is located in a met- 
ropolitan statical area) for a wastewater 
treatment project that serves a population— 

) of 20,000 or fewer residents; and 

%) with a median household income that 
is less than or equal to 110 percent of the me- 
dian household income for non-metropolitan 
areas of the State in which the community is 
located. 

"(c) USE OF GRANT.—A grant awarded 
under this section may be used for 1 or more 
of the following activities: 

) The acquisition or construction (in- 
cluding planning, design, repair, extension, 
improvement, alteration, or reconstruction) 
of a treatment works or any portion or asso- 
ciated structure of a treatment works (in- 
cluding any associated collection line or in- 
terceptor sewer, notwithstanding any limita- 
tion otherwise imposed with respect to the 
provision of assistance for the line or sewer). 
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(2) The acquisition of land, or any ease- 
ment or other right-of-way, with respect to 
which the recipient of the grant is not the 
owner at the time of the acquisition, that is 
necessary to carry out the construction or 
operation of the treatment works referred to 
in paragraph (1). 

**(3) The final disposal of residues resulting 
from the treatment of water or waste. 

*(4) The disposal of wastewater by surface 
or underground methods (or both). 

**(5) The disposal of wastewater through re- 
cycling or reclamation (or both). 

(d) CoST-SHARING.— 

“(1) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
a grant described in subsection (b) shall not 
exceed 75 percent of the total cost of the 
project that is the subject of the grant. 

*(2) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—Payment of the 
non-Federal share of a grant described in 
subsection (b) may be satisfied by any com- 
bination of public or private funds or in-kind 
services. The non-Federal share may include 
public funds authorized or expended for the 
project that is the subject of the grant dur- 
ing the period beginning on the date that is 
3 years before the date of enactment of this 
subsection. 

„e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Environmental Protection Agency, for 
each of fiscal years 1995 through 2001, such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out this 
section.“. 


CHANGE OF HEARING SCHEDULE 


COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that the hear- 
ing before the Subcommittee on Public 
Lands, National Parks and Forests pre- 
viously scheduled for Thursday, May 
12, 1994, at 2 p.m. will now begin at 2:30 
p.m. The hearing will be in room SD- 
366 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build- 
ing in Washington, DC. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re- 
ceive testimony on two bills pending 
before the subcommittee pertaining to 
the management of the Presidio in San 
Francisco. The bills are: 

S. 1549, to amend the act establishing 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
to provide for the management of the 
Presidio by the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior, and for other purposes; and 

S. 1639, to provide for the manage- 
ment of portions of the Presidio under 
the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the 
Interior, and for other purposes. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, anyone 
wishing to submit a written statement 
is welcome to do so by sending two cop- 
ies to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources, 304 Dirksen Senate 
Office Building, Washington, DC 20510- 
6150. 

For further information regarding 
the hearing, please contact David 
Brooks of the subcommittee staff at 
(202) 224-8115. 
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TRIBUTE TO THE NATIONAL COA- 
LITION OF 100 BLACK WOMEN, 
INC. 


e Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, on 
Sunday, May 15, 1994, the National Coa- 
lition of Black Women, Inc. [NCBW] 
will inaugurate the second Louisiana 
chapter in Baton Rouge. 

NCBW is a nonprofit, volunteer orga- 
nization dedicated to community serv- 
ice, leadership development, and en- 
hancing career opportunities through 
networking and social programs. This 
group was initially formed in 1970 by a 
small group of women in New York 
City to address problems facing black 
women in the wake of the women's and 
civil rights movements. In 1981, under 
the leadership of one of its founders 
and current chairman of the board of 
directors, Jewel Jackson McCabe, the 
coalition expanded into a national or- 
ganization which now has a member- 
ship of over 6,000 women nationwide 
and has chapters in over 20 States and 
the District of Columbia. The efforts of 
women such as Maya Angelou, 
Johnette B. Cole, and Yvonne 
Braithwaite Burke have had a tremen- 
dous impact on the direction of this or- 
ganization and have been instrumental 
in expanding the worthy endeavors of 
the NCBW. 

Through their outreach efforts, 
empowerment programs have been put 
in place to help meet the diverse needs 
of African-American women. These 
programs enable NCBW to develop and 
position the leadership talent within 
the community of black women; make 
black women a visible force in the so- 
cioeconomic and political arenas; and 
provide networking among black fe- 
male leaders to establish links between 
them and the corporate and political 
sectors. 

The NCBW chapter in Baton Rouge 
represents à cross-section of African- 
American women in the Baton Rouge 
community who are leaders in edu- 
cation, civic organizations, govern- 
ment, and business who are committed 
to improving the lives of African- 
American women in Louisiana. This 
group will work to bring together a 
united group of middle income African- 
American women to ensure their future 
economic viability; serve as mentors to 
young African-American girls to de- 
velop an awareness and understanding 
of self; boost 

Mr. President, it will only be through 
expanding important initiatives like 
those of the NCBW that we will be able 
to address fully the expanding and 
challenging problems facing this un- 
derserved segment of our population. 
The formation of the Greater Baton 
Rouge NCBW marks an important day 
in Louisiana’s history and one that I 
am confident will be long remembered 
for bringing committed individuals to- 
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gether to confront the challenges 
which face Louisiana in improving the 
lives of African-American women.e 


CORPS OF ARTILLERISTS AND 
ENGINEERS BICENTENNIAL 


* Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, today's 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers traces 
its beginnings to the establishment of 
the Continental Army in June 1775 
when provision was made for a Chief 
Engineer. This week marks the bicen- 
tennial of another significant event in 
the long history of the corps. I would 
like to take a moment to recount the 
history of this important event. 

On May 9, 1794, Congress established 
a Corps of Artillerists and Engineers in 
the U.S. Army. This action returned 
Engineers to the ranks of the Army for 
the first time in more than 10 years 
and assured that the Engineers would 
continue as a vital part of the Army of 
the new United States. 

At the end of the Revolutionary War, 
several officers, including Louis 
Lebegue Duportail, Chief Engineer, ar- 
gued for a peacetime Army with a sin- 
gle Corps of Artillerists and Engineers 
as was customary in many European 
states. But Congress decided instead to 
disband the bulk of the Continental 
Army, including the Corps of Engineers 
with its chief engineer and companies 
of sappers and miners, in November 
1783. By June 1784, the surviving mili- 
tary establishment consisted solely of 
an infantry regiment and a company of 
artillery stationed at West Point. 

When the new Government under the 
Constitution was launched in 1789, Sec- 
retary of War Henry Knox revived the 
recommendation for a small Corps of 
Artillerists and Engineers. Congress fi- 
nally took action in 1794, when war 
with Britain threatened. There was 
suddenly an acute need to upgrade ex- 
isting coastal fortifications and con- 
struct new ones. 

In March 1794, Congress appropriated 
funds for fortifications works from 
Maine to Georgia, and Secretary Knox 
hired seven individuals as temporary 
engineers to carry out the work. The 
group included Pierre L’Enfant and 
Stephen Rochefontaine, both veterans 
of the Revolutionary War. Although 
employed by the War Department, 
these engineers did not join the Army. 

Knox took advantage of the situation 
and again urged Congress to approve 
the plan he and Duportail had ad- 
vanced earlier for a combined Corps of 
Artillerists and Engineers. In particu- 
lar he argued that the corps would pro- 
vide the additional trained troops need- 
ed to garrison the coastal fortifica- 
tions. And so, 200 years ago today the 
Corps of Artillerists and Engineers was 
created. The new corps was commanded 
by a lieutenant colonel and had four 
battalions, each commanded by a 
major and each consisting of four com- 
panies. 
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Significantly, the legislation recog- 
nized that the grade of cadet denoted 
an officer candidate. The Secretary of 
War was also directed to provide the 
books, instruments, and apparatus nec- 
essary for the new corps. These were 
the first steps toward establishment of 
a national military academy. 

It took months for the Corps of 
Artillerists and Engineers to recruit 
the officers and troops needed to reach 
its authorized strength. Then inter- 
national tensions eased in the latter 
half of 1794 and jeopardized the whole 
effort. But, in December of that year, 
Congress resolved to continue a sea- 
coast defense program. 

By the end of the year, there were 
single company garrisons of artillerists 
and engineers at Fort Jay, New York; 
Fort Mifflin, Philadelphia; Fort Whet- 
stone, later McHenry, Baltimore; and 
Fort Johnson, Charleston. The follow- 
ing February, Stephen Rochefontaine, 
one of the temporary engineers, was 
commissioned a lieutenant colonel and 
took command of the corps. 

In 1798, when war with France ap- 
peared likely, Congress added a second 
regiment to the corps. However, by the 
time Thomas Jefferson became Presi- 
dent in 1801, it had become clear that 
the united corps was not producing a 
well-educated body of engineer officers. 
The short-lived experiment was ended. 
In 1802 Congress permanently estab- 
lished a separate Corps of Engineers 
and the U.S. Military Academy at West 
Point as the Nation’s first engineering 
school. 

After 1800, many politicians, includ- 
ing Secretary of War James McHenry, 
desired the corps to contribute to both 
military construction and works of a 
civil nature. Thus in the years after 
the War of 1812, the corps took on civil 
works responsibilities in addition to 
the combat engineering and fortifica- 
tions work it engaged in during the 
Revolution and the 17908. 

Today, after more than 200 years of 
service, the Corps of Engineers remains 
a vital part of America’s Army. It is 
key to our military strength, as the 
Gulf war amply demonstrated. And the 
Corps of Engineers plays an important 
role in fighting natural disasters, such 
as floods and earthquakes, here at 
home. And it all began with an act of 
Congress 200 years ago during our Na- 
tion’s infancy. The Corps of Engineers 
is an enduring arm of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. I am certain that it will still 
be here providing civil and military en- 
gineering expertise for the United 
States 200 years from now.e 


MFN FOR CHINA 


è Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, most 
Americans are good citizens, and they 
look for good citizenship in the people 
and companies they do business with. 
In our country, most people would not 
have dealings with a company that 
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maintains sweatshop conditions and 
wages, locks up malcontented workers, 
bans unions uses force to take over and 
control a neighboring firm, and offsets 
its R&D outlays by smuggling missile 
parts and lethal weapons in defiance of 
the law of the land. People would cer- 
tainly not wish to deal with such a 
company on the same favorable terms 
accorded to reputable business part- 
ners. 

This is the kind of dilemma posed by 
the President's upcoming decision re- 
garding the continuation of China's 
MFN status. Americans have a long 
history of sensitivity to the values and 
behavior of foreign countries they do 
business with. In the 1930's, when Japa- 
nese armies invaded China and com- 
mitted atrocities there, many Ameri- 
cans were reluctant to buy Japanese 
goods. Some of the advocates of MFN 
renewal for China this year are sug- 
gesting that it is unsound policy to 
link trading conditions with human 
rights performance, the occupation of 
Tibet, China's export of ballistic mis- 
sile technology in defiance of the inter- 
national Missile Technology Control 
Regime, and other issues outlined in 
the President's May 1993 Executive 
order. In my view, this linkage is cor- 
rect and reasonable. 

I would like to insert in the RECORD 
the excellent May 6 New York Times 
article by A.M. Rosenthal that sets the 
facts straight: the United States ac- 
counts for 38 percent of the People's 
Republic’s exports and is running a $25 
billion annual trade deficit with the 
People's Republic. Who should be wor- 
ried about whom? I agree that Amer- 
ican jobs are at issue in the debate over 
China's MFN status, but we can secure 
those jobs without sacrificing our val- 
ues by showing the Chinese that we are 
in earnest about human rights—not by 
falling all over ourselves in trying to 
justify a policy of appeasement. 

The article follows: 

[From the New York Times, May 6, 1994] 

THE CONTEST OF TWO LOBBIES 
(By A.M. Rosenthal) 

The struggle in Washington on whether the 
United States should continue to allow Com- 
munist China low-tariff privilege involves a 
skein of American interest political, eco- 
nomic, strategic and moral. 

But at its center are some simple realities 
that confront President Clinton, and every 
American who has hopes for him, as he nears 
the decision he has to make before June 3. 

1. On May 28, 1993, Mr. Clinton signed an 
order committing him to remove those privi- 
leges unless by June 3, 1994, China had made 
"significant progress" toward human rights 
in China and occupied Tibet. 

Congress was about to pass again a bill 
writing that either or plan into law—a bill 
once vetoed by President Bush. Mr. Clinton 
persuaded Congress to let him do the job 
himself, by executive order. 

2. In the year since, repression by police 
and army power in China and Tibet has re- 
mained unalleviated. 

Its instruments, used day in, day out as 
consistently as ever, are prison torture, reli- 
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gious persecution, arrest of political dis- 
sidents, forced confessions, arbitrary deten- 
tion and the enforcement of the official bas- 
tions of economic growth: cheap labor, pris- 
on labor, slave labor and prohibition of labor 
unions. 

To all this, despite a few carefully timed 
prisoner releases, the State Department's 
own reports bear witness. 

3. Now Mr. Clinton is under pressure by 
American companies trading with China to 
decide that somehow Number 2 fulfills the 
promises he made to the American and Chi- 
nese people in Number 1. 

Naturally, not a soul in Congress, the Ad- 
ministration or business believes for a mo- 
ment that China has improved its human 
rights record. The China lobby wants to 
dump the promises of last year altogether or 
slide around them by accepting as progress 
more Beijing statements of intent like the 
ones they have already broken. 

4. The China lobby in and out of govern- 
ment sells economic fear. It says the debate 
is about America “pulling out’’ of China eco- 
nomically. Nobody has suggested that. The 
lobby and its servants lie. 

The China lobby heavily breathes warning 
that China itself will cut off trade with the 
U.S. The Communists are not suicides. 

China exports to the U.S. $25 billion more 
than it buys from America. The exports to 
the U.S. are 38 percent of China's world 
total. Without American customers, China's 
growing trade deficit could bring the econ- 
omy down. Who should be worried about 
whom? 

5. The majority of Americans are against 
low American tariffs to China because they 
strengthen the wardens of the gulag. These 
Americans are not without voice or courage. 

Most of Congress is behind them. So is the 
energetic human rights lobby—Asia Watch, 
the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops, the 
A.F.L.-C.lLO., the International Campaign 
for Tibet, Amnesty International. They 
count. 

6. But the China lobby has the money. The 
Clinton Administration is sending out so 
many mixed signals, and so many are craven, 
that Washington is convinced Mr. Clinton is 
caving fast. 

The meaning of Mr. Clinton's 1993 order 
was clear: No human rights progress, no tar- 
iff privileges. A year later, nobody of knowl- 
edge in Washington seems to believe other 
than Mr. Clinton will sidle away from that. 

The struggle now is about what is left. 
Should the human rights policy just be 
dumped as a lost cause? Or can Mr. Clinton 
save his name with a few more promises of 
intent from Beijing? How about a China-U.S. 
commission to improve human rights? Or a 
human rights code, not for the Communists 
but for American businesses in China? 

If nobody can keep a straight face about 
those, how about ending the low tariffs only 
for goods produced by the state and the 
army? Maybe the Chinese will attach neat 
labels, for the convenience of U.S. customs? 

The human rights people would rather 
have some compromise than nothing, so that 
they can fight another day. Most are too 
strong in soul to just vomit and walk away. 

By nature, many daily newspapermen are 
optimistic. How could they otherwise keep 
confronting the keyboard? 

All right; Honorable people in government 
still struggle for Mr. Clinton's mind and 
honor. So it's best to keep calling around, 
until the President makes his decision about 
the Executive Order of May 1993, now that it 
is May 1994.e 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. I suggest the absence of 


a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
METZENBAUM). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 


APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES— 
H.R. 3841 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to the order of April 26, 1994, regarding 
H.R. 3841, the Chair appoints the fol- 
lowing conferees: 

The Chair apointed Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. 
SARBANES, Mr. DoDD, Mr. SASSER, Mr. 
D’AMATO, Mr. GRAMM of Texas, and Mr. 
ROTH conferees on the part of the Sen- 
ate. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the vote on 
final passage of S. 978 occur, without 
any intervening action, following dis- 
position of S. 1935, the gift ban legisla- 
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


FOR THE RELIEF OF FANIE PHILY 
MATEO ANGELES 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of Calendar 421, S. 116, a bill to 
provide for the relief of Fanie Phily 
Mateo Angeles; that the bill be read a 
third time and passed; that the motion 
to reconsider be laid upon the table; 
and, that any statements appear at the 
appropriate place in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the bill (S. 116) was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, was deemed read the third time, 
and passed; as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress in assembled, That, notwithstanding 
any provision of the Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101 et seq.), Fanie 
Phily Mateo Angeles shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence as 
of the date of the enactment of this Act upon 
payment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this Act, the Sec- 
retary of State shall instruct the proper offi- 
cer to reduce by the proper number, during 
the current fiscal year or the fiscal year next 
following, the total number of immigrant 
visas which are made available to natives of 
the country of the alien's birth under section 
203(a) of such Act, or if applicable, the total 
number of immigrant visas which are made 
available to natives of the country of the 
alien’s birth under section 202(e) of such Act. 


May 9, 1994 
ORDERS FOR TOMORROW 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, on be- 
half of the majority leader, I ask unan- 
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today it stand in 
recess until 9:45 a.m., Tuesday, May 10; 
that, following the prayer, the Journal 
of proceedings be deemed approved to 
date and the time for the two leaders 
reserved for their use later in the day; 
that there then be a period for morning 
business not to extend beyond 10 a.m, 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 5 minutes each, with 
Senator HEFLIN recognized for up to 7 
minutes; that at 10 a.m. the Senate re- 
sume consideration of S. 2042, the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Bosnia arms embargo legislation, as 
provided for under the provisions of a 
previous  unanimous-consent agree- 
ment; that, on Tuesday, the Senate 
stand in recess from 12 noon until 2:30 
p.m. in order to accommodate the re- 
spective party conferences. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW AT 9:45 
A.M. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate today, and I see no other 
Senator seeking recognition, I now ask 
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unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess as previously ordered. 
There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 4:48 p.m., recessed until tomorrow, 
Tuesday, May 10, 1994, at 9:45 a.m. 


NOMINATION 


Executive nomination received by 
the Secretary of the Senate after the 
recess of the Senate on May 6, 1994, 
under authority of the order of the 
Senate of January 5, 1993: 

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 


LINDA MARIE HOOKS, OF GEORGIA, TO BE AN ASSIST- 
ANT SECRETARY OF VETERANS AFFAIRS (ACQUISITION 
AND FACILITIES), VICE DAVID E. LEWIS, RESIGNED, 
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May 9, 1994 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, May 9, 1994 


The House met at 12 noon. 

The Chaplain, Rev. James David 
Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Whatever our place this day, what- 
ever our responsibility, whatever our 
concern or petition, we join together in 
this common prayer of supplication 
and thanksgiving. We admit our weak- 
nesses before You, O God, and pray for 
strength; we admit our limitations and 
pray for vision; we admit that we look 
to our own cares and we can miss the 
needs about us. As one people with one 
prayer and yet with individual neces- 
sities, we thank You for the grace of 
this new day and pray that Your bene- 
diction will remain with us always. 
Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. The Chair will ask 
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. BE- 
REUTER] if he would kindly come for- 
ward and lead the membership in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. BEREUTER led the Pledge of Al- 
legiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


— 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate agrees to the amend- 
ment of the House to the amendment 
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 1727) “An 
Act to establish a program of grants to 
States for arson research, prevention, 
and control, and for other purposes." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill of the follow- 
ing title, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

S. 668. An act to amend title IX of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1968 to increase the penalties 
for violating the fair housing provisions of 
the Act, and for other purposes. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was commu- 


nicated to the House by Mr. Edwin 
'Thomas, one of his secretaries. 


CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 2000, 
HUMAN SERVICES AMENDMENTS 
OF 1994 


Mr. MARTINEZ submitted the fol- 
lowing conference report and state- 
ment on the Senate bill (S. 2000) to au- 
thorize appropriations for fiscal years 
1995 to 1998 to carry out the Head Start 
Act and the Community Services Block 
Grant Act, and for other purposes: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 103-497) 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 
2000), to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
years 1995 through 1998 to carry out the Head 
Start Act and the Community Services 
Block Grant Act, and for other purposes, 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do rec- 
ommend to their respective Houses as fol- 
lows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the House to the 
text of the bill and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in- 
serted by the House amendment, insert the 
following: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Human Services 
Amendments of 1994 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as follows: 


Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 


TITLE I—HEAD START PROGRAMS 


101. Short title; references in title. 

. Definitions. 

. Services. 

. Authorization of appropriations. 

. Allocation of funds. 

. Report. 

. Designation. 

. Monitoring and quality assurance. 

. Enhanced parent involvement and 
transition coordination with 
schools. 

. Facilities and administrative require- 
ments. 

. Participation. 

. Initiative on families with infants and 
toddlers. 

. Appeals, notice, and hearing. 

. Goals and priorities for training and 
technical assistance. 

. Staff qualifications and development. 

. Research, demonstrations, evaluation. 

. Announcements and evaluations. 

. Reports. 

. 119. Repeals. 

. Study of benefits for Head Start em- 
ployees. 

. Ready io learn program reauthoriza- 
tion. 

. State dependent care development pro- 
grams. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 123. Consultation with the Corporation for 
National and Community Service. 

Sec. 124. Reauthorization of Child Development 
Associate Scholarship Assistance 
Act of 1985. 

Sec. 125. Technical and conforming amend- 
ments 


Sec. 126. Study of full-day and full-year Head 
Start programs. 
Sec. 127. Effective date and application. 
TITLE II—COMMUNITY SERVICES BLOCK 
GRANT AMENDMENTS 


. Short title and references. 
. Authorizations of appropriations. 
. Discretionary authority of Secretary. 
. Community food and nutrition. 
. Instructional activities for low-income 
youth. 
. Amendment to Stewart B. Mckinney 
Homeless Assistance Act. 
Amendments to the Human Services 
Reauthorization Act of 1986. 
. 208. Effective date. 
TITLE III—LOW-INCOME HOME ENERGY 
ASSISTANCE AMENDMENTS 
Short title and references. 
Statement of purpose. 
303. Authorization of appropriations. 
304. Emergency funds. 
305. Authorized uses of funds. 
. 306. Targeting of assistance to households 
307. 
308 
309 


. 207. 


. 301. 
. 302. 


with high home energy burdens. 

. Clarification of audit requirement. 

. Use of Department of Energy weather- 

ization rules to achieve program 

consistency. 

. Matters to be described in annual ap- 
plication. 

Report of funds available for obliga- 
tion. 

Miscellaneous and technical amend- 
ments. 

Residential Energy Assistance Chal- 
lenge Option (R.E.A.Ch.). 

Sense of the Congress regarding ap- 
propriations for LIHEAP. 

. J14. Effective date. 

TITLE IV—COMMUNITY-BASED FAMILY 

RESOURCE PROGRAMS 


Sec. 401. Community-based family resource pro- 


. 310. 
. 311. 
. 312. 
. 313. 


grams. 
Sec. 402. Federal Council on Children, Youth, 
and Families. 
Sec. 403. Family Resource Act. 
TITLE I—HEAD START PROGRAMS 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES IN TITLE. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited as 
the Head Start Act Amendments of 1994 

(b) REFERENCES.—Exzrcept as otherwise specifi- 
cally provided, whenever in this title an amend- 
ment or repeal is erpressed in terms of an 
amendment to, or a repeal of, a section or other 
provision, the reference shall be considered to be 
made to a section or other provision of the Head 
Start Act (42 U.S.C, 9831 et seq.). 
SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 637 (42 U.S.C. 9832) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraphs (4) and (5); 

(2) by striking paragraph (9) and inserting the 
following new paragraph: 

) The term ‘poverty line’ means the official 
poverty line (as defined by the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget)— 


O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., [11407 is 2:07 p.m. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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"(A) adjusted to reflect the percentage change 
in the Consumer Price Inder For All Urban 
Consumers, issued by the Bureau of Labor Sta- 
tistics, occurring in the 1-year period or other 
interval immediately preceding the date such 
adjustment is made; and 

) adjusted for family size."'; 

(3) by adding after paragraph (11) the follow- 
ing new paragraphs: 

(Iz) The term ‘family literacy services means 
services and activities that include interactive 
literacy activities between parents and their 
children, training for parents on techniques for 
being the primary teacher of their children and 
full partners in the education of their children, 
parent literacy training (including training in 
English as a second language), and early child- 
hood education. 

"(13) The term Indian tribe’ means any tribe, 
band, nation, pueblo, or other organized group 
or community of Indians, including any Native 
village described in section 3(c) of the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1602(c)) 
or established pursuant to such Act (43 U.S.C. 
1601 et seq.), that is recognized as eligible for the 
special programs and services provided by the 
United States to Indians because of their status 
as Indians.“; 

(4) by redesignating paragraphs (6), (7), (8), 
(9), (10), (11), (12), and (13) as paragraphs (7), 
(8), (9), (14), (5), (6), (4), and (10), respectively; 
and 

(5)(A) by transferring paragraph (4), as so re- 
designated, and inserting the paragraph after 
paragraph (3); 

(B) by transferring paragraphs (5) and (6), as 
so redesignated, and inserting the paragraphs 
after paragraph (4), as so redesignated; 

(C) by transferring paragraph (10), as so re- 
designated, and inserting the paragraph after 
paragraph (9), as so redesignated; and 

(D) by inserting after paragraph (10), as so re- 
designated, the following: 

'"(11) The term ‘local educational agency has 
the meaning given such term in the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 

“(12) The term ‘migrant Head Start program’ 
means a Head Start program that serves families 
who are engaged in agricultural work and who 
have changed their residence from one geo- 
graphical location to another in the preceding 2- 
year period. 

"(13) The term ‘mobile Head Start program’ 
means the provision of Head Start services uti- 
lizing transportable equipment set up in various 
community-based locations on a routine, weekly 
schedule, operating in conjunction with home- 
based Head Start programs, or as a Head Start 
classroom. 

SEC. 103. SERVICES. 

Section 638(a)(1) (42 U.S.C. 9833(a)(1)) is 
amended by striking "health, nutritional, edu- 
cational, social, and other services and insert- 
ing “health, education, parental involvement, 
nutritional, social, and other services". 

SEC. 104. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 639 (42 U.S.C. 9834) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking all that fol- 
lows gubehapter and inserting suck sums as 
may be necessary for fiscal year 1995 through 
1998. and 

(2) by striking subsections (b) and (c) and in- 
serting the following: 

"(b) From the amount appropriated under 
subsection (a), the Secretary shall make avail- 
able— 

“(1) $35,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 
1995 through 1998 to— 

"(A) carry out the Head Start Transition 
Project Act; and 

) carry out activities authorized under sec- 
tion 642(d); and 

02) not more than $3,000,000 for fiscal year 
1995, and such sums as may be necessary for 
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each of the fiscal years 1996 through 1998, to 
carry out longitudinal research under section 
Gage). 

SEC. 105. ALLOCATION OF FUNDS. 

(a) ALLOCATION AND USE OF FUNDS FOR QUAL- 
ITY IMPROVEMENT.—Section 640(a)(3) (42 U.S.C. 
9835(a)(3)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as subparagraphs (C) and (D), respectively; 

(2) by striking "(3C)" and all that follows 
through quality improvement activities: and 
inserting the following: 

"(3)(AYi) In order to provide assistance for 
activities specified in subparagraph (C) directed 
at the goals specified in subparagraph (B), the 
Secretary shall reserve, from the amount (if 
any) by which the funds appropriated under 
section 639(a) for a fiscal year exceed the ad- 
justed prior year appropriation, a share equal to 
the sum of— 

“(I) 25 percent of such excess amount; and 

I any additional amount the Secretary 
may find necessary to address a demonstrated 
need for such activities. 

"(ii) As used in clause (i), the term 'adjusted 
prior year appropriation' means, with respect to 
a fiscal year, the amount appropriated pursuant 
to section 639(a) for the preceding fiscal year, 
adjusted to reflect the percentage change in the 
Consumer Price Inder for All Urban Consumers 
(issued by the Bureau of Labor Statistics) dur- 
ing such preceding fiscal year. 

"(B) Funds reserved under this paragraph 
(referred to in this paragraph as 'quality im- 
provement funds') shall be used to accomplish 
any or all of the following goals: 

i) Ensuring that Head Start programs meet 
or erceed performance standards pursuant to 
section 641 A(a)(1)( A). 

"(ii) Ensuring that such programs have ade- 
quate qualified staff, and that such staff are 
furnished adequate training, including develop- 
ing skills in working with children with non- 
English language background, when appro- 
priate. 

"(iii) Ensuring that salary levels and benefits 
are adequate to attract and retain qualified 
staff for such programs. 

iv) Using salary increases to improve staff 
qualifications, and to assist with the implemen- 
tation of career development programs, for the 
staff of Head Start programs. 

"(v) Improving community-wide strategic 
planning and needs assessments for such pro- 


grams. 

vi) Ensuring that the physical environments 
of Head Start programs are conducive to provid- 
ing effective program services to children and 
families. 

"(vii) Making such other improvements in the 
quality of such programs as the Secretary may 
designate. 

O) Quality improvement funds shall be used 
to carry out any or all of the following activi- 
ties:"; 

(3) in subparagraph (C), as redesignated in 
paragraph (1), by adding at the end the follow- 
ing new clause: 

vit) Such other activities as the Secretary 
may designate.”’; and 

(4) in subparagraph (D), as redesignated in 
paragraph (1)— 

(A) in clause (i).— 

(i) in the matter preceding subclause (I), by 
striking ſor the first, second, and third fiscal 
years for which funds are so reserved; and 

(ii) in subclause (II), by inserting ‘‘geographi- 
cal areas specified in subsection (a)(2)(B) and 
Indian and migrant Head Start programs,” after 

(B) by striking clauses (ii) and (iii); 

(C) in clause (iv)— 

(i) by striking To be expended and all that 
follows, through "reserved, funds” and insert- 
ing Funds“; 
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(ii) by striking clause (ii) the first place it 
appears and inserting “clause (i) 

(iii) by inserting before the period at the end 
of the first sentence, '', for expenditure for ac- 
tivities specified in subparagraph (C)"’; and 

(iv) by striking the second sentence; 

(D) in clause (vi), by striking “paragraphs (2), 
(4), and (5)" and inserting "paragraph (2) or 
(4)"; and 

(E) by striking clause (v) and redesignating 
clauses (iv) and (vi) as clauses (ii) and (iii), re- 
spectively. 

(b) FUNDS SET-ASIDE.—Section 640(a) (42 
U.S.C. 9835(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking "through 
(5)." and inserting through (4), and subject to 
paragraphs (5) and (6)."'; 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking “1990” 
and inserting 1994 and 

(B) in subparagraph (D), by inserting ''(in- 
cluding payments for all costs (other than com- 
pensation of Federal employees) of reviews of 
Head Start agencies and programs under section 
641A(c), and of activities related to the develop- 
ment and implementation of quality improve- 
ment plans under section 641A(d)(2)" after 
"Secretary"; 

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking paragraph 
(5)"" each place it appears and inserting para- 
graph (4)'*; 

(4) by striking paragraph (4), and redesignat- 
ing paragraphs (5) and (6) as paragraphs (4) 
and (7), respectively; 

(5) in paragraph (4), as redesignated in para- 
graph (4), by striking “The” and inserting 
Subject to section 639(b), the"; and 

(6) by adding after paragraph (4), as redesig- 
nated in paragraph (4), the following new para- 
graphs: 

"(5)(A) From amounts reserved and allotted 
pursuant to paragraph (4), the Secretary shall 
reserve such sums as may be necessary to award 
the collaboration grants described in subpara- 
graph (B). 

"(B) From the reserved sums, the Secretary 
may award a collaboration grant to each State 
to facilitate collaboration regarding activities 
carried out in the State under this subchapter, 
and other activities carried out in, and by, the 
State that are designed to benefit low-income 
children and families. 

"(C) A State that receives a grant under sub- 
paragraph (B) shall— 

"(i) appoint an individual to serve as a State 
liaison between— 

"(I) agencies and individuals carrying out 
Head Start programs in the State; and 

"(II) agencies (including local educational 
agencies) and entities carrying out programs 
serving low-income children and families; 

ii) involve the State Head Start Association 
in the selection of the individual, and involve 
the association in determinations relating to the 
ongoing direction of the collaboration; 

ii) ensure that the individual holds a posi- 
tion with sufficient authority and access to en- 
sure that the collaboration described in sub- 
paragraph (B) is effective and involves a range 
of State agencies; and 

"(iv) ensure that the collaboration described 
in subparagraph (B) involves coordination of 
Head Start services with health care, welfare, 
child care, education, and national service ac- 
tivities, family literacy services, and activities 
relating to children with disabilities. 

"(D) As used in this paragraph, the term 'low- 
income', used with respect to children or fami- 
lies, shall not be considered to refer only to chil- 
dren or families that meet the low-income cri- 
teria prescribed pursuant to section 645(a)(1)( A). 

"(6) From amounts reserved and allotted pur- 
suant to paragraphs (2) and (4), the Secretary 
shall use, for grants for programs described in 
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section 645A(a), a portion of the combined total 
of such amounts equal to 3 percent for fiscal 
year 1995, 4 percent for each of fiscal years 1996 
and 1997, and 5 percent for fiscal year 1998, of 
the amount appropriated pursuant to section 
639(a)."*. 

(c) CONSIDERATIONS FOR ALLOCATION OF 
FUNDS FOR PROGRAM  EXPANSION.—Section 
640(g) (42 U.S.C. 9835(g)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “(g)” and inserting "(g)1)"; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

"(2) For the purpose of erpanding Head Start 
programs, in allocating funds to an applicant 
within a State, from amounts allotted to a State 
pursuant to subsection (a)(4), the Secretary 
shall take into consideration— 

"(A) the quality of the applicant's programs 
(including Head Start and other child care or 
child development programs) in existence on the 
date of the allocation, including, in the case of 
Head Start programs in existence on the date of 
the allocation, the ertent to which such pro- 
grams meet or erceed performance standards 
and other requirements under this subchapter; 

"(B) the applicant's capacity to ezpand serv- 
ices (including, in the case of Head Start pro- 
grams in existence on the date of the allocation, 
whether the applicant accomplished any prior 
erpansions in an effective and timely manner); 

"(C) the extent to which the applicant has 
undertaken community-wide strategic planning 
and needs assessments involving other commu- 
nity organizations and public agencies serving 
children and families (including organizations 
serving families in whose homes English is not 
the language customarily spoken); 

D) the extent to which the family and com- 
munity needs assessment of the applicant re- 
flects a need to provide full-working-day or full 
calendar year services; 

) the numbers of eligible children in each 
community who are not participating in a Head 
Start program; and 

) the concentration of low-income families 
in each community. 

“(3) In determining the amount of funds re- 
served pursuant to subparagraph (A) or (B) of 
subsection (a)(2) to be used for expanding Head 
Start programs under this subchapter, the Sec- 
retary shall take into consideration, to the er- 
tent appropriate, the factors specified in para- 
graph (2). 

(d) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 640(h) 
(42 U.S.C. 9835(h)) is amended by striking ‘‘Each 
Head Start program may" and inserting ‘‘Fi- 
nancial assistance provided under this sub- 
chapter may be used by each Head Start pro- 
gram to”. 

(e) COMPENSATION.—Section 640 (42 U.S.C. 
9835) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new subsections: 

Any agency that receives financial assist- 
ance under this subchapter to improve the com- 
pensation of staff who provide services under 
this Act shall use the financial assistance to im- 
prove the compensation of such staff, regardless 
of whether the agency has the ability to improve 
the compensation of staff employed by the agen- 
cy who do not provide Head Start services. 

"(k)(1) The Secretary shall allow center-based 
Head Start programs the flexibility to satisfy the 
total number of hours of service required by the 
regulations in effect on the date of enactment of 
the Human Services Amendments of 1994, to be 
provided to children in Head Start programs so 
long as such agencies do not— 

"(A) provide less than 3 hours of service per 


day; 

) reduce the number of days of service per 
week; or 

“(C) reduce the number of days of service per 
year. 
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"(2) The provisions of this subsection shall 
not be construed to restrict the authority of the 
Secretary to fund alternative program vari- 
ations authorized under section 1306.35 of title 
45 of the Code of Federal Regulations in effect 
on the date of enactment of the Human Services 
Amendments of 1994. 

“(U With funds made available under section 
640(a)(2) to migrant Head Start programs, the 
Secretary shall give priority to migrant Head 
Start programs that serve eligible children of mi- 
grant families whose work requires them to relo- 
cate most frequently. 

SEC. 106. REPORT. 

Section 640A (42 U.S.C. 9835a) is repealed. 
SEC. 107. DESIGNATION. 

(a) INDIAN RESERVATIONS.—Section 641(b) (42 
U.S.C. 9836(b)) is amended by inserting after 
“Indian reservation” the following: (including 
Indians in any area designated by the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs as near-reservation)”’. 

(b) DESIGNATION OF AGENCIES—Section 641(c) 
(42 U.S.C. 9836(c)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraphs (2) through (4); 

(2) in the first sentence— 

(A) by inserting (subject to paragraph (2))"" 
before **, the Secretary shall give priority"; and 

(B) by striking “unless” and all that follows 
through the end of subparagraph (A) and in- 
serting the following: “unless the Secretary 
makes a finding that the agency involved fails 
to meet program, financial management, and 
other requirements established by the Sec- 
retary."’; 

(3) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 
paragraph (2); 

(4) in paragraph (2), as so redesignated— 

(A) by striking except that, if'' and inserting 
"If"; and 

(B) by striking “subparagraph (A4) and in- 
sertíng paragraph (1)"; 

(5) by striking "Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this paragraph” and inserting the 
following: 

"(3) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this subsection"; and 

(6) by aligning the margins of paragraph (2) 
with the margins of paragraph (3). 

(c) CONSIDERATIONS IN DESIGNATING NEW 
HEAD START AGENCIES.—Section 641(d) (42 
U.S.C. 9836(d)) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by striking all that 
precedes then the Secretary" and inserting “If 
no entity in a community is entitled to the prior- 
ity specified in subsection (c), 

(2) by striking the second sentence; 

(3) in the third sentence— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by 
striking “and subject to the preceding sen- 
tence”; 

(B) in paragraph (3), by inserting , including 
Even Start programs under part B of chapter 1 
of title I of the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 2741 et seq.)," after 
“preschool programs"; and 

(C) in paragraph (4), to read as follows: 

the plan of such applicant— 

"(A) to seek the involvement of parents of 
participating children in activities designed to 
help such parents become full partners in the 
education of their children; 

) to afford such parents the opportunity to 
participate in the development, conduct, and 
overall performance of the program at the local 
level; 

"(C) to offer (directly or through referral to 
local entities, such as entities carrying out Even 
Start programs under part B of chapter 1 of title 
I of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 2741 et seq.), public and 
school libraries, and family support programs) 
to such parents— 

i) family literacy services; and 

ii) parenting skills training; 
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OD) at the option of such applicant, to offer 
(directly or through referral to local entities) to 
such parents— 

i training in basic child development; 

"(ii) assistance in developing communication 
skills; 

iti) opportunities for parents to share erpe- 
riences with other parents; 

iv) substance abuse counseling; or 

v) any other activity designed to help such 
parents become full partners in the education of 
their children; and 

) to provide, with respect to each partici- 
pating family, a family needs assessment that 
includes consultation with such parents about 
the benefits of parent involvement and about 
the activities described in subparagraphs (C) 
and (D) in which such parents may choose to 
become involved (taking into consideration their 
specific family needs, work schedules, and other 
responsibilities): 

(4) in paragraph (7)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘non-English language chil- 
dren” and inserting “non-English language 
background children and their families”; and 

(B) by inserting ''and"' after the semicolon; 

(5) by striking paragraph (8); and 

(6) by redesignating paragraph (9) as para- 
graph (8). 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 641 (42 
U.S.C. 9836) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (f); and 

(2) by redesignating subsection (g) as sub- 
section (f). 

SEC. 108. MONITORING AND QUALITY ASSUR- 
ANCE. 

The Act is amended by inserting after section 
641 (42 U.S.C. 9836) the following new section: 
“SEC. 641A. QUALITY STANDARDS; MONITORING 

OF HEAD START AGENCIES AND PRO- 
GRAMS. 

) QUALITY STANDARDS.— 

Y ESTABLISHMENT OF STANDARDS.—The Sec- 
retary shall establish by regulation standards 
applicable to Head Start agencies, programs, 
and projects under this subchapter, including— 

) performance standards with respect to 
services required to be provided, including 
health, education, parental involvement, nutri- 
tional, social, transition activities described in 
section 642(d), and other services; 

"(B) administrative and financial manage- 
ment standards; 

"(C) standards relating to the condition and 
location of facilities for such agencies, pro- 
grams, and projects; and 

"(D) such other standards as the Secretary 
finds to be appropriate. 

“(2) MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS.—The regula- 
tions promulgated under this subsection shall 
establish the minimum levels of overall accom- 
plishment that a Head Start agency shall 
achieve in order to meet the standards specified 
in paragraph (1). 

"(3) CONSIDERATIONS IN DEVELOPING STAND- 
ARDS.—In developing the regulations required 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall— 

“(A) consult with experts in the fields of child 
development, early childhood education, child 
health care, family services (including linguis- 
tically and culturally appropriate services to 
non-English language background children and 
their families), administration, and financial 
management, and with persons with erperience 
in the operation of Head Start programs; 

) take into consideration 

"(i) past experience with use of the standards 
in effect under this subchapter on the date of 
enactment of this section; 

"(ii) changes over the period since the date of 
enactment of thís Act in the circumstances and 
problems typically facing children and families 
served by Head Start agencies; 

"(iii) developments concerning best practices 
with respect to child development, children with 
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disabilities, family services, program administra- 
tion, and financial management; 

"(iv) projected needs of an expanding Head 
Start program; 

“(v) guidelines and standards currently in ef- 
fect or under consideration that promote child 
health services, and projected needs of erpand- 
ing Head Start programs; 

"(vi) changes in the population of children 
who are eligible to participate in Head Start 
programs, including the language background 
and family structure of such children; and 

vii) the need for, and state-of-the-art devel- 
opments relating to, local policies and activities 
designed to ensure that children participating in 
Head Start programs make a successful transi- 
tion to public schools; and 

Oi) not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this section, review and revise as 
necessary the performance standards in effect 
under 651(b) on the day before the date of en- 
actment of this section; and 

"(ii ensure that any such revisions in the 
performance standards will not result in the 
elimination of or any reduction in the scope or 
types of health, education, parental involve- 
ment, nutritional, social, or other services re- 
quired to be provided under such standards as 
in effect on November 2, 1978. 

„ STANDARDS RELATING TO OBLIGATIONS TO 
DELEGATE AGENCIES.—In developing standards 
under this subsection, the Secretary shall de- 
scribe the obligations of a Head Start agency to 
an agency (referred to in this subchapter as the 
‘delegate agency’) to which the Head Start 
agency has delegated responsibility for provid- 
ing services under this subchapter and deter- 
mine whether the Head Start agency complies 
with the standards. The Secretary shall consider 
such compliance during the review described in 
subsection (c)(1)(A) and in determining whether 
to renew financial assistance to the Head Start 
agency under this subchapter. 

"(b) PERFORMANCE MEASURES.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this section, the Sec- 
retary, in consultation with representatives of 
Head Start agencies and with erperts in the 
fields of child development, family services, and 
program management, shall develop methods 
and procedures for measuring, annually and 
over longer periods, the quality and effective- 
ness of programs operated by Head Start agen- 
cies (referred to in this subchapter as ‘perform- 
ance measures’). 

“(2) DESIGN OF MEASURES.—The performance 
measures developed under this subsection shall 
be designed— 

“(A) to assess the various services provided by 
Head Start programs and, to the extent the Sec- 
retary finds appropriate, administrative and fi- 
nancial management practices of such pro- 


grams; 

"(B) to be adaptable for use in self-assessment 
and peer review of individual Head Start agen- 
cies and programs; and 

“(C) for other program purposes as determined 
by the Secretary. 

“(3) USE OF MEASURES.—The Secretary shall 
use the performance measures developed pursu- 
ant to this subsection— 

"(A) to identify strengths and weaknesses in 
the operation of Head Start programs nationally 
and by region; and 

"(B) to identify problem areas that may re- 
quire additional training and technical assist- 
ance resources. 

"(c) MONITORING OF LOCAL AGENCIES. AND 
PROGRAMS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL. In order to determine 
whether Head Start agencies meet standards es- 
tablished under this subchapter with respect to 
program, administrative, financial management, 
and other requirements, the Secretary shall con- 
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duct the following reviews of designated Head 
Start agencies, and of the Head Start programs 
operated by such agencies: 

"(A) A full review of each such agency at 
least once during each 3-year period. 

"(B) A review of each newly designated agen- 
cy immediately after the completion of the first 
year such agency carries out a Head Start pro- 
gram. 

"(C) Followup reviews including prompt re- 
turn visits to agencies and programs that fail to 
meet the standards. 

D) Other reviews as appropriate. 

"(2) CONDUCT OF REVIEWS.—The Secretary 
shall ensure that reviews described in subpara- 
graphs (A) through (C) of paragraph (1)— 

(A) are performed, to the maximum extent 
practicable, by employees of the Department of 
Health and Human Services who are knowledge- 
able about Head Start programs; 

"(B) are supervised by such an employee at 
the site of such Head Start agency; and 

O) are conducted by review teams that shall 
include individuals who are knowledgeable 
about Head Start programs and, to the mari- 
mum extent practicable, the diverse (including 
linguistic and cultural) needs of eligible children 
and their families. 

"(d) CORRECTIVE ACTION; TERMINATION.— 

"(1) DETERMINATION.—If the Secretary deter- 
mines, on the basis of a review pursuant to sub- 
section (c), that a Head Start agency designated 
pursuant to section 641 fails to meet the stand- 
ards described in subsection (a), the Secretary 
shall— 

"(A) inform the agency of the deficiencies 
that shall be corrected; 

) with respect to each identified defi- 
ciency, require the agency— 

i) to correct the deficiency immediately; or 

ii) at the discretion of the Secretary (taking 
into consideration the seriousness of the defi- 
ciency and the time reasonably required to cor- 
rect the deficiency), to comply with the require- 
ments of paragraph (2) concerning a quality im- 
provement plan; and 

“(C) initiate proceedings to terminate the des- 
ignation of the agency unless the agency cor- 
rects the deficiency. 

) QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PLAN.— 

"(A) AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES.—In order to 
retain a designation as a Head Start agency 
under this subchapter, a Head Start agency that 
is the subject of a determination described in 
paragraph (1) (other than an agency able to 
correct a deficiency immediately) shall— 

"(i) develop in a timely manner, obtain the 
approval of the Secretary regarding, and imple- 
ment a quality improvement plan that speci- 
fies— 

"'(I) the deficiencies to be corrected; 

"(II) the actions to be taken to correct such 
deficiencies; and 

l the timetable for accomplishment of the 
corrective actions specified; and 

ii) eliminate each deficiency identified, not 
later than the date for elimination of such defi- 
ciency specified in such plan (which shall not be 
later than 1 year after the date the agency re- 
ceived notice of the determination and of the 
specific deficiency to be corrected). 

) SECRETARIAL RESPONSIBILITY.—Not later 
than 30 days after receiving from a Head Start 
agency a proposed quality improvement plan 
pursuant to subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
shall either approve such proposed plan or 
specify the reasons why the proposed plan can- 
not be approved. 

"(3) TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.— 
The Secretary shall provide training and tech- 
nical assistance to Head Start agencies with re- 
spect to the development or implementation of 
such quality improvement plans to the extent 
the Secretary finds such provision to be feasible 
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and appropriate given available funding and 
other statutory responsibilities. 

e) SUMMARIES OF MONITORING OUTCOMES.— 
Not later than 120 days after the end of each fis- 
cal year, the Secretary shall publish a summary 
report on the findings of reviews conducted 
under subsection (c) and on the outcomes of 
quality improvement plans implemented under 
subsection (d), during such fiscal year. 

SEC. 109. ENHANCED PARENT INVOLVEMENT AND 
TRANSITION COORDINATION WITH 
SCHOOLS. 

Section 642 (42 U.S.C. 9837) is amended— 

(1) by amending subsection (b) to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(b) In order to be so designoted, a Head Start 
agency shall also— 

"(1) establish effective procedures by which 
parents and area residents concerned will be en- 
abled to directly participate in decisions that in- 
fluence the character of programs affecting their 
interests; 

“(2) provide for their regular participation in 
the implementation of such programs; 

) provide technical and other support need- 
ed to enable parents and area residents to se- 
cure on their own behalf available assistance 
from public and private sources; 

) seek the involvement of parents of par- 
ticipating children in activities designed to help 
such parents become full partners in the edu- 
cation of their children, and to afford such par- 
ents the opportunity to participate in the devel- 
opment, conduct, and overall performance of the 
program at the local level; 

(5) offer (directly or through referral to local 
entities, such as entities carrying out Even Start 
programs under part B of chapter 1 of title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 2741 et seq.)), to parents of par- 
ticipating children, family literacy services and 
parenting skills training; 

) at the option of such agency, offer (di- 
rectly or through referral to local entities), to 
such parents— 

**( A) training in basic child development; 

"(B) assistance in developing communication 
skills; 

O) opportunities to share experiences with 
other parents; 

D) substance abuse counseling; 

“(E) regular in-home visitation; or 

“(F) any other activity designed to help such 
parents become full partners in the education of 
their children; 

0) provide, with respect to each participat- 
ing family, a family needs assessment that in- 
cludes consultation with such parents about the 
benefits of parent involvement and about the ac- 
tivities described in paragraphs (4) through (6) 
in which such parents may choose to be in- 
volved (taking into consideration their specific 
family needs, work schedules, and other respon- 
sibilities); 

"(8) consider providing services to assist 
younger siblings of children participating in its 
Head Start program to obtain health services 
from other sources; and 

“(9) perform community outreach to encour- 
age individuals previously unaffiliated with 
Head Start programs to participate in its Head 
Start program as volunteers. 

(2) in subsection (c)— 

(A) by striking schools that will subsequently 
serve children in Head Start programs, ; and 

(B) by inserting , including Even Start pro- 
grams under part B of chapter 1 of title I of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 2741 et seq.)," after other pro- 
grams"; and 1 

(3) by adding after subsection (c) the follow- 
ing new subsection: 

"(d)(1) Each Head Start agency shall carry 
out the actions specified in this subsection, to 
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the extent feasible and appropriate in the cir- 
cumstances (including the extent to which such 
agency is able to secure the cooperation of par- 
ents and schools) to enable children to maintain 
the developmental gains achieved in Head Start 
programs and to build upon such gains in fur- 
ther schooling. 

*(2) The Head Start agency shall take steps to 
coordinate with the local educational agency 
serving the community involved and with 
schools in which children participating in a 
Head Start program operated by such agency 
will enroll following such program, including— 

"(A) developing and implementing a system- 
atic procedure for transferring, with parental 
consent, Head Start program records for each 
participating child to the school in which such 
child will enroll; 

"(B) establishing channels of communication 
between Head Start staff and their counterparts 
in the schools (including teachers, social work- 
ers, and health staff) to facilitate coordination 
of programs; 

"(C) conducting meetings involving parents, 
kindergarten or elementary school teachers, and 
Head Start program teachers to discuss the de- 
velopmental and other needs of individual chil- 
dren; and 

"(D) organizing and participating in joint 
transition-related training of school staff and 
Head Start staff. 

"(3) A Head Start agency may take steps to 
coordinate with the local educational agency 
serving the community involved and with 
schools in which children participating in a 
Head Start program operated by such agency 
will enroll following such program, including— 

“(A) collaborating on the shared use of trans- 
portation and facilities; and 

) exchanging information on the provision 
of noneducational services to such children. 

"(4) In order to promote the continued in- 
volvement of the parents of children that par- 
ticipate in Head Start programs in the education 
of their children upon transition to school, the 
Head Start agency shall— 

“(A) provide training to the parents 

i) to inform the parents about their rights 
and responsibilities concerning the education of 
their children; and 

ii) to enable the parents to understand and 
work with schools in order to communicate with 
teachers and other school personnel, to support 
the school work of their children, and to partici- 
pate as appropriate in decisions relating to the 
education of their children; and 

"(B) take other actions, as appropriate and 
feasible, to support the active involvement of the 
parents with schools, school personnel, and 
school-related organizations. 

'"(5) The Secretary, in cooperation with the 
Secretary of Education, shall— 

“(A) evaluate the effectiveness of the projects 
and activities funded under the Head Start 
Transition Project Act (42 U.S.C. 9855 et seq.); 

) disseminate to Head Start agencies infor- 
mation (including information from the evalua- 
tion required by subparagraph (A)) on effective 
policies and activities relating to the transition 
of children from Head Start programs to public 
schools; and 

"(C) provide technical assistance to such 
agencies to promote and assist such agencies to 
adopt and implement such effective policies and 
activities. 

SEC. 110. FACILITIES AND ADMINISTRATIVE RE. 
UIREMENTS. 

Section 644 (42 U.S.C. 9539) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (d), by striking "guidelines, 
instructions.; 

(2) in subsection (f)— 

(A) in paragraph 
**640(a)(3)(A)(v)" 
"640(a)(3)(C)(v)'*; and 


(2). 
and 


striking 
inserting 


by 
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(B) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(3) Upon a determination by the Secretary 
that suitable facilities are not otherwise avail- 
able to Indian tribes to carry out Head Start 
programs, and that the lack of suitable facilities 
will inhibit the operation of such programs, the 
Secretary, in the discretion of the Secretary, 
may authorize the use of financial assistance, 
from the amount reserved under section 
640(a)(2)(A), to make payments for the purchase 
of facilities owned by such tribes. The amount 
of such a payment for such a facility shall not 
exceed the fair market value of the facility.''; 
and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsections: 

*'(g)(1) Upon a determination by the Secretary 
that suitable facilities (including public school 
facilities) are not otherwise available to Indian 
tribes, rural communities, and other low-income 
communities to carry out Head Start programs, 
that the lack of suitable facilities will inhibit 
the operation of such programs, and that con- 
struction of such facilities is more cost effective 
than purchase of available facilities or renova- 
tion, the Secretary, in the discretion of the Sec- 
retary, may authorize the use of financial as- 
sistance under this subchapter to make pay- 
ments for capital erpenditures related to facili- 
ties that will be used to carry out such pro- 
grams. The Secretary shall establish uniform 
procedures for Head Start agencies to request 
approval for such payments, and shall promote, 
the extent practicable, the collocation of Head 
Start programs with other programs serving low- 
income children and families. 

"(2) Such payments may be used for capital 
erpenditures (including paying the cost of amor- 
tizing the principal, and paying interest om, 
loans) such as erpenditures for— 

A construction of facilities that are not in 
existence on the date of the determination; 

) major renovation of facilities in existence 
on such date; and 

"(C) purchase of vehicles used for programs 
conducted at the Head Start facilities. 

"(3) All laborers and mechanics employed by 
contractors or subcontractors in the construc- 
tion or renovation of facilities to be used to 
carry out Head Start programs shall be paid 
wages at not less than those prevailing on simi- 
lar construction in the locality, as determined 
by the Secretary of Labor in accordance with 
the Act of March 3, 1931, as amended (40 U.S.C. 
276a et seq., commonly known as the 'Davis- 
Bacon Act’). 

n) In all personnel actions of the American 
Indian Programs Branch of the Head Start Bu- 
reau of the Administration for Children and 
Families, the Secretary shall give the same pref- 
erence to individuals who are members of an In- 
dian tribe as the Secretary gives to a disabled 
veteran, as defined in section 2108(3)(C) of title 
5, United States Code. The Secretary shall take 
such additional actions as may be necessary to 
promote recruitment of such individuals for em- 
ployment in the Administration.“. 

SEC. 111. PARTICIPATION. 

Section 645 (42 U.S.C. 9840) is amended 

(1) in subsection (c)— 

(A) in the first sentence, by striking “may 
provide" and all that follows and inserting 
“shall be permitted to provide more than 1 year 
of Head Start services to eligible children (age 3 
to compulsory school attendance) in the Stute. 
and 

(B) by striking the second sentence; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

“(d)(1) An Indian tribe that 

“(A) operates a Head Start program; 

) enrolls as participants in the program all 
children in the community served by the tribe 
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(including a community with a near-reservation 
designation, as defined by the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs) from families that meet the low-income 
criteria prescribed under subsection (a)(1)(A); 
and 

"(C) has the resources to enroll additional 
children in the community who do not meet the 
low-income criteria; 
may enroll such additional children in a Head 
Start program, in accordance with this sub- 
section, if the program predominantly serves 
children who meet the low-income criteria. 

“(2) The Indian tribe shall enroll the children 
in the Head Start program in accordance with 
such requirements as the Secretary may specify 
by regulation promulgated after consultation 
with Indian tribes. 

“(3) In providing services through a Head 
Start program to such children, the Indian tribe 
may not use funds that the Secretary has deter- 
mined, in accordance with section 640(g)(3), are 
to be used for expanding Head Start programs 
under this subchapter.”’. 

SEC. 112. INITIATIVE ON FAMILIES WITH INFANTS 
AND TODDLERS. 


(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Act is amended by 
adding after section 645 (42 U.S.C. 9840) the fol- 
lowing new section: 

“SEC. 645A. PROGRAMS FOR FAMILIES WITH IN- 
FANTS AND TODDLERS. 

““a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall make 
grants, in accordance with the provisions of this 
section for— 

“(1) programs providing family-centered serv- 
ices for low-income families with very young 
children designed to promote the development of 
the children, and to enable their parents to ful- 
fill their roles as ees and to move toward 
self-sufficiency; a: 

“(2) provision sy training and technical assist- 
ance to entities carrying out programs, and 
evaluation of programs, that were supported 
under the Comprehensive Child Development 
Act (42 U.S.C. 9881 et seq.), as in effect on the 
day before the date of enactment of this section. 

"(b) SCOPE AND DESIGN OF PROGRAMS.—In 
carrying out a program described in subsection 
(a), an entity receiving assistance under this 
section shall— 

“(1) provide, either directly or through refer- 
ral, early, continuous, intensive, and com- 
prehensive child development and family sup- 
port services that will enhance the physical, so- 
cial, emotional, and intellectual development of 
participating children; 

“(2) ensure that the level of services provided 
to families responds to their needs and cir- 
cumstances; 

"(3) promote positive parent-child inter- 
actions; 

"(4) provide services to parents to support 
their role as parents and to help the families 
move toward self-sufficiency (including edu- 
cational and employment services as appro- 
priate); 

“(5) coordinate services with services provided 
by programs in the State and programs in the 
community to ensure a comprehensive array of 
services (such as health and mental health serv- 
ices) 

90 ensure formal linkages with local Head 
Start programs in order to provide for continu- 
ity of services for children and families; 

"(7) in the case of a Head Start agency that 
operates a program and that also provides Head 
Start services through the age of mandatory 
school attendance, ensure that children and 
families participating in the program receive 
such services through such age; and 

„) meet such other requirements concerning 
design and operation of the program described 
in subsection (a) as the Secretary may establish. 

"(c) PERSONS ELIGIBLE TO PARTICIPATE.—Per- 
sons who may participate in programs described 
in subsection (a)(1) include— 
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"(1) pregnant women; and 

"(2) families with children under age 3 (or 
under age 5, in the case of children served by an 
entity specified in subsection (e)(3)); 
who meet the income criteria specified for fami- 
lies in section 645(a)(1). 

"(d) ELIGIBLE SERVICE PROVIDERS.—To be eli- 
gible to receive assistance under this section, an 
entity shall submit an application to the Sec- 
retary at such time, in such manner, and con- 
taining such information as the Secretary may 
require. Entities that may apply to carry out ac- 
tivities under this section include— 

"(1) entities operating Head Start programs 
under this subchapter; 

2) entities that, on the day before the date 
of enactment of this section, were operating— 

(A) Parent-Child Centers receiving financial 
assistance under section 640(a)(4), as in effect 
on such date; or 

"(B) programs receiving financial assistance 
under the Comprehensive Child Development 
Act, as in effect on such date; and 

"(3) other public entities, and nonprofit pri- 
vate entities, capable of providing child and 
family services that meet the standards for par- 
ticipation in programs under this subchapter 
and meet such other appropriate requirements 
relating to the activities under this section as 
the Secretary may establish. 

be) TIME-LIMITED PRIORITY FOR CERTAIN Ex- 
TITIES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—From amounts allotted pur- 
suant to paragraphs (2) and (4) of section 
640(a), the Secretary shall provide financial as- 
sistance in accordance with paragraphs (2) 
through (4). 

e PARENT-CHILD CENTERS.—The Secretary 
shall make financial assistance available under 
this section for each of fiscal years 1995, 1996, 
and 1997 to any entity that— 

A) complies with subsection (b); and 

) received funding as a Parent-Child Cen- 
ter pursuant to section 640(a)(4), as in effect on 
the day before the date of enactment of this sec- 
tion, for fiscal year 1994. 

"(3) COMPREHENSIVE CHILD DEVELOPMENT 
CENTERS.— 

“(A) In the case of an entity that received a 
grant for fiscal year 1994 to operate a project 
under the Comprehensive Child Development 
Act, the Secretary— 

i) shall make financial assistance available 
under this section, in a comparable amount and 
scope to the assistance provided for fiscal year 
1994, for the duration of the project period speci- 
fied in the grant award to such entity under 
such Act; and 

"(ii) shall permit such entity, in carrying out 
activities assisted under this section, to serve 
children from birth through age 5. 

) In the case of an entity that received a 
grant for fiscal year 1989 to operate a project 
under the Comprehensive Child Development 
Act, the Secretary shall make assistance avail- 
able under this section for each of fiscal years 
1995, 1996, and 1997 to any entity that complies 
with subsection (b). 

"(4) EVALUATIONS, TRAINING, AND TECHNICAL 
ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary shall make finan- 
cial assistance available under this section as 
necessary to provide for the evaluation of, and 
furnishing of training and technical assistance 
to, programs specified in paragraph (3)(A). 

"(f) SELECTION. OF OTHER GRANT RECIPI- 
ENTS.—From the balance remaining of the por- 
tion specified in section 640(a)(6), after making 
grants to the eligible entities specified in sub- 
section (e), the Secretary shall award grants 
under this subsection on a competitive basis to 
applicants meeting the criteria specified in sub- 
section (d) (giving priority to entities with a 
record of providing early, continuous, and com- 
prehensive childhood development and family 
services). 
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"(g) DISTRIBUTION.—In awarding grants to el- 
igible applicants under this section, the Sec- 
retary shall— 

) ensure an equitable national geographic 
distribution of the grants; and 

"(2) award grants to applicants proposing to 
serve communities in rural areas and to appli- 
cants proposing to serve communities in urban 
areas. 

“(h) SECRETARIAL RESPONSIBILITIES.— 

"(1) GUIDELINES.—Not later than September 
30, 1994, the Secretary shall develop program 
guidelines concerning the content and operation 
of programs assisted under this section— 

"(A) in consultation with erperts in early 
childhood development, erperts in health, and 
erperts in family services; and 

"(B) taking into consideration the knowledge 
and erperience gained from other early child- 
hood programs, including programs under the 
Comprehensive Child Development Act, and 
from migrant Head Start programs that serve a 
large number of infants and toddlers. 

‘(2) STANDARDS.—Not later than December 30, 
1994, the Secretary shall develop and publish 
performance standards for programs assisted 
under this section, and a grant announcement 
based on the guidelines developed under para- 
graph (1). 

"(3) MONITORING, TRAINING, TECHNICAL AS- 
SISTANCE, AND EVALUATION.—In order to ensure 
the successful operation of programs assisted 
under this section, the Secretary shall use funds 
from the balance described in subsection (f) to 
monitor the operation of such programs, evalu- 
ate their effectiveness, and provide training and 
technical assistance tailored to the particular 
needs of such programs."'. 

(b) CONSOLIDATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In recognition that the Com- 
prehensive Child Development Centers Act has 
demonstrated positive results, and that its pur- 
poses and functions have been consolidated into 
section 645A of the Head Start Act, the Com- 
prehensive Child Development Centers Act of 
1988 (42 U.S.C. 9801 note) and the Comprehen- 
sive Child Development Act (42 U.S.C. 9881 et 
seq.) are repealed. 

(2) REPEALS.— 

(A) Part E of title II of the Augustus F. Haw- 
kins-Robert T. Stafford Elementary and Second- 
ary School Amendments of 1988 (Public Law 
100—297; 102 Stat. 325) is repealed. 

(B) Subchapter F of chapter 8 of subtitle A of 
title VI of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1981 (Public Law 97-35; 42 U.S.C. 9801 
note, et seq.) is repealed. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 638 of 
the Head Start Act (42 U.S.C. 9833) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a) by striking ''(a)"; and 

(2) by striking subsection (b). 

SEC. 113. APPEALS, NOTICE, AND HEARING. 

(a) MEDIATION FOR DISPUTES WITH DELEGATE 
AGENCIES, AND HEARING.—Section 646(a) (42 
U.S.C. 9841(a)) is amended— 

(1) at the end of paragraph (2), by striking 
"and"; 

(2) at the end of paragraph (3), by striking the 
period and inserting ''; and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

the Secretary shall develop and publish 
procedures (including mediation procedures) to 
be used in order to— 

) resolve in a timely manner conflicts po- 
tentially leading to adverse action between— 

"(i) recipients of financial assistance under 
this subchapter; and 

"(ii) delegate agencies or Head Start Parent 
Policy Councils; and 

"(B) avoid the need for an administrative 
hearing on an adverse action."'. 

(b) TERMINATION OF DESIGNATION NOT STAYED 
PENDING APPEAL.—Section 646 (42 U.S.C. 9841) 
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is further amended by striking subsection (b) 
and inserting the following new subsection: 

“(b) In prescribing procedures for the medi- 
ation described in subsection (a)(4), the Sec- 
retary shall specify— 

"(1) the date by which a Head Start agency 

engaged in a conflict described in subsection 
(a)(4) will notify the appropriate regional office 
of the Department of the conflict; and 

“(2) a reasonable period for the mediation. 

(c) The Secretary shall also specify— 

J) a timeline for an administrative hearing, 
if necessary, on an adverse action; and 

Q) a timeline by which the person conduct- 
ing the administrative hearing shall issue a de- 
cision based on the hearing. 

"(d) In any case in which a termination, re- 
duction, or suspension of financial assistance 
under this subchapter is upheld in an adminis- 
trative hearing under this section, such termi- 
nation, reduction, or suspension shall not be 
stayed pending any judicial appeal of such ad- 
ministrative decision. 

“(e)(1) The Secretary shall by regulation 
specify a process by which an Indian tribe may 
identify and establish an alternative agency. 
and request that the alternative agency be des- 
ignated under section 641 as the Head Start 
agency providing services to the tribe, if— 

A the Secretary terminates financial assist- 
ance under section 646 to the only agency that 
was receiving financial assistance to provide 
Head Start services to the Indian tribe; and 

“(B) the tribe would otherwise be precluded 
from providing such services to the members of 
the tribe. 

“(2) The regulation required by this sub- 
section shall prohibit such designation of an al- 
ternative agency that includes an employee 
who— 

A served on the administrative staff or pro- 
gram staff of the agency described in paragraph 
(1)(A); and 

) was responsible for a deficiency that 

i relates to the performance standards or fi- 
nancial management standards described in sec- 
tion 641A(a)(1); and 

"(ii) was the basis for the termination of fi- 
nancial assistance described in paragraph 
(1)(A); 
as determined by the Secretary after providing 
the notice and opportunity described in sub- 
section (a)(3)."' 

SEC. 114. GOALS AND PRIORITIES FOR TRAINING 
AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE. 
Section 648 (42 U.S.C. 9843) is amended— 
(1) in the section heading to read as follows: 
"TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND TRAINING"; 

(2) in subsection (a)(2), by striking Head 
Start programs, including” and inserting “Head 
Start programs, in accordance with the process, 
and the provisions for allocating resources, set 
forth in subsections (b) and (c). The Secretary 
shall provide, either directly or through grants 
or other arrangements, 

(3A) by redesignating the final sentence of 
subsection (a), as amended by paragraph (2), as 
subsection (e); 

(B) by transferring such subsection to the end 
of the section; and 

(C) by indenting such subsection and aligning 
the margins of such subsection with the margins 
of subsection (d); 

(4) by striking subsections (b) and (c); 

(5) by inserting after subsection (a) the follow- 
ing new subsections; 

"(b) The process for determining the technical 
assistance and training activities to be carried 
out under this section shall— 

) ensure that the needs of local Head Start 
agencies and programs relating to improving 
program quality and to program expansion are 
addressed to the marimum extent feasible; and 

) incorporate mechanisms to ensure respon- 
siveness to local needs, including an ongoing 
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procedure for obtaining input from the individ- 
uals and agencies carrying out Head Start pro- 


grams. 

ce) In allocating resources for technical as- 
sistance and training under this section, the 
Secretary shall.— 

“(1) give priority consideration to activities to 
correct program and management deficiencies 
identified through reviews pursuant to section 
641A(c) (including the provision of assistance to 
local programs in the development of quality im- 
provement plans under section 641 A(d)(2)); 

“(2) address the training and career develop- 
ment needs of classroom staff (including instruc- 
tion for providing services to children with dis- 
abilities) and nonclassroom staff, including 
home visitors and other staff working directly 
with families, including training relating to in- 
creasing parent involvement and services de- 
signed to increase family literacy and improve 
parenting skills; 

"(3) assist Head Start agencies and programs 
in conducting and participating in community- 
wide strategic planning and needs assessment; 

) assist Head Start agencies and programs 
in developing full-working-day and full-cal- 
endar-year programs where community need is 
clearly identified and making the transition to 
such programs, with particular attention to in- 
volving parents and programming for children 
throughout a longer day; 

"(5) assist Head Start agencies in better serv- 
ing the needs of families with very young chil- 
dren; 

“(6) assist Head Start agencies and programs 
in the development of sound management prac- 
tices, including financial management proce- 
dures; 

“(7) assist in efforts to secure and maintain 
adequate facilities for Head Start programs; and 

"(8) assist Head Start agencies in developing 
innovative program models, including mobile 
and home-based programs."’; and 

(6) in subsection (d), by adding at the end the 
following: 

“Special consideration shall be given to entities 
that have demonstrated effectiveness in edu- 
cational programming for preschool children 
that includes components for parental involve- 
ment, care provider training, and developmen- 
tally appropriate related activities. 

SEC. 115. STAFF QUALIFICATIONS AND DEVELOP- 

MENT. 


The Head Start Act is amended by inserting 
after section 648 (42 U.S.C. 9843) the following 
new section: 

“SEC. 648A. STAFF QUALIFICATIONS AND DEVEL- 
OPMENT. 


“(a) CLASSROOM TEACHERS.— 

"(1) DEGREE REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary 
shall ensure that not later than September 30, 
1996, each Head Start classroom in a center- 
based program is assigned one teacher who 


has— 

"(A) a child development associate (CDA) cre- 
dential that is appropríate to the age of the chil- 
dren being served in center-based programs; 

"(B) a State-awarded certificate for preschool 
teachers that meets or exceeds the requirements 
for a child development associate credential; 

“(C) an associate, a baccalaureate, or an ad- 
vanced degree in early childhood education; or 

“(D) a degree in a field related to early child- 
hood education with erperience in teaching pre- 
school children and a State-awarded certificate 
to teach in a preschool program. 

“(2) WAIVER.—On request, the Secretary shall 
grant a 180-day waiver of the requirements of 
paragraph (1) with respect to an individual 
who— 

“(A) is first employed after September 30, 1996, 
by a Head Start agency as a teacher for a Head 
Start classroom; 

"(B) is enrolled in a program that grants any 
credential, certificate, or degree specified in sub- 
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paragraph (A), (B), (C), or (D) of paragraph (1); 
and 


"(C) will receive such credential under the 
terms of such program not later than 180 days 
after beginning employment as a teacher with 
such agency. 

"(3) LIMITATION.—The Secretary may not 
grant more than one such waiver with respect to 
such individual. 

„öh MENTOR TEACHERS.— 

"(1) DEFINITION; FUNCTION.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the term 'mentor teacher' means 
an individual responsible for observing and as- 
sessing the classroom activities of a Head Start 
program and providing on-the-job guidance and 
training to the Head Start program staff and 
volunteers, in order to improve the qualifica- 
tions and training of classroom staff, to main- 
tain high quality education services, and to pro- 
mote career development, in Head Start pro- 
grams. 

"(2) REQUIREMENT.—In order to assist Head 
Start agencies in establishing positions for men- 
tor teachers, the Secretary shall— 

**(A) provide technical assistance and training 
to enable Head Start agencies to establish such 
positions; 

"(B) give priority consideration, in providing 
assistance pursuant to subparagraph (A), to 
Head Start programs that have substantial num- 
bers of new classroom staff, that are erperienc- 
ing difficulty in meeting applicable education 
standards, or that lack staff of a similar cul- 
tural background to that of the participating 
children and their families; 

"(C) encourage Head Start programs to give 
priority consideration for such positions to Head 
Start teachers at the appropriate level of career 
advancement in such programs; and 

D) promote the development of model curric- 
ula, designed to ensure the attainment of appro- 
priate competencies of mentor teachers in Head 
Start programs. 

"(c) FAMILY SERVICE WORKERS.—In order to 
improve the quality and effectiveness of staff 
providing in-home and other services (including 
needs assessment, development of service plans, 
family advocacy, and coordination of service de- 
livery) to families of children participating in 
Head Start programs, the Secretary, in coordi- 
nation with concerned public and private agen- 
cies and organizations eramining the issues of 
standards and training for family service work- 
ers, shall— 

"(1) review and, as necessary, revise or de- 
velop new qualification standards for Head 
Start staff providing such services; 

2) promote the development of model curric- 
ula (on subjects including parenting training 
and family literacy) designed to ensure the at- 
tainment of appropriate competencies by indi- 
viduals working or planning to work in the field 
of early childhood and family services; and 

*(3) promote the establishment of a credential 
that indicates attainment of the competencies 
and that is accepted nationwide. 

"(d) HEAD START FELLOWSHIPS.— 

I) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary may estab- 
lish a program of fellowships, to be known as 
‘Head Start Fellowships’, in accordance with 
this subsection. The Secretary may award the 
fellowships to individuals, to be known as ‘Head 
Start Fellows’, who are staff in local Head Start 
programs or other individuals working in the 
field of child development and family services. 

(2) PURPOSE.—The fellowship program estab- 
lished under this subsection shall be designed to 
enhance the ability of Head Start Fellows to 
make significant contributions to programs au- 
thorized under this subchapter, by providing op- 
portunities to expand their knowledge and expe- 
rience through exposure to activities, issues, re- 
sources, and new approaches, in the field of 
child development and family services. 
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„ ASSIGNMENTS OF FELLOWS.— 

"(A) PLACEMENT SITES.—Fellowship positions 
under the fellowship program may be located 
(subject to subparagraphs (B) and (C))— 

“(i) in agencies of the Department of Health 
and Human Services administering programs 
authorized under this subchapter (in national 
or regional offices of such agencies); 

ii) in local Head Start agencies and pro- 


grams, 

iii) in institutions of higher education; 

iv) in public or private entities and organi- 
2ations concerned with services to children and 
families; and 

“(v) in other appropriate settings. 

"(B) LIMITATION FOR FELLOWS OTHER THAN 
HEAD START EMPLOYEES.—A Head Start Fellow 
who is not an employee of a local Head Start 
agency or program may be placed only in a fel- 
lowship position located in an agency or pro- 
gram specified in clause (i) or (ii) of subpara- 
graph (A). 

"(C) NO PLACEMENT IN LOBBYING ORGANIZA- 
TIONS.—Head Start Fellowship positions may 
not be located in any agency whose primary 
purpose, or one of whose major purposes, is to 
influence Federal, State, or local legislation. 

*(4) SELECTION OF FELLOWS.—Head Start Fel- 
lowships shall be awarded on a competitive 
basis to individuals (other than Federal employ- 
ees) selected from among applicants who are 
working, on the date of application, in local 
Head Start programs or otherwise working in 
the field of child development and children and 
family services. 

) DURATION.—Head Start Fellowships shall 
be for terms of 1 year, and may be renewed for 
a term of I additional year. ö 

"(G) | AUTHORIZED EXPENDITURES.—From 
amounts appropriated under this subchapter 
and allotted under section 640(a)(2)(D), the Sec- 
retary is authorized to make erpenditures of not 
to exceed $1,000,000 for any fiscal year, for sti- 
pends and other reasonable erpenses of the fel- 
lowship program. 

"(7) STATUS OF FELLOWS.—Except as other- 
wise provided in this paragraph, Head Start 
Fellows shall not be considered to be employees 
or otherwise in the service or employment of the 
Federal Government. Head Start Fellows shall 
be considered to be employees for purposes of 
compensation for injuries under chapter 81 of 
title 5, United States Code. Head Start Fellows 
assigned to positions located in agencies speci- 
fied in paragraph (3)(A)(i) shall be considered 
employees in the executive branch of the Fed- 
eral Government for the purposes of chapter 11 
of title 18, United States Code, and for purposes 
of any administrative standards of conduct ap- 
plicable to the employees of the agency to which 
they are assigned. 

"(8) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall pro- 
mulgate regulations to carry out this subsection. 

"(e) MODEL STAFFING PLANS.—Not later than 
1 year after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Secretary, in consultation with ap- 
propriate public agencies, private agencies, and 
organizations and with individuals with erper- 
tise in the field of children and family services, 
shall develop model staffing plans to provide 
guidance to local Head Start agencies and pro- 
grams on the mumbers, types, responsibilities, 
and qualifications of staff required to operate a 
Head Start program."'. 

SEC. 116. RESEARCH, DEMONSTRATIONS, EVAL- 
UATION. 


Section 649 (42 U.S.C. 9844) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“SEC. 649. RESEARCH, DEMONSTRATIONS, AND 
EVALUATION. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.— 

"(1) REQUIREMENT; GENERAL PURPOSES.—The 
Secretary shall carry out a continuing program 
of research, demonstration, and evaluation ac- 
tivities, in order to— 
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"(A) foster continuous improvement in the 
quality of the Head Start programs under this 
subchapter and in their effectiveness in ena- 
bling participating children and their families to 
succeed in school and otherwise; and 

"(B) use the Head Start programs to develop, 
test, and disseminate new ideas and approaches 
for addressing the needs of low-income pre- 
school children (including children with disabil- 
ities) and their families and communities (in- 
cluding demonstrations of innovative noncenter- 
based program models such as home-based and 
mobile programs), and otherwise to further the 
purposes of this subchapter. 

ö PLAN.—The Secretary shall develop, and 
periodically update, a plan governing the re- 
search, demonstration, and evaluation activities 
under thís section. 

*(b) CONDUCT OF RESEARCH, DEMONSTRATION, 
AND EVALUATION ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary, in 
order to conduct research, demonstration, and 
evaluation activities under this section— 

“(1) may carry out such activities directly, or 
through grants to, or contracts or cooperative 
agreements with, public or private entities; 

"(2) shall, to the extent appropriate, under- 
take such activities in collaboration with other 
Federal agencies, and with non-Federal agen- 
cies, conducting similar activities; 

“(3) shall ensure that evaluation of activities 
in a specific program or project is conducted by 
persons not directly involved in the operation of 
such program or project; 

“(4) may require Head Start agencies to pro- 
vide for independent evaluations; 

"(5) may approve, in appropriate cases, com- 
munity-based cooperative research and evalua- 
tion efforts to enable Head Start programs to 
collaborate with qualified researchers not di- 
rectly involved in program administration or op- 
eration; and 

“(6) may collaborate with organizations with 
erpertise in inclusive educational strategies for 
preschoolers with disabilities. 

“(c) CONSULTATION AND COLLABORATION.—In 
carrying out activities under this section, the 
Secretary shall— 

Y consult with— 

"(A) individuals from relevant academic dis- 
ciplines; 

) individuals who are involved in the oper- 
ation of Head Start programs and individuals 
who are involved in the operation of other child 
and family service programs; and 

“(C) individuals from other Federal agencies, 
and individuals from organizations, involved 
with children and families, ensuring that the in- 
dividuals described in this subparagraph reflect 
the multicultural nature of the children and 
families served by the Head Start programs and 
the multidisciplinary nature of the Head Start 


programs; j 

“(2) whenever feasible and appropriate, ob- 
tain the views of persons participating in and 
served by programs and projects assisted under 
this subchapter with respect to activities under 
this section; and 

"(3) establish, to the ertent appropriate, 
working relationships with the faculties of insti- 
tutions of higher education, as defined in sec- 
tion 1201(a) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
(20 U.S.C. 1141(a)), located in the area in which 
any evaluation under this section is being con- 
ducted, unless there is no such institution of 
higher education willing and able to participate 
in such evaluation. 

"(d) SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES.—The research, 
demonstration, and evaluation activities under 
this subchapter shall include components de- 
signed to— 

“(1) permit ongoing assessment of the quality 
and effectiveness of the programs under this 
subchapter; 

“(2) contribute to developing knowledge con- 
cerning factors associated with the quality and 
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effectiveness of Head Start programs and in 
identifying ways in which services provided 
under this subchapter may be improved; 

"(3) assist in developing knowledge concern- 
ing the factors that promote or inhibit healthy 
development and effective functioning of chil- 
dren and their families both during and follow- 
ing participation in a Head Start program; 

“(4) permit comparisons of children and fami- 
lies participating in Head Start programs with 
children and families receiving other child care, 
early childhood education, or child development 
services and with other appropriate control 
groups; 

"(5) contribute to understanding the charac- 
teristics and needs of population groups eligible 
for services provided under this subchapter and 
the impact of such services on the individuals 
served and the communities in which such serv- 
ices are provided; 

"(6) provide for disseminating and promoting 
the use of the findings from such research, dem- 
onstration, and evaluation activities; and 

"(7) promote exploration of areas in which 
knowledge is insufficient, and that will other- 
wise contribute to fulfilling the purposes of this 
subchapter. 

"(e) LONGITUDINAL STUDIES.—In developing 
priorities for research, demonstration, and eval- 
uation activities under this section, the Sec- 
retary shall give special consideration to longi- 
tudinal studies that— 

“(1) examine the developmental progress of 
children and their families both during and fol- 
lowing participation in a Head Start program, 
including the examination of factors that con- 
tribute to or detract from such progress; 

2) examine factors related to improving the 
quality of the Head Start programs and the 
preparation the programs provide for children 
and their families to function effectively in 
schools and other settings in the years following 
participation in such a program; and 

) as appropriate, permit comparison of chil- 
dren and families participating in Head Start 
programs with children and families receiving 
other child care, early childhood education, or 
child development services, and with other ap- 
propriate control groups. 

D OWNERSHIP OF RESULTS.—The Secretary 
shall take necessary steps to ensure that all 
studies, reports, proposals, and data produced 
or developed with Federal funds under this sub- 
chapter shall become the property of the United 
States. 

SEC. 117. ANNOUNCEMENTS AND EVALUATIONS. 

Section 650 (42 U.S.C. 9845) is repealed. 

SEC. 118. REPORTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 651 (42 U.S.C. 9846) 
is amended— 

(1) by striking the section heading and all 
that follows through subsection (f) and insert- 
ing: 

“SEC. 651. REPORTS."; 

(2) by striking g; 

(3) in paragraph (10), by striking "evaluations 
conducted under section 641(c)(2)" and inserting 
“monitoring conducted under section 641A(c)”’; 
and 

(D(A) by striking “and” at the end of para- 
graph (11); 

(B) by striking the period at the end of para- 
graph (12) and inserting a semicolon; 

(C) by adding after paragraph (12) the follow- 
ing new paragraphs: 

"(13) a summary of information concerning 
the research, demonstration, and evaluation ac- 
tivities conducted under section 649, including— 

A a status report on ongoing activities; and 

"(B) results, conclusions, and recommenda- 
tions, not included in any previous report, based 
on completed activities; and 

"(14) a study of the delivery of Head Start 
programs to Indian children living on and near 


9663 


Indian reservations, to children of Alaskan Na- 
tives, and to children of migrant and seasonal 
farmworkers."’. 

(b) REDESIGNATION.—Section 651 is redesig- 
nated as section 650. 

SEC. 119, REPEALS. 

Sections 651A and 652 (42 U.S.C. 9846a and 
9847) are repealed. 

SEC. 120. STUDY OF BENEFITS FOR HEAD START 
EMPLOYEES. 

(a) Stupy.—The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall conduct a study regarding 
the benefits available to individuals employed 
by Head Start agencies under the Head Start 
Act (42 U.S.C. 9831 et seq.). 

(b) REPORT.— 

(1) PREPARATION.—The Secretary shall pre- 
pare a report, containing the results of the 
study, that— 

(A) describes the benefits, including health 
care benefits, family and medical leave, and re- 
tirement pension benefits, available to such in- 
dividuals; 

(B) includes recommendations for increasing 
the access of the individuals to benefits, includ- 
ing access to a retirement pension program; and 

(C) addresses the feasibility of participation 
by such individuals in the Federal Employees’ 
Retirement System under chapter 84 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

(2) SUBMISSION.—The Secretary shall submit 
the report to the appropriate committees of Con- 
gress. 

SEC. 121. READY TO LEARN PROGRAM REAUTHOR- 
IZATION. 

(a) TRANSFER.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Part G of title IV of the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 
(20 U.S.C. 3161 et seq.)]— 

(A) is amended by redesignating sections 4701 
through 4708 as sections 471 through 478; 

(B) is transferred to the General Education 
Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. 1221 et seq.); 

(C) is redesignated as part F of such Act; and 

(D) is inserted after part E of such Act. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) Section 471(a) of the General Education 
Provisions Act (as transferred and added by 
paragraph (1)) is amended— 

(i) by strixing Secretary and inserting ''Sec- 
retary of Education (hereafter referred to in this 
subchapter as the Secretary), and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘4702(b)"’ and inserting 
'472(b)"*. 

(B) Section 474 of the General Education Pro- 
visions Act (as transferred and added by para- 
graph (1)) is amended by striking ''4701 or 4703” 
and inserting ''471 or 473". 

(C) Section 475 of the General Education Pro- 
visions Act (as transferred and added by para- 
graph (1)) is amended— 

(i) in subsection (a), by striking ''4701" and 
inserting “471”; and 

(ii) in subsection (b)— 

(1) by striking ''4702(a)" in paragraph (1) and 
inserting '472(a)''; and 

(II) by striking ''4703(3)" in paragraph (1) and 
inserting '473(3)"". 

(D) Section 476(a) of the General Education 
Provisions Act (as transferred and added by 
paragraph (1)) is amended in subsection (b), by 
striking ''4703(1)(C)"" and inserting '473(1)(C). 

(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—Section 472(b)(1) of 
the General Education Provisions Act (as trans- 
ferred and added by subsection (a)(1)) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘, nongovernmental entity” and 
inserting “entity (including public telecommuni- 
cations entities)”. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 476(a) of the General Education Provisions 
Act (as transferred and added by subsection 
(a)(1)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ''$25,000,000 for fiscal year 
1993" and inserting ‘‘$30,000,000 for fiscal year 
1995'*; and 
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(2) by striking ſor fiscal year 1994. and in- 
serting ‘‘for each of fiscal years 1996 and 1998. 
SEC. 122. STATE DEPENDENT CARE DEVELOP. 

MENT PROGRAMS. 

Section 670A of the State Dependent Care De- 
velopment Grants Act (42 U.S.C. 9871) is amend- 
ed by striking are authorized to be appro- 
priated and all that follows and inserting is 
authorized to be appropriated $13,000,000 for fis- 
cal year 1995." 

SEC. 123. CONSULTATION WITH THE CORPORA- 

TION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMU- 
NITY SERVICE. 

The Act is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“SEC. 657A. CONSULTATION WITH THE CORPORA- 
TION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMU- 
NITY SERVICE. 

"The Secretary shall consult with the Chief 
Executive Officer of the Corporation for Na- 
tional and Community Service regarding the dis- 
semination of information about the Corpora- 
tion's programs, to programs that receive funds 
under this subchapter."’. 

SEC. 124. REAUTHORIZATION OF CHILD DEVEL- 
OPMENT ASSOCIATE SCHOLARSHIP 
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1985. 

Section 606 of the Child Development Associ- 
ate Scholarship Assistance Act of 1985 (42 U.S.C. 
10905) is amended by striking ':$1,500,000'" and 
all that follows and inserting to carry out this 
title such sums as may be necessary for fiscal 
year 1998. 

SEC. 125. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS. 


(a) HEAD START TRANSITION PROJECT ACT.— 
Section 133(a) of the Head Start Transition 
Project Act is amended by striking '639(c)'" and 
inserting ''639(b)"'. 

(b) SOCIAL SECURITY AcT.—Section 
1924(d)(3)(A)(i) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1396r-5(d)(3(A)()) is amended by strik- 
ing sections 652 and 673(2)'' and inserting ‘‘sec- 
tion 67302)“. 

SEC. 126. STUDY OF FULL-DAY AND FULL-YEAR 
HEAD START PROGRAMS. 

(a) STUDY.—The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall conduct a study of the ex- 
tent to which Head Start programs are address- 
ing the need for Head Start services during a 
full working day or full calendar year among el- 
igible low-income families with preschool chil- 
dren. 

(b) REPORT.—The Secretary shall prepare and 
submit a report to the Committee on Education 
and Labor of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Labor and Human Resources 
of the Senate not later than January 31, 1997, 
containing the results of the study, including— 

(1) the number of eligible children in need of 
full-day or full-year Head Start programs; 

(2) the number of full-day, full-year Head 
Start programs and the number of children 
served in such program and those provided full- 
day or full-year services through cooperative ar- 
rangements with other funding sources; 

(3) a description of promising models currently 
employed by Head Start programs for meeting 
such needs both directly and through arrange- 
ments with other service providers; 

(4) a description of the barriers to meeting the 
need for full-day, full-year care among such 
families; and 

(5) recommendations on how the barriers 
could be eliminated in order to meet the needs of 
children and families served. 

SEC. 127. EFFECTIVE DATE AND APPLICATION. 

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This title, and the 
amendments made by this title, shall take effect 
on the date of enactment of this title. 

(b) APPLICATION.—The requirements of this 
title and the amendments made by this title 
shall not apply to Head Start agencies and 
other recipients of financial assistance under 
the Head Start Act until October 1, 1994. 
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TITLE II—COMMUNITY SERVICES BLOCK 
GRANT AMENDMENTS 


SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE AND REFERENCES. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited as 
the “Community Services Block Grant Amend- 
ments of 1994"'. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Ezrcept as otherwise er- 
pressly provided, whenever in this title an 
amendment or repeal is erpressed in terms of an 
amendment to, or repeal of, a section or other 
provision, the reference shall be considered to be 
made to a section or other provision of the Com- 
munity Services Block Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9901 
et seq.). 

SEC. 202. AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION.—Sub- 
section (b) of section 672 (42 U.S.C. 9901(b)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(b) There are authorized to be appropriated 
$525,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of fiscal years 1996 
through 1998, to carry out the provisions of this 
subtitle. 

(b) STATE ALLOCATIONS.—Section 674 
U.S.C. 9903) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (a), (b) and 
(c) as subsections (b), (c) and (d), respectively; 
and 

(2) by inserting before subsection (b) (as so re- 
designated), the following new subsection: 

*(a)(1) Of the amounts appropriated for a fis- 
cal year pursuant to section 672(b), the Sec- 
retary may reserve not less than one-half of 1 
percent and not more than 1 percent for train- 
ing, technical assistance, planning, evaluation, 
and data collection activities related to pro- 
grams or projects carried out under this subtitle. 
Such activities may be carried out by the Sec- 
retary through grants, contracts, or cooperative 
agreements with eligible entities or with organi- 
zations or associations whose membership is 
composed of eligible entities or agencies that ad- 
minister programs for eligible entities. 

**(2) The process for determining the technical 
assistance and training activities to be carried 
out under this section shall— 

A) ensure the needs of community action 
agencies and programs relating to improving 
program quality, including financial manage- 
ment practices, are addressed to the maximum 
ertent feasible; and 

"(B) incorporate mechanisms to ensure re- 
sponsiveness to local needs, including an ongo- 
ing procedure for obtaining input from the com- 
munity action State and national network. 

(c) APPLICATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS.— 

(1) FORM AND ASSURANCES.—Section 675(a) (42 
U.S.C. 9904(a)) is amended by inserting ‘‘or sig- 
nificant amendments thereof before ‘‘shall con- 
tain assurances”. 

(2) USE OF FUNDS.—Section 675(c)(1) (42 
U.S.C. 9904(c)(1) is amended by striking use 
the funds available under this subtitle" and in- 
serting ensure that, at its discretion and con- 
sistent with agreements with the State, each re- 
cipient of funds available under this subtitle 
will use such funds”. 

(3) ASSURED ACTIVITIES.—Section 675(c)(1)(B) 
(42 U.S.C. 9904(c)(1)(B)) is amended by inserting 
“homeless individuals and families, migrants, 
and” before ‘‘the elderly poor”. 


(42 


(4) STATE RESPONSIBILITIES.—Section 
675(c)(2)(B) (42 U.S.C. 9904(c)(2)(B)) is amended 
to read as follows: 


"(B) if less than 100 percent of the allotment 
is erpended under subparagraph (A), provide 
assurances that with respect to the remainder of 
the allotment a reasonable amount shall be used 
for— 

"(i) providing training and technical assist- 
ance to those entities in need of such assistance 
and such activities will not be considered ad- 
ministrative expenses, 

"(ii) coordinating State-operated programs 
and services targeted to low-income children 
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and families with services provided by eligible 
entities funded under this subtitle, including 
outposting appropriate State or local public em- 
ployees into entities funded under this subtitle 
to ensure increased access to services provided 
by such State or local agencies; 

“(iii) supporting statewide coordination and 
communication among eligible entities; 

"(iv) administrative expenses at the State 
level, including monitoring activities, but not 
more than $55,000 or 5 percent of its allotment 
under section 674; and 

"(v) considering the distribution of funds 
under this subtitle within the State to determine 
if such funds have been targeted to the areas of 
greatest need. 

(5) TRIPARTITE BOARD.—Section 675(c)(3) (42 
U.S.C. 9904(c)(3)) is amended— 

(A) by inserting selected by the community 
action agency or nonprofit private organization 
and after “board will be“; 

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (A), (B), 
and (C) as clauses (i), (ii), and (iii), respectively; 

(C) by striking the comma after provide as- 
surances that” and inserting ''(A)'; and 

(D) by inserting before the semicolon at the 
end thereof and (B) in the case of a public or- 
ganization receiving funds under this subtitle, 
such organization either establish— 

“(i) a board of which at least one-third of the 
members are persons chosen in accordance with 
democratic selection procedures adequate to as- 
sure that they are representative of the poor in 
the area served; or 

ii) another mechanism specified by the State 
to assure low-income citizen participation in the 
planning, administration, and evaluation of 
projects for which such organization has been 
funded;". 

(6) REGULATIONS.—The next to last sentence 
of section 675(c) (42 U.S.C. 9904(c)) is amended 
to read as follows: ‘‘The Secretary may prescribe 
procedures only for the purpose of assessing the 
effectiveness of eligible entities in carrying out 
the purposes of this subtitle. 

(d) COMMUNITY ACTION PLAN.—Section 675(c) 
(42 U.S.C. 9904(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (11)— 

(A) by redesignating clauses (i) through (iii) 
of subparagraph (A) as items (aa) through (cc), 
respectively; 

(B) by realigning the margin of the sentence 
beginning with For purposes of so as to align 
with subparagraph (A) of paragraph (1); 

(C) by striking For purposes of and insert- 
ing (A) For purposes of”; 

(D) by striking ''(A) a statewide” and insert- 
ing i) a statewide"; 

(E) by striking ''(B) the failure" and inserting 
ii) the failure”; 

(F) by inserting immediately before paragraph 
(12) the following: 

"(B) for purposes of making a determination 
with respect to a termination, the term ‘cause’ 
includes the material failure of an eligible entity 
to comply with the terms of its agreement and 
community action plan to provide services under 
this subtitle: 

(2) in paragraph (12) by striking the period 
and inserting a semicolon; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (12) the fol- 
lowing new paragraphs: 

Iq) secure from each eligible entity as a con- 
dition to its receipt of funding under this Act a 
community action plan (which shall be available 
to the Secretary for inspection) that includes— 

“(A) a community needs assessment (includ- 
ing food needs); 

) a description of the service delivery sys- 
tem targeted to low-income individuals and fam- 
ilies ín the service area; 

"(C) a description of how linkages will be de- 
veloped to fill identified gaps in services through 
information, referral, case management, and fol- 
lowup consultations; 
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"(D) a description of how funding under this 
Act will be coordinated with other public and 
private resources; and 

"(E) a description of outcome measures to be 
used to monitor success in promoting self-suffi- 
ciency, family stability, and community revital- 
ization; and 

"(14) provide assurances that cost and ac- 
counting standards of the Office of Management 
and Budget shall apply to a recipient of funds 
under this subtitle. 

(e) PUBLIC INSPECTIONS OF PLANS.—Section 
675(d)(2) (42 U.S.C. 9904(d)(2)) is amended by in- 
serting or revision” after “Each plan”. 

(f) AUDITS.—The last sentence of section 675(f) 
(42 U.S.C. 9904(f)) is amended by inserting be- 
fore "to the legislature" the following: to the 
eligible entity at no charge, 

(g) EVALUATION INVOLVING WAIVERS.—Section 
675(h) (42 U.S.C. 9904(h)) is amended by insert- 
ing including any State that received a waiver 
under Public Law 98-139)" after "States" the 
last place it appears. 

SEC. 203. DISCRETIONARY AUTHORITY OF SEC- 
RETARY. 

(a) TRAINING AND ACTIVITIES.—Section 681(a) 
(42 U.S.C. 9910(a)) is amended by striking to 
provide for and all that follows through the 
end thereof and inserting the following: "to pro- 
vide for ongoing activities of national or re- 
gional significance related to the purposes of 
this subtitle, with special emphasis on— 

"(1) a Community Initiative Program, award- 
ed on a competitive basis, to fund private, non- 
profit community development corporations for 
purposes of planning and carrying out commu- 
nity and economic development activities in eco- 
nomically distressed areas and in rural areas, as 
described in subsection (c); 

"(2) grants to support the design, develop- 
ment, and widespread availability of interactive 
information technology among the nationwide 
network of Community Service Block Grant eli- 
gible entities, State administrators, national as- 
sociations and organizations, and program re- 
cipients to promote electronic communication 
and access to program information that would 
enhance the effective delivery of social services; 
and 

grants to nonprofit private organizations 
that provide assistance for migrants and sea- 
sonal farmworkers."'. 

(b) COMMUNITY INITIATIVE PROGRAM.—Sub- 
section (b) of section 681 (42 U.S.C. 9910) is 
amended to read as follows: 

b) COMMUNITY INITIATIVE PROGRAM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.— 

"(A) ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES.— 
Economic development activities under this sec- 
tion shall be designed to address the economic 
needs of low-income individuals and families by 
creating employment and business development 
opportunities. 

"(B) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall er- 
ercise the authority provided under subpara- 
graph (A) ín consultation with other relevant 
Federal officials. 

"(C) GOVERNING BOARDS.—Each community 
development corporation receiving funds under 
this section shall be governed by a board that 
Shall consist of residents of the community and 
business and civic leaders and shall have as a 
principal purpose planning, developing, or man- 
aging low-income housing or community devel- 
opment projects. 

"(D) GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION.—In provid- 
ing assistance or entering into other arrange- 
ments under this section, the Secretary shall 
take into consideration the geographic distribu- 
tion of funds among States and the relative pro- 
portion of funding among rural and urban 
areas. 

"(E) RESERVATION.—Of the amounts made 
available to carry out this section, the Secretary 
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may reserve not to exceed 1 percent for each fis- 
cal year to make grants to private nonprofit or- 
ganizations or to enter into contracts with pri- 
vate nonprofit or for profit organizations to pro- 
vide technical assistance to aid community de- 
velopment corporations in developing or imple- 
menting projects funded under this section and 
to evaluate projects funded under this section. 

“(2) RURAL COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ACTIVI- 
TIES.—Rural community development activities 
under this section shall include— 

“(A) grants to private, nonprofit corporations 
that provide assistance to rural low-income fam- 
ilies in home repair and in planning and devel- 
oping low-income rural rental housing units; 
and 

"(B) grants to multistate, regional private, 
nonprofit organizations that provide training 
and technical assistance to small, rural commu- 
nities in meeting their community facility 
needs. 

SEC. 204. COMMUNITY FOOD AND NUTRITION. 

Subsection (d) of section 681A (42 U.S.C. 
9910a(d)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(d) There are authorized to be appropriated 
$25,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, and such sums as 
may be necessary for each of fiscal years 1996 
through 1998, to carry out this section. 

SEC. 205. INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES FOR LOW- 
INCOME YOUTH. 

The Act (42 U.S.C. 9901 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating sections 682 and 683 as 
sections 683 and 684, respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after section 681 the following: 
“SEC. 682. NATIONAL OR REGIONAL PROGRAMS 

DESIGNED TO PROVIDE INSTRUC- 
TIONAL ACTIVITIES FOR LOW-IN- 
COME YOUTH. 

"(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of 
Health and Human Services is authorized to 
make a grant to an eligible service provider to 
administer national or regional programs to pro- 
vide instructional activities for low-income 
youth. In making such a grant, the Secretary 
shall give a priority to eligible service providers 
that have a demonstrated ability to operate such 
a program. 

(h PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.— 

) Any instructional activity carried out by 
an eligible service provider receiving a grant 
under this subsection shall be carried out on the 
campus of an institution of higher education (as 
defined in section 1201(a) of the Higher Edu- 
cation Act) and shall include— 

"(A) access to the facilities and resources of 
such an institution; 

) an initial medical examination and fol- 
low-up referral or treatment, without charge, 
for youth during their participation in such ac- 
tivity; 

"(C) at least one nutritious meal daily, with- 
out charge, for participating youth during each 
day of participation; 

"(D) high quality instruction in a variety of 
sports (that shall include swimming and that 
may include dance and any other high quality 
recreational activity) provided by coaches and 
teachers from institutions of higher education 
and from elementary and secondary schools (as 
defined in sections 1471(8) and 1471(21) of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965); and 

"(E) enrichment instruction and information 
on matters relating to the well-being of youth, 
to include educational opportunities and study 
practices, education for the prevention of drugs 
and alcohol abuse, health and nutrition, career 
opportunities and family and job responsibil- 
ities. 

“(c) ELIGIBLE PROVIDERS.—A national private 
nonprofit organization, a coalition of such orga- 
nizations, or a private nonprofit organization 
applying jointly with a business concern shall 
be eligible for a grant under this subsection if— 


“(1) the applicant has demonstrated erperi- 
ence in operating a program providing instruc- 
tion to low-income youth; 

*(2) the applicant shall contribute amounts in 
cash or fairly evaluated in kind of no less than 
25 percent of the amount requested; 

"(3) the applicant shall use no funds from a 
grant authorized under this section for adminis- 
trative erpenses; and 

) the applicant agrees to comply with the 
regulations or program guidelines promulgated 
by the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
for use of funds made available by this grant. 

"(d) APPLICATIONS PROCESS.—Eligible service 
providers may submit to the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, for approval, an applica- 
tion in such form at such time as the Secretary 
deems appropriate. 

e) PROMULGATION OF REGULATIONS OR PRO- 
GRAM GUIDELINES.—The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services shall promulgate regula- 
tions or program guidelines to ensure funds 
made available under a grant made under this 
section are used in accordance with the inten- 
tions of this Act. 

"(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated 
$15,000,000 for each fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 
and 1998 for grants to carry out this section.“ 
SEC. 206. AMENDMENT TO STEWART B. MCKINNEY 

HOMELESS ASSISTANCE ACT. 

The last section of subtitle D of title VII of the 
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act 
(42 U.S.C. 11646) is amended— 

(1) by striking “SEC. 751." and by inserting 
“SEC. 754.", and 

(2) by striking ''1991" and all that follows 
through 1993“, and inserting ‘1995, 1996, 1997, 
and 1998". 

SEC. 207. AMENDMENTS TO THE HUMAN SERV- 
ICES REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 
1986. 

Section 408 of the Human Services Reauthor- 
ization Act of 1986 (42 U.S.C. 9901b) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subsection (a) by adding at the end the 
following: 

) Initial and subsequent grant awards may 
fully fund projects for periods of up to 3 
years.'; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)(B) by striking Aſter 
the first fiscal year" and inserting "After the 
first funding period"; 

(3) by amending subsection (c)— 

(A) by amending paragraph (1) to read as fol- 
lows: 

"(I) In addition to the grant programs de- 
scribed in subsection (a), the Secretary may 
make grants to community action agencies for 
the purpose of enabling such agencies to dem- 
onstrate new approaches to dealing with the 
problems caused by entrenched, chronic unem- 
ployment and lack of economic opportunities for 
urban youth. Demonstrations shall include such 
activities as peer counseling, mentoring, devel- 
opment of job skills, assistance with social skills, 
community services, family literacy, parenting 
skills, opportunities for employment or entrepre- 
neurship, and other services designed to assist 
such at-risk youth to continue their education, 
to secure meaningful employment, to perform 
community service, or to pursue other produc- 
tive alternatives within the community.; and 

(B) by amending paragraph (4) to read as fol- 
lows: 

"(4) Such grants made under this subsection 
on a competitive basis shall be based on an an- 
nual competition determined by the Secretary. 
Grants made under this subsection shall not ex- 
ceed $500,000.'': and 

(4) by amending subsection (h) to read as fol- 
lows: 

"(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—(1) 
There are authorized to be appropriated 


$30,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, and such sums as 
may be necessary for fiscal years 1996, 1997, and 
1998, to carry out this section. 

*(2) Of the amounts appropriated for this sec- 
tion, not less than 30 percent and not more than 
40 percent shall be used to carry out the pro- 
grams authorized under subsection (c). 

) In addition to sums which are required to 
carry out the evaluation, reporting, and dis- 
semination of results under subsections (a), (c), 
(d), and (f), the Secretary is authorized to re- 
serve up to 2 percent of the amounts appro- 
priated pursuant to subparagraphs (1) and (2) 
for administration of the program as well as for 
planning and technical assistance. 

This title, and the amendments made by this 
title, shall take effect on October 1, 1994. 

TITLE III—LOW-INCOME HOME ENERGY 

ASSISTANCE AMENDMENTS 
SECTION 301. SHORT TITLE AND REFERENCES. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited as 
the Lou- Income Home Energy Assistance 
Amendments of 1994 

(b) REFERENCES.—Ercept as otherwise er- 
pressly provided, whenever in this title an 
amendment or repeal is expressed in terms of an 
amendment to, or repeal of, a section or other 
provision, the reference shall be considered to be 
made to a section or other provision of the Low- 
Income Home Energy Assistance Act of 1981 (42 
U.S.C. 8621 et seq.). 

SEC. 302. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. 

Subsection (a) of section 2602 (42 U.S.C. 
8621(a)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(a) The Secretary is authorized to make 
grants, in accordance with the provisions of this 
title, to States to assist low-income households, 
particularly those with the lowest incomes, that 
pay a high proportion of household income for 
home energy, primarily in meeting their imme- 
diate home energy needs. 

SEC. 303. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) AMOUNTS AUTHORIZED.—Section 2602 (42 
U.S.C. 8621) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b), by striking this title 
and all that follows through the end of the first 
sentence and inserting ''this title, $2,000,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 1995 through 1999. ; and 

(2) in the last sentence of subsection (c)— 

(A) by striking July 1” and inserting ''Octo- 
ber 1"; and 

(B) by striking “for which" and inserting 
“following the year in which”. 

(b) INCENTIVE PROGRAM FOR LEVERAGING 
NON-FEDERAL SOURCES.—Subsection (d) of sec- 
tion 2602 (42 U.S.C. 8621(d)) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(d) There are authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out section 2607A, $50,000,000 for each 
of the fiscal years 1996 and 1997, and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the fiscal years 
1998 and 1999.“ 

SEC. 304. EMERGENCY FUNDS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 2602 (42 U.S.C. 8621) as amended by section 
303, is further amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"(e) There are authorized to be appropriated 
in each fiscal year for payments under this title, 
in addition to amounts appropriated for dis- 
tribution to all the States in accordance with 
section 2604 (other than subsection (g)), 
$600,000,000 to meet the additional home energy 
assistance needs of one or more States arising 
from a natural disaster or other emergency. 
Funds appropriated pursuant to this subsection 
are hereby designated to be emergency require- 
ments pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con- 
trol Act of 1985, except that such funds shall be 
made available only after the submission to 
Congress of a formal budget request by the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


President (for all or a part of the appropriation 
pursuant to this subsection) that includes a des- 
ignation of the amount requested as an emer- 
gency requirement as defined in such Act. 

(b) HOME ENERGY.—Section 2603 (42 U.S.C. 
8622(3)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1), (2), (3), 
(4), (5), (6), and (7) as paragraphs (2), (4), (5), 
(6), (7), (8), and (9), respectively; 

(2) by inserting before paragraph (2) (as so re- 
designated), the following new paragraph: 

) The term ‘energy burden’ means the er- 
penditures of the household for home energy di- 
vided by the income of the household.''; and 

(3) by inserting before paragraph (4) (as so re- 
designated), the following new paragraph: 

"(3) The term ‘highest home energy needs’ 
means the home energy requirements of a house- 
hold determined by taking into account both the 
energy burden of such household and the 
unique situation of such household that results 
from having members of vulnerable populations, 
including very young children, individuals with 
disabilities, and frail older individuals. 

(c) ALLOTMENT OF EMERGENCY FUNDS.—Sec- 
tion 2604 (42 U.S.C. 8623) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new subsection: 

"(g) Notwithstanding subsections (a) through 
(D, the Secretary may allot amounts appro- 
priated pursuant to section 2602(e) to one or 
more than one State. In determining to which 
State or States additional funds may be allotted, 
the Secretary shall take into account the ertent 
to which a State was affected by the emergency 
or disaster, the availability to an affected State 
of other resources under this or any other pro- 
gram, and such other factors as the Secretary 
determines relevant. The Secretary shall notify 
Congress of the allotment pursuant to this sub- 
section prior to releasing the allotted funds."’. 
SEC. 305. AUTHORIZED USES OF FUNDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 
2605(b) (42 U.S.C. 8624(b)(1)) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(1) use the funds available under this title 


) conduct outreach activities and provide 
assistance to low income households in meeting 
their home energy costs, particularly those with 
the lowest incomes that pay a high proportion 
of household income for home energy, consistent 
with paragraph (5); 

) intervene in energy crisis situations; 

"(C) provide low-cost residential weatheriza- 
tion and other cost-effective energy-related 
home repair; and 

D) plan, develop, and administer the State's 
program under this title including leveraging 
programs, 
and the State agrees not to use such funds for 
any purposes other than those specified in this 
title:. 

(b) ENCOURAGED REDUCED HOME ENERGY 
NEEDS.—Section 2605(b) (42 U.S.C. 8624(b)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (9)(B), by inserting before 
the semicolon the following: ''(except for the 
costs of the activities described in paragraph 
06)"; 

(2) in paragraph (15), by striking the period 
and inserting ''; and"; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (15) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

(16) use up to 5 percent of such funds, at its 
option, to provide services that encourage and 
enable households to reduce their home energy 
needs and thereby the need for energy assist- 
ance, including needs assessments, counseling, 
and assistance with energy vendors, and report 
to the Secretary concerning the impact of such 
activities on the number of households served, 
the level of direct benefits provided to those 
households, and the number of households that 
remain unserved. 
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SEC. 306. TARGETING OF ASSISTANCE TO HOUSE- 
HOLDS WITH HIGH HOME ENERGY 
BURDENS. 
(a) HOUSEHOLD INCOME.—Section 


2605(b)(2)(B) (42 U.S.C. 8624(b)(2)(B)) is amend- 
ed by striking the matter following clause (ii) 
and inserting the following: 

“except that a State may not exclude a house- 
hold from eligibility in a fiscal year solely on 
the basis of household income if such income is 
less than 110 percent of the poverty level for 
such State, but the State may give priority to 
those households with the highest home energy 
costs or needs in relation to household income,“ 

(b) OUTREACH ACTIVITIES.—Section 2605(b)(3) 
(42 U.S.C. 8624(b)(3) is amended by striking 
“are made aware” and inserting “and house- 
holds with high home energy burdens, are made 
aware". 

(c) ASSISTANCE LEVELS.—Section 2605(b)(5) (42 
U.S.C. 8624(b)(5)) is amended by inserting “or 
needs after highest energy costs. 

(d) STATE PLA. Section 2605(c)(1) (42 U.S.C. 
8624(c)(1)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (E) and 
(F) as subparagraphs (F) and (H), respectively; 
and 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (D) the 
following new subparagraph: 

"(E) describes any steps that will be taken (in 
addition to those necessary to carry out the as- 
surance contained in paragraph (5) of sub- 
section (b)) to target assistance to households 
with high home energy burdens;”’. 

SEC. 307. CLARIFICATION OF AUDIT REQUIRE- 


Section 2605 (42 U.S.C. 8624) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(10), by striking “and pro- 
vide that" and all that follows and inserting 
"and provide that the State will comply with 
the provisions of chapter 75 of title 31, United 
States Code (commonly known as the 'Single 
Audit Act): and 

(2) in subsection (e), by striking at least 
every two years" and all that follows and in- 
serting in accordance with chapter 75 of title 
31, United States Code. 

SEC. 308. USE OF DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
WEATHERIZATION RULES TO 
ACHIEVE PROGRAM CONSISTENCY. 

Section 2605(c)(1)(D) (42 U.S.C. 8624(c)(1)(D)) 
is amended by inserting before the semicolon at 
the end thereof the following: ‘*, including any 
steps the State will take to address the weather- 
ization and energy-related home repair needs of 
households that have high home energy bur- 
dens, and describes any rules promulgated by 
the Department of Energy for administration of 
its Low Income Weatherization Assistance Pro- 
gram which the State, to the extent permitted by 
the Secretary to increase consistency between 
federally assisted programs, will follow regard- 
ing the use of funds provided under this title by 
the State for such weatherization and energy- 
related home repairs and improvements". 

SEC. 309. MATTERS TO BE DESCRIBED IN ANNUAL 
APPLICATION. 

Section 2605(c)(1) (42 U.S.C. 8624(c)(1)) is 

amended— 


(1) in subparagraph (F) (as so redesignated by 
section 306(d) of this Act)— 

(A) by striking “and (13)"" and inserting ''(13), 
and (15); and 

(B) by striking “and” at the end thereof; and 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (F) (as so 
redesignated by section 306(d) of this Act), the 
following new subparagraph: 

) states, with respect to the 12-month pe- 
riod specified by the Secretary, the number and 
income levels of households which apply and 
the number which are assisted with funds pro- 
vided under this title, and the number of house- 
holds so assisted with— 

i) one or more members who has attained 60 
years of age; 
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“(ii) one or more members who were disabled; 


ui) one or more young children; and”. 
SEC. 310. REPORT OF FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR OB- 
LIGATION. 
Section 2607(a) (42 U.S.C. 8628(a)) is amend- 


ed— 

(1) by inserting ''(1)'"' after the subsection des- 
ignation; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

Each State shall notify the Secretary, not 
later than 2 months prior to the close of a fiscal 
year, of the amount (if any) of its allotment for 
such year that will not be obligated in such 
year, and, if such State elects to submit a re- 
quest described in subsection (b)(2), such State 
shall submit such request at the same time. The 
Secretary shall make no payment under para- 
graph (1) to a State for a fiscal year unless the 
State has complied with this paragraph with re- 
spect to the prior fiscal year. 

SEC. 311. MISCELLANEOUS AND TECHNICAL 
AMENDMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) TREATMENT OF HOUSEHOLDS.—Section 
2605(b)(7)(D) (42 U.S.C. 8624(b)(7)(D)) is amend- 
ed to read as follows: 

"(D) ensure that the provision of vendored 
payments remains at the option of the State in 
consultation with local grantees and may be 
contingent on unregulated vendors taking ap- 
propriate measures to alleviate the energy bur- 
dens of eligible households, including providing 
for agreements between suppliers and individ- 
uals eligible for benefits under this Act that seek 
to reduce home energy costs, minimize the risks 
of home energy crisis, and encourage regular 
payments by individuals receiving financial as- 
sistance for home energy costs: 

(2) INCENTIVE PROGRAM.—Section 2607A(e) (42 
U.S.C. 8626a(e)) is amended by striking ''July 31, 
of each year" and inserting ''2 months after the 
close of the fiscal year during which the State 
provided leveraged resources to eligible house- 
holds, as described in subsection (d) 

(3) TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.— 
Section 2609A(a) is amended by striking 
8500, 000 and inserting ''$250,000"'. 

(b) CRITERIA AND REPORT.—Section 2605(b) (42 
U.S.C. 8624(b)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“Not later than 18 months after the date of 
the enactment of the Low-Income Home Energy 
Assistance Amendments of 1994, the Secretary 
shall develop model performance goals and 
measurements in consultation with State, terri- 
torial, tribal, and local grantees, that the States 
may use to assess the success of the States in 
achieving the purposes of this title. The model 
performance goals and measurements shall be 
made available to States to be incorporated, at 
the option of the States, into the plans for fiscal 
year 1997. The Secretary may request data rel- 
evant to the development of model performance 
goals and measurements. 

(c) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 2602 (42 U.S.C. 8621) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (b), as amended by section 
303 of this Act 

(i) by inserting “‘(other than section 2607A)" 
after “to carry out the provisions of this title”; 


and 

(ii) by striking the second period at the end 
thereof; and 

(B) in subsection (c)(1), by striking “Act” and 
inserting title“. 

(2) Section 2603(2) (42 U.S.C. 8622(2) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking the“ in paragraph (2) and in- 
serting “The”; and 

(B) by striking the semicolon at the end there- 
of and inserting a period. 

(3) Section 2604(b)(1) (42 U.S.C. 8623(b)(1)) is 
amended by inserting “of the United States" 
after “Virgin Islands“. 
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(4) The sentence that immediately precedes 
paragraph (15) of section 2605(b) (42 U.S.C. 
8624(b)) is transferred so as to appear as a flush 
sentence immediately after paragraph (16). 

(5) Section 2605(b)(3) (42 U.S.C. 8624(b)(3)) is 
amended by striking “handicapped” and insert- 
ing disabled 

(6) Section 2607A(c)(2) (42 U.S.C. 8626a(c)(2)) 
is amended by striking ''.0008 percent and in- 
serting ''0.08 percent". 

(7) Section 2610(a) (42 U.S.C. 8629(a) is 
amended— 


(A) in paragraph (2), by striking the semicolon 
after used and inserting a semicolon after 
“title”; and 

(B) in paragraph (5)— 

(i) by striking “handicapped” and inserting 
*disabled''; and 

(ii) by inserting before the semicolon at the 
end thereof ‘‘or include young children”. 

SEC. 312. RESIDENTIAL ENERGY ASSISTANCE 
CHALLENGE OPTION (R.E.A.CH.). 

The Act is amended by inserting after section 
2607A the following: 

“SEC. 2607B. RESIDENTIAL ENERGY ASSISTANCE 
CHALLENGE OPTION (R.E.A.CH.). 

"(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the Residen- 
tial Energy Assistance Challenge (in this section 
referred to as R. E. A. Ch.) program is to 

“(1) minimize health and safety risks that re- 
sult from high energy burdens on low-income 
Americans; 

02) prevent homelessness as a result of inabil- 
ity to pay energy bills; 

0) increase the efficiency of energy usage by 
low-income families; and 

"(4) target energy assistance to individuals 
who are most in need. 

„ FUNDING.— 

"(1) ALLOCATION.—For each of the fiscal 
years 1996 through 1999, the Secretary may allo- 
cate not more than 25 percent of the amount 
made available pursuant to section 2602(d) for 
such fiscal year to a R.E.A.Ch. fund for the 
purpose of making incentive grants to States 
that submit qualifying plans that are approved 
by the Secretary as R.E.A.Ch. initiatives. States 
may use such grants for the costs of planning, 
implementing, and evaluating the initiative. 

"(2) RESERVATION.—The Secretary shall re- 
serve from any funds allocated under this sub- 
section, funds to make additional payments to 
State R.E.A.Ch. programs that— 

"(A) have energy efficiency education services 
plans that meet quality standards established by 
the Secretary in consultation with the Secretary 
of Energy; and 

"(B) have the potential for being replicable 
model designs for other programs. 

States shall use such supplemental funds for the 
implementation and evaluation of the energy ef- 
ficiency education services. 

e) CRITERIA.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than May 31, 
1995, the Secretary shall establish criteria for 
approving State plans required by subsection 
(a), for energy efficiency education quality 
standards described in subsection (b)(2)(A), and 
for the distribution of funds to States with ap- 
proved plans. 

“(2) DOCUMENTATION.—Notwithstanding the 
limitations of section 2605(b) regarding the au- 
thority of the Secretary with respect to plans, 
the Secretary may require a State to provide ap- 
propriate documentation that its R.E.A.Ch. ac- 
tivities conform to the State plan as approved by 
the Secretary. 

"(d) Focus.—The State may designate all or 
part of the State, or all or part of the client pop- 
ulation, as a focus of its R.E.A.Ch. initiative. 

“(e) STATE PLANS.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State plan shall in- 
clude each of the elements described in para- 
graph (2), to be met by State and local agencies. 
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“(2) ELEMENTS OF STATE PLANS.—Each State 
pian shall include— 

A) an assurance that such State will deliver 
services through community-based nonprofit en- 
tities in such State, by— 

"(i) awarding grants to, or entering into con- 
tracts with, such entities for the purpose of pro- 
viding such services and payments directly to 
individuals eligible for benefits; or 

ii) if a State makes payments directly to eli- 
gible individuals or energy suppliers, making 
contracts with such entities to administer such 
programs, including— 

“(I) determining eligibility; 

I providing outreach services; and 

“(IID providing benefits other than payments; 

"(B) an assurance that, in awarding grants or 
entering into contracts to carry out its 
R.E.A.Ch. initiative, the State will give priority 
to organizations that— 

“(i) are described in section 673 of the Commu- 
nity Services Block Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 
9902(1)), except where significant geographic 
portions of the State are not served by such en- 
tities; 

"(ii the Secretary has determined have a 
record of successfully providing services under 
the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Pro- 
gram; and 

“(iti) receive weatherization assistance pro- 
gram funds under part A of title IV of the En- 
ergy Conservation and Production Act (42 
U.S.C. 6863 et seq.); 


except that a State may not require any such 
entity to operate a R. E. A. Ch. program; 

"(C) an assurance that, subject to subpara- 
graph (D), each entity that receives a grant or 
enters into a contract under subparagraph 
(Ai will provide a variety of services and ben- 
efits, including— 

“(i) payments to, or on behalf of, individuals 
eligible for residential energy assistance services 
and benefits under section 2605(b) for home en- 
ergy costs; 

ui) energy efficiency education; 

ui) residential energy demand management 
services, including any other energy related res- 
idential repair and energy efficiency improve- 
ments in coordination with, or delivered by, De- 
partment of Energy weatherization assistance 
programs at the discretion of the State; 

iv) family services, such as counseling and 
needs assessment, related to energy budget man- 
agement, payment plans, and related services; 
and 

"(v) negotiation with home energy suppliers 
on behalf of households eligible for R.E.A.Ch. 
services and benefits; 

"(D) a description of the methodology the 
State and local agencies will use to determine— 

“(i) which households will receive one or more 
forms of benefits under the State R.E.A.Ch. ini- 
tiative; 

“(ii) the cases in which nonmonetary benefits 
are likely to provide more cost-effective long- 
term outcomes than payment benefits alone; and 

iii) the amount of such benefit required to 
meet the goals of the program; 

“(F) a method for targeting nonmonetary ben- 
efits; 

“(G) a description of the crisis and emergency 
assistance activities the State will undertake 
that are designed to— 

“(i) discourage family energy crises; 

"(ii encourage responsible vendor and 
consumer behavior; and 

iii) provide only financial incentives that 
encourage household payment; 

"(H) a description of the activities the State 
will undertake to— 

i) provide incentives for recipients of assist- 
ance to pay home energy costs; and 

ii) provide incentives for vendors to help re- 
duce the energy burdens of recipients of assist- 
ance; 
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"(I) an assurance that the State will require 
each entity that receives a grant or enters into 
a contract under this section to solicit and be re- 
sponsive to the views of individuals who are fi- 
nancially eligible for benefits and services under 
this section in establishing its local program; 

Ha description of performance goals for the 
state R.E.A.Ch. initiative including— 

"'(i) a reduction in the energy costs on partici- 
pating households over one or more fiscal years; 

ii) an increase in the regularity of home en- 
ergy bill payments by eligible households; and 

"(iii) an increase in energy vendor contribu- 
tions towards reducing energy burdens of eligi- 
ble households; 

"(K) a description of the indicators that will 
be used by the State to measure whether the 
performance goals have been achieved; 

) a demonstration that the plan is consist- 
ent with section 2603, paragraphs (2), (3), (4), 
(5), (7), (9), (10), (11), (12), (13), and (14) of sec- 
tion 2605(b), subsections (d), (e), (f), (9), (^), (i). 
and (j) of section 2605, and section 2606 of this 
title; 

"(M) an assurance that benefits and services 
will be provided in addition to other benefit 
payments and services provided under this title 
and in coordination with such benefit payments 
and services; and 

“(N) an assurance that no regulated utility 
covered by the plan will be required to act ina 
manner that is inconsistent with applicable reg- 
ulatory requirements. 

"(g) COST OR FUNCTION.—None of the costs of 
providing services or benefits under this section 
shall be considered to be an administrative cost 
or function for purposes of any limitation on 
administrative costs or functions contained in 
this title. 

SEC. 313. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR LIHEAP. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the following: 

(1) Seventy-seven percent of the over 25 mil- 
lion households that were eligible for the Low- 
Income Home Energy Assistance Program (here- 
inafter referred to as "LIHEAP"') in fiscal year 
1992 did not receive assistance due to a lack of 
funds. 

(2) Recent economic distress has caused sig- 
nificant unemployment, which has resulted in a 
greater need for energy assistance than ever be- 
fore. 

(3) More than 66 percent of LIHEAP house- 
hold recipients have an annual income that is 
below the poverty level. 

(4) Forty-three percent of all LIHEAP eligible 
households include children. 

(5) LIHEAP eligible households with children 
spend approximately 16 percent of their annual 
incomes on home energy costs, which is more 
than 4 times greater than that paid by the aver- 
age household in the United States, and far be- 
yond their means. 

(6) Approximately 40 percent of LIHEAP 
household recipients are comprised of elderly or 
disabled persons. 

(7) Congress appropriated $1,475,000,000 for 
LIHEAP for fiscal year 1995. 

(8) The Department of Energy predicts that 
the costs of residential fuels will increase at a 
pace greater than inflation. 

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
the Congress that— 

(1) the maintenance of LIHEAP should be a 
high priority in order to enable low-income 
households, especially the working poor, the 
disabled, and the low-income elderly, who all 
depend on LIHEAP, to meet their energy costs 
and needs; 

(2) all appropriations made for LIHEAP for 
fiscal year 1995 should be ezpended; and 

(3) expenditures for LIHEAP for fiscal year 
1996 should ensure the provision of services at 
the level provided in fiscal year 1995. 
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SEC. 314. EFFECTIVE DATE. 
The amendments and repeals made by this 
title shall become effective on October 1, 1994. 


TITLE IV—COMMUNITY-BASED FAMILY 
RESOURCE PROG. 


SEC. 401. COMMUNITY-BASED FAMILY RESOURCE 
PROGRAMS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Title II of the Child Abuse 
Prevention and Treatment Act (42 U.S.C. 5116 et 
seq.) is amended to read as follows: 


“TITLE II—COMMUNITY-BASED FAMILY 
RESOURCE PROGRAMS 


*SEC. 201. COMMUNITY-BASED FAMILY RESOURCE 
PR 


"(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is to 
assist each State to develop and implement, or 
expand and enhance, a comprehensive, state- 
wide system of family resource services through 
innovative funding mechanisms and collabora- 
tion with existing education, vocational reha- 
bilitation, health, mental health, employment 
and training, child welfare, and other social 
services agencies within the State. 

"(b) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary shall make 
grants to States on a formula basis for the pur- 
pose of— 

"(1) establishing and erpanding statewide 
networks of community-based family resource 
programs, including funds for the initial costs of 
providing specific family resource services, that 
ensure family involvement in the design and op- 
eration of family resource programs which are 
responsive to the unique and diverse strengths 
of children and families; 

"(2) promoting child abuse and neglect pre- 
vention activities; 

"(3) promoting the establishment and oper- 
ation of State trust funds or other mechanisms 
for integrating child and family services funding 
streams in order to provide flerible funding for 
the development of community-based family re- 
source programs; 

) establishing or expanding community- 
based collaboration to foster the development of 
a continuum of preventive services for children 
and families, which are family-centered and cul- 
turally competent; 

) encouraging public and private partner- 
ships in the establishment and expansion of 
family resource programs; and 

“(6) increasing and promoting interagency co- 
ordination among State agencies, and encourag- 
ing public and private partnerships in the estab- 
lishment and expansion of family resource pro- 
grams. 

"(c) ELIGIBILITY FOR GRANTS.—A State is eli- 
gible for a grant under this section for any fis- 
cal year i. 

Y such State has established or maintained 
in the previous fiscal year— 

"(A) a trust fund, including appropriations 
for such fund; or 

"(B) any other mechanism that pools State, 
Federal, and private funds for integrating child 
and family service resources; and 

) such trust fund or other funding mecha- 
nism includes (in whole or in part) provisions 
making funding available specifically for a 
broad range of child abuse and neglect preven- 
tion activities and family resource programs. 

"(d) AMOUNT OF GRANT.— 

'"(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts appropriated for 
a fiscal year to provide grants under this section 
Shall be allotted to the designated lead agencies 
of eligible States in each fiscal year so that— 

"(A) 50 percent of the total amount appro- 
priated for such fiscal year is allotted among 
each State based on the number of children 
under the age of 18 residing in each State, ex- 
cept that each State shall receive not less than 
$100,000; and 

"(B) the remaining 50 percent of the total 
amount appropriated for such fiscal year is al- 
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lotted in an amount equal to 25 percent of the 
total amount allocated by each such State to the 
State's trust fund or other mechanism for inte- 
grating family resource services in the fiscal 
year prior to the fiscal year for which the allot- 
ment is being determined. 

"(2) ALLOCATION.—Funds identified by the 
State for the purpose of qualifying for incentive 
funds under paragraph (1)(B) shall be allocated 
through the mechanism used to determine State 
eligibility under subsection (c) and shall be con- 
trolled by the lead agency described in sub- 
section (f)(1). 

"(e) EXISTING GRANTS.—A State or entity that 
has a grant in effect on the date of enactment 
of this section under the Family Resource and 
Support Program or the Emergency Child Abuse 
Prevention Grants Program shall continue to re- 
ceive funds under such Programs, subject to the 
original terms under which such funds were 
granted, through the end of the applicable grant 
cycle. 

“(f) APPLICATION.—No grant may be made to 
any eligible State under this section unless an 
application is prepared and submitted to the 
Secretary at such time, in such manner, and 
containing or accompanied by such information 
as the Secretary determines to be essential to 
carry out the purposes and provisions of this 
section, including— 

“(1) a description of the agency designated by 
the Chief Erecutive Officer of the State to ad- 
minister the funds provided under this section 
and assume responsibility for implementation 
and oversight of the family resource programs 
and other child abuse and neglect prevention 
activities, and an assurance that the agency so 
designated— 

"(A) is the trust fund advisory board, or an 
existing organization created by executive order 
or State statute that is not an existing State 
agency, that has interdisciplinary governance, 
including participants from communities, and 
that integrates family resource services and 
leverages State, Federal, and private funds for 
family resource programs; or 

) with respect to a State without a trust 
fund mechanism or other organization that 
meets the requirements of subparagraph (A), is 
an existing State agency, or other public, quasi- 
public, or nonprofit private agency responsible 
for the development and implementation of a 
statewide network of community-based family 
resource programs; 

“(2) assurances that the agency designated 
under paragraph (1) can demonstrate the capac- 
ity to fulfill the purposes described in subsection 
(a), and shall have— 

"(A) a demonstrated ability to work with 
other State and community-based agencies, to 
provide training and technical assistance; 

) a commitment to parental participation 
in the design and implementation of family re- 
source programs; 

"(C) the capacity to promote a statewide sys- 
tem of family resource programs throughout the 
State; and 

“(D) the capacity to exercise leadership in im- 
plementing effective strategies for capacity 
building, family and professional training, and 
access to, and funding for, family resource serv- 
ices across agencies; 

) an assurance that the State has an inter- 
agency process coordinated by the agency des- 
ignated in paragraph (1) for effective program 
development that— 

"(A) does not duplicate existing processes for 
developing collaborative efforts to better serve 
children and families; 

"(B) provides a written strategic plan for the 
establishment of a network of family resource 
programs (publicly available and funded 
through public and private sources) that identi- 
fies specific measurable goals and objectives; 
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"(C) involves appropriate personnel in the 
process, including— 

"(i) parents (including parents of children 
with disabilities) and prospective participants in 
family resource programs, including respite care 
programs, 

(ii) staff of existing programs providing fam- 
ily resource services, including staff of Head 
Start programs and community action agencies 
that provide such services; 

iii) representatives of State and local gov- 
ernment such as social service, health, mental 
health, education, vocational rehabilitation, em- 
ployment, economic development agencies, and 
organizations providing community services ac- 
tivities; 

"(iv) representatives of the business commu- 
nity; 

"(v) representatives of general purpose local 
governments; 

vi) representatives of groups with expertise 
in child abuse prevention, including respite and 
crisis care; 

"(vii) representatives of local communities in 
which family resource programs are likely to be 
located; 

viii) representatives of groups with expertise 
in providing services to children with disabil- 
ities; and 

"(ir) other individuals with erpertise in the 
services that the family resource programs of the 
State intend to offer; and 

D) coordinates activities funded under this 
title with— 

i the State Interagency Coordinating Coun- 
cil, established under part H of the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act; 

ii) the advisory panel established under sec- 
tion 613(a)(12) of the Individuals with Disabil- 
ities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1413(a)(12)); 

"(iii) the State Rehabilitation Advisory Coun- 
cil established under the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973; 

iv) the State Development Disabilities Plan- 
ning Council, established under the Devel- 
opmental Disabilities Assistance and Bill of 
Rights Act; 

"(v) the Head Start State Collaboration 
project; 

"(vi) the State Advisory group designated in 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven- 
tion Act of 1974; and 

"(vii) other local or regional family service 
councils within the State, to the extent that 
such councils exist, 

an inventory and description of the cur- 
rent family resource programs operating in the 
State, the current unmet need for the services 
provided under such programs, including the 
need for building increased capacity to provide 
specific family resource services, including res- 
pite care, and the intended scope of the State 
family resource program, the population to be 
served, the manner in which the program will be 
operated, and the manner in which such pro- 
gram will relate to other community services and 
public agencies; 

“(5) evidence that Federal assistance received 
under this section— 

A) has been supplemented with non Federal 
public and private assistance, including a de- 
scription of the projected level of financial com- 
mitment by the State to develop a family re- 
source network; and 

) will be used to supplement and not sup- 
plant other State and local public funds er- 
pended for family resource programs; 

“(6) a description of the core services, as re- 
quired by this section, and other support serv- 
ices to be provided by the program and the man- 
ner in which such services will be provided, in- 
cluding the ertent to which either family re- 
sources, centers, home visiting, or community 
collaboratives will be used; 
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J) a description of any public information 
activities the agency designated in paragraph 
(1) will undertake for the purpose of promoting 
family stability and preventing child abuse and 
neglect, including child serual abuse; 

) an assurance that the State will provide 
funds for the initial startup costs associated 
with specific family resource services, including 
respite services, and a description of the services 
to be funded; 

"(9) assurances that the State program will 
maintain cultural diversity and be culturally 
competent; 

"(10) a description of the guidelines for re- 
quiring parental involvement in State and local 
program development, policy design, and gov- 
ernance and the process for assessing and dem- 
onstrating that parental involvement in program 
development, operation, and governance occurs; 

"(11) a description of the State and commu- 
nity-based interagency planning processes to be 
utilized to develop and implement family re- 
source programs; 

"(12) a description of the criteria that the 
State will utilize for awarding grants for local 
programs so that they meet the requirements of 
subsection (g); 

I) a description of the outreach and other 
activities the program will undertake to maxi- 
mize the participation of racial and ethnic mi- 
norities, persons with limited English pro- 
ficiency, individuals with disabilities, and mem- 
bers of other underserved or underrepresented 
groups in all phases of the program; 

“(14) a plan for providing training, technical 
assistance, and other assistance to local commu- 
nities in program development and networking 
activities; 

*(15) a description of the methods to be uti- 
lized to evaluate the implementation and effec- 
tiveness of the family resource programs within 
the State; 

* (16) a description of proposed actions by the 
State that will facilitate the changing of laws, 
regulations, policies, practices, procedures, and 
organizational structures, that impede the avail- 
ability or provision of family resource services; 
and 

“(17) an assurance that the State will provide 
the Secretary with reports, at such time and 
containing such information as the Secretary 
may require. 

"(g) LOCAL PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—A State that receives a 
grant under this section shall use amounts re- 
ceived under such grant to establish local family 
resource programs that— 

"(A) undertake a community-based needs as- 
sessment and program planning process which 
involves parents, and local public and nonprofit 
agencies (including those responsible for provid- 
ing health, education, vocational rehabilitation, 
employment training, Head Start and other 
early childhood, child welfare, and. social serv- 
ices); 

) develop a strategy to provide comprehen- 
sive services to families to meet identified needs 
through collaboration, including public-private 
partnerships; 

"(C) identify appropriate community-based 
organizations to administer such programs lo- 
cally; 

D) provide core services, and other services 
directly or through contracts or agreements with 
other local agencies; 

“(E) involve parents in the development, oper- 
ation, and governance of the program; and 

V participate in the development and main- 
tenance of a statewide network of family re- 
source programs. 

ö PRIORITY.—In awarding local grants 
under this section, a State shall give priority to 
programs serving low-income communities and 
programs serving young parents or parents with 
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young children and shall ensure that such 
grants are equitably distributed among urban 
and rural areas. 

“(h) DEFINITIONS.—AS used in this section: 

"(1) CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES.—The term 
‘children with disabilities’ has the meaning 
given such term in section 602(a)(2) of Individ- 
uals With Disabilities Education Act. 

"(2 COMMUNITY REFERRAL SERVICES.—The 
term ‘community referral services' means serv- 
ices to assist families in obtaining community re- 
sources, including respite services, health and 
mental health services, employability develop- 
ment and job training and other social services. 

) CULTURALLY COMPETENT.—The term ‘cul- 
turally competent’ means services, supports, or 
other assistance that is conducted or provided in 
a manner that— 

"(A) is responsive to the beliefs, interpersonal 
styles, attitudes, languages, and behaviors of 
those individuals receiving services; and 

"(B) has the greatest likelihood of ensuring 
maximum participation of such individuals. 

"(4) FAMILY RESOURCE PROGRAM.—The term 
'family resource program' means a program that 
offers community-based services that provide 
sustained assistance and support to families at 
various stages in their development. Such serv- 
ices shall promote parental competencies and be- 
haviors that will lead to the healthy and posi- 
tive personal development of parents and chil- 
dren through — 

(A) the provisions of assistance to build fam- 
ily skills and assist parents in improving their 
capacities to be supportive and nurturing par- 
ents; 

"(B) the provision of assistance to families to 
enable such families to use other formal and in- 
formal resources and opportunities for assist- 
ance that are available within the communities 
of such families; and 

"(C) the creation of supportive networks to 
enhance the childrearing capacity of parents 
and assist in compensating for the increased so- 
cial isolation and vulnerability of families. 

"(5) FAMILY RESOURCE SERVICES.—The term 
'family resource services' means— 

"(A) core services that must be provided di- 
rectly by the family resource program under this 
section, including— 

"(i) education and support services provided 
to assist parents in acquiring parenting skills, 
learning about child development, and respond- 
ing appropriately to the behavior of their chil- 
dren; 

ii) early developmental screening of children 
to assess the needs of such children and to iden- 
tify the types of support to be provided; 

iii) outreach services; 

“(iv) community referral services; and 

"'(v) follow-up services; and 

) other services, which may be provided ei- 
ther directly or through referral, including— 

"(i) early care and education (such as child 
care and Head Start); 

"'(ii) respite services; 

(iii) job readiness and counseling services 
(including skill training); 

iv) education and literacy services; 

“(v) nutritional education; 

“(vi) life management skills training; 

vii) peer counseling and crisis intervention, 
and family violence counseling services; 

"(viii) referral for health (including prenatal 
care) and mental health services; 

(ix) substance abuse treatment; and 

"(r) services to support families of children 
with disabilities that are designed to prevent in- 
appropriate out-of-the-home placement and 
maintain family unity. 

"(6) INTERDISCIPLINARY GOVERNANCE.—The 
term ‘interdisciplinary governance’ includes 
governance by representatives from communities 
and representatives from existing health, mental 
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health, education, vocational rehabilitation, em- 
ployment and training, child welfare, and other 
agencies within the State. 

"(7) OUTREACH SERVICES.—The term ‘outreach 
services’ means services provided to ensure 
(through home visits or other methods) that par- 
ents and other caretakers are aware of and able 
to participate in family resource program activi- 
ties. 

"(8) RESPITE SERVICES.—The term ‘respite 
services’ means short-term care services provided 
in the temporary absence of the regular 
caregiver (parent, other relative, foster parent, 
adoptive parent, guardian) to children who meet 
one or more of the following categories: 

"(A) The children are in danger of abuse or 


neglect. 

) The children have erperienced abuse or 
neglect. 

"(C) The children have disabilities, or chronic 
or terminal illnesses. 


Services provided within or outside the child's 
home shall be short-term care, ranging from a 
few hours to a few weeks of time, per year, and 
be intended to enable the family to stay together 
and to keep the child living in the child’s home 
and community. 

“(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this title, $50,000,000 for fiscal year 1995. 

(b) REPEAL OF EXISTING PROGRAMS.— 

(1) FAMILY RESOURCE AND SUPPORT GRANTS,— 
Section 933 of the Claude Pepper Young Ameri- 
cans Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12339) is repealed. 

(2 EMERGENCY CHILD ABUSE PREVENTION 
SERVICES GRANTS.—Sec. 107A of the Child Abuse 
Prevention and Treatment Act (42 U.S.C. 5106a- 
1) is repealed. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 918 of the Claude 
Pepper Young Americans Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
12314) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (k)— 

(A) in paragraph (3), by striking out “and” at 
the end thereof; 

(B) in paragraph (4), by striking out the pe- 
riod and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon; 


and 

(C) by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraphs: 

"(6) identify program regulations, practices, 
and eligibility requirements that impede coordi- 
nation and collaboration and make rec- 
ommendations for their modifications or elimi- 
nation; and 

"(7) develop recommendations for creating 
jointly funded programs, unified assessments, 
eligibility, and application procedures, and con- 
fidentiality protections that facilitate informa- 
tion sharing."’; 

(2) in subsection (o), by striking ''1991 through 
1994" and inserting “1995 through 1998"; and 

(3) in subsection (p), by striking ''1995" and 
inserting 19980. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 934 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 12340) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (1) of subsection (a), to read 
as follows: 

) There are authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out sections 931 and 932 such sums as 
may be necessary for each of the fiscal years 
1995 through 1998.'': and 

(2) by striking subsection (d). 

SEC. 403. FAMILY RESOURCE ACT. 

(a) NATIONAL CENTER.—Section 958(b)(3) of 
the Claude Pepper Young Americans Act of 1990 
(42 U.S.C. 12353(b)(3) is amended by strike 
“model”. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS: —Sec- 
tion 960 of the Claude Pepper Young Americans 
Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12355) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking 32,00, 00% 
and all that follows through the end thereof 
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and inserting 82,000, 000 for each of the fiscal 
years 1995 through 1998.'': and 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking 8700,00 
and all that follows through the end thereof 
and inserting ''$1,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, 
and such sums as may be necessary for each of 
the fiscal years 1996 through 1998. 

And the House agree to the same. 


That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the House to the 
title of the bill, and agree to the same. 


From the Committee on Education and 
Labor, for consideration of the Senate bill, 
and the House amendment, and modifica- 
tions committed to conference: 

WILLIAM D. FORD, 

M.G. MARTINEZ, 

DALE E. KILDEE, 

MAJOR R. OWENS, 

ROBERT E. ANDREWS, 

BOBBY SCOTT, 

LYNN C. WOOLSEY, " 

CARLOS ROMERO-BARCELO, 

SCOTTY BAESLER, 

BILL GOODLING, 

SUSAN MOLINARI, 

BILL BARRETT, 

MIKE CASTLE, 
As additional conferees from the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce, for consideration 
of title III of the Senate bill, and title III of 
the House amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: 

JOHN D. DINGELL, 


J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


TED KENNEDY, 
CHRISTOPHER J. DODD, 
HOWARD M. METZENBAUM, 
CLAIBORNE PELL, 
NANCY LANDON 
KASSEBAUM, 

JIM JEFFORDS, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

The managers on the part of the House and 
the Senate at the conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ment of the House to the bill (S. 2000) to au- 
thorize appropriations for fiscal years 1995 
through 1998 to carry out the Head Start 
Act, the Community Services Block Grant 
Act, the Low-Income Home Energy Assist- 
ance Program, and for other purposes, sub- 
mit the following joint statement to the 
House and the Senate in explanation of the 
effect of the action agreed upon by the man- 
agers and recommended in the accompany- 
ing conference report: 

The Senate recedes from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the House with an 
amendment which is a substitute for the 
Senate bill and the House amendment. The 
differences between the Senate bill, the 
House amendment, and the substitute agreed 
to in conference are noted below, except for 
clerical corrections, conforming changes 
made necessary by agreements reached by 
the conferees, and minor drafting and clari- 
fying changes. 

TITLE 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill has no com- 
parable provision. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment cites the Act as the Human services 
Amendments of 1994.” 
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Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill has no com- 
parable provision. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes a table of Contents for the 
Act. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with amendments as appropriate to re- 
flect the conference substitute. 


TITLE I—HEAD START 
DEFINITION OF POVERTY LINE 


Senate bill.—Amends the current law defi- 
nition of poverty line" to reference the 
Community Services Block Grant Act defini- 
tion. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment has no comparable provision. 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment to clarify that the cur- 
rent poverty line definition shall be adjusted 
for family size. The conference substitute in- 
cluded technical amendments resulting from 
the amendment to the poverty line defini- 
tion. 

DEFINITION OF MOBILE HEAD START PROGRAM 


The Conferees have included in the con- 
ference substitute a definition of mobile 
Head Start program." The Conferees also 
with to clarify that such mobile Head Start 
programs shall be required to comply with 
performance standards related to provision 
of educational, socíal and other services such 
as apply to home-based Head Start pro- 
grams. Although mobile Head Start pro- 
grams shall not be held to the facilities-re- 
lated performance standards which apply to 
center-based models, it is the intent of the 
Conferees that mobile Head Start programs 
shall operate in safe and secure areas. 


DEFINITION OF FAMILY LITERACY SERVICES 


Senate bill.—The bill includes an illus- 
trative list of activities in the definition of 
family literacy services. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment limits the definition of “family lit- 
eracy services" to specified activities, and 
references training in English as a second 
language activities as one of the parent lit- 
eracy activities. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 


DEFINITIONS OF LEA, IMIGRANT HEAD START, 
AND SEA 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill has no com- 
parable provision. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes definitions of local education 
agency," Imigrant Head Start program,” 
and “State educational agency.” 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment to strike the 
“State educational agency" definition. 


AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDS 


The conference substitute authorizes the 
appropriation of such sums as may be nec- 
essary to enhance program quality and ex- 
pand Head Start services to all eligible chil- 
dren, as consistent with the funding levels 
authorized in 1990. The Conferees note that 
while the authorization level for the current 
fiscal year is $7.66 billion, the authorization 
level of “such sums" provides the Congress 
with the flexibility of making substantial 
progress towards the goal of reaching every 
eligible child while taking into consideration 
new initiatives and current fiscal con- 
straints. 

The conference substitute is consistent 
with the President's fiscal year 1995 budget 
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request for Head Start, including a projected 
annual increase of $700 million for each of 
the next four fiscal years. The Conferees ap- 
plaud the Administration's commitment to 
the Head Start program and reaffirm their 
commitment to serving all eligible families 
who seek service with due consideration of 
assisting underserved communities and 
maintaining a high level of quality in all 
Head Start programs. 

The conference substitute also authorizes 
the use of not more than $3 million for fiscal 
year 1995 and such sums as may be necessary 
through fiscal year 1998 for longitudinal 
studies. 


USES OF QUALITY IMPROVEMENT FUNDS 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill outlines the 
permissible uses of quality improvement 
funds. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes a provision that staff training 
shall include training in working with chil- 
dren of a non-English language background. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 


ALLOCATION OF QUALITY IMPROVEMENT FUNDS 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill provides for 
the allocation of quality improvement funds 
among states. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes a technical amendment to in- 
clude territories in the allocation of quality 
improvement funds. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

RANGE OF COLLABORATION GRANT ACTIVITIES 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill funds à broad 
range of Head Start collaboration activities 
with state-wide organizations and initiatives 
designed to “target” low-income children 
and families. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment funds only collaboration activities be- 
tween Head Start and State governments 
which are designed to benefit" low-income 
children and families, 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment to fund a broad range of 
activities “which are ‘designed to benefit’ 
low-income”’ children and families. The Con- 
ferees believe that the limited resources 
available for these collaboration grants will 
be maximized by allowing the Head Start li- 
aison to coordinate with state-wide initia- 
tives that give the collaboration the broad- 
est reach. 

AGENCIES INVOLVED IN COLLABORATION 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill describes the 
activities to be undertaken by the collabora- 
tion liaison. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes State and local educational 
agencies as entities with whom the States 
must liaison under the collaboration grant 
program. 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment to include local edu- 
cation agencies in the list of agencies to par- 
ticipate in collaboration through these 
grants. The conference substitute also in- 
cludes an amendment to the collaboration 
grant language to provide for collaboration 
with family literacy services providers. 

CRITERIA FOR AWARD OF EXPANSION FUNDS 


Senate bill.—the Senate bill requires HHS 
to take into consideration the extent of an 
applicant’s consultation with a range of 
other agencies and other criteria when 
awarding expansion funds. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment adds consultation with State agencies 
administering early childhood programs, ref- 
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erences to ESL organizations, and consider- 
ation of the need for full day, full year serv- 
ices to the Senate list. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment to include organi- 
zations serving families in non-English lan- 
guage homes, consultation with the local af- 
filiates of appropriate State agencies, and 
the extent to which the appplicant’s family 
and community needs assessment reflects a 
need for full day and full year services in the 
Senate list. 

The Conferees are aware of situations in 
which agencies have been designated as Head 
Start sponsors in communities that are out- 
side the area in which the Head Start spon- 
sor agency is located. The Conferees ask the 
Secretary to identify situations in which re- 
placement grantees are operating Head Start 
programs in adjacent communities and to 
examine whether the existing arrangements 
serve the best interests of the communities 
involved and of the Head Start program. The 
Conferees ask HHS to examine the feasibil- 
ity of negotiating changes in existing spon- 
sorship arrangements where such arrange- 
ments are not meeting the needs of children 
and families. 

FLEXIBILITY IN MEETING MINIMUM HOUR OF 

OPERATIONS REQUIREMENTS 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill contains no 
comparable provision. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment contains a provision requiring HHS to 
allow grantees flexibility in meeting mini- 
mum Head Start hours of operation require- 
ments. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment to clarify that the 
flexibility granted shall not reduce the mini- 
mum hours of service per day, days of service 
per week, or days of service per year. 

PRIORITY TO MIGRANT GRANTEES 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill contains no 
comparable provision. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment requires HHS to give priority to mi- 
grant grantees that serve children in fami- 
lies that must relocate most frequently in 
awarding funding to Migrant Head Start 
grantees. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

DESIGNATION OF INDIAN HEAD START SERVICE 

AREA 

Senate bill—The Senate bill includes 
members of Indian tribes living near the res- 
ervation in the population to be served by 
Indian Head Start grantees. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes Indians in any area designated 
by the Bureau of Indian Affairs as near-res- 
ervation in the population to be served by 
Indian Head Start grantees. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

CONSIDERATIONS IN DESIGNATING NEW HEAD 

START AGENCIES 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill details the 
criteria which must be taken into consider- 
ation by HHS when designating new Head 
Start agencies. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes Even Start programs as one of 
the programs that prospective grantees 
would be expected to coordinate with in 
order to receive designation as a Head Start 
agency. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

ENTITIES ELIGIBLE FOR FAMILY LITERACY 
SERVICE REFERRALS 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill includes Even 

Start programs as entities to which families 
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may be referred to receive family literacy 
services and skills training. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment adds public and school libraries as enti- 
ties to which families may be referred to re- 
ceive family literacy services and skills 
training. 

Conference agreement.—the Senate recedes 
with an amendment to include family re- 
source programs as entities to which fami- 
lies may be referred for the specified serv- 
ices. 

In order to avoid duplication of services 
and maximize the use of limited resources, 
Head Start agencies are strongly encouraged 
to develop formal collaborations, linkages, 
and other forms of coordination with exist- 
ing education and training agencies, includ- 
ing those funded under the Job Training 
Partnership Act. 

CRITERIA FOR DESIGNATION AS A NEW HEAD 

START GRANTEE 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill details the 
criteria which must be taken into consider- 
ation by HHS when designating new Head 
Start agencies. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment adds training in nonpunitive discipline 
techniques, training in basic child develop- 
ment, development of communication skills, 
opportunities for parents to share experi- 
ences, and activities designed to help parents 
understand the importance of their involve- 
ment in their children's education to the list 
of activities that HHS would have to con- 
sider in selecting grantees. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment that creates the 
following list of activities which HHS must 
consider in selecting grantees: training in 
basic child development, assistance in devel- 
oping communication skills, opportunities 
for parents to share experiences with other 
parents, substance abuse counseling, and ac- 
tivities designed to help parents become full 
partners in the education of their children. 
SERVICES TO NON-ENGLISH LANGUAGE CHILDREN 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill retains the 
current law elements of designees' plans 
with respect to services to non-English lan- 
guage children. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment expands the scope of plans required to 
include non-English language background 
children and their families. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

QUALITY STANDARDS; MONITORING OF HEAD 

START AGENCIES AND PROGRAMS 


Senate bill—The Senate bill details the 
programmatic and administrative areas for 
which HHS must develop quality standards 
within one year of enactment. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes transition to elementary 
School, record keeping and file maintenance 
as areas for which HHS must develop quality 
standards. 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment to include performance 
standards pertaining to the transition activi- 
ties referenced in section 642(d) of the Act. 

The conference substitute includes transi- 
tion-to-elementary school among the areas 
for which the Secretary is to establish qual- 
ity standards. The quality standards should 
describe the types of activities (e.g., transfer 
of records to elementary schools, parent- 
child orientation activities, etc.) which all 
Head Start programs are expected to imple- 
ment. 

The Conferees wish to emphasize that 
these standards are not intended to include 
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academic requirements. These standards 
Should only address those activities for 
which Head Start agencies are reasonably re- 
sponsible, and should seek to hold Head 
Start programs accountable only for the ac- 
tivities which are within their control. The 
Conferees believe that coordination and co- 
operation with public schools is a critically 
important aspect of transition, but recognize 
that Head Start programs are limited in 
their abilities to carry out transition activi- 
ties without the full support and cooperation 
of the local public school system. 

The Conferees would also like to direct the 
Secretary’s attention to the questions of 
record keeping and file maintenance prac- 
tices identified in the Inspector General's re- 
port. Appropriate performance standards ad- 
dressing these issues should be developed. 


DEVELOPMENT OF QUALITY STANDARDS 


Senate bill—The Senate bill details the 
programmatic and administrative areas for 
which HHS must develop quality standards 
within one year of enactment. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes services to families with very 
young children in the list of performance 
standards to be developed. 

Conference agreement.—The House re- 
cedes. 

The Conferees wish to note that perform- 
ance standards guiding the provision of serv- 
ices to families with very young children 
will be developed by December 30, 1994 as 
part of the 0-3 initiative and expect that 
Head Start programs serving families with 
very young children will be guided by those 
standards. 

CONSULTATION WITH EXPERTS 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill describes the 
range of experts with whom HHS must con- 
sult in developing quality standards, 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes child health experts and clari- 
fies that experts in the field of family serv- 
ices also includes experts in providing family 
services for non-English language children 
and families. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment to clarify that 
knowledge of linguistically and culturally 
appropriate services shall be among the 
areas of expertise to be drawn upon in devel- 
oping standards. 

The Conferees wish to emphasize the im- 
portance of assisting non-English language 
families in becoming literate in English. 
However, this is not intended to prevent pro- 
grams from utilizing a bilingual approach or 
from assisting the large number of Hispanic 
families who receive services under this Act 
in becoming literate in Spanish, nor to pre- 
vent efforts by Indian or Native Alaskan or 
Hawaiian programs to promote literacy in 
indigenous languages. 

CONSIDERATIONS IN DEVELOPING QUALITY 
STANDARDS 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill details the 
factors which should be taken into consider- 
ation in developing new quality standards. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes guidelines and standards to 
promote child health services, changes in the 
population of eligible children, and the need 
for local policies and activities to promote 
transition in the list of factors to be taken 
into consideration. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

HEAD START MONITORING PROCESS 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill clarifies the 
process of monitoring Head Start grantees. 
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House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment requires monitoring reviews to be con- 
ducted by HHS employees who are knowl- 
edgeable about the diverse (including lin- 
guistic and cultural) needs of eligible chil- 
dren and families. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment to clarify that 
each monitoring team should include mem- 
bers who are not only knowledgeable about 
the Head Start program but are also knowl- 
edgeable about the diverse (including lin- 
guistic and cultural) needs of eligible chil- 
dren and families. 


PUBLICATION OF MONITORING SUMMARY 
REPORTS 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill requires the 
Secretary to publish annually a summary re- 
port of the outcomes of triennial grantee re- 
views. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment sets an annual time frame of 90 days 
within which the Secretary is to issue the 
E : 
Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment to extend the 
deadline to 120 days. 


ENHANCED PARENT INVOLVEMENT AND 
TRANSITION COORDINATION WITH SCHOOLS 


The Conferees agreed that Section 109 of 
the Senate bill shall be referred to as “En- 
hanced Parent Involvement and Transition 
Coordination with Schools." 


TECHNICAL AMENDMENT 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill incorporates 
amendments on transition and parent in- 
volvement into an existing section in the 
Head Start Act. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment rewrites a section of the Act to incor- 
porate amendments on transition and parent 
involvement. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 


PARENT INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITIES 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill details parent 
involvement activities that are to be pro- 
vided by Head Start programs. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes additional parent involvement 
activities to be provided that are not in- 
cluded in the Senate bill. It would require 
grantees to establish procedures for partici- 
pation in program decisions, provision of 
technical and other support to help them se- 
cure assistance, establishment of procedures 
to seek reimbursement from other agencies 
for services that Head Start provides, and to 
provide or consider providing other services. 
The House amendment also makes references 
to training in nonpunitive discipline tech- 
niques and other training. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment to include a list of 
parent involvement services similar to that 
in the section on plans for parent involve- 
ment taken into account in designating new 
Head Start grantees. 


TRANSFER OF RECORDS 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill requires Head 
Start programs to transfer essential records 
to each child's elementary school upon grad- 
uation from Head Start. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment requires parental consent in transfer- 
ring Head Start records to schools. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 


TRANSITION ACTIVITIES 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill details the 
list of required transition activities. 
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House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes in its coordination require- 
ments provisions that Head Start agencies 
coordinate the provision of transportation 
and use of facilities and the provision of non- 
educational services to children at the re- 
quest of the local educational agency. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment to clarify that 
Head Start programs and local education 
agencies may work together to coordinate 
transportation and use of facilities and ex- 
change information regarding the provision 
of non-educational services to children. 

TRANSITION PROGRAM EVALUATION 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill requires HHS 
to assess the results of the Head Start tran- 
sition program. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment requires HHS to evaluate the effective- 
ness of the transition program, and to dis- 
seminate the evaluation information and 
other information on effective transition ac- 
tivities, and to provide technical assistance 
to Head Start grantees to adopt and imple- 
ment effective transition practices. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

FACILITIES AND ADMINISTRATIVE 
REQUIREMENTS 

Senate bill.-—The Senate bill allows Head 
Start grantees in low-income communities 
to construct facilities if there are no other 
facilities available, if the lack of facilities 
will inhibit the operation of the program, 
and if construction is more cost effective 
than purchase of available facilities. The bill 
also permits Head Start grantees to make 
capital expenditures (including amortizing 
the principal and paying the interest on 
loans) for construction of facilities, major 
renovation of facilities, and purchase of ve- 
hicles used for programs located at Head 
Start facilities. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment has no comparable provision. 

Conference agreement.—The House re- 
cedes. 

PARTICIPATION 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill allows Head 
Start to serve children for more than one 
year. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment contains no comparable provision. 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment to clarify that Head 
Start programs may serve children from age 
3 to compulsory school age for more than 
one year. 

PROGRAMS FOR INFANTS AND TODDLERS 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill describes the 
new 0-3 initiative. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment requires infant and toddler programs 
to coordinate services with programs includ- 
ing transition to school programs and local 
educational agency programs. 

Conference agreement.—The House re- 
cedes. 

The Conferees wish to express their intent 
that Head Start 0-3 programs collaborate 
with appropriate local service providers, in- 
cluding Part H and other programs, as need- 
ed to ensure the provision of a comprehen- 
sive array of health, mental health, and so- 
cial services. 

DEVELOPMENT OF PROGRAM GUIDELINES 

Senate bill.-—The Senate bill describes the 
range of programs whose experiences must 
be taken into consideration in developing 
guidelines for the new infant and toddler 
program. 
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House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment requires that consideration also be 
given to the knowledge and experience 
gained from migrant Head Start programs 
that serve a large number of infants and tod- 
dlers. 

Conference agreement,—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

REPEALS 

Senate bill—The Senate bill contains no 
comparable provision. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment repeals conforming references in Part 
E of title II of the Elementary and Second- 
ary School Amendments of 1988, Subchapter 
F of chapter 8 of subtitle A of title VI of the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, 
and contains a conforming amendment to 
section 638 of the Head Start Act. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

The Conferees intend to give the Secretary 
and the 0-3 working group latitude to design 
appropriate models for the 0-3 initiative. 
Therefore, the Congress has not statutorily 
delineated specific funding cycles or mon- 
itoring provisions of 0-3 grant recipients. It 
is the intent of the Congress that existing 
CCDP and PCC programs be grandfathered as 
part of the 0-3 initiative through 1997, and 
that, beginning in 1998, these grantees shall 
be treated in a manner which is consistent 
with the status of the other 0-3 grantees. 

APPEALS, NOTICE AND HEARING 

The conference substitute includes tech- 
nical amendments to clarify that the admin- 
istrative hearing described as part of the me- 
diation process for settling disputes between 
grantees and their policy councils or direc- 
tors is to be held only in the case of adverse 
actions resulting from unresolved disputes. 

GOALS AND PRIORITIES FOR TRAINING AND 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill lists the goals 
and priorities for training and technical as- 
sistance. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment adds assisting programs in developing 
full day and full year programs, assisting 
programs in better serving the needs of fami- 
les with very young children, and giving 
special consideration to entities that have 
demonstrated effectiveness in educational 
programming for preschool children that in- 
cludes components for parental involvement 
and care provider training to the Senate list. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment to clarify that 
Head Start agencies should be assisted with 
developing full day and full year program- 
ming where a community need for such serv- 
ices has been clearly identified. With respect 
to the provision of training and technical as- 
sistance for the Migrant Head Start agen- 
cies, special consideration shall be given to 
entities which have a demonstrated experi- 
ence and understanding of the unique needs 
of the migrant and seasonal farmworker pop- 
ulation and the necessity for a specialized 
service delivery approach. 

The Conferees recognize that community- 
based service providers and certain federal 
agencies have specialized expertise in areas 
that are essential for Head Start agencies if 
they are to effectively include children with 
severe disabilities in their programs. The 
Conferees expect that Head Start agencies 
will actively seek technical assistance nec- 
essary to serve children with disabilities 
from a variety of resources, and that such 
technical assistance will not be guided solely 
by any one agency, organization, or activity. 

The conference substitute also includes 
amendments to the training and technical 
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assistance section to allow provision of 
training and technical assistance to grantees 
in developing innovative Head Start models 
such as home based and mobile programs. 


STAFF QUALIFICATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill lists the pro- 
grams which should be given priority in es- 
tablishing mentor teacher positions. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment adds a priority for grantees who lack 
Staff able to communicate in the languages 
of the children enrolled when establishing 
mentor teacher positions. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment to clarify that 
programs which lack staff of a similar cul- 
tural background to participating children 
shall be included among the delineated prior- 
ities. 


MODEL CURRICULA FOR MENTOR TEACHERS 


Senate bill.-—The Senate bill contains no 
comparable provision. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment requires HHS to promote the develop- 
ment of a model curricula for mentor teach- 
ers. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment to clarify that the 
curricula shall be developed to ensure the at- 
tainment of appropriate competencies by 
mentor teachers in the Head Start program. 
The Conferees wish to note that HHS should 
build on existing mentor teacher programs 
and curricula in the development of its 
model curricula for Head Start, but that the 
curricula developed for Head Start should 
take into consideration the unique aspects of 
Head Start services and performance stand- 
ards. 


DEGREE REQUIREMENTS FOR CLASSROOM 
TEACHERS 

The Conferees wish to clarify that Section 
648A identifies four different ways to meet 
the degree requirements for classroom teach- 
ers. Each is intended as an alternative to the 
others. Therefore, although both options B 
and D identify a state-awarded certificate, 
they should not be considered to be iden- 
tical. Option B specifies a state-awarded cer- 
tificate which is intended to cover individ- 
uals possessing state teacher certification 
covering instruction of preschool-aged chil- 
dren. Option D is intended to cover individ- 
uals who possess a degree in a related field 
but which incorporates coursework covering 
the growth, development and education of 
preschool aged children. 

The conference substitute includes amend- 
ments to the demonstration program lan- 
guage to suggest that demonstrations be de- 
signed to include innovative non-center- 
based program models such as home based 
and mobile Head Start programs. 


REPORTS 


Senate bill. The Senate bill contains no 
comparable provision. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment requires HHS to conduct a study of the 
availability and delivery of Head Start serv- 
ices to Indian children and children of mi- 
grant and seasonal farmworkers. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment to study Head 
Start services to Indian children, the chil- 
dren of Alaska natives, and children of mi- 
grant and seasonal farmworkers. 

The Conferees wish to point out the unique 
needs of programs serving Indian, Native 
Alaskan, and migrant and seasonal farm- 
worker children and families. Many are ex- 
tremely rural programs with transportation 
and other costs which are disproportionately 
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high. Nearly 40% of the children served by 
Migrant Head Start programs are infants 
and toddlers, yet the Head Start programs 
are given the same per-child funding for 
young children as they receive to provide 
services to four year olds. No reliable infor- 
mation about the number of children eligible 
for Migrant Head Start services is available. 
These funding constraints and special cir- 
cumstances have a direct impact on quality 
of services provided. The Conferees direct 
the Secretary to examine the Head Start 
services provided to Indian, Native Alaskan, 
and migrant and seasonal farmworker chil- 
dren in light of these concerns. 


STUDY OF BENEFITS FOR HEAD START 
EMPLOYEES 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill requires HHS 
to study the feasibility of providing Head 
Start employee benefits through the federal 
retirement system. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment contains no comparable provision. 

Conference agreement.—The House re- 
cedes. 


AUTOMATIC ELIGIBILITY OF HEAD START 
PARTICIPANTS 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill makes Head 
Start income-eligible enrollees automati- 
cally eligible for meals under the child care 
food program. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment has no comparable provision. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

The Conferees are concerned by the burden 
placed on Head Start programs by the need 
to establish eligibility for the child care food 
programs for Head Start-eligible children. 
Although Head Start-eligible children are in- 
come eligible for child care food programs, 
Head Start spends as much as $15,000 per 
year per program paying staff to fill out the 
paperwork required to establish eligibility. 
Because the Conferees do not have the au- 
thority to address the pay-go“ entitlement 
spending issues raised by the automatic eli- 
gibility provision in the Senate bill, the Con- 
ferees have agreed not to address this issue 
in this legislation at this time. The Con- 
ferees urge the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services and the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to work together to accomplish this 
goal, to the extent possible, through regu- 
latory changes, and urge the appropriate 
Committees to address this problem in the 
context of the reauthorization of other child 
nutrition programs. 

READY TO LEARN PROGRAM REAUTHORIZATION 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill reauthorizes 
the Ready to Learn program under the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment contains no comparable provision. 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment reauthorizing the Ready 
to Learn program through fiscal year 1998, 
but transferring the program authority to 
the General Education Provisions Act 
(GEPA). 

STUDY OF FULL-DAY AND FULL-YEAR HEAD 

START PROGRAMS 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill contains no 
comparable provision. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment requires the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services to conduct a study of the 
need for full-day and full-year Head Start 
services. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment clarifying the 
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scope of the study and requiring the submis- 
sion of a report containing the results of the 
study not later than January 1997. 

The Conferees also wish to direct the Sec- 
retary to encourage the development and 
testing of innovative, locally designed op- 
tions to extend the hours of service to meet 
local needs. Options may include collabora- 
tion with child care and other child and fam- 
ily service programs where such collabora- 
tions maintain the quality and integrity of 
services provided under the Head Start per- 
formance standards. Where administrative 
rules and regulations are a barrier to effec- 
tively combining funds from different federal 
program sources, a timely mechanism for re- 
questing and granting waivers should be put 
into place. 

CONSULTATION WITH THE CORPORATION FOR 

NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICE 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill contains no 
comparable provision. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment requires the Secretary of HHS to con- 
sult with the CEO of the Corporation for Na- 
tional and Community Service regarding the 
dissemination of information about the Cor- 
poration's programs. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

TITLE II—COMMUNITY SERVICES BLOCK GRANT 
DEMONSTRATION PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill repeals the 
Demonstration Partnership Agreements, 
under section 408 of the Human Services Re- 
authorization Act of 1986. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment extends the authorization for this pro- 
gram through fiscal year 1998, and adds a set- 
aside for grants supporting programs that 
target at-risk youth. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes to the House with an amendment 
modifying the at-risk youth set-aside. 

TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill sets aside not 
less than one-half of one percent and not 
more than 1 percent of the appropriation for 
training and technical assistance, but does 
not define the activities to be funded. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment specifies a process for determining the 
technical assistance and training activities 
that would be conducted, and establishes re- 
quirements that the Secretary would follow 
in allocating resources for technical assist- 
ance and training. 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment identifying eligible enti- 
ties for funding to carry out the training and 
technical assistance activities. 

TRIPARTITE BOARD 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill requires that 
the Board be selected by the Community Ac- 
tion Agency or non-profit organization. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment contains no comparable provision. 

Conference agreement.—The House re- 
cedes. 


REGULATIONS 


Senate bill—The Senate bill requires the 
Secretary to issue regulations governing the 
manner in which states comply with the 
title. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment has no comparable provision. 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment. It is the intent of the 
managers that this change allow the Sec- 
retary only to prescribe procedures for the 
purpose of assessing the effectiveness of eli- 
gible entities in carrying out the purposes of 
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the program. Such procedures may include 
the collection of data and such other infor- 
mation as may be necessary to satisfy that 
goal. 


EVALUATION INVOLVING WAIVERS 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill has no com- 
parable provision. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment would amend the current law require- 
ment that the Comptroller General periodi- 
cally evaluate program expenditures by 
States, to specifically include States which 
have received waivers under P.L. 98-139. 

Conference agreement.—The House re- 
cedes. 


DEMONSTRATION PARTNERSHIP DISCRETIONARY 
AUTHORITY 


Senate bill—The Senate bill includes 
grants for innovative anit-poverty  ap- 
proaches in the Secretary’s discretionary 
fund. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment has no comparable provision. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 


INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill adds as an au- 
thorized use of the Secretary's discretionary 
fund grants to support the design, develop- 
ment and widespread availability of inter- 
active information technology among eligi- 
ble entities. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment has no comparable provision. 

Conference agreement.—The House re- 
cedes. 


COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATIONS 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill would include 
management of low-income housing and 
community development projects as a prin- 
cipal purpose of the governing board of an el- 
igible community development corporation. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment would include management of commu- 
nity development projects, but would not in- 
clude management of low-income housing. 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment clarifying that the eligi- 
ble entities are those with experience and ex- 
pertise in developing and managing low-in- 
come housing or development projects. 


COMMUNITY INITIATIVE PROGRAM TRAINING AND 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill would reserve 
no more than one percent of Community Ini- 
tiative Program funds for training and tech- 
nical assistance. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment contains no comparable provision. 

Conference agreement.—The House re- 
cedes. 


MIGRANTS AND SEASONAL FARMWORKERS 


Senate bill—The Senate bill eliminates 
the migrant and seasonal farmworkers pro- 
gram from the Secretary's discretionary 
fund, and instead requires each State to ad- 
dress the needs of this population through 
its regular community services program. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment maintains in the discretionary fund 
grant to nonprofit private organizations that 
serve migrants and seasonal farm workers as 
eligible rural community development ac- 
tivities. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

Because of the unique problems associated 
with providing assistance to migrant and 
seasonal farmworkers, these programs shall 
be centrally administered from the national 
level. No programs and activities supported 
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under this section shall preclude assistance 
to farmworkers under any other provision of 
this Act. 

NATIONAL YOUTH SPORTS 


Senate bill.-—The Senate bill eliminates 
the National Youth Sport Program from the 
Secretary's discretionary fund. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment would remove this program from dis- 
cretionary fund and authorize it at $15 mil- 
lion in each of fiscal years 1995-1998 for na- 
tional or regional programs designed to pro- 
vide instructional activities for low-income 
youth. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

MCKINNEY HOMELESS ASSISTANCE ACT 

Senate bill. The Senate bill contains no 
comparable provision. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment would extend the authorization of ap- 
propriations for the McKinney Homeless As- 
sistance Act Emergency Community Serv- 
ices Homeless Grant Program for fiscal years 
1995-1998. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

TITLE III.—LOW-INCOME HOME ENERGY 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

Senate bill—The Senate bill places the 
primary emphasis of the program on meeting 
the immediate home energy needs of those 
with low incomes and high relative energy 
burdens, with a secondary emphasis on re- 
ducing the energy needs and costs of such 
households. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment places an equal emphasis on the two 


urposes. 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment striking the secondary 
purpose, leaving the primary purpose of 
meeting the immediate home energy needs 
of low-income households. The Conferees be- 
lieve that activities to reduce home energy 
needs and costs can be a useful supplement 
to basic benefits. They note, however, that 
the decline in funding for the LIHEAP pro- 
gram over the past nine years as well as the 
continued high percentage of income spent 
by low-income households on residential en- 
ergy and understand the need for basic bene- 
fits. The Conferees believe that, in a time of 
Scarce resources, every possible dollar should 
be spent on helping households meet their 
energy bills. 

AUTHORIZATION LEVEL 

Senate bill..The Senate bill authorizes 
the appropriation of $2,000,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 1995 through 1999. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment authorizes $2,000,000,000 for fiscal year 
1995 and such sums as may be necessary fis- 
cal years 1996 through 1999. 

Conference agreement.—The House re- 
cedes. 

HIGHEST HOME ENERGY NEEDS 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill defines ''high- 
est home energy needs“ in the statute to in- 
clude households with very young children 
and the frail elderly. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment defines “highest home energy needs” 
with slightly different language and includes 
individuals with disabilities among vulner- 
able populations. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

EMERGENCY NOTIFICATION 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill contains no 
comparable provision. 
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House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment requires the Secretary of HHS to no- 
tify Congress of a proposed allotment under 
the Emergency Fund provision before the re- 
lease of such funds. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment to strike the word 
**proposed" in the conference agreement. 

EMERGENCY ALLOCATION 

The Conferees note that in allocating funds 
under this section it is the responsibility of 
the Secretary of HHS to assure that any for- 
mula for allocation of funds is based on in- 
formation obtained in a manner which is 
consistent from state to state. If information 
as to weather conditions or other emergency 
conditions is derived from other agencies, 
the Secretary shall, to the extent prac- 
ticable, ascertain and make available to the 
public the methodology by which such infor- 
mation or data was generated. 

AUTHORIZED USE OF FUNDS 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill in its state- 
ment of the authorized use of funds targets 
households with high relative energy bur- 
dens. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment targets funds to those with the lowest 
incomes that have a high relative energy 
burden. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

ENCOURAGED REDUCED HOME ENERGY NEEDS 

Senate bill—The Senate bill subjects the 
activities described in a new paragraph (16) 
of section 2650(b), which are intended to en- 
courage and enable households to reduce 
their home energy needs, to the program's 10 
percent administrative cost cap as defined in 
paragraph 9(A). It would also allow for the 
use of other federal funds to pay for such ac- 
tivities. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment does not subject the activities de- 
Scribed in paragraph (16) to the administra- 
tive cost ceiling, and contains no provision 
comparable to the Senate's provision regard- 
ing the permitted use of other federal funds. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment limiting the 
amount that may be spent on such activities 
to 5 percent of a State's total allocation. The 
House recedes to the provision to allow the 
use of other Federal funds for these activi- 
ties. In addition, States using the option in 
assurance 16 must report to the Secretary on 
the impact of such activities on the number 
of households served, the level of direct ben- 
efits provided to those households, and the 
number of households that remain unserved. 
The Conference substitute also includes lan- 
guage included in both bills to encourage 
States to work with vendors to reach agree- 
ments that recognize the benefits the ven- 
dors receive from LIHEAP payment assist- 
ance on behalf of their clients. The Conferees 
believe such efforts should be particularly 
directed at unregulated vendors. The Con- 
ferees emphasize that these provisions are 
not meant to infringe on a State's regu- 
latory authority or process regarding resi- 
dential energy providers. The Conferees in- 
tend that no regulated utility covered by the 
plan shall be required to act in a manner in- 
consistent with applicable regulatory re- 
quirements. 

REMOVAL OF CONSTRAINT ON SECRETARIAL 

PROGRAM GUIDANCE 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill removes the 
clause that prohibits the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services from prescribing the 
manner in which States comply with pro- 
gram provisions. 
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House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment does not have a comparable provision. 
Conference agreement.—'The Senate re- 
cedes. 
PERFORMANCE GOALS AND MEASURES 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill contains no 
comparable provision. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment directs the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services to develop, in consultation 
with State, local, and tribal grantees, per- 
formance goals and measurements that 
grantees may use to assess their success in 
achieving the purposes of the program. The 
Secretary shall report to Congress on the 
manner in which grantees are achieving 
these program goals. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes to the House with an amemdement. 
The Conference substitute requires the Sec- 
retary to develop model performance goals 
that states may use at their discretion. The 
Conferees see these model performance goals 
as an optional tool for states. They are not 
mandatory and should not be a burden on the 
states. 

TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

The Conferees recommend a change in the 
set-aside for training and technical assist- 
ance to state, local and tribal agencies. 
Given the fluctuations in the appropriations 
for the program and the significant effect 
that recent natural disasters have had on 
program delivery, agencies have expressed a 
need for more training and technical assist- 
ance. However, given the downward trend in 
funding LIHEAP, this provision ensures that 
no greater portion of the appropriation is ap- 
plied to training and technical assistance 
than is necessary, so that agencies can be 
trained and guided in the most effective 
ways of dealing with shrinking program 
funding, the best way to do more with 
less." 

The Conferees also recommend that the 
services provided through the National Cen- 
ter for Appropriate Technology and others be 
expanded, to the extent practicable, to meet 
current demand and to address the technical 
assistance needs of states, local and tribal 
grantees in making modifications to their 
programs so as to provide more effective 
long-term solutions to the problems faced by 
recipients or program funds and services. 
The expenditures for conferences and other 
costly meetings should be considered a sec- 
ond level priority in this set aside and should 
only be considered when such expenditures 
will not diminish the provision of services to 
program recipients or the provision of direct 
technical assistance to grantees. 

R.E.A.CH. INITIATIVE 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill contains no 
comparable provision. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment establishes a new initiative, the Resi- 
dential Energy Assistance Challenge 
(R.E.A.Ch.), and directs the Secretary to set 
aside, beginning in fiscal year 1996, an 
amount equal to at least 5 percent of the 
amount appropriated under section 2607A 
(the Leveraging Incentive Program) for the 
purpose of making challenge grants to 
States that qualify. States may use such 
grants to achieve performance goals, includ- 
ing the long-term reduction of the energy 
burden program dependency of households el- 
igible for, or receiving energy assistance, to 
minimize health and safety risks that result 
from high energy burdens on low-income 
Americans, to prevent homelessness as a re- 
sult of energy usage by low-income families, 
and for other purposes. 
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Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment to allow up to 25 
percent of the Leveraging Incentive program 
funds for the R.E.A.Ch. program and dem- 
onstrations. An incentive fund will be dis- 
tributed by the Secretary to qualifying pro- 
grams to encourage and reduce the costs of, 
innovation. The Secretary is encouraged to 
use program guidance, rather than regula- 
tions, but is authorized for this program 
only, to disapprove applications for 
R.E.A.Ch. funds on the basis of such guid- 
ance. The Conferees seek to make clear that 
R. E. A. Ch. services to eligible LIHEAP recipi- 
ents are provided in addition to regular 
LIHEAP benefits received by households par- 
ticipating in the program. 


SENSE OF CONGRESS ON APPROPRIATIONS 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill contains no 
comparable provision. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment expresses the sense of Congress that all 
appropriations made for LIHEAP for fiscal 
year 1995 be expended in fiscal year 1995, and 
that appropriations for fiscal year 1996 be at 
or above the fiscal year 1995 level. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes to the House with an amendment stat- 
ing that expenditures for LIHEAP for FY 
1996 should ensure the provision of services 
at the level provided in FY 1995. 


TITLE IV—COMMUNITY-BASED FAMILY 
RESOURCE PROGRAMS 


STATUTE AMENDED 


Senate bill—The Senate bill amends Sec- 
tion 933 of the Claude Pepper Young Ameri- 
cans Act. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment creates a new Community-based Fam- 
ily Support and Family Resource Program 
and titles the section the Family Resource 
and Support Act of 1994". 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment to amend Title II of the 
Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act 
and replace it with a new Community-Based 
Family Resource Program. 


PURPOSES 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill states that 
the purpose of the program is to develop a 
systematic approach to prevention and pro- 
mote innovative funding mechanisms. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes developing a ''family centered 
and family directed" comprehensive system 
in collaboration with existing State agen- 
cies. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment to incorporate 
promotion of innovative funding mecha- 
nisms as à purpose of the program. 

RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill refers to both 
the Secretary“ and the Commissioner“ as 
the responsible official in setting out the au- 
thority to make grants. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment refers to the Commissioner“. 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment to replace Commis- 
sioner” with Secretary“. 


ALLOWABLE PURPOSES 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill contains no 
comparable provision. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes as an allowable State purpose 
ensuring the involvement of families of chil- 
dren with disabilities in planning statewide 
systems. 

Conference agreement.—The House re- 
cedes. 
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PROGRAM REFERENCES 
Senate bill. The Senate bill refers 
throughout the title to family resource pro- 


House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment refers to family support and family 
resource program". 

Conference agreement.—The House re- 
cedes. 

TECHNICAL DIFFERENCE 

Senate bill.—Tnhe Senate bill requires serv- 
ices to be culturally relevant. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment requires services to be culturally com- 
petent, 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

INTERAGENCY COORDINATION 

Senate bill.-—The Senate bill contains no 
comparable provision. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes as a State activity increasing 
and promoting interagency coordination. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with a technical amendment. 

REMOVING STATUTORY AND REGULATORY 
BARRIERS 

Senate bill—The Senate bill does not ad- 
dress efforts to change statutory and regu- 
latory barriers to the integration of services 
in the authorized activities, but does include 
them in the State application section. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes as a State activity changing 
laws, regulations, procedures and organiza- 
tional structures which impede the provision 
of family support. 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment to the relevant para- 
graph in the application section. 

MINIMUM GRANT SIZE 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill requires that 
each State receive a minimum grant of 
$100,000. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment requires that each State receive a min- 
imum of $1 million. 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment to clarify that the funds 
must go to the designated lead agency and to 
define the leveraged funds that a State may 
use to qualify for incentive grants. These 
funds must flow through the mechanism 
used by the state to establish eligibility for 
this program and they must be under the 
control of the lead agency. The Conferees be- 
lieve the mechanism for integrating funds is 
the key to the family resource program's 
ability to be a catalyst for systems change. 
The Conferees hope that States will channel 
funds from various federal and State sources 
through his mechanism, that will in turn 
channel the funds to the local level to give 
flexibility in the way families are served. 
The formula is therefore designed to reward 
States’ efforts to pool or integrate funds. 

NATURE OF GRANTS AWARDED 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill awards all 
grants to eligible States through a formula 
based on the number of children under age 18 
in a State and the amount of other funds the 
State is able to leverage, with a minimum 
grant size of $100,000. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment allows grants to be awarded competi- 
tively if less than $50.4 million is appro- 
priated in any given fiscal year with no 
grantee receiving less than $1 million. These 
competitive grants would be awarded for a 3 
year period and each territory approved 
would received not less than $100,000. 

Conference agreement.—The House re- 
cedes. 
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TREATMENT OF EXISTING GRANTS 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill allows grant- 
ees under the existing Family Resource and 
Support program and the Temporary Child 
Care and Crisis Nurseries Program to con- 
tinue to receive funds under until the end of 
their grant cycle. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment allows grantees under the Family Re- 
source and Support Program to continue to 
receive funds until the end of their grant 
eycle. 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment deleting the Temporary 
Child Care and Crisis Nurseries Program and 
adding the Emergency Child Abuse Preven- 
tion Grants. 

LEAD AGENCY 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill states that 
the first choice for the State lead agency is 
the trust fund advisory board or a quasi-pub- 
lic organization with interdisciplinary gov- 
ernance. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment contains similar language with tech- 
nical differences. 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment to clarify that such an 
organization does not have to be quasi-pub- 
lic, but does need to be created by either leg- 
islation or State statue. The Conferees are 
aware that in some States the advisory 
board of the Children's Trust Fund is already 
supporting family resource programs and 
would be in an excellent position to guide 
the development of a network. In other 
States, however, other interdisciplinary 
groups, such as a Children’s Cabinet, also 
may be involved in these activities. Some 
States may have more than one entity that 
could fill the lead agency role. The Conferees 
stress that the purpose of this legislation is 
to encourage more coordination and urge 
States with several appropriate bodies to 
move toward integrating their roles in help- 
ing build a family resource network. The 
managers are aware that, in some States in- 
dividual State agencies currently have re- 
sponsibility for family resource programs 
and believe this is appropriate in some cases, 
as the legislation provides. However, the 
Managers encourage these States to move 
toward interdisciplinary governance, includ- 
ing the existing State agency, 

The conferees believe effective service in- 
tegration and systems change can only come 
from the involvement of a cross-section of 
agencies, organizations, and individual fami- 
lies in planning and operating these pro- 
grams. The Conferees are particularly con- 
cerned that family resource programs be 
seen as preventive and family directed and 
not be closely associated with the formal 
child welfare system or agencies, or subsidi- 
aries of such agencies. Such an association 
may deter parents from seeking out the fam- 
ily resource program and interfere with the 
supportive atmosphere that is its objective. 

CAPACITY OF LEAD AGENCY 

Senate bill—The Senate bill contains no 
comparable provision. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment requires applications to assure that the 
designated lead State agency have the capac- 
ity to promote a statewide system of family 
support; and to exercise leadership in capac- 
ity building, training and access to and fund- 
ing for family support services. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with a technical amendment. 


COORDINATION REQUIREMENTS 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill places all co- 
ordination requirements in the planning 
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process with the lead agency to develop the 
family resource program. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment requires the State to assure that the 
lead entity will coordinate its activities with 
those of other State councils including those 
under established under the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), the Voca- 
tional Rehabilitation Act, the Developmen- 
tal Disabilities Assistance and Bill of Rights 
Act and local family support councils. It re- 
quires the State also to assure that the lead 
agency coordinate with the above councils in 
developing a comprehensive statewide sys- 
tem of family support and family resources 
services. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment adding these coun- 
cils and others, including the Head Start col- 
laboration projects, to the interagency co- 
ordinating process required of the lead agen- 
cy. The House recedes on the assurance. 

STRATEGIC PLANS 

Senate bill.-—The Senate bill requires the 
lead agency to develop a plan for establish- 
ing a network of family resource programs. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment contains similar language with tech- 
nical differences. 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment requiring a strategic 
plan that identifies specific measurable goals 
and objectives. In developing this strategic 
plan, the Conferees expect States to take ap- 
propriate steps to involve a wide cross-sec- 
tion of families and service providers. The 
strategic plan should include specific goals 
and objectives for the development of a 
statewide system of family resource pro- 
grams, with a strong emphasis on inter- 
agency coordination and integration of serv- 
ices, and regular evaluation of the statewide 
system. If a State has already conducted a 
statewide review of existing family resource 
programs and developed a strategic plan re- 
lating to family resource programs prior to 
applying for funds under this Title, the State 
may present the plan to satisfy the strategic 
planning requirement, although the Sec- 
retary may request additional clarifying in- 
formation about the plan. 

INCLUSION OF ALL FAMILIES 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill specifies the 
parties to be involved in the lead agency's 
planning process. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment contains similar language with tech- 
nical differences. 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment to specify that parents 
of children with disabilities be included in 
the planning process. The Conferees wish to 
stress that Family Resource Programs 
should be inclusive of all families. Where 
families, such as those with children with 
disabilities, have special needs, the Family 
Resource Program should already have 
formed the linkages necessary to gain access 
for those families to other, more specialized 
service networks. 

STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
REPRESENTATIVES 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill requires as 
participants in the State planning process a 
number of State and local government rep- 
resentatives. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment contains a similar list, but includes vo- 
cational rehabilitation. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

GROUPS SERVING CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill contains no 
comparable provision. 


May 9, 1994 


House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment requires representatives of groups with 
expertise in providing services to children 
with disabilities to be included in the plan- 
ning process. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

FAMILY RESOURCE PROGRAM INVENTORY 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill refers to 
"family resource services”. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment refers to "family resource and family 
support". 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment to require an inventory 
of current family resource programs in the 
State. 


CULTURAL DIVERSITY AND COMPETENCY 


Senate bill—The Senate bill requires 
States to provide assurances that the State 
program will maintain cultural diversity. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment requires, in addition, an assurance that 
the state program will be culturally com- 
petent". 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 


Senate bill—The Senate bill requires a 
plan for training and technical assistance. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment contains similar language with tech- 
nical differences. 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment to add networking ac- 
tivities” to the training and technical assist- 
ance list. 

STATUTORY AND REGULATORY BARRIERS 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill requires a de- 
scription of proposed actions by the State 
that will reduce practical and regulatory 
barriers to the provision of comprehensive 
services. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment contains a similar provision as one of 
the authorized purposes of the program. 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment requiring a description 
in the application of activities that will fa- 
cilitate changing laws, regulations, policies, 
practices, procedures, and organizational 
structures that impede the development of 
family resource services. 

RESPITE SERVICES 


Senate bill—The Senate bill requires 
State to make available funds for the start- 
up costs associated with specific family re- 
source services, including respite services. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment requires an assurance that the lead 
agency will ensure a maintenance of effort 
equivalent to current Federal funding for 
respite services. 

Conference agreement.—The 
cedes. 


House re- 


OUTREACH SERVICES 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill 
comparable provision. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment requires a description of the outreach 
and other activities the State will undertake 
to promote the participation of racial and 
ethnic minorities and other underserved or 
underrepresented groups. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 


contains no 


COMMUNITY-BASED PROGRAM 

Senate bill—The Senate bill requires the 

involvement of a variety of local agencies 

and organizations in the local community 
needs assessment. 
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House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes vocational rehabilitation as 
one of the agencies that must be involved. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment requiring local 
programs to participate in the statewide net- 
work of family resource programs. 

DEFINITION OF FAMILY RESOURCE PROGRAM 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill defines *'fam- 
ily resource program” as a program that of- 
fers community-based services that provide 
sustained assistance to families. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment defines "family support and family re- 
source programs“, with similar language. 

Conference agreement.—The House recedes 
with an amendment to specify sustained as- 
sistance and support to families". 

OTHER SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill defines other 
services that the family resource program 
may provide, either directly or through re- 
ferral, including early childhood services, 
respite services, education and literacy serv- 
ices, referral for health care, and others. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes a similar list, but adds Eng- 
lish as a second language and family literacy 
services. 

Conference agreement.—'The House recedes 
with an amendment adding family support 
services for families of children with disabil- 
ities in the list of other services”. The man- 
agers wish to clarify that, although the com- 
munity-based planning process should ad- 
dress all family support needs within the 
community, recipients of funds under this 
program are not expected to provide services 
to meet absolutely every need identified. To 
the maximum extent possible, they should 
meet identified needs, but they also are ex- 
pected to help coordinate existing services 
and resources for families, including those 
families that have children with disabilities. 

REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPITE SERVICES 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill includes res- 
pite services in the list of other services that 
may be provided. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes as a core service respite care 
services which are available 24 hours a day 
and every day of the calendar year. 

Conference agreement.—The House re- 
cedes. 

DEFINITION OF INTERDISCIPLINARY 
GOVERNANCE 

Senate bill.—The Senate bill includes a list 
of various government agencies involved in 
“interdisciplinary governance". 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment includes vocational rehabilitation as 
an agency that must be involved in the 
interdisciplinary governance. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes. 

ADDITIONAL DEFINITIONS 


Senate bill.—The Senate bill defines var- 
ious terms related to family resource pro- 
grams. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment adds definitions of culturally com- 
petent, children with disabilities, family 
centered and family directed, and family 
support. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment deleting the defi- 
nitions of the terms Commissioner.“ Fam- 
ily-Centered and  Family-Directed," and 
“Family Support." 

STRATEGIC PLAN 


Senate bill.-The Senate bill contains no 
comparable provisions. 
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House amendment.— The House amend- 
ment requires the lead agency of each State 
to prepare a strategic plan to achieve the 
purposes of this section. 

Conference agreement.— The House recedes 
(see previous agreement re: strategic plan). 

DEFINITION OF OUTREACH SERVICES 


Senate bill—The Senate bill amends the 
definition of outreach services in the Young 
Americans Act to apply to “other care- 
takers” as well as parents“. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment contains no comparable provision. 

Conference agreement.—The House re- 
cedes. 

AUTHORIZATION LEVEL 


Senate bill—The Senate bill authorizes 
the Young Americans Act State Grant Pro- 
gram appropriation at such sums as may be 
necessary for fiscal years 1995-1998; for the 
Community-Based Family Resource pro- 
gram, and authorizes an appropriation of $75 
million for fiscal years 1996-1998. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment authorizes an appropriation of $30 mil- 
lion for 1995 and such sums as may be nec- 
essary for each of fiscal years 1996 and 1997. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment to move the 
Young Americans Act authorization to a dif- 
ferent section and authorize the Community- 
Based Family Resource Program at $50 mil- 
lion for fiscal year 1995. Because this new 
program becomes part of the Child Abuse 
Prevention and Treatment Act, the Con- 
ferees believe it should be on the same reau- 
thorization cycle as that Act, which expires 
in 1995. 

REPF “LS 

Senate bill—The Senate bill repeals the 
Community-Based Child Abuse and Neglect 
Prevention Grants, the Emergency Child 
Abuse Prevention Services grants, and the 
Temporary Child Care and Crisis Nurseries 


grants programs. 


House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment contains no comparable provision. In- 
stead it repeals Sec. 933 of the Younger 
Americans Act, which describes the Family 
Resource and Support Program. 

Conference agreement.—The Senate re- 
cedes with an amendment to also repeal the 
Emergency Child Abuse Prevention Services 
grants. The Conferees emphasize that they 
are consolidating these programs and there- 
fore expect that the new Community-Based 
Family Resource Program will receive an ap- 
propriation which is at least equal to the 
sum of the appropriations of the individual 
programs that are being repealed or re- 
placed. 

NATIONAL RESOURCE CENTERS 


Senate bill—The Senate bill reauthorizes 
the National Resource Center on Family Re- 
source and Support Programs. 

House amendment.—The House amend- 
ment reauthorizes the National Center, but 
adds developing and disseminating informa- 
tion about respite services to its duties. 

Conference agreement.—The House re- 
cedes. 


From the Committee on Education and 
Labor, for consideration of the Senate bill, 
and the House amendment, and modifica- 
tions committed to conference: 


DALE E. KILDEE, 
MAJOR R. OWENS, 
ROBERT E. ANDREWS, 
Bossy SCOTT, 

LYNN C. WOOLSEY, 
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CARLOS ROMERO-BARCELÓ, 

SCOTTY BAESLER, 

BILL GOODLING, 

SUSAN MOLINARI, 

BILL BARRETT, 

MIKE CASTLE, 
As additional conferees from the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce, for consideration 
of title III of the Senate bill, and title III of 
the House amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: 

JOHN D. DINGELL, 


J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


TED KENNEDY, 
CHRISTOPHER J. DODD, 
HOWARD M. METZENBAUM, 
CLAIBORNE PELL, 
NANCY LANDON 
KASSEBAUM, 

JIM JEFFORDS, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


EXECUTIVE ORDER PROHIBITING 
CERTAIN TRANSACTIONS WITH 
RESPECT TO HAITI—MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 103- 
253) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MONTGOMERY) laid before the House the 
following message from the President 
of the United States; which was read 
and, together with the accompanying 
papers, without objection, referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs and 
ordered to be printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

On October 4, 1991, pursuant to the 
International Emergency Economic 
Powers Act (*"IEEPA") (50 U.S.C. 1703 
et seq.) and section 301 of the National 
Emergencies Act ("NEA") (50 U.S.C. 
1601 et seq.), President Bush exercised 
his statutory authority to issue Execu- 
tive Order No. 12775 on October 4, 1991, 
declaring a national emergency and 
blocking Haitian government property. 

On October 28, 1991, pursuant to the 
above authorities, President Bush exer- 
cised his statutory authority to issue 
Executive Order No. 12779 on October 
28, 1991, blocking property of and pro- 
hibiting transactions with Haiti. 

On June 30, 1993, pursuant to the 
above authorities, as well as the United 
Nations Participation Act of 1945, as 
amended (“UNPA”) (22 U.S.C. 287c) I 
exercised my statutory authority to 
issue Executive Order No. 12853 on June 
30, 1993, to impose additional economic 
measures with respect to Haiti. This 
latter action was taken, in part, to en- 
sure that the economic measures taken 
by the United States with respect to 
Haiti would conform to United Nations 
Security Council Resolution 841 (June 
16, 1993). 

On October 18, 1993, pursuant to the 
IEEPA and the NEA, I again exercised 
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my statutory authority to issue Execu- 
tive Order No. 12872 on October 18, 1993, 
blocking property of various persons 
with respect to Haiti. 

On May 6, 1994, the United Nations 
Security Council adopted Resolution 
917, calling on Member States to take 
additional measures to tighten the em- 
bargo against Haiti. These include, 
inter alia, a requirement that Member 
States deny permission for take off, 
landing or overflight to any aircraft 
flying to or from Haiti, other than air- 
craft on regularly scheduled commer- 
cial passenger flights. In addition, the 
Resolution strongly urges, but does not 
mandate, the freezing of funds and fi- 
nancial resources of officers of the 
military in Haiti, including police, 
major participants in the coup d'état of 
1991, and in illegal governments since 
the coup d'état, those employed by, or 
acting on behalf of, the military, and 
immediate family members of the fore- 
going. Effective at 11:59 p.m. e.d.t., 
May 8, 1994, I have taken additional 
steps pursuant to the above statutory 
authorities to enhance the implemen- 
tation of this international embargo 
and to conform to United Nations Se- 
curity Council Resolution 917. 

This new Executive order: 

—bans arriving and departing flights 
and overflights stopping or origi- 
nating in Haiti, except regularly 
scheduled commercial passenger 
flights; 

—blocks the funds and financial re- 
sources, subject to the jurisdiction 
of the United States, of the individ- 
uals specified in Resolution 917, 
identified above; 

—prohibits any transaction that 
evades or avoids or has the purpose 
of evading or avoiding, or attempts 
to violate, any of the prohibitions 
of this order; and 

—authorizes the Secretary of the 
Treasury, in consultation with the 
Secretary of State, to issue regula- 
tions implementing the provisions 
of the Executive order. 

The new Executive order is necessary 
to implement certain provisions of 
United Nations Security Council Reso- 
lution 917 of May 6, 1994, that are to 
take effect without delay. Further 
measures, including a comprehensive 
trade embargo with certain humani- 
tarian exceptions, are required no later 
than May 21, 1994. I am considering ad- 
ditional measures to give full effect to 
these and other provisions of that Res- 
olution. The measures we are imposing 
and the United Nations Security Coun- 
cil Resolution adopted on May 6, 1994, 
reflect the determination of the United 
States, acting in concert with the 
international community, to end the 
assault on democracy and human dig- 
nity in Haiti. 

I am providing this notice to the 
Congress pursuant to section 204(b) of 
the IEEPA (50 U.S.C. 1703(b)) and sec- 
tion 301 of the NEA (50 U.S.C. 1631). I 
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am enclosing a copy of the Executive 
order that I have issued. 
WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 7, 1994. 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Feb- 
ruary 11, 1994, and because there is no 
designee of the minority leader, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] 
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des- 
ignee of the majority leader. 


MY ADVICE TO THE PRIVILEGED 
ORDERS 


Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, today 
I continue by way of accountability as 
chairman of the U.S. House of Rep- 
resentatives Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. I said be- 
fore to my colleagues that I would 
commit myself to doing this just 3 days 
after I was formally sworn in as chair- 
man in January 1989, and I continue to 
do so but with increased problems of a 
complexity and difficulty that here- 
tofore the Nation has not faced. That 
is, there has been no awareness. 

I have been compelled to come a lit- 
tle bit more often in order to bring to 
the attention of my colleagues what I 
brief every member of the committee. 
As chairman, I have said from the be- 
ginning that it has always been my 
philosophy and my belief and based on 
the rules and the precedents of this 
great body, since the first Congress, 
that the real power and, actually, I be- 
lieve, the exclusive and only power of a 
chairman was to set the agenda, set 
the course, mark the course and lead. 

For years, this has not been done and 
particularly on this level. Iam not now 
casting aspersions on predecessors. I 
am just saying that because of many 
other factors, mostly ones which I 
think infected us Americans and made 
us victims of our hubris or pride, that 
history will show was so misbegotten 
and so much in error; that is, that we 
are the greatest and would be forever 
and a day, that prosperity was here to 
stay forever and a day. 
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Also, our system governing our fi- 
nancial institutions, one which was ac- 
tually sort of jerry-built since the de- 
pression and before the war, the com- 
placency led to not keeping up with the 
exponential pace of change, and par- 
ticularly the tremendous technological 
breakthrough since the war, where in- 
stantaneous communication is today 
making the world a very, very small. 
village. 

Today I rise because of the disturbing 
news that efforts were being made uni- 
laterally by the government, that is, 
the Treasury and the Federal Reserve 
Board, in their words to shore up the 
dollar," the value. 
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I have been trying to alert not only 
my colleagues, in fact, my colleagues 
first, as long ago as the middle 1970's, 
and with more intensity since 1979, 
when it was apparent and the statistics 
showed it and the correlation of events 
as they were happening, and those of us 
on the committee, charged with knowl- 
edge, it was obvious that our country 
was headed for a very different world 
from that in which it had thrived since 
the war, and particularly in the dec- 
ades of the 1950's and 1960's. 

However, it was disturbing even in 
the 1960's, and I spoke out there. But so 
much for history. The thing is that 
now, as I had so much wanted to avoid, 
there is tendency to have a knee-jerk 
reaction on the part of our managers in 
this very difficult area in which, as I 
have told my colleagues, we in the Con- 
gress have little direct power to con- 
trol, not only constitutionally, but tra- 
ditionally and in precedent. 

The disturbing thing about the 
events was that after the intervention 
with somewhat massive input of dol- 
lars on the part of the Treasury and 
the Fed, the dollar still is in anemic 
condition. I have pointed out that this 
is the biggest danger that has con- 
fronted out Nation since its founding, 
even the Civil War. 

When I say that, naturally I lost a lot 
of people that seem to think that this 
is a gross exaggeration. I wish it were, 
and I pray I am wrong, but neverthe- 
less, up to now there has been no credi- 
ble rebuttal. 

The events of last week and the week 
before clearly show that what used to 
be a joint effort, for instance, in 1970 
when there was a massive—in fact, it 
was not so massive compared to the 
tremendous exposure of the so-called 
Euro dollar at that time, just a fast 
movement of what I call hot money 
from the markets in London, France, 
into the German mark created a minor 
emergency. At that time, though, there 
was a joint venture of the part of these 
countries and their central banks to in- 
vest in trying to support the dollar. 

Then came the 1970’s and the 1980’s, 
in which, incredibly, sitting on that 
committee, I heard all of the outstand- 
ing economists, international, na- 
tional, and everybody else, saying that 
the reason we were having a negative 
balance of trade, or even a current ac- 
count imbalance, was that the dollar 
was being artificially held too high. 

I asked in one of the brief periods of 
time I had this panel of the outstand- 
ing economists, not only of the United 
States, I said Okay, so you are saying 
and advocating that the dollar should 
be allowed to drop? But how far? What 
is your estimate?" Oh, they did not 
know. All they knew was let it drop, 
because that will stimulate the pur- 
chase of our exports. 

I said ‘‘What if you have a free-fall? 
You don’t control it, once it drops to a 
certain level, and it keeps going?" 
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Well, there was no answer to that, but 
I was looked upon, and in fact one 
whispered and said ‘‘Who is this guy?" 
Remember, that was 19—the middle 
1980's. I was not chairman yet. 

Today I have directed letters to Sec- 
retary Bentsen and Chairman Green- 
span inviting them to testify on the ex- 
change rate policy at a banking hear- 
ing on May 18, that is next week, as 
well as a suggested summary of the 
proposed additions to the Humphrey- 
Hawkins Act which I intend to submit 
and will submit, and over which we in- 
tend to have the hearings. 

Last March, Mr. Speaker, I put this 
question: 

Under the following circumstances, would 
you vote today to give the Federal Reserve a 
$30.1 billion line of credit that will be used to 
loan money to foreign countries, no strings 
attached, no conditions, no nothing, but in 
accordance with the Federal Reserve's, not 
the Treasury, the Federal Reserve's judg- 
ment and politics, it will choose and pick 
where it wants to send all or part of that 
$30.1 billion? 

Over 3 years ago, in fact, almost 4 
years ago, shortly after I had become 
chairman, I called a hearing of the 
committee. Unfortunately, the turnout 
was very poor. Like last year's three 
different hearings on the so-called 
NAFTA on chapter 14, that had to do 
with banking and financial activities, 
which was really the engine, not free 
trade, but this year, banking and fi- 
nance, we were totally censored. There 
was not any coverage of the three hear- 
ings. 

Iam speaking now because all of this 
is on the record, and therefore, avail- 
able to your perusal and study. What if 
I tell you further that you, my col- 
leagues, not only on this side but on 
the other side of the rotunda, have 
nothing to say about who gets the 
money, what country gets the money? 
You can put no conditions on the loans, 
and you have to abdicate your congres- 
sional oversight role, which in fact and 
indeed has happened, as we brought out 
in these hearings almost 4 years ago, in 
which at that time there was talk, and 
later implemented by the so-called 
Brady plan. 

This is something I would like to 
come back and report, once I have 
brought my colleagues on the commit- 
tee up to date, because there again the 
U.S. Treasury is a guarantor of billions 
of billions of dollars of bonds issued by 
other countries, such as Mexico, and 
now other countries in South America. 

In addition to this—that is, you hav- 
ing no say-so—contrary to the Con- 
stitution, the General Accounting Of- 
fice will be prevented by law from any 
examination of ''transactions of the 
Federal Reserve for or with a foreign 
central bank." And the records of the 
expenditures will be intentionally 
vague, and even at times purposely 
misleading. 

This came up, and there was an elec- 
tion year, 1992, 2 years ago, and all of a 
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sudden what we could not even get at- 
tention on the committee level, much 
less on the information disseminating 
responsible agencies to even report, all 
of a sudden it became an issue. The 
Italian agency bank in Atlanta, the 
BNL, then with greater furor and head- 
lines for days, the BCCI—and I want to 
remind my colleagues that I have not 
closed out as chairman of this commit- 
tee either one of those two, because we 
still have to perfect the laws to protect 
the American national interests and 
the integrity and safety and soundness 
of our financial system, which still 
continues at risk, as was seen clearly 
in the case of those two much-pub- 
licized, for a while, spectacular cases. 
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But now we have by law our only 
agency that is our watchdog agency 
and the only one we have in order to 
ride herd on the executive branch by 
law prohibited from even asking or 
even trying to locate the records of 
these expenditures. 

My colleagues will agree with me, I 
am sure, that if they were put to a 
vote, they would say, I am not going to 
have any part of that. But yet, in ef- 
fect, the Congress has. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not a conjecture 
or a bizarre scenario. This is what is 
going on and has been going on now for 
some time at great cost and jeopardy 
to the Treasury, if not the more fun- 
damental stability and well-being of 
our financial institutions. The Fed has 
been now for years making what are es- 
sentially loans to foreign countries 
without any congressional input or 
consent. It does it through this $30.1 
billion fund known as a swap fund, and 
despite the Federal Reserve's keep- 
your-nose-out-of-my-business attitude, 
I am putting our central bank on no- 
tice that we in the Congress have not 
relinquished our oversight responsibil- 
ities, especially when it comes to bil- 
lions of dollars of taxpayers’ money 
which are at risk and which may be 
used for purposes contrary to the na- 
tional interest as expressed by the ad- 
ministration that the people may have 
at a particular time duly elected into 
office. 

Mr. Speaker, I posed these questions 
in March here on the House floor and 
elsewhere. Since then the Federal Re- 
serve has formally joined the Secretary 
of the Treasury and the finance min- 
isters and the central bank governors 
of Mexico and Canada in a permanent 
trilateral agreement involving a $6 bil- 
lion line of credit to Mexico. 

Mr. Speaker, there are two issues 
here: First is the right of Congress to 
control spending. The Constitution 
says there shall be no expenditure 
other than that which is based on an 
appropriation and thereby also with a 
respective authorization and only upon 
that basis. That is what the Constitu- 
tion says. Of course today we live ina 
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day and time when the Constitution, 
well, my goodness, my colleagues, even 
if the Ten Commandments today, one 
of the most powerful individuals in 
America, controls today the most sub- 
stantial disseminating electronic com- 
munication just last year, some time 
ago, said the Ten Commandments were 
out of vogue, they were not valid any 
longer. So if we have that, what is the 
Constitution, among friends, as some- 
body wrote a book entitled in that 


way. 

So that, Mr. Speaker, the first issue 
is the right of Congress and respon- 
sibility under the Constitution to con- 
trol spending. Where are all of these 
budgeteers that want to balance the 
budget with a constitutional amend- 
ment as long as they do not come out 
on this very basic question? 

Mr. Speaker, second and equally pro- 
found is a question of how world mone- 
tary systems are to be structured and 
controlled. This is a question we have 
evaded for over 23 years, ever since the 
so-called fixed exchange rate system 
was effectively ended by the closing of 
the U.S. so-called gold window. Let me 
say, that was 1971, it was August 15, 
and it was President Richard Milhous 
Nixon who made that decision and 
brought it about. Yet there was not one 
American newspaper calling it a de- 
valuation of 10 percent of the dollar 
and much less saying what this means 
is the United States is going off the 
gold exchange system, meaning that it 
was going to go into what I protested 
at the time as a lowly Member down in 
the committee, but still by that had 
become chairman of the Subcommittee 
on International Finance, so I felt I 
had some knowledge. But, Mr. Speaker, 
when a snowball starts sliding faster 
and faster down that slope, there is not 
much one can do about standing in its 
way. But the record is there and it will 
show that I predicted that anytime you 
leave something stable, to a certain ex- 
tent, and go into something unstable, 
unpredictable, that unpredictability 
and instability is the enemy of finan- 
cial doings and marketing. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the reason why 
we were the only creditor Nation in 
two world wars, today we are the big- 
gest debtor Nation in the world, and 
that happened also as of September 16, 
1985, and at that time officially our 
Government said, we are a debtor na- 
tion for the first time since 1914, before 
World War I. 

Mr. Speaker, it is dangerous, because 
at the heart of the matter, and this is 
what I said over 25 years ago, the tar- 
get is “the vaunted American standard 
of living." The main avenues are to 
doing what can be done to destroy or at 
least debauch the currency of a coun- 
try, and this is where we are today, be- 
cause on that day, also, what in effect 
happened was that the center of grav- 
ity of financial power which had gravi- 
tated during World War II and imme- 
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diately thereafter to New York, went 
from New York to Tokyo. 

Mr. Speaker, this may surprise some, 
but let me say that I have a good mem- 
ory, and I remember in college when 
Franklin Roosevelt made his speech on 
quarantining nations like Japan, that 
was 1937, and the big flare-up was the 
sinking of the Panay gunboat, the 
American gunboat on the Yangtze 
River or wherever it was, in China. 
There was not anybody in America 
that said then, why, if those Japanese 
dare try to do anything, we would 
Shoot them out of the water in 4 days. 

Mr. Speaker, that is where we are 
today financially. We hear the boasts 
about how the United States is the one 
and only still remaining great power 
now that Russia is supposed to have 
collapsed in its dismemberment of the 
Soviet Union. What an illusion, or de- 
lusion. What a fallacy. What hubris. 
What hubris. It is not true. We are vul- 
nerable. We are America, the vulner- 
able. 

Mr. Speaker, at the heart of the mat- 
ter is our economic and financial free- 
dom and liberty, without which what is 
political? 

Mr. Speaker, the first of these two is- 
sues that I spoke about, this line of 
credit, is, of course, the right of Con- 
gress to control. 
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After all, you are the one that has to 
go before the people every 2 years, not 
Chairman Greenspan or now Secretary 
Bentsen, and you are the one that has 
to answer the question about the debt 
overbuild and the deficit. 

And how do we stand up to answering 
the question, Well, how can the Fed 
do this?’’ We thought it was a creature 
of Congress, not the master of the 
country. 

But the second and equally profound 
question is the one of how the world 
monetary system and systems are to be 
governed and controlled and struc- 
tured. As I said, we have evaded that 
question, went into this so-called float- 
ing exchange. Well, floating itself 
means instability, and we reached the 
end of the rope as far as that system is 
concerned, and that has been true for 
some time now, as should have been 
clearly evidenced, and I said so in the 
middle and late seventies. 

From 1945 until 1971, world exchange 
rates were controlled by tying all cur- 
rencies to the dollar. The dollar, in 
turn, had a fixed relationship to gold. 
Now, you can argue about gold and 
whether or not, like the leaders at that 
time said, the day of gold was gone, we 
should demonetize is the fancy word 
they used. It does not make any dif- 
ference whether it is gold or maybe 
platinum, as long as you have a con- 
sensual agreement that that is the 
fixed objective against which you are 
going to have some standard of evalua- 
tion. 
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Now, the idea was to stabilize cur- 
rencies and to force countries with 
trade imbalance to follow economic 
policies that would create balance and 
thus maintain stable currency values. 

My question was: How can you say 
that when you say that the thing to do 
now is to go into floating exchange 
rates? How can you say that you are 
doing that in order to stabilize? And, of 
course, I was ridiculed, and mostly, 
really, in all truthfulness, ignored. As 
long as the United States dominated 
world trade, now, this could work, but 
as other economies grew, our policies 
did not change. We assumed that a U.S. 
trade deficit could last forever without 
upsetting the balance, But, of course, 
that was impossible. And I said so. 

If any of my colleagues are inter- 
ested, they can look up the RECORD 
from the late sixties through the sev- 
enties and eighties, what I said then, 
not now. 

And finally, the price of the dollar in 
relation to gold could no longer be sus- 
tained. President Nixon, as I said, and 
repeat, closed the gold window, and the 
world moved into the new era of float- 
ing exchange rates. As the time the 
Secretary of the Treasury argued that 
in a floating-rate system countries 
would have to take steps to stay in a 
trade balance. If they did not, their 
trade would dry up or they would suffer 
other bad consequences. Japan, for in- 
stance, would be forced to reduce its 
trade surplus or see the yen go up, and 
its exports destroyed by rising prices. 
The U.S. could reduce its imbalance, 
because our goods would be cheaper, 
and so on and so on. 

It was to no avail to point out the 
contradictions inherent in that argu- 
ment. So that did not work either. And 
today our trade deficit is larger than 
ever despite this vastly devalued dollar 
where within the last 15 years it has 
lost two-thirds of its value to the Japa- 
nese yen and the German deutsche 
mark continues the slide. 

And last week's intervention was 
meant to restore confidence in the dol- 
lar. Otherwise, a declining dollar will 
mean a quick rise in interest rates, be- 
cause we need those foreign dollars to 
finance our deficit, and particularly 
since 1985. Why, up until very recently 
the Japanese owned 35 percent of our 
Treasury, that is, that they were fund- 
ing our debt. As soon as they start 
withdrawing is when we start getting 
these pains, and other countries have 
done likewise. 

In other words, intervention is need- 
ed, because a structural change is need- 
ed. The ones that were supposed to be 
automatic have not happened, but ulti- 
mately it is the condition in the econo- 
mies of different countries, their price 
levels, interest rates, and levels of out- 
put that will determine the exchange 
rate. 

We do not want to finance meaning- 
less interventions that do not have 
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lasting effects on exchange rates and 
only provide a profit for the specu- 
lators who are reaping billions and bil- 
lions of dollars of profit. I believe all of 
my colleagues want to know the inten- 
tions of these interventions. 

The worldwide foreign exchange mar- 
ket grew from about $800 billion a few 
years ago to more than a trillion dol- 
lars in trading each day at present. 
When the United States put in $5 bil- 
lion, as it did by selling off part of its 
inventory of foreign currencies and 
buying U.S. dollars, as it did last week, 
billions of dollars of taxpayers' money 
are at stake. I am very concerned that 
the result may compromise the best in- 
terests of taxpayers and benefit, as it 
has up to now, only the crafty and foxy 
speculators who have no nationality. 

I said in my last report here that the 
old Latin saying is true now as ever it 
was, “Ubi pecunia, ubi patria," very 
simple Latin, ubi pecunia, money, ubi 
patria, country: Where my money is, 
there is my country." These are the 
jet-set speculators. They have no alle- 
giance to any one sovereign nation. 
They are profiting. 

When one of the major investors in 
the world, George Sorrels, who controls 
Sorrels Fund Management, testified 
before the House Banking Committee 
on April 13, this last month, he said he 
did not like fixed exchange rates or 
floating exchange rates. He said he pre- 
ferred what he called a dirty float, 
where governments try to change the 
international price of currency. 

Ithink it is appropriate to try to dis- 
sect. Let us analyze this for you. 

Also, government interventions are 
sometimes needed, perhaps may be ap- 
propriate in the United States under 
the proper circumstances. They have 
be viewed with extreme caution. The 
end result could mean big profits for 
speculators when the Government 
drops $5 billion into the foreign cur- 
rency markets, especially when the 
Government’s action is expected to 
have only temporary effect. 

There are billions of dollars for spec- 
ulation, but very little for those in 
low-paying jobs or waiting in the em- 
ployment lines in the United States. I 
would like to know if the Treasury’s 
present policy is to maintain or raise 
the international price of the U.S. dol- 
lar by small currency interventions 
and increase in interest rates by the 
Federal Reserve. 

I strongly object to a monetary pol- 
icy aimed at changing exchange rates 
by raising interest rates so that the 
U.S. economy stagnates and declines 
even further than it has already. 

The labor markets in this country 
are still very weak, and I invite my 
colleagues to particularly in some of 
the sections of the country just talk to 
their constituents. In my area, to me it 
is not only disturbing, it is excruciat- 
ingly hurtful to see young, and they 
are not unprepared, they are college- 
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trained, and I mean young, in their 
thirties, for more than a year, a year- 
and-a-half, have not been able to find 
gainful employment, not through the 
fact that they do not want to work. 
They will take a job. But where are 
they? 

And when at the same time you hear 
these people talking about recovery, 
when the major industrial employers 
have been downsizing and every week 
thousands of employees thrown out, 
mostly now white-collar. This cannot 
continue for long without having its 
social repercussions. This is what I 
have been reminding my colleagues on 
the committees. 

So that our labor markets in the 
country are weak, and average hourly 
earnings, adjusted for inflation, if you 
want to call it that, are still much too 
low to forget our first priority, and 
that is to achieving economic health 
and growth. 
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We, the Members of the U.S. House of 
Representatives, including the House 
Banking Committee, which has over- 
sight responsibilities over the Federal 
Reserve operations and the foreign cur- 
rency operations of the Treasury, do 
not have full details of this recent 
intervention in foreign currency mar- 
kets. How do you think I feel, a Depres- 
sion-era child, when just 3 years ago we 
had occasion to go to the great State of 
Rhode Island, one of the most historic 
original States and colonies; in dis- 
tress, in bankruptcy, where banks were 
closed, S&L’s were closed, and credit 
unions. We had a hearing in Provi- 
dence, and over a thousand people 
showed up. I had not seen anything 
like that since my childhood memories 
of the Depression. And it hurt to see 
the elderly say, “We live on the pro- 
ceeds from our pensions“ or our annu- 
ities, and they are tied up, they are fro- 
zen.” 

Well, I asked the Federal Reserve— 
which it did—why the Federal Reserve 
could not intervene for a sovereign 
State? But did it? Absolutely not. But 
it will for a foreign sovereign nation 
like Mexico. Where is our sanity, my 
colleagues? 

Well, I had the other agencies, like 
the OECD and banking institutional 
agencies; they could have extended a 
guarantee if they wanted to enable the 
sovereign State of Rhode Island to 
issue bonds. And did they do it? No. We 
had to come back and, on June 28, in 
the Banking Committee, pass out a 
loan guarantee that finally, less than a 
year later, the State of Rhode Island 
took advantage of; issued its bonds, 
opened the doors and restored some of 
this money to these people. 

The relief rolls between January and 
May, when we had the hearing on May 
25, had grown 50 percent. This is the 
cause-and-effect of their policies. Now, 
that could have been solved. The Fed- 
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eral Reserve, under the Federal Re- 
serve Act of 1913, could have acted if it 
had wanted to, as it has done on some 
other occasions. Why, when Charles 
Keating was floundering with his Lin- 
coln S&L, what happened? Astounding, 
the Federal Reserve let him have $100 
million; between April 1989, when that 
institution was declared insolvent, and 
July 1, when it was finally closed down. 
Where do you think that money went 
to? Oh, the Federal Reserve said, “Well 
that was our emergency window open- 
ing." I said, “What do you mean? You 
do that for banks, but what other S&L 
have you ever done that for?" None 
other. And yet did anybody cover that? 
No. That was brought out in commit- 
tee hearings and all. 

If the Federal Reserve can intervene 
with $100 million to help Charlie 
Keating's institution, and you know 
now the sorry history there, you mean 
it could not intervene to help the sov- 
ereign State of Rhode Island? Not to 
give it money but to give it the line of 
credit it needed as a sovereign State, 
pledging its revenues in order to re- 
deem those bonds, as it finally did with 
the guarantees that we structured. 

That was not necessary for Congress 
to do. It was intended in the Federal 
Board Act that such would be ulti- 
mately the lender of last resort—but 
only in one case where it exercised that 
judgment, and that was in Charlie 
Keating's cheating activities. 

According to the Constitution of the 
United States, we have the right to in- 
sist on a full accounting of these oper- 
ations. Article 1, section 9 states: 

No money shall be drawn from the Treas- 
ury, but in Consequence of Appropriations 
made by Law; and a regular Statement and 
Account of the Receipts and Expenditures of 
all public Money shall be published from 
time to time. 

Now, my colleagues, that is the Con- 
stitution; that is the fundamental law. 
That is the prime oath of office we 
take when we are sworn in to uphold 
and defend and protect the Constitu- 
tion against all enemies, foreign and 
domestic. Have we done that? You an- 
swer that question. 

The Federal Reserve does not use ap- 
propriated funds and has the right to 
order unlimited amounts of U.S. cur- 
rency and coins from the Treasury. 

In fact, look into your pockets, dig 
into your pockets and pick out the dol- 
lar note or the $5 or $10 note. What do 
you see? “Federal Reserve note." It 
used to be “U.S. Treasury Note." But 
that is another story. The point I am 
making right now is it is the Federal 
Reserve that has the money printing 
presses, not the Congress, not the poli- 
ticians, as they have argued. 

The Fed has bought over $330 billion 
in Government securities from which it 
earns interest. All income in excess of 
expenses is returned to the Treasury 
and thus is supposed to reduce the Fed- 
eral deficit. However, the Federal Re- 
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serve does not have the right to enter 
into these foreign currency swaps, 
loans and lines of credit, without giv- 
ing a full and a prompt accounting to 
the Congress. The Constitution, in sec- 
tion 8, gives the Congress the right to 
coin money, but I do not believe that 
legislation gives the Federal Reserve 
the right to make loans and grant cred- 
it lines to foreign countries without 
complete and timely accounting to the 
House and to the Senate Banking Com- 
mittees, which have oversight author- 
ity. 

I asked Federal Reserve Chairman 
Alan Greenspan on April 21, 

What is your basis for your entry into the 
foreign exchange markets and your ability 
to grant loans without congressionally au- 
thorized funds? What is the legislative basis 
and the constitutional basis? 

Iam still waiting for a reply. 

I urge the Federal Reserve not to 
play games and to respond quickly. I 
anticipate that the Fed will deny that 
its $3 billion line of credit to a foreign 
country and past exchanges of U.S. dol- 
lars for Mexican pesos, that were ex- 
pected to decline, have anything to do 
with loans. But we know better. Clear- 
ly, taxpayer funds were and still are at 
great risk. 

It is essential that the Congress and 
the American public have complete ac- 
countability for the use of their tax 
dollars. Extending lines of credit to 
foreign governments and diving head- 
long into foreign waters in order to 
shore up a country’s sagging currency 
could prove risky to the American tax- 
payer. The Congress has a right to 
know whether our central bank is put- 
ting taxpayer moneys into jeopardy. 
For this reason I am proposing to mod- 
ify the reporting requirements of the 
Full Employment and Balanced 
Growth Act of 1978, also known as the 
Humphrey-Hawkins Act, which re- 
quires the Federal Reserve Chairman 
to report to the House and Senate 
Banking Committees twice a year 
about the domestic economy. 

The Congress needs a full accounting 
of the Federal Reserve’s and the Treas- 
ury’s international transactions. My 
legislation will require both the Fed- 
eral Reserve and the Treasury Chair- 
men to report during the semiannual 
Humphrey-Hawkins hearings about 
these transactions and about how the 
two agencies coordinate their foreign 
currency policies. 

I have invited Treasury Secretary 
Lloyd Bentsen and Federal Reserve 
Chairman Alan Greenspan to appear 
before the House Banking Committee 
on May 18 to discuss their agencies’ re- 
cent foreign exchange activities. I also 
plan to ask them for suggestions for 
improving their accountability to the 
Congress and the American public 
about these activities. Unfortunately, 
it is currently very difficult to get a 
complete accounting of the Federal Re- 
serve foreign exchange activities. 
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The FED persists in refusing to re- 
lease in a timely manner the complete 
minutes of its Federal Open Market 
Committee [FOMC] meetings, the next 
one being held May 17. During this de- 
cisionmaking committee’s meeting, 
the FED’s SWAP fund activities are 
discussed. Unfortunately, only an in- 
complete summary of the meeting with 
no attribution of individual members’ 
views are publicly released within 5 or 
6 weeks. 

I ask you, my colleagues, is this our 
constitutional democracy, or is it a 
warmed-over feudal kingdom in which 
we have the all-powerful and unac- 
countable master of all, the Federal 
Reserve Board, saying. We don't have 
to tell you anything. We don’t have to 
report to you. We don’t have to ac- 
count to you," meaning the American 
people. We are so independent that we 
are independent of the Government and 
the Constitution.” 
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The GAO is not allowed to examine 
transactions of the Federal Reserve for 
or with a foreign central bank. 

Now I brought this out 3 years ago, 
when nobody was paying any attention 
to BNL, and I was trying to get infor- 
mation from the Federal Reserve Board 
about these foreign banking activities, 
and they said, “We can't tell you. 
First," they said, “the Attorney Gen- 
eral has entrusted us not to answer 
you. Secondly, we can't tell you be- 
cause this has to do with our very, very 
critical and protected relationships 
with these entities that are really 
central bank, our government's own.” 

Most, if not all, of the Foreign banks 
doing business in the United States of 
any consequence are really government 
owned by those countries' government. 
BNL was Italian, government owned. 

Now, they would not give us even ele- 
mentary information on that basis. 
They will not even tell the Congress 
whether or not, through the central 
bank of Iraq, in New York, in a cor- 
responding bank, old Saddam Hussein 
himself has not squirreled some funds 
there protected by the secrecy that is 
involved. I ask, “You think that’s not 
possible?" Let me say it is not only 
most possible, but it is very possible. 

During this decision making commit- 
tee's meetings the Fed's swap fund ac- 
tivities are discussed, as I said, but re- 
member they call it the open market 
committee because it is secret. They 
meet behind closed doors, and they are 
saying that they are above the law. 

Now the Congress created the Fed. 
The Fed did not come heaven sent as in 
the words of Old John Adams referring 
to George Washington. I say to my col- 
leagues, “If you think that there 
wasn't bitter acrimony between our 
leaders then and that modern-day acri- 
mony is only modern day, well you 
ought to read what old John Adams 
thought of General George Washing- 
ton." 
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That tall Virginian, who thinks he is 
like the ancient Hebrew Jews, selected 
by their height and not their ability, 
and who considers himself heaven sent, 
booted, spurred, and ready to ride on 
the hapless backs of mankind; that is 
what John Adams thought of George 
Washington. 

Now that is what the Federal Reserve 
Board thinks, that it is heaven sent, 
not created by Congress, booted, 
spurred, and ready to ride on the hap- 
less backs of American citizens. There- 
fore, until we have complete disclosure 
in a timely fashion of the open market 
committee— 

Incidentally, the way it operates, it 
has the power to determine, as former 
Secretary of HUD, Jack Kemp, used to 
say, the existence or disappearance of 
any given administration. The British 
used to have a similar system, and it 
was the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
who, by the same manipulations, could 
determine whether a particular govern- 
ment endured or did not be controlling 
the price for what they called the gills 
over there or the treasuries over there. 

Well, it is true today in America. Do 
not think the Congress is doing this, 
my colleagues. If the people were to 
know this, would they not rise in arms 
angrily and demanding that there be 
accountability? Oh, I think so. I think 
inevitably, it will happen unfortu- 
nately. It will come about in a time of 
pressure, and distress and crisis, and 
we cannot do our good thinking. 

Mr. Speaker, this is why I have been 
anticipating for more than 25 years and 
trying to erect our safeguards in pro- 
tecting this national interest and, 
above all, the safety and soundness. 
But that is just one person’s attempt. I 
would like the GAO to investigate the 
mechanism for intervening used by the 
Federal Reserve and the U.S. Treasury 
that involves release of exploitable in- 
side information to some people. More 
information, not less, about interven- 
tion by governments and foreign ex- 
change markets significantly aids pol- 
icymakers. 

According to Kathryn M. Dominguez 
and Jeffrey A. Frankel in their new 
book, “Does Foreign Exchange Inter- 
vention Work?," U.S. intervention has 
a greater impact when the Federal Re- 
serve lets the market know it is inter- 
vening." Their research showed that 
the ‘‘official announcements regarding 
exchange rate policy have far more im- 
pact than intervention that is quietly 
disseminated.” They add, "By 
preannouncing the limits,  policy- 
makers can get speculators working for 
them rather than against them.” 

Equally important in supporting the 
need for information and accountabil- 
ity is the need to transmit information 
about interventions to everyone at the 
same time. The attempts at secrecy— 
secret government has brought about 
the sad and dreary days that we are 
going through, and always that would 
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be the case. My answer to those that 
have made request to have closed-door 
meetings and all this: 

"Well, wait a while. If what you're 
espousing is so good, then we ought to 
brag about it. We ought to shout it 
from the rooftops instead of hiding be- 
hind closed doors and windows. Now 
why would you want to hide it if it's 
good?" 

That is my simple question. 

We now live in a global economy with 
global financial markets and instant 
information in which now this tremen- 
dous overbill I have spoken to my col- 
leagues about, and I will not go into it 
this morning, endangers like never be- 
fore, since before 1929, not only the 
United States stability, but worldwide. 
Now it is essential that we start here, 
that the reporting requirements of the 
Federal Reserve and the Treasury be 
brought up to date to reflect all their 
international currency operations that 
may one day not only put taxpayers' 
funds in jeopardy, but bring about a 
collapse around our ears. 

Will this all end up in, like I consider 
most of our mundane activities, and 
again, using the Latin and the old as- 
cetic philosophers and teachers: 

Vanitas, vanitatum. Vanity, vanity, 
allis vanity. 

But worse than that, Mr. Speaker, it 
is reflected in what Shakespeare said 
in his famous play of Antony and Cleo- 
patra, and he has Brutus saying these 
words: 

Antony, you have been a boggler ever, and, 
when a nation becomes arrogant, and smug, 
and complacent, and actually indecent in its 
own dirt, it then becomes a laugh-at to the 
world, strutting and prancing to the jest and 
the laugh of all. 

I would hate to say that the history 
will write that those of us inheritors of 
the greatest democratic and freedom of 
environment ever would have traded 
our inheritance for a mess of potage. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON BANKING, FINANCE AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS, 

Washington, DC, May 6, 1994. 
Hon. ALAN GREENSPAN, 
Chairman, Board of Governors of the Federal 

Reserve System, Washington, DC 

DEAR CHAIRMAN GREENSPAN: The Commit- 
tee on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs 
will hold a hearing to discuss how the Ad- 
ministration's exchange rate policy affects 
monetary policy, and the adequacy of Con- 
gressional reporting on the exchange rate 
policy on May 18, 1994, at 10:00 a.m., in Room 
2128, Rayburn House Office Building. You are 
invited to testify at the hearing. 

GOALS OF EXCHANGE RATE POLICY 

The Federal Reserve, at the request of the 
Treasury Department, recently intervened in 
the foreign exchange markets to support the 
dollar versus the yen and the deutsche mark. 
The Committee is interested in learn more 
about how the Administration’s exchange 
rate affects the conduct of monetary policy. 
Accordingly, please describe in your testi- 
mony how the Administration’s exchange 
rate policy affects the conduct of monetary 
policy, and whether or not the policy ex- 
change rate policy will compel the Federal 
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Reserve to alter the course of its monetary 
policy. 

REPORTING TO CONGRESS ON EXCHANGE RATE 

POLICY 

International trade and investment are 
now vital to the health of the U.S. economy. 
Consequently, the exchange rate of the dol- 
lar has become an increasingly important 
factor in setting and conducting monetary 
and fiscal policy. 

Given the implications of the exchange 
rate, I am concerned that the Congress re- 
ceives insufficient and untimely reporting on 
the Administration's exchange rate policy, 
and I have directed my staff to develop legis- 
lation that would require the Federal Re- 
serve to report additional information on 
how exchange rates affect monetary policy 
and other economic variables. 

Attached, please find a summary of the 
proposed legislative changes. I would appre- 
ciate receiving your comments on the pro- 
posed changes in its testimony. 

Thank you for your time and consideration 
of these important issues. The Committee 
looks forward to your testimony. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY B. GONZALEZ, 
Chairman. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON BANKING, FINANCE AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS, 
Washington, DC, May 6, 1994. 
Hon. LLOYD BENTSEN, 
Secretary of the Treasury, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SECRETARY BENTSEN: The Committee 
on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs will 
hold a hearing to discuss the Administra- 
tion's exchange rate policy and the adequacy 
of Congressional reporting on the exchange 
rate policy on May 18, 1994, at 10:00 a.m., in 
Room 2128, Rayburn House Office Building. 
You are invited to testify at the hearing. 

GOALS OF EXCHANGE RATE POLICY 


The Treasury Department recently ordered 
several rounds of foreign exchange interven- 
tion apparently aimed at supporting the dol- 
lar versus the yen and the deutsche mark. 
The Committee would like to learn more 
about the Administration’s exchange rate 
policy, including the reason(s) for the recent 
interventions, Accordingly, please describe 
the goals of the Administration’s exchange 
rate policy and the success, to date, in 
achieving those goals. 

REPORTING TO CONGRESS ON EXCHANGE RATE 

POLICY 

International trade and investment are 
now vital to the health of the U.S. economy. 
Consequently, the exchange rate of the dol- 
lar has become an increasingly important 
factor in setting and conducting monetary 
and fiscal policy. 

Given the policy implications of the ex- 
change rate, I am concerned that the Con- 
gress receives insufficient and untimely re- 
porting on the Administration's exchange 
rate policy, and I have directed my staff to 
develop legislation that would require the 
Treasury Department and the Federal Re- 
serve to report semi-annually on the Admin- 
istration’s exchange rate policy. 

Attached, please find a summary of the 
proposed legislative changes. I would appre- 
ciate receiving your comments on the pro- 
posed changes in your testimony. 

Thank you for your time and consideration 
of those important issues. The Committee 
looks forward to your testimony. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY B. GONZALEZ, 
Chairman. 
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OUTLINE OF EXCHANGE RATE POLICY 
REPORTING ACT 
I. AMENDMENTS APPLICABLE TO THE FEDERAL 
RESERVE 

A. The Humphrey-Hawkins monetary pol- 
icy reporting requirements are amended to 
require the Federal Reserve to report infor- 
mation on how the conduct of monetary pol- 
icy affects the exchange rate of the dollar, 
and how the exchange rate impacts domestic 
interest rates, employment, inflation, wages, 
and economic growth, the current account, 
and the capital and financial account of the 
United States; 

B. The Chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Board is required to appear, simultaneously 
with the Secretary of the Treasury, and re- 
port on the expanded Humphrey-Hawkins re- 
quirements. 

C. The Chairman shall describe all actions 
taken to adjust or stabilize the exchange 
rate of the dollar, and how those trans- 
actions impact monetary policy. 

D. The Chairman's report shall contain in- 
formation on currency swap agreements, 
changes in inventories of currencies, foreign 
loans and lines of credit, from or to foreign 
entities, detailing the names of the foreign 
entities and all conditions of the swap agree- 
ments and currency transactions, and the 
reasons for, and benefits of, such trans- 
actions. 

E. In formulating the semi-annual report 
to Congress, the Chairman shall consult on 
exchange rates with groups representing 
labor, agriculture, consumers, manufactur- 
ing, and services. 

Il. AMENDMENTS APPLICABLE TO THE TREASURY 
DEPARTMENT 

A. The Treasury Secretary shall make 
semi-annual appearance before the House 
and Senate Banking Committee’s simulta- 
neously with the Federal Reserve Board 
Chairman to report on exchange rate policy. 
The report shall contain: 

1. objectives and plans— 

A. the development of a flexible target 
zone for the exchange rate of the dollar 
against our major trading partners. 

B. à statement of the Administration's ob- 
jections and plans with respect to the ex- 
change rate of the dollar for the calendar 
year during which the report is transmitted. 

C. a status report on the success in achiev- 
ing the objectives and plans with respect to 
the exchange rate of the dollar since the last 
reporting date. 

D. as a part of the mid-year report, a state- 
ment of the Administration's objectives and 
plans with respect to the exchange rate of 
the dollar for the calendar year following the 
year in which the report is submitted. 

2. the relationship of the aforesaid objec- 
tives and plans to the short-term goals set 
forth in the most recent Economic Report of 
the President pursuant to section 
1022(a)(2)(A) of Title 15 and to any short-term 
goals approved by the Congress. 

3. an analysis of the factors that determine 
the exchange rate of the dollar and an analy- 
sis of the impact of the exchange rate of the 
dollar on— 

A. employment, production, inflation, 
wages, and economic growth, the current ac- 
count and the capital and financial account 
of the United States; 

B. the international competitive perform- 
ance of United States industries and the ex- 
ternal indebtedness of the United States; 

4. an analysis of the relationship between 
the dollar and the currencies of our major 


trading partners. 

5. a description of all actions taken to ad- 
just or stabilize the exchange rate of the dol- 
lar; 
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6. the results of negotiations conducted 
pursuant to section 3004 of the Omnibus 
Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988; 

7. key issues in the United States policies 
arising from the most recent consultation 
requested by the International Monetary 
Fund under article IV of the Fund's Articles 
of Agreement. 

B. Consultations 

1. In formulating the semi-annual report to 
the Congress the Secretary shall consult 
with the Chairman of the Federal Reserve, 
the Chairman of the Council of Economic 
Advisors, the Chairman of the National Eco- 
nomic Council, the Secretary of Labor, the 
Secretary of Commerce, and the United 
States Trade Representative to consider ex- 
change rate developments in light of trends 
in monetary policy, fiscal policy, consumer 
prices, labor costs, the trade balance, and 
productivity. 

2. In formulating semi-annual report to 
Congress, the Secretary shall consult on ex- 
change rates with groups representing labor, 
agriculture, manufacturing, and services. 

C. Not labor than 24 hours after interven- 
ing, and/or directing a Federal Reserve inter- 
vention in the currency markets, the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, shall make a report 
to the Congress describing the factors 
prompting the intervention, the objectives of 
the intervention, and the success in achiev- 
ing the intervention. 

D. The Secretary’s report shall contain in- 
formation on currency swap agreements, 
changes in inventories of currencies, foreign 
loans and lines of credit, from or to foreign 
entities, detailing the names of the foreign 
entities and all conditions of the swap agree- 
ments and currency transactions, and the 
reasons for, and benefits of, such trans- 
actions. 

E. Nothing in this section shall be inter- 
preted to require that the objectives and 
plans with respect to exchange rate policy 
disclosed in the reports be achieved if the 
Secretary determines that they cannot or 
should not be achieved because of changing 
conditions: Provided, That in the subsequent 
reports to the aforesaid Committees of the 
Congress pursuant to this section, the Sec- 
retary shall include an explanation of the 
reasons for any revisions to or deviations 
from such objectives and plans. 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota). Under the 
Speaker’s announced policy of Feb- 
ruary 11, 1994, the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. WOLF] is recognized for 30 
minutes as the designee of the minor- 
ity leader. 


CALL FOR SPECIAL ENVOY TO 
SUDAN 


Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, today I 
come to the floor to share my very 
deep disappointment with the Clinton 
administration for not appointing a 
special envoy for Sudan. Those of us 
who listened to the news yesterday saw 
that the President appointed a special 
envoy, a former colleague of ours, Bill 
Gray, former Congressman from Penn- 
sylvania from Philadelphia, to be a 
special envoy to Haiti. 
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That is fine, Mr. Speaker. We com- 
mend him for appointing Mr. Gray, and 
we would hope and pray that Mr. Gray 
is successful in bringing an end to the 
violence that is taking place with the 
dictatorship in Haiti. 

Having said that, Mr. Speaker, we 
wonder why President Clinton has been 
negligent for not appointing a special 
envoy to Sudan. Nine months ago, Mr. 
Speaker, and countless thousands of 
lives ago, I first wrote the President 
urging the immediate appointment of a 
high profile envoy to address the wors- 
ening crisis in Sudan. 

As many people know, Mr. Speaker, 
in Sudan in the last 10 years, 1.4 mil- 
lion people have died of famine and 
starvation and have been killed in the 
fight that has taken place in southern 
Sudan. In southern Sudan we have 
black Christians who are being per- 
secuted for their faith, and yet we get 
very little response from the West. 

In spite of the promises earlier this 
year that the administration made 
that they would appoint a special 
envoy, this crucial post has not been 
filled. Mr. Speaker, let me ready to the 
Members a resolution that the House 
and the Congress passed on November 
22, 1991, under the leadership of the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. JOHN- 
STON], who has done yeoman work on 
this issue. When this resolution passed, 
I still remember that it was just hours 
before the Congress adjourned to leave 
for the Thanksgiving recess, to go 
home and have turkey with all the 
trimmings and all the food while the 
people of southern Sudan had abso- 
lutely nothing. In that resolution, on 
page 5, we called upon the President to 
appoint a special representative for 
mediation and reconciliation and peace 
in humanitarian affairs in Sudan. 

Also, Mr. Speaker, on September 22, 
1993—how the time passes; how many 
people have died since then—a number 
of the Members of Congress wrote to 
Secretary Christopher saying this: 
“Mr. Secretary, we are writing to ex- 
press our continued concern about the 
situation in Sudan and to offer some 
recommendations." 

We went on to say this: "In recent 
months humanitarian and political 
conditions have deteriorated signifi- 
cantly. An estimated 500,000 people 
have died in the past 2 years while 2 
million southern Sudanese have been 
displaced internally. Moreover, the 
United States has a moral responsibil- 
ity to help the victims of the 10-year- 
old civil war and people who have es- 
caped the notice of the community of 
nations. Ignoring the plight of millions 
of citizens of Sudan need not become a 
viable option.” 

Then we went on to say, among many 
other things: “We strongly recommend 
the United States appoint a special 
envoy for mediation and reconcili- 
ation." And yet, not to belittle the sit- 
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uation in Haiti because it is a serious 
situation, many more have died in 
southern Sudan than have died in 
Bosnia and Haiti combined. Yet we get 
nothing from the Clinton administra- 
tion. We get rhetoric, words, and facial 
expressions, but we got nothing else 
during this period of time. 

Also, before I came over, I pulled out 
a letter that the President sent to me, 
along with many other letters, saying 
the same thing. This is April 6, 1994. 
This is what he said: j 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE WOLF: Thank you 
for your recent letter regarding the situation 
in Sudan. As you know, ending the conflict 
and human suffering in Sudan is one of my 
highest priorities in Africa. 

I ask if this is true. If it were the 
highest priority in Africa, they would 
have had a special envoy appointed, 
and we are no closer than we were 
when Congress passed the resolution in 
November of last year. 

Mr. Speaker, since August the Suda- 
nese Government has launched its 
greatest offensive to date against the 
helpless southern Sudanese, bombing 
innocent civilians and forcing refugees 
to flee from what they call the triple A 
camps and the scarce safe havens dur- 
ing much of the war. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been in southern 
Sudan three times in the last several 
years. The last time was in January of 
last year, and I took a series of pic- 
tures. 

I do not know if the camera can pick 
up on these pictures, but this was in 
that area we call the triple A camps, 
and here is a young boy who probably 
had only about 30 percent of his body 
weight then. He almost certainly per- 
haps died several days or weeks after I 
left this camp. 

We also, Mr. Speaker, have another 
picture of another camp. We can see 
the extended stomachs of most of these 
young boys who have lost their moms 
and dads. Many have had to swim in 
crocodile-infested rivers. In southern 
Sudan, it is not like you having the 
Red Cross in these camps or these 
camps being someplace where there is 
plenty of help and supplies. The tem- 
perature is about 110 degrees in the 
shade, and yet there is very little 
Shade. They have very little, if any, 
clothing. They have no food to speak of 
except a little porridge once and some- 
times twice a day. They get water from 
polluted streams where cattle and ani- 
mals and everyone goes to the bath- 
room in the streams. The streams are 
very, very polluted. 

They get a few supplies of what you 
would call medicine, like maybe an as- 
pirin or two, but it is like being sick 
with the flu with a 104-degree tempera- 
ture. 

Think about that, how it was the last 
time you were sick. And they have no 
medicine; but you had medicine. They 
have no place to lie; but you had a 
place to lie in bed. 'The chances are you 
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had a loved one who stayed home to 
take care of you; they have no one 
there to take care of them. The water 
is polluted. 

But on top of that, Mr. Speaker, they 
bomb them almost every day. High-al- 
titude bombers come in from the Khar- 
toum government in northern Sudan, 
killing these people. Yet we get no ac- 
tion on the part of the Clinton admin- 
istration. 

Here is another picture of a refugee 
camp, and we can see many of them are 
very, very young people. Mr. Speaker, 
we ask the President to imagine his 
own child. Imagine our sons and daugh- 
ters living in an environment like this, 
with high-altitude bombing coming on 
top of them. And, Mr. Speaker, the 
President has not appointed a special 
envoy after 6 months? I say, Mr. 
Speaker, shame on the President. He 
had an opportunity, and he has failed. 
He has failed the people in southern 
Sudan, and he has failed the history 
this great country has had. 

I can remember when President 
Jimmy Carter sensitized this country 
and teen this world for human 
rights. Probably very few people have 
done more than President Carter to 
stand up for human rights around the 
world, and, frankly, this Clinton ad- 
ministration has done almost nothing. 
It appointed a special envoy for Haiti, 
and I say, congratulations, but we have 
not seen it do very much in other areas 
of the world. The fact is we have seen 
it do absolutely nothing, Mr. Speaker, 
the President and the State Depart- 
ment, has failed to do what it knows is 
right and what it said it was going to 
do. 

This closing picture is taken of a 
mother with a little boy. I don't know 
if the television camera will pick this 
up to clearly see the ribs of this young 
boy. He probably died several days or 
maybe several hours after we left the 
camp. This is a TB hospital, too. 
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The people had TB and were sick 
with all kinds of diseases, and yet no- 
body has gone to their aid. Hundreds of 
thousands have died since that time. 

Mr. Speaker, millions—millions, we 
are not using the word lightly as some- 
times you use the words thousands and 
millions—millions are at risk of star- 
vation. Even as the Clinton adminis- 
tration has put on hold the special en- 
voy's appointment and much needed 
Security Council attention in the Unit- 
ed Nations to Sudan, deferring to 
largely ineffective IGGAD talks. 

Mr. Speaker, in fairness, I want to 
recognize the National Security Advi- 
sor, Anthonly Lake's leadership on this 
issue, and the good proposals out of the 
National Security Council to address 
the worsening crisis in the Sudan. I 
will give good marks to the National 
Security Council, and I will give good 
marks to Tony Lake. But I would flunk 
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the President of the United States for 
this failure to let so many continue to 
die everyday. 

Hopefully, by the end of this day, if 
the President wants to be consistent, 
having appointed a Special Envoy to 
Haiti, he will quickly by the end of this 
week or end of this day, Mr. Speaker, 
appoint a Special Envoy to southern 
Sudan. 

Now, the good thing about Haiti is 
that Americans know what is going on 
in Haiti, because we are able to go to 
Haiti. Fortunately, the press has done 
a relatively good job of letting the 
world know. But no one goes to south- 
ern Sudan. It is dangerous. You might 
die in southern Sudan. So we do not see 
every day what is taking place to hun- 
dreds of thousands of women and chil- 
dren and men that are dying. 

Mr. Speaker, I question the long 
delay in the face of the brutal geno- 
cidal war, and in light of the Presi- 
dent's letter to me stating that: End- 
ing the conflict and human suffering in 
Sudan is one of my highest priorities in 
Africa." 

Isay, Mr. Speaker, if this were one of 
the President's highest priorities, he 
would have appointed a special envoy. 
Or if he wants the opportunity still, he 
will appoint one this week. 

Why? The poor people of southern 
Sudan, the Christians who have been 
persecuted for their faith, they don't 
have a powerful lobby here in Washing- 
ton. They don't have a powerful law 
firm downtown on K Street to lobby. 
They don't have the interest that the 
people in Haiti have. So they continue 
to suffer. 

Mr. Speaker, Congress has spoken 
clearly about the need for a special 
envoy and Security Council action 
thought the passage of House Concur- 
rent Resolution 131 last fall. But the 
President has failed to carry through 
with these critical policies. When I was 
in Sudan, Mr. Speaker, many of the 
people came, and I have pictures that I 
can make available, and spoke out the 
name of President Clinton, as they 
said, President Clinton." I inter- 
viewed one young man who urged me 
to come back and tell President Clin- 
ton to help the people of southern 
Sudan. He begged and begged, and we 
have it on videotape. So on behalf of 
that man, and a woman named Rebecca 
who was written up in Vanity Fair who 
said: "In the United States you have 
groups that are there to save the 
whales and save animals. Why won't 
you save us?" 

Isay Mr. Speaker, on behalf of them, 
and on behalf of all the children who 
did not know what to say, who were 
just sitting in the Sun doing nothing, 
waiting for their daily porridge that 
would come, and sometimes not get- 
ting anything, and then worrying 
about the high altitude bombing that 
was coming.' 

On behalf of the woman we saw in a 
makeshift hut they called a hospital 
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who has shrapnel in the head because 
the Khartoum government had high al- 
titude bombing, on behalf of her, and 
clearly she died. I say, Mr. Speaker, 
the President has an opportunity to 
act on their behalf. 

We have waited 6 months. We have 
waited 14% years. When we first came 
back from the Sudan Members of Con- 
gress on both sides of the aisle, Repub- 
licans and Democrats, liberals and con- 
servatives, liberal newspapers and con- 
servative newspapers, all humanitarian 
groups from World Vision, and all the 
other groups have begged and pleaded 
for you to appoint a special envoy. 

Mr. Speaker, history will judge Presi- 
dent Clinton on his actions here, 
whether he wants to speak out and help 
these people. They do not seek Amer- 
ican financial support. They do not 
seek American soldiers. They do not 
want American troops to come there. 
They want a special envoy and some 
humanitarian efforts whereby humani- 
tarian groups can come in and help. 

When I was there the last time, early 
last winter, the only two groups left 
there, because four relief workers had 
been killed, were Norwegian People’s 
Aid, and Catholic Relief Services. Now, 
quite frankly, they were doing what 
Christ said in the Bible in Matthew 25. 
You remember when he said when I was 
hungry, you fed me. When I was naked, 
you clothed me. When I was in prison, 
you visited me. And it says in the 
Bible, and I say, when do we do that, 
Jesus? We did not see you. He said 
when you have done it unto the least of 
these, you have done it unto me. 

This, in southern Sudan, is a Mat- 
thew 25 situation. These people are 
hungry, these people are naked, these 
people are in a prison that you cannot 
even imagine, and yet they get no as- 
sistance from this administration, 
from this President. 

Mr. Speaker, I call on the President, 
today, after now appointing Bill Gray, 
our former colleague, to be the special 
envoy for Haiti, and let the record 
state that I salute the President for 
that appointment. And now, Mr. 
Speaker, I beg the President, on behalf 
of the suffering people of Sudan, to do 
what he said he was going to do, do 
what the Congress has urged him to do, 
do what the people of southern Sudan 
have begged him to do. Appoint this 
week a special envoy to bring about 
reconciliation and end the killing, the 
starvation, and the death in southern 
Sudan. 

I include the following matter for the 
RECORD. 

H. Con. RES. 131 

Whereas the war-induced famine in south- 
ern Sudan is threatening the lives of an esti- 
mated 4,000,000 people, and an estimated 80 
percent of children in some areas of southern 
Sudan are reportedly malnourished; 

Whereas the civil war between the Govern- 
ment of Sudan and the factions of the Suda- 
nese People's Liberation Army, as well as 
fighting within the Sudanese People's Lib- 


eration Army, have resulted in the displace- 
ment of millions of civilians; 

Whereas the United States Government 
has provided over $130,000,000 in humani- 
tarian assistance to Sudan in fiscal years 
1992 and 1993; 

Whereas access for humanitarian relief or- 
ganizations has been inconsistent and sub- 
ject to the military and political objectives 
of the Government of Sudan and Sudanese 
People's Liberation Army factions; 

Whereas a human rights group reported in 
early 1993 that the Government of Sudan is 
engaged in a program of military action 
which appears to amount to ethnic cleans- 
ing" in the Nuba Mountains and that it con- 
tinues to torture political prisoners; 

Whereas an estimated 500 unarmed civil- 
ians were reportedly executed by security 
forces on suspicion that they had collabo- 
rated with the Sudanese People's Liberation 
Army after its incursions into Juba in June 
and July of 1992; 

Whereas the Government of Sudan exe- 
cuted Andrew Tombe and Baudoin Talley 
(Sudanese employees of the United States 
Government) and Mark Laboke Jenner (an 
employee of the European Community) in 
Juba in mid-August 1992; 

Whereas all factions of the Sudanese Peo- 
ple’s Liberation Army also are responsible 
for serious abuses of human rights, including 
the killing in September 1992 of 4 foreign 
citizens, the reported killing of 87 civilians 
by the Nasir faction of the Sudanese People's 
Liberation Army in January 1992 in Pagarau, 
and the reported killing of 200 “deserters” by 
the Torit group near Tonj in Bahr al-Ghazal; 

Whereas the government of General Omar 
Hassan al-Bashir, which came to power by 
overthrowing the democratically elected ci- 
vilian government on June 30, 1989, formed a 
15-member Revolutionary Command Council, 
abolished the constitution, the National As- 
sembly, political parties, and trade unions, 
and declared a state of emergency; 

Whereas the political, religious, and mili- 
tary policies of the Bashir government have 
heightened political and religious tensions in 
the country; 

Whereas the military government in Khar- 
toum has become a threat to regional stabil- 
ity in part because of its reported activities 
in neighboring countries and its relations 
with known terrorist and political extremist 
groups; 

Whereas the conflict in southern Sudan, 
which has dragged on for over 3 decades, is 
the result of decades of political, religious, 
and economic discrimination against the 
people of southern Sudan by successive gov- 
ernments in the north; 

Whereas the people of southern Sudan have 
never exercised their political rights freely, 
except for a brief period after the Addis 
Ababa agreement, and the lack of serious ef- 
forts by successive governments in Khar- 
toum has resulted in deep mistrust; 

Whereas the divisions within the Sudanese 
People's Liberation Army in 1991 have re- 
sulted in untold suffering for the people of 
Southern Sudan; and 

Whereas the resolution of the conflict in 
southern Sudan will not guarantee respect 
for human rights and political freedom in 
other regions of the country, and a number 
of peace talks between the Government of 
Sudan and the Sudanese People's Liberation 
Army have failed to produce lasting, tan- 
gible results: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), 'That the Congress— 

(1) strongly condemns the Government of 
Sudan for its severe human rights abuses, 
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and calls upon that government to improve 
human rights conditions throughout the 
country; 

(2) deplores the internecine fighting among 
the Sudanese People’s Liberation Army fac- 
tions which has caused untold suffering for 
the people of southern Sudan; 

(3) calls on all factions of the Sudanese 
People’s Liberation Army to cease hos- 
tilities and resolve their differences through 
peaceful means; 

(4) urges the Government of Sudan and the 
Sudanese People’s Liberation Army factions 
to provide full access for and to cooperate 
with relief organizations; 

(5) encourages the military government of 
Sudan to hand over political power to an 
elected civilian government as soon as pos- 
sible; 

(6) urges the Government of Sudan to lift 
the press ban which was imposed after it 
took power in June 1989; 

(T) recognizes the right of the people of 
southern Sudan to self-determination; 

(8) urges the Government of Sudan and the 
Sudanese People’s Liberation Army factions 
to allow free access to human rights organi- 
zations; 

(9) commends the Government of Nigeria, 
the Government of Uganda, and the Organi- 
zation of African Unity for their mediation 
efforts; 

(10) calls upon the President— 

(A) to appoint a special representative for 
mediation, reconciliation, peace, and human- 
itarian affairs in Sudan; 

(B) to increase the levels of humanitarian 
assistance for Sudan that is provided 
through nongovernmental organizations, in- 
cluding local church groups, 

(C) to place the Government of Sudan on 
the list of states that support international 
terrorism; 

(D) to oppose all loans and credits for 
Sudan from the International Monetary 
Fund, the International Bank for Recon- 
struction and Development and the Inter- 
national Development Association, and the 
African Development Bank, and all non- 
humanitarian assistance from United Na- 
tions agencies; and 

(E) to explore other means necessary to 
force the Government of Sudan to halt its 
war policies should the humanitarian condi- 
tions further deteriorate and the Govern- 
ment of Sudan continue to impede relief ef- 
forts; and 

(11) further calls upon the President— 

(A) to urge the United Nations to exert all 
efforts to bring an early end to the conflict 
in Sudan; 

(B) to urge that the situation in Sudan be 
brought to the attention of the United Na- 
tions Security Council; and 

(C) to urge the United Nations Security 
Council— 

(1) to consider the creation of demilitarized 
zones for war and famine victims in southern 
Sudan that would be off limit to all warring 
factions; 

(ii) to consider the creation of safe havens 
for war and famine victims should the war- 
ring factions reject the creation of demili- 
tarized zones; 

(iii) to facilitate safe passage for war and 
famine victims to and from conflict zones; 


and 
(iv) to impose an arms embargo on Sudan. 


THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, DC, April 6, 1994. 
Hon. FRANK R. WOLF, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE WOLF: Thank you 
for your recent letter regarding the situation 
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in Sudan. As you know, ending the conflict 
and human suffering in Sudan is one of my 
highest priorities in Africa. 

I understand that you met recently with 
Tony Lake on this issue. As Tony men- 
tioned, my Administration has taken several 
measures to address the crisis in Sudan. At 
the start of the current offensive, we made a 
demarche to the Sudanese Government both 
here and in Khartoum to underscore the hor- 
ror with which we view the military oper- 
ation and the bombing of civilians. We fol- 
lowed immediately with a strong press state- 
ment condemning the blatant lack of con- 
cern for the lives of innocent Sudanese and 
the interruption of the one-going inter- 
national humanitarian relief effort. We also 
have provided continuous support for the 
Intergovernmental Authority on Drought 
and Development (IGADD) peace effort 
which we hope will lead to a comprehensive 
settlement between the parties in Sudan, I 
wil appoint a special envoy to Sudan to 
work with the IGADD leaders in this effort. 

Ishare your concern regarding the human- 
itarian crisis in Sudan and look forward to 
working the Congress to end this tragedy. 

Sincerely, 
BILL CLINTON. 


STATEMENT BY U.S. REPRESENTATIVE FRANK 
R. WOLF—CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION TO 
THE HORN OF AFRICA, FEBRUARY 5 TO FEB- 
RUARY 12, 1993 
Irecently returned from an official visit to 

the Horn of Africa. Using Nairobi, Kenya as 

a staging point, I visited southern Sudan for 

a two-day period followed by one day's stop 

in Baidoa, Somalia. 

The Sudan is far, far away. Not only in 
terms of the 20 hour flight to get there, but 
it is a distant place in a distant time. The 
refugees in southern Sudan are a forgotten 
people in a remote corner of the world whose 
story is an untold tragedy of oppression, of 
cruelty and of hopelessness. The ravages 
they continue to endure seem worse because 
they result not only from drought, plague 
and natural holocaust, but also spring from 
man's inhumanity to man. 

On Monday, February 8, I flew in a small 
twin engine plane carrying relief medical 
supplies into southern Sudan from the Nor- 
wegian People's Aid (NPA) organization. I 
arrived at the base camp which is home to 
the NPA, the only Non-Government Organi- 
zation (NGO) today with a permanent round- 
the-clock presence in Sudan since four relief 
workers were recently killed in a skirmish 
involving factions of the Sudan People's Lib- 
eration Army (SPLA). Joining the NPA in 
Sudan is the Catholic Relief Service (CRS), 
another outstanding group whose vital role 
is convoying life-giving food supplies from 
outside the country to three refugee feeding 
camps in the southern region: Aswa, Ame 
and Atepe. These loosely defined camps are 
located in proximíty to the main road bisect- 
ing Sudan on which hundreds of thousands of 
refugees make their way southward driven 
by the relentless and unforgiving army of 
the Sudan government in Khartoum. People 
are without food, without medicine, without 
clothing and without hope. These are people 
who would surely perish without the bare 
subsistence provided by the Norwegian Peo- 
ple's Aid and Catholic Relief groups. 

I visited two of these three camps and saw 
the relief efforts which seem, at best, to fend 
off starvation and sickness for the moment, 
rather than provide lasting sustenance to 
the refugees. Twice each day, infants and 
children with their feeding bowls formed an 
endless line to receive meager rations of food 
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to prolong their existence until they again 
line up and repeat the process. In these 
camps, I listened to the refugees and to the 
people, I heard Rebekka, a woman from the 
Dinka tribe who was angry and upset. She 
had lost her husband and three children. She 
told me three things which I heard again and 
again all throughout the region. 

First, she said that the world is silent to 
the suffering in southern Sudan because, she 
thought, the victims are black. The reluc- 
tance to act, in her view and others was a 
matter of race discrimination and would not 
be tolerated in any other part of the globe. 
The second point is, she felt, that they were 
being persecuted, starved, bombed and killed 
because they were Christians. The last point 
on which there is near universal agreement 
by the southern Sudanese refugees is that 
the other humanitarian groups such as 
World Vision and others who do a wonderful 
job should come back to help with their life- 
giving assistance. These groups left the re- 
gion after the relief workers were killed and 
have been reluctant to return until some 
measure of security for the care-givers can 
be assured. These three points were echoed 
by others with whom I met. A pharmacist 
who provided the only medical and health 
care at the Ame camp made a similar plea 
and asked for the return to Sudan of the pri- 
vate humanitarian relief groups. 

Until significantly more relief is available, 
there is little medical care, no health care, 
insufficient food to sustain life—people are 
starving to death every day—no opportunity 
to educate the children and no chance for to- 
morrow. The people in Sudan have literally 
lost a generation and maybe more. 

I also met with representatives of the 
SPLA, the Sudan Relief and Rehabilitation 
Association (SRRA), with a number of 
Catholic Priests, local officials and a number 
of old hands" in Sudan. I visited hospitals 
including one exclusively for those with tu- 
berculosis. I saw first hand recent damage in 
the town of Kajo Keji on the western bank of 
the Nile where the Khartoum government 
bombed the crowded town market square, 
killing and injuring many. The Khartoum 
government conducted high altitude bomb- 
ing on this village when there was no mili- 
tary presence. I saw bomb craters where they 
hit huts and destroyed the market place. I 
visited what was termed a hospital but what 
was in reality a filthy, rat infested place 
where the injured were gathered. One 
woman, injured in the air-raid, had shrapnel 
still in her head. She had no hope and little 
chance for tomorrow. When it seemed condi- 
tions were as bad as they could be, they got 
worse. 

This is a story that must be told. This was 
my third trip to Sudan. I first travelled 
there in 1988 and then again in 1989. Condi- 
tions there are worse today than they were 
before. This situation must not be permitted 
to last. It need not last; there is much that 
can be done. 

I want to summarize some recommenda- 
tions. Our government must work for relief 
from the Khartoum government. Pressure 
must be put on them to stop the bombing 
and stop the killing. In the southern region 
of Sudan, buffer zones around pockets of ref- 
ugees should be agreed to by the Khartoum 
government and the SPLA, to keep soldiers 
out and allow relief groups the freedom to 
administer food, medical and humanitarian 
aid. Humanitarian relief organizations must 
be encouraged to return to the region. 
Stepped-up efforts to provide medical teams 
to help out for short but frequent periods is 
essential. Failure to act soon will surely re- 
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sult in still more tragic loss of life and pos- 
sibly the loss of an entire culture. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, 
Washington, DC, September 22, 1993. 
Hon. WARREN CHRISTOPHER, 
Secretary of State, U.S. Department of State, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: We are writing to 
express our continued concern about the sit- 
uation in Sudan and to offer some rec- 
ommendations. Your decision to add the 
Government of Sudan to the list of states 
that sponsor terrorism was welcome news to 
many Members of Congress. This kind of as- 
sertive move on the part of the United 
States will send a very strong message to 
Khartoum that Washington and the inter- 
national community will not tolerate Su- 
dan’s support for terrorist groups. But the 
placing of Sudan on the list is not enough— 
pressure must be continuously focused on 
the government, which has shown wanton 
disregard for human lives over the past sev- 
eral years. 

In recent months, humanitarian and politi- 
cal conditions have deteriorated signifi- 
cantly. An estimated 500,000 people have died 
in the past two years, while over 2 million 
southern Sudanese have been displaced in- 
ternally. Many languish in refugee camps in 
Uganda, Kenya, and other neighboring coun- 
tries. The children of southern Sudan con- 
tinue to die in large numbers as a result of 
starvation, disease, and war, while the inter- 
national community’s attention continues to 
focus on Somalia and Bosnia. The Sudan 
People’s Liberation Movement (SPLM) fac- 
tions have also been reckless. Many innocent 
civilians have died and scores of people have 
been forced to flee their homes because of 
SPLM factional fighting since November 
1991. 

The United States has played a limited 
role in addressing the North-South conflict 
and the factional fighting within the SPLM. 
We strongly believe that the United States 
should play a greater role in Sudan. Efforts 
by other countries in Africa, such as Nigeria 
and Kenya, have not produced tangible re- 
sults over the past several years. The United 
States has assumed paramount responsibil- 
ities in the new international order, almost 
as an unavoidable consequence of its Cold 
War victory. Sudan represents an extreme 
case of a situation by no means unusual, in 
which nations are torn apart by identity cri- 
ses. The situation in Sudan, because it is so 
dire, begs for U.S. active engagement in me- 
diation and reconciliation efforts. 

Moreover, the United States has a moral 
responsibility to help the victims of the ten 
year old civil war, people who have escaped 
the notice of the community of nations. Ig- 
noring the plight of millions of innocent ci- 
vilians in Sudan need not become a viable 
option. The people of Sudan have suffered 
enough, it is time for the international com- 
munity to act. The likelihood of a Somalia- 
like scenario is high unless the international 
community acts soon. In the case of Sudan, 
there is still time to address the problem. 

We strongly recommend that the United 
States appoint a Special Envoy for medi- 
ation and reconciliation. Ambassador Her- 
man Cohen, who has expressed an interest in 
facing this challenge, would be an excellent 
choice for the post. As Assistant Secretary 
of State for African Affairs from 1989 to 1993, 
Ambassador Cohen showed profound knowl- 
edge about the complex political problems in 
Sudan. Appointing a Special Envoy for medi- 
ation and reconciliation will be seen by the 
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international community as evidence of 
commitment to find a solution. Any measure 
short of this could be considered window- 
dressing for lack of policy, complacency, and 
the shelving of the case. The recent appoint- 
ment of a Special Envoy for Humanitarian 
Affairs only addresses one aspect of the 
Sudan problem. We believe the humanitarian 
issue can best be addressed by the U.S. Em- 
bassy in Khartoum since it will require con- 
tinual monitoring and coordination with 
other donors. 

We are hopeful that you will give serious 
consideration to our recommendation. The 
United States can play a pivotal role in me- 
diation and reconciliation efforts in Sudan. 
We cannot afford to stand by and watch the 
tragedy unfold, evolve, and come to a cata- 
strophic conclusion. 

Sincerely, 

HARRY JOHNSTON, 

Chairman, House Sub- 
committee on Africa. 

DONALD M. PAYNE. 

ALCEE L. HASTINGS. 

DAN BURTON. 

ELIOT L. ENGEL. 


PAUL SIMON, 
Chairman, Senate Sub- 
committee in Africa. 
NANCY LANDON 
KASSEBAUM. 
JAMES M. JEFFORDS. 
CLAIBORNE PELL. 
FRANK R. WOLF. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Washington, DC, August 5, 1993. 
Hon. WARREN CHRISTOPHER, 
Secretary of State, Department of State, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I appreciate your 
personal attention to the worsening situa- 
tion in Sudan. I believe the Clinton Adminis- 
tration has taken positive steps to bring an 
end to the suffering in Sudan, but I believe 
that the United States must do more. 

I commend their appointment of Ambas- 
sador Frances Cook as Special Envoy to 
Sudan for humanitarian issues. This appoint- 
ment made clear to the government of Sudan 
that the United States considers the crisis in 
Sudan very serious and Ambassador Cook 
has made progress in alleviating much suf- 
fering in Sudan. I am distressed that Ambas- 
sador Cook will soon be leaving her post as 
Special Envoy. 

To ensure that the positive efforts of Am- 
bassador Cook are not interrupted, I strong- 
ly encourage the prompt appointment of a 
new Special Envy to Sudan. I believe this 
special envoy should have expanded powers 
which allow him or her to address political 
issues as well as the humanitarian ones. To 
simply ensure the safe passage of humani- 
tarian assistance to the people is not 
enough; this envoy must have the authority 
to help bring an end to the decade-old civil 
war. Further, to gain the respect of all par- 
ties, this person must be of the ambassa- 
dorial rank and must have a thorough 
knowledge of East African issues. 

It is becoming more clear that establishing 
a lasting peace in Sudan between the govern- 
ment of Sudan and the rebel factions is a 
very elusive proposition. One major obstacle 
to peace is the apparent unwillingness of the 
two major rebel factions in Southern Sudan, 
the SPLA United under the leadership of 
John Garang and the Nasir faction headed by 
Lam Akol, to meet together with the Suda- 
nese government. While I believe the United 
States must continue to pressure the Khar- 
toum government to negotiate an end of the 


civil war, so-called 'south-south" negotia- 
tions between the two SPLA rebel factions 
must be convened to end inter-SPLA fight- 
ing. (Right now some of the violent human 
rights abuses recently in Sudan have been 
perpetrated by SPLA rebels.) The United 
States must immediately begin work with 
other nations to bring together these two 
rebel factions to negotiate a settlement to 
their differences. 

Peace can and must be brought to Sudan. 
But it can only be achieved with strong 
American leadership. Please ensure that a 
new Special Envoy is appointed and work to 
make peace a reality in Sudan. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK R. WOLF, 
Member of Congress. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, August 5, 1993. 
Hon. WILLIAM J. CLINTON, 
The President, The White House, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I appreciate your 
personal attention to the worsening situa- 
tion in Sudan. I believe the Clinton Adminis- 
tration has taken positive steps to bring an 
end to the suffering in Sudan, but I believe 
that the United States must do more. 

I commend the appointment of Ambas- 
sador Frances Cook as Special Envoy to 
Sudan for humanitarian issues. This appoint- 
ment made clear to the government of Sudan 
that the United States considers the crisis in 
Sudan very serious and Ambassador Cook 
has made progress in alleviating much suf- 
fering in Sudan. I am distressed that Ambas- 
sador Cook will soon be leaving her post as 
Special Envoy. 

To ensure that the positive efforts of Am- 
bassador Cook are not interrupted, I strong- 
ly encourage the prompt appointment of a 
new Special Envoy to Sudan. I believe this 
special envoy should have expanded powers 
which allow him or her to address political 
issues as well as the humanitarian ones. To 
simply ensure the safe passage of humani- 
tarian assistance to the people is not 
enough; this envoy must have the authority 
to help bring an end to the decade-old civil 
war. Further, to gain the respect of all par- 
ties, this person must be of the ambassa- 
dorial rank and must have a thorough 
knowledge of East African issues. 

It is becoming more clear that establishing 
a lasting peace in Sudan between the govern- 
ment of Sudan and the rebel factions is a 
very elusive proposition. One major obstacle 
to peace is the apparent unwillingness of the 
two major rebel factions in Southern Sudan, 
the SPLA United under the leadership of 
John Garang and the Nasir faction headed by 
Lam Akol, to meet together with the Suda- 
nese government. While I believe the United 
States must continue to pressure the Khar- 
toum government to negotiate an end of the 
civil war, so-called ''south-south" negotia- 
tions between the two SPLA rebel factions 
must be convened to end inter-SPLA fight- 
ing. (Right now some of the violent human 
rights abuses recently in Sudan have been 
perpetrated by SPLA rebels. The United 
States must immediately begin work with 
other nations to bring together these two 
rebel factions to negotiate a settlement to 
their differences. 

Mr. President, peace can and must be 
brought to Sudan. But it can only be 
achieved with strong American leadership. 
Please quickly appoint a new Special Envoy 
and work to make peace a reality in Sudan. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK R. WOLF, 
Member of Congress. 
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. UNDERWOOD (at the request of 
Mr. GEPHARDT), for today and the bal- 
ance of the week, on account of official 
business. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

The following Member (at his own re- 
quest) to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous material: 

Mr. BEREUTER, for 5 minutes, on May 
10 and 12. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 
The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. MONTGOMERY) and to in- 
clude extraneous matter: 

Mr. GORDON. 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. 

Mr. MANTON. 

The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. WOLF) and to include ex- 
traneous matter: 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 18 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Tuesday, May 
10, 1994, at 10:30 a.m. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
lows: 


3132. A letter from the Comptroller Gen- 
eral, the General Accounting Office, trans- 
mitting status of budget authority that was 
proposed for rescission by the President in 
his fourth special impoundment message for 
fiscal year 1994, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 685 (H. 
Doc. No. 103-254); to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations and ordered to be printed. 

3133. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Under Secretary of Defense, transmitting 
certification that the Javelin major defense 
acquisition program is essential to the na- 
tional security, has no alternative that 
would cost less, its new estimates are rea- 
sonable and its management structure is 
adequate, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2433(e)(1); to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

3134. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Under Secretary of Defense, transmitting 
certification that the C-17 major defense ac- 
quisition program is essential to the na- 
tional security, has no alternative that 
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would cost less, its new estimates are rea- 
sonable and its management structure is 
adequate, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2433(e)(1); to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

3135. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Under Secretary of Defense, transmitting 
certification that the Titan IV major defense 
acquisition program is essential to the na- 
tional security, has no alternative that 
would cost less, its new estimates are rea- 
sonable and its management structure is 
adequate, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2433(e)(1); to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

3136. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Under Secretary of Defense, transmitting 
certification that the AN/SQQ-89 major de- 
fense acquisition program is essential to the 
national security, has no alternative that 
would cost less, its new estimates are rea- 
sonable and its management structure is 
adequate, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2433(e)(1); to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

3137. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Under Secretary of Defense, transmitting 
certification that the ASAS major defense 
acquisition program is essential to the na- 
tional security, has no alternative that 
would cost less, its new estimates are rea- 
sonable and its management structure is 
adequate, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2433(e)(1); to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

3138. A letter from the Deputy and Acting 
CEO, Resolution Trust Corporation, trans- 
mitting the Corporation's 1994 Semiannual 
Comprehensive Litigation Report, covering 
the period from October 1, 1993 to March 31, 
1994, pursuant to Public law 103-204, section 
3; to the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs. 

3139. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting a 
copy of Transmittal No. 02-94, concerning a 
proposed Agreement with the United King- 
dom Ministry of Defense, pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 2767(f); to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

3140. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting a 
copy of Transmittal No. 03-94, concerning a 
proposed Agreement with the United King- 
dom Ministry of Defense, pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 2767(f); to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 


3141. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a copy of the Secretary's deter- 
mination and justification to exercise the 
authority granted him under section 451 of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
amended, authorizing funds for a Palestinian 
police force in the West Bank and Gaza 
Strip, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2261(a)(2); to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3142. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad- 
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting copies of international 
agreements, other than treaties, entered into 
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C. 
112b(a); to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3143. A letter from the Secretary of State, 
transmitting a copy of the administration’s 
policy on multilateral peace operations; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3144. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget, transmitting OMB 
estimate of the amount of change in outlays 
or receipts, as the case may be, in each fiscal 
year through fiscal year 1999 resulting from 
passage of H.R. 2333, H.R. 4066, S. 1636, pursu- 
ant to Public Law 101-508, section 13101(a) 
(104 Stat. 1388-582); to the Committee on 
Government Operatios. 

3145. A letter from the Administrator, Gen- 
eral Services Administration, transmitting 
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copies of Federal construction prospectus for 
Tucson, AZ, and Cleveland, OH, pursuant to 
40 U.S.C. 606(a); to the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


[The following action occurred on May 6, 1994] 

Mr. MILLER of California: Committee on 
Natural Resources. H.R. 3567. A bill to amend 
the John F. Kennedy Center Act to transfer 
operating responsibilities to the Board of 
Trustees of the John F. Kennedy Center for 
the Performing Arts, and for other purposes; 
with an amendment (Rept. 103-453, Pt. 2). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

[Submitted May 9, 1994] 

Mr. OBEY: The 1994 Joint Economic Re- 
port on the 1994 Economic Report of the 
President (Rept. 103-496). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 
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Mr. FORD of Michigan: Committee of Con- 
ference, Conference report on S. 2000. An Act 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal years 
1995 through 1998 to carry out the Head Start 
Act and the Community Services Block 
Grant Act, and for other purposes (Rept. 103- 
497). 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, 


Mr. THOMAS of California (for himself, 
Mr. DOOLEY, Mr. DOOLITTLE, and Mr. 


MCCRERY) introduced a bill (H.R. 4369) to re- ` 


move the restrictions on the export of Alas- 
kan North Slope oil, and for other purposes; 
which was referred, jointly, to the Commit- 
tees on Foreign Affairs, Energy and Com- 
merce, Natural Resources, and Merchant Ma- 
rine and Fisheries. 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 

H.R. 1080; Mr. ORTON. 


H.R. 1191: Mr. ORTON. 
H.R. 3678: Mr. RAVENEL. 
H.R. 3818: Mr. BONIOR. 


H.R. 4100: Mr. EDWARDS of California, Ms. 
WOOLSEY, and Ms. SLAUGHTER. 

H.R. 4211: Mr, ZIMMER. 

H.R. 4212: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, 
SCHENK, Ms. DUNN, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, an 
TORKILDSEN. 

H.R. 4215: Mr. POMBO. 

H.J. Res. 129: Mr. ORTON. 

H.J. Res. 209: Mr. REED, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. 
TRAFICANT, Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 
SPENCE, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis- 
sissippi, Mr. OBERSTAR, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, 
Mr. GALLO, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. STUMP, Mr. 
BOEHLERT, Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Mrs. 
BYRNE. 

H. Con. Res. 91: Mr. PENNY. 

H. Con. Res. 188: Ms. NORTON, Mr. WYDEN, 
Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. STOKES, Mr. MANTON, Mrs. 
UNSOELD, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Ms. LOwEy, Mrs. 
BYRNE, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio, Mr. KENNEDY, Ms. SNOWE, 
Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. Cox, Mr. 
EDWARDS of California, Ms. LONG, and Mr. 
DELLUMS. 


Ms. 
Mr. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


LET'S GET MOVING, AMERICA 
HON. BART GORDON 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, May 9, 1994 


Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, since 1983, the 
President's Council on Physical Fitness and 
Sports has declared the month of May "Na- 
tional Physical Fitness and Sports Month" in 
celebration of our Nation's commitment to 
physical fitness and sports participation. This 
May is no exception. 

During May, we also traditionally promote 
awareness for such issues as mental health, 
older Americans, osteoporosis prevention, 
high blood pressure, physical education, better 
sleep, and arthritis. 

In recognition that May is a time for many 
Americans of enhanced participation and 
awareness of physical fitness and health 
needs, the President made a landmark deci- 
sion this year to bring 23 health and fitness 
advocacy groups together as a united, power- 
ful voice in support of physical activity and fit- 
ness. The result of this union is Presidential 
Fitness Partners in May. 

These organizations—many fighting for dif- 
fering agendas—are to be commended for 
their decision to form this valuable partnership. 
Through cooperation, there is a greater 
chance of reaching more Americans 
uneducated about the benefits of good health 
and fitness and ways to make it fun and con- 
venient. Together, these organizations can 
make a real difference in building a healthier, 
more physically fit America. 

We all will benefit by joining in this celebra- 
tion of good health and fitness. 


CONGRATULATING THE KAHUKU 
HIGH SCHOOL STUDENT FINAL- 
IST WINNERS IN THE “WE THE 
PEOPLE CONSTITUTION"  CON- 
TEST 


HON. PATSY T. MINK 


OF HAWAII 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, May 9, 1994 


Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, for the 
second year in a row students from Kahuku 
High School represented the State of Hawaii 
in the national finals of the "We the People 
Constitution" competition. The students who 
reached the national finals this year after win- 
ning competitions at the district and State lev- 
els are members of Kahuku High School's 
10th grade honors history class. | congratulate 
the students on their hard work and scholar- 
ship. They are: Ursula Aiu, Dana Barnhill, 
Beth Frederick, Amber Grigsby, Kalli 
Kamauoha, Marie Kritikos, Larie Langi, Nadya 
Leinau, Kimberly Miller, Marci Ostrowski, 


Christian Palmer, Jesse Palmer, lan Parnell, 
Taliana Pasi, Mariaha Peters, Emily Shum- 
way, Shelley Smith, Leah Taala, Israel Tem- 
ple, Carrie Tilley, and Kanai Yang. 

I would also like to recognize their teacher, 
Ms. Sandra Cashman. Please note that Ms. 
Cashman also taught the Kahuku High School 
students who represented the State of Hawaii 
in last year's "We the People Constitution” na- 
tional competition. Ms. Cashman clearly 
knows how to motivate her students. 

Ms. Kathy Ellwin and Ms. Jane Kinoshita, 
district coordinators with the State of Hawaii 
Department of Education, and Ms. Sharon 
Kaohi, the State coordinator, deserve ni- 
tion for their efforts in helping the Kahuku High 
School team reach the national finals. 

The "We the People Constitution" Program 
is administered by the Center of Civic Edu- 
cation and supported and funded by the U.S. 
Congress. The program is the most extensive 
educational program in the country developed 
specifically to educate young people about the 
Constitution, especially the Bill of Rights. Dur- 
ing the course of the 3-day "We the People 
Constitution" competition, student finalists are 
tested on their knowledge of constitutional is- 
sues as they take part in activities that simu- 
late a congressional hearing. 

| commend the program for providing stu- 
dents an opportunity to gain an appreciation of 
the significance of the Constitution and how it 
has both shaped this Nation's history and im- 
pacts our lives today. 

Again, my congratulations to the students of 
Kahuku High School for having reached and 
participated in the national "We the People 
Constitution" competition. 


NEW ORLEANS VA BENEFITS OF- 
FICE EMPLOYS OWN COMPUTER 
PROGRAM FOR GREATER EFFI- 
CIENCY 


HON. G.V. (SONNY) MONTGOMERY 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, May 9, 1994 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, before 
the now common buzzwords of modernization 
and reengineering came into fashion, the New 
Orleans Regional Office automated its Loan 
Guaranty Division using only in-house re- 
sources. The director, Tony Lentini, in re- 
sponse to the burgeoning rating workload, 
took the initiative and directed his adjudication 
officer and IRM team to develop in-house a 
computer rating application. Unlike many con- 
tractor-developed products, the rating applica- 
tion, Word Assisted Rating System [WARS], 
was developed with involvement by rating spe- 
cialists who would eventually use it. It was of- 
fered to any regional office that might benefit 
from its employment and has since been 
adopted for VBA-wide use. Its application at 


the New Orleans Regional Office not only im- 
proved quality of rating decisions, but also al- 
lowed Lentini to dismantle his typing pool and 
redistribute those valuable human resources 
to other functions in the regional office. The 
Stations’ philosophy under Lentini's leadership 
has been one of including employees, em- 
bracing technology, and of welcoming change. 

| want to recognize and pay tribute to the 
employees of the New Orleans VA Regional 
Office who are responsible for developing a 
program that will revolutionize the way VA 
rates disability claims. Testimony before our 
committee recently revealed that by the end of 
the year, more than 900,000 claims will be 
pending before the regional offices. VA is 
doing something to change the way it con- 
ducts its business and this is but one example 
of creative initiatives in the field that will help 
solve a major problem in claims adjudication. 

WARS is an automation tool! for assisting 
Veterans Benefits Administration [VBA] em- 
ployees in completing documents related to 
the disability claims within the Department of 
Veterans Affairs [VA]. The software, which is 
fully compatible with the initial stage of VA's 
new computer modernization effort, leads rat- 
ing specialists and other technicians through 
the steps in completing complex disability 
evaluations. 

The system automatically generates deci- 
sion and appeal documents in the proper for- 
mat. Users have at their disposal electronic 
text from the disability rating schedule as well 
as all of the pertinent laws and regulations re- 
lated to disability claims. What separates this 
system from ordinary word processors is the 
structure. The system uses a decision tree ap- 
proach in its organization which leads the user 
through the process. Simple keystroke an- 
swers generate much of the needed text for 
many rating decisions. In this way the docu- 
ments are more consistent and many of the 
errors associated with traditional dictating sys- 
tems are eliminated. Other electronic aids, 
such as medical dictionaries, are also part of 
the system. Operating in a windows environ- 
ment allows the user to interface with other 
automated systems such as the Automated 
Medical Information System [AMIE] and gives 
great potential for future interfacing. 

In mid-1993 it became apparent that the 
need existed for interim solutions to automat- 
ing rating document creation and that the 
voice recognition solution would be more of a 
long term possibility. Because of the major in- 
vestment in system design and development 
in the voice recognition area, New Orleans VA 
Regional Office director, Anthony R. Lentini, 
directed his adjudication officer, Sandy 
Bowron, to lead a new effort to capitalize on 
that investment by converting the decision tree 
approach used in voice to a system that would 
be compatible with the new stage | equipment 
being delivered to field offices. The southern 
area director, James Maye, supported this ini- 
tiative and authorized the assistance of Ver- 
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non Boggs from the Atlanta Regional Office. 
The result was a utilization of many of the 
same field office personnel who had worked 
together in the AMIE project, the voice project, 
and now the WARS project. With their efforts, 
they designed an application that retained 
much of the positive features of the voice sys- 
tem. At the New Orleans Regional Office, Ms. 
Denise Engolia and other IRM technicians 
began the labor-intensive task of reprogram- 
ming the system in stage | compatible soft- 
ware. By July 1993 the initial software, WARS, 
was ready for testing. 

During July 1993, the rating board at the 
New Orleans Regional Office began convert- 
ing from the traditional methods for dictating 
rating decisions to the WARS system. This 
transition was completed during October 1993. 
As a direct result of this project, the New Orle- 
ans VARO's centralized transcription activity 
[CTA] was abolished and the personnel were 
reassigned to the Adjudication Division. In 
early 1994, the system was made available to 
all regional offices seeking to create rating 
documents using the stage | equipment. 

Finally, in March 1994, the Systems Devel- 
opment Service in Central Office accepted 
WARS as an interim solution to assist with the 
completion of rating documents and accepted 
responsibility for including WARS in the inven- 
tory of approved VBA applications. This is an- 
other example of meeting Vice President 
Gore’s challenge to reinvent government by 
empowering employees to develop creative 
solutions for meeting customer needs. 

Mr. Speaker, there are a number of other 
new programs developed by regional offices 
that will enhance the VA's ability to deliver 
timely services to veterans. To all of those in 
the field and in Central Office who continue to 
work so diligently for our Nation's veterans, 
and especially to those in the New Orleans 
Regional Offices | have singled out for special 
recognition, | office congratulations and our 
thanks for what they are doing. We are very 
proud of them. 


SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Tuesday, May 
10, 1994, may be found in the Daily Di- 
gest of today's RECORD. 


EXTENSIONS-OF REMARKS 
MEETINGS SCHEDULED 


MAY 11 


9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 
SD-366 
Environment and Public Works 
Clean Air and Nuclear Regulation Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings to examine the possible 
health effects to non-smokers of envi- 
ronmental tobacco smoke. 
SH-216 
10:00 a.m, 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
To hold hearings to examine the Admin- 
istration's crop insurance proposal. 
8 


Appropriations 
Interior Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the Na- 
tional Park Service, Department of the 
Interior. 
8-128, Capitol 
Armed Services 
Defense Technology, Acquisition, and In- 
dustrial B&se Subcommittee 
To resume hearings on proposed legisla- 
tion authorizing funds for fiscal year 
1995 for the Department of Defense, and 
the future years defense program, fo- 
cusing on the Technology Reinvest- 
ment Program. 
SR-222 


Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine discrimina- 
tion in homeowners insurance. 
SD-538 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To resume hearings on S. 1822, to safe- 
guard and protect the public interest 
while permitting the growth and devel- 
opment of new communications tech- 
nologies, focusing on electric utilities 
entry into telecommunications. 
SR-253 
Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings on the International 
Convention on the Elimination of All 
Forms of Racial Discrimination (Ex. C, 
95th Congress, 2nd Session). 
SD-419 
Labor and Human Resources 
Business meeting, to mark up S. 1981, the 
Orphan Drug Act Amendments, and S. 
784, Dietary Supplement Health and 
Education Act, and to consider pending 
nominations. 
SD-430 
2:00 p.m. 
Armed Services 
Nuclear Deterrence, Arms Control, and De- 
fense Intelligence Subcommittee 
To resume hearings on proposed legisla- 
tion authorizing funds for fiscal year 
1995 for the Department of Defense and 
the future years defense program, fo- 
cusing on the ballistic missile defense 
program. 
SR-222 
2:30 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Treasury, Postal Service, General Govern- 
ment Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the Gen- 
eral Services Administration. 
SD-116 
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MAY 12 


9:00 a.m. 
Armed Services 
To hold closed (SH-219) and open (SH-216) 
hearings on United States military op- 
erations in Somalia during United Na- 
tions Operations in Somalia II 
(UNOSOM II). 
SH-219 
Office of Technology Assesment Board 
meeting, to consider pending business. 
EF-100, Capitol 
9:30 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Transportation Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to review the proposed 
plan to make independent the air traf- 
fic control services of the Federal Avia- 
tion Administration. 
SD-138 
Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings on the Environmental 
Protection Agency's proposed renew- 
able oxygenate standard. 
SD-366 
Rules and Administration 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
authorizing funds for fiscal year 1995 
for the Federal Election Commission. 


SR-301 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the Cor- 
poration for National and Community 
Service. 

SD-106 
Appropriations 
Legislative Branch Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for Archi- 
tect of the Capitol. 

SD-116 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

To continue hearings on S. 1822, to safe- 
guard and protect the public interest 
while permitting the growth and devel- 
opment of new communications tech- 
nologies, focusing on long-distance 
services. 

SR-253 
Labor and Human Resources 

To hold hearings on S. 1964, to authorize 
funds to States for programs for work- 
er reemployment and retraining. 

SD-430 
Labor and Human Resources 
Education, Arts and Humanities Sub- 
committee 

Business meeting, to mark up S. 1513, au- 
thorizing funds for programs of the El- 
ementary and Secondary Education 
Act. 

SD-430 
1:30 p.m. 
Armed Services 
Coalition Defense and Reinforcing Forces 
Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine United Na- 

tions peace operations. 
SD-628 
2:00 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of Defense, focusing on C-17. 

SD-192 


Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands, National Parks and Forests 
Subcommittee ; 

To hold hearings on S. 1549, to revise the 
Act establishing Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area to provide for the 
management of the Presidio by the 
Secretary of the Interior, and S. 1639, 
to provide for the management of the 
portions of the Presidio under the ju- 
risdiction of the Secretary of the Inte- 


rior. 
SD-366 
2:30 p.m. 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Securities Subcommittee 


To hold hearings to examine the impact 
of the U.S. Supreme Court Decision in 
Central Bank of Denver v. First Inter- 
state Bank of Denver. 

SD-538 
Small Business 
Export Expansion Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine export as- 

sistance efforts for small business. 


SR-428A 
Joint Printing 
Business meeting, to consider the finan- 
cial position of the Government Print- 
ing Office, and related measures. 
8-324, Capitol 


MAY 13 


9:30 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for foreign 
assistance programs, focusing on the 
global land mines crísis. 
SH-216 
Appropriations 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and 
Education Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partments of Labor, Health and Human 
Services, and Education. 


SD-192 
Governmental Affairs 
Regulation and Government Information 
Subcommittee 


To hold hearings on adjusting poverty 
data for differences in cost-of-living. 
SD-342 


MAY 16 
4:00 p.m. 
Foreign Relations 

To hold hearings on the nomination of 
Joseph R. Paolino, Jr., of Rhode Island, 
to be Ambassador to the Republic of 

Malta. 
S-116, Capitol 


MAY 17 


9:30 a.m. 
Governmental Affairs 
'To hold hearings to examine issues relat- 
ing to bomb exports in the 1990's. 
SD-342 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of Defense, focusing on envi- 
ronmental programs. 
SD-192 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 
SR-253 
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2:30 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for foreign 
assistance programs. 
SD-138 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Science, Technology, and Space Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
authorizing funds for the earthquake 
disaster program. 
SR-253 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands, National Parks and Forests 
Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on S. 112, to establish 
the Hudson River Artists National His- 
torical Park in the State of New York, 
S. 1660 and H.R. 3498, bills to establish 
the Great Falls Historic District, S. 
1683, to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to provide funds for the Pali- 
sades Interstate Park Commission for 
acquisition of land in the Sterling For- 
est area of New York/New Jersey High- 
lands Region, and S. 1999, to establish 
the Lower East Side Tenement Mu- 
seum National Historic Site. 
SD-366 


MAY 18 


10:00 a.m. 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
To resume hearings on S. 1614, authoriz- 
ing funds through fiscal year 1998 for 
programs of the Child Nutrition Act 
and the National School Lunch Act. 
SR-332 


MAY 19 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 


partment of Defense. 
SD-192 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of Veteran's Affairs, and the 
Selective Service System. 

SD-106 
2:00 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands, National Parks and Forests 
Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on H.R. 3252, to provide 
for the conservation, management, or 
study of certain rivers, parks, trail and 
historic sites, and H.R. 4034, to revise 
the Urban Park and Recreation Recov- 
ery Act of 1978 to authorize grants for 
the expansion of recreation opportuni- 
ties for at risk youth in urban areas 
with a high prevalence of crime. 


SD-366 
MAY 20 
9:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partments of Veteran’s Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and 
independent agencies. 

SD-138 
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MAY 24 


9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings on the science concern- 
ing global climate change. 
SD-366 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of Defense, focusing on stra- 
tegic programs. 


2:30 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for foreign 
assistance programs, focusing on ex- 
port promotion. 


SD-192 


SD-138 


MAY 25 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Interior Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of the Interior. 
8-128, Capitol 


MAY 26 
9:30 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

To hold hearings on S. 1350, to revise the 
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of 
1977 to provide for an expanded Federal 
program of hazard mitigation and in- 
surance against the risk of cata- 
strophic natural disasters, such as hur- 
ricanes, earthquakes, and volcanic 

eruptions. 
SR-253 


Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings to examine policy op- 
tions for the disposition of excess 
weapons plutonium. 
SD-366 


Rules and Administration 

Business meeting, to mark up S. 1824, 
Legislative Reorganization Act, H.R. 
877, Smithsonian National African 
American Museum, an original bill au- 
thorizing appropriations for fiscal year 
1995 for the Federal Election Commis- 
sion, S. Res. 196, printing resolution for 
Aging Committee, an original resolu- 
tion authorizing the purchase of 1995 
wall calendars, H. Con. Res. 222, au- 
thorizing acceptance and placement of 
a bust in the Capitol, and other legisla- 
tive business. 


SR-301 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 


timates for fiscal year 1995 for the Na- 
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis- 
tration. 
SD-106 
JUNE 8 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Interior Subcommittee 


To hold hearings proposed budget esti- 
mates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of Energy. 

8-128, Capitol 
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2:30 p.m. JUNE 9 CANCELLATIONS 
Energy and Natural Resources 9:30 a.m. 
Water and Power Subcommittee Energy and Natural Resources MAY 10 
To hold hearings to examine water qual- Water and Power Subcommittee 10:30 a.m. 
ity and quantity problems and opportu- To continue hearings on water quality Foreign Relations 
nities facing the lower Colorado River and quantity problems and opportuni- To resume hearings on the Convention 
area, ties facing the lower Colorado River on the Prohibition of Development, 
SD-366 area. Production, Stockpiling and Use of 
SD-366 Chemical Weapons and on Their De- 


struction, opened for signature and 

signed by the United States at Paris on 

January 13, 1993 (Treaty Doc. 103-21). 
SD-419 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, May 10, 1994 


The House met at 10:30 a.m. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of Friday, February 
11, 1994, the Chair will now recognize 
Members from lists submitted by the 
majority and minority leaders for 
morning hour debates. The Chair will 
alternate recognition between the par- 
ties, with each party limited to not to 
exceed 30 minutes, and each Member 
except the majority and minority lead- 
ers limited to not to exceed 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Goss] for 5 minutes. 


A BETTER WAY FOR HAITI 


Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, last week at 
this time, I spoke about the crisis in 
Haiti and the lack of focus of Ameri- 
ca’s policy. Although the President has 
finally addressed Haiti, his new policy 
is poorly thought out, hopelessly in- 
consistent and very short-sighted. It 
lacks a long-term strategy for resolv- 
ing the opposing extremist positions in 
Haiti, but worse, it contains an explo- 
Sive combination of tighter sanctions 
and looser asylum procedures likely to 
spark a new burst of Haitian refugees 
headed for Florida. It’s simple logic: A 
tougher embargo equals more eco- 
nomic hardship among Haiti's most 
desperate poor. More economic hard- 
ship equals more refugees. The Presi- 
dent said he hopes“ we won't see a 
flood of refugees—but history suggests 
that hope is unfounded. The Presi- 
dent's own advisers reaffirm that most 
people leaving Haiti are economic refu- 
gees—not political asylum seekers flee- 
ing for their lives. A New York Times 
story this week emphasizes a deeply 
held view in the administration that 
most of those seeking political asylum 
are economic migrants posing as vic- 
tims of persecution” Officials at the 
U.S. Embassy in Haiti conclude that 
“The Haitian left, including President 
Aristide and his supporters in Washing- 
ton and here, consistently manipulate 
or even fabricate human rights abuses 
as a propaganda tool." The President's 
Deputy National Security Adviser, 
Sandy Berger, said “Only about 5 per- 
cent of those people who have come 
into the processing centers are, in fact, 
political refugees.’’ When Haitian refu- 
gees have landed in third countries, 
presumably safe from political persecu- 
tion, most have sought to return to 
Haiti. Of course, there is no denying 
the brutality of the thugs now in con- 


trol in Haiti—we know there has been 
repression and political persecution. 
But tighter sanctions will not resolve 
this crisis; rather, as the President 
himself has said, they will, Cause 
more hardships for innocent Haitians.” 
The President said the Haitian mili- 
tary will “bear full responsibility for 
this action," but I am not sure they 
agree or care. My fear is that, even 
after tougher sanctions take hold, we 
will have further demoralized the Hai- 
tian people, the thugs will still be in 
power—and we will have done nothing 
to help Haitians rebuild their democ- 
racy. What we will have done is encour- 
aged more Haitians to overload leaky 
boats in shark-infested waters. Despite 
the Clinton administration’s claim 
that economic refugees will be more 
quickly processed and then repatriated, 
in the past several weeks approxi- 
mately 500 Haitians arrived in Florida 
and were released into our country as a 
humanitarian exception—including 13 
who tested positive for HIV. These ac- 
tions speak louder than the President's 
words. Florida's Democrat Governor, 
Lawton Chiles, recognizes the potential 
problem—he expects 5,000 to 10,000 refu- 
gees a month as a result of this new 
policy. In his words, This decision will 
result in additional burdens on State 
and local governments in Florida * * * 
Florida alone cannot shoulder the tre- 
mendous burdens that result from Fed- 
eral immigration policy." Governor 
Chiles has filed à lawsuit against the 
Federal Government, seeking to recoup 
hundreds of millions of dollars the 
State has spent on illegals in Florida. 
Mr. Speaker, there is a better way for 
Haiti that solves the refugee problem, 
solves the Aristide problem and begins 
to solve the long-term democracy prob- 
lem—we can establish a safe haven on 
the Ile De La Gonave, a small island 
about 15 miles off the coast of Haiti. 
The United States could expand its 
processing of asylum seekers on this 
Haitian island, safe from the fear of vi- 
olence. President Aristide—the popu- 
larly elected and rightful President of 
Haiti—could go there and begin to re- 
build his government in Haiti. This 
plan obviates the need for an elaborate 
and ineffective plan to screen refugees 
aboard U.S. ships and it would remove 
the powerful Miami magnet. Florida is 
anything but a closed door—thousands 
of refugees from all over this hemi- 
sphere have made their home there 
under orderly immigration processing 
and are productive, hard-working mem- 
bers of our society. But Florida cannot 
throw her doors wide open to all refu- 


gees from any nation who seek a better 
life in the United States—that kind of 
disorder stretches our resources beyond 
their limits. I urge the administration 
to review my plan. It can work today 
to meet the long-term interests of 
Haiti and the United States. 


INTRODUCTION OF THE RURAL 
HEALTH PROFESSIONAL SHORT- 
AGE ACT AND THE RURAL HOS- 
PITAL SURVIVAL ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CHAPMAN). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of February 11, 1994, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLINGER] is recognized during morning 
business for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, most of 
us agree that a one-size-fits-all health 
care reform plan that fails to recognize 
the difference between small, rural 
communities and large, urban areas 
will serve no one particularly well, 
whether you are from New York or 
Punxsutawney, PA. 

When Congress does finally vote on 
health care reform legislation, we must 
adopt a plan that provides flexibility 
for States and localities to meet their 
own special, regional health care needs. 
In particular, Congress must not forget 
that 27 percent of Americans live in 
rural areas which have distinct health 
policy problems to resolve. 

Aside from the obvious geographic 
barriers to medical care—such as rough 
terrain, bad weather conditions, and 
long distances between medical facili- 
ties—rural communities must over- 
come certain demographic characteris- 
tics that make health care delivery a 
unique challenge. 

Rural populations tend to be older 
and poorer, so there are higher con- 
centrations of Medicare, Medicaid, and 
uninsured patients. As a result, rural 
hospitals and providers rely primarily 
on Federal funds in the form of Medi- 
care reimbursement for survival. 

As it is, rural hospitals must contend 
with low occupancy rates and operate 
on shoestring budgets, so the past dec- 
ade of cuts and freezes in Medicare re- 
imbursement have put many rural hos- 
pitals in dangerous financial situa- 
tions. Cutting the primary source of 
revenue for rural hospitals has forced 
many to close their doors altogether. 

In addition to the financial problems 
of their local hospitals, many rural 
areas suffer from an acute shortage of 
health care professionals. Primary care 
doctors, physicians assistants, nurses, 
allied health professionals and other 
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medical personnel are in short supply, 
and most rural communities have a dif- 
ficult time luring professionals from 
training sites in urban and suburban 
areas where they can make more 
money. 

The maldistribution of health care 
professionals and the insolvency of our 
rural hospitals pose serious threats to 
the availability of medical care for 
rural Americans, regardless of whether 
they can afford it or not. Before we 
even try to control costs and increase 
access for the uninsured, we must first 
revitalize the health care infrastruc- 
ture in our medically underserved rural 
areas. Our efforts to reform the health 
care system will be pointless if rural 
citizens do not have a doctor to consult 
or a hospital to visit. 

That is why—with the help of my 
Health Care Advisory Committee, doc- 
tors, nurses and other constituents 
concerned about health care—I have 
drafted two bills to help solve the real 
health care problems confronting rural 
America. 

The first bill I am introducing today 
is the Rural Health Professional Short- 
age Act to improve the supply and dis- 
tribution of medical professionals in 
rural areas. 

The quality of rural health care is 
suffering because many young doctors, 
nurses, and other medical professionals 
elect not to practice in rural areas due 
to existing disincentives and draw- 
backs to practicing there. While some 
decisions can be attributed to lifestyle 
preferences, there are a number of 
other factors that influence where they 
choose to live and work. 

For instance, many young profes- 
sionals are discouraged from practicing 
in rural areas because of lower earn- 
ings potential and lower Medicare re- 
imbursements for rural providers. 

Because rural professionals are often 
isolated from colleagues, they cannot 
rely on them for consultation and sec- 
ond opinions. They must work long 
hours, many of which are on call", 
often with little professional support. 

Most health care practitioners prefer 
working with the latest, state-of-the- 
art technology which many rural hos- 
pitals cannot afford. 

Also, medical professionals tend to 
practice in areas close to where they 
were trained, and most academic medi- 
cal institutions and teaching hospitals 
are located in urban or suburban 
locales. 

The Rural Health Professional Short- 
age Act eliminates many of these fi- 
nancial and professional disincentives. 
It provides urban and rural physicians 
"equal Medicare reimbursements for 
equal work" by eliminating the urban- 
rural payment differential, and it fi- 
nancially rewards those rural providers 
who have higher caseloads of Medicare, 
Medicaid and uninsured patients. 

My bill also encourages rural com- 
munities to “grow” their own health 
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care professionals and targets scarce 
resources to individuals with rural 
backgrounds since they are most likely 
to return to and stay in rural areas. 

Finally, the bill provides rural com- 
munities and their local hospitals the 
resources and technical assistance nec- 
essary to attract and retain medical 
professionals in their areas. 

My second bill the Rural Hospital 
Survival Act, recognizes the pivotal 
role hospitals play in the rural health 
care delivery system as the primary 
sources of medical care in rural areas 
and integral parts of local economies, 
and it will help to keep many of our 
struggling ‘‘critical access" hospitals 
open. 

According to the American Hospital 
Association, 389 rural hospitals closed 
between 1980 and 1992. For those of us 
living in rural areas, closure of a local 
hospital can significantly reduce our 
access to decent health care and cost 
the local economy valuable, high- 
skilled, high-wage jobs. 

With fewer beds, fewer admissions, 
lower occupancy rates, and higher per- 
patient, per-day expenses than metro- 
politan hospitals, many small, rural 
hospitals struggle to keep their doors 
open. The Office of Technology Assess- 
ment estimates that nearly one-third 
of all rural hospitals are operating in 
the red. 

As I already mentioned, rural hos- 
pitals rely primarily on Medicare and 
Medicaid payments, and cuts in reim- 
bursement rates have significantly in- 
creased the volume of uncompensated 
care provided by rural hospitals, re- 
quiring them to provide more care with 
fewer dollars. 

In addition to reimbursements that 
don’t keep pace with health care costs, 
rural hospitals must contend with an 
unfair Medicare payment system that 
reimburses them less than urban hos- 
pitals. 

The heart of the Rural Hospital Sur- 
vival Act makes important adjust- 
ments to the Medicare payment sys- 
tem, including a complete elimination 
of payment differentials between urban 
and rural hospitals. 

The bill establishes a new telemedi- 
cine grant program to promote the de- 
velopment of advanced data, video, and 
voice networks among hospitals and 
providers in rural regions. It also re- 
news two grant programs which have 
successfully helped hospitals and com- 
munities throughout the country im- 
prove health care delivery for rural 
residents. 

Antitrust exemptions would be pro- 
vided to encourage cooperation and 
joint ventures among rural hospitals. 
Facilities would be able to share equip- 
ment, services, and health care person- 
nel without fear of being sued. 

And, finally, my bill would establish 
& commission to study the effects of 
State and Federal regulations, man- 
dates, and paperwork on small, rural 
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hospitals and the quality of care they 
provide. 

Rural Americans have a great deal at 
stake in the health care debate. Not 
only will health care reform affect the 
cost, quality, and accessibility of their 
medical care, it will also impact the 
economic futures of their communities. 

While working hard to promote job 
creation and economic development in 
my largely rural district over the 
years, I've learned that the economic 
vitality of a rural community is close- 
ly tied to the quality and availability 
of medical care in the area. Local eco- 
nomic booms and busts closely cor- 
respond with the financial standing of 
the local hospital, and the strength of 
a rural hospital can often serve as an 
accurate barometer of the state of the 
local economy. 

As a local economy declines and un- 
employment rises, the increasing bur- 
den of uncompensated care the local 
hospital provides fiscally strains the 
facility and affects the quality of care 
it provides. Often small, rural hospitals 
cannot endure prolonged local reces- 
sions, and when a hospital is forced to 
close, it can devastate an already 
struggling local economy. 

One reason is that hospitals are usu- 
ally one of the largest employers in 
rural communities. When a rural hos- 
pital closes, the local area can lose doz- 
ens, sometimes hundreds of well paying 
jobs. 

Also, communities who have lost a 
hospital may have a difficult time at- 
tracting businesses and residents to 
their areas. Many companies are reluc- 
tant to relocate to a region that does 
not have a hospital or decent health 
care. 

For a rural community to have a de- 
cent shot at attracting industry and 
creating jobs, its local hospital must be 
in sound financial condition and its 
health care delivery system capable of 
providing quality medical care. By 
strengthening the ailing health care 
delivery systems in our small, rural 
communities, my two bills wil not 
only improve the health of our rural 
residents, but also the health of our 
rural economies. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
recognize and address the unique 
health care problems affecting rural 
America by joining me as a cosponsor 
of these two vital bills. 
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GUN CONTROL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CHAPMAN). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of February 11, 1994, the 
gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. THOM- 
AS] is recognized during morning busi- 
ness for 5 minutes. p 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair- 
man, this is the House of Representa- 
tives, so I want to talk a little bit 


about a meeting I have had with some 
of the people I represent yesterday. 
This is a meeting in Rock Springs, WY. 
We talked about gun control. 

Let me tell the Members a little bit 
about the folks who came. These are 
middle American folks. This was a 
meeting that took place at 8:30 in the 
morning, and many of these folks had 
come in from a shift at the coal mine, 
had come in from mining the trona 
patch in Rock Springs, WY. These are 
folks who work every day, support 
their families. It included people who 
are retired from the Game and Fish 
Commission, people who have an inter- 
est in gun control but interestingly 
enough, the topic got much broader 
than gun control. It had to do with per- 
sonal choices, it had to do with per- 
sonal freedom, it had to do with States 
rights. 

It is interesting that the proponents 
of the gun control bill last week talked 
a great deal about special interests. 
Let me tell the Members, if this is a 
special interest, then everything we 
talk about representing people in our 
districts are special interests. 

They had a special interest. They had 
a special interest in having personal 
freedom, they had a special interest in 
having States rights, they had a spe- 
cial interest in deciding the things that 
they want to do for themselves. 

The theme of the meeting and the 
purpose of the meeting was gun con- 
trol. Let me tell the Members that it 
expanded far beyond that. I am pleased 
that it did, because there is more to 
the issue than gun control specifically. 

They talked about the impact on the 
second amendment of the Constitution. 
They talked about the impact or lack 
of impact on crime. They talked about 
the uncertainty of which weapons are 
covered under this bill. They talked 
about States rights and how much in- 
trusion we have in the operations of 
our States from the Federal Govern- 
ment. They talked about personal 
rights and the infringement there. 

Let me mention a couple of those. 
The Constitution, people feel strongly 
about the second amendment to the 
Constitution, about all of the Constitu- 
tion, about the fact that the Constitu- 
tion was designed to give only those 
powers to the Federal Government that 
are specifically given; that the other 
powers are vested in the people. It is 
pretty simple, but very important. 

They talked about the fact that we 
ought to have some recourse to talk 
about whether or not the Constitution 
has been infringed. They talked about 
constitutional amendments. They 
talked about legal recourse and legal 
remedies, to say, Look, this is imped- 
ing and impinging upon our constitu- 
tional rights." 

They talked, too, about the fact that 
this is feel-good talk, that this kind of 
arms control, this kind of gun control, 
will not have any impact at all on 
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crime. Several officers were there. In- 
terestingly, enough, they said, “You 
know, there are many reasons for peo- 
ple to have guns. Hunting is only one 
of them. As officers, we react to things 
that have already happened. People 
need an opportunity to defend them- 
selves. That is what initially happens." 

They talked, too, about the uncer- 
tainty of the bill in terms of the weap- 
ons that were covered. One of the gen- 
tlemen there fires competitively at the 
Camp Perry competitive shooting 
event each year. One of the weapons 
that he has used is barred under this 
bill that is used in the Camp Perry 
Army-sponsored shooting competition. 
I thought that was interesting. 

We also talked about the response 
from the Tobacco and Firearms depart- 
ment, which said that there literally 
could be hundreds of weapons that fall 
in the same characteristic. These folks 
are very much concerned about that. 

They were concerned about States 
rights. I think one of the most obvious 
ones you might notice would be, people 
from New York have particular prob- 
lems. People in Rock Springs, WY, 
have a different set of problems. 

The idea that we have a one fits all” 
kind of à Federal law that covers ev- 
erything in the whole country, regard- 
less of their circumstances, is begin- 
ning to be so repetitive, appears so 
often. People are very, very offended by 
this idea, whether it be unfunded man- 
dates, whether it be gun control, 
whether it be health care, whether it 
be speed limits imposed by the Federal 
Government. 

There ought to be some States 
rights, more acknowledgment of the 
differences we have in this country. 
They talked a lot about that. 

Finally, they talked maybe about the 
most important aspects of what we are 
doing is having too much Federal Gov- 
ernment in your face, too much Fed- 
eral Government telling us as individ- 
uals, with our rights as individuals and 
with the responsibilities that go with 
rights, the freedom to choose their own 
behavior, the freedom to be responsible 
for themselves. 

I was impressed. I was impressed by, 
No. 1, the fact that twice as many peo- 
ple came to this meeting as I had imag- 
ined would come. I was impressed by 
the fact that even though they were 
there specifically on gun control, they 
talked about the ramifications that are 
much broader: personal rights, States 
rights, the ineffectiveness of it. 

These were thoughtful people. This is 
the House of Representatives. It is our 
task here to represent our people. I am 
pleased to represent this group, not a 
special interest, but a personal inter- 
est, an interest in something that af- 
fects their lives, an interest in some- 
thing that they think affects the fu- 
ture of this country in terms of Federal 
intervention into their rights. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is important 
for citizens of this country to deal with 
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these issues on a local level, to talk 
about these issues, to read about these 
issues, to express their concern about 
issues. The strength of this country is 
individual participation. This is a gov- 
ernment of the people and this is how 
you do it. This is how you do it. 

Mr. Speaker, I was pleased and im- 
pressed, and of course, I agree, I agree 
that the essence of personal freedom is 
to have people to have choices and to 
have the responsibility to stand by 
those choices. 

——— 


A DIVERGENCE OF VALUES. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Feb- 
ruary 11, 1994, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. SMITH] is recognized during 
morning business for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, a 
few days ago Newsweek published an 
article the likes of which I have never 
seen before concerning a current Presi- 
dent. Titled '"The Politics of Promis- 
cuity," it examines the basic question 
of President Clinton's character. De- 
spite the title, it is not a sleazy story. 
It is not a partisan story. What it is, is 
a lamentable story, and regrettably, in 
the case of this White House, an 
unending one. 

The article's author, 
writes that: 

Paula Jones’ story will join the rising 
landfill of allegations of personal mis- 
behavior that Bill Clinton has had to deny, 
deflect, defend, derail. It has heft only be- 
cause there have been so many others, and 
because it reinforces a widely held suspicion 
about the precise nature of the president’s 
problem. 

Klein continues, “It seems increas- 
ingly, and sadly, apparent that the 
character flaw Bill Clinton's enemies 
have fixed upon—promiscuity—is a de- 
fining characteristic of his public life 
as well." 

The Newsweek author is not talking 
about promiscuity’s most common 
meaning, but its fullest meaning—cas- 
ual or irregular behavior. Whether at 
home or abroad, this kind of careless, 
cavalier conduct has been the trade- 
mark of this administration. 

As Klein observes, the result is— 

With the Clintons, the story always is sub- 
ject to further revision. The misstatements 
are always incremental. The ‘‘misunder- 
Standing" are always innocent—casual, ir- 
regular: promiscuous. Trust is squandered in 
dribs and drabs. 

The President has gone so long down 
this road that he has come to the point 
where he must hire superlawyer Bob 
Bennett to address the mess. When you 
hire a superlawyer, you have super- 
problems. Bennett will be trying to sal- 
vage the President’s reputation. He 
will have his work cut out for him. 

Never before in my memory has an 
administration been so lacking in its 
understanding of the basic values that 
the rest of America holds dear. 

President Clinton’s financial dealings 
are a case in point. Recently, Presi- 
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dents have put their assets in the 
hands of others while in office. Today 
we find that we have gone from Presi- 
dents who put their faith in blind 
trusts, to a President who puts his 
faith in trust being blind. 

The President has insisted that he 
lost money on his financial trans- 
actions and he believes that should be 
the end of the discussion. I am sure 
every accused criminal ever caught 
would love to equate failure with inno- 
cence. However, the fact that the 
President's defense has been that his 
transactions were unsuccessful only in- 
dicates he does not understand the 
question of impropriety. 

The question is not whether money 
was made, but why was he involved in 
the first place? And the answer is that 
he had no business doing business with 
people whose business it was his busi- 
ness to regulate. 

If this fault were the only lapse—or if 
the administration's faults were only 
lapses—then there would not be such a 
cause for concern. But as the adminis- 
tration's faults continue to mount and 
continue to erode America's founda- 
tions, it becomes daily more obvious 
that they are not lapses. They are not 
strayings from a shared path of prin- 
ciples, but a new route of questionable 
rights and values altogether. 

With each passing incident, the 
American people discover a divergence 
of values with this administration— 
that the White House’s way is is not 
their way, or the way they were led to 
believe the administration would fol- 
low. 

The Newsweek article observes Presi- 
dent Clinton tells his closest advisers 
that character is a journey, not a des- 
tination.“ Klein writes: 

This evolutionary notion of character is 
something of a finesse: it can drift from ex- 
plaining lapses to excusing them. There is an 
adolescent, unformed, half-baked quality to 
it—as there is to the notion of promiscuity 
itself: an inability to settle, to stand, to 
commit. It will not suffice in a president. 

Klein concludes: 

Life is a journey; but character, most as- 
suredly, is not. It is a destination most 
adults reach, for good or ill. And it is both 
tragic and quite dangerous that we find our- 
selves asking if Bill Clinton will ever get 
there. 


The fact is this administration drifts 
aimlessly, hoisting the sail of prom- 
ise" and the jib of change“ to catch 
whatever breeze is blowing, regardless 
of where it might lead, at the same 
time sailing farther and farther from 
the course set by the American people. 

When the crew spends more time 
bailing than rowing, the boat is in 
trouble. When the administration 
spends more time explaining than gov- 
erning, the Nation is in trouble. To the 
clear question of character, the Clinton 
administration doesn’t appear to have 
an answer, only explanations. 
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SUNDRY MESSAGES FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 


Sundry messages in writing from the 
President of the United States were 
communicated to the House by Mr. 
McCathran, one of his secretaries. 


O 1050 
RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CHAPMAN). Pursuant to clause 12, rule 
I, the Chair declares the House in re- 
cess until today at noon. 

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 55 
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re- 
cess until 12 noon. 


O 1200 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 
12 noon. 


——— 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Rev. James David 
Ford, offered the following prayer: 

We pray, O God, that the great words 
that are heard in this assembly—words 
of fairness and justice, of peace and 
harmony and equity, of dedication and 
service and commitment, of integrity 
and honor and respect—will be words 
not only of our lips, but will be com- 
mitted to our hearts, and may all that 
we commit to our hearts, let us prac- 
tice in our daily lives. This is our ear- 
nest prayer. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day's pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY] 
please come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY led the Pledge of 
Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed with an 
amendment in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested, a bill of the 
House of the following title: 

H.R. 3841. An Act to amend the Bank Hold- 
ing Company Act of 1956, the Revised Stat- 
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utes of the United States, and the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Act to provide for inter- 
state banking and branching. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendment to 
the bill (H.R. 3841) “An act to amend 
the Bank Holding Company Act of 1956, 
the Revised Statutes of the United 
States, and the Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Act to provide for interstate 
banking and branching," requests a 
conference with the House on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses there- 
on, and appoints Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. SAR- 
BANES, Mr. DODD, Mr. SASSER, Mr. 
D'AMATO, Mr. GRAMM, and Mr. ROTH, to 
be the conferees on the part of the Sen- 
ate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill of the follow- 
ing title, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

S. 116. An act for the relief of Fanie Phily 
Mateo Angeles. 


FACTUAL HARASSMENT 


(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, the 
President has hired Robert Bennett, 
the noted defense attorney, to defend 
him against charges of sexual harass- 
ment. 

Can Bennett defend the President 
against charges of factual harassment? 
This is where the President says one 
thing, but does another. 

His health care plan was supposed to 
promote health security for all, but in 
reality would lower health care quality 
while costing a million jobs. 

He promised to end welfare as we 
know it, but if he has a plan he will not 
show it. 

His plan to fight crime spends more 
money on social programs than on 
building prisons, and we all remember 
his promise for a middle-class tax cut. 

Mr. Speaker, the President must an- 
swer many charges in the months to 
come. The most serious of all to the 
American people is the President's 
penchant for factual harassment. 


——— 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 


The SPEAKER. The Chair wishes to 
remind Members that comments re- 
garding the President of the United 
States are covered by House rules of 
comity, and Members should avoid any 
references to the President that in- 
volve suggestions of a personal char- 
acter. 

The Chair wishes to allow reasonable 
latitude for debate on subjects of per- 
sonal interest and importance, but 
Members will observe the rules of com- 
ity with regard to the President, Mem- 
bers of the other body, and their fellow 
Members. 
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INTRODUCTION OF A RESOLUTION 
DECLARING AUGUST 16, 1994, AS 
TV NATION DAY 


(Mr. COBLE asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, many peo- 
ple often claim the media only shows 
what is wrong with America and not 
what is right about our great country. 
I am pleased to say that a new tele- 
vision program will air this summer 
that will be an uplifting, positive look 
at what is right about America. 

The program will be known as TV 
Nation. It is a joint venture between 
NBC in the United States and the BBC 
in England. TV Nation" will be dif- 
ferent than most of the television mag- 
azine shows currently on the air. This 
show will be positive and upbeat and 
will not dwell on the negative aspects 
of today's society as so many of these 
tabloid journalism shows do. 

I recently participated in an inter- 
view with Michael Moore, the host of 
the new show, and I am looking for- 
ward to seeing “TV Nation" later this 
summer. 'To support the program's goal 
of highlighting what is right about 
America and the world today, I am in- 
troducing a resolution declaring Au- 
gust 16, 1994, as “TV Nation Day." 

The resolution, which I hope my col- 
leagues will support, will praise “TV 
Nation” for creating new jobs in this 
country and improving our balance of 
trade, but more importantly, it will 
recognize the show's producers for al- 
lowing TV audiences in this country 
and around the world to see what is 
right about America, and that alone is 
a praiseworthy achievement. 


PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
ARMED SERVICES TO FILE RE- 
PORT ON H.R. 4301, NATIONAL 
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
have cleared this unanimous-consent 
request with the Republican side. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the Committee on Armed 
Services have until midnight tonight 
to file its report on the bill, H.R. 4301, 
the National Defense Authorization 
Act for fiscal year 1995. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 


COMMEMORATIVE COIN TO RECOG- 
NIZE THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
THE BLUE ANGELS FLIGHT DEM- 
ONSTRATION TEAM 


(Mr. HUTTO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 
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Mr. HUTTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to inform my colleagues about 
legislation I am introducing to recog- 
nize the tremendous history of the U.S. 
Navy Flight Demonstration Squadron, 
the Blue Angels. 

The year 1996 marks the 50th anniver- 
sary of the Blue Angels. To honor this 
occasion, I am introducing a bill to au- 
thorize the minting of $1 commemora- 
tive coins. 

Millions of people have been dazzled 
by the high-speed flying exhibitions 
performed by the Blue Angels. In addi- 
tion to their flying events, though, the 
pilot and their crews perform numer- 
ous good will and role model activities. 
In virtually every community in which 
the Blue Angels perform, the team vis- 
its high schools and hospitals, and 
opens practice shows for the disabled 
and the elderly to inspire people to 
achieve their highest potential. 

The Blue Angels serve not only the 
Navy, but also our country. In 1992, the 
team expressed American good will to 
over 1 million people across Europe and 
Russia. The Blue Angels deserve our 
recognition, and I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation. 


IT'S TIME FOR A TO Z 


(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, the new 
chairman of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee wants Members to have a l- 
week review of A to Z spending cuts be- 
fore à vote is taken. I hope that signals 
a new policy in the Democrat leader- 
ship, which now routinely asks Mem- 
bers to vote on bills without the bene- 
fit of time to review the specifics. If 
we're going to wait 1 week before we 
vote on cuts, I hope Members will have 
at least that much time to study pro- 
posals to spend taxpayers' money. The 
Speaker said the A to Z spending cuts 
plan is '*poorly thought out’’ because it 
“denies the opportunity to Members to 
have thoughtful consideration and re- 
view of legislation prior to votes." In 
my short tenure here, time and again 
the text of spending bills, tax bills, and 
major policy changes was only made 
available to Members a few hours be- 
fore the vote. Is this new rhetoric a 
change of heart, Mr. Speaker, or sim- 
ply another track smoke and mirrors 
designed to derail spending cuts? 


ä 


INTRODUCTION OF H.R. 4371, 
DIESEL FUEL TAX LEGISLATION 


(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, last year 
when we passed the Omnibus Reconcili- 
ation Act of 1993, we adopted a fuel- 
dying scheme to ensure compliance 
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with the new diesel fuel taxes on rec- 
reational vessels. 

On paper this requirement seemed 
rather simple. Recreational vessels 
would be required to purchase clear, 
taxed fuel and commercial vessels 
would be required to purchase dyed, 
tax-exempt fuel. 

Unfortunately, since the implemen- 
tation of the dying scheme forces ma- 
rina owners to sell two fuels, they 
must either buy a new fuel storage 
tank or sell only one fuel. Since most 
marinas cannot afford new tanks, they 
are losing business, and boaters across 
the country are having a hard time 
finding fuel. 

To resolve this problem, I, along with 
a number of my colleagues, am intro- 
ducing legislation today, H.R. 4871, 
which would modify the collection of 
the new diesel fuel tax. Briefly, H.R. 
4371 would allow any vessel—rec- 
reational or commercial—to purchase 
any color fuel. The marina owners 
would charge the tax at the pump in- 
stead of paying the tax at the whole- 
sale level. This change gives 
boatowners and marinas the necessary 
flexibility to ensure that fuel will be 
available this summer. 

Mr. Speaker, I am sure that the 
chairman of the Committee on Ways 
and Means probably came to the floor 
to hear me give this 1 minute on this 
fuel tax modification, and I really ap- 
preciate the chairman's solicitude for 
this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support the distinguished Members 
who are introducing this bill with me, 
and help fix à problem which is creat- 
ing havoc in the boating industry. 


o 1210 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 


The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro- 
visions of clause 5 of rule I, the Chair 
announces that he will postpone fur- 
ther proceedings today on each motion 
to suspend the rules on which a re- 
corded vote or the yeas and nays are 
ordered, or on which the vote is ob- 
jected to under clause 4 of rule XV. 

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will 
be taken on Wednesday, May 11, 1994. 


SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1994 


Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 4278) to make improvements 
in the old-age, survivors, and disability 
insurance program under title II of the 
Social Security Act. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 4278 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Social Secu- 

rity Act Amendments of 1994", 
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SEC. 2. * OF EMPLOYMENT TAXES 
ON DOMESTIC SERVICES. 

(a) COORDINATION OF COLLECTION OF DOMES- 
TIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT WITH COLLECTION 
OF INCOME TAXES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 25 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to general 
provisions relating to employment taxes) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 

*SEC. 3510. COORDINATION OF COLLECTION OF 
DOMESTIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT 
TAXES WITH COLLECTION OF IN- 
COME TAXES. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Except as otherwise 
provided in this section— 

"(1) returns with respect to domestic serv- 
ice employment taxes shall be made on a cal- 
endar year basis, 

“(2) any such return for any calendar year 
shall be filed on or before the 15th day of the 
fourth month following the close of the em- 
ployer's taxable year which begins in such 
calendar year, and 

(3) no requirement to make deposits (or 
to pay installments under section 6157) shall 
apply with respect to such taxes. 

(b) DOMESTIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT TAXES 
SUBJECT TO ESTIMATED TAX PROVISIONS.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—Solely for purposes of 
section 6654, domestic service employment 
taxes imposed with respect to any calendar 
year shall be treated as a tax imposed by 
chapter 2 for the taxable year of the em- 
ployer which begins in such calendar year. 

(2) ANNUALIZATION.—Under regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary, appropriate ad- 
justments shall be made in the application of 
section 6654(d)(2) in respect of the amount 
treated as tax under paragraph (1). 

(3) TRANSITIONAL RULE.—For purposes of 
applying section 6654 to a taxable year begin- 
ning in 1994, the amount referred to in clause 
(ii) of section 6654(d)(1)(B) shall be increased 
by 90 percent of the amount treated as tax 
under paragraph (1) for such taxable year. 

"(c) DOMESTIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT 
TAXES.—For purposes of this section, the 
term 'domestic service employment taxes' 
means— 

"(1) any taxes imposed by chapter 21 or 23 
on remuneration paid for domestic service in 
a private home of the employer, and 

(2) any amount withheld from such remu- 

neration pursuant to an agreement under 
section 3402(p). 
For purposes of this subsection, the term 
‘domestic service in a private home of the 
employer' does not include service described 
in section 3121(g)(5). 

"(d) EXCEPTION WHERE EMPLOYER LIABLE 
FOR OTHER EMPLOYMENT TAXES.—To the ex- 
tent provided in regulations prescribed by 
the Secretary, this section shall not apply to 
any employer for any calendar year if such 
employer is liable for any tax under this sub- 
title with respect to remuneration for serv- 
ices other than domestic service in à private 
home of the employer. 

"(e) GENERAL REGULATORY AUTHORITY.— 
The Secretary shall prescribe such regula- 
tions as may be necessary or appropriate to 
carry out the purposes of this section. Such 
regulations may treat domestic service em- 
ployment taxes as taxes imposed by chapter 
1for purposes of coordinating the assessment 
and collection of such employment taxes 
with the assessment and collection of domes- 
tic employers' income taxes. 

"(f) AUTHORITY To ENTER INTO AGREE- 
MENTS To COLLECT STATE UNEMPLOYMENT 
TAXES.— ' 

(1) IN GENERAL,—The Secretary is hereby 
authorized to enter into an agreement with 
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any State to collect, as the agent of such 
State, such State's unemployment taxes im- 
posed on remuneration paid for domestic 
service in a private home of the employer. 
Any taxes to be collected by the Secretary 
pursuant to such an agreement shall be 
treated as domestic service employment 
taxes for purposes of this section. 

(2) TRANSFERS TO STATE ACCOUNT.—Any 
amount collected under an agreement re- 
ferred to in paragraph (1) shall be transferred 
by the Secretary to the account of the State 
in the Unemployment Trust Fund. 

"(3) SUBTITLE F MADE APPLICABLE.— For 
purposes of subtitle F, any amount required 
to be collected under an agreement under 
paragraph (1) shall be treated as a tax im- 
posed by chapter 23. 

( STATE.—For purposes of this sub- 
section, the term 'State' has the meaning 
given such term by section 3306(j)(1)."". 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 25 of such Code is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 


“Sec. 3510. Coordination of collection of do- 


mestic service employment 
taxes with collection of income 
taxes. 


(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to remu- 
neration paid in calendar years beginning 
after December 31, 1994. 

(4) EXPANDED INFORMATION TO EMPLOY- 
ERS.—The Secretary of the Treasury or his 
delegate shall prepare and make available 
information on the Federal tax obligations 
of employers with respect to employees per- 
forming domestic service in a private home 
of the employer. Such information shall also 
include a statement that such employers 
may have obligations with respect to such 
employees under State laws relating to un- 
employment insurance and workers com- 
pensation. 

(b) THRESHOLD REQUIREMENT FOR SOCIAL 
SECURITY TAXES.— 

(1) AMENDMENTS OF INTERNAL REVENUE 
CODE.— 

(A) Subparagraph (B) of section 3121(a)(7) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (defin- 
ing wages) is amended to read as follows: 

(B) cash remuneration paid by an em- 
ployer in any calendar year to an employee 
for domestic service in a private home of the 
employer (within the meaning of subsection 
(y)), if the cash remuneration paid in such 
year by the employer to the employee for 
such service is less than the applicable dollar 
threshold (as defined in subsection (y)) for 
such year;". 

(B) Section 3121 of such Code is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

"(y) DOMESTIC SERVICE IN A PRIVATE 
HOoME.—For purposes of subsection (a)(7)(B)— 

“(1) EXCLUSION FOR CERTAIN FARM SERV- 
ICE.—The term ‘domestic service in a private 
home of the employer' does not include serv- 
ice described in subsection (g)(5). 

‘(2) APPLICABLE DOLLAR THRESHOLD.—The 
term 'applicable dollar threshold' means 
$1,250. In the case of calendar years after 
1995, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall adjust such $1,250 amount at 
the same time and in the same manner as 
under section 215(a)(1)(B)(ii) of the Social Se- 
curity Act with respect to the amounts re- 
ferred to in section 215(a)(1)(B)(i) of such 
Act, except that, for purposes of this para- 
graph, 1993 shall be substituted for the cal- 
endar year referred to in section 
215(a)(1KB)(11YII) of such Act. If the amount 
determined under the preceding sentence is 


not a multiple of $50, such amount shall be 
rounded to the nearest multiple of 350.“ 

(C) The second sentence of section 3102(a) 
of such Code is amended— 

(i) by striking calendar quarter" each 
place it appears and inserting calendar 
year", and 

(ii) by striking '$50'" and inserting “the 
applicable dollar threshold (as defined in sec- 
tion 3121(y)(2)) for such year”. 

(2) AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.— 
Subparagraph (B) of section 209(a)(6) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 409(a)(6)(B)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(B) Cash remuneration paid by an em- 
ployer in any calendar year to an employee 
for domestic service in a private home of the 
employer, if the cash remuneration paid in 
such year by the employer to the employee 
for such service is less than the applicable 
dollar threshold (as defined in section 
3121(y)(2) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986) for such year. As used in this subpara- 
graph, the term ‘domestic service in a pri- 
vate home of the employer' does not include 
service described in section 210(f)(5)."". 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to remu- 
neration paid in calendar years beginning 
after December 31, 1994. 

(4) RELIEF FROM LIABILITY FOR CERTAIN 
UNDERPAYMENT AMOUNTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—On and after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, an underpayment 
to which this paragraph applies (and any 
penalty, addition to tax, and interest with 
respect to such underpayment) shall not be 
assessed (or, if assessed, shall not be col- 
lected). 

(B) UNDERPAYMENTS TO WHICH PARAGRAPH 
APPLIES.—This paragraph shall apply to an 
underpayment to the extent of the amount 
thereof which would not be an underpayment 
if— 

(i) the amendments made by paragraph (1) 
had applied to calendar years 1993 and 1994, 
and 

(t) the applicable dollar threshold for 
calendar year 1993 were $1,150, and 

(II) the applicable dollar threshold for cal- 
endar year 1994 were $1,200. 

SEC. 3. ALLOCATIONS TO FEDERAL DISABILITY 
INSURANCE TRUST FUND. 

(a) ALLOCATION WITH RESPECT TO WAGES.— 
Section 201(b)(1) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 401(b)(1)) is amended by striking 
(0) 1.20 per centum" and all that follows 
through December 31, 1999, and so re- 
ported," and inserting ''(O) 1.20 per centum 
of the wages (as so defined) paid after De- 
cember 31, 1989, and before January 1, 1994, 
and so reported, (P) 1.88 per centum of the 
wages (as so defined) paid after December 31, 
1993, and before January 1, 2000, and so re- 
ported, and (Q) 1.80 per centum of the wages 
(as so defined) paid after December 31, 1999, 
and so reported.“ 

(b) ALLOCATION WITH RESPECT TO SELF-EM- 
PLOYMENT INCOME.—Section 201(b)2) of such 
Act (42 U.S.C. 401(b)(2)) is amended striking 
"(O) 1.20 per centum" and all that follows 
through December 31, 1999," and inserting 
"(O) 1.20 per centum of the amount of self- 
employment income (as so defined) so re- 
ported for any taxable year beginning after 
December 31, 1989, and before January 1, 1994, 
(P) 1.88 per centum of the amount of self-em- 
ployment income (as so defined) so reported 
for any taxable year beginning after Decem- 
ber 31, 1993, and before January 1, 2000, and 
(Q) 1.80 per centum of the amount of self-em- 
ployment income (as so defined) so reported 
for any taxable year beginning after Decem- 
ber 31, 1999,". 
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(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to wages paid after December 31, 1993, and 
self-employment income for taxable years 
beginning after such date. 

(d) STUDY ON RISING COSTS OF DISABILITY 
BENEFITS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall conduct a comprehensive study of the 
reasons for rising costs payable from the 
Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund. 

(2) MATTERS TO BE INCLUDED IN STUDY.—In 
conducting the study under this subsection, 
the Secretary shall— 

(A) determine the relative importance of 
the following factors in increasing the costs 
payable from the Trust Fund: 

(i) increased numbers of applications for 
benefits; 

(ii) higher rates of benefit allowances; and 

(iii) decreased rates of benefit termi- 
nations; and 

(B) identify, to the extent possible, under- 
lying social, economic, demographic, pro- 
grammatic, and other trends responsible for 
changes in disability benefit applications, al- 
lowances, and terminations. 

(3) REPORT.—Not later than December 31, 
1995, the Secretary shall transmit a report to 
the Committee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Finance of the Senate setting forth the 
results of the study conducted under this 
subsection, together with any recommenda- 
tions for legislative changes which the Sec- 
retary determines appropriate. 


OR BY COURT ORDER BASED ON 
FINDINGS OF INSANITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(x) of the So- 
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x)) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in the heading, by inserting “and Cer- 
tain Other Inmates of Publicly Funded Insti- 
tutions” after “Prisoners”; 

(2) in paragraph (1) by striking during 
which such individual’’ and inserting ‘‘dur- 
ing which such individual—’’, and by strik- 
ing is confined" and all that follows and in- 
serting the following: 

() is confined in a jail, prison, or other 
penal institution or correctional facility 
pursuant to his conviction of an offense pun- 
ishable by imprisonment for more than 1 
year (regardless of the actual sentence im- 
posed), or 

B) is confined by court order in an insti- 
tution at public expense in connection 
with— 

(i) a verdict that the individual is guilty 
but insane, with respect to an offense pun- 
ishable by imprisonment for more than 1 


year, 

"(ii) a verdict that the individual is not 
guilty of such an offense by reason of insan- 
ity, 

„(ii) a finding that such individual is in- 
competent to stand trial under an allegation 
of such an offense, or 

"(iv) a similar verdict or finding with re- 
spect to such an offense based on similar fac- 
tors (such as a mental disease, a mental de- 
fect, or mental incompetence), 


and, for purposes of this subparagraph, an in- 
dividual so confined shall be treated as re- 
maining so confined until he or she is uncon- 
ditionally released from the care and super- 
vision of such institution and such institu- 
tion ceases to meet the individual's basic liv- 
ing needs.“; and 
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(3) in paragraph (3), by striking any indi- 
vidual" and all that follows and inserting 
*any individual who is confined as described 
in paragraph (1) if the confinement is under 
the jurisdiction of such agency and the Sec- 
retary requires such information to carry 
out the provisions of this section."’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 226 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 426) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

(i) The requirements of subsections (a)(2) 
and (b)(2) shall not be treated as met with re- 
spect to any individual for any month if a 
monthly benefit to which such individual is 
entitled under section 202 or 223 for such 
month is not payable under section 202(x).". 

(2) Section 226A of such Act (42 U.S.C. 426- 
1) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

(d) The requirements of subsection (a)(1) 
shall not be treated as met with respect to 
any individual for any month if a monthly 
benefit to which such individual is entitled 
under section 202 or 223 for such month is not 
payable under section 202(x)."'. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to benefits for months commencing after 90 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act and with respect to items and services 
provided after such 90-day period. 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the rule, 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Ros- 
TENKOWSKI] will be recognized for 20 
minutes, and the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. BUNNING] will be recognized 
for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI]. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Ways 
and Means brings before the House 
today H.R. 4278, a bill simplifying and 
streamlining the payment of Social Se- 
curity payroll taxes on domestic work- 


ers. 

This bill will reform the so-called 
nanny tax to update an old law and to 
ease the paperwork burden on house- 
hold employers. It will increase the 
number of employers who comply with 
the law and it will assure that more 
workers will receive much-needed pro- 
tection under Social Security. 

First, the Social Security tax thresh- 
old will be updated from $50 a quarter 
to $1,250 a year, beginning in 1995. In 
addition, the threshold will be indexed 
for the future. This threshold has not 
been updated since 1950, and, during 
those years, its value has declined. 

No one ever intended that Americans 
be required to pay taxes on occasional 
babysitters or yard workers. But that’s 
what has happened over time. This bill 
will take care of that problem by ex- 
empting this type of occasional work 
from Social Security taxes. At the 
same time, it will protect full-time 
nannies and housekeepers by assuring 
that they receive Social Security cov- 
erage. 

Second, the bill will reduce paper- 
work for employers by permitting 
them to file their employment taxes on 
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their own annual 1040 forms. This sim- 
plification—coupled with the updating 
of the threshold—should result in a sig- 
nificant increase in compliance with 
the law and should therefore increase 
the number of people protected under 
Social Security. 

The bill includes two other provi- 
sions. The first reallocates a small por- 
tion of the Social Security payroll tax 
from the retirement and survivors fund 
to the disability fund. About one-third 
of 1 percent of payroll would be reallo- 
cated between funds. The total payroll 
tax rate paid by individual taxpayers 
would not change. 

The Social Security trustees have 
recommended this reallocation to as- 
sure the short-term solvency of the 
fund. Without it, the disability insur- 
ance fund would become insolvent in 
1995. 

Finally, the bill suspends Social Se- 
curity payments to people who are or- 
dered—by a court of law—to be institu- 
tionalized at public expense because 
they are found not guilty of a crime by 
reason of insanity. 

This measure would result in signifi- 
cant savings for the Social Security 
trust fund and would assure that this 
legislation falls within the budget 
rules, 

Mr. Speaker, the House acted respon- 
sibly last summer and passed a change 
in both the nanny tax and in the allo- 
cation of the trust funds. 

At the insistence of the Senate, how- 
ever, the House was forced to drop 
these provisions in conference—for pro- 
cedural reasons. So we are here today 
to pass them again. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to give 
this bill their full support and to send 
it on to the Senate for speedy action. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure to be 
here. I would first like to acknowledge 
my esteemed colleagues The chairman 
of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
and particularly the chairman of the 
Social Security Subcommittee, for all 
of his efforts, including holding a sepa- 
rate and in depth hearing on each of 
the three issues in the bill that we are 
considering today. I appreciate his fair- 
ness and willingness to consider my 
views and those of other Members on 
my side. 

The bill we are considering today 
contains three important provisions, 
all of which are long overdue in my es- 
timation. 

The first, a provision to fix the 
nanny tax problem, made famous by 
Zoe Baird—is in my view, just about 40 
years overdue. 

As anyone who has read a newspaper 
in the last year knows, domestic work- 
ers—many of whom work in private 
homes as housekeepers or nannies— 
have been covered under Social Secu- 
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rity for almost 40 years, since 1955, as 
long as they earned at least $50 in 
wages in a calendar quarter. 

Back then $50 was also the minimum 
amount that a worker had to earn in 
order to get any credit toward a Social 
Security benefit, and represented a 
week and a half’s wage. But that $50 
amount was never indexed. 

And so, while times have changed for 
all other employers and workers, do- 
mestic workers and the people who em- 
ploy them have remained frozen in the 
1950's. 

Because this amount was never in- 
dexed, householders who occasionally 
hire teenage baby sitters and pay them 
more than $50 a quarter, are tech- 
nically in violation of the law for fail- 
ing to report their wages to pay FICA 
taxes on them. 

Congress never intended to make tax 
cheats out of law-abiding householders 
who occasionally hire a teenager to 
babysit their children. 

And then there is the issue of all the 
burdensome paperwork that a house- 
holder had to complete in order to pay 
FICA taxes on the wages of a domestic 
or nanny. 

The bill we are considering today ad- 
dresses all of these problems. 

It raises this outdated $50 wage 
threshold in a calendar quarter to 
$1,250 paid in a year—enough to exempt 
most teenage babysitters and lawn 
mowers. 

I personally would have preferred a 
higher threshold amount—like the 
$1,800 threshold that was stripped from 
last year's budget reconciliation bill. 

But I also appreciate the need to pro- 
tect Social Security entitlement for 
those who spend their lifetimes in do- 
mestic employment—many of whom 
are low-income women, $1,250 is a rea- 
sonable middle ground. 

The bill also allows householders who 
employ domestic workers to pay FICA 
taxes on their wages as part of their 
personal tax returns rather than have 
to complete all sorts of complicated 
additional paperwork. 

The second provision seems to me to 
be something we need to do whether we 
like it or not. It would allow a transfer 
of funds from the Social Security re- 
tirement trust fund, which has enough 
money to last until 2036, to the disabil- 
ity trust fund, which will run out of 
money next year if we don’t act now. 

At the same time, however, I think 
we have to recognize that this transfer 
is just a Band-Aid. It is a temporary 
solution. 

The administration has to take a se- 
rious look at why the disability pro- 
gram is in trouble and it has to act 
fast. 

Congress voted the Social Security 
Administration extra money last year 
to process disability backlogs. We 
voted them $200 million to get the job 
done, and now we find out that $32 mil- 
lion of that was spent on pay increases 
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and bonuses. This is outrageous and ir- 
responsible. 

Social Security Administration 
needs to get serious about clearing up 
the disability backlogs—they need to 
do something about disability reviews. 
They need to address these problems 
with the disability program before they 
hand out any more raises or bonuses. 

The third provision is also overdue. 
Fourteen years ago, in 1980, Congress 
voted to prohibit payment of Social Se- 
curity benefits to criminals like the 
Son of Sam, who are being completely 
supported at the taxpayers’ expense as 
they serve out their time behind bars. 
The provision in their bill would like- 
wise prohibit payment of benefits to 
those who have committed terrible 
crimes, but who are found not guilty 
by reason of insanity, and are institu- 
tionalized at taxpayers’ expense in- 
stead of being imprisoned. 

That is basically what this is all 
about. Nothing controversial. It is a 
commonsense approach to three issues 
which needed to be addressed. It de- 
serves my colleagues support. 

I thank the Chair for its attention to 
this important bill, and I look forward 
to its speedy passage. 
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the remainder of my time to the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. JACOBS], 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Social Security, and I ask unanimous 
consent that the gentleman from Indi- 
ana [Mr. JACOBS] be authorized to yield 
time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MONTGOMERY). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Illinois? 

There is no objection. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I also thank the rank- 
ing member of the Committee on Ways 
and Means Social Security Subcommit- 
tee for his generous remarks, and in re- 
sponse, say that I have never had the 
pleasure of working with a more coop- 
erative colleague in the Congress than 
I have the gentleman from Kentucky 
[Mr. BUNNING]. It takes two to work 
things out, and I am very grateful for 
that. I should also express for the 
record my gratitude to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. TORKILDSEN] 
for his contribution to this legislation 
in clearing up a question of what is a 
felony and what is not a felony and 
who should be denied the Social Secu- 
rity benefits. His contribution has been 
enormous. 

I incorporate by reference the re- 
marks of the chairman, the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI], and 
of the ranking member, the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. BUNNING]. They 
have described the proposed legislation 
well and the background of it. 
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A free society will not be civilized 
and will not be law-abiding in those in- 
stances in which the Government is 
negligent in terms of fairness of the 
law, and I confess for the Government 
that over the past half-century this 
Government has not forgotten to raise 
the threshold for any credit you might 
get for paying Social Security taxes, 
but in all that time has never raised 
the threshold for paying it, perhaps the 
best way to illustrate the ravages of in- 
flation and what profound effects they 
can have on statutes. 

I also incorporate by reference the 
phenomenon that happened in the 
earned income tax credit during the 
first few years of the 1980’s when, in 
fact, it raised the taxes of the poorest 
working people in our society. 

But one little anecdote I think would 
serve. When Speaker Joe Cannon was 
in office, or, rather, when he was elect- 
ed Speaker for the first time, some of 
his friends explained to him that he 
had risen high on the social ladder in 
Washington, and he really ought to 
have a better place to live. So they 
took him out and they showed him a 
nice apartment that ran $400 a month 
rent, and the Speaker replied, It 
would be OK with me fellows. But what 
would I do with the other $200 of my 
salary?" The congressional salary 
when he was Speaker of the House was 
$5,000, which seems rather unreal 
today, although I am sure there are 
some people who are watching C-SPAN 
who think that would be too much 
even today even for Members of Con- 
gress. But I think most people have a 
practical knowledge of how inflation 
works, and this bill is meant to amelio- 
rate that situation. 

I commend all of my colleagues who 
have participated and will participate 
in this effort for the splendid way in 
which they have done it in response to 
the public. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. TORKILDSEN]. 

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Speaker, cer- 
tain issues that come before this body 
cry out for attention. Making sure that 
prisoners do not collect benefits while 
in jail is certainly one of them. 

Convicted criminals in jail should 
not collect taxpayer-funded payments 
while there. Period. 

But under a loophole in existing law, 
felons who are behind bars are denied 
Social Security benefits while convicts 
who are serving time for misdemeanors 
are allowed to continue receiving 
money. Because the definition of mis- 
demeanor varies from State-to-State, 
this means some prisoners serving sen- 
tences in excess of 1 year continue to 
receive Federal money. : 

This defies logic. 

While the taxpayers are paying to 
keep them in prison, prisoners should 
not receive any cash benefits. 
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The problem was highlighted in the 
Lawrence Eagle-Tribune, a newspaper 
that circulates in my district. 

I propose simply that we cut off bene- 
fits to prisoners serving in prison. This 
simply makes sense. 

Mr. Speaker, my proposed change has 
received bipartisan support in the sub- 
committee and the full committee, and 
I want to publicly thank the gentleman 
from Indiana and the gentleman from 
Kentucky for their assistance and also 
thank the gentleman from Indiana for 
his very kind words and support. This 
change has been partially included in 
this bill before the House today, and I 
hope my colleagues will also lend sup- 
port. 

There has been a lot of talk about 
welfare reform in the administration 
and by Members of this body. As we un- 
dertake this important task, there will 
no doubt be numerous areas of legiti- 
mate disagreement. However, there 
should be little room for disagreement 
on ending Social Security benefits for 
prisoners. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important measure. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
distinguished gentlewoman from Con- 
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY]. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, 1% 
years ago, much of the Nation was 
made aware of a law which affects hun- 
dreds of thousands of people and has 
been broken by countless employers— 
the law regarding Social Security earn- 
ings for domestic employees, the so- 
called nanny tax. 

Excellent choices for public service 
could not be made in part because of 
nominees' failures to fully comply with 
this law. Many people have discovered 
they have run afoul of this law, which 
has not been updated in more than 40 
years. 

Today, if you use a babysitter or 
someone to mow your lawn on a regu- 
lar basis, you may have an obligation 
to pay Social Security taxes for them. 
And while it was never the intent of 
this law to pay this tax for your 12- 
year-old babysitter, the law is very 
much needed to protect the men and 
women who make their living at do- 
mestic work. 

This law is not one that affects only 
a few high-profile people. This affects 
hundreds of thousands of domestic 
workers, their families, and their em- 
ployers. When employers fail to pay 
this tax, workers who have multiple 
employers can find themselves ineli- 
gible for benefits even after a lifetime 
of work. That is not right. This is abso- 
lutely wrong. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank today a 
member of the staff of Ways and 
Means, Sandy Wise, for being very 
aware of what was happening as we 
were addressing this piece of legisla- 
tion in knowing if we passed it in the 
wrong way many people who worked 
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for multiple employers would lose their 
Social Security. 

Last year, the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee considered this issue in budget 
reconciliation. At that time, I was con- 
cerned that the $1,750 threshold adopt- 
ed by both the subcommittee and the 
full committee would have caused 
300,000 people—40 percent of domestic 
workers—to lose eligibility for Social 
Security. Those most affected would 
have been women with multiple em- 
ployers who work only once or twice 
each month for each employer. Those 
women could  conceivably work 
fulltime and receive no credit for So- 
cial Security. 

Last fall, I introduced a bill with 
Congresswoman MEEK and Congress- 
man HOUGHTON to raise the threshold 
to $1,000 per year. The $1,200 threshold 
in this bill is à good compromise that 
reduces the administrative burden on 
employers of the occasional babysitter, 
or house cleaner while ensuring that 
workers receive the benefits they are 
due. This action is long overdue, and I 
urge my colleagues to support it. 

I would like to thank Congress- 
woman MEEK and Congressman HOUGH- 
TON for their perseverance in working 
with me to bring forth good legislation. 
I look forward to containing work with 
them on this issue. 
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Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. Goss]. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
distinguished colleague, the gentleman 
from the Commonwealth of Kentucky, 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support H.R. 
4278, and commend the committee for 
its hard work. This bill contains sev- 
eral important provisions that are long 
overdue. The so-called nanny tax be- 
came a household topic over the last 15 
months, when several high-profile ad- 
ministration appointees were disquali- 
fied from service because they had 
failed to comply with the law. Those 
cases raised public awareness that the 
existing law is sorely out of date and in 
need of review. Many of my colleagues 
offered proposals to update a 1950's pro- 
vision in the law to reflect modern day 
realities. My bill, H.R. 929, would have 
increased the threshold requirement 
from the current $50 limit to $300 per 
quarter, for an annual earnings total of 
$1,200. H.R. 4278 does virtually the 
same—making the annual threshold 
$1,250. This legislation also limits So- 
cial Security benefits for the crimi- 
nally insane, a provision that closes a 
current inequity in our system that 
bars incarcerated felons from receiving 
Social Security but allows criminally 
insane people living in mental institu- 
tions to continue to claim those bene- 
fits. In effect, today we provide Social 
Security to the criminally insane while 
society is already paying for their 
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housing and subsistence needs through 
mental institutions. Finally, this bill 
makes a technical change that will en- 
sure continued funding of the gen- 
tleman from Social Security disability 
insurance fund—at least in the short 
term. Many Americans were stunned to 
learn recently that this fund is so 
strapped that it is heading for insol- 
vency next year. This causes anxiety in 
my district. A report last month from 
the Social Security trustees delivered 
sobering news that SSDI and the other 
Social Security funds were in far worse 
shape and were becoming depleted at a 
much faster rate than had been pre- 
dicted. As a member of the President’s 
Bipartisan Commission of Entitlement 
Reform, I studied this report with 
alarm. Clearly, the current system is 
unsustainable. Today’s action, al- 
though predominantly a stop-gap 
measure, at least buys us time until we 
can implement fair and effective 
changes to ensure the long-term sol- 
vency of Social Security. This is some- 
thing we owe not only to today’s retir- 
ees—but their children and grand- 
children as well. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, | want to 
urge my fellow Members to support this legis- 
lation, H.R. 4278, to raise the threshold at 
which employers must start paying Social Se- 
curity taxes for their domestic employees. The 
legislation is long overdue and will protect do- 
mestic employees while simplifying reporting 
requirements for employers. 

As one of the originators of the bill, | want 
to emphasize that the bottom-line people issue 
is retirement coverage for domestic employ- 
ees. Yes, there are other issues, such as the 
payment of income tax; although many of the 
employees probably have income below the 
minimum taxable amount. Also, the present fil- 
ing requirements are numerous and burden- 
some. However, the overriding concern is to 
provide retirement coverage for domestic em- 


ployees. . 

This bill is not complicated. It raises the 
threshold that triggers reporting of income to 
$1,250 per year from the present $50 a quar- 
ter. That was set during the Presidency of Mr. 
Truman. it ties this level to inflation. And it 
makes it easy for taxpayers to report openly, 
payments for domestic help, both to the Gov- 
ernment and to the employees. 

Employees should pay their share of income 
taxes. But the thrust of this new legislation is 
to bring those outside the Social Security sys- 
tem back under the umbrella—for their own ul- 
timate protection. 

We have been talking about this problem for 
over a year. It’s time to make a change and 
pass this legislation. 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, today is 
a happy day for me. 

Almost 18 months ago, | introduced legisla- 
tion to simplify and streamline the payment of 
employment taxes for domestic workers. 

Today, after many twists and turns in the 
legislative process, the House is poised to 
pass our bill, H.R. 4278, the Social Security 
Act Amendments of 1994. Today, we can take 
a great leap forward in insuring fairness and 
economic justice for thousands of Americans 
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who work hard for low wages but who, by and 
large, have been denied the full benefits of 
their labor. 

This issue has gotten a lot of attention over 
the past year because several prominent peo- 
ple—the employers of domestic workers— 
failed to pay Social Security taxes for their 
employees. 

Some of these prominent people were de- 
nied appointments to power government posts 
as a consequence of their failure. They be- 
came objects of sympathy to some because of 
what they were forced to give up. 

H.R. 4278 will make it easier for employers 
like these by simplifying and streamlining the 
payment of Social Security taxes for domestic 
workers and reducing their administrative bur- 
den. 

But Mr, Speaker, to me the chief value of 
H.R. 4278 is that it will help the employees— 
the people who work in other peoples' homes. 
For this bill will insure that they receive the 
Social Security coverage to which they are en- 
titled by law when they retire or become dis- 
abled. 

| know well these mostly nameless and 
faceless people who clean houses, offer in- 
home child care or provide other services in 
the home. | was once a domestic worker my- 
self. My mother was a domestic worker. All of 
my sisters were domestic workers. 

Over the years, | have known many women 
who have worked hard for low pay in domestic 
jobs. They struggled to support their children 
and often managed, through great effort and 
self-denial, to save a little so that their children 
could have a better future. They are very often 
minority women, already among the most vul- 
nerable in our society. 

These are people who do not get their 
names in the paper, and until recently, they 
have been unrepresented in Congress. H.R. 
4278 changes all of that. 

H.R. 4278 will provide Social Security cov- 
erage for these household workers and will 
give them the security and peace of mind that 
most workers in this country take for granted. 

| strongly urge my colleagues to support this 
bill 


Mr. Speaker, | want to recognize and thank 
the chairman of the House Ways and Means 
Committee, Representative DANNY ROSTEN- 
KOWSKI, and the chairman of the Senate Fi- 
nance Committee, Senator MOYNIHAN, for their 
sensitivity to the plight of domestic workers 
and the key roles they have played in moving 
this legislations forward. 

| would also like to thank the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee on Social Secu- 
rity, Mr. JACOBS, for his leadership on this 
issue, as well as my friends and colleagues, 
Representative BARBARA KENNELLY of Con- 
necticut and Representative AMO HOUGHTON 
of New York, who have worked so hard in 
keeping this issue on the national agenda and 
getting us to where we are today. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, the correc- 
tion of the so-called nanny tax problem, in- 
cluded in the Social Security Act Amendments 
of 1994, may be made at the expense of a 
very large number of domestic workers—many 
of them women who have worked their entire 
lives for multiple employers at very low wages. 

The provision in the Social Security Act re- 
garding domestic employees is intended to 
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protect hundreds of thousands of domestic 
workers and their families. These men and 
women, many of whom work for a number of 
different employers at low wages, may find 
themselves ineligible for Social Security bene- 
fits after a lifetime of work if their employers 
are not paying Social Security taxes on their 
behalf. This Member’s concern about H.R. 
4278 is based on his concern about hurting 
these part-time domestic workers. This Mem- 
ber would hope that the conference committee 
will accept the lower threshold that is included 
in the legislation passed by the other body. 

Indeed, there is a case to be made for a 
slight increase in the threshold at which the 
tax is applied. Certainly it was not intended to 
cover part-time teenage baby sitters or young 
people who mow lawns on weekends, but it is 
important to protect the men and women who 
make their livings at domestic work. While 
some adjustment might be made, the level in 
this legislation exempts too many employers 
and too many part-time domestic workers from 
Social Security coverage. 

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to support H.R. 4278 and its 
amendments to the Social Security Act. 

This bill would stop the unconscionable 
practice of providing Social Security checks to 
the criminally insane while they’re incarcerated 
in a psychiatric facility or prison. 

You may find it hard to believe that individ- 
uals who commit some of society's most hei- 
nous crimes are entitled to collect a monthly 
Social Security check if they were found not 
guilty of a crime by reason of insanity. But it’s 
true. 

Not only is this an outrage to all hard-work- 
ing, law-abiding citizen, it poses a real danger 
to the public safety. 

In my home State of New Jersey, Herbert 
Ollson was confined to a State psychiatric fa- 
cility after brutally stabbing his parents. While 
incarcerated, he collected over $9,000 in So- 
cial Security checks. Ollson used that money 
to entice two friends to help him escape. For 
5 days, this extremely dangerous individual 
lived the high life, using taxpayer money to 
buy illegal drugs, before he was captured. 

This case is not an isolated incident. 

The bill before us would put an end to this 
scandalous and dangerous practice. | urge my 
colleagues to support it. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MONTGOMERY). The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI] that the 
House suspend the rules and pass the 
bill, H.R. 4278. 

The question was taken. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the provisions of clause 5, rule I, 
and the Chair’s prior announcement, 
further proceedings on this motion will 
be postponed. 
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JOHN MINOR WISDOM U.S. 
COURTHOUSE 


Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and concur in the 
Senate amendments to the bill (H.R. 
2868), to designate the Federal building 
located at 600 Camp Street in New Or- 
leans, LA, as the John Minor Wisdom 
United States Courthouse." 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendments: 

Page 1, line 6, strike out “Courthouse” and 
insert Court of Appeals Building“. 

Page 2, line 6, strike out Courthouse“ and 
insert Court of Appeals Building“. 

Amend the title so as to read: “An Act to 
designate the Federal building located at 600 
Camp Street in New Orleans, LA, as the 
‘John Minor Wisdom United States Court of 
Appeals Building’, and for other purposes.“. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
KENNELLY). Pursuant to the rule, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Mi- 
NETA] will be recognized for 20 minutes, 
and the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
PETRI] wil be recognized for 20 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MINETA]. 

Mr. MINETA. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 
the Senate-passed version of H.R. 2868, 
a bill to designate a Federal building 
located at 600 Camp Street in New Or- 
leans, LA, as the John Minor Wisdom 
United States Court of Appeals Build- 
ing.’’ Mr. Speaker, this bill is virtually 
the same bill that passed the House on 
November 15, 1993, with a technical 
change by the Senate regarding the 
designation of the courthouse. 

Madam Speaker, John Minor Wisdom 
was born in New Orleans, LA, on May 
17, 1905. He graduated from Tulane Law 
School and was admitted to the Louisi- 
ana bar in 1929. He practiced law at a 
firm for 28 years. From 1942 to 1946, he 
served in the U.S. Army as a lieutenant 
colonel. 

In 1957, he was nominated for ap- 
pointment to the Fifth Circuit of the 
U.S. Court of Appeals by President 
Dwight D. Eisenhower and in 1977 re- 
ceived senior status. 

Judge Wisdom is well know as an ad- 
vocate for civil rights. He is credited 
with distinguished opinions in a num- 
ber of landmark cases dealing with de- 
segregation and discrimination, such 
as the case of the United States versus 
Jefferson County Board of Education, 
which used affirmative action to deseg- 
regate schools. In the case of United 
Papermakers versus United States, 
Judge Wisdom wrote the “rightful 
place" theory which prohibited the 
awarding of future jobs based on a se- 
niority system which locked in race 
discrimination. 

Currently, Judge Wisdom still pre- 
sides as senior judge at the Fifth Cir- 
cuit, U.S. Court of Appeals and the pre- 
siding judge of the special court for the 
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Regional Rail Reorganization Act of 
1973. 

Madam Speaker, it is appropriate to 
honor this great American jurist, by 
designating the Federal Building lo- 
cated at 600 Camp Street in New Orle- 
ans, LA, as the “John Minor Wisdom 
United States Court of Appeals Build- 

Finally, Judge Wisdom will be 89 
years old on May 17 and this would be 
a fitting birthday tribute. 

Madam Speaker, I want to commend 
the distinguished gentleman from Lou- 
isiana [Mr. JEFFERSON] for introducing 
this important piece of legislation, and 
the subcommittee for moving the bill 
expeditiously. 

Madam Speaker, I urge an “aye” 
vote on concurring in the Senate 
amendment. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. PETRI. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, we are about to 
complete final passage of a splendid 
tribute to one of this country's most 
distinguished judges, John Minor Wis- 
dom, who will celebrate the beginning 
of his 90th year next Tuesday, May 17. 

The designation of the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the Fifth Circuit in New 
Orleans as the John Minor Wisdom 
United States Court of Appeals Build- 
ing" will serve as a continuing re- 
minder of the extraordinary contribu- 
tion John Minor Wisdom has made to 
this court and the U.S. legal system in 
his 65 years as lawyer and judge. 

We noted on initial passage of this 
legislation the great debt that we owe 
to Judge Wisdom for his 37 years of 
service on the fifth circuit. Our legal 
system has been enriched by his par- 
ticipation in the judicial process. 
Through his love of liberty and his 
country, he has demonstrated a high 
morality to his fellow citizens. 

Judge Wisdom has helped set a re- 
markable standard for the American 
judiciary that will be an inspiration for 
the generations ahead. He has become 
well known for the Wisdom opinion” 
which seeks to place almost every 
case—whatever its significance—in its 
broad legal and historical context. 

His respect for history has made 
every Wisdom opinion part of a con- 
tinuing series of lessons in American 
history—and I should say the history of 
his beloved State of Louisiana and the 
other States in the fifth circuit—over 
the years. 

I have known Judge Wisdom person- 
ally for nearly 30 years and have often 
said that no judge better deserved his 
name—''Wisdom." When I first visited 
the judge, his wonderful wife, Bonnie, 
and their three children in New Orleans 
in 1966, he had already established a 
reputation, together with several of his 
fifth circuit colleagues, as a leading 
protector of the Constitution and con- 
gressional will in the implementation 
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of voting rights, school desegregation, 
and access to public accommodations 
throughout the South. 

As we said last fall, the naming of 
the first circuit courthouse in honor of 
Judge Wisdom will not just recall the 
name of one of this country’s most dis- 
tinguished citizens, it will also serve as 
a constant reminder for generations to 
come of that extraordinary body of 
wisdom—well over 1,000 carefully craft- 
ed opinions—produced by one of our 
country’s greatest minds and moral 
forces. 

I am honored to participate in the 
passage of legislation that authorizes 
this action. 
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Madam Speaker, I yield such time as 
he may consume to the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON]. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Madam Speaker, I 
am pleased to rise in support of H.R. 
2868, a bill to name the U.S. Court of 
Appeals building in New Orleans, after 
Judge John Minor Wisdom. 

Judge Wisdom, a native and resident 
of New Orleans, is married to the love- 
ly Bonnie Stewart Mathews, and they 
have three children, John, Jr., Kath- 
leen Scribner, and Penelope Tose. Al- 
though he took senior status on the 
court in 1977, he is still very active, 
and throughout his career, he has 
served America as an outstanding ju- 
rist. 

[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Nov. 15, 
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John Wisdom received his A.B. in 1925 from 
Washington & Lee University and his LL.B. 
in 1929 from Tulane Law School. He prac- 
ticed law in New Orleans from 1929 to 1967. 
From 1938 to 1967 he also taught law at 
Tulane. During World War II he served in the 
Army Air Force and attained the rank of 
Lieutenant Colonel. From 1964 to to 1967 he 
was a member of the President's Commission 
on [Anti-Discrimination in] Government 
Contracts. 

Judge Wisdom has served as a member of 
the Judicial Panel on Multi-District Litiga- 
tion (1966-79), and as the panel's chairman 
(1975-79). He has served on the Advisory Com- 
mittee on Appellate Rules and on the Special 
Court organized under the Regional Rail Re- 
organization Act of 1973. He has been a mem- 
ber of the American Law Institute for over 
forty years, and is a member (emeritus) of 
the council. 

Honorary degrees include LL.D.s from 
Oberlin College (1963); Tulane University 
(1976); San Diego University (1979); Haverford 
College (1982); Middlebury College (1987); 
Harvard University (1987) . He received the 
first Louisiana Bar Foundation Distin- 
guished Jurist Award (1986) and the Tulane 
Distinguished Alumnus Award (1989). 

In his thirty-one years on the bench he has 
participated in the decisions of more than 
4,600 cases, signed over 960 published major- 
ity opinions and written unnumbered per 
curiams and unpublished opinions. In addi- 
tion, he has written stirring dissents which 
have persuaded the Supreme Court to grant 
writs and to reverse. 

Judge Wisdom's opinions create an intel- 
lectual structure for the law, and speak to 
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the deepest issues with learning, eloquence, 
technical virtuosity and passion. Ambitious 
in length and scope, impressive in the com- 
pilation of authorities, deft in wit and im- 
agery, his opinions have often been the 
source of ideas—even language—for United 
States Supreme Court opinions. 

Many of his opinions helped to define civil 
rights law across the United States. 

United States v. Louisiana (1965) which ap- 
proved the freezing principle suspending 
State voters' registration law; and affirmed 
the duty of federal courts to protect feder- 
ally created or federally guaranteed rights. 

United States v. Jefferson County Board of 
Education (1967) which was the landmark 
case using affirmative action to desegregate 
schools lock, stock, and barrel.” 

Meredith v. Fair (1962) which desegregated 
the University of Mississippi. 

United States v. City of Jackson (1963) 
which desegregated bus and railroad termi- 
nals in Jackson, Mississippi. 

Dombrouski v. Pfister (1965) where the Su- 
preme Court upheld his dissent which would 
enjoin the State of Louisiana from using the 
legislature and judiciary to harass civil 
rights leaders by unwarranted prosecution. 

Local 189, United Papermakers and Paper- 
workers v. United States (1976) which was 
the landmark case that adopted the "right- 
ful place" theory and that prohibited award- 
ing jobs based on a seniority system with 
locked-in race discrimination. 

Judge Wisdom's expertise is not relegated 
only to civil rights and the judicial system. 
He has also written landmark opinions in 
such fields as admiralty, evidence, labor law, 
antitrust, and the Louisiana Civil Code. 

Two decades ago Times Magazine said of 
him: 

He is equally at home in archaeology, 
Greek tragedy and Louisiana civil law... 
(He) is one of the best (and most painstak- 
ing) opinion writers on any U.S. bench. 

In the midst of his astounding workload, 
Judge Wisdom found time to show an inter- 
est in the people that worked for him. 
Charles S. Treat echoes the sentiment of 
many who nominated Judge Wisdom: 

On a personal level, Judge Wisdom is the 
epitome of a Southern gentleman. He is à 
surrogate grandfather to my generation of 
clerks, taking a genuine and continuing in- 
terest in the lives, families, and careers of 
his judicial family. His extensive list of 
former clerks is virtually a nationwide legal 
fraternity, drawn together by our mutual 
and deep respect for the Judge and love for 
the man. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, courage, 
compassion, intelligence, and sincerity are just 
a few of the adjectives which can be used to 
describe Judge John Minor Wisdom. Judge 
Wisdom is currently a senior judge with an ac- 
tive docket. During his long, outstanding ca- 
reer Judge Wisdom has participated in numer- 
ous landmark legal decisions such as Mere- 
dith versus Fair. This historic decision deseg- 
regated the University of Mississippi; a deci- 
sion that has benefitted our whole society. It is 
truly fitting to honor Judge John Minor Wisdom 
and his invaluable contributions to judicial pro- 
ceedings by designating the U.S. courthouse 
at 600 Camp Street as the John Minor Wis- 
dom United States Court of Appeals Building. 

Mr. PETRI. Madam Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. MINETA. Madam Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 


May 10, 1994 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 

KENNELLY). The question is on the mo- 
tion offered by the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MINETA] that the House 
suspend the rules and concur in the 
Senate amendments to the bill, H.R. 
2868. 
The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended, and the Sen- 
ate amendments were concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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Mr. MINETA. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
H.R. 2868. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 


JOHN F. KENNEDY CENTER ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1994 


Mr. MINETA. Madam Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 3567) to amend the John F. 
Kennedy Center Act to transfer operat- 
ing responsibilities to the Board of 
Trustees of the John F. Kennedy Cen- 
ter for the Performing Arts, and for 
other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 3567 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ''John F. Ken- 
nedy Center Act Amendments of 1994. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS, BUREAU, BOARD OF TRUST- 
EES, AND ADVISORY COMMITTEE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Section 1 of the John F. 
Kennedy Center Act (20 U.S.C. 76h note) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking "SECTION 1." and inserting 
the following: 

"SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND FINDINGS. 

a) SHORT TITLE.—''; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

„b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that 

"(1) the late John Fitzgerald Kennedy 
served with distinction as President of the 
United States and as a Member of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives; 

*(2) by the untimely death of John Fitzger- 
ald Kennedy this Nation and the world have 
suffered a great loss; 

3) the late John Fitzgerald Kennedy was 
particularly devoted to education and cul- 
tural understanding and the advancement of 
the performing arts; 

(4) it is fitting and proper that a living in- 
stitution of the performing arts, designated 
as the National Center for the Performing 
Arts, named in the memory and honor of this 
great leader, shall serve as the sole national 
monument to his memory within the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and its environs; 

"(5) such a living memorial serves all of 
the people of the United States by preserv- 
ing, fostering, and transmitting the perform- 
ing arts traditions of the people of this Na- 
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tion and other countries by producing and 
presenting music, opera, theater, dance, and 
other performing arts; and 

"(6) such a living memorial should be 
housed in the John F. Kennedy Center for 
the Performing Arts, located in the District 
of Columbia.“. 

(b) EX OFFICIO TRUSTEES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 2 of such Act (20 
U.S.C. 76h) is amended— 

(A) by striking the section heading and all 
that follows before There is hereby” and in- 
serting the following: 

“SEC. 2. BOARD OF TRUSTEES. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—''; 

(B) in the first sentence by inserting ''as 
the National Center for the Performing Arts, 
a living memorial to John Fitzgerald Ken- 
nedy," after thereof; 

(C) in the second sentence by striking 
"Chairman of the District of Columbia 
Recreation Board" and inserting *'Super- 
intendent of Schools of the District of Co- 
lumbia"; and 

(D) in the second sentence by striking 
“three Members of the Senate” and all that 
follows before ex officio" and inserting the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Public Works and Trans- 
portation of the House of Representatives 
and 3 additional Members of the House of 
Representatives appointed by the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, and the chair- 
man and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works of the Senate and 3 additional Mem- 
bers of the Senate appointed by the Presi- 
dent of the Senate". 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 

(A) SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS OF THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.—The amendment 
made by paragraph (1)(C) shall take effect on 
the date of expiration of the term of the 
Chairman of the District of Columbia Recre- 
ation Board serving as a trustee of the John 
F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts 
on the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(B) MEMBERS OF CONGRESS.—The amend- 
ment made by paragraph (1)(D) shall take ef- 
fect on the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) GENERAL TRUSTEES.—Section 2(b) of 
such Act is amended to read as follows: 

"(b) GENERAL TRUSTEES.—The general 
trustees shall be appointed by the President 
of the United States and each such trustee 
Shall hold office as a member of the Board 
for a term of 6 years, except that— 

*"*(1) any member appointed to fil a va- 
cancy occurring before the expiration of the 
term for which such member's predecessor 
was appointed shall be appointed for the re- 
mainder of such term; 

*(2) a member shall continue to serve until 
such member's successor has been appointed; 
and 

*"(3) the term of office of a member ap- 
pointed before the date of the enactment of 
the John F. Kennedy Center Act Amend- 
ments of 1994 shall expire as designated at 
the time of appointment.“ 

(d) ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON THE ARTS.— 
Section 2(c) of such Act is amended— 

(1) by inserting "ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON 
THE ARTS.—"’ before There shall be”; 

(2) in the first sentence by inserting of 
the United States“ after President“ the 
first place it appears; ` 

(3) in the fifth sentence by striking ''cul- 
tural activities to be carried on in" and in- 
serting "cultural activities to be carried out 
by"; and 

(4) in the last sentence by striking all that 
follows "compensation" and inserting a pe- 
riod. 
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SEC. 3. DUTIES OF THE BOARD. 

Section 4 of the John F. Kennedy Center 
Act (20 U.S.C. 76j) is amended by striking the 
section heading and all that follows through 
the period at the end of subsection (a) and 
inserting the following: 

“SEC. 4. DUTIES OF THE BOARD. 

(a) PROGRAMS, ACTIVITIES, AND GOALS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall— 

(A) present classical and contemporary 
music, opera, drama, dance, and other per- 
forming arts from the United States and 
other countries; 

(B) promote and maintain the John F. 
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts as 
the National Center for the Performing 
Arts— 

(i) by developing and maintaining a lead- 
ership role in national performing arts edu- 
cation policy and programs, including devel- 
oping and presenting original and innovative 
performing arts and educational programs 
for children, youth, families, adults, and edu- 
cators designed specifically to foster an ap- 
preciation and understanding of the perform- 
ing arts; 

(ii) by developing and maintaining a com- 
prehensive and broad program for national 
and community outreach, including estab- 
lishing model programs for adaptation by 
other presenting and educational institu- 
tions; and 

(Iii) by conducting joint initiatives with 
the national education and outreach pro- 
grams of the Very Special Arts, an entity af- 
filiated with the John F. Kennedy Center for 
the Performing Arts which has an estab- 
lished program for the identification, devel- 
opment, and implementation of model pro- 
grams and projects in the arts for disabled 
individuals; 

"(C) strive to ensure that the education 
and outreach programs and policies of the 
John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing 
Arts meet the highest level of excellence and 
reflect the cultural diversity of the Nation; 

„D) provide facilities for other civic ac- 
tivities at the John F. Kennedy Center for 
the Performing Arts; 

E) provide within the John F. Kennedy 
Center for the Performing Arts a suitable 
memorial in honor of the late President; 

„F) develop, and update annually, a com- 
prehensive building needs plan for the exist- 
ing features of the John F. Kennedy Center 
for the Performing Arts; 

“(G) plan, design, and construct all capital 
projects at the John F. Kennedy Center for 
the Performing Arts; and 

(H) provide information and interpreta- 
tion; all maintenance, repair, and alteration 
of the building of the John F. Kennedy Cen- 
ter for the Performing Arts; and janitorial, 
security, and all other services necessary for 
operating the building and site of the John 
F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts. 

*(2) ADMINISTRATIVE POWERS AND DUTIES.— 

"(A) AUTHORITY TO ENTER INTO CON- 
TRACTS.—The Board, in accordance with ap- 
plicable law, may enter into contracts or 
other arrangements with, and make pay- 
ments to, public agencies or private organi- 
zations or persons in order to carry out the 
Board's functions under this Act. Such au- 
thority includes utilizing the services and fa- 
cilities of other agencies, including the De- 
partment of the Interior, the General Serv- 
ices Administration, and the Smithsonian 
Institution. 

"(B) PREPARATION OF BUDGET.—The Board 
shall prepare a budget pursuant to sections 
1104, 1105(a), and 1513(b) of title 31, United 
States Code. 

"(C) USE OF AGENCY PERSONNEL.—The 
Board may utilize or employ the services of 
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the personnel of any agency or instrumental- 
ity of the Federal Government or the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, with the consent of the 
agency or the instrumentality concerned, 
upon a reimbursable basis, and utilize vol- 
untary and uncompensated personnel. 

„D) SELECTION OF CONTRACTORS.—In carry- 
ing out its duties under this Act, the Board 
may negotiate any contract for an environ- 
mental system for, a protection system for, 
or a repair to, maintenance of, or restoration 
of the John F. Kennedy Center for the Per- 
forming Arts with selected contractors and 
award the contract on the basis of contrac- 
tor qualifications as well as price. 

"(E) MAINTENANCE OF HALLS.—The Board 
shall maintain the Hall of Nations, the Hall 
of States, and the Grand Foyer of the John 
F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts 
in a manner that is suitable to a national 
performing arts center that is operated as a 
Presidential memorial and in a manner con- 
sistent with other national Presidential me- 
morials. 

(F) MAINTENANCE OF GROUNDS.—The Board 
shall manage and operate the grounds of the 
John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing 
Arts in a manner consistent with National 
Park Service regulations and agreements in 
effect on the date of enactment of the John 
F. Kennedy Center Act Amendments of 1994. 
No change in the management and operation 
of such grounds may be made without the ex- 
press approval of the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior and of the Congress.“ 

SEC. 4. OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES; REVIEW OF 
BOARD ACTIONS. 

(a) SOLICITATION AND ACCEPTANCE OF 
GirTS.—Section 5 of the John F. Kennedy 
Center Act (20 U.S.C. 76k) is amended— 

(1) by striking the section heading and all 
that follows before The Board is" and in- 
serting the following: 

"SEC. 5. POWERS OF THE BOARD. 

(a) SOLICITATION AND ACCEPTANCE OF 
GIFTS.—'; and 

(2) in subsection (a) by striking Smithso- 
nian Institution" and inserting “John F. 
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts, as 
a bureau of the Smithsonian Institution.“. 

(b) APPOINTMENT OF OFFICERS AND EMPLOY- 
EES.—Section 5(b) of such Act is amended to 
read as follows: 

(b) APPOINTMENT OF OFFICERS AND EM- 
PLOYEES.— 

"(1) CHAIRPERSON AND SECRETARY.—The 
Board shall appoint and fix the compensa- 
tion and duties of a Chairperson of the John 
F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts, 
who shall serve as the chief executive officer 
of the Center, and a Secretary of the John F. 
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts. 
The Chairperson and Secretary shall be well 
qualified by experience and training to per- 
form the duties of their offices. 

% SENIOR LEVEL EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
EMPLOYEES.—The Chairperson of the John F. 
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts may 
appoint— 

“(A) a senior level executive who, by virtue 
of the individual's background, shall be well 
suited to be responsible for facilities man- 
agement and services and who may, without 
regard to the provisions of title 5, United 
States Code, be appointed and compensated 
with appropriated funds, except that such 
compensation may not exceed the maximum 
rate of pay for level IV of the Executive 
Schedule; and 

(B) such other officers and employees of 
the John F. Kennedy Center for the Perform- 
ing Arts as may be necessary for the effi- 
cient administration of the functions of the 
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(c) TRANSFERS; REVIEW OF BOARD AC- 
TIONS.—Section 5 of such Act is amended by 
striking subsection (c) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

"(c) TRANSFER OF PROPERTY.—Not later 
than October 1, 1995, such property, liabil- 
ities, contracts, records, and unexpended bal- 
ances of appropriations, authorizations, allo- 
cations, and other funds employed, held, 
used, arising from, available to, or to be 
made available in connection with the func- 
tions transferred from the Secretary of the 
Interior pursuant to the amendments made 
by the John F. Kennedy Center Act Amend- 
ments of 1994 shall be transferred, subject to 
section 1531 of title 31, United States Code, 
to the Board as the Board and the Secretary 
of the Interior may determine appropriate. 
Unexpended funds transferred pursuant to 
this subsection shall be used only for the 
purposes for which, and subject to the terms 
under which, the funds were originally au- 
thorized and appropriated. 

(d) TRANSFER OF PERSONNEL.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—Employees of the Na- 
tional Park Service assigned to duties relat- 
ed to those functions being undertaken by 
the Board shall be transferred with their 
functions to the Board not later than Octo- 
ber 1, 1995. 

%%) RIGHTS AND BENEFITS.—Transferred 
employees shall remain in the Federal com- 
petitive service retaining all rights and ben- 
efits provided under title 5, United States 
Code. For a period of not less than 3 years, 
transferred employees shall retain the right 
of priority consideration under merit pro- 
motion procedures or lateral reassignment 
for all vacancies within the Department of 
the Interior. 

(3) PARK POLICE.—All United States Park 
Police and Park Police guard force employ- 
ees assigned to the John F. Kennedy Center 
for the Performing Arts shall remain em- 
ployees of the National Park Service. 

(4) CosTs.—All usual and customary costs 
associated with any adverse action or griev- 
ance proceeding resulting from the transfer 
of functions under this section that are in- 
curred before October 1, 1995, shall be paid 
from amounts appropriated to the John F. 
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts. 

“(5) REORGANIZATION AUTHORITY.—Nothing 
contained in this section shall be deemed to 
prohibit the Board from reorganizing func- 
tions at the John F. Kennedy Center for the 
Performing Arts in accordance with laws 
governing such reorganizations. 

“(e) REVIEW OF BOARD ACTIONS.—The ac- 
tions of the Board relating to performing 
arts and to payments made or directed to be 
made by the Board from any trust funds 
shall not be subject to review by any officer 
or agency other than a court of law.“. 

SEC. 5. REVIEWS, AUDITS, AND CLAIMS. 

Section 6 of the John F. Kennedy Center 
Act (20 U.S.C. 761) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c) by striking its“ and 
inserting ''the Board's"; and 

(2) by striking subsections (e) and (f) and 
inserting the following: 

"(d) AUDIT OF ACCOUNTS.—At least once 
every 3 years, the Comptroller General shall 
review and audit the accounts of the John F. 
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts for 
the purpose of examining expenditures of 
funds appropriated under authority provided 
by this Act. 

(e) INSPECTOR GENERAL.—The functions of 
the Board funded by amounts appropriated 
pursuant to section 12 of this Act shall be 
subject to the requirements of the Inspector 
General Act of 1978. The Inspector General of 
the Smithsonian Institution is authorized to 
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carry out the requirements of such Act on 
behalf of the Board on a reimbursable basis. 

"(f) PROPERTY AND PERSONNEL COMPENSA- 
TION.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Board may procure 
insurance against any loss in connection 
with the property of the Board and other as- 
sets administered by the Board. The Board's 
employees and volunteers shall be deemed 
civil employees of the United States within 
the meaning of the term 'employee' as de- 
fined in section 8101 of title 5, United States 
Code; except that the Board shall continue 
to provide benefits with respect to any dis- 
ability or death resulting from a personal in- 
jury to a nonappropriated fund employee of 
the Board sustained while in the perform- 
ance of the employee's duties for the Board 
pursuant to the workers compensation stat- 
ute of the jurisdiction in which the John F. 
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts is 
located. Suvh disability or death benefits, 
whether under such workers compensation 
statute or chapter 81 of title 5, United States 
Code, shall continue to be the exclusive li- 
ability of the Board and the United States 
with respect to all employees and volunteers 
of the Board. 

*(2) FEDERAL TORT CLAIMS.—Notwithstand- 
ing paragraph (1), no employee of the Board 
may bring suit against the United States 
under the Federal tort claims procedure of 
chapter 171 of title 28, United States Code, 
for disability or death resulting from per- 
sonal injury sustained while in the perform- 
ance of the employee's duties for the Board. 

"(g) SETTLEMENTS, AWARDS, AND JUDG- 
MENTS,—Any settlement, award, or judgment 
made or entered into pursuant to chapter 171 
of title 28, United States Code, arising from 
any act or omission of an employee of the 
Board in the performance of a nonappro- 
priated fund activity shall be paid only from 
funds available to the Board for its perform- 
ing arts activities.“ 

SEC. 6. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS. 

Section 10 of the John F. Kennedy Center 
Act (20 U.S.C. 76p) is amended— 

(1) by striking "he" and inserting the 
Secretary”; and 

(2) by striking "his" and inserting “the 
Secretary's". 

SEC. 7. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

The John F. Kennedy Center Act (20 U.S.C. 
T6h-76q) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

*SEC. 12. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) MAINTENANCE, REPAIR, AND SECU- 
RITY.—There is authorized to be appropriated 
to the Board $12,000,000 per fiscal year for 
each of fiscal years 1995 through 1999 to carry 
out subparagraph (H) of section 4(a)(1). 

b) CAPITAL PROJECTS.—There is author- 
ized to be appropriated to the Board 
$9,000,000 per fiscal year for each of fiscal 
years 1995 through 1999 to carry out subpara- 
graphs (F) and (G) of section 4(a)(1). 

(e) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.—No 
funds appropriated pursuant to this section 
may be used for the direct expenses incurred 
in the production of performing arts attrac- 
tions, or for personnel who are involved in 
performing arts administration (including 
supplies and equipment used by such person- 
nel), or for production, staging, public rela- 
tions, marketing, fundraising, ticket sales, 
and education. However, funds appropriated 
directly to the Board shall not affect nor di- 
minish other Federal funds sought for per- 
forming arts functions and may be used to 
reimburse the Board for that portion of costs 
that are Federal costs reasonably allocated 
to building services and theater maintenance 
and repairs.“. 
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SEC. 8. DEFINITIONS. 

The John F. Kennedy Center Act (20 U.S.C. 
76h-76q) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

*SEC. 13. DEFINITIONS. 

"For the purposes of this Act, the follow- 
ing definitions apply: 

“(1) CAPITAL PROJECTS.—The term ‘capital 
projects’ means capital repairs, replace- 
ments, improvements, rehabilitations, alter- 
ations, and modifications to the existing fea- 
tures of the building and site of the John F. 
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts, in- 
cluding the theaters, garage, plaza, and 
building walkways. 

"(2) MAINTENANCE, REPAIR, AND SECURITY 
SERVICES.—The term ‘maintenance, repair, 
and security services’ means all services and 
equipment necessary to maintain and oper- 
ate the existing features of the building and 
site of the John F. Kennedy Center for the 
Performing Arts, including the theater, ga- 
rage, plaza, and building walkways in a man- 
ner consistent with requirements for high 
quality operations. 

(3) BUILDING AND SITE OF THE JOHN F. KEN- 
NEDY CENTER FOR THE PERFORMING ARTS.— 
The terms 'building and site of the John F. 
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts' and 
‘grounds of the John F. Kennedy Center for 
the Performing Arts' mean the site in the 
District of Columbia on which the John F. 
Kennedy Center building is constructed and 
which extends to the line of the west face of 
the west retaining walls and curbs of the 
Inner Loop Freeway on the east, the north 
face of the north retaining walls and curbs of 
the Theodore Roosevelt Bridge approaches 
on the south, the east face of the east retain- 
ing walls and curbs of Rock Creek Parkway 
on the west, and the south curbs of New 
Hampshire Avenue and F Street on the 
north, as generally depicted on the map enti- 
tled "Transfer of John F. Kennedy Center for 
the Performing Arts’, numbered 9844/82563, 
and dated April 20, 1994, which shall be on 
file and available for public inspection in the 
office of the National Capital Region, Na- 
tional Park Service, Department of the Inte- 
rior.". 

SEC. 9. RULES AND REGULATIONS. 

(a) AUTHORITY TO PRESCRIBE.—Section 5(a) 
of the Act of October 24, 1951 (40 U.S.C. 193r) 
is amended— 

(1) by striking "Institution and" and in- 
serting Institution,“; and 

(2) by inserting '', and the Trustees of the 
John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing 
Arts,” after ‘‘National Gallery of Art”. 

(b) AUTHORITY TO SUSPEND.—Section 8 of 
such Act (40 U.S.C. 193u) is amended by 
striking the Secretary of the Smithsonian 
Institution or the Trustees of the National 
Gallery of Art or" each place it appears and 
inserting “the Secretary of the Smithsonian 
Institution, the 'Trustees of the National 
Gallery of Art, the Trustees of the John F. 
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts, 
or", 

(c) BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS DEFINED.—Sec- 
tion 9 of such Act (40 U.S.C. 193v) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

*(3) The site of the John F. Kennedy Cen- 
ter for the Performing Arts, which shall be 
held to extend to the line of the west face of 
the west retaining walls and curbs of the 
Inner Loop Freeway on the east, the north 
face of the north retaining walls and curbs of 
the Theodore Roosevelt Bridge approaches 
on the south, the east face of the east retain- 
ing walls and curbs of Rock Creek Parkway 
on the west, and the south curbs of New 
Hampshire Avenue and F Street on the 
north, as generally depicted on the map enti- 
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tled "Transfer of John F. Kennedy Center for 
the Performing Arts’, numbered 844/82563, 
and dated April 20, 1994, which shall be on 
file and available for public inspection in the 
office of the National Capital Region, Na- 
tional Park Service, Department of the Inte- 
rior.". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MINETA] will be recog- 
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI] will 
be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MINETA]. 

Mr. MINETA. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong sup- 
port of H.R. 3567, the John F. Kennedy 
Center Act Amendments of 1994, as 
amended. Today is indeed a historic oc- 
casion as this bill, by making signifi- 
cant changes to the John F. Kennedy 
Center Act, gives the Kennedy Center, 
for the first time, full responsibility for 
its own activities. 

First of all, Madam Speaker, I want 
to commend the gentleman from Ohio, 
the subcommittee chairman on Public 
Buildings and Grounds, Mr. TRAFICANT, 
and the subcommittee's ranking Re- 
publican member, Mr. DUNCAN, for 
their fine leadership on this important 
measure. I would also like to recognize 
and thank the Committee on Natural 
Resources' Chairman GEORGE MILLER, 
ranking Republican DON YOUNG, Chair- 
man BRUCE VENTO, ranking Republican 
member JAMES HANSEN of their Sub- 
committee on National Parks, Forests, 
and Public Lands and their staffs for 
their cooperation and hard work on 
this measure. I am pleased that this 
bill enjoys such broad bipartisan sup- 
port. It is truly a visionary piece of 
legislation. 

H.R. 3567, the John F. Kennedy Cen- 
ter Act Amendments of 1994, as amend- 
ed, represents months of sustained ef- 
fort, coordination and hard work by 
both the Kennedy Center, primarily 
Mr. James Wolfensohn, chairman of 
the board at the John F. Kennedy Cen- 
ter for the Performing Arts, and his 
Staff, and the Department of Interior, 
specifically Secretary Babbitt and the 
representatives from the National Park 
Service. They all deserve our praise 
and thanks. 

The Kennedy Center, like the Smith- 
sonian Institution and its other bu- 
reaus, is a unique trust instrumental- 
ity of the United States. 

The original act establishes the Ken- 
nedy Center not only as a cultural arts 
center, but also charges it with the re- 
sponsibility of administering a living 
memorial to President John F. Ken- 
nedy. Finally, it has a mandated mis- 
sion to serve both the local and na- 
tional community. 

Currently, the management of oper- 
ations and maintenance of the Kennedy 
Center is shared between the Center's 
Board of Trustees and the National 
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Park Service of the Department of In- 
terior. Over the past 23 years since the 
building was constructed there have 
been several serious building defects 
and maintenance problems. The Ken- 
nedy Center Board and the Park Serv- 
ice have tried to share responsibility 
for the nonperforming arts aspects of 
the Kennedy Center's operations. Un- 
fortunately, this shared approach has 
not been as successful as both would 
have hoped. 

This bill, as amended, addresses this 
fundamental issue by giving the Ken- 
nedy Center sole responsibility for its 
building and site. As such, the Center 
will receive directly the general fund 
appropriations necessary to fulfill its 
new responsibilities. Currently, the 
nonperforming arts functions of the 
Center are funded by appropriations to 
the Park Service. 

With the passage of this historic bill, 
the Kennedy Center management will 
for the first time enjoy both the re- 
sponsibility and accountability for its 
building, theaters, and its performing 
arts and education activities. But with 
the responsibility also comes the op- 
portunity to set a vision for the future. 
The current Kennedy Center manage- 
ment welcomes its new challenge and 
we are proud to have helped frame its 
mandate. 

Madam Speaker, this legislation af- 
firms once again the fundamental mis- 
sion of the Nation's living memorial to 
President Kennedy, and I strongly urge 
its adoption. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. PETRI. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, I am pleased to rise 
in support of H.R. 3567. This legislation 
will allow the Kennedy Center Board of 
Directors to have direct control of the 
financial resources necessary to main- 
tain the Center. 

My support for this legislation has 
been generated by the outstanding 
leadership which the chairman of the 
board of the Kennedy Center, Mr. 
James Wolfensohn, has brought to the 
Center's activities. 

Mr. Wolfensohn is a shining example 
of a highly successful businessman who 
has combined tax dollars with private 
dollars to fund a Federal program. In 
fact, thanks to the respect with which 
Mr. Wolfensohn is held by his many 
friends in the United States and over- 
seas, he has been able to raise 
$71,265,000 from private sources to sup- 
port the programs of the Kennedy Cen- 
ter. 

I appreciate Mr. Wolfensohn’s will- 
ingness to not only seek direct control 
of the funding to maintain the Ken- 
nedy Center, but his willingness to be 
accountable for maximizing the use of 
the funds. An attribute rarely found in 
government these days. 

The Kennedy Center has established 
an outstanding education program 
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thanks to the efforts of Mr. 
Wolfensohn. This program serves thou- 
sands of children, their parents, and 
teachers in every State. 

We are fortunate to have Jim 
Wolfensohn, who commands the respect 
of the National and International Per- 
forming Arts Community, as the chair- 
man of the Board of Directors of the 
Kennedy Center. 

I am pleased to join the chairman of 
the Public Buildings and Grounds Sub- 
committee, Congressman JIM TRAFI- 
CANT and the subcommittee’s ranking 
Republican, Congressman JIMMY DUN- 
CAN, who has played a key role in the 
bipartisan drafting of this legislation, 
in recommending House approval of 
H.R. 3567. 


L1 1250 


Madam Speaker, I have no requests 
for additional time, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. MINETA. Madam Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
VENTO], the very distinguished chair- 
man of the Subcommittee on National 
Parks, Forests, and Public Lands of the 
Committee on Natural Resources, and I 
take this opportunity to thank him 
again for his hard work and coopera- 
tion on this measure. 

Mr. VENTO. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Madam Speaker, H.R. 3567, the John 
F. Kennedy Center Act Amendments of 
1994, provides for a five-year authoriza- 
tion for maintenance, repair, and cap- 
ital projects at the John F. Kennedy 
Center for the Performing Arts in the 
District of Columbia. The legislation, 
as introduced, also transfers all cur- 
rent National Park Service responsibil- 
ities and personnel to the Kennedy 
Center Board of Trustees. The Center 
will function in the future as a Bureau 
of the Smithsonian Institution, and 
funding for nonperforming arts pur- 
poses will be provided through an ap- 
propriation directly to the Board of 
'Trustees. 

H.R. 3567 was favorably reported to 
the House of Representatives by the 
Committee on Public Works and Trans- 
portation on March 24, 1994, and subse- 
quently was referred to the Committee 
on Natural Resources through April 29, 
1994. Since the committee was unable 
to meet on April 27 because of the 
Nixon funeral, the referral was ex- 
tended through May 6. The Committee 
on Natural Resources reported the bill 
favorably to the House of Representa- 
tives on May 4, 1994. 

At this point, I would like to take 
the opportunity to commend the hard 
work of my colleagues on the Public 
Works Committee. I appreciate their 
commitment to developing appropriate 
legislation while remaining sensitive 
to the concerns of the Natural Re- 
sources Committee and of the National 
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Park Service. The legislation before us 
today is the product of many discus- 
sions among the agencies and the com- 
mittees, and I believe it accomplishes 
the goals of all parties while protecting 
all interests. I thank the members of 
the Public Works Committee for agree- 
ing to work with this committee and 
for their patience during the entire 
process. 

The John F. Kennedy Center for the 
Performing Arts is an existing unit of 
the National Park System and for 20 
years the National Park Service has 
been, by law, responsible for the non- 
performing arts functions of the Cen- 
ter. The relationship between the Na- 
tional Park Service and the Kennedy 
Center Board of Trustees has been am- 
biguous at best. The Kennedy Center 
now requires approximately $100 mil- 
lion worth of repairs and capital im- 
provements, and the need for clarifica- 
tion of the respective responsibilities 
has become critical. Both the National 
Park Service and the Kennedy Center 
have agreed that a complete separation 
of the National Park Service from the 
Center is the most appropriate resolu- 
tion to the problems now facing the 
Center. 

While I am an original cosponsor of 
the bill, and believe that the Kennedy 
Center Board of Trustees is the appro- 
priate entity to manage the building, I 
had some concerns about certain provi- 
sions which are addressed in the 
amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute approved by the Committee on 
Natural Resources and which is before 
the House today. 

First, the committee amendment 
provides that the Board of Trustees 
will provide for the Center’s manage- 
ment in a manner consistent with 
other national Presidential memorials. 
By law, and under this legislation, the 
Center will remain a memorial to the 
last President. I believe we must have 
a clearly enunciated policy to ensure 
that the Center meets the high stand- 
ard fitting a national memorial. 

Second, the amendment specifies 
that the grounds must be managed con- 
sistent with current National Park 
Service regulations and agreements. 
While I agree that the separation of 
powers is necessary and a positive step 
in accomplishing the required renova- 
tions, I remain concerned about the 
impact on surrounding National Park 
Service property. Because of the Ken- 
nedy Center’s location amid heavily 
used and fragile National Park re- 
sources, I believe there should be con- 
tinuity and consistency in the manage- 
ment of the grounds. The committee 
amendment requires the Kennedy Cen- 
ter to continue to manage the grounds 
according to current National Park 
Service regulations and agreements; 
any changes in such management must 
be approved by the Secretary and en- 
acted by Congress. This amendment en- 
sures the appropriate maintenance of 


May 10, 1994 


both the building and the grounds 
while protecting the National Park 
Service interest in the surrounding 
property and open space. 

Finally, the amendment references a 
map which delineates the boundaries of 
the John F. Kennedy Center for the 
Performing Arts, which upon enact- 
ment would be under the jurisdiction of 
the Board of Trustees. 

These changes were agreed to by the 
Kennedy Center Board of Trustees, the 
National Park Service, and the Com- 
mittee on Public Works and Transpor- 
tation. I believe the version we are 
bringing to the House today will enable 
much-needed improvements to be made 
to the Kennedy Center while protecting 
the interests of the National Park 
Service and I urge my colleagues’ sup- 


port. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, good after- 
noon and thank you, Madam Speaker. | rise 
today in support of H.R. 3567, a bill to amend 
the John F. Kennedy Center Act to transfer 
operating and capital improvement responsibil- 
ities from the National Park Service to the 
Board of Trustees of the John F. Kennedy 
Center for the Performing Arts. | want to thank 
NORMAN MINETA, chairman, of the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation, and 
JAMES TRAFICANT, chairman of the Subcommit- 
tee on Public Buildings and Grounds for guid- 
ing this bill to passage. 

This bill is truly exemplary of efforts to re- 
invent government. Recognizing the inefficacy 
over the years of dividing responsibility for the 
operations, maintenance, and capital repairs 
of the Kennedy Center, the Board of Trustees 
of the Kennedy Center and the National Park 
Service mutually agreed to centralize these re- 
sponsibilities with the Center's Board of Trust- 
ees. The approach crafted in the bill will pro- 
mote stability and allow the Board to develop 
and carry out a plan that will set the Kennedy 
Center on a healthy financial and structural 
path for the 21st century. It will also enable 
the National Park Service to dedicate scarce 
human and financial resources to protecting 
and conserving our natural environment. 

In addition, the bill is an excellent example 
of public/private partnership. Mr. James 
Wolfensohn, chairman of the Kennedy Center 
since 1990, has brought his extraordinary tal- 
ent and energy to this legislation. In an effort 
to prevent the Center's continued deteriora- 
tion, Mr. Wolfensohn asked Congress for re- 
sponsibility to maintain and improve the Cen- 
ter. At the same time, understanding that Fed- 
eral budgets are severely constrained, he has 
relentlessly raised funds from private donors 
during a time when fewer are contributing to 
cultural institutions. | am confident that under 
his leadership the Board will work effectively, 
to establish a capital improvements program 
that will restore the fading luster of the Cen- 
ter's physical structure. 

The Kennedy Center has established itself 
as a hallmark national cultural arts center and 
Presidential memorial. In its two decades of 
life, it has created an enviable record by pre- 
senting diverse and quality art performances 
to traditional patrons of the arts, as well as 
reaching out to segments in communities and 
the Nation that have had little exposure to the 
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arts. The Kennedy Center's new and innova- 
tive programs to educate our country's youth 
and to advance the arts nationwide replicate 
outstanding Kennedy Center programs already 
enjoyed by the residents of the District of Co- 
lumbia. Most notable are the arts enterprise 
zone and cultural passport programs, which 
provide workshops, classes, and internships to 
disadvantaged students in the District, and 
professional development workshops to their 
teachers. This year, in collaboration with the 
renowned Dance Theatre of Harlem, the Ken- 
nedy Center has begun a new community ini- 
tiative in the metropolitan Washington area. 
Classical ballet is introduced to students 
through lectures, demonstrations, workshops, 
training, and performances. 

In the District, as in many States throughout 
the country, the Kennedy Center has created 
the unprecedented opportunity to make the 
arts a part of every child's education. H.R. 
3567, by more fully delineating the Kennedy 
Center's educational purpose for its national 
programs, will enable the Kennedy Center to 
continue in this fine tradition of encouraging 
teachers, students, and their families to appre- 
ciate the importance of the visual and perform- 
ing arts in the educational process and to 
share the experience of attending live perform- 
ances. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Madam Speaker, the 
members of the Public Works and Transpor- 
tation Committee offer their enthusiastic, bipar- 
tisan support for H.R. 3567, as amended. This 
bill will correct long-standing deficiencies in 
the management and operations of one of our 
Nation's most recognized and cherished build- 
ings, the Presidential Memorial to John F. 
Kennedy. 

Members of the committee have reviewed, 
analyzed, and critiqued the bifurcated man- 
agement structure of the Kennedy Center, and 
in particular, the planning and management of 
its capital program. It became apparent that, in 
order to preserve an already substantial in- 
vestment in this building, adjustments in the 
management structure were needed which 
would clearly place all management and oper- 
ational responsibility and authority with the 
Board of the John F. Kennedy Center. This 
authority includes planning, designing, and 
constructing all capital projects at the Kennedy 
Center. The Center will retain its authority and 
responsibility for routine, daily maintenance. 
Having the ability to manage routine mainte- 
nance as well as planning and execution for 
capital improvements will most assuredly en- 
hance the overall management and operation 
of this special institution. 

The Center will continue in its leadership 
role in national performing arts programs for 
American citizens of all ages. 

As always, the John F. Kennedy Center for 
the Performing Arts will be the national exem- 
plar in performing arts activities and in edu- 
cational programs in the arts for disabled indi- 
viduals. 

And, the John F. Kennedy Center for the 
Performing Arts will continue as the most 
prestigious memorial to President John F. 
Kennedy. 

| wish to thank my chairman, NORM MINETA, 
for his support and guidance, Chairman 
BRUCE VENTO of the Natural Resources Com- 
mittee for his cooperation, insight, and expedi- 
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lious action on H.R. 3567, and finally, Con- 
gressman JOHN DUNCAN for lending his sup- 
port for this bill. 

As | have mentioned, this bill has broad bi- 
partisan support at the subcommittee and full 
committee levels and | urge adoption of H.R. 
3567. 

Mr. MINETA. Madam Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
KENNELLY). The question is on the mo- 
tion offered by the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MINETA] that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 3567, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. MINETA. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

'There was no objection. 


CLEAR CREEK COUNTY, CO, LAND 
TRANSFER 


Mr. VENTO. Madam Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and concur in the 
Senate amendments to the bill (H.R. 
1134) to provide for the transfer of cer- 
tain public lands located in Clear 
Creek County, CO, to the United States 
Forest Service, the State of Colorado, 
and certain local governments in the 
State of Colorado, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendments: 

(1) Page 2, line 22, strike out [(1)] and in- 
sert: (1) The boundaries of the Arapaho Na- 
tional Forest are hereby modified as shown on 
the map referred to in section 2. 

(2) Page 6, lines 16 and 17, strike out [sec- 
tion 202] and insert: section 2 

(3) Page 8, line 21, strike out all after 
(e).“ down to and including Act.“ in line 
24 and insert: Any lands so transferred shall be 
held by the recipient thereof under the same 
terms and conditions as if transferred by the 
United States under such Act, 

(4) Page 9, line 15, strike out [MINING] and 
insert: MINERAL 

(5) Page 10, strike out all after line 6 over 
to and including line 5 on page 11 and insert: 

(b) LIMITATION ON PATENT ISSUANCE.—Subject 
to valid existing rights, no patent shall be issued 
after the date of enactment of this Act for any 
mining or mill site claim located under the gen- 
eral mining laws within the public lands re- 
ferred to in sections 4 and 5. 

(6) Page 11, line 10, strike out [title] and 
insert: Act 

(7) Page 11, line 17, strike out [title] and 
insert: Act 

(8) Page 11, line 19, strike out [title] and 
insert: Act 
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(9) Page 11, line 22, strike out [enactment 
of this Act] and insert: their transfer to the 
ownership of another party 

(10) Page 11, strike out all after line 22, 
over to and including line 4 on page 12. 

(11) Page 12, line 5, strike out [(d)] and in- 
sert: (c) 

Amend the title so as to read: An Act to 
provide for the transfer of certain public 
lands located in Clear Creek County, Colo- 
rado, to the Forest Service, the State of Col- 
orado, and certain local governments in the 
State of Colorado, and for other purposes.". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] will be recog- 
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. VENTO. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
measure now before us. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VENTO. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, H.R. 1134 is a bill by 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
SKAGGS] that addresses the com- 
plicated land-ownership pattern in 
Clear Creek County, CO. 

This area was the locale of some of 
the earliest discoveries of gold and sil- 
ver in Colorado. As a result, the Fed- 
eral lands in the county have been 
fragmented by extensive patenting of 
mining claims. 

Some of the Federal lands in the 
county are now within the National 
Forest System. The remainder are 
under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of 
Land Management but, because of the 
fragmentation, are not readily manage- 
able. As a result, BLM has proposed 
that they be added to the national for- 
est or transferred out of Federal owner- 
ship. 

The purpose of H.R. 1134 is to facili- 
tate that process, by providing for the 
transfer of lands from BLM to the For- 
est Service, to the State of Colorado, 
to Clear Creek County, and to local 
governments. 

The House passed the bill last year. 
The Senate has now returned it to us 
with a number of amendments. Most of 
those changes are minor technical cor- 
rections, but there is also one sub- 
stantive amendment, dealing with the 
treatment of mining claims on the 
lands that would be transferred out of 
Federal ownership. 

As passed by the House, the bill 
would have allowed mining claimants 
to proceed to patent their claims, sub- 
ject to certain restrictions. The Senate 
instead provides that, subject to valid 
existing rights, no such patents will be 
issued. 
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Madam Speaker, this is an accept- 
able change, which we believe is en- 
tirely consistent with the policy choice 
made by the House on this matter. Ac- 
cordingly, I am asking that the House 
concur in the Senate amendments and 
send the bill to the President for signa- 
ture into law. 

Madam Speaker, I want to congratu- 
late the sponsor of the bill Mr. 
SKAGGS, for his initiative and hard 
work on this matter that is of interest 
not only to his constituents in Clear 
Creek County but also to the National 
Government. Thanks to his leadership, 
the bill provides à workable solution to 
& thorny problem. I commend him for 
his creativity and urge the House to 
concur in the Senate amendment to 
the bill. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. HANSEN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 
the Senate amendments to H.R. 1134. 
This legislation would streamline Fed- 
eral land management by transferring 
isolated and fragmented tracts of pub- 
lic lands in Clear Creek County, CO, to 
the Forest Service, the State of Colo- 
rado, and several local governments. 

The Bureau of Land Management in 
1986 determined that title to surface 
rights in Clear Creek County, CO, 
ought to be transferred to other own- 
ers. This decision was made because 
Federal ownership is fragmented, mak- 
ing the area difficult and uneconomic 
for the BLM to manage. At the present 
time, much of this land cannot be used 
by the general public because of poor 
access and problems identifying the 
boundaries between public and private 
lands. 

This legislation would legislatively 
dispose of these lands and prevent the 
expensive and time-consuming transfer 
incurred using the BLM’s standard pro- 
cedures. In fact, some estimate that 
the costs of surveys and other adminis- 
trative expenses normally incurred 
with transfers and disposals like these 
might actually exceed the revenue gen- 
erated if these lands were sold. 

Iurge my colleagues to support H.R. 
1134 and put these Federal lands in the 
hands of those who are better able to 
manage them. 
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Mr. VENTO. Madam Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS] 
the principal architect of this measure. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Madam Speaker, it 
gives me great pleasure to see the 
House about to give final congressional 
approval to this public lands transfer 
legislation. This bill originally passed 
the House almost a year ago, and is 
now back before us for agreement to 
some relatively minor amendments 
made by the Senate last month. 
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I originally introduced this bill to 
make sense of a crazy-quilt of land 
ownership patterns in Clear Creek 
County, CO, that has been described as 
resembling an explosion in a spaghetti 
factory. The bill will bring some order 
to bear and do so in a way that saves 
everybody—especially American tax- 
payers—money. It will also help pro- 
tect open-space areas and preserve his- 
toric sites. 

As part of its plan to merge its east- 
ern Colorado operations into one ad- 
ministrative office, BLM has long 
sought to turn over to other units of 
Government many of its scattered, 
fragmented parcels of lands, some 
measured in inches, in Clear Creek 
County, in the eastern mountains of 
Colorado. This bill will help achieve 
that goal by transferring more than 
14,000 acres of land from the BLM to 
the U.S. Forest Service, to the State of 
Colorado, to Clear Creek County, and 
to the towns of Georgetown and Silver 
Plume. 

First, it transfers some BLM lands to 
the Arapaho National Forest, with the 
Forest Service to become responsible 
for their administration. This transfer 
clears up some clumsy boundary lines 
in the national forest and relieves BLM 
of responsibility for small parcels that 
would be more appropriately managed 
as part of the forest. 

Second, it transfers additional lands 
to the State of Colorado, the county, 
and the towns I mentioned. Again, this 
is intended to clear up confusing 
boundaries, and will facilitate effective 
management of those lands for wildlife, 
recreation, and other public purposes. 

A third category of lands will be 
transferred to Clear Creek County. 
After the county prepares a com- 
prehensive land use plan for these, it 
may resell some of the land. Other par- 
cels will be transferred to local govern- 
ments, including the county, to be re- 
tained for recreation and public pur- 


poses. 

Although BLM could transfer these 
lands under existing law, it would be 
required first to prepare a land survey 
of each parcel of land. Since the lands 
in question include many small, odd- 
shaped  parcels—some measured in 
inches—BLM estimates that the nor- 
mal boundary surveys would take at 
least another 15 years to complete, and 
could cost as much as $18 million. But, 
the estimated market value of these 
lands is ony $3 million. 

Because the administrative costs 
were expected to be so much higher 
than the value of these lands, their dis- 
posal under existing law probably 
would never happen. In addition, once 
it decided to transfer these lands, BLM 
had really stopped managing them— 
leading potentially to all of the prob- 
lems which befall abandoned property. 

In effect, H.R. 1134 facilitates the dis- 
posal of these lands by allowing the 
lands to be transferred without land 
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surveys, with any required surveys to 
be conducted later, by the recipients. 
In part, this is accomplished by author- 
izing the county to act as the BLM's 
sales agent. The Federal Government 
will ultimately receive any net re- 
ceipts from the sale of these lands by 
the county. I do not wish to mislead 
my colleagues into thinking that this 
will result in any significant income 
for the Treasury. As the House com- 
mittee report concludes, the trans- 
action costs involved in these sales will 
probably be higher than total receipts. 
But compared to operating under exist- 
ing law, this arrangement will save 
taxpayers at least $15 million. 

Obviously, Clear Creek County will 
not reap any financial benefit from 
acting as BLM’s sales agent. The coun- 
ty seeks to gain in other ways. It seeks 
to ensure that the eventual disposal of 
these lands is consistent with local 
land use planning laws and with the 
ability of local services to accommo- 
date potential development. It seeks to 
ensure that important recreational, 
open space, and other values are pre- 
served by retaining some of these lands 
in public ownership under terms of the 
Recreation and Public Purposes Act. 
Finally, the county seeks to expedite 
the disposal of those parcels suitable 
for sale, restoring them to the tax 
base. 

In conclusion, this is more than just 
a good legislation, it is an extraor- 
dinary example of how the ingenuity of 
many individuals has turned a difficult 
problem— which appeared to be a losing 
proposition for all involved—into an 
orderly solution which offers benefits 
for all. 

I wish to thank my colleague from 
Minnesota, the chairman of the Sub- 
committee on National Parks, Forests 
and Public Lands, Mr. VENTO, as well 
as the distinguished Chairman of the 
full committee, Mr. MILLER, for their 
continuing support and expeditious ac- 
tion on this bill. In addition, I wish to 
express my appreciation to the profes- 
sional staff of the subcommittee and 
committee for their earlier work on 
the bill. 

As the culmination of many years of 
work by the BLM, the Forest Service, 
Clear Creek County officials, the State 
of Colorado, and their citizen advisors, 
there are many individuals who deserve 
credit for this proposal. While I do not 
have time to thank them all, I do want 
to again recognize the contributions of 
former Clear Creek County Commis- 
sioner Peter Kenney. In conclusion, I 
urge all of my colleagues to support 
H.R. 1134 as passed by the Senate. It is 
a well-reasoned, efficient approach to 
resolve a complex land transaction 
problem—one that is supported by all 
of the parties involved. 

Mr. HANSEN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. VENTO. Madam Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
KENNELLY). The question is on the mo- 
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] that the House 
suspend the rules and concur in the 
Senate amendments to H.R. 1134. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the Sen- 
ate amendment was concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


COLORADO LAND EXCHANGES 


Mr. VENTO. Madam Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the Sen- 
ate bill (S. 341) to provide for a land ex- 
change between the Secretary of Agri- 
culture and Eagle and Pitkin Counties 
in Colorado, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

S. 341 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) Eagle and Pitkin Counties in the State 
of Colorado (hereinafter in this Act referred 
to as the Counties“) are offering to convey 
to the United States approximately one 
thousand three hundred and seven acres of 
patented mining claim properties owned by 
the Counties with or adjacent to the White 
River National Forest (hereinafter in this 
Act referred to as the “National Forest 
inholdings"), including approximately six 
hundred and sixty nine acres of inholdings 
within the Holy Cross, Hunter-Fryingpan, 
Collegiate Peaks, and Maroon  Bells- 
Snowmass Wilderness Areas; 

(2) the properties identified in paragraph 
(1) are National Forest inholdings whose ac- 
quisition by the United States, would facili- 
tate better management of the White River 
National Forest and its wilderness resources; 
and 

(3) certain lands owned by the United 
States within Eagle County comprising ap- 
proximately two hundred and seventeen 
acres and known as the Mt. Sopris Tree 
Nursery (hereinafter in this Act referred to 
as the "nursery lands") are available for ex- 
change and the Counties desire to acquire 
portions of the nursery lands for public pur- 
poses. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The proposes of this Act 
are— 

(1) to provide the opportunity for an ex- 
change whereby the Counties would transfer 
to the United States the National Forest 
inholdings in exchange for portions of the 
nursery lands; 

(2) to provide an expedited mechanism 
under Federal law for resolving any private 
title claims to the National Forest 
inholdings if the exchange is consummated; 
and 


(3) after the period of limitations has run 
for adjudication of all private title claims to 
the National Forest inholdings, to quite title 
in the inholdings in the United States sub- 
ject to valid existing rights adjudicated pur- 
suant to this Act. 

SEC. 2. OFFER OF EXCHANGE. 

(a) OFFER BY THE COUNTIES.—The exchange 
directed by this Act shall be consummated if 
within ninety days after enactment of this 
Act, the Counties offer to transfer to the 
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United States, pursuant to the provisions of 
this Act, all right, title, and interest of the 
Counties in and to approximately— 

(1) one thousand two hundred and fifty 
eight acres of lands owned by Pitkin County 
within and adjacent to the boundaries of the 
White River National Forest, Colorado, and 
generally depicted as parcels 1-53 on maps 
entitled “Pitkin County Lands to Forest 
Service", numbered 1-11, and dated April 
1990, except for parcels 20 (Twilight), 21 (Lit- 
tle Alma), the Highland Chief, and Alaska 
portions of parcel 25 depicted on map 7, and 
parcel 52 (Iron King) on map 11, which shall 
remain in their current ownership; and 

(2) forty-nine acres of land owned by Eagle 
County within and adjacent to the bound- 
aries of the White River National Forest, 
Colorado, and generally depicted as parcels 
54-58 on maps entitled “Eagle County Lands 
to Forest Service", numbered 12-14, and 
dated April 1990, except for parcel 56 
(Manitou) on map 14 which is already in Na- 
tional Forest ownership. 

(b) EXCHANGE BY THE SECRETARY.—Subject 
to the provisions of section 3, within ninety 
days after receipt by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture (hereinafter in this Act referred to as 
the Secretary“) of a quitclaim deed from 
the Counties to the United States of the 
lands identified in subsection (a) of this sec- 
tion, the Secretary, on behalf of the United 
States, shall convey by quitclaim deed to the 
counties, as tenants in common, all right, 
title, and interest of the United States in 
and to approximately one hundred and 
thirty-two acres of land (and water rights as 
specified in section 7 and the improvements 
located thereon), as generally depicted as 
tract A on the map entitled Mt. Sopris Tree 
Nursery“, dated October 5, 1990. 

SEC. 3. RESERVATIONS AND CONDITIONS OF 
CONVEYANCE. 

(A) RESERVATIONS.—In any conveyance to 
the Counties pursuant to section 2, the Sec- 
retary shall reserve— 

(1) all right, title, and interest of the Unit- 
ed States in and to approximately eighty- 
five acres of land (and improvements located 
thereon), which are generally depicted as 
tracts B (approximately twenty-nine acres) 
and C (approximately fifty-six acres) on the 
map referred to in section 2(b); 

(2) water rights as specified in section 7(a); 
and 

(3) any easements, existing utility lines, or 
other existing access in or across tract A 
currently serving buildings and facilities on 
tract B. 

(b) REVERSION.—It is the intention of Con- 
gress that any lands and water rights con- 
veyed to the Counties pursuant to this Act 
shall be retained by the Counties and used 
solely for public recreation and recreational 
facilities, open space, fairgrounds, and such 
other public purposes as do not significantly 
reduce the portion of such lands in open 
space. In the deed of conveyance to the 
Counties, the Secretary shall provide that 
all right, title, and interest in and to any 
lands and water rights conveyed to the Coun- 
ties pursuant to this Act shall revert back to 
the United States in the event that such 
lands or water rights or any portion thereof 
are sold or otherwise conveyed by the Coun- 
ties or are used for other than such public 
purposes. 

(c) EQUALIZATION OF VALUES.—Values of 
the respective lands exchanged between the 
United States and the Counties pursuant to 
this Act are deemed to be of approximately 
equal value, without any need for cash 
equalization, as based on a statement of 
value prepared by qualified Forest Service 
appraisers and dated February 12, 1993. 
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(d) RIGHT OF FIRST REFUSAL.—The Sec- 
retary may convey any or all of the nursery 
lands reserved pursuant to subsection (a) of 
this section for fair market value under ex- 
isting authorities, except that the Secretary 
shall first offer the Counties the opportunity 
to acquire the lands. This right of first re- 
fusal shall commence upon receipt by the 
Counties of written notice of the intent of 
the Secretary to convey such property, and 
the Counties shall have sixty days from the 
date of such receipt to offer to acquire such 
properties at fair market value as tenants in 
common. The Secretary shall have sole dis- 
cretion as to whether to accept or reject any 
such offer of the Counties. 

SEC. 4. STATUS OF LANDS ACQUIRED BY THE 
UNITED STATES. 

(a) NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM LANDS.—The 
National Forest inholdings acquired by the 
United States pursuant to this Act shall be- 
come à part of the White River National For- 
est (or in the case of portions of parcels 39, 
40, and 41 depicted on map 9, and a portion of 
parcel 54 of map 12, part of the Gunnison and 
Arapahoe National Forests, respectively) for 
administration and management by the Sec- 
retary in accordance with the laws, rules, 
and regulations applicable to the National 
Forest System. 

(b) WILDERNESS.—The National Forest 
inholdings that are within the boundaries of 
the Holy Cross, Hunter-Fryingpan, Colle- 
giate Peaks, and Maroon Bells-Snowmass 
Wilderness Areas shall be incorporated in 
and deemed to be part of their respective 
wilderness areas and shall be administered in 
accordance with the provisions of the Wilder- 
ness Act governing areas designated by that 
Act as wilderness. 

SEC. 5. RESOLVING TITLE DISPUTES TO NA- 
TIONAL FOREST INHOLDINGS. 

(a) QUIET TITLE ACT.—Notwithstanding 
any other provisions of law and subject to 
the provisions of subsection (c) of this sec- 
tion, section 2409a of title 28, United States 
Code (commonly referred to as the “Quiet 
Title Act") shall be the sole legal remedy of 
any party claiming any right, title, or inter- 
est in or to any National Forest inholdings 
conveyed by the Counties to the United 
States pursuant to this Act. 

(b) LISTING.—Upon conveyance of the Na- 
tional Forest inholdings to the United 
States, the Secretary shall cause to be pub- 
lished in a newspaper or newspapers of gen- 
eral circulation in Pitkin and Eagle Coun- 
ties, Colorado, a listing of all National For- 
est inholdings acquired pursuant to this Act 
together with a statement that any party de- 
siring to assert a claim of any right, title, or 
interest in or to such lands must bring an ac- 
tion against the United States pursuant to 
such section 2409a within the same period de- 
scribed by subsection (c) of this section. 

(c) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding section 
2409a(g) of title 28, United States Code, any 
civil action against the United States to 
quiet title to National Forest inholdings 
conveyed to the United States pursuant to 
this Act must be filed in the United States 
District Court for the District of Colorado no 
later than the date that is six years after the 
date of publication of the listing required by 
subsection (b) of this section. 

(d) VESTING BY OPERATION OF LAW.—Sub- 
ject to any easements or other rights of 
record that may be accepted and expressly 
disclaimed by the Secretary, and without 
limiting title to National Forest inholdings 
conveyed by the Counties pursuant to this 
Act, all other rights, title, and interest in or 
to such National Forest inholdings if not 
otherwise vested by quitclaim deed to the 
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United States, shall vest in the United 
States on the date that is six years after the 
date of publication of the listing required by 
subsection (b) of this section, except for such 
title as is conveyed by the Counties, no other 
rights, title, or interest in or to any parcel of 
the lands conveyed to the United States pur- 
suant to this Act shall vest in the United 
States under this subsection if title to such 
parcel— 

(1) has been or hereafter is adjudicated as 
being in a party other than the United 
States or the Counties; or 

(2) is the subject of any action or suit 
against the United States to vest such title 
in a party other than the United States or 
the Counties that is pending on the date six 
years after the date of publication of a list- 
ing required by subsection (b) of this section. 

(e) COSTS AND ATTORNEY'S FEES.—(1) At 
the discretion of the count, any party claim- 
ing right, title, or interest in or to any of the 
National Forest inholdings who files an ac- 
tion against the United States to quiet title 
and fails to prevail in such action may be re- 
quired to pay to the Secretary on behalf of 
the United States, an amount equal to the 
costs and attorney's fees incurred by the 
United States in the defense of such action. 

(2) As a condition of any transfer of lands 
to the Counties under this Act, the Counties 
shall be obligated to reimburse the United 
States for 50 percent of all costs in excess of 
$240,000 not reimbursed pursuant to para- 
graph (1) of this subsection associated with 
the defense by the United States of any 
claim or legal action brought against the 
United States with respect to any rights, 
title, and interest in or to the National For- 
est inholdings. Payment shall be made in the 
same manner as provided in section 6 of this 
Act. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—As a condition of any 
transfer of lands to the Counties under this 
Act, in addition to any amounts required to 
be paid to the United States pursuant to sec- 
tion 5(e), in the event of a final determina- 
tion adverse to the United States in any ac- 
tion relating to the title to the National 
Forest inholdings, the United States shall be 
entitled to receive from the Counties reim- 
bursement equal to the fair market value 
(appraised as if they had marketable title) of 
the lands that are the subject of such final 
determination. 

(b) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Any money 
received by the United States from the Coun- 
ties under section 5(e) or subsection (a) of 
this section shall be considered money re- 
ceived and deposited pursuant to the Act of 
December 4, 1967, as amended (and commonly 
known as the Sisk Act, 16 U.S.C. 484a). 

(c) IN-KIND PAYMENT OF LANDS.—In lieu of 
monetary payments, any obligation for reim- 
bursement by the Counties to the United 
States under this Act can be fulfilled by the 
conveyance to the United States of lands 
having a current fair market value equal to 
or greater than the amount of the obliga- 
tion. Such lands shall be mutually accept- 
able to the Secretary and the Counties. 

SEC. 7. WATER RIGHTS. 

(a) ALLOCATION AND MANAGEMENT.—The 
water rights in existence on the date of en- 
actment of this Act in the Mt. Sopris Tree 
Nursery, which comprise well water and irri- 
gation ditch rights adjudicated under the 
laws of the State of Colorado, together with 
the right to administer, maintain, access, 
and further develop such rights, shall be al- 
located and managed as follows: 

(1) The United States shall convey to the 
Counties as undivided tenants in common all 
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rights associated with the five existing wells 
on the properties. 

(2) If the Secretary determines that water 
from the five existing wells is necessary to 
meet culinary, sanitary, or domestic uses of 
the existing buildings retained by the United 
States pursuant to section 3(a), the Counties 
shall make available to the United States, 
without charge, enough water to reasonably 
serve such needs and shall additionally, if re- 
quested by the United States, make every ef- 
fort to cooperatively provide to the United 
States, without charge, commensurate with 
the Counties' own needs on tract A, water to 
serve reasonable culinary, sanitary, and do- 
mestic uses of any new buildings which the 
United States may construct on its retained 
lands in the future. 

(3) All Federally owned irrigation ditch 
water rights shall be reserved by the United 
States. 

(b) MODIFICATION OF ALLOCATION.—If the 
Secretary and the Counties determine the 
public interest will be better served thereby, 
they may agree to modify the precise water 
allocation made pursuant to this section or 
to enter into cooperative agreements (with 
or without reimbursement) to use, share, or 
otherwise administer such water rights and 
associated facilities as they determine ap- 
propriate. 

SEC. 8. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

(a) TIME REQUIREMENT FOR COMPLETING 
TRANSFER.—If the Counties make a timely 
offer, pursuant to section 2(a), the transfers 
of lands authorized and directed by this Act 
shall be completed no later than one year 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) BOUNDARY MODIFICATIONS.—The Sec- 
retary and the Counties may mutually agree 
to make modifications of the final boundary 
between tracts A and B prior to completion 
of the exchange authorized by this Act if 
such modifications are determined to better 
serve mutual objectives than the precise 
boundaries as set forth in the maps ref- 
erenced in this Act. 

(c) TRacT A EASEMENT.—The transfer of 
tract A to the Counties shall be subject to 
the existing highway easement to the State 
of Colorado and to any other right, title, or 
interest of record. 

(d) VALIDITY.—If any provision of this Act 
or the application thereof is held invalid, the 
remainder of the Act and application there- 
of, except for the precise provision held in- 
valid, shall not be affected thereby. 

(e) FOREST HEADQUARTERS AND ADMINIS- 
TRATIVE OFFICES.—The White River National 
Forest headquarters and administrative of- 
fice in Glenwood Springs, Colorado, are here- 
by transferred from the jurisdiction of the 
United States General Services Administra- 
tion to the jurisdiction of the Secretary who 
shall retain such facilities unless and until 
otherwise provided by subsequent Act of 
Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] will be recog- 
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. VENTO. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and include therein extraneous 
material on S. 341, the Senate bill 
under consideration. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VENTO. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, S. 341 would provide 
for a land exchange between the United 
States and two counties in western 
Colorado. 

The bill is similar to one passed by 
the House in the last Congress on 
which action was not completed prior 
to the sine die adjournment. 

Under the exchange, the two counties 
would receive about 132 acres of land 
near the community of El Jebel, out- 
side national forest boundaries, that 
were once used by the forest service as 
a tree nursery. In return, the counties 
would transfer to the United States 
about 1,300 acres of national forest 
inholdings, including some lands with- 
in existing wilderness areas. 

The tree-farm lands are located in a 
part of the valley of the Roaring Fork 
River, between Aspen and Carbondale, 
where rapid development is taking 
place and from which many residents 
commute into Aspen to work. The 
counties want to use these lands for 
public recreation and similar public 


purposes. 

Under the bill, the counties could not 
transfer the lands, and the lands would 
revert to the ownership of the National 
Government if used for any purpose 
that would significantly reduce their 
open-space character. 

The forest service has reviewed the 
values of the lands involved, to assure 
that the National Government will re- 
ceive fair value in the exchange, and 
has determined that the values are 
closely comparable. 

The national forest inholdings that 
the United States would receive in the 
exchange were originally patented as 
mining claims—that is, under the min- 
ing law of 1872 they were acquired from 
the United States for a very low price. 
But the mining companies that held 
these lands did not pay the property 
taxes on them, and the counties ac- 
quired them at tax sales. 

Recently, the ownership of the lands 
have been subject to some disputes. 
Claims have been filed in the State 
courts, alleging that the counties do 
not have good title. 

To protect the national interest, the 
bill provides that any disputes about 
the title to these inholdings must be 
resolved in Federal court, and requires 
the counties to share equally in any 
litigation costs exceeding $240,000 for 
which the court does not order reim- 
bursement to the National Government 
from the party contesting the title. 

Furthermore, should there be a suc- 
cessful challenge to the title of any of 
the national forest inholdings, the 
counties would be required to reim- 
burse the United States, in money or in 
other lands acceptable to the Secretary 
of Agriculture. 
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Madam Speaker, S. 341 is a good bill 
that will enable the local governments 
to make appropriate public use of 
open-space lands no longer needed by 
the National Government and also im- 
prove the management of very valuable 
national forest lands, including impor- 
tant wilderness areas. It is a sound 
measure that properly balances the in- 
terests of the National Government, 
the two Colorado counties, and all oth- 
ers concerned. I urge passage of the 
bill. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. HANSEN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 
S. 341 which would direct a land ex- 
change of about 132 acres of Federal 
lands in Colorado for approximately 
1,307 of inholdings owned by Eagle and 
Pitken Counties in Colorado. 

This bill has been fully explained by 
Chairman VENTO. It is a commonsense 
bill that makes sense for both the For- 
est Service and Eagle and Pitken Coun- 
ties. It is supported by the entire Colo- 
rado delegation and the administra- 
tion. 

Congressman ScoTT MCINNIS, who 
represents this area, has been actively 
involved in this legislation. In fact, he 
introduced H.R. 1199, which is the 
House companion to S. 341, and he is in 
full support of the Senate version. 

I urge my colleagues to support S. 


341. 

Mr. McINNIS. Madam Speaker, urge my 
colleagues to approve S. 341, the Mount 
Sopris Tree Nursery Land Exchange which 
has been presented to the House today. 

This legislation has passed the Senate three 
limes, passed the House Natural Resources 
Committee and the House last Congress, and 
would have been law long ago had it not been 
for the timing of the congressional adjourn- 
ment in October 1992. It has been my privi- 
lege to continue the efforts of Senator BEN 
NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, my predecessor as 
Representative from the Third District of Colo- 
rado, and to work with him this session, carry- 
ing forward the  Senate-passed version 
through the House legislative process to com- 
pletion today. 

S. 341 is supported by the Forest Service, 
the administration, the Colorado congressional 
delegation, and numerous environmental orga- 
nizations, business groups, and local govern- 
ment entities. We have all worked together for 
our constituents and the interests of Colorado, 
while seeking to preserve the integrity of the 
title and use of these beautiful areas. 

Enacting this legislation will bring dozens of 
very sensitive wilderness inholdings into For- 
est Service ownership. Wilderness inholdings 
have caused many problems in our State, and 
particularly in my congressional district, so an 
opportunity such as presented by S. 341 to 
convey these inholdings into Federal owner- 
ship without controversy should not be passed 
up or delayed. 

Since Pitkin and Eagle Counties have been 
seeking to acquire the Mount Sopris Tree 


79-059 O—97 Vol. 140 (Pt. 7) 27 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Nursery lands for more than 5 years to devote 
them to public uses, the counties are anxious 
to begin using the lands for recreational facili- 
ties, a senior citizen meeting center, and other 
worthy purposes. When this legislation is 
passed today, use this summer may still be 
possible. Otherwise, other prime recreation 
seasons could pass before the public can use 
the land. 

Madam Speaker, | would like to commend 
the commissioners of both Eagle and Pitkin 
Counties; the U.S. Forest Service; both the 
House and Senate Natural Resources Com- 
mittees, notably House Natural Resources 
Committee Chairman MILLER and National 
Parks Subcommittee Chairman BRUCE VENTO 
for their longstanding cooperation and support 
for this legislation. 

Madam Speaker, | urge the passage of the 
Mount Sopris Tree Nursery land exchange 
today. 

Mr. HANSEN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. VENTO. Madam Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
VENTO] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 341. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the Sen- 
ate bill was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


ANNOUNCEMENT OF TIMETABLE 
FOR OFFERING AMENDMENTS ON 
H.R. 4301, NATIONAL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FIS- 
CAL YEAR 1995, AND H.R. 2108, 
BLACK LUNG BENEFITS RES- 
TORATION ACT OF 1993 


Mr. BEILENSON. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to notify Members about the 
Rules Committee’s plans for two meas- 
ures: H.R. 4301, the fiscal year 1995 Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act and 
H.R. 2108, the Black Lung Benefits Res- 
toration Act of 1993. 

It is my understanding, Mr. Speaker, 
that the Rules Committee plans to 
meet next week on both measures. 

In order to provide for fair and time- 
ly consideration, the committee may 
grant rules on both measures that will 
structure the offering of amendments. 
Any Member who is contemplating an 
amendment to either measure should 
submit 55 copies of the amendment and 
one brief explanation by 12 noon on 
Monday, May 16. The committee offices 
are in room H-312 in the Capitol. 

Mr. Speaker, Chairman MOAKLEY has 
sent two Dear Colleague" letters to 
all offices explaining this procedure. 
We appreciate the cooperation of all 
Members. 
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 2442, ECONOMIC DEVEL- 
OPMENT REAUTHORIZATION ACT 
OF 1994 


Mr. BEILENSON. Madam Speaker, 
by direction of the Committee on 
Rules, I call up House Resolution 420 
and ask for its immediate consider- 
ation. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 420 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop- 
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur- 
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2442) to reau- 
thorize appropriations under the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act of 
1965, as amended, to revise administrative 
provisions of the Act to improve the author- 
ity of the Secretary of Commerce to admin- 
ister grant programs, and for other purposes. 
The first reading of the bill shall be dis- 
pensed with. All] points of order against con- 
sideration of the bill are waived. General de- 
bate shall be confined to the bil] and the 
amendments made in order by this resolu- 
tion and shall not exceed ninety minutes, 
with sixty minutes equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor- 
ity member of the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation and thirty min- 
utes equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs. After general debate the bill 
shall be considered for amendment under the 
five-minute rule. In lieu of the committee 
amendments now printed in the bill, it shall 
be in order to consider as an original bill for 
the purpose of amendment under the five- 
minute rule the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute printed in part 1 of the report of 
the Committee on Rules accompanying this 
resolution. The amendment in the nature of 
a substitute shall be considered as read. Be- 
fore consideration of any other amendment 
it shall be in order to consider the amend- 
ment printed in part 2 of the report of the 
Committee on Rules, if offered by a Member 
designated in the report. All points of order 
against the amendments printed in the re- 
port are waived. At the conclusion of consid- 
eration of the bill for amendment the Com- 
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the 
House with such amendments as may have 
been adopted. Any Member may demand a 
separate vote in the House on any amend- 
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whole 
to the bill or to the amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute made in order as original 
text. The previous question shall be consid- 
ered as ordered on the bill and amendments 
thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except one motion to recommit with 
or without instructions. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCDERMOTT). The gentleman from 
California [Mr. BEILENSON] is recog- 
nized for 1 hour. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for 
the purpose of debate only, I yield the 
customary one-half hour of debate time 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON], pending which I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. During 
consideration of this resolution, all 
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time yielded is for the purpose of de- 
bate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 420 is 
the rule providing for the consideration 
of H.R. 2442, the Economic Develop- 
ment Reauthorization Act of 1994. 

This is an open rule. It provides 90 
minutes of general debate time, 60 min- 
utes of which is to be equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Com- 
mittee on Public Works and Transpor- 
tation. The remaining 30 minutes is to 
be equally divided and controlled by 
the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule waives all 
points of order against consideration of 
the bill. We are unaware of any con- 
troversy surrounding the waivers. 

Under the rule, an amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, printed in part 1 
of the report accompanying the rule, is 
made in order as an original bill for the 
purposes of amendment. The substitute 
shall be considered as read. 

Further, the rule provides that before 
consideration of any other amendment, 
it shall be in order to consider the Kan- 
jorski amendment printed in part 2 of 
the report. The Kanjorski amendment 
deals with the marketing and commer- 
cial licensing of Federal developed 
technologies and processes, and estab- 
lishes a Business Development and 
Technology Commercialization  Cor- 
poration. 

The rule waives all points of order 
against the amendments printed in the 
report. 

Finally, the rule provides one motion 
to recommit with or without instruc- 
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule and the bill it- 
self represent the results of true bipar- 
tisan work and negotiations, as well as 
the cooperation of several committees. 
I commend everyone involved for mak- 
ing these efforts to bring a bill to the 
House which has been carefully consid- 
ered and which is the product of major- 
ity and minority cooperation, as well 
as of collaboration among major com- 
mittees. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule provides for the 
consideration of H.R. 2442, the Eco- 
nomic Development Reauthorization 
Act of 1994, which revises and extends 
the Public Works and Economic Devel- 
opment Act of 1965 and the Appalach- 
ian Regional Development Act of 1965. 

This reauthorization of these pro- 
grams, which have been dependent on 
appropriations to keep them going 
since 1982, is long overdue. Now that we 
seem to have a consensus that believes 
certain agencies of the Government 
can help rebuild the economies of dis- 
tressed communities by ensuring that 
Federal funds are used to leverage pri- 
vate investment, we have a good 
chance to have their reauthorization 
enacted. 

Mr. Speaker, as a Member who rep- 
resents an area that has been espe- 
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cially hard hit by the recession, by de- 
fense cutbacks, and more recently, by 
two major natural disasters—the fires 
of last fall and the January earthquake 
that destroyed so much of my district, 
including businesses there—I am espe- 
cially pleased to see that the commit- 
tees have shown a commitment to 
maintain a Federal presence to help 
such severely distressed communities. 
The EDA is to be commended for at- 
tempting to improve its role in helping 
communities adjust to these types of 
natural disasters, to base closures, and 
to defense cutbacks and for using its 
wide range of tools to help commu- 
nities find new jobs. 
GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks on House Resolu- 
tion 420. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule provides for 
consideration of H.R. 2442, the Eco- 
nomic Development and Reauthoriza- 
tion Act of 1994. This is a totally open 
rule, something we do not see on this 
floor very often. As a matter of fact, 
the extraneous material I just offered 
to the Chair points out that almost 80 
percent of all rules that have come be- 
fore this body this Congress have been 
closed or restrictive. So we are very 
grateful for the opportunity to have 
our traditional free and open debate. 

However, there are several unusual 
features to this rule that Members 
should be aware of. First, the rule 
makes in order a compromise amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute 
crafted by the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation and the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs. This compromise 
amendment, which is printed in the re- 
port of the Committee on Rules for this 
rule, will be considered as original text 
for the purpose of amendment on the 
floor. 

Second, this rule allows for consider- 
ation of the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania IMr. 
KANJORSKI], which adds a new title III 
to the bill, regarding business develop- 
ment assistance, prior to consideration 
of any other amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, Members should be ad- 
vised that amendments to the Kan- 
jorski amendment will be taken up 
prior to consideration of titles I and II 
of the bill under the 5-minute rule. 
While I appreciate the open rule on this 
legislation, I cannot support the blan- 
ket waiver of points of order contained 
in this rule. 

As I have pointed out in the past on 
numerous occasions, the Committee on 
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Rules should specifically cite in each 
special rule reported which points of 
order under House rules are being 
waived and why. That is how we got 
ourselves into the sea of red ink we are 
in today—just waiving points of order, 
waiving the Budget Act. That is what 
we do when we waive all points of 
order—we waive the Budget Act. 

This is an area that I sincerely hope 
the Committee on Rules can improve 
on in the future, and heaven knows, it 
needs improving. ? 

In particular, Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN- 
JORSKI] came before the Committee on 
Rules last week with a hotly debated 
amendment to, among other things, es- 
tablish a new Business Development 
and Technology Commercialization 
Corporation outside the Government of 
the United States. This amendment re- 
quired a germaneness waiver which the 
Committee on Rules provided. 

I would just like to point out for the 
record that during the Committee on 
Rules consideration of another bill, 
just last week, H.R. 4296, which we all 
know is the assault weapons ban, the 
Committee on Rules majority, that is 
the Democrats on the other side of the 
aisle, refused to provide a germaneness 
waiver for the Republican amendment 
of the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
MCCOLLUM] and refused even to make 
it in order. There was no “give it a 
waiver," no allow it to be made in 
order." That amendment would have 
allowed debate on the other alternative 
to taking away the guns of law-abiding 
citizens. The alternative would have 
required, this is the other side of the 
coin now, would have required manda- 
tory minimum sentences of criminals 
who commit crimes with guns. In other 
words, throw the book at these crimi- 
nals, but do not take away the guns of 
law-abiding citizens. 

We were denied that simply because 
the Rules Committee upstairs refused 
to even allow that to be debated on the 
floor. Is that not a shame? 

Now, under this rule, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] is 
granted the opportunity to offer his 
amendment before any other amend- 
ment and is granted a germaneness 
waiver. I guess it pays to be a member 
of the Democrat Party. They certainly 
have special privileges. 

Mr. Speaker, it is said that an ele- 
phant never forgets. I wish to notify 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle that our side will be unlikely to 
forget this waiver. Hopefully, we can 
balance things out the next time we 
come back up to the Committee on 
Rules for another waiver. 

Having said all that, I will reserve 
decision on how I am going to vote on 
this particular rule until we have heard 
from the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WALKER], whose committee was 
bypassed by that waiver. A little bit 
later on in this debate, I may have 
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was granted. 


Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the information to which I re- 
ferred. 
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. MINETA], 
chairman of the full committee. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, on behalf 
of the Committee on Public Works and 
Transporation, particularly Mr. SHU- 


STER, our full committee ranking mem- 
ber, Mr. WISE, chairman of our Sub- 
committee on Economic Development, 
and Ms. MOLINARI, the subcommittee's 
ranking member, I rise in strong sup- 
port of House Resolution 420 which pro- 
vides for consideration of H.R. 2442, the 
Economic Development Reauthoriza- 
tion Act of 1994. i 


Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 420 
provides for a process which is fair, re- 
sponsible and responsive. It does so by 
providing for consideration of the bill 
under an open rule. Under the provi- 
sions of the resolution, no limitations 
are placed on amendments which may 
be offered. The rule protects the rights 
of every Member of the House—on both 
sides of the aisle. To those who advo- 
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cate and support open rules as the very 
essence of the legislative process, 
House Resolution 420 is such a rule. 
When the leadership of the Public 
Works Committee testified before the 
Rules Committee, we requested an 
open rule and House Resolution 420 
honors that request. 

In that regard, I want to commend 
Chairman MOAKLEY, the members of 
the Rules Committee, and the manager 
of the resolution, Congressman BEILEN- 
son, for bringing forth the kind of rule 
which I believe deserves unanimous bi- 
partisan support. 

House Resolution 420 also makes in 
order a compromise substitute as the 
original text for purposes of amend- 
ment. The compromise substitute 
amendment reflects a bipartisan agree- 
ment of the Public Works Committee 
and the Committee on Banking, Fi- 
nance and Urban Affairs to revise and 
extend the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965 and the Appa- 
lachian Regional Development Act of 
1965 and reauthorize the programs of 
the Economic Development Adminis- 
tration and the Appalachian Regional 
Commission. 

On that point, I would also like to 
take this opportunity to thank the 
many members of the Public Works 
and Banking Committees who have 
worked long and hard on this impor- 
tant legislation. Those members in- 
clude Mr. WISE, Ms. MOLINARI, and Mr. 
SHUSTER of the Public Works Commit- 
tee, Mr. KANJORSKI, chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Economic Growth 
and Credit Formation of the Banking 
Committee, Mr. RIDGE, the subcommit- 
tee’s ranking member, Mr. GONZALEZ, 
the full committee chairman, and Mr. 
LEACH, the committee’s ranking mem- 
ber. Together, these two committees 
have held more than a dozen hearings 
this Congress exploring ways to mod- 
ify, improve, and update the programs 
of EDA and the ARC. Collectively, I be- 
lieve these members have produced a 
product that is visionary, responsive, 
and constructive. 

The compromise substitute reauthor- 
izes EDA and ARC programs for 3 years 
through fiscal year 1996. There are two 
titles in it. Title I reauthorizes EDA 
programs at $322 million for fiscal year 
1994 and at an estimated amount of $386 
million for each of fiscal years 1995 and 
1996. Moreover, like previous 
committee- and House-passed EDA re- 
authorization bills, the substitute re- 
vises EDA's eligibility criteria and re- 
quires applicants to develop an invest- 
ment strategy. These reforms will bet- 
ter enable EDA to target truly dis- 
tressed communities and ensure that 
the funds are used to leverage private 
investment. 

Title II reauthorizes ARC programs 
at $249 million for fiscal year 1994 and 
at an estimated amount of $214 million 
for each of fiscal years 1995 and 1996. To 
date, the Appalachian Regional Com- 
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mission has overseen the construction 
of more than 2,200 miles of the Appa- 
lachian Development Highway System. 
The highway system, together with the 
ARC’s community development pro- 
grams, help diversify the economy, at- 
tract new business, and improve the 
quality of life in Appalachia. 

In each succeeding Congress since 
1981, the Public Works Committee has 
reported a bill reauthorizing and revis- 
ing the EDA and ARC programs and 
the House has passed these bills by 
overwhelming margins. Those bills did 
not become law because the two pre- 
vious administrations opposed these 
programs. Now we have an opportunity 
to begin anew and I believe that H.R. 
2442, and specifically the compromise 
substitute, incorporates the necessary 
principles which will serve as the basis 
for long-standing bipartisan support 
for this legislation. 

First, the authorizations contained 
are at levels considerably reduced from 
the pre-1982 authorization levels be- 
cause of the Committee’s strong com- 
mitment to help reduce our Federal 
deficit and national debt. 

Second, the committee is strongly 
committed to maintaining a Federal 
presence to help severely distressed 
communities. In doing so, the sub- 
stitute revises EDA’s eligibility cri- 
teria to target the limited Federal dol- 
lars to the most distressed commu- 
nities of our Nation. This is a major 
program reform that is long overdue. 

Finally, in order to be eligible for as- 
sistance under H.R. 2442, the applicant 
must submit an investment strategy 
outlining how a particular project fits 
into a community's development plan. 
The required investment strategy will 
outline how the applicant will leverage 
private sector monies to leverage the 
Federal investment, and will help en- 
sure that EDA is funding the right 
kinds of projects. 

Today, for a number of reasons, I be- 
lieve that Congress is in the best posi- 
tion in years to enact meaningful legis- 
lation to authorize and improve the 
EDA and ARC programs. I believe that 
H.R. 2442 and the substitute provide 
Congress with a great opportunity to 
better enable the programs of the Eco- 
nomic Development Administration 
and Appalachian Regional Commission 
to contribute to the economic strength 
of our Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of House 
Resolution 420 to allow us to consider 
this important legislation in a fair and 
open process. 
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, in no way do I want to 
criticize the chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Public Works and Transpor- 
tation, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MINETA]. That is my old commit- 
tee, and the gentleman from California 
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does an excellent job on that commit- 
tee. I admire and respect him for it, 
but I do have to question these waiv- 
ers. 

Before I yield to the next speaker, 
Mr. Speaker, I just would like to ask 
these questions and perhaps answer 
them myself, so people understand 
what these waivers are all about. 

Mr. Speaker, question No. 1, why is a 
blanket waiver of points of order 
against consideration of the bill pro- 
vided by this rule? 

The answer is, the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation in- 
cluded a CBO cost estimate in its re- 
port of the bill, House Report 103-423, 
part 1. However, the Banking Commit- 
tee report, House Report 103-423, part 2, 
does not include a CBO cost estimate. 
Waivers of clause 2(1)(3)C of rule 11 re- 
quiring a CBO cost estimate and clause 
7(a)l of rule 13 requiring a committee 
cost estimate are needed because of the 
absence of any cost estimate in the 
Banking Committee's reported bill. 

In other words, Mr. Speaker, we are 
not following the rules of the House, so 
we have to have these waivers. 

Question No. 2. As the gentleman 
knows, the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation and the Committee 
on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs 
produced a compromise amendment in 
the nature of a substitute, which is 
printed in part 1 of the Rules Commit- 
tee report. This amendment will serve 
as original text for the purpose of 
amendment under the 5-minute rule. 
Why does the rule reported by the 
Rules Committee waive all points of 
order against this compromise amend- 
ment? 

A waiver of clause 7, rule 16 regard- 
ing germaneness is needed for the 
amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute. This bill was introduced by re- 
quest of the Clinton administration. 
The introduced bill was only an au- 
thorization for the EDA; Public Works 
and Banking added the ARC. Thus, the 
amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute in not germane to the intro- 
duced bill. 

Mr. Speaker, additionally, a waiver 
of clause 5(a) of rule 21 prohibiting ap- 
propriations on a legislative bill is 
needed because section 118(d) Funds 
Transferred From Other Departments 
and Agencies" allows for the transfer 
of certain receipts without returning 
them to the Treasury and going back 
through the appropriations process, 
very, very confusing. 

Question No. 3, the rule before us 
also allows for consideration of an 
amendment, prior to any other amend- 
ment, by Mr. KANJORSKI, printed in 
part 2 of the Rules Committee report, 
adding a new title III, called Business 
Development Assistance, to the base 
text. What points of order are waived 
by the rule against this amendment? 

A waiver of clause 7, rule 16 is nec- 
essary; the amendment is not germane 
to the bill. 
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The amendment also needs a waiver 
of 5(a) of rule 21, prohibiting appropria- 
tions on a legislative bill. Section 
304(d)(4) of the Kanjorski amendment 
allows the Business Development and 
Technology Commercialization Cor- 
poration, that is a long phrase, estab- 
lished under this new title to retain 
and use a percentage of any royalties 
without returning funds to the Treas- 
ury and going through the appropria- 
tions process, in other words, following 
the rules of the House. 
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Question: Would the gentleman agree 
that as a general principle the Com- 
mittee on Rules could improve the de- 
liberative process by citing specific 
House rules that are being waived by 
the special rules reported? 

I would just say, the gentleman does 
not have to answer that question. It is 
the question of why we are concerned 
about blanket waivers, because I am 
sure that people who might be viewing 
this or even Members in their offices do 
not understand what I just said. It is 
the rules of the House we are concerned 
with and Members should know what 
these specific waivers are. 

Mr. Speaker, I make this point not in 
real criticism but in hope that the next 
rules put out that specifically waive 
points of order will be such as we can 
look at and understand. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I am glad to yield to 
my very respected friend, the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. MINETA. As the gentleman will 
recall, the introduced bill by request 
only had the Economic Development 
Administration, but historically the 
Committee on Public Works and Trans- 
portation in dealing with the Economic 
Development Act always has with it 
the Appalachian Regional Commission, 
so to the extent we added ARC to the 
introduced bill, or to our bill, we had 
to get a technical waiver, the gen- 
tleman is absolutely correct on that. 

Mr. Speaker, we did have a cost esti- 
mate as to title I and title II portion of 
the bill. The Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation really never 
asked for a general waiver nor is there 
a violation of the Budget Act in this 
provision or in the introduced bill or in 
the substitute that we have under con- 
sideration here. 

Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to explain 
our committee’s position on the rel- 
evant points that the gentleman 
brought up, and I hope the gentleman 
will accept the explanation for that. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman has certainly made a very co- 
gent statement and he has made my 
case. The fact is that under this rule, 
no specific budget waiver is included. 
We are giving a blanket waiver but 
there is nothing in here that is going 
to waive the Budget Act specifically. 
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Mr. Speaker, Members are entitled to 
know that and that is why I say any 
rule we bring to this floor ought to cite 
the specific waivers so Members know 
what they are voting on. . 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I am glad to yield to 
one of the most respected members of 
our Committee on Rules, another gen- 
tleman from California. We are always 
overrun with Californians on this floor 
for some reason. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I ap- 
preciate the gentleman yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the expla- 
nation by Chairman MINETA for the 
reason for at least a couple of the waiv- 
ers in there, but to the larger question 
our friend, the gentleman from New 
York poses, I think he makes a very 
valid point and this member at least of 
the Committee on Rules will join with 
the gentleman from New York in urg- 
ing our committee in the future to be 
as specific as we possibly can in ex- 
plaining the reasons for the various 
waivers, and in many cases as the gen- 
tleman understands, they are rel- 
atively technical in nature, in some in- 
stances as was explained by the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. MINETA] 
for historical reasons in a sense we are 
including the ARC in with the EDA, 
was necessary for that purpose. In any 
case, I think it is a useful suggestion 
and perhaps we can work together on 
making it a reality. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman has made that argument in the 
Committee on Rules and I have com- 
mended him for it in the past. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER], the rank- 
ing member of the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology. The 
gentleman has returned to Washington 
even though there is an election pri- 
mary going on in Pennsylvania today, 
and he wants to get back up there. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to point out 
that one of the germaneness waivers in 
this rule has some major consequences 
to it, and I wish it had been more care- 
fully considered. 

Mr. Speaker, when we have an open 
rule, it is extremely important in 
many instances that we make certain 
that the committees of jurisdiction are 
properly protected. In the case of the 
Kanjorski amendment that will be of- 
fered under the waiver permitted in 
this rule, I think that is particularly 
important. This amendment is not ger- 
mane to a public works bill. The bill 
that is going to be on the floor is a 
public works bill, but in this case what 
has happened is that the amendment 
slops over into the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology, because the amendment 
will deal with the subject of technology 
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transfer, more particularly the Federal 
Technology Transfer Act, and this bill 
is going to drastically alter the Federal 
Technology Transfer Act. 

Mr. Speaker, let me tell Members a 
few reasons why that is probably not a 
good thing for us to be doing with an 
amendment where germaneness was 
waived. 

First of all, technology transfer in à 
centralized regime has been shown to 
be a failure time, after time, after 
time. When we centralize technology 
transfer, we get all the worst policies 
for this country. The Kanjorski amend- 
ment seeks to renege on what we have 
already decided to do in Federal tech- 
nology transfer programs to decentral- 
ize the programs, it seeks to recentral- 
ize the programs and thereby it seems 
to me creates havoc in what we have 
been trying to achieve for some period 
of time in these programs. 

Second, in the same area, the eco- 
nomic incentives that we are seeking 
to bring about in all of this come from 
individual laboratories and they pro- 
mote economic development at the 
local level. What we have got here is 
now an attempt to renege on that and 
go back toward centralized kinds of 
control. It seems to me that makes no 
sense. 

Mr. Speaker, let me tell Members 
where we have à real problem. As was 
mentioned in the remarks of the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], 
the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs portion of this does 
not have the cost estimate in it. So we 
are waiving germaneness and we are 
waiving the rules of the House with re- 
gard to the Committee on Banking, Fi- 
nance and Urban Affairs' cost report. 
Guess why it may not have that. Be- 
cause when the original Kanjorski bill 
on the subject matter addressed in this 
amendment was introduced, it had a 
$12 billion price tag to it. That was for 
fiscal years 1995-99. 

Mr. Speaker, there are no cost fig- 
ures given whatsoever for the amend- 
ment that is going to be before us. He 
has taken out some sections that were 
in the bill, but nevertheless we are sit- 
ting there with that bill that was origi- 
nally introduced at $12 billion, we now 
have no cost estimates from the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs, we have no costs in the amend- 
ment itself, we are already spending 
millions of dollars on the National 
Technology Transfer Center and the 
National Technical Information Serv- 
ice, millions are being spent already, 
and this is another add-on that we do 
not know the cost of. 

Mr. Speaker, let us compare the $12 
billion. This entire bill, the entire bill 
that is going to be before us is a $1.2 
billion bill. 

Mr. Speaker, if this thing stretches 
out to where the gentleman's original 
legislation was, this particular amend- 
ment could be 10 times the cost of the 
entire bill we have before us. 
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Mr. Speaker, it makes absolutely no 
sense to waive germaneness of the 
amendment and bring it to the floor in 
this kind of manner. This is exactly 
the kind of thing that ought to be 
brought before committees, it is ex- 
actly the kind of thing that ought to 
be brought to the floor in proper se- 
quence, not with rules waived and not 
with germaneness waived on the House 
floor. 

Mr. Speaker, let me make one final 
point. We are also doing this in viola- 
tion of what the Clinton administra- 
tion wants. The Clinton administration 
opposes this section (c) amendment. 

Let me read a couple of things here 
that the Commerce Department has to 
say about this particular subtitle (c). 
The general counsel says that the ad- 
ministration would oppose subtitle (c) 
“because it creates a new corporation 
which would be empowered to act as 
patent licensing agent for Federal 
agencies. If it is intended that agencies 
be required to use the corporation's 
services, the provision is inconsistent 
with Federal law and policy, such as 
the Federal Technology Transfer Act, 
which encourages agencies to take an 
active part in managing and promoting 
their inventions. If the authority is 
merely permissive, it is difficult to see 
how the corporation could derive the 
revenues it needs to survive. We do 
support the principles of section 722, 
but believe that legislation would be 
premature at this time. The National 
Technical Information Service already 
makes much of this information avail- 
able through catalogs and periodic 
alerts when an important invention is 
available for licensing. It also main- 
tains a Patent Licensing Bulletin 
Board as a subsystem of FedWorld, its 
on-line gateway to bulletin boards and 
other information throughout the Gov- 
ernment. Additional time is needed to 
develop and refine the system. At the 
present time, NTIS, which is self-sup- 
porting, would not be able to give the 
information products away for free and 
without limit as the section envisions. 
Accordingly, we recommend that sub- 
title (c) be deleted." 

Mr. Speaker, what we have here is a 
germaneness waiver that goes against 
an administration policy, which in my 
view is bad policy when we begin cen- 
tralizing tech transfer, and more im- 
portantly is done without cost esti- 
mates, and specifically the Committee 
on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs 
refused to put the cost estimates into 
the report on the bill. 

The Speaker, this is a bad, bad thing 
to do a germaneness waiver on, and for 
that reason I am very disappointed in 
what would typically be a good idea, an 
open rule, but an open rule that waives 
germaneness for this kind of an amend- 
ment seems to me does all the wrong 
things. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, before 
I yield to our friend, the gentleman 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


from Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI], I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Let me respond briefly, if I may, to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER]. Let me say to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] that 
he made some very valid points, some 
of which were not, quite frankly, as our 
mutual friend, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON], will attest, 
were not made to us at the meeting of 
the Committee on Rules. So some of 
this is sort of first time. 

We have heard some of these things, 
but I accept them. I understand what 
the gentleman is saying. I listened 
carefully to what the gentleman was 
saying, so I think your comments were 
extremely useful and will be useful to 
us in the future. 

I do want to respond, at least par- 
tially, to this extent at least, to let 
Members know that the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] was, in fact, 
to which we gave this germaneness 
waiver, was a part of the original bill 
as reported by the Banking Committee. 
It did, although as I understand it now, 
it may well be that the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] was not in- 
cluded in these conversations, if that is 
the case, I wish the Committee on 
Rules had been advised of this earlier; 
that we did have the approval, that the 
Committee on Rules did have the ap- 
proval, of the relevant involved com- 
mittees of jurisdiction before we grant- 
ed this particular waiver. 

I think the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] and members 
of his committee believe they are put 
at a disadvantage, because they think 
his amendment should be part of the 
original base bill instead of having to 
come in as a separate amendment. 

I just wanted to explain this history 
that this was with the consent of the 
relevant committees and we made it in 
order. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEILENSON. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman makes an important point. It is 
my understanding, for instance, that 
the chairman of the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce sent a letter to the 
Committee on Rules specifically ask- 
ing that the germaneness waiver not be 
granted and, you know, in the case of 
the Science Committee, it is true that 
the majority did agree to waive it. I did 
not, however, and really did not find 
out about the fact that this was mov- 
ing through until after the committee 
had already said to go ahead on it. 

Ithink that is bad policy. But that is 
a problem within our committee, not 
with you. In reference to the Commit- 
tee on Energy and Commerce, I think 
you did have a letter from the Energy 
and Commerce chairman asking you 
not to grant the waiver. 
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Mr. BEILENSON. The gentleman is 
correct. At first we did in fact have 
that, and I was suggesting earlier, our 
mutual friend, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON], will attest to 
the fact that during the hearing that 
representation in fact was made by the 
chairman of that committee. But sub- 
sequent to that time, at the request of 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. MOAKLEY], the various parties in- 
volved, perhaps not all, perhaps not the 
gentleman himself had the oppor- 
tunity, was notified in a proper fash- 
ion, in a timely fashion, but the other 
people involved including the chairman 
to whom the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania alludes, in fact, did get to- 
gether and did consent to this particu- 
lar way of bringing the measure to the 
floor and bringing the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] in as a sepa- 
rate measure. 

There was apparent approval of ev- 
eryone to whom the Committee on 
Rules spoke, a method which we are of- 
fering on the floor today. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 
yield further, the problem is, there is 
some concern about the process here, 
because there was an attempt to assure 
that the minority, I think, was in- 
cluded, but when my objections arose 
on my behalf, and I think the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU- 
STER] also was concerned about this, 
that seems to have been ignored in the 
process, and we moved forward without 
the minority being given due course. 

Mr. BEILENSON. If I may reclaim 
my time, the gentleman makes a valid 
point except to say, in fairness, I think 
the members of the Committee on 
Rules were not aware of the gentle- 
man's problem or, in fact, that the 
proper gentlemen were not spoken to 
with respect to the minority's position. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 
yield, just so you know, it was my im- 
pression, given some discussions I had 
on it, was that if the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] and I had 
not said that we were not going to sign 
off on this, that it was not to be 
brought forward, so I ended up some- 
what surprised when I found out the 
whole thing was rolling ahead despite 
the fact the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] and I had not 
agreed to the process. 

I thank the gentleman for his expla- 
nation. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Not at all, and I 
appreciate, as I said earlier, the gentle- 
man's remarks that were most helpful. 

I want to respond to one more just so 
the Members will not be too terribly 
concerned about this either. The gen- 
tleman alluded to the fact the Kan- 
jorski amendment or Kanjorski bill, as 
originally introduced, had something 
like a potential $12 billion cost. This 
gentleman is informed and does, in 
fact, believe that the amendment 
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which was made in order and for which 
germaneness was waived does not in- 
volve any substantial cost whatsoever 
and it was on that basis, of course, that 
we granted this waiver which we 
thought under the circumstances was, 
therefore, relatively a technical one. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 
yield further, the problem is the reason 
why it does not have any cost on it is 
it is based on a royalty system which 
they claim repays all of this. The prob- 
lem is with the royalty-based system, 
you have now waived the rules of the 
House in order to make the royalty 
system not subject to the appropria- 
tions process, whereas rules before 
have always said that the royalty- 
based system had to be subject to ap- 
propriations. 

The only way you are establishing 
that is by doing an end run around an- 
other major process of the House. 

Mr. BEILENSON. I thank the gen- 
tleman again for his comments. They 
have, in fact, been useful, and this gen- 
tleman hopes they will be attended to 
in the future. 

Mr. Speaker, for purposes of debate 
only, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI]. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to respond to 
some extent to my colleague, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK- 
ER]. 

Mr. WALKER would make the argu- 
ment that this is a form of centraliza- 
tion. I would say that it is quite the 
contrary. It is an attempt to decentral- 
ize something that has been central- 
ized. 

He would suggest in the second argu- 
ment that the original bill contained 
an expenditure of $12 billion. That is 
absolutely correct. However, the origi- 
nal bill covered the closing of the 
transfer price loophole which would 
have raised $24 billion for the U.S. 
Treasury, 12 of which would have been 
committed to create jobs for Ameri- 
cans and the other $12 billion would 
have been used and should be used to 
reduce the deficit. 

I find it strange that my conserv- 
ative colleague from Pennsylvania ne- 
glects to tell his colleagues that, in 
fact, that portion, the fourth leg of the 
original bill, would have expended $12 
billion to create millions of jobs for av- 
erage Americans, good-paying jobs, and 
would have brought in $24 billion, $12 of 
which would have gone to the reduc- 
tion of the deficit. 

On the germaneness question that he 
raises, the reason there is a germane- 
ness question is that the Banking Com- 
mittee cooperated with the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation, 
and at their request took this out of 
the original text of the bill that it was 
in originally and set it out as an 
amendment in a separate item so that 
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it can be handled in the future for pur- 
poses of committee jurisdiction as a 
separate title to the bill. 

I think whet we are arguing here is 
something very important. Let me say 
that it would seem to me that the ar- 
gument of my friend, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, would be that this 
suddenly fell from heaven as an idea. I 
wanted to assure my colleagues of the 
House that this is not true. 

As the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. RoTH], à member of the sub- 
committee, knows, who helped fashion 
this and as an original cosponsor of the 
bill we worked on this bill and now 
this amendment for well over 18 
months. We have had thousands of 
pages of testimony and eight full con- 
gressional hearings on this subject, 
some here in Washington and some 
around the country. We have had the 
advice of some of the best experts in 
the country, both in technology, in law 
and some of the people that deal with 
technologies, and on the investment in 
technologies. 

Let my tell my colleagues some of 
the facts that we heard that are as- 
tounding. The astounding facts are the 
U.S. Government spends about $80 bil- 
lion a year on research and develop- 
ment, and we do have some developed 
mechanisms within the Federal system 
to put this technology out into the 
marketplace, but they have not been 
terribly successful. One of those agen- 
cies testified that over the last 5 years 
they have been very successful in put- 
ting out 314 technologies, 314 tech- 
nologies licensed to the private sector 
in 5 years for a grand total of revenue 
of $36 million to the Federal Treasury. 

Now, if you break that down on a 5- 
year portion, that is about $7 million a 
year that came into the U.S. Treasury, 
and the U.S. Government has been 
spending $80 billion a year in research 
and development. 

Now, I am not the best businessman 
in the world, but I know the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is known to rep- 
resent the interests of business, and I 
would suggest that a $7 million return 
to the U.S. Government on an $80 bil- 
lion investment on a yearly basis does 
not smack of the best of business in the 
world. As a matter of fact, may I say to 
my colleagues on the Republican side, 
this bill is about as close as you are 
ever going to get to putting the Amer- 
ican Government in the hands of the 
private sector to handle what the pri- 
vate sector can do best. 

This is hardly what you would call a 
Government-involvement bill. This is à 
bill to attempt to take what has been 
and is considered a valuable inventory 
of assets owned by the American people 
and paid for by the American people 
that has not properly been commer- 
cialized and marketed, and taking the 
process of the American marketing 
ability and the private sector and. to 
use that process to avail American 
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small business, medium-sized business, 
and entrepreneurs to getting Amer- 
ican-paid-for technology so that they 
can individually commercialize that 
technology. 
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I would say this is about as close as 
we can come to what I would consider 
my friends on the other side should be 
offering. As a matter of fact, let me say 
and assure you that this is a bipartisan 
bill. 

The Members who served on the sub- 
committee I am proud to chair of the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs came out of the banking 
subcommittee on a unanimous voice 
vote. We did not have objection. We 
have sponsors in the bill who are very 
bipartisan in nature. As a matter of 
fact, one of my closest colleagues in 
the House, and friend and fellow Re- 
publican from Pennsylvania, Mr. TOM 
RIDGE, is standing for the governorship 
of Pennsylvania right in this very elec- 
tion. I am proud to say that TOM RIDGE 
was a cosponsor and a codeveloper of 
this concept in the bill. TOM believes, 
as I do, that this does not believe or be- 
long to have partisan markings to it. 
This truly is an American bill. This is 
an attempt to take American paid for 
technology and to find a way for aver- 
age Americans, small businessmen, me- 
dium-size  businessmen and  entre- 
preneurs, to have the same shot at ad- 
vanced American technology as the 
very large corporations in America 
have today, but most of all what very 
large corporations in Japan and around 
the world have today. 

What we found in our testimony is 
that there is one agency, one country 
in this town that has more than 21 ex- 
perts who do nothing else but every 
day study the technology reserves of 
the U.S. inventory and then they are 
the largest purchasers of licenses and 
rights to that technology, to be taken 
home to their homeland, developed 
into products with some of our natural 
resources and then sent back as a fin- 
ished product into the American mar- 
ket and then sold. 

All we are asking for is the oppor- 
tunity for the average American to see 
it. Now, how do we intend to do that? 
The bil is not that complicated. It 
says that Americans should be able to 
know what is in the inventory, what 
kind of research and development over 
the last 20 years, when we financed 1.5 
million research and development 
projects, what did they do, what did 
they find, what are they capable of 
being commercialized for? 

I challenge my friends who challenge 
this bill and I challenge the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] to 
walk through the system of buying 
Federal technology and find out how 
expensive and how difficult it is. If you 
are a private individual in Pennsylva- 
nia and you wanted to go into business 
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and use American technology, you had 
better be prepared to spend a couple of 
years and a couple of million dollars 
before you are ever going to get title or 
license to that property. Instead of 
that happening, what we suggest is the 
creation of a database so that all of the 
technology will be readily retrievable 
by a PC and a modem in every Amer- 
ican home and business in the United 
States. It will be cross-indexed, cross- 
referenced, not only so it can be pur- 
chased but so that we do not have du- 
plication of efforts in scientific labora- 
tories and schools and laboratories all 
over the country. 

Let me tell you a story that really 
made me move this bill through. For 
the last 20 years of my life I followed 
the process of enzyme use in new proc- 
esses in the United States, 20 years ago 
or longer, the process to take waste- 
paper and dissolve it into glucose and 
then put it through bacteria and make 
ethanol in à simultaneous atmosphere 
was discovered by the Gulf Oil Co. and 
the Nissan Mining Co. of America, way 
back in the early 1970's. It was the mu- 
tation of an enzyme from the Nagasaki 
sewer system that these two great cor- 
porations spent a great deal of research 
and development and finally developed 
the wherewithal where we could take 
waste cellulose, which makes up more 
than half of every ton of municipal 
waste, and converted into a fuel prod- 
uct for automobiles, at a reasonable 
cost. That process has been carried on 
until most recently a famous American 
university has brought it down to a 
cost where they can take that waste- 
paper, put an enzyme to it and convert 
it to ethanol at a cost of less than 75 
cents a gallon; almost or it is a 
commerciable product. It is not yet in 
commercial stages, but it is working 
toward it within the next year or two. 

In discussing it with some of the sci- 
entists who are working on this, it be- 
came clear to me that the biggest prob- 
lem here is the cost of the enzyme, 
which represents almost half the cost 
of the production of that fuel. 

When we looked around the country 
to see who was doing enzyme research, 
I was amazed to find that one of the 
most talented individuals who could 
solve the problem of the cost of that 
enzyme existed at the same university 
not far from the very laboratory where 
this process is being made. But there 
was no way in the Federal system to 
make sure that these people knew that 
they were commonly working on a 
similar problem. 

What we are attempting to do with 
this universal database of inventory of 
research and development is make it 
possible within the next year that busi- 
nessmen, entrepreneurs and research- 
ers throughout this country could 
cross-reference and find out what their 
colleagues in the past have done. Then 
we are going to take that database and 
make it available to good old American 
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marketing techniques through a pri- 
vate corporation which is charged with 
marketing this research and develop- 
ment and selling it to the American 
market. And we hope they can do it by 
television, something similar to the 
Discovery Channel, where Americans of 
all shades of life can watch tech- 
nologies owned by the Government are 
put out on this network. 

Finally, a single one-stop shopping 
for the technology, a quick action 
rather than 2 years and $2 million, 
make it a lot shorter and a lot cheaper 
so American businessmen, small and 
medium and large, American entre- 
preneurs could have an opportunity to 
develop jobs by taking American tech- 
nology and putting it to work. 

I think it is probably, if anything, on 
a partisan basis as Republican as you 
can get in this House. I think we can 
stand in the Banking Committee on 
the side of the fact that we spent more 
than a year's time, extended study, and 
have the evidence to support the pas- 
sage of this amendment which is at- 
tached to this bill under the rule. All 
the gracious considerations that we 
have been given by the Committee on 
Rules to accomplish this tomorrow 
with this bill when it is brought up for 
final passage will only afford not only 
the Banking Committee but finally the 
American people to share in the wealth 
and the genius of research and develop- 
ment that American taxpayers’ money 
have been spent on for too long with- 
out bringing that to commercializa- 
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the rule for 
the consideration of H.R. 2442, the Economic 
Development Reauthorization Act of 1994. 

| would like to thank the members of the 
Rules Committee for ensuring, under the 
rules, that a key part of H.R. 2442, as re- 
ported from the Committee on Banking, Fi- 
nance and Urban Affairs, is allowed to be con- 
sidered by the full membership of the House 
of Representatives. 

Specifically, the rule makes in order, as the 
first amendment for consideration during de- 
bate on the bill, an amendment | will offer to 
utilize the fruits of this Nation’s research as an 
engine for creating significant numbers of new 
jobs in private sector businesses. 

Under the version of H.R. 2442, which was 
unanimously reported from the Banking Com- 
mittee, with strong bipartisan support, a new 
subtitle 7(C) was included to enhance the abil- 
ity of U.S. small: and medium-sized busi- 
nesses to obtain information and licenses on 
technologies and process developed through 
Federal R&D. By making it easier for small- 
and medium-sized businesses to commer- 
cialize these these technologies, tens of thou- 
sands of new jobs will be created which offer 
good wages and real opportunities for ad- 
vancement to working men and women across 
this country. In the final analysis, | believe that 
this is what economic development is all 
about. 

Under the rule before us now, | will offer a 
modified version of these provisions from the 
Banking Committee’s version of H.R. 2442 as 
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an amendment to create a new title Ill to the 
bill. 

| am pleased to inform the Members that 
the language of the amendment | will offer 
was developed in collaboration with both the 
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech- 
nology and the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. Neither committee is opposing the 
amendment in the form in which it will be of- 
fered. Similarly, it is my understanding that 
Public Works Committee Chairman MINETA, 
and Subcommittee Chairman Wise, both in- 
tend to vote for the amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, despite the enormous potential 
for job creation under the amendment, the 
amendment has been the focus of some mis- 
understanding. In our revisions, developed 
with the assistance of the Science Committee 
and the Energy and Commerce Committee, 
we have corrected some of the causes of 
these misunderstandings. Nevertheless, | 
would like to take a minute, to outline what the 
amendment does, and just as importantly, 
what it does not do. 

The amendment does not change current 
law; it supplements current law. Today, Fed- 
eral agencies and labs are charged with the 
responsibility of attempting to transfer tech- 
nologies they develop to private sector com- 
mercial application. Increasingly, some Fed- 
eral laboratories are entering into cooperative 
research and development agreements 
[CRADA's] as part of their efforts to achieve 
technology transfer. These efforts are not 
changed under the amendment. 

Today, universities which develop tech- 
nologies and patentable inventions, during the 
course of Federally funded research, have the 
right to file patents, issue licenses, and re- 
ceive royalties from the private sector com- 
mercialization of the technologies and patents. 
This does not change under the amendment. 

Today, through the activities of Federal 
agencies, labs, and universities, initial efforts 
at technology transfer are decentralized and 
diffused. This does not change under the 
amendment. 

Under the amendment, all rights and re- 
sponsibilities of Federal agencies, labs, and 
universities are protected and preserved. 

What the amendment does provide for is, 
first, the creation, by the Secretary of Com- 
merce, of a comprehensive, integrated data 
base of all technologies, processes, and other 
proprietary rights to which the Federal Govern- 
ment has an interest. Currently, there is a 
great deal of effort underway to improve and 
expand data bases within the Department of 
Commerce. The language of the amendment 
will support and assist the Secretary in moving 
forward with these efforts. 

Second, the amendment provides for sev- 
eral studies on the effectiveness of the Fed- 
eral Government's overall technology transfer 
efforts and methods to enhance those efforts. 
If, after the completion of those studies, the 
President determines that it would not impair 
the operation of Federal policies and programs 
relating to technology utilization and commer- 
cialization, the President will establish a Busi- 
ness Development and Technology Commer- 
cialization Corporation. Following its creation, 
the President will provide for its conversion to 
private ownership. 

The Corporation will be charged with under- 
taking an aggressive, multifaceted marketing 
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effort to increase awareness by U.S. small- 
and medium-sized businesses of the availabil- 
ity of licenses to commercialize Federally held 
technologies. Working in conjunction Federal 
agencies, laboratories, and universities, the 
Corporation may also assist in the actual li- 
censing of these technologies to U.S. busi- 
nesses. In our view, the services of the Cor- 
poration represent an important opportunity to 
assist Federal agencies, laboratories, and uni- 
versities in carrying out their technology trans- 
fer responsibilities. Under the language of the 
amendment, however, Federal agencies, lab- 
oratories, and universities are not required to 
utilize the services of the Corporation. 

Third, the amendment authorizes the Cor- 
poration to serve as a clearinghouse of infor- 
mation for U.S. businesses on finance assist- 
ance which may be available through other 
Federal programs, through State or local gov- 
ernments, or through the private sector. 

The driving principle throughout the amend- 
ment is the need to make it easier for U.S. 
businesses to have access to technologies de- 
veloped through Federal funding. Today, only 
very large businesses and foreign interests 
have the resources to effectively learn of and 
pursue rights to these technologies. The 
amendment recognizes that small- and me- 
dium-sized businesses are the major job cre- 
ating entities in this economy and that it is im- 
perative that we make it easier for these busi- 
nesses to have access to these new tech- 
nologies. 

Mr. Speaker, as important as improved job 
training and welfare reform are, we will 
achieve only partial success on those fronts if 
we do not simultaneously take meaningful 
steps to encourage the development of thou- 
sands of new small businesses throughout this 
country to create tens of thousands of new 
jobs, at good wages, with real futures. That is 
what this amendment is all about. As such, | 
thank the members of the Rules Committee 
for making the amendment in order during the 
debate on H.R. 2442, and | urge the adoption 
of the rule and the amendment. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I just 
want to thank the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] for his 
kind and very bipartisan good wishes 
for ToM RIDGE in his bid to become 
Governor of Pennsylvania. We wish 
him all the success in the world. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH]. 

Mr. ROTH. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding to me. I am delighted to have 
a chance to speak on this rule. I know 
our Banking Committee has some 
time, but in the interest of everyone's 
time, I thought I would speak at this 
time, I say to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of the 
rule, House Resolution 420, for consid- 
eration of the bill, H.R. 2442, the Eco- 
nomic Development Administration 
Reauthorization Act. We have worked 
long and hard on this piece of legisla- 
tion, and I think that people, espe- 
cially in business, and people who are 
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looking for good-paying jobs, are going 
to applaud this legislation. 

This is an open rule. I compliment 
my friend from New York for getting 
this open rule. It does not happen 
often. 

It is noncontroversial from the mi- 
nority point of view. No legislation is 
perfect, and this bill is not perfect. But 
it is a good bill, and I will be stating 
the reservations I may have when we 
argue this particular bill and not the 
rule on the floor. 

The rule’s provision for considering 
an amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute provides for immediate consid- 
eration of the Kanjorski amendment. 
The Kanjorski amendment providing 
for high-tech transfer corporation con- 
sists of major provisions of H.R. 3550, 
legislation of which I am an original 
cosponsor. Without the  Kanjorski 
amendment, bipartisan support for the 
substitute bill would be greatly weak- 
ened. 

This proposal is designed to create 
new, good-paying, high-tech private 
sector jobs without any major new 
Government outlays. This initiative is 
designed to expedite businesses’ utili- 
zation of hundreds of billions of dollars 
of research and development for work 
paid by the Federal Government—that 
is, our taxpayers—over the past several 
decades. 
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For years and years the taxpayers 
have paid for research and develop- 
ment, but no one has really utilized it. 
This gives us a chance for our compa- 
nies, our workers, the people that are 
working to build up our economy, to 
have this opportunity. 

A clearinghouse of information about 
federally funded new technologies 
would be created, and that is precisely 
what we have been hearing in our Com- 
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs, and the Committee on Small 
Business, and the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs, where we deal with eco- 
nomic policy and trade. People are say- 
ing, ‘‘Where can we go to in the Fed- 
eral Government to find these new dis- 
coveries? Where can we find these dis- 
coveries that can help us, the new 
breakthroughs?” And this is going to 
help us. 

Mr. Speaker, a government chartered 
corporation, funded by a stock sale, a 
Stock sale, would operate as a one stop 
Shopping place for businesses. We can- 
not expect our American businesses to 
come and search all over the country, 
all over Washington, pay huge fees to 
various companies so they can find out 
what is available. I think that this 
clearinghouse is going to be a real 
blessing, a real boon to our businesses 
and to the people who are looking for 
good-paying jobs. 

Unless burdened by unacceptable 
floor amendments, Mr. Speaker, the 
bil will have significant bipartisan 
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support I predict. I intend to support 
this legislation, if the House approves 
it substantially as reported and with 
the Kanjorski amendment to the sub- 
stitute. 

So, I urge my colleagues to vote for 
this constructive rule and to vote for 
this job creating initiative, and I want 
to thank the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON], my friend, for giv- 
ing me this time today, and I want to 
compliment all the Committee on 
Rules members for obtaining an open 
rule. I think that is a real feather in 
their cap, and I want to say we all ap- 
preciate that work. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend, the gentleman from Green 
Bay, WI [Mr. ROTH]. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, to re- 
peat, and as the gentleman from Wis- 
consin said, this is an open rule, and I 
urge my colleagues to approve it. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong sup- 
port of House Resolution 420 which provides 
for consideration of a substitute amendment to 
H.R. 2442, the Economic Development Reau- 
thorization Act of 1994. 

House Resolution 420 provides for consider- 
ation of this substitute amendment under an 
open rule. Under the provisions of the resolu- 
tion, no limitations are placed on amendments 
which may be offered. When the leadership of 
the Public Works Committee testified before 
the Rules Committee, we requested an open 
rule and House Resolution 420 honors that re- 
quest. | want to take this opportunity to thank 
Chairman MOAKLEY, the members of the Rules 
Committee, and the manager of the resolution, 
Congressman BEILENSON, for bringing forth a 
rule which deserves unanimous support from 
both sides of the aisle. 

House Resolution 420 provides for a com- 
promise substitute amendment to be in order 
as the original text for purposes of amend- 
ment. The compromise substitute amendment 
reflects a bipartisan agreement of the Public 
Works Committee and the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs to revise 
and extend the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965 and the Appalachian 
Regional Development Act of 1965 and reau- 
thorize the programs of the Economic Devel- 
opment Administration [EDA] and the Appa- 
lachian Regional Commission [ARC]. 

Mr. Speaker, many of us have waited 12 
long years to have the chance to be here 
today. This is the first time since 1982 that we 
actually have a realistic chance to reauthorize 
the Economic Development Administration and 
the Appalachian Regional Commission. 

| join with my good friend and Chairman 
NORM MINETA in supporting adoption of House 
Resolution 420. The Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation ordered the EDA 
and ARC reauthorization bill reported last No- 
vember by a unanimous vote. We worked very 
closely with our colleagues Congressman BUD 
SHUSTER and Congresswoman SUSAN MoL- 
INARI, who are ranking members of the full 
committee and Economic Development Sub- 
committee respectively, to craft a bill which 
has bipartisan support in our committee. We 
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achieved this goal, and we have been working 
together ever since to make sure that this spir- 
it of cooperation remains. | want to say that 
we would not be here today if it were not for 
the cooperative working relationship enjoyed 
between the majority and minority on the Pub- 
lic Works Committee. 

H.R. 2442 was sequentially referred to the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs and to its Subcommittee on Economic 
Growth and Credit Formation. | would like to 
compliment my friend and colleague, Con- 
gressman PAUL KANJORSKI, chairman of the 
Economic Growth Subcommittee, for his co- 
operation in the past weeks to reach a com- 
promise. Since the Banking Committee re- 
ported H.R. 2442 on April 26, 1994, the Public 
Works and Banking Committees have been 
working together to achieve a product which 
we all can agree upon, and | believe that both 
sides have gained from the effort. The final 
product is the compromise substitute amend- 
ment; it is a good amendment and | believe 
that it will be broadly supported. Again, ! want 
to compliment Chairman GONZALEZ and Con- 
gressman KANJORSKI on the way they ap- 
proached these ultimately successful negotia- 
tions, and wish to also note the support pro- 
vided by Congressman LEACH and Congress- 
man RIDGE on the minority side of the Banking 
Committee. 

The substitute amendment to H.R. 2442 au- 
thorizes the Economic Development Adminis- 
tration and the Appalachian Regional Commis- 
sion for a period of 3 years through fiscal year 
1996. Title | of the substitute amends existing 
provisions of the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965 [PWEDA]. This ap- 
proach differs from previous EDA reauthoriza- 
tion bills which struck existing titles of PWEDA 
and rewrote the legislation. Title Il authorizes 
funds for ARC programs and amends the Ap- 
palachian Regional Development Act of 1965. 
It includes provisions which are similar to pre- 
vious ARC reauthorization bills. 

Several of the provisions contained in the 
substitute amendment address criticisms of 
the administration of these programs and in- 
clude recommendations made by witnesses at 
hearings conducted by our committee on the 
legislation. During these hearings, representa- 
tives of numerous organizations, development 
districts, and local, regional, and State govern- 
ments from both urban and rural areas have 
pointed out that many areas of the Nation con- 
tinue to need the economic assistance pro- 
vided by the EDA and ARC programs. Among 
the most often mentioned recommendations 
for the programs were multiyear funding at 
higher levels and expediting a simplified appli- 
cations process, particularly for EDA Pro- 
grams. 

The authorization for fiscal year 1994 mir- 
rors the already enacted appropriation of $322 
million for EDA Programs. For each of fiscal 
years 1995 and 1996, the substitute author- 
izes an estimated amount of $386 million for 
EDA Programs. The substitute amendment 
authorizes $249 million for fiscal year 1994 
and an estimated $214 million per year for fis- 
cal years 1995 and 1996 for ARC Programs. 

As we have moved the Economic Develop- 
ment Reauthorization Act through the legisla- 
tive process, Secretary of Commerce Ron 
Brown and Appalachian Regional Commission 
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Federal Cochairman Jesse White have been 
very helpful to the committee. For instance, 
Secretary Brown has indicated that EDA will 
be a cornerstone for areas hit by military base 
closures and the loss of military contracts. 
EDA officials have testified that they are al- 
ready heavily involved in assisting commu- 
nities affected by defense spending cuts as 
well as areas severely impacted by natural 
disasters such as Hurricanes Andrew and 
Iniki, Typhoon Omar, the severe storms of 
Kansas, the Midwest floods, and the recent 
earthquake in southern California. 

Mr. Speaker, we have an opportunity to take 
both the EDA and the ARC into modern times. 
Much has changed in our country since both 
were last authorized in the early 1980's, and 
the programmatic changes contained in the 
substitute amendment will go a long way to- 
ward modernizing the way both do business. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge support of House Reso- 
lution 420 to allow us to consider this impor- 
tant legislation in a fair and open process. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time. I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res- 
olution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


REPORT ON FISCAL YEAR 1993 
ACHIEVEMENTS IN AERO- 
NAUTICS AND SPACE—MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ScoTT) laid before the House the fol- 
lowing message from the President of 
the United States; which was read and, 
together with the accompanying pa- 
pers, without objection, referred to the 
Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I am pleased to transmit this report 
on the Nation's achievements in aero- 
nautics and space during fiscal year 
1993, as required under section 206 of 
the National Aeronautics and Space 
Act of 1958, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2476). 
Aeronautics and space activities in- 
volve 14 contributing departments and 
agencies of the Federal Government, as 
this report reflects, and the results of 
their ongoing research and develop- 
ment affect the Nation as a whole ina 
variety of ways. 

Fiscal year 1993 brought numerous 
important changes and developments 
in U.S. aeronautics and space efforts. It 
included 7 Space Shuttle missions, 14 
Government launches of Expendable 
Launch Vehicles [ELVs], and 4 com- 
mercial launches from Government fa- 
cilities. Highlights of the Shuttle mis- 
sions included the first in a series of 
flights of the U.S. Microgravity Pay- 
load that contained scientific and ma- 
terials-processing experiments to be 
carried out in an environment of re- 
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duced gravity; the deployment of the 
Laser Geodynamic Satellite (a joint 
venture between the United States and 
Italy); the deployment of a Tracking 
and Data Relay Satellite; and, the sec- 
ond Atmospheric Laboratory for Appli- 
cations and Science mission to study 
the composition of the Earth's atmos- 
phere, ozone layer, and elements 
thought to be the cause of ozone deple- 
tion. The ELV missions carried a vari- 
ety of payloads ranging from Global 
Positioning System satellites to those 
with classified missions. 

I also requested that a redesign of 
the Space Station be undertaken to re- 
duce costs while retaining science-user 
capability and maintaining the pro- 
gram's international commitments. To 
this end, the new Space Station is 
based on a modular concept and will be 
built in stages. However, the new de- 
sign draws heavily on the previous 
Space Station Freedom investment by 
incorporating most of its hardware and 
systems. Also, ways are being studied 
to increase the Russian participation 
in the Space Station. 

The United States and Russia signed 
a Space Cooperation Agreement that 
called for a Russian cosmonaut to par- 
ticipate in a U.S. Space Shuttle mis- 
sion and for the Space Shuttle to make 
at least one rendezvous with the Mir. 
On September 2, 1993, Vice President 
Albert Gore, Jr., and Russian Prime 
Minister Victor Chernomyrdin signed a 
series of joint statements on coopera- 
tion in space, environmental observa- 
tions/space science, commercial space 
launches, missile export controls, and 
aeronautical science. 

In aeronautics, efforts included the 
development of new technologies to 
improve performance, reduce costs, in- 
crease safety, and reduce engine noise. 
For example, engineers have been 
working to produce a new generation of 
environmentally compatible, economic 
aircraft that will lay the technological 
foundation for a next generation of air- 
craft that are superior to the products 
of other nations. Progress also contin- 
ued on programs to increase airport ca- 
pacity while at the same time improv- 
ing flight safety. 

In the Earth sciences, a variety of 
programs across several agencies 
sought better understanding of global 
change and enhancement of the envi- 
ronment. While scientists discovered in 
late 1992 and early 1993, for instance, 
that global levels of protective ozone 
reached the lowest concentrations ever 
observed, they also could foresee an 
end to the decline in the ozone layer. 
Reduced use of ozone-destroying 
chlorofluorocarbons would allow ozone 
quantities to increase again about the 
year 2000 and gradually return to nor- 
mal.” 

Thus, fiscal year 1993 was a success- 
ful one for the U.S. aeronautics and 
space programs. Efforts in both areas 
have contributed to advancing the Na- 
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tion's scientific and technical knowl- 
edge and furthering an improved qual- 
ity of life on Earth through greater 
knowledge, a more competitive econ- 
omy, and a healthier environment. 
WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 10, 1994. 


ANNUAL REPORT OF THE DEPART- 
MENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT—MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
Objection, referred to the Committee 
on Banking, Finance and Urban Af- 
fairs: 


To the Congress of the United States: 
Pursuant to the requirements of 42 

U.S.C. 3536, I transmit herewith the 

28th Annual Report of the Department 

of Housing and Urban Development, 

which covers calendar year 1992. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, May 10, 1994. 


SPECIAL ORDERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of Feb- 
ruary ll, 1994, and under a previous 
order of the House, the following Mem- 
bers will be recognized for 5 minutes 
each. 


THE FOOD FOR PEACE PROGRAM 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this 
Member rises today, and will speak 
again on May 12, in a two-part tribute 
to, and discussion of, one of the out- 
standing programs of the U.S. Govern- 
ment, which has literally saved the 
lives of millions and millions of people 
around the world during the last four 
decades. That program is the Food for 
Peace Program, also called the Public 
Law 480 program after the public law 
that created the program 40 years ago. 
Today my remarks will focus on the 
history of the Public Law 480 program. 
My remarks later this week will focus 
on the current challenges facing Public 
Law 480 program in responding to food 
security needs worldwide. 

On the morning of May 4, 1994, there 
was a gathering here on Capitol Hill of 
several hundred people from around the 
United States to recognize the 40th an- 
niversary of the Public Law 480 pro- 
gram. The several hundred people in 
attendance included representatives 
from farming, food processing, trans- 
portation, and relief organizations like 
CARE and Catholic Relief Services 
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from all over the country. Members of 
Congress and officials from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and the U.S. Agen- 
cy for International Development also 
spoke of the many contributions of the 
program over the years. Many com- 
mented that this program embodies the 
heart of America at its best, reaching 
out with concrete generosity to those 
most in need. Mr. C. Payne Lucas, ex- 
ecutive director of Africare, said that 
just as Public Law 480 was instrumen- 
tal in limiting the appeal of com- 
munism in poor countries, so it contin- 
ues to be needed today to preserve the 
fragile democracies that are emerging. 
This Member was reminded that Mr. 
James Grant, executive director of 
UNICEF, once defined democracy as 
“elections, followed by dinner." 

In these remarks today this Member 
will briefly recap some of the changes 
in the food aid program over the years, 
and, in the second set of remarks later 
this week, point out some of the seri- 
ous challenges faced by the Food for 
Peace Program today. 

The Agricultural Trade Development 
and Assistance Act of 1954, was signed 
into law by President Dwight Eisen- 
hower on July 10, 1954. Since 1955, it 
has provided about 48 billion dollars' 
worth of food to countries with food 
shortages. The program is reevaluated 
and redesigned every 4 to 5 years as 
part of the general farm bill legislation 
that authorizes most food and agricul- 
tural programs. The last farm bill was 
in 1990; the next one will be in 1995. 
Funding for food aid is provided annu- 
ally as part of the agriculture appro- 
priations bill. In fiscal year 1994, the 
Public Law 480 program is funded at a 
level of $1.6 billion, most of which is 
spent to buy commodities in the Unit- 
ed States for donation or sale in poor 
countries and to pay for transportation 
services. 

During the early years of the pro- 
gram, the Public Law 480 program 
helped dispose of surplus commodities 
and increase U.S. agricultural exports 
as its primary objectives. Concerns 
that careless dumping could disrupt 
local agricultural production and mar- 
keting led to redesign of the program. 
By the mid-1960's the focus of the pro- 
gram was changed by Congress to em- 
phasize economic development and for- 
eign policy objectives, including emer- 
gency relief and combating com- 
munism in the Third World. Commod- 
ities used in the P.L. 480 program were 
no longer required to be in surplus, but 
could be bought for use in meeting 
emergencies and development needs in 
the Third World. 

In the early 1970’s the world food sit- 
uation deteriorated sharply because of 
poor weather conditions and other 
market factors. World food stocks di- 
minished and commodity prices rose 
sharply, threatening many people in 
poor, food-importing countries with 
famine. The World Food Conference in 
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1974 was a gathering of delegates from 
130 nations in response to this emer- 
gency situation. The world community 
pledged to boost food production, par- 
ticularly in poor and food deficit na- 
tions, and to establish a world target of 
10 million tons of food assistance avail- 
able each year. The U.S. food aid pro- 
gram has continued to be the largest 
national effort toward this global com- 
mitment, accounting for a very sub- 
stantial share of worldwide food aid 
contributions since then. Then Public 
Law 480 legislation throughout the 
1970’s reflected a continuing focus on 
advancing the development of needy 
countries by reducing poverty and 
helping to meet the basic needs of their 
people. Private voluntary organiza- 
tions like CARE and Catholic Relief 
Services came to play a predominant 
role in the management and distribu- 
tion of donated food. Also, under the 
special food for development program, 
very poor countries could negotiate 
forgiveness of U.S. food aid loans if 
they undertook acceptable develop- 
ment reforms to improve food security 
and rural development. 

In the 1980’s U.S. food aid played a 
major role in meeting the humani- 
tarian needs of the famine in Africa in 
1984-85. In 1985 an additional new food 
aid distribution channel called Food 
for Progress was created to allow 
grants of food aid to countries commit- 
ted to introducing free market agricul- 
tural reforms. Rules governing CCC- 
owned surplus stocks were also broad- 
ened under section 416 to allow foreign 
donations of all CCC-held edible com- 
modities as a supplement to the Public 
Law 480 program. 

Today, as the result of the latest 
changes in the Food for Peace program 
in 1990 farm bill legislation, Public Law 
480 food aid is focused on improving 
food security in countries with signifi- 
cant levels of malnutrition, chronic 
food shortages, and high infant mortal- 
ity rates. Food aid can no longer be 
used as a political reward for foreign 
countries, without regard for their de- 
gree of need or their potential as com- 
mercial markets for the U.S. emer- 
gency food aid is donated to provide 
immediate assistance during famines 
and man-made disasters. Developmen- 
tal food aid meets current food deficit 
needs and requires that any local cur- 
rency proceeds from sales of the do- 
nated food in local markets be rein- 
vested in projects to improve the long- 
term food security, health, and produc- 
tivity of poor and undernourished peo- 
ple. There also continues to be a food 
aid credit program for food-deficit 
countries that need concessional fi- 
nancing terms and have potential to 
become commercial markets for U.S. 
commodities. 

Over the years food assistance has 
decreased in absolute terms and as a 
percentage of total U.S. exports. In the 
1950’s and early 1960’s, total U.S. grain 
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exports ranged between 10 and 30 mil- 
lion tons a year, and more than 50 per- 
cent of grain exports were shipped 
under the Public Law 480 program. In 
the late 1980's and 1990's, total U.S. 
grain exports have ranged between 80 
and 100 million tons a year, represent- 
ing a dramatic increase in commercial 
sales, and food aid has accounted for 
only about 7 percent of total grain ex- 
ports and 2 to 4 percent of total U.S. 
agricultural exports. 

The second part of my remarks on 
U.S. food assistance programs later 
this week will focus on several difficult 
challenges to the Public Law 480 pro- 
gram at present. The first is the seri- 
ous decline in funding levels in the face 
of ongoing, even escalating, needs for 
international food aid. The second is 
the challenge of preserving food aid 
programs that address chronic hunger 
and food insecurity through long-term 
development in the face of mounting 
emergency food aid needs. 


O 1410 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 
(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. ROTH) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr. WALKER. 

Mr. CALLAHAN. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. BEILENSON) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mrs. MALONEY in two instances. 

Mr. STUDDS. 

Mr. MANN in two instances. 

Mr. BROWDER. 

Mr. 

Mr. 

Mr. 

Mr. 

Mr. 


HOYER. 
UNDERWOOD. 
Mr. YATES. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. 
Mrs. KENNELLY. 


—— 
SENATE BILLS REFERRED 


Bills of the Senate of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 116. An act for the relief of Fanie Phily 
Mateo Angeles; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

S. 668. An act to amend title IX of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1968 to increase the penalties 
for violating the fair housing provisions of 
the Act, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled a bill of the House 
of the following title, which was there- 
upon signed by the Speaker: 
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H.R. 1727. An act to establish a program of 
grants to States for arson research, preven- 
tion, and control, and for other purposes. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 2 o'clock and 12 minutes p.m.) 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, May 11, 1994 at 2 p.m. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol- 
lows: 


3146. A letter from the Secretary of De- 
fense, transmitting a report pursuant to sec- 
tion 242 of the fiscal year 1994 National De- 
fense Authorization Act; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

3147. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting 
copies of the original report of political con- 
tributions by Brady Anderson, of Arkansas, 
Ambassador designate to the Republic of 
Tanzania, and members of his family, also by 
Dorothy Myers Sampas, of Maryland, Am- 
bassador designate to the Islamic Republic of 
Mauritania, and members of her family, pur- 
suant to 22 U.S.C. 3944(b)(2); to the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

3148. A letter from Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting a draft of pro- 
posed legislation to extend authorizations of 
appropriations for certain youth programs 
under the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988, pur- 
suant to 31 U.S.C. 1110; jointly, to the Com- 
mittees on Education and Labor and Energy 
and Commerce. 

3149. A letter from the Secretary of En- 
ergy, transmitting notification that the re- 
port from the Advisory Committee on Dem- 
onstration and Commercial Application of 
Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency 
Technologies will not meet the due date of 
April 24, 1994, but will submit the report by 
April 28, 1995, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 13311; 
jointly, to the Committees on Energy and 
Commerce and Science, Space, and Tech- 
nology. 

3150. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Memorandum of Justification 
for Presidential Determination Regarding 
the Drawdown of Commodities and Services 
To Assist the International Tribunal For the 
Former Yugoslavia, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
2318(b)(2); jointly, to the Committees on For- 
eign Affairs and Appropriations. 

3151. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting certification to the Congress: 
Regarding the incidental capture of sea tur- 
tles in commercial shrimping operations, 
pursuant to Public Law 101-162, section 
609(b)(2) (103 Sat. 1038); jointly, to the Com- 
mittees on Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
and Appropriations. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and references to the prop- 
er calendar, as follows: 
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Mr. DE LA GARZA: Committee on Agri- 
culture. H.R. 2473. A bill to designate certain 
National Forest lands in the State of Mon- 
tana as wilderness, to release other National 
Forest lands in the State of Montana for 
multiple use management, and for other pur- 
poses (Rept. 103-487, Pt. 2). Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. MILLER of California: Committee on 
Natural Resources, H.R. 518. A bill to des- 
ignate certain lands in the California desert 
as wilderness, to establish the Death Valley 
and Joshua Tree National Parks and the Mo- 
jave National Monument, and for other pur- 
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 103-498). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. DELLUMS: Committee on Armed 
Services. H.R. 4301. A bill to authorize appro- 
priations for fiscal year 1995 for military ac- 
tivities of the Department of Defense, to pre- 
Scribe military personnel strengths for fiscal 
year 1995, and for other purposes; with 
amendments (Rept. 103-499). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 


REPORTED AMENDMENT 
SEQUENTIALLY REFERRED 


Under clause 5 of rule X the following 
action was taken by the Speaker: 

H.R. 2473. The amendment recommended 
by the Committee on Natural Resources re- 
ferred to the Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries for à period ending not later 
than May 11, 1994, for consideration of such 
provisions of the amendment as fall within 
the jurisdiction of that committee pursuant 
to clause 1(m), rule X. 


—— 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu- 
tions were introduced and severally re- 
ferred as follows: 


By Mr. NADLER (for himself, Mr. DEL- 
LUMS, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. OWENS, 
and Mr. MILLER of California) 

H.R. 4370. A bill to establish the AIDS Cure 
Project; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. HOYER (for himself, Mr. 
STUDDS, Mr. YouNG of Alaska, Mr. 
TAUZIN, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. 
REED, Mr. COBLE, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. 
ACKERMAN, and Ms. DELAURO): 

H.R. 4371. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to permit tax-free sales of 
diesel fuel for use in diesel-powered motor- 
boats and to allow dyed diesel fuel to be sold 
for such use, or so used, without penalty; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PENNY (for himself, Ms. 
MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY, Mr. MEEHAN, 
and Mr. LEVY): 

H.R. 4372. A bill to amend title II of the So- 
cial Security Act to provide for a phased-in 
5-year increase in the age for eligibility for 
OASDI benefits by the year 2013; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 4373. A bill to amend the Social Secu- 
rity Act to provide for limitations on cost- 
of-living adjustments; jointly, to the Com- 
mittees on Ways and Means, Veterans’ Af- 
fairs, and Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. PENNY (for himself, Ms. 
MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY, Ms. LONG, 
Ms. LAMBERT, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. MC- 
MILLAN, Mr. MURTHA, and Mr. 
BARRETT of Wisconsin): 
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H.R. 4374. A bill to amend the Social Secu- 
rity Act to improve the information made 
available in Social Security account state- 
ments and to provide for annual distribution 
of such statements to beneficiaries; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GEPHARDT (for himself, Mr. 
RICHARDSON, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. 
LEVIN, and Mr. BORSKI): 

H.R. 4375. A bill to provide negotiating au- 
thority for a trade agreement with Chile, but 
to apply fast-track procedures only to such 
an agreement that contains certain provi- 
sions relating to worker rights and the envi- 
ronment; jointly, to the Committees on 
Ways and Means and Rules. 

By Ms. NORTON: 

H.R. 4376. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to increase the taxes on 
certain alcoholic beverages and to provide 
additional funds for mental health and sub- 
stance abuse benefits under health care re- 
form legislation; jointly, to the Committees 
on Ways and Means and Energy and Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. CLINGER (for himself, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. MINGE, Mr. 
PARKER, and Mr. OBERSTAR): 

H.R. 4377. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986, the Public Health Service 
Act, and certain other acts to provide for an 
increase in the number of health profes- 
sionals serving in rural areas; jointly, to the 
Committees on Energy and Coramerce, Ways 
and Means, and Education and Labor. 

By Mr. CLINGER (for himself, Mr. 
McHucH, Mr. MINGE, Mr. PARKER, 
and Mr. OBERSTAR): 

H.R. 4378. A bill to amend the Social Secu- 
rity Act to require the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services to equalize the labor 
and non-labor portions of the standardized 
amounts used to determine the amount of 
payment made to rural and urban hospitals 
under part A of the Medicare Program for 
the operating costs of inpatient hospital 
services, to amend the Public Health Service 
Act to improve the capacity of rural hos- 
pitals to provide health services, and for 
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees 
on Ways and Means, Energy and Commerce, 
the Judiciary, and Government Operations. 

By Mr. DE LA GARZA (for himself, Mr. 
ROBERTS, Mr. JOHNSON of South Da- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


kota, Mr. CoMBEST, Mr. PENNY, and 
Mr. ALLARD): 

H.R. 4379. A bill to amend the Farm Credit 
Act of 1971 to enhance the ability of the 
banks for cooperatives to finance agricul- 
tural exports, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. DE LUGO: 

H.R. 4380. A bill to amend the Harmonized 
Tariff Schedule of the United States to ex- 
tend certain provisions relating to verifica- 
tion of wages and issuance of duty refund 
certifications to insular producers in the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam, and American 
Samoa; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 


By Mr. HUTTO: 

H.R. 4381. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint coins in commemora- 
tion of the 50th anniversary of the U.S. Navy 
Blue Angels; to the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut (for 
herself, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, 
and Mr. GEJDENSON): 

H.R. 4382. A bill to amend the Comprehen- 
sive Environmental Response, Compensa- 
tion, and Liability Act of 1980 [Superfund] to 
provide for the cleanup of municipal waste 
landfill Superfund sites, and for other pur- 
poses; jointly to the Committees on Energy 
and Commerce and Public Works and Trans- 
portation. 

By Mr. MANTON: 

H.R. 4383. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Transportation to convey the vessel SS 
American Victory to the Battle of the Atlan- 
tic Historical Society for use as a Merchant 
Marine memorial, for historical preserva- 
tion, and for educational activities; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish- 
eries. 

By Mr. COBLE (for himself and Mr. 
FLAKE): 

H.J. Res. . Joint resolution to designate 
August 16, 1994, as “TV Nation Day"; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori- 
als were presented and referred as fol- 
lows: 

364. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
House of Representatives of the State of Ala- 
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bama, relative to urging the U.S. Congress to 
cease appropriating funds for any military 
activity not authorized by Congress; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

365. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Alaska, relative to reauthoriza- 
tion of the Magnuson Fishery Conservation 
and Management Act; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 


H.R. 71: Mr. PASTOR, Mr. KING, Mr. Moor- 
HEAD, and Mr. HYDE. 

H.R. 799: Ms. DUNN. 

H.R. 1910: Mr. LIVINGSTON and Mr. COOPER. 

H.R. 2420: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. 
VISCLOSKY, and Mrs. MORELLA. 

H.R. 2444: Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. SMITH of 
Texas, Mr. HORN, Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming, 
Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. CAMP, Mr. TAYLOR of North 
Carolina, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. 
McCoLLuM, Mr. MCHUGH, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. 
ROTH, and Mr. HEFLEY. 

H.R. 3017: Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. DEFAZIO, and 
Mr. BAKER of California. 

H.R, 3064: Mr. WALKER, Mr. SANTORUM, and 
Mr. HOLDEN. 

H.R. 3486: Mr. MCINNIS, Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, Mr. HuTTO, Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. 
STEARNS, and Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. 

H.R. 3790: Mr. HEFLEY. 

H.R, 4040: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. SWETT, Mr. 
MAZZOLI, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Ms. LoWEY, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
STARK, Mr. MANTON, and Ms. PELOSI. 

H.R. 4100: Mr. BEILENSON. 

H.R. 4223: Mr. ARMEY. 

H.J. Res. 209: Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. BAKER of Cali- 
fornia, Mr, PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. 
HASTINGS, and Mrs. CLAYTON. 

H.J. Res. 327: Mr. BLILEY, Mr. VOLKMER, 
Mr. MOORHEAD, and Mr. GILLMOR. 

H. Con. Res. 148: Mr. OXLEY, Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG, Mr. MICA, and Mr. ROYCE. 

H. Res. 234: Ms. LONG, Mr. VISCLOSKY, and 
Mr. STRICKLAND. 
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SENATE-—Tuesday, May 10, 1994 


The Senate met at 9:45 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. BYRD]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
prayer will be led by the Reverend 
Richard C. Halverson, Jr. 

Mr. Halverson, please. 


PRAYER 


The Reverend Richard C. Halverson, 
Jr. of Falls Church, VA, offered the 
following prayer: 

Let us pray: 

As we go to prayer, let us remember 
the significance of this time and the 
swearing-in of the new leader in South 
Africa and the safe return home of any 
of the leadership who may have partici- 
pated in that event. 

Almighty God, it is written, ‘‘He that 
hath no rule over his own spirit is like 
a city that is broken down, and with- 
out walls.’’—Proverbs 25:28. 

Set up Thy rule in our hearts, Lord, 
for we know we cannot serve others 
without first reaching the mission field 
of ourselves. 

In the words of another, “He knows 
not how to rule à Kingdom, that can- 
not manage a Province, nor can he 
wield a Province, that cannot order a 
City; nor he order a City that knows 
not how to regulate a Village; nor he a 
Village, that cannot guide a Family; 
nor can that man Govern well a Family 
that knows not how to govern himself; 
neither can any govern himself unless 
his reason be Lord, Will and Appetite 
her Vassals: nor can Reason rule unless 
herself be ruled by God, and wholly be 
obedient to  Him."—Hugo Grotius, 
“Teaching and Learning America’s 
Christian History.” 

In the name of Christ who has prom- 
ised to put a new heart and spirit with- 
in us. Amen. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, there will now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business not to extend beyond the hour 
of 10 a.m., with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for not to exceed 5 min- 
utes each. 

Under the order, the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN] is to be recog- 
nized to speak for up to 7 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN]. 


(Legislative day of Monday, May 2, 1994) 


RESOLUTION CALLING FOR A COM- 
MEMORATIVE POSTAGE STAMP 
HONORING COACH PAUL “BEAR” 
BRYANT 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am 
today introducing a sense-of-the-Sen- 
ate resolution which calls upon the 
Citizens Stamp Advisory Committee to 
recommend to the Postmaster General, 
Marvin Runyon, that a postage stamp 
be issued honoring the late college 
football coach, Paul “Bear” Bryant. 
The committee met last month to con- 
sider Bryant's nomination for depic- 
tion on a first class stamp. Senator 
SHELBY and I were joined recently by 
Senators FORD, BUMPERS, and PHIL 
GRAMM, in sending a letter of support 
for a Bear Bryant stamp to the advi- 
sory committee. 

Although Bryant is widely remem- 
bered for his legendary coaching career 
at the University of Alabama, he also 
coached at the University of Kentucky, 
Senator FORD's alma mater, and Texas 
A&M University, where Senator 
GRAMM taught economics. 

Senator BUMPERS had the luxury of 
claiming Bryant as a native son of his 
State since the great coach was born in 
Moro Bottom and raised in Fordyce, 
AR. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of this letter, dated March 29, 1994, to 
the Citizens Stamp Advisory Commit- 
tee, as well as a resolution to that ef- 
fect, passed by the Alabama House of 
Representatives, be printed in the CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD immediately fol- 
lowing my remarks. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I thank 
each of my colleagues for joining me, 
particularly my cosponsors, Senators 
SHELBY, FORD, BUMPERS, GRAMM, 
PRYOR, and STEVENS, in this effort to 
so honor Coach Bryant. 

This resolution I am submitting 
today puts the Senate on record as sup- 
porting this much-deserved tribute to 
one of the greatest sports heroes of our 
time. Although Coach Bryant passed 
away 11 years ago, he remains the 
winningest coach in major college foot- 
ball history, with 323 victories, 6 na- 
tional championships, and the most 
postseason bowl appearances of any 
coach. 

One joke I have heard for years is 
that in Alabama an atheist is someone 
who does not believe in Bear Bryant. 
One can still find large-sized picture 
postcards sold at newsstands showing 
him walking on airbrushed water above 


the caption I believe." George Blanda, 
the great quarterback and placekicker 
once remarked that upon seeing Bry- 
ant’s face for the first time—granite 
and ice, and true grit—he thought, 
“This must be what God looks like." 
Blanda said that when Bryant walked 
into a room, you wanted to stand up 
and applaud. 

As the news of his unexpected death 
spread quickly on that cold but sunny 
afternoon on January 26, 1983, just 1 
month after he coached his last foot- 
ball game as Alabama's football coach, 
flags were lowered to halfstaff in Ala- 
bama and headlights were instinctively 
switched on in virtually every car on 
the road to honor the man who had 
brought so much glory to his alma 
mater and to his adopted State. 

All of this captures the Bryant mys- 
tique and legend, but it leaves out the 
essential character of the coach. Basic 
humanness was his most endearing— 
and enduring—asset. He was, first and 
foremost, a molder of men who in- 
stilled in them character, a healthy ap- 
petite for fair competition, and an alle- 
giance to principle. He led by example 
and never shied away from his own 
principles. He once disciplined quarter- 
back Joe Namath before a very impor- 
tant game for violating curfew. He 
called Namath the greatest athlete he 
had ever seen. He always put the inter- 
ests, goals, and well-being of his teams 
above any individual player, whether 
they were standouts or not. 

I have here an example of a possible 
postage stamp with me on the floor. 
This rendition, which is not necessarily 
one that I recommend, was taken from 
a photograph, and the service depart- 
ment of the Senate prepared it. There 
may be many different artistic ren- 
ditions that could be drawn that would 
be more appropriate. So, we leave it, of 
course, to the advisory committee and 
the Postal Department as to what they 
might select as to the artistic ren- 
dition that would appear on this 
stamp. But his depiction on a stamp 
would more than satisfy the basic cri- 
teria for selecting commemorative 
stamps. He contributed significantly to 
America and its history through his 
leadership in the sports arena; his ca- 
reer has widespread national appeal 
and significance; he has now been de- 
ceased for more than 10 years; his nom- 
ination was first submitted over 3 
years ago; and there is considerable in- 
terest in a Bear Bryant stamp, as indi- 
cated by the many letters and petitions 
sent to the advisory committee. Addi- 
tionally, commemorative stamps like 
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the one honoring Elvis Presley are an 
excellent way for the Postal Service to 
generate revenue. 


I am proud to submit this resolution 
urging the Postal Service to honor 
Coach Bear Bryant with a stamp and 
urge my colleagues to join me in sup- 
porting its immediate adoption. 


EXHIBIT 1 
U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, March 29, 1994. 
CITIZENS' STAMP ADVISORY COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Postal Service, 
Washington, DC. 


DEAR COMMITTEE MEMBERS: It is our under- 
Standing that in April, you will be meeting 
to consider the nomination of college foot- 
ball coach Paul William Bear“ Bryant for a 
commemorative United States postage 
stamp. As Members of the Senate, we are 
writing to strongly support the selection of 
Coach Bryant for depiction on a first-class 
postage stamp. 

Eleven years after his death, Bryant re- 
mains the winningest coach in major college 
football history. His accomplishments made 
him a hero not only to the University of Ala- 
bama community which he served for 25 
years, but to the entire state and to college 
football fans across the nation. 


Born in Moro Bottom, Arkansas, Bear Bry- 
ant went on to attend the University of Ala- 
bama, where he was a star football player. 
He began his coaching career at the Univer- 
sity of Maryland in 1945, and coached at the 
University of Kentucky and Texas A & M 
University before returning to his alma 
mater in 1958. His historic tenure at Ala- 
bama ended in 1982, just one month before 
his untimely death. 


Bear Bryant's teams won six national col- 
legiate football championships, and he led 
his squads to more post-season bowl appear- 
ances and wins than any other coach in his- 
tory. Many coaches today, both collegiate 
and professional, were profoundly influenced 
by his sound leadership as his assistant 
coaches, players, or colleagues. Even his op- 
ponents had an uncommon respect and affec- 
tion for him. His legacy continues to inspire 
athletes and coaches everywhere. 


The only previously issued football-related 
stamps honor football in general, and player 
Jim Thorpe and Notre Dame coach Knute 
Rockne. Coach Bryant, who moved from a 
poverty-stricken childhood in rural Arkan- 
sas to the top of his athletic profession and 
stayed there for over two decades, would fit 
well into that distinguished company. 


It is no surprise that there is a growing 
movement to commemorate Bear Bryant's 
life and career with a U.S. postage stamp. 
This has become one of the most endearing 
ways to honor public figures who have con- 
tributed so much to the fabric of our culture. 
We therefore request that you favorably con- 
sider the nomination of this great man for 
such a stamp. 


Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 
HOWELL HEFLIN. 
WENDELL FORD. 
PHIL GRAMM. 
RICHARD C. SHELBY. 
DALE BUMPERS. 
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[State of Alabama, House of Representatives, 
Resolution, HJR6] 

CALLING ON THE UNITED STATES POSTAL 
SERVICE TO ISSUE A COMMEMORATIVE POST- 
AGE STAMP IN HONOR OF FORMER UNIVER- 
SITY OF ALABAMA FOOTBALL COACH PAUL 
"BEAR" BRYANT 
Whereas, former University of Alabama 

football coach Paul Bear“ Bryant is the 

winningest coach in Division 1 college foot- 
ball history; and 

Whereas, coach Bryant led his teams to six 
national championships; and 

Whereas, Coach Bryant holds the record 
for most post season bowl appearances, most 
bowl wins and a number of other accomplish- 
ments unequaled before or since his coaching 
career ended in 1982; and 

Whereas, Bear Bryant represents to all 
Americans a positive can-do spirit of 
achievement, as exemplified by his life of ac- 
complishments on and off the field; and 

Whereas, Bear Bryant was a great Amer- 
ican who personified the winning spirit and, 
as articulated by former President Reagan, 
“He lived what we strive to be.“; and 

Whereas, many sports heroes have been 
honored by the Postal Service by way of a 
commemorative stamp; and 

Whereas, the Postal Service’s ten-year 
waiting period for such an honor has expired 
since Coach Bryant passed away on January 
18, 1983; now therefore 

Be it resolved by the Legislature of Alabama, 
both houses thereof concurring, That the Post- 
master General commission a stamp to be is- 
sued in honor of Coach Paul "Bear" Bryant 
as soon as practicable, and that the process 
to start or move forward consideration of 
such a stamp be begun this March, 1994, when 
the Citizen’s Advisory Committee of the 
Postal Service next meets. 

Be it further resolved, That the art and 
image that would appear on such stamp have 
input by the University of Alabama. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I send to 
the floor the resolution and I ask for 
the immediate consideration and adop- 
tion of the resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Chair understand that the Senator 
is asking for immediate consideration? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes. I so ask unani- 
mous consent. I cleared it with all par- 
ties. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will report the resolution. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 212) expressing the 
sense of the Senate that a commemorative 
postage stamp should be issued to honor 
coach Paul “Bear” Bryant. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present consider- 
ation of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolu- 
tion. 

Without objection, the resolution is 
agreed to. 

Without objection the preamble is 
agreed to. 

So the resolution (S. Res. 212), with 
its preamble, was agreed to as follows: 

Whereas eleven years after his death, Paul 
"Bear" Bryant retains the record of being 
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the most successful coach in Division 1-A 
college football history; 

Whereas Paul Bear Bryant's accomplish- 
ments were a source of great pride to the 
University of Alabama and the Nation; 

Whereas Paul Bear“ Bryant’s example 
has profoundly influenced many professional 
and collegiate coaches and players; and 

Whereas Paul Bear“ Bryant is a modern 
hero and legend in the South: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that the Citizens’ Stamp Advisory Commit- 
tee of the United States Postal Service 
should recommend to the Postmaster Gen- 
eral that a postage stamp be issued honoring 
coach Paul “Bear” Bryant. 


ACCESS TO SATELLITE 
RECEPTION OF TELEVISION 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
urge the Senate’s expeditious consider- 
ation of S. 1485, legislation to ensure 
that home viewers will continue to 
have access to satellite reception of 
television. For 81,000 people in Ala- 
bama and millions of people all across 
America, this legislation will protect 
their access to news information and 
entertainment services which connect 
them with the rest of the country and 
the world. 

I am proud to have been a cosponsor 
of the 1988 Satellite Home Viewer Act, 
which made possible the development 
of home satellite viewing, and believe 
that satellite technology has gone a 
long way toward reducing the gap be- 
tween information haves and have-nots 
in our country. It is, therefore, quite 
alarming to be facing the expiration of 
the copyright license that has made 
the development of the home dish in- 
dustry possible. At a time when Con- 
gress is all abuzz with talk of a new in- 
formation superhighway, it would be 
unconscionable to leave our rural citi- 
zens worrying about whether they 
would have access to broadcast and 
cable programming next year. 

I therefore commend my distin- 
guished colleague from Arizona, Sen- 
ator DECONCINI, the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Patents, Copyrights 
and Trademarks in the Judiciary Com- 
mittee, for introducing this much- 
needed legislation. I also join, and am 
pleased to join, with my distinguished 
colleague from Vermont, the chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture, in 
cosponsoring this bill and pledging my 
efforts to help pass it as soon as pos- 
sible. I hope we can give immediate 
consideration to this matter and that 
it will be passed in the not too distant 
future. 


PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR—S. 2019 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, on be- 
half of Senator BINGAMAN, I ask unani- 
mous consent that Mary Culler, a legis- 
lative fellow temporarily with his staff 
from the Environmental Protection 
Agency, have access to the floor during 
the consideration of S. 2019, the Safe 
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Drinking Water Act amendments of 
1994. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
absence of a quorum having been sug- 
gested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


THE PRESIDENTIAL INAUGURA- 
TION OF NELSON MANDELA 


Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today in celebration of a truly his- 
toric event. For today is the day of 
Nelson Mandela's inauguration as the 
new President of South Africa. Elected 
through free and open elections in 
which, for the first time, all South Af- 
ricans were able to vote, he is South 
Africa's first black President. South 
Africa has, at long last, leapt across 
the chasm from apartheid to majority 
rule. 

It is a tribute to Nelson Mandela's 
leadership, dedication, and strength 
that over 30 million South Africans 
have achieved their dream of exercis- 
ing the fundamental right to vote, 
without regard to race. What an inspir- 
ing sight, watching millions of Afri- 
cans standing patiently and peacefully 
in long lines stretched across the open 
African landscape waiting to vote. And 
they persevered, despite the violence 
and destruction which some groups 
used to try to disrupt the election. 

We should also honor the remarkable 
role of F.W. de Klerk, formerly the 
President and now the new Deputy 
President of South Africa. Because of 
his courage and vision, South Africa 
was able to avoid all-out civil war over 
apartheid. Peaceful change occurred in 
South Africa because former President 
de Klerk was willing to negotiate him- 
self out of power. And, we should pay 
tribute to the world community for its 
disapproval of apartheid, expressed 
most effectively through economic 
sanctions, which helped force the aban- 
donment of racial discrimination. 

Apartheid in South Africa has ended 
and a country once immersed in racial 
turmoil begins its journey toward a so- 
ciety of laws based on universal suf- 
frage. This is indeed a joyous occasion; 
but it must be viewed with a sense of 
challenge as well. South Africa, which 
has the strongest economy in Southern 
Africa, must deal with the possibility 
of tribal warfare and the economic 
challenges posed by neighbors who are 
less well off and by a society where 
economic disparity is all too evident. 
The African National Congress must 
now share power with many of its his- 
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toric rivals. The ANC must now make 
a successful transition from opposition 
to governance. Former President F.W. 
de Klerk, who initiated the move to 
end apartheid, must now work with 
President Mandela to build a strong co- 
alition among the many parties and all 
races in South Africa and to solve the 
problems which persist. These are not 
insignificant challenges; but a society 
which has made the leap South Africa 
has should be able to move forward to 
a brighter tomorrow. 

I was very encouraged by President 
Clinton’s announcement last week that 
the United States will recognize the 
opportunities and challenges of this 
new South African Government with a 
package of assistance to promote 
trade, aid, and investment worth near- 
ly $600 million. The Commerce Depart- 
ment will send a new full-time min- 
ister to Johannesburg to promote bi- 
lateral and regional trade ties with the 
United States. As President Clinton 
has emphasized, we must enable the 
citizens of South Africa to reach their 
potential economically for this is criti- 
cal to preserving a democracy of toler- 
ance, hope, and opportunity. 

A new flag has risen in South Africa. 
I am proud to have witnessed the his- 
toric events which have led to this day. 
I pay tribute to Nelson Mandela, whose 
patience and spirit both in captivity 
and in triumph have set an example for 
us all. I offer the people of South Afri- 
ca my full support in the challenging 
days which lie ahead and my congratu- 
lations on their victory today. 


ä 
CELEBRATING WIC'S 20 YEARS 


Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise 
today to celebrate the 20th anniversary 
of the Supplemental Feeding Program 
for Women, Infants, and Children. WIC, 
as it is better known, has been one of 
the most cost-effective preventive 
health programs ever established and I 
am pleased to have this opportunity to 
draw the attention of my colleagues to 
this important program. 

WIC provides low-income pregnant 
women, mothers and children up to age 
5 with supplementary food, nutrition 
education, and medical referrals. Based 
on an infant formula and food program 
established in Baltimore during the 
late 1960’s, WIC has had great success 
in improving pregnancy outcomes, re- 
ducing low birth-weight births, and 
saving medical costs. A General Ac- 
counting Office report concludes that 
the $300 million in WIC benefits pro- 
vided for pregnant women in 1990 will 
prevent more than $1 billion in health- 
related costs over the next 18 years. 
Another report, a U.S. Department of 
Agriculture compilation, finds that 
prenatal participation in WIC saves 
Medicaid costs ranging from $277 to 
$598 per participant. 

WIC is without question an effective 
program and one that should be com- 
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pletely utilized. Maximizing its poten- 
tial to serve all eligible mothers and 
children would avert costly expendi- 
tures and poor health. Evidence of this 
is clear as cost savings and health ben- 
efits have increased over the past dozen 
years while funding for WIC has more 
than tripled to include a larger number 
of participants. Despite this success, 
however, WIC still lacks sufficient 
funds to reach all of those eligible. In 
fact, the fiscal year 1993 program is ex- 
pected to have served only 67 percent of 
all of those qualified. Progress must 
continue to be made to establish WIC 
as a mandatory program. 

For 20 years, WIC has been a shining 
illustration of what constitutes sound 
public policy and this week, in Balti- 
more and Washington, events have 
been held to celebrate the success of 
this nutritional program. Today, I am 
pleased to join in saluting WIC and es- 
pecially proud that Baltimore is the 
birthplace of a program that has helped 
so many children at the most critical 
times of their lives. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that an article from the May 4, 
1994, Baltimore Sun that recognizes the 
20th birthday of the WIC Program be 
printed in the RECORD in full, imme- 
diately following my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

WIC AT 20: A FORMULA FOR SUCCESS 
(By Laura Lippman) 

Social service programs seldom prompt 
celebrations, but one, WIC, is so beloved that 
its 20th birthday will be celebrated twice 
this week—today in Baltimore and tomorrow 
in Washington. 

"WIC is such a specific, nutritional pre- 
scription for what a pregnant mother and a 
kid in early childhood need—to get that 
start, to get ready to learn—and that's a lot 
to celebrate," said Linda Eisenberg, execu- 
tive director of the Maryland Food Commit- 
tee. "It is a rare thing to hear anything neg- 
ative about this program.” 

WIC—the Supplemental Feeding Program 
for Women, Infants and Children—is a fed- 
eral program that gives poor women and 
children vouchers for infant formula and 
foods such as milk, cheese and eggs. Its roots 
are deep in Baltimore, which developed a 
forerunner. 

A General Accounting Office study esti- 
mated that WIC saves $3 in potential medical 
costs for every $1 spent, and WIC is not 
among the many programs up for grabs in 
the push for national welfare reform. Al- 
though the program has some critics, it has 
withstood them over the years—even prevail- 
ing in court over President Richard M. 
Nixon, who impounded its funds. 

Simplicity seems to be the key. Prac- 
tically fraud-proof, WIC appeals to those who 
want to police what people buy with food 
stamps or worry about a culture of depend- 
ency within the welfare system. 

Recipients love it, too, so much that some, 
including Shari Harris of Highlandtown, end 
up working for WIC. She is a nutritionist's 
aide who spreads the word about WIC. 

"We were all anemic, and it really helped 
me out," said Mrs. Harris, who credits WIC 
with making the difference between her first 
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child, a girl who weighed less than 6 pounds 
at birth, and her second, à boy who weighed 
in at a healthy 8 pounds, 4 ounces. 

To qualify for WIC, a woman must be preg- 
nant or nursing and be considered “at risk" 
nutritionally. Children are eligible up to age 
5. An income eligibility test is used, but one 
generous enough so that working poor fami- 
lies can quality. 

“One of the things about the WIC program 
is that we have a specific mission, and that 
mission is to have healthy children," said 
Joan Salim, the Maryland WIC director. “We 
feel we have saved children's lives.“ 

The state estimates that it reaches about 
70 percent of those eligible, serving 81,000 
women and children at 101 sites. The pro- 
gram grew rapidly in the early 1990s, increas- 
ing its enrollment 84 percent from 1989 
through 1993. 

In Maryland, no longer considered a WIC 
growth state, the program received about $40 
million from the federal government and 
$750,000 from the state. Rebates on infant for- 
mula provide $15.2 million more to spend on 
vouchers. 

WIC traces its lineage to Baltimore and 
Memphis, which set up similar programs in 
the late 1960s. In Baltimore, it was called 
IFIF—Iron Fortified Infant Formula—and in- 
volved handing out vouchers for formula 
only. 

In the late 1960s, the nation was coming to 
grips with its hunger problem, yet prenatal 
care was dominated by ideas that seem 
quaint now: Pregnant women were scolded 
for gaining more than 22 pounds, and there 
was little concern about smoking and drink- 
ing during pregnancy. Infant anemia was 
rampant. 

“We were really on the cutting edge," said 
Mr. David M. Paige, who, as a student at the 
Johns Hopkins School of Public Health, 
helped to develop Maryland's program with 
the founders of what became the Maryland 
Food Committee. 

When Congress turned its attention to nu- 
trition problems, the Maryland team was 
called to Washington to testify. WIC ex- 
panded the voucher program used in the 
state. 

Since it began in 1974, WIC has seldom been 
threatened politically. It has broad support— 
from the medical community, recipients, 
farmers and formula manufacturers. 

But the program has detractors. Dr. 
George E. Graham of Hopkins, writing three 
years ago in the Wall Street Journal, criti- 
cized its high-fat commodities and said there 
was no proof that it worked. Behavior— 
drinking, smoking and drug abuse—was the 
problem, he wrote, not nutrition. 

Dr. Paige shares similar concerns about 
the program’s reliance on high-fat and high- 
cholesterol foods. But he said studies show 
that a WIC mother is less likely to have a 
low-birth-weight baby, which reduces the 
chance of infant death. 

Today, however, there will no be contrary 
voices raised as Dr. Paige and others cele- 
brate WIC's Baltimore beginnings at the WIC 
office in the Mount Zion Baptist Church, 2000 
E. Belvedere Ave. 

WIC foods are expected to be served—along 
with cake. 


SOUTH AFRICA ELECTIONS 


Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, today 
Nelson Mandela will be inaugurated as 
the next President of South Africa and 
the first President of the new South 
Africa. This will mark the culmination 
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of an extraordinary political journey 
for South Africa, a journey away from 
apartheid and toward democracy and 
racial cooperation. By any standard, 
the events in the past few years in 
South Africa, including the all races 
election concluded more than a week 
ago, are historic. 

After years of armed struggle, vio- 
lence, protest, international sanctions 
and, in the past 3 years, protracted ne- 
gotiations, South Africa has moved to- 
ward the establishment of a new politi- 
cal system and a new society which are 
vastly different from that which pre- 
ceded it. This evolution toward a more 
equitable society is a testament to the 
extraordinary leadership abilities of 
State President F.W. de Klerk and Af- 
rican National Congress [ANC] Leader 
Nelson Mandela who convinced their 
supporters that change through rec- 
onciliation and compromise was pref- 
erable to change through violence and 
confrontation. Without the exceptional 
leadership of these two visionaries, it 
is doubtful that these elections and 
this political and social transformation 
could be taking place today. 

The gradual and painstaking process 
of working out the terms of the politi- 
cal transition has had the salutary ef- 
fect of educating the people of South 
Africa about the changes underway and 
those to come. This should be an in- 
structive model for other societies un- 
dergoing fundamental change in Africa 
or elsewhere. Although the protracted 
negotiations were difficult, testy, and 
frustrating, it was preferable to work 
out the differences among the parties 
before the elections than to assume 
that the elections will solve them in 
turn. Now, the path ahead for South 
Africa is a difficult one. But, it has 
been made less difficult because years 
of talks and compromise helped resolve 
or ease many of the differences prior to 
these elections. 

Given the sentiments, the nemities 
and fears created by apartheid and re- 
pression on the one hand and by armed 
struggle on the other, it is all the more 
remarkable that the people of South 
Africa chose social tolerance over tur- 
moil and political evolution over revo- 
lution. Indeed, the world has witnessed 
a very remarkable negotiated revolu- 
tion that could just as easily have been 
very violent and very bitter. Given the 
distance that had to be traveled by all 
parties and peoples involved and the 
range of obstacles that had to be over- 
come, such a transition would have 
proven too difficult for most societies. 
Happily, this has not been the case for 
South Africa. 

There have been numerous disturbing 
reports about the fairness of the elec- 
tion, about vote-counting snags, and 
about the overall smoothness of the 
process. It is my understanding that 
most, but certainly not all, these prob- 
lems were attributable to administra- 
tive weaknesses and faulty procedures 


9729 


in which the system was overwhelmed 
by the enormity of the task. While 
there was a solid electoral infrastruc- 
ture in place, it was not adequate for 
meeting the needs of an expanded elec- 
torate. In addition, there were 11 cam- 
paign languages in use, 19 parties were 
on the national ballot and some 27 dif- 
ferent parties contested for votes in 
the provincial elections. This posed a 
monumental task from the start. 

Given the reported deficiencies in 
this election, it is important that 
South Africa initiate steps to improve 
its electoral system, its campaign laws, 
and its procedures for conducting fu- 
ture elections. They should dedicate 
themselves to making these improve- 
ments by the time of the next sched- 
uled elections. 

The African National Congress 
[ANC], which has been the strongest 
organized internal opponent of apart- 
heid in South Africa, has received a 
mandate to govern and the National 
Assembly has chosen Nelson Mandela 
as President. The African National 
Congress will have a majority of the 
seats in the new 400-member body. The 
National Party and the Inkatha Free- 
dom Party [IFP] also received suffi- 
cient electoral support to ensure diver- 
sity and competition in the delibera- 
tions of the new Parliament, in draft- 
ing the new Constitution, and in man- 
aging the country’s affairs. The elec- 
tion returns in the nine new provinces 
also speak to the diverse preferences of 
South Africa’s multiparty political 
system. These results promise that 
there will be debate, dialog, and diver- 
sity in national politics and in the pro- 
vincial assemblies. This is a healthy 
result and a heartening beginning for 
the transitional government that will 
manage the affairs of South Africa for 
the next 5 years. 

As extraordinary as these elections 
have been, they do not in and of them- 
selves make for a democratic society. 
Much more must be done to ensure 
that security exists for everyone, that 
majority and minority rights are pro- 
tected, and that opportunities are 
spread throughout the country. It will 
take time and determination. With 
South Africa’s human and physical in- 
frastructure—already the most ad- 
vanced in the continent of Africa—its 
chances for success are positive. The 
enormous difficulties and barriers that 
had to be surmounted to get to these 
elections are at least as difficult as the 
tasks that lie ahead for governing the 
new South Africa. With the broad- 
based legitimacy of these elections, the 
new multi-party, multirace govern- 
ment will have a solid political founda- 
tion for addressing the many social, po- 
litical, and economic disparities that 
exist. 

Mr. President, Mr. Mandela’s task is 
filled with opportunities and chal- 
lenges. I suspect his main task will be 
to develop and implement a consensus- 
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based strategy to manage both popular 
expectations and the fears that fun- 
damental change always breeds. Sev- 
eral years ago, President-elect Patricio 
Aylwin of Chile told me the most dif- 
ficult and most important task for him 
as the future President of Chile, a 
country which itself was undergoing a 
fundamental transformation, was to 
manage the expectations of the Chilean 
people. By this he meant that, as Presi- 
dent, he would be faced with managing 
the difficult task of balancing the de- 
mands from those seeking instant 
gratification of long-denied material 
benefits and those fearing the loss of a 
way of life for which they had become 
accustomed. He worried that this 
might paralyze his government. 

The quest for instant gratification 
will pose a similar problem for Mr. 
Mandela. I hope that he, Mr. de Klerk, 
his Cabinet, and the new Parliament 
will have the wisdom to see their way 
to balance these conflicting demands 
in a careful and judicious manner. I 
hope, also, that the people of South Af- 
rica will have the patience to under- 
stand this dilemma. 

Economic growth will be necessary 
to create jobs, expand housing and edu- 
cation, and provide health care services 
in South Africa. Progress in each area 
will require access to international in- 
vestment, capital and technical assist- 
ance. Direct bilateral assistance and 
loans from international financial in- 
stitutions can be helpful but, in the 
end, private investment will be most 
critical to reviving the economy. In 
this regard, it would be very helpful if 
the last remaining United States sanc- 
tions on South Africa were repealed as 
quickly as possible. It is my under- 
standing that more than a dozen State 
governments and municipalities con- 
tinue to bar or restrict their invest- 
ments in companies doing business in 
South Africa. Moreover, there are near- 
ly two dozen American colleges and 
universities that prohibit investments 
in economic activities relating to 
South Africa. These are vestiges of the 
international sanctions imposed in the 
mid-1980's that apply to circumstances 
in South Africa which no longer exist. 

Finally, Mr. President, I want to ex- 
press my congratulations to the people 
of South Africa and to those inside and 
outside South Africa who helped guide 
that country through these difficult 
times. Now, they will have to show the 
same courage, determination, and pa- 
tience as the new South Africa contin- 
ues the remarkable transformation 
that today’s inauguration represents. 


LT. GEN. CLAUDE M. 
KICKLIGHTER’S SPEECH DURING 
THE “DAYS OF REMEMBRANCE 
CEREMONY” 


Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, in a 
little less than 1 month, the world will 
commemorate the 50th anniversary of 
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"D-day," the invasion of Europe that 
signaled the beginning of the end for 
Nazi Germany. As a veteran of the in- 
vasion, I remember how excited we 
were with our progress as we quickly 
pushed the enemy back into Germany. 
As we got closer to Germany, though, 
our enthusiasm was severely and de- 
pressingly dampened as Allied units 
began to liberate concentration camps. 

I will never forget how shocked and 
sickened I was by what I found at Bu- 
chenwald. It was a place filled with 
people who were starved, diseased, and 
barely alive. How anyone could survive 
such an environment was amazing, and 
how anyone could create such a Hell 
was incomprehensive. For the loss of 
better words, I, and my fellow lib- 
erators, were aghast and infuriated at 
what we discovered at that camp and 
its gruesome horror was permanently 
burned into our memories. 

As time marches on, and the bizarre 
era of German history known as na- 
zism grows distant, younger genera- 
tions run the danger of forgetting, or 
worse yet, never knowing the atroc- 
ities of the madmen of the Third Reich. 
It is for that reason that events, such 
as the commemorative ceremony that 
was held last month, down the hall and 
in the rotunda, is so important. By 
gathering camp survivors; camp lib- 
erators; government, business, and reli- 
gious leaders, we can ensure that those 
who died in the camps or fighting the 
evils of Hitler’s twisted ideology are 
remembered, and; most importantly, 
that the Holocaust is never forgotten. 

Mr. President, as you know, last 
month’s ceremony was a very emo- 
tional one. I was especially moved by 
the remarks of Lt. Gen. Claude M. 
Kicklighter and would like to share 
them with my friends in the Senate 
and ask unanimous consent that they 
be placed in the RECORD following my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the re- 
marks were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

REMARKS BY LT. GEN. CLAUDE M. 
KICKLIGHTER, U.S. ARMY RETIRED 

Mr. Vice President, Members of the Senate 
and House, Mr. Ambassadors, Mr. Secretary 
and so many other distinguished guests, es- 
pecially survivors, liberators and rescuers, 
ladies and gentlemen. 

It is with pride, humility and gratitude 
that I accept the General Eisenhower Libera- 
tion Medal on behalf of millions of brave 
men and women who liberated Europe; freed 
the captives from the death camps; attained 
victory as they brought the most destructive 
war in history to an end. A grateful nation 
does not remember, especially the courage of 
all those who gave all their tomorrows so 
that this tyranny could be destroyed and 
free men and women could once again walk 
in the Sun, at peace. Today, I am honored to 
be in the presence of so many patriots and 
heroes in this special place and on this spe- 
cial occasion, 

Fifty years ago, we were engaged in a life 
and death struggle against the worst tyr- 
anny in the history of mankind. A dark pe- 
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riod in which civilization as we know it was 
almost lost. A war in which 15 million men 
and women of all nations were killed in bat- 
tle. Another 38 million men, women, and 
children lost their lives as this war swept 
across their homelands. Of these, 8 to 10 mil- 
lion were murdered in the concentration 
camps—only God knows how many. Today, it 
is impossible to comprehend the magnitude 
of that tragedy, any more than we can un- 
derstand the loss of one precious child—a 
child like Anne Frank. 

Early one morning in June of 1944, the lib- 
erators jumped from the sky, and stormed 
across the beaches into Normandy. They won 
that crucial battle and kept on winning, as 
they charged across Europe, changing his- 
tory as they went. In that march, they dis- 
covered the concentration camps and their 
unspeakable horrors, There began a new bat- 
tle, one fought with a different kind of cour- 
age and with a special compassion, as the 
liberators sought to save the lives of thou- 
sands of survivors, who were broken phys- 
ically and emotionally and most were at the 
brink of death. 

Amid the suffering and dying in the death 
camps had been whispered a common prayer: 
“God, let there be survivors who can bear 
witness to this horrible nightmare.“ The God 
who is the Father of us all, heard those pray- 
ers and made the survivors and their lib- 
erators and rescuers the conscience of this 
Nation and this world. The fact that we are 
gathered here this morning is an answer to 
those prayers. 

As I look around this audience, I see many 
friends with whom I was privileged to take a 
very moving journey just 16 months ago, 
which Mr. Lerman talked about earlier. A 
journey with the survivors and liberators of 
the death camps. That journey began in 
those camps and ended on the beaches of 
Normandy. We walked together, we wept to- 
gether, we prayed together, as we visited 
those monuments of man’s inhumanity to 
man, and the military cemeteries, where lie 
the liberators of Europe. We gathered soil 
and sand that was stained with the precious 
and innocent blood of so many, and we re- 
turned home, forever changed. That soil and 
sand rests today in a place of honor in the 
Hall of Remembrance, under the eternal 
flame in the Holocaust Memorial Museum, 

A few days ago, I again visited the Hall of 
Remembrance. As I looked at the container 
holding that soil, silent voices reminded me, 
that we must never forget. The silent voices 
charge those of us who know the truth about 
this evil to join the ranks of the survivors 
and liberators, and become messengers, 
teachers, and sentries so the world will never 
forget what happened in those dark and de- 
praved days. 

We must work and pray for peace—but not 
peace at any price and not just the absence 
of war, but a peace that celebrates the tri- 
umph of freedom and human dignity. If we 
remember, if we learn from this history, if 
we prepare, World War II and all its trage- 
dies may become known as the last world 
war. 

Sadly, the awful history of the 1930's and 
1940’s is today, unknown by many. The 
young of today and future generations must 
be warned and protected. We must teach our 
children, and they their children. The Holo- 
caust Memorial Museum is a living, teach- 
ing, speaking witness that is making a dif- 
ference in the world, through all those who 
visit. My visit recalled to mind the adage 
that the only thing good men must do to let 
evil men succeed is to do nothing. 

Even as this soul and flame reminds us of 
the suffering of just 50 short years ago, they 
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also signify hope. Hope for the future. Hope 
that comes from the knowledge that good 
men and women were willing to sacrifice 
their all to destroy evil. This strong, free, 
and beautiful America in which we live 
today was given to us by those brave men 
and women who had the courage to confront 
and conquer evil, as they have done through- 
out our history and as they will continue to 
do. 

The voices from beyond the grave and the 
voices of those who died in the concentration 
camps and the voices of those who built this 
Hall of Remembrance all cry out that their 
sacrifices must not have been in vain. They 
say to us: "You must never be guilty of 
doing nothing. You must never again let this 
terrible thing happen." 

Never again. 

Never again. 

I am humbled and honored to receive this 
award—God bless America. 


BUDGET SCOREKEEPING REPORT 


Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I hereby 
submit to the Senate the Budget 
Scorekeeping Report prepared by the 
Congressional Budget Office under sec- 
tion 308(b) and in aid of section 311 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
as amended. This report meets the re- 
quirements for Senate Scorekeeping of 
section 5 of Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 32, the first concurrent resolution 
on the budget for 1986. 

This report shows the effects of con- 
gressional action on the budget 
through May 6, 1994. The estimates of 
budget authority, outlays, and reve- 
nues, which are consistent with the 
technical and economic assumptions of 
the concurrent resolution on the budg- 
et (H. Con. Res. 287), show that current 
level spending is below the budget reso- 
lution by $4.8 billion in budget author- 
ity and $1.1 billion in outlays. Current 
level is $0.1 billion above the revenue 
floor in 1994 and below by $30.3 billion 
over the 5 years, 1994-98. The current 
estimate of the deficit for purposes of 
calculating the maximum deficit 
amount is $311.7 billion, $1.1 billion 
below the maximum deficit amount for 
1994 of $312.8 billion. 

Since the last report, dated May 3, 
1994, Congress approved and the Presi- 
dent signed the Marine Mammal Pro- 
tection Act amendments—Public Law 
103-238—changing the current level of 
outlays. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 
Washington, DC, May 9, 1994. 
Hon. JIM SASSER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, U.S. Sen- 
ate, Washington, DC 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The attached report 
shows the effects of Congressional action on 
the 1994 budget and is current through May 
6, 1994. The estimates of budget authority, 
outlays, and revenues are consistent with 
the technical and economic assumptions of 
the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget (H. 
Con. Res. 64). This report is submitted under 
Section 308(b) and in aid of Section 311 of the 
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Congressional Budget Act, as amended, and 
meets the requirements for Senate 
Scorekeeping of Section 5 of S. Con. Res. 32, 
the 1986 First Concurrent Resolution on the 
Budget. 

Since my last report, dated May 2, 1994, 
Congress approved and the President signed 
the Marine Mammal Protection Act Amend- 
ments (P.L. 103-238) changing the current 
level of outlays. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT D. REISCHAUER, 
Director. 


THE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE U.S. SENATE, FIS- 
CAL YEAR 1994, 103D CONGRESS, 2D SESSION, AS OF 
CLOSE OF BUSINESS MAY 6, 1994 


{In billions of dollars] 
Current 
Current level oyet 
level ? under reso- 
lution 
1,218.5 -48 
1217.1 -Ll 
9054 01 
5,1228 -303 
311.7 -1.1 
4,488.2 —243.7 
2748 2748 [«] 
1,486.5 1,486.5 60 
3352 -11 
1 E 3 18714 -06 


! Reflects revised allocation under section 9(g) of H. Con. Res. 64 for the 


Deficit-Neutral reserve fund. 

? Current level represents the estimated revenue and direct spending ef- 
fects of all legislation that has enacted or sent to the President 
for his approval. In addition, full-year funding estimates under current law 

-— n pigeon ap 
propriations even the appropriations ma current 
D d. det objet te lett reece the tees U.S. Treasury information on 
public debt transactions. 

3 Less than $50 million. 


Note: Detail may not add due to rounding. 


THE ON-BUDGET CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE U.S. 
SENATE, 103D CONGRESS, 2D SESSION, SENATE SUP- 
PORTING DETAIL FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994, AS OF CLOSE 
OF BUSINESS MAY 6, 1994 


{in millions of dollars] 
Budget 
j Outlays Revenues 
ENACTED IN PREVIOUS SESSIONS 
. 
Vo f 694,713 
A 758,885 
receipts .. j (237,226) 
Total previously enacted 1,226,705 1,216,372 
ENACTED THIS SESSION 
E 
priations, FY 1994 (P.L. 103- 
ZUR ME E rena (2,286) 
Federal Workforce Restructuring " 
ting recei (38) 
(410) 
5 3 
4 
(2,681) 66400 — 
(5,562) [Do penc 
Total current levels ..... 1,218,462 1,217,058 905,429 
Total budget resolution 1,223,249 1,218,149 905,349 
Amount remaining: 
4,787 DM ecce 
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[lo millions of dollars] 
Budget 
authority Outiays Revenues 
Over budget resolution... — uu  neeneurerenssoren 80 


i Budget Enforcement Act, the total does not in- 
HS e eee eee HAM 


emergency 110 
A the Committee staff, current level does not include scoring 
of section 601 of PL 02-39) 


Note.—Numbers in parentheses are negative. Detail may not add due to 
rounding. 


IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, anyone 
even remotely familiar with the U.S. 
Constitution knows that no President 
can spend a dime of Federal tax money 
that has not first been authorized and 
appropriated by Congress—both the 
House of Representatives and the U.S. 
Senate. 

So when you hear a politician or an 
editor or a commentator declare that 
“Reagan ran up the Federal debt" or 
that “Bush ran it up," bear in mind 
that it was, and is, the constitutional 
duty of Congress to control Federal 
spending. Congress has failed miserably 
in that task for about 50 years. 

The fiscal irresponsibility of Con- 
gress has created a Federal debt which 
stood at $4,572,080,412,621.68 as of the 
close of business yesterday, Monday, 
May 9. Averaged out, every man, 
woman, and child in America owes a 
share of this massive debt, and that per 
capita share is $17,536.97. 


THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
TECHNOLOGY ACT OF 1994 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the National Environmental 
Technology Act of 1994 which I have co- 
sponsored. 

I feel strongly that this bill provides 
support to an up-and-coming industry 
in Vermont, and one of the most im- 
portant industries in our Nation. Small 
businesses need guidance and support 
to tap the environmental technology 
market, and Americans need good-pay- 
ing jobs. These are concerns that we 
have today, and they are addressed in 
S. 978. 

The visionary strength of S. 978 is 
that it also takes care of our concerns 
for tomorrow. The Environmental 
Technology Act promotes economic vi- 
tality in a way that will make the 
world a better place for our children. 
Ultimately, this is the goal we have to 
keep our eye on. 

Many special interests court the idea 
that environmental stewardship chokes 
off economic prosperity. Most Ver- 
monters know that the opposite is 
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true—environmental degradation is the 
millstone that brings on economic de- 
cline. The Environmental Technology 
Act is clear recognition that economic 
prosperity and environmental con- 
servation go hand in hand. I believe 
that this is the direction in which Ver- 
mont and the country must go. 

Vermont has already seen both the 
benefits and challenges of using new, 
innovative technology in place of tra- 
ditional solutions. Several Vermonters 
developed a technique of modeling the 
flow of contaminated groundwater 
through soil. When this modeling tech- 
nology was applied to a local superfund 
site at Barge Canal in Burlington, it 
became clear that the EPA was about 
to embark on a costly cleanup effort 
that would yield few, if any, environ- 
mental benefits. New technology saved 
millions of dollars on this project 
alone. S. 978 sets aside a certain 
amount of cleanup money from the De- 
partment of Energy, Department of De- 
fense, and Environmental Protection 
Agency to use innovative technology 
and groundwater modeling from the 
University of Vermont. 

On another front, construction of a 
biomass gasification plant may begin 
in Burlington next year. The power- 
plant will use organic fuels such as 
wood chips and corn stalks to power 
Burlington’s energy grid. One of the 
biggest hurdles in moving this project 
forward was getting a warrantee for a 
turbine. The turbine technology had 
not been tested in the specific applica- 
tion that Burlington needed. S. 978 cre- 
ates a technology verification program 
at the EPA to help producers and con- 
sumers address challenges like this 
one. 

Gardener's Supply Co. of Burlington 
is pioneering exciting new technology 
for treating and reusing wastewater 
through “Living Machines." These ma- 
chines duplicate nature's way of re- 
moving toxic substances, but accom- 
plishes it at a quicker pace. Polluted 
water is channeled through a series of 
tanks inside a greenhouse. The tanks 
are exposed to sunlight and contain a 
carefully designed progression of bac- 
teria, algae, snails, and fish. By imitat- 
ing the way nature purifies water, 
these living machines are at the cut- 
ting edge of a revolutionary approach 
to treating wastewater. This bill pro- 
vides funding for joint private and Fed- 
eral precommercial research and devel- 
opment for projects like the Gardener's 
Supply Co. treatment plant. A Federal 
partnership may be all that Gardener's 
Supply Co. needs to complete its test- 
ing and put the product on the market. 

Seventh Generation of Colchester, 
V'T, sells everyday household products 
for a healthy planet. With the motto 
"In our every deliberation, we must 
consider the impact of our decisions on 
the next seven generations," this mail- 
order company sells competitive envi- 
ronmentally friendly products that we 
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can use all the time. Many of these 
products bring the concept of pollution 
prevention into our own homes. S. 978 
targets pollution prevention as a key 
market for further investment. 

Atlantic Orient of Norwich and Green 
Mountain Power of South Burlington 
are working together to test the latest 
developments in wind-generated power. 
Atlantic Orient has developed a com- 
mercially viable small wind turbine 
and Green Mountain Power is testing 
these turbines for large-scale use at 
electric utilities. This is only a small 
part of the energy conservation and en- 
ergy services industry in Vermont. The 
technical assistance available to small 
companies through S. 978 will help de- 
velop Vermont’s energy industries fur- 
ther. 

Finally, Merrell Footwear of South 
Burlington has developed a best-selling 
hiking boot made with recycled mate- 
rials. Merrell uses computer papers and 
coffee filters to produce 65 percent of 
the boots’ insoles, and old tires to 
make 10 percent of its soles. This is the 
kind of product we need to support to 
keep our high standard of living, and 
still fulfill our conservation obliga- 
tions to younger generations. 

Iam looking forward to the economic 
opportunities that this bill provides to 
Vermonters, and I welcome the eco- 
nomic and environmental security that 
it provides for our children. I have 
mentioned only a few of the many com- 
panies in Vermont who have taken the 
initiative to develop environmental 
technology. This bill will help many of 
our growing companies break into larg- 
er markets and help new companies 
find opportunity where today there is 
very little. I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port the Environmental Technology 
Act of 1994. 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 10 
o’clock having arrived, morning busi- 
ness is closed. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to proceed as if in morning business for 
an additional 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator is recognized for 15 min- 
utes. 


FLEXIBLE FUNDING, COLONIAS, 
SOUTH VALLEY 


Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 
today I would like to discuss three 
amendments which I have filed at the 
desk and plan to offer as amendments 
to the Safe Drinking Water Act 
Amendments of 1994 which is being 
considered this week in the Senate. I 
look forward to working with the 
chairman and his staff on these impor- 
tant issues. 


May 10, 1994 


The first amendment I plan to offer 
will provide States with the needed 
flexibility to more efficiently manage 
their environmental programs. This 
amendment will promote more effec- 
tive and efficient use of existing envi- 
ronmental funds and will facilitate the 
targeting of funds where the problems 
are the greatest in the individual 
State. I introduced this amendment as 
a stand alone bill last November as S. 
1687, the Environmental Flexible Fund- 
ing Act of 1993. 

Senator SMITH is the prime cosponsor 
on this legislation with me, and both of 
us have worked hard to persuade our 
colleagues that this is, in fact, meri- 
torious legislation. 

I plan to offer this amendment be- 
cause I have personally heard from 
State environmental directors who are 
concerned about the constricting na- 
ture of the existing grant programs. 
They believe that these grant programs 
fail to recognize that each State is dif- 
ferent. What might be of most concern 
to one community may be less impor- 
tant to another. Federal assistance 
that is available is restricted to na- 
tionally perceived priorities, prevent- 
ing more effective use of funds on 
greater regional or local needs. 

The National Governors Association 
and the National Conference of State 
Legislators have called for a limited 
number of flexible environmental 
grants. In addition, the development of 
flexibility was one of the key findings 
of a State capacity task force report 
developed by States and the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency [EPA] 
called Strengthening Environmental 
Management in the United States. 

There is widespread support among 
State environmental commissioners, 
colleagues in the Senate, and from the 
EPA for this concept. However, they 
have not been able to institute such an 
initiative due to the lack of statutory 
authority. This amendment, Mr. Presi- 
dent, would solve that problem. It 
gives them the statutory authority. 

Mr. President, let me summarize 
briefly the main provisions of this first 
amendment. 

First, my amendment would enable 
States to consolidate funds awarded by 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
under separate grant authorities into 
one of six environmental grants. 

Second, this amendment would au- 
thorize a multimedia grant for any ac- 
tivities that would be eligible under 
the separate grant authorities. 

Third, Governors would be able to 
transfer 20 percent of grant funds from 
one environmental program to another 
of greater State-identified need. 

Finally, my amendment would estab- 
lish a common set of administrative 
and reporting requirements for States. 

Mr. President, let me make clear 
that my amendment would not seek 
additional funding authority. Instead, 
it will enable States to better use ex- 
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isting Federal funds being made avail- 
able for environmental purposes. More 
importantly, this amendment would 
significantly enhance a State's ability 
to direct scarce resources to the most 
serious environmental problems that it 
faces. 

It is critical that we encourage more 
effective use of existing grant funds 
given the limited financial resources 
and increasing Federal environmental 
requirements. This amendment which I 
plan to offer will provide the necessary 
authority. 

The second amendment I plan to in- 
troduce to the Safe Drinking Water 
Act Amendments of 1994 will provide 
the needed authority to supply poor 
communities along the southwestern 
border of the United States with des- 
perately needed wastewater treatment 
grants. I introduced this amendment as 
a stand-alone bill, S. 1286, the Colonias 
Wastewater Treatment Act of 1993, last 
July. 

First, I want to bring to the atten- 
tion of the Senate the plight of these 
poor communities called colonias. 
Colonias are situated along the south- 
western border of the United States. 
They are rural residential areas, gen- 
erally unincorporated, many without 
paved roads. They are small in size 
with populations ranging anywhere 
from 250 to 5,000 people. Residents are 
generally poor and live in substandard 
housing with inadequate plumbing and 
drinking water. Housing lots are ex- 
tremely small in size and packed to- 
gether, frequently creating a high den- 
sity of cesspools and inadequate septic 
tanks. The population is growing in 
size daily, compounding these problems 
and health problems. 

If by chance you happen to visit 
these colonias, you can only be struck 
by the primitive conditions in which 
the residents live. You would walk 
away in disbelief that over 350,000 
American citizens and legal permanent 
residents are subject to what most of 
us would call developing countries liv- 
ing conditions. 

These conditions create health and 
environmental problems. Many 
colonias are situated in areas with a 
very shallow water table, resulting in 
sewage trickling through the ground 
and contaminating the ground water. 
Since many families rely on wells on 
their property for their drinking water, 
it is not surprising that incidences of 
infectious diseases in the colonias are 
higher than the national average. It is 
also not surprising that the ground- 
water is contaminating our rivers. The 
national environmental group Amer- 
ican Rivers recently identified the Rio 
Grande as one of the most endangered 
rivers in the country, citing inadequate 
treatment of sewage waste as one of 
the prime causes of pollution in the 
border area. 

The needs of the colonias have not 
gone unnoticed. In fiscal year 1993, 
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Congress appropriated through EPA $50 
million to help these communities. 
These funds were used for grants to 
build needed wastewater treatment fa- 
cilities. In fiscal year 1994, the admin- 
istration requested funds for the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency [EPA] to 
continue helping the colonias con- 
struct wastewater treatment facilities. 
However, when EPA’s budget came up 
for discussion on the House floor, fund- 
ing was struck due to a parliamentary 
debate as to whether sufficient legal 
authority existed for EPA to make 
these grants. 

Congress has provided a $500 million 
reserve in fiscal year 1994 to support 
projects in hardship communities pend- 
ing enactment of authorizing legisla- 
tion. 

The question today in Congress is not 
if we should help these colonias, but 
whether we have the legal authority to 
do so. 

I want to end this doubt over legal is- 
sues, and place attention where it 
rightly belongs—that is, how to help 
the residents of these communities. I, 
therefore, plan to offer this amendment 
to the Safe Drinking Water Act author- 
izing EPA to make grants for 
wastewater treatment in the colonias. 

Mr. President, specifically, my 
amendment would authorize the Ad- 
ministrator of EPA to make grants to 
colonias or communities acting on be- 
half of colonias for wastewater treat- 
ment. 

Grants may include planning, design, 
and construction of a wastewater 
treatment works, including acquisition 
of any land needed for the construction 
of operation of the works. Grants may 
also be for up to 100 percent of project 
costs. 

The special needs of these commu- 
nities must be met—especially as we 
begin implementation of the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. I be- 
lieve this amendment can play a criti- 
cal role in helping provide the needed 
protection these communities deserve. 

The third amendment I plan to offer 
as an amendment to the Safe Drinking 
Water Act Amendments of 1994 will ad- 
dress the wastewater treatment needs 
of small disadvantaged communities. 
These are small unincorporated com- 
munities with inadequate wastewater 
systems. These communities are too 
large to qualify for rural water grants, 
but are too small to shoulder the high 
per household hookup fees or monthly 
water and sewer service fees that would 
be necessary if they were to finance 
wastewater treatment construction 
through revenue bonds or other financ- 
ing mechanisms. 

Congressman STEVE SCHIFF has in- 
troduced similar legislation in the 
House. I believe that the Safe Drinking 
Water Act must be amended to include 
a special grant program for small, un- 
incorporated communities facing ex- 
treme hardship in treating their sew- 
age. 
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I am particularly concerned about 
unincorporated communities near 
urban centers which face a unique com- 
bination of environmental, financial, 
and governmental problems. House- 
holds in these areas traditionally have 
relied on septic systems to meet sew- 
age needs. With urban growth these 
communities have expanded. Septic 
systems which once were adequate can 
no longer accommodate that increased 
density. Yet these communities lack 
the tax base and governmental struc- 
ture needed to fund needed infrastruc- 
ture improvements. They face high sys- 
tem costs per household due to their 
relatively low density, a high percent- 
age of residents with lower incomes, 
and lack of access to grant programs 
intended for very small, rural commu- 
nities. 


The South Valley in New Mexico, a 
small unincorporated community out- 
side of Albuquerque, alongside the Rio 
Grande, is one such community. Most 
of its 12,000 residents rely on septic 
tanks. Their drinking water comes 
from wells on their property. Heavily 
concentrated septic tanks, a shallow 
water table, and tight soils resulting in 
poorly drained septic tanks are con- 
taminating the ground water. State 
and local governments have already 
contributed significant funds to ad- 
dress the problem, but additional fund- 
ing is needed. If this funding were to 
come through revenue bonds, residents 
in the area would have to pay 4 to 6 
times as much as other New Mexico 
residents for monthly water and sewer 
service. These citizens cannot afford 
such rates. 


State and local governments are al- 
ready contributing to finding solutions 
to problems such as in the South Val- 
ley. But these funds alone cannot meet 
all needs. 


Mr. President, specifically the 
amendment I plan to introduce will au- 
thorize the Administrator of the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency to make 
grants for wastewater treatment 
projects to communities: that are unin- 
corporated; that have a population of 
20,000 or fewer residents; that have a 
median household income that is less 
than or equal to 110 percent of the me- 
dian household income for nonmetro- 
politan areas in the State—although 
the community may be part of a met- 
ropolitan statistical area—and that 
will match 25 percent of Federal fund- 
ing with any combination of public or 
private funds or in-kind services. 


These grants are critical in assuring 
that these communities have access to 
clean and safe water. 


I look forward to working with the 
chairman and his staff on these impor- 
tant amendments. 


The full text of my amendments were 
printed in the RECORD of May 9, 1994. 
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RELEASE OF REPORT BY NA- 
TIONAL EDUCATION COMMISSION 
ON TIME AND LEARNING 


Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I see 
I have just a few more minutes. Last 
week, the National Education Commis- 
sion on Time and Learning released its 
report to the public. That report, enti- 
tled “Prisoners of Time" outlines a 
critical problem for our school reform 
efforts: We have dealt with many, 
many issues relevant to the education 
of our children except one crucial ele- 
ment: time. In all of our consideration 
of new, high standards for all children 
we have not yet grappled with the im- 
plications that those standards have 
for the time we ask our children to 
spend in school or for the time we re- 
quire them to spend studying the core 
academic subjects which those stand- 
ards address. 

When national legislation to set 
goals and standards was first proposed 
in the Senate several years ago, I ex- 
pressed my concern that we could not 
really ask our students to meet higher 
Standards if we did not also consider 
the element of time. I wondered wheth- 
er we really knew what the implica- 
tions of time for learning were. Were 
we using time in best way in school? 
Were students spending enough time on 
the tasks they needed to learn? Did 
teachers have enough time to teach? 
Was it fair to ask students to achieve 
to higher standards in the traditional 
School day and school year? 

I knew that we did not have the an- 
swers to these and similar questions 
but I also knew that our efforts to have 
students meet higher academic stand- 
ards would fail if we could not deal 
with the time issue intelligently. 
Therefore, I introduced a bill in the 
102d Congress to establish the National 
Education Commission on Time and 
Learning. That bill became law. 

That nine-member Commission start- 
ed its work in 1992. The Commission 
was led by Milton Goldberg, the Execu- 
tive Director of this Commission and 
the former Director of the National 
Commission on Excellence in Edu- 
cation, which produced the landmark 
report, “A Nation At Risk." The Com- 
mission held eight hearings at loca- 
tions around the country and commis- 
sioned the preparation of several re- 
ports on various aspects of its study. It 
visited 22 schools across the Nation and 
traveled to Germany and Japan to visit 
Schools in those Nations. 

The report which the Commission 
has released today should be read by 
every person concerned about our Na- 
tion's education system. It identifies 
the essential design flaw in that sys- 
tem which must be fixed before we can 
make any true progress: That flaw is 
expecting all children to learn a fixed 
body of knowledge at a uniform mini- 
mum level of competency in a rigidly 
defined schedule of days and hours. We 
know that children learn at different 
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rates; we know that our society has 
changed and is changing so that chil- 
dren bring different problems to 
Schools; we know that what children 
are expected to know in an increas- 
ingly competitive world is changing— 
yet we continue to insist that all chil- 
dren learn on a schedule which is root- 
ed in work schedules of generations 


0. 

Furthermore, the report notes the 
compounding of that flaw in that the 
fixed days and hours of instruction 
which we have set for our children are 
frequently not even used for academic 
instruction. We do not require of our 
Students even half the academic study 
that other countries require of their 
Students. It appears that we take a 
limited number of instructional hours 
and spend them on a variety of things 
not related to proficiency in core aca- 
demic subjects. 

This chart, which is the only chart 
appearing in the report, shows how lit- 
tle we expect of our high school stu- 
dents as compared to the requirements 
set in other countries. In America, 
States set the minimum requirements 
for graduation—we do not have a 
central ministry of education as many 
other countries do—and our States 
vary in their requirements for high 
School graduation. 

This chart depicts the average hours 
required by the States in the core aca- 
demic subjects identified in our Goals 
2000 legislation and compares that 
number to the requirements set for 
Japan, France, and Germany for their 
students in their last 4 years of second- 
ary school. You can see that the Amer- 
ican States require less than half of 
these countries—about 2 hours a day of 
academic instruction—assuming a 180- 
day year. 

While the data are not quite so clear 
with respect to the amount of time 
which students actually spend on core 
academic subjects, as those subjects 
are defined in Goals 2000—as opposed to 
the amount of time required by the 
States—it appears from the data we do 
have that students do not spend any 
more than 3 hours a day on core aca- 
demic subjects—still far short of the 
German, Japanese, and French stu- 
dents. Is it any wonder that American 
students do so poorly on international 
comparisons? 

In *A Nation at Risk," released 11 
years ago last week, it was rec- 
ommended that States adopt a core 
curriculum of requirements for all high 
Schools: 4 years of English, 3 years of 
math, 3 of science, 3 of social studies, 
and 1% years of computer science. In 
1990, fewer than half the high school 
graduates had completed that core set 
of requirements. It is clear that even 
within the time we have alloted our 
Schools, that time is not being used 
enough for the kind of instruction that 
students must have in order to com- 
pete with their counterparts in other 
countries. 
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The simple fact is, in many of our 
schools, student have been permitted 
and in fact in some cases encouraged to 
take course work which does not have 
a core academic basis. We had one of 
the members of the Commission speak 
very eloquently last week at a press 
conference where the report was re- 
leased, saying it is not unusual for a 
high school senior in this country to 
have his or her school day made up of 
one or at the most 2 hours of academic 
instruction while the rest of the time 
would be spent on weight lifting and 
crafts and lunch and study hall. We are 
not doing right by our students in per- 
mitting this kind of instruction. 

We seem mired in old notions of a 
school day and a school year and in old 
notions of how students should spend 
their time. Now, as we undertake 
major efforts at school reform through 
Goals 2000 and the reauthorized Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act, 
we need to revisit those old notions 
and rethink our commitment to a 
school day and school year that no 
longer reflect the modern work sched- 
ule or modern educational demands in 
a global economy. 

The report makes eight recommenda- 
tions. Some can be achieved only by 
local communities and schools. But 
others can be acted on at all levels of 
government. The eight recommenda- 
tions are: 

Reinvent school around learning, not 
time; 

Fix the design flaw: Use time in new 
and better ways; 

Establish an academic day; 

Keep schools open longer to meet the 
needs of children and communities; 

Give teachers the time they need; 

Invest in technology; 

Develop local action plans to trans- 
form schools; 

Share the responsibility: Finger- 
pointing and evasion must end. 

We in the Congress can do quite a bit 
to help implement the recommenda- 
tion about reinventing the school 
around learning, not time. Goals 2000 is 
a first step in that direction and ESEA 
will provide more help for schools that 
wish to reinvent themselves. We can 
also help schools stay open longer to 
meet the needs of children and fami- 
lies. 

There are various proposals in the 
ESEA and elsewhere to support schools 
in their efforts to stay open longer 
hours so that community services can 
be provided on the school site, al- 
though not necessarily at the school's 
expense. The professional development 
title in the proposed ESEA bill pro- 
vides significant new moneys for pro- 
fessional development, including mon- 
eys to give teachers time for that de- 
velopment. And, of course, the Tech- 
nology for Education Act, S. 1040, 
which I introduced last spring with 
Senators KENNEDY, HARKIN, and COCH- 
RAN, will provide important investment 
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in technology in the schools so that 
learning time can be more efficient and 
more effective. 

Yet, for all these efforts, there still 
remains much more that we in Con- 
gress can do to help schools free them- 
selves from the shackles of time. I will 
be proposing an amendment to ESEA 
to provide grants to schools to support 
efforts to implement the report's rec- 
ommendations. 

Last week, at the press conference 
announcing the release of the report, 
we heard from the principal of an ele- 
mentary school in New Stanley, KS, 
which, with the help of a grant from 
RJR Nabisco, developed an innovative 
blueprint for learning that extended 
the school day and year, combined with 
other innovations in teaching and cur- 
riculum. When the Nabisco grant ran 
out after 3 years, the New Stanley 
school community was so pleased with 
these innovations, including the ex- 
tended year and day, that the commu- 
nity supported the increased spending 
which was required to maintain those 
changes once the grant money was 
gone. 

The Federal Government can help 
Schools in a similar way, by providing 
seed money to spur change, which local 
communities can then support them- 
selves once those innovations are 
shown to meet local needs. 

We are not suggesting the Federal 
Government should legislate a school 
year of a certain number of days. But 
we are saying that in order to reach 
the high goals and standards for edu- 
cation that we have set as a Nation, we 
have to recognize more time is re- 
quired in actual instruction. 

There are doubtless other kinds of 
support which we can give schools to 
help them implement the recommenda- 
tions of this report. I hope that the re- 
port itself together with the forums 
and other outreach activities which the 
Commission will be undertaking over 
the next several months will provide 
further support to efforts all over the 
country to rethink and revise time for 
schools. 

I hope that we will give serious 
thought to the recommendations of 
this report. It is a fine piece of work 
and a very important contribution to 
the debate about school reform. I com- 
mend Dr. Goldberg and the Commission 
on their efforts in bringing this to the 
Congress and thank them for fulfilling 
so well the charge Congress gave them. 
I just hope that we do not lose sight of 
the importance of these issues and the 
urgency of these recommendations, be- 
cause I do not think that we can real- 
ize the promise of Goals 2000 or of the 
reauthorized ESEA if we do not release 
our children and their schools from the 
prison of time. 

I will be working with the members 
of the Time and Learning Commission 
to see the results of their report and 
their recommendations are as widely 
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publicized as possible throughout the 
country. 

Mr. President, at this point I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
absence of a quorum having been sug- 
gested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call the rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, has lead- 
er’s time been reserved? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator is correct. The Senator wishes 
to be recognized under leader time. The 
Republican leader is so recognized for 
not to exceed 10 minutes. 


SOUTH AFRICA 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, South Afri- 
ca has a new  President—Nelson 
Mandela. This courageous man's politi- 
cal journey inspires the world: from op- 
position politics, to decades of impris- 
onment, to the Presidency of his coun- 
try. And President Mandela may now 
face the toughest challenge of all—rul- 
ing a country where expectations are 
high, where violence is widespread, and 
where some wish him to fail. 

As he faces difficult decisions in the 
days ahead, President Mandela can call 
on another South African hero of the 
democratic transition: F.W. de Klerk. 
In the late 1970's, white South Africans 
were told to 'adapt or die" by one of 
their own. It took another of their own, 
President de Klerk, to make change a 
reality. 

President de Klerk promised to end 
apartheid, and he did. President de 
Klerk promised to hold free and fair 
elections and he did. So while we all 
congratulate South Africa's new Presi- 
dent on the day he is sworn in, we 
should also remember the past Presi- 
dent who shares in the triumph of free- 
dom in South Africa. 

Yesterday, Nelson Mandela said, We 
speak as fellow citizens to heal the 
wounds of the past with the intent of 
constructing a new order based on jus- 
tice for all." As South Africa's Govern- 
ment of National Unity is formed, I 
wish President Mandela and all South 
Africans the best as they embark on 
their historic path. 

Is morning business closed? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Morn- 
ing business is closed. 

Does the Senator wish to continue? 

Mr. DOLE. I reserve the remainder of 
my leader time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time is reserved. 
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LIFTING THE ARMS EMBARGO ON 
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the order previously entered, the Sen- 
ate will now resume consideration of S. 
2042, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 2042) to remove the United States 
arms embargo of the Government of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Republican leader. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1692 
(Purpose: To propose a substitute for S. 2042) 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk a substitute amendment and 
amendments in the first and second de- 


e. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the Senator is au- 
thorized to offer a substitute amend- 
ment and first- and second-degree 
amendments and a modification to the 
second-degree amendment thereto. 

Mr. DOLE. I send the modification to 
the desk. I might say, this has been 
cleared by the other side. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will report the substitute amend- 
ment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 1692. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in- 
sert the following: < 
SEC. . UNITED STATES ARMS EMBARGO OF THE 

GOVERNMENT OF BOSNIA AND 
HERZEGOVINA. 

(a) TERMINATION.—The President shall ter- 
minate the United States arms embargo of 
the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina 
upon receipt from that government of a re- 
quest for assistance in exercising its right of 
self-defense under Article 51 of the United 
Nations Charter. 

(b) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, 
the term ‘United States arms embargo of the 
Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina' 
means the application to the government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina of— 

(1) the policy adopted July 10, 1991, and 
published in the Federal Register of July 19, 
1991 (58 Fed. Reg. 33322) under the heading 
‘Suspension of Munitions Export Licenses to 
Yugoslavia’; and 

(2) any similar policy being applied by the 
United States Government as of the date of 
receipt of the request described in subsection 
(a) pursuant to which approval is routinely 
denied for transfers of defense articles and 
defense services to the former Yugoslavia. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1693 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1692 
(Purpose: To propose a 1st degree amend- 

ment to the substitute amendment for S. 

2042) 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will read the amendment in the 
first degree. 
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The legislative clerk read as follows: 


The Senator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 1693 to 
amendment No. 1692. 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 


At the appropriate place, add the follow- 
ing: 

SEC. . UNITED STATES ARMS EMBARGO OF THE 
GOVERNMENT OF BOSNIA AND 
HERZEGOVINA. 

(a) TERMINATION.—The President shall ter- 
minate the United States arms embargo of 
the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina 
upon receipt from that government of a re- 
quest for assistance in exercising its right of 
self-defense under Article 51 of the United 
Nations Charter. 

(b) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, 
the term ‘United States arms embargo of the 
Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina’ 
means the application to the Government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina of— 

(1) the policy adopted July 10, 1991, and 
published in the Federal Register of July 19, 
1991 (58 Fed. Reg. 33322) under the heading 
‘Suspension of Munitions Export Licenses to 
Yugoslavia’; and 

(2) any similar policy being applied by the 
United States Government as of the date of 
receipt of the request described in subsection 
(a) pursuant to which approval is routinely 
denied for transfers of defense articles and 
defense services to the former Yugoslavia. 


AMENDMENT NO. 1694 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1693 
(Purpose: To propose a second-degree amend- 

ment to the first-degree amendment to the 

substitute amendment for S. 2042) 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will now read the second-degree 
amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 


The Senator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE], for 
himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. MACK, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. HATCH, 
Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. MCCONNELL, 
Mr. HELMS, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. COVERDELL, 
Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. GORTON, Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. PRESSLER, 
Mr. ROTH, Mr. BROWN, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. 
WALLOP, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
MOYNIHAN, Mr. ROBB, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
THURMOND, Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. REID, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. CAMPBELL, and Mr. MURKOW- 
SKI, proposes an amendment numbered 1694 
to amendment No. 1693. 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

Strike all after the word SEC.“ and insert 
the following: 

*, UNITED STATES ARMS EMBARGO OF THE GOV- 
ERNMENT OF BOSNIA AND 
HERZEGOVINA. 

"(a) PROHIBITION.—Neither the President 
nor any other member of the Executive 
Branch of the United States Government 
shall interfere with the transfer of arms to 
the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

"(b) TERMINATION.—The President shall 
terminate the United States arms embargo 
of the Government of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina upon receipt from that govern- 
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ment of a request for assistance in exercising 

its right of self-defense under Article 51 of 

the United Nations Charter. 

*(c) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, 
the term 'United States arms embargo of the 
Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina’ 
means the application to the Government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina of— 

(J) the policy adopted July 10, 1991, and 
published in the Federal Register of July 19, 
1991 (58 Fed. Reg. 33322) under the heading 
‘Suspension of Munitions Export Licenses to 
Yugoslavia’; and 

2) any similar policy being applied by the 
United States Government as of the date of 
receipt of the request described in subsection 
(a) pursuant to which approval is routinely 
denied for transfers of defense articles and 
defense services to the former Yugoslavia. 

*(d) Nothing in this section shall be inter- 
preted as authorization for deployment of 
U.S. forces in the territory of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina for any purpose, including 
training, support or delivery of military 
equipment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1694 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1693, AS 

MODIFIED 

(Purpose: To modify the proposed second-de- 

gree amendment to the first-degree amend- 

ment to the substitute amendment for S. 

2042) 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair inquires to which amendment 
the modification is addressed. 

Mr. DOLE. The modification is to the 
second-degree amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will read the modification. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I will ex- 
plain what the modification is. 

This is a simple modification to ad- 
dress the concern raised by some that 
the language prohibiting the executive 
branch from enforcing the arms embar- 
go could inadvertently allow the trans- 
fer of nuclear or other advanced weap- 
ons to Bosnia. 

The modification makes clear only 
conventional weapons appropriate to 
the self-defense of Bosnia would be al- 
lowed. That is the only purpose of the 
amendment. 

As I understand it, I have a right to 
make that modification. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator has that right. 

The amendment, with its modifica- 
tion, is as follows: 

Strike all after the word SEC.“ and insert 
the following: 

*. UNITED STATES ARMS EMBARGO OF THE GOV- 
ERNMENT OF BOSNIA AND 
HERZEGOVINA. 

"(a) PROHIBITION.—Neither the President 
nor any other member of the Executive 
Branch of the United States Government 
Shall interfere with the transfer of conven- 
tional arms appropriate to the self-defense 
needs of the Government of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 

"(b) TERMINATION.—The President shall 
terminate the United States arms embargo 
of the Government of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina upon receipt from that govern- 
ment of a request for assistance in exercising 
its right of self-defense under Article 51 of 
the United Nations Charter. 

(e DEFINITION.—As used in this section, 
the term ‘United States arms embargo of the 
Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina’ 
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means the application to the Government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina of— 

(J) the policy adopted July 10, 1991, and 
published in the Federal Register of July 19, 
1991 (58 Fed. Reg. 33322) under the heading 
‘Suspension of Munitions Export Licenses to 
Yugoslavia’; and 

(2) any similar policy being applied by the 
United States Government as of the date of 
receipt of the request described in subsection 
(a) pursuant to which approval is routinely 
denied for transfers of defense articles and 
defense services to the former Yugoslavia. 

(d) Nothing in this section shall be inter- 
preted as authorization for deployment of 
U.S. forces in the territory of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina for any purpose, including 
training, support or delivery of military 
equipment." 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that until the Senate re- 
cesses for the party conferences today, 
that there be debate only on S. 2042, 
the Bosnia arms embargo legislation. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears no ob- 
jection. It will be so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. That is the request of the 
leaders on both sides. 

Mr. President, I know with all the 
things that may be happening around 
the world today in South Africa—and 
some of our colleagues are there for the 
inauguration of President Mandela—we 
read about the tragedy in Rwanda, we 
look at the Mideast with some hope, 
there are a number of areas I know 
have the focus of the administration 
and the Congress and the President. 

But I know of no area that deserves 
more consideration by this body than 
Bosnia. So what we are attempting to 
do in a bipartisan way—we have more 
than 30 cosponsors, myself and Senator 
LIEBERMAN, so it is bipartisan, a num- 
ber of Democrats, a number of Repub- 
licans—all we are attempting to do 
with our amendment is to lift the arms 
embargo on Bosnia on a unilateral 
basis. 

And I might say at the outset, we 
prefer that it be lifted by our allies at 
the same time. But if they are not per- 
suaded, then I think America should 
take the high moral ground so the 
world may know that at least the Unit- 
ed States, if we do nothing else, we are 
not going to prevent people from de- 
fending themselves. That is essentially 
what we are doing now. We are telling 
the Bosnians, you cannot defend your- 
selves; you cannot have defensive 
weapons; you cannot have antitank 
weapons. They are now fighting tanks 
with rifles. 

I met, along with Senator 
LIEBERMAN, with the Vice President of 
Bosnia, Mr. Ganic. He told us they had 
8 tanks and the Serbs have over 300. He 
told us they had 1 rifle for every 4 men. 
Now, it is not a fair fight. The Serbs 
have most of the weapons that the 
Yugoslav army had. And I know that 
some say, well, if you lift the arms em- 
bargo, you escalate the violence; you 
permit the Bosnians to inflict some 
pain on the Serbs and we would rather 
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have it one way; we would just as soon 
have only the Serbs inflict the pain be- 
cause it is less violence. 

My view is that that violates article 
51 of the U.N. charter which provides 
for the right of self-defense. Bosnia is 
an independent nation. It is a member 
of the United Nations. They have al- 
ready lost a half or more of their terri- 
tory, some say 70 percent. We will have 
to make a decision here someday, if 
there is a peace accord, whether we 
Should send 5,000, 10,000, 25,000 Ameri- 
cans to Bosnia. 'To do what? To enforce 
a peace agreement that favors the 
Serbs, because they have been the ag- 
gressors. The Bosnians have not been 
the aggressors. The Croats have not 
been the aggressors. It has been the 
Serbs. 

For 2 years now we have facilitated 
Serbian aggression and ethnic cleans- 
ing because we have prevented the 
Bosnians from defending themselves. 

And again I would say that the Vice 
President of Bosnia said that all we 
want is a limited quantity of defensive 
weapons, not for offensive purposes but 
for survival, survival. 

When President Clinton was can- 
didate Clinton and campaigning across 
America he correctly said, “In effect, 
we're giving a big advantage to the 
Serbians when there can't be any arms 
sales" to any Balkan States. “We can't 
get involved in a quagmire," Governor 
Clinton said, but we must do what we 
can.” 

And I think at the outset it was my 
hope, and I think Senator LIEBERMAN’S 
hope, that we would strengthen the 
President's hand. We did not offer this 
to have any confrontation with the ad- 
ministration or with the President. 
But we thought we should help the 
President do what is morally right in 
this case and help provide the leader- 
ship. In my view, unless the United 
States is providing the leadership, 
nothing of any import is going to hap- 


pen. 

So they have 8 tanks to 300, 1 gun to 
every 4 Bosnian soldiers. They are not 
asking for American troops. They are 
not asking for offensive weapons, They 
are ready to defend themselves, if only 
they had the means to protect them- 
selves, their homes, and their families. 

We have witnessed on CNN shelling 
of an emergency room, the Red Cross, 
shooting children in front of their par- 
ents, killing children in front of their 
parents. It seems to me that as Ameri- 
cans we have a special history and a 
special understanding for the plight of 
the Bosnian people. America was once 
a colony, and we struggled against the 
odds for our independence. So I think 
we can certainly sympathize, but we 
need more than sympathy, for the 
Bosnians; all they want is their free- 
dom and their independence. 

But they have had their fate 
snatched from their hands and placed 
in the hands of the U.N. Security Coun- 
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cil. No doubt about it, I think even the 
President acknowledged and our Am- 
bassador to the United Nations has ac- 
knowledged that in a sense—the inter- 
national community approach has been 
one of weakness and hypocrisy. Geno- 
cide has not been halted; it has been 
managed. Aggression has not being 
halted; it is being supervised. 

The international community’s pol- 
icy has been a failure, and the Amer- 
ican people know it. A CNN/Time mag- 
azine poll conducted last week indi- 
cates that only 19 percent of those 
polled believe United States policy in 
Bosnia has been a success, while 59 per- 
cent believe it has been a failure. 

The United Nations and NATO say 
that genocide will not be tolerated in 
U.N. “safe havens,” but outside those 
areas ethnic cleansing rages on. In 
Gorazde, one of those U.N.-declared 
safe havens, limited action was taken 
but only after the city was nearly de- 
stroyed and hundreds were killed. Now 
Bosnian Serbs are massing their forces 
in the Brcko area for a new offensive, 
but this region is not protected even in 
theory by NATO air strikes. 

Last week, two planes were hit by 
gunfire on the way to Sarajevo and 
Bosnian Serbs blocked a convoy bound 
for the beleaguered people of Gorazde. 
Nevertheless, negotiators were in Sara- 
jevo at the end of the week talking 
peace. 

The latest news reports are more 
shocking. Pursuant to a deal cut by 
U.N. Special Representative Akashi, 
U.N. Protection Forces allowed 
Bosnian Serb tanks to have free pas- 
sage through the Sarajevo exclusion 
zone, in blatant violation of the Feb- 
ruary NATO ultimatum. 

In addition to assisting Bosnian 
Serbs in violating the NATO ulti- 
matum, the U.N. Protection Forces 
helped the Bosnian Serbs to redeploy 
their tanks, no doubt, so they can 
begin new offensives elsewhere—and we 
are picking up a big part of the 
UNPROFOR tab. Today’s reports indi- 
cate that some of these tanks are now 
missing within the Sarajevo exclusion 
zone. 

Moreover, this morning there are re- 
ports that UNPROFOR officials are fi- 
nally admitting that the Bosnian Serbs 
are still violating the NATO ulti- 
matum on Gorazde, with troops and 
heavy equipment. 

Prime Minister Silajdzic has de- 
manded U.N. Special Representative 
Akashi’s resignation, and I think he is 
correct. In fact, Senator LIEBERMAN 
and I last week had a telephone con- 
versation with the Prime Minister, and 
again he made the case that all we 
want is defensive weapons, antitank 
weapons, whatever we can get to de- 
fend ourselves. 

I have also called repeatedly for 
Akashi's resignation. Akashi’s ap- 
proach is one of appeasement. He meets 
with war criminals and calls them 
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friends. And when the United States re- 
fuses to send soldiers under U.N. com- 
mand he calls us timid. Akashi should 
be sent packing to a post far away 
where his weakness and indecisiveness 
will not cost lives. 

Tragically, the international commu- 
nity has shown consistence—in its 
weakness and lack of principle. As in- 
nocent civilians are slaughtered daily, 
international leaders invite war crimi- 
nals to Geneva to discuss peace. U.N. 
officials speak of the need for neutral- 
ity, as though they are referees in a 
sporting match. The problem is that 
this game is aggression and the ref- 
erees are creating an unlevel playing 
field. Remember, the United Nations 
was established to protect member 
states against aggression, not to help 
foster it, not to choose up sides and not 
to make excuses for the aggressors as 
they have done in nearly every case, ei- 
ther Boutros Boutros-Ghali or his rep- 
resentative, Mr. Akashi. 

Mr. President, how do we bring an 
end to this multilateral madness? I 
would have preferred not to have had 
to offer this legislation. I would have 
preferred that the President call the 
congressional leadership to tell us of 
the decision to lift the U.S. embargo. 
But this issue has waited long enough. 
The Bosnians have waited long enough. 
The war has gone on for 25 months, and 
we have passed resolutions and the 
U.N. passed resolutions. There has been 
international hand-wringing and tough 
talk and tough rhetoric and nothing 
ever happens. We have had pilots flying 
over certain zones where they might 
have had air strikes, waiting for some- 
body in the United Nations to tell 
NATO it is all right for the pilots to 
take action. 

And it confuses me, I might say, and 
confuses most of the people in Amer- 
ica. That is why those who support our 
policy in a recent policy are at about 19 
percent. 

President Clinton says he wants to 
lift the embargo but only multilater- 
ally. But do not get me wrong; the 
Bush administration, too, deserves its 
fair share of this policy. But the Clin- 
ton administration has been in charge 
now for more than a year. And I made 
the same statements during the Bush 
administration. During the Bush ad- 
ministration, we kept talking about an 
undivided Yugoslavia even after free 
elections in Slovenia, after free elec- 
tions in Croatia, even after it was obvi- 
ous that Milosevic was moving for this 
greater Serbia, obvious that 2 million 
Albanians in Kosova were probably 
going to be the next target, or maybe 
Macedonia or maybe somewhere else. 

So we gave them the caution light, 
and kept talking about not dividing 
Yugoslavia when it was obvious it was 
going to be divided in any event. 

But this administration is continuing 
the Bush policy of denying the 
Bosnians the ability to defend them- 
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selves. Mr. President, this bill is about 
leadership—U.S. leadership in doing 
what is just and what is in the U.S. in- 
terest. Lifting the arms embargo is in 
both Bosnia's interest and in the Unit- 
ed States interest. But the arms em- 
bargo will not be lifted if America 
waits for a consensus to miraculously 
emerge either within the U.N. Security 
Council or in NATO. The United States 
must act first. 

Many of us are going to go over to 
Italy and Normandy in 2 or 3 weeks. We 
are going to talk about a lot of things. 
It is going to be a very emotional cere- 
mony. But what is going to be indelibly 
imprinted on our minds again is how 
important American leadership is. 

What would have happened in the 
last 50 years had America not entered 
World War II? I am not suggesting we 
enter into any armed conflict in 
Bosnia. But, what would have happened 
if we had not provided the leadership? 
Where would we be today? Would we be 
meeting in the U.S. Senate under the 
charge of somebody Hitler passed on? 

Only when American leadership is 
provided, only when the world under- 
stands that America is providing lead- 
ership and we are serious about what 
we intend to do, can we have coopera- 
tion, because, whether we like it or 
not, we have the burden of world lead- 
ership. We may not fully appreciate it. 
We are respected around the world, 
with some exceptions. They respect our 
leadership because historically Amer- 
ica stood its ground. We have taken the 
high moral ground. What we are saying 
is, OK, we are not going to do anything 
in Bosnia, but we certainly are not 
going to deprive the people of a right 
to defend themselves. We would not do 
that if we had a street fight somewhere 
if somebody was unfairly matched. We 
might at least give them a right to de- 
fend themselves. 

That does not risk any American 
lives, and that does not risk any Amer- 
ican capital. It just says to these poor 
people, children, and innocent women 
and men, who have been slaughtered, 
that you have a right to defend your- 
selves. Once the Serbs understand that 
the Bosnians are going to be allowed to 
defend themselves, then I think you 
will see some real negotiations and 
maybe a peaceful settlement. 

So my hope still is that we will pass 
this bill. I know the administration is 
opposed to it. I know some of my col- 
leagues are opposed to it, unless it can 
be done with our allies. We are not 
France. We are not Britain. We are the 
United States of America. We are the 
world's leader. We ought to take that 
position, and we ought to do it proudly. 
And we ought to say we are going to 
lift the arms embargo. You can remove 
all the U.N. troops. We do not want any 
lives endangered. But we are the Unit- 
ed States of America. We are the Unit- 
ed States of America. We want to stop 
the slaughter. We want to give them at 
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least an even chance. If the British do 
not like it and if the French do not like 
it, that is too bad. Because history is 
going to take a look at this era in the 
next 10, 15, or 20 years. And unless I am 
totally wrong, they are going to say 
this was a sad and tragic chapter in 
international history. And if we par- 
ticipate in it by just going along wait- 
ing for some consensus to develop, then 
we are going to be criticized for our 
lack of leadership. 

So, Mr. President, I think the legal 
arguments are clear, too. We have to 
keep in mind that the arms embargo 
was imposed on Yugoslavia. Yugoslavia 
no longer exists. How can we have an 
arms embargo in à country which no 
longer exists? This was all done before 
Bosnia was recognized and admitted 
into the United Nations as a member 
state. 

Bosnia and Herzegovina is the victim 
of international aggression and is guar- 
anteed the right to self-defense under 
article 51 of the U.N. Charter. One of 
the cosponsors of this bill, the distin- 
guished Senator from New York [Mr. 
MOYNIHAN] is a former Ambassador to 
the United Nations and has perhaps the 
deepest understanding of the inter- 
national legal questions associated 
with this matter. Another former U.S. 
Ambassador to the United Nations, 
Jeane Kirkpatrick, has also exten- 
Sively discussed and written on this 
issue—and supports this bill. Even our 
current U.S. Ambassador to the United 
Nations, Ambassador Albright, stated a 
few days ago that: The bottom line 
here is that this is not a legal issue, it 
is a political issue.” 

It is not a legal issue because the 
arms embargo is illegal, which brings 
me back to the leadership. The politi- 
cal issue is U.S. leadership. Is the Unit- 
ed States going to continue to go along 
with and subsidize failed U.N. Security 
Council policies—including an illegal 
arms embargo? 

If we are going to do this, I may offer 
an amendment to cut off any funding. 
Why should we subsidize it? Why 
Should the taxpayers subsidize it if 
only 19 percent approve of the policy? 
Are we going to break the cycle of fail- 
ure which has left Bosnia in ruins and 
which threatens to drag us into the 
quagmire of implementing a peace set- 
tlement which rewards aggression? 

That is some precedent I do not 
think we wish to be a part of. So they 
say, OK, go ahead and take their coun- 
try. Take 60 percent of it. Take 70 per- 
cent of it. We will send American 
troops to make certain they do not get 
any of it back. 

I do not really believe that is going 
to be an easy sell in the Congress of the 
United States or with the American 
people, again, when 59 percent do not 
support our present policy. 

In my view, it is not in the U.S. in- 
terest to send thousands of U.S. troops 
to implement an unjust and unwork- 


May 10, 1994 


able settlement. The administration is 
now participating in a contact group 
which includes the British, French, 
Germans, and Russians whose main ob- 
jective is to persuade the Bosnian Gov- 
ernment to accept 51 percent of Bosnia, 
while allowing the Bosnian Serbs to re- 
tain 49 percent of Bosnia. 

Is that supposed to be something 
they would welcome? You get to keep 
51 percent. What are you complaining 
about? 

This is a peace-at-any-price policy. 
In a recent meeting, Jeane Kirkpatrick 
made the point that the United States 
does not have a stake in where borders 
are drawn, but how they are drawn. At 
present, the map of Bosnia is a map of 
aggression. The negotiators' map is one 
of slightly reduced aggression. 

So you have major aggression. So, 
OK, you cannot have 70 percent, but we 
will give you 49 percent. So everybody 
wants to end the war. The President 
does. The Congress does. The people do, 
and particularly the people in Bosnia 
who have been pummeled, who have 
suffered and been shelled and whatever 
for the last 25 months. 

But how can anyone reasonably 
argue that this sort of resolution will 
serve U.S. interests? Are we really 
going to place our troops in harm's 
way to police the division of Bosnia? 
Are we talking now about sending 
troops? 

The only viable solution to the war 
in Bosnia is to lift the arms embargo 
on Bosnia. Last week, former Prime 
Minister Margaret Thatcher, once 
again made the case for lifting the em- 
bargo, in an op-ed in the New York 
Times. Lady Thatcher cites four rea- 
sons why the United States and Europe 
have important interests at stake in 
Bosnia and they are: First, the credi- 
bility of the West—and we do not have 
very much—NATO, and the United Na- 
tions; second, the message our weak- 
ness sends to other would-be aggres- 
sors; third, the expansion of Serbian 
aggression that would lead to a wider 
Balkan war; fourth, the potential for a 
wider war to create floods of refugees 
across Europe. Yesterday, Albert 
Wohlsetter, in an op-ed in the Wall 
Street Journal called the present pol- 
icy toward Bosnia, Genocide by Em- 
bargo.” 

In other words, we are not going to 
stand by and watch it. We do not want 
to call it genocide. 

So it seems to me that wherever you 
look, there are rather compelling rea- 
sons for the United States to act, not 
by sending ground troops, not even 
with air strikes at this point—though I 
would support air strikes if the Presi- 
dent suggested that—but by helping 
the Bosnians defend themselves. And I 
ask unanimous consent that these arti- 
cles be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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[From the Wall Street Journal, May 9, 1994] 
GENOCIDE BY EMBARGO 
(By Albert Wohlsetter) 


Since June 1991, the United States has used 
its own diplomacy and the U.N. Security 
Council in a grim charade of neutral medi- 
ation" between a Serbian genocidal aggres- 
sor and his victims. France and Britain have 
done likewise using the Security Council and 
the European Community. 

They have used the brave efforts of private 
humanitarian agencies to excuse their own 
failure to stop the Serbs, ignoring the fact 
that this enormous human catastrophe is not 
the unintended byproduct of war: It is ethnic 
cleansing, the deliberate slaughter of inno- 
cent civilians, the destruction of their pri- 
vate homes and public places of worship and 
assembly, and the systematic rape of women 
to inspire terror and flight for the strategic 
purpose of creating Slobodan Milosevic's 
Greater Serbia. Western leaders have spon- 
sored the use of peacekeeping forces where 
there is no peace but only an ongoing geno- 
cidal war. 

Such mediation, misuse of relief efforts, 
and peacekeeping encouraged Mr. Milosevic’s 
genocidal war and its continuance. The U.S. 
did not bring about such horrors as those in 
Rwanda, but the U.S. and the other democ- 
racies have played a major role in bringing 
on the genocide in the Balkans. They have 
much to make up for. Most obviously, they 
have an obligation to disavow and erase the 
persistent effects of their diplomatic moves 
that first deprived the victims of recognition 
and so the right to acquire arms for self-de- 
fense and, second, in a largely covert and to- 
tally invalid maneuver, kept the victims 
from defending their independence even after 
we and the rest of the world recognized it. 

OPEN WAR 


Mr. Milosevic started his open war in Slo- 
venia when Western statesmen told Slove- 
nian and Croatian leaders—and Mr. Milo- 
sevic—they would not recognize the results 
of an internationally monitored plebiscite 
they themselves had asked for in Slovenia 
and Croatia. The results were overwhelming 
for independence, or for at least a looser fed- 
eration. 

By refusing recognition, Western leaders 
made clear at that point that they would 
continue to prevent Croats and Slovenes 
from getting the means of defending their 
independence against Mr. Milosevic's heavily 
armed proxies. Then, in September 1991, the 
U.N. Security Council, at Mr. Milosevic's re- 
quest and with U.S. backing, put through an 
arms embargo to keep Croatia outgunned. 
After that, much internal negotiation within 
the European Community led to a scheduled 
European recognition of Slovenia and Cro- 
atia on Jan. 10, 1992. 

On a mission to Yugoslavia shortly before 
that, however, the representative of U.N. 
Secretary-General Boutros  Boutros-Ghali 
simply “told all interlocutors" that the em- 
bargo would continue to apply to all coun- 
tries formed on the territory of the former 
Yugoslavia, even after they became recog- 
nized as independent nations by the inter- 
national community, including the EC and 
the U.N. This was a deliberately obscure ma- 
neuver, nowhere overtly visible in the lab- 
yrinth of words in U.N. Security Council 
Resolution 727, which was passed on Jan. 8, 
1992. Resolution 727, nevertheless, has been 
taken as continuing the embargo. 

In effect, Resolution 727, coming barely 
two days before the European Community 
recognized Slovenia and Croatia, was a ploy 
to empty of any operational meaning the 
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coming world recognition of the independ- 
ence of Slovenia and Croatia. Besides violat- 
ing Article 51 of the U.N. Charter, which ac- 
knowledges that the right of individual and 
collective self-defense is "inherent," the 
ploy violated the Geneva Convention on 
Genocide as well. The U.N. mediator had no 
authority from the Security Council. And, as 
many experts on international law have 
shown, the Security Council had and has no 
authority to change the U.N. Charter. 

The U.S. should not simply declare that 
there is no valid embargo on the sovereign 
nations who are the victims of continuing 
Serbian genocide, That declaration would 
not (as has been suggested) even remotely 
endanger the operation of the embargo 
against Iraq. The embargo against Iraq ap- 
plies not to its victims but to the genocidal 
invader of Kuwait, which was defeated by a 
U.S.-led coalition of some willing NATO 
members and other interested countries. The 
embargo resulted from the defeat and surren- 
der of Iraq. It was a condition of the coali- 
tion's ceasing to fire. Unlike the embargo 
against the ex-Yugoslav republics, it is em- 
bodied in the explicit language of a U.N. res- 
olution. The credibility of the U.N. as an im- 
partial body is threatened by the continu- 
ance of the embargo against former Yugoslav 
republics under siege. 

The U.S. need not and should not condition 
its declaration on an agreement by the U.N. 
Security Council (the General Assembly has 
already called for a lifting of the embargo) 
or even all the members of the North Atlan- 
tic Treaty Organization. Russia, as a perma- 
nent member of the Security Council, has 
said it would veto a council vote to lift the 
embargo. So have Britain and France, who 
are both permanent members of the Security 
Council and members of NATO. 

However, in lifting the embargo, the U.S. 
will be joined by many in the General As- 
sembly majority who, like President Clin- 
ton, have long called for lifting it. 

One standard argument for continuing the 
embargo which has been repeated mindlessly 
and endlessly is that ending it would length- 
en and widen the war. But depriving Serbia's 
victims of the arms that would have enabled 
them to stop the aggression has ensured the 
continuance of the war for nearly three 
years, and invited the Serbs to widen it when 
they were defeated by Slovenian guerrillas 
who were better prepared than the Croats, 
and especially the Bosnians, for a Serb on- 
slaught. The Serbs widened the war to Cro- 
atia and then to Bosnia and have already 
started further widening by their operations 
in the Sandjak. 

GROTESQUE ARGUMENT 

Another argument for allowing the Serbs 
to continue their genocide with minimal op- 
position runs that arming the victims might 
endanger humanitarian relief. But in spite of 
the bravery and selflessness of the relief 
workers and of many of the U.N. soldiers, hu- 
manitarian relief is no substitute for stop- 
ping the genocidal assaults on the civilians. 
It is grotesque to argue that the use of force 
to stop the Serbian shelling of hospitals, 
marketplaces, churches, homes, etc. must be 
abandoned because it would put at risk the 
convoys of humanitarian aid. A convoy that 
brought bandages and anesthetics for sur- 
geons who are forced to amputate the legs of 
children can hardly substitute for stopping 
attacks that continue to blow off the legs of 
children. 

Nearly three years of craven meddling by 
the democracies have led only to continuing 
disaster. Hopeful claims after the latest 
near-ceasefires in Sarajevo and Gorazde that 
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"diplomacy is working"—like the dashed 
hopes after each broken ceasefire for three 
years—are deadly. But the administration 
recently helped to broker an essential alli- 
ance between the Croats and Bosnians to re- 
sist Serbian aggression. Let that alliance de- 
fend itself. Lift the embargo. 

[From the New York Times, May 4, 1994] 

STOP THE SERBS—NOW—FOR GOOD 
(By Margaret Thatcher) 

We have been here so many times before in 
the Bosnian saga: acts of barbarism by the 
Serbs, the mobilization of a shocked inter- 
national conscience, threats of air strikes (or 
actual air strikes, of the most limited kind), 
& tactical Serbian withdrawal, more talks 
aimed at persuading the warring parties to 
accept a carving up of territory that rewards 
aggression. Then the Serbs move on to yet 
another Bosnian community, applying the 
same mixture of violence and intimidation 
to secure their aim of an ethnically pure 
Greater Serbia. 

The tragedy of Gorazde may for now at 
least be over. But there are other towns of 
equal strategic interest on which the Serbs 
are now free to concentrate their forces. Yes- 
terday the U.N. intervened to head off a Ser- 
bian attempt to expand the Breko corridor in 
northern Bosnia, but such interveniions 
merely divert Serbian aggression. It is time 
to halt it—late, but not too late. We have 
the justification, the interest and the means. 

A sovereign state, recognized by the world 
community, is under attack from forces en- 
couraged and supplied by another power. 
This is not a civil war but a war of aggres- 
Sion, planned and launched from outside 
Bosnia though using the Serbian minority 
within it. The principle of self-defense pre- 
cedes and underlies the United Nations Char- 
ter. The legitimate Government of Bosnia 
has every right to call upon our assistance in 
defending its territory. That is ample jus- 
tification for helping the victims of aggres- 
sion. 

And both the United States and Europe 
have real and important strategic interests 
in Bosnia. Let me note four of them. 

First, after all that the West, NATO and 
the U.N. have now said, the credibility of our 
international stance on every security issue 
from nuclear nonproliferation to the Middle 
East is now at stake. 

Second, would-be aggressors are waiting to 
see how we deal with the Serbs. Our weak- 
ness in the Balkans would have dangerous 
and unpredictable consequences in the 
former Soviet Union, which has Slavic na- 
tionalist forces that closely parallel those of 
Greater Serbianism. And throughout Eastern 
and Central Europe there are minorities that 
aggressive mother-states might be tempted 
to manipulate to provoke conflict, if that is 
allowed to pay in the case of Serbia. 

Third, Serbia's own ambitions are by no 
means necessarily limited to Croatia and 
Bosnia. Kosovo is a powder keg. Macedonia 
is fragile. Bulgaria, Hungary, Greece, Alba- 
nia and Turkey all have strong interests 
that could drag them into a new Balkan war 
if Serbian expansion and oppression continue 
unchecked. 

Fourth, the floods of refugees that would 
cross Europe—particularly in the event of 
such a wider conflict—would further inflame 
extremist tendencies and undermine the sta- 
bility of Western governments. 

The West has the means—the technology 
and the weapons—to change the balance of 
military advantage against the aggressor in 
Bosnia. Since the beginning of the Serbian 
war of aggression, which began in the sum- 
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mer of 1991 in Slovenia, intensified in Cro- 
atia and is now consuming Bosnia, I have op- 
posed the sending of ground troops to the 
former Yugoslavia. But I have said that hu- 
manitarian aid without a military response 
is a misguided policy. Feeding or evacuating 
the victims rather than helping them resist 
aggression makes us accomplices as much as 
good Samaritans. 

So I have consistently called for action of 
two sorts: the launching of air strikes 
against Serb forces, communication centers 
and ammunition dumps; and the lifting of 
the arms embargo and Bosnia and Croatia so 
that the Muslims and Croats can defend 
themselves on more equal terms against the 
Serbs, who inherited the massive armaments 
of the Yugoslavian Army. 

If such a policy had been pursued when I 
first proposed it on this page in the summer 
of 1991, at a time when Sarajevo and Gorazde 
were under serious assault, thousands of peo- 
ple would now be alive and in all probability 
the Milosevic regime in Belgrade would have 
fallen. Because this approach was not adopt- 
ed, we now find ourselves in a far more com- 
plex and dangerous situation: trying to de- 
fend almost indefensible safe havens; main- 
taining a facade of neutrality when all our 
decisions are based on the knowledge that 
the Serbs are the threat, and with a large 
contingent of U.N. personne] whom the Serbs 
may choose to use as hostages. 

The new joint effort by Russia and the 
West to persuade the Serbs to settle for 49 
percent of Bosnian territory (down from the 
72 percent they have now occupied) is hardly 
less rife with dangers. The Serbs will almost 
certainly not withdraw, and once the guns 
are quiet the Russians may not wish them to 
do so—nor may the West be prepared to re- 
vive the threat of bombing to force them. 
Even if they were to withdraw, their 49 per- 
cent of Bosnia would still represent a reward 
for aggression. And in either event, the ensu- 
ing peace would be an unjust and fragile one 
requiring a large contingent of Western (in- 
cluding U.S.) ground troops to enforce it on 
the victims. If hostilities resume, as is all 
too likely, these troops would become the 
target for attack. 

So the formula of air strikes and lifting 
the arms of embargo is still the right one to 
apply. NATO already has the mandate from 
the U.N. Security Council not just to defend 
U.N. personnel but to deter attacks on the 
safe havens. This mandate gives full author- 
ity for the requisite launching of repeated 
large-scale air strikes against Serb military 
targets wherever these may prove effective. 
It is a matter for consideration whether 
strikes should go into Serbia itself. 

Air strikes are effective, as long as they 
are not on a small scale, hedged with politi- 
cal hesitations and qualifications. They can 
inflict severe and ultimately unsustainable 
damage. But they have to be part of a clear 
Strategy to shift the advantage against the 
aggressor. The Serbs must know that they 
will be carried out with swiftness and deter- 
mination. Nor may Russian objections be al- 
lowed to stand in their way. If the Russians 
are prepared to support such action, all well 
and good. But NATO cannot have its policies 
entirely shaped by Russian sensibilities. 

Lifting the arms embargo, as Senators Bob 
Dole and Joseph Biden have courageously 
proposed (the Senate is to take up the reso- 
lution tomorrow), is also crucial. That em- 
bargo was imposed before Bosnia and Croatia 
were internationally recognized, and its 
legal standing is at least questionable. The 
U.S., Britian and France—or if necessary, 
the U.S. acting alone—should formally state 
that they do not intend to continue with it. 
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Such statements might also be supported 
by a resolution of the U.N. General Assem- 
bly. The confederation between Bosnia and 
Croatia, so skillfully brokered by the United 
States, now means that supplies of arms will 
be used against the common aggressor, not 
against each other, and that they can easily 
be shipped in through Croatia. A well-armed 
Muslim-Croation alliance would confront the 
Serbs with a quite new and unwelcome chal- 
1 It might even prompt the Serbs to set- 
tle. 

I do not claim that this approach is with- 
out dangers. It would require diplomatic and 
military skills of a high order. It is unlikely 
to bring immediate peace—through it might. 
Some disruption of the aid effort is inevi- 
table. But what the people of Bosnia now 
need is a permanent peace that allows them 
to return to their homes and live without 
fear. What the West needs is to restore its 
reputation and secure its interests. This is 
the only way those aims can be realized. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I would 
like to take a few moments to review 
the other arguments made by some 
who question lifting the arms embargo 
and to respond to them. 

First, lifting the embargo would stop 
the delivery of humanitarian assist- 
ance. Albert Wohlstetter described this 
argument as grotesque. In my view 
Margaret Thatcher said it best, Feed- 
ing or evacuating the victims rather 
than helping them resist aggression 
makes us accomplices as much as good 
samaritans." If the Bosnians are 
armed, they have enough manpower to 
deliver their own convoys of food. 
Moreover, as the recent GAO report on 
the effectiveness of U.N. operations in 
Bosnia discovered, the United Nations 
has had only limited success in deliver- 
ing humanitarian aid because it has 
not been consistently assertive. 

Second, we cannot do it. There are 
all of these technical problems associ- 
ated with arming the Bosnians. Some 
say it will not be easy to deliver arms 
or that the Bosnians will need training. 
It seems to me that these same argu- 
ments were made before we decided to 
arm the Afghan resistance. 

I remember a lot of debate we had in 
here on the Afghan resistance or to 
provide arms to the Salvadorans. In 
any event, the Bosnians are better 
trained overall than the Afghans were. 
While logistics may be difficult, they 
are not impossible, since the Bosnians 
and Croatians managed to bring in 
some arms themselves. The bottom 
line is that the Bosnians have not 
asked us to solve these problems. They 
have not asked us to do that. 

If the embargo is lifted, other friend- 
ly countries will also have the oppor- 
tunity to assist the Bosnians, not just 
the United States, if we so choose. 

The third reason is French and Brit- 
ish opposition. The participation of the 
British and French in the U.N. Protec- 
tion Forces is the main reason the 
British and French object to lifting the 
embargo. Well, the answer is simple: 
Take out the troops. Take out the U.N. 
protection forces. And until all troops 
have been evacuated, threaten the 
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Bosnian Serbs with NATO airstrikes if 
any troops are taken hostage or 
harmed, and then be prepared to fgllow 
through. We do not want anybody hurt. 
We just want the Bosnians to exercise 
the right for self-defense. 

The final, most ridiculous argument 
is that if we lift this embargo, it will 
undermine all the other U.N. embar- 
goes. We have stated—and apparently 
the administration does not disagree— 
that the arms embargo against Bosnia 
is illegal and cannot be compared to 
the legal ones against Iraq and Libya. 
We need to remember that Iraq, like 
Serbia, is an aggressor state, while 
Bosnia is the victim of aggression. This 
is a major, major difference. We are 
imposing an embargo on somebody who 
is being subjugated—or whatever the 
term may be—by the aggressors, the 
Serbs. 

So, Mr. President, it seems to me 
that all these questions—and there 
may be others, and there may be some 
that should be addressed, and we are 
going to have a rather lengthy debate 
on this very important issue—I think 
the real question, again, comes back to 
leadership. Are we prepared as a coun- 
try, as the world leader—which no 
question about it is the United 
States—to exert the leadership nec- 
essary to end this illegal and immoral 
embargo in Bosnia and allow the 
Bosnians to defend their homes and 
families? 

Whether or not it is too late or too 
difficult is not a decision for us or the 
international community to make. I 
have a feeling it is not too late. I have 
a feeling there are going to be a lot 
more atrocities committed and many 
other things are going to happen in 
that part of the world, in Bosnia, 
maybe in Kosova, maybe Macedonia, or 
somewhere else. I think this is a deci- 
sion the Bosnians ought to make. We 
should not make up their minds and 
say, ''Oh, it is too late," or too this, or 
not enough, or whatever. 

Again, I will go back to the conversa- 
tion we had with Prime Minister 
Silajdzic, when we were told—and this 
startled me; I did not know this—they 
had one rifle for every four men, and 
eight tanks in 300. It seems to me that 
the moral position is fairly clear. 

I have to say, finally, it is their coun- 
try and their independence and their 
future, and all they want us to do is to 
give them their right to defend them- 
selves. I do not see that as anything 
that should require a great deal of de- 
bate. I mean, just because we might 
somehow offend the sensibilities of the 
French and British—who can take out 
their troops—or we can persuade them 
to lift the arms embargo, too. In my 
view, if this legislation passed, it would 
so strengthen the President's hand, 
that he would be in à very strong posi- 
tion to go to the British and French 
and say: Wait a minute, let us see if we 
cannot do something here, the right 
thing. 
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I will say, in conclusion, as I said at 
the outset several weeks ago: It was 
our hope that this was going to support 
the President; not in any way under- 
mine him, but strengthen his hand. 
And based on former decisions and per- 
sonal discussions with the President, I 
think he agrees with us. 

I hope this legislation will pass, and 
if it passes, that it will be with strong 
bipartisan support and for the right 
reasons. 

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL] 
is recognized. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, last Fri- 
day, the Senate began debate on a bill 
that directs the President to lift the 
United States arms embargo against 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. As we con- 
tinue this debate today, I would like to 
review for my colleagues the points 
made in opposition to the Dole- 
Lieberman bill. 

In January, the Senate voted to 
adopt a sense-of-the-Senate amend- 
ment to the State Department author- 
ization bill calling on the President to 
lift the United States arms embargo 
against Bosnia. I was one of a few 
Members who voted against that provi- 
sion, and I continue to hold to that po- 
sition today. 

As I said last Friday, I, in fact, found 
many of the arguments in favor of lift- 
ing the arms embargo to be quite com- 
pelling. Clearly, the people of Bosnia 
are suffering greatly, and Bosnian Gov- 
ernment forces are outgunned by the 
Bosnian Serb aggressors, as we saw 
most recently in Gorazde. Although 
the NATO ultimatum of April 22 ap- 
pears to have relieved the Serb bomb- 
ing of Gorazde, regrettably, in other 
parts of Bosnia, the reckless violence 
against civilians continues. 

As my esteemed colleague LEE HAM- 
ILTON and I wrote in a piece in last 
Thursday's New York Times, lifting 
the embargo appears to be a way of 
showing support and sympathy for the 
beleaguered government and people of 
Bosnia. It seems like an easy, cost-free 
solution. 

It may make us feel better, but I be- 
lieve it is bad policy that could yield 
disastrous results. I ask unanimous 
consent that at the end of my remarks, 
the piece from the Times be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. PELL. Now, however, I would 
like to touch upon several of the rea- 
sons why I believe unilaterally lifting 
the embargo is a bad idea. 

First, it would put the United States 
in the position of abrogating a United 
Nations Security Council Resolution, 
and in essence, breaking international 
law. Second, it could begin a process of 
unilateral United States involvement 
in the Bosnia conflict—or as some Sen- 
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ators have put it—start us down the 
slippery slope to greater engagement in 
the crisis. Third, unilaterally lifting 
the arms embargo could actually leave 
the Bosnian Government forces vulner- 
able to further Serbian obstruction of 
humanitarian assistance and brutal at- 
tack. Fourth, lifting the embargo at 
this time could upset the delicate 
peace process underway. 

Many of my colleagues have made 
the point that the international com- 
munity may be contributing to the 
problem by denying the Bosnian Gov- 
ernment the right to defend itself. We 
have heard many times that we owe it 
to the people of Bosnia to “level the 
playing field." Some of my colleagues 
have made powerful arguments to that 
affect. I believe, however, that if steps 
are to be taken, the United Nations, 
not the United States going it alone, 
should take them. The embargo is in 
place as a result of a binding U.N. Se- 
curity Council resolution and can only 
be abrogated by a subsequent U.N. Se- 
curity Council action. A unilateral lift- 
ing of the arms embargo would set a 
dangerous precedent. Other countries 
could choose to ignore Security Coun- 
cil resolutions that we consider impor- 
tant—such as the embargo against Iraq 
and sanctions against Libya. 

There have been recent reports that 
the international consensus on the em- 
bargo against Iraq may be at risk. Ap- 
parently, Turkey, France, Russia, 
China, and perhaps others are ready to 
support a lifting of the embargo on 
Iraqi oil sales. Some countries or com- 
panies may even be contemplating 
deals that violate the current sanc- 
tions regime. If the Senate were to sig- 
nal its approval of a unilateral abroga- 
tion of a U.N. embargo, we would be 
giving a green light to those who may 
be looking for an excuse to violate the 
embargo against Iraq. In the long run, 
I would argue that containing the 
threat posed by Saddam Hussein is a 
higher United States priority than sup- 
plying arms to Bosnia. If the United 
States lifts the embargo on Bosnia—a 
step which by no means guarantees 
success—we would assuredly under- 
mine international resolve on Iraq. In 
my opinion, taking a gamble on Bosnia 
is not worth destroying the coalition, 
the consensus we have worked so hard 
to build, on Iraq. 

As many said in the previous discus- 
sion, U.S. integrity is on the line. I 
agree wholeheartedly. If the United 
States were to break the embargo on 
its own, we would destroy our credibil- 
ity as a trustworthy leader in inter- 
national affairs. A unilateral lifting of 
the arms embargo would undoubtedly 
strain our relations with Britain, 
France, Russia, and other countries 
with troops on the ground in Bosnia— 
and would undermine our trust- 
worthiness in other international nego- 
tiations completely unrelated to the 
Bosnian tragedy. 


9741 


I find myself in agreement with the 
sentiments expressed by other Sen- 
ators 2 weeks ago that a unilateral lift- 
ing of the arms embargo could be per- 
ceived as the beginning of a United 
States decision to go alone in Bosnia. 
It is naive to think we can unilaterally 
lift the arms embargo, and then walk 
away. We instead would assume respon- 
sibility for Bosnia not only in terms of 
our moral obligation, but in practical 
terms as well. Delivering weapons to 
Bosnia would likely require sending in 
United States personnel. Granted, this 
legislation states that nothing should 
be construed as authorizing the deploy- 
ment of United States forces to Bosnia 
and Herzegovina for any purpose. But I 
want to emphasize that this would be a 
U.S. decision to dismantle the embar- 
go. It would not be a U.N. decision, nor 
a NATO decision, nor a decision made 
with the support of other countries 
with a stake in the conflict. I therefore 
do not see how we can lift the embargo 
on our own without sending in the per- 
sonnel to carry out the policy. 

Lifting the embargo without inter- 
national support would increase Amer- 
ican responsibility for the outcome of 
the conflict. If we take unilateral ac- 
tion, we will assume the lead inter- 
national role in Bosnia. If we were to 
take the initiative and supply arms on 
our own, our allies, who I admit, have 
not always been the most cooperative, 
could step back even further and say, 
“It may be our continent, but it’s your 
job now to see this through; it’s Ameri- 
ca’s problem to solve.”’ 

Before we take any step that could 
lead to greater U.S. action—and I 
argue that unilaterally lifting the arms 
embargo would do just that—we need 
to answer some serious questions. A 
year ago this month, I wrote an op-ed 
piece in which I stated: 

Terrible human-rights abuses—torture, 
rape and slaughter—run rampant in Bosnia. 
But as horrible as the situation is there, 
other parts of the world—Kashmir, Cam- 
bodia, Nagorno-Karabakh, Sudan, and Libe- 
ria—are also experiencing reckless violence 
and grave abuses that breed instability. 

Sadly, in the year that has passed 
since I wrote those words, the carnage 
in Bosnia has continued, and more 
countries have been added to my list— 
Rwanda, Haiti, Yemen. 

A year ago, I asked: Why should we 
intervene in Bosnia? Why is Bosnia dif- 
ferent from other places of conflict in 
the world? What are American inter- 
ests in Bosnia?" Regrettably, we are no 
closer to having answers to those ques- 
tions today than we were a year ago. 
Without those answers, I cannot sup- 
port any action that would launch us 
headlong into a military quagmire. 

I am concerned too, about the nega- 
tive impact that lifting the arms em- 
bargo could have on the Bosnian peo- 
ple. I know that the Bosnian Govern- 
ment has asked that the arms embargo 
be lifted, and it may appear rather pre- 


9742 


sumptuous for us to tell the Bosnian 
Government that we know what is best 
for it. But if the United States were to 
lift the embargo on our own, our allies 
with troops on the ground would very 
likely pull out of portions of Bosnia, 
leaving the Moslem enclaves even more 
vulnerable to Bosnian Serb attacks and 
the obstruction of the delivery of hu- 
manitarian relief supplies. 

There would likely be a lagtime too— 
anywhere from 6 weeks to 6 months by 
many estimates—for weapons to be de- 
livered to Bosnia. During that lagtime, 
the Serbs will undoubtedly move swift- 
ly to crush Bosnian Government forces. 
Moreover, the United States will re- 
ceive the brunt of the blame when hun- 
dreds, if not thousands, of Bosnians die 
from lack of basic supplies. 

Finally, a unilateral lifting of the 
embargo could endanger progress on 
the international negotiations under- 
way and jeopardize the gains made to 
date through diplomacy. If we were to 
lift the arms embargo, all parties to 
the negotiations would lose incentive 
to reach a negotiated settlement. In 
characteristic fashion, the Bosnian 
Serbs would likely rush to grab even 
more land before arms could be deliv- 
ered to the Bosnians; the Bosnian Gov- 
ernment may take the lifting of the 
arms embargo as à signal that the 
United States intends to intervene, and 
may lose interest in a negotiated set- 
tlement; Croatia, currently in a fragile 
alliance with Bosnia, would either pre- 
vent the transit of the arms across its 
territory or insist upon its own cut, po- 
tentially upsetting the delicate nego- 
tiations occurring between Serbia and 
Croatia over the status of the U.N. pro- 
tected areas in Croatia. 

Admittedly, the diplomatic process 
in the Balkans has not been perfect. 
There continue to be setbacks, but 
there also have been some important 
accomplishments, including the break- 
ing of the siege of Sarajevo and the 
signing of a peace agreement between 
Moslems and Croats in Bosnia. If we 
build upon these and other accomplish- 
ments, we have the hope of a com- 
prehensive peace. I, for one, believe it 
unwise to upset the sensitive negotia- 
tion process now underway. 

I acknowledged earlier that I see 
merit in some of the arguments of the 
bill’s proponents. This is a difficult 
problem that cuts across partisan lines 
and that slices to the heart of issues 
related to U.S. influence and power 
abroad. We are, as public servants, 
called upon to exercise our best judg- 
ment on this very difficult issue. My 
conscience tells me that unilaterally 
lifting the arms embargo is the wrong 
thing to do, and I therefore must op- 
pose this bill. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From the New York Times, May 5, 1994] 
DON’T ARM BOSNIA 

(By Claiborne Pell and Lee H. Hamilton) 

WASHINGTON.—When the Bosnian Serbs un- 
leashed their fierce attacks on Gorazde last 
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month, sentiment grew for the United States 
to lift the embargo that is keeping arms 
from reaching the Bosnian Muslims. The 
Senate is to take up that debate today. 

Bosnia has suffered much in this vicious 
war. Lifting the embargo would be a way of 
showing support and sympathy for its belea- 
guered Government and people. It seems like 
an easy, cost-free solution. But it is a bad 
idea. Lifting the embargo will neither level 
the playing field, as proponents argue, nor 
help the Bosnian cause. 

While President Clinton says he wants to 
lift the embargo, he has also repeatedly said 
that he will not do so unilaterally. No per- 
manent member of the United Nations Secu- 
rity Council supports lifting the embargo. 
Yet some members of Congress now advocate 
unilateral action. 

What would happen if the U.S. acted alone 
to lift the arms embargo? First, it would 
Americanize the war, signaling that the U.S. 
was entering on the side of the Bosnian Mus- 
lims. We would become responsible for 
Bosnia's fate. 

Second, unilateral action would encourage 
others to violate sanctions elsewhere, in par- 
ticular the embargoes on Iraq and Libya. To 
Bosnia's detriment, it would encourage other 
countries to violate trade and financial sanc- 
tions against Serbia. 

Third, to lift the embargo now would send 
exactly the wrong signal at a fragile and piv- 
otal moment in the peace talks. 

For the Muslims, it would hold out the un- 
realistic prospect of better weapons, U.S. 
intervention—even victory. The Bosnian 
Government would lose interest in a nego- 
tiated settlement. The Serbs, understanding 
that the Muslims might get more arms, 
would move swiftly to crush Bosnian Gov- 
ernment forces. Both sides would be tempted 
to intensify a war that neither can win. 
Peace elsewhere in the Balkans would be un- 
dermined. 

That's not all. The U.N. Protection Force 
in Bosnia would come under fire. Those with 
troops on the ground, including Britain, 
France and Canada, would come under heavy 
domestic pressure to withdraw. If the U.N. 
forces left, the humanitarian mission in 
Bosnia—on which two out of three Bosnians 
depend—would be at rísk, and the U.S. would 
be blamed. 

NATO, meanwhile, is working closely with 
the United States on a strategy of force and 
diplomacy for a peace settlement in Bosnia. 
If we lifted the embargo unilaterally, that 
strategy would fall apart, opening a serious 
rift in the alliance. And relations with Rus- 
sia would suffer, since Moscow would find it- 
self under great pressure to provide arms to 
the Serbs. 

Lifting the embargo is not as easy as it 
sounds. Who would provide the weapons, and 
how would they be delivered to the land- 
locked Bosnian forces? And who would train 
the Bosnians? 

The legal basis for lifting the embargo is 
shaky, too. Proponents selectively cite the 
U.N. Charter, saying it guarantees the right 
of "individual or collective self-defense.” 
But it also says this right cannot negate Se- 
curity Council action to maintain or restore 
international peace and security. 

Despite setbacks, we now have our best op- 
portunity in three years to try to end this 
war. Diplomacy is working: since February 
there has been an end to the sieges of Sara- 
jevo and Tuzla, a peace agreement between 
Muslims and Croats in Bosnia, a formal 
ceasefire between the Croatian Government 
and Serbs in Croatia, a dramatic overall re- 
duction in fighting throughout Bosnia and 
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an end to the shelling of Gorazde. Talks on 
& comprehensive peace are at a delicate 
stage. Only those talks can end the fighting. 

The U.S. does not want to become a party 
to this war. We do not have vital national in- 
terests; what we do have are pressing hu- 
manitarian and political interests in ending 
the fighting. A negotiated settlement is pre- 
cisely what the Administration, NATO, the 
European Union and the U.N. are trying to 
pursue. Our frustration with the peace proc- 
ess should not compel us to choose a course 
that would prolong, intensify and widen the 
war. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, last 
week I had intended to speak and vote 
in support of the legislation offered by 
Senators DOLE and LIEBERMAN to end 
the arms embargo against the Govern- 
ment of Bosnia. However, as we all 
know, debate was postponed until 
today. The parliamentary situation is 
a little confused at the moment, but as 
I understand it, the Senate will be 
asked to consider not only the Dole- 
Lieberman bill, but subsequent legisla- 
tion offered by the distinguished ma- 
jority leader. The details of the major- 
ity leader’s legislation are unclear at 
present, but they may include author- 
ization for the President to use Amer- 
ican air power to enforce the United 
Nations exclusion zones in Bosnia. 

I have in the recent past called for 
the opportunity to vote on such au- 
thorization. So, if we are to do so, I am 
pleased to begin that debate now. And 
I am pleased that the Senate can vote 
on the arms embargo question and the 
use of force question separately. I 
would not have liked the fate of the 
former to depend on the fate of the lat- 
ter, for I think one course is just and 
the other foolish. 

As my colleagues know, I support 
lifting the arms embargo and oppose 
using American force in Bosnia. The 
Dole-Lieberman legislation requires 
the President to lift the embargo, but 
does not authorize the use of force. The 
last draft of the majority leader's reso- 
lution which I saw does not compel the 
President to lift the embargo, it only 
urges him to promptly consider such 
action. 

Mr. President, I want to commend 
Senators DOLE and LIEBERMAN for 
sponsoring this bill. Lifting the arms 
embargo against the Bosnians—multi- 
laterally if possible, unilaterally if nec- 
essary—is the only action which the 
United States and the United Nations 
can take that might help the Bosnians 
achieve a more equitable settlement of 
this terrible conflict without deploying 
massive numbers of ground troops to 
roll back Serb territorial gains. 

Better armed and better able to de- 
fend themselves, the Bosnians might be 
able to present a more credible, long- 
term threat to Serb conquests, and by 
so doing convince the Serbs to re-think 
their refusal to relinquish any substan- 
tial portion of their gains or risk those 
gains in a more protracted war. 

Besides addressing the sound argu- 
ment that territory is not conquered or 
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held by air forces, but by infantries, 
this amendment has the additional at- 
traction of being just. I think we all 
believe that the cause of the Bosnians 
is just. And if we do not believe our 
own interests are sufficiently at risk to 
warrant the intervention of United 
States ground forces and the sacrifice 
of American lives to defend the 
Bosnians—and I do not believe they 
are—then to impede the rights of 
Bosnians to defend themselves is a 
gross injustice. 

As others have observed, the United 
Nations embargo was imposed in July 
1991 against Yugoslavia. At that time, 
Bosnia was part of Yugoslavia. Today, 
Bosnia is an independent nation, and 
recognized as such by the United 
States and the United Nations. As an 
independent state and member of the 
United Nations, Bosnia has an inherent 
right to self-defense. 

Bosnian independence has rendered 
the arms embargo outdated. It is with- 
out legal standing, and, in fact, vio- 
lates the sovereign rights of a U.N. 
member state that is under attack by 
forces supported by a neighboring 
state. 

Article 2 of the charter states: 

The inherent right to self-defense is a pre- 
eminent right of international law, and may 
not be abridged by actions of the Security 
Council. 

Article 51 of the charter states: 

Nothing in the present Charter shall im- 
pair the inherent right of individual or col- 
lective self-defense if an armed attack occurs 
against a member of the United Nations, 
until the Security Council has taken meas- 
ures necessary to maintain international 
peace and security. 

Mr. President, it is clear, in my view, 
that the Security Council has not 
taken measures necessary to main- 
tain international peace and security." 
As I have already implied, to do so 
would require the deployment of suffi- 
cient numbers of ground troops to de- 
feat the Serb aggressors on the battle- 
field. Understandably, the United Na- 
tions has no intention of making that 
kind of commitment. 

Opponents of the Dole-Lieberman 
resolution argue that were the United 
States to unilaterally violate the arms 
embargo, other countries would be 
emboldened to violate other U.N. em- 
bargoes—specifically, the very nec- 
essary embargo currently imposed on 
Iraq. The differences between these two 
situations are so obvious that I am a 
little surprised that such a false com- 
parison is even raised. 

Bosnia is a victim state whose sov- 
ereignty has been attacked by an ex- 
ternally supported aggressor. Iraq, is 
an aggressor state that violated the 
territorial integrity of a neighbor, and 
would do so again if given half a 
chance. Thus, the embargo imposed 
against Iraq has sound standing in 
international law. The embargo 
against Bosnia is unlawful. 
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Should any nation use the lifting of 
the arms embargo against Bosnia as an 
excuse to violate the embargo against 
Iraq—and France has been identified as 
a possible violator of the Iraqi embargo 
under this circumstance—then they 
would be in violation of international 
law, and should be held accountable for 
their transgression. 

I would like to believe, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that American diplomacy still 
possesses enough force and credibility 
that we could prevent a close ally from 
taking such an unlawful action—an ac- 
tion that would so clearly be in neither 
the national interest of France or any 
other nation with regard for inter- 
national peace and security. 

Mr. President, I have also heard the 
argument that if the United States and 
the United Nations want to economize 
the violence in Bosnia, and bring the 
war to its quickest possible conclusion 
then we should not lift this embargo. If 
the embargo remains in effect, then the 
Bosnian Government will have little 
choice but to accept the very unfair 
terms that the Serbs will impose on 
them to settle the conflict now. 

Mr. President, such a forced settle- 
ment may hold for awhile. But the an- 
cient enmities will not die. The aspira- 
tions of the Bosnian people to restore 
to their children a viable sovereignty 
will not long be suppressed. National- 
ism for good or for ill is a durable—a 
very durable—yearning. War would re- 
turn to Bosnia. 

By supporting the Bosnians, inherent 
right to self-defense, I cannot predict 
that the Bosnian Government will pre- 
vail in this war. I cannot predict that 
the Bosnians will ever recover signifi- 
cant amounts of territory from the 
Serbs to make an eventual settlement 
of the conflict more equitable. But 
they have the right to try. They have 
the right to try. And the United States 
should do nothing to interfere with 
that right unless we take it upon our- 
selves to defend with force the national 
interests of Bosnians. And that, Mr. 
President, is something I sincerely 
hope we will not do. 

We have already done just that to a 
small extent, and I believe it was a 
mistake. 

When the United States commits its 
prestige and the lives of our young to 
resolving a conflict militarily then we 
must be prepared to see the thing 
through to the end. If you start from 
the premise—and I have heard no voice 
in Congress in opposition to this 
premise—that the United States will 
not deploy ground forces in Bosnia, 
then you identify to the enemy the cir- 
cumstances under which the United 
States can be defeated. You have indi- 
cated the conditionality, the half 
heartedness of our commitment. And 
you have told the Serbs: we may bomb 
you, but if you can withstand that, 
Bosnia is yours. 

The feckless pinprick air strikes of a 
few weeks ago surely indicated to the 
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Serbs that they could probably with- 
stand the limit of our commitment to 
Bosnia. No one, no one in this Cham- 
ber, no one in this administration, no 
one in the U.S. Armed Forces can tell 
me with any degree of confidence that 
air strikes alone will determine the 
outcome of this war. 

Mr. President, the American people 
and their elected representatives have 
already made the most important deci- 
sion governing United States involve- 
ment in Bosnia. As a nation, we have 
decided—correctly, in my view—that 
the tragedy in Bosnia—as terrible as it 
is, as unjust as it is, as despicably bru- 
tal as it is—the tragedy in Bosnia does 
not directly affect the vital national 
security interests of the United States. 
We made that decision, Mr. President, 
when we decided, as a nation, not to 
send American infantry into that con- 
flict. 

Some of the proponents of using 
American air power in Bosnia have ar- 
gued that the Bosnian civil war does 
threaten our vital national security in- 
terests to the extent that it has the po- 
tential to spread throughout the Bal- 
kans, and even to provoke open hos- 
tilities between two NATO allies— 
Greece and Turkey. I happen to believe 
that we can contain that conflict. But, 
for the sake of argument, let me con- 
cede that the war in Bosnia directly af- 
fects our vital national interests. 

If the Government of the United 
States feels our national interests are 
gravely at risk in that conflict then 
let’s do the honest thing, let’s do the 
militarily sound thing, let’s do the cou- 
rageous thing. Let us say to Bosnian 
Serbs and to Serbia: You have threat- 
ened the vital interests of the most 
powerful nation on Earth. The United 
States intends to defend those inter- 
ests by all means necessary, and you 
can expect the invasion of Bosnia—and 
Serbia, if wuecessary—by American 
ground forces supported with all avail- 
able air and sea power. 

If our vital interests are at risk, then 
we would be grossly negligent if we did 
not take all actions necessary to se- 
cure those interests. 

Mr. President, bombing tents and 
trucks may not dissuade the Serbs. 
Bombing bridges, fuel supply lines, and 
ammo depots may not dissuade the 
Serbs. We do not even know with any 
degree of confidence that bombing Bel- 
grade will dissuade the Serbs. What do 
we do then, Mr. President, when our in- 
terests remain at risk? We must either 
sacrifice those interests and withdraw 
in abject defeat. Or we must bring the 
full power of the United States down 
upon the enemy and slug it out from 
town to town, from hill to hill, from 
battle to battle until we defeat the 
enemy utterly and secure the interests 
of this great Nation. 

So. Mr. President, let us authorize 
the President to use all means nec- 
essary to protect the interests of the 


9744 


country we are sworn to defend. Let us 
tell the President: Mr. President, you 
have identified a grave threat to our 
security, now use the force necessary 
to defeat that threat decisively. Use 
American ground troops to defeat the 
Serbian aggressors who have chal- 
lenged our security. 

But the fact is, Mr. President, that 
neither Congress nor the President in- 
tends to deploy ground troops in 
Bosnia. Why? Because we cannot make 
a plausible argument to the American 
people that our security is so gravely 
threatened in Bosnia that it requires 
the sacrifice of our sons and daughters 
to defend. As I said a few minutes ago, 
America has already ruled on the ques- 
tion of whether our vital interests are 
at stake in Bosnia. We have determined 
that they are not. We made that deter- 
mination when we decided as a nation 
that we would not use ground forces to 
settle the conflict. 

So let us not dissemble any longer 
about how the war in Bosnia threatens 
the security of the United States or 
NATO. It does not, and we all know it. 
What the President has decided, and 
what Congress may now authorize, is 
that by incremental escalation—start- 
ing with the most minimal use of force 
imaginable—we can intimidate or bluff 
the Serbs into ceasing their aggression. 

We threatened air strikes to protect 
the safe zone around Sarajevo. Serb 
forces then redeployed to Gorazde 
where they brought that unfortunate 
city under siege. We then initiated two 
air strikes to protect U.N. peace- 
keepers in Gorazde. We destroyed a 
tent, a truck, and two armored person- 
nel carriers. The Serbs intensified their 
barrage against Gorazde, and for good 
measure began shelling the city of 
Tuzla—another declared safe area. 

We have now extended the threat of 
more destructive air strikes to 
Gorazde, and all the U.N. declared safe 
areas. The Serbs continued shelling for 
a period, while United Nation officials 
in Bosnia refused NATO permission to 
launch air strikes. The Serbs have not 
resumed shelling Gorazde for a while 
now, but they are in violation of the 
ultimatum by keeping armed militia 
and artillery within the exclusion zone. 
They have also intensified fighting in 
Brcko, where we are now contemplat- 
ing establishing another safe area. 
They have fought two pitched battles 
with U.N. peacekeepers. They have 
continued shelling areas near Tuzla. 
And the United Nations has granted 
permission for several Serb tanks to 
transit through the Sarajevo exclusion 
zone on their way, presumably, to shell 
some other Moslem-held area. 

Mr. President, if it weren't for the 
terrible cost in lives, U.N. and NATO 
actions would turn this tragedy into 
low comedy. All the while, the United 
States and NATO, to say nothing of the 
United Nations, are bleeding credibil- 
ity. Yet, by threatening widespread air 
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Strikes, we expect the Serbs to refrain 
from the further use of force, and for 
the Moslems to believe that we can 
convince the Serbs to agree to a more 
equitable peace settlement. 

I have my doubts, Mr. President, I 
have my doubts. 

I hear quite often now, that we ex- 
pect Serb acquiescence in our demands 
because they fear NATO’s resolve to 
launch a campaign of strategic bomb- 
ing. Some of my colleagues may not 
appreciate what strategic bombing, in 
its broadest definition, entails. In 
Short, unrestrained strategic bombing 
requires that we fill the skies with our 
bombers and lay waste to a country. In 
past conflicts, we called it carpet 
bombing. 

Mr. President, no one seriously be- 
lieves that the President of the United 
States is contemplating such an ac- 
tion. The civilian casualties which 
such a campaign would unavoidably 
incur would be devastating. Hospitals, 
schools, friendly forces, Moslems, 
Croats and Serbs, men, women, and 
children would perish. Strategic bomb- 
ing is the most cataclysmic event in 
modern warfare with the exception of a 
nuclear detonation. 

What I believe the proponents of air 
strikes mean when they refer to strate- 
gic bombing is really widespread tac- 
tical bombing—attacking again and 
again as many of the enemy’s bridges, 
or ammunition depots, or supply lines 
as possible. We have that capability, of 
course. But such strikes will surely 
incur heavy civilian casualties as well. 

I must also point out that a commit- 
ted foe—and I have no reason to believe 
that the Serbs are not committed—can 
and will resist such a campaign. In 
Vietnam, we bombed the Than Hoa 
bridge over a hundred times and we 
never broke North Vietnam’s will to 
fight. We unleashed the awesome de- 
structive power of B-52's on Hanoi, a 
devastation I personally witnessed, and 
still the Vietnamese did not lose their 
will to fight. 

We have sufficient cause to fear that 
the Serbs will endure whatever air 
strikes NATO undertakes and fight on, 
especially, if the Serbs know that at 
the end of air strikes, all of Bosnia is 
theirs for the taking. We have cause to 
fear this, Mr. President, because the 
Serbs know in advance the limits of 
our commitment. They know that we 
will not send ground troops to force a 
resolution of the conflict. They know 
that there are certainly limits to the 
escalation of any bombing campaign 
we are prepared to undertake. 

Neither will the air strikes we are 
contemplating be, as I have heard them 
described, a piece of cake. Under the 
best of conditions, to fly into a combat 
zone, find a legitimate target, strike it 
without doing collateral damage, while 
all the while evading surface-to-air 
missiles is terribly exacting, im- 
mensely dangerous, and as frightening 
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an experience as human beings can be 
expected to endure. 

The tactical problems posed by the 
chronic poor weather and the very dif- 
ficult, mountainous terrain in Bosnia 
greatly increase the risks of missed 
targets, collateral damage, and the loss 
of allied pilots. We saw a pretty good 
indication of the problem and its costs 
during the air strikes in Gorazde. Low 
cloud cover requires us to fly in low, 
well within range of Serb SAT7's. We 
will lose planes, Mr. President; possibly 
quite a few planes. Artillery, tanks, 
even field command centers will be 
hard to find and easy to move. Harder 
targets, like bridges and ammo dumps 
will be defended by surface-to-air mis- 
siles. 

We must also consider the welfare of 
the U.N. peacekeepers currently de- 
ployed in Bosnia before we launch 
these air strikes. Will we withdraw 
them in advance of the strikes or will 
we leave them in place, hostages to the 
terrible fortunes of war? 

Mr. President, I will close by reit- 
erating a sentiment I have expressed 
before: I hope every subsequent devel- 
opment in Bosnia proves me wrong. I 
hope the  Serbs feel they have 
consumed enough of Bosnia that the 
capture of additional territory is not 
worth risking their lives and equip- 
ment in anticipated NATO air strikes. 
I hope U.S. actions precipitate a just 
and lasting settlement to this terrible 
conflict. I hope the entire world is im- 
pressed by the courage and wisdom of 
American leaders. 

I may be wrong, Mr. President. But 
on a question of such importance to my 
country, I must use all of my experi- 
ence to guide my judgment. I must use 
all of the lessons I have learned in a 
lifetime about when and how our Na- 
tion should go to war. And all of my 
experience tells me that this is not the 
place, and this is not the time for the 
United States to intervene militarily 
in the defense of another people's sov- 
ereignty. 

For very sound reasons I fear greatly 
that will not be proved wrong, Mr. 
President. I fear that the United States 
is about to embark on an undefined 
military adventure where the limits to 
our force have been clearly revealed to 
the enemy in advance of its use; where 
out of concern for our prestige we will 
be drawn deeper and deeper into war or 
compelled to sacrifice that prestige 
and many lives to a cause we were not 
prepared to win; where the aggrieved 
party has been prevented by us from 
fighting in their own defense; where 
television and the best of intentions 
have made us squander that most valu- 
able of diplomatic tools—credibility; 
where American foreign policy is crip- 
pled for the duration of this adminis- 
tration. 

If I am wrong, Mr. President, I will 
gladly admit to the error. But even if I 
am wrong, I would still counsel against 


May 10, 1994 


the use of force by similar means and 
under similar circumstances. Let us 
not draw the wrong lesson from what 
would be nothing more than extraor- 
dinary good luck and engage in such 
recklessness elsewhere. This is grim, 
dangerous business we are about to au- 
thorize. It has not been well planned, 
and it may not end well, and, irrespec- 
tive of its outcome, it was not—I re- 
peat, not—undertaken in the best in- 
terests of this country. 

Mr. President, I strongly support 
Senator DOLE and Senator LIEBERMAN's 
legislation. I strongly feel that we 
must allow these people to defend 
themselves. As the Vice President of 
Bosnia said in my office 3 weeks ago, 
“We are dying. At least let us die fight- 
ing." If we do not lift this embargo 
with or without—hopefully with—the 
agreement of the United Nations, we 
will have a blot on the history of this 
Nation which will take a long time to 
erase because we failed to allow a de- 
cent and honorable people to defend 
themselves. 

I would like to make an additional 
comment, Mr. President, about the im- 
pact that has not been discussed on the 
floor of this situation in Bosnia. 
Throughout the Moslem world today, 
Moslems are wondering and asking the 
question: Would the United States and 
the United Nations be so loath to lift 
this embargo if these people were not 
Moslems? 

A couple of weeks ago, there were 
large-scale demonstrations in Ankara, 
Istanbul. Islamic fundamentalism, 
which is a great threat to peace and 
freedom throughout the world, is using 
the cause of the Moslems in Bosnia as 
a way to inflame and, indeed, enrage 
the passions of Moslem peoples 
throughout the world. 

Mr. President, it is an unjust charge 
that the United States of America and 
the United Nations is discriminating 
against Moslem peoples. But believe 
me, it is real and it can have far-reach- 
ing consequences as well. 

Mr. President, I have confidence that 
this body will vote overwhelmingly in 
favor of lifting the embargo. There is 
no other just course. Now I hope that 
that action will embolden this admin- 
istration to go to the United Nations, 
seek the lifting of the embargo and use 
the position of leadership in the world 
to see that that happens so that we are 
not faced with a distasteful likelihood 
of violating a United Nations resolu- 
tion. 

At the same time, we should make it 
very clear that if other nations do not 
choose to follow our leadership, then 
we, as the most powerful nation in the 
world, which has stood for the rights of 
man for over 200 years, will exercise in 
a unilateral fashion what we know is 
right and just. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
THURMOND]. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
wish to congratulate the able Senator 
from Arizona for his fine interest in 
this subject and the sound position he 
has taken in regard to it. 

Mr. President, I supported the Dole 
amendment to lift the Bosnian arms 
embargo when it first came before the 
Senate a few weeks ago. Nothing has 
happened since then to change my 
mind. If anything, the situation in 
Bosnia demands more than ever that 
we end the embargo on the Bosnian 
Moslems. 

Many of my colleagues have already 
argued eloquently in favor of the cur- 
rent bill offered by Senators DOLE and 
LIEBERMAN. It enjoys broad support, 
and has 32 cosponsors. I will not take 
the Senate’s time to repeat all the ar- 
guments. But I would like to make two 
points that I feel have not been ade- 
quately considered during this debate. 

First, opponents of this legislation 
seem to be equating a decision to lift 
the embargo with a commitment to 
arm and train Bosnian Government 
forces. I believe this view is a mistake. 
In fact, I believe this confusion may be 
the reason some Senators oppose it, in 
particular those who do not want to see 
the United States dragged deeper into 
the Bosnian quagmire. 

I do not want to see the United 
States more deeply involved either. 
But lifting the embargo does not nec- 
essarily involve us more deeply. It does 
not obligate America to undertake the 
immense logistical challenges of pro- 
viding heavy weapons to the Bosnian 
Moslems. It does not require us to 
incur the political risks of sending in 
U.S. trainers, thereby becoming active 
participants in the war, and putting 
American lives in jeopardy. 

What the bill does achieve is to stake 
out an indisputable moral position. 
America is not obligated to intervene 
militarily on the side of the Bosnians, 
or remedy their lack of tanks and artil- 
lery. But if we are not going to defend 
the Bosnians or protect their non- 
combatants from indiscriminate 
slaughter, it is immoral for us to deny 
them access to the means to defend 
themselves. 

Passing this amendment by Senator 
DOLE and Senator LIEBERMAN simply 
means that the United States will no 
longer use its military or naval units 
to enforce the embargo. It will allow 
the Bosnians on their own to acquire 
the arms they are seeking—primarily 
light infantry weapons, antitank weap- 
ons, and mortars—to defend their vil- 
lages, and engage the Serbs more effec- 
tively at longer ranges. 

My second point is this. In addition 
to the moral principle involved, S. 2042 
embodies an important legal principle. 
Its passage will reaffirm the tradi- 
tional American principle that every 
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state has the right to defend itself. The 
inherent right of self-defense is a fun- 
damental right, enshrined in the U.N. 
Charter itself. It may not be over- 
turned or abrogated by subsequent acts 
or resolutions of any international 
body, especially the United Nations. If 
the United Nations wants to regain a 
measure of its lost credibility and 
moral authority, it must act in accord 
with its own charter. 

In effect, this bill would correct a se- 
rious legal error by committing the 
United States to the position that U.N. 
Resolution 713 imposing the embargo 
was misapplied. The newly independent 
states that emerged from the breakup 
of  Yugoslavia—states whose sov- 
ereignty we recognized—should not 
have been subjected to an embargo in 
the first place. 

Mr. President, I am under no illu- 
sions that this step or any other will 
bring about a lasting peace settlement. 
The West has tried to broker a nego- 
tiated peace without success, and some 
Senators argue that lifting the embar- 
go will only prolong the agony. But ev- 
erything else we have tried to end the 
aggression of the Serbs has failed. Now 
the situation has deteriorated to the 
point that a new factor is needed to 
change the military dynamics in this 
largely one-sided war. Now that we 
have been drawn into the Bosnian con- 
flict, we have some degree of respon- 
sibility. We will pay a penalty for 
doing nothing, although none of the op- 
tions open to us are attractive. 

Mr. President, even if lifting the em- 
bargo does not achieve peace, I do not 
feel we can continue a policy that 
forces the Bosnian Moslems to remain 
defenseless against Serbian tanks and 
heavy artillery, with no means to pro- 
tect their old and helpless, their 
women and children. Our current pol- 
icy has proven to be neither practical 
nor moral. We have to try something 
else, and I believe that S. 2042 is a prop- 
er and necessary step in that direction. 

I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, as I yield the floor, I 
wish to congratulate Senator DOLE and 
Senator LIEBERMAN for sponsoring this 
amendment. They are on the right 
track, and I hope we can pass their res- 
olution. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
ERMAN 


Mr. LIEB addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
LIEBERMAN]. 


Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair, 
and I thank my distinguished colleague 
from South Carolina for his support of 
this amendment and for his words of 
praise at the end of his statement. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent at the outset that Debra Shelton, 
a congressional fellow on my staff, 
have access to the Senate floor during 
consideration of S. 2042. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I am honored to join 
with the Senator from Kansas in intro- 
ducing S. 2042, the aim of which, as has 
been stated, is to lift the arms embargo 
on Bosnia. I am pleased, also, that Sen- 
ator DOLE and I have 31 other cospon- 
sors from both parties. This is genu- 
inely a bipartisan expression of not 
just opinion, but a call for action and 
leadership on this vexing problem of 
what we can do to fulfill our strategic 
interests and moral responsibilities in 
the conflict in Bosnia. 

I want to say, Mr. President, in terms 
of the bipartisanship of this effort, that 
the Senator from Kansas and I did not 
begin working on this matter during 
the Democratic administration of 
President Clinton. We worked side by 
side during the Republican administra- 
tion of President Bush where the Sen- 
ator from Kansas was equally as direct 
and outspoken and, in that case, op- 
posed to a policy that was being pur- 
sued by the then Republican adminis- 
tration. So this is truly a bipartisan ef- 
fort, and as the Senator from Kansas 
said, it is an effort that we have con- 
ceived to do at least two things proce- 
durally apart from what it does sub- 
stantively. 

The first is to create a common 
ground on this complicated question of 
our policy in Bosnia. There are those of 
us who favor the limited use of allied 
air power to even the battle and to 
bring the parties to the peace table 
more quickly. There are many other 
colleagues who do not support the use 
of air power in Bosnia. But as the Sen- 
ator from Kansas and I discussed the 
conflict in Bosnia with our colleagues, 
we felt that there was a common, bi- 
partisan ground on the baseline ques- 
tion of lifting the arms embargo to 
allow the Bosnians to defend them- 
selves—not to send American soldiers 
to Bosnia. As the Senator from Arizona 
indicated earlier, nobody that I have 
heard in the Congress has suggested 
that sending United States troops to 
Bosnia is a good idea. Certainly this 
Senator does not feel that way. 

Even though there is some opposition 
to this bill calling for the United 
States to lift the arms embargo multi- 
laterally if possible, but unilaterally if 
necessary, our hope was, and still is, 
that there is a common ground on 
which a lot of us can come together 
and fulfill our national interests and 
the moral imperative in this conflict. 

The second procedural goal of this 
bill, as Senator DOLE has indicated, is 
that the passage of this measure would 
strengthen the hand of President Clin- 
ton in dealing with the conflict in 
Bosnia and in working with our allies 
in NATO in dealing with the conflict. 

Mr. President, it was just a little 
more than a year ago that the Clinton 
administration adopted a two-part pol- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


icy regarding Bosnia, the so-called 
"lift and strike policy“ —lift the arms 
embargo to give the Bosnians the 
weapons with which they could defend 
themselves, and, along with our allies, 
to strike from the air at minimal risk 
to American personnel to hit aggres- 
sive Serbian targets. All of this was 
aimed at bringing the parties to the 
peace table because without this lift 
and strike policy the Serbs—who in 
this Senator's opinion are the aggres- 
sors and who have carried out geno- 
cidal acts—are free to continue not 
just to roam but to carry out acts of 
aggression without fear of  con- 
sequence. 

This bill follows on the heels of the 
administration's successful convincing 
of our allies in the aftermath of the 
Serbian attack on civilians in Sarajevo 
in February of this year to use air 
power selectively. This effort helped 
bring peace to Sarajevo which has been 
torn by war throughout so many of the 
preceding months, and led to another 
ultimatum concerning Gorazde. After 
the very limited use of air strikes, we 
saw significant—although not total— 
adherence by the Serbs to the exclu- 
sion zones. 

So now we have the strike policy. I 
accept the point that the Senator from 
Arizona has made that conflicts are 
not won with air power alone; that it is 
necessary to create some power on the 
ground, but not by sending in U.S. sol- 
diers. Soldiers are already there; they 
are Bosnian-Moslem soldiers. But they 
do not have the arms to fight with. 
Give them those arms by lifting this 
arms embargo. 

This Senator certainly sees this 
amendment as supporting the policy of 
lift and strike that the President of the 
United States adopted more than a 
year ago and giving him the leverage of 
a measure passed by the Senate of the 
United States to take with him to ne- 
gotiate with our allies in NATO and 
others in the United Nations, hope- 
fully, to convince them to lift the arms 
embargo multilaterally. 

Mr. President, this measure that we 
are debating today is similar to an 
amendment that Senator DOLE and I 
and many others cosponsored to the 
bankruptcy bill that was before the 
Senate more than 2 weeks ago. Many 
Senators came to the floor that day 
and voiced their support for our pro- 
posal. Others, of course, came and ex- 
pressed concerns, reservations, and op- 
position. But I thought that the debate 
which took place that day was an im- 
portant one, and was characterized by 
an honest desire of all parties to bring 
the slaughter and the conflict in 
Bosnia to an end. 

I fully expect the exchange of views 
that we have here today on this bill 
will be similarly direct and construc- 
tive as they certainly have been so far 
as I have listened to the debate this 
morning. It is appropriate that the 
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Senate of the United States should be 
considering these critical matters. 

Mr. President, it is obvious that we 
are at a difficult time, an unclear and 
unsettling time, in world events. The 
cold war is over. We have achieved an 
extraordinary victory in the victory of 
freedom over tyranny, of capitalism 
over communism, of free economies 
over state-controlled economies. Yet, 
the world that we find today is charac- 
terized, in many ways by greater insta- 
bility. The cold war position of two 
great powers, the United States and 
the Soviet Union, each with an enor- 
mous nuclear capacity against one an- 
other, imposed an order of sorts to 
global affairs. It was easier to choose 
sides. In regional conflicts throughout 
the world, the forces of freedom tended 
to be arrayed against the forces of tyr- 
anny and communism. Most regional 
conflicts had a side that expressed our 
values and required us to act to protect 
our national interests. Behind those 
conflicts, however, was always the 
looming fear of a nuclear confrontation 
between the two great powers. 

All that is essentially gone. In the 
conflicts that occur in the world today 
and that are brought not only to us but 
to our constituents through the power 
of the electronic media, we must deter- 
mine where American policy should at- 
tempt to work its will, and where, if 
anywhere, we should join force with 
that policy to protect America's stra- 
tegic interests and to uphold our prin- 
ciples; to be true to our moral tradi- 
tions which have always distinguished 
this country. 

These decisions are not easy. I under- 
stand that in this case they are not 
easy for many Members of this Cham- 
ber. In the opinion of this Senator, the 
conflict in Bosnia is one in which the 
United States has strategic and moral 
interests; strategic interests in part be- 
cause of our historic connection to Eu- 
rope: not just because this country was 
settled by Europeans, but because we 
have seen in this century how conflict 
in Europe has drawn us twice into 
world war. 

We also have a strategic interest in 
the conflict in Bosnia because it will 
set a standard for the resolution of 
those many other ethnic and national 
conflicts that have been unleashed by 
the dissolution of the Soviet Union. 

Further, I believe we have humani- 
tarian and moral interests as once 
again we have watched genocidal acts 
carried out against a people simply be- 
cause of their religion—in this case, be- 
cause they are Moslem. 

Are these interests that we have— 
Strategic and moral—enough to justify 
sending American soldiers to fight in 
Bosnia? My answer is no. Is it enough 
of an interest for us to be involved in 
the policy of lift and strike that the 
administration articulated more than a 
year ago? My answer is yes. That is 
why I am cosponsoring this amend- 
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ment with the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. DOLE]. 

There is a strong moral argument 
here, because in lifting the arms em- 
bargo we will be restoring to the sov- 
ereign and legitimate government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina the right to 
defend its people, its territory, and, in 
fact, its very existence. What right can 
be more basic to a state than the right 
to defend its own continued existence? 
This embargo denies the Bosnians that 
fundamental right. 

The argument here is both moral and 
legal. The moral argument is, in my 
view, the more powerful argument. The 
moral argument says that when a peo- 
ple want to fight to protect their fami- 
lies, their homes, their country, it is 
immoral to deny them the means by 
which they can do that. 

It is à moral argument to lift this 
embargo because the Bosnians are the 
victims. They have been the victims of 
aggression. They have been the victims 
of genocidal acts. It is wrong for us to 
stand by and turn a deaf ear and a 
closed eye to the fervent and direct ap- 
peals of duly elected leaders of Bosnia 
to us, to this Government, to this Con- 
gress, to this Senate, to so many of us 
individually, Please, send us the 
weapons with which we can defend our- 
selves.” 

Mr. President, there is also a legal 
argument. I think to explore that legal 
argument we have to go back to the be- 
ginnings of this process. 

The U.N. Security Council adopted 
Resolution No. 713 on September 25, 
1991. 

This resolution imposed an arms em- 
bargo on Yugoslavia. What is interest- 
ing, as we look back at the history 
here, is that this resolution was passed 
at the request of the then government 
of Yugoslavia, centered in Belgrade and 
dominated by the Serbs. The resolution 
was part of an overall policy expressed 
by the United Nations, in which the 
United Nations adopted a series of 
goals that were aimed at avoiding war 
and conflict in the former Yugoslavia. 

The reality is, of course, that that 
United Nations policy failed. And in 
the 2% years since that original resolu- 
tion was adopted, a bloody, savage war 
has ensued. I think it is important to 
remember that the premise of the arms 
embargo was to keep arms from flow- 
ing into the former Yugoslavia, as part 
of an overall policy to avoid war there; 
this policy failed. Thus, the political 
premise of the arms embargo, let alone 
the legal premises, no longer exist. 

To continue with the legal argument, 
we must note that at the time of the 
1991 resolution, Bosnia had not yet re- 
ceived independent statehood; it was a 
part of Yugoslavia. 

On January 4, 1992, the Secretary 
General of the United Nations submit- 
ted a report to the Security Council ar- 
guing that the arms embargo against 
Yugoslavia should continue in force 
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and would continue to apply to all 
areas of Yugoslavia, notwithstanding 
any decisions which were pending at 
that time on the question of the rec- 
ognition of the independence of certain 
republics that had been part of Yugo- 
slavia. 

On January 8, 4 days later, the Secu- 
rity Council adopted Resolution No. 
727, which referenced the Secretary 
General’s report that I have just men- 
tioned, and determined that the arms 
embargo should apply as the report 
suggested. At that time, it is impor- 
tant to point out from a legal perspec- 
tive, Bosnia still had not achieved 
statehood and remained a constituent 
entity of Yugoslavia. Thus, when 
adopted on January 8, 1992, this resolu- 
tion did apply to Bosnia since it was 
not an independent state and was not 
entitled, therefore, to a right of self-de- 
fense. 

From February 29 to March 1, 1992, 
Bosnia held a historic referendum on 
the question of whether it should be- 
come an independent state, and, of 
course, the people voted that they did 
want to establish themselves as an 
independent state. In fact, Bosnia was 
recognized just a little bit more than a 
month later, on April 7, 1992, by the 
Government of the United States, and 
became a member of the United Na- 
tions on May 22, 1992. 

Since Bosnia became a member of 
the United Nations, there have been no 
Security Council resolutions which im- 
pose the arms embargo on Bosnia it- 
self. Subsequent resolutions refer to 
previous acts as a matter of course, but 
it seems to me that the mere reference 
to the earlier resolutions which were 
passed before Bosnia became a state 
are not relevant to the situation that 
exists today not only on the ground but 
in international law. 

When Bosnia became an independent 
state and a United Nations member in 
1992, it became entitled to the right of 
self defense, which is enshrined in the 
U.N. Charter. In that sense, I believe 
that the embargo against the former 
Yugoslavia ceased to be valid when 
Bosnia became an independent state 
with membership in the United Na- 
tions, with the right to self defense 
under the U.N. Charter. This is a right 
which I believe supersedes the previous 
resolution, Resolution No. 713, of the 
Security Council. 

Mr. President, the United States is a 
nation of laws. That is one of the char- 
acteristics that distinguishes us. The 
world is not a world of laws, but we 
try, to the extent we can, to express 
and respect principles of law in our 
international deliberations. I believe 
that in that context there is no legal 
basis for the arms embargo on Bosnia. 
It is, in that sense, irrelevant and in- 
valid. 

So to terminate the embrgo, as this 
measure before the Senate does today, 
is essentially stepping away from an 
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act which is invalid. It is a return to 
the basic legal right of a nation to de- 
fend itself. In that sense, I think by 
ending the arms embargo, we are re- 
turning to a consistency between prin- 
ciples of international law, America’s 
respect for those principles of law, and 
the facts, both legal and political, as 
they exist in the former Yugoslavia. 

I have already spoken about the 
moral argument. I need not repeat 
that, although it is very important, ex- 
cept to say this: It does seem to me 
that insofar as we continue this embar- 
go on arms to Bosnia—not only failing 
to send arms, but preventing arms 
from being delivered, in spite of the 
Serbian aggression and genocidal acts 
which the people of Bosnia have been 
the targets and victims of—the United 
States is not maintaining a policy of 
neutrality. The United States is, in ef- 
fect, choosing sides in this conflict, be- 
cause we are effectively saying to the 
Serbs, who are the aggressors, that you 
can continue to use your weapons, your 
tanks, your artillery, which, as I will 
explain in a moment, they have special 
access to, against the people of Bosnia, 
while we refuse to allow the victims of 
their aggression the means to defend 
themselves. 

The Senator from Kansas referred to 
some of the numbers that Vice Presi- 
dent Ganic and Prime Minister 
Silajdzic gave to both him and me re- 
garding the tanks that are on the 
ground between the two sides. 

Let me quote some statistics from 
the International Institute for Strate- 
gic Studies [IISS], Military Balance for 
1993-94, on the weapons strength of 
both sides. They report that the 
Bosnian Serb army has 330 tanks. The 
Bosnians told us it was around 300 now. 
The Serbs have 400 armored personnel 
carriers, 800 artillery pieces, and over 
400 antiaircraft guns that are usable in 
a direct fire role. The Bosnian Moslem 
army, on the other hand, can field only 
20 tanks. Prime Minister Silajdzic re- 
cently told us there were only 8 left. So 
that is 8 Bosnian tanks against 300 Ser- 
bian tanks. There are 30 armored per- 
sonnel carriers for the Moslems against 
400 armored personnel carriers for the 
Serbs. There are 30 artillery pieces 
against 800 artillery pieces for the 
Serbs; and 400 antiaircraft guns that 
the Serbs have and I do not see that 
the Moslems have any. Of the 180,000 
Bosnian troops available, only 60,000 
are in organized units, with the re- 
mainder constituting a reserve to fill 
losses. Most of these reserves have no 
weapons at all or they have only small, 
light-arms or hunting rifles. This was 
the tragic imbalance of the conflict 
around Gorazde as we were hearing. 
Serbian tanks, were moving into the 
city and all the Moslems in the city in 
this “safe haven" were lightly armed 
against the tanks. More than one of 
the Bosnians who has come here has 
expressed to us how much he hoped 
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that someday the Bosnian Moslems 
would have the kind of antitank weap- 
ons that we have supplied in other con- 
flicts that would allow them to make 
this a fair fight. 

The few arms which are available to 
the Bosnians are supported by a very 
uncertain home-made ammunition sup- 
ply system. Most of the former Yugo- 
slavia’s arms industry in Bosnia, that 
is the part of the arms industry of the 
former Yugoslavia, which was consider- 
able, was concentrated in areas which 
have either fallen under Serb control, 
such as Banja Luka, or have been de- 
stroyed or deprived of sufficient raw 
materials and power supply to operate. 

Bosnian troops must collect their 
spent cartridges to have them refilled 
at makeshift ammunition factories. In 
contrast, factories in Serbia have been 
immune from attack and are producing 
arms and ammunition at a feverish 
pace. Then they are delivered across an 
international border to Serbs engaged 
against the Bosnian Government. 

The Bosnian people are doing their 
best to defend themselves and their 
country with the meager resources 
they have. But it is wrong to perpet- 
uate this unfair fight. We must stop de- 
nying the Bosnians the right to defend 
themselves. We must lift the arms em- 
bargo. I listened very carefully 2 weeks 
ago when the distinguished chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee, my 
colleague Senator NUNN, spoke on this 
issue. While he expressed many con- 
cerns about our strategy in Bosnia— 
many which I share—he spoke clearly 
and eloquently on this point when he 
said: 

I think this embargo on arms to those who 
are the victims is a policy that is not only 
counter-productive politically and  mili- 
tarily. I think it prolongs the conflict, and I 
believe it is an immoral policy, preventing 
us from helping those who are there ready to 
help themselves. 

My colleague described the post-Viet- 
nam policy developed by President 
Richard Nixon where the United States 
made clear its willingness to arm those 
who were the victims of aggression so 
that they could help themselves. He 
went on to say: 

In this case, what the United Nations has 
done, with good intention but I think with 
disastrous results, is just the opposite. We 
have denied arms to those who are increas- 
ingly the victims of this conflict. 

Mr. President, there are serious con- 
cerns about where we are going in 
Bosnia. We have ample cause for con- 
cern about what our inability to end 
the aggression in Bosnia says about the 
future role of NATO, the United Na- 
tions, and the United States in Europe 
and in the world community. 

Margaret Thatcher, the former Prime 
Minister of the United Kingdom, ad- 
dressed these concerns in an article 
which appeared in the New York Times 
on May 4. She wrote: 

Lifting the arms embargo * * * is also cru- 
cial. That embargo was imposed before 
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Bosnia and Croatia were internationally rec- 
ognized, and its legal standing is at least 
questionable. The U.S., Britain, and 
France—or if necessary, the U.S. acting 
alone—should formally state that they do 
not intend to continue with it. * * * A well- 
armed  Muslim-Croatian alliance would 
confront the Serbs with a quite new and un- 
welcome challenge. It might even prompt 
the Serbs to settle. 


Mrs. Thatcher concludes— 

I do not claim that this approach is with- 
out dangers. * * * It is unlikely to bring im- 
mediate peace—though it might. Some dis- 
ruption of the aid effort is inevitable. But 
what the people of Bosnia now need is a per- 
manent peace that allows them to return to 
their homes and live without fear. 


I could not agree more. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that 
this article be printed as part of the 
RECORD following my remarks. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I do 
not want to see Bosnian men, women, 
and children die at the hands of naked 
aggression because they don’t have the 
weapons to defend themselves. This de- 
bate today and the decision each of us 
makes when we vote on this issue are 
critical to the way we defend American 
leadership in the world community. 

I hope we have not come to a point 
where we are unwilling to assert the 
simple, strong, moral leadership nec- 
essary to arm the victims of aggression 
to fight for themselves. That, in my 
opinion, is the least we should do. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From the Washington Post, May 4, 1994] 
STOP THE SERBS—NOW-—FOR GOOD 
(By Margaret Thatcher) 

We have been here so many times before in 
the Bosnian saga: acts of barbarism by the 
Serbs, the mobilization of & shocked inter- 
national conscience, threats of air strikes (or 
actual air strikes, of the most limited kind), 
& tactical Serbian withdrawal, more talks 
aimed at persuading the warring parties to 
accept a carving up of territory that rewards 
aggression. Then the Serbs move on to yet 
another Bosnian community, applying the 
same mixture of violence and intimidation 
to secure their aim of an ethnically pure 
Greater Serbia. 

The tragedy of Gorazde may for now at 
least be over. But there are other towns of 
equal strategic interest on which the Serbs 
are now free to concentrate their forces. Yes- 
terday the U.N. intervened to head off a Ser- 
bian attempt to expand the Brcko corridor in 
northern Bosnia, but such interventions 
merely divert Serbian aggression. It is time 
to halt it—late, but not too late. We have 
the justification, the interest and the means. 

A sovereign state, recognized by the world 
community, is under attack from forces en- 
couraged and supplied by another power. 
This is not a civil war but a war of aggres- 
sion, planned and launched from outside 
Bosnia though using the Serbian minority 
within it. The principle of self-defense pre- 
cedes and underlies the United Nations Char- 
ter. The legitimate Government of Bosnia 
has every right to call upon our assistance in 
defending its territory. That is ample jus- 
tification for helping the victims of aggres- 
sion. 
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And both the United States and Europe 
have real and important strategic interests 
in Bosnia. Let me note four of them. 

First, after all that the West, NATO and 
the U.N. have now said, the credibility of our 
international stance on every security issue 
from nuclear nonproliferation to the Middle 
East is now at stake. 

Second, would-be aggressors are waiting to 
see how we deal with the Serbs. Our weak- 
ness in the Balkans would have dangerous 
and unpredictable consequences in the 
former Soviet Union, which has Slavic na- 
tionalist forces that closely parallel those of 
Greater Serbianism. And throughout Eastern 
and Central Europe there are minorities that 
aggressive mother-states might be tempted 
to manipulate to provoke conflict, if that is 
allowed to pay in the case of Serbia. 

Third, Serbia's own ambitions are by no 
means necessarily limited to Croatia and 
Bosnia. Kosovo is a powder keg. Macedonia 
is fragile. Bulgaría, Hungary, Greece, Alba- 
nia and Turkey all have strong interests 
that could drag them into a new Balkan war 
if Serbian expansion and oppression continue 
unchecked. 

Fourth, the floods of refugees that would 
cross Europe—particularly in the event of 
such a wider conflict—would further inflame 
extremist tendencies and undermine the sta- 
bility of Western governments. 

The West has the means—the technology 
and the weapons—to change the balance of 
military advantage against the aggressor in 
Bosnia. Since the beginning of the Serbian 
war of aggression, which began in the sum- 
mer of 1991 in Slovenia, intensified in Cro- 
atia and is now consuming Bosnia, I have op- 
posed the sending of ground troops to the 
former Yugoslavia. But I have said that hu- 
manitarian aid without a military response 
is a misguided policy. Feeding or evacuating 
the victims rather than helping them resist 
aggression makes us accomplices as much as 
good Samaritans. 

So I have consistently called for action of 
two sorts: the launching of air strikes 
against Serb forces, communications centers 
and ammunition dumps; and the lifting of 
the arms embargo on Bosnia and Croatia so 
that the Muslims and Croats can defend 
themselves on more equal terms against the 
Serbs, who inherited the massive armaments 
of the Yugoslavian Army. 

If such a policy had been pursued when I 
first proposed it on this page in the summer 
of 1991, at a time when Sarajevo and Gorazde 
were under serious assault, thousands of peo- 
ple would now be alive and in all probability 
the Milosevic regime in Belgrade would have 
fallen. Because this approach was not adopt- 
ed, we now find ourselves in a far more com- 
plex and dangerous situation: trying to de- 
fend almost indefensible safe havens; main- 
taining a facade of neutrality when all our 
decisions are based on the knowledge that 
the Serbs are the threat, and with a large 
contingent of U.N. personnel whom the Serbs 
may choose to use as hostages. 

The new joint effort by Russia and the 
West to persuade the Serbs to settle for 49 
percent of Bosnian territory (down from the 
72 percent they have now occupied) is hardly 
less rife with dangers. The Serbs will almost 
certainly not withdraw, and once the guns 
are quiet the Russians may not wish them to 
do so—nor may the West be prepared to re- 
vive the threat of bombing to force them. 
Even if they were to withdraw, their 49 per- 
cent of Bosnia would still represent a reward 
for aggression. And in either event, the ensu- 
ing peace would be an unjust and fragile one 
requiring a large contingent of Western (in- 
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cluding U.S.) ground troops to enforce it on 
the victims. If hostilities resume, as is all 
too likely, these troops would become the 
target for attack. 

So the formula of air strikes and lifting 
the arms embargo is still the right one to 
apply. NATO already has the mandate from 
the U.N. Security Council not just to defend 
U.N. personnel but to deter attacks on the 
safe havens. This mandate gives full author- 
ity for the requisite launching of repeated 
large-scale air strikes against Serb military 
targets wherever these may prove effective. 
It is a matter for consideration whether 
strikes should go into Serbia itself. 

Air strikes are effective, as long as they 
are not on a small scale, hedged with politi- 
cal hesitations and qualifications. They can 
inflict severe and ultimately unsustainable 
damage. But they have to be part of a clear 
strategy to shift the advantage against the 
aggressor. The Serbs must know that they 
will be carried out with swiftness and deter- 
mination. Nor may Russian objections be al- 
lowed to stand in their way. If the Russians 
are prepared to support such action, all well 
and good. But NATO cannot have its policies 
entirely shaped by Russian sensibilities. 

Lifting the arms embargo, as Senators Bob 
Dole and Joseph Biden have courageously 
proposed (the Senate is to take up the reso- 
lution tomorrow), is also crucial. That em- 
bargo was imposed before Bosnia and Croatia 
were internationally recognized, and its 
legal standing is at least questionable. The 
U.S., Britain and France—or if necessary, 
the U.S. acting alone—should formally state 
that they do not intend to continue with it. 

Such statements might also be supported 
by a resolution of the U.S. General Assem- 
bly. The confederation between Bosnia and 
Croatia, so skillfully brokered by the United 
States, now means that supplies of arms will 
be used against the common aggressor, not 
against each other, and that they can easily 
be shipped in through Croatia. A well-armed 
Muslim-Croatian alliance would confront the 
Serbs with a quite new and unwelcome chal- 
lenge. It might even prompt the Serbs to set- 
tle. 

I do not claim that this approach is with- 
out dangers. It would require diplomatic and 
military skills of a high order. It is unlikely 
to bring immediate peace—though it might. 
Some disruption of the aid effort is inevi- 
table. But what the people of Bosnia now 
need is a permanent peace that allows them 
to return to their homes and live without 
fear. What the West needs is to restore its 
reputation and secure its interests, This is 
the only way those aims can be realized. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 
may I inquire of the Chair if there is a 
time that is part of the unanimous- 
consent agreement. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There 
is an order, and under the order the 
Senate will recess at the hour of 12 
o'clock noon until 2:30 p.m. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I yield the floor. I 
thank the Chair. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I rise 
to voice my support for the Dole- 
Lieberman measure to lift the arms 
embargo against Bosnia, of which I am 
& cosponsor, and my opposition to di- 
minishing the full force of its lan- 


guage. 

Mr. President, we continue to have 
before us in Bosnia a grievous and trag- 
ic situation. For the past couple of 
years, we have repeatedly seen tem- 
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porary resurgences of hope dashed by 
returns to brutality and slaughter. 

All of us who would criticize the han- 
dling of this crisis must acknowledge 
that the situation there does not admit 
of easy solutions. The mistakes made 
were not made in the course of passing 
up options of obvious preference. There 
are none. 

When we review the policy choices 
that have been available to us, we see 
that they all pose their dangers, and 
risks of failure. There is of course the 
negotiating track. Cyrus Vance and 
Lord Owen shouldered that burden in 
good faith, but there was no question 
but that negotiations were doomed to 
be fruitless to the extent that the mili- 
tary situation rarely encouraged all of 
the warring parties to agree to a fair 
settlement. 

At one extreme was the option of de- 
claring the Serbs to be the aggressors, 
and either unilaterally or with such al- 
lies as would follow us, shedding the 
mantle of peace-broker and becoming 
full participants in the conflict. I think 
my colleagues would agree with me 
that the American people would not 
have been willing to become so fully 
engaged. 

At the other extreme was the option 
of simply turning away and abandoning 
Bosnia to its fate. There are some who 
would advocate precisely that, but 
most of us would have found this to be 
morally intolerable. 

Faced with unacceptable options at 
both ends of the spectrum, we have 
tried to steer a middle course. We have 
tried to retain a perception of our neu- 
trality that will allow us to deliver re- 
lief unmolested. And we have applied 
military force on occasion, chiefly 
through the air, to address specific vio- 
lations of cease fires and U.N. safe ha- 
vens. 

This policy has not produced peace, 
except on a local and sporadic basis. 
We have found that threats of air 
Strikes may deter a specific assault in 
one place, but that too often we merely 
see a displacement of the aggression 
into another region. 

We should not be surprised by this. 
We have made bold references to the 
international wil and the  inter- 
national conscience, and crowed loudly 
about what we will not tolerate. But 
our actions, in the form of our reliance 
on military half-measures, show that 
our will is lacking, a fact that is not 
lost on Serb militia, who make their 
calculations accordingly. 

We should not pretend that lifting 
the arms embargo against Bosnia is a 
substitute for a properly coordinated 
international policy. But at the very 
least we would by this action permit 
the people of Bosnia to be less com- 
pletely at the mercy of our failure to 
develop a solution. If the West had de- 
termined how it was to save Bosnia, I 
would not be here arguing for a lifting 
of the arms embargo. It would not be 
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necessary. But if we will not defend 
Bosnia, then Bosnians must be per- 
mitted to do so. 

The facts are stark. The inter- 
national community dithers, delib- 
erates, and dawdles. The Bosnian Serbs 
have enjoyed access to equipment that 
once was the property of the Yugoslav 
Federal Army. We have been resolute 
only in denying arms to those who 
have too often been the victims of mili- 
tary aggression. I do not excuse the 
atrocities that have been committed by 
Croats and Muslims any more than 
those committed by Serbs—but there is 
no doubt that many of the latter were 
made possible because the victims were 
too often defenseless. 

I understand and appreciate the sen- 
timent that we should not take so bold 
a step without the approval of our Eu- 
ropean allies. I would say to my col- 
leagues that in this matter we have al- 
lowed our actions to be too much guid- 
ed by a rigorous insistence on multi- 
national agreement. It has become a 
prescription for doing nothing. The 
Western nations, with all their power 
and might, have shown themselves less 
willing to enforce their will than the 
Serbs, simply because the Serbs, unlike 
the West, have been able to effectively 
translate desire into action. This is the 
danger of multilateral processes. It is 
why Congresses do not command 
Armed Forces. It is hard to get several 
independent voices to sing from the 
same songsheet. 

So I am not overly troubled if we do 
not allow other nations to veto this ac- 
tion. We are not sending Americans to 
fight in Bosnia if we pass this measure. 
We are merely permitting Bosnians to 
defend themselves. Surely we ought to 
be able to accomplish this without 
again retreating to the passivity that 
has thus far characterized our behav- 
ior. 


RECESS UNTIL 2:30 P.M. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the order, the hour of 12 o’clock noon 
having arrived, the Senate will stand 
in recess until the hour of 2:30 p.m. 
today. 

Thereupon, the Senate at 12:02 p.m., 
recessed until 2:30 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer [Mr. 
CAMPBELL]. 


LIFTING THE ARMS EMBARGO ON 
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is S. 2042. 


Who seeks recognition? 
Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER] is rec- 
ognized. 
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Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I find 
myself in the unenviable position of 
opposing my distinguished Republican 
leader, Mr. DOLE, and an equally dis- 
tinguished group of cosponsors. 

Let me review my basic position 
which I have set forth on the floor here 
in previous debates in the last week or 
80. 
The lifting of the embargo is some- 
thing that has a great deal of appeal to 
me and, I am sure, many others. I am 
willing to stipulate that there are cer- 
tain legalities about the placing of the 
embargo that lend themselves to a 
ground that we did it in a collection of 
nations, indeed with the United States, 
in an illegal fashion. But, nevertheless, 
we are where we are now. 

Candidly, I would like to see the em- 
bargo lifted, but I cannot find to my 
satisfaction the answers to a set of 
questions that I believe require answer- 
ing and understanding by the Members 
of the Senate before we act. 

I wrote the Secretaries of Defense 
and State a detailed letter on the April 
29 setting forth a series of questions 
that I felt were germane to the issue. I 
would like to repeat some of those 
questions for purposes of this debate. 
Then on May 4, the Department of 
State, under the Acting Secretary at 
that time, Mr. Talbott, replied to my 
series of questions. 

Mr. President, I will go through the 
questions and provide the answers as 
given by the Departments of State and 
Defense in collaboration together, the 
two Departments. 

So, I repeat, while lifting the embar- 
go has a great deal of appeal to me, in 
all probability it was put on illegally, 
at least there is a legitimate argument 
to that effect; and it is advanced by 
very responsible individuals, two am- 
bassadors who came in to see me and 
two former Deputy Undersecretaries of 
Defense. I found their arguments very 
cogent as to the legalities. But we are 
where we are today. 

This is à map that depicts the rel- 
ative locations of the combatants 
today. I will use this in the context of 
trying to provide the Senate with an- 
swers to the questions that concern 
me. [] 

My first question. 

If the arms embargo against the Bosnian 
Government were unilaterally lifted by the 
United States— 

And that issue, in my judgment, is 
implicit in Senator DOLE's amendment, 
and it was acknowledged as being a 
part of that amendment by one or more 
of his cosponsors in a prior debate in 
this Chamber. 

If the arms embargo against the Bosnian 
Government were unilaterally lifted by the 
United States, what impact would such a 
move have on the compliance of other na- 
tions with the broad range of U.N. Security 
Council-imposed embargoes, such as eco- 
nomic sanctions against Serbia and sanc- 
tions against Iraq? 

The administration replies: 
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There is a clear danger that other nations 
would use the U.S. precedent as a pretext to 
unilaterally lift“ sanctions against regimes 
that they found inconvenient or opposed for 
political or economic reasons. This could 
lead to a total breakdown in the ability of 
the United Nations to enforce sanctions 
against Serbia, Iraq, Libya, Haiti, and, over 
time, could limit the power of the U.N. to af- 
fect international behavior through binding 
resolutions. 

And I would like to add also North 
Korea, a situation that is extremely se- 
rious, extremely serious to the whole 
world. Unless the issues in North Korea 
are handled, it will result in an entire 
new dimension to the nuclear balance 
in the world today. Japan will have to 
reconsider its stance; Taiwan, its 
stance; China, its stance; and indeed we 
may see the emergence of a whole new 
series of nations in the Pacific Rim 
area that, by necessity, for their own 
national security reasons would be re- 
quired to rethink past policies against 
nuclear forces in light of developments 
in North Korea. 

This is the main reason I am against 
the Dole amendment; that it has this 
unilateral feature that the United 
States would be acting unilaterally in 
such a way as to send a signal of hope 
to the people of Bosnia, that with the 
lifting of this embargo the whole com- 
bat situation could be changed. And I 
will address the specifics momentarily. 

Does the Dole amendment imply that 
the United States will be forthcoming 
in the shipment of arms? Does it imply 
other nations will join? Those are the 
questions that have to be answered. 

And, of course, I am deeply troubled 
by the historical context, quite apart 
from sanctions, that our Nation, 
throughout this century, has stood sol- 
idly with Great Britain and France. In 
World War I and World War II, they 
were our principal allies. They are the 
principal participants in the 
UNPROFOR forces, those forces cur- 
rently in the former State of Yugo- 
slavia, primarily Bosnia, that are pro- 
viding such humanitarian relief and 
economic relief as can be given to 
those people suffering so tragically. 

What will the precedent be for our 
having acted unilaterally with respect 
to our two most valued allies in this 
century? 

My next question. 

Some have argued that the arms embargo 
against Bosnia is not legally binding, since 
the embargo was imposed against the former 
Yugoslavia and Bosnia is not a successor 
state and because the embargo violates 
Bosnia's right of self-defense under article 51 
of the U.N. Charter. What is the administra- 
tion's legal opinion on this issue? 

And the reply: 

The arms embargo was imposed on the ter- 
ritory of the former Yugoslavia by U.N. Se- 
curity Council Resolution 713 (1991) and re- 
affirmed in later resolutions (e.g., Resolu- 
tions 724, 727, 740, 743, and 787). Resolution 
713 is a mandatory decision under Chapter 
VII of the U.N. Charter and expressly pro- 
vides that the embargo will remain in effect 
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"until the Security Council decides other- 
wise." The Council has also made clear that 
the embargo applies throughout the terri- 
tory of the former Yugoslavía notwithstand- 
ing its breakup into separate states (see Res- 
olution 727 (1992)). Thus it applies to Bosnia. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the remainder of the adminis- 
tration's argument on this issue be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


The embargo does not violate Bosnia's 
right of self-defense under Article 51 of the 
UN Charter. Any self-defense right that may 
exist to receive arms from other states under 
Article 51 is subject to the authority of the 
Security Council, which may take action af- 
fecting it. Thus, under Article 51, measures 
taken in self-defense "shall not in any way 
affect the authority and responsibility of the 
Security Council under the [UN] Charter to 
take at any time such action as it deems 
necessary in order to maintain or restore 
international peace and security.“ 

The Security Council may take various ac- 
tions—imposition of cease-fires, limits on ar- 
maments, and establishment of protected or 
demilitarized zones—that affect a state's 
right of self-defense. For example, the Coun- 
cil may impose a cease-fire even though its 
immediate effect may leave an aggressor in 
temporary occupation of part of the defend- 
er's territory. Article 51 takes as its premise 
the principle that the Security Council may 
impose such sanctions when it judges them 
to be necessary, and this is an essential part 
of the Council's authorities to maintain and 
restore peace. 


Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am 
not going to get deeply involved in the 
legalities, because I am more con- 
cerned about the situation here today 
and tomorrow and to project it into the 
future. This is the principal concern I 
have about lifting the embargo. 

My next question: 

How would a unilateral lifting of the arms 
embargo affect our relations with the NATO 
allies and the Russian Federation? 

Answer: 

Our allies and the Russians are extremely 
concerned about the prospect of unilateral 
U.S. lifting of the arms embargo. They would 
argue that our behavior encouraged an ero- 
sion of the U.N. sanctions regime as an in- 
strument of international policy. If they 
came to believe that unilateral U.S. lifting 
of the embargo had more than a symbolic ef- 
fect, they might decide to pull some or all of 
their forces out of UNPROFOR, leading to 
the collapse of the humanitarian relief ef- 
fort. 

This is an answer that must be ad- 
dressed. What are the consequences if 
UNPROFOR has to withdraw in the 
face of a lifting of the embargo, par- 
ticularly unilateral lifting by the Unit- 
ed States? 

Sarajevo, Gorazde, Srebrenica, and Zepa, 
which are surrounded by Serb forces, would 
be cut off from most of the relief supplies. 
Should the Bosnian Serbs attack any re- 
maining European forces or take them hos- 
tage, the Europeans would hold the United 
States accountable. 
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This conflict could suddenly tran- 
scend from an international one with 
many parties involved to a conflict 
that could be said was "Made in the 
U.S.A" from the moment the embargo 
is lifted. That is my concern. 

Should the, as I said, Bosnian Serbs 
attack any remaining European forces 
or take them, the Europeans would 
hold us accountable. 

Nations like Iran, who have standing offers 
to provide troops to the Bosnian Govern- 
ment, might elect to do so, arguing that the 
United States has set a precedent for ignor- 
ing à U.N. resolution. 

Next question: “If the arms embargo 
were lifted, what types of weapons 
would the Bosnian Government forces 
need to achieve a degree of weapon 
equivalence?" That phrase, a degree 
of weapon equivalence," is one that I 
just worked up as a baseline to try to 
develop a question and an answer to 
this issue—''a degree of weapon equiva- 
lence with the Bosnian Serb forces. 
Which nations would train the Bosnian 
forces in these new weapons?" 

The answer: We presume that the 
Bosnian Government would require 
large-caliber heavy weapons to match 
the capabilities of the Bosnian Serbs.” 
It is acknowledged now that in the 
area of tanks and heavy artillery, the 
Bosnian Serbs have a ratio of 4 to 1, 5, 
sometimes 8 to 1 in some of these 
heavy armaments. It is clear that the 
Bosnian Serbs have stronger weaponry. 

In contrast, it is argued that the 
Moslems have more people. To a de- 
gree, they are motivated better and, to 
some degree, trained better, even 
though it is largely a citizen army. 
That is an offset. But, indeed, it is not 
an offset in the face of heavy tanks and 
heavy artillery. 

This could include medium and heavy ar- 
tillery, medium tanks and long-range anti- 
tank weapons, such as the Tube Launched, 
Optically Tracked Antitank Weapons sys- 
tem. Personnel familiar with weapons pro- 
vided, usually the supplier, Government or 
industry, generally train recipients in the 
use, tactical employment, and maintenance 
of systems procured. Potential suppliers/ 
trainers span the globe. 

So if you are going to send in tanks— 
and I will address the difficulty of get- 
ting them in—and heavy artillery, once 
there, there is a period of time that 
will have to elapse to train the Moslem 
forces in the use of this equipment, and 
particularly the combination of tank- 
infantry warfare is a very complicated 
skill and could well take time, given 
there is no historical participation 
with tanks of any magnitude by the 
Moslem forces today. This will not be 
overnight. Again, another period of 
time within which the Serb forces 
could consolidate their gains further, 
take hostages, and be on the aggressive 
move in many areas in this region. 

But, again, there is no clear answer 
as to who will ship what, who will train 
the Moslem forces to use these weap- 
ons. And, also, heavy weapons require a 
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great deal of maintenance and resup- 
ply. So the infrastructure issue, in my 
judgment, is an important one as it re- 
lates to the heavy weapons. 

Next question: 

How long would it take for heavy weapons 
to be transported to the Bosnian Govern- 
ment forces? What are the various access 
routes and means of delivery? How vulner- 
able are these routes to attack by Serb or 
other hostile forces? How large a military 
force would it take to guard and maintain 
these logistical routes? 

And the answer: I sat down with indi- 
viduals—it is interesting—some U.S. 
officers, some foreign officers. I gained 
a great deal of knowledge from the 
Austrian military officers. As you 
know, this area of the world at one 
time was under the Austro-Hungarian 
empire. The Austrians have quite a bit 
of knowledge about this area. 

There are basically two ports 
through which this heavy traffic can 
move. One is the Port of Split and the 
other is the Port of Ploce. 

Here is the official answer: If the 
arms embargo were lifted by U.S. ac- 
tion and Croatia cooperated’’—and this 
is à key question because you have to 
move across land that is now under the 
control of Croatian forces, so their co- 
operation is essential, and you do not 
know what price you might pay for 
that cooperation. Are you to lift the 
embargo against arms to Croatia? So is 
there another faction in this war that 
will be armed? What price is to be paid 
and how stable can we rely on the Cro- 
atian participation? Will it be on one 
day and off the next? These are sub- 
questions. 

"If the arms embargo were lifted by 
U.N. action and Croatia cooperated, 
heavy weapons could be brought into 
Bosnia through Croatian Adriatic 
ports," this being the Adriatic Sea. It 
would be difficult to deliver substan- 
tial amounts of equipment by air since 
all major Bosnian Government air- 
strips are within Serb artillery range, 
and aircraft would be subject to sur- 
face-to-air missile fire." That is pri- 
marily in Sarajevo and Tuzla. 

I made a trip to Sarajevo many 
months ago, and it is down in sort of a 
bowl surrounded by high terrain. If an 
individual crept up on to that terrain, 
he or she could command that airfield 
very easily with quite simple weapons. 

Likewise, Tuzla airport is within 
range of a lot of the current Serbian 
military equipment. So it is unlikely, 
in the judgment of the experts, that ei- 
ther of these airports could be used. I 
certainly think this country would 
think long and hard before we send in 
C-5's or 141’s, indeed 130's. Having lift- 
ed the embargo and trying to get mili- 
tary equipment in, we put our forces at 
severe risk. 

"Shipment by sea would require 
weeks and perhaps months, depending 
on how long it took the Bosnian Gov- 
ernment to purchase or otherwise pro- 
cure the weapons. If the United States 
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unilaterally"—and I repeat unilater- 
ally—''lifted the arms embargo, heavy 
weapons could not be shipped to Bosnia 
without a willingness on the part of 
other nations to violate the U.N. arms 
embargo." 

That is a very interesting point, and 
I hope the proponents of this amend- 
ment will address that. 

"If Croatia were to cooperate with 
the United States in violating the U.N. 
embargo, and the Bosnian Government 
was able to purchase or otherwise ob- 
tain weapons, arms could begin reach- 
ing Bosnia in some weeks or months." 
A lot of if's. “It is quite possible that 
most, if not all, UNPROFOR forces 
would probably have departed by then, 
perhaps having had to fight its way 
out, and would not be available to se- 
cure routes for arms imports. The 
Serbs would naturally take advantage 
of any lag-time between international 
lifting of the arms embargo and provi- 
sion of the weapons to the Bosnian 
Government.” 

And as I pointed out also the time to 
properly train and logistically support 
the heavy weapons system. 

“The incentive for the Serbs to 
launch an all-out final offensive before 
their forces were put at some disadvan- 
tage would be great. Thus the U.S. 
might have to undertake air strikes“ 
of a greater intensity than are now 
programmed—"''in this case, without 
the participation of our NATO allies." 

Now, that is a key point. If we unilat- 
erally lift the embargo, are we begin- 
ning to lay the foundation that such 
tactical air that continues to be em- 
ployed to hold in place Serb forces— 
those strikes would now again become 
exclusively those of the United States? 
Currently, other nations are partici- 
pating in the air cover and air oper- 
ations and air strikes. But this amend- 
ment, it seems to me, opens the door 
for our allies to say, you lift the em- 
bargo unilaterally, we no longer are 
going to participate in that one mili- 
tary action thus far that seems to have 
had some—I underline some—deterrent 
effect against the Serb forces. I would 
hope the proponents would address 
that question. 

My next question: “How long would 
it take to effectively train the Bosnian 
Government forces to use heavy weap- 
ons? Would this training require the 
presence of U.S. military personnel in 
Bosnia or are other nations capable of 
training Bosnians on the U.S. military 
equipment that may be provided’’—if 
in fact it is our equipment—''if the em- 
bargo is lifted? Should this training 
take place in Bosnia or out of coun- 
try?" 

Incidentally, in talking to military 
men, particularly the Austrians, who 
really understand this terrain, this is 
not considered tank terrain. It is very 
hilly, narrow passages, weak bridges, 
and it is questionable how valuable the 
tanks could be certainly in their con- 
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ventional role of being an aggressor of- 
fensive force with infantry, because the 
terrain severely limits their use. 

Now, of course, they could be utilized 
as portable artillery pieces, but that is 
limiting the value of a tank. So bear in 
mind, in the opinion of the experts who 
discussed this with me, it is not tank 
country. And as I mentioned, if you are 
going in by sea to bring in this equip- 
ment, you have got very narrow roads, 
roads which cannot support, in many 
instances, the heavy weight of a tank, 
particularly in this time of year where 
the roads are quite damp due to in- 
clement weather. There are a number 
of bridges that cannot sustain the 
weight of a tank or a tank carrier. So 
you are limited. 

I have looked at the one route, to- 
gether with the experts, that was used 
before when one of the UNPROFOR 
forces did bring in some tanks. And it 
was estimated that it would take per- 
haps as much as two or three regi- 
ments of forces, friendly to our cause, 
to guard the roadway that would carry 
the tanks in because but a handful of 
aggressor forces could slip in under the 
cover of night and sever the road or 
take out the bridges, and then you 
would find your logistic route to bring 
in the heavy equipment is stymied. 

And I asked the question: Well, if 
they took out a bridge, what would 
then happen? Obviously, you have to 
repair the bridge, and that requires an- 
other group of expert military—con- 
struction engineers, combat  engi- 
neers—to go in and rebuild such 
bridges as might be taken out by hos- 
tile forces. I mention hostile forces. 
Clearly Serb. You do not know what 
the fractions will be in the Croatian 
forces, and their many warlords and 
other groups around here. So this is 
not exactly a neat structure of mili- 
tary forces with tight command and 
control within all the combat ele- 
ments. 

To the contrary, there is quite a dis- 
parate arrangement of command and 
control throughout all the various 
combatants in this region. Always re- 
member, I come back to the fact that 
this tragic conflict has its origins that 
go back hundreds and hundreds of 
years in the history of the world, root- 
ed in religious and cultural differences 
and, indeed, hatred. Our forces going in 
there really, or whatever friendly force 
were to go in and help the Muslims 
would literally be surrounded by 360 de- 
grees of hostility in many areas. 

So I go back to the question: 

How long would it take to effectively train 
the Bosnian Government forces to use heavy 
weapons? Would this training require the 
presence of U.S. military personnel in Bosnia 
or are there nations capable of training 
Bosnians in the U.S. military equipment 
that may be provided if the embargo is lift- 
ed? Should this training take place in Bosnia 
or out of country? 

The answer: ‘Estimating the time re- 
quired to train a force to use, 
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tactically deploy, and maintain sophis- 
ticated weapons is difficult without 
exact knowledge of the capabilities of 
the forces"—that is, the Bosnian Gov- 
ernment forces—''to be trained. As a 
rough estimate, the Department of De- 
fense notes that training time of 1 to 6 
months is required to train soldiers to 
survive on the battlefield and properly 
use rudimentary weapons. Until there 
is a definitive plan to train a particular 
force, it is not possible to estimate 
where the training might take place." 

Or indeed the length of the training. 

Next question: 

What is required in terms of logistics and 
maintenance to service heavy weapons that 
the Bosnian forces would receive? Are the 
Bosnian Government forces capable of main- 
taining this equipment without outside as- 
sistance? 

Response: “The more sophisticated 
the weapons system, the more lengthy 
and complicated the maintenance and 
supply system. The following factors, 
inter alia, would have a direct impact 
on both substance and tempo of oper- 
ations: the complexity of the weapons 
system; number of units to be oper- 
ated; skill of the operators; level of 
training, equipment's exposure to hos- 
tilities and weather, and logistics—am- 
munition, parts, transportation—and 
infrastructure—lines of communica- 
tion,  facilities—capacities. If the 
Bosnian Government acquired weapons 
and equipment compatible with its ex- 
isting indigenous armaments produc- 
tion capabilities'"—and they have man- 
aged very skillfully to build one or two 
plants in here to manufacture some of 
their weapons— it could possibly 
maintain the new weapons without 
outside assistance.'' 

But again, when it comes to spare 
parts and other, it would have to be 
compatible with whatever very modest 
logistics setup they have in place 
today. 

Next question: ''How would the 
Serbs—or other belligerents—react in 
that interim period between announce- 
ment of lifting and the adequate" 
transportation and training of the new 
weapons—be they heavy or modest 
weapons, light weapons? 

Reply: 

Any formal lifting of the embargo by the 
U.N. prior to a peace settlement would give 
the Serbs an obvious incentive to exploit 
their current military superiority before for- 
eign arms begin to be used effectively by the 
Bosnian forces, assuming that UNPROFOR 
stayed in place the soldiers could face attack 
by Bosnian Serb forces. The Serbs could also 
be expected to halt the humanitarian relief 
effort. While relief could still flow into 
central Bosnia from the Adriatic coast 
through Croatia, the Serbs are currently ca- 
pable of cutting off all land routes into Sara- 
jevo, Gorazde, Zepa, and Srebrenica. 

They could also close Sarajevo and 
Tuzla airports. The only possibility of 
supply to these areas would be through 
airdrops. 

I would suggest that the proponents 
get the same briefing I have had on 
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what large military equipment can be 
successfully airdropped. I assure this 
body that it is a very small number of 
weapons. 

While these might sustain some of 
the outlining enclaves, they would be 
insufficient for a city the size of Sara- 
jevo which has at most a 3-week supply 
of food on hand. 

In addition, airdrop aircraft would be 
susceptible to antiaircraft fire. That is, 
in order to airdrop heavy equipment, 
you have to go to altitudes where sur- 
face-to-air ordnance becomes a factor. 

The eastern enclaves and other iso- 
lated areas like Maglaj and Bihac 
would probably fall, and Sarajevo 
would be in serious risk even if the 
population did not face starvation. 

Question. If there is an increase in fighting, 
should air power be used against the Serbs 
during their period? What are the military 
risks associated with air delivery of the new 
weapons? Is it likely the airfields in the gov- 
ernment-controlled areas can be kept open 
for such deliveries? Should Allied aircraft be 
expected to participate in such a air oper- 
ation if we unilaterally lift the embargo? If 
not, would U.S. air controllers have to be put 
on the ground to control air strikes? 

Answer. The only possible way to discour- 
age large-scale Serb attacks on the Bosnian 
government or on UNPROFOR forces, or to 
prevent the Serbs from halting the continued 
supply of Sarajevo via the airport, would be 
through the threat of military invasion or a 
massive bombing campaign aimed at 
Bosnian Serb military and strategic infra- 
structure targets. Unless we were prepared 
to undertake such actions, the destruction of 
Sarajevo, the eastern enclaves, and other 
isolated Bosnian government positions be- 
fore the arrival of weaponry would become a 
distinct possibility. This is why the U.S. has 
always linked the lifting of the arms embar- 
go to a bombing campaign, as exemplified in 
the “lift and strike" proposals of May, 1993. 

Question. Would UNPROFOR troops have 
to be withdrawn prior to the lifting of the 
arms embargo? How long would such a with- 
drawal take and what are the risks involved? 
Would the Serbs intercept the withdrawal 
and endeavor to take hostages? 

Reply: Our understanding is that the 
key UNPROFOR contributors, most of 
them are our NATO allies, would not 
be prepared to stay in Bosnia if the 
arms embargo were lifted. I repeat 
that. Our understanding is that the key 
UNPROFOR contributors, most of 
them are our NATO allies, would not 
be prepared to stay in Bosnia if the 
arms embargo were lifted. 

If a UNPROFOR force departure were 
unopposed by Bosnian Serbs, all 
UNPROFOR forces could probably 
leave within several weeks. 

The primary impediments would be 
logistical. If the Bosnian Serbs retali- 
ated to a formal or unilateral lifting of 
the arms embargo by targeting 
UNPROFOR, the departure of the 
troops might be difficult or impossible. 
UNPROFOR troops, civil affairs offi- 
cers—in other words, there are a lot of 
individuals in addition to just the 
UNPROFOR troops. There are volun- 
teers from all over the world. When I 
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visited there—and I have made now 
three visits to the region—I was im- 
pressed at how many volunteers, po- 
lice, relief forces, all types in addition 
to the UNPROFOR forces, and indeed 
all of this cadre of volunteers from all 
over the world suddenly become poten- 
tial hostages in a unilateral withdraw- 
ing of the embargo. That is my judg- 
ment. 

UNPROFOR troops, civil affairs offi- 
cers and military observers, are de- 
ployed widely and could not defend 
themselves against a concentrated at- 
tack. 

I hasten to point out that we have 
seen pictures of U.N. forces deploying 
some military equipment. But it was 
never the intention of the United Na- 
tions or the UNPROFOR forces to go in 
with such equipment as is needed for a 
heavy defense action as contemplated 
by those analyzing the consequence of 
the lifting of the embargo. 

Say they end up with just basic 
equipment to sort of defend themselves 
from sporadic hostile action, not such 
equipment as you need to defend your- 
self against a consolidated attack from 
an aggressor force. So they literally 
lack the necessary military equipment. 

Allies might call on the United 
States to join them in sending ground 
forces in to rescue their troops or to 
launch a massive bombing campaign 
aimed at getting the Serbs to stop an 
impending UNPROFOR departure. 

Next question: What impact would an 
UNPROFOR withdrawal have on the 
people now receiving this assistance? 

Reply: If UNPROFOR were to leave 
before the Bosnian Government was in 
a position to take the offensive on the 
battlefield, Sarajevo, Gorazde, 
Srebrenica and Zepa, which have al- 
ready surrendered, would be cut off 
from supply via a land route. 

The Serbs could also cut resupply to 
Sarajevo by closing down the airports. 
Any assistance delivery to either Sara- 
jevo or the eastern enclaves would have 
to be by airdrops. Sarajevo could not 
survive on airdrops alone. With only a 
week of supply of food, disaster could 
set in. 

It is interesting, if you look at these 
enclaves here, and if you measure the 
distances, you can see the close prox- 
imity to Serbia proper. And to hit 
these zones with airdrops, the experts 
inform me that you have to have a lot 
of luck. The chances are that much of 
the airdrop equipment is going to fall 
into the hands of the hostile Serb 
forces in the area. So even airdrops to 
sustain these enclaves is very iffy. 

Question: If the arms embargo were 
lifted against Bosnia, would it also 
have to be lifted against Croatia since 
Croatian cooperation is essential to 
transporting weapons to the Bosnians? 
What impact would lifting the embargo 
against Croatia have on the situation 
in the Krajina What is the likely Serb 
reaction? 
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Reply: The only reliable way to de- 
liver heavy weapons to Bosnia in large 
quantity is through the territory now 
held by Croatia. If the U.N. Security 
Council lifted the embargo against 
Bosnia alone, Croatia might be per- 
mitted by resolution to have arms 
transit its territory. Thanks to the fed- 
eration agreement signed in March, re- 
lations between the Croatian and 
Bosnian Governments are relatively 
good. That is today. We all know the 
transitory and unstable nature of the 
agreements connected with this fright- 
ful conflict over the past 2 years. They 
are signed one day, and they are often 
broken the next. 

Still, it is likely that weapons bound 
for Bosnia through Croatia would only 
reach their final destination if Croatia 
also received arms either openly or 
covertly. 

So you are really talking about prac- 
tically speaking rearming two factions 
in this horrible conflict, both the Mus- 
lims—that is the Bosnian Govern- 
ment—and the Croatian forces. 

If the arms embargo were also lifted 
against Croatia, and the Croats use 
these weapons against Krajina, the 
Serbs there, who currently control al- 
most one-third of Croatian territory, it 
is possible and perhaps likely that Ser- 
bia proper would intervene in this con- 
flict leading to an outbreak of war be- 
tween Croatia and Serbia broadening in 
many ways this tragic conflict. 

Lifting the embargo against Croatia 
would also raise questions on whether 
the embargo should remain in effect 
against Slovenia, and other adjoining 
nations. 

(Mr. 
chair.) 

Question: What is the likely reaction 
of Russia and Serbia to a unilateral 
lifting of the arms embargo? Is it rea- 
sonable to assume that they would 
come to the assistance of the Bosnian 
Serbs if the Bosnian Government began 
to recapture territory in the wake of 
the lifting of the embargo? 

Reply: 

The Russian reaction would be similar to 
that of our NATO allies. A Russian with- 
drawal from UNPROFOR would be likely. A 
U.S. decision to lift the arms embargo uni- 
laterally would certainly play into the hands 
of the pro-Serbian extremists in Russia, who 
could make political decisions even more dif- 
ficult for the Yeltsin government. The Bel- 
grade reaction would depend on how seri- 
ously the threat were perceived. If a humani- 
tarian disaster in Sarajevo could be avoided 
and the Bosnian Government survived long 
enough for the situation on the battlefield to 
change, the Serbian Government could be 
prompted to intervene on behalf of their 
Bosnian Serb brethren, Milosevic would cer- 
tainly be under tremendous domestic pres- 
sure to do so. The threat or use of NATO 
military actions, either on the ground or 
from the air, might be needed to deter him. 

Next question: 

Would the lifting of the arms embargo help 
or hinder efforts to achieve a negotiated set- 
tlement to the conflict? Is it an option for 
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future consideration? Under what cir- 
cumstances? 

Time and time again, the experts cer- 
tainly have told this Senator—and I 
think many of you have heard it from 
others—that there is no military solu- 
tion to this tragic conflict. The solu- 
tion rests with the combatant forces 
and their ability to somehow reconcile 
their differences and agree on some 
type of a structure for a cease-fire, and 
maybe an eventual peace. 

The reply of the administration to 
my question: 

Unilateral U.S. lifting of the arms embargo 
would probably have a chilling effect on the 
negotiating process. The Bosnian Govern- 
ment might feel less inclined to seek a nego- 
tiated solution in the hope that it could 
achieve a better solution on the battlefield. 
The Bosnian Serbs, for their part, would be 
less inclined than ever to accept a U.S. medi- 
ating role in the conflict, depriving us, the 
United States, of the ability to serve as an 
honest broker for any type of settlement. If 
the Serbs perceived an immediate physical 
threat to themselves as a result of the U.S. 
decision, they could attack the Bosnian Gov- 
ernment or UNPROFOR forces, or close down 
the humanitarian relief supply to Sarajevo 
and the eastern enclave, thus, making a ne- 
gotiated settlement even more remote. 

Question: 

If the lifting of the arms embargo does not 
give the Bosnian Government forces a degree 
of military equivalence with Bosnian Serb 
forces, what would be the next step? 

Reply: 

Assuming that UNPROFOR has departed, 
or needs to be rescued, and that Sarajevo and 
the eastern enclaves are at grave risk, the 
U.S. might have no choice but to intervene 
massively in the conflict— 
ground, air, and sea— 
or acquiesce in a humanitarian and political 
disaster. 

That is a tough reply. 

I say to my colleagues that these are 
the questions that occur to me. I am 
sure each of you have many more ques- 
tions. I took it upon myself to person- 
ally go out and visit the CIA, the De- 
partment of Defense, and the Depart- 
ment of State, not necessarily talking 
to the top policymakers, the Presi- 
dent’s appointees; no, I sought out the 
professional civil servants, who work 
in these agencies, who meet the chal- 
lenge, who sit there day after day and, 
indeed, year after year and look at the 
situation and provide their own analy- 
sis, not affected by politics, concerned 
about the humanitarian—certainly, 
every individual is deeply touched and 
concerned about the humanitarian 
problems in this area. But these ana- 
lysts are individuals who understand, 
in great detail, the facts, the balance of 
military forces, the historical roots of 
this conflict. I spent one fascinating 
evening, several hours, at the Depart- 
ment of Defense, finishing up late at 
night, talking to individuals who stud- 
ied the history in this region of the 
world, going back 1,000 years and trac- 
ing for me the roots of this conflict 
that were planted in this region 1,000 
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years ago. Who is to say that those 
same roots of conflict and antagonism 
will not be present in this region 1,000 
years hence? 

You get down to the bottom ques- 
tion: What can the United States do in 
this conflict? Mr. President, I re- 
searched this. As of this moment, there 
are 35 nations in our world today expe- 
riencing, to one degree or another, con- 
flict. They spring up unexpectedly. 
There is Burundi and Rwanda in the 
African conflict, which is seen by hun- 
dreds of thousands nightly on our tele- 
vision. Many people had no idea where 
these two nations were before. But we 
sit there absolutely appalled at the loss 
of human life on this African con- 
tinent. 

I come back to my point, which is 
that 35 nations are experiencing con- 
flict. This country, in my judgment— 
no matter how strongly we feel, by 
means of compassion, to become in- 
volved, we have to always come down 
on what our national security interest 
is in these regions of the world. What is 
our security interest? We have to use 
that as a guidepost to determine 
whether or not we become involved. 

I question our national security in- 
terest in this region. I have always said 
it is primarily a European situation. If 
you go back to World War I, starting 
right here in Sarajevo, right here, with 
the assassination of the Archduke 
Francis Ferdinand, it was many years 
before President Wilson and the Con- 
gress decided that this conflict in Eu- 
rope, World War I, had indeed become a 
conflict in which the United States had 
a national security interest. We did not 
jump in in 1914. 

Again, in World War II, September 
1939, when Nazi forces crossed the bor- 
der into Poland, it took a period of 
time before this Nation became in- 
volved. We were under the leadership of 
a very courageous President and, in- 
deed, a Congress that passed a draft by 
a single vote in the early 1940's, show- 
ing the lack of commitment we had at 
that period of time to World War II. 

So I think this is primarily a Euro- 
pean situation, and the United States, 
as of today, is a very active partner. 
We are the primary naval force off- 
Shore, enforcing, to the extent we can, 
the embargo against Serbia and, to a 
lesser extent, against Croatia. We are 
the primary military force in the air 
working, again, with our allies. So it is 
not as if we have turned our back to 
this conflict. 

Some lives of American service per- 
sonnel have already been lost. But I al- 
ways come down on: What is the price 
that the mothers and the fathers, the 
brothers and the sisters are willing to 
pay to get more heavily involved in 
this situation? And I have outlined sev- 
eral scenarios that might evolve if we 
unilaterally lift this embargo in which 
the world would look to the United 
States to come to the rescue of a great- 
er conflict in this region. 
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I question whether we have a na- 
tional security interest certainly to 
employ our military in, should we say, 
risks far greater than those now at sea 
and in the air. Let it be said there is 
risk associated with the use of military 
equipment either at sea or in the air, 
but certainly on the ground the risk 
would be far greater. There is no one 
here today advocating the use of 
ground forces. But, as I pointed out, 
there are several scenarios. If we are 
perceived or in actuality lift this em- 
bargo unilaterally, this conflict could 
bear the stamp now, Made in the 
U.S.A." and we would be required to 
become involved far greater militarily. 

I do not find the national security in- 
terests. The humanitarian interest, 
yes, but not the national security in- 
terests for greater involvement. 

So I just point out that I did not sit 
down in the abstract and draw up these 
questions. I did it based on close con- 
sultation with professionals, the CIA, 
Department of Defense and Depart- 
ment of State, and, indeed, in consulta- 
tion with, as I pointed out, a delega- 
tion of Austrian military professionals 
who know this region, who know the 
history, who understand the people, 
who traced for me the situation during 
World War II when Hitler's forces os- 
tensibly had this area secured but, nev- 
ertheless, a civil war primarily be- 
tween Serbia and Croatia, again engulf- 
ing Bosnia, took place right during 
World War II and Nazi occupation, a 
civil war that in the estimate of many 
historians took a million lives of Cro- 
atians, Serbians, and Moslems right at 
the time when Hitler had this half- 
dozen—I have heard as high as 12—divi- 
sions trying to maintain security in 
this region. 

So I hope that my colleagues, as we 
proceed with this debate, will look at 
the questions and answers that I have 
posed, questions that are being dis- 
cussed, questions that are being ana- 
lyzed by our professional infrastruc- 
ture in those departments and agencies 
of our Government with primary re- 
sponsibility of following this part of 
the world, will look at these questions 
and answers, point out to this Senator 
where I am in error. I do not claim to 
be infallible. I do not claim to be an ex- 
pert. But I have undertaken, at consid- 
erable investment of time, the respon- 
sibility to go out and talk with others 
far more intelligent than I to deter- 
mine the questions and their view- 
points which directly relate to the 
issue before this body at this precise 
moment: Should the Senate of the 
United States support a unilateral 
withdrawing of the embargo against 
the Government of Bosnia as it relates 
to armaments? 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 
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The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Marc 
Nickelson, a Pearson fellow, from my 
Staff, be granted the privilege of the 
floor during the course of this legisla- 
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
would like to present my statement on 
the question of Bosnia. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of lifting the U.S. arms 
embargo on Bosnia, and I am pleased to 
be a cosponsor of the bill introduced by 
the distinguished minority leader for 
that purpose. 

The failure to exempt the new State 
of Bosnia from the arms embargo ear- 
lier imposed on Yugoslavia was a well- 
intentioned, but tragic mistake. Ser- 
bia, whose aggression had prompted 
the embargo, was in no way inhibited 
by it. The Serbs already possessed a 
bulging arsenal inherited from the 
Yugoslav armed forces, as well as the 
lion's share of arms manufacturing fa- 
cilities in ex-Yugoslavia. Bosnia, on 
the other hand, was virtually without 
arms. The embargo condemned its peo- 
ple to confront Serbian tanks and 
heavy artillery with little more than 
small arms and infantry. 

Nor was the embargo equally enforce- 
able against both sides. Serbia's long 
land border with neutral states is dif- 
ficult to seal off the clandestine arms 
shipments. Supply routes to Bosnia, on 
the other hand, are ultimately reliant 
on transit of goods through NATO 
States or across the Adriatic Sea—all 
of which have been effectively inter- 
dicted, in no small part with the sup- 
port of the United States Navy. An un- 
equal embargo, made worse by unequal 
enforcement, has served not to prevent 
Serbian aggression but to favor it. 

The conflict in the former Yugoslavia 
has raged now for over 2 years. It has 
taken a dreadful toll in human lives 
and suffering for the people of this re- 
gion and particularly for those in 
Bosnia. But it has taken an equal toll 
on the credibility and integrity of the 
international community, and above 
all the West. For we have remained es- 
sentially passive in the face of the 
most flagrant aggression in Europe 
since the end of World War II. 

Isay passive, because the Western re- 
sponse to the tragedy of Bosnia has 
consistently sought to skirt the main 
issue and ignore a basic lesson of his- 
tory. That lesson is that only by the 
use of force, or the credible threat of 
its use, can a determined aggressor be 
stopped. Expansionist Fascist states 
will not be dissuaded by appeals to rea- 
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son, justice, or due regard for the de- 
cent opinions of mankind. Such re- 
gimes live by forces and respect only 
strength. 

Yet rather than act, or give Bosnia 
the means to act in its own defense, 
the international community ducked 
the issue and ducked down four blind 
alleys. 

First, it sustained an arms embargo 
which, by favoring the aggressor, 
served only to whet his appetite. Sec- 
ond, it imposed an economic embargo 
against Serbia which, though certainly 
appropriate, has not and will not alone 
be sufficient to bring the Milosevic re- 
gime or its Bosnian-Serb proxies to 
heel. Third, it has attempted to broker 
a negotiated settlement. But so long as 
the West is unwilling to either assist 
Bosnia or allow it to arm itself against 
a massive Serbian arsenal, negotia- 
tions can have only one result. That re- 
sult is a sham settlement which rati- 
fies the current situation on the battle- 
field by acknowledging Serbian con- 
quests and splintering the Bosnian 
State along ethnic fault lines. The 
Bosnians have been unwilling to 
acquiesence in this disguised surrender. 
Attempts by some Western negotiators 
and Governments to pressure them 
into doing so are a disgrace reminis- 
cent of the sacrifice of Czechoslovakia 
to Hitler’s Germany in 1938. 

Lastly, the international commu- 
nity, through the United Nations, has 
sought to bring humanitarian relief to 
the victims of the conflict. The effort 
is noble but, again, the motives have 
been less than pure. Mixed with altru- 
ism has been the desire of some to 
salve a guilty conscience and put a cos- 
metic bandaid over the grisly spec- 
tacle, the better to excuse the failure 
of their governments individually or 
collectively to confront aggression. 

Serbia has shown itself more than 
willing to use unarmed relief workers 
and lightly armed U.N. peacekeepers as 
hostages. Consequently, their presence 
in zones of conflict now serves more to 
deter decisive Western military action 
than to limit Serbian atrocities. Unit- 
ed Nations representatives have be- 
come, in effect, guarantors of Serbian 
impunity. At the same time, their pres- 
ence as monitors separating the sides 
in selected ceasefire areas has frozen in 
place Serbian gains while freeing up 
Serbian units and heavy weapons to 
undertake new offensives elsewhere 
which whittle away at Bosnia. Thus, 
U.N. representatives have also become 
guarantors of Serbian conquests. 

Let it be clearly stated, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that the fault in this lies not 
with the United Nations as an organi- 
zation. The United Nations is not an 
independent body, but an instrument of 
the member states and, in this case, of 
the Security Council, which has set the 
mandate and the limits on United Na- 
tion actions. It is the failure of judg- 
ment and the failure of will in chan- 
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ceries and national capitals, not in 
New York, which has led to this sorry 
spectacle. And only by changing those 
policies, and first and foremost the 
course of the United States in this con- 
flict, that we can begin to recover the 
situation in Bosnia and our own sense 
of honor. 

For the United States, more than 
just honor is at stake. We have a vital 
interest in the stability of Europe and 
the peaceful evolution of democratic 
States out of the ruins of the former 
Soviet Union and its allies. The col- 
lapse of communism has unleashed new 
possibilities but also old hatreds. From 
Eastern Europe to central Asia, the 
emerging democracies are a tangle of 
overlapping ethnic groups with com- 
peting claims and little history of mu- 
tual accommodation. Democracy and 
the guarantee of minority rights and 
political participation offers one model 
for addressing those differences. Ser- 
bia’s war of ethnic aggression offers an- 
other. If that aggression and ethnic 
cleansing are allowed to go unchecked, 
setting an example for others, both 
peace and democracy will be at great 
risk in an enormous area bordering on 
the Atlantic alliance. Neither we nor 
Western Europe will escape the con- 
sequences. 

The risk of war and chaos will be 
greatest precisely again in the Bal- 
kans. For make no mistake about it, 
an unjust peace imposed on Bosnia 
would not long endure. Rather, it 
would sow the seeds of renewed conflict 
as soon as the Bosnians could bind up 
their wounds, overcome their fatigue, 
and arm themselves, as they eventu- 
ally would. 

Let me be brutally frank. The 
hatreds unleashed in this war, and the 
desire of the victims of aggression for 
justice—and, yes, for vengeance—as- 
sure that no peace settlement will last 
which does not rest on a durable bal- 
ance of power. Such a balance does not 
now exist. It has been artificially 
tipped in Serbia’s favor by the one- 
sided effect of the arms embargo. It is 
the tremendous disparity of firepower 
between the two sides which, more 
than anything else, accounts for Ser- 
bian successes. The arms embargo will 
begin to wither away, in substance if 
not in form, as soon as a settlement is 
concluded. Serbia’s military advantage 
will erode along with it. An unjust set- 
tlement imposed on the basis of that 
military advantage will be challenged 
by Bosnia as the letter gains in rel- 
ative strength, and the stage will have 
been set for a second Balkan war. 

Mr. President, apart from our politi- 
cal and security interests in acting ef- 
fectively against Serbian aggression, I 
believe we have an equally vital moral 
stake in doing so. For what is happen- 
ing in Bosnia is not merely a war of 
conquest. It is a war of annihilation, 
designed to wipe an entire people off 
the map by forced displacement or ex- 
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termination. I recently visited the Hol- 
ocaust Museum in Washington, and 
could not help but be moved by the 
parallels between the horrors per- 
petrated by the Nazis 50 years ago and 
what Serbian fascism is achieving in 
the Balkans today. No one can claim 
now, aS some asserted 50 years ago, 
that they do not know the full enor- 
mity of the atrocities taking place. 
And there is no escaping the moral re- 
sponsibility for our actions—or inac- 
tion—in the face of those horrors. After 
the Holocaust, the world said ‘‘Never 
again." Are we now tho say. Just one 
more time?" Moral authority lies at 
the foundation of this Nation and but- 
tresses our position of world leadership 
and global power. We are mortgaging 
that authority by our failure to exer- 
cise either adequate leadership or 
power to oppose this modern day ver- 
sion of the Holocaust. A world commu- 
nity prepared to tolerate it would be 
wiling to tolerate anything; and that 
is not the kind of world we want to live 
in or bequeath to our children. 

So, Mr. President, what should be 
done? The first step, the very minimum 
step, is to remove an arms embargo 
which has denied the Bosnian people 
the means to exercise the inherent 
right of any individual, and any nation, 
to self-defense. Worse, it is an embargo 
which, buy its lopsided and adverse im- 
pact on Bosnia, has effectively favored 
the aggressors in the conflict while 
punishing their victims. This bill will 
eliminate that absurdity. 

But while removal of the embargo is 
an important first step, it should not 
be the last. If Serbian aggression is to 
be checked, more needs to be done and, 
yes, we will have to pay a price, albeit 
a relatively modest one. The Bosnians 
are not asking anyone for infantry 
troops and are more than willing to ab- 
sorb the principal cost in blood by 
tending to their own defense on the 
ground. They ask only for tools to aid 
that defense. The United States should 
respond not merely by lifting the arms 
embargo, but by providing them weap- 
ons on a grant basis out of U.S. stocks. 
A majority of this body is already 
clearly on record in support of that 
proposition. 

Second, we should urge our NATO al- 
lies, and be prepared ourselves, to use 
Western air power to assist Bosnian de- 
fenders and raise the costs to Serbia if 
it continues to pursue its aggression. 
The application of NATO air power to 
date has been meager, half-hearted, 
and undermined by a hesitancy to 
make good on ultimatums when the 
latter have been first tested, then 
flouted, by the Serbs. As a result, the 
credibility of our word and of our 
threats has been weakened, and with it 
our ability to deter the Serbs—or any 
other rogue states who detect in this 
record a lack of United States firmness 
or resolve in defending our interests 
and principles. It is time to end those 
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doubts, to end the bluffing, and to put 
an end to the free ride the Serbs have 
enjoyed in Bosnia. If Serbian attacks 
continue, we should be prepared to 
Strike key Serb military targets any- 
where in Bosnia and, if necessary, in 
Serbia itself. This is particularly im- 
portant in the wake of any decision to 
lift the embargo, for the Serbs may re- 
spond initially with stepped up attacks 
to take maximum advantage of their 
current advantage in arms before it 
evaporates. 

Finally, we must recognize that the 
time may have come to reduce or re- 
move the U.N. presence in Bosnia. 
Events in ex-Yugoslavia have dem- 
onstrated and senior U.N. officials have 
acknowledged that relief and peace- 
keeping on the one hand, and peace en- 
forcement on the other, are difficult if 
not impossible to reconcile in the same 
place at the same time. The time 
comes when you have to choose be- 
tween the two. When relief efforts in- 
tended to shield the victims of war are 
cynically exploited by an aggressor 
army to shield itself, that shield may 
have to be withdrawn. When peace- 
keepers become, in effect, a surrogate 
occupying force for conquered terri- 
tory, they have become as much a part 
of the problem as its solution. That is 
where we are today in Bosnia. 

Little wonder that the Bosnian Gov- 
ernment has made it clear that it pre- 
fers to see U.N. relief workers and 
peacekeepers withdrawn if Western 
concerns for the safety of their person- 
nel in Bosnia are the principal obstacle 
preventing a lifting of the arms embar- 
go. Would withdrawal of the U.N. pres- 
ence result in an increase in the fight- 
ing in the near term? Perhaps, al- 
though Serb capabilities to expand an 
already vigorous military effort are 
open to question. Could it lead to 
greater suffering among civilians in 
the short run? The answer is probably 
yes, particularly given Serbian conduct 
to date, particularly when no witnesses 
are present to encourage occasional re- 
straint. 

But to acknowledge these con- 
Sequences is only to restate the choice 
that has faced every nation and every 
people in history who have been the 
victims of attack. Should they surren- 
der their freedom, their homes, their 
way of life, their country's existence, 
and their children's future? Or should 
they resist and fight, even if resistance 
brings suffering and death to many of 
their countrymen? 

That is à choice for each nation and 
each people to make for themselves. 
The heroic resistance of the Bosnian 
people against great odds over the last 
2 years is eloquent testimony that they 
have made their choice. They wish to 
defend their homes and their country 
and to lay down their lives for it, if 
need be. It is not for us to deny them 
that right, and I can only hope that we 
ourselves will always be willing to ex- 
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ercise it in our own defense, as we have 
in the past. Mr. President, during the 
long struggle against Soviet expansion- 
ism, a phrase was coined to advance a 
rationale for surrender to force. That 
phrase was better Red than dead." 
Even at the height of the cold war, 
when the possibilities of a nuclear Ar- 
mageddon cast a long shadow over our 
Nation, the people of the United States 
rejected that philosophy with the con- 
tempt it deserves. Even with the best 
of intentions, we cannot now in good 
conscience impose on a small nation 
what we have never been prepared to 
choose for ourselves. 

The time has come, Mr. President, 
for the United States to lift the arms 
embargo on Bosnia and to aid in its de- 
fense. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Isuggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to called roll. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ROBB). Without objection it is so or- 
dered. 

LEAD, FOLLOW, OR GET OUT OF THE WAY 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
there is an old saying which bears re- 
peating with regard to the United 
States policy position on Bosnia. The 
administration needs to lead, follow, or 
get out of the way. Each day that 
passes offers astonishing proof that the 
President of the United States and his 
national security team cannot or will 
not decide whether to lead or follow, 
engage or evade, or just ignore the 
whole darn mess. The only time we see 
any decisive action is when public 


opinion surveys issue ominous 
warnings about Presidential approval 
ratings. 


With yet another poll showing a 
steady drop in his foreign policy rat- 
ing, once again, the President turned 
on the telegenic charm in a media 
event beamed to over 200 countries 
courtesy of CNN. According to the New 
York Times, the event was designed to 
“reassert control over the sliding rat- 
ings by demonstrating a tough stance 
toward American problems overseas.” 
Once again, we were bombarded with 
tough sounding rhetoric—once again, 
we heard we must stay engaged around 
the world. 

But, sadly, once again, we were of- 
fered little detail as to the President’s 
specific plans or thinking about the 
rapidly changing international land- 
scape. 

Mr. President, I want to believe there 
is an American strategy for Bosnia, for 
Korea, for Haiti, and a half dozen other 
trouble spots which the international 
community must tackle. I want to be- 
lieve that the President and his na- 
tional security team have given serious 
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thought to problems not just poll rat- 
ings. But, there is little evidence to 
support my hope. 

The events in Bosnia since the Sen- 
ate first took up this amendment dem- 
onstrate the contradictions and confu- 
sion which bedevil our policy. Every 
newspaper and magazine in the Nation 
has run stories chronicling the disas- 
trous decline of the United States as 
the competent, decisive, inspirational 
leader of the free world. 

Let me offer a quick tour of some 
headlines— 

The Wall Street Journal says There 
is no Clinton Foreign Policy“; 

The Baltimore Sun claims the U.S. 
stumbles for Lack of Foreign Policy”; 

The Louisville Courier-Journal eulo- 
gizes: “Clinton Talks Tough as Goradze 
Dies"; 

The Lexington Herald Leader de- 
nounces ‘Foggy, Wobbly Foreign Pol- 
icy”; 

A Washington Post columnist calls 
our foreign policy: “Inept to Disgrace- 
ful”; and 

Time magazine held the President re- 
sponsible for ‘Dropping the Ball.” 

I do not think Members of the Senate 
are any more confident than col- 
umnists and reporters about the state 
of American foreign policy, or our 
international credibility, image and 
leadership. While I agree with the 
President that problems at home de- 
mand our attention and require solu- 
tions, if we fail to define and defend 
our interests abroad, now, we will pay 
a much higher price in the long run. 

While President Clinton came into 
office as the domestic policy President, 
this administration may well turn for- 
eign policy into a campaign issue. 

There was another moment in his- 
tory when the American people told 
their leaders they were weary of the 
world—they wanted our undivided at- 
tention here at home. It was a time 
which Winston Churchill captured well. 
He looked around the free world and 
observed, we were ‘Decided only to be 
undecided, resolved to be irresolute, 
adamant for drift, solid for fluidity, all 
powerful to be impotent.” Churchill’s 
words—the ghost of 1936—haunts this 
administration's policy. 

What should the public think when 
the Secretary of Defense declares we 
have no interests in defending Goradze, 
and is joined in that view by the Chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs who says air 
power is irrelevant. Then within days 
the President threatens NATO air 
Strikes if the Serbs do not withdraw 
from Goradze. Does Goradze matter? 
Why? Will air power work as the Presi- 
dent claims—or not, as General 
Shalikashvili says? 

It is not just a question of a bewilder- 
ing public message. In private, senior 
officials seem perplexed. When I asked 
Deputy Secretary Talbott, what hap- 
pens next? What are our policy options 
if we cannot bomb the Serbs back to 
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the negotiating table? There was a long 
pause, and an honest, however trou- 
bling response, Senator, I don't have a 
persuasive answer for you.” 

The administration can offer no per- 
suasive answer nor define and sustain a 
strategy as the situation in Bosnia just 
gets worse and worse. I was truly dis- 
couraged by the Washington Post story 
which suggested that our inconsistency 
and policy swerving has resulted in 
losses both in territory and peace pros- 
pects. As described by John Pomfret, 
the Bosnian Serbs have been encour- 
aged to “push and probe the United Na- 
tions with everything appearing to be 
negotiable.” 

The Serbs are clearly taking advan- 
tage of our weakness and inconsist- 
ency. In Goradze, the shelling has 
stopped, but the U.N. High Commis- 
sioner for Refugee Affairs representa- 
tive describes the situation as ''tense 
and deteriorating.” 

In spite of early public assurances by 
the U.N.'s General Rose that the Ser- 
bians were in compliance with demands 
to withdraw completely from Goradze, 
we know that Serbians continue to oc- 
cupy a hamlet within the exclusion 
zone with between 100 and 200 forces. 
U.N. peacekeepers have been denied ac- 
cess to the area, and 10 days ago, Brit- 
ish peacekeepers on patrol in the ex- 
clusion zone found themselves under 
repeated Serbian fire. According to the 
U.N., the British troops were forced to 
return fire in their attempt to with- 
draw, killing five Serbians in the proc- 
ess. 

Sarajevo offers a similar mixed pic- 
ture of success. 

Although the shelling has stopped, 
the Serbs have blocked access to U.N. 
observers, forcibly removed heavy 
weapons from U.N. depots and rede- 
ployed at least 15 heavy weapons, in- 
cluding five tanks, around that city. 

Mr. President, the story is the same 
in Tuzla. As in Sarajevo and Gorazde, 
the U.N. and NATO ultimatums have 
been blatantly violated at absolutely 
no cost—no cost—to the Serbs. 

The consequences for the United 
States, on the other hand, are both im- 
mediate and unfortunate. As a direct 
result of issuing ultimatums we cannot 
or will not enforce, we have squandered 
NATO's credibility and compromised 
any opportunity to negotiate a reason- 
able, durable peace agreement. 

I was truly discouraged when I 
learned that, last week, the Bosnian 
Serb leader told American, European 
and Russian diplomats that he would 
no longer support an earlier agreement 
calling on the Serbs to give up nearly 
a third of captured Bosnian territory. 
As one negotiator noted, This is most 
depressing. Our troubles in Gorazde ob- 
viously did not help the cause of 
peace." 

The Serbs have figured out that we 
may talk tough, but we simply do not 
follow through. The air strikes so far 
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have been characterized as largely inef- 
fective. Even the President acknowl- 
edged during his international town 
meeting that air strikes could not 
change the outcome. 

The administration seems to be en- 
gaged in a dangerous guessing game of 
Serbian intentions. Unfortunately, the 
stakes keep escalating, American lives 
are in jeopardy; yet, decisionmaking is 
out of direct American control. 

A year ago, it was just the credibility 
of a revived and reinvented United Na- 
tions that was on the line. It was up to 
the Secretary General to solve the 
problem in the Balkans. Now we find 
U.S. pilots and planes involved in 
NATO missions, which at any point a 
U.N. civilian official can block, over- 
ride, suspend, or terminate. 

Because of the tragic events in Soma- 
lia, the administration would prefer to 
deny that American lives now hang in 
the balance of a U.N. bureaucrat's deci- 
sion. But the events of the past 2 weeks 
warn that we are repeating the mis- 
takes of Somalia. We are subcontract- 
ing U.S. interests and U.S. lives to U.N. 
whims. I repeat, Mr. President, we are 
subcontracting U.S. interests and U.S. 
lives to U.N. whims. 

Let me offer just one example: On 
April 23, as Serbian troops slammed 
shells into the heart of Gorazde, NATO 
prepared to launch air strikes, consist- 
ent with the terms of an international 
ultimatum. NATO was deliberately 
blocked from carrying out a military 
mission by a United Nations civilian 
and bureaucrat, Special Envoy Akashi. 
Secretary Christopher tried to protest 
the U.N. decision, but was told Boutros 
Ghali was not available to take his 
call—not available to take his call. 

We have now had à week of public 
bickering and criticism between senior 
U.N. and United States officials over 
who is more responsible for botching 
up Bosnia—all of wich only reinforces 
my view that it is a mistake to let the 
United Nations run United States for- 
eign policy. 

Frankly, Ambassador Albright may 
feel better by firing off a testy letter to 
the Secretary General demanding an 
apology for some bureaucratic indis- 
cretion, but demanding apologies is a 
far cry from directing policy. It all 
Strikes me as petty and suggests Amer- 
ica may have sunk to a new, record low 
in international esteem. 

Mr. President, it is not just Bosnia 
that is taking a pounding. American 
credibility is shellshocked. It is this 
portrait of policy weakness that has 
brought me slowly but irreversibly to 
the point where I believe the arms em- 
bargo against the Bosnians simply 
must be lifted. 

I think sound legal arguments may 
have been made that the embargo has 
been illegally enforced against Bosnia. 
No one disputes the right to self-de- 
fense, as enunciated in the U.N. Char- 
ter, and no one claims that the embar- 
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go was imposed on Yugoslavia, which 
can only logically and legally mean 
that it does not apply to any of the na- 
tions which have emerged as independ- 
ent successor states. 

But, legal arguments aside, I think 
the choice really is whether as a nation 
we continue to drift slowly but surely 
toward expanded and direct involve- 
ment in the war in Bosnia, or whether 
we let the Bosnian Moslems fight for 
themselves. 'That decision does not 
take much time for me to make. 

Although the analogy may cause 
some of the Members of the Senate 
consternation, I think this is a choice 
like those we had to make in Nica- 
ragua and Afghanistan. By giving the 
Bosnian Moslems à chance to defend 
themselves, we are leveling the battle- 
field with a view toward creating con- 
ditions that will produce a truce and a 
settlement. By lifting the arms embar- 
go, we are voting to support the vic- 
tims of aggression, with no loss of 
American lives. It is obvious, Mr. 
President, that the Serbs only seem to 
respond to the steady, decisive use of 
force—a course the administration is 
unable or unwilling to support. Policy 
flip-flops will only assure that this war 
drags on, potentially engulfing Europe 
in flames and eventually drawing us in. 

For more than four decades, NATO 
served as a strong, effective deterrent 
to Soviet aggression and as the most 
important stabilizing force in Europe. 
We now find its credibility and capa- 
bilities being squandered and mis- 
directed by U.N. bureaucrats. I think 
this is a serious, serious mistake. If 
this course continues, sooner or later, 
we are going to hear the administra- 
tion make the argument that having 
put NATO at risk, we must now rescue 
the alliance from our mistake. 

More than 40 years of stability—more 
than 40 years of security in Europe are 
being compromised by confusion at the 
White House. There is an alternative. 
The administration has demonstrated 
that it will not lead the international 
community. The United States should 
not follow the United Nations. So the 
Senate must decide to get out of the 
way. The time has come to let the 
Bosnian Moslems defend what is left of 
Bosnia. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from New 
Mexico, Senator DOMENICI. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 15 minutes as if in morning busi- 
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized as if in morning 
business for up to 15 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. DOMENICI per- 
taining to the introduction of S. 2096 
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are located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the President pro 
tempore, Senator BYRD. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. Mr. 
President, has the Pastore rule expired 
for the day? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct, it has expired. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 


PROCESSING HAITIAN REFUGEES 


Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am com- 
pelled to express my serious reserva- 
tions with regard to President Clin- 
ton’s decision to change the procedures 
for processing Haitian refugees. I have 
supported the existing policy of inter- 
cepting at sea and returning would-be 
immigrants from Haiti, while encour- 
aging true refugees to use the United 
States processing centers set up there. 
This process is a continuation of a pol- 
icy implemented by President Bush in 
May 1992, when the flow of Haitians 
reached crisis proportions. I still think 
that this course is the proper one, and 
I worry that any change, however 
minor, will precipitate another crisis. 

President Clinton, even before his in- 
auguration, made the very difficult de- 
cision to continue the repatriation of 
Haitians interdicted at sea. Although 
he had earlier criticized the policy, it 
became clear that a policy reversal 
would be interpreted as an invitation 
for Haitians to come to the United 
States and could trigger a massive exo- 
dus. In late 1992, estimates of the num- 
ber of Haitians preparing to take to the 
seas ranged as high as 500,000. Most of 
these immigrants were about to set out 
in tiny, barely seaworthy craft with 
little hope of making it to the coast of 
Florida. President-elect Clinton did the 
right thing then and avoided a humani- 
tarian disaster. 

The President’s announcement over 
the past weekend that the United 
States would begin to conduct asylum 
interviews at sea, or on the territory of 
third countries if that can be arranged, 
returns U.S. policy to where it was in 
early 1992. President Bush was forced 
to abandon this practice when the 
Coast Guard intercepted 10,000 Haitians 
in May 1992 alone—a time when the 
temporary holding facility at Guanta- 
namo Bay, Cuba was filled to overflow- 
ing with more than 12,000 Haitians liv- 
ing in tents. He rightly decided that it 
was far better to return all Haitians 
than to encourage, deliberately or not, 
tens of thousands of people to take to 
the open ocean in unseaworthy, over- 
crowded boats. 

This was the right decision, not only 
to avoid the loss of life that would have 
resulted, but also because most of the 
would-be refugees in Haiti seek only 
what we all seek—prosperity and op- 
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portunity. Unfortunately, these are in 
short supply around the world, includ- 
ing here in the United States. We obvi- 
ously have a higher average standard 
of living in this country than do the 
people of Haiti, but there are segments 
of our society that are no better off. 
There are many people here—many 
people here, too—too many people, who 
are struggling with long-term unem- 
ployment. There is not an excess of 
jobs. We face enormous problems, espe- 
cially in our large cities where we are 
rapidly developing a permanent 
underclass. 

It would be nice if we were able to 
solve the economic problems of other 
countries and provide a higher stand- 
ard of living for people around the 
world, but we cannot. It is tough 
enough to stretch ever shrinking re- 
sources—and I mean they are ever 
shrinking—ever shrinking resources far 
enough to help our own citizens. We 
are operating under a law now that 
freezes domestic discretionary. It 
freezes all discretionary spending over 
the next 5 years, which means that we 
cannot even take into account infla- 
tion. Our social services system is al- 
ready strained to the breaking point. 
We cannot place an additional burden 
of tens of thousands of new immi- 
grants, with no jobs skills and no abil- 
ity to support themselves, onto the 
backs of the already overly burdened 
American taxpayers. 

The Governors of Florida and Califor- 
nia recently filed lawsuits seeking Fed- 
eral reimbursement for the cost of im- 
migrants in their States. They have 
been driven to this point because of the 
Federal Government’s inability, or un- 
willingness, to stem the tide of illegal 
immigration and to reform our legal 
immigration policies. Our immigration 
laws provide generous protection for 
refugees fleeing political persecution 
and the President has been making use 
of those provisions at the United 
States processing centers in Haiti. In- 
dividuals that have specific, well- 
founded fears for their safety have 
ample opportunity to receive that pro- 
tection. The remaining thousands are 
simply looking for economic oppor- 
tunity, and they do not qualify as refu- 
gees or asylees under U.S. law. 

The President said he is not changing 
the policy toward Haitian refugees and 
that he is not broadening the criteria 
for gaining refugee status. The admin- 
istration hopes that the limited 
changes will not result in a renewed 
outflow of immigrants into the United 
States. I believe that this is wishful 
thinking, very wishful thinking. When 
the Haitians sense the door has been 
cracked open, they will once again pre- 
pare their rag-tag armada and set sail 
for the “land of plenty:’’ America. 

While we should continue to work for 
the restoration of democracy in Haiti, 
we cannot allow that political situa- 
tion to become a cover for an influx of 
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people looking for a better life in the 
United States. We should look for ways 
to help the Haitians improve their eco- 
nomic and political situation, but we 
cannot do that by encouraging them to 
abandon their homes. In the end, the 
only lasting solution to this difficult 
and heartwrenching problem lies in the 
resolution of Haiti’s political dilemma. 
A legal, viable government must be re- 
instated and it, not the United States 
or any other outside force, can begin to 
meet the long-term needs of the Hai- 
tian population. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab- 
sence of a quorum has been suggested. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
MURRAY). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 


Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
am about to propound a request for 
unanimous consent. It has been cleared 
on both sides of the aisle I am author- 
ized to so state. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that on Thursday, May 12, at 
9:30 a.m., the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of the conference report 
accompanying S. 636, the Freedom of 
Access to Clinic Entrances Act, and 
that there be 90 minutes for debate on 
the conference report with the time 
equally divided and controlled in the 
usual form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
now ask unanimous consent that it be 
in order to request the yeas and nays 
on the conference report on S. 636. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
now ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
thank my colleagues. I yield the floor. 

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington. 


RIVER SPILLAGE 


Mr. GORTON. Madam President, late 
yesterday the National Marine Fish- 
eries Service requested of the Corps of 
Engineers that it begin immediately a 
substantial spillage of water over the 
dams on the Columbia and the Snake 
Rivers. That spillage, of course, would 
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take place without the water going 
through the generators and without, 
therefore, the production of power 
which is the primary purpose of the 
dams. 

The reason for this request for spill- 
age is that the National Marine Fish- 
eries Service feels that it would help 
somewhat the passage downstream of 
Snake River spring chinook salmon, a 
threatened species, which it is the de- 
sire of all to save if at all possible. 

The Corps of Engineers immediately 
responded by pointing out that to en- 
gage in such a spillage would be a vio- 
lation of laws and regulations of the 
States of Washington and Oregon de- 
signed to prevent the supersaturation 
of the water that has been dem- 
onstrated literally to kill salmon 
smolt in the past. The Corps of Engi- 
neers said that in any event it could 
not accede to this request of the Na- 
tional Marine Fisheries Service with- 
out the consent of the Governors of 
Washington and Oregon. At this point, 
at least, the controversy rests at that 
stage. 

All are concerned, of course, and wish 
for the restoration of this run of salm- 
on and of other runs of salmon as well. 
All agree on the proposition that a cer- 
tain cost to the Pacific Northwest is 
appropriate in connection with saving 
these runs of salmon. 

The problem with this action, how- 
ever, is that it is far from clear that 
there will be any benefit to wild stocks 
of chinook salmon or, for that matter, 
any of the other affected runs. 

The salmon recovery team that was 
appointed by the National Marine Fish- 
eries Service to make recommenda- 
tions as to the restoration of those 
runs clearly recommended that spill- 
age be reduced, not increased, and that 
the Federal agencies involved instead 
concentrate on improving barge trans- 
portation as at least a short-run solu- 
tion, and perhaps as a long-run solu- 
tion as well. 

The salmon recovery team pointed 
out the obvious—that barge transpor- 
tation of salmon smolt created far less 
disruption in the rivers to the produc- 
tion of power, to transportation, and to 
the availability of water for irrigation, 
and it found at least temporarily that 
solution to be a better solution than 
spillage. 

This salmon recovery team study has 
undergone peer review. The credentials 
of the team members have not been 
challenged. Indeed, they could not be. 
They are the finest fish scientists in 
the Pacific Northwest. Yet we have 
this sudden, and I think panicked, rec- 
ommendation that we engage in that 
form of action for recovery which is 
least certain of success and most ex- 
pensive to the rest of the community. 

By the very estimates of the Na- 
tional Marine Fisheries Service itself, 
there will be only a modest 5.3-percent 
increase in survival for those salmon 
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smolt, the young salmon, that actually 
migrate in the river. 

At the present time, that is roughly 
2 percent of the salmon, with 98 per- 
cent being transported. Even under 
this proposal, only 17 percent of the 
salmon would be spilled over the dams, 
while 83 percent would still be trans- 
ported by barge. So the 5.3 percent in- 
crease in salmon survival estimated by 
the National Marine Fisheries Service 
itself would apply only to the 15 per- 
cent increase of those smolts that were 
spilled over the dams. This is, I have 
said before, in the face of the fact that 
the Recovery Team finds the survival 
to be greater with respect to transpor- 
tation than it is with spillage. 

What are the costs? Well, the initial 
costs of lost power generation esti- 
mated by the National Marine Fish- 
eries Service itself are in the $25 to $35 
million range. The Bonneville Power 
Administration estimates costs much 
higher than that if the spills are ex- 
tended into August as many expect. If 
that takes place and if there are no 
other changes in the law, it is almost 
certain to trigger a 10-percent increase 
in the power charges imposed by the 
Bonneville Power Administration be- 
cause of the loss of this low-cost hydro 
power. That 10 percent rate increase, in 
turn, will almost certainly force the 
closure of one, or more than one, of the 
aluminum mills in the region, which 
are already in desperate condition be- 
cause of competition from very cheap 
Russian aluminum being dumped onto 
the world market. 

So the cost, in addition to the 10-per- 
cent increase to all Bonneville rate- 
payers, may be hundreds or even thou- 
sands of jobs in aluminum mills in the 
Pacific Northwest. At this point, since 
we only heard of this proposal last 
evening, only the roughest of cost esti- 
mates can be made. But it is clearly 
possible that if one takes the percent- 
age of additional survival which the 
National Marine Fisheries Service esti- 
mates and its estimate of the number 
of smolts that will go down the river 
this year and will come back at the end 
of their life cycle, that we may very 
well, as ratepayers in the Pacific 
Northwest, pay $1 million per wild 
salmon—$1 million for each additional 
wild spring chinook salmon that re- 
turns up the river. Perhaps that figure 
is as low as $500,000 per salmon, but it 
could easily be $1 million per fish. 

I have gone on and estimated the im- 
pact on the hatchery stock of spring 
chinook salmon—something secondary 
to the National Marine Fisheries Serv- 
ice purposes in this case—and calculat- 
ing in the same way and evaluating 
wild stock equally with hatchery 
stock, we might bring that figure down 
to $50,000 per salmon. But still, even if 
we include both the hatchery stock and 
the wild stock and use the survival 
rates used by the National Marine 
Fisheries Service itself, we are talking 
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about $50,000 per fish—if they are right 
and this will help. But weighing 
against that is the view of many mem- 
bers of the recovery team, and those 
who have reviewed its report, that be- 
cause of the supersaturation of the 
water, we will actually lessen survival 
rather than increase it. 

Madam President, this proposal is lu- 
nacy. I am delighted that the Corps of 
Engineers has at least put up a yellow 
light and said: Look at this problem of 
supersaturation, get the permission of 
the Governors to violate their own 
laws before you go ahead and do it. 

I want to protect salmon runs in the 
Pacific Northwest very badly. So, Iam 
sure, does the President, who also rep- 
resents the State of Washington, and 
all of the Members of our congressional 
delegation, and those of Oregon and 
Idaho and Montana, as well. The salm- 
on are part of our heritage, and they 
are obviously a vitally important part 
of our economy. 

Nevertheless, we have to face the fact 
that we have limited resources to de- 
vote to salmon recovery and therefore 
should use them in the wisest and most 
effective possible manner. Perhaps 
there is never going to be a regional 
consensus on one specific salmon re- 
covery plan. Too many different inter- 
ests are involved, and our scientific 
knowledge is still limited. That is not 
an excuse, however, for failing to use 
the best scientific evidence that we 
have available at the present time. 
That best evidence would come from 
the finest team of experts we could 
find, and we should follow that team’s 
recommendations to the best of our 
ability. 

That, however, we have already done. 
That is exactly who the recovery team 
consisted of and what the recovery 
team recommended. I have warned the 
National Marine Fisheries Service that 
to ignore the recovery team’s clearly 
would reduce the entire process to a 
cynical exercise in public involvement. 
This appears, unfortunately, to be ex- 
actly what is happening. 

Under pressure from a recent court 
decision that some have interpreted as 
contradictory to the recovery team 
recommendations, the National Marine 
Fisheries Service seems to be beating a 
hasty retreat. Instead of rallying 
around the recovery team and support- 
ing the team plan, and indeed its own 
opinion on hydro system operations, 
the National Marine Fisheries Service 
is going off in another direction, one 
which is extremely risky for fish, ex- 
tremely costly to the people of the Pa- 
cific Northwest, and one that will al- 
most inevitably lead to more drastic 
measures with an equally questionable 
chance of success. 

The National Marine Fisheries Serv- 
ice proposal means that there will be 
more fish traveling in the river. Can 
anyone tell us that this will not even- 
tually lead to demands for even greater 
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flows to speed those fish down the 
river? 

Having criticized this proposal by the 
National Marine Fisheries Service as 
sharply as I have, I am obviously 
obliged to provide an alternative. 

Madam President, I have for a long 
time vocally advocated changes in the 
Endangered Species Act which will cre- 
ate a greater balance between the in- 
terest of the particular endangered spe- 
cies and the general interests of soci- 
ety—economic, social, cultural, his- 
toric, and the like. Those proposals are 
controversial. They are unlikely to 
pass Congress during the course of this 
year. I think we can put them to one 
side at this point. I think it appro- 
priate to put them to one side and to 
say “Let us do what the recovery team 
proposed, work within the Endangered 
Species Act itself and see whether or 
not we can make it work." This may be 
an admission against my interest, be- 
cause if in fact the National Marine 
Fisheries Service cannot make it work 
in the way in which the people of the 
Northwest consider balanced, if they 
start costing thousands of jobs and do 
not do the task they have set out to do 
by this proposal, I suspect that pres- 
sure to change the underlying act itself 
will be even greater. 

In connection with this proposal, I 
believe I have reflected views which I 
understand have been expressed today 
to the administration by the distin- 
guished Speaker of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, who sees the same poten- 
tial catastrophe from this proposal I 
have outlined to this body. 

So I propose that the National Ma- 
rine Fisheries Service adopt the Recov- 
ery Team plan lock, stock, and barrel, 
on the grounds that it is the best avail- 
able, peer-reviewed, scientific proposal 
on the subject of this spring chinook 
salmon run. 

If, on the other hand, the National 
Marine Fisheries Service or any other 
Federal agency decides as arbitrarily 
as it seems to be deciding at the 
present time that additional measures 
such as these huge spills are required, 
then let the cost of that additional 
measure come from the Federal Treas- 


ury. 

Iam sick and tired of the ratepayers 
of the Northwest being stuck with ex- 
orbitant Endangered Species Act relat- 
ed costs simply because the Bonneville 
Power Administration is a convenient 
revenue generating machine. The ad- 
ministration could easily say that any 
of these additional costs will be sub- 
tracted from the Bonneville Power Ad- 
ministration's debt. It could under 
those circumstances engage in these 
experiments to its heart’s content 
without threatening the jobs of work- 
ers in the aluminum industry and 
other energy-intensive industries, and 
without threatening the cost of power 
for the people of the Pacific Northwest 
who are dependent on the Bonneville 
Power Administration. 
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Until the administration agrees to 
defray these costs, however, it seems to 
me that the most appropriate step is 
for the Governors of the States of 
Washington and Oregon to refuse to 
grant the consent which they have 
been asked to grant by the Corps of En- 
gineers. After all, these State law re- 
quirements were designed to prevent 
water quality problems such as super- 
saturation, and were entered into after 
great study and with great care and 
should not arbitrarily be abandoned be- 
cause the National Marine Fisheries 
Service is under political pressure to 
do something. 

Ratepayers in the Pacific Northwest 
are already paying more than $350 mil- 
lion per year for salmon recovery, and 
that amount has more than doubled in 
the course of the past 2 years. Even if 
we go with the Recovery Team’s plan, 
those costs will increase. But under 
those circumstances, they will increase 
for purposes and for goals which a sci- 
entific recovery team says are likely to 
be successful and to help us with our 
quest in the Pacific Northwest. If the 
administration wishes to ignore the 
Recovery Team to ask for more, it 
ought to pay for it itself, and the way 
to pay for it is by subtracting all of 
these additional costs from the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration debt. 

Our Governors can help us in this 
cause. Our Speaker and our congres- 
sional delegation can help us in this 
cause. 

I believe this will reflect the desire of 
the people of the Pacific Northwest to 
have salmon recovery, their desire to 
see to it that it is scientifically based, 
and their desire to see to it that they 
get value for the money they invest in 
this important cause. 

Madam President, this is an urgent 
situation. It is something that I hope 
the administration will reconsider. It 
is something I hope our Governors will 
help us on. It is the way to deal prop- 
erly both with the salmon, given the 
present Endangered Species Act, and 
with the needs of the people of the Pa- 
cific Northwest for inexpensive power, 
not just for their homes and for their 
small businesses but for the industries 
upon which their prosperity is based. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 


roll. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


DOD FINANCIAL MISMANAGEMENT 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
would like to speak about gross, con- 


tinuing financial mismanagement at 
the Department of Defense [DOD]. 
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I have spoken on the issue a number 
of times over the past year. 

Last week, I spoke about the finan- 
cial horror stories laid out before Sen- 
ator GLENN’s Governmental Affairs 
Committee on April 12, and the need 
for accountability. 

Today, I would like to follow up on 
the need for accountability. 

All the available evidence suggests 
the situation is getting worse. 

A slew of recent DOD inspector gen- 
eral [IG] and GAO audit reports clearly 
suggest DOD is faced with a deepening 
and a dangerous financial crisis, and 
the outlook for reform is dim. 

Now, the new DOD Comptroller, Mr. 
John Hamre, deserves a lot of credit for 
what he is trying to do. He is leading 
the Department out of the dark ages of 
denial. He is creating the kind of at- 
mosphere where real reform could hap- 
pen. He is developing a plan to fix the 
problem. He is on the right track. 

But I fear his plan is lacking in one 
vital area—accountability. 

Without accountability, Mr. Hamre’s 
plan just will not work. 

The bureaucrats will do him in. They 
are already responding to Mr. Hamre’s 
initiatives in very positive but predict- 
able ways. Of one thing, I am sure. The 
bureaucrats will drag their feet. 

The Pentagon bureaucrats have al- 
ready erected a major roadblock. They 
are saying the Hamre fix cannot be 
made overnight. The system is so big 
and complicated. It is an evoluationary 
process that will take years to fix—5, 
10, or more years. 

Well, that is bureaurcratic baloney. 
That is just not good enough. 

A good dose of accountability right 
now would get the bureaucrats off the 
dime and Mr. Hamre's reforms moving 
at a more reasonable pace. 

Mis management must have con- 
sequences. Responsible officials should 
be identified and removed from office. 

In my last speech, I identified four 
senior officials at the Defense Finance 
and Accounting Service or DFAS, in- 
cluding the Director of DFAS, Mr. 
John P. Springett, who are account- 
able. 

I believe Mr. Springett and his man- 
agement team are directly responsible 
for the continuing lack of internal con- 
trols and discipline in accounting. 

Mr. Hamre defends Mr. Springett. He 
believes Mr. Springett is helping him 
fix the problem. 

I do not buy it. I think Mr. Hamre 
needs a reality check. 

I am not interested in Mr. 
Springett's promises. I am interested 
in his performance over the last 4 
years. 

What has Mr. Springett accomplished 
as boss—top manager—at DFAS since 
the day DFAS was created—November 
26, 1990? 

DFAS was one of the famous DMR or 
Defense management report initia- 
tives. DFAS was created to clean up 
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the mess, and Mr. Springett was placed 
in charge of the cleanup. 

Did Mr. Springett do the cleanup, or 
did he make significant progress? 

As I said in the beginning, we have a 
slew of new IG and GAO audit reports. 

All the reports point to just one con- 
clusion: Mr. Springett has been a dis- 
mal failure as Director of DFAS. I 
know of no other way to say it. 

To gauge Mr. Springett’s perform- 
ance, I would like to examine two key 
issues: His progress on unmatched dis- 
bursements; and negative unliquidated 
obligations or NULO’s pronounced new- 
low's. 

I have a document signed by the late 
Mr. Donald J. Atwood who launched 
the DMR initiatives. He was the Dep- 
uty Secretary of Defense at the time. 
The document is dated April 14, 1992. In 
this document, Mr. Atwood outlines 
DFAS's mission. 

One of DFAS's most important jobs, 
according to Mr. Atwood, was to elimi- 
nate unmatched disbursements. 

Unmatched disbursement are so dan- 
gerous because they signal the break- 
down of internal control over money. 

I quote from the April 1992 Atwood 
document: 

On October 24, 1991, guidance was issued re- 
quiring the DOD Components, under the 
leadership of the Defense Finance and Ac- 
counting Service, to develop a plan for elimi- 
nating unmatched disbursements. The Com- 
ponents were requested to identify future ac- 
tions that will preclude unmatched disburse- 
ments in the future. The Defense Finance 
and Accounting Service is tasked with im- 
plementing those plans and actions. 

That order went out in October 1991. 

That was over 2 years ago. 

The DMR, Mr. Atwood, and the 
Comptroller all told Mr. Springett to 
get on the stick; clean up the mess; and 
eliminate unmatched disbursements. 

I bet Mr. Springett promised the last 
Comptroller that he would help him, 
too. 

Today's $41 billion in unmatched dis- 
bursements stands as a monument to 
Mr. Springett's do-nothingness. Under 
the leadership of Mr. Springett, the un- 
matched disbursements have continued 
to pile up. 

The April 1992 Atwood document also 
reveals that DFAS had other impor- 
tant marching orders. These too were 
ignored. 

DFAS was ordered on February 18, 
1992, to review and resolve all account 
balances with negative unliquidated 
obligations." 

Negative  unliquidated obligations 
are accounts where total disburse- 
ments exceed available funding. These 
are called new-low's. They may con- 
stitute violations of the Antideficiency 
Act. Those who knowingly and will- 
fully violate this law can be fined or 
imprisoned. 

Did Mr. Springett fix this problem? 
Again, the answer is no.“ 

In fact, a March 1994 DOD IG audit 
report states that DFAS is making 
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new-low's worse by knowingly forcing 
payments on to the wrong accounts. 

This devious DFAS maneuver is done 
for two reasons: First, to conceal the 
practice of writing checks on accounts 
that are in the red; and second, to keep 
the number of unmatched disburse- 
ments down. 

The IG says DFAS finance center at 
Columbus, OH, had $3.1 billion of new- 
low's at the contract line-item level, 
and 2,659 contracts has negative bal- 
ance totaling $408 million. 

The IG says the new-low problem is 
continuing to deteriorate. 

The situation is so bad that Mr. 
Hamre had to issue a special directive, 
ordering DFAS to immediately stop 
writing checks against accounts with 
negative balances. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to print Mr. Hamre's directive, 
dated March 31, 1994, in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the direc- 
tive was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


COMPTROLLER OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, DC, March 31, 1994. 
Memorandum for Secretaries of the Military 
Departments, Under Secretaries of De- 
fense, Assistant Secretaries of Defense, 
General Counsel, Inspector General, 
Commander-in-Chief, United States 
Transportation Command, Director, Ad- 
ministration and Management, Directors 
of the Defense Agencies, President, Uni- 
formed Services University of the Health 
Sciences, Director, Joint Staff, Directors 
of DOD Field Activities, Director, Joint 
Logistics Systems Center. 
Subject: Negative Unliquidated Balances/ 
Disbursements in Excess of Obligations. 

In February the Senior Financial Manage- 
ment Oversight Council met to consider the 
Department’s compliance with the Anti- 
deficiency Act. In preparation for that re- 
view, I learned that the Department rou- 
tinely disburses funds in excess of available 
balances. In colloquial terms, the Depart- 
ment routinely writes checks on accounts 
that are in the red," under the assumption 
that these accounts are in the red because of 
innocent accounting errors. Indeed, even 
when accounts have been in a deficit status 
for some time, Department procedures per- 
mit continued expenditure of funds against 
those negative balances. In other cases, 
funds are expended in excess of recorded obli- 
gations. 

Such practices are clearly contradictory to 
the Antideficiency Act and flatly violate 
minimum standards of sound financial man- 
agement. We cannot continue these ad hoc 
practices. 

To correct these unacceptable situations, I 
am directing the implementation of certain 
policies on a DoD-wide basis as highlighted 
below: 

If disbursements exceed obligations and 
the appropriation manager does not have 
sufficient unobligated balances available, 
payments will be stopped immediately until 
the condition has been corrected. 

If disbursements exceed obligations and 
the appropriation manager or fund holder 
has sufficient unobligated balances avail- 
able, an obligation will be required to cover 
such disbursements if the condition [dis- 
bursements in excess of obligations] is not 
corrected within a specified period of time— 
generally 120 days. 
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I have attached detailed implementing pol- 
icy guidance, which will take effect imme- 
diately. 

As a Department, we have become compla- 
cent to accept negative balances as the prod- 
uct of errors with few people feeling respon- 
sible for correcting the problem. As of De- 
cember 31, 1993, the Department had 23 ac- 
counts in the red" and another 23 accounts 
in which disbursements exceeded recorded 
obligations. The Comptroller is the fund 
holder for 22 of those accounts. I have asked 
the Inspector General, DoD, to initiate an in- 
vestigation of 10 potential Antideficiency 
Act violations in accounts for which my of- 
fice is responsible. The new guidelines that I 
am hereby implementing are designed to cor- 
rect this long-standing problem. 

These new policies will entail a painful pe- 
riod of initial implementation. I recognize 
that it may be necessary to quickly repro- 
gram funds in order to maintain valid dis- 
bursements and to avoid disruption of De- 
fense programs. Also, it may be necessary for 
DoD Components to reserve additional funds 
in order to deal with contingencies created 
by the implementation of these policies. Ac- 
cordingly, I have asked my staff to work 
closely with your staffs to maintain expedi- 
tious payments and well executed programs. 

Ms. Susan M. Williams is my staff contact 
for this matter. She may be reached at (703) 
697-3193. 

JOHN J. HAMRE. 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ACCOUNTING POLICY 
AND PROCEDURES FOR RESOLVING DISBURSE- 
MENTS IN EXCESS OF OBLIGATIONS AT THE 
APPROPRIATION/FUND HOLDER/OBLIGATION 
LEVELS 

I. BACKGROUND 

A. Generally, disbursements in excess of 
obligations occur as a result of accounting or 
disbursing errors. This condition normally 
occurs when an accounting station records 
an expenditure transaction—a disbursement 
made by a disbursing office—in the official 
accounting records against a fund holder's 
availability, and the disbursement is in ex- 
cess of a previously recorded obligation for 
that same transaction. This condition may 
also occur when an expenditure transaction 
does not match any obligation in the official 
accounting records or for other reasons. 

1. If the condition occurs at the appropria- 
tion level, the appropriation manager could 
be the Office of the Deputy Comptroller 
(Program/Budget)—for Defense-wide ac- 
counts—the Assistant Secretary (Financial 
Management) of the Military Department, or 
the Comptroller of the Defense Agency/Field 
Activity involved. 

2. If the condition occurs at a lower level, 
i.e, major command, field activity level, 
program office, etc., the fund holder could be 
the activity or organization that has 
Antideficiency Act responsibility as dele- 
gated by funding documents. 

B. When disbursements exceed obligations, 
accounting stations must perform substan- 
tial and intensive research to correct the er- 
roneous transactions. In most cases, the er- 
rors are discovered and resolved, and the ac- 
counting records and official accounting re- 
ports, e.g., document control files, trans- 
action ledgers, general ledgers, reports, etc., 
are corrected. 

C. In some cases, an accounting or dis- 
bursement error is not the cause of disburse- 
ments in excess of obligations and the condi- 
tions cannot be easily corrected. These situ- 
ations require further research that may 
lead to the discovery of a potential violation 
of the Antideficiency Act or other serious 
conditions. 
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D. Disbursements in excess of obligations 
may occur under three different primary 
conditions. These conditions, which are ad- 
dressed separately in Sections ILA.1., II. A. 2. 
and II. A. 3., below, include: 

1. Disbursements in excess of recorded obli- 
gations at the appropriation level when the 
appropriation manager does not have suffi- 
cient unobligated balances available in 
amounts that equal, or exceed, the amount 
by which disbursements exceed recorded ob- 
ligations at the appropriation level. 

2. Disbursements in excess of recorded obli- 
gations at the appropriation or fund holder 
level when the appropriation manager or 
fund holder do have sufficient unobligated 
balances available in amounts equal to, or in 
excess of, the amount by which disburse- 
ments exceed recorded obligations at the ap- 
propriation/fund holder level. 

3. Disbursements in excess of obligations 
at the obligation level, including when no 
obligations has been recorded. 

E. This guidance provides policy and proce- 
dures for the correction or remedy of condi- 
tions caused by disbursements in excess of 
obligations at the appropriation/fund holder/ 
obligation levels. In summary, such correc- 
tive actions involve: 

1. The research, and when possible, correc- 
tion of conditions caused by accounting and 
disbursing errors. 

2. The reservation, commitment, and when 
conditions warrant, the obligation of funds. 

3. The investigation and, when conditions 
warrant, the reporting of violations of the 
Antideficiency Act when an investigation de- 
termines that a violation has occurred. 

F. To assist in the implementation of nec- 
essary corrective action, each DoD Compo- 
nent will be required to designate a central 
point of contact within their Component's 
headquarters-level financíal management of- 
fice. This individual (hereafter referred to as 
the "appropriation manager’’) will be respon- 
Sible for receiving, processing and taking 
other appropriate actions upon notification 
by the Defense Finance and Accounting 
Service accounting stations or other ac- 
counting stations. 

II. RESPONSIBILITIES 


A. The Defense Finance and Accounting 
Service (DFAS) and other Accounting Sta- 
tions shall: 

1. When an appropriation does not have 
sufficient unobligated balances available 
that equal, or exceed, the amount by which 
disbursements exceed recorded obligations: 

a. Immediately stop all future payments 
until the condition is satisfactorily resolved. 

b. Immediately begin research efforts to 
determine the cause of the condition and 
correct any accounting and/or disbursing er- 
rors identified. 

c. Immediately notify the appropriation 
manager that: 

(1) All payments against the appropriation 
have been stopped and that a potential 
Antideficiency Act violation exists. 

(2) To the extent that any availability ex- 
ists in the appropriation, such funds are re- 
quired to be reserved, committed or obli- 
gated until the condition is satisfactorily re- 
solved. 

d. If, at the end of 120 days from the date 
of discovery of the condition, research effort. 
fails to result in the correction and elimi- 
nation of the condition, immediately notify 
the appropriation manager that: 

(1) To the extent that any availability ex- 
ists in the appropriation, the funds are re- 
quired to be obligated within 5 days and the 
obligation remain until such time as the 
condition is satisfactorily resolved. 
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(2) An obligation funding document is to be 
provided to the DFAS or applicable Account- 
ing Station. 

(3 A potential violation of the 
Antideficiency Act should be reported and an 
investigation initiated, if one is not already 
underway. 

e. For appropriations, whose availability 
for new obligations expired at the end of FY 
1986 through the end of FY 1991 and which 
have not yet been canceled, charge all future 
payments to the applicable current appro- 
priation, subject to a 1 percent limitation 
and other restrictions, when: 

(1) The provisions of section 1004 of Public 
Law 102-484, National Defense Authorization 
Act for FY 1993 apply, and 

(2) The provisions of an Acting DoD Comp- 
troller memorandum, dated December 4, 1992, 
subject: Additional Requirements Associated 
with Merged, Expired, and Canceled Ac- 
counts, are met, and 

(3) The appropriation manager authorizes 
such action. 

(f) Once applicable additional funding has 
been made available and obligated, the 
DFAS or applicable Accounting Station will 
initiate action to resume payments. 

2. When the fund holder does have suffi- 
cient unobligated balances available that 
equal, or exceed, the amount by which dis- 
bursements exceed recorded obligations at 
the appropriation/fund holder level: 

a. Immediately begin research efforts to 
determine the cause of the condition and 
correct any accounting and/or disbursing er- 
rors identified. 

b. Immediately notify the fund holder that 
the fund holder is required to reserve, com- 
mit or obligate funds in an amount equal to 
the amount of disbursements in excess of ob- 
ligations and retain such amounts in the 
fund holder's account until such time as the 
condition is satisfactorily resolved. This 
may involve withdrawing funds already al- 
lotted or reserving unallotted amounts at 
higher command levels. 

c. If, at the end of 120 days from the date 
of discovery of the condition, research effort 
fails to result in the correction and elimi- 
nation of the condition: 

(1) Immediately notify the appropriation 
manager, with a copy to the fund holder, 
that: 

(a) The fund holder, is required to obligate, 
within 5 days, funds in an amount equal to 
the amount of disbursements in excess of ob- 
ligations and retain such amounts in the 
fund holder's account until such time as the 
condition is satisfactorily resolved. This 
may involve withdrawing funds already al- 
lotted or reserving unallotted amounts at 
higher command levels. 

(b) An obligation funding document is to 
be provided to the DFAS or applicable Ac- 
counting Station. 

(2) After the receipt of a funding document 
from the applicable DoD Component, record 
an obligation. 

3. When disbursements exceed obligations 
at the obligation level: 

a. Immediately begin research efforts to 
determine the cause of the condition. 

b. If, at the end of 120 days from the date 
of discovery of the condition, research effort 
fails to result in the correction and elimi- 
nation of the condition, immediately notify 
the fund holder that: 

(1) Disbursements exceed obligations at the 
obligation level. 

(2) If, at the end of 60 days from the date 
of the notification, further research efforts 
of the fund holder fail to result in the correc- 
tion and elimination of the condition, the 
fund holder is required to immediately: 
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(a) Obligate funds sufficient to cover the 
disbursement in excess of the obligation, and 

(b) Provide the DFAS or applicable Ac- 
counting Station an obligation funding docu- 
ment, and 

(c) Maintain that obligation until such 
time as the condition is satisfactorily re- 
solved. This may involve withdrawing funds 
already allotted or reserving unallotted 
amounts at higher command levels. 

4. When a disbursement transaction is 
cross-disbursed and 

a. The DFAS or other Accounting Station 
that received the disbursement transaction 
agrees that the disbursement is a valid 
charge to the obligation, fund holder, appro- 
priation or DoD Component, the policy guid- 
ance in sections II. A. I. through 3. applies. 

b. The DFAS or other Accounting Station 
that received the disbursement transaction, 
and the DFAS or other Accounting Station 
that made the payment, agree that the dis- 
bursement is not a valid charge to the obli- 
gation, fund holder, appropriation or DoD 
Component charged; and also agree as to the 
proper obligation, fund holder, appropria- 
tions or DoD Component to be charged, then 
a correction document will be initiated to 
charge the proper obligation, fund holder, 
appropriation or DoD Component. 

B. The Deputy Comptroller (Program/ 
Budget) (ODC(P/B)), the Assistant Secretar- 
ies (Financial Management) of the Military 
Departments, Comptrollers of the Defense 
Agencies and DoD Field Activities and other 
Fund Holders shall: 

1. Designate an appropriation manager to 
receive, process and take actions on notifica- 
tions from the DFAS or other Accounting 
Stations, and to take other appropriate ac- 
tion(s) regarding the stoppage of payments, 
the expedition of the obligation of disburse- 
ment transactions within prescribed time- 
frames allotted for such action(s), and other 
actions provided for in this guidance. 

2. After the receipt of an initial notifica- 
tion from the DFAS or other Accounting 
Station that a disbursement exceeds an obli- 
gation at the appropriation/fund holder level, 
but sufficient unobligated balances are avail- 
able that equal, or exceed, the amount by 
which the disbursements exceed recorded ob- 
ligations at that level: 

a. Reserve, commit, or obligate funds. 

b. Provide the DFAS or applicable Ac- 
counting Station a commitment or obliga- 
tion funding document, as appropriate, to 
cover the amount of this disbursement that 
exceeds the obligation. 

3. Within 5 days after the receipt of a 120- 
day notification from the DFAS or other Ac- 
counting Station that a disbursement ex- 
ceeds an obligation at the appropriation/fund 
holder level: 

a. Obligate funds. 

b. Immediately initiate a review of the cir- 
cumstances to determine whether an inves- 
tigation of a potential Antideficiency Act is 
warranted. 

c. Notify the Office of the DoD Comptroller 
when an apparent/potential violation of the 
Antideficiency Act has occurred, through ap- 
propriate funding channels. 

d. Initiate an investigation of an apparent 
violation of the Act when an investigation of 
a potential Antideficiency Act violation is 
deemed appropriate. d 

e. Provide the DFAS or applicable Ac- 
counting Station an obligation funding docu- 
ment to cover the amount of the disburse- 
ment that exceeds the obligation. 

4. Within 60 days from the date of a 120-day 
notification from the DFAS or other Ac- 
counting Station that a disbursement ex- 
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ceeds an obligation at the obligation level 
and the condition has not been corrected: 

a. To the extent availability exists in the 
appropriation, provide the DFAS or applica- 
ble Accounting Station an obligation fund- 
ing document to cover the amount of the dis- 
bursement that exceeds the obligation. 

b. To the extent sufficient availability does 
not exist in the appropriation: 

(1) Request a realignment of funds within 
an account or between accounts, a re- 
programming of funds, a deficiency supple- 
mental, or other acceptable funding solution, 
as applicable and appropriate. 

(2) Provide the DFAS or applicable Ac- 
counting Station an obligation funding docu- 
ment to record an obligation under section 
1004 authority, if applicable. 

(3) Forward supplemental funding docu- 
ments to the DFAS or applicable Accounting 
Station to cover any funding shortfalls. 

5. Immediately initiate a review of the cir- 
cumstances to determine whether an inves- 
tigation of a potential Antideficiency Act is 
warranted, and, as appropriate, notify the 
Office of the DoD Comptroller that a fund 
holder may not have sufficient unobligated 
balances available that equal, or exceed, the 
amount by which disbursements exceed re- 
corded obligations and a potential violation 
of the Antideficiency Act may have oc- 
curred. 

6. Submit a report of violation in accord- 
ance with DoD Directive 7200.1, Administra- 
tive Control of Appropriations, if the inves- 
tigation reveals that an Antideficiency Act 
violation has occurred. 

7. Advise the DFAS or applicable Account- 
ing Station to correct any error(s) when ap- 
plicable reviews or investigations identify 
any error(s) as the cause of the condition. 

C. When (1) funds in a particular Defense- 
wide account are allocated to a number of 
fund holders (limits) and (2) disbursements 
exceed obligations at the appropriation 
level, but not at a fund holders' level, the 
Deputy Comptroller (Program/Budget) shall 
ensure that: 

1. The applicable DoD Component(s) re- 
serves, commits or obligates appropriate 
amounts against the fund holders' accounts. 

2. A report of a potential violation is sub- 
mitted to the DoD Comptroller. 

3. An investigation of a potential violation 
of the Antideficiency Act is initiated. 

4. Corrective actions are taken by fund 
holders and the DFAS or applicable Account- 
ing Station, as appropriate. 

D. Effective date: 

l. Section ILA.3 of this guidance is effec- 
tive October 1, 1994. 

2. This guidance is applicable to Military 
Personnel, Reserve Personnel, and National 
Guard Personnel appropriations effective Oc- 
tober 1, 1994. 

3. All sections of this guidance (other than 
section II.A.3) are applicable for all other ap- 
propriations and funds (other than Military 
Personnel, Reserve Personnel, and National 
Guard Personnel appropriations) as of March 
31, 1994. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 
Mr. Hamre states and I quote: 

The department routinely writes checks on 
accounts that are in the red. Indeed, even 
when accounts have been in a deficit status 
for some time, Department procedures per- 
mit continued expenditure of funds against 
those negative balances. 

That Mr. Hamre should have to issue 
such an order is a disgrace. 

It castes doubt and distrust on DFAS 
and its Director, Mr. Springett. 
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Writing checks on accounts that are 
in the red violates Federal statutory 
law. It violates DOD regulations, and it 
violates commonsense practices. To re- 
peatedly and routinely write bad 
checks is careless and irresponsible. 

Comptroller General Bowsher says 
“such practices are inexcusable and 
must not be tolerated." 

A consensus was reached at Senator 
GLENN's April 12 hearing: Someone 
must be held accountable for what is 
happening. 

Deputy DOD IG Vander Schaaf and 
Comptroller General Bowsher both sug- 
gested in testimony that senior offi- 
cials in accounting and finance are re- 
sponsible. 

Madam President, Mr. Bowsher has 
offered to conduct an investigation to 
determine more precisely where ac- 
countability lies. 

The law requires that much. 

Under title 31 of the United States 
Code, Mr. Bowsher had broad respon- 
sibilities to ensure that expenditures 
are recorded, accounts are accurate, 
and accountability of assets is main- 
tained. 

He is authorized to settle accounts 
and to recover public money illegally 
or erroneously paid. Money can be re- 
covered from public officials who acted 
in bad faith or who failed to diligently 
carry out their duties. 

The settlement of accounts and re- 
covery improper payments requires de- 
tailed audit and investigative work, 
work that needs to be undertaken by 
Mr. Bowsher's office. 

Madam President, I call on Mr. 
Bowsher to help us pinpoint respon- 
sibility. 

Madam President, I yield the floor, 
and since I do not see anybody else 
seeking the floor, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BREAUX). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


LIFTING THE ARMS EMBARGO ON 
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 
sought recognition to express my view 
that the arms embargo, which elimi- 
nates the right of self-defense of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, should be lifted. 
Hopefully, the arms embargo can be 
lifted on a multilateral basis where the 
United States would be joined by our 
allies in such a course of conduct, an 
action in support of the Bosnia Mos- 
lems. 

Unless that can be done by inter- 
national agreement on the basis of the 
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current record, it seems to me that we 
ought to act unilaterally to end the 
arms embargo. I have talked to rank- 
ing officials at the Department of 
State who have expressed a strong view 
that the Dole resolution not be enacted 
so that the administration would have 
further time to try to work on an ar- 
rangement which would find support 
among our allies. 

It may well be that the resolution of- 
fered by Senator DOLE, which was de- 
bated a week ago last Thursday, has 
had some significant impact, in view of 
the strong support which was expressed 
during the course of that debate. I also 
made a statement on the floor on April 
21, 1994. 

There has been a suggestion that an 
alternative resolution would be offered 
by Senator MITCHELL, a matter which 
was discussed earlier today in the Re- 
publican caucus, and a proposed resolu- 
tion which was referred to by officials 
of the State Department. But, as yet, 
according to information provided to 
me, that resolution has not been filed. 

Mr. President, it is my view that 
some very forceful action is necessary 
to assist the Bosnian Moslems, and I 
am prepared to await the filing of the 
Mitchell resolution and to consider it. 
But unless something very forceful is 
done, it seems to me that it is minimal 
for us to remove the arms embargo 
and, if necessary, to take that action 
unilaterally. The atrocities in that war 
are really unspeakable. There is no call 
to recount them or to refer to them at 
this time, because they are universally 
agreed upon. 

It is my view, my legal judgment, 
after reviewing the legalities of the 
matter, that there is no legal impedi- 
ment to the United States unilaterally 
lifting the arms embargo. The arms 
embargo was imposed on the former 
Yugoslavia before there was even a na- 
tion of Bosnia. The right of self-defense 
is as fundamental as any right in 
human existence—self-preservation 
and self-defense. That right has been 
embodied in article 51 of the U.N. Char- 
ter. 

The issue of doing more has been de- 
bated on this floor and has been de- 
bated around the world, in terms of air- 
strikes, which I have supported and 
spoken about. On the issue of ground 
support, it is very hard to see any real- 
istic possibility of the United States or 
the United Nations engaging in ground 
support to try to end that bloody bat- 
tle. We ought to be doing as much as 
we can realistically, and the airstrikes 
are one line of approach. Another line 
of approach is the lifting of the arms 
embargo. 

The issue really has to be resolved 
once and for all, Mr. President, and on 
the current state of the record, it is my 
view that the Dole resolution offers the 
best alternative. We are not scheduled 
to vote on this until tomorrow, and we 
will have a chance to examine what- 
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ever it is that Senator MITCHELL may 
offer as an alternative. 

One further comment on this matter, 
Mr. President. When a resolution was 
offered on January 27, 1994, which 
called for support for Bosnia, I was one 
of seven Senators who opposed that 
resolution on a vote which I believe 
was 89-7 because that resolution had a 
provision which said 

The President should provide appropriate 
military assistance to the Government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina upon à receipt from 
that Government for a request for assistance 
in exercising its rights of self-defense under 
article 51 of the United Nations Charter." 

I was unprepared, Mr. President, to 
give President Clinton a blank check 
to provide what he might deem ‘‘appro- 
priate military assistance” because I 
think that is really à matter for the 
Congress. In dissenting from that reso- 
lution, it was not because I was op- 
posed to aiding Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, but because I was opposed 
to issuing that kind of à blank check 
for the President of the United States. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
as in morning business for a period not 
to exceed 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH AT THE 
UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I had 
the occasion yesterday to visit the Uni- 
versity of Pennsylvania and to observe 
the results of scientific research, which 
are very heartening and which show 
the value of appropriations by the Con- 
gress of the United States for the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health. Those funds 
have been not only maintained but in- 
creased over the course of the past 14 
years in the face of very substantial 
budget cuts and in the face of consist- 
ent recommendations by the adminis- 
tration, whether it is a Republican ad- 
ministration or Democratic adminis- 
tration, to cut that funding. 

Ten years ago, those appropriations 
were in the range of $5 billion. For fis- 
cal year 1994, the appropriation is al- 
most $11 billion—it is $10.9 billion. 

Among the very difficult decisions 
which we have to make, the Sub- 
committee on Labor, Health, and 
Human Services, and Education, 
chaired by the distinguished Senator 
from Iowa, Senator HARKIN, where I am 
the ranking Republican, are those ap- 
propriations by some $6 billion last 
year. 

Yesterday, I had the opportunity to 
meet with Dr. James Wilson, who is a 
brilliant, young research physician 
having both an M.D. and Ph.D. He is 
head of the human gene therapy pro- 
gram at the University of Pennsylva- 
nia Medical Center. In commending Dr. 
Wilson for his work, I want to add that 
he has had very considerable help, and 
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that there are many who are jointly re- 
sponsible for the enormous achieve- 
ments which have been made there. 
What happened, essentially, is that 
there has been gene therapy which has 
already had very marked, wondrous re- 
sults on reducing the cholesterol level 
of a patient to stop the hardening of 
the arteries and in providing relief 
from the dreaded disease of cystic fi- 
brosis. 

These breakthroughs on gene therapy 
are wondrous results which alleviate 
human suffering, which will prolong 
life, and which will have the potential 
for enormous savings in medical costs 
in the United States. One of the con- 
cerns which I have is the proposals on 
medical matters which are now pend- 
ing in the Senate and in the House 
which would reduce the kind of funding 
for medical institutions like the Uni- 
versity of Pennsylvania and like many 
others around the country which are 
finding really phenomenal results to 
alleviate human suffering, prolong life, 
and very markedly bring down the 
costs of medical care. 

Dr. Wilson outlines that on cystic fi- 
brosis, which strikes children, the cost 
ranges into $1 million in the course of 
some 30 years of treatment at a cost of 
about $35,000 a year, and the prospects 
are present to have a single year’s 
treatment alleviate the problem of 
cystic fibrosis. 

When I speak of these matters, I 
want to emphasize that the achieve- 
ments are just in their beginning 
stages, and they have made this 
progress in the course of the last 5 
years since 1989. The opportunities for 
the future are really boundless. 

I also want to comment on a visit 
which I paid to another distinguished 
researcher, Dr. Ralph Brinster, a world 
renowned genetic expert at the Univer- 
sity of Pennsylvania veterinary school 
where there has been research done on 
ways of changing the composition of 
the genes of animals from one genera- 
tion to the next. There is the process of 
genetically altering sperm cells in ani- 
mals so the traits passed down from 
one generation to the next could be 
changed. The work of Dr. Brinster has 
resulted in the application for a patent. 

There has been some concern that his 
work might be applicable to humans as 
well. There is no indication of that at 
the present time, and the aspects of the 
ethical considerations in alteration of 
genes is under very intense scrutiny by 
the officials at the University of Penn- 
Sylvania both as to the work which is 
being done by Dr. Ralph Brinster and 
also the work by Dr. James Wilson. 
The work of Dr. Brinster has applica- 
bility already beyond the changing of 
the cells of animals to application in 
plants where there is an opportunity 
for tremendous increase in quality and 
quantity of plant growth. 

Having met these two distinguished 
doctors yesterday, I wanted to share 
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with my colleagues and also with those 
who may be watching on C-SPAN II the 
kinds of dramatic results which are in 
the works with their scientific re- 
search. 

Dr. Wilson comments, and I think it 
is appropriate to pass on his comments, 
that there is very intensive research 
being done as to cancer and as to AIDS 
on the changing of the cell dynamism 
which have great potential promise for 
the future. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the full text of an article 
from the New York Times, dated April 
1, 1994, be printed in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FORD). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair. 

That statement refers to the work of 
Dr. Wilson and Dr. Mariann Grossman 
at the University of Pennsylvania Med- 
ical Center. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the full text of an article in the Phila- 
delphia Inquirer, dated April 8, 1994, 
concerning the work of Dr. Ralph 
Brinster be printed in the RECORD at 
the conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 2.) 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, these 
articles give a fuller picture of the 
achievements already made and of the 
potential for the future. 

I can assure those who are concerned 
about this kind of research that the 
Subcommittee of Appropriations on 
Labor, Health, Human Services and 
Education will be giving very serious 
consideration to the appropriations for 
NIH which will enable these research 
experts and others to carry on the very 
important work of this field. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From the New York Times, Apr. 1, 1994] 
GENE EXPERIMENT TO REVERSE INHERITED 
DISEASE IS WORKING 
(By Natalie Angier) 

PHILADELPHIA, March 31—The first effort 
to reverse an inherited disease permanently 
by altering the genetic makeup of a patient’s 
cells so far shows all the signs of a real, if 
modest, triumph. 

In results to be published on Friday in the 
journal Nature Genetics, researchers said 
they had partly corrected a devastating cho- 
lesterol disorder called familial hyper- 
cholesterolemia by supplying the patient, a 
30-year-old woman from Quebec, with copies 
of an essential gene she lacks. 

The new paper is the first to report any 
therapeutic benefits of human gene therapy, 
& radical approach to treating disease that 
has been rich in publicity but, until now, 
quite thin on hard data. Now, scientists and 
others have their first opportunity to scruti- 
nize the real merits of gene therapy and de- 
I what its benefits and limitations may 
Announcing the results of their first pa- 
tient’s outcome almost two years after the 
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woman received gene therapy, Dr. James M. 
Wilson and Mariann Grossman of the Univer- 
sity of Pennsylvania Medical Center and 
their colleagues said at a news conference 
that they had cut the woman's harmful cho- 
lesterol levels by almost 20 percent and 
raised her concentration of so-called good 
cholesterol significantly. 

Recent scans of her arteries showed no evi- 
dence of progressive clogging, a problem that 
had caused the woman to suffer a heart at- 
tack at the age of 16 and require coronary 
bypass surgery at 26. Familial choles- 
terolemia, an extremely rare condition, 
causes such severe buildup of cholesterol 
throughout the body that many people with 
the disorder die of heart attacks in childhood 
or adolescence. 

'The researchers emphasized, however, that 
the woman's cholesterol level remained 
quite high—more than twice the normal 
range—and that they had no idea whether 
their intervention would end up prolonging 
her life. 

"We've achieved a partial correction of a 
metabolic defect," Dr. Wilson said in an 
interview. This shows that the principle of 
gene therapy is sound, and that it can work. 
We have high hopes for this patient, but 
what will happen to her in the long run, 
there is no way of predicting now." 

The gene therapy procedure is a physically 
grinding ordeal, requiring major surgery. In 
it, the researchers remove about 15 percent 
of the liver, separate and grow the cells in 
plastic dishes and supply the cells with cop- 
ies of the gene they need, using a harmless 
virus as a delivery shuttle. The crucial gene 
dictates the production of the so-called low- 
density lipoprotein receptor, the body's 
sponge for harmful cholesterol. A billion of 
those manipulated cells are then reinfused 
into the patient through the portal vein that 
feeds the liver, where at least some of them 
resettle into their home base and begin pro- 
ducing the needed cholesterol receptor. 

Dr. Wilson has estimated that about 3 to 5 
percent of the woman's liver cells are now 
behaving as vigorous liver cells do, generat- 
ing the receptors and pulling cholesterol 
from the bloodstream. 

Appearing at the news conference, the 
woman, who has asked that her name and 
picture not be used, appeared to be às 
healthy—and as shy—as a teenager. Her 
blond hair swept back and her prim white 
blouse buttoned up to the collar, she said she 
had felt "very well" since the operation in 
1992. Speaking through an interpreter in her 
native French, she said: “I feel very well 
physically and morally. I feel I can do more 
physical activity, like skiing, dancing and 
other social activities." 

2 BROTHERS DIED 


Two of her brothers died of heart attacks 
in their early 20's as a result of familial 
hypercholesterolemia, but she sounded an 
optimistic note: “I'm certainly going to live 
until 90 years of age." The woman, a seam- 
Stress and part-time bank teller, is also ben- 
efiting from  cholesterol-lowering drugs, 
which had no effect on her before the gene 
therapy intervention. The researchers have 
also been pleased to see that the therapy has 
raised her levels of high-density lipoprotein, 
or good, cholesterol, for reasons that remain 
mysterious. 'This could further cut down on 
her risk of future heart attacks. 

Hearing of the new results, other research- 
ers were at once heartened and cautious. 
These are early days, and it's exciting that 
it works," said Dr. Dusty Miller, a gene ther- 
apy expert at the Fred Hutchinson Cancer 
Research Center in Seattle. The problem is, 
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of course, that the liver technique is very 
cumbersome and difficult to do.“ 

Dr. John Kane, director of the Lipid Clinic 
at the University of California at San Fran- 
cisco, said, This is far from a complete cor- 
rection, but the fact that they have stable 
engraftment of the cells over all these 
months is encouraging.“ He added: This is a 
landmark experiment. It’s the Kitty Hawk of 
gene therapy.“ 


4 OTHERS IN EXPERIMENT 


The severe form of familial hyper- 
cholesterolemia is exceedingly rare, afflict- 
ing about one in a million people in the Unit- 
ed States, although about one in 500 have a 
milder form of the disorder. Since the Que- 
bec woman, four other hypercholesterolemia 
sufferers have undergone the liver redesign 
experiment, the youngest of them a 7-year- 
old girl from Philadelphia. 

Dr. Wilson said a similar gene therapy pro- 
tocol might soon prove useful for treating 
other metabolic disorders, like phenyl- 
ketonuria and a hereditary inability to 
break down ammonia in the body. Individ- 
ually these disorders are relatively rare, but 
collectively they're relatively common," he 
said. He and others also hope to find less 
invasive ways of delivering new genes to 
liver tissue, perhaps packaging them into 
carrier bubbles of fat, or into cold viruses 
that can directly infect liver cells. 

Many other gene modifying experiments 
are at various stages of clinical trials, 
among them treatments for severe combined 
immune deficiency disorder, cystic fibrosis 
and a number of types of cancer. Dr. Wilson 
had the great good fortune, Dr. Miller said, 
to be the first to reach the publication finish 
line. 

REPAIRING LIVER CELLS 


People with familial hypercholesterolemia 
have liver cells that lack receptors to mop 
up circulation-clogging LDL cholesterol. In 
an experimental therapy, part of the liver is 
removed and some liver cells are given the 
missing gene. When the altered cells are re- 
stored to the liver, they seem to help it han- 
dle cholesterol. 

EXHIBIT 2 
[From the Philadelphia Inquirer, Apr. 8, 1994] 


PENN'S BID FOR A PATENT MAY SPUR GENETIC 
DEBATE 


(By Huntly Collins) 


The University of Pennsylvania has ap- 
plied to patent a technique to genetically 
alter sperm cells in animals so traits passed 
down from one generation to the next could 
be changed. 

Although the application focuses on ex- 
periments with animals, it suggests that the 
technique might be used in humans as well. 

The patent application, reported yesterday 
by The New Scientist, a British journal, 
raises fundamental issues that have been de- 
bated for years but that have always seemed 
too theoretical to be taken seriously. 

Now, the debate may begin in earnest. 

Critics contend that so-called germ-line 
gene therapy, which would alter the DNA in 
nascent sperm cells, raises the specter of eu- 
genics—using science to create a superior 
human race. 

They fear that parents could use the tech- 
nique for frivolous purposes, such as deter- 
mining the color of a child’s eyes, or for 
other ends, such as screening out children 
who might be homosexual. 

But others think the technique might 
work medical miracles, allowing families 
plagued by catastrophic genetic illnesses— 
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such as hemophilia, sickle cell anemia, or 
cystic fibrosis—to be rid of them once and 
for. 

Attacking such diseases through genetic 
engineering of sperm cells might also be 
more efficient—and save more money—than 
the gene therapy techniques now being de- 
veloped, which would change the genes in in- 
dividuals but not in succeeding generations. 

“For many years, a lot of people * * * 
thought that modifying germ lines was un- 
ethical,” said Arthur Kaplan, a medical 
ethicist at the University of Minnesota. 
"From my own point of view, that doesn't 
make sense. If you can get rid of diseases, 
why wouldn't you do it?” 

The patent application filed with the U.S. 
Patent and Trademark Office on Dec. 6, 1991, 
seeks to patent a technique developed by Dr. 
Ralph Brinster, a world-renowned researcher 
at the Penn veterinary school. 

Although the patent application seeks to 
use the technique in animals, it makes pass- 
ing reference to the fact that the same pro- 
cedure might be used in humans. 

It is the reference to humans that has pro- 
voked concern on both sides of the Atlantic 
as scientists grapple with the far-reaching 
implications. 

The head of the European Patent Office in 
Munich told The New Scientist that the pat- 
ent application raised serious ethical issues. 

The journal quoted Christian Gugerell as 
saying it was “highly doubtful” that his 
agency could approve the patent. 

Gugerell revealed the existence of the pat- 
ent application at a recent meeting in Lon- 
don, the journal said. 

Officials of the U.S. patent office could not 
be reached for comment yesterday. 

But Nelson Wivel, director of the Office of 
Recombinant DNA Activities at the National 
Institutes of Health, said the agency’s advi- 
sory committee, which must approve experi- 
mental gene therapy treatments in humans, 
"will not even review“ germ-line therapy at 
the present time. 

He said scientists have not yet perfected 
ways of targeting genes at specific places on 
chromosomes. Such imprecision could lead 
to calamitous mistakes. For instance, a gene 
that is necessary for normal development 
might be turned off, or a gene that can cause 
certain types of cancers might be turned on. 

But Wivel, who reviewed Penn's patent ap- 
plication yesterday, said the document fo- 
cuses largely on animals—primarily mice— 
rather than people. He said the reference to 
the potential use in humans appeared to re- 
flect the university's desire to cover all its 
legal bases. 

"If you read the patient, it's not as 
daunting as it might seem.“ Wivel said. The 
document is simply a lawyer doing his or her 
job." 

Penn officials refused to make a copy of 
the patent application available, saying it 
was proprietary information. Under an inter- 
national patent treaty, such applications fall 
in the public domain 18 months after they 
are filed. 

"I thought my patent application would be 
recognized as just an exploration of basic 
science," he said. 

Brinster emphasized that he did not be- 
lieve germ-line gene therapy was technically 
feasible in humans at present, nor should it 
be considered now.” 

He said when the technology is perfected, 
its use in humans should be decided by the 
federal government only after considerable 
public debate. 

“There should be a lively debate. The pub- 
lic should be thinking about it. But I'm not 


9766 


the person to be at the center of the debate," 
Brinster said. 

He said he had no strong views about the 
ethics of altering human sperm cells. I'm 
just one person," he said. "I'd have to hear 
everybody else's view about it.“ 

Brinster, a professor of reproductive physi- 
ology who holds the Richard King Mellon 
chair at the Penn vet school, was one of the 
first scientists to develop transgenic mice, 
which carry some human genes. 

In his pathbreaking experiments, he trans- 
planted genes for human growth hormone 
into a fertilized egg of a mouse. The egg was 
inserted into the reproductive tract of a fe- 
male mouse and she gave birth to a mouse 
twice the size of a normal mouse. 

In recent years, Brinster has turned his at- 
tention to the spermatogonia of male mice. 
These primitive cells are fascinating because 
they keep duplicating themselves and they 
can develop into any type of cell in the body. 

Brinster, who is a member of the National 
Academy of Sciences, said his research was 
aimed at learning how these cells eventually 
differentiate. 

He said that if his gene therapy technique 
works; it might be used to improve the 
sperm output of certain animals. He is con- 
ducting his federally funded research with a 
graduate student, Jim Zimmerman, whose 
name is also on the patent application. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


LIFTING THE ARMS EMBARGO ON 
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, we 
have before us, I believe, one of the 
more profound problems facing the 
Government of the United States and 
perhaps the world. We have the Dole- 
Lieberman amendment relating to 
Bosnia to unilaterally lift by law, by 
an act of Congress, the arms embargo 
against Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

On the other hand, I know the major- 
ity leader—who has been an outspoken 
opponent and perhaps the first or sec- 
ond or third, but, anyway, one of the 
first people to come on the floor and 
publicly suggest the lifting of the arms 
embargo—is negotiating and attempt- 
ing to put together a resolution that 
would approach it in a different man- 
ner, let me say. I hope he can do that. 

Having heard his resolution this 
noontime, I compliment the majority 
leader for his genuine effort to see that 
the arms embargo is lifted. The only 
quarrel we have is whether or not it 
should be unilateral or totally left to 
the multilateral United Nations effort. 
Perhaps the majority leader can nego- 
tiate and add to the resolution he is 
considering something that would indi- 
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cate that, in the event there was a fail- 
ure, after the United States did in fact 
table or support a vote on lifting the 
arms embargo, that the United States 
or the administration would come back 
to Congress and support a unilateral 
lifting, even if it is vague as to the 
time, but obviously this year. We can- 
not wait. 

In the meantime, Mr. President I 
have agonized over this for some time. 
As I say, sometimes a little bit of 
knowledge is dangerous, because I have 
been there four times. I have been to 
Bosnia, inside Bosnia on a couple of oc- 
casions and Belgrade and Zagreb and 
Macedonia and into Kosova several 
times. I have had an opportunity to 
visit and actually interview some 
Bosnian Moslems who were released or 
were able to get out of a camp that the 
Serbians set up. And it is devastating. 
It is genocide. It is murder. There are 
no two ways about it. 

It is not all just on the Serbs. There 
has been atrocities by the Croats and 
even by the Moslems. But there is no 
question, when you weigh it all, there 
is no justification of killing somebody 
for the sake of you do not agree with 
them or like them or you want them to 
move, so you kill them. There can be 
no justification. And those who are 
guilty of doing it, as Moslems, as 
Bosnian Moslems or Croats or Croatian 
Moslems or Serbs, or Serb Moslems, 
should be brought to the proper court. 

But what is going on and has gone on 
has been primarily perpetrated by the 
Serbs in Bosnia and Herzegovina and 
by Belgrade, by Serbia, by supporting 
them. 

Now, the arguments against lifting 
the arms embargo are really fascinat- 
ing to me and I want to discuss them a 
little bit this afternoon. 

The first one is that it will be a bad 
example for other countries, such as 
some which want to lift embargoes 
against Iraq. That is one of the argu- 
ments that has been used. Second, 
would we need to give our negotiators 
more time to work out something? 
Third, that this violates international 
law by going against U.N. Resolution 
713. And, fourth is that it is going to 
compound and increase the killings. 

Well, the imposition of sanctions 
against renegade states like Iraq or 
Libya or Serbia and others is a direct 
consequence of the illegal, aggressive 
behavior of those states. 

Bosnia and Herzegovina is a victim of 
outside armed aggression and has done 
nothing to warrant the continued im- 
position of an embargo which was in- 
stituted before it became an independ- 
ent nation. So, at issue is the very ex- 
istence of a U.N. member state which is 
recognized by the United States, parts 
of the CSCE. 

This question touches on a fun- 
damental point, the ability of a nation 
to defend itself in the face of a well- 
armed aggressor—they have done noth- 
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ing wrong, Bosnia and Herzegovina; it 
is somebody who has done something 
wrong to them—given the unwilling- 
ness of the international community to 
come to the collective defense in a 
meaningful way. This is the issue be- 
fore us today. 

The United Nations General Assem- 
bly has, on at least two occasions, 
called for the lifting of the embargo 
against Bosnia, but we have not been 
able to lift it because of the Security 
Council. So the majority in the United 
Nations wants it lifted. 

Right here, the vast majority of the 
Senators in this body have voted for it. 
Some say they support lifting. Well, 
yes, they show they supported lifting. 
And they supported unilaterally lift- 
ing. And now there is a big debate. We 
had a vote on the floor of the Senate, 
87 to 9, Mr. President, supporting a call 
for exactly that, unilateral action to 
lift the embargo. 

Now, I know it was a sense of the 
Senate, it was not legislation, but, you 
know, when you say you are for some- 
thing, it seems to me that you are 
called to be for something, or you have 
to say, “I was not for it the first time 
and so I just made a mistake, so I am 
not going to do it.” 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of that rollcall vote be printed in the 
RECORD at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

There being no objection, the rollcall 
vote was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, às follows: 

ROLLCALL VOTE NO. 8 LEG., JANUARY 27, 1994 
YEAS—87 

Akaka, Bennett, Biden, Bingaman, Bond, 
Boren, Boxer, Bradley, Breaux, Brown, 
Bryan, Bumpers, Byrd, Campbell, Chafee, 
Cochran, Cohen, Conrad, Coverdell, Craig, 
D'Amato, Daschle. 

DeConcini, Dodd, Dole, Domenici, Dorgan, 
Exon, Feingold, Feinstein, Ford, Glenn, Gor- 
ton, Graham, Gramm, Grassley, Harkin, 
Hatch, Heflin, Helms, Hollings, Hutchinson. 

Inouye, Jeffords, Johnston, Kempthorne, 
Kennedy, Kerrey, Kerry, Kohl, Lautenberg, 
Leahy, Levin, Lieberman, Lott. Lugar, 
Mack, Mathews, McCain, McConnell, 
Metzenbaum, Mikulski, Mitchell, Moseley- 
Braun. 

Moynihan, Murkowski, Nickles, Nunn, 
Packwood, Pryor, Reid, Riegle, Robb, Rocke- 
feller, Roth, Sarbanes, Sasser, Shelby, 
Simon, Simpson, Smith, Stevens, Thurmond, 
Wallop, Warner, Wellstone, Wofford. 

NAYS—9 

Burns, Coats, Danforth, Durenberger, 

Faircloth, Gregg, Hatfield, Pell, Specter. 
NOT VOTING—4 
Baucus, Kassebaum, Murray, Pressler. 


Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, oth- 
ers will insist here and have insisted 
that, Just give us a little more time 
to get NATO or the United Nations on 
board." While this may have some ap- 
peal, we have to look at the realities. 
Neither NATO nor the Security Coun- 
cil are going to endorse the lifting of 
the embargo. It is not going to happen, 
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because it has not happened. NATO al- 
lies, with troops on the ground, will 
never agree as long as their forces are 
deployed in Bosnia. I understand that. 
I understand the risks. 

And what happens if the Senate 
passes this? Does that mean there is 
going to be an attack? Nobody can 
guarantee or even surmise that that 
may happen. It may be that those 
forces that are on the ground, those 
countries will reassess keeping them 
there. But that is their judgment. At 
the same time, the unwillingness to 
take a necessary step to withdraw 
these troops is up to them, not up to 
us. 
And an attempt in the Security 
Council would face a vote on this to 
make a decision, and my guess is they 
are going to vote no. And if they do, 
the United States not only should, as 
the majority leader's proposal will do, 
should be out front on it—and we have 
been out front—but there comes a time 
when you just cannot sit back and say 
it is OK. The international community 
said, ‘‘We are not going to do it; we are 
going to let the killing go on." 

Postponing action only plays into 
the hands of the Bosnian Serbs and 
their sponsors in Belgrade by giving 
them more time to pursue their geno- 
cidal policies in Bosnia. 

This leads to my next point. Some 
say we have to give negotiations more 
time. Well, Mr. President, the Serbs 
have been making a mockery at the ne- 
gotiating table of the United States 
and of the United Nations for the past 
2 years. 

I quote from an article by John 
Pomfret, which appeared in the May 8 
edition of the Washington Post. Mr. 
Pomfret’s conscientious coverage of 
this conflict has been outstanding and 
recognized as such. He writes, in part: 

The story in which U.N. forces essentially 
lost“ a Serb tank in a zone around Sarajevo 
** * is yet another case of the U.N. peace- 
keeping mission in Bosnia finding that its 
penchant for negotiating everything—includ- 
ing violation of NATO ultimatums—has cre- 
ated more problems than it solves. 

Furthermore, the United Nations’ insist- 
ence on negotiating and renegotiating has 
sent out a signal that the organization is 
waffling—and that has led to a hardening of 
position among the Bosnian Serbs, widely 
considered the main aggressors in this two- 
year old Bosnia war. 

Mr. President, the so-called “lost 
tank” episode this past weekend is 
only one more humiliating example of 
how ineffective the United Nations has 
been in trying to broker a meaningful 
cease-fire in this conflict. 

How long will the United States con- 
tinue to allow itself to be associated 
with a so-called negotiating effort 
which has degenerated even lower, if 
that is possible, into the keystone cop 
nonsense of this past weekend of the 
lost tank? 

Now our leadership is in question and 
NATO’s credibility has been severely 
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undermined. Unbelievably, we are al- 
lowing its ultimatums to simply be dis- 
missed by a U.N. representative in the 
name, once again, of negotiations. 

Then we have the legal argument 
that a unilateral lifting of the arms 
embargo would violate U.N. Resolution 
713. This does not, in my view hold up, 
for two principal reasons. First, the 
embargo, which has been maintained 
after Bosnia was recognized and ac- 
cepted as a member of the United Na- 
tions and other international organiza- 
tions, contravenes article 51 of the U.N. 
charter. This article clearly states that 
a country has the right to defend itself. 

Some will say: But there is another 
part of article 51 which says if there 
are serious negotiations going on you 
could interpret it that they may not 
have the right. 

That is nonsense. That is in that 
charter for a specific reason, that no 
nation is expected to not be able to de- 
fend itself. To have an embargo placed 
on you as that nation when you were 
not even à nation, then become a na- 
tion, be recognized, and then not be 
granted full membership rights such as 
compliance with article 51, makes no 
sense. You cannot defend it on that 
ground. 

Second, the International Court of 
Justice has before it a case against 
Serbia brought by Bosnia alleging 
genocide. 

Unfortunately, the Court will prob- 
ably not reach a decision for another 


year. 

But in the interim, one of the judges, 
Judge ad hoc Lauterpacht, in a concur- 
ring decision for the Court included in 
his analysis the following statement: 

[T]he inability of Bosnia Herzegovina to 
fight back against the Serbs and effectively 
prevent the implementation of the Serbian 
policy of ethnic cleansing is at least, in part 
directly attributable to the fact that Bosnia- 
Herzegovina's access to weapons and equip- 
ment has been severely limited. 

Viewed in this light, the Security Council's 
Resolution [establishing the arms embargo] 
can be seen às having in effect called on 
members of the United Nations. ., to be- 
come in some degree supporters of the geno- 
cidal activity of the Serbs . . . and to that 
extent to act contrary to a rule of jus cogens 
[the known law" making genocide an inter- 
national crime]. 

The bottom line, is that in addition 
to very strong arguments regarding the 
legality of the arms embargo is the 
moral argument. 

How long will the United States con- 
tinue to be an accomplice in the 
Bosnian slaughter for the sake of a 
multilateral effort which has, on sev- 
eral levels, become seriously discred- 
ited and obviously is not working? 

Finally, the argument that lifting 
the embargo will increase the killing is 
one which really appalls me. 

The Bosnians have had no shortage of 
determination to fight aggression and 
genocide. 

The only thing they have lacked, 
thanks to the embargo, is the means to 
defend themselves. 
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Remember that Bosnia had no army 
when the Serbs attacked. 

If the Serbs had faced a credible op- 
ponent earlier, it is reasonable to as- 
sume that they would have stopped 
fighting long ago and thousands of vic- 
tims would have been spared. 

By keeping the arms embargo in 
place we can be certain of one thing— 
that the well-armed aggressors, who 
have already killed over 200,000, and 
caused 2 million more refugees, will 
claim more victims—who continue to 
be denied a fighting chance to defend 
themselves and their country—the dig- 
nity to stand up and fight for your own 
land. 

Some will say it will take a long 
time if you did lift the embargo for 
them to be able to use these weapons. 
Again that is nonsense. People know, 
historically, when you are fighting for 
your country and you have that will 
and you are up against it you do not 
have any trouble learning how to use a 
howitzer or a tank or anything else. 
You learn quick because you have to 
and that is the reality, historically, 
when that has happened. 

And then the argument is there will 
be an effort to retake parts of Bosnia. 
Wait a minute. Wait a minute. Bosnia 
has never accepted this so-called 
Vance-Owen or whatever you want to 
call it plan that has been on the table. 
And the United States, though we have 
pressured them to do it, wisely says no, 
we will not accept it either if you will 
not. 

So, sure it would cause negotiations 
and maybe more bloodshed. But the 
bloodshed would be in defense of one’s 
country instead of the slaughter today 
that is going on in that country due to 
Serbian aggression. 

I hope, truly, the majority leader's 
effort can bring about a vote here that 
will ultimately commit the adminis- 
tration to unilateral lifting of the em- 
bargo in the event the United Nations 
does not vote to do so. I can accept 
some time to see that occur, as dif- 
ficult as that is for me, because it is 
not an unreasonable way to go. But I 
cannot in conscience not vote for a lift- 
ing of the arms embargo. If that is the 
only alternative I have tomorrow, I 
will have to do so and I truly hope 
enough people here will have the cour- 
age to do what is right, not what is ne- 
gotiable, not what is maybe termed ap- 
pealing because it buys time, not be- 
cause the President’s prestige is on the 
line. His prestige is not on the line. He 
has done the best he can. It is an intol- 
erable situation. Everybody knows 
President Clinton is opposed to this 
genocide. He has spoken out time and 
time again about it so he does not have 
to apologize. Nobody has to apologize 
for this President. 

The Vice President, when he was in 
this body less than 2 years ago, was one 
of the most outspoken in favor of ef- 
forts of lifting the embargo, imposing 
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sanctions, and using air strikes. This 
administration has a clear position. 

So I, in ending, say the time has 
come to put the principle first here and 
not the politics, not the international 
concerns, but the lives of innocent peo- 
ple. 

Isuggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BRYAN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum Call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that there now be a pe- 
riod for morning business with Sen- 
ators allowed to speak for up to 5 min- 
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


REMARKS OF SENATOR HARLAN 
MATHEWS 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, ear- 
lier today our colleague Senator 
MATHEWS delivered a salute to State 
administrators of vocational rehabili- 
tation. 

I commend our colleague for this fine 
speech and I ask unanimous consent 
that the text of the address be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SALUTE TO STATE ADMINISTRATORS OF 
VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 


(By Senator Harlan Mathews) 


Ladies and gentlemen, welcome back to 
Washington and Capitol Hill. I am delighted 
to be with you again. As you can imagine, 
many people visit Washington seeking sup- 
port for their programs. Sometimes I get 
into trouble because I question what those 
people and their programs really achieve. I 
certainly have no such questions for you. 

What an incredible record you have: 

. You are a $3 billion service delivery pro- 
gram that returns about $10 on every $1 in- 
vested; 

You assist a million of our society's citi- 
zens with disabilities every year, and every 
year you situate a quarter of a million of 
those Americans in meaningful and produc- 
tive jobs; and 

Within 4 years, the reduction in public as- 
sistance payments for people who've received 
your services offsets the amount it took to 
rehabilitate them. That's a human invest- 
ment program in every sense. 

But what's most impressive to me is that 
public service is not just your job but a life 
commitment. Some of you draw your com- 
mitment from difficulties you face in your 
own lives. Others draw your commitment 
from the hardships of friends and family. But 
for each of you, whatever your reason, help- 
ing people with a disability to hold competi- 
tive employment is a genuine purpose in 
your lives. I know a bit about that purpose, 
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because I share my life with someone who 
has it. 

My thoughts for you today come more 
from my 43 years in Tennessee State govern- 
ment than from my 1½ years in the Senate. 
I think that's appropriate, because V-R has 
enjoyed great respect with governors and 
State legislators. What's more, my experi- 
ence as Commissioner of Finance and Ad- 
ministration and as State Treasurer taught 
me which programs worked and why. I know 
that for a government-assisted program to 
work, it has to concentrate its efforts where 
they're productive. 

Today there's a great deal of effort under- 
way to make government more effective, and 
I can't help remarking on how much those 
efforts could learn from studying the Voca- 
tional Rehabilitation Program. 

You all know of Vice President Gore's ini- 
tiative to reinvent government and make it 
more effective and responsive. The V-R ef- 
fort is the finest example I know of a govern- 
ment-assisted program that is precisely 
that—effective and responsive. 

President Clinton's administration is com- 
mitted to equal opportunity and economic 
access for all Americans. In many ways, Vo- 
cational Rehabilitation is the ultimate ex- 
ample of a public effort bringing equal op- 
portunity. 

Congress is about to undertake serious and 
substantial steps toward reforming welfare. 
The goal will be to lift people off the public 
roles and place them onto private sector pay- 
rolls. Vocational Rehabilitation has been 
doing exactly that for three-quarters of a 
century. 

Vocational Rehabilitation Program is a 
sterling example of what government is try- 
ing to accomplish and of what it's possible to 
accomplish when you do things right. 

A worthy cause that's responsibly adminis- 
tered and shows tangible results will deserve 
and find nearly universal support. Voca- 
tional Rehabilitation certainly has—through 
thick times and thin, one Congress after an- 
other, one economic cycle after another. 
Your results are the reason why. 

V-R has become one of the oldest programs 
on the public books and has remained intact 
these past 73 years because it generates inde- 
pendence, has been accountable, and doesn't 
take forever to produce results. It provides a 
leg up, not a hand out. 

There's no question that the American 
public is growing more and more insistent 
that public-supported programs are run ef- 
fectively and justify the money that's spent 
on them. When it comes to public service 
programs like V-R in particular, they want 
to know that resources and attention are 
centering upon the people who are supposed 
to be served. So it's especially important 
that you remove the barriers impeding 
quick, cost-effective, appropriate services to 
all citizens. 

I remember an incident when I was Com- 
missioner of Finance in Tennessee. A sur- 
geon had performed an elaborate and costly 
procedure on a V-R client, and he could not 
be paid. The doctor called my office because 
we were responsible for issuing checks. My 
staff looked into it, and told me the problem 
was that the counselor had not moved the 
client to a Status 16. I wondered then and I 
wonder now whether the process was being 
served or whether people were being served. 
That kind of situation is what I mean by re- 
moving barriers and focusing on people not 
processes. We waste too much time and 
money at the federal level because of a bu- 
reaucratic preoccupation with process, and I 
don't want it to happen with you. 
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If I were to counsel you on one thing it 
would be this: don't stray from the path 
that's made you successful. Vocational 
Rehab was founded with its emphasis square- 
ly on vocational, and that's the emphasis 
you have to keep. 

Some people in your profession and outside 
it have forgotten that. They want to indulge 
disability. They want to sustain dependency 
rather than foster independence. They want 
your program to be about everything but 
employment. And they believe that admin- 
istering a huge process with an infinity of 
services its own end. 

I honestly believe that the V-R Program 
will cease to be recognized as a leader in the 
disability arena the day that you drop the 
emphasis on employment outcome. State 
legislatures across the nation will start to 
regard V-R as a welfare program, not as a 
highly successful manpower program. So will 
the Congress. That change in perception 
would be detrimental to your future and to 
the people you serve. 

You must continue to be and continue to 
remain known as the employment program 
for people with disabilities. I don't see any 
benefit in permitting V-R to become any- 
thing else. Hold yourselves to the same out- 
come-based goal that you stress for those 
you serve. And that goal is to run an ac- 
countable, effective manpower program that 
generates economic independence in a time- 
limited framework. 

All of you here have a tremendous task 
ahead of you if V-R is to survive as we know 
it today. But I know you're up to the job. I 
want all of you and your staffs to know that 
a great number of us in Congress admire 
your dedication and commitment to a job 
that's sometimes very difficult—the kind of 
commitment and dedication that Joe Owens 
and Jack Duncan have shown. They are two 
strong advocates for you and for people with 
disabilities. I salute them and all of you for 
the good work you've done. I wish you every 
success in the years ahead. 


——— 


MEASURE READ FOR THE FIRST 
TIME—H. R. 4296 


Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I under- 
stand the Senate has received from the 
House H.R. 4296, a bill relating to the 
transfer or possession of assault weap- 
ons. On behalf of Senator BIDEN, I ask 
that the bill be read for the first time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 4296) to make unlawful the 
transfer or possession of assault weapons. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I now ask 
for a second reading, and, on behalf of 
the Republican leader, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is noted. 

The bill will be over under rule XIV. 


— —À 


MEASURE READ FOR THE FIRST 
TIME—S. 2096 


Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I under- 
stand that S. 2096, the Health Care Re- 
form Act of 1994, introduced earlier 
today by Senator DOMENICI, is at the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask for 
its first reading. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 2096) to improve private health 
insurance, to provide equitable tax treat- 
ment for health insurance, to reform Federal 
health-care programs, to provide health care 
cost reduction measures, and for other pur- 
poses. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I now ask 
for its second reading, and, on behalf of 
the Republican leader, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is noted. The bill will lay over 
until the following day. 


CONTINUATION OF STEWARDSHIP 
CONTRACT PROGRAM 


Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of S. 
2100, relating to the continued author- 
ization for the stewardship end result 
contract program, introduced earlier 
today by Senators DECONCINI and 
CRAIG, that the bill be read a third 
time, passed; that the motion to recon- 
sider be laid upon the table, and that 
any statements appear at the appro- 
priate place in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CONTINUATION OF STEWARDSHIP CONTRACT 

PROGRAM 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I am 
introducing a bill today, along with my 
colleague from Idaho, Senator CRAIG, 
which would simply continue author- 
ization for Stewardship End Result 
Contract Program for the U.S. Forest 
Service for an additional year. This bill 
also emphasizes the need to continue 
with the public involvement process 
while completing the environmental 
assessment [EA] and approving the EAs 
prior to the award of any contract. 

Similar language has been included 
in the Interior appropriations bills for 
2 years. Language was also included in 
the Senate-passed Interior appropria- 
tions bill last year to expand the pro- 
gram. However, Mr. President, the 
House Interior Appropriations Commit- 
tee conferees, in deference to jurisdic- 
tional concerns expressed by the House 
authorizing committee—Agriculture, 
did not accept the Senate language 
containing the expanded program. The 
conferees did, however, include lan- 
guage in the conference report direct- 
ing the Forest Service to continue with 
the program as defined in the fiscal 
year 1993 appropriations bill (P.L. 101- 
381, 106 Stat. 1403). 

However, it is my understanding that 
there may be some lingering questions 
within the U.S. Forest Service and the 
Department of Agriculture as to 
whether projects not yet under con- 
tract can be continued. 

Mr. President, this bill will eliminate 
all such questions. In addition, it will 
allow the Agriculture Committee to 
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fully examine this program during the 
next Congress to consider whether fur- 
ther expansion or other program 
changes would be beneficial. 

I hope the Senate will pass this bill 
expeditiously, and I thank all my col- 
leagues for their support. 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
2100) was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, was deemed read a third time, 
and passed, as follows: 

S. 2100 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1, SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Stewardship 
End-Result Contracts Demonstration Act“. 
SEC. 2, PURPOSES. 

(a) The purpose of this Act is to: 

(1) develop and implement, as national 
demonstration projects, ecosystem-based, 
end result-oriented management practices 
for forestry in general; 

(2) authorize the Secretary of Agriculture 
to demonstrate the feasibility of end-result 
stewardship contracts for national forests, 
State forests, and private forests in the Unit- 
ed States; 

(3) improve the management of and de- 
velop economically efficient management 
tools for ecosystem-based management ap- 
plicable to all of the forest lands of the Unit- 
ed States, both private and public; 

(4) provide for rural development, rural 
jobs, and economic transition opportunities 
for forest dependent communities affected by 
changes in timber harvest volumes; 

(5) authorize an alternative management 
technique for pest infested or pest damaged 
forest lands in general; and 

(6) provide additional opportunities to 
achieve mandates established in: 

(A) The Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act 
of 1960 (Public Law 86-517); 

(B) The Forest and Rangeland Renewable 
Resources Planning Act of 1974 (Public Law 
93-378); 

(C) The Clarke-McNary Act of 1924 (Public 
Law 68-270); 

(D) The Deposit of Sale Instruments in 
Treasury Act of 1940 (Public Law 75-631); 

(E) The Soil and Water Resources Con- 
servation Act of 1977 (Public Law 95-192); and 

(F) The Twenty-Five Percent Fund Act (35 
Stat. 251). 

SEC. 3. USE OF TIMBER REVENUES. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture, acting through the officers of the 
National Forest Service in charge of the for- 
est lands referred to in subsection (b), may 
apply all or a part of the revenues received 
for timber removed from such lands under a 
stewardship end-result contract as an offset 
against the cost of stewardship services pro- 
vided, including— 

(1) site preparation; 

(2) replanting; 

(3) silviculture programs; 

(4) recreation; 

(5) wildlife habitat enhancement; 

(6) soil conservation; and 

(7) other multiple-use enhancements. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.—The authority granted 
in this act may be applied to the manage- 
ment of— 

(1) the Green Mountain National Forest of 
Vermont; 

(2) the White Mountain National Forest of 
New Hampshire and Maine; 

(3) the Talladega, Tuskegee, Conecuh and 
William B. Bankhead National Forest of Ala- 
bama; 
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(4) acquired and other lands in the Angora 
Project, Lake Tahoe Basin Management 
Unit; 

(5) the Kendrick Project, Coconino Na- 
tional Forest; and 

(6) the Priest Lake Ranger District 
Project, Idaho Panhandle National Forest. 

(c) ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT.—The Na- 
tional Environment Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) shall apply to the projects 
referred to in subsection (b), prior to the 
award of any contract. 

SEC. 4. DISSEMINATION OF RESEARCH AND DEM- 
ONSTRATION RESULTS. 

(a) The Secretary of Agriculture is author- 
ized and directed to disseminate the results 
of the research and demonstration efforts au- 
thorized under this Act that are of the bene- 
fit to private and public forest owners. 

(b) The Secretary may use the authorities 
granted to him in: 

(1) The Forest and Rangeland Renewable 
Resources Research Act of 1978 (Public Law 
95-307); 

(2) The McIntyre-Stennis Act of 1962 (76 
Stat. 806); and 

(3) The Wood Residue Utilization Act of 
1980 (Public Law 96-554). 

SEC. 5. EXPIRATION 

This Act shall be effective during the pe- 
riod beginning on the date of enactment of 
this Act and ending on December 31, 1994. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by one of his secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


REPORT ON ACHIEVEMENTS IN 
AERONAUTICS AND SPACE DUR- 
ING FISCAL YEAR 1993—MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT—PM 110 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I am pleased to transmit this report 
on the Nation's achievements in aero- 
nautics and space during fiscal year 
1993, as required under section 206 of 
the National Aeronautics and Space 
Act of 1958, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2476). 
Aeronautics and space activities in- 
volve 14 contributing departments and 
agencies of the Federal Government, as 
this report reflects, and the results of 
their ongoing research and develop- 
ment affect the Nation as a while in a 
variety of ways. 
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Fiscal year 1993 brought numerous 
important changes and developments 
in U.S. aeronautics and space efforts. It 
included 7 Space Shuttle missions, 14 
Government launches of Expendable 
Launch Vehicles (ELVs), and 4 com- 
mercial launches from Government fa- 
cilities. Highlights of the Shuttle mis- 
sions included the first in a series of 
flights of the U.S. Microgravity Pay- 
load that contained scientific and ma- 
terials-processing experiments to be 
carried out in an environment of re- 
duced gravity; the deployment of the 
Laser Geodynamic Satellite (a joint 
venture between the United States and 
Italy); the deployment of a Tracking 
and Data Relay Satellite; and, the sec- 
ond Atmospheric Laboratory for Appli- 
cations and Science mission to study 
the composition of the Earth's atmos- 
phere, ozone layer, and elements 
thought to be the cause of ozone deple- 
tion. The ELV missions carried a vari- 
ety of payloads ranging from Global 
Positioning System satellites to those 
with classified missions. 

I also requested that a redesign of 
the Space Station be undertaken to re- 
duce costs while retaining science-user 
capability and maintaining the pro- 
gram’s international commitments. To 
this end, the new Space Station is 
based on a modular concept and will be 
built in stages. However, the new de- 
sign draws heavily on the previous 
Space Station Freedom investment by 
incorporating most of its hardware and 
systems. Also, ways are being studied 
to increase the Russian participation 
in the Space Station. 

The United States and Russia signed 
a Space Cooperation Agreement that 
called for a Russian cosmonaut to par- 
ticipate in a U.S. Space Shuttle mis- 
sion and for the Space Shuttle to make 
at least one rendezvous with the Mir. 
On September 2, 1993, Vice President 
ALBERT GORE, Jr., and Russian Prime 
Minister Victor Chernomyrdin signed a 
series of joint statements on coopera- 
tion in space, environmental observa- 
tions/space science, commercial space 
launches, missile export controls, and 
aeronautical science. 

In aeronautics, efforts included the 
development of new technologies to 
improve performance, reduce costs, in- 
crease safety, and reduce engine noise. 
For example, engineers have been 
working to produce a new generation of 
environmentally compatible, economic 
aircraft that will lay the technological 
foundation for a next generation of air- 
craft that are superior to the products 
of other nations. Progress also contin- 
ued on programs to increase airport ca- 
pacity while at the same time improv- 
ing flight safety. 

In the Earth sciences, a variety of 
programs across several agencies 
sought better understanding of global 
change and enhancement of the envi- 
ronment. While scientists discovered in 
late 1992 and early 1993, for instance, 
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that global levels of protective ozone 
reached the lowest concentrations ever 
observed, they also could foresee an 
end to the decline in the ozone layer. 
Reduced use of  ozone-destroying 
chlorofluorocarbons would allow ozone 
quantities to increase again about the 
year 2000 and gradually return to nor- 
mal." 

Thus, fiscal year 1993 was a success- 
ful one for the U.S. aeronautics and 
space programs. Efforts in both areas 
have contributed to advancing the Na- 
tion's scientific and technical knowl- 
edge and furthering an improved qual- 
ity of life on Earth through greater 
knowledge, à more competitive econ- 
omy, and a healthier environment. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

'THE WHITE HOUSE, May 10, 1994. 


ANNUAL REPORT OF THE DEPART- 
MENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT—MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT—PM 111 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate a message from the 
President of the United States, to- 
gether with an accompanying report; 
which was referred to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af- 
fairs: 

To the Congress of the United States: 

Pursuant to the requirements of 42 
U.S.C. 3536, I transmit herewith the 
28th Annual Report of the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development, 
which covers calendar year 1992. 

WILLIAM CLINTON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, May 10, 1994. 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


At 11:02 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 4296. An act to make unlawful the 
transfer or possession of assault weapons. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

At 4:18 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Anderson, one of its clerks, an- 
nounced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bill: 

H.R. 1727. An act to establish a program of 
grants to States for arson research, preven- 
tion, and control, and for other purposes. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. BYRD). 


At 6:03 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, without amendment: 

S. 341. An act to provide for a lands ex- 
change between the Secretary of Agriculture 
and Eagle and Pitkin Counties in Colorado, 
and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House agrees to the amendments of the 
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Senate to the bill (H.R. 1134) to provide 
for the transfer of certain public lands 
located in Clear Creek County, CO, to 
the United States Forest Service, the 
State of Colorado, and certain local 
governments in the State of Colorado, 
and for other purposes. 

The message further announced that 
the House agrees to the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2868) to des- 
ignate the Federal building located at 
600 Camp Street in New Orleans, LA, as 
the John Minor Wisdom U.S. Court- 
house. 


MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 
The following measure was read the 
first time: 


H.R. 4296. An act to make unlawful the 
transfer or possession of assault weapons. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The following petitions and memori- 
als were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 


POM-451. A resolution adopted by the 
Council of the City of Cincinnati, Ohio rel- 
ative to mass transportation; to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

POM-452. A resolution adopted by the 
Ramah Navajo Chapter, Ramah, New Mexico 
relative to the Ramah Navajo Reservation; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

POM-453. A resolution adopted by the 
Council of the Borough of North Belle Ver- 
non, Westmoreland County, Pennsylvania 
relative to mass transportation; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af- 
fairs. 

POM-454. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Alaska; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 


"LEGISLATIVE RESOLVE NO. 24 


"Whereas 50 U.S.C.S. Appx. 2406(d) (sec. 
7(d), Export Administration Act of 1979) pro- 
hibits, with tightly restrictive exceptions, 
the export of domestically produced crude 
oil transported by pipeline over the right-of- 
way granted by 43 U.S.C. 1652 (sec. 203 of the 
Trans-Alaska Pipeline Authorization Act); 
and 

"Whereas the limitation on export of Alas- 
ka North Slope crude oil effectively limits 
its sale to the domestic American market; 
and 

"Whereas the higher transportation cost 
associated with shipping Alaska North Slope 
crude oil through the Panama Canal to the 
Gulf Coast states reduces the wellhead price 
of the oil; and 

"Whereas lower wellhead prices raise the 
economic threshold for exploring for and pro- 
ducing all North Slope oil and, as a result, 
production from certain existing and newly 
discovered oil fields is currently uneco- 
nomic; and 

"Whereas the export ban singles out Alas- 
ka to pay its costs, penalizing the state and 
the North Slope producers, which pay 85 per- 
cent of the taxes collected by the state; and 

"Whereas the current export ban reduces 
the value of crude oil production in the state 
by an estimated $1,000,000,000 per year, or 
about $1.10 per barrel; and 

"Whereas Alaska North Slope crude oil re- 
quired to be transported and delivered for 
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sale in the domestic market incurs approxi- 
mately $2.70 per barrel in higher transpor- 
tation charges than if the oil could be ex- 
ported in international tankers to Pacific 
Rim countries; and 

‘Whereas domestic exploration and devel- 
opment of newly discovered oil reserves will 
enhance the nation's energy and economic 
security; and 

“Whereas the foreign export of Alaska 
North Slope crude oil will provide an incen- 
tive for further domestic oil exploration and 
development; and 

"Whereas new discoveries and production 
resulting from increased domestic explo- 
ration will facilitate the development of in- 
frastructure and production facilities needed 
to produce currently uneconomic Alaska 
North Slope reserves and, thus, lower the av- 
erage development costs of all Alaska North 
Slope production; and 

“Whereas exporting oil to Pacific Rim, na- 
tions will decrease the substantial trade def- 
icit with nations that have expressed a 
strong interest in purchasing Alaska pro- 
duced oil, as evidenced by the sale under a 
United States Department of Commerce ex- 
port license of Alaska Cook Inlet oil to à 
Taiwanese company; and 

“Whereas Canada, Mexico, and Venezuela, 
among other neighboring countries in this 
hemisphere, may provide stable, secure ex- 
ports of crude oil to the United States at 
more competitive prices than Alaska North 
Slope crude oil because of the transportation 
savings; and 

“Whereas the additional cost of shipping 
Alaska North Slope crude oil to the Gulf 
Coast and eastern states imposes an unneces- 
sary burden on those states, reduces federal 
and state tax revenue, reduces state royal- 
ties, and discourages exploration and devel- 
opment of North Slope reserves; and 

"Whereas U.S. Secretary of Energy Hazel 
O'Leary is reviewing the pros and cons of 
lifting the ban on the export of Alaska North 
Slope oil as part of her Domestic Energy Ini- 
tiative; and 

“Whereas during his term as president, 
President George Bush had lifted the ban on 
the export of oil produced in the State of 
California; and 

'"Whereas the amended Export Administra- 
tion Act authorizes the President of the 
United States to recommend, and the Con- 
gress to approve by adoption of a joint reso- 
lution, export of Alaska North Slope crude 
oil; now therefore be it 

"Resolved That the Alaska State Legisla- 
ture opposes the continuing ban on export of 
Alaska North Slope crude oil because the 
ban results in inefficiencies and economic 
waste and because it reduces the overall 
level of national economic activity; and be it 
further 

"Resolved That the Alaska State Legisla- 
ture endorses HR 543, legislation removing 
the restraints on the export of Alaska North 
Slope crude oil; and be it further 

"Resolved That the Alaska State Congres- 
sional delegation and the Governor are urged 
to continue using their best efforts to obtain 
passage of HR 543 or comparable legislation 
permitting the export of Alaska North Slope 
crude oil, regardless of the oil's point of pro- 
duction within the state; and be it further 

"Resolved That the Alaska State Legisla- 
ture respectfully requests the President of 
the United States to exercise power given 
him under the amended Export Administra- 
tion Act to recommend approval of the ex- 
port of that oil. 

“Copies of this resolution shall be sent to 
the Honorable Bill Clinton, President of the 
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United States; the Honorable Al Gore, Jr., 
Vice-President of the United States and 
President of the U.S. Senate; the Honorable 
Thomas S. Foley, Speaker of the U.S. House 
of Representatives; the Honorable George 
Mitchell, Majority Leader of the U.S. Sen- 
ate; and to the Honorable Ted Stevens and 
the Honorable Frank Murkowski, U.S. Sen- 
ators, and the Honorable Dan Young, U.S. 
Representative, members of the Alaska dele- 
gation in Congress.“ 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. BAUCUS, from the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works, without 
amendment: 

S. 2093. An original bill to amend and reau- 
thorize the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 103- 
257). 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. MITCHELL (for Mr. WOFFORD): 

S. 2090. A bill to provide negotiating au- 
thority for a trade agreement with Chile, but 
to apply fast track procedures only to such 
an agreement that contains certain provi- 
sions relating to worker rights and the gov- 
ernment; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. SARBANES: 

S. 2091. A bill to amend certain provisions 
of title 5, United States Code, in order to en- 
sure quality between Federal firefighters and 
other employees in the civil service and 
other public sector firefighters, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

By Mr. HEFLIN: 

S. 2092. A bill to reform the Federal crop 
insurance program, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

By Mr. BAUCUS: 

S. 2093. An original bill to amend and reau- 
thorize the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act, and for other purposes; from the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works; 
placed on the calendar. 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, Mr. 
FORD, and Mr. SIMON): 

S. 2094. A bill to make permanent the au- 
thority of the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
to approve basic educational assistance for 
flight training; to the Committee on Veter- 
ans Affairs. 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 
KERREY, Mr. DURENBERGER, and Mr. 
DASCHLE): 

S. 2095. A bill to reform the Federal crop 
insurance program, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

By Mr. DOMENICI: 

S. 2096. A bill to improve private health in- 
surance, to provide equitable tax treatment 
of health insurance, to reform Federal health 
care programs, to provide health care cost 
reduction measures, and for other purposes; 
read the first time. 

By Mrs. BOXER: 

S. 2097. A bill to amend the Export En- 
hancement Act of 1988 to promote further 
United States exports of environmental tech- 
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nologies, goods, and services; to the Commit- 
tee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. GRAMM (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. LOTT, Mr. SHELBY, and 
Mrs. HUTCHISON): 

S. 2098. A bill to amend section 217 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide that 
military moving expense reimbursements 
are excluded from income without regard to 
the deductibility of the expenses reimburse- 
ment; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, Mr. 
CONRAD, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. DUREN- 
BERGER, Mr. EXON, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. KERREY, Mr. PRES- 
SLER, and Mr. WELLSTONE): 

S. 2099. A bill to establish the Northern 
Great Plains Rural Development Commis- 
sion, and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. DECONCINI (for himself and 
Mr, CRAIG): 

S. 2100. A bill to provide for rural develop- 
ment, multiple-use management, expendi- 
tures under the Knutson-Vandenburg Act of 
1930, and ecosystem-based management of 
certain forest lands, and for other purposes; 
considered and passed. 

By Mr. BRADLEY: 

S. 2101. A bill to provide for the establish- 
ment of mandatory State-operated com- 
prehensive one-call systems to protect all 
underground facilities from being damaged 
by any excavations, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. HEFLIN (for himself, Mr. SHEL- 
BY, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. 
Pryor, and Mr. STEVENS): 

S. Res. 212. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that a commemorative 
postage stamp should be issued to honor 
coach Paul "Bear" Bryant; considered and 
agreed to. 


SSS 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. MITCHELL (for Mr. 
WOFFORD): 

S. 2090. A bill to provide negotiating 
authority for a trade agreement with 
Chile, but to apply fast track proce- 
dures only to such an agreement that 
contains certain provisions relating to 
worker rights and the government; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

CHILE FREE TRADE AGREEMENT NEGOTIATING 

ACT OF 1994 

e Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, today 
I am joining House Majority Leader 
RICHARD GEPHARDT in introducing leg- 
islation authorizing the President to 
negotiate a free trade agreement with 
Chile, a democratic South American 
country quickly emerging as an inter- 
national growth economy. 

I have long believed that mutual re- 
ductions in barriers to international 
trade are essential to our long-term 
economic growth and American creat- 
ing jobs. A good trade agreement is one 
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that ensures that the benefits of free 
trade go to raising living standards in 
both countries and that the environ- 
ment is not damaged by the increased 
economic activity. I believe we have an 
opportunity to reach such an agree- 
ment with Chile. 

At the same time, I do not believe 
that Congress should give a blank 
check to the President to enter into 
international trade agreements. Too 
much is at stake. The legislation being 
introduced today would make sure that 
before Congress gives up its preroga- 
tives to amend a trade agreement with 
Chile that the agreement would con- 
tain adequate provisions with respect 
to workers rights and the environment. 

My hope is that this legislation will 
bridge the divide in our Nation over 
international trade reflected by the 
NAFTA debate. It should serve as a 
framework that will allow us to move 
forward aggressively to seek improved 
trading relationships with other na- 
tions as well. 

We have to engage the world on fair 
and mutually beneficial terms. The 
question now is how we choose to move 
forward and meet the economic com- 
petition. Far from weakening the 
President's hand, our action today 
Should strengthen his case for an 
agreement that is fair to American 
workers and American communities. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the legislation be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2090 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Chile Free 
Trade Agreement Negotiating Act of 1994". 
SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF NEGOTIATING AUTHORITY 

FOR TRADE AGREEMENT WITH 
CHILE AND OF “FAST TRACK” PRO- 
CEDURES TO IMPLEMENTING LEGIS- 
LATION. 

Section 1102 of the Omnibus Trade and 
Competitiveness Act of 1988 (19 u.S.C. 2902) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(f) SPECIAL PROVISIONS REGARDING TRADE 
NEGOTIATIONS WITH CHILE.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the 
time limitation in subsection (c)(1), the 
President may, before January 1, 1997, enter 
into a trade agreement with Chile under sub- 
section (o). 

"(2) APPLICATION OF FAST TRACK PROCE- 
DURES.— 

“(A) Subject to subparagraphs (B) and (C), 
section 1103 applies to any trade agreement 
negotiated under subsection (c) pursuant to 
paragraph (1), but only if the President cer- 
tifies to the Congress, at the time the imple- 
menting bill is submitted with respect to the 
trade agreement, that the trade agreement— 

"(i) contains provisions requiring the par- 
ties to adhere to internationally recognized 
worker rights (as defined in section 502(a)(4) 
of the Trade Act of 1974); 

(ii) requires the parties to enforce their 
environmental laws and to take steps to 
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adopt appropriate higher environmental 
standards; and 

(ii) includes dispute resolution mecha- 
nisms to enforce effectively the require- 
ments contained in clauses (i) and (ii). 

"(B) No provision of subsection (b) of sec- 
tion 1103 other than paragraph (1)(A) applies 
to any trade agreement described in subpara- 
graph (A). In applying such paragraph, ‘Jan- 
uary 1, 1997,’ shall be substituted for ‘June 1, 
1991.’ 

"(C) The fast track procedures (as used in 
section 1103) shall not apply to an imple- 
menting bill submitted with respect to a 
trade agreement described in subparagraph 
(A) if the Committee on Rules of the House 
of Representatives or the Committee on 
Rules and Administration of the Senate, 
within 15 days after the implementing bill is 
submitted to the Congress, disapproves the 
President's certification under subparagraph 
(A) that is included with the implementing 
bill. Such 15-day period shall be computed in 
the manner prescribed in section 1103(e). 

"(8) ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORTS.—The 
report required under section 135(e)(1) of the 
Trade Act of 1974 regarding any trade agree- 
ment provided for under paragraph (1), shall 
be provided to the President, the Congress, 
and the United States Trade Representative 
not later than 30 days after the date on 
which the President notifies the Congress 
under section 1103(a)(1)(A) of his intention to 
enter into the agreement (but before Sep- 
tember 1, 1996). 

"(4) RULES OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
AND SENATE.—This subsection is enacted by 
the Congress— 

"(A) as an exercise of the rulemaking 
power of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate, respectively, and as such is 
deemed a part of the rules of each House, re- 
spectively, and such procedures supersede 
other rules only to the extent that they are 
inconsistent with such other rules; and 

"(B) with the full recognition of the con- 
stitutional right of either House to change 
the rules (so far as relating to the procedures 
of that House) at any time, in the same man- 
ner, and to the same extent as any other rule 
of that House.“. 


By Mr. SARBANES: 

S. 2091. A bill to amend certain provi- 
sions of title 5, United States Code, in 
order to ensure quality between Fed- 
eral firefighters and other employees 
in the civil service and other public 
sector firefighters, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

THE FIREFIGHTERS PAY FAIRNESS ACT 
e Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation to 
improve the pay system used for Fed- 
eral firefighters, an issue in which I 
have a longstanding interest and in- 
volvement. 

The legislation has three broad pur- 
poses: First, to improve pay equality 
with municipal and other public sector 
firefighters; second, to enhance re- 
cruitment and retention of firefighters 
in order to maintain the highest qual- 
ity Federal fire service; and third, to 
encourage Federal firefighters to pur- 
sue career advancement and training 
opportunities. 

Fire protection is clearly a major 
concern at Federal facilities and on 
Federal lands throughout the Nation. 


May 10, 1994 


From fighting extended wildland fires 
in our national parks and forests to 
protecting military families from fires 
in their base housing, Federal fire- 
fighters play a vital role in preserving 
life and property. 

The Department of Agriculture, the 
Coast Guard, the Department of Com- 
merce, the Department of Defense, the 
General Services Administration, the 
Department of the Interior, and the 
Department of Veterans Affairs are 
among the Federal agencies that rely 
on Federal employees to protect their 
vast holdings of land and structures. 
Just like their municipal counterparts, 
these Federal firefighters are the first 
line of defense against threats to life 
and property. 

As I travel throughout my own State 
of Maryland, I always make an effort 
to stop by the various Federal 
firehalls. I must say, Mr. President, 
that I have been consistently im- 
pressed with the dedication and obvi- 
ous commitment of the Federal fire- 
fighters I have met at Maryland instal- 
lations. 

Regretfully, Mr. President, the cur- 
rent system used to pay our Federal 
firefighters is at best confusing and at 
worse unfair. These men and women 
work longer hours than other public 
sector firefighters yet are paid substan- 
tially less. The current pay system, 
which consists of three tiers, is overly 
complex and, more importantly, is 
hurting Federal efforts to attract and 
retain top-quality employees. 

Currently, most Federal firefighters 
work an average 72-hour week under 
exceptionally demanding conditions. 
The typical workweek consists of a 
one-day-on/one-day-off schedule which 
results in three 24-hour shifts per 72- 
hour week. Despite this unusual sched- 
ule, firefighters are paid under a modi- 
fied version of the same General Sched- 
ule pay system used for full-time, 40- 
hour-per-week Federal workers. 

The result of the pay modification is 
that Federal firefighters make less per 
hour than any other Federal employees 
at the same grade level. While some 
have tried to justify this by noting 
that part of a firefighter's day is down- 
time, I must note that all firefighters 
have substantial duties beyond those 
at the site of a fire. 

Mr. President, the International As- 
sociation of Fire Fighters has esti- 
mated that municipal firefighters work 
about 50 hours per week at a rate of 
pay that is 30 to 40 percent above their 
Federal counterparts. The obvious re- 
sult is that Federal service is often a 
training ground for young men and 
women who then leave for higher pay 
elsewhere in the public sector. Contin- 
ually training new employees is, as my 
colleagues know, very expensive for 
any employer. 

The Office of Personnel Management 
is well aware of these problems. In fact, 
section 102 of the Federal Employees 
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Pay Comparability Act of 1990 
[FEPCA], title V of Public Law 101—509, 
authorizes the establishment of special 
pay systems for certain Federal occu- 
pations. The origin of this provision 
was a recognition that the current pay 
classification system did not account 
for the unique and distinctive employ- 
ment conditions of Federal protective 
occupations including the Federal fire 
service. 

In May of 1991 I wrote to OPM urging 
the establishment of a separate pay 
scale for firefighters under the author- 
ity provided for in FEPCA. Subse- 
quently, OPM established an Advisory 
Committee on Law Enforcement and 
Protective Occupations consisting of 
agency personnel and representatives 
from Federal fire and law enforcement 
organizations. Beginning in August of 
1991, representatives from the Federal 
fire community began working with 
OPM and other administration officials 
to identify and address the problems of 
paying Federal firefighters under the 
General Schedule. The committee com- 
pleted its work in June of 1992 and in 
December of that year issued a staff re- 
port setting forth recommendations to 
correct the most serious problems with 
the current pay system. 

Mr. President, I regret that since the 
release of the OPM recommendations, 
there has been no effort to implement 
any of the proposals of the advisory 
task force. In fact, OPM has commu- 
nicated quite clearly that at this time 
it has no plans to pursue any solution 
to the serious pay deficiencies that 
have been so widely identified and ac- 
knowledged. 

It would not be necessary to intro- 
duce this legislation today had OPM 
taken the corrective action that, in my 
view, is so clearly warranted. However, 
I have determined that legislation ap- 
pears to be the only vehicle to achieve 
the necessary changes in the pay sys- 
tem for Federal firefighters. 

Mr. President, the Firefighter Pay 
Fairness Act would improve Federal 
firefighter pay in several important 
and straightforward ways. Perhaps 
most importantly, the bill draws from 
existing provisions in title V to cal- 
culate a true hourly rate for fire- 
fighters. This would alleviate the cur- 
rent problem of firefighters being paid 
considerably less than other General 
Schedule employees at the same GS 
level. It would also account for the 
varying length in the tour of duty for 
Federal firefighters stationed at dif- 
ferent locations. 

In addition, the bill would use this 
hourly rate to ensure that firefighters 
receive true time and one-half over- 
time for hours worked over 106 in a bi- 
weekly pay period. This is designed to 
correct the problem, under the current 
system, where the overtime rate is cal- 
culated based on an hourly rate consid- 
erably less than base pay. 

The Pay Fairness Act would also ex- 
tend these pay provisions to so-called 
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wildland firefighters when they are en- 
gaged in firefighting duties. Currently, 
wildland firefighters are often not com- 
pensated for all the time spent re- 
sponding to a fire event. Our bill would 
ensure that these protectors of our 
parks and forests would be paid fairly 
for ensuring the safety of these invalu- 
able national resources. 

The bill also ensures that firefighters 
promoted to supervisory positions 
would be paid at a rate of pay at least 
equal to what they received before the 
promotion. This would address the sit- 
uation, under the current pay system, 
which discourages employees from ac- 
cepting promotions because of the sig- 
nificant loss of pay which often accom- 
panies a move to a supervisory posi- 
tion. 

Similarly, the bill would encourage 
employees to get the necessary train- 
ing in hazardous materials, emergency 
medicine, and other critical areas by 
ensuring they do not receive a pay cut 
while engaged in these training activi- 
ties. 

Mr. President, I have consulted many 
of the affected groups in developing my 
legislation. I am very pleased that this 
bill has been endorsed by the American 
Federation of Government Employees, 
the International Association of Fire 
Chiefs, the International Association of 
Fire Fighters, the National Association 
of Government Employees, and the Na- 
tional Federation of Federal Employ- 
ees. 
Fairness is the key word, Mr. Presi- 
dent. There is no reason why Federal 
firefighters should be paid dramati- 
cally less than their municipal coun- 
terparts. As a cochairman of the Con- 
gressional Fire Services Caucus, I want 
to urge all members of the caucus and, 
indeed, all Members of the Senate to 
join in cosponsoring this important 
piece of legislation.e 


By Mr. HEFLIN: 

S. 2092. A bill to reform the Federal 
Crop Insurance Program, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

THE FARMERS’ RISK MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1994 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Farmers’ Risk 
Management Act of 1994. This legisla- 
tion, which will reform the current 
Crop Insurance Program, is designed to 
serve two purposes: First, it will give 
America’s farmers a risk management 
tool that works, and second, it will 
rein in the cost associated with ad hoc 
disaster programs and a crop insurance 
program which is underfunded and 
underutilized. 

Mr. President, over the last 6 years, 
we have spent an average of $1.575 bil- 
lion per year on disaster relief pro- 
grams for farmers. By using a portion 
of this money, we can develop a viable 
crop insurance program for farmers 
and still save the American taxpayer 
$750 million over the next 5 years. 
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Under the present system of funding, a 
crop insurance program and an ad hoc 
disaster program, the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget estimates that over 
the next 5 years, we will spend $8.9 bil- 
lion. Under this new proposal, the cost 
over the next 5 years will be $8.1 bil- 
lion, a savings of $750 million. 

Also, an additional savings should be 
realized by the reduction of fraud asso- 
ciated with the current disaster pro- 
grams. Under the present disaster pro- 
gram, farmers who farm nonprogram 
crops are not required to show produc- 
tion records. Under this proposal, a 
farmer will be required to show his re- 
cent production history, thereby de- 
creasing the likelihood for fraud. While 
the savings achieved from this new pro- 
posal is critical, more importantly, 
this bill develops a risk management 
tool which actually works for farmers. 
With farm programs taking increas- 
ingly larger cuts, it has never been 
more important for those of us from 
agricultural States to develop a viable 
risk management tool for our Nation’s 
farmers. 

To average farmers in the South who 
currently do not take crop insurance, 
this bill will provide them with an af- 
fordable risk management tool. For ex- 
ample, the average cotton farmer in 
Alabama who subscribes at the cata- 
strophic rate will save an average of 
$9.50 an acre. To the farmer who cur- 
rently buys crop insurance, this legis- 
lation will lower premiums from 8 to 17 
percent, depending upon which level of 
coverage is bought. 

For those of you from farm States 
who carefully follow various crop in- 
surance proposals, you will notice that 
my proposal closely tracks the admin- 
istration’s proposal. However, my pro- 
posal differs from the administration’s 
bill in three important areas. First, my 
bill calls on the Federal Crop Insurance 
Corp. to offer producers the option of 
cost-of-production which would be 
based upon each individual producer's 
actual cost of production. In fact, let 
me point out that the present crop in- 
surance manager, Mr. Ken Ackerman, 
has gone out of his way to work with 
farmers from the Southeast, and espe- 
cially Alabama, in an effort to develop 
some type of reasonably priced cost-of- 
production crop insurance proposal. 

The second major change would allow 
a producer to choose between using his 
actual yields and his farm program 
yields in determining his crop insur- 
ance yields. In fact, many farmers in 
Alabama would have weathered last 
year's agricultural disaster much bet- 
ter had they been able to use their ac- 
tual yields in determining their disas- 
ter payments. And last, if a producer 
has at least 4 years of production his- 
tory, my bill allows him to drop 1 high 
year and 1 low year and use the mean 
of those remaining years to determine 
his crop insurance yield. This way, a 
disaster year won't completely ruin a 
farmer's crop insurance history. 
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The following is a summary of the 
Farmers' Risk Management Act of 1994. 

Cost-of-production crop insurance.— 
The Federal Crop Insurance Corp. will 
be required to offer farmers a crop in- 
surance plan based on a farmer's actual 
cost of production. 

Farmer's choice.—A farmer will be 
able to chose between using his pro- 
gram yields and his actual production 
yields in determining his crop insur- 
ance yield. 

Cost.—The new program will cost 
about $8.1 billion for fiscal years 1995 
through 1999. This represents a 5-year 
savings of some $750 million compared 
to the projected cost of the current 
Federal Crop Insurance Program plus 
the average annual cost for ad hoc crop 
loss disaster programs over the past 
decade. 

Repeal of ad hoc disaster authority.— 
Current legal authorities for ad hoc 
crop loss disaster relief are repealed. In 
the future, the program outlined below 
will replace these disaster bills as the 
Federal response to emergencies in- 
volving widespread crop loss. 

Using the mean to determine crop 
history—If a farmer has at least 4 
years of production history, he will be 
allowed to drop 1 high year and 1 low 
year and use the mean of the remain- 
ing years to determine his crop insur- 
ance yield. 

Catastrophic crop insurance cov- 
erage.—The Federal Crop Insurance 
Program is supplemented with a new 
catastrophic coverage level available 
to farmers for a nominal processing fee 
of $50 per crop per county, up to $100 
per farmer per county. This cata- 
strophic plan will protect against yield 
losses greater than 50 percent at a pay- 
ment rate of 60 percent of the expected 
market price—a level comparable to 
disaster relief programs in recent 
years. The processing fee may be 
waived for limited-resource farmers. 

Farmers may purchase additional in- 
surance coverage providing higher 
yield for price protection levels for ad- 
ditional cost. Targeted subsidies are 
provided to encourage farmers to pur- 
sue these higher coverage levels. 

Uninsurable crops.—A standing disas- 
ter program would exist for crops not 
covered by crop insurance, with pay- 
ments triggered by areawide loss levels 
and protection levels similar to those 
under the catastrophic insurance plan. 

Linkage to farm programs.—To en- 
sure wide participation, crop insurance 
coverage at the catastrophic level or 
above is linked to participation in Fed- 
eral commodity support programs or 
Farmers Home Administration loans. 
This step should result in crop insur- 
ance participation rising from 33 per- 
cent to about 80 percent of insurable 
acres. 

Delivery.—Farmers may choose to 
obtain the catastrophic coverage either 
through a private reinsured company 
or through a USDA county office. 
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Higher insurance coverages remain 
available only through private insur- 
ers. 

Industry competition.—Premium 
rates are restructured to reflect both 
direct premium subsidies and the ex- 
pense reimbursement allowance, a 
more realistic calculation. More effi- 
cient companies will be allowed to pass 
along lowered overhead costs in re- 
duced rates charged to farmers, creat- 
ing a more competitive market envi- 
ronment. 


By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, 
Mr. FORD, and Mr. SIMON): 

S. 2094. A bill to make permanent the 
authority of the Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs to approve basic educational as- 
sistance for flight training; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

VETERANS’ FLIGHT TRAINING PROGRAM 

e Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce legislation, on be- 
half of myself and my good friends, 
Senator FORD and Senator SIMON, that 
will give the Secretary of Veterans Af- 
fairs permanent authority to approve 
basic educational assistance for flight 
training progams. This legislation will 
allow veterans to prepare for careers in 
the air transportation industry as well 
as help to ensure that our Nation has 
an adequate supply of well-trained pi- 
lots to meet future industry demand. 

Public Law 101-237 established a 4- 
year flight training assistance program 
for veterans, which commenced on Oc- 
tober 1, 1990. As of last December, this 
program has helped more than 2,500 
veterans pursue commercial pilot li- 
censes and various instrument ratings 
at an average cost of $3,200 per individ- 
ual. A majority of the program’s par- 
ticipants have already secured employ- 
ment in the aviation industry. Without 
timely congressional action, however, 
this successful program will expire on 
September 30. 

Considerable attention has been 
given to ensuring that those who re- 
ceive benefits under the flight training 
program are serious about a career in 
aviation. To participate in the pro- 
gram, a veteran must possess a valid 
private pilot's license—at a cost of ap- 
proximately $3,000—and must satisfy 
the medical requirements to obtain a 
commercial license. Further, the vet- 
eran must attend a flight school which 
has been approved by the Federal Avia- 
tion Administration [FAA] and the 
State agency which certifies all veter- 
ans’ educational programs. Finally, the 
training must be generally accepted as 
necessary for the attainment of a rec- 
ognized vocational objective in the 
field of aviation. 

There are also two significant cost- 
control features to the flight training 
program. First, each veteran must pay 
at least 40 percent of the cost associ- 
ated with their training. This is a hefty 
share, given the cost of flight training 
programs and the investment that vet- 
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eran has already made to get a private 
Pilot’s license. In addition, the pro- 
gram caps the reimbursement for solo 
flying hours at the minimum number 
of hours required by the FAA for any 
given rating level. 

Veterans have earned their edu- 
cational benefits through service to 
our Nation, and they have even made 
monetary contributions toward those 
benefits. It only seems right that these 
men and women are given a broad 
array of choices as to how these bene- 
fits can be used. Moreover, flight in- 
struction is very costly, and many vet- 
erans will be unable to pursue careers 
in aviation unless their educational 
benefits can be used for this purpose. 

Now more than ever, veterans need 
expanded job training opportunities. In 
a recent report, the General Account- 
ing Office estimated that on any given 
night, 150,000 to 250,000 veterans are on 
the streets or in shelters. That veter- 
ans, who served this country so self- 
lessly, now make up one-third of the 
homeless population is a tragedy which 
must be addressed. I recognize that the 
problems of homeless veterans are 
complex and will not be easily solved. 
However, because one of the primary 
contributors to homelessness is the 
lack of adequate job training, programs 
such as flight training have a role to 
play in preventing homelessness among 
our Nation’s veterans. 

The need for greater employment op- 
portunities for veterans is compounded 
by the military’s downsizing efforts. 
According to the Defense Department’s 
Bottom-Up review, the Armed Forces 
will have to reduce their numbers by 
an additional 400,000 by fiscal year 1999. 
Many veterans are now experiencing 
difficulty in finding employment out- 
side the military, and the exodus of 
more servicepersons from all branches 
of the Armed Forces will only exacer- 
bate this problem. Clearly, then, there 
is a great need for education and train- 
ing, such as flight instruction, that is 
compatible with veterans’ skills and 
interests. 

Allowing veterans to use their edu- 
cational benefits to obtain flight in- 
struction is also good for the future of 
the air transportation industry. Al- 
though military downsizing is now cre- 
ating a temporary pilot surplus, it will 
ultimately result in a smaller pool of 
military-trained candidates for em- 
ployment in commercial aviation. This 
is because the current surplus will 
taper off and, more importantly, the 
military is now training fewer pilots. 
Thus, in the future, the air transpor- 
tation industry increasingly will have 
to turn to pilots trained in the civilian 
sector to meet its needs. A 

In August 1993, a Blue Ribbon Panel 
commissioned by the FAA released a 
report entitled Pilots and Aviation 
Maintenance Technicians for the 
Twenty-First Century: An Assessment 
of Availability and Quality." The re- 
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port concluded that the labor needs of 
the air transportation industry would 
rise by 18.5 percent during the next 
decade. Further, it found that while 
there is no current pilot shortage, 
there is an impending shortage of pi- 
lots qualified to meet future industry 
needs. 

The panel also noted that many 
flight training schools are currently 
operating at less than full capacity and 
that some run the risk of closure due 
to insufficient enrollment. Because 
this situation could adversely affect 
the aviation industry's ability to ex- 
pand the pilot supply when the demand 
dictates, one of the panel’s rec- 
ommendations for improving the avail- 
ability and quality of pilots is to pro- 
vide adequate financial assistance to 
professional pilot candidates. My legis- 
lation will help to accomplish that 
goal. 

Mr. President, I would like to thank 
the Airline Owners and Pilots Associa- 
tion [AOPA] and the National Air 
Transportation Association [NATA] for 
their help in preparing this legislation. 
These groups know that the health of 
our Nation's aviation industry is de- 
pendent upon a sufficient supply of 
well-trained pilots and that the veter- 
ans flight training program has been 
successful in helping private pilots to 
pursue careers in aviation. 

Our Nation owes a great debt to all 
veterans, and one of the ways that we 
can repay this debt is by helping to 
ease the transition from military to ci- 
vilian employment. For those veterans 
interested in careers as professional pi- 
lots, this flight training program will 
allow them to develop the skills they 
need to find meaningful employment in 
the civilian sector. I hope that my col- 
leagues will support the continuation 
of this successful program. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill and addi- 
tional material be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2094 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. PERMANENT AUTHORITY TO AP- 
PROVE BASIC EDUCATIONAL ASSIST- 
ANCE FOR FLIGHT TRAINING. 

(a) ALL-VOLUNTEER FORCE ASSISTANCE.— 
Section 3034(d) of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking out paragraph (2); and 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) by striking out ()“; and 

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (A), 
(B), and (C) as paragraphs (1), (2), and (3), re- 
spectively. 

(b) POST-VIETNAM ERA ASSISTANCE.—Sec- 
tion 3241(b) of such title is amended— 

(1) by striking out paragraph (2); and 

(J) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) by striking out (J))“; and 

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (A), 
(B), and (C) as paragraphs (1), (2), and (3), re- 
spectively. 
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(c) ASSISTANCE FOR SELECTED RESERVE.— 
Section 2136(c) of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking out paragraph (2); and 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) by striking out "(1)"; and 

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (A), 
(B), and (C) as paragraphs (1), (2), and (3), re- 
spectively. 

AIRCRAFT OWNERS AND 
PILOTS ASSOCIATION, 
April 29, 1994. 
Hon. THOMAS A. DASCHLE, 
U.S. Senate, Senate Hart Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DASCHLE: As you know, the 
Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association is a 
not-for-profit membership association with 
325,000 members nationwide. Our members 
take advantage of general aviation aircraft 
to fulfill their personal and business trans- 
portation needs. 

This is to express our formal support of 
your bill to permanently extend Veteran's 
Vocational Flight Training Benefits. This 
important veterans benefit program is essen- 
tial to help ensure an adequate supply of 
qualified commercial pilots for the future of 
our national air transportation system. 

As you know, the cost of flight training is 
substantial. Thanks to your previous efforts, 
qualified veterans are currently eligible 
under a trial program to receive vocational 
flight training benefits for both dual and 
solo flight training. With this trial program 
set to expire on August 31, 1994, your bill 
would provide a permanent avenue for veter- 
ans to pursue a career in aviation. 

The veterans flight training program has 
important national implications, as well. 
Statistics compiled by the Office of Tech- 
nology Assessment and the Future Aviation 
Professionals of America show that our 
country is on the brink of a critical pilot 
shortage—not just in the airlines, but also in 
other important areas of aviation, such as 
air ambulance, crop dusting, and corporate 
pilots. Veterans deserve a chance at these 
jobs, and your bill would help make that pos- 
sible. 

The Daschle bill is a good and necessary 
step towards meeting the future pilot short- 
age, and we support it wholeheartedly. 

Thank you for your efforts. 

Sincerely, 
PHIL BOYER, 
President. 
NATIONAL AIR 
‘TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATION, 
Alexandria, VA, April 28, 1994. 
Hon. THOMAS A. DASCHLE, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DASCHLE. The National Air 
Transportation Association (NATA) rep- 
resents the business interests of close to 
2,000 companies providing aviation services 
(fixed base operators or FBOs). Many NATA 
member companies operate flight schools 
providing instruction from primary to the 
most sophisticated jet aircraft pilot train- 
ing. These businesses have a long history of 
providing flight training for veterans and 
strongly support the permanent extension of 
the flight training assistance program. 

During the last four years, flight training 
assistance for veterans has certainly proven 
its worth. Many of the participants have 
gone on to careers as flight instructors and 
pilots for our member companies and others 
in the aviation industry. In fact, this was 
documented in a study for the Department of 
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Veterans Affairs. The results of the study 
showed that over 2,500 veterans have partici- 
pated in the program since 1990, with a ma- 
jority of these participants having obtained 
aviation employment. 

The need to encourage a strong flow of 
qualified pilots will only increase in the fu- 
ture. The Future Aviation Professionals of 
America (FAPA) estimates the major and re- 
gional airlines will need more than 50,000 
new pilots over the next decade. The manda- 
tory retirement of an extremely large num- 
ber of pilots, combined with expansion of the 
aviation industry, will enable veterans re- 
ceiving flight training to pursue a career in 
a high-demand profession. 

The Association wholeheartedly endorses 
your efforts to extend this valuable program. 
Flight schools across the country have bene- 
fited, and even more importantly, this flight 
training assistance provides our nation’s vet- 
erans an opportunity for an aviation career 
they might not otherwise receive. Please 
count on NATA’s support as you pursue pas- 
sage of this important legislation. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES K. COYNE, 
President.e 


By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 
KERREY, Mr. DURENBERGER, and 
Mr. DASCHLE): 

S. 2095. A bill to reform the Federal 
crop insurance program, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

CROP INSURANCE ACT OF 1994 

* Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, discus- 
sion about reinventing government has 
persisted for many years. Last month 
the Senate voted 98 to 1 to pass our 
USDA reorganization bill—the first 
legislation designed to reorganize an 
executive branch department—and I 
am proud that this committee moved 
so quickly on this bill. Senator LUGAR 
and I demonstrated that it is possible 
to work together, in a bipartisan spirit, 
to reform bureaucracies many thought 
were immune to change. I hope that 
this spirit continues. 

Looking to the future, reinventing 
government will mean more than sim- 
ply changing government structures. 
In order to make our Government more 
efficient, we need to make changes in 
outdated policies as well. 

Today I am introducing a bill to re- 
form the policies which dictate the way 
we handle natural disasters affecting 
American agriculture. 

Every time there is a major disaster, 
Congress passes an ad hoc disaster as- 
sistance bill. Ad hoc disaster bills are 
inherently unpredictable, and as a re- 
sult, farmers do not know what type of 
help they can expect in times of need. 
Because disaster bills are treated as 
emergency legislation, not subject to 
normal pay-as-you-go rules, they get 
loaded down with unrelated legislation 
that would otherwise never become 
law. 

By improving the existing crop insur- 
ance program we can eliminate the 
need for add hoc disaster programs. 
Farmers, lenders, and the rest of the 
country would know what to expect 
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the next time there is a disaster. We 
need to eliminate the senseless dupli- 
cation of separate crop insurance and 
disaster programs that cover the same 
losses on the same crops. And, perhaps 
most importantly, Congress would no 
longer need to consider ad hoc disaster 
bills exempt from normal budgetary 
rules. 

The reform of crop insurance and dis- 
aster programs has the broad support 
of farmers and the administration, and 
I intend to push for quick consider- 
ation of this legislation. The Crop In- 
surance Reform Act of 1994 will give 
order and predictability to crop insur- 
ance programs and at the same time 
help us help farmers respond to agri- 
cultural disasters.e 
e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I support the Federal Crop Insurance 
Reform Act of 1994. Too often, legisla- 
tion starts in Washington and works 
its way to the people. That's what's 
wrong with Government. The better 
way is the way of crop insurance re- 
form—a good idea—which originated in 
the kitchens of Minnesota farmers like 
Richard Peterson, Andy Quinn, and 
Grant Annexstad and worked its way 
to Washington. This legislation is 
what's right with government and I am 
proud to be a leading cosponsor. 

We began the fight for reform 3 years 
ago—in 1991. That year, Minnesota 
farmers were inundated with heavy 
rains which destroyed much of the crop 
farmers had managed to get in the 
field. Unfortunately, when the rain left 
them wet, crop insurance left them 
dry—and this marked the beginning of 
the long road toward reform. 

In 1992—after nearly a year of discus- 
sion and hard work—Minnesota farm- 
ers had an idea for reform. In the fall of 
that same year, I introduced the idea 
to the U.S. Senate as the Federal Crop 
Insurance Fairness Act of 1992. At the 
time, however, the need for reform was 
not obvious to everyone and Congress 
shelved our plan. 

In early spring of last year—on the 
eve of the 100-year flood—I reintro- 
duced crop insurance reform. But, it 
wasn’t until torrential rains and 
record-breaking floods swept through 
the Midwest that reform got any atten- 
tion. Ultimately, most of Congress set- 
tled for the quick fix of disaster aid 
rather than taking on the real chal- 
lenge of crop insurance reform. But 
those of us who wouldn’t settle for less 
did manage to get a promise: There 
would be reform this Congress. 

Later that year, we succeeded in 
making two major changes in the way 
crop insurance works. First, farmers 
would be able to prove their yields in 4 
years instead of 10. And, second, the 
penalty for late planting would be cut 
in half. These critical changes came 
right out of the Durenberger bill—the 
bill Minnesota farmers helped write. 

Pleased with our success but rec- 
ognizing the need for comprehensive 
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reform, we kept the pressure on. And, 
now, we are seeing our hard work and 
effort paying off. The President and 
many in Congress have joined our 
cause and, with their help, I am con- 
fident crop insurance reform will soon 
be a reality. 

As one of the bill’s leading cospon- 
sors, I am pleased that this reform 
package will include nearly all of the 
remaining components of my earlier 
legislation. In addition to providing 
catastrophic coverage to all our Na- 
tion’s farmers, the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Reform Act includes more afford- 
able 65- and 75-percent coverage levels, 
prevented planting as part of the 
standard package, and a catastrophic 
yield adjustment to protect farmers’ 
actual production history. 

For the first time ever, farmers will 
have an incentive to buy crop insur- 
ance coverage. And, this is an impor- 
tant step toward changing the way we 
deal with disasters. Farmers will be 
able to rely on sound, predictable cov- 
erage when disaster strikes rather than 
on the unpredictable whims of Con- 


gress. 

Mr. President, I am proud of this bill 
because crop insurance reform makes 
sense. It would provide our Nation's 
farmers with peace of mind and save its 
taxpayers money. In fact, it is esti- 
mated that this bill will save the 
American taxpayer as much as $750 
million over the next 5 years. 

Indeed, I am proud of this legislation 
and all that it will accomplish. But, 
most of all, Mr. President, I am proud 
of people who made it possible: the 
farmers of Minnesota.e 


By Mr. DOMENICI: 

S. 2096. A bill to improve private 
health insurance, to provide equitable 
tax treatment of health insurance, to 
reform Federal health care programs, 
to provide health care cost reduction 
measures, and for other purposes; read 
the first time. 

HEALTH CARE REFORM ACT OF 1994 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing what I choose to call 
the Health Care Reform Act of 1994. 
This bill is my effort to provide some 
concrete legislative proposals in health 
care. After watching and observing for 
weeks and months on end, I have put 
this bill into a form so that I can advo- 
cate some of the principles in it which 
I think many Senators are going to 
find rather desirable. 

If enacted, this bill will go a long 
way toward ensuring affordable, qual- 
ity health care for all Americans, and 
it would reduce the Federal budget— 
that is the deficit—by $95 billion to the 
year 2000. 

I think that one statement is unique 
to any of the bills. It seems to this 
Senator that we all anxiously awaited 
health care reform so we could begin to 
attack the deficit in a permanent way 
and a way to get us to zero. Perhaps 


May 10, 1994 


that has been left aside by others. No- 
body is worried about it. But I choose 
to take some of the resources that we 
account for and say that $95 billion of 
it over the next 5 years should go to 
deficit reduction so we do not wait 
until it is too late to get control of the 
residual deficit, which will be back up 
to $395 billion or $400 billion before the 
turn of the century. 

I do not pretend, however, that this 
bill will answer all possible questions 
and will fix health care as some claim 
they want to do once and for all in this 
country. 

Frankly, Mr. President, our system 
of care is so complex, so diverse, so 
vast I do not believe it would be wise 
for us to pretend that we could pass 
one bill and be done with it. 

Just to put in perspective, the cost of 
health care, private and public, is still 
growing at rather substantial rates far 
and above inflation. We already spend 
over $900 billion, public and private, 
out of a gross domestic product of $6.5 
trillion. So we are already up to around 
15 or 15% percent of our gross national 
product for just health care. 

If we continue on the path we are on, 
by the turn of the century one-fifth of 
all our gross productivity will go to 
health care. In a sense one might say, 
as they walk the streets and cities in 
our country and in their neighbor- 
hoods, ‘‘Well, out of every five people I 
meet one of them is taking care of 
me." 

That is about as simple a way of 
talking about the gross national prod- 
uct, and 20 percent of it is going to 
health care. 

It is rather incredible to this Senator 
that a Nation as far along as ours in 
terms of science, technology, and 
health would be even considering that 
20 percent of everything we produce, all 
our gross domestic product, must go 
just to take care of our health. It is 
rather something that has never been 
heard of in any civilized country and is 
way and above what any other peoples 
are paying. 

So rather than trying to fix the 
whole thing, I believe it is most impor- 
tant for us to decide in legislation on 
the direction that health care reform 
would take. To me it is very clear that 
the American people want a private 
system, not a Government-run insur- 
ance system. They want Government 
standards for that system, including 
some rules for insurance, so that it is 
fair to all consumers, and they also 
want freedom to choose their own 
health care providers. 

I am going to go through the main 
points of my bill and then introduce it 
and hold myself excused from the Sen- 


ate. 

This bill puts us on a path to univer- 
sal coverage by vastly expanding the 
voluntary purchase of more affordable 
health insurance. Most persons want 
health coverage to ensure good care 
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when they need it and to avoid the fi- 
nancial risk of going uninsured. 

The primary obstacle for the unin- 
sured is cost. Nearly two-thirds of the 
uninsured have incomes below 200 per- 
cent of poverty. 

In addition to the many reforms in 
the bill that will strengthen market 
competition and reduce inefficiency, 
this bill will dramatically extend sub- 
sidies which we choose to call health 
discounts for the poor and the low-in- 
come Americans to make private 
health insurance affordable to them. 
They will no longer be within a Medic- 
aid system but rather will receive 
health discounts so they can buy 
health insurance like other Americans 
do and be in the private system with 
whatever savings and efficiencies ac- 
crue in it rather than the current cum- 
bersome very expensive Medicaid sys- 
tem. 

I believe mandating universal cov- 
erage, and I repeat mandating it, is 
premature, and I think for anybody 
who looks at the major bills before us 
that claim universal coverage I believe 
they will find that that is merely rhet- 
oric and that none of them truly cover 
every single American. In fact, I heard 
it said the other day by some who I 
think know that even under the Presi- 
dent's plan the 20 percent that you 
would have to pay as an employee, 20 
percent of your premiums, that it is ex- 
pected that that would mean that one- 
seventh of the people who are obligated 
to pay that and are young and healthy 
would not pay it, and so one-seventh 
would probably be uninsured, and they 
used as an example mandates in the 
automobile insurance on our citizens in 
various States, and it is found that if 
you mandate it people find à way to 
pay it for a short while under any sys- 
tem you impose and then they drop the 
payment and go uninsured. The ratios 
to convince even this Senator that 
even under that kind of program every- 
body will not be insured. 

I understand that in the State of Ha- 
waii that started years ago to have 
mandatory universal health coverage 
there are anywhere from 7 to 8 percent 
that are not covered today. To say it 
and to provide it are two different 
things. 

I am not sure any plan that comes 
out of this Congress is going to be such 
that we can look at every single Amer- 
ican and say rich or poor, unemployed, 
employed, in between jobs, every single 
one has the uniform coverage that is 
prescribed in the President's bill. 

So, I believe mandating it is pre- 
mature, but I think we ought to move 
as swiftly as possible with a program 
that is understandable and moves in 
the right direction. There is too much 
uncertainty about cost and coverage in 
a reformed and well-functioning health 
care market. Too much uncertainty to 
do it all now and promise universal 
coverage. With so much uncertainty it 
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is difficult to know what level of cov- 
erage will be affordable to the Amer- 
ican people. A premature mandate 
could lead some to support Govern- 
ment cost controls, which would under- 
mine market reforms and threaten the 
unsurpassed quality of the American 
health care delivery system as we 
know it. 

Now, one of the qualities we have 
been searching for in health care re- 
form is to control cost in a reformed 
marketplace. One of the reasons for 
that was to try to apply some of the 
savings to the deficit of the United 
States on the public side. The other 
was to cut the spiraling costs of health 
care for individuals and businesses be- 
cause unless we did it would bankrupt 
our businesses and diminish our com- 
petitiveness for everybody knows the 
numbers that we speak of in terms of 
insurance costs on an American auto- 
mobile as it leaves the factory and the 
insurance costs on an automobile leav- 
ing & Japanese factory. That is just 
symbolic of what is going on in the 
marketplace if we do not control costs. 

I do not believe that the Government 
can impose cost controls on overall 
health care spending, such as premium 
caps or price controls on services and 
drugs. And I do not think we can do 
that without seriously undermining 
the quality and efficiency of this 
health care system. 

Today, we have the finest quality of 
care in the world. It would be a tragedy 
to abandon such quality in the name of 
reform. 

Only market incentives can improve 
the productivity and efficiency of the 
health care delivery system, thus hold- 
ing costs down while maintaining or 
improving quality. To make the mar- 
ket work better, consumers must be 
more cost conscious and capable of 
comparing price and the quality of 
competing health insurance plans. 

This legislation creates something 
called accountable health plans, AHP's, 
which combine insurance and health 
care delivery. These plans are there 
principally to collect and provide data, 
standardized data, on how well their 
health care services keep people in a 
healthy lifestyle, as well as on the sat- 
isfaction of the patient. This data then 
will be used by purchasers to compare 
the quality of various competing plans. 

I think the accountable health care 
plans, perhaps with other names, are 
found in the Chafee plan, and it comes 
on rather immediately. 

In this bill, consumers are encour- 
aged to purchase accountable health 
plans for their coverage by phasing out 
the deductibility of premiums paid to 
non-AHP's over a 5-year period. But, 
they may always buy something else 
with their own money if they wish. 

The bill also sets a limit on the 
amount employers and employees can 
deduct from taxes for health insurance 
premiums, the so-called cap that has 
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been debated back and forth. In my 
bill, the limit is set very high initially, 
roughly 67 percent above the premium 
estimate for the Clinton benefit pack- 
age. That means we set a cap on 
deductibles by the employers at 67 per- 
cent above the premiums required to 
purchase the benefits assumed in the 
Clinton health package as a dollar 
number. But these limits are not in- 
dexed—they are not indexed, Mr. Presi- 
dent—for 5 years as a phase-in of the 
more cost-conscious consumption of 
health insurance. They are there as a 
pressure not to be exceeded. And for 
those who are above it, if they want to 
get continued deductibility, they must 
begin to ratchet down during that 5 
years either what they buy or in some 
way change the insurance coverage and 
mix if they want total deductibility. 
We think it is a very novel idea and has 
real significance in a health care plan. 

Protecting choice. I believe a 
strength of our current health care sys- 
tem is the freedom of Americans to 
make choices for themselves. Such 
choice promotes accountability, flexi- 
bility, and innovation, and that is 
without mentioning that it makes 
American people feel good about the 
relationship between their doctor and 
themselves. 

This bill that I am introducing pro- 
tects choice. Consumers may buy any 
kind of health insurance they wish. 
Managed care health insurance plans 
must make available insurance prod- 
ucts that pay for at least 50 percent of 
the cost of services provided by any li- 
censed provider chosen by a patient 
even if the provider is outside the 
plan’s network, the so-called point of 
service option. In other words, there 
would be an insurance policy that 
would have to be written that if you 
chose it you are choosing choice and 
that policy will leave you with only 50 
percent of the cost if you choose to go 
with the total free choice of your own 
doctor and delivery system. 

This bill establishes a standard bene- 
fit package, but it is for two reasons. 
First, all employers must offer, but not 
necessarily purchase or pay for, the 
standard package to ensure access for 
all employees. 

Second, the standard benefit pack- 
age, with some variation on cost shar- 
ing, is used as the basis for calculating 
health discounts for the poor and low- 
income Americans. I think this is a 
very important point. 

And for those who are interested in 
what do I do with and what will the 
standard benefit package be in this 
bill, I ask that they read this carefully. 
It is not a standard benefits package 
that is mandated on anyone. It is there 
because we say it should be offered and 
it is there so that when we buy insur- 
ance coverage through this approach of 
putting money in the hands of the poor 
to buy their own that we will use this 
standard package as the benchmark for 
what is being purchased for them. 
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Nonetheless, it must be made clear 
that employers remain free to also 
offer, and consumers are free to pur- 
chase, any variety of benefit package 
they desire. 

Now, I will proceed to a section and 
I will go through it rapidly because it 
has been discussed over and over. But I 
call it the fixing what is broken part. 

There are many aspects of the cur- 
rent health care system that are clear- 
ly in need of repair. Nearly every major 
health care proposal addresses each of 
these problems, and so does this pro- 
posal that I introduce today. 

It bans preexisting condition clauses 
in health insurance contracts for per- 
sons who stay continuously covered by 
health insurance. The ban gives people 
a strong incentive to stay covered vol- 
untarily to avoid such clauses. It re- 
quires health insurance to provide par- 
ity coverage for the severely mentally 
ill, such as schizophrenia or schizo- 
phrenics, major depression, bipolar dis- 
orders and the like. Parity means that 
all medically necessary care must be 
covered by health insurance and the 
cost-sharing requirements must be the 
same as severe physical illnesses. And 
at a later date I will address the issue 
that it can be done and clearly will not 
break the bank, as some people are 
concerned. 

It provides fair rules for insurance 
sold to small businesses, including a re- 
quirement that such insurance fall 
within a 20-percent ban between the 
lowest and highest price offered to any 
small business in the area. It gives 
small business the ability to pool their 
purchasing power and get lower pre- 
miums. These two work together. 

It doubles funding for rural and other 
community health centers and na- 
tional health service corps, found also 
in the Chafee bill. It reforms medical 
liability by requiring binding arbitra- 
tion and caps on noneconomic damage 
to cut defensive medicine. 

Now, I then want to talk a minute 
about reforming the Federal programs. 

Federal health programs are a major 
force in the current system and con- 
tribute to the excessive costs growth 
and inefficiency. The Congressional 
Budget Office puts total Federal spend- 
ing at one-third of the national health 
expenditures. That is, of all the ex- 
penditures on health, Mr. President, 
one-third is the National Government’s 
expenditures; one-third of that. In 
some markets, it is higher. 

Reform of these programs should be 
part of this overall solution. 

The bill that I am introducing today 
protects Medicare, but expands the op- 
portunities and incentives for bene- 
ficiaries to enroll in competing health 
insurance plans. 

Currently, some 50 percent of private 
group health insurance is managed 
care, but only 5 percent of Medicare 
beneficiaries are in that new kind of 
delivery system. One of the primary 
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reasons is that managed care options 
are not presented well to Medicare 
beneficiaries and the payment system 
is terribly flawed. 

Senator DURENBERGER and I have 
worked on an approach that will give 
Medicare beneficiaries much more 
meaningful choice among competing 
health plans. Senator DURENBERGER in- 
troduced these provisions separately in 
S. 1996. I have incorporated basically 
the same provisions in this bill. 

Let me repeat, under this approach, 
so called Medicare Choice, the bene- 
ficiaries would always retain the right 
to stay in the current fee-for-service 
Medicare program which would be fully 
protected. But they would have the op- 
tion each year, during an annual en- 
rollment, to enroll in a private health 
plan, if they wish. 

To slow down the rate of growth of 
Medicare spending, this bill includes 
several provisions proposed by the 
President, including the extension of 
expiring provisions, reduction in pay- 
ments to providers, in some instances— 
and they are detailed in the bill—and 
coinsurance requirements for home 
health care and laboratory services. 

My bill would also replace Medicaid 
acute care with health discounts. Fifty 
percent of Medicaid today goes to 
acute care. The other portion goes to 
long-term care. We would take the en- 
tire pool of money that is currently 
acute care, with the State match that 
goes with it, and we would begin to cre- 
ate the pool of money that would be 
used to begin universal coverage for 
those who cannot afford it. 

Health discounts would help poor and 
low-income families enroll in private 
health insurance plans. Medicaid acute 
care spending, both Federal and State, 
would be converted, as I indicated, to 
health discounts. In addition, new Fed- 
eral spending would be phased in based 
upon available resources, subject to a 
10-percent State matching amount. 
When fully phased in, poor families 
would get discounts sufficient to cover 
100 percent of the cost of a benchmark 
private health insurance plan with 
minimal cost sharing. Low-income 
families, up to twice the poverty level, 
would get discounts based on a sliding- 
income scale. During this phase in, all 
low-income families will be given dis- 
counts to ensure protection against 
large medical expenses. 

Between 1996 and 2000, we estimate 
that the total spending on health dis- 
counts will increase from about $120 
billion to $200 billion; combined Fed- 
eral and State spending. 

The Federal budget deficit will ex- 
ceed $380 billion in 10 years, largely be- 
cause of mandatory Federal health 
care programs and their spiraling out- 
of-control costs. 

None of the bills heretofore intro- 
duced will reduce that deficit, although 
the Chafee plan seeks to protect 
against any additional spending by 
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building into the Chafee program save 
before you pay," a provision that we 
suggested and is included in it and 
makes some sense. But we do not put 
any resources on the deficit. 

This bill cuts spending and increases 
revenues by a total of $145 billion be- 
tween 1996 and 2000. It will devote $95 
billion of that to deficit reduction, and 
$50 billion of it will go to expand cov- 
erage through health care discounts 
above and beyond the Medicaid spend- 
ing, which is also converted to dis- 
counts, as I have discussed heretofore, 
with a process of phasing in benefits 
based on available resources. 

If the market incentives in this bill 
as we expect, are better than projected 
for budget process work, both the defi- 
cit reduction and the health discount 
spending would be even greater. We 
would move more rapidly toward uni- 
versality of a standard package, and we 
would reduce the deficit more. 

My conclusions are that the Presi- 
dent deserves a great deal of credit for 
putting health care reform on the top 
of the legislative agenda. Clearly, de- 
Spite its many strengths, our health 
care system is not working well for a 
lot of Americans, and I am committed 
to enacting legislation this year that 
will address the flaws in the system 
that drive up costs and leave too many 
people without insurance coverage or 
health care. 

But I believe we must be cautious 
also. Our health care system is huge, 
complex. Tens of millions of Americans 
like the coverage they have today. This 
legislation provides targeted reforms 
in those areas that are clearly in need 
of repair, phases in reforms that are 
necessary to make the market work 
better, to control long-run costs while 
maintaining quality and innovation, 
puts us on a path to universal coverage 
and reduces the budget deficit with a 
degree of certainty, not in any other 
bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that three supporting documents 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

HEALTH CARE REFORM ACT OF 1994—MAJOR 

PRINCIPLES 
1. EXPANDING COVERAGE IN A VOLUNTARY 
SYSTEM 

The bill puts us on a path to universal cov- 
erage by vastly expanding the voluntary pur- 
chase of more affordable health insurance. 

Most Americans want health coverage to 
ensure good care when they need it and to 
avoid the financial risk of going uninsured: 
the primary obstacle is cost. 

The bill would expand subsidies (“health 
discounts") for poor and low income Ameri- 
cans to make private health insurance af- 
fordable. 

Mandating universal coverage is pre- 
mature: there is too much uncertainty about 
costs and coverage in a reformed and well- 
functioning health care market to know 
what level of coverage is affordable for all 
Americans. A premature mandate could lead 
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to Government cost controls which would 
undermine market reforms and the unsur- 
passed quality of the American health care 
delivery system. 
2. CONTROLLING COSTS IN A REFORMED 
MARKETPLACE 

Only market incentives can improve the 
productivity and efficiency of the health 
care delivery system, thus holding down 
costs while maintaining quality. 

To make the market work better, consum- 
ers must be more cost-conscious and capable 
of comparing the price and quality of com- 
peting health insurance plans. 

Consumers are encouraged to purchase Ac- 
countable Health Plans (AHPs)—which com- 
bine insurance and systems of health care 
delivery—for their coverage by phasing-out 
the deductibility of premiums paid to non- 
AHPs over five years. AHPs must collect and 
provide standardized data (health outcomes, 
patient satisfaction) so purchasers can more 
objectively compare their quality as well as 
their price. 

The bill limits the amount employers and 
employees can deduct from taxes for health 
insurance premiums: the limit is set high 
initially, but not indexed for five years to 
provide a phase-in more-conscious consump- 
tion. 

3. PROTECTING CHOICE 

Americans value their freedom to make 
choices for themselves, and a strength of our 
current health care system is flexibility and 
innovation. 

The bill protects choice: consumers may 
buy any kind of health insurance they wish 
and managed care plans that use networks of 
providers are required to make available al- 
ternative insurance plans that pay for at 
least 50 percent of the cost of services pro- 
vided by any licensed provider chosen by a 
patient (a point of service" option). 

The bill establishes standard benefits 
which employers must off (but not nec- 
essarily pay for) and which provides a ref- 
erence for health discounts. But employers 
are free to also offer, and consumers are free 
to purchase, any other variety of benefits 
package they desire. 

4. FIXING WHAT’S BROKEN 

The bill addresses clearly identifiable prob- 
lems and inequities in the current system by 
banning pre-existing condition clauses for 
persons who stay continuously covered by 
health insurance, providing fair rules for in- 
surance sold to small businesses, pooling 
small business purchasing power, expanding 
rural health clinics, and reforming medical 
liability to cut defensive medicine. 

5. REFORMING FEDERAL PROGRAMS 

Federal health programs are a major force 
in the current system and contribute to ex- 
cessive cost growth and inefficiency. Reform 
of these programs should be part of an over- 
all solution. 

The bill would protect Medicare but ex- 
pand the opportunities and incentives for 
beneficiaries to enroll in competing AHPs 
(“Medicare Choice"). 

The bill would also replace Medicaid acute 
care with “health discounts," available to 
poor and low income Americans to offset the 
cost of enrolling in competing AHPs. 

6. REDUCING THE DEFICIT AND ASSURING FISCAL 
RESPONSIBILITY 

The federal budget deficit will exceed $380 
billion in ten years largely because manda- 
tory federal health care programs are spiral- 
ling out of control. To be responsible fis- 
cally, health care reform must contribute to 
deficit reduction and ensure new health care 
spending does not exceed projections. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


The bill cuts spending and increases reve- 
nue by $145 billion between 1995 and 2000, de- 
votes $95 billion of that amount to deficit re- 
duction, and provides at least $50 billion to 
expand coverage through health discounts 
(above and beyond Medicaid spending which 
is also converted to discounts) with a process 
for phasing-in benefits based on available re- 
sources. 


HEALTH CARE REFORM ACT OF 1994—SUMMARY 


CONTROLLING COSTS IN A REFORMED 
MARKETPLACE 


Accountable Health Plans (AHPs) AHPs 
must provide standardized data measuring 
their quality and enrollee satisfaction to 
allow comparisons among AHPs. Premiums 
paid to non-AHPs are not tax deductible in 
five years. 

Limit on Tax Deductibility: Employers and 
employees can deduct health insurance pre- 
miums up to a fixed amount that is nearly 
double the cost of the an average plan but 
will not be indexed for five years. The limit 
is reduced by half for higher income persons. 

Employer Responsibility: Employers must 
make available to employees an AHP cover- 
ing a standard benefits package. Employers 
are not obligated to pay premiums. 

PROTECTING CHOICE 


Point-of Service: AHPs must make avail- 
able an insurance product that covers at 
least 50 percent of the cost of services pro- 
vided by any licensed health care provider. 

FIXING WHAT'S BROKEN 

No Pre-Existing Condition Clauses/Severe 
Mental Illness Parity Coverage: Health in- 
surance may not exclude a pre-existing con- 
dition if a person is in a period of continuous 
coverage; health insurance must provide par- 
ity coverage for severe mental illnesses. 

Small Business Health Insurance: Health 
insurance offered to small business employ- 
ees must be available to all small business 
employees in the market area, renewable by 
the small business, and priced with a 2096 
premium rate band. Small businesses may 
join together voluntarily in purchasing pools 
to improve their market power. 

Access in Rural Areas: The community 
health center and national health service 
corps programs are doubled. Rural providers 
get refundable tax credits. 

Medical Liability Reform: All disputes 
must be resolved by arbitration and are sub- 
ject to a $250,000 cap on non-economic dam- 
ages and other constraints on awards. 

REFORMING FEDERAL PROGRAMS 


Medicare Choice: Beneficiaries can stay in 
the current fee-for-service program, which is 
fully protected, or, once a year, enroll in an 
AHP. The Government wil pay a fixed 
amount to AHPs, based on competition. Ben- 
eficiary premiums reflect local costs. Higher 
income persons pay higher premiums. Spend- 
ing growth is slowed by including Adminis- 
tration proposals extending expiring provi- 
sions, reducing provider payments, and other 
changes. 

Health Discounts and Medicaid: Medicaid 
acute care is replaced by health discounts. 
When fully phased-in, health discounts pay 
all (for the poor) or a portion of (for persons 
below 200 percent of poverty) AHP premiums 
on behalf of eligible beneficiaries. States pay 
a 10 percent matching amount above current 
Medicaid spending. 

REDUCING THE DEFICIT AND ASSURING FISCAL 

RESPONSIBILITY 

Deficit Reduction and Health Discount Fi- 
nancing: Spending reductions and new reve- 
nues total $145 billion between 1995 and 2000, 
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with $95 billion devoted to deficit reduction 
and $50 billion to finance health discounts 
(above and beyond the Federal Medicaid 
baseline amounts converted to health dis- 
counts). The Secretary of HHS will phase-in 
health discounts based on available Federal 
spending each year. 

Tobacco Tax: Cut the President's $.75/pack 
of cigarettes increase to $.36. 


HEALTH CARE REFORM ACT OF 1994— 
DESCRIPTION 
1. FEDERAL REFORM AND STATE 
IMPLEMENTATION 

The Secretary of Health and Human Serv- 
ices will certify that States have established 
health care reform programs consistent with 
the Act. 

In general, States will be responsible for: 
Regulating health plans and accountable 
health plans; establishing health plan mar- 
ket areas covering the State; coordinating 
reform with bordering and nearby States; 
implementing insurance reforms for small 
businesses; ensuring at least one voluntary 
small business purchasing pool in each mar- 
ket area; reforming medical liability laws; 
and administering low income premium as- 
sistance. 

The Federal Government will retain regu- 
latory oversight of health plans established 
under the Employee Retirement Income Se- 
curity Act (ERISA) and make other reforms 
in Federal health care laws and programs. 

States not complying with the standards 
established in the Act would be ineligible for 
new Federal financing of the premium assist- 
ance program ("health discounts") for poor 
and low income families. 

In such a case, the Secretary would assume 
regulation of health plans in the State. 

States would have the flexibility to pro- 
pose alterations to the basic Federal reform 
framework, particularly to address under- 
served rural areas, if such alterations do not 
increase the Federal budget deficit and are 
generally consistent with a system of private 
health insurance, cost control based on com- 
petition, and freedom of choice of provider 
and plans. 

States may not establish single payer 
plans. 

2. PRE-EXISTING CONDITION CLAUSES 

No health plan may exclude from coverage 
the costs for treating the pre-existing condi- 
tion of a newly enrolled individual if the in- 
dividual was covered by other health insur- 
ance for six months prior to switching cov- 
erage. 

To ensure individuals have an incentive to 
stay insured, health plans may exclude from 
coverage the costs of treating a preexisting 
condition for up to six months if a newly en- 
rolled individual was not covered by other 
health insurance for at least six months 
prior to switching coverage. 

3. SMALL BUSINESS INSURANCE REFORM 

All health plans offered to small businesses 
(under 51 employees) would be required to 
meet certain standards. 

Guaranteed Eligibility: No person may be 
denied coverage if they are part of an eligi- 
ble small business seeking to purchase cov- 


erage. 

Guaranteed Renewability: Health plans 
may not refuse to renew coverage unless 
they are terminating coverage for all small 
businesses in a State. 

Guaranteed Availability: Health plans 
made available to one small business pur- 
chaser must be made available to all small 
groups in the market area. 

Premium Rate Bands: Health plans must 
limit the difference between the lowest and 
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highest premium charged to 20 percent in a 
health plan market area for small business 
employees with the same age and family sta- 
tus. 
4. PARITY COVERAGE OF SEVERE MENTAL 
ILLNESSES 

All health plans and AHPs must provide 
parity coverage for severe mental illnesses. 

Severe mental illness is defined through 
diagnosis, disability, and duration, and in- 
cludes disorders with psychotic symptoms 
such as schizophrenia, schizoaffective dis- 
order, manic depressive disorder, autism, as 
well as severe forms of other disorders such 
as major depression, panic disorder, and ob- 
sessive compulsive disorder. 

For persons 21 years of age or younger, se- 
vere mental illness is defined to also include 
psychotic disorders, attention deficit hyper- 
active disorder, autism and pervasive devel- 
opment disorder, severe childhood eating dis- 
orders, Tourette’s syndrome, and any behav- 
ioral disorder that could result in conduct 
which may place the person or another per- 
son in danger of death or serious bodily in- 
jury. 

Parity coverage will prohibit health plans 
from imposing dollar or service limitations 
or higher cost-sharing requirements on cov- 
erage for these illnesses. 

5. ACCOUNTABLE HEALTH PLANS (AHPS) 

Accountable health plans (AHPs) will pro- 
vide both insurance coverage and a system 
for delivering health care services to enroll- 
ees. 

AHPs will be accountable to their enrollees 
and the public for their performance in pro- 
viding a quality health care and satisfying 
their enrollees. 

In addition to complying with pre-existing 
condition requirements, AHPs must adhere 
to the following: 

No Discrimination: AHPs may not dis- 
criminate against potential enrollees based 
on their health status or expected use of 
health care services, 

Adjusted Community Rating: In the small 
group market, AHPs must charge the same 
premium for all consumers in a market area, 
adjusting only for age and family status. 

Internal Quality Assurance: AHPs must 
maintain a system of continuous quality im- 
provement, providing feedback to the AHPs 
network of providers to improve care out- 
comes. 

Comparative Quality Data: AHPs must 
comply with standards established by the 
Secretary for the collection and use of data 
concerning an AHP's quality, health out- 
comes, and enrollee satisfaction. Such data 
shall be used to compare AHP's perform- 
ances. 

Market Conduct: AHPs shall comply with 
standards for market conduct, including pro- 
vision of written descriptions of the plan's 
covered benefits, services, procedures, limi- 
tation on enrollees' use of services, and cost- 
sharing requirements. 

Enrollee Grievances: AHPs must maintain 
& process for hearing and resolving enrollee 
grievances. 

Financial Solvency: AHPs must meet 
standards of financial solvency. 

Health Discount Programs: AHPs (other 
than self-insured plans covered by ERISA) 
must participate in State health discount 
programs for poor and low income individ- 
uals and employees. 

Medical Liability Reform/Administrative 
Costs: AHPs must comply with the require- 
ments regarding medical liability reform and 
reducing administrative costs. 

AHPs will be phased-in over a five year pe- 
riod by gradually eliminating the tax deduc- 
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tion for employer and employee premiums 
paid to non-AHPs. 
6. GUARANTEED CHOICE OF PROVIDER AND PLAN 


Consumers would always retain the right 
to purchase any kind of health insurance 
coverage they desire, including insurance 
that does not qualify as an APH and dupli- 
cates standard benefits. 

AHPs would be required to make available 
an insurance product that provides a “point 
of service” option for enrollees: 

Under such an option, enrollees would be 
allowed to see any provider they chose, in- 
cluding those not normally in the AHP's net- 
work. 

The AHP would be required to pay for at 
least 50 percent of the cost of those services. 
7. STANDARD BENEFITS PACKAGE 

The Secretary will establish a standard 
benefits package that all employers must 
offer to employees and which will be used to 
determine health discounts for low income 
families. 

The standard benefits package will contain 
coverage for at least the following: Inpatient 
and outpatient hospital services; Physician 
services; Diagnostic services and tests; Out- 
patient prescription drugs; Preventive serv- 
ices; and Party coverage for severe mental 
illnesses. 

The Secretary will establish actuarially 
equivalent cost-sharing arrangements for the 
standard benefits package, including ar- 
rangements typical of health maintenance 
organizations and fee-for-service health in- 
surance, 

For purposes of providing health discounts, 
the Secretary will also establish: 

A nominal cost-sharing benefit package 
which is identical to the standard benefits 
package, but with lower cost-sharing for pur- 
poses of providing health discounts for poor 
individuals; and 

An alternative benefits package which is 
identical to the standard benefits package, 
but with higher cost-sharing for purposes of 
phasing-in health discount benefits for low 
income individuals. 

8. SMALL BUSINESS PURCHASING POOLS 

Each State will ensure that at least one 
voluntary small business purchasing pool is 
operating in each market area. 

These purchasing pools cannot require 
small businesses to get their coverage 
through them, but they must accept as part 
of their pool all willing and eligible small 
businesses and eligible employees. 

Purchasing pools will be private, not-for- 
profit corporations governed by representa- 
tives of small businesses and other individ- 
uals purchasing through them. 

In general, purchasing pools will allow eli- 
gible employees to select their health plan 
coverage annually from among AHPs offer- 
ing the standard benefits package and, for 
poor employees, the nominal cost-sharing 
benefits package (and perhaps other stand- 
ardized options) and competing on the basis 
of their price and quality. 

AHPs may offer a premium inside the pool 
that is below the adjusted community rate 
offered outside the pool if the pool has at 
least 30 percent of the small business market 
in the market area. 

Purchasing pools will provide comparative 
information for selecting plans and may or- 
ganize the collection and forwarding of pre- 
miums, but pools will not regulate health 
plans or health care providers. 


9. EMPLOYER RESPONSIBILITY 


All amployers will be required to make at 
least one AHP providing standard benefits 
available to employees. 
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Employers are not required to pay for any 
portion of the premium. 

Small employers may enroll in small busi- 
ness purchasing pools to satisfy this require- 
ment. 

10. EQUITABLE TAX TREATMENT OF HEALTH 
PLANS 

Self-employed workers would be given a 
deduction of up to 100 percent of their health 
plan premiums, subject to the limit and re- 
quirements discussed below. 

Employers offering a choice of more than 
one health care delivery system for a benefit 
package must provide the same contribution 
to all plans, regardless of the employee's se- 
lection. 

The tax deduction for employers and em- 
ployees would be limited to a fixed amount 
(shown below) for the years 1996 through 
2000, and would be indexed to per capita GDP 
growth beginning in 2001. 

Type of family covered 


Annual limit on tar 


Binglo PUrBOM EE T ie peser ia pera E 
Couple (no children) . f 
Single Parent 
Family with children 

These amounts would be reduced by one- 
half for persons with incomes exceeding 
$100,000 ($125,000 for joint filers). 

The lower limits will be phased-in begin- 
ning at $75,000 ($100,000 for joint filers). 

II. MEDICARE CHOICE AND REGIONAL EQUITY 

Regional Equity: Nationwide, the Medicare 
beneficiary premium would be based on the 
same calculation as current law, but the pre- 
mium would vary by market area to reflect 
the costs in that area. 

As shown in the example below, current 
costs vary widely between areas, but bene- 
ficiaries are required to pay the same Part B 
premium. 


EXAMPLE OF WIDE VARIATION IN MEDICARE PART B 


COSTS BY GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
Un 1994] 

Premium 

pong Costs per as per- 

premium person cent of 

costs 
Bernalillo County, NM ..... $493 $1,681 29 
Dona Ana County, NM ..... 493 1,434 34 
493 2,574 19 
493 3402 14 


Simplification: To reduce the paperwork 
for beneficiaries, Medicare contractors will 
coordinate and adjudicate all billing and 
claims for health care providers, including 
amounts covered by supplementary insur- 
ance. 

Medicare and supplementary insurance 
carriers will reimburse providers first before 
any remaining amount is billed to the bene- 
ficiary using a standardized form. 

Choice 

Each year, Medicare beneficiaries in a 
market area would have the opportunity to 
select from among competing AHPs, called 
Medicare health plans. 

Beneficiaries would always retain the right 
to stay in the current Medicare program, 
which would be fully protected. 

For beneficiaries selecting a health plan, 
Medicare would pay a fixed amount per bene- 
ficiary based on bids put forward by all com- 
peting health plans in the market area. 

The fixed amount would be set so that the 
beneficiary would retain most of the savings 
from enrolling in a cost effective plan in the 
form of reduced Medicare premiums. 

For five years, the fixed amount will be in- 
creased by 10 percent for beneficiaries resid- 
ing in underserved rural areas. 
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Beneficiaries may also enroll in an em- 
ployer-sponsored health plan that is avail- 
able only to current or former employees. 

Medicare would pay the same fixed amount 
to the employer-sponsored plan. 

Low income Medicare beneficiaries would 
get the same protection provided under cur- 
rent law for premium and cost-sharing as- 
sistance, including any health plan pre- 
miums and cost-sharing. 

During selection of their Medicare cov- 
erage, beneficiaries would also choose from 
among several standardized supplementary 
insurance policies offered by Medicare health 
plans or other insurers. 

Medicare health plan must offer to bene- 
ficiaries an optional supplementary plan 
covering prescription drugs and as well as an 
optional plan providing an annual out-of- 
pocket maximum for cost-sharing and other 
coverage typically provided in employer- 
sponsored plans. 

Slowing the Rate of Spending Growth 

The following provisions, proposed in some 
form in the President's health reform plan, 
would reduce the rate of growth of Medicare 
spending: Extend expiring provisions relat- 
ing to secondary payer situations and main- 
tenance of the 25 percent Part B premium; 
lower the inflation increase for inpatient 
hospital service; expand use of centers of ex- 
cellence and allow selective contracting for 
certain items and services, including lab 
services, and require 20 percent coinsurance 
for lab services; reduce skilled nursing and 
home health cost limits, and require a 10 per- 
cent home health copayment; use cumu- 
lative expenditure targets for physician fee 
increases; reduce physician fees for high cost 
medical staffs; eliminate payments to hos- 
pitals for bad debts; reduce hospital indirect 
medical education payments; and reduce 
outpatient payments by instituting a per- 
spective payment system. 

Income-Tested Medicare Premiums 

Medicare beneficiaries with incomes ex- 
ceeding $100,000 ($125,000 for couples) will be 
required to pay Medicare premiums equal to 
half the cost of Medicare insurance. 

These higher premiums will be phased-in 
beginning at $75,000 ($100,000 for couples). 

12. HEALTH DISCOUNTS AND MEDICAID REFORM 

Medicaid 


The acute care portion of Medicaid, includ- 
ing disproportionate share payments, would 
be replaced by a Federal-State low income 
premium assistance program—called health 
discounts—which will be administered by the 
States. 

Low income Medicare beneficiaries will re- 
main entitled to Medicaid payments for pre- 
miums and cost-sharing including Medicare 
health plan premiums and cost-sharing. 


Federal-State Financing of Health Discounts 


Health discounts will be financed with a 
combination of Federal and State funds. 

Federal and States spending on Medicaid 
&cute care, including disproportionate share 
spending, will be converted to health dis- 
count spending. 

Above those amounts, Federal spending 
(subject to an annual limit; see # 14) will pay 
for 90 percent of the cost of health discounts, 
and States will be responsible for the other 
10 percent. 

Health Discount Programs 


States will be responsible for administer- 
ing the health discount programs. 

Health discounts may only be used to pay 
AHP premiums. 

Health discount beneficiaries must pay the 
difference between their discount and the 
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premium charged by the APH they select 
(less any employer contribution). 

Persons not otherwise eligible for an em- 
ployer-sponsored plan will be maintained as 
a separate risk pool, and AHPs will set a sep- 
arate adjusted community premium for this 
pool. 

Health discounts will be calculated based 
on premiums submitted by AHPs in each 
market area. 

Benchmark premiums will be determined 
based on a percentage difference between the 
lowest and the average AHP premium in 
each market area. 

AHP premiums charged under the small 
business insurance reforms will determine 
the benchmark AHP and health discounts for 
employed persons. 

Phasing-In Entitlement to Health Discounts 


Entitlement to health discounts will be 
limited by available Federal spending, neces- 
sitcting a phase-in. 

In general, the Secretary will phase-in 
health discounts as follows: 

Medicaid-Eligibles: For five years, all per- 
sons who would otherwise have qualified for 
acute care coverage under Medicaid would 
get health discounts sufficient to purchase 
the nominal cost-sharing benefits package 
offered by a benchmark AHP. 

Medicaid-eligible persons shall be entitled 
to these discounts regardless of available 
Federal spending. 

Poor: Persons below the poverty line but 
not otherwise eligible for Medicaid would get 
health discounts sufficient to purchase the 
nominal cost-sharing benefits package of- 
fered by a benchmark AHP, 

If there is insufficient funds to provide full 
health discounts to all poor persons, the Sec- 
retary shall limit the number of poor persons 
entitled to the health discounts by lowering 
the income eligibility threshold below the 
poverty line. 

Low Income: Persons with incomes be- 
tween 100 and 200 percent of the poverty line 
would get reduced health discounts, based on 
a sliding income scale and the cost of the 
standard benefits package offered by a 
benchmark AHP. 

If there is insufficient funds, the Secretary 
shall first ensure that the maximum number 
of low income persons get health discounts 
based on the less expensive alternative bene- 
fits package providing an annual out-of- 
pocket maximum on patient cost-sharing. 

The Secretary shall then increase the actu- 
arial value of the alternative benefits pack- 
ages, subject to available funds, until all low 
income persons are entitled to health dis- 
counts based on the standard benefits pack- 
age. 

13. TOBACCO TAX 


The President’s proposed increase in the 
excise tax on cigarettes would be cut from 
$.75 per pack to $.36 per pack, bringing the 
total tax to $.60 per pack. 

Additional revenue: 


Billions 


14. DEFICIT REDUCTION AND FISCAL 
RESPONSIBILITY 
Staff estimates indicate that between 1995 
and 2000, the provisions of this Act would: 
Cut spending and increase revenue by $145 
billion: finance at least $50 billion in health 
discounts above and beyond the amount of 
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Federal Medicaid spending converted to 
health discounts; and cut the deficit by $95 
billion. 

Federal spending on health discounts will 
be limited to a specified amount each year 
less spending on Medicare and the remaining 
portion of Medicaid (long-term care). 

The Secretary will adjust the phase-in of 
health discounts to ensure spending stays 
within the available amounts. 

If spending on Medicare and Medicaid slow 
more than projected, the amounts devoted to 
health discount financing will exceed $50 bil- 
lion between 1996 and 2000. 

15, ACCESS IN RURAL AREAS 
Community Health Centers 

Federal grants for Community Health Cen- 

ters would increase as shown below. 


Appropria- Increase 
tion (mil- 
lions) (percent) 
$963 ... 
800 +20 
960 +17 
1,100 +14 
1,200 +9 


These grants would fund expanded capacity 
at current sites as well as new clinics, par- 
ticularly in underserved rural communities. 

National Health Service Corps 

Federal funding of corps scholarship and 
loan programs would be increased suffi- 
ciently to approximately double the number 
of health providers serving in underserved 


areas. 

Tax Incentives: Providers locating in un- 
derserved rural communities will be eligible 
for a refundable tax credit for each month 
they provide primary care services in the 
community. Physicians staying at least 5 
years will get $1000 per month, and nurse 
practitioners and physicians assistants will 
get $500 per month. 

Primary Care Education: Medicare pay- 
ments to hospitals for graduate medical edu- 
cation would be reformed in a budget neutral 
fashion: 

Payments would be based on a national av- 
erage per resident amount, 

Payments for primary care residents would 
be 20 percent higher than payments for non- 
primary care residents. 

16. MEDICAL LIABILITY REFORM 

State Implementation: The Secretary of 
Health and Human Services will certify that 
States have implemented medical liability 
reforms that comply with the following re- 
quirements. 

Binding Alternative Dispute Resolution 

All disputes over claims for damages must 
be resolved by State-based dispute resolution 
systems. 

The States will have considerable flexibil- 
ity in establishing such systems, but the de- 
cisions must be binding and cannot be based 
on decisions by lay juries (or similarly con- 
structed bodies). 

The Secretary will outline an arbitration 
system that States could adopt to meet Fed- 
eral standards. 

Constraints on Awards 

Al] economic damages would be fully re- 
coverable. 

Non-economic damages would be capped at 
$250,000. 

Awards would be reduced for collateral 
source payments for the same injury. 

And periodic payments would be allowed 
for awards exceeding $100,000. 

Punitive Damages: Punitive damages may 
be imposed, but they will be paid to the 
States to finance enhanced efforts to prevent 
injuries by monitoring health providers. 
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Accountable Health Plans: All Accountable 
Health Plan (AHP) must clearly identify the 
party that is accountable for negligent care 
(the AHP or individual health providers). 

Medical Practice Guidelines 


The Secretary of HHS will certify scientif- 
ically-based medical practice guidelines that 
may be included in AHP contracts. 

If included in an AHP contract, the guide- 
lines would serve to establish the standard 
by which liability is determined for care pro- 
vided by the AHP. 

Judicial Review: Decisions of the State- 
based ADR systems may be appealed in court 
on the same basis as provided in the Federal 
Arbitration Act to ensure impartial and fair 
decisions. 

11. ANTI-TRUST REFORM 

The President would be required to provide 
clear guidance on the application of anti- 
trust laws to the development and operation 
of AHPs. 

The Attorney General will establish a re- 
view process for determining whether AHPs 
or potential AHPs will violate antitrust 
laws. 

The Attorney General will establish a 
process for issuing certificates of public ad- 
vantage” that will allow health care collabo- 
rative efforts to occur without regard to 
antitrust laws if the benefits of such an ef- 
fort clearly outweigh any possible reduction 
in competition. 

In general, these certificates will allow 
more consolidation of health care resources 
in rural areas to prevent competition among 
capital-intensive health care services from 
increasing, rather than decreasing costs. 

18. CUTTING PAPERWORK AND ADMINISTRATIVE 
COSTS 

The Secretary of Health and Human Serv- 
ices will establish standardized requirements 
for maintaining and transmitting health 
care information electronically. 

AHPs will be required to comply with 
these standards. 


By Mrs. BOXER: 

S. 2097. A bill to amend the Export 
Enhancement Act of 1988 to promote 
further United States exports of envi- 
ronmental technologies, goods, and 
services; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

ENVIRONMENTAL EXPORT PROMOTION ACT OF 

1994 
è Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am 
proud to be introducing today a bill 
that will help increase exports of a 
growing, job-creating California indus- 


try: environmental technology or 
envirotech. 
Over 4,000 California companies 


produce envirotech—more than any 
other two States combined. These com- 
panies employ roughly 180,000 Califor- 
nians. 

The international market for 
envirotech is large and growing rap- 
idly. The market is currently about 
$270 billion annually, and is projected 
to grow to $400-600 billion by the year 
2000. The United States is still the 
leading envirotech producer, but our 
major competitors—Japan, Germany, 
France, and the Nordic countries—are 
gaining fast. We must be sure that our 
envirotech producers do not lose their 
competitive edge in this growing mar- 
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ket sector. This bill will direct a por- 
tion of our limited trade promotion re- 
sources toward envirotech, helping our 
companies maintain their edge. 

This bill will help U.S. envirotech 
producers locate foreign market oppor- 
tunities. Foreign envirotech producers 
benefit from strong, government-spon- 
sored trade promotion efforts. In 
Japan, the Ministry of International 
Trade and Industry [MITI] is promot- 
ing their  envirotech companies 
through R&D support, export pro- 
motion, and foreign aid programs. The 
European Community [EC] supports 
envirotech exports through the Net- 
work for Environmental Technology 
Transfer [NETT] which provides infor- 
mation about foreign market opportu- 
nities, foreign environmental standards 
and regulations, and R&D programs. 

In the past, many U.S. industries 
have lost markets around the world be- 
cause their competitors have bene- 
fitted from high-levels of export assist- 
ance and foreign government officials 
who are willing to go out and sell their 
nation’s products. We need to be sure 
that our envirotech companies can 
compete against foreign producers that 
benefit from this kind of government 
support. 

California's economy is beginning to 
rebound after 4 years of recession. In- 
creasing exports of California’s com- 
petitive industries—such as environ- 
mental technology—will help drive this 
economic recovery. Increasing the ex- 
ports of California's world-class 
envirotech producers will mean more 
jobs for Californians, and a cleaner 
global environment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2097 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ''Environ- 

mental Export Promotion Act of 1994". 


SEC. 2. PROMOTION OF UNITED STATES ENVI- 
RONMENTAL EXPORTS. 

(a) ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGIES TRADE 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—Section 2313 of the 
Export Enhancement Act of 1988 (15 U.S.C. 
4728) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (d); 

(2) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub- 
section (e); and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol- 
lowing new subsections: 

“(c) ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGIES TRADE 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE.— 

"(1) ESTABLISHMENT AND PURPOSE.—The 
Secretary, in carrying out the duties of the 
chairperson of the TPCC, shall establish the 
Environmental Technologies Trade Advisory 
Committee (hereafter in this section referred 
to as the 'Committee'). The purpose of the 
Committee shall be to provide advice and 
guidance to the Working Group in the devel- 
opment and administration of programs to 
expand United States exports of environ- 
mental technologies, goods, and services. 
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%) MEMBERSHIP.— 

"(A) IN GENERAL.—The members of the 
Committee shall be drawn from representa- 
tives of— 

"(i) environmental businesses, including 
small businesses; 

(ii) trade associations in the environ- 
mental sector; 

(ii) private sector organizations involved 
in the promotion of environmental exports; 

"(iv) the States (as defined in section 
2301()«5)) and associations representing the 
States; and 

"(v) other appropriate interested members 
of the public. 

"(B) COMMITTEE COMPOSITION.—The Sec- 
retary shall appoint as members of the Com- 
mittee no fewer than 1 individual under each 
of clauses (i) through (v) of subparagraph 
(A). 

"(d) EXPORT PLANS FOR PRIORITY COUN- 
TRIES.— 

“(1) PRIORITY COUNTRY IDENTIFICATION.— 
The Working Group, in consultation with the 
Committee, shall annually assess which for- 
eign countries have markets with the great- 
est potential for the export of United States 
environmental technologies, goods, and serv- 
ices. Of these countries, the Working Group 
Shall select the 5 countries with the greatest 
potential for the application of United 
States Government export promotion re- 
sources related to environmental exports as 
‘priority countries’. 

(2) EXPORT PLANS.—The Working Group, 
in consultation with the Committee, shall 
annually create a plan for each priority 
country selected under paragraph (1), setting 
forth in detail ways to increase United 
States environmental exports to such coun- 
try. Each plan shall— 

"(A) identify the primary public and pri- 
vate sector opportunities for United States 
exporters of environmental technologies, 
goods, and services in the priority country; 

"(B) analyze the financing and other re- 
quirements for major projects in the priority 
country which will use environmental tech- 
nologies, goods, and services, and analyze 
whether such projects are dependent upon fi- 
nancial assistance from foreign countries or 
multilateral institutions; and 

**(C) list specific actions to be taken by the 
member agencies of the Working Group to 
increase United States exports to the prior- 
ity country.“. 

(b) ADDITIONAL MECHANISMS TO PROMOTE 
ENVIRONMENTAL EXPORTS.—Section 2313 of 
the Export Enhancement Act of 1988 (15 
U.S.C. 4728) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

"(f) ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGIES SPE- 
CIALISTS IN THE UNITED STATES AND FOREIGN 
COMMERCIAL SERVICE.— 

"(1) ASSIGNMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL TECH- 
NOLOGIES SPECIALISTS.—The Secretary shall 
assign a specialist in environmental tech- 
nologies to the office of the United States 
and Foreign Commercial Service in each of 
the 5 priority countries selected under sub- 
section (d)(1), and the Secretary is author- 
ized to assign such a specialist to the office 
of the United States and Foreign Commer- 
cial Service in any country that is a promis- 
ing market for United States exports of envi- 
ronmental technologies, goods, and services. 
Such specialist may be an employee of the 
Department of Commerce, an employee of 
any relevant Government department or 
agency assigned on a temporary or limited 
term basis to the Department of Commerce, 
or a representative of the private sector as- 
signed to the Department of Commerce. 

“(2) DUTIES OF ENVIRONMENTAL TECH- 
NOLOGIES SPECIALISTS.—Each specialist as- 
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signed under paragraph (1) shall provide ex- 
port promotion assistance to United States 
environmental businesses, including— 

(A) identifying factors in the country to 
which the specialist is assigned that affect 
the United States share of the domestic mar- 
ket for environmental technologies, goods, 
and services, including market barriers, 
standards-setting activities, and financing 
issues; 

"(B) providing assessments of assistance 
by foreign governments to producers of envi- 
ronmental technologies, goods, and services 
in such countries in order to enhance exports 
to the country to which the specialist is as- 
signed, the effectiveness of such assistance 
on the competitiveness of United States 
products, and whether comparable United 
States assistance exists; 

(C) training Foreign Commercial Service 
Officers in the country to which the special- 
ist is assigned, other countries in the region, 
and United States and Foreign Commercial 
Service offices in the United States, in envi- 
ronmental technologies and the  inter- 
national environmental market; 

D) providing assistance in identifying po- 
tential customers and market opportunities 
in the country to which the specialist is as- 
signed; 

(E) providing assistance in obtaining nec- 
essary business services in the country to 
which the specialist is assigned; 

(F) providing information on environ- 
mental standards and regulations in the 
country to which the specialist is assigned; 
and 

(8) providing information on all United 
States programs that could assist the pro- 
motion, financing, and sale of United States 
environmental technologies, goods, and serv- 
ices in the country to which the specialist is 
assigned. 


*(g) ENVIRONMENTAL TRAINING IN ONE-STOP 
SHoPs.—In addition to the training provided 
under subsection (f)(2)(C), the Secretary 
shall establish a mechanism to train— 

"(1) Commercial Service Officers assigned 
to the one-stop shops provided for in section 
2301(b)(8); and 

(2) Commercial Service Officers assigned 
to district offices in districts having large 
numbers of environmental businesses; 


in environmental technologies and in the 
international environmental marketplace, 
and ensure that such officers receive appro- 
priate training under such mechanism. Such 
training may be provided by officers or em- 
ployees of the Department of Commerce, and 
other United States departments and agen- 
cies, with appropriate expertise in environ- 
mental technologies and the international 
environmental workplace, and by appro- 
priate representatives of the private sector. 

“(h) INTERNATIONAL REGIONAL ENVIRON- 
MENTAL INITIATIVES.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF INITIATIVES,—The 
TPCC shall establish not less than one inter- 
national regional environmental initiative, 
the purpose of which shall be to coordinate 
the activities of Federal departments and 
agencies in order to build environmental 
partnerships between the United States and 
the geographic region outside of the United 
States for which such initiative is estab- 
lished. Such partnerships shall enhance envi- 
ronmental protection and promote sustain- 
able development by using technical exper- 
tise and financial resources of the United 
States departments and agencies that pro- 
vide foreign assistance, and by expanding 
United States exports of environmental tech- 
nologies, goods, and services to that region. 
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(2) ACTIVITIES.—In carrying out each 
international regional environmental initia- 
tive, the TPCC shall— 

“(A) support the development of sound en- 
vironmental policies and practices in coun- 
tries in the geographic region for which the 
initiative is established, including the devel- 
opment of environmentally sound regulatory 
regimes and enforcement mechanisms, 
through the provision of foreign assistance; 

"(B) identify and disseminate to United 
States environmental businesses informa- 
tion regarding specific environmental busi- 
ness opportunities in that geographic region; 

"(C) coordinate existing Federal efforts to 
promote environmental exports to that geo- 
graphic region, and ensure that such efforts 
are fully coordinated with environmental ex- 
port promotion efforts undertaken by the 
States and the private sector; 

"(D) increase assistance provided by the 
United States to promote exports from the 
United States of environmental  tech- 
nologies, goods, and services to that geo- 
graphic region, such as trade missions, re- 
verse trade missions, trade fairs, and pro- 
grams in the United States to train foreign 
nationals in United States environmental 
technologies; and 

E) increase high-level advocacy by Gov- 
ernment officials (including the United 
States ambassadors to the countries in the 
geographic region outside of the United 
States) for United States environmental 
businesses seeking market opportunities in 
that geographic region. 

0 ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGIES 
PROJECT ADVOCACY CALENDAR AND INFORMA- 
TION DISSEMINATION PROGRAM.—The Working 
Group shall— 

(J) maintain a calendar, updated at the 
end of each calendar quarter, of significant 
opportunities for United States environ- 
mental businesses in foreign markets and 
trade promotion events, which shall— 

(A) be made available to the public; 

(B) identify not less than 50 nor more 
than 100 environmental infrastructure and 
procurement projects in foreign markets 
that have the greatest potential in the cal- 
endar quarter for United States exports of 
environmental technologies, goods, and serv- 
ices; and 

“(C) include trade promotion events, such 
as trade missions and trade fairs, in the envi- 
ronmental sector; and 

*(2) provide, through the National Trade 
Data Bank and other information dissemina- 
tion channels, information on opportunities 
for environmental businesses in foreign mar- 
kets and information on Federal export pro- 
motion programs. 

"(j)) REGIONAL CENTERS.—The Secretary, 
through the Assistant Secretary of Com- 
merce and Director General of the United 
States and Foreign Commercial Service, is 
authorized to provide matching funds for the 
establishment in the United States of re- 
gional environmental business and tech- 
nology cooperation centers that will draw 
upon the expertise of the private sector and 
institutions of higher education and existing 
Federal programs to provide export pro- 
motion assistance related to environmental 
technologies, goods, and services. 

(K) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term ‘environmental business’ 
means a business that produces environ- 
mental technologies, goods, or services.“. 


By Mr. GRAMM (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. LoTT, Mr. SHELBY, 
and Mrs. HUTCHISON): 

S. 2098. A bill to amend section 217 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
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provide that military moving expense 
reimbursements are excluded from in- 
come without regard to the deductibil- 
ity of the expenses reimbursement; to 
the Committee on Finance. 
THE MILITARY MOVING EXPENSE TAX 
TREATMENT ACT OF 1994 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, the 1993 
budget reconciliation bill removed the 
deductibility of certain moving ex- 
penses as of January 1, 1994. This ac- 
tion affected four moving allowances 
which, when reimbursed to members of 
the military, are now subject to in- 
come tax. These allowances are the 
temporary lodging allowance, tem- 
porary lodging expense, dislocation al- 
lowance, and the move-in housing al- 
lowance. 

The Defense Department dictates 
over 800,000 transfers each year, ap- 
proximately 100,000 of which are over- 
seas. Ninety percent of these moves in- 
volve enlisted personnel, who are fre- 
quently forced to live in temporary— 
often expensive—accommodations. 

These allowances have always been 
tax free and are designed to reimburse 
troops for their out-of-pocket moving 
expenses. Because they do not profit 
from these allowances, making them 
taxable requires our Armed Forces to 
take 15 or 28 percent of their moving 
allowance to pay taxes rather than pay 
for their moving expenses. In addition, 
since these allowances are subject to 
withholding, troops and their families 
will be forced to dip into their savings 
to make a move when their expenses 
are already much higher than usual, 
placing another heavy burden on cash- 
strapped military families. 

For example, before 1994, a petty offi- 
cer third class with 4 year’s service and 
a spouse and child, who was transferred 
to Naples, would receive a total reim- 
bursement of $11,719. After the 1993 tax 
change, he would receive only $9,961 
and have to pay taxes of $1,758. 

A lieutenant commander with 16 
years service who has a spouse and two 
children, transferred to Naples before 
1994, would receive a total reimburse- 
ment of $13,434. Now, he would receive 
only $9,672, and a tax increase of $3,762. 

The total estimated tax revenue the 
Government receives from military 
members as a result of the reconcili- 
ation change is $77 million. If the De- 
fense Department were to increase the 
moving allowance payments to service 
members to counter tax increases, it 
would cost the Government $95 million. 

Mr. President, we ask our soldiers, 
sailors, airmen, and marines to move 
repeatedly and to serve in high-cost 
areas, often overseas. They do not have 
a choice where they go, when they go 
there, or, often, where they live when 
they arrive. There’s something very 
wrong when our Government orders 
troops to move and then makes them 
pay to do it. Last year’s tax change 
hits them very hard and will certainly 
affect their morale. I urge my col- 
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leagues to endorse this important piece 
of legislation and remedy this situa- 
tion. 

* Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I am in- 
troducing legislation with Senator 
PHIL GRAMM today that will correct an 
injustice to those men and women who 
serve in our Armed Forces. I am very 
concerned about the impact of the Rev- 
enue Reconciliation Act of 1993, passed 
by the Congress last year, on active 
duty service members for the out-of- 
pocket expenses they incur when mov- 
ing from one duty station to another 
on Government orders. This bill treat- 
ed moving expense reimbursements as 
income subjecting it to Federal and 
possibly even State taxes. 

The unintended effect of the Revenue 
Reconciliation Act of 1993 is that it 
will severely penalize our Nation's sail- 
ors, soldiers, airmen, and marines. 

The overwhelming majority of pri- 
vate sector employees and Federal civil 
servants who make business-related 
moves are white collar professionals. 
Mr. President, these individuals were 
undoubtedly the target of the restric- 
tions included in the Reconciliation 
Act on the types of moving expenses 
that may be deducted. Unfortunately, 
in the case of military personnel, the 
overwhelming majority of those who 
will be affected are the blue collar 
workers—the enlisted personnel who 
are the backbone of the military. 

As a result of the Revenue Reconcili- 
ation Act, the travel allowances paid 
to a service member to offset the costs 
associated with a Government-ordered 
move will likely be deemed to be tax- 
able, nearly doubling the service mem- 
ber’s taxable income. In addition, the 
many junior enlisted personnel who 
normally file a 1040 EZ IRS form will 
probably now need to hire a tax ac- 
countant just to complete their tax re- 
turns for 1994. 

Mr. President, the tax law change, 
passed by the Congress last year, has 
created great distress and considerable 
uncertainty for many military fami- 
lies. It is imperative that now the Con- 
gress rights this wrong, and finds a leg- 
islative or an administrative solution 
to the problem as expeditiously as pos- 
sible in order to protect the morale and 
welfare of our Nation’s young men and 
women in uniform. 

Mr. President, let’s listen to one who 
understands the needs of our enlisted 
service members, one who is cut from 
the same cloth; Adm. Jeremy “Mike” 
Boorda, the new Chief of Naval Oper- 
ations. Admiral Boorda, rose from a 16- 
year-old seaman recruit to command 
surface ships, spent time in Washing- 
ton as Chief of Naval Personnel, be- 
came NATO’s commander for oper- 
ations in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and 
made it to the top, as the Navy’s top 
uniformed officer. 

Mr. President, Senator PHIL GRAMM 
and I had a chance to discuss the se- 
vere impact of the Revenue Reconcili- 
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ation Act on military service members 
and their families who are required to 
move in order to do our country’s busi- 
ness with Admiral Boorda. Here is 
what Admiral Boorda had to say; 

The bottom line for me is that these allow- 
ances are the governments’s cost of doing 
business. If we didn’t send people overseas to 
do the Nation's business they wouldn't need 
the money. They don't make money when 
they get these allowances. They use them to 
pay bills they wouldn't have to pay if we did 
not put them in the position of needing the 
money. Making them taxable simply does 
not make sense! 

Mr. President, it is time that Con- 
gress bears the accountability for the 
hardship that we have imposed, need- 
lessly, on those Americans who serve 
in our military and their families. Mr. 
President, it is for this reason that 
Senator PHIL GRAMM and I introduce 
this important and timely legislation 
today.e 


By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, 
Mr. CONRAD, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. 
DURENBERGER, Mr. EXON, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
KERREY, Mr. PRESSLER, and Mr. 
WELLSTONE): 

S. 2099. A bill to establish the North- 
ern Great Plains Rural Development 
Commission, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri- 
tion, and Forestry. 

THE NORTHERN GREAT PLAINS RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT ACT 

è Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing the Northern Great 
Plains Rural Development Act. 'This 
legislation will create a commission to 
study and make recommendations re- 
garding the economic needs and devel- 
opment of the rural Northern Great 
Plains States of South Dakota, North 
Dakota, Nebraska, Iowa, and Min- 
nesota. In addition, it will seek and en- 
courage the participation of all inter- 
ested citizens in the formulation of a 
10-year rural economic development 
plan for the area. 

The Northern Great Plains Rural De- 
velopment Act creates a Commission 
with 10 members, 5 to be selected by 
the States with each Governor appoint- 
ing 1 member, and 5 to be chosen by 
the Federal Government with the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture appointing 1 
member from each of the 5 States. The 
Commission will hold hearings, con- 
duct studies and determine the appro- 
priate strategies for promoting devel- 
opment in the rural areas of the North- 
ern Great Plains. The Commission 
must also determine the best struc- 
ture(s) for the region to implement its 
findings, both with and without sub- 
stantial Federal involvement. The 
Commission would be sunsetted after 2 


years. 

The Commission will involve in its 
deliberations not only all levels of gov- 
ernment, but also nonprofit, business, 
financial, manufacturing, agricultural, 
and educational organizations and 
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foundations as well as the general pub- 
lic. It is anticipated that these groups 
will contribute financial and in-kind 
resources to this initiative that will 
complement any appropriation nec- 
essary to fund the 2-year Commission. 

This legislation addresses an issue of 
the utmost importance to the future of 
our region, and it is intended to pro- 
vide results, not just produce another 
study to be placed on a shelf to collect 
dust. 

Joining me as original cosponsors of 
the Northern Great Plains Rural Devel- 
opment Act are Senators PRESSLER, 
CONRAD, DORGAN, EXON, KERREY, HAR- 
KIN, GRASSLEY, WELLSTONE, and 
DURENBERGER. Each of us continues to 
confront problems separately in our 
own States that don’t stop at our bor- 
ders but are common to the Northern 
Plains. Only through a cooperative re- 
gional approach will we be able to most 
effectively meet the challenges of the 
21st century. 

The Northern Plains is primarily 
rural with a widely dispersed popu- 
lation. This demographic profile cre- 
ates substantial obstacles to business 
and economic development. 

This problem is aggravated by the 
outmigration of one of our most valu- 
able resources, our young people. In- 
creasingly our youth choose profes- 
sions that take them outside of the 
area in search of employment. Many of 
those who remain are consigned to low- 
wage jobs, often working more than 
one job to support their families. 

This is a particularly difficult period 
for the American family farmer. For 
over 100 years, the prairie offered peo- 
ple willing to work hard enough the op- 
portunity to secure their own future 
from the land. The American farmer 
responded to this challenge and fed 
first the country and later the world. 
Today's young family farmers, how- 
ever, face a set of natural and man 
made challenges that threaten this 
way of life. As the economics of farm- 
ing changes, far too many face career 
options that force them to leave their 
home States. 

The economy of the Northern Plains 
has been, and for the most part contin- 
ues to be, dependent upon natural re- 
sources, particularly farming and 
ranching, but also mining and timber. 
The prosperity of these industries 
helped develop our region. Currently, 
however, they are under great stress as 
they struggle to meet the environ- 
mental and economic challenges of the 
1990’s and beyond. 

Iam confident that each of these tra- 
ditional rural industries can and will 
adapt to changing times, but we must 
also recognize the benefits of diver- 
sification. Transitions in regional 
economies don’t happen overnight. 
Careful analysis and planning are nec- 
essary prerequisites to the implemen- 
tation of a strategy that will sustain 
the viability of our rural communities 
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by strengthening our traditional indus- 
tries and promoting diversification 
into growing new sectors. 

The Northern Great Plains is not 
without competitive advantages and 
assets. In the past, it has been penal- 
ized by its geography. The disadvan- 
tages created by its relative isolation 
from market centers have been dif- 
ficult to address. However, the Clinton 
administration's National Information 
Infrastructure [NII], more commonly 
known as the information super- 
highway, holds more promise for rural 
States like South Dakota than any- 
where else. It offers the potential to 
put our communities on a more level 
Playing field with the traditional, 
urban centers of commerce, education 
and medicine. 

The NII is the Missouri River of the 
2ist century for the Northern Great 
Plains. It will link our States to the 
international marketplace. 

Our labor force in the Northern Great 
Plains possesses a work ethic not found 
in many parts of this country. This 
dedication is joined with the talent and 
proven skills necessary to succeed in 
competitive and growing fields. When 
that proven work ethic is combined 
with advanced telecommunications 
technology, the result will be solid de- 
velopment possibilities for our part of 
the country. 

Mr. President, my colleagues and I 
offer a three point plan to address the 
economic problems of the Northern 
Great Plains. First, a regional Commis- 
sion should be established to collect 
and analyze all relevant data. Second, 
that Commission will prepare a realis- 
tic rural development blueprint for ac- 
tion. And third, the States, working 
with community leaders throughout 
the region, will implement the projects 
and proposals identified by the Com- 
mission to improve our rural econo- 
mies. The legislation we are introduc- 
ing today, the Northern Great Plains 
Rural Development Act, will ignite 
this effort. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2099 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Northern 
Great Plains Rural Development Act". 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 

(1) the rural economy of the Northern 
Great Plains is undergoing a substantial and 
potentially threatening transformation; 

(2) the rural Northern Great Plains suffers 
from substantial measurable poverty, unem- 
ployment, outmigration, underemployment, 
aging of the population, and low per capita 
income; 

(3) the Northern Great Plains is highly 
rural and has a highly dispersed population, 
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and contains many Native American reserva- 
tions; 

(4) many of the basic industries of the 
rural Northern Great Plains in natural re- 
sources are under stress; 

(5) a concerted Federal, State, and local 
public and private effort is needed if the 
rural Northern Great Plains is to share in 
the general prosperity of the United States; 

(6) the creation of jobs and expansion of ex- 
isting businesses, including small businesses, 
offer the greatest hope for rural economic 
growth and revitalization in the Northern 
Great Plains; 

(T) the availability of capital, technology, 
market information, infrastructure develop- 
ment, educational opportunities, health 
care, housing, recreational activities, and re- 
source development are essential to success- 
ful business development in the rural North- 
ern Great Plains; 

(8) the transportation needs of the rural 
Northern Great Plains must be addressed 
through highway and bridge construction, 
air service availability, and rail service and 
river transport development; 

(9) because of the social, geographic, 
weather, historical, and cultural ties of the 
rural Northern Great Plains as well as com- 
mon economic problems, planning for this 
unique region is desirable and urgently need- 
ed; and 

(10) in the rural Northern Great Plains, the 
tourism industry offers significant addi- 
tional potential for supporting economic de- 
velopment and job growth, fostered by the 
wise stewardship of natural resources. 

SEC. 3. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this Act is to establish the 
Northern Great Plains Development Com- 
mission to study and make recommendations 
regarding the economic needs and economic 
development of the rural Northern Great 
Plains by seeking and encouraging the par- 
ticipation of interested citizens, public offi- 
cials, groups, agencies, businesses, and other 
entities in developing a 10-year rural eco- 
nomic development plan for the Northern 
Great Plains. 

SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act: 

(1) CHAIRPERSON.—The term chairperson“ 
means the chairperson of the Commission. 

(2) CoMMISSION.—The term “Commission” 
means the Northern Great Plains Rural De- 
velopment Commission. 

(3) NORTHERN GREAT PLAINS.—The term 
"Northern Great Plains" means the States 
of North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, 
Iowa, and Minnesota. 

(4) STATE.—The term State“ 
State in the Northern Great Plains. 
SEC, 5. ESTABLISHMENT. 

There is established a Commission to be 
known as the “Northern Great Plains Rural 
Development Commission". 

SEC. 6. MEMBERSHIP AND ORGANIZATION. 

(a) MEMBERSHIP.—' The Commission shall be 
composed of 10 members, of whom— 

(1) 1 member shall be appointed by the 
Governor of each State; and 

(2) 1 member shall be appointed by the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture from each of the 
States. 

(b) TERM.—Each member of the Commis- 
sion shall serve for such term as the official 
who appoints the member determines is ap- 
propriate. 

(c) QuoRUM.—Five members of the Com- 
mission shall constitute a quorum, but the 
Commission may establish that a lesser 
number shall constitute a quorum for the 
purpose of conducting hearings. 


means a 
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(d) MEETINGS.— 

(1) FIRST MEETINGS.—Five or more mem- 
bers appointed under subsection (a)(1) shall 
determine the date, time, and place of the 
first meeting, and shall call the first meet- 
ing. At the first meeting, the members of the 
Commission shall appoint a chairperson 
from among the members appointed under 
subsection (a)(1). The first meeting of the 
Commission shall be held not later than 45 
days after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) ADDITIONAL MEETINGS.—The Commis- 
sion shall conduct such additional meetings 
as the Commission determines are appro- 
priate. 

(e)  APPOINTMENTS.—Each appointment 
under this Act shall be made not later than 
30 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

(f) VACANCIES.—A. vacancy on the Commis- 
sion shall not affect the powers of the Com- 
mission and shall be filled in the same man- 
ner in which the original appointment was 
made. 

(g) HEADQUARTERS.—The Commission shall 
establish the location for the headquarters of 
the Commission. 

SEC. 7. DUTIES. 

(a) PLAN.—The Commission shall identify 
and study the economic development, infra- 
structure, technology, telecommunications, 
capital, employment, transportation, busi- 
ness resource development, education, 
health care, housing, and recreation needs of 
the Northern Great Plains and develop a 10- 
year plan that makes recommendations and 
establishes priorities to address the needs. 

(b) PREPARATION OF PLAN.—In developing 
the plan, the Commission shall, with respect 
to the Northern Great Plains— 

(1) sponsor and conduct investigations, re- 
search studies, and field hearings; 

(2) review and evaluate available research, 
studies, and information on conditions in the 
areas referred to in subsection (a); 

(3 study the economy, identifying 
strengths, weaknesses, participation levels, 
opportunities, and methods of addressing 
outmigration; 

(4) develop a profile of, and a description of 
resources devoted to, economic development 
(including tourism), human resources (in- 
cluding demographics, outmigration, pov- 
erty, Native Americans, education, and 
training), infrastructure (including air, 
water, highway, rail, and telecommuni- 
cations), and natural resources; 

(5) study and evaluate the economic devel- 
opment resources, coordination, collabora- 
tion, and best practices“ of the Federal, 
State, and local governments, nonprofít or- 
ganizations, universities, businesses, agricul- 
tural and natural resources groups, founda- 
tions, cooperatives, and other organizations; 

(6) identify methods of facilitating the em- 
ployment and business startups of unem- 
ployed, underemployed, and low-income indi- 
viduals and households; 

(7) identify effective methods for promot- 
ing development on Native American res- 
ervations; 

(8) study the availability of methods of de- 
livering public, private, and nonprofit cap- 
ital and technical assistance for business 
startups and expansions, including farming 
and ranching; 

(9) evaluate the availability of, need for, 
and strategies for providing and maintain- 
ing, the infrastructure, including air, water, 
highway, rail, and telecommunications; 

(10) study the structure and potential de- 
velopment of major industries, including ag- 
riculture, timber, mining, tourism, and man- 
ufacturing (including the use of advanced 
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technologies and processes and adding value 
to raw materials and component parts); 

(11) study the competence and availability 
of the labor force, including the health, edu- 
cational, training, housing, and economic 
needs of the labor force; 

(12) develop an inventory of water, min- 
eral, energy, timber, agricultural, fishery, 
wildlife, and other natural resources; 

(13) assess the comparative cost of doing 
business; 

(14) assess the international trading levels, 
markets, and practices, and potential oppor- 
tunities; 

(15) assess the interconnection between 
metropolitan and rural areas and identify 
methods through which the areas can col- 
laborate; 

(16) assess methods by which small commu- 
nities and regions are collaborating or can 
collaborate in economic development initia- 
tives; 

(17) evaluate— 

(A) the distribution and impact of Federal 
spending, including grant-in-aid programs, 
research, and Federal procurement, and com- 
pare the level of spending in these categories 
with spending in other regions of the coun- 
try; and 

(B) the extent to which reliance on Fed- 
eral, State, and local government outlays for 
poverty programs can be reduced by outlays 
targeted for economic development; 

(18) identify Federal, State, and local gov- 
ernment programs, policies, and regulations 
that enhance or obstruct the development of 
businesses and well-paying jobs with long- 
term potential and that effectively use the 
skills, education, and training of the labor 
force; 

(19) evaluate the potential for States to 
jointly finance projects and activities of re- 
gional benefit; and 

(20) analyze such other issues as the Com- 
mission determines are relevant to future 
economic development. 

(c) DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN.—In developing 
the plan, the Commission shall— 

(1) provide a forum for the consideration of 
the problems of the rural Northern Great 
Plains and proposed solutions, and establish 
and utilize citizens groups, special advisory 
councils, public hearings, and conferences; 

(2) seek and encourage the participation of 
interested citizens, public officials, groups, 
agencies, economic development organiza- 
tions, natural resource organizations, and 
other organizations; 

(3) make the Commission accessible to the 
individuals, groups, agencies, and organiza- 
tions referred to in paragraph (2) by holding 
at least 1 well publicized public hearing in 
each State; and 

(4) consult with— 

(A) Federal, State, and local government 
agencies, including the Departments of Agri- 
culture, Commerce, Education, Labor, 
Health and Human Services, Housing and 
Urban Development, and "Transportation, 
and the Small Business Administration, 
bank regulatory agencies, and rural develop- 
ment councils; 

(B) banks, insurance companies, venture 
capital companies, and other for-profit fi- 
nancial institutions; 

(C) nonprofit and community-based devel- 
opment organizations, revolving loan funds, 
and other organizations; 

(D) industry and sectoral organizations; 

(E) foundations and universities; and 

(F) other organizations involved in eco- 
nomic development activities. 

SEC. 8. COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS. 

(a) MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNORS.— 

Each member of the Commission appointed 
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by a Governor of a State may be com- 
pensated by the State that the member rep- 
resents. 

(b) MEMBERS APPOINTED BY THE SEC- 
RETARY.—Each member appointed by the 
Secretary of Agriculture, who is not other- 
wise employed by the United States Govern- 
ment, shall receive compensation at a rate 
determined by the Secretary of not to exceed 
the daily equivalent of the lowest annual 
rate of basic pay payable for grade GS-15 of 
the General Schedule under section 5332 of 
title 5, United States Code, including travel- 
time, for each day the member is engaged in 
the actual performance of the duties of the 
Commission. A member of the Commission 
appointed by the Secretary who is an officer 
or employee of the United States Govern- 
ment shall serve without additional com- 
pensation. 

(c) TRAVEL AND OTHER EXPENSES.—Each 
member of the Commission shall be allowed 
travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of 
subsistence, at rates authorized for employ- 
ees of agencies under subchapter I of chapter 
57 of title 5, United States Code, while away 
from the home or regular place of business of 
the member in the performance of services 
for the Commission. Each member of the 
Commission shall also be reimbursed by the 
United States Government for other nec- 
essary expenses incurred by the member in 
the performance of the duties of the member. 
SEC. 9. POWERS AND ADMINISTRATIVE PROVI- 

SIONS. 

(a) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—The Com- 
mission may obtain the services of experts 
and consultants in accordance with section 
3109 of title 5, United States Code. 

(b) FINANCIAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERV- 
ICES.—The Commission may enter into 
agreements with the Administrator of Gen- 
eral Services for the procurement of nec- 
essary financial and administrative services, 
for which payment shall be made by reim- 
bursement from funds of the Commission in 
such amounts as are agreed on by the chair- 
person and the Administrator of General 
Services. 

(c) CONTRACTS.—Subject to subsection (d), 
the Commission may enter into contracts 
with Federal and State agencies and private 
firms, institutions, and agencies for the con- 
duct of research and surveys, the preparation 
of reports, and other activities necessary to 
carry out the duties of the Commission. 

(d) SUPPLIES, SERVICES, PROPERTY, AND 
CONTRACTS.—The Commission may procure 
supplies, services, and property, and make 
contracts in any fiscal year, only to such ex- 
tent and in such amounts as are provided in 
appropriation Acts. 

(e) HEARINGS.—The Commission or, on the 
authorization of the Commission, a member 
of the Commission may, for the purpose of 
carrying out this Act, hold such hearings, sit 
and act at such times and places, and request 
the attendance and testimony of such wit- 
nesses and the production of such books, 
records, memoranda, papers, and documents 
as the Commission or the member considers 
appropriate. 

(f) INFORMATION.—The Commission may ac- 
quire dírectly from any executive depart- 
ment, bureau, agency, board, commission, of- 
fice, independent establishment, or instru- 
mentality, information, suggestions, esti- 
mates, and statistics for the purpose of this 
Act. Each department, bureau, agency, 
board, commission, office, establishment, or 
instrumentality shall provide, to the extent 
permitted by law, the information, sugges- 
tions, estimates, and statistics directly to 
the Commission, upon request by the chair- 
person. 
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(g) PERSONNEL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Without regard to the pro- 
visions of title 5, United States Code, govern- 
ing appointments in the competitive service, 
and without regard to chapter 51 and sub- 
chapter III of chapter 53 of such title relat- 
ing to classification and General Schedule 
pay rates, the chairperson of the Commission 
may appoint, terminate, and fix the com- 
pensation of an Executive Director and such 
additional personnel as the chairperson de- 
termines are necessary to enable the Com- 
mission to carry out the duties of the Com- 
mission. 

(2) COMPENSATION.—The rate of compensa- 
tion of the Executive Director may not ex- 
ceed a rate equal to the daily equivalent of 
the annual rate of basic pay payable for level 
V of the Executive Schedule under section 
5316 of such title. The rate of compensation 
of all other personnel may not exceed a rate 
equal to the daily equivalent of the lowest 
annual rate of basic pay payable for grade 
GS-15 of the General Schedule under section 
5332 of such title. 

(h) ASSISTANCE FROM OTHER AGENCIES.— 
Upon request of the Commission, the head of 
any Federal agency may make any of the fa- 
cilities and services of the agency available 
to the Commission or detail any of the per- 
sonnel of the agency to the Commission, on 
a reimbursable basis, to assist the Commis- 
sion in carrying out the duties of the Com- 
mission under this Act. If the head of an 
agency determines that the agency cannot 
make the facilities, services, or personnel 
available to the Commission, the head shall 
notify the chairperson in writing. 

(i) PosTAL SERVICES.—The Commission 
may use the United States mails in the same 
manner and under the same conditions as 
other departments and agencies of the Unit- 
ed States. 

SEC. 10. REPORTS. 

(a) INTERIM REPORT.—Before the end of the 
270-day period beginning on the date of the 
first meeting of the Commission under sec- 
tion 6(a)(1), the Commission shall submit a 
report to the Secretary of Agriculture, the 
President pro tempore of the Senate, the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry of the Senate, the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives, 
the President, and the Governor of each 
State, describing the findings and activities 
of the Commission and the further activities 
necessary to carry out the duties of the Com- 
mission. 

(b) FINAL REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Before the end of the 18- 
month period beginning on the date of the 
first meeting of the Commission under sec- 
tion 6(d)(1), the Commission shall submit to 
the Secretary of Agriculture, the President 
pro tempore of the Senate, the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the 
Senate, the Speaker of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, the Committee on Agriculture 
of the House of Representatives, the Presi- 
dent, and the Governor of each State, a re- 
port describing the findings and activities of 
the Commission and recommendations in ac- 
cordance with paragraph (2) regarding spe- 
cific actions that are necessary to promote 
the economic development of the rural 
Northern Great Plains while preserving, to 
the maximum extent possible, the natural 
beauty and habitat of the Northern Great 
Plains. 

(2) RECOMMENDATIONS.— 

(A) REGIONAL COLLABORATION.—The Com- 
mission shall, with respect to the Northern 
Great Plains— 
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(i) determine the most effective and appro- 
priate method for ensuring continued col- 
laboration within the region on economic de- 
velopment matters, considering regional 
compacts, cooperatives, foundations, devel- 
opment corporations, and other agreements 
and organizations; 

(ii) identify the organizational structure, 
method of financing, functions, and partici- 
pating organizations, of the collaboration re- 
ferred to in clause (1); 

Gii) identify methods of effective multi- 
community, substate, and small region de- 
velopment; and 

(iv) assess the interconnection between 
metropolitan and rural areas and identify 
methods of collaboration between the areas. 

(B) BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT.—The Commis- 
sion shall, with respect to the rural Northern 
Great Plains— 

(i) recommend methods of diversifying the 
rural economy, including the development 
and financing of value-added and new-use ag- 
ricultural products; 

(ii) develop methods to promote and fi- 
nance beginning owner-occupied farming and 
ranching operations; 

(iii) recommend methods of promoting en- 
trepreneurial development, including busi- 
ness startups and expansions; 

(iv) recommend methods in which the pub- 
lic, private, and nonprofit sectors can help 
increase international trading levels and 
penetrate new markets in agricultural, man- 
ufactured, and service products; 

(v) evaluate the potential utility of busi- 
ness and manufacturing networks in target 
sectors; 

(vi) assess the competitiveness of manufac- 
turers and the use of modern technology, 
processes, and information by the manufac- 
turers, and methods of assisting manufactur- 
ers lacking the technology, processes, or in- 
formation; 

(vii) recommend methods in which capital 
and technical assistance can be provided on 
a regional or sectoral basis to business 
startups and expansions by public, private, 
and nonprofit organizations; and 

(viii) recommend ways in which Federal 
and State resource conservation programs 
can be used to encourage tourism in the re- 
gion. 

(C) CAPITAL.—The Commission shall, with 
respect to the rural Northern Great Plains— 

(i) determine if there are capital needs in 
the economy, and in what part of the econ- 
omy the needs are located, and recommend 
how governmental, nonprofit, cooperative, 
community-based, microlending, banking, 
venture, seed, and nonbanking financing 
sources can assist in meeting the needs; 

(ii) identify such strategies in organiza- 
tion, regulations, policy, marketing, and co- 
ordination as are needed to implement a 
plan to meet the needs referred to in clause 
(i); and 

(iii) recommend methods of utilizing sec- 


ondary financial markets to increase the. 


capital available for business development. 

(D) INFRASTRUCTURE.—The Commission 
Shall, with respect to the rural Northern 
Great Plains— 

(i) prepare a plan to preserve, finance, and 
operate effective freight railroad service in 
coordination with States, the Federal Rail- 
road Administration, the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, rail operators, shippers, 
and the financial community; 

(ii) prepare an assessment and agreement 
on the capital needs, coordination, and fi- 
nancing of telecommunications infrastruc- 
ture, in cooperation with the Department of 
Agriculture, the National Telecommuni- 
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cations and Information Administration of 
the Department of Commerce, the Federal 
Communications Commission, the public 
utilities commission of 'each State, tele- 
phone companies and cooperatives, rep- 
resentative users, and such other entities as 
the Commission determines are appropriate; 
and 

(iii) recommend strategies for addressing 
air, water, and highway needs. 

(E) HUMAN RESOURCES.—The Commission 
shall, with respect to the rural Northern 
Great Plains— 

(i) identify methods of facilitating the em- 
ployment and business startups of individ- 
uals who are not effectively participating in 
the labor force, including unemployed, un- 
deremployed, and low-income individuals 
and households; 

(ii) identify methods of coordinating on a 
regional or sectoral basis education and 
training programs that are tied to economic 
development initiatives, especially programs 
that address the outmigration of youth; and 

(iii) study the competence and availability 
of the labor force and the effects of the 
health, educational, training, housing, and 
economic needs of the labor force, and iden- 
tify regional strategies addressing the needs. 

(F) GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS, POLICIES, AND 
REGULATIONS.—The Commission shall submit 
to the appropriate government, nonprofit, 
and private sector organizations rec- 
ommendations for modifications or additions 
to the programs, policies, and regulations re- 
ferred to in section 7(b)(18) to promote the 
rural development of the Northern Great 
Plains. 

SEC. 11. TERMINATION. 

The Commission shall terminate on the 
earlier of— 

(1) 120 days after the date of submission of 
the final report under section 10; and 

(2) 2 years after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

SEC. 12. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as are necessary to carry out this 
Act.e 


By Mr. BRADLEY: 

S. 2101. A bill to provide for the es- 
tablishment of mandatory State-oper- 
ated comprehensive one-call systems 
to protect all underground facilities 
from being damaged by any exca- 
vations, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

COMPREHENSIVE ONE-CALL NOTIFICATION ACT 

OF 1994 

è Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I in- 
troduce new legislation to create new 
assurance that accidents involving 
pipelines and underground utilities 
won't occur. Every year, multiple fa- 
talities and tens of millions of dollars 
worth of damage occur simply because 
people dig where they shouldn't. These 
third-party incidents are the single 
leading cause of accidents involving 
pipelines. According to the Department 
of Transportation, these accidents are 
responsible for over half of the fatali- 
ties and half of the property damage. 
My legislation, the Comprehensive 
One-Call Notification Act, will create a 
mechanism to prevent the inadvertent 
injury and the potential tragedy. 

On March 23, just before midnight, an 
explosion ripped through the commu- 
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nity of Durham Woods in Edison, NJ. 
Within minutes, eight apartment build- 
ings were ablaze. Soon they were gone, 
wiped out by a fireball that lit up the 
sky over hundreds of square miles. One 
life was lost. Hundreds lost their 
homes. Many more were evacuated. 

The injuries were miraculously low. 
But who knows how many others still 
lie awake at night, wondering whether 
it could happen again and fearing the 
future. 

Reflecting on the accident today, it 
seems hard to fault anyone here for 
their response to the tragedy. The com- 
munity pulled together to help out 
those in need. Food, emergency shelter, 
general support and financial assist- 
ance were offered amply and uncondi- 
tionally in the hours and days follow- 
ing the accident. 

Government and industry mobilized 
quickly. Within 4 hours of the explo- 
sion, Texas Eastern's accident response 
team was en route. By morning, the 
team and senior management were on 
the site, together with a strong Federal 
and State presence. Before the site had 
even cooled sufficiently for access, the 
experts from the NTSB were there and 
ready to begin the crucial investiga- 
tion. 

There was likewise an aggressive ef- 
fort to help the victims. The local high 
School became a relief center. Texas 
Eastern created another center for help 
and, within 3 days, had dispensed more 
than $1.5 million to 250 families whose 
homes were destroyed or damaged in 
the fire. Within 3 days, the Small Busi- 
ness Administration had opened an as- 
sistance center on site and were hand- 
ing out and processing applications for 
emergency support. 

However, great as this response was, 
this is not what is most striking about 
this accident. What is most striking 
about the accident is how lucky we 
were. Who would ever think that, given 
the timing and the magnitude of the 
explosion, so many people—many flee- 
ing with just the clothes they had on— 
would escape without serious injury? 
Few who have walked around that cra- 
ter, seen the charred cars and the 
empty building foundations would dis- 
agree with the conclusion that many 
there were saved only by a miracle. 

Unfortunately, miracles are a poor 
basis for public policy. You can't count 
on them. I am not about to count on 
them. The fact is that there is no mar- 
gin for error in this industry. The natu- 
ral gas industry does have an excellent 
safety record, especially when you con- 
sider that 25 percent of the energy we 
consume moves by these pipelines. We 
have seven major pipelines that cross 
the State, and hundreds of smaller 
ones. But the Edison accident never 
should have happened. 

We need to acknowledge Edison for 
what it is: a breakdown in the regu- 
latory and safety program. We need to 
learn about the Edison accident in 
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order to learn from it. When the Na- 
tional Transportation Safety Board 
testified before the Energy Committee 
last month, their analysis pointed 
nearly conclusively to multiple gouges 
on the pipeline as the probable cause of 
the disaster. These marks appeared to 
be due to some powerful machinery, 
such as a backhoe, that struck the 
pipeline repeatedly. 

At this point, we don't know whether 
the damage was inadvertent or on pur- 
pose. We don't know who struck the 
pipeline or whether they might have 
been aware of the possibility. We do 
know, however, that there was no re- 
quirement of utility notification prior 
to the excavation. And we know that 
there is no penalty for digging in the 
vicinity of the pipeline without notify- 
ing the utility. 

This is wrong, and represents a fail- 
ure of public policy. At the hearing I 
held last month, every witness agreed 
that we need a few national program of 
utility notification. If someone is exca- 
vating or grading a site, there has to be 
proper notification and it has to be 
mandatory—not voluntary—without 
exceptions and with penalties for neg- 
ligence or non-compliance. This pro- 
gram will be created by my legislation. 

I'm drawn to a quote that appeared 
in the Asbury Park Press when the gas 
pipeline was put back in service 
Wednesday. One of the Durham Woods 
residents, Jim Waldron, was about his 
concerns and he said. 

I believe logically that it's like lightning 
striking twice. But we know what we saw 
that night, and it will be in our minds for- 
ever. 

Right now, the gas industry is mak- 
ing plans for a rapid expansion into 
new markets, particularly in the areas 
of natural gas vehicles and electric 
power production. Last week, rep- 
resentatives from the Department of 
Energy predicted that the gas market 
will expand be a third over the next 15 
years. If accidents occur—regardless of 
who is at fault or how the industry fol- 
lows up—this growth will not. It is that 
simple. 

Mr. President, my legislation rep- 
resents a necessary step if we are to do 
everything reasonable and appropriate 
to protect the public from the kind of 
tragedy that struck Edison. I urge the 
Senate to consider my legislation 
closely and approve it swiftly. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill and addi- 
tional material be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2101 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Comprehen- 

sive One-Call Notification Act of 1994". 
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SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that— 

(1) since the 1950s, steadily increasing de- 
velopment of infrastructure has resulted in 
the construction of underground facilities 
throughout the United States, including 
water pipelines, natural gas pipelines, liq- 
uids pipelines, steam pipelines, telephone 
lines, electric lines, fiber optic lines, cable 
television lines, sewer pipelines, and dedi- 
cated traffic control, emergency communica- 
tion, and alarm lines; 

(2) these underground facilities offer a safe 
and economical means of providing essential 
services to the public; 

(3) of all accidents involving these facili- 
ties, the largest number are caused by near- 
by excavation, demolition, or tunneling ac- 
tivities, known as third-party damage; 

(4) accidents resulting from third-party 
damage present an unnecessary risk to pub- 
lic safety and the environment; 

(5) costs arising from third-party damage 
are ultimately paid by consumers; 

(6) in the case of interstate facilities, con- 
sumers in one State may pay for damages in- 
curred in another State; 

(7) to prevent third-party damage, the own- 
ers of some underground facilities have initi- 
ated one-call (or “call before you dig“) pro- 
grams, and some States have mandated one- 
call programs, although the scope and effec- 
tiveness of these programs is inconsistent; 

(8) to maximize the effectiveness of one- 
call programs, national standards are need- 
ed; 

(9) these standards should apply, without 
exception, to all excavation near any under- 
ground facilities; and 

(10) these standards should produce one- 
call systems which are simple to use, with a 
single telephone number established which 
excavators must call to obtain information 
on the location of any type of underground 
facility anywhere in the United States. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act, the term— 

(1) "damage" means any impact on or con- 
tact with an underground facility, its appur- 
tenances, or its protective coating, or weak- 
ening of the support for the facility or pro- 
tective housing, which requires repair; 

(2) "excavation" means any operation in 
which earth, rock, or other material in the 
ground is moved, removed, or otherwise dis- 
placed by means of any tools, equipment, or 
explosive, and includes, without limitation, 
grading, boring, milling, trenching, tunnel- 
ing, scraping, tree and root removal, cable or 
pipe plowing, pile driving, wrecking, razing, 
rending, or removing any structure or mass 
material, but shall not include the tilling of 
soil for agricultural purposes to a depth of 18 
inches or less; 

(3) "facility operator" means any person 
who owns or operates an underground facil- 
ity, except for any person who is the owner 
of real property wherein are located under- 
ground facilities for the purpose of furnish- 
ing services or materials only to himself or 
occupants of such property; 

(4) "Secretary" means the Secretary of 
Transportation; and 

(5) "underground facility" means any un- 
derground line, system, or structure used for 
producing, gathering, storing, conveying, 
transmitting, or distributing communica- 
tion, electricity, gas, petroleum, petroleum 
products, hazardous liquids, water, steam, 
sewerage, or any other commodities the Sec- 
retary of Commerce determines to be similar 
and appropriate. 

SEC. 4. NATIONWIDE DEDICATED NUMBER. 

Within 1 year after the date of enactment 
of this Act, the Federal Communications 
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Commission shall establish a nationwide 

dedicated telephone number to be used by 

local or regional underground facility loca- 

tion services and by one-call systems estab- 

lished pursuant to this Act. 

SEC. 5. ESTABLISHMENT OF STATE ONE-CALL 
SYSTEMS. 


(a) .—Each State shall, with- 
in 3 years after the date of enactment of this 
Act, establish a comprehensive statewide 
one-call notification system, in accordance 
with this Act, to protect all underground fa- 
cilities from damage due to any excavation. 

(b) STATE SANCTIONS FOR NONPARTICIPA- 
TION.—The Secretary may impose a prohibi- 
tion, applicable to a State that does not 
comply with subsection (a), on the approval 
by the Secretary of any projects or the 
awarding by the Secretary of any grants 
under title 23, United States Code, other 
than projects or grants for safety where the 
Secretary determines, based on accident or 
other appropriate data submitted by the 
State, that the principal purpose of the 
project is an improvement in safety to re- 
solve a demonstrated safety problem and 
likely will result in a significant reduction 
in, or avoidance of, accidents. 

SEC. 6. ELEMENTS OF SYSTEM. 

Each State one-call system established 
under section 5(a) shall— 

(1) have a designated system operator; 

(2) operate in all areas of the State con- 
taining underground facilities; 

(3) apply to all excavations and to all un- 
derground facility operators, except as pro- 
vided by this Act; 

(4) employ mechanisms, such as the issu- 
ance of excavation or building permits, to 
ensure that the general public, and in par- 
ticular all excavators, are aware of the one- 
call telephone number and the requirements 
and penalties of the State system relating to 
excavations; 

(5) require that any person conducting an 
excavation must contact the one-call system 
at least 3 business days, and not more than 
10 business days, before excavation begins; 

(6) receive and record appropriate informa- 
tion from excavators about intended exca- 
vations, including— 

(A) the name of the person contacting the 
one-call system; 

(B) the name, address, and telephone num- 
ber of the excavator; and 

(C) the specific location of the intended ex- 
cavation, along with the starting date there- 
of and a description of the intended exca- 
vation activity; 

(1) inform excavators of the identity of fa- 
cility operators who will be notified of the 
intended excavation; 

(8) inform excavators of any procedures 
that the State has determined must be fol- 
lowed when excavating; 

(9) inform facility operators of any in- 
tended excavations that may be in the vicin- 
ity of their underground facilities; 

(10) require facility operators to locate and 
mark, in accordance with standards estab- 
lished by the State, their underground facili- 
ties in the vicinity of an intended excavation 
within no more than 3 business days after 
notification of such intended excavation, and 
to supervise such excavation as necessary; 

(11) provide for penalties and enforcement 
as described in section 7; 

(12) maintain records on each notice of in- 
tent to excavate for at least 7 years; 

(13) establish procedures to promote the 
timely acquisition of information on pre- 
viously unknown underground facility loca- 
tions; 

(14) provide for an appropriate waiver of 
timely compliance with system require- 
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ments in emergency circumstances in which 
public safety is endangered, as long as the 
one-call system is notified at the earliest 
practicable time; 

(15) establish an appropriate schedule of 
fees to be imposed on facility operators to 
cover the costs of establishing, maintaining, 
and operating the one-call system; and 

(16) provide an opportunity for citizen suits 
to enforce the requirements of this section. 
SEC. 7. PENALTIES AND ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) GENERAL PENALTIES.—Each State one- 
call system established under section 5(a) 
shall provide that any excavator or facility 
operator who violates the requirements of 
the system shall be liable for a civil penalty 
of not more than $25,000 for each violation 
for each day that violation persists, except 
that the maximum civil penalty shall not ex- 
ceed $500,000 for any related series of viola- 
tions and the minimum civil penalty for a 
violation shall be not less than $250. 

(b) INCREASED PENALTIES.—If a violation 
results in damage to an underground facility 
resulting in death, serious bodily harm, or 
actual damage to property exceeding $50,000, 
or damage to an underground hazardous liq- 
uid pipeline facility resulting in the release 
of more than 50 barrels of product, the pen- 
alties may be increased, and an additional 
penalty of imprisonment may be assessed. 

(c) DECREASED PENALTIES.—A State one- 
call system may provide for reduced pen- 
alties for a violation, that results in or could 
result in damage, that is promptly reported 
by the violator. 

(d) INJUNCTIVE RELIEF.—Each State one- 
call system shall provide for appropriate in- 
junctive relief. 

(e) REVOCATION OF LICENSE.—Each State 
one-call system shall include procedures for 
the revocation of a license or permit to do 
business of any excavator determined to be a 
habitual violator of the requirements of the 
system. 

(f) IMMEDIATE CITATION OF VIOLATIONS.—A 
State one-call system may include proce- 
dures for issuing a citation of violation at 
the site and time of the violation. 

SEC. 8. ASSISTANCE OF DEPARTMENT OF TRANS- 
PORTATION IN DEVELOPMENT OF 
SYSTEMS. 


(a) COORDINATION WITH OTHER RESPONSIBIL- 
ITIES.—The Secretary shall coordinate the 
implementation of this Act with the imple- 
mentation of the Natural Gas Pipeline Safe- 
ty Act of 1968 (49 U.S.C. App. 1671 et seq.) and 
the Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Act of 
1979 (49 U.S.C. App. 2001 et seq.). 

(b) MoDEL PROGRAM.—Within 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Office 
of Pipeline Safety of the Department of 
Transportation shall draft and make avail- 
able to States a model one-call system pro- 
gram, along with such additional guidance as 
the Secretary considers appropriate, to as- 
sist the States in complying with this Act. 
Such model program may be amended in re- 
sponse to reports submitted by the States 
pursuant to section 10. 

(c) PuBLIC EDUCATION.—The Secretary 
Shall develop public service announcements 
to be broadcast or published to educate the 
public about one-call notification systems, 
including the national phone number. 

SEC. 9, ALTERNATE FORM OF SYSTEM. 

A State that wishes to establish or main- 
tain a one-call system that differs from the 
requirements of this Act may petition the 
Secretary for approval of such system. The 
Secretary shall approve such a petition if the 
proposed system is at least as protective of 
the public health and safety as a system de- 
scribed in this Act. 
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SEC. 10. STATE REPORTS. 

Within 54 months after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, each State shall report to 
Congress and the Secretary on the status of 
their one-call notification system and its re- 
quirements. The report shall contain data on 
the operation and effectiveness of the one- 
call system including— 

(1) the status of its law establishing the 
one-call system; 

(2) the number of notification requests re- 
ceived annually; 

(3) the effectiveness of the method of un- 
derground facility marking required; 

(4) the degree of excavator compliance; 

(5) the number of incidents where under- 
ground facilities were damaged and the type 
of damage to such facilities; 

(8) the number of deaths and injuries and 
the estimate amount of property loss result- 
ing from damage to underground facilities; 

(T) the extent to which all underground fa- 
cilities participate; and 

(8 any other information that the Sec- 
retary determines relevant. 

'THE COMPREHENSIVE ONE-CALL NOTIFICATION 
ACT OF 1994 


While all but four states have some kind of 
one-call program, there is wide variation in 
the programs, their requirements and cov- 
erage. Senator Bill Bradley's Comprehensive 
One-Call legislation will create a uniform 
and workable framework for the prevention 
of third-party accidents and damage to un- 
derground utilities. 

These accidents are the leading cause of 
damage to utilities, including natural gas 
pipelines. All available evidence indicates 
that third-party damage led to the tragic ac- 
cident at Edison, New Jersey, which left 
hundreds homeless and resulted in one death. 

Companion legislation is being introduced 
in the House of Representatives by Congress- 
man Frank Pallone. 

The Comprehensive One-Call Notification 
Act of 1994 will: establish a dedicated nation- 
wide number (such as ‘‘911’’) for use by state 
one-call systems; require each state to estab- 
lish a one-call program meeting the mini- 
mum requirements in the Act within three 
years; allow federal transportation grants to 
be withheld, if a state fails to sponsor an ef- 
fective one-call program; engage in a cam- 
paign of public awareness to ensure a general 
and broad familiarity with one-call programs 
and their importance; cover all excavation, 
except shallow digging (i.e. the tilling of soil 
in farming); cover all underground utilities, 
including natural gas and oil pipelines, elec- 
tricity, telecommunications, water and 
sewer; require excavators to call at least 
three days prior to digging; require utility 
companies to mark any affected lines prior 
to excavation; set penalties for non-compli- 
ance by excavators of at least $250 and as 
much as $25,000 per violation per day; allow 
states to set increased penalties, including 
imprisonment, for violations that lead to ac- 
cidents which result in serious property 
damage or injury; allow states to revoke li- 
censes for multiple offenders or issue imme- 
diate fines (similar to a parking ticket) when 
a violation occurs; allow the states to reduce 
penalties for violators who promptly report 
an incident and, as a result, avoid a possible 
accident; allow the states to appeal for an al- 
ternative system, if it can be shown that an- 
other approach will be just as protective of 
the public; call on the federal government to 
make available a model state law and addi- 
tional guidance within one year; and create 
a series of reports on the effectiveness of the 
program, compliance, the number and typé 
of violations, etc.e 
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 987 
At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. BAUCUS] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 987, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 with respect to 
discharge of indebtedness income from 
prepayment of loans under section 306B 
of the Rural Electrification Act of 1936. 
S. 1063 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. COHEN] were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 1063, a bill to amend the 
Employee Retirement Income Security 
Act of 1974 to clarify the treatment of 
a qualified football coaches plan. 
8. 1521 
At the request of Mr. GORTON, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
MURKOWSKI], the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. DOLE], and the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. WALLOP] were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 1521, a bill to reauthorize 
and amend the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973 to improve and protect the in- 
tegrity of the programs of such act for 
the conservation of threatened and en- 
dangered species, to ensure balanced 
consideration of all impacts of deci- 
sions implementing such act, to pro- 
vide for equitable treatment of non- 
Federal persons and Federal agencies 
under such act, to encourage non-Fed- 
eral persons to contribute voluntarily 
to species conservation, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1696 
At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1696, a bill to amend the Mili- 
tary Selective Service Act to termi- 
nate the registration requirement and 
to terminate the activities of civilian 
local boards, civilian appeal boards, 
and similar local agencies of the Selec- 
tive Service System. 
S. 1829 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp- 
Shire [Mr. SMITH] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1829, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro- 
vide tax incentives to encourage small 
investors, and for other purposes. 
S. 1836 
At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name 
of the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
BUMPERS] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1836, a bill for the relief of John 
Mitchell. 
8. 1884 
At the request of Mr. SIMPSON, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GRASSLEY] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1884, a bill to amend the Immigra- 
tion and Nationality Act to reform 
asylum procedures, to strengthen 
criminal penalties for the smuggling of 
aliens, and to reform other procedures 
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to control illegal immigration to the 
United States. 
S. 1920 
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
MURKOWSKI] was added as à cosponsor 
of S. 1920, a bill to amend title XIV of 
the Public Health Service Act (com- 
monly known as the “Safe Drinking 
Water Act"] to ensure the safety of 
public water systems, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1991 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
BRYAN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1991, a bill to provide for the safety of 
journeyman boxers, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 2006 
At the request of Mr. DOLE, the 
names of the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. MCCONNELL], the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND], and 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
COCHRAN] were added as cosponsors of 
S. 2006, a bill to require Federal agen- 
cies to prepare private property taking 
impact analyses, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 2073 
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. BIDEN] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2073, a bill to designate the United 
States courthouse that is scheduled to 
be constructed in Concord, New Hamp- 
Shire, as the Warren B. Rudman Unit- 
ed States Courthouse," and for other 
purposes. 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 176 
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
MURKOWSKI], the Senator from Alaska 
[Mr. STEVENS], the Senator from Cali- 
fornia [Mrs. FEINSTEIN], the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL], and the 
Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR- 
RAY] were added as cosponsors of Sen- 
ate Joint Resolution 176, a joint resolu- 
tion to designate the month of May 
1994 as “Older Americans Month." 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 179 
At the request of Mr. COHEN, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of Sen- 
ate Joint Resolution 179, a joint resolu- 
tion to designate the week of June 12 
through 19, 1994, as National Men's 
Health Week." 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 182 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSTON, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. D'AMATO] was added as a cospon- 
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 182, a 
joint resolution to designate the year 
1995 as ‘‘Jazz Centennial Year.” 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 186 
At the request of Mr. PACKWOOD, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
MURKOWSKI], the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. WARNER], the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. WOFFORD], the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], the Sen- 
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ator from South Carolina [Mr. HOL- 
LINGS], the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. LAUTENBERG], the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. DURENBERGER], and the 
Senator from New York [Mr. D'AMATO] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 186, a joint resolution 
to designate February 2, 1995, and Feb- 
ruary 1, 1996, as “National Women and 
Girls in Sports Day." 
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 60 


At the request of Mr. GRAMM, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
BRYAN] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 60, a 
concurrent resolution expressing the 
sense of the Congress that a postage 
stamp should be issued to honor the 
100th anniversary of the Jewish War 
Veterans of the United States of Amer- 
ica. 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 64 


At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] and the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WOFFORD] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Concur- 
rent Resolution 64, à concurrent reso- 
lution expressing the sense of the Con- 
gress regarding the Guatemalan peace 
process and the need for greater protec- 
tion of human rights in Guatemala. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 170 


At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. WELLSTONE] was added as a co- 
sponsor of Senate Resolution 170, a res- 
olution to express the sense of the Sen- 
ate that  obstetrician-gynecologists 
should be included as primary care pro- 
viders for women in Federal laws relat- 
ing to the provision of health care. 


SENATE RESOLUTION  212—REL- 
ATIVE TO A COMMEMORATIVE 
POSTAGE STAMP HONORING 
PAUL “BEAR” BRYANT 


Mr. HEFLIN (for himself, Mr. SHEL- 
BY, Mr. FORD, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. 
GRAMM, Mr. PRYOR, and Mr. STEVENS) 
submitted the following resolution; 
which was considered and agreed to: 
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Whereas eleven years after his death, Paul 
"Bear" Bryant retains the record of being 
the most successful coach in Division-A col- 
lege football history; 

Whereas Paul Bear“ Bryant's accomplish- 
ments were a source of great pride to the 
University of Alabama and the Nation; 

Whereas Paul Bear“ Bryant's example 
has profoundly influenced many professional 
and collegiate coaches and players; and 

Whereas Paul “Bear” Bryant is a modern 
hero and legend in the South: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that the Citizens' Stamp Advisory Commit- 
tee of the United States Postal Service 
Should recommend to the Postmaster Gen- 
eral that a postage stamp be issued honoring 
coach Paul Bear“ Bryant. 
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BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA ARMS 
ACT OF 1994 


DOLE AMENDMENT NO. 1692 


Mr. DOLE proposed an amendment to 
the bill (S. 2042) to remove the United 
States arms embargo of the Govern- 
ment of Bosnia and Herzegovina; as fol- 
lows 


Strike all after the enacting clause and in- 
sert the following: 

SEC. . UNITED STATES ARMS EMBARGO OF THE 
GOVERNMENT OF BOSNIA AND 
HERZEGOVINA. 

(a) TERMINATION.—The President shall ter- 
minate the United States arms embargo of 
the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina 
upon receipt from that government of a re- 
quest for assistance in exercising its right of 
self-defense under Article 51 of the United 
Nations Charter. 

(b) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, 
the term ‘United States arms embargo of the 
Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina“ 
means the application to the Government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina of— 

(1) the policy adopted July 10, 1991, and 
published in the Federal Register of July 19, 
1991 (58 Fed. Reg. 33322) under the heading 
*Suspension of Munitions Export Licenses to 
Yugoslavia'; and 

(2) any similar policy being applied by the 
United States Government as of the date of 
receipt of the request described in subsection 
(a) pursuant to which approval is routinely 
denied for transfers of defense articles and 
defense services to the former Yugoslavia. 


DOLE AMENDMENT NO. 1693 


Mr. DOLE proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 1692 proposed by him 
to the bill S. 2042, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, add the follow- 
ing: 

SEC. . UNITED STATES ARMS EMBARGO OF THE 
GOVERNMENT OF BOSNIA AND 
HERZEGOVINA. 

(a) TERMINATION.—The President shall ter- 
minate the United States arms embargo of 
the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina 
upon receipt from that government of a re- 
quest for assistance in exercising its right of 
self-defense under Article 51 of the United 
Nations Charter. 

(b) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, 
the term 'United States arms embargo of the 
Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina’ 
means the application to the Government of 
Bosnía and Herzegovina of— 

(1) the policy adopted July 10, 1991, and 
published in the Federal Register of July 19, 
1991 (58 Fed. Reg. 33322) under the heading 
'Suspension of Munitions Export Licenses to 
Yugoslavia'; and 

(2) any similar policy being applied by the 
United States Government as of the date of 
receipt of the request described in subsection 
(a) pursuant to which approval is routinely 
denied for transfers of defense articles and 
defense services to the former Yugoslavia. 


DOLE (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1694 


Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. MACK, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
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FEINGOLD, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. McCon- 
NELL, Mr. HELMS, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. 
COVERDELL, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. GOR- 
TON, Mr. KEMPTHORNE, Mr. D'AMATO, 
Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. ROTH, Mr. BROWN, 
Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. WALLOP, Mr. 
BRADLEY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. Moy- 
NIHAN, Mr. ROBB, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
THURMOND, Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. REID, 
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. CAMPBELL, and Mr. 
MURKOWSKI) proposed an amendment 
to amendment No. 1693 proposed by Mr. 
DOLE to the bill S. 2042, supra; as fol- 
lows: 


Strike all after the word SEC.“ and insert 
the following: 

UNITED STATES ARMS EMBARGO OF THE GOV- 
ERNMENT OF BOSNIA AND 
HERZEGOVINA. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—Neither the President 
nor any other member of the Executive 
Branch of the United States Government 
shall interfere with the transfer of arms to 
the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

(b) TERMINATION.—The President shall ter- 
minate the United States arms embargo of 
the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina 
upon receipt from that government of a re- 
quest for assistance in exercising its right of 
self-defense under Article 51 of the United 
Nations Charter. 

(c) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, 
the term ‘United States arms embargo of the 
Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina’ 
means the application to the Government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina of— 

(1) the policy adopted July 10, 1991, and 
published in the Federal Register of July 19, 
1991 (58 Fed. Reg. 33322) under the heading 
‘Suspension of Munitions Export Licenses to 
Yugoslavia’; and 

(2) any similar policy being applied by the 
United States Government as of the date of 
receipt of the request described in subsection 
(a) pursuant to which approval is routinely 
denied for transfers of defense articles and 
defense services to the former Yugoslavia. 

(d) Nothing in this section shall be inter- 
preted as authorization for deployment of 
U.S. forces in the territory of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina for any purpose, including 
training, support or delivery of military 
equipment. 


DOLE (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1695 


Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. MACK, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. MCCON- 
NELL, Mr. HELMS, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. 
COVERDELL, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. GOR- 
TON, Mr. KEMPTHORNE, Mr. D’AMATO, 
Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. ROTH, Mr. BROWN, 
Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. WALLOP, Mr. 
BRADLEY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. Moy- 
NIHAN, Mr. ROBB, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
THURMOND, Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. REID, 
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. CAMPBELL, and Mr. 
MURKOWSKI) proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 2042, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place insert the follow- 
ing: 

UNITED STATES ARMS EMBARGO OF THE GOV- 
ERNMENT 


OF BOSNIA AND 

HERZEGOVINA. 
(a) PROHIBITION.—Neither the President 
nor any other member of the Executive 
Branch of the United States Government 
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shall interfere with the transfer of conven- 
tional arms appropriate to the self-defense 
needs of the Government of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 

(b) TERMINATION.—The President shall ter- 
minate the United States arms embargo of 
the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina 
upon receipt from that government of a re- 
quest for assistance in exercising its right of 
self-defense under Article 51 of the United 
Nations Charter. 

(c) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, 
the term ‘United States arms embargo of the 
Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina’ 
means the application to the Government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina of— 

(1) the policy adopted July 10, 1991, and 
published in the Federal Register of July 19, 
1991 (58 Fed Reg. 33322) under the heading 
‘Suspension of Munitions Export Licenses to 
Yugoslavia’; and 

(2) any similar policy being applied by the 
United States Government as of the date of 
receipt of the request described in subsection 
(a) pursuant to which approval is routinely 
denied for transfers of defense articles and 
defense services to the former Yugoslavia. 

(d) Nothing in this section shall be inter- 
preted as authorization for deployment of 
U.S. forces in the territory of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina for any purpose, including 
training, support or delivery of military 
equipment. 


MITCHELL (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1696 


Mr. MITCHELL (for himself, Mr. 
PELL, Mr. NUNN, and Mr. BUMPERS) pro- 
posed an amendment to the bill S. 2042, 
supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place insert the follow- 
ing: 

(a) PURPOSE.—To approve and authorize 
the use of United States airpower to imple- 
ment the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza- 
tion (NATO) exclusion zones around United 
Nations designated safe areas in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and to protect United Nations 
forces. 

(b) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) the war in the Republic of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina has claimed tens of thousands of 
lives and displaced more than two million 
citizens; 

(2) the Senate supports as a policy objec- 
tive a peace settlement that provides for an 
economically, politically and militarily via- 
ble Bosnian state, capable of exercising its 
rights under the United Nations Charter; 

(3) United Nations Security Council Reso- 
lutions 836 and 844 call on member states, 
acting nationally or through regional orga- 
nizations, to take all necessary measures to 
deter attacks against safe areas identified in 
Security Council resolution 824. 

(4) On February 9, 1994 the North Atlantic 
Council authorized the use of air strikes to 
end the siege of Sarajevo and on April 22, 
1994 to end the siege of Gorazde and to re- 
spond to attacks on the safe areas of Bihac, 
Srebrenica, Tuzla or Zepa or to the threaten- 
ing presence of heavy weapons within a ra- 
dius of 20 kilometers of those areas (within 
Bosnia and Herzegovina); 

(5) The Congress in the FY 1994 State De- 
partment Authorization bill expressed its 
sense that the President should terminate 
the United States arms embargo on the Gov- 
ernment of Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

(c) PoLicy.— 

(1) The Senate authorizes and approves the 
decision by the President to join with our 
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NATO allies in implementing the North At- 
lantic Council decisions: 

(A) of June 10, 1993 to support and protect 
UNPROFOR forces in and around U.N. des- 
ignated safe areas and, 

(B) of February 9, 1994 to use NATO's air- 
power in the Sarajevo region of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and, 

(C) of April 22, 1994 to authorize 
CINCSOUTH to conduct air strikes against 
Bosnian Serb heavy weapons and other mili- 
tary targets within a 20 kilometers radius of 
the center of Gorazde, and Bihac, Srebrenica, 
Tuzla or Zepa (within the territory of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina) if these safe areas are at- 
tacked or threatened by Bosnian Serb heavy 
weapons. 

(2) The Congress favors the termination of 
the arms embargo against the Government 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The President 
shall seek immediately the agreement of 
NATO allies to terminate the international 
arms embargo on the Government of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina. In accordance with Admin- 
istration policy following such consultations 
the President or his representative shall 
promptly propose or support a resolution in 
the United Nations Security Council to ter- 
minate the international arms embargo on 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. If the Security 
Council fails to pass such a resolution the 
President shall within 5 days consult with 
Congress regarding unilateral termination of 
the arms embargo on the Government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. Upon termination 
of the international embargo the President 
shall ensure that appropriate military assist- 
ance be provided expeditiously to Bosnia and 
Herzegovina upon receipt from that govern- 
ment of such a request in exercising its right 
of self-defense. 

(3) Unless previously authorized by the 
Congress no United States ground combat 
forces should be deployed in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. Any request by the President 
for such authorization should include: 

(A) an explanation of the United States in- 
terests involved in such commitments or ac- 
tions; 

(B) the specific objectives of the commit- 
ments or actions; 

(C) the likely duration of the operation; 

(D) the size, composition, command and 
control arrangements, rules of engagement, 
contributions of allied nations, and other de- 
tails of the force needed to meet the objec- 
tives; 

(E) specific measurements of success, par- 
ticularly the end point of the U.S. involve- 
ment, and what follow-on security arrange- 
ments would be needed; and 

(F) an estimate of financial costs, includ- 
ing burdensharing arrangements, and non-fi- 
nancial costs as can be determined. 

(4) Nothing in this legislation restricts the 
prerogative of Congress to review the arms 
embargo on Bosnia and Herzegovina. 


— — 


NOTICES OF HEARINGS 


JOINT COMMITTEE ON PRINTING 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I wish to 
announce that the Joint Committee on 
Printing wil meet at 2:30 p.m., in S- 
324, the Capitol, on Thursday, May 12, 
1994. The committee will hold a hearing 
on the financial position of the Govern- 
ment Printing Office and may consider 
several resolutions to deal with the 
projected shortfall. The Public Printer, 
Michael F. DiMario will be a witness. 
Those interested in submitting state- 
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ments or seeking additional informa- 
tion should contact John Chambers of 
the joint committee staff at 202-224— 
5241. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NUTRITION AND 
INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce that the Senate Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry's Subcommittee on Nutrition 
and Investigations will hold a hearing 
on S. 1614, the Better Nutrition and 
Health for Children Act of 1993. The 
hearing will be held on Tuesday, May 
17, 1994 at 10 a.m. in SR-332. Senator 
TOM HARKIN will preside 

For further information, please con- 
tact Mark Halverson at 224-3254. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION 

AND STABILIZATION OF PRICES 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce that the Senate Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry Subcommittee on Agricul- 
tural Production and Stabilization of 
Prices will hold a hearing on the ad- 
ministration's crop insurance proposal. 
The hearing will be held on Thursday, 
May 18, 1994, at 10 a.m. in SR-332. Sen- 
ator DAVID PRYOR will preside. 

For further information, please con- 
tact Bobby Franklin at 224-2353. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS, NATIONAL 

PARKS AND FORESTS 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that two addi- 
tional bills have been added to the 
hearing previously announced for May 
19, 1994, before the Subcommittee on 
Public Lands, National Parks and For- 
ests of the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. The additional 
measures are: 

S. 523, to expand the Fort Necessity 
National Battlefield, and for other pur- 
poses; and 

S. 2089, to authorize the establish- 
ment of the Steamtown National His- 
toric Site, and for other purposes. 

In addition, the subcommittee will 
consider the following Senate compan- 
ion measures to H.R. 3252, the West 
Virginia Rivers Conservation Act, 
which includes provisions dealing with 
3 units of the National Park Sys- 


ow 796, to provide for a feasibility 
study of including Revere Beach in the 
National Park System; 

S. 1278, to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to acquire and to convey 
certain lands or interests in lands to 
improve the management, protection, 
and administration of Colonial Na- 
tional Historical Park, and for other 
purposes; 

S. 1652, to amend the National Trails 
System Act to designate the Great 
Western Trail for potential addition to 
the National Trails System, and for 
other purposes; and 

Senate Joint Resolution 152, to des- 
ignate the visitors center at the Chan- 
nel Islands National Park, CA, as the 
"Robert J. Lagomarsino Visitors Cen- 
ter." 
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The hearing will take place on Thurs- 
day, May 19, beginning at 2 p.m. in 
room SD-366 on the Dirksen Senate Of- 
fice Building in Washington, DC. 

For further information regarding 
the hearing, please contact David 
Brooks of the subcommittee staff at 
202-224-8115. 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
on May 10, 1994, immediately following 
the 2:30 p.m. nomination hearing on 
Alan Sagner to be members of the Cor- 
poration for Public Broadcasting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
on May 10, 1994, at 2:30 p.m. on Susan 
Ness and Rachelle Chong to be a mem- 
ber of the Federal Communications 
Commission. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources be au- 
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate, 9:30 a.m., May 10, 1994, to 
receive testimony on implementation 
of the administration’s climate change 
action plan and the Energy Policy Act 
of 1992. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Finance be permitted to meet today, 
May 10, 1994 at 10 a.m., to hear testi- 
mony on the subject of deinstitu- 
tionalization, mental illness, and medi- 
cations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent on behalf of the Govern- 
mental Affairs Committee for author- 
ity to meet on Tuesday, May 10, at 10 
a.m. for a hearing on: health care re- 
form and FEHBP. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources’ Sub- 
committee on Children, Family, Drugs 
and Alcoholism be authorized to meet 
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for a hearing on Keeping Kids Safe," 
during the session of the Senate on 
May 10, 1994, at 10 a.m 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Select Commit- 
tee on Intelligence be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Tuesday, May 10, 1994, at 10 a.m. to 
hold a closed hearing on intelligence 
matters. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON DISABILITY POLICY 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources’ Sub- 
committee on Disability Policy be au- 
thorized to meet for a hearing on fam- 
ily support for families of children with 
disabilities, during the session of the 
Senate on May 10, 1994, at 9:30 a.m. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FORCE REQUIREMENTS AND 
PERSONNEL 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Force Requirements and Personnel 
of the Committee on Armed Services 
be authorized to meet on Tuesday, May 
10, 1994, at 9:30 a.m. in open session, to 
receive testimony regarding the De- 
partment of Defense reserve manpower, 
personnel, and compensation issues re- 
lated to the national defense authoriza- 
tion request for fiscal year 1995 and the 
future years defense program. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER AND POWER 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Water and Power of the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources be 
authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate, 2:30 p.m., May 10, 1994, to 
receive testimony on the potential role 
of Federal reclamation projects in 
meeting the water supply needs of the 
Colonias in Texas. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO THE GENERAL ELEC- 
TRIC ELFUN SOCIETY AND GEN- 
ERAL ELECTRIC FOUNDATION 


èe Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to congratulate and honor two 
organizations that have distinguished 
themselves by jointly becoming one of 
only 21 recipients nationwide of the 
1994 President's "Volunteer Action 
Award. These two organizations, based 
in my home State, are not only sources 
of pride for Connecticut, but for the en- 
tire United States of America. The or- 
ganizations to which I am referring are 
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the General Electric Elfun Society and 
the General Electric Foundation. 

The GE Elfun Society is à volunteer 
organization of GE employees and re- 
tirees, and the GE Foundation is a 
trust established to provide grants to 
nonprofit organizations. Together, 
they established the College Bound 
Program to promote systemic change 
in poor, inner-city schools and to in- 
crease the number of youths from these 
schools continuing on to higher edu- 
cation. 

The College Bound Program rep- 
resents a $20 million commitment to 
double the number of college-bound 
Students from selected poor and inner- 
city schools by the year 2000. The GE 
Foundation provides multiyear grants 
of up to $1 million to achieve that goal, 
while local chapters of the Elfun Soci- 
ety provide a cadre of volunteers to 
Serve as tutors, mentors, and friends to 
high school students. 

Since 1989, 12 schools have partici- 
pated in the College Bound Program 
and have developed 3- to 5-year plans to 
double the number of college entrants. 
These 12 programs are made possible 
through the work of more than 2,000 
GE volunteers, whose efforts have 
yielded some staggering results. 

At Aiken High School in Cincinnati, 
OH, the college matriculation rate has 
jumped from 23 to 47 percent in just 5 
years. At Western High in Louisville, 
KY, the rate went from 25 to 59 per- 
cent, and at Valley High in Albuquer- 
que, MN, the rate has increased from 22 
to 57 percent, far exceeding the goal of 
doubling the number of college en- 
trants. 

As you know, Mr. President, I have 
joined à number of my colleagues in 
working to make college a realistic op- 
tion for all of America's youths, re- 
gardless of their home environment or 
financial situation. We have seen 
progress, but significant progress can- 
not be made by the Government alone. 
To truly ensure a better future for all 
of America’s children, we need the 
helping hands of communities and the 
organizations found within them. 

The GE Society and the GE Founda- 
tion are excellent examples of these 
helping hands. And through their ef- 
forts, hundreds of young lives have 
been significantly brightened. For 
that, we should all be grateful.e 


SUPPORTING THE KRUEGER 
NOMINATION 


è Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I rise to support the recent confirma- 
tion of Robert Charles Krueger to be 
Ambassador to Burundi. Senator 
Krueger is exceptionally well qualified 
to represent the United States in that 
African nation. 

He is a Shakespeare scholar, a busi- 
nessman and rancher, a former Member 
of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate of the United States, and a 
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former Ambassador-at-large during the 
Carter administration. 

He is a true Renaissance man, com- 
bining scholarship with those practical 
qualities necessary for success in the 
world of business and commerce. But 
above all, he has served his country 
very well in public life. 

Robert Krueger was born in New 
Braunfels, TX, during the depths of the 
depression. He graduated from South- 
ern Methodist University in 1957, where 
he was elected to Phi Beta Kappa. He 
holds advanced degrees from both Duke 
University and Oxford University. 

In 1961, Robert Krueger returned 
from Oxford to teach English literature 
at Duke University. While at Duke, he 
redesigned the undergraduate curricu- 
lum, and at the age of 36 was appointed 
dean of arts and sciences by Terry San- 
ford, then president of Duke University 
and former Governor of North Caro- 
lina. 

Robert Krueger returned to his home 
State of Texas in 1973, upon the death 
of his father, to oversee the family 
businesses and to run for Congress. In 
1974, he was elected to the House of 
Representatives, and was reelected in 
1976. While in Congress he established 
an impressive record, especially in the 
field of energy and natural resources. 

In 1978, he left the House to run for 
the U.S. Senate. He missed narrowly— 
losing to our late colleague John G. 
Tower by fewer than 12,000 votes. 

Robert Krueger is far from a novice 
in the world of foreign diplomacy. Dur- 
ing the Carter administration, he was 
appointed Ambassador-at-large, and co- 
ordinator for Mexican affairs. He 
served in this position from 1978 to 
1981, when he returned once again to 
Texas and to the business world. 

Robert Krueger’s dedication to public 

service has been constant. In 1990, he 
was elected to the Texas State railroad 
commission. When our former col- 
league Lloyd Bentsen was selected to 
serve in the Clinton administration as 
Secretary of the Treasury, Robert 
Krueger was appointed by the Governor 
of Texas to fill the Senate vacancy 
until a special election could be held. 
He served with us for only a short pe- 
riod of time, but his presence was felt 
by all who had a chance to work with 
him. 
He has now been asked again to serve 
his country, and his appointment 
comes at a crucial time in the develop- 
ment of Burundi. 

After many years of military dicta- 
torships, in March 1992 the people of 
Burundi approved a democratic con- 
stitution by an overwhelming 9 to 1 
margin. In order to stand for election 
as president under the new constitu- 
tion, Buyoya resigned from the mili- 
tary. His main opponent in the election 
was Melchoir Ndadaye, a Hutu with a 
background in banking. 

In June 1993, 2.8 million voters went 
to the polls and elected Melchoir 
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Ndadaye president in the country's 
first ever multiparty elections. Buyoya 
accepted his defeat gracefully, and is 
now leading a freedom foundation to 
encourage economic development in 
Burundi. 

Then tragedy struck. On October 21, 
1993, I came to the floor of the Senate 
to express my shock and dismay at 
events that had just occurred that 
morning in Burundi. Elements of the 
Burundian army had staged a military 
coup, and murdered President Ndadaye. 
This tragic action motivated ethnic at- 
tacks throughout the country, killing 
thousands of Burundians. As a result of 
this turmoil, approximately one-tenth 
of the population of Burundi had fled 
to neighboring Rwanda, Tanzania, and 
Zaire. 

But within this tragedy there is rea- 
son for hope. The people of Burundi did 
not permit factions within the military 
to rob the nation of democracy. The 
military was unable to consolidate its 
power. The people of Burundi—Tutsi 
and Hutu—together with the inter- 
national community, condemned this 
action, and the coup failed. 

Since the tragic events of last fall, 
Burundi has continued its journey 
along the path of democracy and na- 
tional unity. More recently, the tragic 
deaths of the new President of Burundi, 
Cyprien Ntarymira, and the President 
of Rwanda has led to & violent and 
bloody crisis in Rwanda. To the credit 
of the people of Burundi, this crisis has 
not spread, as yet, to Burundi. 

However, the situation in Burundi re- 
mains fragile, and for that reason, I am 
very pleased that an individual of the 
stature of Robert Krueger will be rep- 
resenting the United States in Burundi 
during this difficult period in that re- 
gion of Africa. 

Iam certain that Robert Krueger—in 
the position of Ambassador to Bu- 
rundi—will represent America well, 
and will serve as an inspiration to 
those in Burundi who want that coun- 
try to remain a free and democratic na- 
tion. My thoughts and prayers go with 
Robert Krueger, his wife Kathleen and 
his two daughters, Mariana and Sarah, 
as they undertake this very important 
posting.e 


IN HONOR OF RETIRING MARY- 
LAND STATE SENATOR FRED- 
ERICK C. MALKUS, JR. 


* Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor Maryland Senator Fred- 
erick C. Malkus, Jr. on the occasion of 
his retirement. Senator Malkus has 
served in the Maryland State Legisla- 
ture for 48 years. 

I have known Senator Malkus for 
some time, and I know that his pres- 
ence in Maryland politics will be sorely 
missed. He showed me what life on the 
Eastern Shore was all about. He let me 
know what people in his district needed 
and what their interests were. He 
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taught me what a wetland was, which I 
will never forget. I was privileged to re- 
ceive his endorsement in my Senate re- 
election campaign. 

Senator Malkus has contributed a 
lifetime of service to our great State of 
Maryland. He was born in Baltimore 
and raised in Dorchester County on 
Maryland's Eastern Shore. He attended 
Western Maryland College and the Uni- 
versity of Maryland School of Law. 
After nobly serving his country 
through five campaigns in World War 
II. Senator Malkus returned to Mary- 
land to make a home in his native Dor- 
chester County. He then set about serv- 
ing the county and State which had 
served him as a young man growing up. 

Senator Malkus was elected to the 
House of Delegates in 1946 and then to 
the Maryland Senate in 1950. He ac- 
tively worked on behalf of the Eastern 
Shore, joining in the opening of the 
Chesapeake Bay Bridge and helping to 
establish the Potomac River Compact 
with Virginia. 

Senator Malkus was appointed chair- 
man of the Senate Judicial Proceed- 
ings Committee in 1955, named State 
Office of the Year by the Maryland Mu- 
nicipal League in 1961, and named ad- 
miral of the Chesapeake Bay by Gov- 
ernor Harry Hughes in 1983. He was 
honored in 1987 by the naming of a 
bridge across the Choptank River as 
the Frederick C. Malkus, Jr. Bridge. 

Senator Malkus has been a friend of 
Dorchester County, the Chesapeake 
Bay, Western Maryland College, the 
State of Maryland, and a good friend of 
mine for may years. It is with great 
honor that I stand on the Senate floor 
to recognize his outstanding commit- 
ment and dedication to the people of 
Dorchester County and the State of 
Maryland.e 


TRIBUTE TO MICHAEL ALOUCHE 


è Mr. REID. Mr. President, I would 
like to make the Senate aware of an in- 
dividual who exemplifies the true spirit 
of a “world ambassador" for peace. 

Michael Alouche was born in Tunisia 
in 1947 and emigrated to Israel with his 
family in 1956. His father was a journal- 
ist and writer. His mother was a house- 
wife who raised 14 children. The family 
left most of their belongings behind 
and went through the many hardships 
experienced by emigrants to Israel at 
that time. 'This included living in 
tents, learning a new language, and 
making new friends. 

Michael Alouche went through all 
those difficulties with courage and op- 
timism. He always felt that living in 
Israel was worth even greater sac- 
rifices. After finishing high school, he 
joined the Israeli Defense Forces to 
perform his national service. He de- 
cided to stay in the service and become 
a career noncommissioned officer. 

He served on the same base for 27 
years and rose through the ranks to be- 
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come a senior sergeant major, the 
highest possible enlisted rank. During 
his last 12 years of service, Sgt. 
Alouche was given a special assign- 
ment: leader and guide to groups of 
volunteers who came to help Israel and 
its people. These volunteers come to Is- 
rael through the Sar-El organization 
which is the National Project for Vol- 
unteers for Israel. This process in- 
creases the bond between the people of 
Israel and their supporters abroad. 

During his 12 years of association 
with this program, Michael Alouche 
provided guidance to about 6,000 volun- 
teers. Approximately 4,500 of those peo- 
ple were from the United States. 

His knowledge of Jewish history and 
tradition, Israeli geography, and cur- 
rent affairs, along with his friendly ap- 
proach to people, made him one of the 
best guides in the program. His empa- 
thy with foreigners showed his humane 
character. His phenomenal memory 
and continuing correspondence with 
hundreds of volunteers made him an 
ambassador to the world, while never 
leaving Israel. 

Michael Alouche deserves our highest 
possible praise and recognition for his 
part in bringing about international 
friendship and understanding.e 


RETIREMENT OF SENATOR 
FREDERICK C. MALKUS, JR. 


è Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, for 48 
years Frederick C. Malkus, Jr. has rep- 
resented a major part of Maryland's 
Eastern Shore in the State legislature 
with integrity, vigor, and a concern for 
his constituents that has made him one 
of the longest-serving state legislators 
in the Nation. Senator Malkus, after 4 
years in the House of Delegates and a 
remarkable 44 years in the Maryland 
State Senate, including service as 
chairman of the judicial proceedings 
committee and as President pro tem- 
pore since 1975, is retiring from Annap- 
olis. 

It was my privilege to know and 
work with Senator Fred Malkus when 
we served together in the general as- 
sembly from 1971 through 1975. 
Throughout his distinguished career, 
which began on his return from over- 
seas service in World War II, Fred 
Malkus has earned the respect of his 
legislative colleagues and become, as 
the Washington Post called him, an 
icon" in Maryland's legislature. How- 
ever, he has remained, in the words of 
Maryland Comptroller Louis Goldstein, 
with whom Fred Malkus roomed in law 
school, a man of the soil and water," 
not only a lawyer and legislator but 
also an Eastern Shore hunter, trapper, 
and farmer. 

Mr. President, when an individual 
Serves so long with so much distinction 
in public office, much is said and writ- 
ten about them when they retire. Since 
announcing his decision earlier this 
year he has received many tributes and 
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honors, and will again this Sunday 
when the Dorchester County Demo- 
cratic State Central Committee holds a 
tribute in his honor. I ask that two ar- 
ticles from newspapers in Cambridge 
and Easton recalling the public service 
of my friend Senator Frederick Malkus 
be reprinted in the RECORD at this 
point. 
[From the Daily Banner, Apr. 22, 1993 


"I HAVE ALWAYS BEEN THE HAPPIEST WHEN 
THE BATTLE BECAME THE HOTTEST" 
(By Anne Hughes) 

In the small brick box of an office on 
Spring Street in Cambridge, the aging state 
senator stands before a black and white 
photo of à handsome young man in Army 
grey. 

This was Frederick C. Malkus Jr., the sol- 
dier who would return from battle in World 
War II to become one of the most powerful 
men on the Eastern Shore, who would take 
his place in the Maryland General Assembly 
representing his native Dorchester County 
and other Shore counties and remain there 
longer than any other member of the state's 
legislature. 

A graduate of Western Maryland College 
and the University of Maryland Law School, 
he would make his living practicing law—but 
politics would be his passion. 

Politics is as much a part of the man as his 
pulse—something that will remain with him 
after he completes his final term in the 
Maryland Senate in April of 1994. 

In his more than 45 years in the General 
Assembly, Mr. Malkus would hold power in 
his hands then slowly watch it erode as re- 
apportionment gave legislative seats to the 
metropolitan areas at the expense of the 
rural area. 

He would gain the reputation of being a 
fierce debater who rarely forgot his foes' foi- 
bles and wasn't afraid to recall them on the 
floor of the Senate. Through the years, 
through the heated debates, Mr. Malkus said 
he always listened to his constituents—the 
watermen, the farmers, the residents of the 
Eastern Shore—and fought vigorously for 
their rights. 

Politics piqued his interest while he was 
serving in the U.S. Army in Germany during 
World War II. "I was voting for Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt for the third time. I was 
close to a small town named Stahlberg, Ger- 
many. It was raining, in an apple orchard. 

While voting I thought and decided, ''if I 
every get out of this mess I'm going home 
and getting in politics." * * * I guess I fig- 
ured that government caused all this and if 
government caused all this I'd like to be part 
of it * * * I got out of the mess and on re- 
turning home, I ran for the (Maryland) 
House of Delegates and won." He took office 
in 1947. 

"Four years later I ran for the Senate and 
have been in the Senate ever since," Mr. 
Malkus said. 

In 1955, he became the chairman of the sen- 
ate’s Judicial Proceedings Committee. 

“As chairman of the Judicial Proceedings 
Committee it was my duty to consider home 
rule for the towns," Mr. Malkus said. In 1960 
after home rule was put in effect, Maryland 
Municipal League named him State Official 
of the Year." 

"I have always felt that government clos- 
est to the people is the best form of govern- 
ment and if the towns can govern themselves 
Ithink they will govern best," he said. 

But Mr. Malkus, a conservative, was not so 
popular among the more liberal members of 
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the committee, and he is said to have often 
clashed with them over civil rights legisla- 
tion. 

In 1966, he lost his chairmanship. 

"I was a country boy and the city boys 
took over and I was replaced by Sen. Joseph 
Curran who now is the state's Attorney Gen- 
eral," he recalled. 

When federal law mandated reapportion- 
ment, which allocated the number of rep- 
resentatives based on the population of an 
area, the rural areas lost control of the legis- 
lature. 

“The major thing that has happened in the 
legislature since I arrived was the difference 
between the rural control and now the urban 
control.In my early days in the legislature, 
the Senate consisted of 29 members, nine of 
which were from the Eastern Shore. That 
gave the Eastern Shore, soar with rural 
Southern Maryland and rural Western Mary- 
land, control of the Maryland Senate. Things 
changed completely. Now the Eastern Shore 
only has three members out of 47. 

“I have always said that when the country 
boys had control of the legislature, we were 
much more liberal to the metropolitan areas 
than the metropolitan areas have been since 
they have had control." 

After Mr. Malkus lost his chairmanship, no 
one from the rural areas was chairman of a 
major committee until Sen. Walter Baker (of 
Cecil County) became chairman of the Judi- 
cial Proceedings Committee seven years ago. 

Slowly, Mr. Malkus said, the Eastern 
Shore and other rural areas are regaining 
some of their power. R. Clayton Mitchell, 
Speaker of the House, is from the Eastern 
Shore as is the chairman of the House’s En- 
vironmental Matters Committee. 

From Judicial Proceedings, Mr. Malkus 
served on the senate's Economic and Envi- 
ronmental Matters Committee. 

"When I lost my chairmanship, I made up 
my mind to fight in spots," he said. "In any 
Eastern Shore fight, I've always been there." 

"On Economic and Environmental Mat- 
ters, I did my best good by being against," 
Mr. Malkus said of several environmental 
bills that he argued put an unfair burden on 
Eastern Shore residents. 

The one victory he said he savors the most 
was gained after his four-year fight to estab- 
lish the Department of Agriculture. After 
the governor and other legislators to agreed 
establish committees on agriculture, the 
senator convinced them that a separate de- 
partment was necessary. In 1972 the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture was formed. 

"During 1993 legislative term, there was an 
attempt made by the Speaker of the House of 
Delegates * * * to consolidate the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture with the Department of 
Natural Resources. The farmers were against 
that from one end of the state to the other. 
* * * The bill didn't have à chance with the 
farmers against it and the Administration 
against it. So we didn't have a hard fight on 
it. The bill just went to sleep.“ : 

But the senator said he's always been 
drawn to à good debate. 

"We've had many great verbal battles on 
the floor of the Senate and for the most part 
I've been in most of them," Mr. Malkus said. 
"In verbal fisticuffs I have always been the 
happiest when the battle became the hot- 
test." One of the best qualities a legislator 
can possess, he said, is a good memory so 
you can bring to an opponent's attention 
something he will be embarrassed about, dis- 
counting that the tactic may be perceived as 
ruthless. 

"In politics, everything is relevant.“ 

He has tried unsuccessfully for three years 
to get the legislature to pass a bill aimed at 
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protecting landowner's rights, a bill that 
would require the state's attorney general's 
office to review any legislation that could af- 
fect development of property. 

That fight, he said he will continue in his 
final year in the Senate. 

For 46 years, Mr. Malkus has been the es- 
teemed gentleman from the Eastern Shore." 
He doesn't hesitate when asked if he would 
do it again. 

"I believe I would have followed the same 
course. I have several times had the oppor- 
tunity to be considered for a judgeship and 
each time I never gave it any serious consid- 
eration. It's difficult for me to be present 
and not to participate,” he said. 

As Mr. Malkus stares at the photo on his 
wall of his law office, one gets the feeling 
he'd like to time to remain some where be- 
tween the man in the picture and the man 
who's readying for retirement. 

"At the present time, if I were not 80 years 
old, if I was 15 to 20 years younger, I would 
run for reelection,” he said. “When am no 
longer in the Senate, it will be somebody 
else job and I'm sure not going to interfere 
with it." 

Mr. Malkus won't say who he would like to 
see succeed him. He would like someone who 
is independent and who knows the area. 
“This is very important don't trade your 
success at the expense of the Eastern Shore. 
That's à big temptation once you get recog- 
nized to forget where you came from * * *. 
We on the Eastern Shore have to stick to- 
gether. 

Although he stressed he would not inter- 
fere, he acknowledge that he can't just sit 
back and watch. No doubt I will continue to 
be active in politics. I like the game too 
much. (This government) is the best in the 
world. No where can you find it better. I've 
been part of it.” 


[From the Annapolis Star-Democrat, Feb. 7, 


AFTER 48 YEARS IN STATE SENATE, MALKUS IS 
SLICE OF MARYLAND HISTORY 
(By Tom Stuckey) 

ANNAPOLIS.— When Frederick Malkus 
Started his legislative career, Harry Truman 
was president, Jackie Robinson broke the 
color barrier in baseball and the General As- 
sembly was all white and almost all male. 

In 48 years as a delegate and senator, the 
Dorchester County Democrat watched the 
State budget grow from $60.4 million to $12.5 
billion. He observed, and sometimes fought, 
the end of officially sanctioned segregation 
in Maryland. 

And he battled every inch of the way in a 
losing effort to prevent urban counties from 
seizing control of a legislature that had been 
dominated by rural lawmakers for two cen- 
turies. 

Through all that turmoil and change, 
Malkus was a constant: a conservative old- 
style Democrat with a disdain for big cities 
and big government. 

"It's very seldom that anybody in public 
Office rises to the level of an institution," 
said Sen. Howard Denis, R-Montgomery, who 
watched Malkus through most of his politi- 
cal career. 

"He's a slice of Maryland history and will 
be missed when he is gone,“ he said. 

Nobody now in office has served in a state 
legislature longer than Malkus. Three legis- 
lators in South Carolina, Washington and 
New Hampshire match his 48 years of legisla- 
tive service, said Brenda Erickson of the Na- 
tional Conference of State Legislatures. 

Malkus said he thinks his constituents 
would send him back for four more years if 
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he sought another term. But at age 80, he has 
decided it is time to step down. 

“Needless to say, I'm not as alert as I was 
50 years ago. I think it's a good time to re- 
tire," he said. 

Malkus was fresh from serving in World 
War II when he was elected to the House of 
Delegates in 1946. Four years later, he was 
elected to the Senate, beating a former sen- 
ator in the Democratic primary and knock- 
ing off an incumbent Republican in the gen- 
eral election. 

The General Assembly was a far different 
creature in 1947 than in 1994. 

Legislators had no staff. They had to share 
cramped offices tucked away in rooms scat- 
tered around the State House and Court of 
Appeals building. 

There were no calendars showing bills to 
be taken up each day in the House and Sen- 
ate. We never knew what was going on" 
Malkus said. 

Even when he became chairman of the 
powerful Senate Judicial Proceedings Com- 
mittee in 1955, Malkus said his committee 
staff consisted of only one secretary. 

“If I wanted an amendment, I had to write 
it myself," he said. Today, eager ranks of 
young lawyers are available to dash off 
amendments on a moment's notice. 

Malkus does not want to go back to the 
past, but he questioned the need for all the 
lawyers, analysts, aides and secretaries who 
fill three office buildings in Annapolis today. 
“The staff do most of the work and in some 
cases a lot of the thinking." 

He regrets a loss of independence in the 
Senate, whose members he thinks are more 
likely than in the past to do the bidding of 
Senate leaders or the governor. And he pre- 
ferred the old days when lobbyists were al- 
most unknown in Annapolis. 

Rural lawmakers dominated the legisla- 
ture when he arrived in Annapolis, and it 
took Malkus only nine years to become one 
of the most powerful leaders in the legisla- 
ture as chairman of the Judicial Proceedings 
Committee. 

Critics at the time described him as a dic- 
tatorial and autocratic leader. He demurs. ''I 
ran a tight committee, a successful commit- 
tee." 

The Supreme Court's one-man, one-vote 
rule brought an end to rural domination of 
the legislature and cost Malkus his leader- 
ship job. 

Sen. Julian Lapides, D-Baltimore, was part 
of a group of liberal urban lawmakers who 
insisted that Malkus be replaced as commit- 
tee chairman in 1967 by Baltimore Democrat 
J. Joseph Curran, now state attorney gen- 
eral. 

“For years our relationship was strained, 
but in later years, I began to like him a 
great deal," Lapides said. 

"He's old school. He's opinionated. He's 
showman. But I think he has great personal 
integrity.“ he said. 

Since losing his leadership position, 
Malkus’ main goal has been to protect the 
Eastern Shore from the ‘beltway bullies" 
who come from the urban sprawl of Washing- 
ton and Baltimore. 

In the 1960s, he fought against civil rights 
laws that he believed infringed on the right 
of his Dorchester County constituents to 
make their own laws. Later, he opposed mass 
transit projects such as the Baltimore sub- 
way that he said would siphon money away 
from rural roads and bridges. 

And he fought against environmental bills 
that he thought took rights away from East- 
ern Shore property owners but left land- 
owners in urban areas free to pollute at will. 
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Malkus scorns critics who he said question 
his commitment to the environment while 
allowing environmental degradation to con- 
tinue in the metropolitan counties. 

"I call them hypocrites. They vote for 
somebody else to save nature, but they don't 
want to do it themselves,” he said. 

Lapides, an urban environmentalist, said 
Malkus is a true environmentalist despite 
his opposition to major environmental legis- 
lation to protect wetlands and critical areas 
and limit development. 

"He's deeply committed to the land," 
Lapides said. 

There are critics who charge Malkus is a 
political dinosaur, supporting policies that 
no longer work and denying the problems of 
the 1990s. 

But Denis said that is not the case. 

"A lot of his attitudes were formed at a 
time when a lot of people in the Senate 
weren't even born," Denis said. 

“But he does not allow himself to slip into 
the past. He's very much of the present," he 
said. 

"His enthusiasm has never waned. He 
hasn't lost a step."e 


IN TRIBUTE TO THE 100TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF THE KOSCIUSZKO 
FEDERAL SAVINGS BANK 


€ Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
to pay tribute to the Kosciuszko Fed- 
eral Savings Bank in Baltimore, MD. 
Kosciuszko has been serving my home 
town for 100 years. 

The Kosciuszko Savings Bank was 
founded by my grandfather, Michael 
Kutz, and other immigrants—shop 
owners in the neighborhood who pooled 
their resources to open up opportuni- 
ties for other immigrant families. My 
grandfather had a grocery store, while 
someone else owned a tavern. One was 
a cabinet maker, one a dentist, a shoe- 
maker, a barber, an attorney, and an 
insurance agent. They all put money 
up together when so-and-so in the 
neighborhood wanted to buy a house. 
They knew everybody in the neighbor- 
hood, and they helped get people start- 
ed in the community. The Kosciuszko 
Bank was founded on the principle of 
helping others. 

His son Peter Kutz runs Kosciuszko 
now, and has kept to the roots of the 
original home town savings and loan. 
He knows how important it is that we 
do not forget the little guys, families 
that have passed their savings through 
generations as they have grown. 

The Kosciuszko Bank has served 
these families for 100 years, through 
the Depression and the savings and 
loan crisis. My grandfather made sure 
that the bank stayed open through the 
Depression without foreclosing on any 
loans. They operated with a pledge of 
honesty and developed confidence and 
trust with their customers. 

And in the 1980’s, when those big boys 
with Gucci shoes were making real es- 
tate deals, Peter Kutz was running the 
Kosciuszko Savings and Loan the same 
way its founders had: with two tellers, 
no hours on Wednesday, and no specu- 
lative business deals. The savings and 
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loan crisis caused many Maryland 
S&L’s to shut down, but the old neigh- 
borhood thrift in east Baltimore did 
not even have long lines. 

Mr. President, the Kosciuszko Fed- 
eral Savings Bank has been providing 
my community with security and sta- 
bility since 1884. If has helped families 
grow through two and three genera- 
tions. Its reputation of honesty and 
trust has spread by word of mouth, and 
it now serves over 1,000 people. Over 
the last 100 years—through the Great 
Depression, several wars and reces- 
sions, and the savings and loan crisis— 
the Kosciuszko Bank has been a rock 
and foundation of east Baltimore. I am 
proud to recognize the Kosciuszko Sav- 
ings Bank, and to pay tribute to its 100 
years of service to the community.e 


TRIBUTE TO DENISE E. EPPS- 
SMITH 


è Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to honor Denise E. Epps- 
Smith, who has made a tremendous 
contribution to the lives of special edu- 
cation students. 

Ms. Epps-Smith began her career in 
special education in Hartford in 1978, 
when she began teaching at the Special 
Education Learning Center [SELC], an 
academic program for socially and 
emotionally maladjusted children. Ap- 
pointed to the position of special edu- 
cation coordinator of the SELC and 
subsequently named SELC adminis- 
trator, Ms. Epps-Smith is currently re- 
sponsible for the operation of the en- 
tire SELC program. She has also served 
as supervisor to teachers at the Juve- 
nile Detention Center, to the REACH 
Program at the McDonough and Martin 
Luther King Schools, and was involved 
with programs at the Fox Middle 
School, and Hartford Public High 
School. 

Acknowledged by her colleagues as 
an exceptionally competent adminis- 
trator and a woman of great integrity, 
Ms. Epps-Smith is an integral part of 
the special education programs in 
Hartford. Her tireless efforts and 
strong commitment have made a great 
impact on the lives of many of Con- 
necticut's students.e 
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JAMES A. BAKER'S WOODROW 
WILSON CENTER LECTURE 


€ Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, last 
night I heard former Secretary of State 
James A. Baker III deliver the follow- 
ing speech for the 25th anniversary lec- 
ture series of the Woodrow Wilson Cen- 
ter. It benefits us all to hear what he 
has to say about current events and 
our Nation's role in world affairs. I ask 
that they be printed in the RECORD as 
a contribution not only to the current 
debate on Bosnia, but also to our larger 
responsibility to define and protect 
American interests abroad. 
The speech follows: 
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Is HISTORY REPEATING ITSELF IN EUROPE? 
(By James A. Baker III) 


It is a privilege for me to be here this 
evening on behalf of The Wilson Center, an 
institution with which I have been proudly 
associated for over 17 years, and a pleasure 
to see around the room the faces of so many 
old friends and colleagues. 

Since leaving government I have been 
deeply involved in the development of an in- 
stitute for public policy at Rice University 
in my hometown of Houston, Texas. Like all 
new endeavors, the Institute is looking for 
examples of excellence to emulate, and I can 
assure you that The Woodrow Wilson Center 
for International Scholars ranks high among 
them. I only hope that the Baker Institute 
will be half as successful as the Center has 
been in attracting our nation's most distin- 
guished scholars and practitioners of public 
policy. 

My subject tonight is Europe in the post- 
Cold War era and, in specific, an appropriate 
American response to the strategic, politi- 
cal, and economic changes that are (for bet- 
ter or for worse) still transforming the re- 
gion that comprises the former Soviet bloc. 

All of us can remember the euphoria we 
felt when the Berlin Wall fell and freedom 
surged, first through Central and Eastern 
Europe and then into the heart of the Soviet 
Empire itself. It seemed for a moment as if 
Woodrow Wilson's great vision of a liberal 
international order, based on the shared val- 
ues of democratic societies, might come to 
pass. 

Those days seem long ago. Today, euphoria 
has been replaced by the somber realization 
that history—the history of human conflict 
and cruelty—has not, in fact ended. 

In the former Yugoslavia, Europe has wit- 
nessed its worst human savagery and suffer- 
ing since the end of World War II. The night- 
mare in Bosnia has revealed both the 
strength of ethnic animosity and the impo- 
tence of the international community in ad- 
dressing it, prompting some pessimists to de- 
Scribe it as the model of future conflict 
throughout the former communist bloc. 

In Russia, economic reform seems stalled, 
if not yet reversed, and, day-by-day, evidence 
of a more assertive, some say aggressive, 
Russian foreign policy towards its neighbors 
accumulates. There is, not surprisingly, al- 
ready talk in the West of losing“ Russia. I 
believe that events in Moscow, like the war 
in Bosnia, represent only part of broader 
trends in Central and Eastern Europe and 
the former Soviet Union. 

I am convinced that these trends, if not 
slowed, promise a continent far-removed 
from the Europe whole and free which 
seemed so close when the Cold War peace- 
fully concluded. 


POST-REVOLUTIONARY TRENDS IN THE FORMER 
SOVIET BLOC 


Perhaps the most disturbing of these 
trends, and certainly the most costly in 
human terms, has been the rise of communal 
conflict throughout much of the former com- 
munist bloc. 

In some places, conflict has boiled over 
into outright violence. This is true, not just 
in Bosnia, but also in Moldova, Georgia, Ar- 
menia, Azerbaijan, and "Tajikistan. Else- 
where, conflict simmers just below the sur- 
face, especially in Ukraine, with its large, 
restive, and increasingly militant Russian 
minority. And Russia itself is à country 
within which there are many ethnic, linguis- 
tic, and sectarian differences. 

Also worrisome is an emerging pattern of 
setbacks for economic reform. The eclipse of 
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reformers in Yeltsin's government, notably 
former Prime Minister Gaidar and Finance 
Minister Fydorov, and their replacement by 
apparatchiks have parallels elsewhere. In 
Moldova, Belarus, and, Ukraine, the forces of 
reform, never robust, are in retreat. In last 
month's parliamentary elections in Ukraine, 
for instance, reformers won only 35 of 338 
seats. In contrast, over 100 former com- 
munists were elected. Not even Poland, one 
of Eastern Europe's free market successes, 
has proven immune. Even there, former com- 
munists have been able to capitalize on the 
hardships associated with economic reform 
for electoral gain—as they appear to have 
done in yesterday's elections in Hungary. 

Simultaneous with this movement away 
from economic reform has been a trend to- 
wards political radicalism. Communist total- 
itarianism may have met defeat, but the vic- 
tory of liberal democracy has been far from 
complete. Today, ideological struggle con- 
tinues, but along a different front. 

After fifty years of near silence in Europe, 
fascism has found its voice again—an ugly, 
menacing voice of anti-semitism, xeno- 
phobia, and authoritarianism. This develop- 
ment has been most striking in Russia, 
where Vladimir Zhirinovsky's success in last 
December's election demonstrates the pow- 
erful appeal of reaction to the economically 
hard-pressed. 

But Zhirinovsky is not alone in his appeal, 
nor is Russia unique in its temptation. In 
Serbia, Slobodan Milosovic has already put 
much of Zhirinovsky's theory into practice, 
prosecuting a war in the name of a Greater 
Serbia without consideration of basic human 
rights or international norms of behavior. 
Elsewhere in the region, there are those pre- 
pared to follow his and Zhirinovsky's lead. 

Even some Western Europeans, presumably 
far more sophisticated politically than their 
brethren to the East, have yielded to reac- 
tionary temptation, turning to the political 
extremism of neo-fascists in Italy and Ger- 
many or to the street violence of skinheads 
in Great Britain and elsewhere. 

A final worrisome trend, now subject of in- 
tense debate in the United States and in Eu- 
rope, is Russia's reassertion of its traditional 
sphere of influence. President Yeltsin and 
Foreign Minister Kozyrev have staked public 
claim to a special Russian relationship with 
the states of the so-called near abroad.“ As 
Russian military involvement in Georgia and 
Moldova already demonstrates, this relation- 
ship presumably includes the right to inter- 
vene in its neighbors' affairs. 

Whatever Russia's intent, the nations 
around it, particularly those, like Ukraine, 
with sizeable ethnic Russian minorities, are 
plainly apprehensive. 

So are the Eastern European countries 
that have endured Moscow's imperial yoke in 
the past. Russia’s introduction of peace- 
keepers into Bosnia has so far marked a posi- 
tive contribution to peace in that volatile re- 
gion. It nevertheless raises concerns in the 
Balkans and elsewhere about the reemer- 
gence of a pan-Slavism that led, at least in 
part, to the outbreak of World War I in 1914. 

LIBERALISM AND REACTION 


All these trends, from the trend toward re- 
versal of reform, to the rise of fascism to the 
risk—if not yet the reality, of a new Russian 
imperialism are interrelated. All, I believe, 
reflect a fundamental rejection of the prin- 
ciples of liberalism, principles first delin- 
eated in the works of Enlightenment theo- 
reticians like Locke, Montesquieu, and Kant, 
and embodied by the modern societies of 
Western Europe and the United States. 

Free enterprise, democratic government, 
civic identity based on voluntary association 
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rather than communal solidarity, and the 
peaceful resolution of international disputes 
are all great liberal ideals. All today are 
under assault in Central and Eastern Europe 
and the former Soviet Union. 

Whether the anti-liberal trends I have dis- 
cussed represent a true counterrevolution, or 
simply temporary reverses understandable 
given the enormous tasks confronting re- 
formers in the East, is unclear. Some observ- 
ers have gone so far as to suggest that the 
Cold War itself marked an anomaly in Euro- 
pean history, and that, with its conclusion, 
the traditional continental struggle between 
liberalism and reaction dating back to the 
19th century will resume. 

Clearly, the great Eastern debate over 
modernization continues. The division be- 
tween Russia's Slavophiles and Westernizers, 
apparent at least since the time of Peter the 
Great, can be seen today in the contest be- 
tween men like Zhirinovsky and Gaidar, who 
possess not just different, but mutually ex- 
clusive, visions of their nation's nature and 
international role. 

THE WESTERN (NON-)RESPONSE 

The Western response to developments in 
the former communist bloc has been mixed 
at best, and marked, in the United States 
and elsewhere, by near manic-depressive 
swings between optimism and gloom. This is 
particularly true in the case of Russia, where 
opinion is sharply divided. 

Some observers seem prepared to coun- 
tenance any Russian backsliding at home or 
bellicosity abroad for fear of prompting a re- 
action from the Russian right. Many in the 
current Administration appear to fall into 
this camp. 

Others, in contrast, seem ready to declare 
Russia already lost. Some members of my 
own political party have seized on the recent 
US-Russian spy scandal to call, not just for 
& termination of American aid to Russia, 
but, at least by inference, for the creation of 
a new anti-Russian alliance. 

In my opinion, the first point-of-view is 
naive, the second premature. Yet both, iron- 
ically, suffer from the same intellectual af- 
fliction: Russo-centrism. 

This is not to deny the importance of Rus- 
sia and developments there, not just for its 
neighbors, but for Western Europe and the 
United States. 

Indeed, I will later argue that it is pre- 
cisely this importance which makes it im- 
perative for the West to maintain assistance 
to Russian reform and reformers. 

But I believe it is also critical to recall 
that Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub- 
lic, to name just three, possess importance 
to the West in their own right, as fellow de- 
mocracies, diplomatic partners, and poten- 
tial markets. Our policies towards them 
must be dictated by American interest, not 
by domestic Russian politics. 

What the West needs, I submit, is a Euro- 
pean approach to European problems, one 
that addresses unfolding events in Russia in 
a broader continental context. I believe that 
the West should pursue a four-part strategy 
towards Central and Eastern Europe and the 
former Soviet Union. 

A WESTERN STRATEGY 

First, the West must make irreversible our 
past progress on strategic arms control and 
non-proliferation. 

Lost in today's headlines is a fact of ex- 
traordinary importance: tens of thousands of 
nuclear warheads, enough to destroy human- 
ity several times over, remain in Russia, 
Belarus, and Ukraine. 

Plainly, the United States should continue 
to monitor closely the dismantlement of 
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Russian nuclear weapons pursuant to arms 
control agreements. As we have since 1991, 
we should support this effort with technical 
assistance. In addition, the United States 
and its allies must intensify pressure on 
Ukraine to meet all its commitments under 
agreements it negotiated and signed with us 
and other countries—commitments that the 
government of Ukraine has solemnly made, 
frequently reiterated, but not yet fulfilled. 

Our willingness to compromise with 
Ukraine, rather than insist on full compli- 
ance with these commitments is why we 
have been on the receiving end of an ever-es- 
calating series of demands for economic and 
security assistance. 

Lest anyone be tempted to forget, the mis- 
siles in Ukraine are aimed at Washington, 
not Moscow. This vital fact should outweigh 
any consideration of domestic politics and 
we should demand that Ukraine fulfill its 
two-year-old commitments to us. 

But the West must worry about more than 
the nuclear weapons that remain in the 
former Soviet Union, dangerous as they are. 
We must also be concerned about the illicit 
export of unconventional arms, technology, 
and expertise from the former Soviet Union 
to parts unknown, or rather suspected: loca- 
tions like Tehran, Tripoli, Pyongyang, or 
Baghdad. Given the profound economic hard- 
ship reigning in the former Soviet bloc, and 
particularly the extreme shortage of foreign 
exchange, the temptation to proliferate will 
be considerable. 

But it must be resisted, if necessary with 
the reinforcement of Western sanctions 
against violators. With the Clinton Adminis- 
tration's decision to lift remaining COCOM 
restrictions on sensitive exports to the 
former Soviet Union, the risk of diversion of 
technologies has, in fact, increased. As we 
call for discipline on the part of the former 
Soviet Union, it is important that the Unit- 
ed States and our allies meet the same test 
of responsibility. 

Second, the West must reinvigorate the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization. This be- 
gins with a refocussed mission for NATO. 
Russia's military is in disrepair. Manpower 
is down to only a quarter of that of the 
former Soviet Union. Readiness is poor, with 
military exercises regularly cancelled for 
lack of ammunition or equipment. 

And morale, as evidenced by a recent draft 
call in Moscow where only 5 percent of in- 
ductees turned up, is low. In short, though 
large in comparison to its neighbors’, Rus- 
sia's armed forces today, and for the foresee- 
able future, represent no conventional threat 
to Western Europe 

Nonetheless, the disappearance of an im- 
mediate threat to Western Europe should not 
lead to the demise of the West's premier po- 
litical and security organization: NATO. I 
am convinced that NATO must still play a 
vital role in the future of European security. 
It is, quite simply, the world's foremost mili- 
tary alliance. There is simply no replace- 
ment for it on even the most distant of hori- 


zons. 

The relative success of NATO's recent, if 
overdue, action in Bosnia demonstrates, I be- 
lieve, its unique capability and credibility. 
Both should be put more aggressively to use 
in containing the Bosnian conflict from ex- 
panding into a general Balkan War that 
could draw in Albania, Greece, Hungary, or 
even Turkey. 

Macedonia, in particular, remains a poten- 
tial flashpoint, despite the presence of Amer- 
ican and other observers. Highly vulnerable 
to possible Serbian aggression, it has also 
been, since February, the victim of an un- 
warranted Greek trade embargo. 
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Explicit warnings to anyone tempted to- 
ward adventurism in Macedonia, including 
the government in Belgrade, backed up, if 
necessary, by the deployment of substantial 
NATO forces, should be part of our approach 
to the Macedonian problems. So, too, must 
be a clear message to Athens from all its 
NATO and EU partners that its embargo of 
Macedonia, however popular domestically, 
runs the real risk of further destabalizing an 
already war-ravaged region and should be re- 
versed. 

Central to NATO's reinvigoration is ex- 
panding membership eastward. I believe that 
the Alliance should offer full membership to 
former Soviet bloc states that demonstrate a 
commitment to democracy, free markets, 
and responsible security policies. By so 
doing, NATO can extend powerful incentives 
for reform. In my opinion, Poland, Hungary, 
and the Czech Republic are ready for mem- 
bership now. The Administration's '"Partner- 
ship for Peace" is, at best, a half-hearted re- 
sponse—and last January's NATO Summit 
marked a missed historic opportunity. 
Broadening full Alliance membership will 
enhance security in Central and Eastern Eu- 
rope as it did in Western Europe after World 
War II, and send a message of Western re- 
solve to would-be Russian imperialists. 

Moreover, I am convinced that NATO 
membership can be expanded eastward with- 
out prompting an extreme and irreversible 
Russian reaction. True, Russia is on record 
as opposing full NATO membership for the 
Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland, but 
Russia herself has also shown interest in 
some association with NATO. I believe that 
Russia, like the other former bloc states, 
should be offered full Alliance membership 
when and if it, too, meets the criteria I have 
mentioned. In the final analysis, however, 
expanding NATO membership must be 
NATO's decision. A Russian veto on this is 
simply unacceptable. 

Third, the West should sustain support for 
reform in Central and Eastern Europe and 
the former Soviet Union. 

It is crucial to remember that Russia has 
not yet been lost. Reform, though slowed, 
continues, The economic hardship being en- 
dured today by the Russian people should 
not obscure the remarkable strides they 
have made in just a few years. A new free 
economy may not have arrived, but the old 
command economy is clearly a thing of the 
past. 

Already, more than 75 percent of Russian 
small business is in individual hands and 
more than 25 percent of the labor force 
works in the private sector. 

Prices have been freed on all but 10 percent 
of goods. Inflation, though still unacceptably 
high, continues to decline. And, most impor- 
tantly of all, Russia already possesses a dy- 
namic entrepreneurial class. 

Nor, we should remember, is Russia in any 
real sense the West’s to lose. Russia remains 
a great power. It is a vast, populous nation 
with a rich culture and extraordinary eco- 
nomic potential. Russians, and Russians 
alone, will determine their country’s future, 
for better or for worse. 

That said, assistance to reform in Russia 
remains the West's best international invest- 
ment, with potential returns, both political 
and economic, of historic magnitude. West- 
ern aid to Russia has never approached a 
fraction of the cost associated with deterring 
the Soviet Union. That aid, however, should 
be more narrowly focused on encouraging 
private sector development and promoting 
the institutions, such as political parties, 
that are preconditions to a civil society. 
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Above all, Western donors and institutions 
like the International Monetary Fund must 
continue to remind Russia and others of an 
unpleasant economic truth: deferring reform 
will only delay the day of final reckoning. 
There can be no therapy“ without some 
“shock.” 

Equally vital, however, is a good faith ef- 
fort by the West to open its markets to East- 
ern goods. Here, the record of the European 
Community has failed abysmally to match is 
rhetoric. Indeed, certain EU policies, par- 
ticularly tariffs on key Eastern products 
such as steel and agricultural goods, have 
been positively punitive towards the East. 

The urge to protect Western European pro- 
ducers, especially given the lingering reces- 
sion on much of the continent, is under- 
standable, Unemployment is high, growth 
feeble. Nevertheless, it would be truly tragic 
were Europe to pull down the Iron Curtain 
only to erect a trade wall between the 
“haves” of the West and the “have-nots” of 
the East. In this regard, Chancellor Kohl's 
recent call for a roll-back of tariffs against 
Eastern goods is a positive sign and one that 
the United States should encourage. 

But we here in America must also go fur- 
ther to open our markets to trade with the 
East. As a first step, we should stop protect- 
ing our own domestic producers of commod- 
ities, like uranium, which Russia needs to 
export to generate critical foreign exchange. 
We should also reach out to former com- 
munist bloc countries like Hungary, the 
Czech Republic, and Poland, to negotiate 
free trade agreements. Trade and investment 
between East and West can help ensure mu- 
tual security and shared prosperity in ways 
that massive armies or foreign assistance 
cannot. 

The fourth and final element of a Western 
strategy for Central and Eastern Europe and 
the former Soviet Union must be American 
leadership. 

This does not mean that the United States 
should become Europe's policeman. We have 
fought three wars in Europe during this cen- 
tury—two hot ones and a cold one—and that 
is quite enough. Still, the United States is a 
European power, with enduring interests 
there, and we must act as one. 

As it has for four decades, European unity 
remains in America's national interest. We 
should look forward to the day when the 
United States can work with a united Europe 
as a full diplomatic, economic, and strategic 


partner. 

That day, however, has not yet arrived. 
Even economic union, a far less daunting 
task than political unity, has proven more 
difficult than many European enthusiasts 
had predicted. “EC 92" has come and gone 
and the states of Western Europe still strug- 
gle with coordination. Monetary union re- 
mains as ephemeral as it has always been. 

Diplomatic coordination has proven, if 
anything, even more difficult for the EU to 
achieve. Anyone who doubts the imperative 
of American leadership need only review the 
tragi-comic history of Europe’s “common 
policy" towards the former Yugoslavia. 

SELECTIVE ENGAGEMENT 

The end of the Cold War has created ex- 
traordinary freedom of action for the United 
States, in Europe and elsewhere. We no 
longer face a single overwhelming threat. We 
no longer confront a single global enemy. 
The decades of East-West confrontation, 
when every conflict, no matter how minor, 
could become a zero-sum contest between 
the two blocs, are, gratifyingly, over. Amer- 
ican engagement is no longer compulsory. 

Instead, today the United States can afford 
to engage selectively. This selective engage- 
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ment requires us to assess our interests and 
seek policies that are proportionate to them. 
We must choose the appropriate instrumen- 
tality, multilateral or unilateral, to pursue 
those policies. And, above all, we should hus- 
band that most important of intangibles, our 
credibility, in the service of our national in- 
terests. 

To be blunt, I believe that the Administra- 
tion—by missteps in Haiti and Somalia, a 
diminution of American leadership within 
NATO, and a "stop-and-go" policy towards 
Bosnia that can only charitably be labeled 
confused“ - has called that credibility into 
doubt. 

In foreign policy, far more than in domes- 
tic policy, words are the currency of the 
realm. If promises to allies are kept and 
threats against enemies carried out, our cur- 
rency will rise in value. But if promises are 
betrayed, threats are unfulfilled, and rhet- 
oric and reality don't match, then the cur- 
rency of our foreign relations will be dan- 
gerously devalued. And right now, the run 
against the dollar pales in comparison to the 
devaluation that has taken place in our for- 
eign relations. 

In short, the Administration has indulged 
in Wilsonian rhetoric without backing it up 
with Wilsonian resolve. As Michael 
Mandelbaum, foreign policy expert and, iron- 
ically, advisor to the Clinton campaign in 
1992, puts it succinctly: If you're not going 
to pull the trigger, don't point the gun." 

The impression today in inescapable: the 
nation's leadership is fundamentally uncom- 
fortable with the concept of America power, 
which of course is a sine qua non of its prop- 
er exercise. In the wake of the Cold War, the 
Scope for that exercise is without parallel. 
The United States finds itself in a unique 
and ironic set of circumstances. With our 
emergence as the world's sole superpower, 
the United States can do so much that we 
are tempted to attempt everything—or do 
nothing at all. 

It is clear that the United States must 
avoid both temptation and their attendant 
false choices. If we are to protect our inter- 
ests and promote our values, as I believe we 
must, then we must get beyond empty ei- 
ther/or's and engage selectively. Fundamen- 
tally, the question is not if the United States 
should remain engaged in world affairs, but 
when, where, and how. 


EMBRACING UNCERTAINTY 


This is nowhere truer than in Central and 
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, 
a region where history is still being made at 
& revolutionary pace. The strategy I have 
sketched tonight—a strategy of selective en- 
gagement—embraces the uncertainty of the 
current moment around the world, but espe- 
cially in Europe. 

No simple analysis will yield the truth 
about a region as vast, complex, and rich 
with history as the former communist bloc. 
And no single policy will permit the West to 
meet the challenges of the post-Cold War Eu- 


rope. 

Still, I believe that the approach which I 
have outlined maximizes opportunity and 
minimizes risk not just for the West, but for 
the nations of the former Soviet bloc them- 
selves. It reinforces liberalization where pos- 
sible but prepares against the eventuality of 
reaction. It hedges our strategic bets. It is a 
strategy, in short, that combines both hope 
and realism. 

CONCLUSION 

If my remarks this evening lack the opti- 
mism of a few years ago or the pessimism we 
hear so much nowadays, it is for a reason. 
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Today, we stand neither on the verge of the 
millennium nor on the eve of Armageddon. 

Indeed, we are, on balance, rather further 
from Armageddon than we were just a few 
years ago, when Europe was still divided by 
barbed wire and armies bristling with weap- 
ons. 

And lest we forget it, hundreds of millions 
of individuals today throughout the former 
communist bloc have a chance they did not 
just five years ago: an opportunity to live 
free and prosperous lives in à world made 
safer for them and their children. Woodrow 
Wilson's dream may not yet be universally 
realized, but it is enjoyed today by more peo- 
ple than at any time in human history. 

We are ending human history's most brutal 
century on a note of hope, however ten- 
tative. That we and the world do so is attrib- 
utable above all, I believe, to American lead- 
ership on the international stage. And that 
leadership remains as vital today as it ever 
was, 

No, Russian is not yet lost. Nor, whatever 
happens there, is Europe. The continent is 
not ready—yet—to repeat its tragic history 
of the 1930s and 408. 

Nonetheless, I do believe that the United 
States and its allies today run the real risk 
of losing a unique historical opportunity to 
shape Europe in a way that will protect our 
interests and promote our values for years, 
and, indeed, decades to come.e 


HOMICIDES BY GUNSHOT IN NEW 
YORK CITY 


* Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to announce to the Senate that 12 peo- 
ple were killed by gunshot in New York 
City this past week, bringing the an- 
nual total to 360. The Senate can do 
something to stop this public health 
epidemic. I have said many times that 
guns don’t kill people, bullets do. In- 
deed, we need to ban or tax heavily cer- 
tain calibers of handgun ammunition. 
Recently, the House and Senate have 
taken action on important firearms-re- 
lated legislation. 

First we passed and President Clin- 
ton signed into law the Brady bill. Last 
week, the House passed legislation to 
ban 19 types of semiautomatic assault 
weapons. I supported this legislation as 
an amendment to the crime bill and 
urge conferees to include this impor- 
tant provision in the conference report 
to the crime bill. 

Finally, Mr. President, I ask that a 
partial listing of New York assault 
weapon incidents be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my re- 
marks. This listing illustrates the ugly 
toll that these assault weapons have 
taken in my State. 

The listing follows: 

NEW YORK ASSAULT WEAPON INCIDENTS— 

PARTIAL LISTING 
OFFICER STARES DOWN THE MUZZLE OF AN AK- 
47 

BUFPALO, April 26, 1994.—A narcotics detec- 
tive was nearly killed when a suspected drug 
dealer pointed an AK-47 in his face poised to 
shoot. A nearby officer fired and narrowly 
missed the suspect, but saved the officer. 
TWO THUGS OPEN FIRE ON POLICE, TEC-9 FOUND 

BROOKLYN, April 25, 1994.—A gun battle 
erupted when two men apparently recognized 
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two plainclothes cops as police officers and 
opened fire with a TEC-9. The two officers, 
part of a team of officers involved in an un- 
dercover narcotics operation, fortunately es- 
caped unscathed but were treated for trau- 
ma. Police returned fire, killing one suspect 
and wounding a second. 


BROOKLYN BRIDGE ASSAILANT HAD ASSAULT 
WEAPONS IN HOME ARSENAL 


New YORK CITY, March 1, 1994.—Two men 
were killed in a drive-by assault on the 
Brooklyn Bridge believed to have been per- 
petrated with large-capacity pistols. How- 
ever, the gunman’s home arsenal, recovered 
by police, included a street sweeper shotgun 
and an AK-47. 


HIGH-SPEED CAR CHASE WITH AN AK-47 


BUFFALO, March 1, 1994.—A 29-year-old was 
killed by at least four shots to the body in a 
high-speed car chase lasting several blocks. 
Witnesses dove for cover as more than thirty 
rounds were fired from an AK-47 before the 
victim's car crashed into a utility pole. 

AN ARGUMENT OVER STOLEN SPEAKERS ENDS IN 
DEATH 


BUFFALO, February 22, 1994.—A 17-year-old 
was fatally wounded in a housing project 
hallway argument over stolen speakers when 
the man he was arguing with pulled out a 
MAC-10. 

16-YEAR-OLD AND 14-YEAR-OLD COMMIT 
CARJACKING 

BUFFALO, January 29, 1994—A 16-year-old 
and his 14-year-old accomplice perpetrated a 
carjacking, ‘‘persuading"’ the driver to hand 
over the keys with an AK-47. 

TEENAGER USES AK-47 AGAINST QUEENS POLICE 

NEW YORK CITY, June 1989.—Police officers 
in Queens were fired upon with an AK-47 
rifle when responding to a street corner 
shooting in which a 19-year-old victim was 
slain by a 15-year-old.e 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I now ask 
unanimous consent that we return to 
regular order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

Morning business is closed. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


LIFTING THE ARMS EMBARGO ON 
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA 


The Senate continued with the con- 

sideration of the bill. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all amend- 
ments to S. 2042 be withdrawn; that 
there then be two first-degree amend- 
ments in order to be debated concur- 
rently, the first to be offered by Sen- 
ator DOLE, which will be the text of 
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amendment No. 1694, as modified, and 
the second to be offered by Senator 
MITCHELL relating to the same subject; 
that no other amendments be in order 
to S. 2042 prior to the disposition of 
these two amendments; that upon the 
conclusion of the debate on the con- 
ference report on S. 636 on Thursday, 
May 12, the Senate resume consider- 
ation of S. 2042, the Bosnia arms em- 
bargo bill, and there then be 1 hour for 
debate on the two leaders' amend- 
ments, equally divided between the two 
leaders or their designees; that upon 
the use or yielding back of that time, 
the Senate vote, without any interven- 
ing action or debate, on Senator 
MITCHELL's amendment, to be followed 
immediately by the vote on Senator 
DOLE’s amendment, No. 1694, as modi- 
fied; that if both amendments are 
agreed to, the language of each is in- 
serted into the bill; that upon the dis- 
position of these two amendments, the 
bill continue to be debatable and 
amendable; and further, that upon the 
disposition of these amendments, the 
Senate, without any intervening action 
or debate, vote on the conference re- 
port on S. 636. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

LENGTH OF VOTES ON THURSDAY, MAY 12 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when these 
votes occur on Thursday—and under 
the current schedule, there will be 
three votes beginning at noon on 
Thursday—the first vote be for 15 min- 
utes and the succeeding votes be for 10 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand that Senator DOLE's amend- 
ment is at the desk. I am about to send 
my amendment to the desk, and I will 
then explain my amendment and ad- 
dress the subject briefly. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1696 
(Purpose: To approve and authorize the use 
of United States airpower to implement 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

[NATO] exclusion zones around the U.N. 

designated safe areas in Bosnia- 

Herzegovina, to protect UNPROFOR 

forces, and to seek the removal of the arms 

embargo of the Government of Bosnia- 

Herzegovina) 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, pur- 
suant to the agreement just reached, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask that it be stated by the clerk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. MITCHELL] 
for himself, Mr. PELL, Mr. NUNN, and Mr. 
BUMPERS proposes an amendment numbered 
1696. 

At the appropriate place insert the follow- 
ing: 

(8) PURPOSE.—To approve and authorize 
the use of the United States airpower to im- 
plement the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza- 
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tion (NATO) exclusion zones around United 
Nations designated safe areas in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and to protect United Nations 
forces. 

(b) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) the war in the Republic of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina has claimed tens of thousands of 
lives and displaced more than two million 
citizens; 

(2) the Senate supports as a policy objec- 
tive a peace settlement that provides for an 
economically, politically and militarily via- 
ble Bosnian state, capable of exercising its 
rights under the United Nations Charter; 

(3) United Nations Security Council Reso- 
lutions 836 and 844 call on member states, 
acting nationally or through regional orga- 
nizations, to take all necessary measures to 
deter attacks against safe areas identified in 
Security Council resolution 824. 

(4) On February 9, 1994 the North Atlantic 
Council authorized the use of air strikes to 
end the siege of Sarajevo and on April 22, 
1994 to end the siege of Gorazde and to re- 
spond to attacks on the safe areas of Bihac, 
Srebrenica, Tuzla or Zepa or to the threaten- 
ing presence of heavy weapons within a ra- 
dius of 20 kilometers of those areas (with 
Bosnia and Herzegovina); 

(5) The Congress in the FY 1994 State De- 
partment Authorization bill expressed its 
sense that the President should terminate 
the United States arms embargo on the Gov- 
ernment of Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

(c) PoLicy.— 

(1) The Senate authorizes and approves the 
decision by the President to join with our 
NATO allies in implementing the North At- 
lantic Council decisions: 

(A) of June 10, 1993 to support and protect 
UNPROFOR forces in and around U.N. des- 
ignated safe areas and, 

(B) of February 9, 1994 to use NATO's air- 
power in the Sarajevo region of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and, 

(C) of April 22, 1994 to authorize 
CINCSOUTH to conduct air strikes against 
Bosnian Serb heavy weapons and other mili- 
tary targets within a 20 kilometers radius of 
the center of Gorazde, and Bihac, Srebrenica, 
Tuzla or Zepa (within the territory of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina) if these safe areas are at- 
tacked or threatened by Bosnian Serb heavy 
weapons. 

(2) The Congress favors the termination of 
the arms embargo against the Government 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The President 
Shall seek immediately the agreement of 
NATO allies to terminate the international 
arms embargo on the Government of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina. In accordance with Admin- 
istration policy following such consultations 
the President or his representative shall 
promptly propose or support a resolution in 
the United Nations Security Council to ter- 
minate the international arms embargo on 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. If the Security 
Council fails to pass such a resolution the 
President shall within 5 days consult with 
Congress regarding unilateral termination of 
the arms embargo on the Government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. Upon termination 
of the international embargo the President 
shall ensure that appropriate military assist- 
ance be provided expeditiously to Bosnia and 
Herzegovina upon receipt from that govern- 
ment of such a request in exercising its right 
of self-defense. 

(3) Unless previously authorized by the 
Congress no United States ground combat 
forces should be deployed in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. Any request by the President 
for such authorization should include: 
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(A) an explanation of the United States in- 
terests involved in such commitments or ac- 
tions; 

(B) the specific objectives of the commit- 
ments or actions; 

(C) the likely duration of the operation; 

(D) the size, composition, command and 
control arrangements, rules of engagement, 
contributions of allied nations, and other de- 
tails of the force needed to meet the objec- 
tives; 

(E) specific measurements of success, par- 
ticularly the end point of the U.S. involve- 
ment, and what follow-on security arrange- 
ments would be needed; and 

(F) an estimate of financial costs, includ- 
ing burdensharing arrangements, and non-fi- 
nancial costs as can be determined. 

(4) Nothing in this legislation restricts the 
prerogative of Congress to review the arms 
embargo on Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader is recognized. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I be- 
lieve that every Member of the U.S. 
Senate is deeply concerned with the 
events of recent years in the former 
Yugoslavia. I believe that every Mem- 
ber of the Senate joins in condemning 
the atrocities that have occurred, the 
so-called ethnic cleansing, and the ag- 
gression which has left millions of peo- 
ple displaced from their homes and has 
torn apart villages and families. 

I believe that every Member of the 
Senate would like to see the fighting 
there come to a close and a peaceful 
resolution of the conflicts which have 
existed for centuries and which are a 
tangle of ethnic, religious, and other 
differences. 

So I think there is not much, if any, 
disagreement in the Senate about the 
goal we share. The disagreement, as al- 
ways, is over the best way to achieve 
that goal, and especially the best way 
to achieve it consistent with the na- 
tional interest of the United States. 

The Senate now has before it two dif- 
ferent approaches to this problem. The 
amendment which I have proposed with 
and on behalf of Senator PELL, the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Foreign Re- 
lations Committee; Senator NUNN, the 
distinguished chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee; and Senator 
BUMPERS, the distinguished chairman 
of the Small Business Committee, sets 
forth one alternative. The other 
amendment proposed by Senator DOLE 
for himself and a number of other Sen- 
ators sets forth a different alternative. 

What are the differences between 
them? 

The major difference is whether or 
not the United States should now, on 
its own, simply terminate the arms 
embargo on Bosnia, as Senator DOLE 
and his colleagues propose, or whether 
the United States should immediately 
and aggressively seek to support the 
concurrence of our allies in NATO and 
the United Nations to end the arms 
embargo on Bosnia. 

There are other differences as well, 
and I will detail those now. Then I will 
come back to the major difference and 
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set forth my reasons for urging support 
for the alternative Senators PELL, 
NUNN, BUMPERS, and I have presented. 

Among the other differences, our 
amendment expresses support for the 
decisions made by the President and 
NATO to support and protect the Unit- 
ed Nations forces in and around the 
U.N. designated safe areas, to use 
NATO’s air power in the Sarajevo re- 
gion of Bosnia and Herzegovina, and to 
authorize air strikes against Bosnian 
Serb heavy weapons and other military 
targets within specified areas. No men- 
tion is made of those in the alternative 
resolution. 

Therefore, I think those who believe 
that the United States and the United 
Nations should be more aggressive in 
dealing with this situation should sup- 
port the alternative we are presenting 
because the other alternative is silent 
on those matters on the principal dif- 
ference. 

Mr. President, less than 2 years ago I 
visited the region. I toured refugee 
camps. I met and talked with people 
who had seen members of their family 
murdered. I met and talked with the 
leaders of the countries of the region, 
most of those who are involved in the 
ongoing conflict. 

Upon our return from the visit, which 
I made with a bipartisan group of Sen- 
ators, and following further discussion 
in this country, I expressed my support 
for an end to the arms embargo on 
Bosnia. 

I reached that conclusion reluc- 
tantly, because I recognized that it 
could trigger a much more widespread 
and more destructive conflict than has 
occurred. But I believed then, and be- 
lieve now, on balance it would be the 
right thing to do. 

But what I do not believe is that it 
would be the right thing for anyone, 
the people of the region, or the na- 
tional interests of the United States, 
or the future efforts to get countries to 
join together in collective action—it 
would not be in any of those interests 
for the United States now to unilater- 
ally, on its own, without regard to the 
views of our allies or the safety of citi- 
zens and troops of our allies, to simply 
unilaterally discontinue this embargo. 

Why is that? Mr. President, right at 
this time there are several multilateral 
actions imposing sanctions or other 
collective actions in other parts of the 
world and in this part of the world. 
Right now there is a concerted effort 
by several countries to impose eco- 
nomic sanctions on Iraq, and they have 
been imposed there since the time of 
the Persian Gulf war. 

Right now, there is collective action 
to impose economic sanctions on Cuba, 
and they have been in effect there for 
some time. 

Right now, there is a collective effort 
to impose sanctions on Haiti, as we all 
know from the announcements of re- 
cent days. And, as all of us know, there 
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is a possibility, perhaps a probability, 
that there will be collective action to 
impose sanctions on North Korea if 
that country persists in its refusal to 
permit inspection of its atomic facili- 
ties. 

In addition, there is right now collec- 
tive action imposing economic sanc- 
tions on Serbia, who all concede has 
aided and abetted the fundamental ag- 
gressors in this conflict, the Bosnian 
Serbs. 

Well, Mr. President, ask ourselves 
this question: if the United States is to 
unilaterally on its own select those 
combined actions which it will drop 
out of when it wants to, then what is to 
prevent every other country from 
doing so on collective actions in which 
we want them to participate? 

We cannot have it both ways. We 
cannot say that there must be collec- 
tive action when we choose, but when 
there is collective action that we do 
not agree with, we are going to drop 
out and not try to get it changed by 
the other countries involved. 

A few months ago, in my office, I met 
with the Prime Minister of Turkey. 
She made a powerful, impassioned ar- 
gument as to the adverse economic ef- 
fects on her country, Turkey, that are 
resulting from the sanctions against 
Iraq. They do not hurt the American 
economy very much, because we did 
not have a large volume of trade with 
Iraq, but they hurt the Turkish econ- 
omy substantially because Turkey bor- 
ders on Iraq and they had substantial 
trade with them. 

In my view, it is a near certainty 
that if the United States now unilater- 
ally drops out of the arms embargo on 
Bosnia, the Turkish Government and 
others in the region will unilaterally 
drop out of the economic sanctions on 
Iraq. Is that something that the Senate 
wants? And the same is true of the 
Sanctions against Cuba, the same is 
true of the sanctions against Haiti, and 
the same is surely true of the sanctions 
against Serbia. 

Indeed, by a coincidence and a curi- 
ous irony, less than 2 weeks ago, Sen- 
ator DOLE and I met in my office with 
the Prime Minister of Greece and the 
Foreign Minister of Greece. In the 
course of the discussion, the Foreign 
Minister of Greece described at some 
length the adverse effects on the econ- 
omy of his country because of the sanc- 
tions being imposed against Serbia. 

The sanctions against Serbia are di- 
rectly related to the subject matter 
that we are now discussing, the con- 
flict in Bosnia. Because of the Serbian 
actions with respect to Bosnia, eco- 
nomic sanctions have been imposed 
upon Serbia. They are a collective ac- 
tion. And, as always, the pain of these 
is not equally felt. We are not feeling 
much pain in this country from the 
sanctions against Serbia, but those 
countries which border on Serbia are 
—Greece, Hungary, Romania, Ukraine. 
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Those countries which had extensive 
trade and are now on the front line of 
the conflict are being asked to bear the 
burden. They are not going to continue 
to do that if they see that the United 
States picks and chooses which collec- 
tive action it will participate in. In 
that event, they will pick and choose 
which collective action they will par- 
ticipate in. 

And so we can anticipate an effect 
felt around the world and for some 
time to come if the United States 
takes the position that we are for col- 
lective action and we will participate 
in collective action when we want to, 
and when we do not want to, we will 
drop out. If we do that, we can expect 
others to adopt the same standard. 

Mr. President, the supporters of the 
alternative have argued and will argue 
that “this case is different," and legal 
and technical arguments will be pre- 
sented in an effort to distinguish this 
action. But we are not the only place 
in the world with lawyers and techni- 
cians who can make up these argu- 
ments. There are lawyers and techni- 
cians in Turkey who wil make up 
equally compelling and perhaps more 
compelling arguments as to why they 
Should no longer participate in the 
sanctions against Iraq. There are law- 
yers and technicians in many other 
countries who will make similar argu- 
ments, and the result that will be there 
will be few, if any, collective actions 
possible of this type. 

I think this is a consequence that is 
to be avoided. I urge those who are con- 
sidering these resolutions to ponder 
very carefully the implication for fu- 
ture policy. Because, Mr. President, 
the number of requests for the United 
States to intervene unilaterally in 
trouble spots around the world is going 
to grow and grow and grow. I would 
like, if I might, to ask my colleagues 
to think about that aspect of this de- 
bate. 

We now approach the 21st century, 
with the United States in a position 
relative to other nations that I believe 
is unique in history. The United States 
is today the dominant military and 
economic power in the world. 

There have been other dominant pow- 
ers in prior history. But I ask my col- 
leagues to think back and try to recall 
a situation in which the dominant 
military power has also possessed the 
moral authority and the trust which 
the United States now possesses. Prior 
empires—the Roman Empire, the Otto- 
man Empire, the Hapsburg Empire, the 
French under Napoleon, the British at 
the peak of the empire, they all had to 
fight their way on to the soil of other 
countries. They were constantly at war 
with hostile nations who resisted their 
drive for domination. 

The United States is not in that posi- 
tion today. We have no territorial am- 
bitions. And, as a result, our situation 
is the opposite. Not only do we not 
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have to fight to get on to other peo- 
ple's soil, other people are constantly 
after us to send our military forces to 
their countries. They do not want us to 
bring our forces back. 

Mr. President, in the last 2 years, I 
have spoken with the leaders of almost 
every government in Europe. I have 
asked each of them this question: now 
that the Soviet Union no longer exists 
and its forces are being withdrawn to 
Russia, should the United States with- 
draw its military forces from Europe 
back to the United States? 

Without exception, the answer every 
time was no; not even a maybe, includ- 
ing the Russians, the Germans, the 
French, the Italians, the Scandina- 
vians, everybody; they want American 
military forces in Europe. 

In fact, in several of the countries 
which I visited, in the governments 
where American forces are not pres- 
ently located, the governments re- 
quested that we send them there. This 
is a situation without parallel in his- 
tory. People know the United States 
does not have territorial ambitions. 
They know we are not trying to con- 
quer other countries and so they trust 
us and they constantly are after us not 
to bring our forces back from where 
they are now located and, in fact, to 
send them to even more places. 

Mr. President, you combine that 
unique circumstance with the fact that 
the demise of communism and the rise 
of ethnic conflict and nationalism have 
created the certainty of turmoil in var- 
ious places around the world and we 
are going to be asked over and over 
again to send American forces to solve 
every problem in the world. And the 
question we must ask ourselves as we 
debate this amendment is: Are we now 
to say that every problem in the world 
is going to be an American problem 
that requires an American solution? Or 
are we going to say, as I believe we 
should, that the United States is the 
world leader but it cannot by itself 
solve every problem in the world and 
we are going to ask others to join with 
us in dealing with problems, especially 
those distant from our shores? 

I think common sense, prudence, and 
our national interest all combine to 
say that, facing this rising chorus of 
requests for Americans to intervene ev- 
erywhere in the world, that we have to 
lead but do it in à way that involves 
other countries. Europeans should be 
involved in European problems. Afri- 
cans should be involved in African 
problems. Asians should be involved in 
Asian problems. We cannot go into the 
21st century asking for collective ac- 
tion to deal with problems around the 
world if we say now that in this case 
we do not like this collective action 
and so without any regard to the views 
of our allies we are just going to drop 
out, we are going to unilaterally end 
this embargo, and never mind what the 
British think or feel, never mind what 
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the French think or feel, never mind 
what the other countries think or 
feel—we are going to drop out. 

If we are going to drop out on this, 
others are going to drop out on other 
things and the necessity of collective 
action will be even greater and made 
even more difficult for a long time to 
come as a result of our actions here 
today or when we vote on this during 
*he week. 

I think this is a very unwise course 
for us to take, even as I understand and 
sympathize with the motives of those 
who have introduced this alternative. 
They are frustrated, they are horrified 
by what has occurred, and they want 
action. Mr. President, I also am frus- 
trated. I also am horrified. And I also 
want action. But let us take action 
which is consistent with our national 
interest not just in this case. Let us 
think about the consequences of this 
action in other situations in the fu- 
ture. All too often in this body and in 
the legislative process, we view prob- 
lems as though with blinders and we do 
not think about the implications be- 
yond the immediate question. Let us 
do so in this case. 

For years to come, Members of this 
Senate are going to be confronted over 
and over again with requests for Amer- 
icans to solve every problem in the 
world, with requests for Americans to 
intervene here, to intervene there. I 
say to you, Mr. President, we cannot do 
it by ourselves now or at any time in 
the foreseeable future. We can lead and 
we must lead as the dominant military, 
economic, and I would say cultural 
power in the world. But we have to 
have help and support from other coun- 
tries as is appropriate and we are not 
going to get much help or support from 
them in other instances if we say that 
we do not care about their views in this 
instance. 

Look right now at the French and 
the British. We do not have better al- 
lies than that, except for the possibil- 
ity of our immediate neighbors with 
whom we share this continent. We have 
a long history of close relations with 
the French and British. Right now they 
have thousands of their troops in 
Bosnia in danger. We do not have any. 
And now we are about to say we are 
going to drop out of this embargo, tak- 
ing action that endangers the lives of 
the thousands of British and French 
troops who are there without first 
seeking aggressively and actively and 
appropriately to enlist the support of 
the French and British Governments in 
a multilateral action. We should be 
taking this step but we should not be 
taking it alone. That is my point. We 
should be doing it in concert with our 
allies. 

The amendment which I proposed 
sets forth a process for doing so. Let 
me describe just briefly the heart of 
the amendment. 
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It states first that the Congress fa- 
vors the termination of the arms em- 


bargo. 

Second, it directs the President to 
seek immediately the agreement of 
NATO allies to terminate the embargo. 

Third, in accordance with adminis- 
tration policy, following such consulta- 
tions the President or his representa- 
tive is directed to propose or support a 
resolution in the U.N. Security Council 
to terminate the embargo. 

And finally, if the Security Council 
fails to pass such a resolution, the 
President shall within 5 days consult 
with the Congress regarding unilateral 
termination of the arms embargo. 

If we are going to take this step, why 
not do it after an orderly and rational 
and prudent process of trying to in- 
volve our allies? Of first seeking imme- 
diately the agreement of the NATO al- 
lies; of second, presenting the matter 
at the U.N. Security Council and seek- 
ing its approval; and then and only 
then, if that fails, to come back and 
consider unilateral termination at that 
time? That to me is the best thing we 
could do with respect to the situation 
in Bosnia and with respect to our own 
national interests—not just our na- 
tional interests in this case but our na- 
tional interests for the foreseeable fu- 
ture. 

I will have more to say on the subject 
in the debate on Thursday. For now, I 
hope that my colleagues will join me in 
approving the alternative amendment 
which I presented with my colleagues, 
and I encourage them to read both 
amendments carefully, to listen to the 
debate, and in the end cast the vote 
that I believe is most consistent with 
the interests of the United States. 
That, after all, should be the foremost 
standard of consideration of any mat- 
ter. And, secondly, the one best de- 
signed to be helpful to a resolution of 
the conflict that is now raging—that 
has raged for so long—in the region. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and I 
thank my colleague, Senator PELL, for 
his support and assistance in this mat- 
ter. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I join with 
the distinguished majority leader and 
others in sponsoring this legislation. I 
must say that although I am not com- 
pletely comfortable with this legisla- 
tion, I have agreed to cosponsor it as 
an alternative to the Dole-Lieberman 
legislation. 

The Dole-Lieberman bill would re- 
quire the President to lift unilaterally 
the arms embargo against Bosnia and 
Hercegovina. For reasons I outlined 
earlier today, and that I discussed to- 
gether with Chairman LEE HAMILTON in 
a New York Times piece last week, I 
will oppose that legislation. I favor the 
majority leader’s alternative not as a 
matter of philosophy, but rather out of 
expediency. 

One reason, I am not completely 
comfortable with this alternative legis- 


May 10, 1994 


lation is that it endorses the termi- 
nation of the arms embargo against 
Bosnia and it instructs the President 
to seek the agreement of NATO allies 
in ending the arms embargo. For me, 
the jury is still out on whether the 
United States should seize the lead in 
seeking a multilateral lifting of the 
embargo. That issue aside, the resolu- 
tion comes too close for my comfort in 
suggesting that the President consider 
lifting the embargo unilaterally if he 
cannot achieve a multilateral consen- 
sus on this issue. I am pleased, how- 
ever, that the Mitchell amendment 
calls upon the President to consult 
with Congress regarding terminating 
the embargo unilaterally. 

To date, the President has held 
steady in his opposition to unilaterally 
lifting the embargo. I welcome that de- 
cision. I trust the President recognizes 
that there is not unanimous congres- 
sional view on lifting the embargo uni- 
laterally. I hope that President Clinton 
will continue to keep in mind the res- 
ervations that Congressman HAMILTON 
and I, among others, have expressed. If 
this bill passes, and the President 
comes to Congress to consult, I, for 
one, would continue to urge the Presi- 
dent not to lift the embargo unilater- 
ally, and regrettably, would have to op- 
pose a Presidential decision to do so. 

Nonetheless, I support the legislation 
before us as an alternative to the Dole- 
Lieberman language. There is a 
groundswell of support for taking some 
congressional action on Bosnia, but I 
do not believe that legislation mandat- 
ing a lifting of the arms embargo, the 
Dole-Lieberman approach, need be the 
only outlet for congressional action. 

The legislation before us offers con- 
gressional input on a number of crucial 
elements of United States policy to- 
ward Bosnia. It authorizes the Presi- 
dent’s decision to join our NATO allies 
in using airpower to implement several 
specific United Nations and NATO deci- 
sions; it states that before taking fur- 
ther military action in the former 
Yugoslavia, the President should seek 
prior congressional support, it specifies 
the information the Congress would 
like the President to provide with re- 
gard to any further United States mili- 
tary action; and finally, it instructs 
the President to seek the agreement of 
NATO and United Nations allies to ter- 
minate the arms embargo against 
Bosnia. 

I agreed to cosponsor this legislation 
for three main reasons; it offers an al- 
ternative to the Dole-Lieberman legis- 
lation, which in my view would be 
damaging to United States policy; it 
endorses a multilateral approach to 
ending the conflict in Bosnia; and it 
signals that Congress intends and ex- 
pects to be involved in authorizing any 
further United States military activity 
in Bosnia. I urge my colleagues to join 
me in voting for this legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to the previous agreement, the Dole 
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amendment No. 1695 and the Mitchell 
amendment No. 1696 are now pending 
to S. 2042. 

Mr. PRESSLER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER]. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for 5 min- 
utes as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


GENERAL AGREEMENT ON 
TARIFFS AND TRADE 


Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, the 
United States recently agreed to a 
GATT agreement, a General Agree- 
ment on Tariffs and Trade. Generally 
speaking, I am a freetrader, provided 
that our products are treated fairly in 
trade with other countries and pro- 
vided, if we let their products into our 
country, ours are treated equally. 

GATT sounds like a good deal upon 
first hearing about it, because it is sup- 
posed to be the trade agreement of the 
1990’s. It has about 120 nations in this 
trade agreement. I think that Mickey 
Kantor took some good first steps, but 
then rushed to an agreement. 

The GATT agreement that was 
agreed to, that will be coming to the 
Senate not as a treaty, I might say, but 
for enabling legislation, is not a good 
agreement, in my opinion. I am strug- 
gling with it. I may have to vote 
against the enabling legislation. 

Let me give a little background. The 
GATT agreement creates a world trade 
organization of 120-some nations, of 
which the United States only has one 
vote. There is no safety valve such as 
in the United Nations where the five 
Security Council nations can veto al- 
most anything. That means that the 
United States will be on the same basis 
as a lot of little, tiny countries, as 
Rwanda or Uganda, for example. We 
will have only one vote of 125, even 
though we are the world’s largest trad- 
ing partner. 

There will also be a so-called envi- 
ronmental council which will have 
similar powers over the United States. 
I am very concerned that this world 
trade organization will outvote the 
United States and impose tariffs and 
trading conditions on us that are very 
unfavorable. 

The Third World countries may very 
well place unfair trading conditions on 
the United States. The Third World 
countries may well join with Japan and 
three or four other countries and gang 
up on us. 

So I am very worried about this. I am 
also worried that GATT has not come 
here as a treaty. Many years ago when 
I finished law school, I went to work in 
the State Department in the legal ad- 
viser’s office and worked on GATT 
matters, both in Washington and in Vi- 
enna. It seemed to me that GATT was 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


a fair organization in those days, but I 
am very concerned that this GATT 
agreement is not coming here as a 
treaty. I think the Clinton administra- 
tion was so eager to show progress that 
they left intellectual property out, 
they left several other things out in 
order to rush to an agreement, and the 
United States will suffer a great deal. 

What does this mean? It means that 
by the Clinton administration’s own 
admission, there will be about a $15 bil- 
lion shortfall in our tariffs in the first 
5 years; that is, we are going to be giv- 
ing other countries at least $15 billion 
in our trade. That means our small 
businessmen, our farmers and others 
are going to be taxed to support the 
continuing subsidization that is occur- 
ring in European Airbus construction, 
for example, and in European agricul- 
tural. 

Mr. President, we have reduced our 
agricultural subsidies in the United 
States in the last two farm bills, and 
we have a third farm bill coming up. 
We do our farm bill on a 5-year pro- 
gram. We have reduced in each of those 
5 years—now 10 years nearly—our sub- 
sidies, and we are prepared to reduce 
them more, but France and Germany 
will not go along with it. 

Let me say, England has done a good 
job. Australia and New Zealand have 
done a good job. But the Europeans not 
only subsidize their domestic farm pro- 
duction, but they subsidize their ex- 
ports; that is, they use as much farm 
products as they need in their country 
and dump the rest on the world market 
just below the United States reserve 
price. 

The same thing is done with Airbus. 
I just read that I believe our friends in 
Canada bought a whole bunch of Airbus 
planes instead of Boeing planes built in 
Washington State. How can Airbus in 
Europe build it cheaper? Because there 
is a consortium of four countries that 
heavily subsidize the exports of Airbus 
planes, those that are sold outside the 
Common Market. 

So this is not fair trade, this is not 
fair to the American worker, it is not 
fair to the American farmer, it is not 
fair to the American small business- 
man. But that is what the Clinton ad- 
ministration agreed to in the GATT 
talks in Morocco recently. That is 
what Mickey Kantor signed off on and 
the top members of the administration. 

It amazes me that more people are 
not up in arms about the so-called 
GATT agreement. It amazes me that 
this thing is so quiet because all it 
takes is 51 votes in the Senate in ena- 
bling legislation to bring it into play. 

Today, the Wall Street Journal ran a 
wonderful article called ‘‘White House 
Seeks $12 Billion Package to Pay for 
Tariff Losses Under GATT.” It goes on 
to say the tax increases that might 
make up this GATT, but again it is just 
paper figures. Then, finally, it admits 
that probably they will try to put it off 
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budget and add it to the Federal defi- 
cit, which is the latest trick in budget- 
ing in Washington, DC. 

Where would the money come from if 
these are some of the proposals being 
discussed by the Clinton administra- 
tion? 

First of all, “$4.8 billion of losses 
through a 4 percent revenue tax on 
radio and television stations and oth- 
ers for use of the radio spectrum." I 
serve on the telecommunications com- 
mittee, and I happen to remember that 
the Clinton administration has pro- 
posed that same $4.8 billion be used to 
help pay for some of the immigration 
costs in one plan. In another plan, it is 
going to be used to help pay the cost of 
running the Federal Communications 
Commission. So this is smoke and mir- 
rors. This money has been spent twice 
already on paper. 

Then it goes on to say that 83.1 bil- 
lion by cutting agricultural export sub- 
sidies by $1.6 billion and farm subsidy 
payments by the remainder." 

We are already doing that in our 5- 
year farm bill, so that, again, is smoke 
and mirrors, and if we cut our export 
subsidies, we are allowing the Euro- 
peans to continue their export sub- 
sidies. 

"$1.5 billion by  reauthorizing 
Superfund hazard waste cleanup tax on 
chemical companies," and so forth. 
That already has been allocated else- 
where. 

"$1.3 billion for changing inventory 
accounting," which would largely hit 
retailers. 

These are all substantial tax in- 
creases being proposed, incidentally. 

“$600 million from a gambling tax 
that would exempt State lotteries.” 

They were going to have the gam- 
bling tax a while ago, backed off, and 
now are proposing it again. 

"$500 million tax on parking space 
fringe benefits; $500 million for requir- 
ing companies to file taxes quarterly 
rather than annually under section 936 
which governs the tax treatment of 
companies in Puerto Rico; $200 million 
from taxing two more chemicals under 
ozone depletion rules. But it goes on to 
admit that they probably will not do 
any of that; that they will just add it 
on to the deficit. 

So what I am saying is not only is 
GATT a bad deal because we are turn- 
ing our sovereignty over to a 120-na- 
tion group that will out vote the Unit- 
ed States in the future—not the first 
year or two, because we have the first 
year or two set, but down the road. 

In addition to that, it is going to cost 
this country billions of dollars in losses 
because we are giving away so many 
tariff concessions. We are going to add 
it to our Federal deficit. That is very 
bad for our country. It will be a harsh 
tax on our working class people, a 
harsh tax on small businessmen, and a 
harsh tax on the American middle 
class. 
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This is à trade agreement to which 
the Senate should not agree. We must 
wake up in this body as to what is real- 
ly going on with the GATT agreement, 
and I hope America wakes up because 
nobody is paying much attention to it. 
Today’s article is one of the first I have 
seen in an in-depth analysis of how bad 
this GATT agreement is. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD this article entitled, 
*White House Seeks $12 Billion Pack- 
age To Pay for Tariff Losses Under 
GATT." 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Wall Street Journal, May 10, 1994] 
WHITE HOUSE SEEKS $12 BILLION PACKAGE TO 
PAY FOR TARIFF LOSSES UNDER GATT 
(By Bob Davis) 

WASHINGTON—The Clinton administration 
is proposing to pay for the world trade pact 
with more than $12 billion in tax increases 
and spending cuts that demonstrate how po- 
litically difficult it will be to push the agree- 
ment through Congress. 

The five-year revenue package under dis- 
cussion with lawmakers crosses so many 
powerful groups—such as broadcasting, agri- 
culture and retailing—that some trade veter- 
ans don’t believe the administration intends 
to go forward with it. Instead, the exercise 
would pressure Congress to approve a waiver 
from federal budget laws that require offset- 
ting funds for new programs that increase 
the deficit. 

U.S. Trade Representative Mickey Kantor 
yesterday said, however, that the adminis- 
tration won’t seek a waiver to make up for 
the $14 billion in estimated lost tariffs over 
the first five years of the world trade pact. 
He called the administration’s effort ‘‘seri- 
ous" and said that officials are negotiating 
with lawmakers over the contents of a final 
revenue package. 

Mr. Kantor did say that the administration 
would seek a waiver for the second half of a 
10-year period called for by Senate rules. The 
tariff loss over 10 years is estimated at $40 
billion. Such a waiver would require 60 votes 
in the Senate. 

Treasury Secretary Lloyd Bentsen told a 
group of reporters that he has been fielding 
inquiries from finance ministers about 
whether Congress will approve the pact, 
which was negotiated under the auspices of 
the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. 
Passage is ‘‘no cinch by any means,” he said, 
because of lawmakers’ concerns about fund- 
ing and whether the pact would diminish 
U.S. sovereignty. 

Among the proposals being discussed by 
congressional and administration officials 
are: 

$.48 billion through a 4% revenue tax on 
radio and television stations and other for 
the use of radio spectrum. 

$3.1 billion by cutting agricultural export 
subsidies by $1.6 billion, and farm subsidy 
payments by the remainder—much of which 
is required by the trade pact. 

$1.5 billion by reauthorizing a Superfund 
hazardous-waste cleanup tax on chemical 
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companies, and using part of a surplus that 
has accumulated. 

$1.3 billion from changing inventory ac- 
counting, which would largely hit retailers. 

$600 million from a gambling tax that 
would exempt state lotteries. 

$500 million tax on parking-space fringe 
benefits. 

$500 million from requiring companies to 
file taxes quarterly, rather than annually, 
under Section 936, which governs the tax 
treatment of companies in Puerto Rico. 

And $200 million from taxing two more 
chemicals, under ozone-depletion rules. 

Mr. Kantor cautioned that the list is just 
“the first part of a whole menu of items" 
and no final decisions have been made. In the 
fight over the North American Free Trade 
Agreement, for instance, a number of con- 
troversial funding proposals were ultimately 
dropped. However, the administration is con- 
sidering adding a number of proposals to the 
GATT legislation—including reducing tariffs 
for Caribbean nations to NAFTA levels— 
which could require another $1 billion in ad- 
ditional revenue. 

Already, word of the proposals has kicked 
up powerful opposition. Seventeen senators 
wrote to President Clinton last month ex- 
pressing strong concern" over agriculture- 
related spending cuts. House Energy and 
Commerce Committee Chairman John Din- 
gell (D., Mich.) protested to White House 
Budget Director Leon Panetta over the 
broadcasting and Superfund taxes. ‘‘I cannot 
give you any assurances whatsoever that a 
majority of members of the committee will 
be able to support funding mechanisms that 
have no relationship whatsoever" to the 
trade pact, Mr. Dingell wrote. 

Administration officials said there is some 
link, however. Pharmaceutical, chemical, re- 
tail, and agricultural companies benefit 
greatly from tariff cuts, they argue, and 
Should help pay for the pact. 

The administration’s effort to find a way 
to pay for the revenues that would be lost 
from the GATT agreement intensified after 
President Clinton said publicly two weeks 
ago that he wants to win congressional ap- 
proval this year. Mr. Panetta has asked his 
staff to be more “innovative” in the search 
for spending-cut-proposals and the Treasury 
has been looking for ways to raise revenues 
by toughening or altering enforcement of ex- 
isting taxes. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. 
yield the floor. 

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 


President, I 


ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, MAY 11, 
1994 


Mr. PELL. On behalf of the majority 
leader, I ask unanimous consent when 
the Senate completes its business 
today, it stand in recess until 9 a.m. 
Wednesday, May 11; that following the 
prayer, the Journal of proceedings be 
deemed approved to date and the time 
for the two leaders reserved for their 
use later in the day; that there be a pe- 
riod for morning business not to extend 
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beyond 10 a.m., with Senators per- 
mitted to speak therein for up to 5 
minutes each, with the following Sen- 
ators recognized in the order listed and 
for the time limits specified: Senator 
STEVENS for up to 5 minutes, Senator 
KERRY of Massachusetts for up to 20 
minutes; that at 10 a.m., as provided 
under a previous unanimous consent 
agreement, the Senate proceed to the 
conference report accompanying House 
Concurent Resolution 218, the concur- 
rent budget resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


RECESS UNTIL 9 A.M. TOMORROW 


Mr. PELL. If there is no further busi- 
ness to come before the Senate today, 
and I see no other Senator seeking rec- 
ognition, I ask unanimous consent the 
Senate stand in recess as previously or- 
dered. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 8:17 p.m., recessed until Wednesday, 
May 11, 1994, at 9 a.m. 


ee 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate May 10, 1994: 


NATIONAL FOUNDATION OF THE ARTS AND THE 
HUMANITIES 
COLLEEN JENNINGS-ROGGENSACK, OF ARIZONA, TO BE 
A MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE ARTS 
FOR A TERM EXPIRING SEPTEMBER 3, 1996, VICE JOSEPH 
EPSTEIN, TERM EXPIRED. 
NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL MORTGAGE 
CORPORATION 
CLYDE ARLIE WHEELER, JR., OF OKLAHOMA, TO BE A 
MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE FED- 


ERAL AGRICULTURAL MORTGAGE CORPORATION, VICE 
GEORGE JAMES BENSTON. 


IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR REAPPOINT- 
MENT TO THE GRADE OF GENERAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO 
A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY 
UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 164(A)(1) 
AND SECTION 601(A): 


To be general 
GEN. J.H. BINFORD PEAY H 
IN THE NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER TO BE PLACED ON 
THE RETIRED LIST IN THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, 
SECTION 1370: 


To be admiral 


ADM. HENRY H. MAUZ, IRH 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF VICE ADMIRAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO A 
POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 601: 


To be vice admiral 
REAR ADM. (SELECTEE) JAY L. JOHNSONIETETEZUM 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
AS CHIEF OF CHAPLAINS AND APPOINTMENT TO THE 
GRADE OF REAR ADMIRAL UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED 
STATES CODE, SECTION 5142: 


To be chief of chaplains 
To be rear admiral 
REAR ADM. (1H) DONALD K. MUCHOW f 
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MANDELA, MAN OF RARE 
COURAGE AND VISION 


HON. BARBARA B. KENNELLY 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 10, 1994 


Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, only a short 
time ago, the political situation in South Africa 
was seen as intractable. The problems had no 
solutions, the factions were too far apart. 

But today, Nelson Mandela is the President 
of a South Africa which few thought would 
happen in our lifetimes, after an election 
where millions went to the polls. They were 
drawn to vote by the promise of democracy— 
still one of the most powerful forces in the 
world. 

President Mandela is a man of rare courage 
and vision. He experienced oppression first- 
hand in jail for years, but survived to lead his 
country into a new era of justice. 

He will preside over a South Africa that is 
changing—difficult days may lie ahead. But | 
have no doubt that President Mandela will 
carry out the duties of his office with the same 
dedication and devotion he has shown 
throughout a lifetime of struggle. 

| salute President Mandela and wish him the 
best as he takes his country on the journey 
ahead. 


EAST MANHATTAN SCHOOL FOR 
BRIGHT AND GIFTED CHILDREN 
TURNS 25 


HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 10, 1994 


Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to bring to the attention of my colleagues an 
institution in my district which has been serv- 
ing the children of my community for 25 years. 
This spring marks the 25th anniversary of the 
East Manhattan School for Bright and Gifted 
Children, a small private educational facility for 
the teaching of brillant and talented children, 

Mr. Speaker, this wonderful school provides 
creative and educational support to children 
whose talents should not and cannot be stifled 
in conventional learning forums. During its 25 
year existence, the East Manhattan School 
has nurtured and supported gifted children 
who have gone on to positions of prominence 
in art, music, theater, and academia. 

Founded 25 years ago by Irina Pigott, the 
East Manhattan School began as a unique 
nursery, kindergarten, and 1st grade facility. In 
the intervening years, it has expanded 1st to 
3d grade and then to 6th. What makes this 
school so unique is that it is dedicated to not 
only encouraging giftedness in young children 
whose talents are already known, but to dis- 


covering and creating giftedness in very young 
children. Under Ms. Pigott’s capable direction, 
the school has realized its full potential. 

Today, young brilliant and gifted children are 
learning chess, conversational French, alge- 
bra, and the use of computers in kindergarten. 
The East Manhattan School believes strongly 
in the educational philosophy that geniuses 
are not born, they are developed in the proper 
learning environment. This philosophy is 
based on the premise that almost all children, 
irrespective of their cultural and  socio- 
economic backgrounds, can develop a supe- 
rior mind without sacrificing the joys of child- 
hood. The goal of the school is not necessarily 
to produce an "A" student, but to produce gift- 
ed, independent, and creative human beings. 
Early childhood is the critical time to encour- 
age this development. The many children who 
have grown immeasurably under the tutelage 
of the East Manhattan School are evidence of 
the importance of this philosophy. 

The East Manhattan School plans to cele- 
brate their anniversary in a number of exciting 
ways. On May 19, renowned child and family 
psychiatrist Stanley Turecki will be a guest 
lecturer at the school. On May 25, the school 
will open a multimedia learning center on the 
premises which will have all the latest com- 
puter technology. It should be noted that this 
center was made possible through the gener- 
ous support of NYNEX. And in the best tradi- 
tion of community involvement for which the 
school is justly known, these premises will be 
open to all community children during after- 
school hours. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no more important 
work in the world than educating our Nation's 
children. It is no exaggeration to say that the 
future of the world is in the hands of the many 
committed and caring individuals who have 
given their lives to teaching. The East Manhat- 
tan School for Bright and Gifted Children rep- 
resents a beacon of hope for the next genera- 
tion of our Nation's leaders. That's why | hope 
my colleagues will join with me in congratulat- 
ing the school on their 25th anniversary, and 
wishing them another 125 years of success 
and growth. 


TRIBUTE TO THOMAS AND 
SUZANNE BAZELEY 


HON. DAVID MANN 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 10, 1994 


Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to pay 
tribute to Thomas and Suzanne Bazeley in 
honor of their 25th wedding anniversary. They 
will celebrate their years of togetherness with 
their family and friends on July 4, 1994. 

Thomas and Suzanne Bazeley have lived in 
my district, Cincinnati, OH, all of their lives. 
Mr. Bazeley has worked as a credit coordina- 


tor for Proctor & Gamble while Mrs. Bazeley 
worked hard at raising their four children. 

Mr. Speaker it is with great pleasure that | 
bring to the attention of my colleagues the 
commitment that Thomas and Suzanne 
Bazeley have lived by in their 25 years to- 
gether—commitment to marriage, to family, 
and to work. Three great values to live by. 
Their dedication are great examples for all of 
us to live by. | wish them well in their next 25 
years together. 


TRIBUTE TO GERALD W. GREGORY 
HON. SIDNEY R. YATES 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 10, 1994 


Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, | am proud to 
bring to the attention of the House today the 
career and remarkable achievements of Mr. 
Gerald W. Gregory, the principal of Old Or- 
chard Jr. High School, which is located in my 
congressional district. Mr. Gregory is retiring 
this year after 32 years as an educator. 

Mr. Gregory has served his entire career 
with School District No. 68, in Skokie, IL, be- 
ginning as a physical education teacher in 
1962 and rising to become the principal of 
Highland Elementary School in 1978. In 1982 
he was promoted to principal of Old Orchard 
Junior High. At each level of education Mr. 
Gregory's dedication to the best interests of 
the students has been an inspiration, He is 
universally respected. Superintendent of the 
district, Thomas A. Kersten said recently 
“When | think about Jerry as an administrator, 
the words that immediately come to mind are 
dedicated, enthusiastic, hard-working, commit- 
ted, talented and sincere * * * | think we all 
hope that when we arrive at that point in our 
career when it is time to retire, others will be 
as sad to see us go as we are Jerry. He is 
truly a professional who wil be sorely 
missed." 

Mr. Gregory's accomplishments have been 
recognized locally, statewide and nationally by 
a long list of awards and recognitions. | will 
only recite a couple of them as examples of 
his tireless work and dedication. 

Under his leadership Old Orchard Junior 
High was among the very first middle schools 
in the Nation to receive the U.S. Department 
of Education's prestigious award for excel- 
lence in education. Mr. Gregory has received 
accolades for creating and implementing an 
innovative drug-free program for Old Orchard 
and he recently was honored at the Niles 
Township Leadership Luncheon. This year, he 
also is being recognized by the Niles Town- 
ship Principal's Association for his many years 
of service. 

| wish to join my friends and constituents in 
District No. 68 and in Niles Township in salut- 
ing Mr. Gerald Gregory for a wonderful career 


€ This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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in education. He has been a model for edu- 
cators everywhere and he will be remembered 
with fondness by his fellow administrators and 
teachers as well as the legions of parents and 
Students who have benefited from his devotion 
to quality education. 


TOMMY THOMPSON: SERVING THE 
LAW AND LAW ENFORCEMENT 


HON. BART GORDON 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 10, 1994 


Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, in recent 
weeks, the House has spent a great deal of 
time and energy crafting a comprehensive 
crime bill that will give law enforcement offi- 
cials more of the tools they've told us they 
need to go after the criminals that are bringing 
fear to even the quietest of neighborhoods. 


But even with those tools in place, it still will 
be up to the men and women of law enforce- 
ment to carry out the daily front-line battle 
against crime. | rise today to recognize one 
such person. 

For 25 years, dating back to his days as a 
legal officer at Fort Bragg, NC, Tom P. 
Thompson Jr.—Tommy to just about everyone 
who knows him—has dedicated himself to the 
law and law enforcement. 


For the last 17 of those years, Tommy has 
served middie Tennessee as district attorney 
for the 15th judicial circuit where he and his 
Staff, working with local and State law enforce- 
ment officials, are charged with insuring that 
justice is carried out swiftly, strictly, and fairly. 
That's an increasingly difficult task with ex- 
panding caseloads burdening not only police 
and sheriff's departments but also prosecu- 
tors, courts, and prisons. 

But Tommy's efforts to make a difference in 
his community haven't been limited to his work 
as district attorney. For the past 20 years, he's 
served on the board of Tri-County Electric 
Membership Corp., acting as president in 
1989. His guidance and advice, along with the 
rest of the board, have helped Tri-County 
boost economic development throughout some 
of the more rural areas of middie Tennessee 
and southern Kentucky. 


Likewise, as a member of the board of Citi- 
zens Bank in Hartsville, TN, Tommy has 
helped a smalitown bank grow and expand in 
today’s complicated, highly-competitive finan- 
cial world while still maintaining its hometown 
character and service. 

This week, Tommy will be honored at the 
annual law day dinner at Cumberland Univer- 
sity in Lebanon, TN. Please join me in saluting 
Tommy Thompson's work on behalf of the 
legal profession, law enforcement and the 
middie Tennessee community. 
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CAMPHILL ASSOCIATION OF 
NORTH AMERICA CELEBRATES 
ITS 10TH ANNIVERSARY 


HON. ROBERT S. WALKER 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, May 10, 1994 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, the Camphill 
Association of North America celebrates its 
10th anniversary in the spring of 1994. The 
Camphill Association represents seven 
Camphill communities in North America work- 
ing with developmentally disabled children and 
adults. 

Camphill communities are places where 
people work together for the common good, 
care for and heal the land, and provide a 
meaningful life for mentally and physically 
handicapped children and adults. These com- 
munities are based on the teachings of Rudolf 
Steiner, 1861—1925, which were put into prac- 
tice by Dr. Karl Koenig, 1902-66, together 
with a small group of like-minded friends. 
From Camphil's beginning in Scotland in 
1939, there are now 80 independent Camphill 
communities in 16 countries. Of the seven in 
North America, there are two Camphill com- 
munities in upstate New York, one in Min- 
nesota, and one near Toronto. The three 
Camphill communities | am familiar with are in 
Chester County, southeastern Pennsylvania. 

All persons living in Camphill centers, re- 
gardless of handicap, are contributing mem- 
bers of the communities. The economy of the 
Camphill centers provides no personal remu- 
neration. Individual financial needs are met 
from the income of each community. in 
Camphill there are no "clients" being "served 
by providers." Each has his/her tasks; all have 
the dignity of self-worth. The spiritual side of 
life is nurtured through nondenominational 
services, celebration of festivals, concerts, 
plays, common and individual study, folk danc- 
ing, course work, and many other activities. 

n combination, the three Camphill commu- 
nities in southeastern Pennsylvania comprise 
nearly 600 acres with roughly 300 people, ap- 
proximately half of whom are developmentally 
disabled. Many more individuals are directly 
involved in Camphill as board members, par- 
ents, friends, and supporters. Camphill Special 
School serving children with special needs 
started up in 1961; Kimberton Hills, an agricul- 
tural community with disabled adults, began its 
work in 1973; and Camphill Soltane, a college 
and life skills training center and community 
house living option for disabled young people 
aged 18 and up, began its ram in 1988. 

Camphill Special Schools provides a unique, 
integrated, residential, therapeutic and aca- 
demic program for special children ages 5-21. 
Day students are also served by the school. 
Camphill Kimberton Hills is a farming and gar- 
dening community, with disabled adults, focus- 
ing on regenerative agriculture and providing 
vegetables, dairy, baked goods, fruit and meat 
products to the community and to many fami- 
lies and organizations in the surrounding area. 
Camphill Soltane integrates a dynamic "col- 
lege" and life skills training program with a vo- 
cational emphasis for young 18 to 25 adults 
with disabilities, focusing also on apprentice- 
ships, job placements, and residential options 
in the extended community. 
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The Camphill communities have been rec- 
ognized and acclaimed at national and local 
levels as an innovative, alternative model for 
living and working with disabled individuals. In 
Chester County, the three Camphill centers 
make a significant contribution to their sur- 
rounding communities, providing food, cultural 
activities, training opportunities, and interactive 
and volunteer options for many hundreds of 

every year. 

The Camphill Association and each constitu- 
ent community celebrate the 10th anniversary 
of the Association's success in extending 
Camphill'S services and resources to an ever 
growing number of persons with disabilities 
and to the citizens of Chester County and be- 
yond. 

As living, learning, and working options for 
people with disabilities evolve in the next 
years, and as funding methods change to 
meet human needs, the Camphill communities 
serve as a highly viable and cost effective 
model for ensuring and enhancing relation- 
ships and a way of life that are essential to 
the well-being of disabled individuals in the 
years to come. 

| congratulate the Camphill Association for a 
decade of quality service and commitment to 
persons with disabilities, and to Pennsylvania, 
and to the other parts of the country where the 
Camphill communities contribute so essentially 
to their surroundings. 


WHAT IS RUSSIA UP TO IN 
LATVIA? 


HON. STENY H. HOYER 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 10, 1994 


Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, when analyzing 
Russian policies these days, one often has to 
decide whether disarray or conspiracy lies be- 
hind particular events. A good illustration is a 
remarkable decree published in the Russian 
press on April 6, in which President Yeltsin 
agreed to a proposal by the Ministry of De- 
fense and the Foreign Ministry to create 30 
military bases in other CIS countries and in 
Latvia, which is not a CIS state. After Latvia 
protested, Russian officials and President 
Yeltsin's spokesman claimed the reference to 
Latvia was a misunderstanding, a "technical 
mistake," and that Russia had no plans to 
build bases in Latvia. 

What might explain this statement and the 
subsequent backtracking? Maybe one hand 
simply doesn't know what the other hand is 
doing in Moscow. It could be that the Foreign 
Ministry, the Defense Ministry and the presi- 
dential apparatus simply don't coordinate their 
policies. If so, however, we ought to be con- 
cerned about the extent of disarray in the gov- 
ernment of a nuclear superpower with which 
we are negotiating about many issues and to 
which we are offering financial and technical 
assistance. 

But there are more ominous hypotheses, 
which raise concerns about Moscow's attitude 
towards its neighbors. The statement could 
have reflected the actual intentions of the Rus- 
sian Government to maintain bases in Latvia; 
or, it might have been an attempt to intimidate 
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Latvia during the negotiations about Russian 
troop withdrawals and the status of retired 
Russian military officers in Latvia; or, it may 
have been a rogue operation by someone out- 
side the chain of civilian and military command 
to exacerbate already tense Russo-Latvian re- 
lations; or, it might have been a trial balloon, 
to test Western readiness to protest Moscow's 
designs on Latvia's sovereignty. 

Disarray or conspiracy? It’s hard to say, Mr. 
Speaker. But neither scenario is particularly 
reassuring for us, not to speak of concerns 
evoked in Latvia. 

As it happened, on April 20, President 
Yeltsin issued a statement which pledged that 
Russia had no plans to create any military 
bases on Latvian territory. And | am pleased 
to report that on April 30, President Yeltsin 
and Latvia's President Ulmanis did indeed 
sign the agreement requiring withdrawal of 
Russian forces from Latvia by August 31 of 
this year, though Russia will lease the radar 
station at Skrunda for 4 years, as previously 
agreed. 

There is opposition to this agreement in Lat- 
via, and parliamentary ratification could be a 
problem. But at least we will know if there is 
discord over this issue between the executive 
and legislative branches in Riga, and ulti- 
mately, we will know what Latvia's position is 
on the troop withdrawals. Unfortunately, that's 
more than we often can say about Moscow's 
position. | hope that the President Yeltsin's 
April 20 statement puts this particular matter 
to rest, that Russian troops will depart by Au- 
gust 31, and that official Russian agencies will 
no longer issue statements about Latvia that 
have to be hastily retracted. 


THE SOCIAL SECURITY SOLVENCY 
ACT OF 1994 


HON. TIMOTHY J. PENNY 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 10, 1994 


Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, once again, bank- 
ruptcy of the Social Security trust fund looms 
before us. The question is, are we going to act 
now, while there's still time to pursue a rea- 
sonable plan of action, or will we wait, and be 
forced to resort to draconian measures some- 
lime in the next century to bring the system 
back into balance? | notice that we're bringing 
up a bill today to balance the disability trust 
fund, expected to be exhausted next year. If 
we follow the same course and wait until the 
year before the Social Security trust fund is 
depleted to solve the problem, FICA taxes will 
have to be raised to nearly 20 percent of in- 
come to make up for the shortfall. 

People from all generations in my district, 
from college students to retirees, have indi- 
cated their willingness to sacrifice a little to en- 
sure the system is there to provide a secure 
retirement for everyone. | have a fair and equi- 
table plan that would ask every generation to 
contribute to the solvency of the Social Secu- 
rity trust fund. 

My first bill accelerates the increase in the 
retirement age. Today Americans live at least 
10 years longer than we did in 1935, when the 
Social Security Act was passed. It only makes 
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sense that we ask recipients to work a little 
longer before drawing from the system. The 
retirement age will reach 67 in the year 2027 
under current law. This bill raises the retire- 
ment age to 67 by the year 2004, and would 
reach age 70 by the year 2013. This provision 
alone would go two-thirds of the way toward 
balancing the trust fund. 

One of the fairest ways to limit Social Secu- 
rity expenditures, while at the same time pro- 
tecting retirees most in need, is to provide a 
flat-dollar cost-of-living adjustment [COLA]. 
Because COLA's are based on current benefit 
level, those receiving larger Social Security 
checks also receive a higher dollar annual in- 
crease when cost-of-living adjustments are 
made. A flat-rate COLA is a relatively painless 
way to progressively shave just a few dollars 
off everyone's benefits, while protecting those 
at the lowest benefit level. 

One of the keys to reforming the system is 
to inform beneficiaries how much they've actu- 
ally received in Social Security benefits rel- 
ative to their contributions. A person who re- 
tired 10 years ago recovered everything he or 
she paid into the system, plus interest, in less 
than 4 years. It will take a person retiring 
today, on the other hand, approximately 16 
years to collect his or her due, meaning most 
folks will just about break even. Many workers 
believe they will never live long enough to re- 
cover the money they paid in. For current 
workers, the facts bear this out. 

My third bill would send annual statements 
to all Americans when they start to collect So- 
cial Security benefits, comparing lifetime con- 
tributions to actual benefits received thus far. 
When people realize their grandchildren will 
pay the price for the extra benefits they're re- 
ceiving today, | believe they will be much 
more inclined to accept necessary reforms to 
balance the program. 

Today | am introducing the Social Security 
Solvency Act of 1994. These reforms would 
solve the shortfall problem honestly and equi- 
tably, without requiring higher payroll taxes on 
the next generation. We can't afford to ignore 
the early warning signs that Social Security is 
in trouble. We can act now—or pay later. 


CONGRATULATIONS TO EAGLE 
SCOUT JASON M. BOERGER 


HON. DAVID MANN 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, May 10, 1994 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, | want to take this 
opportunity to recognize Jason H. Boerger on 
his accomplishment of earning the rank of 
Eagle Scout. This is a substantial achievement 
as only 2 percent of all Scouts attain the 
Eagle rank. 

Jason Boerger began his Scouting odyssey 
in 1986 as a Cub Scout. Jason earned the 
Arrow of Light and rank of Tiger in 1989. 

In 1989, Jason joined Boy Scout Troop 644, 
sponsored by Friendship Baptist Church. He 
has earned 21 merit badges and has per- 
formed the requisite Eagle Scout community 
service project. The project involved a sub- 
stantial landscaping project around the New 
Friendship Church. 
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While blazing the trail to Eagle Scout, Jason 
held several leadership positions including 
senior assistant patrol leader and troops junior 
leader. He has also received recognition as 
Scout of the Month each of the past 5 years. 

Jason has also been quite active outside of 
Scouting. He is a freshman at Northwest High 
School where he has been recognized as stu- 
dent of the month and has received the Tribe 
Award. He is an active member of Friendship 
Baptist Church where he has been involved in 
the youth camp, church choir, vacation bible 
school, and the God & Country program. 

| extend my heartiest congratulations to 
Jason who should be justifiably proud of his 
accomplishments. | also extend my congratu- 
lations to his parents, Stephen and Donna 
Boerger, and his Scout leaders whose support 
and encouragement helped make his goal a 
reality. 


RABBI IRVING J. BLOCK HONORED 
FOR 40 YEARS OF COMMUNITY 
SERVICE 


HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 10, 1994 


Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to bring to the attention of my colleagues the 
efforts of a special New Yorker who has 
meant so much to my community. Over the 
past 40 years, Rabbi Irving J. Block has led 
the Brotherhood Synagogue with dignity, com- 
passion, and integrity. | would like to take this 
opportunity to celebrate his achievements. 

It was, in fact, 40 years ago the day after to- 
morrow that Rabbi Block convened the first 
meeting to form the Brotherhood Synagogue 
[Congregation Beth Achim]. And from that first 
formal meeting, the original group of 23 men 
and women has blossomed into an integral 
part of the Lower East Side community, Its 
doors are always open, welcoming all those 
who wish to worship. 

This open door policy is fitting considering 
the cardinal principle upon which the Brother- 
hood Synagogue was founded—v'ahavta— 
love thy neighbor. Indeed the Hebrew name it- 
self means house of brothers. Under Rabbi 
Block's inspiring leadership, the Brotherhood 
Synagogue has truly translated this dictum 
into reality. 

Rabbi Block has always been a leader who 
confronts the issues of our times with courage, 
speaking out against injustice with a steady 
voice, standing up against repression with 
conviction. It is therefore no surprise that the 
Brotherhood Synagogue has always been 
heavily involved both in the local community 
and the world at large. 

The Brotherhood Synagogue was the first 
Jewish congregation in Manhattan to open a 
shelter for the homeless in New York City over 
a decade ago; these successful efforts con- 
tinue to this day. Not quite so close to home 
but just as close to our hearts, the congrega- 
tion has also directed many efforts on behalf 
of the State of Israel and Jews in the former 
Soviet Union. 

In fact, Rabbi Block has always been a spir- 
itual leader who seeks to unite those of dif- 
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ferent faiths and ethnicities. He has worked 
tirelessly on behalf of the Black Jewish com- 
munity in the United States, taking an impor- 
tant lead in calling their plight and problems to 
the attention of the larger Jewish community. 
In particular he has arranged for funds and 
opportunities for scholarships, religious pro- 
grams, and study for Black Jews. He is also 
a member of the board of directors of the 
American Association for Ethiopian Jews and 
a committed life member of the NAACP. 

Rabbi Block's many awards include a de- 
gree of Doctor of Divinity, honoris causa, by 
the Hebrew Union College—Jewish Institute of 
Religion; the Bucknell University Award of 
Merit; the Salvation Army's coveted Golden 
Donut Award; and an honorary degree from 
the General Theological Seminary for his work 
in Christian-Jewish relations. He has served in 
many civic and religious groups, including the 
Masons, the Jewish War Veterans, Religion in 
American Life, the State human rights com- 
mission, the New York Association for New 
Americans, and the Joint Passover Associa- 
tion. 

But Rabbi Block will be remembered most 
for his work as the spiritual leader of the 
Brotherhood Synagogue. His moral guidance 
has brought this thriving congregation through 
40 years of good times and bad, but mostly 
good. As the time approaches when Rabbi 
Block will have conferred upon him the hon- 
ored title of Rabbi Emeritus, it is entirely ap- 
propriate that we take this moment to reflect 
upon his 40 years of service to congregation 
and community. His lifetime of dedication to 
the uplifting of the human spirit will always be 
remembered by those whose lives he has 
touched forever. He will always remain a 
source of inspiration to all who knew him. 


RANGER IN TUSKEGEE NATIONAL 
FOREST LOVED GIVING NATURE 
A HELPING HAND 


HON. GLEN BROWDER 


OF ALABAMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, May 10, 1994 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to the memory of Bedford Cash, 
the district ranger in the Tuskegee National 
Forest, who collapsed and died recently while 
working in the forest he loved so well. 

Mr. was 42 when he died February 26 
and had worked half of his life for the Forest 
Service—21 years. He started his career in 
1971 while attending school at Southern Uni- 
versity in Baton Rouge, LA. Upon graduating 
in 1974 with a degree in agronomy, he began 
working in Kisatchie National Forest. 

In 1976, he transferred to Ozark St. Francis 
National Forest in Arkansas. While in Arkan- 
sas, he met and married his wife, Jocelyn. 

During the 1980's, Mr. Cash worked in the 
Targhee National Forest in Idaho and in the 
Cleveland National Forest in Ohio. 

In 1989, Mr. Cash working in the 
Tuskegee National Forest, where he was the 
district ranger. He was supervising a con- 
trolled burn in the forest at the time of his un- 
timely death. 

John Yancy, supervisor of the National For- 
ests in Alabama, described Mr. Cash as an 
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"energetic employee who epitomized the mis- 
sion of the Forest Service to provide excel- 
lence in public service." 

My deepest sympathy goes to Mr. Cash's 
wife and his three sons, Bill, Chad, and Bed- 
ford. They live in Montgomery. 

| would like to share with my colleagues an 
article by Jason Sanford, assistant editor of 
The Tuskegee News, that describes the work 
Mr. Cash was doing at the time of his death. 

[From the Tuskegee News, Mar. 3, 1994] 


FOREST RANGER LOVES HELPING NATURE 
WITH FIRE 


(By Jason Sanford) 


(This article is dedicated to the memory of 
Bedford Cash.) 

The fire has already passed on through the 
forest but the smoke still hangs near the 
tree tops, giving the sunlight a weak orange 
tint. Walking through this desolate scene, 
Bedford Cash suddenly stops, and kicks at 
the ash on the ground. 

"This was & good burn," he says, pointing 
to the exposed dirt. 

"See how the fire went through quickly. It 
burned off the undergrowth and the litter, 
but didn't hurt the soil.” 

As district ranger at Tuskegee National 
Forest, Cash oversees the controlled burning 
that the U.S. Forest Service does every win- 
ter in his forest. 

On this Saturday, the forest rangers have 
been doing burns since early morning. Still 
wearing their protective clothing, Cash and 
his crew are now preparing for the next fire. 

"There are two main reasons why we do 
controlled burns,” Cash says. 

“One is for rough reduction, which is to 
eliminate the undergrowth in case of wild- 
fire. 

»The other is to replace the natural cycle 
that used to exist in this region." 

As Cash explains, fires used to occur with 
regularity in Alabama pine forests. This was 
the mechanism for keeping the forest fertile, 
enabling more succulent growth to come up 
for the wildlife to feed on. 

However, because of human intervention, 
the fires are now rare. This hurts trees like 
the long leaf pine. 

“The long leaf pines need for the litter of 
pine straw on the ground to be burned off be- 
fore their seeds will start growing," Cash 
says. È 

It is around a recently planted long leaf 
pine plot that the rangers are preparing to 
do their next burn. 

By prescription, Cash means the wind 
speed, humidity, temperature, and various 
other weather conditions. At the moment, 
the conditions are ideal. However, everyone 
is keeping an eye on the weather, in case it 
changes. 

There are four other people out today with 
Cash. Both Jeff Seefeldt, the assistant dis- 
trict ranger, and Charles Reese, the fire 
management officer, have done plenty of 
burns before. 

However, for Chris Oberholster, these are 
among his first fires. He is learning how to 
do controlled burns for the Alabama Natural 
Heritage Program, and has been assisting 
the rangers all day. 

The Forest service has also contracted to 
have a bulldozer on hand, with its operator 
creating fire breaks to box in the flames. 

As time for the burn approaches, everyone 
checks their fire retardant clothing. They 
also put on their fire proof gloves. 

Then the drip-torches are inspected. The 
torches contain a mixture of diesel and gaso- 
line, which when lit allows a steady stream 
of fire to be placed on the ground. 


May 10, 1994 


Everything is ready, and the group sets out 
into the forest. 

For this burn, Cash splits his people into 
two groups. He and Oberholster take one side 
of the pine plot, while everybody else goes to 
the other side. 

Placing Oberholster near the first fire 
break around the plot, Cash moves himself 
to a parallel point one hundred feet away. By 
doing this, the men hope to create two lines 
of fire. 

"Fire feeds on fire," Cash says as he 
readies his drip-torch. 

"By creating two or three fire lines, we re- 
duce the ability of the fire to grow too 
large." 

Walking in parallel lines, the men begin 
dropping fire from their torches. In the dry 
pine straw, the flames quickly build. 

For the men, the smoke is the biggest haz- 
ard. However, they also keep a close watch 
on the progress of the fire, to make sure the 
situation doesn't turn dangerous. 

"We have to be real careful not to box in 
each other with the flames," Oberholster 


says. 

In thirty minutes it is over. The flames 
quickly burn themselves out, consuming all 
of the undergrowth and litter in the des- 
ignated area. Because this happens so fast, 
the trees are not harmed. 

Satisfied with the progress they have 
made, Cash and his crew group up again. 
There are more areas to go burn. 

When asked if he enjoys doing the burns, 
Cash smiles, and nods his head. 

"I enjoy being out in nature and helping 
the forest, which is what this does," he says 
as the smoke climbs above him. 


CAPE COD MARITIME WEEK 
HON. GERRY E. STUDDS 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 10, 1994 


Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
announce that this week is Cape Cod Mari- 
time Week, designed to honor the Cape's 
unique maritime heritage and boost the re- 
gion's economy by stretching the tourism sea- 
son year-round. 

The 9-day celebration, from May 7 to 15, is 
focusing on the historic lighthouses on Cape 
Cod and the islands. There will be open 
houses at five lighthouses, as well as walking 
tours of several historic ports and numerous 
other events to celebrate the Cape's maritime 
heritage. 

Cape Cod's maritime and coastal heritage 
continues to play an integral role in the re- 
gion's quality of life. Back in the 17th century, 
for instance, the first tax on whale oil funded 
the colony's schools. Today, whale watching 
attracts hundreds of thousands of people each 
year to our region. 

Cape Cod is also home to many of the old- 
est lighthouses in the country, such as High- 
land Light in North Truro. The region's history 
and ties with the U.S. Coast Guard are deep, 
with many heroic lifesaving rescues performed 
off the shores of Cape Cod. 

During this week of celebration, the U.S. 
Coast Guard will host tours of Highland Light 
and four other lighthouses—Nobska, Chat- 
ham, Three Sisters, Nauset—as well as host 
open houses at four historic Coast Guard sta- 
tions. 


May 10, 1994 


Other highlights during the week include a 
50th anniversary celebration for the Coast 
Guard cutter, Bittersweet, on May 11, and a 
boat show in Falmouth Harbor the weekend of 
May 13-15. 

| especialy want to acknowledge the tre- 
mendous work and cooperation of a number 
of Federal and local agencies, including the 
U.S. Coast Guard, the Cape Cod National 
Seashore, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
the Cape Cod Commission and the Cape and 
Islands Historical Association. They have all 
come together to work with local businesses 
to draw attention to that which makes the 
Cape a truly special place, while also enhanc- 
ing tourism during the off-season. 


"I LOVE LIFE AND I WANT TO 
LIVE" IS THEME FOR THE UNIT- 
ED BLACK FUND 22D ANNUAL 
VICTORY LUNCHEON 


HON. RONALD V. DELLUMS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, May 10, 1994 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
once again enthusiastically extend my heartfelt 
congratulations to you and the staff of the 
United Black Fund [UBF] in celebration of your 
22nd Annual Victory Luncheon. 

This year | would like to commend the many 
member agencies and the staff of the UBF for 
their continuous work in serving the needs of 
our community. It is my understanding that the 
UBF funds over 70 community agencies in the 
Washington metropolitan area. These pro- 
grams range from caring for senior citizens, 
treating substance abusers, and sheltering the 
young. As a former community worker myself, 
| have deep appreciation and admiration for 
the commitment it takes to serve the people. 

| believe it is important to recognize the con- 
tribution of the “unsung heroes” in the com- 
munity. As you may recall, there was a time 
when the family attended to the needs of the 
less fortunate in the community. Times have 
changed. Today community organizations are 
a necessity in providing services of all types to 
those in need. Community workers answer the 
calls of those in distress and unselfishly put 
the concerns of others above their own. This 
is an attribute of the community worker that 
deserves praise and respect. 

As a Member of Congress, | know that com- 
munity based organizations are doing more 
with less. As the problems in our community 
increase, the dollars appropriated to address 
them decrease. On many occasions, | have 
taken to the floor of the House of Representa- 
tives, to inform my colleagues of the pain and 
agony suffered by people in our community 
because of lack of funds. Nevertheless, each 
year the UBF gives me reason to be optimis- 
tic, because you remind me that the human 
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spirit can persevere and overcome obstacles 
placed in our path. Indeed, we are our broth- 
ers' and sisters' keeper. 

This year's theme "| Love Life and | Want 
to Live" is of vital significance. We must im- 
plore our youth to fall in love with life and to 
become productive members of society re- 
specting each other daily. 

Again, | congratulate the UBF in its success 
in bringing those who are in need of help to- 
gether with those who are willing to offer sup- 


port. 


TRIBUTE TO IAPCRO 
HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 10, 1994 


Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
special honor that | rise today to recognize the 
latest crime prevention efforts within the city of 


May 10-14, the International Association of 
Police Community Relations Officers 
[IAPCRO] Region VI, will hold its 23d annual 
training conference at the Genesis Convention 
Center in Gary, IN. Gary Police Community 
Relations Director, Ms. Louise Ivey, will serve 
as conference chair, with the theme of the 
conference being "The Widening Dimensions 
of Juvenile Delinquency and Violence: How 
Do We Respond?" 

Chartered in 1969, IAPCRO is a voluntary 
organization comprised of police officers and 
citizens involved in community relations pro- 
grams. IAPCRO aims to unite police officers 
and professional community relations experts 
to relate their experiences in an effort to foster 
successful community improvement programs. 
The mission of the organization is to bring to- 
gether those individuals who share the com- 
mon goal of promoting professionalism in law 
enforcement. This fusion of law enforcement 
advocates is responsible for the formulation of 
policy guidelines reflecting professional stand- 
ards and goals in police community relations 
and crime prevention. 

It is my privilege to recognize the distin- 
guished efforts of the Honorable Thomas V. 
Barnes, mayor of the city of Gary; James 
Hawkins, school superintendent for the city of 
Gary; Marvin Exum, director of public safety; 
Retired Gary Police Chief David Wade; and 
Louise Ivey, director of Gary Police Commu- 
nity Relations. | commend the determination 
and genuine concern displayed by city of Gary 
officials, as well as the residents of Gary for 
their fine display of citizenship. 

As the city of Gary is the only city in the 
State of Indiana to receive a national award 
for crime prevention participation, it is my 
hope that communities nationwide will look to 
Gary for leadership. As the U.S. Representa- 
tive of Indiana's First Congressional District, | 
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am pleased to commend Gary's efforts to cre- 
ate a safer environment for its citizens and 
strengthen the alliance between our law en- 
forcement professionals and our citizenry. ! 
am confident that IAPCRO's 23d annual con- 
ference will be as successful this year as it 
has proven to be in the past. 


CLAIRE AND RICHARD KAUTZ, 
GUAM SMALL BUSINESS AWARD- 
EES 


HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD 


OF GUAM 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, May 10, 1994 


Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor two very important persons, in- 
dividuals who are an example of what is nec- 
essary to be a success in a career, a success 
in the community, and a success in life. Those 
persons, Mr. Speaker, are Richard P. Kautz, 
president, and Claire A. Kautz, vice president, 
of Kautz and Sons Glass Company, Inc. The 
Kautzes represent the kind of entrepreneur- 
ship which builds and enhances economies at 
the community level. They also represent the 
kind of community spirit through their partici- 
pation in island life which brings dividends to 
all the people of Guam. 

Their perseverance, determination, and hard 
work is exemplary of the tools necessary to 
make it in a society where violence and cor- 
ruption seem to dominate our children's activi- 
ties. 

Richard and Claire came from Michigan. 
Richard has worked in the glass business 
since 1955, and Claire's family has owned a 
glass company since 1949. Richard worked in 
the glass business for 4 years in Hawaii. In 
1971, they moved to Guam and 2 years later, 
Kautz and Sons started. They began making 
storefront plate glass windows, entry doors, 
and aluminum flush-skin doors. In 1976, Ty- 
phoon Pamela hit and destroyed Guam. The 
Kautzes introduced typhoon shutters to the is- 
land. In 1982, a fire destroyed their office and 
inventory room; an SBA loan allowed them to 
be back in business and by the 1980's and 
early 1990's their sales reached nearly 2.5 
million in 1991. They now export to the North- 
em Marianas and to Micronesia, and they 
have 27 employees along with a line of many 
products such as window screens and sliding 
and swinging glass doors. 

Richard P. Kautz and Claire Kautz, | per- 
sonally congratulate you on being the Small 
Business Persons of the Year awardees from 
Guam. | wish you much continued success in 
the future and may you maintain the excellent 
example you have been for the people of 
Guam. 

Si yu'os ma'ase. 
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SENATE—Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex- 
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the Honorable DANIEL K. 
AKAKA, a Senator from the State of Ha- 
waii. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s 
prayer will be offered by guest Chap- 
lain, the Reverend Carol B. Smith, 
from the Kabletown United Methodist 
Church of West Virginia. 


PRAYER 


The guest Chaplain, the Reverend 
Carol B. Smith, Kabletown United 
Methodist Church, Rippon, WV, offered 
the following prayer. 

Let us pray: 

We thank Thee, O Lord, that this Na- 
tion is yet governed by men and women 
chosen by the people of these 50 States 
by democratic process. As these chosen 
ones prepare to discharge their duties 
this day, give to them, we pray, the 
grace of humility sufficient to claim 
Thy promise, ‘‘If any man lack wisdom, 
let him ask God who giveth to all men 
liberty, and it shall be given him." You 
alone, Lord, are fully aware of the dif- 
ficulties these servants of this Nation 
have to face and the grave decisions 
they must make. Give them the wis- 
dom to know and the courage to do 
what is best for our country in the 
glory of Thy name. Amen. 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING ` 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 


U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, May 11, 1994. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable DANIEL K. AKAKA, a 
Senator from the State of Hawaii, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. AKAKA thereupon assumed the 

chair as Acting President pro tempore. 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, there 


(Legislative day of Monday, May 2, 1994) 


will now be a period for the transaction 
of morning business not to extend be- 
yond the hour of 10 a.m. with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for not to 
exceed 5 minutes each. 

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STE- 
VENS] is recognized to speak for up to 5 
minutes; the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. KERRY] is recognized to 
speak for up to 20 minutes. 

The Chair, in his capacity as a Sen- 
ator from the State of Hawaii, suggests 
the absence of a quorum. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum Call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STE- 
VENS] is recognized to speak for up to 5 
minutes. 


EARLY CANCER SCREENING 


Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have 
spoken before here on the floor of the 
Senate about my experience with pros- 
tate cancer, and Senators have listened 
to my plea and that of minority leader, 
Senator DOLE, to seek early screening 
and diagnosis of what is a largely ig- 
nored disease for men. 

It has been almost 3 years now since 
that early screening detected my pros- 
tate cancer. I then elected to have sur- 
gery, which was a complete success. 
And I have had annual physical check- 
ups. The results this year, a3 they have 
been every year, have confirmed that 
there is absolutely no trace of prostate 
cancer now in my system, and my phy- 
sician has given me a clean bill of 
health in this regard. 

Incidentally, also, I had very success- 
ful recovery from back surgery. 

But I come to the floor today to in- 
troduce legislation which I think is 
necessary to improve research opportu- 
nities and screening for breast, cer- 
vical, and prostate cancer because I 
think all Americans ought to have 
available the routine screening tests 
which can discover cancers early, giv- 
ing them the same chance that I had to 
bring about early health care and to 
have a prolonged life because of it. 

During the months and years since 
my own diagnosis, a number of Sen- 
ators have come to talk to me. Senator 
DOLE and I have participated in a num- 
ber of meetings about symptoms and 
signs of prostate cancer. We have had 


meetings, at the request of individual 
Members of the Congress, with family 
members who may have been worried 
about this subject. 

As I learn more about the subject of 
cancer, I learn more about these other 
reproductive cancers, particularly 
breast and cervical cancer, and the 
populations who are at the highest risk 
for these cancers. It is no accident that 
the breast cancer support group called 
Why Me? stimulated the growth of a 
prostate cancer group called Us Too. 
With respect to prostate cancer, one of 
the highest risk groups is African- 
American men. 

The incidence of cancer in that group 
is at a significantly younger age than 
that of the average Caucasian or Asian- 
American man’s experience with the 
disease. A higher percentage of Afri- 
can-American men die from this dis- 
ease, solely because they are not 
screened. 

There are several possible reasons 
why African-American men are not 
screened: By choice, because the basic 
digital exam is not a comfortable one; 
because they do not have access to 
screening services; or because many 
are low-income African-American men, 
who rarely have access to the services. 
Most African-American men do not 
have access to Medicare at the age of 
the most frequent incidence of prostate 
cancer, between the thirties and fifties; 
and many veterans, for instance, had 
their last exam when it was required 
during military service. For my age, 
that is many years ago. 

Medicare can pay for an examination 
to evaluate the suspect symptoms but 
is generally not able to cover annual 
screening exams or PSA blood tests on 
a routine basis before there is some in- 
cidence, some symptom that dem- 
onstrates a cancerous presence. 

Another high risk population is our 
own sons. I had the difficult job of tell- 
ing my three sons after my surgery, on 
the advice of my surgeon, that they 
were at increased risk because they 
were sons of one who had been diag- 
nosed with prostate cancer, and that 
the probability was that they might 
have an exposure to the disease at an 
earlier age than I did. 

For breast cancer, we know that in 
some cases there are indications that it 
runs in families. Recently, my own sis- 
ter had a diagnostic procedure for 
breast cancer. She did have access to 
insurance, and she had access to facili- 
ties for screening. 

But the vast majority of women diag- 
nosed with the disease each year are 
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among those with limited access to 
both insurance coverage and the need- 
ed preventive services. There are ex- 
tremely high rates of breast cancer 
among African-American women. In 
addition, our knowledge base about 
early diagnosis among younger women 
is very limited. 

I am sad to say one of the groups 
which is strongly represented among 
my constituency, the Alaskan Native 
women, have a very high rate of cer- 
vical cancer. Alaskan Native women's 
rates of invasive cervical cancer occur 
at a much earlier age than the national 
population. We do not know all of the 
reasons for that, but we do know they 
share with African-American women a 
lack of access to screening services and 
to treatment when a problem is identi- 
fied. 

Many of our Alaskan Native women 
live in communities where it is acces- 
sible only by air. They see skilled 
screening technicians very  infre- 
quently. Others live in communities 
accessible by our ferry system, which 
we call the Alaskan Marine High- 
way." Planes and ferries get them to 
regional hubs, which do have services 
available, but that is a very expensive 
proposition. 

I am introducing legislation which, I 
hope, will get the attention of the Sen- 
ate. The Senate will notice that many 
of the cosponsors of this legislation are 
Appropriations Committee members, 
and that is no accident, since I serve on 
that committee and have served there 
for a long time. The Appropriations 
Committee members, I feel, are keenly 
aware that funds included in authoriza- 
tions are not available for appropria- 
tions. Often we authorize appropria- 
tions far beyond our ability to make 
money available. The Appropriations 
Committee also understands the need 
to expand the resources that we have, 
wherever possible, through obtaining 
matching funds from State and local 
governments or other sources. 

The bill we are introducing today 
seeks to do that by matching Federal 
resources with the resources of non- 
profit entities, which agree to 
prioritize their investment in screening 
facilities and make those facilities 
available to low-income women and 
men. This would double the total re- 
sources available to combat the prob- 
lem, provide for early screening for 
cancer detection for a whole group of 
people in our country, who have no ac- 
cess to such screening. 

Three years ago, I sought a special- 
ized project of research excellence, 
which we then called SPORE,“ for 
prostate cancer, and the Senate en- 
dorsed my request for projects which 
would bring the science from the lab- 
oratory to the patient in as short a 
time as possible. The approach that I 
am asking the Senate to take this day 
is to ask for a partnership between 
nonprofit organizations and the Fed- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


eral Government in financing the fa- 
cilities that would make available 
early screening and detection of can- 
cers to rural areas in particular, and 
through the use of Federal funds in 
constructing the facilities, and non- 
profit funds to take those facilities out 
to the rural areas. Having early screen- 
ing and detection of cancers, I hope, 
will help us fight this terrible disease. 

I send the bill to the desk for proper 
referral. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The bill will be received and ap- 
propriately referred. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a summary and back- 
ground of the Family Cancer Screening 
Research Partnership Act, which is in- 
troduced today by myself and Senators 
INOUYE, DOLE, MACK, and DORGAN. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

FAMILY CANCER SCREENING AND RESEARCH 

PARTNERSHIP ACT 
(Introduced by Senators Stevens, Inouye, 
Dole, Mack, and Dorgan) 
BACKGROUND 

The “Family Cancer Screening and Re- 
search Partnership Act of 1994" provides for 
the creation of federal partnerships with 
non-profit organizations to facilitate breast, 
cervical and prostate screening activities, 
and to expedite the development of effective 
treatments for breast, cervical and prostate 
cancer by combining resources to finance re- 
search efforts. 

FEDERAL/NON-PROFIT RESEARCH PARTNERSHIPS 

The Act authorizes the Director of the Na- 
tional Cancer Institute to enter into agree- 
ments with non-profit organizations to make 
matching grant awards for breast, cervical, 
and prostate cancer research of up to $250,000 
each. The legislation includes appropriate 
protections for the federal expenditure. It 
also calls on the Director to expedite, where 
possible, the use of the federal funds. The 
federal share of funds may only be used for 
direct research activities. 

LEVERAGING FEDERAL RESEARCH 
EXPENDITURES 

By creating a partnership non-profit orga- 
nizations will be encouraged to match fed- 
eral research spending dollar for dollar, thus 
increasing the amount of funding available. 
ENCOURAGING INCREASES IN RESEARCH PRO- 

GRAMS FUNDED BY NON-PROFIT ORGANIZA- 

TIONS 

With the availability of federal matching 
funds, non-profit organizations can speed up 
the process of researching effective treat- 
ments for breast, cervical and prostate can- 
cer. 

COMPLEMENTS OTHER FEDERAL RESEARCH 

ACTIVITIES 

A ma grant program does not re- 
place other federal cancer research priorities 
and programs. Rather, a federal matching 
program is intended to complement the ex- 
isting federal programs. It will hopefully en- 
courage more researchers to focus there at- 
tention on these three diseases. And, impor- 
tantly, it recognizes the need that to be suc- 
cessful, a war on cancer requires cooperation 
and coordination among the entire research 
infrastructure. 
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BREAST, CERVICAL, AND PROSTATE CANCER 
SCREENING PARTNERSHIPS 


The Act authorizes the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, acting through the Di- 
rector of the Centers for Disease Control, to 
award grants to nonprofit entities for the 
purpose of acquiring mobile vehicles and for 
properly equipping them for the purpose of 
conducting breast, cervical and prostate can- 
cer screening procedures. Such vehicles will 
be used by organizations for the purpose of 
conducting free examinations. Priority for 
these grants will be given to non-profit 
organziations for efforts to screen low-in- 
come or geographically isolated women and 
men. An eligible use of these funds may be to 
outfit airplanes or boats where that is the 
best way to promote access to screening 
services. 


EFFECTIVE SCREENING REDUCES FUTURE 
HEALTH EXPENDITURES 


Breast, cervical and prostate cancer cur- 
ability is directly proportional to its early 
diagnosis. Early detection of all three dis- 
eases reduces future health care costs associ- 
ated with treatment, possible surgery, and 
after-care necessary for those diagnosed with 
one of these diseases. 


CANCER SCREENING IS A FAMILY ISSUE—NOT A 
MALE OR FEMALE ISSUE 


An effective screening effort requires out- 
reach to those who are unable to afford regu- 
lar examinations by a family physician or 
who do not otherwise have access to screen- 
ing services. By making screening available 
at convenient locations for both husbands 
and wives, spouses are given the means of en- 
couraging each other to undertake appro- 
priate screening procedures. 

A SMALL FEDERAL INVESTMENT IN EQUIPMENT 
WILL ENABLE THE NON-PROFIT SECTOR AND 
CORPORATE COMMUNITY TO UNDERTAKE 
SCREENING PROGRAMS 
Mobile vehicles equipped for breast, cer- 

vical and prostate cancer screening programs 

cost approximately $400,000 each. This initial 
capital outlay makes it prohibitively expen- 
sive for nonprofit organizations to undertake 
screening initiatives for short periods during 
a year. By providing grants for the equip- 
ment the federal government would encour- 
age such groups to make arrangements to 
staff the vehicles and otherwise defray the 
cost of screening programs. 
SCREENING PROGRAMS SHOULD FOCUS ON 
UNDERSERVED AND AT-RISK COMMUNITIES 

Mobile vehicles equipped to conduct cancer 
screening services will enable organizations 
to reach otherwise underserved commu- 
nities. 


Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KERRY] is recognized. 


BOSNIA 


Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, yester- 
day, and in days preceding it, there has 
been an ongoing debate about Bosnia. I 
would like to take a few moments, if I 
may, to discuss the amendment which 
is pending on the floor and to add some 
thoughts to this debate. This is an im- 
portant debate for the U.S. Senate to 
have, and one which will have very far- 
reaching ramifications for the people 
of Bosnia, for the diplomatic efforts of 
the international community and, par- 
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ticularly, for U.N. peacekeepers on the 
ground. 

I think it is fair to say that there is 
not one of us in the U.S. Senate, in this 
country, or among civilized people 
around the world, who has not been dis- 
tressed or horrified by the atrocities 
that have been perpetrated by the 
Serbs against the Bosnian people: the 
wholesale violation of the rules of war, 
the emptying of whole villages through 
ethnic cleansing, the orphanization of 
children, and the rape of countless 
young women and girls as a systematic 
strategy of war. Many people had 
hoped the civilized world had put these 
things behind, or failing that, that the 
international community would be able 
to do more about them or prevent them 
entirely. 

We also are outraged by the defiance 
of the Bosnian Serbs in attacking civil- 
ians as well as international peace- 
keepers in the U.N.-declared safe ha- 
vens." They have demonstrated a reck- 
less disregard for the norms of inter- 
national law and warfare by shelling 
hospitals, holding relief workers hos- 
tage, and attacking peacekeepers who 
are trying to protect innocent civil- 
ians. 

We are angered by the violations of 
cease-fires by Bosnian Serb command- 
ers and by the intransigence of those 
who represent the Bosnian Serbs at the 
negotiating table. We are frustrated by 
the collective failure of the inter- 
national community to bring an end to 
this conflict, which has the potential of 
spreading to Kosovo, Albania, Macedo- 
nia, Bulgaria, Greece, or Turkey. In 
light of that potential, we need to 
think very carefully about the idea of 
unilateral lifting. 

The transgressions of the Bosnian 
Serbs are so heinous that the inter- 
national community, long ago, should 
have summoned a greater response for 
its outrage. Had we done this, the situ- 
ation might be different today. But we 
did not, and that is why we suddenly 
find ourselves discussing the possibil- 
ity of unilaterally lifting the arms em- 
bargo. 

In the wake of our frustration, out- 
rage, and anger, we want to take some 
action that will make a difference. 
That is the American instinct—to want 
to respond to this kind of problem and 
to make it clear to the world that we 
have a different standard of behavior. 
It is not just an American standard; it 
is a universal standard embodied in the 
Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights. 

We want to level the playing field. 
We want to give the Bosnian Moslems 
a fair chance to defend“ themselves 
against this enemy that is more power- 
ful and better equipped. 

We know that there is an inequity in 
the embargo that was put into effect 
by the United Nations because it has 
allowed the Bosnian Serbs to be sup- 
plied while denying the Bosnian Mos- 
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lems the weapons that they need. That 
is why so many of us pressed more than 
a year ago for the lifting of the embar- 
go, to give the Bosnian Moslems a 
chance to defend themselves. The prob- 
lem is that you cannot take the re- 
sponse that was appropriate a year or 
more ago and transfer it to the situa- 
tion you have today and necessarily 
have the same result, or even the re- 
sult that you want to achieve, which is 
to minimize the fighting and end the 
killing. 

I would respectfully submit to my 
colleagues, whom I know feel as pas- 
sionately as I about this situation, that 
to move at this particular moment to 
lift the embargo unilaterally will work 
counter to their intentions and may in- 
deed have the far more dangerous ef- 
fect of escalating the violence, increas- 
ing the killing, prolonging the war, and 
involving the United States in ways 
which we have assiduously tried to 
avoid. 

The pending amendment mandates 
that the President terminate the Unit- 
ed States arms embargo against the 
Government of Bosnia upon receipt of a 
request from that Government for as- 
sistance in exercising its right of self- 
defense. 

The right of self-defense, which has 
been used to justify this particular 
Step, is in article 51 of the Charter of 
the United Nations. The first part of 
that article suggests that every nation 
has a right of self-defense and that the 
United Nations cannot take that away 
from them. However, the article also 
suggests that where the United Nations 
is involved in an international peace- 
keeping effort, a state cannot invoke 
the right of self-defense in contraven- 
tion of those efforts. 

We have conflict in Bosnia but we 
also have an international effort to re- 
store the peace. The troops on the 
ground are not our troops, but they are 
troops of some of our key NATO allies, 
and they are at risk. Our allies do not 
want to lift this embargo at this mo- 
ment. By voting for the pending 
amendment, we are telling the very na- 
tions that have their troops on the 
ground that we, who have no troops on 
the ground, are willing to lift the em- 
bargo and put their troops at risk. 

Moreover, like it or not, we have 
been, and are viewed as, a neutral 
party vis-a-vis the current conflict. We 
are not viewed as having chosen a side, 
except the side of the United Nations. 
We are viewed as neutrally trying to 
press for peace. Given our role in the 
negotiations and our position over the 
last year and a half, lifting the embar- 
go unilaterally will wipe away the neu- 
trality and send the message to the 
Bosnian Serbs that all of a sudden the 
United States has decided we are com- 
ing in on the side of the Bosnian Mos- 
lems. The effect of that, as Senator 
GLENN has well pointed out, is to pave 
the way for the delivery of military as- 
sistance. 
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If you are a Bosnian Serb and all of a 
sudden you see a lot of weapons coming 
in from the United States, which has 
suddenly decided to help the Bosnian 
Moslems, your response is going to be: 
“We better take them out fast before 
they learn how to use those weapons. 
We better start augmenting our cam- 
paign. And since the United States is 
willing to alter the balance of power 
and to abandon its neutrality, to hell 
with the safe havens and the exclusion 
zones. We are now going to have to 
fight this to the bitter end.“ 

So, unilateral lifting would not ad- 
vance the negotiating process. Rather, 
it would have the unfortunate impact 
of putting the troops of our allies in 
jeopardy, forcing our allies to consider 
whether or not to withdraw their forces 
from UNPROFOR altogether, and end- 
ing the humanitarian relief efforts. 

It does not make sense. We are going 
to deny ourselves the very things we 
have been struggling, through the 
United Nations, to achieve over the 
course of the past months. 

I have heard my colleagues come to 
the floor and plead for lifting the em- 
bargo now in order to allow the 
Bosnian Moslems to defend themselves. 
I agree that they should have had that 
right long ago. But in May 1994, that 
plea has a different meaning. That plea 
does not really just mean Give us the 
right to defend ourselves." It really 
means We want the weapons to be 
able to fight, to roll back the gains 
made by the Bosnian Serbs.” 

The same intransigence that the 
Bosnian Serbs have demonstrated at 
the bargaining table would now grow 
within the Bosnian Moslems. They 
would not negotiate to a conclusion be- 
cause they would suddenly say: “Now 
we've got the weapons; now we can 
fight back. We are going to get this 
corridor back, and we are going to get 
this town back, and we are not going to 
go to the negotiating table until we 
have achieved what we want in terms 
of a bargaining position." So the war 
will go on, not end. 

If we lift the embargo unilaterally, as 
the pending amendment contemplates, 
Bosnian Moslems, rightly so, will re- 
gard us as their patron and protector. 
They will see themselves as our client. 
The Bosnian Serbs, their supporters in 
Belgrade and Moscow, and others in 
the international community will see 
it this way too. 

The request from the Government of 
Bosnia will be coming across our fax 
machine within minutes if this amend- 
ment is approved. Who is going to de- 
liver the weapons? The CIA or will they 
be sent through some back channel? 
And what happens to those weapons ul- 
timately? Do we really want to start 
loading up this area with more weap- 
ons at this point in time? 

I believe that unilateral lifting of the 
embargo would sound the death knell 
for diplomacy, for the time being. It 
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would send a message to the warring 
parties, to the United Nations, and to 
our NATO allies that we, the United 
States, have given up on the negotia- 
tions. It would send a message that we 
believe our collective strategy is fall- 
ing apart at the very moment, inciden- 
tally, that the Croats and the Bosnians 
have signed an agreement and are mov- 
ing to a confederation and at the very 
moment that we have achieved, 
through the threat of air strikes, the 
safety of Sarajevo, Gorazde, and Zepa. 

All of a sudden we would be saying, 
“To hell with it. We are going to let 
them fight it out." The result would be 
that the negotiations would be de- 
terred, not advanced. 

I would respectfully suggest that the 
approach of the Senator from Maine, 
the majority leader, is the sensible ap- 
proach, because it asks that we go on 
record in favor of lifting the embargo 
in conjunction with others in the inter- 


national community, particularly 
those with people at risk on the 
ground. 


It is no secret that our NATO allies 
are not in favor of lifting the arms em- 
bargo at this time. They would regard 
our doing so as a deliberate attempt to 
undermine the sanctions regime im- 
posed by the United Nations—a regime 
which we supported and voted for. 

I would remind my colleagues 
again—and this is not a small matter— 
that our allies are the ones with the 
peacekeepers on the ground. They are 
the ones whose soldiers are at risk. It 
is not America that has had the cour- 
age to come forward and say we will 
put people on the ground. 

If we lift the embargo and peace- 
keepers get killed because of intensi- 
fied fighting, our allies will hold us ac- 
countable. If we lift the embargo and 
our allies have the perception that the 
danger to their forces has substantially 
increased, they may pull some or all of 
their forces out of UNPROFOR. That 
could lead to the collapse of the hu- 
manitarian relief effort in towns like 
Sarajevo, Goradze, Srebrenica and 
Zepa, where Bosnian civilians are sur- 
rounded by Serb forces. As a result, we 
would wind up in the totally contradic- 
tory position of trying to help the Mos- 
lems defend themselves while at the 
same time contributing to the demise 
of the international effort that is help- 
ing them to survive. Who, then, would 
bear the responsibility for protecting 
and feeding threatened civilians? Many 
would point to us! 

I might add there is another factor 
that our colleagues who want to move 
unilaterally have not considered—Rus- 
sia. In recent weeks the Russians have 
played a very responsible role vis-a-vis 
the Serbs. If we act unilaterally at a 
time when our allies in Moscow oppose 
this lifting, we run the risk of alienat- 
ing the Russians, putting enormous 
pressure on Boris Yeltsin, and encour- 
aging them to dig in their heels in sup- 
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port of their ethnic kin, the Serbs. 
Zhirinovsky and others will have a 
field day pointing to the fickle United 
States of America, which operates uni- 
laterally because of its own grand de- 
signs on the people of that region. He 
and his supporters will press Yeltsin to 
help the Bosnian Serbs. 

I think we should also recognize that 
lifting the arms embargo unilaterally 
would encourage many of our allies 
who have supported other embargos to 
say, “Well, if the United States can 
unilaterally do this, we can unilater- 
ally pull out of this other embargo,” 
most particularly the embargo on Iraq. 
Unilateral termination of the United 
States embargo on Bosnia ultimately 
could undo our own policy with respect 
to Iraq. 

Proponents of lifting the embargo 
now argue that it would bring an end 
to the conflict because the Bosnian 
Serbs would be deterred from fighting 
further once the Moslems have access 
to heavy weapons. Well, I respectfully 
suggest that the history of that war 
and the history of the Balkans defy 
that presumption. 

Heavy weapons in the hands of the 
Moslems would provide a strong incen- 
tive for Belgrade to decide that more 
people ought to become involved. Then, 
we will be asking ourselves what to do 
now? Do we commit NATO to this con- 
flict in a whole-hog fashion to roll back 
territorial gains by the Serbs? I have 
no doubt about who would win, but I 
am just questioning whether that is 
the next step we want to take. 

Over the last 25 months, the Bosnian 
Serbs have proven their determination 
to fight and fight and fight in the face 
of extraordinary odds. They have won a 
lot of territory on the battlefield. I 
think most people agree, and the Presi- 
dent has again and again said, that this 
is not going to be resolved ultimately 
on the battlefield; it is going to be re- 
solved at the bargaining table. We are 
at that table and we should not give 
people an incentive to leave it. 

According to the State Department, 
the Bosnian Government would prob- 
ably need very large, heavy-caliber 
weapons, including medium and heavy 
artillery, medium-tanks and long- 
range antitank weapons, including the 
TOW. No doubt these weapons would 
increase the firepower of the Bosnian 
Government forces, but be assured they 
would increase the level and the inten- 
sity of fighting as well. 

Mr. President, the distinguished lead- 
ers of this body have given us a choice. 
The minority leader’s amendment of- 
fers us the opportunity to go on record 
in support of unilateral lifting of the 
embargo in the very near term, as soon 
as the request for assistance comes in 
from the Government of Bosnia. The 
majority leader’s amendment allows us 
to support the air strike option and to 
recognize the desire of the Senate to 
move forward to lift the embargo as 
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part of a multilateral effort. I think 
the latter is the better approach and 
the more responsible choice. 

Multilateral lifting would keep us in 
league with our allies. It would send a 
stronger signal of international dis- 
approval of Bosnian Serb behavior be- 
cause it would be a multilateral action 
not a unilateral action. It would en- 
hance our ability to bring pressure to 
bear on the Bosnian Serbs. 

Mr. President, as I have said again 
and again, unilateral lifting might 
have been the right option at the out- 
set of this conflict because it would 
have equalized the situation. The fight- 
ing and the victories on the battlefield 
would have occurred under a different 
balance of power. However, if we lift 
now, unilaterally, we run the risk of 
jeopardizing all of our efforts to re- 
solve this conflict. 

Progress at the negotiating table has 
been slow and painstaking. Neverthe- 
less in recent weeks diplomacy has 
paid off. Agreements have been reached 
between the Bosnian Moslems and 
Bosnian Croats. The Governments of 
Bosnia and Croatia have now concluded 
an agreement on confederation. 

The diplomatic process has been rein- 
vigorated through the so-called contact 
group, that is Russia, the United 
States, and the European Community. 
With NATO poised to strike Bosnian 
Serb forces that attack safe havens or 
violate the exclusion zones, the contact 
group is now in a much stronger posi- 
tion to press for movement at the table 
than at any other time in the past. 

And since the establishment of an ex- 
clusion zone around Goradze, the fight- 
ing on the ground has almost calmed 
down. People said weeks ago, How are 
we going to save Goradze? Lift the em- 
bargo." Lifting the embargo would not 
have saved Goradze. We did not lift the 
embargo but we did save Goradze. It 
proves that we have alternatives that 
are working at this moment in time. 

Although the Bosnian Serbs have 
failed to comply completely with the 
United Nations requirements for the 
removal of weapons from the exclusion 
zones around Sarajevo and Goradze, 
the establishment of the zones, coupled 
with the threat of NATO air power, has 
improved the situation for civilians 
trapped within those towns. 

The shelling has stopped, civilians 
are no longer being hurt or killed, and 
humanitarian aid is once again being 
delivered. Why one would want to 
make the move that undoes those ac- 
complishments is beyond me. 

Undoubtedly the deterrent value of 
NATO air power depends on the will- 
ingness of the United Nations to use it. 
I believe we have to streamline the 
command and control and eliminate 
the reluctance of Mr. Akashi to sup- 
port those commanders on the ground 
who ought to have the right to protect 
their troops when needed. We have a 
command and control problem and we 
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ought to solve it. But it is important 
to recognize, this problem aside, that 
the international community does have 
a strategy today for penalizing the 
Bosnian Serbs for violations. That 
strategy ought to be given a chance to 
work. 

If it does not work, if our allies de- 
cide there is no other course, we have 
the leverage under the Mitchell amend- 
ment to empower the President and the 
allies to move on the embargo. I would 
support that. But I do not think that 
at this particular moment, alone, with 
the restoration of the safe havens and 
the progress on the diplomatic effort, 
that this unilateral move is sensible or 
advisable. 

For the United States, as the leader 
of the international community, to go 
its own way with an effort that has so 
many downsides measured against the 
upsides, is not only dangerous but it 
flies against our own efforts to encour- 
age others to cooperate and to resolve 
disputes in multilateral fora. I hope my 
colleagues will agree and that we will 
adopt the position of the majority lead- 
er and reject a move that flies against 
our own diplomatic efforts, our own 
history in terms of multilateral ap- 
proaches, the dictates of the situation 
on the ground, and the current diplo- 
matic-military structure that we find 
ourselves in. 

I yield whatever time I have left. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KOHL). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


A TRIBUTE TO PRESIDENT 
RICHARD MILHOUS NIXON 


Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I would 
like to pay tribute to a great Presi- 
dent, a great man, and a dear friend, 
Richard Milhous Nixon. 

April 22, 1994, marked a great loss to 
America and the world, when President 
Nixon died at the age of 81. Congress- 
man, Senator, Vice President, and 
President; writer, commentator, elder 
statesman to the world: President 
Nixon stands tall as a giant of our age. 

President Nixon is worthy of high 
praise, because he was willing to put 
all he had on the line in service to his 
country. He believed in the country's 
system of government, this country's 
ideals, and this country's bright des- 
tiny. 

All of us who had the great honor to 
talk with President Nixon realized that 
we were engaging a fertile mind. The 
pomp of power and the sweep of history 
were his fascinations. He had a global 
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vision, with America as its fulcrum. 
This global vision was sought after 
even after President Nixon left office. 
His long reign as elder statesman is a 
testament to his genius. He was an 
American Solomon, a wise man who 
helped build the peace of the world. 


I, along with many other mourners, 
was in Yorba Linda last month for 
President Nixon's funeral. At this type 
of ending, you begin thinking about be- 
ginnings. I remember when I was a 
young congressional staff member in 
1969 when I first met President Nixon. 
As administrative assistant to then- 
chairman of the House of Representa- 
tives' Rules Committee Bill Colmer, I 
had helped to arrange his annual House 
leadership seafood luncheon. President 
Nixon attended the luncheon because 
of his very warm relationship with 
Chairman Colmer. I had a chance to 
listen to the President's remarks and 
visit with him personally. I was in- 
spired by him. 


Then in August 1969, after Hurricane 
Camille, President Nixon came to Gulf- 
port, MS, and promised that his 
administrtion would come to our aid 
after that devastating storm. He kept 
that promise. 


When Chairman Colmer retired in 
1972, with President Nixon’s support, I 
first ran for Congress as a Republican. 
By that time, there was more than 
party that binded us together, but a 
long friendship which I remember and 
will always cherish. 


At President Nixon's funeral in 
Yorba Linda, in front of the crowd of 
Congressmen, former Presidents, and 
foreign delegations, was the simple 
white house that President Nixon grew 
up in. I realized a truth looking at that 
small house. In America, the great can 
come from the simple. Many of our 
great leaders came from humble begin- 
nings. That is why I have faith in the 
American people. From our minds have 
come great ideals, and from our midst 
have come men like Nixon. 


Even as he tried to settle disputes in 
the family of nations, President Nixon 
had a wonderful and supportive family 
of his own. His wife Pat, who passed 
away last year, had under her radiance 
and grace a fierce devotion to her hus- 
band. President Nixon's daughters, 
Julie Nixon Eisenhower and Tricia 
Nixon Cox, have inherited the best of 
their father and mother, and I pray 
that they remain strong in their time 
of mourning. 


The Reverend Billy Graham said of 
Nixon that a tree is best measured 
when it is laid down. President Nixon's 
legacy, from his humble roots to his 
passing, has yet to be fully measured. 
History has and will measure his ef- 
forts and his genius, and they have 
not—and will not—be found wanting. 
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LIFTING THE ARMS EMBARGO ON 
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, as we re- 
flect on whether to arm the Bosnians, 
there are some important questions 
that should guide our deliberations. 
This has been a frequently discussed 
option in Congress, as well as the con- 
stant request of the Bosnian Govern- 
ment for the past year. Bosnian Mos- 
lem forces have been outmatched by 
the stronger Serb forces, which bene- 
fited from most of the supplies left 
over from the former federal Yugoslav 
army. Some believe that the current 
arms embargo only reinforces that dis- 
parity. They also believe that arming 
the Bosnians would not only equalize 
the conflict, but would lead to the 
Serbs accepting a permanent cease- 
fire, if not a political settlement. On 
the other side, opponents of lifting the 
embargo—most of our European allies 
and Russia among them—would say 
that instead of leveling the playing 
field," lifting the arms embargo would 
"level the killing fields," increasing 
the violence without coming any closer 
to a diplomatic solution. 

As it now stands, the Serbs control 
about 70 percent of the land in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, and there has been 
very little resistance so far to the ad- 
vancing Serb army. We have to ask 
ourselves if it is not too later for a 
newly armed resistance in Bosnia to 
take back any of this land, or bring 
any measurable success to the 
Bosnians, especially since other na- 
tions will inevitably come to the aid of 
the Serbs if we begin backing the Mos- 
lems militarily. Will the fighting and 
killing only escalate? 

There are several logistical issues 
that must be raised here as well. The 
most important are the questions of 
what types of arms should be provided 
and how they could be delivered with 
certainty and relative safety to 
Bosnian forces. These forces have no 
suitable access to the coast; high alti- 
tude airdrops, as demonstrated with 
the food and medicine flights, run the 
risk of some military supplies falling 
into the wrong hands; and low altitude 
airdrops, while minimizing this risk, 
increase the likelihood of American 
casualties. Croatia would necessarily 
play a crucial role in any such arms 
supply effort. Although there is cur- 
rently a Moslem-Croat alliance, it is 
shaky at best. 

Beyond these basic logistical con- 
cerns, there are more profound politi- 
cal issues to be considered. What would 
be the purpose of the arms supplies? If 
the answer is simply to equalize the 
fighting, the most likely immediate re- 
sult would be increased violence and 
casualties on all sides, destroying any 
remaining hope for a negotiated settle- 
ment in the near term. Some believe 
strongly that equalization would be 
sufficient in itself to force the Serbs to 
accept a cease-fire, but we have no way 
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of knowing or testing such a hypoth- 
esis. Is it a gamble worth taking? 
Would the implementation of other 
resolutions, including ones imposing 
sanctions on Serbia and other former 
Yugoslavia republics, be undermined 
by lifting the arms embargo against 
Bosnia? Would current humanitarian 
efforts be underminded? 

How long would arms be supplied? If 
the Serbs were to accept a ceasefire, it 
might prove necessary to continue 
arming the Bosnians to guard against 
the possible breakdown of the truce. If, 
on the other hand, Serbian militia 
forces continue to be successful mili- 
tarily, then we face three options: Con- 
tinue arms supplies to Bosnian forces 
in the continued hope of equalizing the 
conflict; intervene militarily, probably 
with ground forces; or discontinue 
arms supplies based on the view that 
arming the Bosnians has not worked. 
Are any of these options palatable or 
politically acceptable? 

Although arming the Bosnian Mos- 
lems is likely to be overt rather than 
covert, the resulting options are strik- 
ingly similar to those the United 
States has faced in past large-scale 
paramilitary operations. Unless the op- 
eration shows demonstrable success, 
the only remaining courses of action 
are a marked increase in intervention 
or a willingness to end the operation, 
often without being able to safeguard 
those forces that have been supported. 
Again, we would be faced with rather 
unpalatable options. 

Opponents of any expanded United 
States role in stopping the fighting in 
Bosnia say the end of the cold war has 
reduced Yugoslavia's strategic impor- 
tance to the United States. They argue 
that the United States should leave the 
solution of the crisis to the Europeans, 
whose interests are far more directly 
concerned than ours. 

But most of the European leaders I 
have spoken with in my role as chair- 
man of the Senate delegation to the 
parliamentary arm of NATO would like 
to see more intervention by NATO and 
the United Nations, two organizations 
whose dependence upon the United 
States is obvious. They support air 
Strikes and perhaps would even be in 
favor of land-force intervention, but 
continue to oppose arming the 
Bosnians out of fear that the conflict 
would spill over to other areas of the 
Balkans that have not been touched by 
fighting, thus destabilizing a wide area 
of Europe. 

Opponents also compare the crisis to 
Lebanon or Northern Ireland, two 
areas where deeply rooted ethnic and 
religious conflicts are not amenable to 
military solutions. They believe it un- 
likely that even a massive bombing 
campaign could by itself stop the Serb 
forces or force them to give up the land 
they have captured. It is not inconceiv- 
able that the Serbs could draw on their 
history of resistance to outside forces 
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and dig in their heels, drawing the 
United States into a guerilla war like 
the one fought against the Germans in 
mountainous Bosnia-Herzegovina dur- 
ing World War II. Additionally, the in- 
tervening force would have to do much 
of the work largely on its own, since 
Bosnian Croat forces have proven dubi- 
ous in their loyalty to the Bosnian 
Government in the past. 

Our bottom line is that we have abso- 
lutely no idea—logistically, politically, 
diplomatically, or  militarily—what 
would occur as a result of lifting the 
arms embargo on Bosnia. There are 
any number of possible outcomes, most 
of which are bad. The only good one— 
a victory for the Bosnian Moslems—is 
highly unlikely, even with weapons. 
Since this is the case, it is clear that if 
we err at all, it should be on the side of 
caution, as terrible as the status quo 
is. The potential cost of erring on the 
side of chance is simply too great in 
this case. 

As sad as it may be, American and 
other leaders may be left with a situa- 
tion where there are no suitable diplo- 
matic venues or military plans that are 
acceptable. If this is the case, we will 
have to decide whether we can live 
with the status quo—largely accepting 
the partition of Bosnia, and perhaps 
then turn our attention to policies de- 
signed to contain the conflict within 
its present borders. What we may be 
faced with at this late stage in the 
game is a choice between living with 
the status quo throughout contain- 
ment, or arming the Bosnian Moslems 
so they can have the honor of going 
down fighting. 

Lifting the arms embargo on Bosnia 
unilaterally, as the Dole resolution 
calls for, would set a dangerous prece- 
dent. It would, in effect, ‘‘American- 
ize" the fighting in the Balkans and 
possibly lead to more extensive United 
States involvement later. The public 
clearly does not support this, and it 
does not appear that it is in our na- 
tional interests to do so. Senator 
MITCHELL’s language provides safe- 
guards against making this a strictly 
American operation. 

In my judgment, it would be in 
Congress’s best interest to get a formal 
briefing and detailed analysis from 
military and intelligence officials con- 
cerning some of these questions. We 
need to know what the professionals 
think. Is this a good move? What is our 
timeframe for involvement? Are the 
Bosnians sufficiently trained to oper- 
ate the weaponry once they get it? 
What kinds of weapons would be effec- 
tive? 

While I will support the Mitchell 
amendment, I do so with grave reserva- 
tion, since any arming of the Bosnians 
may be too little too late, even if done 
through the auspices of the United Na- 
tions, and NATO. Regardless of what 
measure we adopt relative to Bosnia, I 
think it is vital for the relevant com- 
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mittees to get a formal briefing from 
Pentagon and intelligence officials to 
help answer some of the logistical and 
political questions which have been 
raised. 


IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY’S BOXSCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, as of the 
close of business on Tuesday, May 10, 
the Federal debt stood at 
$4,571,812,500,249.97. This means that on 
& per capita basis, every man, woman, 
and child in America owes $17,535.94 as 
his or her share of that debt. 


THE NATIONAL SECURITY  EDU- 
CATION PROGRAM AND THE CON- 
TRIBUTIONS OF AMBASSADOR 
SOL LINOWITZ 


Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, this week 
marks an important beginning in the 
life of a program that I hope will help 
pioneer this country's commitment to 
international education. For the past 
several years, I have talked often about 
our country falling behind the rest of 
the world in preparing the next genera- 
tion for the new global environment. 
As the cold war ended and regional 
problems became more important, I 
feared that we lacked an appreciation 
of the histories and complexities of 
places in the Middle East, the Baltics 
and Asia. While the world's economies 
became increasingly interdependent, I 
suspected that we lacked the under- 
standing of markets in Beijing or 
Prague or Santiago. 

Based on these concerns, I proposed 
the National Security Education Act. 
Its aim was simple: To encourage stu- 
dents to study, and schools to focus on, 
non-Western languages and cultures 
important to our country's future. The 
bill created a trust fund to support 
graduate fellowships for students will- 
ing to serve in Government after their 
studies ended; scholarships for under- 
graduates to study in foreign coun- 
tries; and language and cultural pro- 
grams for universities to establish and 
maintain. In 1991, the NSEP was cre- 
ated by an act of Congress and signed 
into law by President Bush. 

This week, after overcoming obsta- 
cles to its implementation, the NSEP 
began the process of awarding scholar- 
Ships and fellowships. It hopes to award 
the institutional programs this fall. 
What was once an idea is now becoming 
a reality fulfilling the hopes of 173 
graduates and 317 undergraduates to 
study in foreign lands. The students 
are a diverse and energetic group, rep- 
resenting all 50 States at over 100 col- 
leges and universities. 

The graduate students will study 47 
different languages and at 57 countries, 
and in numerous areas of study. Many 
wil go to Japan, Russia, and China— 
countries most important to our na- 
tional and economic security. Many 
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others will go to places like Vietnam, a 
country with whom the United States 
recently normalized economic rela- 
tions. Some will go to South Africa 
where true democracy is now remark- 
ably taking place. 

The undergraduates are no less ambi- 
tious than the graduates. From a pool 
of 1,811 applicants, over 317 students 
will learn 34 different languages at 48 
different countries. They will study 
Spanish, Mandarin, and Slavic lan- 
guages. They will also learn Arabic in 
Yemen and Quechua in Peru. They will, 
I hope, be exposed to cultures distinct 
from their experiences and ideas dif- 
ferent from their own. 

With the coming announcement of 
these awards, I could feel the excite- 
ment in the room at last Monday's 
NSEP luncheon. Representatives from 
higher education, Government, and the 
private sector convened for the first 
NSEP Board meeting. The board is a 
group of 13 distinguished individuals 
from Government and the private sec- 
tor who advise the Secretary of De- 
fense, who serves as the administrator 
of the program, on policy matters and 
the selection of awards. I had the honor 
of speaking with them on the history 
of the program and sharing my ideas 
about its future. It was a special mo- 
ment for me. 

Many people attended the luncheon 
who have been instrumental in the re- 
alization of NSEP. One of those present 
was my dear friend, Sol Linowitz. In 
many ways, he personifies the ideals 
and goals of the NSEP. He was an Am- 
bassador to the Organization of Amer- 
ican States during the Johnson admin- 
istration and helped negotiate the very 
difficult Panama Canal Treaty and 
Camp David Accords. He has traveled 
widely and understands the great is- 
sues of the day. He is one of the wisest 
people in our country. I have depended 
on Sol Linowitz' wisdom on many occa- 
sions. 

It was several years ago that I told 
Ambassador Linowitz about my idea of 
an international studies program. He 
enthusiastically supported it. When I 
was developing the bill to create the 
program, he advised me on legislation. 
When the bill faced obstacles, he 
helped me navigate it through the po- 
litical waters. His support was crucial. 
I ask unanimous consent to place into 
the RECORD the words he gave at the 
NSEP luncheon. 

There being no objection, the re- 
marks were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

NSEP AND NATIONAL SECURITY 
(By Sol. M. Linowitz) 

Iam very pleased to be here and to have 
the opportunity to say a few words about 
NSEP. It takes real presumptuousness for 
me to undertake to talk with you about the 
area of your own responsibility and concern. 
I am presuming to do so only because I am 
so persuaded of the importance and the 
promise of your mission, and I'd like to tell 
you why. 
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At the outset, I want to pay my respects to 
the man who is entitled to our lasting grati- 
tude for his leadership in the enactment of 
NSEP—Senator David Boren. Senator Boren 
is a friend of mine and I know him to be man 
of commitment and dedication who has 
clearly perceived the importance of reaching 
out to the other people of this earth—of com- 
ing to know them and their cultures—if we 
are to live together peacefully in today's 
world. We are all deeply in his debt for his 
independence, foresight and wisdom. As 
President of the University of Oklahoma 
later this year, he will be changing not his 
focus, priorities, commitments or involve- 
ments—just his geography and work place— 
and we wish him well with his university re- 
sponsibilities. 

I think that to get a real sense of what 
NSEP really means, it has to be seen against 
the backdrop of the kind of world and the 
kind of time in which we live. 

For we are living at a difficult, anxious, 
uncertain time in world history—a time 
which has been called both the Age of Anxi- 
ety and the Age of Science and Technology. 
Both are accurate, for indeed one feeds upon 
the other. As our scientific and technological 
competence has increased, so have our fear 
and anxiety. 

It is also a fateful time. In the past, men 
have warred over frontiers. They have come 
into conflict over ideologies. They have 
fought to better their daily lives. Today, 
however, each crisis overlaps the other and 
we find ourselves at an upheaval that touch- 
es every phase of our existence. 

Just think what has happened in the past 
few years.— 

The collapse of the Soviet Bloc has fun- 
damentally and irreversibly transformed 
international relations for our time. 

The most significant military and ideologi- 
cal adversary of the United States has ceased 
to exist. The central principle U.S. foreign 
policy for the last half century—the Cold 
War—is over, and the foundation of our 
international alliances, military strategies, 
and defense budgets has been swept away. 

Regional wars that involved the super- 
powers—Angola, Cambodia, Central Amer- 
ica—are all winding down. At the same time, 
and as the war in the Persian Gulf and the 
fighting in the former Yugoslavia and Arme- 
nia have made all too clear, loss of super- 
power influence, combined with the deadly 
proliferation of armaments, could lead to 
more rather than less armed conflict in the 
world. 

Economic competition is displacing mili- 
tary conflict as the main arena of inter- 
national rivalry. According to recent polls, 
most Americans now consider Japan—not 
the former Soviet Union or Russia—to be our 
main adversary. 

From Argentina to Poland, authoritarian 
politics and centralized economies have been 
discredited; and the value of free elections 
and open markets has been strongly af- 
firmed. 

The handling of the Persian Gulf crisis 
suggested that we may be entering a new era 
of multilateral cooperation. But we can't yet 
be sure whether a new world order will truly 
emerge—or whether we will regress to a frag- 
mented world of regional power balances and 
conflicts. 

Whatever happens, we have not had to 
confront such breathtaking global changes 
since the end of World War II. 

Against this backdrop it is important to 
recognize some hard facts: 

First, the people of this world are no 
longer thousands of miles away—but just 
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down the runway. Whether we like it or 
not—the world is pressing in upon us; and we 
simply can't isolate ourselves or stop the 
world and try to get off. For better or worse, 
we are all in this together. 

This means that problems, misunderstand- 
ings, confrontations involving countries we 
have never seen or people we have never met 
can suddenly and dramatically impinge upon 
our own lives and drastically affect our fu- 
ture and the future of our children. 

Second, we are living in an instantaneous 
world where the world is as close to us as our 
TV sets—where we are all part of a global so- 
ciety in which there is no longer such a 
thing as separate areas of concern or a clear 
division between domestic and foreign—a 
world in which peace is truly indivisible; in 
which what happens in places like Somalia, 
Bosnia, Russia, China is in the truest sense 
happening to us. Our lives—our futures—are 
now inextricably intertwined with those of 
the rest of the people in this world. 

Third, in such a world national security is 
inseparable from global insecurity. We can- 
not hope to be safe and secure if the world is 
unsafe and insecure. 

What do we mean when we use the word 
"secure"? What does the word "security" 
mean when we talk of the National Security 
Education Program? Let me give you my 
own view: I start with the fact that security 
in the world in which we live depends on far 
more than military weapons or economic 
strength. Security—real security—also de- 
pends on the kind of relationships we have 
with other people and other countries— 
where we are able to understand them and 
relate to them and work with them toward a 
more stable, peaceful world. 

We will not find security for ourselves if 
we are estranged from the other people of 
this world and alienated from them and their 
cultures. We will not find peace for ourselves 
and our children by continuing to ignore 
other people and by arrogantly insisting that 
the rest of the world must learn from us 
what we are willing to teach—and must 
speak to us only in our tongue. 

In short, we will not be secure if we do not 
build bridges of security—bridges of under- 
standing and cooperation and empathy to 
the other people on this earth. And that, I 
believe, is what NSEP is all about. 

In Mexico City there stands the statue of 
Benito Juarez. On it are the words: “Respect 
the rights of others in peace." Respect for 
the rights of others underlies the whole con- 
cept of NSEP. It means treating others with 
dignity; respecting their right to fulfill their 
own destiny in their own way; learning their 
culture and their language. 

The Chinese write the word ''crisis"—by 
combining the symbol for the word “danger” 
with the symbol for the word opportunity“. 
In these times of crisis, we have been con- 
fronted with both dangers and opportuni- 
ties—and we have failed to seize the opportu- 
nities to increase our understanding of the 
other human beings on this earth. 

How bad is the situation? In introducing 
NSEP legislation, Senator Boren presented 
some deeply disquieting facts. Let me re- 
mind you of a few: Last year over 350,000 col- 
lege undergraduates came to America from 
other countries. At the same time, only 
about 50,000 American students went to 
study at the undergraduate level in the rest 
of the world; and—if you exclude Great Brit- 
ain, France and Germany—only 4,000 or 5,000 
American students studied abroad. 

In the year 2000, the European community 
will require fluency in two foreign languages 
for all high school graduates. Japan now re- 
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quires that all of their students study at 
least two years of English before graduating 
from high school. (By way of contrast, three- 
tenths of one percent of Americans study 
Japanese.) 

At this moment when we should be trying 
to learn all we can about the rest of the 
world, only 8 percent of our college students 
are studying any foreign language and over 
80 percent of all the universities in thís 
country do not require a foreign language for 
an undergraduate degree. 

I submit to you that we simply can't live 
with those numbers if we expect to build the 
kind of future we say we want. 

For in the future—as never before in our 
history—we will need men and women who 
are at home in the world—who are people of 
perspective and breadth with a far better un- 
derstanding of the world than has ever been 
required before. We will need men and 
women who understand where we have been 
and where we are going, who knows about 
the kind of world in which we live and the 
future we should be trying to achieve. We 
will need men and women able to commu- 
nicate with one another and with other peo- 
ple and other places; people who know how 
to transmit and stimulate ideas; people who 
recognize that things human and humane are 
even more important than the computer, the 
test tube, the IBM or even the Xerox ma- 
chine. We will need people who understand 
that know-why is even more important than 
know-how, people who will see our problems 
as part of total human experience and who 
will be able to understand something of what 
yesterday teaches us about today and tomor- 
row. 

In short, we will need people of vision who 
will be able to help us find effective solu- 
tions to the problems besetting the world by 
coming to know and understand the people 
who make up that world. I strongly believe 
that NSEP can do much to move us in that 
direction and I wish you Godspeed on your 
mission. 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is now closed. 


CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1995—CONFERENCE REPORT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 10 a.m. 
having arrived, the Senate will now 
proceed to the consideration of the 
conference report accompanying House 
Concurrent Resolution 218, which the 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The committee on conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 218), setting forth 
the congressional budget for the U.S. Gov- 
ernment for fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 
and 1999, having met, after full and free con- 
ference, have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses this 
report, signed by a majority of the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to 
the consideration of the conference re- 
port. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
May 4, 1994.) 
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Mr. SASSER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ten- 
nessee. 

Mr. SASSER. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, we are ready to pro- 
ceed with the conference report to the 
fiscal year 1995 budget resolution. 

Mr. President, the eminent British 
statesman Edmund Burke wrote once 
that, All government—indeed, every 
human benefit and enjoyment, every 
virtue and every prudent act—is found- 
ed upon compromise and barter.” 

Now, the conference report before us 
today is just that: A fair compromise 
that makes the Government go, a fair 
compromise that provides for order 
rather than chaos, and allows us to 
proceed expeditiously with the business 
of this people’s Government. 

But this budget resolution is not a 
compromise simply for compromise 
sake. Like its predecessor, the budget 
resolution which we passed earlier this 
year, this one hews to the principle of 
deficit reduction, it hews to the prin- 
ciple of fiscal responsibility, and it pro- 
pels us down the path to greater eco- 
nomic growth. 

Make no mistake about it, this econ- 
omy of ours has flourished since we 
made a commitment last year to seri- 
ous and credible deficit reduction. I 
wish to commend those Senators who 
last year cast their lot with serious 
deficit reduction. 

I believe that as we consider this 
budget resolution conference report, it 
bears repeating the major accomplish- 
ments of last year’s Budget Reconcili- 
ation Act, accomplishments that have 
a direct impact on the working men 
and women of this country, accom- 
plishments that we build upon with 
this budget resolution conference re- 
port. 

Last year’s deficit reduction plan re- 
duced the deficit by nearly $500 billion, 
cut spending by $255 billion, and allo- 
cated every new dollar to deficit reduc- 
tion. It constrained the discretionary 
spending at a hard freeze level, and cut 
$90 billion in entitlement spending. 

As an example of how real last year’s 
budget-cutting effort was, or deficit- 
cutting effort was, and how real the 
legislation was that we passed last 
year, we now find that the legislation 
we passed, which was calculated to re- 
duce the deficit by $500 billion, is now 
calculated to reduce it by well over 
$600 billion in the same timeframe as a 
result of primarily increased economic 
expansion and activity, part of which 
was attributable to the deficit reduc- 
tion efforts that we took. 

Given the extra lift provided by the 
rising tide of a strong economy, as I 
said, the package that we produced last 
year will actually come in in the 
neighborhood of $650 billion in deficit 
reduction over the next 5 years; $150 
billion, almost, over what we had origi- 
nally predicted. What a difference from 
other deficit reduction packages. 
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I remember years past when we 
would try to reduce the deficit. We 
would come in with various gimmicks 
and plans. Invariably, the deficit would 
be larger than we had anticipated. In 
this case, we have the welcome and re- 
freshing and heartening news that the 
$500 billion deficit reduction package 
that we passed is not just $500 billion. 
It is going to come in at somewhere in 
the neighborhood of $650 billion in defi- 
cit reduction. 

If we do not stray from the path we 
are on, if we pass this budget resolu- 
tion for fiscal year 1995, the 1995 deficit 
is going to be $100 billion below the 
Congressional Budget Office projection 
of just last spring, just a year ago. 

In fact, Mr. President, the deficit in 
1995 will be lower than any year since 
1979. 

And that is not all. The 1998 deficit 
will be $200 billion less than before last 
year’s plan was passed. And projections 
are that the 1999 deficit will be cut in 
half. 

Let us look at this critical deficit re- 
duction from another angle. Let us 
look at it from the point of view of per- 
centage of gross domestic product. 

I think most knowledgeable econo- 
mists would say that the most accu- 
rate way of measuring a deficit’s im- 
pact on an economy, and on an econo- 
my’s future health, would be to put it 
in proportion to the gross domestic 
product. 

The deficits from 1995 through 1999 
will average about 2.4 percent of gross 
domestic product; 2.4 percent of gross 
domestic product for 1995 through 1999. 
Contrast that with 4.2 percent of GDP 
during the 1980’s, almost cutting the 
deficit in half as a percent of GDP from 
where it was in the 1980's. How about 
the 1970’s? In the 1970’s, we were aver- 
aging a deficit as a percent of GDP at 
2.5 percent. 

So what we are seeing as a result of 
this deficit reduction program we are 
on, we are almost halving the deficit as 
a percent of GDP from where it was in 
the 1980’s, and bringing it below where 
it was as a percent of GDP on the aver- 
age in the 1970’s. That is quite an ac- 
complishment. 

The legacy of a growing debt burden 
will also be reversed. The national debt 
as a percent of the economy grew to an 
alarming 52 percent by 1994. What we 
are doing is halting the growth of the 
national debt as a larger percentage of 
the economy, arresting it, and starting 
to reduce it. 

A little brief history might be in 
order here for our colleagues. When we 
emerged from World War II, the na- 
tional debt as a percent of the gross 
product or national wealth stood at 
about 110 percent of the gross domestic 
product at that time. We began reduc- 
ing it, and reduced it down to an area 
of somewhere in the neighborhood, at 
its lowest level, of about 30 percent of 
GDP. It began growing again in the 
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1970's, and exploded in the 1980's, mov- 
ing up to a point where it was in excess 
of 50 percent of GDP. We are now halt- 
ing that growth, arresting it, and start- 
ing it down in the other direction. 

We often call last summer's budget 
resolution and reconciliation bill the 
“historic” deficit reduction plan. We 
do so for good reason. History gives us 
& benchmark against which to meas- 
ure. What we did last summer, and 
what we continue to do with this reso- 
lution, measures up, I think, with the 
best of them. 

Discretionary spending as a share of 
our overall economy and the total 
budget will be the lowest, in this budg- 
et resolution, than it was when Frank- 
lin Delano Roosevelt was last in the 
White House. For the first time since 
Harry Truman was President, there 
will be 3 years in a row of declining 
overall deficits. And discretionary 
spending next year will be lower than 
the preceding year. This is the first 
time that happened since President 
Nixon took office in his first year. In 
President Nixon’s first year in office, 
we were starting to reduce the spend- 
ing that had been going into the Viet- 
nam War that elevated discretionary 
spending. And that is why discre- 
tionary spending in his first year in of- 
fice was more than it was the year be- 
fore. 

So no one will argue that we have 
not made substantial progress. But I 
am not here to try to persuade my col- 
leagues this morning that we have 
dealt with this deficit and dispatched it 
with a single blow. The deficit is very 
tenacious. I say to my colleagues that 
this deficit is receding; it is retreating 
before the relentless assaults that we 
have launched upon it over the past 
year and a half. 

There is no doubt in my mind that 
the growth of this economy and the 
vigor of this economy can be traced, at 
least in a significant part, to the defi- 
cit reduction plan that we passed here 
last summer. 

The financial markets which had 
long begged for a creditable deficit re- 
duction plan among the dross of gim- 
micks and contraptions offered to them 
in prior years finally found a creditable 
deficit reduction plan—the one we 
passed last year. And how did the fi- 
nancial markets respond? They re- 
sponded with lower interest rates, 
which helped push us into a fully self- 
sustaining recovery. 

This is how the American people 
have felt measurable results from our 
efforts in deficit reduction last year. 
First, it came in jobs. Over 450,000 jobs 
were created in the month of March 
alone. We have now created in this 
economy 2.5 million jobs in 14 months. 
That is more jobs in 14 months than 
were produced during the previous en- 
tire 4 years—more jobs in 14 months 
than in the previous entire 4 years. 

Well, the next measure is interest 
rates. Interest rates have plummeted; 
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they have come down; that is, before 
the Fed began to hear inflation creep- 
ing in on little cats’ feet which nobody 
else heard and panicked. 

For hundreds of thousands of our fel- 
low Americans, low-interest rates pro- 
duced an unparalleled opportunity to 
purchase a new home. Housing starts 
and permits in sales soared in the 
fourth quarter of 1993 at more than a 50 
percent annual rate. 

Sales for domestically produced cars 
and light trucks jumped at more than 
a 50 percent annual rate between Sep- 
tember and February. And in the year 
1993, for the first time since 1980, more 
automobiles were assembled here in 
the United States than were assembled 
in Japan. Let me repeat that. In 1993, 
for the first time since 1980, more auto- 
mobiles were assembled here in the 
United States than in Japan. In Japan, 
the cry is, The Americans are back’’— 
and we are, in a big way. 

One of the strongest indicators of 
economic victory—real business invest- 
ment—advanced at a 22-percent rate in 
the fourth quarter of last year and con- 
tinued its upward climb in the first 
quarter to an all-time high. 

Well, how does that translate to liv- 
ing standards increases for the average 
American? That is what we are con- 
cerned about, elevating the quality of 
life of our citizens, elevating their liv- 
ing standards. Well, Mr. President, liv- 
ing standards rose more during the 
first year, in 1993, than during the pre- 
vious 4 years put together. 

So, taken as a whole, the economy 
has been performing so well that dur- 
ing one of those rare days when we are 
all singing from the same hymn book, 
Federal Reserve Chairman, Dr. Alan 
Greenspan, appeared before the Joint 
Economic Committee of this Congress, 
and here is what he had to say: 

I don’t recall as good an underlying base in 
the long-term economic outlook any time in 
the last two or three decades. 

Alan Greenspan, Chairman of the 
Federal Reserve Board, came before 
the Congress and stated not too long 
ago that the underlying base and the 
long-term economic outlook was better 
than it had been in the last two or 
three decades—in the last 20 or 30 
years. 

Unhappily, the Federal Reserve 
Board seems to have changed its tune 
somewhat since those salad days a lit- 
tle earlier in the spring, and many of 
us, frankly, believe the Fed is singing 
way off key these days. 

In fact, last quarter’s 2.6 percent rate 
of real economic growth confirms that 
the Fed's actions to tighten monetary 
policy have been, in the judgment of 
this observer, misguided. In my view, 
the economy is not carrying too much 
sail, as the Fed would seem to have us 
believe. 

However, the Fed’s actions go far be- 
yond the headlines on the business 
page. They bleed into all facets of our 
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lives. These preemptive strikes by the 
Fed against inflation threaten to choke 
off the economic expansion before 
working men and women can begin to 
enjoy the full benefits of it. 

I add, too, that in spite of all our 
promises to the contrary, the Fed, once 
again, is not supporting our efforts at 
fiscal contraction. We are starting to 
see the positive results of our toil in 
deficit reduction. Real Federal spend- 
ing on goods and services declined at 
an annual rate of 12 percent in the first 
quarter, the third consecutive quar- 
terly drop. 

Mr. President, I want to repeat that 
statement. Real Federal spending on 
goods and services declined at an an- 
nual rate of 12 percent in the first 
quarter of this year, the third consecu- 
tive quarterly drop of real Federal 
spending. 

We are cutting spending, and how 
does the Fed respond? Do they respond 
with a complimentary monetary pol- 
icy? Well, we learned a very hard and 
painful lesson from the 1990 budget 
agreement. We learned that fiscal and 
monetary policy must be carefully bal- 
anced if we are to cut the deficit and if 
we are to sustain economic growth. As 
a counterweight to an austere fiscal 
policy, Congress needs the Fed to offset 
that contraction by using its tools to 
keep the economy moving. 

Mr. President, I sincerely hope that 
the Fed will reexamine its actions. We 
in this body have made a courageous 
and earnest effort to reduce the Fed- 
eral deficit. We have fought hard to re- 
suscitate this mighty economy of ours. 
Our efforts are paying off. The 1995 
budget resolution will simply cement 
the structure in place that we brought 
into being last summer. 

Now, let me just spend a few minutes 
going over some of the conference is- 
sues. Foremost is the Exon-Grassley 
amendment which made further cuts 
below the preexisting caps on overall 
discretionary spending. 

Let me briefly review its history. 

For the 5-year period between 1995 
and 1999, the Senate budget resolution 
as amended by Exon-Grassley reduced 
spending from the caps by $63 billion in 
budget authority and $26 billion in out- 
lays. Now, that was what the Senate 
did. By adopting Exon-Grassley we re- 
duced spending below the caps by $63 
billion in budget authority and $26 bil- 
lion in outlays. Our colleagues on the 
House side passed a budget resolution 
which contained no companion cut be- 
fore the caps. 

Now, following the passage of the 
Exon-Grassley amendment and its 
adoption here, the Pentagon and the 
defense community and defense experts 
began expressing serious reservations 
that a majority of the cuts from Exon- 
Grassley would be lodged against the 
defense budget, and I think their appre- 
hensions are indeed and were indeed 
well founded. 
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These experts at the Pentagon and 
others were not alone in that view. 
Many of my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle voiced similar concerns. 

My friend, the distinguished ranking 
minority member of the Budget Com- 
mittee, Senator DOMENICI, who is 
known for his expertise and sensitivity 
to national security issues, I think 
showed great courage in attempting to 
restore the cuts once he fully analyzed 
the possibility of the magnitude of the 
impact they might have on our defense 
efforts. 

Let me observe that my friend, the 
senior Senator from New Mexico, is not 
given, Mr. President, to spending 
binges. He is one of the most frugal and 
fiscally responsible Members of this 
body. I have frequently given him cred- 
it for the pay-as-you-go system that 
has worked effectively through the last 
4 years. And he deserves credit for vigi- 
lantly fighting deficits for more than a 
decade. 

His willingness to look at restoring 
the $26 billion discretionary cut I think 
simply reflects his abiding concern for 
this Nation’s national security. 

Following the first meeting of the 
conferees, Senator DOMENICI joined me 
to test the Senate waters on feasibility 
of such a plan of restoring the cut. 

But I think both of us quickly 
learned that the votes were simply not 
there to do it. The will of the Senate 
was in favor of additional discretionary 
cuts. 

Now, that is where the Senate stood. 
But the House, on the other hand, had 
made its position clear prior to con- 
ference when a motion to instruct its 
conferees passed by a majority of the 
House to not accept the Exon-Grassley 
language. 

It became obvious that if the con- 
ferees were to agree on a budget resolu- 
tion at all, we would have to meet each 
other halfway and split the difference. 

So, Mr. President, that is exactly 
what we did with the Exon-Grassley 
amendment. Rather than scrapping it 
altogether, as the House wanted to do, 
and as a majority of the House of Rep- 
resentatives had voted to do on the 
floor of the House, in open vote they 
voted to, in essence, scrap Exon-Grass- 
ley, but rather than accepting that and 
scrapping it, the Senate conferees ulti- 
mately were able to prevail on the 
House to agree to $13 billion in cuts in 
outlays and $31 billion in budget au- 
thority off the caps for 5 years. In 
other words, we were able to prevail 
upon them to split the difference. That 
is almost exactly half of the original 
cut off the caps over the next 5 years. 
In the first year, the Exon-Grassley cut 
amounts to $500 million in outlays. It 
accumulates in the later years. 

I would also tell my colleagues that 
the conference report sustains the lan- 
guage of both the Nunn-Domenici ini- 
tiative and the Graham of Florida ini- 
tiative with respect to entitlements. 
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Both Houses are now on the record in 
favor of controlling growth in entitle- 
ment spending. I might say to my col- 
leagues that the resolution is still ag- 
nostic when it comes to which health 
care plan or combination of plans will 
be ultimately passed. 

This budget resolution follows the 
outline of the President’s budget in 
that over 300 programs are either cut 
or terminated. In addition, the resolu- 
tion closes a $3.1 billion gap that 
opened up on the discretionary side of 
the budget for fiscal year 1995 because 
of differences between OMB and CBO 
scoring. 

This budget resolution also makes 
the right investments. Investments for 
education are in this budget resolution, 
I say to many of my colleagues, includ- 
ing the distinguished Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. DODD], who has ex- 
pressed his continuing interest in con- 
tinued investments in education for 
many years. There are investments in 
nutrition. There are investments for 
our infrastructure. There are invest- 
ments for fighting crime in this budget 
resolution. There are investments to 
make life better and more secure for 
working men and women and their 
families. As an example, we sustain the 
functional totals that reflect the prior- 
ities of the amendment offered by the 
distinguished Senator from California 
[Mrs. BOXER], which proposed more 
funding for children's programs. 

Mr. President, I really see no reason 
to drag on the debate on this con- 
ference report. I will yield momentar- 
ily to my distinguished colleague from 
New Mexico, Senator DOMENICI. 

But before I do so, I urge my col- 
leagues to vote for this budget resolu- 
tion for two specific reasons. 

First, the conference report on the 
budget resolution that we bring back 
to you clearly expresses the will of the 
majority of the Senate. It is the will of 
the Senate to cut spending further. We 
have done that in this resolution that 
comes before you. It is the will of the 
Senate to provide for entitlement con- 
trols. That is included in this resolu- 
tion. It is the will of the Senate to 
keep us on the path of deficit reduc- 
tion. We bring it to the Senate in this 
resolution. 

Second, let me warn my colleagues 
that the absence of a budget resolution 
would make mischief for the entire ap- 
propriations process and for the Senate 
as & whole, and the primary mischief 
would fall in the area of national secu- 
rity and defense budget. 

It is no secret that the Department 
of Defense appropriations bill is the 
largest and usually the last appropria- 
tions bill to be brought to the floor. If 
that bill is brought to the floor after 
other bills have been brought to the 
floor without the protection of the 
602(b) allocation ceiling, then there is 
going to be overspending in the other 
appropriations bills and when the de- 
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fense bill hits the floor it is going to 
have to pay the price for all of the 
other spending. I do not think anyone 
will benefit from this chaos. The Amer- 
ican people deserve better. The institu- 
tion deserves better, and indeed my 
colleagues deserve better than chaos 
such as that. 

So, Mr. President, I urge the adop- 
tion of this resolution. It is in the best 
interests of our country. It is in the 
best interests of the Senate, and we 
simply must adopt it. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor to my 
distinguished friend from New Mexico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. DOMENICI]. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Thank you very 
much, Mr. President, and I thank the 
chairman. 

Before I give my remarks and re- 
spond, Mr. President, might I ask a lit- 
tle bit about the process we want to 
follow? 

I have about five Senators who want 
to speak. Maybe I should state the 
names as we know them, so their of- 
fices know we are trying to accommo- 
date them but that we also want to get 
off the floor at the earliest possible 
time. 

I assume that is the chairman's wish. 

Mr. SASSER. It is, indeed. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Senators GRAMM, 
GRASSLEY, LOTT, GREGG, and NICKLES 
have indicated they desire to speak. I 
assume that there may be others. But, 
frankly, it is my intention, on our side, 
working with the chairman, to yield 
back some of the time on this resolu- 
tion. I assume we each have 5 hours. I 
do not think we need 5 hours. 

Might the Senator give me his ex- 
pression on that, whether he thinks he 
is going to need the full 5 hours? 

Mr. SASSER. Let me say to my able 
friend from New Mexico, we will not 
need 5 hours. At the present time, we 
only have two or three Senators on our 
side who have expressed any interest in 
speaking on the resolution. So I would 
bespositive that the time could be re- 
duced very considerably. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Might I ask the Sen- 
ator, has he conferred with his leader- 
ship about when this vote might occur? 

Mr. SASSER. I have not. I will do 
that in a timely fashion. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

Mr. President, just to set some time 
parameters about what I say here, I am 
going to yield myself a half hour at 
this point. Would the Chair have the 
clerk notify me when I have used 30 
minutes, please? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We will. 

Mr. DOMENICI. First, Mr. President, 
fellow Senators, I want to talk just a 
bit about some of the remarks that the 
distinguished chairman made with ref- 
erence to the Federal Reserve Board 
and their policies. 

I was not privileged to be in attend- 
ance at the Banking Committee hear- 


9820 


ing. Perhaps the chairman was there. 
He and I are both members of the 
Banking Committee. 

But one of the President's designees, 
a rather eminent economist, Dr. Alan 
Blinder, now serves on the economic 
adviser team in the White House and I 
assume from economists around this 
land that he has a very excellent rep- 
utation. It is my understanding that, 
as the President's designee to the Fed- 
eral Reserve, he was questioned about 
inflation which ultimately causes in- 
terest rates to go up. It is my under- 
standing that he intends to fight infla- 
tion, concurring with the Federal Re- 
serve Board's goals. 

I do not want to make a big point of 
it, because we are not going to have a 
lot to do with that in this budget reso- 
lution anyway. There has never been 
any successful effort on the part of 
Congress, since the Federal Reserve 
Board was created as an independent 
entity, to take the Federal Reserve and 
the banking system out of politics. 
There has never been any real success- 
ful effort to tell them what to do. 
There may be some political impacts 
on them, but I do not think we here on 
the floor are going to be telling them 
what to do. 

Ijust want to make the point that, in 
the long-term interest of growth and 
jobs that everybody talks about in the 
American economy, if they are thrilled 
about one thing that has happened in 
the past 10 to 12 years, it is that we 
have inflation under control. We have 
learned in this great economy that it is 
inflation that ruins economic growth, 
ruins the pocketbooks of American 
people, and lowers the receipts for 
work by American workers. That es- 
sentially is the big culprit. 

I am not suggesting that inflation is 
rampant again, but I am suggesting 
that the Federal Reserve is doing the 
right thing. The right thing is to pro- 
long this economic recovery beyond 
what it might accomplish if they did 
not adjust interest rates. 

Clearly, I believe the political leader- 
ship of this country would like very 
much to have this economy continue to 
grow. It appears my friend from Ten- 
nessee has forgotten the business cycle 
and seems to think that last year's 
budget resolution and tax bill caused 
all this economic growth when it seems 
to me that the business cycle had gone 
down about as far as it was going to go 
in America. It has started up again and 
we are now reaping the benefits. 

Having said that, it could very well 
be that Federal Reserve policies are 
going to prolong this recovery and, 
thus, the positive side of the business 
cycle for a longer period of time than it 
would have continued if we kept the 
heat on this economy with the lowest 
possible interest rates. 

And I would remind everyone that 
the Federal funds rate, which is what 
the Federal Reserve has been address- 
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ing, is not at an inordinately high 
level. Compared to the past 20 years, it 
is at a pretty low rate for the United 
States. 

I wil give my theory of what has 
gone wrong in the budget approach 
that this resolution brings before us 
this year, but first let me take a few 
moments to talk about the reality of 
what America is experiencing today in 
terms of jobs, economic growth, and, 
even the specific, positive fact that the 
chairman brought to our attention 
about American automobile manufac- 
turers producing more cars at more 
competitive costs. 

No. 1, the Senator from New Mexico 
could not be more pleased about any- 
thing than I am about the economy 
turning around and moving in a posi- 
tive direction. The American people 
have been very, very worried about 
that, over the last few years, and the 
time has come when it has fully turned 
around. I hope we do everything we 
can—I am not sure how much we can 
do—to keep that growth going, to con- 
tinue to improve our competitiveness, 
and that the real wages of American 
workers increase. 

So in that regard, if I were a Demo- 
crat, I would be laying claim to all of 
these positive things that are happen- 
ing in this economy, and I would lay 
claim to them on the basis that they 
have all occurred because of policies 
that the President and the Democratic 
majority have adopted. But I think, as 
a Republican, while I am proud and 
pleased that these things are happen- 
ing, it is my responsibility to take a 
couple of minutes to try to put this in 
perspective. 

Second point: I do not know of a sin- 
gle American economist, including the 
distinguished economist currently rec- 
ommended for the Federal Reserve 
Board, Alan Blinder, who has ever said 
that the Government can change poli- 
cies, whatever they are, and affect the 
economy in a significant way in less 
than 1 year, and most say 1% years at 
the minimum. We are now in May of 
1994, Mr. President—not May of 1995 or 
1996—May of 1994. 

I remind our fellow Senators—just a 
dose of reality—that the tax package 
that was passed by the U.S. Congress in 
response to the President's rec- 
ommendations, but clearly not exactly 
what he asked for, was adopted by the 
U.S. Congress in August of 1993. 

Now, let us see—August, September, 
October, November, December, Janu- 
ary, February, March, April, May—we 
are now at 9 months since that package 
was signed into law. And it is most in- 
teresting that the largest surge in eco- 
nomic growth occurred in the last 
quarter of 1993. I think it was a 7-per- 
cent gross domestic product surge. 

To American business, American 
labor, American automobile manufac- 
turers, small business people, it is 
more realistic to assume and fairer to 
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say that a lot of things have been 
changing in this American economy for 
the better for a long time. Clearly, I do 
not deny that the chairman, in a sense 
the leader of the majority party, 
should take the floor today and, in 
glowing terms, talk about all these 
good things that have happened and 
say they happened because of the fiscal 
policy plan adopted in August 1993. But 
I believe it is much closer to the mark 
to assume that the business cycle car- 
ried us from lofty growth in the 
Reagan days, to modest growth, then 
to a very quick recession, and then 
more modest growth as the business 
cycle unfolded. I think it is fairer to 
say that the time had come in the busi- 
ness cycle of the United States when 
the private sector and the families of 
America had taken debt out of their 
ledgers—the business ledgers and the 
private ledgers. They bought down 
their debt tremendously and a number 
of other things occurred where the 
American economy was ready to surge 
again, and it has. 

If the President’s tax package had 
not passed and the caps had been re- 
tained as they already were in the law 
on discretionary spending, I am willing 
to speculate with a degree of certainty 
that this economy would be very close 
to where it is right now. Perhaps it 
might have even grown more. 

The Congressional Budget Office, the 
independent arm set up by Congress to 
tell us about these things, says in their 
analysis of fiscal year 1994 that eco- 
nomic growth will be dampened be- 
cause we have a slightly more restric- 
tive policy, including taxes and other 
things. I believe this is true. Yet I want 
everybody to know if I were Chairman 
SASSER, I would be down here saying 
what he said. If I were the President of 
the United States, I would be running 
across this land, and wherever I could I 
would say it is my policies that did all 
these 1 

Let us talk a little bit about what we 
have cut and what we have not cut in 
1993, 1994, and in this projected budget. 
It might shock people to know that of 
the things we could have cut in the en- 
tire package of appropriated  ac- 
counts—everything from highways to 
education, revolving funds for loans for 
water and sewer projects to the FBI— 
not one single dime has been cut from 
anything other than defense. 

Let me repeat. With all the discus- 
sion about strong fiscal policy, in all of 
the array of American appropriated 
programs—not the entitlements—we 
have only cut defense in 1993 versus 
1992; 1994 versus 1993; and the proposed 
1995 versus 1994. Shortly, I will talk ex- 
plicitly about the great risk to the 
American people and the free world in 
this dangerous world, by the continu- 
ation of that downward trend of cut, 
cut, cut defense. 

Even without the allocation of the 
unspecified appropriations cuts, the de- 
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fense spending of the United States 
will be at the lowest percent of gross 
domestic product that it has been since 
immediately preceding the bombing of 
Pearl Harbor. 

Think of that. We recall those days. 
We saw our men training in the Phil- 
ippine Islands with broomsticks while 
the Japanese were bombing. We are 
going to be at the second lowest level 
in history—since the First World War 
era. And that era is the only time in 
this modern time of difficulty and 
American world leadership that we 
have been lower. 

I want to have printed in the RECORD 
the numbers I have just described 
about what has been cut and what has 
not been cut. I would like very much to 
have printed this table which has the 
defense outlays for 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, 
and the domestic discretionary outlays 
for the same period. 

I might just indicate defense in 1992 
was $302, it is now $270; domestic was 
$233, it is now $273. I ask unanimous 
consent that little summary be printed 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
numbers will show that Defense's cuts 
are going to get worse than that little 
chart shows as we follow the Presi- 
dent's policies and as we follow the 
policies of allocating more of the dis- 
cretionary cuts to defense in this ap- 
propriations process called a 302(b) al- 
location process. Before I finish today I 
wil urge that the allocation process 
not take any of the new cuts out of de- 
fense and we be given, as a people, as a 
Nation, the President's requested De- 
fense budget for 1995. 

Having said that, I want to take a 
couple of more minutes, since I talked 
about how, if I were Chairman SASSER 
and a Democrat, I would be bragging 
about all these good things that have 
happened to the American economy 
and trying to lay all that powerful 
change on an August 1993 budget reso- 
lution. But I think in the process the 
chairman also alluded to what a great 
job we are doing in deficit reduction. 
Again, so everybody will understand, if 
I were the Senator from Tennessee, and 
the chairman, I would be saying ex- 
actly the same things. But I think a 
dose of realism is required here, too. So 
let me try a little bit. Obviously my 
friend from Tennessee will have plenty 
of time to rebut this. 

I would like to state for the RECORD 
and for fellow Senators what makes up 
the reduction in the deficit that we are 
touting? Where does that deficit reduc- 
tion come from? So, my version says 
the only thing that the August 1993 def- 
icit reduction package did was raise 
taxes. Let me take 1993 versus 1994 and 
let me go through just four or five 
things. 

The deficit for 1994, when it was first 
figured in 1993, was projected to be $291 
billion. These are all Congressional 
Budget Office estimates, Mr. President. 
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Now it is being said that in 1994 that 
deficit went down, a $68 billion reduc- 
tion in that deficit. 

I believe it ought to be clearly under- 
stood that very little of that deficit re- 
duction came from the 1993 budget res- 
olution, if we will just go and look at 
where the deficit reduction items as 
shown by the Congressional Budget Of- 
fice. 

First, the largest item is a $31 billion 
reduction; $31 billion of the total $68 
bilion comes from what are called 
technical reestimates. That means CBO 
has gone back and looked at how 
things like Medicare and Medicaid 
spend out. It has nothing to do with 
policy changes. 

They have found that technical ad- 
justments are necessary to better esti- 
mate the reality of the spending. In- 
cluded in that are technical reesti- 
mates of how much it is going to cost 
to complete the bailout by the Resolu- 
tion Trust Corporation. 

I do not think we did anything in the 
budget resolution on that. I think what 
happened is, we overestimated how 
much it would cost to do that final 
cleanup, pay our bills, and begin the 
builddown and closing up of the RTC 
shop. So that is $31 billion. 

The new taxes and user fees amount- 
ed to $28 billion, according to the Con- 
gressional Budget Office. Mandatory 
spending was reduced by $4 billion. So 
I assume one could say put credit 
where credit belongs and show $4 bil- 
lion in savings from policy changes on 
the mandatory side. 

There are à couple more items, and 
one is called economic assumptions. It 
amounts to a $13 billion reduction be- 
cause the economics are better than 
projected. If my arithmetic is right, if 
you add those up, there is only one 
thing missing, and it is that we spent 
$9 billion that we did not expect to 
spend on emergencies. So when you add 
up the negatives and subtract that one, 
a $9 billion increase, you end up with 
$68 billion. 

Frankly, it seems the explanation of 
the Senator from New Mexico, of how 
we got that deficit down is worthy of 
as much consideration, if not more, 
since it based on the Congressional 
Budget Office's numbers. When you 
look at CBO's assessment it is difficult 
to account for all of the deficit reduc- 
tion coming from an August 1993 tax 
bill, which included a reaffirmation of 
caps on spending that were nothing 
more than carrying forth the 1990 caps 
that were agreed upon at the summit 
at Andrews Air Force Base. 

The deficit is currently moving in 
the right direction, not for very long, 
but it currently is moving in the right 
direction. I am not going to go through 
the Congressional Budget Office's esti- 
mates of where the deficit reduction 
wil come in 1995, other than to say 
that between taxes, which will be $46 
billion of that reduction, and technical 
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reestimates, again, more Medicare/ 
Medicaid spendout reestimates, more 
RTC reestimates, which is $45 billion, 
what we have is over $90 billion of the 
deficit reduction for 1995 coming from 
taxes and technical reestimates. 

I think that is a little different, Mr. 
President, than saying we have really 
engaged in a major new round of cuts 
and restraint. Do not forget that the 
discretionary caps are identical to 
those established in 1990, for which I 
give the chairman a lot of credit. The 
President wanted much higher caps. He 
wanted to spend a lot more, which 
would have been very interesting in 
terms of how this would have come 
out. Remember, the President also 
tried to gain enactment of a $17 billion 
stimulus package. 

In any event, the chairman of the 
Budget Committee insisted on keeping 
the caps from the 1990 agreement, and 
that is why we got at least that much. 
But even in using those, all of the sav- 
ings, all of the cuts came out of de- 
fense. 

Mr. President, let me move along, 
and let me ask how much I have left on 
the first half hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has used 26 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I want to yield my- 
self the remainder of that, and 15 min- 
utes more. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, my 
remarks to this point were in response 
to assertions of the chairman, make 
Republican observations on them, 
which I believe is very valid. 

But now I want to talk about the 
budget resolution for 1995 and analyze 
it. I say to Chairman SASSER, I regret 
that I cannot vote for it. I did make a 
proposal. I felt so strongly about one 
basic principle: That we cannot con- 
tinue to cut defense. We cannot make 
any more across-the-board discre- 
tionary cuts and take those funds from 
defense with immunity. I said I would 
vote for the resolution if there were no 
further cuts in defense. 

Frankly, it turns out we cannot be 
assured of that, even if we took out the 
Exon-Grassley discretionary cuts, be- 
cause the Appropriations Committee 
will make that decision. I urge that the 
Appropriations Committee, in allocat- 
ing the dollars under this budget reso- 
lution, give the defense committees 
what the President asked for. The 
President made a case to the American 
people in his State of the Union Ad- 
dress that we have cut defense enough. 

I believe if the whole Senate were to 
vote on that issue, I believe we would 
give the President his full budget allo- 
cation for defense and spread any 
across-the-board cuts across the other 
functions of the Federal Government. I 
believe we would say that, if we were 
voting up or down in the Senate. 

I merely say that because we have 
never done that, but I sense enough 
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concern that maybe some effort will be 
made to get the Senate to speak on 
how much defense is enough defense 
under this budget. 

I say to my fellow Senators, if you 
look at the budget resolution, the de- 
fense numbers are exactly the same as 
the President's. I am not speaking 
about this budget resolution in that re- 
gard in a pejorative sense. The truth of 
the matter is that all of the cuts are 
found in another section called allow- 
ances. So the reductions from the 
budget baseline are found in an allow- 
ance category. Those reductions are 
not allocated between domestic and de- 
fense, so you could be a bit misled in 
assuming this budget resolution pro- 
vides for full funding of the President's 
defense number. 

While I compliment the chairman for 
producing a budget resolution—I have 
been there, and it is hard to put this 
kind of thing together—I believe it is 
sending the wrong signals and it is 
moving in the wrong direction. I hope 
in a few moments I can express these 
views and perhaps, to some extent, 
sound a warning. 

First, I believe the chairman made 
the right decision in compromising, as 
he indicated, because clearly the ma- 
jority has a responsibility of producing 
a budget resolution which adds a de- 
gree of orderliness to the process. 

But today I come down on the side 
that the risks of the failure to com- 
plete a budget resolution are out- 
weighed by the risk to our national se- 
curity and the potential impact of an 
unspecified $30 billion in discretionary 
spending cuts in this resolution, and 
what effect that might have on our se- 
curity role in the future in a dangerous 
world. 

And since some are asking why Sen- 
ator DOMENIC! did not favor further dis- 
cretionary cuts across the board, I re- 
mind the Senate that the problem we 
are having with the budget of the Unit- 
ed States is a problem of the ever-in- 
creasing entitlement programs. And I 
did offer in this Chamber an alter- 
native to further cutting defense and 
domestic discretionary programs and 
asked the Senate to take a small bite 
out of the growing entitlements in- 
stead, kind of a tit for tat. I proposed 
the same amount of deficit reduction 
but begin just a slight nicking of the 
entitlement programs. It failed. But 
from the standpoint of reducing the 
deficit, I am in sympathy with reduc- 
ing it further. That was encapsulated 
as an idea in the Exon-Grassley amend- 
ment. 

(Mr. ROBB assumed the chair.) 

Mr. DOMENICI. Now, also, I want to 
remind the Senators, with reference to 
defense, Senator NUNN and I have been 
trying to restore the firewalls between 
discretionary defense and nondefense, 
and had we had those in place, I clearly 
might have been more willing to sup- 
port the Exon-Grassley type cut. But 
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the amendment to put the walls back 
under our processes takes 60 votes, and 
we have not been successful in getting 
that done. 

So I do not want to relive the last 
months of battle on that, but my rea- 
son for not supporting the budget reso- 
lution is even more simple. The con- 
ference report on the 1995 budget, once 
again, as I view it, sends the wrong sig- 
nal and moves in the wrong direction. 
It sends wrong signals to the American 
public on how to really address the 
Federal deficit. 

Last year, the signal was taxes and 
defense cuts, and I believe I have gone 
through that. My statement—that we 
have essentially cut defense and raised 
taxes as a way to get the deficit under 
control thus far—is supported by the 
Congressional Budget Office in its lat- 
est evaluation. I do not think that 
sends the right signal to the American 
people about how to get the deficit 
under control. 

We can continue to reduce discre- 
tionary spending, implicitly defense 
spending, and this resolution comes be- 
fore us and says while we are reducing 
discretionary spending, we increase en- 
titlement spending over and above the 
current policy. 

Now, I believe, even if this budget 
resolution only allows a $5 billion in- 
crease of entitlements, it is sending the 
wrong signal. The conference report re- 
duces discretionary spending, and I 
think—and I repeat—that in that proc- 
ess we are going to significantly reduce 
the President’s request for national se- 
curity spending. 

And then we turn around, as I indi- 
cated, according to the Congressional 
Budget Office, and we increase entitle- 
ment spending relative to what it 
would be absent this budget resolution. 

Now, I have made this point innu- 
merable times in this Chamber. In fact, 
I have tried to focus the Exon-Grassley 
cuts away from discretionary defense 
and back onto entitlements, and I have 
done that in health care reform, when 
this resolution was before the Senate, 
and unfortunately that failed. 

I remind the Senate that we are 
going to adopt health care reform. Al- 
most everyone familiar with the budg- 
et has said health care reform is our 
last opportunity to reduce the budget 
deficit on the entitlement side. There 
are no plans except the bill I intro- 
duced yesterday that say let us reform 
health care and apply savings to the 
deficit. This resolution does not do 
that either. 

So the culprit is really entitlement 
spending. Everybody knows it. The def- 
icit projections show it. Everyone in 
this Chamber knows it. And interest- 
ingly enough, this budget resolution 
does nothing in that regard other than, 
as I indicated, increasing entitlement 
spending. It goes even further to ease 
our budget enforcement procedures for 
consideration of future entitlement 
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spending legislation. There are 12 re- 
serve funds—12 reserve funds—in this 
budget resolution. 

I know my very good friend from 
Tennessee will get up and say, well, 
these reserve funds are burdened by 
your ''pay-as-you-go" idea, Senator 
DOMENICI. They require that spending 
be on à pay-as-you-go basis so that it 
will end up deficit neutral. But, Mr. 
President, these 12 reserve funds are 
going to permit, on everything from 
welfare reform to health care, Congress 
to increase the spending on the entitle- 
ment side. It is spending that concerns 
this Senator, not necessarily that we 
spend and tax to pay for it. That is not 
the solution to the problem. The prob- 
lem is ever-increasing entitlement ex- 
penditures. 

When you look at the projections, 
clearly entitlements or mandatory 
spending is beyond any doubt the cul- 
prit in the deficit of the United States. 
The Congressional Budget Office in 
their baseline says, believe it or not, 
from 1994 to 1999, entitlement and man- 
datory spending, Mr. President, will go 
up 36.9 percent. Discretionary spending 
at the same time, including everything 
that we spend on an annual basis, will 
go up 3.9 percent—36.9 percent versus 
3.9 percent in terms of the growth over 
the next 5 years. The Congressional 
Budget Office projects that annual en- 
titlement spending, which today is 
over $800 billion—making up 55 percent 
of the Federal spending, excluding in- 
terest—will increase to $1.1 trillion—a 
37-percent increase, roughly, in just 5 
years. Entitlement spending will then 
be 60 percent of the Federal budget. 

Now, this conference agreement will 
add $5 billion to that—not much in the 
grand scheme of things, but nonethe- 
less it will add to current spending in- 
creases in that category of the budget. 

More importantly, I want to talk 
about national security spending and 
the trends. Today's spending on our na- 
tional security represents 4.2 percent of 
our gross domestic product, but in just 
5 years that figure will decline to 3 per- 
cent. Only two times in recorded his- 
tory, has defense ever matched these 
two lows: once immediately before 
World War II, the bombing of Pearl 
Harbor, when defense spending 
amounted to 1.7 percent of our gross 
domestic product; and, the second time 
was immediately following World War 
Il, when we had the precipitous 
builddown which brought on the Ko- 
rean war. 

This resolution assumes $30 billion in 
discretionary spending cuts over the 
next 5 years, and as I indicated, I hope 
we have an opportunity to let the Sen- 
ate speak on this issue because I am 
not convinced that the Senate would 
want to cut defense beyond the Presi- 
dent's budget, even if it means taking 
some across-the-board discretionary. 

I believe that both will come out that 
way. If we do not do that, maybe this 
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year there will be à way for us to do 
that. 

While clearly not the problem adding 
to the Federal deficit, current enforce- 
ment mechanisms fall disproportion- 
ately on discretionary spending rel- 
ative to entitlement spending in this 
resolution and under current law. Let 
me give you the reasoning as I see it. 

We have found a way, with caps, to 
control discretionary spending. 

First, if discretionary budget author- 
ity or outlay levels exceed these caps, 
OMB makes across-the-board cuts. 
These caps are very strong relative to 
entitlement spending enforcement 
mechanisms. As I indicated, both budg- 
et authority and outlays on the caps 
are enforced separately by OMB, and 
also by a 60-vote point of order in the 
U.S. Senate. 

Second, Congress must annually ne- 
gotiate discretionary spending appro- 
priations bills to meet the Congres- 
sional Budget Office’s scoring to avoid 
this 60-vote point of order and OMB's 
scoring to avoid a sequester. These are 
very strong enforcement measures. It 
has nothing to do with whether the 
cuts come disproportionately out of de- 
fense or not because it is the total that 
is being enforced. Unlike entitlement 
programs, these discretionary caps are 
not automatically adjusted for infla- 
tion and beneficiary growth. 

However, on the entitlement side 
there is nowhere near the same level of 
enforcement. Yes, we have pay-as-you- 
go for new, and I stress new,“ legisla- 
tive proposals. Spending grows 
unabated and automatically for infla- 
tion and beneficiary growth under cur- 
rent law for entitlement programs. 

So, what does this budget resolution 
do? 

First, it adds a minimum of $4.5 bil- 
lion to entitlement spending on top of 
the huge increases that I have alluded 
to before that are built into the law. 

Second, it eases the enforcement pro- 
cedures to allow expansion of entitle- 
ment and mandatory spending even be- 
yond these levels. For the entitlement 
accounts of this Government, we add 
another $4.5 billion in agriculture, for 
crop insurance, and we do not have any 
pay-as-you-go requirement. 

We need to reform the way the Gov- 
ernment funds agricultural disasters. I 
acknowledge that. We need to modify 
the Federal Crop Insurance Program. 
And I acknowledge that. But I am 
merely suggesting that the trends are 
in the wrong direction when we merely 
add $4.5 or $5 billion and say we are 
doing that so we can get reform. 

We have to admit up front that pro- 
posals that increase, even though it is 
small, entitlement spending, even if it 
is by slight of hand, will add to the 
Federal deficit. But the conference re- 
port does more than that. While it 
ratchets down on enforcement of dis- 
cretionary spending to reflect the 
Exon-Grassley cuts as compromised, at 
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the same time it eases restrictions on 
entitlement spending. 

Examples: There are several proce- 
dural changes made in this budget res- 
olution. Let me talk to them for a 
minute. 

We add 12 broadly defined reserve 
funds. This is the new way to add pro- 
grams under the rubric of reform that 
cost money so long as under budget 
calculations they are neutral in terms 
of their impact on the deficit. But they 
are on the books as new and expanded 
programs. So absent these reserve 
funds, we would have to get 60 votes to 
waive a point of order under the Budg- 
et Act to increase them because of the 
binding nature of the totals on the 
committees even on entitlements. 

So the 60-vote point of order is 
waived under this approach of reserve 
funds. Reserve fund legislation can pro- 
vide unlimited increases in entitlement 
spending as long as it does not lead to 
any estimated increase in deficits. So, 
for example, the resolution provides an 
open-ended spending increase for 
health care reform so long as it is defi- 
cit neutral. 

Mr. President, have I used my time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has used 13 minutes and 45 sec- 
onds. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Could I add 2 min- 
utes to that? That will permit me to 
finish. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, so in 
health care reform everybody should 
know that this budget resolution pro- 
vides an open-ended invitation in terms 
of how big and how expensive the 
health package can be so long as we 
pay for it with new taxes and other 
savings. 

I believe, even though by estimates it 
is deficit neutral, it is very risky to do 
that not knowing exactly what the 
totalis going to be. 

While budget authority levels are 
binding on appropriations, one of these 
funds effectively eliminates the en- 
forcement of budget authority levels 
for entitlement spending. 

This budget resolution also weakens 
the pay-as-you-go point point of order 
to make it even easier to expand man- 
datory spending by doing the following: 

First, it eases the discipline by only 
requiring legislation to be deficit neu- 
tral for the first year, years 1 through 
5, and years 6 through 10. Under cur- 
rent enforcement procedures, legisla- 
tion must be deficit neutral for each 
year through 2003. That is changed and 
made more generous by this resolution. 
Maybe we should discuss easing the ap- 
plication of this point of order. That 
time may be with us. But clearly, there 
ought to be a major discussion about 
what it means. 

Second, it exempts legislation from a 
requirement to pay for deficits created 
by legislation enacted since the 1993 
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reconciliation bill. Frankly, this 
catches me totally by surprise. I am 
sure it is going to catch plenty of Sen- 
ators by surprise. But what it really 
means is that for legislation enacted 
since the 1993 reconciliation bill, if in 
fact there are savings or tax increases 
that have not been used up in a pay-go 
situation, they could be carried for- 


ward. 

For 1994, it is à small amount—$17 
million. But I submit it is another 
trend and another dangerous prece- 
dent. 

Third, it allows for the double count- 
ing of savings, by allowing legislation 
to take credit for surpluses generated 
by legislation enacted since the 1993 
Reconciliation Act. This seems to me 
something that should be thoroughly 
debated. 

Fourth, it exempts the budget resolu- 
tion from the pay-as-you-go require- 
ment so that mandatory spending can 
be increased by a simple majority in à 
budget resolution. As I have just de- 
scribed, this seems to be moving in the 
wrong direction. 

Let me conclude for the record. The 
projected deficits in this resolution in- 
creases from $175 billion next year to 
$200 billion in 1999. 

Then, if you add the next 5 years to 
it, you will find that, under almost 
anyone's evaluation, we are spiraling 
up again, such that in 5 to 6 years we 
will be back in excess of $300 billion in 
deficits. 

Mr. President, I took this oppor- 
tunity today to explain three or four 
issues that I thought were important. I 
understand that the budget resolution 
is & typical undertaking. What I have 
tried to do here is to explain why I 
think it is moving, trend-wise, in the 
wrong direction and why it is sending 
the wrong signal as to control the defi- 
cit. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair informs the Senator that he has 
used 18 minutes 15 seconds. 

Who yields time? 

Mr. SASSER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee [Mr. SASSER], is 
recognized. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 


Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I have a 
unanimous consent request that has 
been cleared with the leadership on the 
other side. 

On behalf of the majority leader, I 
ask unanimous consent that today, 
upon disposition of S. 978, the environ- 
mental technology bill, the Senate 
then proceed to the conference report 
accompanying S. 2000, the Headstart 
Amendment Act, and that, without in- 
tervening action or debate, the Senate 
vote on adoption of the conference re- 


port. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 
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Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I now 
ask unanimous consent that it be in 
order to request the yeas and nays on 
adoption of the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I now 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there à 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, for the 
information of our colleagues, this 
unanimous-consent request that we 
have just approved here means that the 
Senate will conduct four back-to-back 
rollcall votes beginning at 5 o'clock 
this afternoon. I wanted to advise our 
colleagues of that so that they could 
plan accordingly. 

Mr. President, I see no other Sen- 
ators on the floor at the present time 
seeking recognition. There are a num- 
ber of Senators who wish to speak, but 
some of them are in committee or on 
their way here. So I will suggest the 
absence of a quorum and ask that the 
time be charged equally against both 
sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the time during the quorum 
call will be charged equally against 
both sides. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, before 
the quorum call, I want to correct a 
statement I made before that. Near the 
end of my statement, I stated that this 
budget resolution changes the pay-as- 
you-go rule from what it is today, 
where you have to look at 10 years but 
each single year has to be totally neu- 
tral, to a situation now where it is still 
10 years, but you use 5 years at a time 
and accumulate them. I correct that, 
but stand on the point that that weak- 
ens the process. At least we are not 
quite sure how it will affect things. So 
I list it among my process changes that 
will make it easier to adopt more enti- 
tlement programs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab- 
sence of a quorum having previously 
been suggested, the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MATHEWS). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 


RECESS 


Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, the fol- 
lowing unanimous-consent request has 
been cleared with the distinguished Re- 
publican leader. 

Mr. President, I ask, on behalf of the 
majority leader, unanimous consent 
that the Senate stand in recess until 2 
p.m. this afternoon and that the time 
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consumed in this recess be charged 
equally against both sides on the budg- 
et resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 12:03 p.m., recessed until 2 p.m., 
whereupon the Senate reassembled 
when called to order by the Presiding 
Officer [Mrs. FEINSTEIN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. CRAIG addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for 5 min- 
utes and that the time be charged 
against the resolution on the Repub- 
lican side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 


DECISION BY NATIONAL MARINE 
FISHERIES SERVICE TO SPILL 
WATER OVER EIGHT DAMS TO 
AID SALMON RUNS 


Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, at 12 
o’clock a.m. this morning a decision 
was brought about on eight dams on 
the Snake and the Columbia River sys- 
tems in the Pacific Northwest that I 
believe is a disastrous stumble by this 
administration into the endangered 
species debate over several species of 
salmon in the Snake and the Columbia 
system, a misguided and perhaps 
disasterous decision to spill water over 
these eight dams and to set in place a 
motion and action that is yet to be jus- 
tified. 

With no forewarning, the National 
Marine Fisheries Service ordered the 
Bonneville Power Administration and 
the Army Corps of Engineers to dump 
these large quantities of water over the 
spillways. There is no research and no 
scientific basis to argue what is now 
being done. Instead of helping the 
salmon, this action will place them in 
dire jeopardy due to the gas super- 
saturation in the water, an unavoid- 
able result of heavy spilling of water 
over these structures. Gas supersatura- 
tion is a well-known phenomenon in 
fisheries biology, and it is lethal to fish 
above the 120 percent supersaturation. 

Let me enter into the RECORD, and I 
ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD, an EPA study 
that resulted in criteria that the 
States of Oregon and Washington used 
in establishing rates of supersaturation 
in the tumbling of water over these 
structures. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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{From the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Office of Water Regulations and 
Standards, Washington, DC, May 1, 1986] 

QUALITY CRITERIA FOR WATER 1986 
GASES, TOTAL DISSOLVED 

Criterion.—To protect freshwater and ma- 
rine aquatic life, the total dissolved gas con- 
centrations in water should not exceed 110 
percent of the saturation value for gases at 
the existing atmospheric and hydrostatic 
pressures. 

Rationale.—Fish in water containing exces- 
sive dissolved gas pressure or tension are 
killed when dissolved gases in their cir- 
culatory system come out of solution to 
form bubbles (emboli) which block the flow 
of blood through the capillary vessels. In 
aquatic organisms this is commonly referred 
to as gas bubble disease". External bubbles 
(emphysema) also appear in the fins, on the 
opercula, in the skin and in other body tis- 
sues. Aquatic invertebrates are also affected 
by gas bubble disease, but usually at super- 
saturation levels higher than those lethal to 
fish. 

The standard method of analyzing for 
gases in solutions has been the Van Slyke 
method (Van Slyke et al. 1934); now, gas 
chromatography also is used for determina- 
tion of individual and total gases. For deter- 
mination of total gas pressure, Weiss has de- 
veloped the saturometer, a device based upon 
a thin-wall silicone rubber tube that is per- 
meable to gases but impermeable to water. 
Gases pass from the water through the tube, 
thus raising the internal gas pressure which 
is measured by a manometer or pressure 
gauge connected to the tube (NAS, 1974). 
This method alone does not separate the 
total gas pressure into the separate compo- 
nents, but Winkler oxygen determinations 
can be run simultaneously, and gas con- 
centrations can be calculated. 

Total dissolved gas concentrations must be 
determined because analysis of individual 
gases may not determine with certainty that 
gas supersaturation exists. For example, 
water could be highly supersaturated with 
oxygen, but if nitrogen were at less than 
saturation, the saturation as measured by 
total gas pressure might not exceed 100 per- 
cent. Also, if the water was highly super- 
saturated with dissolved oxygen, the oxygen 
alone might be sufficient to create gas pres- 
sures or tensions greater than the criterion 
limits, but one would not know the total gas 
pressure or tension, or by how much the cri- 
terion was exceeded. The rare and inert gases 
such as argon, neon and helium are not usu- 
ally involved in causing gas bubble disease as 
their contribution to total gas pressures is 
very low. Dissolved nitrogen (N2), which 
comprises roughly 80 percent of the earth's 
atmosphere, is nearly inert biologically and 
is the most significant cause of gas bubble 
disease in aquatic animals. Dissolved oxy- 
gen, which is extremely bioactive, is 
consumed by the metabolic processes of the 
organism and is less important in causing se- 
rious gas bubble disease though it may be in- 
volved in initiating emboli formation in the 
blood (Nebeker et al. 1976a). 

Percent saturation of water containing a 
given amount of gas varies with the absolute 
temperature and with the pressure. Because 
of the pressure changes, percent saturation 
with a given amount of gas changes with 
depth of the water. Gas supersaturation de- 
creases by 10 percent per meter of increase in 
water depth because of hydrostatic pressure; 
a gas that is at 130 percent saturation at the 
surface would be at 100 percent saturation at 
3 meters’ depth. Compensation for altitude 
may be needed because a reduction in atmos- 
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pheric pressure changes the water/gas equi- 
libria, resulting in changes in solubility of 
dissolved gases. 

There are several ways that total dissolved 
gas supersaturation can occur: 

l. Excessive biological activity—dissolved 
oxygen concentrations often reach super- 
saturation because of excessive algal photo- 
synthesis. Renfro (1963) reported gas bubble 
disease in fishes resulting, in part, from 
algal blooms. Algal blooms often accompany 
an increase in water temperature and hits 
higher temperature further contributes to 
supersaturation. 

2. Lindroff (1957) reported that water spill- 
age at hydropower dams caused super- 
saturation. When excess water is spilled over 
the face of a dam it entrains air as it plunges 
to the stilling or plunge pool at the base of 
the dam. The momentum of the fall carries 
the water and entrained gases to great 
depths in the pool; and, under increased hy- 
drostatic pressure, the entrained gases are 
driven into solution, causing supersaturation 
of dissolved gases. 

3. Gas bubble disease may be induced by 
discharges from power-generating and other 
thermal sources (Marcello et al. 1975). Cool, 
gas-saturated water is heated as it passes 
through the condenser or heat exchanger. As 
the temperature of the water rises, percent 
saturation increases because of the reduced 
solubility of gases at higher temperatures. 
Thus, the discharged water becomes super- 
saturated with gases and fish or other orga- 
nisms living in the heated water may exhibit 
gas bubble disease (DeMont and Miller, 1972: 
Malouf et al. 1972; Keup, 1975). 

In recent years, gas bubble disease has 
been identified as a major problem affecting 
valuable stocks of salmon and trout in the 
Columbia River system (Rulifson and Abel, 
1971). The disease is caused by high con- 
centrations of dissolved atmospheric gas 
which enter the river's water during heavy 
spilling at hydroelectric dams. A report by 
Ebel et al. (1975) presents results from field 
and laboratory studies on the lethal, sub- 
lethal and physiological effects of gas on 
fish, depth distribution of fish in the river 
(fish can compensate for some high con- 
centrations of gas by moving deeper into the 
water column), detection and avoidance of 
gas concentrations by fish, intermittent ex- 
posure of fish to gas concentrations, and bio- 
assays of many species of fish exposed to dif- 
ferent concentrations of gas. Several conclu- 
sions resulting from these studies are: 

1. When either juvenile or adult salmonids 
are confined to shallow water (1 m), substan- 
tial mortality occurs at and above 115 per- 
cent total dissolved gas saturation. 

2. When either juvenile or adult salmonids 
are free to sound and obtain hydrostatic 
compensation either in the laboratory or in 
the field, substantial mortality still occurs 
when saturation levels (of total dissolved 
gases) exceed 120 percent saturation. 

3. On the basis of survival estimates made 
in the Snake River from 1966 to 1975, it is 
concluded that juvenile fish losses ranging 
from 40 to 95 percent do occur and a major 
portion of this mortality can be attributed 
to fish exposure to supersaturation by at- 
mospheric gases during years of high flow. 

4. Juvenile salmonids subjected to sub- 
lethal periods of exposure to supersaturation 
can recover when returned to normally satu- 
rated water, but adults do not recover and 
generally die from direct and indirect effects 
of the exposure. 

5. Some species of salmon and trout can de- 
tect and avoid supersaturated water; others 
may not. 
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6. Higher survival was observed during pe- 
riods of intermittent exposure than during 
continuous exposure. 

7. In general, in acute bioassays, salmon 
and trout were less tolerant than the 
nonsalmonids. 

Dawley and Ebel (1975) found that exposure 
of juvenile spring chinook salmon, 
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha, and steelhead 
trout, Salmo gairdneri, to 120 percent satu- 
ration for 1.5 days resulted in over 50 percent 
mortality; 100 percent mortality occurred in 
less than 3 days. They also determined that 
the threshold level where significant mor- 
talities begin occurring is at 115 percent ni- 
trogen saturation (111 percent total gas satu- 
ration in this test). 

Rucker (1974), using juvenile coho salmon, 
Oncorhynchus kisutch, determined the effect 
of individual ratios of oxygen and nitrogen 
and established that a decrease in lethal ef- 
fect occurred when the nitrogen content fell 
below 109 percent saturation even though 
total gas saturation remained at 119 percent 
saturation, indicating the importance of de- 
termining the concentration of the individ- 
ual components (O; and N;) of the atmos- 
pheric supersaturation. Nebeker et al. 
(1976a), using juvenile sockeye salmon, 
Oncorhynchus nerka, also showed that there 
was a significant increase in fish mortality 
when the nitrogen concentration was in- 
creased while holding the total percent satu- 
ration constant. They also showed that there 
was no significant difference in fish mortal- 
ity at different CO, concentrations. 

Research collected by Bouck et al. (1975) 
showed that gas supersaturated water at and 
above 115 percent total gas saturation is 
acutely lethal to most species of salmonids, 
with 120 percent saturation and above rap- 
idly lethal to all salmonids tested. Levels as 
low as 110 percent will produce emphysema 
in most species. Steelhead trout were most 
sensitive to gas-supersaturated water fol- 
lowed by sockeye salmon, Oncorhynchus 
nerka. Chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha, were intermediate in sensitiv- 
ity. Coho salmon, Oncorhynchus kisutch, 
were significantly the more tolerant of the 
salmonids though still much more suscep- 
tible than non-salmonids like bass or carp. 

Dapnnia magna exhibited a sensitivity to 
supersaturation similar to that of the 
salmonids (Nebeker et al. 1975), with 115 per- 
cent saturation lethal within a few days. 
Stoneflies exhibited an intermediate sen- 
sitivity similar to bass with mortality at 130 
percent saturation. Crayfish were very toler- 
ant, with levels near 140 percent total gas 
saturation resulting in mortality. 

No differences are proposed in the criteria 
for freshwater and marine aquatic life as the 
data available indicate that there probably 
is little difference in overall tolerances be- 
tween marine and freshwater species. 

The development of gas bubble disease in 
menhaden, Brevoortia sp., and their tolerance 
to gas saturation in laboratory bioassays 
and in the field (Pilgrim Nuclear Power Sta- 
tion Discharge Canal) are discussed by Clay 
et al. (1975) and Marcello et al. (1975). At 100 
percent and 105 percent nitrogen saturation, 
no gas bubbles developed externally or in 
any of the internal organs of menhaden. At 
105 percent nitrogen saturation, however, 
certain behavioral changes became apparent. 
Fish sloughed off mucus, swam erratically, 
were more excitable, and became darker in 
color. Menhaden behavioral changes ob- 
served at 110 percent nitrogen saturation 
were similar to those noted at 105 percent. In 
addition, at 110 percent gas emboli were 
found in the intestines, the pyloric caeca, 
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and occasionally the operculum. The behav- 
ioral changes described were also observed at 
115 percent, and clearly defined subcutaneous 
emphysema was observed in the fins and oc- 
casionally in the eye. At 120 percent and 130 
percent nitrogen saturation, menhaden de- 
veloped within a few hours classic symptoms 
of gas bubble disease. Externally, emboli 
were evident in all fins, the operculum and 
within the oral cavity. 

Exophthalmia also occurred and emboli de- 
veloped in internal organs. The bulbous 
arteriosis and swim bladder were severely 
distended, and emboli were found along the 
length of the gill arterioles, resulting in he- 
mostasis. At water temperatures of 30°C, 
menhaden did not survive, regardless of gas 
saturation level. At water temperatures of 
15, 22, and 25°C 100 percent of the menhaden 
died within 24 hours at 120 percent and 130 
percent gas saturation. Fifty percent died 
after 96 hours at 115 percent (22°C). Menha- 
den survival after 96 hours at 110 percent ni- 
trogen saturation ranged from 92 percent at 
22° and 25° to 83 percent at 15°C. Observations 
on the relationship between the mortality 
rate of menhaden and gas saturation levels 
at Pilgrim Station during the April 1975, in- 
cident suggest that the fish may tolerate 
somewhat higher gas saturation levels in na- 
ture. 

It has been shown by Bouck et al. (1975) 
and Dawley et al. (1975) that survival of 
salmon and steelhead smolts in seawater is 
not affected by prior exposure to gas super- 
saturation while in fresh water. No signifi- 
cant mortality of juvenile coho and sockeye 
salmon occurred when they were exposed to 
sublethal concentrations of supersaturated 
water and then transferred to seawater 
(Nebeker et al. 1976b). 

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, the 
order directed by the White House 
would raise supersaturation gas to 
more than 130 percent. 

I have said something just now which 
is very important, Madam President. I 
have said by the White House." I am 
now told by good authority that on di- 
rect orders from our White House these 
agencies and their scientists were over- 
ruled so that AL GoRE—and I repeat 
that—so that the Vice President could 
get directly involved in what I believe 
is a phenomenally dangerous precedent 
in the utilization of his power. 

The States of Oregon and Washington 
were asked to comply by the signature 
of their Governors. Oregon finally did. 
And I understand, as of this moment, 
Washington is complying. They are 
forced to comply by the blackmail of 
the Federal Government. 

The National Marine Fisheries Serv- 
ice and its scientists have been over- 
ruled. Everybody who has studied this 
issue for the last 2% years, including a 
decision brought about by all of these 
agencies together known as a biologi- 
cal opinion, as of 12 o'clock last night 
were overruled. 

I can only say that in the history of 
this country I am not sure that a 
precedent like this has taken place. In 
the public-land West where the Endan- 
gered Species Act is already raising 
havoc with the unemployment of thou- 
sands of loggers in the Pacific North- 
west now, for an arbitrary and capri- 
cious decision almost singlehandedly 
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by this White House, clearly the integ- 
rity of this law is thrown into jeop- 


The Corps of Engineers has told 
NMFS they will not comply with the 
order unless they have in hand a writ- 
ten sign-off from the Governors. The 
corps is justified in demanding this 
cover. Its biologists and others are 
balking. They fear, and rightfully so, 
that spilling water will have the exact 
opposite effect from the intended, and 
that both juvenile and adult salmon 
will die as à consequence. If that were 
to occur, very serious legal claims 
under the Endangered Species Act 
could be brought against agencies and 
responsible individuals for knowingly 
and deliberately taking an action jeop- 
ardizing a listed species. 

NMFS claims there will be a 5-per- 
cent improvement in survival of smolts 
which are spilled. I dispute that there 
is any relevant science supporting that 
outcome, but setting that aside, let's 
examine the purported benefits of this 
$30 million order. Only 17 percent of 
the smolts would be carried over the 
dams by the spill—the rest would con- 
tinue to be safely transported by barge 
around the dams. So, we can calculate 
a 5-percent gain for 17 percent of the 
smolts—an overall improvement of less 
than 1 percent. Carrying it further, if 
we calculate the adult-equivalents— 
how many more adults will eventually 
return—we find that residents of the 
Pacific Northwest would be paying at 
least $34,000, and as much as $138,000 for 
each additional returning adult spring 
chinook. And most of those will be 
hatchery fish. Benefits to our listed 
wild stocks will be minuscule, and the 
cost for each additional wild fish could 
reach $1 million. Have we all lost our 
senses? 

Just 2 weeks ago NMFS' own salmon 
recovery team addressed a hearing of 
the Senate Energy and Water Appro- 
priations Subcommittee to explain the 
details of their final salmon recovery 
plan. Nowhere in their plan were spills 
such as these recommended. Neither 
were spills called for in the Northwest 
Power Planning Council salmon plan 
completed 2 years ago. Neither were 
they specified in the 5-year biological 
opinion on river operations completed 
by NMFS and the other Federal agen- 
cies in March. If spill is not a suggested 
component of any of the established 
plans or processes to recover salmon, 
why has it surfaced as a solution now? 
Because it is a political bone, tossed by 
the administration to Judge Marsh, in 
an attempt to demonstrate that drastic 
measures will be taken to save the 
salmon. Drastic, yes, Effective? Abso- 
lutely not. 

I can only implore those in respon- 
sible positions within the administra- 
tion, and Judge Marsh, to listen to the 
salmon recovery team. While I do not 
support every last measure, their final 
plan is a reasoned and comprehensive 
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approach to recovering the salmon. It 
is based on the best available science 
and reflects the extensive biological 
experience of the seven eminent team 
members. Their plan, yet to be accept- 
ed by NMFS, has the greatest potential 
of any proposal forwarded so far to 
unite a broad spectrum of regional in- 
terests behind a common solution. We 
should heed their advice. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Idaho is recognized. 

Mr. CRAIG. I thank the Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. CRAIG pertaining 
to the introduction of S. 2106 are lo- 
cated in today's RECORD under State- 
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint 
Resolutions.") 

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that I be al- 
lowed to proceed as if in morning busi- 
ness for 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Can we charge the 
time equally? 

Charge the time to our side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

The Senator from Texas is recog- 
nized. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the Chair. 

(The remarks of Mrs. HUTCHISON per- 
taining to the introduction of S. 2105 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Several Senators addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico controls time. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 
do not know how we are going to do it 
on that side. Senator GRASSLEY has 
been waiting a long time, also. 

Mr. President, on behalf of Senator 
SASSER, I yield 10 minutes to Senator 
Baucus and off our side I yield 10 min- 
utes to Senator GRASSLEY. I under- 
stand Senator BAUCUS was here before 
Senator GRASSLEY, so it would have to 
be in that order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no objection, Senator Baucus will be 
recognized for 10 minutes and following 
that Senator GRASSLEY for another 10 
minutes. 

The Senator is recognized for 10 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I thank the Chair and 
I thank the Senator from New Mexico 
and the Senator from Iowa, as well. 
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RURAL HEALTH CARE REFORM 


Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
would like to say a few words with re- 
spect to health care in general, but 
more particularly with respect to 
health care reform that affects rural 
States, particularly those in the West. 

The critical issue we face, Madam 
President, in the West in health care 
reform is increasing access—that is, in- 
creasing access to quality, affordable 
health care in areas of the country 
that do not have as many doctors or as 
many hospitals as our urban areas. 

We in the West face a crisis, Madam 
President, in rural health care. More 
than 1 out of 4 Americans lives in a 
rural area that suffers high rates of 
uninsurance and underinsurance, se- 
vere chronic shortages of care and a 
high rate of hospital closures. Rural 
Montana, for example, faces these 
unique concerns in spades. They must 
be addressed if we are going to have 
meaningful health care reform pass 
this Congress. 

Rural health care reform needs a 
comprehensive strategy. I am working 
on incorporating a series of rural provi- 
sions into the Finance Committee’s na- 
tional health care legislation. In my 
view, four areas need special attention. 

First, we must strengthen small 
rural hospitals; 

Second, we help establish rural 
health care networks; 

Third, we must increase the number 
of doctors, nurse practitioners, physi- 
cian assistants, nurses, and other 
health care providers in rural areas; 
and 

Fourth, we must lower insurance 
costs for rural residents; 

HOW RURAL NEEDS FIT INTO NATIONAL HEALTH 
REFORM LEGISLATION 

There are parts of health care reform 
that will affect everyone’s access to 
health care and everyone’s health care 
costs. They include universal coverage, 
insurance reforms and increasing the 
number of primary care physicians. 
Our work in these areas will improve 
the health care situation everywhere, 
in rural and urban settings alike, and 
everything in between. 

But other priorities are particular to 
rural areas, like making sure that 
rural hospitals are available to provide 
services in remote and frontier areas, 
establishing and increasing commu- 
nications networks between rural areas 
and larger urban health care facilities, 
and encouraging primary care health 
professionals to practice in rural areas. 

It’s not enough to give everyone an 
insurance card. Having insurance does 
not help if there is no doctor or hos- 
pital to go to. As we move toward com- 
prehensive health care reform, we need 
to make sure that we are doing all we 
can for rural areas by including strong 
provisions to increase access and to 
high-quality rural health care. 
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STRENGTHENING SMALL RURAL HOSPITALS—THE 
MONTANA MEDICAL ASSISTANCE FACILITY 
PROJECT 
Much of Montana is considered fron- 

tier territory where people are up to 

100 miles from a medical facility. Now, 

100 miles is pretty far away on a good 

day. But factor in a winter blizzard and 

a friend or a relative who needs imme- 

diate medical attention, and you may 

as well be traveling to the Moon. 

For Montanans living in Culbertson, 
MT, this was a very real possibility not 
so long ago when their hospital almost 
closed. But thanks to a Montana 
project, the Medical Assistance Facil- 
ity Program, Culbertson was able to 
modify its hospital and receive higher 
reimbursement from the Medicare Pro- 
gram. 

I invited Walter Busch, the adminis- 
trator of Culbertson hospital, to testify 
before the Senate Finance Committee 
recently. He explained to the commit- 
tee that you can not have a one size 
fits all health care system. Under the 
Montana Medical Assistance Facility 
Program, rural areas have the flexibil- 
ity to design their own hospital by 
being exempted from certain Federal 
requirements. It also expands the role 
of physician assistants and nurse prac- 
titioners. 

As Walter testified, this rural hos- 
pital program has been à huge success 
in Montana, rescuing the delivery sys- 
tem in many rural communities. Today 
the program operates under a dem- 
onstration grant from the Federal Gov- 
ernment which is due to expire in 1997. 
This program is far too valuable to 
rural residents to let go. We must 
make the Montana Medical Assistance 
Facility demonstration project a per- 
manent part of the Medicare Program. 
This could go a long way toward assur- 
ing community-based access to health 
care in rural areas nationwide. 

INCREASE THE ATTENTION PAID TO RURAL 
ISSUES BY THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

We need to make sure that the Sec- 
retary is made fully aware of rural 
health needs and concerns on a regular 
basis, and that national health reform 
is analyzed from a rural point of view. 
Secretary Shalala is doing a good job 
on rural issues, and has even visited 
our rural Montana hospitals, but I be- 
lieve that rural issues deserve a perma- 
nent direct line to every Secretary. I 
have proposed to elevate the Office of 
Rural Health Policy to the position of 
Assistant Secretary within the Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services. 

IMPROVE TELEMEDICINE AND RURAL HEALTH 

NETWORKS 

We must also support rural commu- 
nities in their efforts to maintain and 
strengthen their local health care in- 
frastructure by giving them the tools 
they need. It is critical that we develop 
a grant program specifically for tele- 
medicine so that rural health facilities 
are able to increase communications 
with their urban counterparts. We 
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must also provide Federal funding and 
technical assistance that allow com- 
munities to develop rural health net- 
works. 
INCREASE THE NUMBER OF DOCTORS AND 
NURSES IN RURAL AREAS 

The nationwide demand for primary 
health care professionals is greater 
than ever, especially in rural areas. To 
encourage doctors and nurses to prac- 
tice in rural areas, it is crucial that we 
increase reimbursements. To this end, 
we should: 

Double the Medicare bonus payment 
from 10 to 20 percent. 

Provide tax incentives for doctors 
and nurses who practice in underserved 
rural areas; and 

Increase Medicare reimbursement for 
primary care doctors. 

We must also strive to increase 
America's supply of primary health 
care providers. Primary care providers 
in general provide high-quality, lower 
cost care, yet the United States faces a 
severe shortage of these providers. This 
is a particular problem in rural areas, 
that depend on a primary care provid- 
ers for most of their care. Such an ef- 
fort must include: 

Targeted funding for graduate medi- 


cal education to primary care 
residencies; 

New training funds for nonphysician 
providers; 


Increased funding for the National 
Health Service Corps; and 

Creation of a National Council to 
monitor physician supply, identify 
areas of concern, and propose solu- 
tions. 

LOWER INSURANCE COSTS FOR RURAL 
RESIDENTS 

People living in rural areas are dis- 
advantaged when it comes to insur- 
ance. Urban residents usually receive 
insurance through their employers. Be- 
cause employers in urban areas tend to 
be large, they can buy insurance at 
lower rates. Rural residents, on the 
other hand, either buy insurance on 
their own or work in a small business 
that has to pay higher administrative 
costs than a large business. In fact, 
small groups and individuals wind up 
paying up to 40 percent more in over- 
head than large groups. Health reform 
must eliminate this rural disparity. 

I am working on insurance reform 
that will level the playing field so that 
rural residents can get the same deals 
as the large groups in urban areas. 
These reforms include requiring insur- 
ers to charge everyone similar rates 
and allowing small groups to band to- 
gether so they can get the same dis- 
counts as large groups. 

CONCLUSION 

Improving rural health care is my 
No. 1 priority. I will not support health 
reform legislation unless it includes 
measures to strengthen rural hospitals, 
increase the number of doctors and 
nurses in rural areas, and lower health 
insurance costs for rural communities. 
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National health care reform must re- 
flect the unique needs of Montana, and 
other parts of rural America. 
Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa is recognized for 10 
minutes. 


—— 


CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1995—CONFERENCE REPORT 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the conference report. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 
we have before us the conference report 
on the budget, and I believe you would 
not know it by its cover, but this con- 
ference report in and of itself is an 
oxymoron. We went through this tre- 
mendous battle against the big spend- 
ing machine here in this town, and it 
was really quite a struggle, yet all we 
got out of it was a small gnat’s worth 
of savings. We labored mightily and of 
course we produced, in savings, just a 
mouse. 

The good news in this budget is that 
it does contain spending restraints 
that the big spenders in this city, in- 
cluding the congressional leadership 
and the White House, did not want to 
accept. I believe it has only been once 
since I have been in the Senate that 
this has happened, and that was back 
in 1985. When I say ''this happened," 
when we were up against congressional 
leadership of both parties and up 
against the White House when we had 
an opportunity to make cuts in the 
budget, that was when I offered an 
amendment to freeze the defense 
spending that was adopted that year. 

Let me just say in as clear terms as 
I possibly can, and for the RECORD, that 
the sky did not fall in on the defense 
budget or the Defense Department 
then, and it will not fall on this budget 
now. That is notwithstanding all the 
hair-pulling that we heard right here 
on this floor during the original debate 
on the budget resolution. 

I would like to think this is a big vic- 
tory, given the resistance we encoun- 
tered. You would think by listening to 
that debate that we were pulling teeth 
without Novocaine when we tried to 
cut $26 billion from the budget—and we 
did that. But now that it is over, that 
is half that figure and that is $13 bil- 
lion. You know that is just % of 1 per- 
cent. That is really only saving 1 penny 
out of every $6 in this budget. Nonethe- 
less, I feel the American people—I 
hope—have some inkling of how Hercu- 
lean a task it is to cut a single penny 
from the Federal budget. 

Having observed our antics on this 
floor in reaction to the Exon-Grassley 
amendment, the public must be in- 
censed with how little we do to save 
the taxpayers money. They must be 
ticked to the height of tickticity.“ 

Even those who make the best fis- 
cally responsible speeches on this floor 
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oppose these cuts. Was it tough to 
make these cuts? Well, is a school bus 
yellow? 

It is a significant but I have to admit 
a small victory to the taxpayers who 
are involved in the $13 billion that was 
finally the compromise that was left 
over from the Exon-Grassley amend- 
ment. 

I cannot praise enough the leadership 
of my friend from Nebraska, Senator 
EXON, who is the main reason the out- 
year deficits will be that much lower. 

I also commend the deficit hawks on 
the other side of the aisle for standing 
firm against the big spenders in their 
own party and among their own leader- 
ship. 

And I commend those on my side of 
the aisle who stood firm and also voted 
responsibly for deficit reduction. 

Also responsible for this victory are 
many grassroots organizations that 
supported Senator EXON and myself 
during the debate on our amendment. 
They also worked hard when it was up 
on the floor of the Senate. We had to 
defend it three times, and they helped 
us maintain the half that we main- 
tained in committee. So I thank them 
very much, because that grassroots ef- 
forts by these organizations are very 
significant to making even these small 
victories in this body. 

It is unfortunate, in my view, that 
the conferees could not agree to the 
full $26 billion of savings as passed by 
the Senate originally. This is espe- 
cially so given our latest and newest 
CBO deficit projections, because it was 
just a few days ago—in other words, 
while all this was going on—that CBO 
reestimated the original deficit base- 
line for 1995 fiscal year; in other words, 
what will the deficit be on September 
30, 1995. 

During our debate on saving $26 bil- 
lion or $13 billion, they have already 
estimated the deficit upwards by near- 
ly $100 billion. So, Madam President, it 
appears that, once again, we are court- 
ing Miss Rosy Scenario. It is kind of 
like a dallying groupie. Rosy Scenario 
shows up on the arm of administration 
after administration, whether it is Re- 
publican or Democrat. 

So this $100 billion upward adjust- 
ment on the deficit is just the same old 
refrain. We thought the $13 billion 
would be saved off a much lower base- 
line. We now find that for every step 
forward that we take in this body to- 
ward a lower deficit, we then take 
eight steps backward. 

So how did the conference committee 
respond in the face of this latest round 
of bad news on the deficit front? It re- 
sponded by cutting our savings in half, 
whereas that new projection should 
have been an excuse for everybody to 
want to be fiscally responsible to fight 
harder to save the $26 billion as op- 
posed to cutting it in half. 

Of course, these $13 billion in savings 
are now dwarfed by the size of this re- 
estimate. 
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Madam President, common sense is 
perhaps not so common after all. This 
is why I believe that Republicans will 
vote against this budget, because it 
fails to seize the moment. We had an 
opportunity to take advantage of fa- 
vorable economic circumstances and 
make further spending reductions in 
the outyears, but the response has been 
little more than business as usual. I do 
not know how this bodes for continued 
efforts next year to lower the deficit, 
given the reaction to the modest Exon- 
Grassley amendment this year by the 
leadership. The odds in Las Vegas 
against greater savings next year must 
be pretty darn high. 

There is another important reason, 
though, why Members of my party will, 
hopefully, oppose this budget, Madam 
President. This budget also contains 
bad news for the American taxpayer. 
The leaders in Congress and the admin- 
istration have decided that it is not 
enough to raise taxes to near record 
amounts, as we did in last year’s budg- 
et, but they also now want to unleash 
5,000 more IRS agents on the taxpayers 
because that money is in this budget to 
hire those additional agents. They will 
do this without carefully crafted pro- 
tections that we passed in the Senate 
originally as conditions for these new 
agents. Most outstanding of that was 
the passage by the Congress of the Tax- 
payers’ Bill of Rights No. 2 sponsored 
by Senator PRYOR and myself. 

This is the same administration, by 
the way, that claimed during the last 
campaign that they could find $45 bil- 
lion of new money by taxing foreign 
companies. And now that they occupy 
the White House, they cannot seem to 
find even 10 percent of that original $45 
billion that they said they could get. 

Even more incredible, the money for 
these new agents are off budget. The 
Treasury claims these agents will raise 
enough money to pay for themselves. I 
wish I had a nickel for every time I 
heard that argument. 

I decided not to oppose this proposal 
during the Senate consideration only 
because the sponsors and the Treasury 
Department agreed to protections for 
the taxpayers, like I explained in the 
Taxpayers’ Bill of Rights. But those 
protections are gone in this conference 
agreement. I spoke about this at length 
last week. And 5,000 new IRS agents, 
without the kinder, gentler instruc- 
tions that were in the original Senate 
proposal is not how to treat taxpayers 
in a civilized country. 

This proposal is strictly a Democrat 
initiative, let me make clear, snuck in 
by clever Treasury bureaucrats, aided 
and abetted by the leadership in the 
Congress who, at a minimum, I want to 
say, looked the other way with a wink 
and a nod. 

I want to make it clear that this is 
not a Republican position to have 5,000 
new IRS agents without protections for 
the taxpayers through the Taxpayers’ 
Bill of Rights No. 2. 
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Finally, Republicans will vote 
against this amendment because of the 
mismatch between the Defense Depart- 
ment’s budget and the President’s 
budget. The General Accounting Office 
is currently evaluating the magnitude 
of this mismatch. 

To date, the General Accounting Of- 
fice has identified at least $26 billion in 
negative funding wages. These negative 
accounting entries are used to hide dis- 
crepancies between the 5-year defense 
program and the budget and to mask 
over programming. They provide an ar- 
tificial way of forcing the books into 
balance. 

Such devices are inconsistent with 
the law governing the preparation and 
submission of the 5-year plan to Con- 
gress. The practical effect of this mis- 
match is to create management havoc 
which could lead to serious damage and 
consequences against our national se- 
curity. This is the same problem that 
led to the hollow army syndrome of the 
seventies, and if we do not correct this 
problem, we could be doomed to repeat 
it. 

Madam President, I regret that I can- 
not join with my colleagues on the 
other side who showed courage and 
fought to preserve some of the Exon- 
Grassley savings by voting to adopt 
this. What was salvaged of Grassley- 
Exon is a victory not because of its 
substance but because it is modest. 
Rather, it is a victory because of enor- 
mous barriers it overcame, and that is 
a sad commentary. But it is reason 
enough for Republicans to just say no 
to this budget. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I 
yield 15 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from California [Mrs. BOXER]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California is recognized. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chair, and 
I thank my chairman, the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Madam President, I am pleased to 
rise as a member of the Budget Com- 
mittee in support of the budget con- 
ference report. I hope the Senate today 
will say yes to this budget. I do not an- 
ticipate we will get many of our col- 
leagues on the other side of the aisle to 
join us. Maybe we will get one or two; 
perhaps we will get none. But that is 
not surprising. They have been against 
the general approach that President 
Clinton has brought to the budget 
process. That approach is one that has 
led to lower deficits, it has led to, in 
most parts of the country, an economic 
recovery, it has led to the creation of 
thousands and thousands and thou- 
sands of jobs. 

Not one Republican, as I can recall, 
voted for the budget or voted for the 
reconciliation bill that carried it out. 
They had their own good reasons and 
they expressed them very eloquently 
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on the floor then, and I am sure they 
will do so again today. 

But you see, I think it is the results 
that matter. I think we need to look 
back to the comments that were made 
at the time when this country started 
to turn around its economy. We have 
to remember, under the previous ad- 
ministration of George Bush, there was 
not any job creation. More jobs have 
been created in 1 year of this Presi- 
dency than in all 4 of the previous 
Presidency. I know that does not sit 
well with my Republican colleagues 
from the standpoint of politics. But I 
have to say the facts are the facts. 

Now, is this economy perfect? You 
and I know, Madam President, it is 
not. You and I know in southern Cali- 
fornia we are dragging. We have not 
caught up to northern California or to 
the rest of the Nation. But we are ona 
sound course, and this budget will in 
fact continue that course. And again, it 
is not a matter of rhetoric. When you 
and I voted on the President's budget 
we were not sure of the results. We 
hoped for good results. Now we have 
those good results: Deficits coming 
down finally, jobs being created fi- 
nally, new investments being made fi- 
nally, export controls being lifted fi- 
nally. We have an economic strategy in 
this country. Again, I do not think it is 
perfect. I think there is room for im- 
provement. This is not a perfect world. 
But what we have before us is a very 
sensible, commonsense document, and I 
support it. 

We see deficits continuing to go 
down. Yes, we would all like to see 
them go to zero. No one would rather 
see that than I. When I was in local 
government, on the board of super- 
visors, I brought zero-based budgeting 
to that board. I said, Let's go back to 
zero and start all over again.’’ We did 
not have the term “reinvent Govern- 
ment," but we did it on the county 
board. We had to balance our budget, 
and we did. 

I think there is definitely room for 
improvement here, but we are begin- 
ning to see it happen: A reduction of 
the Federal work force, a crime bill for 
which we are going to pay. So things 
are moving in the right direction. 

The budget deficit is down. A couple 
of years ago, before we passed the rec- 
onciliation bill and the President's 
strategy, the OMB told us we would 
have 302 billion dollars' worth of defi- 
cits, Madam President. We now see 
that coming down to $182 billion—$120 
billion below where it would have been 
had we not acted in that courageous 
fashion. 

I have to say to many of my col- 
leagues who are up for reelection, that 
was not an easy vote. It was not an 
easy vote. But you can be proud that 
you took the courageous stand. 

My friend from Iowa, whom I greatly 
respect, Senator GRASSLEY, one of the 
leaders in military procurement re- 
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form—he and I have worked together— 
says the Republicans should just say 
no. Well, that is a continuation of what 
they have been doing. I am sure they 
will continue to say no. It is up to the 
American people to determine whether 
just saying no is a policy. I do not 
think it is a policy. I think we have an 
economic strategy embodied in this 
budget resolution, and I feel proud to 
support it. 

Now, it hurts when you cut spending. 
We all know that. But this budget does 
it. It has to be done right, Madam 
President. You just cannot do it with a 
meat ax, because you will disturb this 
economic recovery. And what the 
chairman of the Budget Committee, 
Senator SASSER from Tennessee, has 
tried to do is walk that fine line, to 
make sure we have progress on the def- 
icit and at the same time make enough 
investments in this economy so that 
growth can take place. 

That is what this budget does. And 
again, I am proud to associate myself 
with his work and with this product. 

Madam President, many of my col- 
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
have come to this floor to decry the 
military budget. I think it is very im- 
portant to look at what we are doing in 
this military budget. There are those 
on the other side of the aisle who are 
saying we are destroying the military. 
Let us look at the facts. In 1994, last 
year's budget, the budget authority 
was $261 billion. In 1995, in this budget, 
it is $263 billion. So with all the rhet- 
oric, as if we are destroying our mili- 
tary, we actually are increasing the 
budget authority by $2 billion. We are 
spending more on the military than we 
do in any other category in the domes- 
tic discretionary budget. 

I think it is also important to take a 
look at what our potential enemies are 
spending on their military. Madam 
President, rhetoric aside, let us take a 
look at it: Russia, $29.1 billion; Iraq, 
$8.6 billion; China, $7.3 billion; North 
Korea, $2.2 billion; Libya, $1.8 billion; 
Iran, $1.2 billion; Syria, which many 
people say is moving toward our camp, 
$1.2 billion; Cuba, $1.2 billion. 

Madam President, those are all the 
potential enemies I could garner. That 
adds up to $50 billion, and we are 
spending $270.7 billion on outlays. If 
you look at the 10 largest countries—in 
other words, the countries that spend 
the most on the military after Amer- 
ica—if you add them all up: Japan, 
France, UK, Germany, Russia, Italy, 
South Korea, Taiwan, Saudi Arabia, 
and Kuwait—you will come up to $240.1 
bilion. So we spend more than the 
next 10 countries combined, and most 
of those are our friends. 

So if anyone tries to scare the Amer- 
ican people, Madam President, that we 
are not spending enough on our mili- 
tary, please let us look at the facts. 

Now, there are always those who say 
they could do better with $400 billion. 
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We all know, if money is no object, it 
would be lovely. It would be lovely to 
have it in the military. It would be 
lovely to have it in education. It would 
be lovely to have it in everything we 
try to do for the American people. But 
we have to budget wisely, and we have 
to expect that at that amount of 
money our military can and should 
perform. We need to bring better man- 
agement into the system. I think we 
are doing that with procurement re- 
form. 

So let us put that one to rest. Every 
time someone on the other side of the 
aisle gets up and says we are not spend- 
ing enough, let us bring out these 
facts, that we spend more than the 
next 10 biggest spending countries com- 
bined, and we spend much more than 
all of our potential enemies added up 
together. 

Finally, Madam President, I wish to 
say how proud I am that this budget 
contains the Children's Initiative 
which I brought to the Budget Commit- 
tee and which was supported on the 
floor by Republicans and Democrats 
alike. It swells my heart with pride to 
know that, finally, there is a consensus 
emerging in this country on the need 
for investing in our children. When we 
deal with the crime issue—and, Madam 
President, your brilliant leadership to 
ban assault weapons is something that 
will go down in history books forever— 
we know that we are dealing with the 
consequences of neglect. When our 
children live in poverty, when they do 
not have anything to believe in, when 
they do not think they have any hope 
or any stake in the future, they will 
grab an assault weapon if a gang mem- 
ber says, Lou can belong.“ 

So we have to get to the root causes 
of the problem. And I am so proud that 
this Senate voted 93 to 5 to stand up 
and say, yes, we will cut Federal trav- 
el. It is time for a few of us to stay put 
80 our children can move forward. 

Perhaps the most critical investment 
this budget makes is in our children— 
an investment that is overdue and nec- 
essary. 

Last month the Carnegie Corp. of 
New York released a new report docu- 
menting the circumstances faced by 
children under the age of 3 and their 
families. Their condition threatens our 
economic strength and competitive- 
ness. Too many of our children fail to 
receive adequate prenatal care, child 
care, or parental attention which 
means that they are less likely to per- 
form well in school or on the job—if 
they get a job. The Carnegie Corp. 
dubbed it the “quiet crisis." But the 
appalling statistics scream out for at- 
tention. 

One in five children in this Nation 
lives in poverty. The number of poor 
School age children in California alone 
increased by 38 percent between 1980 
and 1990. Every year nearly 1 million 
infants are born with severe medical 
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problems that could have been avoided 
if their mothers had access to prenatal 
care. According to the Centers for Dis- 
ease Control, only 44 percent of chil- 
dren in our Nation's major cities have 
been fully vaccinated by their second 
birthday. More than 5 million children 
under the age of 3 are in the care of 
other adults while their parents work. 

After years of shameful neglect, it is 
time to make the health and welfare of 
children a top priority. With this budg- 
et, we are finally putting our dollars 
where they count—into proven pro- 
grams for children that address these 
problems. I am proud of the fact that 
this budget includes the Boxer amend- 
ment which I have called the children's 
initiative. 

It overhwelmingly passed the Senate 
by a vote of 93 to 5. 

The children's initiative, which is a 
pay-as-you-go provision, provides $1 
billion to six exemplary children's pro- 
grams by cutting spending in Govern- 
ment travel expenses. 

Specifically, the amendment provides 
an additional $120 million for Head 
Start, enough to fund slots for approxi- 
mately 24,000 children. 

It increases funding for the WIC Pro- 
gram by an additional $100 million 
which will provide services for 200,000 
pregnant women, infants and children. 

It adds $2000 million for childhood 
immunizations, enough to  appro- 
priately immunize over 2 million chil- 
dren up to age 2. 

It increases funding for the child care 
development grant by $200 million, 
enough to provide quality child care 
for roughly 44,000 children. 

The amendment increases the mater- 
nal and child health block grant by 
$200 million—an important weapon in 
the right against low birthweight ba- 
bies and infant mortality. 

Finally, the amendment adds $180 
million for The Emergency Food As- 
sistance Program or TEFAP which is a 
vital resource for feeding the hungry 
and homeless in our States and com- 
munities; 1.4 million Californians rely 
on food from TEFAP every months. 

Each of these programs has a proven 
record of success in helping children 
and their families. The Head Start, 
WIC, and childhood immunization pro- 
grams, for example, have been praised 
over and over for their cost effective- 
ness. All of the programs enjoy strong 
bipartisan support. 

Madam President, I am especially 
grateful to the distinguished chairman 
of the Senate Budget Committee, Sen- 
ator SASSER, for his assistance in in- 
cluding the children's initiative in the 
conference report. Investing in our 
youngest citizens is the best economic 
investment that we can make for the 
future. 

Madam President, if the chairman of 
the Budget Committee is willing, I 
would like to engage him in a brief col- 
loquy on the children’s initiative. 
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Since the budget resolution does not 
list the specific funding levels for each 
of the children's programs in my 
amendment, I would simply like the 
chairman's help in clarifying the Sen- 
ate Budget Committee's intent to fund 
those programs at the level I re- 
quested. 

Is it the chairman's understanding 
that Function 350 of the fiscal year 1995 
budget allows room for an additional 
$180 million above the President's re- 
quest for food purchases under the 
Emergency Food Assistance Program? 

Mr. SASSER. Yes; that is correct. 

Mrs. BOXER. Is it also his under- 
standing that Function 500 of the fiscal 
year 1995 budget allows room for an ad- 
ditional $120 million above the Presi- 
dent's request for Head Start? 

Mr. SASSER. Yes; that is correct. . 

Mrs. BOXER. Does he further agree 
that Function 550 of the fiscal year 1995 
budget allows for an additional $200 
million above the President's request 
for the maternal and child health block 
grant, and an additional $200 million 
above the President's request in discre- 
tionary funding for the childhood im- 
munization program? 

Mr. SASSER. Yes; that is correct. 
There is also in the Function 550 room 
for an additional $100 million for teen- 
age pregnancy prevention. 

Mrs. BOXER. Finally, is it his under- 
standing that Function 600 of the fiscal 
year 1995 budget allows for an addi- 
tional $100 million above the Presi- 
dent's request for the WIC Program, 
and an additional $200 million above 
the President's request for the child 
care development block grant? 

Mr. SASSER. Yes; that is correct. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the chairman. 
Again, it is an honor to serve with him 
on the Budget Committee and to have 
his invaluable support for these proven 
children's programs. With this budget, 
we are making an important invest- 
ment in a future generation that will 
be healthier, better educated, and bet- 
ter able to contribute more to the eco- 
nomic strength and well-being of our 
country. 

Mr. SASSER. My thanks are to Sen- 
ator BOXER for her tireless efforts on 
behalf of these children's programs. 
The Budget Committee, as well as 
America's children, have been well 
served by her participation in this 
year's budget process. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, in 
closing, let me thank the chairman, let 
me thank the members of the Budget 
Committee, and let me thank this ad- 
ministration. Finally we have an eco- 
nomic strategy in this country of 
which we can be proud, and we are 
making some critical investments in 
this budget. Even though we are bring- 
ing the deficit down, we are making 
some investments that will yield great 
dividends in the future. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I 
wish to take this opportunity to pay 
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tribute to the Senator from California 
for the really marvelous work she has 
done in bringing the Senate's attention 
to the children's initiative and the 
problems of children in this country 
through including it in this budget res- 
olution as presently before us today. 

I also want to express my apprecia- 
tion to my friend from California for 
being such a valuable and productive 
member of the Senate Budget Commit- 
tee. We have gone through some very 
historic times, Madam President, in 
the Senate over the past year-and-a- 
half as far as the budget is concerned. 

We have enacted a deficit reduction 
package of really monumental propor- 
tion. We are now seeing how the salu- 
tary effects of that are working its way 
through our economy. The Senator 
from California was a leader in getting 
that done. I want to pay tribute to her 
today for her help and her support, in- 
deed her leadership, in moving this def- 
icit reduction through the Senate last 
year and for her support this year on 
the budget resolution. 

Madam President, I see the able Sen- 
ator from Florida is on the floor. I see 
no one on the other side wishing to 
speak. 

Would the distinguished ranking 
member have objection if I yield 15 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Florida? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 
wonder if I might use 2 minutes or 1 
minute to make a point and then I will 
choose to use some time after the Sen- 
ator from Florida to address a few of 
the points raised by Senator BOXER. 

Might I just take 2 minutes? I take it 
off my side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is 80 ordered. The Senator 
from New Mexico is recognized for 2 
minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 
note that over the past 10 or 12 days 
there has been a very concerted effort 
on the part of the White House to con- 
tact the Indian people of this country 
through their leaders. They had a sum- 
mit at the White House. They had a lis- 
tening session for the Indian leaders of 
the country in the State of New Mexico 
in the city of Albuquerque, and the 
various Cabinet people attended. 

I would like to make a point that in 
this President's budget, if we do not 
change it in the appropriations process, 
one of the most important functions of 
government in behalf of the Indian, In- 
dian health, was rather dramatically 
cut—as a matter of fact, about $244 bil- 
lion less than is required just to main- 
tain the current efforts and put person- 
nel in the new facilities like the one at 
Ship Rock, NM. 

In this budget resolution, while we 
cannot guarantee that moneys will be 
added to that category of expenditures 
by allocating less money to some of the 
President's $8.6 billion in new programs 
or add-on programs, we have expressed 
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a sense of the Senate, which is now à 
sense of the Congress, that the Indian 
health programs should not be cut and 
Should be retained at the level of last 
year, plus added personnel to maintain 
the facilities. 

I just want to make that point be- 
cause it has a lot to do with some of 
the problems in Indian country regard- 
ing children and families. It is some- 
what an add-on to Senator BOXER's 
comments about children and families. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, let 
me just note that the measure just dis- 
cussed was sponsored by Senator 
BINGAMAN, along with Senator DOMEN- 
ICI, It is, I think, a very outstanding 
measure, and I commend them for 
bringing this to the Senate. 

Madam President, I yield 15 minutes 
to the distinguished Senator from Flor- 
ida. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Florida is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Thank you very much, 
Madam President. 

Madam President, I would like to 
begin by extending my appreciation 
and commendation to our distin- 
guished chairman for the outstanding 
job he has done this year, as he has in 
previous years, in bringing to the Sen- 
ate a responsible budget resolution. I 
commend him and the members of the 
committee and the able staff of the 
committee for their outstanding serv- 
ice to America. 

Madam President, I would like to 
talk about the dual purpose which the 
Senate has in considering the con- 
ference report on the budget resolution 
this afternoon. The first and the most 
obvious purpose is to develop a broad 
framework, an outline, for Federal 
spending for the fiscal year that we 
begin October 1. 

I support the fiscal plan that has 
been developed by the Budget Commit- 
tee. In my judgment, it responsibly 
meets the needs of our people at a time 
in which there is increasing scrutiny of 
Federal spending. 

As a member of the Armed Services 
Committee, I am particularly aware of 
the pressures that are being imposed 
on the United States to be militarily 
strong to protect democracy in this 
country and around the world. I believe 
that this budget provides for a reason- 
able capacity for our military to con- 
tinue to meet that function. 

I think similar statements of ade- 
quacy to function can be found 
throughout the rest of the budget. I 
particularly am pleased at the new em- 
phasis that is being given to areas that 
wil contribute to our long-term eco- 
nomic and social strength, areas such 
as education, job training, and job cre- 
ation. These are important, creative 
initiatives to which this budget recom- 
mits our Nation. 
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But I would like to use most of my 
time, Madam President, to talk about 
the second purpose of the budget reso- 
lution debate today; that is, the pur- 
pose of signaling our commitment to 
continue to pursue the goal of reducing 
the Federal budget deficit. 

Congress made significant progress in 
reducing the deficit in 1993. Last Au- 
gust we took a giant step in the right 
direction by adopting a significant def- 
icit reduction program. Before Con- 
gress had taken that action, Madam 
President, the Office of Management 
and Budget, pursuant to the blue line 
on this graph, had projected the Fed- 
eral deficit from 1993 through to the 
year 2003. It was a very depressing and 
alarming line. We started in 1993 witha 
deficit of $319 billion and 10 years later 
a deficit of $639 billion. That was what 
the President and the Congress faced as 
they began in January of last year. 

In large part because of the action 
that was taken last August, we are on 
a slightly less treacherous economic 
course. The red line indicates what the 
projection is and actually the first 2 
years of accomplishment of the new 
economic plan. The deficit which had 
been projected to be $319 billion in 1993 
was actually $255 billion. The deficit 
which was projected to be $301 billion 
in this fiscal year, 1994, now appears to 
be $223 billion. In the budget that we 
are considering, instead of recommend- 
ing a deficit of $296 billion for 1995, the 
deficit will be $171 billion. By all ac- 
counts, those represent significant 
Steps toward reduction in our deficit. 

However, Madam President, I point 
out the end, the tail of this red line. 
The tail of this red line is that deficits 
begin to rise again in approximately 
1997. By the year 2004, we will be back 
up to $365 billion, or higher than the 
deficits were projected to be when we 
commenced this process in 1993. That 
says very clearly that our work is not 
over. 

There was an unexpected bonus, a 
dividend, that came from our efforts 
last year to reduce the Federal budget 
deficit. That was a "''surprising'—to 
use a word of one prominent economist 
on Wall Street—impact on long-term 
interest rates. 

In January of 1993, long-term interest 
rates hovered above 7.3 percent. By the 
first of August, they were down to 
slightly above 6.5 percent. By the mid- 
dle of October they had dropped to 5.9 
percent. So over a period of 10% 
months, long-term interest rates have 
gone from 7.3 percent to 5.9 percent. A 
substantial amount of that slide oc- 
curred in the period immediately after 
the adoption of the August economic 
program. 

This sharp reduction in long-term in- 
terest rates had a dramatic stimulus 
effect on our economy. People were 
able to buy homes and cars; businesses 
were able to expand, employ people, 
and invest in new capital goods. It was 
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a major contributor to the strongest 
economic report for the fourth quarter 
of 1993 than we have had in recent 
American economic history. 

This drop in interest rates made 
clear the relationship between fiscal 
policy and the state of the economy 
and the state of that economy on the 
lives of every American. Long-term in- 
terest rates are heavily influenced by 
the market’s sense for the potential for 
inflation. 

When there is likely to be a resur- 
gence of inflation, long-term rates will 
rise. When there is confidence that in- 
flation will be checked, including 
checked by responsible Federal fiscal 
policy, long-term interest rates will 
trend downward. 

Unfortunately, just as in our pre- 
vious chart, which had a tail of two 
points on the graph, the good news of 
the left side and the bad news of the 
right side, again, we have a tail of two 
points on the graph as it relates to 
long-term interest rates. Since late Oc- 
tober of last year, when interest rates 
moved toward 5.9 percent, we have seen 
an upswing almost as dramatic as the 
downswing that preceded it. 

As of yesterday, long-term rates were 
approaching 7.5 percent, or higher than 
they had been in January 1993, when 
this chart commenced. The drop in in- 
terest rates, in turn, affects directly 
our Federal deficit. A 1-percent rise in 
interest rates, assuming all other eco- 
nomic assumptions are held constant, 
will cause net interest on the Federal 
debt to rise by $2 billion in the current 
fiscal year and $7 billion in 1995. In 
fact, if you use yesterday’s 7.48-percent 
long-term rate, rather than the 6.1-per- 
cent rate calculated by the Congres- 
sional Budget Office last January, net 
interest on the Federal debt will in- 
crease this fiscal year by approxi- 
mately $2.5 billion and, in 1995, by over 
$9 billion. 

So we have this duality. The budget 
resolution that we are adopting not 
only sets Federal fiscal policy, includ- 
ing the level of the deficit, it also in- 
fluences long-term interest rates; and 
long-term interest rates, in turn, influ- 
ence the extent of our deficit. 

Obviously, there are a variety of fac- 
tors that affect the movement of the 
market, the health of the economy, 
and long-term interest rates. But a 
core factor is confidence in the capac- 
ity of the U.S. Government to control 
its deficit. 

In spite of the rise in long-term in- 
terest rates, Americans currently have 
many things to be confident about. Un- 
employment has fallen sharply, down 
nearly a full percentage point since 
1993; housing starts rose 25 percent be- 
tween July and December; spending for 
durable equipment is expanding.at the 
fastest pace since 1972; inflation is low; 
prices rose just 2.7 percent in 1993, the 
smallest increase since 1986. In Janu- 
ary 1994, for the first time in more than 
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4 years, consumer prices were totally 
flat. 

Now is the time to maintain this con- 
fidence with increased vigilance. It is 
clear that congressional action directly 
affects long-term interest rates, which, 
in turn, directly affect Americans' con- 
fidence in their economic future. We 
have a clear mission to continue to 
pursue deficit reduction. We must be 
aggressive. Americans are beginning to 
focus on what may happen when the 
deficit starts to rise again after 1997. 

Congress should use every oppor- 
tunity available, including this budget 
resolution, to continue to fight the def- 
icit. I supported the Senate passed 
Exon-Grassley amendment, which cut 
an additional $26 billion from the 1995 
budget. With five other Senators, I of- 
fered a sense-of-the-Senate resolution 
during the budget resolution debate, 
urging that legislation should be en- 
acted to provide enforceable limits to 
control the growth of entitlement or 
mandatory spending. 

Those kinds of efforts should con- 
tinue. The resolution we are consider- 
ing today contains $13 billion in addi- 
tional budget cuts. I would have, frank- 
ly, preferred the $26 billion contained 
in the original Senate-passed version. 
But $13 billion in spending reduction is 
a step in the right direction. 

I am also pleased that the Senate has 
expressed a commitment to restrain 
entitlement spending. As we know, the 
primary culprit of out-of-control enti- 
tlement spending is in the health care 
area. And in the next few weeks, as 
Congress debates the health bill, we 
should turn the statement of commit- 
ment into real action. 

Madam President, I hope our actions 
today in adopting this budget resolu- 
tion and our resolve to take further 
steps in the near future will indicate 
our commitment to continued deficit 
reduction. If we continue working to 
reduce the deficit, we will see interest 
rates fall; more people will purchase 
and refinance homes; more people will 
have jobs; the economy will grow 
stronger. We have a chance and we 
have a responsibility to stop spending 
money we do not have, to help further 
strengthen our economy, and to make 
certain that our grandchildren are not 
left to foot the bill for a generation of 
irresponsible spending. 

It is my intention to vote for the 
budget resolution conference report be- 
cause I believe that it is a responsible 
fiscal plan, and I hope that it will be 
interpreted by Americans as a state- 
ment of resolve today and in the near 
future to take further actions to re- 
duce our budget deficits. 

But this must not be the only step we 
take. I will continue to seek ways to 
implement deficit reduction, because 
we owe it to America and we owe it to 
our grandchildren. 

Thank you, Madam President. 

(Mrs. MURRAY assumed the chair.) 
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Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 
wonder if my friend from Florida would 
mind if I borrowed his two charts for 
just a couple of minutes. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, I 
would be honored to loan our charts, at 
a very nominal rate of interest, to our 
friend and colleague from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We will do it at the 
interest rate of 6 months ago, rather 
than today, since it was a little cheap- 
er then. 

Madam President, first, I yield my- 
self 10 minutes. I might say to the Re- 
publicans who still desire to be heard 
on our side, I just hope they will make 
time to come down here. I do not know 
how much time they want. Senator 
GRAMM of Texas wants some time; Sen- 
ator BROWN wanted 10 minutes; and 
Senator GREGG and Senator LOTT. Per- 
haps they could call in and tell us what 
time they can come, so we can pull this 
budget resolution down for final ap- 
proval later on and get on with some 
other things here on the floor. I would 
appreciate it if Senators on my side 
will accommodate me with that. 

With reference to Senator BOXER's 
comments on the Defense Department 
of the United States and America's 
military, the United States is not Iraq; 
the United States is not Russia; the 
United States is not the Ukraine; the 
United States is not Japan, and so on 
down the list of countries that the dis- 
tinguished Senator from California 
listed with reference to our military 
preparedness. 

Point 1: During the Nixon years, we 
changed from an army that we drafted, 
a military that we drafted, to a volun- 
teer military, a gigantic step for the 
United States. We have decided since 
that time that we were going to call 
for parity to our military. It took us 
time to get there, but we are getting 
close to paying them for similar things 
as if they were out in the private sec- 
tor. That is a historic situation and a 
magnificent statement for a democracy 
to make about its military. 

So, right off, none of those countries 
that were alluded to take care of their 
military. As a matter of fact, in the 
Soviet Union today, they do not even 
know where they will get the money to 
pay them, but they are still in the 
military. They do not know where they 
are going to get the money to take 
care of the nuclear weapons, by the 
thousands. And we are hoping they will 
dismantle them, but they are still 
there. There are statements from Rus- 
sia, Ukraine, Georgia, and elsewhere 
daily saying maybe there will be a civil 
revolution there in the not-too-distant 
future. At least the free world and 
America sits there wondering when we 
will get that neutralized. 

I now want to comment on what we 
have done to our military. It is un- 
equivocal that defense is the only thing 
we have cut on the discretionary side 
of the American budget in all of the ap- 
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propriations. The only thing we have 
cut, since 1990 through the President’s 
proposals and for the next 4 years of 
the President’s tentative budget pro- 
posals, is defense. 

I know Americans do not believe 
that. They must be saying that cannot 
be; we heard so much about restraint, 
about cuts. Well, frankly, I sent a little 
simple chart up there. Discretionary 
spending of the United States on the 
domestic side has gone up. It will go up 
every year from now to the 5-year pro- 
gram that the President has in place, 
and defense will come down each year, 
such that in real terms the Defense De- 
partment will have been cut 50 percent 
since 1985 in real terms. That means if 
you had no inflation to the numbers, 
just year after year, it has been cut 50 
percent. 

Iam not going to go through what all 
that means in terms of divisions that 
are down, procurements that are down, 
how many airplanes do we really have 
today, how many divisions are already 
cut. Let me tell you in real terms, 
when you cut defense 50 percent since 
1985 you have done something to the 
defense of this country. 

So I repeat, that whatever the num- 
bers are in the top line of this budget 
resolution, which show the President's 
numbers for defense, just remember 
that down below there is another num- 
ber that says we have to distribute $4.7 
billion in outlays, $6.7 billion in budget 
authority back through this budget. 
And I surmise that unless the Congress 
says we will spend the same amount 
that the President asks, we will get an 
allocation from the Appropriations 
Committee that cuts defense well 
below the President's numbers. 

Is the President of the United States 
asking for too much in defense? After 
we had the Bush cuts coming from the 
5-year plan that came after the An- 
drews Air Force Base 1990 summit, the 
President asks for another $60 billion 
on top of that, and we are on that path. 
He finally says, “Do not cut below 
that; that is enough." 

So, I do not think the Senator from 
New Mexico and some Democrats and 
most Republicans, who are concerned 
about that aspect of this budget and of 
the trend line that is moving in that 
direction, we are trying to spread fear. 
I think we are trying to say that his- 
tory will probably reveal once again 
that we are right and that we ought 
not to dramatically cut defense; cer- 
tainly not much more than we have 
done because we will live to rue the 
day just like we did after the First 
World War and immediately after the 
Second World War. I have gone through 
what these numbers reveal earlier this 
morning in terms of how much lower 
they are going to be, so I will not re- 
peat them. 

The reason I asked if I could borrow 
the charts of my good friend from Flor- 
ida is, if I were a Democrat and I said 


May 11, 1994 


that about our distinguished chairman 
this morning, and then I will say it 
about Senator BOXER from California, I 
would come to the floor and say to 
Senators and to whomever is listening, 
it is the President's deficit reduction 
plan that has caused all these good 
things to happen in our economy. I 
would say that it is the economic plan 
that has been adopted that is putting 
people to work. I would say that it is 
what caused interest rates to come 
down. I would say it is what is going to 
cause us to get our deficit down dra- 
matically over time. 

But essentially I think that, while 
that is said on that side of the aisle, 
that it behooves someone on this side 
of the aisle—and I choose to do it—to 
say: But I have another version. There 
is another set of facts that everybody 
should know something about.” 

So let me just move up here to these 
long-term interest rates, which is in- 
teresting. Let us go back to 1993, the 
year after the President's election. We 
will find that in August of that year— 
that is about here—we passed a tax and 
alleged deficit reduction package right 
here. Is it interesting that by that 
point in time—that is why this is in- 
triguing me so much—at that point in 
time the long-term interest rates had 
almost gotten as low as they have been 
in this period of time. 

We can just go up a couple more and 
find October. 

So it is August, September, October, 
3 months after the plan is adopted, the 
interest rates are at an all time low for 
this period of time. 

Now, while I am very pleased that 
the economy is doing well—I hope we 
are on the right track; I hope it contin- 
ues—I would just like to share with ev- 
erybody here, there is no economist, 
nobody who would look at the Amer- 
ican economic scene who would say 
that that tax-and-cut package—and I 
will keep saying ‘‘alleged’’ cut pack- 
age—that in 2 months it would cause 
the interest rates of the United States 
to come down—no one. Almost every- 
body would say it takes a year to a 
year and a half for any impact to 
occur. 

Interestingly enough, now, of course, 
some will stand up and say it is the 
Federal Reserve that jinxed this pack- 
age. But 2 months after it passed, the 
long-term interest rates reached their 
low, and they started back up, so that 
they are on a path up for all of the 
time since. So that the interest rates, 
starting 2 months after adoption of 
that package, are starting back up 
again, and they are up here to—April is 
the latest date we have here, and they 
have gone up from 6 percent to 7.1 per- 
cent. 

I am not presently complaining 
about the interest rates. I think the 
Federal Reserve Board is doing right. I 
believe they want this recovery to last 
longer, and they are worried and it is 
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getting cut short. But I am merely 
making the point that if there is an 
American economic plan that is built 
around all of these words, like it is 
going to increase productivity, it is 
going to increase jobs, it is going to 
lower interest rates, then it seems to 
me that we ought to at least recall 
that maybe something else was going 
on in this economy long before that 
package was passed that brought much 
of this into fruition. 

I believe that is the case. As a matter 
of fact, I believe the Federal Reserve 
Board, for about 2% years before 
George Bush was defeated, put us on a 
money supply course that has a great 
deal to do with this positive recovery. 
It just did not come soon enough for 
President George Bush. The business 
cycle did not quite reach bottom and 
start back up. And I think if one were 
to take this long term and go beyond 
January 1993, where my good friend 
from Florida started it, that you would 
find the long-term interest rates were 
on a path down for 3 years prior to 
adoption of the August package which 
I believe had something to do with 
fueling this recovery. 

Now, my friend from Florida, and my 
neighbor, Senator GRAHAM from Flor- 
ida, puts up this chart. This is an inter- 
esting one also. I will use it for two 


purposes. 

First, Madam President, here is when 
this new budget that we are talking 
about today comes into play. There is 
a great euphoria about how well we 
have done at deficit reduction and, 
frankly, I remind everybody that the 
deficit starts back up and I do not 
know that I agree with this number. I 
would think this may be higher. But 
recall that in a decade the deficit will 
be back higher than it was when Presi- 
dent Clinton took office. And we con- 
stantly look for reduction of this and 
we say we are going to get that when 
we restrain entitlements. 

More particularly, most people say 
we are going to get this down when we 
get health care reform in place. Yet, 
Madam President, there is no plan for 
health care reform that costs the Gov- 
ernment less than we are now spending 
other than the one I introduced yester- 
day. And I purposely mandate that 
some of the savings go to deficit reduc- 
tion. So there is nothing left unless it 
is more defense and more taxes to get 
this to come down. 

Now I use it for a second point. And 
I have told my staff the next time we 
talk about this subject we will have 
this graph, but we will have another 
line in it. What we will do is, we will 
show how much of this reduction—the 
red line—is attributable to the deficit 
reduction package that passed in Au- 
gust 1993. That is a very heralded date. 
It is quite right that not a single Re- 
publican voted for it. Some Democrats 
did not. But the President got, by just 
the narrowest of margins, enough votes 
for it. 
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We need another line in here to show 
that for the years 1994 and 1995—this 
delta here—almost all of that deficit 
reduction had nothing to do with the 
deficit reduction package. Nothing. 
About $13 billion to $14 billion of the 
reduction over 2 years may have come 
from economic assumptions that might 
be prompted by this. All the rest is 
taxes and technical reassessments, 
such as the Resolution Trust Corpora- 
tion costing less, such as Medicare- 
Medicaid inflation coming down, none 
of which, in the opinion of the Congres- 
sional Budget Office or anybody that I 
have asked, has anything to do with 
the deficit package that was passed. 

I only do that because, obviously, 
just as something was happening in the 
American economy prior to that Au- 
gust date, in fact, in the American 
economy it may have been happening 
for 5, 6 or 7 years, and perhaps—per- 
haps—foreign countries had more to do 
with making it better than anybody 
else, because American business for 7 
or 8 or 9 years decided that they were 
going to have to get this economy 
more productive, that they had to be 
more competitive. I think all of that 
was churning around during this period 
of time preceding the passage of the so- 
called deficit reduction package. 

So we will make another line to show 
how much of this reduction is attrib- 
utable to causes that have nothing to 
do with the deficit reduction package 
and maybe we will make another that 
shows the deficit reduction that is all 
attributable to taxes. 

Having said that, I want to repeat, 
hopefully, this recovery is a good, solid 
one. Hopefully, we are on the right 
track. 

And if I were either President Clin- 
ton or a Democrat that voted for the 
package, I would be down here and 
wherever anybody would listen around 
the country, saying that package de- 
serves full credit for all the good things 
that are happening in the economy. 
But I would not expect that to go unan- 
swered, and I do not assume they do. 

I assume that people are beginning to 
understand—and we will help that 
along—that there are at least two or 
three reasons, one of which is the busi- 
ness cycle. We have not fixed it yet. It 
was down. It started up slightly before 
President Clinton was elected, and it is 
now moving into a very positive part of 
the business cycle that we have had 
regularly at very short intervals since 
the First World War. 

I yield the floor at this point. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum and ask unanimous 
consent that it be charged to both 
sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 


roll. 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Who yields time? 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I 
yield myself 5 minutes from Senator 
DOMENICI’s time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator is recognized. 

Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Madam 
President. 

I rise in concern over the budget re- 
port that is now before our body. 

Budget reports and conference re- 
ports are not new to the Senate. We 
have had them for many, many years. 
Long-term plans are not new. They 
have been around for many, many 
years. 

What is unique about this budget and 
about this conference report is that it 
is a long-term plan for financial insol- 
vency. s 

Let my be very clear. This is a long- 
term plan with specific numbers, spe- 
cific figures, and specific programs to 
lead this country into bankruptcy. 
Members should be aware when they 
vote on this that they are voting to re- 
duce savings, to reduce jobs, and to 
make this Nation insolvent. 

Those are strong words and strong 
charges. Let me be specific. 

One need only look at the resolution 
itself. The deficit, under this measure, 
rises from $174 billion to $190 billion in 
1997, to $187 billion in 1998, and to $198 
billion in 1999. 

Let me be specific. The deficit is sig- 
nificantly higher in 1999, according to 
this plan, than it is in 1995. 

Madam President, that assumes that 
we meet all of the goals and guidelines 
included in the budget, which we have 
never done. It assumes that there are 
no emergencies that break the budget, 
and we have always had them. 

It assumes we do not overspend the 
budget, and we have done that averag- 
ing almost $20 billion a year of over- 
spending the budget. It assumes we 
meet all the targets in terms of the as- 
sumptions, and I do not think I need to 
remind the body but the facts are these 
budget projections have always been 
wildly optimistic. If you accept the 
budget projections, if you assume there 
is no overspending the budget, if you 
assume there is no emergency that 
breaks it, and if you assume, fourth of 
all, that none of the loopholes carved 
into the budget are taken advantage of, 
even then the deficit rises and that is 
just in the first 5 years. 

CBO's budget projections for the next 
5 years for all of these indicate an ex- 
ploding of the deficit as the obligations 
come forward. The simple fact is this. 
This is a long-term plan for insolvency. 
You do not have to take my word for 
that. All you have to do is take a look 
at the report and the numbers in the 
report. It shows a deficit curve where 
the deficit begins to go further and fur- 
ther up the farther and farther out you 
go. That is in dramatic contrast with 
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budgets we have had through most of 
the budget cycle. They may allow a 
deficit in the year they brought the 
budget to the floor, but they always at 
least assume it will go away by the end 
of the 5-year cycle. First it was 1 year 
out, then 2 years out, then 3 years out, 
then 4 years out, then 5 years out. This 
budget has a deficit going on forever 
and rising. It shows a huge explosion of 
the national debt. It shows a dramatic 
and continuing increase. Madam Presi- 
dent, it will be much worse than these 
figures. 

This is à prescription for financial 
disaster for this Nation. Those who will 
vote for it today must report to their 
constituents that they voted for a 
long-term plan that will destroy the fi- 
nancial integrity of this Nation. It isa 
sad day. 

Let me simply add one other com- 
ment. Some who vote for this may ex- 
cuse themselves because they claim 
you can solve this by future tax in- 
creases. I do not think future tax in- 
creases are a healthy or good idea for 
this economy but many Members here 
do. And some in good conscience will 
vote for this budget, assuming higher 
taxes will relieve the problem. In the 
President's own budget is an analysis 
of generational accounting. That shows 
that someone being born today will 
have to bear a tax burden that is in ex- 
cess of 80 percent of his or her income 
to be able to fund the obligations that 
are already on the books. 

Madam President, that is not my fig- 
ure. Those are the figures brought to us 
by the President in his own budget. 
Someone born today will face tax rates 
in excess of 80 percent of what their 
whole income will be. That is inexcus- 
able. Anyone who votes for this budget 
assuming that future tax increases are 
going to bail out the problem simply 
has not taken the time to do his or her 
homework. The fact is many in this 
country can have 100 percent of their 
income taken in future years and it 
will not be enough to meet the obliga- 
tions that we lay on the taxpayers of 
this country already. It is a tragedy 
that we would, facing this problem, 
choose to react with a budget of this 
kind—a budget which simply says to 
the future that America's financial fu- 
ture is one of insolvency. That is what 
this budget is. It is a burden on the 
men and women of this country. It is a 
burden on the working people of this 
country. It is a burden on future gen- 
erations. What we need is a budget that 
faces the problems and controls spend- 


ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. Who yields 
time? 

The Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, our 
distinguished friend from Colorado 
makes the point that this budget be- 
fore us is different, in the sense that it 
shows growth in the deficits in the far 
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outyears. Indeed it is different in that 
respect because this is the second truly 
honest budget that this Chamber has 
seen in 12 years. 

In the times of David Stockman and 
in the times of Richard Darman, of 
course there was no growth in the defi- 
cit in the outyears—although we all 
knew it was there. It was not there, 
Madam President, because the books 
were crooked—that is why it was not 
there. 

But what we have before this body 
today is a true representation of what 
is happening in the fiscal affairs of the 
Government of the United States of 
America and that in itself is refreshing 
and novel for a change. I want to com- 
mend the President and Chairman of 
the Office of Management and Budget, 
Mr. Panetta, for bringing that to us. 
We have a new era of budgeting now in 
this country that I hope will persevere 
beyond this administration and I sus- 
pect there are others on the other side 
of the aisle who share this view, that 
we will tell ourselves the truth about 
where we are with the deficit. 

The truth is that this budget pro- 
posal that is before us today, that car- 
ries on where the budget proposal of 
last year left off, will reduce the deficit 
in the neighborhood of over $650 billion 
over the next 5 years. To give an exam- 
ple of the honesty of the projections 
that are used in this calculation, last 
year we were projecting a deficit reduc- 
tion figure of slightly under $500 bil- 
lion. But we find now that the legisla- 
tion we enacted into law last year, be- 
cause of increased economic activity, 
because of savings in a number of areas 
that were not anticipated, because we 
were not giving ourselves the benefit of 
the doubt in certain entitlement pro- 
grams like Medicare and Medicaid—no 
rosy scenario, Madam President—we 
find now the hard reality is not that we 
overestimated our savings in years 
past. It is good news that we underesti- 
mated our savings. So what we are 
finding now is the deficit will come 
down not by $500 billion—I say to my 
friend from Alabama—but by $650 bil- 
lion over the next 5 years. These defi- 
cits will be cut in half as a percent of 
gross domestic product. 

I told the body this morning that 
during the decade of the 1980's, the 
deficits had soared to some 4.2 percent, 
on the average, of gross domestic prod- 
uct. We see that this budget before us 
will carry on the program of reducing 
the deficits to about 2.3 percent of 
gross domestic product, even lower 
than the average of the 1970's, when if 
memory serves me correctly, it was 
about 2.5 of GDP. 

So we are bringing these deficits. 
down by any measurement you want, 
either in actual dollars or as a percent- 
age of GDP. To complain that in the 
outyears of 1999 or the year 2000, the 
deficits are going up and we ought to 
reject this, and this is à phony meas- 


May 11, 1994 


ure—well, Madam President, 
stretches the limits of credulity. 

Madam President, I simply wanted to 
take this opportunity to rebut some of 
the statements I have heard here today 
from the other side of the aisle. But 
the good news for the American people 
in this budget proposal for us today is 
not just that it is reducing the deficits, 
it is that it is reducing the national 
debt as a percent of the gross domestic 
product. We will be seeing the national 
debt as a percentage of the GDP, the 
gross domestic product, come down and 
start down for the first time in almost 
a quarter of a century and that is going 
to be a result of this deficit reduction 
effort we made last year which is car- 
ried out and carried on by this budget 
before this body here today. 

So, Madam President, I think those 
who vote for this budget that is before 
this body today—and those who voted 
for this deficit reduction effort last 
year, some at great political cost to 
themselves because they put the inter- 
est of their country ahead of political 
interest—I would say to them that 
they can hold their heads high and 
they are doing the work that we were 
sent here to do. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Mis- 
sissippi. 

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I yield 
myself 15 minutes under the time of 
Senator DOMENICI. 

I just listened to the remarks of the 
distinguished chairman of the Budget 
Committee. I found them to be very in- 
teresting. 

There is no question that in this 
budget resolution we have before us the 
deficit projections are lower, but are 
they real? First of all, we still have 
large deficits. But second, I question 
whether or not this is a real, honest 
budget projection. What is alarming 
about the projections that we have 
here is that they do not include fund- 
ing for health care. We have heard 
Chairman DANNY ROSTENKOWSKI, chair- 
man of the Ways and Means Committee 
in the House, saying the health care re- 
form package could cost $40 billion or 
more. He has suggested not once, but 
repeatedly, that what we need is a new, 
broad-based tax increase to pay for it. 
But even the President has indicated 
he probably does not want to go along 
with that, although he did not reject 
the idea of a new broad-based tax in- 
crease completely. He just said he did 
not think it would be necessary for 
health care reform. 

If we do not have the tax increases 
and we have a health care plan passed 
this year that costs $40 billion, clearly, 
it would add to the deficit. We do not 
know what that is going to be yet, and 
I know it is hard to project that. 

Additionally, welfare reform is not 
included. Obviously, welfare reform is 
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something we should try to do this 
year; we need a more responsible pro- 
gram. Many of the crime initiatives are 
not provided for in this budget resolu- 
tion. We are probably going to adopt a 
major new crime conference report this 
year, and there are going to be costs 
associated with it. Many of these costs 
are not included in these budget projec- 
tions before us. 

Furthermore, there are no funds for 
GATT or for Superfund. There is also a 
significant Bottom-Up Review shortfall 
for the defense of the country, and 
there is no provision for that. We have 
unfortunately experienced a lot of nat- 
ural disasters recently. While the Fed- 
eral Government has repeatedly offered 
financial assistance, this budget con- 
tains no provision for disaster relief. 

I have named a number of major pro- 
grams that are going to have increased 
costs this year that are not included in 
these projections. So if, in fact, the def- 
icit is projected in this budget to be be- 
tween $175 billion and $200 billion in 
the next fiscal year, in reality it will 
probably be considerably higher. 

The estimates are that the Federal 
deficit will decline to an estimated $175 
billion in 1995, remain unchanged at 
about $174 billion in 1996, and then 
trend upward to nearly $200 billion, in 
1999 under the assumptions of this reso- 
lution. 

The debt, by the end of fiscal year 
1993, was $4.4 trillion. By 1999, it will be 
$6.3 trillion. So for the fiscal years 1994 
through 1999, the projected growth in 
the national debt is $1.954 trillion. 

In addition to that, interest rates are 
continuing to rise. The Government's 
interest rates, and their payments on 
this debt, will increase, raising the def- 
icit and the debt even higher. In fact, 
the gross interest on the debt in fiscal 
year 1994 is approximately $300 billion; 
in fiscal year 1995, it will increase to 
$311.8 billion. 

So under this budget resolution that 
is praised for holding down the level of 
increase in the deficit, the fact of the 
matter is the deficit continues to go up 
and, therefore, the debt goes up every 
year. So you can see what will happen 
by the end of this decade: There is a 
steady increase every year in the debt 
and, therefore, of course, the interest 
we pay on that national debt. The red 
line on this chart tells the story, and 
that is why this budget resolution does 
not accomplish nearly what it should. 

Let me go back and make out some 
of the points that need to be, I think, 
emphasized as to why this conference 
report is not the right thing to do. 

Spending will grow by 2.4 percent be- 
tween fiscal years 1994 and 1995 to $1.5 
trillion. The problem is we only have 
$1.3 trillion in revenue estimated to be 
coming in. So you have the $200 billion 
gap there. 

When the resolution was considered 
by the full Senate, we passed the Exon- 
Grassley amendment. It was adopted 


9835 


by the Senate, and it would have cut 
discretionary spending outlays by $26 
billion over 5 years. You would have 
thought we were trying to just destroy 
the Federal budget with that amount 
of additional cuts. 

So, in conference, that was reduced 
to $13 billion. This is only 0.15 percent 
of the total outlays. So the Exon- 
Grassley amendment just made a little 
bitty scratch on the surface of trying 
to control spending. And I emphasize 
again, the problem is not insufficient 
revenue—we have $1.3 trillion in reve- 
nue—the problem is still too much 
spending. 

On the discretionary side, the budget 
increases funding for the Legal Serv- 
ices Corporation by 26 percent. It in- 
creases funding for the Civil Rights Di- 
vision of the Justice Department by 
32.3 percent. It also increases funding 
for the Environmental Law Division at 
the Justice Department by 15.3 per- 
cent. 

I acknowledge, as many of the appro- 
priators point out, that the deficit is 
not caused just by domestic discre- 
tionary spending. Much of it is driven 
by entitlement increases. But I do feel 
that we should have maintained the 
Exon-Grassley cuts, and we should not 
be adding new programs. 

As a matter of fact, this budget reso- 
lution adds new entitlements. So while 
we say we are trying to control spend- 
ing—and much of the problem is in the 
entitlement areas—we still find enti- 
tlement programs are being added. 
This budget assumes entitlement 
spending increases of over $5 billion 
relative to the CBO baseline, including 
additional spending for the agriculture 
crop insurance program, and others. 

So you have significant increases in 
some of the discretionary programs, 
new entitlement programs, and in- 
creases in a number of old entitlement 
programs. 

Another point that should be empha- 
sized about this budget resolution is 
that taxes also go up. There will be an 
increase, a growth in taxes from $1.338 
trillion in fiscal year 1995 to $1.630 tril- 
lion in fiscal year 1999; a 7 percent in- 
crease in taxes. 

I want to emphasize with regard to 
the Exon-Grassley amendment, this 
language should not be applied to de- 
fense. Defense has already been cut too 
much, and that point has been raised 
by the distinguished Senator from New 
Mexico, by the chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee in the Senate, by 
the chairman of the Defense Appropria- 
tions Subcommittee in the House, 
Chairman MURTHA. 

The real decisions on the defense 
budget will likely be made through the 
appropriations bills. The President 
made a pledge not to cut defense below 
the request he had made. As a matter 
of fact, if the cuts of Exon-Grassley are 
applied or disproportionately applied 
to defense, certainly that would bring 
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the number down to below what the 
President asked for. I assume the 
President will resist that very aggres- 
sively. If the cuts do not come from de- 
fense, defense spending will still de- 
cline from $270.7 billion in fiscal year 
1995 to $257.6 billion in fiscal year 1999. 
The President's 1995 request is 35 per- 
cent below the 1985 level and represents 
the 10th straight year of real cuts to 
defense budget authority. 

There is another thing I found very 
interesting in this conference report. It 
includes a provision that increases 
funding in excess of the fiscal year 1999 
discretionary spending caps for IRS 
compliance initiatives, $405 million in 
BA and outlay beyond the caps in fiscal 
year 1995. Paying for a program off- 
budget" under the claim it will save 
money, in my opinion, is certainly a 
dangerous precedent. 

One thing we do not need is addi- 
tional IRS agents. It is maintained 
that if we increase the number of IRS 
agents, we will get more money, but 
this has not been proven true. The IRS 
has seen an increase of over 40,000 full- 
time equivalents since 1982, roughly a 
33-percent increase. The conference re- 
port could constitute an increase of 
IRS personnel of another 4 percent. I 
really question this procedure and also 
what results we are going to get. I as- 
sure you, if you ask the American peo- 
ple if they would support the idea of 
more IRS agents, they would strenu- 
ously object to it. 

While I do not believe any more IRS 
agents should be hired period, there is 
no reason that this provision could not 
have been included in the President's 
budget. We should not pass it “off- 
budget.“ 

Finally, this particular budget reso- 
lution does not contain any economic 
growth incentives, which is the only 
way to create real, lasting jobs. We de- 
bated that during the earlier Senate 
debate on the budget resolution. We 
proposed a $500 tax credit for children 
and incentives for individual retire- 
ment accounts. There were many pro- 
visions in there that would have pro- 
vided growth incentives and created 
some jobs, but there is nothing in this 
budget resolution that would really 
help to stimulate the economy. 

The conference report also includes 
12 reserve funds. While these sound 
good because they require legislation 
be paid for, they basically pave the way 
for tax increases. 

You say, how could that be? It is be- 
cause reserve funds essentially exempt 
legislation that increases taxes to pay 
for higher spending from Budget Act 
points of order. I think this is a very 
dangerous procedure also. I do think it 
is a guarantee of one way that more 
taxes will be raised and, therefore, 
more money spent. 

So there are many problems with 
this budget resolution. I note that in 
several instances this budget resolu- 
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tion is above what the President has 
asked. It seems that we should at least 
stay within or under what the Presi- 
dent has asked. In international af- 
fairs, it is above what President Clin- 
ton has asked. 

I also note that in the energy func- 
tion, the conference report includes 
$1.6 billion in budget authority and 1.4 
billion in outlays above what the Presi- 
dent has asked. I do not know to ex- 
actly what these increases would be ap- 
plied. It may be for good purposes, and 
I might even be inclined to support 
them. But I do think as a general rule 
we should at least hold spending down 
to under what the President has asked. 

So, Madam President, I will vote 
against this budget resolution. I think 
there are many problems with it. And 
if you call this honesty in budgeting, I 
have to say I really have reservations 
about it because I think it is going to 
lead to tax increases, new entitle- 
ments, and more spending. I do not 
think the American people want that 
in their budget resolution. 

I yield the floor, Madam President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WELLSTONE). Who yields time? 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield my- 
self such time as I shall consume from 
the time under the control of the ma- 
jority. 

Mr. President, I rise today to express 
my support for the conference report 
on the 1995 budget resolution. I want to 
first thank our chairman for his leader- 
ship and cooperation throughout this 
process. I recognize that it is very dif- 
ficult to determine just what a major- 
ity of the Senate wants to achieve with 
a budget resolution and this year has, I 
believe, been more interesting than 
most in that regard. 

As Members are well aware, Senator 
GRASSLEY and I successfully offered an 
amendment to the 1995 budget resolu- 
tion during its markup by the Senate 
Budget Committee. Our amendment 
cut proposed discretionary spending by 
about $26.1 billion over the next 5 
years. Although efforts were made dur- 
ing floor debate of the Senate version 
of the budget resolution to weaken the 
Exon-Grassley amendment, we were 
successful in protecting the $26 billion 
in cuts. 

The House of Representatives, how- 
ever, did not go along with our pro- 
posal. Although a motion to instruct 
their conferees to accept the Senate 
numbers was offered, it was narrowly 
defeated. It failed over there by a very 
few votes. As a result, the conferees 
were forced to compromise and have 
returned a conference report that re- 
tains $13 billion of the Exon-Grassley 
cuts. 

Mr. President, the facts are that cut- 
ting the whole $26 billion was not in 
the cards. The House did not accept the 
Exon-Grassley cuts and Senator SAs- 
SER, Senator HOLLINGS, and Senator 
JOHNSTON responsibly negotiated a 
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final package. The House has already 
passed this conference report and the 
responsible action for the full Senate 
at this point is to support the con- 
ference report as well. 

But, the good news is that $13 billion 
of the Exon-Grassley cuts survived and 
that as a result we will continue to cut 
Government spending this year. There 
have been a number of attempts as the 
record clearly shows, to cut spending 
in recent months and many, if not 
most, Senators have supported one or 
several of those attempts. Yet, since 
passage of the deficit reduction bill 
last summer, we have not been success- 
ful, until now, in achieving any addi- 
tional deficit reduction whatsoever. 

It is important to keep in mind that 
the Exon-Grassley amendment 
achieved its cuts by lowering our dis- 
cretionary spending caps over the next 
4 years and by creating a point of order 
in the Senate should those caps be ex- 
ceeded. The conference report substan- 
tially retains that language. In short, I 
believe the Exon-Grassley cuts will be 
sustained in the coming years as they 
have created a new base for discre- 
tionary spending. 

Iam, of course, disappointed that the 
entire Exon-Grassley cut was not re- 
tained in our conference report. I re- 
main convinced that we could easily 
have cut the full $26.1 billion from dis- 
cretionary spending over the next 5 
years, where total spending will be 
over $2.7 trillion over that same period 
of time. President Clinton’s own budg- 
et includes over $113 billion of spending 
increases in discretionary programs. 
We could have achieved the Exon- 
Grassley cuts merely by scaling back 
on the increases that some programs 
will enjoy over the coming years as I 
have proposed. 

As for further reductions in defense 
spending, it is not my view that such 
action should be taken. The Exon- 
Grassley cuts could easily be made 
without reducing defense which has, as 
the Senator from New Mexico has cor- 
rectly pointed out, already been cut 
significantly over the past few years. 
Yet, as I have often pointed out, our 
budget resolution does not make bind- 
ing recommendations for spending 
within our various categories. That it 
is a task that has been left to the Sen- 
ate Appropriations Committee, as re- 
quired by the rules. 

This budget resolution is indeed a 
victory for those of us who want to fur- 
ther cut spending in order to address 
our budgetary problems. Although the 
Exon-Grassley cuts were certainly 
modest, they do send, in my view, an 
important signal that Congress re- 
mains serious in its concern over our 
annual deficit spending and over our 
enormous national debt. 

And, I would add that any Member 
who wants additional spending cuts 
this year should support this budget 
resolution. If this resolution fails to 
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pass, I question whether additional 
spending cuts will be made this year. 
In sum, a vote for this resolution is a 
vote for further deficit reduction and is 
the responsible vote on this point in 
time. 

I am also pleased that the conferees 
agreed to change the baseline so that 
we pass a crop insurance reform bill 
this year. Although that change does 
have the immediate impact of raising 
our projected deficits over the next few 
years, it is important to keep in mind 
that the increased spending reflected in 
this budget resolution for crop insur- 
ance is to be offset by emergency 
spending on crop disaster payments, 
spending that is not in our budget but 
that will raise our deficits just as well. 

In other words, the crop insurance 
proposal will offset on-budget spending 
with what has normally been off-budg- 
et spending. The net effect on our fu- 
ture deficits will likely be a wash, not 
an increase as technically shown in 
this conference agreement. 

In fact, by most accounts, the crop 
insurance reform proposal will save 
money over the next few years and will 
actually decrease our deficit spend- 
ing—exactly the opposite of what must 
be detailed in the budget resolution. 

So, in conclusion, Mr. President, I 
want to once again thank Chairman 
SASSER for his efforts and cooperation 
throughout the battle on the budget. It 
has been a tough fight, and no one has 
emerged victorious on every issue, and 
that is the way it should be. Yet, I am 
proud of the cuts Senator GRASSLEY 
and I have been successful in achieving. 
It is, however, time for Congress to get 
our budget resolution behind us and 
move ahead with the appropriations 
process, which will follow. 

I intend to support the conference re- 
port, and I urge my colleagues to do 
likewise. It is the only thing before us 
now, and not to accept this report, I 
think, would cause untold difficulties, 
including raising further the deficit 
that we are all very much concerned 
about. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum and ask unanimous con- 
sent that the time on the quorum call 
be charged equally against both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding that we are going to 
other business at 4:30. I have a bad 
angle on this clock. Is that 3 minutes 
or 2 minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield the 2 minutes we have remaining 
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before getting off this measure for 
today to Senator GRAMM. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, if the 
distinguished Senator would just re- 
spond to a question, we are going to go 
at 4:30 to the quotas and the death pen- 
alty issue and then we are going to 
have a series of votes. Will we come 
back to this tonight or will we come 
back tomorrow? 

Mr. DOMENICI. The current request 
on the other side is that we come back 
to it tonight and set a time certain to- 
morrow to vote. 

Can the Senator come back this 
evening and take 10 minutes or what- 
ever he needs? 

Mr. GRAMM. I can look at it. I obvi- 
ously would rather do it tomorrow. 

Given the time we have, I will just 
wait. We are getting ready to shift over 
to the other issues. I have about 10 
minutes of points that I want to make 
about the budget. I can do that in the 
morning. Maybe we can work out a 
unanimous-consent request that we 
can come in in the morning and maybe 
have a certain amount of time equally 
divided and have a vote then and let 
the clock run down while we are gone 
tonight. It seems to me that would be 
& productive use of our time and no 
damage would be done on that basis. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We will try to work 
on that basis. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. D'AMATO addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, might 
I inquire what the pending order of 
business is? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 4:30 p.m. 
having arrived, the Senate will now re- 
sume consideration of S. 1935, which 
the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 1935) to prohibit lobbyists and 
their clients from providing to legislative 
branch officials certain gifts, meals, enter- 
tainment, reimbursements, or loans and to 
place limits on and require disclosure by lob- 
byists of certain expenditures. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. Pending. 

D'Amato amendment No. 1685, to express 
the sense of the Senate that the conferees on 
H.R. 3355, Violent Crime and Control Act, 
should reject the Racial Justice Act provi- 
sions. 

Mr. D'AMATO. I believe we have % 
hour, equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes of my time to the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. GRAMM]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas is recognized. 
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Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I want 
to thank our dear colleague from New 
York for his leadership on this issue. 

I am sure there are some people who 
are going to try to make this out as a 
very complicated issue, but it is a very, 
very simple issue. 

If you take a look at the Statue of 
Justice, you will find that the Statue 
of Justice is a woman holding a scale of 
justice, but the woman is wearing a 
blindfold. The basic logic is that jus- 
tice is aimed at looking only at the 
facts and giving an objective weighing 
of the facts so that every American 
will know that they are being judged 
on one thing, and that is their behavior 
relative to the law. 

If the American judicial system has 
been built on one principle, that prin- 
ciple is that people are judged not by 
the color of their skin, not by their 
ethnic origin, but based on what they 
do, based on their own conduct. 

We have before us now a bill that will 
turn that whole system of justice on 
its head, a bill that will strip away the 
blindfold and not only eliminate the 
system of impartiality, of which we 
have all been beneficiaries, but will, for 
the first time, mandate that ethnic ori- 
gin and race be a major determinant in 
the setting of a sentence. 

I believe that whether people get the 
death penalty or not should be deter- 
mined solely based on their conduct, 
whether they committed a terrible 
crime that justifies that their life be 
taken in punishment for committing 
that crime. It ought not to be deter- 
mined based on who their parents are, 
based on the color of their skin, based 
on the ethnic group that they come 
from. That has always been the system 
of American justice and it ought to al- 
ways be. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has spoken for 2 minutes. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the senior Senator from 
Utah (Mr. HATCH]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the sense-of-the-Senate reso- 
lution. 

The so-called Racial Justice Act has 
nothing to do with racial justice and 
everything to do with abolishing the 
death penalty. As I have explained in 
detailed floor statements over the past 
2 weeks, the so-called Racial Justice 
Act would employ an unreliable and 
manipulable statistical quota to abol- 
ish the death penalty nationwide. 

That is why State attorneys general 
and district attorneys throughout the 
country vigorously oppose it. That is 
why this Senate, with bipartisan ma- 
jorities, has repeatedly rejected it. 
That is why we must reject it again. 

Supporters of the so-called Racial 
Justice Act argue that the evils that 
this legislation would bring about are 
speculative. That is simply not true. 
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We need only look at actual, historical 
cases to recognize the pernicious ef- 
fects that this legislation would have. 

Take, for example, the case of Robert 
Alton Harris, who committed two bru- 
tal murders in 1978. Despite the fact 
that Harris confessed to the killings at 
least seven times, Harris managed to 
abuse the court system for over a dec- 
ade until he was finally executed in 
1992. Significantly, one of Harris’ 
claims was based on an alleged statis- 
tical disparity in the imposition of the 
death sentence based on the race of the 
victim. Both of Harris’ victims were 
white, and Harris himself was also 
white. Yet Harris sought to rely on al- 
leged racial discrimination against mi- 
nority victims. Based on the U.S. Su- 
preme Court opinion in McCleskey ver- 
sus Kemp, Harris’ claim was denied. 

Had the so-called Racial Justice Act 
been law when Harris’ claim was being 
considered, there is no doubt that he 
would have been deemed to have satis- 
fied the flimsy statistical showing 
needed to establish a fictitious infer- 
ence that racial discrimination played 
a role in his receiving the death pen- 
alty. Thus, we would have had the bi- 
zarre spectacle of a brutal white mur- 
derer invoking the rights of hypo- 
thetical black victims in order to avoid 
just punishment for his heinous crimes. 

Unfortunately, far from being un- 
usual, this would be par for the course 
if the Racial Justice Act were to be- 
come law. Indeed, the heinous killer 
John Wayne Gacy, a white racist who 
was convicted of 33 murders dating 
back two decades and who was exe- 
cuted in Illinois Tuesday morning, 
would undoubtedly have obtained relief 
and yet further delay if the so-called 
Racial Justice Act had previously been 
in effect. 

The  tremendous—indeed,  prohibi- 
tive—costs that the so-called Racial 
Justice Act would impose on the States 
are illustrated by another California 
case, involving a convicted murderer 
named Earl Lloyd Jackson. In 1984, the 
California Supreme Court held that 
Jackson was entitled to an evidentiary 
hearing on his statistical claim that 
the death penalty in California was 
being discriminatorily imposed. 

Jackson then requested a veritable 
mountain of statewide homicide data, 
just as any murderer would do under 
the so-called Racial Justice Act. The 
California attorney general's office and 
the Los Angeles County district attor- 
ney's office were forced to create a spe- 
cial task force to marshall a response 
to Jackson’s claims. 

Over the course of 3 years, State tax- 
payers expended more than $1 million 
to prepare for the evidentiary hearing. 
Ultimately, the hearing was canceled 
because of the Supreme Court’s ruling 
in McCleskey. But if the so-called Ra- 
cial Justice Act becomes law, States 
will either be forced to divert their 
scarce law enforcement resources into 
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fighting a battle of statistics, or they 
will have no choice but to abandon the 
death penalty. 

As these examples illustrate, the Ra- 
cial Justice Act is nothing more than a 
Death Penalty Abolition Act. For this 
reason, I urge my colleagues to support 
the sense-of-the-Senate resolution. 

I also ask unanimous consent that 
resolutions, statements, and letters 
from law enforcement officials and vic- 
tims groups be printed in the RECORD, 
along with a letter from 35 Republican 
Senators to President Clinton. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, DC, May 3, 1994. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We, the undersigned 
Senators, respectfully urge you to state pub- 
licly your opposition to Title IX of the 
House-passed crime bill, which would impose 
on the death penalty an unreliable and ma- 
nipulable statistical quota and which would 
effectively lead to its abolition. Title IX, 
which is often mislabeled by its supporters 
as the Racial Justice Act, has nothing to do 
with racial justice and everything to do with 
abolishing the death penalty. That is why its 
provisions have been strongly opposed by the 
National Association of Attorneys General, 
the National District Attorneys Association, 
and other law enforcement and victims 
groups. 

As your own public support for the death 
penalty recognizes, the death penalty plays 
an important role in any comprehensive ap- 
proach to the crime problems that plague 
our nation. We urge you to work actively to 
oppose those who would undermine the death 
penalty. 

Sincerely, 

Bob Dole; Strom Thurmond; Chuck 
Grassley; Don Nickles; Orrin Hatch; Al 
Simpson; Phil Gramm; Paul Coverdell; 
Connie Mack; Al D’Amato; Lauch 
Faircloth; Richard G. Lugar; Mitch 
McConnell; Kay Bailey Hutchison: 
Nancy Landon Kassebaum; Arlen Spec- 
ter; Kit Bond; Dirk Kempthorne; Judd 
Gregg; John McCain; Slade Gorton; 
Hank Brown; R.F. Bennett; Jesse 
Helms; Malcolm Wallop; Larry Pres- 
sler; Frank H. Murkowski; Bob Smith; 
Pete V. Domenici; Conrad Burns; Larry 
E. Craig; Thad Cochran; Bill Roth; Ted 
Stevens. 

May 6, 1994. 

DEAR HOUSE-SENATE CONFEREES: On April 
21, 1994, the U.S. House of Representatives 
passed the omnibus crime bill, H.R. 4092. One 
feature of this legislation (included in Title 
IX) is a measure that would allow a capital 
defendant to make a statistical showing 
from unrelated cases as the basis for appel- 
late or collateral relief. The Senate omnibus 
crime bill, now included in H.R. 3355, adopted 
in November 1993, contains no such legisla- 
tion. 

We are a bipartisan group of chief law en- 
forcement officers of our respective States. 
We write in strong opposition to any omni- 
bus crime bill reported by the House-Senate 
Conference Committee which may include 
any version of the so-called Racially Dis- 
criminatory Capital Sentencing Act, or any 
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other statistical showings legislation which 
overturns the U.S. Supreme Court’s holding 
in McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 U.S. 279 (1987). 
Such statistical showings legislation seri- 
ously undermines enforcement of the death 
penalty. 

In McCleskey, the U.S. Supreme Court re- 
jected a claim which would allow capital de- 
fendants to make a statistical showing of po- 
tential race discrimination from unrelated 
cases as a basis for collateral relief. The 
Court correctly held that a defendant who 
contests his capital sentence on the basis of 
racial discrimination is required to prove 
that the decision makers in his or her own 
case acted with a discriminatory purpose. 

We are strongly opposed to any race bias in 
our criminal justice system, and believe that 
all criminal penalties should be administered 
without regard to the race or color of the de- 
fendant or the victim. Instead of protecting 
against race bias, the Racially Discrimina- 
tory Capital Sentencing Act would impose a 
quota system on the imposition of the death 
penalty. This is unacceptable. 

Below is the relevant language of the 
March 21, 1994 resolution of the National As- 
sociation of Attorneys General (NAAG) 
which sets forth our opposition to the statis- 
tical showings legislation now found in Title 
IX of H.R. 4092: 

Whereas, the U.S. House Judiciary Com- 
mittee recently reported out [and the U.S. 
House of Representatives has now adopted]: 
. . . (2) a measure that would allow a capital 
defendant to make a statistical showing 
from unrelated cases as the basis for appel- 
late or collateral relief; 

Now, therefore, be it resolved that the Na- 
tional Association of Attorneys General: 

(1) strongly supports all efforts to strike 
from an omnibus anticrime bill: . . . any 
statistical showings legislation; 

(2) opposes ... R. 4092, Title IX], or any 
measure that would allow a capital defendant 
to make a statistical showing from unrelated 
cases as the basis for appellate or collateral re- 
lief; . . . (Italics added.) 

As the chief law enforcement officers of 
our respective States, we are profoundly dis- 
turbed that this legislation, in its current 
form, or any version thereof, will (1) essen- 
tially stop the prosecution and enforcement 
of capital cases; (2) allow current death row 
inmates to reopen already adjudicated 
claims or bring new claims based upon a sta- 
tistical showing from unrelated cases; and (3) 
jeopardize the enactment of other measures 
included in the omnibus crime bill. 

This open-ended legislation permits the 
capital defendant to establish an inference 
that race was a factor in seeking or imposing 
the death penalty in his or her own case 
based on the same decisions made in other 
murder cases. Following such an inference, 
under the bill, "the death sentence may not 
be carried out unless the government rebuts 
the inference." However, review of the bill 
language shows that it would be extremely 
difficult (if not impossible, and only at great 
time and cost to the State) to rebut this in- 
ference, as the bill imposes severe con- 
straints on the ability of the government to 
rebut the statistical case. For this reason, 
the legislation essentially abolishes the 
death penalty. 

Specifically, the bill provides "'[u]nless 
[the government] can show that the death 
penalty was sought in all cases fitting the 
statutory criteria for imposition of the death 
penalty, the government cannot rely on 
mere assertions that it did not intend to dis- 
criminate or that the cases in which death 
was imposed fit the statutory criteria for im- 
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position of the death penalty." This means 
that in order to rebut the inference that ra- 
cial factors were involved in a particular 
murder case, the government must review all 
charging decisions of capital eligible cases, 
whether or not charged as a capital crime, 
all decisions to seek or not seek the death 
penalty, and all decisions of juries to impose 
or not impose the death penalty. This vir- 
tually-impossible review would be necessary 
under the bill in order to demonstrate that 
these decisions were not racially motivated. 

The initial "inference" of racial discrimi- 
nation under the bill, however, fails to take 
account of the fact that each murder case 
has unique factual circumstances, different 
strength of evidence, and different mitigat- 
ing and aggravating factors relating to each 
defendant, which may account for the ulti- 
mate decisions to seek or not seek, or to im- 
pose or not impose, the death sentence in 
those particular cases. Statistics from unre- 
lated cases should never be used to deter- 
mine the outcome of any criminal case, 
which should instead be based solely on 
whether the charged offense was committed 
by the defendant. The difficulty in rebutting 
an “inference” of racial discrimination based 
on alleged statistical disparities from mul- 
tiple unrelated cases is so profound and so 
potentially expensive as to essentially bring 
the prosecution of capital cases to a halt. 

Therefore, consistent with the NAAG reso- 
lution, we support any efforts to eliminate 
the Racially Discriminatory Capital Sen- 
tencing Act from the omnibus crime bill. 
This includes instructions in the House or 
Senate to the conferees to take whatever 
measures are necessary to ensure that no 
crime bill is made law with these provisions 
in it. 

Further, we strongly believe that statis- 
tical showings legislation, by whatever name 
it is referred to, has proven to be a conten- 
tious issue in prior Congresses and in fact 
was in large part responsible for the dead- 
lock on the omnibus crime bill in past Con- 
gresses. 'The need to address violent crime is 
too urgent to delay deliberation on other im- 
portant measures to combat crime. If Con- 
gress is serious about enacting an omnibus 
crime measure, it must strike the so-called 
Racially Discriminatory Capital Sentencing 
Act, which will only detract from the ulti- 
mate passage of the crime bill. 

Sincerely, 

Larry Echohawk, Attorney General of 
Idaho; Daniel E. Lungren, Attorney 
General of California; James S. Gil- 
more, Attorney General of Virginia; 
Frankie Sue Del Papa, Attorney Gen- 
eral of Nevada; Joseph P. Mazurek, At- 
torney General of Montana; Robert A. 
Butterworth, Attorney General of Flor- 
ida; Dan Morales, Attorney General of 
Texas; Ernest D. Preate, Jr., Attorney 
General of Pennsylvania; Grant Woods, 
Attorney General of Arizona; Jan Gra- 
ham, Attorney General of Utah; Debo- 
rah T. Poritz; Attorney General of New 
Jersey; Joseph B. Meyer, Attorney 
General of Wyoming; Mike Moore, At- 
torney General of Mississippi; Chris 
Gorman, Attorney General of Ken- 
tucky; Jimmy Evans, Attorney Gen- 
eral of Alabama; Don Stenberg, Attor- 
ney General of Nebraska; Jeffrey R. 
Howard, Attorney General of New 
Hampshire; Robert T. Stephan, Attor- 
ney General of Kansas; Gale A. Norton, 
Attorney General of Colorado; Jeffrey 
B. Pine, Attorney General of Rhode Is- 
land; Susan B. Loving, Attorney Gen- 
eral of Oklahoma; Malaetasi Togafau, 
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Attorney General of American Samoa; 
Charles M. Oberly III, Attorney Gen- 
eral of Delaware; Mark W. Barnett, At- 
torney General of South Dakota; John 
M. Bailey, Chief State's Attorney of 
Connecticut; Tom Udall, Attorney Gen- 
eral of New Mexico T. Travis Medlock, 
Attorney General of South Carolina; 
Michael J. Bowers, Attorney General of 
Georgia; Richard P. Ieyoub, Attorney 
General of Louisiana; Jeremiah W. 
(Jay) Nixon, Attorney General of Mis- 
souri. 
APRIL 12, 1994. 
Hon. JACK BROOKS, 
Chairman, House Judiciary Committee, Rayburn 
House Office Building, Washington, DC. 


Hon. HAMILTON FISH, Jr., 

Ranking Minority Member, House Judiciary 
Committee, Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMEN: We are a bipartisan 
group of chief law enforcement officers of 
our respective States who are responsible for 
overseeing federal capital and non-capital 
habeas litigation and for enforcing state 
criminal law in death penalty and non-death 
penalty jurisdictions. 

We wish to express our views on the need 
to strike habeas corpus as part of the House 
omnibus crime bill, and on some of the 
amendments which have been offered. Spe- 
cifically, we write in strong support of the 
Hyde Amendment (to strike the habeas pro- 
visions contained in the crime bill, H.R. 4092, 
Title VIII) and strong support for the McCol- 
lum Amendment (to substitute the Equal 
Justice Act for legislation in Title IX of H.R. 
4092 which provides relief based on mere sta- 
tistical showings from unrelated cases). This 
is consistent with the recently adopted Reso- 
lution of the National Association of Attor- 
neys General (NAAG), a copy of which is at- 
tached. 

SUPPORT THE HYDE AMENDMENT 'TO STRIKE 
TITLE VII AND OPPOSE ANY OTHER HABEAS 
AMENDMENTS TO TITLE VIII (INCLUDING THE 
DERRICK AMENDMENT) 

Several reasons compel our strong support 
for the Hyde Amendment to strike the ha- 
beas provisions from the omnibus crime bill. 

First, the Hyde Amendment is consistent 
with a similar bipartisan amendment, which 
was offered by Senator Dianne Feinstein and 
Senator Orrin Hatch, and which was unani- 
mously agreed to last year in the Senate. 

Second, we believe that the habeas provi- 
sions contained in Title VIII of H.R. 4902 
may once again hold up consideration and 
enactment of other important crime reform 
issues. Habeas corpus reform has proven to 
be a contentious issue in prior Congresses 
and in fact was in large part responsible for 
the deadlock on the omnibus crime bill in 
the last Congress. The need to address vio- 
lent crime is too urgent to delay deliberation 
on other measures to combat crime. Simi- 
larly, we believe there is a danger that the 
other provisions of the crime bill may be 
viewed as so important that habeas provi- 
sions will be swept into the omnibus package 
without sufficient review and analysis of 
their long term impact and legal signifi- 
cance, as discussed below. 

Third, there are other precedents for sever- 
ing certain specific crime reform issues from 
omnibus crime bills. They include, for exam- 
ple, the Brady bill (five-day waiting period 
for handgun purchases). 

We believe stronger reasons support the 
severance of the habeas provisions from the 
crime bill. Such a severance would allow the 
provisions of any habeas reform bill to be 


considered on their own merits. Habeas cor- 
pus, while an important part of our criminal 
justice system, is a specialized and arcane 
area of the law. Any reforms adopted by the 
Congress in this area will have tremendous 
ramifications on the operations of the crimi- 
nal justice system, law enforcement, and vic- 
tims of crime, and therefore warrant inde- 
pendent consideration. 

We have previously expressed a commit- 
ment to obtaining meaningful reform of the 
federal habeas corpus process, along the lines 
of the Powell Committee Report. This Re- 
port endorses the so-called “one bite at the 
habeas apply“ approach, enabling state pris- 
oners one fair and complete round of habeas 
litigation in federal court. We need effective 
reforms to curb unnecessary delay and rep- 
etitious litigation which has become all too 
common under the current federal habeas 
corpus process. Such reforms should, how- 
ever, be considered in separate legislation. 

Fourth, the legislation reported out by the 
House Judiciary Committee, and now in- 
cluded in Title VIII of H.R. 4092, would, ac- 
cording to the recent NAAG Resolution, ‘‘ad- 
versely affect all capital and non-capital ha- 
beas litigation in the States and effectively 
stop all state capital case prosecutions and 
executions under valid state capital sentenc- 
ing schemes." 'The legislation would over- 
turn or modify numerous key U.S. Supreme 
Court precedents which promote finality in 
our criminal justice process. This includes 
the Teague doctrine, which is essential for 
capital and non-capital cases. Instead of 
streamlining the process, this legislation 
will provide convicted criminals with more 
opportunities to challenge their conviction 
and sentence than under current law. The 
legislation also fails to respect the state 
trial as the ‘‘main event" in our criminal 
justice process, and is inconsistent with es- 
tablished comity doctrines respecting the 
role of state court proceedings in the en- 
forcement of state criminal law. 

Fifth, the last-minute efforts of some to 
offer new habeas amendments to the crime 
bill on the House floor deprive members of 
Congress and the public from a full and fair 
opportunity to study and comment on the 
legislation. In congressional committee 
hearings or mark-up concerning specific bill 
language, law enforcement and victim rights 
groups normally are given a chance to ap- 
prise the Congress of their views concerning 
the impact of new language or standards. 
When amendments are patched together at 
the last minute, this opportunity is denied. 

These concerns are especially true for ha- 
beas corpus reform. New proposals, which 
have not been subject to public review, may 
also have drastic ramifications on the oper- 
ations and costs of our ‘departments and the 
criminal justice system and have serious 
consequences on finality, the enforcement of 
state laws, and victims. Any habeas reforms 
included in the crime bill would constitute 
the first major change to the federal habeas 
statute since 1966. Because of the tremen- 
dous changes to current law which would re- 
sult under any last-minute amendments, we 
believe Congress should proceed carefully 
and deliberately before considering any new 
habeas reform proposals. 

For example, over the last several years, 
the U.S. Supreme Court has rendered many 
opinions which have clarified the role of fed- 
eral court review of state court judgments; 
promoted the interest in finality and closure 
for surviving victims; and respected the in- 
terests of states and the enforcement of 
state laws in our federalism system. We fear 
that if Congress does not fully and fairly 
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consider the import of proposed new lan- 
guage, these and other precedents will be 
cast aside and more delay and litigation will 
result. In addition, concerns have been noted 
over the impact of new amendments on the 
deterrent objective of the death penalty. All 
of these consequences should be carefully 
studied before Congress considers Amend- 
ments offered on the floor of the House for 
the first time. We believe the public would 
best be served by complete congressional 
hearings before any new Amendments are de- 
bated in the House. 

We understand that a new habeas amend- 
ment is also expected to be offered by Con- 
gressman Butler Derrick of South Carolina. 
Preliminary review shows that this amend- 
ment is also worse than current law and 
would overturn numerous key U.S. Supreme 
Court cases governing habeas corpus. For 
these reasons, we therefore oppose the Der- 
rick Amendment or any other amendments 
which may be offered at the last minute to 
Title VIII of H.R. 4092. Any habeas reform 
measure should be considered in a separate 
bill, after the public has had a full and fair 
opportunity to comment on the proposed leg- 
islation. 

In sum, while we strongly support habeas 
corpus reform, we believe it should be ac- 
complished in a deliberative, studied and 
independent manner. For these reasons, we 
wholeheartedly support the Hyde Amend- 
ment to strike the habeas provisions (Title 
VIII) from H.R. 4092. 

SUPPORT THE MCCOLLUM AMENDMENT (AND ANY 
OTHER EFFORTS TO STRIKE TITLE IX); OPPOSE 
ALL OTHER AMENDMENTS TO TITLE IX (IN- 
CLUDING THE EDWARDS OR WASHINGTON 
AMENDMENTS) 

With regard to Title IX of H.R. 4092, con- 
cerning racially discriminatory capital sen- 
tencing, we strongly support the McCollum 
Amendment, and any other efforts to strike 
Title IX of H.R. 4092, as discussed below. The 
McCollum Amendment, which passed the 
House in the last Congress, would (1) strike 
Title IX (which provides relief based on mere 
Statistical showings from unrelated cases), 
and (2) substitute the Equal Justice Act. 

Significantly, the McCollum Amendment 
would apply to all penalties, not merely cap- 
ital punishment, and would codify existing 
case law protections against racial bias. The 
Equal Justice Act expressly prohibits ra- 
cially discriminatory policies. The legisla- 
tion states that any penalty shall be ad- 
ministered . . . without regard to the race or 
color of the defendant or the victim" and 
prohibits “any racial quota or statistical 
test“ for any penalties. Finally, the Equal 
Justice Act provides safeguards during the 
trail, not after-the-fact like statistical 
showings legislation. 

As the recent NAAG Resolution noted, 
NAAG opposes “any measure that would 
allow a capital defendant to make a statis- 
tical showing from unrelated cases as the 
basis for appellate or collateral relief." Such 
statistical showings legislation seriously un- 
dermines enforcement of the death penalty. 

In McCleskey v. Kemp, the U.S. Supreme 
Court rejected a claim which would allow 
capital defendants to make a statistical 
showing of potential race discrimination 
from unrelated cases as a basis for collateral 
relief. The Court correctly held that a de- 
fendant who contests his capital sentence on 
the basis of racial discrimination is required 
to prove that the decision makers in his or 
her own case acted with a discriminatory 


purpose. 
For these reasons, we strongly oppose title 
IX of H.R. 4092, or any amendment (including 
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the Edwards and Washington Amendments) 
which would overturn McCleskey v. Kemp or 
provide appellate or collateral relief on mere 
statistical showings from unrelated cases. 
CONCLUSION 

In sum, we strongly urge the U.S. House of 
Representatives to: (1) support the Hyde 
Amendment and oppose all other amend- 
ments which may be offered on Title VIII; 
and (2) support the McCollum Amendment 
and oppose Title IX or any other amend- 
ments which may be offered on title IX. We 
oppose any amendments or legislation which 
would weaken current law or provide con- 
victed individuals with greater opportunities 
to challenge their conviction or sentence. We 
remain available to work with you to accom- 
plish meaningful federal habeas corpus re- 
form through separate legislation. 

Sincerely, 

Larry Echohawk, Attorney General of 
Idaho; Frankie Sue Del Papa, Attorney 
General of Nevada; Dan Morales, Attor- 
ney General of Texas; Daniel E. Lun- 
gren, Attorney General of California; 
Joseph P. Mazurek, Attorney General 
of Montana; Robert A. Butterworth, 
Attorney General of Florida; Grant 
Woods, Attorney General of Arizona; 
Mark Barnett, Attorney General of 
South Dakota; Michael F. Easley, At- 
torney General of North Carolina; 
Bruce Botelho, Attorney General of 
Alaska; James S. Gilmore, Attorney 
General of Virginia; Ernest D. Preate, 
Jr., Attorney General of Pennsylvania; 
Heidi Heitkamp, Attorney General of 
North Dakota; Jeff Amestoy, Attorney 
General of Vermont; Jimmy Evans, At- 
torney General of Alabama; Gale A. 
Norton, Attorney General of Colorado; 
Robert A. Marks, Attorney General of 
Hawaii; Deborah T. Poritz, Attorney 
General of New Jersey; Joseph B. 
Meyer, Attorney General of Wyoming; 
Jan Graham, Attorney General of 
Utah; Tom Udall, Attorney General of 
New Mexico; Jeffrey R. Howard, Attor- 
ney General of New Hampshire; Don 
Stenberg, Attorney General of Ne- 
braska; Jeffrey B. Pine, Attorney Gen- 
eral of Rhode Island; T. Travis 
Medlock, Attorney General of South 
Carolina; Robert T. Stephan, Attorney 
General of Kansas; Pamela Carter, At- 
torney General of Indiana; John M. 
Bailey, Chief State’s Attorney General 
of Connecticut; Elizabeth Barrett-An- 
derson, Attorney General of Guam; 
Susan B. Loving, Attorney General of 
Oklahoma; Jeremiah W. (Jay) Nixon, 
Attorney General of Missouri; Frank J. 
Kelley, Attorney General of Michigan. 


CALIFORNIA DISTRICT ATTORNEYS ASSOCIA- 
TION—ADOPTED APRIL 29, 1994, CONCERNING 
THE RACIAL JUSTICE ACT 
Whereas, the California District Attorneys 

Association is an organization composed of 

the elected District Attorneys of California's 

fifty-eight counties and 3,000 deputy district 
attorneys and city prosecutors; 

Whereas, on April 21, 1994, the U.S. House 
of Representatives adopted the omnibus 
crime bill, H.R. 4092, which included in Title 
IX legislation, referred to, and known as, the 
Racial Justice Act (or the Racially Discrimi- 
natory Capital Sentencing Act); 

Whereas, on April 20, 1994, the U.S. House 
of Representatives narrowly defeated the 
McCollum Amendment to strike the Racial 
Justice Act from the House crime bill and 
substitute in its place the Equal Justice Act. 
[The vote was an effective 212 and 212 tie, 
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after the votes of the five Delegate members 
were excluded under recent House Rules.]; 

Whereas, the Racial Justice Act would, 
first, permit a capital case defendant to 
make a statistical showing that death sen- 
tences are being imposed or administered in 
a disproportionate manner upon (1) persons 
of one race or (2) as punishment for capital 
offenses against persons of one race, and, 
second, require the prosecutor to rebut this 
statistical showing 'by a preponderance of 
the evidence"; 

Whereas, in the 102d Congress, on June 20, 
1991, the U.S. Senate voted to strike a simi- 
lar measure entitled the Racial Justice Act 
out of the omnibus crime measure by a bi- 
partisan vote of 55 to 41 (this was the third 
successive Congress in which the U.S. Senate 
rejected the Racial Justice Act), and on Oc- 
tober 22, 1991, the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives voted to strike a similar measure by a 
bipartisan vote of 223 to 191; 

Whereas, the U.S. Supreme Court rejected 
a discrimination claim founded solely upon 
statistics, in McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 U.S. 279 
(1987). 

Now, therefore, be it resolved that in light 
of the urgency and importance of this mat- 
ter, all 58 California District Attorneys, hav- 
ing been polled, unanimously: 

(1) Oppose any version ot the Racial Jus- 
tice Act, for the following reasons: 

(a) The Racial Justice Act would result in 
the effective abolition of capital punish- 
ment. 

This would result because of the inherent 
evidentiary difficulties and inevitable vast 
expenditures of time and money in litigation 
in every post-conviction capital case, to 
prove by at least a preponderance of the evi- 
dence a negative, to wit, that race was not 
the basis for any of the prosecutor’s, jury's, 
or judge's decisions. [The Racial Justice Act 
contains a virtually impossible rebuttal bur- 
den: "Unless [the prosecutor or State] can 
show that the death penalty was sought in 
all cases fitting the statutory criteria for 
imposition of the death penalty, the govern- 
ment cannot rely on mere assertions that it 
did not intend to discriminate or that the 
cases in which death was imposed fit the 
statutory criteria for imposition of the death 
penalty.]; 

(b) Moreover, as to adjudicated cases, the 
retroactive application of the Racial Justice 
Act would permit convicted capital defend- 
ants to reopen their cases by presenting dis- 
crimination claims (regardless of whether 
such claims had previously been rejected). In 
California, there are currently 376 individ- 
uals on death row. The retroactive provision 
in the Racial Justice Act as passed by the 
House would potentially affect these cases as 
well as others around the nation; 

(c) The statistical premise of any version 
of the Racial Justice Act is unsound, for sev- 
eral reasons, including: 

(i) It disregards the fundamental precept of 
our criminal justice system that an individ- 
ual is tried on the facts of his or her case, 
not on the facts or circumstances or statis- 
tics from unrelated cases; 

(ii) It overturns the U.S. Supreme Court's 
rejection of such a statistical premise, where 
the Court noted with regard to the Baldus 
study: "Even Professor Baldus does not con- 
tend that his statistics prove that race enters 
into any capital sentencing decisions or that 
race was a factor in McCleskey's particular 
case. Statistics at most may show only a 
likelihood that a particular factor entered 
into some decisions. McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 
U.S. 279, 308 (1987) (emphasis in original); and 

(iii) Its statistical showing fails to estab- 
lish that the imposition of capital punish- 
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ment in a particular case is predicated on 
any bias; and 

(d) The Racial Justice Act would permit 
the second-guessing“ of capital case deci- 
sions by prosecutors, defense counsel, judges 
and juries based upon the information and 
statistics required to be maintained under 
the Act; 

(e) The Racial Justice Act eliminates the 
traditional deference to state-court findings 
of fact, 28 U.S.C. $2255(d); Sumner v. Mata, 449 
U.S. 539 (1981), if the state fails to collect or 
maintain adequate records required under 
the Act, and causes the individual convic- 
tion, though lawfully and justifiably im- 
posed, to be unduly placed in jeopardy ; 

(f) The potential cost of compliance on 
States and local entities would be exorbitant, 
as demonstrated by one California case (In re 
Earl Jackson) which took three years to pre- 
pare for an evidentiary hearing and cost 
more than $1,000,000. The evidentiary hearing 
was never held, after the McCleskey v. Kemp 
ruling was rendered; 

(&) The Racial Justice Act encourages a 
quota system for capital punishment cases 
by in effect introducing “race conscious- 
ness“ into capital case decisions. 

(2) Opposes any legislation which would 
undermine or otherwise modify the holding 
in McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 U.S. 279 (1987); 

(3) Calls upon the U.S. House of Represent- 
atives and U.S. Senate to reject any version 
of the Racial Justice Act as part of any 
package of federal habeas corpus reform or 
any crime bill; 

(4) Opposes any legislation, including the 
omnibus crime bill to be reported by the con- 
ference committee, which includes any ver- 
sion of the Racial Justice Act. Any meaning- 
ful provisions contained in the crime bill are 
completely undermined by inclusion of the 
Racial Justice Act, which is antithetical to 
fundamental notions under our criminal jus- 
tice system. If the omnibus crime bill con- 
tains any version of the Racial Justice Act, 
we recommend it be voted down until this 
legislation is removed. 

Be it further resolved by the California 
District Attorneys Association that its Exec- 
utive Director shall transmit a copy of this 
resolution to the U.S. Senators and Rep- 
resentatives in the California delegation and 
to members of the Senate and House Com- 
mittees on the Judiciary. 


ARIZONA PROSECUTING ATTORNEYS' ADVISORY 
COUNCIL—RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE RA- 
CIAL JUSTICE ACT, ADOPTED May 3, 1994 


Whereas, the Arizona Prosecuting Attor- 
neys' Advisory Council is composed of the 
Arizona Attorney General, all fifteen elected 
County Attorneys, four City Prosecutors, the 
Dean of one of Arizona's law schools and the 
Chief Justice of the Arizona Supreme Court 
or his designee; 

Whereas, on April 21, 1994, the U.S. House 
of Representatives adopted the omnibus 
crime bill, H.R. 4092, which included in Title 
IX legislation, referred to, and known as, the 
Racial Justice Act (or the Racially Discrimi- 
natory Capital Sentencing Act); 

Whereas, on April 20, 1994, the U.S. House 
of Representatives narrowly defeated the 
McCollum amendment to strike the Racial 
Justice Act from the House crime bill and 
substitute in its place the Equal Justice Act. 
[The vote was an effective 212 to 212 tie, after 
the votes of the five Delegate members were 
excluded under recent House Rules.]; 

Whereas, the Racial Justice Act would, 
first, permit a capital case defendant to 
make a statistical showing that death sen- 
tences are being imposed or administered in 
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& disproportionate manner upon (1) persons 
of one race or (2) as punishment for capital 
offenses against persons of one race, and, 
second, require the prosecutor to rebut this 
statistical showing “by a preponderance of 
the evidence"; 

Whereas, in the 102d Congress, on June 20, 
1991, the US. Senate voted to strike a similar 
measure entitled the Racial Justice Act out 
of the omnibus crime measure by a biparti- 
san vote of 55 to 41 (this was the third suc- 
cessive Congress in which the U.S. Senate re- 
jected the Racial Justice Act), and on Octo- 
ber 22, 1991, the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives voted to strike a similar measure by a 
bipartisan vote of 223 to 191; 

Whereas, the U.S. Supreme Court rejected 
& discrimination claim founded solely upon 
statistics, in McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 U.S. 279 
(1987). 

Now, therefore, having polled the members 
of the Arizona Prosecuting Attorneys' advi- 
sory council, be it resolved that the council: 

(1) Opposes any version of the Racial Jus- 
tice Act, for the following reasons: 

(a) The Racial Justice Act would result in 
the effective abolition of capital punish- 
ment. 

This would result because of the inherent 
evidentiary difficulties and inevitable vast 
expenditures of time and money in litigation 
in every post-conviction capital case, to 
prove by at least a preponderance of the evi- 
dence a negative, to wit, that race was not 
the basis for any of the prosecutor's, jury's, 
or judge's decisions. [The Racial Justice Act. 
contains a virtually impossible rebuttal bur- 
den: "Unless [the prosecutor or State] can 
show that the death penalty was sought in 
all cases fitting the statutory criteria for 
imposition of the death penalty, the govern- 
ment cannot rely on mere assertions that it 
did not intend to discriminate or that the 
cases in which death was imposed fit the 
statutory criteria for imposition of the death 
penalty.“ ];: 

(b) Moreover, as to adjudicated cases, the 
retroactive application of the Racial Justice 
Act would permit convicted capital defend- 
ants to reopen their cases by presenting dis- 
crimination claims (regardless of whether 
such claims had previously been rejected). In 
Arizona, there are currently 121 individuals 
on death row. The retroactive provision in 
the Racial Justice Act as passed by the 
House would potentially affect these cases as 
well as others around the nation; 

(c) The statistical premise of any version 
of the Racial Justice Act is unsound, for sev- 
eral reasons, including; 

(i) It disregards the fundamental precept of 
our criminal justice system that an individ- 
ual is tried on the facts of his or her case, 
not on the facts or circumstances or statis- 
tics from unrelated cases; 

(ii) It overturns the U.S. Supreme Court's 
rejection of such a statistical premise, where 
the Court noted with regard to the Baldus 
study: Even Professor Baldus does not con- 
tend that this statistics prove that race en- 
ters into any capital sentencing decisions or 
that race was a factor in McCleskey's par- 
ticular case. Statistics at most may show 
only a likelihood that a particular factor en- 
tered into some decisions." McCleskey v. 
Kemp, 481 U.S. 279, 308 (1987) (emphasis in 
original); and 

(iii) Its statistical showing fails to estab- 
lish that the imposition of capital punish- 
ment in a particular case is predicated on 
any bias; and 

(d) The Racial Justice Act would permit 
the second-guessing“ of capital case deci- 
sions by prosecutors, defense counsel, judges 
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and juries based upon the information and 
statistics required to be maintained under 
the Act; 

(e) The Racial Justice Act eliminates the 
traditional deference to state-court findings 
of fact, 28 U.S.C. §2254(d); Summer v. Mata, 449 
U.S. 539 (1981), if the state fails to collect or 
maintain adequate records required under 
the Act, and causes the individual convic- 
tion, though lawfully and justifiably im- 
posed, to be unduly placed in jeopardy; 

(f) The potential cost of compliance on 
States and local entities would be exorbitant, 
as demonstrated by one California case (In re 
Earl Jackson) which took three years to pre- 
pare for an evidentiary hearing and cost 
more than $1,000,000. 'The evidentiary hearing 
was never held, after the McCleskey v. Kemp 
ruling was rendered; 

(g) The Racial Justice Act encourages a 
quota system for capital punishment cases 
by in effect introducing race conscious- 
ness into capital case decisions. 

(2) Opposes any legislation which under- 
mine or otherwise modify the holding in 
McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 U.S. 279 (1987); 

(3) Calls upon the U.S. House of Represent- 
atives and U.S. Senate to reject any version 
of the Racial Justice Act as part of any 
package of federal habeas corpus reform or 
any crime bill; 

(4) Opposes any legislation, including the 
omnibus crime bill to be reported by the con- 
ference committee, which includes any ver- 
sion of the Racial Justice Act. Any meaning- 
ful provisions contained in the crime bill are 
completely undermined by inclusion of the 
Racial Justice Act, which is antithetical to 
fundamental notions under our criminal jus- 
tice system. If the omnibus crime bill con- 
tains any version of the Racial Justice Act, 
we recommend it be voted down until this 
legislation is removed. 

Be it further resolved by the Arizona Pros- 
ecuting Attorneys' Advisory Council that its 
Acting Executive Director shall transmit a 
copy of this resolution to the U.S. Senators 
and Representatives in the Arizona delega- 
tion and to members of the Senate and 
House Committees on the Judiciary. 


WASHINGTON ASSOCIATION OF PROSECUTING 
ATTORNEYS—ADOPTED MAY 2, 1994, CON- 
CERNING THE RACIAL JUSTICE ACT 
Whereas, the Washington Association of 

Prosecuting Attorneys is an organization 

composed of the elected Prosecuting Attor- 

neys of the Washington's thirty-nine coun- 
ties and their deputy prosecuting attorneys; 

Whereas, on April 21, 1994, the U.S. House 
of Representatives adopted the omnibus 
crime bill, H.R. 4092, which included in Title 
IX legislation, referred to, and known as, the 
Racial Justice Act (or the Racially Discrimi- 
natory Capital Sentencing Act); 

Whereas, on April 20, 1994, the U.S. House 
of Representatives narrowly defeated the 
McCollum Amendment to strike the Racial 
Justice Act from the House crime bill and 
substitute in its place the Equal Justice Act. 
[The vote was an effective 212 to 212 tie, after 
the votes of the five Delegate members were 
excluded under recent House Rules.]; 

Whereas, the Racial Justice Act would, 
first, permit & capital case defendant to 
make statistical showing that death sen- 
tences are being imposed or administered in 
a disproportionate manner upon (1) persons 
of one race or (2) as punishment for capital 
offenses against persons of one race, and, 
Second, require the prosecutor to rebut this 
statistical showing “by a preponderance of 
the evidence"; 

Whereas, in the 102d Congress, on June 20, 
1991, the U.S. Senate voted to strike a simi- 
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lar measure entitled the Racial Justice Act 
out of the omnibus crime measure by a bi- 
partisan vote of 55 to 41 (this was the third 
successive Congress in which the U.S. Senate 
rejected the Racial Justice Act), and on Oc- 
tober 22, 1991, the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives voted to strike a similar measure by à 
bipartisan vote of 223 to 191; 

Whereas, the U.S. Supreme Court rejected 
a discrimination claim founded solely upon 
statistics, in McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 U.S. 279 
(1987). 

Now, therefore, be it resolved that in light 
of the urgency and importance of this mat- 
ter, the Washington Association of Prosecut- 
ing Attorneys: 

(1) Oppose any version of the Racial Jus- 
tice Act, for the following reasons: 

(a) The Racial Justice Act would result in 
the effective abolition of capital punish- 
ment. 

This would result because of the inherent 
evidentiary difficulties and inevitable vast 
expenditures of time and money in litigation 
in every post-conviction capital case, to 
prove by at least a preponderance of the evi- 
dence a negative, to wit, that race was not 
the basis for any of the prosecutor's, jury's, 
or judge's decisions. [The Racial Justice Act 
contains a virtually impossible rebuttal bur- 
den: "Unless [the prosecutor or State] can 
show that the death penalty was sought in 
all cases fitting the statutory criteria for 
imposition of the death penalty, the govern- 
ment cannot rely on mere assertions that it 
did not intend to discriminate or that the 
cases in which death was imposed fit the 
statutory criteria for imposition of the death 
penalty.]; 

(b) Moreover, as to adjudicated cases, the 
retroactive application of the Racial Justice 
Act would permit convicted capital defend- 
ants to reopen their cases by presenting dis- 
crimination claims (regardless of whether 
such claims had previously been rejected). 

(c) The statistical premise of any version 
of the Racial Justice Act is unsound, for sev- 
eral reasons, including: 

(i) It disregards the fundamental precept of 
our criminal justice system that an individ- 
ual is tried on the facts of his or her case, 
not on the facts or circumstances or statis- 
tics from unrelated cases; 

(ii) It overturns the U.S. Supreme Court's 
rejection of such a statistical premise, where 
the Court noted with regard to the Baldus 
study: Even Professor Baldus does not con- 
tend that his statistics prove that race en- 
ters into any capital sentencing decisions or 
that race was a factor in McCleskey’s par- 
ticular case. Statistics at most may show 
only a likelihood that a particular factor en- 
tered into some decisions." McCleskey v. 
Kemp, 481 U.S. 279, 308 (1987) (emphasis in 
original); and 

(iii) Its statistical showing fails to estab- 
lish that the imposition of capital punish- 
ment in a particular case is predicated on 
any bias; and 

(d) The Racial Justice Act would permit 
the "second-guessing" of capital case deci- 
sions by prosecutors, defense counsel, judges 
and juries based upon the information and 
Statistics required to be maintained under 
the Act; 

(e) The Racial Justice Act eliminated the 
traditional deference to state-court findings 
of fact, 28 U.S.C. $2254(d); Sumner v. Mata, 449 
U.S. 539 (1981), if the state fails to collect or 
maintain adequate records required under 
the Act, and causes the individual convic- 
tion, though lawfully and justifiably im- 
posed, to be unduly placed in jeopardy; 

(f) The potential cost of compliance on 
states and local entities would be exorbitant; 
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(g) The Racial Justice Act encourages a 
quota system for capital punishment cases 
by in effect introducing race conscious- 
ness" into capital case decisions. 

(2) Opposes any legislation which would 
undermine or otherwise modify the holding 
in McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 U.S. 279 (1987); 

(3) Calls upon the U.S. House of Represent- 
atives and U.S. Senate to reject any version 
of the Racíal Justice Act as part of any 
package of federal habeas corpus reform or 
any crime bill; 

(4) Opposes any legislation, including the 
omnibus crime bill to be reported by the con- 
ference committee, which includes any ver- 
sion of the Racial Justice Act. Any meaning- 
ful provisions contained in the crime bill are 
completely undermined by inclusion of the 
Racial Justice Act, which is antithetical to 
fundamental notions under our criminal jus- 
tice system. If the omnibus crime bill con- 
tains any version of the Racial Justice Act, 
we recommend it be voted down until this 
legislation is removed. 

Be it further resolved by the Washington 
Association of Prosecuting Attorneys that 
its Executive Secretary shall transmit a 
copy of thís resolution to the U.S. Senators 
and Representatives in the Washington dele- 
gation and to members of the Senate and 
House Committees on the Judiciary. 


RESOLUTION OF THE PENNSYLVANIA DISTRICT 
ATTORNEYS ASSOCIATION ADOPTED APRIL 30, 
1994, CONCERNING THE RACIAL JUSTICE ACT 
The Pennsylvania District Attorneys Asso- 

ciation joins with the California District At- 

torneys Association in adopting the follow- 
ing resolution: 

Whereas, on April 21, 1994, the U.S. House 
of Representatives adopted the omnibus 
crime bill, H.R. 4092, which included Title IX 
legislation, referred to, and known as, the 
Racial Justice Act (or the Racially Discrimi- 
natory Capital Sentencing Act); 

Whereas, on April 20, 1994, the U.S. House 
of Representatives narrowly defeated the 
McCollum Amendment to strike the Racial 
Justice Act from the House Crime bill and 
substitute in its place the Equal Justice Act, 
[The vote was an effective 212 to 212 tie, after 
the votes of the five Delegate members were 
excluded under recent House Rules.]; 

Whereas, the Racíal Justice Act would, 
first, permit a capital case defendant to 
make a statistical showing that death sen- 
tences are being imposed or administered in 
a disproportionate manner upon (1) persons 
of one race or (2) as punishment for capital 
offenses against persons of one race, and, 
second, require the prosecutor to rebut this 
statistical showing by a preponderance of 
the evidence"; 

Whereas, in the 102nd Congress, on June 20, 
1991, the U.S. Senate voted to strike a simi- 
lar measure entitled the Racial Justice Act 
out of the omnibus crime measure by a bi- 
partisan vote of 55 to 41 (this was the third 
successive Congress in which the U.S. Senate 
rejected the Racial Justice Act), and on Oc- 
tober 22, 1991, the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives voted to strike a similar measure by a 
bipartisan vote of 223 to 191; 

Whereas, the U.S. Supreme Court rejected 
a discrimination claim founded solely upon 
statistics, in McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 U.S. 279 
(1987). 

Now, therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Pennsylvania District 
Attorneys Association: 

(1) opposes any version of the Racíal Jus- 
tice Act, for the following reasons: 

(a) the Racial Justice Act would result in 
the effective abolition of capital punish- 
ment. 
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This would result because of the inherent 
and insurmountable evidentiary difficulties 
and inevitable vast expenditures of time and 
money in litigation in every post-conviction 
capital case, to prove by at least a prepon- 
derance of the evidence a negative, to wit, 
that race was not the basis for any of the 
prosecutor's, jury's, or judge's decisions. 
[The Racial Justice Act contains a virtually 
impossible rebuttal burden; “Unless [the 
prosecutor or state) can show that the death 
penalty was sought in all cases fitting the 
statutory criteria for imposition of the death 
penalty, the government cannot rely on 
mare assertions that it did not intend to dis- 
criminate or that the cases in which death 
was imposed fit the statutory criteria for im- 
position of the death penalty.); 

(b) moreover, as to adjudicated cases, the 
retroactive application of the Racial Justice 
Act would permit convicted capital defend- 
ants to reopen their cases by presenting dis- 
crimination claims (regardless of whether 
such claims had previously been rejected). In 
Pennsylvania, there are currently 153 indi- 
viduals on death row. The retroactive provi- 
sion in the Racial Justice Act as passed by 
the House would reverse the death sentences 
in these cases as well as others around the 
nation. 

(c) the statistical premise of any version of 
the Racial Justice Act is unsound, for sev- 
eral reasons, including: 

(i) it disregards the fundamental precept of 
our criminal justice system that an individ- 
ual is tried on the facts of his or her case, 
not on the facts or circumstances or statis- 
tics from unrelated cases; 

(ii) it overturns the U.S. Supreme Court's 
rejection of such a statistical premise, where 
the court noted with regard to the Baldus 
study: Even Professor Baldus does not con- 
tend that his statistics prove that race en- 
ters into any capital sentencing decisions or 
that race was a factor in McCleskey's par- 
ticular case. Statistics at most may show 
only a likelihood that a particular factor en- 
tered into some decisions. '"McCleskey v. 
Kemp, 481 U.S. 279, 308 (1987) (emphasis in 
original); and 

(iii) its statistical showing fails to estab- 
lish that the imposition of capital punish- 
ment in a particular case is predicated on 
any bias; and 

(d) the Racial Justice Act would permit 
the "second-guessing" of capital case deci- 
sions by prosecutors, defense counsel, judges 
and juries based upon the information and 
statistics required to be maintained under 
the Act; 

(e) the Racial Justice Act eliminates the 
traditional deference to state-court finding 
of fact, 25 U.S.C. $2254(d); Sumner v. Mats, 449 
U.S. 539 (1981), if the state fails to collect or 
maintain adequate records required under 
the Act, and causes the individual convic- 
tion, though lawfully and justifiable im- 
posed, to be unduly placed in jeopardy; 

(f) the potential cost of compliance on 
States and local entities would be exorbitant, 
as demonstrated by one California case (In re 
Earl Jackson) which took three years to pre- 
pare for an evidentiary hearing and cost 
more than $1,000,000. The evidentiary hearing 
was never held, after the McCleskey v. Kemp 
ruling was rendered; 

(g) the Racial Justice Act encourages a 
quota system for capital punishment cases 
and unacceptably injects "race conscious- 
ness” into capital case decisions. 

(2) opposes any legislation which would un- 
dermine or otherwise modify the holding in 
McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 U.S. 279 (1987); 

(3) calls up the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives and U.S. Senate to reject any version of 
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the Racial Justice Act using statistical ra- 
cial quotas as part of any crime bill; 

(4) opposes any legislation, including the 
omnibus crime bill to be reported by the con- 
ference committee, which includes any ver- 
sion of the Racial Justice Act using racial 
quotas. Any meaningful provisions contained 
in the crime bill are completely undermined 
by inclusion of the Racial Justice Act, which 
is antithetical to fundamental notions under 
our criminal justice system. If the omnibus 
crime bill contains any version of the Racial 
Justice Act, we recommend it be voted down 
until this legislation is removed; be it fur- 
ther Resolved by the Pennsylvania District 
Attorneys Association that its Executive Di- 
rector shall transmit a copy of this resolu- 
tion to the U.S. Senators and Representa- 
tives in the Pennsylvania delegation and to 
members of the Senate and House Commit- 
tees on the Judiciary. 

The Pennsylvania District Attorneys Asso- 
ciation April 30, 1994. 

{From the Alabama District Attorneys 
Association, Adopted Apr. 29, 1994] 
CONCERNING THE RACIAL JUSTICE ACT 


Whereas, the Alabama District Attorneys 
Association is an organization composed of 
the forty-one elected District Attorneys of 
Alabama's sixty-seven counties and two hun- 
dred, forty-seven assistant district attor- 
neys; 

Whereas, on April 21, 1994, the U.S. House 
of Representatives adopted the omnibus 
crime bill, H.R. 4092, which included in Title 
IX legislation, referred to, and known as, the 
Racíal Justice Act (or the Racially Discrimi- 
natory Capital Sentencing Act); 

Whereas, on April 20, 1994, the U.S. House 
of Representatives narrowly defeated the 
McCollum Amendment to strike the Racial 
Justice Act from the House crime bill and 
substitute in its place the Equal Justice Act. 
(The vote was an effective 212 to 212 tie, after 
the votes of the five Delegate members were 
excluded under recent House Rules.); 

Whereas, the Racial Justice Act would, 
first, permit a capital case defendant to 
make a statistical showing that death sen- 
tences are being imposed or administered in 
a disproportionate manner upon (1) persons 
of one race or (2) as punishment for capital 
offenses against persons of one race, and, sec- 
ond, require the prosecutor to rebut this sta- 
tistical showing by a preponderance of the 
evidence"; 

Whereas, in the 102d Congress, on June 20, 
1991, the U.S. Senate voted to strike a simi- 
lar measure entitled the Racial Justice Act 
out of the omnibus crime measure by a bi- 
partisan vote of 55 to 41 (this was the third 
successive Congress in which the U.S. Senate 
rejected the Racial Justice Act), and on Oc- 
tober 22, 1991, the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives voted to strike a similar measure by a 
bipartisan vote of 223 to 191; 

Whereas, the U.S. Supreme Court rejected 
a discrimination claim founded solely upon 
statistics, in McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 U.S. 279 
(1987): Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, that in light of the urgency and 
importance of this matter, all 41 Alabama 
district attorneys, having been polled, unani- 
mously: 

(1) oppose any version of the Racial Justice 
Act, for the following reasons: 

(a) the Racial Justice Act would result in 
the effective abolition of capital punish- 
ment. 

This would result because of the inherent 
evidentiary difficulties and inevitable vast 
expenditures of time and money in litigation 
in every post-conviction capital case, to 
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prove by at least a preponderance of the evi- 
dence a negative, to wit, that race was not 
the basis for any of the prosecutor's, jury's, 
or judge’s decisions. (The Racial Justice Act 
contains a virtually impossible rebuttal bur- 
den: "Unless (the prosecutor or State) can 
show that the death penalty was sought in 
all cases fitting the statutory criteria for 
imposition of the death penalty, the govern- 
ment cannot rely on mere assertions that it 
did not intend to discriminate or that the 
cases in which death was imposed fit the 
statutory criteria for imposition of the death 
penalty.); 

(b) moreover, as to adjudicated cases, the 
retroactive application of the Racial Justice 
Act would permit convicted capital defend- 
ants to reopen their cases by presenting dis- 
crimination claims (regardless of whether 
such claims had previously been rejected). In 
Alabama, there are currently 125 individuals 
on death row. The retroactive provision in 
the Racial Justice Act as passed by the 
House would potentially affect these cases as 
well as others around the nation; 

(c) the statistical premise of any version of 
the Racial Justice Act is unsound, for sev- 
eral reasons, including: 

(i) it disregards the fundamental precept of 
our criminal justice system that an individ- 
ual is tried on the facts of his or her case, 
not on the facts or circumstances or statis- 
tics from unrelated cases; 

(ii) it overturns the U.S. Supreme Court’s 
rejection of such a statistical premise, where 
the Court noted with regard to the Baldus 
study: Even Professor Baldus does not con- 
tend that his statistics prove that race enters 
into any capital sentencing decisions or that 
race was a factor in McCleskey's particular 
case. Statistics at most may show only a 
likelihood that a particular factor entered 
into some decisions." McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 
U.S. 279, 308 (1987) (emphasis in original): and 

(iii) its statistical showing fails to estab- 
lish that the imposition of capital punish- 
ment in a particular case is predicated on 
any bias: and 

(d) the Racial Justice Act would permit 
the second-guessing“ of capital case deci- 
sions by prosecutors, defense counsel, judges 
and juries based upon the information and 
statistics required to be maintained under 
the Act; 

(e) the Racial Justice Act eliminates the 
traditional deference to state-court findings 
of fact, 28 U.S.C. Section 2254(d), Sumner v. 
Mata, 449 U.S. 539 (1981), if the state fails to 
collect or maintain adequate records re- 
quired under the Act, and causes the individ- 
ual conviction, though lawfully and justifi- 
ably imposed, to be unduly placed in jeop- 
ardy; 


(f) the potential cost of compliance on 
states and local entities would be exorbitant; 

(g) the Racial Justice Act encourages a 
quota system for capital punishment cases 
by in effect introducing “race conscious- 
ness" into capital case decisions. 

(2) opposes any legislation which would un- 
dermine or otherwise modify the holding in 
McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 U.S. 279 (1987); 

(3) calls upon the U.S. House of Represent- 
atives and U.S. Senate to reject any version 
of the Racial Justice Act as part of any 
package of federal habeas corpus reform or 
any crime bill; 

(4) opposes any legislation, including the 
omnibus crime bill to be reported by the con- 
ference committee, which includes any ver- 
sion of the Racial Justice Act. Any meaning- 
ful provisions contained in the crime bill are 
completely undermined by inclusion of the 
Racial Justice Act, which is antithetical to 
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fundamental notions under our criminal jus- 
tice system. If the omnibus crime bill con- 
tains any version of the Racial Justice Act, 
we recommend it be voted down until this 
legislation is removed. 

Be it further resolved by the Alabama Dis- 
trict Attorneys Association that its Execu- 
tive Director shall transmit a copy of this 
resolution to the U.S. Senators and Rep- 
resentatives in the Alabama delegation and 
to members of the Senate and House Com- 
mittees on the Judiciary. 

THOMAS W. SORRELLS, 
Executive Director. 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Sacramento, CA, May 2, 1994. 
Hon. JANET RENO, 
Attorney General of the United States, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR ATTORNEY GENERAL RENO: I wanted 
to share with you my strong opposition to 
any version of the Racial Justice Act which 
may be included in the conference report on 
the omnibus crime bill. These views, which 
are based upon California's experience liti- 
gating similar claims, are explained in the 
enclosed letter to President Clinton. Please 
let me know if my office may be of any as- 
sistance to you on this issue. 

Sincerely, 
DANIEL E. LUNGREN, 
Attorney General. 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
May 2, 1994. 
Hon. BILL CLINTON, 
The President of the United States, The White 
House, Washington, DC. 

DEAR PRESIDENT CLINTON: I wish to con- 
gratulate you on your eloquent remarks dur- 
ing President Richard Nixon's funeral yes- 
terday. As I listened to you deliver your 
speech, I was impressed with how its concil- 
iatory tone captured the mood of the nation 
during this important hour. 

As you may recall, we had an opportunity 
to discuss briefly the Omnibus crime bill 
during the National Attorneys General Asso- 
ciation meeting at the White House. At that 
time, I indicated how federal habeas reform 
and the Racial Justice Act would likely cre- 
ate two stumbling blocks to enactment of 
other meaningful reforms contained in the 
omnibus crime bill. In fact, both of these is- 
sues have held up crime reform legislation in 
the past. Subsequent to our meeting, a bipar- 
tisan group of 32 Attorneys General signed a 
letter to senior members of the House Judi- 
ciary requesting that both the habeas provi- 
sions and Racial Justice Act be dropped from 
the crime bill. A copy of this letter is at- 
tached for your review. 

As you know, the U.S. House of Represent- 
atives agreed to strike the habeas reforms 
from the crime bill. This was consistent with 
a bipartisan motion to strike the habeas por- 
tion of the Senate crime bill, which was 
adopted last fall. 

Regrettably, on a narrow vote, the House 
failed to eliminate the controversial Racial 
Justice Act from the críme bill. Because the 
Senate crime bill does not contain a similar 
provision, a joint House-Senate Conference 
Committee must now reconcile this issue. 
Each time the Senate has considered the Ra- 
cial Justice Act it has rejected it. See 137 
Cong. Rec. S 8300 (daily ed. June 20, 1991) 
(motion to strike the Racial Justice Act 
adopted 55 to 41); 136 Cong. Rec. S 6910 (daily 
ed. May 24, 1990) (motion to strike the Racial 
Justice Act adopted 58 to 38) 134 Cong. Rec. 
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S 15,755-56 (daily ed. Oct. 13, 1988) (amend- 
ment to add Racial Justice Act defeated 35 
to 52). 

For two reasons it is important that the 
Racial Justice Act must be dropped from the 
conference report on the omnibus crime bill. 
First, prosecutors are uniformly opposed to 
any version of the Racial Justice Act. In ad- 
dition to State Attorneys General who al- 
ready oppose this legislation, last Friday, all 
58 District Attorneys in California adopted a 
Resolution indicating their strong opposi- 
tion to any version of the Racial Justice Act. 
The reasons are explained in the enclosed 
Resolution. I also join with many other pros- 
ecutors who have concluded it is unaccept- 
able to limit the Racial Justice Act to fed- 
eral capital cases. We reject the unsound 
premise that statistics in unrelated cases 
have a legitimate role in the prosecution of 
any specific criminal case at the federal or 
state level. Second, in light of this united op- 
position at the local and State level, the fail- 
ure to remove the Racial Justice Act from 
the crime bill may likely delay the enact- 
ment of other needed reforms contained in 
the crime bill. 

Two examples frorn California demonstrate 
the tremendous cost and burden which would 
be imposed on the States if the Racial Jus- 
tice Act were enacted. A claims similar to 
the Racial Justice Act was raised in 1984 in 
the In re Earl Lloyd Jackson case, as is ex- 
plained more fully in the attachment. Jack- 
son was convicted and sentenced to death for 
his involvement in the brutal beatings and 
murders of two elderly widows (an 81-year- 
old and a 90-year-old) during two robberies in 
Long Beach in 1977. Jackson ultimately con- 
fessed to the crimes and boasted to others 
about his role in the murders. With regard to 
the Racial Justice Act type claims, it took 
three years for both sides to prepare for the 
court-ordered evidentiary hearing. The state 
taxpayers were required to pay for more 
than $1,000,000 in costs solely for the prepara- 
tion for the hearing, which ultimately was 
never held as a result of the subsequent U.S. 
Supreme Court ruling in McCleskey v. Kemp, 
481 U.S. 279 (1987). 

Additionally, the Robert Alton Harris case 
shows the broad potential application of the 
Racial Justice Act. Harris, who was executed 
in April, 1992, murdered two teenage boys 
near San Diego on July 5, 1978. Harris, who 
confessed at least seven times to murdering 
the teenagers and who was white, had as- 
serted that the California death penalty was 
administered in a discriminatory manner be- 
cause his victims were white. This statistical 
showing was ultimately rejected in federal 
court in light of U.S. Supreme Court prece- 
dent, Harris v. Pulley, 885 F.2d 1354, 1373-77 
(9th Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 110 S.Ct. 854 
(1990). There is nothing in the legislation 
which would preclude similar individuals 
such as Harris from bringing similar claims. 

For these reasons, on behalf of law enforce- 
ment in California, I strongly urge you to ex- 
ercise your authority to ensure that any 
form of the so-called Racial Justice Act will 
not be included in the conference report on 
the crime bill. Please advise if my office may 
be of any assistance to you on this impor- 
tant matter. 

Sincerely, 
DANIEL E. LUNGREN, 
Attorney General. 
STATE OF UTAH, 
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
April 11, 1994. 
Re: Habeas Corpus/Sentencing Legislation 
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Representative JAMES HANSEN, 

Rayburn Building, Washington, DC. 

Representative WILLIAM H. ORTON, 

South Longworth Office, Washington, DC. 

Representative KAREN SHEPHERD, 

House of Representatives, Cannon, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVES HANSEN, ORTON, 
and SHEPHERD: I am writing this letter to ad- 
vise you of my position relating to Titles 
VIII and IX and H.R. 4092, the omnibus crime 
bill. My comments are based not only on my 
office's analysis of the issue but also my un- 
derstanding of the position of the Utah law 
enforcement community as a whole. I have 
had an opportunity to talk with many of the 
top law enforcement individuals in the State 
of Utah and I think we all agree on the fol- 
lowing analysis: 

H.R. 4092, Title VIII (concerning federal ha- 
beas corpus): 

I oppose this title because, rather than 
curtailing habeas litigation, it would mul- 
tiply postconviction litigation, overturn sig- 
nificant and very helpful U.S. Supreme Court 
precedent, and further undermine the final- 
ity of state criminal convictions. 

I support the Hyde Amendment, which 
would excise the controversial habeas provi- 
sions from the present crime bill and allow 
them to be considered separately on their 
own merits. 

H.R. 4092, Title IX (concerning race in cap- 
ital sentencing): 

I oppose this title (the so-called “Racial 
Justice Act”) because it would impose an un- 
workable statistically-based procedure on 
the states and in Utah's case create a system 
that would be unworkable. 

I support the McCollum Amendment (the 
“Equal Justice Act”) because it would pro- 
hibit racial discrimination in all sentencing 
without imposing unworkable statistical 
models. 

The Utah law enforcement community be- 
lieves that Titles VIII and IX of H.R. 4092 
would effectively abolish capital punish- 
ment, weaken law enforcement, and suspend 
closure for victims of violent crime. The pro- 
visions would also impose significant new fi- 
nancial burdens on the State of Utah. I urge 
you to oppose these provisions. 

Very truly yours, 
JAN GRAHAM, 
Attorney General. 
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
Richmond, April 25, 1994. 
Hon. JOHN W. WARNER, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR WARNER: As I am sure you 
are aware, different versions of the omnibus 
crime bill have passed the Senate and House 
of Representatives. I write to ask you to in- 
struct the Senate conferees to give the high- 
est priority to removing, from the final bill, 
that part of the House legislation which al- 
lows racial statistics to be used to justify es- 
tablishing a virtual quota system for capital 
punishment. 

In McCleskey v. Kemp, the United States 
Supreme Court rejected a claim which would 
have allowed capital defendants to make a 
statistical showing of potential race dis- 
crimination from unrelated cases as a basis 
for collateral relief. The Court held correctly 
that a defendant who contests his capital 
sentence on the basis of racial discrimina- 
tion is required to prove that the decision 
makers in his or her own case acted with a 
discriminatory purpose. 

The National Association of Attorneys 
General has resolved to oppose “any measure 
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that would allow a capital defendant to 
make a statistical showing from unrelated 
cases as the basis for appellate or collateral 
relief.“ The ultimate passage of such legisla- 
tion would undermine our efforts to aid law 
enforcement in stemming the rising tide of 
crime threatening our nation by, in effect, 
rendering capital punishment in most states, 
including Virginia, unenforceable. 

I urge you to do everything in your power 
to ensure that this pernicious provision will 
not be part of the final omnibus crime bill. 

With best wishes, I remain 

Very truly yours, 
JAMES S. GILMORE III, 
Attorney General of Virginia. 
STATE OF DELAWARE, 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
Wilmington, May 9, 1994. 
Hon. JOSEPH R. BIDEN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BIDEN: On May 6, 1994, a let- 
ter was addressed to you from several Attor- 
neys General from around the country re- 
garding the Racially Discriminatory Capital 
Sentencing Act included in Title IX of H.R. 
4092. I share the concerns expressed by these 
Attorneys General and hope that you will 
drop this portion of the proposed legislation. 
The law as set forth in the MCCLESKEY V. 
KEMP, 481 U.S. 279 (1987) allows any capital 
defendant to prove that his or her own case 
was tainted by racial discrimination. 

On March 21, 1994, the National Association 
of Attorneys General adopted a resolution 
setting forth its collective opposition to this 
particular act. I firmly believe that if 
passed, the effect will be to essentially stop 
the prosecution and enforcement of capital 
cases. Virtually every capital case will be 
subject to some form of challenge. The 
courts will be forced to hear claims no mat- 
ter how outrageous, 

I urge that this portion of the crime bill be 
removed. 

CHARLES M. OBERLY III, 
Attorney General. 
NATIONAL DISTRICT 
ATTORNEYS ASSOCIATION, 
Alerandria, VA, April 29, 1994. 
Hon. BILL CLINTON, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR PRESIDENT CLINTON: I write to you on 
behalf of the 7000 members of the National 
District Attorneys Association. We serve as 
the peoples prosecutors and lead their daily 
fight against crime and its tragic effects on 
our nation. Our Association has long been on 
record as opposing discrimination in our sys- 
tem of criminal justice; we are, however, ve- 
hemently opposed to the purported “Racial 
Justice Act“ now included in Title IX of the 
House version of the Crime Bill. 

The National District Attorneys Associa- 
tion views the "Racial Justice Act" as noth- 
ing less than a subrosa attempt to end the 
imposition of the death penalty in the Unit- 
ed States. Attempts to limit its effect to 
only federal cases or to limit retroactivity is 
meaningless when due process and equal pro- 
tection dictate otherwise. If the people we 
both serve will the end of the death penalty, 
then let us address the issue in open debate, 
not hiding behind the guise of race and dis- 
crimination. 

We also see this Act as a challenge to the 
very foundation of our system of criminal 
justice. Our heritage directs that each of us 
answer as an individual for our misdeeds and 
is punished accordingly; the “Racial Justice 
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Act” establishes lineage and statistical anal- 
ysis as the new premise for accountability. 
This attacks the very basis of our system of 
criminal law and has far wider implications 
than those attributed to capital cases alone. 

You have pledged to make America safer, 
more secure, and the Crime Bill has many 
measures that we, as local prosecutors, will 
find assist us in helping you fulfill this 
pledge. We urge you not to renege on your 
pledge, not to dilute its effect—the Racial 
Justice Act, must be removed from the Crime 
Bill if you are to make a meaningful com- 
mitment to fighting crime. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM C. O'MALLEY, 
President. 
NATIONAL DISTRICT ATTORNEYS 
ASSOCIATION, 
Alerandria, VA, April 29, 1994. 
Hon. JANET RENO, 
Attorney General of the United States, Depart- 
ment of Justice, Washington, DC. 

DEAR ATTORNEY GENERAL RENO: The Na- 
tional Attorneys General Association is ve- 
hemently opposed to the purported “Racial 
Justice Act“ now included as Title IX in the 
House version of the Crime Bill (HR 4092). 
The 7000 members of this Association have 
long been on record as pledging to do every 
thing in our power to end discrimination in 
our criminal justice system. It is our strong 
belief, however, that this Act makes a trav- 
esty of that very system. 

The district attorneys of this nation, serv- 
ing as the peoples prosecutors, see this Act 
as nothing less than a subrosa attempt to 
end the imposition of the death penalty in 
the United States. If that is the will of the 
American people let us address this issue in 
open debate not under the guise of race and 
discrimination. We are joined in the belief by 
many others charged with leading the daily 
fight against crime. 

Moreover, we view the ‘Racial Justice 
Act” as a challenge to the very premise upon 
which our system of law is predicated—that 
each of us appears in court to answer as an 
individual for his or her own deeds. If this 
Act becomes law, individual accountability 
would be replaced with statistical analysis 
and group lineage as the basis for punish- 
ment. While on its face the statute refers 
only to capitol cases there can be little 
doubt of its undermining effect on our entire 
criminal system and national ethic. 

You were a district attorney for many 
years. As such you shouldered an ever in- 
creasing criminal case load, you did your ut- 
most to reduce the effects of crime and to 
help its victims and you, as we do now, an- 
swered directly to the people who choose you 
to serve. We urge you not to betray that her- 
itage; not to further handicap our continued 
struggle. You, as the nations senior prosecu- 
tor must support every effort to remove the 
Racial Justice Act from the Crime Bill and 
protect our system of criminal justice. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM C. O'MALLEY, 
President. 
CITIZENS FOR LAW AND ORDER, INC., 
May 11, 1994. 
Hon. ORRIN G. HATCH, 
Senate Judiciary Committee, U.S. Senate, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATCH: Citizens for Law and 
Order (C.L.O.) and the 19 other grass roots 
groups falling within our umbrella, are vic- 
tim organizations whose total membership 
comes to 150,000 persons. All of us are strong- 
ly opposed to the so-called Racial Justice 
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Act because it will virtually eliminate the 
death penalty in our country—and thus re- 
victimize the surviving family members of 
our loved ones who were murdered. 

Please provide fairness and justice to mur- 
der victims and their fami]ies—insure that 
the Racial Justice Act does not become part 
of the Crime Bill and does not become law. 
Crime victims deserve the compassion of the 
Congress. Do not insult us with the Racial 
Justice Act. 

Sincerely, 
Jack Collins. 
[From the New York Post, Apr. 29, 1994] 
DEATH-PENALTY FOES USE TORTURED LOGIC 
IN RACE-BIAS ARGUMENT 
(By Ed Koch) 

Last week, House Democrats tried to end 
the use of the death penalty in the United 
States. Desperate to secure support for the 
crime bill from at least some members of the 
Congressional Black Caucus and other lib- 
erals, they attached the Racial Justice Act 
amendment to that legislation. 

The amendment would allow those sen- 
tenced to death to use statistical evidence of 
alleged racial bias tainting past executions 
to set aside their own death sentence. A mi- 
nority defendant would not be required to 
prove that a jury had specifically engaged in 
racism in ordering his death—simply citing 
the statistical pattern of alleged racial bias 
would be enough. 

Rep. Don Edwards (D-Calif.) recently said 
in an interview: "Forty percent of the 3,000 
people on death row are black, even though 
blacks are only 13 percent of the popu- 
lation." Surely Edwards, longtime chairman 
of the Judiciary Subcommittee on Civil and 
Constitutional Rights, knows, but fails to 
mention, that 55 percent of the murders com- 
mitted in 1992 were by black perpetrators. 
Further, black males ages 15 to 24, who are 1 
percent of the population, committed at 
least 19 percent of those murders. For courts 
to be considered non-racist using Rep. Ed- 
wards' tortured logic, 55 percent of those ex- 
ecuted should have been black. 

Using similar tortured logic, a case could 
be made that it is white murderers who are 
the subjects of discrimination. Far fewer 
blacks than whites have been executed: Of 
the 227 people executed between 1977 and 
January 1994, according to the NAACP Legal 
Defense Fund, 124 were white, 88 black, 14 
Latino and one Native American. Fifty-five 
percent of those executed have been white, 
when 55 percent of those committing the 
murders were black, at least in 1992, the last 
year for which Justice Department figures 
are available. 

The Edwards' doctrine, bizarrely, would re- 
quire that juries sentence even more black 


defendants to death to achieve true racial 


balance. Isn't it fair to ask, if the number of 
black murderers being executed had been 
raised consistent with their murderous 
deeds, would those supporting the amend- 
ment have cheered this achievement of ra- 
cial equality? 

Jurors are charged by the court to limit 
their discretionary application of the death 
penalty to rational criteria established by 
the state, and must consider all mitigating 
factors helpful to the defendant. It’s impos- 
sible to know why a jury condemns a par- 
ticular defendant to death. The Supreme 
Court has said, “Jurors cannot be called 
to testify to the motives and influences that 
led to their verdict.” 

This amendment is an attempt by the 
House to overturn the 1987 Supreme Court 
decision in McClesky vs. Kemp. In that case, 
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the Court ruled by a 5-to-4 vote that statis- 
tical evidence covering all murder sentences 
in a jurisdiction could not support a charge 
of discrimination in a particular case. Spe- 
cific racial bias must be proved in each indi- 
vidual case. 

How could it be otherwise, since the jury 
in each case consists of different groups of 
people, and, under current law, no prospec- 
tive juror may be challenged on the basis of 
race? 

As mayor, I attended the heartbreaking fu- 
nerals of police officers killed in the line of 
duty. From 1977—when the death penalty 
was resumed in the United States following 
the Supreme Court ruling that it was con- 
stitutional—to 1994, 56 NYPD cops were 
killed in the line of duty. Of the murderers 
apprehended, seven were white, 31 were black 
and 13 were Hispanic. 

None of those killers was executed, because 
New York state does not have the death pen- 
alty. In its editorial supporting the racial 
justice" amendment, the New York Times 
says, “The state might successfully rebut 
such evidence [of racial bias], say in a case 
involving a slain policeman, by showing a 
consistent pattern of seeking the death pen- 
alty for cop-killers regardless of race.“ 

In view of the Times’ fervid opposition to 
the death penalty, for them to use that ex- 
ample is chutzpah. 

The long and the short of it is that the sup- 
porters of the racial-bias amendment are 
overwhelmingly against the death penalty 
for anyone. They know, however, that the 
country—and their constituents—over- 
whelmingly support the death penalty, and, 
therefore, they prefer to obfuscate when of- 
fering their support of the amendment. 

When pressed, they offer the disingenuous 
argument that those who murder black or 
Hispanic victims are not put to death in the 
same proportion as those who murder white 
victims. Again, I ask: Would they be satis- 
fied if more murderers of blacks were exe- 
cuted, knowing that blacks are murdered 
overwhelmingly by other blacks? 

For the opponents of the death penalty, 
it’s any argument, no matter how flimsy. 
This particular ruse is so transparent, one 
can only hope the Senate rejects the amend- 
ment in the joint conference. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I yield 
back any time I may have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield 7% minutes to 
the Senator from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Illinois is recognized. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. President, I think by this point 
everyone knows my position on the Ra- 
cial Justice Act, so I will be brief this 
afternoon. But I have a few important 
points to make before the Senate votes 
on the amendment of my colleague 
from New York. 

Before voting, I would urge every 
Senator to read very carefully the lan- 
guage of the D'Amato amendment. The 
amendment states that the Senate and 
House conference on crime legislation 
should, Totally reject the so-called 
Racial Justice Act." I would ask my 
colleagues if this is, in fact, the mes- 
sage we want to send to the conference 
committee—that the Senator totally 
rejects any efforts to correct what 
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every study that has ever been con- 
ducted in this area has overwhelmingly 
demonstrated—that there are jurisdic- 
tions in this Nation, including the Fed- 
eral Government itself, where the 
death penalty is administered in a ra- 
cially discriminatory manner. If this is 
not the message we want to send into 
conference, then I would suggest you 
cast your vote against the D'Amato 
amendment. 

I also want to make clear for those 
who have not actually read title IX of 
the House crime bill that this Racial 
Justice Act is much different than pre- 
vious versions. The current bill im- 
poses a higher burden of proof on the 
defendant, requiring him to dem- 
onstrate a pattern of racially biased 
death sentences in cases similar to his 
own, in the jurisdiction that imposed 
his sentence and at the time his sen- 
tence was imposed. In addition, the 
burden of proof of the prosecutor to 
rebut this evidence has been lowered, 
from clear and convincing evidence to 
a mere preponderance of the evidence. 
There are no burdensome record- 
keeping requirements imposed on the 
States—a defendant bears the entire 
burden of collecting and analyzing 
data—and the bill, in its final form, 
will not apply retroactively. So we are 
talking about going forward. 

I would also like to address what the 
Racial Justice Act does not do. Despite 
the claims of some opponents, the Ra- 
cial Justice Act does not eliminate 
capital punishment. Let me underscore 
that. It does not eliminate capital pun- 
ishment. It merely prohibits continued 
racial discrimination in the adminis- 
tration of the death penalty. So long as 
death sentences are imposed in a non- 
discriminatory manner, they will not 
be affected under the bill. 

In order words, this legislation will 
only affect those death sentences 
where, taking into account the brutal- 
ity of the offenses, the prior records of 
the offenders, and other nonracial 
characteristics, race is left as the de- 
termining factor in the imposition of 
the death penalty. The only way this 
legislation could completely eliminate 
the death penalty is if every death pen- 
alty was imposed based on discrimina- 
tory factors. 

Nor will the Racial Justice Act im- 
pose a quota system in the death pen- 
alty. Nothing could be further from the 
truth. If death sentences were handed 
out on the basis of quotas, then they 
would by definition be handed down on 
the basis of race. That—imposing death 
sentences on the basis of race—is ex- 
actly what this bill, title 9, is designed 
to prevent. 

Finally, this will not impose an 
undue burden on the courts. Every 
major civil rights bill in modern times 
has allowed the use of statistics to 
prove discrimination, whether in hous- 
ing or employment or education or vot- 
ing for that matter. The courts have 
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proved quite capable of analyzing sta- 
tistical evidence in each of these situa- 
tions. All that proponents of the Racial 
Justice Act are asking is for Congress 
to grant someone sentenced to death 
the same opportunity to present a dis- 
crimination claim as we have granted 
to someone turned down for an apart- 
ment. 

As you may know, Mr. President, I 
just returned from South Africa and 
the inauguration of Nelson Mandela. 

Before I left to travel to South Africa 
for the inauguration, I drew an analogy 
between the changes occurring in 
South Africa and the vote on racial 
justice. I am going to make that same 
analogy today. Despite the strides this 
country has taken to overcome its 
shameful past, there are still situa- 
tions of apartheid in America, situa- 
tions where a person’s race truly does 
make a difference in how that person is 
treated under the law. One of those sit- 
uations—and the statistics are very 
clear in this regard—is in the adminis- 
tration of the death penalty. One need 
look no further than the Federal crimi- 
nal justice system to realize this. Since 
1988, the Federal death penalty for drug 
kingpins, for example, has been sought 
against 36 defendants—4 of those de- 
fendants have been white, 4 have been 
Hispanic, and 28—77 percent—have been 
African-American. Keep in mind that 
75 percent of the defendants charged 
under this statute have been white. 

Mr. President, in closing, I want to 
urge my colleagues to think about the 
message this vote will send to the Sen- 
ate and House conferees. Last Friday I 
paraphrased a quote from Vaclav Havel 
that I would like to quote in full today. 
It describes a phenomenon known as 
the butterfly effect, which is: 

A belief that everything in the world is so 
mysteriously and comprehensively inter- 
connected that a slight, seemingly insignifi- 
cant wave of a butterfly's wing in a single 
spot on this planet can unleash a typhoon 
thousands of miles away. 

Whether a person as an individual 
supports or opposes the death penalty, 
I think we can all agree that it should 
be imposed in a nondiscriminatory 
manner. 

I think we can all agree that the 
facts are what they are. It is not a mat- 
ter of opinion. The statistics and the 
numbers that have been talked about 
in this debate are reality. Including, 
frankly, in the Federal system. 

The vote on this amendment today is 
important and can have a very real ef- 
fect on how the Senate deals with the 
issue of racial bias in the administra- 
tion of our entire system of law, in- 
cluding of course the death penalty. I 
urge my colleagues to vote against the 
D’Amato amendment and to send a sig- 
nal the Senate is committed to ad- 
dressing this shameful pattern of dis- 
crimination. 

In closing I would also like to say 
that this is—this vote, the vote on this 
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amendment—really is not a vote about 
crime any longer. I think this body has 
sent a message very loud and clear that 
as for crimes that progress in a certain 
way through the criminal justice sys- 
tem, the death penalty is an appro- 
priate punishment. That has been re- 
solved. 

The question is if we are going to 
allow this vote—which masquerades as 
a vote about crime—to get away from 
us and obscure the fact that it really is 
a vote about color. Are we going to 
allow color, are we going to allow race, 
to play a role and continue to produce 
the abysmal, embarrassing statistics 
that we have seen demonstrated on the 
floor by the opponents of the D'Amato 
amendment? 

I think this body is above that. I 
think this country is beyond that. I 
think we want to send a signal that we 
believe in equal justice under the law 
for all people, without regard to race, 
without regard to color. And therefore 
the D’Amato amendment must fall of 
its own weight. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I spoke in 
some detail last Friday about why I 
wil oppose the sense-of-the-Senate 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from New York. Today, let me summa- 
rize my thoughts by making two 
points: 

First, the Racial Justice Act will not 
put an end to capital punishment. 
What the act will do, is require courts 
to examine competent evidence that a 
death sentence was imposed for reasons 
of race, rather than—as should be the 
case—due to the nature of a defend- 
ant's crime. 

This imposes no unbearable burden 
on the courts. Indeed, it is something 
the courts have long done expertly in a 
wide variety of contexts, such as hous- 
ing discrimination, employment dis- 
crimination, and discrimination in our 
schools. 

The act does not mandate the out- 
come in any case, nor does it mandate 
that a court must admit any or all evi- 
dence a defendant may submit. In fact, 
the act explicitly confers on the courts 
the discretion to reject evidence that is 
not valid or relevant. 

Far from preventing courts from im- 
posing the death penalty in all cases, it 
simply requires courts in some cases to 
make one additional inquiry to ensure 
that race does not determine who will 
live and who will die. 

Second, it seems to me we should be 
willing to accept the necessary burden 
of ensuring that racial discrimination 
plays no role in determining who gets 
the death penalty. 

I support the death penalty in appro- 
priate cases, and I included a major ex- 
pansion of the Federal death penalty in 
the crime bill the Senate acted on last 
November. 

At the same time, I have worked to 
ensure that the procedures that govern 
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imposition of death sentences in our 
courts are as fair and just as possible. 

A just society must not sentence peo- 
ple to death on the basis of race. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, this 
resolution directs conferees on the 
crime bill to reject the House provi- 
sions on racial justice, and I intend to 
vote against it. 

The Senate crime bill expands the 
death penalty to over 50 new Federal 
crimes. Inclusion of the Racial Justice 
Act is important to ensure that the 
death penalty is applied in a non- 
discriminatory manner. 

This provision is a civil rights meas- 
ure designed to eliminate race dis- 
crimination in capital cases. It would 
allow courts to consider evidence of a 
consistent pattern of racially biased 
sentencing in similar death penalty 
cases to determine whether discrimina- 
tion has occurred in a particular case. 

The defendant would bear the burden 
of collecting and analyzing the data to 
show a pattern of racially biased death 
sentences in factually similar cases in 
the same jurisdiction. 

The legislation would not apply 
retroactively so it would not apply to 
the 2,700 people currently on death row. 

The Racial Justice Act addresses the 
fact that the death penalty is not 
sought in all cases that fit the statu- 
tory criteria for its imposition. In most 
jurisdictions, capital punishment laws 
authorize, but do not require, the death 
penalty in a large number of cases. Of 
the many cases eligible for the death 
penalty, prosecutors pick only a few 
for capital prosecution. Under the Ra- 
cial Justice Act, by comparing cases in 
which the death penalty is sought with 
similar cases in which it is not sought, 
the courts will have a mechanism to 
evaluate whether race was a determin- 
ing factor. 

I know that the prosecutors in my 
home State of Washington work very 
hard to avoid discrimination in the 
charging, sentencing and imposition of 
the death penalty. I also know, how- 
ever, that we have not rid our Nation's 
criminal justice system of racial dis- 
crimination yet. We need to take this 
responsibility very seriously, espe- 
cially with regard to the application of 
the death penalty. 

In 1990, the Government Accounting 
Office reported that in 82 percent of the 
studies it reviewed, the race of the vic- 
tim was found to influence the likeli- 
hood of a defendant being charged with 
capital murder or receiving the death 
penalty. The GAO report found that 
those who murdered whites were more 
likely to be sentenced to death than 
those who murdered African-Ameri- 
cans. 

Under the Federal death penalty law 
adopted in 1988 for drug kingpins, 77 
percent of the defendants against 
whom the death penalty was sought 
have been African-American, even 
though 75 percent of the defendants 
under the statute have been white. 
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The Racial Justice Act will require 
prosecutors to charge capital murder 
without regard to race. It is designed 
to remedy bias that already exists 
within the criminal justice system. It 
will prevent charging decisions that 
treat cases involving one race as more 
suitable for the death penalty than 
cases involving another race. 

Mr. President, I support the Racial 
Justice Act because it will help elimi- 
nate the influence of race in death sen- 
tencing. Given the dramatic expansion 
of the death penalty in the crime bill, 
I believe this provision must be in- 
cluded. The act will send a clear mes- 
sage to prosecutors across the nation 
to use race-neutral criteria for seeking 
the death penalty. And, it will help en- 
sure that similar crimes receive simi- 
lar sentences. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the 
resolution before us, and to support the 
inclusion of the Racial Justice Act in 
the crime bill. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise today in support of Senator 
D'AMATO'S amendment. This language 
makes clear that the crime conferees 
Should reject the provision in the 
House-passed crime bill which would 
effectively abolish the death penalty 
across the Nation, at the Federal and 
State levels. 

The anti-death penalty provision is 
title IX in the House-passed crime bill 
and often mislabeled by its proponents 
as the Racial Justice Act. This lan- 
guage would allow death-sentenced 
murderers the opportunity to avoid the 
death penalty by using a statistical 
quota system to challenge their sen- 
tence. We have defeated this legisla- 
tion time and time again in the Senate 
when offered by those who are opposed 
to the death penalty. 

Mr. President, to those who claim 
that this provision is necessary to pro- 
hibit a death sentence based on consid- 
erations of race, I would point them to 
the 14th amendment to the Constitu- 
tion. The 14th amendment, along with 
other protections, contains a fun- 
damental proposition which prohibits 
any person from being sentenced to 
death on the basis of race. 

Title IX in the House-passed crime 
bill would permit a defendant in a cap- 
ital case to make a showing that race 
was a statistical significant factor in 
decisions to seek or impose the death 
sentence in the jurisdiction in ques- 
tion. Once this minimal standard of a 
statistical imbalance is shown, a heavy 
burden of rebuttal is then imposed on 
State or Federal prosecutors. 

Mr. President, I have been a judge 
and a practicing attorney. It has al- 
ways been my understanding that indi- 
viduals are tried on the facts of his or 
her case, not on the facts, cir- 
cumstances or statistics from unre- 
lated cases. This has been a fundamen- 
tal precept in our criminal justice sys- 
tem. Passage of the so-called Racial 
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Justice Act would relegate the out- 
come of capital cases to statistical as- 
sertions from other unrelated capital 
cases. Needless to say, the focus of the 
trial should be whether the defendant 
committed the offense for which he was 
charged and it should not be over- 
shadowed by statistical jousting. 

Clearly capital cases should be race 
neutral. The proposal in the House bill 
brings race consciousness into the trial 
in order to attain a racial balance. This 
actually heightens the role of an indi- 
vidual's race in capital cases and estab- 
lishes a quota system in death penalty 
cases. The guilt or innocence and impo- 
sition of the death penalty should turn 
on the facts of an individual's case hav- 
ing nothing to do with the defendants 
race or the race of individuals in unre- 
lated cases. 

Mr. President, let there be no mis- 
take, title IX in the House-passed 
crime bill would effectively abolish the 
death penalty at the Federal and State 
levels. Also, it completely overturns 
the Supreme Court decision in 
McCleskey versus Kemp. In that deci- 
sion, the Supreme Court held that a de- 
fendant who contests his capital sen- 
tence on the basis of racial discrimina- 
tion is required to prove that the deci- 
sion makers in his own case acted with 
discriminatory purposes. 

The Supreme Court has rejected the 
Statistical theory of racial discrimina- 
tion in death penalty cases and the Ra- 
cial Justice Act is a thinly veiled at- 
tempt to overturn the Supreme Court 
on this matter. It is important to note 
that Justice Powell, writing for the 
Court in McCleskey, observed that the 
statistical premise of discrimination 
advocated by the defendant—and now 
as title IX in the House bill—''throws 
into serious question the principles 
that underlie our entire criminal jus- 
tice system.” 

Mr. President, we will soon go to con- 
ference with the House to resolve the 
differences in the crime bills passed by 
our respective bodies. We have a good 
opportunity to pass a comprehensive 
anticrime measure which the American 
people deserve. If the conference report 
is to be adopted, it must be void of title 
IX from the House bill. This provision 
is opposed by the National Association 
of District Attorneys and the National 
Association of Attorneys General. 
These are the men and women who 
have the responsibility for prosecuting 
death penalty cases all across the Na- 
tion on behalf of the American people. 
I am hopeful that the House conferees 
will not let the American people down 
by insisting that this anti-death pen- 
alty provision remain in the conference 
report. 

I look forward to working with my 
Senate colleagues to ensure the pas- 
sage of a responsible comprehensive 
anticrime bill and the removal of lan- 
guage from the House bill which will 
abolish the death penalty across the 
United States. 
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Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I rise to explain why I will oppose the 
amendment expressing the sense of the 
Senate that the crime bill conferees 
Should reject the Racial Justice Act. 

I make no secret of the fact that I am 
an opponent of the death penalty. I op- 
pose it for philosophical reasons; I be- 
lieve it perpetuates the cycle of vio- 
lence and I believe it is unbecoming for 
a civilized nation. I also oppose capital 
punishment for practical reasons; there 
is no evidence that it deters violent 
crime, and it actually costs our crimi- 
nal justice system more to execute a 
person that it does to incarcerate a 
person for life. 

However, even those who favor the 
death penalty should be concerned by 
evidence that it is not being applied 
fairly. We all want to believe that jus- 
tice is blind in America. But I am not 
so naive as to trust that the ugliness of 
racial bias no longer festers in our 
criminal justice system. 

According to a significant body of 
evidence, minority defendants are 
much more likely than white defend- 
ants to be charged with a capital crime 
and sentenced to death, especially 
when the victim was white. All that 
the Racial Justice Act would do is to 
let defendants raise a question of un- 
fairness when there is a pattern of ra- 
cial disparity for crimes with similar 
factual circumstances. 

The Racial Justice Act would not 
guarantee that a death sentence will be 
overturned. The state can rebut the de- 
fendant's claim by showing nonracial 
reasons for the different treatment. A 
court would be allowed to find dis- 
crimination only if race is the only 
plausible explanation for the sentence 
of death. And even if the death sen- 
tence is vacated, defendants will not go 
free—their convictions will stand. 

Opponents of the Racial Justice Act 
claim that capital cases should be eval- 
uated individually, not on the basis of 
Statistical evidence. But when statis- 
tics show pervasive racial disparity for 
the same type of crimes, it suggests to 
me that racial bias might be infecting 
individual cases. The Racial Justice 
Act would allow courts to consider this 
suggestion. 

I believe this proposal is a modest 
step that will provide an additional 
measure of fairness in the system. If 
justice is truly blind, there is nothing 
to fear from the Racial Justice Act. 
That is why I support the House of 
Representatives' decision to include it 
in the crime bill and why I will oppose 
this amendment. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I want to 
take a few moments to express my sup- 
port for the amendment offered by my 
distinguished colleague from New 
York, Senator D'AMATO. 

Mr. President, last month, the House 
of Representatives took a big step 
backward in the war against crime by 
adopting something deceptively called 
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the Racial Justice Act. The Racial Jus- 
tice Act became title IX of the House- 
passed crime bill. 

Under title IX, a convicted murderer 
sentenced to death can challenge his 
capital sentence simply by offering evi- 
dence that at the time the death sen- 
tence was imposed, race was a statis- 
tically significant factor in decisions 
to seek or, impose the sentence of 
death in the jurisdiction in question." 
Statistical evidence that death sen- 
tences were being imposed signifi- 
cantly more frequently, upon persons 
of one race than upon persons of an- 
other race could be used to prove this 
point. 

The practical effect of all this is to 
prohibit the death penalty unless it is 
carried out strictly by-the-numbers, 
according to rigid  death-penalty 
quotas. Under the Racial Justice Act, 
all a death-row inmate must do is show 
that there is a statistical disparity 
based on his race or the race of the vic- 
tim, regardless of the specific facts of 
the specific case. Once the presumption 
of racial discrimination is raised 
through statistics, the Government 
must rebut this presumption by a pre- 
ponderance of the evidence. The bot- 
tom line is that the Government would 
then have the burden of proving a neg- 
ative—that racial factors had nothing 
to do with the capital sentence. 

Amazingly, the Racial Justice Act 
would apply retroactively—potentially 
reopening the capital sentences of the 
nearly 4,000 murders now on death row. 
While all 4,000 may not succeed in get- 
ting their sentences reduced, compiling 
the relevant information from these 
cases will take many hours and cost 
the States millions and millions of dol- 
lars. 

Last week, the Chairman of the Judi- 
ciary Committee, Senator BIDEN, 
agreed to work in conference to ensure 
that the Racial Justice Act provisions 
apply only prospectively. That's a step 
in the right direction, but as they say, 
seeing is believing. And even if retro- 
activity is eliminated, we still should 
be concerned about the Racial Justice 
Act's prospective application. 

Mr. President, the Racial Justice Act 
is part of a long tradition here in Con- 
gress where bad legislation is given a 
great-sounding name. In some busi- 
nesses, this is called false advertising. 
The bottom line is that the Racial Jus- 
tice Act won't do much to advance the 
cause of civil rights, but it will do a 
great deal to clog the courts and make 
the death penalty virtually unenforce- 
able in every jurisdiction where it is 
currently carried out. 

The Racial Justice Act mocks our 
system of individualized justice by al- 
lowing capital defendants to challenge 
their sentences using statistics alone— 
if the numbers don't know add up, then 
the sentence should be overturned. The 
Supreme Court of the United States 
properly rejected this fuzzy-headed re- 
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liance on statistics. And the Senate, to 
its credit, has voted thumbs-down on 
the Racial Justice Act on every occa- 
sion we have considered it. 

Not surprisingly, prominent law en- 
forcement agencies like the National 
Association of Attorneys General, the 
National District Attorneys Associa- 
tion, and the National Troopers Coali- 
tion have all publicly opposed the Ra- 
cial Justice Act. 

As we anticipate the Senate-House 
crime conference, it's critical that the 
Senate send a clear message that the 
so-called Racial Justice Act is unac- 
ceptable and should be rejected by the 
Senate and House conferees. 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, all of 
us must take very seriously the allega- 
tion that the death penalty is applied 
in a racially discriminatory manner. 
Some of the information I have seen to 
this effect is troubling and can not be 
disregarded. It seems to me self-evi- 
dent under our Constitution that if we 
are to have a death penalty, or any 
criminal penalties for that matter, 
they should be applied equally to ev- 
eryone without regard to race. 

No one can ignore the historic exist- 
ence of discrimination in our nation 
and in our criminal justice system. I 
fully support the provision in the Sen- 
ate version of the crime bill that pro- 
vides funding to states for analysis of 
the role that race plays in the State's 
criminal justice system. I note with in- 
terest that a Pennsylvania judge, Chief 
Judge Sylvia Rambo of the U.S. Dis- 
trict Court for the Middle District of 
Pennsylvania, has recently asked the 
Justice Department to provide infor- 
mation on how it decides to seek the 
death penalty in federal prosecutions. 

However, I am not persuaded that the 
Constitution and the existing civil 
rights laws do not provide adequate 
protection against discrimination in 
the application of the death penalty. 
The Constitution provides for equal 
protection under the law, and if a state 
is applying the death penalty in dis- 
criminating manner, it can and should 
be challenged under the equal protec- 
tion clause of the 14th amendment, or 
under existing civil rights statutes 
that enforce constitutional protec- 
tions. 

Statistical evidence is an important 
tool in indicating discrimination in 
civil rights cases, but I am concerned 
that statistical debates about the ap- 
plication of the death penalty inher- 
ently threaten the principle of individ- 
ual justice that is the cornerstone of 
our criminal justice system. 

Moreover, I do not think that the 
controversy over the Racial Justice 
Act proposal should jeopardize what we 
are now able to accomplish with this 
crime bill. It should not be used to un- 
dermine the consensus for passage of 
the largest federal crime prevention ef- 
fort in our history. This is a crime bill 
that has the support of the majority of 


May 11, 1994 


the Members of this Congress and one 
that will make an important contribu- 
tion to the safety of all of our citizens 
regardless of race. We must move for- 
ward and pass this crime bill without 
prejudice and without further delay. 

Iask unanimous consent that today's 
New York Times article on this issue 
be included in the RECORD immediately 
following my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was Ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

{From the New York Times, May 11, 1994] 
U.S. ORDERED TO TELL How IT DECIDES TO 
SEEK EXECUTIONS 
(By Steven A. Holmes) 

WASHINGTON, May 10.—A Federal judge in 
Pennsylvania has ordered the Justice De- 
partment to explain why it is seeking the 
death penalty against a black defendant in a 
murder case. 

The order, issued on May 3, is believed to 
represent the first time a Federal judge has 
tried to pry open one of the agency's most 
closely guarded secrets: why the Justice De- 
partment believes that some murderers must 
die while others may live. 

The timing is particularly crucial, since 
the order comes as Congress makes its final 
push on à crime bill, the House version of 
which would allow defendants to appeal their 
death sentences by showing that judges and 
juries are racially biased in calling for cap- 
ital punishment. Four years ago, the Senate 
defeated a similar measure. 

"The timeliness of this ruling is impor- 
tant," said Richard Dieter, director of the 
Death Penalty Information Center, à non- 
profit advocacy group that opposes capital 
punishment. “If this information comes out 
fairly soon, it might influence a major piece 
of legislation." 

Marty Carlson, an Assistant United States 
Attorney in Harrisburg, Pa., said the Justice 
Department had not decided whether to ap- 
peal the judge's order. The department has 
to respond by Friday, and the judge wants 
the information before trial starts on June 6. 

DRUGS AND DEATH 

The order was issued by Sylvia H. Rambo, 
chief Federal judge for the Middle District of 
Pennsylvania in a case involving a New 
Yorker, Michael Murray, who is accused of 
killing a minor drug dealer, Juan Carlos- 
Bacallo of Harrisburg. Prosecutors said both 
men were part of a ring that supplied crack 
in the Harrisburg area. 

Although almost all of the approximately 
20,000 people arrested in homicide cases 
every year are tried in state courts, the 
number of Federal defendants who may be 
subject to the death penalty will probably 
expand after the Federal crime bill is ap- 
proved. A House-Senate conference is to 
begin work in the next few weeks on rec- 
onciling the versions of the crime bill each 
chamber has passed. 

In March, a Congressional report found 
that of the 37 defendants the Justice Depart- 
ment has sought to execute for drug-related 
murders since 1988, 33 are black or Hispanic. 
During the Clinton Administration, all 10 of 
the defendants whom Federal prosecutors 
have sought to put to death have been black. 

In all of these cases, the defendants were 
prosecuted under a 1988 law that allows the 
execution of drug kingpins who have com- 
mitted or ordered a murder. 

DISLIKE OF SCRUTINY 

Justice Department officials deny that ra- 

cial bias is a factor in decisions to seek the 
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death penalty. But officials have refused to 
discuss the process or criteria used despite 
repeated requests from Congress. 

That's the kind of information that they 
would like to think of as internal," said Rep- 
resentative Melvin Watt, a North Carolina 
Democrat who has been prodding the Justice 
Department to provide data on capital pun- 
ishment decisions. Most people who deal in 
areas like this don't want to see their deci- 
sion scrutinized or second guessed." 

Under Justice Department procedures, the 
United States Attorneys around the country 
must obtain the approval of senior Justice 
Department officials, including Attorney 
General Janet Reno, to seek the death pen- 
alty. 

The far-reaching order by Judge Rambo, 
who was appointed by President Jimmy 
Carter, came in response to a request by Mr. 
Murray's lawyer, David Ruhnke. It requires 
the Justice Department to turn over docu- 
ments that cover virtually all aspects of the 
decision to seek death, including: 

A list of all homicide cases since the pas- 
sage of the 1988 law in which the defendant 
could be considered eligible for a Federal 
death penalty prosecution. 

All requests and supporting documents 
submitted to the Justice Department by 
United States Attorneys who have sought 
permission to ask for the death penalty, even 
if permission was denied. 

Documents explaining the Justice Depart- 
ment's standards, policies, practices or ori- 
teria governing the approval or disapproval” 
of death penalty prosecutions. 

In some ways, Mr. Murray's case is em- 
blematic of the confusion surrounding the 
use by prosecutors of the drug kingpin law. 

Even though Federal prosecutors are seek- 
ing the death penalty against Mr. Murray 
under the 1988 law, Mr. Ruhnke says his clí- 
ent has not been charged with controlling 
the crack ring in Harrisburg. Federal pros- 
ecutors contend that another man in the 
case, Jonathan Ray Bradley, was the ring- 
leader and that it was Mr. Bradley who or- 
dered Mr. Murray to kil] Mr. Carlos-Bacallo. 

Yet, Federal prosecutors are not seeking 
the death penalty against Mr. Bradley, who 
is also black. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I dif- 
fer from some of my colleagues in that 
I believe that there is a place in our 
system of justice for capital punish- 
ment. At one extreme of the scales of 
justice, there are crimes that so bru- 
tally deny the humanity of the victim 
and the criminal that they merit only 
the most absolute punishment. But I 
know that none of my colleagues would 
disagree with my belief that there is no 
place in our system of justice for racial 
prejudice. 

The racial justice provisions of the 
House crime bill do not, as my col- 
league from New York contends, create 
race-weighted justice. They will not 
create a situation in which one person 
is put to death and another spared sole- 
ly because one is white and one black. 
Instead, it is intended to determine 
whether there already is such a situa- 
tion, and to help us put an end to it. 

I want to know, Mr. President, that 
there is plain justice in this country, 
not racial justice. I want to know that 
if a white man brutally murders a 
black man, his crime will be judged 
just as dispassionately as the crime of 
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a black man who murders a white 
woman, Through most of our country’s 
dark history of racial injustice, these 
crimes have not been treated alike. 
That’s undeniable. Is this injustice 
part of our history, or part of our 
present? I want to know. 

There is plenty of reason to think 
that death sentences today are based 
on race. Since the death penalty was 
reinstated 18 years ago, and 236 people 
were executed, only one white defend- 
ant has been executed for the murder 
of a black person. In Georgia, whites 
make up 40 percent of homicide vic- 
tims, but 87 percent of the death sen- 
tences are in cases with white victims. 
The Racial Justice Act is as much 
about respect for victims’ lives, black 
lives as well as white lives, as about 
the rights of criminals to unbiased jus- 
tice. 

These statistics do not prove that 
each and every death sentence in those 
jurisdictions was a product of racial 
bias. But they force the question, and 
the Supreme Court has ruled that that 
question can be raised in court only 
with specific legislative action. The 
House version of the Racial Justice Act 
is the appropriate form for that legisla- 
tive action to take. It gives prosecu- 
tors a chance to disprove the allega- 
tions of bias in sentencing, using the 
modest standard of a preponderance 
of evidence.” It requires a convict chal- 
lenging a death sentence to a prove not 
just a statistical disparity, but that his 
or her individual sentence was also in- 
fluenced by discrimination. It makes 
clear that a convict who successfully 
challenges a death sentence on these 
grounds will not be released, and not 
even automatically commuted to life 
in prison, but resentenced, under a fair 
procedure that could also end in an- 
other death sentence. 

My colleagues who oppose the Racial 
Justice Act contend that it will bring a 
de facto end to the death penalty, or 
that it is a backdoor means for death 
penalty opponents to eliminate it de- 
spite the broad public support for cap- 
ital punishment. I am not an opponent 
of the death penalty. In fact, I think 
that the racial justice legislation is an 
essential protection to the death pen- 
alty. Shortly before he announced his 
intention to retire, Justice Harry 
Blackmun announced that he would no 
longer vote to carry out death sen- 
tences, given his conviction that the 
death penalty could not be adminis- 
tered fairly. This is not a radical view 
on Justice Blackmun’s part. If patterns 
continue unchecked, more and more 
judges will hesitate to uphold death 
sentences that appear to have more to 
do with the race of the convict and the 
victim than with the barbarity of the 
crime. The racial justice legislation 
constitutes our first serious effort to 
ensure that the death penalty can be 
and is administered fairly. 

The arguments my colleague from 
New York uses in opposing the Racial 
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Justice Act are valid only for those 
who can say with some assurance that 
race is not currently a factor in wheth- 
er a criminal is sentenced to death or 
spared. If my colleagues believe that 
bias persists in sentencing, or want fur- 
ther assurance that justice is blind, 
they should join me in supporting the 
racial justice language as a necessary 
safeguard to the death penalty itself. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I rise, Mr. Presi- 
dent, to address the nonbinding amend- 
ment by Senator D'AMATO to instruct 
the Senate's crime bill conferees to re- 
ject the Racial Justice Act as framed 
in the House crime bill. I support the 
amendment today, not because I op- 
pose racial justice or believe that our 
Nation's judicial system is free of ra- 
cial bias. To the contrary, I concur 
with Chairman BIDEN that inequities in 
the present system can and must be re- 
dressed. 

After much thought about the spe- 
cific provisions of the House crime bill, 
however, I found myself in agreement 
with California's attorney general and 
all 58 of the State's district attorneys. 
If adopted as written, the House bill 
creates a grave risk of introducing 
even greater delay in capital cases 
than that now occasioned by abuse of 
habeas corpus proceedings. 

Moreover, I am acutely aware of the 
problems that retroactive application 
of the House measure would cause in 
California and elsewhere. While an in- 
formal agreement to alter that part of 
the Racial Justice Act reportedly has 
been struck, I feel it important to indi- 
cate my strong opposition to retro- 
activity. My vote in support of the 
amendment before us should be taken 
as such. 

Having said that, Mr. President, I do 
not accept that Congress cannot and 
should not craft a variation of the 
House’s measure in conference, or sub- 
sequently as a stand-alone bill. I look 
forward to working closely with Sen- 
ator KENNEDY, members of the Con- 
gressional Black Caucus, and other 
committed legislators to craft a bill 
premised on the equally valid needs to 
redress inequities in our criminal jus- 
tice system and achieve closure, after 
due process, in capital cases. 

There is certainly ground for us to 
mine together in this pursuit, Mr. 
President. Limitation of the act to 
Federal capital cases should be ac- 
tively considered. Clear statutory defi- 
nitions of what forms of evidence will 
be admissible in making a racial jus- 
tice claim can be crafted. Judges can 
and should be given guidance by Con- 
gress as to what constitutes a statis- 
tically significant factor in decisions 
to impose the death penalty. Race can 
and must be defined. What to do in 
cases where the defendant is of mixed 
race should be addressed. Reasonable 
time limits for making a racial justice 
claim can be imposed. Discussion of 
what cases should be considered simi- 
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lar for purposes of the Act is also nec- 
essary. 

Clearly, there is work that must be 
done, Mr. President. I am eager to do 
it. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 7% minutes remaining. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The other side has 
how much time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
other side has 8 minutes and 19 sec- 
onds. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 4 min- 
utes, Mr. President. 

First of all I congratulate my friend 
and colleague from Illinois. She has 
spoken eloquently and persuasively on 
this issue, as she has when she has ad- 
dressed similar issues. Over the time 
that she has been a Member she has 
made a very important difference in 
this body. Although the Chamber is not 
filled this afternoon, I know she speaks 
for millions of Americans, not only 
from her State but also across this Na- 
tion. I wish all of our colleagues could 
have heard her presentation. 

We are back at an issue which is as 
old as this country. The issue of race 
discrimination was enshrined in the 
Constitution of the United States, and 
this Nation over a long period of time 
has had to work to rid itself of that 
particular stain. As the good Senator 
from Illinois pointed out based on her 
visit recently to South Africa and all 
the efforts that are being made there 
today, that country is also attempting 
to deal with that. 

The Members of this body understand 
the history, the difficulty we had in 
America in the time of the Civil War— 
the bloodshed and violence that took 
place and the pain and agony that af- 
fected so many parts of our Nation dur- 
ing the Civil War. 

Then, fortunately, we had a leader in 
the late 1950’s and the early 1960’s who 
challenged this Nation to put this 
chapter of our history behind us. Along 
with Dr. King, we remember the ex- 
traordinary, courageous votes that 
took place in the Fifth Circuit Court of 
Appeals and also the extraordinary de- 
cision in the Brown case in 1954, this 
Nation really confronted the issue of 
race. We made extremely important 
progress. 

We know progress in some areas has 
not been made, but we have made an 
important downpayment on the issues 
of race in our society—really, I think, 
because we began to address that issue. 

We saw also progress made in other 
areas where we have discriminated 
against people: In terms of religion and 
ethnicity—we have moved beyond 
that—in terms of disability, gender dis- 
crimination, other forms of discrimina- 
tion. America is moving closer to the 
real America, which will be to finally 
eliminate these stains of discrimina- 
tion that go back to our earliest his- 
tory as a nation. 
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It has been a long and evolving proc- 
ess. I have had the good fortune over 
the time that I have been in the Senate 
to have witnessed much of the progress 
we have made. It was made with the as- 
sistance of both sides of the aisle, Re- 
publican and Democrat alike. That has 
been the reason that we have been able 
to make progress on something which 
is of such enormous importance and 
consequence. 

You can say, "Why now? Why this 
issue? Why should we be discussing 
race at the time when we are consider- 
ing instructions to the crime bill con- 
ferees?”’ 

It is very simple and very well under- 
stood. The issue of whether we will 
have the death penalty has virtually 
been resolved. Some 26 or 27 Members, 
including myself, are opposed to the 
death penalty. Now that issue has been 
resolved, this country is going to go 
ahead with the death penalty. But the 
fact of the matter is, the expansion of 
the death penalty in the Senate’s bill 
to 50 more offenses, and the expansion 
in the House bill to 66 offenses, that 
massive expansion brings back into 
mind the very clear evidence of race 
discrimination in capital sentencing. 
We have seen the results of different 
State studies, different law review arti- 
cles, different work that has been car- 
ried out throughout the country. The 
statistics overwhelmingly prove that 
the application of the death penalty is 
affected on the basis of race both in 
terms of the defendant and in terms of 
the victim. 

We included the racial justice provi- 
sion in the 1989 crime bill which I of- 
fered and which was favorably reported 
from the Judiciary Committee. It was 
repealed on the floor of the Senate. 
Earlier we passed legislation requiring 
a GAO study. People—men and women 
in the Senate—said we are glad to have 
those State studies but we need a final 
study. Let us get the GAO to really do 
the final study on this particular issue. 

I yield myself 3 additional minutes. 

So we had the GAO study. And the 
GAO study that has been put in the 
RECORD in the past reaffirms—reaf- 
firms—reaffirms everything that we 
have pointed out here in the course of 
this debate. 

Why is it—why is it that this body 
was prepared to use statistics back in 
1964 on the issues of employment; why 
is it that in 1965 we were prepared to 
use statistics on voting; why is it that 
we were prepared to use statistics in 
1968 on the basis of housing; why is it 
that in 1986 the Supreme Court reached 
the issue of statistics in considering 
the composition of juries in this coun- 
try; and why is it that the Supreme 
Court this year, in terms of gender dis- 
crimination on juries, used statistics 
again? In each and every one of those 
times that involved the issue of race, 
the Congress, the Supreme Court, and 
the American people have understood 


May 11, 1994 


the importance of using statistics. And 
we are asking that it be considered 
again, not in the way, the form, or 
shape that we had it previously, but in 
an entirely different form—entirely 
different shape, than was done in the 
previous way. 

Why is it that they say, “Oh, no, this 
is just an excuse to end the death pen- 
alty?" In the ultimate, ultimate, ulti- 
mate decision about our society and 
the difference of life and death, it is OK 
for an issue of jobs or housing, it is OK 
in the jury, but no way—no way—that 
we are going to even consider the very 
modest provisions that have been in- 
cluded in the House crime bill. 

And the eagerness of this body to in- 
struct the conferees on this measure is 
striking. Hundreds of different meas- 
ures on that proposal, but it seems 
someone says: Let us take the race 
issue. Let us go up and beat up on the 
race issue. Let us make all of these 
comments and statements about how 
judges cannot really handle statistics. 

The Senators who have spoken on 
this issue know very well about rebut- 
table presumptions and how they can 
be rebutted for any of the different 
criminals that have been referenced on 
the floor of the U.S. Senate. Of course, 
they may be rebutted on a basis of past 
criminal activity. But this is a core 
issue, and it is part of the unfinished 
agenda against discrimination in this 
society, make no mistake about it, and 
it is not going away. Members will 
have a chance to vote on this issue 
time in and time out, time in and time 
out until we do something about it. 

So I hope that this amendment is de- 
feated. I hope we can go to conference 
and come out with a provision that will 
do the best that we possibly can to 
eliminate race discrimination in the 
application of the death penalty. We 
can do no less. We will be a stronger 
country when we do. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. D’AMATO addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York is recognized. 

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I am 
just going to speak for a few seconds 
and then recognize the Senator from 
Washington for 3 minutes. 

First of all, my colleague from Mas- 
sachusetts indicates that this is a mod- 
est proposal. Let me say that I would 
term this proposal as nothing more 
than an exercise in political correct- 
ness that is being injected into our 
legal system. It has nothing to do with 
the guilt or innocence of a person. It 
would totally put that aside, making it 
irrelevant and is absolutely—abso- 
lutely—intended to do away with the 
death penalty. And that is in fact what 
it does. 

If one were to read section (C)(1), in 
effect, it eliminates the death penalty. 
You have to execute people as relates 
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to equal numbers. John Wayne Gacy, a 
killer, could come and make a claim 
statistically: “You haven't killed peo- 
ple in equal numbers.“ He tortured and 
killed 33 young men. 

What a facade, a smokescreen. They 
call it “racial justice." And then the 
rest of us are supposed to be quiet be- 
cause we do not want to be accused of 
being against racial justice. Of course 
we want justice, as that liberty of jus- 
tice stands that there should never be 
a decision made on the basis of dis- 
crimination—on the basis of race or 
color. I understand a little something 
about discrimination. 

Let me suggest, this is just a harbin- 
ger of things to come. If we are going 
to say, as relates to the imposition of 
any penalty, what about the penalties 
that come 20 years to life for rape, rob- 
bery? Should we not have, and would it 
not logically follow, that the same ar- 
gument and the same statistics be uti- 
lized? 

Imagine, after a trial, a person is 
found guilty beyond a reasonable 
doubt—and, by the way, in the Senate 
version, we require before the imple- 
mentation of the death penalty that 
there be certification by each and 
every juror that the judge charged spe- 
cifically that race not be a part of that 
decision, each and every one has to cer- 
tify that they have made their decision 
without there being any regard to the 
person's race or color. No discrimina- 
tion. We put that in there. 

This is a charade, and it is a back- 
door attempt by those who are opposed 
to the death penalty to say, “Well, we 
added 60 more provisions." And yet 
with this one provision, there would be 
no implementation of the law, regard- 
less of race or color. Even John Wayne 
Gacy would not have the death penalty 
imposed upon him as a result of this 
so-called innocent and modest pro- 


gram. 

I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Washington. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington is recognized. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, despite 
the heated rhetoric that title IX of the 
House-passed crime bill evokes, three 
facts are inescapable and irrefutable. 

One, despite it's clever title, the Ra- 
cial Justice Act would not tend toward 
eliminating racially discriminatory 
sentencing in our criminal justice sys- 
tem; it actually institutionalizes overt 
racism and radically alters fundamen- 
tal concepts of fairness in our criminal 
justice system. 

Two, despite claims to the contrary 
by its advocates, many of whom openly 
admit their hostility to the imposition 
of the death penalty under any cir- 
cumstances, that the provision will not 
abolish the death penalty; title IX 
overturns Supreme Court precedent 
and would make the death penalty in 
many jurisdictions nearly impossible 
to carry out. 
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Third, despite all the talk of concern 
for victims of violent crime, title IX, if 
enacted, will result in less justice for 
victims and families of victims of vio- 
lent crimes, no matter what color of 
their skin. 

A simple reading of the provisions of 
title IX leads to my three conclusions. 

The first section begins with a para- 
graph that only restates current law: 

No person shall be put to death under color 
of State or Federal law in the execution of a 
sentence that was imposed based on race. 

This concept is a fundamental and es- 
tablished principle of American con- 
stitutional law with which no reason- 
able or fair person would dispute. 

'The second paragraph states that: 

An inference that race was the basis of a 
death sentence is established if valid evi- 
dence is presented demonstrating that, at 
the time the death sentence was imposed, 
race was a statistically significant factor in 
decisions to seek or to impose the sentence 
of death in the jurisdiction in question. 

Alarm bells should be ringing in the 
heads of anyone who is remotely famil- 
iar with our criminal justice system. 
How is the validity of evidence defined? 
Under what standard of proof can the 
evidence be rebutted? How are statis- 
tics of other cases useful in determin- 
ing the intent of justice for an individ- 
ual who committed an individual act of 
murder? How does this serve the need 
of justice for victims and their fami- 
lies? 

Some of these questions are answered 
in the provisions of title IX while oth- 
ers are not. 

Relevant evidence is described in the 
third paragraph: 

Evidence relevant to establish an inference 
that race was the basis of a death sentence 
may include evidence that death sentences 
were, at the time pertinent under subsection 
(b) being imposed significantly more fre- 
quently in the justisdictions in question— 

(1) upon persons of one race than upon per- 
sons of another race; or 

(2) as punishment for capital offenses 
against persons of one race than as punish- 
ment for capital offenses against persons of 
another race. 

The next paragraph states that 
judges will decide the validity of the 
evidence and whether it provides a 
basis for the inference. The evidence 
can only be rebutted by ‘‘a preponder- 
ance of the evidence." Moreover the 
legislation requires that: 

Unless ít can show that the death penalty 
was sought in all cases fitting the statutory 
criteria for imposition of the death penalty, 
the government cannot rely on mere asser- 
tions that it did not intend to discriminate 
or that the cases in which the death was im- 
posed fit the statutory criteria for imposi- 
tion of the death penalty. 

These provisions lead to quotas in 
sentencing—a radical departure from 
fundamental American justice based on 
individual rights and responsibilities 
that is enshrined in our Constitution 
and Bill of Rights. In order for prosecu- 
tors to pursue the death penalty for an 
individual charged with a heinous act 
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of murder, the prosecutor would first 
have to determine whether his past 
prosecutions and imposition of the 
death penalty in his area matched the 
racial makeup of other murderers as 
well as the racial makeup of victims. If 
it did not, no matter how horrible the 
crime, he could not possibly hope to 
win the death penalty for that individ- 
ual. 
That means a Caucasian drug dealer 
who kills an African-American police 
officer in cold blood in a State that did 
not have a statutorily required statis- 
tically proportionate representation of 
minorities on death row, could not re- 
ceive the death penalty. This lunacy 
inspired the prosecutors in my State to 
write me stating that: 

We also oppose the so called Racial Justice 
Act. * * * Our belief is that these provisions 
will effectively abolish the death penalty 
under the guise of addressing racial 
disproportionality. The provisions effec- 
tively establish a quota for specific groups 
which does not reflect individual behavior. 
We support application of all laws in a ra- 
cially neutral manner, as we support applica- 
tion of all laws in a racially neutral manner, 
but this legislation does not provide for that. 

They are the ones, Mr. President, 
who have to explain to the families of 
murder victims that the justice they 
desire is impossible because the victim 
or the offender had the wrong skin 
color. It is inconceivable that this is 
racial justice. 

Mr. President, it is clear then that 
the provisions do not address just the 
concerns of racism against minorities 
in some jurisdictions. It overhauls our 
entire approach to criminal justice and 
sets unprecedented burdens to justice 
for victims of all races. It is a mockery 
of the concept of individual justice and 
trial by jury—the foundations for safe- 
guarding our liberties. 

Proponents of title IX also assert 
that it would not overturn established 
Supreme Court decisions upholding the 
death penalty. The reading of the 
Court’s opinion in McCleskey versus 
Kemp concludes otherwise. In that 1986 
case, the petitioner, who was African- 
American, claimed that a statistical 
study proved that imposition of the 
death penalty in his State was a viola- 
tion of the equal protection clause of 
the 14th amendment as well as the 
“cruel and unusual punishment” prohi- 
bitions of the 8th amendment. The 
Court disagreed, and the opinion by 
Justice Powell stated that: 

*** Petitioner must prove that the 
decisionmakers in his case acted with dis- 
criminatory purpose. Petitioner offered no 
evidence specific to his own case that would 
support an inference that racial consider- 
ations played a part in his sentence, and the 
Baldus study is insufficient to support an in- 
ference that any of the decisionmakers in his 
case acted with discriminatory purpose. This 
Court has accepted statistics as proof of in- 
tent to discriminate in the context of a 
State's selection of the jury venire and in 
the context of statutory violations under 
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 
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However, the nature of the capital sentenc- 
ing decision and the relationship of the sta- 
tistics to that decision are fundamentally 
different from the corresponding elements in 
the venire-selection or Title VII cases. Peti- 
tioner's statistical proffer must be viewed in 
the context of his challenge to decisions at 
the heart of the State's criminal justice sys- 
tem. Because discretion is essential to the 
criminal justice process, exceptionally clear 
proof is required before this Court will infer 
that the discretion has been abused. 

There has been some confusion as to 
whether the Court actually held that 
the study in this case was valid or not. 
The seventh footnote, however, ex- 
plains that: 

As did the Court of Appeals, we assume the 
study is valid statistically without reviewing 
the factual findings of the District Court. 
Our assumption that the Baldus study is sta- 
tistically valid does not include the assump- 
tion that study shows that racial consider- 
ations actually enter into any sentencing de- 
cisions in Georgia. Even a sophisticated mul- 
tiple-regression analysis such as the Baldus 
study can only show a risk that the factor of 
race entered into some capital sentencing 
decisions and à necessarily lesser risk that 
any particular sentencing decision. 

Clearly, the language in title IX low- 
ers the standard by which courts would 
be able to use statistical evidence be- 
yond that which was established in 
McCleskey. In a 1989 Vanderbilt law re- 
view article, Prof. James Acker notes 
that: 

One year after McCleskey was decided, Fed- 
eral legislation was introduced in Congress 
that would have the effect of 
countermandering much in that decision. 
The proposed Racial Justice Act of 1988 
specifies that broad based evidence of racial 
discrimination, such as was at issue in 
McCleskey, prima facie establishes that cap- 
ital punishment within a State is being ad- 
ministered unlawfully and prohibits execu- 
tions unless the apparent racial disparities 
are explained on the basis of legally permis- 
sible factors. 

As I understand it, this measure, al- 
though changed somewhat since its 
original introduction, has become even 
broader in its generality—making 
Acker’s conclusion still relevant. In ad- 
dition, this morning’s paper quotes 
constitutional scholar Bruce Fein as 
stating that: 

* * * statistics that McCleskey held insuffi- 
cient to prove unconstitutional racial dis- 
crimination could block death sentences 
under the Racial Justice Act. 

The sound reasoning of the Court in 
the McCleskey decision which has been 
followed by more than 30 Federal dis- 
trict and appellate courts. Two specific 
appellate level decisions reflect the im- 
portance of maintaining the evi- 
dentiary standards set forth in 
McCleskey. 

In Richmond versus Lewis, a ninth 
circuit opinion, the panel held that a 
defendant who offered statistics to 
show discrimination based on race, sex, 
and economic status failed because: 

To require the district court to weigh this 
evidence would be to suggest that Rich- 
mond's death sentence could conceivably be 
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invalidated solely on the basis of his phys- 
ical or social affinity to other defendants 
who are not now before this court but who 
may have suffered unconstitutional discrimi- 
nation in their receipt of the same sentence. 

In Harris versus Pulley, another 
ninth circuit opinion, the court re- 
jected statistical studies of general dis- 
crimination by age and sex by quoting 
McCleskey. The appellate court held: 

Not only did his statistics not entitle him 
to discovery of an evidentiary hearing on 
this claim, but they do not present the ex- 
ceptionally clear proof required to dem- 
onstrate purposeful discrimination. e 

By substituting the “exceptionally 
clear proof" standard of McCleskey, 
title IX of the House-passed crime bill 
will allow countless convicted murders 
to avoid justice through abuse and ma- 
nipulation of statistical studies. 

While proponents of title IX cor- 
rectly state that Justice Powell de- 
ferred to changes that State legisla- 
tures or Congress may make regarding 
evidence eligible in capital sentencing, 
that invitation was accompanied by a 
stern warning on the significance of 
jury discretion and its connection to 
criminal justice—a reminder that is 
quite useful and necessary for this de- 
bate. 

Citing Supreme Court precedent, 
Powell wrote: 

Because of the risk that the factor of race 
may enter the criminal justice process, we 
have engaged in unceasing efforts to eradi- 
cate racial prejudice from our criminal jus- 
tice system. Our efforts have been guided by 
our recognition that the inestimable privi- 
lege of trial by jury * * * is a vital principle, 
underlying the whole administration of 
criminal justice. Thus, it is the jury that is 
the criminal defendant's fundamental pro- 
tection of life and liberty against race or 
color prejudice. * * * The capital sentencing 
decision requires the individual jurors to 
focus their collective judgment on the 
unique characteristics of a particular crimi- 
nal defendant. It is not surprising that such 
collective judgments often are difficult to 
explain. But the inherent lack of predict- 
ability of jury decisions does not justify 
their condemnation. * * * McCleskey's argu- 
ment that the Constitution condemns the 
discretion allowed decisionmakers in the 
Georgia capital sentencing system is anti- 
thetical to the fundamental role of discre- 
tion in our criminal justice system. 

Finally, title IX is misguided in its 
priorities. While Americans increas- 
ingly lack faith in a criminal justice 
system that does not deliver justice for 
victims, the House of Representatives 
accepts these provisions which are 
meant to slow, not expedite, justice for 
convicted murderers. 

In my own State, we have waited for 
12 long years with the victims of 
Charles Campbell's murders for justice 
to be served, and we are still waiting 
due to one appeal after another. This 
Senate must get the message that it is 
the victims of death row inmates that 
deserve our energies and efforts. 

Title IX is overwhelmingly opposed 
by those who attempt to administer 
justice on a daily basis, but who find 
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themselves bound by laws that regu- 
larly serve the criminal instead. The 
misnamed Racial Justice Act is just 
such a law. 

Let me make it clear for the record, 
this Senator, as I believe most Sen- 
ators, believes there does exist some 
statistical racial disparity in the appli- 
cation of the death penalty in some ju- 
risdictions and certain jurors, inevi- 
tably and unfortunately, do not follow 
their sworn duty to be objective. The 
GAO study does reach that disturbing 
conclusion. 

Common sense indicates, however, 
that collective comparisons of individ- 
ual cases can draw only superficial con- 
clusions that may conflict with other 
studies. For instance, in his testimony 
before the House Judiciary Committee 
last fall, Paul Kamenar of the Washing- 
ton Legal Foundation discussed a 1985 
Bureau of Justice Statistics report 
that concluded, according to him that, 
"Whites are 36 percent more likely to 
be sentenced to death than their black 
counterparts." Mr. Kamenar concludes 
by stating, however, that, The myriad 
and disparate factors in each particular 
murder case simply make it impossible 
to lump all capital cases together for 
comparative purposes.” 

Conflicting studies do not make the 
need to address evidence of racial dis- 
parity in some jurisdictions less sig- 
nificant. We cannot tolerate discrimi- 
nation in any form in the application 
of our laws. By using limited evidence 
as an all-out assault on the death pen- 
alty, however, title IX does not even 
begin to address this disparity in a re- 
motely constructive and meaningful 
manner. It takes statistical patterns of 
racism in some jurisdictions and in- 
stalls a sweeping and unworkable man- 
date on all jurisdictions. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, if we 
have the courage to do our jobs and 
judge this legislation on the merits, we 
will conclude for the Racial Justice 
Act, as Justice Powell did in the 
McCleskey case, that: 

Petitioners claim, taken to its logical con- 
clusion, throws into serious question the 
principles that underlie the entire criminal 
justice system. 

Similarly, title IX of the House crime 
bill, if enacted into law, is a radical 
change that the American people will 
quickly recognize as injustice. I trust 
that is why this Senate has rejected 
versions of the Racial Justice Act 
three times and why it will do so again 
by voting for the D'Amato amendment. 
If we fail, we have the families of mur- 
der victims—which includes all races— 
to answer to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield for 15 seconds? I ask for 15 sec- 
onds. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Yes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator just 
include the rest of the Powell ruling 
that invited the legislatures to make a 
judgment on this very issue, to make 
such a determination? 
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Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to print more ex- 
tensive remarks in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the re- 
marks were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD as follows: 

McCleskey's arguments are best presented 
to the legislative bodies. It is not the respon- 
sibility—or indeed even the right—of this 
Court to determine the appropriate punish- 
ment for particular crimes. It is the legísla- 
tures, the elected representatives of the peo- 
ple, that are "constituted to respond to the 
will and consequently the moral values of 
the people." Furman v. Georgia, 408 U.S., at 
383, 92 S.Ct., at 2800 (Burger, C.J., dissent- 
ing). Legislatures also are better qualified to 
weigh and evaluate the results of statistical 
studies in terms of their own local condi- 
tions and with a flexibility of approach that 
is not available to the courts." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York is recognized. 

Mr. D'AMATO. How much time do I 
have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
minute forty seconds left. 

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President let me 
ask that a letter dated May 6, 1994, 
which was sent to the House and Sen- 
ate conferees be made a part of the 
RECORD. 

Let me say this letter was signed by 
30 attorneys general from across the 
Nation, Democrats, Republicans—30 of 
our attorneys general in our States. 
They wrote a letter to the crime bill 
conferees expressing their opposition 
to this legislation, the legislation we 
are attemipting to deal with. Let me 
quote one part of their letter, as it re- 
lates to the provision that the Senator 
from Massachusetts spoke to. 

They write and I quote: Instead of 
protecting against race bias," the leg- 
islation would impose a quota system 
on the imposition of the death pen- 
alty.” 

And they conclude: '"This is unac- 
ceptable.” 

Mr. President, this is from 30 attor- 
neys general across this Nation. Are we 
supposed to believe that they are op- 
posed to racial justice, men and women 
who have given their life to the en- 
forcement of the law, equal justice? It 
is incomprehensible. As a matter of 
fact, those who come forth with this 
label of racial justice somehow are sup- 
posed to duck down because people do 
not have an opportunity to really un- 
derstand. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, noth- 
ing more needs to be said. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
letter be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

May 6, 1994. 

DEAR HOUSE-SENATE CONFEREES: On April 
21, 1994, the U.S. House of Representatives 
passed the omnibus crime bill, H.R. 4092. One 
feature of this legislation (included in Title 
IX) is a measure that would allow a capital 
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defendant to make a statistical showing 
from unrelated cases as the basis for appel- 
late or collateral relief. The Senate omnibus 
crime bill, now included in H.R. 3355, adopted 
in November 1993, contains no such legisla- 
tion. 

We are a bipartisan group of chief law en- 
forcement officers of our respective States. 
We write in strong opposition to any omni- 
bus crime bill reported by the House-Senate 
Conference Committee which may include 
any version of the so-called Racially Dis- 
criminatory Capital Sentencing Act, or any 
other statistical showings legislation which 
overturns the U.S. Supreme Court's holding 
in McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 U.S. 279 (1987). Such 
statistical showings legislation seriously un- 
dermines enforcement of the death penalty. 

In McCleskey, the U.S. Supreme Court re- 
jected à claim which would allow capital de- 
fendants to make a statistical showing of po- 
tential race discrimination from unrelated 
cases as a basis for collateral relief. The 
Court correctly held that a defendant who 
contests his capital sentence on the basis of 
racial discrimination is required to prove 
that the decision makers in his or her own 
case cited with a discriminatory purpose. 

We are strongly opposed to any race bias in 
our criminal justice system, and believe that 
all criminal penalties should be administered 
without regard to the race or color of the de- 
fendant or the victim. Instead of protecting 
against race bias, the Racially Discrimina- 
tory Capital Sentencing Act would implore a 
quota system on the imposition of the death 
penalty. This is unacceptable. 

Below is the relevant language of the 
March 21, 1994 resolution of the National As- 
sociation of Attorneys General (NAAG) 
which sets forth our opposition to the statis- 
tical showings legislation now found in Title 
IX of H.R. 4092: 

Whereas, the U.S. House Judiciary Com- 
mittee recently reported out [and the U.S. 
House of Representatives has now adopted]: 
* * * (2) a measure that would allow a cap- 
ital defendant to make a statistical showing 
from unrelated cases as the basis for appel- 
late or collateral relief; 

Now, therefore, be it Resolved, That the Na- 
tional Association of Attorneys General: 

1, strongly supports all efforts to strike 
* * * from an omnibus anti-crime bill; * * * 
any statistical showings legislation; and 

2. opposes * * * [H.R. 4092, title IX], or any 
measure that would allow a capital defendant 
to make a statistical showing from unrelated 
cases as the basis for appellate or collateral re- 
lief; * * * (Italics added.) 

As the chief law enforcement officers of 
our respective States, we are profoundly dis- 
turbed that this legislation, in its current 
form, or any version thereof, will (1) essen- 
tially stop the prosecution and enforcement 
of capital cases; (2) allow current death row 
inmates to reopen already adjudicated 
claims or bring new claims based upon a sta- 
tistical showing from unrelated cases; and (3) 
jeopardize the enactment of other measures 
included in the omnibus crime bill. 

This open-ended legislation permits the 
capital defendant to establish an inference 
that race was a factor in seeking or imposing 
the death penalty in his or her own case 
based on the same decisions made in other 
murder cases. Following such an inference, 
under the bill, "the death sentence may not 
be carried out unless the government rebuts 
the inference." However, review of the bill 
language shows that it would be extremely 
difficult (if not impossible, and only at great 
time and cost to the State) to rebut this in- 
ference, as the bill imposes severe con- 
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straints on the ability of the government to 
rebut the statistical case. For this reason, 
the legislation essentially abolishes the 
death penalty. 

Specifically, the bill provides "'[u]nless 
[the government] can show that the death 
penalty was sought in all cases fitting the 
statutory criteria for imposition of the death 
penalty, the government cannot rely on 
mere assertions that it did not intend to dis- 
criminate or that the cases in which death 
was imposed fit the statutory criteria for im- 
position of the death penalty." This means 
that in order to rebut the inference that ra- 
cial factors were involved in any particular 
murder cases, the government must review 
all charging decisions of capital eligible 
cases, whether or not charged as a capital 
crime, all decisions to seek or not seek the 
death penalty, and all decisions of juries to 
impose or not impose the death penalty. This 
virtually-impossible review would be nec- 
essary under the bill in order to demonstrate 
that these decisions were not racially moti- 
vated. 

The initial "inference" of racial discrimi- 
nation under the bill, however, fails to take 
account of the fact that each murder case 
has unique factual circumstances, different 
strength of evidence, and different mitigat- 
ing and aggravating factors relating to each 
defendant, which may account for the ulti- 
mate decisions to seek or not seek, or to im- 
pose or not impose, the death sentence in 
those particular cases. Statistics from unre- 
lated cases should never be used to deter- 
mine the outcome of any criminal case, 
which should instead be based solely on 
whether the charged offense was committed 
by the defendant. The difficulty in rebutting 
an "inference" of racial discrimination based 
on alleged statistical disparities from mul- 
tiple unrelated cases is so profound and so 
potentially expensive as to essentially bring 
the prosecution of capital cases to a halt. 

Therefore, consistent with the NAAG reso- 
lution, we support any efforts to eliminate 
the Racially Discriminatory Capital Sen- 
tencing Act from the omnibus crime bill. 
This includes instructions in the House or 
Senate to the conferees to take whatever 
measures are necessary to ensure that no 
crime bill is made law with these provisions 
in it. 

Further, we strongly believe that statis- 
tical showings legislation, by whatever name 
it is referred to, has proven to be a conten- 
tious issue in prior Congresses and in fact 
was in large part responsible for the dead- 
lock on the omnibus crime bill in past Con- 
gresses. The need to address violent crime is 
to urgent to delay deliberation on other im- 
portant measures to combat crime. If Con- 
gress is serious about enacting an omnibus 
crime measure, it must strike the so-called 
Racially Discriminatory Capital Sentencing 
Act, which will only detract from the ulti- 
mate passage of the crime bill. 

Sincerely, 

Larry Echohawk, Attorney General of 
Idaho; Daniel E. Lungren, Attorney 
General of California; James S. Gil- 
more, Attorney General of Virginia; 
Frankie Sue Del Papa, Attorney Gen- 
eral of Nevada; Joseph P. Mazurek, At- 
torney General of Montana; Robert A. 
Butterworth, Attorney General of Flor- 
ida; Dan Morales, Attorney General of 
Texas; Ernest D. Preate, Jr., Attorney 
General of Pennsylvania; Grant Woods, 
Attorney General of Arizona; Jan Gra- 
ham, Attorney General of Utah; Debo- 
rah T. Poritz, Attorney General of New 
Jersey; Joseph B. Meyer, Attorney 
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General of Wyoming; Micke Moore, At- 
torney General of Mississippi; Chris 
Gorman, Attorney General of Ken- 
tucky; Jimmy Evans, Attorney Gen- 
eral of Alabama; Don Stenberg, Attor- 
ney General of Nebraska; Jeffrey R. 
Howard, Attorney General of New 
Hampshire; Robert T. Stephan, Attor- 
ney General of Kansas; Gale A. Norton, 
Attorney General of Colorado; Jeffrey 
B. Pine, Attorney General of Rhode Is- 
land; Susan B. Loving, Attorney Gen- 
eral of Oklahoma; Malaetasi Togafau, 
Attorney General of American Samoa; 
Charles M. Oberly, III, Attorney Gen- 
eral of Delaware; Mark W. Barnett, At- 
torney General of South Dakota; John 
M. Bailey, Chief State's Attorney of 
Connecticut; Tom Udall, Attorney Gen- 
eral of New Mexico; T. Travis Medlock, 
Attorney General of South Carolina; 
Michael J. Bowers, Attorney General of 
Georgia; Richard P. Ieyoub, Attorney 
General of Louisiana; Jeremiah W. 
(Jay) Nixon, Attorney General of Mis- 
souri; 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from New York. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] is ab- 
sent because of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CONRAD). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 58, 
nays 41, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 106 Leg.] 


YEAS—58 
Baucus Exon Mack 
Bennett Faircloth McCain 
Bingaman Feinstein McConnell 
Bond Ford Murkowski 
Brown Gorton Nickles 
Bryan Graham Nunn 
Bumpers Gramm Pressler 
Burns Grassley Pryor 
Byrd Gregg Reid 
Coats Hatch Roth 
Cochran Heflin Simpson 
Conrad Helms Smith 
Coverdell Hollings Specter 
Craig Hutchison Stevens 
D'Amato Johnston Thurmond 
Danforth Kassebaum Wallop 
DeConcini Kempthorne Warner 
Dole Lieberman Wofford 
Domenici Lott 
Dorgan Lugar 
NAYS—41 
Akaka Harkin Mitchell 
Biden Hatfield Moseley-Braun 
Boren Inouye Moynihan 
Boxer Jeffords Murray 
Bradley Kennedy Packwood 
Breaux Kerrey Pell 
Campbell Kerry Riegle 
Chafee Kohl Robb 
Cohen Lautenberg Rockefeller 
Daschle Leahy Sarbanes 
Dodd Levin Sasser 
Durenberger Mathews Simon 
Feingold Metzenbaum Wellstone 
Glenn Mikulski 
NOT VOTING—1 
Shelby 
So the amendment (No. 1685) was 
agreed to. 


Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 
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Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, we are 
about to vote on final passage of S. 
1935, a bill which would dramatically 
tighten the congressional gift rules. If 
we pass this measure—as I am con- 
fident we will—this will be a truly his- 
toric vote. 

This bill, if enacted, would ban gifts 
of meals, tickets to sporting events, so- 
called recreational travel, and vir- 
tually anything else a special interest 
might offer to a Member of Congress. It 
would also prohibit all privately funded 
travel not related to official business 
and establish strict new disclosure re- 
quirements for those travel reimburse- 
ments that may be accepted. 

These are the toughest gift rules ever 
approved by either House of Congress. 
If adopted, they will send a message 
that business as usual is no longer ac- 
ceptable in this town. 

Mr. President, the Senate is a highly 
ethical body. The problem is that the 
public does not appear to see it that 
way—and apparently will not see it 
that way until we adopt new rules that 
rid us of any appearances of favoritism 
or unequal access. 

That appearance, as unfair as it may 
be, is poison for public confidence in 
government. It is not good for the Con- 
gress and it is not good for the country. 
It is my hope that, with this bill, we 
can take a significant step toward bol- 
stering public confidence in this insti- 
tution. 

Mr. President, this bill would not 
have been possible without the con- 
tributions of many Members of Con- 
gress. I would particularly like to 
thank Senators MITCHELL and GLENN, 
the majority leader and the chairman 
of our committee, for their guidance 
and support; Senator COHEN, the rank- 
ing minority member of my sub- 
committee, for his able assistance in 
managing the bill on the floor; and 
Senator FORD, the chairman of the 
Rules Committee, for his valuable 
input and assistance. 

In addition, I want to acknowledge 
the efforts of Senators LAUTENBERG, 
WELLSTONE, and  FEINGOLD. Even 
though the bill we are voting on today 
is significantly different from their 
proposal, it shares the same goal. 

We would not have been here without 
the strength and perseverence of Con- 
gressman JOHN BRYANT, who success- 
fully managed a string gift ban bill to 
passage on the House side earlier this 
year. Although differences remain be- 
tween the House and Senate gift provi- 
sions, no one should doubt that both 
are tough measures which are intended 
to change the way we do business 
around here. 

Mr. President, in view of the exten- 
Sive consideration that this bill has re- 
ceived over the last week, and the over- 
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whelming approval of the measure that 
I expect in the forthcoming vote, it is 
my view that this bill now represents 
the position of the Senate on the gifts 
issue. On that basis, I intend to make 
it the starting position of the Senate 
conferees when the conference begins 
on 8. 349, the Lobbying Disclosure Act. 

I thank my colleagues for their sup- 
port, and their patience, in dealing 
with this difficult issue. 

Mr. COHEN, I would like to join Sen- 
ator LEVIN in urging my colleagues to 
support final passage of this gift ban 
legislation. As I have stated a number 
of times, no Member of this body is or 
has been unduly influenced as the re- 
sult of a steak dinner or a fruit basket. 
Nonetheless, there is a perception that 
the Nation's business is being under- 
mined through gifts to Members of 
Congress from special interests. All of 
us recognize that this is a false percep- 
tion, but one that exists nonetheless. 

We have an obligation to try to re- 
duce the level of cynicism directed at 
public institutions. We must be clear, 
however, that banning gifts will do lit- 
tle to improve Congress' standing in 
the public's eyes if timely action on 
health care, crime, the economy, and 
other critical issues is not taken. Gifts 
and other advantages of office are pow- 
erful symbols—but they are mere su- 
perficial lacerations compared to the 
malignancy that lurks in the body poli- 
tic of this Nation. The cynicism toward 
Congress was not reduced when we 
charged for gym privileges, closed 
down the gift shop in the Dirksen 
Building, or raised prices in the barber 
shop. Public approval of Congress did 
not improve as a result of eliminating 
so-called perks in the past, and I am 
not sure that this gift ban will succeed 
in reducing public cynicism. It is ironic 
that at a time in our history when the 
standards of ethics in Congress is high- 
er than over before, the press and pub- 
lic believe just the opposite. 

Historically, Congress has enjoyed 
high levels of support when the public 
witnessed Congress doing the Nation's 
business in a way which they could feel 
proud of, even if there was disagree- 
ment about the ultimate outcome. For 
example, Congress was looked upon fa- 
vorably during the Watergate hearings, 
when the House and Senate rose to the 
occasion to deal with a very tough sit- 
uation in a responsible manner, and 
during the debate on the Persian Gulf 
war, when the Nation watched this 
body solemnly consider the use of mili- 
tary force. 

Although overcoming the American 
public's cynicism toward Congress can- 
not be achieved with one piece of legis- 
lation, we have an obligation to do 
what we think is best for the institu- 
tion. Members of Congress are very 
much aware of the public's dissatisfac- 
tion. We must try to prevent public 
confidence in Congress from eroding 
any further than it already has. 
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Some say that Congress already 
spends too much time tracking public 
sentiment and following the polls, and 
cite this propensity as the major rea- 
son why Congress cannot deal effec- 
tively with difficult issues such as 
health care, the budget deficit, and 
crime control. I agree with the state- 
ment that Congress must spend more 
time leading and less time trying to 
follow public opinion. However, on 
questions of ethics, we must pay heed 
to the public's loss of fundamental 
faith in the trustworthiness of Con- 
gress, otherwise, we risk endangering 
the role this institution plays in our 
political process. 

Clearly, some may view this bill as 
an effort to stem the tidal wave of pub- 
lic discontent about a Congress that 
many feel is self-indulgent and out of 
touch. However, I hope Members will 
support this gift ban legislation not 
simply out of a desire to appease the 
public, but because the ban is in the 
best long-term interests of this institu- 
tion. It is in this spirit that I believe 
that passage of S. 1935 is necessary. 

As I have said throughout the debate 
on this bill, finding the best approach 
to fairly and responsibly address the 
issue of gifts to Members and staff is 
an ongoing process and is by no means 
complete. There have been a number of 
significant improvements and clarifica- 
tions made to the bill as the result of 
floor debate. Clearly, the most signifi- 
cant change to the bill came from Sen- 
ator BUMPERS' amendment, which bans 
all gifts, not just those worth under 
$20. I also want to note the contribu- 
tions of Senator SIMPSON, regarding 
the designation of honoraria to char- 
ities, and of Senator DOLE, regarding 
donations to charitable foundations. 
Still other improvements can be ex- 
pected in conference with the House. 

I would like to thank Senator LEVIN 
for his leadership on this difficult 
issue. Sponsoring this legislation is not 
& task that either of us sought out, but 
Senator LEVIN has worked hard to craft 
& bill that improves greatly upon the 
legislation that was originally referred 
to Governmental Affairs. Two members 
of his staff, Linda Gustitus and Peter 
Levine, deserve particular recognition 
for the long hours they put in on this 
bill. I also would like to thank Senator 
STEVENS for his assistance in helping 
to manage the bill. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
Irise in support of final passage of the 
gift ban bill, as amended. 

When Americans are asked to rank 
professions in terms of public esteem, 
politicians invariably end up wallowing 
at the bottom, somewhere in between 
lawyers and used car salesmen. This 
image problem isn’t just any old public 
relations disaster; it is a threat to our 
system of government. 

When people lose faith in their elect- 
ed officials, they become cynical about 
government and what it can accom- 
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plish. They stay away from the polls on 
election day. Even some of the good 
things we do here lose credibility. Peo- 
ple participate in government less. The 
system becomes less democratic. 

I must say that I agree with many of 
my colleagues who have spoken against 
this bill that it is often the proponents 
of measures like these that contribute 
to the public relations problems. By 
suggesting that we cannot be trusted 
to accept the hospitality of our con- 
stituents, our allies and our friends in 
Washington, they suggest that some- 
thing improper is happening, That is 
unfortunate and untrue. 

But to those colleagues that oppose 
this bill, I must say that placing the 
blame for the problem does not make 
the problem go away. Regardless of the 
origins of the problem, it is real and we 
need to deal with it. 

During the 103d Congress, I have sup- 
ported efforts like motor voter to 
make participation in the political 
process easier. I have also worked to 
forge genuine campaign finance reform 
to restore faith in the way officials are 
elected. Today I will vote for this bill, 
to reduce the perception that Congress 
can be bought by special interests. 

Early in the debate on this bill, I sup- 
ported the McConnell-Johnston sub- 
stitute amendment, which would have 
further reduced the limit and required 
the disclosure of gifts. I believe that 
option would have addressed the per- 
ception problem without creating a 
confusing maze of rules with more gray 
areas than bright lines. But since this 
body opted to reject that amendment, 
we are left with the approach in the 
underlying committee substitute. 

Those of us who are retiring at the 
end of this Congress will not have to 
live under this ban and its myriad ex- 
ceptions. I am glad that I will not have 
to make a determination of who is a 
personal friend and who is a political 
friend. When my colleagues dedicate 
their lives to public service, I know 
that those lines become hard to draw. 

I also think the record of this debate 
ought to reflect the observation that 
this legislation is needed only to cure 
the perception, not to change the re- 
ality. In my nearly 16 years in the Sen- 
ate I have come to know a great many 
people in Washington, Not only Mem- 
bers of Congress, but lawyers, lobbyists 
and leaders of various so-called special 
interests. 

Among the office holders, I have yet 
to meet one who is not motivated by a 
desire to serve the public. No one in 
this Senate would take a bribe of a mil- 
lion dollars, let alone be bought for the 
price of a meal. Everyone in this Sen- 
ate, in my observation, works long, 
hard hours. The perception of nightly 
dinners and monthly junkets that some 
try to convey is simply wrong. 

Among the lawyers and representa- 
tives of various interests, it is rare to 
the point of non-existent for them to 
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try to rely on a personal relationship 
for a favor. They rely on reasoned ar- 
gument, facts, and the expressed de- 
sires of constituents to carry their 
case. 

Finally, as I said, I will vote for this 
legislation hoping that it will have 
some positive impact on the way the 
public views Congress. But I believe we 
could do much more to cure our image 
problem by getting down to the busi- 
ness our constituents sent us her to 
do—health care reform, welfare reform, 
and tackling the deficit. 

Long after this vote is forgotten, 
that work will be our legacy. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise as the initial sponsor of legislation 
to eliminate most gifts, meals, and 
travel provided to Members of Congress 
and their staffs. 

Mr. President, Senate passage of this 
bill will represent a major step in a 
journey that began a little over 1 year 
ago. Last spring, I developed the first 
bil to ban most gifts to Members of 
Congress and their staffs. The intro- 
duction of that bill, S. 885, was not just 
an introduction of a piece of legisla- 
tion. It was an introduction of a whole 
new idea. An idea that, until then, was 
not even on the radar screen here in 
Washington. 

It is easy to forget how much things 
have changed in the past year. But just 
12 months ago, the idea of simply dis- 
closing these gifts was considered pret- 
ty radical. Senator WELLSTONE had to 
pull teeth to get the Senate to endorse 
an amendment disclosing gifts, and it 
was rightly considered a huge and dra- 
matic step. 

By contrast, an outright gift ban was 
considered beyond the pale—not only 
off the agenda, but beyond the realm of 
the politically possible. 

In fact, when I first broached the idea 
of an outright gift ban, the reaction I 
got, even among reformers, was skep- 
tical at best. They told me in blunt 
terms: it would never happen. 

Well, it may have been a mere pipe 
dream at the time. But today I am 
hopeful we will see that even pipe 
dreams can come true. Sometimes it 
just takes a little grit and determina- 
tion. 

Mr. President, at its most basic level, 
the twin goals of this legislation are 
simple: first, to help restore public 
confidence in the Congress, and, sec- 
ond, to reduce the ability of lobbyists 
and special interests to acquire access 
and influence on Capitol Hill. 

Mr. President, Americans have al- 
ways been deeply cynical about their 
government. Today that cynicism has 
reached disturbing levels. Increasingly, 
Americans see Members as captives of 
special interests, unconcerned about 
ordinary people. Many feel that Con- 
gress is not serving the public well be- 
cause Members are out to lunch—at ex- 
pensive restaurants and resorts, with 
the tab picked up by special interests. 
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Mr. President, I know many of my 
colleagues believe that these percep- 
tions are inaccurate, or at least over- 
stated. But no one can deny that those 
perceptions exist and are broadly held 
by the American people. 

They are also understandable. After 
all, let us say you are a baseball fan. 
You pay hundreds of dollars to fly to 
the World Series to see your favorite 
team compete. And then you find out 
that the umpires just came back from 
a luxury trip to the Caribbean—paid 
for by the opposing team. 

Now, those umpires might insist that 
their free trip will not influence their 
work. They may claim to be fine, ethi- 
cal people who care about the good of 
the game. They may say that their 
judgments will not be colored by the 
gifts they received. 

And not a fan in the country would 
believe them. 

Well, Mr. President, that is how most 
Americans feel when they see Members 
of Congress cast their votes after they 
have been wined and dined by special 
interest lobbyists. They think the deck 
is stacked against them. They do not 
think it is right. And they do not re- 
spect a system that operates that way. 

Mr. President, fair or not, as long as 
the public believes that Congress is be- 
holden to special interests, our credi- 
bility, and our ability to lead, is under- 
cut. 

Democracy simply cannot function in 
an atmosphere of distrust. After all, 
when citizens view everything the Con- 
gress does in the worst possible light, 
they are similarly skeptical about the 
legislation we propose. That makes it 
extremely difficult to build public sup- 
port. And without public support, it be- 
comes almost impossible to address 
major social problems in à meaningful 
way. 

In other words, Mr. President, restor- 
ing public confidence in the Congress is 
not just important to the institution. 
It is critical for our country and our 
future. 

That brings me to the second goal of 
this legislation. 

Mr. President, the need to ban lobby- 
ists' gifts is based on more than the 
need to restore public confidence in the 
Congress. We also need to address the 
disproportionate power of special inter- 
ests in our political system. 

Now, Mr. President, I know that 
many of my colleagues are thinking: 
come on Frank, you and I know that 
Senators are not selling votes for a free 
meal. 

And that is true. 

But that is not the point. 

The point is this: When lobbyists 
take a Senator or key staff member 
out to dinner, they are not just buying 
a meal, They are buying access. And 
access is power. 

Ordinary citizens do not have that 
access. 

They cannot just take their Senator 
to a quiet dinner at an expensive res- 
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taurant and explain what it is like to 
be unemployed. 

They cannot take their Congressman 
to a ballgame to discuss problems they 
have making ends meet or educating 
their kids. 

And they certainly cannot spend a 
relaxing weekend at a tropical resort, 
playing golf with key legislators while 
reviewing their concerns and anxieties 
about the future. 

Meanwhile, lobbyists can do all these 
things. And while they are at that res- 
taurant, or that ballgame, or that re- 
sort, they can discuss a new tax break, 
or some other favor that their clients 
want. 

If any Member doubts the value of 
this kind of access, just ask a lobbyist 
or their corporate clients. Only the 
most disingenuous will claim that they 
provide these exotic trips out of the 
goodness of their heart. They pay be- 
cause it gets results. 

They pay to buy clout. 

Similar thinking is involved when 
lobbyists give Members tickets to a 
show or sporting event, or other gifts. 
Often, the tickets buy access to Mem- 
bers at the event itself. But if not, they 
buy good will. And good will also is 
power. It can mean the difference be- 
tween getting your calls returned, or 
your letter taken seriously. And that 
can translate into millions, even bil- 
lions of dollars—at the expense of ordi- 
nary Americans who have no lobbyists 
to represent them. 

Now I know that these kinds of gifts 
and favors are not unique to Congress. 
They are the common coin of exchange 
in a variety of different areas. Which, 
again, ee dated eg that people think 
they have an impac 

I know I did 5 srg I was a CEO in the 
private sector. My company strictly 
forbade purchasing agents from accept- 
ing gifts from suppliers. There was the 
potential for undue influence, and the 
Stakes were high. So I took steps to 
minimize the possibility of abuse. 

The same concerns apply to Con- 
gress, where the stakes are infinitely 
greater. And now we have to take steps 
to minimize abuses here as well. 

Before I go further, Mr. President, let 
me say this. 

I know a lot of my colleagues are un- 
happy with me for proposing this legis- 
lation. And that may be putting it 
mildly. So I want to emphasize a few 
things. 

I did not introduce this bill to tear 
down the Congress. To the contrary, I 
want to build it up and strengthen it. 

Nor am I offering this legislation to 
impugn the integrity of any Member of 
Congress. The fact is, Members of this 
body are dedicated public servants who 
work hard and are genuinely commit- 
ted to serving the public interest. That 
is not widely appreciated, but it is 
true. and I think our bill would only 
help make that clear. 

Nor am I claiming that I am some 
kind of saint who thinks he is holier 


May 11, 1994 


than thou. In the past, most of the 
Members of this body, myself included, 
have lived by the rules and accepted 
certain items. I do not claim otherwise. 

But times have changed. Public frus- 
tration has reached enormous propor- 
tions. And it seems to me that we will 
never restore public faith in this insti- 
tution until we make some meaningful 
changes in the way we do business. 

This bill will make those changes. It 
will ban virtually all gifts except those 
from family members and personal 
friends. It will put an end to rec- 
reational vacation trips, paid for by 
private interests. And it will prohibit 
lobbyists from currying favor with 
politicians by responding to a Mem- 
ber's solicitation for a contribution to 
his or her favorite charity. 

It is a tough, strong bill that will 
make a real difference in the way busi- 
ness is conducted here in Washington. 

Mr. President, let me briefly review 
how we got to this point. As I men- 
tioned, I introduced the first gift ban 
bill, S. 885, on May 4, 1993. That bill 
proposed a strengthened version of the 
rules that now govern executive branch 
officials. 

On May 5, 1993, I offered an amend- 
ment to S. 349, the Lobbying Disclosure 
Act, expressing the sense of the Senate 
that the rules in this area should be 
tightened in a manner substantially 
similar to the restrictions applicable 
to executive branch officials—and that 
we should act by the end of last year's 
session. My amendment was approved 
by a vote of 98-1. 

Despite the overwhelming vote, the 
Senate did not take action last year. 
Hearings were held in July by the Gov- 
ernmental Affairs Subcommittee on 
Oversight of Government Management, 
chaired by Senator LEVIN. However, by 
the end of the session the bill remained 
stalled in committee. 

Earlier this year, joined by Senators 
WELLSTONE and FEINGOLD, I decided to 
push the issue to a head. The three of 
us announced that we were prepared to 
offer an amendment to unrelated legis- 
lation, and we developed a new version 
of our proposal designed to move the 
process forward. 

Our new bill, S. 1935, was based on 
legislation that had been developed in 
the House, which placed restrictions on 
the gifts that lobbyists and their cli- 
ents could provide. We designed our 
bill to largely mirror the House ap- 
proach, but we eliminated many of the 
loopholes in the House bill, and 
strengthened the language in a variety 
of ways. Our expectation at the time 
was that an approach focused on lobby- 
ists and their clients was more likely 
to win eventual approval as part of the 
Lobbying Disclosure Act, especially 
given the difficulty we had encountered 
in moving our original bill, which fo- 
cused on what Members and staff could 
receive. 

After we announced our intention to 
offer the new bill as an amendment to 
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unrelated legislation, we entered into 
negotiations with key Senators about 
the procedures by which our proposal 
would be considered. After extensive 
discussions, we succeeded in securing a 
unanimous-consent agreement under 
which our bill would be referred to the 
Governmental Affairs Committee for a 
limited time, after which the bill 
would be taken up by the full Senate. 

It was this agreement that finally 
got the ball rolling. Facing a deadline 
for action, the Governmental Affairs 
Committee developed a revised version 
of our bill, and sent it on to the full 
Senate. The committee’s substitute, 
developed largely by Senator LEVIN, 
went back to the approach in our first 
bill, S. 885, and placed restrictions on 
what Members could receive in a man- 
ner substantially similar to the rules 
applicable to executive branch offi- 
cials. The committee also adopted a 
key principle of our second bill, S. 1935 
as introduced, by including a virtually 
total ban on gifts from lobbyists. 

The committee substitute was a sig- 


nificant, positive step forward, but it, 


had several weaknesses. For example, 
the substitute contained an open-ended 
exemption for meals and entertain- 
ment in a Member's home State. It also 
lifted an existing cap on gifts worth 
more than $250 from personal friends. 
In addition, the committee substitute 
failed to restrict the lobbyists and oth- 
ers who give gifts. 

Once the bill came to the floor, Sen- 
ators WELLSTONE, FEINGOLD, and I were 
able to make some significant improve- 
ments in the legislation, which were 
included in a manager's amendment 
proposed by Senator LEVIN. First, the 
amendment reinstated the current cap 
on entertainment in a Member’s home 
State, pending Rules Committee ac- 
tion. Second, the amendment required 
Ethics Committee waiver of gifts to 
Members and staff from personal 
friends in excess of $250, as under cur- 
rent rules. This is designed to protect 
against apparent conflicts of interest 
where, for example, a friend gives a 
large gift while seeking legislative fa- 
vors. 

The manager’s amendment also 
makes it unlawful for any lobbyist or 
foreign agent to give a gift knowing 
that acceptance of the gift would vio- 
late the rules. Unfortunately, we were 
not able to agree on an enforcement 
mechanism for this prohibition. How- 
ever, inclusion of the provision puts 
the Senate on record in support of the 
principle of limiting gift givers, and I 
am hopeful that an enforcement mech- 
anism will be established in con- 
ference. The House gift ban relies ex- 
clusively on restrictions imposed on 
lobbyists and clients, enforced by the 
Justice Department through civil fines 
up to $200,000. 

Another provision in the manager’s 
amendment is based on language from 
our underlying bill, S. 1935, that pre- 
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cludes the availability of the personal 
friendship exception where a lobbyist 
charges a fee for the purpose of reim- 
bursing the lobbyist for a gift. This re- 
sponds to statements by lobbyists that 
they would evade the rules by claiming 
that a Member or staffer was a friend, 
and then charging higher hourly fees to 
compensate themselves for lunches 
provided to Members and staff. This 
kind of evasion would be precluded by 
our language. 

Finally, the manager’s amendment 
limits the availability of the widely at- 
tended event exception to food and ma- 
terials provided by the sponsor of an 
event. This is consistent with our 
original proposal, and with executive 
branch rules. Thus, if a private cor- 
poration pays to have a Member sit at 
their table at an event, that will be 
considered a gift to the Member and 
banned, if no other exceptions apply. 

Taken together, Mr. President, these 
changes have made an already strong 
bill even stronger, and are sufficient to 
allow me to endorse the final product 
enthusiastically. 

Mr. President, before I go further I 
want to express my appreciation to 
Senator LEVIN and his staff for their 
outstanding work on this legislation, 
and for their cooperation throughout 
this process. Senator LEVIN has once 
again proven himself to be not only a 
committed advocate for reform, but 
one of the most conscientious and able 
Members of this body. His performance 
in the debate on this bill demonstrated 
his mastery of the bill’s details, and his 
tremendous skill as a legislative 
craftsman. 

I also want to express my thanks to 
Senator LEVIN'S staff, especially Linda 
Gustitus and Peter Levine, for their ex- 
cellent work on this bill. They've done 
a great job, and deserve enormous cred- 
it for their professionalism and their 
dedication to quality. 

I also want to formally thank my 
two partners in this effort, Senator 
PAUL WELLSTONE and Senator RUSSELL 
FEINGOLD. It's been a real pleasure to 
work with both of these outstanding 
Senators, and I appreciate their sup- 
port throughout this often lonely bat- 
tle. Senator WELLSTONE clearly has es- 
tablished himself as one of the most 
forceful and effective advocates of Gov- 
ernment reform, and has thrown him- 
self into this battle with great dedica- 
tion and commitment. Similarly, Sen- 
ator FEINGOLD has worked very hard on 
this legislation, and has made a huge 
difference. I thought his presentation 
to the Senate was especially persua- 
Sive, and demonstrated to our col- 
leagues that a tight gift ban can work 
in the Senate, as it has worked in Wis- 
consin for over 20 years. 

Mr. President, let me also pay trib- 
ute to two outside groups that played 
an especially important role in this ef- 
fort. i 

First, Common Cause, and its presi- 
dent, Fred Wertheimer. 
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Mr. President, Common Cause may 
not be the most popular group among 
Members of Congress, but it plays a 
critical role here in Washington. It 
would be a lot harder to pass reform 
legislation if they were not here to 
help: providing technical drafting ad- 
vice, working the Halls of Congress, 
and building support in the press and 
the public around the country. Fred 
Wertheimer and his staff, especially 
Michael Mawby and Meredith 
McGehee, have made a major contribu- 
tion to this effort, and I want to pub- 
licly thank them for their help. 

I also want to express my apprecia- 
tion to Public Citizen, and its presi- 
dent, Joan Claybrook, for their assist- 
ance in building support for this bill. 
Public Citizen has made a real con- 
tribution, not only by providing lobby- 
ing support and advice, but by publish- 
ing an extensive report on travel by 
Members of Congress that helped bring 
this problem to public attention. I 
want to especially thank Bob Schiff 
and Pam Gilbert of the Public Citizen 
staff for their assistance. 

Now, Mr. President, the battle shifts 
to the conference committee on the 
Lobbying Disclosure Act. There are 
major differences between the Senate 
and House gift bans, and much work re- 
mains to be done. 

I would strongly urge the conferees 
to take the best from both the Senate 
and House versions in devising a final 
conference report. From the Senate, I 
would hope they will take our broad 
approach that prohibits Members and 
Staff from accepting gifts from vir- 
tually anyone other than relatives and 
personal friends. From the House, I 
would hope they will take strict limits 
on lobbyists and others who give gifts, 
backed up with tough and enforceable 
sanctions. I also would note that it is 
important not to include some of the 
loopholes that were included in the 
House bill, such as those that would 
allow charity recreational trips and 
private meals with lobbyists. 

It is comforting for me to know that 
the Senate will be represented in these 
negotiations by Senator LEVIN, and I 
look forward to providing any assist- 
ance I can to support his efforts. 

So, Mr. President, this promises to be 
a historic day. I'm proud to be à part of 
it. And I look forward to continuing to 
work hard until this important piece of 
legislation is enacted into law. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that certain materials related to 
this legislation be published in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, May 9, 1994] 

THE NEW SENATE STANDARD ON GIFTS 

The debate was unusually passionate and 
personal last week when the Senate consid- 
ered banning one of lawmakers' most cher- 
ished perks: the lavish meals, resort vaca- 
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tions and other gifts from lobbyists and 
other special interests seeking influence. 

For à while, it looked as if the perk pres- 
ervationists, led by Democratic Senator J. 
Bennett Johnson of Louisiana and Repub- 
lican Senators Mitch McConnell of Kentucky 
and Bob Dole of Kansas, the minority leader, 
might just prevail. 

But they did not. In a crucial vote the Sen- 
ate rejected, 59 to 39, mischievous amend- 
ment that would have gutted the strong gift- 
ban measure sponsored by Senator Carl 
Levin, Democrat of Michigan, and Senator 
William Cohen, Republican of Maine. Senate 
passage of the gift ban is expected later this 
week. 

That will be a big breakthrough for gov- 
ernment integrity and a real tribute to the 
persistence of three Democratic Senators: 
Frank Lautenberg of New Jersey, Paul 
Wellstone of Minnesota and Russell Feingold 
of Wisconsin. While most of their colleagues 
would have preferred to see the issue dis- 
appear quietly, these three insisted that it 
be addressed. They share the credit with 
Senators Levin and Cohen for the progress 
made so far. 

Among those on the wrong side of this 
fight, voting to uphold every Senator's right 
to a life style subsidized by lobbyists, were 
Senator Chistropher Dodd, the normally re- 
form-minded Democrat of Connecticut, and 
Senator Alfonse D'Amato, the Republican of 
New York who is a connoisseur of ethics only 
when it comes to President Clinton and 
Whitewater. 

‘The fight to wean lawmakers off lobbyists’ 
gifts is not yet over. The Senate bill could 
still use some tightening. But the major 
challenge is to get the strong restrictions in 
the Levin-Cohen bill accepted as part of the 
final House-Senate conference on lobbyist 
registration and gift bans. Representative 
John Bryant, Democrat of Texas, the chief 
sponsor of the House bill, has said he is open 
to strengthening its loophole-ridden provi- 
sions, which would, for example, allow the 
free golf and tennis junkets that lawmakers 
now enjoy in the guise of helping charities. 

Much now depends on Mr. Bryant and the 
House Democratic leadership. After all the 
discouraging rhetoric and foot dragging, the 
Senate has set a laudable standard. How will 
the House respond? 


[From the New York Times, Mar. 8, 1994] 
AN HONEST GIFT BAN 


At the urging of Senator Frank Lauten- 
berg of New Jersey, the Senate approved a 
resolution last May committing the chamber 
to strict new curbs, by the end of 1993, on 
gift-giving by lobbyists to members of Con- 
gress. The deadline passed, but last week Mr. 
Lautenberg served notice that he was ready 
to push the matter. That is a promising de- 
velopment for Congressional ethics reform. 

Mr. Lautenberg and another strong critic 
of the unseemly financial ties between lob- 
byists and lawmakers. Senator Paul 
Wellstone of Minnesota, made public an 
amendment they will offer to bar the free 
meals, resort vacations and other life style 
enhancers that powerful interests now be- 
stow on members hoping to buy legislative 
advantage. 

The faint-hearted among their colleagues 
may not be pleased. But Messrs, Lautenberg 
and Wellstone have done a real public service 
by putting forward an honest measure that 
could move Congress to a higher moral 
plane. 

The measure exposes the major weaknesses 
in the House’s pending gift ban bill, spon- 
sored by Representative John Bryant of 
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Texas. The problem with that bill, as the ac- 
companying chart suggests, is that it is too 
permissive to do much good. 

The reason for the House’s timidity is de- 
pressingly clear. Many House members have 
grown accustomed to a life on the dole, and 
recoil at the idea of giving up their lobbyist- 
financed golf and tennis outings. House 
Democrats, who do not normally go out of 
their way to satisfy the Republican minor- 
ity, now have Representative Vic Fazio of 
California conferring with the minority 
whip, Newt Gingrich, to try to agree on new 
gift limits. 

Mr. Bryant is scheduled to meet tomorrow 
with Republicans to discuss the issue. What 
both sides seem to be looking for is biparti- 
san cover for not strengthening the Bryant 
bill. 

By moving their measure swiftly in the 
Senate, Senators Lautenberg and Wellstone 
will make it much tougher for House leaders 
to pull a fast one by passing the weaker Bry- 
ant bill and claiming a victory for reform. 
Much as many lawmakers would like to deny 
it, the public stakes are high. When lobby- 
ists take a senator to dinner, they're not just 
buying a meal, they're buying access," ob- 
serves Mr. Lautenberg. “And access is 
power.“ 

GOLF OR TENNIS, ANYONE? 

Key differences between Senator Lauten- 
berg's proposed gift ban for members of Con- 
gress and Representative Bryant's weaker 
House version. 


$ Lautenberg's Bryant's 
Lobbyists’ gifts plan plan 
Golf, tennis, sking and other recreational Banned Allowed. 
trips. 
Meals and entertainment . Banned ! Banned. 
Donations to members’ foundations and Banned Allowed. 
legal defense funds. 


LA major loophole allows the lobbyist’s client to pick up the tab. 


[From the New York Times, Mar. 29, 1994] 
THE GOLF CLUB SURVIVES 

Senator Orrin Hatch has some good news. 
Tennis, he announced in a recent letter to 
Congressional colleagues, has been added to 
the list of activities at the Utah Congres- 
sional Golf Challenge, an annual sporting 
event to which Mr. Hatch plays host in his 
home state. 

Like other such junkets taken in the guise 
of helping charity or Congressional business, 
this is a chance for lawmakers to enjoy an 
expenses-paid vacation at a luxury resort 
courtesy of big corporate sponsors, whose 
lobbyists and executives get to play right 
alongside the House and Senate members. 
These corporations, of course, care less 
about golf and tennis than forging personal 
ties that can help with legislation. 

Mr. Hatch’s tournament was not men- 
tioned yesterday when the House debated 
gift-giving to members of Congress, which is 
too bad. The popular outing points to a criti- 
cal flaw in the new gift restrictions pushed 
through by House Democrats who are now 
loudly proclaiming a victory for ethics. 

Some victory. The bill, crafted by John 
Bryant of Texas to placate the peripatetic 
and bipartisan House Golf and Tennis Cau- 
cus, and shepherded to a lopsided victory by 
Vic Fazio of California, would not prohibit 
Mr. Hatch's sporting junket. A loophole- 
marred provision would bar lobbyists from 
picking up the tab for lawmakers' meals and 
entertainment. But the corporate executives 
who hire the lobbyists could continue to be- 
stow these benefits without the embarrass- 
ment of disclosure. 

It speaks volumes about the state of Con- 
gressional ethics that House Republicans, 
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most of whom ended up voting for yester- 
day's gift measure, initially balked at ac- 
cepting even these deficient changes. Demo- 
cratic leaders, meanwhile, happily latched 
onto that reluctance as an excuse for not 
strengthening the Bryant bill. 

Realistically, the hope for strong gift re- 
form now rests with the Senate. A tough gift 
ban measure recently proposed by Senators 
Frank Lautenberg of New Jersey and Paul 
Wellstone of Minnesota provides a real 
chance to change Congress's lobbyist-sub- 
sidized life style. It would forthrightly ban 
gifts of recreational travel, meals and other 
dubious financial benefits bestowed by lob- 
byists and the companies who employ them 
in an effort to influence legislation. 

The Lautenberg proposal is now before the 
Senate’s Governmental Affairs Committee, 
which, under an agreement with the Senate 
majority leader, George Mitchell, has until 
April 27 to act on the issue. Floor consider- 
ation is assured no later than May 4. The 
Senate’s Democratic leadership should wait 
until the Senate’s gift provisions are acted 
upon before scheduling a conference with the 
House. 

Prompt action by the Senate on an honest 
gift reform bill would expose the House bill 
for the inadequate response it is. It could 
also force club- and racket-wielding law- 
makers, kicking and screaming, onto higher 
ethical ground. 

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 29, 1994] 

CLEANING UP THE LOBBY 

The House took an important step last 
week toward making itself more accountable 
and reining in the influence of paid lobby- 
ists. But it was only a step. If members of 
Congress want to reassure voters that they 
are not the sorts to be bought off by free 
golfing trips, skiing vacations and tennis 
outings, they need to strengthen the House's 
handiwork. 

First, the good news. The bill passed by the 
House would actually provide a comprehen- 
sible definition of just what a lobbyist is and 
require registration with a new independent 
agency. Anyone paid more than $2,500 in any 
six-month period for lobbying work, or any 
group paid more than $10,000 a year to lobby, 
would have to file disclosure reports every 
six months. They would have to report on 
the important aspects of their work, includ- 
ing who their clients are, which issues 
they're working on and which congressional 
or other governmental offices they visit. The 
bill would also bar lobbyists from giving sen- 
ators, House members or their staff members 
meals, trips or other gifts. Registration 
would also be required of those who organize 
"grass roots" campaigns to influence legisla- 
tion—which are often actually instant 
Astroturf creations of lobbying groups try- 
ing to create the impression of mass support 
for their side. The point of all this is to en- 
sure that the public knows who is trying to 
influence whom and to make clear that 
members of Congress aren't out to sell their 
votes. 

What's missing from the bill is a com- 
prehensive ban on the sort of free travel— 
‘‘charitable’’ tennis and golf tournaments 
are the most well-publicized examples—spon- 
sored by the corporations and trade associa- 
tions that hire the lobbyists. There is noth- 
ing wrong with members of Congress taking 
a deserved vacation, but they, like other 
citizens, should pay for it themselves. As the 
House bill now stands, members could take 
the free trips as long as they were paid for by 
the interest groups and not financed directly 
by the lobbyists. It’s a loophole you could 
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drive a golf cart through. Similarly, cor- 
porate executives could buy the restaurant 
meals that the lobbyists could not. The lob- 
byists could come along for the fun. 

The Senate has a much stronger gift ban 
before it, sponsored by Sens. Frank Lauten- 
berg and Paul Wellstone. In addition to ban- 
ning the trips, it would also prohibit some of 
the more sophisticated forms of gift-giving. 
For example, it would stop lobbyists from 
making contributions to private foundations 
controlled by members of Congress or from 
making charitable contributions in the name 
of a member. The Senate has passed its own 
version of lobbying reform, but before a 
House-Senate conference is called, senators 
should get a chance to vote on the more 
comprehensive gift ban. And having taken 
one good step, the House should be prepared 
to take the definitive one. As Rep. Karen 
Shepherd of Utah put it, the client-sponsored 
trips are “excuses for corporations to buy 
members a nice week of vacations, and I 
think they should be banned." Ms. Shepherd 
has it right. 


[From the Washington Post, Apr. 22, 1994] 
GETTING BETTER ON ETHICS 


Remarkably, the effort to tighten the rules 
on gifts to members of Congress is making 
progress. On Tuesday, the Senate Govern- 
mental Affairs Committee reported out a bill 
being pushed by Sen. Carl Levin (D-Mich.) 
that would bar members of Congress from 
taking gifts from registered lobbyists, with a 
few minor exceptions. Notably, it would ban 
prívately funded travel not related to official 
business and also ban private travel and 
lodging for those famous ‘‘charitable events” 
and other trips that are substantially rec- 
reational. The bill contains other useful pro- 
visions, including a ban on charitable con- 
tributions made in the name of members in 
lieu of honorariums. 

In amending his earlier approach, Mr. 
Levin is rightly responding to proposals by 
Sens. Wellstone, Lautenberg and Feingold to 
make sure that those charity“ golf and ten- 
nis tournaments get banned once and for all. 
The Senate bill is, on balance, tougher than 
an approach passed earlier this year by the 
House. 

But the House bill, being shepherded by 
Rep. John Bryant (D-Tex.) has one advan- 
tage. It prohibits lobbyists from giving gifts, 
where the Levin bill simply bars members 
from taking them. The Bryant approach 
would have the effect of giving the Justice 
Department an enforcement role and not 
leaving all the enforcement to Congress it- 
self. Taking Mr. Levin's rules and applying 
them both to members of Congress and to 
lobbyists would be the best route. 

The Levin rules could stand some tighten- 
ing. The Senate bill, for example, leaves the 
Senate Rules Committee great discretion in 
determining what sorts of meals and enter- 
tainment would be acceptable if they were 
given when a member of Congress was in his 
or her home state. Better to spell these rules 
out in legislation. More generally, both 
houses need to make sure all the rules are 
tightly drafted to avoid problems such as a 
provision in the House bill that actually 
weakens rather than strengthens the law on 
illegal gratuities to members of Congress. 

There is considerable resentment in Con- 
gress at the whole effort to tighten gift 
rules. Many members argue privately that 
voters will still mistrust them whether they 
have tough rules or loose ones, so why make 
congressional life more difficult by getting 
tough on gifts? This sourt of self-pity is un- 
becoming and misses the point. Voters have 
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& right to be skeptical about some of the 
gifts members of Congress can now legally 
take. Improving the system won't miracu- 
lously change public attitudes toward politi- 
cians for the better, but blocking reasonable 
reforms will surely make those attitudes 
worse. And, yes, the politicians trying to 
make things better do deserve credit for 
their efforts. 

The progress that's been made, and the fur- 
ther progress that's possible, could be 
blocked if the Senate does not act to make 
sure that the entire Levin approach is incor- 
porated in legislation that gets to the con- 
ference committee where a final bill will be 
brokered between the two houses. The Levin 
approach has raised the standards for the 
House, and some foes of reform, not wanting 
to take the heat for blocking a bill directly, 
may use procedural moves to prevent action 
without seeming to do so. The House and 
Senate leaders shouldn't let that happen. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
upside of this bill is all political. But, 
make no mistake, there will be no posi- 
tive blip in congressional approval rat- 
ings because of this bill. 

The  downsides of the  Levin- 
Wellstone-Lautenberg proposal are in 
practicality, enforceability, and com- 
pliance. Those are the concerns I ex- 
pressed last week and still hold. The 
actual language of the bill is not con- 
cise or easily implemented. That is 
why I supported Senator BUMPERS' 
amendment to delete the $20 gift limit 
allowed from nonlobbyists, it would be 
very difficult to ascertain that every- 
thing accepted did, indeed, have a mar- 
ket value of less than that amount. In 
effect, I argued for making the bill 
tougher by making it more practical. 

As vice chairman of the Ethics Com- 
mittee, I am compelled to again cau- 
tion members that the committee is 
nowhere near adequately staffed to 
cope with the onslaught of advisory 
opinions and waiver requests it will re- 
ceive because of this legislation. And 
when the committee is powered up 
with legions of staff attorneys, mem- 
bers, and staff beware, this bill will 
make honest people appear crooked. 
Reputations may be ruined. Careers 
may be destroyed—over a meal or trin- 
ket that falls outside some exception. 

Mr. President, I will not at this time 
revisit the donut debate of last week, 
but would note that that discussion 
only touched on the countless sce- 
narios possible under this measure. 
However, as the softball season is just 
beginning, I will leave Members and 
staff with an additional question to 
ponder: under the Levin-Wellstone- 
Lautenberg proposal, will any Senator 
or Senate employee be able to play on 
a softball team in a tournament spon- 
sored by corporations? Sponsored by a 
pizza joint? Will America be better off 
because all Senate softball players are 
benched? 

There is no question that America is 
not enamored of its Congress. But in 
our zeal to appear sensitive to public 
perception, we must not lose sight of 
reality. The reality is that until we se- 
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riously tackle the seemingly intracta- 
ble problems of the deficit, government 
waste, crime and economic insecurity, 
people will not have a positive percep- 
tion of Congress. and all this self-im- 
molation on C-Span just makes people 
even more disgusted. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, today 
the Senate has come one step closer to 
restoring public confidence in Con- 
gress. Passage of what has come to be 
called the gift ban bill wil] help to 
strengthen the credibility Congress has 
lost as a result of such matters as the 
improprieties that led to the closing of 
the House bank and the revelations 
about dubious fundraising activities 
that resulted from the Keating Five in- 
vestigations. 

I do not believe that the votes of 
most Members of Congress are influ- 
enced by the meals and tokens that 
this bill seeks to eliminate. 

What I do believe is that a public per- 
ception exists that Congress places it- 
self above other Americans. The per- 
ception also exists that some Members 
of Congress are unduly influenced by 
special interest lobbyists, rather than 
by those they represent. This erosion 
of the public trust threatens to under- 
mine the effectiveness of the legisla- 
tive branch. 

As we endeavor to make unprece- 
dented changes in our Nation's health 
care policy that will affect virtually 
every American; as we work to rejuve- 
nate our Nation's troubled schools; and 
as we take steps to reform the welfare 
system to best assist our Nation's poor- 
est citizens, we must have the trust, 
confidence, and assistance of the Amer- 
ican people. 

If restoring the gift rules will help to 
restore the public trust, then I am all 
for it. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
openly admit that I have reservations 
about how the good intentions of Sen- 
ator LEVIN's congressional gift reform 
legislation will be implemented, and 
how some provisions could inadvert- 
ently affect or raise questions about 
our families' activities, and those of 
our staff and their families. 

Last week, I spoke in support of the 
McConnell-Johnston alternative. I 
voted for this alternative because I 
truly believed it was a more practical 
and more enforceable effort to address 
the American public’s concern about 
the need for congressional reform. 

Despite how the alternative was por- 
trayed in the press, I believe that the 
McConnell-Johnston amendment rep- 
resented true reform by lowering the 
thresholds for gifts, requiring approval 
by the Senate Ethics Committee for 
travel to charity events, and dramati- 
cally increasing penalties for unethical 
behavior by Members and staff. 

I preferred this alternative because it 
would not force me to question the 
value of thoughtful gifts from constitu- 
ents, such as framed pictures taken at 
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West Virginia events, or quilts pre- 
sented to me as a tribute to the enor- 
mous efforts my wife Sharon made to 
promote West Virginia’s quilters. I was 
honored to accept these quilts years 
ago, and am proud to display them in 
my office. It troubles me that in the fu- 
ture, questions will be raised about 
similar gifts to Members, and even 
gifts to their families. 

As I said last week, I commend Sen- 
ator LEVIN for his painstaking efforts 
to address questions and develop rea- 
sonable legislation in this area. Real 
improvements have been made 
throughout the legislative process. I 
was one of the Members who responded 
to Senator LEVIN's request for com- 
ments, and shared my concerns about 
how vague legislative language could 
hinder legitimate and essential com- 
munications, or discourage Members 
and staff from volunteering time to 
charities. Both of these issues concern 
me deeply. I want to publicly commend 
Senator LEVIN for his efforts to draft 
specific language to allow for attend- 
ance at meaningful symposiums and 
events with constituents and advocates 
to discuss legislative issues and ex- 
change ideas. 

Senator LEVIN's colloquy with Sen- 
ators DOLE and SIMPSON has helped 
clarify some key points for Members 
and staff working with charitable orga- 
nizations which is appreciated. I take 
enormous pride in my work for char- 
ities like the Children's Health 
Project, which uses mobile vans to pro- 
vide health care to needy children in 
New York City, rural West Virginia, 
and other areas. I believe it is good for 
Members to serve on bipartisan, non- 
profit boards like the Alliance for 
Health Care Reform. Now, it will be 
more difficult to be involved in such 
activities, and that disturbs me. As 
someone from a family with a strong 
tradition of philanthropy, I feel deeply 
that volunteer work for charities 
should be encouraged—not discouraged 
and questioned. 

But today, I must vote either for the 
Levin Congressional Gifts Reform Act, 
or vote against reform. The American 
public has spoken clearly about their 
cynicism and their desire for reform. In 
the spirit of compromise and in the 
hope that continuous efforts will be 
made to clarify and improve this re- 
form proposal in conference, I will vote 
for the Levin legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the committee sub- 
stitute, as amended, is agreed to. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bill for the third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on passage of the bill, as 
amended. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] is ab- 
sent because of illness. 

The result was announced—yeas 95, 
nays 4, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 107 Leg.] 


YEAS—95 
Akaka Faircloth Mathews 
Baucus Feingold McCain 
Biden Feinstein McConnell 
Bingaman Ford Metzenbaum 
Bond Glenn Mikulski 
Boren Gorton Mitchell 
Boxer Graham Moseley-Braun 
Bradley Gramm Moynihan 
Breaux Grassley Murray 
Brown Gregg Nickles 
Bryan Harkin Nunn 
Bumpers Hatch Packwood 
Burns Hatfield Pell 
Byrd Heflin Pressler 
Campbell Helms Pryor 
Chafee Hutchison Reid 
Coats Inouye Riegle 
Cochran Jeffords Robb 
Cohen Johnston Rockefeller 
Conrad Kassebaum Roth 
Coverdell Kempthorne Sarbanes 
Craig Kennedy Sasser 
D'Amato Kerrey Simon 
Danforth Kerry Simpson 
Daschle Kohl Smith 
DeConcini Lautenberg Specter 
Dodd Leahy Stevens 
Dole Levin Thurmond 
Domenici Lieberman Warner 
Dorgan Lott Wellstone 
Durenberger Lugar Wofford 
Exon Mack 
NAYS—4 
Bennett Murkowski 
Hollings Wallop 
NOT VOTING—1 
Shelby 


So the bill (S. 1935), as amended, was 
passed, as follows: 

S. 1935 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Congres- 
sional Gifts Reform Act". 

SEC, 2, AMENDMENT TO THE SENATE RULES. 

Rule XXXV of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate is amended to read as follows: 

“RULE XXXV 
“GIFTS 

“1. (a) No Member, officer, or employee of 
the Senate, or the spouse thereof, shall 
knowingly accept— 

(J) any gift provided directly or indirectly 
by any person registered as a lobbyist or a 
foreign agent under the Federal Regulation 
of Lobbying Act, the Foreign Agent Reg- 
istration Act, or any successor statute; 

*(2) Any gift from any other person. 

„b) For the purpose of this rule, the term 
‘gift’ means any gratuity, favor, discount, 
entertainment, hospitality, loan, forbear- 


ance, or other item having monetary value. 
The term includes gifts of services, training, 
transportation, lodging, and meals, whether 
provided in kind, by purchase of a ticket, 
payment in advance, or reimbursement after 
the expense has been incurred. 
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"(c)(1) The restrictions in subparagraph (a) 
shall apply to any financial contribution or 
expenditure relating to a conference, retreat, 
or similar event for or on behalf of Members, 
officers, or employees. 

2) The following items are subject to the 
restrictions in subparagraph (aX1)— 

() an item provided by a lobbyist or a 
foreign agent which is paid for, charged to, 
or reimbursed by a client or firm of such lob- 
byist or foreign agent; 

"(B) an item provided by a lobbyist or a 
foreign agent to an entity that is maintained 
or controlled by a Member, officer, or em- 
ployee; 

(O) a charitable contribution made on the 
basis of a designation, recommendation, or 
other specification made to a lobbyist or a 
foreign agent by a Member, officer, or em- 
ployee (not including a mass mailing or 
other solicitation directed to a broad cat- 
egory of the general public); 

D) a contribution or other payment by a 
lobbyist or foreign agent to a legal expense 
fund established for the benefit of a Member, 
officer, or employee; 

"(E) a charitable contribution (as defined 
in section 170(c) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986) made by a lobbyist or a foreign 
agent in lieu of an honorarium; and 

(F) A contribution, as defined in the Fed- 
eral Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et 
seq. that is made by a lobbyist, foreign 
agent, or Political Action Committee to a 
Member. 

*(d) The following items are not gifts sub- 
ject to the restrictions in subparagraph (a): 

(1) Any item for which the Member, offi- 
cer, or employee pays the market value. 

*(2) A contribution, as defined in the Fed- 
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 
431 et seq.) that is lawfully made under that 
Act except as provided in subparagraph 
(c)2XE). 

"(3) Anything provided under cir- 
cumstances that clearly indicate, in accord- 
ance with paragraph 2(a), that it is provided 
for a nonbusiness purpose and is motivated 
by a family relationship or personal friend- 
ship and not by the position of the Member, 
Officer, or employee (subject to prior ap- 
proval by the Ethics Committee in the case 
of a gift to a Member, officer, or employee in 
excess of $250 that is provided on the basis of 
personal friendship and disclosure under the 
Ethics in Government Act of a gift to a 
spouse of a Member in excess of $250 that is 
provided on the basis of personal friendship). 

"(4) Items which are not used and which 
are promptly returned to the donor. 

“(5) A food or refreshment item of minimal 
value, such as a soft drink, coffee, or dough- 
nut offered other than as part of a meal. 

"(6) Benefits resulting from the business, 
employment, or other outside activities of 
the spouse of a Member, officer, or employee, 
if such benefits are customarily provided to 
others in similar circumstances. 

"(T) Pension and other benefits resulting 
from continued participation in an employee 
welfare and benefits plan maintained by a 
former employer. 

68) Informational materials that are sent 
to the office of the Member, officer, or em- 
ployee in the form of books, articles, periodi- 
cals, other written materials, audio tapes, 
videotapes, or other forms of communica- 
tion. 

e) The restrictions in clauses (2) and (3) 
of subparagraph (a) shall not apply to the 
following: 

(J) Meals, lodging, and other benefits 

(A) resulting from the outside business or 
employment activities of the Member, offi- 
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cer, or employee (or other outside activities 
that are not connected to the duties of the 
Member, officer, or employee as an office- 
holder), if such benefits have not been of- 
fered or enhanced because of the official po- 
sition of the Member, officer, or employee 
and are customarily provided to others in 
similar circumstances; or 

B) customarily provided by a prospective 
employer in connection with bona fide em- 
ployment discussions, 

"(2) Awards or prizes which are given to 
competitors in contests or events open to the 
public, including random drawings. 

*(3) Honorary degrees and other bona fide 
awards presented in recognition of public 
service and available to the general publíc 
(and associated meals and entertainment 
provided in the presentation of such degrees 
and awards). 

"(4) Donations of products from the State 
that the Member represents that are in- 
tended primarily for promotional purposes, 
such as display or free distribution, and are 
of minimal value to any individual recipient. 

"(5) Meals and entertainment provided to a 
Member or an employee of a Member in the 
Member's home State, subject to reasonable 
limitations, to be established by the Com- 
mittee on Rules and Administration. 

"(6) Food and attendance provided at an 
event sponsored by a political organization 
described in section 527(e) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 

"(7) Training provided to a Member, offi- 
cer, or employee, if such training is in the 


- interest of the Senate. 


"(8) Bequests, 
transfers at death. 

"(9) Any item, the receipt of which is au- 
thorized by the Foreign Gifts and Declara- 
tions Act, the Mutual Education and Cul- 
tural Exchange Act, or any other statute. 

(10) Anything which is paid for by the 
Government or secured by the Government 
under a Government contract. 

(11) A gift of personal hospitality of an in- 
dividual, as defined in section 109(14) of the 
Ethics in Government Act. 

(12) Free attendance at an event per- 
mitted pursuant to paragraph 2(b). 

"(13) Opportunities and benefits which 
are— 

(A) available to the public or to a class 
consisting of all Federal employees, whether 
or not restricted on the basis of geographic 
consideration; 

(B) offered to members of a group or class 
in which membership is unrelated to con- 
gressional employment; 

(O) offered to members of an organization, 
such as an employees' association or con- 
gressional credit union, in which member- 
ship is related to congressional employment 
and similar opportunities are available to 
large segments of the public through organi- 
zations of similar size; 

D) offered to any group or class that is 
not defined in a manner that specifically dis- 
criminates among Government employees on 
the basis of branch of Government or type of 
responsibility, or on a basis that favors those 
of higher rank or rate of pay; 

(E) in the form of loans from banks and 
other financial institutions on terms gen- 
erally available to the public; or 

*(F) in the form of reduced membership or 
other fees for participation in organization 
activities offered to all Government employ- 
ees by professional organizations if the only 
restrictions on membership relate to profes- 
sional qualifications. 

"(14) A plaque, trophy, or other memento 
of modest value. 


inheritances, and other 
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"(15) An item for which, in an unusual 
case, a waiver is granted by the Select Com- 
mittee on Ethics. 

2. (a)(1) In determining if the giving of an 
item is motivated by a family relationship 
or personal friendship, at least the following 
factors shall be considered: 

(A) The history of the relationship be- 
tween the individual giving the item and the 
individual receiving the item, including 
whether or not items have previously been 
exchanged by such individuals. 

„(B) Whether the item was purchased by 
the individual who gave the item. 

„) Whether the individual who gave the 
item also at the same time gave the same or 
similar item to other Members, officers, or 
employees. 

2) The giving of an item shall not be con- 
sidered to be motivated by a family relation- 
Ship or personal friendship if the individual 
providing the item— 

(A) seeks to deduct the value of such item 
as a business expense on the individual's in- 
come tax return; or 

B) accepts direct or indirect reimburse- 
ment or compensation for the item from a 
client or a firm of which the individual is a 
member or employee. 

“(3) For purposes of clause (2), indirect re- 
imbursement or compensation for an item 
includes an expenditure from an expense ac- 
count and a fee charged by a lobbyist for the 
purpose of compensating the lobbyist for the 
cost of the item. 

"(by1) Except as prohibited by paragraph 
l(aX1)a Member, officer, or employee may 
accept an offer of free attendance at a widely 
&ttended convention, conference, sympo- 
sium, forum, panel discussion, dinner, recep- 
tion, or similar event, provided by the spon- 
sor of the event, if— 

() the Member, officer, or employee par- 
ticipates in the event as a speaker or a panel 
participant, by presenting information relat- 
ed to Congress or matters before Congress, or 
by performing a ceremonial function appro- 
príate to his or her official position; or 

(B) attendance of the event is appropriate 
to the performance of the official duties of 
the Member, officer, or employee. 

"(2 ) A Member, officer, or employee who 
attends an event described in clause (1) of 
this subparagraph may accept— 

“(A) a sponsor's unsolicited offer of free at- 
tendance at the event for an accompanying 
spouse if others in attendance will generally 
be accompanied by spouses or if such attend- 
ance is appropriate to assist in the represen- 
tation of the Senate; and 

„B) transportation and lodging in connec- 
tion with the event if authorized in accord- 
ance with paragraph 3. 

(3) Except as prohibited by paragraph 
1(a)(1), a Member, officer, or employee, or 
the spouse or dependent thereof, may accept 
& sponsor's unsolicited offer of free attend- 
ance at a charity event in which the Mem- 
ber, officer, or employee is a participant. Re- 
imbursement for transportation and lodging 
may not be accepted in connection with the 
event. 

*(4) For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term 'free attendance' may include waiver of 
all or part of a conference or other fee or the 
provision of food, refreshment, entertain- 
ment, and instructional materials furnished 
to all attendees as an integral part of the 
event. The term does not include entertain- 
ment collateral to the event, or meals taken 
other than in a group setting with all or sub- 
stantially all other attendees. 

o) For the purpose of this rule 

(J) The term ‘client’ means any person 
who employs or retains a lobbyist or a for- 
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eign agent to appear or work on such per- 
son's behalf. 

*(2) The term market value’, when applied 
to a gift means the retail cost a person 
would incur to purchase the gift. The market 
value of a gift of a ticket entitling the holder 
to food, refreshments, or entertainment is 
the retail cost of similar food, refreshments, 
or entertainment. 

*(d) When it is not practicable to return a 
tangible item because it is perishable, the 
item may, at the discretion of the recipient, 
be given to an appropriate charity, shared 
within the recipient's office, or destroyed. 

“3. (a1) Except as prohibited by para- 
graph l(aX1) a reimbursement (including 
payment in kind) to a Member, officer, or 
employee for necessary transportation, lodg- 
ing and related expenses for travel to a meet- 
ing, speaking engagement, factfinding trip 
or similar event in connection with the du- 
ties of the Member, officer, or employee as 
an officeholder shall be deemed to be a reim- 
bursement to the Senate and not a gift pro- 
hibited by paragraph 1, if the Member, offi- 
cer, or employee receives advance authoriza- 
tion to accept reimbursement and discloses 
the expenses reimbursed or to be reimbursed 
and the authorization through the Secretary 
of the Senate as soon as practicable after the 
travel is completed. 

(2) Events, the activities of which are sub- 
stantially recreational in nature, shall not 
be considered to be in connection with the 
duties of a Member, officer, or employee as 
an officeholder. 

*(b) Each advance authorization to accept 
reimbursement shall be signed by the appro- 
priate Member (or, in the case of an em- 
ployee of a committee, the appropriate com- 
mittee chairman) and shall include— 

(i) the name of the Member, officer, or 
employee; 

(2) the name of the person who will make 
the reimbursement; 

"(3) the time, place, and purpose of the 
travel; and 

“(4) a determination that the travel is in 
connection with the duties of the Member, 
Officer, or employee as an officeholder and 
would not create the appearance that the 
Member, officer, or employee is using public 
office for private gain. 

"(c) Each disclosure of expenses reim- 
bursed or to be reimbursed shall be signed by 
the appropriate Member (or, in the case of an 
employee of à committee, the appropriate 
committee chairman) and shall include— 

(J) total transportation expenses reim- 
bursed or to be reimbursed; 

‘(2) total lodging expenses reimbursed or 
to be reimbursed; 

(3) disclosure of any other expenses reim- 
bursed or to be reimbursed (with the excep- 
tion of any items that may properly be ac- 
cepted pursuant to paragraphs 1 and 2); and 

(4) a determination that all such expenses 
are necessary transportation, lodging, and 
related expenses as defined in this para- 


graph. 

"(d) For the purposes of this paragraph, 
the term 'necessary transportation, lodging, 
and related expenses'— 

(J) includes reasonable expenses that are 
necessary for travel for a period that may 
not exceed 3 days exclusive of traveltime 
within the United States or 7 days exclusive 
of traveltime outside of the United States 
unless approved in advance by the Ethics 
Committee; 

2) is limited to expenditures for transpor- 
tation, lodging, conference fees and mate- 
rials, and meals offered to all attendees as an 
integral part of the event, including reim- 
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bursement for necessary transportation, 
whether or not such transportation occurs 
within the periods described in clause (1); 
and 

“(3) does not include expenditures for rec- 
reational activities, or entertainment other 
than that provided to all attendees as an in- 
tegral part of the event. 

(e) The Secretary of the Senate shall 

"(1) make available to the public all ad- 
vance authorizations and disclosures of reim- 
bursement filed pursuant to subparagraph (a) 
as soon as possible after they are filed; and 

*(2) publish an annual report summarizing 
(by Member, officer, or employee) travel ex- 
penses that are reimbursed pursuant to this 
paragraph and aggregate more than $250 
from any one source. 

"4. (a) Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this rule, a Member, officer, or em- 
ployee of the Senate may participate in a 
program, the principal objective of which is 
educational, sponsored by a foreign govern- 
ment or à foreign educational or charitable 
organization involving travel to a foreign 
country paid for by that foreign government 
or organization if such participation is not 
in violation of any law and if the appropriate 
Member or committee chairman has deter- 
mined that participation in such program is 
in the interests of the Senate and the United 
States. 

"(b) Any Member who accepts an invita- 
tion to participate in any such program shall 
notify the Secretary of the Senate in writing 
of his acceptance. A Member shall also no- 
tify the Secretary in writing whenever he 
has permitted any officer or employee whom 
he supervises (within the meaning of para- 
graph 11 of rule XXXVII) to participate in 
any such program. The Secretary shall place 
in the Congressional Record a list of all indi- 
viduals participating; the supervisors of such 
individuals, where applicable; and the nature 
and itinerary of such program. No Member, 
officer, or employee may accept funds in 
connection with participation in a program 
permitted under subparagraph (a) if such 
funds are not used for necessary food, lodg- 
ing, transportation, and related expenses of 
the Member, officer, or employee. 

5. The Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration is authorized to adjust the $20 gift 
limit established in paragraph 1 on a periodic 
basis, to the extent necessary to adjust for 
inflation.“ 

SEC. 3. AMENDMENT TO THE HOUSE RULES. 

Clause 4 of rule XLIII of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives is amended to read 
as follows: 

4. (a1) No Member, officer, or employee 
of the House of Representatives, or the 
spouse thereof, shall knowingly accept— 

(A) any gift provided directly or indi- 
rectly by a person registered as a lobbyist or 
a foreign agent under the Federal Regulation 
of Lobbying Act, the Foreign Agents Reg- 
istration Act, or any successor statute; 

) any gift from any other person. 

"(2) For the purpose of this clause, the 
term 'gift' means any gratuity, favor, dis- 
count, entertainment, hospitality, loan, for- 
bearance, or other item having monetary 
value. The term includes gifts of services, 
training, transportation, lodging, and meals, 
whether provided in kind, by purchase of a 
tícket, payment in advance, or reimburse- 
ment after the expense has been incurred. 

"(8)A) The restrictions in subparagraph 
(a) shall apply to any financial contribution 
or expenditure relating to a conference, re- 
treat, or similar event for or on behalf of 
Members, officers, or employees. 

„B) The following items are subject to the 
restrictions in subparagraph (1)(A)— 
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) an item provided by a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent which is paid for, charged to, or 
reimbursed by a client or firm of such lobby- 
ist or foreign agent; 

(ii) an item provided by a lobbyist or a 
foreign agent to an entity that is maintained 
or controlled by a Member, officer, or em- 
ployee; 

(Iii) a charitable contribution made on 
the basis of a designation, recommendation, 
or other specification made to a lobbyist or 
a foreign agent by a Member, officer, or em- 
ployee (not including a mass mailing or 
other solicitation directed to a broad cat- 
egory of the general public); 

(iv) a contribution or other payment by a 
lobbyist or foreign agent to a legal expense 
fund established for the benefit of a Member, 
officer, or employee; and 

(a contribution, as defined in the Fed- 
eral Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et 
seq.) that is made by a lobbyist, foreign 
agent, or Political Action Committee, to a 
Member; and 

"(C) a charitable contribution (as defined 
in section 170(c) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986) made by a lobbyist or a foreign 
agent in lieu of an honorarium. 

(4) The following items are not gifts sub- 
ject to the restrictions in subparagraph (1): 

(A) Any item for which the Member, offi- 
cer, or employee pays the market value. 

“(B) A contribution, as defined in the Fed- 
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 
431 et seq.) that is lawfully made under that 
Act except as provided in subparagraph 
(3)(BXv). 

"(C) Anything provided under  cir- 
cumstances that clearly indicate, in accord- 
ance with paragraph (bye), that it is pro- 
vided for a nonbusiness purpose and is moti- 
vated by a family relationship or personal 
friendship and not by the position of the 
Member, officer, or employee (subject to 
prior approval by the Committee on Stand- 
ards of Official Conduct in the case of a gift 
to a Member, officer, or employee in excess 
of $250 that is provided on the basis of per- 
sonal friendship and disclosure under the 
Ethics in Government Act of a gift to a 
spouse of a Member in excess of $250 that is 
provided on the basis of personal friendship). 

“(D) Items which are not used and which 
are promptly returned to the donor. 

(E) A food or refreshment item of mini- 
mal value, such as a soft drink, coffee, or 
doughnut offered other than as part of a 
meal. 

F) Benefits resulting from the business, 
employment, or other outside activities of 
the spouse of a Member, officer, or employee, 
if such benefits are customarily provided 
others in similar circumstances. 

"(G) Pension and other benefits resulting 
from continued participation in an employee 
welfare and benefits plan maintained by a 
former employer. 

(I) Informational materials that are sent 
to the office of the Member, officer, or em- 
ployee in the form of books, articles, periodi- 
cals, other written materials, audio tapes, 
videotapes, or other forms of communica- 
tion. 

5) The restrictions in clauses (B) and (C) 
of subparagraph (1) shall not apply to the fol- 
lowing: 

“(A) Meals, lodging, and other benefits 

“(i) resulting from the outside business or 
employment activities of the Member, offi- 
cer, or employee (or other outside activities 
that are not connected to the duties of the 
Member, officer, or employee as an office- 
holder), if such benefits have not been of- 
fered or enhanced because of the official po- 
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sition of the Member, officer, or employee 
and are customarily provided to others in 
similar circumstances; or 

(ii) customarily provided by a prospective 
employer in connection with bona fide em- 
ployment discussions. 

"(B) Awards or prizes which are given to 
competitors in contests or events open to the 
public, including random drawings. 

"(C) Honorary degrees and other bona fide 
awards presented in recognition of public 
service and available to the general public 
(and associated meals and entertainment 
provided in the presentation of such degrees 
and awards). 

D) Donations of products from the State 
that the Member represents that are in- 
tended primarily for promotional purposes, 
such as display or free distribution, and are 
of minimal value to any individual recipient. 

"(E) Meals and entertainment provided to 
a Member or an employee of a Member in the 
Member's home State having, subject to rea- 
sonable limitations, to be established by the 
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct. 

"(F) Food and attendance provided at an 
event sponsored by a political organization 
described in section 527(e) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 

"(G) Training provided to a Member, offi- 
cer, or employee, if such training is in the 
interest of the House of Representatives. 

"(H) Bequests, inheritances, and other 
transfers at death. 

"(D Any item, the receipt of which is au- 
thorized by the Foreign Gifts and Declara- 
tions Act, the Mutual Education and Cul- 
tural Exchange Act, or any other statute. 

„J) Anything which is paid for by the Gov- 
ernment or secured by the Government 
under a Government contract. 

K) A gift of personal hospitality of an in- 
dividual, as defined in section 109(14) of the 
Ethics in Government Act. 

"(L) Free attendance at an event per- 
mitted pursuant to paragraph (b)(1). 

"(M) Opportunities and benefits which 
are— 

"(1) available to the public or to a class 
consisting of all Federal employees, whether 
or not restricted on the basis of geographic 
consideration; 

"(11) offered to members of a group or class 
in which membership is unrelated to con- 
gressional employment; 

(ui) offered to members of an organiza- 
tion, such as an employees' association or 
congressional credit union, in which mem- 
bership is related to congressional employ- 
ment and similar opportunities are available 
to large segments of the public through orga- 
nizations of similar size; 

"(iv) offered to any group or class that is 
not defined in a manner that specifically dis- 
criminates among Government employees on 
the basis of branch of Government or type of 
responsibility, or on a basis that favors those 
of higher rank or rate of pay; 

"(v) in the form of loans from banks and 
other financial institutions on terms gen- 
erally available to the public; or 

**(vi) in the form of reduced membership or 
other fees for participation in organization 
activities offered to all Government employ- 
ees by professional organizations if the only 
restrictions on membership relate to profes- 
sional qualifications. 

N) A plaque, trophy, or other memento 
of modest value. 

*(O) An item for which, in an unusual case, 
a waiver is granted by the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct. 

*(b)(1)(A) In determining if the giving of 
an item is motivated by a family relation- 
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ship or personal friendship, at least the fol- 
lowing factors shall be considered: 

i) The history of the relationship be- 
tween the individual giving the item and the 
individual receiving the item, including 
whether or not items have previously been 
exchanged by such individuals. 

(ii) Whether the item was purchased by 
the individual who gave the item. 

"(iii) Whether the individual who gave the 
item also at the same time gave the same or 
similar item to other Members, officers, or 
employees. 

"(B) The giving of an item shall not be 
considered to be motivated by a family rela- 
tionship or personal friendship if the individ- 
ual providing the item— 

„J seeks to deduct the value of such item 
as a business expense on the individual's in- 
come tax return; or 

(i) accepts direct or indirect reimburse- 
ment or compensation for the item from a 
client or a firm of which the individual is a 
member or employee. 

*(C) For purposes of clause (B), indirect re- 
imbursement or compensation for an item 
includes an expenditure from an expense ac- 
count and a fee charged by a lobbyist for the 
purpose of compensating the lobbyist for the 
cost of the item. 

(2)(A) Except as prohibited by paragraph 
(a)(1)(A) a Member, officer, or employee may 
accept an offer of free attendance at a widely 
attended convention, conference, sympo- 
sium, forum, panel discussion, dinner, recep- 
tion, or similar event, provided by the spon- 
sor of the event if— 

"(i) the Member, officer, or employee par- 
ticipates in the event as a speaker or a panel 
participant, by presenting information relat- 
ed to Congress or matters before Congress, or 
by performing a ceremonial function appro- 
priate to his or her official position; or 

"(11) attendance of the event is appropriate 
to the performance of the official duties of 
the Member, officer, or employee. 

"(B) A Member, officer, or employee who 
attends an event described in clause (A) of 
this subparagraph may accept— 

"(1) a sponsor's unsolicited offer of free at- 
tendance at the event for an accompanying 
spouse if others in attendance will generally 
be accompanied by spouses or if such attend- 
ance is appropriate to assist in the represen- 
tation of the House of Representatives; and 

(ii) transportation and lodging in connec- 
tion with the event if authorized in accord- 
ance with paragraph (c). 

"(C) Except as prohibited by paragraph 
(2)1XA), a Member, officer, or employee, or 
the spouse or dependent thereof, may accept 
a sponsor's unsolicited offer of free attend- 
ance at a charity event in which the Mem- 
ber, officer, or employee is a participant. Re- 
imbursement for transportation and lodging 
may not be accepted in connection with the 
event. 

D) For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term 'free attendance' may include waiver of 
all or part of a conference or other fee or the 
provision of food, refreshment, entertain- 
ment, and instructional materials furnished 
to all attendees as an integral part of the 
event. The term does not include entertain- 
ment collateral to the event, or meals taken 
other than in a group setting with all or sub- 
stantially all other attendees. 

*(3) For the purpose of this clause 

"(A) The term 'client' means any person 
who employs or retains a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent to appear or work on such per- 
son's behalf. 

‘(B) The term ‘market value’, when ap- 
plied to a gift means the retail cost a person 
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would incur to purchase the gift. The market 
value of a gift of a ticket entitling the holder 
to food, refreshments, or entertainment is 
the retail cost of similar food, refreshments, 
or entertainment. 

"(4) When it is not practical to return à 
tangible item because it is perishable, the 
item may, at the discretion of the recipient, 
be given to an appropriate charity, shared 
within the recipient's office, or destroyed. 

"(CK(1XA) Except as prohibited by para- 
graph (a)(1)(A), a reimbursement (including 
payment in kind) to a Member, officer, or 
employee for necessary transportation, lodg- 
ing and related expenses for travel to a meet- 
ing, speaking engagement, factfinding trip 
or similar event in connection with the du- 
ties of the Member, officer, or employee as 
an officeholder shall be deemed to be a reim- 
bursement to the House of Representatives 
and not a gift prohibited by paragraph (a), if 
the Member, officer, or employee receives 
advance authorization to accept reimburse- 
ment and discloses the expenses reimbursed 
or to be reimbursed and the authorization 
through the Clerk of the House of Represent- 
&tives as soon as practicable after the travel 
is completed. 

"(B) Events, the activities of which are 
substantially recreational in nature, shall 
not be considered to be in connection with 
the duties of a Member, officer, or employee 
as an officeholder. 

*(2) Each advance authorization to accept 
reimbursement shall be signed by the appro- 
priate Member (or, in the case of an em- 
ployee of a committee, the appropriate com- 
mittee chairman) and shall include— 

"(A) the name of the Member, officer, or 
employee; 

(BB) the name of the person who will make 
the reimbursement; 

() the time, place, and purpose of the 
travel; and 

„D) a determination that the travel is in 
connection with the duties of the Member, 
officer, or employee as an officeholder and 
would not create the appearance that the 
Member, officer, or employee is using public 
office for private gain. 

'"(3) Each disclosure of expenses reim- 
bursed or to be reimbursed shall be signed by 
the appropriate Member (or, in the case of an 
employee of a committee, the appropriate 
committee chairman) and shall include— 

"(A) total transportation expenses reim- 
bursed or to be reimbursed; 

(B) total lodging expenses reimbursed or 
to be reimbursed; 

() disclosure of any other expenses reim- 
bursed or to be reimbursed (with the excep- 
tion of any items that may properly be ac- 
cepted pursuant to clauses (a) and (b)); and 

"(D) a determination that all such ex- 
penses are necessary transportation, lodging, 
and related expenses as defined in this para- 


graph. 

*(4) For the purposes of this paragraph, the 
term 'necessary transportation, lodging, and 
related expenses'— 

() includes reasonable expenses that are 
necessary for travel for a period that may 
not exceed 3 days exclusive of traveltime 
within the United States or 7 days exclusive 
of traveltime outside of the United States 
unless approved in advance by the Commit- 
tee on Standards of Official Conduct; 

"(B) is limited to expenditures for trans- 
portation, lodging, conference fees and mate- 
rials, and meals offered to all attendees as an 
integral part of the event, including reim- 
bursement for necessary transportation, 
whether or not such transportation occurs 
within the periods described in clause (1); 
and 
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"(C) does not include expenditures for rec- 
reational activities, or entertainment other 
than that provided to all attendees as an in- 
tegral part of the event. 

*(5) The Clerk of the House of Representa- 
tives shall— 

"(A) make available to the public all ad- 
vance authorizations and disclosures of reim- 
bursement filed pursuant to subparagraph (1) 
as soon as possible after they are filed; and 

B) publish an annual report summarizing 
(by Member, officer, or employee) travel ex- 
penses that are reimbursed pursuant to this 
paragraph and aggregate more than $250 
from any one source. 

"(d(1) Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this clause, a Member, officer, or em- 
ployee of the House of Representatives may 
participate in a program, the principal objec- 
tive of which is educational, sponsored by à 
foreign government or a foreign educational 
or charitable organization involving travel 
to a foreign country paid for by that foreign 
government organization if such participa- 
tion is not in violation of any law and if the 
appropriate Member or committee chairman 
has determined that participation in such 
program is in the interests of the House of 
Representatives and the United States. 

(2) Any Member who accepts an invita- 
tion to participate in any such program shall 
notify the Clerk of the House of Representa- 
tives in writing of his acceptance. A Member 
Shall also notify the a Clerk in writing when- 
ever he has permitted any officer or em- 
ployee whom he supervises to participate in 
any such program. The Clerk shall place in 
the Congressional Record a list of all indi- 
viduals participating; the supervisors of such 
individuals, where applicable; and the nature 
and itinerary of such program. 

(3) No Member, officer, or employee may 
accept funds in connection with participa- 
tion in a program permitted under subpara- 
graph (a) if such funds are not used for nec- 
essary food, lodging, transportation, and re- 
lated expenses of the Member, officer, or em- 
ployee. 

de) The Committee on Standards of Offi- 
cial Conduct is authorized to adjust the $20 
gift limit established in paragraph (a) on a 
periodic basis, to the extent necessary to ad- 
just for inflation.". 

SEC. 4. AMENDMENT TO THE ETHICS IN GOVERN- 
MENT ACT. 


Section 102(a)(2)(A) of the Ethics in Gov- 
ernment Act (5 U.S.C. App. 6, section 102), is 
amended by— 

(1) inserting a dash after and the value 
ot: 

(2) striking “all gifts aggregating" and in- 
serting the following: 

“(i) all gifts aggregating”; 

(3) striking the period at the end of the 
subparagraph and inserting *'; and"; and 

(4) adding at the end the following: 

(ii) all gifts, other than food, lodging, or 
entertainment received as personal hospi- 
tality of an individual, having a value of $20 
or more that are— 

"(I) provided by a person required to reg- 
ister under the Federal Regulation of Lobby- 
ing Act, the Foreign Agents Registration 
Act, or any successor Act; and 

(II) would be prohibited by section 7353 of 
title 5, United States Code, but for a per- 
sonal friendship exception contained in im- 
plementing rules and regulations issued pur- 
suant to in subsection (b)1) of such sec- 
tion.“. 

SEC. 5. ee REFORM ACT OF 
1994. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
gen as the “Post-Employment Reform Act 
of 1994. 
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(b) FORMER AGENCY BAN.— 

(1) EXECUTIVE BRANCH.—Section 207(c)(1) of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
striking within 1 year after" and inserting 
“within 2 years after“. 

(2) CONGRESS.—Section 207(e) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended in para- 
graphs (1)(A), (2)(A), (3), (4)(A), and (5)(A), by 
striking within 1 year after" and inserting 
“within 2 years after“. 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT RELATING TO 
PAY LEVELS.—(A) Section 207(c)(2)(ii) of title 
18, United States Code, is amended by strik- 
ing ‘‘the rate of basic pay payable for level V 
of the Executive Schedule" and inserting 
“120 percent of the minimum rate of basic 
pay payable for GS-15 of the General Sched- 
ule", 

(B) Section 207(e)(6) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(i) in subparagraph (A) by striking which 
is 75 percent of the basic rate of pay payable 
for a Member of the House of Congress in 
which such employee was employed" and in- 
serting ''which is 120 percent of the mini- 
mum rate of basic pay payable for GS-15 of 
the General Schedule"; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B) by striking pay- 
able for level V of the Executive Schedule" 
and inserting which is 120 percent of the 
minimum rate of basic pay payable for GS- 
15 of the General Schedule". 

(c) FOREIGN ENTITIES BAN.—Section 207(f) 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking “within 1 
year” and inserting within 2 years“; 

(2) by striking paragraph (2); and 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (2) and inserting in such paragraph be- 
fore the period the following: , or a corpora- 
tion, partnership, or other nongovernment 
entity which is created or organized under 
the laws of a foreign country or which has its 
principal place of business outside the Unit- 
ed States“. 

(d) RESTRICTIONS ON VERY SENIOR PERSON- 
NEL.—Section 207(d)(1) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ''within 
1 year“ and inserting "within 2 years". 

(e) TRADE AND TREATY NEGOTIATION BAN.— 
Section 207(b)(1) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by striking for a period of 
1 year" and inserting ''for a period of 10 
years". 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall be 
effective after January 1, 1995. 


No person registered as a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent may make a contribution or other 
payment to a legal expense fund established 
for the benefit of an officer or employee of 
the executive branch. 

SEC. 7. REPEAL OF OBSOLETE PROVISION. 

Section 901 of the Ethics Reform Act of 
1989 (2 U.S.C. 31-2) is repealed. 

SEC. 8. PROHIBITION ON LOBBYISTS. 

No person registered as a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent under the Federal Regulation of 
Lobbying Act, the Foreign Agents Registra- 
tion Act, or any successor statute shall pro- 
vide a gift to any Member, officer, or em- 
ployee of the Senate or the House of Rep- 
resentatives, or a spouse or dependent of the 
Member, officer, or employee, if the lobbyist 
or foreign agent knows that the acceptance 
of the gift by the Member, officer, employee, 
spouse, or dependent would violate Rule 
XXXV of the Standing Rules of the Senate or 
clause 4 of Rule XLIII of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. 

SEC. 9. EXERCISE OF CONGRESSIONAL RULE- 
MAKING POWER. 

Except for sections 4, 5, and 6, this Act is 

enacted by Congress— 
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(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate and the House of Representa- 
tives, respectively, and accordingly, they 
shall be considered as part of the rules of 
each House, respectively, or of the House to 
which they specifically apply, and such rules 
shall supersede other rules only to the ex- 
tent that they are inconsistent therewith; 
and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu- 
tional right of either House to change such 
rules (insofar as they relate to that House) 
at any time and in the same manner and to 
the same extent as in the case of any other 
rule of that House. 

SEC. 10. GIFTS. ` 

The Senate Committee on Rules and Ad- 
ministration, on behalf of the Senate, may 
accept gifts provided they do not involve any 
duty, burden, or condition, or are not made 
dependent upon some future performance by 
the United States. The Committee on Rules 
and Administration is authorized to promul- 
gate regulations to carry out this section. 
SEC. 11. LEGAL EXPENSE FUND. 

No provision of this Act shall be inter- 
preted to limit a contribution or other pay- 
ment to a legal expense fund established for 
the benefit of a Member, officer, or employee 
by any person other than a lobbyist or a for- 
eign agent. 

SEC. 12. MEALS AND ENTERTAINMENT. 

The rules on acceptance of meals and en- 
tertainment provided to a Member or an em- 
ployee of a Member in the Member's home 
State prior to the adoption of reasonable 
limitations by the appropriate committees 
shall be the rules in effect on the day before 
the effective date of this Act. 

SEC. 13. SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the con- 
ferees to the upcoming Senate-House con- 
ference on omnibus crime legislation should 
totally reject the so-called Racial Justice 
Act provisions contained in the crime bill 
passed by the House of Representatives on 
April 21, 1994. 

SEC. 14. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

This Act and the amendments made by 
this Act shall become effective on January 1, 
1995. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to limit the acceptance of gifts, 
meals, and travel by Members of Con- 
gress and congressional staff, and for 
other purposes.” 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 


NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
TECHNOLOGY ACT OF 1993 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the committee sub- 
stitute, as amended, is agreed to, the 
bill is to be read for the third time, and 
the question is on the passage of S. 978, 
as amended. 

The clerk will read the bill for the 
third time. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading and was read the 
third time. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer a few comments on one 
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of the sections of the bill before us, S. 
978, the National Environmental Tech- 
nology Act of 1994. 

First, let me congratulate Senator 
BAUCUS, chairman of the Environment 
and Publie Works Committee, and Sen- 
ator CHAFEE, ranking member on the 
committee, for their work on this bill. 
They have achieved a consensus on the 
many provisions within the bill to the 
degree that we are poised to adopt this 
legislation in the new few days. They 
were willing to consider amending the 
bill with language that I had proposed, 
and I appreciate their willingness to 
make modifications to the bill based 
on that language. 

I am pleased that the substitute bill 
makes changes in the original version 
of S. 978, most notably in title IV, sub- 
title A-—''Verification of  Environ- 
mental Technologies.” This provision 
establishes à framework for encourag- 
ing the development and introduction 
of new and innovative technologies in 
the private sector, which I believe will 
have a very positive effect on our envi- 
ronment and economy. 

As I mentioned, the changes to title 
IV are a definite improvement over the 
original bill. With the substitute bill, 
the committee is providing direction to 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
[EPA] to ensure that, as the agency 
moves toward setting technology 
standards based on performance, the 
actual verification and evaluation of 
these technologies will be conducted in 
the private sector or by other non-Fed- 
eral entities. The bill does provide for 
qualifying EPA laboratories to partici- 
pate in verifying technologies as well. 
But, the key component of this future 
system, and the reason for my earlier 
suggestions, is to open the EPA ver- 
ification and evaluation process to as 
many eligible non-federal entities as 
possible. In this manner, private sector 
involvement is encouraged and expan- 
sion of the EPA's bureaucracy discour- 
aged. 

I am pleased this concept of outside 
consultation between the EPA and the 
private sector also encourages private 
companies to be involved in the devel- 
opment and marketing of new and in- 
novative environmental products. Sec- 
tion 201 contains language identifying 
these organizations, including aca- 
demic institutions and nonprofit 


groups. 

It is important that the EPA care- 
fully and formally solicit input from 
the analytical instrumentation indus- 
try, as well as other components of the 
environmental monitoring industry. In 
my view, this latter industry, which 
supplies environmental monitoring 
equipment to laboratories, is already 
heavily regulated, which has often hin- 
dered the introduction of new environ- 
mental monitoring technologies and 
products. Obtaining input from those 
involved in this industry should help 
prevent further regulatory burden from 
being created in the future. 
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Such prevention is important since 
over the last twenty years the EPA’s 
system of regulating analytical instru- 
ments used in environmental tech- 
nology has developed into a highly de- 
tailed set of instructions for the chem- 
ist or lab technician to follow. Today, 
these technicians must follow these 
cookbook-like directions to provide as- 
surance to their customers that the re- 
sults of their analyses passes EPA mus- 
ter. In most cases, a different method, 
or recipe, as it were, is needed for each 
class of chemical substances, which has 
developed into a proliferation of highly 
specific EPA directions on how to con- 
duct a certain type of chemical analy- 
sis. And, if a technology comes along 
that can do this analysis better and 
faster, it cannot be utilized because the 
product or type equipment is not speci- 
fied in the EPA directions. Since most 
laboratories are not willing to risk los- 
ing a customer’s business when that 
customer is only interested in comply- 
ing with EPA regulations, these labs 
will not pursue new technologies. After 
all, if the testing regulations effec- 
tively prevent their use, what good are 
they? I believe it would be very coun- 
terproductive to continue to constrain 
the introduction of new and innovative 
technologies in this way. 

I understand the EPA has been aware 
of these problems created by the cur- 
rent methods-based approach to devel- 
oping environmental monitoring equip- 
ment. For the past 7 years, the agency 
has been exploring the possibility of 
moving toward a performance-based 
system. One of the reasons this has 
taken so long is the complexity of the 
transition, especially when questions 
as to the quantity and quality of data 
to be required under a new performance 
system remain unanswered. 

Because of the complexity of 
transitioning from a methods-based ap- 
proach for the environmental monitor- 
ing industry to a performance-based 
system, and since this industry is one 
of the few environmental technology 
industries that is currently regulated, I 
believe it is vital that the industry 
have the opportunity for direct input 
to the EPA during the development of 
performance standards. This will en- 
sure that the transition is achieved as 
smoothly as possible, and that any 
problems are taken into account and 
addressed. 

Despite the positive move in the sub- 
stitute bill to develop standards based 
on performance rather than methods, I 
would like to mention several items 
that I believe we should watch care- 
fully during this process. 

First, language in title IV requires 
that the performance standards system 
to be established by the Administrator 
include, ''to the extent practicable, es- 
timates of the capital and operating 
cost of environmental technologies.” 
This portion of title IV may—and I un- 
derscore may—continue past practices 
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of overburdening the production of new 
technologies, especially if the EPA ea- 
gerly pursues this language. What I am 
saying is that if a given technology 
easily lends itself to these kinds of cost 
estimates, then they should be under- 
taken. If, however, the capital and op- 
erating costs of technology cannot be 
easily estimated, then the EPA should 
not try to fit a square peg into a round 
hole, but rather exercise restraint and 
employ the ‘‘to the extent practicable" 
phrase. Many of these technologies 
may have different cost structures 
under different circumstances, and it 
would be self-defeating to have the 
agency attempt to produce cost esti- 
mates for every combination that 
might be possible in every environ- 
mental application. 

Second, title IV also authorizes the 
EPA Administrator, in collaboration 
with other Federal agencies, to develop 
and issue common guidelines and pro- 
tocols to verify and evaluate the per- 
formance and cost estimates of envi- 
ronmental technologies. As I men- 
tioned earlier, I am pleased that the 
substitute bill encourages the use of 
non-federal agencies to verify and 
evaluate environmental technologies. 
However, I am concerned that, where 
we open the door to private sector in- 
volvement earlier in the title, this pro- 
vision could shut that opening very 
abruptly. I hope the EPA, in accord- 
ance with this language, would simi- 
larly reach outside the agency for help 
in putting together these guidelines 
and protocols. If not, then the EPA will 
become a bottleneck, rather than a 
spur, in the development of new tech- 
nology. I hope it does not come to that. 
We have an opportunity in this legisla- 
tion to involve many entities in devel- 
oping  performance-based standards 
that will lead new and important tech- 
nologies. 

I encourage the EPA to call on such 
entities as the National Institute for 
Standards and Technology, private sec- 
tor groups involved in standard set- 
ting, and other appropriate organiza- 
tions with standards—setting and pro- 
tocol-development expertise to shoul- 
der much of the effort to design these 
new standards, protocols, and guide- 
lines. 

Finally, I would like to express my 
deep reservations about the section of 
title IV that authorizes the EPA to es- 
tablish a fee structure for this process 
of moving to a performance-based 
standard system. I am not a proponent 
of establishing user fees for services 
provided by the Federal government 
that have been deemed necessary to 
benefit all Americans. If regulating en- 
vironmental technologies is deemed to 
be in the public interest, then we 
Should be prepared to pay for it and 
find the necessary offsets. 

User fees have been more and more 
frequently considered as a means of fi- 
nancing Government activities, a trend 
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I find disturbing in and of itself. In 
general, this is not good public policy, 
and we should seek to avoid enacting 
such fees. The burden of paying them, 
while initially shouldered by the busi- 
ness community, eventually falls on to 
all consumers and taxpayers. 

In this case, I plan to monitor EPA's 
development of these user fees to en- 
sure that: First, they are not excessive; 
second, they will not unduly burden 
current and future participants in this 
industry; and third, they will be com- 
petitive between all types and sizes of 
industry members. Otherwise, I, for 
one, will be compelled to revisit this 
issue at every opportunity. 

Mr. President, the development of an 
effective system of performance-based 
evaluation of analytical instruments 
for environmental monitoring still re- 
quires guidance to chemists on how 
best to conduct a given analysis. How- 
ever, this should not result in replacing 
specific types of equipment with ge- 
neric descriptions accompanied with 
performance criteria. The language in 
this bill should go à long way toward 
ensuring that a significant barrier to 
the introduction of new technologies 
and products in the field of environ- 
mental analytical instruments is re- 
moved. That is my hope with the provi- 
sions contained in the substitute bill. 
Obviously, if we cannot succeed in this 
effort, then these issues may need to be 
revisited in the near future. 

I commend my colleagues for includ- 
ing in this bill direction to the EPA to 
move toward performance-based assess- 
ments of environmental technologies. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be a cosponsor of S. 978, the 
National Environmental Technology 
Act of 1994. 

S. 978 is a good Government approach 
to stimulating the development of 
technologies to protect the environ- 
ment. It will help prevent duplication 
of effort by Federal agencies, and en- 
courage more public-private partner- 
ships for effective use of taxpayers 
money. This approach is consistent 
with the administration's effort to de- 
velop a inter-departmental look at all 
Federal research and development to 
increase its efficiency and payoff. 

This bill will help stimulate innova- 
tion and job creation in a responsible 
way. S. 978 encourages business' atten- 
tion to investment in environmental 
protection through incentives rather 
than through penalties. According to 
the Environmental Business Journal, 
approximately 47,200 people in Michi- 
gan are employed in environmental 
technology fields, grossing around $6 
million annually in sales. 

Originally, I was concerned that S. 
978, as reported from committee, did 
not include recycling in the definition 
of environmental technology, and ap- 
peared to emphasize development of re- 
mediation and pollution control tech- 
nology at the expense of recycling 
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technology. This approach seemed to 
turn the conventional pollution pre- 
vention hierarchy—reduce, reuse, recy- 
cle, and dispose—on its head. 

Mr. President, I have been involved 
in efforts to ensure that the Federal 
Government increases its procurement 
of products with recycled content and 
environmentally preferable products. I 
am aware that many nascent tech- 
nologies exist that can help us close 
the now-gaping part of the cradle-to- 
cradle recycling loop that should exist 
between end use of a product and new 
procurement. Obviously, we do not 
want to encourage the production of 
waste solely as a feedstock for new 
products with recycled content, but 
there is plenty of waste out there going 
into landfills or incinerators or else- 
where that could be profitably recycled 
given sufficient demand. The adminis- 
tration has made good progress in 
using Federal procurement to develop 
that market demand. 

The committee's amendment, in the 
nature of a substitute, satisfies my 
concerns, and ensures that companies 
that want to develop new recycling 
technologies that reduce environ- 
mental or human health risks will be 
eligible for the benefits of the bill. My 
hope is that the administration and the 
business community, including small 
businesses, will use the resources au- 
thorized in this bill to assist in the de- 
velopment of technologies that will re- 
duce waste going to permanent dis- 
posal, and encourage firms to sub- 
stitute less hazardous, nonpersistent 
and nonbioaccumulative materials and 
substances into their products and in 
their provision of services. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to vote for passage of S. 978. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
am very pleased to urge support of pas- 
sage of the National Environmental 
Technology Act of 1994. 

The main goals of this bill include 
coordination of existing programs 
throughout the Federal Government 
and authorizing and putting discipline 
and structure in existing programs at 
EPA. Over the long run, the develop- 
ment of new technologies has the po- 
tential to save the Federal Government 
huge sums of money. 

Perhaps the most important goal of 
this bill is to ensure that our existing 
programs on environmental technology 
are well-coordinated. Over $4 billion is 
currently being spent annually by Gov- 
ernment agencies on research and de- 
velopment of technologies that could 
be classified as environmental tech- 
nologies. A coordinated approach 
among these agencies is critical for 
cost-effective use of these funds. This 
bill accomplishes this and will improve 
Government accountability and effi- 
ciency. It is fully consistent with our 
efforts to reinvent Government. 

The legislation authorizes and mod- 
estly expands existing environmental 
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technology programs at the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency. Under the 
President’s environmental technology 
initiative, EPA is already operating a 
program to develop environmental 
technologies in partnerships with the 
private sector and other agencies. For 
example, one of the projects being 
funded under this initiative is aimed at 
developing and evaluating cost-effec- 
tive control technologies for oxides of 
nitrogen on major combustion sources. 
We know that developments of these 
controls will help companies meet the 
requirements of the Clean Air Act in 
the most cost-effective manner. 

EPA’s program must be consistent 
with the roles and responsibilities iden- 
tified for EPA pursuant to the national 
strategy and cannot duplicate specific 
technology development projects being 
conducted by other executive agencies. 

EPA is currently coordinating this 
program with other Federal technology 
programs. In this fiscal year, it intends 
to enter into partnerships with other 
Federal agencies to expend more than 
50 percent of the funds in the program. 

Title III of the legislation builds on 
EPA's existing Superfund Innovative 
Technology Evaluation Program and is 
modeled after the highly successful 
SBIR Program which EPA already is 
operating. 

Most importantly, we are talking 
about the development of technology 
which is critical to the Federal Govern- 
ment. The costs of cleaning up the Fed- 
eral Government's contaminated sites 
is expected to total several hundred 
billion dollars. Even if we had the 
money, we do not have the tech- 
nologies to clean up many of these 
sites and developing new technologies 
is critical to getting the costs under 
control. For example, there is no tech- 
nology currently available to ade- 
quately clean up ground water con- 
taminated with oil wastes, a common 
occurrence at many of the Nation’s 
contaminated waste sites. Improve- 
ments in these technologies should im- 
prove cleanup results, accelerate the 
pace of site cleanups and save both the 
Federal Government and private sector 
large amounts of money. Where inno- 
vative technologies have been used in 
the past, the cost savings have been 
very significant. 

The tests for spending Federal dol- 
lars in this bill are rigorous and follow 
the rules set forth by President Bush's 
science advisor, Dr. Bromley. First, the 
programs are basically oriented toward 
funding research and development at 
the precompetitive stage. Second, Dr. 
Bromley was concerned that peer re- 
view be an important part of ensuring 
that quality programs are selected. 
The policies EPA has in place to review 
these types of technology programs es- 
tablish a peer review process. Third, 
Dr. Bromley wanted to make sure that 
the investments made in research and 
development made sense; that they 
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were not just economic dead ends in 
the mind of some Government bureau- 
crat, or pork in the eyes of a Congress- 
man or Senator. So the Bush adminis- 
tration emphasized cost sharing of 
Government dollars with industry. 
Cost sharing, where industry pays a 
major share of costs and share the de- 
velopment risks, is a prime require- 
ment of most of the programs in this 
bill. 

Finally, Mr. President, a technology 
development program at EPA will 
hopefully significantly bring down in- 
dustry's cost of complying with regula- 
tions. Involvement in technology de- 
velopment may help ensure that EPA 
is aware of what is and is not possible 
from a technology standpoint as it de- 
velops regulations. The bill also estab- 
lishes programs to verify the cost and 
performance characteristics of tech- 
nologies relative to Federal regula- 
tions. These provisions will lower the 
market barriers created by preference 
within regulations for specific tech- 
nologies and thus stimulate competi- 
tion and innovation. 

Mr. President, this bill is good gov- 
ernment. Its goal is to coordinate ex- 
isting programs throughout the Fed- 
eral Government and authorize and ex- 
pand existing programs at EPA. Over 
the long term, the program has the po- 
tential to save the Federal Government 
huge sums of money. 

I would like to take a moment to 
commend the extraordinary hard work 
of the staff of the Environment and 
Public Works Committee including 
Tim Mohin, Tom Sliter, Peter Scher, 
Mike Evans, Joyce Rechtschaffen, 
Steve Shimberg, John Grzebien; Greg 
Loder of Senator MIKULSKTI'S staff; and 
William Bonvillian, Murray Hitzman, 
and Elizabeth Drye of my office. They 
worked with great creativity and 
perservance to make this bill happen. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, as one 
can see from my comments, I am con- 
cerned that the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency consult with outside 
sources, or non-Federal entities, to de- 
velop the rules, regulations, guidelines, 
and protocols called for in this legisla- 
tion. I am appreciative of the chair- 
man's efforts to achieve this change in 
the earlier bill. I had recommended to 
the chairman that to ensure that EPA 
steps outside of its own walls to gain 
input from the private sector and those 
elements involved in the environ- 
mental monitoring industry, we create 
a consultative committee in statute 
comprised of 10 industry representa- 
tives with whom the Administrator 
could consult as these guidelines, et 
cetera, are developed. The substitute 
bill does not contain language creating 
this committee. I wonder if my col- 
league from Montana would respond to 
& brief question. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Certainly. 

Mr. HATCH. Is it the chairman's in- 
tention to aggressively pursue the con- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


cept now in the bill requiring the EPA 
to consult private sector groups and 
other sources outside the EPA in devel- 
oping performance-based standards for 
environmental technologies, particu- 
larly from the environmental monitor- 
ing industry, during the upcoming con- 
ference with the House on this bill? 

Mr. BAUCUS. It is. I believe the sub- 
stitute bill contains an appropriate 
level of specificity and direction to the 
EPA to reach out to the relevant in- 
dustries and other groups outside of 
EPA in order to gain insight and guid- 
ance for the development and imple- 
mentation of the programs outlined in 
this bill. EPA officials have reviewed 
the substitute bill and the references 
on performance standards, and they 
recognize, and feel very comfortable, 
that they wil] need to extend beyond 
their organization to actively involve 
outside groups in program develop- 
ment. Based on this position, creating 
a consultative committee, as proposed 
by my colleague, did not seem nec- 
essary. 
Mr. HATCH. I appreciate that re- 
sponse. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, may I 
address a question to the chairman? I 
want to first thank my friend from 
Utah for raising this important matter. 
However, I am concerned that the EPA 
may not use the ample authority pro- 
vided in the bill to consult with private 
sector and outside groups to the extent 
that I and my friend from Utah would 
like to see. Based on this concern, 
would the chairman agree with me that 
the conference report accompanying 
this bill should contain strong and defi- 
nite language directing the EPA to 
seek input and counsel from the pri- 
vate sector and other groups outside of 
EPA on a consistent basis throughout 
the full development and implementa- 
tion of the environmental technology 
initiative established by this bill? 

Mr. BAUCUS. I understand my col- 
league's concerns, and without pre- 
empting the final conference report, I 
would state that it would be my inten- 
tion to include language along the 
lines just outlined by my colleague in 
the final report. 

Mr. HATCH. As my friend from Cali- 
fornia indicated, I share the concerns 
she just raised. Would it be possible for 
this Senator and the Senator from 
California to consult with the chair- 
man on the development of appropriate 
report language that addresses these 
concerns and is consistent with the up- 
coming conference deliberations with 
the House? 

Mr. BAUCUS. I would certainly wel- 
come the two Senators’ input, and I 
would encourage them to consult with 
me on this matter. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the chairman 
for his time and his willingness to ad- 
dress the concerns of myself and my 
friend from Utah. I would add that as a 
cosponsor of this bill I applaud his ef- 
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forts in this crucial and important area 
of environmental technology. 

Mr. HATCH. Let me also thank and 
commend the chairman. Appropriate 
report language directing the EPA to 
consult outside entities as the guide- 
lines, protocols, and regulations in- 
volved with verifying and evaluating 
the performance of environmental 
technologies are developed and imple- 
mented, would address the concerns 
that my friend from California and I 
have raised. 

VOTE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] is ab- 
sent because of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FEINGOLD). Are there any other Sen- 
ators in the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 85, 
nays 14, as follows: 

[Rolleall Vote No. 108 Leg.] 


YEAS—85 
Akaka Feingold McCain 
Baucus Feinstein McConnell 
Bennett Ford Metzenbaum 
Biden Gorton Mikulski 
Bingaman Graham Mitchell 
Bond Grassley Moseley-Braun 
Boren Gregg Moynihan 
Boxer Harkin Murray 
Bradley Hatch Nunn 
Breaux Hatfield Packwood 
Bryan Hollings Pell 
Bumpers Hutchison Pryor 
Burns Inouye Reid 
Byrd Jeffords Riegle 
Campbell Johnston Robb 
Chafee Kassebaum Rockefeller 
Coats Kempthorne Roth 
Cochran Kennedy Sarbanes 
Cohen Kerrey Sasser 
Coverdell Kerry Simon 
Craig Kohl Simpson 
D'Amato Lautenberg Specter 
Daschle Stevens 
DeConcini Levin Thurmond 
Dodd Lieberman Warner 
Dole Lott Wellstone 
Domenici Lugar Wofford 
Durenberger Mack 
Exon Mathews 
NAYS—14 
Brown Glenn Nickles 
Conrad Gramm Pressler 
Danforth Heflin Smith 
Dorgan Helms Wallop 
Faircloth Murkowski 
NOT VOTING—1 
Shelby 


So the bill (S. 978), as amended, was 

passed, as follows: 
S. 978 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the “National Environmental Technology 
Act of 1994". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of this Act is as follows: 


Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
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Sec. 2. Findings and purposes. 
Sec. 3. Definitions. 
TITLE I—-ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY 
STRATEGY 
Sec. 101. Development. 
TITLE D—ENVIRONMENTAL 
TECHNOLOGY INITIATIVE 
Establishment. 
Environmental Protection Agency 
partnership authority. 
Multi-agency partnership author- 
ity. 
Authorization of appropriations. 
TITLE IIL-ENVIRONMENTAL INNOVA- 
TION RESEARCH PROGRAM; TECH- 
NOLOGY TESTING 
Subtitle A—Environmental Innovation 
Research Program 
Sec. 301. Environmental innovation research 


Sec. 201. 
Sec. 202. 


Sec. 203. 


Sec. 204. 


program. 
Sec. 302. Guidelines of the environmental in- 
novation research program. 
Sec. 303. Multi-agency environmental inno- 
vation research program. 
Subtitle B—Innovative Technology Testing 


Sec. 311. Program. 
TITLE IV—ADDITIONAL PROGRAMS 


Subtitle A—Verification of Environmental 
Technologies 


Sec. 401. Program. 

Subtitle B—Technical Assistance to Small 
Business in Coordination with Existing 
Programs 

Sec. 411. Environmental assistance. 

Sec. 412. Statutory construction. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.— Congress finds that 

(1) environmental problems facing the 
world pose a threat to the environmental 
and economic security of the United States 
and other nations; 

(2) promoting a sound economy while 
maintaining a healthy environment is 
among the urgent public policy challenges of 
the United States; 

(3) the development and utilization of envi- 
ronmental technologies will enhance both 
global environmental security and the eco- 
nomic standing of the United States in the 
world marketplace; 

(4) the growing worldwide demand for envi- 
ronmentally sound products and processes, 
and for cost-effective environmental cleanup 
and pollution control technologies, presents 
significant business opportunities; 

(5) innovative environmental technologies 
face barriers to development and utilization, 
and are often slow to be adopted; 

(6) advances in source reduction, environ- 
mental cleanup, and pollution control tech- 
nologies could significantly reduce Federal 
Government and private cleanup expendi- 
tures, improve cleanup results, and help pre- 
vent future contamination; 

(7) the development and implementation of 
effective public and private partnership ar- 
rangements will help promote successful 
technology development programs; 

(8) many technologies developed for other 
purposes, such as defense or space explo- 
ration, could also be used to address environ- 
mental problems; 

(9) a coordinated, interagency strategy for 
environmental technology will greatly facili- 
tate the development of environmental tech- 
nologies that can respond to environmental 
programs and create jobs and new sources of 
income; and 

(10) successful Federal Government pro- 
grams to foster the development and utiliza- 
tion of environmental technologies depend 
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on coordination and cooperation among 
agencies involved in environmental protec- 
tion and agencies involved in technology de- 
velopment. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are— 

(1) to further environmental protection, 
spur the creation of jobs (including the cre- 
ation of jobs in areas of pervasive poverty), 
and enhance the ability of domestic compa- 
nies to compete in the international market- 
place by facilitating the development and 
utilization of environmental technologies; 

(2) to encourage the development and utili- 
zation of environmental technologies that 
prevent or control pollution and remediate 
existing contamination; 

(3) to help overcome barriers that hinder 
the successful development and utilization of 
environmental technologies; and 

(4) to coordinate Federal Government poli- 
cies, actions, and budgets with respect to en- 
vironmental technologies. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act: 

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term Adminis- 
trator" means the Administrator of the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency. 

(2) ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY.—The 
term environmental technology“ means a 
product, process, or service— 

(A) the primary purpose of which is to re- 
duce an environmental risk by protecting or 
enhancing human health or the environment 
through— 

(i) pollution control; 

(ii) environmental remediation; or 

(iii) a design or process change that results 
in source reduction or recycling; and 

(B) that is identified and listed in the 
Strategy under section 101(a)(4). 

(3) EXECUTIVE AGENCY.—The term Execu- 
tive agency" has the same meaning as is pro- 
vided in section 105 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(4) PARTNERSHIP.—The term partnership“ 
means any arrangement under which the 
head of an Executive agency or a designee 
(including a Federal laboratory) undertakes 
research, development, demonstration, or 
technical assistance activities in coopera- 
tion with one or more non-Federal partners 
or partners from other Executive agencies. 

(5) SMALL BUSINESS CONCERN.—The term 
"small business concern" means a business 
concern that is recognized as a small busi- 
ness concern under section 3(a) of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632(a)) and that has 
no more than 100 employees. 

(6) SOURCE REDUCTION.—The term “source 
reduction" has the same meaning as is pro- 
vided in section 6603(5) of the Pollution Pre- 
vention Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 13102(5)). 

TITLE I—ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY 
STRATEGY 
SEC. 101. DEVELOPMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) DEVELOPMENT.—As one of the strategies 
required under section 822(a) of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 
1992 and 1993 (42 U.S.C. 6687(a)), the President 
Shall develop an Environmental Technology 
Strategy (referred to in this title as the 
Strategy). 

(2) FIRST STRATEGY.—The first Strategy 
shall be submitted to Congress with the an- 
nual report on critical technology strategies 
required under section 822(b) of such Act, due 
February 15, 1995. 

(3) CONTENTS.—Notwithstanding the second 
sentence of section 822(a)(1) of such Act, each 
Strategy shall identify environmental re- 
quirements based on trends in domestic and 
global environmental threats and the poten- 
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tial for environmental and economic bene- 
fits. To meet the requirements, each Strat- 
egy shall— 

(A) recommend effective public and private 
partnership arrangements for the develop- 
ment and utilization of environmental tech- 
nologies; 

(B) recommend actions that will encourage 
the utilization of environmental tech- 
nologies, with special attention to environ- 
mental technologies that are likely to re- 
duce risk to human health and the environ- 
ment in a cost-effective manner; 

(C) recommend actions that will encourage 
the development of environmental tech- 
nologies by small business concerns, includ- 
ing small business concerns located in areas 
of pervasive poverty; 

(D) identify economic, regulatory, and 
other barriers to the development, utiliza- 
tion, or export of environmental tech- 
nologies, and recommend appropriate ac- 
tions to reduce the barriers; 

(E) identify incentives for the develop- 
ment, utilization, or export of environmental 
technologies, and recommend appropriate 
actions to improve the incentives; and 

(F) consistent with section 822(a)(3)(E) of 
such Act, develop Federal budget estimates 
for the activities of Executive agencies that 
promote, develop, or support environmental 
technologies identified in the Strategy. 

(4) ENVIRONMENT TECHNOLOGIES.—As part of 
the Strategy, the President shall identify 
and list technologies that meet the criteria 
of clauses (i), (ii), and (iii) of section 3(2)(A) 
and that address the requirements identified 
under paragraph (3) of this subsection. The 
list shall include the technologies that meet 
the criteria of clauses (i), (ii), and (iii) of sec- 
tion 3(2)(A) and that are identified in— 

(A) the 5-year plan prepared by the Strate- 
gic Environmental Research and Develop- 
ment Program Council pursuant to section 
2902(d)(3) of title 10, United States Code; and 

(B) the 5-year plan for environmental re- 
search, development, and demonstration re- 
quired by section 5 of the Environmental Re- 
search, Development, and Demonstration 
Authorization Act of 1976 (42 U.S.C. 4361). 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The President 
shall— 

(1) submit to Congress any subsequent re- 
visions to the Strategy; and 

(2) make the Strategy publicly available. 


TITLE II—ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY 
INITIATIVE 


SEC. 201. ESTABLISHMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) INITIATIVE.—The Administrator shall 
establish an Environmental Technology Ini- 
tiative (referred to in this title as the Ini- 
tiative") to coordinate and support the im- 
plementation of the roles, responsibilities, 
and goals identified for the Environmental 
Protection Agency pursuant to the most re- 
cent Strategy developed under title I. 

(2) OFFICE.— 

(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Administrator 
shall establish an office to— 

(i) coordinate the implementation of the 
Initiative; 

(ii) coordinate and support the implemen- 
tation of the activities of the Environmental 
Protection Agency authorized under this 
Act; and 

(iii) coordinate the development of policies 
of the Environmental Protection Agency 
that foster technological innovation. 

(B) HEAD.—The office shall be under the di- 
rection of such officer of the Environmental 
Protection Agency as the Administrator 
shall designate. 
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(b) INTERAGENCY COORDINATION.—In carry- 
ing out this section, the Administrator shall 
collaborate with the appropriate officials of 
Department of Commerce, the Department 
of Defense, the Department of Energy, and 
other appropriate Executive agencies to— 

(1) ensure the effective use of then existing 
capabilities within Executive agencies; and 

(2) prevent duplication of efforts by the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency with other 
Executive agencies. 

(c) FUNCTIONS.—Consistent with sub- 
sections (a) and (b), the Administrator, in 
collaboration with the Secretary of Defense, 
the Secretary of Commerce, the Secretary of 
Energy, and the heads of other appropriate 
Executive agencies, shall— 

(1) through partnerships, pursuant to sec- 
tions 202 and 203, including the provision of 
grants or loans, support the development and 
demonstration of environmental  tech- 
nologies at the precommercial stage by in- 
dustrial, academic, governmental, and non- 
governmental entities; 

(2) using information that is in the public 
domain or voluntarily submitted, track on a 
continuing basis the research and develop- 
ment being conducted on environmental 
technologies by private industry in the Unit- 
ed States; 

(3) cooperate in developing and improving 
mechanisms to— 

(A) promote the transfer of environmental 
technologies domestically and internation- 
ally; 

(B) provide information to private and pub- 
lic concerns that develop, apply, or export 
environmental technologies; 

(C) use electronic databases and other 
means to collect and disseminate nonpropri- 
etary information on environmental tech- 
nologies, including descriptions of environ- 
mental technologies developed, tested, or 
verified under the programs established 
under this Act; and 

(D) provide a locator service that would di- 
rect users to information relating to envi- 
ronmental technologies, including informa- 
tion on new products and services, regula- 
tions, export opportunities and assistance, 
demonstration programs, and verification 
and testing programs; 

(4) advise other officials, as appropriate, 
within the other Executive agencies, con- 
cerning programs, strategies, and regulatory 
reforms for promoting the development and 
utilization of environmental technologies; 

(5) facilitate market acceptance for envi- 
ronmental technologies; 

(6) develop recommendations for changes 
in Federal procurement guidelines to give 
preference to environmental technologies; 

(7) provide advice and assistance to re- 
gional technology centers and similar com- 
munity-based alliances that are supporting a 
transition from defense technology research, 
development, and production to environ- 
mental technology research, development, 
and production; 

(8) pursuant to section 401, establish a pro- 
gram to verify the cost and performance 
characteristics of environmental  tech- 
nologies; and 

(9) report to Congress not less frequently 
than annually on— 

(A) description of the research, develop- 
ment and testing conducted under programs 
authorized pursuant to title II, title III, and 
title IV of this Act; 

(B) resources and staff devoted to the pro- 
grams listed under paragraph (A); and 

(C) estimated environmental and economic 
benefits resulting from the programs listed 
under paragraph (A) and the cost of the pro- 
grams. 
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(d) CONSULTATION WITH OTHER GROUPS.— 
The goals and programs in support of the Ini- 
tiative shall.be developed and implemented 
by the Administrator in consultation with 
other Executive agencies, private sector or- 
ganizations, academic institutions, and non- 
profit groups involved in technology develop- 
ment and utilization, environmental protec- 
tion, labor, education, or international rela- 
tions. 

SEC. 202. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGEN- 
CY PARTNERSHIP AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—To support the develop- 
ment of environmental technologies, the Ad- 
ministrator may enter into partnerships 
that— 

(1) are in accordance with the statutory 
duties of the Environmental Protection 
Agency; 

(2) are consistent with the roles, respon- 
sibilities, and goals identified for the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency pursuant to 
the Strategy developed under title I; and 

(3) do not duplicate specific technology de- 
velopment projects being conducted by other 
Executive agencies. 

(b) EcoNoMIC BENEFITS.—In carrying out 
the programs established under this title, 
the Administrator shall ensure that the prin- 
cipal economic benefits pursuant to any 
partnership accrue to the domestic economy 
of the United States. 

(c) LIMITATIONS.—The period of a partner- 
ship that provides a grant or loan pursuant 
to this section— 

(1) with à single firm may not exceed 3 
years; and 

(2) with a consortium of companies or 
other entities may not exceed 5 years. 

(d) SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS.—In carry- 
ing out this section, the Administrator shall 
give special consideration to the needs of 
small business concerns (including small 
business concerns located in areas of perva- 
sive poverty) in entering partnerships. 

(e) ADMINISTRATION OF PROGRAM FUNDS.— 
In carrying out this section, the Adminis- 
trator shall— 

(1) determine categories of projects to be 
funded under the Initiative; 

(2) issue solicitations for partnerships to be 
funded; 

(3) receive and evaluate proposals resulting 
from solicitations; 

(4) ensure that partnerships are selected 
under a merit-based, competitive procedure; 
and 

(5) in selecting participants for partner- 
ships, give preference to partnerships that 
support the development of environmental 
technologies that— 

(A) meet the definition of source reduction; 
or 

(B) are likely to reduce risks to human 
health or the environment in a cost-effective 
manner. 

(f) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the cost of a partnership conducted under 
this section may exceed 50 percent only if— 

(1) the partnership is conducted pursuant 
to an agreement entered into with a small 
business concern under this section, except 
that the Federal share of the cost of a part- 
nership described in this paragraph may not 
exceed 75 percent; 

(2) the partnership supports the develop- 
ment of an environmental technology that 
meets the definition of source reduction, ex- 
cept that the Federal share of the cost of a 
partnership described in this paragraph may 
not exceed 75 percent; or 

(3) the partnership supports fundamental 
research for the development of an environ- 
mental technology. 
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(g) CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION.— 

(1) PROPRIETARY INFORMATION.—Except as 
provided in paragraph (2), information classi- 
fied for reasons of national security, trade 
secrets, confidential business information, or 
other proprietary information may not be 
disclosed by an officer or employee of the 
United States acting under any provision of 
this Act. The information shall not be sub- 
ject to disclosure under section 552 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—Confidential business in- 
formation may be disclosed only in accord- 
ance with a written agreement between— 

(A) the owner or developer of the informa- 
tion; and 

(B) the Administrator or the head of the 
appropriate Executive agency. 

(3) DISSEMINATION OF RESEARCH RESULTS.— 
Pursuant to paragraphs (1) and (2) and sec- 
tion 201(cX3XC), the Administrator or the 
head of the appropriate Executive agency 
shall provide for the dissemination of non- 
proprietary research results of the projects 
supported under the programs established 
under this title. 

(h) MINIMUM ALLOCATION FOR SMALL BUSI- 
NESS.—Not less than 25 percent of the Fed- 
eral funds made available to carry out this 
section shall be awarded to small business 
concerns pursuant to partnerships author- 
ized under this section. 

SEC. 203. m PARTNERSHIP AUTHOR- 


(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may 
enter into à partnership with the Secretary 
of Defense, the Secretary of Commerce, the 
Secretary of Energy, or the head of any 
other appropriate Executive agency, or any 
combination thereof, to develop an environ- 
mental technology that will assist the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency and the other 
agency or agencies involved achieve their re- 
spective responsibilities and missions. 

(b) AuTHORITY.—In carrying out this sec- 
tion, the head of an Executive agency may 
enter into a partnership in accordance with 
provisions of law that are applicable to the 
agency. 

SEC. 204. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 

be appropriated to carry out the programs 

established under this title— 

(1) $36,000,000 for fiscal year 1994; 

(2) $80,000,000 for fiscal year 1995; and 

(3) $120,000,000 for fiscal year 1996. 

(b) FEDERAL AGREEMENTS.—The Adminis- 
trator shall allocate a substantial percent- 
age of funds made available by appropria- 
tions pursuant to subsection (a), with a goal 
of reaching 50 percent, for partnerships en- 
tered into pursuant to section 203. 

TITLE III—ENVIRONMENTAL INNOVATION 
RESEARCH PROGRAM; TECHNOLOGY 
TESTING 

Subtitle A—Environmental Innovation 
Research Program 
SEC. 301. ENVIRONMENTAL INNOVATION RE- 
SEARCH PROGRAM. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—For each fiscal year, 
the Administrator is authorized to provide 
for an environmental innovation and re- 
search program an amount not more than 
1.25 percent of the amount of funds made 
available to the Environmental Protection 
Agency from the Hazardous Substance 
Superfund established under section 9507 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (referred 
to in this subtitle as Superfund“) pursuant 
to the Comprehensive Environmental Re- 
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.), notwithstanding 
any other provision of such Act and subject 
to the availability of appropriations. 
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(b) USE OF FUNDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 
use the amount allocated under subsection 
(a) to make awards to private concerns or 
other entities, through a uniform process 
(described in subsection (e)), for the develop- 
ment of environmental technology that con- 
tributes to the program objectives of the 
Superfund. 

(c) WAIVER.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may 
waive the requirements of thís section in full 
or part if— 

(A) unforeseen emergency circumstances 
require the Administrator to redirect funds 
for technology development to other pur- 
poses; and 

(B) the Administrator has redirected all 
technology development funds (other than 
funds allocated pursuant to subsection (a)) 
available to the Administrator from the 
Superfund to address the unforeseen emer- 
gency circumstances. 

(2) REPORT.—If the Administrator waives a 
requirement of this section pursuant to para- 
graph (1), the Administrator shall provide a 
report that explains the reasons for the 
waiver to Congress. 

(d) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this Act 
limits the amount of funds that the Adminis- 
trator may spend on the research, develop- 
ment, or commercialization of environ- 
mental technology. 

(e) PHASES OF ENVIRONMENTAL INNOVATION 
RESEARCH  PROGRAM.—The Administrator 
shall carry out an environmental innovation 
research program in the following 3 phases: 

(1X A) A first phase for determining, insofar 
as practicable, the scientific and technical 
merit and feasibility of proposals that are 
submitted pursuant to environmental inno- 
vation research program solicitations and 
appear to have commercial potential. 

(B) With respect to the first phase, the Ad- 
ministrator may enter into partnerships (in- 
cluding grants and loans), each of which 
shall be in an amount not to exceed $250,000 
to support the initial development of pro- 
posed environmental technologies. 

(2A) A second phase to fund the further 
development of environmental technologies 
funded under paragraph (1) that meet par- 
ticular program needs, and with respect to 
which awards shall be made on the basis of 
the scientific and technical merit and fea- 
sibility of each proposal, as evidenced by the 
first phase (as described in paragraph (1)), 
taking into consideration, among other con- 
siderations, the commercial potential of 
each proposal, as evidenced by— 

(i) the record of the private concern or 
other entity of successfully commercializing 
technologies, products, or processes devel- 
oped as a result of environmental innovation 
research or other research; 

(ii) the existence of funding commitments, 
from the private sector or sources other than 
the environmental innovation research pro- 
gram, to fund the further development of the 
environmental technology; 

(iii) the existence of funding commitments 
from the private sector or sources other than 
the environmental innovation research pro- 
gram for the third phase of research to be 
conducted pursuant to paragraph (3)(A); and 

(iv) the presence of other indicators of the 
commercial potential of the environmental 
technology. 

(B) With respect to the second phase, the 
Administrator may enter into partnerships, 
each of which shall be in an amount not to 
exceed $750,000, unless the Administrator 
finds that additional funding is necessary 
and appropriate. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


(3A) If appropriate, a third phase, in 
which— 

(i) environmental innovation research 
funding is used to continue development ac- 
tivity that has demonstrated outstanding 
commercial potential in the second phase of 
the environmental innovation research pro- 
gram and merits further environmental in- 
novation research funding; 

(ii) awards from funding sources other than 
the environmental innovation research pro- 
gram are used for the continuation of re- 
search or research and development that has 
been competitively selected using peer re- 
view or scientific review criteria; or 

(iii) commercial applications of research or 
research and development funded by the en- 
vironmental innovation research program 
are funded by non-Federal sources of funds 
or, for environmental technologies intended 
for use by the Federal Government, by Fed- 
eral funding sources other than the environ- 
mental innovation research program, 

(B) With respect to a research or research 
and development project funded under sub- 
paragraph (A) and consistent with section 
202(f), the Federal share shall not exceed 50 
percent of the total cost of the project. 

(C) With respect to the assistance provided 
under this paragraph, the Administrator 
may assist the private concern or other en- 
tity in pursuing funding or procurement 
from other Federal programs and in pursuing 
financial and technical assistance for the ex- 
port of technology developed under the envi- 
ronmental innovation research program. 

(D) The Administrator may, in lieu of the 
3-phase process established under this sub- 
section, fund proposals for the development 
of certain technologies through an alter- 
native competitive process, on the basis of a 
written finding that— 

(i) the proposed technology is at a stage in 
development comparable to the stage in de- 
velopment of technologies that would 
emerge from the second phase of the process 
established under this subsection; and 

(ii) employing the first 2 phases of the 
process established under this section would 
be inappropriate. 

(E) With respect to a development project 
funded under subparagraph (D)— 

(i) awards shall be based on scientific and 
technical merit and demonstrated outstand- 
ing commercial potential; 

(ii) consistent with section 202(f), the Fed- 
eral share shall not exceed 50 percent; and 

(iii) the Administrator shall notify Con- 
gress in writing of the award and provide a 
copy of the written finding made under sub- 
paragraph (D). 

(f) SMALL BUSINESS.—In carrying out the 
program established under this section, the 
Administrator shall consider the needs of 
small business concerns for the development 
and utilization of environmental technology. 

(g) TESTING ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY.— 
Partnerships authorized under paragraph (2), 
or subparagraph (A) or (D) of paragraph (3), 
of subsection (e) may make available, if ap- 
propriate, funds to test environmental tech- 
nology in the program established under sec- 
tion 311. 

SEC. 302. GUIDELINES OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
INNOVATION RESEARCH PROGRAM. 

(a) GUIDELINES.— The Administrator shall 
issue guidelines for environmental innova- 
tion research conducted pursuant to this 
subtitle. 

(b) CoNTENTS.—The guidelines issued by 
the Administrator shall, at à minimum, pro- 
vide for— 

(1) simplified, standardized, and timely so- 
licitations of project proposals; and 
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(2) to the extent feasible, application pro- 
cedures standardized with the procedures es- 
tablished under title II. 

SEC. 303. MULTI-AGENCY ENVIRONMENTAL INNO- 
VATION RESEARCH PROGRAM. 

(a) PRIORITY.—To the maximum extent 
practicable, each head of an Executive agen- 
cy shall encourage the commercial applica- 
tion of environmental technologies devel- 
oped to meet the missions and responsibil- 
ities of the agency. 

(b) COLLECTION OF DATA.—The head of an 
Executive agency providing funding for the 
research and development of environmental 
technology shall— 

(1) identify projects funded by the agency 
for the development of environmental tech- 
nology that have been commercially success- 
ful; 

(2) consistent with section 201(g), make the 
data publicly available; and 

(3) make recommendations to appropriate 
officials of other Executive agencies regard- 
ing effective mechanisms to foster the devel- 
opment of commercially viable environ- 
mental technologies. 

Subtitle B—Innovative Technology Testing 
SEC. 311. PROGRAM, 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—In collaboration with 
the heads of other appropriate Executive 
agencies, the Administrator is authorized to 
establish a program for testing environ- 
mental technologies at federally owned fa- 
cilities and other sites, including sites— 

(1) on the National Priorities List estab- 
lished under section 105(a)(8)(B) of the Com- 
prehensive Environmental Response, Com- 
pensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C, 9605(a)(8)(B)); and 

(2) in the inventory of Federal agency haz- 
ardous waste facilities under section 3016 of 
the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6937), 
collectively referred to in this section as 
“applicable sites“. 

(b) FEDERAL SITES.—In exercising the au- 
thority under the program established under 
this section, the Administrator shall enter 
into partnerships with other Executive agen- 
cies, and, if appropriate, non-Federal part- 
ners, for the purpose of testing environ- 
mental technologies at federally owned sites. 
Each partnership shall include agreements 
regarding the selection of sites and the man- 
agement and oversight of the testing and 
evaluation of environmental technologies at 
such sites, subject to the guidelines estab- 
lished under subsection (d). 

(c) DESCRIPTION.—As part of the program 
established under this section, the Adminis- 
trator shall— 

(1) solicit and accept applications to test 
environmental technologies suitable for the 
prevention, control, or remediation of con- 
tamination at applicable sites, subject to the 
guidelines established under subsection (d); 

(2) subject to subsection (b) and in con- 
sultation and cooperation with representa- 
tives of other Executive agencies, State and 
local governments, industry consortia, and 
other groups interested in the control, 
source reduction, and remediation of con- 
tamination at an applicable site, manage 
and oversee testing and evaluation of envi- 
ronmental technologies at the site, subject 
to the guidelines established under sub- 
section (d); 

(3) document the performance and cost 
characteristics of an environmental tech- 
nology tested at an applicable site; 

(4) consistent with section 201(c)(3)(C), list 
and disseminate nonproprietary information 
regarding the performance and cost charac- 
teristics of an environmental technology 
that has been tested at 1 or more applicable 
sites; and 
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(5) to the extent feasible, incorporate Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency programs in 
existence on the date of enactment of this 
Act that facilitate testing of environmental 
technologies at applicable sites, including 
the alternative or innovative treatment 
technology research and demonstration pro- 
gram established under section 311(b) of the 


Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 9660(b)). 


(d) GUIDELINES.—The Administrator, in 
agreement with the heads of other appro- 
priate Executive agencies, shall, after notice 
and opportunity for comment, issue guide- 
lines for the operation of the program estab- 
lished under this section. The guidelines 
shall include— 

(1) an initial listing of applicable sites po- 
tentially available for the testing of environ- 
mental technologies categorized by site 
characteristics, including production proc- 
esses and technologies and, in the case of 
contaminated sites requiring remediation, 
site geology and site contaminants; 

(2) criteria for designating the eligibility 
of applicants to the program established 
under this section; 

(3) the application procedures for appli- 
cants designated under paragraph (2), includ- 
ing, consistent with section 202(f), provisions 
for sharing the costs of testing with appli- 
cants; 

(4) criteria for the verification of the effi- 
cacy of tested environmental technologies; 

(5) specific procedures for the management 
and oversight of testing at applicable sites, 
including procedures for consultation with 
communities in the vicinity of applicable 
sites; 

(6) criteria for determining whether and to 
what extent legal authorities should be used 
to indemnify successful applicants to the 
program established under this section; and 

(7) provisions for terminating partnerships. 

(e) LISTING OF TESTED TECHNOLOGIES.—In 
the case of a technology tested under the 
program established under this section, the 
Administrator shall publish the nonpropri- 
etary test results, cost information, and a 
general description of the tested environ- 
mental technology, and, consistent with sec- 
tion 201(c)(3)(C), disseminate the informa- 
tion. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $10,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 1995 through 1998. 

TITLE IV—ADDITIONAL PROGRAMS 
Subtitle A—Verification of Environmental 
Technologies 

SEC. 401. PROGRAM. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—As part of the Envi- 
ronmental Technology Initiative established 
under title II, the Administrator shall estab- 
lish à program to verify, evaluate, and dis- 
seminate performance and, to the extent 
practicable, estimates of the capital and op- 
erating cost (referred to in this section as 
"cost estimates") of environmental tech- 
nologies, including environmental tech- 
nologies appropriate for meeting the per- 
formance criteria of regulations issued as 
performance standards under laws that the 
Administrator determines are appropriate, 
collectively referred to in this section as 
“applicable regulations". 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the program 
established under this section is to provide 
businesses, municipalities, and other persons 
subject to environmental regulations or con- 
cerned with environmental improvement, 
with greater access to suitable environ- 
mental technologies by establishing a proc- 
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ess of verification of the performance char- 
acteristics and cost estimates of environ- 
mental technologies. 

(c) ADMINISTRATION.—As part of the pro- 
gram established under this section, the Ad- 
ministrator, in collaboration with appro- 
priate officials of other Executive agencies, 
shall— 

(1) establish procedures for soliciting appli- 
cations for and selecting, pursuant to the 
criteria established under subsection (d), 
non-Federal entities to perform the func- 
tions described in subsection (e); 

(2) pursuant to subsection (g), develop and 
issue common guidelines and protocols to 
verify and evaluate the performance and cost 
estimates of environmental technologies; 
and 

(3) pursuant to subsection (h), list and dis- 
seminate the results of the verification and 
evaluation of environmental technologies. 

(d) SELECTION CRITERIA.—The Adminis- 
trator, in collaboration with the heads of ap- 
propriate Executive agencies, shall, through 
a merit based selection process, select non- 
Federal entities to perform the functions de- 
Scribed in subsection (e) based on— 

(1) the capability of the entity to provide 
thorough and credible technical and finan- 
cial verification and evaluation of environ- 
mental technologíes; 

(2) the likelihood of continued viability of 
the entity; and 

(3) such other criteria as the Adminis- 
trator considers appropriate. 

(e) NON-FEDERAL VERIFICATION.—Each non- 
Federal entity selected under subsection (d) 
shall— 

(1) accept applications to verify and evalu- 
ate performance characteristics and cost es- 
timates of environmental technologies; 

(2) using appropriate protocols developed 
under subsection (g), verify the quality and 
credibility of performance data and cost esti- 
mates submitted by applicants; 

(3) using the criteria developed under sub- 
section (g), evaluate performance data and 
cost estimates for environmental tech- 
nologies; and 

(4) report to the Administrator perform- 
ance data and cost estimates regarding the 
environmental technologies verified and 
evaluated. 


(f) FEDERAL VERIFICATION.—As part of the 
program established under this section, the 
head of an Executive agency may, individ- 
ually or pursuant to a partnership, verify 
and evaluate the performance and cost esti- 
mates of environmental technologies at fed- 
erally owned sites. The head of the Executive 
agency shall ensure that— 

(1) the common protocols and guidelines 
developed under subsection (g) are employed 
for the verification and evaluation of all en- 
vironmental technologies; and 

(2) the results for each environmental tech- 
nology verified and evaluated are reported to 
the Administrator. 

(g) GUIDELINES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator, in agreement with the Sec- 
retary of Energy, the Secretary of Com- 
merce, the Secretary of Defense, the Admin- 
istrator of the Small Business Administra- 
tion, and appropriate officials of other Exec- 
utive agencies, shall, after notice and oppor- 
tunity for comment, issue guidelines for the 
operation of the program established under 
this section. The guidelines shall be revised 
from time-to-time as appropriate. 

(2) DESCRIPTION.—The guidelines shall in- 
clude— 
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(A) criteria for designating the eligibility 
of applicants to the program established 
under this section; 

(B) application requirements and proce- 
dures for submitting data for verification; 

(C) appropriate protocols to verify the 
quality and credibility of performance data 
and cost estimates submitted by applicants; 

(D) general criteria for the evaluation of 
environmental technologies, including an 
evaluation, with respect to each technology 
evaluated, of the ability of the technology 
to— 

(i) meet the performance criteria of any 
applicable regulation under tested condi- 
tions with additional source reduction, con- 
trol, or remediation benefits as compared to 
otherwise applicable technology; 

(ii) meet the performance criteria of any 
applicable regulation under tested condi- 
tions at a comparable or lower estimates of 
cost than the estimated cost of otherwise ap- 
plicable technology; or 

(iif) constitute a significant advance in the 
development of an environmental technology 
with broad applicability; 

(E) a schedule of fees for applications to 
cover the costs of the program, including— 

(i) lower fees for each applicant designated 
as a small business concern, nonprofit group, 
institution of higher education, or State or 
local government entity; and 

(i1) lower fees for applications to verify en- 
vironmental technologies that provide 
source reduction; 

(F) consistent with section 202(g), criteria 
and appropriate procedures for the protec- 
tion of proprietary information regarding en- 
vironmental technologies; and 

(G) such other provisions as the Adminis- 
trator or the head of another agency listed 
in paragraph (1) may consider appropriate. 

(h) REVIEW AND REPORTING OF TECH- 
NOLOGIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a tech- 
nology verified and evaluated by a non-Fed- 
eral entity selected under subsection (d), the 
Administrator shall conduct appropriate re- 
view of the accuracy of the data and the re- 
sults of the verification and evaluation, prior 
to publication of the information under para- 
graph (2). 

(2) PUBLICATION OF DESCRIPTION.—Consist- 
ent with section 201(c)(3), the Administrator 
shall publish a nonproprietary description of 
the environmental technologies verified and 
evaluated under this section and disseminate 
the information. 

(3) SIGNIFICANT ADVANCES.—The Adminis- 
trator may establish a list of technologies 
verified under the program established by 
this section that represent significant ad- 
vances as compared to then current available 
technologies. 

(i) No REVISION OF REGULATIONS.—Nothing 
in this Act shall be construed, interpreted, 
or applied in any manner to revise any regu- 
lation or release a person subject to any reg- 
ulation from the duty to comply with the 
regulation. 

(j) JUDICIAL REVIEW.— 

(1) EFFECT OF VERIFICATION.—The verifica- 
tion or evaluation of a technology under the 
program established under this section shall 
not— 

(A) constitute a final action by the Admin- 
istrator; and 

(B) be subject to judicial review. 

(2) FAILURE TO COMPLY.—If a technology 
verified, evaluated, and listed pursuant to 
the program established under this section 
fails to result in compliance with any appli- 
cable regulation, the verification, evalua- 
tion, and listing shall not constitute a de- 
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fense in an enforcement action or citizen 
suit and shall not create a cause of action 
against the Environmental Protection Agen- 
cy. 

(k) No FEDERAL CAUSE OF ACTION.—Noth- 
ing in this section creates a cause of action 
or in any other manner increases or de- 
creases the liability of a person. 


Subtitle B—Technical Assistance to Small 
Business in Coordination with Existing 
Programs 


SEC. 411. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSISTANCE. 


(a) AGREEMENTS.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator, the Secretary of Commerce, 
and the heads of other Executive agencies 
shall enter into such agreements as are nec- 
essary to permit the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency to provide technical assistance 
and support to the Manufacturing Tech- 
nology Centers and other similar Extension 
Centers administered by the National Insti- 
tute of Standards and Technology of the De- 
partment of Commerce and other technology 
assistance programs for small business con- 
cerns as appropriate. 


(b) ASSISTANCE.—The assistance shall in- 
clude— 

(1) the preparation of environmental as- 
sistance packages for small business con- 
cerns generally and, if appropriate, for spe- 
cific small business sectors, including infor- 
mation on— 

(A) environmental compliance require- 
ments and methods for achieving compli- 
ance; 

(B) new environmental technologies; 

(C) alternatives for source reduction that 
are generally applicable to the small busi- 
ness sectors; and 

(D) guidance for identifying and applying 
opportunities for source reduction at individ- 
ual facilities; 

(2) providing technical assistance to small 
business concerns seeking to act on the in- 
formation provided under paragraph (1); 

(3) coordinating with the heads of other 
Executive agencies to identify those small 
business sectors that need improvement in 
environmental compliance or in developing 
methods for source reduction; and 

(4) developing and carrying out an action 
plan for providing assistance to improve the 
environmental performance of small busi- 
ness sectors in need of improvement. 


(c) COORDINATION.—The Administrator may 
coordinate with— 

(1) small business development centers (es- 
tablished pursuant to section 21 of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 648)); and 

(2) as appropriate, other small business and 
agricultural extension programs and centers, 


to provide environmental assistance to small 
business concerns. 


(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $7,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 1995 through 1998. 


SEC. 412. STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION. 


Nothing in this Act shall be construed, in- 
terpreted, or applied in any manner to— 

(1) affect the obligation or duty of any Ex- 
ecutive agency to comply with all applicable 
environmental laws and requirements; or 

(2) limit the authority of any Executive 
Agency to carry out or administer any pro- 
gram, duty, or responsibility. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 
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UNANIMOUS CONSENT 
MENT—HOUSE 
RESOLUTION 218 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, there 
be 30 minutes remaining of the statu- 
tory time limitation, and that the Sen- 
ate resume consideration of the con- 
ference report to accompany House 
Concurrent Resolution 218 at 2:30 p.m. 
tomorrow, with the remaining time 
equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


AGREE- 
CONCURRENT 


ORDER OF PROCEDURE 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I re- 
mind my colleagues that pursuant to 
this and a previous order, there will be 
three votes beginning at noon tomor- 
row. The first vote will be on the 
amendment which I have offered with 
respect to the arms embargo on Bosnia; 
the second will be on the amendment 
which has been offered by Senator 
DOLE with respect to the arms embargo 
on Bosnia; and the third will be a vote 
on the conference report on S. 63, the 
clinics access bill. Those votes will be 
at noon tomorrow and, pursuant to a 
previous order, the second and third 
votes will be for 10 minutes each to- 
morrow. 

The vote which is about to occur will 
be the last vote today, and this vote is 
on the conference report to accompany 
the Head Start Amendments Act. 

I thank my colleagues. 


HUMAN SERVICES AMENDMENTS 
OF 1994—CONFERENCE REPORT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to consideration of the con- 
ference report on S. 2000, which the 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The committee on conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 2000) 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal years 
1995 through 1998 to carry out the Head Start 
Act and the Community Services Block 
Grant Act, and for other purposes, having 
met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses this report, signed by 
a majority of the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to 
the consideration of the conference re- 
port. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
May 9, 1994.) 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today 
the Senate gives its final approval to S. 
2000, the Human Services Reauthoriza- 
tion Act of 1994. 'This bill is part of our 
national effort to help children, 
strengthen families, and rebuild com- 
munities. It reauthorizes three main- 
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stays of our current effort Head Start, 
the community services block grant, 
and the Low-Income Home Energy As- 
sistance Program. 

Thirty years ago next week, Presi- 
dent Lyndon Johnson declared war on 
poverty by signing the Economic Op- 
portunity Act of 1964 into law. Head 
Start, our first multigenerational, fam- 
ily centered, one-stop shopping pro- 
gram, quickly became one of the Na- 
tion's most popular and most effective 
Social programs. 

Today we pay tribute to Head Start 
with an overwhelmingly bipartisan 
vote and affirm our commitment to 
renew and expand it. 

The Head Start provisions in the bill 
give new support to staff development 
and training, in order to provide the 
best possible services to children and 
families. It enhances parent involve- 
ment, and helps parents to be the first 
and best teachers of their children. 

This action provides new flexibility 
to local programs to meet the needs of 
today's families, many of whom are 
working full time jobs or going to 
School to find better jobs. They need 
full-day and full-year Head Start—and 
this bill will help see to it that such 
services are available. 

We have found that 1 year of Head 
Start at age 4 often comes too little 
and too late for families struggling to 
survive against a rising tide of poverty, 
drugs, violence, and hopelessness. This 
bill allows programs to provide more 
than 1 year of service—and to focus on 
both the comprehensiveness of service 
and the continuity of service. 

Building on the success of the com- 
prehensive child development programs 
and the lessons we have learned from 
parent-child centers, S. 2000 sets aside 
significant resources for a new Early 
Start initiative for infants and toddlers 
to give new families the support they 
need to learn and grow together. 

This legislation also includes two 
other priorities—the community serv- 
ices block grant [CSBG] and the Low- 
Income Home Energy Assistance Pro- 


gram [LIHEAP]. 

CSBG reauthorizes the community 
action programs, community develop- 
ment corporations, and community 
food banks that serve on the front lines 
of the war on poverty. In recent years, 
we have witnessed a much greater rise 
in the number of families living in pov- 
erty than in the resources dedicated to 
reducing it. 

In neighborhoods across the country, 
these community-based public-private 
partnerships are a central part of the 
low-income service delivery network. 
They promote self sufficiency, family 
stability, and community revitaliza- 
tion. S. 2000 affirms our commitment 
to these grassroots efforts to help peo- 
ple help themselves. 

The reauthorization of the Low-In- 
come Home Energy Assistance Pro- 
gram is equally important. This year’s 
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winter weather in New England and 
across the country demonstrated the 
lifesaving nature of LIHEAP. President 
Clinton recognized the importance of 
this program by approving emergency 
appropriations to help low income fam- 
ilies pay for the fuel they need to sur- 
vive. 

Without this heating assistance, we 
would have lost far more lives. No par- 
ents should have to chose between 
heating their homes and feeding their 
children. Yet, every winter, doctors in 
Boston and cities across the country 
see the number of malnourished chil- 
dren double or triple as fuel costs con- 
tinue to rise. Thanks to LIHEAP, many 
families are spared from making the 
heat or eat decision. 

Despite the widely acknowledged 
success of measures such as these, no 
one program can be expected to perma- 
nently innoculate children against the 
problems that plague too many youth. 
We also know that our commitment to 
help cannot end with Head Start. 

Four years ago I sponsored a dem- 
onstration transition project to begin 
to build bridges between Head Start 
programs and local public schools. 
These efforts have enabled children to 
make a smooth transition to elemen- 
tary school, and helped parents to con- 
tinue to be active participants in the 
education of their children. Head Start 
programs and public schools have 
learned from each other and both sys- 
tems have benefitted. But the real win- 
ners are the children and families. 

Diane Hebert, a parent from Woburn, 
MA, told the Labor Committee how 
Head Start had prepared her for her 
son's transition to public school by 
saying: 

When my son went to kindergarten, his 
teacher wouldn’t let me volunteer in the 
class. That February, she realized that’ she 
had overlooked him. He was having trouble 
with his work, but because he wasn’t a be- 
havior problem he didn’t stand out. Head 
Start helped me to make sure the school 
gave him a core evaluation. How he receives 
the education he needs and deserves. Today I 
advocate for all my son's education even at 
the middle school and high school. Head 
Start showed me that being a parent gave 
me a seat in my children’s education even if 
I have to push my way in. 

Jill Ryan, a Head Start parent from 
Worcester, MA, said: 

Head Start taught me to reach out, to ask 
questions, and to voice my opinions openly. 
It prepared me to deal effectively with the 
public school system and stand up for my 
child’s rights. Head Start taught me about 
the Chapter I program. When Jennifer was in 
the first grade, she needed help in reading. I 
appealed to the school for that help. They 
told me she didn’t need the program. But 
they didn’t see her struggling the way I did. 
Eventually, I convinced the school to get her 
help. 

Now my daughter is nine, and I am very 
proud to say that her reading is at the A 
level. Jennifer has been chosen for the Pro- 
viding Equity for Able Kids program, which 
provides challenging elementary learning op- 
portunities for academically and creatively 
talented elementary school kids. 
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Now Head Start is helping to change the 
schools for all children and families. Three 
years ago, Worcester Head Start got a grant 
to do one of the Transition Projects. I sat on 
the committee with the Head Start Direc- 
tors, Head Start parents, and public school 
principals. We talked about why parent 
input in schools is so important. We an- 
swered questions, and explained why the 
schools need to provide parent workshops, 
activities, and transportation, the way that 
Head Start does. 

As we have learned from these transi- 
tion projects, Head Start cannot be sin- 
glehandedly responsible for the success 
or failure of our poorest children. As 
Head Start families move into the pub- 
lic schools their continued success will 
be largely dependent on the schools. 

We now have an opportunity—with 
the reauthorization of ESEA—to pro- 
vide incentives for school systems to 
work with Head Start and build effec- 
tive partnerships. Head Start is setting 
children and families on the right path, 
and it is up to the elementary schools 
to continue that progress. 

The transition projects have shown 
that this can be done. We now have an 
historic opportunity to solidify the les- 
sons we have learned. We have set- 
aside $35 million in Head Start funds to 
facilitate his progress, and I look for- 
ward to working with my colleagues to 
create a bipartisan proposal within 
ESEA to invest the schools as well. 

We must give children and families a 
Head Start on life—and we must pre- 
vent it from fading away. The benefits 
are too valuable—children are too im- 
portant—and the stakes are too high. 

This is a moment of both victory and 
preparation. I urge my colleagues to 
join in the challenge. We will not rest 
until we have given America’s children 
all that they deserve. 

For American business that seeks a 
skilled and educated workforce—for 
American families who seek safe 
streets—and for all American citizens 
who seek a country true to its ideals— 
this is essential legislation, and I urge 
the Senate to approve it. 

THANK YOUS 

Mr. President, I would like to take 
this opportunity to thank the people 
without whom this legislation would 
never have happened. 

First and foremost, I would like to 
thank the Labor and Human Resources 
Committee staff—from both sides of 
the aisle—who worked extremely well 
together on this effort. I hope this bi- 
partisan cooperation will continue as 
we move forward with the remainder of 
our agenda. 

Specifically, I would like to thank 
Michael Iskowitz and Catriona Mac- 
donald of my staff, Patty Cole, from 
Senator DODD’s subcommittee staff, 
Kimberly Barnes-O’Connor from Sen- 
ator KASSEBAUM's staff, and Stephanie 
Monroe from Senator CoaTs’ staff. To- 
gether they formed the Senate team 
that made S. 2000 a reality. I commend 
them for their excellent efforts. 
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In the House, I would like to thank 
Alan Lopatin and Chris Gilbert of 
Chairman FoRp's staff, Lee Cowen of 
Representative GOODLING's staff, and 
Les Sweeting and Terry Daschler of 
Representative MARTINEZ's subcommit- 
tee staff. They did a great job on the 
bil in the House—and they too are to 
be congratulated for their efforts. Both 
sides were lucky enough to have ex- 
tremely cooperative and supportive 
conferees. I would like to especially 
thank Lauren Gross, from Senator 
PELL’s office, Cheryl Birdsall from Sen- 
ator METZENBAUM's office, and Matt 
Bidgood from Senator JEFFORDS' office 
for their help. 

And we could not forget our support- 
ers in the administration who—from 
the start—have been committed to an 
inclusive, productive, and bipartisan 
process. 

I commend Secretary Shalala for es- 
tablishing the Head Start Advisory 
Committee that launched this process, 
so effectively brought the staff to- 
gether, and created the working group 
that hung together throughout this 
legislative process. 

I would also like to thank her able 
assistants, including Mary Jo Bane, 
Olivia Golden, Helen Taylor, John 
Busa, Rich Tarlin, and Mary Burdette. 
They reminded us how helpful it is to 
design programs with those who actu- 
ally implement them. 

Last and not least—I would like to 
thank a few able individuals who have 
done so much for America’s children. 

I would like to recognize four long- 
standing friends of children and friends 
of the Labor and Human Resources 
Committee—Ed Zigler, often referred 
to as the Father of Head Start, Joan 
Lombardi, now with HHS, Helen Blank 
of the Children’s Defense Fund, and 
Bill Harris and Sarah von der Lippe of 
KIDS Project. 

Their energy and their commitment 
knows no bounds and I am grateful for 
their tireless efforts and leadership. 

And we could not conclude without 
thanking those in the community 
struggling day after day to give these 
laws real meaning. Our work here is far 
easier than theirs. I would like to send 
a special thank you to Linda Likins of 
the National Head Start Association, 
Janis Santos of the New England Head 
Start Association, Marie Galvin of the 
Massachusetts Head Start Association, 
and to the thousands of Head Start 
teachers and family services workers 
who give it their all every day. This 
act is for you. 

To the community action programs, 
community development corporations, 
community food and nutrition advo- 
cates, fuel assistance providers and all 
of the other front line workers who so 
ably use the resources of this act—I 
thank you for your dedication, your 
commitment, and your efforts. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to support the conference report 
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to S. 2000, the Human Services Amend- 
ments of 1994, and to urge all of my col- 
leagues to join me in voting for it. I 
would also like to salute Senators KEN- 
NEDY and KASSEBAUM for their indis- 
pensable leadership in helping to guide 
this legislation. 

I am confident that the vast majority 
of my colleagues will vote for this bill 
because they recognize how critically 
important the programs it authorizes 
are to their constituents. These pro- 
grams are also critically important to 
another group of Americans, a group 
that doesn't vote but that nonetheless 
demands and deserves our full atten- 
tion. I am talking of course about the 
children of America. 

Our children have been calling out 
for help, and we in Washington have 
not done nearly enough to answer that 
call. For too many young Americans, 
childhood has become a minefield of 
risk. They must navigate their way 
through a series of explosive social 
problems in order to successfully make 
it to adulthood. 

The problems I am talking about are 
childhood poverty and unsafe neighbor- 
hoods; crumbling families and dis- 
appearing health care coverage; a cycle 
of abuse and a dimming of the once- 
bright dream of education. We all need 
to commit ourselves to defusing as 
many of these mines as possible and as- 
sisting our children in navigating their 
way through the ones we can't. 

That's exactly what the Human Serv- 
ices Act seeks to do. The programs in 
this act, overseen by the Subcommit- 
tee on Children which I chair, share à 
common orientation, in that they work 
within the community to address the 
needs of individuals living there. They 
share a common goal, that of helping 
people move toward self-sufficiency. 
They see families' needs as a whole and 
Seek to address them comprehensively. 

While there is certainly no panacea 
in the legislation before us, the pro- 
grams it authorizes lend a helping hand 
to children and families in need: 

Head Start gives disadvantaged chil- 
dren the early, extra boost they need 
to keep up once they start school. 

The Family Resource Program re- 
sponds to families to help them grow 
strong and prevent crises. 

The Low-Income Home Energy As- 
sistance Program keeps the heat on for 
millions of families who would other- 
wise go cold. 

The Community Services block grant 
supports local antipoverty agencies 
with deep roots in the communities 
they serve. 

The legislation before us makes 
changes in each of these programs, 
changes intended to make them as ef- 
fective and efficient as possible. 

The reauthorization of Head Start 
continues the provision enacted in 1990 
that sets aside one-fourth of all new 
appropriations for improving quality. 
This money already has helped pro- 
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grams raise staff salaries, provide 
needed training, and improve facilities 
and equipment. 

To ensure that programs are offering 
quality services, the legislation 
strengthens performance standards and 
monitoring procedures so that pro- 
grams that cannot correct their defi- 
ciencies within 1 year lose their fund- 
ing. The bill seeks to build the work 
force Head Start needs to guide chil- 
dren into the next century by develop- 
ing qualifications and credentials for 
family service workers and creating in- 
novative approaches such as mentor 
teachers and Head Start fellowships. 

The reauthorization of Head Start 
also contains a set-aside for expanded 
services to families with infants and 
toddlers. It takes the comprehensive 
approach associated with Head Start 
and expands it to vulnerable children 
at the earliest possible age. 

FAMILY RESOURCE CENTERS 

The bill also contains a provision I 
authored to consolidate several exist- 
ing programs into an expanded commu- 
nity-based family resource program. 
This new grant to States would help 
build networks of comprehensive fam- 
ily resource centers and services and 
promote a systematic approach to pre- 
vention. 

The approach rests on two guiding 
principles: locality and flexibility. It 
would provide comprehensive services 
at the local level where they can do the 
most good, and it would encourage 
States to approach funding family 
services creatively. This initiative also 
gives families a voice in how services 
are provided in their communities. 

LOW-INCOME HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE 

Another component to the Human 
Services Act is the Low-Income Home 
Energy Assistance Program [LIHEAP], 
a critical segment of the safety net we 
try to provide for our most vulnerable 
citizens. LIHEAP provides millions of 
American families, many of them with 
elderly or disabled members, with the 
bit of extra help they need to pay for 
one of modern life’s essentials: residen- 
tial energy. 

The bill before us would reauthorize 
LIHEAP at $2 billion for fiscal 1995. 
This puts Congress on record opposing 
the budget cuts that have been pro- 
posed for the program. The bill also re- 
inforces LIHEAPS's primary mission 
to help disadvantaged individuals af- 
ford energy bills that would otherwise 
prove to be unaffordable. In addition, 
the bill would create a permanent au- 
thorization for the LIHEAP emergency 
fund and would allow the Secretary to 
target the money during particularly 
harsh winters. 

COMMUNITY SERVICES BLOCK GRANT 

The reauthorization of the Commu- 
nity Services block grant would 
strengthen this program by making 
groups supported by it more account- 
able for the dollars they spend. It 
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would also consolidate existing com- 
munity economic development and 
rural housing and development activi- 
ties into a new community initiative 
program. 

CONCLUSION 

Taken together, these programs rep- 
resent key segments of the safety net 
we try to provide all America citizens. 
I believe the bill before us will play a 
critical role in strengthening those 
segments, and I look forward to its pas- 
sage and signature by the President. 

I would like to once again thank Sen- 
ator KENNEDY, the chairman of the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re- 
sources, for all of his work on this bill. 
he continues to be an inspiration to all 
of us who share his vision of a caring 
and just America. 

I would also like to thank Senator 
KASSEBAUM, the ranking member of the 
committee, for all of her work on this 
legislation this was a truly bipartisan 
bill: It was crafted and moved along by 
Republicans and Democrats working 
together in complete tandem. Senator 
KASSEBAUM was especially instrumen- 
tal in our efforts to consolidate and re- 
form a number of existing programs 
into a new family resource grant. Sen- 
ator COATS, ranking member of the 
Subcommittee on Children that I chair, 
was as always a full partner and highly 
valued colleague. 

I would also like to commend several 
members of the other body who made 
this legislation possible. BILL FORD, 
the chairman of the House Education 
and Labor Committee, is a passionate 
advocate of Head Start, and we could 
not have moved this legislation with- 
out him. We will sorely miss him when 
he retires at the end of his term. 

MAJOR OWENS and MATTHEW MAR- 
TINEZ, chairman of the House Sub- 
committee on Human Resources, were 
absolutely critical to the consensus we 
reached on this legislation. I worked 
closely with them to craft a strong and 
effective family resources program au- 
thorized by title IV of this legislation, 
and I want to thank them and com- 
mend them for their hard work. 

Finally, as I have said on numerous 
occasions before this body, none of the 
work we do here would get done with- 
out the able work and tireless dedica- 
tion of the staff. Although many were 
involved with this legislation, I would 
like to single out just a few here today 
for the significant contributions they 
made: Patty Cole, Joe Palmore, and 
Sarah Flanagan of my staff; Marsha 
Simon, Michael Iskowitz, and Catriona 
McDonald of Senator KENNEDY'S staff; 
Kimberly Barnes-O'Connor with Sen- 
ator KASSEBAUM; Stephanie Monroe 
with Senator COATS; Mark Powden and 
Matt Bidgood with Senator JEFFORDS; 
Lauren Gross of Senator PELL'S staff; 
and Cheryl Birdsall with Senator 
METZENBAUM. They should all be proud 
of what they have accomplished for the 
children and families of America. 
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Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to speak in support of passage 
of the conference report to S. 2000. This 
legislation will reauthorize programs 
which are vital to helping low-income 
families and their children, including 
Head Start, the Low-Income Home En- 
ergy Assistance Program [LIHEAP], 
and the community services block 
grant [CSBG]. 

At the heart of this conference report 
is the reauthorization of Head Start. In 
my mind, the Head Start reauthoriza- 
tion is a strong one. It will help Head 
Start programs across the United 
States improve the quality of services 
they provide as we move toward full 
funding. It will help them better meet 
the needs of families they serve in 
their communities. And it provides for 
expansion to serve more children. This 
is particularly important, since less 
than 40 percent of all eligible children 
are currently enrolled. 

I commend President Clinton for pro- 
posing a $700 million increase for Head 
Start in his fiscal year 1995 budget re- 
quest. 'This increase signifies con- 
fidence that the program is sound, but 
also recognizes that there is a strong 
need for expanded enrollment. 

The bill also includes a new program 
to give an even earlier head start to 
children who most need our help. The 
initiative for families with infants and 
toddlers will build on the results and 
knowledge gained from programs cur- 
rently serving families with very 
young children, including the Com- 
prehensive Child Development Pro- 
gram [CCDP]. The CCDP's, such as the 
one I visited in Brattleboro, VT, have 
proven enormously effective in provid- 
ing much-needed services to these fam- 
ilies. Iam pleased that existing CCDP’s 
will be eligible to provide services 
under the zero to three program. 

I am also pleased that this bill con- 
tains provisions establishing a priority 
for longitudinal studies, as well as an 
authorization of up to $3 million in fis- 
cal year 1995 and such sums as may be 
necessary through fiscal year 1998 for 
this purpose. Longitudinal studies on 
Head Start will allow us as policy- 
makers to follow Head Start partici- 
pants through the years to determine 
what effects the program has had on 
them. 

Mr. President, we live in a changing 
world. It is becoming more economi- 
cally competitive than we could have 
imagined even a decade ago. If we are 
to succeed in this new world, our citi- 
zens must be adequately prepared. We 
must start with our youngest children, 
giving them the early, comprehensive, 
social, health, and education services 
they need so they won’t fall through 
the cracks. Head Start does that for 
the most vulnerable children. Thanks 
to this reauthorization, it will con- 
tinue to do it, for more children, and 
better than before. 

Mr. President, I won’t go into detail 
about what the conferees agreed to 
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with regard to the Low-Income Home 
Energy Assistance Program [LIHEAP], 
but there are a few points I would like 
to highlight. 

First, the House receded to the Sen- 
ate regarding the program’s authoriza- 
tion levels. The conference report to S. 
2000 stipulates that the authorized 
funding level for LIHEAP shall be $2 
billion annually for each of the fiscal 
years 1995 through 1999. I wish we could 
do more, but the budget deficit con- 
strains us. Making the $2 billion ex- 
plicit, though, is certainly preferable 
to authorizing “such sums as may be 
necessary." 

We also have made permanent au- 
thorization for a $600 million contin- 
gency fund to help pull us through the 
sort of winter that much of the Nation 
just experienced. Clearly, the extreme 
cold that gripped much of the country 
this past winter stretched regular 
LIHEAP benefits way beyond the 
breaking point. Now we have the abil- 
ity to respond to genuine weather-re- 
lated fuel emergencies in a timely fash- 
ion. I just want to add here, as I did 
when the Senate first considered S. 
2000, that the emergency fund is just 
that: for emergencies. Emergency 
funds are to supplement, not supplant, 
regular funding. 

I think the conference report con- 
tains some useful provisions for help- 
ing beneficiaries reduce their energy 
bills by reducing their energy con- 
sumption. Energy efficiency education 
is something we should always pro- 
mote. But we do need to be careful that 
such efforts do not cause reductions in 
basic benefits. 

A final point, Mr. President, concern- 
ing the House-passed sense-of-Congress 
language regarding funding for fiscal 
years 1995 and 1996. I am pleased that 
the conferees essentially retained the 
language. Congress already has appro- 
priated $1.475 billion for fiscal year 
1995. It’s going to be very tough to keep 
that appropriation intact. But we must 
try. And we'll have to try mightily to 
preserve current services next year. 
Having Congress on record in support 
of such efforts will be helpful. 

The conference report also contains 
good improvements to the community 
services block grant. This block grant 
is & vital part of our efforts to address 
poverty in this country. The commu- 
nity action agencies funded by CSBG 
provide a critical service in my state 
and throughout the United States. 

This bill will help them do an even 
better job by providing training and 
technical assistance, and improving 
governance and public participation. 
The bill will also make some improve- 
ments to our economic development ef- 
forts funded under CSBG, by creating a 
new Community Initiative Program. 
On this last point, I want to thank Bob 
Justis of Vermont for his contribution 
to our efforts. 

Finally, the conference report retains 
authorization for the Community Food 


9875 


and Nutrition Program. Despite its 
success, the Clinton Administration 
had proposed to eliminate CFNP when 
it sent its recommendations to the 
Senate. But my colleagues and I on the 
Senate Labor Committee, which has ju- 
risdiction over the program, rejected 
the administration’s proposal and re- 
newed the authorization for the pro- 
gram. Importantly, we also left intact 
the provisions for small States we es- 
tablished in the last authorization of 
the program. All told, I think this is 
great news, because CFNP is a low-cost 
but vitally important anti-hunger pro- 
gram, in Vermont and across the coun- 


try. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the conference version of the 
Head Start reauthorization bill. 

I have always been a strong sup- 
porter of the Head Start Program; 2,300 
Montana children benefit from this 
program, and that does not even in- 
clude the children served through the 
programs on the Indian reservations. 

Concerns have been expressed about 
maintaining the program's quality dur- 
ing Head Start's expansion. I am glad 
that the final bill requires a setaside 
for quality improvements to address 
this issue. 

It is also my understanding that the 
bill includes a section that would allow 
Head Start to legally construct facili- 
ties. The need for this has been brought 
to my attention by the Head Start 
grantees in Montana. 

Head Start is an important and 
worthwhile program, and I will be vot- 
ing in favor of the conference report. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to join my colleagues in 
support of the conference report on the 
Human Services Reauthorization Act, 
S. 2000. This legislation is the cumula- 
tion of a bipartisan, House-Senate-ad- 
ministration partnership that started a 
year ago with the appointment of the 
Advisory Committee on Head Start 
Quality and Expansion. I know that 
some people expressed sincere doubts 
that such a partnership would work. I 
believe that the Head Start provisions 
of S. 2000 are a clear demonstration of 
the benefits of an inclusive thoughtful 
legislative process—and hope that this 
successful experience will serve as the 
catalyst for more bipartisan, bicameral 
efforts. 

In addition to the Head Start pro- 
gram, this legislation reauthorizes sev- 
eral important programs including the 
community services block grant the 
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance 
Act, the Ready To Learn Act, the State 
Dependent Care Development pro- 
grams, the Child Development Associ- 
ate Scholarship Initiative, and the new 
Family Resource Program. The Federal 
and State coordinating mechanisms 
created in the Claude Pepper Young 
Americans Act also are reauthorized in 
S. 2000, and I hope that appropriations 
are finally allocated so that this im- 
portant initiative can begin. 
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When I introduced the Head Start 
Quality Improvement Act, with Rep- 
resentative GOODLING and Representa- 
tive MOLINARI in March 1993, I hoped 
that our efforts to improve and ensure 
the quality of Head Start programs 
would be successful. With the passage 
today of the Human Services Reauthor- 
ization Act I believe that the Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services 
now has the mandate and the tools it 
needs to provide quality early edu- 
cation and care services for low-income 
children and their families. This legis- 
lation will help Head Start programs to 
expand to meet the needs of local com- 
munities in a variety of ways. It is also 
important to note that as the new ini- 
tiative to serve infants and toddlers be- 
gins, there are other provisions in the 
legislation which strengthen the ac- 
tivities designed to help children and 
their parents make the critical transi- 
tion to elementary school. Both Head 
Start and schools must work together 
to sustain and build on the successes 
begun in Head Start. 

I would like to thank the staff for 
their diligence and commitment to 
crafting a truly bipartisan bill—Lee 
Cowen, Hans Meeder, Alan Lopatin, 
Lester Sweeting, Terry Zimmer- 
Deshler, Braden Goetz, Dennis Glaven, 
and Leslie Harris from the House Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor and 
from the Senate Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources, Kimberly 
Barnes-O’Connor, Stephanie Monroe, 
Matthew Bidgood, Mark Powden, Mi- 
chael Iskowitz, Patricia Cole, Catriona 
McDonald, and Joe Palmore. This leg- 
islation is better and stronger because 
of their efforts. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I am pleased to rise in support of final 
passage of the conference committee 
agreement on S. 2000 which includes re- 
authorization of the Head Start Pro- 


There are a number of positive fea- 
tures in this reauthorization, Mr. 
President, including continued empha- 
sis on improving quality, greater per- 
formance accountability for Head Start 
agencies, and increased authority to 
use Head Start funds for year-around 
programs and initiatives that serve 
very young children and their families. 

In addition, the conference commit- 
tee accepted the Senate’s position au- 
thorizing the use of Head Start funds 
for facilities construction in low-in- 
come communities if there are not 
other facilities available, if the lack of 
facilities will inhibit the operation of 
the program, and if construction is 
more cost-effective than purchase of 
available facilities. 

The final bill also permits Head Start 
grantees to make capital expendi- 
tures—including amortizing the prin- 
cipal and paying the interest on 
loans—for construction of facilities, 
major renovation of facilities, and pur- 
chase of vehicles used for programs lo- 
cated at Head Start facilities. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Unfortunately, the conference com- 
mittee did not adopt the Senate posi- 
tion that Head Start children should be 
automatically eligible for meals under 
the child care food program. 

The conferees were sympathetic to 
the burdens placed on Head Start agen- 
cies in establishing eligibility for the 
child care food program. But, the con- 
ferees did not feel they had jurisdiction 
to expand eligibility for what is, in ef- 
fect, an entitlement program under the 
jurisdiction of the Agriculture Com- 
mittees in both Houses of Congress. 

The conferees did, however, urge the 
Secretaries of HHS and Agriculture to 
work together to accomplish the goal 
of joint eligibility through regulatory 
changes and urged the appropriate au- 
thorizing committees to address the 
problem during the reauthorization of 
other child nutrition programs. 

Mr. President, I am most pleased 
that the conference agreement main- 
tains and expands on the goal I have 
been pushing throughout this reauthor- 
ization that we encourage flexibility to 
meet the changing needs of today’s 
Head Start families and that we en- 
courage a greater degree of collabora- 
tion between Head Start, subsidized 
child care, and other programs that 
serve low-income children and their 
parents. 

For example, the conference commit- 
tee agreement directs the Secretary of 
HHS to encourage the development and 
testing of innovative, locally designed 
options to extend the hours of service 
of Head Start agencies to meet local 
needs. Options identified by the con- 
ferees include collaboration with child 
care and other child and family service 
programs where such collaborations 
maintain the quality and integrity of 
services provided under Head Start’s 
performance standards. 

Where administrative rules and regu- 
lations are a barrier to effectively com- 
bining funds from different Federal 
program sources, the conferees also 
urged that a timely mechanism for re- 
questing and granting waivers be put 
into place. 

Head Start’s authorizing legislation 
and administrative rules already allow 
national and regional administrators 
and local agencies considerable free- 
dom to design local programs to meet 
local needs. So, the real test of whether 
we will see increased collaboration 
with other early childhood services will 
depend on how this reauthorization is 
actually administered. 

With that challenge in mind, Mr. 
President, I have today written HHS 
Secretary Donna Shalala to encourage 
her and others in the administration to 
fully implement the collaborative spir- 
it of this reauthorization. I would ask 
that a copy of my letter to Secretary 
Shalala be printed at the conclusion of 
my remarks. 

Mr. President, I want to pay tribute 
to the principal authors of this legisla- 
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tion for their diligent efforts to steer 
its passage through the Senate and for 
their openness to the ideas and sugges- 
tions for improvements that I and oth- 
ers have authored. 

I also want to pay special tribute to 
the thousands of Minnesotans who 
labor each day in the Head Start class- 
rooms, offices, and homes of my 
State—as teachers, aides, drivers, ad- 
ministrators and others. And, I want to 
offer a special word of encouragement 
to the parents and children who will 
benefit from this reauthorization. You 
are our hope for a future in which all 
children will have the opportunity to 
learn and to grow and to prepare for 
school and for life. 

I yield the floor. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


U.S. SENATE, COMMITTEE ON LABOR 
AND HUMAN RESOURCES, 
Washington, DC, May 11, 1994. 
Hon. DONNA E. SHALALA, 
Secretary, U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SECRETARY SHALALA: Today's final 
passage of the Head Start reauthorization 
represents an excellent opportunity to re- 
commit our support—not only to the Head 
Start program, but to the children and fami- 
lies it serves. 

I am also hopeful that this reauthorization 
will contribute to a greater degree of col- 
laboration between Head Start and child 
care and other child or family support serv- 
ices in each local community. 

That hope became more urgent for me dur- 
ing the Easter recess when I had the oppor- 
tunity to meet with a group of Head Start 
and child care advocates in Minnesota. 

One of the themes of that meeting was 
that collaboration among child and family 
Service programs is especially important to 
the growing number of Head Start parents 
who are working or in school as part of fed- 
eral land state welfare reform initiatives. 
And, as additional changes are made in 
AFDC and other welfare programs, we are 
likely to see even more Head Start parents 
needing (and qualifying for) child care serv- 
ices that extend beyond the traditional part- 
day, part-week Head Start program. 

Fortunately, Head Start and other early 
childhood programs are starting to respond 
to this growing need. In fact, five different 
examples of child care/Head Start collabora- 
tion or other locally designed Head Start de- 
livery models were described to me in some 
detail during the meeting I recently held in 
Minnesota. 

All five of these initiatives are program 
models other than the traditional full-day, 
part-day, or home-based models used by 
most Head Start agencies. All five meet or 
exceed Head Start's performance standards. 
And, all five are designed to help meet the 
changing needs of today's Head Start fami- 
lies. 

In each case, however, the directors of 
these initiatives expressed serious concerns 
that they will not be allowed to continue or 
replicate these highly innovative programs. 
Reasons for that concern range from uncer- 
tainty about future funding availability to 
bureaucratic resistance. 

This uncertainty about the future of these 
programs is troubling in light of the most re- 
cent round of Head Start rulemaking—which 
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articulated three different delivery options 
but which also included authority on the 
part of a senior HHS administrator to ap- 
proved other locally designed options. 

This centralized appeal and approval proc- 
ess is time consuming, costly, and burden- 
some, however, and may discourage agencies 
from designing and requesting approval for 
locally designed options. This may be espe- 
cially true in smaller agencies or agencies in 
rural areas where collaboration may be even 
more difficult because there are fewer orga- 
nized child care and other support services 
available. 

According to several of the Head Start di- 
rectors I met with in Minnesota, there also 
appears to be a presumption in the current 
system that more traditional delivery mod- 
els are preferred—perhaps because they are 
easier to monitor and hold accountable. 

In fact, one irony in the current laudable 
move to better monitor Head Start quality 
and agency performance is that computer- 
ized data gathering is much easier if pro- 
grams are uniform in how they are orga- 
nized. The same may be true in designing 
and testing new forms of results-oriented ac- 
countability. 

In responding to these sometimes compet- 
ing objectives, it's important to note that 
Head Start has always been a grass-roots, 
community and family-responsive program. 
So having flexibility to tailor programs to 
meet unique community and family needs is 
in keeping with the original purpose and his- 
tory of Head Start. 

That's why I felt so strongly that this re- 
authorization must be used to encourage 
Head Start administrators to use expansion 
funding to offer financial and other incen- 
tives to design unique and innovative local 
delivery options—as long as the underlying 
principles and strengths of Head Start are 
maintained and as long as local needs and re- 
sults-oriented performance standards are 
met. 

Because of the importance of maximizing 
the use of all available resources, any real or 
perceived barriers to collaboration with 
other agencies and programs should also be 
removed, That would include barriers to 
mixing funding sources and contracting with 
other agencies who may actually employ 
teachers and other staff. 

In addition, I strongly believe there should 
be a presumption that locally designed deliv- 
ery options are acceptable unless it's deter- 
mined that they do not meet results-oriented 
standards through the normal Head Start 
oversight process. 

And, finally, whatever changes are needed 
in Head Start performance standards to pro- 
mote an innovation-friendly environment 
should be made. 

I realize that at least some of the encour- 
agement needed to innovate and collaborate 
may have to wait until we take up the child 
care components of welfare reform later this 
year. And, I look forward to working with 
you on this issue once the President’s wel- 
fare reform proposal is brought to the Con- 
gress, 

At the same time, I believe implementa- 
tion of this Head Start reauthorization rep- 
resents an excellent opportunity to allow 
maximum flexibility in local communities to 
use combined funding, waivers, demonstra- 
tions and administrative flexibility to help 
meet the changing needs of Head Start fami- 
lies. 

To seize that opportunity, I believe Head 
Start administrators should do at least the 
following four things as they implement this 
reauthorization: 


First, include the changing needs of Head 
Start families for child care and the poten- 
tial for collaboration with child care and 
other early childhood and family services to 
Head Start's new quality standards. 

Second, ensure that new performance 
measures created for Head Start agencies be 
adaptable for non-traditional program op- 
tions including collaborations with local 
child care programs. 

Third, reward collaboration with other 
community organizations serving children 
and families in the allocation of expansion 
funds within states. 

And, finally, use Head Start’s R&D pro- 
gram, to encourage the development and 
testing of innovative locally designed pro- 
gram options including programs that in- 
volve collaboration with child care and other 
child and family service programs. 

During the course of this reauthorization, 
I became convinced that statutory changes 
were not needed to achieve these objectives. 
At the same time, I was pleased that Sen- 
ators Kennedy and Kassebaum were willing 
to join me in a colloquy affirming legislative 
intent that increased collaboration with 
child care and other early childhood and 
family programs should be an outgrowth of 
this reauthorization. 

As you know, I was an original co-sponsor 
of this Head Start reauthorization legisla- 
tion. And, I was pleased to vote to adopt this 
legislation at every step in the legislative 
process. At the same time, I believe the full 
potential for serving today’s low income 
families and children will depend on how this 
legislation is implemented and administered. 

Now more than ever, Head Start must be 
responsive to the changing needs of the fami- 
lies it serves. That means Head Start must 
be flexible enough to meet those needs 
through a variety of different program mod- 
els. And, it means Head Start must encour- 
age collaboration with child care and other 
services available to those same families. 

With that kind of locally initiated flexibil- 
ity and collaboration, Head Start will enter 
its second 30 years an even stronger and 
more effective resource for the children and 
families of this nation. 

Thank you for your past and future leader- 
ship in making these essential goals a re- 
ality. 

Sincerely, 
DAVE DURENBERGER, 
U.S. Senator. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
would like to ask a question regarding 
the LIHEAP provisions in the Human 
Services Act. I wanted to clarify that 
none of the changes made regarding 
the LIHEAP program, including the 
provisions directed at the Secretary of 
HHS, are intended to alter households’ 
current ability to seek redress under 
the statute directly from the Federal 
courts. Is that correct? 

Mr. DODD. The Senator’s statement 
is correct. 

Mr. KENNEDY. That is also my un- 
derstanding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question is on 
the adoption of the conference report. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] is ab- 
sent because of illness. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 98, 
nays 1, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 109 Leg.] 


YEAS—98 
Akaka Faircloth McCain 
Baucus Feingold McConnell 
Bennett Feinstein Metzenbaum 
Biden Ford Mikulski 
Bingaman Glenn Mitchell 
Bond Gorton Moseley-Braun 
Boren Graham Moynihan 
Boxer Gramm Murkowski 
Bradley Grassley Murray 
Breaux Gregg Nickles 
Brown Harkin Nunn 
Bryan Hatch Packwood 
Bumpers Hatfield Pell 
Burns Heflin Pressler 
Byrd Hollings Pryor 
Campbell Hutchison Reid 
Chafee Inouye Riegle 
Coats Jeffords Robb 
Cochran Johnston Rockefeller 
Cohen Kassebaum Roth 
Conrad Kempthorne Sarbanes 
Coverdell Kennedy Sasser 
Craig Kerrey Simon 
D'Amato Kerry Simpson 
Danforth Kohl Smith 
Daschle Lautenberg Specter 
DeConcini Leahy Stevens 
Dodd Levin Thurmond 
Dole Lieberman Wallop 
Domenici Lott Warner 
Dorgan Lugar Wellstone 
Durenberger Mack Wofford 
Exon Mathews 
NAYS—1 
Helms 
NOT VOTING—1 
Shelby 


So the conference report was agreed 
to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no objection, the motion to recon- 
sider is laid upon the table. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that there now be a pe- 
riod for morning business with Sen- 
ators permitted to speak therein for up 
to 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


FISCAL YEAR 1995 BUDGET RESO- 
LUTION CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I rise today in opposition to the fiscal 
1995 budget resolution conference re- 
port. 

While I oppose the conference report, 
I wish to acknowledge that the con- 
ferees have taken some positive steps. 

I am very pleased that the conferees 
heeded my advice to accept House lan- 
guage which would provide sufficient 
funds to permit needed reforms of a 
crop insurance system that just doesn’t 
work. Agriculture Committee Chair- 
man LEAHY, Senator KERREY, and I 
have acted on that opportunity by in- 
troducing the Federal Crop Insurance 
Reform Act of 1994, which largely fol- 
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lows crop insurance reform legislation 
I have authored in the past two Con- 
gresses. 

As a complement to the crop insur- 
ance funding, the Budget conferees also 
provided that any future emergency 
appropriations for natural disasters 
must be paid for by offsets rather than 
by our usual habit of loading it on to 
the deficit. I have long opposed the 
concept of emergency supplementals— 
and for good reason. Just a few months 
ago, this Congress acted to provide 
much needed assistance to the victims 
of the California earthquake. Yet we 
borrowed the money to do so. Even 
worse, this free money was directed not 
only to the earthquake-ravaged regions 
in southern California, but also to leg- 
islators’ pet projects located a con- 
tinent away from the earthquake zone, 
adding many millions to the crushing 
debt we are imposing upon our chil- 
dren. This was simply indefensible. I 
am pleased the budget conferees have 
tied Congress's hands so that in fiscal 
1995 we can’t use a natural disaster as 
an excuse to add to this country's fis- 
cal disaster—the Federal deficit. 

Although the conference report 
makes some steps in the right direc- 
tion, it simply does not go far enough. 

Mr. President, this is my last year of 
service in this body. I first entered pub- 
lic life some 27 years ago, when I went 
to work for my law partner, Harold 
LeVander, who had been elected Gov- 
ernor of Minnesota. In that year, 1967, 
the Federal budget deficit was $8.6 bil- 
lion—and people were outraged because 
that figure had more than doubled 
from the previous year. The national 
debt was all of $266.6 billion. By 1978, 
when I was elected to the Senate, the 
budget deficit was $59.2 billion, and the 
national debt—after the most intense 
period of our involvement in Vietnam, 
after two oil price shocks, and after 
one of the most severe recessions in 
our post-war history—was still only 
$607.1 billion. 

Since then, we have run our national 
debt up to $4.7 trillion—that’s ''tril- 
lion" with a “T.” 

Numbers like that are hard to digest, 
80 let's consider what it means in real 
terms for the people who will have to 
pay off that $4.7 trillion debt—our chil- 
dren and grandchildren. According to 
OMB projections, even after factoring 
in the effect of OBRA93, a child born 
after 1992 will have to pay 82 percent of 
his or her lifetime earnings in taxes. 
Mr. President, I ask that my colleagues 
Stop to consider that figure—82 percent 
of lifetime earnings. That's just not 
fair. 

Mr. President, we in Government—on 
both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue and 
on both sides of the aisle—got our- 
selves into this mess, and we owe it to 
our children and grandchildren to act 
to get ourselves out of it. 

When Members of this body come for- 
ward to present responsible proposals 
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to cut Federal spending—like the 
Exon-Grassley amendment—those 
measures should be enacted. Yet the 
conferees cut the Exon-Grassley sav- 
ings in half, and even that modest cut 
met great resistance. 

For some reason, the President and 
some conferees believe that we should 
take a rest from significant deficit re- 
duction this year. I acknowledge the 
fact that a $173.5 billion deficit projec- 
tion for fiscal 1995 is a significant im- 
provement from the $235 billion deficit 
in fiscal 1994. However, we must bear in 
mind that that reduction is due largely 
to the economic recovery which began 
under President Bush. 

In addition, Mr. President, we must 
recognize that the 1995 figures assume 
that interest rates on 10 year Treasury 
notes will hold steady at 5.8 percent. 
Right now, those rates are at about 7.2 
percent—and rising. According to OMB, 
if inflation stays at current levels, 
even a 1 percent rise in interest rates— 
less than that which we have experi- 
enced—would add over $13 billion to 
the 1995 deficit, and would add a total 
of $127.5 billion to the deficit through 
1999. 

Even without the additional debt 
about to be heaped upon them, each 
American family of four already is bur- 
dened with some $75,000 of debt due to 
the past fiscal irresponsibility of the 
Federal Government. As a con- 
sequence, in 1994 we are spending $294 
billion in gross interest payments on 
that debt—$50 billion more than all do- 
mestic discretionary spending. What’s 
worse, interest payments are still ris- 


ing. 

As former Federal Reserve Chairman 
Paul Volcker advised members of this 
body in March, during periods of recov- 
ery we should strive for a surplus. In 
other words, we should act now. I do 
not suggest that a surplus like that ad- 
vocated by Chairman Volcker is realis- 
tic in the immediate future. But we 
must begin to work towards that goal. 
We should not defer hard budget 
choices until later in the business 
cycle, when general economic condi- 
tions may impair our ability to act. 

Mr. President, reducing government 
spending has been a priority through- 
out my Senate career. In 1984, I 
launched an organization called Ameri- 
cans for Generational Equity which 
sought to make clear how our reckless 
spending habits devastates future gen- 
erations. That organization worked 
hard to identify and achieve the re- 
forms necessary to cut the budget 
without harming important programs. 

I have also been a part of numerous 
efforts within this body to attack the 
deficit. In the early 1980's, I sponsored 
along with Senator GORTON the Duren- 
berger-Gorton bill to balance the budg- 
et. Since then, I also have supported 
strongly such measures as the 1985 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act, the 
Kassebaum-Grassley-Baucus proposal, 
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the Boschwitz spending freeze, the 1990 
budget summit reforms, the 1992 enti- 
tlement freeze, the 1993-94 Kerrey- 
Brown and Dole deficit reduction pro- 
posals, and, most recently, the bal- 
anced budget amendment. 

I supported those proposals because I 
believe that savings can be achieved 
without harming our national security 
or compromising important Presi- 
dential initiatives such as health care 
reform. But I do not pretend that we 
can achieve those savings by deleting 
that much maligned but unfortunately 
mythical line item in the budget titled 
“waste and abuse.”’ 

Mr. President, let me be clear. Mean- 
ingful savings cannot be achieved if we 
are unwilling to take a hard look at en- 
titlements. Simply put, that’s where 
the money is. In 1993, the Federal Gov- 
ernment spent nearly twice as much on 
payments for individuals as on every- 
thing else combined except for inter- 
est, which—as much as we'd like to— 
we cannot cut. I am deeply dis- 
appointed that neither the President’s 
budget proposal nor the Budget Act ap- 
proved by the conferees touch entitle- 
ments. 

Moreover, Mr. President, we cannot 
achieve meaningful deficit reduction 
unless we act to limit inequitable tax 
breaks. For example, the current tax 
treatment of employment-based health 
benefits will cost the Federal treasury 
about $90 billion in 1995. According to 
CBO, this Government subsidy is worth 
an average of $1,910 to families earning 
between $100,000 and $200,000 a year, but 
only $450 to families earning one-tenth 
as much. Many working families do not 
benefit at all. That isn’t fair, and it 
needs to be fixed. 

Mr. President, as I prepare to leave 
this body, I suppose I am particularly 
mindful of the legacy we are leaving 
our kids. And I can’t help but conclude 
we have done them a terrible disservice 
by burdening them with such a stag- 
gering amount of debt. 

I've been here long enough to know 
that you make few friends by fighting 
for deficit reduction. But the longer we 
wait, the tougher the task will be, and 
the greater the burden our children and 
grandchildren will be forced to bear. 

Mr. President, I believe we must 
achieve greater deficit reduction—this 
year. Therefore, I am compelled to vote 
against the fiscal year 1995 budget reso- 
lution conference report. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, today the 
Senate is considering the conference 
report on the fiscal year 1995 budget 
resolution. This budget is an automatic 
pilot budget—and the second install- 
ment of the massive tax increases and 
spending plan narrowly adopted by the 
Congress last summer. 

In the Senate-passed budget, a $26 
billion spending cut was adopted. This 
was a small step in the right direction. 
But, alas, after the conference with the 
House, only a $13 billion cut survived. 
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That boils down to a half a billion dol- 
lar cut in the 1995 budget. Not much, 
considering the base from which we 
start. In a $1.5 trillion-plus Federal 
budget only $500 million will be cut. 
This is a far cry from President Clin- 
ton's campaign promises of slashing 
the deficit in half. 

I strongly disagree with President 
Clinton's decision not to fight for any 
deficit reduction this year. A deficit of 
over $175 billion in 1995, and over $200 
billion in 1999 in the Democrats' budget 
is woefully unacceptable to the Amer- 
ican public and, therefore, unaccept- 
able to me. 

Many grassroots citizen groups such 
as the Concord Coalition, United We 
Stand America, Citizens Against Gov- 
ernment Waste, and many others have 
tried to impress upon the Congress and 
the President that action is needed to 
reduce the deficit through meaningful 
and lasting spending reductions. Amer- 
ican families are forced to balance 
their budgets every day and so should 
the Federal Government. Just a few 
months ago, ignoring the will of the 
American people, both the Senate and 
House of Representatives rejected the 
balanced budget constitutional amend- 
ment at the President's urging. 

I was pleased to see that the budget 
conferees accepted the Senate's insist- 
ence upon funding for the Edward 
Byrne Anti-Crime Grant Program. I 
cannot understand, however, the Presi- 
dent's and the Democrats' decision not 
to provide full funding for either the 
Senate- or House-passed crime bills in 
the budget this year. Crime is one of 
the biggest problems facing our Nation, 
and this budget does not adequately 
address these problems squarely. 

It is my hope, however, that the 
crime bill will eventually be fully fund- 
ed though salary savings realized by 
downsizing the Federal bureaucracy by 
272,000 positions, a funding source that 
this body overwhelmingly voted for on 
several occasions. 

The crime bill is not the only un- 
funded program in the budget resolu- 
tion. Welfare reform, entitlement re- 
form, health care reform, and Govern- 
mentwide reform or “reinvention” are 
all missing. While these items are tout- 
ed as priorities in our Nation, this 
budget blueprint is silent on how to fi- 
nance these priorities. 

This spring, the Republicans in both 
chambers offered a comprehensive 
budget including funding for the items 
just mentioned as well as a middle 
class tax cut. The Republican alter- 
native would have reduced the deficit 
by $318 billion over the next 5 years. It 
offered incentives that America needs 
right now to save and invest for the fu- 
ture. For example, it offered a $500 tax 
credit for dependent children, and ex- 
panded the use of individual retirement 
accounts, a proposal I introduced with 
Senator Lloyd Bentsen back in 1991. 

In February, Senator DOLE, myself, 
and 16 other Republican Senators in- 
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troduced the Government Downsizing, 
Performance and Accountability Act of 
1994. The plan contains 50 common- 
sense recommendations to save the 
taxpayers money, streamline the Fed- 
eral bureaucracy, and improve the leg- 
islative budget process. 

It reduced nondefense discretionary 
spending by $55 billion over the next 5 
years by incorporating several Grace 
Commission recommendations, as well 
as improving Government accountabil- 
ity and performance. The plan also 
contains a Presidential line-item veto, 
a requirement that new programs may 
be authorized for a maximum of 5 
years, and a super-majority require- 
ment for all emergency spending legis- 
lation. 

Budget process reform is clearly 
needed. For many years I have spon- 
sored a bill to implement a 2-year 
budget cycle. Currently, congressional 
reform efforts have included this budg- 
et reform in their proposals. It is my 
hope that a biennial budget process re- 
form can be adopted this year. 

Deficit reduction, however necessary, 
will not dominate the political and pol- 
icy discussions in Washington this 
summer. As we all know, budgets drive 
policy decisions. Given the American 
public’s demands for further fiscal re- 
straint, tax-and-spend policies are no 
longer acceptable to those for whom we 
serve. It is a daunting task to tackle 
the Federal budget. Spending cuts are 
difficult to swallow; however, I stand 
ready and willing to make the hard 
choices for the benefit of our children 
and grandchildren. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the con- 
ference report on the budget continues 
the fiction begun by the 1993 budget 
agreement passed on a tie vote last 
summer. That fiction, perpetrated by 
this budget, is that the deficit problem 
was fixed last summer and Congress 
and the President are off the hook. It is 
because the Congress and the President 
refuse to deal with the deficits that 
loom on the horizon that I will vote 
against the conference report on the 
budget. I will briefly review what I see 
as the problem we face with respect to 
this conference report and the looming 
deficits. 

First, and most disappointingly, the 
conference report contains only half 
the modest Exon-Grassley cuts in- 
cluded in the Senate-passed version of 
the budget. In effect, the refusal to 
make these minuscule cuts assert that 
the Federal Government spends money 
so efficiently and effectively that it 
cannot afford reducing expenditures by 
three tenths of 1 percent over the next 
5 years. 

Clearly, that is a ridiculous assertion 
given the fact that the economy is 
growing at such a pace as to reignite 
fears of inflation. If the economy is at 
the point of overheating, reducing Fed- 
eral spending would certainly help both 
the budget deficit and the inflation 
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outlook. In other words, now is the 
time to cut spending even more than is 
embodied in the Exon-Grassley amend- 
ment. Ducking this issue now while the 
economy is growing will only make it 
harder in the future. 

Second, this budget does nothing to 
stem the continued growth in entitle- 
ment spending despite the realization 
by everyone that entitlement spending 
must be limited to get our fiscal house 
in order. I become more alarmed about 
the exclusion of entitlement reform 
given the rhetoric of last year’s debate 
on the issue of entitlement reform. 
Then, when entitlement spending was 
raised as an issue the opponents said 
now was not the time. The opponents 
pleaded that health care reform would 
bring huge savings in entitlement pro- 


grams. 

Well, by CBO’s estimates the Presi- 
dent’s health care reform plan will not 
reduce entitlement spending. In fact, 
the CBO estimates the Clinton Plan to 
increase the budget deficit by almost 
$100 billion—if everything goes per- 
fectly. The problem is that no health 
care reform plan I know of will lead to 
overall lower spending on entitlements. 
The conference report only further 
delays the day when we deal with enti- 
tlement spending. Delaying entitle- 
ment reform will not solve the budget 
deficit. 

Third, the Democrats are making a 
big deal of discretionary spending re- 
straint embodied in this budget. But 
anyone familiar with these numbers re- 
alizes that the spending restraint 
comes totally out of the defense side of 
discretionary. Domestic discretionary 
spending actually increases over the 
next 5 years. I oppose this conference 
report because it does not really pro- 
vide domestic discretionary spending 
restraint. If defense spending can de- 
cline in real and nominal terms there 
is no reason why domestic discre- 
tionary spending can not also be so re- 
strained. 

I cannot support a budget that deals 
in the fiction that the budget deficit is 
no longer a problem. I will not support 
a conference report that implies that 
Federal spending is so effectively and 
efficiently carried out that a three 
tenths of 1 percent reduction in Fed- 
eral spending is impossible. I will not 
support a conference report that con- 
tinues to put off the tough choices 
when it comes to mandatory spending. 
And, I will not support continuing in- 
creases in domestic discretionary 
spending while defense spending is de- 
clining in real as well as nominal 
terms. This conference report fails to 
do what I believe is important and 
therefore I will oppose this report. 

Finally, although I oppose this con- 
ference report I must end on a positive 
note. The chairman of the Budget Com- 
mittee, Senator SASSER, should be 
commended for successfully defending 
the Senate’s position with respect to 
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the Edward Byrne Formula Grant Pro- 
gram. The program funds badly needed 
multijurisdictional taskforces fighting 
crime and drugs throughout this coun- 
try. The chairman did wonderful work 
in maintaining full funding for the pro- 
gram. I appreciate his hard work on 
this program. 


WHY VA RESEARCH MEANS BET- 
TER MEDICAL CARE FOR VETER- 
ANS 


Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
am delighted that the budget conferees 
have reversed the proposed cut in fund- 
ing for the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs' research and prosthetics account 
and have restored funding to $252 mil- 
lion—the fiscal year 1994 level. 

Because the connection between re- 
search and good clinical care is so im- 
portant in the VA health care system, 
Senator MURKOWSKI and I wrote a let- 
ter to the budget conferees urging that 
this funding be restored. We believe 
that the investment in research has a 
high return in benefits that improve 
medical treatment for veterans and all 
Americans, and the budget conferees 
have agreed. 

In just the past few months, VA re- 
search has yielded important new in- 
formation about serious medical prob- 
lems such as prostate cancer, skin can- 
cer, AIDS, schizophrenia, and lupus, 
just to name a few. The VA research 
program is also an enormously impor- 
tant tool to recruit and retain high- 
quality physicians and other profes- 
sionals, and to maintain VA affili- 
ations with medical schools. Finally, 
as one VA researcher noted, Research 
is more than laboratories, microscopes, 
and published papers in academic jour- 
nals." Indeed, 75 percent of VA re- 
search programs are led by M.D. inves- 
tigators who, as members of the VA 
hospital staff, are also responsible for 
direct care provided to the veteran pa- 
tient. 

By reversing the cut, we have sent a 
message to VA researchers that we 
value their work and depend on their 
discoveries to improve health care for 
all Americans. As chairman of the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs, I am 
grateful for the restoration in funding. 


EDWARD BYRNE MEMORIAL 
GRANT 


Mr. GORTON. Senator HARKIN and I 
both are advocates for the Edward 
Byrne Memorial Grant Program. This 
program provides funds for local multi- 
jurisdictional law enforcement efforts 
to eradicate crime and drugs from our 
society. During the budget debate we 
both offered amendments to restore 
funding for the Byrne Program. We un- 
derstand that the distinguished chair- 
man of the Budget Committee, Senator 
SASSER, worked hard to assure that 
this program was fully funded. I want 
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to again thank the chairman for his 
help during the floor debate on this 
issue and for assuring that this pro- 
gram receives the Federal funding it 
deserves. è 

Mr. HARKIN. Senator GORTON and I 
are pleased to have our concern for the 
Byrne program reflected in this budget. 
Chairman SASSER has done a great 
service to local law enforcement efforts 
by making sure the conference report 
fully funding this program that is vital 
to fighting crime and drugs throughout 
America. I also want to thank the 
chairman for working so hard to assure 
the funding for this program. 

Mr. SASSER. I am pleased the con- 
ference committee agreed to fully fund 
this program in the conference report. 
This program is important and does de- 
serve full funding. And I thank Senator 
GORTON and Senator HARKIN for their 
efforts with respect to this program. 


CONFERENCE REPORT ON THE 
CLINIC ACCESS BILL 


Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I rise in support of the conference re- 
port on S. 636, the Freedom of Access 
to Clinic Entrances Act of 1994. 

Last December, I wrote a letter to 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Labor Committee, Senator KENNEDY, 
strongly urging that the conference 
committee adopt the provisions in the 
Senate-passed bill. In particular, I 
urged the Conference Committee to 
adopt the Senate’s reduced penalties 
for nonviolent blockades, Senator 
HATCH’s amendment protecting places 
of worship, and provisions that had 
been worked out among our staff relat- 
ing to various concerns in the pro-life 
community. 

I am pleased that the House-Senate 
conferees adopted the substantive pro- 
visions of the Senate bill. I believe this 
conference report strikes an appro- 
priate balance between preventing vio- 
lent and threatening behavior, yet pro- 
tecting rights to peacefully persuade 
and express deeply held beliefs. 

My own convictions are pro-life. But 
I believe that people on both sides of 
this issue can agree that violence and 
threats do not serve either cause; they 
only drive our Nation farther and far- 
ther apart. 

I am grateful to Senator KENNEDY 
and to Senator KASSEBAUM, the distin- 
guished ranking member of the Labor 
Committee, for their willingness to 
work with me to address concerns that 
were important to the pro-life commu- 
nity. We put aside our different beliefs 
about abortion to work toward the 
common goal of reducing the violence 
that sometimes surrounds this divisive 
issue. 

I hope that others with differing be- 
liefs will learn to do the same, so that 
our Nation can debate the issues that 
divide us with civility and reason, not 
threats and intimidation. 


May 11, 1994 


LAW AND THE ARMS EMBARGO 


Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
central to the Senate’s debate on lift- 
ing the arms embargo on Bosnia must 
be our understanding of the U.N. Char- 
ter. There could hardly be a more ap- 
propriate anniversary for this debate. 
Exactly 50 years ago—throughout April 
and May of 1944—Secretary of State 
Cordell Hull met with members of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
to develop the American negotiating 
positions on the U.N. Charter. The U.S. 
proposals hammered out in those meet- 
ings were presented at Dumbarton 
Oaks not 4 miles from here in the sum- 
mer of 1944 and then refined at the San 
Francisco Conference the following 
year. 

Does the U.N. Charter—the product 
of these prodigious labors—provide the 
legal authority to the Security Council 
to forbid the United States to come to 
the aid of another sovereign state 
which is indisputably the subject of an 
armed attack? 

Mr. President, let me address two 
quite separate topics which have often 
been merged in this debate: 

Can we legally disregard the Security 
Council embargo on providing arms to 
Bosnia? 

And, quite a separate question, 
should we do so? 

First, has the Security Council ex- 
ceeded its legal authority by forbidding 
members of the United Nations to 
come to Bosnia’s defense? Put a dif- 
ferent way, does the United States 
have the legal right to provide arms to 
Bosnia? 

The answer is yes. 

I do not relish making this case. The 
Security Council is the crown jewel of 
the U.N. Charter. After years—no, dec- 
ades—of impotence it has emerged 
from the cold war to begin at last to 
function as Hull, Stettinius, Vanden- 
berg, Connally, and the other founders 
of the United Nations believed it could. 
In the gulf war the Council authorized, 
mobilized, and legitimized a collective 
response to aggression. The charter 
worked. 

I know well the arguments that are 
made against unilaterally lifting the 
arms embargo. Most do not really ad- 
dress the right of the United States to 
do so. Rather they address the wisdom 
of such action. 

But there is a straightforward legal 
case against unilateral action by the 
United States. The Security Council 
acted under chapter VII. It has repeat- 
edly reaffirmed the resolutions which 
imposed the embargo. Its decisions are 
binding under article 25. We agreed to 
the embargo—we could have vetoed it 
after all—and we also agreed to be 
bound by Security Council decisions 
when we ratified the charter. 

What we did not agree to—what the 
U.S. delegation to the San Francisco 
conference specifically and successfully 
opposed—was the notion that the Secu- 
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rity Council could both fail in its re- 
sponsibility to maintain international 
peace and forbid other states to step 
into the breach and come to the aid of 
a member state which was under an 
armed attack. 

The impossible burden of those who 
oppose lifting the arms embargo uni- 
laterally is that they must make the 
case that the Security Council has the 
legal authority to order the United 
States to stand by and let an innocent 
victim of aggression to be dis- 
membered. That is what article 51 was 
specifically drafted to prevent. 

None of the usual debates about Arti- 
cle 51 apply here. There is no serious 
dispute about whether Bosnia is the 
victim of an armed attack. Nor any 
dispute as to whether it has genuinely 
requested assistance. Nor can one seri- 
ously argue that the Security Council 
has “taken measures necessary to 
maintain international peace and secu- 
rity.” It has not. 

Opponents of lifting the embargo 
maintain that the Charter gives the 
Security Council the authority to im- 
pair Bosnia’s right of collective self de- 
fense although the Council has failed 
to “maintain * * * international peace 
and security." But that is precisely 
and explicitly what article 51 says the 
charter does not give the Council the 
authority to do: 

Nothing in the present Charter shall im- 
pair the inherent right of individual or col- 
lective self defense if an armed attack occurs 
against a Member of the United Nations, 
until the Security Council has taken meas- 
ures necessary to maintain international 
peace and security. 

The language could not be more ex- 
plicit. 

Members of the United States delega- 
tion to the San Francisco conference 
were at first opposed to including any 
reservation on the right of self defense. 
They felt that the right was so obvious 
and so fundamental that it was both 
unnecessary and unwise to define this 
"inherent" right because such a provi- 
sion might be used to try to limit the 
right of self defense. The present de- 
bate is ample proof that this was a 
well-founded concern. 

However, of greater concern to the 
United States delegation was securing 
explicit recognition that the United 
States had the right to come to the aid 
of any state under attack in the West- 
ern Hemisphere without waiting for Se- 
curity Council authorization and not- 
withstanding any use of the veto in the 
Council to block United Nations ac- 
tion. The United States was committed 
under the Act of Chapultepec to come 
to the defense of its Latin American al- 
lies. This was an extremely important 
issue for the Latin American States— 
and for the congressional members of 
the delegation. Preparing for the San 
Francisco Conference the U.S. delega- 
tion had what Senator Vandenberg de- 
scribed as “acrimonious” debate on the 
issue. According to his account: 
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[John Foster] Dulles argued that there is 
nothing in Dumbarton Oaks which prohibits 
“self defense" and that under the Chapul- 
tepec agreement ''self defense" in the West- 
ern Hemisphere is a partnership affair and 
that the Monroe Doctrine is still part of it. 
I served notice on the Delegation, as a mat- 
ter of good faith, that if this question is not 
specifically cleared up in the Charter, I shall 
expect to see a Reservation on the subject in 
the Senate and that I shall support it. 
According to Ruth Russell's indispen- 
sable study of the history of the U.N. 
Charter, when the delegation drafted 
and proposed article 51 it emphasized 
in its discussions with other delega- 
tions that 

* * * the United States had no intention of 

impairing the effectiveness of the proposed 
organization through its amendment but 
that it faced a very practical problem in get- 
ting the treaty through the Senate. 
Thus, it seems clear that the Senate 
would not have ratified the charter 
without explicit recognition of the in- 
herent right of self defense, either in 
the form of an article in the charter or 
as a U.S. reservation to the treaty. 

In a dispatch to the New York Times 
from the San Francisco Conference, 
James Reston described the break- 
through which produced article 51: 

SAN FRANCISCO, May 15 [1945].—President 
Truman broke the deadlock today between 
the Big Five and the Latin American nations 
over the relations between the American and 
world security systems. 

After over a week of negotiating, during 
which American foreign policy was being 
made and remade by a bi-partisan conference 
delegation, the president gave to the Latin 
American nations the reassurance which 
they wanted before accepting the supremacy 
of the World Security Council in dealing 
with disputes in the Western Hemisphere 


* * * 

This assurance was announced late tonight 
by Secretary Stettinius, who said that an 
amendment to the Dumbarton Oaks propos- 
als would be proposed reading substantially 
as follows: 

“Nothing in this charter impairs the inher- 
ent right of self defense, either individual, or 
collective, in the event that the Security 
Council does not maintain international 
peace and security and an armed attack 
against a member state occurs * *.“ 

It was taken to be significant at the 
time that an original draft which stat- 
ed that the Security Council must first 
attempt to take effective action and 
“fail” was changed at the suggestion of 
Cordell Hull to state that the right of 
self defense arose immediately once 
"an armed attack * * * occurs" and 
continues until such time as the Secu- 
rity Council has taken adequate meas- 
ures to actually maintain“ peace and 
security. Ruth Russell explains the 
reason for the change: The fact of an 
attack, in other words, would show 
that the Council had already failed.“ 
As revised and adopted, article 51 made 
clear that the right of self defense 
arose the minute that an armed attack 
occurred and continued until the time 
that it is no longer necessary because 
the Security Council is maintaining 
the peace. The opponents of lifting the 
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embargo make an argument which is 
simply inconsistent with the plain lan- 
guage of article 51 and its drafting his- 
tory: the Security Council can impair 
the inherent right of collective self de- 
fense even if it has “failed” to restore 
peace and even if it has not “taken 
measures necessary" to maintain 
peace. 

Mr. President, let me address the ar- 
gument that the United States voted 
for the arms embargo. This is, of 
course, true. But President Clinton has 
now stated publicly that the United 
States would like to lift the arms em- 
bargo. We would like to take more ef- 
fective action. But we are being pre- 
vented from doing so for precisely the 
reason that the United States—and the 
Senate specifically—insisted upon arti- 
cle 51: we are being stopped from tak- 
ing stronger Security Council action 
by the Great Power” veto. 

Not only does the United States now 
favor lifting the arms embargo, the 
General Assembly voted 109 to 0 with 57 
abstentions that the embargo should be 
lifted and that members should assist 
in Bosnia's self defense. Not a single 
member of the General Assembly was 
willing to vote against Resolution 48/42 
urging the Security Council to exempt 
Bosnia from the arms embargo and ful- 
fill its responsibility under Article 24 
of the Charter” to maintain peace. The 
resolution appears to challenge the 
legal validity of the embargo by ex- 
pressly urging, 

Member States * * * to extend their co- 
operation to the Republic of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina in [the] exercise of its inherent 
right of individual and collective self-defence 
in accordance with Article 51 of Chapter VII 
of the Charter. 

To state again, not one nation voted 
against this resolution. 

This General Assembly resolution 
raises a final important point about 
the charter. Article 24 assigns the Se- 
curity Council not just powers, but 
“responsibilities’’ and duties.“ It also 
states that the Council must exercise 
its powers in accordance with the 
Purposes and Principles of the United 
Nations." Foremost among those pur- 
poses are to maintain international 
peace and security' and ''to take effec- 
tive collective measures * * * for the 
suppression of acts of aggression or 
other breaches of the peace * . It is 
not a legal use of the Council's powers 
to try to force Bosnia to accept a parti- 
tion plan which effectively dismembers 
the state. It is not a legal use of the 
Council's powers to maintain an arms 
embargo so as to aid a “traditional 
ally" of one of the permanent mem- 
bers; namely, Serbia. 

Mr. President, it gives me no great 
pleasure, as I have said, to argue that 
the Security Council has illegally im- 
paired Bosnia's inherent right of col- 
lective self defense. But after long con- 
sideration I have concluded that it 
clearly has. 


Let me now address the more com- 
mon arguments against lifting the 
arms embargo unilaterally, namely 
variations of the argument that we 
should not lift the embargo. 

First, we are asked, if we lift this em- 
bargo how will we resist other nations 
lifting embargoes on Iraq, Serbia, and 
Libya? How, that is, shall we distin- 
guish between lambs and lions, be- 
tween victims and aggressors? By look- 
ing at the facts. Iraq was an aggressor, 
not the victim of an armed attack“ 
giving rise to article 51 rights. Serbia 
is not subject to an armed attack. Nor 
is Libya. Each of these states is as 
clearly an aggressor or violator of 
international law as Bosnia is clearly a 
victim. 

To be clear: lifting the embargo on 
Bosnia creates no legal or factual 
precedent for ignoring valid enforce- 
ment action taken against an aggres- 
sor state. Article 51 applies solely to 
the victim of an act of aggression. 

I do not doubt that other states will 
make this argument, as flawed as it 
clearly is. Should we shrink from ac- 
tion because other nations might make 
false and self-serving arguments? It is 
the burden of law and diplomacy to re- 
sist and disprove fallacious, self-serv- 
ing claims. 

The next common argument is that 
by unilaterally lifting the embargo we 
will be undermining the authority of 
the Security Council. To which it must 
be said that it is the members of the 
Security Council who have done this by 
shrinking from the Council’s duty. The 
Security Council has powers, yes, but 
the charter states more specifically 
that it has the responsibility“ to 
maintain international peace and secu- 
rity. 

The Security Council has shirked 
this responsibility. This is painful to 
say. All the more so, because I openly 
concede that by unilaterally lifting the 
arms embargo on Bosnia the United 
States would indeed injure still further 
the status of the Security Council and 
set back the tenuous, difficult process 
of building respect for its decisions. 

But the alternative is far worse. By 
failing to fulfill its responsibility to 
maintain international peace and secu- 
rity and simultaneously forbidding 
other states to come to Bosnia’s assist- 
ance the Security council has under- 
mined the very essence of the charter 
itself. It has converted the charter 
from an instrument for effective collec- 
tive response to aggression into the 
proverbial “suicide pact." Far better 
for the United States to act unilater- 
ally to vindicate the foremost purpose 
of the charter and the “inherent” right 
of self defense than to acquiesce in an 
utterly ineffective Security Council ac- 
tion which cannot be removed due to 
the great power veto. 

Opponents of lifting the embargo 
next plead that doing so would endan- 
ger the United Nations forces in 
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Bosnia. To this argument I am quite 
sensitive. Over the strong objection of 
the Department of Defense I travelled 
to Sarajevo in November 1992. I met 
with the U.N. commanders and relief 
workers. They are gallant and brave, 
doing an almost impossible job without 
sufficient resources. They deserve our 
utmost support. But if we are to re- 
frain from helping the Bosnians out of 
concern for their welfare, let us at 
least be candid and call the members of 
UNPROFOR what they have become: 
hostages. 

Then let us ask by what principle of 
law or equity we can justify asking 
Bosnia to accept its dismemberment in 
order to protect U.N. forces? 

When we lift the embargo we should 
simultaneously take steps to consoli- 
date and reinforce UNPROFOR. We 
must be prepared to launch air strikes 
to protect them. We must emphasize to 
Serbia—and not just to the Bosnian 
Serbs—that it will be held accountable 
for actions taken against UNPROFOR. 

One argument that I find more than 
curious is that providing arms will en- 
courage the Bosnian government to 
hold out for a better deal at the nego- 
tiating table. That is, if Bosnia is given 
the means to defend itself it may not 
accept the Carthaginian peace which 
others have in mind for it. Having re- 
peatedly, vigorously proclaimed that 
the acquisition of territory by force is 
utterly unacceptable, the Security 
Council would in effect be saying: 
“Take the deal; it’s the best you can 
get." 

Mr. President, I do not minimize the 
very important and practical argu- 
ments that have been made concerning 
the possibility of an accelerated Serb 
assault, the potential for Bosnian in- 
transigence and the danger for U.N. 
forces. These are real issues, not to be 
minimized. But they are no more real 
than the Serbian shells which repeat- 
edly slammed into the hospital in 
Gorazde. Or the Serbian snipers who 
have coolly and methodically butch- 
ered civilians in Sarajevo. Or the 
plight of the victims of ethnic cleans- 
ing. 
I will close with a quotation from an 
editorial from the New Republic ad- 
dressed to the President: 

[We] urge you to act at once in raising the 
unneutral [arms] embargo * * *, 

We do not suppose you would be intimi- 
dated, in executing a policy in which you be- 
lieved, by the prospect of losing votes—but 
in this case there is not even a danger of fol- 
lowing an unpopular course if you should 
act. 

Why do you not act, and act at once? Why 
did you not act long ago? We confess that 
your policy in this matter is a tragic mys- 
tery to us. 

Nobody has more forcefully than you de- 
nounced the aggressors and enemies of de- 
mocracy in the present world * * *. Do you 
not know that the so-called non-interven- 
tion" policy, under which we refuse to per- 
mit shipment of arms to either side, is a 
cloak under which * * * [one side is being 
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armed] to the teeth, while the * * * [other] is 
starved of assistance * * *? 

Perhaps you believe that it is too late to 
do anything. But you probably believed that 
last spring * * *. Disaster may be imminent, 
but we should not accept it until we are 
forced to do so * * *. 

Mr. President, we urge you not to hesitate 
or delay. We can imagine no valid reason for 
you to do so. You have spoken bravely—in 
Some cases, we believe, so bravely as to be 
foolhardy. But here is something that you 
can safely do—and do now. Why not make 
your acts correspond with your words? 

This editorial could be from the cur- 
rent issue of the New Republic. But it 
is not. Indeed, it was published over 55 
years ago—on February 1, 1939—and 
was about an equally unnuetral arms 
embargo: the embargo which prevented 
the democratic states from aiding Re- 
publican Spain and predetermined that 
Franco would win the Spanish Civil 
War with the aid of Hitler and Musso- 
lini. 

Mr. President, the Spanish Civil War 
was the first contest between the de- 
mocracies and the totalitarian Axis 
States which culminated in global con- 
flagration. 'The  victorious nations 
which prevailed in that vast struggle 
resolved to save succeeding genera- 
tions from the scourge of war .“ 
They wrote the U.N. Charter, the Gene- 
va Conventions, and the Genocide Con- 
vention. All are at risk in Bosnia—as is 
the credibility of our commitment to 
them. 


NOMINATION OF MARCA BRISTO 


Mr. HARKIN. Mr: President, I urge 
my colleagues to support the nomina- 
tion of Marca Bristo to serve as the 
Chair of the National Council on Dis- 
ability. 

In my capacity as Chair of the Sub- 
committee on Disability Policy, I have 
known Marca for almost 6 years. She is 
a trusted advisor on matters relating 
to national disability policy. Marca has 
taught me that disability is a natural 
part of the human experience that in 
no way diminishes the fundamental 
right of individuals with disabilities to 
live independently, enjoy self-deter- 
mination, make choices, contribute to 
society, and enjoy full inclusion and in- 
tegration in all aspects of American so- 
ciety. Marca has also taught me that 
independent living, including consumer 
control, self-determination, self-help, 
peer support, and advocacy must be at 
the core of our Nation’s disability pol- 
icy. 

I believe that Marca’s national lead- 
ership experience and proven ability to 
work with and motivate a wide mix of 
individuals, her managerial skills, ex- 
perienced and lauded speaking style, 
and her standing in the disability com- 
munity make her uniquely qualified 
for this role. 

Marca is the president and chief ex- 
ecutive officer of Access Living, a cen- 
ter for independent living in Chicago, 
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IL. Marca is the recipient of numerous 
awards and honors, including the Dis- 
tinguished Service Award of the Presi- 
dent of the United States. Most re- 
cently, she received the highest award 
in the disability field, the Henry B. 
Betts Award. 

Again, I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port the nomination of Marca Bristo. 


——áeM— 


PRESIDENT CRISTIANI, A TRUE 
HERO 


Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I wish to call my colleagues' attention 
to an op-ed in this morning's Washing- 
ton Post about a truly heroic figure, 
Alfredo Cristiani, President of El Sal- 
vador. Against daunting odds, Presi- 
dent Cristiani forged a peace agree- 
ment that once and for all put an end 
to that country's terrorist guerilla in- 
surgency and laid the foundations for 
alleviating the injustices that provided 
fertile ground for civil conflict. 

With the power and constancy of his 
wil and determination to achieve 
peace and build a better future for his 
country, President Cristiani  over- 
whelmed his early detractors and the 
persistent, irredeemable forces of the 
status quo who sought to derail him. 
Always calm, always steady, Alfredo 
Cristiani never lost sight of the prize 
he committed himself to reaching. 

President Cristiani’s example in- 
spires us all to exhibit unrelenting 
courage in the pursuit of just and noble 
objectives. He weathered many storms 
that blew his way during his 5-year 
tenure in office, and has emerged even 
stronger for having stayed the course 
of peace and prosperity that he prom- 
ised the people of El Salvador in his in- 
augural address in 1989. 

In their recent elections, the people 
of El Salvador voted by more than 2-to- 
1 for the President's party, creating a 
flood of support for continuing along 
the path Alfredo Cristiani has charted 
for his country. 

With peace now achieved and eco- 
nomic growth continuing, the Presi- 
dent’s successor, Armando Calderon 
Sol, will concentrate on fully removing 
the last vestiges of injustice and alle- 
viating the deprivation that still re- 
main in El Salvador. The task is a 
challenging one, but with Alfredo 
Cristiani, as his inspiration, I have 
great confidence in Calderon Sol’s po- 
tential for success. 

El Salvador may not be the biggest 
or most important country in our 
hemisphere, but Alfredo Cristiani’s 
leadership through the country’s 
wrenching experiences with war and 
peace proves beyond any doubt that 
one person can make all the difference 
in the world. He is a man of truly his- 
toric proportions, and it honors me 
deeply to consider him a friend. 

Bernie Aronson states it well in this 
morning's op-ed: “Many forces created 
opportunity for negotiations, but 
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Alfredo Cristiani was the catalyst and 
glue that held the peace process to- 
gether. His legacy is secure.“ 

Indeed, Mr. President, Alfredo 
Cristiani's place in history and in the 
hearts of his countrymen is forever se- 
cure. I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Aronson's article be printed in the 
RECORD, and I urge all my colleagues 
to read it fully. 

I yield the floor. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, May 11, 1994] 

THE MAN WHO SAVED EL SALVADOR 
(By Bernard Aronson) 

To answer the perennial question—Do po- 
litical leaders or historic forces shape his- 
tory?—consider the achievement of Alfredo 
Cristiani, who ends his five-year term as 
president of El Salvador June 1. When 
Cristiani ran for president five years ago, he 
was a little-known businessman representing 
the rightist party known as ARENA. The 
conventional wisdom was that his election 
would polarize the country's politics and 
lead to a new onslaught of right-wing vio- 
lence. 

When I first met him back then, I was 
Struck by how little candidate Cristiani re- 
sembled the stereotype. He spoke quietly, 
with moderation and common sense. In his 
inaugural address, he announced his pre- 
eminent goal: to end El Salvador's bloody 
civil insurgency through negotiations. 

During Cristiani's first year as president, 
FMLN hit squads systematically assas- 
sinated prominent right-wing figures, includ- 
ing several members of Cristiani's cabinet. 
In January 1990, I sat next to him in a huge 
outdoor amphitheater for the inaugural cere- 
monies of the new Honduran president. 
“Last night was the first night I got a decent 
rest in months," he said. He meant that the 
night he had spent in Honduras was the first 
night he slept without fear of assassination. 

Six weeks earlier, the FMLN had launched 
a massive offensive on San Salvador. The 
first night, guerrilla sappers tried to overrun 
Cristiani's home, the home of his vice presi- 
dent, and that of the president of the na- 
tional assembly, in an attempt to decapitate 
El Salvador's leadership. I spoke with 
Cristiani every day during the 13-day-long 
offensive. While thousands of guerrillas 
streamed into San Salvador and the coun- 
try’s survival hung in the balance, Cristiani 
spoke in the same measured, calm tone as al- 
ways. In fact, in five years of his presidency, 
I never heard him raise his voice. 

Once only, he made reference to the pres- 
sure he was under. It was April 1991, a criti- 
cal moment in the peace negotiations. The 
FMLN was insisting that the process of re- 
forming the Constitution be changed to 
allow a single national assembly—not two 
successive assemblies—to amend the Con- 
stitution. The proposal provoked a political 
firestorm, particularly from ARENA par- 
tisans. The United Nations was pressing 
Cristiani to relent. 

"I've been pulling this string little by lit- 
tle," Cristiani said. But I don't think I can 
pull it any further." The United States sup- 
ported Cristiani's refusal to change the proc- 
ess. In the end, it turned out to be a good 
tactic. The guerrillas and the government 
knew they had to agree on constitutional re- 
forms in time for the outgoing national as- 
sembly to ratify them before it expired on 
May 1. In the final days of April, they 


reached agreement on a series of constitu- 
tional amendments—the first major break- 
through in the negotiations. 

Time and again in the peace process, 
Cristiani performed the political equivalent 
of Richard Nixon's historic opening to China. 
No military in Latin America had ever 
agreed to anything like a purge of 107 senior 
officers by a U.N.-appointed civilian commis- 
sion. No police force had ever been peace- 
fully abolished. Cristiani agreed to land re- 
form, human rights reform, a Truth Commis- 
sion, judicial reform and electoral reform. 
Through it all, somehow, he retained; the 
trust and confidence not only of all Salva- 
doran political factions but also of leaders of 
both the government and guerrilla armies. 

At the peace treaty signing ceremony in 
January 1992, in Mexico City, Cristiani sat 
above the audience at the center of a row of 
heads of State. The FMLN representative 
gave a tough, uncompromising speech that 
stressed the enormous losses of FMLN mem- 
bers and supporters. It was a speech for the 
cadres, perhaps necessary but not concilia- 
tory. Cristiani, in a plea for national rec- 
onciliation, declared that El Salvador's war 
was rooted in past injustice and repression. 
A decade earlier, Salvadoran leftists had dis- 
appeared for making similar statements; for 
an ARENA president to utter such thoughts 
would have been unthinkable. When he fin- 
ished, Cristiani walked down to the audience 
and one by one shook hands for the first 
time with each FMLN comandante. A sense 
of relief and exhilaration filled the hall. 

The only time I heard of Cristiani letting 
his hair down was on the flight returning 
from the peace ceremony. When Cristiani’s 
presidential plane reached San Salvador, 
carrying the entire elected leadership of his 
country, it buzzed the outdoor stadium 
where Salvadorans were celebrating late into 
the night. I am told this decison—reached 
after a number of celebratory toasts—had 
Cristiani's personal approval. I shudder to 
think of what could have happened to that 
tipsy plane, with all the hopes of peace in 
the country riding with it. 

In the midst of war, and the protracted ne- 
gotiations, Cristiani found time to radically 
reform the ravaged economy. Last year, El 
Salvador's fourth year of strong economic 
growth. The overwhelming victory of the 
ARENA presidential candidate in El Sal- 
vador's recent election is largely a tribute to 
Cristiani's leadership. 

From Bosnia to Angola to former Soviet 
Georgia to East Timor, societies and nations 
are being torn apart by ethnic, religious and 
political differences. After a brutal civil war, 
El Salvador is coming together. Many forces 
created opportunity for negotiations, but 
Alfredo Cristiani was the catalyst and glue 
that held the peace process together. His leg- 
acy is secure. 


TRIBUTE TO THOMAS H. WATKINS 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, all of 
us probably have had, if we were lucky, 
a few talented people who have inspired 
us or guided us in the early part of our 
careers and whose influence helped 
make us what we are today. One of 
those special people in my life was 
Thomas H. Watkins, the managing 
partner of the law firm I joined in 
Jackson, MS when I graduated from 
law school. 

He died on May 1, at 83 years of age. 
Because of a stroke he had suffered in 
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1978, the same year I was elected to the 
Senate, he had been unable to speak or 
practice law for the last 16 years of his 
life. 

He was a brilliant lawyer with impec- 
cably good judgment. He was respected 
by all who know him. In our State his 
advice and counsel were sought by 
local and State government officials 
and a large number of business and in- 
dividual clients. 

It was my very good fortune to have 
had the opportunity of working in his 
firm for 7 years, from 1965 until my 
election to the U.S. House of Rep- 
resentatives in 1972. 

I learned so much from him. He set a 
wonderful example, and I admired him 
tremendously. He was the epitome of 
dependability, integrity, and propriety. 

At his funeral on May 3, two of the 
partners in the firm, William F. Good- 
man, Jr., and Paul H. Stephenson III 
gave heart warming and insightful eu- 
logies which described so well the life 
and legacy of my departed friend and 
mentor. I ask unanimous consent ‘that 
their remarks be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the eulo- 
gies were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

EULOGY By WILLIAM F. GOODMAN, JR., May 3, 
1994 


Who seeks for heaven alone to save his soul, 

May keep the path, but he’ll not reach the 
goal. 

While he who walks in love may wander far, 

But God will bring him where the blessed 
are. 


All of us are marked by those who preceded 
us. Thomas Henry Watkins was no exception. 
I venture to say his faith, his character, his 
ability, his versatility, his commitment to 
hard work, his achievements and accom- 
plishments were motivated by the tradition 
of his family. Although he was a city boy, 
his was the first generation not to have been 
reared in the country—dating back to 1802 
when Asa Watkins settled in Jefferson Coun- 
ty near Rodney and next to the land of Willis 
McDonald. Asa married Willis McDonald's 
daughter, Sarah. Their son, Tom's great 
grandfather, Dr. William H. Watkins, became 
a Methodist preacher serving throughout the 
Conference and ultimately in Natchez. Tom's 
grandfather, for whom he was named, went 
to the civil war at age 14, accompanied by a 
black friend, farmed until his untimely 
death at age 46 and left eight children, 
among them teachers, a missionary, physi- 
cians and lawyers. I suspect that Tom al- 
ways wanted to be a lawyer because his fa- 
ther, Will Watkins, and his uncle, Vaughan 
Watkins, enjoyed almost unparalleled suc- 
cess at the Jackson bar during the first half 
of this century. 

Tom grew up in the beautiful house on 
North State Street, where the Watkins Medi- 
cal Building now stands. He loved the woods, 
and a favorite spot was the forest across the 
Street—the vast areas between what are now 
Euclid and Gillespie streets. Tom's love of 
the woodlands never faded. The same was 
true of his love for animals. I never knew of 
Tom not having a pet. According to writings 
of my mother, one of his three sisters, Tom's 
first act of rebellion directed toward his own 
mother concerned the issue of whether 
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Tom's dog could sleep indoors or outdoors. 
Tom's summation: “Dogs is good as peo- 
ples." 

My grandfather, Tom's father, used to say 
that Tom as a youth only walked as a last 
resort. He rode whenever possible, be it a 
pony, a mule, a goat, finally a convertible. 
Yet that same young man won a track medal 
for Carolina in Madison Square Garden. His 
father believed in education and sent him off 
to McCauley and then to Chapel Hill. Imag- 
ine his pride when Tom returned with a Phi 
Beta Kappa Key. 

Yes, Tom was marked by those who pre- 
ceded him, most directly by parents who not 
only proclaimed faith in God but lived that 
faith. The home of Margaret and Will Wat- 
kins provided an atmosphere of generosity— 
generosity with their possessions, with their 
counsel, with their compassion, with their 
sense of humor (which, incidentally, was 
priceless). 

In turn, Tom left his own distinct marks. 
Let me mention just three. 

1. He left his mark on the law. Tom was 
true to his heritage. Blessed with keen per- 
ception, the gift of logic and the highest 
ideals, he achieved a reputation nationwide 
for outstanding ability and courtroom suc- 
cess. Some people are natural athletes— 
some are natural musicians. Tom Watkins 
was a natural lawyer. Leaders in business 
came to him, often when the ox was in the 
ditch. Instinctively, he would separate the 
wheat from the chaff, go to the heart of the 
matter, and craft a solution. He was never a 
politician, but his opinion carried real 
weight in the halls of government. It was 
never unusual to see among spectators in the 
courtroom young lawyers watching Tom 
Watkins to see how it was done. A man's 
competitors can be his harshest critics, but 
Tom was admired throughout the profession 
as being genuinely a lawyer's lawyer." His 
name became synonymous with the best. 
Today, as we say farewell, we say '"Thank 
you, Tom, for that legacy of excellence.” 

2. He left his mark on his family. Each one 
here, I suspect, has felt his influence in one 
or more ways, and each of you is here to both 
bid farewell and to say “thank you." Aunt 
Emily, now the last of the five siblings, if I 
may personalize, is saying "thank you" fora 
brother of whom she has always been justly 
proud. Norma, M.E. and Sydney, and the 
grandchildren, have received the most sig- 
nificant legacy of all—that of a good and re- 
spected name—all of you are saying “thank 
you" for a life that has always made it per- 
fectly natural to heed the Biblical admoni- 
tion: Honor thy Father. 

3. Finally, if you will allow it, he left his 
mark on me. He was not only my uncle; he 
was my mentor, my partner, my friend. He 
afforded me a special place in his life. He 
didn't wet nurse anybody. He turned me 
loose to sink or swim. He was tough (there 
were times when you stayed out of the 
way)—but he was there in moments of tri- 
umph or disaster. Saturday mornings were 
special—a time for me to ask, to learn, and 
often a time to relax and to laugh. Saturday 
afternoons were sacred and off limits; that 
was his time to be with his friends and avid 
bridge players. Sunday afternoons would find 
him in the library—#2 pencil—yellow pad— 
doing his own research—preparing what was 
always a concise, logical search to achieve 
the goal of the client consistent with com- 
mon sense, with legal precedent and indeed 
with moral standards. He was never inter- 
ested in being the most expensive lawyer in 
town—just the best. he was consistently un- 
selfish. He underpaid himself. He overpaid 
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me. He never asked me to work any harder 
than he worked. He experienced genuine vi- 
carious satisfaction any time I was success- 
ful, or lucky. 

He had a Field of Dreams“ concept of the 
true lawyer. “Work on whatever you have 
and don't worry about what you don't have. 
Something else will come along if you do a 
good job." The idea of advertising and slick 
marketing would have offended him. The 
people who trash lawyers never had the 
chance to know Tom Watkins. 

His stroke in 1978 (Easter Day) was such a 
loss. That tragedy silenced the voice of the 
best trial advocate I have ever known. But 
still he was there. His presence continued to 
project for me authority, power, knowledge, 
affection, love. The look in his eye said ''I'm 
counting on you." We continued to silently 
share the common thread that began so long 
ago—our lifelong commitment to carry on 
the tradition which his father and my grand- 
father began some 99 years ago. 

Did Tennyson really mean it? 

Sunset and evening star, 
And one clear call for me! 
And may there be no 
moaning of the bar, 

When I put out to sea. 
Twilight and evening bell, 
And after that the dark! 
And may there be no 
sadness of farewell 

When I embark 

This morning Edwina said to me. Try not 
to be too sad. Today Tom is talking up a 
storm." 


EULOGY BY PAUL H. STEPHENSON III, May 3, 
1994 

May I share with you this morning some 
thoughts about Tom Watkins from one of 
perhaps another generation, thoughts about 
Mr. Watkins as a senior partner and the leg- 
acy he leaves—those whom he led and the 
many who follow thereafter. 

My thoughts return to the mid 1970s, to 
Mr. Watkins, age 65, 66, 67 years young at 
work, at his desk every morning at 7:15 A.M. 
I, being barely one-third his age, was, natu- 
rally, some might say, there before 7:00 A.M. 
I might add that there are a number of oth- 
ers here this morning who were likewise 
there before 7:00 A.M. Were we intimidated? 
No, all of you who know Mr. Watkins would 
understand that he never gave a directive 
concerning what time we were to be at work; 
he never even suggested a time. Quite sim- 
ply, it was just that the discipline, the en- 
ergy being dedicated to the legal practice by 
such a distinguished gentleman at the top of 
his profession could not go unnoticed by us 
as young lawyers. 

One of the signature features of Mr. Wat- 
kins was how he assigned work to young peo- 
ple. Very simply; very directly. He merely 
would tear a corner from a yellow legal 
Sheet, clip this small piece of paper to the 
file with this note: Please acknowledge and 
handle. THW.” Not let's discuss; no invita- 
tion that said come see me; certainly no sug- 
gestions about how we should proceed. Now, 
you may rest comfortably that these were 
not landmark cases, but they were impor- 
tant to us as young lawyers. Moreover, they 
were important to Mr. Watkins, for every 
client matter was important to him. We soon 
appreciated Mr. Watkins' conviction that 
young law school graduates become lawyers, 
not vicariously, but by first independently 
being the ones to apply their own analytical 
and reasoning abilities to the legal problem 
at hand, by assuming genuine responsibility 
personally, by being real decision-makers. 
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Perhaps nothing better typifies the esteem 
in which Mr. Watkins was held, or the doors 
he opened for those privileged to be associ- 
ated with him, than the frequent refrain we 
commonly heard from around the state. 
Young lawyers, and sometimes even older 
lawyers, are not totally comfortable in the 
presence of judges. Young lawyers may 
sometimes even be ill at ease in the presence 
of older lawyers. Yet, as we traveled the 
state and entered unfamiliar judicial sur- 
roundings, the introductions would often go 
something like this: “Good morning, Your 
Honor, my name is Paul Stephenson; I work 
for Watkins & Eager.” Then, time after time, 
from judge after judge, from respected law- 
yer after respected lawyer would come this 
spontaneous reply: “You work for Tom Wat- 
kins." “Yes, sir, I do." “What a lawyer, a 
lawyer's lawyer, what a gentleman." While 
not necessarily overtly stated, the message 
was always clear: young man, you can do no 
better than to set your goals by Tom Wat- 
kins' star. 

And certainly we did strive to follow his 
example. We would scour the office for depo- 
sition transcripts, trial transcripts reflecting 
Mr. Watkins' witness examinations. I can re- 
member studying those transcripts, even 
concluding—no doubt out of utter naivety or 
some might say foolish optimism—that I 
would have thought of those brilliant ques- 
tions he asked, that I can ask those same 
brilliant questions. But soon sober judgment 
would make me realize, or worse yet actual 
experience would confirm the realization, 
that as you yourself would conclude, it was 
not just the question that Mr. Watkins 
asked, but when he asked it; how he asked it; 
the witness control he maintained; and the 
sheer power of his presence that marked his 
brilliance. 

Imust say that many times I have thought 
about what it would have been like had Mr. 
Watkins not suffered his disabling stroke in 
1978. If he had remained in that corner of- 
fice—if we could have continued to work for 
him, to learn from him, to sense the stabil- 
ity of his presence, to feel the warmth of his 
smile; if we could have simply continued to 
enjoy his company. But that was not to be. 

Of course, many of us have indelibly 
sketched in our minds pictures of the joyful 
countenance, the endearing expressions, the 
radiating warmth that Mr. Watkins remark- 
ably displayed from his wheelchair through- 
out his disability. 

Yet there is another scene, a very real 
sense in which Mr. Watkins' presence and his 
influence remained with us after his stroke 
and will so continue after his death. Our firm 
is blessed today with substantial clientele 
from many decades previous who first placed 
their confidence and trust in Tom Watkins. 
Moreover, over the years I have watched oth- 
ers in the firm, particularly Bill Goodman, 
Share, promote, instill and model those core 
philosophies of Mr. Watkins, not just about 
the law practice, not just about law firms, 
but also about people. Of course times have 
changed; certainly the law practice has dra- 
matically changed over these past 15 to 20 
years; and our organization has necessarily 
adapted. But the traits which mark the per- 
son of Tom Watkins—an unwavering com- 
mitment to excellence, an insistence on pro- 
fessionalism, fair expectations of others, mu- 
tually respectful relationships not dependent 
on age or status of position, a generous spir- 
it—are clearly timeless in value. We will al- 
ways treasure them. 

May I say a thank you to the family. May 
I express publicly not just on my individual 
behalf but on behalf of all who have been as- 
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sociated with Watkins & Eager the warmest 
in appreciation. Thank you for sharing your 
father, your grandfather, your brother, your 
uncle, with us. 

Thanks be to God for the example, the 
leadership, the friendship, the legacy and in- 
deed for the life of Tom Watkins. 


APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE 
PRESIDENT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 276d-276g, as 
amended, appoints the following Sen- 
ators as members of the Senate delega- 
tion to the Canada-United States Inter- 
parliamentary Group during the second 
session of the 103d Congress, to be held 
in Santa Fe, NM, May 19-23, 1994: the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY], the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC- 
TER], and the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. COVERDELL]. 

The Chair, on behalf of the Vice 
President, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 276d- 
276g, as amended, appoints the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. Dopp], as a 
member of the Senate delegation to 
the Canada-United States Interparlia- 
mentary Group during the second ses- 
sion of the 103d Congress, to be held in 
Santa Fe, NM, May 19-23, 1994. 


APPOINTMENT BY THE 
REPUBLICAN LEADER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Republican 
leader, pursuant to Public Law 103-227, 
appoints the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN] as a member of the Na- 
tional Education Goals Panel. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to executive session to consider the fol- 
lowing nomination: Calendar No. 855. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the nominee be confirmed; that any 
statements appear in the RECORD, as if 
read; that upon confirmation the mo- 
tion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table; that the President be imme- 
diately notified of the Senate's action; 
and that the Senate return to legisla- 
tive session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominee, considered and con- 
firmed, is as follows: 

U.S. INFORMATION AGENCY 

John P. Loiello, of the District of Colum- 
bia, to be an Associate Director of the U.S. 
Information Agency. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
turn to legislative session. 
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MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


REPORT OF THE FEDERAL COUN- 
CIL ON THE AGING FOR CAL- 
ENDAR YEAR  1993—MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT—PM 112 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 


To the Congress of the United States: 

In accordance with section 204(f) of 
the Older Americans Act of 1965, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 3015(f)), I hereby 
transmit the Annual Report for 1993 of 
the Federal Council on the Aging. The 
report reflects the Council’s views in 
its role of examining programs serving 
older Americans. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, May 11, 1994. 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


At 2:17 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3567. An Act to amend the John F. 
Kennedy Center Act to transfer operating re- 
sponsibilities to the Board of Trustees of the 
John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing 
Arts, and for other purposes. 


At 3:50 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of it reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House insists on its 
amendments to the Senate amendment 
to the bill (H.R. 3355) to amend the Om- 
nibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act of 1968 to allow grants to increase 
police presence, to expand and improve 
cooperative efforts between law en- 
forcement agencies and members of the 
community to address crime and dis- 
order problems, and otherwise to en- 
hance public safety, and asks a con- 
ference with the Senate on the dis- 
agreeing votes to the two Houses there- 
on; and appoints Mr. BROOKS, Mr. ED- 
WARDS of California, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. 


MOORHEAD, Mr. HYDE, Mr. SENSEN- 
BRENNER, and Mr. MCCOLLUM as the 
managers of the conference on the part 
of the House. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker has signed the following en- 
rolled bill: 

S. 341. An Act to provide for a land ex- 
change between the Secretary of Agriculture 
and Eagle and Pitkin Counties in Colorado, 
and for other purposes. 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bill was read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 3567. An Act to amend the John F. 
Kennedy Center Act to transfer operating re- 
sponsibilities to the Board of Trustees of the 
John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing 
Arts, and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on Environment and Public Works. 


The Committee on Governmental Af- 
fairs was discharged from further con- 
sideration of the following measure 
which was referred to the Committee 
on Armed Services: 


S. 1587. A bill to revise and streamline the 
acquisition laws of the Federal Government, 
and for other purposes. 


—— 
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The following petitions and memori- 
als were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 


POM-455. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Washington; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

"SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL 8003 


"Whereas, The State of Washington has 
since February of 1991, operated a Rural De- 
velopment Council, as a means to identify, 
communicate, and act upon new means of 
protecting and enhancing the viability and 
self reliance of rural Washington commu- 
nities; and 

“Whereas, Voluntary and meaningful com- 
munication among all levels of government, 
including tribal governments and the non- 
profit and private sectors is critical for the 
representation of the needs and interests of 
rural residents; and 

“Whereas, It is also of critical importance 
to the integrity of the entire state to iden- 
tify ways that urban and rural economies of 
Washington can function to complement 
each other and reinforce the quality of life 
available to residents; and 

“Whereas, The Council is a partnership be- 
tween state, federal, local government, trib- 
al government, and the nonprofit and private 
Sectors, and is organized to meet the needs of 
all members of the partnership in a mutual 
effort to mitigate negative impacts upon 
rural communities, enhance their viability 
and self reliance, and look for ways to co- 
ordinate, synchronize, or consolidate the ef- 
forts of all who serve rural communities and 
citizens; and 

"Whereas, The objectives of the Council 
are consistent with the Council's mission 
and honor the perspectives of the partner- 
ship in their mutual undertaking of the fol- 
lowing: 
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(J) To provide a forum for policy analysis 
concerning existing and proposed rural de- 
velopment strategies in Washington; 

2) To promote coordination and coopera- 
tion among state, federal, local, and tribal 
governments; and private, public, and non- 
profit groups, in order to promote rural eco- 
nomic vitality; 

(3) To facilitate communication between 
rural communities and organizations and 
other sectors of the state and nation; 

4) To promote the establishment of 
rural-urban partnerships that will be mutu- 
ally beneficial to both areas in alleviating 
the distress of rapid economic growth or de- 
cline and promoting economic vitality; 

“(5) To identify and address federal, state, 
and local administrative barriers that hinder 
economic vitality; 

“(6) To identify and provide opportunities 
to educate and inform state, federal, and 
local policy and program staff as to the 
needs and special development context of 
rural Washington; and 

"(7) To identify ways to promote edu- 
cational opportunities for citizens in rural 
communities; and 

“Whereas, In acknowledgement and rec- 
ognition of these efforts all agencies and 
branches of state government that operate 
programs in rural areas of the state are 
being encouraged to participate actively in 
the activities of the Council; 

“Now, therefore, Your Memorialists re- 
spectfully pray and openly solicit the contin- 
ued partnership between federal agencies and 
the Washington State Rural Development 
Council, and encourage the continued sub- 
stantive participation and fiscal support by 
Washington State agencies and branches of 
state government, so as to further the sig- 
nificant accomplishments brought about in 
our state through the efforts of the leader- 
ship and members of the Washington State 
Rural Development Council. 

Be it resolved, That copies of this Memorial 
be immediately transmitted to the Honor- 
able Bill Clinton, President of the United 
States, Secretary Mike Espy, Secretary of 
the United States Department of Agri- 
culture, the President of the United States 
Senate, the Speaker of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, and each member of Congress 
from the State of Washington. 


POM-456. A joint resolution adopted by the 
General Assembly of the State of New Jer- 
sey; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

"ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION NO. 58 

"Whereas, The New Jersey Urban Core 
Project is a transportation project critical to 
improving movement of people, goods and 
services throughout the State and comprises 
the Secaucus Transfer, Kearny Connection 
Waterfront Connection, Northeast Corridor 
Signal System, Hudson River Waterfront 
Transportation System, Newark-Elizabeth 
Rail Link, a rail connection between Penn 
Station Newark and Broad Street Station, 
Newark, New York Penn Station concourse, 
and the equipment needed to operate revenue 
service associated With improvements made 
by the project; and 

“Whereas, The proposed federal budget for 
fiscal year 1995 does not include funds for the 
New Jersey Urban Core Project despite the 
fact that the federal “Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991" pro- 
vides that the New Jersey Urban Core 
Project shall receive not less than $146 mil- 
lion in the 1995 federal fiscal year as the fed- 
eral share of the cost of the project; and 

"Whereas, Recent statements that the fed- 
eral government may fund the New Jersey 
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Urban Core Project to the extent that so- 
called *‘full-funding agreements” are reached 
with New Jersey Transit propose an inad- 
equate solution, as the Federal Transit Ad- 
ministration had notified New Jersey Tran- 
sit last year that full-funding agreements 
would not be necessary for the project and 
two of the elements of the project for which 
funding is sought in fiscal year 1995 are still 
in preliminary stages and total cost esti- 
mates for those elements are years away; 
and 

“Whereas, It is altogether fitting and prop- 
er for this House, as representative of the 
citizens of New Jersey who would greatly 
benefit from the New Jersey Urban Core 
Project, to call upon the President and the 
Congress to live up to the commitment made 
to the State of New Jersey and its citizens in 
the Intermodal Surface and Transportation 
Efficiency Act of 1991" and fully fund the 
New Jersey Urban Core Project in the 1995 
fiscal year; now, therefore, 

Be it resolved by the General Assembly of 
the State of New Jersey: 

“1, For the reasons set forth in the pre- 
amble hereto, the President and the Con- 
gress are urged to fully fund the New Jersey 
Urban Core Project in fiscal year 1995. 

“2. Copies of this resolution, signed by the 
Speaker, of the General Assembly and at- 
tested to by the Clerk thereof, shall be trans- 
mitted to the President of the United States, 
the Vice President of the United States, the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
every member of Congress elected thereto 
from this State.“ 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. GLENN, from the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs, with an amendment 
in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 1587. A bill to revise and streamline the 
acquisition laws of the Federal Government, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 103-258). 


——— 9 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 


The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 


By Mr. KENNEDY, from the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources: 

Kate Pew Wolters, of Michigan, to be a 
Member of the National Council on Disabil- 
ity for a term expiring September 17, 1995; 

Leo J. O'Donovan, of the District of Co- 
lumbia, to be a Member of the National 
Council on the Arts for a term expiring Sep- 
tember 3, 1998; 

Fred W. Garcia, of Colorado, to be Deputy 
Director for Demand Reduction, Office of Na- 
tional Drug Control Policy; 

Marca Bristo, of Illinois, to be a Member of 
the National Council on Disability for a term 
expiring September 17, 1995; 

Patricia Ann Brown, of New York, to be a 
Member of the National Council on the Arts 
for a term expiring September 3, 1996; 

Ira Ronald Feldman, of New York, to be a 
Member of the National Council on the Arts 
for a term expiring September 3, 1998; and 

Barbara Wallace Grossman, of Massachu- 
setts, to be a Member of the National Coun- 
cil on the Arts for a term expiring Septem- 
ber 3, 1998. 


(The above nominations were re- 
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi- 
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nees' commitment to respond to re- 
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen- 
ate.) 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
Sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. STEVENS (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. DOLE, Mr. MACK, and Mr. 


DORGAN): 

S. 2102. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to expand cancer screening and 
cancer treatment research, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

By Mr. MCCAIN: 

S. 2103. A bill to make the provisions of 
title IV of the Trade Act of 1974 applicable to 
Cambodia; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. HATFIELD (for himself, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. DOMENICI, and Mr. 


COCHRAN): 

S. 2104. A bill to establish within the Na- 
tional Laboratories of the Department of En- 
ergy a national Albert Einstein Distin- 
guished Educator Fellowship Program; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
Sources, 

By Mrs. HUTCHISON: 

S. 2105. A bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act and other laws of the 
United States relating to border security, il- 
legal immigration, alien eligibility for Fed- 
eral financial benefits and services, criminal 
activity by aliens, alien smuggling, fraudu- 
lent document use by aliens, asylum, terror- 
ist aliens, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CRAIG (for himself, Mr. DOMEN- 
101, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. WALLOP, Mr. 
BENNETT, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. BURNS, 
Mr. HATCH, Mr. KEMPTHORNE, Mr. 
MURKOWSKI, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. SIMP- 
SON, and Mr. STEVENS): 

S. 2106. A bill to establish a fee schedule 
for users of communications sites on public 
lands, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. SPECTER: 

S. 2107. A bill to authorize the appointment 
of an additional bankruptcy judge for the 
Eastern District of Pennsylvania; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROTH: 

S. 2108. A bill to express U.S. policy with 
respect to the North Atlantic Treaty Organi- 
zation; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, Mr. 
DANFORTH, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. 
BURNS, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. PACKWOOD, 
Mr. FORD, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. ROBB, Mr. 
DoRGAN, Mr. GLENN, Mr. BENNETT, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. SHEL- 
BY, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. MURKOWSKI, 
and Mr. JEFFORDS): 

S.J. Res. 187. A joint resolution designat- 
ing July 16 through July 24, 1994, as ‘‘Na- 
tional Apollo Anniversary Observance"; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 
The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 
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By Mr. RIEGLE (for himself and Mr. 


LEVIN) 

S. Res. 213. A resolution to express the 
sense of the Senate that May 18, 1994, should 
be recognized as “Senior Power Day”; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


—— 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. MCCAIN: 

S. 2103. A bill to make the provisions 
of title IV of the Trade Act of 1974 ap- 
plicable to Cambodia; the Committee 
on Finance. 

CAMBODIA MOST-FAVORED-NATION STATUS ACT 

OF 1994 

* Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I am in- 
troducing legislation today intended to 
clear up an anomaly in United States 
law which prohibits the President from 
granting Cambodia most-favored-na- 
tion status. 

Areas of Indochina under Communist 
control, including significant portions 
of Cambodia, were denied most-fa- 
vored-nation status [MFN] under the 
Trade Agreements Extension Act of 
1951 and the 1974 Trade Act. Cambodia 
as a whole was denied MFN in 1975 by 
executive action and its new trading 
status was confirmed by Congress in 
the 1988 Trade Act. 

The 1974 Trade Act provided a process 
for restoring most-favored-nation sta- 
tus to those nations denied it. How- 
ever, only a portion of Cambodia was 
denied MFN at the time the 1974 Act 
was signed into law. There is no clear 
legal authority for restoring MFN to 
the entire nation under the processes 
established by the 1974 Trade Act. It 
cannot be restored by reversing the ac- 
tion taken in 1975 through an Execu- 
tive order because Cambodia’s non- 
MFN trading status was made law in 
the 1988 Trade Act. 

In short, times have changed and so 
has Cambodia. The President wants to 
grant MFN to Cambodia, but lacks the 
authority to do so. 

The legislation I am introducing 
would give the President the authority 
to grant Cambodia MFN status by 
bringing the entire country under the 
restoration procedure of the 1974 Trade 
Act. Under these procedures, Cambodia 
will have to demonstrate compliance 
with the requirements of the Jackson- 
Vanik amendment, reach a bilateral 
agreement with the United States, and 
have its status approved by the Con- 
gress. The President may also waive 
the requirements of Jackson-Vanik, as 
President Bush did in the case of 
China, and immediately upon this leg- 
islation becoming law, extend MFN to 
Cambodia. 

If this legislation passes, Cambodia 
would be eligible to receive MFN by 
virtually the same process that all 
other non-MFN countries, except the 
Baltics, have received it since the sign- 
ing of the 1974 Trade Act. 

Few peoples in modern history have 
suffered as much as the people of Cam- 
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bodia. The 4-year rule of the Khmer 
Rouge brought horrific human suffer- 
ing to Cambodia. Between 1 and 3 mil- 
lion people died at the hands of the re- 
gime, by execution and excesses of a 
macabre totalitarianism. Many thou- 
sands more died during the civil war 
which followed the 1978 Vietnamese in- 
vasion. 

As a constant reminder of the coun- 
try’s recent violent past, land mines 
have given Cambodia the highest per- 
centage of amputees in the world. 
Every month, hundreds of Cambodians 
are killed or maimed by these silent 
assassins that lie just below the sur- 
face of every new hope. 

But despite a past that would make a 
nihilist of the most ardent believer in 
reason and rights of man, the Cam- 
bodians continue to entertain new 
hopes. Last summer, amid predictions 
that violence and a low voter turnout 
would render elections in this unfortu- 
nate nation meaningless, the people of 
Cambodia turned out in droves to cast 
their ballots. 

Their perseverance and budding faith 
in democracy should serve as a model 
for often cynical and apathetic Western 
democracies. In the face of a tragedy, 
the scale of which our Nation has not 
experienced since our own Civil War, 
the Cambodian people turned to de- 
mocracy to chart their nation’s course. 
Their faith is a blessing to a world 
struggling to prove the proposition of 
representative government. 

Cambodia’s brighter future is a testa- 
ment first and foremost to the char- 
acter of its people. Its success, how- 
ever, has not been without outside sup- 
port. A carefully orchestrated inter- 
national effort and consistent United 
States policy since the 1991 Paris Peace 
Accords helped bring Cambodia back 
from catastrophe. 

To its credit, the administration has 
maintained the United States commit- 
ment to Cambodia and demonstrated to 
its people that the United States will 
stand by her during the challenges 
ahead. At a recent meeting of the 
International Committee on the Recon- 
struction of Cambodia, Secretary 
Christopher pledged $73 million in 
United States assistance over the next 
2 years and helped marshall $700 mil- 
lion over the same period from other 
international donors. The administra- 
tion has also initiated discussions with 
the Cambodian Government to spell 
out its obligations in case MFN is 
granted. 

Totalitarianism, invasion and civil 
war have utterly destroyed the eco- 
nomic infrastructure of Cambodia. 
While direct assistance will help re- 
build the nation, infrastructure 
projects are not ends in themselves. 
The principal aim of any assistance 
must be the formation of capital and 
sustained economic development. It is 
economic development, not the eternal 
good will and generosity of the inter- 
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national community, that will ulti- 
mately justify Cambodia's faith in de- 
mocracy and free markets. 

It is my hope that with proper im- 
provements in its infrastructure, giv- 
ing Cambodia most-favored-nation sta- 
tus will help attract the capital invest- 
ment it needs. 

Before concluding, I want to say just 
a word about reports that senior Cam- 
bodian military officials have visited 
Pyongyang to solicit training for Cam- 
bodian troops. 

Cambodia's courageous efforts to re- 
build their war torn country is blessed 
by the admiration and sympathy of the 
Western world. Certainly, my friend in 
Cambodia can find more appropriate 
allies to assist them in securing their 
newly democratic nation. Before ap- 
proving MFN, the President should 
thoroughly investigate reports of 
North Korean assistance and encourage 
Cambodia to break off any developing 
security relationship with the tyrants 
in Pyongyang. 

Mr. President, the future of Cam- 
bodia will be determined by the Cam- 
bodian people. It will not be deter- 
mined in Washington, New York, or 
Tokyo, but by providing access to the 
largest market in the world, we can 
help the people of Cambodia help them- 
selves. I call on my colleagues to move 
expeditiously in authorizing the Presi- 
dent to extend MFN for Cambodia.e 


By Mr. HATFIELD (for himself, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. DOMENICI, 
and Mr. COCHRAN): 

S. 2104. A bill to establish within the 
National Laboratories of the Depart- 
ment of Energy a national Albert Ein- 
Stein Distinguished Educator Fellow- 
Ship Program; to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Natural Resources. 

ALBERT EINSTEIN DISTINGUISHED EDUCATOR 

FELLOWSHIP ACT OF 1994 

è Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, 
whenever a great enterprise is under- 
taken, whether it’s a new business op- 
portunity or a military maneuver, good 
communication with those on the front 
line is essential to waging a successful 
campaign. The same is true with edu- 
cation. We are all aware of the need for 
reform of education in general, and the 
subjects of math and science in par- 
ticular. Many Federal departments and 
agencies as well as the Congress have 
undertaken a variety of efforts to bet- 
ter address that need. How well have 
we done? Could we have done better? 
One of the reasons we cannot answer 
these questions with complete con- 
fidence may lie in a recent report. 

In January 1993, the Committee on 
Education and Human Resources of the 
Federal Coordinating Council for 
Science, Engineering, and Technology 
[FCCSET] implemented a 5-year strate- 
gic plan to improve mathematics and 
science education. The first item on 
the agenda was the appointment of an 
expert panel to conduct a review of 
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Federal programs involved in science, 
mathematics, engineering, and tech- 
nology [SMET] education and to assess 
Federal program evaluation efforts. 

The panel found that numerous Fed- 
eral agencies are sponsoring positive 
reforms in these critical areas. Tal- 
ented people at all levels are bringing 
about beneficial change. But the panel 
also found an appalling lack of coordi- 
nation and collaboration within the 
agencies and an equally alarming lack 
of program evaluation. According to 
the report's concluding statement, It 
is time for a new culture of inter- 
action, communication, and coordina- 
tion to be developed and sustained 
within and among all the agencies in 
the area of education. 

The bil that I introduce today, the 
Albert Einstein Distinguished Educa- 
tor Fellowship Act, will help address 
the problems identified in this report, 
particularly coordination. Based on a 
program that already has an extraor- 
dinary track record, both nationally 
and at home in my State of Oregon, 
this bill will bring teachers into the 
Government as active participants. 
Norma Paulus, the superintendent of 
public instruction for the State of Or- 
egon has shared her assessment of the 
involvement of teachers in this way, 
“We have found their enthusiasm in- 
spiring to the staff at the Department, 
and they certainly bring the reality of 
the classroom into our policy discus- 
sions." 

Because of the value derived from the 
Oregon program, I introduced a version 
of this bill in 1989 to determine wheth- 
er the concept would be as successful 
at the Federal level. For the last 4 
years, outstanding mathematics and 
Science teachers have served construc- 
tively in various congressional offices. 
The result has been increased under- 
standing, communication, and coopera- 
tion between the Federal Government 
and the mathematics and science edu- 
cation community. Specifically, this 
program has signaled educators about 
our interest in their views as we strug- 
gle with reform legislation. Meaningful 
reform can only take place in the class- 
room. We need experienced practition- 
ers, footsoldiers from the frontline, 
helping us assess the effects of Federal 
programs. 

My legislation will involve 10 out- 
standing math and science teachers for 
a 10-month academic year. The teach- 
ers will gain experience in the national 
laboratories through the Department 
of Energy. They will then use that ex- 
perience to further the mission of the 
Department related to improving math 
and science education. The many facets 
of the Department's education program 
will benefit from the direct input of 
teachers who will have a more com- 
plete picture of what can be offered to 
teachers and students. Since elemen- 
tary math and science education is be- 
coming more and more a focus for im- 
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provement, the bill does not restrict 
participation to secondary teachers. 
Elementary teachers with a math or 
science specialty will be encouraged to 
apply. 

As I pointed out earlier, a pilot pro- 
gram has been in place for 4 years with 
remarkable success. I have been the 
beneficiary of the program myself as 
two Oregon teachers have been partici- 
pants. Steve Boyarsky from Medford, 
OR, worked in the House Education 
and Labor Committee in 1992 and Pat 
Canan from Corvallis served on my 
Staff last year. In addition, June 
Yamashita from Hawaii was a fellow in 
my office in 1991. These remarkable 
teachers brought me a perspective that 
would have been nearly impossible to 
obtain otherwise. And what hard work- 
ers they were. Those of you who have 
not participated in the program have 
missed a most enlightening oppor- 
tunity. Not only did these fine edu- 
cators add a great deal of insight and 
expertise to my work, they gained an 
impressive knowledge of the legislative 
process. 

The Senate has supported the Ein- 
stein fellows concept in the past, hav- 
ing passed a version of this bill twice. 
We have lent support from the Senate 
contingency fund to partially finance 
these fellowships. It is now time to put 
the program on a solid and predictable 
foundation, which is why I seek an au- 
thorization through a Federal agency 
which has a strong track record in 
math and science education improve- 
ment efforts. 

Support for this concept is wide- 
spread among education organizations. 
The National Council for Teachers of 
Mathematics, the National Science 
Teachers Association, and the Triangle 
Coalition for Science and Technology 
Education have provided strong sup- 
port for this legislation. To keep the 
pilot program functioning during the 
years without congressional legisla- 
tion, the MacArthur Foundation, The 
Triangle Coalition, the Department of 
Energy, the National Institutes of 
Health, and NASA supplemented the 
funds provided by the Congress, What 
greater testimony could there be to 
their commitment to this program? 

The fellows that this bill places in 
the Department of Energy can serve as 
a nucleus for the new culture of coordi- 
nation called for in the FCCSET re- 
port. Let us charge them with this new 
role. I felt the program was significant 
4 years ago. I now see it as vital to 
bring about needed change. 

An additional benefit of the program 
is the experience that the fellows carry 
back to their school district. If we real- 
ly believe that it is important for our 
citizens to understand and appreciate 
the processes of the Federal Govern- 
ment, what better way to accomplish 
this understanding than by having 
teachers experience that process by ac- 
tive, constructive participation? 
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The responsible roles these former 
fellows have assumed after their tenure 
are varied and impressive. They are 
serving as resource consultants for 
technological societies, members of nu- 
merous State task forces on math- 
Science education, spokesmen on need- 
ed reforms, and advisory committee 
members to State departments of edu- 
cation. They make themselves avail- 
able to the staff with whom they 
worked for any assistance they can 
provide. We continue to benefit from 
their service. 

In conclusion, we need to keep in 
mind that one of our National Goals 
for education as enacted in Goals 2000 
is that our students will rank first in 
the world in math and science achieve- 
ment by the year 2000. We're a long 
way from accomplishing that goal and 
we cannot afford misdirections and 
false starts. Our efforts must be on a 
direct path. 

Albert Einstein would be proud to 
have his name associated with this bill 
for he always stressed the importance 
in any situation of continuing to ask 
questions, hard questions. In the past, 
we sometimes have been derelict in 
asking those hard questions of the 
right people. These Einstein fellows 
will be invaluable advisors and consult- 
ants that will help keep education re- 
form on that direct path by helping 
with both the right questions and bet- 
ter answers. 

I urge the full support of my col- 
leagues and ask unanimous consent 
that the text of my legislation as well 
as various letters of support be in- 
cluded in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2104 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Albert Ein- 
stein Distinguished Educator Fellowship Act 
of 1994. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that— 

(1) the Department of Energy has unique 
mathematics and science capabilities within 
the National Laboratories; 

(2) a need exists to increase understanding, 
communication, and cooperation between 
the Department of Energy and the mathe- 
matics and science community; 

(3) the mathematics and science commu- 
nity includes a cadre of nationally recog- 
nized outstanding elementary and secondary 
school mathematics and science teachers; 
and 

(4) a pilot program has confirmed the effec- 
tiveness of outstanding elementary and sec- 
ondary school mathematics and science 
teachers serving in professional staff capac- 
ities in the Federal Government. 

SEC. 3. PURPOSE; DESIGNATION. 

(a) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this Act 
to establish within the National Labora- 
tories a national fellowship program for out- 
standing mathematics and science teachers 
who have made a contribution to energy con- 
servation. 
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(b) DESIGNATION.—A recipient of a fellow- 
ship under this Act shall be known as a De- 
partment of Energy Albert Einstein Fellow". 
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act— 

(1) the term contractor“ means a non- 
profit organization selected by the Secretary 
to administer the fellowship program au- 
thorized under this Act; 

(2) the term "National Laboratory" means 
a National Laboratory of the Department of 
Energy; 

(3) the term “outstanding”, used with re- 
spect to an elementary or secondary school 
mathematics or science teacher, means such 
a teacher who— 

(A) has established an effective energy con- 
servation program; and 

(B)1) is a State or national winner of the 
Presidential Award for Excellence in Mathe- 
matics and Science Teaching; 

(ii) has participated in the Woodrow Wil- 
son Fellowship Program; or 

(iii) has been a recipient of national or 
State recognition comparable to the recogni- 
tion described in clause (i) or (ii); and 

(4) the term "Secretary" means the Sec- 
retary of Energy. 

SEC. 5. FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—(A) Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the Secretary is author- 
ized to establish the Department of Energy 
Albert Einstein Distinguished Educator Fel- 
lowship Program within the National Lab- 
oratories in order to provide 10 outstanding 
elementary or secondary school mathe- 
matics or science teachers with fellowships 
within the National Laboratories in each fis- 
cal year in accordance with this Act. 

(B) The Secretary may reduce the number 
of fellowships awarded under this Act in any 
fiscal year if the amount appropriated pursu- 
ant to the authority of section 7 for such 
year is less than the amount authorized to be 
appropriated pursuant to such authority for 
such year. 

(2) TERM OF FELLOWSHIPS.—Fellowships 
under this Act shall be awarded for a period 
of 10 months that, to the extent possible, co- 
incide with the academic year. 

(b) PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION.— 

(1) CoNTRACT.—The Secretary is authorized 
to enter into a contract with a contractor to 
enable such contractor to administer the De- 
partment of Energy Albert Einstein Distin- 
guished Educator Fellowship Program. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The contractor shall 
provide for— 

(A) development and administration of an 
application process for the awarding of fel- 
lowships under this Act; 

(B) publication of information regarding 
the fellowship program in appropriate pro- 
fessional publications and inviting applica- 
tions from teachers listed in the directories 
of the Presidential Awardees, the Woodrow 
Wilson Fellows, and other national and State 
recognition programs; 

(C) development and administration of an 
initial screening process of applicants for the 
Department of Energy Albert Einstein Fel- 
lowship Program to narrow the pool of such 
applicants to 10 outstanding elementary and 
secondary school mathematics teachers and 
10 outstanding elementary and secondary 
school science teachers; 

(D) development of the process whereby 
final selections of fellowship recipients are 
made in accordance with subsection (d)(2); 

(E) development of a program of orienta- 
tion for fellowship recipients under this Act; 

(F) establishment and administration of a 
reporting and evaluation program for each 


year fellowships are awarded under this Act; 
and 

(G) submission of an annual report and 
evaluation of the fellowship program as- 
sisted under this Act to the Secretary on Au- 
gust 31, 1995, and each year thereafter. 

(c) USE OF FUNDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The contractor shall only 
use funds under this Act to provide for fel- 
lowship recipient salaries, Federal insurance 
contributions under chapter 21 of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986 with respect to 
such salaries, administrative expenses (in- 
cluding information dissemination, direct 
mailing, advertising, direct staff costs for 
coordination and accounting services), ex- 
penses of conducting an orientation pro- 
gram, relocation expenses, and the expenses 
of conducting the final selection interviews 
described in subsection (d)(1). 

(2) SPECIAL RULE.—The contractor may 
seek funding from non-Federal sources to es- 
tablish an account from which fellowship re- 
cipients may be reimbursed for travel, pro- 
fessional meetings, and other appropriate ex- 
penses, 

(d) SELECTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The contractor shall in- 
vite the 20 semifinalists to Washington, D.C., 
to participate in interviews after the initial 
screening process described in subparagraph 
(C) of subsection (b)(2) is completed. 

(2) FINAL SELECTION.—The contractor shall 
provide for developing and conducting a 
process whereby final selections of fellow- 
ship recipients under this Act are made by 
the Secretary or the Secretary's designee. 

(e) FINAL PLACEMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each individual selected 
to receive a fellowship pursuant to sub- 
section (d) shall interview in various Na- 
tional Laboratories. 

(2) DATE.—The final placement described in 
paragraph (1) shall take place on or before 
the first day of the fellowship period. 

SEC. 6. FELLOWSHIP AWARDS. 

Each recipient of a fellowship under this 
Act shall be paid during the fellowship pe- 
riod at & rate of pay that shall not exceed 
the minimum annual rate payable for a posi- 
tion under GS-13 of the General Schedule. 
SEC. 7. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
$550,000 for fiscal year 1995, and such sums as 
may be necessary for each of the fiscal years 
1996 through 2001, to carry out this Act. 


OREGON DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
January 26, 1994. 
Hon. MARK O. HATFIELD, 
U.S. Senator, Hart Office Building, Washing- 
ton, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: Thank you for 
your efforts to create a fellowship program 
for outstanding mathematics and science 
teachers that draws attention to the critical 
need for excellence in mathematics and 
Science instruction, particularly at the ele- 
mentary and secondary level. I whole- 
heartedly support the bill. 

The Einstein Distinguished Educator Fel- 
lowship bill provides an opportunity for ten 
distinguished teachers to contribute their 
knowledge and skills to the work of the fed- 
eral government. The fellows would bring a 
fresh perspective based on an intimate un- 
derstanding of the world of the classroom to 
their work as fellows. 

As I reviewed the draft of the bill, I noted 
the similarity between the proposed Einstein 
Fellows program and our own Distinguished 
Oregon Educator program. The Oregon Edu- 
cational Act for the 21st Century calls for 
the Oregon Department of Education to 
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bring six outstanding teachers to Salem each 
year to work with their educational col- 
leagues across the state to reform and re- 
structure our schools. Because of those out- 
standing educators' credibility with teachers 
in the field, they are able to stimulate a 
fresh look at old practices. We have found 
their enthusiasm inspiring to the staff at the 
Department, and they certainly bring the re- 
ality of the classroom into our policy discus- 
sions. 

Our experience in Oregon has been so bene- 
ficial, I am confident that a similar program 
at the federal level would prove equally re- 
warding to the fellows and to staff. 

Let me again express my enthusiasm for 
this proposal; if I can help advance the bill, 
please let me know. 

Sincerely, 
NORMA PAULUS. 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF 
‘TEACHERS OF MATHEMATICS, 
February 8, 1994. 
Hon. MARK O. HATFIELD, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: The National 
Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM), 
an organization with over 110,000 members 
dedicated to improving mathematics edu- 
cation, supports the goals and objectives of 
the Albert Einstein Outstanding Educator 
Fellowship Act which will provide ten fel- 
lowships for mathematics and science teach- 
ers from either the elementary or secondary 
level. We believe that having experienced 
classroom teachers serving as fellows in the 
Congress, the Departments of Education and 
Energy, the National Institutes of Health, 
the National Science Foundation, the Office 
of Science and Technology Policy, and the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administra- 
tion, will promote understanding and com- 
munication of mathematics and science edu- 
cation. Mathematics and science teachers 
will be able to provide others with first-hand 
knowledge and experiences of teaching chil- 
dren and teenagers these subjects. 

We look forward to continuing to work 
with you and the Congress to improve math- 
ematics education. 

Sincerely yours, 
RICHARD LONG ED.D., 
Government Relations Specialist. 
TRIANGLE COALITION FOR SCIENCE 
AND TECHNOLOGY EDUCATION, 
February 9, 1994. 
Hon. MARK O. HATFIELD, 
Hart Senate Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: The Coalition 
has followed with great interest the develop- 
ment of your bill “to establish a national Al- 
bert Einstein Distinguished Educator Fel- 
lowship Program for outstanding elementary 
and secondary mathematics and science 
teachers." We understand that the bill is 
now complete and that you will be introduc- 
ing it soon to the Senate. 

Your bill has our strong endorsement. As 
you know we have worked closely with the 
secondary school science and mathematics 
teachers who have served as fellows in the 
Congress during the past four years. The 
teachers presence on the staffs of Members of 
Congress and of Congressional committees 
has, we believe, provided fresh viewpoints to 
the legislative process. Their experiences 
have certainly broadened their knowledge of 
and interest in the legislative process and 
made an outstanding contribution to edu- 
cation legislation. 

We have heard from most of the teachers 
after they have returned to their schools fol- 
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lowing their fellowship periods. They have 
all spoken enthusiastically about their expe- 
riences and have told of their continued in- 
volvement in public affairs. 
We will be pleased to contribute whatever 
will be useful to assure passage of the bill. 
With best personal regards. 
Sincerely, 
JOHN M. FOWLER, Ph.D., 
Executive Director. 
NATIONAL SCIENCE 
TEACHERS ASSOCIATION, 


February 9, 1994. 
Hon. MARK O. HATFIELD, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: At the recent Na- 
tional Science Teachers Association (NSTA) 
Board of Directors’ meeting a motion was 
passed in which the Board unanimously sup- 
ported legislation in support of Einstein Fel- 
lowships. 

NSTA has in the past supported Einstein 
Fellowships. Past recipients have been very 
instrumental in participating in the legisla- 
tive process in Congress. These Fellows have 
also become very active within our associa- 
tion and others, in involving and informing 
other educators about the legislative proc- 
ess. It is our understanding that the new pro- 
posed legislation expands the use of Eisen- 
hower Fellows to several government agen- 
cies. We at NSTA support this activity be- 
cause these agencies have demonstrated 
their active involvement in science edu- 
cation. 

We would be most willing to circulate in- 
formation about the Einstein Fellowships to 
our members through our publications. 

Sincerely, 
GERRY M. MADRAZO, 
President.e 


By Mrs. HUTCHISON: 

S. 2105. A. bill to amend the Immigra- 
tion and Nationality Act and other 
laws of the United States relating to 
border security, illegal immigration, 
alien eligibility for Federal financial 
benefits and services, criminal activity 
by aliens, alien smuggling, fraudulent 
document use by aliens, asylum, ter- 
rorist aliens, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION CONTROL ACT OF 1994 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
I send a bill to the desk and ask unani- 
mous consent for its referral to the 
committee of jurisdiction. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
Irise today to introduce the Illegal Im- 
migration Control Act of 1994. This bill 
would reform virtually every aspect of 
immigration law and would reduce the 
staggering costs associated with illegal 
immigration which is currently as- 
sumed by the American taxpayers. 

A column appearing in the Washing- 
ton Post last Friday reported that 
today in Los Angeles, your home State, 
Madam President, illegal immigrants 
and their children total nearly 1 mil- 
lion people. That is a city of illegal im- 
migrants the size of San Diego, the 
sixth largest city in this country. Gov- 
ernor Wilson of California, who wrote 
the article, provides a brief, but eye- 
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opening, account of the Federal Gov- 
ernment's complete failure to control 
the flood of illegal immigration and 
concludes by saying, We simply can't 
wait any longer. We need immigration 
reform, and we need it now." 

Madam President, I agree. 

That is why I am introducing this 
legislation today. It is a bill that takes 
a comprehensive approach to dealing 
with a major, emerging problem in our 
country. 

Similar legislation, H.R. 3860, has 
been offered in the House by Congress- 
man LAMAR SMITH of Texas, who 
chaired the House Republican task 
force on illegal immigration. This task 
force conducted research and held hear- 
ings for nearly 8 months to create the 
bulk of the legislation which I offer. 

So I commend my colleague in the 
Texas delegation for his good work and 
say that I hope to carry the ball over 
the goal line in the Senate. 

Let me reemphasize at the outset 
that my legislation deals solely with il- 
legal immigration. While there is other 
legislation before the Congress to ad- 
dress the whole spectrum of immigra- 
tion, both legal and illegal and, for ex- 
ample, would provide a 5-year breath- 
ing space by reducing the number of 
legal immigrants admitted in our 
country through the year 1999, and 
while a Gallup Poll reported last year 
that 65 percent of Americans believe 
that the number of legal immigrants 
should be reduced and therefore may 
favor such legislation, my bill responds 
to the far greater cry of American peo- 
ple who see our schools, our hospitals, 
our social services, and our prisons 
overwhelmed by the Federal Govern- 
ment’s failure to control our borders. 

This debate is not about generosity. 
America is undoubtedly the most gen- 
erous country in the world, admitting 
as many legal immigrants as the rest 
of the world combined. This debate is 
about sovereignty. We need not and 
should not apologize for strictly en- 
forcing our immigration laws. 

America cannot continue, nor afford, 
to be a land of unlimited opportunity 
for those who immigrate here in viola- 
tion of our laws. In order to prosper 
and determine its destiny, America 
must control its borders. This legisla- 
tion takes a major step in that direc- 
tion. 

Madam President, before I highlight 
some of the provisions of my bill, let 
me give you a glimpse of the mag- 
nitude of the problem. 

According to current but unofficial 
estimates of the U.S. Census Bureau, 
there are 3.3 million illegal aliens in 
this country. California is the home for 
52 percent of that number. 

The cost to California alone of pro- 
viding federally mandated services to 
illegal immigrants and their families is 
more than $3 billion a year, something 
I am sure is well known to you, Madam 
President. 
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In my home State of Texas, there are 
over % million illegal aliens. One com- 
prehensive study issued from Rice Uni- 
versity estimated the total net cost to 
the Texas taxpayer of providing feder- 
ally mandated services was $1.2 billion 
in 1992. That is $1.2 billion net of the 
$235 million in estimated taxes paid by 
illegal immigrants in my State. 

This same study estimates that the 
total net cost to Texas taxpayers for 
the next decade will be about $14.4 bil- 
lion. 

There are, of course, different opin- 
ions producing other estimates of the 
economic costs of illegal immigration. 
The State of Texas puts the net cost 
attributable to illegal aliens at closer 
to $200 million a year. 

A fair statement is it is probably 
somewhere between $200 million and $1 
billion a year. 

Whatever the exact figure, there can 
be no doubt, and allow me to borrow 
from the late Senator Everett Dirksen 
when I say that we are talking real 
money here. 

My opinion is we must first take 
back control of our borders. At the 
same time, we must continue our as- 
sault on the illegal immigration prob- 
lem by attacking the magnets that 
draw illegal aliens to the United States 
in the first place. 

My legislation would achieve both 
objectives. 

To regain control of our borders, this 
legislation restores important deter- 
rents to illegal entry and it would beef 
up physical barriers, such as lighting 
and ditches at areas of high cross-bor- 
der traffic. 

More importantly, it would provide 
reinforcement to those already on the 
front lines by increasing the number of 
Border Patrol stations by 6,000 over 5 
years. 

Our Border Patrol station in El Paso 
is a case study on how placing more 
agents on the front line works. The 
credit belongs to Silver“ Reyes—the 
first Hispanic American to become a 
Border Patrol chief—who took over the 
El Paso sector last July 4. 

By September of that year, he was 
implementing his new strategy that 
would prove so successful that it now 
serves as a basis of improvements all 
along our border. 

What Mr. Reyes did was not brilliant. 
But it took the genius of an ordinary 
person—who had enough of the irrever- 
ence for our laws—to make an observa- 
tion and turn it into action. 

What he did was simply move his 
agents up to the border. Before, agents 
were not on the border, but engaged in 
hopelessly chasing illegal aliens 
throughout the city. 

Indications of his success: The num- 
ber of illegal immigrants in El Paso 
has gone down by 81 percent since the 
crackdown; the streets of El Paso are 
virtually free of panhandlers, and 
crime in the city has been reduced by 
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46 percent. Finally, most polls show 
that 95 percent of El Pasoans approve 
of the action. 

Madam President, the people want 
action. 

Later this month, my colleague, Sen- 
ator SIMPSON, from Wyoming, plans to 
hold hearings on immigration reform. 
It is my desire to present testimony at 
that hearing, and I think it would be 
wise for the Immigration and Refugee 
Affairs Subcommittee to have Chief 
Reyes present as well, so that we can 
get his insights and observations, and 
perhaps the benefit of his success. 

Putting more agents on the border 
alone, however, is not sufficient. We 
must also address the magnets of easy 
availability of jobs and easy access to 
Government benefits. 

To this end, this legislation would 
prohibit most Government benefits to 
illegal aliens. Only emergency medical 
care and the Supreme Court mandated 
schooling for all children will still be 
allowed. 

Madam President, these federally im- 
posed mandates involving public wel- 
fare for illegal immigrants must stop. 
Providing these services is not only un- 
fair to the millions of citizens who, as 
legal aliens, are legally entitled to 
them, but they are costly to America 
in general—costing taxpayers $8 billion 
in 1992—and to a handful of States in 
particular. 

These federally mandated costs are 
killing local and State governments. 
For example, Maverick County—one of 
our border counties containing the city 
of Eagle Pass, TX—pays approximately 
$3 million a year in funds it does not 
have, to educate illegal immigrant 
children. That would be troublesome 
enough. But the story gets worse. 

As conveyed by Maverick County 
Judge Carpenter to my staff counsel, 
many of these children cross the border 
in the morning to get their schooling 
and return back across the border at 
the end of the day. 

Other border communities can attest 
to witnessing the same thing. This can- 
not be what the Federal Government 
intended its policy to be. It simply de- 
fies reason. 

The legislation also incorporates the 
language from a bill introduced by 
Senator GRAHAM of Florida—which I 
cosponsored—requiring the Federal 
Government to take custody of crimi- 
nal aliens who are incarcerated in 
State or local correctional facilities or 
else pay for the cost of incarceration. 

Immigration control is purely a re- 
sponsibility of the Federal Govern- 
ment. If the Federal Government is 
going to provide incentives—in the way 
of mandated benefits—for illegal aliens 
to come to the United States, then it 
should foot the bill. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today would also: 

Expedite the exclusion of certain un- 
qualified asylum claimants; 
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Streamline the asylum process; 

Increase the penalties for smuggling 
illegal aliens; 

Reduce Federal aid payments to 
sanctuary cities that have an official 
policy of noncooperation with INS-Jus- 
tice with respect to arrest and deten- 
tion of illegal aliens; and 

Streamline the process of deporting 
the convicted criminal aliens who 
make up 24 percent of the Federal pris- 
on population—and a staggering 41 per- 
cent in Texas. 

Finally, Madam President, the legis- 
lation provides an alternative to using 
the legislatively popular border-cross- 
ing fee to pay for a significant portion 
of the bill. 

I have consulted with many of the 
mayors and country judges along the 
Texas-Mexico border and have decided 
that for now the preferable path to 
take is to forego a border-crossing fee. 

Therefore, the legislation I offer pro- 
vides for a reduction in overhead costs 
incurred in federally sponsored re- 
search at institutions of higher learn- 
ing. In short, my bill would limit the 
reimbursement rate for a university to 
50 percent for overhead—indirect costs 
incurred for conducting R&D that the 
Government sponsors. 

In closing, I reemphasize that Amer- 
ica is the most generous country in the 
world. 

But the patience of the American 
people is dissipating with the failed 
Federal policy that results in this 
country’s porous borders. 

The legislation I offer today will not 
be a cure-all, but it does represent 
badly needed action. 

Madam President, I send to the desk 
the bill and a section-by-section sum- 
mary of the bill and ask unanimous 
consent that they be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2105 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Illegal Im- 
migration Control Act of 1994’’. 

SEC, 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

Sec. 1. Short title. 

Sec. 2. Table of contents. 

TITLE I—INTERDICTION 
. Physical barriers. 

. Border patrol agents. 

. Interior repatriation program. 

. Detention facilities. 

. Notice to service of port of entry 

arrivals. 
TITLE II—ALIEN SMUGGLING 

. 201. Expanded forfeiture for smuggling 
or harboring illegal aliens. 

. 202. Including alien smuggling as a 
racketeering activity for pur- 
poses of racketeering influ- 
enced and corrupt organiza- 
tions (RICO) enforcement au- 
thority. 
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Sec. 203. Enhanced penalties for alien smug- 
gling and for employers who 
knowingly employ smuggled 
aliens. 

Sec. 204. Wiretap authority for alien smug- 
gling investigations. 

TITLE III—INS INVESTIGATORS 


Sec. 301. Immigration and Naturalization 
Service investigators. 


TITLE IV—GOVERNMENT BENEFITS 


Sec. 401. Prohibition of benefits for certain 
categories of aliens. 

. 402. Unemployment benefits. 

. 403. Housing benefits. 

. 404. Save system. 

. 405. Limitation on Federal financial as- 
sistance to localities that 
refuse to cooperate in the ar- 
rest and deportation of unlaw- 
ful aliens. 

. 406. Uniform vital statistics. 


TITLE V—CRIMINAL ALIENS 


. 501. Authorizing registration of aliens 
on criminal probation or crimi- 
nal parole. 

Expansion in definition of ‘‘aggra- 

vated felony". 

. Deportation procedures for certain 

criminal aliens who are not per- 

manent residents. 

. Judicial deportation. 

Restricting defenses to deportation 

for certain criminal aliens. 

Enhancing penalties for failing to 

depart, or reentering, after 
final order of deportation. 

Miscellaneous and technical 

changes. 

Criminal alien tracking center. 

Prisoner transfer treaty study. 

. Expediting criminal alien deporta- 
tion and exclusion. 

. Incarceration of or payment for 
criminal aliens by the Federal 
Government. 

TITLE VI—TERRORIST ALIENS 

. 601. Removal of alien terrorists. 

. 602. Membership in a terrorist organiza- 
tion as a basis for exclusion 
from the United States under 
the Immigration and National- 
ity Act. 

TITLE VII—INSPECTIONS 

701. Preinspection at foreign airports. 

. Training of airline personnel in de- 
tection of fraudulent docu- 
ments. 

. Passport and visa offenses penalties 
improvement. 

TITLE VIII—ASYLUM 


. Inspection and exclusion by immi- 
gration officers. 

. Asylum. 

. Failure to appear for provisional 
asylum hearing; judicial re- 
view. 

. Conforming amendments. 

. Effective dates. 


TITLE IX—FUNDING 


Reduction in overhead costs in- 
curred in federally sponsored 
research. 

TITLE I—INTERDICTION 

SEC. 101. PHYSICAL BARRIERS. 

The Attorney General, in consultation 
with the Commissioner of the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service, shall take action 
to install additional physical barriers at the 
United States border to deter unauthorized 
crossings in areas of high illegal entry into 
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the United States. Such additional barriers 
shall include barriers similar to those in use 
in the San Diego, California, vicinity. 

SEC. 102. BORDER PATROL AGENTS. 

In addition to such amounts as are other- 
wise authorized to be appropriated, there is 
authorized to be appropriated for each of the 
fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999 for 
salaries and expenses of the Border Patrol 
such amounts as may be necessary to pro- 
vide for an increase in the number of agents 
of the Border Patrol by 6,000 full-time equiv- 
alent agent positions (and necessary support 
personnel positions) beyond the number of 
such positions authorized for the Border Pa- 
trol as of October 1, 1993. 

SEC. 103. INTERIOR REPATRIATION PROGRAM. 

Not later than 180 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Attorney General 
and the Commissioner of the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service shall develop and 
implement a program in which aliens who 
previously have illegally entered the United 
States not less than 3 times and are deported 
or returned to a country contiguous to the 
United States will be returned to locations 
not less than 500 kilometers from that coun- 
try's border with the United States. 

SEC. 104. DETENTION FACILITIES. 

(a) BORDER DETENTION FACILITIES.—Not 
later than 180 days after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Attorney General and 
the Commissioner of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service shall take appro- 
priate action to increase the capability of 
the Immigration and Naturalization Service 
to detain individuals who have illegally en- 
tered the United States at a border area. 

(b) TRANSFER OF CLOSED MILITARY BASES 
FOR FEDERAL ILLEGAL ALIEN INCARCERATION 
FACILITIES.— 

(1) PRIORITY AVAILABILITY TO DEPARTMENT 
OF JUSTICE.—Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, a military installation or facil- 
ity of the Department of Defense to be closed 
under a base closure law may be made avail- 
able, as determined by the Attorney General, 
to the Bureau of Prisons of the Department 
of Justice for use as a facility for the incar- 
ceration of aliens who are subject to exclu- 
sion or deportation from the United States. 

(2) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sub- 
section, the term base closure law“ means 
each of the following: 

(A) The Defense Base Closure and Realign- 
ment Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of 
Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

(B) Title II of the Defense Authorization 
Amendments and Base Closure and Realign- 
ment Act (Public Law 100-526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 
note). 

(C) Section 2687 of title 10, United States 
Code. 

(D) Any other similar law enacted after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 105. NOTICE TO SERVICE OF PORT OF 
ENTRY ARRIVALS. 

The Attorney General is authorized to re- 
quire, by regulation, not less than 24 hour 
advance notice to the Immigration and Nat- 
uralization Service of the intention of any 
vessel to arrive at any port of entry. 

TITLE II—ALIEN SMUGGLING 
SEC. 201. EXPANDED FORFEITURE FOR SMUG- 
GLING OR HARBORING ILLEGAL 
ALIENS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 
274(b) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1324(b)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(1XA) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), the following property shall be subject 
to seizure and forfeiture: 
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“(i) Any conveyance, including any vessel, 
vehicle, or aircraft, which has been or is 
being used in the commission of a violation 
of subsection (a). 

"(i) Any property, 
which— 

"(I) constitutes, or is derived from or 
traceable to, the proceeds obtained directly 
or indirectly from the commission of a viola- 
tion of subsection (a), or 

(II) is used to facilitate, or is intended to 
be so used in the commission of, a violation 
of subsection (a)(1)(A). 

"(B)i) No property used by any person as 
a common carrier in the transaction of busi- 
ness as à common carrier shall be forfeited 
under this section, unless the owner or other 
person with lawful custody of the property 
was a consenting party to or privy to the 
violation of subsection (a) or of section 
274A(a)(1) or 274A(a)(2). 

(i) No property shall be forfeited under 
the provisions of this section by reason of 
any act or omission established by the owner 
to have been committed or omitted by a per- 
son other than the owner while the property 
was unlawfully in the possession of a person 
other than the owner in violation of the 
criminal laws of the United States or of any 
State. 

(ii) No property shall be forfeited under 
the provisions of this section to the extent of 
an interest of the owner, by reason of any 
act or omission established by the owner to 
have been committed or omitted without the 
knowledge, consent, or willful disregard of 
the owner, unless the act or omission was 
committed or omitted by an employee or 
agent of the owner or other person with law- 
ful custody of the property with the intent of 
furthering the business interests of, or to 
confer any other benefit upon, the owner or 
other person with lawful custody of the prop- 


** 


real or personal. 


e , 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
274(b) of such Act (8 U.S.C. 1324(b)) is amend- 
ed— 


(1) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) by striking conveyance“ and inserting 
property“ each place it appears, and 

(B) by striking is being used in“ and in- 
serting “is being used in, is facilitating, has 
facilitated, is facilitating or was intended to 
facilitate”; and 

(2) in paragraphs (4) and (5), by striking “a 
conveyance", any conveyance”, and con- 
veyance" and inserting property“ each 
place it appears. 
SEC. 202. INCLUDING ALIEN SMUGGLING AS A 


ENCED AND CORRUPT ORGANIZA- 
TIONS (RICO) ENFORCEMENT AU- 
THORITY. 
Section 1961(1) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 
(1) by striking "or" before (E) any act", 
and 
(2) by inserting before the period at the end 
the following: , or (F) any act which is in- 
dictable under section 274(a)(1) of the Immi- 
gration and Nationality Act (relating to 
alien smuggling)”. 
SEC. 203. ENHANCED PENALTIES FOR CERTAIN 


Section 274(a)1) (8 U.S.C. 1824(a)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking or“ at the end of subpara- 
graph (C), 

(2) by striking the comma at the end of 
subparagraph (D) and inserting ‘‘; or", 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (D) the 
following: 
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(E) contracts or agrees with another 
party for that party to provide, for employ- 
ment by the person or another, an alien who 
is not authorized to be employed in the Unit- 
ed States, knowing that such party intends 
to cause such alien to be brought into the 
United States in violation of the laws of the 
United States,", and 

(4) by striking five years“ and inserting 
“ten years”. 

SEC. 204. WIRETAP AUTHORITY FOR ALIEN SMUG- 
GLING INVESTIGATIONS. 

Section 2516(1) of title 18, United State 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (c) by inserting after 
*"weapons)," the following: or a felony vio- 
lation of section 1028 (relating to production 
of false identification documentation), sec- 
tion 1542 (relating to false statements in 
passport applications), section 1546 (relating 
to fraud and misuse of visas, permits, and 
other documents),”’; 

(2) by striking out or“ after paragraph (1) 
and redesignating paragraphs (m), (n) and 
(0) as paragraphs (n), (0), and (p), respec- 
tively; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

“(m) a violation of section 274 of the Immi- 
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1324) 
(relating to alien smuggling), of section 277 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1327) (relating to the smuggling of 
aliens convicted of aggravated felonies or of 
aliens subject to exclusion on grounds of na- 
tional security), or of section 278 of the Im- 
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1328) 
(relating to smuggling of aliens for the pur- 
pose of prostitution or other immoral pur- 
pose)“ 

TITLE III—INS INVESTIGATORS 
SEC. 301. IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION 
SERVICE INVESTIGATORS. 

In addition to such amounts as are other- 
wise authorized to be appropriated, there is 
authorized to be appropriated for each of the 
fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999 for 
salaries and expenses of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service such amounts as may 
be necessary to provide for an increase in the 
number of investigators of the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service by 1,000 full-time 
equivalent investigator positions (and such 
support personnel as are necessary) beyond 
the number of such positions authorized as 
of October 1, 1993. 

TITLE IV—GOVERNMENT BENEFITS 
SEC. 401. PROHIBITION OF BENEFITS FOR CER- 
TAIN CATEGORIES OF ALIENS. 

(a) DIRECT FEDERAL FINANCIAL BENEFITS.— 
Subject to subsection (b) and the Immigra- 
tion and Nationality Act, and notwithstand- 
ing any other provision of law, an alien not 
lawfully within the United States as a per- 
manent resident, a refugee, an asylee, or a 
parolee is not eligible for any direct Federal 
financial benefit or social insurance benefit 
(whether through grant, loan, guarantee, or 
otherwise) as such benefits are identified by 
the Attorney General in consulation with 
other appropriate heads of the various de- 
partments and agencies of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

(b) EMERGENCY MEDICAL CARE.—Subsection 
(a) shall not apply with respect to the Fed- 
eral reimbursement of emergency medical 
care for aliens, as determined by the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services by reg- 
ulation. 

SEC. 402. UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—An alien who has not 
been granted employment authorization pur- 
suant to the Immigration and Nationality 
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Act or other Federal law shall be ineligible 
for unemployment compensation under an 
unemployment compensation law of a State 
or the United States. 

(b) CONDITION OF ELIGIBILITY.—An alien 
granted temporary work authorization shall 
be eligible only for unemployment com- 
pensation under an employment compensa- 
tion law of a State or the United States that 
accrued during such time as the alien was 
authorized to work. 

SEC. 403. HOUSING BENEFITS. 

(a) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding section 
401 or any other provision of law, no alien 
who is not a permanent resident, a refugee, 
an asylee, or a parolee shall be eligible for 
benefits under the following provisions of 
law: 

(1) The program of rental assistance on be- 
half of low-income families provided under 
section 8 of the United States Housing Act of 
1937 (42 U.S.C. 1487f). 

(2) The program of assistance to public 
housing under title I of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437 et seq.). 

(8) The loan program under section 502 of 
the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1472). 

(4) The program of interest reduction pay- 
ments pursuant to contracts entered into by 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment under section 236 of the National Hous- 
ing Act (12 U.S.C. 17152-1). 

(5) The program of loans for rental and co- 
operative housing under section 515 of the 
Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1485). 

(6) The program of rental assistance pay- 
ments pursuant to contracts entered into 
under section 521(a)(2)(A) of the Housing Act 
of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1490a(a)(2)(A)). 

(7) The program of assistance payments on 
behalf of homeowners under section 235 of 
the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C, 1715z). 

(8) The program of rent supplement pay- 
ments on behalf of qualified tenants pursu- 
ant to contracts entered into under section 
101 of the Housing and Urban Development 
Act of 1965 (12 U.S.C. 1701s). 

(9) The loan and grant programs under sec- 
tion 504 of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 
1474) for repairs and improvements to rural 
dwellings. 

(10) The loan and assistance programs 
under sections 514 and 516 of the Housing Act 
of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1484, 1486) for housing for 
farm labor. 

(11) The program of grants for preservation 
and rehabilitation of housing under section 
533 of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 
1490m). 

(12) The program of grants and loans for 
mutual and self-help housing and technical 
assistance under section 523 of the Housing 
Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1490c). 

(13) The program of site loans under sec- 
eA 524 of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 
1490d). 

(b) REGULATIONS.—Not later than January 
1, 1995, the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development shall issue final regulations to 
carry out subsection (a). 

SEC. 404. SAVE SYSTEM. 

There are authorized to be appropriated for 
each of the fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 
and 1999 such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the purposes of the automated 
SAVE system established under section 121 
of the Immigration Reform and Control Act 
of 1986 (Public Law 99-603). 

SEC. 405. LIMITATION ON FEDERAL FINANCIAL 
ASSISTANCE TO LOCALITIES THAT 
REFUSE TO COOPERATE IN THE AR- 
REST AND DEPORTATION OF UN- 
LAWFUL ALIENS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, Federal financial assistance shall be re- 
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duced by 20 percent to any local government 
on and after such date as the Attorney Gen- 
eral certifies that the local government has 
an official policy of refusing to cooperate 
with officers or employees of the Depart- 
ment of Justice (including the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service) with respect to 
the arrest and deportation of aliens who are 
not lawfully present within the United 
States. Such reduction in assistance is not 
reimbursable and shall continue for as long 
as the policy of noncooperation remains in 
effect. 

SEC. 406. UNIFORM VITAL STATISTICS. 

(a) PILOT PROGRAM.—The Secretary of 
Health and Human Services shall consult 
with the State agency responsible for reg- 
istration and certification of births and 
deaths and, within 3 years of the date of en- 
actment of this Act, shall establish a pilot 
program for 3 of the 5 States with the largest 
number of undocumented aliens of an elec- 
tronic network linking the vital statistics 
records of such States. The network shall 
provide, where practical, for the matching of 
deaths with births and shall enable the con- 
firmation of births and deaths of citizens of 
such States, or of aliens within such States, 
by any Federal or State agency or official in 
the performance of official duties. The Sec- 
retary and participating State agencies shall 
institute measures to achieve uniform and 
accurate reporting of vital statistics into the 
pilot program network, to protect the integ- 
rity of the registration and certification 
process, and to prevent fraud against the 
Government and other persons through the 
use of false birth or death certificates. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the establishment of the pilot program under 
subsection (a), the Secretary shall issue a 
written report to Congress with  rec- 
ommendations on how the pilot program 
could effectively be instituted as a national 
network for the United States. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated for 
fiscal year 1994 and for subsequent fiscal 
years such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out this section. 

TITLE V—CRIMINAL ALIENS 
SEC. 501. AUTHORIZING REGISTRATION OF 
ALIENS ON CRIMINAL PROBATION 
OR CRIMINAL PAROLE. 

Section 263(a) of the Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1303(a)) is amended by 
striking and (5)" and inserting (5) aliens 
who are or have been on criminal probation 
or criminal parole pursuant to the laws of 
the United States or of any State, and (6)". 
SEC. 502, EXPANSION IN DEFINITION OF “AGGRA- 

VATED FELONY". 

(a) EXPANSION IN DEFINITION.—Section 
101(a)(43) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(43)) is amended to read 
as follows: 

(43) The term ‘aggravated felony’ means 

A) murder; 

"(B) any illicit trafficking in any con- 
trolled substance (as defined in section 102 of 
the Controlled Substances Act), including 
any drug trafficking crime as defined in sec- 
tion 924(c) of title 18, United States Code; 

(O) any illicit trafficking in any firearms 
or destructive devices as defined in section 
921 of title 18, United States Code, or in ex- 
plosive materials as defined in section 841(c) 
of title 18, United States Code; 

“(D) any offense described in sections 1951 
through 1963 of title 18, United States Code; 

E) any offense described in- 

"(1) subsections (h) or (i) of section 842, 
title 18, United States Code, or subsection 
(d), (e), (D, (g), (h), or (1) of section 844 of 


9894 


title 18, United States Code (relating to ex- 
plosive materials offenses), 

*(11) paragraph (1), (2), (3), (4), or (5) of sec- 
tion 922(g), or section 922(j), section 922(n), 
section 922(0), section 922(p), section 922(r), 
section 924(b), or section 924(h) of title 18, 
United States Code (relating to firearms of- 
fenses), or 

*(111) section 5861 of title 26, United States 
Code (relating to firearms offenses); 

(F) any crime of violence (as defined in 
section 16 of title 18, United States Code, not 
including a purely political offense) for 
which the term of imprisonment imposed 
(regardless of any suspension of such impris- 
onment) is at least 5 years; 

„) any theft offense (including receipt of 
stolen property) or any burglary offense, 
where a sentence of 5 years imprisonment or 
more may be imposed; 

"(H) any offense described in section 875, 
section 876, section 877, or section 1202 of 
title 18, United States Code (relating to the 
demand for or receipt of ransom); 

"(I) any offense described in section 2251, 
section 2251A or section 2252 of title 18, Unit- 
ed States Code (relating to child pornog- 
raphy); 

„) any offense described in section 1084 of 
title 18, United States Code, where a sen- 
tence of 5 years imprisonment or more may 
be imposed; 

"(K) any offense relating to commercial 
bribery, counterfeiting, forgery or traffick- 
ing in vehicles whose identification numbers 
have been altered, where a sentence of 5 
years imprisonment or more may be im- 


posed; 

"(L) any offense— 

„) relating to the owning, controlling, 
managing or supervising of a prostitution 
business, 

"(ii) described in section 2421 through 2424 
of title 18, United States Code, for commer- 
cial advantage, or 

"(iii) described in sections 1581 through 
1585, or section 1588, of title 18, United States 
Code (relating to peonage, slavery, and in- 
voluntary servitude); 

“(M) any offense relating to perjury or sub- 
ornation of perjury where a sentence of 5 
years imprisonment or more may be im- 


“(N) any offense described in— 

"(1) section 793 (relating to gathering or 
transmitting national defense information), 
section 798 (relating to disclosure of classi- 
fied information), section 2153 (relating to 
sabotage) or section 2381 or section 2382 (re- 
lating to treason) of title 18, United States 
Code, or 

"(11) section 421 of title 50, United States 
Code (relating to protecting the identity of 
undercover intelligence agents); 

O) any offense— 

"(1) involving fraud or deceit where the 
loss to the victim or victims exceeded 
$200,000; or 

"(ii) described in section 7201 of title 26, 
United States Code (relating to tax evasion), 
where the tax loss to the Government ex- 
ceeds $200,000; 

"(P) any offense described in section 
274(a)(1) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (relating to alien smuggling) for the pur- 
pose of commercial advantage; 

„O any violation of section 1546(a) of title 
18, United States Code (relating to document 
fraud), for the purpose of commercial advan- 
tage; or 

"(R) any offense relating to failing to ap- 
pear before a court pursuant to a court order 
to answer to or dispose of a charge of a fel- 
ony, where a sentence of 2 years or more 
may be imposed; 
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or any attempt or conspiracy to commit any 

such act. Such term applies to offenses de- 

Scribed in this paragraph whether in viola- 

tion of Federal or State law and applies to 

such offenses in violation of the laws of a 

foreign country for which the term of impris- 

onment was completed within the previous 

15 Fears.“ 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to all con- 
victions entered before, on, or after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 503. DEPORTATION PROCEDURES FOR CER- 

TAIN CRIMINAL ALIENS WHO ARE 
NOT PERMANENT RESIDENTS. 

(a) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING CHANGES.— 
Section 242A of the Immigration and Nation- 
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1252a) is amended as fol- 
lows: 

(1) In subsection (a)— 

(A) by striking (a) IN GENERAL.—” and in- 
serting (b) DEPORTATION OF PERMANENT 
RESIDENT ALIENS.—(1) IN GENERAL.—"’; and 

(B) by inserting in the first sentence ''per- 
manent resident" after ‘‘correctional facili- 
ties for”; 

(2) In subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking (b) IMPLEMENTATION.—” 
and inserting ‘‘(2) IMPLEMENTATION.—’’; and 

(B) by striking respect to an" and insert- 
ing respect to a permanent resident”; 

(3) By striking out subsection (c); 

(4) In subsection (d)— 

(A) by striking (d) EXPEDITED PROCEED- 
INGS.—(1)" and inserting ‘(3) EXPEDITED PRO- 
CEEDINGS.—(A)”’; 

(B) by inserting permanent resident“ 
after in the case of any"; and 

(C) by striking (2)“ and inserting (B)“; 

(5) In subsection (e) 

(A) by striking '(e) REVIEW.—(1)" and in- 
serting (4) REVIEW.—(A)''; 

(B) by striking the second sentence; and 

(C) by striking (2) and inserting "(B)"; 

(6) By inserting after the section heading 
the following new subsection: 

(a) PRESUMPTION OF DEPORTABILITY.—An 
alien convicted of an aggravated felony shall 
be conclusively presumed to be deportable 
from the United States.“; and 

(7) The heading of such section is amended 
to read as follows: 

"EXPEDITED DEPORTATION OF ALIENS CON- 
VICTED OF COMMITTING AGGRAVATED FELO- 
(b) ELIMINATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEAR- 

ING FOR CERTAIN CRIMINAL ALIENS.—Section 

242A of the Immigration and Nationality Act 

(8 U.S.C. 1252a) is amended by adding at the 

end the following: 

o) DEPORTATION OF ALIENS WHO ARE NOT 
PERMANENT RESIDENTS.— 

"(1) Notwithstanding section 242, and sub- 
ject to paragraph (5), the Attorney General 
may issue a final order of deportation 
against any alien described in paragraph (2) 
whom the Attorney General determines to be 
deportable under section 241(a)(2Y(A)(111) (re- 
lating to conviction of an aggravated fel- 
ony). 

2) An alien is described in this paragraph 

if the alien— 

"(A) was not lawfully admitted for perma- 
nent residence at the time that proceedings 
under this section commenced, or 

"(B) had permanent resident status on a 
conditional basis (as described in section 216) 
at the time that proceedings under this sec- 
tion commenced. 

“(3) The Attorney General may delegate 
the authority in this section to the Commis- 
sioner or to any District Director of the 
Service. 

%) No alien described in this section shall 
be eligible for— 
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"(A) any relief from deportation that the 
Attorney General may grant in his discre- 
tion, or 

B) relief under section 243(h). 

"(5) The Attorney General may not exe- 
cute any order described in paragraph (1) 
until 14 calendar days have passed from the 
date that such order was issued, in order 
that the alien has an opportunity to apply 
for judicial review under section 106.’’. 

(c) LIMITED JUDICIAL REVIEW.—Section 106 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1105a) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (a), 
by inserting "or pursuant to section 242A" 
after under section 242(b)''; i 

(2) in subsection (a1) and subsection 
(a3), by inserting (including an alien de- 
scribed in section 242A)" after “aggravated 
felony”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

„d) Notwithstanding subsection (c), a peti- 
tion for review or for habeas corpus on behalf 
of an alien described in section 242A(c) may 
only challenge whether the alien is in fact an 
alien described in such section, and no court 
shall have jurisdiction to review any other 
issue. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to all aliens 
against whom deportation proceedings are 
initiated after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

SEC. 504. JUDICIAL DEPORTATION. 

(a) JUDICIAL DEPORTATION.—Section 242A of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1252a) is amended by inserting at the 
end the following new subsection: 

„d) JUDICIAL DEPORTATION.— 

1) AuTHORITY.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this Act, a United States 
district court shall have jurisdiction to enter 
a judicial order of deportation at the time of 
sentencing against an alien whose criminal 
conviction causes such alien to be deportable 
under section 241(aX2XA)Xiii) (relating to 
conviction of an aggravated felony), if such 
an order has been requested prior to sentenc- 
ing by the United States Attorney with the 
concurrence of the Commissioner. 

**(2) PROCEDURE.— 

*(A) The United States Attorney shall pro- 
vide notice of intent to request judicial de- 
portation promptly after the entry in the 
record of an adjudication of guilt or guilty 
plea. Such notice shall be provided to the 
court, to the alien, and to the alien's counsel 
of record. 

"(B) Notwithstanding section 242B, the 
United States Attorney, with the concur- 
rence of the Commissioner, shall file at least 
20 days prior to the date set for sentencing a 
charge containing factual allegations regard- 
ing the alienage of the defendant and satis- 
faction by the defendant of the definition of 
aggravated felony. 

"(C) If the court determines that the de- 
fendant has presented substantial evidence 
to establish prima facie eligibility for relief 
from deportation under section 212(c) the 
Commissioner shall provide the court with a 
recommendation and report regarding the 
alien's eligibility for relief under such sec- 
tion. The court shall either grant or deny the 
relief sought. 

"(D)i) The alien shall have a reasonable 
opportunity to examine the evidence against 
him or her, to present evidence on his or her 
own behalf, and to cross-examine witnesses 
presented by the Government. 

(i) The court, for the purposes of deter- 
mining whether to enter an order described 
in paragraph (1), shall only consider evidence 
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that would be admissible in proceedings con- 
ducted pursuant to section 242(b). 

(ii) Nothing in this subsection shall limit 
the information a court of the United States 
may receive or consider for the purposes of 
imposing an appropriate sentence. 

"(iv) The court may order the alien de- 
ported if the Attorney General demonstrates 
by clear and convincing evidence that the 
alien is deportable under this Act. 

*"(3) NOTICE, APPEAL, AND EXECUTION OF JU- 
DICIAL ORDER OF DEPORTATION.— 

"(A)1) A judicial order of deportation or 
denial of such order may be appealed by ei- 
ther party to the court of appeals for the cir- 
cuit in which the district court is located. 

“(ii) Except as provided in clause (iii), such 
appeal shall be considered consistent with 
the requirements described in section 106. 

"(iii) Upon execution by the defendant of a 
valid waiver of the right to appeal the con- 
viction on which the order of deportation is 
based, the expiration of the period described 
in section 106(a)(1), or the final dismissal of 
an appeal from such conviction, the order of 
deportation shall become final and shall be 
executed at the end of the prison term in ac- 
cordance with the terms of the order. 

"(B) As soon as is practicable after entry 
of a judicial order of deportation, the Com- 
missioner shall provide the defendant with 
written notice of the order of deportation, 
which shall designate the defendant's coun- 
try of choice for deportation and any alter- 
nate country pursuant to section 243(a). 

*(4) DENIAL OF JUDICIAL ORDER.—Denial of 
a request for a judicial order of deportation 
shall not preclude the Attorney General 
from initiating deportation proceedings pur- 
suant to section 242 upon the same ground of 
deportability or upon any other ground of 
deportability provided under section 241(a).". 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING CHANGES.— 
The ninth sentence of section 242(b) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1252(b) is amended by striking out “The” 
and inserting in lieu thereof, Except as pro- 
vided in section 242A(d), the“. 


(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to all aliens 
whose adjudication of guilt or guilty plea is 
entered in the record after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act. 


SEC. 505. RESTRICTING DEFENSES TO DEPORTA- 
TION FOR CERTAIN CRIMINAL 
ALIENS. 


(a) DEFENSES BASED ON SEVEN YEARS OF 
PERMANENT RESIDENCE.—The last sentence of 
section 212(c) of the Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(c)) is amended by 
striking out has served for such felony or 
felonies" and all that follows through the pe- 
riod and inserting in lieu thereof “has been 
sentenced for such felony or felonies to a 
term of imprisonment of at least 5 years, 
provided that the time for appealing such 
conviction or sentence has expired and the 
sentence has become final.“ 


(b) DEFENSES BASED ON WITHHOLDING OF 
DEPORTATION.—Section 243(h)(2) of the Immi- 
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1253(h)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking out the final sentence and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following new 
subparagraph: 

„E) the alien has been convicted of an ag- 
gravated felony.”’; and 

(2) by striking out the or“ at the end of 
subparagraph (C) and inserting “or” at the 
end of subparagraph (D). 
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SEC. 506. ENHANCING PENALTIES FOR FAILING 
TO DEPART, OR  REENTERING, 
AFTER FINAL ORDER OF DEPORTA- 
TION. 

(a) FAILURE TO DEPART.—Section 242(e) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1252(e)) is amended— 

(1) by striking out “paragraph (2), (3), or 4 
of" the first time it appears, and 

(2) by striking out shall be imprisoned 
not more than ten years" and inserting in 
lieu thereof, shall be imprisoned not more 
than two years, or shall be imprisoned not 
more than ten years if the alien is a member 
of any of the classes described in paragraph 
(2), (3), or (4) of section 241(a)."*. 

(b) REENTRY.—Section 276(b) of the Immi- 
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1326(b)) 
is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) by inserting after commission of" the 
following: “three or more misdemeanors or“, 
and 

(B) by striking out “5” and inserting in 
lieu thereof 10“. 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking out 15% 
and inserting in lieu thereof 20, and 

(3) by adding at the end the following sen- 
tence: 

"For the purposes of this subsection, the 
term 'deportation' shall include any agree- 
ment where an alien stipulates to deporta- 
tion during a criminal trial under either 
Federal or State law.“. 

(c) COLLATERAL ATTACKS ON UNDERLYING 
DEPORTATION ORDER.—Section 276 of the Im- 
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1326) 
is amended by inserting after subsection (b) 
the following new subsection: 

o) In any criminal proceeding under this 
section, no alien may challenge the validity 
of the deportation order described in sub- 
section (ai) or subsection (b) unless the 
alien demonstrates— 

*(1) that the alien exhausted the adminis- 
trative remedies (if any) that may have been 
available to seek relief against such order, 

“(2) that the deportation proceedings at 
which such order was issued improperly de- 
prived the alien of the opportunity for judi- 
cial review, and 

“(3) that the entry of such order was fun- 
damentally unfair.“. 

SEC. 507. MISCELLANEOUS AND TECHNICAL 
CHANGES. 

(a) FORM OF DEPORTATION HEARINGS.—The 
second sentence of section 242(b) of the Im- 
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1252(b) is amended by inserting before the 
period the following: ''; except that nothing 
in this subsection shall preclude the Attor- 
ney General from authorizing proceedings by 
electronic or telephonic medía (with or with- 
out the consent of the alien) or, where 
waived or agreed to by the parties, in the ab- 
sence of the alien.“ 

(b) CONSTRUCTION OF EXPEDITED DEPORTA- 
TION REQUIREMENTS.— No amendment made 
by this Act and nothing in section 242(i) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1252(i)), shall be construed to create 
any right or benefit, substantive or proce- 
dural, which is legally enforceable by any 
party against the United States, its agen- 
cies, its officers or any other person. 

SEC. 508. CRIMINAL ALIEN TRACKING CENTER. 

(a) OPERATION.—The Commissioner of Im- 
migration and Naturalization, with the co- 
operation of the Director of the Federal Bu- 
reau of Investigation and the heads of other 
agencies, shall, under the authority of sec- 
tion 242(a)(3)(A) of the Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1252(a)(3)(A)), operate 
a criminal alien tracking center. 


(b) PURPOSE.—The criminal alien tracking 
center shall be used to assist Federal, State, 
and local law enforcement agencies in identi- 
fying and locating aliens who may be subject 
to deportation by reason of their conviction 
of aggravated felonies. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $2,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1995 and $5,000,000 for each of the fiscal 
years 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999. 

SEC. 509, PRISONER TRANSFER TREATY STUDY. 

(a) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
180 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of State and the At- 
torney General shall submit to the Congress 
a report that describes the use and effective- 
ness of the Prisoner Transfer Treaty with 
Mexico to remove from the United States 
aliens who have been convicted of crimes in 
the United States. 

(b) USE OF TREATY.—The report under sub- 
section (a) shall include the following infor- 
mation: 

(1) The number of aliens convicted of a 
criminal offense in the United States since 
November 30, 1977, who would have been or 
are eligible for transfer pursuant to the 
Treaty. 

(2) The number of aliens described in para- 
graph (1) who have been transferred pursuant 
to the Treaty. 

(3) The number of aliens described in para- 
graph (2) who have been incarcerated in full 
compliance with the Treaty. 

(4) The number of aliens who are incarcer- 
ated in a penal institution in the United 
States who are eligible for transfer pursuant 
to the Treaty. 

(5) The number of aliens described in para- 
graph (4) who are incarcerated in State and 
local penal institutions. 

(c) EFFECTIVENESS OF TREATY.—The report 
under subsection (a) shall include the rec- 
ommendations of the Secretary of State and 
the Attorney General to increase the effec- 
tiveness and use of, and full compliance 
with, the Treaty. In considering the rec- 
ommendations under this subsection, the 
Secretary and the Attorney General shall 
consult with such State and local officials in 
areas disproportionately impacted by aliens 
convicted of criminal offenses as the Sec- 
retary and the Attorney General consider ap- 
propriate. Such recommendations shall ad- 
dress the following areas: 

(1) Changes in Federal laws, regulations, 
and policies affecting the identification, 
prosecution, and deportation of aliens who 
have committed a criminal offense in the 
United States. 

(2) Changes in State and local laws, regula- 
tions, and policies affecting the identifica- 
tion, prosecution, and deportation of aliens 
who have committed a criminal offense in 
the United States. 

(3) Changes in the Treaty that may be nec- 
essary to increase the number of aliens con- 
victed of crimes who may be transferred pur- 
suant to the Treaty. 

(4) Methods for preventing the unlawful re- 
entry into the United States of aliens who 
have been convicted of criminal offenses in 
the United States and transferred pursuant 
to the Treaty. 

(5) Any recommendations of appropriate 
officials of the Mexican Government on pro- 
grams to achieve the goals of, and ensure full 
compliance with, the Treaty. 

(6) An assessment of whether the rec- 
ommendations under this subsection require 
the renegotiation of the Treaty. 

(7) The additional funds required to imple- 
ment each recommendation under this sub- 
section. 


(d) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, 
the term “Prisoner Transfer Treaty with 
Mexico" or Treaty“ refers to the Treaty 
Between the United States of America and 
the United Mexican States on the Execution 
of Penal Sentences, done at Mexico City on 
November 25, 1976 (28 U.S.T. 7399). 

SEC. 510. EXPEDITING CRIMINAL ALIEN DEPOR- 
TATION AND EXCLUSION. 

(a) CONVICTED DEFINED.—Section 241(a)(2) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1251(a)(2)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subparagraph: 

"(E) CONVICTED DEFINED.—In this para- 
graph, the term 'convicted' means a judge or 
jury has found the alien guilty or the alien 
has entered a plea of guilty or nolo 
contendere, whether or not the alien appeals 
therefrom."'. 

(b) DEPORTATION OF CONVICTED ALIENS.— 

(1) IMMEDIATE DEPORTATION.—Section 242(h) 
of such Act (8 U.S.C. 1252(h)) is amended— 

(A) by striking (öh) An alien" and insert- 
ing '(h)1) Subject to paragraph (2) an 
alien"; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 


paragraph: 

*(2) An alien sentenced to imprisonment 
may be deported prior to the termination of 
such imprisonment by the release of the 
alien from confinement, if the Service peti- 
tions the appropriate court or other entity 
with authority concerning the alien to re- 
lease the alien into the custody of the Serv- 
ice for execution of an order of deporta- 
tion.". 

(2) PROHIBITION OF REENTRY INTO THE UNIT- 
ED STATES.—Section 212(a)2) of such Act (8 
U.S.C. 1182(a)(2)) is amended— 

(A) by redesignating subparagraph (F) as 
subparagraph (G); and 

(B) by inserting after subparagraph (E) the 
following new subparagraph: 

(F) ALIENS DEPORTED BEFORE SERVING MIN- 
IMUM PERIOD OF CONFINEMENT.—In addition to 
any other period of exclusion which may 
apply an alien deported pursuant to section 
242(h)(2) is excludable during the minimum 
period of confinement to which the alien was 
sentenced.". 

(c) EXECUTION OF DEPORTATION ORDERS.— 
Section 242(i) of such Act (8 U.S.C. 1252(1)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
"An order of deportation may not be exe- 
cuted until all direct appeals relating to the 
conviction which is the basis of the deporta- 
tion order have been exhausted.“ 

SEC. 511. INCARCERATION OF OR PAYMENT FOR 
CRIMINAL ALIENS BY THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT. 


(a) DEFINITION.—In this section, the phrase 
"criminal alien who has been convicted of a 
felony and is incarcerated in à State or local 
correctional facility“ means an alien who— 

(1XA) is in the United States in violation 
of the immigration laws; or 

(B) is deportable or excludable under the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101 et seq.); and 

(2) has been convicted of a felony under 
State or local law and incarcerated in à cor- 
rectional facility of the State or a subdivi- 
sion of the State. 

(b) FEDERAL CUSTODY.—At the request of a 
State or political subdivision of a State, the 
Attorney General shall— 

(1X A) take custody of a criminal alien who 
has been convicted of a felony and is incar- 
cerated in a State or local correctional facil- 
ity; and 

(B) provide for the imprisonment of the 
criminal alien in a Federal prison in accord- 
ance with the sentence of the State court; or 

(2) enter into a contractual arrangement 
with the State or local government to com- 
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pensate the State or local government for in- 
carcerating alien criminals for the duration 
of their sentences. 
TITLE VI—TERRORIST ALIENS 

SEC. 601. REMOVAL OF ALIEN TERRORISTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101 et seq.) is amend- 
ed by inserting the following new section: 


"REMOVAL OF ALIEN TERRORISTS 


"SEC. 2420. (a) DEFINITIONS.—As used in 
this section— 

"(1) the term 'alien terrorist' means any 
alien described in section 241(a)(4)(B); 

“(2) the term ‘classified information’ has 
the same meaning as defined in section 1(a) 
of the Classified Information Procedures Act 
(18 U.S.C. App. IV); 

"(3) the term 'national security' has the 
same meaning as defined in section l(b) of 
the Classified Information Procedures Act 
(18 U.S.C. App. IV); 

*"(4) the term ‘special court’ means the 
court described in subsection (c) of this sec- 
tion; and 

“(5) the term ‘special removal hearing’ 
means the hearing described in subsection 
(e) of this section. 

"(b) APPLICATION FOR USE OF PROCE- 
DURES.—The provisions of this section shall 
apply whenever the Attorney General cer- 
tifies under seal to the special court that— 

(I) the Attorney General or Deputy Attor- 
ney General has approved of the proceeding 
under this section; 

*(2) an alien terrorist is physically present 
in the United States; and 

"(3) removal of such alien terrorist by de- 
portation proceedings described in sections 
242, 242A, or 242B would pose a risk to the na- 
tional security of the United States because 
such proceedings would disclose classified in- 
formation. 

*(c) SPECIAL COURT.—(1) The Chief Justice 
of the United States shall publicly designate 
up to 7 judges from up to 7 United States ju- 
dicial districts to hear and decide cases aris- 
ing under this section, in a manner consist- 
ent with the designation of judges described 
in section 103(a) of the Foreign Intelligence 
Surveillance Act (50 U.S.C. 1803(a)). 

(2) The Chief Justice may, in the Chief 
Justice's discretion, designate the same 
judges under this section as are designated 
pursuant to section 1803(a) of title 50, United 
States Code. 

"(d) INVOCATION OF SPECIAL COURT PROCE- 
DURE.—(1) When the Attorney General makes 
the application described in subsection (b), a 
single judge of the special court shall con- 
sider the application in camera and ex parte. 

(2) The judge shall invoke the procedures 
of subsection (e), if the judge determines 
that there is probable cause to believe that— 

„) the alien who is the subject of the ap- 
plication has been correctly identified; 

B) a deportation proceeding described in 
sections 242, 242A, or 242B would pose a risk 
to the national security of the United States 
because such proceedings would disclose 
classified information; and 

„(O) the threat posed by the alien's phys- 
ical presence is immediate and involves the 
risk of death or serious bodily harm. 

"(e) SPECIAL REMOVAL HEARING.—(1) Ex- 
cept as provided in paragraph (4), the special 
removal hearing authorized by a showing of 
probable cause described in subsection (d)(2) 
shall be open to the public. 

(2) The alien shall have a right to be 
present at such hearing and to be rep- 
resented by counsel. Any alien financially 
unable to obtain counsel shall be entitled to 
have counsel assigned to represent such 
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alien. Counsel may be appointed as described 
in section 3006A of title 18, United States 
Code. 

(3) The alien shall have a right to intro- 
duce evidence on his own behalf, and except 
as provided in paragraph (4), shall have a 
right to cross-examine any witness or re- 
quest that the judge issue a subpoena for the 
presence of a named witness. 

“(4) The judge shall authorize the intro- 
duction in camera and ex parte of any item 
of evidence for which the judge determines 
that public disclosure would pose a risk to 
the national security of the United States 
because it would disclose classified informa- 
tion. 

*(5) With respect to any evidence described 
in paragraph (4), the judge shall cause to be 
delivered to the alien either— 

"(A)1) the substitution for such evidence 
of a statement admitting relevant facts that 
the specific evidence would tend to prove, or 
(ii) the substitution for such evidence of a 
summary of the specific evidence; or 

(B) if disclosure of even the substituted 
evidence described in subparagraph (A) 
would create a substantial risk of death or 
serious bodily harm to any person, a state- 
ment informing the alien that no such sum- 
mary is possible. 

“(6) If the judge determines— 

"(A) that the substituted evidence de- 
scribed in paragraph (4)(B) will provide the 
alien with substantially the same ability to 
make his defense as would disclosure of the 
specific evidence, or 

(B) that disclosure of even the substituted 
evidence described in paragraph (5)(A) would 
create a substantial risk of death or serious 
bodily harm to any person, 
then the determination of deportation (de- 
scribed in subsection (f)) may be made pursu- 
ant to this section. 

*(f) DETERMINATION OF DEPORTATION.—(1) If 
the determination in subsection (e)(6)(A) has 
been made, the judge shall, considering the 
evidence on the record as a whole, require 
that the alien be deported if the Attorney 
General proves, by clear and convincing evi- 
dence, that the alien is subject to deporta- 
tion because he is an alien as described in 
section 241(a)(4)(B). 

“(2) If the determination in subsection 
(e)(6)(B) has been made, the judge shall, con- 
sidering the evidence received (in camera 
and otherwise), require that the allen be de- 
ported if the Attorney General proves, by 
clear, convincing, and unequivocal evidence, 
that the alien is subject to deportation be- 
cause he is an alien as described in section 
241(a)(4)(B). 

"(g) APPEALS.—(1) The alien may appeal a 
determination under subsection (f) to the 
Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit, by 
filing a notice of appeal with such court 
within 20 days of the determination under 
such subsection. 

*(2)((A) The Attorney General may appeal a 
determination under subsection (d), (e), or (f) 
to the court of appeals for the Federal Cir- 
cuit, by filing a notice of appeal with such 
court within 20 days of the determination 
under any one of such subsections. 

(B) When requested by the Attorney Gen- 
eral, the entire record of the proceeding 
under this section shall be transmitted to 
the court of appeals under seal. If the Attor- 
ney General is appealing a determination 
under subsection (d) or (e), the court of ap- 
peals shall consider such appeal in camera 
and ex parte. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1295(a) of title 28, United States Code, is 
amended— 


May 11, 1994 


(1) by striking "and" at the end of para- 
graph (13); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (14) and inserting ''; and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

(15) of an appeal under section 242C(g) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act.“. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act is amended by inserting after the item 
relating to section 242B the following new 
item: 

“Sec. 242C. Removal of alien terrorists.’’. 
MEMBERSHIP IN A TERRORIST ORGANI- 
ZATION AS A BASIS FOR EXCLUSION 
FROM THE UNITED STATES UNDER 
THE IMMIGRATION AND NATIONAL- 
ITY ACT. 

Section 212(a)(3)(B) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(3)(B)) is 
amended— 

(1) in clause (i)(II) by inserting or“ at the 

end; 
(2) by adding after clause (i)(II) the follow- 
ing: 
"(III) is a member of an organization that 
engages in, or has engaged in, terrorist ac- 
tivity or who actively supports or advocates 
terrorist activity,“: and 

(3) by adding after clause (iii) the follow- 
ing: 
(iv) TERRORIST ORGANIZATION DEFINED.— 
As used in this Act, the term 'terrorist orga- 
nization' means an organization which com- 
mits terrorist activity as determined by the 
Attorney General, in consultation with the 
Secretary of State.“ 


TITLE VII—INSPECTIONS 
SEC. 701. PREINSPECTION AT FOREIGN AIR- 
PORTS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—The Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act is amended by inserting after 
section 235 the following new section: 


"PREINSPECTION AT FOREIGN AIRPORTS 


"SEC. 235A. (a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PRE- 
INSPECTION STATIONS.—(1) Subject to para- 
graph (4), not later than 2 years after the 
date of the enactment of this section, the At- 
torney General, in consultation with the 
Secretary of State, shall establish and main- 
tain preinspection stations in at least 5 of 
the foreign airports that are among the 10 
foreign airports which the Attorney General 
identifies as serving as last points of depar- 
ture for the greatest numbers of passengers 
who arrive from abroad by air at ports of 
entry within the United States. Such 
preinspection stations shall be in addition to 
any preinspection stations established prior 
to the date of the enactment of this section. 

"(2) Not later than November 1, 1994, and 
each subsequent November 1, the Attorney 
General shall compile data identifying— 

"(A) the foreign airports which served as 
last points of departure for aliens who ar- 
rived by air at United States ports of entry 
without valid documentation during the pre- 
ceding fiscal years, 

“(B) the number and nationality of such 
aliens arriving from each such foreign air- 
port, and 

"(C) the primary routes such aliens fol- 
lowed from their country of origin to the 
United States. 

"(3) Subject to paragraph (4) not later 
than 4 years after the date of enactment of 
this section, the Attorney General, in con- 
sultation with the Secretary of State, shall 
establish preinspection stations in at least 5 
additional foreign airports which the Attor- 
ney General, in consultation with the Sec- 
retary of State, determines based on the 
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data compiled under paragraph (2) and such 
other information as may be available would 
most effectively reduce the number of aliens 
who arrive from abroad by air at points of 
entry within the United States without valid 
documentation. Such preinspection stations 
shall be in addition to those established 
prior to or pursuant to paragraph (1). 

"(4) Prior to the establishment of a 
preinspection station the Attorney General, 
in consultation with the Secretary of State, 
shall ensure that— 

(A) employees of the United States sta- 
tioned at the preinspection station and their 
accompanying family members will receive 
appropriate protection, 

(B) such employees and their families will 
not be subject to unreasonable risks to their 
welfare and safety, and 

"(C) the country in which the 
preinspection station is to be established 
maintains practices and procedures with re- 
spect to asylum seekers and refugees in ac- 
cordance with the Convention Relating to 
the Status of Refugees (done at Geneva, July 
28, 1951), or the Protocol Relating to the Sta- 
tus of Refugees (done at New York, January 
31, 1967). 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF CARRIER CONSULT- 
ANT PROGRAM.—The Attorney General shall 
assign additional immigration officers to as- 
sist air carriers in the detection of fraudu- 
lent documents at foreign airports which, 
based on the records maintained pursuant to 
subsection (a)(2), served as a point of depar- 
ture for a significant number of arrivals at 
United States ports of entry without valid 
documentation, but where no preinspection 
station exists. 

"(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 235 the following 
new item: 

"Sec. 235A. Preinspection at foreign air- 
ports.“ 

SEC. 702. TRAINING OF AIRLINE PERSONNEL IN 

DETECTION OF FRAUDULENT DOCU- 


(a) USE OF FUNDS.—Section 286(h)(2XA) (8 
U.S.C. 1356(h)(2)(A)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (iv), by inserting , including 
training of, and technical assistance to, com- 
mercial airline personnel on such detection" 
after United States", and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“The Attorney General shall provide for ex- 
penditures for training and assistance de- 
Scribed in clause (iv) in an amount, for any 
fiscal year, not less than 5 percent of the 
total of the expenses incurred that are de- 
scribed in the previous sentence."’. 

(b) COMPLIANCE WITH DETECTION REGULA- 
TIONS.—Section 212(f) (8 U.S.C. 1182(f)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
“Whenever the Attorney General finds that a 
commercial airline has failed to comply with 
regulations of the Attorney General relating 
to requirements of airlines for the detection 
of fraudulent documents used by passengers 
traveling to the United States (including the 
training of personnel in such detection), the 
Attorney General may suspend the entry of 
some or all aliens transported to the United 
States by such airline.“ 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 

(1) The amendments made by subsection 
(a) shall apply to expenses incurred during or 
after fiscal year 1994. 

(2) The Attorney General shall first issue, 
in proposed form, regulations referred to in 
the second sentence of section 212(f) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, as added 
by the amendment made by subsection (b), 
by not later than 90 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
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SEC. 703. PASSPORT AND VISA OFFENSES PEN- 
ALTIES IMPROVEMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 75 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in section 1541, by striking not more 
than $500 or imprisoned not more than one 
year" and inserting under this title or im- 
prisoned not more than 10 years”; 

(2) in each of sections 1542, 1543, and 1544, 
by striking ‘‘not more than $2,000 or impris- 
oned not more than five years” and inserting 
"under this title or imprisoned not more 
than 10 years"; 

(3) in section 1545, by striking not more 
than $2,000 or imprisoned not more than 
three years“ and inserting under this title 
or imprisoned not more than 10 years”; 

(4) in section 1546(a), by striking five 
years” and inserting ''10 years“; 

(5) in section 1546(b), by striking “in ac- 
cordance with this title, or imprisoned not 
more than two years" and inserting “under 
this title or imprisoned not more than 10 
years”; and 

(6) by adding at the end the following: 
“$1547. Alternative imprisonment maximum 

for certain offenses 

"Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this title, the maximum term of imprison- 
ment that may be imposed for an offense 
under this chapter (other than an offense 
under section 1545)— 

"(1) if committed to facilitate a drug traf- 
ficking crime (as defined in 929(a) of this 
title) is 15 years; and 

“(2) if committed to facilitate an act of 
international terrorism (as defined in sec- 
tion 2331 of this title) is 20 years.“. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 75 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new item: 
1547. Alternative imprisonment maximum 

for certain offenses."'. 

(c) ASSET FORFEITURE.—Section 981(a)(1) of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting after subparagraph (F) the follow- 
ing: 
"(G) Any property used in committing an 
offense under section 1543 or 1546 of this title 
or for which the maximum authorized im- 
prisonment is set by section 1547 of this 
title.“. 

TITLE VIII—ASYLUM 
SEC. 801. INSPECTION AND EXCLUSION BY IMMI- 
GRATION OFFICERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 235(b) (8 U.S.C. 
1225(b)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(b) INSPECTION AND EXCLUSION BY IMMI- 
GRATION OFFICERS.— 

(1) An immigration officer shall inspect 
each alien who is seeking entry to the Unit- 
ed States. 

*(2)(A) If the examining immigration offi- 
cer determines that an alien seeking entry— 

„ does not present the documentation re- 
quired (if any) to obtain legal entry to the 
United States; and 

(ii) does not indicate either an intention 
to apply for provisional asylum (under sec- 
tion 208) or a fear of persecution, 


the officer shall order the alien excluded 
from the United States without further hear- 
ing or review. 

"(B) The examining immigration officer 
shall refer for immediate inspection at the 
port of entry by an asylum officer under sub- 
paragraph (C) any alien who (i) does not 
present the documentation required (if any) 
to obtain legal entry to the United States, 
and (ii) has indicated an intention to apply 
for provisional asylum or a fear of persecu- 
tion. Such an alien shall not be considered to 
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have been inspected and admitted for pur- 
poses of this Act. 

*(C)(1) If an asylum officer determines that 
an alien has a credible fear of persecution, 
the alien shall be entitled to apply for provi- 
sional asylum under section 208. 

(10% 0 Subject to subclause (II), if an asy- 
]um officer determines that an alien does not 
have a credible fear of persecution the officer 
shall order the alien excluded from the Unit- 
ed States without further hearing or review. 

"(ID The Attorney General shall promul- 
gate regulations to provide for the imme- 
diate review by another asylum officer at the 
port of entry of a decision under subclause 
(D. 
„(iii) For the purposes of this subpara- 
graph, the term 'credible fear of persecution' 
means (I) that it is more probable than not 
that the statements made by the alien in 
support of his or her claim are true, and (II) 
that there is a significant possibility, in 
light of such statements and of such other 
facts as are known to the officer that the 
alien could establish eligibility for provi- 
sional asylum under section 208. 

(v) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, no court shall have jurisdiction to re- 
view, except by petition for habeas corpus, 
any determination made with respect to an 
alien found excludable pursuant to this para- 
graph. In any such case, review by habeas 
corpus shall be limited to examination of 
whether the petitioner (D is an alien, and (II) 
was ordered excluded from the United States 
pursuant to this paragraph. 

“(v) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, no court shall have jurisdiction (I) to 
review the procedures established by the At- 
torney General for the determination of ex- 
clusion pursuant to this paragraph, or (II) to 
enter declaratory or injunctive relief with 
respect to the implementation of this para- 
graph. Regardless of the nature of the suit or 
claim, no court shall have jurisdiction ex- 
cept by habeas corpus petition as provided in 
clause (iv) to consider the validity of any ad- 
judication or determination under this para- 
graph or to provide declaratory or injunctive 
relief with respect to the exclusion of any 
alien pursuant to this paragraph. 

(vi) In any action brought for the assess- 
ment of penalties for improper entry or re- 
entry of an alien under section 275 or 276, no 
court shall have jurisdiction to hear claims 
collaterally attacking the validity of orders 
of exclusion or deportation entered under 
sections 235, 236, and 242. 

*"(3)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), if the examining immigration officer de- 
termines that an alien seeking entry is not 
clearly and beyond a doubt entitled to enter, 
the alien shall be detained for à hearing be- 
fore a special inquiry officer. 

B) The provisions of subparagraph (A) 
shall not apply— 

“(i) to an alien crewman, 

(ii) to an alien described in paragraph 
(2)(A) or 2(B), or 

“(iii) if the conditions described in section 
273(d) exist. 

(4) The decision of the examining immi- 
gration officer, if favorable to the admission 
of any alien, shall be subject to challenge by 
any other immigration officer and such chal- 
lenge shall operate to take the alien, whose 
privilege to enter is so challenged, before a 
special inquiry officer for a hearing on exclu- 
sion of the alien. 

"(5) An alien has not entered the United 
States for purposes of this Act unless and 
until such alien has been inspected and ad- 
mitted by an immigration officer pursuant 
to this subsection. 
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(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
237(a) (8 U.S.C. 1227(a)) is amended— 

(1) in the second sentence of paragraph (1), 
by striking Deportation“ and inserting 
"Subject to section 235(b)2), deportation”; 
and 

(2) in the first sentence of paragraph (2), by 
striking If“ and inserting ‘‘Subject to sec- 
tion 235(b)(2), if”. 

SEC. 802. ASYLUM. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 208 (8 U.S.C. 1158) 
is amended to read as follows: 


*SEC. 208. ASYLUM.- 


(a) PROVISIONAL ASYLUM.— 

“(1) RIGHT TO APPLY.—The Attorney Gen- 
eral shall establish a procedure for an alien 
physically present in the United States or at 
a land border or port of entry, irrespective of 
such alien's status, to apply for provisional 
asylum in accordance with this section. 

(2) CONDITIONS FOR GRANTING.— 

(A) MANDATORY CASES.—The Attorney 
General shall grant provisional asylum to an 
alien if the alien applies for provisional asy- 
lum in accordance with the requirements of 
this section and establishes that it is more 
likely than not that in the alien's country of 
nationality (or, in the case of a person hav- 
ing no nationality, the country in which 
such alien last habitually resided) such 
alien's life or freedom would be threatened 
on account of race, religion, nationality, 
membership in a particular social group, or 
political opinion. 

"(B) DISCRETIONARY CASES.—The Attorney 
General may grant provisional asylum to an 
alien if the alien applies for provisional asy- 
lum in accordance with the requirements of 
this section and establishes that the alien is 
a refugee within the meaning of section 
101(a)(42). 

"(C) EXCEPTIONS.—(i) Subparagraphs (A) 
and (B) shall not apply to an alien if the At- 
torney General determines that— 

J the alien ordered, incited, assisted, or 
otherwise participated in the persecution of 
any person on account of race, religion, na- 
tionality, membership in a particular social 
group, or political opinion; 

„(II) the alien, having been convicted by a 
final judgment of a particularly serious 
crime, constitutes a danger to the commu- 
nity of the United States; 

(III) there are serious reasons for believ- 
ing that the alien has committed a serious 
nonpolitical crime outside the United States 
prior to the arrival of the alien in the United 
States; 

(IV) there are reasonable grounds for re- 
garding the alien as a danger to the security 
of the United States; or 

"(V) a country willing to accept the alien 
has been identified (other than the country 
described in subparagraph (A)) to which the 
alien can be deported or returned and the 
alien does not establish that it is more likely 
than not that the alien's life or freedom 
would be threatened in such country on ac- 
count of race, religion, nationality, member- 
ship in a particular social group, or political 
opinion. 

“GiXI) For purposes of clause (De, an 
alien who has been convicted of an aggra- 
vated felony shall be considered to have 
committed a particularly serious crime. 

"(ID The Attorney General shall promul- 
gate regulations that specify additional 
crimes that will be considered to be a crime 
described in clause (iXII) or (III). 

“(IID The Attorney General shall promul- 
gate regulations establishing such additional 
limitations and conditions as the Attorney 
General considers appropriate under which 
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an alien shall be ineligible to apply for provi- 
sional asylum under subparagraph (B). 

"(3) PROVISIONAL ASYLUM STATUS.—In the 
case of any alien granted provisional asylum 
under paragraph (20A), the Attorney Gen- 
eral, in accordance with this section— 

A shall not deport or return the alien to 
the country described under paragraph 
(2A); 

(B) shall authorize the alien to engage in 
employment in the United States and pro- 
vide the alien with an ‘employment author- 
ized' endorsement or other appropriate work 
permit; and 

"(C) may allow the alien to travel abroad 
with the prior consent of the Attorney Gen- 
eral. 

“(4) 'TERMINATION.—Provisional asylum 
granted under paragraph (2) may be termi- 
nated if the Attorney General, pursuant to 
such regulations as the Attorney General 
may prescribe, determines that— 

H(A) the alien no longer meets the condi- 
tions described in paragraph (2) owing to a 
change in circumstances in the alien’s coun- 
try of nationality or, in the case of an alien 
having no nationality, in the country in 
which the alien last habitually resided; 

(B) the alien meets a condition described 
in paragraph (2X0); or 

"(C) a country willing to accept the alien 
has been identified (other than the country 
described in paragraph (2)) to which the alien 
can be deported or returned and the alien 
cannot establish that it is more likely than 
not that the alien's life or freedom would be 
threatened in such country on account of 
race, religion, nationality, membership in a 
particular social group, or political opinion. 

(5) ACCEPTANCE BY ANOTHER COUNTRY.—In 
the case of an alien described in paragraph 
(2(C)(i)(V) or paragraph (4)(C), the alien's de- 
portation or return shall be directed by the 
Attorney General in the sole discretion of 
the Attorney General, to any country which 
is willing to accept the alien into its terri- 
tory (other than the country described in 
paragraph (2)(A)). 

*(b) PROVISIONAL ASYLUM APPLICATIONS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.— 

"(A) DEADLINE.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), an alien's application for provisional 
asylum shall not be considered under this 
section unless— 

“(i) the alien has filed, not later than 30 
days after entering or coming to the United 
States, notice of intention to file such an ap- 
plication, and 

"(ii) such application ís actually filed not 
later than 60 days after entering or coming 
to the United States. 

"(B) EXCEPTION.—An application for provi- 
sional asylum may be considered, not with- 
standing that the requirements of subpara- 
graph (A) have not been met, only if the 
alien demonstrates by clear and convincing 
evidence changed circumstances in the 
alien's country of nationality (or in the case 
of an alien with no nationality, in the coun- 
try where the alien last habitually resided) 
affecting eligibility for provisional asylum. 

“(2) REQUIREMENTS.—An application for 
provisional asylum shall not be considered 
unless the alien submits to the taking of fin- 
gerprints and a photograph in a manner de- 
termined by the Attorney General. 

"(3) PREVIOUS DENIAL OF ASYLUM.—An ap- 
plication for provisional asylum shall not be 
considered if the alien has been denied asy- 
lum by a country in which the alien had ac- 
cess to a full and fair procedure for deter- 
mining his or her asylum claim in accord- 
ance with a bilateral or multilateral agree- 
ment between that country and the United 
States. 
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“(4) FEES.—In the discretion of the Attor- 
ney General, the Attorney General may im- 
pose reasonable fees for the consideration of 
an application for provisional asylum, for 
employment authorization under this sec- 
tion, and for adjustment of status under sec- 
tion 209(b). The Attorney General is author- 
ized to provide for the assessment and pay- 
ment of any such fee over a period of time or 
by installments. 

“(5) EMPLOYMENT.—An applicant for provi- 
sional asylum is not entitled to engage in 
employment in the United States. The At- 
torney General may authorize an alien who 
has filed an application for provisional asy- 
lum to engage in employment in the United 
States, in the discretion of the Attorney 
General. 

*(6) NOTICE OF CONSEQUENCES OF FRIVOLOUS 
APPLICATIONS.—At the time of filing a notice 
of intention to apply for provisional asylum, 
the alien shall be advised of the con- 
sequences, under subsection (e), of filing a 
frivolous application for provisional asylum. 

"(c) SANCTIONS FOR FAILURE TO APPEAR.— 

() Subject to paragraph (2), the applica- 
tion for provisional asylum of an alien who 
does not appear for a hearing on such appli- 
cation shall be summarily dismissed unless 
the alien can show exceptional cir- 
cumstances (as defined in section 242B(f)(2)) 
as determined by an asylum officer or immi- 
gration judge. 

*(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply if writ- 
ten and oral notice were not provided to the 
alien of the time and place at which the asy- 
lum hearing was to be held, and in the case 
of any change or postponement in such time 
or place, written and oral notice were pro- 
vided to the alien of the new time or place of 
the hearing. 

(d) ASYLUM.— 

"(1) ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS.—Under such 
regulations as the Attorney General may 
prescribe, the Attorney General shall adjust 
to the status of an alien granted asylum the 
status of any alien granted provisional asy- 
lum under subsection (a)(2)(A) or (a)(2)(B) 
who— 

(J applies for such adjustment; 

"(B) has been physically present in the 
United States for at least 1 year after being 
granted provisional asylum; 

O) continues to be eligible for provisional 
asylum under this section; and 

"(D) is admissible under this Act at the 
time of examination for adjustment of status 
under this subsection. 

(02) TREATMENT OF SPOUSE AND CHILDREN.— 
A spouse or child (as defined in section 
101(bXA), (B), (C), (D), or (E)) of an alien 
whose status is adjusted to that of an alien 
granted asylum under paragraph (a)2) may 
be granted the same status as the alien if ac- 
companying, or following to join, such alien. 

(3) APPLICATION FEES.—The Attorney Gen- 
eral may impose a reasonable fee for the fil- 
ing of an application for asylum under this 
subsection. 

(e) DENIAL OF IMMIGRATION BENEFITS FOR 
FRIVOLOUS APPLICATIONS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—If the Attorney General 
determines that an alien has made a frivo- 
lous application for provisional asylum 
under this section and the alien has received 
the notice under subsection (b)(5), the alien 
shall be permanently ineligible for any bene- 
fits under this Act, effective as of the date of 
a final determination on such application. 

*'(2) TREATMENT OF MATERIAL MISREPRESEN- 
TATIONS.—For purposes of this subsection, an 
application considered to be 'frivolous' in- 
cludes, but is not limited to, an application 
which contains a willful misrepresentation 
or concealment of a material fact.“ 
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(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The item in the 
table of contents relating to section 208 is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 208. Asylum.“ 
SEC. 803, FAILURE TO APPEAR FOR PROVISIONAL 
ASYLUM HEARING; JUDICIAL RE- 


(a) FAILURE TO APPEAR FOR PROVISIONAL 
ASYLUM  HEARING.—Section  242B(eX4) (8 
U.S.C, 1252b(e)(4)) is amended— 

(1) in the heading, by striking “ASYLUM” 
and inserting "PROVISIONAL ASYLUM''; 

(2) by striking "asylum" each place it ap- 
pears and inserting ‘provisional asylum"; 
and 

(3) in subparagraph (A), by striking all 
after clause (iii) and inserting shall not be 
eligible for any benefits under this Act.“. 

(b) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—Section 106 (8 U.S.C. 
1105a) is amended by adding at the end the 
following subsection: 

"(d) The procedure prescribed by, and all 
the provisions of chapter 158 of title 28, Unit- 
ed States Code, shall apply to, and shall be 
the sole and exclusive procedure for, the ju- 
dicial review of all final orders granting or 
denying provisional asylum, except that— 

(J) a petition for review may be filed not 
later than 90 days after the date of the issu- 
ance of the final order granting or denying 
provisional asylum; 

"(2) the venue of any petition for review 
under this subsection shall be in the judicial 
circuit in which the administrative proceed- 
ings were conducted in whole or in part, or 
in the judicial circuit wherein is the resi- 
dence, as defined in this Act, of the peti- 
tioner, but not in more than one circuit; and 

"(3) notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, a determination granting or denying 
provisional asylum based on changed cir- 
cumstances pursuant to section 
208(b)(1)(A)(ii) shall be in the sole discretion 
of the officer conducting the administrative 
proceeding.". 

SEC. 804. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) LIMITATION ON DEPORTATION.—Section 
243 (8 U.S.C. 1253) is amended by striking 
subsection (h). 

(b) ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS.—Section 209(b) 
(8 U.S.C. 1159(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2) by striking one year” 
and inserting “2 years”; and 

(2) by amending paragraph (3) to read as 
follows: 

*(3) continues to be eligible for provisional 
asylum under section 208.“ 

(c) ALIENS INELIGIBLE FOR TEMPORARY PRO- 
TECTED STATUS.—Section 244A(c)(2)YB)() (8 
U.S.C. 1254a(c)(2)(B)(ii)) is amended by strik- 
ing “section 243(h)(2)" and inserting “section 
208(a)(2)(C)”’. 

(d) ELIGIBILITY FOR NATURALIZATION.—Sec- 
tion 316(f)1) (8 U.S.C. 1427(f)(1) is amended 
by striking "subparagraphs (A) through (D) 
of paragraph 243(h)(2)" and inserting ''sec- 
tion 208(a)(2)(C).”’. 

(e) FAMILY UNITY.—Section 301(e) of the 
Immigration Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-649) 
is amended by striking section 243(h)(2)" 
and inserting section 208(a)(2YC)."'. 

SEC. 805. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided, the amendments made by this title 
Shall take effect on the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.— 

(1) The amendments made by this title 
shall not apply to applications for asylum or 
withholding of deportation made before the 
first day of the first month that begins more 
than 180 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act and no application for provisional 
asylum under section 208 of the Immigration 


and Nationality Act (as amended by section 
801 of this title) shall be considered before 
such first day. 

(2) In applying section 208(b)(1)(A) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (as amend- 
ed by this title) in the case of an alien who 
has entered or came to the United States be- 
fore the first day described in paragraph (1), 
notwithstanding the deadlines specified in 
such section— 

(A) the deadline for the filing of a notice of 
intention to file an application for provi- 
sional asylum is 30 days after such first day, 
and 

(B) the deadline for the filing of the appli- 
cation for provisional asylum is 30 days after 
the date of filing such notice. 

(3) The amendments made by section 803(b) 
(relating to adjustment of status) shall not 
apply to aliens granted asylum under section 
208 of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
as in effect before the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 


TITLE IX—FUNDING 

SEC. 901. REDUCTION IN OVERHEAD IN- 
CURRED IN FEDERALLY SPONSORED 
RESEARCH. 


(a)  LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other law, on and after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, each head of a Federal 
agency making a grant to, or entering into a 
contract with, an institution of higher edu- 
cation for research and development, shall— 

(1) reduce the overhead payment rate used 
to pay for indirect costs related to such re- 
search and development to a rate not to ex- 
ceed 50 percent of the modified total direct 
costs that are incurred by such institution 
for such research and development; and 

(2) return the amount saved as a result of 
paragraph (1) to the general fund of the 
Treas 


ury. 

(b CBO  ScoRING.—The Congressional 
Budget Office estimates that the reduction 
in overhead payments for federally funded 
university research required by this section 
will produce savings of $1,240,000,000 over the 
5-year period beginning October 1, 1994, and 
ending September 30, 1999. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For the purpose of this 
section— 

(1) the term indirect costs" means admin- 
istrative costs and the costs of library and 
student services, building and equipment, 
and operations and maintenance; 

(2) the term institution of higher edu- 
cation" has the meaning stated in section 
1201(a) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
(20 U.S.C. 1141(a)); 

(3) the term Federal agency“ means a de- 
partment, agency, or instrumentality of the 
Federal Government (including an executive 
agency (as defined in section 105 of title 5, 
United States Code)); and 

(4) the term “modified total direct costs" 
means the costs of— 

(A) salaries and wages; 

(B) fringe benefits; 

(C) materials, supplies, services and travel; 
and 

(D) awarding a subgrant to, or entering 
into a subcontract for, not more than $25,000. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION SUMMARY OF THE 

ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION CONTROL ACT OF 1994 

TITLE I—INTERDICTION 
Section 101—Physical barriers 

This section will require the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service to install addi- 
tional structures (fences, ditches, etc.) at the 
border to deter unauthorized crossings of 
high illegal entry. . 

Section 102—Border Patrol agents 

There is authorized to be appropriated for 

each of the fiscal years 1995-1999 for salaries 
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and expenses of the Border Patrol such 

amounts as may be necessary to provide for 

an increase in the number of Border Patrol 
agents by 6,000 full-time equivalent agent po- 
sitions and the necessary support personnel. 

Section 103—Interior Repatriation Program 

To deter the “revolving door” of re-entries 
by those just deported to a border area, this 
section requires that illegal entrants (who 

have entered the country illegally at least 3 

prior times) from Canada or Mexico be repa- 

triated to the interior of their countries. 

Section 104—Dentention facilities 

Increase the detention capacity at the bor- 

der, thus allowing increased detention of il- 

legal crossers rather than releasing them 

into the community. Additional structures 
may be built or abandoned military bases 
may be used for this purpose. 

Section 105—Notice to Service to port of entry 
arrivals 

Require that 24 hour notice be given to the 

INS by ships of their arrival so as to permit 

inspection (this notice is already given to 

Customs). 

TITLE II—ALIEN SMUGGLING 
Section 201 Expanded forfeiture for smuggling 
or harboring illegal aliens 
Expand the INS’s current seizure and for- 
feiture authority of conveyances used in the 
smuggling or harboring of illegal aliens to 
include seizure and forfeiture of all property 
in such cases. 

Section 202—Including alien smuggling as a 
racketeering activity for purposes of rack- 
eteering influenced and corrupt organiza- 
tions (RICO) enforcement authority 

Includes alien smuggling as a racketeering 
activity for purposes of RICO enforcement 
authority. 

Section 203—Enhanced penalties for certain 
alien smuggling and for employers who 
knowingly employ smuggled aliens 

Enhanced penalties for any person who 
knowingly contracts or agrees with another 
party for that party to provide for employ- 
ment of an illegal alien and also provides for 
fines and up to 10 years imprisonment. 

Section 204—Wiretap authority for alien smug- 
gling investigations 

Provides federal wiretap authority to aid 
in the criminal investigation of alien smug- 
gling and of fraud related to the misuse of 
visas, permits and other travel documents. 

TITLE III—IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION 
SERVICE INVESTIGATORS 

Section 302—INS investigators 

There is authorized to be appropriated for 
each of fiscal years 1995-1999 for salaries and 
expenses such amounts a8 may be necessary 
to provide for an increase in the number of 

INS investigators by 1,000 full-time equiva- 

lent positions and the necessary support per- 

sonnel; (such as detention and deportation 
personnel). 
TITLE IV—GOVERNMENT BENEFITS 

Section 401—Prohibit benefits for certain cat- 
egories of aliens 

This section prohibits federally funded 
welfare benefits, with the exception of emer- 
gency medical care, for aliens other than 
those lawfully admitted as permanent resi- 
dents, refugees, asylees or parolees. 

Section 402—Unemployment benefits 

Specifically denies unemployment com- 
pensation to aliens who have not been grant- 
ed employment authorization pursuant to 
the INA. 

Section 403—Housing benefits 

Legislates HUD guidelines to prevent sub- 
sidized housing from going to aliens other 
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than those admitted as permanent residents, 

asylees, or parolees. 

Section 404—SAVE system 

Authorizes an increase in automated SAVE 

(Systematic Alien Verification of Entitle- 

ment) system which is used to verify the im- 

migration status of aliens applying for bene- 

fits. 

Section 405— Limitation on Federal financial as- 
sistance to localities that refuse to cooperate 
in the arrest and deportation of unlawful 
aliens 

This section reduces by 20% federal aid to 

"sanctuary cities" that have an official pol- 

icy not to cooperate with the INS or Depart- 

ment of Justice with respect to the arrest 
and detention of illegal aliens. 

Section 406—Uniform vital statistics 


Establishes pilot program (3 of 5 states 
that have the largest numbers of illegal im- 
migrants) a database of birth and death 
records to prevent fraud against the govern- 
ment through the use of false birth or death 
certificates. This will greatly reduce fraud in 
the “breeder” documents that people use to 
get fake cards. 

TITLE V—CRIMINAL ALIENS 


Section 501—Authorizing registration of aliens 
on criminal probation or criminal parole 
Authorizes the registration with the INS of 
aliens on criminal probation or criminal pa- 
role. This is intended to help INS keep track 
of deportable criminal aliens. 


Section 502—Exzrpansion in definition of ''aggra- 
vated felony" 

Expands definition of "aggravated felony" 
for purposes of the Immigration and Nation- 
ality Act (INA). Under this definition, aggra- 
vated felonies include the current offenses 
(murder, drug trafficking, trafficking in fire- 
arms or explosives, money laundering, and 
violent crimes for which the sentence is over 
5 years) plus the following: firearms viola- 
tions, failure to appear before a court to an- 
swer a felony charge, demanding or receiving 
ransom money, unlawful conduct relating to 
RICO, immigration-related offenses includ- 
ing alien smuggling and sale of fraudulent 
documents, child pornography, owning or op- 
erating a prostitution business, treason, and 
tax evasion exceeding $200,000. 


Section 503—Deportation procedures for certain 
criminal aliens who are not permanent resi- 
dents 

Provides for prompt deportation of any 
alien who is not a permanent resident alien 
and whom the Attorney General determines 
is deportable and has been convicted of an 
aggravated felony. A final order of deporta- 
tion could be issued during such alien's im- 
prisonment and executed upon the alien's re- 
lease. 

Eliminates the following procedures for 
non-permanent resident criminal aliens: (1) 
administrative hearing before an immigra- 
tion judge, (2) administrative review of the 
Board of Immigration Appeals of the immi- 
gration judge’s determination, (3) availabil- 
ity of current grounds of relief from deporta- 
tion, and (4) federal court review of the At- 
torney General's deportation on any grounds 
other than whether the person sought to be 
deported is an alien and whether the alien 
has in fact been convicted of an aggravated 
felony. The alien has 14 days to seek federal 
court review before final deportation. 

The expedited deportation proceedings cur- 
rently included in the section 242A and appli- 
cable to all aliens would be limited to per- 
manent resident aliens. Current section 242A 
language allows for the institution of depor- 
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tation proceedings while the alien is incar- 
cerated, with the intent of completing the 
process so that the alien can be deported 
upon his or her release. 


Section 504—Judicial deportation 


Allow federal trial courts to issue an order 
of deportation during the sentencing phase 
of the criminal trial of an alien convicting of 
an aggravated felony. This section applies to 
all criminal aliens, including permanent 
residents. 

Such an order must have been requested by 
the U.S. Attorney with concurrence of the 
INS Commissioner. Notice of intent to seek 
a judicial order of deportation must be given 
promptly after an adjudication of guilt plea. 
The government would still be responsible 
for showing that the defendant is an alien 
subject to deportation and that the crime 
the alien has been convicted of meets the 
definition of an "aggravated felony;" a 
charge containing factual allegations on 
these two matters must be filed at least 20 
days prior to the sentencing date. 

Judicial deportation would replace current 
administrative deportation procedures in 
those cases where it is sought. Aliens found 
deportable under this process would continue 
to have the right to appeal their deportation 
to the appropriate federal circuit court of ap- 

als, 


peals. 
Judicial deportation would not be required 
in every criminal trial of an aggravated 
felon alien, and the Attorney General would 
retain his or her right to seek an administra- 
tive determination of deportability if the 
federal court denies a motíon for judicial de- 
portation. 
Section 505—Restricting defense to deportation 
for certain criminal aliens 


Restricts defenses to deportation for crimi- 
nal aliens convicted of aggravated felonies. 
As a result of amendments made by this sec- 
tion, the only defense to deportation for ag- 
gravated felon aliens would be for permanent 
resident aliens who have lived in the U.S. in 
such status for at least seven years and who 
have been sentenced to less than five years 
imprisonment for such felony. 

Currently, a permanent resident alien is 
ineligible for relief under section 212(c) (for 
permanent resident aliens who have lived in 
the U.S. for seven consecutive years) if he or 
She has served five or more years for one or 
more aggravated felonies. This section would 
amend the language to make aliens who have 
been sentenced to five or more years ineli- 
gible for section 212(c) relief. 

This standard is more relevant to judging 
the seriousness of an offense since dangerous 
criminals are at times released prematurely 
due to prison overcrowding or other reasons 
unrelated to the seriousness of the crime. 
Moreover, the current standard presents a 
serious logistical obstacle to the speedy 
commencement of deportation proceeding 
since it may be unknown until five years 
have been served whether the alien would be 
able to seek relief under section 212(c) 

This section also makes it clear that ag- 
gravated felons may not request or be grant- 
ed withholding of deportation under section 
243(h). The Immigration Act of 1990 unambig- 
uously denied aggravated felon's ability to 
request a hearing on eligibility for withhold- 
ing of deportation was not addressed. Al- 
though the Executive Office for Immigration 
Review has determined that no hearing is 
possible in such cases, litigation on this 
issue is likely. 

This section does not affect the Attorney 
General's authority to designate a country 
other than that of the alien’s nationality for 
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deportation. It is consistent with the intent 

of the UN protocol Relating to the Status of 

Refugees to permit denial of withholding of 

deportation in cases of persons convicted of 

a particularly serious crime.” 

Section 506—Enhanced penalties for failing to 
depart, or reentering, after final order of de- 
portation 

Currently, an alien who is deportable for 
criminal offenses, document fraud, or secu- 
rity risk is subject to criminal penalties of 
up to 10 years of imprisonment for failure to 
depart. However, there are no penalties for 
aliens deportable for other reasons who fail 
to depart. Subsection (a) retains the current 

10 year penalty and provides for criminal 

penalties of up to 2 years imprisonment for 

aliens who are issued deportation orders on 
other grounds and who fail to depart. 

Subsection (b) increases the penalties for 
criminal aliens who reenter the U.S. after 
being formally deported. Currently, an alien 
convicted of a felony other than an aggra- 

vated felony who re-enters is subject to 5 

years in prison and a criminal fine; this sub- 

section extends the penalties to aliens con- 
victed of three or more misdemeanors and 

increases the maximum prison sentence to 10 

years. Aggravated felons who re-enter the 

U.S. currently are subject to criminal fines 

and up to 15 years in prison; thís subsection 

increases the maximum prison sentence to 20 

years. Language also is added to make it 

clear that any alien who stipulates to depor- 
tation during a criminal trial shall be con- 
sidered to have been formally deported. 

Subjection (c) would allow a court in a 
criminal proceeding against a deported alien 
who re-enters the U.S. to re-examine the un- 
derlying deportation order only if the alien 
demonstrates (1) that he/she exhausted avail- 
able administrative remedies, (2) that the de- 
portation proceedings improperly deprive 
the alien of the opportunity for judicial re- 
view, and (3) that the entry of order of depor- 
tation was "fundamentally unfair." This lan- 
guage taken from United States v. Mendoza- 

Lopez, 481 U.S. 828 (1987), is intended to en- 

sure that minimum due process was followed 

in the original deportation proceeding while 
preventing wholesale, time consuming at- 
tacks on underlying deportation orders. 

Section 507—Miscellaneous and technical 
changes 

Responds to two holdings of the 9th Cir- 
cuit. Subsection (a) makes it clear that de- 
portation proceedings may be conducted 
telephonically, where waived or agreed to by 
the parties, in the absence of the alien. 

Subsection (b) makes it clear that nothing 
in this Act (directing the AG to begin depor- 
tation proceedings as quickly as possible 
after a conviction) shall be construed to cre- 
ate a legally enforceable right or benefit. 

Section 508—Criminal alien tracking center 

Utilize a criminal alien tracking center 
that can assist Federal, state and local law 
enforcement agencies to track aliens who 
may be subject to deportation by reason of 
their conviction of aggravated felonies 
through their prison sentences and after- 
wards until they are deported. 

Section 509—Prison transfer treaty study 

Require the Attorney General and the Sec- 
retary of State to report on the use and ef- 
fectiveness of the Prisoner Transfer Treaty 
with Mexico, to remove from the U.S. aliens 
who have been convicted of crimes in the 

U.S. 

Section 510—Exrpediting criminal alien deporta- 
tion and exclusion 

This Section will allow the deportation of 
a criminal alien, in certain cases, prior to 
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completion of his/her sentence if the INS pe- 
titions the appropriate court or authority to 
release the alien to the Service in order to 
execute an order of deportation. If the alien 
returns to the U.S. he will have to serve the 
remainder of his sentence and serve addi- 
tional time for immigration violations. 


Section 511—Incarceration of or payment for 
criminal aliens by the Federal Government 

This section requires the Federal govern- 
ment to take custody of criminal aliens who 
are incarcerated in state or local correc- 
tional facilities or else contract with the 
state or local government to pay for the cost 
of incarceration. 


TITLE VI—TERRORIST ALIENS 
Section 601—Removal of alien terrorists 


In deporting alien terrorists, this section 
establishes the use of special court proce- 
dures when a deportation proceeding would 
pose a risk to the national security of the 
U.S. because such proceedings would disclose 
classified information. In addition to permit- 
ting the use of classified information, this 
section also addresses appeals procedures in 
such cases. 


Section 602—Membership in a terrorist organiza- 
tion as a basis for exclusion from the U.S. 
under the Immigration and Nationality Act 


The section provides that membership in a 
terrorist organization is sufficient cause for 
exclusion. 

TITLE VIII—INSPECTIONS 
Section 701—Preinspection at foreign airports 

Preinspection both combats illegal immi- 
gration by preventing undocumented aliens 
from reaching U.S. soil and reduces delays at 
domestic airports. This section provides for 
INS to establish preinspection stations at 5 
of the 10 most heavily trafficked foreign air- 
ports within 2 years of this bill's enactment 
and to establish another 5 in 4 years. 

This section requires that before establish- 
ing a preinspection station, the Attorney 
General shall ensure that U.S. employees at 
the station and their families will receive 
protection and will not be subject to safety 
risks, and that the country in which the sta- 
tion is established maintains practices and 
procedures in accordance with the 1951 Con- 
vention Relating to the Status of Refugees. 


Section 702— Training of airline personnel in de- 
tection of fraudulent documents 


Airline Personnel at foreign airports must 
examine a passenger's travel documents be- 
fore the passenger boards the airplane. How- 
ever, many aliens are boarding airplanes 
headed for the U.S. by using fraudulent docu- 
ments, indicating that airline personnel are 
not receiving adequate training to detect 
such documents. 

This section requires INS to use at least 
5% of the money in the Inspections Fee Ac- 
count in order to train airline personnel in 
the detection of fraudulent documents. If an 
airline fails to participate in INS training 
programs regarding the detection of fraudu- 
lent documents, the Attorney General may 
suspend the airline's landing rights. 

Section 703—Passport and visa offenses pen- 
alties 

Modify the penalties for certain passport 
and visa related fraud. 

TITLE VIII—ASYLUM 
Section 801—Inspection and exclusion by immi- 
gration officers 

Aliens seeking to immigrate to the United 
States are increasingly using commercial 
international flights to circumvent U.S. im- 
migration laws. The number of aliens arriv- 
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ing at U.S. airports with either fraudulent or 
no documents has grown explosively in re- 
cent years. Most arrivals are paroled into 
the community with instructions to report 
several months in the future for a hearing 
before an immigration judge. Many of these 
individuals do not show up for their hearing 
and simply disappear. 


Expedited Exclusion 


This section rewrites sec. 235(b) of the INA, 
which governs inspection and exclusion, and 
provides for an expedited exclusion proce- 
dures for aliens who (1) arrive either at ports 
of entry or elsewhere in the U.S., (2) do not 
have proper documentation, and (3) do not 
have a credible claim of persecution. 

Under this provision, if the examining im- 
migration officer determines that an alien 
seeking entry to the U.S. does not present 
the documentation required to obtain entry 
to the U.S. and doesn't indicate a fear of per- 
secution, the officer may exclude the alien 
without further hearing or review. 

If an alien does not have the proper docu- 
mentation required for entry but indicates a 
fear of persecution, the examining officer 
must refer the alien to an INS asylum officer 
at the port of entry. Then, if the asylum offi- 
cer determines the alien has a credible fear 
of persecution, the alien is entitled to apply 
for provisional asylum. If the asylum officer 
determines that an alien does not have a 
credible fear of persecution, the officer can 
order the alien excluded from the United 
States, subject to immediate supervisory re- 
view. 

Credible fear of persecution is defined as a 
significant possibility that the alien could 
establish eligibility for provisional asylum 
and that it is more probable than not the 
statements made in support of the alien's 
claim are true. 

The only type of judicial review authorized 
for an alien found excludable under the expe- 
dited exclusion provision is a petition for ha- 
beas corpus. Such habeas corpus review is 
limited to determining whether the peti- 
tioner is an alien and whether the petition 
was ordered excluded under the expedited ex- 
clusion procedures. 

Exclusion and Deportation 

Section 801 also changes the procedures by 
which some aliens are removed from the 
country. Currently, aliens who are appre- 
hended at a port of entry are entitled to an 
exclusion hearing. However, aliens who have 
"entered" the U.S., including aliens who 
have entered the U.S. illegally, are entitled 
to the more cumbersome procedures of de- 
portation. Thus, it is considerably more dif- 
ficult to remove aliens who succeed in enter- 
ing the U.S. than those who are apprehended 
&t a port of entry. 

This section provides that an alien has not 
"entered" the United States for purposes of 
the INA unless the alien has been inspected 
and admitted by an immigration officer, but 
who has been physically present in the U.S. 
for a continuous period for 1 year, will be 
considered to have entered the U.S. and will 
be removable through deportation proce- 
dures. 

Section 802—Asylum 


Currently, adjudication of an asylum claim 
through the various administrative and judi- 
cial levels is extremely time consuming. 
Underserving applicants have taken advan- 
tage of the present backlogs (over 300,000 
pending asylum cases) and unnecessary lev- 
els of review and appeal to delay for years 
and years the resolution of their cases. 

This section rewrites sec. 208 of the INA, 
involving asylum, to revamp and streamline 
the asylum process. 
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Qualifications 

Under current law, an alien who fears per- 
secution can apply for asylum under sec. 
243(h) of the INA, or in many circumstances, 
both. To be granted asylum, an alien must 
prove that the alien has a ‘well-founded 
fear" of being persecuted, whereas to be 
granted withholding an alien must prove 
that his or her life or freedom “would be 
threatened" by persecution. The courts have 
interpreted would be threatened" to mean 
"more likely than not“ and well founded 
fear" to mean good reason to fear" a bur- 
den of proof that is not as great as more 
likely than not. A grant to asylum is discre- 
tionary with the Attorney General. A grant 
of withholding of deportation is mandatory 
if the applicant meets the requirements of 
sec. 243(h). 

Under the new sec. 208 an alien who fears 
persecution would be allowed to apply for 
only one form of relief, provisional asylum. 

'The section retains the existing burdens of 
proof in that (1) the Attorney General is re- 
quired to grant provisional asylum to an 
alien who establishes that it is ‘‘more likely 
than not" that the alien would be persecuted 
in his or her home country and (2) the Attor- 
ney General is given the discretion to grant 
provisional asylum to an alien who estab- 
lishes a good reason to fear” persecution. 

Reflecting current practice, the Attorney 
General may not grant provisional asylum to 
an alien who participated in persecution, has 
been convicted of a particularly serious 
crime, or is & danger to U.S. security. The 
Attorney General is directed to promulgate 
regulations specifying additional limits 
making aliens ineligible for discretionary 
provisional asylum. An alien is also not enti- 
tled to provisional asylum if the A.G. deter- 
mines there is another country to which the 
alien can be sent where the alien will not be 
persecuted. 

The Attorney General is authorized to ter- 
minate provisional asylum status for an 
alien who is no longer subject to persecution 
because of changed circumstances in the 
alien's home country. Status may also be 
terminated if it is discovered the alien was 
ineligible for provisional asylum, or if a 
country has been identified to which the 
alien can be sent where the alien will not be 
persecuted. 

The section also requires an applicant to 
submit to being fingerprinted and photo- 
graphed in order to ensure a means of identi- 
fying applicants and to determine which ap- 
plicants fail to appear for hearings. 

Deadlines for Applications 

Currently there are no deadlines by which 
asylum applications must be filed. An alien 
who has been in the U.S. illegally for years 
may claim asylum at any time. This allows 
aliens to use asylum as a defense to deporta- 
tion. 

This subsection establishes deadlines for 
provisional asylum applications. An alien is 
required to file a notice of intent to file a 
provisional asylum application within 30 
days after arriving in the U.S. The applica- 
tion itself must be filed within 60 days. An 
applicant who misses the deadlines is al- 
lowed to apply only if he or she can show 
that circumstances changed in the home 
country after the deadline expired. 

Applications for asylum will not be consid- 
ered for persons previously denied asylum in 
countries that utilized a full and fair proce- 
dure as dictated in multilateral agreements 
between that country and the U.S. 

Reasonable fees may be charged for these 
applications and employment authorization 
will only be granted at the discretion of the 
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Attorney General rather than automatically 
upon application. Applications will also be 
dismissed if an alien does not appear for this 
hearing, unless he can show exceptional cir- 
cumstances. 

Adjustment of Status 

This Section also allows aliens who have 
been granted provisional asylum to receive 
full asylum status. To do so an alien must be 
present in the U.S. in provisional asylum 
status for one year, continue to be eligible 
for provisional asylum, not be firmly reset- 
tled in any other country, and be admissible 
for adjustment under the same status. After 
being in asylum status for one year, the 
alien and the alien's spouse and children can 
adjust to permanent resident status. The At- 
torney General may charge a reasonable fee 
for the filing of an asylum application. 

Frivolous Applications 

Under this provision, any alien who re- 
ceived notice of the consequences of filing a 
frivolous provisional asylum application and 
who files such application will not be eligible 
in the future for any immigration benefits 
under the INA. Applications which contain 
willful and material misrepresentations will 
be considered frivolous. 

Section 803—Failure to appear for asylum hear- 
ing; judicial review 

Under thís section, an alien who was given 
proper notice and fails to appear for a provi- 
sional asylum hearing will not be eligible in 
the future for any immigration benefit under 
the INA. 

This section also provides that judicial re- 
view of provisional asylum cases will be 
heard by the appropriate Federal Court of 
Appeals. A determination granted or denying 
provisional asylum on the basis of a claim of 
changed circumstances will be in the sole 
discretion of the Attorney General. 

Section 804—Conforming amendments 

This section contains conforming amend- 
ments to the INA. 

Section 805—Effective dates 

Most amendments made by Title VIII 
would take effect on the date of enactment 
of the act. Some effective dates are after en- 
actment of this act in order to allow INS 
time to prepare for the changes. 

Section 901—Reduction in overhead costs in- 
curred in federally sponsored research 

Provides for a reduction in overhead costs 
incurred in federally sponsored research by 
limiting the reimbursement rate for a uni- 
versity to 50% for overhead/indirect costs in- 
curred for conducting R&D that the govern- 
ment sponsors. CBO estimates this will 
produce savings of $1.24 billion dollars over 
the 5 year period FY 1995 through FY 1999. 


By Mr. CRAIG (for himself, Mr. 
DOMENICI, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. 
WALLOP, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. BURNS; Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. KEMPTHORNE, Mr. 
MURKOWSKI, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. 
SIMPSON, and Mr. STEVENS): 

S. 2106. A bill to establish a fee sched- 
ule for users of communications sites 
on public lands, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natu- 
ral Resources. 

THE EQUITABLE COMMUNICATION SITE FEE ACT 
OF 1994 

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, thou- 
sands of broadcast towers, translators, 
microwave relay stations, and other 
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telecommunications facilities licensed 
by the Federal Communications Com- 
mission are located on Federal sites 
across the United States. They provide 
a vital public service to our local com- 
munities, particularly those in the 
rural West, where communication out- 
lets are few and cable television is 
often not available. 

Yet this important communications 
link is in danger of being broken if the 
Congress does not resolve the problem 
of determining an equitable fee in- 
crease for the use of communications 
sites on Federal lands. 

I’m pleased to report that Senators 
DOMENICI, DECONCINI, WALLOP, and I 
are introducing legislation based on 
the Congress’ own Radio and Television 
Broadcast Use Advisory Committee re- 
port: the Equitable Communication 
Site Fee Act of 1994. We are joined in 
introducing the bill today by Senators 
BENNETT, BINGAMAN, BURNS, HATCH, 
KEMPTHORNE, MURKOWSKI, PRESSLER, 
SIMPSON, and STEVENS. 

As many of my colleagues know, over 
the years, the BLM and Forest Service 
have put forward a number of proposals 
to increase communication site fees— 
sometimes as much as 1,500 percent. 
Both broadcasters and nonbroadcasters 
agree that some increase in these fees 
is justified, but an increase along the 
lines proposed by these agencies would 
have shut down many operations. It’s 
for that reason the Appropriations 
Committee has repeatedly approved 
moratoriums stopping those proposals. 

In an attempt to find a more equi- 
table fee increase, the Congress in- 
cluded a provision in the 1992 Interior 
appropriations bill, establishing an ad- 
visory committee consisting of rep- 
resentatives from industry, BLM, and 
the Forest Service. After studying the 
issue, the advisory committee issued a 
report containing the elements nec- 
essary to finally resolve this ongoing 
problem. The report included proposed 
fee increases ranging from approxi- 
mately 200 to 900 percent. Although 
these are dramatic increases, they were 
based on a methodology that took into 
account the market in which the user 
operates, and therefore reflect fair 
market value. 

The bill we are introducing today 
would implement the advisory commit- 
tee’s recommendations. It would also 
address modifications for nonbroadcast 
users, based on the same methodology 
used for the broadcasters. I’m happy to 
note that broadcasters and nonbroad- 
casters are supportive of these rec- 
ommendations and willing to pay the 
higher fees. 

Madam President, we must not con- 
tinue wasting Federal resources by 
postponing this decision year after 
year. The Equitable Communication 
Site Fee Act would resolve this issue 
fairly and reasonably. I hope my col- 
leagues agree and will support the bill 
with their cosponsorship and their 
vote. 
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This is to establish a fair and equi- 
table formula for those communica- 
tions sites and towers very critically 
important to the communications and 
broadcast system of the Rocky Moun- 
tain States and your State of Califor- 
nia, and others, that there is now an 
equitable process for determining 
annualized fees for both the public and 
private sector in their need to stake 
out high ground for the purpose of 
communication. 

Madam President, let me conclude 
my introducing legislation today bet- 
ter known as the Equitable Commu- 
nications and Site Fee Act of 1994. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2106 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Equitable 
Communication Site Fee Act of 1994". 

SEC. 2, RADIO AND TELEVISION USE FEE. 

The Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by redesignating sections 510 and 511 as 
sections 511 and 512, respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after section 509, the fol- 
lowing new section 510: 

“SEC. 510. USE FEES FOR USERS OF COMMUNICA- 
TIONS SITES ON PUBLIC LANDS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this 
section— 

"(1) the term ‘ADI TV households’ means 
the area of dominant influence for tele- 
vision, an exclusive geographic area based on 
measurable television viewing patterns, as 
described in section 73.3555(e)(3)(i) of title 47, 
Code of Federal Regulations, or any succeed- 
ing regulation; 

"(2) the term ‘commercial mobile radio 
communications site’ means a multipurpose 
communications site that is— 

(A) operated for profit; 

"(B) operated by a site owner, manager, or 
permittee who leases space to a variety of 
users, including individuals and businesses of 
all sizes, for the purpose of providing— 

“(i) land mobile radio communications 
services; 

“(ii) paging services; 

“(ili) cellular telephone services; 
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"(iv) private or commercial mobile serv- 
ices; 

"(v) radio or television broadcasting serv- 
ices; 

(vi) microwave transmissions; and 

"(vii) satellite receiver stations; and other 
related and compatible users and services; 
and 

*(C) is located on a site managed by either 
the United States Forest Service or the Bu- 
reau of Land Management under the terms of 
a lease, permit, or right-of-way; 

(3) the term ‘FM translator station’ 
means a station in the broadcast service op- 
erated for the purpose of retransmitting the 
signals of an FM radio broadcast station or 
another FM broadcast translator station 
without significantly altering any char- 
acteristic of the incoming signal other than 
its frequency and amplitude, for the purpose 
of providing FM broadcast service to the 
general public; 

*(4) the term ‘holder’ means an individual, 
partnership, corporation, association, or 
other business entity, and any Federal, 
State, or governmental entity that has ap- 
plied for, and received, a site use authoriza- 
tion; 

“(5) the term ‘MSA population’ means the 
metropolitan market survey area for radio in 
an exclusive geographic area based on meas- 
urable listening patterns; 

"(6) the term ‘private radio communica- 
tion site’ means a communications site 
that— 

(A) is operated by an entity to provide in- 
ternal telecommunications capabilities; 

(B) is operated by an individual, industry, 
or other entity with private telecommuni- 
cations service requirements; 

(C) provides land mobile, aeronautical, 
maritime, microwave, or satellite radio serv- 
ices; and 

D) is located on a site managed by either 
the National Forest Service or the Bureau of 
Land Management under the terms of a 
lease, permit, or right-of-way; 

“(7) the term ‘radio broadcast communica- 
tions site’ means a site on which is located 
a commercial broadcast station that— 

"(A) is licensed for the dissemination of 
aural communications intended to be re- 
ceived by the general public; 

(B) is operated on a channel in either 

*(1) the AM broadcast band of frequencies, 
which extends from 535 to 1705 KHz; or 

(i) the FM broadcast band, which extends 
from 88 to 108 MHz; 

(O) is located on a site managed by either 
the United States Forest Service or the Bu- 
reau of Land Management under the terms of 
a lease, permit, or right-of-way; and 

“(D) does not include the operation of— 

“(i) FM translators; 


“Television Rental Fee Schedule 


“ADI TV Households (Rank) 


1-10 
11-30 
31-70 

71-120 
121-210 
Non-ADI 


(ii) FM boosters; 

(iii) AM synchronous transmitters; or 

"(iv) passive repeaters that operate pursu- 
ant to part 74 of title 47, Code of Federal 
Regulations, or succeeding regulation; 

“(8) the term ‘Secretaries’ means the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture and the Secretary of 
the Interior; 

*"(9) the term ‘site use authorization’ 
means a permit, term permit, lease, ease- 
ment, or right-of-way that authorizes occu- 
pancy, use, rights, or privileges on public 
land for the transmission or reception of 
radio, television, telephone, telegraph, and 
other electronic signals and other means of 
communication; 

“(10) the term ‘television broadcast com- 
munications site’ means a site on which is 
located a commercial broadcast station 
that— 

() is licensed for the transmission of si- 
multaneous visual and aural signals intended 
to be received by the general public; 

“(B) is operated on a channel in the tele- 
vision broadcast band, which extends from 54 
to 806 MHz; 

(O) is located on a site managed by either 
the United States Forest Service or the Bu- 
reau of Land Management under the terms of 
a lease, permit, or right-of-way; and 

D) does not include the operation of 

“(i) low power television stations; 

“(ii) UHF or VHF television translator sta- 
tions; or 

"(iii) passive repeaters that operate pursu- 
ant to part 74 of title 47, Code of Federal 
Regulations, or succeeding regulation; and 

"(11) the term ‘television translator sta- 
tion' means a station in the broadcast serv- 
ice operated on a VHF or UHF channel for 
the purpose of retransmitting the programs 
and signals of a television broadcast station, 
without significantly altering any char- 
acteristic of the original signal other than 
its frequency and amplitude, for the purpose 
of providing television reception to the gen- 
eral public. 


b) BROADCAST COMMUNICATIONS SITES.— 

"(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF FEE.—The Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, with respect to Na- 
tional Forest System land administered by 
the Forest Service, and the Secretary of the 
Interior, with respect to public lands admin- 
istered by the Bureau of Land Management, 
shall establish and collect an annual fee for 
the use of radio and television communica- 
tions sites and commercial mobile radio 
communications sites located on public 
lands in accordance with the following fee 
schedules: 

**(A) TELEVISION AND RADIO BROADCAST COM- 
MUNICATIONS SITES.— 


Rental Fee 
$42,000 
21,000 
10,500 
5,250 
2,625 
2,500. 
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*Radio Rental Fee Schedule 


*MSA Population (Rank) 


1-10 
11-30 
31-90 

91-160 
161-261 
Unrated 


(B) COMMERCIAL MOBILE RADIO COMMUNICA- 
TIONS SITES.— 


“Nonbroadcast Fee Schedule 


"Population Served 


1,000,000 + 
500,000--999,999 
250,000-499,999 
150,000-249,999 
75,000—149,999 

30,000—74,999 
29,999 and fewer 


"(2) ANNUAL REVIEW.—The fees established 
under this section shall be reviewed annually 
by the Forest Servíce and the Bureau of 
Land Management. 

"(3) ADJUSTMENT.— 

"(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subpara- 
graphs (B) and (C), the fee established under 
this section shall be adjusted annually to re- 
flect changes in the Consumer Price Index 
published by the Department of Labor. 

„B) LIMITATIONS.— 

„) The fee charged for a television or 
radio broadcast communications site for any 
given year shall not increase less than 3 per- 
cent or more than 5 percent of the fee 
charged to the holder in the preceding year. 

(1) The fee charged for a commercial mo- 
bile radio communications site for any given 
year shall not increase less than 1 percent or 
more than 3 percent of the fee charged to the 
holder in the preceding year. 

(0) NOTICE.—Not later than 60 days before 
the effective date of an adjustment under 
this paragraph, the Secretaries shall trans- 
mit to Congress notice of such adjustment. 

"(4) LIMITATION ON FEE.—During the first 
year in which the schedule established pur- 
suant to paragraph (1) is in effect, if the 
amount of the fee charged for a holder pursu- 
ant to the schedule is— 

"(A) greater than the amount that the 
holder paid for the use of the site on January 
1, 1993, plus $1,000, the holder shall pay an 
amount equal to the sum of— 

*(1) the amount the holder paid for the use 
of the site on January 1, 1993; and 

(1) $1,000; or 

B) less than the amount the holder paid 
for the use of the site on January 1, 1993, the 
holder shall pay the greater amount until 
such time as the fee charged under the 
Schedule equals or exceeds the amount 
charged on January 1, 1993. 

"(5) ADDITIONAL USERS.—In the case of a 
television or radio communications site— 


"(A) if à holder is permitted under the 
terms of the site use authorization to grant 
access to the site to users other than the 
holder, the Secretary concerned shall charge 
an annual fee in an amount equal to 25 per- 
cent of the gross income the holder receives 
from additional users during each year; 

"(B) each site use authorization shall re- 
quire the holder to provide to the Secretary 
concerned a certified list identifying all ad- 
ditional users of the site and gross revenues 
received from each additional user; and 

"(C) additional users shall not be required 
to obtain separate authorization to use the 
site. 

*(6) TRANSLATOR STATIONS.—The Secretary 
of the Interior, with respect to public lands 
administered by each of its internal bureaus, 
including the Bureau of Land Management, 
shall establish and collect an annual fee for 
the use of television translator stations and 
FM translator stations located on public 
lands, in accordance with the regulations 
governing the collection of such fees on Na- 
tional Forest System land administered by 
the National Forest Service of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

"(T) REGULATIONS.—The Secretaries shall 
promulgate and implement appropriate regu- 
lations to carry out this section. The regula- 
tions shall implement consistent policies 
and procedures between the Department of 
Agriculture and the Department of the Inte- 
rior. 

*(8) ADVISORY GROUPS.— 

"(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 10 
years after the date of enactment of this sec- 
tion, the Secretaries shall establish a broad- 
based advisory group for each of— 

“(i) the television and radio broadcast in- 
dustries; and 

“(ii) the commercial mobile radio indus- 


try. 
“(B). MEMBERS.—The members of each advi- 
sory group shall include representatives 
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from the relevant communications indus- 
tries. 

“(C) DUTIES.—The advisory groups shall re- 
view the fee schedule and other criteria for 
determining fair market value for the use of 
communications sites on public land. 

D) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date on which the advisory groups are es- 
tablished under this paragraph, the advisory 
groups shall report their findings to Con- 


"(c) ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR PRIVATE 
RADIO COMMUNICATIONS SITE USERS.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Chief Forester 
of the National Forest Service and the Direc- 
tor of the Bureau of Land Management shall 
jointly establish a broad-based advisory 
committee. The advisory committee shall be 
comprised of an equal number of representa- 
tives from— 

"(A) private radio communications site 
users from public and private communica- 
tions sites; 

“(B) the National Forest Service; and 

O) the Bureau of Land Management. 

"(2) DUTIES.—The advisory committee 
shall— 

“(A) review recommendations for accept- 
able criteria for determining fair market 
values and next best alternative uses; 

"(B) review existing methodology for de- 
termining fair market value and next best 
alternative uses; 

(O) assess the validity of the methodol- 
ogy, taking into account all reasonable al- 
ternatives; and 

D) evaluate and recommend appropriate 
fee waivers or discounts for public services 
by communications site users who provide 
for the public convenience, interest, and ne- 
cessity, as required for licensing under the 
Communications Act of 1934. 

"(3) REPORT.—Not later than 8 months 
after the date of enactment of the Equitable 
Communication Site Fee Act of 1994, the ad- 
visory committee shall report its finding to 
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the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives.“ 

Mr. DECONCINI. Madam President, I 
rise today to join Senator CRAIG, and 
others in sponsoring the Equitable 
Communications Site Fee Act of 1994. I 
commend the distinguished Senator 
from Idaho for his diligence in develop- 
ing and introducing this very impor- 
tant legislation. For over 8 years, Con- 
gress and the Federal agencies have 
been working to resolve the issue of 
what constitutes fair market value for 
communication sites on public lands 
administered by the Bureau of Land 
Management and the Forest Service. 

In 1992, the Appropriations Commit- 
tee established an 11 member advisory 
committee to study this important 
issue and make recommendations. This 
committee was appointed jointly by 
the Secretaries of Agriculture and In- 
terior and represented a broad spec- 
trum of experts from Government 
agencies, private industry, an ap- 
praiser, and representatives from the 
BLM and the Forest Service. The re- 
port was finalized in December 1992. 
The advisory committee made a num- 
ber of valuable recommendations to 
implement a fee structure that would 
reasonably increase communication 
site fees on public lands. Our bill would 
implement the recommended fee struc- 
ture contained in the advisory commit- 
tee’s report. 

Over the past 4 years, the adminis- 
tration has moved to increase the fees 
charged to broadcast and non-broad- 
cast users of communication sites to 
reflect fair market value. Fair market 
value appraisals developed by the For- 
est Service proposed increases as high 
as 2,650 percent over current rates. 
Rate increases of this magnitude would 
drive many users of these sites out of 
the markets they serve, rural areas in 
particular. Moratoriums in the Interior 
Appropriations bill have prevented 
these huge rate increases, but this 
process is costing the Federal Govern- 
ment money every year. 

Both broadcasters and non-broad- 
casters are willing to pay higher fees 
and are supportive of this bill. The bill 
provides limitations to the amount 
that fees can be adjusted during the 
first year for which the fee schedule is 
established. It also provides for annual 
adjustments to the fees based on 
changes in the Consumer Price Index 
with appropriate adjustment limita- 
tions for any given year. This will 
allow broadcasters and  non-broad- 
casters to adapt to the new fee sched- 
ules in an orderly manner and mini- 
mize the impact to their operations. 

Madam President, I urge my col- 
leagues to support the Equitable Com- 
munication Site Fee Act of 1994, to 
raise communication site fees and re- 
solve this longstanding problem. 

Mr. BURNS. Madam President, I am 
pleased to cosponsor with my good 
friend and colleague Senator LARRY 


79-058 0—07 Vol. 140 (Pt. 7) 33 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


CRAIG and others, legislation to set fair 
broadcasting user fees on Federal 
lands. 

As a former broadcaster and member 
of the Senate who takes a personal, ac- 
tive interest in national communica- 
tions policy, I know first-hand how 
rural communities in Western States 
heavily rely upon local radio and tele- 
vision broadcasting service. 

Broadcasting service is not merely 
entertainment. More importantly and 
critically, its local news, weather, pub- 
lic service, farming and ranching news, 
high school sports events, and so 
forth—all provided free to the public 
and vital to a community’s proper 
functioning. 

The best sites for broadcasting trans- 
mitters in Western States dominated 
by mountainous terrain are mountain 
tops which often are on Federal lands. 

Mountain transmission ensures that 
broadcast signals have clear reception. 
Broadcasters, in most cases, have no 
other choice but to build their towers 
on mountains in order to reach and 
serve their community of license. 

These mountains are owned pri- 
marily by the Federal Government and 
managed either by the U.S. Forest 
Service or the BLM. At the same time, 
these sites are good for little other 
than broadcast towers or sheep graz- 


All sides recognize that increases in 
rental fees for these Federal sites are 
appropriate. But the agencies need to 
balance fair return for these rentals 
with a recognition of the vital, free 
public service provided by the broad- 
cast site lessors. 

That fairness and balance has been 
lacking to date in the proposed unfair, 
unjustifiably high increases by agen- 
cies. That is why Congress has blocked 
these increases for 5 years in a row, 
and why Congress established an advi- 
sory group to develop recommenda- 
tions for a fair resolution of this issue. 

This bill simply codifies into law the 
recommendations of the advisory group 
which appears to me to be fair, reason- 
able, and sound solution. 

The advisory group recommends a fee 
schedule, which is much easier to im- 
plement than individual site apprais- 
als. The schedule reflects the public 
service that these broadcast stations 
provide, and reflects appropriate dis- 
tinctions between fees for radio and 
television stations. The schedule would 
provide for substantial increases in the 
monies the Federal Government would 
receive from these sites. 

Congress cannot support any pro- 
posal that merely seeks to raise the 
most money possible from these broad- 
casters, who are providing vital service 
to their local communities. The advi- 
sory group recommendations are 
sound, and I believe that this Congress 
should codify them and put this con- 
tentious issue to rest. 

Mr TCH. Madam President, I rise 
today to express my support for the 
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Equitable Communication Site Fee Act 
of 1994 introduced by my colleagues, 
Senators CRAIG, DOMENICI, WALLOP, 
and DECONCINI and others. Adoption of 
this legislation will finally, and fairly, 
address the ongoing issue of assessing 
an equitable fee increase for the use of 
communication sites on public lands. 

The issue of charging a fee to broad- 
casters and nonbroadcasters who use 
sites on lands administered by the Bu- 
reau of Land Management [BLM] or 
the U.S. Forest Service [USFS] is criti- 
cal to Utah. In fact, the directive pro- 
hibiting these agencies from assessing 
a dramatic increase in these fees was 
first proposed in 1987 by my former col- 
league, Jake Garn, and similar lan- 
guage has been adopted by this body 
every year since then. 

This yearly discussion on this issue 
led to the creation in 1992 of the Radio 
and Television Broadcast Use Fee Advi- 
sory Committee composed of individ- 
uals representing Federal, State, and 
local governments, and private or com- 
mercial interests in the communica- 
tions area. I am pleased to note that 
Mr. Kent Parsons from Monroe, UT, 
was a member of that committee. The 
legislation we are introducing today 
will implement the committee’s report 
and address other modifications for 
nonbroadcast users. 

The prime sponsors have discussed 
the legislation in detail, so I will not 
repeat what has already been stated. 
But, I would like to briefly indicate for 
my colleagues why the solution con- 
tained within this legislation is so crit- 
ical to Utah. 

Utah is home to one-tenth of the 
country’s broadcast translators, rep- 
resenting a total number of approxi- 
mately 100 locations. The large major- 
ity of these translators are located on 
public land managed by the BLM and 
USFS. The primary purpose for these 
translators is to provide radio and tele- 
vision signals emanating from the 
heavily populated Wastach Front to 
the rural areas of Utah. Without these 
translators, 20 percent of Utah’s total 
population would be unable to access 
radio, television, or cable signals. Most 
people in our society take their access 
to radio and television for granted. 

Those who own and operate our 
translators in Utah are key to keeping 
this portion of our population plugged 
in," in many respects, with the day-to- 
day occurrences throughout the world. 
These owners are primarily nonprofit 
entities, such as municipalities, coun- 
ties, or civic groups; commercial 
broadcasters, who lease very few sites 
throughout Utah, are heavily depend- 
ent on these nonprofit entities to oper- 
ate and maintain the translators. If the 
fees to lease these sites increase dra- 
matically, commercial broadcasters 
will be unwilling to pay the higher rent 
required by the nonprofit groups to 
continue the annual operation and 
maintenance involved with the trans- 
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lator. It simply will not make eco- 
nomic sense to the commercial broad- 
cast stations in our State to pay a huge 
amount for a service that only mini- 
mally expands its audience. The owners 
of the translators will be placed in an 
untenable situation, and will, more 
likely than not, be forced to dis- 
continue operation of the translator. 

There are also other benefits, other 
than commercial radio, television or 
cable broadcasts, that are received by 
our communities from these stations. 
For example, the translator station lo- 
cated on USFS land on Kaysville Peak, 
just north of Salt Lake City, provides a 
direct link between the Davis County 
School District administrative offices 
and the district's school buses. Without 
this station, the district's ability to 
communicate with individual buses and 
manage the daily bus system would be 
severely impaired, if not logistically 
impossible. The communications link 
provided by the Kaysville Peak trans- 
lator is also a safety link for those 
transporting children on rural roads in 
bad weather. On a side note, this body 
recently adopted legislation I intro- 
duced to give Kaysville City the right 
to continue to operate and maintain 
this station, thus ensuring continue 
functioning of this radio link through- 
out the school year. For that, I thank 
my colleagues. 

Most of Utah's translator operators 
recognize that an increase in the fees 
paid for access to Federal lands may be 
in order. But, a large increase imple- 
mented in a short period of time will 
have the effect I just described. An in- 
crease that is fair and that is incor- 
porated over a sufficient time period is 
the right medicine to resolve this situ- 
ation. The Utah Broadcasters Associa- 
tion has indicated their strong support 
for this legislation. 

Madam President, the Salt Lake 
Tribune recently labeled Utah's trans- 
lator system one of the most complex 
in the world, as mountaintop hop- 
Scotch." I think it would be helpful for 
my colleagues in understanding this 
issue to describe how a signal moves 
from Salt Lake City to Henrieville, a 
city with a population of 126, which is 
located 272 miles south of Salt Lake 
City. As the newspaper reported, ‘‘the 
signal originates at the privately- 
owned transmitted tower sites in the 
Oquirrh Mountains west of Salt Lake 
City. It is picked up and boosted first 
at a site above Levan, then again at 
Monroe Peak in Sevier County—then 
onto a peak above Bryce Canyon Na- 
tional Park—then over to Henderson 
Rim in Garfield County—across to the 
City of Tropic—and into Henrieville." 

If any one of these links is not oper- 
ational, the system breaks down, and 
the signal will not make it to the resi- 
dents of Henrieville. There are many 
other network examples, even more 
complex than this one, that dem- 
onstrate how crucial these translator 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


stations are to communicating with 
our rural areas. 

Since 70.2 percent of Utah's land is 
owned and managed by the Federal 
Government, there are very limited al- 
ternatives available to local govern- 
ments and community groups on which 
to locate these stations other than on 
public lands. 

As I mentioned, Mr. Kent Parsons 
from Monroe, UT, with considerable ex- 
perience in communication sites in 10 
western states over a 36-year period, 
served on the Radio and Television 
Broadcast Use Fee Advisory Commit- 
tee. He indicated in a letter to me last 
year that the committee’s report, 
which is the basis for Senator CRAIG'S 
legislation, achieved the best solution 
to a very complex and controversial fee 
increase proposal." He went on to say 
that the committee spent considerable 
time—approximately 65 hours of meet- 
ings—to arrive at a consensus fee in- 
crease proposal that was “not only 
fair, but also reasonable." Mr. Persons 
closed his letter by stating that any ef- 
fort moving away from the commit- 
tee's fee proposal would be tantamount 
to "taking us back to square one" on 
this issue. 

Iagree wholeheartedly with Mr. Par- 
sons, which is why I am strongly sup- 
porting the fair, reasonable, and work- 
able solution outlined in this legisla- 
tion. I commend my colleagues for 
their work on this issue. In particular, 
my good friend from Idaho, Senator 
CRAIG, has shown tremendous leader- 
ship in putting the advisory commit- 
tee's proposal formally before this 
body 


I encourage my colleagues to review 
the product of the committee and to 
support this legislation that embodies 
its recommendation. 


By Mr. SPECTER: 

S. 2107. A bill to authorize the ap- 
pointment of an additional bankruptcy 
judge for the eastern district of Penn- 
sylvania; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 
BANKRUPTCY JUDGESHIP ACT OF 1994 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I am 
introducing legislation today to au- 
thorize the creation of a new bank- 
ruptcy judgeship for the eastern dis- 
trict of Pennsylvania. This measure 
follows on a recommendation by the 
Judicial Conference of the United 
States, after a careful review of the 
bankruptcy caseload in the district, to 
create a new bankruptcy judgeship 
there. 

From 1961 to 1991, there were three 
bankruptcy judges in the eastern dis- 
trict of Pennsylvania. During this pe- 
riod, bankruptcy filings in the eastern 
district increased 1,630 percent. In 1991, 
in order to address the caseload crisis 
in the court, I introduced legislation to 
create an additional bankruptcy judge- 
ship in the eastern district. I subse- 
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quently introduced a second bill to au- 
thorize the creation of two new bank- 
ruptcy judgeships for the district, to 
bring the number of bankruptcy judges 
there to five. That legislation was in- 
corporated into broader legislation, 
creating 32 new bankruptcy judgeships 
nationally, that was enacted in 1992. 
Despite the adoption of this legislation 
authorizing two additional bankruptcy 
judgeships for the eastern district, the 
positions were not funded and filled 
until late in 1993. 

The same circumstances that led to 
the creation of the two additional 
bankruptcy judgeships in 1992 are 
present again. Information provided to 
me by the eastern district reflects a 
need for the creation of additional 
bankruptcy judgeships. 

In the 4-year period ending Septem- 
ber 30, 1993, bankruptcy filings in the 
eastern district increased 42.9 percent, 
from 8,258 cases in fiscal year 1990 to 
11,800 cases in fiscal year 1993. During 
the same period, the number of chapter 
11 business reorganization filings in- 
creased from 257 in fiscal year 1990 to 
377 in fiscal year 1993, an increase of 
46.7 percent. The number of chapter 11 
filings is particularly relevant because 
these filings require a substantial 
amount of judicial time. The number of 
chapter 13 filings for this period great- 
ly exceeded the national average. 

The eastern district has also in- 
formed me that its bankruptcy judges 
face one of the most complex caseloads 
of any bankruptcy court in the coun- 
try. The weighted caseload for the 
eastern district is substantially higher 
than the national average. The weight- 
ed caseload is a means developed by 
the judiciary to measure the complex- 
ity of cases; it assigns a larger number 
to more complex cases that take more 
time than routine matters. During fis- 
cal year 1992, the eastern district had a 
weighted caseload of 1,969 case-related 
hours per judge compared with the na- 
tional average of 1,437 case-related 
hours per judge. These figures indicate 
that the bankruptcy judges in the east- 
ern district handled a weighted case- 
load that was 37 percent higher than 
the national average. Even after the re- 
cent creation and filling of the two new 
judgeships, the eastern district has the 
fifth heaviest weighted bankruptcy 
caseload in the Federal judicial sys- 
tem. 

In September 1993, in response to the 
ever-increasing bankruptcy caseload in 
the eastern district of Pennsylvania, 
the judges of the eastern district rec- 
ommended that additional bankruptcy 
judgeships for the district be created. 
The Judicial Conference of the United 
States, acting pursuant to this rec- 
ommendation, has recommended the. 
addition of a new bankruptcy judgeship 
in the eastern district. In the opinion 
of the Federal judiciary, therefore, the 
creation of a new bankruptcy judgeship 
for the eastern district of Pennsylvania 
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is vital to the continued functioning of 
the Federal judicial system in the 10 
counties in eastern Pennsylvania. 

After reviewing information submit- 
ted to me by the eastern district, I 
agree that the need exists for the cre- 
ation of a new bankruptcy judgeship in 
the eastern district of Pennsylvania to 
address the increased caseload and cure 
the disparity in weighted caseload be- 
tween the eastern district and bank- 
ruptcy courts in the rest of the Nation. 
Accordingly, I am introducing legisla- 
tion to authorize the creation of a 
Sixth permanent bankruptcy judgeship 
in the eastern district of Pennsylvania. 
I hope that this legislation will be 
swiftly considered and adopted by the 
Congress. 

Mr. President, I ask for unanimous 
consent that the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2107 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. ADDITIONAL BANKRUPTCY JUDGE 


FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF 
PENNSYLVANIA. 

Section 152(a)(2) of title 28, United States 
Code, is amended in the item relating to the 
Eastern District of Pennsylvania by striking 
„5“ and inserting *'6". 


By Mr. ROTH: 

S. 2108. A bill to express U.S. policy 
with respect to the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

NATO REVITALIZATION ACT 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I arise 
today to introduce the Roth-Hyde bill 
on the expansion of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization. I send a copy of 
the bill to the desk. 

Last January, President Clinton met 
with the political leaders of NATO's 
other 15 member nations. Many of us 
had hoped that from that meeting 
would come a proposal to allow Central 
European democracies which aspired to 
NATO membership to join our alliance. 

In the event, no such clear proposal 
emanated from the Brussels summit 
and the Senate subsequently spoke out 
in favor of expanding the alliance by 
passing the McConnell amendment to 
the State Department authorization 
bill by a voice vote of 94 to 3. 

Instead of proposing an immediate 
expansion of NATO, the alliance’s po- 
litical leaders issued an invitation to 
all members of the former Warsaw 
Pact, all CIS member states and all 
traditionally neutral nations to join 
the so-called Partners for Peace Pro- 


gram. 

Under the aegis of this program, ap- 
plicants would negotiate agreements 
with NATO Headquarters, agreements 
which would allow them to undertake a 
variety of cooperative undertakings 
with NATO’s Armed forces, the exact 
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nature of these undertakings varying 
with the capabilities of the different 
applicants. 

The Partners for Peace initiative 
does not, contrary to many commenta- 
tors, contradict the need to expand 
NATO. To the contrary, in issuing the 
invitation to join the initiative, NATO 
leaders specifically stated and reserved 
to themselves the right to expand the 
alliance’s membership. 

I would like to say to my colleagues 
who, like me, support alliance expan- 
sion that we should support Partners 
for Peace. Any NATO expansion initia- 
tive which permits three of four 
Central European nations to enter the 
alliance will leave several dis- 
appointed, rejected governments in 
Eastern Europe. Consequently, any ini- 
tiative to expand NATO into Central 
Europe will have to be accompanied by 
some sort of NATO outreach program 
in Eastern Europe. 

That program would demonstrate 
that, while some states are regarded as 
unready for full NATO membership, 
the alliance wishes to cooperate with 
them and to assist them in their en- 
deavors to consolidate their democ- 
racies. Partners for Peace is such a 
program. In my opinion, if handled 
properly, it can provide that broad con- 
text within which a narrower, prudent 
expansion of NATO can take place. 

My colleague, Congressman HYDE, 
and I are introducing our bill because 
we both believe that the serious work 
which will stem from the Partners for 
Peace initiative has not yet been un- 
dertaken. Now it is time to put some 
flesh on the bare bones of this initia- 
tive. 

Most notably, the Clinton adminis- 
tration has made no effort to establish 
the relationship between Partners for 
Peace and alliance expansion. What 
criteria should applicants be expected 
to meet, what milestones should they 
pass, under the aegis of this program, 
that will make them eligible for full al- 
liance membership? If Partners for 
Peace is to live up to its potential, 
these questions must be answered. 

Consequently, the bill which Con- 
gressman HYDE and I are introducing 
calls upon the Clinton administration 
to initiate a fleshing out of Partners 
for Peace, one which will lay down 
clear criteria of alliance expansion and 
thereby clarify the path which those 
who seek membership in the alliance 
must take. 

Mr. President, when the Partners for 
Peace proposal was first aired, there 
were allegations both that the Clinton 
administration had formulated the ini- 
tiative simply in order to sidestep the 
aliance expansion issue and that it 
had resolved to make that sidestep ma- 
neuver because the Russian Govern- 
ment was opposed to NATO expanding 
into Central Europe. I sincerely hope 
that these allegations are false. NATO 
policy should be made in Washington, 
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DC, and in the other 15 alliance cap- 
itals. 

That policy cannot and should not be 
made in Moscow. The Russian authori- 
ties have absolutely no right to aspire 
to a zone of influence in Central Eu- 
rope. The governments of that region 
are sovereign entities, signatories to 
the Helsinki Final Act of the Con- 
ference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe and, as such, they have the 
right to join any alliance or inter- 
national organization they wish, free 
from external pressure. 

If the Clinton administration did 
think that Partners for Peace would 
allow it to sidestep the expansion ques- 
tion, it was mistaken. Those nations 
who wish to join NATO genuinely feel 
that they need alliance membership 
and they will continue to press their 
applications. We will be able to test the 
administration's commitment to NATO 
by seeing how it responds to this ini- 
tiative. 

If it is not fully committed it will 
allow the matter to languish and it 
will put little U.S. effort into making 
Partners for Peace a going concern. If, 
on the other hand, it is committed, it 
wil build on the initiative, playing a 
leading role in cooperative military 
undertakings with Partners for Peace 
members while, simultaneously, telling 
us all how the initiative relates to 
NATO expansion and how it can be 
sued to facilitate the entry into the al- 
liance of those nations who can legiti- 
mately aspire to alliance membership. 

Mr. President, no American, I am 
sure, wishes to repeat the experience 
we have undergone twice this century; 
no one wishes to fight another war in 
Europe. But the history of the last 40 
years has clearly demonstrated that 
conflict is best avoided if would-be ag- 
gressors are deterred rather than ig- 
nored. NATO stood together and de- 
terred the Soviet Union from launching 
its long-planned invasion of Western 
Europe. 

Surely, we now must recraft NATO so 
that it can deter the host of lesser, but 
nonetheless serious, threats to stabil- 
ity and to our interests in Europe. 
Thus the peace can be kept and conflict 
of the type we now see in Bosnia avoid- 
ed. I sincerely believe that adoption of 
the Roth-Hyde bill will constitute a 
useful step in this direction. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2108 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "NATO Revi- 

talization Act". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 
'The Congress finds that— 
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(1) for over 40 years, the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization has helped guarantee 
the security, freedom, and prosperity of the 
United States and our partners in the alli- 
ance; 

(2) the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
has expanded its membership on 3 different 
occasions since its founding in 1949; 

(3) the steadfast and sustained commit- 
ment of the member countries of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization to mutual de- 
fense against the threat of communist domi- 
nation played a significant role in precipi- 
tating the collapse of the Iron Curtain and 
the demise of the Soviet Union; 

(4) in the place of that threat, new security 
threats are emerging to the shared interests 
of the member countries of the North Atlan- 
tic Treaty Organization; 

(5) although these new threats are more 
geographically and functionally diverse and 
less predictable, they still imperil shared in- 
terests of the United States and our North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization allies; 

(6) Western interests must be protected on 
& cooperative basis without an undue burden 
falling upon the United States; 

(7) the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
is the only multilateral organization that is 
capable of conducting effective military op- 
erations to protect Western interests; 

(8) the valuable experience gained from on- 
going military cooperation within the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization was critical to 
the success of joint military operations in 
the 1991 liberation of Kuwait; 

(9) the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
is an important diplomatic forum for discus- 
sion of issues of concern to its member 
States and for the peaceful resolution of dis- 
putes; 

(10) admission of Central and East Euro- 
pean countries that have recently been freed 
from Communist domination to the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization could contrib- 
ute to international peace and enhance the 
security of those countries; 

(11) à number of countries, including the 
Visegrad countries (the Czech Republic, Hun- 
gary, Poland, and Slovakia) and the Baltic 
States (Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania), have 
expressed interest in North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization membership; and 

(12) in recognition of this interest, the 
“Partnership for Peace“ proposal offers lim- 
ited military cooperation to many European 
countries not currently members of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, without 
establishing benchmarks or guidelines for 
eventual North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
membership. 

SEC. 3. UNITED STATES POLICY. 

It should be the policy of the United 
States— 

(1) to continue our commitment to and ac- 
tive leadership role in the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization; 

(2) to join with our North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization allies to redefine the role of the 
alliance in the post-Cold War world, taking 
into account— 

(A) the fundamentally changed security 
environment of Central and Eastern Europe, 

(B) the need to assure all countries of the 
defensive nature of the alliance and the de- 
sire of its members to work cooperatively 
with all former adversaries, 

(C) the emerging security threats posed by 
the proliferation of nuclear, chemical, and 
biological weapons of mass destruction and 
the means to deliver them, 

(D) the continuing challenges to the inter- 
ests of all North Atlantic Treaty Organiza- 
tion member countries posed by unstable and 
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undemocratic regimes harboring hostile in- 
tentions, and 

(E) the dependence of the global economy 
on a stable energy supply and the free flow of 
commerce; 

(3) to urge the North Atlantic Treaty Orga- 
nization to support the eventual expansion 
of alliance membership to European coun- 
tries that meet appropriate standards, in- 
cluding— 

(A) shared values and interests, 

(B) democratic governments, 

(C) free market economies, 

(D) civilian control of the military, 

(E) adherence to the values, principles, and 
political commitments embodied in the Hel- 
sinki Final Act of the Conference on Secu- 
rity and Cooperation in Europe, and 

(F) commitment to further the principles 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
and to contribute to the security of the 
North Atlantic area; 

(4) to urge the North Atlantic Treaty Orga- 
nization— 

(A) to extend membership to countries 
that meet the standards set forth by the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, and 

(B) to establish benchmarks and a time- 
table for eventual membership for selected 
countries in transition; and 

(5) to affirm that North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization military planning should in- 
clude joint military operations beyond the 
geographic bounds of the alliance under Arti- 
cle 4 of the North Atlantic Treaty when the 
shared interests of the United States and 
other member countries require such action 
to defend vital interests. 


By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, 
Mr. DANFORTH, Mr. ROCKE- 
FELLER, Mr. BURNS, Mr. INOUYE, 
Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. FORD, Mr. 
PRESSLER, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. 
BRYAN, Mr. ROBB, Mr. DORGAN, 
Mr. GLENN, Mr. BENNETT, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. 
SHELBY, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
MURKOWSKI, and Mr. JEFFORDS): 

S.J. Res. 187. A joint resolution des- 
ignating July 16 through July 24, 1994, 
as "National Apollo Anniversary Ob- 
servance"; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

NATIONAL APOLLO ANNIVERSARY OBSERVANCE 
e Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, this 
year marks the 25th anniversary of the 
historic Apollo 11 mission to the Moon. 
As chairman of the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation, I 
am today introducing legislation to 
designate July 16-24, 1994, as National 
Apollo Anniversary Observance.” I 
would note that Congressman MINETA 
is introducing a companion resolution 
in the House of Representatives. 

On July 16, 1969, America sent astro- 
nauts Neil Armstrong, Edwin (Buzz) 
Aldrin, Jr., and Michael Collins on a 
phenomenal voyage to the Moon. The 
world watched as these explorers trav- 
eled over 238,700 miles from the Earth 
to set foot on the surface of another 
world. 

The mission to the Moon began in 
May 1961, when President Kennedy 
challenged the Nation to place a person 
on the Moon, and ensure the astro- 
naut's safe return, by the end of the 
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decade. With the flight of Apollo 11, the 
Nation accomplished this goal. On July 
20, 1969, Neil Armstrong and Buzz 
Aldrin became the first humans to step 
onto the surface of the Moon while 
command module pilot Michael Collins 
orbited above. 

As Michael Collins stated later in an 
address to a joint session of Congress, 

We have taken to the moon the wealth of 
this Nation, the vision of its political lead- 
ers, the intelligence of its scientists, the 
dedication of its engineers, and careful 
craftsmanship of its workers and the enthu- 
siastic support of its people. 

We have brought back rocks, and I think 
it’s a fair trade. For just as the Rosetta 
Stone revealed the language of ancient 
Egypt, so may these rocks unlock the mys- 
tery of the origin of the moon and indeed, 
even of our Earth and solar system. 

The Apollo 11 mission to the Moon is 
one of the greatest achievements of our 
century. The Apollo 11 mission and sub- 
sequent missions to the Moon brought 
us closer to understanding the Earth 
and its relationship to other celestial 
bodies. It continues to inspire awe and 
wonderment, touching all cultures and 
each generation. The Apollo 11 mission 
not only opened the door to the future 
of human space flight, it broadened our 
perceptions of the human potential. 

Iencourage my colleagues to join me 
in cosponsoring this legislation to com- 
memorate the 25th anniversary of our 
Nation's historic voyage to the Moon. I 
ask that the National Apollo Anniver- 
sary Observation joint resolution be re- 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 187 

Whereas President Kennedy in 1961 called 
upon the United States to face the challenge 
of those extraordinary times by sending a 
mission to the Moon; 

Whereas the United States Government, 
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin- 
istration, and the American people commit- 
ted great resources time, and human labor 
within one decade to span the 238,700 miles 
between the Earth and the Moon; 

Whereas the United States rose to the 
challenge and formulated the Apollo mis- 
sions culminating in the liftoff on July 16, 
1969, of the Apollo 11 Mission to the Moon; 

Whereas 25 years ago astronaut Neil Arm- 
strong, with the help of Colonel Edwin (Buzz) 
Aldrin, Jr. (USAF) and Lieutenant Colonel 
Michael Collins (USAF), took that first sig- 
nificant step and became the first human to 
set foot on the surface of another world; 

Whereas that small step furthered the de- 
velopment of space technology for the last- 
ing benefit of all mankind; and 

Whereas such an event united the world 
and our many cultures for a brief moment 
under the flag of peaceful exploration: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That July 16, 1994, 
through July 24, 1994, is designated as ‘‘Na- 
tional Apollo Anniversary Observance”, and 
the President is authorized and requested to 
issue a proclamation calling on the people of 
the United States to observe such period 
with appropriate ceremonies and activities.e 
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


8.14 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
REID] was added as a cosponsor of S. 14, 
a bill to amend the amount of grants 
received under chapter 1 of title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act of 1965. 
s. 30 
At the request of Mr. ROTH, his name 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 30, a bill 
to amend title II of the Social Security 
Act to eliminate the earnings test for 
individuals who have attained retire- 
ment age. 
S. 293 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. BINGAMAN] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 293, a bill to provide for a Na- 
tional Native American Veterans' Me- 
morial. 
S. 600 
At the request of Mr. BOREN, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATCH] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
600, a bill to amend the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 to extend and modify 
the targeted jobs credit. 
S. 1030 
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1030, a bill to amend 
chapter 17 of title 38, United States 
Code, to improve the Department of 
Veterans Affairs program of sexual 
trauma counseling for veterans and to 
improve certain Department of Veter- 
ans Affairs programs for women veter- 
ans. 
8. 1514 
At the request of Mr. COVERDELL, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
ROBB] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1514, a bill entitled the “Guaranteed 
Deficit Reduction Act of 1993.” 
8. 1691 
At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. JOHNSTON] was added as a cospon- 
Sor of S. 1691, a bill to amend the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide 
taxpayers engaged in certain agri- 
culture-related activities a credit 
against income tax for property used to 
control environmental pollution and 
for soil and water conservation expend- 
itures. 
S. 1704 
At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATCH] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1704, à bill to amend the Immigration 
Reform and Control Act of 1986 con- 
cerning interim assistance to States 
for legalization (SLIAG). 
S. 1805 
At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. CAMPBELL] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1805, a bill to amend title 10, 
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United States Code, to eliminate the 
disparity between the periods of delay 
provided for civilian and military re- 
tiree cost-of-living adjustments in the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1993. 
S. 1822 
At the request of Mr. HOLLINGS, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
AKAKA] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1822, a bill to foster the further devel- 
opment of the Nation’s telecommuni- 
cations infrastructure and protection 
of the public interest, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 1843 
At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name 
of the Senator from Idaho IMr. 
KEMPTHORNE] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1843, a bill to downsize and im- 
prove the performance and account- 
ability of the Federal Government. 
S. 1974 
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. WELLSTONE] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1974, a bill to authorize 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to 
conduct pilot programs in order to 
evaluate the feasibility of the partici- 
pation of the Department of Veterans 
Affairs health care system in the 
health care systems of States that 
have enacted health care reform. 
S. 2090 
At the request of Mr. ROTH, the name 
of the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
COATS] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2030, a bill to amend the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 to limit the tax rate 
for certain small businesses, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 2042 
At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name 
of the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. SMITH] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2042, a bill to remove the United 
States arms embargo of the Govern- 
ment of Bosnia and Herzegovina. 
S. 2051 
At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. MATHEWS] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 2051, a bill to amend the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938 to exclude 
from the definition of employee fire- 
fighters and rescue squad workers who 
perform volunteer services and to pre- 
vent employers from requiring employ- 
ees who are firefighters or rescue squad 
workers to perform volunteer services, 
and to allow an employer not to pay 
overtime compensation to a firefighter 
or rescue squad worker who performs 
volunteer services for the employer, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 2061 
At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. GORTON] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2061, a bill to amend the Small 
Business Investment Act of 1958 to per- 
mit prepayment of debentures issued 
by State and local development compa- 
nies. 
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SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 165 
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. ROTH] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 165, a joint 
resolution to designate the month of 
September 1994 as “National Sewing 
Month." : 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 178 
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the 
names of the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. COVERDELL], the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY], the Senator 
from New York [Mr. D'AMATO], and the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 178, a joint resolution 
to proclaim the week of October 16 
through October 22, 1994 as “National 
Character Counts Week.” 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 181 
At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. Dopp] and the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
181, à joint resolution to designate the 
week of May 8, 1994, through May 14, 
1994, as “United Negro College Fund 
Week." 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 182 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSTON, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. MATHEWS] was added as a cospon- 
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 182, a 
joint resolution to designate the year 
1995 as Jazz Centennial Year". 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 183 
At the request of Mr. ROTH, the name 
of the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD] was added as à cosponsor of Sen- 
ate Joint Resolution 183, a joint resolu- 
tion designating the week beginning 
May 1, 1994 as “Arson Awareness 
Week". 
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 66 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
names of the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. BOREN], and the Senator from Ar- 
kansas [Mr. BUMPERS] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution 66, a concurrent resolution to 
recognize and encourage the convening 
of a National Silver Haired Congress. 
SENATE RESOLUTION 148 
At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
names of the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. BOND], the Senator from New 
York [Mr. D'AMATO], and the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. LoTT] were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Resolution 148, 
a resolution expressing the sense of the 
Senate that the United Nations should 
be encouraged to permit representa- 
tives of Taiwan to participate fully in 
its activities, and for other purposes. 
SENATE RESOLUTION 185 
At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 
names of the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. McCAIN], the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. WOFFORD], the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. DECONCINI], and the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN- 
ICI] were added as cosponsors of Senate 
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Resolution 185, a resolution to con- 
gratulate Phil Rizutto on his induction 
into the Baseball Hall of Fame. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1695 

At the request of Mr. DOLE the name 
of the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. SMITH] was added as a cosponsor 
of Amendment No. 1695 proposed to S. 
2042, a bill to remove the United States 
arms embargo of the Government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. 


SENATE RESOLUTION 213— 
RELATIVE TO SENIOR POWER DAY 


Mr. RIEGLE (for himself and Mr. 
LEVIN) submitted the following resolu- 
tion; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 213 


Whereas Senior Power Day is a Michigan 
organization which annually brings together 
4,000 to 8,000 senior citizens in order to edu- 
cate them about issues concerning senior 
citizens and to communicate with Federal 
and State lawmakers about those issues; 

Whereas Senior Power Day is officially 
recognized by the White House Conference on 
Aging; 


Whereas on May 18, 1994, Senior Power Day 
again will gather at the State Capitol in 
Lansing, Michigan; 

Whereas this year's gathering is the 20th 
such gathering; 

Whereas the theme of this year's gathering 
is "Senior Power: Celebrating 20 Years of Ef- 
fective Advocacy"’; 

Whereas as part of this year’s gathering, 
Senior Power Day will host a hearing of the 
Special Committee on Aging of the United 
States Senate; and 

Whereas Senior Power Day advocates is- 
sues of concern to citizens of all ages and has 
emphasized the need to adopt a national 
health insurance plan and has stressed the 
intergenerational benefits of adequate 
health care, long-term care, and school re- 
form: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that May 18, 1994, should be recognized as 
"Senior Power Day". 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


HEALTH SECURITY ACT 


BINGAMAN AMENDMENT NO. 1697 


(Ordered to lie on the table.) 

Mr. BINGAMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill (S. 1779) to ensure indi- 
vidual and family security through 
health care coverage for all Americans 
in a manner that contains the rate of 
growth in health care costs and pro- 
motes responsible health insurance 
practices, to promote choice in health 
care, and to ensure and protect the 
health care of all Americans; as fol- 
lows: 

On page 14, line 22, add after the period the 
following new sentence: "An eligible health 
care provider shall be compensated for 
health care services provided to an undocu- 
mented alien if such services are determined 
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by the Secretary to be essential health serv- 
ices under subtitle I of title III.“. 

On page 15, line 14, add after the period the 
following new subsection: 

(d) PUBLIC HEALTH.—Upon application by 
a state, in a form and manner designated by 
the Board, the Board may make eligible to 
obtain the comprehensive benefits package, 
individuals described in subsections (a), (b), 
and (c) and regulate the nature of the eligi- 
bility of such individuals, to preserve the 
public health of communities while inhibit- 
ing travel and immigration to the United 
States for the sole purpose of obtaining 
health care services.“ 

On page 577, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following new subtitle: 

Subtitle I—Border Health Improvement 
SEC. 3801. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the Border 
Health Act of 1994". 

SEC. 3802. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 

(1) The cost of health care in the United 
States has reached extreme proportions, ac- 
counting for % of our economy and more 
than 14 percent of our Nation's gross domes- 
tic product. In 1992, United States health 
care spending totaled $823,000,000,000. 

(2) It is estimated that 37,400,000 Americans 
are currently without health insurance. 

(3) A serious and growing problem of un- 
compensated health care exists along the 
international border of the United States 
and Mexico. 

(4) Increased movement across the border 
of United States and Mexico, rapid popu- 
lation growth, poverty, and the lack of a 
health care infrastructure contribute to the 
severity of this problem. 

(5) Recent economic changes, including the 
passage of the North American Free Trade 
Agreement, will further stress this region. 

(6) The Federal Government is charged 
with the responsibility of mediating prob- 
lems that arise along our international bor- 
ders. 

(7) The cost of care provided to undocu- 
mented individuals has placed an undue bur- 
den on the hospitals, health clinics, other 
health facilities, and providers delivering 
medical services in the United States along 
the United States-Mexico border. 

(8) The responsibility for funding health 
care services provided to undocumented indi- 
viduals along the United States-Mexico bor- 
der should rest with the Federal Govern- 
ment. Currently the disproportionate share 
of that burden is born by States. 

(9) Without an increase in Federal security 
at the border, and in a time of significant 
economic development in that region, the 
number and cost of cases of uncompensated 
care will not be reduced over the coming 
years. 

(10) Because of the excessive cost of this 
problem and the Federal Government's re- 
sponsibility to address these issues, a mecha- 
nism for direct provider reimbursement of 
the cost of care provided to undocumented 
individuals should be developed by the Fed- 
eral Government. 

SEC. 3803. PURPOSE. 

It is the purpose of this subtitle to estab- 
lish a mechanism through which the Sec- 
retary will reimburse health care providers 
for specific care provided to undocumented 
individuals along the United States-Mexico 
border. 

SEC. 3804. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this subtitle: 

(1) COMMISSION.—The term Commission“ 
means the United States-Mexico Border 
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Health Commission established under sec- 
tion 3806. 

(2) ELIGIBLE HEALTH CARE PROVIDER.—The 
term “eligible health care provider" means 
those providers delivering essential health 
services (as defined in this section) within 
the United States-Mexico Border Area (as de- 
fined in this section). 

(3) ESSENTIAL HEALTH SERVICES.—The term 
“essential health services” means 

(A) emergency care (as defined under sec- 
tion IX of the Consolidated Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1985); 

(B) public health services, including immu- 
nizations, intended to prevent or treat com- 
municable diseases; and 

(C) family planning services. 

(4) HEALTH PROBLEM.—The term “health 
problem" means a disease or medical ail- 
ment or an environmental condition that 
poses the risk of disease or medical ailment. 
Such term includes diseases, ailments, or 
risks of disease or ailment caused by or re- 
lated to environmental factors, control of 
animals and rabies, control of insect and ro- 
dent vectors, disposal of solíd and hazardous 
waste, and control and monitoring of air 
quality. 

(5) RESIDENT ALIEN.—The term *''resident 
alien", when used in reference to a country, 
means an alien lawfully admitted for perma- 
nent residence to the United States or other- 
wise permanently residing in the United 
States under color of law (including resi- 
dence as an asylee, refugee, or parolee). 

(6 SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. 

(7) UNDOCUMENTED INDIVIDUAL.—The terms 
“undocumented individual” and “the un- 
documented" means an individual not law- 
fully admitted for permanent residence to 
the United States and not otherwise perma- 
nently residing in the United States under 
color of law. 

(8) UNITED STATES-MEXICO BORDER AREA.— 
The term “United States-Mexico Border 
Area" means the area located in the United 
States and Mexico within 100 kilometers of 
the border between the United States and 
Mexico. 

SEC. 3805. PROVIDER COMPENSATION PROGRAM. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish a provider compensation program 
under which the Secretary will implement a 
procedure for reimbursing health care pro- 
viders for essential health care services pro- 
vided to undocumented persons who are not 
eligible for coverage under section 1005. Such 
& program shall include— 

(1) procedures for determinations by the 
Secretary that health care services provided 
to undocumented individuals are essential 
health services for which reimbursement 
under this subtitle is available; 

(2) the establishment of a fee schedule with 
respect to such reimbursements that is based 
on the Medicare Disproportionate Share Hos- 
pital formula; and 

(3) the provision of reimbursements to 
health care providers directly or through a 
contract with an intermediary. 

(b) ESSENTIAL SERVICE REQUIREMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Reimbursement under 
this subtitle may not be provided for health 
care services that are provided to undocu- 
mented individuals if such services do not 
qualify as essential health services. 

(2) STATE REIMBURSEMENT.—The provision 
of Federal funds for the purpose of providing 
reimbursements under this subtitle shall not 
preclude States from providing reimburse- 
ments using State resources. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
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carry out this section, $600,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1995, and such sums as may be necessary 
for each of the fiscal years 1996 through 2000. 
SEC. 3806. BORDER HEALTH COMMISSION. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The President is au- 
thorized and encouraged to conclude an 
agreement with Mexico to establish a bina- 
tional commission to be known as the United 
States-Mexico Border Health Commission. 

(b) DuTIES.—It should be the duty of the 
Commission— 

(1) to conduct a comprehensive needs as- 
sessment in the United States-Mexico Border 
Area for the purposes of identifying, evaluat- 
ing, preventing, and resolving health prob- 
lems and potential health problems that af- 
fect the general population of the area; 

(2) to develop and implement a comprehen- 
sive plan for carrying out the actions rec- 
ommended by the needs assessment 
through— 

(A) assisting in the coordination of public 
and private efforts to prevent potential 
health problems and resolve existing health 
problems, 

(B) assisting in the coordination of public 
and private efforts to educate the popu- 
lation, in a culturally competent manner, 
concerning such potential and existing 
health problems; and 

(C) developing and implementing cul- 
turally competent programs to prevent and 
resolve such health problems and to educate 
the population, in a culturally competent 
manner, concerning such health problems 
where a new program is necessary to meet a 
need that is not being met through other 
public or private efforts; and 

(3) to formulate recommendations to the 
Governments of the United States and Mex- 
ico concerning a fair and reasonable method 
by which the government of one country 
could reimburse a public or private person in 
the other country for the cost of a health 
care service that such person furnishes to a 
citizen or resident alien of the first country 
who is unable, through insurance or other- 
wise, to pay for the service. 

(c) OTHER AUTHORIZED FUNCTIONS.—In addi- 
tion to the duties described in subsection (b), 
the Commission should be authorized to per- 
form the following functions as the Commis- 
sion determines to be appropriate— 

(1) to conduct or support investigations, 
research, or studies designed to identify. 
study, and monitor, on an on-going basis, 
health problems that affect the general pop- 
ulation in the United States-Mexico Border 
Area; 

(2) to conduct or support a binational, pub- 
lic-private effort to establish a comprehen- 
sive and coordinated system, which uses ad- 
vanced technologies to the maximum extent 
possible, for gathering health-related data 
and monitoring health problems in the Unit- 
ed States-Mexico Border Area; and 

(3) to provide financial, technical, or ad- 
ministrative assistance to public or private 
persons who act to prevent or resolve such 
problems or who educate the population con- 
cerning such health problems. 

(d) MEMBERSHIP.— 

(1) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT OF UNITED 
STATES SECTION.—The United States section 
of the Commission should be composed of 13 
members. The section should consist of the 
following members: 

(A) The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services or the Secretary's delegate. 

(B) The commissioners of health or chief 
health officer from the States of Texas, New 
Mexico, Arizona, and California or such com- 
missioners' delegates. 

(C) Two individuals residing in the United 
States-Mexico Border Area in each of the 
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States of Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, and 
California who are nominated by the chief 
executive officer of the respective States and 
appointed by the President from among indi- 
viduals— 

(1) who have a demonstrated interest or ex- 
pertise in health issues of the United States- 
Mexico Border Area; and 

(ii) whose name appears on a list of 6 nomi- 
nees submitted to the President by the chief 
executive officer of the State where the 
nominees resides. 

(2) COMMISSIONER.—The Commissioner of 
the United States section of the Commission 
should be the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services or such individual's dele- 
gate to the Commission. The Commissioner 
should be the leader of the section. 

(3) COMPENSATION.—Members of the United 
States section of the Commission who are 
not employees of the United States— 

(A) shall each receive compensation at a 
rate of not to exceed the daily equivalent of 
the annual rate of basic pay payable for posi- 
tions at GS-15 of the General Schedule under 
section 5332 of title 5, United States Code, for 
each day such member is engaged in the ac- 
tual performance of the duties of the Com- 
mission; and 

(B) shall be allowed travel expenses, in- 
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence at 
rates authorized for employees of agencies 
under subchapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, 
United States Code, while away from their 
homes or regular places of business in the 
performance of services of the Commission. 

(e) REGIONAL OFFICES.—The Commission 
should designate or establish one border 
health office in each of the States of Texas, 
New Mexico, Arizona, and California. Such 
office should be located within the United 
States-Mexico Border Area, and should be 
coordinated with— 

(1) State border health offices; and 

(2) local nonprofit organizations des- 

ignated by the State's governor and directly 
involved in border health issues. 
If feasible to avoid duplicative efforts, the 
Commission offices should be located in ex- 
isting State or local nonprofit offices. The 
Commission should provide adequate com- 
pensation for cooperative efforts and re- 
sources. 

(D REPORTS.—Not later than February 1 of 
each year that occurs more than 1 year after 
the date of the establishment of the Commis- 
sion, the Commission should submit an an- 
nual report to both the United States Gov- 
ernment and the Government of Mexico re- 
garding all activities of the Commission dur- 
ing the preceding calendar year. 

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

There are authorized to be appropriated for 
payment of the United States share of the 
expenses of the Commission, such sums as 
may be necessary. 
* Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, last 
fall, President Clinton set forth several 
specific goals for the Nation when he 
presented the Health Security Act. 
Over the past several months, three 
goals have emerged as the most impor- 
tant: universal health coverage for all 
Americans; cost containment; and 
quality health care. Very shortly, the 
members of the Senate Labor and 
Human Resources Committee, of which 
Iam a member, will be discussing these 
goals in great detail. 

Today, I would like to focus the at- 
tention of my colleagues on one spe- 
cific aspect of comprehensive health 


9911 


care reform: the very serious and grow- 
ing health problems being experienced 
along our international border with 
Mexico. This is an issue of tremendous 
concern to me, as a New Mexican, but 
it should be of concern to all of us. De- 
veloping solutions will require that we 
work together, in a bipartisan and bi- 
national manner, toward common 
goals. 

I was born a short distance from the 
United States-Mexico border, and I 
grew up in Silver City, a small New 
Mexico town less than 90 miles north of 
the border. My father still lives there 
today. 

Over the years, I have seen the bor- 
der area change and grow. The over-de- 
veloped environments of the Texas, Ar- 
izona, and California borders have been 
seriously degraded by water and air 
pollution from unregulated industries, 
widespread lack of sanitation facilities, 
toxic waste and other ground contami- 
nants, and rapidly growing  popu- 
lations. Today, the threats these haz- 
ards pose are spreading. No longer are 
these problems exclusive to a geo- 
graphic region or & State. Disease and 
death do not know political bound- 
aries. They threaten all of us, Ameri- 
cans and Mexicans alike. 

I have seen the problems first-hand, 
and I know we face an enormous task. 
Ialso know that our task will grow in 
urgency and importance as the United 
States and Mexico continue to open 
their borders and the NAFTA agree- 
ment is implemented. For these rea- 
sons, I am committed to seeing that 
this amendment is part of the Senate's 
health care reform effort. 

New Mexico's border region is one of 
the State's fastest growing areas. Dona 
Ana County, our State's most populous 
border county, grew by 40 percent be- 
tween 1980 and 1990. It is projected to 
grow another 30 percent before the year 
2000. Despite this rapid growth, or per- 
haps because of it, New Mexico's border 
region is one of the poorest areas of the 
State and the Nation. Dona Ana Coun- 
ty has been ranked as the 10th poorest 
county in the Nation, in terms of per 
capita income. Of the county's total 
population, 56 percent are Hispanic. 
More than one-third of them live below 
the poverty line. 

These statistics alone would force 
tremendous stress on the health care 
infrastructure of any region. But the 
residents of Dona Ana County and the 
rest of New Mexico face another seri- 
ous challenge: they, along with the 
people of Texas, Arizona, and Califor- 
nia, are on the front line of our coun- 
try's environmental and health prob- 
lems. Local hospitals and health clin- 
ics are being crippled by the burden of 
uncompensated health service delivery 
to undocumented people who reside il- 
legally in the United States or cross 
the border to receive health care. 

The amendment I am filling today 
places the financial responsibility for 
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providing care to undocumented immi- 
grants in border regions where it right- 
fully should be, with the Federal Gov- 
ernment, rather than the States. It 
also incorporates the concept of a bina- 
tional Border Health Commission, 
which I introduced as S. 1229 last sum- 
mer. 

Through this amendment, the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services 
would be required to establish a pro- 
vider compensation program to reim- 
burse providers for essential health 
services they provided to  undocu- 
mented individuals. These services in- 
clude: emergency care, as defined 
under title X of COBRA 1985; public 
health services intended to prevent or 
treat communicable disease; and fam- 
ily planning services. The Secretary 
would establish fee schedules for these 
services, based on the Medicare dis- 
proportionate share hospital formula, 
and develop a method for providing 
payment. 

In conjunction with the Federal com- 
pensation program, a Border Health 
Commission would be established 
through this amendment. The concept 
for the commission grew out of a 1991 
border health conference sponsored by 
the Texas Medical Association. At that 
time, the medical societies of the bor- 
der States—Texas, New Mexico, Ari- 
zona, and California—made a commit- 
ment to draft legislation that would 
lay the groundwork for a high-level, 
Binational Commission, which would 
work in coordination to protect the 
health and well-being of the residents 
of both countries. 

In July 1993, Representative RON 
COLEMAN introduced the Border Health 
Commission Act in the House of Rep- 
resentatives. At the same time, I, 
along with Senators MCCAIN, and 
SIMON, introduced S. 1225, the Border 
Health Commission Act, making the 
commitment of the border area medi- 
cal associations a reality. I remain 
committed to the concept of the Com- 
mission and, as I stated earlier, have 
included those provisions in this 
amendment today. The Commission’s 
key duty would be to develop a com- 
prehensive long-term plan of action to 
target the border health problem. 

Mr. President, with this amendment, 
we have the opportunity to assess our 
border problems in the proper frame- 
work. We also have the opportunity in 
New Mexico to create a model for de- 
veloping comprehensive solutions to 
these serious binational problems. We 
have a lot of work ahead of us, but to- 
gether, with a common plan and com- 
mon goals, I believe we can make great 
strides in addressing the health prob- 
lems of our Nation’s southern border.e 


NOTICES OF HEARINGS 


COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that the Small 
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Business Committee will hold a full 
committee hearing on prepayment pen- 
alties for Sec. 503 Development Com- 
pany Loans and on the status of the 
Sec. 504 Development Company Loan 
Program. The hearing will be held on 
Tuesday, May 17, 1994, at 10:00 a.m., in 
room 428A of the Russell Senate Office 
Building. For further information, 
please call Patricia Forbes, deputy 
staff director of the Small Business 
Committee at 224-5175. 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry be 
allowed to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Wednesday, May 11, 1994, 
at 10 a.m., in SR-332, on the adminis- 
tration's crop insurance proposal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 

AFFAIRS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
be authorized to meet during the ses- 
sion of the Senate on Wednesday, May 
11, beginning at 10 a.m. to conduct a 
hearing on discrimination in home- 
owners insurance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
on May 11, 1994, at 10 a.m. on S. 1822 
and the electric utilities’ entry into 
telecommunications. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, May 11, at 10 a.m. to 
hold a hearing on the international 
convention on the elimination of all 
forms of racial discrimination—Ex. C, 
95-2. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources be author- 
ized to meet for an executive session on 
May 11, 1994, at 10 a.m. to consider S. 
1981, the Orphan Drug Act Amendments 
of 1994; S. 784, Dietary Supplement 
Health and Education Act of 1993; and 
the pending nominations of Marca 
Bristo and Kate Pew Wolters, to be 
members of the National Council on 
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Disability; Patricia Ann Brown, Ira 
Ronald Feldman, Barbara Wallace 
Grossman, and Leo O’Donovan, to be 
members of the National Council on 
the Arts; and Fred Garcia to be Deputy 
Director for Demand Reduction, Office 
of National Drug Control Policy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CLEAN AIR AND NUCLEAR 

REGULATION 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Clean Air and Nuclear Regulation, 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works, be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Wednes- 
day, May 11 beginning at 9:30 a.m., to 
conduct a hearing to discuss the pos- 
sible health effects to nonsmokers of 
environmental tobacco smoke. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY, 

ACQUISITION AND INDUSTRIAL BASE 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Defense Technology, Acquisition, 
and Industrial Base of the Committee 
on Armed Services be authorized to 
meet on Wednesday, May 11, 1994, at 10 
a.m., in open session to receive testi- 
mony on the technology reinvestment 
program of the Department of Defense 
in review of the defense authorization 
request for fiscal year 1995 and the fu- 
ture years defense program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NUCLEAR DETERRENCE, 
ARMS CONTROL AND DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Nuclear Deterrence, Arms Control 
and Defense Intelligence of the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services be author- 
ized to meet at 2:00 p.m. on Wednesday, 
May 11, 1994, in open/closed session, to 
receive testimony on the Ballistic Mis- 
sile Defense program in review of the 
defense authorization request for fiscal 
year 1995 and the future years defense 
program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


WORLD ROWING CHAMPIONSHIPS 


è Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that my colleagues have acted 
so quickly to pass legislation to sus- 
pend the duty temporarily on equip- 
ment necessary for athletes competing 
in the 1994 World Rowing Champion- 
ships. 

The world championships have oc- 
curred annually since 1893; however, 
the United States has never played 
host to the event until this year. I am 
delighted that Indianapolis will be 
hosting this great event at the beau- 
tiful Eagle Creek Reservoir. The world 
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championships will run from Septem- 
ber 11 through September 18, 1994. Over 
1,000 athletes representing-more than 
40 nations will compete in 23 events. 
Indeed, it will be the premiere event to 
prepare rowers for the 1996 Olympics. 

Rowing has a long history in Amer- 
ica. The first intercollegiate competi- 
tion was a rowing event between Yale 
and Harvard in the late 1800's and it 
quickly caught on as a great spectator 
sport. The tradition continues today 
with events such as the “Head of the 
Charles" which attracts thousands of 
spectators each year. 

It was my pleasure to support this 
legislation which has become part of an 
omnibus event duty-free bill. Although 
this bill includes other amateur com- 
petitions being held in the United 
States this decade, it is particularly 
important to rowing because of the 
amount of equipment required. 
Waiving the bond requirement for the 
equipment relieves the competing 
teams of an unnecessary expense and 
eases their entry into the United 
States. 

I am looking forward to the 1994 
World Rowing Championships and I in- 
vite all my colleagues, rowers and non- 
rowers, to come to Indianapolis for this 
exciting event.e 

— — 


TO HONOR THE LANSDOWNE FIRE 
COMPANY ON ITS 100TH ANNI- 
VERSARY 


e Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor the Lansdowne Fire 
Company of Lansdowne, PA, on its 
100th anniversary. 

On December 18, 1890, before 
Lansdowne Borough existed, fire de- 
stroyed a row of small wooden stores 
on the east side of South Lansdowne 
Avenue, north of the railroad tracks. 
On January 2, 1994, the borough con- 
tracted with the Lansdowne Water Co. 
for 12 fire hydrants. In early December 
1894, concerned citizens organized the 
Lansdowne Fire Company. Elected 
were Joseph S. Van Sandt, president, 
and Joseph L. Lowden, fire chief. The 
first hand-drawn apparatus, a two- 
wheel hose reel, was housed in the 
three-story tank house of the 
Lansdowne Water Co., located behind 
15 Madison Avenue. 

The Lansdowne Fire Company was 
incorporated on November 9, 1897, by 
the Commonwealth court. This 1897 
charter allowed the company to own 
real and personal property provided 
that the clear yearly income or value 
of said real estate shall not exceed 
$20,000.” They operated under the origi- 
nal charter until December 4, 1978, 
when a new corporate charter officially 
gave nonprofit status under all applica- 
ble Pennsylvania and United States— 
IRS—laws. 

A permanent home was provided in 
the 1903 borough hall at 12 East Balti- 
more Avenue. A property they owned 
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was contributed, and this was acknowl- 
edged by borough ordinances recogniz- 
ing the Lansdowne Fire Company, con- 
veying tenancy of its quarters, and 
granting an annual appropriation of 
$200 


Given larger facilities, horse-drawn 
apparatus was added by a ladder wagon 
in 1904 and à chemical wagon prior to 
1908. They never had horses. When the 
fire alarm sounded, a nearby stable 
would send a team and other teams 
going by were loaned for the duration 
of the emergency. In 1913, converting a 
horse-drawn hearse, they began one of 
the country's first ambulance services. 

The Lansdowne Fire Company motor- 
ized prior to 1914 with an American La 
France chemical/booster truck which 
cost $7,500. Later, two 1925 American 
La France trucks were obtained, a 750- 
gallon-per-minute engine and a city- 
service ladder. Also in 1925, a motorized 
ambulance was purchased. The approxi- 
mate cost of these three units was 
$30,000. 

Fire Chief George A. Gowan was the 
first member whose life was sacrificed 
in the performance of fire-fighting 
duty. Chief Gowan succumbed from se- 
vere exposure to smoke, cold, and 
water on December 29, 1925. In 1928, an 
Autocar 250 g.p.m. booster truck was 
obtained. On August 21, 1937, they 
housed an Autocar 750 g.p.m. engine 
and in 1939, it was driven to the 1939 
New York World's Fair. 

Chief Walter L. Fraim became the 
second member to die in the line of 
duty on June 10, 1940. He may best be 
remembered for his blood-donor work, 
and a blood bank was named in his 
honor. A 1941 Buick ambulance went in 
service and the real threat of war gave 
first-aid training new priority. On Jan- 
uary 14, 1942, a Mack city-service lad- 
der replaced the 1925 ladder. Fifty-one 
members saw active duty in World War 
II. Those serving on the home front or- 
ganized high school students as auxil- 
iary junior firemen, some of whom 
later went into military service. 

On April 12, 1944, the 50th anniver- 
sary was celebrated with a banquet. 
Lessons learned from the war gave 
greater importance to organized, 
standardized training. H. Newton Walls 
and Russel P. Wentzel, Sr., intensified 
ongoing efforts to train better and 
more effective firefighters, greatly 
raising morale and pride. 

When peacetime truck production re- 
sumed, a new Mack 500 g.p.m. engine 
was housed on November 1, 1947. A 1949 
blue Buick Ambulance replaced the 
1941 unit. In 1953, the 1937 Autocar was 
rebuilt with a new pump and was recer- 
tified by the underwriters as a first 
line engine. In 1954, a Mack 750 g.p.m. 
engine replaced the 1928 Autocar boost- 
er. In 1956, a GMC-Christopher rescue 
truck replaced the ambulance and was 
one of the first emergency-only units 
in this area, taking patients to the 
closest hospital. 
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Assistant Chief G. William Joines 
died on November 22, 1961, from the 
onset of a heart attack at a working 
fire. The third member to be lost in the 
line of duty, he was also a Lansdowne 
Police Department sergeant. On June 
17, 1961, they housed their first aerial 
ladder, an 85-foot cab-ahead Seagrave. 
A double housing occurred on August 
26, 1967, a 1966 1,000 g.p.m. cab-ahead 
Seagrave replaced the 1947 Mack, and a 
1966 International rescue truck costing 
$7,750 replaced the 1966 GMC-Chris- 
topher rescue. 

On May 10, 1969, the 75th anniversary 
was observed with a large parade. 
Plectron  tone-alerting radios were 
placed in service December 19, 1969. The 
first alert was for a working fire in 
Clifton Heights on Christmas morning. 
In 1972, the four 7th district companies 
hired Delaware emergency medical 
technician instructors to start local 
E.M.T. training as there was no Penn- 
sylvania program yet. 

A 1974 Chevrolet-Providence Body Co. 
modular rescue vehicle replaced the 
1966 International. Carrying a Hurst 
“Jaws-of-Life’’ tool, it was called an 
Emergency Care and Rescue Unit. In 
1975, a 1,500-g.p.m. enclosed-cab-ahead 
Hahn costing $60,000 was obtained, and 
this addition focused their attention on 
the need for a new station. The Hahn 
spent its first year at the Yeadon Fire 
House, prompting a group visitation to 
borough council. The result was the 
“tin shed" on the municipal parking 
lot and at last the Hahn was home in 
Lansdowne. On May 17, 1977, a bond 
issue for a new combination police, 
fire, and borough building was defeated 
at the polls, 1302 to 1143. 

Norman D. Wilson, fire policeman, 
became the fourth member to die in 
the line of duty. He had a fatal heart 
attack while directing traffic at a col- 
lision on the infamous Marshall Road 
curve on January 20, 1979. 

On November 2, 1982, a $500,000 new 
station bond issue passed by a 4-to-l 
majority. On August 26, 1983, they gave 
a $61,739 check to the borough for the 
fifth bay to house the ambulance, elec- 
tricity-saving skylights, and a station- 
wide fire sprinkler system. On October 
4, 1986, a double housing and building 
dedication parade was held. A 1985 en- 
closed-cab-ahead Hahn-Fire Spire 100- 
foot aerial ladder costing $302,000 re- 
placed the 1961 Seagrave aerial ladder. 
A 1984 Ford-Collins Ambulance re- 
placed the 1974 Chevrolet rescue. The 
new station with 4 double bays and a 
single bay replaced the 1903 station and 
tin shed. The tin shed was torn down. 

A 1991 Ford-Horton ambulance cost- 
ing $85,000 replaced the 1984 unit and a 
1989 used Chevrolet Caprice was pur- 
chased for use as a command car, ro- 
tating weekly between chiefs, and it is 
also used to transport members to fire 
schools and other events. 

On September 26, 1906, the first ladies 
auxiliary was organized with 10 mem- 
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bers, and by 1914 had 35 members. The 
present ladies auxiliary was formed on 
May 5, 1952, and currently has 30 mem- 
bers. 

Through the years, the Lansdowne 
Fire Company has helped other fire 
companies to get started. They lent a 
hand-drawn ''spider'" hose real to the 
Highland Park Fire Company in 1912, 
and a hand-drawn hose cart to the 
Cardington Fire Company in 1916. In 
1955, the members Vincent J. Christi 
and Frank Z. Russel helped to found 
the  Primos-Secane-Westbrook Park 
Fire Company, ‘‘Beans’’ Russel becom- 
ing the first chief. They also gave hose 
and equipment to various companies 
throughout history. 

Mr. President, I am proud to honor 
the service of the Lansdowne Fire Com- 
pany on its 100th anniversary, and I 
wish the company the best for the next 
100 years.e 


TRIBUTE TO JUDICIAL COURT 
COMMISSIONER HARRY HALLOWAY 


* Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, today I 
rise to pay tribute to Milwaukee Coun- 
ty Judicial Court Commissioner Harry 
Halloway. His many years of service to 
the city of Milwaukee demonstrate his 
true commitment to the community he 
calls home. 

For years, Commissioner Halloway 
has carried out his duties in a fair and 
consistent manner, while showing com- 
passion and understanding to those 
who come before him. With the hun- 
dreds of thousands of cases he has pre- 
sided over, Commissioner Halloway de- 
serves to be commended for his excel- 
lent record of administering justice in 
the highly efficient manner with which 
he goes about his profession. 

Not only is Commissioner Halloway a 
credit to the community which he 
serves, but also a respected and dedi- 
cated family man who gives so much of 
himself for the benefit of others. Harry 
Halloway is truly someone the people 
of Milwaukee can appreciate for his 
many contributions to the community. 
With this in mind, I stand and whole- 
heartedly commend Milwaukee County 
Judicial Court Commissioner Harry 
Halloway for his career of dedicated 
public service.e 


RETIREMENT OF MAYOR CHESTER 
W. GROBSCHNIDT 


e Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor an outstanding public 
servant, Mayor Chester W. Grobschnidt 
of South Milwaukee, WI. After 9 years 
as an alderman and 28 years in city 
hall, he retired from municipal govern- 
ment this April 18. Throughout Wiscon- 
sin, people consider his tenure one of 
the most successful in the State's his- 
tory. 

The citizens of South Milwaukee will 
attest to Mayor Grobschnidt's many 
contributions to their community. He 
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has improved municipal services, in- 
cluding the city administration build- 
ing and street department. South Mil- 
waukee can now feel more secure with 
Mayor Grobschnidt's work on the city's 
fire fighting facilities and wastewater 
treatment center. Students and profes- 
sionals alike can thank him for South 
Milwaukee's expanded library. The 
mayor also established the Chester A. 
Grobschnidt senior center in the city 
administration building for senior citi- 
zens' enjoyment and education. These 
are Mayor Grobschnidt's legacies; he is 
a tough act to follow. 

I applaud the mayor for epitomizing 
good, effective municipal government. 
The residents of South Milwaukee will 
always remember fondly his qualified 
and stable leadership. I wish Mayor 
Grobschnidt a happy, well deserved re- 
tirement.e 


rr — 


TRIBUTE TO NATIONAL NURSING 
HOME WEEK 


* Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise today to call to the attention of 
the Senate the celebration of National 
Nursing Home Week from May 8 
through 14, 1994. 

National Nursing Home Week honors 
the tireless and unselfish work of those 
who serve our Nation's nursing homes. 
I proudly recognize the dedication and 
commitment these workers have to im- 
proving the lives of others. We must all 
honor the contributions these out- 
standing citizens perform. 

Nursing homes across the Nation pro- 
vide our citizens with services that 
make up an integral part of our health 
care system. One example of the many 
facilities that provide such top quality 
care to its residents is the Plaza Nurs- 
ing and Convalescent Center, located in 
my homestate of New Jersey. 

Let us all salute and applaud the ef- 
forts made by those who work in nurs- 
ing homes as we celebrate this very 
special week.e 


STREATOR, IL, AN ALL-AMERICAN 
CITY 


* Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I want to 
take this opportunity to congratulate 
the city of Streator, IL, on being se- 
lected as 1 of 30 finalists in the 1994 All- 
American City Award competition. 
Streator has the proud distinction of 
being the only Illinois city to be rep- 
resented in this prestigious competi- 
tion, which is sponsored by the Na- 
tional Civic League. 

The people of Streator have consist- 
ently demonstrated a strong sense of 
civic pride and involvement, with com- 
munity volunteers often spearheading 
their efforts. For example, over 10,000 
volunteer hours were devoted to pre- 
paring and organizing the 1993 
Streatorland quasi-centennial celebra- 
tion. In addition, the city raised over 
$355,000 for the construction of an in- 
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dustrial park to expand Streator’s eco- 
nomic base. In an effort to involve 
local citizens in community planning, 
over 100 people have come together to 
develop a strategic plan for Streator's 
future. 

As far as I am concerned, Mr. Presi- 
dent, Streator is already an All-Amer- 
ican city. I salute the fine people of 
Streator and wish them every success 
in this competition.e 


VISTA: 30 YEARS OF SERVICE TO 
AMERICA 


è Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I was 
pleased to read Colman McCarthy’s re- 
cent article in the Washington Post en- 
titled “VISTA at 30: Quietly Thriving.” 
VISTA—Volunteers in Service to 
America —has a rich and commendable 
history. Started in the sixties, VISTA 
has been quietly lifting hopes and 
changing people's lives for the better 
for the last three decades. 

My home State of Illinois has a 
strong VISTA connection. Currently 
we have more than 160 VISTA volun- 
teers serving in 23 projects in urban 
and rural communities throughout Illi- 
nois. We take pride in VISTA's service 
and recognize the commitment these 
volunteers have to their community 
and their country. 

VISTA is thriving in community 
health centers, Head Start programs, 
literacy programs, neighborhood cen- 
ters, community development corpora- 
tions and in housing projects across 
the country. At Literacy Volunteers of 
America in Chicago, VISTAs are re- 
cruiting volunteer tutors, organizing 
community support for local literacy 
programs and developing a bilingual 
tutor training program. The VISTAs of 
the Contact Ministries program in 
Springfield, IL, have established a shel- 
ter and housing program, provide food 
and other necessities to over 9,000 low- 
income individuals and are developing 
innovative educational programs to 
help 200 individuals affected by sub- 
stance abuse. Starting in June, a new 
team of VISTAs will be placed in rural 
areas of southern Illinois with the Illi- 
nois Coalition for Community Services 
to address the issues of illiteracy and 
unemployment through the develop- 
ment of youth-focused educational ac- 
tivities and job training. In urban loca- 
tions in Illinois, VISTAs will address 
the crime and gang problems through 
neighborhood organizing and positive 
youth leadership programs. 

VISTA volunteers understand that 
the most valuable resources in low-in- 
come communities are the people who 
live and work there. VISTA taps into 
local resources, talent, and energy. 
Working to build local infrastructures, 
VISTAs help show communities that 
they are equipped to strengthen their 
own neighborhoods. 

The impact of these quiet warriors 
against poverty has been felt in neigh- 
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borhoods and community based pro- 
grams all across this country. The 30th 
anniversary of VISTA provides us a 
great opportunity to give VISTA and 
its volunteers the recognition they de- 
serve. I encourage my colleagues to 
look at your own communities; you 
will be impressed with the contribu- 
tions of VISTA volunteers to your part 
of the country. This is an occasion to 
salute both current and former volun- 
teers, and to renew our own commit- 
ment to the fight against poverty in 
our Nation. 

The article follows: 

[From the Washington Post, May 3, 1994] 

VISTA AT 30: QUIETLY 'THRIVING 
(By Colman McCarthy) 

HOUMA, LA.—Gratitude and respect are 
among the emotions Maia Bloomfield has 
felt this past year. She is a member of 
VISTA—Volunteers in Service to America— 
and came to thís bayou community in south- 
east Louisiana after graduating last spring 
with a history degree from Minnesota's 
Carleton College. Bloomfield, who is 22 and a 
native of Bethesda, Md., where she was a stu- 
dent leader at Bethesda-Chevy Chase High 
School, has thrown herself wholeheartedly 
into Project Learn. It is an adult literacy 
program, funded by United Way and run by 
Catholic Social Services. 

Bloomfield recruits tutors for Project 
Learn and sets up workshops to train low-in- 
come housing residents to tutor other resi- 
dents. Two afternoons a week from 4:30 to 
6:30 she helps 30 mostly black children with 
Schoolwork and, lately, practice for a play 
about Harriet Tubman. She also works with 
food stamp recipients who need help with 
reading and writing. 

Bloomfield's gratitude is for the chance to 
serve here, to have cultural and political ties 
to the Northeast but to be accepted by 
Houmans as if she were raised on gumbo 
soup, crawfish pie and the teachings of King- 
fish Huey Long. Her respect is for the chil- 
dren and families she helps teach and orga- 
nize—for not giving up and for believing in 
themselves. The teaching and learning flow 
both ways. 

In Houma, where the economy is hurting 
because the local fishing and oil industries 
have been shaky, at best, in recent years, 
five VISTA volunteers are at work. Three 
were recruited locally and all work on lit- 
eracy. 
Each of the several Houma residents I 
Spoke with who either supervise Bloomfield 
or work with her endorsed VISTA as a local 
treasure. It is that way nationally. This year 
is the 30th anniversary of the program, cre- 
ated as part of the Economic Opportunity 
Act. Among its sister programs also begun in 
the mid-1960s—Head Start, Job Corps, Legal 
Services, Upward Bound, Foster Grand- 
parents—VISTA has been the retiring, unno- 
ticed member of the family. How well is it 
known that more than 100,000 volunteers 
have served in 12,000 projects? Who is aware 
that 4,000 VISTAs are serving urban and 
rural communities in 50 states? 

For a few perilous years in the 1980s, it ap- 
peared as if the program would not survive. 
Under Ronald Reagan’s first budget, funding 
dropped nearly 50 percent. In 1981, which was 
Jimmy Carter's last budget, VISTA peaked 
at $30 million. By 1983, the year of Reagan’s 
second budget, funding was $11 million. The 
ranks of volunteers declined from 4,200 to 
1,700. " 

Before the plug was to be totally yanked, 
which was part of the larger Reagan plan to 
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heighten the assault on the poor, the force of 
a minor miracle occurred: Friends of VISTA. 
This was a coalition of supporters and 
former volunteers—including Sen. John D. 
"Jay" Rockefeller IV (D-W.Va.), who served 
in West Virginia in the early days—who 
came together for the rarest of missions: 
protecting a government program from the 
outside from government attackers on the 
inside. The coalition had saved VISTA dur- 
ing the Nixon years, breathed easier under 
Carter and then mobilized for the Reagan 
wreckers. 

Calm times—no, energized times—have re- 
turned. Last month, James Scheibel, a re- 
flective liberal, the former mayor of St. Paul 
and now in the Clinton administration as the 
director of ACTION, the federal domestic 
volunteer agency, told a House subcommit- 
tee that next year’s budget request for 
VISTA is $59 million. This is a deserved and 
needed increase of $16 million—or 39 per- 
cent—above the 1994 funding. This will allow 
an increase of more than 1,100 volunteers. 

With Jim Scheibel leading VISTA in Wash- 
ington and volunteers like Maia Bloomfield 
in Houma, the original promise of the pro- 
gram cannot help but thrive. In this rural 
Louisiana community, the spirit of self-help 
is strong, as it is in other areas of the coun- 
try where volunteers are running or creating 
food banks, wastewater systems, coopera- 
tives, for low-income farmers or anything 
else that fulfills what then-Gov. Bill Clinton 
said of VISTA volunteers in Arkansas: They 
"taught us about the importance and power 
of people building from within.“ 

In Houma, or anywhere else, what other 
power matters as much?e 


BEING ON THE FRONT LINE 


e Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, earlier 
this week an article appeared in the 
Washington Post that described an or- 
dinary day at MedSTAR unit, the med- 
ical shock trauma acute resuscitation 
unit in northwest Washington. As the 
recipient of potentially fatal gun shot 
victims, MedSTAR witnesses firsthand 
the crime and bloodshed that is taking 
place on our streets. I would ask that 
the article be printed for the RECORD. 

[From the Washington Post, May 5. 1994] 

THE TRAGIC HOLES IN PRO-GUN LOGIC 
(By Steve Twomey) 

Today, the House of Representatives will 
vote on whether to ban some assault weap- 
ons, and it’s having a tough time deciding, 
hard as that may be to believe. Maybe Gage 
Ochsner can help the good congresspeople. 
He knows a lot about guns. More precisely, 
he knows bullets. 

Ochsner, a trauma surgeon, sat yesterday a 
few feet from the room where he struggles to 
offset what the evil bullets do, although even 
when he does his best work, it’s often not 
enough. He must go out to the waiting fam- 
ily and announce that a son, brother or hus- 
band is gone. The ensuing anguish often 
winds up expressed as a fist on the nearest 
wall. "I don't know how many times we've 
had to fix plaster," Ochsner said. 

His office is the MedSTAR unit, the Medi- 
cal Shock Trauma Acute Resuscitation unit, 
& kind of super emergency room at Washing- 
ton Hospital Center in Northwest Washing- 
ton. If a life edges near the Big Precipice be- 
cause of a bullet, a knife or an accident, it 
often is pulled back in one of the seven bays 
of MedSTAR. 


9915 


It's where a life had come, in fact, exactly 
24 hours before our conversation. Code Yel- 
low: an inbound male, with a whole lot of 
holes. Ochsner, à tall, lanky Oklahoman of 
40, led the response team Tuesday. 

Oddly, he doesn't work for Washington 
Hospital Center. He's à commander in the 
Navy. But the Navy figures that a great way 
to give its doctors experience in treating the 
horrible wounds they will encounter in com- 
bat is to send them to MedStar. 

Ponder that: Military doctors obtain bat- 
tlefield expertise by working at a civilian 
hospital in peacetime. 

It is war out there on our streets. 

In the six years he's been working at 
MedSTAR, Ochsner estimates, he has treated 
at least 500 gunshot victims. In other words, 
he alone has treated almost as many casual- 
ties in a single District hospital as the U.S. 
military treated during the Gulf War. He 
says doctors who come from France, Britain 
and Australia to get smarter about treating 
"penetration" wounds sometimes see more 
of them at MedSTAR in one night than they 
do in their countries in one year. 

Tuesday was just one more case. But it's 
never just one more case. Ochsner said they 
all get to him. The victims never become 
just a problem on a table. Tuesday, it was a 
kid no more than 18. He appeared to be in 
great shape, Ochsner recalled, except, of 
course, for the gaping holes. 

He had four in the abdomen. 

And one on the left side. 

And one on the right side. 

And two in the neck. 

“And I'm not sure," Ochsner said, but I 
think he had some extremity wounds.“ 

How many were entrance wounds and how 
many were exit weren't Ochsner's immediate 
concern. The kid was in cardiac arrest and 
had been for some time, and the chance of 
saving him was nearly zero, but the team 
opened his chest to gain access to vital or- 
gans. 

When Ochsner started at MedSTAR, he 
didn't see so many people hit so many times. 
While it's obvious that having multiple 
wounds is worse than having one, they pose 
specific problems for an emergency-room 
physician. The more wounds, the greater the 
blood loss and the greater the chance the 
victim will die not from any one wound, but 
from the cumulative effect. And multiple 
wounds make it hard for a doctor to trace 
the internal paths of bullets: Which one went 
where and hit what? 

Of course, multiple wounds are the spe- 
cialty of assault guns. They fire zillions of 
rounds in nanoseconds, increasing the 
chance that the target will be (a) hit and (b) 
hit often. And the target usually is human, 
since shooting deer or tin cans with an as- 
sault weapon is no test of any true hunter or 
marksman. 

Once the kid's chest was cut open, Ochsner 
looked at the heart. It held no blood. One of 
the bullets had cut his aorta and his ticker 
had pumped itself dry. The MedSTAR team 
had no hope. 

Anything unusual about how this all un- 
folded? 

No.“ Ochsner said. 

Ponder that one too: An otherwise healthy 
teenager winds up riddled with holes on a 
spring day and dies, and there's nothing un- 
usual about it. Happens all the time. 

Maybe I shouldn't have brought up this 
kid. Ochsner said the weapon of damage was 
a .357 magnum, not an assault weapon, so the 
teenager would not have been saved by a ban 
and isn’t directly relevent to the House de- 
bate. 
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Except, of course, he is. What happened to 
him is what's going on out there. When the 
extraordinary act of killing becomes ordi- 
nary, we have reached madness. To do noth- 
ing is to conspire. The problem with trau- 
ma," Ochsner said, “is that it's not cancer. 
It's not something where the family, they're 
kind of prepared. they may have had 
lunch with this person. They may have just 
talked to him. Then he's dead. It's a very ab- 
rupt process.” 

g assault weapons won’t stop this 
process, It will change very little on the 
streets, because assault weapons just aren't 
used that often. But it certainly will do no 
harm. Not even the National Rifle Associa- 
tion really believes these weapons are useful 
for anything but shooting people. It is fight- 
ing a stupid fight because it believes the ul- 
timate goal is confiscating all guns. 

Ochsner doesn't want that. Neither do I. 
He's a hunter. But he has no problem with 
tough regulations and banning a kind of 
weapon whose sole purpose is to create work 
for him. How anyone could have difficulty 
with that completely escapes me.“ 

Me too, doc. Maybe Congress should watch 
you battle a Code Yellow. Maybe Congress 
should help you repair the walls.e 


A SALUTE TO NEW YORK'S 
ADVERTISING COMMUNITY 


* Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, last 
week I had the pleasure of meeting 
Burtch Drake, president, and several 
representatives of the American Asso- 
ciation of Advertising Agencies to dis- 
cuss the importance of the advertising 
industry to New York. Truly, in mak- 
ing American industry and techno- 
logical advances widely known and ap- 
preciated, Madison Avenue has made 
itself the mecca and envy of advertis- 
ers everywhere. I am glad they are part 
of the lively pulse of New York. 

Celebrating the power of the New 
York advertising industry and its con- 
tribution to the economic and social 
vitality of New York City and the 
United States as a whole, New York 
City Mayor Rudy Giuliani has pro- 
claimed May 18, 1994 as New York Ad- 
vertising Day.“ To celebrate New York 
Advertising Day, leaders of the adver- 
tising industry will gather in the sum- 
mer garden of the Rockefeller Center 
for a spectacular gala. Sponsors of the 
gala are the Advertising Women of New 
York and the Advertising Club of New 
York. 

New York City continues to be the 
center of the advertising world. Almost 
45 percent of all U.S. advertising ex- 
penditures originate in the New York 
City area and that translates into over 
500,000 jobs in advertising and allied in- 
dustries in the metropolitan area. 
Twelve of the 15 largest advertising 
agencies are headquartered in New 
York City and have their largest of- 
fices there. It is also the home of hun- 
dreds of media companies and outlets 
and many thousands of other compa- 
nies and production houses which serve 
the advertising industry. 

Advertising is a good New York citi- 
zen. The industry contributes over $1 
billion annually to the city and its 
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residents through public service adver- 
tising and pro bono activities. Members 
of the industry donate their time and 
talent creating ad campaigns for such 
worthwhile causes as drug use preven- 
tion and AIDS research, and programs 
to battle child abuse, illiteracy, and al- 
coholism. Both the Advertising Council 
and the Partnership for a Drug-Free 
America were created by the advertis- 
ing industry as a focus for on-going pro 
bono activities. 

By recognizing May 18 as New York 
Advertising Day, we all can join in in 
recognizing the importance of this in- 
dustry’s contributions to the city’s 
economy and quality of life.e 


LOBBYING DISCLOSURE ACT OF 
1993 


Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask that 
the Chair lay before the Senate a mes- 
sage from the House of Representatives 
on the bill (S. 349) to provide for the 
disclosure of lobbying activities to in- 
fluence the Federal Government, and 
for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the House of Representatives: 


Resolved, That the bill from the Senate (S. 
349) entitled An Act to provide for the dis- 
closure of lobbying activities to influence 
the Federal Government, and for other pur- 
poses", do pass with the following amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause, 
and insert: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Lobbying Dis- 
closure Act of 1994 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that— 

(1) responsible representative Government re- 
quires public awareness of the efforts of paid 
lobbyists to influence the public decision making 
process in both the legislative and ezecutive 
branches of the Federal Government; 

(2) existing lobbying disclosure statutes have 
been ineffective because of unclear statutory 
language, weak administrative and enforcement 
provisions, and an absence of clear guidance as 
to who is required to register and what they are 
required to disclose; and 

(3) the effective public disclosure of the iden- 
tity and eztent of the efforts of paid lobbyists to 
influence Federal officials in the conduct of 
Government actions will increase public con- 
fidence in the integrity of Government. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act: 

(1) AGENCY.—The term “agency” has the 
meaning given that term in section 551(1) of title 
5, United States Code. 

(2) CLIENT.—The term “client” means any 
person or entity (including a State or local gov- 
ernment) who employs or retains another person 
for financial or other compensation to conduct 
lobbying activities on behalf of that person or 
entity or another person or entity. An organiza- 
tion whose employees act as lobbyists on its own 
behalf is both a client and an employer of such 
employees. In the case of any person or entity 
that employs or retains a lobbyist to conduct 
lobbying activities on behalf of another person 
or entity, the client is both the person or entity 
that employs or retains the lobbyist and the per- 
son or entity on whose behalf the lobbyist con- 
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ducts lobbying activities. In the case of a coali- 
tion or association that employs or retains other 
persons to conduct lobbying activities, the client 
is— 

(A) the coalition or association and not its in- 
dividual members when the lobbying activities 
are conducted on behalf of its membership and 
financed by the coalition's or association's dues 


and assessments, or 

(B) the individual member or members, when 
the lobbying activities are, directly or indirectly, 
financed separately by one or more individual 
members and not by the coalition's or associa- 
tion's dues and assessments. 

(3) COVERED EXECUTIVE BRANCH OFFICIAL.— 
The term covered executive branch official” 
means— 

(A) the President or the President-elect; 

(B) the Vice President or the Vice President- 
elect; 

(C) any officer or employee (other than a cler- 
ical or secretarial employee) of the Executive Of- 
fice of the President or any individual function- 
ing in the capacity of such an officer or em- 
ployee on an unpaid basis; 

(D) any officer or employee serving in a posi- 
tion in level I, II, III, IV, or V of the Executive 
Schedule, as designated by statute or executive 
order; 

(E) any officer or employee serving in a Senior 
Executive Service position, as defined in section 
3132 (a)(2) of title 5, United States Code; 

(F) any member of the uniformed services 
whose pay grade is at or above O-7 under sec- 
tion 201 of title 37, United States Code; and 

(G) any officer or employee serving in a posi- 
tion of a confidential, policy-determining, pol- 
icy-making, or policy-advocating character de- 
scribed in section 7511(b)(2) of title 5, United 
States Code, including an employee listed in 
schedule C of subpart C of part 213 of title 5 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations. 

(4) COVERED LEGISLATIVE BRANCH OFFICIAL.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term covered legisla- 
tive branch official” means 

(i) a Member of Congress or a Member-elect of 
Congress; 

(ii) an elected officer of either House of Con- 
gress; 

(iii) any employee of a Member of Congress or 
of a committee of either House of Congress; 

(iv) any employee on the leadership staff of 
the House of Representatives and any employee 
on the leadership staff of the Senate; 

(v) any employee of a joint committee of the 
Congress; and 

(vi) any employee of a working group or cau- 
cus organized to provide legislative services or 
other assistance to Members of Congress. 

(B) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of subpara- 
graph (A)— 

(i) the terms “employee on the leadership staff 
of the House of Representatives and employee 
on the leadership staff of the Senate’’ have the 
meanings given these terms in section 207(e)(4) 
of title 18, United States Code; 

(ii) the term “employee” includes any individ- 
ual functioning in the capacity of an employee 
described in subparagraph (A) on an unpaid 
basis but the term does not include a clerical or 
secretarial employee, and 

(iii) the term "Member of Congress" means a 
Senator or a Representative in, or Delegate or 
Resident Commissioner, to the Congress. 

(5) DIRECTOR.—The term Director“ means 
the Director of the Office of Lobbying Registra- 
tion and Public Disclosure. 

(6) EMPLOYEE.—Ezcept as provided in para- 
graph (ii), the term employee means 
any individual who is an officer, employee, 
partner, director, or proprietor of an organiza- 
tion, but does not include— 

(A) independent contractors; or 

(B) volunteers who receive no financial or 
other compensation from the organization for 
their services. 
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(7) FOREIGN ENTITY.—The term “foreign en- 
tity" means a foreign principal as such term is 
defined in subsection (b) of section 1 of the For- 
eign Agents Registration Act of 1938 (22 U.S.C. 
611 (b)). 

(8) GRASS ROOTS LOBBYING COMMUNICA- 
TIONS.—The term grass roots lobbying commu- 
nications” means— 

(A) any communication that attempts to influ- 
ence any legislation through an attempt to af- 
fect the opinions of the general public or any 
segment thereof; 

(B) any communication between an organiza- 
tion and any bona fide member of such organi- 
zation to directly encourage such member to 
make a communication to a covered erecutive 
branch official or a covered legislative branch 
official with regard to a matter described in 
clause (i), (ii), (iii), or (iv) of paragraph (10)(A) 
of section 3; and 

(C) any communication between an organiza- 
tion and any bona fide member of such organi- 
zation to directly encourage such member to 
urge persons other than members to commu- 
nicate as provided in either subparagraph (A) or 
subparagraph (B). 

(9) LOBBYING ACTIVITIES.— 

(A) DEFINITION.—The term “lobbying activi- 
ties" means lobbying contacts and efforts in 
support of such contacts, including preparation 
and planning activities, research and other 
background work that is intended at the time it 
is performed, for use in contacts, and coordina- 
tion with the lobbying activities of others. Ex- 
cept as provided in subparagraph (B), lobbying 
activities also include— 

(i) grass roots lobbying communications, and 

(ii) any communication described in clause 
(iii), (v), (vii), (viii), or (rvi) of paragraph 
(10)(B), 
to the extent that such communications are 
made in support of a lobbying contact. 

(B) RELIGIOUS ORGANIZATIONS.—Lobbying ac- 
tivities do not include grass roots lobbying com- 
munications by churches, their integrated auzil- 
iaries, conventions or associations of churches, 
and religious orders that are exempt from filing 
Federal income tar returns under paragraph 
(2)(A)() or (2)(A)(iii) of section 6033(a) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, unless such com- 
munications are made by any person or organi- 
zation required to be identified under section 
4(b)(5) of this Act. 

(10) LOBBYING CONTACT.— 

(A) DEFINITION.—The term “‘lobbying con- 
tact” means any oral or written communication 
(including an electronic communication) to a 
covered erecutive branch official or a covered 
legislative branch official that is made on behalf 
of a client with regard to— 

(i) the formulation, modification, or adoption 
of Federal legislation (including legislative pro- 
posals); 

(ii) the formulation, modification, or adoption 
of a Federal regulation, Executive order, or any 
other program, policy, or position of the United 
States Government; 

(iii) the administration or execution of a Fed- 
eral program or policy (including the negotia- 
tion, award, or administration of a Federal con- 
tract, grant, loan, permit, or license), except 
that this clause does not include communica- 
tions that are made to any covered erecutive 
branch. official— 

(I) who is serving in a Senior Executive Serv- 
ice position described in paragraph (3)(E), or 

(II) who is a member of the uniformed services 
whose pay grade is lower than O-9 under sec- 
tion 201 of title 37, United States Code, 
in the agency responsible for taking such ad- 
ministrative or executive action; or 

(iv) the nomination or confirmation of a per- 
son for a position subject to confirmation by the 
Senate. 
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(B) EXCEPTIONS.—The term “lobbying con- 
tact" does not include communications that 
are— 

(i) made by public officials acting in their offi- 
cial capacity; 

(ii) made by representatives of a media organi- 
zation if the purpose of the communication is 
gathering and disseminating news and informa- 
tion to the public; 

(iii) made in a speech, article, publication, or 
other material which is widely distributed to the 
public through radio, television, cable television, 
or other medium of mass communication; 

(iv) made on behalf of a government of a for- 
eign country or a foreign political party and 
disclosed under the Foreign Agents Registration 
Act of 1938 (22 U.S.C. 611 et seq.); 

(v) requests for meetings, requests for the sta- 
tus of matters described in clauses (i), (ii), (iii), 
and (iv) of subparagraph (A), or other similar 
requests, if the requests do not include attempts 
to influence a covered erecutive branch official 
or a covered legislative branch official; 

(vi) made in the course of participation in an 
advisory committee subject to the Federal Advi- 
sory Committee Act; 

(vii) testimony given before a committee, sub- 
committee, or task force of the Congress, or sub- 
mitted for inclusion in the public record of a 
hearing conducted by such committee, sub- 
committee, or task force; 

(viii) information provided in writing in re- 
sponse to a written request for specific informa- 
tion from a covered erecutive branch official or 
a covered legislative branch official; 

(iz) required by subpoena, civil investigative 
demand, or otherwise compelled by statute, reg- 
ulation, or other action of the Congress or an 
agency; 

(x) made in response to a notice in the Federal 
Register, Commerce Business Daily, or other 
similar publication soliciting communications 
from the public and directed to the agency offi- 
cial specifically designated in the notice to re- 
ceive such communications; 

(xi) not possible to report without disclosing 
information, the unauthorized disclosure of 
which is prohibited by law; 

(rii) made to officials in an agency with re- 
gard to— 

(1) a judicial proceeding or a criminal or civil 
law enforcement inquiry, investigation, or pro- 
ceeding, or 

(II) a filing or proceeding that the Govern- 
ment is specifically required by statute or regu- 
lation to maintain or conduct on a confidential 
basis, 
if that agency is charged with responsibility for 
such proceeding, inquiry, investigation, or fil- 
ing; 

(riii) made in compliance with written agency 
procedures regarding an adjudication conducted 
by the agency under section 554 of title 5, Unit- 
ed States Code, or substantially similar provi- 
sions; 

(ziv) written comments filed in the course of a 
public proceeding or other communications that 
are made on the record in a public proceeding; 

(zv) a petition for agency action made in writ- 
ing pursuant to established agency procedures; 

(xvi) made on behalf of an individual with re- 
gard to that individual's benefits, employment, 
or other personal matters involving only that in- 
dividual, except that this subclause does not 
apply to any communication with respect to the 
formulation, modification, or adoption of pri- 
vate legislation for the relief of that individual; 

(xvii) disclosures by an individual to the ap- 
propriate authority on account of which that 
individual is protected against adverse person- 
nel actions, or other reprisals, under the amend- 
ments made by the Whistleblower Protection Act 
of 1989, the Inspector General Act of 1978, or 
ot ner provision of law; 
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(rviii) made by a church, its integrated auzil- 
iary, a convention or association of churches, or 
a religious order that is exempt from filing a 
Federal income tar return under paragraph 
(2)(A)(i) or (2)(A)(iii) of section 6033(a) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 if the commu- 
nication constitutes the free exercise of religion 
or is for the purpose of protecting the right to 
the free exercise of religion; and 

(xi) between— 

(I) officials of a self-regulatory organization 
recognized by Federal law, and 

(II) the Federal regulatory agency with juris- 

diction over such organization, 
relating to the regulatory responsibilities of such 
organization under such law. 
The term ''media organization", as used in 
clause (ii), means an organization engaged in 
disseminating information to the general public 
through a newspaper, magazine, other publica- 
tion, radio, television, cable television, or other 
medium of mass communication. 

(11) LOBBYIST.—The term “lobbyist” means 
any individual who is employed or retained by 
a client for financial or other compensation for 
services that include one or more lobbying con- 
tacts, other than an individual whose lobbying 
activities constitute less than 10 percent of the 
time engaged in the services provided by such 
individual to that client. 

(12) ORGANIZATION.—The term “organization” 
means any corporation, company, foundation, 
association, labor organization, firm, partner- 
ship, society, joint stock company, or group of 
organizations. 

(13) PUBLIC OFFICIAL.—The term “public offi- 
cial” means any elected official, appointed offi- 
cial, or an employee of— 

(A) a Federal, State, or local unit of govern- 
ment in the United States other than— 

(i) a college or university which is an agency 
or instrumentality of the government of any 
State or of a local unit of government thereof, or 
which is owned or operated by such a govern- 
ment or by any agency or instrumentality of one 
or more such governments; 

(ii) a government-sponsored enterprise as de- 
fined in section 3(8) of the Congressional Budget 
and Impoundment Control Act of 1974; or 

(iii) a public utility, including any entity that 
provides gas, electricity, water, or communica- 
tions, which is an agency or instrumentality of 
the government of any State or States or of a 
local unit of government of a State or which is 
owned, controlled, or operated by such a gov- 
ernment or by any agency or instrumentality of 
one or more such governments; 

(B) a Government corporation (as defined in 
section 9101 of title 31, United States Code); 

(C) an organization of State or local elected or 
appointed officials other than officials of an en- 
tity described in clause (i), (ii), or (iii) of sub- 
paragraph (A); 

(D) an Indian tribe (as defined in section 4(e) 
of the Indian Self-Determination and Education 
Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b(e)); 

(E) a national or State political party or any 
organizational unit thereof; or 

(F) a national, regional, or local unit of any 
foreign government. 

(14) The term “State” means each of the sev- 
eral States, the District of Columbia, and any 
commonwealth territory, or possession of the 
United States. 

SEC. 4. REGISTRATION OF LOBBYISTS. 

(a) REGISTRATION.— 

(1) GENERAL RULE.—Not later than 30 days 
after a lobbyist first makes a lobbying contact or 
is employed or retained to make a lobbying con- 
tact, whichever is earlier, such lobbyist (or, as 
provided under paragraph (2), the organization 
employing such lobbyist), shall register with the 
Office of Lobbying Registration and Public Dis- 
closure. 
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(2) ORGANIZATION RULE.—Any organization 
that has one or more employees who are lobby- 
ists shall make the registration required by 
paragraph (1) on behalf of such employees. 

(3) EXEMPTION.— 

(A) GENERAL RULE.—Notwithstanding para- 
graph (1) or (2), an individual or organization 
whose— 

(i) total income for matters related to lobbying 
activities on behalf of a particular client (in the 
case of a lobbyist making lobbying contacts on 
behalf of a client other than the organization 
employing such lobbyist), or 

(ii) total erpenses in connection with lobbying 
activities (in the case of a lobbyist making lob- 
bying contacts on behalf of the organization em- 
ploying such lobbyist), 
do not erceed, or are not expected to exceed 
$2,500 (as estimated under section 5) in the semi- 
annual period described in section 5(a) during 
which the registration would be made is not re- 
quired to register under subsection (a) with re- 
spect to such client. 

(B) ADJUSTMENT.—The $2,500 figure in sub- 
paragraph (A) shall be adjusted— 

(i) on January 1, 1997, to reflect changes in 
the Consumer Price Inder (as determined by the 
Secretary of Labor) since the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, and 

(ii) on January 1 of each fourth year occur- 
ring after January 1, 1997, to reflect changes in 
the Consumer Price Inder (as determined by the 
Secretary of Labor) during the preceding 4-year 
period, 
rounded to the nearest $100. 

(b) CONTENTS OF REGISTRATION.—Each reg- 
istration under thís section shall be in such form 
as the Director shall prescribe by regulation and 
shall contain— 

(1) the name, address, business telephone 
number, and principal place of business of the 
registrant, and a general description of its busi- 
ness or activities; 

(2) the name, address, and principal place of 
business of the registrant's client, and a general 
description of its business or activities (if dif- 
ferent from paragraph (1)); 

(3) the name, address, and principal place of 
business of any organization, other than the cli- 
ent, that— 

(A) contributes or has agreed to contribute 
more than $5,000 toward the lobbying activities 
of the registrant in the semiannual period de- 
scribed in section 5(a) in which the registration 
is made; and 

(B) significantly participates or has agreed to 
participate significantly in the planning, super- 
vision, or control of such lobbying activities; 

(4) the name, address, principal place of busi- 
ness, amount of any contribution of more than 
$5,000 to the lobbying activities of the registrant, 
and approximate percentage of equitable owner- 
ship in the client (if any) of any foreign entity 
that— 

(A) holds at least 20 percent equitable owner- 
ship in the client or any organization identified 
under paragraph (3); 

(B) directly or indirectly, in whole or in major 
part, plans, supervises, controls, directs, fi- 
nances, or subsidizes the lobbying activities of 
the registrant; or 

(C) is an affiliate of the client or any organi- 
zation identified under paragraph (3) and has a 
direct interest in the outcome of the lobbying ac- 
tivity; 

(5) the name, address, and principal place of 
business of any person or organization retained 
by the registrant (other than an employee of the 
registrant) to conduct grass roots lobbying com- 
munications on behalf of the registrant or the 
client of the registrant (other than a person or 
organization that is separately registered under 
this Act in connection with such representa- 
tion); 
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(6) a statement of— 

(A) the general issue areas in which the reg- 
istrant expects to engage in lobbying activities 
on behalf of the client, and 

(B) to the ertent practicable, specific issues 
that have (as of the date of the registration) al- 
ready been addressed or are likely to be ad- 
dressed in lobbying activities; and 

(7) the name of each employee of the reg- 
istrant who has acted or whom the registrant 
erpects to act as a lobbyist on behalf of the cli- 
ent and, if any such employee has served as a 
covered executive branch official or a covered 
legislative branch official in the 2 years before 
the date on which such employee was first re- 
quired to register as a lobbyist on behalf of the 
client, the position in which such employee 
served. 

(c) GUIDELINES FOR REGISTRATION.— 

(1) MULTIPLE CLIENTS.—In the case of a reg- 
istrant making lobbying contacts on behalf of 
more than one client, a separate registration 
under this section shall be filed for each such 
client. 

(2) MULTIPLE LOBBYISTS.—Any organization 
that has one or more employees who are lobby- 
ists shall file a single registration under this sec- 
tion for each client on whose behalf its employ- 
ees act as lobbyists covering all lobbying con- 
tacts made by such employees on behalf of such 
client. 

(3) MULTIPLE CONTACTS.—If a registrant 
makes another lobbying contact for the same cli- 
ent with a covered erecutive branch official or 
covered legislative branch official, such contact 
will not require another registration under 
paragraph (1). 

(d) TERMINATION OF REGISTRATION.—A reg- 
istrant who after registration does not— 

(1) engage in any lobbying activities in a semi- 
annual reporting period on behalf of the client 
S respect to which the registrant registered, 
a 

(2) anticipate any additional lobbying activi- 
ties for such client in the 12-month period fol- 
lowing such reporting period, 
shall notify the Director of the termination of 
such activities and shall not be required to file 
any additional reports with respect to such cli- 
ent under this section. 

SEC. 5. REPORTS BY REGISTERED LOBBYISTS. 

(a) SEMIANNUAL REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—No later than 30 days after 
the end of the semiannual period beginning on 
the first day of each January and the first day 
of July of each year in which a registrant is reg- 
istered under section 4, each registrant shall file 
a report with the Office of Lobbying Registra- 
tion and Public Disclosure on its lobbying ac- 
tivities during such semiannual period. A sepa- 
rate report shall be filed for each client of the 
registrant. 

(2) EXEMPTION.— 

(A) INCOME OR EXPENSES OF LESS THAN 
$2,500.—Any registrant whose— 

(i) total income for a particular client for mat- 
ters that are related to lobbying activities on be- 
haif of that client (in the case of a registrant de- 
scribed ín subsection (b)(3)), or 

(ti) total expenses in connection with lobbying 
activities (in the case of a registrant described in 
subsection (b)(4)), 
are less than $2,500 in a semiannual period (as 
estimated under paragraph (3) or (4) of sub- 
section (b), or paragraph (3) of subsection (c), as 
applicable) is deemed to be inactive during such 
period and may comply with the reporting re- 
quirements of this section by so notifying the 
Director in such form as the Director may pre- 
scribe 


(B) ADIUSTMENT.—The $2,500 figure in sub- 
paragraph (A) shall be adjusted as provided in 
section 4(a)(3)(B). 

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—Each semiannual 
report filed under subsection (a) shall be in such 
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form as the Director shall prescribe by regula- 
tíon and shall contain— 

(1) the name of the registrant, the name of the 
client, and any changes or updates to the infor- 
mation provided in the initial registration; 

(2) for each. general issue area in which the 
registrant engaged in lobbying activities on be- 
half of the client during the semiannual filing 


period— 

(A) a list of the specific issues upon which the 
registrant engaged in lobbying activities, includ- 
ing, to the marimum ertent practicable, a list of 
bill numbers and references to specific regu- 
latory actions, programs, projects, contracts, 
grants, and loans; 

(B) a statement of the Houses and committees 
of Congress and the Federal agencies contacted 
by lobbyists employed by the registrant on be- 
half of the client during the semiannual filing 


period, 

(C) a list of the employees of the registrant 
who acted as lobbyists on behalf of the client; 

(D) a description of the interest in the specific 
issues, if any, of any foreign entity identified 
under section 4(b)(4); and 

(E) a list of the specific issues on which any 
person or organization required to be identified 
under section 4(b)(5) has engaged in grassroots 
lobbying communications on behalf of the client; 

(3) in the case of a registrant engaged in lob- 
bying activities on behalf of a client other than 
the registrant, a good faith estimate of the total 
amount of all income from the client (including 
any payments to the registrant by any other 
person for lobbying activities on behalf of the 
client) during the semiannual period, other than 
income for matters that are unrelated to lobby- 
ing activities; 

(4) in the case of a registrant engaged in lob- 
bying activities on its own behalf, a good faith 
estimate of the total erpenses that the registrant 
and its employees incurred in connection with 
lobbying activities during the semiannual filing 
period; and 

(5) a good faith estimate of the total expenses 
that the registrant and its employees incurred in 
connection with grassroots lobbying communica- 
tions on behalf of the client (including any 
amount paid in connection with such commu- 
nications to a person or organization required to 
be identified under section 4(b)(5)). 

(c) ESTIMATES OF INCOME OR EXPENSES.—For 
purposes of this section, estimates of income or 
expenses shall be made as follows: 

(1) $200,000 OR LESS.—Income or erpenses of 
$200,000 or less shall be estimated in accordance 
with the following categories: 

(A) At least $2,500 but not more than $10,000. 

(B) More than $10,000 but not more than 


$20,000. 
(C) More than $20,000 but not more than 


$50,000. 

(D) More than $50,000 but not more than 
$100,000. 

(E) More than $100,000 but not more than 


$200,000. 

(2) MORE THAN $200,000.—1Income or expenses 
in ercess of $200,000 shall be estimated and 
rounded to the nearest $100,000. 

(3) ESTIMATES BASED ON TAX REPORTING SYS- 
TEM.—In the case of any registrant that reports 
lobbying erpenditures as required by section 
6033 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, regu- 
lations prescribed under section 7 of this Act 
shall provide that the registrant may make a 
good faith estimate of amounts that would be re- 
quired to be disclosed under such section of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 for the applicable 
semiannual period (by category of dollar value) 
to meet the requirements of subsection (b)(4), if 
each time the registrant makes such an estimate, 
the registrant informs the Director that the reg- 
istrant is making such an estimate. 

(4) CONSTRUCTION.—In estimating total in- 
come or expenses under this section, a registrant 
is not required to include— 
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(A) the value of contributed services for which 
no payment is made; or 

(B) the expenses for services provided by an 
independent contractor of the registrant who is 
separately registered under this Act. 

(d) CoNTACTS.— 

(1) CONTACTS CONSIDERED CONTACTS WITH 
COMMITTEES.—For purposes of subsection (b)(2), 
any contact with a member of a committee of 
Congress, an employee of a committee of Con- 
gress, or an employee of a member of a commit- 
tee of Congress regarding a matter within the 
jurisdiction of such committee shall be consid- 
ered a contact with the committee. 

(2) CONTACTS CONSIDERED CONTACTS WITH 
HOUSE OF CONGRESS.—For purposes of sub- 
section (b)(2), any contact with a Member of 
Congress or an employee of a Member of Con- 
gress regarding a matter which is not within the 
jurisdiction of a committee of Congress of which 
that Member is a member shall be considered a 
contact with the House of Congress of that 
Member. 

(3) CONTACTS CONSIDERED CONTACTS WITH 
FEDERAL AGENCIES.—For purposes of subsection 
(b)(2), any contact with a covered executive 
branch official shall be considered a contact 
with the Federal agency that employs that offi- 
cial. 
(e) EXTENSION FOR FILING.—The Director may 
grant an eztension of time of not more than 30 
days for the filing of any report under this sec- 
tion, upon the request of the registrant, for good 
cause shown. 

SEC. 6. PROHIBITION ON GIFTS, MEALS, TRAVEL, 
ENTERTAINMENT, REIMBURSE- 


(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) REGISTRANTS AND LOBBYISTS.—In accord- 
ance with this section, each registrant (includ- 
ing a lobbyist employed by, or a lobbyist who is 
a member of, a registrant) or any client of a reg- 
istrant shall be— 

(A) prohibited from providing, directly or indi- 
rectly, gifts, meals, travel, entertainment, reim- 
bursements, and loans described in subsection 
(b), and 

(B) required to make an itemized disclosure of 
erpenditures described in subsection (c) and 
provided, directly or indirectly, 
to a covered legislative branch official, to an en- 
tity that is maintained or controlled by a cov- 
ered legislative branch official, or to any other 
person or entity on behalf of a covered legisla- 
tive branch official (collectively referred to in 
this subsection as a covered person or entity"). 

(2) FOREIGN LOBBYISTS.—For purposes of this 
section, a registrant or any client of a registrant 
shall include a foreign principal (as defined in 
section 1(b) of the Foreign Agents Registration 
Act) and an agent of a foreign principal (as de- 
fined in section 1(c) of such Act). 

(b) PROHIBITION.—A registrant (including a 
lobbyist) or any client of a registrant may not 
provide, directly or indirectly (with funds of a 
registrant or a client), to or on behalf of or for 
a covered person or entity: 

(1) TRAVEL, ENTERTAINMENT, FOOD, AND LODG- 
ING.—Payment for local or long-distance trans- 
portation, entertainment, food, or lodging, 
whether provided in kind, by purchase of a tick- 
et, by payment in advance or by reimbursement, 
or otherwise. 

(2 REIMBURSEMENT.—Reimbursement of an 


erpense. 

(3) LOAN.—A loan. 

(4) GiFTS.—Any other item of value. 

(c) DISCLOSURE.—With respect to erpenditures 
described in this subsection, the prohibitions 
prescribed by subsection (b) with respect to an 
erpenditure will not apply to a registrant or any 
client of a registrant if the registrant discloses 
the expenditure of the registrant or the client, in 
the registrant's semiannual report under section 
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5(a) or in a separate report on itemized erpendi- 
tures subject to the same filing requirements, as 
follows: 

(1) IN GENERAL.—With respect to each erpend- 
iture described in paragraph (2), the registrant 
shall disclose— 

(A) the name and position of the covered legis- 
lative branch official or other covered person or 
entity to whom or which or on behalf of whom 
or which the expenditure was made; 

(B) the type of the expenditure; 

(C) the date on which the erpenditure was 
made; and 

(D) the amount of the expenditure. 

(2) EXPENDITURES SUBJECT TO DISCLOSURE.— 
The following expenditures are subject to disclo- 
sure under paragraph (1): 

(A) Necessary travel-related expenditures 
made by a registrant described in section 5(b)(4) 
or a client of a registrant described in section 
5(b)(3) for a covered legislative branch. official 
or a person on behalf of such an official in con- 
nection with speaking engagements, fact finding 
trips, substantial participation in an event 
sponsored by an entity described in section 
170(c) or 527(e) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986, and similar events if the erpenditure cov- 
ers the costs of a trip for a period of not more 
than— 

(i) 4 consecutive days in the case of domestic 
travel and 7 consecutive days (excluding travel 
days) in the case of international travel, and 

(ii) 24 hours before or after such person's ac- 

tual participation in the event in the case of do- 
mestic travel or 48 hours before or after such 
person's actual participation in the event in the 
case of international travel. 
Necessary travel-related expenditures include 
reimbursements for necessary transportation 
whether or not such transportation occurs with- 
in the periods described in clause (i) or (ii), but 
does not include erpenditures for travel, lodg- 
ing, or entertainment collateral to the event or 
meals taken other than in a group setting to 
which all other attendees are invited. 

(B) Honorary degrees and associated meals 
and entertainment provided to a covered person 
or entity. 

(C) Food, refreshment, or entertainment pro- 
vided a covered person or entity while attending 
a meeting or event with persons who are not 
United States citizens while on official travel to 
a foreign area. 

(3) CONFERENCES.—With respect to each fi- 
nancial contribution or expenditure relating to 
a conference, retreat, or similar event for or on 
behalf of covered legislative branch officials 
which is sponsored by or affiliated with an offi- 
cial congressional organization, the registrant 
shall disclose— 

(A) the nature of the conference, retreat, or 
similar event; 

(B) the date or dates on which the conference, 
retreat, or other event occurred; 

(C) the identity of the organization that spon- 
sored or is affiliated with the event; and 

(D) a single aggregate figure for the contribu- 
tions or expenditures made by the registrant or 
client of the registrant in connection with the 
conference, retreat, or similar event. 

(4) EVENTS.—With respect to each financial 
contribution or expenditure that relates to a 
widely attended event that is hosted or cohosted 
with, or in honor of, 1 or more covered legisla- 
tive branch officials, the registrant shall dis- 
close— 

(A) the name and position of each such cov- 
ered legislative branch official that hosted, 
cohosted, or was honored at such event; 

(B) the nature of the event; 

(C) the date on which the event occurred; and 

(D) a single aggregate figure for the contribu- 
tions or expenditures made by the registrant in 
connection with the event. 
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(5) CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS.—With respect 
to each charitable contribution (as defined in 
section 170(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986) made in lieu of an honorarium on the basis 
of a designation, recommendation, or other spec- 
ification made by a covered legislative branch 
official, the registrant shall disclose— 

(A) the name and position of each such cov- 
ered legislative branch official; 

(B) the name of any covered person or entity 
to whom or which the contribution was made; 

(C) the date on which the contribution was 
made; and 

(D) the value of the contribution. 

(6) CONTRIBUTIONS TO LEGAL DEFENSE FUND.— 
With respect to each contribution or other pay- 
ment made to a legal defense fund established 
for the benefit of a covered legislative branch of- 
ficial, the registrant shall disclose— 

(A) the name and position of each such cov- 
ered legislative branch official; 

(B) the name of any other person or entity to 
whom or which the contribution was made; 

(C) the date on which the contribution was 
made; and 

(D) the value of the contribution. 

(7) NOTIFICATION.—Not less than 3 weeks after 
an erpenditure required to be reported under 
this subsection is made, the registrant or any 
client of a registrant who made or for whom was 
made such erpenditure shall provide, in a 
standard format determined by the Office of 
Lobbying Registration and Public Disclosure, to 
any covered person or entity, whose name the 
registrant or client intends for the registrant to 
include in either the registrant's semiannual re- 
port under section 5(a) or a separate report on 
itemized erpenditures under this subsection, a 
complete list of the information the registrant 
intends to disclose relative to that covered per- 
son or entity. The registrant shall not list in its 
report referred to in this paragraph any infor- 
mation relative to a covered person or entity 


who— 

(A) was not the subject of the expenditure re- 
ferred to in the preceding sentence, or 

(B) reimburses the person making such er- 
penditure the full amount of such erpenditure 
within 30 days of the receipt of notification 
under this paragraph. 

(d) EXCEPTIONS.—The following are not sub- 
ject to subsection (b) or (c): 

(1) Anything for which market value is paid 
by the recipient. 

(2) A contribution, as defined in the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et 
seq.) that is lawfully made under that Act. 

(3) An item of little intrinsic value such as a 
greeting card, baseball cap, or a T-shirt or a 
personalized item such as a plaque, certificate, 
or trophy that is intended solely for recognition 
of a covered legislative branch official. 

(4) Food and attendance provided to a covered 
person or entity at an event sponsored by an or- 
ganization described in section 170(c) or 527(e) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

(5)(A) An item described in subsection (b) 
(hereafter in this paragraph referred to as an 
item!) given under circumstances which make 
it clear that the item is given for a nonbusiness 
purpose and ís motivated by a family relation- 
ship or personal friendship and not by the posi- 
tion of the recipient. In determining if the giv- 
ing of an item is motivated by a family relation- 
ship or personal friendship, at least the follow- 
ing factors shall be considered: 

(i) The history of the relationship between the 
individual giving the item and the individual re- 
ceiving the item, including whether or not items 
have previously been exchanged by such indi- 
viduals. 

(ii) Whether the item was purchased by the in- 
dividual who gave the item. 

(iii) Whether the individual who gave the item 
also at the same time gave the same or similar 
item to other covered persons or entities. 


(B) The giving of an item shall not be consid- 
ered to be motivated by a family relationship or 
personal friendship if the family member or 
friend seeks— 

(i) to deduct the value of such item as a busi- 
ness expense on the family member's or friend's 
Federal income taz return, or 

(ii) reimbursement either from a registrant or 
from a client. 

(6) Items which are not used and which are 
promptly returned to the donor. 

(7) Except with respect to items described in 
subsection (c) 

(A) attendance, food, and refreshments at 
widely attended gatherings, including conven- 
tions, conferences, symposiums, retreats, din- 
ners, receptions, viewings, or similar events if 
such attendance, food, and refreshments are un- 
solicited by the recipient and provided by the 
sponsor of the event, 

(B) meals or entertainment that are unsolic- 
ited by the recipient and not paid for either di- 
rectly or indirectly (including with funds of a 
registrant or client) by a lobbyist or an agent of 
a foreign principal (as defined in section 1(c) of 
the Foreign Agents Registration Act) and not 
paid for either directly or indirectly by a reg- 
istrant described in section 5(b)(3), if an em- 
ployee (other than a lobbyist) of— 

(i) a registrant described in section 5(b)(4), or 

(ii) a client of a registrant described in section 
5(b)(3), 
acting in a representational capacity, substan- 
tially participates in the meal or entertainment, 
and 

(C) modest items of food or refreshment such 
as soft drinks, coffee, or doughnuts offered 
other than as part of a meal. 

(8) Rewards and prizes given to competitors in 
contests or events, including random drawings 
open to the public. 

(9) Loans from financial institutions on terms 
generally available to the public. 

(10) Opportunities and benefits, including fa- 
vorable rates and commercial discounts, avail- 
able to the public or to a class consisting of all 
Government employees whether or not restricted 
on the basis of geographical considerations. 

(11) Pension and other benefits resulting from 
continued participation in an employee welfare 
and benefits plan maintained by a former em- 
ployer. 

(12) Anything which is paid for by the Gov- 
ernment or secured by the Government under 
Government contract. 

(13) Any gift accepted under specific statutory 
authority ercept section 901 of the Ethics Re- 
form Act of 1989 (2 U.S.C. 31-2). 

(14) Reduced membership or other fees for par- 
ticipation ín organizational activities offered to 
all Government employees by professional orga- 
nizations if the only restrictions on membership 
relate to professional qualifications. 

(15) Opportunities and benefits offered to 
members of a group or class in which member- 
ship is unrelated to congressional employment. 

(16) Opportunities and benefits offered to 
members of an organization, such as credit 
unions, in which membership is related to con- 
gressional employment if similar benefits are 
broadly available to large segments of the public 
through organizations of similar size. 

(17) Gifts resulting from the covered legislative 
branch official's outside business or employment 
activities when it is clear that such benefits 
have not been offered or enhanced because of 
the covered legislative branch official's official 
status. 

(18) Gifts resulting from the business or em- 
ployment activities of a covered legislative 
branch official’s spouse when it is clear that 
Such benefits have not been offered or enhanced 
because of the covered legislative branch offi- 
cial's official position. 
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(19) Informational materials that are sent to a 
covered legislative branch official's office in the 
form of books, articles, periodicals, other written 
materials, audio tapes, videotapes, or other 
forms of communication. 

(20) Home State products, food, or other items 
of minimal value used primarily for promotional 


purposes. 

(e) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this section, 
the term ‘market value" when applied to a gift 
means the retail cost a person would incur to 
purchase the gift. The market value of a gift of 
a ticket entitling the holder to food, refresh- 
ments, or entertainment is the retail cost of simi- 
lar food, refreshments, or entertainment. 

(f) CLIENTS.— 

(1) NOTICE TO CLIENTS.—A registrant described 
in section 5(b)(3) shall by written notice inform 
any client of the registrant of the requirements 
of this section applicable to the client. Such no- 
tice shall be provided at the time the registrant 
registers on behalf of such client under section 
4 and at the beginning of each semiannual re- 
porting period under section 5(a). 

(2) NOTICE BY CLIENTS.—If a client of a reg- 
istrant makes an erpenditure which such reg- 
istrant will be required to report under sub- 
section (c), the client shall promptly notify the 
registrant of such expenditure. Failure to pro- 
vide such notice shall be considered to be a vio- 
lation of this Act. 

(g) HOUSE RULES.—Clause (4) of Rule XLIII 
of the Rules of the House of Representatives is 
amended by adding at the end the following: ''A 
Member, officer, or employee of the House of 
Representatives shall not accept a gift given by 
a lobbyist or registrant subject to the Lobbying 
Disclosure Act of 1994 in knowing violation of 
that Act. 

SEC. 7. ESTABLISHMENT AND DUTIES OF OFFICE 
OF LOBBYING REGISTRATION AND 
PUBLIC DISCLOSURE. 


(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

(1) OFFICE AND DIRECTOR.—There is estab- 
lished as an independent agency in the erecu- 
tive branch an Office of Lobbying Registration 
and Public Disclosure, which shall be headed by 
a Director. The Director shall be appointed by 
the President, by and with the advice and con- 
sent of the Senate. The Director shall be an in- 
dividual who, by demonstrated ability, back- 
ground, training, and experience, is especially 
qualified to carry out the functions of the posi- 
tion. The term of service of the Director shall be 
5 years. 

(2) COMPENSATION.—Section 5318 of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following: 

“Director of the Office of Lobbying Registra- 
tion and Public Disclosure. 

(3) EMPLOYEES AND SERVICES.—The Director 
may— 

(A) appoint officers and employees, including 
attorneys, in accordance with chapter 51 and 
subchapter III of chapter 53 of title 5, United 
States Code; and 

(B) contract for financial and administrative 
services (including those related to budget and 
accounting, financial reporting, personnel, and 
procurement) with the General Services Admin- 
istration or such other Federal agency as the 
Director determines appropriate, for which pay- 
ment shall be made in advance or by reimburse- 
ment from funds of the Office in such amounts 
as may be agreed upon by the Director and the 
head of the agency providing such services. 
Contract authority under subparagraph (B) 
shall be effective for any fiscal year only to the 
extent that appropriations are available for that 


purpose. 
(b) DUTIES.—The Director of the Office of 
Lobbying Registration and Public Disclosure 
shall— 
(1) after notice and a reasonable opportunity 
for public comment, and consultation with the 
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Secretary of the Senate, the Clerk of the House 
of Representatives, and the Administrative Con- 
ference of the United States, prescribe such reg- 
ulations, forms, and penalty schedules as are 
necessary to carry out this Act; 

(2) provide guidance and assistance on the 
registration and reporting requirements of this 
Act, including the issuance of published deci- 
sions and advisory opinions; 

(3) review the registrations and reports filed 
under this Act and make such verifications or 
inquiries as are necessary to ensure the com- 
pleteness, accuracy, and timeliness of the reg- 
istrations and reports; 

(4) develop filing, coding, and cross-indering 
systems to carry out the purposes of this Act, in- 
cluding computerized systems designed to mini- 
mize the burden of filing and maximize public 
access to materials filed under this Act; 

(5) ensure that the computer systems devel- 
oped pursuant to paragraph (4)— 

(A) allow the materials filed under this Act to 
be accessed by client name, lobbyist name, and 
registrant name; 

(B) are compatible with computer systems de- 
veloped and maintained by the Federal Election 
Commission, and that information filed in the 
two systems can be readily cross-referenced; and 

(C) are compatible with computer systems de- 
veloped and maintained by the Secretary of the 
Senate and the Clerk of the House of Represent- 
atives; 

(6) make copies of each registration and report 
filed under this Act available to the public, 
upon the payment of reasonable fees, not to ex- 
ceed the cost of such copies, as determined by 
the Director, in electronic and hard copy for- 
mats as soon as practicable after the date on 
which such registration or report is received; 

(7) preserve the originals or accurate repro- 
duction of— 

(A) registrations filed under this Act, and 

(B) of reports filed under this Act, 
for a period of not less than 3 years from the 
date on which the registration or report is re- 
ceived; 

(8) maintain a computer record of— 

(A) the information contained in registrations, 
and 

(B) the information contained in reports filed 
under this Act for not less than 5 years after the 
date on which such reports are received; 

(9) compile and summarize, with respect to 
each semiannual period, the information con- 
tained in registrations and reports filed with re- 
spect to such period in a manner which clearly 
presents the extent and nature of expenditures 
on lobbying activities during such period; 

(10) make information compiled and summa- 
rized under paragraph (9) available to the pub- 
lic in electronic and hard copy formats as soon 
as practicable after the close of each semiannual 
filing period; 

(11) provide, by computer telecommunication 
or other transmittal in a form accessible by com- 
puter, to the Secretary of the Senate and the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives copies of 
all registrations and reports received under sec- 
tions 4 and 5 and all compilations, cross-in- 
deres, and summaries of such registrations and 
reports, as soon as practicable (but not later 
than 3 working days) after such material is re- 
ceived or created; 

(12) make available to the public a list of all 
persons whom the Director determines, under 
section 9(c) or 10(c), to have violated this Act 
and submit such list to the Congress on a semi- 
annual basis; 

(13) upon request, indicate if an individual 
who may have been the subject of a lobbying 
contact is or has been within 3 years before the 
date of the request a covered executive branch 
official or a covered legislative branch official; 
and 
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(14) transmit to the President and the Con- 
gress a report, not later than March 31 of each 
year, describing the activities of the Office and 
the implementation of this Act, including— 

(A) a financial statement for the preceding fis- 
cal year; 

(B) a summary of the registrations and reports 
filed with the Office with respect to the preced- 
ing calendar year; 

(C) a summary of the registrations and reports 
filed on behalf of foreign entities with respect to 
the preceding calendar year; and 

(D) recommendations for such legislative or 
other action as the Director considers appro- 
priate. 

SEC. 8. INITIAL PROCEDURE FOR ALLEGED VIO- 
LATIONS. 

(a) ALLEGATION OF A VIOLATION.—Whenever 
the Office of Lobbying Registration and Public 
Disclosure has reason to believe that a person 
may be in violation of the requirements of this 
Act, the Director shall notify the person in writ- 
ing of the nature of the alleged violation and 
provide an opportunity for the person to re- 
spond in writing to the allegation within 30 
days after the notification is sent or such longer 
period as the Director may determine appro- 
priate in the circumstances. 

(b) INITIAL DETERMINATION.—If the person re- 
sponds within the period described in the notifi- 
cation under subsection (a), the Director shall— 

(1) issue a written determination that the per- 
son has not violated this Act if the person pro- 
vides adequate information or erplanation to 
make such determination; or 

(2) make a formal request for information 
under subsection (c) or a determination under 
section 9, if the information or explanation pro- 
vided indicates that such person may have vio- 
lated this Act. 

A determination under paragraph (1) may be 
published by the Director with the names re- 
dacted if the Director determines the determina- 
tion without the names provides useful guid- 
ance. 

(c) FORMAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION.—If a 
person fails to respond in writing within the pe- 
riod described in the notification under sub- 
section (a) or the response is not adequate to de- 
termine whether such person has violated this 
Act, the Director may make a formal request for 
specific additional written information (subject 
to applicable privileges) that is reasonably nec- 
essary for the Director to make such determina- 
tion. Each such request shall be structured to 
minimize any burden imposed, consistent with 
the need to determine whether the person is in 
compliance with this Act, and shall— 

(1) state the nature of the conduct constitut- 
ing the alleged violation which is the basis for 
the inquiry and the provision of law applicable 
thereto; 

(2) describe the class or classes of material to 
be produced pursuant to the request with such 
definiteness and certainty as to permit such ma- 
terial to be readily identified; and 

(3) prescribe a return date or dates which pro- 
vide a reasonable period of time within which 
the person may assemble and make available for 
inspection and copying or reproduction the ma- 
terial so requested. 

(d) NONDISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION.—Infor- 
mation provided to the Director under this sec- 
tion and sections 9 and 10 shall not be made 
available to the public without the consent of 
the person providing the information, except to 
the ertent such information may be included 
in— 

(1) any new or amended registration or report 
filed in connection with an inquiry under this 
section; or 

(2) a written decision issued by the Director 
under section 9 or 10 after appropriate redaction 
by the Director to protect the interests of inno- 
cent parties. 
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SEC. 9. DETERMINATIONS OF VIOLATIONS. 

(a) NOTIFICATION AND HEARING.—If the infor- 
mation provided to the Director under section 8 
indicates that a person may have violated this 
Act, the Director shall— 

(1) notify the person in writing of this finding 
and, if appropriate, a proposed penalty assess- 
ment and provide such person with an oppor- 
tunity to respond in writing within 30 days after 
the notice is sent; and 

(2) if requested in writing by that person with- 
in that 30-day period, afford the person an op- 
portunity for a hearing on the record under the 
provisions of section 554 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(b) DETERMINATION.—Upon the receipt of a 
written response under subsection (a)(1) when 
no hearing under subsection (a)(2) is requested, 
upon the completion of a hearing requested 
under subsection (a)(2), or upon the expiration 
of 30 days in a case in which no such written re- 
sponse is received, the Director shall review the 
information received under this section (includ- 
ing evidence presented at any such hearing) and 
section 8 and make a final determination wheth- 
er there was a violation and a final determina- 
tion of the penalty, if any. If no written re- 
sponse was received under this section within 
the 30-day period provided, the determination 
and penalty assessment shall constitute a final 
order not subject to appeal. 

(c) WRITTEN DECISION.— 

(1) DETERMINATION OF VIOLATION.—If the Di- 
rector makes a final determination under sub- 
section (b) that there was a violation, the Direc- 
tor shall issue a public written decision— 

(A) directing the person to correct the viola- 
tion; and 

(B) assessing a civil monetary penalty in an 
amount determined as follows: 

(i) In the case of a minor violation, the 
amount shall be no more than $10,000, depend- 
ing on the nature and extent of the violation. 

(ii) In the case of a significant violation, the 
amount shall be more than $10,000, but no more 
than $200,000, depending on the nature and ex- 
tent of the violation and the extent to which the 
person may have profited from the violation. 

(2) DETERMINATION OF NO VIOLATION OR IN- 
SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE.—If the Director deter- 
mines that no violation occurred or there was 
not sufficient evidence that a violation oc- 
curred, the Director shall issue a written notice 
of such determination to the person charged. 
Such notice may be published by the Director 
with names redacted if the Director determines 
it provides useful guidance. 

(d) CIVIL INJUNCTIVE RELIEF.—If a person 
fails to comply with a directive to correct a vio- 
lation under subsection (c), the Director shall 
refer the case to the Attorney General to seek 
civil injunctive relief in the appropriate court of 
the United States to compel such person to com- 
ply with such directive. 

(e) PENALTY ASSESSMENTS.— 

(1) GENERAL RULE.—No penalty shall be as- 
sessed under this section unless the Director 
finds that the person subject to the penalty 
knew or should have known that such person 
was in violation of this Act. In determining the 
amount of a penalty to be assessed, the Director 
shall take into account the totality of the cir- 
cumstances, including the extent and gravity of 
the violation and such other matters as justice 
may require. 

(2) REGULATIONS.—Regulations prescribed by 
the Director under section 7 shall define minor 
and significant violations. Significant violations 
shall be defined to include a failure to register 
and any other violation that is extensive or re- 
peated if the person who commits such violation 
knew or should have known that the action 
constituting the violation was a violation of this 
Act. 
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(f) LIMITATION.—No proceeding shall be initi- 
ated under this section relating to a registration 
or report filed or required to be filed under this 
Act unless the Director notifies the person who 
is to be the subject to the proceeding of the al- 
leged violation within 3 years after the date on 
which such registration or report was filed or 
was required to be filed. 

SEC. 10. OTHER VIOLATIONS. 

(a) LATE REGISTRATION OR FILING; FAILURE 
TO PROVIDE INFORMATION.—If a person reg- 
isters or files a report after a registration or fil- 
ing is required under this Act, or fails to provide 
information requested by the Director under sec- 
tion dc), the Director sha 

(1) notify the person in writing of the viola- 
tion and a proposed penalty assessment and 
provide such person with an opportunity to re- 
spond in writing within 30 days after the notice 
is sent; and 

(2) if requested by that person within that 30- 
day period, afford the person a hearing in ac- 
cordance with section 9(a)(2). 

(b) DETERMINATION.—Upon the receipt of a 
written response under subsection (a)(1) when 
no hearing under subsection (a)(2) is requested, 
upon the completion of a hearing requested 
under subsection (a)(2), or upon the expiration 
of 30 days in a case in which no such written re- 
sponse is received, the Director shall review the 
information received under subsection (a) (in- 
cluding evidence presented at any such hearing) 
and, unless the Director determines, on the basis 
of such information, that the late filing or fail- 
ure to provide information was justified, the Di- 
rector shall make a final determination of a vio- 
lation and a final determination of the penalty, 
if any. If no written response or request for a 
hearing was received under subsection (a) with- 
in the 30-day period provided, the determination 
and penalty assessment shall constitute a final 
order not subject to appeal. 

(c) WRITTEN DECISION.— 

(1) DETERMINATION OF VIOLATION.—If the Di- 
rector makes a final determination under sub- 
section (b) that there was a violation, the Direc- 
tor shall issue a public written decision— 

(A) in the case of a late registration or filing, 
assessing a civil monetary penalty of $200 for 
each week by which the filing was late, with the 
total penalty not to exceed $10,000; or 

(B) in the case of a failure to provide informa- 


tion— 

(i) directing the person to provide the informa- 
tion within a reasonable period of time; and 

(ii) ezcept where the Director determines that 
the violation was the result of a good faith dis- 
pute over the validity or appropriate scope of a 
request for information, assessing a civil mone- 
tary penalty in an amount not to exceed $10,000. 

(2) DETERMINATION OF NO VIOLATION OR IN- 
SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE.—If the Director deter- 
mines that no violation occurred or there was 
not sufficient evidence that a violation oc- 
curred, the Director shall issue a written notice 
of such determination to the person charged. 
Such notice may be published by the Director 
with names redacted if the Director determines 
it provides useful guidance. 

(d) CIVIL INJUNCTIVE RELIEF.—In the case of 
a person failing to comply with a directive is- 
sued under subsection (c)(2)(A), the Director 
shall refer such matter to the Attorney General, 
who shall seek civil injunctive relief in the ap- 
propriate court of the United States to compel 
such person to comply with such directive unless 
the Attorney General finds no reasonable likeli- 
hood that the Government would prevail. 

SEC. 11. JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

(a) FINAL DECISION.—A written decision is- 
sued by the Director under section 9 or 10 shall 
become final 60 days after the date on which the 
Director provides notice of the decision, unless 
such decision is appealed under subsection (b) 
of this section. 


(b) APPEAL.—Any person adversely affected 
by a written decision issued by the Director 
under section 9 or 10 may appeal such decision, 
except as provided under section 9(b) or 10(b), to 
the appropriate United States court of appeals. 
Such review may be obtained by filing a written 
notice of appeal in such court no later than 60 
days after the date on which the Director pro- 
vides notice of the Director's decision and by si- 
multaneously sending a copy of such notice of 
appeal to the Director. The Director shall file in 
such court the record upon which the decision 
was issued, as provided under section 2112 of 
title 28, United States Code. The findings of fact 
of the Director shall be conclusive, unless found 
to be unsupported by substantial evidence, as 
provided under section 706(2)(E) of title 5, Unit- 
ed States Code. Any penalty assessed or other 
action taken in the decision shall be stayed dur- 
ing the pendency of the appeal. 

(c) RECOVERY OF PENALTY.—Any penalty as- 
sessed in a written decision which has become 
final under this Act may be recovered in a civil 
action brought by the Attorney General in an 
appropriate United States district court. In any 
such action, no matter that was raised or that 
could have been raised before the Director or 
pursuant to judicial review under subsection (b) 
may be raised as a defense, and the determina- 
tion of liability and the determination of 
amounts of penalties and assessments shall not 
be subject to review. 

SEC. 12. RULES OF CONSTRUCTION. 

(a) CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS.—Nothing in this 
Act shall be construed to prohibit or interfere 
with— 

(1) the right to petition the government for the 
redress of grievances, 

(2) the right to erpress a personal opinion, or 

(3) the right of association, 
protected by the First Amendment to the Con- 
stitution. 

(b) PROHIBITION OF ACTIVITIES.—Nothing in 
this Act shall be construed to prohibit, or to au- 
thorize the Director or any court to prohibit lob- 
bying activities or lobbying contacts by any per- 
son, regardless of whether such person is in 
compliance with the requirements of this Act. 

(c) AUDIT AND INVESTIGATIONS.—Nothing in 
this Act shall be construed to grant general 
audit or investigative authority to the Director, 
or to authorize the Director to review the files of 
a registrant, except in accordance with the re- 
quirements of section 8. 

SEC. 13. AMENDMENTS TO THE FOREIGN AGENTS 
REGISTRATION ACT. 

The Foreign Agents Registration Act of 1938 
(22 U.S.C. 611 et seq.), is amended— 

(1) in section I— 

(A) by striking out subsection (j); 

(B) in subsection (o), by striking out “the dis- 
semination of political propaganda and any 
other activity which the person engaging there- 
in believes will, or which he intends to, prevail 
upon, indoctrinate, convert, induce, persuade, 
or in any other way influence" and inserting in 
lieu thereof “any activity which the person en- 
gaging in believes will, or which he intends to, 
in any way influence”; 

(C) in subsection (p) by striking out the semi- 
colon and inserting in lieu thereof a period; and 

(D) by striking out subsection (q); 

(2) in section 3(g) (22 U.S.C. 613(g)), by strik- 
ing out established proceedings, wheth- 
er formal or informal." and inserting in lieu 
thereof “judicial proceedings, criminal or civil 
law enforcement inquiries, investigations or pro- 
ceedings, or agency proceedings required by 
statute or regulation to be conducted on the 
record.. 

(3) in section 3 (22 U.S.C. 613), by adding at 
the end the following: 

"(h) Any agent of a person described in sec- 
tion 1(b)(2) or an entity described in section 
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1(b)(3) of thís Act if the agent is required to reg- 
ister and does register under the Lobbying Dis- 
closure Act of 1994 in connection with the 
agent's representation of such person or en- 
tit. 

(4) in section 4(a) (22 U.S.C. 614(a))— 

(A) by striking out political propaganda 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘informational ma- 
terials”; and 

(B) by striking out “and a statement, duly 
signed by or on behalf of such an agent, setting 
forth full information as to the places, times, 
and extent of such transmittal”; 

(5) in section 4(b) (22 U.S.C. 614(b))— 

(A) in the matter preceding clause (i) by strik- 
ing out political propaganda" and inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘informational materials"; and 

(B) by striking out ''(i) in the form of prints, 
or” and all that follows through the end of the 
subsection and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘with- 
out placing in such informational materials a 
conspicuous statement that the materials are 
distributed by the agent on behalf of the foreign 
principal, and that additional information is on 
file with the Department of Justice, Washing- 
ton, District of Columbia. The Attorney General 
may by rule define what constitutes a conspicu- 
ous statement for the purposes of this sub- 
section.; 

(6) in section 4(c) (22 U.S.C. 614(c)), by strik- 
ing out political propaganda” and inserting in 
lieu thereof “informational materials”; 

(7) in section 6 (22 U.S.C. 616)— 

(A) in subsection (a), by striking out and all 
statements concerning the distribution of politi- 
cal propaganda 

(B) in subsection (b), by striking out, and 
one copy of every item of political propaganda”; 

nd 


a 

(C) in subsection (c), by striking out ''copies 
of political propaganda, 

(8) in section 8 (22 U.S.C. 618)— 

(A) in subsection (a)(2), by striking out or in 
any statement under section 4(a) hereof con- 
cerning the distribution of political propa- 
ganda"'; and 

(B) by striking out subsection (d); and 

(9) in section 11 (22 U.S.C. 621), by striking 
out “, including the nature, sources, and con- 
tent of political propaganda disseminated or dis- 
tributed". 

SEC. 14. AMENDMENTS TO THE BYRD AMEND- 
MENT. 


(a) REVISED CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS. — 
Section 1352(b) of title 31, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking out subpara- 
graphs (A), (B), and (C) and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

"(A) the name of any registrant under the 
Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1994 who has made 
lobbying contacts on behalf of the person with 
respect to that Federal contract, grant, loan, or 
cooperative agreement; and 

) a certification that the person making 
the declaration has not made, and will not 
make, any payment prohibited by subsection 
(a).“; 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking out all that 
follows “loan shall contain” and inserting in 
lieu thereof “the name of any registrant under 
the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1994 who has 
made lobbying contacts on behalf of the person 
in connection with that loan insurance or guar- 
antee. ; and 

(3) by striking out paragraph (6) and redesig- 
nating paragraph (7) as paragraph (6). 

(b) REMOVAL OF OBSOLETE REPORTING RE- 
QUIREMENT.—Section 1352 of title 31, United 
States Code, is further amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (d); and 

(2) by redesignating subsections (e), (f), (9), 
and (h) as subsections (d), (e), (f), and (g), re- 
spectively. 
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SEC. 15. * OF CERTAIN LOBBYING PROVI- 
'ONS. 

(a) REPEAL OF THE FEDERAL REGULATION OF 
LoBBYiNG AcT.—The Federal Regulation of 
Lobbying Act (2 U.S.C. 261 et seq.) is repealed. 

(b) REPEAL OF PROVISIONS RELATING TO 
HOUSING LOBBYIST ACTIVITIES.— 

(1) Section 13 of the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development Act (42 U.S.C. 3537b) is 


repealed, 
(2) Section 536(d) of the Housing Act of 1949 
(42 U.S.C. 1490p(d)) is repealed. 
SEC, 16. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO OTHER 
STATUTES. 


(a) AMENDMENT TO COMPETITIVENESS POLICY 
COUNCIL ACT.—Section 5205(e) of the Competi- 
tiveness Policy Council Act (15 U.S.C. 4804(e)) is 
amended by inserting “or a lobbyist for a for- 
eign entity (as the terms ‘lobbyist’ and ‘foreign 
entity’ are defined in section 3 of the Lobbying 
Disclosure Act of 1994)" after “an agent for a 
foreign principal". 

(b) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 18, UNITED STATES 
CODE.—Section 219(a) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended (1) by inserting or a lobbyist 
required to register under the Lobbying Disclo- 
sure Act of 1994 in connection with the represen- 
tation of a foreign entity, as defined in section 
3(7) of that Act" after “an agent of a foreign 
principal required to register under the Foreign 
Agents Registration Act of 1938", and (2) by 
striking out , as amended,". Section 201(c)(1) 
of such title is amended by inserting or rule or 
regulation issued pursuant to section 7353(b) by 
the supervising ethics office as defined in sec- 
tion 7353(d)(1) (A) through (E) of title 5” after 
“as provided by law”. 

(c) AMENDMENT TO FOREIGN SERVICE ACT OF 
1980.—Section 602(c) of the Foreign Service Act 
of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 4002(c)) is amended by insert- 
ing or a lobbyist for a foreign entity (as de- 
fined in section 3(7) of the Lobbying Disclosure 
Act of 1994)" after an agent of a foreign prin- 
cipal (as defined by section 1(b) of the Foreign 
Agents Registration Act of 1938)". 

SEC. 17. IDENTIFICATION OF FOREIGN CLIENT. 

(a) ORAL LOBBYING CONTACT.—Any person 
who makes an oral lobbying contact with a cov- 
ered legislative branch official or a covered erec- 
utive branch official on behalf of a foreign cli- 
ent shall, on the request of the official, identify 
the client on whose behalf the lobbying contact 
was made, state that such client is considered a 
foreign client under this section, and state 
whether such person is registered on behalf of 
that client under section 4. Such person shall, 
within one week of such lobbying contact, send 
to the covered legislative branch official or the 
covered erecutive branch official written con- 
firmation of the information provided. 

(b) WRITTEN LOBBYING CONTACT.—Any person 
who makes a written lobbying contact (includ- 
ing an electronic communication) with a covered 
legislative branch official or a covered executive 
branch official on behalf of a foreign client 
shall identify the client on whose behalf the lob- 
bying contact was made, state that such client 
is considered a foreign client under this section, 
and state whether such person is registered on 
behalf of that client under section 4. 

(c) DEFINITION.—For purposes of subsections 
(a) and (b), the term “foreign client" means a 
foreign entity as defined in section 3(7) or any 
organization or combination of persons under 
United States or foreign law if more than 50 per- 
cent of its members are foreign entities, if more 
than 50 percent of the equitable ownership of 
the organization or combination is held by for- 
eign entities, or if more than 50 percent of its fi- 
nancial support is provided by foreign entities. 
SEC. 18. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated for 
each fiscal year such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out this Act. 
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SEC. 19. SEVERABILITY. 

If any provision of this Act, or the application 
thereof, is held invalid, the validity of the re- 
mainder of this Act and the application of such 
provision to other persons and circumstances 
shall not be affected thereby. 

SEC. 20. EFFECTIVE DATES AND INTERIM RULE. 

(a) IN GENERAL. Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this section, the provisions of this Act 
shall take effect 1 year after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE.—The provi- 
sions of sections 7 and 18 and the amendments 
made by section 16 shall take effect on the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) REPEALS AND AMENDMENTS.—The repeals 
and amendments made under sections 13, 14, 
and 15 shall take effect as provided under sub- 
section (a), except that such repeals and amend- 
ments— 

(1) shall not affect any proceeding or suit 
commenced before the effective date under sub- 
section (a), and in all such proceedings or suits, 
proceedings shall be had, appeals taken, and 
judgments rendered in the same manner and 
with the same effect as if this Act had not been 


; and 

(2) shall not affect the requirements of Federal 
agencies to compile, publish, and retain infor- 
mation filed or received before the effective date 
of such repeals and amendments. 

(d) REGULATIONS.—Proposed regulations re- 
quired to implement this Act shall be published 
for public comment no later than 270 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. No later 
than 1 year after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, final regulations required to implement 
this Act shall be published. 

(e) PHASE-IN-PERIOD.—No penalty shall be as- 
sessed by the Director under section 9(e) for a 
violation of this Act, other than for a violation 
of section 6, which occurs during the first semi- 
annual reporting period under section 5 after 
the effective date prescribed by subsection (a). 

(f) INTERIM REPORTING RULE.— 

(1) RULE.—For 3 years after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, any registrant engaged in 
lobbying activities on its own behalf that is de- 
nied a deduction for erpenditures associated 
with such lobbying activities under section 
162(e) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, may 
make a good faith estimate (by category of dol- 
lar value) of the amount of the deduction denied 
for the applicable semiannual period to meet the 
requirements of section 5(b)(4) of this Act. Each 
time a registrant elects to estimate lobbying er- 
penditures pursuant to this paragraph, the reg- 
istrant shall inform the Director that it is mak- 
ing such an estimate. 

(2) STUDY.—Within 120 days of the filing of 
reports by registrants under section 5 in the sec- 
ond semiannual reporting period, the Comptrol- 
ler General of the United States shall review re- 
porting by registrants under paragraph (1) in 
such periods and report to the Congress— 

(A) the differences between the definition of 
lobbying activities in section 3 and the defini- 
tion of lobbying erpenditures in such section 
162(e) as each are implemented by regulations; 

(B) the impact any such differences may have 
on the amounts reported by the registrants who 
elect to estimate lobbying erpenditures pursuant 
to paragraph (1); and 

(C) any changes to this Act or to such section 
162(e) which the Comptroller General may rec- 
ommend to harmonize the two definitions. 

(g) TRANSITIONAL FILING REQUIREMENT.— 

(1) SIMULTANEOUS FILING.—Subject to the pro- 
visions of paragraph (2), each registrant shall 
transmit simultaneously to the Secretary of the 
Senate and the Clerk of the House of Represent- 
atives an identical copy of each registration and 
report required to be filed under this Act. 

(2) SUNSET PROVISION.—The simultaneous fil- 
ing requirement under paragraph (1) shall be ef- 
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fective until such time as the Director, in con- 
sultation with the Secretary of the Senate and 
the Clerk of the House of Representatives, deter- 
mines that the Office of Lobbying Registration 
and Public Disclosure is able to provide com- 
puter telecommunication or other transmittal of 
registrations and reports as required under sec- 
tion 7(b)(11). 

(3) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Director, the Sec- 
retary of the Senate, and the Clerk of the House 
of Representatives shall take such actions as 
necessary to ensure that the Office of Lobbying 
Registration and Public Disclosure is able to 
provide computer telecommunication or other 
transmittal of registrations and reports as re- 
quired under section 7(b)(11) on the effective 
date of this Act, or as soon thereafter as reason- 
ably practicable. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate disagree 
to the House amendment, agree to the 
request for a conference, and that the 
Chair be authorized to appoint con- 
ferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FEINGOLD) appointed Mr. GLENN, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. COHEN, and Mr. 
STEVENS conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 


D-DAY NATIONAL REMEMBRANCE 
DAY 


Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate Judici- 
ary Committee be discharged from fur- 
ther consideration of House Joint Res- 
olution 303, D-day Remembrance, and I 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 303) to des- 
ignate June 6, 1994 as D-day National Re- 
membrance Day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider- 
ation of the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the joint resolu- 
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no objection, the bill is considered 
read the third time, and passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

Mr. FORD. I move to reconsider the 
vote and move to lay that on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 


agreed to. 

Mr. FORD. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ORDERS FOR TOMORROW 


Mr. FORD. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the majority leader, I ask unani- 


mous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand 
in recess until 9:30 a.m., Thursday, May 
12; that following the prayer, the Jour- 
nal of the proceedings be deemed ap- 
proved to date and the time for the two 
leaders reserved for their use later in 
the day; that immediately thereafter, 
the Senate proceed to the consider- 
ation of the conference report accom- 
panying S. 636, the Freedom of Access 
to Clinics Act, as provided for under 
provisions of a previous unanimous- 
consent agreement; that on Thursday, 
following the conclusion of the vote on 
adoption of the conference report ac- 
companying S. 636, the Senate then 
stand in recess until 2:30 p.m. in order 
to accommodate a party conference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ORDER TO RECESS UNTIL THURS- 
DAY, MAY 12, 1994, AT 9:30 A.M. 


Mr. FORD. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate today and I see no other Sen- 
ator seeking recognition, I ask now 
that the Senate stand in recess as pre- 
viously ordered upon the completion of 
the statement of the Senator from 
Delaware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Delaware is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. ROTH. I thank the Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. ROTH pertaining 
to the introduction of S. 2108 are lo- 
cated in today’s RECORD under State- 
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint 
Resolutions.“) 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield 
back the floor. 


— 


RECESS UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will 
Stand in recess until 9:30 a.m., May 12, 
1994. 

Thereupon, at 6:46 p.m. the Senate 
recessed until Thursday, May 12, 1994, 
at 9:30 a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by 
the Senate May 11, 1994: 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 


JOHN A. KOSKINEN, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO 
BE DEPUTY DIRECTOR FOR MANAGEMENT, OFFICE OF 
MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, VICE PHILIP LADER. 


9924 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


RONALD E. NEUMANN, OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER MEM- 
BER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF COUN- 
SELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO THE DEMOCRATIC AND POPULAR REPUBLIC OF ALGE- 
RIA. 

FRANK G. WISNER, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, A 
CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, 
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CLASS OF CAREER MINISTER, TO BE AMBASSADOR EX- 
TRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA TO INDIA. 


CONFIRMATION 


Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate May 11, 1994: 


May 11, 1994 


UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY 


JOHN P. LOIELLO, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO 
BE AN ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR OF THE UNITED STATES IN- 
FORMATION AGENCY. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATION WAS APPROVED SUBJECT TO 
THE NOMINEE'S COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE- 
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 


May 11, 1994 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


The House met at 2 p.m. 

The Chaplain, Rev. James David 
Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

From the rising of the Sun until the 
going down of the same, Your word, O 
gracious God, is a beacon of hope, a 
light to dispel the darkness, and a sig- 
nal to point to a better day. May we, 
each one, heed the voice that calls us 
to contrition and repentance and at the 
same time encourages and inspires us 
to deeds of justice and acts of mercy. 
May we use the time and the day ap- 
pointed for us in which to live, so we 
are devoted in the tasks before us and 
be faithful with the gifts You have 
freely given. In Your name, we pray. 
Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day's pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 


his approval thereof. 
Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 


nal stands approved. 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. HUTCHINSON] come 
forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON led the Pledge of 
Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was commu- 
nicated to the House by Mr. 
McCathran, one of his secretaries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed a bill of the 
following title, in which the concur- 
rence of the House is requested: 

S. 2100. An act to provide for rural develop- 
ment, multiple-use management, expendi- 
tures under the Knutson-Vandenberg Act of 
1930, and ecosystem-based management of 
certain forest lands, and for other purposes. 


SHOULD FELONS PROTECT THE 
PUBLIC? 
(Mr. MARTINEZ asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 


marks.) 
Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 


today the question, should felons pro- 
tect the public? 


How many Members of this House 
would vote to allow a convicted felon 
to don a uniform and badge, and per- 
haps even be given a firearm, and 
placed in a position to guard a shop- 
ping mall or elementary school? 

Not many. 

Yet, 333 Members of the House voted 
to do just that by opposing my amend- 
ment to the crime bill, legislation that 
would require employers of guards to 
check job applicants through State 
agencies for criminal backgrounds. 

As a result, it is virtually impossible 
to provide the public assurance that 
the person they see guarding a school 
or shopping mall is not a convicted 
felon. 

CNN recently reported finding felons 
who were working as private security 
officers in California. 

H.R. 1534 adopts a program that, at 
no net cost to the State or Federal 
Government, would expedite national 
criminal background checks and pro- 
vide information to State regulators of 
the private security industry. 

Earlier this year, Congress voted in 
favor of similar nationwide background 
checks for child care workers, includ- 
ing volunteers. 

We can do no less for private security 
guards, some of whom carry lethal 
weapons. 


CLINTON HEALTH CARE PLAN 
WOULD BENEFIT SMALL BUSI- 
NESSES AND SELF-EMPLOYED 


(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the Na- 
tional Federation of Independent Busi- 
nesses is in Washington this week to 
lobby against President Clinton's 
health care reform bill. But, by oppos- 
ing health care reform, the NFIB hurts 
the very same small businesses they 
claim to represent. What they fail to 
take into account is what small busi- 
nesses are facing today. 

Today, health care costs for small 
businesses are rising at a rate of 20 to 
50 percent per year. The President's 
plan will offer small business discounts 
and institute premium caps to control 
costs. 

Today, many small business owners 
can only afford bare-bones insurance 
coverage for their employees. The Clin- 
ton plan will offer small businesses a 
comprehensive benefit package. 

Today, small businesses are suscep- 
tible to insurance company abuses, 
such as occupational redlining and pre- 
existing condition exclusions. The 
Clinton plan will outlaw these abuses. 


Today, the self-employed are only al- 
lowed a 25-percent deduction on health 
care costs while everybody else is enti- 
tled a 100-percent deduction. That is 
unfair. Under the Clinton plan the self- 
employed will get the full 100 percent 
deduction. 

Our current health care system is 
bad for small business. But, we need to 
reform it, not rebuild it. That is why 
the President put together a plan that 
builds on our current system of shared 
responsibility between employer and 
employee. It is a system that will help 
small businesses control costs and 
cover employees. 
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DEMOCRATIC TAX INCREASES 


(Mr. GINGRICH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I no- 
ticed in this morning's newspaper that 
the Democratic chairman of the Ways 
and Means Committee now believes we 
are going to need a tax increase for all 
Americans of up to $40 billion to pay 
for the Clinton health plan. 

Mr. Speaker, that is a lot of money. 
That comes to something on the order 
of about $650 a year for a family of four 
out of their pocket to the Federal Gov- 
ernment. This is a new tax increase 
proposal by the Democrats' chairman 
after his proposal 2 weeks ago to raise 
the Social Security tax by 31 percent 
on every business, every worker in 
America, to pay for another problem he 
perceives. 

Mr. Speaker, we believe on our side 
that Government is too big and spends 
too much, and I do not think most 
working Americans or most American 
families are very excited by the pros- 
pect of the Democratic chairman of the 
Committee on Ways and Means making 
two major tax increase proposals in the 
last 2 weeks. 


THE EXECUTION OF JOHN WAYNE 
GACY 


(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, for 
all those bleeding hearts who say that 
John Wayne Gacy experienced cruel 
and unusual punishment, check this 
out. Gacy executed 33 young men, bur- 


LI This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., [11407 is 2:07 p.m. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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ied most of them in a crawl space un- 
derneath his kitchen. One victim who 
escaped said he begged Gacy to kill 
him rather than to torture him. 

Ladies and gentlemen, those who say 
that Gacy should be put in jail for life 
are part of the problem in America. 
John Wayne Gacy deserved to be exe- 
cuted. It should have been 10 years ago. 
Congress should be saying today, 
“Good night, sweet prince, you earned 
it." 

For everybody concerned about John 
Wayne Gacy and cruel and unusual 
punishment, what about the 33 victims, 
Congress? What about those 33 victims? 


A RISING TIDE 


(Ms. PRYCE of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, President, 
Kennedy once said, A rising tide lifts 
all ships.” 

Well, Mr. Speaker, a rising tide just 
went through Oklahoma, and sank the 
Democrat candidate for Congress. 

It's a rising tide of rejection and re- 
pudiation of the Clinton form of Gov- 
ernment. 

It wasn't only Republicans who cre- 
ated this tidal wave. In fact, the Sixth 
District of Oklahoma has far more reg- 
istered Democrats than Republicans. 

But even most Democrats are grow- 
ing weary of the scandal-ridden Clinton 
administration, the broken promises, 
the higher taxes, and the wavering and 
wobbly foreign policy. 

The people want more Republicans in 
the House to protect their interests in 
health, to push through reform, and to 
probe into the corruption that eats 
away at our government. 

Mr. Speaker, a rising tide may lift all 
ships, but this rising tide is sinking the 
Democrat’s philosophy of Government. 


HEALTH CARE COST CONTROLS 


(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, as we continue the process of 
passing a comprehensive health care 
plan for all Americans we find our- 
selves stumbling over issues such as 
how to control the growing costs of our 
health care system. The skyrocketing 
cost of obtaining health care coverage 
has driven the call for reform. How 
best to control these costs however is a 
primary component of the President's 
plan and the version of that plan that 
our committee's are considering. 

When we look at cost control mecha- 
nisms, establishing limits on the future 
growth of costs are the answer. This 
mechanism is effective and it also has 
the benefit of predictability and pro- 
vides for a more stable market. 
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There are those who view these types 
of cost controls as ineffective and who 
are seeking to eliminate them from the 
plan, however the result of that would 
be merely the continuation of the sta- 
tus quo. 

First, people would continue to pay 
skyrocketing costs and there would be 
no incentive to control costs. 

Second, small business and families 
would continue to be the big losers. 

Anyone who has ever tried to put to- 
gether a long-term economic strategy 
for a business or even a government 
budget can tell you that the unknown 
future costs relating to health care are 
the most frustrating and often budget 
busting factors in the plan. Our own 
Federal budget is busting at the seams 
due to the rising costs of health care 
and we will continue down the road to 
economic ruin unless we face up to the 
reality that health care costs must be 
controlled. 


SOCIAL SECURITY EARNINGS TEST 
REPEAL 


(Mr. HASTERT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I come 
to the floor today to urge my col- 
leagues to sign the discharge petition I 
am filing at the Speaker's table—Dis- 
charge Petition No. 18. 

The petition would allow Congress to 
consider H.R. 300, the Older Americans 
Freedom to Work Act. Although a ma- 
jority of my colleagues support this 
bill, it has become clear that the Ways 
and Means Committee will not con- 
sider this important legislation before 
the end of this session of Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 300 seeks to elimi- 
nate or modify the unfair. Social Secu- 
rity earnings test, a penalty which re- 
duces the Social Security benefits of 
millions of senior citizens simply be- 
cause they want or need to continue 
working. Americans, age 65 to 69, who 
earn over $11,160 this year, will see 
their benefits reduced. And let me be 
clear, this penalty only impacts seniors 
who need to work—not those who have 
income from rents, dividends, or pen- 
sions. 

Our senior citizens worked years to 
earn these benefits. It's high time we 
recognize their years of hard work and 
rescind this penalty by supporting— 
and signing—this Discharge Petition 
No. 18. 


A CALL FOR SOUND AMERICAN 
HEALTH CARE SYSTEM 


(Mr. VENTO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of a rationalization of 
our current health care system, A 


May 11, 1994 


Sound Health Care Policy for America. 
There have been a number or reform 
proposals put on the table, I favor a 
single payer system. I am willing to 
consider and work with what the Presi- 
dent has sought, it certainly an impor- 
tant reform which affects an increasing 
percentage of our economy. In 1965, 
about one-twentieth of our economy in 
dollars went for health care. Today it 
is one-seventh. Yet many oppose the 
Clinton plan and really have no ration- 
al alternatives. 

Mr. Speaker, the fact is that increas- 
ingly people who are employed and 
their families are losing private health 
care benefits. As that figure has risen 
to 38.5 million today the number of pri- 
vate health insured families has gone 
down a proportionate number in terms 
of the past years’ statistics to 156.6 
million people. Even more graphic is 
the 1989-1992 percentage in which pri- 
vate health insurance has plummeted 
from 75.1 percent to 70.9 percent of the 
population; families are losing their 
health insurance. 

Mr. Speaker, it is important to face 
up to the fact of employer mandates 
and to try to nail down the responsibil- 
ities at the place of work so the fund- 
ing stream is in place rather than to 
just get painted into a corner with re- 
gards to the tax increase type of label 
which, of course, might be good politi- 
cal rhetoric, it might be a good politi- 
cal advantage, but it is poor public pol- 
icy process. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time to face up to 
the responsibilities and help the Amer- 
ican people meet their health care 
needs for themselves and their fami- 
lies. 


DO THE RIGHT THING 


(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, every so 
often this House gets the chance to do 
the right thing. Today Mr. HASTERT 
files discharge petition No. 18 on the 
Older Americans Freedom To Work 
Act—legislation to repeal an unfair, 
outdated, and down right discrimina- 
tory provision of the Social Security 
Act known as the earnings test which 
singles out hard working seniors to pay 
higher taxes. It is just not the 1930's 
any more when this law was passed and 
it is time for Government to get this 
dinosaur off the books. 

Older Americans are able and eager 
to work and many need to—why should 
Government be discouraging them? 
You would think with 221 Members of 
this House from both parties on board 
to repeal this extra tax on seniors, that 
we would be able to make it happen. 
But up until now, the House Democrat 
leadership has blocked the way. Let us 
do the right thing—sign the discharge 
petition for H.R. 300. Let us give the 
seniors a little good news. 


— — 


May 11, 1994 


COSPONSOR H.R. 4096, A BILL TO 
RESOLVE COMMERCIAL DIS- 
PUTES BETWEEN UNITED 
STATES FIRMS AND SAUDI ARA- 
BIA 


(Mr. BEVILL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 4096, a bill to 
ensure that certain unresolved com- 
mercial disputes between United States 
firms and the Government of Saudi 
Arabia are resolved satisfactorily. On 
September 22, 1992, Senator JOHN 
GLENN introduced an amendment to se- 
cure the resolution of United States 
commercial claims by the Government 
of Saudi Arabia. That amendment was 
overwhelmingly approved by both 
Houses of Congress on October 6, 1992, 
as section 9140 of fiscal year 1993 De- 
partment of Defense Appropriations 
Act. 

The Subcommittee on Defense Appro- 
priations included the words to re- 
solve satisfactory” to impact a fair res- 
olution of a claim of a firm in my 
State, Harbert-Howard Cos. 

A large number of Members of both 
Houses have signed individual as well 
as 12 joint Congressional letters urging 
the Saudi Government to comply with 
section 9140 by resolving satisfactorily 
Harbert-Howard Co.s’ dispute. Regret- 
tably, this has not yet taken place. 
This case has gone unresolved for more 
than 15 years. 

I strongly urge you to support H.R. 
4096, introduced by our colleague EARL 
HILLIARD and which I have cospon- 
sored. This bill reaffirms congressional 
intent to secure satisfactory resolution 
of American claims as mandated by 
section 9140 of the Department of De- 
fense Appropriations Act. There is no 
new policy being set by this bill. The 
language of the bill is straightforward 
and will have no impact on the Saudi 
participation in the peace process or in 
any way discourage United States- 
Saudi relations. I appeal to your sense 
of justice to join me in cosponsoring 
H.R. 4096. 


CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 965, 
CHILD SAFETY PROTECTION ACT 


Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois submitted 
the following conference report and 
statement on the bill (H.R. 965) to pro- 
vide for toy safety and for other pur- 
poses: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 103-500) 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the amendment 
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 965), to provide 
for toy safety and for other purposes, having 
met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the House to the 
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amendment of the Senate and agree to the 
same with an amendment as follows: 


In lieu of the matter proposed to be in- 
serted by the House amendment, insert the 
following: 


SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 


This Act may be cited as the Child Safety 
Protection Act’’. 


TITLE I—TOY LABELING REQUIREMENTS 


SEC. 101. FOR LABELING CER- 
TAIN TOYS AND GAMES. 


(a) REQUIREMENT UNDER FEDERAL HAZARD- 
OUS SUBSTANCES ACT.—The Federal Hazardous 
Substances Act (15 U.S.C. 1261 et seq.) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following new sec- 
tion: 


“SEC. 24. REQUIREMENTS FOR LABELING CER- 
TAIN TOYS AND GAMES. 
"(a) TOYS OR GAMES FOR CHILDREN WHO ARE 
AT LEAST J.— 


"(1) REQUIREMENT.—The packaging of any 
toy or game intended for use by children who 
are at least 3 years old but not older than 6 
years (or such other upper age limit as the Com- 
mission may determine, which may not be less 
than 5 years old), any descriptive material 
which accompanies such toy or game, and, ín 
the case of bulk sales of such toy or game when 
unpackaged, any bin, container for retail dis- 
play, or vending machine from which the 
unpackaged toy or game is dispensed shall bear 
or contain the cautionary statement described in 
paragraph (2) if the toy or game— 

A is manufactured for sale, offered for sale, 
or distributed in commerce in the United States, 
and 

“(B) includes a small part, as defined by the 
Commission. 

"(2) LABEL.—The cautionary statement re- 
quired by paragraph (1) for a toy or game shall 
be as follows: 


" A WARNING: 


CHOKING HAZARD—Small parts. 
Not for children under 3 yrs. 


“(b) BALLOONS, SMALL BALLS, AND MAR- 
BLES.— 


"(1) REQUIREMENT.—In the case of any later 
balloon, any ball with a diameter of 1.75 inches 
or less intended for children 3 years of age or 
older, any marble intended for children 3 years 
of age or older, or any toy or game which con- 
tains such a balloon, ball, or marble, which is 
manufactured for sale, offered for sale, or dis- 
tributed in commerce in the United States— 

A the packaging of such balloon, ball, mar- 
ble, toy, or game, 

"(B) any descriptive material which accom- 
panies such balloon, ball, marble, toy, or game, 
and 

"(C) in the case of bulk sales of any such 
product when unpackaged, any bin, container 
for retail display, or vending machine from 
which such unpackaged balloon, ball, marble, 
toy, or game is dispensed, 
shall bear or contain the cautionary statement 
described in paragraph (2). 

“(2) LABEL.—The cautionary statement re- 
quired under paragraph (1) for a balloon, ball, 
marble, toy, or game shall be as follows: 

"(A) BALLOONS.—In the case of balloons, or 
toys or games that contain later balloons, the 
following cautionary statement applies: 
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" IN WARNING: 


CHOKING HAZARD— Children under 8 yrs. can 
choke or suffocate on uninflated or broken balloons. 
Adult supervision required. 


Keep uninflated balloons from children. 
Discard broken balloons at once. 


) BALLS.—In the case of balls, the follow- 
ing cautionary statement applies: 


" /N WARNING: 


CHOKING HAZARD—This toy is a small ball. 
Not for children under 3 yrs. 


"(C) MARBLES.—In the case of marbles, the 
following cautionary statement applies: 


" /N WARNING: 


CHOKING HAZARD—This toy is a marble. 
Not for children under 3 yrs. 


DD) TOYS AND GAMES.—In the case of toys or 
games containing balls, the following caution- 
ary statement applies: 


" IN WARNING: 


CHOKING HAZARD— Toy contains a small ball. 
Not for children under 3 yrs. 


In the case of toys or games containing marbles, 
the following cautionary statement applies: 


"n/N WARNING: 


CHOKING HAZARD—Toy contains a marble. 
Not for children under 3 yrs. 


e GENERAL LABELING REQUIREMENTS.— 

Y IN GENERAL.—Ezcept as provided in para- 
graphs (2) and (3), any cautionary statement re- 
quired under subsection (a) or (b) shall be— 

A) displayed in its entirety on the principal 
display panel of the product's package, and on 
any descriptive material which accompanies the 
product, and, in the case of bulk sales of such 
product when unpackaged, on the bin, con- 
tainer for retail display of the product, and any 
vending machine from which the unpackaged 
product is dispensed, and 

"(B) displayed in the English language in 
conspicuous and legible type ín contrast by ty- 
pography, layout, or color with other printed 
matter on such package, descriptive materials, 
bin, container, and vending machine, and in a 
manner consistent with part 1500 of title 16, 
Code of Federal Regulations (or successor regu- 
lations thereto). 

02) EXCEPTION FOR PRODUCTS MANUFAC- 
TURED OUTSIDE UNITED STATES.—In the case of a 
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product manufactured outside the United States 
and directly shipped from the manufacturer to 
the consumer by United States mail or other de- 
livery service, the accompanying material inside 
the package of the product may fail to bear the 
required statement if other accompanying mate- 
rial shipped with the product bears such state- 


ment. 

“(3) SPECIAL RULES FOR CERTAIN PACKAGES.— 
(A) A cautionary statement required by sub- 
section (a) or (b) may, in lieu of display on the 
principal display panel of the product's pack- 
age, be displayed on another panel of the pack- 
age if— 

i) the package has a principal display panel 
of 15 square inches or less and the required 
statement is displayed in three or more lan- 
guages; and 

"(ii) the statement specified in subparagraph 
(B) is displayed on the principal display panel 
and is accompanied by an arrow or other indi- 
cator pointing toward the place on the package 
where the statement required by subsection (a) 
or (b) appears. 

"(B)(i) In the case of a product to which sub- 
section (a), subsection (b)(2)(B), subsection 
(b)(2)(C), or subsection (b)(2)(D) applies, the 
statement specified by this subparagraph is as 
follows: 


" A SAFETY WARNING 


"(ii) In the case of a product to which sub- 
section (b)(2)(A) applies, the statement specified 
by this subparagraph is as follows: 


" IN WARNING-—cHOKING HAZARD 


"(d) TREATMENT AS MISBRANDED HAZARDOUS 
SUBSTANCE.—A balloon, ball, marble, toy, or 
game, that is not in compliance with the re- 
quirements of this subsection shall be considered 
a misbranded hazardous substance under sec- 
tion 2(p)."". 

(b) OTHER SMALL BALLS.—A small ball— 

(1) intended for children under the age of 3 
years of age, and 

(2) with a diameter of 1.75 inches or less, 
shall be considered a banned hazardous sub- 
stance under section 2(q) of the Federal Hazard- 
ous Substances Act (15 U.S.C. 1261(q)). 

(c) REGULATIONS.—The Consumer Product 
Safety Commission (hereinafter referred to as 
the Commission) shall promulgate regula- 
tions, under section 553 of title 5, United States 
Code, for the implementation of this section and 
section 24 of the Federal Hazardous Substances 
Act by July 1, 1994, or the date that is 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, which- 
ever occurs first. Subsections (f) through (i) of 
section 3 of the Federal Hazardous Substances 
Act (15 U.S.C. 1262) shall not apply with respect 
to the issuance of regulations under this sub- 
section. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICABILITY.—Sub- 
sections (a) and (b) shall take effect January 1, 
1995, and section 24 of the Federal Hazardous 
Substances Act shall apply only to products en- 
tered into commerce on or after January 1, 1995. 

(e) PREEMPTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), a 
State or political subdivision of a State may not 
establish or enforce a requirement relating to 
cautionary labeling of small parts hazards or 
choking hazards in any toy, game, marble, small 
ball, or balloon intended or suitable for use by 
children unless such requirement is identical to 
a requirement established by amendments made 
by this section to the Federal Hazardous Sub- 
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stances Act or by regulations promulgated by 
the Commission. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—A State or political subdivi- 
sion of a State may, until January 1, 1995, en- 
force a requirement described in paragraph (1) if 
such requirement was in effect on October 2, 
1993. 

SEC. 102. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) REPORTS TO CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY 
COMMISSION.— 

(1) REQUIREMENT TO REPORT.—Each manufac- 
turer, distributor, retailer, and importer of a 
marble, small ball, or later balloon, or a toy or 
game that contains a marble, small ball, later 
balloon, or other small part, shall report to the 
Commission any information obtained by such 
manufacturer, distributor, retailer, or importer 
which reasonably supports the conclusion 
that— 

(A) an incident occurred in which a child (re- 
gardless of age) choked on such a marble, small 
ball, or later balloon or on a marble, small ball, 
later balloon, or other small part contained in 
such toy or game; and 

(B) as a result of that incident the child died, 
suffered serious injury, ceased breathing for any 
length of time, or was treated by a medical pro- 
fessional. 

(2) TREATMENT UNDER CPSA.—For purposes of 
section 19(a)(3) of the Consumer Product Safety 
Act (15 U.S.C. 2068(a)(3)), the requirement to re- 
port information under this subsection is deemed 
to be a requirement under such. Act. 

(3) EFFECT ON LIABILITY.—A report by a man- 
ufacturer, distributor, retailer, or importer 
under paragraph (1) shall not be interpreted, for 
any purpose, as an admission of liability or of 
the truth of the information contained in the re- 
port. 

(b) CONFIDENTIALITY PROTECTIONS.—The con- 
fidentiality protections of section 6(b) of the 
Consumer Product Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2055(b)) 
apply to any information reported to the Com- 
mission under subsection (a) of this section. For 
purposes of section 6(b)(5) of such Act, informa- 
tion so reported shall be treated as information 
submitted pursuant to section 15(b) of such Act 
respecting a consumer product. 

TITLE II—CHILDREN'S BICYCLE HELMET 

SAFETY 


SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ''Children's Bi- 
cycle Helmet Safety Act of 1994”. 

SEC. 202. ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administra- 
tion may, in accordance with section 203, make 
grants to States, political subdivisions of States, 
and nonprofit organizations for programs that 
require or encourage individuals under the age 
of 16 to wear approved bicycle helmets. In mak- 
ing those grants, the Administrator shall allow 
grantees to use wide discretion in designing pro- 
grams that effectively promote increased bicycle 
helmet use. 

(b) FEDERAL SHARE.—The amount provided by 
a grant under this section shall not exceed 80 
percent of the cost of the program for which the 
grant is made. In crediting the recipient State, 
political subdivision, or nonprofit organization 
for the non-Federal share of the cost of such a 
program (other than planning and administra- 
tion), the aggregate of all erpenditures made by 
such State, political subdivision, or nonprofit 
organization (exclusive of Federal funds) for the 
purposes described in section 203 (other than er- 
penditures for planning and administration) 
shall be available for such crediting, without re- 
gard to whether such erpenditures were actu- 
ally made in connection with such program. 
SEC. 203, PURPOSES FOR GRANTS. 

A grant made under section 202 may be used 
by a grantee to— 
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(1) enforce a law that requires individuals 
under the age of 16 to wear approved bicycle 
helmets on their heads while riding on bicycles; 

(2) provide assistance, to individuals under 
the age of 16 who may not be able to afford ap- 
proved bicycle helmets, to enable such individ- 
uals to acquire such helmets; 

(3) develop and administer a program to edu- 
cate individuals under the age of 16 and their 
families on the importance of wearing such hel- 
mets in order to improve bicycle safety; or 

(4) carry out any combination of the activities 
described in paragraphs (1), (2), and (3). 

The Administrator shall review grant applica- 
tions for compliance with this section prior to 
awarding grants. 

SEC. 204. REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

Not later than May 1, 1997, the Administrator 
of the National Highway Traffic Safety Admin- 
istration shall report to Congress on the effec- 
tiveness of the grant program established by sec- 
tion 202. The report shall include a list of grant 
recipients, a summary of the types of programs 
implemented by the grantees, and any rec- 
ommendation by the Administrator regarding 
how the program should be changed in the fu- 
ture. 

SEC. 205. STANDARDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Bicycle helmets manufac- 
tured 9 months or more after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act shall conform to— 

(1) any interim standard described under sub- 
section (b), pending the establishment of a final 
standard pursuant to subsection (c); and 

(2) the final standard, once it has been estab- 
lished under subsection (c). 

(b) INTERIM STANDARDS.—The interim stand- 
ards are as follows: 

(1) The American National Standards Insti- 
tute standard designated as ''Z90.4-1984"'. 

(2) The Snell Memorial Foundation standard 

ted as B- 

(3) The American Society for Testing and Ma- 
terials (ASTM) standard designated as "F 
1447". 

(4) Any other standard that the Commission 
determines is appropriate. 

(c) FINAL STANDARD.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Commission shall begin a proceeding under sec- 
tion 553 of title 5, United States Code, to— 

(1) review the requirements of the interim 
standards set forth in subsection (a) and estab- 
lish a final standard based on such require- 


ments; 

(2) include in the final standard a provision to 
protect against the risk of helmets coming off 
the heads of bicycle riders; 

(3) include in the final standard provisions 
that address the risk of injury to children; and 

(4) include additional provisions as appro- 

priate. 
Sections 7, 9, and 30(d) of the Consumer Product 
Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2056, 2058, 2079(d)) shall 
not apply to the proceeding under this sub- 
section and section 11 of such Act (15 U.S.C. 
2060) shall not apply with respect to any stand- 
ard issued under such proceeding. The final 
standard shall take effect 1 year from the date 
it is issued. 

(d) FAILURE TO MEET STANDARDS.— 

(1) FAILURE TO MEET INTERIM STANDARD.— 
Until the final standard takes effect, a bicycle 
helmet that does not conform to an interim 
standard as required under subsection (a)(1) 
shall be considered in violation of a consumer 
product safety standard promulgated under the 
Consumer Product Safety Act. 

(2) STATUS OF FINAL STANDARD.—The final 
standard developed under subsection (c) shall be 
considered a consumer product safety standard 
promulgated under the Consumer Product Safe- 
ty Act. 

SEC. 206. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

For the National Highway Traffic Safety Ad- 
ministration to carry out the grant program au- 
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thorized by this title, there are authorized to be 
appropriated $2,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, 
$3,000,000 for fiscal year 1996, and $4,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1997. 
SEC, 207. DEFINITION, 

In this title, the term "approved bicycle hel- 
met means a bicycle helmet that meets 

(1) any interim standard described in section 
205(b), pending establishment of a final stand- 
ard under section 205(c); and 

(2) the final standard, once it is established 
under section 205(c). 

And the House agree to the same. 


From the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce, for consideration of the House bill, 
&nd the Senate amendment, and modifica- 
tions committed to conference: 

JOHN D. DINGELL, 

CARDISS COLLINS, 

EDOLPHUS TOWNS, 

CARLOS J. MOORHEAD, 

CLIFF STEARNS, 

NORMAN Y. MINETA, 

JAMES L. OBERSTAR, 

NICK RAHALL, 

BUD SHUSTER, 

THOMAS E. PETRI, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

FRITZ HOLLINGS, 

WENDELL FORD, 

RICHARD H. BRYAN, 

JACK DANFORTH, 

SLADE GORTON, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

The managers on the part of the House and 
the Senate at the conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ment of the House to the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 965), to provide for 
toy safety and for other purposes, submit the 
following joint statement to the House and 
the Senate in explanation of the effect of the 
action agreed upon by the managers and rec- 
ommended in the accompanying conference 
report: 

The Senate amendment struck all of the 
House bill after the enacting clause and in- 
serted a substitute text. 

The House amendment struck all of the 
Senate amendment after the enacting clause 
and inserted a substitute text. 

The Senate recedes from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the House with an 
amendment that is a substitute for the 
House amendment and the Senate amend- 
ment. The differences between the Senate 
amendment, the House amendment, and the 
substitute agreed to in conference are noted 
below, except for clerical corrections, con- 
forming changes made necessary by agree- 
ments reached by the conferees, and minor 
drafting and clerical changes. 

SECTION 1—SHORT TITLE 
House bill 

The House bill, in section 1, provides a 
short title, “Child Safety Protection Act.” 
Senate amendment 

The Senate amendment, in section 1, con- 
tains an identical provision. 

House amendment to Senate amendment 

The House amendment to the Senate 
amendment, in section 1, contains an iden- 
tical provision. 

Conference agreement 

The Conference agreement adopts the 
House provisions. 

TITLE I—TOY LABELING REQUIREMENTS 
House bill 

The House bill, in sections 2 and 3, requires 

the labeling of certain toys and games with 
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small parts, balloons, small balls, and mar- 
bles. The required labeling would warn of 
choking hazards to small children. The 
House bill would also ban the sale of small 
balls with a diameter of 1.75 inches or less in- 
tended for children under three. 

Senate amendment 


The Senate amendment, in Title I, con- 
tains similar labeling and banning require- 
ments applicable to toys and games with 
small parts, balloons, small balls, and mar- 
bles. The Senate amendment also includes 
special labeling rules for smaller packages. 
The Senate amendment contains a specific 
preemption provision. The Senate amend- 
ment also includes requirements for report- 
ing to the Consumer Product Safety Com- 
mission (CPSC) information on certain chok- 
ing incidents involving such products. 


House amendment to Senate amendment 


The House amendment to the Senate 
amendment, in Title I, contains a similar 
provision as the Senate amendment. 
Conference agreement 

The Conference agreement adopts the Sen- 
ate amendment, except as described below. 

Although the version of the Senate amend- 
ment (but not the House amendment to the 
Senate amendment) printed in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD of March 9, 1994 (page H1134) 
includes boxes around the required labels, 
the Conferees understand it was not the in- 
tent of the Senate amendment to require 
such boxes. Instead, to ensure that the labels 
are not inconspicuous, the Senate amend- 
ment (as with the House amendment to the 
Senate amendment) requires that any label 
be “displayed * * * in conspicuous and leg- 
ible type in contrast by typography, layout, 
or color with other printed matter * * *" 
Thus the Conference agreement does not re- 
quire that the labels necessarily be enclosed 
in boxes. The Conferees note, however, that 
boxes are one effective means of identifying 
and setting off warning labels—in accord 
with the legislation—and encourage, but do 
not require, their use by manufacturers. 

With respect to the language of the Senate 
amendment that includes special labeling for 
smaller packages, the Conferees note that 
the abbreviated warning—applicable only to 
certain packages of toys and games with 
small parts, small balls, and marbles, as de- 
scribed in the bill—is to read A Safety 
Warning“. In addition, with respect to label- 
ing of toys dispensed from vending machines, 
the Conferees note that the language is not 
intended to suggest a double labeling re- 
quirement—labeling either the package, or, 
if sold from a vending machine, the machine 
itself, is sufficient. However, the require- 
ment to label any descriptive materials that 
accompany the product would still apply. 
The Conferees also note that when & caution- 
ary label is placed on a vending machine, 
bin, or container for retail display, it is the 
intent that the cautionary labels be placed 
conspicuously on the front of the vending 
machine, bin, or container for retail display 
80 that consumers will readily see the label. 

The Conferees note that this bill contains 
& preemption provision that differs from the 
preemption provision of general application 
contained in section 18 of the Federal Haz- 
ardous Substances Act (FHSA). This provi- 
sion is intended to address the unique cir- 
cumstances of a particular case and is not 
intended to set any precedent for future leg- 
islation, nor to imply that the established 
FHSA preemption provision is somehow in- 
adequate. 

The preemption provision which is invoked 
when a labeling requirement is established 
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under the FHSA provides that if a hazardous 
Substance or its packaging is subject to a 
cautionary labeling requirement designed to 
protect against a risk of illness or injury as- 
Sociated with the substance, no state or po- 
litical subdivision thereof may establish or 
continue in effect a cautionary labeling re- 
quirement applicable to such substance or 
packaging and designed to protect against 
the same risk of illness or injury unless such 
cautionary labeling requirement is identical 
to the requirement under the FHSA. A simi- 
lar preemption provision is invoked when a 
banning requirement is established under the 
FHSA. 

The preemption provision in this bill ad- 
dresses the unique situation presented by the 
litigation involving a state toy labeling law, 
applicable to toys with small parts intended 
for children between three and seven, en- 
acted in Connecticut in 1992. The Toy Manu- 
facturers of American (TMA) challenged this 
state legislation on the ground that it was 
preempted by existing CPSC regulations is- 
sued under the FHSA, which ban toys with 
small parts intended for children under 
three. 

The Second Circuit Court of Appeals, in 
Toy Manufacturers of America v. Blumenthal 
(1993), ruled that the Connecticut toy label- 
ing law was not preempted by the existing 
CPSC regulations. Among other grounds for 
its decision, the Court pointed out that, 
under the existing FHSA preemption provi- 
sion, preemption applied only when a state 
regulates the same substance“ which is reg- 
ulated under the FHSA. The Court deter- 
mined that, since the existing CPSC regula- 
tions applied to toys with small parts in- 
tended for children under three, and the Con- 
necticut law applied to toys with small parts 
intended for children between three and 
seven, the substance being regulated under 
the two regulatory regimes therefore was 
not the same and preemption did not apply. 

The subject legislation requires labeling of 
certain toys and games intended for use by 
children who are at least three but not older 
than six (or such other upper age limit as the 
CPSC may determine, but not less than five). 
As a result, TMA believes that there is a pos- 
sibility, based on the precedent established 
by the Second Circuit, that a state would not 
be preempted by the existing FHSA preemp- 
tion provision from enacting toy labeling 
legislation for toys extended for children 
older than the age levels covered by this leg- 
islation. Therefore, this legislation includes 
a special preemption provision in order to 
ensure that this legislation is interpreted as 
being preemptive of nonidentical state re- 
quirements (and those of political subdivi- 
sions thereof) relating to cautionary labeling 
of small parts hazards or choking hazards in 
any toy, game, marble, small ball, or balloon 
intended or suitable for use by children, and 
specifically including such labeling require- 
ments for toys intended for children older 
than covered by this legislation. 

TITLE II—CHILDREN’S BICYCLE HELMET SAFETY 
House bill 

The House bill, in section 4, requires the 
CPSC to promulgate a performance standard 
for bicycle helmets. Pending the develop- 
ment of such a performance standard, the 
House bill requires bicycle helmets to con- 
form to existing voluntary standards. 

Senate amendment 

The Senate amendment, in Title II, simi- 
larly requires the CPSC to promulgate a per- 
formance standard for bicycle helmets. Simi- 
larly, under the Senate amendment, bicycle 
helmets would be required to conform to ex- 
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isting voluntary standards pending the de- 
velopment of such a performance standard. 

The Senate amendment also establishes a 
program under which the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) may 
make grants to states and non-profit organi- 
zations for programs that require or encour- 
age individuals under the age of 16 to wear 
bicycle helmets that meet applicable stand- 
ards. The Senate amendment authorizes $2 
million in fiscal year 1994, $3 million in fiscal 
year 1995, and $4 million in fiscal year 1996 
for NHTSA to carry out the grant program. 
House amendment to Senate amendment 

The House amendment to the Senate 
amendment, in Title II, contains an identical 
provision as the Senate amendment with re- 
spect to the requirements (1) for the CPSC to 
promulgate a performance standard for bicy- 
cle helmets and (2) for voluntary standard 
conformance pending the development of 
such a CPSC standard. The House amend- 
ment to the Senate amendment also includes 
& technical correction to the Senate amend- 
ment with respect to the reference to the 
American Society for Testing and Materials 
(ASTM). 

The House amendment to the Senate 
amendment does not include the provisions 
establishing a NHTSA grant program. 
Conference agreement 

The Conference agreement adopts the 
House amendment to the Senate amendment 
with respect to the requirements (1) for the 
CPSC to promulgate a performance standard 
for bicycle helmets and (2) for voluntary 
standard conformance pending the develop- 
ment of such a CPSC standard. 

The Conference agreement adopts a modi- 
fied version of the NHTSA grant program. In 
particular, (1) the short title of Title II has 
been modified to the Children's Bicycle Hel- 
met Safety Act of 1994, (2) political subdivi- 
sions of States have been explicitly included 
as eligible grantees, (3) grants are limited to 
80 percent of the cost of the program for 
which the grant is made and the non-Federal 
share can be met by the aggregate of in-kind 
expenditures by grantees, (4) grants for bicy- 
cle helmet acquisition may be made so that 
grantees provide assistance in acquiring ap- 
proved bicycle helmets to individuals under 
16 who may not be able to afford approved 
helmets, (5) the Administrator shall review 
grant applications for compliance with the 
requirements prior to awarding grants, (6) 
the Administrator of NHTSA must report to 
Congress by May 1, 1997 on the effectiveness 
of the program, and (7) the provision now au- 
thorizes $2 million for fiscal year 1995, $3 mil- 
lion for fiscal year 1996, and $4 million for 
fiscal year 1997 for NHTSA to carry out the 
grant program. 

The Conferees note that the requirements 
in Titles I and II of this legislation will re- 
sult in modest additional costs for the CPSC, 
as a result of the need to promulgate new 
regulations and for enforcement. The Con- 
ferees urge the Appropriations Committees 
to consider these additional costs in their re- 
view of the CPSC's budget request. 

BUCKET DROWNING PREVENTION 
House bill 
No provision. 
Senate amendment 

The Senate amendment, in Title III, con- 
tains provisions requiring the issuance of la- 
beling and performance standards for certain 
four to six gallon buckets. 

House amendment to Senate amendment 

The House amendment to the Senate 
amendment contains no provision addressing 
this issue. 
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Conference agreement 
Senate recedes—no provision. 

From the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce, for consideration of the House bill, 
and the Senate amendment, and modifica- 
tions committed to conference: 

JOHN D. DINGELL, 

CARDISS COLLINS, 

EDOLPHUS Towns, 

CARLOS J. MOORHEAD, 

CLIFF STEARNS, 

NORMAN Y. MINETA, 

JAMES L. OBERSTAR, 

NICK RAHALL, 

BUD SHUSTER, 

THOMAS E. PETRI, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

FRITZ HOLLINGS, 

WENDELL FORD, 

RICHARD H. BRYAN, 

JACK DANFORTH, 

SLADE GORTON, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


IT’S TIME TO ELIMINATE THE 
EARNINGS TEST 


(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of lifting the earnings test 
and urge my colleagues to sign the dis- 
charge petition filed by my friend from 
Illinois. This petition is about equity. 
It’s about easing the burden of tax- 
ation on working seniors. It’s a little 
known fact that older Americans who 
work are subject to a tax rate as high 
as 89 percent. That’s twice the rate of 
millionaires. 

In spite of overwhelming support for 
repealing the earnings test last Con- 
gress, we are nearing the close of this 
session and no action has been taken 
by the Ways and Means Committee. 
The discharge petition is our last ave- 
nue for action on this important issue. 

The gentleman from Illinois is intro- 
ducing this discharge petition to force 
the consideration of a rule so that we 
may get on with eliminating the earn- 
ings test. 

Working seniors aged 62-64 lose $1 in 
benefits for every $2 earned over the 
limit of $8,040. Seniors aged 65-69 lose 
$1 in benefits for every $3 over the 
limit of $11,160. To penalize the most 
experienced of workers is to reduce 
benefits for the entire work force. 

Seniors have years of experience that 
would greatly add to the productivity 
of the work place, spurring billions of 
dollars in economic growth. According 
to the Treasury Department repealing 
the earnings test would result in $140 
million increase in Federal revenue. 

The earnings limit was created dur- 
ing the Depression to force older work- 
ers out of the labor force and create job 
opportunities for younger workers. But 
according to the Labor Department, 
the work force is dwindling. By the 
year 2000, 1.5 million fewer workers be- 
tween 16 and 24 years of age will have 
entered the work force. 
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The facts are convincing. In addition 
to the overwhelming congressional sup- 
port for repealing the earnings test, 
seniors all over the country are holding 
out hope that Congress will finally 
enact a policy based on parity. 

Please join me in supporting equity 
for seniors. Sign discharge petition 18 
today. 


—S 


THE TEEN INFORMATION 
PARTNERSHIP 


(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to recognize and honor a 
group in my district who used the com- 
mon phone book as a tool to prevent 
teen violence. 

If I may give a brief history. In May 
of 1993 I sponsored a conference in Den- 
ver, CO, on Teens and Violence, over 
200 organizations developed ideas and 
suggestions to help teens resist the 
dangerous influences in their lives. One 
good suggestion was to create a re- 
source directory tailored to teens. I 
took this idea to our local phone book 
publishers and in short order US West 
Directory agreed to donate space in 
their directory exclusively for teens. 
The idea further, germinated as a local 
coalition of business, government, and 
non-profits organizations undertook 
the monumental task of compiling en- 
tries for the teen pages. Thus, the Teen 
Information Partnership was born. 

I am extremely pleased to announce 
that through their efforts, the TIP 
pages will be published in the May 1994 
issue of the US West Directory phone 
book. 

There are eight pages of resource in- 
formation relevant to teen needs in 
this directory. Everything from crisis 
hotlines, employment information, 
health, pregnancy, education, and 
recreation for teens is listed. There is 
an aggressive campaign underway to 
advertise these pages through res- 
taurant place mats, supermarket shop- 
ping bags, and in the media targeted to 


teens. 

I would like to take this time to 
honor those agencies involved in this 
effort, they are: 

Bethesda Psychiatric Hospital, Colo- 
rado Trial Lawyers Association, Colo- 
rado Violence Prevention Center, The 
Denver District Attorneys Office, Den- 
ver Mayor Wellington Webb's Commis- 
sion on Youth, Denver Regional Coun- 
cil of Governments, Denver Victim's 
Service Center, Denver's First Step, 
Hoffman and Company, The Governor's 
Community Partnership Office, Mile 
High United Way, The Shaka Franklin 
Foundation for Youth, US West Direct, 
YES Match, Youth Train-A Parents’ 
Movement, McDonalds, and King 
Soopers. 

Without the hard work of each, this 
directory would not have been possible. 
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I would especially like to thank US 
West Directory for the unselfish dona- 
tion of space in their book and the 
countless hours of work to create this 
resource. 

Special recognition must also be 
given to the teenagers from East Alter- 
native High School and Littleton High 
School who reviewed and refined the 
content of the pages. 

I believe that this effort can be dupli- 
cated throughout the country, with the 
dedication and compassion of people in 
your own districts. I offer à challenge 
to my colleagues to pursue similar ef- 
forts. As long as agencies and individ- 
uals can set their sights on one goal, 
anything can be accomplished. The 
Teen Information Partnership has 
proven this and I commend them for it. 


o 1420 
THE KO“ IN OK 


(Mr. SMITH of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday two challengers stepped into 
the ring in Oklahoma's sixth congres- 
sional district where Republican Frank 
Lucas took on Democrat Dan Webber. 

It should not have really been a fight 
considering the odds against the Re- 
publican. 

The Democrat was a former aide of 
Senator BOREN, the district has a 2-1 
Democrat registration advantage, and 
had not elected a Republican to Con- 
gress in 20 years. 

However, in this David versus Goli- 
ath rematch, David won once again. 

By throwing the right combination of 
less spending, less taxes, and less gov- 
ernment, Republican Lucas delivered a 
“KO” in OK. 

Of course what happened to the big 
government Goliath is not entirely his 
fault. You see he had President Clinton 
in his corner. 

While the Democrat tried to run from 
the Clinton administration, Oklahoma 
voters merely proved the old boxing 
adage that “you can run but you can- 
not hide." 


— 


LT. GEN. WILLIAM H. SCHNEIDER, 
AN HONORABLE MAN 


(Mr. GONZALEZ asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today with sadness to announce the 
passing of Lt. Gen. William H. Schnei- 
der, a man of great honor and distinc- 
tion who was born in San Antonio, 
reared in San Antonio, and who passed 
away in San Antonio this past Monday. 
I rise, as well, to announce with great 
admiration the many contributions 
General Schneider made to his commu- 
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nity through his work and influence, 
and I want to express on behalf of my- 
self and the community of San Antonio 
our profound gratitude for his many 
years of distinguished service. 

General Schneider was greatly and 
widely admired as ‘‘a soldier's general” 
before retiring in 1989 from his position 
as commander of the 5th Army at Fort 
Sam Houston. Known for his love of 
western music, and beloved by the sol- 
diers who served under his command, 
Schneider was honored by the Fort 
Sam Houston soldier-musicians who 
volunteered their time to play for him 
at his retirement ceremony. After his 
retirement from the Army, Schneider 
became president-headmaster of the 
Texas Military Institute in San Anto- 
nio and served in that position until 
his untimely death. 

Schneider devoted much of his time 
to the youth of our community. Young 
people were important to him, and he 
showed his dedication to their well- 
being through the time and effort he 
spent with them motivating them to 
stay in school, to persevere, and to do 
their very best. He served on the execu- 
tive committee of United Way and the 
Alamo Council of the Boy Scouts of 
America. The General and his wife Bar- 
bara were cochairs of the San Antonio 
Senior Olympics for 1991 and 1992. 

General Schneider was graduated 
from Central Catholic High School in 
1951 and from St. Mary's University in 
1955. Upon his graduation from college, 
he was commissioned a second lieuten- 
ant of field artillery and served in the 
Army for the next 34 years. His service 
took him to Vietnam as a battalion 
commander during the Vietnam War 
and later to the U.S. Pacific as deputy 
commander in chief. During his service 
he earned the Defense Distinguished 
Service Medal, the Legion of Merit, 
and the Air Medal. 

General Schneider was the finest ex- 
ample of the very best of our military 
and civilian community—he loved his 
country and fought to protect its citi- 
zens’ right and freedoms; he loved his 
family, and his survivors, including his 
wife, two daughters, two sons, and 
seven grandchildren, will carry on his 
legacy of service to country and com- 
munity; and he displayed the integrity, 
honesty and charity that are the ideal 
of the American soldier and citizen. We 
will miss General Schneider terribly, 
but we are the better for having known 
him and been touched by him. He was, 
in every sense of the word, an honor- 
able man. 


SUPPORT THE OLDER AMERICANS 
FREEDOM TO WORK ACT 


(Mr. MANZULLO asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MANZULLO. Madam Speaker, 
today is a monumental step for our Na- 
tion’s seniors. 
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I want to commend my colleagues 
who have joined my good friend, the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT], 
and signed the petition that would dis- 
charge the rule and allow H.R. 300, the 
Older Americans Freedom To Work 
Act, to be debated before the full 
House. 

Mr. Speaker, seniors between 65 and 
70 with private pensions are not penal- 
ized if they earn more than $11,160 an- 
nually. Why should seniors living on 
Social Security be penalized? 

I know firsthand how important this 
legislation is. I have a senior constitu- 
ent, Bess Marsala from Rockford, IL, 
who calls our office once a week to find 
out if there is any movement on H.R. 
300. Today I will have some good news 
for her. 

She will be able to go back to work 
and not worry about the current earn- 
ings test restrictions which would 
cause her to lose $1 of Social Security 
benefits for every $3 she earns over 
$11,160 annually. This puts her at a tax 
rate of 56 percent. H.R. 300 will allow 
Bess to earn up to $30,000 annually and 
keep her full Social Security benefits. 


COMMEMORATING NATIONAL 
NURSES' WEEK 


(Ms. MCKINNEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. McKINNEY. Madam Speaker, I 
rise in salute of National Nurses' Week. 

Throughout the centuries, nurses 
have been the front line and the last 
line of defense in health care. Doctors 
make the diagnosis, but nurses make 
you well. 

Since the profession is predomi- 
nantly female, nursing is not unlike 
most women's jobs. Nurses are over- 
worked, underpaid and undervalued in 
their role as caregivers. 

Yet, nurses are essential to the 
health care system and the people 
whom they serve. Both doctors and pa- 
tients depend on nurses for their exper- 
tise and bedside manner. 

One of the answers to our health care 
problems in this country should be to 
fully utilize the abilities of nurses, 
nurse midwives, and nurse practition- 
ers. 

Today, I'd like to honor the nurses at 
Grady Hospital, Augusta Regional 
Medical Center and all who serve ably 
in our rural hospitals and small com- 
munity health centers throughout 
Georgia’s 11th District. 

I would also like to pay a special 
tribute to Leola McKinney: a woman 
who recently retired as head nurse at 
Grady Hospital's Emergency Medical 
Clinic where she worked for 40 years— 
and who just happens to be my Mom. 


—— 
REFORMING AMERICA'S HEALTH 
CARE SYSTEM 


(Mr. OLVER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
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minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. OLVER. Madam Speaker, we can 
make history this year by reforming 
America's health care system. Our 
goals should be universal coverage, 
comprehensive benefits, total port- 
ability, and controlled costs. There is 
wide agreement on these goals, and we 
must achieve these goals. 

Every other industrial country in the 
world has provided this security to 
their citizens. Our neighbor, Canada, 
has already largely achieved these 
goals. 

The truth about the effective single 

payer system in Canada is muddled by 
false claims. It is not true that Canadi- 
ans die in lines waiting for care. It is 
not true that Canadians are flocking to 
America to avoid rationing and poor 
care. 
In fact, many Americans go to Can- 
ada for care. Canadian budgets are bur- 
dened with fraudulent claims filed by 
Americans who seek treatment in Can- 
ada because they have no insurance 
here. 

The truth is that the single payer 
system works in Canada and can be a 
model from which we can learn as we 
create our American plan to achieve 
national health care. 


TIME FOR ACCOUNTABILITY IN 
WASHINGTON 


(Mr. ZELIFF asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. ZELIFF. Madam Speaker, it is 
accountability time here in Washing- 
ton. The American voters have had 
their first chance to see whether or not 
their Congressmen and women would 
walk the walk on spending cuts. 

In 1992, the American people voted 
for change. They changed the man in 
the Oval Office. They tossed out a near- 
record number of our colleagues. And 
they sent a clear mandate to change 
the business-as-usual games Congress 
has played for years. 

I am proud, Madam Speaker, that so 
many of my colleagues joined me and 
Congressman ROB ANDREWS of New Jer- 
sey in signing the A to Z discharge pe- 
tition last week. 

We have started down the path to- 
ward fiscal responsibility, congres- 
sional accountability, and living with- 
in our means. 

Madam Speaker, an A to Z concept 
provides hope for future generations. It 
is for our children and grandchildren to 
ensure they are not saddled with the 
same $4.5 trillion debt that we have 
today. 

We are heading down the path, 
Madam Speaker. We have been close 
before. 

Last fall we lost the Penny-Kasich 
bipartisan spending cut package by 
just a few votes. 
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This year we lost the bipartisan bal- 
anced budget amendment by just a few 
votes. 

My friends, do not let A to Z lose by 
just a few votes. Do not ignore the 
voice of America. Sign the A to Z dis- 


charge petition today. 
oO 1430 
UNITED STATES COMPANIES 


SHOULD HALT TRADING WITH 
THE CHINESE MILITARY 


(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. WOLF. Madam Speaker, last 
night NBC's Dateline did its most re- 
cent exposé on a Chinese corporation 
called NORINCO that is flooding the 
American market with guns, toys, and 
other products—all to the direct bene- 
fit of the Chinese People's Liberation 
Army. American consumers are un- 
knowingly lining the coffers of the 
butchers of Beijing through military 
front companies like NORINCO that 
are selling guns, rugs, toilet seats, and 
toys to Kmart, Walmart, and Home 
Depot. 

I applaud NBC and the AFL-CIO for 
bringing this to the attention of the 
American public and urge Members to 
sign my letters to the board chairmen 
of Kmart and Home Depot, asking 
them to halt immediately their trade 
with the Chinese military. 

I respect those on the other side of 
the MFN question who say that trade 
will eventually bring liberty—but trade 
that directly empowers the same mili- 
tary that attacked thousands of 
prodemocracy demonstrators in 
Tiananmen Square clearly hinders 
democratic progress in China and 
should be stopped immediately. 

At some point, we must say no“ to 
cheap labor that both hurts American 
jobs and strengthens the hand of re- 
pression in China. In this case, the 
question is clear. Say no to funding the 
Chinese military and sign my letters to 
Kmart and Home Depot. 


SOCIAL SECURITY EARNINGS TEST 
DISCHARGE PETITION 


(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, we have heard today that Mr. 
ROSTENKOWSKI wants to raise our taxes 
some more. We have heard about an 
Oklahoma election where we won be- 
cause this administration is pushing 
taxes and more spending when in fact 
we are taking money away from our 
senior citizens between the ages of 65 
and 69 who continue to work. We can- 
not even let them earn more than a 
mere $11,000 this year. It is sad that our 


May 11, 1994 


country has come to the point where 
we punish people for working hard. 

Taxes in America are high enough 
without taxing away another 33 per- 
cent of the working seniors’ income. 
Some seniors even have an effective 
tax rate of 89-percent after last year’s 
tax bill. 

Let me repeat: 89 percent. I ask how 
long could you survive with an 89 per- 
cent tax rate? 

I ask you to join the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. HASTERT], my good friend 
and colleague who has introduced a dis- 
charge petition today to pass the Older 
Americans Freedom to Work Act. 


REGARDING THE DISCHARGE PETI- 
TION FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 300 


(Mrs. FOWLER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Mrs. FOWLER. Madam Speaker, I 
rise in support of the discharge peti- 
tion on the rule for consideration of 
H.R. 300, which would repeal the Social 
Security earnings test limit. The limit 
is an archaic provision, created during 
the Great Depression to make room for 
young people in the workforce by forc- 
ing seniors to retire. 

This legislation provides an oppor- 
tunity for us to support independence 
and responsibility instead of depend- 
ence on the Federal Government. The 
individuals most negatively affected by 
the limit are those who have the great- 
est need for the extra income, and it is 
not right for the Government to im- 
pose a punitive tax on their earnings. 
Madam Speaker, the Social Security 
earnings test limit is bad policy, bad 
business, and just plain wrong. It is age 
discrimination and it should be re- 
pealed. I urge my colleagues to sign 
discharge petition No. 18 and support 
H.R. 300. 


SOCIAL SECURITY EARNINGS TEST 
REPEAL 


(Mr. HERGER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HERGER. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to join my friend and colleague, 
the gentleman from [Illinois [Mr. 
HASTERT] in support of a discharge pe- 
tition on H.R. 300, the Older Americans 
Freedom to Work Act. 

This legislation is crucial to millions 
of our working seniors between the 
ages of 65 and 69 who find their Social 
Security benefits unfairly withheld 
simply because they choose to remain 
active in the work force. 

This penalty impacts millions of sen- 
iors who financially must supplement 
their Social Security benefits. They 
are not asking for a government hand- 
out. They just want the Federal Gov- 
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ernment to stop taking away the bene- 
fits that they have earned. 

Currently, over a majority of the 
Members of this House have cospon- 
sored this legislation. I urge my col- 
leagues to join me in signing this dis- 
charge petition so that the full House 
can have a chance to debate and vote 
on this measure. 

To do anything less will be to ignore 
those seniors whose expertise and expe- 
rience our Nation can ill afford to lose 
in today's economy. 


———— 


REPEAL THE UNFAIR SOCIAL 
SECURITY EARNINGS TEST 


(Mr. RAMSTAD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to join many of our col- 
leagues in calling for the repeal of the 
unfair Social Security earnings test. 

Our Nation's older workers should 
not be penalized for remaining vital 
participants in the work force. But 
that is exactly what the earnings test 
does. 

Not only does it penalize older work- 
ers, but it's also bad economic policy. 

These experienced workers have a lot 
to offer our economy. But they are ef- 
fectively driven out of the labor mar- 
ket because there is so little incentive 
to remain in the workforce. In fact, it 
has been estimated that repealing the 
earnings test would raise the gross na- 
tional product in our country by $15.4 
billion. 

Many of these seniors are working 
not only because they want to, but be- 
cause they must. The earnings test 
forces many capable seniors to rely 
solely on Social Security, rather than 
supplement their income by continuing 
to work. 

I encourage all of my colleagues to 
consider these facts and sign the dis- 
charge petition to repeal the earnings 
test. 

Madam Speaker, let us free our Na- 
tion's seniors from this antiquated, De- 
pression-era policy. Let us bring fair- 
ness to our seniors. 


SOCIAL SECURITY'S BONUS 
SYSTEM: WHO PAYS? 


(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise his remarks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Speaker, like 
most Americans I was upset to learn 
that $32 million for bonus performance 
awards was given out by the Social Se- 
curity Administration while at the 
same time this agency was asking Con- 
gress for an additional $200 million to 
facilitate the processing of disability 
benefit claims. 

During testimony given by officials 
from the Social Security Administra- 
tion before Congress they stated that 
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none of the $200 million set aside by 
Congress to help with the disability 
backlog came from this fund. I share 
the sentiments expressed by my col- 
leagues on the House Ways and Means 
Committee who sharply criticized the 
Social Security Administration for en- 
gaging in this type of practice. In fact, 
one employee who had only been em- 
ployed by the Social Security Adminis- 
tration for 242 months received a bonus 
of $9,256. 

All this has come at a time when we 
are being told that tax increases will 
be needed to ensure the future solvency 
of the Social Security Program. 

We are telling our senior citizens 
that they will have to once again sac- 
rifice in order to keep this program sol- 
vent. I wonder what the vast majority 
of Social Security recipients must 
think when they read about these bo- 
nuses. 


RAISING TAXES YET AGAIN 


(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HOKE. Madam Speaker, yet 
again the chairman of the House Ways 
and Means Committee is insistent on 
the need to raise taxes. This time, the 
Democrats' reason du jour is health 
care reform. 

In order to fund the President's mas- 
sive new 98,000 person health bureauc- 
racy and plug up what he has called “a 
$40 billion hole" in the President's pro- 
jections, Chairman ROSTENKOWSKI says 
we have absolutely got to raise new 
broad-based taxes on the American 
people. More taxes. 

That is on top of President Clinton's 
record-breaking income tax hikes. 

That is in addition to President Clin- 
ton's gasoline tax hike. 

That is beyond the new Social Secu- 
rity taxes that the Democrats have im- 
posed on the elderly. 

And let us not forget the new estate 
taxes that President Clinton imposed 
retroactively on dead people. 

Madam Speaker, there is just no end 
to the majority party's insatiable appe- 
tite for more and more taxes on more 
and more Americans. The Democrats 
may want to consider this modest pro- 
posal as an alternative to their endless 
taxing and spending: Stop spending so 
much money that you do not have. 


D 1440 


VOTERS OF OKLAHOMA LISTENING 
TO THE REPUBLICAN MESSAGE 


(Mr. EWING asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. EWING. Madam Speaker, yester- 
day the people in the Sixth District of 
Oklahoma elected a Republican to rep- 
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resent them in Congress in a district 
that has a heavy Democrat registra- 
tion. I wonder if the Democratic lead- 
ership in this House has any idea what 
the issues were in that race. Well, let 
me tell my colleagues: 

The Democrat ran from the Clinton 
record, but not fast enough. The Re- 
publican ran toward his party's mes- 
sage of less taxes, less spending, and 
less government. The Republican 
signed the taxpayer protection pledge. 
The Democrat equivocated. The Repub- 
lican came out against higher health 
care taxes. The Democrat equivocated. 

Madam Speaker, the American peo- 
ple listened in Oklahoma. They lis- 
tened, and they demanded better and 
wiser, and they chose the Republican. 


USDA PROGRAM CUTS NON- 
PRODUCTIVE, FAIL TO REDUCE 
DEFICIT 


(Mr. ALLARD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. ALLARD. Madam Speaker, when 
the administration proposed their 1995 
Federal budget they targeted 115 pro- 
grams for elimination. Included among 
these programs was the Sunflower Oil 
Assistance Program. The administra- 
tion estimated that elimination of this 
program would save $50 million that 
would help reduce the deficit. But wait, 
according to USDA after figuring in 
the cost to the Export Enhancement 
Program by taking this action and 
after figuring in producers who shift to 
other program crops because they lose 
overseas markets you find that, at 
best, no money is saved through elimi- 
nation of this program. As Charles 
Osgood recently said on the ‘Osgood 
Files," the Sunflower Assistance Pro- 
gram is lof 115 Federal programs that 
Mr. Clinton wants to cut from the 1995 
budget. It is the biggest one on the Ag- 
riculture hit list. All you need is 114 
more like that and, bingo, you haven't 
saved a dime.“ This is not the kind of 
budget cutting that is going to result 
in a balanced budget, we need to thor- 
oughly review where we are going with 
President Clinton's Agricultural pro- 
gram cuts. Under GATT he traded 
away significant cuts in foreign inter- 
nal subsidies while at the same time 
cutting programs that help our farmers 
compete in the world market against 
those foreign subsidies. This is not the 
way American farmers are going to be 
able to compete in the world market. 


CLINTON'S HAITIAN POLICY 
THREATENS ECONOMIC  DISAS- 
TER FOR FLORIDA 


(Mr. MILLER of Florida asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, the Clinton administration’s 
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Haitian policy du jour has gone from 
bad to worse to unfathomable. First, 
hollow military threats, followed by 
tougher economic sanctions on the 
Haitian people. Now, the President 
wants to open the shores of Florida to 
Haiti's economic refugees. 


By expanding a failed policy of eco- 
nomic sanctions, we only increase mis- 
ery and starvation among the Haitian 
people—and strengthen the hands of 
the military leaders. Now President 
Clinton has issued an open invitation 
of asylum to the Haitian people. The 
United States is not only encouraging 
& flotilla of Haitian refugees—we are 
forcing the Haitian people to come 
through an irrational and inhumane 
policy of economic sanctions. 


Florida is a State already suffering 
from the failed immigration policies of 
the Federal Government. Our hos- 
pitals, our schools, our prisons and our 
taxpayers are already overburdened by 
the flood of illegal immigrants. Flor- 
ida, like the rest of the Nation, simply 
cannot afford another Clinton disaster. 

Hunger strikes and liberal pickets 


are no substitute for à consistent, well- 
reasoned foreign policy. 


OUR DISASTROUS HAITIAN POLICY 
DU JOUR 


(Mr. MICA asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 


Mr. MICA. Madam Speaker, my col- 
leagues, Bosnia, Somalia, and now 
Rwanda, are all part of the failed Clin- 
ton foreign policy legacy. However no 
fiasco in foreign policy matches the 
Clinton disaster in Haiti. Our foreign 
policy in Haiti can be called a policy 
du jour. Like the soup du jour, it 
changes each day. 

Madam Speaker, last week, off the 
Shores of my district in Florida, a 4- 
year-old Haitian boy was plucked from 
the sea in critical condition. Because 
of last week's Clinton policy this boy, 
according to doctors, will be a vegeta- 
ble for the rest of his life. 


This week's Clinton policy will be an 
even greater disaster for the people of 
Haiti and the people of the State of 
Florida. Haitians will flee Haiti to seek 
asylum. Haitians, young and old, will 
die with the false hope offered by Presi- 
dent Clinton this week. Increased sanc- 
tions will kill the poorest of the poor, 
provide more profits for the thugs who 
have taken charge in Haiti and grind 
Haiti further to despair. We have paid 
billions to the United Nations, and I 
ask, ‘‘Why can’t we get consistent and 
positive leadership from the White 
House to restore democracy in Haiti 
now?” 
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ANNUAL REPORT OF THE FED- 
ERAL COUNCIL ON THE AGING— 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
SCHROEDER) laid before the House the 
following message from the President 
of the United States, which was read 
and, together with the accompanying 
papers, without objection, referred to 
the Committee on Education and 
Labor: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

In accordance with section 204(f) of 
the Older Americans Act of 1965, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 3015(f)), I hereby 
transmit the Annual Report for 1993 of 
the Federal Council on the Aging. The 
report reflects the Council’s views in 
its role of examining programs serving 
older Americans. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, May 11, 1994. 


ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1994 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 420 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider- 
ation of the bill, H.R. 2442. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it- 
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2442) to 
reauthorize appropriations under the 
Public Works and Economie Develop- 
ment Act of 1965, as amended, to revise 
administrative provisions of the Act to 
improve the authority of the Secretary 
of Commerce to administer grant pro- 
grams, and for other purposes, with Mr. 
TORRES in the chair. 

'The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. WISE] will be recog- 
nized for 30 minutes, the gentlewoman 
from New York [Ms. MOLINARI] will be 
recognized for 30 minutes, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN- 
JORSKI] will be recognized for 15 min- 
utes, and the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. ROTH] will be recognized for 15 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE]. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, before I 
make my opening remarks, it gives me 
great pleasure to yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ], the chairman of 
the full Committee on Banking, Fi- 
nance and Urban Affairs. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of H.R. 2442, the Eco- 
nomic Development Reauthorization 
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Act of 1994, which was reported out by 
both the Committee on Banking, Fi- 
nance and Urban Affairs and the Com- 
mittee on Public Works and Transpor- 
tation. The Banking Committee re- 
ceived sequential referral of this bill 
and reported it out on a bipartisan 
basis on April 21, 1994. 

This bill represents a compromise be- 
tween the versions of the bill reported 
out by the Banking Committee and the 
Public Works Committee and serves as 
the original text for purposes of floor 
consideration. Under this compromise, 
Chairman PAUL KANJORSKI of the 
Banking Committee’s Economic 
Growth and Credit Formation Sub- 
committee has agreed to offer a sepa- 
rate amendment which would establish 
& Business Development and Tech- 
nology Commercialization Corporation 
for the transfer and commercialization 
of federally-held technologies and proc- 
esses. The Banking Committee's ver- 
sion of the bill originally included this 
provision. I want to thank Chairman 
MINETA and the Public Works Commit- 
tee for their cooperation and assistance 
in developing this compromise. I also 
thank and commend Representative 
KANJORSKI for his hard work on this 
bill. 

The bil reauthorizes the Economic 
Development Administration and the 
Appalachian Regional Commission for 
fiscal years 1994, 1995, and 1996. These 
two governmental entities provide vi- 
tally-needed assistance to low-income 
communities throughout the United 
States. 

The Economic Development Adminis- 
tration and the Appalachian Regional 
Commission have not been reauthor- 
ized since 1980. I must congratulate the 
administration for renewing its com- 
mitment to these agencies because 
both the Economic Development Ad- 
ministration and the Appalachian Re- 
gional Commission represent impor- 
tant tools for providing economic de- 
velopment assistance and jobs to dis- 
tressed communities throughout the 
Nation. 

Under the bill, the Economic Devel- 
opment Administration's programs are 
reauthorized at $312.6 million for fiscal 
year 1994 and $306 million for each fis- 
cal year 1995 and 1996. The Appalachian 
Regional Commission is reauthorized 
at $249 million for fiscal year 1994 and 
$214.2 million for each fiscal year 1995 
and 1996. 

The bil provides various important 
new approaches for the Economic De- 
velopment Administration. Under the 
bill, there is a greater emphasis for 
leveraging EDA funds with non-Federal 
funds, EDA funds will be used to target 
areas with the greatest needs, and EDA 
funds can better be used to stimulate 
job development and job retention. 
Likewise, the performanoe of the Appa- 
lachian Regional Commission is en- 
hanced through the creation of a re- 
gional development task force and the 
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creation of demonstration authorities 
included under the bill. 

I ask that the House expeditiously 
pass this legislation. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] 
for his remarks. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, before I begin today I 
want to take just a moment to say this 
is the first time in 12 years that we 
have had an EDA/ARC reauthorization 
bill on the floor with a good chance for 
enactment. Both agencies have been 
kept in place by the good work of the 
appropriations committees in both bod- 
ies, and it is time to put the cart before 
the horse. This bill comes to the floor 
with bipartisan support—and we on the 
Public Works and Transportation Com- 
mittee take great pride in this. An- 
other unique thing about today is that 
it marks the last time that Mr. Carl 
Lorenz will be available to the Public 
Works and Transportation Committee 
to help guide the EDA and the ARC yet 
again through the legislative process. 
Carl was set to retire last week, but I 
convinced him to stay until we are 
through here today and tomorrow. 

Carl has been on the staff of the Pub- 
lic Works Committee for 30 years. He 
was here in the 1960's when the EDA 
and the ARC were created. He is here 
now. Carl is unmatched in the area of 
knowledge about economic develop- 
ment in our country. He has been a 
trusted advisor to many chairmen on 
Public Works and Transportation, and 
he has helped me greatly in my tenure 
as chairman of the Economic Develop- 
ment Subcommittee. I want to wish 
him well as he moves to his retirement. 
For the last few months he has had 
that glint in his eye, and I am sure 
that his wife, Nancy, and his children 
Jeffrey and Karen will be glad that he 
wil be able to spend more time at 
home. Knowing Carl, I suspect that he 
will be trading in the workload here for 
the load of his golf bag, or perhaps pro- 
visions for his Ocean City retreat. In 
any case, Carl, we all wish you well, 
and thank you for your many years of 
dedicated service to the Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, as I said, many of us 
have waited for 12 years to actually 
have a realistic chance to reauthorize 
the Economic Development Adminis- 
tration and the Appalachian Regional 
Commission. I join with my good friend 
and Chairman NORM MINETA in asking 
my colleagues to join with us in sup- 
port of this bill. My own Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation or- 
dered the bill reported last November 
by a unanimous vote. We worked very 
closely with our colleagues Congress- 
man BUD SHUSTER and Congresswoman 
SUSAN MOLINARI, who are ranking mi- 
nority members on the full committee 
and Economic Development Sub- 
committee respectively, to craft some- 
thing that had bipartisan support in 
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our committee. We have achieved this 
goal, and have been working together 
ever since to make sure that this spirit 
of cooperation remains. I want to say 
that we would not be before you today 
were it not for the cooperative working 
relationship enjoyed between the ma- 
jority and minority on Public Works in 
this regard. 

H.R. 2442 was sequentially referred to 
the Committee on Banking, Finance, 
and Urban Affairs, and to the Sub- 
committee on Economic Growth and 
Credit Formation. I would like to com- 
pliment my friend and colleague, Con- 
gressman PAUL KANJORSKI, who chairs 
the Subcommittee on Economic 
Growth and Credit Formation for his 
cooperation in the past weeks to reach 
a compromise in terms of the sub- 
stitute amendment we are working 
from today. The Banking Committee 
reported a significantly different ver- 
sion of H.R. 2442 on April 26, which con- 
tained new programs and issues not ad- 
dressed in the Public Works version. 
The two committees have been work- 
ing together to achieve a product that 
we all can agree upon, and I believe 
both sides have gained from the effort. 
What we have is a good vehicle here— 
one that I believe will be broadly sup- 
ported. Again, I want to compliment 
Chairman GONZALEZ and Congressman 
KANJORSKI on the way they approached 
these ultimately successful negotia- 
tions, and wish to also note the support 
provided by Congressman LEACH and 
Congressman RIDGE on the minority 
side of the Banking Committee. 

The legislation before us today au- 
thorizes the Economic Development 
Administration and the Appalachian 
Regional Commission for a period of 3 
years. Because these agencies have al- 
ready been the subject of appropria- 
tions for fiscal year 1994, the authoriza- 
tion can be viewed as applying to fiscal 
years 1995 and 1996. Title I of the bill 
amends existing provisions of the Pub- 
lic Works and Economic Development 
Act of 1965 [PWEDA]. This approach is 
different from previous EDA reauthor- 
ization bills which struck existing ti- 
tles of PWEDA and rewrote the legisla- 
tion. Title II of the bill authorizes 
funds for ARC programs and amends 
the current Appalachian Regional De- 
velopment Act of 1965, including provi- 
sions similar to those contained in pre- 
vious ARC reauthorization bills. 

Several of the provisions contained 
in the bill address criticisms of the ad- 
ministration of these programs, and in- 
clude program recommendations made 
by witnesses at hearings conducted by 
our committee on the legislation. Dur- 
ing these hearings, representatives of 
numerous organizations, development 
districts, and local, regional, and State 
governments from both urban and 
rural areas have pointed out that many 
areas of the Nation continue to need 
the economic assistance provided by 
the EDA and ARC programs. Among 
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the most often mentioned  rec- 
ommendations for the programs were 
multiyear funding at higher levels and 
expediting a simplified applications 
process, particularly for EDA pro- 
grams. The authorization level for fis- 
cal year 1994 would mirror the already 
enacted appropriation of $322 million 
for EDA programs. For fiscal year 1995 
and fiscal year 1996 the authorization 
figure for EDA would be $386 million. 
Funding for the Appalachian Regional 
Commission is authorized at $249 mil- 
lion for fiscal year 1994, and $214 mil- 
lion a year for fiscal year 1995 and fis- 
cal year 1996. 

Secretary of Commerce Ron Brown 
has been very helpful in providing as- 
sistance to the committee as the legis- 
lative process has gone along. I do not 
want to say, however, that it is the in- 
tent of the Public Works & Transpor- 
tation Committee to hold further hear- 
ings in the fall to address some of the 
ongoing analysis Secretary Brown is 
undertaking at EDA in particular. Sec- 
retary Brown has indicated that EDA 
will be a cornerstone for areas hit by 
military base closures and loss of mili- 
tary contracts. EDA officials have tes- 
tified that they are already heavily in- 
volved in assisting communities af- 
fected by defense spending cuts as well 
as areas severely impacted by natural 
disasters such as Hurricane Andrew, 
the storms in Guam and Hawaii, and 
the earthquake in southern California. 
In addition, the agency has become ac- 
tive in assisting the flooded areas of 
the Midwest. 

The House has passed similar EDA 
and ARC reauthorization bills in each 
Congress since 1981. In the last Con- 
gress, the House passed a reauthoriza- 
tion bill by voice vote under suspen- 
sion. In the 10lst Congress, the House 
passed the bill by a vote of 340 to 82. In 
the 100th Congress, the vote was 330 to 
89; in the 99th Congress, it was 260 to 
96; in the 98th Congress, the vote was 
306 to 113; and in the 97th Congress the 
House passed the EDA/ARC reauthor- 
ization bill with a vote of 281 to 95. 

Mr. Chairman, we have a chance here 
to take both the EDA and the ARC into 
modern times. Much has changed in 
our country since both were last au- 
thorized in the early 1980's, and the 
programmatic changes contained in 
H.R. 2442 wil go a long way toward 
modernizing the way both do business. 
Iask my colleagues to join with me in 
this effort and pass H.R. 2442. 
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Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SHUSTER], the ranking Republican 
member on the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the distinguished gentlewoman 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup- 
port of this legislation, and I would 
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like to emphasize particularly to my 
fiscally conservative brothers and sis- 
ters that when this legislation first 
came before the committee, it called 
for over $400 million a year in spending 
for EDA and about $250 million & year 
for ARC. 

Through negotiation and through 
compromise, we have been able to take 
$100 million a year out of the EDA 
spending and reduce the ARC funding 
from $249 million to $215 million, or 
about a 15-percent cut. So we have been 
able to negotiate a compromise here 
which very significantly reduces these 
expenditures. 

Beyond that, I would particularly 
like to focus on the Appalachian Re- 
gional Commission and some independ- 
ent studies relating to the effectiveness 
of ARC. First of all, ARC is the kind of 
a program that is effective because it is 
not a Washington-driven program but, 
rather, a program which has the deci- 
sionmaking power in the hands of local 
people, so the decisions as to how to 
spend the money in localities is made 
by local groups rather than by Wash- 
ington dictating expenditures. That is 
a very significant point, it seems to 
me. 

Beyond that, studies conducted by 
the Regional Research Institute found 
that ARC programs have made a sig- 
nificant impact on the difference we 
see in Appalachia. Many of us know 
that in Appalachia we have suffered 
chronic high unemployment. 
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In fact, 15 or so years ago, we were al- 
ways in double digit unemployment in 
the Appalachian part of Pennsylvania, 
and today that average figure is down 
by anywhere from 5 to 8 percentage 
points, in part because of the ARC pro- 
gram. 

Let me be more specific. The Inde- 
pendent Regional Research Institute 
has reported that ARC programs in 1991 
alone generated $8.4 million more in- 
come for Appalachia. That certainly is 
& tremendous return on the invest- 
ment, when you consider the whole 
program is only about $200 million a 
year. 

Further, that same independent re- 
search group reported that counties in 
Appalachia averaged 48 percent more 
income growth than similar counties 
not benefiting from the ARC program. 

So this is a strong testament as to 
the effectiveness of this investment to 
create jobs in an economically de- 
pressed portion of our country, and I 
strongly urge support for this legisla- 
tion today. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 2442, the Economic Development 
Reauthorization Act of 1994. 

As has already been noted, this bill 
represents the work of the Committee 
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on Banking, Finance and Urban Af- 
fairs, and the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation. The lan- 
guage before the Members today is a 
consensus document. Like all consen- 
sus agreements, there are individual 
aspects that, in isolation, we might 
have done differently. Nevertheless, I 
believe this bill represents an impor- 
tant step forward in revitalizing the 
Economic Development Administra- 
tion and steers in the direction of en- 
hancing the way it assists communities 
facing serious economic distress across 
this country. 

During the consideration of this leg- 
islation in the Banking Committee, we 
received considerable testimony that 
the EDA must improve its strategic 
economic development planning to en- 
sure that so-called best practices are 
factored into economic development 
programs and activities. It was also 
suggested that the EDA should play an 
increased role in coordinating informa- 
tion on the economic and community 
development activities of all Federal 
agencies to ensure that duplication is 
avoided and that the EDA is able to 
identify the greatest needs. 

I am pleased to note that the bill be- 
fore us specifically addresses both of 
these significant issues. It creates 
within the EDA an Office of Strategic 
Economic Development Planning and 
Policy. Within this office, a Federal 
Coordinating Council for Economic De- 
velopment is established to assist in 
providing a unifying framework for 
economic and regional development ef- 
forts and to develop a governmentwide 
strategic plan for economic develop- 
ment. 

The Banking Committee also re- 
ceived compelling testimony that non- 
profit organizations and community 
development corporations should be el- 
igible to apply for EDA assistance 
without the existing barriers to their 
participation. The Banking Committee 
concluded that all parties involved in 
promoting economic development 
should be able to compete equally for 
EDA funds to ensure that the best pro- 
posals, which have the highest likeli- 
hood of success, are supported. Again, I 
am pleased to note that the bill before 
us accomplishes this important objec- 
tive. 

Consistent with the need to make 
nonprofit organizations eligible to 
apply for EDA assistance, and the need 
to enhance the EDA's strategic plan- 
ning activities, the Banking Commit- 
tee identified the need to ensure that 
the EDA develop à method to prioritize 
all applications for assistance. Again, 
this is accomplished in the bill before 
us. The EDA is directed to establish 
such a prioritization system based on 
the relative needs of all areas eligible 
for assistance and the capacities of the 
applicants to leverage private sector 
capital and create partnerships with 
others in the affected community. 


May 11, 1994 


The Banking Committee received 
testimony that there is a significant 
need to review the performance of Eco- 
nomic Development Districts [EDD’s] 
in assisting distressed communities 
foster economic development. Accord- 
ingly, the committee retained lan- 
guage requiring performance evalua- 
tions of EDD's at least once every 2 
years. This language is retained in the 
bill before us now. 

The Banking Committee also shares 
the view that significant improvements 
must be made in the time it currently 
takes the EDA to process grant appli- 
cations. Accordingly, we retained lan- 
guage to expedite the approval process 
and directing the EDA to report to the 
Congress on its progress in reforming 
the current system. 

Also in the bill is language inserted 
by the Banking Committee permitting 
the sale of loans and other financial in- 
struments in the portfolios of revolving 
loan funds to third parties at the dis- 
cretion of the fund managers. The re- 
volving loan funds have played an ex- 
tremely important role in multiplying 
the economic development assistance 
provided by the EDA. Providing fund 
managers with the authority to sell 
loans in their portfolios to third par- 
ties or into the secondary market will 
allow them to significantly increase 
their liquidity and allow them to make 
even more loans to encourage eco- 
nomic revitalization in distress areas. 

Finally, the bill before us retains lan- 
guage added by the Banking Commit- 
tee providing for the establishment of a 
nationally competitive challenge grant 
demonstration project. Challenge 
grants may represent a significant new 
dynamic in the way economic develop- 
ment assistance is provided to commu- 
nities. It requires them to find means 
to leverage private sector contribu- 
tions to economic development funds 
and to forge partnerships between or- 
ganizations in the communities. 

Of course, not all of the initiatives 
contained in the Banking Committee’s 
reported version of H.R. 2442 are con- 
tained in the bill before the Members 
today. The committee had, at the ad- 
ministration’s request, included lan- 
guage authorizing the EDA, under its 
title 9 authorities, to guarantee loans 
associated with economic development 
initiatives. We also included language 
providing for a pilot program on equity 
finance. Under the provisions of the 
bill before us today, the EDA is di- 
rected to conduct a study of innovative 
economic development financing tools, 
including loan guarantees and equity 
financing and to report to the Congress 
within 1 year with recommendations. I 
look forward to the receipt of this re- 
port and look forward to working with 
the Public Works committee in the fu- 
ture to address the need for financing 
assistance as a part of a comprehensive 
economic development strategy. 

Banking Committee also adopted 
language providing for a business de- 
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velopment assistance initiative. While 
it is not contained in the base bill we 
have brought to the House floor, we did 
agree that this should be an issue 
placed before the full House. Therefore, 
following general debate I will offer a 
Kanjorski/Ridge amendment embody- 
ing a revised version of this language 
adopted by the Banking Committee to 
utilize the fruits of this Nation's re- 
search as an engine for creating signifi- 
cant numbers of new jobs in private 
Sector businesses. 

The amendment enhances the ability 
of U.S. small- and medium-sized busi- 
nesses to obtain information and li- 
censes on technologies and processes 
developed through Federal R&D. By 
making it easier for small- and me- 
dium-sized businesses to commercialize 
these technologies, tens of thousands 
of new jobs will be created which offer 
good wages and real opportunities for 
advancement to working men and 
women across this country. In the final 
analysis, I believe that this is what 
economic development is all about. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ad- 
dress two basic parts of this bill. One is 
the Kanjorski-Ridge amendment, and 
of course the other is the bill itself. 

Basically I want to congratulate the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KANJORSKI], and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. RIDGE], for their 
hard work on the amendment to this 
bill. I think it really adds something to 
this bill that has to be added. I am very 
much in favor of the amendment, 
which provides for expediting the 
transfer of Government-sponsored 
technology to the private sector, as the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KANJORSKI], before me has pointed out. 

As an original cosponsor to the bill 
from which this amendment really 
comes, which is the genesis of this 
amendment, I would say that this is 
something that we have been working 
on for a long time, and this bill allows 
us to do that. I believe that we will 
give depressed areas an additional way 
to pull themselves up by their own 
bootstraps without costing the Federal 
Government vast new additional out- 
lays. 

We have a great deal of federally 
funded research and development. Our 
Government has millions upon millions 
of dollars for research and develop- 
ment, but we have businesses through- 
out the United States that do not know 
where to go to find the fruits of this re- 
search and development. If you are a 
businessperson, whether in Chicago, 
Milwaukee, Los Angeles, wherever it 
might be, this will set up a clearing- 
house. So if you are looking for a cer- 
tain type of information or R&D you 
go to this clearinghouse and you know 
whether our Federal Government has 
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done some research and development in 
this area. 

Big business and industry now have 
to search all over the federal bureauc- 
racy to find some nugget of R&D. Did 
you know that Japan has 22, or did and 
still probably does, 22 full-time people 
going through our Government ar- 
chives and agencies to find research 
and development that our Government 
has done that our businesses them- 
selves do not know is available? 

Well, what this amendment is going 
to do is set up a clearinghouse so that 
our businesses and industry, small 
business and industry, can profit from 
this research and dvelopment that our 
American taxpayers have paid for. 

This will allow the small and medium 
entrepreneurs in the United States and 
foreign firms, which the foreign firms 
already have, to access this valuable 
research and development work—paid 
for by the U.S. taxpayers—but which 
the foreign firms already have access 
to. 

I urge my colleagues to listen care- 
fully to the debate on this issue and on 
this amendment. 

As for the rest of the bill, I have 
some problems, although some func- 
tions are worthwhile and worth saving. 

At least until this morning, we still 
did not have from CBO a cost estimate 
for the substitute bill before us. It is 
very important. If we are going to vote 
on this legislation, we ought to know 
what the cost figures involved are. 

Some of my colleagues think that 
the Economic Development Adminis- 
tration has outlived its usefulness. The 
EDA's mission has been too unfocused, 
they say, and I think their criticism 
many times is accurate, leading some 
to conclude that the EDA is too lenient 
with tax dollars. 
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If there is any one thing that we 
want to be sensitive to, it is the way 
our tax dollars are being spent. Some 
of the redevelopment mission should be 
left to local government for both fund- 
ing and for administration. We have to 
have more local control. 

For these and other reasons, as the 
Members will recall, President Reagan 
and President Bush advocated EDA's 
termination. Congress has not author- 
ized the EDA in more than 14 years, its 
operations being continued by the 
Committee on Appropriations' annual 
spending bills. 

As for me, I think it is very impor- 
tant that we take a look at the Kan- 
jorski-Ridge amendment and vote for 
that. There are other amendments 
here, I think, that are also worthwhile. 
I ask my colleagues to take a look at 
the amendments as they come up and 
weigh each amendment on its merits. 

In the Committee on Banking, Fi- 
nance and Urban Affairs, in fact, we 
scaled back authorized appropriations 
for the Appalachian Regional Commis- 
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sion, only to have the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation in- 
sist on a higher figure. 

In my opinion, the Appalachian Pro- 
gram is duplicative. If we take a look 
at it, we will find this is accurate. It is 
long overdue for some elimination, as 
were the other regional commissions 
that were terminated and could have 
been terminated a long time ago. This 
would reduce authorized spending of 
this bill by some $528 million, and, by 
golly, if we can find where we can save 
money, if we do have duplication in our 
administration and in these agencies, I 
think it is incumbent on us to cut back 
and to make sure there is not a dupli- 
cation. After all, every tax dollar we 
spend here had to be earned by some- 
one. 

Looking at the bill as a whole, H.R. 
2442 would reauthorize the Economic 
Development Administration and the 
Appalachian Regional Commission 
through fiscal year 1996. The authoriza- 
tions for EDA grant programs would be 
$422 million in each of 1994 and 1996. 
This is about $10 million more than the 
President has requested in his budget. 

For the Appalachian Regional Com- 
mission, as I indicated earlier, $214 mil- 
lion would be authorized in each of 1995 
and 1996. 

This reauthorization bill, H.R. 2442, 
contains some reforms that attempt to 
address past criticisms of both the ARC 
and the EDA. 

Importantly, the grandfathering of 
eligibility has been eliminated. That is 
a good provision. This had resulted in 
more than 85 percent of the country 
being eligible for EDA grants, instead 
of only chronically depressed areas, as 
originally envisioned. 

Instead, the bill provides that eligi- 
bility must be proven each time an eco- 
nomic development project application 
is submitted. 

Additionally, H.R. 2442 requires EDA 
and ARC to reduce red tape. If there is 
any one thing that we hear from our 
businesses and industry back home, it 
is that we have too much red tape. 
That is a good feature of this bill. 

It also speeds up the processing time 
for applications, and whenever our 
business and industry work with the 
Government that is one of the com- 
plaints we have, it takes too long and 
there is too much red tape. Also in this 
bill we improve grant selection deci- 
sions. 

So I think these are good provisions 
in this particular legislation, and the 
bill begins to leverage more private 
dollars to stretch public dollars. That 
is what we need. 

The bill tightens targeting require- 
ments so only 45 percent of the coun- 
try, instead of 85 percent of the coun- 
try, is eligible for this funding. 

The bill promotes more competition 
among recipients in an effort to im- 
prove efficiency. 

The EDA has brought assistance to 
those areas suffering from national dis- 
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asters. It has, in many cases, ably as- 
sisted in local economic development 
projects. 

Today, the EDA plays an increas- 
ingly important role in helping former 
military bases and defense contractors 
convert to civilian purposes. 

I think, all in all, when we take a 
look at the amendments, we take a 
look at the bill as we work our way 
through this legislation, that this leg- 
islation is not perfect, but it has some 
provisions in it that are going to help 
our country. I think we should make 
judicious and wise decisions as we now 
work our way through this legislation. 
Let each Member vote accordingly. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just note that 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
ROTH] makes an excellent point on the 
EDA and the eligibility. In the past 
there has been criticism of the Eco- 
nomic Development Administration as 
being too eligible; that is, 85 percent of 
the country has been eligible for EDA 
programs. The gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin is correct that eligibility is now re- 
stricted to somewhere between 40 and 
45 percent of the country. The criteria 
is much more tightly drawn. This has 
been a bipartisan effort in the various 
committees. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFI- 
CANT], the chairman of the Subcommit- 
tee on Public Building and Grounds of 
the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, 
every year we come to the floor and we 
sort of fight over this bill. There are 
Members in the Congress, and I do not 
judge their intentions or the quality of 
the work they do, but they try to gut 
and kill this bill each year. 

Let me say this, Mr. Chairman. Con- 
gress provides $15 to $20 billion a year, 
per year, in foreign aid. Congress pro- 
vides another $200-plus billion, billion 
with a B, $200 billion plus to Japan, 
Germany, and Europe, and to our al- 
lies, where we help protect them from 
a world that has changed so much, I 
wonder why all that money is needed 
any more. 

We are talking about $2 billion over 3 
years for American communities, $2 
billion over 3 years, where many people 
have dirt roads, no sewer systems, very 
few jobs. This in unbelievable to me. 
Many of these Americans do not even 
have running water. 

To give Members an idea, we spend 
and give more foreign aid to Israel in 1 
year than we provide for this whole bill 
for America in 3 years. Mr. Chairman, 
we give more foreign aid to Egypt in 1 
year than we give to American commu- 
nities that need help the most over a 3- 
year period. This is unbelievable to me, 
and unacceptable. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the chairman, the gentleman from 
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West Virginia [Mr. WISE], the ranking 
member, the gentlewoman from New 
York [Ms. MOLINARI], the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH], the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU- 
STER], the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
GONZALEZ], the gentlemen from Penn- 
sylvania, Mr. KANJORSKI and Mr. 
RIDGE, and everybody responsible for 
this bill. It is good for the country. It 
is not a handout, it is a helping hand. 
By God, we should send some of our 
taxpayer dollars back to America. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS]. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman who 
preceded me is accurate. He is very on 
target. I noticed the President the 
other day requested or is going to re- 
quest $600 million for South Africa, for 
building housing and development in 
South Africa. That would be twice as 
much money as we are requesting in 
this bill for the poorest parts of this 
Nation. It seems to me that if we are 
going to consider aid for nations such 
as South Africa, and I think we should 
consider it, we should be sure that we 
have taken care of at least the poorest 
parts of this country first. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup- 
port of H.R. 2442 reauthorizing the Eco- 
nomic Development Administration 
and the Appalachian Regional Commis- 
sion. I want to commend the authors of 
this legislation for working long and 
hard to craft an important bill which 
will open up the door to economic op- 
portunity for the most severely eco- 
nomically distressed areas of our coun- 
try. 

Mr. Chairman, the EDA and the ARC 
help those pockets of the Nation which 
struggle for economic improvement, 
but are hindered by much tougher ob- 
stacles to economic self-sufficiency and 
prosperity. Many of those pockets are 
in my district—eastern Kentucky— 
which remain economically distressed 
relative to the rest of the Nation. 

While most of the country enjoyed 
economic prosperity and growth in the 
1980’s, much of my district did not. 
While much of the country is now re- 
covering from the recent economic 
downturn, many of my communities 
have not been as lucky. 

We continue to lose coal jobs in the 
mines of eastern Kentucky. We con- 
tinue to lose textile and apparel jobs as 
companies flock overseas, a situation 
likely to worsen now that we have the 
North American Free-Trade Agree- 
ment. 

These areas are locked in a vicious 
eycle of endemic unemployment, pov- 
erty far above the national average, 
and lack a viable infrastructure and 
strong industrial base. They want eco- 
nomic growth. But they remain iso- 
lated because they lack the tools which 
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bring economic development, job cre- 
ation, and self-sufficiency. 

These communities want the seeds so 
that they can grow private sector de- 
velopment and economic prosperity for 
their citizens. 

The EDA and the ARC provide those 
critical seeds for growth. Funded by an 
EDA grant, a small water line means 
hundreds of jobs because it helped at- 
tract a new company. Seed money for 
revolving loans for small businesses 
builds an infrastructure where none 
previously existed. Clearly, EDA 
works. 

There can be no economic develop- 
ment if a community lacks access to 
markets and opportunities. Better 
highways mean better access. ARC 
funds help create the critical link be- 
tween isolated, distressed communities 
to economic prosperity. 

ARC has made a tremendous dif- 
ference in my district in other efforts 
critical to economic development as 
well. Let me give you an example. For 
many years, eastern Kentucky has suf- 
fered from one of the lowest education 
attainment levels of any area in the 
country. Lack of education has been a 
key hindrance to economic develop- 
ment, particularly as we all struggle to 
adapt to an increasing complex world. 
With $50,000 in seed money from ARC, 
and thanks to the commitment and 
drive of the local communities, a major 
education improvement initiative grew 
into a self-sufficient, multi-county or- 
ganization. That organization, Forward 
in the Fifth, started less than 7 years 
ago, now covers every county in my 
district. High school dropout rates 
have decreased by 50 percent since that 
time. How, 10 percent more of our 
young people go on to college than 
they did 7 years ago. 

EDA and ARC give the most eco- 
nomically distressed areas of our coun- 
try a helping hand, not a handout. 
Thanks to EDA and ARC, communities 
can pull themselves up by their own 
bootstraps, saving the Federal Govern- 
ment millions in future years. In the 
process, these two programs have 
made, and will continue to make, an 
incredible difference in the lives of the 
most severely distressed areas of our 
country. 

Critics of these two programs argue 
that they do not work. I would invite 
those skeptics to visit my district. I in- 
vite them to talk to the 175 people now 
employed because EDA provided a 
small amount of funding for infrastruc- 
ture to build a new prison facility. 

Mr. Chairman, EDA and ARC mean 
jobs, they mean economic develop- 
ment, and prosperity. The bill before us 
will produce many more opportunities. 
I urge members to vote for H.R. 2442. 
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Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO], 
chairman of the Jobs Task Force. 
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Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the Kanjorski- 
Ridge amendment and the EDA reau- 
thorization before us today. We must 
come to understand a fact which our 
Nation's competitors have long 
known—that the speed with which we 
incorporate technological advance- 
ments in products and manufacturing 
is the key to long-term economic suc- 
cess. 

Make no mistake. We are unparal- 
leled in our ability to uncover sci- 
entific and technological innovations. 
But we have been slow in bringing 
those innovations to the marketplace. 
Yet that process, the transfer of tech- 
nology from the laboratory to the pro- 
duction line, is the key to effective 
economic competition. 

The  Kanjorski-Ridge amendment 
would give the EDA the ability to help 
small businesses hit hard by the 
downsizing of our defense industry get 
access to technology that will give 
them a competitive edge. It provides 
small businesses with one-stop access 
to federally funded new technologies— 
allowing them to incorporate these in- 
novations into their manufacturing 
processes and products. 

We know that many defense depend- 
ent businesses have highly skilled 
workers and other valuable resources 
we cannot lose. We understand what it 
takes to help them be competitive. We 
know what to do. This amendment, and 
this bill, will put critical new tech- 
nologies developed by the Federal Gov- 
ernment in the hands of these small 
American businesses, where they be- 
long. It will give them a competitive 
edge previously reserved for large mul- 
tinationals and foreign competitors. It 
will help create new jobs and make us 
more competitive. 

We have an administration and a 
Secretary of Commerce who under- 
stand this, and who are committed to 
reinvigorating the EDA and to assuring 
that it meets its mission of helping 
communities and businesses like those 
in my State of Connecticut which have 
borne the brunt of the rapid changes in 
our defense budget. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Kanjorski-Ridge amendment and the 
EDA reauthorization. Cutbacks in de- 
fense spending will cost this country 
some 2% millions jobs by the year 2001. 
We need to make sure that those 
skilled workers can bring their talents 
to bear in the private sector. Support 
these workers. Support giving our de- 
fense dependent communities the help 
they need, and giving our small busi- 
nesses access to the next generation of 
high-technology products and proc- 
esses. Support the creation of new jobs. 
Support a strong and vibrant economic 
future. Vote for this amendment and 
for the reauthorization of the EDA. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume to 
note some of the improvements in the 
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EDA bill and to note, for instance, that 
in those areas that we talked about, 
the formula and what is eligible, these 
criteria have to be met: 

Per capita income must be 80 percent 
or less of the national average, unem- 
ployment must be 1 percentage point 
above the national average for the pre- 
vious 2-year period, or there must be a 
sudden or anticipated job loss due to 
plant closings or other major economic 
dislocation. Additionally, while pock- 
ets of poverty may be isolated by the 
Secretary, no more than 35 percent of 
the amounts appropriated each year for 
the EDA may go to these. 

Mr. Chairman, these are significant 
changes and a significant narrowing of 
the eligibility criteria from the present 
EDA program. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
RAHALL], a tireless advocate of both 
the EDA and the Appalachian Regional 
Commission in both our State and na- 
tionally, and the subcommittee chair 
of the Subcommittee on Surface Trans- 
portation. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from West Virginia, the 
distinguished chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Economic Development, 
for yielding me the time and applaud 
his dedication and leadership in bring- 
ing this legislation to the floor today, 
a bill which should deserve the strong 
support of every Member of this body. 
It is long overdue. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 2442, the reauthorization legisla- 
tion for the Economic Development 
Administration and the Appalachian 
Regional Commission. 

The Appalachian Regional Commis- 
sion [ARC] was formed in 1965 to pro- 
mote the region’s economic develop- 
ment, and ''to develop comprehensive 
and coordinated plans and establish 
planning priorities for the region." For 
more than a quarter century, it has 
been a unique Federal-State-local plan- 
ning effort. Regrettably, despite its 
quarter century of successful oper- 
ation, its continuation has never been 
Secure. 

The reauthorization of both the ARC 
and the EDA before us today is yet an- 
other reauthorization bill similar to 
other bills reported by the Public 
Works and Transportation Committee 
since 1982—none of which were ever en- 
acted. These two vital programs have 
been continued through the appropria- 
tions process—not through reauthor- 
ization legislation. We hope that this 
year, with the support of our President 
and this Congress, both will see enact- 
ment into law. 

With respect to the ARC, these pro- 
grams have made a significant con- 
tribution to the region. A study, enti- 
tled The Economic Effects of the Ap- 
palachian Regional Commission: An 
Empirical Assessment of 27 Years of 
Regional Development Policy," was re- 
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cently released. I encourage my col- 
leagues to read a summary of the re- 
port, which I will submit for inclusion 
in the RECORD at the end of my state- 
ment. 

In brief, the report concluded that 
from 1969 to 1991, the 397 Appalachian 
counties in 18 States grew significantly 
faster than the non-Appalachian coun- 
ties in income, earnings, population, 
and per capita income. Further, they 
concluded that the evidence indicates 
"that the ARC programs helped them 
to do so." These conclusions hold true 
for all subregions, including central 
Appalachia, and they were reached by 
comparing the 397 Appalachian coun- 
ties with non-Appalachian twin coun- 
ties having similar economic and loca- 
tional characteristics. 

If you wondered whether the ARC 
needs to be reauthorized, its programs 
continued throughout the region, I 
strongly recommend that you read the 
report captioned above. | 

With respect to the EDA reauthoriza- 
tion—the same conclusions can be 
reached, I believe. Funds from this pro- 
gram are used to help ensure improved 
and enhanced economic development 
opportunities to distressed areas, such 
as in Appalachia, but with a dif- 
ference—for EDA project funds are 
spent throughout the Nation, rather 
than regionally as they are spent under 
ARC 


Funds expended by the Economic De- 
velopment Administration go to suc- 
cessfully help many of the Nation's 
most economically distressed areas re- 
vitalize their physical and social struc- 
ture and provide incentives to small 
and medium-size businesses to grow 
and to generate long-term jobs. 

The committee and subcommittee 
have received testimony during hear- 
ings that has given us countless exam- 
ples on the success of, as well as the 
need for, EDA and ARC. Over the years, 
modest funding of each has leveraged 
billions of dollars in local government 
and private capital for projects that 
generated billions more in tax reve- 
nues. It also generated countless jobs 
for the unemployed. 

The times may be changing quickly, 
but economic development needs have 
not. To keep our industries competi- 
tive in a global market, and to main- 
tain our quality of life, we must take 
every opportunity open to us to 
strengthen the productive potential of 
all our Nation—its various regions, in- 
dustries, and population groups. 

That is what EDA and ARC projects 
do. To do less is to perpetuate the 
trend already emerging in the United 
States of creating an unemployed and 
underemployed underclass of citizens, 
who live in distressed areas, barely 
above poverty income levels—many 
more below poverty incomes—who if 
they work at all, work in minimum 
wage jobs with no benefits and no 
chance of lifting themselves out of pov- 
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erty. Programs funded by ARC and 
EDA allow these populations to join 
the mainstream of economic recovery 
that is beginning to make America 
grow and become stable for the first 
time in decades. 

The reauthorization of the ARC will, 
among other things, help complete the 
3,025 miles of highways to help the re- 
gion overcome geographic isolation 
and to develop new business and indus- 
try. ARC's nonhighway program fund- 
ing will assist in the continuation of 
on-going social, education, and com- 
munity development programs, and 
permit assistance to highly distressed 
areas and counties to enable them to 
pursue innovative ideas and strategies 
for economic development and job cre- 
ation. The amended ARC authorization 
wil help improve the Region's man- 
power skills and to apply new tech- 
nologies to assist businesses. By in- 
creasing the Federal maximum share 
from 70 to 80 percent to reimburse 
States' prefinanced highway construc- 
tion projects approved after March 31, 
1979, Appalachia will finally become 
less isolated and its people better able 
to commute to jobs outside rural areas, 
and to access other social and edu- 
cation programs to help lift them out 
of poverty, including access to better 
health care. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not go into fur- 
ther details with respect to the im- 
provements made to both EDA and 
ARC authorizations except to say that 
the funding is for multiyears to assure 
continuity. Increases in annual funding 
levels are modest but vitally necessary, 
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and our support for this bill will help 
our people living in poverty-prone, dis- 
tressed areas of this great Nation to 
find jobs, and a dignity of life that a 
paycheck brings with it. 

I commend the able Chair of the Pub- 
lic Works Committee, Mr. MINETA, and 
the Subcommittee Chair, Mr. WISE, and 
the respective ranking Republican 
members, Mr. SHUSTER and Ms. 
MOLANARI, for bringing this essential 
legislation to the floor of the House. 
Their concerted efforts have been in- 
valuable in permitting us to write a bi- 
partisan bill to reauthorize the Eco- 
nomic Development and Appalachian 
Regional Commission programs. 

Passage today of H.R. 2442 will per- 
mit the Federal Government to assist 
urban and rural areas promote eco- 
nomic growth, and deal with one of the 
most critical matters facing America 
today—namely, helping the private 
sector generate new businesses and new 
jobs. 

Given the present slow growth of our 
economy and uncertainty about the fu- 
ture, the need is greater than ever for 
the assistance we can assure to dis- 
tressed areas and distressed popu- 
lations, by enacting the EDA and ARC 
reauthorization bill. 

SUMMARY 
METHODOLOGY 

The research presented in this paper uses a 
control group of counties outside Appalachia 
that are similar to the Appalachian counties. 
By matching the Appalachian counties to 
others with similar economic structures, 
growth patterns, etc., the analysis controls 
for macoeconomic events, industrial restruc- 
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turing, and other external factors in a way 
that a comparison to national indicators 
cannot do. 


Thus, the evaluation measures how the Ap- 
palachia counties changed in comparison to 
other lagging places that did not receive 
comparable federal attention. Furthermore, 
basing the study on comparisons of groups of 
counties corrects for any random or unpre- 
dictable occurrence in a particular county or 
counties. 


RESULTS 


Three empirical analyses are presented in 
the study. The first compares the Appalach- 
ian and control county growth rates. The 
main finding is that the Appalachian coun- 
ties grew significantly faster than their 
twins. Between 1969 and 1991 total personal 
income and earnings grew 48% faster in the 
Appalachian counties than in their twins, 
population grew 5% faster, and per capita in- 
come grew 17% faster. 


The second analysis examines the spatial 
pattern of these growth rate differences. It 
concludes that the overall result does not 
stem from southern growth or some other 
geographical pattern and that all parts of 
Appalachia generally grew faster than their 
twins. 


The third analysis examines the variance 
in the growth rate differences. The main 
finding is that the growth rate differentials 
do not vary significantly with metropolitan 
status, growth center designation, Appalach- 
ian highway presence, distressed county sta- 
tus, subregion, coal county, and other vari- 
ables. Thus, the observed Appalachian 
growth effect is not the result of certain 
types of counties having large growth dif- 
ferentials. 


The attached table shows the mean growth 
rate difference for each of 20 variables for 
each year from 1969 to 1990. 


TABLE 4. MEAN GROWTH RATE DIFFERENTIALS (PERCENT OF 1969 LEVELS) 
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Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. BLUTE], à very ac- 
tive member of our subcommittee. 


Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to take this opportunity to recog- 
nize the outstanding achievements of 
the Economic Development Adminis- 
tration [EDA] and to reaffirm the im- 
portance of EDA in helping commu- 
nities throughout the country over- 
come severe economic difficulties. 


Economic Development Subcommittee, 
I would like to congratulate the chair- 
man, the gentleman from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. WISE], and the ranking mem- 
ber, the gentlewoman from New York 
[Ms. MOLINARI], for their hard work on 
this piece of legislation, and to say 
that I have taken a long, hard look 
into the mission of the EDA and how 
effective it has been in promoting and 
assisting in the economic development 
of our Nation's cities. And having re- 
viewed the programs and operations of 


pressed with the breadth and scope of 
those programs and the professional- 
ism and quality of EDA's personnel 
who assist in administering them. 


In the city of Worcester, MA, in my 
own district, EDA—and in particular 
the northeast regional  office—has 
played a critical supporting role in a 
broad State and local effort to revital- 
ize the downtown area of the second 
largest city in all of New England. The 
challenge continues to be an enormous 
one. 
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In recent years, Worcester has suf- 
fered from many of the problems asso- 
ciated with large urban areas, includ- 
ing crime, poverty, and high unemploy- 
ment. Recent trends have seen busi- 
nesses and revenues desert the down- 
town area of Worcester, for safer, more 
accessible suburban areas. Urban flight 
has had a devastating effect on Worces- 
ter and many other cities across the 
country and made it even more dif- 
ficult for these areas to meet their own 
infrastructure, crime prevention, and 
job creation needs. 

Through the guidance and partner- 
ship of EDA, however, and the active 
involvement of State and local partici- 
pants, the city of Worcester continues 
to receive a necessary boost that is 
helping to achieve lasting improve- 
ments in the local economy. Such as- 
sistance by EDA is allowing the city to 
help itself improve its condition by sta- 
bilizing and diversifying its economic 
base and improving local living condi- 
tions for those who need it most. 

The city of Worcester is only one of 
many communities throughout the Na- 
tion that EDA assists on a daily basis. 
The good work of the EDA is evident in 
every single State in the Nation, and is 
contributing to a much-needed eco- 
nomic revitalization in our urban 
areas. They should be allowed to con- 
tinue. 

I am confident that the tremendous 
scrutiny that EDA has undergone over 
the years has improved the way in 
which it makes its decisions and ad- 
ministers its programs. At a time when 
cities and States are struggling to 
comply with massive unfunded man- 
dates and more burdensome and costly 
regulations, they should know that 
they can still get some help from the 
Federal Government for economic de- 
velopment initiatives through the 
EDA. 

For the good of cities like Worcester, 
Attleboro, Fall River and other com- 
munities in my district, I will be vot- 
ing for this bill today, and I urge all of 
my colleagues to help their cities by 
doing the same. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL], but before 
he takes the minute, I want to say it 
just shows how complicated this legis- 
lation has been that over the past sev- 
eral weeks, as we have negotiated this 
between the various committees, there 
have been significant changes in the 
legislation. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 2442, the reau- 
thorization legislation for the Eco- 
nomic Development Administration 
and the Appalachian Regional Commis- 
sion. 

For 27 years, these two highly suc- 
cessful programs have established 
unique Federal-State-local planning ef- 
forts that have leveraged, through 
modest Federal funding, billions of dol- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


lars in local and private capital, and 
generated billions of dollars in new 
revenues. 

By passing H.R. 2442 we will have 
kept our industries competitive in à 
global market, improved and increased 
our manpower skills, and provided eco- 
nomic development opportunities for 
existing and new businesses. 

Times may be changing quickly, but 
economic development needs have not. 
New technologies are emerging, and we 
need them in order to rebuild our Na- 
tion's infrastructure. Through applica- 
tion of the modest funding in the bill, 
H.R. 2442 will help us achieve that goal. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. MINETA], 
the full committee chair of the Com- 
mittee on Public Works and Transpor- 
tation. I greatly appreciate his co- 
operation and assistance and encour- 
agement in getting this bill to the 
floor. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the compromise sub- 
stitute to H.R. 2442, as provided for in 
the rule. In doing so, I want to take 
this opportunity not to explain the spe- 
cifics of that substitute—I will defer to 
others to do that, specifically Con- 
gressman WISE, chair of our Sub- 
committee on Economic  Develop- 
ment—but to put into perspective ex- 
actly what we're doing today. 

As most Members know, it has been 
12 years since the Economic Develop- 
ment Administration and Appalachian 
Regional Commission Programs have 
been authorized. During that time, 
there have been a number of critics 
who have come forth and raised various 
concerns about these programs, pri- 
marily the EDA Program. 

These critics—and it’s mostly been 
Members on the other side of the 
aisle—have questioned the basic worth 
and success of these programs. Are 
these programs really needed? Are they 
a legitimate function of the Federal 
Government? What has their track 
record been? What kinds of projects 
have they funded? How much have they 
cost the General Treasury? 

To those critics let me say that as 
far as this Member is concerned, much 
of what you have said in the past 
makes a great deal of sense. There is 
no doubt that the EDA and ARC Pro- 
grams could stand improvement. There 
is no doubt that at times they have not 
performed to their potential or to our 
expectation. There is no doubt that 
their track record in certain areas is 
suspect, and there is no doubt that 
there's room for reform. 

In that regard, I want to also say to 
the critics of these programs that you 
have performed, in my opinion, a valu- 
able service in helping us come to the 
point today where we now are about to 
embark on a new beginning for the 
EDA and ARC Programs. 

Gone in this bill are the programs 
and approaches of old. Gone are the in- 
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efficient bureaucracies; gone are the 
archaic eligibility requirements; gone 
are the time-consuming and cum- 
bersome approval processes; and gone 
are the exorbitant authorization levels. 

H.R. 2442 and the bipartisan com- 
promise launch EDA and ARC on a new 
effort founded on reform, responsibil- 
ity, efficiency, and accountability. 

To the critics of old, I say forget the 
past concerns and past problems. Join 
with this Member in a collective effort 
to make EDA and ARC the best agen- 
cies and programs they can be. 

And, likewise to those who at this 
time want to be bold and creative and 
launch these agencies, again particu- 
larly EDA, into new areas and new di- 
rections, I again say that much of what 
you propose makes sense. If any agency 
is going to do the job it's supposed to 
do, it should have the best tools at its 
disposal. For EDA, maybe that means 
certain financing techniques which are 
new, innovative, and responsive to our 
Nation's changing economy. Maybe it 
means radical program restructuring 
to enhance flexibility. 

These issues and suggestions are not 
in and of themselves wrong. However, I 
would simply urge those innovators 
that this is not the right time. These 
things will come in time. 

Right now, I believe Congress’ num- 
ber one objective should be to reau- 
thorize these programs; to get them 
back on track; to concentrate on ad- 
dressing the problems of old; to give 
these agencies time to prove the critics 
wrong; to build a track record; and 
then to come back to Congress and say 
with pride we're now ready for more. 

Mr. Chairman, I challenge all Mem- 
bers today—including both the critics 
and the innovators—to take a serious 
look at the compromise bill. It address- 
es both the concerns of the past and 
the challenges of the future. It strikes 
a balance between these and, more 
than anything else, provides an oppor- 
tunity to forge a partnership to insure 
that our Nation's economic develop- 
ment program is second to none. 

I wish, again, to thank Mr. WISE, the 
Chair of the Economic Development 
Subcommittee, and Ms. MOLINARI, the 
ranking Republican of that subcommit- 
tee, for their hard work on this legisla- 
tion. I would also like to commend Carl 
Lorenz, the staff director of this sub- 
committee who will be retiring in the 
near future, for his many years of de- 
voted service to our Public Works and 
Transportation Committee and wish 
him good health, Godspeed, and the 
best of wishes. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge support for the 
bipartisan compromise. 

O 1540 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HORN]. 

Mr. HORN. I thank the gentlewoman 
for yielding this time to me. 
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Mr. Chairman, I rise today to express 
my strong support for the reauthoriza- 
tion of the Economic Development Ad- 
ministration of the Department of 
Commerce. Funding EDA is renewing 
America. Each Federal program should 
be analyzed on the basis of whether or 
not it improves the lives of ordinary 
citizens at a reasonable cost. A good 
program should do just that. 

The Economic Development Adminis- 
tration is one such successful Govern- 
ment program. In the past, EDA has 
done much good for the district I rep- 
resent. I strongly support its reauthor- 
ization. 

In the mid-1970's, Long Beach, CA, 
developed plans to renovate its de- 
pressed downtown area. Public and pri- 
vate financing was arranged. But after 
1978 the local and State public financ- 
ing available was severely reduced 
after the passage of Proposition 13, 
which rolled back property taxes and 
thus public revenues. 

Shortly thereafter, a multiagency 
funding agreement was achieved with 
the Economic Development Adminis- 
tration as the lead agency and partners 
in the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development and the Depart- 
ment of Transportation. These agen- 
cies provided $40 million in grants. 
That was leveraged with commitments 
from businesses and further municipal 
public financing, for a total investment 
of approximately $3 billion. $40 million 
was leveraged to $3 billion. 

Today, downtown Long Beach is be- 
coming an excellent place to do busi- 
ness. There is à major world trade cen- 
ter, other downtown office buildings, 
hotels, parking structures, theaters, 
restaurants, a shopping mall, and other 
conveniences. This redevelopment 
transformed downtown Long Beach 
into a first-class commercial conven- 
tional entertainment area. This would 
not have occurred without an initial 
grant from EDA. EDA can also help 
distressed communities suffering from 
defense cutbacks. The Federal Govern- 
ment has a duty to help mitigate the 
pain experienced by local communities 
whose economy was based, in large 
part, on providing for the Nation’s de- 
fense. 

Reaping the peace dividend will be a 
slow and sometimes painful process. 
The California economy is undergoing 
dramatic changes that may be painful 
in the short run. EDA should act as the 
lead agency in focusing its energies on 
defense conversion. Facilitating the re- 
deployment of assets formerly de- 
ployed by the defense establishment 
will have a positive economic impact 
in the long run. 

Let us support the reauthorization of 
the Economic Development Adminis- 
tration. Funding EDA is renewing 
America. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ala- 
bama [Mr. BEVILL], a Member who is 
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well known in this institution for his 
work in infrastructure development, 
and who chairs the Subcommittee on 
Energy and Water Appropriations. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chairman of the subcommittee for 
yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 2442, & measure authorizing the 
Economic Development  Administra- 
tion and the Appalachian Regional 
Commission. 

Chairman WISE is to be commended 
for his efforts in bringing this bill to 
the floor. Both EDA and ARC have had 
an enormous impact in my district in 
Alabama and throughout this Nation. 
Rural and underdeveloped areas have 
benefited from the programs adminis- 
tered by EDA and ARC. 

Since ARC's inception in 1965, its 
programs have contributed greatly to 
the economic revitalization of the re- 
gion. Two million private sector jobs 
have been created. The percentage of 
people living in poverty has decreased. 
The outward migration from the region 
has decreased. More people are remain- 
ing in the region because, quite simply, 
the quality of life is better. 

The long term goal of both of these 
agencies is to promote economic self- 
sufficiency for the areas they serve. 
Until this goal is reached, I strongly 
support the continuation of both these 
programs. I urge your support for this 
important legislation. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, for 
purposes of a colloquy, I yield 2 min- 
utes to the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. COLLINS]. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. I thank the 
gentlewoman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the gentleman from West Virginia for 
his diligence in getting the EDA reau- 
thorization to the floor. During com- 
mittee consideration of this bill, there 
was a great deal of discussion about 
the revolving loan fund program; and I 
am very pleased with the revisions we 
made to it. These changes do not in 
any way lessen accountability. The 
committee has been clear on that fact. 
However, as we discussed the program, 
we saw a need for further review of the 
regulations which govern the RLF. 
There must be a fine balance between 
accountability and micromanagement, 
and this does not currently exist. 

I had considered offering an amend- 
ment today addressing the EDA’s regu- 
lation which requires 75 percent of re- 
volving loan funds to be loaned out at 
any given time. That is just poor busi- 
ness, and could force loans that may 
not be wise investments. 

Iam also concerned over EDA’s regu- 
lations which prohibit refinancing. 
Good business practices dictate re- 
structuring when it is necessary to as- 
sist the borrower’s cash flow situation. 

Iam not going to offer amendments, 
but I would like the gentleman’s assur- 
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ance that we will look into these regu- 
lations further in the committee. Some 
of these issues came to my attention 
too late to give sufficient time for 
committee deliberation, but I hope we 
will take the opportunity over the 
coming months to thoroughly review 
this program, to insure the regulations 
maintain complete accountability, but 
are not overly burdensome or counter- 
productive. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. I yield to 
the chairman of the subcommittee, the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
WISE]. 

Mr. WISE. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to assure the 
gentleman from Georgia that indeed 
the subcommittee will be delighted to 
do that. The gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. COLLINS] has been the one who has 
been tireless in his effort to make the 
fund more realistic. It is his language 
that is included in the bill. The gen- 
tleman has been the driving force be- 
hind it, and the subcommittee will con- 
tinue to review this. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I also re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. BARCA]. 

Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair- 
man, I am very proud today to be a 
member of the Subcommittee on Eco- 
nomic Development of the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation 
because I think we have a very mean- 
ingful initiative and a very important 
bill that we bring before the Congress 
today. In my judgment this is an im- 
portant initiative because it helps our 
economic development efforts in very 
important ways to help to create jobs, 
to upgrade smaller communities eco- 
nomically and to provide opportunities 
for workers. The Economic Develop- 
ment Administration has had its share 
of administrative problems in the past, 
and hopefully some of the provisions in 
this bill will help to correct that, and 
they should be aware that we will hold 
them accountable and that we will 
have very high expectations for their 
work. But this is very needed assist- 
ance, and it is focused on the right ac- 
tivities, on research and development, 
on infrastructure, improvements and 
upgrades, and on adjustment assist- 
ance, and I am very pleased and proud 
to add my support to it today. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I appre- 
ciate the comments of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. BARCA] and his 
work on the subcommittee. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the . 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. POSHARD]. 

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of H.R. 2442, the Eco- 
nomic Development Reauthorization 
Act of 1994. $ 
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The Economic Development Adminis- 
tration is actively involved in water, 
sewer and road projects in a number of 
locations across my district, putting in 
place the basic public facilities which 
are necessary to attract new jobs. 

Attracting investment and creating 
jobs in rural areas is a challenge, but 
working closely with the EDA we have 
been able to use a modest Federal in- 
vestment to leverage substantial pri- 
vate economic activity. There are fam- 
ilies in my district whose kids are in 
college today thanks to the paycheck 
from a job an EDA grant created. 
There are towns and village across this 
country where people finally have de- 
cent water and sewer systems thanks 
to an EDA investment. 

My colleagues, I have a strong record 
on cutting costs and reducing the defi- 
cit. I believe we must take a look at 
every agency and function of the Gov- 
ernment to determine if our money is 
well-spent. I would argue strongly that 
the modest helping hand provided by 
the EDA in bringing economic growth 
to our rural communities is a valid and 
worthwhile function of the Federal 
Government. 

I commend the authors of the bill, 
the EDA, and most importantly, the 
planners, developers, and municipal of- 
ficials in my district and across the 
country who are working with these 
funds to make life better in their 
hometowns. 

Iurge support of the bill. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, at this time I would 
like to join with my colleagues from 
the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation in strongly supporting 
H.R. 2442. This legislation does indeed 
address many of the concerns expressed 
by the people who have worked closely 
with the EDA and who have spoken 
previously this afternoon. It is truly a 
bipartisan effort, and I must at this 
point thank the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. MINETA], the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER], the 
ranking member, and of course the 
Subcommittee on Economic Develop- 
ment chairman, the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. WISE], for his lead- 
ership on this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2442 represents 
an opportunity to finally, after 12 
years, reauthorize the EDA and ARC to 
improve and upgrade these programs. 
One example of the importance of the 
EDA is its role in helping communities 
to adjust to base closures and defense 
cutbacks. 

Mr. Chairman, the 1993 Base Closure 
Commission closed 130 military instal- 
lations and realigned 45 others. This 
was in addition to over 200 closures and 
realignments resulting from the 1988 
and 1991 rounds of base closures. In my 
own district the closing of Naval Sta- 
tion New York will have an enormous 
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economic impact. In 1992 alone it was 
estimated that the base generated 
more than $89 million in annual direct 
economic impact with a combined pay- 
roll of over $50 million and an operat- 
ing budget of $30 million. As a result of 
the base's closure it is estimated that 
between 4,000 and 5,000 jobs, both direct 
and indirect, will be lost in a city that 
can scarcely afford it. Mr. Chairman, 
under the authorizations provided in 
H.R. 2442 the EDA has a wide range of 
tools to help communities adjust to 
these base closures and to find replace- 
ment jobs. Under title IX of EDA's re- 
authorization, Mr. Chairman, the EDA 
can and will make grants to commu- 
nities for planning, public works con- 
struction, revolving loan fund assist- 
ance and training. The authorization is 
flexible enough for EDA to tailor the 
adjustment package to each commu- 
nity's specific needs, and I suggest to 
my colleagues in the Chamber that 
there is no other example of that abil- 
ity to provide and respond to a State's, 
and municipality's and locality's par- 
ticular problems particularly as it 
comes to base closure than that pro- 
vided under title IX of EDA’s reauthor- 
ization. It has been 12 years, and sig- 
nificant changes have been made to 
streamline these organizations and to 
recreate their responsiveness to ever- 
changing economies. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, H.R. 
2442 refocuses EDA and ARC on to pro- 
grams that work, and I encourage my 
colleagues to support the bill. Let me 
just state in closing that it has been à 
tremendous opportunity to work, par- 
ticularly with the minority staff, and 
certainly with the majority staff, and I 
say to Carl Lorenz, “You will be dearly 
missed, and I hope this bill will serve 
as a remembrance of all the work and 
dedication you have given to this full 
committee and to this subcommittee 
in particular.” 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California [Ms. WATERS]. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 2442, the Eco- 
nomic Development Administration 
authorization bill. I would like to com- 
mend our chairman of the Subcommit- 
tee on Economic Development of the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] for all 
the work he has put into this legisla- 
tion. I had the privilege of working 
closely with Mr. KANJORSKI on this bill, 
and he certainly deserves a lot of credit 
for his thoughtful and speedy work to 
bring the legislation to the floor. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2442 is long over- 
due. After 12 years trying to eliminate 
the EDA, we have leadership which fi- 
nally understands the job creation, and 
economic development and commu- 
nities revitalization potential of the 
EDA. It seemed the Federal Govern- 
ment abandoned Federal programs that 
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could have generated jobs and caused 
community-based development in the 
1980'5, and this shortsightedness is 
clearly demonstrated by the continued 
efforts to eliminate the EDA. 

Fortunately, Mr. Chairman, enough 
Members of Congress on both sides of 
the aisle recognized the importance of 
EDA to prevent its outright abolition. 
However, the program underwent se- 
vere budget reductions. In real dollars, 
EDA is now only one-fifth of its 1980 
budget. This bill begins to rebuild the 
EDA. 

I remember the useful economic de- 
velopment projects the EDA funded 
when I was a State legislator in Cali- 
fornia. EDA programs leverage several 
times their allocation in private sector 
funds. The impact of EDA programs 
was far greater than their actual fund- 
ing. That seems to be the model of pub- 
lic-private development that this coun- 
try strives for. 

We should support this bill, and work 
to enhance and broaden the EDA mis- 
sion. I urge support for H.R. 2442. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. NADLER] who has been very 
active in the formation of this bill. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 2442 and urge all my 
colleagues to vote in favor of this first 
reauthorization bill in more than a 
decade and to oppose all amendments 
to cut funding for these two important 
agencies or compromise the important 
work that they do. 

I would also like to commend Chair- 
man WISE and my fellow New Yorker, 
ranking member SUSAN MOLINARI, for 
the dedicated and cooperative biparti- 
san spirit in which they have crafted 
and moved this important legislation. 

As a member of the historic freshman 
class of the 103d Congress, I think it is 
important to remember what was on 
our constituents’ minds as they went 
to the polls in 1992 and changed the 
face of our national Government. 

Do you remember? It was “the econ- 
omy, stupid!' Our constituents were 
fed up because they couldn't get their 
children to à doctor, they couldn't hold 
on to their jobs or make ends meet no 
matter how hard they worked, and 
they couldn't even take comfort in the 
confidence that the many sacrifices 
they have made have been worthwhile 
because, in America, the next genera- 
tion always does better. For too many 
of our neighbors, the promise of the 
American dream, that through hard 
work and perseverance, you can make 
it and your children will do better, was 
& broken promise. 

Well, people were right to be angry in 
1992. That is why we got a new Presi- 
dent and a turnover rate in this House 
of 25 percent. 

Does anyone think the voters have 
forgotten why we were sent here in 
1992? Have any of us forgotten? Does 
anyone here think that we've gotten 
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everyone a job or rebuilt our infra- 
structure or finished the work of aiding 
small business and small communities? 
I do not think so. We have made 
progress, but if we are to finish the 
job—to do what we were elected to do— 
to bring back the promise of the Amer- 
ican dream, we must provide the assist- 
ance that our communities and busi- 
nesses need to succeed. The EDA and 
the ARC provide assistance in commu- 
nities across this country with skill 
and with success. Ask your local busi- 
ness and civic leaders. 

Where would America be if the Fed- 
eral Government had not acted to elec- 
trify the sparsely populated areas of 
this country, to build the canals and 
highways, to promote the key indus- 
tries that contributed to our economic 
growth over the years? How can we, as 
a Congress, decide to put the brakes on 
this necessary support for our busi- 
nesses and our communities, now when 
it is more needed than ever? 

I can tell you, as a Representative of 
an urban district in New York City, I 
was surprised to discover that small 
and rural communities face many of 
the same economic challenges as do 
urban areas. The urban-rural partner- 
Ship for & stronger America, putting 
our people back to work in jobs with 
dignity and a future, is reflected in this 
bill. 

We need the EDA and we need the 
ARC. Let us not put the brakes on the 
recovery now. Vote yes. 
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Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, may 
I inquire, what is the distribution of 
time remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE] has 1 
minute remaining, the gentlewoman 
from New York [Ms. MOLINARI] has 12 
minutes remaining, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] has 
3 minutes remaining; and the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. ROTH] has 
8 minutes remaining. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to call the at- 
tention of my colleagues to something 
that happened last week. When we were 
fashioning this bill between the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs and the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation, there was a 
very important meeting here in Wash- 
ington with some of the employees 
from my district in Pennsylvania that 
had just been notified that a major tex- 
tile company was closing down. Fifteen 
hundred people were notified that they 
would shortly lose their jobs. 

This last weekend I had occasion to 
visit with some union members who 
told me that as a result of the passage 
of NAFTA last year a very large manu- 
facturing company had announced that 
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rather than doing some of the manu- 
facturing they had intended to do in 
my district to keep some very highly 
skilled workers working, they were 
going to move that operation to Mex- 
ico. 

Last year, or 18 months ago, the 
President ran, and during the Presi- 
dential election this President had a 
motto, “It’s the economy, Stupid." I 
think the American people responded 
to that motto and understood what he 
meant, what his campaign meant, and 
what we should mean today. If I were 
to have a motto today, it would be 
“It’s the jobs, Stupid.” 

We have now passed NAFTA as na- 
tional policy. We know we will take 
some jobs away from the American 
people. We are looking forward to re- 
forming welfare, and yet the big ques- 
tion when you reform welfare is Mis- 
ter, where do I get the job you’re going 
to train me for?” 

I think it is up to us who will be vot- 
ing on these substantive issues in this 
session to search our minds and our 
hearts with the reality that we come 
up with the idea of where these jobs 
will be. 

The EDA and the Appalachian Re- 
gional Commission are part of the ci- 
vilian tools of this Government to cre- 
ate those jobs. In some instances they 
have done it very well, in some in- 
stances they have done it not too well, 
and we are trying to correct that. 

An amendment that I will offer when 
we close general debate goes to the 
thrust of the matter of how we will cre- 
ate jobs. What we are suggesting is 
that we have to look into the inven- 
tory of technologies, patents, and re- 
search and development of the Federal 
Government and make sure they get 
out to the small districts of America 
that suffer the loss of jobs as a result 
of NAFTA and welfare reform. 

My district does not get the research 
and development grants that go to MIT 
or to Stanford or some of the major re- 
search universities, but that money 
that goes to those grants comes from 
my taxpayers. What we are trying to 
do with this amendment is to level 
that playing field and say that we can- 
not put the grants for research and de- 
velopment into the small backwater 
districts of the United States, but we 
can offer the technologies as future job 
creation opportunities for these people. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues, 
when we take up this amendment, to 
realize that really “It’s the jobs, Stu- 
pid." That is what we hear now, and 
that is what it is all about. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE] has 1 
minute remaining. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 
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Mr. Chairman, if you have a base 
closing that you just found out about, 
who are you going to call? If you are 
trying to put a water system into an 
industrial park because you can get a 
client that will provide 200 jobs but it 
has got to be done quickly, who are 
you going to call? Or if you have suf- 
fered, as too many people have in too 
many parts of the country, from the 
kind of economic dislocation that 
comes from physical devastation, be it 
earthquake, be it flood, be it tsunami 
or whatever it is, who are you going to 
call? 

You are going to call the EDA, and in 
13 States you are going to call the 
ARC. 

Mr. Chairman, that is the best reason 
why this has got to be reauthorized. 
Who are you going to call? We have got 
to make sure they are still there to be 
called. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in 
support of the Economic Development Reau- 
thorization Act. | know firsthand that the Eco- 
nomic Development Administration and the 
Appalachian Regional Commission are proven 
programs that work. 

These programs have been key factors in 
helping bring jobs and better economic oppor- 
tunity to our rural communities. The grants 
and technical assistance provided by EDA and 
ARC have enabled many of our local commu- 
nities in Mississippi to develop water and 
sewer systems, roads and other facilities that 
would not have been possible otherwise. As a 
result, these communities have been able to 
develop industrial parks and set up other at- 
tractive opportunities for business and industry 
to locate there. That means jobs and an in- 
creased tax base. 

Much progress has been made, but | 
strongly support efforts to continue this proc- 
ess to allow ARC and EDA to further develop 
infrastructure such as roads and highways and 
to provide important technical assistance to 
help businesses in rural areas like Mississippi 
survive and grow. 

| know the Applachian Regional Commis- 
sion is responsible for nearly 1,000 new job 
opportunities in Mississippi in 1993 alone. 
Without ARC support, many of these projects 
and jobs would not have gone forward. And | 
hear only good things from economic develop- 
ment officials in my district about what an im- 
portant factors EDA has been in bringing jobs 
to Mississippi over the years. 

We need to keep these programs working to 
stimulate economic opportunities in Mississippi 
and throughout the country. | urge continued 

for EDA and ARC. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support 
of H.R. 2442, the Economic Development Au- 
thorization Act. | must first commend the ex- 
cellent work of the Public Works and Banking 
Committees that has made it possible to bring 
this vital economic development legislation to 
the floor. It has been 14 years since the EDA 
was reauthorized, and | applaud the Commit- 
tees’ members for working together on this bill 
to give this important program the attention 
and it deserves. 

In my district in northern California, the EDA 
has made a tremendous impact on the eco- 
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nomic development of the region. Over the 
past few weeks, | have received numerous 
calls and letters from local officials and busi- 
ness leaders to tell me their first-hand experi- 
ence with the local initiatives that are made 
possible with the help of EDA funds. | have 
been impressed with the broad support the 
EDA enjoys from the people who are on the 
front-lines of economic development in the 
communities in my district. 

| myself have worked closely with the Tri- 
County Economic Development Committee 
[TCEDC] the federally recognized Economic 
Development District which serves Glenn, 
Tehama and Butte Counties in my district, and 
| know the difference these programs have 
made in these economically distressed areas. 
TCEDC provides the cities and counties in this 
region with a wide variety of economic devel- 
opment services, including economic develop- 
ment planning, grant writing, administration of 
public works and technical assistance projects, 
management of local, State, and federally 
funded revolving loan funds [RLF's] and small 
business financing. 

Since 1989, TCEDC has completed 64 suc- 
cessful economic development programs 
which have created or retained 718 local jobs. 
For example, 72 jobs were saved in Glenn 
county alone through the assistance of an 
EDA public works grant. In 1992, The city of 
Orland was in danger of being forced to shut 
down their municipal brine ponds because the 
aging ponds were in desperate need of retro- 
fitting. The waste water that results from local 


and save the 72 olive processing jobs in the 
area. 

Another TCEDC success was assistance 
they provided the Glenn Chamber of Com- 
merce in obtaining a CDBG grant to provide a 
loan to a small local business, Applied Sewing 
Resources. Three years ago, Applied Sewing 
Resources, a small manufacturer of outdoor 
recreational equipment, employed three peo- 
ple in Orland, CA. With a $215,000 business 
loan obtained by the city of Orland with the 
assistance of TCEDC, Applied Resources was 
able to purchase new equipment and expand 
their operations. Today, Applied Sewing Re- 
sources employs almost 75 employees in 
Orland. 

The number of jobs saved or created by 
EDA assistance may not sound like big num- 
bers to some folks in Washington, but let me 
tell you that in my District—where unemploy- 
ment rates are running as high as 15 to 20 
percent—these jobs have a real impact. In 
these continuing tough economic times, the 
Economic Development Administration is a 
small investment that yields abundant returns. 

| strongly support the Economic Develop- 
ment Authorization Act, and urge my col- 
leagues to do the same. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute printed in 
part 1 of House Report 103-495 shall be 
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considered as an original bill for the 
purpose of amendment and shall be 
considered as read. 
'The text of the amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute is as follows: 
H.R. 2442 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the “Economic Development Reauthoriza- 
tion Act of 1994". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.— 


Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 


TITLE I—ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAMS 


Grants for public works and devel- 
opment facilities. 

Projects constructed under pro- 
jected cost. 

Changed project circumstances. 

Other financial assistance. 

Technical assistance, research, and 
information. 

Business outreach center dem- 
onstration project. 

Office of Strategic Economic Devel- 
opment Planning and Policy. 
Office of Economic Development 

Information. 

Area eligibility. 

Investment strategy. 

Economic development districts. 

Administration. 

Expedited processing of applica- 

tions. 

. 114. Uniform application form. 

5 . Study of grant selection criteria. 

. 116. Performance evaluations of grant 

recipients. 

. 117. Study of guaranteed loan program. 

. Miscellaneous. 

. 119. Acceptance of applicants' certifi- 
cations. 

. Supervision of regional counsels. 

. 121. Economic recovery for disaster 
areas. 

. Special economic development and 
adjustment assistance. 

. Treatment of revolving loan funds. 

. Outreach to communities adversely 
affected by defense base clo- 
sures. 

. Sale of financial instruments in re- 
volving loan funds. 

. Economic development challenge 
grants demonstration project. 

. Authorization of appropriations. 

. References to the Secretary. 

. Compliance with Buy American 

Act. 


TITLE HII—APPALACHIAN REGIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 
201. Findings and purposes. 
202. Meetings. 
203. Authorizations for administrative 
expenses. 
204. Extension of lease terms. 
205. Highway system. 
206. Supplements to Federal grant-in- 
aid programs. 
. 207. Program development criteria. 
208 
209 
210. 
211 
212 
213. 


. 101. 
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. 103. 
. 104. 
. 105. 


. 106. 
. 107. 
. 108. 


. 109. 
. 110. 
111. 
. 112. 
. 118. 


. Grants for administrative expenses 
and demonstration projects. 

. Authorization of appropriations for 
general program. 

. Definition of Appalachian region. 

. Extension of termination date. 

. Regional development task force. 

. Compliance with Buy American 
Act. 
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TITLE I—ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAMS 
SEC. 101. GRANTS FOR PUBLIC WORKS AND DE- 
VELOPMENT FACILITIES. 

(a) DIRECT AND SUPPLEMENTARY GRANTS.— 

(1) ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS.—Section 101(a) of 
the Public Works and Economic Develop- 
ment Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3131(a)) is amend- 
ed in the matter preceding paragraph (1) by 
striking “representing any redevelopment 
area or part thereof" and inserting ''acting 
in cooperation with officials of local govern- 
ments". 

(2) DIRECT GRANTS.—Section 10l(a)1) of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 3131(a)(1)) is amended— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A) by inserting design and engineering," 
after acquisition,“ and 

(B) in subparagraph (A) by striking or 
otherwise substantially further the objec- 
tives of the Economie Opportunity Act of 
1984 

(b) AMOUNT OF SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS.— 
The last sentence of section 101(c) of such 
Act (42 U.S.C. 3131(c)) is amended— 

(1) by striking area,“ and inserting area 
and"; and 

(2) by striking, and the amount of" and 
all that follows before the period. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 105 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 3135) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 105, AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to 
be appropriated to carry out this title 
$160,000,000 for fiscal year 1994 and $175,000,000 
per fiscal year for each of fiscal years 1995 
and 1996. Such sums shall remain available 
until expended. 

(b) LIMITATION ON EXPENDITURES IN CER- 
TAIN AREAS.—Not more than 35 percent of 
the amounts appropriated pursuant to sub- 
section (a) in a fiscal year may be expended 
for projects located in areas described in sec- 
tion 401(a)(4). 

(o) LIMITATION ON EXPENDITURES FOR DE- 
SIGN AND ENGINEERING.—Not more than 20 
percent of the amounts appropriated pursu- 
ant to subsection (a) in a fiscal year may be 
expended for design and engineering.“ 

(d) SEWER FACILITIES.—Title I of such Act 
(42 U.S.C. 3131-3137) is amended by striking 
section 106 and redesignating section 107 as 
section 106. 

(e) CONSTRUCTION CosT INCREASES.—Sec- 
tion 106 of such Act, as redesignated by sub- 
section (d) of this section, is amended by in- 
serting a period after such costs“ and strik- 
ing all that follows. 

SEC. 102. PROJECTS CONSTRUCTED UNDER PRO- 
JECTED COST. 

Title I of the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3131-3137) 
is amended by adding at the end the follow- 
ing: 

“SEC. 107. USE OF FUNDS IN PROJECTS CON- 
STRUCTED UNDER PROJECTED 
COST. 

"In any case where a grant (including a 
supplemental grant) has been made under 
this title for a project, and after such grant 
has been made but before completion of the 
project the cost of such project based upon 
the designs and specifications which were 
the basis of the grant has decreased because 
of decreases in costs, such underrun funds 
may be used to improve the project either di- 
rectly or indirectly as determined by the 


Secretary.“ 


SEC. 103. CHANGED PROJECT CIRCUMSTANCES. 

Title I of the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3131-3137) 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 


— —— 
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SEC. 108. CHANGED PROJECT CIRCUMSTANCES. 

"In any case where a grant (including & 
supplemental grant) has been made under 
this title for & project, and after such grant 
has been made but before completion of the 
project the purpose or scope of such project 
based upon the designs and specifications 
which were the basis of the grant has 
changed, the Secretary may approve the use 
of grant funds on such changed project if the 
Secretary determines that such changed 
project meets the requirements of this title 
and that such changes are necessary to en- 
hance economic development in the area.“ 
SEC. 104. OTHER FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE. 

(a) PUBLIC WORKS AND DEVELOPMENT FACIL- 
ITY LOANS.— 

(1) ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS.—Section 201(a) of 
the Public Works and Economic Develop- 
ment Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3141(a)) is amend- 
ed in the matter preceding paragraph (1) by 
striking “representing any redevelopment 
area or part thereof" and inserting ''acting 
in cooperation with officials of local govern- 
mentes", 

(2) CRITERIA.—Section 201(a)(1)(C) of such 
Act (42 U.S.C. 3141l(a)1(C)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘or otherwise substantially further 
the objectives of the Economic Opportunity 
Act of 1964". 

(b) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—Section 202(b) 
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 3142(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (6) by striking it is deter- 
mined" and inserting “the Secretary deter- 
mines"; and 

(2) in paragraph (7) by striking “hereunder 
for & period" and all that follows through 
“the foregoing restrictions on maturities" 
and inserting “under this section for a term 
of maturity of more than 25 years and no evi- 
dences of indebtedness which matures more 
than 25 years after the date of purchase may 
be purchased under this section; except that 
this paragraph". 

(c) REDEVELOPMENT AREA LOAN PRO- 
GRAM.—Title II of such Act (42 U.S.C. 3141- 
3144) is amended by striking section 204. 

SEC. 105. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, RESEARCH, 
AND INFORMATION, 

(a) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.— 

(1) URBAN AREAS WITH POPULATIONS OF 
400,000 OR LESS.—Section 301(a) of the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act of 
1965 (42 U.S.C. 3151(a)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: “In providing as- 
sistance under this subsection, the Secretary 
shall take into consideration the unique de- 
velopment needs of urban areas with popu- 
lations of 400,000 or less.“ 

(2 GRANTS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE  EX- 
PENSES.—The last sentence of section 301(b) 
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 3151(b)) is amended by 
striking “urban planning grants, authorized 
under the Housing Act of 1954, as amended,” 
and inserting “planning activities described 
in section 105(a)(13) of the Housing and Com- 
munity Development Act of 1974". 

(3) REPEALS.—Section 301 of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 3151) is amended by striking sub- 
sections (c), (e), and (f) and redesignating 
subsection (d) as subsection (c). 

(b) ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PLANNING.— 

(1) DIRECT GRANTS.—The "7th sentence of 
section 302(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 3151a(a)) 
is amended by striking and shall be avail- 
able” and all that follows before the period 
at the end. 

(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—Section 302 of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 3151a) is amended by 
striking subsection (b) and redesignating 
subsection (c) as subsection (b). 

(3) USE OF OTHER PLANNING ASSISTANCE.— 
Section 302(b) of such Act, as redesignated by 
paragraph (2) of this subsection, is amended 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


by striking shall be used in accordance with 
the review procedure required pursuant to 
title IV of the Intergovernmental Coopera- 
tion Act of 1968 and“. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 303 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 3152) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 303. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

“There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this title $37,100,000 for fiscal year 
1994 and $50,000,000 per fiscal year for each of 
fiscal years 1995 and 1996. Such sums shall re- 
main available until expended." 

(d) SUPPLEMENTAL AND BASIC GRANTS.— 
Title III of such Act (42 U.S.C. 3151-3153) is 
amended by striking section 304. 

SEC. 106. BUSINESS OUTREACH CENTER DEM- 
ONSTRATION PROJECT. 

Title III of the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3151-3153) 
is amended by adding at the end the follow- 
ing: 

“SEC. 304. BUSINESS OUTREACH CENTER DEM- 
ONSTRATION PROJECT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con- 
duct a project in each of fiscal years 1994 
through 1996 with funds made available 
under thís title for the purpose of dem- 
onstrating methods of assisting isolated 
small businesses to access small business 
services provided by Federal, State, and 
local governments. 

"(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF CENTERS.—In con- 
ducting the demonstration project under this 
section, the Secretary shall establish 3 busi- 
ness outreach centers. At least 1 of the cen- 
ters shall be located in a rural area. 

(o) PURPOSE OF CENTERS.—It shall be the 
purpose of each business outreach center es- 
tablished under thís section— 

**(1) to provide a one-stop clearinghouse to 
assist isolated small businesses in aocessing 
small business services provided by Federal, 
State, and local governments; and 

**(2) to improve efficiency in the delivery of 
such services. 

„d) SERVICES To BE PROVIDED.—Each busi- 
ness outreach center established under this 
section shall provide the following services: 

) Outreach to isolated small businesses. 

2) Assessment of the need of isolated 
small businesses for assistance services. 

“(3) Referral of isolated small businesses to 
small business assistance agencies. 

“(4) Preparation of materials required by 
isolated small businesses for participation in 
small business assistance programs. 

“(5) Case management to assure follow-up 
and quality control of business services. 

"(6) Coordination of networking among 
isolated small businesses. 

"(7) Quality control of small business as- 
sistance services. 

"(e) ISOLATED SMALL BUSINESS DEFINED.— 
For the purposes of this section, the term 
‘isolated small business’ means a small busi- 
ness that is unable to effectively access 
small business services provided by Federal, 
State, and local governments due to linguis- 
tic, cultural, or geographic barriers.“ 

SEC. 107. OFFICE OF STRATEGIC ECONOMIC DE- 
3 PLANNING AND POL- 
ICY. 

Title III of the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3151-3153) 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“SEC. 305. OFFICE OF STRATEGIC ECONOMIC DE- 
ZEE PLANNING AND POL- 
ICY. 

„(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish an Office of Strategic Economic 
Development Planning and Policy (hereafter 
in this section referred to as ‘the Office"). 
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) DUTIES.—The duties of the head of the 
Office are as follows: 

"(1) RESEARCH, EVALUATION, AND DEM- 
ONSTRATION.—To support research, evalua- 
tion, and demonstration projects to study 
and assess best practices in economic devel- 
opment and to examine trends and changes 
in economic conditions that affect regional 
development. 

%) POLICY DEVELOPMENT.—To develop rec- 
ommendations on both short- and long-term 
policies regarding economic development is- 
sues and programs, to help foster the diffu- 
sion of innovative, best practices in eco- 
nomic development throughout the Depart- 
ment of Commerce. 

8) COORDINATION.—To take a leading role 
in developing and promoting means for 
greater coordination among States, regions, 
and local communities in the design and im- 
plementation of economic development 
strategies, and to work in conjunction with 
Federal agencies on developing and imple- 
menting means for reducing fragmentation 
and increase coordination among Federal 
programs that provide economic develop- 
ment assistance. 

"(c) RESEARCH IN CAUSES OF LONG-TERM 
ECONOMIC DETERIORATION.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—To assist in the long- 
range accomplishment of the purposes of this 
Act, the Secretary, in cooperation with 
other agencies having similar functions, 
shall establish and conduct a continuing pro- 
gram of study, training, and research— 

“(A) to assist in determining the causes of 
unemployment, underemployment, under- 
development, and chronic depression in the 
various areas and regions of the Nation; 

B) to assist in the formulation and im- 
plementation of national, State, and local 
programs which will raise income levels and 
otherwise produce solutions to the problems 
resulting from these conditions; and 

"(C) to assist in providing the personnel 
needed to conduct such programs. 

*(2 MANNER OF PROVIDING STUDY, ASSIST- 
ANCE.—The program of study, training, and 
research may be conducted by the Secretary 
through— 

) members of the Secretary's staff; 

„B) the payment of funds authorized for 
this section to other departments or agen- 
cies of the Federal Government; 

"(C) the employment of private individ- 
uals, partnerships, firms, corporations, or 
suitable institutions; 

D) contracts entered into for such pur- 
poses; 

"(E) grants to such individuals, organiza- 
tions, or institutions as the Secretary deter- 
mines to be appropríate; or 

„F) conferences and similar meetings or- 
ganized for such purposes. 

"(3) AVAILABILITY OF RESULTS OF RE- 
SEARCH.—The Secretary shall make available 
to interested individuals and organizations 
the results of such research. 

“(4) ANNUAL REPORT OF SECRETARY.—The 
Secretary shall include in the annual report 
under section 705 a detailed statement con- 
cerning the study and research conducted 
under this section, together with the Sec- 
retary’s findings and conclusions and such 
recommendations for legislative and other 
action as the Secretary may consider appro- 
priate. 

„d) GEOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS TOOL.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, in 
cooperation with other appropriate Federal 
agencies develop a computerized geographic 
analysis tool that all Federal departments 
and agencies and grant recipients may use to 
evaluate the success of these programs. 
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*(2) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months 
after the date of the enactment of the Eco- 
nomic Development Reauthorization Act of 
1994, the Secretary shall transmit to Con- 
gress a report on use of the computerized ge- 
ographic analysis tool developed pursuant to 
paragraph (1) by Federal departments and 
agencies. 

"(e) INDEPENDENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE.— 
The Secretary shall establish an advisory 
committee made up of representatives from 
major State, local, and nonprofit economic 
development organizations as well as nation- 
&lly recognized experts on innovative ap- 
proaches to economic development to advise 
&nd make recommendations to the Office. 

"(f) FEDERAL COORDINATING COUNCIL FOR 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a Federal Coordinating Council for 
Economic Development (hereafter in this 
section referred to as the ‘Council’). 

**(2) COMPOSITION OF COUNCIL.—The Council 
shall be composed of representatives from 
Federal agencies involved in matters that af- 
fect regional economic development. 

"(3) DUTIES.—The Council shall assist in 
providing a unifying framework for eco- 
nomic and regional development efforts and 
develop a governmentwide strategic plan for 
economic development. 

“(g) GRANTS AND CONTRACTS FOR DEM- 
ONSTRATION PROJECTS; PURPOSES.—The Sec- 
retary may make grants, enter into con- 
tracts, or otherwise provide funds for any 
demonstration project in an eligible area 
which the Secretary determines is designed 
to foster regional productivity and growth, 
prevent outmigration, and otherwise carry 
out the purposes of this Act.“ 

SEC. 108. OFFICE OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
INFORMATION. 

Title III of the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3151-3153) 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“SEC. 306. OFFICE OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
INFORMATION. 


(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish the Office of Economic Develop- 
ment Information (hereafter in this section 
referred to as the Office“) within the Office 
of Strategic Economic Development Plan- 
ning and Policy. 

() DuUTIES.—The duties of the head of the 
Office shall be— 

"(1) to serve as a central information 
clearinghouse on matters relating to eco- 
nomic development, economic adjustment, 
industrial retention, disaster recovery, and 
defense conversion programs and activities 
of the Federal and State governments, in- 
cluding political subdivisions of the States; 
and 

(2) to help potential and actual applicants 
for eeonomic development, economic adjust- 
ment, disaster recovery, industrial reten- 
tion, and defense conversion assistance 
under Federal, State, and local laws in locat- 
ing and applying for such assistance, includ- 
ing financial and technical assistance. 

(©) INFORMATION DATA BASES.— 

(1) USES.—The Office shall develop infor- 
mation data bases for use by Federal depart- 
ments and agencies, State and local govern- 
mental agencies, public and private entities, 
and individuals to assist such agencies, enti- 
ties, and individuals in the process of identi- 
fying and applying for assistance and re- 
sources under economic development, eco- 
nomic adjustment, disaster recovery, indus- 
trial retention, and defense conversion pro- 
grams and activities of the Federal, State, 
and local governments. 
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"(2) SPECIFIC KINDS OF INFORMATION RE- 
QUIRED TO BE INCLUDED.—The data bases shall 
include the following kinds of information: 

"(A) A comprehensive compilation of all 
relevant information concerning available 
economic development, economic adjust- 
ment, disaster recovery, industrial reten- 
tion, and defense conversion programs of the 
Federal Government, including key contact 
people, descriptions of the application proc- 
ess, eligibility requirements and criteria, se- 
lection and followup procedures, and other 
such relevant information. 

"(B) A compilation of major State and 
local governmental economic development, 
economic adjustment, disaster relief, indus- 
trial retention, and defense conversion as- 
sistance programs, including lists of appro- 
priate offices, officers, and contact personnel 
connected with, or involved in, such pro- 
grams. 

(C) A compilation of relevant and avail- 
able economic data and trends, including in- 
formation about the national, regional, and 
local impacts of trade agreements, defense 
spending and downsizing, technological 
change, and other sources of substantial eco- 
nomic dislocation. 

D) A compilation of case studies and 
‘best practices’ in economic development, 
adjustment, and conversion. 

(E) A compilation of technology utiliza- 
tion programs, assistance, and resources. 

"(F) A compilation of published works 
(books, reports, articles, videos, and tapes), 
and selected texts of such works, related to 
all facets of economic development, eco- 
nomic adjustment, and defense conversion. 

(8) A compilation of information on case 
studies on early warning and intervention ef- 
forts. 

03) POINTS OF PUBLIC ACCESS.— 

H(A) IN GENERAL.—The Office shall estab- 
lish several mechanisms to assure easy ac- 
cess by the public and others to such data 
bases, and to assure that the data bases be as 
accessible, user-friendly, culturally neutral, 
and affordable as possible. 

"(B) MEANS OF ACCESS.—Access to the Of- 
fice's data services shall include the follow- 
ing means: 

**(1) A toll-free nationwide telephone num- 
ber to provide direct phone access to the 
public. 

(i) On-line electronic access through ex- 
isting computer network services and pub- 
licly available computer data base access fa- 
cilities, such as at repository libraries and 
by direct call-in via modem. 

*(111) Printed manuals and orientation ma- 
terials. 

(iv) Periodic orientation workshops avail- 
able to the public. 

(v) On-call information specialists to ad- 
üress special problems requiring person-to- 
person assistance. 

(d) INTERAGENCY COORDINATION.—The Sec- 
retary shall enter into such agreements and 
understandings as may be necessary with 
other Federal departments and agencies to 
coordinate the accomplishment of the objec- 
tives of this section.“ 


SEC. 109. AREA ELIGIBILITY. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Title IV of the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act of 
1965 (42 U.S.C. 3161-3173) is amended by strik- 
ing the heading to such title and all that fol- 
lows through section 401 and inserting the 
following: 
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"TITLE IV—ELIGIBILITY AND INVESTMENT 
STRATEGIES 
"PART A—ELIGIBILITY 
*SEC. 401. AREA ELIGIBILITY. 

(a) CERTIFICATION.—In order to be eligible 
for assistance under title I or II, an applicant 
Seeking assistance to undertake a project in 
an area shall certify, as part of an applica- 
tion for such assistance, that the area on the 
date of submission of such application meets 
lor more of the following criteria: 

i) The area has a per capita income of 80 
percent or less of the national average. 

02) The area has an unemployment rate 1 
percent above the national average percent- 
age for the most recent 24-month period for 
which statistics are available. 

“(3) The area has experienced or is about 
to experience a sudden economic dislocation 
resulting in job loss that is significant both 
in terms of the number of jobs eliminated 
and the effect upon the employment rate of 
the area. 

"(4) The area is a community or neighbor- 
hood (defined without regard to political or 
other subdivisions or boundaries) which the 
Secretary determines has 1 or more of the 
following conditions: 

A) A large concentration of low-income 
persons. 

„B) Rural areas having substantial out- 
migration or substantial economic deteriora- 
tion and unemployment. 

“(C) Substantial unemployment. 

"(b)  DOCUMENTATION.—A certification 
made under subsection (a) shall be supported 
by Federal data, when available, and in other 
cases by data available through the State 
government. Such documentation shall be 
accepted by the Secretary unless it is deter- 
mined to be inaccurate. The most recent sta- 
tistics available shall be used. 

“(c) SPECIAL RULE.—An area which the 
Secretary determines has 1 or more of the 
conditions described in subsection (a)(4)— 

"(1) shall not be subject to the require- 
ments of subparagraphs (A) and (C) of sec- 
tion 101(a)(1); and 

(2) shall not be eligible to meet the re- 
quirements of section 403(a)(1)(B). 

"(d) PRIOR DESIGNATIONS.—Any designa- 
tion of a redevelopment area under this title 
made before the date of the enactment of the 
Economic Development Reauthorization Act 
of 1994 shall not be effective after such date 
of enactment. 

(e) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this Act, 
the term ‘large concentration of low-income 
persons’ means an area with a median family 
income of not more than 80 percent of the 
national median family income.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS,— 

(1) TITLE L—Title I of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
3131-3137) is amended— 

(A) in section 101(a)(1) in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A) by striking within 
a redevelopment area and inserting within 
an area described in section 401(a)''; 

(B) in section 101(a)(1)(D) by striking ‘‘a re- 
development area so designated under sec- 
tion 401(a)(6)" and inserting an area de- 
scribed in section 401(a)(4)"’; 

(C) in section 101(a)(2) by striking within 
redevelopment areas“ and inserting within 
areas described in section 401(a)’’; 

(D) in each of the 2d and 3d sentences of 
section 101(c) by striking a redevelopment 
area designated as such under section 
401(a)(6) of this Act" and inserting an area 
described in section 401(a)(4)""; and 

(E) in the 5th sentence of section 101(c) by 
striking “redevelopment areas“ and ‘insert- 
ing areas described in section 40l(a)’’. 

(2) TITLE II.—Title II of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
3141-3144) is amended— 
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(A) in section 201(a) in the matter preced- 
ing paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘within a rede- 
velopment area" and inserting “within an 
area described in section 401(a)''; 

(B) in each of paragraphs (1) and (3) of sec- 
tion 202(a) by striking “within a redevelop- 
ment area” and inserting “within an area de- 
scribed in section 401(a)''; and 

(C) in section 202(b)(3) by striking rede- 
velopment". 

(3) TITLE IIL—Title III of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 3151-3153) is amended— 

(A) in section 301(a) by striking () to 
areas which he has designated as redevelop- 
ment areas under this Act, and (2) to other 
areas which he finds" and inserting ''(1) to 
areas which the Secretary determines are 
areas described in section 401(a), and (2) to 
other areas which the Secretary finds“; 

(B) in section 301(c) as redesignated by 
section 105(a) of this Act, by striking rede- 
velopment areas' both places it appears and 
inserting areas described in section 401(a)"; 

(C) in the 1st sentence of section 302(a) by 
striking ‘‘a redevelopment area" and insert- 
ing an area described in section 401(a)"; and 

(D) in the 2d sentence of section 302(a) by 
striking “redevelopment areas" and insert- 
ing areas described in section 401(a)". 

(4) TITLE IV.—Title IV of such Act (42 
U.S.C, 3161-3173) is amended— 

(A) in each of subparagraphs (A) and (B) of 
section 403(a)(1) by striking “redevelopment 
area" and inserting ‘‘area described in sec- 
tion 401(a)"’; 

(B) in section 403(a)1XC) by striking re- 
development areas“ and inserting areas de- 
scribed in section 401(a)"’; 

(C) in section 403(a)(4) in the matter pre- 
ceding subparagraph (A) by striking ''rede- 
velopment areas (designated under section 
401)" and inserting areas described in sec- 
tion 401(a)"'; 

(D) in section 403(a)(4)(A) by striking re- 
development area“ and inserting area de- 
scribed in section 401%)“; and 

(E) in section 403(h), as redesignated by 
section 111(c) of this Act, by striking "a re- 
development area” each place it appears and 
inserting ‘‘an area described in section 
401(a)". 

(5) TITLE IX.—Section 902 of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 3242) is amended by striking “a rede- 
velopment area or economic development 
district established under title IV of this 
Act" and inserting an area described in sec- 
tion 401(a) or an economic development dis- 
trict designated under section 403". 

SEC. 110. INVESTMENT STRATEGY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 402 of the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act of 
1965 (42 U.S.C. 3162) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

*SEC. 402. INVESTMENT STRATEGY. 

“The Secretary may provide assistance 
under title I or II to an applicant for a 
project to be undertaken in an area described 
in section 40l(a) only if the applicant sub- 
mits to the Secretary, as part of an applica- 
tion for such assistance, and the Secretary 
approves an investment strategy which— 

) identifies the economic development 
problems to be addressed using such assist- 
ance; 

2) identifies past, present, and projected 
future economic development investments in 
such area and public and private participants 
and sources of funding for such investments; 

3) sets forth a strategy for addressing the 
economic problems identified pursuant to 
paragraph (1) and describes how the strategy 
will solve such problems; 

"(4) provides a description of the project 
necessary to implement the strategy, esti- 
mates of costs, and timetables; and 
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(5) provides a summary of public and pri- 
vate resources expected to be available for 
the project.. 

(b) ELIMINATION OF OVERALL ECONOMIC DE- 
VELOPMENT PROGRAM.—Section 202(b) of such 
Act (42 U.S.C. 3142(b)) is amended by striking 
paragraph (10). 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) TITLE I.—Subparagraph (C) of section 
101(a)1) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 3131(a)(1)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

(O) the area for which the project is to be 
undertaken has an approved investment 
strategy as provided by section 402 and such 
project is consistent with such strategy; 
and". 

(2) TITLE I.— Paragraph (5) of section 
201%) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 3141(a) is 
amended to read as follows: 

**(5) such area has an approved investment 
strategy as provided by section 402 and the 
project for which financial assistance is 
sought is consistent with such strategy.". 

(3) TITLE III.—Section 302(a) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 3151a(a)) is amended— 

(A) in the 4th sentence by striking overall 
State economic development plan" and in- 
serting State investment strategy”; 

(B) in the 5th sentence— 

(i) by striking plan“ each place it appears 
and inserting ''strategy''; and 

(ii) by striking “plans” each place it ap- 
pears and inserting strategies“; and 

(C) in the 6th sentence by striking “Any 
overall State economic development plan- 
ning" and inserting Development of any 
State investment strategy”. 

(4) TITLE IV.—Section 403 of such Act (42 
U.S.C, 3171) is amended— 

(A) in each of subsections (a)(1)(C), 
(a)Q)(D), (a) a), (@)(8)(A), (a g), and (e) 
by striking "overall economic development 
program" and inserting investment strat- 


egy"; 

(B) in subsection (a)(1)(D) by striking pro- 
gram" the second place it appears and in- 
serting ''strategy''; and 

(C) in each of subsections (b) and (b)(2)(B) 
by striking “overall economic development 
programs” and inserting “investment strate- 
gies”. 

SEC. 111. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS. 

(a) ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT DE- 
FINED.—Section 403(d) of the Public Works 
and Economic Development Act of 1965 (42 
U.S.C. 3171(d)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: Such term includes any 
economic development district designated by 
the Secretary under this section before the 
date of the enactment of the Economic De- 
velopment Reauthorization Act of 1994. 

(b) FUNDING.—Section 403(g) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 3171(g)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(g) FUNDING.—Amounts authorized to be 
appropriated under other sections of this Act 
shall be available for purposes of carrying 
out subsections (a)(3) and (a)(4).". 

(c) REPEAL.—Section 403 of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 3162) is amended by striking sub- 
sections (h) and (i) and redesignating sub- 
section (j) as subsection (h). 

(d) UNEMPLOYMENT RATE  DETERMINA- 
TIONS.—Title IV of such Act (42 U.S.C. 3161- 
3173) is amended by striking part D. 

SEC. 112. ADMINISTRATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 601 of the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act of 
1965 (42 U.S.C. 3201) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 


„(a) ADMINISTRATION OF ACT.—The Sec- 
retary shall, with the assistance of an Assist- 
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ant Secretary of Commerce, administer this 
Act. 

“(b) APPOINTMENT OF ASSISTANT SEC- 
RETARY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 
whose position is established under sub- 
section (a) shall be appointed by the Presi- 
dent, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate. 

*(2) DUTIES.—The Assistant Secretary ap- 
pointed under paragraph (1) shall perform 
such functions as the Secretary may pre- 
Scribe."'. 

(b) ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REGIONAL ECO- 
NOMIC DEVELOPMENT.—Title VI of such Act 
(33 U.S.C. 3201-3204) is amended by striking 
section 602 and redesignating sections 603 
and 604 as sections 602 and 603, respectively. 
SEC. 113. Dri PROCESSING OF APPLICA- 


Title VI of the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3201-3204) 
is amended by adding at the end the follow- 
ing: 

*SEC. 604. EXPEDITED PROCESSING OF APPLICA- 
TIONS. 

„a) GUIDELINES.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this sec- 
tion, the Assistant Secretary for Economic 
Development shall— 

"(1) publish guidelines to expedite the 
processing of applications for assistance 
under this Act; and 

2) transmit to Congress a report contain- 
ing such guidelines. 

b) CONTENTS.—Guidelines to be published 
under subsection (a) shall, at a minimum, 
provide for the following: 

**(1) Increased reliance on self-certification 
by applicants to establish compliance with 
other Federal laws. 

*(2) Greater use of uniform application 
forms and procedures. 

(3) Delegation of decisionmaking author- 
ity to regional offices. 

“(4) Reduction in the time and number of 
reviews conducted by other offices of the De- 
partment of Commerce.". 

SEC. 114. UNIFORM APPLICATION FORM. 

Title VI of the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3201-3204) 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

*SEC. 605. UNIFORM APPLICATION FORM. 

"(a) DEVELOPMENT.—The Secretary shall, 
in cooperation with the heads of appropriate 
Federal departments and agencies, develop a 
general, simplified application form for 
grant assistance under this Act which may 
be used by all Federal departments and agen- 
cies which provide grant assistance. 

b) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months 
after the date of the enactment of this sec- 
tion, the Secretary shall transmit to Con- 
gress a report on use of the form developed 
pursuant to subsection (a) by Federal depart- 
ments and agencies.“ 

SEC. 115. STUDY OF GRANT SELECTION CRI- 
TERIA. 


Title VI of the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3201-3204) 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

*SEC. 606. STUDY OF GRANT SELECTION CRI- 
TERIA. 


(a) DEVELOPMENT OF METHOD.—The Sec- 
retary shall develop recommendations for 
prioritizing applications and awarding fund- 
ing for projects under this Act based on the 
relative needs of eligible areas and the ca- 
pacity of an applicant to carry out a project, 
including the ability of the applicant to le- 
verage or attract funding from the private 
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sector and to coordinate or create partner- 
ships with other eligible recipients. 

"(b) CONSIDERATION.—In developing a 
method under subsection (a), the Secretary 
shall consider the different objectives of 
each title of this Act. 

(o) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
1 year after the date of the enactment of this 
section, the Secretary shall transmit to Con- 
gress a report containing recommendations 
developed under subsection (a).“. 

SEC. 116. PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS OF 
GRANT RECIPIENTS. 

Title VI of the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3201-3204) 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“SEC. 607. PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS OF 
GRANT RECIPIENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—At least once every 2 
years, the Secretary shall conduct an evalua- 
tion of each university center and economic 
development district receiving grant assist- 
ance under this Act to assess the recipient’s 
performance and contribution toward job 
creation, 

“(b) CRITERIA.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish criteria for use in conducting eval- 
uations under subsection (a). 

*(2) CRITERIA FOR UNIVERSITY CENTERS.— 
The criteria for evaluation of a university 
center shall, at a minimum, provide for an 
assessment of the center’s contribution to 
providing technical assistance, conducting 
applied research, and disseminating results 
of the center's activities. 

“(3) CRITERIA FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
DISTRICTS.—The criteria for evaluation of an 
economic development district shall, at a 
minimum, provide for an assessment of man- 
agement standards, financial accountability, 
and program performance. 

*(c) PEER REVIEW.—In conducting an eval- 
uation of a university center under sub- 
section (a), the Secretary shall provide for 
the participation of at least one other uni- 
versity center on a cost-reimbursement 
basis. 

SEC. 117. STUDY OF GUARANTEED LOAN PRO- 
GRAM. 


Title VI of the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3241-3245) 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“SEC. 608. STUDY OF INNOVATIVE ECONOMIC DE- 
VELOPMENT FINANCING TOOLS. 

„a) STUDY.—The Secretary shall conduct a 
study of innovative economic development 
financing tools, including a guaranteed loan 
program and an equity financing program. 

„b) CoNDUCT.—In conducting the study 
under subsection (a), the Secretary shall 
identify the credit gap which would be ad- 
dressed by the programs referred to in sub- 
section (a), methods to avoid the mistakes of 
previous guaranteed loan programs carried 
out by the Economic Development Adminis- 
tration, and an expected subsidy rate to be 
implemented under such programs. 

*(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
1 year after the date of the enactment of this 
section, the Secretary shall transmít to Con- 
gress & report on the results of the study 
conducted under this section, together with 
recommendations on whether the programs 
referred to in subsection (a) should be au- 
thorized as part of this Act.“. 

SEC. 118. MISCELLANEOUS. 

(a) POWERS OF THE SECRETARY.—Section 
701 of the Public Works and Economic Devel- 
opment Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3211) is amend- 
ed— 

(J) in paragraph (4)— 
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(A) by striking loans“ the first place it 
appears and inserting ''grants or loans"; and 

(B) by striking loans“ the second place it 
appears and inserting “grants, loans,“; 

(2) in paragraph (6) by striking loans“ and 
inserting ‘‘grants or loans”; 

(3) in paragraph (7) by striking loans“ 
each place it appears and inserting ''grants 
or loans"; and 

(4) in paragraph (10)— 

(A) by striking section 15 of the Adminis- 
trative Expenses Act of 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a)," 
and inserting section 3109 of title 5, United 
States Code.“; and 

(B) by striking section 5 of such Act (5 
U.S.C. 73b-2)" and inserting section 5703 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

(b) UNFAIR COMPETITION; SAVINGS PROVI- 
SIONS.—Title VII of such Act (42 U.S.C. 3211- 
3225) is amended by striking sections 702 and 
703 and redesignating sections 704 through 
714 as sections 702 through 712, respectively. 

(c) TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS.—Section 702 of 
such Act, as redesignated by subsection (b) 
of this section, is amended— 

(1) in the heading to such section by strik- 
ing '", EFFECTIVE DATE, AND LIMITA- 
TIONS ON ASSISTANCE” and inserting “OF 
AREA  REDEVELOPMENT  ADMINISTRA- 
TION”; 

(2) by striking (a) The" and inserting 
»The“; and 

(3) by striking subsections (b) through (e). 

(d) USE OF OTHER FACILITIES.—Section 706 
of such Act, as redesignated by subsection 
(b) of this section, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

“(d) FUNDS TRANSFERRED FROM OTHER DE- 

PARTMENTS AND AGENCIES.—In order to carry 
out the objectives of this Act, the Secretary 
may accept transfers of funds from other de- 
partments and agencies of the Federal Gov- 
ernment if the funds are used for the pur- 
poses for which (and in accordance with the 
terms under which) the funds are specifically 
authorized and appropriated. Such trans- 
ferred funds shall remain available until ex- 
pended and may be transferred to and 
merged with the appropriations under the 
heading 'salaries and expenses' by the Sec- 
retary to the extent necessary to administer 
the program." 
(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 707 of such Act, as redesignated by 
subsection (b) of this section, is amended by 
striking '*$25,000,000 for the fiscal year end- 
ing September 30, 1982" and inserting 
**$36,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 1995". 

(g) PENALTIES.—Section 708 of such Act, as 
redesignated by subsection (b) of this sec- 
tion, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a) 

(A) by striking “himself’ and inserting 
"such person"; and 

(B) by striking shall be punished by" and 
all that follows before the period and insert- 
ing “shall be fined under title 18, United 
States Code, imprisoned for not more than 5 
years, or both"; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking “him” both places it ap- 
pears and inserting such person“; and 

(B) by striking “shall be punished by" and 
all that follows before the period and insert- 
ing "shall be fined under title 18, United 
States Code, imprisoned for not more than 5 
years, or both“. 

(h) RATE OF WAGES.—Section 710 of such 
Act, as redesignated by subsection (b) of this 
section, is amended— 

(1) in the lst sentence by striking ‘‘the 
Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40 U.S.C. 276a- 
2162-5)" and inserting the Act of March 3, 
1931, known as the Davis-Bacon Act"; and 
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(2) in the 3d sentenc? by striking Reorga- 
nization Plan" and all that follows before 
the period and inserting ‘Reorganization 
Plan Numbered 14 of 1950 and section 2 of the 
Act of June 13, 1934 (Chapter 482; 48 Stat. 
948)". 

(1) AREA REDEVELOPMENT ACT.—Title VII of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 3211-3225) is amended by 
striking section 715 and redesignating sec- 
tion 716 as section 713. 

SEC. 119. ACCEPTANCE OF APPLICANTS' CERTIFI- 
CATIONS. 

Title VII of the Public Works and Eco- 
nomic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 
3211-3226) is further amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“SEC. 714. ACCEPTANCE OF APPLICANTS’ CER- 
TIFICATIONS. 

“The Secretary may accept, when deemed 
appropriate, the applicants’ certifications to 
meet the requirements of this Act.“. 

SEC. 120. SUPERVISION OF REGIONAL COUNSELS, 

Title VII of the Public Works and Eco- 
nomic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 
3211-3226) is further amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“SEC. 715. SUPERVISION OF REGIONAL COUN- 


“The Secretary shall take such actions as 
may be necessary to ensure that individuals 
serving as Regional Counsels of the Eco- 
nomic Development Administration report 
directly to their respective Regional Direc- 
tor.“ 

SEC. 121. ECONOMIC RECOVERY FOR DISASTER 
AREAS. 


Title VIII of the Public Works and Eco- 
nomic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 
3231-3236) is repealed. 

SEC. 122. SPECIAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
AND ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE. 

(a) ELIGIBLE RECIPIENT DEFINED.—Section 
902 of the Public Works and Economic Devel- 
opment Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3242) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by striking , or" and inserting “or”; 
and 

(2) by inserting before the period at the end 
the following: , or at the discretion of the 
Secretary a public or private nonprofit orga- 
nization or association“. 

(b) GRANT AUTHORITY.—Section 903(a)(1) of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 3243(a)(1)) is amended by 
striking "unemployment compensation (in 
accordance with subsection (d) of this sec- 
tion), rent supplements, mortgage payment 
assistance, research, technical assistance," 
and inserting administrative expenses, in- 
dustrial retention,". 

(c) GRANTS FOR UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSA- 
TION.—Section 903(a)(2) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
3243(a)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘'(2)(A) Such grants" and in- 
serting (2) Such grants”; and 

(2) by striking subparagraph (B). 

(d) COORDINATION OF ACTIVITIES.—Section 
903(c) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 3243(c)) is amend- 
ed by striking “regional commissions" and 
inserting other Federal programs“. 

(e) TRANSFER OF FUNDS TO SECRETARY OF 
LABOR.—Section 903 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
3243) is amended by striking subsection (d). 

(f) BASE CLOSINGS AND REALIGNMENTS.— 
Section 903 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 3243) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

„(d) BASE CLOSINGS AND REALIGNMENTS.— 

(i) LOCATION OF PROJECTS.—In any case in 
which the Secretary determines a need for 
assistance under subsection (a) due to the 
closure or realignment of a military installa- 
tion, the Secretary may make such assist- 
ance available for projects to be carried out 
on the mílitary installation and for projects 
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to be carried out in communities adversely 
affected by the closure or realignment. 

**(2) INTEREST IN PROPERTY.—Notwithstand- 
ing any other provision of law, the Secretary 
may provide to an eligible recipient any as- 
sistance available under this Act for a 
project to be carried out on a military in- 
stallation that is closed or scheduled for clo- 
sure or realignment without requiring that 
the eligible recipient have title to the prop- 
erty or a leasehold interest in the property 
for any specified term.". 

SEC. 123. TREATMENT OF REVOLVING LOAN 
FUNDS. 


Title IX of the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3241-3245) 
is amended— 

(1) by redesignating section 905 as section 
909; and 

(2) by inserting after section 904 the follow- 
ing: 

“SEC. 905. TREATMENT OF REVOLVING LOAN 
FUNDS. 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—Amounts from grants 
under this title which are used by an eligible 
recipient to establish a revolving loan fund 
shall not be treated, except as provided by 
subsection (b), as amounts derived from Fed- 
eral funds for the purposes of any Federal 
law after such amounts are loaned from the 
fund to & borrower and repaid to the fund. 

"(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Amounts described in 
subsection (a) which are loaned from a re- 
volving loan fund to a borrower and repaid to 
the fund— 

"(1) may only be used for projects which 
are consistent with the purposes of this title; 
and 

*(2) shall be subject to the financial man- 
agement, accounting, reporting, and audit- 
ing standards which were originally applica- 
ble to such amounts. 

*(c) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of the enactment of this sec- 
tion, the Secretary shall issue regulations to 

out subsection (a). 

„d) PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT.— Before 
issuing any final guidelines or administra- 
tive manuals governing the operation of re- 
volving loan funds established using 
amounts from grants under this title, the 
Secretary shall provide reasonable oppor- 
tunity for public review of and comment on 
such guidelines and administrative manu- 
als.“. 

SEC. 124. OUTREACH TO COMMUNITIES AD- 
VERSELY AFFECTED BY DEFENSE 
BASE CLOSURES. 

Title IX of the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3241-3245) 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 


(a) DESIGNATION OF AGENCY REPRESENTA- 
TIVES.—The Assistant Secretary for Eco- 
nomic Development shall designate for each 
State in which communities are adversely 
affected by defense base closures an individ- 
ual to serve as a representative of the Eco- 
nomic Development Administration. Such 
individual may be the State Economic De- 
velopment Agency Representative or another 
qualified individual. 

“(b) RESPONSIBILITIES.—Individuals ap- 
pointed as agency representatives under sub- 
section (a) shall provide outreach and tech- 
nical assistance to communities adversely 
affected by defense base closures on obtain- 
ing assistance from the Economic Develop- 
ment Administration.“. 

SEC. 125. SALE OF FINANCIAL INSTRUMENTS IN 
REVOLVING LOAN FUNDS. 

Title IX of the Public Works and Economic 

Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3241-3245) 
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is further amended by adding at the end the 

following: 

*SEC. 907. SALE OF FINANCIAL INSTRUMENTS IN 
REVOLVING LOAN FUNDS. 

"Any loan, loan guarantee, equity, or 
other financial instrument in the portfolio of 
& Revolving Loan Fund may be sold, at the 
discretion of the grantee of the Fund, to a 
a party provided that the proceeds of the 

— 

"(1) shall be deposited in the Fund and 
only used for projects which are consistent 
with the purposes of this title, and 

"(2) shall be subject to the financial man- 
agement, accounting, reporting, and audit- 
ing standards which were originally applica- 
ble to the financial instrument.“ 

SEC. 126. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CHALLENGE 
GRANTS DEMONSTRATION PROJECT. 

Title IX of the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3241-3245) 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“SEC. 908. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CHAL- 
LENGE GRANTS DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECT. 


„(a) IN GENERAL.—In order to study the 
feasibility and desirability of using chal- 
lenge grants to generate new pools of invest- 
ment capital in areas suffering from long- 
term economic deterioration, the Secretary 
shall establish a 2-year demonstration 
project under which the Secretary shall pro- 
vide grants to selected recipients, to be 
matched by the recipients 1 dollar for every 
2 Federal dollars, for the purpose of estab- 
lishing substantially leveraged financing for 
business development and other innovative 
economic development efforts. 

"(b) FEDERAL AND COMMUNITY CONTRIBU- 
TIONS.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
grant 2 dollars for every 1 dollar raised by 
each selected recipient, up to $10,000,000 per 
year per selected recipient. 

02) USE OF OTHER FEDERAL FUNDS IN CON- 
JUNCTION WITH CHALLENGE GRANT.—Funds 
from other Federal programs may be used in 
conjunction or merged with the challenge 
grant and matching funds to form a larger 
investment fund. 

"(c) ESTABLISHMENT AND USE OF FUNDS.— 

"(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—For purposes of this 
Act, an investment fund established by a se- 
lected recipient consists of— 

(A) the economic development challenge 
grant received by the selected recipient; 

"(B) the matching funds required under 
subsection (b); and 

"(C) any such other funds that may be de- 
rived from other sources, including other 
Federal funds. 

*(2) USE.—An investment fund shall be 
used by the selected recipients for the pur- 
poses of generating long-term sustainable 
economic development and job growth in 
areas identified by the selected recipients, 
pursuant to the requirements and limita- 
tions of eligibility and performance in sub- 
sections (d), (e), (D, (g) and (h). 

"(d) ELIGIBLE RECIPIENTS.—The Secretary 
Shall make grants to any eligible recipients 
for use in an area which must meet 1 or more 
of the following criteria: 

“(1) The area has a per capita income of 80 
percent or less of the national average. 

*(2) The area has an unemployment rate 1 
percent above the national average percent- 
age for the more recent 24-month period for 
which statistics are available. 

*(3) The area has been determined by the 
Secretary to have at least 1 of the following 
conditions: 

(A) A large concentration of low-income 
persons (as defined in section 401(e)). 
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(B) Areas having substantial outmigra- 
tion. 

“(C) Substantial underemployment or un- 

employment. 
An eligible recipient may include any local 
government or group of local governments, 
economic development district, Indian tribe, 
public or private nonprofit organization or 
association, community-based organization, 
business or worker organization, or any con- 
sortium of such entities, that is able to dem- 
onstrate to the satisfaction of the Secretary 
that they can carry out the objectives of this 
program pursuant to the criteria and re- 
quirements established in this section. 

e) SELECTION OF DEMONSTRATION 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make grants to selected recipients from 3 
areas suffering from long-term economic dis- 
tress. 

*(2) DISTRIBUTION.—One selected recipient 
shall be from a rural area which has been 
subjected to long-term economic distress as 
a result of a major decline in the region's 
key industries, 1 from an area that is a com- 
bination of rural, small metropolitan, and 
suburban communities, and 1 from an urban 
area with excessive unemployment, con- 
centrated poverty, and high crime. 

"(3) INDUSTRIAL RETENTION STRATEGY RE- 
QUIREMENT.—Of the 3 recipients described in 
paragraph (2) at least 1 of the projects se- 
lected shall include an industrial retention 
strategy. The selected recipient from a rural 
area shall not be required to have an indus- 
trial retention strategy. 

„ GRANT SELECTION PROCESS.— 

“(1) NATIONAL COMPETITION.—The Sec- 
retary shall select recipients of the chal- 
lenge grants through a nationally competi- 
tive process. 

"(2) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENT.—Each se- 
lected recipient must submit a comprehen- 
sive strategy for generating sustained, long- 
term economic growth and for both preserv- 
Ing and creating high-quality jobs. 

“(3) PREFERENCE FOR CERTAIN PROJECTS.— 
The Secretary shall give preference to eligi- 
ble recipients which— 

(A) utilize the Federal grant plus match- 
ing funds to further leverage private and 
public capital to create an even larger eco- 
nomic development investment fund; 

"(B) represent consortia or partnerships 
comprised of at least 2 or more of the groups 
identified in subsection (d); or 

*(C) intend to use their investment funds 
to finance or leverage financing for new busi- 
ness development and startups, industrial 
Services, industrial modernization of local- 
based firms or industrial retention (includ- 
ing employee stock ownership plans and 
worker or management buyouts), or other 
economic development strategies that illus- 
trate 'best practices' in economic develop- 
ment. 

*(4) BROAD-BASED PARTICIPATION TO BE EN- 
COURAGED.—The Secretary shall strongly en- 
courage broad-based participation of public 
and private entities within an area in the de- 
velopment and implementation of the chal- 
lenge grant proposals submitted by eligible 
recipients. 

"(g) LIMITATIONS.—The investment funds 
established by the selected recipients shall— 

"(1) not be used to permit units of State 
and local government to offer tax induce- 
ments to attract businesses to locate in the 
area; and 

*(2) be subject to the same conditions de- 
scribed in section 202(b)(1). 

No area may receive an economic develop- 
ment challenge grant if it has been des- 
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ignated an empowerment or enterprise com- 
munity under section 13301 of the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993. 

“(h) PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS; REPORT 
TO CONGRESS.— 

“(1) EVALUATION OF EFFECTIVENESS.— The 
Secretary shall conduct performance evalua- 
tions of the demonstration challenge grant 
project to assess the effectiveness of this 
kind of program in generating sustained eco- 
nomic growth and job creation in areas of 
the Nation experiencing long-term economic 
distress. 

"(2 REPORT.—Based on the evaluations 
conducted pursuant to paragraph (1), the 
Secretary shall submit an annual report to 
Congress with recommendations for expan- 
sion, modification or termination of the pro- 


gram. 

"(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Of the funds authorized to be appropriated 
under section 909, there are authorized to be 
appropriated $25,000,000 per fiscal year for fis- 
cal years 1995 and 1996 to carry out this sec- 
tion. Such sums shall remain available until 
expended."'. 

SEC. 127. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 909 of the Public Works and Eco- 
nomic Development Act of 1965, as redesig- 
nated by section 122 of this Act, is amended 
to read as follows: 

*SEC. 909. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

„(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to 
be appropriated to carry out this title 
$115,542,000 for fiscal year 1994 and $81,000,000 
per fiscal year for each of físcal years 1995 
&nd 1996. Such sums shall remain available 
until expended. 

(b) SET-ASIDE FOR DEFENSE CONVERSION 
ACTIVITIES.—Of amounts appropriated pursu- 
ant to subsection (a) for fiscal year 1994, not 
less than $80,000,000 shall be available for 

of assisting eligible recipients in 
activities related to defense conversion. 

*(c) ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS.—In addition to 
the appropriations authorized by subsection 
(a), there are authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out this title such sums as may be 
necessary to provide assistance for defense 
conversion activities and to provide assist- 
ance in the case of a natural disaster. Such 
sums shall remain available until ex- 
pended.". 

SEC. 128. REFERENCES TO THE SECRETARY. 

(a) REFERENCES TO "HE".—The Public 
Works and Economic Development Act of 
1965 (42 U.S.C. 3121 et seq.) is amended by 
striking he“ and inserting "the Secretary“ 
in each of the following: 

(1) Section 101(a)(1). 

(2) The 4th sentence of section 101(c). 

(3) Section 201(a). 

(4) Section 202(b)(5). 

(5) Section 202(b)(9)(B). 

(6) The 1st sentence of section 301(b). 

(7) Section 602(b), as redesignated by sec- 
tion 112(b) of this Act. 

(8) Section 701(2). 

(9) Section 701(4). 

(10) Section 701(12) 

(11) Section 706, as redesignated by section 
117(b) of this Act. 

(b) REFERENCES TO HIS“. Such Act is fur- 
ther amended by striking his“ and insert- 
ing the Secretary's'" in each of the follow- 
ing: 

(1) The 3d and 4th sentences of section 
301(a). 

(2) Section 701(4). 

(3) Section 705, as redesignated by section 
117(b) of this Act. 

(4) Section 903(c). 

(c) REFERENCES TO 'HIM'.—Such Act is 
further amended striking him“ and insert- 
ing "the Secretary" in each of the following: 
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(1) Section 602(b), as redesignated by sec- 
tion 112(b) of this Act. 

(2) Section 701(4) each place it appears. 

(3) Section 701(6). 

(4) Section 701(7) both places it appears. 

(5) Section 701(9) both places it appears. 

(d) OTHER REFERENCES.—Such Act is fur- 
ther amended— 

(1) in section 701 in the matter preceding 
paragraph (1) by striking his duties" and 
inserting the duties of the Secretary”; 

(2) in section 701(4) by striking he shall 
determine” and inserting “the Secretary de- 
termines”; 

(3) in section 701(6) by striking he shall 
determine" and inserting “the Secretary 
shall determine”; and 

(J) in section 701(11) by striking his prop- 
erty" and all that follows before the semi- 
colon and inserting ''the Secretary's prop- 
erty”. 

SEC. 129. = ICE WITH BUY AMERICAN 


None of the funds made available under 
this title, or any amendment made by this 
title, may be expended in violation of sec- 
tions 2 through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933 
(41 U.S.C. 10a-10c; popularly known as the 
“Buy American Act"), which are applicable 
to those funds. 

TITLE II—APPALACHIAN REGIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 
SEC. 201. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

Section 2 of the Appalachian Regional De- 
velopment Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App. 2) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a) by striking the period 
at the end of the 6th sentence and inserting 
"and in severely distressed and underdevel- 
oped counties and areas lacking resources for 
basic services.“; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

e) The Congress further finds and de- 
clares that, while substantial progress has 
been made in fulfilling many of the objec- 
tives of this Act, rapidly changing national 
and global economics over the past decade 
have created new problems and challenges 
for rural areas throughout the Natíon and es- 
pecially for the Appalachian region. Thus, 
the problems of the region are not only to 
provide the infrastructure necessary to eco- 
nomic and human resource development, to 
develop its industry, and to generate a diver- 
sified regional economy, but to make the re- 
gion's industríal and commercial resources 
more competitive in national and world mar- 
kets. It is, therefore, also the purpose of this 
Act to provide a framework for coordinating 
Federal, State, and local initiatives to re- 
spond to the economic competitive challenge 
through improving the skills of the region's 
manpower, adapting and applying new tech- 
nologies for the region's businesses, and im- 
proving the access of the region's businesses 
to the technical and financial resources nec- 
essary to their development while continu- 
ing to address the need to provide basic serv- 
ices for the more disadvantaged areas of the 
region so as to provide a fairer opportunity 
for the people of the region to share the 
quality of life generally enjoyed by citizens 
across this Nation.“. 

SEC. 202. MEETINGS. 

Section 101 of the Appalachian Regional 
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App. 101) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a) by adding at the end 
the following: 

The Commission shall conduct at least one 
meeting each year with the presence of the 
Federal Cochairman and at least a majority 
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of the State members. The Commission may 
conduct such additional meetings by elec- 
tronic means as the Commission considers 
advisable.“; 

(2) at the end of the third sentence of sub- 
section (b) by striking present“; and 

(8) at the end of the fourth sentence of sub- 
section (c) by striking to be present". 
SEC. 203. AUTHORIZATIONS FOR ADMINISTRA- 

EXPENSES. 


TIVE 

Section 105(b) of the Appalachian Regional 
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App. 
105(b)) is amended to read as follows: 

**(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

**(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 
appropriated to carry out this section 
$3,400,000 for fiscal year 1994 and $3,600,000 per 
fiscal year for each of fiscal years 1995 and 
1996. Such sums shall remain available until 
expended. 

ö) EXPENSES OF FEDERAL COCHAIRMAN.—Of 
amounts appropriated pursuant to paragraph 
(1), not to exceed $1,102,000 for fiscal year 
1994 and not to exceed $1,500,000 per fiscal 
year for each of fiscal years 1995 and 1996 
shall be available for expenses of the Federal 
Cochairman, the Federal Cochairman’s alter- 
nate, and the Federal Cochairman's staff.“ 
SEC, 204. EXTENSION OF LEASE TERMS. 

Section 106(7) of the Appalachian Regional 
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App. 
106(7)) is amended by striking 1982“ and in- 
serting 1996. 

SEC. 205. HIGHWAY SYSTEM. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 201(g) of the Appalachian Regional 
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App. 
201(g)) is amended to read as follows: 

*"(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $160,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1994, $125,000,000 per fiscal year for each 
of fiscal years 1995 and 1996, and such addi- 
tional sums as may be necessary for each of 
fiscal years 1995 and 1996. Such sums shall re- 
main available until expended.“ 

(b) FEDERAL SHARE.— 

(1) GENERAL RULE.—Section 201(h)1) of 
such Act (40 U.S.C. App. 201(h)(1)) is amended 
by striking 70 per centum" and inserting 
“80 percent". 

(2) APPLICABILITY.—The amendment made 
by paragraph (1) shall apply to projects ap- 
proved after March 31, 1979. 

SEC. 206. SUPPLEMENTS TO FEDERAL GRANT-IN- 
AID PROGRAMS. 

(a) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—The first 
sentence of section 214(a) of the Appalachian 
Regional Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. 
App. 214(a)) is amended by striking the 
President is authorized to provide funds to 
the Federal Cochairman to be used" and in- 
serting the Federal Cochairman may use 
amounts made available under this section“. 

(b) FEDERAL GRANT-IN-AID PROGRAMS DE- 
FINED.—The first sentence of section 214(c) of 
such Act (40 U.S.C. App. 214(c)) is amended 
by striking on or before December 31, 
1980, 

(c) LIMITATION ON COVERED ROAD 
PROJECTS.—The second sentence of section 
214(c) of such Act is amended by inserting 
"authorized by title 23, United States Code" 
after “road construction". 

SEC. 207. PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA. 

(a) CONSIDERATIONS.—Section 224(a) of the 
Appalachian Regional Development Act of 
1965 (40 U.S.C. App. 224(a)) is amended by in- 
serting before the semicolon at the end of 
paragraph (1) the following: “or in a severely 
distressed and underdeveloped county or 
area lacking resources for basic services“. 

(b) REMOVAL OF  LIMITATIONS.—Section 
224(b) of such Act (40 U.S.C. App. 224(b)) is 
amended to read as follows: 
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"(b) LIMITATION.—No financial assistance 
Shall be authorized under this Act to be used 
to assist establishments relocating from one 
area to another.“. 

SEC, 208 GRANTS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE EX- 
PENSES AND DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECTS. 

(a) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Section 
302(a) of the Appalachian Regional Develop- 
ment Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App. 302(a)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking The President" and insert- 
ing The Commission"; and 

(2) in paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) by striking 
“to the Commission" each place it appears. 

(b) RESEARCH AND DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECTS.—Section 302(a)(3) of such Act (40 
U.S.C. App. 302(a)(3)) is amended— 

(1) by inserting after “technical assist- 
ance" the following: “(including technical 
assistance for business development and sta- 
bilization and application of technologies 
(including telecommunication technologies) 
and productivity improvement)”; 

(2) by inserting after training programs” 
the following: (including on-site employee 
training and programs to upgrade employ- 
ability of the region's people)"; and 

(3) by inserting after demonstrations“ the 
following: ‘(including demonstrations of 
service consolidations and other methods of 
increasing efficiency of local governments, 
the establishment and operation by States, 
public agencies, or nonprofit development 
organizations of revolving funds for business 
assistance loans, the establishment and oper- 
ation of business incubators and the provi- 
sion of industria] facilities and equipment by 
public agencies and nonprofit organizations 
on such terms (including terms of reasonable 
recovery of grant funds upon resale) as are 
approved by the Commission, and the acqui- 
sition and development of land)". 

(c) SoLID WASTE DISPOSAL DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECTS.—Section 302(b) of such Act (40 
U.S.C. App. 302(b)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

5) The Commission shall carry out 
projects at not less than 2 sites in the Appa- 
lachian region for the purpose of dem- 
onstrating solid waste disposal techniques in 
rural areas." 

(d) REPEAL OF PROVISION ON USE OF INFOR- 
MATION FROM RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
ACTIVITIES.—Section 302(e) of such Act (40 
U.S.C. 302(e)) is repealed. 

SEC. 209. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR GENERAL PROGRAM. 


Section 401 of the Appalachian Regional 
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App. 401) 
is amended to read as follows: 

“SEC, 401. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

“In addition to the appropriations author- 
ized in section 105 for administrative ex- 
penses and in section 201(g) for the Appalach- 
ian development highway system and local 
access roads, there is authorized to be appro- 
priated to the Commission to carry out this 
Act $85,600,000 per fiscal year for each of fis- 
cal years 1994, 1995, and 1996. Such sums shall 
remain available until expended.“. 

SEC, 210. DEFINITION OF APPALACHIAN REGION. 

Section 403 of the Appalachian Regional 
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App. 403) 
is amended— 

(1) in the 1st undesignated paragraph (re- 
lating to Alabama) by inserting “Hale,” 
after Franklin,“; and 

(2) in the 12th undesignated paragraph (re- 
lating to Virginia) 

(A) by inserting 
Lee,“; and 

(B) by inserting “Roanoke, Rockbridge,” 
after Pulaski.“. 


Montgomery.“ after 
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SEC. 211. EXTENSION OF TERMINATION DATE. 

Section 405 of the Appalachian Regional 
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App. 405) 
is Lin by striking 1982“ and inserting 
*1996". 

SEC. 212. REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT TASK FORCE. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— There is established a 
Regional Development Task Force (herein- 
after in this section referred to as the Task 
Force"). 

(b) DUTIES.—It shall be the duty of the 
Task Force to conduct a study on— 

(1) the extent to which the unique charac- 
teristics of the Appalachian Regional Com- 
mission (including the Commission's Fed- 
eral-State partnership, program flexibility, 
and regional approach) have contributed to 
the achievement of the Commission's goals; 
and 

(2) whether or not such characteristics 
may be used to address needs which may 
exist in other rural areas suffering from eco- 
nomic distress, including the Lower Mis- 
sissippi delta, Mexican border, and Ozark 
areas. 

(c) MEMBERSHIP.— 

(1) VOTING MEMBERS.—The Task Force shall 
be composed of 9 voting members appointed, 
not later than 90 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, as follows: 

(A) Three members appointed by the Presi- 
dent. 

(B) Three members appointed by the Presi- 
dent pro tempore of the Senate. 

(C) Three members appointed by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

(2) EX OFFICIO MEMBERS.—The Federal and 
State Cochairmen of the Appalachian Re- 
gional Commission shall serve as ex officio, 
nonvoting members of the Task Force. 

(d) FACILITIES, SUPPLIES, AND PERSONNEL.— 
Upon the request of the Task Force, the Ap- 
palachian Regional Commission shall pro- 
vide to the Task Force any facilities, sup- 
plies, and personnel necessary for the Task 
Force to carry out its responsibilities under 
this Act; except that the total cost of such 
facilities, supplies, and personnel shall not 
exceed $500,000. 

(e) USE OF OTHER STUDIES.—In conducting 
the study under subsection (b), the Commis- 
sion shall incorporate the results of other 
studies on the needs of rural areas described 
in subsection (b) and shall not duplicate such 
studies. 

(f) REPORT.—Not later than 9 months after 
the date of the first meeting of the Task 
Force, the Task Force shall transmit to Con- 
gress a report on the results of the study 
conducted under subsection (b). 

(g) TERMINATION.—The 'Task Force shall 
terminate on the date of transmittal of the 
report under subsection (f). 

SEC. 213. — WITH BUY AMERICAN 


None of ie funds made available under 
this title, or any amendment made by this 
title, may be expended in violation of sec- 
tions 2 through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933 
(41 U.S.C. 10a-10c; popularly known as the 
"Buy American Act"), which are applicable 
to those funds. 

Tue CHAIRMAN. Before consider- 
ation of any other amendment, it is in 
order to consider the amendment print- 
ed in part 2 of the report. 

For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] 
rise? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KANJORSKI 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to offer the amendment printed in 
part 2 of the report of the Committee 
on Rules. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. KANJORSKI: 

At the end of the bill add the following new 
title: 

TITLE II- BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 
ASSISTANCE 
SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “Economic 
Growth and Technology Commercialization 
Act of 1994. 

SEC. 302. FINDINGS, PURPOSES, AND DEFINI- 
TIONS. 


(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress hereby finds 
the following: 

(1) Through its support and funding of re- 
search and development in this Nation's Fed- 
eral agencies, laboratories, and educational 
institutions, the Federal Government has 
fostered the creation of thousands of tech- 
nologies, processes, and other proprietary 
rights owned, or held in whole or part, by the 
Federal Government. 

(2) If commercialized, these technologies, 
processes, and other proprietary rights 
owned, or held in whole or part, by the Fed- 
eral Government hold the potential to be a 
significant tool to foster economic growth 
and to create significant numbers of new 
jobs at good wages for American workers. 

(3) Throughout the Federal Government, 
there is no single inventory or source of in- 
formation on technologies, processes, and 
other proprietary rights owned, or held in 
whole or part, by the Federal Government. 

(4) Information on technologies, processes, 
and other proprietary rights owned, or held 
in whole or part, by the Federal Government 
is not standardized in form or content, is 
separately maintained by numerous Federal 
agencies and departments, and is not easily 
accessible by the public. 

(5) Businesses and entrepreneurs in areas 
in need of economic growth and revitaliza- 
tion are largely unaware of the existence of 
these technologies, processes, and other pro- 
prietary rights and largely unaware of the 
possibilities for obtaining the rights to these 
technologies, processes, and other propri- 
etary rights for the purpose of commer- 
cialization. 

(6) It is in the economic interest of the 
United States to facilitate the private sector 
commercialization of technologies, proc- 
esses, and other proprietary rights by United 
States businesses located in areas in need of 
economic growth and revitalization. 

(7) Greater effectiveness may be achieved 
through the utilization of the private sector 
corporate structure and profit incentives in 
facilitating the commercialization of tech- 
nologies, processes, and other proprietary 
rights than can reasonably be expected by 
the Federal Government performing this 
function. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this title 
are as follows: 

(1) To provide assistance to private-sector 
United States businesses, located in areas in 
need of economic stabilization and revital- 
ization, to commercialize technologies, proc- 
esses, and other proprietary rights owned, or 
held in whole or part, by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

(2) To create new employment opportuni- 
ties by facilitating the commercialization of 
technologies, processes, and other propri- 
etary rights by United States businesses and 
entrepreneurs in areas in need of economic 
growth and revitalization. 

(3) To develop a single, comprehensive data 
base of information on technologies, proc- 
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esses, and other proprietary rights owned, or 
held in whole or part, by the Federal Govern- 
ment, which is standardized and easily acces- 
sible. 

(4) To heighten the awareness of United 
States businesses and entrepreneurs of the 
availability for commercialization of tech- 
nologies, processes, and other proprietary 
rights owned, or held in whole or part, by the 
Federal Government. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this title, 
the following definitions shall apply: 

(1) SECRETARY.—The term "Secretary" 
means the Secretary of Commerce. 

(2) CORPORATION.—The term Corporation“ 
means the Business Development and Tech- 
nology Commercialization Corporation es- 
tablished under this title. 

(3) BoARD.—The term Board' means the 
Board of Directors of the Business Develop- 
ment and Technology Commercialization 
Corporation. 

(4) QUALIFIED CONCERN.—The term quali- 
fied concern” means a United States-based 
consortium, a private United States busi- 
ness, or an educational institution partici- 
pating in a joint project with 1 or more pri- 
vate United States businesses, for the devel- 
opment and commercialization of tech- 
nologies, processes, and other proprietary 
rights— 

(A) owned or held in whole or part by Fed- 
eral departments, agencies, or government- 
controlled corporations; 

(B) developed in Federal laboratories; 

(C) arising in the course of federally funded 
research at educational institutions, other 
units of government, or with private con- 
cerns; or 

(D) which are made available to the Fed- 
eral Government by private concerns. 

SEC. 303. CONSOLIDATION OF INFORMATION ON 
TECHNOLOGIES. 


(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF DaTA.—The Sec- 
retary shall establish and maintain an inte- 
grated, comprehensive data base describing 
all technologies, processes, and other propri- 
etary rights owned, or held in whole or part, 
by the Federal Government, or which origi- 
nated in the course of federally funded re- 
search in which the Federal Government has 
an interest. 

(b) STANDARDIZATION AND ACCESSIBILITY OF 
INFORMATION.—The Secretary shall take 
such steps as are necessary to ensure that 
the information contained in the data base 
established under subsection (a) is in a 
standardized form, is accessible and usable in 
a manner as simple and easy to use as pos- 
sible, recognizing the needs of small and me- 
dium-sized businesses. 

(c) RESPONSIBILITIES.—In carrying out this 
section, the Secretary shall— 

(1) consult with and, to the extent prac- 
ticable, utilize the capabilities of other exec- 
utive agencies, as appropriate, to ensure the 
efficient and effective implementation of 
this section; and 

(2) explore, with other executive agencies, 
ways to avoid duplication of effort by con- 
solidating the administration of the program 
established by this section with any other 
similar Federal program, and as part of such 
consolidation may delegate administrative 
functions, as necessary and appropriate, to 
another executive agency. 

(d) OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES.—Other exec- 
utive agencies shall provide such informa- 
tion, and in such form, as determined by the 
Secretary and shall cooperate with the Sec- 
retary in carrying out this section. 

(e) ACCESS TO THE DATA BASE.— 

(1) ACCESS TO THE DATA BASE BY THE COR- 
PORATION.—Except as provided in paragraph 
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(3), the Secretary shall provide unlimited ac- 
cess to the data base established under this 
section to the Business Development and 
Technology Commercialization Corporation 
established under this part, without fee, to 
assist the Corporation in meeting its respon- 
sibilities under this part. 

(2) ACCESS TO THE DATA BASE BY THE PUB- 
LIC.—Except as provided in paragraph (3), the 
Secretary shall, by regulation, develop and 
implement procedures providing for access 
to the data base established under this sec- 
tion to members of the general public. 

(3) RESTRICTIONS.—If, in consultation with 
the heads of other executive agencies, the 
Secretary determines that access by the Cor- 
poration or any other person to information 
contained in the data base established under 
this section would— 

(A) threaten national security; 

(B) violate the proprietary rights of any 
private interest; or 

(C) be otherwise inappropriate, 
the Secretary shall take such steps as the 
Secretary may determine to be appropriate 
to limit access to the information in the 
data base described in subparagraph (A), (B), 
or (C) to the Corporation or any other per- 
son. 

(f GAO REVIEW OF CURRENT FEDERAL 
TECHNOLOGY UTILIZATION AND COMMER- 
CIALIZATION EFFORTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General 
of the United States shall conduct a review 
of all technology utilization and commer- 
cialization activities within all Federal de- 
partments, agencies, and laboratories, or 
which are otherwise supported by Federal 
funds. This review shall identify those ac- 
tivities which may overlap or duplicate the 
technology utilization and commercializa- 
tion activities provided for under this title. 

(2) REPORTS.—Before the end of the 1-year 
period beginning on the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, the Comptroller General 
shall issue a report to the Congress describ- 
ing in detail— 

(A) the findings of the review directed 
under paragraph (1), 

(B) the funding levels of each existing Fed- 
eral technology utilization and commer- 
cialization activities, and 

(C) recommendations for the modification 
or elimination of any existing Federal tech- 
nology utilization and commercialization ac- 
tivities which the Comptroller General finds 
to be duplicative of the activities provided 
for under this title. 

SEC. 304. BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT AND TECH- 
NOLOGY COMMERCIALIZATION COR- 
PORATION. 

(a) ASSESSMENT OF TECHNOLOGY UTILIZA- 
TION AND COMMERCIALIZATION PROGRAMS OF 
THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Office 
of Science and Technology Policy in the Ex- 
ecutive Office of the President shall— 

(A) assess the performance of technology 
utilization and commercialization programs 
of the Federal Government as of the date of 
the enactment of this Act; 

(B) evaluate the advantages and disadvan- 
tages of a centralized as opposed to a decen- 
tralized approach to technology utilization 
and commercialization; and 

(C) develop recommendations on ways to 
improve the technology utilization and com- 
mercialization efforts of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

(2) REPORT.—The Director of the Office of 
Science and Technology Policy shall submit 
& report containing the findings, conclu- 
sions, and recommendations of the Director 
pursuant to paragraph (1) to the President, 
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the Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs and the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, and the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate. 

(3) CONSULTATION.—In carrying out the du- 
ties of the Director under paragraph (1), the 
Director shall consult with interested agen- 
cies and department of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

(b) IMPROVED INTEGRATION OF TECHNOLOGY 
COMMERCIALIZATION PROGRAMS AND FEDERAL 
PROGRAMS TO ASSIST ECONOMICALLY DIS- 
TRESSED COMMUNITIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall iden- 
tify ways to promote more effective integra- 
tion of Federal policies and programs relat- 
ing to technology utilization and commer- 
cialization with Federal policies and pro- 
grams for assisting economically distressed 
communities establish stable and diversified 
local economies. 

(2) REPORT.—The Secretary shall submit a 
report containing any findings, conclusions, 
and recommendations of the Secretary pur- 
suant to paragraph (1) to the President, the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs and the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, and the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate. 

(c) ESTABLISHMENT OF CORPORATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than the earlier 
of— 

(A) the end of the 12-month period begin- 
ning on the date of the enactment of this 
Act; or 

(B) the end of the 30-day period beginning 
on the date the report of the Director of the 
Office of Science and Technology Policy is 
submitted to the President pursuant to sub- 
section (a)(2), 


the President shall provide for the establish- 
ment of a corporation to be known as the 
"Business Development and Technology 
Commercialization Corporation" (hereafter 
in this title referred to as the Corpora- 
tion"), unless the President, after consider- 
ation of such report, makes a finding that 
the establishment of the Corporation would 
impair the operation of the Federal polícies 
and programs relating to technology utiliza- 
tion and commercialization. 

(2) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—If the President 
makes a finding described in paragraph (1) 
with respect to the establishment of the Cor- 
poration, the President shall transmit a re- 
port describing the basis for the finding to 
the Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs and the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, and the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate. 

(3) PURPOSE.—The Corporation shall be op- 
erated for the purpose of fostering economic 
growth, assisting in the creation of new em- 
ployment opportunities, and strengthening 
the industrial base of the United States by 
facilitating the utilization and commer- 
cialization of technologies, processes, and 
other proprietary rights— 

(A) owned or held in whole or part by Fed- 
eral departments, agencies, or government- 
controlled corporations; 

(B) developed in Federal laboratories; 

(C) arising in the course of federally funded 
research at educational institutions, other 
units of government, or with private con- 
cerns; and 

(D) which are made available by private 
concerns. 
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(4) CORPORATION NOT AN ESTABLISHMENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES.—The Corporation shall 
not be an agency or establishment of the 
United States. 

(d) PROCESS OF ORGANIZATION.— 

(1) INCORPORATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, the Sec- 
retary of Labor, and the Administrator of 
the Small Business Administration shall— 

(i) provide for the establishment of the 
Corporation under the business corporation 
laws of such State as the President deter- 
mines to be appropriate; and 

(ii) serve as the incorporators of the Cor- 
poration and as the initial members of the 
board of directors of the Corporation until 
their successors are elected and qualified. 

(B) NECESSARY ACTION AUTHORIZED.—The 
incorporators referred to in subparagraph (A) 
shall take such other actions as may be nec- 
essary to establish the Corporation. 

(C) REVIEW OF PROPOSED ORGANIZATION OF 
CORPORATION.—The President shall request 
the National Academy of Public Administra- 
tion to— 

(1) review the proposed organization of the 
Corporation to ensure that the organization 
plan conforms with sound principles of ad- 
ministration; and 

(ii) submit a report to the President in a 
timely manner with the Academy's such 
findings, conclusions, and recommendations 
the Academy may determine to be appro- 
priate. 

(2) PRIVATIZATION OF THE CORPORATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Following the establish- 
ment of the Corporation, the Corporation 
shall be converted to private ownership and 
management in such form and manner as the 
President determines to be appropriate, after 
consulting with the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs and the Commit- 
tee on Science, Space, and Technology of the 
House of Representatives, and the Commit- 
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation of the Senate. 

(B) SOLICITATION OF PROPOSALS FOR CON- 
VERSION.—The President shall solicit propos- 
als for the conversion of the Corporation to 
private ownership and management. 

(3) SELECTION CRITERIA AND PROCEDURES,— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The President, in con- 
sultation with the Secretary, shall make the 
final selection of a proposal for the conver- 
sion of the Corporation to private ownership 
and management. 

(B) CRITERIA FOR SELECTING A PROPOSAL TO 
RECOMMEND TO THE PRESIDENT.—In selecting 
& proposal to recommend to the President 
for the conversion of the Corporation, as de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
shall take into consideration the following 
factors— 

(1) the quality of the operational plan; 

(ii) the soundness of the financing of the 
organization and of the operational plan; 

(111) the qualifications of, and the diversity 
of talents and skills represented by, the sub- 
mitters of the proposal, including the extent 
to which a combination of organizations is 
submitting a joint proposal; 

(iv) whether a State government, or unit of 
& State government, is participating finan- 
cially with the organization submitting a 
proposal; 

(v) the intentions of the submitters of the 
proposal to locate the headquarters of the 
Corporation in an area which is not located 
in the 50 largest Metropolitan Statistical 
Areas, based on the 1990 Census; and 

(vi) such other factors as the incorporators 
determine to be appropriate in meeting the 
purposes of this title. 

(C) PROCEDURES FOR SELECTING A PROPOSAL 
TO RECOMMEND TO THE PRESIDENT.—In select- 
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ing a proposal to recommend to the Presi- 
dent for the for the conversion of the Cor- 
poration, as described in subparagraph (A), 
the Secretary shall ensure that in the selec- 
tion process— 

(i) not less than 3 proposals are identified 
as proposals to receive further consideration, 
as provided in clauses (ii) and (iii), except 
that, if fewer than 3 proposals are received, 
each of them shall receive further consider- 
ation; 

(ii) a review procedure is implemented 
under which the sponsors of the proposals 
identified in clause (i) are provided an oppor- 
tunity to make personal presentations of 
their proposals to the Secretary or the Sec- 
retary’s designee; and 

(iii) individual negotiations for the revi- 
sion of proposals identified in clause (i) may 
be entered into. 

(4) WARRANTS FOR PARTICIPATION IN 
GAINS.—The President may, in connection 
with any contract or agreement for convert- 
ing the Corporation to private ownership and 
contingent on the financial success of the 
Corporation, retain the right to participate 
in the financial gains of the Corporation in 
such amounts as the President may deter- 
mine to be appropriate, after consulting with 
the Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs and the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, and the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate. 

(e) PROHIBITION ON CONFLICTS OF INTER- 
EST.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—An officer or employee of 
the Corporation may not participate in a 
matter regarding an application, claim, or 
other matter pending before the Corporation 
if, to such person’s knowledge, the person, 
the person’s spouse, minor child, parent, sib- 
ling, or partner, or an organization, other 
than the Corporation, in which the person is 
serving as an officer, director, trustee, part- 
ner, or employee, or any person with whom 
the person is negotiating or has any arrange- 
ment concerning perspective employment, 
has a financial interest in the matter. 

(2) CONSEQUENCE OF VIOLATION.—An officer 
or employee who violates this subsection 
shall be subject to termination, but such a 
violation shall not impair, nullify, or other- 
wise affect the validity of any otherwise law- 
ful action by the Corporation in which such 
officer or employee participated. 

(f) GENERAL POWERS.—In addition to the 
usual powers conferred upon a corporation 
under the business corporation laws of the 
State in which the Corporation is incor- 
porated, the Corporation shall have such 
other incidental powers not inconsistent 
with this section that are necessary or ap- 
propriate to carry out the purposes and func- 
tions of the Corporation. 

(g) PROMOTION OF TECHNOLOGIES.— 

(1) MARKETING OF TECHNOLOGIES.—The Cor- 
poration shall undertake an aggressive, 
multifaceted outreach program to increase 
awareness of the availability of technologies, 
processes, and other proprietary rights to 
qualified concerns under this title. This pro- 
gram shall emphasize the use of new infor- 
mation technologies, including the utiliza- 
tion of cable television and the modern elec- 
tronic media, and the data base established 
under this title. 

(2) UTILIZATION OF CABLE TELEVISION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—In implementing the out- 
reach program provided under paragraph (1), 
the Corporation shall enter into negotiations 
for the utilization of cable television for 
marketing efforts for the commercialization 
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of technologies, processes, and other propri- 
etary rights— 

(i) owned or held in whole or part by Fed- 
eral departments, agencies, or government 
controlled corporations, 

(ii) developed in Federal laboratories, 

(iii) arising in the course of federally fund- 
ed research at educational institutions, 
other units of government or with private 
concerns; and 

(iv) which are otherwise made available to 
the government by private concerns. 

(B) PROMOTIONAL FEES.—Under terms nego- 
tiated between the Secretary and the Cor- 
poration, the Secretary is authorized to 
make payments to the Corporation for pro- 
motional fees for the production of segments 
for broadcast over cable television, or other 
appropriate media, which identify— 

(i) the technologies described in paragraph 
(A); 

(ii) their potential commercial applica- 
tions; and 

(iii) methods available for obtaining addi- 
tional information on the technologies. 

(3) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Corpora- 
tion shall, upon request, provide technical 
assistance and services, as appropriate and 
needed, to qualified concerns under this 
title. 

(4) OUTREACH TO SPECIFIC AREAS AND SMALL 
BUSINESSES.—The Corporation shall seek to 
ensure that qualified concerns and small 
businesses located in areas determined by 
the Secretary to have a depressed economy 
or chronically high unemployment are noti- 
fied of the availability of assistance through 
the program established under this section 
and, to the extent practicable, to encourage 
and facilitate the participation of such 
qualified concerns and small businesses in 
such program. 

(h) AUTHORITY TO REPRESENT THE GOVERN- 
MENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with regu- 
lations prescribed by the Secretary, the Cor- 
poration shall act as an agent, and represent 
the interests, of the Federal Government in 
facilitating the utilization of technologies, 
processes, and other proprietary rights by 
qualified concerns under this title. 

(2) RIGHTS OF QUALIFIED CONCERNS.—In ac- 
cordance with regulations promulgated by 
the Secretary, the Corporation may convey, 
to qualified concerns, under terms and condi- 
tions to be negotiated between the Corpora- 
tions and qualified concerns, such rights 
which may be necessary and appropriate to 
facilitate the utilization and commercializa- 
tion of technologies, processes, and other 
proprietary rights as provided under this 
title. 

(3) MINIMUM RIGHTS OF THE FEDERAL GOV- 
ERNMENT.—In the conveyance of rights to 
qualified concerns as provided for under 
paragraph (2), the Corporation shall ensure 
the following: 

(A) The conveyance agreement contains 
language providing for the right of the Cor- 
poration to revoke the rights provided under 
paragraph (2) if— 

(i) the qualified concern does not dem- 
onstrate that it is undertaking a good faith 
effort to achieve the utilization and commer- 
cialization of the technology, process, or 
other proprietary right; or 

(ii) the Secretary certifies that the inter- 
ests of national security or the general wel-. 
fare of the American people necessitates the 
revocation of such rights. 

(B) The Federal Government retains a li- 
cense to such technologies, processes, and 
other proprietary rights for the Govern- 
ment's own use. 
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(C) The Federal Government receives in 
compensation for the conveyance of such 
rights— 

(i) royalties; 

(11) the right to share in the earnings of the 
qualified entity proportionate to the value of 
the rights so conveyed; or 

(iii) a sum of money or other compensation 
that the Corporation determines to be appro- 
priate. 

(4) AGENT'S FEES.—Under such terms as the 
Secretary and the Corporation may nego- 
tiate, after consulting with the Committee 
on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs and 
the Committee on Science, Space, and Tech- 
nology of the House of Representatives, and 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate, the Corpora- 
tion may retain a percentage of any royal- 
ties or other compensation accruing to the 
Federal Government in connection with any 
licensing agreement entered into by the Cor- 
poration on behalf of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

(i) CONSULTATION WITH FEDERAL AGENCIES, 
AND WITH PRIVATE PARTIES.— 

(1) CONSULTATION WITH FEDERAL AGEN- 
CIES.—In carrying out this title, the Board 
and the Corporation shall consult frequently 
with the Secretary, and such Federal agen- 
cies and departments as is appropriate, to 
ensure coordination and the maximum utili- 
zation of all related Federal resources to pro- 
mote technology utilization and commer- 
cialization. 

(2) CONSULTATION WITH PRIVATE PARTIES.— 
In carrying out this title, the Board and the 
Corporation shall solicit comments from pri- 
vate parties, including representatives of fi- 
nance, industry, and organized labor on the 
role of the Corporation and the needs of pri- 
vate parties. 

(j) AUDIT BY COMPTROLLER GENERAL.—The 
Comptroller General of the United States 
may audit the financial transactions of the 
Corporation. For the purposes of carrying 
out such an audit, the Comptroller General 
shall have access to all books, records, and 
property belonging to, or in the possession 
of, the Corporation. In the case of & person 
or entity which has entered into a financial 
relationship with the Corporation, the Comp- 
troller General shall have access only to 
those books, records, and property belonging 
to, or in the possession of, the person or en- 
tity which pertain to the Corporation and 
which are necessary to carry out the audit. 
The Comptroller General shall make a report 
of each such audit to the Congress and the 
President. 

(k) INFORMATION AND OTHER ASSISTANCE 
FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES.—Upon the request 
of the Corporation, the head of a Federal de- 
partment or agency is authorized to— 

(1) farnish to the Corporation such infor- 
mation which is available to the agency as 
the Board deems necessary for carrying out 
its functions; and 

(2) detail for temporary duty, on a reim- 
bursable basis, such personnel as the Cor- 
poration determínes to be necessary to carry 
out its functions. 

(1) MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS.— 

(1) JURISDICTION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Whenever the Corpora- 
tion is à party to any civil action under this 
title, such action shall be deemed to arise 
under the laws of the United States. No at- 
tachment or execution may be issued against 
the Corporation, or any property thereof, 
prior to entry of final judgment. 

(B) CITIZENSHIP OF CORPORATION.—The Cor- 
poration shall be deemed to be a citizen of 
the District of Columbia for the purpose of 
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determining the original jurisdiction of the 
district courts of the United States in civil 
actions to which the Corporation is a party. 

(2) BUSINESS ACTIVITY AND QUALIFICATION.— 
The Corporation shall be deemed to be quali- 
fied to do business in each State in which it 
performs any activity authorized under this 
title. 

(m) UTILIZATION OF CORPORATION.—It is the 
sense of the Congress that all Federal de- 
partments, agencies, institutions of higher 
education, and laboratories, and all institu- 
tions of higher education and laboratories 
which are otherwise supported by Federal 
funds, should use the services of the Corpora- 
tion to the maximum extent possible. 

SEC. 305. ASSISTANCE TO BUSINESSES IN SECUR- 
ING FINANCING. 

(a) INFORMATION CLEARINGHOUSE.—The Cor- 
poration established under this title shall 
act as a one-stop clearinghouse for informa- 
tion to assist qualified concerns identify 
sources of business development and tech- 
nology commercialization financing avail- 
able through the Federal Government as well 
as through applicable State and local gov- 
ernment programs and through private 
sources. 

(b) AGENT OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.— 
The Corporation may act as an agent of the 
Federal Government for purposes of accept- 
ing applications for financial assistance and 
their submission to the appropriate Federal 
agency on behalf of a qualified concern. 

(c) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR LENDERS 
AND BORROWERS.—The Corporation shall, 
upon request, provide technical assistance 
and services, as appropriate and needed, to 
lenders and borrowers under this title, and 
shall ensure that such lenders and borrowers 
have ready access to appropriate assistance 
in order to aid such lenders and borrowers in 
achieving the purposes of this title. 

SEC. 306, SAVINGS PROVISION. 

It is the intent of the Congress that this 
title shall be construed as complementing 
any other provision of Federal law relating 
to the licensing, utilization, or commer- 
cialization of the use of technology and shall 
not be construed as superseding any such 
provision, except as otherwise provided in 
this title. 

SEC. 307. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing in this Act or this title shall be 
construed by the President, the Secretary of 
Commerce, the Corporation, any Federal 
agency or department, or any court to affect, 
alter, amend, modify, or change, or apply to, 
any program or activity (or any technology 
developed, derived, or provided through or 
under such program or activity by any 
means of any kind) of the Department of En- 
ergy, the Department of Transportation, the 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
or the Environmental Protection Agency or 
any office, bureau, commission, laboratory 
or facility of such agencies or departments. 

Mr. KANJORSKI (during the read- 
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid- 
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] is 
recognized for 5 minutes in support of 
his amendment. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, the 
Kanjorski-Ridge amendment embodies 
a revised version of this language 


9955 


adopted by the Banking Committee to 
utilize the fruits of this Nation's re- 
search as an engine for creating signifi- 
cant numbers of new jobs in private 
sector businesses. 

This is accomplished by enhancing 
the ability of United States small- and 
medium-sized businesses to obtain in- 
formation and licenses on technologies 
and process developed through Federal 
R&D. By making it easier for small- 
and medium-sized businesses to com- 
mercialize these technologies, tens of 
thousands of new jobs will be created 
which offer good wages and real oppor- 
tunities for advancement to working 
men and women across this country. In 
the final analysis, I believe that this is 
what economic development is all 
about. 

I am pleased to inform the Members 
that the language of the amendment I 
will offer was developed in collabora- 
tion with both the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology and 
the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce. Neither committee is opposing 
the amendment in the form in which it 
will be offered. Similarly, it is my un- 
derstanding that Public Works Com- 
mittee Chairman MINETA, and sub- 
committee Chairman WISE, both intend 
to vote for the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, despite the enormous 
potential for job creation under the 
amendment, the amendment has been 
the focus of some misunderstanding. In 
our revisions, developed with the as- 
sistance of the Science Committee and 
the Energy and Commerce Committee, 
we have corrected some of the causes of 
these misunderstandings. Nevertheless, 
I would like to take a minute, to out- 
line what the amendment does, and 
just as importantly, what it does not 
do. 

The amendment does not change cur- 
rent law; it supplements current law. 
Today, Federal agencies and labs are 
charged with the responsibility of at- 
tempting to transfer technologies they 
develop to private sector commercial 
application. Increasingly, some Federal 
laboratories are entering into coopera- 
tive research and development agree- 
ment [CRADA's] as part of their efforts 
to achieve technology transfer. These 
efforts are not changed under the 
amendment. 

Today, universities which develop 
technologies and patentable inven- 
tions, during the course of federally- 
funded research, have the right to file 
patents, issue licenses, and receive roy- 
alties from the private sector commer- 
cialization of the technologies and pat- 
ents. This does not change under the 
amendment. 

Today, through the activities of Fed- 
eral agencies, labs, and universities, 
initial efforts at technology transfer 
are decentralized and diffuse. This does 
not change under the amendment. 

Under the amendment, all rights and 
responsibilities of Federal agencies, 
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labs, and universities are protected and 
preserved. 

What the amendment does provide 
for is, first, the creation, by the Sec- 
retary of Commerce, of a comprehen- 
Sive, integrated data base of all tech- 
nologies, processes, and other propri- 
etary rights to which the Federal Gov- 
ernment has an interest. Currently, 
there is a great deal of effort underway 
to improve and expand data bases with- 
in the Department of Commerce. The 
language of the amendment will sup- 
port and assist the Secretary in mov- 
ing forward with these efforts. 

Second, the amendment provides for 
several studies on the effectiveness of 
the Federal Government's overall tech- 
nology transfer efforts and methods to 
enhance those efforts. If, after the com- 
pletion of those studies, the President 
determines that it would not impair 
the operation of Federal policies and 
programs relating to technology utili- 
zation and commercialization, the 
President will establish a Business De- 
velopment and Technology Commer- 
cialization Corporation. Following its 
creation, the President will provide for 
its conversion to private ownership. 

The Corporation will be charged with 
undertaking an aggressive, multifac- 
eted marketing effort to increase 
awareness by United States small- and 
medium-sized businesses of the avail- 
ability of licenses to commercialize 
federally-held technologies. Working in 
conjunction Federal agencies, labora- 
tories, and universities, the Corpora- 
tion may also assist in the actual li- 
censing of these technologies to U.S. 
businesses. In our view, the services of 
the Corporation represent an impor- 
tant opportunity to assist Federal 
agencies, laboratories, and universities 
in carrying out their technology trans- 
fer responsibilities. Under the language 
of the amendment, however, Federal 
agencies, laboratories, and universities 
are not required to utilize the services 
of the Corporation. 

Third, the amendment authorizes the 
Corporation to serve as a clearinghouse 
of information for U.S. businesses on 
financing assistance which may be 
available through other Federal pro- 
grams, through State or local govern- 
ments, or through the private sector. 

The driving principle throughout the 
amendment is the need to make it easi- 
er for U.S. businesses to have access to 
technologies developed through Fed- 
eral funding. Today, only very large 
businesses and foreign interests have 
the resources to effectively learn of 
and pursue rights to these tech- 
nologies. The amendment recognizes 
that small- and medium-sized busi- 
nesses are the major job creating enti- 
ties in this economy and that it is im- 
perative that we make it easier for 
these businesses to have access to 
these new technologies. 

Mr. Chairman, as important as im- 
proved job training and welfare reform 
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are, we will achieve only partial suc- 
cess on those fronts if we do not simul- 
taneously take meaningful steps to en- 
courage the development of thousands 
of new small businesses throughout 
this country to create tens of thou- 
sands of new jobs, at good wages, with 
real futures. That is what this amend- 
ment is all about. I urge the adoption 
of the amendment. 
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Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the debate about tech- 
nology transfer is as old as Govern- 
ment technology and inventiveness it- 
self. Over the years we have learned a 
few lessons about this often misunder- 
stood and of necessity complicated 
process, and what we are hearing today 
is another committee that has come up 
with their version of it, that obviously 
has not looked at the kind of success 
stories and lack of success stories that 
are really out there in the country. 

In thousands of hours of testimony 
before the House Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology, wit- 
ness after witness has told us that the 
prime mission of Government labora- 
tories has not been to invent better 
materials for filling teeth with cav- 
ities, or an orange drink which is a 
cheap substitute for orange juice, or a 
pen that can write upside down. Yet 
these are all commercial products 
which have come to the market place 
from the Federal laboratories. 

What we have also learned is that it 
takes time and money to take what are 
normally processes or inventions not 
commercially ready products from the 
lab to the shelves of your retail store. 
This is because the mission of the labs 
is to support the needs of the Govern- 
ment. Tech transfer takes place when 
one of those Government needs can be 
transformed through engineering, 
time, and money, to a product which is 
consumer usable. 

Throughout the years we have dis- 
covered that successful technology 
transfer is brought about when the fol- 
lowing elements are in place. 

First, involvement of the lab sci- 
entist who developed the invention. 

Second, encouragement from the lab 
director to work with industry to com- 
mercialize the invention. 

Third, incentives for all parties con- 
cerned to work together to commer- 
cialize the invention. 

Fourth, decentralized and hopefully 
local economic interests who will take 
the time and invest the money nec- 
essary to bring an idea to production. 

Such a system was put in place 14 
years ago when Congressman THORN- 
TON, among others, proposed with Sen- 
ators Birch Bayh and BOB DOLE what 
has become known as the Bayh-Dole 
Act. This allowed universities and 
small businesses the right to own the 
inventions which were funded with 
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Government resources. It has been 
through the experience of this act that 
when the inventors of a product or 
process own the fruits of their genius 
that it is more likely to provide the 
economic incentive to commercialize 
an invention or, as Lincoln once said of 
the patent system, that it combined 
the leverage of incentive with the fire 
of genius. 

Because of the Bayh-Dole Act, uni- 
versities and small business have 
brought billions of dollars of federally- 
funded technology to the marketplace. 
The system was so successful that it 
was applied to Government operated 
and then federally-owned laboratories 
through the Federal Technology Trans- 
fer Act of 1986 and the National Com- 
petitiveness Technology Transfer Act 
of 1989. 

According to GAO, since the passage 
of the Federal Technology Transfer 
Act, the number of inventions licensed 
by the Federal Government has in- 
creased by 27 percent. 

Mr. KANJORSKI’s bill, I know, is well 
motivated. But it does not comport 
with experience. It would potentially 
take away the incentives of entre- 
preneurs, both Federal and non-Fed- 
eral, to work together. It would do so 
by recentralizing tech transfer, a sys- 
tem which was a failure before we 
started our reforms in 1980. 

The Kanjorski bill would create a 
home shopping network for technology 
transfer. This is misguided because the 
National Technical Information Serv- 
ice, which has an annual operating 
budget of over $30 million dollars, has 
been developing data bases for both do- 
mestic and foreign government tech- 
nologies since the late 1940’s. The Na- 
tional Technology Transfer Center in 
West Virginia, which does much of 
what is proposed in the Kanjorski bill, 
has a Federal appropriation of $2 mil- 
lion for this fiscal year. Kanjorski is 
trying to recreate what already exists. 

As Forbes magazine said about the 
Kanjorski bill: 

The British press has long had a superb 
word for partly private, partly public organi- 
zations—''quango" for quasi-autonomous-na- 
tional-governmental-organization. As the 
sound of the word suggests, quangos gen- 
erally turn out to be quagmires of bureau- 
cratic ineptitude. 

Fortunately, Americans never took 
to quangos the way the Brits did. But 
now Representative PAUL KANJORSKI, 
Democrat of Pennsylvania, wants to 
create a dandy of a quango. KAN- 
JORSKI’s bill would bring bureaucrats 
back into technology transfer if and 
when they deem the universities are 
not doing a good job. The bill would 
centralize the licensing of all federally 
funded research by creating a gar- 
gantuan quango called the Technology 
Transfer and Commercialization Fi- 
nancing  Corporation—let's call it 
Tetracofico. The Government would 
own a nonvoting 60 percent stake in 
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Tetracofico; the other 40 percent would 
be sold to a private entity. 

Also the bill would establish a mas- 
sive database of all patents in which 
the Federal Government has an inter- 
est, many of which have never found a 
home, and create a 24-hour cable net- 
work to alert the public to the patents. 
Lita Nelson, director of MIT's tech- 
nology licensing office, has experi- 
mented with such data and concludes 
that they produce mostly time-wasting 
nuisance industries. ‘Databases are a 
classic shotgun technique," says Nel- 
son. We feel that rifle-shot marketing 
directed at carefully chosen targets is 
a lot more effective. This year MIT will 
tally $7.5 million in royalty revenues, 
up from $2.5 million in 1986." Sighs the 
Farber Cancer Institute's Ashley Ste- 
vens: *Here—in the existing Bayh-Dole 
Act—you have a Government program 
that's worked in spades. Now Congress 
is trying to screw it up.” 
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That is exactly the point, colleagues. 
What we are doing here is screwing up 
something that is working. 

Let me tell Members, there are some 
other dangers, too, that we need to un- 
derstand. The gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] put up a 
much fancier chart of his than I have 
here. I have the smaller version. But it 
does tell us something very disturbing. 

Because by his own chart, what we 
notice is that everything coming out of 
the Federal agencies, coming out of the 
Federal labs, coming out of the univer- 
sities, not just Federal agencies and 
Federal laboratories, out of the univer- 
sities themselves, by his own chart all 
the arrows point to a centralized col- 
lection point. Then it goes to another 
centralized bureaucracy. 

What is interesting about the cen- 
tralized bureaucracy is that the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN- 
JORSKI] has that this amendment in- 
cludes the marketing, the information, 
and the licensing portion of it. But he 
includes this big guidance with a big 
bag of dollars on it. 

That has been dropped out of the 
amendment that we have before us 
today, because it became apparent that 
that costs $12 billion by the original es- 
timates. So that is not there anymore. 
Yet when we see the chart that was 
presented here on the floor, the chart 
still includes that. That is where they 
are headed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. WALKER. The point is that here 
we have this Tetracofico that includes 
these four items, including the giant 
money bag that we know from the 
original bill was a $12 billion item. It is 
not here, but guess what is coming, 
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folks.. Guess what is just around the 
corner. You create this quango, and 
this quango is going to end up being a 
gargantuan quango with a lot of real 
big dollars connected with it. Then and 
only then, after everything is passed 
through this centralized marketing, 
does it get out here to the new busi- 
nesses. 

The fact is the way the system now 
works is, these universities, these Fed- 
eral agencies, these Federal labs can 
work directly with the new businesses 
right in their own communities or 
within their own States or nationally. 
They do not need to go through this 
centralized mechanism. They do not 
need a quango to deal with each other. 

What is happening right now under 
the law, under the procedures in place, 
is that these agencies, these Federal 
labs and these universities are working 
with new businesses. We are creating 
technology transfer that is increasing 
on a regular basis. As I said, GAO says 
that under this act, it is up 27 percent. 
That is exactly the direction we ought 
to continue to go. To create the 
Tetracofico, to create this giant 
quango, this gargantuan new central- 
ized bureaucracy, that is exactly what 
we do not need to do. I would urge that 
we defeat this amendment. 

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the most chal- 
lenging and important tasks for the 
108d Congress is to create meaningful 
jobs for the 8% million Americans who 
are currently unemployed and a simi- 
lar number of people who are currently 
underemployed. That is what the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] is all 
about. 

It would set up a process whereby for 
the first time we can effectively take 
advantage of the enormous amount of 
the money that the U.S. Government 
has spent on research and development 
both at Federal agencies and in univer- 
sities and research centers across the 
country. 

This activity has been going on for 
decades. Much fruit has been borne in 
terms of research based upon the 
money that has been spent. However, 
the information in many cases is lying 
fallow. It is not getting out to entre- 
preneurs. It is not getting out to Amer- 
ican businesses. 

Other people in other parts of the 
world are sending research experts here 
on a regular basis to look into the re- 
search that is being done in American 
institutions. They are taking advan- 
tage of this information. We have not 
yet fully taken such advantage. 

The amendment of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] al- 
lows us to do that in a comprehensive 
way and for the first time. It allows 
that information which is lying fallow 
to be used, to be developed. 
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It will create tens of thousands of 
new jobs for Americans. It will also 
allow entrepreneurs and American 
businesses to reach out to that tech- 
nology and to use it creatively and in- 
telligently for the creation of new in- 
dustrial enterprises, the creation of 
new wealth, and the creation of new 
employment opportunities for those 
Americans who so desperately need it. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an important 
amendment. It goes a long way in 
unleashing the intellectual creativity 
of this Nation, which has not yet been 
tapped adequately. Under the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] that intellec- 
tual activity will be released, and we 
will have the opportunity to put it into 
practical, every day practice. 

I encourage this amendment, and I 
hope that the Members of this body 
will endorse it enthusiastically. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HINCHEY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for working very 
closely in the establishment of this 
amendment. 

I want to respond to my colleague, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER]. I notice that he talked about 
the Forbes magazine article. 

Unfortunately, this amendment and 
the article that the bill, that that 
amendment addressed were quite dif- 
ferent or quite uniquely changed. But 
above and beyond that, I would ask my 
fellow Members to think about their 
districts and identify in their particu- 
lar districts what new industries and 
what new jobs have been created over 
the last 10 years, for instance, as a re- 
sult of expenditure of American re- 
search and development money. 

I know the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. WALKER] comes from a 
very profitable and very economically 
sound district in southern Pennsylva- 
nia around the Lancaster area of Penn- 
sylvania. 

But I can speak for many of my col- 
leagues in the 21-Member districts in 
Pennsylvania, and they have not been 
as fortunate as the district of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK- 
ER] in getting new research and devel- 
opment jobs coming into their dis- 
tricts. 

I can look across the Ohio and New 
York and Michigan and Wisconsin and 
what has been referred to very often as 
the rust belt of America. I can assure 
my fellow Members that many of these 
jobs that the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. WALKER] talks about are 
not coming out, because the average 
entrepreneur, small and middle-sized 
businessman does not have the oppor- 
tunity to know what is in the Federal 
inventory and certainly does not have 
the wherewithal to come down to 
Washington to cap it like the giant, gi- 
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gantic corporations of America and the 
foreign corporations of the world that 
do take advantage of our research and 
development. 

I guess we could argue that philo- 
sophical point all night. All I would 
like my colleagues to understand is 
that we do not change the laws that 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] referred to. All we do is sup- 
plement those laws, and all we pri- 
marily do is create a vehicle so average 
American businessmen of small- and 
medium-size companies and average 
American entrepreneurs can partake in 
the research and development inven- 
tory of America on an equal, level 
playing field. And we do it by using 
good old private sector technology, 
American technology, and take the job 
out of bureaucracy and out of govern- 
ment and put it into the hands of pri- 
vate enterprise to market, to assist, 
and to get this technology into small 
businesses. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. MOLINARI. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding to me. 

My colleague from Pennsylvania ex- 
plained to the House that the amend- 
ment that we have before us is substan- 
tially changed from the bill which the 
Forbes article found as so onerous. 

The gentleman is correct. I pointed 
out in my speech that there is a dif- 
ference. The difference is that he has 
taken out the $12 billion of guidance 
money that was in his original bill. 

The point is, however, that he is still 
promoting, in a “Dear Colleague" let- 
ter that was sent around today and in 
a chart that was used on the floor, the 
Tetracofico that has the money bag 
still in it. 

So when Members buy into this con- 
cept, understand, it has changed in the 
amendment. But the future holds the 
idea that we are going to spend $12 bil- 
lion for this gargantuan quango at 
some point in the future. 

The other thing that I think we need 
to understand is that this monument 
to private enterprise that the gen- 
tleman talks about is, in fact, 60-per- 
cent owned by the Government. 
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I do not know too many entre- 
preneurs out there who regard compa- 
nies owned 60 percent by the Govern- 
ment as private enterprises. This is a 
Government bureaucracy. It is a little 
like when President Clinton runs 
around the country telling everybody 
that this huge health bureaucracy that 
he is setting up is really private enter- 
prise in action. Nobody in the country 
believes that. No one in the country 
should believe that this is anything 
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other than a brand new gargantuan 
Government bureaucracy being inter- 
posed in the middle of what needs to be 
done in terms of technology transfer. 

Mr. Chairman, I agree with every- 
body who has spoken about the need to 
make certain that the high technology 
that we are developing gets spun off 
into businesses so they can create jobs 
in this country. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania somewhat depreciates 
my district for the fact that we have 
been successful in many high-tech in- 
dustries in my district doing this. Yes, 
he is right, and we ought to have that 
model and we ought to be using it 
around the country. We ought to be 
making certain that other places also 
get the opportunities that are now 
available. 

The fact is it does work. High tech 
can produce jobs, and we can put to- 
gether a system that allows technology 
to be transferred into the private sec- 
tor, but the system is not some huge 
new centralized bureaucracy. That did 
not work before 1980. We found it was 
an absolute unmitigated failure. What 
we are doing here is failing to learn 
from history. We are going here is fail- 
ing to learn from history. We are going 
back to exactly what we were doing 
prior to 1980, and we are now going to 
wade in 15 years later into the brave 
new world of back to the future. 

Mr. Chairman, I have to say that this 
is not the right way to get the tech 
transfer we want done. This is going to 
get in the way of tech transfer, it is 
going to be a disaster, and in my view 
we ought to stick with what we have 
now shown works. Let us get tech 
transfer producing new jobs, but let us 
do it in a way that we know actually 
works. 

Mr. FINGERHUT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup- 
port of the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KANJORSKI] and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. RIDGE], my neighbor 
from across the border. 

I would like to focus at the moment 
on one aspect of this program, the Eco- 
nomic Development Administration, 
which is not à new program and not an 
addition, but something that has been 
in existence for a number of years, but 
which has from time to time been 
threatened by budgetary proposals by 
the administration. 

One program that has been adminis- 
tered by the EDA is called the Trade 
Adjustment Assistance program for 
firms whose central missions have been 
threatened by foreign competition. We 
have administered this program 
through a series of 12 Trade Adjust- 
ment Assistance Centers, including a 
Great Lakes Trade Adjustment Assist- 
ance Center, which is based in Ann 
Arbor, MI and which serves the area in 
my congressional district. 
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This is a program which, unlike all 
the other programs out there which we 
only hear about through the agencies 
themselves and through the commit- 
tees, this is a program that I can say to 
my colleagues that I know specifically 
has provided support to specific firms 
in my district who are going out of 
business, who needed help to retool, to 
respond to the competition. This pro- 
gram, the trade adjustment assistance 
center, has come in. They have pro- 
vided that technological assistance 
with a very minimal investment, and 
they have been able to turn their busi- 
ness around. 

One business in my district, Thomp- 
son Aluminum Castings, has called this 
in their opinion the only Federal pro- 
gram that really works. The problem 
has been that over the years, in the 
search for funds for other programs, 
the administration has proposed now 
twice that this program be eliminated. 
It was reauthorized in the budget, the 
5-year budget resolution which we 
passed last summer. 

It is my understanding as a result of 
the hearings held by the subcommittee 
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. KANJORSKI], on which I am privi- 
leged to serve, that the EDA will under 
the provisions of this bill continue to 
administer the Trade Adjustment As- 
sistance Centers, unless and until such 
time that these centers are found to 
have another place within the Federal 
budget. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN- 
JORSKI] whether my understanding is 
correct, that the Trade Adjustment As- 
sistance Centers, which have been so 
beneficial to the firms in my district, 
are indeed authorized and will continue 
to be administered by the EDA under 
the terms of this amendment and this 
bill. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINGERHUT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I thank my col- 
league, the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to assure the 
gentleman, as we had at the committee 
level, that his inquiry is absolutely 
correct, and that his understanding is 
absolutely correct, that this will be 
continued, this program will be contin- 
ued to be administered by the Eco- 
nomic Development Administration. 

Of course, it is the policy of our sub- 
committee and the subcommittee of 
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
WISE] to see that that continues, be- 
cause you know we are all involved, 
particularly now since the passage of 
NAFTA, with the important of what 
this means. I thank the gentleman 
from Ohio, and I thank him for the as- 
sistance in drafting the amendment we 
have presently before the floor. 

Mr. FINGERHUT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for his response. 
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I further yield to the gentleman dur- 
ing the time that I have remaining in 
my 5 minutes. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I thank my col- 
league from Ohio for yielding time to 
me. 

I want to respond to some of the 
things my colleague, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] has 
said. 

I do not believe the gentleman under- 
stands the impact of the present 
amendment before the floor. I way that 
with all due respect, insofar as this 
amendment did go through some sig- 
nificant change in working its process 
with his committee and with other 
committees in the Congress so there 
would not be a conflict on the floor 
here today. 

I want to assure the gentleman that 
there is nothing in this amendment 
that establishes a 60-40 percent of any- 
thing. The corporation involved is 100 
percent private. Further, there is abso- 
lutely no assistance or funds author- 
ized in this bill of any amount, cer- 
tainly not $12 billion, but of no 
amount, and the only financial assist- 
ance offered in the Department of Agri- 
culture or in this amendment as it is 
presently offered is to direct those in- 
dividuals that will be using the tech- 
nology to the existing sources of fi- 
nancing today in the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

I do not know whether he gets that 
inquiry, but I can tell the Speaker that 
in my office I keep maybe half of a 
staff member busy full time just help- 
ing people find out where to go in the 
Federal Government and in the state 
government to get assistance to help 
create jobs and to build industry. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to assure the 
gentleman that as he has described my 
bill, it is not correct. We intend to 
work with him, as we intend to work 
with the other committees, as this goes 
through the process, but I do tell the 
Members very seriously that if the gen- 
tleman is fortunate enough in this dis- 
trict not to need this type of bill and 
that the present status quo is operat- 
ing, it is not sufficiently operating in 
my part of Pennsylvania. 

Mr ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am somewhat reluc- 
tant to get involved in this fight, be- 
cause it is almost like a family feud. 
We have all Pennsylvania Congressmen 
on the floor on this issue. 

I thought it was interesting, Mr. 
Chairman, to point out just a couple of 
short paragraphs in testimony before 
the committee on this particular legis- 
lation, or the concept of it. 

The testimony was this, and this 
comes from the Office of Technology 
Assessment. These are people who are 
unbiased and who come before the Con- 
gress to give us their unbiased profes- 
sional opinion. Here is what he said. 
Mr. Chairman this comes from the sen- 
ior analyst. 
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He said, There are many barriers 
that get in the way of moving this 
technology out to the private sector 
for commercialization. Often tech- 
nology in the Federal laboratory is just 
sitting there. No one in the lab will do 
the work, since it is not related to 
their mission, to move it to the next 
step. The private sector is not willing 
to take it to the next step, and there- 
fore, nothing happens." 

He also noted that, “There is rel- 
atively little awareness in the private 
sector, particularly among small and 
medium size firms, of the potential of 
Federal technology.“ 

I know this to be very true, because 
Mr. Chairman, every year I have an ex- 
port conference in Wisconsin. We have 
as many as 950 to 1,000 people. I have 
been doing this for the last 12 years 
now. The one thing that always strikes 
me is that these small companies do 
not have the vaguest idea that the Fed- 
eral Government spends billions of dol- 
lars on research and development that 
is just sitting there and they could use 
it, do not even know it is there. 

Do the Members know who does 
know it is there? All these foreign com- 
panies. They are all over the place. 
Foreign companies spend a million dol- 
lars just to have people looking around 
for American research and develop- 
ment. The Japanese a couple of years 
ago, I do not know how many they 
have now, but the Japanese 2 years ago 
had 22 people full time right in this 
city looking for our research and devel- 
opment. 

That is why this amendment is so 
important, but the problem is that we 
always have these turf battles. Some 
guy said, “Hey, it should have been be- 
fore my committee." Another guy said, 
"It should have been before my com- 
mittee.” Some gentlewoman says, It 
Should have been before my commit- 
tee.” 

Iam not interested in whose commit- 
tee it should have been before. I am in- 
terested in getting this on the floor, 
looking at this issue, voting on it, so 
all our small entrepreneurs, our small 
business people, could use the research 
and development that the taxpayers, 
that you and I and everyone else rep- 
resent, have paid millions and millions 
of dollars for. 

That is what I am looking at here 
today. That is why this amendment is 
so important. I hope the people in the 
House vote for this amendment today 
for the good of jobs, for the good of our 
economy, 80 we can have this research 
and development help our entre- 
preneurs and our small business people. 

L 1640 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman from Wisconsin yield? 

Mr. ROTH. I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
absolutely agree with the gentleman 
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from Wisconsin and the testimony 
cited was testimony by impartial peo- 
ple before our committee on this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to call 
the attention of the gentleman and my 
colleague to one thing: Does the gen- 
tleman recall that one of the witnesses 
testified that the 1992 committee re- 
port of the Japanese Government set 
out where their research and develop- 
ment future lies or where they were in- 
tending to get their future research 
and development, and the line set out 
in the Government Report Committee 
was the United States Government as 
the major supplier of research and de- 
velopment to the Japanese industry? 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, just as an 
aside, I want to say this is not only a 
problem here but we have a thing 
called the Export Administration Act. 
Do my colleagues know because of all 
the regulations, of all the licenses that 
our companies have to obtain to sell 
products overseas that we are stifling 
our companies from exporting by $30 
billion a year? That is 600,000 jobs in 
America. 

Mr. Chairman, that is what we have 
to change. These foreign companies 
and foreign countries are over here at 
the Commerce Department finding out 
what kind of licenses ovr American 
companies need, what company is look- 
ing for what license. Then they quickly 
run to the other company and say, 
"Hey, you don't have to wait for 3 
months or 6 months for the Americans 
to license a product to sell it here. 
Why, we can sell it to you overnight." 

Mr. Chairman, that is why business, 
industry and labor have to start work- 
ing together in America so we can have 
the jobs and the economy our people 
need. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, as a cosponsor, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 2442, the EDA 
and ARC authorization bil and in 
strong support of the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania. I believe that H.R. 2442 will 
address many of the serious economic 
problems facing our local communities 
and that the Kanjorski amendment 
will enhance our efforts to rebuild our 
economy and ensure that emerging 
technology companies can access vital 
federally supported research and devel- 
opment. 

The Kanjorski amendment is a bipar- 
tisan amendment which simply builds 
on our current technology transfer 
structure. It improves the structure 
and seeks to make it stronger and 
more efficient. It does not call for a 
centralized system, nor would it pro- 
hibit universities from filing patents, 
issuing licenses, receive royalties from 
the private sector commercialization 
of technologies and patents develop- 
ment through federally funded re- 
search. What the Kanjorski amend- 


ment seeks to accomplish, is to make 
it easier for businesses to have direct 
access to new technologies developed 
with Federal funds. We are simply try- 
ing to get à better return on our R&D 
investment dollars. 

Perhaps the greatest strength of this 
amendment is the implementation of a 
nationwide data base of information on 
federally funded new technologies. A 
comprehensive data base on federally 
funded new technologies would end the 
practice of reinventing the wheel in the 
public and private sector. Access to 
this data base would give small and 
medium size businesses the same com- 
petitive edge as large multinational 
corporations or major research institu- 
tions. 

The amendment will create real jobs 
and expand thousands of businesses by 
simply increasing access to federally 
funded technologies and establishing a 
clearinghouse of information for U.S. 
businesses on financing assistance 
available though Federal programs, 
through State and local governments, 
or through the private sector. How 
many of my colleagues have been con- 
tacted by local businesses and con- 
stituents to inquire about the avail- 
ability of Federal assistance for emerg- 
ing technology companies? The Kan- 
jorski amendment would create a 
source of critical information for them. 

I commend the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania for his amendment and 
ask my colleagues to join me in sup- 
porting this important effort to ensure 
that federally funded research and de- 
velopment dollars result in real job 
creation and truly assist small and me- 
dium size businesses to compete in our 
rapidly advancing technical world. Our 
ability to compete in a global economy 
will be seriously jeopardized if we are 
unable to transfer critical technology 
from the public to the private sector. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WALKER TO THE 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KANJORSKI 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. WALKER to the 
amendment offered by Mr. KANJORSKI. After 
section 307, insert the following new section: 
SEC. 308. EXEMPTION. 

Any agency or department of the Federal 
Government, and any office, bureau, com- 
mission, laboratory, or facility thereof, and 
any entity that receives funding from the 
Federal Government, whose technology 
transfer activities are subject to the Federal 
Technology Transfer Act of 1986 (15 U.S.C. 
3701 et seq.), chapter 18 of title 35, United 
States Code (popularly known as the Bayh- 
Dole Act), the Omnibus Trade and Competi- 
tiveness Act of 1988 (P. L. 100-418), or the Na- 
tional Competitiveness Technology Transfer 
Act of 1989 (P.L. 101-189) shall be exempt 
from the requirements of this title. 

Mr. WALKER (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 
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There was no objection. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, it is 
rather clear that to some extent the fix 
is in here, and I am a little concerned 
about that because the bottom line is 
that we are going to do real damage if 
we allow this to go ahead in its present 
form. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] has told 
us that what he intends his new pro- 
gram to be, this new quango, he in- 
tends to be complementary to what is 
already in place. That is what this 
amendment does. This amendment says 
that it has to be complementary, that 
those agencies and departments, uni- 
versities and so on who are working 
under the present technology transfer 
programs, whether it be the National 
Technology Center in West Virginia, 
whether it be the National Technology 
Information System, whatever it is, if 
they are working under those pro- 
grams, they would be exempt from hav- 
ing to participate in this program. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that at 
the very least, those people out there 
who think they have à program that is 
working and is transferring technology 
and is doing the right kind of job for 
the country ought to be able to go 
ahead and do all of that without being 
forced into the new regime that is an- 
ticipated by this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, all my amendment 
does, it is a very simple kind of thing. 
It just says that they are going to be 
exempt from the requirements of the 
title if, in fact, they are already par- 
ticipating under that which we have in 
place and which is now working. I 
would hope that at the very least, that 
if we are going to go ahead and do this 
thing, which I happen to think is 
wrong, that we will not have an ad- 
verse impact on the things that are al- 
ready in place and that we will allow 
those institutions that are presently 
doing a good job of technical transfer 
through the established mechanisms to 
keep in place that which is working. 

Mr. Chairman, that is all my amend- 
ment does. I would urge its approval as 
an amendment to the amendment. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to delay 
this. I know what my friend, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania, wants to 
accomplish. I want to assure him that 
in the amendment as published in sec- 
tion 306, the savings provision covers 
exactly what he should worry about, in 
that we do not interfere or supersede 
with any existing law operation. As a 
matter of fact, in setting this up, I 
worked a great deal with my friend, 
the gentleman from West Virginia, Mr 
MOLLOHAN’s transfer center in West 
Virginia. It is an ideal type of oper- 
ation. We want to encourage that type 
of operation. 

Mr. Chairman, there is nothing in 
this law that interferes with or supple- 
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ments existing law. What it does is al- 
lows us to cover the loopholes in the 
law. 

Mr. Chairman, what I would suggest 
as to why we cannot accept the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. WALKER] is that the gen- 
tleman’s amendment prevents the labs 
from using the services. 

Mr. C let me explain what 
that means. There are 1,600 colleges 
and universities in the United States. 
Several hundred of them, 200, 400, 600, 
do a great job, but there are also a lot 
of colleges and universities in America 
that do not have a vice president in 
charge of marketing, do not have an 
entire financial operation to market 
their technology because they are not 
in that business and as a result they 
are not having a great deal of success 
in using it. 

Mr. Chairman, what this amendment 
allows is that they could use the serv- 
ices of this corporation if they see fit. 
The same thing applies to the national 
laboratories, to the bureaus, to the 
agencies, to the departments of the 
U.S. Government. They are not com- 
pelled to use it in any stretch of the 
imagination but they are allowed to 
use it if they do not feel they are doing 
an adequate job or the job they are 
doing is too expensive. 

Mr. Chairman, what the amendment 
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania, 
[Mr. WALKER] would do is to disallow 
them the opportunity to use this cor- 
poration or this marketing technique, 
and if we were to approve that, we 
would have gone to ground zero be- 
cause we would be right back, that 
there is no one here that under existing 
law could come and make arrange- 
ments with this new entity to disperse 
and market their technology or their 
* and development. 

Mr. R. Mr. Chairman, will 
the 1 yield? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I have a very lim- 
ited ovens of time. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think we 
should pursue it. I think we have given 
the answer to my friend, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. I am telling the 
gentleman there is a savings provision 
here that we do not interfere with any 
existing law, the current law. What we 
do is create a supplement to those enti- 
ties that need further marketing, and 
the testimony before the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs 
was, there is a great deal of that need 
in this country today. 

(On request of Mr. WALKER and by 
unanimous consent Mr. KANJORSKI was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I am acting here in 
large part on the advice of counsel. 
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There is a feeling that the protection 
that the gentleman says is there does 
not really exist with regard to the sec- 
tion and also that at the very least, 
then, if what the gentleman is saying 
is right, this amendment is duplicative. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. No. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, if that 
is the case, there is no harm in passing 
it and it does correct a fault in the bill 
that we believe is there. 


o 1650 


Iam not trying to be malicious with 
this. Iam trying to correct something 
which I think needs to be corrected, 
and it is an attempt. 

I wil tell the gentleman that all 
those thousands of universities that 
you have out there, they are not par- 
ticipating under the Federal Tech- 
nology Transfer Act. They are not re- 
search universities. They would still be 
eligible to participate under this 
amendment. We would assure those 
who are doing a good job under the 
present circumstance could continue to 
do so. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Under our savings 
provision, they are allowed to do so, I 
say to the gentleman from Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr. WALKER], and I assure the gen- 
tleman as this process goes on, we 
want to make sure we talk with you 
and the interests of these research uni- 
versities to make sure we do not inter- 
fere with their rights. If they are doing 
a good job, and many of them are, I 
have nothing against MIT, Stanford, 
Harvard, Caltech. They are doing fan- 
tastic jobs. 

Mr. WALKER. What about Penn 
State and the University of Pennsylva- 
nia? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. There are those 
universities and colleges throughout 
America that do not have the market- 
ing ability. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman 
would yield further, then why not take 
this amendment? All this amendment 
does is corrects for exactly what you 
just said you want to do. I do not un- 
derstand why you will not take this 
amendment that just makes certain 
that we can continue to have the pat- 
tern in place that is presently working. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. As I read the gen- 
tleman’s amendment, it runs the risk 
of exempting the authorizations and 
the abilities of my amendment to go 
into operation. 

Mr. WALKER. No. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. We will be very 
happy, I say to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER], when we 
get an opportunity, as you know, we 
have not had a chance to pass this 
through counsel. We have not had a 
chance to work with it. As I under- 
stand it, it was drafted on the floor this 
afternoon. I do not know the ramifica- 
tions of it. I am telling you it is the in- 
tent of my committee, and as myself, 
the drafter of this amendment, it is my 
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intent that we require no one to per- 
form or operate with this marketing 
operation that they do not desire to do 
so, and we have no intention of inter- 
fering in the present and current law. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 
yield further, my concern on that is 
there was no attempt to work with me 
at my committee when this measure 
was coming through. The gentleman is 
wrong. This was not drafted on the 
floor this afternoon. It was, in fact, 
drafted, and as you can see, it is in 
print. So it had to be drafted long be- 
fore we came to the floor. 

But the fact is that there was no at- 
tempt to work with us. Some of these 
things could have been worked out 
early if there had been any attempt to 
work with us at all. So Iam not very 
much swayed by the idea that at some 
point in the future we are now going to 
work together on this. It seems to me 
it is important what we do is pass some 
corrective language now. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the 
House, I rise against the Walker 
amendment, and I rise to speak in 
favor of this bill. 

As I understand it, the Walker 
amendment would make it impossible 
to go forward with the intent of their 
bill and, therefore, I would hope that 
we would not go along with that 
amendment. 

If there are legitimate concerns, I 
think as the author of the bill has said, 
those concerns can be worked on, but I 
want to spend my time today talking 
about what I think the Kanjorski- 
Ridge amendment is really about. 

In its simplest form, it is about jobs. 
It is about our willingness as a Govern- 
ment and as a people to really help 
small, struggling businesses and ulti- 
mately, I think, it is about our very 
ability to compete with foreign nations 
that, quite frankly, up until now have 
given their small business people much 
more help than our Government has 
been willing to do. 

Now, right now, the American tax- 
payer is spending millions and, in fact, 
billions of dollars for research in our 
labs, in our colleges, in our univer- 
sities, and in the private sector, and a 
lot of that research could be brought to 
bear in our small businesses. It could 
help to modernize, stay competitive, 
and, frankly, innovate an entire indus- 


try. 

But the fact is too often this good 
work gathers dust on a Government 
shelf. We are not doing enough to share 
the fruits of our research, and a lot of 
it is simply going to waste. 

If we look at the competition over- 
seas, the question is not whether we 
can afford to do a better job of this. 
The question is whether we can afford 
not to do a better job of this. 

That is why I think this approach is 
so important, and I commend the gen- 
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tleman from Pennsylvania and the Re- 
publican gentleman from Pennsylvania 
for bringing this amendment forward. I 
wil put Government innovation and 
technology at the fingertips of even the 
smallest business, and it serves as a 
clearinghouse of information that is 
now scattered across a maze of labs and 
agencies. 

Best of all, it breaks down the bu- 
reaucracy, shreds the red tape, so you 
do not need a high-powered lobbyist, 
which is the gentleman's point, or a 
handful of Government contacts to get 
access to this information. 

At the same time we launch a special 
study to see if we need a business de- 
velopment and technology commer- 
cialization corporation. This kind of 
public-private partnership would help 
our agencies license and market their 
research, and it would spread the word 
about the resources we have available. 

Now, of course, we would not force 
Federal agencies and labs to take part 
in the new program. The idea is not to 
replace today’s technology-transfer 
programs, but to add to them. 

I think all of us could agree that we 
have got to do much more to help 
small business, and this is a place to 
start. The amendment will not affect 
licensing or transfer agreements that 
are already in place. It will not tie the 
hands of researchers who want to file 
patents and earn royalties for their 
work, and it will not bargain away the 
rights of our agencies or leak out sen- 
sitive information. But it will help 
bring American businesses into the in- 
formation age. It will jump-start a bu- 
reaucracy that can do a lot more to 
help small business, if just we can 
focus our research and our resources to 
get the job done. 

So I urge Members today to reject 
the Walker amendment, to stay with 
the Kanjorski-Ridge amendment, to 
say to all of American business that 
American business, that America’s 
Government, mean business. 

In my opinion, there is no more im- 
portant measure in front of this Con- 
gress to help small business, to rejuve- 
nate our economy, and to get Govern- 
ment, as it always should, to help and 
support our small businesses across 
this country. 

I commend the gentlemen from 
Pennsylvania, both of them, and urge 
Members to vote against the Walker 
amendment and for the Kanjorski- 
Ridge amendment. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I never like to argue 
with my friend, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER], because I 
know that when he drafts an amend- 
ment it is always well drafted. I just 
have a question. I wondered if the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania would an- 
swer a question for me. 

I have read this amendment, and the 
reason I like the Kanjorski-Ridge 


amendment is because it sets up this 
clearinghouse where my small-business 
people from Wisconsin can come and 
find out if there is something available 
in R&D or entrepreneurs, something 
available for them to use. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, let me say to the 
gentleman that they can already do 
that through the NTIS. 

Mr. ROTH. Let me pose my question. 
As I read your amendment, if I inter- 
pret your amendment correctly, in 
other words, what I am saying, I say to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER], is that when our people 
come, it is one-stop shopping for them. 
They can come here and they find out 
if there is something available in their 
area. But as I read your amendment, 
especially the last sentence, ‘‘shall be 
exempt from the requirements of this 
title,’’ it means we would basically be 
doing away with that clearinghouse, as 
I interpret your amendment. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 
yield further, under the present sys- 
tem, under the NTIS, the National 
Technology Information System, right 
now, your businesses and so on can 
come to them and get that information 
right now. It is available to them 
through that particular entity right 
now. 

Mr. ROTH. But they have to shop all 
over. 

Mr. WALKER. No. This is a one-stop 
shopping center. NTIS is a one-stop 
shopping center for exactly the infor- 
mation you are talking about. What we 
are doing is creating a brandnew sys- 
tem. 

All I am saying is if somebody has 
been dealing with NTIS or dealing with 
the National Technology Center, the 
fact is I just would like to see them ex- 
empt from having to deal with this. 

Let me make one other point. What I 
am wondering is, there are a certain 
number of groups that have already 
been exempted. In a deal made with 
Chairman DINGELL, we already exempt- 
ed a bunch of people from this, and now 
what we are doing is bogging down and 
saying, ‘‘Well, we made our deal with 
Chairman DINGELL so he would not op- 
pose this on the floor." But all these 
other people out there who were not a 
part of Chairman DINGELL's deal are 
now going to be covered by this thing. 
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If in fact Chairman DINGELL would 
exempt his people, there are some oth- 
ers you should exempt also. 

Mr. ROTH. I thank the gentleman for 
his comments. 

Iam trying to get at the substance or 
the truth of exactly what this amend- 
ment would do because I want to cast 
an informed vote here. This is very im- 
portant. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROTH. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI]. 
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Mr. KANJORSKI. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

In response to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER], he indi- 
cated this one-stop shopping is already 
being done. If that is the case and—this 
is nothing against the NTIS—but the 
Department of Agriculture and NIH 
have just opted out of NTIS. Now, we 
are not castigating NTIS. What we 
want to do with our amendment and 
these existing entities is to finally get 
together and say we are all on the 
same team, we want to do the most ef- 
fective job we can to get tax-payer- 
funded research and development out 
there, particularly in the private sec- 
tor in the small-business area, and for 
them to obtain it as reasonably and as 
cheaply and as efficiently as they can. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, the 
fact is the Department of Agriculture 
and NIH opted out of the licensing pro- 
cedure at NTIS. 

The technologies available are still 
at NTIS. You can still find out what 
the technologies are that can be trans- 
ferred to you through NTIS. Those are 
stil available for the Department of 
Agriculture and NIH, but they are not 
participating in the licensing system 
anymore. So, for technology transfer, 
itis exactly as it has always been. 

Mr. ROTH. I will take back my time 
and thank the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. WALKER] for this expla- 
nation. 

Mr. Chairman, I am going to ask my 
friends and colleagues to vote against 
this Walker amendment because I do 
feel it would gut this provision of the 
clearinghouse and it would hurt small 
business and entrepreneurs. That is 
precisely what I am trying to do with 
this legislation, to help our entre- 
preneurs so that this one-stop shopping 
for research and development, which 
all American taxpayers have paid for, 
is available. 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Kanjorski-Ridge amendment to the 
EDA Reauthorization Act. 

First of all, I would like to thank my 
friend and colleague from the eastern 
half of the great Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, [Mr. KANJORSKI], for his 
determination in crafting the tools this 
Nation so gravely needs to spur eco- 
nomic development and job creation. 

History has shown us that it is the 
small- and medium-sized businesses in 
this Nation that must thrive in order 
for new jobs to be created. 

This amendment gives small- and 
medium-sized companies—especially 
those just starting out or restructur- 
ing—much needed access to informa- 
tion and technologies that they com- 
monly cannot use due their limited size 
and resources. 
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The information and technologies 
that we are talking about have been 
funded by the American taxpayer and 
Should be available to growing Amer- 
ican companies to benefit American 
workers. 

For just defense research and devel- 
opment, in fiscal year 1994 alone, U.S. 
taxpayers have invested $35 billion. 

And the staggering taxpayer invest- 
ment for all research and development 
is $70 billion. 

Through research in Federal labora- 
tories and universities, tens of thou- 
sands of patents and technologies have 
been produced. Unfortunately, Amer- 
ican businesses have not had access to 
nor benefited from these technologies. 
They are either collecting dust or, even 
worse, they are being used by our for- 
eign competitors. 

For example, videotape recorders 
[VTR's]—the predecessor of VCR’s, 
semiconductor chips, automobile tires, 
and flat-panel displays were designed 
with technologies discovered in this 
country. Now, our foreign competitors 
hold patents and have vastly superior 
market shares on these products. 

These technologies, ladies and gen- 
tlemen, are worth tens of billions of 
dollars in assets and will generate mil- 
lions of new jobs. 

The  Kanjorski-Ridge amendment 
would commercialize many of these 
technologies for private sector U.S. 
businesses. 

This amendment also creates a com- 
prehensive technology data base. 

What an incredible resource for a 
small-business person embarking on a 
new venture—a user-friendly, standard- 
ized list of all patents, licenses, tech- 
nologies, and processes held by the 
Federal Government that anyone can 
tap into to revitalize his company. 

Mr. Chairman, our economy has been 
undergoing a transition, from defense- 
related industries to peacetime manu- 
facturing. The Federal Government 
can—and should—be a facilitator in 
this conversion. 

In the role, this amendment estab- 
lishes a public/private partnership, 
which will be called the Business De- 
velopment and Technology Commer- 
cialization Corporation. This corpora- 
tion will market Federal technologies, 
provide technical assistance to compa- 
nies utilizing these technologies, and 
act as a clearinghouse for information. 

Through this amendment, we can 
provide a temporary means of stimu- 
lating the economy to convert from de- 
fense production to peacetime produc- 
tion. Businesses will be able to hire the 
workers that have been and are being 
displaced as a tragic irony of peace. As 
we beat our swords into plowshares. 
This amendment will establish a part- 
nership among the Federal Govern- 
ment, the State, and business. 

The only way we can truly incite 
prosperity for our future generations is 
to concentrate on employment, edu- 
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cation, local and national infrastruc- 
ture, and industrial conversion and 
commercialization. 

As I stated before, the information 
and technology we are releasing to 
American businesses today has been fi- 
nanced by American taxpayers. The 
United States needs this amendment to 
pass so that we can compete in the 
global market. 

I urge support of the Kanjorski-Ridge 
amendment. It is a giant step in the di- 
rection of revitalizing the U.S. econ- 
omy and U.S. competitiveness. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposi- 
tion to the Kanjorski amendment. 

As one of the initial authors of the Federal 
Technology Transfer Act back in the mid- 
1980s, | take a back seat to no one in 


centralizing transfer responsibilities in some 
kind of a Government-established corporation. 
Even the Clinton administration, no shrink- 
ing violet when it comes to Government ex- 
pansion, is opposed to this idea. 
We already have two national centers which 
coordinate and make available information on 


MN. 
This new corporation would be duplicative of 
those activities. 


Finally, we have no cost estimate, as | un- 
derstand it, for the Kanjorski amendment, but 
his original bill provides for a $12 billion au- 
thorization. That is way, way beyond what we 
can afford. 

So, for all these reasons, | urge rejection of 


resentative PAUL KANJORSKI known as the 
"Economic Growth and Technology Commer- 
cialization Act of 1994." This amendment 
would foster economic growth and assist in 
creating new employment opportunities by fa- 
cilitating the utilization and commercialization 


out by the Banking Committee; however, 
Chairman KANJORSKI of the committee's Eco- 
nomic Growth and Credit Formation Sub- 
committee has agreed to offer this amendment 
under a compromise reached with several 
other committees. 

The amendment would require the Sec- 
retary of Commerce to maintain a data base 
regarding all technologies, processes, and 
other proprietary rights owned by the Federal 
Government. 


This amendment would also establish a 


would make information on these federally de- 
veloped technologies to small- and medium- 


size businesses in the United States and as- 
sist them in obtaining licenses to commer- 
cialize these technologies. This in turn will re- 
sult in the creation of thousands of new jobs 
across this country. 

| ask that the House pass this amendment 
in order to provide additional employment op- 
portunities through the utilization and commer- 
cialization of Federal technologies and proc- 
esses. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK- 
ER] to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KANJORSKI]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN- 
JORSKI]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 270, noes 135, 
not voting 32, as follows: 


[Roll No. 162] 
AYES—270 

Abercrombie de Lugo (VI) Herger 
Ackerman Hinchey 
Andrews (ME) DeFazio Hoagland 
Andrews (NJ) DeLauro Hochbrueckner 
Andrews (TX) Derrick Holden 
Applegate Deutsch Horn 
Bacchus (FL) Diaz-Balart Hoyer 
Baesler Dicks Hughes 
Barca Dixon Hutto 
Barcia Dooley Inslee 
Barlow Jacobs 
Barrett (WI) Edwards (CA) Johnson (GA) 

Edwards (TX) Johnson (SD) 
Beilenson Ehlers Johnston 
Bentley English Kanjorski 
Bereuter Eshoo Kaptur 
Berman Evans Kennedy 
Bevill Ewing Kennelly 
Bilbray Faleomavaega Kildee 
Bishop (AS) Kleczka 
Blute Farr Klein 
Boehlert Fazio Klink 
Bonior Filner Kopetski 
Borski Fingerhut Kreidler 
Boucher Fish LaFalce 
Brewster Foglietta Lambert 
Brooks Ford (TN) Lancaster 
Browder Franks (CT) Lantos 
Brown (CA) Franks (NJ) LaRocco 
Brown (OH) Furse Laughlin 
Bryant Gejdenson Lazio 
Buyer Gephardt Leach 
Byrne Geren Lehman 
Canady Gibbons Levin 
Cantwell Gillmor Levy 
Cardin Gilman Lewis (GA) 
Carr Glickman Lipinski 
Chapman Gonzalez Long 
Clay Gordon Lowey 
Clement Green Machtley 
Coleman Greenwood Maloney 
Collins (IL) Gunderson Mann 
Collins (MI) Gutierrez Manton 
Condit Hall (OH) 
Conyers Hall (TX) Mezvinsky 
Costello Hamburg Markey 
Coyne Hamilton Martinez 
Cramer Harman Matsui 
Danner Hastings Mazzoli 
Darden Hayes McCloskey 
de la Garza Hefner McCurdy 
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Oberstar 


Price (NC) Spratt 
Quillen Stark 
Quinn Stenholm 
Rahall Strickland 
Rangel Studds 
Ravenel Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Reynolds Swift 
Richardson Synar 
Roemer Tanner 
Romero-Barcelo Tauzin 
(PR) Taylor (MS) 
Rose jeda 
Roth Thurman 
Roukema Torkildsen 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard Torricelli 
Sabo Towns 
Sangmeister Traficant 
Santorum Tucker 
Sarpalius Unsoeld 
Sawyer Upton 
Schenk Valentine 
Schiff Vento 
Schroeder Visclosky 
Schumer Volkmer 
Scott Vucanovich 
Serrano Waters 
Shays Watt 
Shepherd Waxman 
Sisisky Weldon 
Wheat 
Skelton Whitten 
Slattery Williams 
Slaughter Wise 
Smith (IA) Woolsey 
Smith (MI) Wyden 
Smith (NJ) Wynn 
Snowe Yates 
NOES—135 
Gilchrest Mica 
Gingrich Michel 
Goodlatte Miller (FL) 
Goodling Molinari 
Goss Moorhead 
Grams Morella 
Hancock Nussle 
Hansen Oxley 
Hastert Packard 
Hefley Paxon 
Hobson Peterson (MN) 
Hoekstra Pickle 
Hoke Pombo 
Huffington 
Hunter Pryce (OH) 
Hutchinson 
Hyde Roberts 
Inglis Rogers 
Inhofe Ro 
Istook Ros-Lehtinen 
Johnson (CT) Royce 
Johnson, Sam Saxton 
Kasich Schaefer 
Kim Sensenbrenner 
King Shaw 
Kingston Shuster 
Klug Skeen 
Knollenberg Smith (OR) 
Kolbe Smith (TX) 
1 Solomon 
Lewis (CA) Spence 
Lewis (FL) Stearns 
Lightfoot Stump 
Linder Talent 
Livingston Taylor (NC) 
Lloyd ‘Thomas (CA) 
Manzullo Thomas (WY) 
McCandless ‘Thornton 
McCollum Walker 
McCrery Walsh 
MoHugh Wolf 
McInnis Young (AK) 
McKeon Young (FL) 
McMillan Zeliff 
Meyers Zimmer 
NOT VOTING—32 
Dellums Frost 
Dingell Grandy 
Engel Hilliard 
Fields (LA) Houghton 
Flake Jefferson 
Ford (MI) Johnson, E. B. 
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McNulty Rush Underwood (GU) 
Miller (CA) Sanders Velazquez 
Owens Sharp Washington 
Ridge Stokes Wilson 
Rostenkowski Thompson 
O 1728 

The Clerk announced the following 

pair: 


On this vote: 

Mr. Dellums for, with Mr. Barrett of Ne- 
braska against. 

Mr. SPENCE changed his vote from 
"aye" to “no.” 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan changed his 
vote from “no” to “aye.” 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


D 1730 


Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, following a short col- 
loquy with the gentleman from Con- 
necticut [Mr. GEJDENSON], I will make 
a unanimous consent request with the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss]. 
Members should be advised that if we 
are able to work this out, there will be 
one more vote, within half an hour, 
most likely around 6:15, and that is the 
purpose of what we are going through 
right now. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WISE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, is 
it the Chairman's interpretation that 
the EDA is authorized to use defense 
conversion funds under title 9 of the 
Public Works and Economic Develop- 
ment Act of 1965 to support tourism 
promotion and development programs 
by entities and communities which 
currently qualify for such assistance? 

Mr. WISE. That is my interpretation 
and I believe that if communities mak- 
ing the transition from defense deter- 
mine that tourism is an important eco- 
nomic diversification option, funds 
under this title should be available 
from EDA to support those efforts. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the chairman of the subcommit- 
tee, the gentleman from West Virginia 
[Mr. WISE], for his efforts here today, 
and his historic efforts in economic de- 
velopment. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOSS 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Goss: 

TITLE II—APPALACHIAN REGIONAL 

COMMISSION 


SEC. 201. ABOLISHMENT OF APPALACHIAN RE- 
GIONAL COMMISSION AND ITS PRO- 
GRAMS. 


(A) ABOLISHMENT OF APPALACHIAN RE- 
GIONAL COMMISSION.—The Appalachian Re- 
gional Commission is hereby abolished. 

(b) REPEAL OF AcTs.—The Appalachian Re- 
gional Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. 
App. 1 et seq.) is repealed. 

SEC. 202. CONCLUSION OF BUSINESS OF APPA- 
LACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION. 

(a) AUTHORITY OF PRESIDENT TO CONCLUDE 

BUSINESS AND HONOR CONTRACTS.— The Presi- 
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dent shall provide for the conclusion of any 
outstanding affairs of the Appalachian Re- 
gional Commission, including matters affect- 
ing the disposition of personnel. The Presi- 
dent may take any action that (if this title 
had not been enacted) would have been au- 
thorized as of the effective date of this title 
under the Act repealed by section 201(b) and 
is necessary or appropriate to administer 
and fulfill the terms of any grant, contract, 
loan, or other obligation made by the Appa- 
lachian Regional Commission pursuant to 
the Act repealed by section 201(b). 

(b) EFFECT OF ABOLISHMENT ON EXPENDI- 
TURE OF FUNDS ALREADY RECEIVED.—Section 
201 may not be construed to prevent the ex- 
penditure of any funds received from a grant 
or loan under the Act repealed by section 
201(b). Any grant or loan made under such 
Act before the effective date of this title 
shall be subject to any laws and regulations 
that would have applied to the grant or loan 
if this title had not been enacted. 

SEC. 203. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
this title. 

SEC. 204. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This title shall take effect on the Ist day 
of the 1st fiscal year that begins after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

Conform the table of contents accordingly. 

Mr. GOSS (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan- 
imous consent that all debate be lim- 
ited to 30 minutes, to be equally di- 
vided, 15 minutes on each side. 

Mr. Chairman, if I might explain, the 
goal is, in order to permit Members to 
make the ceremony honoring the 
former First Ladies, that we be able to 
be out of the House around 6:30. If this 
unanimous-consent request is granted, 
that will mean there will be a vote at 
approximately 6:10 p.m. It is my under- 
standing that the gentleman from Min- 
nesota [Mr. GRAMS] has an amendment, 
which it is my intention and the 
Chair’s intention to endorse. An 
amendment will then be offered by the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
HEFLEY], at which time the Committee 
will rise, and take up that amendment 
as the first order of business tomorrow 
morning. 

Mr. Chairman, with that, I ask unan- 
imous consent that debate be limited 
to 30 minutes, to be equally divided be- 
tween the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
Goss] and myself. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. WISE]? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE] will be 
recognized for 15 minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] will be 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Goss]. 
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, we hear over and over 
on this floor the importance of deficit 
reduction and responsible congres- 
sional oversight. Yet time and again 
this Congress is quick to create mas- 
sive new spending programs, and gla- 
cially slow to terminate wasteful or ob- 
solete ones. 

During consideration of this year's 
budget resolution, I put forth a list of 
76 specific spending cuts to save $285 
billion over 5 years—termination of the 
ARC and the EDA were 2 of these cuts. 
Since the majority leadership seems 
determined to prevent any comprehen- 
sive spending cut package from reach- 
ing the floor this year, I am happy to 
come here to argue the merits of each 
specific spending cut on an individual 
basis. 

The Appalachian Regional Commis- 
sion [ARC] was created in 1965 to ad- 
dress the issue of poverty and economic 
deterioration in a broad swath of the 
Eastern United States known as Appa- 
lachia. The region includes all of West 
Virginia and parts of 12 other States, 
encompassing 195,000 square miles and 
a population of about 21 million. 

The ARC is a joint Federal-State ef- 
fort, with the majority of the funding 
coming from the Federal Government. 
Cumulative through 1993, the Federal 
Government has spent $6.4 billion on 
ARC development programs. 

Most experts agree that it is impos- 
sible to say for certain whether the 
ARC has had a real impact. There are 
signs that conditions in the Appalach- 
ian region have improved. According to 
a February 1993 ARC report, since 1965: 
Per-capita income has risen, the per- 
centage of people graduating from high 
school has more than doubled, and the 
infant mortality rate is now down to 
the national average. Perhaps most 
tellingly, the percentage of people liv- 
ing below the poverty line is down from 
around 30 to 15.2 percent—virtually 
equal to the national average of 14.5 
percent. It certainly sounds as if the 
ARC has met its goal of addressing the 
disparate poverty levels in this region 
of the United States compared to the 
rest of the nation. 

But, Mr. Chairman, within the Fed- 
eral Government there are numerous 
examples of temporary commissions 
lasting for decades, programs that have 
outlived their original purpose but con- 
tinue to survive for political reasons, 
and those that are simply wasteful. 

The ARC has not been authorized for 
over 10 years—since 1982; and other 
multi-state regional development agen- 
cies were terminated in 1981. But we 
continue to subvert the budget process 
by spending hundreds of millions of tax 
dollars a year to keep the ARC alive. 

I respectfully suggest that it is time 
to fold the tent at the ARC—at least 
the Federal component of it—and move 
on. The remaining economic hardship 
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in the Appalachian region is com- 
parable to other areas of the country 
that do not receive such targeted as- 
sistance. And in an era where the defi- 
cit is hovering around $200 billion and 
the debt is $4.3 trillion and climbing, 
we cannot really afford to continue 
funding programs like the ARC. 

CBO estimates that eliminating the 
ARC will save some $1.4 billion in budg- 
et authority and $690 million in outlays 
over 5 years. The Concord Coalition, 
Citizens Against Government Waste, 
the Heritage Foundation, and other 
independent groups all have called for 
this program's termination. 

While making these cuts alone will 
not put an end to deficit spending, it is 
& positive first step towards fiscal re- 
sponsibility; one I urge my colleagues 
to take today. 
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Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my- 
self 6 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi- 
tion to this amendment. I believe the 
gentleman from Florida is well-inten- 
tioned, but I need to talk a little bit 
about the Appalachian Regional Com- 
mission, the ARC. The Appalachian Re- 
gional Commission has been a unique 
adventure for this Government, be- 
cause what it is is a true joint Federal- 
State partnership by which there is a 
Federal cochair nominated by the 
President, confirmed by the Senate. 
And there is then the 13 governors cre- 
ate a state cochair. 

The result is that the 13 governors 
have equal say with the Federal Gov- 
ernment in the disposition of these 
funds. The governors are the 13 gov- 
ernors that participate in the Appa- 
lachian Regional Commission. They 
make the decisions. So we truly have 
the local and the State and the Federal 
working together. 

The gentleman talked about dis- 
tressed counties. The fact that many of 
the counties are doing better, and they 
are. But that is why over the many 
years the Appalachian Regional Com- 
mission has targeted more and more of 
its money to the truly most distressed. 
One-third of the counties, the 400 coun- 
ties still in the Appalachian region 
have, for instance, unemployment that 
is 150 percent of the national average. 

In 1991, the per capita income in Ap- 
palachia was $15,816 or 83 percent of the 
United States per capita income of 
$19,000. In 7 of our 13 states in the Ap- 
palachian region, more than 20 percent 
of the children under 18 live in poverty. 

So what the ARC was created to do 
was to create a regional alliance to 
work on problems within the region. 
And indeed, I think it has worked well. 
It has worked well, but the job is, as I 
think I just illustrated in my statis- 
tics, is not done. 

I do believe this point has to be 
made. Does this little extra that these 
states are getting over and above mean 
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that they get a disproportionate share 
of Federal funding? Absolutely not. In 
fiscal year 1992, Appalachia, with 8.3 
percent of the United States popu- 
lation, received, with the ARC monies 
which are minimal, 7.4 percent of total 
Federal expenditures. The highway sys- 
tem that was authorized in 1965 is 
roughly 3,000 miles. Of that, a little 
over two-thirds has been completed. 
Should the Appalachian Regional Com- 
mission be eliminated at this point, 
then many of our States that have 
highway projects either under con- 
struction, on line, engineered, they will 
not be able to complete that. 

Let me just say, those of my col- 
leagues who are interested in ISTEA, 
with the exception of 300 of the 3,000 
miles, 2,700 miles of the ARC system 
are listed by Members’ states as being 
priority highways for national highway 
designation. That is a very, very im- 
portant factor that must be considered. 

There is some good news about the 
Appalachian Regional Commission. It 
has been partially successful. The gen- 
tleman from Florida, I believe, ac- 
knowledged this. 

For instance, in a most recent study 
that was quoted earlier in the debate, 
partially funded by the National 
Science Foundation, it was found that 
by matching the 400 ARC counties with 
400 similar counties, similarly situated 
in terms of poverty, unemployment, 
and so on, it was found that the Appa- 
lachian counties, because of the ARC, 
were growing faster, that their income 
growth increased 48 percent faster than 
the other counties, that they grew, 
their population grew 5 percent more, 
and that the per capita income in- 
crease was 17 percent more. That is 
good news. 

But as I just mentioned, that is be- 
cause Appalachia has had further to 
come, the result being that we still are 
below the per capita income in a sig- 
nificant way. 

We also suffered many of the reverses 
that many of my colleagues in other 
parts of the country have suffered. The 
interesting thing is that in many ways 
we took it in Appalachia even harder. 
Technological changes and adverse eco- 
nomic effects of the early 1980's hit 
mining and manufacturing proportion- 
ately much harder in the Appalachian 
region than it did in other areas. 

I might point out, Mr. Chairman, 
that the job needs to be continued. 
Other statistics come forward. 

For instance, such as 37 percent of 
Appalachia’s 300 nonmetropolitan 
counties are considered severely dis- 
tressed compared to 19 percent of the 
nonmetropolitan counties in the rest of 
the Nation. Appalachia, particularly 
the part encompassed within the 13 
counties of the ARC, Appalachia did 
not know what it was in the 1980's to 
participate in the defense buildup, for 
instance. 

Appalachia did not know what it was 
to enjoy the gains and the benefits of 
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some of the economic growth that oc- 
curred. I had a friend of mine talk 
about defense conversion, which is part 
of the EDA. And we will be dealing 
with that tomorrow. 
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A friend of mine pointed out that we 
have never had anything to worry 
about being converted from. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge Members 
to reject this amendment. 

Finally Mr. Chairman, there are 
other unique applications, regional ap- 
plications, which have survived the 
test of time. I think many would say 
they should not be dismantled. 

For instance, there is the TVA, the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. There is 
the Bonneville Power Administration. 
There are other areas where regions 
have worked together. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge my col- 
leagues to reject this amendment. The 
ARC funding, and we will be accepting 
an amendment by the gentleman from 
Minnesota shortly, will essentially 
keep it at the administration's levels, I 
believe $214 million, even perhaps less 
than that essentially, so there is no 
great rapid increase of this program. I 
would urge rejection of this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, may I in- 
quire how much time remains? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Goss] has 8% min- 
utes remaining. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. MIL- 
LER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise today in strong support of 
the Goss amendment to the Economic 
Development Act to eliminate the Ap- 
palachian Regional Commission. The 
ARC is another of many archaic pro- 
grams in the domestic discretionary 
budget that has long ago outlived its 
usefulness. 

I was elected on a promise to fight 
for real change. But here we are today, 
very little having changed. I have 
spent my first term in Congress watch- 
ing à broken budget process continue 
to generate massive new taxes, higher 
spending, and a ballooning Federal 
debt. 

Last year and again this year, pro- 
ponents of President Clinton’s so-called 
deficit reduction plan went out of their 
way to pat themselves on the back for 
a job well done. Well, it was taxes well 
raised. That plan was primarily a mas- 
sive tax increase, including higher in- 
come taxes, higher taxes on Social Se- 
curity, higher gas taxes, and higher 
Medicare taxes. Except for national de- 
fense, spending was hardly cut at all, 
and few programs were eliminated. 

As for the Federal budget deficit, a 
problem supposedly solved by last 
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year's tax increase, a recent CBO re- 
port tells the real story. The April 1994 
report, “An Analysis of the President's 
Budgetary Proposals," shows the defi- 
cit going up, not down. These numbers, 
incidentally, have deteriorated since 
January. 

Mr. Goss’ amendment to eliminate 
ARC represents one step toward fiscal 
sanity, saving taxpayers a total of $690 
million over the next 5 years. Most im- 
portant, a vote for this amendment 
sends an important message to work- 
ing Americans that we are willing to 
protect their interests over the de- 
mands of special interests. 

The ARC is a uniquely embarrassing 
piece of congressional pork, and has 
earned the questionable distinction of 
making Citizens Against Government 
Waste’s list of prime cuts. According to 
that report, The ARC, which dupli- 
cates 14 other Federal and State pro- 
grams, is another well-intended agency 
that has outlived its usefulness, except 
to pork barrel practitioners. 

The fiscal insanity has to stop some- 
time, somehow, somewhere. A vote for 
this amendment is a vote against the 
ARC’s pork barrel express. I urge my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to 
take this small step for fiscal sanity by 
voting yes on the Goss amendment to 
eliminate the Appalachian Regional 
Commission. The American people are 
counting on you. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, if the gen- 
tleman will yield, I would point out to 
the previous speaker that the amend- 
ments that the gentleman from Min- 
nesota [Mr. GRAMS] will be offering, 
which it is our intention to accept, will 
mean that $62 million less will be spent 
next year on the Appalachian Regional 
Commission, almost a quarter of the 
program itself, than is in this year’s 
appropriation, and that will essentially 
mean that the President’s budget re- 
quest, which was essentially a freeze, 
will be met. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from Min- 
nesota [Mr. OBERSTAR], previous chair 
of the Subcommittee on Economic De- 
velopment of the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, several years ago at 
hearings on ARC that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] and I 
conducted, a witness from Sneadville, 
KY, Mayor Charlie Turner, said: 

Before the ARC came along, we was so far 
down we had to look up to see bottom. 

What the Appalachian Regional Com- 
mission did in the years when it was 
receiving significant amounts of fund- 
ing was to lift the level of poverty from 
31 percent in Appalachia, to reduce 
that level of poverty down to 14 per- 
cent, to lift the per capita income from 
the mid 40’s percent of national per 
capita income to 86 percent of national 
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per capita income. This is a program 
that works. We created, in 20 years, 1.5 
million jobs at an average cost of $2,400 
a job, documented, congressional hear- 
ings, GAO study. 

In EDA every year we return more 
money in Federal, State, and local 
taxes from jobs created by EDA than 
the Federal Government invested in 20 
years of the EDA programs, $6.5 billion 


every year in tax dollars from the 1.4 


million jobs created in the EDA pro- 
gram nationwide, helping out counties 
and regions of high unemployment and 
severe economic distress. 

That $4.5 billion of Federal funds 
leverages an additional $9 billion in 
private and local investments in EDA 
projects nationwide, helping commu- 
nities lift themselves up by the boot- 
straps. That is what happened in ARC 
all through this region. 

Mr. Chairman, I shall never forget 
the testimony of Tilda Kemplin, direc- 
tor of a child development program at 
Duff, TN, who said: 

Gentlemen, when you go back to Washing- 
ton, remember our experience and look over 
the top of the dollar, try not to see George 
Washington, but see a child and see the 
needs and how this program has helped.“ 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
advise both sides that they have 6% 
minutes remaining of debate. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Goss]. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG]. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding 
time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of the amendment offered by my col- 
league, the gentleman from Florida. 

What we have before us today in H.R. 
2442 is nothing more than super pork. 

In many ways, the ARC was the cen- 
terpiece of President Johnson's so- 
called Great Society program. In 1965, 
Johnson actually launched the Great 
Society initiative from the porch of a 
poor Appalachian resident. 

Yet 30 years and billions of dollars 
later, the Appalachian region is no bet- 
ter off than it was before. 

It is just another example of why big 
government doesn't work—and why it 
cannot work. 

Believe it or not, this legislation ac- 
tually contains language that would 
try to expand those areas considered 
part of the Appalachian Regional Com- 
mission [ARC]. 

With the level of funding that some 
Members in this House are likely to au- 
thorize, maybe I should vote ‘yes’, and 
try extending the ARC to Michigan. 

I would hope that given our country’s 
need for fiscal responsibility that we 
would simply eliminate this program 
and save the taxpayers of this country 
valuable dollars. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup- 
port the Goss amendment. 
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Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER]. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to rise in 
opposition to this amendment for a va- 
riety of reasons. I think that we should 
remember the fact that the Appalach- 
ian Regional Commission is one of only 
two Federal agencies that exist whose 
mission is to try to do something about 
job generation at the local level and at 
the rural level. The two programs I am 
speaking of are ARC and EDA, and 
these are the only two programs that 
really have a focus on the economic 
problems, the distress problems that 
are peculiar to rural areas. 

The focus of the programs has always 
been in those distressed areas of rural 
America. I think that is an important 
thing to bear in mind on my side of the 
aisle, because so many of us represent 
those kinds of areas that do have prob- 
lems that have existed over the years. 

It is true, Mr. Chairman, that the Ap- 
palachian region has enjoyed some 
measure of improvement over the pe- 
riod of time, but it is also true that be- 
cause of the fact that the economy of 
that region was largely built on extrac- 
tive industries, now because of the dis- 
appearance of those industries we are 
having a transition problem to new 
forms of an economy, and the program 
is still vital, I think, for that region. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. WISE] has already 
mentioned some of the statistics, I 
think, that bear this out. In May 1992, 
only one-third of Appalachia’s 19 met- 
ropolitan counties had unemployment 
rates of at least 150 percent of the na- 
tional average, and 37 percent of the 
Appalachia’s 300 nonmetropolitan 
counties are considered severely dis- 
tressed. 
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Mr. Chairman, it is not. We have had 
some success but we have also started 
from a much lower base and have only 
now really gotten to the point where 
we have the hope that the synergism 
that the Appalachian Regional Com- 
mission provides can take us on to the 
next level. This is a program that has 
worked because of the unique character 
of it. It is a Federal, State, and local 
partnership which has worked very 
well. This is not something that is im- 
posed from the top down. It is some- 
thing that comes up from the bottom, 
the local region. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge as strongly as I 
can that this is a program that has 
worked, that continues to work, but 
which is still vitally needed to ensure 
the economic survival of a region of 
this country. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. GRAMS]. 
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Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Goss amendment to terminate Federal 
funding for the Appalachian Regional 
Commission. 

I had planned to offer sunset amend- 
ments to H.R. 2442, which would have 
prohibited the Appropriations Commit- 
tees from circumventing the will of the 
authorizing committees—or the will of 
Congress—and would have ensured 
funding for the EDA and the ARC is es- 
tablished under the legitimate over- 
sight process. But in the interest of 
time, I will not offer these amendments 
today. 

I do, however, want to take this op- 
portunity to reemphasize the impor- 
tance of sunset amendments. Too often 
in the past, the Appropriations Com- 
mittee has skirted the legislative proc- 
ess by appropriating funds to unau- 
thorized programs or programs whose 
authorizations had expired and not 
been extended. By abusing this tactic, 
the Appropriations Committee has on 
many occasions cut into the jurisdic- 
tion of many authorizing committees, 
and violated the rules of the House. 

The programs before us today are 
perfect examples of this abusive prac- 
tice. Both the EDA and the ARC have 
gone without reauthorization since 
September 30, 1982. 

That's right, 1982. 

Since that time, Congress has appro- 
priated $5.3 billion—$3.4 billion for the 
EDA and $1.9 billion for the ARC—for 
these programs without a single re- 
view. That, my colleagues, is not good 
government. 

Authorizing committees are respon- 
sible for ensuring that every tax dollar 
spent is used for a legitimate and bene- 
ficial purpose. Appropriating funds 
from programs without regular review 
increases the likelihood that Congress 
is spending public funds for programs 
that are wasteful or have outlived their 
purpose. We owe it to the American 
taxpayer to ensure that their hard- 
earned dollars are being well spent. In 
addition, we owe it to our own author- 
izing committees to make sure that 
their jurisdiction is not being intruded 
upon by the Appropriations Commit- 
tees. 

Like the Hefley amendment on EDA 
to follow, the Goss amendment, if 
adopted, would effectively sunset the 
ARC immediately—and that’s a good 
idea. If, however, this amendment is 
not adopted, I would strongly encour- 
age my colleagues to revisit the merits 
of both the ARC and the EDA when 
this authorization expires in 1996. We 
can’t afford to allow another 12 years 
to go by while we continue to appro- 
priate funds for programs which have 
outlived their purposes. 

I encourage my colleagues to stand 
for good government and support the 
Goss amendment. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. MOLLOHAN]. 
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Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my colleague and good friend, 
the gentleman from West Virginia, for 
yielding me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi- 
tion to the amendment offered by my 
colleague, the gentleman from Florida. 

The Appalachian Regional Commis- 
sion [ARC] was created in 1965 as an an- 
swer to a century of neglect and exploi- 
tation in one of the most economically 
distressed regions of America. 

Since its inception, the ARC has had 
an extraordinary impact on the quality 
of life and economic health of those 
who live in Appalachia. 

By targeting resources through 
unique Federal, State, and local part- 
nerships, the ARC has encouraged pub- 
lic and private investments in the Ap- 
palachian region. And it has proved to 
be à good investment—in many cases 
leveraging its dollars at a ratio of bet- 
ter than 6 to 1. 

ARC funding has produced measur- 
able results in Appalachia. Living con- 
ditions have improved dramatically 
since the creation of the organization. 
The percentage of people living in pov- 
erty has gone down, while per capita 
income has gone up. More people are 
finishing high school. And infant mor- 
tality has fallen. 

More specifically, ARC funding has 
helped to complete more than 2,000 
miles of planned highway network, en- 
hance quality job training and readi- 
ness programs, improve access to 
health care, and create more than two 
million new private sector jobs. 

But despite this significant progress, 
much of Appalachia still lags behind 
the Nation in key indicators such as 
per capita market income, rates of pov- 
erty and unemployment, the condition 
of infrastructure, levels of literacy, and 
access to health care. The ARC cannot 
be expected to overcome a century of 
neglect in the course of one generation. 
And some of the progress we have made 
has been negated. For example, during 
the 1980's some of the economic gains 
achieved in Appalachia were lost as a 
result of the severe recession, the de- 
cline of basic-industry America, and 
the low levels of Federal funding pro- 
vided for ARC and other domestic pro- 
grams. Federal spending cuts that 
began in 1981 at the EDA, HUD, HHS, 
EPA, and Farmer's Home have threat- 
ened to reverse the progress in the re- 
gion. 

For these reasons, I urge my col- 
leagues to continue their support for 
this important Agency. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, how much 
time does each side have remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE] has 2⁄2 
minutes remaining and the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Goss] has 3 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I have no 
further speakers, and I want to wrap 
this up because I think the case has 
been made. 
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Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, am I cor- 
rect the gentleman from Florida has 
the right to close? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from West Virginia would have the 
right to close. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, if I have 
the right, I will wait. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I assumed 
I had the right to close. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE] has the 
right to close. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my- 
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate the 
gentleman from West Virginia for 
making a case very well on behalf of 
his constituency which is exactly what 
he should do. I would do the same. 

Mr. Chairman, Florida is a mega- 
donor State. I understand how the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia feels. We 
get picked on in Florida unmercifully 
and one of the reasons we argue so 
much for fair play for Florida is that 
we want to level the playing field. I am 
simply saying that you have had a very 
successful program, it has had great 
success in many ways, and it has, in 
fact, leveled the playing field in Appa- 
lachia to a large degree. Not all the 
problems are solved any more than the 
problems in Florida are solved and I 
am sorry to report that I could prob- 
ably show the gentleman an impover- 
ished area in my district, even though 
it does not show up on this county 
needs area, that is just as distressed as 
some of the places in Appalachia and 
probably just as distressed as some of 
them back in 1963 when this program 
had its genesis. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel that the interest 
here is fair play. I am appealing to 
every Member of this body who is out- 
side the Appalachian belt, who has got 
a needy county, and we will have the 
map here, to consider whether they are 
getting a fair shake by continuing this 
program. In my view, it is duplicative. 
We have other agencies that are doing 
the kinds of things that Appalachia 
needs and the poverty areas that are 
still needed to bring them forward, 
that 14 or 15 percent that are below the 
level, which is true every place else in 
our country and most other districts. 

Mr. Chairman, I am going to ask my 
colleagues to look closely at this map 
and find out whether they feel an extra 
tilt is still needed for the Appalachian 
region. I suspect most Members will 
agree with the NTU and the citizens 
against Government waste and so on to 
say this program is a job well done, de- 
clare victory and now let us deal with 
the rest of the Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, I also need to point 
out that I think that there is a duplica- 
tion going on now with other agencies. 
The gentleman mentioned highway 
funds. I pointed out there are $60 mil- 
lion of nonhighway funds. There are 
other problems and other ways of deal- 
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ing with highways and roads all across 
our Nation. I simply want to make the 
point that this does not preclude any 
place in Appalachia from building 
highways, it just puts them on the 
same footing with the rest of us who 
are also trying to build highways. 
Many of us in growth areas feel we are 
just as far behind the curve as the peo- 
ple in Appalachia. 

Mr. Chairman, I think these are fair 
arguments and there is no mean-spir- 
itedness behind this as I am sure the 
gentleman understands. This is merely 
an effort to level the playing field at 
this time, especially since this is not 
an authorized program. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for his understanding on that point. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, before I 
yield time to the next speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds simply to reply that 
the ARC is trying to level the playing 
field but is trying to get much of the 
Appalachian region on the playing 
field. It can indeed be a model for 
many of those areas that are distressed 
in other parts of the country. 

Mr. Chairman, to conclude debate on 
our side, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS]. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, many of 
the speakers on this amendment this 
afternoon have no idea of the depth of 
poverty with which we are trying to 
deal in most of Appalachia. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit to the gen- 
tleman from Florida that the unem- 
ployment rate in Naples or Fort Myers, 
FL, is not 30 or 40 percent as it is in 
Letcher County, KY. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. ROGERS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Florida. 
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Mr. GOSS. I would only point out I 
was not speaking of Fort Myers or 
Naples. I was speaking of Immokalee, 
Tice, and Alva, and places like that 
that are just as distressed. 

Mr. ROGERS. The poverty rate in 
those counties is nowhere near what it 
is in the Appalachian area. We are 
making some progress through the Ap- 
palachian Regional Commission, be- 
cause this is a program used by the 
Federal Government to leverage pri- 
vate, local, county, State, and other 
funds, and it works. 

Let me give you one example. Seven 
years ago the ARC helped fund a pro- 
gram in my district that came to be 
known as Forward in the Fifth, an ef- 
fort to try to get kids back in school 
and get parents involved with their 
kids in school. After 7 years now, we 
are able to say today that fully 50 per- 
cent, we have a better than 50-percent 
improvement in the dropout rate, be- 
cause of that program. 

Ten percent of those kids are going 
to college, more than they were in the 


earlier days. So there is some remark- 
able, remarkable progress that is tak- 
ing place. 

Do not dump on the poorest part of 
the country, I urge you. 

This is a tiny program. President 
Clinton is talking about sending three 
times this amount of money just for a 
quick aid for South Africa. If you can 
help South Africa, surely you can help 
the poorest parts of this country by 
keeping this modest program in place, 
encouraging people to help themselves. 
That is what the ARC does. 

Please, help us with this program. Do 
not vote for the Goss amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 143, noes 261, 
not voting 33, as follows: 


(Roll No. 163] 

AYES—143 
Allard Hancock Miller (FL) 
Archer Hansen Minge 
Armey Harman Moorhead 
Baker (CA) Hastert Nussle 
Baker (LA) Hefley Oxley 
Ballenger Herger Paxon 
Barton Hoekstra Penny 
Bereuter Hoke Peterson (MN) 
Bilirakis Horn Petri 
Boehner Huffington Pombo 
Bonilla Hutchinson Porter 
Burton Hyde Pryce (OH) 
Buyer Inglis 
Calvert Inhofe Ravenel 
Camp Istook Roberts 
Canady Johnson (CT) Rohrabacher 
Castle Johnson, Sam Ros-Lehtinen 
Coble Kasich Roth 
Collins (GA) Kim Roukema 
Combest King Royce 
Condit Kingston Saxton 
Cox Klein Schaefer 
Crane Klug Schenk 
Crapo Knollenberg Sensenbrenner 
Cunningham Kolbe Shaw 
DeLay Kyl Shays 
Diaz-Balart Lazio Slattery 
Dickey Levy Smith (MI) 
Doolittle Lewis (CA) Smith (TX) 
Dornan Linder Solomon 
Dreier Livingston Stearns 
Duncan Machtley Stenholm 
Dunn Mann Stump 
Ehlers Manzullo Swett 
Ewing Margolies- Talent 
Fawell Mezvinsky Tauzin 
Fields (TX) McCandless Thomas (CA) 
Fowler McCollum Thomas (WY) 
Franks (CT) McCrery ‘Thurman 
Gallegly McCurdy Torkildsen 
Gilchrest McHugh Upton 
Gingrich McInnis Walker 
Goodling McKeon Weldon 
Goss McMillan Wolf 
Grams Meehan Young (AK) 
Greenwood Meyers Young (FL) 
Gunderson Mica Zeliff 
Hall (TX) Michel Zimmer 

NOES—261 
Abercrombie Bacchus (FL) Barlow 
Ackerman Bachus (AL) Barrett (WI) 
Andrews (ME) Baesler Bartlett 
Andrews (TX) Barca Bateman 
Applegate Barcia Becerra 
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Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 


Darden 
de la Garza 
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Hamburg Payne (VA) 
Hamilton Pelosi 
Hastings Peterson (FL) 
Hayes Pickett 
Hefner Pickle 
Hinchey Pomeroy 
Hoagland Portman 
Hobson Poshard 
Hochbrueckner Price (NC) 
Holden Quillen 
Hoyer Quinn 
Hughes Rahall 
Hunter Rangel 
Hutto Reed 
Inslee Regula 
Jacobs Reynolds 
Johnson (GA) Richardson 
Johnson (SD) Roemer 
Johnston Rogers 
Kanjorski Romero-Barcelo 
Kaptur (PR) 
Kennedy Rose 
Kennelly Rowland 
Kildee Roybal-Allard 
Kleczka Sabo 
Klink — eister 
Kopetski fum 
Kreidler Sarpalius 
LaFalce aaa 
Lambert 
Lancaster Schroeder 
Lantos Scott 
LaRocco Sarreno 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Sisisky 
Lehman 8 
kaggs 
Levin Skeen 
Lewis (GA) 
Skelton 
Lightfoot Slaughter 
Lipinski "E: 
Lloyd Smith (IA) 
Long Smith (NJ) 
Lowey Smith (OR) 
Maloney . 
Manton — 
Markey Stark 
Strickland 
— Sade 
Stupak 
McCloskey Bunfonlst 
McDade qu 
McDermott rani 
cHale 
McKinney Tanner 
Meek Taylor (MS) 
Menendez Taylor (NC) 
Mfume pn 
Miller (CA) ones 
3 Torricelli 
Moakle Tower 
y Traficant 
Molinari Tuck 
er 
Mollohan Unsoeld 
Montgomery Valentine 
Moran oe 
Morella Vento 
Murphy Visclosky 
Murtha Volkmer 
Myers Vucanovich 
Walsh 
Nadler Waters 
Neal (MA) Watt 
Nest QNO) Waxman 
Norton (DC) Whea: 
Oberstar » 
Obey Whitten 
ce aa 
Ortiz zi 
Orton Wise 
Packard Wootey 
Pallone yan 
Parker . — 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
NOT VOTING—33 
Dingell Johnson, E. B 
Engel Lewis (FL) 
English McNulty 
Flake Owens 
Frost Ridge 
Grandy Rostenkowski 
Rush 
Houghton Sanders 
Jefferson Schumer 
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Sharp Thompson Velazquez 

Stokes Underwood (GU) Washington 
o 1830 


The Clerk announced the following 


On this vote: 

Mr. Barrett of Nebraska for, with Mr. 
Stokes against. 

Mr. Grandy for, with Mr. Dingell against. 

Messrs. LIVINGSTON, HANCOCK, 
BAKER of California, and HERGER 
changed their vote from no“ to “aye.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. ENGLISH of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, | 
was unavoidably absent during rolicall vote 
No. 163. Had | been present, | would have 
voted "no." 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GRAMS 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. GRAMS: In the 
amendment made by section 205(a), strike 
**$125,000,000 per fiscal year for each of fiscal 
years 1995 and 1996 and insert :*$100,000,000 for 
each of fiscal years 1995 and 1996”. 

In the amendment made by section 209, 
strike 385,600,000 and insert :*$83,400,000"*. 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to offer this amendment which, 
to my understanding, has been accept- 
ed on both sides of the aisle. This 
amendment would simply reduce the 
level of funding for the Appalachian 
Regional Commission from its current 
level of $214.2 to $187 million, the level 
requested by the Clinton administra- 
tion. 

Given our current fiscal crisis, there 
is no reason why Congress should au- 
thorize more funds for the ARC than 
they have requested. At a time when 
other Federal programs are facing cuts 
or total elimination, it makes no sense 
for us to be so generous with the tax- 
payers' money. 

This practice is particularly dis- 
concerting considering the fact that 
many of the programs supported by the 
ARC duplicate activities funded by 
other Federal agencies, such as the 
Transportation Department's federal 
highway program and HUD’s CDBG 
program. In addition, while the ARC 
allocates funds for poor rural commu- 
nities, these areas are no worse off 
today than rural communities in Min- 
nesota or the 35 other States that do 
not benefit from this program. 

This $27.2 million should be put to 
other, more constructive purposes—in- 
cluding deficit reduction or family tax 
relief. For these reasons, I urge my col- 
leagues to stand up for what is right by 
supporting this amendment today. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAMS. I yield to the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, having re- 
viewed this amendment offered by the 
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gentleman from Minnesota  [Mr. 
GRAMS], I strongly believe in the work 
of the Appalachian Regional Commis- 
Sion. I believe the results of the last 
vote reaffirm the congressional com- 
mitment to the people of Appalachia 
and to the Commission, but recogniz- 
ing the tough budgetary times, appre- 
ciating the cooperative spirit in which 
the gentleman has worked, I reviewed 
the amendment and believe it is fis- 
cally responsible. 

Mr. Chairman, our side will accept 
the amendment. 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
WISE] for his cooperation and his help 
as well I say to the gentleman, 
"Thank you very much, Mr. Chair- 
man.“ 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. GRAMS]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HEFLEY 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. HEFLEY: Strike 
title I and insert the following new title: 

SEC. 101. ABOLISHMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVEL- 
OPMENT ADMINISTRATION AND ITS 
PROGRAMS. 

(a) ABOLISHMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOP- 
MENT ADMINISTRATION.—The Economic De- 
velopment Administration is hereby abol- 
ished. 

(b) REPEAL OF ACTS.—The Public Works 
and Economic Development Act of 1965 (42 
U.S.C. 3121 et seq.) and the Local Public 
Works Capital Development and Investment 
Act of 1976 (42 U.S.C. 6701 et seq.) are hereby 
repealed. 

SEC. 102. CONCLUSION OF BUSINESS OF ECO- 
NOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRA- 
TION. 

(a) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
TO CONCLUDE BUSINESS AND HONOR CON- 
TRACTS.—The Secretary of Commerce shall 
provide for the conclusion of any outstand- 
ing affairs of the Economic Development Ad- 
ministration, including matters affecting 
the disposition of personnel. The Secretary 
of Commerce may take any action that (if 
this Act had not been enacted) would have 
been authorized as of of the effective date of 
this Act under the Acts repealed by section 
101(b) and is necessary or appropriate to ad- 
minister and fulfill the terms of any grant, 
contract, agreement, loan, obligation, deben- 
ture, or guarantee made by the Secretary 
pursuant to the Acts repealed by section 
101(b). 

(b) EFFECT OF ABOLISHMENT ON EXPENDI- 
TURE OF FUNDS ALREADY RECEIVED.—Section 
101 may not be construed to prevent the ex- 
penditure of any funds received from a grant 
or loan under the Acts repealed by section 
101(b). Any grant or loan made under such 
Acts before the effective date of this Act 
shall be subject to any laws and regulations 
that would have applied to the grant or loan 
if this Act had not been enacted. 

(c) CONTINUANCE OF ECONOMIC DEVELOP- 
MENT REVOLVING FUND TO FINISH BUSINESS.— 

(1) AUTHORIZED PURPOSES.—The Economic 
Development Revolving fund established by 
section 203 of the Public Works and Eco- 
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nomic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 
3143) shall continue in existence for the fol- 
lowing purposes: 

(A) COLLECTIONS AND REPAYMENTS.—To re- 
ceive collections and repayments in connec- 
tion with assistance extended under the Acts 
repealed by section 101(b) that would have 
been required under the Acts repealed by sec- 
tion 101(b) to be deposited in the Economic 
Development Revolving Fund if this Act had 
not been enacted. 

(B) PAYMENT OF OBLIGATIONS.—To pay obli- 
gations and make expenditures in connection 
with the Acts repealed by section 101(b) that 
would have been required under the Acts re- 
pealed by section 101(b) if this Act had not 
been enacted. 

(2) TERMINATION OF FUND.— 

(A) CERTIFICATION.—When, in the discre- 
tion of the Secretary of Commerce, the Eco- 
nomic Development Revolving Fund is no 
longer necessary to carry out the activities 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary of Com- 
merce shall certify to the Secretary of the 
Treasury that the Economic Development 
Revolving Fund is no longer necessary. 

(B) TERMINATION.—Upon receipt of the cer- 
tification under subparagraph (A), the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury shall deposit into the 
general fund of the Treasury as miscellane- 
ous receipts any moneys remaining in the 
Economic Development Revolving Fund. The 
Secretary of the Treasury shall take any ac- 
tion necessary to terminate the Economic 
Development Revolving Fund. The Secretary 
of the Treasury shall deposit into the gen- 
eral fund of the Treasury any collections and 
repayments made after the termination of 
the Economic Development Revolving Fund 
in connection with the Act repealed by sec- 
tion 101(b). 

SEC. 103. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
this Act. 

SEC. 104. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act shall take effect on the 1st day of 
the 1st fiscal year that begins after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

Mr. HEFLEY (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Colorado? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HEFLEY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, at this 
point, since we worked this out in ad- 
vance, I move that the Committee do 
now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
DEAL) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
TORRES, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 2442) to reauthorize appropria- 
tions under the Public Works and Eco- 
nomic Development Act of 1965, as 
amended, to revise administrative pro- 
visions of the Act to improve the au- 
thority of the Secretary of Commerce 
to administer grant programs, and for 
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other purposes, had come to no resolu- 
tion thereon. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, | would request 
unanimous consent, that due to my absence 
from the House of Representatives on official 
business on this day, namely serving as part 
of the congressional delegation attending the 
inauguration of South African President Nel- 
son Mandela, that the record reflect that had 
| been present to record my votes today, 
would have voted as follows: 

On the Kanjorski amendment to H.R. 2442 
(Rolicall No. 162): Aye. 

On the Goss amendment to H.R. 2442 
(Rollcall No. 163): Nay. 


REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE JOINT 
RESOLUTION 302 
Mr. HUTTO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 

imous consent to withdraw my name as 

a cosponsor of House Joint Resolution 


302. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING 
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON- 
FERENCE REPORT ON S. 2000, 
HEAD START ACT AMENDMENTS 
OF 1994 


Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 103-502) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 421) waiving points of order 
against the conference report to ac- 
company the bill (S. 2000) to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal years 1995 
through 1998 to carry out the Head 
Start Act and the Community Services 
Block Grant Act, and for other pur- 
poses, which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed. 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID- 

ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 518, THE CALIFORNIA 
DESERT PROTECTION ACT OF 
1994 


Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 103-503) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 422) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 518) to designate certain 
lands in the California Desert as wil- 
derness, to establish the Death Valley 
and Joshua Tree National Parks and 
the Mojave National Monument, and 
for other purposes, which was referred 
to the House Calendar and ordered to 
be printed. 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID- 
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 2473, THE MONTANA WIL- 
DERNESS ACT 
Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
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(Report. No. 103-504) on the resolution 
(H. Res. 423) providing for consider- 
ation of the bill (H.R. 2473) to designate 
certain National Forest lands in the 
State of Montana as wilderness, to re- 
lease other National Forest lands in 
the State of Montana for multiple use 
management, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the House Cal- 
endar and ordered to be printed. 
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PROCEDURE FOR SUBMISSION OF 
AMENDMENTS FOR PRINTING ON 
H.R. 518, THE CALIFORNIA 
DESERT PROTECTION ACT OF 
1994 


Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, the 
Rules Committee has granted a rule for 
H.R. 518, the California Desert protec- 
tion Act of 1994, that would require 
amendments. to be printed in the 
amendment section of the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD prior to the bill's con- 
sideration. 

That tentative schedule of the House 
would seem to indicate that the bill 
will be considered on Tuesday, May 17, 
1994. To ensure Members rights to offer 
amendments under the rule, they 
should submit those amendments for 
preprinting in the  CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD on or before Monday, May 16, 
1994. 

Amendments should be titled ‘‘Sub- 
mitted for Printing Under Clause 6 of 
Rule XXIII" and submitted at the 
Speaker's table. Amendments do not 
need to be submitted to the Rules Com- 
mittee. 


HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 


Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 10 a.m. tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DEAL). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 


A further message from the Senate 
by Mr. Hallen, one of its clerks, an- 
nounced that the Senate agrees to the 
report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the 
House to the bill (S. 2000) “An Act to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal 
years 1995 through 1998 to carry out the 
Head Start Act and the Community 
Services Block Grant Act, and for 
other purposes.“ 


VIETNAM HUMAN RIGHTS DAY 


Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
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discharged from further consideration 
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J. 
Res. 168) designating May 11, 1994, as 
“Vietnam Human Rights Day," and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 


The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolution. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Virginia? 


Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I yield to the 
distinguished gentleman from New 
York [Mr. GILMAN]. 


(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 


Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I com- 
mend the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. CLAY], the distinguished Chair of 
the House Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee and our good minority 
member, the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. MYERS] for bringing this impor- 
tant initiative before us today and I 
rise in strong of House Joint Resolu- 
tion 333, a resolution to commemorate 
May 11, 1994, as Vietnam Human Rights 
Day. 


Vietnam remains one of the last com- 
munist countries in the world and 
maintains one of the most repressive 
political and social systems. Free ex- 
pression is denied and most Vietnam- 
ese writers and poets have been denied 
the right to publish or compose since 
1975. The Vietnamese constitution still 
designates the Communist party as the 
“Force Leading the State and Soci- 
ety". Vietnam's criminal law is used to 
punish nonviolent advocates of politi- 
cal pluralism, through charges such as 
attempting to overthrow the people's 
government or antisocialist propa- 
ganda. Even nonviolent political move- 
ments for democracy consisting of 
former national liberation front mem- 
bers such as the league of former revo- 
lutionaries have been repressed and its 
leaders remain under house arrest. 
Most prominent leaders from the Bud- 
dhist, Catholic, Cao Dai, Hoa Hao, and 
protestant faiths are in prison or under 
house arrest for expressing their reli- 
gious beliefs. 


Mr. Chairman, there is more than 
enough reason to designate a day to 
educate the public and draw attention 
to the issue. Accordingly, I support 
House Joint Resolution 333 and urge 
my colleagues to support the resolu- 
tion. 


Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, fur- 
ther reserving the right to object, I do 
so to yield to the gentlewoman from 
Virginia [Mrs. BYRNE]. the gentle- 
woman is the chief sponsor of House 
Joint Resolution 333, which would des- 
ignate May 11, 1994, as Vietnam 
Human Rights Day." 


Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this opportunity to thank 
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my distinguished colleagues who have 
joined me as cosponsors of the resolu- 
tion I introduced to designate May 11, 
1994, as Vietnam Human Rights Day.” 

This day commemorates the fourth 
anniversary of the Manifesto of the 
Non-Violent Movement for Human 
Rights in Vietnam, issued by Dr. 
Nguyen Dan Que, à human rights advo- 
cate and political prisoner being held 
in solitary confinement in Vietnam. He 
was the first member of Amnesty 
International in Vietnam and arrested 
by the Socialist government in 1978 for 
rebellion against the regime, even 
though his protests were solely non- 
violent. 

With his case in mind, along with 
thousands of others, such as those of 
Buddhist monks and religious leaders, 
the resolution calls upon Hanoi to re- 
spect basic human rights, accept a 
multiparty system, and restore the 
right of the Vietnamese people to 
choose their own form of government 
through free and fair elections. While 
this resolution does not take binding 
action, it has become an issue of great 
importance to Vietnamese throughout 
our Nation and in Vietnam. 

The passage of Vietnam Human 
Rights Day is a symbol of American re- 
solve in the area of foreign policy. 
First, it confirms the necessity of plac- 
ing human rights at the center of Unit- 
ed States policy toward Vietnam and 
reminds us of what we stand for as a 
nation. Our Nation has always defined 
itself by the principles that are set 
forth in the Declaration of Independ- 
ence and the Constitution. The values 
these great documents hold must con- 
tinue to guide our actions and vision of 
our foreign policy. 

Second, this resolution demonstrates 
that America will not ignore the plight 
of those Vietnamese citizens who suffer 
as prisoners of conscience under the 
Socialist regime. Those who are put in 
solitary confinement for their political 
views, Buddhist monks who are ar- 
rested and charged with traveling with- 
out permission, human rights advo- 
cates who are tortured for issuing non- 
violent statements, and hundreds of 
citizens who are imprisoned in dun- 
geons without a fair trial will not be 
forgotten by the United States and its 
citizens. Just as the world has wel- 
comed South Africa into the commu- 
nity of nations after their recent elec- 
tions, the people of Vietnam dream of 
such a day when they will be honored 
for their movement toward democracy. 

Endorsed by veterans groups ranging 
from the American Legion to the 
American Ex-Prisoners Of War, I am 
optimistic that this will encourage 
Vietnam to go down the road of becom- 
ing a more open, democratic, and plu- 
ralistic society. 

On behalf of the thousands of Viet- 
namese in my district and throughout 
the Nation, I want to thank my col- 
leagues for cosponsoring this resolu- 
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tion and for bringing this issue to the 
forefront. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, fur- 
ther reserving the right to object, I 
wish to again thank the gentlewoman 
from Virginia [Mrs. BYRNE] for intro- 
ducing this important resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from American Samoa (Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA]. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, 
I wish to express my sincere apprecia- 
tion to the gentlewoman from Virginia 
[Mrs. BYRNE] for bringing forward this 
initiative, and for her leadership in 
sponsoring House Joint Resolution 333, 
the companion legislation to Senate 
Joint Resolution 168. 

I certainly commend the gentle- 
woman for this, as well as our good 
friend, the gentlewoman from Mary- 
land [Mrs. MORELLA], for bringing this 
piece of legislation before the Members 
for consideration. 

Mr. Speaker, as a member of a group 

of Members who has served in the Viet- 
nam War, this is really a historjc mo- 
ment, at least in my humble opinion, 
for bringing again to the forefront a 
sense of recognition of this very impor- 
tant issue as it affects our relationship 
with the Republic of Vietnam. I cer- 
tainly want to thank the gentlewoman 
from Virginia [Mrs. BYRNE] for doing 
this. 
Mr. Speaker, I want to say also that 
I hope this legislation will be an initia- 
tive to make the leaders of the Repub- 
lic of Vietnam cognizant of the civil 
rights of the citizens of Vietnam. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to commend the 
gentlewoman from Virginia  [Mrs. 
BYRNE] for taking this initiative also 
to the effect that we are also not to 
forget some 2,300 POW's and MIA's that 
are still unaccounted for. I would cer- 
tainly like to commend this adminis- 
tration for their sincere efforts in see- 
ing that we settle this issue with the 
officials of the Vietnam Government. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to also say that 
on the question of human rights, I real- 
ize this is one of the important issues 
that the administration has taken up, 
and it is certainly important with the 
Members of this body. More impor- 
tantly, we should recognized human 
rights, especially for the good citizens 
of Vietnam, I feel that this piece of leg- 
islation is most befiting. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle- 
woman from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA] 
for yielding. 

O 1850 


Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, con- 
tinuing my reservation of objection, I 
just want to thank the gentleman for 
his very eloquent, sincere statement on 
behalf of this resolution. I reiterate my 
commendation to the gentlewoman 
from Virginia for introducing it and 
say I am proud to be one of the cospon- 
sors. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva- 
tion of objection. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DEAL). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentlewoman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the Senate joint reso- 
lution, as follows: 

8.J. RES. 168 

Whereas May 11, 1994, is the fourth anni- 
versary of the issuance of the Manifesto of 
the Non-Violent Movement for Human 
Rights in Vietnam; 

Whereas the Manifesto, which calls upon 
Hanoi to respect basic human rights, accept 
a multiparty system, and restore the right of 
the Vietnamese people to choose their own 
form of government through free and fair 
elections, reflects the will and aspirations of 
the people of Vietnam; 

Whereas the author of the Manifesto, Dr. 
Nguyen Dan Que, and thousands of innocent 
Vietnamese, including religious leaders, are 
imprisoned by the Socialist Republic of Viet- 
nam because of their nonviolent struggle for 
freedom and human rights; 

Whereas the leaders of the Socialist Repub- 
lic of Vietnam are seeking to expand diplo- 
matic and trade relations with the rest of 
the world; 

Whereas the United States, as the leader of 
the free world, has a special responsibility to 
safeguard freedom and promote the protec- 
tion of human rights throughout the world; 
and 

Whereas the Congress urges Hanoi to re- 
lease immediately and unconditionally all 
political prisoners, including Dr. Nguyen 
Dan Que, with full restoration of their civil 
and human rights; guarantee equal protec- 
tion under the law to all Vietnamese, regard- 
less of religious belief, political philosophy, 
or previous associations; restore all basic 
human rights, such as freedom of speech, re- 
ligion, movement, and association; abolish 
the single party system and permit the func- 
tioning of all political organizations without 
intimidation or harassment and announce a 
framework and timetable for free and fair 
election under the sponsorship of the United 
Nations that will allow the Vietnamese peo- 
ple to choose their own form of government: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That May 11, 1994, is des- 
ignated as “Vietnam Human Rights Day” in 
support of efforts by the Non-Violent Move- 
ment for Human Rights in Vietnam to 
achieve freedom and human rights for the 
people of Vietnam, and the President is au- 
thorized and requested to issue a proclama- 
tion calling upon the people of the United 
States to commemorate such day with ap- 
propriate ceremonies and activities. 

AMENDMENT TO THE PREAMBLE OFFERED BY 

MRS. BYRNE 

Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 
amendment to the preamble. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment to the preamble offered by 
Mrs. BYRNE: In the 3d whereas clause of the 
preamble, strike , Dr. Nguyen Dan Que,". 

In the last whereas clause of the preamble, 
strike “including Dr. Nguyen Dan Que,". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment to the 
preamble offered by the gentlewoman 
from Virginia [Mrs. BYRNE]. 

The amendment to the preamble was 
agreed to. 

The Senate joint resolution was or- 
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed. 
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A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


——— 


YEARS OF THE GIRL CHILD 


Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 302) 
designating 1994 through 1999 as the 
"Years of the Girl Child," and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Virginia? 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I yield to the 
gentlewoman from Oregon [Ms. FURSE], 
who is the chief sponsor of House Joint 
Resolution 302. 

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of House Joint Reso- 
lution 302 which I have sponsored in 
the House to designate 1994 as the 
“Year of the Girl Child.” 

I want to thank each of my many 
colleagues who have signed up to sup- 
port this resolution. I would especially 
like to thank Congresswomen OLYMPIA 
SNOWE, CYNTHIA MCKINNEY, and NYDIA 
VELÁZQUEZ for championing this legis- 
lation early on as lead cosponsors. 

Also, I would also like to thank 
Chairman CLAY for bringing up the res- 
olution and Congresswoman BYRNE for 
managing the resolution today on the 
floor. 

I introduced House Joint Resolution 
302 to call attention to the inequalities 
that girls face around the world. While 
it is difficult to apply general remedies 
to a problem that varies so widely in 
detail and scope from country to coun- 
try and from region to region, the in- 
disputable common denominator for 
raising the status of women is to ele- 
vate the status of girls. 

Last month, many of us observed 
“Take Our Daughters to Work Day." 
We brought daughters and young girls 
from our neighborhoods with us to our 
workplace and gave them a chance to 
see some of the many opportunities 
available to them in the professional 
world. It would be so wonderful not to 
have to have a special day like this. 
But unfortunately we do. It is impor- 
tant to focus on the needs of young 
girls so they will regard themselves, 
and be regarded by others, as full 
equals within the classroom and the 
marketplace. 

Over the last several months, Mem- 
bers from both sides of the aisle have 
come together in support this resolu- 
tion, acknowledging this need boost 
girls’ self esteem and the need to cre- 
ate more awareness of the discrimina- 
tion girls face in education, health 
care, and economic opportunities both 
in the United States and around the 
world. 
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On this day, I thank my colleagues 
for standing up for human rights for 
girls and recognizing them as the valu- 
able and vital resource they are. 

I want to particularly convey my ap- 
preciation to the Population Institute 
for all their hard work in promoting 
this resolution, and would also like to 
recognize the following organizations 
for their support. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD a list of cosponsoring organiza- 
tions of House Joint Resolution 302. 


COSPONSORING ORGANIZATIONS—HOUSE JOINT 
RESOLUTION 302 


Academy for Educational Development. 

African-American Women's Clergy Asso- 
ciation. 

Alliance for Child Survival. 

American Association of 
Women. 

American College of Nurse Midwives. 

American Psychological Association. 

American Public Health Association. 

Americans for Democratic Action. 

Aspen Airport Business Center Founda- 
tion. 

Associated Country Women of the World. 

Association for Women In Science.’ 

Association of Population/Family Plan- 
ning Libraries and Information Centers 
International. 

Bread for the World. 

California Population Committee. 

Center for Democratic Renewal. 

Center for Policy Alternatives. 

The Center for Development and Popu- 
lation Activities. 

Center for Population Options. 

Center for Women Policy Studies. 

Citizen Advocate for Responsible Birthing. 

Commonweal. 

Contraceptive Research and Development 
Program, Eastern Virginia Medical School. 

Creative Associates International, Inc. 

Crossroads Counseling. 

Development Associates. 

DKT International. 

Family Care International, Inc. 

Family Health International. 

Fund for a Constitutional Government. 

The Futures Group. 

General Federation of Women’s Clubs. 

Girl Scouts of the U.S.A. 

Heartwood Institute. 

Institute for Health Policy Studies, Uni- 
versity of California, San Francisco. 

Institute for Reproductive Health at 
Georgetown University. 

IPPF, Western Hemisphere Region. 

International Projects Assistance Services. 

Johns Hopkins University Population Cen- 
ter. 

Lutheran World Relief. 

Macro International. 

Management Sciences for Health. 

Margaret Sanger Center International, 
Planned Parenthood of New York City. 

Ministry for Justice in Population Con- 
cerns. 

Missouri Botanical Gardens. 

Ms. Foundation. 

National Asian Women’s Health Organiza- 
tion. 

National Black Women’s Health Project. 

National Coalition Against Domestic Vio- 
lence. 

National Committee for an Effective Con- 
gress. 

National Conference of Women's Bar Asso- 
ciation. 

National Council for International Health. 
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National Family Planning and Reproduc- 
tive Health Association. 

National Federation of Business and Pro- 
fessional Women. 

National Museum of Women In the Arts. 

National Optimum Population Effort. 

National Wildlife Federation. 

National Women's History Project. 

National Women's Law Center. 

Native American Women's Health Edu- 
cation Resource Center. 

Nurture, Center to Prevent Child Malnutri- 
tion. 

Office of Population Research, Princeton 
University. 

Pathfinder International. 

Physicians for Social Responsibility. 

Planned Parenthood Federation of Amer- 
ica. 

Population Action International. 

Population Communication. 

Population Communications International. 

The Population Council. 

Population-Environment Balance, Inc. 

The Population Institute. 

Population Speakout. 

Program for Appropriate Technology in 
Health. 

Research Triangle Institute, Center for 
International Development. 

RESULTS. 

Sex Information and Education Council of 
the U.S, (SIECUS). 

Sierra Club. 

Southern California Ecumenical Council. 

Transnational Family Research Institute. 

Treasure Coast Women's International 
League for Peace and Freedom. 

Tulane (LA) School of Public Health and 
Tropical Medicine. 

UKIMWI Orphans Assistance, Inc. 

Unitarian Universalist Church. 

United Church Board for World Ministries. 

United Church of Christ, Coordinating Cen- 
ter for Women. 

United Church of Christ, Network for Envi- 
ronmental and Economic Responsibility. 

United Church of Christ, Office for Church 
and Society. 

United Methodist Church, General Board of 
Church and Society’s Ministry of God's 
Human Community. 

United States Committee for UNICEF. 

Voters for Choice. 

The Woman Activist Fund, Inc. 

Woman's National Democratic Club. 

Women Employed. 

Women of All Red Nations. 

WOMEN OF REFORM JUDAISM, The Fed- 
eration of Temple Sisterhoods. 

Women’s Action Alliance. 

Women’s Caucus for Art. 

Women’s Information Network. 

Women’s Research and Education Insti- 
tute. 

World Federalist Association. 

World Vision Relief & Development. 

Worldwatch Institute. 

Young Women's Project. 

Zero Population Growth. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, fur- 
ther reserving the right to object, I 
would like to point out the importance 
of a resolution of this nature, because 
we know that unfortunately through- 
out the world girls appear to be the 
most neglected, deprived human re- 
sources worldwide. We know that they 
have been handicapped too often by the - 
perception that they are temporary 
members of the family but also by the 
belief that boys will be the bread- 
winners and, therefore, deserve the re- 
sources of education and opportunity. 
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We just completed H.R. 6, the reau- 
thorization of the Primary and Second- 
ary Schools Act, where we inserted in 
that important bill further opportuni- 
ties for girls to be able to be more read- 
ily acquainted with math and science, 
to learn that it is fun, to learn that 
there are careers open to them. We 
know that as we look at the year of the 
girl that very often infant deaths occur 
and that infant deaths decline by 20 
percent when girls in developing coun- 
tries have as little as 4 to 6 years of 
School, so the importance of continuity 
of education. 

It is, therefore, very important that 
we look to the future and know that fe- 
males are a very important resource 
and equity is of the utmost impor- 
tance. 

I am pleased to cosponsor this resolu- 
tion, House Joint Resolution 302. I 
want to again commend the gentle- 
woman from Oregon for endorsing it 
and for introducing it. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva- 
tion of objection. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, | am proud to be 
an original cosponsor of House Joint Resolu- 
tion 302, a resolution to make the years 1994 
through 1999 the Years of the Girl Child. Es- 
tablishing the Years of the Girl Child ensures 
that we will work to promote the status of girls, 
which will enhance the lives of children, 
women and families all over the world. 

Clearly, women, children and girls have 
made significant progress here in America 
since the years when child labor was common 
and women could not vote. There is still the 
need for more progress, as girls still receive 
unequal education in our Nation's schools, 
and in addition, they are more likely than boys 
to be victims of sexual abuse. In other nations, 
however, startling inequalities abound. For ex- 
ample, two-thirds of the global illiterate popu- 
lation are women. An estimated 40 percent of 
the world’s 14 year old girls will be pregnant 
by the age of twenty. In Bangladesh, boys 
under 5 years old were given 16 percent more 
food than girls. A study in Pakistan showed 
that 60 percent of grandmothers left in charge 
of grandchildren fed only the boys and not the 
girls. A study in 10 villages in Gujarat, India 
found that in cases of 58 infant deaths, only 
22 percent of girls were taken to a health care 
facility as opposed to 80 percent of boys. 

All across America, schools, libraries, muse- 
ums, and other organizations such as the 
Population Institute will be paying tribute and 
working to promote the status of girls. It is our 
hope that the Years of the Girl Child will raise 
public awareness about these shocking statis- 
tics and motivate people and nations to work 

ether to eradicate these i ities. 

e SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the joint resolution, 
as follows: 

H.J. RES. 302 

Whereas girls are the most neglected, de- 
prived, and mistreated human resource 
worldwide; 

Whereas girls are frequently condemned to 
a cycle of poverty, illiteracy, unwanted preg- 
nancy, and poor health; 
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Whereas girls across the developing world 
are fed less, withdrawn from school earlier, 
forced into hard labor sooner, and given less 
medical care than are boys; 

Whereas numerous studies indicate that 
girls are handicapped not only by the percep- 
tion that they are temporary members of a 
family, but also by the belief that boys will 
be the chief breadwinners and, therefore, are 
more deserving of scarce resources; 

Whereas parents in some regions of the de- 
veloping world resort to infanticide rather 
than use the family resources to raise girl 
children; 

Whereas girls in some regions of the world 
become pregnant at the onset of puberty and 
continue to become pregnant at intervals 
that damage their health and increase the 
chances of complications during pregnancy; 

Whereas girls with at least a 7th grade edu- 
cation have !$ as many pregnancies as girls 
with less schooling; 

Whereas studies indicate that infant 
deaths decline by 20 percent when girls in de- 
veloping countries have as little as 4 to 6 
years of school; 

Whereas the World Health Organization es- 
timates that improved education for girls 
and family planning services for women (in- 
cluding girls) would reduce maternal deaths 
by 15 to 33 percent; 

Whereas the World Fertility Survey indi- 
cates that a girl's age at marriage increases 
with the number of years she has spent in 
school and that she is more apt to marry at 
22 than at 17 with even as little as 7 years of 
education; 

Whereas girls in the United States still re- 
ceive an unequal education in our Nation’s 
schools, by any measure—test scores, cur- 
riculum, or teacher-student interaction; 

Whereas girls in the United States and 
abroad are exploited as the victims of sexual 
abuse and child prostitution; and 

Whereas the most recent study of child 
sexual abuse in the United States shows 
that, of the cases reported, 23 percent of the 
victims were boys and 77 percent were girls: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That 1994 through 1999 are 
designated as the ears of the Gir] Child“. 
and the President of the United States is au- 
thorized and requested to issue a proclama- 
tion calling upon all United States missions 
in foreign countries, all United States diplo- 
matic personnel, the Secretary of Education, 
and the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services to encourage equality for girls in 
health care, education, and all phases of fam- 
ily and community life. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. BYRNE 

Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mrs. BYRNE: Page 3, 
beginning in line 3, strike out “through 1999 
are designated as the ‘Years of the Girl 
Child'" and insert “is designated as the 
"Year of the Girl Child“. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentlewoman from Virginia 
[Mrs. BYRNE]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, was 
read the third time, and passed. 

AMENDMENT TO THE TITLE OFFERED BY MRS. 

BYRNE 

Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 

amendment to the title. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment to the title offered by Mrs. 
BYRNE: Amend the title so as read: “Joint 
Resolution designating 1994 as the ‘Year of 
the Girl Child'." 

The amendment to the title was 
agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
resolutions just considered and passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 


—— 
o 1900 


POSTPONEMENT OF VOTE ON H.R. 
4278, SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1994 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DEAL). Pursuant to clause 5(b) of rule I, 
the Chair redesignates the time for fur- 
ther proceedings on the motion to sus- 
pend the rules and pass H.R. 4278 as 
May 12, 1994. 


—— — 


OPPOSITION TO DEATH ROW 
QUOTAS 


(Mr. HORN asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, recently the 
California District Attorneys Associa- 
tion, an organization which includes 
all of the elected district attorneys of 
California's 58 counties unanimously 
adopted a resolution expressing ada- 
mant opposition to the Racial Justice 
Act provisions included by the House 
as part of the crime bill. If adopted, 
those provisions would effectively es- 
tablish racial quotas for the death pen- 
alty. The 58 county prosecutors believe 
that these provisions will produce a 
number of damaging effects on Califor- 
nia's and the Nation's ability to con- 
trol crime. 

Iagree. 

These officials—who have frontline 
responsibility for prosecuting Califor- 
nia’s criminals—oppose any version of 
this so-called racial justice legislation 
for the following reasons: 

First, enactment of these provisions 
would result in effectively abolishing 
capital punishment. The language re- 
quires that each State show that the 
death penalty was sought in all cases 
involving a capital offense. 

Second, there would be even further 
clogging of California’s and other 
States’ desperately overcrowded court 
system. The retroactive application of 
the Racial Justice Act would permit 
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people already convicted of capital 

crimes to petition to have their cases 

reopened. In California alone, there are 

376 such individuals on death row. 
Third, this Act disregards the fun- 

damental principle of our criminal jus- 

tice system that an individuals tried 
on the facts of his or her case. 

Fourth, it eliminates the traditional 
deference to State-court findings and 
places them under Federal guidelines. 

Fifth, most seriously, it encourages a 
quota system based on race for decid- 
ing capital punishment cases. 

Sixth, and finally, under this Racial 
Justice Act, the costs to taxpayers and 
to local governments would be abso- 
lutely exorbitant amounts of money to 
retry these cases, and the endless ap- 
peals that the habeas corpus system 
provides. 

I join with the California District At- 
torneys Association in the belief that 
the many positive elements of the 
crime bill are undermined by the inclu- 
sion of this racial justice provision. It 
opposes fundamental notions of our 
criminal justice system. It must not be 
included in the final conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the following resolution of 
April 29, 1994, from the California Dis- 
trict Attorneys Association: 

CALIFORNIA DISTRICT ATTORNEYS ASSOCIA- 
TION—ADOPTED APRIL 29, 1994, CONCERNING 
THE RACIAL JUSTICE ACT 
Whereas, the California District Attorneys 

Association is an organization composed of 

the elected District Attorneys of California's 

fifty-eight counties and 3,000 deco district 
attorneys and city prosecuto; 

Whereas, on April 21, 1994, . U.S. House 
of Representatives adopted the omnibus 
crime bill, H.R. 4092, which included in Title 
IX legislation, referred to, and known as, the 
Racial Justice Act (or the Racially Discrimi- 
natory Capital Sentencing Act); 

Whereas, on April 20, 1994, the U.S. House 
of Representatives narrowly defeated the 
McCollum Amendment to strike the Racial 
Justice Act from the House crime bill and 
substitute in its place the Equal Justice Act. 
[The vote was an effective 212 to 212 tie, after 
the votes of the five Delegate members were 
excluded under recent House Rules.]; 

Whereas, the Racial Justice Act would, 
first, permit a capital case defendant to 
make a statistical showing that death sen- 
tences are being imposed or administered in 
a disproportionate manner upon (1) persons 
of one race or (2) as punishment for capital 
offenses against persons of one race, and, 
second, require the prosecutor to rebut this 
statistical showing “by a preponderance of 
the evidence“; 

Whereas, in the 102d Congress, on June 20, 
1991, the U.S. Senate voted to strike a simi- 
lar measure entitled the Racial Justice Act 
out of the omnibus crime measure by a bi- 
partisan vote of 55 to 41 (this was the third 
successive Congress in which the U.S. Senate 
rejected the Racial Justice Act), and on Oc- 
tober 22, 1991, the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives voted to strike a similar measure by a 
bipartisan vote of 223 to 191; 

Whereas, the U.S. Supreme Court rejected 
a discrimination claim founded solely upon 
statistics, in McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 U.S. 279 
(1987). 

Now, therefore, be it resolved that in light 
of the urgency and importance of this mat- 
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ter, all 58 California district attorneys, hav- 
ing been polled, unanimously: 

(1) oppose any version of the Racial Justice 
Act, for the following reasons: 

(a) The Racial Justice Act would result in 
the effective abolition of capital punish- 
ment. 

This would result because of the inherent 
evidentiary difficulties and inevitable vast 
expenditures of time and money in litigation 
in every post-conviction capital case, to 
prove by at least a preponderance of the evi- 
dence a negative, to wit, that race was not 
the basis for any of the prosecutor’s, jury’s, 
or judge’s decisions. [The Racial Justice Act 
contains a virtually impossible rebuttal bur- 
den: “Unless [the prosecutor or State] can 
show that the death penalty was sought in 
all cases fitting the statutory criteria for 
imposition of the death penalty, the govern- 
ment cannot rely on mere assertions that it 
did not intend to discriminate or that the 
cases in which death was imposed fit the 
statutory criteria for imposition of the death 
penalty.]; 

(b) moreover, as to adjudicated cases, the 
retroactive application of the Racial Justice 
Act would permit convicted capital defend- 
ants to reopen their cases by presenting dis- 
crimination claims (regardless of whether 
such claims had previously been rejected). In 
California, there are currently 376 individ- 
uals on death row. The retroactive provision 
in the Racial Justice Act as passed by the 
House would potentially affect these cases as 
well as others around the nation; 

(c) the statistical premise of any version of 
the Racial Justice Act is unsound, for sev- 
eral reasons, including: 

(1) it disregards the fundamental precept of 
our criminal justice system that an individ- 
ual is tried on the facts of his or her case, 
not on the facts or circumstances or statis- 
tics from unrelated cases; 

(ii) it overturns the U.S. Supreme Court's 
rejection of such a statistical premise, where 
the Court noted with regard to the Baldus 
study: Even Professor Baldus does not con- 
tend that his statistics prove that race enters 
into any capital sentencing decisions or that 
race was a factor in McCleskey's particular 
case. Statistics at most may show only a 
likelihood that a particular factor entered 
into some decisions." McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 
U.S. 279, 308 (1987) (emphasis in original); and 

(iii) its statistical showing fails to estab- 
lish that the imposition of capital punish- 
ment in a particular case is predicated on 
any bias; and 

(d) the Racial Justice Act would permit 
the second-guessing“ of capital case deci- 
sions by prosecutors, defense counsel, judges 
and juries based upon the information and 
statistics required to be maintained under 
the Act; 

(e) the Racial Justice Act eliminates the 
traditional deference to state-court findings 
of fact, 28 U.S.C. $2254(d); Sumner v. Mata, 449 
U.S. 539 (1981), if the state fails to collect or 
maintain adequate records required under 
the Act, and causes the individual convic- 
tion, though lawfully and justifiably im- 
posed, to be unduly placed in jeopardy; 

(f) the potential cost of compliance on 
states and local entities would be exorbitant, 
as demonstrated by one California case (In re 
Earl Jackson) which took three years to pre- 
pare for an evidentiary hearing and cost 
more than $1,000,000. The evidentiary hearing 
was never held, after the McCleskey v. Kemp 
ruling was rendered; 

(g) the Racial Justice Act encourages a 
quota system for capital punishment cases 
by in effect introducing “race conscious- 
ness“ into capital case decisions. 
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(2) opposes any legislation which would un- 
dermine or otherwise modify the holding in 
McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 U.S. 279 (1987); 

(3) calls upon the U.S. House of Represent- 
atives and U.S. Senate to reject any version 
of the Racial Justice Act as part of any 
package of federal habeas corpus reform or 
any crime bill; 

(4) opposes any legislation, including the 
omnibus crime bill to be reported by the con- 
ference committee, which includes any ver- 
sion of the Racial Justice Act. Any meaning- 
ful provisions contained in the crime bill are 
completely undermined by inclusion of the 
Racial Justice Act, which is antithetical to 
fundamental notions under our criminal jus- 
tice system. If the omnibus crime bill con- 
tains any version of the Racial Justice Act, 
we recommend it be voted down until this 
legislation is removed. 

Be it further resolved by the California 
District Attorneys Association that its Exec- 
utive Director shall transmit a copy of this 
resolution to the U.S. Senators and Rep- 
resentatives in the California delegation and 
to members of the Senate and House Com- 
mittees on the Judiciary. 


PRESCRIPTION FOR HEALTH CARE: 
LET THE MARKET WORK 


(Mr. FIELDS of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Speak- 
er, the White House believes that the 
Government, rather than the private 
sector, should run every health care 
program. And this is certainly the case 
with the Medicare prescription drug 
benefit. The President proposes taking 
private sector managed drug plans that 
works well now for retirees, disman- 
tling them, replacing them with a few 
thousand bureaucrats, a few hundred 
pages of Federal regulation, and hun- 
dreds of complicated forms, and seeing 
if they can get it to work as well as the 
private sector plans now do. 

Not only is this a terrible waste of 
the taxpayer's money and a threat to a 
thriving drug industry, it is also dis- 
ruptive for the retiree who now has 
drug benefits through the  retiree 
health or Medigap plan. 

The most outrageous part of this pro- 
posal is that although it is being ad- 
vanced as a way to control drug costs, 
it will create havoc with the very ac- 
tivities now successfully controlling 
drug costs in the private market. 

To begin with, pharmaceuticals are 
one of the greatest industrial success 
stories in this country. They have 
grown as a major export product for 
the United States—worldwide sales 
reached nearly $85 billion in 1993, near- 
ly four times what they were in 1980— 
and as a major source of R&D, spending 
over $10 billion on R&D last year alone. 
Competition in this country is intense, 
and that competition has brought re- 
markable medical advances in the last 
decade alone. 

The race to bring new drugs to mar- 
ket has not only contributed to signifi- 
cant advances in patient care but has 
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also helped to slow the overall growth 
in health care costs. New drugs are 
making it possible to replace expensive 
surgeries with much less costly drug 
treatment. Ulcer drugs, for example, 
have reduced the number of surgical 
procedures from 155,000 to 16,000 a year, 
saving $24,000 on each case. New drugs 
for chronic heart failure have lowered 
the need for hospitalization by 30 per- 
cent. Medications for the treatment of 
depression are significantly reducing 
both physician and hospital costs. 

Sometimes this race for new drugs 
leads to a whole new treatment—a 
breakthrough. Often it produces sev- 
eral drugs that compete in the same 
therapeutic category, giving physicians 
and managed care plans a choice of 
medications, and creating competition 
that forces down prices both for new 
introductions and for drugs that have 
been on the market. 

I have attached a story from the 
Washington Post that makes it pretty 
clear how competition in this new mar- 
ketplace where most of the sales are to 
managed care plans is influencing drug 
prices and changing the way manufac- 
turers approach decisions on research. 
The power of managed care plans to 
force major price concessions for newly 
introduced drugs is reducing the return 
on these drugs and forcing companies 
to only bring the most cost-effective 
drugs to market. 

This article makes the point that the 
market for drugs is doing exactly what 
we want—making sure the new drugs 
brought to market are noticeably bet- 
ter and less costly than the existing 
therapies. 

What is it the administration wants 
to do? They want Medicare to buy all 
the prescription drugs for the elderly. 
Combined with Medicaid, that would 
have the Government buying about 40 
percent of all the drugs sold in the 
United States. Then, because the Gov- 
ernment can never figure out the right 
price, they want to force drug manu- 
facturers to give the Government at 
least a l7-percent rebate. The rebate is 
supposed to approximate the discounts 
managed care plans would have been 
able to get had the Government not 
stepped in and pushed them aside. In 
addition, the administration wants to 
review prices for new drugs and refuse 
to cover the drug if they think the 
price is too high. Finally, they want to 
force the manufacturer to offer the 
drug to every purchaser, if they want, 
at the lowest negotiated price. 

The last thing we want to do is turn 
this marketplace upside down with a 
Medicare benefit and then try to create 
& whole new Government apparatus for 
controlling costs. Not only would that 
be a complex and costly bureaucratic 
undertaking, it would also probably 
not result in the kinds of cost-effective 
decision making that is already going 
on in the industry. 

I would urge my colleagues to oppose 
the administrations pathetic efforts to 
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create a new Government program. The 
marketplace already exists without 
having to destroy the marketplace and 
the viability of the pharmaceutical in- 
dustry and drug research in the proc- 
ess. 


[From the Washington Post, Apr. 26, 1994] 
CUTTING BACK ON MRH Too" DRUGS 


PHARMACEUTICAL FIRM8 REACT TO HEALTH 
CARE CHANGES 


(By David S. Hilzenrath) 


Changes in the health care business are 
driving many drug companies to do some- 
thing that their critics have long been urg- 
ing—cultural development of so-called me- 
too drugs, which serve essentially the same 
purpose as products already on the market. 

Those pharmaceutical makers are increas- 
ing their emphasis on potential ''break- 
through" drugs—major medical advances— 
because health insurers' efforts to reduce 
costs are making me-too drugs harder to 
market profitably, industry executives said. 

"We're very ruthlessly stopping projects 
when we think that we will be second or 
third in the marketplace or if the advantage 
afforded by a new molecule is not a really 
substantial innovative leap forward," said 
Leigh Thompson, chief scientific officer of 
Eli Lilly & Co. 

The pressure on me-toos is coming from 
managed-care health plans, which are using 
their growing influence to squeeze pharma- 
ceutical prices. Managed-care plans often de- 
velop lists of drugs approved for coverage 
under their prescription drug benefits, and 
they frequently negotiate discounts with 
suppliers for products on the lists. 

Drugmakers said it can be difficult to get 
me-too drugs added to the lists, and they 
said they expect it to become even harder to 
command high enough prices to recoup their 
investment in me-toos. “The payers simply 
are not going to pay premium prices for me- 
too drugs," added an executive at one com- 
pany that manages drug purchases for health 
insurers. “The bucks aren't going to be 
there.” 

But by producing fewer  me-toos, 
drugmakers could make it more difficult for 
insurers and other large buyers to bargain 
down prices. Although they are ''often de- 
rided as not contributing to health care," 
me-too drugs are needed if price competition 
is to occur, the government's Office of Tech- 
nology Assessment said in a report last year. 

Critics of the drug industry have faulted 
manufacturers in the past for lavishing time 
and money on me-too drugs when they could 
be developing cures and treatments for un- 
solved medical problems. 

But drugmakers say one risk of a no me- 
too policy“ is that research will be aborted 
before they know whether the chemicals 
they are studying will lead to incremental or 
major advances. Another is that companies 
will stay out of races to develop specific 
products if they perceive themselves as trail- 
ing another company, only to see the 
frontrunner falter somewhere down the road. 

Me-too drugs often offer measurable, if 
modest, advantages in safety or effectiveness 
over the products that precede them, indus- 
try officials say. Medicines do not affect ev- 
eryone the same way, and the benefits of the 
me-too product can be profound for some pa- 
tients, they say. 

"Im worried that we are going to find our- 
selves developing too few drugs because we 
are setting our standards too high," said 
Leon Rosenberg, president of the research 
arm of Bristol-Myers Squibb Co. and a 
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former dean of Yale Medical School. We 
may very well end up turning away from de- 
veloping drugs that a segment of the popu- 
lation really needs.“ 

Me-too drugs have historically absorbed a 
large share of pharmaceutical industry re- 
search and development budgets. From 1978 
to 1991, 135 new pharmaceutical molecules 
approved by the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion were classified by the FDA as having 
“little or no therapeutic gain," while only 42 
were classified as representing an impor- 
tant therapeutic gain." 

The me-toos compete directly with other 
brand-name products that are still protected 
by patents. The competition gets even 
tougher when the patents expire and rival 
companies can introduce generics, chemi- 
cally identical copies that typically carry 
lower prices than the originals. 

The pressure from managed-care compa- 
nies is affecting the way drug companies al- 
locate their research and development budg- 
ets, which the Pharmaceutical Manufactur- 
ers Association said would total $13.8 billion 
this year for its more than 100 member com- 
panies, up from $12.6 billion last year. 

Some drugmakers have tried to market 
me-too drugs by sharply undercutting their 
competitors' prices, as in the case of Lescol, 
cholesterol-reducing drug recently intro- 
duced by Sandoz Pharmaceuticals Corp. But 
development of Lescol began in 1982, and 
Sandoz submitted it for FDA approval two 
year ago. 

A more recent—and perhaps more typical— 
example was G.D. Searle and Co.'s decision 
late last year to stop development of a drug 
to lower blood pressure. The Drug offered 
some potential advantages, including fewer 
or milder side effects, but the company de- 
cided they were not sufficient to set the sub- 
stance apart from the competition, said John 
Alexander, executive vice president of medi- 
cal research at Searle. “I would say two to 
three years ago we would have developed 
that drug," he added. 

Some drug executives advance an opposing 
theory—that managed care’s emphasis on 
low prices will reward companies that de- 
velop me-too drugs. By spending less money 
than pioneering manufacturers do on origi- 
nal research, imitators should be able to 
charge lower prices, some executives argue. 

“The me-too drug will eventually take 
over the market from the innovator or drive 
down the price of the innovator,” said James 
Niedel, senior vice president for research and 
development at Glaxo Inc. 

But other industry observers said it would 
be difficult of imitators to by-pass much of 
the original research needed to bring a drug 
to market, including the huge investment in 
the clinical trials required for FDA approval. 


SPECIAL ORDERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Feb- 
ruary 11, 1994, and under a previous 
order of the House, the following Mem- 
bers will be recognized for 5 minutes 
each. 


COMPENSATE DISABLED PERSIAN 
GULF VETERNS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT- 
GOMERY] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 
later today I and my colleagues, JIM 


9976 


SLATTERY of Kansas, J. RoY ROWLAND 
of Georgia, JOE KENNEDY of Massachu- 
setts, and BoB CLEMENT of Tennessee, 
will introduce legislation to pay com- 
pensation to veterans who served in 
the Persian Gulf and who have chronic 
disabilities resulting from undiagnosed 
illnesses. Until we have the scientific 
information we need, we must assume 
that these disabilities are related to 
their military service. It is time to 
give disabled Persian Gulf veterans the 
benefit of the doubt. 

Some of our Persian Gulf veterans 
are very sick; some cannot even work. 
The Veterans Affairs Committee has 
held nine hearings on these illnesses, 
sometimes referred to as Persian Gulf 
syndrome. We have directed VA to pro- 
vide priority care for Persian Gulf vet- 
erans and a good deal of research has 
been authorized. 

The bottom line is that we don’t have 
the answers we need for effective medi- 
cal treatment. Veterans can’t prove 
that these symptoms are service-con- 
nected. We may not have answers for 
some time. We cannot always wait on 
science. These veterans need our help 
now. 

I urge my colleagues to cosponsor 
this legislation to compensate our dis- 
abled Persian Gulf veterans. 


THE FED GOES GHOST BUSTING 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Feb- 
ruary 11, 1994, and because there is no 
designee of the minority leader, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
HINCHEY] is recognized for 15 minutes 
as the designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, about 2 
weeks ago, on April 26, myself and 45 
Members of Congress signed a letter 
addressed to the Honorable Alan 
Greenspan, Chairman of the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys- 
tem. The letter said, in part, as fol- 
lows: 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On three separate oc- 
casions over the past three months the Fed- 
eral Open Market Committee has acted to 
increase interest rates. We are writing to ex- 
press our concern over the Fed's actions and 
to request that the Board take no further ac- 
tion to increase interest rates until you, as 
Chairman of the Board, have explained to 
Congress and to the American people the 
basis for the Board's decision. 

During your appearances before Congress 
you have made several points with which we 
agree. Among these is the long-term eco- 
nomic growth depends on low and stable 
long-term interest rates. Another point with 
which we concur is that inflation and infla- 
tionary expectations are a primary threat to 
low and stable long-term rates. 

You have testified that you believe low 
long-term rates could be protected and infla- 
tionary pressures controlled with a slight in- 
crease in short-term rates. The clear impli- 
cation of your testimony was that short- 
term rates could be increased just enough to 
preempt inflation without increasing long- 
term rates and imperiling the economic re- 
covery. 
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Just as clearly, this has not occurred. The 
Fed's actions have driven up long-term rates, 
destabilized financial markets, and put the 
economic recovery at risk. Moreover, these 
actions have been undertaken at a time 
when there are no significant signs of im- 
pending inflation that you have made your 
decision to raise interest rates. 


Last Friday, on May 6 on the op-ed 
page of the New York Times, an article 
appeared written by Lester C. Thurow, 
one of the Nation's eminent econo- 
mists. He entitled his article, The Fed 
Goes Ghost Busting," and begins by 
saying, 

The Federal Reserve Board has been 
spooked by the ghost of inflation. In its 
panic, the Fed has raised interest rates three 
times, taking everyone by surprise. Long- 
term bondholders have lost billions and 
international currency markets have been 
rattled. Yet the Fed's economists admit they 
can't point to even a hint of inflation in the 
current numbers. They are missing the obvi- 
ous: The 90's are likely to be an inflation- 
free decade, and their interest rate hikes will 
squash the current economic recovery. 

The 70's and 80's were inflationary times. 
The failure to raise taxes to pay for the Viet- 
nam War led to slowly accelerating inflation 
that exploded with the oil and food shocks of 
the 70's. Inflation stubbornly receded in the 
80's. If the effects of surging health care 
costs are subtracted from inflation figures, it 
is clear that more prices have fallen than 
risen this spring. 

Sophisticated investors, including George 
Soros, Citicorp and Bankers Trust, took 
huge losses because of the Fed's action. They 
were betting on low interest rates because 
they had no worries about inflation. The 
Fed’s economists contend that it takes 12 to 
18 months for higher interest rates to stop 
inflation, so they are acting now to prevent 
renewed inflation in 1995. In the Fed's view, 
the economy is so prone to inflation that 
even this slow recovery from the 1991-1992 re- 
cession—3 percent growth in 1993 and 2.6 per- 
cent in the first quarter of this year—rep- 
resents an overheated economy. 

The 90’s began with a deflationary crash in 
asset values: property prices in the United 
States declined by up to 50 percent. This 
trend spread to England, flattened Japan and 
is now rocking Germany. While the U.S. 
stock market has risen (the money flowing 
into pension and mutual funds has had no- 
where else to go), the inflation-adjusted fall 
in the Japanese stock market in the 90’s has 
been bigger than the decline in the American 
stock market from 1929 through 1932. World- 
wide, hundreds of billions of dollars in 
wealth have been wiped out. 

One traditional cause of inflation is a 
shortage of labor, which drives up wages. Yet 
global unemployment rates are reaching lev- 
els not seen since the Depression. Spain re- 
ports 24 percent and Ireland and Finland not 
much less. In the U.S., if one adds together 
the officially unemployed, discouraged work- 
ers who have stopped actively searching for 
work and those with part-time jobs who 
want full-time work, 15 percent of the labor 
force (19 million) is looking for work. 

The Fed is worried that an increasing num- 
ber of U.S. companies are running close to 
their production limits—that they will be 
unable to keep up with the demand for 
goods, thus driving up prices. But in today’s 
global economy, what counts is world capac- 
ity, not U.S. capacity. No American will 
have to wait for a new car: since auto mak- 
ers in Japan and Europe aren’t producing at 
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anywhere near capacity, U.S. producers 
aren't going to raise prices and sit by and 
watch their market share erode. While 
America's economic recovery is under way, 
the rest of the industrial world shows no sign 
of coming back; until it does, inflation will 
not quicken. 

The demise of the Soviet Union and the ef- 
fective collapse of the organization of Petro- 
leum Exporting Countries in the aftermath 
of the Persian Gulf War means there will be 
no repetition of the energy or food shocks of 
the 70's. What has been happening in alu- 
minum will be repeated in most raw mate- 
rials: 1.3 million metric tons were exported 
from the former Soviet Union in 1993, caus- 
ing the lowest real (adjusted for inflation) 
prices in history. 

Oil prices are lower in real terms than be- 
fore the first OPEC oil shock in the early 
10's, yet exports from the former Soviet 
Union have barely begun and Iraq has yet to 
be brought back into world oil markets. 
When Ukraine comes back into production 
(it was the world's largest exporter of grain 
in the 19th century), food prices will plunge. 

The decline in real wages that began in the 
U.S. and is spreading across the industrial 
world further undermines the Fed's conten- 
tions. Among American men, salaries are 
falling at every education level—for those in 
the bottom 60 percent income bracket, real 
wages are 20 percent below 1973 levels. 
Women with a high school education or less 
have seen their wages drop, and it looks like 
the same will happen to college educated 
women soon. At the same time, productivity 
is increasing at the highest rates seen since 
the 60's. Wages down, productivity up—that 
simply isn't the recipe for inflation. 

Economists differ on the causes of falling 
wages. Immigration and technical innova- 
tion are partly responsible, but some world- 
wide trends are also behind it. The Com- 
munist bloc did not run very good economies 
but it ran excellent education systems. One- 
third of humanity, much of it skilled, is join- 
ing the capitalist world. If some of the 
world’s best physicists can be hired in Russia 
for $100 per month, why should anyone pay 
an American physicist $50,000 a year? 

In the 80’s, only 60 million people in Singa- 
pore, South Korea, Hong Kong and Taiwan 
were export-oriented. With the decline of 
state socialism in East Asia, hundreds of 
millions of third-worlders (two billion Indi- 
ans and Chinese) are going to be joining 
them. Inflation is going to be impossible in 
any country with open borders: Lower-priced 
goods will flood in from low-wage countries. 

In addition, the layoffs at big U.S. compa- 
nies with high wages and good benefits are 
unrelenting. More than 109,000 jobs were cut 
in January, a record. Getting rehired after 
being laid off usually means a cut in pay, 
and the competition for these lower-paying 
jobs drives overall wages—thus inflation— 
further down. 

Since World War II, American companies 
have typically held prices constant, or even 
raised them while distributing the fruits of 
productivity in the form of higher wages or 
profits. But under the pressure of inter- 
national competition, that system is rapidly 
eroding. In the 90's productivity gains will 
lead to lower prices, not wage increases. 

Large manufacturers are forging new ar- 
rangements with their suppliers. For exam- 
ple, Chrysler used to have hundreds of sup- 
pliers, but it has given a few of them exclu- 
sive rights to supply all of its parts, and 
Chrysler engineers will give them design in- 
formation. In exchange, the suppliers will 
lower their prices every year. In such sce- 
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narios, the manufacturers wil] in turn pass 
their savings on to customers in the form of 
lower prices. 

At least one member of the Federal Re- 
serve Board has extolled the virtues of zero 
or negative inflation. This ignores a tenet of 
capitalism: it doesn't work very well when 
prices are falling. When prices fall (and 
many prices must fall to have zero inflation, 
since some prices will always be rising), the 
smartest move is to postpone purchases. 
With prices lower tomorrow, only a fool buys 
today. So investment falls as people forgo 
entrepreneurship to become inactive renters. 
Money in the mattress becomes the only 
smart investment. Deflationary times are 
tough times. 

Yet the Fed is intent on killing a very 
weak recovery that has yet to include most 
Americans. The 7 percent growth rate in the 
fourth quarter of 1993 was heavily con- 
centrated in housing, automobiles and busi- 
ness equipment. High interest rates will hurt 
these sectors, and the Fed’s large rate in- 
creases have hit the economy at a time when 
growth has already slowed dramatically. 

Since January, interest rates on 30-year 
Treasury bonds have risen 1.3 percent and 
those on 30-year fixed rate mortgages have 
risen 1.5 percent. These rates did not soar be- 
cause of worries about inflation. Rather, 
they reflect the payoff that investors must 
demand to protect themselves from a Fed 
that thinks inflation is about to rise from 
the grave. The Fed’s erratic behavior has 
also led to a currency crisis that made nec- 
essary Wednesday's billion-dollar effort to 
protect the dollar. While nobody has ever 
been hurt by ghosts, investors are showing 
that they have real reason to fear a ghost- 
busting Fed." 


D 1910 


SPEAKER'S ANNOUNCEMENT 
REGARDING COMITY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DEAL). Under a previous order of the 
House the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DORNAN] is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, my col- 
leagues who may be listening in their 
offices, and anyone who reads the writ- 
ten RECORD, or the million and a half 
people, Mr. Speaker, that follow the 
proceedings of this Chamber by C- 
SPAN, electronic means, may not have 
seen that the Speaker made an an- 
nouncement from the chair yesterday 
restating the policy of this House con- 
cerning comity or the decency or pre- 
vailing feeling of good will among 
House Members here and the courtesy 
that we extend to elected Members of 
the other body, the U.S. Senate, not 
just those who served here, but those 
who got elected directly there, have 
been expanded, and this is a tradition 
that has never really come up before, 
to include the White House. 

I am going to respect the Speaker's 
wishes yesterday, but I want to put 
this in a little context, because I spoke 
before high school government and eco- 
nomics classes at one of my high 
schools in my district, Laura High 
School, yesterday morning. And I have 
been back to my district the last four 
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weekends in a row. I can also add that 
coming home last week I came through 
Oregon, I am going up to Santa Bar- 
bara all day Saturday next, and in just 
the last few weeks I have been in Illi- 
nois and Florida and Pennsylvania, 
just last week campaigning for can- 
didates of my party, or in the case of 
Pennsylvania for all of the candidates 
that were up for reelection yesterday 
in Pennsylvania. And questions are 
coming up regularly about the Presi- 
dent's character. They are asking if we 
are going to discuss it on the House 
floor. And I told them that I had prom- 
ised not to discuss the President's 
character until I had talked to our Par- 
liamentarian. 

Tonight they came to me when they 
saw I was signed up for 5 minutes. I 
told them I was speaking on Haiti, so 
there was no problem. But this is prob- 
ably the first time that this rule has 
had to be enforced this strenuously on 
a sitting President in over 100 years, 
maybe since the ill will and lack of 
comity when the word “treason” was 
screamed back and forth in this Cham- 
ber. And it was this very Chamber that 
opened up in 1857, so it was in this very 
great hall that charges of treason were 
going back and forth, building up to 
the War Between the States, the Civil 
War. 

So let me read the Speaker's words, 
both for myself to listen to and for the 
million and a half audience who have 
missed the beginning of yesterday. 

This came after 2 minute speeches. 
One was by the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. Goss] on my subject tonight, 
Haiti. Then Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming 
spoke on gun control. Then Mr. LAMAR 
SMITH of Texas got up and put an arti- 
cle in the RECORD that he said was an 
article the likes of which he had never 
seen before concerning a sitting Presi- 
dent, titled “The Politics of Promis- 
cuity." But it was about policy more 
than it was about character, and he put 
the whole article in. As I understand 
from the Parliamentarians, no more 
articles should be submitted or will be 
put in that discuss the President’s 
character. 

Then Mr. MONTGOMERY led the Pledge 
of Allegiance. Then Mr. BALLENGER of 
North Carolina got up and spoke about 
Robert Bennett being hired to defend 
the President on a whole range of 
charges. 

Then the Speaker got up, and sitting 
where you are he stood, Mr. Speaker 
pro tempore, and said the following: 
The Chair, that is the Speaker, my 
good friend, TOM FOLEY, “wishes to re- 
mind Members that comments regard- 
ing the President of the United States 
are covered by House rules of comity, 
and Members should avoid any ref- 
erences to the President that involve 
suggestions of a personal character." 

I had to read that twice. The Speaker 
did rot mean issues of character. He 
meant suggestions that involve a char- 
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acterization of a personal nature. But 
this is all about character and separa- 
tion of our tripartite system of govern- 
ment. But I think we can get by with- 
out discussing the latest headlines of 
the last week and stick to policy. 

The Speaker finished saying, The 
Chair wishes to allow reasonable lati- 
tude for debate on subjects of personal 
interest.* * * Now as I have said 
many times, I have nine grandkids, 
God willing more to come, and it is a 
personal interest to me how somebody 
speaks about drug use, and then what 
is on the public record, or how they 
Speak about sexual promiscuity and 
put Joycelyn Elders and Christine 
Gibbe in office, and how this impacts 
on the high school kids that I visited 
with yesterday. 

The Speaker finished, Members will 
observe the rules of comity with regard 
to the President," and it goes without 
saying the Vice President, Members 
of the other body, and their fellow 
Members." 

I had six Democrats tell me last 
Thursday that they thought we would 
invade Haiti to get the scandals off the 
front page of the paper. I thought they 
were kidding. And then I saw they were 
not laughing. And then they said rath- 
er cynically it worked for President 
Reagan. I guess they meant the trag- 
edy of the 220 Marines, 17 Navy, and 4 
Army soldiers all being blown up in the 
barracks in Beirut on October 23, 1983; 
2 days later we liberated the Island of 
Grenada. That was a policy problem. 
President Reagan took his lumps on 
Beirut, pulled out. Grenada was a to- 
tally different issue. And they also said 
it worked for President Bush. I did not 
know President Bush was down in the 
polls all that much. But I guess they 
meant the recession was deepening, 
and so we went to war with Iraq, to lib- 
erate Kuwait. After the liberation, his 
ratings were up around 90 percent. I do 
not for a moment share that view, and 
think they were being cynical in the 
extreme. Both Grenada and Kuwait 
were in the United States national in- 
terest. 

But they said to me quite seriously 
they thought that we would have to go 
into Haiti, and that it might be driven 
by the scandals. I do not think anybody 
in the administration, and here is BOB 
DORNAN defending the Clinton adminis- 
tration, would be that cynical. I do not 
think they would sacrifice one combat 
man or combat woman now that we are 
putting women in harm's way to up the 
President's machismo factor. 

However, I think we are heading to- 
ward a policy that will squander the 
lives of Americans to reinstall Aristide 
as President of Haiti. This very day, 
and I only found this out on the phone 
10 minutes ago, members of Haiti's 
Parliament, which was democratically 
elected on December 17, 1990, voted in à 
new President with Cedre's blessing. A 
United States embassy spokesman in 
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Haiti said it was the act of a desperate 
regime. That may prove to be true, but 
we do not know now. 

There has to be some sort of demo- 
cratic center in Haiti. There is in every 
country. Aristide, however, is not that 
center, Neither is the military. There 
is a man, or in these days a woman 
somewhere that wants to say here is 
where the democratic center is, and I 
do not mean the political center. I 
mean the center of gravity in this 
country is here. 

Mr. Speaker, I say with clearness and 
with as much forcefulness as I can 
muster, and I have been to Haiti three 
times in my life, and I know how this 


country suffers, Aristide is 
anticapitalism, anti-American, 
antireligion, anti-Christian, anti- 


Catholic. This fallen-away Catholic 
priest is anti-Catholic. He has dabbled 
in voodoo and is not worth the finger of 
a single American fighting person, let 
alone putting somebody in a wheel- 
chair, let alone as Aideed caused 18 of 
the best Rangers and Delta Force spe- 
cial ops guys to come home in caskets 
from Mogadishu. Aideed today rules 
the roost in Mogadishu. What did we 
accomplish? 

I have spoken to the fathers and 
mothers, I have the sister of one of the 
men killed in the gallery with his wife, 
Keith Pearson and Keith's sister. 

What do we tell parents if they die in 
Haiti? When the Marines went in 1915 
they stayed 19 years and they did not 
come out until 1934. We can have a get- 
in policy just like that. It is the get- 
out policy that is tough. 

I wil do an hour tomorrow on Haiti 
without any references to Clinton pol- 
icy in the past, but what might happen 
in the future; 1 hour on Haiti and I will 
read. Let me close on this, Mr. Speak- 
er. Here is a letter that I got from a 
young businessman in Haiti who is 
back in the United States. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: I will never forget the 
morning you rode through the streets of Port 
au Prince with me during the riots. Your in- 
terest was most appreciated. 


I visited his fabric factory with 100 
men and women at work in good work- 
ing conditions, no sweat shop, U.S. 
Standards. 


O 1920 


He said: 


Our factory was nationalized after Aristide 
came to power. I lost everything. All I 
brought back, Congressman, was a couple of 
bullet wounds. No, it is not safe for Amer- 
ican business. We may have 100,000 Haitians 
coming to New York and to Florida. I say, 
take off the sanctions. If we do not, we have 
to let people in. 


And we had better do something 
about finding the democratic center, 
and it is not this phony anti-Christian 
ex-priest Aristide, not worth a single 
American life. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. FROST (at the request of Mr. GEP- 
HARDT) for today, on account of illness. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas 
(at the request of Mr. GEPHARDT) for 
today, on account of official business. 

Mr. RUSH (at the request of Mr. GEP- 
HARDT) for today, on account of official 
business. 


—— 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mrs. MORELLA) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr. EWING, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. DORNAN, for 5 minutes, today. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mrs. BYRNE) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr. MONTGOMERY, for 5 minutes, 


Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. LAUGHLIN, for 5 minutes, today. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mrs. MORELLA) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

FIELDS of Texas in two instances. 
CALLAHAN. 

PORTER. 

BILIRAKIS. 

EHLERS. 

SOLOMON in two instances. 
BEREUTER. 

GRAMS. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 

PACKARD. 

KIM. 

STUMP. 

SUNDQUIST. 

GILLMOR in six instances. 
POMBO. 

MACHTLEY. 

HORN in three instances. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mrs. BYRNE) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

HAMILTON. 

PASTOR. 

ACKERMAN in two instances. 
REED in two instances. 
BROWN of California. 
MANTON in two instances. 
DE LUGO. 

RUSH. 

POSHARD in two instances. 
VENTO. 

HALL of Ohio. 

BACCHUS of Florida. 
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Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. 
Mr. MATSUI. 
Mr. MANN in two instances. 
Mr. FOGLIETTA. 
Mr. FORD of Michigan. 
Mr. Towns in two instances. 
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 
Mr. LEHMANN. 
Mr. NADLER. 
Mr. COPPERSMITH 
Mr. KLEIN. 
Mr. DE LA GARZA 
Mr. TRAFICANT. 
Mr. 


ABERCROMBIE in two instances. 


SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title: 

S. 341. An act to provide for a land ex- 
change between the Secretary of Agriculture 
and Eagle and Pitkin Counties in Colorado, 
and for other purposes. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 7 o'clock and 20 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, May 12, 1994, at 10 a.m. 


—_—_—_—_— 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol- 
lows: 


3152. A letter from the Director, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, transmit- 
ting a draft of proposed legislation to au- 
thorize appropriations for Federal civil de- 
fense programs for fiscal year 1995, pursuant 
to 31 U.S.C. 1110; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

3153. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-239, "Full Funding of 
Pension Liability Retirement Reform 
Amendment Act of 1994," pursuant to D.C. 
Code, section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

3154. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-238, “Omnibus Criminal 
Justice Reform Amendment Act of 1994," 
pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(1); to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3155. A letter from the Executive Director, 
District of Columbia Retirement Board, 
transmitting financial disclosure statements 
of Board members, pursuant to D.C. Code, 
sections 1-732, 1-734(a)(1)(A); to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

3156. A letter from the Secretary of Edu- 
cation, transmitting & report on the Com- 
prehensive Child Development Program, pur- 
suant to 42 U.S.C. 9881; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

3157. A letter from the Chairperson, Na- 
tional Institute for Literacy, transmitting 
the first annual report of the National Insti- 
tute board for fiscal year 1993, pursuant to 
Public Law 102-73, section 103 (105 Stat. 338); 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 


May 11, 1994 


3158. A letter from the Secretary of En- 
ergy, transmitting a report concerning the 
costs and benefits of industrial reporting and 
voluntary targets for energy efficiency; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

3159. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget, transmitting OMB 
estimate of the amount of change in outlays 
or receipts, as the case may be, in each fiscal 
year through fiscal year 1999 resulting from 
passage of S. 2004, pursuant to Public Law 
101-508, Sec. 13101(a) (104 Stat. 1388-582) to 
the Committee on Government Operations. 

3160. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget, transmitting OMB 
estimate of the amount of change in outlays 
or receipts, as the case may be, in each fiscal 
year through fiscal year 1999 resulting from 
passage of H.R. 2884 and S. 375, pursuant to 
Public Law 101-508, section 13101(a) (104 Stat. 
1388-582); to the Committee on government 
Operations. 

3161. A letter from the Financial Officer, 
Department of Agriculture, transmitting the 
annual management report for the Commod- 
ity Credit Corporation, pursuant to Public 
Law 101-576, section 306(a) (104 Stat. 2854); to 
the Committee on Government Operations. 

3162. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Personnel Management, transmitting the an- 
nual report of the Civil Service Retirement 
and Disability Fund for fiscal year 1993, pur- 
suant to 31 U.S.C. 9503(a)(1)(B) and 5 U.S.C. 
1308(a); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

$163. A letter from the Director, Financial 
Services, Library of Congress, transmitting 
activities of the U.S. Capitol Preservation 
Commission Fund for the 6-month period 
which ended on March 31, 1994, pursuant to 
Public Law 100-696, section 804 (102 Stat. 
4610); to the Committee on House Adminis- 
tration. 

3164. A letter from the Executive Director, 
American Chemical Society, transmitting 
the Society's annual report for the calendar 
year 1993, pursuant to 36 U.S.C. 1101(2), 1103; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

3165. A letter from the Executive Director 
for Government Affairs, Retired Enlisted As- 
sociation, transmitting the association's fi- 
nancial report for the period ending Decem- 
ber 31, 1993; to the Committee on the Judici- 


ary. 

3166. A letter from the Director, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, transmit- 
ting a draft of proposed legislation to au- 
thorize appropriations for activities under 
the Federal Fire Prevention and Control Act 
of 1974, and for other purposes, pursuant to 31 
U.S.C. 1110; to the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology. 

3167. A letter from the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense, transmitting a list of selected sites 
for the consolidation and reform of DOD fi- 
nance and accounting activities; jointly, to 
the Committees on Government Operations 
and Armed Services. 

3168. A letter from the Chairman, Physi- 
cian Payment Review Commission, trans- 
mitting the Commission's 1994 annual report, 
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 1395w-1(c)(1)(D); joint- 
ly, to the Committees on Ways and Means 
and Energy and Commerce. 

3169. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation entitled, ‘‘Substance 
Abuse and Mental Health Services Amend- 
ments of 1994"; jointly, to the Committees 
on Energy and Commerce, the Judiciary, and 
the District of Columbia. 

3170. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a report to Congress on U.S. 
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Government efforts to combat terrorism; 
jointly, to the Committees on Intelligence 
(Permanent Select), the Judiciary, and For- 
eign Affairs. 

3171. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Navy, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation entitled. Water Resources De- 
velopment Act of 1994"; jointly, to the Com- 
mittees on Public Works and Transpor- 
tation, Natural Resources, Energy and Com- 
merce, Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
Science, Space, and Technology, Foreign Af- 
fairs, Small Business, the Judiciary, and 
Government Operations. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. DINGELL: Committee of Conference. 
Conference report on H.R. 965. A bill to pro- 
vide for toy safety and for other purposes 
(Rept. 103-500). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. DINGELL: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 3869. A bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to revise and ex- 
tend programs relating to the health of indi- 
viduals who are members of minority groups, 
and for other purposes; with an amendment 
(Rept. 103-501). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 421. Resolution waiving 
points of order against the conference report 
to accompany the bill (S. 2000) to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal years 1995 through 
1998 to carry out the Head Start Act and the 
Community Services Block Grant Act, and 
for other purposes (Rept. 103-502). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

Mr. BEILENSON: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 422. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 518) to 
designate certain lands in the California 
desert as wilderness, to establish the Death 
Valley and Joshua Tree National Parks and 
the Mojave National Monument, and for 
other purposes (Rept. 103-503). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. GORDON: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 423. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2473) to des- 
ignate certain National Forest lands in the 
State of Montana as wilderness, to release 
other National Forest lands in the State of 
Montana for multiple use management, and 
for other purposes (Rept. 103-504). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 


REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 


Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and re- 
ports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows: 

H.R. 518. Discharged from the Union Cal- 
endar and referred to the Committee on Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries for a period end- 
ing not later than May 11, 1994, for consider- 
ation of such provisions of the bill and 
amendment as fall within the jurisdiction of 
that committee pursuant to clause l(m) of 
rule X. 


SUBSEQUENT ACTION ON A RE- 
PORTED BILL  SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 


Under clause 5 of rule X the following 
action was taken by the Speaker: 
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The Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries discharged from further consider- 
ation of H.R. 518. H.R. 518 referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

The Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries discharged from further consider- 
ation of H.R. 2473; H.R. 2473 referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu- 
tions were introduced and severally re- 
ferred as follows: 


By Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey: 

H.R. 4384. A bill to substitute evaluations 
of educational quality for cohort default 
rates in eligibility determinations for propri- 
etary institutions of higher education under 
Federal student assistance programs; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. RAHALL (for himself, Mr. MI- 
NETA, Mr. SHUSTER, and Mr. PETRI): 

H.R. 4385. A bill to amend title 23, United 
States Code, to designate the National High- 
way System, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor- 
tation. 

By Mr. MONTGOMERY (for himself, 
Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. 
BILIRAKIS, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. CLEM- 
ENT, Mr. STEARNS, and Mr. BISHOP): 

H.R. 4386. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, authorizing the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to provide compensation to 
veterans suffering from disabilities resulting 
from illnesses attributed to service in the 
Persian Gulf theater of operations during the 
Persian Gulf war, to provide for increased re- 
search into illnesses reported by Persian 
Gulf war veterans, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mrs. BENTLEY: 

H.R. 4387. A bill to require that an applica- 
tion for a writ of habeas corpus be submitted 
with the consent of the person for whose re- 
lief it is intended; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota (for 
hímself, Mr. POMEROY, Mr. PETERSON 
of Minnesota, Mr. MINGE, and Mr. 
BARRETT of Nebraska): 

H.R. 4388. A bill to establish the Northern 
Great Plains Rural Development Commis- 
sion, and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota: 

H.R. 4389. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Interior to consider, in issuing national 
park concessions contracts, the extent to 
which those contracts involve Indians and 
Indian-owned businesses, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
Sources. 

By Mr. KLEIN (for himself and Mr. 
VENTO): 

H.R. 4390. A bill to amend the National 
Housing Act to reform and simplify the sin- 
gle family home mortgage insurance pro- 
gram of the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. LIPINSKI (for himself Mr. 
STUDDS, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, and Mr. 
BATEMAN): 

H.R. 4391. A bill to authorize appropria- 
tions for the Federal Maritime Commission 
for fiscal year 1995; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 
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By Mr. McCURDY: 


H.R. 4392. A bill to amend the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 to authorize the distribution of Federal 
surplus property to nonprofit organizations 
providing assistance to the hungry and the 
indigent; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

By Mr. NADLER (for himself, Mr. RAN- 
GEL, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. FISH, Mr. 
SERRANO, Ms.  VELAZQUEZ, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. ENGEL, and Mr. LEVY): 


H.R. 4393. A bill to redesignate General 
Grant National] Memorial as Grant's Tomb 
National Memorial, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. PALLONE: 


H.R. 4394. A bill to provide for the estab- 
lishment of mandatory State-operated com- 
prehensive one-call systems to protect natu- 
ral gas and hazardous liquid pipelines and all 
other underground facilities from being dam- 
aged by any excavations, and for other pur- 
poses; jointly, to the Committees on Public 
Works and Transportation and Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Ms. SCHENK: 


H.R. 4395. A bill to amend the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act to provide 
that the requirement regarding the contin- 
ued educational placement of children with 
disabilities in public schools during the 
pendency of certain proceedings shall not 
apply with respect to disciplinary proceed- 
ings against those children for possession of 
firearms; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina: 


H.R. 4396. A bill to amend section 203 of the 
National Housing Act to increase the maxi- 
mum mortgage amount limitation under the 
single family housing mortgage insurance 
program of the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development for homes in nonhigh- 
cost areas; to the Committee on Banking, Fi- 
nance and Urban Affairs. 


H.R. 4397. A bill to permit refunding of cer- 
tain bonds; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. HALL of Ohio (for himself, Mr. 
WOLF, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. HYDE, Mr. 
MOAKLEY, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. HUGHES, 
and Mr. SMITH of Michigan): 


H.J. Res. 366. Joint resolution to proclaim 
the week of October 16 through October 22, 
1994, as “National Character Counts Week”; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. BILBRAY (for himself, Mr. 
LEHMAN, Mr. TORRES, Mr. BONIOR, 
and Mr. HOYER): 


H. Con. Res. 247. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of the Congress with re- 
spect to the Nagorno Karabagh conflict; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MICHEL: 


H. Con. Res. 248. Concurrent resolution 
providing for the printing of eulogies and en- 
comiums of the late President of the United 
States, Richard M. Nixon, as expressed in the 
House of Representatives and the Senate; to 
the Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. TAUZIN (for himself and Mr. 
HASTERT): 


H. Res. 424. Resolution expressing the sense 
of the House of Representatives that Mem- 
bers of Congress should have the opportunity 
to offer an amendment striking an employer 
mandate in any legislation to reform our 
health care system; to the Committee on 
Rules. 
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MEMORIALS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori- 
als were presented and referred as fol- 
lows: 

366. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
Legislature of the Commonwealth of Vir- 
ginia, relative to truck safety; jointly, to the 
Committees on Armed Services and Science, 
Space, and Technology. 

367. Also, memorial of the General Assem- 
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel- 
ative to welfare recipients' income; to the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs. 

368. Also, memorial of the Council of the 
District of Columbia, relative to democracy 
in Haiti; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

369. Also, memorial of the General Assem- 
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel- 
ative to Lorton Penitentiary; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

370. Also, memorial of the General Assem- 
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel- 
ative to historically black colleges and uni- 
versities; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

371. Also, memorial of the General Assem- 
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel- 
ative to the ‘Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act“; to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and Labor. 

372. Also, memorial of the General Assem- 
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel- 
ative to safe drinking water; to the Commit- 
tee on Energy and Commerce. 

873. Also, memorial of the General Assem- 
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel- 
ative to unfunded mandates; to the Commit- 
tee on Government Operations. 

374. Also, memorial of the General Assem- 
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel- 
ative to Indian tribes in Virginia; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

375. Also, memorial of the General Assem- 
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel- 
ative to human rights; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

376. Also, memorial of the General Assem- 
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel- 
ative to funding for South Battlefield Boule- 
vard; to the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. 

377. Also, memorial of the General Assem- 
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel- 
ative to the National Highway System; to 
the Committee on Public Works and Trans- 
portation. 

379. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Alaska, relative to diesel fuel; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

380. Also, memorial of the General Assem- 
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel- 
ative to health insurance; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

381. Also, memorial of the General Assem- 
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel- 
ative to low income families; to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. 


—— 


PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII: 
Mr. VOLKMER introduced a bill (H.R. 4398) 


for the relief of Lester J. Reschly; which was 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


——— 
ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 
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H.R. 123: Mr. BUYER, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. 
HUFFINGTON, and Mr. RAMSTAD. 

H.R. 124: Mr. CUNNINGHAM and Mr. ZELIFF. 

H.R. 169: Mr. BAKER of California. 

H.R. 291: Mr. KYL, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. 
HERGER, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mrs. 
MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. GUNDERSON, and Mr. 
McHUGH. 

H.R. 300: Mr. BONIOR. 

H.R. 411: Mr. MANZULLO. 

H.R. 417: Mr. THOMAS of California, Mr. 
SCHIFF, Mr. CANADY, Mr. KASICH, Mr. DREIER, 
Mr. DOOLITTLE, and Mr. HANCOCK. 

H.R. 421: Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 
MURPHY, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. GEJD- 
ENSON, Mr. COBLE, and Mr. COYNE. 

H.R. 546: Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. ROSE, and Mr. 
GEJDENSON. 

H.R. 551: Mr. PENNY. 

H.R. 702: Mr. COPPERSMITH, Mr. LINDER, 
and Mr. GRANDY. 

H.R. 716: Mrs. MORELLA. 

H.R. 769: Mr. DARDEN and Mr. HALL of 
Texas. 

H.R. 773: Mr. GALLO. 

H.R. 784: Mr. JACOBS. 

H.R. 799: Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. 

H.R. 885: Mr. LINDER and Ms. PRYCE of 
Ohio. 

H.R. 957: Mr. FARR and Mr. MINETA. 

H.R. 1155: Ms. MOLINARI and Mr. JOHNSON 
of South Dakota. 

H.R. 1354: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
CLYBURN, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr. SERRANO. 

H.R. 1493: Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. 

H.R. 1583: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
KLEIN, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. BEILENSON, and 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 

H.R. 1596: Mr. MANZULLO. 

H.R. 2145: Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. 
PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. STUDDS, Ms. 
MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY, Mr. CANADY, Mr. KIL- 
DEE, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. DEFAZIO, and Mr. 
GINGRICH. 

H.R. 2417: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. 

H. R. 2437: Mr. WHEAT. 

H.R. 2859: Mr. GALLEGLY and Mr. ZELIFF. 

H.R. 3087; Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. WELDON, Mr. 
MORAN, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. DREIER, and Mr. 
ROEMER. 

H.R. 3173: Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. FIELDS of 
Texas, and Mr. POSHARD. 

H.R. 3247: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. JOHNSON of South 
Dakota, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. ABER- 
CROMBIE, and Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. 

H.R. 3266: Mr. SHAW and Mrs. MORELLA. 

H.R. 3293: Mr. SERRANO and Mr. Goss. 


TAUZIN. 

H.R. 3538: Mr. TUCKER, Mr. LEACH, Mrs. 
CLAYTON, and Mr. REED. 

H.R. 3546: Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. 

H.R. 3573: Mrs. CLAYTON. 

H.R. 3630: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. 

H.R. 3645; Mr. SENSENBRENNER. 

H.R. 3656: Mr. COBLE and Mr. RUSH. 

H.R. 3663: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

H.R. 3694: Mr. WASHINGTON, Mr. WYNN, Mr. 
TORKILDSEN, Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. OLVER, Ms. 
MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. 
GIBBONS, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. 
GEJDENSON, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. DEFAZIO, and 
Mr. RAMSTAD. 

H.R. 3790: Mr. JACOBS. 

H.R. 3795: Mr. CLINGER. 

H.R. 3797: Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. FRANKS of 
New Jersey, Mr. GINGRICH, and Mr. SHAYS. 

H.R. 3820: Mr. SiSISKY, Mr. EVANS, Mr. 
VOLKMER, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
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HOUGHTON, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. 
GILCHREST, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. 
YOUNG of Florida, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. EWING, 
Mr. COYNE, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. CRANE, Mr. 
PACKARD, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. BACCHUS of Flor- 
ida, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. ORTIZ, 
Mr. KLUG, and Mr. ScoTT. 

H.R. 3843: Mr. BROWN of Ohio and Mr. Mur- 
PHY. 

H.R. 3844: Mr. MURPHY. 

H.R. 3866: Mr. SKAGGS, Mr. BECERRA, Ms. 
Ros-LEHTINEN, Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. VOLKMER. 

H.R. 3871: Mr. BALLENGER and Mr. SOLO- 
MON. 

H.R. 3905: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. 
EVANS, Mr. DELLUMS, and Mr. BROWN of Cali- 
fornia. 

H.R. 3936: Mr. EWwING, Mr. PARKER, Mr. 
LEWIS of Florida, Mr. FINGERHUT, and Ms. 
PRYCE of Ohio. 

H.R. 3951: Mr. DARDEN and Mr. GLICKMAN. 

H.R. 4024: Mr. EVANS, Mr. PAYNE of New 
Jersey, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mrs. 
MINK of Hawaii, and Mr. COLEMAN. 

H.R. 4050: Ms. NORTON, Mr. ROMERO- 
BARCELO, Ms. HARMAN, and Mr. DARDEN. 

H.R. 4074: Mr. LEVY, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. 
MCNULTY, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, 
Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. LAFALCE, 
Mr. Towns, Mr. CASTLE, and Mr. MCHUGH. 

H.R. 4137: Mr. WALSH, Mr. KING, Mr. BEREU- 
TER, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. SHAYS, and Mr. 
SCHIFF. 

H.R. 4142: Mr. GALLO. 

H.R. 4189: Mr. LEVY and Mr. MEEHAN. 

H.R. 4208: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts and 
Mr. DEUTSCH. 

R. 4233: Mr. TANNER, Mr. WILSON, and 
VUCANOVICH. 

R. 4258: Mrs. LLOYD. 

R. 4260: Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
MILLER of California, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. BEVILL, 
Mrs. MALONEY, Ms. FURSE, and Mr. TOWNS. 

H.R. 4276: Mr. BEILENSON. 

H.R, 4292: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. MILLER of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. 
ACKERMAN, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
MANN, Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. CLAY, 
Mr. KoPETSKI, Mr. EVANS, Mr. TORKILDSEN, 
Mr. SHAYS, Ms. FURSE, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, and Mr. GLICKMAN. 


H. 
Mrs. 
H. 
H. 
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H.R. 4369: Mr. HORN and Mr. YOUNG of Alas- 
ka. 

H.J. Res. 44: Mr. DELAY and Mr. YouNG of 
Florida. 

H.J. Res. 209: Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, 
Mr. LiGHTFOOT, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. LAZIO, Mr. 
FOGLIETTA, and Mr. DOOLITTLE. 

H.J. Res. 293: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA and Mr. 
FLAKE. 

H.J. Res. 297: Mr. EDWARDS of Texas and 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. 

H.J. Res. 302: Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. SKEEN, Ms. 
DELAURO, and Mr. BARCIA of Michigan. 

H.J. Res. 314: Mr. SARPALIUS and Mr. 
FLAKE. 

H.J. Res. 315: Mr. BLUTE, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. FRANKS of Con- 
necticut, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. HERGER, Mr. 
HYDE, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KIM, Mr. 
KING, Mr. MACHTLEY, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. 
QUILLEN, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
SHAW, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. SMITH of 
New Jersey, Mr. TANNER, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. VENTO, Mr. WASHINGTON, Ms. 
WATERS, Mr. WHITTEN, Mr. BAKER of Califor- 
nia, Mr. EVERETT, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. GALLO, 
Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. KINGSTON, Mrs. JOHNSON 
of Connecticut, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. 
KOLBE, Mr. LAZIO, Mr. MCCANDLESS, Mr. 
MCNULTY, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. MUR- 
PHY, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. PACKARD, 
Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Mr. PRICE of North 
Carolina, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. 
ROGERS, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. SANDERS, 
Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. SLATTERY, and 
Ms. SLAUGHTER. 

H.J. Res. 327; Mr. ENGEL and Ms. PELOSI. 

H.J. Res. 328: Mrs. BYRNE and Mr. HORN. 

H.J. Res. 333: Mr. BARLOW, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. 
UNDERWOOD, Mr. FINGERHUT, Mrs. MINK of 
Hawaii, Ms. CANTWELL, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Ms. 
WOOLSEY, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. HAMBURG, Ms. 
MCKINNEY, Mr. BACCHUS of Florida, Mr. 
GLICKMAN, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. TAYLOR of 
North Carolina, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mrs. KEN- 
NELLY, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. 
PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. 
ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. COLEMAN, Mrs. 
FOWLER, Ms. ENGLISH of Arizona, Mr. LAZIO, 
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Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. MARKEY, 
Mr. HYDE, Ms. DANNER, Mr. NEAL of Massa- 
chusetts, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. OLVER, Mrs. 
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. 
WILSON, Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. SMITH of Iowa, 
Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin, 
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. SWIFT, 
Miss COLLINS of Michigan, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. 
BEVILL, Mr. FISH, Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mr. 
PARKER, Mr. HAYES, Mr. COYNE, Mr. TAYLOR 
of Mississippi, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. GORDON, 
Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. KIM, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. 
SHARP, Mr. SANGMEISTER, Mr. WYDEN, Ms. 
LONG, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. FORD of Tennessee, 
Mr. HALL Ohio, and Ms. WATERS. 

H.J. Res. 338: Mrs. FOWLER and Mr. 
MCKEON. 

H.J. Res. 356: Mr. STOKES, Mr. BROWN of 
California, Mr. FILNER, Miss COLLINS of 
Michigan. 

H.J. Res. 362: Mrs. BYRNE, Mrs. FARR, Mr. 
WOLF, Mr. SARPALIUS, and Mr. PETERSON of 
Florida. 

H. Con. Res. 15: Mr. LEACH. 

H. Con. Res. 156: Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. 

H. Con. Res. 166: Mr. BILIRAKIS. 

H. Con. Res. 199: Mr. RICHARDSON and Mr. 
YouNc of Florida. 

H. Con. Res. 235: Mr. DIXON, Mr. MARKEY, 
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. KLEIN, 
Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. 
GEJDENSON, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. AN- 
DREWS of Maine, Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. JEFFER- 
SON, Mr. MINGE, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. REED, 
Mr. WATT, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. FROST, Mr. GOR- 
DON, Mr. HAMBURG, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. MAT- 
SUI, Mr. SHEPHERD, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. MI- 
NETA, Mr. STRICKLAND and Mrs. MINK of Ha- 
waii. 


DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso- 
lutions as follows: 

H.J. Res. 302: Mr. HUTTO. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


OUR CHILDREN ARE IN TROUBLE 
HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 11, 1994 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
insert my R Report for Wednesday, 
May 11, 1994, the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD: 

OUR CHILDREN ARE IN TROUBLE 


Our children are in trouble. We have many 
reasons to be concerned about the quality of 
their lives. Every day we hear yet another 
story of horrible violence perpetrated on or 
by children; poor educational performance; 
neglect; or unmet health needs. Yet a recent 
study indicates that the greatest crisis is 
among those that we usually hear least 
about—children under three. They are the 
most vulnerable members of society, unable 
to speak for or defend themselves in any 
way. 

THE MOST CRUCIAL YEARS OF LIFE 

The importance of good care during the 
prenatal months and in early childhood is 
hard to overstate. Recent research indicates 
that brain development in the first year of 
life is much more rapid and vulnerable to en- 
vironmental influences than previously sus- 
pected. For example, poor nutrition in the 
early months can interfere with brain devel- 
opment seriously enough to cause learning 
disabilities and behavioral problems. Wheth- 
er parents interact with children in a posi- 
tive and stimulating way profoundly affects 
their ability to learn, communicate, and re- 
late to others. Moreover, these effects are 
long-lasting and not always reversible. A 
child's ability to succeed in high school is 
substantially related to what happens by age 
three. 

THE ''QUIET CRISIS” 

Despite the importance of these early 
years, we fail young children far too often. 
Families with children under age three con- 
stitute the single largest group living in pov- 
erty in the U.S.: 25% of these families are 
poor. Most of these families are headed by 
one parent, usually the mother. Often, they 
live in unsafe neighborhoods with poor ac- 
cess to good child care, health care, or other 
services. 

More divorces, single-parent families, and 
less support from the extended family and 
community have made parents feel more iso- 
lated in raising their young children. Over 
half the mothers return to the workforce 
within a year of the baby's birth. Many in- 
fants and toddlers spend 35 or more hours per 
week in substandard child care, with little 
developmental stimulation. Only half of in- 
fants and toddlers are regularly read to by 
their parents. 

One-third of the victims of child abuse are 
babies; over half of those who die from abuse 
or neglect are less than a year old. Nearly a 
quarter of all pregnant women in America 
receive little or no prenatal care. The per- 
centage of babies who die before age one is 
higher in the U.S. than it is in 19 other na- 


tions, and we rank 30th in the world in the 
number of low-birthweight babies. The lead- 
ing cause of death among children aged one 
to four is unintentional injury. Babies are 
the fastest growing category of children en- 
tering foster care. About 45% of two-year- 
olds are not fully immunized against pre- 
ventable childhood diseases. 
HOW CAN WE HELP? 

Children deserve a decent start in life. 
There are a few key ways in which we can re- 
duce the risks they face. 

First, we must promote responsible parent- 
hood. Children born to single parents are 
much more likely to grow up in poverty. The 
risks facing children born to unmarried 
teens are even more daunting: nearly three- 
quarters of these families will be on welfare 
within four years. Yet the U.S. has one of the 
worst adolescent pregnancy rates in the in- 
dustrialized world, and over half of all preg- 
nancies in the U.S. are unintended. 
Parenting is probably the most important 
responsibility that human beings undertake, 
and it is also intensely personal. But we as a 
society should encourage people to be pre- 
pared physically, emotionally, and finan- 
cially for this responsibility. We must edu- 
cate teenagers about the risks of adolescent 
pregnancy and encourage them to make re- 
sponsible choices. Teens who do become 
pregnant must be provided with the assist- 
ance they need in order to become good par- 
ents. Unmarried fathers must be held ac- 
countable for their children's welfare. All 
parents must be made to understand the 
critical importance of their children's early 
years. 

Second, access to quality child care must 
be improved. Incentives should be provided 
to employers to give parental leave. The de- 
pendent care tax credit should be made re- 
fundable so that low- and moderate-income 
families can continue to strive for economic 
self-sufficiency. Child care providers should 
receive training in early childhood develop- 
ment. Efforts should be made to decrease 
turnover among child care providers so that 
children receive more continuity in their 
care. Congress should pass legislation to im- 
prove the quality of Head Start programs, 
which provide important educational serv- 
ices to many low-income children. We should 
look at ways to expand Head Start so that it 
may provide high-quality care to all eligible 
children. 

Third, we must ensure that children are 
healthy and safe. Children should be able to 
grow up in safe homes and neighborhoods. 
Last year the Congress enacted a law to en- 
sure that vaccinations are more affordable 
and accessible. Parents should continue to be 
more aware of the importance of immuniza- 
tions. The Women, Infants, and Children sup- 
plemental nutrition program (WIC) signifi- 
cantly improves the health of pregnant 
women and children, and should be expanded 
to serve all eligible families. Home visits by 
nurses and social workers to first-time or at- 
risk mothers can improve parenting skills 
and the safety of the home environment. 

CONCLUSION 


Many of the difficulties families face result 
from larger problems of society which ur- 


gently need attention. Violence affects all of 
us, but children are particularly vulnerable. 
Economic demands require parents to work 
long hours and spend less time with their 
children. A lack of good jobs in some areas, 
particularly in inner cities, gives youngsters 
little hope for the future and makes them 
less likely to avoid premature sexual activ- 
ity. 

Government can do a lot to address these 
problems, but all of us have an obligation to 
protect and nurture our most vulnerable 
citizens: our children. We have to support 
parents who are struggling, working through 
our churches, schools, civic groups, and com- 
munity organizations to give them the help 
they need. We must send a clear message to 
parents who neglect their children that their 
failure will not be tolerated. And perhaps 
most fundamentally, we have to raise our 
own children to be responsible adults who 
will in turn raise their children well. 


TRIBUTE TO COL. RAY THOMPSON 
HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to a special friend and an outstand- 
ing citizen of Ohio. Col. Ray Thompson has 
been an integral part of the 5th District service 
academy selection process since October 
1982. Since 1989, Colonel Thompson has 
served on my academy advisory board. During 
this time, | have grown to know and respect 
his integrity and dedication to our country. 

Col. Raymond was born in 
Salley, SC. He attended public schools in 
Aiken County, and graduated from A.L. 
Corbett High School in Wagner, SC. In May 
1961, he graduated from South Carolina State 
College, Orangeburg, SC. He was a distin- 
guished graduate and was commissioned a 2d 
lieutenant in the U.S. Army. 

From the beginning of his military career, 
Ray Thompson has set high standards for 
himself. His record of service, which has en- 
tered its fourth decade, is characterized by 
self-discipline, self-motivation, and mission ac- 
complishment. He has received numerous 
awards, including the Meritorious Service 
Medal, the Bronze Star, the Army Commenda- 
tion Medal, the National Service Defense 
Medal, and the Vietnam Service Medal with 
four bronze stars. 

Ray Thompson continues to serve our coun- 
try today, supporting the mission of the U.S. 
Military Academy in providing leaders of char- 
acter to the Nation. Ray has committed lit- 
erally hundreds of hours of time crisscrossing 
countless miles of northwest Ohio seeking out 
the best and brightest of Ohio's young b 

Ray's message is simple: If you want to 
serve your country, if you have the physical 
and intellectual ability, and if you have the de- 


9 This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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sire to push yourself to the limits of your ability 
and then push some more, | can show you the 
way to the challenge you are looking for—the 
U.S. Military Academy. 

Mr. Speaker, Ray Thompson is without 
question an American patriot willing to make a 
difference. Colonel and his wife, 
lreesa, live in Lakeside, OH. They have a 
daughter, Melva; a son, Douglas; and a grand- 
son, Christopher. The Thompson family is ac- 
tively involved in the Lakeside community and 
is a member of the Lakeside United Methodist 
Church. He is a volunteer for Big Brothers/Big 
Sisters of northwest Ohio. He is also an avid 
runner, cyclist, and sports car enthusiast. 

| ask my colleagues to join me in paying a 
special tribute to Ray Thompson's record of 
personal accomplishments and wishing him all 
the best in the future. 


CONGRESSMAN HORN PAYS TRIB- 
UTE TO DEMOCRACY IN SOUTH 
AFRICA 


HON. STEPHEN HORN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the courage of all South Africans who 


and then ignore the realities of change. The 
end of the apartheid system in South Africa 
and the recognition of real democracy for all 
people in that nation make this indeed a time 
to celebrate. South Africans must face the 
sober realization, however, that much work 


National Congress will now have to learn a 
new role—that of governing party of all South 
Africans, including whites and Zulus. Critical to 
its ability to govern will be how the ANC 
chooses to address explosive problems such 
as ethnic homelands, education, taxation, land 
redistribution, and the threat of terrorist organi- 
zations dedicated to toppling the new govern- 
ment. 

| congratulate the people of South Africa for 
their courage. Now, we must all pray for wis- 
dom and patience on the part of the new gov- 
ernment, and we must be prepared to help 
that fledgling government, from the level of the 
new President down to local officials in the 
new provinces. Promoting democracy has al- 
ways been an ideal of the American people. 
With all champions of peace and justice, we 
look forward to the beginning of better times in 
southern Africa. My hope is that the joy of 
South Africa can lead to better times as well 
in the other troubled countries of that con- 
tinent. 
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TRIBUTE TO IMOGENE BALDWIN 
FERGUSON 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, community serv- 
ice is an enduring quality and an absolute ne- 
cessity in today's society. Fortunately, Brook- 
lyn, NY is benefiting from the dedicated efforts 
of Imogene Baldwin Ferguson. 

Mrs. Baldwin Ferguson migrated to Brooklyn 
in 1962 from Greenville, SC where she at- 
tended elementary and high school. In 1964 
she married James Baldwin. She later married 
Eric Ferguson of Panama, and is the mother 
of nine children and nine grandchildren. Mrs. 


Baldwin Ferguson graduated from 
Queensborough Community College and 
Brooklyn College. 


For 11 years she worked for the New York 
City Housing Authority. For the past 3 years 
she has worked as the youth coordinator for 
community board 17. She is a member of the 
League of Women Voters and the Haitian 
Family Services Center, and cofounded the 
Brooklyn Women's Alliance. Imogene is also a 
member of First Baptist Church of Crown 
Heights. 

community of Brooklyn has been en- 
riched by the dedicated and unselfish efforts 
of Imogene Baldwin Ferguson. She gives true 
meaning to the notion of selfless service. 


TRIBUTE TO DAVID A. DUFFY 
HON. JACK REED 


OF RHODE ISLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to pay 
tribute to an outstanding Rhode Islander, 
David A. Duffy who is being honored by the 
National Conference of Rhode Island and 
Southeastern New England as their Humani- 
tarian of the Year. 

Mr. Duffy has been a leader in Rhode Island 
for many years and he is known for his suc- 
cess as a businessman, his unselfish dedica- 
tion to charitable and philantropic endeavors 
along with his commitment to community serv- 
ice 


Mr. Duffy has been an active participant in 
many Rhode Island organizations such as the 
chamber of commerce, Save the Bay, and the 
John C. Fogarty Foundation for the Mentally 
Retarded. He has served his community in 
various capacities over the years such as di- 
rector of the Providence, RI Preservation Soci- 
ety, Junior Achievement organization as well 
as IN-SIGHT, formerly the Rhode Island Asso- 
ciation for the Blind. 

In 1993 Mr. Duffy received the Never Again 
award from the Jewish Federation of Rhode 
Island in recognition of his efforts to influence 
the reduction of anti-Semitism, racism, and 
bigotry which is presented in conjunction with 
Holocaust Remembrance Day. 

| urge my colleagues to join me today in 
honoring an outstanding individual, David A. 
Duffy, who has earned the respect and admi- 
ration of many Rhode Islanders. 
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HONORING RABBI LOUIS 
BERNSTEIN 


HON. GARY L. ACKERMAN 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to call the attention of my colleagues to the 
lifetime accomplishments of Rabbi Louis Bern- 
stein, who was honored on May 2 by the 
members of Mizrachi-Hapoel Mizrachi for his 
outstanding leadership to the world Zionist 


community. 
Rabbi Bernstein is a truly dedicated and 
compassionate individual, whose  achieve- 


ments attest to his desire to assist people in 
fulfilling themselves. He is the past president 
and chairman of the Vaad Hapoel, a rabbi and 
professor of Bible at Yeshivah University, a 
published author and essayist, and a member 
of the Jewish Agency Executive. 

Within the broad spectrum of activities he 
conducts, Rabbi Bernstein is most noted as a 
teacher. He has led and educated his con- 
gregation, Young Israel of Windsor Park, in 
Queens County, NY, and has shared his in- 
sights and keen intellect with a generation of 
students at Yeshivah University as well. His 
widely respected views on regional and world 
events have served to make his newspaper 
columns and his publications a ready source 
of knowledge relating to American-Israeli af- 
fairs. 

Rabbi Bernstein's distinct and effective lead- 
ership has been recognized by his colleagues, 
who have given him the unique honor of elect- 
ing him to three terms as head of the Rabbini- 
cal Council of America. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask all my colleagues in the 
House of Representatives to join me now in 
honoring Rabbi Louis Bernstein for his lifetime 
achievements in building a more humane and 
compassionate world. 


CONGRATULATIONS TO REBECCA 
A. BROSS 


HON. DAVID MANN 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 11, 1994 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, | want to take this 
opportunity to recognize Rebecca A. Bross for 
earning the Camp Fire Girl's WoHeLo Medal- 
lion. This is a substantial achievement. The 
WoHeLo Program is designed as an individ- 
ualized program of personal development in 
the areas of leadership, teaching, community 
service, and public speaking. 

Rebecca's project has been the planning 
and construction of a cooperation course at 
the Camp Fire Girl's Camp Wyandot. The 
course is designed with eight stations where 
the participants must cooperate to solve the 
problem or challenge of each station. 

Rebecca is a graduating honors student at 
Colerain High School where she is a member 
of the National Honor Society and has been in 
the German Honor Society for 4 years. She 
has received a Tillotson scholarship and will 
attend the University of Toledo to major in 
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chemistry. Rebecca has been a member of 
the school orchestra where she plays cello 
and has been on the flag corps. She has also 
been actively involved in Students Against 
Drunk Driving, the science club and the break- 
fast club, which is an interfaith organization. 
Furthermore, Rebecca Bross has been an ac- 
tive member of her church where she teaches 
nursery school and junior church. 

| extend my warmest congratulations to Re- 
becca who should be justifiably proud of her 
accomplishments. | also extend my congratu- 
lations to her parents, Ray and Susan Bross, 
and her Camp Fire Girl's leaders whose sup- 
port and encouragement helped make her 
goal a reality. 


TRIBUTE TO JENNIFER L. CASTLE 
HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 11, 1994 

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
take this opportunity to recognize an excep- 
tional young woman from my district who has 


recently accepted her intment as a mem- 
ber of the class of 1998 at the U.S. Air Force 
Academy. 


Jennifer L. Castle will soon graduate 
Margaretta High School after 4 years of out- 
standing academic achievement as well as ex- 
tracurricular involvement. While in high school 
Jennifer has distinguished herself as a leader 
among her peers. She is an honor roll student 
and played on the softball and basketball 
teams. In addition, she has been a member of 
the Spanish Club, band, and the National 
Honor Society. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the most important re- 
sponsibilities of Members of Congress is to 
identify outstanding young men and women 
and to nominate them for admission to the 
U.S. service academies. While at the Acad- 
emy, they will be the beneficiaries of one of 
the finest educations available, so that in the 
future they might be entrusted with the very 
security of our Nation. 

| am confident that Jennifer has both the 
ability and the desire to meet this challenge. | 
ask my colleagues to join me in congratulating 
her for her accomplishments to date and to 
wish her the best of luck as she begins her 
career in service to our country. 


CONGRATULATIONS TO JASON 
SPANEL ON WINNING THE AMER- 
ICAN EXPRESS GEOGRAPHY 
COMPETITION 


HON. GLENN POSHARD 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 11, 1994 

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Jason Spanel, a young man from my 
district who recently placed first in the Amer- 
ican Express geography competition. Jason's 
project, “Thinking Geographically: Linking the 
North American Waterfowl Management Plan 
to the J.N. Spanel Wetland Restoration and 
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Interpretative Site," was selected out of 3,000 
Students who participated in the nationwide 
competition. Jason is being honored by Amer- 
ican Express this week at a national awards 
ceremony in our Nation's capital. 

Jason's winning project traced the geo- 
graphical evolution of the Saline River Basin 
from prehistoric times when wetlands com- 
prised one-third of the region to the early 
years of America when Native Americans 
used the land to farm. In his research, Jason 
discovered that less than half of America's 
wetlands remain in existence. It is reassuring 
to know that such a young man understands 
the Government's responsibility in monitoring 
and preserving the environment. 

| would also like to honor Jason Spanel for 
being a citizen who puts his words into action. 
As an Eagle Scout, Jason transformed a bar- 
ren 31 acre containment basin in Eldorado, IL, 
into a national wetlands preservation area. 
Today, what was once a community eyesore 
is now a lush wetland populated by trees, 
plants, a boardwalk, and waterfowl. In his ef- 
forts, Jason was able to save the endangered 
flora and fauna from being destroyed by the 
expansion of local industry. At 15 years old, 
Jason is now the youngest person in the his- 
tory of the North American Wetlands Con- 
servation Fund to receive a grant for a wet- 
lands project. 

| am very proud of Jason Spanel for his 
hard work and dedication in educating his 
local community about ways they can work to- 
gether to preserve the environment. Jason is 
a role model not only to his peers, but to 
adults who often take our planet and its re- 
sources for granted. Congratulations Jason 
from the people of the 19th Congressional 
District on a job well done. You are truly an in- 
spiration to us all. 


COXSACKIE HOSE COMPANY NO. 3 
CELEBRATES 100 YEARS OF 
FIREFIGHTING 


HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the 22d Con- 
gressional District of New York is primarily 
rural, and like many rural districts in America, 
much if its fire protection comes from volun- 
teer fire ies. 

| would like to say a few words today about 
one of those companies, Coxsackie Hose Co. 
No. 3, which in 1994 is celebrating its 100th 
year of providing excellent fire protection to its 
neighbors. 

| was a volunteer fireman myself for over 20 
years in my hometown of Queensbury, NY. 
My fellow firefighters came from every walk of 
life and income level. What they had in com- 
mon with each other and with volunteer fire- 
fighters across the Nation was a desire to 
serve the community. And serve, they have in- 
deed. In New York alone volunteer firefighters 
save countless lives and billions of dollars 
worth of property every year. 

Like their counterparts elsewhere, 
Coxsackie's take advantage of every oppor- 
tunity to upgrade their skills. They are well 
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trained, totally dedicated, and completely self- 
less in their responses to fire alarms. After all, 
Mr. Speaker, we are talking about accountants 
and doctors and clerks and teachers and 
farmers, you name it. But no matter what the 
hour or weather or interruption, they drop what 
they are doing, leave the comfort of their 
homes or workplaces, and come to the aid of 
their neighbors. There is nothing more all- 
American. 

Coxsackie Hose Co. No. 3's long service, 
among other things, caused it to be chosen to 
host the 106th Greene County Firemen's Con- 
vention in September. 

| would call it an appropriate choice, and | 
think it would also be appropriate for everyone 
to join me in commemorating Coxsackie Hose 
Co. No. 3 as it begins its second century of 
outstanding service. 


TRIBUTE TO TRAVIS D. ADKINS 
HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 

take this opportunity to recognize an excep- 
tional young man from my district who has re- 
cently accepted his appointment as a member 
of the Class of 1998 at the U.S. Military Acad- 
emy. 
Travis D. Adkins will soon graduate from 
Paulding High School after 4 years of out- 
standing academic achievement as well as ex- 
tracurricular involvement. While in high school 
Travis has distinguished himself as a leader 
among his peers. He is an honor roll student 
as well as a member of the football and power 
lifting teams. In addition, he has participated in 
the science olympiad program, Boy Scouts, 
and is president of the student council. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the most important re- 
sponsibilities of Members of Congress is to 
identify outstanding young men and women 
and to nominate them for admission to the 
U.S. service academies. While at the Acad- 
emy, they will be the beneficiaries of one of 
the finest educations available, so that in the 
future they might be entrusted with the very 
security of our Nation. 

| am confident that Travis has both the abil- 
ity and the desire to meet this challenge. | ask 
my colleagues to join me in congratulating him 
for his accomplishments to date and to wish 
him the best of luck as he begins his career 
in service to our country. 


A STORY OF INSPIRATION—A MAN 
AND HIS COMMUNITY IN THE 
BATTLE AGAINST CRIME 


HON. STEPHEN HORN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 11, 1994 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor both a brave man and a strong commu- 
nity—examples of how determination and spirit 
can work together to overcome crime. 
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On August 6, 1993, in my district in Long 
Beach, CA, Officer Abel Dominguez, a 7-year 
veteran of that city's police department, had 
just made a routine traffic stop. He was sitting 
in his patrol car, busy checking out warrants 
on a suspect, when suddenly a gunman at- 
tacked him. 

The gunshots left him in a coma, severely 
wounded in the head, chest, and left arm. His 
doctors believed he would need to remain 
hospitalized at least until Christmas. But Offi- 
cer Dominguez fought back. He went home 
the first of November and was back at a desk 
job at the Long Beach Police Department's 
North Station in January. 

Though Officer Dominguez still experiences 
weakness in his left arm and hand, wears a 
brace and uses a cane, and is resigned to 
permanent vision damage, he has plans for a 
full career as a police officer. He intends to go 
into detective work once his recovery is com- 
plete. 

Officer Dominguez's determination and hard 
work toward overcoming a tragedy are an in- 
spiration matched only by the efforts of his 
family and community. Officer Dominguez's 
wife, Cindy, who has known him since their 
junior high school days, has been a constant 
partner for her husband during his rehabilita- 
tion. Cindy, an investment specialist, is able to 
work at home thanks to her employer, Los An- 
geles' Northern Trust Bank, which equipped 
her with a home computer so she could tele- 
commute during her husband's recovery. 

Shortly after Officer Dominguez was gunned 
down, Tom Rasada, a contractor and Neigh- 
borhood Watch captain, knocked on the 
Dominguez's door, asking if he could help. 
Soon, he and dozens of other volunteers he 
had recruited built a wheelchair-accessible 
bedroom and bath at the Dominguez home. 
Other community members sent prayers and 
contributions to cover medical bills. And the 
students at Long Beach's Jordan High School, 
Officer Dominguez's alma mater, gave him a 
place of honor during their homecoming foot- 
ball game. 

Residents living in the area of the shooting 
helped police make arrests within hours of the 
attack on Dominguez. Next month, two men 
will go on trial for attempted murder. 

The happy ending to this story is due to the 
courage and  steadfastness of Officer 
Dominguez, his family, and his neighbors. It 
serves as an example for us all—first, of the 
personal dedication to overcome injury; sec- 
ond, of the power of citizens' willingness to do 
what is right; and most importantly, how com- 
munity effort can work effectively in the battle 
against crime. | ask you to join with me in sa- 
luting Officer Dominguez, his wife, Cindy, and 
the citizens of Long Beach, CA. 


HONORING RABBI MORDECAI V. 
EFRON ON HIS RETIREMENT 


HON. GARY L. ACKERMAN 
OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 11, 1994 
Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to join with my constituents and the members 
of the Hillcrest Jewish Center of Queens 
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County, NY, in honoring Rabbi Mordecai V. 
Efron on the occasion of his retirement as as- 
sociate rabbi of the congregation. 

A long-time member of the Hillcrest commu- 
nity, Rabbi Efron has served as the associate 
rabbi of the congregation for almost a quarter 
of a century. His training is deeply rooted in 
rabbinic tradition. Upon his graduation from 
Yeshivah University, Rabbi Efron continued 
his studies at the Rabbi Isaac Elchanan Theo- 
logical Seminary, where he was ordained in 
1945. Not long after his graduation from the 
seminary, Rabbi Efron assumed the pulpit of 
the Sons of Jacob Congregation in Vineland, 
NJ, where he served for 23 years. 

Upon an invitation from Israel Mowshowitz, 
who was then the rabbi of the Hillcrest Jewish 
Center, Rabbi Efron joined the congregation 
as assistant rabbi. In the course of the 23 
years he was to serve the Hillcrest Jewish 
Center, he has led a variety of programs that 
involved teaching, counseling, preaching, and 
ministering in all rabbinic functions for the con- 
gregation's thousands of members. 

Rabbi Efron's talents and contributions have 
also extended beyond the Hillcrest community. 
He has been honored by the United Jewish 
Appeal, State of Israel Bonds, and the B'nai 
B'rith Anti-Defamation League. 

Mr. Speaker, the Hillcrest Jewish Center 
has for these many years benefited from the 
efforts of Rabbi Efron. | ask all my colleagues 
in the House of Representatives to join me 
now in recognition of Rabbi Mordecai Efron 
and his selfless service to the Hillcrest com- 
munity. 


HONORING FORMER HARRIS COUN- 
TY COMMISSIONER E.A. “SQUAT- 
TY" LYONS 


HON. JACK FIELDS 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, it was 
with deep sadness that Houstonians recently 
learned of the death of former Harris County 
Commissioner Everett Augustus Lyons. 

He may have been born Everett Augustus 
Lyons, but those Houstonians who knew him, 
who worked with him, and who benefited from 
the projects he championed called him by the 
nickname he initially hated, but the nickname 
that stuck: "Squatty" Lyons. 

"Squatty" was 84 when he passed away on 
Wednesday, May 4, while recuperating from 
pacemaker surgery. The sense of loss felt by 
his wife, Fern, and his three sons—Everett A. 
Lyons Ill, F.S. “Scottie” Lyons, and Jim Lyons, 
all of Houston—is shared by literally tens of 
thousands of Houstonians. 

"Squatty" played a role—a major role—in 
transforming Houston, TX and its suburbs 
from a medium-sized city into the Nation's 
fourth-largest urban area. Projects which he 
helped plan and bring to fruition include the 
Astrodome, Houston's toll road system and 
Harris County's Flood Control District. 

But perhaps what he will be most remem- 
bered for is roads—the roads millions of Hous- 
ton-area residents use each morning to get to 
work and each evening to get home. 
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You see, Mr. Speaker, "Squatty" served as 
a Harris County commissioner for 48 years. 
His successor observed that " helped 
oversee Houston's transition from dirt roads in 
the 1940's, to asphalt roads in the 1960's to 
concrete roads in the 1980's. As the popu- 
lation of the Houston area grew exponentially 
during those years, more and more 
Houstonians came to appreciate and depend 
on "Squatty" Lyons to make their lives, and 
their commutes, a little easier. 

"Squatty" was elected to the Harris County 
Commissioner's Court in 1942. For the next 
48 years, he was routinely reelected to office. 
During one 15-year period, in fact, he was not 
even opposed. And | know you will be glad to 
learn, Mr. Speaker, that "Squatty" was a Dem- 
ocrat. 

So why is this Republican taking time to sa- 
lute this Democratic public servant? 

It's easy, Mr. Speaker. 

It's because "Squatty" always had the best 
interest of Houston, and all its citizens, in 
mind. His motto was, "Anything that's good for 
the public, I'm for it.” 

And it’s because "Squatty" gave politics a 
good name—using politics to enhance the 
public good rather than his own well-being. No 
ohe regardless of his political persuasion, re- 
gardless of his point of view, and regardless of 
his position on a given project pending before 
the Harris County Commissioners Court—ever 
8 his integrity or his commitment to 

the public good. Many people disagreed with 
"Squatty" over the years on this issue or that 
issue, but when the debate was over, and 
when they had won or lost, they all came 
away knowing that they had had a fair hear- 


ing. 

Mr. Speaker, "Squatty" Lyons had a re- 
markable record of public service that may 
never be equalled in Harris County. His 48 
years of service as a member of the Harris 
County Commissioners Court was distin- 
guished by the progress it produced for the 
men and women of the Houston area. Having 
lived all of my life in Humble, TX, | know first- 
hand the progress that “Squatty” helped make 
possible during the last half century. 

Mr. Speaker, | appreciate this opportunity to 
recognize E. A. "Squatty" Lyons' long and dis- 
tinguished record of public service; to tell Fern 
Lyons and her three sons how sorely our com- 
munity, our State and our Nation will miss her 
husband and their father; and to ask for your 
prayers, and the prayers of my colleagues, for 
this great Texan. 


PUBLIC SAFETY AND REC- 
REATIONAL FIREARMS USE PRO- 
TECTION ACT 


HON. NEIL ABERCROMBIE 


OF HAWAII 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today in support of H.R. 4296, the assault 
weapons ban. The passage of this bill is vital 
to public safety. Semiautomatic guns or as- 
sault weapons are used regularly to terrorize 
innocent people by drug traffickers, street 
gangs, and paramilitary extremist groups. It is 
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appalling that these deadly weapons—in- 
tended to efficiently kill human beings—are 
freely bought and sold in the streets of Amer- 
ica. While | support the right to own rifles and 
shotguns for hunting and sport, | do not sup- 
port the right to possess weapons whose sole 
purpose is to maim or kill human beings. 

Opponents of the assault weapons ban will 
refer to the second amendment to the Con- 
stitution in their defense. "A well regulated mi- 
litia, being necessary to the security of a free 
State, the right of the people to keep and bear 
arms, shall not be infringed.” However, the 
U.S. Supreme Court ruled over 50 years ago 
in U.S. against Miller that the only purpose of 
the second amendment's “right to keep and 
bear arms” is to assure the effectiveness of 
State militias. No subsequent Federal court 
has ever struck down a gun control law of any 
kind as a violation of the second amendment. 
There is no veiled intent to usurp the Constitu- 
tion by the assault weapons ban. In fact, the 
constitution was written to “* * * establish 
justice, insure domestic tranquility, provide for 
the common defense, promote the general 
welfare, and secure the blessings of Liberty to 
ourselves and our posterity.” 

The future of American society rests on our 
ability to combat the rising tide of violence. 
One hundred five men, women, and children 
dying daily in this country from gun violence is 
a statistic we can stem with the assault weap- 
ons ban. In 1989, a ban on the importation of 
43 different types of assault weapons led to a 
45-percent decline in the number of imported 
assault weapons traced to crime the following 
year. It should be obvious that H.R. 4296 can 
go even further to curb the flow of weapons 
into the hands of criminals. The assault weap- 
ons ban in itself will not solve our crime prob- 
lems, but whose life are we willing to risk with- 
out it? 


CONGRATULATIONS TO JUSTICE 
NEIL O'BRIEN 


HON. THOMAS J. MANTON 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. MANTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate my good friend Justice Neil 
O'Brien who is being honored on May 19, 
1994 at the Douglaston Manor located in 
Queens. Justice O'Brien has been a long time 
resident of Woodside, Queens located in the 
seventh district which | have the pleasure of 
representing. 

Justice O'Brien has served for the past 16 
years in the Courts of Kings and Queens 
counties. He was appointed to the New York 
City Criminal Court by Mayor Beame in 1977, 
elected to the Supreme Court in 1987 and ap- 
pointed to the appellate division by Governor 
Cuomo in May 1990. A former Queens assist- 
ant district attorney, Justice O'Brien served for 
many years as chief of the Appeals Bureau 
and later as executive assistant district attor- 
ney. 
Mr. Speaker, Justice O'Brien was born and 
raised and currently still lives in Woodside, 
Queens. He served in the U.S. Army from 
1954—56. He was educated at St. Sebastian's 
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School located in Woodside and St. 
Augustine's Diocesan High School of Park 
Slope. He received his B.S. in Marketing from 
Fordham University in 1954 and his LLB from 
Fordham Law School in 1959. 

Justice O'Brien's wife is the former Alice 
Dunn of Astoria, Queens. His daughter, Alice 
Gunther is an associate of Cravath, Swaine & 
Moore in Manhattan. Her husband, Chris Gun- 
ther is also an attorney and is an associate at 
the firm of Morvillo, Abramowitz, Grand, lason 
and Silberberg in Manhattan. 

Mr. Speaker, Justice O'Brien has dedicated 
himself to our country's justice system as well 
as his community and | commend him for it. 
| know my colleagues join me in congratulat- 
ing Justice Neil O'Brien on this special day. 


TRIBUTE TO THE BLUE RIBBON 
PROGRAM 


HON. GEORGE E. BROWN, JR. 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to pay tribute to the Blue Ribbon 
Program of southern California. This program 
encourages the public to wear blue ribbons 
during National Police Week from May 15 to 
21, in support of southern California law en- 
forcement. The Blue Ribbon Program hopes to 
raise the public's consciousness about law en- 
forcement and to demonstrate to police offi- 
cers throughout southern California that he or 
she is appreciated. 

Sadly southern California law enforcement 
has lost nine men and women to violence in 
the last year. These brave and dedicated indi- 
viduals will be sorely missed. The Blue Ribbon 
Program, in a small way, allows us the oppor- 
tunity to acknowledge these fallen heroes and 
to remember their courage. 

Much of the credit for the birth of the Blue 
Ribbon Program goes to Chief Lowell Stark, of 
the Ontario Police Department. Through Mr. 
Stark's efforts other police chiefs in the county 
of San Bernardino, as well as city councils 
and school boards have joined in to lend their 
support. The California State Assembly and 
Senate have recently passed a joint resolution 
proclaiming May 15 to 21 as "Blue Ribbon 
Week." 


Law enforcement officers deserve our great- 
est thanks and respect. Unfortunately, too 
often these modern day heroes go 
unappreciated, or worse yet, are vilified. Blue 
Ribbon Week is a way for all of us to express 
our deepest, and sincerest gratitude for a job 
well done. | salute these dedicated men and 
women and | ask my colleagues to join me in 
celebrating the Blue Ribbon Program. 


IN HONOR OF DONALD SHAND 
WILLIAMS 


HON. MICHAEL BILIRAKIS 
OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 11, 1994 
Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to a man who contributed greatly to 
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his community and who enriched the lives of 
those he touched—Mr. Don Williams. 

Don was called to join the Lord on April 8, 
1994, but his life is a model worthy of emu- 
lation. His story illustrates what one person 
with determination can achieve in this world. 

To the public, he was known as an immi- 
nent architect and a staunch community activ- 
ist. To his wife, Eleanor, he was a loving hus- 
band; to his children, Kent and Karen, he was 
a devoted father; and to his grandchildren, 
Lindsay, Kyle, Brian, and Scott, he was a 


After coming to Clearwater in 1956, Don un- 
dertook a career which ultimately earned him 
widespread admiration and respect among his 
peers. In recognition of his professional 
achievements, Don was awarded a Medal of 
Honor from the Florida Association of Archi- 
tects and was named as a Fellow of the 
American Institute of Architects. 

As the president of Williams Architects 
Chartered, he employed his architectural skills 
on many prestigious projects. Don's illustrious 
career included work on Ruth Eckerd Hall, the 
Clearwater Yacht Club, the Pinellas County 
School Board building, as well as a number of 
banks, schools, offices, parks, and churches. 

Mr. Speaker, if we only celebrated the pro- 
fessional career of Don Williams, we would be 
reciting achievements for a long time. But 
even more important about Don Williams is 
the impact he has had on the lives of the peo- 
ple he has touched. 

Don was a generous man, donating sub- 
stantial amounts of time, effort, and money to 
the causes in which he believed. He was 
deeply committed to public service and com- 
munity involvement. 

Despite his busy career, he served as a 
Clearwater City commissioner and vice mayor 
for 8 years. He was also actively involved as 
a leader in a number of community organiza- 
tions, including the Pinellas Suncoast Transit 
Authority, the Rotary Club of Clearwater East, 
the Richard B. Baumgardner Center for the 
Performing Arts, and the Pinellas County His- 
torical Commission. 

Mr. Speaker, | am extremely proud to have 
been able to claim Don Williams as one of my 
constituents, and more importantly, as a 
friend, because he exemplified the highest 
qualities of dedication, compassion, and gen- 
erosity. 


TRIBUTE TO STACY M. HEINS 
HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 11, 1994 

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
take this opportunity to recognize an excep- 
tional young woman from my district who has 
recently accepted her appointment as a mem- 
ber of the class of 1998 at the U.S. Military 
Academy. 

Stacy M. Heins wil soon graduate 
Woodmore High School after 4 years of out- 
standing academic achievement as well as ex- 
tracurricular involvement. While in high school 
Stacy has distinguished herself as a leader 
among her peers. She is an honor roll student 
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and captain of the cross-country and track 
teams. In addition, she has participated in the 
Big Sister Program, is a 4-H Club president, 
and treasurer of the Lutheran Youth Fellow- 
ship at Trinity Lutheran Church. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the most important re- 
sponsibilities of Members of Congress is to 
identify outstanding young men and women 
and to nominate them for admission to the 
U.S. service academies. While at the Acad- 
emy, they will be the beneficiaries of one of 
the finest educations available, so that in the 
future they might be entrusted with the very 
security of our Nation. 

| am confident that Stacy has both the abil- 
ity and the desire to meet this challenge. | ask 
my colleagues to join me in congratulating her 
for her accomplishments to date and to wish 
her the best of luck as she begins her career 
in service to our country. 


TRIBUTE TO ANN BROWN 
HON. ROBERT T. MATSUI 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to Mrs. Ann Brown, the new chair 
of the Consumer Product Safety Commission 
[CPSC]. | am very pleased to have this oppor- 
tunity to congratulate Mrs. Brown on her ap- 
pointment. 

Several years ago an article in the Washing- 
ton Post referred to the Consumer Product 
Safety Commission as "the little agency that 
can't," in a parody on "The Little Engine That 
Could." That article, citing the cuts in funding 
and reduced staff, may have reflected the 
state of the Agency then, but it is very dif- 
ferent now. 

The Clinton administration has renewed the 
commitment of the Federal Government to 
consumer product safety. The President has 
appointed a new chair for the Agency, Ann 
Brown, who brings a long record as an effec- 
tive advocate for product safety to the Com- 
mission. Acting quickly after her nomination, 
Mrs. Brown persuaded the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget to increase funds for the 
Agency by $1 million from the initial amount. 

Mrs. Brown has brought a new spirit and 
enthusiasm to the Commission. She has point- 
ed the Agency in a new direction. 

From now on the CPSC will be proactive, 
not reactive. It will be innovative in íts ideas 
and in the use of its resources. It will not wait 
for deaths and injuries from dangerous prod- 
ucts to pile up by the score before acting. It 
will reach out to prevent as many of these 
tragedies as it can. 

Under the leadership the CPSC will be ac- 
tion oriented, to achieve real gains for product 
safety. Moreover, she will target the most vul- 
nerable in our society—children, the elderly, 
and those with special handicaps. Improving 
their health and safety, will produce social and 
economic dividends for the Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, | am proud to pay tribute to an 
individual like Mrs. Ann Brown. ! ask my col- 
leagues to join me today in commending Mrs. 
Brown on her hard work and congratulating 
her on her appointment. 
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RECOGNIZING ANSPACH TRAVEL'S 
60TH ANNIVERSARY 


HON. JOHN EDWARD PORTER 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | want to take 
this opportunity to salute an outstanding local 
business in Illinois’ 10th Congressional Dis- 
trict, Anspach Travel in Highland Park. This 
month Anspach is celebrating its 60th anniver- 
sary, and this significant milestone of success 
and service to the community merits special 


recognition. 

Originally founded by Herman and Carolyn 
Anspach, the agency was formally incor- 
porated in 1934. It is interesting that Herman 
Anspach didn't set out to establish a travel of- 
fice—he was involved in real estate, although 
he later would become a founding member of 
the midwest chapter of the American Society 
of Travel Agents. But in the early 1930's, a 
part of 5 business Was 


houses told Herman that they needed to plan 
their own summer vacations in order to make 
their homes available to his Chicago clientele. 
Herman suggested the idea of an ocean 
cruise, and it caught on. He started to help 
local residents make the arrangements for 
their cruises, and Anspach Travel was on its 
way. 

And what a long way it has come. From its 
modest beginnings, by the early 1970's 
Anspach had five full-time agents serving hun- 
dreds of customers. In 1980, Henry and Cook- 
ie Kohn—Herman and Carolyn Anspach's son- 
in-law and daughter—started to run the busi- 
ness and worked to expand the agency, build- 
ing on Anspach's ion of excellence. 
Today, Anspach Travel has almost 20 full-time 
agents and serves thousands of clients 
throughout the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, Anspach Travel has main- 
tained the highest standards of quality in all 
aspects of its operation and is a superb exam- 
ple of American small business achievement. 
| am proud to represent a congressional dis- 
trict that includes a firm of Anspach's caliber 
and | want to wish Henry and Cookie Kohn 
many more successful years. 


NEBRASKA OFFERS PROPOSALS 
TO MEET CLEAN WATER OBJEC- 
TIVES 


HON. DOUG BEREUTER 


OF NEBRASKA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, as reauthor- 
ization of the Clean Water Act receives in- 
creased attention, this Member would like to 
stress the need for flexibility and local involve- 
ment before Congress mandates one-size-fits- 
all solutions to water problems. Flexibility to 
meet the diverse conditions of this country 
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should be the basic premise behind any clean 
water reauthorization bill. 

For example, Nebraska relies far more 
heavily on groundwater sources for both drink- 
ing water and commercial uses than any other 
state. As a result, Nebraska has been a pio- 
neer in the protection of groundwater and the 
management of its natural resources. As a re- 
sult, Nebraska is the only State that has con- 
solidated its special-purpose natural resource 
areas into local political subdivisions, known 
as Natural Resource Districts. These NRD's, 
established on a watershed basis, have made 
significant progress in addressing non-point 
source pollution through local, voluntary, and 
incentive-based programs. 

Nebraska has also been a national leader in 
protecting groundwater through the use of 
Special Protection Areas as a means of pre- 
venting and controlling the contamination of 
groundwater. The program provides an excel- 
lent example of necessary coordination on the 
State and local level. 

To be successful, the Clean Water Act must 
avoid specifically mandating national solutions 
to the problems being addressed. As Ne- 
braska has demonstrated, flexibility and local 
involvement are the keys to success in achiev- 
ing clean water. 


FIXTURE AMONG SCHUYLERVILLE 
CATHOLICS, REV. WILLIAM 
LEMOYNE, RETIRES 


HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, for many gen- 
erations of Catholics in Schuylerville, NY, the 
Rev. William F. LeMoyne was the only priest 
they ever knew. 

Father LeMoyne has retired after 45 years 
in the priesthood. They are many things | 
could say about him, but they are already ex- 
pressed much better in an article from my 
hometown newspaper, the Glens Falls Post- 
Star. | place that article in today's RECORD. 

{From the Glens Falls Post-Star] 
SCHUYLERVILLE SAYS GOODBYE TO A LOCAL 

LEGEND—THE REV. WILLIAM F. LEMOYNE 

RETIRES AFTER DECADES OF CLERICAL 

SERVICE 

(By Matthew Crowley) 

SCHUYLERVILLE.—The town of 
Schuylerville gathered together to say good- 
bye to a local legend last week, the Rev. Wil- 
liam F. LeMoyne. 

For two decades LeMoyne had stood behind 
the lectern at the Notre Dame de Lourdes 
Visitation Church. Last Sunday, he retired, 
ending 45 years of clerical service. More than 
1,000 people attended special Masses and get- 
togethers in his honor. 

LeMoyne, a French Canadian, grew up in 
Quebec, but he moved to the northeastern 
United States for his pastoral training. He 
attended Andrew’s Minor Seminary in Roch- 
ester and ventured to Mount St. Mary’s in 
Emmitsburg, Md., before moving to the Cap- 
ital District in 1949. That year, he was or- 
dained in Albany’s Cathedral of the Immacu- 
late Conception. 

LeMoyne then began developing his long 
local roots. He served briefly at St. Luke's 
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Church and St. John the Evangelist Church 
in Schenectady before moving to Troy to 
serve at St. Patrick's. He stayed there for 
nine years. 

Before moving to Schuylerville, LeMoyne 
served 5% years as the Roman Catholic chap- 
lain at St. Peter's Church in Albany. 

Many of Schuylerville's civic organiza- 
tions, including the fire department and 
General Schuyler Emergency Squad, joined 
the farewell celebration with the American 
Legion, Ladies of St. Anne-St. Rose Society, 
the Knights of Columbus, the Catholic 
Daughters of America, and the Greater 
Schuylerville Youth Program. 

The village of Saratoga joined the villages 
of Schuylerville and Victory in celebrating 
LeMoyne's retirement. All three places de- 
clared April 30 “Father LeMoyne Day." 

Since his ordination in 1949, LeMoyne has 
lived through 10 presidential administra- 
tions, men on the moon, the advent of tele- 
vision and the arrival of personal computers. 
The Catholic Church has tackled interrical 
marriage, homosexuality, abortion and 
AIDS. 

The world may have swiveled around him, 
but LeMoyne said he stayed—cheerful and 
unchanged. 

Things started changing virtually after I 
was ordained," LeMoyne quipped. “When I 
started, mixed-marriages couples had to get 
married in the rectory. Then they changed 
things so they could get married in the 
church. Then Vatican '65 came along and 
changed everything.“ 

Vatican '65 the second Vatican Council or- 
ganized by Pope John XXIII, ran from 1959 to 
1962. The council completed work in 1965. 

Several decrees came from the council, in- 
cluding the “Dogmatic Constitution on the 
Church," which counterbalanced previously 
monarchical papal power by recognizing 
church hierarchy and granting bishops more 
individual power. 

Another change, the ''Constitution on the 
Sacred Liturgy," established a greater role 
for laypeople, calling for them to participate 
in Mass celebration. 

Vatican II also established '"The Pastoral 
Constitution on the Church in the World of 
Today," which acknowledged humanity's 
profound changes and tried relating the 
Church's concept of itself to contemporary 
culture's needs and values. 

Though the church changed, LeMoyne 
didn't. Those who have known LeMoyne for 
years say the priest remained open to every- 
one. 

“He has always been a man for all people, 
& man of ecumenical philosophies," said 
longtime parishioner Lorraine Thompson. I 
can never remember a time when someone 
asked him to do something and he said no.“ 

LeMoyne's openness, Thompson said. 
helped the church establish a Youth Min- 
istry and other programs. 

“Father LeMoyne is easy to rally around. 
Whatever you can do to help the parish is all 
he asks for," said Rolland Fontaine, who's 
known LeMoyne for 30 years. "He under- 
stands people have talents and limits. He ac- 
cepts that. And he's certainly kept up with 
the changing times. 

"He's open to everyone—young people, 
middle-aged people, older people," Fontaine 
added. He's unpretentious.” 

LeMoyne said people are people, all deserv- 
ing of love and attention. 

Jim Clifford, an eight-year Notre Dame pa- 
rishioner noted the town, not only the 
church, loved LeMoyne. Several people who 
weren't Catholic or churchgoers came to 
Sunday’s special reception. 
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Jou can count on him the ways you can 
count on a mother’s love,” said Chuck 
Cadwallader, who has known LeMoyne for 
three decades. "He's a wonderful, gracious 
man, a perfect gentleman. Everyone in town 
knows him. He's always been here.“ 

A generation of Schuylervillians has grown 
up and started families knowing no priest 
other than LeMoyne, said Jim Clifford. He 
conducted their marriage ceremonies. He 
christened their children. 

Although so many people know him, 
LeMoyne can remember names and faces. 
Fontaine said LeMoyne always remembers to 
speak French with him. LeMoyne spoke 
French before he could speak English. 

Kindness and openness can carry people a 
long way. But parishioners say LeMoyne has 
other important qualities. 

"He's kept the parish running on all lev- 
els," Fontaine said, ‘‘especially as a spiritual 
leader of the people. He gets people involved. 
He has community members acting as 
lectors, children involved in youth min- 
istry.” 

Bob Farell, a longtime Notre Dame parish- 
ioner, said LeMoyne speaks to people with 
wit and whimsy. Delivering messages is easi- 
er when people can laugh. 

“He gets to the point and says a lot in not 
many words," Farrell said, He has a nice, 
easy way of saying things." 

For priests, retiring is relatively new, 
LeMoyne said. Like Supreme Court justices, 
they served for life. 

“Priests used to die with their boots on,” 
he said “Retiring was unheard of. And the 
first priests who retired didn't like the sound 
of it at all. But I have no doubts about it." 

Although LeMoyne said he welcomed re- 
tirement, he couldn't have imagined himself 
doing anything else or quitting any sooner. 

This is my calling in life," he said. I've 
been doing this 45 years, and I'd be in trouble 
if I didn't like it.“ 

Thís Sunday, church will seem different for 
Notre Dame's parishioners. A new priest will 
take LeMoyne's place behind the lectern. 

Fontaine and others say LeMoyne has 
cleared his successor's path. 

*Father really wants the new person to put 
both feet on the ground and make the adjust- 
ments he needs to make,” he said. “It will be 
an adjustment, but I think we'll both make 
the adjustment, the priest and us as a par- 
ish." 

The parish can best ease LeMoyne into re- 
tirement by welcoming the new priest, 
Cadwallader said. 

"He has talked to us all about the transi- 
tion," he said. “He wants us to give the new 
person a chance. He doesn't want to hear us 
say, "Father LeMoyne wouldn't do that.“ 


CHARACTER EDUCATION 
COMMEMORATIVE WEEK 


HON. TONY P. HALL 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 11, 1994 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, today | am 
introducing, along with my colleagues, Messrs. 
WoLF, HAMILTON, HYDE, MOAKLEY, EMERSON, 
HUGHES, and NicK SMITH, to designate the 
week of October 16 through October 22, 1994, 
as National Character Counts Week. The pur- 
pose of this resolution is to bring national at- 
tention to the issue of character education and 
to encourage communities, schools, and youth 
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organizations to promote 6 core elements of 
character. These are: trustworthiness; respect; 
responsibility; justice and fairness; caring; and 
civic virtue and citizenship. 

Mr. Speaker, character education programs 
teach civic values and character traits that 
have widespread support among the American 
people. The ultimate goal of character edu- 
cation is to teach students about the shared 
values evident in our country which contribute 
to ethical behavior and good citizenship. This 
is particularly relevant to our efforts to combat 
drugs and school violence. If we do not teach 
children sound moral principles, we cannot ex- 
pect them to act with moral common sense or 
make judgments of right and wrong. Families 
have the primary responsibility to teach values 
to their children, but when they do not, 
Schools must step in and teach our age-old 

inciples. 

In July 1992, a group of scholars, edu- 
cators, and youth leaders drafted a document 
known as the Aspen Declaration which articu- 
lates a framework for character education ap- 
propriate to our diverse and pluralistic society. 
Included in the Aspen Declaration are the six 
core elements of character which can be ap- 
propriately taught to our children. The biparti- 
san Character Counts Coalition was formed to 
promote these six core elements of character 
as an effort to promote stronger individuals 
and thus a stronger nation. 

Advisory members of the Character Counts 
Coalition represent many ideological views. 
Advisers include William Bennett of Empower 
America; Marian Wright Edelman, president of 
the Children's Defense Fund; our former col- 
league Barbara Jordan; actor Tom Selleck; 
Nina Link, publisher of the Children's Tele- 
vision Workshop; and Sylvia Peters, a found- 
ing partner of the Edison project. In addition, 
this resolution is supported by the Character 
Education Partnership [CEP], an organization 
of nationwide organizations and individuals in- 
volved in education and youth service. CEP's 
membership includes the National Education 
Association, the American Federation of 
Teacher, the National Association of School 
Boards, the National Association of Evan- 
gelicals and many others. 

Mr. Speaker, Theodore Roosevelt said: “To 
educate a man in mind and not in character is 
to educate a menace to society,” This com- 
memorative resolution will give communities 
across the country an opportunity to embrace 
character education and to promote the six 
core elements of character. | am submitting a 
copy of our resolution for the benefit of my 
colleagues and | urge my colleagues to co- 
sponsor it: 

H. J. REs.— 

Whereas young people will be the stewards 
of our communities, Nation, and world in 
critical times, and the present and future 
well-being of our society requires an in- 
volved, caring citizenry with good character; 

Whereas concerns about the character 
training of children have taken on a new 
sense of urgency as violence by and against 
youth threatens the physical and psycho- 
logical well-being of the Nation; 

Whereas more than ever, children need 
strong and constructive guidance from their 
families and their communities, including 
schools, youth organizations, religious insti- 
tutions and civic groups; 
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Whereas the character of a Nation is only 
as strong as the character of its individual 
citizens; 

Whereas the public good is advanced when 
young people are taught the importance of 
good character, and that character counts in 
personal relationships, in school, and in the 
workplace; 

Whereas scholars and educators agree that 
people do not automatically develop good 
character and, therefore, conscientious ef- 
forts must be made by youth-influencing in- 
stitutions and individuals to help young peo- 
ple develop the essential traits and charac- 
teristics that comprise good character; 

Whereas character development is, first 
and foremost, an obligation of families, ef- 
forts by faith communities, schools, and 
youth, civic and human service organiza- 
tions also play a very important role in sup- 
porting family efforts by fostering and pro- 
moting good character; 

Whereas the Congress encourages students, 
teachers, parents, youth and community 
leaders to recognize the valuable role our 
youth play in the present and future of our 
Nation, and to recognize that character is an 
important part of that future; 

Whereas, in July 1992, the Aspen Declara- 
tion was written by an eminent group of edu- 
cators, youth leaders and ethics scholars for 
the purpose of articulating a coherent frame- 
work for character education appropriate to 
& diverse and pluralistic society; 

Whereas the Aspen Declaration states that 
"Effective character education is based on 
core ethical values which form the founda- 
tion of democratic society“: 

Whereas the core ethical values identified 
by the Aspen Declaration constitute the Six 
Core Elements of Character; 

Whereas these Six Core Elements of Char- 
acter are— 

(1) trustworthiness; 

(2) respect; 

(3) responsibility; 

(4) justice and fairness; 

(5) caring; and 

(6) civic virtue and citizenship. 

Whereas these Six Core Elements of Char- 
acter transcend cultural, religious, and so- 
cioeconomic differences; 

Whereas the Aspen Declaration states that 
“The character and conduct of our youth re- 
flect the character and conduct of society; 
therefore, every adult has the responsibility 
to teach and model the core ethical values 
and every social institution has the respon- 
sibility to promote the development of good 
character.“; 

Whereas the Congress encourages individ- 
uals and organizations, especially those who 
have an interest in the education and train- 
ing of our youth, to adopt these Six Core 
Elements of Character as intrinsic to the 
well-being of individuals, communities, and 
society as a whole; and 

Whereas the Congress encourages commu- 
nities, especially schools and youth organi- 
zations, to integrate these Six Core Ele- 
ments of Character into programs serving 
students and children: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the week of October 
16 through October 22, 1994, is designated as 
“National Character Counts Week", and the 
President is authorized and requested to 
issue a proclamation calling upon the people 
of the United States and interested groups to 
embrace these Six Core Elements of Char- 
acter and to observe the week with appro- 
priate ceremonies and activities. 
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CONGRATULATIONS TO THE TEU- 
TOPOLIS HIGH SCHOOL MEN'S 
AND | WOMEN'S BASKETBALL 
TEAMS 


HON. GLENN POSHARD 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the Teutopolis High School Basketball 
Program in my district for a glorious winning 
season. Many young basketball players in Illi- 
nois dream of competing in the Illinois State 
Basketball Championships, but few have had 
the opportunity to make that dream a reality. 
One could say Teutopolis High School had not 
one "dream team" this year, but two "dream 
teams" when the school's men's and women's 
basketball teams both advanced to the State 
championships, the women's team placing 
third in the tournament. 

1994 is not the first year the community of 
Teutopolis has had to travel to the State 
championships to see its basketball teams vie 
for the State title. This marks the ninth trip to 
the State championships for the women's bas- 
ketball team and the second trip for the men's 
team. In fact, Teutopolis High School made Il- 
linois history in 1986 by becoming the first 
high school to win both the men's and wom- 
en's championship titles in the same season. 

The Teutopolis’ men's basketball team ad- 
vanced to the "elite eight" at the University of 
Illinois Assembly Hall with a 30-1 record. The 
women's basketball team also advanced to 
the State championships, held at Illinois State 
University, with a 30-3 record. Teutopolis’ 
women's coach, Dennis Koester, should be 
proud that he has led his women's basketball 
team to 331 wins and only 27 losses during 
his career as coach. 

Having been a coach, | understand the hard 
work and dedication that goes into developing 
a winning team. The young men and women 
of Teutopolis High School are an example to 
sports programs across the Nation. Teutopolis 
High School has provided its students with a 
basketball program that not only makes its 
players champions, but the coaches, parents, 
and community champions as well. | salute 
the City of Teutopolis, Illinois, for instilling in 
its young people a sense of teamwork and 
sportsmanship, two characteristics that are 
often absent in athletics today. 

| would like to enter into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD the names of the players, coaches, 

, and other individuals who have 
made the Teutopolis High School basketball 
program one of the most rewarding programs 
in the State and across the Nation. It is my 
privilege to honor the Teutopolis Women's 
Basketball Team: Carrie Weber, Stephanie 
Huelsing, Tisha Hess, Molly Probst, Gina 
Bloemer, Sarah Gebben, Crystal Worman, 
Marcia Meyer, Amy Niebrugge, Kim Walk, 
Karen Kroeger, Stormy Young, Emily Probst, 
Kari Probst, Maria Niebrugge, player and man- 
ager Karla Campbell, manager Kathy Weber, 
statistician Lisa Hewing, statistician Trisha 
Funneman, camerawoman Christina Shey, 
camerawoman Elizabeth Ordner, coach Den- 
nis Koester and assistant coach Laurie 
Thompson. 
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It is my privilege to honor the Teutopolis 
Men's Basketbal Team: Brent Niebrugge, 
Mike Horn, Joe Gier, Chad Buehnerkemper, 
Darryn Niebrugge, Eric Swingler, Scott 
Niebrugge, Matt Esker, Rich Niebrugge, Cory 
Tegeler, Matt Ordner, Chris Probst, Craig 
Gaddis, Andy Bloemer, Ryan Wermert, man- 
ager Mike Zerrusen, manager Scott Dress, 
manager Matt Roedl, statistician Doug Smith, 
statistician Bryan Hawickhorst, cameraman 
Dean Dress, coach Ken Crawford, assistant 
coach Rod Grimsley, assistant coach Rob 
Smith, and assistant coach Jeff Thompson. 


CONGRATULATIONS TO EAGLE 
SCOUT PAUL C. STENGER 


HON. DAVID MANN 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, | want to take this 
opportunity to recognize Paul C. Stenger on 
his accomplishment of earning the rank of 
Eagle Scout. This is a substantial achievement 
as only 2 percent of all Scouts attain the 
Eagle rank. 

Paul Stenger began his Scouting odyssey in 
1983 as a Tiger Scout. Paul earned the Arrow 
of Light and rank of Weblo in 1987. 

In 1988, Paul joined Boy Scout Troop No. 
483, sponsored by St. Dominic Church. He 
has earned 33 merit badges and has per- 
formed the requisite Eagle Scout community 
service project. The project involved the con- 
Struction of custom designed flower boxes at 
the Home for Developmentally Disabled. The 
boxes were designed to stand up off the 
ground so that individuals in wheelchairs could 
maneuver their chairs underneath the boxes. 
While blazing the trail to Eagle Scout, Paul 
held leadership positions such as assistant pa- 
trol leader, quartermaster, and patrol leader. 

Paul has also been quite active outside of 
Scouting. He is a senior at Elder High School, 
where he has taken advanced placement 
classes. While at Elder, Paul has been a 
member of the Glee Club and Ensemble. He 
has been a valued member of the junior var- 
Sity soccer team, and the varsity track and 
field team. Paul has also volunteered his time 
for food drives, reconstruction of dilapidated 
housing for the poor, and tutoring students at 
Holy Family School. 

| extend my heartiest congratulations to 
Paul who should be justifiably proud of his ac- 
complishments. | also extend my congratula- 
tions to his parents, David and Mary Stenger, 
and his Scout leaders whose support and en- 
couragement helped make his goal a reality. 


TRIBUTE TO RICHARD M. OSTER 
HON. JACK REED 


OF RHODE ISLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 11, 1994 

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to pay 
tribute to an outstanding Rhode Islander, Rich- 


ard M. Oster, who is being honored by the Na- 
tional Conference of Rhode Island and South- 


eastern New England as their Humanitarian of 
the Year. 

Mr. Oster has been a leader in Rhode Is- 
land for many years and he is known for his 
success as a businessman, his commitment to 
community service and his unselfish dedica- 
tion to charitable and philanthropic endeavors. 

Among the many organizations Mr. Oster 


Brothers, Inc., Meeting Street School, and the 
National Conference of Rhode Island and 
Southeastern New England, he has always 
been willing to share his business acumen 
with these organizations. His other interests 
within the community of Rhode Island are just 
as varied such as the African Development 
Foundation Advisory Council, the Rhode Is- 
land Philharmonic Orchestra and the Trinity 
Repertory Company along with serving as a 
trustee on the boards of the local institutions 
of higher education. 

Mr. Oster's leadership qualities and results- 
oriented attitude have earned him the respect 
and affection of many, and | urge my col- 
leagues to join me in honoring an outstanding 
Rhode Islander, Richard M. Oster. 


TRIBUTE TO CYNTHIA PERRY RAY 
HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to 

recognize the achievements of Mrs. Cynthia 
Perry Ray of Brooklyn, NY. Mrs. Ray is a na- 
tive of Pennsylvania, and moved to Brooklyn 
in 1968 after marrying her late husband, Dr. 
Sandy F. Ray, the former pastor of Corner- 
stone Baptist Church. 
Mrs. Ray is a missionary for the Lord. She 
is involved in numerous activities that promote 
and support the spiritual elevation of people 
within her immediate community and the 
world. Her endeavors include Christian fellow- 
ship and leadership among youth and adults. 
Additionally, she is an adept religious educa- 
tor. Mrs. Ray has held numerous executive of- 
ficer positions in a variety of organizations, in- 
cluding the Woman's Convention, the National 
Baptist Convention, and U.S.A., Inc. 

Her community work has been done on be- 
half of the American Bible Society, Brooklyn 
Bureau of ity Service, the National 
Council of Negro Women, and Alpha Kappa 
Alpha Sorority. 

Cynthia is a graduate of Clark-Atlanta Uni- 
versity, and has performed graduate work at 
Temple University and NYU. | am pleased to 
highlight her efforts to spread the word and to 
serve as a shining example of humanitarian 
service. 


OLDER AMERICANS FREEDOM TO 
WORK ACT 


HON. RONALD K. MACHTLEY 
OF RHODE ISLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 11, 1994 
Mr. MACHTLEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to bring to the attention of the House the 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


Older Americans Freedom to Work Act, spon- 
sored by my colleague from Illinois, Mr. 
HASTERT. 

This legislation which seeks to liberalize the 
Earnings Test on seniors, has been introduced 
and has had strong support during each of my 
three terms of Congress. 

During my first term, the 101st Congress, 


cosponsors, and the bill still went nowhere. 


For each of my last 6 years here in Wash. 

8 ived hundreds of letters and 
of phone calls from seniors in my 

dero urging ne ————— ain 
iisque enero ati 
ue to lead active and con- 


1o” supplement their Social Security checks. 
| agree with them too. 

1 Speaker, the senior citizens of my dis- 
trict—and of this entire country — have gained 
valuable skills and experiences through their 
. 

As a country, we should welcome and we 
Should encourage these seniors to continue to 
work after they reach retirement age. But by 
all means, we should not penalize them. 

Mr. Speaker, | call on my colleagues to sign 
the discharge petition on a rule to consider the 
Older Americans Freedom to Work Act. 

This legislation brings real relief to Ameri- 
ca's working seniors and it is time for Con- 
gress to bring it to the House floor. 


EAST KENTWOOD STUDENTS PAR- 
TICIPATE IN NATIONAL FINALS 


HON. VERNON J. EHLERS 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, on April 30-May 
2, 1994, 26 students from East Kentwood 
High School in my home district competed 
with 1,200 students from 47 states in the We 
the People . . . The Citizen and the Constitu- 
tion program. These young men and women 
put in countless hours of preparation and dedi- 
cation to reach the national finals. 

The We the People . . . The Citizen and 
the Constitution program is supported and 
funded by Congress. The program, which edu- 
cates students about the Constitution and the 
Bill of Rights is the most extensive of its kind. 
Students went through a rigorous 3 day com- 
petition that included a simulated Congres- 
sional hearing. They were judged on their oral 
presentations, their knowledge of constitutional 
principles, and their ability to apply them to 
historical and contemporary issues. 

The students who put in tireless hours of 
hard work and effort into this group project 
were: Michael Almassian, Jennifer Armstrong, 
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Peter Battey, Andrea Baum, Kristen Beaman, 
Jason Bouterse, Lisa Casteel, Jonathan 
Charnin, Kristi Cook, Heather Foster, Rachel 
Grossman, Joshua Hoyt, Alla Khaytman, 
Kristen Kutter, Molly Lalley, Erik Litts, Barbara 
Nguyen, Hoai-Nam Nguyen, Leigh-Ann Pace, 
Heidi Penix, John Pushnik, Ami Rop, Sarah 
Saunders, Susan Skopp, Kelly Steele, and 
Anna VanZanten. 

In addition to the students, | would also like 
to commend the efforts of their teacher, Deb 
Snow, who herself gives countless hours of 
dedication to this worthwhile program. District 
coordinator Marsha Peterson and State coor- 
dinator Linda Start are to be applauded also 
for their efforts in helping the team advance to 
the national finals. 

It is with great pleasure that | recognize the 
efforts of these individuals and their leaders. | 
urge my colleagues to join me in honoring the 
students from East Kentwood High School for 
their teamwork in this competition. Congratula- 
tions to them on their achievements and con- 
tinued success in the years ahead. 


TRIBUTE TO MELVIN N. 
GREENBERG 


HON. JIM BACCHUS 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. BACCHUS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, on 
Wednesday evening, June 1, much of Miami, 
FL, will assemble to honor one of that city's 
and that State's finest citizens. Mayors, gov- 
ernors, judges, college presidents, and many 
other friends from many places and for many 
years will gather to celebrate four decades of 
community service by Melvin N. Greenberg. 

It is no accident that South Florida should 
come together to salute Mel Greenberg. 
Throughout his extraordinarily busy and ex- 
traordinarily successful life, Mel Greenberg 
has personified much of the best that Miami 
and South Florida offer the Nation and the 
world. 

A passion for excellence and justice. A com- 
mitment to a growing prosperity in which all 
can share. An abiding belief in equality of op- 
portunity for everyone. These very American 
values have been at the very heart of all that 
Mel Greenberg has stood for and strived for 
during a life filled with service and achieve- 
ment. 

He is perhaps best known for building a law 
firm from absolutely nothing into one of the 
most successful and most prestigious in the 
Nation. In and of itself, that is a significant 
achievement. But along the way, in building 
that law firm, Mel Greenberg has been a lead- 
er also in building a city and a State that stand 
now at the crossroads of the world as shining 
examples of the enduring validity of the Amer- 
ican dream. 

| have known Mel Greenberg for many 
years. | have had the privilege of working for 
him and with him. Like many others, | have 
learned from his lessons, and profitted from 
his wisdom. | am proud to call him counselor 
and friend. As a Member of Congress, | am 

too to join with so many of his other 
friends in honoring his lifetime of service. 
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TRIBUTE TO STEPHEN L. KILLION 


HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 11, 1994 

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
take this opportunity to recognize an excep- 
tional young man from my district who has re- 
cently accepted his appointment as a member 
of the class of 1998 at the U.S. Military Acad- 


emy. 

Stephen Killion will soon graduate Kalida 
High School after 4 years of outstanding aca- 
demic achievement as well as extracurricular 
involvement. While in high school Stephen has 
distinguished himself as a leader among his 
peers. He is an honor roll student and captain 
of the soccer team. In addition, he has partici- 
pated in the foreign language club, is a mass 
server and class president. Stephen's brother 
David is currently a cadet third class—Sopho- 
more—at West Point. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the most important re- 
sponsibilities of Members of Congress is to 
identify outstanding young men and women 
and to nominate them for admission to the 
United States service academies. While at the 
Academy, they will be the beneficiaries of one 
of the finest educations available, so that in 
the future they might be entrusted with the 
very security of our Nation. 

| am confident that Stephen has both the 
ability and the desire to meet this challenge. ! 
ask my colleagues to join me in congratulating 
him for his accomplishments to date and to 
wish him the best of luck as he begins his ca- 
reer in service to our country. 


HOUSTON RADIO PIONEER DAVE 
MORRIS PROFILED IN HOUSTON 
CHRONICLE ARTICLE 


HON. JACK FIELDS 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 74-year- 
old Dave Morris was the subject of an interest- 
ing—and highly entertaining—article in the 
Sunday, May 8, edition of the Houston Chron- 
icle which highlighted his long and distin- 
guished career in radio broadcasting. 

| appreciate this opportunity to bring this ar- 
ticle—which was written by Steven Long of the 
Chronicle staff—to the attention of my col- 
leagues. 

As the ranking Republican member of the 
House Telecommunications and Finance Sub- 
committee, it has been my privilege to learn 
about, and help shape, the future course of 
the Nation's telecommunications infrastructure. 
Many of the changes that you, my colleagues, 
and | will see in the years ahead are truly 
mind-boggling. 

And as a native Texan, | have seen first- 
hand the transformation of Houston from a 
once-sleepy Gulf Coast town into the Nation's 
fourth-largest metropolitan area. That trans- 
formation, too, has been truly mind-boggling. 

Dave Morris—general manager and co- 
owner of radio station KNUZ (1230 AM) since 
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1948—has had a hand in transforming both 
the radio industry and the city of Houston dur- 
ing the past 46 years. And, just as important, 
at least according to the Houston Chronicle ar- 
ticle that | would like to reprint in today's CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD, he's had a heck of a lot 
of fun in the t 

At the risk of "dating" myself, | have to con- 
fess that in my younger, wilder years, | regu- 
larly turned my old transistor radio in to KNUZ 
to hear the newest rock-and-roll songs. Until 
reading Steven Long's article profiling Dave 
Morris, | didn't have any idea who was re- 
sponsible for the music | enjoyed as a teen- 
ager. But as a result if this wonderful article in 
the Houston Chronicle, | now know that Dave 
Morris is the man to whom and tens of 


KNUZ—should say, “Thank you." 


broadcasting industry; and to send my very 
to everyone at radio station 
KNUZ, and its FM affiliate, KQUE, which is 


Houston Chronicle article to the attention of 
my colleagues, and | appreciate this oppor- 
tunity to include it in the RECORD. 

[From the Houston Chronicle, May 8, 1994] 

RADIO ICON MORRIS PROPELS KNUZ 
(By Steven Long) 

Dave Morris, 74, has been around commer- 
cial broadcasting for a substantial chunk of 
radio's 74-year history. 

He's been a major player on the Houston 
radio scene for almost five decades as owner 
and general manager of radio station KNUZ, 
1230 AM. His radio career, however, got its 
start when Lyndon B. Johnson hired him to 
sell advertising for Austin's KTBC in 1945. 

Postwar America was going into a pro- 
tracted boom, and a young man home from 
the war could rise rapidly. Morris didn't stay 
long in Austin, though. Nor in Shreveport, 
which was where he went next. 

Houston, he'd heard, was the place to be. 

In February 1948, he and four partners ob- 
tained a broadcast license and put radio sta- 
tion KNUZ on the air. 

At the time, there were only eight radio 
stations in Houston. Today there are 50, in- 
cluding Morris’ FM station, KQUE, KNUZ 
was tiny, with a signal of only 250 watts at 
the time. (By contrast, Houston powerhouse 
station KTRH today is a booming 50,000 
watts.) 

Despite its name, KNUZ was never an all- 
news station until the past year. We called 
it KNUZ, because two of the partners were 
newsmen,” Morris said. 

For most of the station's long history, the 
format wasn't news but hit music, Top-40 
music, a format he says he created in the 
early '50s with two other broadcasters, the 
late Todd Storz of Omaha and Gordon 
McLendon of Dallas. The three had formed 
an association of independent radio station 
owners. 

“Todd Storz was at drive-in restaurant and 
noticed that they were playing the same 
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songs over and over on the jukebox," Morris 
said. "He came back to us and told us about 
it at a meeting, and we decided that it was 
a good idea to rotate the records.” 


The Top 40 format is a combination of glib 
fast-talking disc jockeys, time and tempera- 
ture—and the same songs played again and 
again. 


For decades, McLendon’s KILT 610-AM, 
and Morris' KNUZ-AM waged a fierce ratings 
battle for Houston's rock music listeners. 
The battle ended when KILT changed its for- 
mat to country music in the early 1980s. 


Three of the disc jockeys who worked for 
Morris at KNUZ in 1950 still work for him— 
Paul Berlin, Ken Grant and Webb Hunt. An- 
other jock, the late Biff Collie, rounded out 
the on-air staff of the station then. 


Later, in the mid-1950s, Larry Kane, an- 
other Houston rock radio legend, joined the 
station. He propelled his success there into a 
long running Saturday television dance pro- 
gram on Channel 13 call “The Larry Kane 
Show." 


But the most famous of the station's radio 
personalities was also one of its first. Texas 
humorist Cactus Pryor was the station's 
original program director. In fact, Pryor 
signed the radio station on the air that first 
day in 1948. 


At the time, the station didn't have any 
commercials, but the humorist took care of 
that quickly. 


“His daddy owned several theaters," Mor- 
ris laughs. “He did a commercial for Austin’s 
Cactus Theater, 168 miles to the west.” 


Morris says Pryor and other announcers 
would do anything to get attention to the 
little station. 


"Cactus wrote a soap opera titled "The 
Love Life of Madame Swordfish," he said, 
"He would write it, then go out and get 
somebody to read the script, anybody. 


"Sometimes, as they were reading, he 
would set the script on fire and they would 
have to read faster and faster," Morris re- 
members. 


Then there was the first Chevrolet Cor- 
vette ever seen in Houston. It was a prize in 
& KNUZ contest. The sports car was won by 
an 84-year-old woman. Morris offered to 
drive her home in the car, but the elderly 
matron would have none of that. 


Instead, she recalls, "She got in and 
burned rubber all the way down Blodgett 
Street.” 


Morris also has a lot of memories of the 
entertainers and rock shows of those early 
days in Houston pop radio, days when the 
station would rent the old City Auditorium 
downtown each Saturday night. 


“Elvis would play the Louisiana Hayride in 
Shreveport one week, then play our thing 
the next week," Morris said. “Then ^e would 
play the Magnolia Gardens on Sunday.” 


Going rate in the early '50s for a budding 
superstar? How about $175 for Elvis and a 
three-piece band. 


Morris also recalls station promotions that 
backfired. 


Like the time in 1949 when a Houston res- 
taurant was involved in a local scandal for 
selling horse meat ín its hamburgers. 


“We got representatives from the Houston 
Chronicle, Houston Post and Houston Press 
to do a blind tasting of horse meat and beef," 
he said. “Would you believe, all three voted 
the horse meat the better of the two?” 
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VA HEALTH CARE UNDER THE 
PRESIDENT'S PLAN 


HON. BOB STUMP 


OF ARIZONA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, the following is 
my statement regarding H.R. 3600, the Health 
Security Act, during markup today on title 8 of 
the bill before the Subcommittee on Hospitals 
and Health Care in the Veterans' Affairs Com- 
mittee. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Political 

forces external to the VA Committee 
have brought us here today, not unlike 
& budget reconciliation bill, demanding 
&ction notwithstanding Members dis- 
pleasure over the process or result. If 
we fail to amend and report title 8 of 
H.R. 3600 then the title will progress as 
written by the White House. Hopefully, 
we can be mindful of our bipartisan ap- 
proach to all veterans issues as we pro- 
ceed with the difficult matters facing 
us today. 
Mr. Chairman, you and Chairman 
Montgomery have put forth a proposal 
which makes substantial improve- 
ments to the health services and fund- 
ing provided in title 8 of H.R. 3600, the 
President's health security act. There 
are parts of your amendment which 
clearly demonstrate that you heard 
and attempted to address many of the 
concerns of minority Members of the 
committee. In particular, I note that 
the VA for the first time will have a 
clear mandate to provide institutional 
long-term care. This is an issue which 
has concerned me greatly and which 
led to my introduction of H.R. 3122, the 
Veterans Long-Term Care Act of 1993. 
While your amendment does not go as 
far as my bill, it is a major step in the 
right direction in caring for our older 
veteran population. 

Iapplaud your efforts and willingness 
to go to the mat for veterans. Your 
steadfast support of veterans has once 
again gained you support of the major 
service organizations. They have all 
submitted letters endorsing the amend- 
ment to H.R. 3600 being offered today. 

Mr. Chairman, in the bipartisan tra- 
dition of this committee, I will support 
your amendment and the wishes of the 
veterans organizations—but I must 
also warn the representatives of those 
organizations to be careful what you 
ask for, because you just might get it. 
Acting within the confines of the four 
walls of this committee, we can do our 
best for veterans. However, the provi- 
sions we agree to today are based upon 
the structure of the President's Health 
Security Act, including employer man- 
dates, mandatory alliances, and a new 
National Health Board bureaucracy. 
Those portions of H.R. 3600 are not con- 
tained in title 8 of the bill and there- 
fore, have not been referred to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. It is 
because of these issues that I will not 
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support H.R. 3600 if it comes to the 
floor. 

The most significant concern I have 
with H.R. 3600 is that it bases its fund- 
ing on employer mandates. Last year 
the veterans organizations vehemently 
opposed shifting the Federal respon- 
sibility for providing care of service- 
connected conditions to private insur- 
ance companies. And at a hearing this 
year, the VSO representatives all testi- 
fied in opposition to the employer 
mandates in H.R. 3600. Yet H.R. 3600 
and the amendment to be considered 
today claims substantial Federal sav- 
ings due to the shifting of costs di- 
rectly onto employers. 

Second, H.R. 3600 will force the VA 
health care system into direct com- 
petition with private sector providers 
for veteran patients. Veterans outside 
the beltway are very skeptical about 
VA's ability to compete—they wait 
months for appointments, stand in long 
lines once they get to the hospital and 
their access to health care services is 
severely limited by resources. Rather 
than provide substantial resources to 
prepare the VA for this new competi- 
tiveness, the administration has held 
badly needed funding for major VA 
medical construction hostage to pas- 
sage of the Health Security Act. 

The chairman's amendment improves 
funding prospects for VA construction 
and tomorrow we will markup an au- 
thorization bill disconnecting a modest 
list of ambulatory care addition 
projects from the Health Security Act 
Investment Fund. But the need 
throughout VA for substantial restruc- 
turing overwhelms the availability of 
resources and probably outpaces the 
bureaucracies ability to respond. Many 
facilities may find it very difficult to 
hold on to current patient levels. Var- 
ious estimates have placed the loss of 
veteran patients at 25 to 50 percent of 
VA's current patient population, under 
national health care reform. 

Additionally, Mr. Chairman, the cre- 
ation of a new National Health Board 
and attending bureaucracy seriously 
suggest the VA may not be able to 
maintain its former independence as an 
exclusive veterans health care system. 
It also raises questions as to whether 
VA will control its own destiny under 
this new regime. If, for instance, one 
VA facility proves to be less than cost- 
effective or competitive in the alliance 
atmosphere, who decides whether to 
spend millions to make it competitive 
or cut losses and shut it down? 

Mr. Chairman, there are other con- 
siderations which should be weighed. 
Members should be mindful of the 
grassroots backlash which occurred 
after Congress enacted the much-her- 
alded Medicare Catastrophic Coverage 
Act in 1988. Senior citizen groups lob- 
bied hard for the bill and convinced 
Members that beneficiaries would con- 
sider it a good deal in order to get cat- 
astrophic coverage. Everyone who was 
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here at the time will recall how quick- 
ly Congress repealed that bill the very 
next year after a deluge of complaints 
from Medicare beneficiaries. The very 
same thing could happen here. Not 
only might the American public call 
for repeal of H.R. 3600 if it were imple- 
mented, but veterans might feel be- 
trayed by its negative impact on the 
VA health care system. By then it just 
might be too late. 

I hope that H.R. 3600 will not pass 
and that Members can reach a consen- 
sus on a more moderate set of reforms. 
That is why I will introduce a separate 
eligibility reform bill, which could 
stand alone or be made part of other 
reform bills subsequent to consider- 
ation of the President’s plan. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, having in- 
sisted on the amendment we consider 
today, I believe it is incumbent on the 
Veterans Service Organizations to 
make their membership aware that 
certain risks remain to the VA health 
care system under H.R. 3600. In several 
other countries, separate, independent 
veterans health care systems have 
ceased to exist or have been severely 
downsized following adoption of na- 
tional health plans. To tell veterans 
the VA Committee did a good job im- 
proving the provisions of H.R. 3600 
without educating them as to the in- 
herent remaining risks would be a 
great disservice. 

I hope the Veterans Service Organi- 
zations will responsibly report on these 
issues as action is taken on the floor. 
It is my personal belief that the service 
organizations should not support ef- 
forts to nationalize the U.S. health 
care industry. I have never received a 
letter from a veteran claiming that one 
of the reasons he or she served in our 
Armed Forces was to preserve the 
power of the Federal Government to 
nationalize entire sectors of the U.S. 
economy—never. 

Mr. Chairman, let me conclude by 
again commending you and the staff 
for your efforts on behalf of veterans. I 
truly believe you have done the best 
you can given the framework of the 
Health Security Act. While your 
amendment goes a long way toward im- 
proving VA’s chances of survival, no 
amendment to H.R. 3600 would ensure 
its survival. Veterans need to be aware 
of this risk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


SALUTE TO ST. ALOYSIUS ROMAN 
CATHOLIC CHURCH 


HON. THOMAS M. FOGLIETTA 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 11, 1994 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Speaker, | rise on this 
occasion to congratulate St. Aloysius Roman 
Catholic Church of Philadelphia, as it cele- 
brates its 100th anniversary on May 14, 1994. 
Founded in the spring of 1894, under the lead- 
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ership of Father William Wachter, St. Aloysius 
stands today as an example of the enduring 
faith of its parishioners. 

An integral part of life in the Grays Ferry 
community, St. Aloysius strives to further ex- 
cellence and fellowship through its parochial 
School, parish council and its local chapter of 
the Catholic Youth Organization. Under the 
guidance of Father Bernard Benischek, St. Al- 
oysius serves as an historic example of charity 
and strength to its members and its commu- 
nity. 

| am pleased to join with the parish and 
friends of St. Aloysius Roman Catholic Church 
in celebrating 100 years of faith and convic- 
tion. The present and past leaders of this 
noble institution can be proud of their accom- 
plishments. 


CONGRATULATORY REMARKS FOR 
EMIL EISDORFER 


HON. THOMAS J. MANTON 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. MANTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to Emil Eisdorfer upon his comple- 
tion of his 2-year term as president of the 
Jewish Community Council of Pelham Park- 
way on June 19, 1994. This is an association 
of 37 synagogues, fraternal, social service and 
educational organizations working together to 
enhance the quality of life in the Pelham Park- 
way neighborhood in the Seventh district of 
New York which | have the pleasure of rep- 
resenting. 

Mr. Eisdorfer's life is a wonderful example of 
the American dream. Arriving in America as a 
refugee in 1974, he used his training in watch- 
making to eventually open a small business in 
the Pelham Parkway neighborhood. Emil has 
held numerous volunteer positions in profes- 
sional and civic organizations. These include 
being treasurer of the New York State Jewel- 
ers Association, a director of the Bronx Overall 
Economic Development Planning Board 11, 
cochairman of the board's Economic Develop- 
ment Committee and vice president of the 
Pelham Parkway Citizens Council. 


Mr. Speaker, Emil Eisdorfer achieved a 
great deal for the Jewish Community Council 
of Pelham Parkway while being president. 
This includes helping to expand the council's 
membership, funding as well as improving its 
services to the community. He has made a 
particular contribution by helping over 170 new 
immigrants find employment during their first 
months in the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, Emil Eisdorfer's leadership has 
allowed for growth in a number of ways for the 
Jewish Community Council of Pelham Park- 
way. | know my colleagues join me in con- 
gratulating Emil Eisdorfer as he steps down 
from his position as president of the Jewish 
Community Council of Pelham Parkway. 
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TRIBUTE TO MARY LOU CURTIS 


HON. RICHARD W. POMBO 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. POMBO. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of my- 
self, and my constituents in the California 11th 
Congressional District, | am honored to rise 
before you today to pay tribute to Mary Lou 
Curtis. On May 15, 1994, the Catholic Diocese 
of Stockton, CA will present Mrs. Curtis with 
the 1994 Marian Award. 

The Marian Award was established in 1988 
in honor of Mary, the Blessed Mother and pa- 
troness of the Diocese of Stockton, to honor 
those individuals who best represent the spirit 
of Catholic education in its tradition of training 
Christian leaders, building traditional commu- 
nities, and rendering services to others. 

As a teacher, a principal, and example to 
others, Mary Lou Curtis has embraced the 
qualities that the Marian Award embodies. As 
principal of St. Luke's School she has shared 
with her students the aspirations, traditions, 
and values of both American society and the 
Catholic faith. 

In this increasingly difficult world for our chil- 
dren, Principal Curtis has been a role model 
for her students—and their parents—by dem- 
onstrating Christian leadership and moral 
courage. Her devotion goes beyond her stu- 
dents to the basics of supporting the schools 
of the Diocese in every possible way while al- 
ways basing her decisions and actions on the 
principles of Catholic education and the guid- 
ing values of the Gospels. 

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased that the Diocese 
of Stockton has awarded the 1994 Marian 
Award for adult leadership to Mary Lou Curtis, 
and am glad to offer her my warmest con- 
gratulations. 


H.R. 4379, FARM CREDIT SYSTEM 
AGRICULTURAL  EXPORT AND 
RISK MANAGEMENT ACT 


HON. E de la GARZA 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, | have in- 
troduced legislation to enhance the agricultural 
export and risk management authorities of 
Farm Credit System institutions. five other 
members of the Committee on Agriculture, in- 
cluding Congressman ROBERTS of Kansas, the 
Committee's ranking minority member, are co- 
sponsors of this legislation. 

The health of much of the U.S. agricultural 
sector depends on the export of bulk and 
processed agricultural products to other coun- 
tries. For every $1 in U.S. agricultural exports, 
$1.40 in related economic activity is generated 
in our country. There is no question that ex- 
port development is beneficial to American 
farmers and the U.S. economy in general. 

The availability of export financing is vital to 
the orderly marketing and expansion of U.S. 
agricultural exports. Since 1980, the National 
Bank for Cooperatives, better known as 
CoBank, has been authorized to finance the 
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sale of agricultural exports for the benefit of 
our Nation's agricultural cooperatives. CoBank 
is a part of the Farm Credit System, the Gov- 
ernment-sponsored, farmer-owned agricultural 
lending system. 

In the 1990's, our Nation's farmer-owned 
cooperatives are seeking to further expand ex- 
port markets for their products, most particu- 
larly for value-added agricultural products. To 
compete in today's competitive global market- 
place, U.S. farmer-owned cooperatives are 
finding it essential to develop joint ventures 
and partnerships with other business entities 
here in the United States and in foreign coun- 
tries. 

The problem is current law does not allow 
the Farm Credit System's banks for coopera- 
tives, including CoBank, to fully participate in 
financing arrangements by U.S. farmer-owned 
cooperatives with other business entities. 


In testimony presented April 28, 1994, to the 
House Agriculture Subcommittee on Foreign 
Agriculture and Hunger, Eugene L. Bovee, a 
senior vice president for CoBank, urged Con- 
gress to modify this restriction. "If viable busi- 
nesses like these are not developed by farm- 
er-owned cooperatives, U.S. farmers will lose 
out on new markets for their products. In addi- 
tion, much of the economic activity in the U.S. 
that is stimulated by increasing exports will 
also be lost," he said. 


Mr. Speaker, the bill | have introduced, H.R. 
4379, makes two significant changes in cur- 
rent Farm Credit System authorities. 

First, H.R. 4379 would allow the banks for 
cooperatives to participate in financing ar- 
rangements with other domestic or foreign 
businesses to promote the export of U.S. agri- 
culture-related products. It would also allow 
the banks for cooperatives to finance joint 
ventures, partnerships and similar arrange- 
ments by eligible U.S. agricultural coopera- 
tives, with certain limitations. The bill specifi- 
cally prohibits these institutions from financing 
the relocation of a plant or facility from the 
United States to another country. 


Second, H.R. 4379 would allow Farm Credit 
System banks and associations to better man- 
age the risk in their loan portfolios. The bill 
would authorize Farm Credit System institu- 
tions to purchase and sell loan participations 
with non-system lenders, thus reducing their 
concentration of risk by geography and indus- 
try. 

Mr. Speaker, the common goal of those of 
us who are sponsors of this legislation is to 
help American agriculture and our rural com- 
munities better compete in today's global 
economy. This legislation provides Congress 
with a starting point in our deliberations over 
the appropriate future role the banks for co- 
operatives can play in promoting the export of 
U.S. agricultural commodities and products. | 
look forward to working with my colleagues on 
the Committee on Agriculture in addressing 
this important issue. 
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
CONCESSIONS REFORM 


HON. TIM JOHNSON 


OF SOUTH DAKOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. Speak- 
er, today the House Natural Resources Com- 
mittee marked up S. 208, to reform the con- 
cessions policies of the National Park Service. 
Many of our national parks, particularly those 
out West, were carved out of Indian treaty 
lands. When these lands were taken, the 
tribes lost a potential economic resource that, 
over time, one that is likely more valuable than 
are minerals, timber, or other nonrenewable 
resources. Since then, even though many res- 
ervations are close to the parks and suffer 
from up to 80 percent unemployment, the 
tribes have not shared in the economic oppor- 
tunities created by the presence of the parks. 
At most national parks near reservations, one 
finds few Indians employed by the National 
Park Service or by the concessionaires, few 
Indian businesses involved in any way in con- 
cessions, and little recognition of the culture 
and achievements of the Indian people. Even 
though the BIA and National Park Service are 
part of the same Department, there has never 
been any structured initiative to promote In- 
dian economic participation in the parks, al- 
though National Park Service Director Ken- 
nedy has made an impressive beginning in the 
short time he has been in office. 

| offered and the committee accepted an 
amendment on behalf of my colleague from 
Montana, Mr. WILLIAMS, and myself. The intent 
of the amendment, is to authorize the Sec- 
retary to evaluate whether or not it is appro- 
priate to consider as a secondary factor in 
awarding contracts, a plan developed by a 
bidder to hire Indians and/or use Indian busi- 
nesses. This amendment is designed to pro- 
mote Indian employment, business utilization, 
and other involvement in existing as well as 
future concessionaire activities at parks lo- 
cated on or near a reservation. Neither Con- 
gress nor the Park Service should be in the 
business of dictating to tribes or conces- 
sionaires what steps should be taken to in- 
crease the Indians' economic pa tion in 
the park activity. However, | think that it 
makes sense to allow the Secretary to evalu- 
ate whether or not it is appropriate to give pro- 
posals by concessionaires that make an effort 
to increase the involvement and employment 
of Indian businesses and Indian people at our 
national parks extra consideration during the 
bidding process. 


TRIBUTE TO THE LAGRECA 
FAMILY 


HON. HERB KLEIN 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 11, 1994 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to tell 
an amazing story of a family reunion in my 
district. 

On May 14, at American Legion Post #8 in 
Clifton, NJ, Josephine Muller and her brother, 
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Vincent LaGreca, will reunite after 40 years of 


separation. 

Vince has lived in Australia and New Zea- 
land since 1955. During World War ll, Vince 
was in the Pacific theatre and later married a 
woman from New Zealand. However, when re- 
located to Australia, he did not leave on 
friendly terms with his sister. 

Jerry LaGreca, their nephew in Clifton, 
played a key role in bringing the pair back to- 
gether. He found photos that belonged to his 
late father. He believed that these pictures 
were the children of his Uncle Vince, cousins 
that he had never met. He than decided to 
search for these family members. 

Meanwhile, Vince and his wife had re- 
mained active in the American Legion, despite 
the great distance from the U.S. His wife, 
Sheilagh LaGreca, turned to this organization 
when they also began a search to find Jose- 

ne 


Jerry tells the story best. He indicates that 
Vince and Sheilagh "wrote a letter to Legion 
headquarters setting out the problem, noting 
that Josephine might still be living in Garfield, 
where she and Vince grew up, or perhaps a 
nearby city." 

Fortunately, Anna Rose LoPinto at the Clif- 
ton Post searched the phone book for the 
name "LaGreca" and soon found Jerry. 

It is with great pleasure that | ask my col- 
leagues to join me in honoring this family on 
this remarkable occasion. 


THE RETIREMENT OF MARYLAND 
STATE SENATOR FREDERICK C. 
MALKUS—THE LONGEST  CON- 
SECUTIVE SERVING MEMBER OF 
THE MARYLAND GENERAL AS- 
SEMBLY 


HON. HELEN DELICH BENTLEY 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, on May 14, 
1994, Maryland will pay tribute to one of the 
most colorful political institutions in the Free 
State's history. On this day, Marylanders will 
say "goodbye" to Senator Frederick C. Malkus 
of Dorchester County, a Jeffersonian Demo- 
crat who spent his 48-year tenure serving oth- 
ers in the Maryland General Assembly. His 
recordbreaking years of distinguished service 
have spanned nearly five decades. Senator 
Malkus' conservative hometown touch and ef- 
fective service has earned him an unforget- 
table place in Maryland history. In honor of 
Senator Malkus, am including a recent article 
from the Baltimore Sun that outlines his his- 
toric career which should serve as model for 
many of us who serve the American people at 
all levels of government. Wishing Senator 
Malkus a happy and fruitful retirement, | anx- 
iously await the chance to read his memoirs 
which | understand he soon will be writing. 

[From the Baltimore Sun, Mar. 27, 1994] 

MALKUS PLANS MEMOIRS ON 48 YEARS IN 

ASSEMBLY 
(By William Thompson) 

CAMBRIDGE.—Just because he’s leaving 
public life when the General Assembly re- 
cesses in April doesn't mean Sen. Frederick 


May 11, 1994 


C. Malkus Jr. plans to fade into the mist 
hanging over hís Dorchester County wet- 
lands. 

The white-haired lawmaker says he will 
write memoirs of the 48 consecutive years he 
has spent in the General Assembly—a record 
tenure in Maryland and a period during 
which there were eight governors and an in- 
crease in the annual state budget from $60 
million to more than $12 billion. 

A Roosevelt Democrat when he first was 
elected to the House of Delegates in 1946, Mr. 
Malkus was dubbed ''Muskrat" because of 
his fondness for trapping and dining on the 
furry marsh animal. 

Since 1952, he has represented Eastern 
Shore countries in the Senate, where his hair 
color and his deft use of parliamentary rules 
to push his rural conservative agenda earned 
him the nickname “Silver Fox.” 

At the reflective age of 80, Mr. Milkus is 
the first to admit that his pace is slowing. 

He can’t trap as he once did. He keeps his 
walks brief to avoid shortness of breath. And 
he has trouble hearing. 

COULD WIN AGAIN 

“When you get to be my age, you're not as 
good as you were,” he said, “I don’t care 
what some of these people say. You're not as 
sharp as you were. I think I could win again, 
but I'm not going to put that issue to ques- 
tion." 

Retiring from elected office, he said, will 
leave him with the time and energy he needs 
to write his book. 

“I’m not doing it for the money," he said 
during an interview in his law office in down- 
town Cambridge, were he still handles minor 
civil cases. “I'm doing it maybe for history. 
I can tell about the legislature over that pe- 
riod better than anybody else.“ 

The senator is coy about much of what he 
will write, but he said he will rate the men 
who have held the state's highest office 
while he was in Annapolis. 

At the top of his list is William Preston 
Lane, who was sworn in as governor when 
Mr. Malkus joined the legislature in 1947. 

“He was a courageous governor," said the 
senator, who voted for Mr. Lane's controver- 
sial sales tax—the first for Maryland con- 
sumers. He came into the governship when 
nothing had been done in the state except for 
the war effort.“ 

Mr. Malkus credited Mr. Lane, whose tax 
measure later led to his defeat, with provid- 
ing Maryland with the money to build roads 
and improve education and health. 

After Mr. Lane, J. Millard Tawes and 
Marvin Mandel rank highest on Mr. Malkus’ 
list of the best governors in the past five dec- 
ades. 

Mr. Tawes was a fellow legislator from the 
Eastern Shore. Mr. Mandel, who did not al- 
ways share Mr. Malkus' conservative views, 
was a hunting enthusiast who sometimes 
come to the senator's farm to hunt water- 
fowl. 

And how does he appraise the current gov- 
ernor, William Donald Schaefer? He won't 
say, although the two men have been known 
to describe each other privately in uncompli- 
mentary terms. 

“The only thing the papers ever quoted me 
as saying about the governor was that he's 
an unusual man," Mr. Malkus said. “And no 
jury will convict me on that“ 

The senator said he has fixed feelings 
about the efficiency of the modern state leg- 
islature and the power wielded by the people 
who work with the General Assembly. 

“The biggest difference between now and 48 
years ago is the part the actual elected offi- 
cial played,” he said. “There isn't any ques- 
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tion but that the nonelected officials that 
are associated with the legislature are play- 
ing a much greater part.” 

STAFFS HAVE GROWN 


When he was chairman of the Senate Judi- 
cial Proceedings Committee in the 1960s, he 
said, only two staff members were assigned 
to work with him and the other senators. 
Now, he said, committee chairmen have two 
lawyers and a half-dozen other employees to 
help them. 

“In those days, the chairman stood on the 
floor of the Senate and explained a bill," he 
said. “At the present time, the chairman 
stands up and reads what the bill does, which 
is prepared by the committee’s two attor- 
neys. So often now, the philosophy of the bu- 
reaucrat replaces the philosophy of the 
elected official.” 

On the other hand, Mr. Malkus said, to- 
day’s politicians are better prepared to deal 
with complex issues facing them in commit- 
tee and on the floor. Stacks of reports and 
analysis of bills await legislators each day, 
he said, and there are fewer chances for even 
seasoned lawmakers to pull political tricks 
with legislation. 

He said that when he joined the General 
Assembly, freshman lawmakers often knew 
no more about what are going on during 
floor sessions than spectators seated in the 
galleries. 

"It was difficult," he said. “You had a 
book with the bills inside, but you never 
knew when the bills were coming up until 
you sat in your seat and they were read 
across the desk.” 

During a particularly confusing day in the 
House, he said, cheeky lawmakers managed 
to transform an education bill for a Western 
Shore county into a gambling bill for Ocean 
City without the knowledge of the resort’s 
representative. 

Mr. Malkus was born in Baltimore but 
raised from an early age on the Eastern 
Shore. He said he was a soldier in the U.S. 
lst Army in Belgium when he started think- 
ing about a political career. 

“I was sitting in a apple orchard voting for 
President Roosevelt on an absentee ballot," 
he said. “It was raining like the devil. I came 
to the conclusion that if I ever got out of 
this mess, I was going to get into politics.” 

A few months after he left the Army in 
1946, he filed for the Dorchester seat in the 
House and won. He has won every race for 
the General Assembly since, although he lost 
a special election to Congress against Repub- 
lican Robert E. Bauman in 1973. 

“That really hurt him—for about two 
weeks," said Maggie Malkus, the senator's 
wife of 36 years. 

Mrs. Malkus, who is 17 years younger than 
her husband and married him when he was 
45, said he seldom lets problems bother him. 
“He can handle things pretty well," she said. 
“He can fall asleep five minutes after an ar- 
gument while I stay up for a couple of 
hours." 

One of the senator's greatest political dis- 
appointments came in 1982 in a power strug- 
gle for the Senate leadership. Mr. Malkus 
backed incumbent Senate President James 
Clark Jr. against then-Sen. Melvin A Mick- 
ey" Steinberg. 

LOST HIS POWER 


Mr. Clark's forces lost and Mr. Steinberg 
replaced most of the committee leaders. Mr. 
Malkus lost his position as vice chairman of 
the Senate Economic and Environmental Af- 
fairs Committee. He held on to his ceremo- 
nial title as Senate president pro tem, but he 
never regained the power he once had. 
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He said that after 1982, he decided to focus 
on the needs of his Eastern Shore constitu- 
ents. "I did not want to be a state senator," 
he said. “I wanted to be a county senator.” 

Voters apparently liked what they saw, be- 
cause they kept re-electing him—a record he 
attributes to a simple political axiom: 

“The elected official should bear out the 
philosophy of the people he represents. 
That's what I have done and that's the rea- 
son I have been elected over these years. 

“I am basically conservative and so is the 
area I represent. A lot of things have been 
used against me in my elections, but my 
basic conservative philosophy has never been 
questioned." 

Despite his early years as a New Deal Dem- 
ocrat, Mr. Malkus' political positions made 
some people wonder about the appropriate 
political party for him. 

“I've asked him to change his party affili- 
ation," said Richard F. Colburn, a Repub- 
lican who once represented part of Dor- 
chester County in the House and is now seek- 
ing Mr. Malkus' Senate seat. "He said he 
wouldn't. He said he's still an FDR Demo- 
crat." 

Perhaps the most sensitive spot in Mr. 
Malkus' career is his record—or lack of 
record—on civil rights. 

"I didn't see him go to bat for these 
causes," said Lemuel Chester, a black activ- 
ist during the 1960s racial turmoil in Cam- 
bridge and now a Dorchester County com- 
missioner. “Fred Malkus didn't go out of his 
way to torpedo civil rights, but he lost a lot 
of credibility with us.” 

But relations between Dorchester's minor- 
ity community and their state senator im- 
proved, said Mr. Chester, who gave Mr. 
Malkus credit for the appointments of blacks 
to some local commissions. He became ac- 
cessible," he said, "and as long as it wasn't 
radical, I could talk to him about civil rights 
issues." 

Mr. Malkus said he questions whether gov- 
ernment can be effective in improving race 
relations. 


A MATTER OF THE HEART 


My position on race has always been the 
same," he said. '"This whole subject matter 
can be settled only through the hearts of the 
people. Putting it in the books doesn't do the 
job." 

The senator said he is most proud of his 
fight in the legislature to defend what he 
sees as unnecessary government intrusion 
upon the rights of property owners. And al- 
though he often is seen as a thorn in the side 
of environmentalists, he said he cares about 
the Dorchester marshes and wildlife. 

For instance, he said, he opposes the use of 
chemical spray to combat the voracious 
mosquitoes that appear in the summer on 
the Eastern Shore. 

"Most of the people who've lived here a 
long while are willing to continue living 
with them," he said. '"The people who gripe 
the most about the mosquitoes are the new- 
comers. When you take away the mosquito, 
you take away the food that young ducks 
have to eat.” 


REFUSED JUDGESHIP 


Mr. Malkus said he could have entered re- 
tirement with a hefty pension from a court 
bench. Years ago, he said, a governor offered 
him a judgeship, but he turned it down be- 
cause he felt more comfortable in the legis- 
lature. 

I've never been a great student of the law 
anyway," he said. “You understand, that to 
get elected as many times as I have been, 
you don't have a hell of a lot of time to get 
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real serious about other things. I've sac- 
rificed a real good law practice for an aver- 
age law practice because politics has always 
come first. That's what my wife has accused 
me of to this day: I put politics first. Maybe 
it’s because I liked it.“ 


THE OLDER AMERICANS FREEDOM 
TO WORK ACT 


HON. JAY KIM 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in sup- 
port of the discharge petition on House Reso- 
lution 402 that would allow a very important 
piece of legislation to be addressed on this 
floor. H.R. 300, The Older Americans Free- 
dom to Work Act, of which | am a cosponsor, 
would repeal the Social Security earnings pen- 
alty for senior citizens and allow them to take 
part in the economic of this Nation 
without fear of losing the benefits which are 
rightfully theirs. 

The older Americans of this country are 
continuously being attacked by this Congress 
and the current administration. They have be- 
come targets for reducing the Federal deficit 
by increasingly taxing their Social Security 
benefits, proposing to tax their health care 
benefits, and even reducing Medicare benefits. 
On top of that, they are being deprived of the 
ability to work by placing an earnings penalty 
on any additional income they may generate 
as members of the workforce. | find this situa- 
tion to be appalling and have strongly sup- 
ported repealing these increased taxation 
measures. | support H.R. 300 because it will 
alleviate at the very least, another cross that 
the older American's of this Nation have to 
bear. 

The older Americans in this country are the 
most experienced workers, yet are the most 
under utilized. Even when they are utilized, 
they run the risk of being penalized by the So- 
cial Security system for the contributions they 
make. It is my strong belief that those who are 
able and willing to work should not be de- 
terred from doing so and that is why ! support 
H.R. 300 and why ! have signed the discharge 
petition that my esteemed colleague, Mr. 
HASTERT, has begun seeking support for 
today. 

| urge my fellow colleagues to join me in 
signing on to the discharge petition to allow 
this necessary piece of legislation to be ad- 
dressed so that all the older Americans’, in all 


of our respected communities, will be allowed 
to work and contribute, if they so choose, to 
this great Nation without fear of reprisal. 


LET'S END DISCRIMINATION 
AGAINST AMERICA'S SENIORS 


HON. ROD GRAMS 
OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 11, 1994 
Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to 
join with my colleagues in support of this dis- 
charge petition for repeal of the earnings test. 
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Today, Members of this body have the op- 
portunity to end discrimination against the 
backbone of this country. 

All across America, doors of American busi- 
ness having been padlocked and signs have 
been hung in windows saying, "Seniors Need 
Not Apply." 

Because of the Social Security earnings 
test, seniors are being discouraged from stay- 
ing in the workplace. And what a loss that is. 

By taking their benefits and making it dif- 
‘icult for seniors to accept work, Congress is 
obbing American business of years of experi- 
ence and skill. 

It's wrong, and it's blatant discrimination 
against 700,000 thousand older Americans. 

The "Older Americans’ Freedom to Work 
Act" pries open those long-closed doors and 
keeps seniors on the job by repealing the 
earnings test. 

We recognized the importance of this provi- 
sion when we included repeal of the earnings 
test in our Families First legislation which later 
became the centerpiece for the Republican 
Budget alternative. 1 

It's time now to get a vote on the earnings 
test, and that's just what this discharge peti- 
tion will do. 

Let's repeal the earnings test, and replace 
"Seniors Encouraged to Apply" signs with 
“Help Wanted—Seniors Encouraged to Apply. 


IN RECOGNITION OF FRANK 
TRUJILLO BALLESTEROS 


HON. SAM COPPERSMITH 


OF ARIZONA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. COPPERSMITH. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize Frank Trujillo Ballesteros, 
whom the U.S. Small Business Administration 
has selected as the Minority Small Business 
Advocate of the Year. 

Mr. Ballesteros serves as the executive di- 
rector of Micro Industry Credit Rural Organiza- 
tion [MICRO], a program of the Microbusiness 
and Housing Development Corporation in Tuc- 
son, AZ. MICRO combines public and private 
funds to provide credit and assistance to 
small, family-owned businesses in southern 
Arizona and southern California. From 1987 
through 1993, MICRO lent close to $2 million 
to more than one thousand different small 
businesses. 

Mr. Ballesteros also helped arrange for 
$100,000 in seed capital from the Ford Foun- 
dation, and then worked with Bank One, Ari- 
zona, to guarantee microenterprise loans 
very small loans to small businesses—in Ari- 
zona. Under his guidance, MICRO specializes 
in microlending to companies generally started 
by Hispanics, particularly women-owned busi- 
nesses. 

Mr. Ballesteros does not just make loans, 
he builds relationships. He has business mate- 
rials translated into Spanish for his clients, and 
he often volunteers to sell the arts and crafts 
of MICRO artisans. His loans are generally a 
series of very small and very short-term loans; 
the average maturity is 6 months. By building 
a cycle of successful loans and repayments, 
he and his borrowers come to know and trust 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


each other. His cultural sensitivity also helps 
him understand his clients and aid their busi- 
ness success. For these reasons, MICRO has 
a loan-to-default rate of a stunningly low 3 
percent. 

All of Mr. Ballesteros’ work does more than 
just build businesses. He also helps to build 
communities. He encourages local Chambers 
of Commerce to distribute information about 
microbusinesses, and never misses a chance 
to tout the importance of microbusiness to the 
health of the local and national economies. 

Most importantly, Frank Trujillo Ballesteros 
empowers people. He helps people take 
charge of their economic desti heart of 
the American dream. The SBA rightfully has 
recognized his efforts and his success, and | 
am pleased to join them in saluting Frank 
Ballesteros as the Nation's Minority Small 
Business Advocate of the Year. 


GRANT'S TOMB NATIONAL 
MEMORIAL ACT INTRODUCED 


HON. JERROLD NADLER 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
introduce the Grant's Tomb National Memorial 
Act, which would restore and preserve the 
tomb of Ulysses S. Grant as a National Monu- 
ment, to honor the great general and 18th 
President of the United States, and to educate 
Americans about Grant's life and the remark- 
able era in which he served the Nation with 
such distinction. 

| joined descendants of Ulysses S. Grant, 
neighborhood residents and visitors at Grant's 
Tomb, in my district in New York City, to pay 
tribute to this great American on April 27th in 
commemoration of what would have been his 
127th birthday. Uylsses S. Grant led the Union 
Army to victory, bringing an end to the Civil 
War and helping to enforce the emancipation 
of former slaves. As President he was a pio- 
neer in the effort to recognize, support, and 
protect civil rights by sending Federal troops 
to protect the rights of former slaves to vote, 
to own property and to enjoy all the privileges 
of citizenship. In 1872, Grant signed into law 
the act to establish Yellowstone National 
Park—the first national park in the world. 
Grant's contributions to our country should be 
taught to future generations and should be 
honored by restoring his tomb to its original 

ndor. 


The sad condition of Grant's Tomb was 
brought to my attention by Frank Scaturro, a 
history major at Columbia University, who has 
devoted his scholarship and energy to promot- 
ing the monument and advocating for its res- 
toration and preservation. The site has been 
marred by graffiti, littering, and public urina- 
tion. It has become a locale for drug and alco- 
hol abuse, and other antisocial behavior 
unfitting for a place of tribute to war hero and 
former United States President. My bill sets up 
a study commission to review and make rec- 
ommendations to the Secretary of the Interior 
to restore, maintain, and preserve the Grant’s 
Tomb National Memorial, to educate the public 
about Ulysses S. Grant, his life achievements, 
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and his era. It provides for the Federal acqui- 
sition of the surrounding plaza to facilitate res- 
toration, a visitor center to aid in the interpre- 
tation and maintain the historical significance 
of the monument, and honor guards to provide 
security and promote respectful demeanor at 
the monument. 

Private citizens donated money in 1885, 
upon Grant’s death, to build the tomb in his 
honor. These loyal Americans, under the lead- 
ership of the grant Monument Association, do- 
nated the tomb to the Federal government be- 
cause they believed that this would insure its 
perpetual care. It is time for us to accept re- 
sponsibility for the important gift that has been 
donated to the country. We must support this 
site with the same enthusiasm that we support 
the Washington Monument, the Lincoln Memo- 
rial and the Smithsonian. 

This bill would ensure that future genera- 
tions will have the opportunity to remember 
and honor Ulysses S. Grant. 


TRIBUTE TO GEORGE WATTS UPON 
HIS RETIREMENT 


HON. WILLIAM D. FORD 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to pay tribute to George Watts, of the 
United Steelworkers of America. He is a dedi- 
cated member of the labor community and an 
old friend. 

George Watts began his career in the labor 
industry in 1960 as a production worker for 
McLouth Steel Corp. in Trenton, MI. George 
immediately involved himself in a number of 
grievance and safety committees, contributing 
his considerable leadership skills and energy. 
In 1965, he was appointed to the staff of the 
United Steelworkers of America, District 29, 
and entered the arena of labor organization. 
George continued up the ladder of labor lead- 
ership with his election as secretary-treasurer 
of the Michigan State AFL-CIO in 1976. 

Throughout his 34 years of dedication to the 
labor movement, George gave tirelessly of his 
time and energy to make an impact in labor 
and politics. From 1967 to 1983, George acted 
in the capacity of a staff representative in sub- 
district offices around the State. During his 
tenure as a staff representative, he serviced a 
variety of types of plants including foundries, 
wire plants, steel, plastic, and chemical pro- 
duction facilities. In 1983, George was pro- 
moted to his current position as assistant to 
the director, United Steelworkers of America, 
District 29. George has used his background 
and knowledge of all areas of labor in his work 
as an advocate for labor safety and education. 

George has been one of my strongest sup- 
porters in the labor movement throughout my 
political career. In addition to serving as a val- 
uable resource on the needs and interests of 
labor, George has also been one of the most 
positive people with whom | have had the 
pleasure to work. His commitment to the rights 
of working people is illustrated in the fact that 
he has worked tirelessly with State and na- 
tional governments to raise health and safety 
concerns and fight for improved education. 
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Beyond his daily duties as a staff represent- 
ative and assistant to the director, George has 
always been active in labor-oriented programs 
and commissions, as well as in local politics. 
He has served as president of the Southgate 
Democratic Club and is an active member of 
the 15th and 16th District Congressional Com- 
mittees. George's commitment to community 
service and leadership has been a distinguish- 
ing quality of his life. 

Though | have worked with George in a pro- 
fessional role, | have come to value him highly 
as a family friend. | have been the lucky recip- 
ient of his support and friendship and am 
pleased to have this opportunity with which to 
thank him. After a life of devotion and commit- 
ment to the labor movement, | encourage 
George to enjoy his retirement with his family, 
and wish him and his dear wife, Mernie, best 
wishes in all of their future endeavors. 


THE OLDER AMERICANS FREEDOM 
TO WORK ACT 


HON. RON PACKARD 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup- 
port of Mr. HASTERT'S bill H.R. 300. This bill 
would eliminate income restrictions placed on 

For too long, the Federal Government has 
discouraged those 65 and older from working 
by limiting the amount of money they can 
make while receiving benefits which are right- 
fully theirs. Most older Americans who return 
to the work force do so for economic reasons. 
They face the high costs of housing and 
health care. Taking care of these necessities 
by seeking gainful employment should be re- 
warded—not punished. 

This outdated earnings test is yet another 
example of age discrimination, forcing many 
seniors out of the workplace. Their experience 
and training are a priceless commodity which 
must not be wasted. 

The Social Security earnings test is damag- 
ing to the economy, hurts elderly workers fi- 
nancially and infringes on their personal lib- 
erty. | urge my colleagues to rise in support of 
H.R. 300 in order to send a message to sen- 
iors that their initiative is a valuable commodity 
not be abrogated by the Federal Government. 


CITIZENSHIP FOR HMONG 
VETERANS OF THE VIETNAM WAR 


HON. BRUCE F. VENTO 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to call 
attention to the situation of Hmong veterans 
throughout the United States, who served 
alongside U.S. military forces in the Vietnam 
war. | am submitting an article which appeared 
in a newspaper in my district, the St. Paul Pio- 
neer Press, on May 1, 1994, which describes 
some of the experiences of the Hmong veter- 
ans during the war and after when the Hmong 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


people remained the target of the Laotian 
Government. Many of these became 
refugees and were able to make their way to 
the United States in search of safety. 

After many years of life in the United States, 
most of those who served have been unable 
to attain citizenship, largely because of the 
English language requirement. It has only 
been in recent decades that the Hmong lan- 
guage has had a written form. For those who 


fought in the war, any opportunity for an edu- 
cation was lost. 

Mr. Speaker, | have introduced a bill, H.R. 
4048, the Hmong Veterans Naturalization Act, 
which would waive the English language and 
residency tests for U.S. citizenship for the 
Hmong who served and their spouses. Enact- 
ment of this measure would be a sign of our 
recognition of the loyalty of the Hmong, who 
fought bravely and experienced many losses, 
as a result of their service on the side of the 
United States during the Vietnam war. The fol- 
lowing article makes a strong case for this leg- 
islation. 

HMONG WHO FOUGHT IN LAOS WITH THE U.S. 
CANNOT HOPE TO BECOME CITIZENS 

The elderly warrior from Laos tells his 
story in animated Hmong when he recalls a 
hand-to-hand fight with a Vietnamese com- 
munist one jungle night in 1968. Playing the 
enemy, Cha Ying Yang jabs the air with an 
imaginary bayonet and draws an invisible 
gun. He survived because he flinched. A gun- 
shot meant for the back of his head shat- 
tered the right side of his face instead. 

“The Americans asked us to help, and we 
knew that maybe we had a chance to win. So 
we helped them with all our hearts," Cha 
Ying Yang said. He removes two lower den- 
tures, crafted to fit his reconstructed jaw, to 
show what he lost while serving in the 
Central Intelligence Agency's ''secret army" 
in Laos. 

It's painful talking about these things. If 
you think about it, you will lose your sight, 
because you cry. I will always remember it. 
The scenes where I was fighting or strug- 
gling go by me, back and forth in my mind, 
still." 

Yee Vang, 46, lost an eye and an arm. A 
mortar struck near a group of Hmong guard- 
ing a bunker in Northern Laos in 1971. It ex- 
ploded very close to me. It cut my arm and 
cut other parts of my body. My fingers, my 
eyes," said Yee Vang, who was recruited by 
the CIA at age 10. His right eye was de- 
stroyed by mortar fragments, and his fore- 
arm was mangled beyond repair. 

"The American people have to understand 
about the secret war in Laos and they should 
understand about our people.“ said Cherzong 
Vang, president of the Lao Veterans of 
America Inc. in St. Paul. “The American jets 
fall in the high mountains, and these 
(Hmong) guys hurry to save American sol- 
diers. They don't worry about if they die, 
they don't worry about who's going to shoot 
them. Don't they deserve to be American 
citizens?" 

The Hmong veterans resettled in the Twin 
Cities want to be U.S. citizens, with all of 
the dignity that comes with having a coun- 
try to call their own. They feel that because 
of their service in Laos for the CIA, they are 
already American at heart. But many 
Hmong veterans cannot speak English and so 
are unable to pass the U.S. citizenship test. 

Hmong veterans are aware that many 
Americans do not welcome refugees who do 
not speak English. They know that many are 
unaware of how the Hmong took orders from 
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Americans, cooked food for them, guarded 
them, carried them when they were wound- 
ed, wrapped their bodies when they were 
killed. 

When their American friends left in 1974, 
Hmong hopes for a free Laos were dashed. 
Tou Yang, 41 constantly relives the years 
after the American pullout, when he and the 
other Hmong resisters were trapped in the 
mountains, valleys, and jungles that teemed 
with hostile troops. Though his body is here 
in Minnesota, Tou Yang’s spirit walks in 
post-1974 Laos. 

“The Americans left and we felt abandoned 
and there was no escape. We couldn't get to 
Thailand; we couldn't get to freedom; our 
leaders left us. Now that we are in America, 
we still feel like we've been abandoned," he 
said. 

"I always still dream that I am there and 
coming to America. I've never actually 
dreamed that I made it here.” 


MINDS CONSUMED BY WAR 


The Hmong veterans are proud men, but 
they also feel frustrated, hurt and rejected. 
They ask Americans to think about these 
things: 

How can a middle-age or elderly man come 
to a new country and become educated when 
he was never schooled in his home country in 
anything except farming and making war? 
How can a man concentrate on learning Eng- 
lish when his mind drifts constantly to the 
brutality and deafening din of war, or when 
& passing city utilities truck, for a startling 
second, sounds like a tank? 

How can a man concentrate when he is re- 
membering villages full of women, men, and 
children—some of them his relatives—cut 
into pieces by bayonets? Can a man put his 
mind to learning when he sometimes jumps 
at imaginary enemies, forgetting that this is 
America and the only war is within himself? 

These questions are like a series of circles 
forever spiraling back onto themselves. The 
quest for citizenship is but one more battle 
for the Hmong. 


WAIVING THE ENGLISH RULE 


While serving in special guerrilla units 
during the Vietnam War, between 10,000 and 
20,000 Hmong men, women and children were 
killed, and more than 100,000 fled to Thai ref- 
ugee camps. There are 27,000 Hmong in Min- 
nesota, and an estimated 5,000 to 7,000 of 
them fought in the CIA’s special forces. 

U.S. Rep. Bruce Vento, D-Minn., has intro- 
duced legislation that would waive the Eng- 
lish language requirement and grant citizen- 
ship for Hmong veterans who served with the 
special guerrilla units in Laos between 1961 
and 1978, but Vento's bill faces a tough battle 
in Washington. 

The Immigration and Naturalization Serv- 
ice objects to an English-language waiver for 
unimpaired people under age 50. Agency 
spokesman Rudy Murillo said that when the 
INS first saw Vento's bill, We figured it was 
reasonable to assume that many of these 
people living in this country now who are 
under 50 years of age have acclimated to our 
society.“ 

At least one Republican congressman plans 
to oppose the measure. Rep. Toby Roth of 
Wisconsin, another state with a sizable 
Hmong population, last year introduced a 
bill to declare English the official language 
of the land. The measure would repeal all 
federal bilingual programs and direct the 
INS to establish an English proficiency 
standard for immigrants to gain citizenship. 

Through a spokesman, Roth said. It is im- 
portant that all groups of immigrants be re- 
quired to learn English so they have the best 
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possible opportunity to succeed in our soci- 
ety." 

Vento sees the Hmong Veterans' Natu- 
ralization Act as a way to plug a legal loop- 
hole. If somebody has served in the U.S. 
armed services and they can demonstrate 
that, even if they are a foreign national, 
they get citizenship authomatically. But 
these people didn't serve in the armed serv- 
ices of the United States, they were re- 
cruited in the CIA," Vento said. 

Filipino ‘scouts’ who fought for the Unit- 
ed States in World War II had to wait until 
the 1980s to get naturalization rights; veter- 
an’s benefits came later. Vento's bill does 
not extend veteran's benefits to the Hmong. 

We made the decision to accord them (the 
Hmong) asylum here because of the persecu- 
tion and threat of death for having helped us 
in Southeast Asia, and now we're denying 
them the dignity of full citizenship," Vento 
said. 

“When they should have been in school, 
they were fighting with our troops, saving 
American lives," Vento said. The effort to 
learn English, when you have never had for- 
mal schooling, is really difficult—and that is 
an absolute bar to citizenship in the United 
States," Vento said. 

Vietnam veteran Bob Anderson is deeply 
involved with the local Hmong population 
and often travels to Laos. Anderson, who 
founded the Hmong-American Partnership, 
supports the English-language waiver bill as 
well as extending veteran's benefits to the 


Hmong. 

“The Hmong who fought in (General) Vang 
Pao’s army understood they were fighting 
for the Americans and that they were in 
some sense an American army. They often 
mention the promise that was made. It’s not 
clear who made it and when, but some prom- 
ise was made that if the war went badly, the 
Hmong would be taken care of,’’ Anderson 
said. 

“The Hmong were used,” 

A LIFE WALKING, RUNNING 

Tou Yang, the St. Paul man who dreams he 
is still trying to get to the United States, 
knew by the time he was 12 that he would go 
to war. Indeed, his parents had joined the 
French in the 1950s to fight communists. The 
youngest of eight children, Tou Yang's life 
was never peaceful in Muong Mot, a village 
in Northern Laos near the Vietnamese bor- 
der. 

Tou Yang's father was the village leader, 
and the boy helped raise the family's cattle. 
"I was still very young and so I would go to 
school, I would come back, and I would still 
take milk from my mother," he said. There 
were brief lulls before the CIA came to re- 
cruit Hmong fighters. 

“I was so young that one of my first duties 
in the village was just to cook. There was an 
American named Dick, and he was stationed 
with us. And I would cook porridge and stuff 
for him and the other soldiers," Tou Yang 
said. 

Because there was always war, his family 
moved constantly. Many Hmong people were 
taken to communist “re-education” camps, 
never to return. Tou Yang's father died in 
one of the brutal camps. 

Stranded in hostile mountains after the 
Americans left Laos in 1974, Tou Yang fled to 
the jungle valleys with a resistance group for 
three years. 

“Even though my body is here, my spirit is 
always living in those years when the Ameri- 
cans left. We still dream about walking. 
There was no telephone, no way to commu- 
nicate. If you want to send a message to an- 
other group of resisters, you walk," he said. 
Sometimes, they walked for days. 
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"During the war, my feet rot from not 
changing my shoes because we have to be 
fighting all the time. And I don't ever 
change my clothes, there is no other pair of 
clothes I wear. Sometimes my shoes would 
rot, and there would be maggots in my shoes 
from just being in the jungle so long. When 
I take off my shoes, there were maggots eat- 
ing up my feet.” 

One of the veterans has brought a copy of 
the book, “Tragic Mountains: The Hmong, 
the Americans, and the Secret Wars for 
Laos." Tou Yang locates a drawing and ex- 
plains that it is one of three he made while 
in Thailand. His drawing depicts a scene of 
unspeakable brutality. Uniformed soldiers 
are shown slaughtering the residents of a 
Hmong village. 

Written next to nine of the stabbed and de- 
capitated bodies are names. Tou Yang points 
to each. There lay his aunt. His uncle. His 
nieces and nephews. 

THE JUNGLE RESISTANCE 

Lor Cha Yang, 42, was also among the re- 
sisters during the lonely years after 1974. He 
remembers his group eating roots, berries 
and small animals to survive, and killing 
enemy soldiers when they had to. They be- 
came one with the jungle. We were very 
skinny and our hair grew long," he recalls. 

Lor Cha Yang started fighting communists 
for the CIA at 14. All the boys of that age 
knew how to fire guns and how to farm. 
There was no flat space around his village, 
Muong Mot, so the Hmong farms extended 
out into the jungle and along flowing rivers. 
Lor Cha Yang was the oldest of six children. 
He and Tou Yang are brothers. 

"Between 1969 and 1975, I was involved in 
many wars, but I was lucky and was not in- 
jured. My father was a soldier, and he was 
one of the leaders. So I didn't go out into the 
field very much. I was back in the office, 
helping with the rice droppings—the air 


Life changed dramatically after he and the 
other Hmong became trapped in the moun- 
tains, After 1975, it was dangerous for a 
group to travel together, Lor Cha Yang said 
communists would stop groups of men and 
separate them. 

There were a lot of instances where 
they'd take these men who were walking or 
gathering in groups, and they would take 
them away, and you would never see them 
again," Lor Cha Yang said. The Hmong men 
took to the jungle. 

“The women, they'd punish them a little 
bit more lightly when they catch them They 
came and they asked the women a lot of 
questions about their men, and how they 
planned their war. They would ask the 
women how the Hmong men planned their 
war with the Americans, and what the Amer- 
icans taught them.” 

The communists tormented the women 
with declarations that Hmong children who 
were born before 1975 were considered Amer- 
ican children with American blood, Lor Cha 
Yang said. Therefore, Among children were 
enemies and could be killed in the same way 
American soldiers were killed. 

So the resisters stayed in motion, never 
camping in the same spot for more than two 
days at a time. Even lighting cooking fires 
was dangerous. After three years of trying to 
flush the Hmong resisters from their hiding 
places, the communists stepped up the vio- 
lence. 

‘They searched for us all over valleys and 
mountains. And when they can’t find us, 
they call in their planes, and the planes 
would wipe out part of the jungle, clear 
things so they would see us," Lor Cha Yang 
said. 
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From February to October in 1978, the 
bombing and the effects of chemical weapons 
were too much for the Hmong to withstand, 
and Lor Cha Yang's group raced to the 
Mekong River and freedom. There was a 
great battle at the river, however, and only 
half of the group made it to freedom. 

After two years in Thai refugee camps, in- 
cluding the populous Ban Sinai border camp, 
Lor Cha Yang came to America. He and his 
family—his wife, five children and his moth- 
er—live on $800 a month in public assistance. 
Lor Cha Yang knows a few English words, 
not enough to pass the citizenship test. 

“Here, people don’t experience someone 
coming into their country, to their village, 
and kick them out or kill them and oppress 
them. They have never experienced that 
here, so no matter how much we tell them, 
they probably would not understand.” 

SHRAPNEL SOUVENIRS 

Vang Ger Yang, 4l, spent much of his 
youth guarding Route 6, a strategic road 
connecting Hanoi, North Vietnam to the La- 
otian capital of Vientiane for to the south. 
"I've never farmed, never had time to farm. 
I was occupied with being a soldier," said 
Vang Ger Yang. 

He remembers the afternoon a mortar hit 
in 1970. After the blast, he ran and ran, until 
he felt dizzy and feverish. When he regained 
consciousness, blood was on his legs and 
arms. Ants were crawling all over him. Doc- 
tors could not retrieve some pieces of shrap- 
nel. 

“After 1975, the communists came and told 
us, “You guys are the hands and feet of the 
Americans, you guys work for the Ameri- 
cans, so we’re going to train you.’ They took 
a couple of my cousins to go to their camps 
and ‘train,’ but they never came back," Vang 
Ger Yang said. 

“The communists came because they knew 
our leaders had left us. We felt like we were 
going to die. This was the end. There was no 
way out.” 

The Vietnamese threatened the men’s 
wives and eventually took them to a prison 
camp. Vang Ger Yang, Lor Cha Yang and 
Tou Yang did not see their wives for three 
years. Meanwhile, the men had found safety 
at the Thai border camps. 

“We didn’t have any idea that our wives 
were still alive or knew we were alive. One 
day they just appeared in the camp where we 
were. It was like seeing somebody who you 
knew who died and came out of the grave,” 
Vang Ger Yang said. One of his children had 
died of hunger in the prison camp. Tou Yang 
lost two children there. 

In 1989, Vang Ger Yang and his family 
came to the United States. The household 
lives on his Social Security income and his 
wife’s public assistance. The $1,400 a month 
supports 10 people. Though it is common for 
non-English-speaking people to take jobs as 
laborers, doctors have told Vang Ger Yang 
not to do heavy labor because of his injuries. 

Vang Ger Yang falls silent. He absently ex- 
amines his arms, but there is nothing to see. 
But embedded deep in his body are irretriev- 
able pieces of shrapnel, and Vang Ger Yang 
knows the exact location of each. 

LOST PROMISES OF PLENTY 


"We were peaceful. They came and took 
our land," said Cha Ying Yang, the old war- 
rior. "After I fought with the French in 1953 
in Dien Bien Phu, I became a farmer for 
about three or four years and then got in- 
volved with the Americans.“ 

In the mid-1960s, the Americans assigned 
Cha Ying Yang and other Hmong to set up a 
station near Buong Long in Northern Laos 
and to defend Route 6. 
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“The Americans told us that we need to 
defend that road for them. And if we did 
that, they would set up schools, and they'll 
set hospitals, they'll build us roads, and 
they'll help us farm in that area,” he said. 

"I was confident about what the Ameri- 
cans were saying—that if we lost the war, 
they'll help us and they would bring us 
here," he said. “I don't think it was worth it. 
If we were in Laos and if there were no war, 
I would have cows, I could have & farm, I 
would have everything I need. But here I 
have to pay rent, I have to pay all kinds of 
bills, and after I pay all these, I don't have 
anything left.” 

Cha Ying Yang has been in America since 
1980 and his children—five sons, six daugh- 
ters—are grown now 

The 1968 ambush that cost him his lower 
face is still clear in his mind. About 40 Amer- 
ican and Hmong lives were lost, but the com- 
munist soldiers were killed by the hundreds, 
Cha Ying Yang notes with pride. 

“We had assistance from an American air- 
plane. That's why we won that battle. They 
had these revolving guns from the airplane, 
which was very effective. ‘Spooky,’ it was 
called. It sprayed bombs all over the camp so 
that no more communists could enter into 
it." 

The word Spooky“ sounds absurd against 
the lyrical, tonal sounds of the Hmong lan- 
guage, and the veterans laugh. 

“I could take you to Laos to show where 
we fought and the holes we dug up. The 
trenches are still there. Some of the bomb- 
shells are still there," Cha Ying Yang said. 
“If we were there, we would never be sitting 
here together talking like this. Everybody 
would have a gun in their lap." 

To this day, Cha Ying Yang marvels at the 
ability of communist Vietnamese to blend 
into the jungle and thrive on next to noth- 
ing. 

"The communist Vietnamese were very 
smart, and they hide their tracks really well. 
They don't leave any tracks, they will step 
in each other's tracks. It would never look 
like anybody went through," Cha Ying Yang 
said. 

"There were a couple of instances where 
we shot & couple of Vietnamese and all we 
found on the bodies were a couple of pieces of 
bread about this big," he said, indicating a 
fist-sized lump. 

“They could hide themselves really well. 
They could be on your doorstep, under your 
porch, or they could stand in one place for a 
whole day, and you wouldn't even know they 
were there to look at you and to find out 
things about you. You always knew that 
there was somebody around." 

Cha Ying Yang still jumps at noises that 
Sound like bombs. And sometimes he forgets 
that no ghosts are in the trees. 

A CHILD GUARDIAN 

Yee Vang, the man who lost his eye and 
forearm, was one of the CIA's littlest war- 
riors. He was 10 when the CIA came recruit- 
ing. There would be no school and no lazy 
days with only roosters and rice to think 
about. Instead, he would learn from Thai and 
American officers how to use grenades and 
guns. 

There was never any question that the 
Hmong would fight the communists who 
were invading his village of Buong Long, in 
central Laos. They would join the Ameri- 
cans, They would help whenever American 
soldiers went down. 

"At first I was afraid, but I saw many 
American planes, and there was a lot of ac- 
tivity, so the fear went away," said Yee 
Vang, 46. Since the Americans were helping 
us, we thought we'd win." 
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The Hmong built good underground bunk- 
ers, Yee Vang said with pride. They dug ca- 
nals around them and used the Americans' 
barbed wire to surround it. Inside the bunk- 
er, radio antennae pointed toward the ceil- 
ing. 
“The Americans came and lived with us in 
this hole," Yee Vang said. When Americans 
were inside, our job was to guard the bunker. 
We had to be on guard with our guns all the 
time, walking around. And as long as the 
Americans were safe inside, we were to be 
walking outside. Those soldiers I guarded the 
bunker with were very close friends." 

More than anything, Yee Vang said, he 
would like to be recognized as an American 
citizen and an honored war veteran. But he 
knows that a deep valley of misunderstand- 
ing separates the Hmong and the American 


people. 

Yee Vang said that despite the difficulties 
Hmong people face in America, he knows few 
people who want to return to Laos and risk 
persecution. 

"The American public, they have told us 
many times, "Why are you here? We have 
enough people, we have enough problems. We 
don't need any more.' So the general public 
doesn't understand at all,“ he said. 

Yes, I'm very hurt. But because of my Eng- 
lish ability, I cannot tell them.” 


A TRIBUTE TO PRISCILLA S. KUHN 
HON. ED PASTOR 


OF ARIZONA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, ! would like to 
extend recognition to Priscilla S. Kuhn, found- 
er and president of Netwest Development 
Corp., in Tucson, for all her work in develop- 
ing housing for underprivileged and low in- 
come families, retirees, and children in Arizo- 
na's rural communities. 

Since 1985, through her work with Netwest, 
Mrs. Kuhn has managed FHA-insured rental 
housing for vulnerable constituencies of the 
State's population in addition to housing for 
entry-level workers. Projects developed by 
Netwest included family-oriented apartments in 
Kingman and Yuma, a retirement center with 
assisted living in Peoria, and proposed 
projects in Casa Grande and Bullhead City. 

| would also like to share a little about Mrs. 
Kuhn's background and years of devotion to 
community development. Mrs. Kuhn was born 
in Chicago, IL, in 1941 and grew up in Elburn, 
IL. She attended the University of Denver in 
Colorado and received a master of science 
degree from the University of Arizona. She is 
married and has three children and one grand- 
child. 

Besides her work with Netwest, Mrs. Kuhn 
has been a district representative for Rep- 
resentative JiM MCNULTY, a district manager 
for the U.S. Census Bureau, southern Arizona 
field representative for Senator DENNIS 
DECONCINI, executive director for the YMCA of 
Tucson, communications coordinator for the 
Department of Urban Resources for Tucson 
and a public school teacher. 

She served on various boards and organiza- 
tions such as president of the Amity Founda- 
tion, the Tucson Airport Authority, the Assisted 
Living Facilities Association of America, the 
Arizona Academy and the Yuma Crossing 
Foundation. 


9999 


Finally, | would like to commend Ms. Kuhn 
for her long list of achievements, which have 
included induction into the Lafrontera Hall of 
Fame, the Amity Foundation Friendship Circle 
Award, and a United Way Volunteer Award. 


ALABAMA/TAIWAN RELATIONS 
HON. SONNY CALLAHAN 


OF ALABAMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
insert in the RECORD a resolution by the State 
of Alabama House of Representatives urging 
Congress to officially recognize and restore 
our relations with the Republic of China on 
Taiwan and encourage Alabama exports to 
Taiwan. | concur with the resolution and com- 
mend it to my colleagues: 

Whereas, China has been a divided nation 
since 1949, and the Government of the Repub- 
lic of China on Taiwan and the communist 
People’s Republic of China on the Chinese 
mainland have exercised exclusive jurisdic- 
tion over separate parts of China; and 

Whereas, the Republic of China on Taiwan 
is a long time friend, ally, and trading part- 
ner of the United States; and 

Whereas, the Republic of China on Taiwan 
occupies a strategic position in Asia and the 
West Pacific which is vitally important to 
the interest and the defense of the United 
States; and 

Whereas, the people of the Republic of 
China on Taiwan enjoy a democratic way of 
life, a high standard of living, and exercise 
fundamental human right among their citi- 
zens; and 

Whereas, the Republic of China on Taiwan 
is currently the fourteenth largest trading 
nation in the world; its gross national prod- 
uct is the world’s twentieth largest; its an- 
nual per capita income exceeds ten thousand 
dollars ($10,000); and 

Whereas, we encourage Alabama’s busi- 
nesses to seek distributors, brokers, buyers, 
and other market opportunities for exports 
and new markets for Alabama products on 
Taiwan; now therefore be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of 
the legislature of Alabama, That we memorial- 
ize President Clinton to re-establish all offi- 
cial government relations with the Republic 
of China on Taiwan, and we memorialize the 
United States Congress to take all necessary 
actions to provide specific security guaran- 
tees for the Republic of China on Taiwan. Be 
it further 

Resolved, 'That we instruct the Clerk of the 
House to transmit a copy of this resolution 
to the President of the United States, the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives of 
the United States, and to each member of 
the Alabama Congressional Delegation. 


STOP DISCRIMINATION AGAINST 
OUR SENIOR CITIZENS 


HON. BARBARA F. VUCANOVICH 
OF NEVADA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 11, 1994 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, we must 
Stop, once and for all, discriminating against 
our Nation's senior citizens. How can we, as 
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a country, take pride in the fairness of our 
Government and the fairness of our laws 
when every day we blatantly discriminate 
against every older American in our country 
who is willing to work. 

Currently, a senior citizen, age 62 to 64, 
loses $1 dollar in Social Security benefits for 
every $2 dollars he or she earns over the limit 
of $8,040. Seniors age 65 to 69 lose $1 dollar 
for every $3 dollars they earn over the limit of 
$11,160. H.R. 300, The Older Americans 
Freedom to Work Act would repeal the oner- 
ous earnings test. Seniors have much to con- 
tribute to society, and those that want to work 
should be able to do so without being penal- 
ized. It's outrageous that a Depression-era 
relic that was designed to discourage older 
Americans from remaining in the work force, 
60 years ago, continues to haunt us. 

Enough is enough. Let's sign the discharge 
petition, repeal the earnings test, and revoke 
this tax that robs our senior citizens, the econ- 
omy, and the Nation's work force of invaluable 
experience. 


TENNESSEE RESPECTEEN WINNER 
APPLAUDED 


HON. DON SUNDQUIST 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Speaker, it was my 
pleasure recently to meet with Tennessee's 
winner in the Respecteen "Speak for Yourself" 
contest, a young lady from my district named 
Sarah Smith. Sarah is an eighth grader at 
Christ the King Lutheran School in Memphis 
and lives with her parents, Jim and Judy 
Smith, in Germantown. 

Her winning entry in the contest, which en- 
courages young people to express their ideas 
to elected officials, is a letter she wrote to me 
in support of congressional term limits. | 
thought she presented her case well, and | 
happen to agree with her conclusion. 

All of us ought to be grateful that there are 
young people like Sarah who value our form 
of participatory democracy and who believe in 
the importance of getting involved and making 
a difference. | salute Sarah Smith, Ten- 
nessee's winner in the "Speak for Yourself" 
contest, as well as all students who partici- 
pated. And | thank the Respecteen program 
for this initiative. 


HISTORICAL VANDALISM AT 
GETTYSBURG 


HON. MICHAEL A. ANDREWS 
OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, on 
May 9, 1994, the House Committee on Gov- 
ernment Operations’ Subcommittee on Envi- 
ronment, Energy, and Natural Resources con- 
ducted a hearing on an intrastate land ex- 
change in Gettysburg, PA, between the Na- 
tional Park Service and Gettysburg College. 
The land exchange, which the Park Service 
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and Gettysburg College undertook to allow the 
college to move a railroad track away from its 
campus, resulted in the excavation of Oak 
Ridge, considered by many historians to have 
greatly influenced fighting during the first day 
of the Battle of Gettysburg, July 1, 1863. 

The focus of the hearing was on the histori- 
cal significance of Oak Ridge and the actions 
and intentions of Gettysburg College, as well 
as Park Service policies, and whether proper 
safeguards were taken and appropriate public 
notice was given as to what the results of the 
land exchange would be. 

Mr. Speaker, the underlying issue in this 
hearing is one that is important: Civil War bat- 
tlefield preservation. | have long worked to en- 
sure that the historic land on which the cam- 
paigns and battles of the Civil War were 
waged are preserved. Once a battlefield is de- 
stroyed, it cannot be replaced. It is forever lost 
to future generations. 

| helped lead the successful effort in 1988 to 
stop a proposed shopping mall development 
which was to be located on the battlefield of 
Second Manassas. It would not only have de- 
Stroyed a significant part of the battlefield but 
would have severely impacted the Manassas 
National Battlefield Park. | also worked to sub- 
sequently pass legislation that created the 
Civil War Sites Advisory Commission, whose 
excellent report details the state of our Na- 
tion's Civil War battlefields and provides what 
| think are appropriate and very worthwhile 
recommendations to the Congress and admin- 
istration. | look forward to the implementation 
of these recommendations. 

The Civil War is the single most important 
event in our Nation's history. America's social 
and economic foundations before the War 
were forever changed by the War, and its im- 
pact continues to affect our national debate. 
The Nation was infused, in President Abraham 
Lincoln's words, with a "new birth of freedom." 
It is not by coincidence that students in this 
country divide their study of American history 
by the Civil War. Civil rights, women's rights, 
economic and trade policy were issues driven 
into the 20th century by the Civil War. America 
was a different country before the war, and it 
was a different Nation after the war. 

And so, understanding the Civil War—its 
reasons, its battles, its politics, its costs, its 
significance—is important in understanding 
who we are as a Nation and where we are 


ng. 

It is almost incomprehensible to imagine 
young boys and men from States like New 
York and Pennsylvania waging a war against 
young men from Virginia, North Carolina, and 
Alabama. And yet on the first day of July 
1863, that is what happened across the fields 
west of Gettysburg. The railroad cut of Oak 
Ridge near Gettysburg, which was the subject 
of the May 9 hearing, was a central part of 
that first day's fighting. In fact, some of the 
most desperate fighting of the war took place 
there. There is no more historic spot on the 
battlefield of Gettysburg. And now it has been 
destroyed. 

Often, grasping the significance of events 
more than 125 years ago is difficult, especially 
when they are explained in the context of ab- 
stract political theories. There is, however, one 
tangible legacy of the war—its battlefields. 
With names like Antietam, Chancellorsville, 
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The Wilderness, and Glorietta Pass, many re- 
main today, undisturbed as reminders and les- 
sons, to see and to feel. Our generation's obli- 
gation to our history is to protect these impor- 
tant sites from destruction or permanent 
change. 

The Battle of Gettysburg was the greatest 
battle of the Civil War. It was the turning point 
of the war. Over 150,000 troops converged on 
the tiny hamlet knowing full well the outcome 
would mark the end or the beginning of the 
end for both sides. Union generals and Presi- 
dent Lincoln knew it represented an oppor- 
tunity to destroy the South's most powerful 
army. For Robert E. Lee and the Army of 
Northern Virginia, it was a desperate gamble 
to change the dynamics of the war by waging 
war on northern soil. Over 50,000 soldiers 
would be killed or wounded in 3 hot days of 
some of the most intense fighting of the war. 
And it all started west of Gettysburg on and 
near the famous railroad cut of the Tapeworm 
Railroad. 

In the climactic struggle on Oak Ridge, the 
16th Maine Regiment found itself in the cut it- 
self surrounded by three North Carolina regi- 
ments. After a fierce defense, the Maine 
troops surrendered to the Confederates poised 
above the steep sides of the cut. Rather than 
relinquish their State flag and the national 
standard, the Union soldiers tore the banners 
into small pieces and carried then as prized 
possessions throughout the war until they re- 
turned to Maine. It was one of the most dra- 
matic moments in the Battle of Gettysburg. 

The destruction of a landmark that played 
Such an important part of such an important 
battle is tragic. The excavation of Oak Ridge 
near Gettysburg is not to be taken lightly. Al- 
though the circumstances here are different 
than those of Manassas in 1988, the lesson is 
the same: If great care is not taken by every- 
one involved, we stand to lose important parts 
of our Nation's vital history. Battlefields cannot 
be rebuilt. 

We should not tolerate the destruction of 
history, whether willful or negligent. Is it right 
that Congress can overwhelmingly agree to an 
expensive land purchase by a seldom used 
legislative taking in preserving historic battle- 
fields while allowing the Federal Government's 
own land exchange policies to destroy such 
battlefields? Of course not. Should the Depart- 
ment of the Interior have been more vigilant in 
monitoring the upkeep of this historic area 
after the exchange? Probably. Should local 
leaders have recognized the possible con- 
sequences of their intentions? Clearly, yes. 
Would the ay have agreed with the ex- 
change had it known of the excavation? | 
doubt it. 

Mr. Chairman, there need not always be a 
scapegoat or a proven wrongdoer. In general, 
these situations seem to be a combination of 
the work of several interest groups: Local 
leaders intent on economic growth, developers 
and property owners anxious to realize their 
own goals, and local citizens not fully aware of 
political decisions or their historic significance. 
Clearly, however, local leaders have much re- 
sponsibility to recognize the larger impact their 
decisions can have on one of our great na- 
tional treasures. Historic preservation at a 
place like Gettysburg is not just for historians. 

Gettysburg itself represents the best and 
worst of battlefield preservation. It is a mas- 
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sive park in its scope, and history and much 
of it is proudly preserved. Students of history, 
tourists, military leaders from around the world 
travel there to walk the ground of places like 
Culp's Hill, Little- Round Top, and Seminary 
Ridge in order to better understand how and 
what happened there: 

Yet, despite of the park's many successes, 
a`- grotesque- observation tower blights: the 
landscape, and fast food restaurants border 
the ground of Pickett's charge. 

The Federal Government simply cannot, as 
it did at Manassas, afford to buy off every 
greedy developer. Nor, however, as in this in- 
stance, can it stand back and rely solely on 
me judgment. of community leaders, even 
those from a respected university to zealously 
safeguard our past. Too often their local goals 
may not coincide with the-larger national pur- 
pose of preserving our past. 

It should not be easy to destroy an impor- 
tant part of the battlefield of Gettysburg. Con- 
gress must take a stronger role if the kind of 
historic vandalism that occurred at Gettysburg 
is not to be repeated. It is our task to preserve 
our history so that future generations will un- 
derstand and not forget. 


TRIBUTE TO JIM GANULIN, 
WESTLANDS WATER DISTRICT 


HON. RICHARD H. LEHMAN 


OF'CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 11, 1994 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise before my 
colleagues today to pay a special tribute to 
Jim: Ganulin who is retiring after 28 years of 
loyal: service to the Westlands Water District. 
Jim joined Westlands "when it was still in its 
formative stage and played a leading role in 
building: the largest irrigation: district in the 
world: 


Westlands Water District lies in the “heart- 
land of California's San Joaquin Valley and is 
a critical: part of our community and the econ- 
omy of the State. Jim has been an invaluable 
resource to: Westlands during its development 
and especially during difficult times. have en- 
joyed with: him over the years and we 
will all miss his leadership. 

e Was a key participant in the negotiations 
among the parties involved in the development 
of the Reclamation Reform Act of 1982 and 
the subsequent development of Acreage Limi- 
tation Rules and Regulations. 

Jim nas been actively engaged in many 
other ‘legislative developments “both Federal, 
State, and local, most recéntly with the Central 
Valley Project Improvement Act. He has also 
served on the Association of California: Water 
Agencies board as well as the National Water 

He-has-ably represented the district in nu- 
merous ‘contractual and egal negotiations with 
the ‘United States, including: most notably, the 
Barcellos case, à class action suit involving 
me district, its landowners, and the United 
States which resulted in tne afſirmation of the 
district'S water service contract with the United 
States. 

| would like to add that Jim is a family man 
Who will remain active- in the community 
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through groups such as the St. Agnes Hospital 
Foundation, the Rotary Club of Fresno, and 
the Jewish Federation. 

| have known Jim for many years as an ex- 
pert on water issues and as a leader in the 
community. | am certain that the issues of the 
district will remain important to Jim, and i look 
forward to working with him in future endeav- 
ors. 

——— 


COMMENDING THE AUTHORS OF 
AND THE PARTICIPANTS IN. THE 
CATALOGUE OF HOPE 


HON. RON de LUGO 


OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. OE LUGO. Mr. Speaker, | rise to com- 
mend Senate- Judiciary Committee: Chairman 
JOSEPH BIDEN and the committee majority staff 
for producing the excellent compendium, 
"Catalogue of Hope." 

Senator BIDEN's Catalogue of Hope cites 
nearly 200 programs across the country, pro- 
grams large and small, professional and vol- 
unteer, in the- States and the territories, that 
focus on youth and on turning them from the 
temptation of crime. 

The catalogue notes two: programs in my 
district, the U. S. Virgin islands, for their excel 
lence: 

The: Rising Stars youth steel orchestra, coh- 
ceived and developed by Territorial: Court Pre- 
siding Judge: Verne Hodge; trains young peo- 
ple to play while ‘making sure their grades are 
strong and their conduct is wholesome: 

Graffiti Street, coordinated by Alli Petrus, is 
a television program produced by local: youth 
as a forum to address their concerns without 
adult interference. 

Mr. Speaker, this-House-just approved the 
most. sweeping bill in history to combat crime 
and attack the causes of this: Nation's appall- 
ing increase in lawlessness, particularly 
among our young people: 

There is no more important challenge before 
us than to ensure that all of our Nation's youth 
have every opportunity to grow up free of vio- 
lence and become productive, contributing 
members of our $ 

Senator BIDEN's Catalogue of Hope shows 
how. American’ communities like“ mine are 
doing just that, leading ‘the way with programs 
like the Rising: Stars and Graffiti Street, and 
heading off ‘crime: before it can ravage our 
youth and us all. 


CONGRESSMAN HORN APPLAUDS 
COURAGE IN THE MIDDLE EAST 


HON. STEPHEN HORN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


israel’ Defense Forces from the 
6 

to peace. Israeli Prime Min- 
Yitzhak Rabin stated, "Without ‘security 
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for the Israelis and new hope for the Palestin- 
ians the objective of the agreement will not be 
achieved." 

The agreement between Israel and the Pal- 
estine Liberation Organization marks the first 
withdrawal of Israeli forces from lands cap- 
tured in 1967. This is also the first opportunity 
for Palestinians to prove they are capable of 
successfully governing their own affairs. In this 
agreement and in ones following, Israel is tak- 
ing the lead with the Palestinian people to 
bring peace to their region: 

In taking over limited responsibility . inside 
the-areas of the Gaza strip and Jericho, the 
Palestinians:can show how serious they are in 
furthering a peaceful transition to greater self- 
rule. The Palestinian people must prove they 
can resist and reduce the influence of radical 
anti-Israeli groups whose hatred cannot under- 
stand the hope these agreements offer the 
people these groups claim to defend. 

PLO chief Yasir Arafat stated, “[a}fter many 
years of war and other violence, this step re- 
quires great courage. The coming steps will 
require more courage." The process toward 
peace did not take one giant leap; on May 4. 
It did take one more important step toward 
bringing together two mutually suspicious peo- 
ples 


Until the other nations of the Middle East 
accept the rightful place of the State of Israel 
in the-world community, peace will face painful 
setbacks. However, the courage of the Israeli 
and Palestinian people provides a strong sign 
of hope that all peoples of the Middle East can 
get on with the business of security and pros- 
perity. 


TRIBUTE TO CHRISTOPHER A. 
PICKETT 


HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, May 11, 1994 


Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
take this opportunity to recognize an excep: 
tional young man from my district who has re- 
cently accepted his nt as a member 
of the class of 1998 at the U.S. Military Acad- 
emys 

Christopher A. Pickett will soon graduate 
Fremont“ St. Joseph Central Catholic: High 
School after. 4 years of outstanding academic 
achievement as well as extracurricular involve- 
ment: While in high school Christopher has 
distinguished himself as a leader among his 
peers. He is an honor roll student and a mem- 
ber of the National: Honor Society. in addition, 
he is à member ‘of the football and cycling 
teams. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the most important re- 
sponsibilities of Members of Congress is to 
identify outstanding young men and women 
and to nominate tem for admission to the 
United States service academies. While at the 
Academy, they will be the beneficiaries of one 
of the finest: educations available, so that in 
eee a d 


ability and the desire to meet this challenge. | 
ask my colleagues to join me in congratulating 
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him for his accomplishments to date and to 
wish him the best of luck as he begins his ca- 
reer in service to our country. 


SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
Section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for "Thursday, 
May 12, 1994, may be found in the Daily 
Digest of today's RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 


MAY 13 
9:30 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for foreign 
assistance programs, focusing on the 
global land mines crisis. 
SH-216 
Appropriations 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and 
Education Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partments of Labor, Health and Human 
Services, and Education. 
SD-192 
10:30 a.m. 
Foreign Relations 
To resume hearings on the Convention 
on the Prohibition of Development, 
Production, Stockpiling and Use of 
Chemical Weapons and on Their De- 
struction, opened for signature and 
signed by the United States at Paris on 
January 13, 1993 (Treaty Doc. 103-21). 


SD-419 
11:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the Cor- 
poration for National and Community 
Service. 

SD-138 


MAY 16 
2:00 p.m. 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 

To hold hearings on S. 1614, authorizing 
funds through fiscal year 1998 for pro- 
grams of the Child Nutrition Act and 

the National School Lunch Act. 
SR-332 
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4:00 p.m. 
Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 
Joseph R. Paolino, Jr., of Rhode Island, 
to be Ambassador to the Republic of 
Malta. 
8-116. Capitol 


MAY 17 


9:30 a.m. 
Environment and Public Works 
Toxic Substances, Research and Develop- 
ment Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
to authorize funds for programs of the 
Toxic Substances and Control Act. 
SD-406 
Governmental Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine issues relat- 
ing to bomb exports in the 1990s. 
SD-342 
10:00 a.m. 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
To continue hearings on S. 1614, author- 
izing funds through fiscal year 1998 for 
programs of the Child Nutrition Act 
&nd National School Lunch Act. 
SR-332 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of Defense, focusing on envi- 
ronmental programs. 
SD-192 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 
SR-253 
Small Business 
To hold hearings on prepayment pen- 
alties for the Small Business Adminis- 
tration’s development company Sec- 
tion 503 loans and to examine the sta- 
tus of the Section 504 program. 
SR-428A 
10:30 a.m. 


Judiciary 
Courts and Administrative Practice Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings on S. 825, to revise title 
28, United States Code, to permit a for- 
eign state to be suject to the jurisdic- 
tion of Federal or State courts in any 
case involving an act of international 
terrorism. 
SD-226 
2:30 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for físcal year 1995 for foreign 
assistance programs. 
SD-138 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Science, Technology, and Space Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
authorizing funds for the earthquake 
disaster program. 
SR-253 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands, National Parks and Forests 
Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on S. 112, to establish 
the Hudson River Artists National His- 
torical Park in the State of New York, 
S. 1660 and H.R. 3498, bills to establish 
the Great Falls Historic District, S. 
1683, to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to provide funds for the Pali- 
sades Interstate Park Commission for 
acquisition of land in the Sterling For- 
est area of New York/New Jersey High- 
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lands Region, and S. 1999, to establish 
the Lower East Side Tenement Mu- 
seum National Historic Site. 

SD-366 


MAY 18 


10:00 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

To resume hearings on S. 1822, to safe- 
guard and protect the public interest 
while permitting the growth and devel- 
opment of new communications tech- 
nologies, focusing on Titles I-III relat- 
ing to competition for local telephone 

service and universal service. 
SR-253 


MAY 19 


10:00 a.m. 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
Agricultural Production and Stabilization 
of Prices Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on the Administration’s 
crop insurance proposal. 
SR-332 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 


partment of Defense. 
SD-192 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of Veteran's Affairs, and the 
Selective Service System. 

SD-106 
2:00 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands, National Parks and Forests 
Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on H.R. 3252, to provide 
for the conservation, management, or 
study of certain rivers, parks, trail and 
historic sites, H.R. 4034, to revise the 
Urban Park and Recreation Recovery 
Act of 1978 to authorize grants for the 
expansion of recreation opportunities 
for at risk youth in urban areas with a 
high prevalence of crime, S. 523, to ex- 
pand the Fort Necessity National Bat- 
tlefield, S. 2089, to authorize the estab- 
lishment of the Steamtown National 
Historic Site, and other pending bills 
and resolutions. 

SD-366 
2:30 p.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Surface Transportation Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed legislation 

authorizing funds for rail safety pro- 


grams. ; 
SR-253 
MAY 20 
9:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partments of Veteran’s Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and 
independent agencies. 

SD-138 


— — a e — ———— —— — 
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MAY 24 
9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings on the science concern- 
ing global climate change. 


10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of Defense, focusing on stra- 
tegic programs. 


SD-366 


SD-192 
2:30 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for foreign 
assistance programs, focusing on ex- 
port promotion. 
SD-138 


MAY 25 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Interior Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of the Interior. 
8-128, Capitol 


MAY 26 


9:30 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings on S. 1350, to revise the 
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of 
1977 to provide for an expanded Federal 
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program of hazard mitigation and in- 
surance against the risk of cata- 
Strophíc natural disasters, such as hur- 
ricanes, earthquakes, and volcanic 
eruptions. 
SR-253 
Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings to examine policy op- 
tions for the disposition of excess 
weapons plutonium. 
SD-366 
Rules and Administration 
Business meeting, to mark up S. 1824, 
Legislative Reorganization Act, H.R. 
877, Smithsonian National African 
American Museum, an original bill au- 
thorizing appropriations for fiscal year 
1995 for the Federal Election Commis- 
sion, S. Res. 196, printing resolution for 
Aging Committee, an original resolu- 
tion authorizing the purchase of 1995 
wall calendars, H. Con. Res. 222, au- 
thorizing acceptance and placement of 
a bust in the Capitol, and other legisla- 


tive business. 
SR-301 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the Na- 
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis- 
tration. 

SD-106 
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JUNE 8 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Interior Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 


partment of Energy. 
8-128, Capitol 
2:30 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 


Water and Power Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine water qual- 
ity and quantity problems and opportu- 
nities facing the lower Colorado River 


area. 
SD-366 


JUNE 9 
9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Water and Power Subcommittee 
To continue hearings on water quality 
and quantity problems and opportuni- 
ties facing the lower Colorado River 


area. 
SD-366 
CANCELLATIONS 


MAY 13 
9:30 a.m. 
Governmental Affairs 
Regulation and Government Information 
Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on adjusting poverty 
data for differences in cost-of-living. 
SD-342 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, May 12, 1994 


The House met at 10 a.m. 

The Chaplain, Rev. James David 
Ford, D.D., offered the ‘following 
prayer: 

Teach us, O God, the value of faith- 
fulness in our lives and in the lives of 
people about us. While we hope for 
achievement and success in what we 
do, may we also focus our energies to- 
ward responsibility and the steward- 
ship of all that is trustworthy and au- 
thentic. Allow us to understand what 
we can do as custodians of an honor- 
able tradition, a tradition enlightened 
by truth and justice and mercy. May 
Your blessing, O God, be with all Your 
people, now and evermore. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day's pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentle- 
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] come 
forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Ms. KAPTUR led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


—— 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a joint resolution of the 
House of the following title: 

H.J. Res. 303. Joint resolution to designate 
June 6, 1994, as "D-Day National Remem- 
brance Day". 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill of the follow- 
ing title, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

S. 978. An act to establish programs to pro- 
mote environmental technology, and for 
other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendment of 
the House to the bill (S. 349) “An Act 
to provide for the disclosure of lobby- 
ing activities to influence the Federal 
Government, and for other purposes.“, 
agrees to the conference asked by the 
House on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. 


GLENN, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. 
COHEN, and Mr. STEVENS to be the con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to sections 276(d)-276(g), of 
title 22, United States Code, as amend- 
ed, the Chair, on behalf of the Vice 
President, appoints Mr. DODD, as a 
member of the Senate Delegation to 
the Canada-United States Interparlia- 
mentary Group during the Second Ses- 
sion of the One Hundred Third Con- 
gress, to be held in Sante Fe, NM, May 
19-23, 1994. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to sections 276(d)-276(g), of 
title 22, United States Code, as amend- 
ed, the Chair, on behalf of the Vice 
President, appoints Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
SPECTER, and Mr. COVERDELL, as mem- 
bers of the Senate Delegation to the 
Canada-United States Interparliamen- 
tary Group during the Second Session 
of the One Hundred Third Congress, to 
be held in Santa Fe, NM, May 19-23, 
1994. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 103-227, the 
Chair, on behalf of the Republican 
leader, appoints Mr. COCHRAN, as a 
member of the National Education 
Goals Panel. 


ON BASEBALLS AND HAITI 


(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, it is 
opening season on every sandlot across 
America. Today I want to talk about 
baseballs, but also about Haiti. In fact, 
the U.S. Government is the biggest de- 
fender of the Haitian embargo by pur- 
chasing products like duty-free base- 
balls and softballs assembled by par- 
tially owned United States companies 
in Haiti. 

One of the largest U.S. companies, 
Home of Champíons, pays many of its 
employees, mostly women, as little as 5 
cents an hour to make these baseballs. 

Despite an economic embargo against 
Haiti by the Organization of American 
States, last year our Nation imported 
over $116 million worth of goods from 
Haiti, up from $71 million the year be- 
fore. 

Why do American businesses con- 
tinue to profit from duty-free imports, 
and why do we continue to trade with 
Haiti, a nation we have condemned for 
violating the most fundamental of 
worker and human rights? Because our 
Government has decided to extend spe- 
cial export sector licenses to them. 


Let us stop kidding ourselves. True 
democracy is a long way off in Haiti if 
our Nation continues to allow Haitian 
workers to be abused while a wealthy 
few profit from their misery. Let us en- 
force the embargo before sacrificing 
the life of one American service man or 
woman, and stand up for fair labor 
standards, decent working conditions, 
and democracy. After all, they go hand 
in hand. 


Oo —— | 


THE FOURTH MONKEY CONGRESS 


(Mr. SMITH of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
the congressional leadership must 
know more about Whitewater than 
they are admitting. Why else would 
they be doing everything in their 
power to sweep under the rug anything 
related to Whitewater? 

Of course, on one hand you cannot 
blame them, because that is how they 
have handled investigations before. 

There was a House Post Office scan- 
dal, but no hearings. 

There was a House bank scandal, but 
no hearings. 

The congressional leadership has 
done one better than the storybook 
monkeys of see no evil, hear no evil, 
and speak no evil. 

To this group of three they have 

added a fourth monkey—hold no hear- 
ings. 
Hold no hearings is in charge of con- 
gressional oversight for the President 
who is in Whitewater, or for any Demo- 
crat who is in hot water. 

The President should tell the con- 
gressional leadership to quit monkey- 
ing around and hold hearings so we can 
have full disclosure now. 


HEALTH CARE REFORM 
GUARANTEES CHOICE 


(Mr. DERRICK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, when it 
comes to health care, Americans prize 
the ability to make their own choices. 
Health care reform ensures patients 
and doctors their freedom of choice. 

Health care reform guarantees pri- 
vate insurance to every American. Doc- 
tors will no longer risk losing money 
on uninsured patients—they will not 
have to turn sick people away. 

Health care reform guarantees insur- 
ance, but will not allow insurance com- 
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panies to dictate who they will cover 
or what. Doctors will not have to worry 
about their choices in caring for the 
sick—they can practice their craft 
freely. 

Health care reform gives individuals, 
not employers, their choice of health 
plan and doctor. Doctors will be able to 
choose what health plan they join. Fee- 
for-service plans will be offered to ev- 
eryone. 

Free choice in health care ensures 
the flexibility and adaptability we need 
to cover all Americans and maintain 
our high standards. Health care reform 
guarantees choice. 

——— 


TODAY IS DISCLOSURE DAY 


(Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, yesterday the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. LEACH] filed suit to get Fed- 
eral regulatory agencies to release doc- 
uments relating to Whitewater. Today 
Should be disclosure day. 

There are those who imagine they 
are doing the President a favor by cov- 
ering up and sweeping away all 
Whitewater evidence. 

They are wrong. But such is their 
right to be wrong. 

However, they overstep their rights 
and the rights of this institution when 
they encourage officials of the execu- 
tive branch to not comply with Con- 
gress. 

Disclosure is central to an open gov- 
ernment. Disclosure is central to you 
and I as citizens being able to control 
that government. 

It is amazing and appalling that 
those who are seeking to protect the 
President are willing to raise 
Whitewater to a constitutional ques- 
tion. Documents pertaining to other 
politically sensitive cases have been re- 
leased before. The only reason they are 
not now being released is because the 
person under scrutiny is the President, 
whose party controls this institution. 

It is time for the President and his 
party to quit playing hide and seek 
with the American people. It is time 
for full disclosure now. 


AMERICAN FAMILIES NEED 
HEALTH CARE REFORM 


(Mr. VISCLOSKY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, the 
American people want health care 
fixed and real reform is moving forward 
in Congress. 

This health care reform contains the 
basic principles of President Clinton's 
plan: guaranteed private insurance for 
all Americans; choice of doctors and 
quality health plans; insurance reform 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


making it illegal to drop or cut bene- 
fits; preserves medicare; and shares re- 
sponsibility for coverage between em- 
ployers, employees, and government. 

From our working men and women to 
our doctors, these principles have 
broad support nationwide. 

The President's proposal is supported 
by the American Academy of Family 
Physicians, the American Academy of 
Pediatrics, and the American College 
of Physicians. These doctors and others 
support the President's plan because it 
will work. 

President Clinton's plan works for 
doctors, their families, and their pa- 
tients because it works for every Amer- 
ican. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to pass health 
care reform so no family will ever be 
faced with the choice of taking their 
sick child to the hospital or paying 
their mortgage. 


AMERICA'S HEALTH CARE SYSTEM 
NEEDS REPAIR, NOT DESTRUC- 
TION 


(Mr. GOODLATTE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, the 
President is giving many Americans an 
awful and unnecessary choice: They 
can either keep their job or turn over 
their health care to Government bu- 
reaucrats. 

You see, the Clintons want to pay for 
their huge new Government power grab 
by raising payroll taxes on employers 
and employees. Small businesses get 
clobbered and big businesses do not 
fare so well either. 

But the biggest loser is the average, 
American worker. CBO estimates that 
over 1.2 million jobs may be lost under 
the Clinton plan. Even the administra- 
tion admits their plan could cost 
600,000 jobs. 

Now it should not take a Rhodes 
Scholar to figure out that losing 1 mil- 
lion jobs and turning our health care 
over to an incompetent, insensitive 
Government is just plain dumb. 

We should fix what is wrong with our 
current health care system instead of 
completely destroying the best system 
in the world. Let us pass the Bilirakis- 
Rowland health care reforms now. And, 
let us reject the President's false 
choice and give the American people 
what they want and deserve—afford- 
able, accessable health care where fam- 
ilies decide what is best for themselves 
and not Government bureaucrats. 


—— 


SMALL BUSINESSES NEED 
HEALTH CARE REFORM 


(Mr. SKAGGS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, a broad 
coalition of 3 million small businesses 
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recently stepped forward to endorse 
President Clinton's health care reform 
proposal. Why? 

Because right now, four out of five 
small businesses provide health insur- 
ance to their employees, and the costs 
of the current system are killing them. 

They pay more—about 35 percent 
more—than other businesses for the 
same coverage. They just do not have 
the bargaining power or clout to get 
decent rates. They have endorsed 
President Clinton's plan to give them 
that power through community-based 
ratings and by outlawing the unfair in- 
surance practices that discriminate 
against small businesses. 

Another reason they are endorsing 
the Clinton plan is that companies pro- 
viding insurance are at a disadvantage 
when their competitors do not. Small 
businesses also end up paying more for 
their insurance to pay for the cost of 
the uninsured, many of them employed 
by their competitors. With universal 
coverage, there will be no more free 
riders taking advantage of the health 
care system—everyone will pay a fair 
share. 

Small businesses today face health 
insurance costs that are rising 20 or 30 
percent a year and more. No matter 
how profitable the business, that rate 
of increase is unsustainable. President 
Clinton's health care reform package 
offers generous discounts so small busi- 
nesses can afford insurance. It will cut 
administrative costs and help bring 
health care under control. 

The bottom line for the coalition of 
three million small businesses who en- 
dorsed the President's plan is that they 
want to be able to provide affordable, 
dependable insurance for their families 
and employees. They see the proposal 
offered by President Clinton as the best 
way to get there. 


o 1010 
FULL DISCLOSURE NOW 


(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, in 
a two party system, the minority party 
is always the watchdog of the party in 
power. This check prevents abuses of 
power and ensures accountability. 

However, to be effective, the minor- 
ity leaders must have access to execu- 
tive branch information.  Unfortu- 
nately, the Clinton administration has 
denied the minority party access to its 
records in the Whitewater/Madison 
Savings & Loan matter. 

What message does this send? 

I wil tell you what type of message 
it sends. It says that the minority 
party can only investigate what the 
majority party sees fit. 

Not only is this a blatant act of cen- 
sorship, but it destroys the very notion 
of accountability. 
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This is not just about Whitewater. 
This is about any investigation the mi- 
nority tries to conduct when the ma- 
jority party controls the White House 
and Congress. 

So much for accountability. 

The majority's actions are an open 
invitation for abuse and scandal that 
will leave the public ill-served and in 
the dark. 

Full disclosure is needed to ensure 
public accountability. To quote an old 
adage, Nothing clears the air better 
than the glare of broad daylight.” 

Let the chips fall where they may. 
We need full disclosure now. 

—— 


BETTER TRAINING FOR PRIVATE 
SECURITY OFFICERS 


(Mr. MARTINEZ asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, 2 
weeks ago this House defeated my 
amendment to add the language of H.R. 
1534 to the omnibus crime bill. 

I am convinced that the opposition to 
that amendment was based on 
misperceptions and misunderstanding 
of the amendment. 

I intend to bring this bill back to the 
Members in an appropriate form. 

The bottom line is that this bill 
would result in better training for pri- 
vate security officers. 

But more importantly, it would also 
ensure that States can effectively pre- 
vent convicted criminals from being 
given badges, uniforms, and weapons 
and placed in a position of trust. 

The Wall Street Journal reported on 
April 26, 1994, that concerns about safe- 
ty in shopping malls and other retail 
establishments cause many Americans 
to modify their shopping habits. 

Twenty-five percent of Americans ex- 
pressed the view that they feel unsafe 
in shopping malls. 

Does anyone here doubt where the 
American public stands on this issue? 

Can anyone doubt the need for more 
effective training of these guardians of 
private property with public access? 

Over the next few days, I will be dis- 
cussing each of the issues raised during 
the floor vote on my amendment. 

I urge my colleagues to listen closely 
to those statements. 


SAD, BUT NECESSARY 


(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, yesterday, 
Congressman JIM LEACH filed suit to 
force banking agencies to release docu- 
ments relating to Whitewater. 

It is a sad day when a Member of 
Congress must sue to perform his over- 
sight duties. 

It is even sadder when the majority 
leadership works hard to prevent that 
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Member from his constitutionally re- 
quired oversight duties. 

And it is sadder still when the execu- 
tive branch reportedly conspires to 
cover up potentially embarrassing or 
illegal activities and makes the legisla- 
tive branch's job even tougher. 

Mr. Speaker, the question is simple: 
Wil the Congress support full disclo- 
sure or will it support full coverup? 

Wil it support the Constitution or 
will it support political cronyism? Are 
we interested in truth or would we 
rather dabble in hearsay? 

Mr. Speaker, it is a sad day in this 
House and in this country when JIM 
LEACH must sue to perform his duties. 

Mr. Speaker, I am from the sunshine 
State of Florida. The public has a right 
to know and government in the sun- 
shine does work. We learned that here 
in the House banking scandal. It was a 
painful time and it was only full disclo- 
sure that began to restore some public 
confidence and some credibility in this 
institution. That is what it is going to 
take to restore confidence in the ad- 
ministration, full disclosure. 


INNOCENT UNTIL PROVEN GUILTY 


(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, 
Penny Stellmacher made $25,000 a year 
working for a cable company. Penny 
got married in 1984. 

Mr. Speaker, check this out: Penny 
started filing joint tax returns with her 
husband. Penny never failed to file, she 
always paid her taxes with her hus- 
band, and suddenly one day the IRS 
came in, seized her assets, went to the 
bank, took their bank account, took 
their paychecks because they said 
Penny owed $100,000. 

Mr. Speaker, the IRS never thought 
to check that maybe she got married. 
The IRS says, “Penny, you're guilty. 
Now, you prove to us you paid your 
taxes. You owe $100,000.” 

Unbelievable, Congress. H.R. 3261, 
Discharge Petition No. 12, says it right 
straightforward: In America you are 
innocent until you are proven guilty 
and if it is good enough for the serial 
killer, Son of Sam, it is good enough 
for Penny Stellmacher and mom and 
dad 


Think about it. Discharge Petition 
No. 12. You are innocent until proven 
guilty. When did we get the Gestapo 
over here, folks? 


——— 
WASTED MONEY 


(Mr. ALLARD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
address the issue of Social Security 
disability insurance and supplemental 
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security income cash benefits going to 
addicts, and not for their treatment. 

I find it troubling that $1.4 billion is 
slipping through taxpayer pockets each 
year to prolong and support the drug 
addiction of these so called disabled. 

The director of a homeless shelter in 
Denver, CO stated that SSI is, in effect 
suicide on the installment plan because 
the program provides ready cash to ad- 
dicts and alcoholics with no strings at- 
tached for follow-up or treatment. He 
maintains that the first day of every 
month is considered Christmas Day" 
by many alcoholics and addicts who 
use the money for illegal drugs and al- 
cohol and then fail to enter the re- 
quired treatment programs. 

An individual in another town was 
indicted for allegedly defrauding the 
SSI program of $45,000 through faking 
mental illness to become eligible for 
the SSI payments. 

Why not send the $1.4 billion that is 
appropriated for this program to the 
actual treatment centers to assist 
them and not to some representative 
payee who may be the person's sup- 
plier? The treatment centers will be 
more cost effective and easier for the 
Social Security Administration to 
monitor. I even question why the coun- 
try needs to qualify these citizens as 
disabled. This is the wrong path for 
America to take to cure its social ills. 

It is a failure of the Social Security 
Administration to monitor and enforce 
the requirements needed to prevent 
this corruption. I commend Senator 
WILLIAM COHEN for his work in this 
matter and I hope my colleagues on the 
House Ways and Means Committee will 
be successful in putting an end to this 
disgrace. 


HAITI'S TORTURED AND 
DIFFICULT PROBLEMS 


(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
address briefly the tortured and dif- 
ficult problem of Haiti. This week the 
administration announced one Haitian 
policy change with which I heartily 
agree and sent up one trial balloon 
about which I am very apprehensive. 

Mr. Speaker, the policy change I 
agree with entirely is that no longer 
will Haitians be interdicted in the 
Windward Passage and sent back to 
Haiti without having their claims ex- 
amined for possibly being refugees flee- 
ing persecution. This is entirely salu- 
tary. It is entirely in keeping with our 
national policy about refugee status. 

Mr. Speaker, the trial balloon that I 
hope is not going to go very far and 
about which I have great apprehension 
deals with the possibility of invading 
Haiti, sending military troops in there 
either to train the Haitian police or to 
literally invade and occupy the island. 
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America tried that early in the second 
decade of the 1900's, we were there in 
Haiti until the early 1930's and we 
solved nothing and left many residual 
problems. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope we can find some 
combination of international diplo- 
macy, creativity of one sort or an- 
other, but not military intervention to 
solve Haiti's tortured and difficult 
problems. 


NO UNITED STATES TROOPS IN 
HAITI 


(Mr. MANZULLO asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, we are 
hearing more and more talk about 
military intervention to oust the cur- 
rent rulers of Haiti. Make no mistake 
about it—the military rulers of Haiti 
are loathsome and anti-democratic. 
However, the administration evidently 
determines United States policy by 
caving in to the lobbyist for an exiled 
Haitian leader. 

We must not let our U.S. military be 
used once again to remake nations into 
our own image. We have no national se- 
curity interest at stake in Haiti. If 
President Clinton decides to invade 
Haiti because they have bad rulers, we 
will set a precedent to invade every 
country that does not match up to our 
standards. There are wars and bad lead- 
ers in the old Yugoslavia, Yemen, 
Rwanda, Azerbaijan, Sudan, Liberia, 
Sierra Leone, Burma, etc. and properly 
there is no talk about a United States 
invasion of those countries. 

U.S. foreign policy should be made by 
elected officials, not by lobbyists. No 
United States troops for Haiti! 


o 1020 


TRIBUTE TO SUPPORTERS OF AF- 
FORDABLE HEALTH CARE FOR 
ALL AMERICANS 


(Mr. WISE asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I have stood 
in this well before and challenged those 
who would stand in the way of a com- 
prehensive national health care plan 
that provides guaranteed private insur- 
ance for everybody that cannot be 
taken away. 

But as I have challenged some, I 
want to recognize some also, for in- 
stance, the physicians from many dif- 
ferent organizations that are in Wash- 
ington today to express their support 
for a comprehensive health care plan, 
the Clinton health care plan, that pro- 
vides guaranteed private insurance. 
They know what is good for their pro- 
fession and their patients. 

The second group I would like to rec- 
ognize, particularly when we hear all of 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


these claims by some business groups 
about how this harms them, is 
Safeway. Safeway Stores, a retailing 
grocery chain, has put on some of its 
bags distributed in some of its stores 
the message, “Safeway supports afford- 
able health care for all Americans." Do 
they have some incredible percentage 
of profit that means they can do this 
when others cannot? Well, the average 
profit margin for most retailers is 24% 
percent. The average profit margin for 
food retailers is 1 percent. Yet Safeway 
has found, as have other food store 
chains doing similar announcements, 
Safeway has found what is good for 
their employees is also good for their 
consumers. 

I want to applaud both those doctors 
and those businesses that are stepping 
forward at this critical time. 


FULL, OPEN DISCLOSURE ON 
WHITEWATER 


(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, President 
Clinton has a new strategy for dodging 
the blame on Whitewater. He claims 
this is all just a partisan attack from 
Republicans. Then, he claims Repub- 
licans are using it to hold up govern- 
ment. 

I would say to my colleagues that the 
President is desperate for a way out of 
Whitewater and does not have a clue 
how to get there. 

If the administration needs to find 
where the Whitewater problem is com- 
ing from, it need look no further than 
the mirror. 

The Whitewater questions are this 
simple: Was public trust betrayed and 
elected position misused in Arkansas 
to gain financial favors? And was pub- 
lic trust again betrayed and elected 
government position again misused in 
Washington to cover up the earlier ac- 
tions? 

The answers are just as simple: Let 
Congress hold the hearings and let the 
administration tell the truth. 

Republicans do not want any more on 
Whitewater than the American people 
want: full disclosure and then get on 
with governing. 

However, the administration cannot 
get Whitewater behind them until they 
agree to full and open disclosure. 


ENACT HEALTH CARE REFORM 


(Mr. CARDIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, one of my 
constituents, Kenneth Zierler, M.D., 
Professor of medicine at Johns Hopkins 
University, shared with me a state- 
ment that appeared in the publication, 
“Doctors, People and Government," by 
Dr. James Howard Means, chief of med- 
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ical services, Massachusetts General 
Hospital, and professor of medicine at 
Harvard, and let me quote: 

The progress of medicine in the social and 
economic field has been slow, halting, and 
uncertain in direction, and constantly 
thwarted by special interests. All people, 
doctors and patients alike, agree that medi- 
cal care should be of the best quality that 
our medical knowledge permits, and that it 
must be dispensed with skill and judgment 
on the part of doctors, but how it shall be eq- 
uitably, efficiently and economically distrib- 
uted to all people, and how it shall be paid 
for, are highly controversial and emotionally 
charged issues. Public discontent with the 
medical situation has been boiling up for 
more than a quarter-century, Survey after 
survey has disclosed a distressing amount of 
unmet medical need in this, the most opu- 
lent nation on earth. The introduction in 
Congress of health bill after health bill is in- 
dication enough that our lawmakers have 
been aware that the voters want something 
done to give them better medical care. 


The year of Dr. Means’ statement? 
1953. It is time for Congress to enact 
now health care reform that guaran- 
tees affordable private insurance for all 
Americans. 


HEARINGS WERE FREQUENT 
DURING REAGAN-BUSH ERA 


(Mr. EWING asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, during the 
Reagan-Bush Presidencies, the Demo- 
crats in Congress took the oversight 
responsibilities very seriously. 

During those years, Congress con- 
ducted hearings or investigations into 
25 separate allegations of ethical or 
legal wrongdoing. Whether it was 
President Reagan, Bush, George 
Schultz, Jim Baker—no one escaped 
the wrath of hearings or a special pros- 
ecutor. 

Since 1993, however, curiously the 
pace has slowed. No hearings in Con- 
gress were held on travelgate. No hear- 
ings were held on the Ron Brown alle- 
gations. And, no hearings have been 
held on Whitewater. 

Mr. Speaker, I think even the 
Maytag repairman has been busier 
than the Oversight and Investigations 
Subcommittees. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time for full disclo- 
sure. On March 22, 408 Members of this 
House voted for Whitewater hearings. 
If this vote was not a sham, then it is 
time to schedule these hearings. Full 
disclosure now. 


HEALTH CARE REFORM 


(Mr. REYNOLDS asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, health 
care reform is the proverbial train 
leaving the station. More and more 
Americans are embracing the Presi- 
dent’s health care reform agenda. 


10008 


There is growing support among our 
Nation's teachers and doctors. 

Small businesses are increasingly re- 
alizing that health insurance for all is 
good business. And yet, many Members 
of Congress want to derail the health 
care reform train. 

The cost of doing nothing is far 
greater than the cost of reforming our 
health care system. 

The American people want health 
care reform. They want an end to the 
uncertainty of health care coverage, 
and inadequate access that surrounds 
our present patchwork system. 

The President's plan guarantees uni- 
versal, private insurance to every 
American. It will increase choice, re- 
duce inefficiencies, and restore a sense 
of personal security that eats at our 
confidence, reduces our competitive- 
ness and saps our resources. 

Iurge my fellow Members to get on 
the health care reform train. The 
American people's desire for this 
change is fueling our efforts. Do not 
get left at the station. 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The- SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI) The Chair would advise 
Members to address their comments to 
the Chair and not to persons outside 
the Chamber. 


AMERICAN TROOPS SHOULD 
SERVE UNDER. AMERICAN COM- 
MANDERS 


(Mr. GINGRICH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I very 
much agree with the last Member's 
comments about the need for biparti- 
sanship and for working together. I 
would just say that next week if the 
defense authorization bill comes to the 
floor, we will have a chance to be bi- 
partisan and to work together. 

There are a number of steps that 
have been taken recently which would 
place American troops under U.N. com- 
manders. The Vice President said re- 
cently that he wanted to extend condo- 
lences- to the families who had lost 
loved ones in Iraq in the service of the 
United Nations. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a deep feeling 
on the part of the Clinton administra- 
tion that the United States must sub- 
ordinate itself to the United Nations in 
Bosnia and other places. I think when 
the defense authorization bill comes to 
the floor, there will be a bipartisan op- 
portunity, which Republicans will take 
a lead role in, trying to offer some 
amendments that will make clear that 
American troops should serve under 
American commanders, that America 
should never be  subordinated to a 
world talking organization, and that 
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some very serious thinking has to go 
into the Clinton administration's pat- 
tern of spending American money not 
on American defense but transferring 
that money out of our defense to sub- 
sidize the United Nations which is 
clearly ineffective, which is clearly un- 
able to get the job done, and which 
clearly does not understand and is in- 
capable of leading the world to peace 
and to security. 


—— 


PLAY BY THE RULES 


(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. KINGSTON: Mr. Speaker, what 
do the legislation regarding the as- 
sault-rifle ban and the Clinton tax in- 
crease have in common? Two things. 
Both of them failed. Neither had the 
requisite number of votes to pass in the 
allocated 15-minute voting period. 

But the second thing they have in 
common is that after the 15 minutes' 
allowed time ran out, the majority al- 
lowed the vote to stay open until 
enough arms had been twisted, enough 
pork had been díspensed, enough roads 
had been promised so that two or three 
more votes were eked out and both of 
these pieces of legislation passed. 

As I went home this weekend, people 
talked: not so much about the assault- 
rifle bill, because I have folks on both 
sides of the issue, but what they said 
is; What in the world is Congress 
doing letting the time run out and then 
going around twisting arms, taking 
roll, getting people to swap their votes 
or to-go ahead and vote for the first 
time?" 

It is ridiculous. The folks back home 
understand time periods. They vote in 
different organizations or elected bod- 
ies; Let us play by the rules; Mr. 
Speaker; If we cannot lead by example; 
then what good are we to the American 
people? 
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END THE ETHNIC FIGHTING IN 
AZERBAIJAN 


(Mr. BILBRAY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, yester- 
day I introduced a resolution, a resolu- 
tion calling for the Governments of 
Azerbaijan, Armenia, and the Nagorno- 
Karabagh region of Azerbaijan that is 
occupied by ethnic Armenians, to cease 
fire and to hold their line and to end 
the embargoes on each other. 

I asked Members of this body to join 
with me in trying to encourage the 
President to enter the fray there in the 
sense of using his influence and show- 
ing the American resolve to end the 
fighting between’ the Armenians and 
the Azeris that has been going on for 
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years and that has cost thousands and 
thousands of lives. 

I ask my colleagues in the House to 
join me in sponsoring this resolution 
and moving it forward because this is 
an area where again, like Bosnia, the 
fighting goes on day after day after 
day. 

Mose people in the world have forgot- 
ten about what is going on in Armenia. 
But the winter is coming again in just 
a few months, and where the embargo 
from the Azerbaijans has cut off the 
gas and electricity to the area so that 
people freeze in their beds and’ suffer 
frostbite, even young children, and 
they die because of lack of heat. I 
again encourage my colleagues to join 
with me in cosponsoring this resolu- 
tion and urging a cease-fire in this area 
of the world. 


NO REST FOR WEARY AMERICANS 


(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, there is 
no rest for weary Americans. For more 
than 4 months, average Americans 
struggled to pay their largest ever bill 
from the taxman. In 1994, for the first 
time in the post war era, total Federal, 
State, and local spending reached more 
than 33 percent of GDP. 

Americans might feel as though they 
have earned a chance to take a deep 
breath and start enjoying the fruits of 
their labors; But the fact is, for the 
next 2 months, wage earners will still 
be working to pay for the costs of Fed- 
eral mandates and regulations. Accord- 
ing to Americans for Tax Reform, until 
July of this year; families will be work- 
ing to pay the costs of Government. 

And, it gets worse. Just this year, 
Congress has added to this burden with 
a pork-laden ‘disaster relief bill, a bu- 
reaucratic elementary education act, a 
redundant school-to-work bill, and new 
restrictions on first and second amend- 
ment rights. 

These actions are typical of the way 
Congress operates today- new man- 
dates on local government, new regula- 
tions on small business, new spending 
masked by slashing defense and tempo- 
rarily low interest rates; and ever-in- 
creasing power over the lives of Ameri- 
cans. 

Yes, Mr. Speaker, for all Americans, 
the hits just keep on coming. 

TT 

(Mr. DORNAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) : 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, char- 
acter counts. It ‘counts for everything 
in the leadership of this country or any 
other country. This city is named for 
the Father of our country, George 
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Washington, as is one of our 50 states, 
as is our newest supercarrier. 

Mr. Speaker, George Washington was 
the epitome of character, so said our 
third President, Thomas. Jefferson. He 
wrote rules of conduct for teenagers, 
not just in front of women, in front of 
everybody; 32 rules of conduct when he 
was 16 years of age. 

Listen to what he said to his men in 
a general order at Valley Forge about 
using blasphemous or vile language: 

The general is sorry to be informed that 
the foolish and wicked practice of profane 
cursing and swearing, a vice heretofore little 
known to an American army, is going into 
fashion. He hopes the officers will endeavor 
to check it and that both they and the men 
will reflect that we can have little help of 
the blessing of Heaven upon our arms if we 
insult it by our impiety and folly. Added to 
this, it is a vice so mean and so low, without 
any temptation, that any man of sense and 
character detests and despises it. 


—George Washington, 1777, Valiey Forge, 
PA. 


ÜThat, Mr. Speaker, is character. 
From the Ist President to the 42d, we 
have developed to a disgusting situa- 
tion of lack of character. 


THIS IS A SPIRIT OF 
BIPARTISANSHIP? NOT 


(Mr. WALKER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 


Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, earlier 


this month the three ranking members 
of the committees most concerned with 
health care reform wrote their counter- 
parts, the chairmen of those commit- 
tees, and asked that we in the spirit of 
bipartisanship handle the health care 
reform issue. 

I quote from the letter that they 
wrote: “Let us work together to build 
on a solid base of bipartisanship.” 

It is disturbing the reply they got 
from one of the subcommittee chair- 
men of one of those committees. I am 
going to read to you what he wrote. 
And when I use the term ‘expletive de- 
leted," it will refer to a term that re- 
fers to cow manure. He writes, Dear 
Bill: This is pure, unadulterated’ ex- 
pletive deleted. “You don't want health 
care reform, and you know it. Regards, 
Pete.” 

Mr. Speaker, when there is an at- 
tempt to work on important national 
issues in a spirit of bipartisanship, we 
ought to expect the Democrats who 
control this House to be far more re- 
sponsive than this letter indicates. 
This is the kind of thing that destroys 
the legislative process and destroys the 
ability to work together for the com- 
mon good of this Nation. 

I am personally appalled by what 
took place in this instance, and I think 
we are owed an apology from the House 
leadership and particularly from the 
gentleman involved in this particular 
letter. 
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1994 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). Pursuant to House Resolu- 
tion 420 and rule XXIII, the Chair de- 
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill, H.R. 2442. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur- 
ther consideration of the bill (H.R. 
2442) to reauthorize appropriations 
under the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965, as amended, 
to revise administrative provisions of 
the act to improve the authority of the 
Secretary of Commerce to administer 
grant programs, and for other pur- 
poses, with Mr. TORRES in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit- 
tee of the Whole rose on Wednesday, 
May 11, 1994, the committee amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute was 
open for amendment at any point. 
Pending was the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
HEFLEY]. 

The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
HEFLEY] is recognized for 5 minutes in 
support of his amendment. 

Mr. HEFLEY. I thank the Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment 
at the desk. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment I am 
offering today will abolish the Eco- 
nomic Development Administration. 

I have offered similar amendments to 
abolish the EDA in the past and, I have 
to say, it is not easy—it is hard on 
friendships. People say mean things 
about you. 

In the past, my amendments have 
been opposed by representatives from 
across the political spectrum. Each has 
his or her own experience of how the 
EDA helped bail out a certain commu- 
nity. 

I do not dispute that. I am certain 
the EDA has had many successful 
projects. 

I.am also certain the EDA has had 
many failures—in my district and else- 
where. Potemkin's villages had a more 
lasting economic impact that some 
EDA projects. 

'cThe debate today is not about the 
EDA assistance in rebuilding a dock, or 
revitalizing a neighborhood. 

The debate today is whether, with a 
Federal debt of 84% trillion and deficits 
that are expected to rise through the 
year 2000, the EDA is the best use of 
the taxpayer's dollar. 

With that in mind, let me make two 
points about the EDA. 

First, the EDA's influence on the 
economy is highly overrated. 

On a good month, the U.S. economy 
will ereate, all by itself, more long- 
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term jobs than the EDA has created in 
its 28-year history. 

For every EDA project that created 
jobs at a reasonable cost, there is an 
EDA project that cost the taxpayer 
hundreds of thousands per job—or actu- 
ally eliminated jobs. 

In a $6 trillion economy, the EDA's 
input does not qualify as a drop in the 
bucket. This year EDA funding under 
this bill is less than one twenty-thou- 
sandth of the U.S. economy. 

The best economic performance this 
country experienced in the last 28 
years coincided with the time when the 
EDA's budget was the lowest. 

So when I hear supporters tell me 
how vital the EDA is, I want to ask: 
Vital to whom? I would suggest that 
the economic future of the United 
States is not tied to the prospects of 
the EDA. 
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My second point is: We've been down 
this road before. 

The pending bill represents a 180 de- 
gree change in our policy towards the 
EDA. Instead of fighting for its life, the 
EDA will become a bigger player in the 
Clinton  administration's domestic 
agenda. 

Here's an excerpt from the National 
Journal regarding the EDA's expanding 
role: 

The strategy calls for investment of small 
amounts of public money to leverage large 
amounts of private money to create jobs 
that will alleviate underemployment, in- 
crease the local tax base and thus revitalize 
the local economy. 

Commenting on the strategy, a 
prominent Congressman says, All the 
latest buzzwords—targeting, leverag- 
ing, public-private partnership—point 
to economic development as the most 
popular and logical strategy for at- 
tacking (economic) distress.” 

The article even mentions the cre- 
ation of a national development bank 
and the pending jurisdiction dispute 
between the Public Works and Banking 
Committees. 

Just another plug for Bill Clinton's 
ambitious expansion of Government? 

Nope. This National Journal article 
was written in 1979—15 years ago. At 
the time, Jimmy Carter planned to 
take the EDA, fund it with billions of 
taxpayer dollars, and target the fund- 
ing at needy communities across the 
country. 

Four years later, the National Jour- 
nal ran another article, this time enti- 
tled, “EDA on Death Row.” 

At the time of the second article, 40 
percent of the loans in the EDA's port- 
folio were in default, anecdotes about 
the EDA's misfires filled the news, and 
even the EDA's supporters were con- 
ceding that the EDA was the “last of 
the pork barrel programs." 

Today, we have another former gov- 
ernor from a small southern State 
pushing  public-private partnerships, 
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leveraging Federal funds, and targeting 
distressed communities. 

We should learn from history. 

The EDA has survived 12 years of 
purgatory for the simple reason that it 
makes Representatives and Senators 
look good. 

Unlike other assistance programs, 
the EDA picks and chooses its own 
projects. This makes it highly suscep- 
tible to pressure from Capitol Hill. 

As my colleagues might expect, this 
is an inefficient means for providing 
assistance to local communities. Ad- 
mittedly the bill before us today ad- 
dresses some of those problems. It 
tightens the eligibility requirements so 
that the affluent communities will not 
qualify as easily for assistance. 

Isupport those changes. On the other 
hand, I am skeptical that these 
changes will solve the problem of 
undue congressional influence. Unlike 
the leopard, I do not think the EDA is 
&bout to change its spots, which is why 
I am offering the amendment today. 

Mr. Chairman, the EDA has a history 
of waste, failure, and abuse. It wasted 
Federal dollars, it failed to create jobs 
at a reasonable cost, and it has abused 
the good will of the American tax- 
payer. 

Let us do the fiscally responsible 
thing today and put EDA to rest. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong opposition to the amend- 
ment to eliminate the Economic Devel- 
opment Administration offered by our 
friend, the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. HEFLEY]. Frankly I am astounded 
that the gentleman could offer this 
amendment again this year, particu- 
larly after the compelling discussion 
we have had on this floor and the num- 
ber of hearings in all the subcommit- 
tees and the committees of the House 
that have jurisdiction over the Eco- 
nomic Development Administration. 

Mr. Chairman, I have had the occa- 
sion over the last years to travel to 
Florida to look over the disaster of 
Hurricane Andrew, to look at the de- 
struction in the Hawaiian Islands as a 
result of Hurricane Iniki, to go through 
the Midwest and see the flood devasta- 
tion, but I want to tell my colleagues 
from personal experience my congres- 
sional district is the Wyoming Valley 
of Pennsylvania. It is the only valley 
that spurred a name for one of our 
States. It is famous for the Yankee, 
Connecticut Yankee, Indian wars of the 
Revolution, and back in 1972 massive 
waters of the Susquehanna River flood- 
ed that magnificent valley 27,000 homes 
and 1,600 businesses were inundated 
and destroyed. I can tell my colleagues 
as a practicing attorney at that time, 
and representing the flood victims, 
that the response of the U.S. Govern- 
ment was made from many agencies 
with many letters. But the one agency 
of the U.S. Government that showed 
ability of leadership, fast executive de- 
cisionmaking, and coordination with 
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local decisions was the Economic De- 
velopment Administration. Within 30 
days tens of millions of dollars of spe- 
cial grant money and relief processes 
were put into place that literally saved 
the economic future of the heart of my 
congressional district and the largest 
national disaster at that time in Amer- 
ican history. 

Mr. Chairman, anyone who argues to 
me or the House of Representatives 
that the Economic Development Ad- 
ministration should die or should be 
put to death only misses the point of 
where we are in the world today. If 
anything, those of us that represent 
the less-than-affluent districts of this 
country that are anemic economically 
and need to move on, need the advan- 
tage and the ability on the civilian side 
of this Government to strike and per- 
form the functions that the Economic 
Development Administration has done 
so well prior to 1980; I know there was 
& concerted effort in the last 12 years 
to put this great agency to death, and 
it has created some very deep wounds 
and effects on that agency, but I be- 
lieve the Committee on Public Works 
of the House and the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs of 
the House are going to do everything 
they can with this new President and 
his new economic philosophy to 
breathe the type of energy into this 
new agency that it needs to carry on 
the mandate of the American people 
who are more disadvantaged. 

I want to compliment my coleader, 
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
WISE]. He has succeeded to dequalify 80 
percent of the districts in this country 
from the use of the Economic Develop- 
ment Administration and target it 
down to 45 percent. These are the type 
of structural improvements that have 
been necessary over all these years, but 
for anyone to suggest that the U.S. 
Government no longer has a need for 
economic development is to miss the 
point of where we are competitively in 
the world market and particularly 
where our less fortunate congressional 
districts are in terms of competitive- 
ness in this national economy 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge my col- 
leagues of the House to stand tall and 
stand proudly, that this President and 
this Congress is going to breathe new 
life and new leadership into an agency 
known as the Economic Development 
Administration of the United States, 
and it will go on to spur the type of 
economic development the districts of 
this country that are anemic and de- 
pressed need, and it is going to be done 
with the assistance of the House of 
Representatives. 

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong opposition to 
the amendment to eliminate the Economic De- 
velopment Administration. Frankly, it is as- 
tounding that the gentleman could offer this 
amendment, particularly after the compelling 
discussion we have had on this floor on the 
need for, not just the EDA in its current form, 
but for an expanded and strengthened EDA. 
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In the struggle to rebuild their economies 
after the devastation from Hurricane Andrew, 
the people of Florida and Louisiana have 
turned to the EDA for its vital assistance. 

The same is true for the people of Hawaii 
following Hurricane Iniki's destruction. 

As we speak here this morning, the EDA is 
in communities throughout the Midwest help- 
ing them rebuild their lives after last year's 
devastating floods; and the EDA is deployed 
right now in southern California providing vital 
assistance in recovering from this year's major 
earthquake. 

Military bases across this country are in the 
process of closing down and disrupting the 
economies of hundreds of communities, and 
hundreds more will face serious problems 
when the new list of base closures is an- 
nounced. It is the EDA to which these commu- 
nities turn for help to build a new and better 
future. 

And, it is not just the closure of military 
bases which result in the loss of thousands of 
local jobs. Our colleague from New York, Mr. 
HiNCHEY, with the massive layoffs from the 
downsizing at IBM, is acutely aware of the 
crippling blow the loss of huge numbers of 
jobs can have on a region's economy. Once 
again, the EDA is the primary source of Fed- 
eral assistance. 

How many of us worry that the passage of 
NAFTA will result in the loss of significant 
numbers of jobs in our own districts. Should 
this happen, as it already is in some commu- 
nities, it is the EDA to which we will turn for 


us c 

finally, Mr. Chairman, even without nat- 
ural disasters, military base closures, or mas- 
sive plant layoffs, there remain today in this 
country hundreds of communities which strug- 
gle with high levels of unemployment, stag- 
nant economies, and deteriorating infrastruc- 
ture. The people in these communities under- 
stand all too well the vital need for the exist- 
ence and the expansion of the Economic De- 
velopment Administration. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is not only 
frivolous, it is dangerous to the future of this 
Nation as a whole, and | urge its resounding 
defeat. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words and I rise here today 
in strong support of the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. HEFLEY] to abolish the Economic 
Development Administration. This 
amendment would save American tax- 
payers $1.1 billion over the next 5 


years. 

This is a perfect example of a Federal 
spending program that has long ago 
outlived its usefulness. But here in 
Congress, old spending programs never 
die, they just grow and grow and grow. 
Both the Reagan and Bush administra- 
tions proposed its elimination again 
and again, but the EDA is still going 
strong. 

It is time to put a stop to this waste- 
ful pork. In fact, Citizens Against Gov- 
ernment Waste has designated the EDA 
on its list of Prime Cuts. According to 
CAGW. 

The only thing EDA has proven itself capa- 
ble of developing is a constituency of pork 
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barrel enthusiasts in Washington and gov- 
ernors who want the federal government to 
carry their water for them. EDA grants have 
gone to cities [with] unemployment rates far 
below the national average. 

Poll after poll shows that the vast 
majority of American citizens continue 
to prefer less spending and lower taxes 
to more of the same. The taxpaying 
public want us to cut spending first. 

The President's so-called deficit re- 
duction agreement last year was re- 
markable because it did exactly the op- 
posite: It increased Government spend- 
ing while enacting the largest tax in- 
crease in history. Not just higher in- 
comes taxes on the rich, but higher 
taxes on all Americans. This year's 
budget maintains the status quo of last 
year's big-government budget, taxes 
and all. It is not remarkable for what 
it includes, but for what it lacks—there 
is no trace of real change or fundamen- 
tal reform. 

What the people in my district want 
to know is this: How on Earth can Con- 
gress continue to raise taxes while pro- 
grams such as the Economic Develop- 
ment Administration continue to re- 
main in the Federal budget? Is this 
Congress so out of touch that it can 
not even eliminate this one program? 

Many Members like to talk about 
making tough choices. Opponents of 
the recently defeated balanced budget 
amendment argued that we did not 
need a gimmick to balance the budget. 
We just need to make tough choices. 
And yet we reject virtually every budg- 
et reform, constitutional control, and 
almost every specific spending cut of- 
fered on the floor. Most do not even 
make it to the floor to be voted on. 

The truth is, this body has a fun- 
damental credibility problem with the 
taxpayers we work for. 

This is a straight-forward vote for 
fiscal sanity, one of the few floor votes 
we can make against pork barrel poli- 
tics. The bottom line is that this Con- 
gress cannot afford not to change its 
spending ways. I urge my colleagues on 
both sides of the isle to support this 
commonsense amendment. 
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Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the Economic Devel- 
opment Administration is a unique 
agency that serves a very useful role, 
stimulating industrial development 
and improving the quality of life in 
economically distressed areas of the 
country and helping communities over- 
come severe and sudden economic dis- 
tress. The role of the agency has ex- 
panded in recent years to assist com- 
munities affected by base closures, 
which is obviously a problem that we 
are going to have in some degree for 
the next number of years. EDA per- 
forms that role very professionally and 
with a great deal of expertise. 

Mr. Chairman, I was frankly dis- 
appointed in the two previous adminis- 
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trations, my administrations, because 
of their hostility to the Economic De- 
velopment Administration. I was dis- 
appointed because I have always felt 
that EDA espoused some of the unique 
things the Republican Party stands for, 
using very limited Federal dollars to 
leverage private sector investment in 
enterprises that create private sector 
jobs, as opposed to public sector or so- 
called leaf-raking jobs. This was a pro- 
gram, it seemed to me, that used a 
very minimal investment of the Fed- 
eral Government to do the sorts of 
things that Republicans were for, that 
is, generating new private sector jobs. 

It is not a pork-barrel program, and I 
know that is a charge that is often 
made about EDA; that we are funding 
all sorts of useless, unnecessary, gold- 
plated projects. 

I was a former chief counsel for the 
Economic Development Administra- 
tion, and I can state with great author- 
ity, I think, that these projects get the 
most thorough vetting of any projects 
that are approved in the Federal Gov- 
ernment. They go through an exhaus- 
tive review process to assure that, No. 
1, there is no job dislocation, that we 
do not move jobs from one area of the 
country to another. That was a charge 
that David Stockman, the late, la- 
mented head of the OMB, used to 
charge about EDA, that it was a zero- 
sum game, that you never really cre- 
ated any new jobs, you just moved jobs 
from one area of the country to the 
other. I think it was Mr. Stockman 
whom we have to thank for such strong 
Republican opposition to this program. 

But he was wrong, because there is a 
clear directive in EDA that you cannot 
move jobs from one area to another, 
you have to create jobs. I know that in 
my own district I have seen the bene- 
fits of this program, where we have cre- 
ated jobs, and it has not been wasteful 
projects. These have been very vital 


projects. 
EDA has established a network of re- 
gional development organizations 


throughout its service area, and I can- 
not stress too much the importance of 
this fact. 

The other reason I think this is 
unique and that it should receive Re- 
publican support is that this is a pro- 
gram that is directed toward rural 
areas of distress, rural communities 
that are having trouble competing ina 
wide variety of ways. What this pro- 
gram does is provide an expertise that 
would not otherwise be available to 
these communities. Large cities can 
employ experts, grantsmen, people who 
understand how to package programs 
and make projects work. Rural areas 
do not have the resources to do that. 
They do not have the money to do that. 
EDA and ARC provide the kind of ex- 
perts to assist rural communities with 
their unique problems. They are expert 
in identifying not just Federal re- 
sources but private sector resources, 
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State resources, and local resources to 
put together projects that would other- 
wise not occur. In my own district, re- 
gional development organizations have 
been instrumental in identifying Fed- 
eral grants programs suited to solve 
local problems. That is what it is all 
about. They establish information 
clearinghouses for local businesses 
competing for Federal contracts, and 
they coordinate these efforts. 

So I think it is not fair to equate the 
relatively small budgets this agency is 
assigned with the charge that it plays 
a minor role in the communities it 
serves; to the contrary, I think EDA 
provides a crucial difference in whether 
a project will go forward or not. 

Over the years in the history of the 
Economic Development Administra- 
tion, I have seen the very beneficial ef- 
fects this has produced throughout the 
country, primarily in rural areas, pri- 
marily in those areas that do not have 
the resources to do it on their own. The 
agency has a successful proven track 
record and has generated substantial 
return in payroll taxes, income taxes, 
and other taxes that meets or exceeds 
the agency’s investment. This is a 
worthwhile investment. This agency 
should be allowed to continue its mis- 
sion, which is to give rural America an 
opportunity to compete. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge defeat of the 
amendment. 

Mr. SCHAEFER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of the Hefley amendment to H.R. 2442, 
and I want to commend my friend, the 
gentleman from Colorado, for leading 
the fight for eliminating this agency. 

Despite the optimistic reports from 
the administration, our déficit is still 
going up. Four hundred billion dollars 
by the year 2000 is projected. 

Congress should be looking for ways 
to eliminate inefficiency and wasteful 
programs, not reauthorizing them after 
10 years. Congress need look no further 
than the EDA to begin to find an ap- 
propriate place in which to eliminate a 
few dollars from this budget that we 
are not going to be able to afford in a 
number of years. 

Let me also add at this time that I 
support the amendments reducing or 
eliminating the funding for the Appa- 
lachian Regional Commission. This is a 
good example of why the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY] and I in- 
troduced the Fiscal Responsibility Act 
of 1994. 

We can go on and on and on trying to 
eliminate certain programs to try to 
cut the deficit, and we always lose. We 
do always lose, so that is why we have 
combined all these cuts, $550 billion 
over a 5-year period, so we could vote 
up or down on one piece of legislation, 
and this exact amendment was in- 
cluded in the Fiscal Responsibility Act 
of 1994. 
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I would just say to the Members that 
if we do not try to get a handle some- 
where on how we are going to reduce 
spending, our children and our grand- 
children are going to suffer. There is no 
longer any way that we can continue to 
ask the American taxpayers to put 
more revenues into the Federal Treas- 
ury through more taxes. 

Mr. Chairman, the time has come to 
say no a few times on these programs 
that have outlived themselves. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to urge 
my colleagues to oppose the Hefley 
amendment and other amendments to 
eliminate funding authorizations for 
the Economic Development Adminis- 
tration [EDA] and instead support 
EDA's reauthorization. I commend the 
Subcommittee chairman, the  gen- 
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. WISE] 
and the ranking Republican, the gen- 
tlewoman from New York [Ms. MOL- 
INARI] for addressing the many needs of 
rural America in this important legis- 
lation. 

This bill adequately addresses many 
of the past criticisms of the EDA. For 
instance, the grandfathering of eligi- 
bility resulting in over 85 percent of 
the country being eligible has been 
eliminated. I believe that an honest, 
good-faith effort has been made to 
reach a compromise on this bill. I am 
not advocating that it is a perfect bill, 
but I can tell you from first-hand, 
hands-on experience that the EDA in 
my district has been crucial in provid- 
ing needed funds to many of the small, 
rural communities in Southern Mis- 
souri. 

The partnership that has developed 
over the years between the Economic 
Development Administration and local 
county and municipal officials and or- 
ganizations has been exemplary. There 
is not a day that goes by that I do not 
receive a phone call from a community 
urging me to support their application 
for a most fundamental element of in- 
frastructure—a sewer system, or a 
business incubator, or an access road 
for an industrial park. Many of these 
communities are simply not able to 
contribute all of the capital invest- 
ment needed for these projects. In 
these cases, the EDA has been able to 
step in and provide the necessary 
matching federal funds for that par- 
ticular project. 

Mr. Chairman, my district was one 
affected by the Midwest floods last 
summer. Then it was hit with flash 
floods that took several lives and 
devasted much of the same region. As 
we continue to recover and relocate, 
the EDA has come forward to be a full 
partner in assisting many small com- 
munities to restore infrastructure that 
had been damaged. I am not talking 
about frivolous projects. I am talking 
about legitimate public works and eco- 
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nomic development projects that have 
helped small businesses and rural com- 
munities get back on their feet. 

Irealize that the EDA must improve 
its efficiency. It must continue to 
streamline its application process and 
work more closely with local officials. 
But I believe that this bill will move 
them in that direction. The EDA needs 
the tools that this bill provides if it is 
to continue to improve and become 
more proficient. I strongly support 
H.R. 2442, and I ask my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle to do so. 
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Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Irise in the strongest possible oppo- 
sition to this amendment. Let me tell 
you why.Iam going to mention a four- 
letter word, and do not get nervous. 
Here is a four-letter word we can all 
use in polite company. It is called jobs. 
What is more important in America 
today than helping people who are un- 
employed obtain employment, helping 
people who are underemployed obtain a 
job? 

Jobs is indeed, and it should be, our 
favorite four letter word in this Cham- 
ber. And with the Economic Develop- 
ment Administration, we have an agen- 
cy of the Federal Government whose 
sole purpose is to advance that agenda, 
that is, the jobs agenda, for America. 

We all know, we have been victims in 
my district and many other districts to 
the downsizing, they call it, of the 
military. All across this country, mili- 
tary installations are being closed or 
are being significantly reduced. Sad to 
say, in my own district, I am losing 
about 5,000 jobs because the Air Force 
is reducing the size of Griffiss Air 
Force Base. But I understand that. I do 
not particularly like it. I understand 
it. 

So what are we going to do? Are we 
going to put our tail between our legs 
and say there is nothing we can do? No, 
we are marching on the Philadelphia 
office of the Economic Development 
Administration, with plans in hand. We 
are saying to the EDA, look, it is your 
mission to help us. We want to work 
with you. 

Guess what? They are doing a pretty 
darn good job. A. very good job. There 
is hope in my community and there is 
hope in communities all across the 
country that have been victimized by a 
significant loss of employment oppor- 
tunities because we have the Economic 
Development Administration. 

I cannot speak for the rest of the 
country, but I will tell you what. The 
regional administrator of EDA in 
Philadelphia, a fellow named Jack 
Corrigan; and, incidentally, I happen to 
be a Republican and kind of proud of it, 
he happens to be a Democrat, I have a 
relationship with him: I almost say my 
daily prayers to him, because he is a 
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guy who dedicates his role and his staff 
to working with communities, to help 
communities pull themselves up by 
their own bootstraps. That is critically 
important. 

We have in my district and in dis- 
tricts like mine all over the country 
industrial parks, business parks, scenes 
of employment opportunities that were 
made possible because EDA had the 
wisdom to approve some grants for 
water lines and sewer lines for the nec- 
essary infrastructure that local gov- 
ernments cannot afford to pay for, par- 
ticularly local governments that are 
really hurting because the jobs are 
fleeing elsewhere around the country. 

Let. me tell you something, col- 
leagues. I am offering you a real good 
buy. $386 million for the next fiscal 
year for the Economic Development 
Administration, to help us with our 
primary mission of helping America 
create more jobs and more oppor- 
tunity. Because the bottom line is this: 
What do the American people want? Do 
the American people want a handout 
from Washington? That is not what 
they want. The American people want 
from Washington opportunity. They 
want a hand up. Let us give them a 
hand up. 

This agency is important. I strongly 
support it. I strongly oppose the 
amendment. I want to praise the chair- 
man of the subcommittee, the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia, [Mr. WISE], 
and the ranking member of the sub- 
committee, the gentlewoman from New 
York, [Ms. MOLINARI]. They are en- 
lightened, they are farsighted, they are 
bringing us a good bill. They deserve in 
a bipartisan manner our strongest sup- 
port. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise to strike the last word. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield to my friend, the gen- 
tleman from Colorado. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, just in 
a very brief summary here, I said at 
the outset that every one would have 
examples. Yes, the EDA has done some 
good things. There is no question about 
that. I did not say that some good 
wasn't done. I did not say, as someone 
suggested, that the United States does 
not need economic development. I said 
they do not need the Economic Devel- 
opment Agency. And I said that this is 
not an efficient. way to provide that 
economic development. 

This is a place to park dollars so that 
Members can say to their constituents, 
"Look what I can do for you." We have 
gone over year after year the examples 
of the parking garages and the stock- 
yard development in Fort Worth and 
on and on. 

One of the speakers said that he gets 
calls from all kinds of people saying 
support this project and support that 
project. And that is our mentality up 
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here, that whatever your little project 
is throughout the United States, 
whether it be a sewer system or what- 
ever it be, that the Federal Govern- 
ment ought to pay for it. It is your sys- 
tem. But somehow or other, the Fed- 
eral Government ought to pay for it. 

Another thing in the bill that I think 
we ought to be aware of when we throw 
around the figure $386 million, is there 
is also a phrase in there that says “and 
such additional amounts." That has 
been scored, and the cost of this bill 
that we are trying to eliminate is $422 
million, not $386 million. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. First of all I want 
to praise the preceding speaker, be- 
cause he has been in the front ranks of 
those fighting to eliminate Govern- 
ment waste. As a matter of fact, the 
gentleman was very supportive of my 
effort to eliminate funding for the 
superconducting super collider. And 
that one little vote saved the taxpayers 
of America about $9 billion. Not mil- 
lion, billion with a B, over the next 5 
years. 

But in this instance, I disagree re- 
spectfully with my distinguished col- 
league. Because he says we need an 
economic development in America, but 
we do not need an Economic Develop- 
ment Agency. What are we supposed to 
be? Are we supposed to be involved in 
group prayer? Pray for jobs from on 
high? No. We have to earn those jobs. 
We have got to work hard to get them. 

The gentleman said he is sick and 
tired of the mentality of saying the 
feds ought to pay for everything. Guess 
what? I agree with him. I am sick and 
tired of the mentality that will say the 
feds ought to pay everything. 

Guess what? Under the EDA, the feds 
do not pay for everything. We have a 
good solid working partnership with 
State and local governments. That is 
the type of partnership we should en- 
courage. 

So I respectfully disagree: with my 
colleague, for whom I have the highest 
regard, because I know he is in the 
front ranks of those fighting to elimi- 
nate waste, fraud, and abuse in Govern- 
ment. In this instance I think he is a 
little bit off the mark, but I look for- 
ward to working with him in future en- 
deavors. 

Mr. HAMBURG. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi- 
tion to the Hefley amendment. 

The EDA is particularly important 
today as we struggle to adjust to pro- 
found changes in two major sectors of 
our economy: our rural, resource-based 
economy, and our military economy. 

The EDA is playing a lead role in the 
defense conversion process, a role that 
wil grow more important as more 
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communities face base closure. To ter- 
minate this agency is to greatly endan- 
ger the ability of base closure commu- 
nities to adapt to new economic reali- 
ties. 

This reauthorization increases the 
agency’s flexibility in responding to 
immediate needs faced by communities 
whose economies are linked to defense 
conversion efforts. 

This bill will allow communities, like 
Fairfield and Napa in the vicinity of 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard, to receive 
economic development grants through 
title IX before they have clear title to 
the land. With title IX grants, local 
communities can invest in infrastruc- 
ture improvements without delay and 
avoid the deterioration accelerated by 
vacancy. 

This bill will also guarantee assist- 
ance of a resident EDA defense conver- 
sion expert for each State facing base 
closures: an expert to help commu- 
nities through the process. EDA will 
funnel $80 million to hard-hit commu- 
nities specifically for defense conver- 
sion assistance. EDA’s role is a key 
component of our national strategy to 
convert our economy from reliance on 
defense investment. We must not gut 
the agency. 

EDA is also a front-line agency in as- 
sisting communities affected by natu- 
ral disaster. EDA’s assistance to Point 
Arena, a town of roughly 400 people on 
the north coast of California in my dis- 
trict, is a prime example of its critical 
postdisaster role. Point Arena is a fish- 
ing community that symbolizes the 
pioneer spirit in America. 
Harbormaster Bill Pettigrew recently 
wrote me describing EDA’s importance: 

In January of 1983, an El Nino'-generated 
storm sent waves into Arena Cove of such 
height that the pier was totally destroyed. 
The result was the loss of a vibrant salmon 
fishing port that had received up to 100,000 
pounds of product a day. Stores in town 
failed and were boarded up. The timber in- 
dustry was starting to downsize at the same 
time and Point Arena became a severely de- 
pressed economic area. 

The City of Point Arena joined forces with 
five different Federal and State agencies in 
1985 to rebuild the pier. With a two and a half 
million dollar investment, the pier re-opened 
in April 1987. The Economic Development 
Administration (EDA) was the single largest 
grantor with a commitment of $875,000. 

Following the Grand Opening" in 1987, the 
once seasonal port has operated “year- 
round.“ creating many new jobs both in the 
Cove proper and downtown. Support facili- 
ties, stores, restaurants and private develop- 
ment have flourished. The fiscal year 1989- 
1990 saw Arena Cove become the nation's sec- 
ond largest port for receiving sea urchins 
with a total poundage exceeding 8.2 million 
pounds across the dock, 98% of this a United 
States export commodity going to Japan. 

Mr. Pettigrew recently confided to 
me that ''without the EDA, Point 
Arena would not exist today. We could 
never have coordinated the various 
agencies or achieved the level of fund- 
ing necessary without the EDA's as- 
sistance.” 
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To terminate EDA is to deprive com- 
munities affected by natural disaster of 
a powerful resource to help them re- 
build their communities. 

Finally, EDA is often the only finan- 
cial resource for small communities ex- 
panding and diversifying their eco- 
nomic base. Many communities in my 
district are so small and have so few 
economic resources that they have no- 
where else to turn. 

In Eureka, a. major port development 
project is under way. The port's expan- 
sion plays a critical role in creating 
new jobs through industrial diversifica- 
tion and expansion of tourism. 

The city and harbor district simply 
cannot finance the improvements 
alone. The State of California cannot 
finance the entire project. No private 
investment funds the entire project. 
Faced with a declining natural re- 
source base and a declining revenue 
base, the city of Eureka has one place 
to turn: the EDA. 

This is the most relevant point. 
Where are small, poor communities to 
turn when they want to expand their 
economic base to attract new indus- 
tries? Are we simply to abandon these 
communities to struggle on day-to-day 
to their eventual death? Or are we 
going to take a small amount of Fed- 
eral moneys and give these commu- 
nities some alternatives. 

EDA is not a pork-barrel agency 
doling out moneys to congressional dis- 
tricts: The EDA helps small commu- 
nities survive, providing hope and op- 
portunity. 

EDA has 30 years of experience in 
helping communities transform their 
distressed economies. We can't afford 
to give up such critical expertise at 
this juncture. 

I urge my colleagues to defeat the 
Hefley amendment. It is short-sighted 
and fails to recognize the importance 
of this agency. 
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Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req- 
uisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to lend my voice 
to the bipartisan opposition to the 
Hefley amendment to terminate the 
Economic Development Agency and 
urge my colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a great 
deal in the course of this debate about 
the EDA and what it does and does not 
accomplish. I would like to take this 
opportunity to briefly share the experi- 
ence of the district I represent. 

The city of Fort Worth is currently 
working with the EDA on an $11.8 mil- 
lion grant for economic development. 
This grant is the centerpiece of the 
renovation and the restoration of an 
economically depressed area of our 
city. The EDA has been working hand- 
in-glove with our community, and this 
restoration enjoys strong local support 
and financial backing. Fort Worth and 
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local private investors have contrib- 
uted more than $25 million to this res- 
toration to leverage the Federal con- 
tribution by more than 2 to 1. This is a 
good example of a public-private part- 
nership that is working well and should 
be encouraged. 

Without this help from the EDA this 
area of Fort Worth would continue to 
struggle, becoming a further drain on 
the local, State, and Federal Govern- 
ments. According to the 1990 U.S. cen- 
sus 49.4 percent of the households in 
this area have an income below the 
poverty line and the unemployment 
rate in this area is over 12 percent. 

However, with this help from the 
EDA and the hard work and vision of a 
number of community leaders, this 
area is turning around, bringing hope 
to its citizens. There is little question 
that this investment by the Federal 
Government is well worth it and will 
pay great dividends. The people of Fort 
Worth are grateful for the help from 
the EDA and they have put their 
money behind it. In tight budget times 
this is the type of program that should 
survive. I am sure a number of the 
Members have similar stories about the 
good work of the EDA in their area. 

There are plenty of areas in the Fed- 
eral Government in serious need of re- 
form and I have supported many Fed- 
eral Government cutbacks. But the 
EDA should not fall in that category. 
It is doing its job and doing it well, and 
I truly believe that it is a big mistake 
to do anything that will jeopardize the 
future of this agency. 

I urge a no“ vote on this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup- 
port of the compromise reached be- 
tween the House Banking Committee 
and the House Public Works and Trans- 
portation Committee to reauthorize 
the Economic Development Adminis- 
tration. I urge my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to oppose Congress- 
man HEFLEY’s amendment to termi- 
nate the EDA. 

The two series of EDA grants con- 
tained in this legislation—both the 
public works and economic adjustment 
grants—are vital to our efforts to re- 
store economically distressed areas 
like the cities of Paterson and Passaic, 
which are located in my congressional 
district in northern New Jersey. Com- 
munities like these need to have in- 
vestment in their infrastructure in 
order to attract new business and in- 
dustry and to create more jobs for the 
people who live there. 

It is essential that we provide these 
distressed communities the support 
they need to rebuild their infrastruc- 
ture and address the long-term prob- 
lems created by economic deteriora- 
tion, high unemployment, massive 
plant closures, and defense industry 
cutbacks. 
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Many of the problems that have 
plagued the EDA for the past 12 years 
have been corrected in the compromise 
bill we have before us today. We have 
improved upon the grant criteria; we 
have improved the procedures for proc- 
essing applications; we have clearly de- 
fined EDA’s mission; and we have made 
sure that applicants who receive EDA 
moneys have established long-term 
strategies to best address local eco- 
nomic problems. 

This legislation is a modest invest- 
ment in America’s future, and it de- 
serves your support. 

I want to thank Chairman KANJORSKI 
for all his efforts to bring this com- 
promise measure to the floor today, 
and I urge all my colleagues to oppose 
any amendments which would under- 
mine the EDA authorization levels or 
reforms that have been incorporated 
into this bill. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi- 
tion to the Hefley amendment. I want 
to address some of the concerns that 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
HEFLEY] has brought up. I want to first 
visit history a little bit. 

The gentleman states that the pro- 
gram has not been reauthorized for 
about a dozen years and that that 
should be some kind of evidence that it 
is obsolete. The gentleman needs to re- 
member that the reason it has not been 
reauthorized is because both Presidents 
Reagan and Bush said they would veto 
the reauthorization should it come to 
their desk, but significantly, particu- 
larly in this House of Representatives, 
a majority of Members on both sides of 
the aisle, Republicans and Democrats, 
kept the EDA alive through the appro- 
priations process. Why? Because a ma- 
jority of this House and a majority, ob- 
viously, of the Senate recognized the 
significance and the importance of the 
Economic Development Administra- 
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman refers 
to a loan default problem and, indeed, 
he is correct. There was one in the late 
1970’s. That is why a majority of this 
House and a majority of the other body 
stopped funding the loan program, and 
so it has been moribund all these many 
years. 

Indeed, in the legislation before us 
today there is no reauthorization of 
the loan program. Instead, what there 
is is a study to be completed and a re- 
port to be made to Congress suggesting 
whether or not such a program can be 
put together and how it would avoid 
the problems of the past. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to repeat, 
there is no loan program such as the 
gentleman is talking about in this bill. 
There is a revolving loan program that 
has been in existence and has worked 
satisfactorily, and thanks to the con- 
tributions of the gentleman from Geor- 
gia [Mr. COLLINS], that program has 
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been made more flexible in the nature 
that I think most people think would 
be important, at the same time keep- 
ing its accountability. 

There has been, and the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. HEFLEY] acknowl- 
edges this, there has been significant 
tightening up of the program to meet 
some of the complaints that have been 
made over the past dozen years. For in- 
stance, whereas the EDA was often 
criticized for applying, being able to 
apply, to 80 percent of the country, 
today it would be 45 percent of the 
country with the new criteria. 
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Mr. Chairman, there is a simplified 
application process, so that we do not 
have to make many of these commu- 
nities jump through hoops. Something 
that I thought was important was that 
the EDA university centers are now re- 
quired to be evaluated once every 2 
years to make sure that indeed they 
are working. 

Mr. Chairman, the loan program has 
been eliminated that the gentleman 
complained about. There have been 
other things made as well to try and 
bring that greater accountability to 
the EDA. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge Members 
to reject this. The gentleman from New 
York [Mr. BOEHLERT] eloquently spoke 
about the regional director in Philadel- 
phia, Mr. Corrigan, who I also find to 
be the finest in the EDA tradition. I 
might point out that he was brought to 
Washington under Republican adminis- 
trations to assist. There was a high de- 
gree of professionalism maintained 
through various administrations, and 
indeed one of the best EDA administra- 
tors that I ran into was Bonnie New- 
man, appointed under the Reagan ad- 
ministration, who disagreed with the 
program but said, "It is my job to run 
it and to run it effectively." 

Mr. Chairman, the EDA has contin- 
ued to assist those communities on a 
bipartisan or, better said, nonpartisan 
basis. I would just urge Members to re- 
ject this amendment and to do so over- 
whelmingly. In fact, I think it is a 
Statement to the strength of the EDA, 
the bipartisan debate we have heard in 
favor of retaining the EDA. I would 
urge that because every one of us has a 
situation that we can recount about 
the EDA. 

How many of my colleagues have had. 
to deal with natural disasters, and un- 
fortunately we can never tell when we 
are going to have to deal with a natu- 
ral disaster, in Florida, in California, 
in Hawaii, in my own State of West 
Virginia in 1985. 

How many of my colleagues are hav- 
ing to deal presently with the pain of 
defense closings, a military base clos- 
ing, a realignment, or the significant 
downsizing of a defense plant? EDA's 
role has increased significantly to 
adapt with that. 
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How many of my colleagues are try- 
ing to put together that deal that will 
bring 200, 300, maybe 1,000 jobs to their 
area, to a hard hit, economically dev- 
astated area, and need just that final 
linchpin, and the final linchpin could 
be à water system or a sewer system. 

Mr. Chairman, that is EDA. It puts it 
together, it makes it happen. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge rejection 
of this amendment and I am going to 
repeat something I said yesterday. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
WISE] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent Mr. WISE was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. WISE. When a Member has a 
military base closing, who is it they 
are going to call? They are going to 
call the EDA. 

When a Member has a flood, an earth- 
quake, a tornado and their businesses 
are devastated, who are they going to 
call? They are going to call the EDA. 

When a Member is trying to put that 
deal together, the industrial park, that 
business moving in, who are they going 
to call? It is going to be the EDA. 

Mr. Chairman, we all call upon the 
EDA because we have found it to be ex- 
tremely effective and responsive. I urge 
rejection of the Hefley amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. 'The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Colorado [Mr. HEFLEY]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 
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Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 97, noes 319, 
not voting 21, as follows: 

[Roll No. 164] 


AYES—97 

Allard Fields (TX) Manzullo 
Archer Gilchrest McCandless 
Armey Gingrich McCollum 
Baker (CA) Goodlatte McInnis 
Baker (LA) Goss McKeon 
Ballenger Grams McMillan 
Barrett (NE) Hancock Michel 
a mae Miller (CA) 
85 7 Miller (FL) 

reuter Hefley Moorhead 
Bilirakis Hobson Nuss! 
Bliley Hoke ODS 
Boehner Hunter Oxley 
Bonilla Hyde Paxon 
Brown (OH) Inhofe Penny 
Burton Istook Petri 
Calvert Johnson, Sam Porter 
Castle Kasich Portman 
Coble Kim Pryce (OH) 
Combest King Ramstad 
Condit Klug Rohrabacher 
Cox Knollenberg Roukema 
Crane Kolbe Royce 
el Li Schaefer 

an 

Doolittle Levy we 
Dornan Lewis (CA) Smith (TX) 
Dreier Lewis (FL) Stearns 
Duncan Linder Stenholm 
Ewing Livingston 8 
Fawell Mann tump 


Walker 
Weldon 


Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 


Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 


Coleman 
Collíns (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 

de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 


Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 


Wolf 
Young (FL) 


NOES—319 


Fish 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Furse 


Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Holden 

Horn 

Houghton 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 


Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 

Klink 


McDermott 
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Zeliff 
Zimmer 


Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 

Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 

Price (NC) 
Quillen 

Quinn 


(PR) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 


Shays 


Shuster 


Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
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Snowe "Thomas (CA) Vucanovich 
Spence Thomas (WY) Walsh 
Spratt Thompson Waters 
Stark Thornton Watt 
Strickland ‘Thurman Waxman 
Studds Torkildsen Wheat 
Stupak Torres Whitten 
Sundquist Torricelli Williams 
Swett Traficant Wilson 
Swift Tucker Wise 
Synar Unsoeld Woolsey 
Talent Upton Wyden 
Tanner Valentine Wynn 
Tauzin Velazquez Yates 
Taylor (MS) Vento Young (AK) 
Taylor (NC) Visclosky 
Tejeda Volkmer 

NOT VOTING—21 
Becerra Inslee Ridge 
Blackwell Jefferson Sharp 
Flake Lightfoot Solomon 
Frost McCurdy Stokes 
Gibbons Mfume Towns 
Grandy Parker Underwood (GU) 
Hoyer Payne (VA) Washington 
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Messrs. GORDON, LANCASTER, and 
LAUGHLIN changed their vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Mr. MOORHEAD and Mr. BARRETT 
of Nebraska changed their vote from 
tno” to “aye.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded, 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT: At 
the end of section 129 add the following: 

The Secretary of Commerce shall provide 
to each recipient of such funds notice of the 
requirements specified in this section and in- 
formation on methods to comply with such 
requirements. 

At the end of section 213 add the following: 

The Appalachian Regional Commission 
shall provide to each recipient of such funds 
notice of the requirements specified in this 
section and information on methods to com- 
ply with such requirements. 

Mr. TRAFICANT (during the read- 
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid- 
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. DE 
LA GARZA). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment deals specifically with 
anyone getting funds under this bill. 

While Members keep losing jobs in 
their district, this amendment says 
anyone receiving funds under the bill 
would in fact receive a notice that 
there are some buy American provi- 
sions and that individuals follow those 
buy American provisions. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the chair- 
man of the subcommittee, the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. WISE]. 

Mr. WISE. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. I have reviewed the gentle- 
man's amendment to revise the buy 
American section of the compromise 
substitute. It is my understanding this 
amendment would require the Sec- 
retary of Commerce to notify recipi- 
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ents of Economic Development Admin- 
istration grants of the buy American 
provisions of the act. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the gentle- 
man's longstanding defense of Amer- 
ican workers and would say his amend- 
ment is certainly acceptable to our 
side. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the distinguished ranking 
member, the gentlewoman from New 
York [Ms. MOLINARI]. 
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Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, as al- 
ways Iam delighted to accept the very 
constructive changes brought forth by 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFI- 
CANT]. We do not intend to object to 
this amendment at all. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman from New 
York [Ms. MOLINARI) for her help. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. KANJORSKI], chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Economic Growth and 
Credit Formation of the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
support the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT], 
and I compliment him on behalf of the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs for carrying on this ef- 
fort every year which paves the way to 
protect American jobs as we dispense 
Federal funds to create American jobs; 
so, I join in support of his amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. DE 
LA GARZA). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair will restate that the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. TRAFICANT] was agreed to. Does 
the gentleman now move to strike the 
last word? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to engage in a brief col- 
loquy. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, I have 
been working for some time to estab- 
lish a program whereby nonprofit cor- 
porations could be provided with funds 
directly from the EDA so that they can 
provide economic assistance to small 
businesses. 

As my colleagues know, I represent 
an area that has been devastated by 
the loss of manufacturing jobs. Eco- 
nomic development in areas such as 
mine will depend largely on small busi- 
ness. That is why I believe it is vital 
that nonprofit economic development 
corporations be given all the assistance 
possible. 
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It is my understanding, Mr. Chair- 
man, that the legislation before us 
today includes a provision that will 
allow the EDA to provide Federal as- 
sistance directly to nonprofit economic 
development corporations that I had, 
in fact, recommended. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I thank my 
friend and colleague, the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] not only for 
his inquiry but for all of his efforts to 
reauthorize EDA and the Appalachian 
Regional Commission. He has certainly 
been a leader of our committee's ef- 
forts to improve these economic devel- 
opment programs. 

At the gentleman from Ohio's sugges- 
tion, the substitute amendment allows 
public and private nonprofit organiza- 
tions to be eligible recipients of EDA 
grants. By expanding the number of el- 
igible organizations, Congress will in- 
crease competition for EDA funding 
and will result in better services being 
provided to distressed communities. 
Again I thank the gentleman for his 
foresight on this issue. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I want to thank 
my esteemed colleague from West Vir- 
ginia for working with me to ensure 
that this important provision was in- 
cluded in the final version of the bill. 

I want to also thank the gentleman 
for placing in the bill a provision that 
directs the EDA to study all of EDA's 
financing tools—including unfunded 
programs that were originally author- 
ized under title II of the Economic De- 
velopment Act. 

One of the title II programs that I 
strongly support would allow the EDA 
to buy down the interest rates on eco- 
nomic development loans to small 
businesses. This is an initiative that I 
brought to the Congress for 7 years. I 
strongly support this program, and I 
would hope that in studying their fi- 
nancing tools the EDA would find a 
way to implement this worthwhile title 
II program. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, if the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] 
would continue to yield, as the gen- 
tleman stated, section 117 of the sub- 
stitute amendment requires the Sec- 
retary of Commerce to conduct a study 
of innovative economic financing tools. 
Under this provision, EDA will review 
its title II authorities and other financ- 
ing tools to determine what role these 
tools could play to complement EDA's 
grant authorities. We expect EDA to 
review all financing tools including the 
buy down of interest rates which the 
gentleman strongly supports. Within 1 
year, the Secretary shall report to Con- 
gress on the results of the study and 
make recommendations on whether fi- 
nancing programs $hould be author- 
ized 


Mr. TRAFICANT. As the gentleman 
knows, Mr. Chairman, for several years 
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Ihave been promoting actively the in- 
terest rate subsidy program and would 
hope that next year this program will 
receive authorization and funding. 

I believe the Congress cannot just 
give money to cities to spend it the 
way they want, but we could buy down 
interest rates when the banks make a 
loan. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to congratulate the gentieman 
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT], and I call 
to his attention that in the three in- 
stances that he mentioned in the EDA 
bill it was the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs' amendment 
inserted into the bill that changed the 
conditions that go along with his pro- 
posals. We agree with him on the non- 
profit corporations. It will assist many 
agencies across America that are non- 
profit in nature to be participants with 
EDA funding, and we also originally in- 
cluded in the actual funding for equity 
and for loans, but it has been converted 
by an agreement between the two com- 
mittees to a study on that process, and 
we look forward over the next year, in 
working through that study process, so 
that we actually authorize direct loans 
and equity financing for economic de- 
velopment purposes. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
would ask that my bill would perhaps 
be reviewed for a hearing next year, 
and let me say this, Congress: 

We do not have enough money to give 
every troubled city, but we could buy 
down interest rates. The banks do it 
the old-fashioned way. The banks put 
up their money to help some economic 
development, and I am going to ask 
that that be brought for a hearing next 
year and that bill be given some con- 
sideration. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs, the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. WISE], the gentle- 
woman from New York [Ms. MOLINARI] 
for all the help they have given me on 
this. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HEFLEY 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. HEFLEY: Insert 
after section 129 the following new section: 


SEC. 130. OVERALL CAP ON AUTHORIZATION OF 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR EDA. 


Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this title or any other provision of law, not 
more than $412,000,000 is authorized to be ap- 
propriated for each of fiscal years 1995 and 
1996 to carry out the Public Works and Eco- 
nomic Development Act of 1965. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
funding included in H.R. 2442 for the 
Economic Development  Administra- 
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tion is $10 million above the Presi- 
dent's request for fiscal year 1995. 

The amendment I have at the desk 
would cut the additional $10 million 
from the EDA and restore the Presi- 
dent's funding level. 

It is no secret that I am not a fan of 
the EDA. I think the program is ripe 
for abuse. 

Iam also not a fan of our convoluted 
appropriation process. We budget, we 
authorize and we appropriate. Then we 
conference and reconcile. At each step, 
the spending seems to grow. 

The authorization for the EDA is a 
good example. The President sent his 
budget request to Congress, and he 
asked for a significant increase for the 
EDA. 

Then the Banking and Public Works 
Committees got together to craft a 
bill, and they added a little more. 

The summer, the appropriations will 
get their shot. 

Finally, we will probably pass an 
emergency appropriation bill this fall 
that will include still more spending. 

In the end, its little wonder we have 
had continuous deficits for the past 25 
years. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is an 
attempt to stem that tide by rolling 
back the spending level for the EDA to 
the level budgeted by the President. 

As it is, the President's budget 
projects a $165 billion deficit. There is 
no reason to increase that deficit, even 
if its just $10 million. 

The amendment I have at the desk 
will cut a total of $10 million from the 
EDA's funding for next year. 

This cut includes $3 million from the 
salaries and expenses account, $3 mil- 
lion from the grants for public works 
and development facilities, $2 million 
from the technical assistance and eco- 
nomic development planning, and $2 
million from the special economic de- 
velopment and adjustment assistance 
authorization. 

In case someone is worried that these 
cuts are too draconian, I would point 
out that if my amendment is adopted, 
total spending by the EDA will in- 
crease by $163 million over the amount 
provided in last year's Commerce, Jus- 
tice, State appropriation bill. 

Authorization for the salaries and ex- 
penses portion alone will increase by 
almost $10 million. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment cuts 
$10 million from a program whose fund- 
ing has practically doubled in the last 
2 years, it restores the President's 
budget level for the EDA, and I hope 
the Members will support it. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op- 
position to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
HEFLEY] to cut EDA funding, and it has 
a bit of a siren song to it. It says, 
“Well, what you’re doing is cutting. 
You’re cutting down to the administra- 
tion's request.“ 

I think we need to put this in per- 
spective. First of all, the maximum 
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amount, I believe, that the gentleman 
is talking about is $7 million. But the 
bipartisan substitute that is before us 
specifically authorizes an estimated 
amount of $306 million for the Eco- 
nomic Development Administration for 
each of the fiscal years 1995 and 1996. 
The substitute also authorizes addi- 
tional sums, as may be necessary, for 
natural disasters or defense conversion. 

Now the problem has come up, or at 
least in the gentleman's mind, because 
CBO, the Congressional Budget Office, 
has estimated that an additional $80 
million may be appropriate, may be 
necessary, for these economic develop- 
ment activities. Remember these are 
natural disasters and defense closings, 
and the CBO has scored that as pos- 
Sibly requiring up to $80 million. 
Therefore the compromise substitute 
specifically authorizes $306 million, 
and the CBO is estimating that the 
substitute authorizes an estimated 
total of 386 million EDA's programs. 

I think we ought to look at a couple 
of points. First of all, the authorized 
amount here is à bipartisan product. It 
came out of the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation by a largely 
bipartisan vote, and, second, it is of 
course the Committee on Appropria- 
tions that has the ultimate check on 
this, and so it will decide how much is 
appropriated up to the authorized 
limit. 

Second, the bipartisan compromise is 
fiscally responsible. The specific au- 
thorization, and this is an important 
point, is already $16 million below this 
year’s appropriation, and it is $73 mil- 
lion below the President’s fiscal 1995 
budget request. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to repeat that. 
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So let me repeat. The specific author- 
ization level for the EDA, as provided 
in the compromise, is $16 million below 
the current year’s appropriations and 
$73 million below the President's fiscal 
year 1995 budget request. 

Now, if we assume that EDA receives 
the entire $80 million estimated for 
natural disasters and defense conver- 
sion activities, the compromise sub- 
stitute approximately equals the Presi- 
dent's fiscal year 1995 budget request. 
There is about a $7 million difference 
at most. Moreover, our substitute does 
not increase EDA's authorization for 
fiscal year 1996; it keeps it on a flat 
line. 

Ialso might point out an interesting 
note of history. To equal the EDA's 
budgets in 1992 dollars of 1966 and 1967, 
we would have to combine all the EDA 
budgets for the last 10 years. 

The real issue here is the language, 
"Such sums as may be necessary" in 
title IX. Title IX is how EDA responds 
to natural disasters, economic disloca- 
tions, and military defense closures. 
The National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration has not been able to 
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predict for us à year ahead how many 
hurricanes, how many ‘earthquakes, 
how many fires, how many floods, and 
how many tsunamis they are going to 
have in a given year so we could au- 
thorize that appropriate amount. We 
just do not know, and as many will re- 
call,a couple of years ago we had a real 
rash of natural disasters. 

By the same token, while we know 
how many military base closings there 
are going to be, it is hard to trace the 
economic effect of all those. To give an 
example, when a base closing is pro- 
jected in one State, we know that in 
another State far away it affects the 
business of a subcontractor supplying 
material to that base. By the same 
token, how many of you have busi- 
nesses in your districts that are sub- 
contractors to major defense contrac- 
tors? 

So it takes a while for the ripple ef- 
fect of an economic dislocation in one 
area to roll through to other areas. 
That is the reason for the “such sums 
as may be necessary” language. Once 
again, though, the Committee on Ap- 
propriations still has the final decision 
on this. 

So as this House defeated by a large 
vote the previous amendment to elimi- 
nate the EDA, I urge that this amend- 
ment be rejected so that the EDA can 
continue to respond in the limited way 
itis now able to respond to those base 
closings, to those natural disasters, 
and to those other economic disloca- 
tions that take place. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge rejection of the 
gentleman's amendment. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment, and I rise simply to 
echo the points that have been raised 
by the chairman of this subcommittee. 
In fact, his point is well taken that we 
oftentimes stand at points of criticism 
for failing to adequately project and 
plan for the needs of our Nation. 

What we attempted to do in crafting 
this bill and reaching a bottom line of 
financial assistance was to understand 
that we will never adequately under- 
stand the needs that will impact a 
community, as established in, say, 
May, by the end of December. And un- 
fortunately, last year was a cruel re- 
minder of how little control we have 
over this Earth and, therefore, how lit- 
tle control we have over the needs that 
may be brought forth by communities 
undergoing such tragedies as the floods 
in the Midwest, the earthquakes, the 
fire disasters, and, yes, in fact, the base 
closures. Certainly, I stand here as one 
who wishes I could predict how the 
Base Closures Commission set to begin 
in the very near future will impact 
communities and those that are now 
dealing with only understanding the 
disastrous effects on their economies of 
prior base closures. 
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So this is not something that was 
done in order to create more pork or to 
deal capriciously with the bottom line 
that we recognized, unfortunately, that 
we cannot often control in these Unit- 
ed States, and we want to be able to re- 
spond to as many communities as pos- 
sible. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
HEFLEY]. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, just to 
deal with the figures the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE] talked 
about, we can talk about the fact that 
this number comes from here and that 
number comes from there, but the bot- 
tom line is that when we figure it up, 
the President came in with a request 
for $412 million. The Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation got 
hold of it and raised the figure to $441 
million. Then the Committee on Bank- 
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs dealt 
with it, and they reached the figure of 
$402 million. The compromise was $422 
million, and, yes, in that $422 million 
there is the CBO's scoring for $80 mil- 
lion as kind of à contingency sum, such 
funds as may be necessary. But we 
know in this body that when we have 
floods on the Mississippi River or we 
have earthquakes in Los Angeles, we 
have special appropriations to add to 
this. 

So in estimating that this $80 million 
will be enough, we do not know wheth- 
er it will be enough. Every year it 
seems like we have a disaster some- 
where of some kind. There will prob- 
ably be even more. 

So, Mr. Chairman, we are talking 
here of $10 million in addition to what 
the President has requested, and I am 
simply asking that we bring it back to 
the President's request. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand the de- 
sire of the proponent of the amendment 
to constrain the expenses in the budg- 
et, and I sympathize with that. But 
here we are in a multiyear authoriza- 
tion and we are talking about how 
many base closures there will be by the 
next and the following year. Nobody 
really knows. How many natural disas- 
ters will there be over the next 3 years? 
Nobody really knows. 

I would suggest that the authority 
that has been granted to use such other 
sums is absolutely essential so that if a 
natural disaster occurs or an emer- 
gency occurs, there does not have to be 
a hesitancy. When the gentleman talks 
about additional appropriations, those 
are appropriations; those are not au- 
thorizations. We are asking for the au- 
thority here for authorization for ap- 
propriated money when it is made to be 
exercised or spent in a certain fashion. 
So we no longer have the Committee 
on Appropriations of the House con- 
trolling areas like the Economic Devel- 
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opment Administration but, in fact, we 
have had the good foresight to author- 
ize what we want to do and direct that 
being done. 

I would call my colleagues' attention 
to an example, however, to show just 
how distinctly different this year's au- 
thorization is from past authoriza- 
tions. If we look at 1980, some 15 years 
ago, the EDA was actually funded at a 
level of $513 million. Today that 
amount of funding, in accordance with 
the value of the dollar, would be 
$1,049,000,000, and in reality we are only 
authorizing $386 million. So we are 
some 65 percent lower than what the 
actual funding would be if we had 
stayed at 1980 spending levels. I do not 
think we can be any more frugal or re- 
sponsible economically than that, and I 
would suggest, rather than deluding 
ourselves, that the important principle 
on the gentleman's amendment as to 
why it should not be adopted is what 
we are trying to do to get responsibil- 
ity in this House, which is, in fact, to 
authorize and have those authorities 
followed by the executive branch so we 
can get control over the expenditures 
of the Government. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I urge my col- 
leagues to vote down the gentleman's 
amendment in its present form. 


D 1210 


Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment. I think it is a bad 
amendment. EDA, as ARC and others, 
has been good for America. The U.S. 
taxpayers pay out $14 billion of their 
hard-earned money to other countries 
of the world. Three billion dollars goes 
to Israel, over $2 billion to Egypt, al- 
most $1.5 billion to Russia, $600 million 
to Eastern Europe, $526 million to Tur- 
key, $284 million to Greece, and on 
down and on down. American taxpayer 
dollars are going out to these other 
countries of the world to do the very 
same thing that we are asking Amer- 
ican taxpayers to pay into EDA to help 
us. 
We send billions and billions of dol- 
lars to all of these other countries to 
defend them militarily. We are losing 
our young people's lives. And yet we do 
not want to spend $300 million in eco- 
nomic development in the United 
States. Back in the United States, this 
program has helped many, many com- 
munities who have been hit economi- 
cally. 

We do it to increase jobs. We do it to 
retain jobs. I have used EDA in my 
area. I saved an aluminum company re- 
cently that hires over 2,000 people. If it 
was not for the fact that we needed 
this money to bring in some infrastruc- 
ture, we may not have been able to do 
it. 

We are losing them because of the 
base closures. We are looking at hun- 
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dreds of jobs in my district that are 
going out, and they are going out all 
over the country. 

Who is there to pick up the pieces 
when the Government closes your 
base? We are losing them because of 
bad trade policy. And let me talk a lit- 
tle bit about that. 

You know, these countries of the 
world that we are trying to help, they 
are closing their borders. They are not 
allowing our American productivity to 
go into their countries. They subsidize 
them. We give them most favored na- 
tion status when they want to send 
their stuff into the United States so 
our American consumers can buy it. 
That means that they cut down on the 
amount of the tariff. Let me tell you, 
they do not cut any tariff off of Amer- 
ican products. We got to sell ours at 
the highest figure. 

So our jobs are going overseas. Who 
is going to be there to help pick up 
those pieces? 

I am telling you, things are not all 
good. We are losing our jobs, our econ- 
omy is hurting, and yet American tax- 
payer dollars are going overseas. Amer- 
ican taxpayer dollars are under siege, 
not to help Americans who put that in. 

These so-called free traders are hurt- 
ing this country. And I say to them, 
your trade policies are killing Amer- 
ica. They are hurting American jobs, 
American businesses, the ability to pay 
taxes, to feed families, to clothe their 
children, to educate the kids. These are 
the kind of programs that we want to 
see retained. Do not turn your back on 
the American taxpayer now. Give them 
the support that they need, and reject 
this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Colorado [Mr. HEFLEY]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 171, noes 244, 
not voting 22, as follows: 


[Roll No. 165] 
AYES—171 

Allard Callahan Ehlers 
Archer Calvert English 
Armey Camp Ewing 
Bachus (AL) Canady Fawell 
Baker (CA) Castle Fields (TX) 
Baker (LA) Coble Fish 
Ballenger Collins (GA) Fowler 
Barca Combest Franks (CT) 
Barrett (NE) Condit Franks (NJ) 
Barrett (WI) Cooper Gallegly 
Bartlett Cox Gallo 
Barton Crane Gekas 
Bateman Crapo Gilchrest 
Bereuter Cunningham Gilman 
Bilirakis DeLay Gingrich 
Bliley Dickey Goodlatte 
Boehner Doolittle Goodling 
Bonilla Dreier Goss 
Brown (OH) Duncan Grams 
Burton Dunn Greenwood 
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Gunderson 
Hall (TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 


Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 


Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 

Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 

de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
Deal 


DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 


Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Machtley 
Mann 


Manzullo 
McCandless 
McCollum 


Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murphy 
Myers 
Nussie 
Oxley 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 


Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Glickman 


Hall (OH) ~ 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hastings 
Hayes 

Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Houghton 
Hughes 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 


Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Upton 
Walker 
Weldon 

Wolf 

Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 


Levin 


Margolies- 
Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 


Payne (NJ) Sarpalius Thornton 
Pelosi Sawyer Thurman 
Peterson (FL) Schroeder Torkildsen 
Pickle Schumer rres 
Pomeroy Scott Torricelli 
Poshard Serrano Traficant 
Price (NC) Shuster Tucker 
Quillen Skaggs Unsoeld 
Quinn Skeen Valentine 
Rahall Skelton Velazquez 
Rangel Slattery Vento 
Reed Slaughter Visclosky 
Reynolds Smith (1A) Volkmer 
Richardson Snowe Vucanovich 
Roemer Spratt Walsh 
Rogers Stark Waters 
Romero-Barcelo Stokes Watt 

(PR) Strickland Waxman 
Ros-Lehtinen Studds Wheat 
Rose Stupak Wilson 
Rostenkowski Sundquist Wise 
Rowland Swett Woolsey 
Roybal-Allard Swift Wyden 
Rush Synar Wynn 
Sabo Tanner Yates 
Sanders Tejeda 
Sangmeister Thompson 

NOT VOTING—22 
Andrews (TX) Hoagland Sharp 
rra Hoyer Towns 
Blackwell McCurdy Underwood (GU) 
DeFazio Mfume Washington 
Dornan Murtha Whitten 
Flake Parker Williams 
Frost Ridge 
Grandy Roth 
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The Clerk announced the following 


I 

On this vote: 

Mr. Roth for, with Mr. Hoagland against. 

Mr. SPRATT changed his vote from 
"aye" to no.“ 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I was, 
unfortunately, unavoidably detained in 
my congressional district earlier today 
and therefore unable to vote during 
rolicall votes Nos. 164 and 165. Had I 
been here, I would have voted “nay” in 
both instances. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BOEHNER 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. BOEHNER: 
Strike section 212 and redesignate section 213 
as section 212. 

Conform the table of contents accordingly. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman. My 
amendment removes section 212 which 
creates a task force to study the char- 
acteristics of the ARC and determine 
how best to duplicate these character- 
istics to address the needs in the Mis- 
sissippi Delta, the Ozarks, and along 
the Mexican border. 

Congress has already created several 
programs to do the type of functions 
that these regional commissions would 
be charged with. Right now, these 
areas are eligible for rural development 
and other types of assistance programs 
through the USDA, Small Business Ad- 
ministration, and HUD. 

In addition, the States have similar 
programs to address the needs of people 
who are in these regions. I believe Con- 
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gress should act carefully and examine 
what we have and work to improve 
those programs before we start another 
regional development agency. 

The ARC is inefficient and has not 
achieved its goals after more than 25 
years. Its main objective, the highway 
system, is little more than two-thirds 
completed and the ARC, as a whole, 
has cost more than $6 billion. Yet the 
region still faces the same problems it 
had when LBJ created ARC. 

Today, my office was offered assur- 
ances that the ARC will not be expand- 
ing its scope and that the language in 
the bill has been clarified to reflect 
this. If that is the case then let us go 
ahead and remove the section of the 
bill since it is pointless. 

I urge my colleagues to support my 
amendment to remove the task force 
from this reauthorization. 

Mr. Chairman, the point I want to 
make is that it appears that this lan- 
guage is in this bill so we can create a 
study that can be ballyhooed and be 
the basis for a dog and pony show to 
run around the country so that we end 
up expanding this down the road. 


O 1240 


Mr. Chairman, I think it is a good 
time to say, no, we do not want to ex- 
pand this, we do not need à task force, 
and let us save the taxpayers a few dol- 
lars in the process. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise obviously in op- 
position to this amendment by the gen- 
tleman from Ohio. A little bit of his- 
tory and not too distant history. Yes- 
terday in a move to eliminate the Ap- 
palachian Regional Commission alto- 
gether, the complaint was that the Ap- 
palachian Regional Commission has 
been successful; therefore, declare vic- 
tory and abolish it. 

Mr. Chairman, my feeling, then, is if 
the Appalachian Regional Commission 
has been successful, and I think it has 
been successful although the job is yet 
to be finished, and if it has application 
that could assist other areas, such as 
the Ozark region, such as the Mis- 
sissippi Delta region, such as the 
Southwestern United States where 
there are bands of poverty that exist, 
compact regions of poverty, then why 
would not we want to borrow from 
something that has already been in- 
vested in and already proven success- 
ful? 

Mr. Chairman, this is a study to be 
performed by a task force to be com- 
pleted within a year that simply ana- 
lyzes where it has been successful and 
where there might be other applica- 
tions. It is not a move to expand the 
Appalachian Regional Commission. 

Mr. Chairman, I would seek to at the 
appropriate time introduce into the 
RECORD a May 9, 1994, letter from Jesse 
L. White, Jr., the Federal cochair of 
the Appalachian Regional Commission, 
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in which he states that The primary 
mission of the task force is to evaluate 
the extent to which the unique charac- 
teristics of the Appalachian Regional 
Commission" and I will skip some 
words, have improved the economic 
health of our region's communities. 

“In addition, it will attempt to deter- 
mine to what extent the ARC model 
could be applied to rural economic dis- 
tress elsewhere. This study is not moti- 
vated by an attempt to expand ARC's 
boundaries or population. However, if 
the ARC model is determined to have 
played an important role in the re- 
gion's progress, as I believe it has," 
quoting Chairman White other areas 
of the country with persistent rural 
distress could learn from our lessons as 
they pursue their own solutions to the 
problems they face. 

"I hope this clarification will address 
any questions which may be raised con- 
cerning our goals and objectives.“ 

Mr. Chairman, once again the Appa- 
lachian Regional Commission is a 
unique creature. It has a Federal 
cochair appointed by the President and 
confirmed by the Senate; it has a State 
cochair appointed and placed into posi- 
tion by the 13 Governors. There is a 
board that are the 18 Governors of the 
Appalachian Regional Commission. It 
isa true Federal-State partnership. 

Mr. Chairman, the statistics I read 
yesterday from a recent report show 
that the Appalachian Regional Com- 
mission is working, that per capita in- 
come increased at a faster rate than 
similar counties, that job creation in- 
creased at a faster rate, the ARC re- 
gion is still behind but it is gaining 
faster than similarly placed counties 
that are not within the ARC region. 
For that reason I would think that in 
other hard-hit areas, I would have to 
believe that there would be a desire to 
look at what is working and to see the 
extent to which that might be applied 
separately, through other regional 
commissions perhaps, which might be 
applied there. It may be that the re- 
gional concept used by the ARC does 
not work as well in other areas but per- 
haps there are some things that can be 
borrowed from the ARC. That is what 
this is all about. 

Mr. Chairman, to argue yesterday 
that the ARC has been successfül and, 
therefore, ought to be retired, then I do 
not believe we can come to the floor 
and vote today to say we do not want 
to.even look at what has been success- 
ful and to see if other regions which 
have not been so blessed can benefit 
from it. 

Mr. Chairman, for those reasons, I 
would urge rejection. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WISE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman has those statistics at hand 
and believes it has been so successful, 
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will the gentleman explain to us why 
we need to do an independent study 
that according to the bill would cost up 
to $500,000 of taxpayer money to apply 
these principles elsewhere? I do not un- 
derstand: 

Second, the Mississippi Delta Com- 
mission that has looked at the Appa- 
lachian Regional Commission decided 
some time ago that it was in their best 
interest to remain a private organiza- 
tion and not to be involved in a Fed- 
eral-State partnership. They do not 
want that bureaucracy laid on top of 
them. Mr. Chairman, with those two 
considerations of mine, I am trying to 
understand why this language is in the 
bill. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I am glad 
to hear my statistics yesterday were 
compelling, because I do believe they 
tell the story. However, the statistics 
do not show automatically how we got 
there. They say that something is 
working, that there is a process that is 
working where the ARC has been in 
place. What is it that can be extrapo- 
lated from that? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
WISE] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WISE 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, what is it 
that can be extrapolated from that to 
be applied to other regions? 

It may be as the gentleman says that 
the Mississippi Delta chooses not to. I 
think one reason that the Mississippi 
Delta Commission, and I am not an ex- 
pert on that but maybe the gentleman 
from Ohio is not either, since neither 
one of us are from that region, but one 
reason they may have gone that way is 
because at that time there was not 
going to be obviously a very active 
Federal role given the reluctance of 
the administration to get into any 
other expansion of any program. This 
was under President Reagan, as I re- 
call. 

By the same token, I would like to 
show the gentleman from Ohio, and I 
realize my map is kind of small, but if 
the gentleman can look at the blocks 
of red on this map, it shows con- 
centrated pockets of poverty by county 
in our country, and this is the ARC re- 
gion here, but it does show that there 
are other regional groupings and that 
indeed poverty largely seems to be 
grouped on a regional basis. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that half a 
million dollars to look at what has 
been done in the Appalachian Regional 
Commission, which seems by the sta- 
tistics to be showing good results, is 
not too much to spend to bring to these 
other areas some application that may 
benefit them. 

Mr. BOEHNER: Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WISE. I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 
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Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, my 
only point is that we have the General 
Accounting Office, we have the statis- 
tics, we have the committee members, 
and if we want to expand it, let us go 
ahead and propose to expand it. Let us 
not waste $500,000 developing what I 
think is going to be a road show trying 
to convince all of us that this is the 
right way to do it. Let us stop all of 
that. We create task forces and study 
commissions in every piece of legisla- 
tion that we pass. 

Mr. Chairman, at some point we 
ought to look up and say that we can 
develop this on our own and we should 
not just use it to develop cover to 
make these votes easier down the road. 

Mr. WISE Chairman, the gen- 
tleman raises a good point. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
WISE] has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WISE 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, the gen- 
tleman makes a good point on not 
wanting to put together a road show 
and, in fact, on a bipartisan basis, I be- 
lieve there were some Members from 
the other side that reined in to some 
extent what the purview of this study 
might be, and that is why there is a fi- 
nite amount of half a million dollars. 
That is why there is a final time for re- 
porting. That is why there is a definite 
commission that is created. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose is not to 
create a road show, and I share tle 
gentleman's concern about that. The 
purpose is to take a hard look at what 
the ARC has done, how it has been suc- 
cessful and to see whether there are 
other applications. 

Mr. Chairman, in terms of expanding 
the ARC boundaries, that is not the 
purpose here. If that were the purpose 
and, indeed, in order for the ARC to be 
expanded, we have to come back to 
Congress, anyhow. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I understand the 
purpose, and the purpose appears to be 
to set the stage to create a similar 
type of commission in the three other 
areas of the country that the gen- 
tleman outlined. That is where my con- 
cerns are. If, in fact, that is what the 
gentleman wants to do, why not bring 
that proposal to the Congress and let 
us vote on it. 

Mr. WISE. Because that is the pur- 
pose of a task force, to look at what 
has been successful. It may be in other 
regions that there is nothing that is 
applicable. I happen to think that 
there is in rural poverty. 

Mr. Chairman, we have spent $6 bil- 
lion since 1965 on the Appalachian Re- 
gional Commission. I would think we 
would want to see whether or not there 
are some other areas so we do not con- 
stantly reinvent the wheel. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 
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Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. BOEHNER], particularly in the 
name of my chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af- 
fairs, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
GONZALEZ], who wished to be here to 
oppose this particular amendment but 
unfortunately is tied up at a hearing 
with the Secretary of HUD. 

Mr. Chairman, the reasons why this 
task force should be formed are prob- 
ably the reasons why we should do 
more introspection in this institution 
as to how we spend money. This really 
is a performance evaluation. It is a 
study of whether or not the Appalach- 
ian Regional Commission is performing 
the objectives and goals it was origi- 
nally set up for, whether the principles 
are applicable in other areas of the 
country, how successful or how effec- 
tive or how efficient it has been as a 
tool of the Government in working in 
specifically defined economic areas of 
the country. 

Mr. Chairman, I would think, as the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Eco- 
nomic Development has so eloquently 
said, if we are spending $6 billion over 
25 years, it seems to me rather rational 
to spend 1/12,000th of that to make an 
evaluation as whether or not it has 
been as effective as it could be or how 
it could be changed or modified. 
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And remember that when the rec- 
ommendations come in, they will ei- 
ther come in to expand, to contract, to 
replicate, and no action will be taken 
on the study except with the input of 
the Members of this House and the full 
Congress to determine what should be 
done. 

If I had any recommendation, I sup- 
port the study and oppose this amend- 
ment, because I think it is really what 
reinventing government is all about. 
Let us start seeing where we have 
made mistakes or what we have done 
well, and when we find either, make 
the appropriate corrections. 

Why do we want to stick our heads in 
the ground and fail to study something 
that is quite evident as a tool that can 
be used in the future or beaten into a 
tool that no longer should be used in 
the future? And the only way that one 
could come to that conclusion is the 
type of study like this. I oppose the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio and ask my colleagues to 
support the study as indicated in the 
bill. 

Mr, BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, we 
have got GAO reports for 20 years that 
have looked at the effectiveness and 
how the money has been spent for the 
Appalachian Regional Commission, and 
those studies speak for themselves. 
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It is very clear in the committee re- 
port, in the original bill, that some- 
what is changed in the bill before us, 
what the purpose of the study is. The 
purpose of the study is to find out 
those unique characteristics that allow 
this to be successful and to apply them 
in other areas of the country. 

Ido not think that we need a study 
to determine what part of the Appa- 
lachian Regional Commission works 
and those parts that do not work. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Reclaiming my 
time to answer that question, let me 
call the gentleman's attention to the 
fact that more than half the Members 
of this House were not here prior to 
1990, so going back from the beginning 
of the Appalachian Regional Commis- 
sion, the 25 years of their history, they 
are not aware of. If anything I have ob- 
served while a Member of this House 
during the last 9 years is that although 
we try very hard, we have a limited 
amount of time to understand all the 
facets of this Government, and I would 
venture to say there are probably less 
than 20 Members of this body that real- 
ly understand to any depth what the 
Appalachian Regional Commission has 
done. 

If I further had to make an observa- 
tion, I think it would behoove us all to 
be better students on all of these fine 
points of government, and the way to 
accomplish it is to have members of 
this task force, Members of this Con- 
gress, so they go out and physically see 
what happened. 

I would invite the gentleman from 
Ohio to join me as I travel around the 
country and hold hearings all over the 
United States to find out the best prac- 
tices of success in economic develop- 
ment. I think we can save money. I 
think we can be efficient. And I think 
we can act in the manner the American 
people wish us to act in representing 
their interests to create jobs. 

But instead, if we do not study and 
we do not evaluate, we end up replicat- 
ing the failures and fallacies of the 
past, and we never update ourselves. 

So I think this really is a policy that 
should emanate from the conservative 
side of this House, the gentleman's own 
party. Let us get a good evaluation and 
keep what is good, do away with what 
is bad, be more efficient and more ef- 
fective in the expenditure of the Amer- 
ican taxpayers' money to develop eco- 
nomic policy in this country. 

Ms. LAMBERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition, 
strong opposition, to this amendment. 

As we look around the room, I sup- 
pose I am one of the few that has spo- 
ken coming from an area that will be 
greatly affected. I represent the Mis- 
sissippi Delta, the eastern half of Ar- 
kansas. 

I think it is wise for us to look at 
getting the biggest bang for our Fed- 
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eral buck and allowing us these stud- 
ies; we are capable of looking at what 
has been learned in the Appalachian 
Region Commission and how it is appli- 
cable to the Mississippi Delta and the 
other impoverished areas of this Na- 
tion. 

Ithink it is critical for us to use that 
knowledge to see how it is applicable. 
In order to set that foundation, we 
must have the appropriate study. 

I rise in strong opposition to the 
amendment and urge my colleagues to 
vote against it. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Chairman, | rise today 
in support of H.R. 2442, the Economic Devel- 
opment Authorization Act of 1994, but in 
strong opposition to the amendment from my 
colleague regarding the Appalachian Regional 
Commission [ARC]. This bill calls for a task 
force to study whether the Appalachian Re- 
gional Commission could utilize its unique 
characteristics to also address the economic 
needs of other distressed rural areas such as 
the Lower Mississippi Delta, the United States- 
Mexico border area, and the Ozarks. By ap- 
proving the gentieman’s amendment, we 
would cause great harm to these areas by de- 
nying them the benefit of the ARC's experi- 
ence in dealing with economic development 
matters. 

It has been stated by some that the ARC 
has done a lackluster job in improving the 
well-being and livelihood of residents in the 
Appalachian region. Well, that is not the case. 
In a study entitled “The Economic Effects of 
the Appalachian Regional Commission: An 
Empirical Assessment of 27 Years of Regional 
Development Policy,” researchers concluded 
that when comparing Appalachian counties 
within the ARC to non-Appalachian twin coun- 
ties, the ARC counties grew significantly faster 
in income, earnings, population, and per cap- 
ita income. Even further, the researchers con- 
cluded that the ARC programs helped these 
counties perform better. 

The area of the county that | represent—the 
United States-Mexico border region—is one of 
the most severely distressed anywhere. Dou- 
ble-digit unemployment rates, high poverty 
rates, and low per capital incomes are among 
the mainstays of the border economies. | feel 
that application of the ARC principles would 
be extremely beneficial in dealing with the 
problems of the United States-Mexico border 
region. 

Finally, this bill only authorizes a task force 
to study the applicability of the ARC principles 
to other distressed areas. This bill does not 
call for the expansion of the ARC as some 
may claim. It only calls for a task force to 
study the ways the ARC’s characteristics 
could be applied in other distressed areas. 
Other distressed areas could benefit from the 
ARC's unique characteristics, for example, the 
Federal-State partnership. This is all this bill 
would seek to do. No expansion of the ARC 
is called for. | feel that the ARC's approach to 
dealing with problems on a regional basis 
could be beneficial for the United States-Mex- 
ico border area. 

So | ask my colleagues to reject this 
amendment for the reasons | mentioned. It is 
a wrong approach to take and | urge my col- 
leagues to oppose it. 
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Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair- 
man, I had planned to offer a similar 
amendment to that of Mr. BOEHNER 
today, but in the interest of time I'm 
pleased to join with him in offering 
this amendment jointly. 

The Appalachian Regional Commis- 
sion is known by its initials—ARC. 
ARC is short for archaic in this in- 
stance. 

This program, created by Lyndon 
Johnson in 1965, is another relic of the 
Great Society. 

Despite the fact this program was 
created to empower this region to sup- 
port itself, through the workings of a 
strengthened free-enterprise economy, 
it has turned into a kind of entitle- 
ment hand-out. 

Over the years $6.4 billion has been 
spent on this program. 

And it has shown a propensity for 
growth—what started out as a program 
covering 360 counties in 11 States has 
grown to 399 counties in 13 States. I 
guess we cannot get this porker away 
from the trough. 

Now I do not argue that these areas 
don’t need help—but Mr. Chairman the 
Federal Government already spends 
millions in this region through nation- 
wide programs like the highway trust 
fund, community development block 
grants, and other grants. The ARC is 
an expensive, unnecessary duplication. 

Several groups have included elimi- 
nation of the ARC as part of their defi- 
cit reduction efforts, including the 
Concord coalition and Citizens Against 
Government Waste. In addition, several 
articles have been written about the 
ARC, and at this time I wish to state 
that I will by unanimous consent place 
an article that appeared in the August 
1993, edition of the Reader’s Digest in 
the RECORD immediately following my 
statement. 

Mr. Chairman, I recognize the ARC 
will not be eliminated this year. We 
had that vote last night, and I con- 
gratulate the supporters of the pro- 
gram for a successful defense of the 
ARC. However, we can take the impor- 
tant step today of ensuring that the 
ARC isn't expanded to include areas 
nowhere near the Appalachian region. 

H.R. 2442 includes the creation of a 
task force which will, among other 
things, study whether or not the ARC 
format can work in areas like the 
Ozarks or the Mexican-border region. 

This is not the mission of the ARC, 
and I see no reason for sending some 
Appalachian gravy down south, unless 
it is a thinly veiled attempt at building 
political support for an outdated pro- 
gram. 

My friends who are managing the bill 
say it is not their intention to expand 
the ARC, and I appreciate the small 
change that was made before bringing 
the bill to the floor. However, if the 
sponsors do not wish to expand the 
ARC, then I wish they would explain to 
the House why the study is needed. If 
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they are truly committed to limiting 

the expansion of the ARC, then they 

will accept our amendment. 

Iencourage my colleagues to vote for 
the Boehner-Thomas amendment. It is 
not a drastic reduction of funding; it is 
not a change or reduction in mission. 
This amendment simply states, let us 
keep the Appalachian Regional Com- 
mission in Appalachia, and it deserves 
support. 

You CAN'T KILL A GOOD GIVEAWAY—FOR 
YEARS TAXPAYERS HAVE BEEN TAKEN FOR A 
RIDE IN APPALACHIA—ON WHAT MIGHT BE 
THE "LONGEST GRAVY TRAIN IN HISTORY” 

(By Dale Van Atta) 

On a spring day 29 years ago, President 
Lyndon B. Johnson launched the Great Soci- 
ety from the ramshackle porch of Tom 
Fletcher's three-room tar-paper shack near 
the mountain-hollow town of Inez, Ky. 

Johnson plopped himself down on a pile of 
two-by-fours and spoke to the unemployed 
coal miner while scores of reporters and 
cameramen looked on. Fletcher was a 38- 
year-old father of eight with a second-grade 
education. His two oldest children had 
dropped out of school, he told the President, 
and he feared the others would as well. 

"I want you to keep those kids in school," 
Johnson said to Fletcher. The President 
later wrote: “I knew he had to have help, and 
I resolved to see that he got it.“ 

On March 9, 1965, Johnson signed the law 
creating the Appalachian Regional Commis- 
sion (ARC). It was to enable the region to 
“support itself, through the workings of a 
strengthened free-enterprise economy.“ 

Johnson's measure found enthusiastic sup- 
port in Congress, but some members voiced 
dissent, including Rep. H.R. Gross (R., Iowa). 
Gross predicted it was the beginning of the 
longest gravy train in history.“ 

Today, Gross's words appear prophetic. 
The ARC has spent $6.2 billion to help build 
highways, sewer lines, industrial parks and 
tourist attractions, but these improvements 
have not created significant, long-term em- 
ployment, especially in central Appalachia. 
Instead, most of the money has been ladled 
out to the home states of politically power- 
ful Congressmen and other officials. Con- 
sider: 

In West Virginia, home of long-time ARC 
supporter Sen. Robert Byrd (D., W.Va.), the 
ARC provided $26.3 million to help build the 
spectacular New River Gorge Bridge near 
Fayetteville. It is a wonder to behold—the 
world’s longest arch steel-span bridge and, at 
876 feet above the river, America’s second 
highest. Skydivers love it, and General Mo- 
tors filmed a commercial featuring a truck 
being dropped from the bridge on a bungee 
cord. But it has not created any jobs for im- 
poverished citizens of the coal counties far- 
ther southwest. 

In the home state of Rep. Tom Bevill (D., 
Ala.), chairman of the subcommittee over- 
seeing the ARC, the agency forked over 
$17,498 to the Alabama Music Hall of Fame in 
Tuscumbia, Taxpayer money contributed to 
a 10-by-20-foot portable exhibit featuring a 
12-foot-tall jukebox and makeshift recording 
studio to promote the museum, which honors 
native stars from Hank Williams to the 
Grateful Dead. The Congressman proudly 
took a turn singing in the studio when it 
toured Washington, D.C. 

Parts of Mississippi's Marshall County are 
booming as workers from Memphis, Tenn., 
make these areas home. Cayce, one of the 
fastest-growing sections, is getting a new 
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water system and more than 70 fireplugs 
with $250,000 of ARC money. Marshall County 
is not by any stretch of the imagination part 
of Appalachia. But it is in the Congressional 
district of Rep. Jamie Whitten (D., Miss.), 
who was until last year House Appropria- 
tions Committee chairman. 

“The ARC has become purely a pork-barrel 
giveaway," notes economist Stephen Moore 
of the Cato Institute, a Washington think 
tank. ''It is a classic example of why federal 
government programs fail to foster economic 
growth." 

Logrolling. Stubborn poverty in the coal 
counties of four states—eastern Kentucky 
and Tennessee, southern West Virginia and 
southwestern Virginia—was the reason for 
the ARC's creation. But from the start, Con- 
gressional boosters invited other states to 
join them at the trough. ‘‘We needed every 
supporter we could get," admits an ARC ar- 
chitect, Paul Crabtree. 

Congressionally defined Appalachia origi- 
nally consisted of 360 counties in 11 states 
from Alabama to Pennsylvania. But political 
logrolling continues to swell the region, and 
today 399 counties in 13 states, with a popu- 
lation of 20.7 million, are eligible for aid. Not 
a single county, however, has ever been dis- 
connected from the ARC spigot—not even 
Gwinnett and Forsyth, suburbs of Atlanta 
whose per-capita earned incomes in 1990 were 
$18,865 and $19,010, respectively—well above 
the $6652 poverty level. 

Headquartered in Washington, the ARC is 
a federal-state partnership with a staff of 54 
run by three chiefs: the states’ co-chairman, 
the federal co-chairman and the executive 
director. The states’ co-chairman represents 
the 13 state governors and has a 50-percent 
vote on which projects are given federal 
funds. The other half goes to the federal co- 
chairman. Technically, this is the most pow- 
erful person in the 14-member ruling body, 
having veto power over any project. In prac- 
tice, however, chairmen have rarely vetoed a 
project demanded by the governors. 

Back in 1979, the General Accounting Of- 
fice (GAO) criticized the ARC for continuing 
to make investments and approve “projects 
in metropolitan and urban areas that had al- 
ready achieved a self-sustaining growth 
rate.“ But nothing has changed. Consider 
Knoxville, Tenn., in the home state of power- 
ful Republican Howard Baker, the Senate 
Majority Leader from 1981 to 1985. Knox 
County has a per-capita income average of 
$14,810 and a minuscule 4.3-percent unem- 
ployment rate. Yet it benefits from $9 mil- 
lion in ARC largess for health, water and 
sewer projects. The ARC also gave $99,127 to 
the Knoxville College library and $774,000 to 
the University of Tennessee library. 

Another ARC favorite is Huntsville, Ala., 
whose aerospace economy fuels a countywide 
per-capita income average of $16,418 and an 
unemployment rate of five percent. This is 
no poverty pocket. Nevertheless, the ARC re- 
cently forked over $370,000 for a Huntsville 
research park, $500,000 for the U.S. Space and 
Rocket Center tourist attraction and more 
than $1 million for improvements near the 
Huntsville airport. 

Kings of the Road: Since the ARC was 
started, two-thirds of its funding has gone 
for roads. The original plan directed the ARC 
to build 2,350 miles at a cost of $840 million. 
But Congress added states to the original 
definition of Appalachia and authorized an- 
other 675 miles of highways. Seventy-three 
percent of all ARC roads authorized to date 
have been built. The ARC now estimates 
that the 26-highway system will cost nearly 
$9 billion and "cannot be completed until 
after the year 2060. 
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And who gets these highways? The coun- 
ty-seat towns,” observes historian Ron Eller 
of the University of Kentucky's Appalachia 
Center. “That’s where the political power is 
strongest. Communities in central Appa- 
lachia—the more rural, the more impover- 
ished—do not have the political clout.” 

Ironically, seven of the ten counties that 
have received the least ARC support are in 
the heart of central Appalachia. Owsley 
County, Kentucky, for example, with a per- 
capita income of $4513, is the nation's 12th 
poorest county. Yet it has received only 
$473,500 of ARC money since 1965, an average 
of $16,910 a year, and has not gotten a dime 
in ARC highway aid. 

Meanwhile, the conference committee 
chaired by Rep. Tom Bevill, which sets the 
ARC's budget, has earmarked $80.2 million in 
ARC road funds for his state in the past 
three years. 

Dead-End Voc Ed: The ARC has disbursed 
$389 million to build and equip 700 vocational 
facilities at 510 schools. Unfortunately, little 
of it fosters economic development in Appa- 
lachia. 

In the 1970's ARC consultant Richard Pow- 
ers warned that its voc-ed programs lacked 
local “job relevance." For example, the Haz- 
ard (Ky.) vocational school has received 
$191,082 to build a mock mine structure, 
where future coal miners can crawl around 
in a cramped, dirty underground environ- 
ment. A similar structure, price tag $498,000, 
was built in Sumiton, Ala., at the Bevill 
State Community College. 

The trouble with such voc-ed training is 
that mechanization and global competition 
have drastically reduced jobs in the coal in- 
dustry. ARC's own statistics show that while 
production has increased from 1981 to 1991, 
the number of miners has plummeted from 
172,000 to 89,000. 

The GAO has criticized the ARC-sponsored 
programs, which train workers for jobs that 
do not exist in Appalachia, thus forcing 
them to leave the region to find permanent 
employment. 

In the end, the voc-ed program is just an- 
other wildly expensive pork barrel. Thus, the 
Arch A. Moore vocational center in Leroy, 
W. VA., got $232,000 for equipment at the be- 
hest of its namesake, then the state's gov- 
ernor. The George C. Wallace State Commu- 
nity College in Cullman County, Alabama, 
snagged $960,000. Alabama's Gadsden State 
Community College came in for $50,700; it 
then named its manufacturing-technology 
center '"The Bevill Center" for Rep. Tom Be- 
vill. The school receiving the biggest chunk 
of ARC dollars, more than $4 million, is 
Itawamba Community College near Tupelo, 
in Rep. Jamie Whitten's Mississippi district. 

Sure Flops. A 1966 study by Robert Nathan 
Associates warned the commission to stay 
away from tourism investments, explaining 
that the recreation industry is typically one 
of low pay and a seasonal nature." But top 
ARC officials and state governors love these 
projects. So, for example, the ARC spent 
$877,000 to help develop a nine-hole public 
golf course near Charleston, W.Va. 

Other ARC grants to encourage tourism 
have included: 

$2.9 million for an access road serving the 
Montage ski resort in Lackawanna County, 
Pennsylvania. The county was forced to take 
over the resort when it faced a $9-million 
debt in 1991. 

$28,823 for a "Limestone Cave Display" 
that became part of the Georgia Minerals 
Museum in Cartersville and $37,078 for pre- 
liminary design concepts for à "Kentucky 
Coal Mining Museum & Exhibition Mine," 
which was never developed. 


$50,000 for the “Jamie L. Whitten Histori- 
cal Center," which opened last August out- 
side Tupelo, honoring one of the ARC's chief 
Congressional benefactors. Not many tour- 
ists have gone out of their way to ogle the 
"living memorial," which consists mainly of 
exhibits about federal projects Whitten has 
brought to his district. 

Fourteen years ago, the GAO complained 
there was no yardstick for ARC success, no 
objective way to determine if the commis- 
sion was even needed. There are no con- 
straints to prevent the Appalachian states 
from believing the program will go on indefi- 
nitely," the GAO said. 

Indeed, the ARC’s most remarkable 
achievement is its self-perpetuation. It was 
supposed to be terminated in 1971, but politi- 
cal pressure by Senators Howard Baker, Jen- 
nings Randolph, Robert Byrd and John C. 
Stennis caused President Nixon to extend it 
until 1975. President Ford took less persua- 
sion to allow a four-year lease on life to 1979. 

In a handwritten note on ARC's future, 
President Jimmy Carter, a former states’ co- 
chairman, wrote: In general, I consider re- 
gional commissions to be a waste of time and 
money." Still, in obeisance to the commis- 
sion’s powerful Congressional patrons, he 
kept it going. 

The ARC's most serious fight for its life 
came in 1981, when President Ronald Reagan 
called for the abolition of everything except 
its highway program. In response, the com- 
mission's awesome bipartisan Congressional 
lobby—13 governors, 26 U.S. Senators and 60 
members of the House of Representatives— 
along with an army of private citizens 
precipitated a massive letter-writing and 
phone-calling campaign asking Reagan not 
to end the program. 

For the next seven years the battle was 
joined. Reagan would kill the commission, 
and Congress would resurrect it. After 
Reagan, President Bush was a pushover for 
the ARC. Immediately after his inaugura- 
tion, the ARC took a renewed interest in 
adult-literacy programs throughout Appa- 
lachia—a pet project of Barbara Bush. The 
President's first budget proposed $50 million 
for the ARC; Congress pushed that to $190 
million by 1992. 

Now President Clinton continues the pork- 
barrel tradition. Despite his promise to re- 
duce government spending, Clinton's new 
budget allocates $189 million to the ARC—a 
minuscule cut of $1 million. 

In Inez, Ky., Tom Fletcher will not be af- 
fected one way or another. In the 29 years 
since Lyndon Johnson showed up on 
Fletcher's front porch, the ARC has dis- 
pensed only $515,800 to Martin County. 

Now 67, Fletcher still lives in the same 
shack. None of his eight children ever got 
past the eighth grade. Unemployed for most 
of his life, he survives on his Social Security 
checks. 

Things haven't changed much for him, nor 
for millions of others in Appalachia. '"The 
ARC is a moldy piece of Great Society 
cheese," writes the Charleston (W.Va.) Daily 
Mail. It is time to abolish it. This country 
can no longer afford its wornout, misdirected 
programs. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BOEHNER]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I de- 

mand a recorded vote. 
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A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 184, noes 239, 
not voting 14, as follows: 


Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Archer 
Armey 

Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Barton 


Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Brown (OH) 


Combest 


Diaz-Balart 


Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 


Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 


[Roll No. 166] 


AYES—184 


Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 

Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 

Hyde 

Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Istook 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasich 

Kim 


King 
Kingston 
Klein 

Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 


Michel 


Clayton 


Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 


Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 


Rohrabacher 


Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 


Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 


Upton 
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Everett Levin Rogers 
Faleomavaega Lewis (GA) Romero-Barcelo 

(AB) Lipinski PR) 
Farr Lloyd Rose 
Fazio Long Rostenkowski 
Fields (LA) Lowey Rowland 
Filner Maloney Roybal-Allard 
Fingerhut Mann Rush 
Fish Manton Sabo 
Foglietta Markey Sanders 
Ford (MI) Martinez Sarpalius 
Ford (TN) Matsui Sawyer 
Frank (MA) Mazzoli Schroeder 
Frost McCloskey Schumer 
Furse McDade Scott 
Gejdenson McHale Serrano 
Gephardt McKinney Sisisky 
Geren MeNulty Skaggs 
Gibbons Meek Skelton 
Glickman Menendez Slattery 
Gonzalez Mfume Slaughter 
Gordon Miller (CA) Smith (IA) 
Green Mineta Spratt 
Gutierrez Mink Stark 
Hall (OH) Moakley Stokes 
Hamburg Molinari Strickland 
Hamilton Mollohan Studds 
Hastings Montgomery Stupak 
Hayes Moran Swett 
Hefner Murphy Swift 
Hilliard Murtha Synar 
Hinchey Nadler Tanner 
Hochbrueckner Neal (MA) Tejeda 
Holden Neal (NC) Thompson 
Hoyer Norton (DC) Thornton 
Hughes Oberstar Torres 
Jacobs Obey Torricelli 
Jefferson Olver Traficant 
Johnson (GA) Ortiz Tucker 
Johnson (SD) Orton Unsoeld 
Johnson, E.B. Owens Valentine 
Johnston Pallone Velazquez 
Kanjorski Pastor Vento 
Kaptur Payne (NJ) Visclosky 
Kennedy Payne (VA) Volkmer 
Kennelly Pelosi Walsh 
Kildee Peterson (FL) Waters 
Kleczka Pickett Watt 
Klink Pickle Waxman 
Kopetski Pomeroy Wheat 
Kreidler Poshard Wilson 
LaFalce Price (NC) Wise 
Lambert Rahall Woolsey 
Lancaster Rangel Wyden 
Lantos Reed Wynn 
LaRocco Reynolds Yates 
Laughlin Richardson 
Lehman Roemer 

NOT VOTING—14 
Becerra Hoagland Towns 
Blackwell McDermott Underwood (GU) 
Dingell Parker Washington 
Flake Ridge Whitten 
Grandy Sharp 
o 1316 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 


Mr. Grandy for, with Mr. Becerra against. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland changed 
his vote from ‘‘aye’’ to no.“ 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, during 
rolicall vote No. 166, an amendment on H.R. 
2442, | was unavoidably detained. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “no.” 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WALKER 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. WALKER: After 
section 129, add the following new section: 

Sec. 130. The Administrator may, in con- 
sultation with and approval of other Federal 
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agencies with jurisdiction over the matters 
involved, waive Federal regulations which 
interfere with economic development. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
point of order. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I raise a 
point of order against the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. WALKER] as it violates 
clause 7 of rule XVI. That rule requires 
that amendments to the text be ger- 
mane to the subject matter contained 
therein. 

Mr. Chairman, the  gentleman's 
amendment would require the Adminis- 
trator of the Economic Development 
Administration to waive Federal regu- 
lations; that is, all Federal regulations 
such as the Clean Air Act, et cetera, 
and to do so in consultation with and 
approval of other Federal agencies. 

There is nothing in the base text of 
the bill that speaks to this issue, Mr. 
Chairman, and, in addition, the amend- 
ment goes well beyond the scope of the 
bill and the current regulatory respon- 
sibilities of the Economic Development 
Administration. 

As such, Mr. Chairman, the amend- 
ment is not germane to the base text, 
and I insist upon my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] wish 
to be heard on his point of order? 

Mr. WALKER. I do, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, the bill 
before us is a very, very broad bill with 
regard to economic development going 
to the entire economy of the United 
States as described in the section of 
the bill delineating the coverage, and 
so in this case the coverage is very 
broad. 
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All this particular amendment does 
is to assure that the Administrator, in 
conjunction with other Federal agen- 
cies with jurisdiction over the matters 
involved, may waive Federal regula- 
tions that interfere with economic de- 
velopment. So it is only regulations; it 
does not change law in any way. It is 
all matters within the jurisdiction of 
the administration. It is within the Ad- 
ministrator's duties because it relates 
only to economic development, and 
*economic development' would be de- 
fined as the very broad-based issues 
that are raised in the original bill. So 
Ibelieve that there is jurisdiction here. 

Beyond that, under the amendment 
the Administrator could not act with- 
out the agreement of the other Federal 
agencies. So there is nothing in the 
amendment saying that something 
could be changed unless the other Fed- 
eral agencies agreed with it. But what 
it would do is allow a one-stop shop- 
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ping center in the Federal Government 
for those who have regulatory prob- 
lems to get those regulatory- problems 
waived. 

So I do believe the amendment is ger- 
mane, Mr. Chairman, and I urge the 
Chair to approve the offering of the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE] wish to 
be heard further on the point of order? 

Mr. WISE. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman. 

To reply further, my subcommittee 
will be delighted to know that our ju- 
risdiction goes to the entire economy 
of the United States. Actually, the bill 
itself goes only to the Economic Devel- 
opment Administration. The amend- 
ment goes well beyond the scope of this 
bill, affecting all Federal interests. 

For the reasons I have stated both 
here and in my previous remarks, Mr. 
Chairman, I believe the amendment is 
not germane, and I insist further on 
my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. TORRES). The 
Chair is prepared to rule on the point 
of order. 

The Chair would state that the 
amendment seeks to accomplish the 
waiver of any Federal regulation pro- 
mulgated under any Federal law which 
might have the effect of interfering 
with economic development. As such. 
the amendment may involve actions by 
agencies and change of regulations pur- 
suant to laws not within the jurisdic- 
tion of the reporting committees and 
beyond the purview of the Economic 
Development Administration. 

Therefore, the Chair sustains the 
point of order. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WALKER 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
my amendment number 2. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. WALKER: After 
Section 129, add the following new section: 
SEC. 180. REGULATORY RELIEF. 

The Administrator shall, upon petition 
from an entity impacted adversely by federal 
regulations on matters of economic develop- 
ment as described in this Act, notify the de- 
partments and agencies involved with pro- 
mulgating and administering those regula- 
tions and suggest to those departments and 
agencies that regulations be waived which 
interfere with economic development. Noth- 
ing in this section shall affect the ability of 
the Administrator to carry out his duties 
otherwise provided by law. 

Mr. WALKER (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous. con- 
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, one of 
the things that really does get in the 
way of economic development in this 
country is the myriad of regulations 
that have been written at the Federal, 
State, and local level which take the 
power out of the hands of entre- 


May 12, 1994 


preneurs to create an economy and cre- 
ate jobs. 

This is an attempt in this amend- 
ment to assure that there is a place to 
come in the Federal Government to get 
some relief from Federal regulations. 
Essentially, this amendment does not 
go as far as the one that was just ruled 
out of order because it does not give 
the Administrator the ability to waive 
Federal regulations that are getting in 
the way of economic development. 
That would be preferable because it 
would be of tremendous help. Where 
there is an individual regulation that 
may have been written for all the right 
réasons and mày have general applica- 
bility and be a good thing, but where 
the specific applicability of it is inter- 
fering with the ability to create jobs, 
then the Administrator would be able 
to waive that. This amendment does 
not go that far. 

What it does do is it creates an advo- 
cate for regulatory relief within the 
Federal Government.. At the present 
time there is no place where commu- 
nities can come, where businesses can 
come, or where individuals can come 
within the Federal Government to seek 
to have regulatory relief. 

With this amendment, we would cre- 
ate in the Office of the Administrator 
of EDA a place where you could get 
some help, because what this amend- 
ment says is, if you feel that regula- 
tions of the Federal Government are 
adversely impaeting on your ability to 
create jobs or to pursue economic de- 
velopment, you can now come to the 
Administrator; you would petition 
him, and he would go to the individual 
agencies involved, notify them of your 
problem, and also suggest to them that 
the regulations which interfere with 
economic development be waived. So 
you have now created a place in Gov- 
ernment of an advocate for economic 
development, and we would begin to 
weigh the two things, I think, on a 
niore rational basis. Instead of simply 
having regulations out there that no 
one can get to, you would now have 
someone within the Government say- 
ing that the creation of jobs here is an 
important thing and, therefore, we 
ought to look at the regulatory impact 
that this individual or this entity has 
about the way the regulations aré stop- 
ping economic development. 

Ithink this provides at least a piece 
of regulatory relief. It does not get 
nearly as far as most of us would like 
to go, but it is a way of moving toward 
regülatory relief and assuring for the 
most time that we would have an advo- 
cate within the Government for stop- 
ping regulations which interfere with 
the ability to create jobs: 

This is the kind of thing middle class 
America is looking for. Middle class 
America wánts to be assured that their 
Government is not just creating laws 
and regulations that wipe out their 
ability to get jobs. In this case we will 
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have created now an advocate for mid- 
dle class America in terms of having 
the jobs created if Federal regulations 
have to be gotten out of the way in 
order for those jobs to be provided. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman 
has offered here a very, very effica- 
cious amendment, one that moved us 
in the right direction. 

One of the complaints that I hear 
most often as people are contemplating 
economic development and as commu- 
nities are contemplating economic de- 
velopment is about the very obstacles 
that the Federal Government itself 
presents. If this amendment, as I read 
it and understand it, will move us toa 
position where we will have an oppor- 
tunity to at least talk about resolving 
some of the conflicts that the Feds 
present as we try to develop economi- 
cally, this amendment will have ren- 
dered a very great service. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. EM- 
ERSON]. He helps make my point, be- 
cause it is extremely important to rec- 
ognize that if someone out in the coun- 
try would have a complaint of regu- 
latory problems, the Administrator 
under this amendment would have to 
go to bat for that person. So for the 
first time we would have an ability for 
the country to have some impact in 
Washington at the moment they ran 
into major regulatory problems. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that is some- 
thing that has been looked for by em- 
ployers, whether they be publie or pri- 
vate employers, across the country. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just briefly 
like to rise in support of this amend- 
ment. In fact, there is strong precedent 
for this type of decisionmaking to pro- 
ceed now on the Federal level. 

I have right here a book that has 
been issued by the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development and 
the Department of Agriculture called 
"Building. Communities Together, 
Empowerment Zones and Enterprise 
Communities Application Guide.” 

In fact, in one chapter it states under 
“Overcoming Federal Barriers" the fol- 
lowing: 

A primary goal of this initiative is to re- 
view the commitment to cooperation among 
the Federal Government, States, and local- 
ities. 

To accomplish this goal we will work with 
all comimunities that have submitted a stra- 
tegic plan for change, even if they do not re- 
ceive Empowerment Zones or Enterprise 
Community designation. 

The strategíc point of this paragraph, 
though, reads as follows: We will 
strive to overcome programmatic, reg- 
ulatory, and statutory impediments to 
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encourage more effective economic, 
human, physical, environmental, and 
community development activities." 

So I think the gentleman's amend- 
ment relative to the Economic Devel- 
opment Agency is very consistent with 
movements that are taking place 
throughout the Federal Government, 
and I thank the gentleman for offering 
this very valuable amendment to plug 
a hole and initiate a very important 
discussion on the reauthorization of 
the EDA. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, this matter was pre- 
sented to me just a short time ago. 
Upon reviewing the material contained 
in this second amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania {Mr. 
WALKER], I want to announce that our 
side has no objection, and I would ask 
that we move to a vote on the amend- 
ment. We will accept the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK- 
ER}. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 410, noes 10, 
not voting 17, as follows: 


[Roll No. 167] 
AYES—410 

Abercrombie Bryant Dellums 
Ackerman Bunning Detrick 
Allard Burton Deutsch 
Andrews (ME} Buyer Diaz-Balart 
Andrews (NJ) Byrne Dickey 
Andrews (TX) Callahan Dicks 
Archer Calvert Dixon 
Armey Camp Dooley 
Bacchus (FL) Canady Doolittle 
Bachus (AL) Cantwell Dornan 
Baesler Cardin Dreier 
Baker (CA) Carr Duncan 
Baker (LA) Castle Donn 
Ballenger Chapman Durbin 
Barca Clay Edwards (CA) 
Barcía Clayton Edwards (TX) 
Barlow Clement Ehlers 
Barrett (NE) Clinger Emerson 
Bartlett Clyburn Englísh 
Barton Coble Eshoo 
Bateman Cóleman Evans 
Beilenson Collins (GA) Everett 
Bentley Collins (IL) Ewing 
Bereuter Collins (MI) Faleomavaega 
Berman Combest (AS) 
Bevill Condit Farr 
Bilbray Conyers Fawell 
Bilirakis Cooper Fazio 
Bishop Coppersmith Fields (LA) 
Bliley Costello Fields (TX) 
Blute Cox Filner 
Bóehlert Coyne Fingerhut 
Boehner Cramer Fish 
Bonilla Crane Ford (MI) 
Bonior Crapo Ford (TN) 
Borski Danner Fowler 
Boucher Darien Franks (CT) 
Brewster de la Garza Franks (NJ) 
Brooks de Lugo (VI) Frost 
Browder Deal Furse 
Brown (CA) DeFazio Gallegly 
Brown (FL) DeLauro Gallo 
Brown (OH) DeLay Gejderison 


Hinchey 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 


Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 

Kim 

King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 

Klink 

Klug 
Knollenberg 


Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 


Margolies- 
Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 


Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 


Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 


Pallone 
Pastor 

Paxon 

Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 

Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 

Pickett 
Pickle 

Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Poshard 

Price (NC) 


ers 
Rohrabacher 
Romero-Barcelo 
(PR) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 


Shays 


Shuster 


Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 


Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 


Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 
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NOES—10 
Applegate Gonzalez Sabo 
Engel McKinney Stark 
Foglietta Nadler 
Frank (MA) Oberstar 

NOT VOTING—17 

Barrett (WI) Grandy Ridge 
Becerra Hoagland Sharp 
Blackwell McDermott Underwood (GU) 
Cunningham Meek Washington 
Dingell Parker Whitten 
Flake Porter 
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Messrs. GIBBONS, LEVIN, and 


SWIFT changed their vote from no“ 
to taye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, | was 
unavoidably detained during rollcall vote No. 
167 on the Walker amendment. Had | been 
present, | would have voted "yea." 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, during 
rolicall vote No. 167, an amendment on H.R. 
2442, | was unavoidably detained. Had | been 
present, | would have voted "yea." 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, | rise today 
to commend my colleagues on the Public 
Works and Banking Committees for their work 
on bringing this long awaited reauthorization 
legislation to the floor. 

The Economic Development Administration 
has played an important role in diversifying 
North Dakota’s economy. The regional plan- 
ning councils in my State, which received EDA 
planning grants, have been crucial in coordi- 
nating economic development efforts. Commu- 
nities with a low population density and a 
small tax base rely on the regional councils for 
their planning and technical expertise. 

In addition, many successful projects have 
received EDA funding in North Dakota: 

The expansion of Killdeer Mountain Manu- 
facturing, a small family-owned manufacturing 
business. This expansion created jobs for an 
area suffering from the downturn in the oil in- 
dustry in the late 1980's. 

The construction of an industrial park of- 
fered the needed sewage and water services 
for a farmer-owned pasta company. EDA fund- 
ing helped make an agriculture commodity into 
a processed product and further diversify my 
State’s economy and created over 100 jobs. 

While | support authorizing EDA, | have 
some strong reservations regarding the grant 
eligibility requirements. My State is mostly 
rural, sparsely populated and dependent on 
agriculture and the energy industry. 

The economic downturns experienced in my 
State are not just one event like a plant clos- 
ing. North Dakota's economy is affected by 
the weather and the price of oil. Our economic 
stress tends to be more gradual and wide- 
spread. | am concerned whether the criteria of 
major economic dislocation would apply to my 
State. 

North Dakota’s unemployment rate is histori- 
cally lower than the national average because 
people leave the State in search of job oppor- 
tunities. Consideration of unemployment fig- 
ures only does not give sufficient weight to the 
economic effects of gradual outmigration. 
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| realize this bill allows grants for high out- 
migration as pockets of distress. Unfortu- 
nately, these pockets of distress are eligible to 
compete for only 35 percent of EDA's total ap- 
propriation. | am sure there are many other 
districts like mine which are in desperate need 
of EDA assistance but do not fit the distress 
criteria. 

| call on the other body to make adjust- 
ments in these eligibility requirements. | can- 
not support final passage of this authorization 
if it does not recognize the diverse needs of 
rural America. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, as we come to 
final passage, | urge my colleagues to vote for 
the bill. 

While some excellent amendments were re- 
jected, other amendments have strengthened 
and improved this legislation. 

| especially commend to my colleagues the 
amendment that would make it easier for 
small businesses to utilize our federally paid- 
for research and development. 

This amendment will not cost any new Fed- 
eral money and, if Congress is vigilant, won't 
create any vast new bureaucracy. 

We also voted on abolishing both the Eco- 
nomic Development Administration and the 
Appalachian Regional Commission. 

The House clearly intends to continue these 
agencies under the reforms and other provi- 
sions of their reauthorization legislation. 

Nevertheless, Congress must be vigilant in 
its oversight of the EDA and ARC. 

We must be sure that reforms in targeting 
the funds and leveraging them with private, 
State, and local funds and efforts are, in fact, 
carried out. 

Congress must ensure that the EDA de- 
fense conversion funds are utilized and expe- 
dited to the communities struggling with base 
closings. 

The EDA and ARC must be made keenly 
aware that Congress in watching. 

On behalf of the minority members of the 
Banking Committee, | thank my colleagues on 
the Public Works Committee for their coopera- 
tion in bringing this bill before the House. 

The debate has been wide-ranging and en- 
lightening. 

| thank the majority members of both the 
Banking and Public Works Committee and 
their staff assistants for their cooperation and 
information during consideration of this bill. 

While | have reservations about the ARC 
and other provisions, | urge my colleagues to 
vote for this amended legislation. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup- 
port of the reauthorization of the Economic 
Development Administration [EDA]. EDA is an 
important agency that contributes significantly 
to economic growth and job expansion. Clear- 
ly, EDA fulfills a key function in providing State 
and local governments, nonprofit organiza- 
lions, and public institutions with vital eco- 
nomic grants and technical assistance. This 
reauthorization is a demonstration of our com- 
mitment to see that EDA has the capacity to 
serve those who depend on its resources. 

Over the years, EDA has proven to be a 
valuable source of economic assistance for re- 
gions all over the United States. EDA provided 
a total of $301.8 million in 1993 to various or- 
ganizations across the country. This assist- 
ance was in the form of public works grants to 
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public and private nonprofit organizations and 
technical grants and assistance to enable 
communities and firms find solutions to prob- 
lems that inhibit economic growth. 

EDA also provided planning grants to 
States, cities, districts, and Indian reservations 
and special economic adjustment assistance 
to help State and local governments solve re- 
cent and anticipated severe adjustment prob- 
lems, including defense conversion assist- 
ance. 

| know that my home State of Maine has 
benefited from EDA funding. Last year, EDA 
provided economic assistance for 12 projects 
in Maine totaling over $2.5 million. Some of 
these projects assisted with EDA funds in- 
clude the expansion of the international and 
domestic arrivals terminals at Bangor Inter- 
national Airport and the Eastport cargo facili- 
ties. EDA assistance has helped finance 
Maine businesses and developed revolving 
loan fund programs, as well. In short, Maine, 
like many areas of the country, benefits tan- 
gibly from EDA resources. 

Mr. Chairman, as we consider reauthorizing 
EDA for the first time since 1982, we cannot 
overlook its valuable contributions to commu- 
nities all across this Nation. | am very much 
aware of the economic benefits for which EDA 
is responsible for in Maine. | hope my col- 
leagues can see what EDA does for their 
States and districts and join me in supporting 
its reauthorization. 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, | 
am pleased to support the bill extending the 
Economic Development Administration today 
and | strongly oppose efforts of some Mem- 
bers to eliminate or reduce EDA funding. In- 
stead of debating the termination of EDA or 
reducing help to distressed communities, we 
should be celebrating the fact that the House 
is debating the issue. For 12 long years, eco- 
nomic development assistance for distressed 
communities was held hostage by administra- 
tions in Washington who had scant concern 
for the millions of jobless Americans in areas 
like Detroit. 

For many communities, and especially for 
my home community of Detroit, EDA programs 
are as important today as they were in 1965 
when the EDA was established. In my district, 
EDA grants support a number of economic de- 
velopment activities, including FOCUS: HOPE, 
a project which | recently visited with Presi- 
dent Clinton that has been cited as a model 
for job retraining. 

Some today are touting the economic recov- 
ery and cite the recovery as a reason for cut- 
ting or eliminating EDA programs. | say to 
those who promote this view, to those who 
see no need for EDA, “Come to Detroit. Come 
and see what the face of joblessness really 
looks like.” 

When the U.S. Postal Service advertised in 
Detroit that they were giving an exam to deter- 
mine eligibility for future employment, 20,000 
people waited in line all day in the freezing 
cold. Unemployment among African-Ameri- 
cans hovers at 19 percent, more than double 
that of others. As basic manufacturing jobs di- 
minish and our economy becomes more high 
tech, African-Americans are becoming even 
more disadvantaged in the job market. 

This is why | am shocked that we are even 
debating elimination of EDA funds. Efforts to 
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reduce funding for economic development 
projects must be soundly rejected. | say to my 
colleagues who would eliminate funding, “The 
recession may be over in your district, but in 
mine it rages on.” 

This is no time to be cutting economic de- 
velopment funds. To the contrary, we need to 
be strengthening these programs until the eco- 
nomic recovery comes to every community. | 
am pleased that in the Public Works Commit- 
tee we were able to put special emphasis on 
pockets of poverty within cities. 

| have introduced legislation to dramatically 
increase funds to distressed communities for 
economic development, and | have introduced 
a bill to provide job training for the unem- 
ployed. | worked to create empowerment 
zones. | supported the school-to-work bill. 

| invite every Member who would cut the 
EDA to visit Detroit, to talk to the people who 
want to work, to talk to those whose jobs are 
gone, to visit FOCUS: HOPE, and to see a 
city that needs this bill. If you did, | am sure 
you would agree that the EDA is not a Wash- 
ington boondoggle. It can and does make a 
real difference in many communities. 

| am working to pass this bill and | hope my 
colleagues will join me. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to come before the com- 
mittee? 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this moment to 
congratulate the chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Economic Development 
of the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation, as well as the ranking 
Republican member, on the splendid 
work they have done in fashioning a 
bill that has brought together such 
broad bipartisan support, as EDA has 
done throughout its many years of 
functioning and successful operation. 

I especially take this time to note 
the impending retirement of the chief 
counsel of the Subcommittee on Eco- 
nomic Development, Carl Lorenz. Carl 
has served the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation for well over 
25 years. We first became acquainted 
when he came on board the committee 
staff as a junior attorney, and I was the 
administrator of the staff of the Com- 
mittee on Public Works and Transpor- 
tation, coming here from Baltimore, 
having worked with the former chair- 
man, George Fallon, and then under 
John Blatnik’s leadership as chairman 
of that subcommittee, and years later I 
transformed from a staff member to a 
Member of Congress and Carl and I 
worked together when I chaired the 
Subcommittee on Economic Develop- 
ment. 

Carl epitomizes for all of my col- 
leagues, I say, in the House, who know 
the splendid work and support that we 
have from our staff, he epitomizes the 
professionalism, the dedication to 
duty, the carrying out of policy that is 
set by the Chair and by the members of 
the committee. He has never blurred 
that distinction. 
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Carl has always served the commit- 
tee to the highest degree of his ability, 
and given 110 percent. Many are the 
long hours in the evening and the long 
Saturdays and Sundays that he dedi- 
cated to his commitment to his career 
service of economic development. 

Carl, we will miss you greatly. I shall 
miss a friend, and I shall miss a col- 
league and a professional of the highest 
order. Congratulations on a job and a 
career truly superbly undertaken. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, just as the very dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. OBERSTAR] who just preceded me 
has served long and well on the Com- 
mittee on Public Works and Transpor- 
tation, both as a former staff member 
and now as a very distinguished Mem- 
ber of the Congress, I would like to 
take this time to recognize and con- 
gratulate also Mr. Carl Lorenz, who is 
the counsel and staff director of our 
Committee on Economic Development. 

Members may have noticed an extra 
lightness in Carl's step, or caught him 
whistling a tune. It is for good reason. 
Carl has decided to shed the pressures 
of Capitol Hill and retire after a long 
and distinguished career in govern- 
ment. Having joined the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation in 
1962, Carl served originally as associate 
counsel to our Subcommittee on Fed- 
eral Aid Highway Programs before 
moving on to Economic Development. 
He has since labored to protect and 
promote the ideals and practical neces- 
sities of developing our Nation's infra- 
structure. 

Carl has been a valued member of the 
Public Works team and a special friend 
to us all. On behalf of the members and 
Staff of the committee, I wish Carl and 
his wife Nancy a happy and healthy re- 
tirement, which I am sure will include 
many hours at his beach house. Mr. 
chairman, after 32 years of government 
service, it is richly deserved. 

Mr. Chairman, we all wish Carl good 
health and Godspeed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 
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Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. BONIOR] 
having assumed the chair, Mr. TORRES, 
Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 
reported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
2442) to reauthorize appropriations 
under the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965, as amended, 
to revise administrative provisions of 
the Act to improve the authority of the 
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Secretary of Commerce to administer 
grant programs, and for other pur- 
poses, pursuant to House Resolution 
420, he reported the bill back to the 
House with an amendment adopted by 
the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or- 
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole? 

If not, the question is on the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 328, noes 89, 
not voting 15, as follows: 


[Roll No. 168] 
AYES—328 

Abercrombie Clinger Ford (MD 
Aokerman Clyburn Ford (TN) 
Andrews (ME) Coleman Fowler 
Andrews (TX) Collins (GA) Frank (MA) 
Applegate Collins (IL) Franks (CT) 
Bacchus (FL) Collins (MI) Franks (NJ) 
Bachus (AL) Condit Frost 
Baesler Conyers Furse 
Baker (CA) Cooper Gallegly 
Barca Coppersmith Gallo 
Barcia Costello Gejdenson 
Barlow Coyne Gephardt 
Barrett (WI) Cramer Geren 
Bartlett Cunningham Gibbons 
Bateman Danner Gillmor 
Beilenson Darden Gilman 
Bentley de la Garza Glickman 
Berman al Gonzalez 
Bevill DeFazio Goodlatte 
Bilbray DeLauro Goodling 
Bishop Dellums Gordon 
Blute Derrick Green 
Boehlert Deutsch Greenwood 
Bonior Diaz-Balart Gunderson 
Borski Dickey Hall (OH) 
Boucher Dicks Hamburg 
Brewster Dingell Hamilton 
Brooks Dixon 
Browder Dooley Hastings 
Brown (CA) Dunn Hayes 
Brown (FL) Durbin Hefner 
Brown (OH) Edwards (CA) Herger 
Bryant Edwards (TX) Hilliard 
Bunning Emerson Hinchey 
Buyer Engel Hochbrueckner 
Byrne English Hoekstra 
Callahan Eshoo Holden 
Calvert Evans Horn 
Camp Everett Houghton 
Canady Ewing Hoyer 
Cantwell Farr Huffington 
Cardin Fazio Hughes 
Carr Fields (LA) Hutchinson 
Chapman Filner Hutto 
Clay Fingerhut Hyde 
Clayton Fish Inglis 
Clement Foglietta Inslee 


Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 


McCrery 


Meek 


Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 


Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Archer 
Armey 

Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 


DeLay 


Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 


Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 

Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 


rs 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 


Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 


Knollenberg 
Kolbe 

Kyl 

Levy 

Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Mann 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McInnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
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Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 


Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walsh 


Young (AK) 


Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Paxon 
Penny 
Petri 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
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NOT VOTING—15 
Becerra Hansen Pastor 
Blackwell Hoagland Porter 
Flake Johnson, E. B. Ridge 
Grandy Lewis (GA) Sharp 
Gutierrez Parker Whitten 
O 1418 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 


Mr. Hoagland for, with Mr. Porter against. 


Mr. CARR of Michigan and Mr. 
BACHUS of Alabama changed their 
vote from no to “aye.” 

So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The title of the bill was amended so 
as to read: “A bill to reauthorize eco- 
nomic development programs under the 
Public Works and Economic Develop- 
ment Act of 1965 and the Appalachian 
Regional Development Act of 1965 for 
fiscal years 1994 through 1996, and for 
other purposes. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, during rolicall vote No. 168 on 
H.R. 2442, | was unavoidably detained. Had | 
been present | would have voted "yes." 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, during 
rollcall vote No. 168 on H.R. 2442 I was 
unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present I would have voted “yea.” 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BONIOR). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from West Vir- 
ginia? 

There was no objection. 


APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 3841, INTERSTATE BANKING 
EFFICIENCY ACT OF 1994 


Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 3841) to 
amend the Bank Holding Company Act 
of 1956, the Revised Statutes of the 
United States, and the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Act to provide for interstate 
banking and branching, with a Senate 
amendment thereto, disagree to the 
Senate amendment, and agree to the 
conference requested by the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? The Chair hears 
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none and, without objection, appoints 
the following conferees: 

From the Committee on Banking, Fi- 
nance and Urban Affairs, for consider- 
ation of the House bill, and the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com- 
mitted to conference: Messrs. GON- 
ZALEZ, NEAL of North Carolina, La- 
FALCE, VENTO, SCHUMER, FRANK of 
Massachusetts, KANJORSKI, KENNEDY, 
LEACH, and MCCOLLUM, Mrs. ROUKEMA, 
Mr. BEREUTER, and Mr. RIDGE. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Agriculture, for consid- 
eration of section 109 of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com- 
mitted to conference: Messrs. DE LA 
GARZA, STENHOLM, VOLKMER, PENNY, 
JOHNSON of South Dakota, ROBERTS, 
COMBEST, and ALLARD. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, for con- 
sideration of section 402 of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com- 
mitted to conference: Messrs. HAMIL- 
TON, GEJDENSON, and GILMAN. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, for con- 
sideration of sections 101-03 of the 
House bill, and title II and sections 102- 
03 of the Senate amendment, and modi- 
fications committed to conference: 
Messrs. BROOKS, HUGHES, GLICKMAN, 
BOUCHER, BRYANT, FISH, CANADY, and 
GOODLATTE. 

There was no objection. 
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SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1994 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BONIOR). The unfinished business is the 
question of suspending the rules and 
passing the bill, H.R. 4278. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Ros- 
TENKOWSKI] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4278, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

'ÜThe vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 420, nays 0, 
not voting 12, as follows: 


[Roll No. 169] 
YEAS—420 

Abercrombie Barton Brown (CA) 
Ackerman Bateman Brown (FL) 
Allard Bellenson Brown (OH) 
Andrews (ME) Bentley Bryant 
Andrews (NJ) Bereuter Bunning 
Andrews (TX) Berman Burton 
Applegate Bevill Buyer 
Archer Bilbray Byrne 
Armey Bilirakis Callahan 
Bacchus (FL) Bishop Calvert 
Bachus (AL) Bliley Camp 
Baesler Blute Canady 
Baker (CA) Boehlert Cantwell 
Baker (LA) Boehner Cardin 
Ballenger Bonilla Carr 
Barca Bonior Castle 
Barcia Borski Chapman 
Barlow Boucher Clay 
Barrett (NE) Brewster Clayton 
Barrett (WI) Brooks Clement 
Bartlett Browder Clinger 


Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 


Costello 


Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 

Dunn 

Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 


Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Foglietta 
Ford (MD 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 


Hastings 
Hayes 


Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 


Kolbe 


McNulty 
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Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 


Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morelia 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 


Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 

Pickett 
Pickle 

Pombo 
‘Pomeroy 


Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 


Rostenkowski 


Skeen Synar Volkmer 
Skelton Talent Vucanovich 
Slattery 'Tanner Walker 
Slaughter Tauzin Walsh 
Smith (IA) Taylor (MS) Washington 
Smith (MI) Taylor (NC) Waters 
Smith (NJ) Tejeda Watt 
Smith (OR) Thomas (CA) Waxman 
Smith (TX) Thomas (WY) Weldon 
Snowe Thompson Wheat 
Solomon Thornton Williams 
Spence Thurman Wilson 
Spratt Torkildsen Wise 
Stark Torres Wolf 
Stearns Torricelli Woolsey 
Stenholm Towns Wyden 
Stokes Traficant Wynn 
Strickland Tucker Yates 
Studds Unsoeld Young (AK) 
Stump Upton Young (FL) 
Stupak Valentine Zeliff 
Sundquist Velazquez Zimmer 
Swett Vento 
Swift Visclosky 

NOT VOTING—12 
Becerra Gutierrez Porter 
Blackwell Hoagland Ridge 
Flake Lewis (GA) Sharp 
Grandy Parker Whitten 
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 2473, THE MONTANA WIL- 
DERNESS ACT OF 1994 


Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, by direc- 
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 423 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 423 


Resolved, That at any time after the adop- 
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur- 
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2473) to des- 
ignate certain National Forest lands in the 
State of Montana as wilderness, to release 
other National Forest lands in the State of 
Montana for multiple use management, and 
for other purposes. The first reading of the 
bill shall be dispensed with. Points of order 
against consideration of the bill for failure 
to comply with clause 2(1«6) of rule XI are 
waived. General debate shall be confined to 
the bill and shall not exceed ninety minutes, 
with sixty minutes equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor- 
ity member of the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources, fifteen minutes equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi- 
nority member of the Committee on Agri- 
culture, and fifteen minutes equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries. After general 
debate the bill shall be considered for 
amendment under the five-minute rule. It 
shall be in order to consider as an original 
bill for the purpose of amendment under the 
five-minute rule the amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute recommended by the 
Committee on Natural Resources now print- 
ed in the bill. Each section of the committee 
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amendment in the nature of a substitute 
Shall be considered as read. Points of order 
against the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute for failure to comply 
with clause 5(a) of rule XXI are waived. At 
the conclusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re- 
port the bill to the House with such amend- 
ments as may have been adopted. Any Mem- 
ber may demand a separate vote in the 
House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
committee amendmen: in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend- 
ments thereto to final passage without inter- 
vening motion except one motion to recom- 
mit with or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SERRANO). The gentleman from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. GORDON] is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the customary 30 minutes, for the pur- 
pose of debate only, to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DREIER], pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 423 is 
an open rule which provides for the 
consideration of H.R. 2473, the Montana 
Wilderness Act. 

The rule provides for 90 minutes of 
general debate; 1 hour to be equally di- 
vided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the 
Natural Resources Committee, 15 min- 
utes to be equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Agriculture 
Committee, and 15 minutes to be equal- 
ly divided and controlled by the chair- 
man and ranking minority member of 
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
Committee. 

The rule waives clause 2(1)(6) of rule 
XI—which requires à 3-day layover of 
legislation reported from committee— 
against consideration of the bill. 

The rule makes in order the Natural 
Resources Committee amendment in 
the nature of substitute now printed in 
the bill as an original bill for the pur- 
poses of amendment, with each section 
considered as read. 

The rule also waives clause 5(A) of 
rule XXI—which prohibits appropria- 
tions in a legislative bill—against the 
committee substitute. 

Finally, the rule provides one motion 
to recommit with or without instruc- 
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, since 1983, 10 pieces of 
legislation have been introduced mak- 
ing various wilderness designations in 


Rule num Rule type 
H. Res. 58, Feb. 2, MC HR. 
H. Res. 59, Feb. 3, . MC HR. 
H. Res. 103, Feb. C HR. 
H. Res. 106, Mar, MC HR. 
H. Res, 119, Mar. MC HR. 
H. Res. 132, Mar. MC HR. 
H. Res, 133, Mar. Mc H. Con. Res. 64: Budget 
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Montana, and numerous hearings have 
been held in the House and the Senate. 
Congress passed one of the bills in the 
100th Congress, but it was pocket ve- 
toed. 

H.R. 2473 adds nearly 1.7 million 
acres to the 3.4 million acres currently 
protected as wilderness in Montana and 
sets aside an additional 375,000 acres as 
wilderness study areas. 

Approximately 240,000 acres are set 
aside for special management by the 
Forest Service, and 3.2 million acres 
will be released from wilderness protec- 
tion for logging, mining, oil drilling 
and road construction. 

I want to commend Chairman 
GEORGE MILLER and subcommittee 
Chairman BRUCE VENTO along with 
Congressman PAT WILLIAMS for their 
hard work. If it were not for their dedi- 
cation to the substance of the bill and 
their legislative ability, this legisla- 
tion would not be before the House 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an open rule. I 
encourage my colleagues to adopt the 
resolution. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
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Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the 
gentleman from California [Mr. MIL- 
LER], chairman of the Committee on 
Natural Resources, for requesting an 
open rule on this bill, calling for an 
open amendment process. I like to 
refer to him as Mr. Open Rule for his 
unbroken streak of open rule requests. 
It is unfortunate, however, that streak 
apparently is going to come to an ab- 
rupt end next week when we bring up 
the California Desert Protection Act. 

The request of the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER], notwithstand- 
ing, I oppose this rule because it waives 
clause 2(1)(6) of rule XI requiring a 3- 
day layover so Members can have an 
opportunity to review the bill before it 
is considered. 

The Committee on Natural Resources 
filed its report on H.R. 2473 on April 28, 
but the Committee on Agriculture, 
very ably chaired by our friend, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA 
GARZA], which also had jurisdiction 
over the bill, did not file its report 
until May 10, just 2 days ago, and a 
printed copy was not available until 
yesterday. 

It is important to note that the bill 
reported by the Committee on Agri- 
culture is different than the one re- 
ported by the Committee on Natural 
Resources. In addition, whereas the 
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Amendments submit- 
ted 


. 30 (0-5; R-25) 
. 19 (0-1; f-18)0 1 


May 12, 1994 


Committee on Natural Resources bill 
was reported by a voice vote, the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture bill was reported 
by a very narrow 22 to 19 margin. While 
the Committee on Agriculture bill is 
not the text that the House bill will 
consider for amendment, Members de- 
serve an opportunity to compare the 
two bills and understand why there was 
such strong opposition in the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture. 

Mr. Speaker, it is very important 
that the 3-day layover rule be followed, 
particularly on this legislation, be- 
cause it raises a number of very com- 
plicated private property rights ques- 
tions. For this reason, Mr. Speaker, I 
urge a no vote on the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, for the RECORD, I in- 
clude some statistics on open versus re- 
strictive rules in the 95th through 103d 
Congresses, as well as the roll call 
votes on this rule in the Committee on 
Rules. 

ROLLCALL VOTES IN THE RULES COMMITTEE ON 
THE RULE FOR MONTANA WILDERNESS ACT 
(H.R. 2473), WEDNESDAY, May 11, 1994 
1, Strike three-day layover waiver—Motion 

to strike waiver of clause 2(1)(6) of rule XI 

(three-day layover requirement for commit- 

tee reports. Rejected: 3-4. Yeas: SOLOMON, 

QUILLEN, and DREIER. Nays: MOAKLEY, DER- 

RICK, BEILENSON, and GORDON. Not voting: 

FROST, BONIOR, HALL, WHEAT, SLAUGHTER, 

and Goss. 

2. Report rule—Motion or order rule re- 
ported as moved. Adopted: 43. Yeas: 
MOAKELY, DERRICK, BEILENSON and GORDON. 
Nays: SOLOMON, QUILLEN, and DREIER. Not 
voting: FROST, BONIOR, HALL, WHEAT, 
SLAUGHTER, and Goss. 


OPEN VERSUS RESTRICTIVE RULES 95TH-103D CONG. 
Restrictive 
rules 


Open rules 


Total rules 


Congress (years) granted ! 


Per- 

cent? 

95th (1977-78) 211 
79-80) 


S|asssssssz 


Hi 

l 
H 

4E 

244 

" 
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Disposition of rule and date 


— PQ: 246-176. A: 259-164. (Feb. 3, 1993). 
— POQ: 248-171. A: 249-170. (Feb. 4, 1993). 
. PQ: 243-172. A: 237-178. (Feb. 24, 1993). 
PO: 248-166. A: 249-163. (Mar. 3, 1993). 
PQ: 247-170, A: 248-170. (Mar. 10, 1993), 
A: 240-185, (Mar. 18, 1993). 

. PQ: 250-172. A: 251-172. (Mar. 18, 1993). 
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H. Res. 147, Mar. 31, 1993 C 6 (0-1; 0 PQ: 244-168, A: 242-170. (Apr. 1, 1993). 
H Res. 149 Apr. 1, 1993 we 8 (0-1; 3 (0-1: . K 212-208. (Apr. 28, 1993). 
H. Res. 164, May 4, 1993 0 NA M o A Voice Vote, (May 5, 1993). 
H Res. 171, May 18, 1993 — . 0 NA = Wie A Voice Vote. (May 20, 1993). 
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Agri- 
culture reported H.R. 2473 on April 28, 
1994, and filed the report on May 10, 
1994. The bill was reported out of the 
Committee on Agriculture without 
amendment. 'The committee report 
consisted of 11 pages, including addi- 
tional minority reviews. The report 
was available to the membership yes- 


terday. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the Committee on Rules, the Commit- 
tee on Natural Resources, the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture, and the Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries for 
bringing this bill before us today. The 
Montana wilderness bill has been under 
consideration in every Congress since 
1986, and with no resolution. So I have 
begun this process in this Congress 
with determination, but also with pa- 
tience, and frustration. 


I began this process 16 years ago be- 
cause I believed that this consideration 
is critically important. Our Federal 
land managers believe it is critical to 
the future management of the public 
land in Montana. Our resource depend- 
ent industries, timber and mining, cry 
out for a resolution and management 
certainty. Our State's public and our 
State's private game managers believe 
it is important if we are to continue 
our world class quality hunting in 
Montana without resorting to a lot- 
tery. 

The citizens in our local commu- 
nities are demanding, insisting, for an 
end to the 16 years of controversy and 
disagreement. 

With this bill, I have introduced five 
pieces of legislation specifically ad- 
dressing the remaining RARE II wil- 
derness designations in Montana. This 
is the 15th piece of legislation intro- 
duced by some Member or other of the 
Montana delegation on this issue. If 
this bill is fortunate enough to move 
through the House of Representatives, 
it will be the sixth time this House of 


Representatives has passed legislation, 
and once both the House and Senate 
passed the same legislation, and it was 
vetoed, tragically, by former President 
Reagan. 

The statistics of consideration are 
impressive by any legislative standards 
in the history of this country. Fifteen 
pieces of legislation introduced over 16 
years. This issue has been the subject 
of 50 congressional hearings. We have 
had 235 hours of direct testimony. The 
Congress has 20 volumes of printed 
hearing records on this issue. We have 
testimony from many hundreds of 
Montanans. We have testimony from 
dozens of Montana organizations. And, 
by the way, the other day I counted, 
these organizations have claimed in 
total to represent citizens of Montana 
who double the actual number of peo- 
ple living in our State. 

My colleagues, Montanans and Amer- 
icans have waited long enough. This is 
a good bill. This is a bill about the pub- 
lic lands, and the bill was made in 
Montana. It enjoys the support, almost 
overwhelming support, of the members 
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of the three committees to which it 
was referred. I am pleased again with 
the members of the Committee on 
Rules, who have brought this bill out 
on the floor with an open rule. 

I want to say, finally, that I re- 
quested an open rule on this bill. I 
want openness on this bill. And heaven 
knows, that after 16 years and two-hun- 
dred-plus- hour of direct testimony, 
after multiple considerations in both 
the House and Senate, this wilderness 
consideration process has been as open, 
if not more open, in fact more open, 
than any that has come before the Con- 
gress in its long history. And I am 
pleased that the Committee on Rules is 
again today asking for an open rule, so 
that all Mémbers are protected in their 
attempt to make whatever changes 
they desire in my legislation. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
VENTO], the chairman of the Sub- 
committee on National Parks, Forests, 
and Public Lands, that shepherded this 
bill to the floor: 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the rule offered by our 
friend and colleague, the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. GORDON]. I think 
this is a fair rule; The primary jurisdic- 
tion for wilderness designations is with 
the Committee on Natural Resources. 
We have worked in a deliberate manner 
with open hearings on the issue and 
dealing with a significant classifica- 
tion of these wild lands in Montana. 
There are nearly 6 million acres of na- 
tional forest roadless lands in the 
Great State of Montana, the Great Sky 
Country. 

The rule makes the Committee on 
Natural Resources version of H.R. 2473 
the vehicle for floor action. This is ap- 
propriate. As I say, we have the juris- 
diction over these Western wilderness 
designations. We share some jurisdic- 
tion with thes Committee on Agri- 
culture simply on the manner in which 
the lands that are not declared wilder- 
ness will be released. The Committee 
on Agriculture reported the bill as in- 
troduced and did not make the modi- 
fications in the release language, as we 
call it, that is, the language that di- 
rects the management of the remaining 
lands in this area that are not des- 
ignated as wilderness: 

I think-we- have crafted a good alter- 
native here, and ‘commend it to Mem- 
bers. Obviously. there has been some 
concern expressed how long the report 
from: the Committee on Agriculture 
has been available, but really the basic 
changes have been before the body for 
a long times They will have further 
time to review this before we take up 
the measure on general debate and 
under an open rule next Tuesday. So I 
think any type of concern about that 
should be allayed on that basis: 

We are moving deliberately and hope- 
fully conclusively, on the important 
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issue of Montana wilderness, some- 
thing that has been waiting for over a 
dozen years, as my colleague said. So I 
urge the support of Members for the 
rule, and thank the gentleman for 
yielding time. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. MiL- 
LER], the chairman of the full Commit- 
tee on Natural Resources. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, once again the Natural 
Resources Committee is bringing be- 
fore the House a statewide, national 
forest wilderness bill and once again 
that State is Montana. As before, the 
committee presents a bill that meets 
our obligation to protect the remnants 
of the magnificent wilderness that is at 
the heart of our natural heritage, while 
fairly and responsibly recognizing the 
legitimate- interests and concerns: of 
local residents. 

For more than a decade, it has been 
the House and the House Natural Re- 
sources Committee- that has set the 
standard for achieving that kind of bal- 
ance. When all the dust of competing 
proposals and amendments has settled, 
the record will show that the wilder- 
ness designations and the management 
provisions crafted by the House and the 
Natural Resources Committee have 
been the basis for laws signed by both 
Republican and Democratic Presidents. 

Once again today, you will hear this 
bil attacked from the left and from 
the right. Lou will hear that the bill 
locks-up too many resources and that 
it violates Montana's rights to control 
its water. But as the gentleman: from 
Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS] will tell you, 
we have worked long and hard with 
Montanans to draw the boundaries and 
select the wilderness areas that meet 
their concerns. At the same time, the 
release and water rights language are 
consistent with positions that the 
House has taken often and rightly so, 
and is so doing repeatedly and without 
exception rejecting. amendments- to 
weaken them. 

From the other side, you will hear 
that the Interior Committee bill is in- 
adequate, even that it is a sell- out of 
Montana's remaining wildlands. I sym- 
pathize and share concern with those 
who have watched our forests. mis- 
managed, our old growth cut down and 
our wilderness roaded and who warn 
that we have a real crisis on our hands. 
They are right. 

But to characterize the Natural Re- 
sources Committee bill as anything 
less than a strong statement for pro- 
tection of Montana wilderness is just 
plain wrong. In 1979, the Forest Service 
completed its review of almost 6 mil- 
lion:aeres of roadless lands in Montana. 
It recommended 900,000 acres for wil- 
derness. Since that day, those 900,000 
acres have been managed as wilderness 
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and the rest—more than 5 million 
acres—have been managed for multiple 
use under forest plans. Today, the com- 
mittee bill proposes that every one of 
those 900,000 acres, plus another 2 mil- 
lion acres, be placed in wilderness or 
similar land management categories. 
In other words, every acre of Montana 
forests that have been managed as wil- 
derness will continue to be so managed 
and another 2 million acres that have 
been managed for multiple use will be 
managed as wilderness. No lands re- 
ceive a lesser’ standard of protection 
than they have today. Rarely has the 
committee been able to say this about 
any wilderness biil. 

Despite all the criticism, Mr. Speak- 
er, I know that any honest and dis- 
passionate analysis would conclude 
that this bill is cut from the same 
cloth as Forest Service wilderness 
bills—now law—for Washington and Or- 
egon, for California, for Arizona and 
New Mexico, for Utah, Nevada, Colo- 
rado and Wyoming and many other 
States. They are all bills that sprung 
from this House and they are all laws 
of which this Congress and this Nation 
are justifiably proud. If anything, the 
many years of hard labor by Mr. WIL- 
LIAMS and Mr. VENTO have made this a 
superior bill. 

The House has a responsibility to ex- 
ercise its own considered judgement 
with regard to which areas should be 
designated wilderness, how the Federal 
rights to protect wilderness water re- 
sources should be exercised and how 
lands not designated should be man- 
aged. 

But I am confident that the Natural 
Resources Committee has done so in a 
responsible and reasonable manner 
under extremely: difficult cir- 
cumstances and I urge my colleagues 
to support it. 
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Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I urge a 
"no" vote on this rule, the reason 
being that this violates the 3-day lay- 
over provisions. All Members should 
have an opportunity to carefully con- 
sider this measure before we proceed. I 
hope that my colleagues will join me in 
voting against the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just remind the 
Members of two things: First of all, 
this is an open rule. Second, although 
we are passing the rule today, we will 
not be taking up this legislation until 
next Tuesday. There is plenty of time 
for Members to consider this bill, par- 
ticularly keeping in mind that this has 
been before us for 16 years. I think it is 
time we move forward, move forward 
with an open rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re- 
quests for time, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time, and I move the pre- 
vious question on the resolution: 
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The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 2000, 
HUMAN SERVICES AMENDMENTS 
OF 1994 


Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 421 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 421 

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso- 
lution it shall be in order to consider the 
conference report to accompany the bill (S. 
2000) to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
years 1995 through 1998 to carry out the Head 
Start Act and the Community Services 
Block Grant Act, and for other purposes. All 
points of order against the conference report 
and against its consideration are waived. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SERRANO). The gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. HALL] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the customary 30 minutes to the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. QUIL- 
LEN] for purposes of debate only, pend- 
ing which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 421 is 
the rule providing for the consideration 
of the conference report on S. 2000, the 
Human Services Amendments of 1994. 
The rule waives all points of order 
against the conference report and 
against its consideration. Because 
there are several amendments that 
were agreed to by House and Senate 
conferees, but are technically outside 
of the scope of the conference, it was 
necessary to waive points of order. 
This rule will allow us to bring this im- 
portant legislation to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, the agreements reached 
on the human services legislation per- 
tain to critical issues that directly af- 
fect the lives of millions of children, 
low-income citizens and families hav- 
ing difficulty making ends meet. The 
measure reauthorizes the Head Start 
Program through fiscal year 1998. I 
have personally visited many Head 
Start Programs in my home town of 
Dayton, OH, and I am impressed with 
the opportunity the program gives to 
our children at an early age. Included 
in this measure are provisions to cre- 
ate a new infant and toddler initiative 
for children up to age 3. 

The legislation also reauthorizes the 
Low Income Home Energy Assistance 
Program [LIHEAP] through fiscal year 
1999. This program helps families pay 
their energy bills in the winter which 
is especially important in cold States 
like Ohio. It targets households with 
low incomes and high heating costs. 
Many other worthwhile antipoverty 
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programs are funded in this initiative 
including the Community Food and 
Nutrition Program, the Community 
Services Block Grant, the McKinney 
Homeless Grant Program, and the Na- 
tional Youth Sports Program. 

Mr. Speaker, this conference report 
is a carefully crafted compromise. I 
urge my colleagues to join me in adopt- 
ing the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. HALL] has described, this 
rule provides for the consideration of 
the conference report on S. 2000, which 
reauthorizes the Head Start Act, the 
Community Services Block Grant Act, 
and the Low-Income Home Energy As- 
sistance Program. I am a strong sup- 
porter of all of these programs, and I 
support the conference report. 

It has become so customary to grant 
& rule waiving all points of order 
against conference reports that the 
House just accepts this process as non- 
controversial and routine. Even those 
of us who do not particularly support 
these blanket waivers have allowed 
these rules to be debated and adopted 
without putting up much of a fight. 
But not this time, Mr. Speaker, I urge 
my colleagues to vote against this rule. 

The rule waives all points of order, 
but it does not specify which rules are 
being waived and for what purpose. We 
discussed this matter at some length in 
the Rules Committee yesterday, and 
we know that there are scope viola- 
tions in the conference report. A list of 
those violations was provided to us, 
and we understand that the conferees 
all agreed to these provisions. So there 
is an obvious need for a waiver of 
clause 3 of rule 28 to protect these 
scope violations. 

No member of the Rules Committee 
seemed to be aware of any other rules 
violation, and the minority members of 
the committee wanted to know why it 
was necessary to waive all points of 
order. The response was something 
along the lines of “just in case there's 
something in the conference report 
that we don't know about that needs 
protection.” That is not a direct quote, 
Mr. Speaker, but I think it accurately 
describes the answer we were given. 

The Rules Committee and the Com- 
mittees of jurisdiction of any legisla- 
tion that comes to this floor have an 
obligation to make sure all Members 
are aware of any rules violations con- 
tained in any bill or conference report. 

An amendment was offered in the 
Rules Committee to waive only the 
Scope rule, but it was defeated on a 
party-line vote and the rule was adopt- 
ed on a party line vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I have said over and 
over again that we need to put a stop 
to this trend of granting blanket waiv- 
ers. Let us stop it today, I strongly 
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urge my colleagues to vote down this 
rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the following information: 
ROLL CALL VOTES IN THE RULES COMMITTEE 

ON THE RULE FOR HUMAN SERVICES ACT 

CONFERENCE REPORT (S. 2000), WEDNESDAY, 

May 11, 1994 

1. Specify Rule Waivers—Motion to strike 
the waiver of all points of order against the 
conference report and its consideration and 
substitute a specific waiver only of clause 3, 
rule XXVIII (the scope rule). Rejected: 3-4. 
Yeas: Solomon, Quillen, and Dreier. Nays: 
Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson, and Gordon. 
Not voting: Frost, Bonior, Hall, Wheat, 
Slaughter, and Goss. 

2. Report Role—Motion to order rule re- 
ported as moved. Adopted: 4-3. Yeas: Moak- 
ley, Derrick, Beilenson, and Gordon. Nays: 
Solomon, Quillen, and Dreier. Not Voting: 
Frost, Bonior, Hall, Wheat, Slaughter, and 
Goss. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, a 
lot of us do not support rules that are 
not open, but I would like to speak on 
behalf of Head Start. 

As an original cosponsor of the Head 
Start Quality Improvement Act, I am 
very happy to see that most of those 
recommendations went into the Head 
Start reauthorization within the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor. 

I am pleased to see an increase in the 
recognition of the crucial role that par- 
ents play in the education and develop- 
ment of their children, and most of us 
have seen that any school program 
that works enforces the involvement of 
parents. 
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We would like to see stronger lan- 
guage to enforce that parents take part 
in this, but at least the bill is going in 
the right direction. 

Second, this bill requires programs to 
actively seek parental participation, 
and while I would like to see even 
stronger language regarding the paren- 
tal involvement in Head Start pro- 
grams, the language addressing family 
literacy and parental skills training 
takes the right direction. It is impor- 
tant to recognize and establish parents 
as their children’s primary teachers. 

Raising the quality of all Head Start 
programs throughout the country has 
long been a concern, and I am pleased 
to see the strengthened program ac- 
countability, and that is a strange 
word around this body, but believe it or 
not, this Head Start program enforces 
accountability for providing high-qual- 
ity services included in this reauthor- 
ization. 

The key to a successful Head Start 
program is ensuring quality over quan- 
tity. We should serve as many eligible 
children as possible with the highest 
quality services possible, instead of 
just striving to serve all eligible chil- 
dren with mediocre or poor services. If 
we look at parental involvement, ac- 
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countability, and the quality of the 
program, that is what we need to sup- 
port in a program. 

I would also like to state, Mr. Speak- 
er, that both this program, children's 
immunization, and other things belong 
in the committee itself, where we have 
& budget to work with budget-agreed 
caps. They do not belong on emergency 
spending bills. I am happy to see this 
come out of the committee with hear- 
ings and support to make it a good bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not support ev- 
erything in the bill, but it is a good 
bill, and I ask support from my col- 
leagues. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I urge a 
no vote on the rule. I have no further 
requests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I move the previous question on the 
resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to the rule, I call up the con- 
ference report on the Senate bill (S. 
2000) to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal years 1995 through 1998 to carry 
out the Head Start Act and the Com- 
munity Services Block Grant Act, and 
for other purposes, and ask for its im- 
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the conference report is 
considered as having been read. 

(For conference report and state- 
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
Monday, May 9, 1994, at page H. 3159). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. FORD] will 
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the 
gentlewoman from New York [Ms. 
MOLINARI] will be recognized for 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentlemen 
from Michigan [Mr. FORD]. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, on February 10, 1994, 
H.R. 3842—to reauthorize the Head 
Start program for another 4 years—was 
introduced in the House of Representa- 
tives. The bill has cosponsors from 
both sides of the aisle. Measures to re- 
authorize the Community Services 
Block Grant Program [CSBG] (H.R. 
4084) and the Low Income Home Energy 
Assistance Program [LIHEAP] (H.R. 
4085) were introduced shortly there- 
after. The bills were eventually merged 
into a single measure (H.R. 4250). 

In 3 short months from the day the 
Head Start reauthorization bill was 
first introduced, hearings on the legis- 
lation were completed, the Committee 
on Education and Labor amended and 
reported the bill, the House of Rep- 
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resentatives overwhelmingly approved 
the bill and today I am pleased to 
bring back to the House of Representa- 
tives the conference report on the 
Human Services Amendments of 1994. 
The Senate passed the conference re- 
port last night by a vote of 98 to 1. 

The speed with which this legislation 
has progressed through the Congress is 
a testament to the vitality of the Head 
Start program and is an affirmation of 
the ability of Republicans and Demo- 
crats to work together for the sake of 
improving the lives of young children 
and their parents living in poverty in 
this country. 

I am indeed honored that in my last 
year serving in the U.S. Congress I will 
have had the opportunity to help ex- 
tend the Head Start program into the 
21st century. For it was 29 years ago, 
within the first few months of my first 
term as a freshman Member of Con- 
gress, that I heard President Lyndon 
Johnson speak these words at a Rose 
Garden ceremony: 

Today we are able to announce that we 
will have open, and we believe operating this 
summer coast-to-coast, some 2,000 child de- 
velopment centers serving as many as pos- 
sibly a half million children. 

This means that nearly half the preschool 
children of poverty will get a head start on 
their future. These children will receive pre- 
School training to prepare them for regular 
school in September. They will get medical 
and dental attention that they badly need 
and their parents will receive counseling on 
improving the home environment. 

This is a most remarkable accomplishment 
and it has been done in a very short time. It 
would not be possible except for the willing 
and the enthusiastic cooperation of Ameri- 
cans throughout the country. 

Five and six year old children are inheri- 
tors of poverty's curse and not its creators. 
Unless we act, these children will pass it on 
to the next generation, like a family birth- 
mark. 

In the 29 years since its inception, 
Head Start has provided hope and sup- 
port to more than 13 million low-in- 
come families. It has become our coun- 
try’s premier child care model, offering 
health, nutrition, education, mental, 
and social services to poor children and 
their families in each and every county 
in the Nation. It has grown from a $350 
million summer initiative to a year- 
round program funded at $3.3 billion 
serving approximately 750,000 children 
and their families. The wisdom in 
which Head Start was conceived en- 
ables this program to endure. It contin- 
ues to enjoy broad bipartisan support 
and is just as viable today as it was 
some 30 years ago. 

Yet, the world of Head Start today is 
drastically different than it was 30 
years ago. Children are faced with chal- 
lenges and influences which affect 
their development at an earlier age. 
Families suffering from homelessness, 
substance abuse, unemployment, and 
lack of education and training hold lit- 
tle promise for children born into pov- 
erty through no fault of their own. 
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Head Start today, as it was 30 years 
ago, is a beacon of hope for children in 
poverty and their families. Commu- 
nity-based, community-governed, 
community- and  family-responsive 
Head Start programs afford com- 
prehensive services to children and 
their low-income families in the place 
of futility. 

The conference report to S. 2000 
builds upon the successes of Head 
Start, responds to its critics, and ex- 
tends the Head Start Program for an- 
other 4 years. The bill incorporates im- 
provements to respond to the changing 
needs of children and their families as 
recommended by Secretary Shalala's 
Advisory Committee on Head Start 
Quality and Expansion. I would like to 
highlight several of these improve- 
ments. 

For the first time, Head Start pro- 
grams will be required to coordinate 
with local schools. The provisions com- 
plement similar language incorporated 
into H.R. 6, a bill to reauthorize the El- 
ementary and Secondary Education 
Act programs, approved by the House 
of Representatives on March 24. 

The bill retains the 1990 statutory re- 
quirement that 25 percent of all Head 
Start funds be used to improve the 
quality of existing programs, such as 
ensuring sufficient staffing and ensur- 
ing adequate compensation of Head 
Start staff. 

The legislation establishes a new ini- 
tiative to extend Head Start type serv- 
ices to children from birth to 3 and 
their families. 

The bill permits Head Start pro- 
grams, for the first time, to construct 
their own facilities where the Sec- 
retary determines suitable facilities 
are not otherwise available or where 
construction would be more cost-effec- 
tive than purchase or renovation. 

This conference report does more 
than reauthorize Head Start—it also 
renews our commitment to a number of 
worthy programs addressing the needs 
of individuals living in poverty. 

The conference report reauthorizes 
the Community Services Block Grant 
Act through fiscal year 1998. Since its 
creation in 1981 as a continuation of 
work begun in the Office of Economic 
Opportunity, CSBG funds have been 
used to leverage other resources to op- 
erate programs addressing the prob- 
lems caused by poverty and providing 
advocacy services for the poor. 

The conference report also continues 
through fiscal year 1999, the Low-In- 
come Home Energy Assistance Pro- 
gram [LIHEAP]—an initiative of par- 
ticular importance to low-income indi- 
viduals who find their lives threatened 
by harsh weather. Recent budget cuts 
have caused a fall-off in the number of 
households served to the point where 
today only one-quarter of the eligible 
households are able to participate in 
the program. The action we take today 
is intended to sustain the program and 
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provide a suitable response to critical 
life-threatening situations which have 
far too often resulted in injury or 
death. 

Finally, the conference report con- 
solidates several existing programs 
into an expanded community-based 
family resource program which will 
help build networks of comprehensive 
family resource centers and services 
and promote a systematic approach to 
prevention. 

The conference report represents a 
significant effort to maintain biparti- 
san support for social service programs 
which answer critical needs of Amer- 
ican families and communities. 

Iam proud to have chaired the House 
conferees in this effort and congratu- 
late Chairman MARTINEZ on his good 
work and applaud all of the House con- 
ferees who signed the conference re- 
port—Mr. KILDEE, Mr. OWENS, Mr. AN- 
DREWS of New Jersey, Mr. SCOTT, Ms. 
WOOLSEY, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. 
BAESLER, Mr. GOODLING, Ms. MOLINARI, 
Mr. BARRETT, and Mr. CASTLE—and 
their respective staffs for the collegial 
effort which has brought us here today. 
I also thank Chairman DINGELL and 
Energy and Power Subcommittee 
Chairman SHARP and Members from 
both parties on the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce for their coopera- 
tion in this effort. 

In closing, I congratulate President 
Clinton for his vision, Secretary 
Shalala for her determination, and the 
staff of the Department of Health and 
Human Services for their hard work in 
what I view as an unprecedented effort 
to forge a truly bipartisan product re- 
newing these important human service 
programs. 

I would also like to thank our Senate 
counterparts for their cooperation and 
commitment in this endeavor. Senator 
KENNEDY, Senator Dopp, Senator 
KASSEBAUM, and Senator COATS offered 
bipartisan cooperation without which 
we could not have achieved this great 
Success. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
join me in supporting this conference 
agreement on these important human 
services programs and creating a 21st 
century Head Start. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I thank the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. FORD], the chairman of the 
Committee on Education and Labor, 
for his kind remarks. It has been a tre- 
mendous opportunity to work along- 
side him on the committee, equally as 
it has been to work with the ranking 
Republican, the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. GOODLING]. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GOODLING]. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the conference report ac- 
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companying S. 2000, the Human Serv- 
ices Amendments of 1994. This impor- 
tant legislation contains separate reau- 
thorization for Head Start, CSBG, 
LIHEAP, and other programs. 

The Human Services Amendments of 
1994 is the product of lengthy negotia- 
tions, the early stages of which actu- 
ally began over a year ago. While the 
conference report is not a perfect bill, 
is contains important provisions of 
which I am particularly proud, provi- 
sions which I believe move these pro- 
grams in the right direction. 

First of all, Mr. Speaker, contained 
in title I, which reauthorizes Head 
Start, are several mechanisms which 
will improve the quality of services 
provided to needy children under the 
Head Start program. Many of these 
ideas we had incorporated in the Good- 
ling-Molinari-Kassebaum Head Start 
Quality Improvement Act. 

As I have been saying for many 
years, we have to ask ourselves the 
question, when we say we need more 
money to cover more children, we have 
to ask the question, “To cover them 
with what? The answer has to be “to 
cover them with excellence.” 
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Since the beginning of Head Start, 
Congress has spent over $27 billion of 
taxpayers' money to fund the program. 
Our reports thus far are not the most 
glowing reports in relationship to how 
long these benefits last. It is our hope 
that with this reauthorization, the an- 
swer will be they will last a lifetime. It 
is not enough for us just to fund more 
Head Start programs and serve greater 
numbers of children. We have to be 
confident that the services provided 
produce measurable improvements for 
these children. For Head Start pro- 
grams to make a positive impact on 
children's lives, the programs must 
provide the highest quality services 
possible. The improvements we have 
included in the legislation move Head 
Start in the direction of greater and 
more consistent quality and excel- 
lence. 

Mr. Speaker, also contained in the 
Head Start section of the bill are provi- 
sions to improve parental involvement 
in Head Start. These programs will 
now offer all Head Start parents the 
opportunity to participate in family 
literacy programs and parenting skills 
training. It took this country an awful 
long time, and I do not understand 
why, to understand that the only way 
we will be successful is if we deal with 
the entire family. Family literacy now 
is the program that is going to get us 
where we want to go and, that is, to 
make sure that not only all children 
are literate and have the best skills 
possible but also their parents have the 
same. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill we are consider- 
ing today includes a provision requir- 
ing Head Start programs to coordinate 
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their services with the Even Start pro- 
gram. This provision matches up nicely 
with the same kind of coordination re- 
quirements that we already put in the 
Even Start law. 

All of these changes strengthen the 
Head Start program and bring needed 
accountability to a program that po- 
tentially can offer so much more to the 
future of disadvantaged children. 

Mr. Speaker, I do have some concerns 
about an addition by our Members in 
the other body where they get into the 
business of having prevailing wages for 
construction workers. I get concerned 
simply because we do not seem to have 
enough money at the present time to 
give quality programs to these children 
that are eligible and if we spread it 
thinner and we get into the business of 
how much somebody might spend on 
construction, now, some will argue, 
“Well, the rent they save will somehow 
or other make up for this." I would 
question that seriously. 

Mr. Speaker, in the reauthorization 
of LIHEAP, the Low Income Home En- 
ergy Assistance Program, I am pleased 
that the conferees maintained House 
language that sends a strong bipartisan 
message to the administration regard- 
ing the importance of this program and 
that Congress is unwilling to accept 
the funding cuts the administration 
has requested. 

Mr. Speaker, I am also pleased that 
the conferees dropped the unnecessary 
program performance goals and meas- 
urements in the House bill and main- 
tained the existing prohibition against 
the Secretary issuing program regula- 
tions for LIHEAP. Each State partici- 
pating in the LIHEAP programs is very 
unique geographically, demographi- 
cally, and in its governance structure. 
The conferees have recognized that 
States need continued flexibility to en- 
sure that energy assistance is distrib- 
uted in the method that makes the 
most sense for each individual State. 

Mr. Speaker, in the Community Serv- 
ice Block Grant Program, conferees 
also avoided giving the Secretary un- 
fettered regulatory authority, al- 
though they did allow the Secretary to 
prescribe procedures for the States to 
determine the effectiveness of CSBG 
programs. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank all on 
both sides of the aisle. I am particu- 
larly pleased that our retiring chair- 
man has an opportunity to play a lead- 
ing role in making sure that Head 
Start programs in the future will be 
even better than they have been in the 
past, and that his grandchildren and 
great grandchildren may also benefit 
greatly from these early childhood pro- 
grams that we are putting forth and in 
which we are improving the quality. 

Mr. Speaker, I also want to thank 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. BALLENGER], the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MARTINEZ], the gentle- 
woman from New York [Ms. MOLINARI], 
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and the staffs on both sides, and also 
the relationship we had with the other 
body, because I think in working to- 
gether we have truly produced not a 
perfect bill, we have never produced 
one of those, but a bill that will go a 
long way to improve all of these pro- 
grams in which the Federal Govern- 
ment has some responsibility. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, before yielding to the 
gentleman from California, the sub- 
committee chairman, it should be 
noted that we owe a debt of gratitude 
to the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce and particularly to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL], 
the chairman of that committee, for 
their cooperation in being able to work 
out the low income energy assistance 
portion of the bill and include it in a 
single package. 

Mr. Speaker, it should be noted that 
building on the experience we had last 
winter when we had record cold spells 
and periods of cold in the United States 
and a great deal of suffering as a result 
thereof, this bill carries forward a $600 
million a year emergency authoriza- 
tion that will be there, available for 
appropriation, if we hit another winter 
like last year sometime in the future. 
It is the kind of forward thinking that 
we were very happy to work out across 
jurisdictional lines with the Commit- 
tee on Energy and Commerce. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is also impor- 
tant to note for the record that there 
was an extraordinary amount of staff 
cooperation in putting all these pieces 
together into the final product and 
working out the multitude of dif- 
ferences between the House and Senate 
so that our job as Members at the Sen- 
ate-House conference was really sort of 
routine. They were led by, on the ma- 
jority side, Alan Lopatin and, of 
course, the staff of the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MARTINEZ] and the staff 
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. GOODLING], and I put into the 
RECORD the names of the people who 
worked on this: 

Kris Gilbert, Les Sweeting, Terry 
Deshler, Dennis Glavin, and Leslie Har- 
ris. On the Republican side, Lee Collin. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
that little town on the west coast, Los 
Angeles, CA [Mr. MARTINEZ], the fellow 
who did the heavy hitting on this legis- 
lation, one of the most productive and 
competent subcommittee chairmen we 
have on the committee and one who 
really deserves to take the bows when 
the President signs this at the White 
House next week. 

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in complete sup- 
port of the conference agreement and 
urge all Members to vote in favor of 
this bipartisan agreement. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


I would like, first, to take this oppor- 
tunity to publicly thank the hundreds 
of Head Start parents, teachers, admin- 
istrators, and graduates who met with 
me, wrote to me, and called to express 
their continued support for the Head 
Start Program and our Head Start bill. 

I want to thank Sarah Greene, execu- 
tive Director, and Ron Herndon, presi- 
dent of the National Head Start Asso- 
ciation, and Linda Likens, director of 
government relations for the associa- 
tion for their willingness to frame and 
discuss significant issues arising in the 
reauthorization of Head Start. 

We were very successful in addressing 
all of those concerns, and the con- 
ference agreement embodies their sug- 
gestions on: Construction of Head 
Start facilities, modifications and im- 
provements to both the Indian and Mi- 
grant Head Start Programs, recogni- 
tion of the importance of full-day and 
full-year services, mentor teachers, ad- 
ditional support of family service 
workers, enhanced parent involvement, 
improvement and renewed support for 
the Head Start transition project and 
the State collaboration projects, and 
an expansion of the work that Head 
Start has been doing with younger 
children. 

I would like to assure them that we 
have listened to their concerns about 
the Infants and Toddler Program and 
have included language that requires a 
secretarial panel designing the new 
zero to three effort to report its find- 
ings by December 31, 1994. 

I am assured by Secretary Shalala 
and her staff that this panel is already 
working and will be reporting on time. 

We also heard from a significant 
number of Americans across the coun- 
try in connection with title 2 of the 
bill, the Community Services Block 
Grant Program reauthorization, and 
have heeded their requests to ensure 
continued authorization of the Commu- 
nity Food and Nutrition Program and 
the National Youth Sports Program. 

I appreciate the dedication and hard 
work that those programs have done 
over the years and am happy to say 
that our proposal to reauthorize those 
programs was agreed to in conference, 
in full consultation and with the sup- 
port of the administration. 

I want to acknowledge the leadership 
of my chairman, BILL FORD, and Chair- 
man EDWARD M. KENNEDY of the other 
body, in shepherding this important 
legislation through the legislative 
process in a very expeditious manner. 

This is a truly bipartisan bill, thanks 
to the efforts of Ranking Member BILL 
GOODLING, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. BARRETT, 
and Mr. CASTLE, each of whom offered 
important suggestions to enhance the 
bill throughout. 

The Low-Income Home Energy As- 
sistance Program [LIHEAP] serves mil- 
lions of needy Americans nationwide, 
providing low-income and other vulner- 
able households with assistance for 
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home heating, cooling, crisis interven- 
tion, and low cost weatherization. 

The conference agreement contains 
modifications that increase State flexi- 
bility—as it encourages targeting of 
low-income households with high en- 
ergy burdens. 

The bill encourages new approaches 
in services and service delivery and 
promotes a collaborative relationship 
between States and the Department of 
Health and Human Services. 

I would like to thank Chairman DIN- 
GELL of the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce for his leadership, and 
Chairman SHARP of the Subcommittee 
on Energy and Power for his coopera- 
tion and assistance in getting this im- 
portant legislation to the floor. 

I would also like to thank my col- 
league from Michigan, Mr. KILDEE, for 
his continued support of LIHEAP and 
his contribution to our bill. 

I am confident that the changes 
made will strengthen and improve the 
overall effectiveness of the program. 

Again, this is a very good conference 
bill, one that is truly bipartisan, and I 
urge my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle to vote in favor of the agreement. 
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Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ne- 
braska [Mr. BARRETT], who was a tre- 
mendous asset to the construction of 
this legislation, and most importantly 
during the conference period he sub- 
stituted for all of us with his energy, 
and we appreciate that. 

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman for 
her kind remarks; I thank the chair- 
man, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. FORD], for his kind remarks as 
well. I also want to recognize the chair 
of the subcommittee, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MARTINEZ], who 
also did an excellent job with the re- 
port, as well as the gentlewoman from 
New York. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
conference report on S. 2000, which 
would reauthorize the Head Start, 
Community Services Block Grant, and 
the Low-Income Home Energy Assist- 
ance programs. 

I do, however, have some concerns 
with a couple of provisions in the con- 
ference report. I am concerned with ex- 
panding Head Start to serve children 
from 0 to 3 years of age. 

The conference report, I fear, takes a 
head strong plunge into providing more 
services to infants and toddlers with- 
out first taking a cautious and realis- 
tic review of how this expansion may 
affect current Head Start programs. 

It would be a shame that in the rush 
to provide more services to needy chil- 
dren and families, we may be jeopardiz- 
ing other needy families that may ben- 
efit from excellent Head Start pro- 
grams today. 

Mr. Speaker, I will be requesting the 
General Accounting Office [GAO] to 


May 12, 1994 


study the impact that the 0 to 3 initia- 
tive might have on current programs, 
and what factors should be considered 
by the Department of Health and 
Human Services, as it implements the 
initiative. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in re- 
questing a GAO study, because it may 
make Congress and the administration 
aware of the pitfalls of providing Head 
Start services to needy families. 

A concern has also been raised that 
the conference report may infringe 
upon English literacy programs by re- 
quiring Head Start centers to provide 
services to non-English speaking indi- 
viduals. 

Americans, and new immigrants to 
our country, should be fluent in Eng- 
lish in order to fully participate in our 
society. I hope that when the Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services is- 
sues its regulations to cover these mat- 
ters, it will keep firmly in mind the 
need to place a priority on providing 
more English literacy programs in 
Head Start, and not endanger these 
vital programs with an overzealous ex- 
pansion of required activities. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I believe 
that a number of other positive fea- 
tures in the conference report outweigh 
my reservations. Namely, the com- 
promise enhances family literacy pro- 
grams and insures that Head Start pro- 
grams are providing quality programs. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
conference report. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO]. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, this 
past winter was devastatingly cold 
across a large swath of our country. So 
cold, that many States were on the 
verge of running out of funding for 
their Low Income Home Energy Assist- 
ance Programs [LIHEAP] long before 
the end of the cold weather. The 
LIHEAP program provides critical as- 
sistance for our elderly, disabled, and 
low-income working families so they 
can keep their homes adequately heat- 
ed. That is why I strongly support the 
reauthorization of LIHEAP and whole- 
heartedly agree with the language in 
the LIHEAP reauthorization  con- 
ference report before us that expresses 
the sense of Congress that maintaining 
LIHEAP should be a high priority, and 
that all fiscal year 1995 appropriations 
for LIHEAP should be expended. 

I also want to express my strong sup- 
port for the Head Start reauthorization 
contained in the conference report. 
This program, whose father, Dr. Ed 
Zigler, hails from my congressional 
district, enjoys broad support within 
Congress—and for good reason. It pro- 
vides our most vulnerable preschool 
children with a chance to begin their 
education ready and able to learn. Iam 
pleased the conference report makes 
needed improvements in Head Start, 
such as staff improvements and pro- 
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gram quality, expansion, and review 
initiatives. We must strive not only to 
serve more eligible children, but we 
must also carefully monitor how effec- 
tive our increased investment in Head 
Start is. This bill will make sure that 
we have performance and quality 
standards, and that every Head Start 
agency will be fully reviewed. 

Mr. Speaker. I urge my colleagues to 
support the LIHEAP, Head Start, Com- 
munity Services Block Grant reauthor- 
ization conference report. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Flor- 
ida [Mr. MILLER], also a member of the 
subcommittee. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today in opposition to the Head 
Start Amendments Act of 1994. 

As a member of both the Education 
and Labor Committee and the Sub- 
committee on Human Resources, I do 
so with some regret, because I strongly 
support the concept of Head Start, a 
program that attempts to help low-in- 
come children in their formative learn- 
ing years. 

In an age of falling test scores and 
rising illiteracy, we need to invest 
more in our children to help them pre- 
pare to succeed both in school and in 
life. We could do even better if we got 
the Federal Government out of the ad- 
ministration of Head Start, block 
granting the needed funds to the 
States. 

But the rest of this conference report 
is unacceptable. It undermines legiti- 
mate programs like Head Start by au- 
thorizing massive increases in funding 
for Community Service Block Grants 
and the Low Income Home Energy As- 
sistance Program—two programs filled 
with pork barrel and unnecessary 
spending. Instead of increasing their 
funding, we should be talking about 
eliminating CSBG and LIHEAP out- 
right. 

When the President presented his 
proposal to reauthorize the programs 
included in this bill, Head Start, CSBG 
and LIHEAP, he focused on quality and 
efficiency. He proposed funding the 
CSBG Program at $434 million and the 
LIHEAP Program at $730 million. This 
conference report, however, increases 
CSBG to $595 million—a 40-percent in- 
crease. LIHEAP, is increased to $2 bil- 
lion—over a 100-percent increase of the 
President's proposal. 

What are we thinking? While asking 
the American people to tighten their 
belts to pay for one tax hike after an- 
other, Congress continues to refuse to 
make even modest reductions in Fed- 
eral spending. 

We cannot even maintain the status 
quo, but continue to increase the fund- 
ing for unnecessary programs even be- 
yond the President’s own request. 

The uphill battle we are fighting to 
balance the budget is getting steeper 
every time we mark up a bill in the 
Education and Labor Committee. We 
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saw H.R. 6 grow by $1.6 billion during 
the committee mark, and now CSBG 
has grown by $161 million and LIHEAP 
has grown by $1.2 billion. If we can not 
make even a small step toward reduc- 
ing spending and working together 
with the President, how will we ever be 
able to move toward fiscal sanity? 

This conference report also bugs me 
because many of the changes made to 
the Head Start Program in both the 
committee and the conference are im- 
provements on the program. I com- 
mend the improvements, including en- 
hanced parental involvement provi- 
sions, set-asides for quality improve- 
ment, and attempts to expand the im- 
pact of the program. 

But I cannot allow the bloated CSBG 
and LIHEAP programs to get a free 
ride on the backs of the American tax- 
payers. This is just one more example 
of a broken Federal budget process 
that allows massive omnibus spending 
authorizations to sail through the 
House untouched. Time and again, I 
watch wasteful, duplicative, and unnec- 
essary spending  boondoggles ride 
piggy-back on otherwise constructive 
programs. It happened several weeks 
ago on the crime bill, and it is happen- 
ing again today. 

In the name of fiscal sanity, join me 
in voting against this conference re- 
port. We can do much better. 
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Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER]. 

Mr. ROEMER. I thank the chairman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to begin by 
rising and thanking a number of people 
who are responsible for, maybe, one of 
the wisest and smartest investments 
that we will make in our Nation's chil- 
dren in this session of Congress. I 
would like to thank the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. FORD], the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. MaR- 
TINEZ], the gentleman from Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr. GOODLING], and the gentle- 
woman from New York [Ms. MOLINARI], 
and staff members like Carole Stringer 
and Alan Lopatin, for their hard work 
on this bill. 

This is smart and wise because it is 
proactive, it is preventive, and it in- 
vests in education for our children. 

When 30 years ago, Mr. Speaker, 
when we first came up with Head Start, 
we crafted what we thought was a good 
bipartisan bill to solve problems for at- 
risk children. We ran into a number of 
significant problems over the last 30 
years; trends have changed, times have 
changed, families and children have 
changed. 

We have now brought this bill up to 
these trends to deal with the problems 
in our families and with our children 
and respond to the need to reform our 
welfare children. This invests in and 
anticipates those changes. It also is re- 


10038 


flective of the good job that Congress is 
trying to do with its oversight func- 
tion. 

Here we worked in a bipartisan way 
to try to anticipate these trends and 
try to expand the programs, 0 to 3, try 
to improve recordkeeping for immuni- 
zations and academic records, try to 
improve the quality of teachers and 
teachers aides that we get; that is one 
of the best investments we can make 
with the problems that our children 
are running into these days. 

I would also like to commend the in- 
clusion in this particular bill of the Na- 
tional Youth Sports Program. Here is à 
program that brings at-risk children to 
college campuses. Many children never 
get this experience in their entire 
lives. When I visited the program at 
Notre Dame, children told me that, 
“This school, Notre Dame, isn't just 
for rich or white people, this is for ev- 
erybody." 

So the National Youth Sports Pro- 
gram does give the exposure and the 
experience to young people to learn 
academically, to get physicals, to learn 
about the dangers of drugs, and to live 
on a college campus for a few weeks 
and know with confidence that they 
can go to that school someday. 

So I applaud the committee's inclu- 
sion of the Community Services Block 
Grant and the National Youth Sports 
Program, and I highly applaud this bi- 
partisan Head Start bill. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support of the 
conference report on S. 2000, the Head Start 
Act Amendments of 1994. 

Title | of the bill, which reauthorizes Head 
Start for 4 years, responds to the rec- 
ommendations of Secretary Shalala's Advisory 
Committee on Head Start Quality and Expan- 
sion. This legislation moves toward ensuring 
that a 21st century Head Start Program is 
more responsive to the changing needs of 
American families. The agreement also estab- 
lishes a new infant and toddler program which 
promises to build upon the successes of Head 
Start to give families with very young children 
a chance at breaking the cycle of poverty. 

The agreement also includes provisions to 
enhance the linkages between Head Start and 
schools to help secure the gains made by 
Head Start youngsters as they enter elemen- 
tary school. 

The agreement also reauthorizes the Com- 
munity Services Block Grant which sustains 
the good work of community action agencies. 
Also reauthorized under this act is the Na- 
tional Youth Sports Program [NYSP] which 
brings thousands of economically disadvan- 
taged youth, ages 10 to 16, onto college and 
university campuses nationwide. For most of 
these participants, NYSP is their first exposure 
to a college campus. For more than a quarter 
of a century, NYSP has provided sports in- 
Struction and a host of other enrichments, 
such as education and career counseling, 
math and science instruction and medical ex- 
aminations for our Nation's underprivileged 
youth. 

| believe that both Head Start and National 
Youth Sports represent successful intervention 
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programs for economically disadvantaged 
youth that reaffirm our commitment to invest in 
our Nation's children. | urge my colleagues to 
support the conference agreement. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. GILMAN]. 

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentle- 
woman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of S. 2000, the Head Start Act Amend- 
ments of 1994. I would like to commend 
all of the conferees for their diligent 
work on this important measure and 
particularly the gentleman from 
Michigan, the commission’s distin- 
guished chairman, Mr. FoRD, and the 
ranking minority member, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOOD- 
LING] and the staunch supporters of 
Head Start, the gentlewoman from New 
York [Ms. MOLINARI] and the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. MARTINEZ] 
the distinguished subcommittee chair- 
man. 

This conference report improves pro- 
gram quality and management ac- 
countability at Head Start centers 
around our Nation. In addition, and 
more importantly, this measure ex- 
tends Head Start services to families 
with infants and toddlers, reserves 
funds for teachers' salaries and facility 
upgrades, and requires the Department 
of Health and Human Services [HHS] to 
consider a grant recipient's past per- 
formance when allocating funds. More- 
over, an important aspect of this bill, 
allows Head Start agencies to con- 
struct sorely needed new facilities. 

Mr. Speaker, we all recognize that 
our Nation's children are our most pre- 
cious resource. Head Start has enjoyed 
bipartisan support since its inception 
some 29 years ago and has proven to be 
an invaluable program for our entire 
Nation. 

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to 
fully support this conference report. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MEEHAN]. 

Mr. MEEHAN. I thank the chairman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the Head Start Program 
is one of the few programs that di- 
rectly helps children and demonstrably 
improves their chances to live and 
learn to their full potential. Head Start 
provides more than just early edu- 
cation. It give poor children a shot at 
decent health care, nutrition, and so- 
cial services, at a critical stage in their 
development. 

We cannot talk about solving the 
crime problem, ending welfare depend- 
ency, or improving the quality of life 
for ourselves and our children without 
addressing the simple fact that our 
kids need help. Too many children 
come from disadvantaged backgrounds 
and will never be able to overcome the 
barriers they face, unless we help pro- 
vide them a level playing field. Head 
Start is one way to give children a 
chance. 
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Children who are abused, children 
who do not get adequate medical care, 
and children who are simply neglected 
are children who fail in life. Their 
growing numbers threaten to under- 
mine our economic competitiveness 
and destroy our social fabric while con- 
demning millions to a lifetime of dys- 
function and underachievement. 

Some people say we should not ex- 
pand Head Start. I say we should not 
expand any Government program with- 
out thinking about how to make it 
work better, and that is what this re- 
authorization does. It makes children 
eligible for Head Start earlier to re- 
flect emerging evidence about the im- 
portance of reaching children before 
preschool. It builds on proven success 
stories to reform the existing program. 

A lot of Government programs begin 
with good intentions but never work as 
planned. This is a program that de- 
serves support because we know it 
works and because we know it is des- 
perately needed to give poor children a 
future with jobs, families, and hope 
rather than poverty, prison, and de- 
spair, Let us pass the conference re- 
port. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, I am 
extremely honored and delighted and 
privileged to yield 1 minute to the won- 
derful gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
GUNDERSON]. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, we 
spend a lot of time in this House talk- 
ing about crime, anticrime legislation. 
I would like to suggest to my col- 
leagues the bill in front of you now will 
do more to prevent crime in this coun- 
try than anything we did during that 3 
weeks' marathon, because the most im- 
portant thing we can do at the Federal 
Government level is get to children at 
risk at an early age. That is why I en- 
courage you to support this conference 
report. Head Start will get to literally 
thousands, if not millions, of children 
at risk before they begin school so that 
they can be a full partner in that 
school. 

In Wisconsin, 9,000 kids alone are 
going to benefit from this program. 
This conference report connects it 
more to education than the system of 
Head Start has been in the past. 

Second, in the community services 
block grant we have included à number 
of programs, such as the National 
Youth Sports Program, which goes to 
the same children at risk during their 
elementary school years, during the 
summer, making sure they are not 
only busy doing good things but that 
they have not only an athletic compo- 
nent but an educational component as 
well. 
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I say to my colleagues, So, when 
you vote today on this conference re- 
port, remember this is the real way we 
at the Federal Government can truly 
fight crime." 
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Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER], 
chairman of the Democratic Caucus. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. FORD] for his generosity and say 
that I rise in strong support of all three 
of the components of this legislation. I 
think this conference report makes 
some key improvements in the Head 
Start Program, and I agree with the 
previous speaker, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDERSON], who has 
been so eloquently described by the 
gentlewoman from New York [Ms. 
MOLINARI]. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I rise to say a few 
cautionary words about a provision in 
the conference report that we did not 
include in the House bill. I am refer- 
ring to the section authorizing the Sec- 
retary to approve construction of Head 
Start facilities where other alter- 
natives are unavailable. 

I do appreciate that this section of 
the conference report says that, in 
using this new authority, the Sec- 
retary shall promote collocation of 
Head Start with other programs serv- 
ing low-income children and families. 
But I remain convinced, and I would 
urge the committee members to focus 
on this issue, that construction of new 
buildings to house Head Start may well 
act as a centrifugal force, decentraliz- 
ing services for disadvantaged families 
at a time when education, social serv- 
ice, and health care programs should be 
brought together in one easily acces- 
sible location for those who need them 
most. 

Mr. Speaker, in an excellent speech 
at Georgetown University in February, 
Secretary Riley mentioned just such a 
model, which he referred to as and I 
quote, ‘‘early childhood family cen- 
ters." 

We need early childhood family cen- 
ters. That is the goal we should be 
working toward, and it is one of my 
major priorities as a member of the Ap- 
propriations Subcommittee on Labor, 
Health and Human Services, and Edu- 
cation. 

If we can renovate public school 
buildings to include Head Start cen- 
ters, that is money well spent. If we 
can construct Head Start facilities 
that will include a maternal and child 
health center and after-school pro- 
grams, that is money well spent. And, 
in my opinion; and this is the key they 
should be collocated on public school 
grounds whenever possible, not so the 
public schools can have ownership of 
all the programs, but so that the peo- 
ple who so desperately need these serv- 
ices to become effective, productive, 
taxpaying citizens will have the ability 
to access them in a comprehensive 
way. 

The language in the conference re- 
port allows the Secretary to use Head 
Start construction authority in just 
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that way. I would urge the Secretary, 
and hope to encourage this in the ap- 
propriations bill as well, to use the au- 
thority only in that way, and to use it 
sparingly, since quality improvement 
and expansion to full-day, full-year 
programs should be the first priority 
for Head Start right now. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, this conference 
report is a good blueprint for taking 
Head Start into the 21st century, and I 
commend it to my colleagues. 

Let me say to those colleagues who 
say that Head Start works well that it 
does in most instances, but let us not 
fool ourselves. By just saying we sup- 
port Head Start it does not mean that 
we are giving quality services to young 
children. There are some programs 
that are not working well, and I com- 
mend the chairman of the subcommit- 
tee and the ranking member for also 
making sure that this conference re- 
port includes significant oversight and 
incentives for performance, and where 
performance is failing; that is to say 
we are failing young children, that we 
will take appropriate action. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. FORD] for having 
yielded so generously of his time. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. BALLENGER]. 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to address my remarks to 
title IV of the conference report which 
authorizes the community-based fam- 
ily resource programs. 

The conference report incorporates 
what was best about the House and 
Senate's respective versions of title IV. 
It adopts the House's language to en- 
sure that all families are eligible to be 
served—including families of children 
with disabilities, and it adopts the Sen- 
ate's program consolidations that com- 
bine differing resources into a single 
funding stream that will help States 
pursue systemic reforms in the way 
they deliver family resource services. 

The title IV provisions that origi- 
nally passed the Senate had several 
positive components. However, I felt 
that the Senate legislation did not 
clearly include families of children 
with disabilities and did not ensure 
that States would address the unique 
needs that these families experience. 

To improve the legislation, we called 
upon many of the ideas that are being 
generated from the family support 
movement—ideas like strategic plan- 
ning to break down statutory and bu- 
reaucratic barriers that make it dif- 
ficult to provide services tailored to a 
family's needs, and bringing the family 
to the center of the decisionmaking 
process. 

I believe that this legislation has the 
potential to break the long tradition in 
Congress of creating separate programs 
for the disabled and the nondisabled. 
Instead, this program creates a single 
approach to statewide systems change 
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and coordination of existing resources 
that can help all families—including 
families of children that are disabled. 

I know that many families of chil- 
dren with disabilities are naturally 
skeptical. They fear that, in the state- 
wide and community-wide planning 
process, their unique needs will be 
overlooked. I encourage these families 
not to be skeptical observers, but to 
become active participants in the plan- 
ning process and to try to create posi- 
tive change. I would note that this pro- 
gram will provide seed money to every 
State to begin the systems change 
process, and that families must be 
alert to take advantage of this oppor- 
tunity. 

For my part, I plan to continue 
working in Congress to include the 
themes of systems integration and 
family-centeredness in other legisla- 
tion under the committee's jurisdic- 
tion, and to ensure that legislation is 
responsive to the needs of all individ- 
uals, including individuals with dis- 
abilities. 

I would like to express my apprecia- 
tion to Subcommittee Chairman 
OWENS and Senator KASSEBAUM and 
Dopp for working cooperatively to de- 
velop an excellent compromise that 
can help meet the diverse needs of all 
families. 

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. OWENS]. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
also like to add my congratulations to 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
FORD], and the gentleman from Califor- 
nia [Mr. MARTINEZ] and all my col- 
leagues on both sides of the aisle who 
helped to make this legislation pos- 
sible. I would like to express my appre- 
ciation for the additional money for 
LIHEAP and the recognition of the fact 
that LIHEAP is an emergency pro- 
gram, & program giving funds to vic- 
tims of emergencies, and to recognize 
that in the future we have to have that 
more flexible and increase the funding. 
We have witnessed the passage of an $8- 
billion program for earthquake relief 
for California, a $6-billion program for 
relief for the victims of the Midwest 
floods, a $6-billion program before that 
for relief of the hurricane victims in 
Florida. We recognize natural disas- 
ters, and we rally to the aid of victims, 
everybody except in the Northeast 
when they have massive snow storms, 
and nobody wants to recognize that 
those victims also deserve the help of 
their Government. Government should 
*come to the aid of victims, certainly 
people who are victimized by natural 
disasters. LIHEAP, as inadequate as it 
is, at least moved a few inches forward, 
and we praise the conference for that. 
Community services block grant is 
contained in this program. As a former 
community action director I regret the 
fact that community action agencies 
are still the most underrated agencies 
receiving Federal funds. 
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Most of the community activist 
agencies in this Nation receive only 
about 10 to 15 percent of their total 
funding from the community services 
block grant. The other funds come 
from money that they are able to ac- 
quire from other sources. 

They get the biggest bang for the 
buck of any social program funded by 
the Government. Yet that is not recog- 
nized. They are held at a stable across- 
the-board rate, and no rewards are 
there for the great job that the com- 
munity action agencies are doing. 

Head Start, of course, everybody rec- 
ognizes is a great program. The quality 
of Head Start has been eroded as a re- 
sult of cutbacks in funding. We are re- 
placing those funds now and insisting 
that the quality of Head Start be re- 
stored to what it was in its early days. 

Most important in the Head Start 
Program, in this particular package, is 
the fact it has flexibility which allows 
for facilities to be renovated and even 
for facilities to be constructed. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. ROHRABACHER]. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in opposition to the conference re- 
port on S. 2000, the Head Start Act 
Amendments of 1994. I would like to 
note that I have always supported the 
Head Start. 

Head Start has been successful be- 
cause it is a specially targeted program 
which prepares disadvantaged children 
for their first years of school. It pro- 
vides these children with the tools they 
wil need to help them achieve edu- 
cational success. 

Many immigrant families depend on 
Head Start to give their children a 
chance to learn English. The Head 
Start Program currently meets the 
needs of non-English speaking children 
through bilingual programs. This is 
questionable enough. I don't need to 
State the importance of ensuring that 
these children become fluent in Eng- 
lish in order to assimilate successfully 
in our society. 

This particular bill, however, goes 
beyond the current scope of the Head 
Start Program. Currently, Head Start 
must provide special services for non- 
English language children." This bill 
Strikes this particular language and re- 
places it with ‘non-English language 
background children and their fami- 
lies." 

Under this bill, children who already 


speak English will also receive instruc-* 


tion in their families’ native lan- 
guages. Mr. Speaker, it is absurd to 
think that we are going to use the 
Head Start Program to provide foreign 
language instruction to children who 
already speak English! 

Liberals are so intent on ''balkan- 
izing" this country, it is no longer 
enough to provide special bilingual 
programs through Head Start. Now, 
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this bill requires that we must also 
provide instruction in the language of 
their parents’ homeland to English- 
speaking children. 

It is often said that Head Start only 
reaches half of those children who are 
eligible. Perhaps that’s because we are 
including millions of illegal aliens and 
their children as being eligible for 
Head Start. Under current law, which 
is continued in this bill, illegal aliens 
and their children qualify for all the 
services provided by Head Start. I 
would also note that illegal aliens are 
fully eligible for the energy assistance 
provisions of this bill, as well. 

Mr. Speaker, as I said earlier, I have 
always been a strong supporter of Head 
Start. For the last several decades 
Head Start has provided disadvantaged 
children with the tools they need to 
succeed in our society. I must, how- 
ever, question the wisdom of enacting 
an unlimited authorization for services 
which go beyond the traditional scope 
of Head Start. The Head Start Program 
was designed to help disadvantaged 
students successfully assimilate into 
society. I simply do not understand 
how providing instruction to English- 
speaking children in their parents’ lan- 
guage will further the legitimate goals 
of the Head Start Program. Therefore, 
I oppose S. 2000 and ask my colleagues 
to do the same. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I want- 
ed to make sure Members knew, in the 
conference statement of the managers, 
we stated the conferees wish to empha- 
size the importance of assisting non- 
English speaking families in becoming 
literate in English. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
reclaiming my time, I support bilin- 
gual education programs that are 
aimed at teaching non-English speak- 
ers to speak English. I have supported 
that consistently. I think that is a wor- 
thy and necessary goal. But this is not 
the segment of the bill which I am op- 
posing now. I believe the expenditure of 
funds to teach young children who al- 
ready speak English to speak the na- 
tive language of their parents, to teach 
them in Spanish or French or whatever 
that language is, I think that is a 
waste of money. 

Mr. GOODLING. If the gentleman 
would yield further, I would think that 
would be stretching one's imagination 
greatly. As I said, the whole emphasis 
is to get the parent and the child to 
speak English. I cannot imagine that 
anyone could possibly use funds to do 
anything other than that. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
had a conversation with a teacher last 
night that said that is exactly the pur- 
pose. My staff has researched this. Un- 
fortunately, that is the purpose of the 
change in language of this bill. 
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Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself 142 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to reassure 
the gentleman, who touched my heart 
with his plaintive words that he has al- 
ways supported Head Start, and he 
knows it is a good program, and he 
knows it is good for preparing children 
to go to school, and he is now bothered 
by an interpretation of the language of 
this legislation that is totally erro- 
neous. And I can assure the gentleman 
that there is no change in the mission 
of teaching non-English-speaking chil- 
dren to be able to speak it and be lit- 
erate in English. That is the primary 
purpose of the language of the bill, and 
nothing is different in that regard in 
this reauthorization from all of the 
years it has been on the books, more 
than 29 years, except a piece of lit- 
erature that the gentleman apparently 
read, instead of reading the bill and the 
committee report. 

That is the only group in this coun- 
try that says that the language in the 
bill means what it means. As the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Goop- 
LING] said, it requires an extreme 
stretch of the imagination to read that 
kind of interpretation into it. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. If the gen- 
tleman would yield for a question, why 
then was the language changed in the 
bill this year? If the purpose was not to 
change the way the procedure on how 
children are taught and what they are 
taught, why was the language changed 
in this authorization? 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
reclaiming my time, because there is a 
change to the extent that we ask the 
Head Start people to spend more time 
working with the family and the child, 
and that called for a clear explanation 
that we wanted them to break with 
what happens in some places, where 
they deal with only the child. And, 
very frankly, that amendment was 
very strongly supported from your side 
of the aisle. It is only fair to tell you 
that your representatives on the com- 
mittee brought our attention to the 
fact that if we are trying to extend this 
to family involvement, we had better 
do something to make it consistent. 

Mr. Speaker, | would like to thank the fol- 
lowing staff for their hard work in helping to 
ensure a strong bill was crafted and moved 
through the Congress expeditiously: 

On the Education and Labor Committee 
staff, Alan Lopatin and Kris Gilbert; 

On the Human Resources Subcommittee, 
Les Sweeting, Terry Deschler, Dennis Glavin, 
and Leslie Harris; 

On the minority staff of the Education and 
Labor Committee, Lee Cowen, Hans Meeder, 
Vic Klatt, and Mary Ann Fitzgerald; 

On the Subcommittee for Select Education 
and Civil Rights staff, Braden Goetz and Rob 
MacDonald; 

On the Subcommittee on Elementary, Sec- 
ondary and Vocational Education, Tom Kelly 
and Jeff MacFarland; and 

On the Energy and Commerce Committee, 
Lisa Kountoupas, Tom Runge, and Karen 
Hunsicker. 
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We owe them a debt of gratitude for a job 
well done. 

ENGLISH LANGUAGE HEAD START CONCERNS 

Some have argued that the conference re- 
port would chart a new course for bilingual or 
non-English language Head Start programs. ! 
offer the following observations: 

Since 1965, Head Start has been serving 
children from low income families as diverse 
as the American population. In fiscal year 
1993, Head Start enrollment included children 
from a broad group of home language back- 
grounds including: English (553,000); Spanish 
(123,000); Native American and related 
(14,000); Vietnamese (2,700); Chinese 
(2,500); Hmong (2,400); Haitian (2,200); Cam- 
bodian (1,100); and French (242). 

While Head Start children come from fami- 
lies where English is not their home language, 
Head Start is virtually the only program which 
teaches preschoolers English. 

The current Head Start statute requires the 
Secretary, in designating Head Start agencies 
to take into account, the plan of an applicant 
to meet the needs of non-English language 
children in the community. Section 641(d)(7). 
This has been the law for more than 2 dec- 
ades. The only change in S. 2000 is to note 
that families are a part of Head Start. 

The conference report on S. 2000 retains a 
number of provisions which were part of the 
House-passed Human Services Amendments 
of 1994 which deal with the sensitivity of pro- 
grams to the needs of non-English language 
background children and their families; 21 of 
22 House conferees—14 Democrats, 7 Re- 
publicans—signed the conference agreement, 
along with all Senate conferees. 

The joint statement of managers illuminates 
the intent of the conference report: The con- 
ferees wish to emphasize the importance of 
assisting non-English language families in be- 
coming literate in English. However, this is not 
intended to prevent programs from utilizing a 
bilingual approach or from assisting the large 
number of Hispanic families who receive serv- 
ices under this act from becoming literate in 
Spanish, nor to prevent efforts by Indian, or 
Native Alaskan, or Hawaiian programs to pro- 
mote literacy in indigenous languages. 

Critics have suggested that under the terms 
of the conference report, the Secretary could 
terminate a program for failing to be bilingual. 
The Secretary has discretion in establishing 
standards and would be expected to establish 
standards consistent with 29 years of program 
experience to address community needs, as 
appropriate. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Washington [Mrs. 
UNSOELD]. 

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the Chairman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to compliment 
the chairman, the chairman of the sub- 
committee, and the ranking member of 
the Committee on Education and 
Labor. This is a super bill, and I rise to 
give it all the support I have. I am so 
delighted with the administration, 
with President Clinton, for making an 
emphasis for Head Start, and particu- 
larly the birth to 3-years-of-age. 

Last month I held forums in my dis- 
trict on early childhood education and 
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violence prevention. The overwhelming 
testimony expressed by expert panel- 
ists and attendees alike was that anti- 
social behavior begins from failed 
human relations at a very early age, 
when conscience and compassion have 
not been taught. 
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We must help families with young 
children and more must be done to help 
children and families avoid the prob- 
lems that lead our youth to gangs, 
drugs, and senseless violence. If we as- 
sist struggling families with young 
children, we help all families and all 
children. 

Parents will be given the opportunity 
to interact with other parents, learn 
more about basic child development, 
positive discipline techniques, and par- 
ent-child communication skills. 

The foundation of antisocial behavior 
is laid in those very early years of 
childhood so it is not only wise to in- 
vest in children and families, it is in- 
cumbent on us as elected officials to do 
so. That is why I am very pleased that 
provisions from my bill, H.R. 4270, were 
incorporated into the final version of 
the reauthorization. 

A few weeks ago, the Carnegie Foun- 
dation released a landmark study fo- 
cusing on our Nation's 12 million chil- 
dren under the age of 3. This report 
concluded that we have got to give 
more weight to programs that serve 
these families with very young chil- 
dren. The report also outlines the risks 
associated with not supporting these 
families. By supporting them, we save 
money that can be spent in other ways. 

This is à great bill. I urge everyone 
to support it. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM] for an inter- 
esting reaction that I am sure the 
Chair will enjoy. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
first of all, I would like to say that this 
is one Member that will miss the gen- 
tleman from Michigan, Chairman 
FORD. He has been a tough, old bird at 
the chairmanship, but I have found 
that also when a Member works with 
the chairman, he will work with them. 
Iappreciate that. 

I would ask my friend, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. ROHRABACHER], 
who is a good, close friend, and he is a 
good conservative, I would ask him, as 
& conservative, to support this con- 
ference report. 

First of all, Dan Quayle does not 
have a limit on family values. This bill 
supports family values. As a mechanic 
used to say, It is pay me now or pay 
me later." Without this bill, the pay- 
ment later is tenfold. That is a con- 
servative position, especially on the 
economy. 

I am concerned about illegal aliens, 
especially in the State of California, as 
my friend. We both support English as 
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a first language. We are not talking 
about that here as a bill. 

Believe it or not, in some areas of our 
country we have English-speaking stu- 
dents that do not have the literary 
skills to succeed in school. Are Mem- 
bers going to tell me that I cannot im- 
prove their English so that they can 
succeed in school? No. And we do not 
do the same thing with other language 
as well. 

The bill supports family involve- 
ment. That is what Dan Quayle want- 
ed. That is what most of us want, as 
conservatives. 

The minorities, up to 45 percent of 
many of the minorities do not com- 
plete high school. If that is the case, 
what at best are they going to do? 
They are going to get a low-income 
paying job. 

We are going to have to pay them 
welfare, or they are going to be on un- 
employment, which we extend in this 
body many, many times. And think of 
the cost of that. And think, as my 
friend, the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. GUNDERSON] mentioned, the appli- 
cation to crime. 

So this is a conservative position to 
support this conference report. 

I would also like to thank, besides 
the chairman, I would like to thank a 
fellow San Diegon, Dr. Pasant and Sec- 
retary Riley. I think they are bright 
Stars in the Clinton administration. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I just 
want to correct part of the gentleman's 
opening statement. He is a young bird, 
not an old bird. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
accept the correction. 

Mr. GOODLING. But bird he is. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to consider 
and to have taken part in the develop- 
ment of legislation to authorize the 
Human Services Act. 

As many of my colleagues know, and 
we have heard, Head Start is approach- 
ing its 30th anniversary. This program 
clearly has an impressive history, but 
it also has a whole new set of chal- 
lenges for the future. 

One of those challenges is to address, 
in response to recent reports, the dis- 
parities in the quality of services pro- 
vided by Head Start programs and to 
eliminate the fade-out effect in chil- 
dren once they leave Head Start. . 

We have aggressively confronted 
these problems in this bill by including 
measures to assure greater and more 
consistent quality, by putting poor per- 
formance programs on notice that the 
Status quo is over and enhancing serv- 
ices to help parents become full part- 
ners in the education of their children. 

By making a Head Start center's con- 
tinued funding contingent upon quality 
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service, this legislation will inject new 
levels of accountability and respon- 
sibility into this program. By provid- 
ing parents with a greater voice and an 
enhanced role in these programs and by 
providing necessary family literary 
services and parenting skills training, 
this legislation truly empowers the 
most important people in a child's life, 
their parents. 

Let me just say, relative to the dis- 
cussion that just took place, one of the 
changes we do make is to require as 
part of the family, à new part of the 
family literacy requirements, English 
as a second language service to help 
teach parents English and enable them 
to further engage in the development 
and the education of their children. 

I am also encouraged to see a renewal 
of all these ideas that were originally 
presented in Republican legislation. It 
was an honor to take the lead from 
Members like the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] and Sen- 
ator KASSEBAUM, who talked about 
taking courageous but necessary steps 
to make a good program a great pro- 


am. 

Naturally, I am encouraged to see a 
renewal of the LIHEAP program in this 
legislation. The LIHEAP program, as 
the Speaker knows, is important to the 
whole country but especially to colder 
states. 

My State of New York is the largest 
recipient of LIHEAP funds and would 
be one of the hardest hit by the pro- 
posed budget cuts. This bill and con- 
ference report helps to restore that. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been my pleasure 
to work with the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING], the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. FORD] and 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
MARTINEZ] to develop this comprehen- 
sive bipartisan reauthorization pack- 
age. I want to thank them for their 
leadership on these issues. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield the balance of my time to the 
gentlewoman from Connecticut [Mrs. 
KENNELLY]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SERRANO). The gentlewoman from Con- 
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY] is recognized 
for a 1½ minutes. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the conference re- 
port on S. 2000, to authorize appropria- 
tions for Head Start, the Low-Income 
Home Energy Assistance Program and 
the Community Services Block Grant. 

I would like to comment just briefly 
on two programs that have enormous 
impact in my State. Head Start is one 
of the most successful Federal pro- 
grams to date and one I have consist- 
ently supported. Last year’s appropria- 
tion served more than 730,000 children 
across this country. And while that 
may seem like a large number, it rep- 
resents only 40 percent of those chil- 
dren eligible for Head Start. 
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S. 2000 would reauthorize Head Start 
through fiscal year 1998 and would 
strengthen and improve the quality of 
existing programs. Child development 
services would also be expanded. A par- 
ticular highlight of Head Start is the 
"Initiative on Families with Infants 
and Toddlers” which would provide 
early, continuous and comprehensive 
child development and family services 
to low-income families with very 
young children. Pregnant women and 
families with children under age three, 
who meet the low-income standards 
under the regular Head Start program, 
would be eligible to participate in this 
initiative. 

Another important piece of S. 2000 is 
the reauthorization of the Low-Income 
Home Energy Assistance Program. 
LIHEAP has been highly successful in 
serving the needs of low-income elder- 
ly, disabled and working poor in Con- 
necticut and is particularly important 
in light of the harsh winter the North- 
east just experienced. I am pleased that 
the agreement includes Senate lan- 
guage to authorize $2 billion in each of 
fiscal years 1995 through 1999, $1.27 bil- 
lion more than the administration's re- 
quest for fiscal year 1995. 

The core purpose of providing heat- 
ing assistance to low-income house- 
holds based on total household income 
has been maintained. States, within ex- 
isting eligibility standards, may give 
priority to households with the highest 
energy costs or needs in relation to 
their income. 

The agreement would also make per- 
manent the authorization to appro- 
priate $600 million each year in emer- 
gency funds to meet the needs of resi- 
dents in States that have suffered nat- 
ural disasters. Under current law, the 
process of seeking release of these 
funds created difficulty in terms of 
timing for States trying to meet imme- 
diate crisis situations. Permanent au- 
thorization of emergency funds is a sig- 
nificant step to facilitating better and 
more timely action. 

I am also pleased that the language 
of House Concurrency Resolution 202 
was included in this agreement ex- 
pressing that LIHEAP should be a pri- 
ority to enable the working poor, the 
disabled, and the low-income elderly 
meet their energy costs and needs. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support passage of the conference re- 
port on S. 2000 to preserve services like 
Head Start and LIHEAP that are vital 
to thousands of Americans. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
take this opportunity to express my strong 
support for S. 2000, the conference report 
which reauthorizes Head Start funding through 
fiscal year 1998. 

Since its inception in 1968, the Head Start 
Program has played a significant part in the 
lives of millions of America’s children. The 
benefits of early intervention are well known, 
especially when it comes to making better fu- 
tures for low-income children. The Head Start 
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conference report guarantees that this impor- 
tant program will continue. The conference re- 
port also addresses the important issues of 
program quality improvement, management 
accountability of Head Start centers, and al- 
lows agencies to construct new Head Start fa- 
cilities if adequate facilities are not available. 

The conference report also reauthorizes for 
1 year the State Dependent Care Develop- 
ment Grants Act. The administration's pro- 
posed 1995 budget would consolidate this pro- 
gram with the Child Care and Development 
Block Grant. The Temporary Care and Crisis 
Nurseries, and the Child Development Associ- 
ate Scholarship programs are also to be in- 
cluded in this consolidation. 

Many of my constituents whom are involved 
in providing child care have expressed con- 
cem about the redtape and State bureaucracy 
which might prevent the moneys from going to 
important programs which have received fund- 
ing in the past. | hope that the preservation of 
separate funding for these programs will be 
seriously considered for fiscal year 1995. It 
would ensure continuation of these important 
services, many of which work in conjunction 
with Head Start in helping to make better fu- 
tures for our Nation's children. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of 
S. 2000, the Human Services Amendments of 
1994. This important legislation reauthorizes 
for 4 years the widely acclaimed Head Start 
Act as well as the Community Services Block 
Grant Act, and reauthorizes for 5 years the 
low-income Home Energy Assistance Pro- 
gram. 

HEAD START ACT 

The Head Start Act Amendments of 1994 
fulfill the commitment of the Congress and the 
Clinton administration to the American people 
to expand and strengthen this extraordinarily 
successful program for the development of 
children 3 and 4 years of age. Funded pri- 
marily by the Federal Government, Head Start 
programs are community based. Local agen- 
cies and program sponsors respond to local 
needs and coordinate the delivery of services 
with local organizations in communities 
throughout America. 

Mr. Speaker, few among us deny the exem- 
plary record of Head Start in enriching the 
lives of the most vulnerable members of our 
society—our children. The legislation under 
consideration today builds on the illustrious 
educational achievements of Head Start by: 
Strengthening the specific performance stand- 
ards Head Start programs must need in order 
to continue to be funded; Expanding Head 
Start programs in increased areas and in 
areas of greatest need; and funding a much- 
needed and long-awaited initiative to serve 
low-income children before they reach their 
third birthday. 

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

Critical to the continued success of Head 
Start is the requirement that individual pro- 
grams meet specific performance standards in 
each of the five major services provided: 
Physical and mental health; nutrition; edu- 
cation; social services; and parent involve- 
ment. The legislation we consider today re- 
serves at least twenty five percent of Head 
Start funding to enhance program quality and 
to enable local programs to meet their specific 
performance standards. Such funds may be 
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spent not only to add teachers, social workers, 
and other professionals but also to fund in- 
service professional development programs 
and other activities. 

A growing body of evidence suggests that 
Head Start eligible families are facing greater 
and more complex problems as a result of the 
drugs and violence that plague far too many of 
our committees. As a result, the legislation 
also makes funds available to augment the ca- 
pacity of Head Start programs to coordinate 
with other community based organizations the 
services that make Head Start programs so 
successful. 

PROGRAM EXPANSION 

Currently, only fewer than 40 percent of eli- 
gible 3- and 4-year-olds are served by the 
Head Start Program. The legislation makes 
funds available to continue to expand the 
availability of such programs in an orderly 
fashion. Funds for program expansion are crit- 
ical because the Nation's population for poor 
children eligible and in need of Head Start 
programs far exceeds the availability of pro- 
grams. 

INFANT AND TODDLER PROGRAMS 

Mr. Speaker, perhaps the most exciting as- 
pect of the legislation we are considering 
today is the recognition that healthy child de- 
velopment for many of the children served by 
Head Start must begin before children reach 3 
and 4 years of age. Accordingly, the legisla- 
tion reserves funds for the initiation or exten- 
sion of Head Start programs for infants and 
toddlers younger than 3 years of age. These 
family centered programs will offer the full 
range of Head Start services in order to pro- 
mote family self-sufficiency, ensure good 
health, and enhance child educational 
achievement. 

LIHEAP 

The human services amendments of 1994 
also reauthorize the Low-income Home En- 
ergy Assistance Act of 1981 [LIHEAP]. Mr. 
Speaker, it is beyond peradventure that many 
of the working poor, the disabled, and low-in- 
come elderly have trouble paying for their en- 
ergy needs because they live in communities 
with high energy costs that consume a dis- 
proportionate share of their income. Indeed, in 
fiscal year 1990, LIHEAP assisted over 6 mil- 
lion low-income households to meet the costs 
of their energy needs. However, the programs 
currently serve less than 24 percent of eligible 
households. Nevertheless, the Administration 
proposed a 51 percent cut in appropriated 
funds for LIHEAP. 

| strongly support not only the continuation 
of LIHEAP but also the expenditure of all 
funds appropriated in fiscal year 1995 as well 
as an increase in such expenditures in fiscal 
year 1996. The legislation before us today 
continues and strengthens LIHEAP. For exam- 
ple, over 7 million eligible households have 
energy bills that exceed 15 percent of their an- 
nual income. Accordingly, States will be able 
to target their assistance to households with 
the highest energy costs in relation to house- 
hold income. In addition, funds may be used 
to subsidize low-cost weatherization and cost- 
effective energy-related home repairs. The 
legislation also authorizes the President to re- 
quest funds in response to truly unusual en- 
ergy emergencies, such as the prolonged and 
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bitter cold weather many communities experi- 
enced during the winter of 1993, or natural 
disasters experienced in many other commu- 
nities in 1993. 

Mr. Speaker, in the past, many perceived 
that LIHEAP failed to establish sufficiently pre- 
cise and uniform goals to assist State agen- 
cies in the administration and implementation 
of the program. As a result, during the full 
committee markup of this bill, | offered and the 
committee accepted an amendment that di- 
rected the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services to develop performance goals and 
measurements in consultation with LIHEAP 
grantees in order to assist States in evaluating 
their success in achieving the purposes of the 
program. As a result of this amendment, State 
and local agencies will know what is expected. 
The development of such statements of pro- 
gram goals together with the collection of spe- 
cific performance data should strengthen the 
administration of LIHEAP and assure the 
achievement of its goals. 

| urge my colleagues to support S. 2000. 

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
strong support for the Head Start Act amend- 
ments conference report. This conference re- 
port not only reauthorizes the very important 
and successful Head Start Program, it also re- 
authorizes the Low Income Home Energy As- 
sistance Program and the Community Serv- 
ices Block Grant Program, and It consolidates 
several programs into a new community-based 
Family Resource Program. 

While all these programs are important, | 
want speak for a moment about the Head 
Start Program. For the past 20 years or so 
there have been a number of experimental 
policies and programs intended to address 
students who are considered to be at-risk. Un- 
fortunately, over half of the minority children in 
this Nation’s large inner city and poor rural 
school districts are destined to drop out of 
School because they are not adequately pre- 
pared to begin their education. One of the 
major obstacles preventing inner city children 
from success in achieving their educational 
goals is the pervasive poverty in their commu- 
nities that they must deal with every day. 
Head Start, a program that was developed in 
the 1960's when the Federal Government de- 
clared its "war on poverty" addresses this 
issue directly. The program provides services 
in comprehensive early childhood develop- 
ment, education, health, nutrition, and other 
related social services to preschool! children 
and their families. The goal is to improve the 
conditions surrounding a child so that he or 
she is prepared succeed in later school and 
life. To this day, in the 1990's the battle con- 
tinues and Head Start has been and will con- 
tinue to be one of the most potent weapons 
we have in our arsenal in the war against pov- 
erty. It is becoming clearer every day that 
young children in inner city schools are the 
victims of isolation from broader educational 
opportunities and the doors that those oppor- 
tunities open in job market. These kinds need 
to get the schooling that will enable them to 
proceed to advanced education and ultimately 
to enter the economic and cultural mainstream 
of this Nation. The consequences of not giving 
these children an adequate chance for a good 
education are: unemployment, crime, violence, 
drug problems, teenage pregnancy and in- 
creasing school drop out rates. 
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Without the programs reauthorized in this 
conference report, we as a society will end up 
paying for the consequences in one way or 
another, therefore it is imperative that we ap- 
prove this conference report and give these 
kids the opportunity to get the most out of 
their education and provide for better living 
conditions for them and their families. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
support of the conference report on S. 2000, 
the Head Start Act amendments. Specifically, 
| would like to comment on the necessity of 
mandatory funding for Head Start and the in- 
clusion of multilingual programs reflective of 
the needs of a Head Start community. 

If our Nation is to provide for our future 
leadership in the global market, we must in- 
vest in the education of our children. Head 
Start puts our words into action by providing 
services for children most at-risk and in need, 
at a time in their lives that is crucial to their 
progress in developing to their full potential. 
Providing for the education of non-English- 
speaking children, and ensuring services for 
their parents, plays an important role in the 
mission of Head Start to prepare all participat- 
ing children for the challenges of school. 

There are some people who would have us 
believe that this bill requires that Head Start 
applicants teach children in a language other 
than English. Let me be clear when | say that 
non-English instruction is not required in this 
act. However, with one-fourth of Head Start 
participants having a non-English background, 
a background where children live in homes 
where English is not the language used for the 
majority of conversation, it is important for 
Head Start applicants to develop a plan to 
meet the needs of these eligible participants. 
To do otherwise would be to base Head Start 
educational programming on exclusion, rather 
than inclusion. 

Four-year-old children living in low-income 
families face an uphill battle in acquiring an 
education. Four-year-old children without an 
understanding of English, or even a pro- 
ficiency in their own language, have an even 
more difficult time. Without some help in their 
native language these children could be left 
behind, intimated by their teachers and not un- 
derstood by their peers, left to start again the 
circle of poverty that brought them into the 
Head Start situation. It is necessary for Head 
Start applicants to reach out to these non- 
English background children with staff that can 
communicate with them and help them on 
their way to mastering English. 

The basis for Head Start, and the very rea- 
son for its success, is that it is based on the 
development of a family. As low-income chil- 
dren learn, their parents are also encouraged 
to complete GED's, participate in job counsel- 
ing and are encouraged to attend ESL—Eng- 
lish as a second language courses. Advocat- 
ing the use of local multilingual organizations 
in the development of a Head Start plan en- 
courages the participation of parents in the 
Head Start program and provides a stable 
support structure for participating children's 
education. This act codifies past practices of 
Head Start organizations and serves as a re- 
minder that inclusion of all types of local orga- 
nizations in the planning stages of a Head 
Start strategy leads to the full inclusion of chil- 
dren from non-English backgrounds. 
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A Head Start program that plans for full in- 
clusion of all students and parents better 
meets the needs of the participants and their 
community and helps fulfill the requirement 
that children be prepared for the transition to 
elementary school. It must be acknowledged 
that the family language is the basis for com- 
munication between parent and child and is a 
part of the family's culture. Head Start has 
done this over time, and time has shown that 
children leaving Head Start use English. Stud- 
ies have proven that Head Start provides the 
jump start which better prepares children for 
the challenges of school. 

In order to lead internationally, we must de- 
vote time, energy, and money to the education 
of our children. Head Start has been a proven 
mechanism for ensuring that children who are 
often left behind in this society are given the 
chance to become contributing members of 
our society. Support for this conference report 
translates into an endorsement of our children, 
and will be an investment reaped tenfold in 
the future. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support 
of the conference report to accompany S. 
2000, the Human Services Amendment of 
1994. 

This conference agreement provides for a 4- 
year extension and improvement of Head 
Start, the community services block grant, low- 
income home energy assistance, and commu- 
nity-based family resources programs. 

These are programs which, over the years, 
| have enthusiastically supported. They help 
and they work well because they give a hand 
up instead of a hand out. 

Thus, in providing preschool services, criti- 
cal community services, and energy assist- 
ance, they successfully promote, protect, de- 
fend, and enhance human dignity. 

| would like to thank the subcommittee 
chairman, Mr. MARTINEZ, and the ranking re- 
publican, Ms. MOLINARI for their leadership in 
developing an excellent bill which has moved 
quickly and smoothly through the process. | 
would also like to thank them for their support 
and assistance for in including in this con- 
ference agreement several improvements 
which | sponsored. 

The first improvement is language related to 
Head Start to elementary school transition. 
Research indicates that the smooth transition 
of children from preschool through the early 
elementary grades is important, yet not very 
prevalent. 

Consequently, | have worked, in this bill and 
H.R. 6, the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act reauthorization bill, to improve the 
transition efforts and activities of both public 
elementary schools and Head Start Programs. 

It is my hope that as both preschools and 
elementary schools reach out to help, dis- 
advantaged children will increasingly build 
upon the gains they received in programs like 
Head Start. The second improvement | spon- 
sored is the authorization of a new activity in 
low-income home energy assistance called 
REACH, [residential energy assistance chal- 
lenge option]. 

REACH is a discretionary activity which will 
enable community-based organizations to help 
the poor stay current on energy bills and, at 
the same time, improve their energy conserva- 
tion and bill management. 
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Mr. Speaker, this is an excellent agreement 
and | urge its adoption. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise in support of S. 2000, a bill to reauthorize 
the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance 
Program and the Head Start Programs. These 
programs have been effective in helping those 
in poverty, especially children, to get through 
difficult economic times. My constituents in 
Connecticut have not shared in the economic 
recovery taking place in the rest of the coun- 
try, and this bill is very important to us. 

| am pleased to see that this bill does not 
make cuts to the Low-Income Home Energy 
Assistance Program, or LIHEAP. LIHEAP pro- 
vides Federal heating assistance to over 
75,000 low-income households in Connecticut. 
These households are mainly made up of el- 
derly, disabled, or working poor individuals 
and families. LIHEAP was especially important 
to them this past winter, when my State expe- 
rienced exceptionally cold weather. 

Considering the importance of LIHEAP to 
my State, | was disturbed when President 
Clinton released his budget earlier this year 
with major cuts in LIHEAP funding. Even 
though many frivolous programs appear in this 
year's budget, President Clinton instead chose 
LIHEAP as a program to be cut by 50 percent. 
President Clinton spent three winters in Con- 
necticut. He should have remembered the cold 
winters we experience in the Northeast and 
thought about how LIHEAP dollars have been 
dollars well spent. LIHEAP has probably 
saved lives. 

Earlier this year | cosponsored a bill calling 
for LIHEAP to provide an equal or better level 
of services in the coming years. Program cuts 
have forced the State to significantly cut back 
on LIHEAP benefits to households during the 
past 3 years. | am pleased to report that the 
language in the bill | cosponsored has been 
included in the bill before us today. 

| also support allowing States to set eligi- 
bility standards which best meet the needs of 
recipients. Because of my State's relatively 
high cost of living, it is important that the State 
determine the guidelines under which a 
household would be available for heating as- 
sistance. This bill today maintains current law 
prohibiting the Federal Government from regu- 
lating the State use of LIHEAP funds. 

If the President's proposal had become law, 
the State of Connecticut would have lost over 
$14 million in energy assistance this year 
alone. | support this bill, because it rejects the 
President's proposal and provides the funds 
the entire Northeast needs to keep low-income 
residents warm next winter. 

This bill also reauthorizes Head Start Pro- 
grams. During the past 30 years, Head Start 
has been an important part of our efforts to 
help disadvantaged children prepare for learn- 
ing. Connecticut resident Edward Zigler, one 
of the founders of Head Start, states accu- 
rately that the program's approach and com- 
mitment to involving parents and strengthening 
families have come to define the components 
of effective intervention. During my time serv- 
ing in Congress, my constituents have at- 
lested to the value of the Head Start Pro- 
grams. 

Earlier this Congress, | voted for the Goals 
2000: Educate America Act, which established 
eight national education goals. The first goal is 
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that by the year 2000, all children in America 
will start school ready to learn. Head Start 
plays an important role in achieving that goal. 
It allows disadvantaged children to have ac- 
cess to high-quality and developmentally ap- 
propriate preschool programs. Over 13 million 
poor children have entered school healthier 
and ready to learn because of Head Start. 

Even successful programs such as Head 
Start need improvements. | am pleased that 
Republicans were able to play an important 
role in developing quality assurance mecha- 
nisms and parental involvement components 
in this bill. As Head Start expands to embrace 
more children, there are likely to be growing 
pains. This bill allows Head Start Programs to 
use Federal funds in the most effective way. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
this afternoon in strong support of the con- 
ference report on S. 2000, the Head Start Act 
Amendments of 1994. 

As you know, Head Start is a proven pro- 
gram designed to ensure that America’s most 
underprivileged children receive the proper 
nourishment, medical care, and educational 
opportunities to enable them to lead healthier, 
happier, and more productive lives. | have 
long been an outspoken advocate of the nu- 
merous benefits provided to children involved 
in this program and am very pleased that, 
under this legislation, Head Start will be ex- 
panded and strengthened. 

Over the past decade, focused attention 
upon and comprehensive resources for the 
troubles affecting a large number of America’s 
underprivileged youngsters and their families 
was lacking. As a result, all too many of our 
children have become increasingly exposed to 
the problems of poverty, hunger, and iliness. 
Head Start has proven extremely effective in 
combating the struggles faced by individuals 
living in less fortunate environments and we 
must utilize its well-developed resources to 
their full potential. 

This conference report contains provisions 
that will do just that. It will create a new infant 
and toddler initiative, finally recognizing that, 
during the most formative years of a child's 
life, ages 0-3, we must pay close attention to 
the developmental needs of these youngsters. 
In addition, this bill will get parents more di- 
rectly involved in their children's education 
through family-focused teaching and literacy 
initiatives. Most importantly, the measure tar- 
gets those areas most in need of Head Start 
services and directs the Secretary of HHS to 
work to provide such services swiftly and ef- 
fectively. 

This legislation will also reauthorize the Na- 
tional Youth Sports Program [NYSP] that has 
given thousands of disadvantaged and minor- 
ity youth across the country a chance to expe- 
rience both the thrill of athletic competition and 
the many benefits of teamwork. This valuable 
program provides these youngsters with a 
positive outlet through which to develop their 
Skills and channel their energy. 

Today, with the problems of violence and 
drug abuse continuing to plague many of our 
communities, it is imperative that we lend our 
utmost support to all programs with proven . 
records of steering youth down productive 
avenues. NYSP is indeed one of these valu- 
able initiatives. 

In addition, this conference report recog- 
nizes that high priority must be given to aiding 
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the working poor, the disabled, and the low-in- 
come elderly in paying their energy bills 
through the Low-Income Home Energy Assist- 
ance Program [LIHEAP]. 

LIHEAP annually serves over 6 million low- 
and fixed-income households in the Nation, in- 
cluding over 650,000 in the State of Illinois. 
This vital program keeps poor families, as well 
as older Americans, from having to choose 
each winter between essential energy services 
and other daily necessities. 

Recently, the amount of LIHEAP funds that 
have gone to each household eligible for as- 
sistance has declined while fuel costs have 
continued to rise. Today, the States are being 
forced to turn away a growing number of eligi- 
ble recipients as lower income households 
continue to spend three times more of their in- 
come on energy than the average American 
family. 

The fair and efficient provision of basic utili- 
ties such as winter heating is of utmost impor- 
tance to low-income Americans, especially 
those battling with a bitter cold winter season 
such as that in my city of Chicago. In Illinois 
last year, over 35,000 households, a large ma- 
jority of them in Chicago, applied for LIHEAP 
assistance and were denied for lack of funds. 
This conference report will work to reverse this 
unfortunate trend. 

Passage of this vital legislation will signal 
that this Congress is fully committed to putting 
people first and helping all Americans better 
provide for themselves and their families and 
achieve their personal goals. | urge my col- 
leagues to vote "yes" on this conference re- 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
has expired. 

Without objection, the previous ques- 
tion is ordered on the conference re- 
port. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the conference report. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I object to the vote on the ground that 
a quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi- 
dently à quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- 
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 393, nays 20, 
not voting 19, as follows: 


[Roll No. 170] 
YEAS—393 

Abercrombie Barrett (NE) Boehlert 
Ackerman Barrett (WI) Boehner 
Andrews (ME) Bartlett Bonilla 
Andrews (NJ) Barton Bonior 
Andrews (TX) Bateman Borski 
Applegate Beilenson Boucher 
Bacchus (FL) Bentley Brewster 
Bachus (AL) Bereuter Brooks 
Baesler Berman Browder 
Baker (CA) Bevill Brown (CA) 
Baker (LA) Bilbray Brown (FL) 
Ballenger Bilirakis Brown (OH) 
Barca Bishop Bryant 
Barcia Bliley Bunning 
Barlow Blute Buyer 


Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 

de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Emerson 


Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 

Furse 

Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 


Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 


Johnson (CT) 

Johnson (GA) 

Johnson (SD) 

Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 


Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 


Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolies- 

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
McKinney 
MeMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
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Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Moliohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Nussle 


Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 

Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 

Pickett 
Pickle 

Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 


Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 


Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 


Smith (OR) "Taylor (NC) Washington 
Smith (TX) Tejeda Waters 
Snowe Thomas (WY) Watt 
Solomon Thompson Waxman 
Spence Thornton Weldon 
Spratt Thurman Wheat 
Stark Torkildsen Whitten 
Stearns Torres Williams 
Stenholm Torricelli Wilson 
Stokes Towns Wise 
Strickland Traficant Wolf 
Studds Tucker Woolsey 
Stupak Unsoeld Wyden 
Sundquist Upton Wynn 
Swett Valentine Yates 
Swift Velazquez Young (AK) 
Synar Vento Young (FL) 
Talent Visclosky Zeliff 
Tanner Volkmer Zimmer 
Tauzin Vucanovich 
Taylor (MS) Walsh 
NAYS—20 
Allard Crane Miller (FL) 
Archer DeLay Rohrabacher 
Armey Doolittle Royce 
Burton Dornan Sensenbrenner 
Callahan Hancock Stump 
Coble Hunter Walker 
Collins (GA) Johnson, Sam 
NOT VOTING—19 
Becerra Gutierrez Parker 
Blackwell Hastings Ridge 
Cox Hefley Santorum 
Flake Hoagland Sharp 
Gallegly Hutto Thomas (CA) 
Grandy Lewis (GA) 
Green Neal (NC) 
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Mr. MILLER of Florida changed his 
vote from yea“ to "nay." 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 
The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, on May 12, 
1994, due to an urgent meeting in my district, 
| unavoidably missed rollcall vote No. 170 on 
the conference report on S. 2000, the Human 
Services amendments of 1994. Had | been 
present, | would have voted "aye." 

S. 2000 reauthorizes the Head Start Act, the 
Community Services Block Grant, and the Low 
Income Home Energy Assistance Program. | 
strongly support the conference report on S. 
2000 which is the result of a collaboration of 
bipartisan and bicameral efforts. The Head 
Start Act addresses many issues that have 
hindered this program over the decades since 
its inception in 1965. 

The Head Start Act dramatically improves 
the quality standards and procedures for pro- 
gram monitoring. This bill provides for stronger 
training and technical assistance strategies. It 
also enhances the parental involvement com- 
ponent to address the changing needs of fami- 
lies today. 

In fiscal year 1994, Head Start is estimated 
to serve 750,000 children. Unfortunately, after 
almost 30 years of existence, Head Start still 
only serves about one-third of poor children 
age 3 to 4. Head Start is an important base 
for low-income children and their families to 
build upon as they strive to overcome the in- 
numerable barriers that lie before them. 

This bill seeks to better Head Start so that 
all its participants receive the best quality and 
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most appropriate service possible. With such 
improvements, Head Start can continue to 
serve our Nation's poor into the 21st century. 

For this reason, | strongly support the con- 
ference report on S. 2000. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, at the end of 
the afternoon of Thursday, April 12, 1994, | 
was unavoidably absent from this Chamber 
and therefore missed rollcall vote No. 168, a 
vote for passage of the reauthorization of the 
Economic Development Administration, rollcall 
vote No. 169 regarding Social Security taxes 
for domestic workers and rollcall vote No. 170 
to reauthorize Head Start. | deeply regret | 
was unable to cast my votes but could | have 
been here | would have voted “yes.” 


O 1640 


REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 4311 


Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name be 
removed from the list of cosponsors of 
H.R. 4311. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCDERMOTT). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 


REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 4260 


Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name be 
removed from the list of cosponsors of 
H.R. 4260. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks, and 
include extraneous material, on the 
conference report to the Senate bill, S. 
2000, which was just considered and 
agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask for 
this time in order that I might inquire 
of the distinguished majority leader 
the program for next week. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Missouri. 
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Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, obviously we are fin- 
ished with votes today. There will not 
be votes on tomorrow. 

On Monday, May 16, the House will 
meet at noon to take up three bills 
under suspension. The recorded votes 
on these bills will be postponed until 
Tuesday, May 17. We have H. Con. Res. 
176, to recognize and encourage the 
convening of a National Silver Haired 
Congress; H.R. 965, Child Safety Pro- 
tection Act conference report; and H.R. 
3869, Minority Health Improvement 
Act. 

Tuesday, May 17, the House will meet 
at 10:30 a.m. for morning hour. Then 
the House will meet at noon. A Journal 
vote is expected. 

We have a new Member from Okla- 
homa expected to be sworn in. 

We then have two bills on suspension. 
Recorded votes on suspensions will be 
postponed until the end of legislative 
business. We have H.R. 3419, Tax Sim- 
plification and Technical Corrections 
Act; H.R. 4277, Social Security Admin- 
istrative Reform Act of 1994; H.R. 2473, 
Montana Wilderness Act, to complete 
consideration; and H.R. 518, the Cali- 
fornia Desert Protection Act, subject 
to a rule. 

Wednesday, May 18, and the balance 
of the week, the House will meet at 10 
a.m. on Wednesday, 9:30 a.m. on Thurs- 
day, 10 a.m. on Friday, and votes on 
Friday will end obviously at 3 o'clock 
or before. 

On Wednesday, the House will recess 
immediately and reconvene at approxi- 
mately 11 a.m to receive His Excel- 
lency, the Prime Minister of the Re- 
public of India, His Excellency P. V. 
Narasimha Rao, in a joint meeting. 
Following the joint meeting, the House 
will reconvene for legislative business. 

Immediately after the House con- 
venes on Thursday, there will be a re- 
cess for the purpose of receiving former 
Members of Congress. The House will 
reconvene for legislative business at 11 
a.m., and we will be taking up on 
Wednesday and Friday H.R. 4301, the 
National Defense Authorization Act for 
fiscal year 1995, subject to a rule. 

And on Thursday, H.R. 2108, the 
Black Lung Benefits Restoration Act, 
subject to a rule. 

Conference reports can be brought up 
at any time. Any further program will 
be announced later. 

Mr. MICHEL. I thank the distin- 
guished gentleman and would simply 
remind Members, or emphasize, that 
there will be a vote on the Journal on 
Tuesday, and although the other roll- 
calls will be later in the day, just so 
Members are apprised of that. 

I thank the distinguished gentleman. 


HOUR OF MEETING ON MONDAY, 
MAY 16, 1994 


Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
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House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at noon on Monday next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 


—— 
DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 


WEDNESDAY NEXT 


Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the business 
in order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 


AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER TO 
DECLARE A RECESS ON WEDNES- 
DAY, MAY 16, 1994, FOR THE PUR- 
POSE OF RECEIVING IN JOINT 
MEETING HIS EXCELLENCY P.V. 
NARASIMHA RAO, PRIME MIN- 
ISTER OF THE REPUBLIC OF 
INDIA 


Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that it may be in 
order at any time on Wednesday, May 
18, 1994 for the Speaker to declare a re- 
cess, subject to the call of the Chair, 
for the purpose of receiving in joint 


meeting His Excellency P.V. 
Narasimha Rao, Prime Minister of the 
Republic of India. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 


HOUR OF MEETING ON THURSDAY, 
MAY 19, 1994 


Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns on Wednesday, May 18, 
1994, it adjourn to meet at 9:30 a.m. on 
Thursday, May 19, for the purpose of 
receiving in this Chamber former mem- 
bers of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 


AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER TO 
DECLARE RECESSES ON THURS- 
DAY, MAY 19, 1994, FOR THE PUR- 
POSE OF RECEIVING FORMER 
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 


Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that it may be in 
order for the Speaker to declare re- 
cesses, subject to the call of the Chair, 
on Thursday, May 19, 1994 for the pur- 
pose of receiving in this Chamber 
former Members of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Missouri? 
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There was no objection. 


THE MONTANA WILDERNESS ACT 
OF 1994 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 423 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider- 
ation of the bill, H.R. 2473. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2473) to des- 
ignate certain National Forest lands in 
the State of Montana as wilderness, to 
release other National Forest lands in 
the State of Montana for multiple use 
management, and for other purposes, 
with Ms. WOOLSEY in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
VENTO] will be recognized for 30 min- 
utes, the gentleman from Utah [Mr. 
HANSEN] will be recognized for 30 min- 
utes, the gentleman from Montana [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] will be recognized for 7% 
minutes, the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. ALLARD] will be recognized for 7% 
minutes, the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. STUDDS] will be recog- 
nized for 74% minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] will 
be recognized for 7% minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]. 

Mr. VENTO. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Chairman, this initiative, 
H.R. 2473, is really the work of our col- 
league, the gentleman from Montana 
[Mr. WILLIAMS]. The gentleman from 
Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS] is not able to 
be with us at this time. We have agreed 
with him to proceed with the general 
debate on this matter, and we assume 
that all of the time will not be utilized 
today. 

I will be reserving 10 minutes for the 
gentleman from Montana [Mr. WIL- 
LIAMS] upon his return on Tuesday next 
to use that time in general debate for 
his statement, and I would ask the in- 
dulgence of the other Members not to 
reserve time at the end of today but to 
proceed on that basis. 

The gentleman from Montana [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] is attending the graduation 
of his son and left here about 30 min- 
utes ago to try to make a plane. 

Madam Chairman, this is an enor- 
mously important bill The Montana 
wilderness proposal involves 6 million 
acres of land, 3 million of which is clas- 
sified by this bill as wilderness and 
other special management areas. It is a 
classification and a definition of land 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


in Montana in terms of wilderness. 
Montana has some of the largest non- 
contiguous blocks of roadless land 
along with Idaho, in this inter- 
mountain west region. 
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It is the land that has been immor- 
talized in the film and book by Norman 
MacLain, “A River Runs Through It." 
It is the “Big Sky" country. It is a 
magnificent legacy and a natural herit- 
age in Montana. There is no place like 
these lands in the world. 

We in Congress have responsibility in 
terms of stewardship, in terms of 
classifying the use of such lands, in 
terms of passing them on to future gen- 
erations through our actions on this 
floor in the week ahead. 

The gentleman from Montana [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] has done a great job and 
done it, I might say, with a lot more 
pressure than most of us face in terms 
of this issue, as his constituents are 
most immediately affected by the ac- 
tions in this measure. 

He has shown, Madam Chairman, 
great courage, great insight, and a 
great deal of work in the process. He 
has to live it, sleep it and eat it, I 
might say, day in and day out. We owe 
to PAT WILLIAMS and the people of 
Montana a decision on this important 
issue. 

Madam Chairman, this issue has been 
before the Congress for well over a dec- 
ade, in fact 16 years, I think, is what is 
claimed. In any case it has been a long 
time that this land has been in the 
planning process. 

Congress has attempted in the past 
to act on this legislation, and it was 
vetoed, in fact the only wilderness bill 
ever vetoed, in 1988 by the then-Presi- 
dent Reagan. 

I would suggest to my colleagues I 
think that the President did not act 
correctly at that time, but, hopefully, 
we will put that behind us and move 
ahead now with the type of debate and 
consideration that will provide for the 
deliberate consideration and finally 
the enactment of this legislation which 
is so important to the Great Sky coun- 
try. In providing for the preservation 
of wilderness, we will exercise our re- 
sponsibility as stewards of our natural 
heritage and legacy. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. HANSEN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Chairman, the issue of Mon- 
tana wilderness has been considered by 
this body even before I arrived here 
nearly 14 years ago. As a member of 
the Natural Resources Committee, I 
have participated in numerous hear- 
ings and markups on this issue. 

Coming from a western public lands 
State which is 64 percent federally 
owned and as author of the 1984 Utah 
Wilderness Act, I believe that decisions 
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on wilderness are best left to the mem- 
bers of the affected State. They are the 
only ones elected by those who are di- 
rectly affected by these decisions. 
Therefore, I agree with Chairman MIL- 
LER that we should defer to the mem- 
bers of the delegation for direction. 

Unfortunately, the Natural Re- 
sources Committee and the House often 
fails to defer to those members that 
are duly elected by constituents who 
live and work in the areas proposed for 
wilderness. For example, next week the 
House will consider a 7 million acre 
wilderness bill for the California 
desert, which is opposed by all four 
Members who represent that area. 

I personally believe the acreage in 
this bill is excessive. It designates 
twice as much wilderness as the profes- 
sional land managers at the Forest 
Service recommended in their exhaus- 
tive rare II study. In fact, some of the 
counties affected by H.R. 2473 have 
voiced their opposition to this bill and 
I personally believe that local support 
is very important. However, I will defer 
to the gentleman from Montana on 
that matter. In turn, I hope he defers 
to the four gentleman representing the 
California desert when H.R. 518 comes 
up next week. 

I am concerned with several prece- 
dents in this bill that could become 
boiler plate language for other wilder- 
ness bills. I disagree with the Montana 
ecosystem and economics study cre- 
ated in section 9, which the Congres- 
sional Budget Office claims will cost $8 
million. Similarly, I prefer stronger re- 
lease language to help assure that the 
3 million acres released for multiple 
use is actually managed that way. 

Finally, I am concerned that this bill 
will affect land management decisions 
and the local economies outside the 
State of Montana. For example, wilder- 
ness and special management designa- 
tions in northwest Montana will exac- 
erbate the timber supply crisis in Or- 
egon and other nearby States. I sup- 
ported a reasonable but unsuccessful 
amendment by Mr. Smith of Oregon, 
who represents such an affected area. 

In conclusion, while I defer to Mr. 
WILLIAMS generally on his bill affect- 
ing his State, I have some reservations. 
I wil support reasonable amendments 
which I believe improve the bill, but 
keep the basic package in tact. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. VENTO. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. FARR]. 

Mr. FARR of California. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding this time to me. 

Madam Chairman, I would like to in- 
quire of Chairman VENTO regarding the 
intent of this bill. 

Madam Chairman, I am uncomfort- 
able with the wording of the release 
language in section 11 of the bill. 

Section 11 states that the released 
land “Shall be managed for multiple 
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use in accordance with land and re- 
sources management plans“ and that 
“those roadless areas need not be man- 
aged for the purpose of protecting their 
suitability for wilderness designation”. 

Will this language prohibit consider- 
ation of the released land for possible 
future designation as a wilderness, and 
does it in any way limit wilderness re- 
views to be conducted in these areas by 
the Forest Service? 

Mr. VENTO. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FARR of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Madam Chairman, the release lan- 
guage does not prohibit consideration 
of the released land for possible future 
designation as a wilderness by Con- 
gress, nor does it in any way limit fu- 
ture wilderness reviews to be con- 
ducted by the Forest Service. This 
would occur when the forest plans are 
revised. 

Mr. HANSEN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. ALLARD]. 

Mr. ALLARD. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 

I would like to say at this time I do 
appreciate the gentleman's leadership 
on Western issues and his tireless ef- 
forts on our behalf. 

I would like to make a few comments 
regarding this legislation; specifically 
the water language, which is of par- 
ticular significance to me because it 
was modeled after similar language 
contained in the Colorado Wilderness 
Act, which was passed last year. The 
Colorado water language was carefully 
crafted to try to prevent the assertion 
of a Federal reserve water right. I be- 
leve any Federal water language re- 
ported out of the House will become 
boilerplate language for other wilder- 
ness legislation facing States in the 
western part of the United States. 

Madam Chairman, when the Montana 
wilderness bill was originally intro- 
duced, those in Congress, as well as 
water users in Montana, were led to be- 
lieve that this bill would preclude the 
creation or assertion of a Federal re- 
serve water right as well. While this 
originally may have been the intent of 
H.R. 2473, the present legislation does 
not reflect this concern. As one who is 
very familiar with the language in the 
Colorado wilderness bill and has 
worked closely on water issues, I can 
testify that the present language in 
H.R. 2473, does not protect the water 
rights of those in Montana. Rather, the 
changes made in section 4(b) of H.R. 
2473 effectively permit the assertion of 
a Federal reserve water right. In addi- 
tion, this language sets a bad precedent 
for preserving State water law 
throughout the West. 

When Mr. WILLIAMS originally intro- 
duced H.R. 2473, it read Nothing in 
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this Act shall be construed as a cre- 
ation, recognition, disclaimer, relin- 
quishment, or reduction of any water 
rights of the United States in the State 
of Montana existing before the date of 
enactment of this Act." However, the 
Natural Resources Committee signifi- 
cantly changed this language by strik- 
ing the words creation“ and recogni- 
tion“ effectively eliminating the little 
protection this provision attempted to 
provide Montana water users. 
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While I am not saying that by restor- 
ing the original language we will make 
the bill perfect, because this bill is far 
from perfect, however, it will help im- 
prove the bill considerably. By re- 
inserting the original language, water 
users in Montana will at least be en- 
sured the protection they were told to 
expect. Several organizations in Mon- 
tana, including the Montana Farm Bu- 
reau Federation. Stockgrowers Asso- 
ciation and some of the County Com- 
missioners are just as displeased with 
the changes that the gentleman from 
Montana made to this bill in Commit- 
tee. These Montana groups realize that 
by removing the two words, they are 
not protected against the assertion of a 
Federal reserve water right by the Fed- 
eral Government in any wilderness 
areas established by this act. 

It is important that the original lan- 
guage is restored, not only for the ben- 
efit of those water users in Montana, 
but for everybody in the West who 
cares about protecting the most pre- 
cious private property of all, namely 
water. The least we can do is restore 
the original language that Montana 
water users were promised. Congress 
has an obligation to protect private 
property rights and a responsibility to 
clearly state that principle in this leg- 
islation. 

Mr. VENTO. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLARD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Madam Chairman, I just 
wanted to point out that there is a dif- 
ference of opinion on this. I do not 
want to take the gentleman's time to 
debate him, but I wanted to say I think 
it is timely to point out that, while 
there is a slight change from the Colo- 
rado language, the change we believe is 
relevant to Montana. I say to the gen- 
tleman, there is a provision in the 
water language that you have before 
you that says, ‘‘on or before the date of 
enactment of this act," so we are deal- 
ing with preexisting conditions—in 
other words, taking care of it in this 
way. 

Madam Chairman, I understand that 
the gentleman will want to continue 
this debate. I think that he has plans 
for that, and so I will not pursue it at 
this time with him. 

Mr. ALLARD. Madam Chairman, I 
would like to be able to reserve, along 
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with the rest of the committee mem- 
bers, some time later on so we can con- 
tinue this debate when maybe the gen- 
tleman from Montana would be here to 
argue that perspective. But in the 
water language debate that we had in 
the State of Colorado there was bal- 
ance on both sides so that those who 
were concerned about creating a new 
Federal reserve water—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD] 
has expired. 

Mr. HANSEN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 additional minute to the gen- 
tleman from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD]. 

Mr. ALLARD. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Utah [Mr. 
HANSEN] for yielding me an additional 
minute. 

So, in the debate we had that proper 
balance, and with the committee ac- 
tion I see that we have lost that bal- 
ance and so would look forward to fur- 
ther debate on this particular issue. 

Mr. HANSEN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS]. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Utah [Mr. 
HANSEN] for yielding this time to me. 

Madam Chairman, I would like to en- 
gage the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
ALLARD] in a colloquy, if I might. I 
want to thank him for his leadership in 
the House Committee on Agriculture. 
We had joint referral of this bill. We 
had a very close vote. It was, as I re- 
call, 22 to 19, and it was basically be- 
cause of the concern that the gen- 
tleman has raised in regard to legisla- 
tion that is in this bill becoming what 
we call boilerplate portions of legisla- 
tion or an example that can be used in 
additional bills. The gentleman, at 
least the way I understood it, was con- 
cerned about what could be a substan- 
tial Federal reserve of water rights. 

Madam Chairman, I thought we were 
going to the Committee on Rules after 
the bill passed out of the Committee on 
Agriculture to make sure that the 
original bill language would be pre- 
served and each committee's amend- 
ments be made in order for consider- 
ation under the 5 minute rule in the 
Committee of the Whole. Now what 
happened to that? 

Mr. ALLARD. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLARD. Madam Chairman, we 
acted in the Committee on Agriculture, 
as the gentleman will recall, after the 
Committee on Natural Resources had 
acted on the Montana wilderness bill, 
and, as the bill was reported out of the 
committee on Natural Resources, two 
words were stricken on the water lan- 
guage which we were discussing earlier. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] 
has expired. 

Mr. HANSEN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield an additional minute to the gen- 
tleman from Kansas. 
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Mr. ALLARD. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLARD. So, Madam Chairman, 
the legislation was reported out of the 
Committee on Natural Resources in a 
different form than when it was before 
us in the Committee on Agriculture. 
The piece of legislation that we had be- 
fore us in the Committee on Agri- 
culture was as it was originally intro- 
duced by the bill's sponsor. I raised 
this point, as the gentleman will recall, 
in the Committee on Agriculture, and 
we were assured that our concerns 
would be reflected in any action by the 
Committee on Rules. The bill that was 
eventually reported to the floor of the 
House that was the one that was re- 
ported out of the Committee on Natu- 
ral Resources—— 

Mr. ROBERTS. OK; bottom line, if 
the gentleman would simply respond to 
this: 

The version that you were advocat- 
ing and the versior that was in the 
original bill had language that, and I'm 
quoting here, could not create or rec- 
ognize new Federal Reserve water 
rights," in wilderness, special study 
areas, et cetera, that are carved out of 
National Forest lands. 

Is this in or out of what the Rules 
Committee has made in order in H.R. 
2473 as original text from language re- 
ported by the Committee on Natural 
Resources? 

Mr. ALLARD. That is out. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] 
has expired. 

Mr. HANSEN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Madam Chair- 
man, I thank the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. HANSEN], my friend, for yielding 
this time to me. 

Madam Chairman and my colleagues, 
Irise in opposition to the Montana wil- 
derness bill. Its purpose really is to do 
two things. It is first to designate 
about 1% million acres of wilderness in 
Montana, and, by the way, this has 
been mentioned, but it is twice the size 
that the Forest Service recommended 
to be designated as wilderness in Mon- 
tana. And the second thing this bill 
provides is the, quote, release of some 
3 million acres of lands not suitable for 
wilderness but in wilderness study 
areas. Supposedly these lands are now 
released to be used for timber produc- 
tion. 

Not so. This bil is a sham, and, if 
anybody says that we are releasing 3 
million acres of land for timber produc- 
tion, they are not telling the truth. 
This bill will establish massive and 
more wilderness areas, and it certainly 
gives nothing back to the hard-working 
people of the State of Montana who de- 
pend upon natural resources. 

The release language in this bill is so 
weak that even the lands not suitable 
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for wilderness will be set aside in a 
park-like status in perpetuity. Pres- 
ervationist will continue to block tim- 
ber sales and timber communities will 
continue to choke to death. Meanwhile 
all of our constituents outside the 
State of Montana will suffer because 
prices of housing will go up through 
the roof, as they already have, because 
of shortage of wood, and the American 
dream of owning a home will be further 
and further away. 

Well, do not let anybody say that 
there is release of multiple use lands in 
the State of Montana, and I want to 
tell my colleagues why. I was told the 
same thing on the floor of this House 
in 1984, of all times, when the Oregon 
wilderness bill passed the House of 
Representatives. At that time those 
who wished for more wilderness offered 
1 million acres of wilderness and a car- 
rot: quote, release of more than 2 mil- 
lion acres for the harvest of timber. In 
other words, the wilderness study area 
would be allowed to be used for mul- 
tiple use purposes. Ten years later al- 
most, Madam Chairman, how many 
acres have been released in Oregon for 
multiple use? Seven thousand acres. 
That, my colleagues, is seven-tenths of 
1 percent or less than was promised on 
the floor of the House to me and to Or- 
egonians. 

Now what has happened in Oregon 
since then? We know the story. With 
the Endangered Species Act, the spot- 
ted owl, the marbled merelet, the salm- 
on issue, we have lost 6,000 jobs in Or- 
egon right now. They are gone. Mills 
are closing every week. We have no 
timber policy program in the State of 
Oregon. Whatever happened to the re- 
leased lands? 
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Eighty-five percent of the timber 
lands in the Northwest are set aside 
from ever having timber harvested 
from them. That is a place, my friends, 
where 50 percent historically of the 
soft woods for this Nation have been 
growing and have been harvested in the 
past. 

I was fascinated by Mr. FARR'S ques- 
tion to the chairman. His question was, 
well, if we pass this bill, does it mean 
that we are not going to be allowed to 
put these other acres into wilderness? 

Well, he did not have to ask that 
question. The facts are that 3 million 
acres will go into park-like wilderness 
if you pass this bill with this release 
language. 

Now, I attempted to amend this bill 
in committee and attempted to tell 
this story to people. There would be 
some who would wonder why in the 
world would a person from Oregon be 
so concerned about the Montana wil- 
derness bill? Well, I have given you one 
example, my own example of the injury 
done to the so-called release language, 
the same language, by the way, in this 
bill. The Oregon bill had the same lan- 
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guage in the bill as this one does. You 
do not think there is going to be the 
same results? 

There is another result. Oregon mills 
are closing. People are losing their 
jobs. The mills left operating are 
reaching out to Montana, South Da- 
kota, Canada, reaching for wood des- 
perately to maintain their mills, their 
employment, and the 72 little commu- 
nities in Oregon that depend upon the 
timber industry. They are reaching 
out. 

So we are reaching out in Oregon, 
trying to find desperately wood to take 
care of this Nation's needs, and to pro- 
vide some small employment left in 
our timber industry. And, yes, we are 
interested in Montana, and, yes, we do 
not want it all set aside. And, yes, we 
do not want 4 million acres unavail- 
able, beyond thinking about Mon- 
tanans. Think about what they are liv- 
ing through. They are facing again, 
mass unemployment, like Oregon. 
They are facing losing their homes, 
changing their lifestyles, for the prom- 
ise of release. 

It is a sham. Do not fall for it in this 
bill. We did it in Oregon 10 years ago. 
We should have learned something. But 
do not injure Montanans like we have 
injured Oregonians. 

Mr. HANSEN. Madam Chairman, I re- 
serve 5 minutes of my time for next 
Tuesday. I have no further requests for 
time, and yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. VENTO. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Chairman, I would just rise 
again in support of the bill. I under- 
stand that the procedure here is that 
the gentleman from Montana [Mr. WIL- 
LIAMS] has been ceded the time to man- 
age for the Committee on Agriculture 
and intends to use that on Tuesday 
next. My intention, Madam Chairman, 
is to reserve 5 minutes for the Commit- 
tee on Natural Resources, and then it 
is my understanding the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD] will re- 
serve the 7½ minutes of the Committee 
on Agriculture, and the other time 
would be ceded to not be used by the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. We would then each have 
12% minutes on Tuesday next. 

That is the understanding we have 
gained. I thought since the gentleman 
from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS] was not 
here, we would extend the option to 
him. But we will proceed this way. 
That way we get a better comfort level. 

Madam Chairman, I would just men- 
tion that with regard to water, I think 
there are six pages of water language 
in the bill. So those Members who as- 
pire to the issue have done well in 
terms of putting additional language in 
the bill. For my part, I would just as 
soon be silent with regard to water lan- 
guage in this bill, and let the existing 
laws as they are applicable in Montana 
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and nationally with regards to what- 
ever water rights accrue to wilderness 
prevail. 

The issue here, in terms of this lan- 
guage, is to try to provide some guar- 
antee, some comfort level, some assur- 
ances, that we will deal with this mat- 
ter based on Montana law, regarding 
Federal water rights. 

I might say to the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. ALLARD] that each 
State's water language that we have 
passed, for Arizona and other Western 
States, such as Colorado, has had dif- 
ferent water language in it. The fact 
that the Colorado and Montana water 
language are so similar is a surprise to 
me. I can assure the gentleman that 
the intent is not to upset the type of 
balance that was achieved. As I said, 
we will have an opportunity to debate 
that further. 

With regard to the comments that 
were made on release language, which 
is another sensitive issue, we are re- 
leasing the lands not designated here 
to the forest planning process. We are 
not releasing them to other purposes. 
Those purposes will be guided by the 
forest plans that are now in effect, 
until such time as they are revised, ei- 
ther timely or untimely. 

The issue is some of these lands will 
be subject to sale for timber. Some will 
be open to claim under the mining 
laws. 

I might say, furthermore, that this 
release language is substantially dif- 
ferent than that which had previously 
been acted on and agreed upon by Con- 
gress. In fact, that is an agreement 
that was then worked out, I believe, by 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
FOLEY] when he chaired the Committee 
on Agriculture, along with our prede- 
cessor on the committee, chairman Mo 
Udall, and subcommittee chairman, 
John Seiberling. So the fact is we have 
evolved into a different type of release 
language here. 

I would point out further that I think 
there is a good faith effort when we do 
go through this to release these lands 
to multiple purpose use. I would say 
though that I am not, nor is anyone in 
this body, capable of legislating and 
limiting scientific inquiry and knowl- 
edge, nor should we be. So as we gain 
greater information about these 
ecosystems, whether they be in the 
temperate rain forests of the Pacific 
Northwest or the boreal forests of the 
inland West, and the hot dry areas in 
other places where we see fragile 
lifeforms struggling to survive and 
sometimes grow magnificent forests, 
that new information is going to be 
used. It should be used. I think we 
would want it to be used in terms of 
making the best decisions for these re- 
Sources on Federal lands that exist. 

That is something that we have to 
face. I think we have very often been 
cast in the role of acting inconsist- 
ently, some would say acting in bad 
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faith, when indeed it is the use of the 
information available. I have been es- 
pecially surprised by the development 
of information and the subsequent lim- 
itations that have been faced in the Pa- 
cific Northwest in terms of vertebrate 
fish species, and in terms of other 
types of problems in those temperate 
rain forest areas. 

The issue here concerns resources 
and how the national forests should 
and could be used. I think that it 
should be apparent to all of us that the 
demographics, the demands on these 
forests, are changing. The demo- 
graphics of our populations are chang- 
ing, and the demand on those forests 
are changing. 

People want them. If you talk in 
terms of recreation, of preservation, of 
conservation of these resources, of res- 
toration of them, the attitude of the 
public, I think, would lean very strong- 
ly in that direction, trying to be sen- 
sitive. We are trying to be sensitive to 
the needs of local communities, small 
communities, that while not represent- 
ative of the numbers present here, that 
we have an obligation to, insofar as 
they are dependent upon and utilize 
the Federal estate. 

But I might point out that the nature 
of that and the character of that has 
changed. Where private lands early on 
were utilized and limits placed on the 
use of public lands because they would 
devalue the timber and the resources 
coming from private lands, today, after 
much of the supply on these private 
lands has been exhausted, and in some 
cases where they have been mis- 
managed and overmanaged in other 
cases, now we find increasingly this de- 
pendence on using the national forests 
in a way that would be fact destroy 
much of what is valued as an impor- 
tant resource by the American people, 
and, frankly by the world. 

So it is a dilemma that we face in 
these issues, but I think one in which 
we are trying to find a path that is fair, 
that does prescribe the use of these 
lands and does permit us to exercise 
our responsibilities. 
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I know there are those of my col- 
leagues that come closer to ground in 
terms of these issues and face some 
tough decisions, but I think that never- 
theless they are issues that we can face 
up to and that we can respond to. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

I recognize Mr. HANSEN has yielded 
back his time. I would be happy to 
yield to him in the event that he had 
any further comments or observations 
with regard to my editorializing, as he 
sometimes has put it, on other com- 
ments. But we are in an open and fair 
system here. 

I appreciate the gentleman's efforts. 
We will be debating the amendments in 
detail. 
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Madam Chairman, I will get general 
leave for everyone’s statements when 
we conclude today. I would then, there- 
fore, yield back all but 5 minutes of my 
time. The gentleman from Utah has 
done the same. And the Committee on 
Agriculture has reserved time for next 
Tuesday. 

Is that the understanding of the 
Chair? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is the Chair's 
understanding. 

The Chair is advised that the time 
controlled by members of the Commit- 
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
is yielded back. Other time is reserved 
as indicated by the managers. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Madam Chairman, we 
have before us today H.R. 2473, as amended 
by the House Natural Resources Committee. 
H.R. 2473 would designate certain national 
forest lands in the State of Montana as wilder- 
ness, release other national forest lands in the 
State of Montana for multiple use manage- 
ment and for other purposes. 

Montana has over 6 million acres of qualify- 
ing roadless areas in its 10 national forests 
and 3.4 million acres of already designated 
wilderness. H.R. 2473, as amended by the 
Natural Resources Committee, would add an 
additional 1.7 million acres of wilderness, des- 
ignate 240,000 acres of special management 
areas and designate 375,000 acres as wilder- 
ness study areas. 

Madam Chairman, | urge that the House ap- 
prove final P oue of the legislation. 

Mr. Madam Chairman, I 
move iat Os the ‘Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. VENTO) 
having assumed the chair, Ms. WOOL- 
SEY, Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 
reported that that Committee having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
2473) to designate certain national for- 
est lands in the State of Montana as 
wilderness, to release other national 
forest lands in the State of Montana 
for multiple use management, and for 
other purposes, had come to no resolu- 
tion thereon. 


SPECIAL ORDERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of Feb- 
ruary 11, 1994, and under a previous 
order of the House, the following Mem- 
bers will be recognized for 5 minutes 
each. 


UPCOMING PRESIDENTIAL 
ELECTION IN MEXICO 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under à 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] 
will be recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to talk about an election that 
could change the lives of millions of 
people. 

An election that could be a triumph 
for democracy and restore a sense of 
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trust between a people and their gov- 
ernment. 

An election that could have a deep 
and lasting impact upon the United 
States and affect both our economy 
and our way of life. 

I speak, of course, about the upcom- 
ing presidential election in the state of 
Mexico. 

This week, Mr. Speaker, the world 
celebrates the triumph of democracy in 
South Africa. We rejoice in the elec- 
tion of Nelson Mandela and the end of 
300 years of brutal suppression and one- 
party rule. 

It is my hope, Mr. Speaker, that 100 
days from today, the world will once 
again rejoice in the triumph of demo- 
cratic reform. 

We will celebrate free and fair elec- 
tions in Mexico—and open and honest 
debate. 

And we will welcome a new President 
in Mexico who will be a partner with 
America and lead the world into a new 
era and a new century. 

That is our hope, Mr. Speaker—and 
indeed, there are many people in Mex- 
ico from across the political spec- 
trum—both inside and outside the gov- 
ernment—írom all sectors of society 
who are working to meet that chal- 
lenge. 

But let's not pull any punches, Mr. 
Speaker. It’s a big challenge. 

The people of Mexico today are strug- 
gling to overcome decades of rigged 
elections and entrenched political cor- 
ruption. 

Fresh in their minds are last Decem- 
ber's election in the State of Yucatan, 
where voter turnout rates met or ex- 
ceeded 100 percent in over 20 pre- 
cincts—and March’s election in the 
state of Morelos, where widespread 
voter fraud was witnessed and widely 
reported. 

On the eve of the August 21 election, 
Mexico is struggling with a rebel upris- 
ing in the State of Chiapas. 

It's still reeling from the assassina- 
tion of Donaldo Colosio, the ruling par- 
ty's original presidential candidate. 

It's still witnessing massive dem- 
onstrations throughout the country 
calling for greater democracy and a 
more open electoral process. 

And in recent weeks, it's become in- 
creasingly clear that in preparation for 
the August election the government of 
Mexico is investing not only in new 
polling stations and new voter cards 
but also in riot-control vehicles for any 
civil unrest that might occur. 

I have an article in front of me that 
details millions of dollars that the 
Mexican Government has spent on 18 
commando vehicles equipped with 
water cannons capable of leveling 
crowds and on armored trucks fitted 
with plows to break through barricaded 
streets. 

I think we'd all agree, Mr. Speaker, 
that the purchase of these vehicles 
sends the wrong signal. Because if the 
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elections were going to be honest and 
open, there shouldn't be any need for 
riot control because there shouldn't be 
any riots. 

Now, those are some of the obstacles 
Mexico has to overcome. But while 
there are obstacles, there are also 
great opportunities. 

The passage of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement—even though I 
thought we could have come up with a 
better agreement—presents new oppor- 
tunities for both Mexico and America. 

In the wake of last fall’s NAFTA de- 
bate, Mexican leaders from across the 
political spectrum have recognized the 
need for political reform and have 
begun to work together. 

Last January, Mexico’s major politi- 
cal parties joined together in an agree- 
ment—known as the Agreement for 
Peace, Democracy and Justice—to re- 
form the electoral system. 

Among other things, the agreement 
called for an independent election- 
monitoring authority and since then, 
the Mexican Congress has met several 
times to make the necessary constitu- 
tional and statutory changes needed to 
reform the electoral process. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe the United 
States should be supporting these re- 
forms. 

We should be encouraging Mexico to 
comply with the principles of democ- 
racy set forth in the Agreement for 
Peace, Democracy, and Justice and we 
should be urging them to invite rep- 
resentatives from the United Nations 
and the Organization of American 
States to monitor the August elec- 
tions. 

International observers will help 
bridge the mistrust that exists now be- 
tween the people and their government 
and will give the Mexican people the 
confidence to know that their vote will 
be respected. 

Mr. Speaker, we could be on the dawn 
of a new day in Mexico. 

In August, the people of Mexico will 
come to a fork in the road. 

Down one path lies the bright path of 
democracy and free and fair elections. 

And down the other path lies water 
cannons and armored trucks. 

Today, I believe we need to do all we 
can to encourage Mexico to choose the 
right path. 
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CELEBRATING THE ACHIEVE- 
MENTS OF PUBLIC LAW 480, THE 
FOOD FOR PEACE PROGRAM 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, in a 
special order on May 10, 1994, this 
Member recalled that this year is the 
40th anniversary of the Food for Peace 
Program, also known as the Public 
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Law 480 Program. The history of the 
Food for Peace Program, which was 
outlined in detail in that speech, shows 
a program that has adapted over the 
years to the needs of the times, while 
saving literally millions and millions 
of lives at risk from famine and mal- 
nutrition. Since it began in 1954, Public 
Law 480 has provided about $48 billion 
worth of U.S. food to countries with 
food shortages. 

The program was last redesigned in 
1990 to focus particularly on improving 
food security in countries with signifi- 
cant levels of malnutrition, chronic 
food shortages, and high infant mortal- 
ity rates. Food aid donations in very 
poor, food-deficit countries are used to 
respond to chronic hunger needs and 
also to improve long-term food secu- 
rity through development programs 
funded by the local proceeds of food 
sales. Some Public Law 480 food is also 
donated for use in emergencies. Both of 
these programs are administered by 
the U.S. Agency for International De- 
velopment [AID]. Food deficit coun- 
tries that are potential future cus- 
tomers for U.S. commercial sales of 
food can receive food aid under a 
concessional loan program adminis- 
tered by the Department of Agri- 
culture. 

My remarks today focus on several 
difficult current challenges to the very 
essence of the Public Law 480 Program. 
The first challenge is the serious de- 
cline in funding levels in the face of on- 
going, and even escalating, needs for 
international food aid. The second 
challenge is how to preserve Public 
Law 480's long-term development pro- 
grams addressing chronic hunger and 
food insecurity among the poorest peo- 
ple in the poorest countries in the 
world in the face of extraordinary 
emergency food aid needs. 

FUNDING 

This year, in fiscal 1994, due to cuts 
in Public Law 480 funding and de- 
creases in the availability of Govern- 
ment-held surplus commodities that 
the Commodity Credit Corporation can 
also donate abroad under the section 
416 program, total food aid tonnage 
will be 30 percent less than in fiscal 
year 1993. The President has proposed 
an additional 17 percent budget cut in 
Public Law 480 for fiscal year 1995. If 
these additional cuts are enacted, 
many targeted assistance programs for 
the chronically hungry and malnour- 
ished will have to be curtailed. The 
United States will abandon its long- 
standing leadership in combating world 
hunger if this trend continues. 

This downward trend in food aid ship- 
ments runs counter to the intent of the 
1990 farm bill law, the most recent 
statement of U.S. Government policy 
on Public Law 480. This law directs the 
President to combat world hunger and 
malnutrition by increasing the con- 
tributions of food aid by the United 
States and encouraging other donor 
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countries to make similar commit- 
ments, recognizing the food aid needs 
for both emergency and chronic hunger 
are expected to grow throughout the 
decade of the nineties. 

It is disturbing to see that programs 
that meet the needs of the hungry and 
vulnerable are the ones receiving dis- 
proportionate cuts in the President's 
international affairs budget proposal 
. for fiscal year 1995. The Public Law 480 
Program alone accounts for substan- 
tially more than 50 percent of the 
President's total dollar cuts in all the 
regular programs in the International 
Affairs—Function 150—budget account. 
The President's budget proposal is so 
low that it even violates several statu- 
tory minimum requirements estab- 
lished in the 1990 law for the size of the 
developmental and emergency portions 
of the Public Law 480 Program. 

These proposed drastic fiscal year 
1995 cuts in Public Law 480 come at a 
time when, as the President stated in 
his October 16, 1993 World Food Day 
Report to Congress (p. 15), 

An estimated 20 percent of the world's pop- 
ulation consumes an inadequate amount of 
food, and growth failure affects one-third of 
the world's children. More than 40 percent of 
women worldwide are underweight and/or 
anaemic, and at least 1 billion people around 
the world are probably affected by one or 
more nutritional deficiencies. 

The increased demand for food assist- 
ance due to the dissolution of the 
former Soviet Union has been added on 
top of major chronic and emergency 
hunger needs in much poorer countries. 

EMERGENCIES 

Over the last 5 years there has been 
an increase in the number of pro- 
tracted emergencies, which result from 
recurring droughts and environmental 
changes as well as warfare and persecu- 
tion. The number of refugees and dis- 
placed persons without access to their 
customary food supplies is soaring. 

Up to now, Public Law 480 funding 
has not been intended as the principal 
U.S. resource for meeting extraor- 
dinary emergency needs. Within Public 
Law 480, one-quarter of the title II pro- 
gram designed for meeting food aid 
needs through private voluntary orga- 
nizations and the World Food Pro- 
gramme of the United Nations is all 
that has been regularly designated for 
emergency use. This is because, in the 
past, Congress would provide supple- 
mental funding for extraordinary or 
large emergencies, such as the $225 mil- 
lion appropriated for the 1984-85 famine 
in East Africa, or donate surplus com- 
modities through the section 416 pro- 
gram. But at present, Government-held 
surplus levels are so low that surpluses 
available for foreign donation are esti- 
mated to be only $75 million in fiscal 
year 1994 and $25 million for fiscal year 
1995, compared to the actual level of 
$647 million in fiscal year 1993. With 
Public Law 480 funding planned to de- 
crease by 17 percent in fiscal year 1995 
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and stringent budgetary caps on sup- 
plemental appropriations, the ability 
of the United States to respond to 
emergency needs has been greatly hin- 
dered. 

The most likely source for additional 
emergency funding is to shift funds by 
reducing regular Public Law 480 tar- 
geted assistance programs that help 
the chronically poor who are nutrition- 
ally at risk. These programs target the 
truly needed at the moments when 
they are greatest risk, such as food 
supplementation for malnourished 
children and pregnant women and food- 
for-work programs during the ‘‘hun- 
gry” season before crops are harvested. 
These programs are long-term devel- 
opmental interventions that prevent 
and mitigate disasters by strengthen- 
ing local coping mechanisms. Such pro- 
grams cannot stop and restart without 
compromising their effectiveness. 

It would be tragic for the lack of 
proper foresight in budgeting for ex- 
traordinary emergency food aid needs 
to force a tradeoff between life-saving 
programs that serve those caught in 
emergencies and those chronically at 
nutritional risk. This issue is likely to 
be on the front burner within a matter 
of months. There are preliminary as- 
sessments that the most severe 
drought in a decade is arriving in 
greater east Africa, with 23 million 
people at risk. The $329 million re- 
quested by the President for emer- 
gencies worldwide in fiscal year 1995 
will just be a downpayment for this one 
area alone, let alone meeting needs in 
Bosnia and a dozen other areas of war 
and drought. 

Public Law 480 is a program where we 
do good and do well at the same time, 
and it has the strong and heartfelt sup- 
port of the American people. Moreover, 
nearly all of the funds of Public Law 
480 are spent in the United States to 
purchase and process agricultural com- 
modities and to provide transportation 
and related services. Even though Pub- 
lic Law 480 levels have decreased, food 
aid continues to be an important mar- 
ket for agricultural goods and an im- 
portant cargo for U.S. transportation 
industries. For instance, in fiscal year 
1993, food aid shipments accounted for 
30 percent of wheat flour exports, 20 
percent of rice exports, 50 percent of 
soybean oil exports, and 45 percent of 
dry pea and lentil exports. 

The result of Public Law 480 food aid 
is better nutrition for individuals 
around the world, and also creation of 
a context of food security and stability 
in which sustainable economic and 
democratic reforms can be sustained. 

The latest set of reforms in Public 
Law 480 in 1990 have given us a well- 
structured program, focused on making 
long-lasting improvements in the food 
security of developing countries, with 
food security defined as ‘‘access by all 
people at all times to sufficient food 
and nutrition for a healthy and produc- 
tive life.” 
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Mr. Speaker, U.S. citizens are proud 
of the contributions we make to re- 
sponding to the basic need for food 
worldwide, both through commercial 
exports, Government-financed exports, 
and food aid donations. We in Congress 
indeed should celebrate the many 
achievements of Public Law 480 
through these last 40 years and insure 
that the program is strong and well- 
funded enough to keep that commit- 
ment alive in order to meet the newest 
challenges to worldwide food security. 


MAINTENANCE OF MOST FAVORED 
NATION STATUS FOR CHINA 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
taken this time to talk about a very 
important issue that is going to be fac- 
ing us in the not-too-distant future. 
Actually, the real decision lies down at 
1600 Pennsylvania with President Clin- 
ton. I am talking about the mainte- 
nance of most-favored-nation trading 
status with China. 

We know that on June 4 we will be 
marking the fifth anniversary of one of 
the greatest tragedies in recent his- 
tory, that being the massacre that 
took place in Tiananmen Square, when 
we saw those young people who were 
fighting on behalf of democracy, lib- 
erty, freedom, gunned down by the 
military in China. We all remember 
vividly those pictures which came 
across the screen throughout the 
world, where we saw the tragic treat- 
ment that those young people received. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the natural re- 
sponses which one would have to an in- 
cident like the Tiananmen Square mas- 
sacre would be to eliminate any kind of 
tie whatsoever with China, and that is 
sort of the gut response that one has to 
an incident like that. However, I have 
concluded, after having gone through 
the past 5 years, having talked with 
many people on this issue, including 
former President Nixon and many oth- 
ers, that the best way for us to bring 
about retribution and actually move 
towards the kind of political pluralism 
and further economic recovery in 
China is for us to not only maintain 
but to expand trade ties between the 
People’s Republic of China and the 
West; specifically, the United States. 

There are some who believe that be- 
cause of the horrendous human rights 
violations which we have observed over 
the past several years, that we should 
end most-favored-nation trading sta- 
tus, and we will, by doing that, be able 
to alienate China from the United 
States and the rest of the world. 

Mr. Speaker, nothing could be fur- 
ther from the truth. If we revoke most- 
favored-nation trading status with 
China, there is no doubt in my mind 
whatsoever that we will not alienate 
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China from the rest of the world, but 
we will succeed in alienating the Unit- 
ed States of America from the rest of 
the world, and I believe that that 
would be a very grave mistake. 
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And I hope very much that President 
Clinton does not make the decision to 
do that. 

As we look at reports which have 
come out, just the report that came 
out this morning of the dissident who 
was released in the Fukien Province in 
the southern part of China, we are see- 
ing indications that the human rights 
situation is improving, it is getting 
better. And even when we look at the 
tragedy of Tiananmen Square, if we 
take the past decade, what we find is 
that there have been improvements in 
the human rights situation in China. 

So it is my hope, Mr. Speaker, that 
when we look towards this June 3 date 
that the President makes a decision to 
renew most-favored-nation trading sta- 
tus, and if by chance some Member of 
Congress were to decide to offer a reso- 
lution of disapproval that our col- 
leagues, Republicans and Democrats 
alike, Members of the House and Sen- 
ate will stand up and firmly support 
the one thing that can move us toward 
better human rights, to a better human 
rights situation in China, and that is 
maintaining that trade tie. 

One of the things that people have 
often forgotten is that we need to look 
at the broad context on the situation 
of our relations with China. Not every- 
one is aware of the fact that China is 
the most populous nation in the world. 
Nearly 1.3 billion people live in China, 
almost five times the population of the 
United States of America. 

Next Wednesday morning we are 
going to be hearing from the Prime 
Minister of the second largest country 
in the world, second most populous 
country, that being India. But China, 
as the most populous country, as a na- 
tion which has embarked on many 
business arrangements with the United 
States and other parts of the world, 
recognizes that it is important to keep 
those ties going. And I hope that we 
will be able to do the same thing. 

But this broad context question puts 
us in à position where we can work 
with China to do things like maintain 
and ensure that we do not have a nu- 
clear Korean Peninsula. We know 
about the great tensions that exist 
today between the government of Kim 
Il-song in North Korea and the South 
Koreans, and it seems to me that try- 
ing to work to maintain ties with 
China will keep China working with us 
to ensure that we do not see a nuclear 
buildup on the Korean Peninsula. 

Also, it is very important, Mr. 
Speaker, for us to recognize the sup- 
port that we have had from China in 
the United Nations Security Council, 
and we want to do what we can to dis- 
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courage the export of weapons from 
China to other parts of the world. 

Let us work to maintain most-fa- 
vored-nation trading status. I hope 
President Clinton will do that. If there 
is a motion of disapproval that were to 
come forward, I hope that our col- 
leagues will] come together and do ev- 
erything we possible can to defeat it. 


HEALTH CARE REFORM VOTE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SAWYER). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. MICHEL] is recognized for 15 min- 
utes. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, | submit for the 
RECORD the votes on health care reform which 
took place in the Labor-Management Relations 
Subcommittee of the Committee on Education 
and Labor on May 11, 1994: 


COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, SUB- 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELA- 
TIONS—HEALTH CARE MARKUP, MAY 11, 1994 


The following recorded votes were taken 
on May 11. 1994 in the Subcommittee on 
Labor-Management Relations of the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor during con- 
sideration of Chairman Williams' substitute 
proposal for H.R. 3600, the Health Security 
Act of 1994: 

1. An amendment by Mr. Armey to elimi- 
nate the provisions imposing government-de- 
termined premium caps on all health plans. 
The amendment was rejected 10-17. 

DEMOCRATS 


Williams, "nay." 

Ford (ex officio), nay" by proxy. 
. Clay, "nay" by proxy. 

. Kildee, "nay" by proxy. 

. Miller (CA), nay“ by proxy. 
. Owens, nay“ by proxy. 
Martinez, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Payne, "nay" by proxy. 
Mrs. Unsoeld, nay.““ 

Mrs. Mink, "nay." 

Mr. Klink, nay.“ 

Mr. Murphy, nay“ by proxy. 
Mr. Engel, nay“ by proxy. 

Mr. Becerra, “nay” by proxy. 
Mr. Green, “nay.” 

Mrs. Woolsey, nay.“ 

Mr. Romero-Barceló, “nay.” 
REPUBLICANS 


Mrs. Roukema, ''yea."" 

Mr. Goodling (ex officio), "yea" by proxy. 

Mr. Gunderson, yea.“ 

Mr. Armey, "yea." 

Mr. Barrett, yea“ by proxy. 

Mr. Boehner, yea“ by proxy. 

Mr. Fawell, '*yea." 

Mr. Ballenger, “yea” by proxy. 

Mr. Hoekstra, “yea.” 

Mr. McKeon, yea.“ 

2. An amendment by Mr. Green whereby if 
a state establishes consumer purchasing co- 
operatives, the use of such a cooperative is 
voluntary for community-rated individuals 
and the state may not require such an indi- 
vidual to use such a cooperative to obtain 
health insurance coverage, The amendment 
was rejected 12-15. 

DEMOCRATS 

Mr. Williams, “nay.” 

Mr. Ford (ex officio), nay" by proxy. 

Mr. Clay, “nay” by proxy. 

Mr. Kildee, “nay.” 

Mr. Miller (CA), “nay” by proxy. 
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Mr. Owens, nay“ by proxy. 
Mr. Martinez, “nay” by proxy. 
Mr. Payne, “nay” by proxy. 
Mrs. Unsoeld, “nay.” 

Mrs. Mink, "nay." 

Mr. Klink, yea.“ 

Mr. Murphy, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Engel, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Becerra, nay“ by proxy. 
Mr. Green, yea.“ 

Mrs. Woolsey, "nay." 

Mr. Romero-Barceló, “nay.” 


REPUBLICANS 


Mrs. Roukema, “yea.” 

Mr. Goodling (ex officio), "yea" by proxy. 
. Gunderson, yea.“ 

. Armey, yea.“ 

Barrett. yea“ by proxy. 

. Boehner, yea“ by proxy. 

. Fawell, yea.“ 

. Ballenger, yea.“ 

. Hoekstra, yea.“ 

. McKeon, yea“ by proxy. 

3. An amendment by Mrs. Roukema to 
eliminate the provision that requires a nego- 
tiated fee payment schedule for health care 
provided under fee-for-service plans. It also 
eliminates the prospective budgeting option 
under which fee schedules are set to conform 
to the yearly limits on the health care ex- 
penditures established in a community rat- 
ing area or a state. The amendment was re- 
jected 10-17. 


DEMOCRATS 


. Williams, nay.“ 

. Ford (ex officio), "nay" by proxy. 
. Clay, "nay" by proxy. 

. Kildee, "nay" by proxy. 

Miller (CA), "nay" by proxy. 

. Owens, "nay" by proxy. 
Martinez, ''nay" by proxy. 

. Payne, “nay” by proxy. 

Mrs. Unsoeld, “nay.” 

Mrs. Mink, “nay.” 

Mr. Klink, "nay." 

Mr. Murphy, nay.““ 

Mr. Engel, "nay" by proxy. 

Mr. Becerra, ‘‘nay"’ by proxy. 

Mr. Green, "nay." 

Mrs. Woolsey, nay“ by proxy. 

Mr. Romero-Barcelo, nay“ by proxy. 
REPUBLICANS 


Mrs. Roukema, “yea.” 

Mr. Goodling (ex officio), yea“ by proxy. 

Mr. Gunderson, “yea.” 

Mr. Armey, "yea." 

Mr. Barrett, yea“ by proxy. 

Mr. Boehner, '**yea"' by proxy. 

Mr. Fawell, yea.“ 

Mr. Ballenger, yea.“ 

Mr. Hoekstra, yea.“ 

Mr. McKeon, yea“ by proxy. 

4. An amendment by Mr. Gunderson to pro- 
vide employers of all sizes with the flexibil- 
ity to choose between community-rated 
health plans (i.e. “Regional Alliances") and 
experienced-related health plans (i.e. '"Cor- 
porate Alliances"), including self-insured 
health plans. In addition, the amendment 
would require the Secretary of Labor to de- 
velop an appropriate risk adjustment pro- 
gram for all self-insured employers in the 
event there is significant adverse risk selec- 
tion against community-rated health plans. 
The amendment was rejected 10-17. 

DEMOCRATS 

Mr. Williams, "nay." 

Mr. Ford (ex officio), “nay” by proxy. 

Mr. Clay, “nay” by proxy. 

Mr. Kildee, nay“ by proxy. 

Mr. Miller (CA), "nay" by proxy. 

Mr. Owens, nay“ by proxy. 
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Mr. Martinez, nay'“ by proxy. 
Mr. Payne, “nay.” 

Mrs. Unsoeld, nay“ by proxy. 
Mrs. Mink, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Klink, “nay” by proxy. 
Mr. Murphy, “nay” by proxy. 
Mr. Engel, nay“ by proxy. 
Mr. Becerra, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Green, "nay." 

Mrs. Woolsey, '*nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Romero-Barcelo, nay“ by proxy. 


REPUBLICANS 


Mrs. Roukema, “yea.” 

Mr. Goodling (ex officio), "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Gunderson, '*yea."" 

Mr. Armey, vea.“ 

Mr. Barrett, yea“ by proxy. 

. Boehner, yea“ by proxy. 

Mr. Fawell, yea.“ 

Mr. Ballenger, “yea.” 

Mr. Hoekstra, yea.“ 

Mr. McKeon, “yea.” 

5. An amendment by Mr. Armey striking 
the provision prohibiting an individual from 
paying a provider, or a provider from charg- 
ing, for comprehensive benefit health serv- 
ices that are payable by a health plan. The 
amendment was rejected 10-17. 

DEMOCRATS 
. Williams, “nay”. 
Ford (ex officio), "nay" by proxy. 
. Clay, nay“ by proxy. 
Kildee, nay” by proxy. 
. Miller (CA), "nay" by proxy. 
Owens, nay“ by proxy. 
Martinez, “nay” by proxy. 
Payne, “nay”. 
Mrs. Unsoeld, nay“. 
Mrs. Mink, "nay". 
Mr. Klink, “nay”. 
Mr. Murphy, “nay” by proxy. 
Mr. Engel, “nay” by proxy. 
Mr. Becerra, ‘‘nay’’ by proxy. 
Mr. Green, “nay” by proxy. 
Mrs. Woolsey, “nay” by proxy. 
Mr. Romero-Barcelo, nay“ by proxy. 
REPUBLICANS 


Mrs. Roukema, yea“. 

. Goodling (ex officio), yea“ by proxy. 
. Gunderson, “yea” by proxy. 

Armey, yea“. 

Barrett, “yea” by proxy. 

. Boehner, yea“ by proxy. 

. Fawell, yea“. 

. Ballenger, yea“. 

Hoekstra, "yea". 

. McKeon, “yea” by proxy. 

6. An amendment by Mr. Armey to strike 
the provision prohibiting an individual from 
paying a provider, or a provider from charg- 
ing, for comprehensive benefit services in an 
amount in excess of the applicable fee sched- 
ule under a health plan. The amendment was 
rejected 10-17 
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DEMOCRATS 


. Williams, nay“ by proxy. 

Ford (ex officio), '*nay" by proxy. 
. Clay, "nay" by proxy. 

. Kildee, nay'“ by proxy. 

. Miller (CA), "nay" by proxy. 
Owens, “nay” by proxy. 
Martinez. "nay" by proxy. 

. Payne, "nay" by proxy. 

Mrs. Unsoeld, ‘‘nay"’. 

Mrs. Mink, nay“. 

Mr. Klink, “nay”. 

Mr. Murphy, “nay” by proxy. 

Mr. Engel, “nay” by proxy. 

Mr. Becerra, “nay” by proxy. 

Mr. Green, “nay” by proxy. 

Mrs. Woolsey, nay“ by proxy. 

Mr. Romero-Barcelo, nay“ by proxy. 


BEBEEEBE 
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REPUBLICANS 


Mrs. Roukema, yea“ 

. Goodling (ex officio), "yea" by proxy. 
, Gunderson, '*yea" by proxy. 

. Armey, ‘‘yea"’. 

Barrett. yea“ by proxy. 

. Boehner, '*yea" by proxy. 

. Fawell, yea“. 

. Ballenger, **yea'' by proxy. 

. Hoekstra, yea! 

. McKeon, “yea”. 

7. An amendment by Mr. Armey to strike 
the monetary penalties, up to $5,000 or three 
times the amount owed, which may be levied 
by the Department of Labor on indíviduals 
who fail to pay premiums owed. The amend- 
ment was rejected 8-18. 

DEMOCRATS 
Williams, nay“ by proxy. 
Ford (ex officio), nay" by proxy. 
. Clay, "nay" by proxy. 
. Kildee, nay" by proxy. 
. Miller (CA), "nay" by proxy. 
Owens, "nay" by proxy. 
Martinez, "nay" by proxy. 
Payne, ''nay" by proxy. 
Mrs. Unsoeld, "nay." 
Mrs. Mink, “nay.” 
Mr. Klink, nay“ by proxy. 
Mr. Murphy, nay“ by proxy. 
Mr. Engel, nay“ by proxy. 
Mr. Becerra, “nay” by proxy. 
Mr. Green, nay' by proxy. 
Mrs. Woolsey, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Romero-Barceló, “nay” by proxy. 
REPUBLICANS 


Mrs. Roukema, “nay.” 
Goodling (ex officio). 
Gunderson, yea“ by proxy. 
Armey, “yea,” 

Barrett, yea“ by proxy. 
Boehner, yea“ by proxy. 
Fawell, yea“ by proxy. 
Ballenger, “yea” by proxy. 
Hoekstra, yea.“ 

McKeon, “yea.” 

8. An amendment by Mr. Armey striking 
the provisions in the transitional rules under 
Title 11 authorizing the federal government 
to specify and enforce a limit on the annual 
percentage increase in premiums for health 
insurers. The amendment was rejected 10-17. 

DEMOCRATS 
Williams, “nay” by proxy. 
Ford (ex officio), "nay" by proxy. 
. Clay, "nay" by proxy. 
. Kildee, nay' by proxy. 
. Miller (CA), “nay” by proxy. 
Owens, “nay” by proxy. 
. Martinez, "nay" by proxy. 
Payne. “nay” by proxy. 
Mrs. Unsoeld, “nay.” 
Mrs. Mink, “nay.” 
Mr. Klink, “nay” by proxy. 
Mr. Murphy,. nay“ by proxy. 
Mr. Engel, “nay” by proxy. 
Mr. Becerra, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Green, nay“ by proxy. 
Mrs. Woolsey, “nay” by proxy. 
Mr. Romero-Barceló, “nay” by proxy. 


REPUBLICANS 


Mrs. Roukema, yea.“ 

Mr. Goodling (ex officio), "yea" by proxy. 

Mr. Gunderson, yea“ by proxy. 

Mr. Armey, yea.“ 

Mr. Barrett, **yea" by proxy. 

Mr. Boehner, yea“ by proxy. 

Mr. Fawell, nay“ by proxy. 

Mr. Ballenger, “nay” by proxy. 

Mr. Hoekstra, "nay." 

Mr. McKeon, “nay.” 

9. An amendment by Mr. Armey striking 
the provisions of title III which create a Na- 
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tional Council on Graduate Medical Edu- 
cation which approves physician training 
programs and authorizes the number of indi- 
viduals to be enrolled in each medical spe- 
cialty program. The amendment was re- 
jected 7-19. 


DEMOCRATS 


. Williams, ‘‘nay”’ by proxy. 

Ford (ex officio), nay“ by proxy. 
Clay, “nay” by proxy. 

Kildee, "nay" by proxy. 

Miller (CA), nay“ by proxy. 
Owens, "nay" by proxy. 
Martinez, “nay” by proxy. 
Payne, nay“ by proxy. 

Mrs. Unsoeld, “nay.” 


Mr. Klink, "nay" by proxy. 

Mr. Murphy, nay“ by proxy. 

Mr. Engel, nay“ by proxy. 

Mr. Becerra, "nay" by proxy. 

Mr. Green, “nay” by proxy. 

Mrs. Woolsey, nay“ by proxy. 

Mr. Romero-Barceló, nay“ by proxy. 
REPUBLICANS 


Mrs. Roukema, yea.“ 
Goodling (ex officio). 
Gunderson, “nay.” 
Armey, “yea.” 

Barrett, "nay" by proxy. 
Boehner, “yea” by proxy. 
Fawell, yea“ by proxy. 

. Ballenger, “yea.” 
Hoekstra, yea.“ 
McKeon, "yea" by proxy. 
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COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON THE BUDGET REGARDING 
CURRENT LEVELS OF SPENDING 
AND REVENUES FOR FISCAL 
YEARS 1994-98 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the 
Committee on the Budget and pursuant to 
sections 302 and 311 of the Congressional 
Budget Act, | am submitting for printing in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an updated report on 
the current levels of on-budget spending and 
revenues for fiscal year 1994 and for the 5- 
year period fiscal year 1994 through fiscal 
year 1998. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET, 
Washington, DC, May 12, 1994. 
Hon. THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: To facilitate applica- 
tion of sections 302 and 311 of the Congres- 
sional Budget Act, I am transmitting an up- 
dated status report on the current levels of 
on-budget spending and revenues for fiscal 
year 1994 and for the 5-year period fiscal year 
1994 through fiscal year 1998. 

The term current level" refers to the 
amounts of spending and revenues estimated 
for each fiscal year based on laws enacted as 
of April 28, 1994, 

The first table in the report compares the 
current levels of total budget authority, out- 
lays, and revenues with the overall limits set 
in H. Con. Res. 64, the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 1994. This com- 
parison is needed to implement section 311(a) 
of the Budget Act, which creates a point of 
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order against measures that would breach 
the budget resolution's overall limits. The 
table does not show budget authority and 
outlays for years after fiscal year 1994 be- 
cause appropriations for those years have 
not yet been considered. 

The second table compares the current lev- 
els of budget authority, outlays, and new en- 
titlement authority for each direct spending 
committee with the section 602(a)" alloca- 
tions made under H. Con. Res. 64 for fiscal 
year 1994 and for fiscal years 1994 through 
1998. This comparison is needed to imple- 
ment section 302(f) of the Budget Act, which 
creates a point of order against measures 
that would breach the section 602(a) alloca- 
tion of new discretionary budget authority 
or new entitlement authority for the com- 
mittee that reported the measure. It is also 
needed to implement section 311(b), which 
exempts committees that comply with their 
allocations from the point of order under 
section 311(a). The section 602(a) allocations 
were printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
for March 31, 1993 on pages H. 1784-87. 

The third table compares the current lev- 
els of discretionary appropriations for fiscal 
year 1994 with the revised section 602(b)" 
suballocations of discretionary budget au- 
thority and outlays among Appropriations 
subcommittees. This comparison is also 
needed to implement section 302(f) of the 
Budget Act, since the point of order under 
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that section also applies to measures that 
would breach the applicable section 602(b) 
suballocation. The revised section 602(b) sub- 
allocations were filed by the Appropriations 
Committee on September 30, 1993 (H. Rept. 
103-271). 

Sincerely, 

MARTIN OLAV SABO, 
Chairman. 
REPORT TO THE SPEAKER FROM THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 


STATUS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 1994 CONGRESSIONAL 
BUDGET ADOPTED IN H. CON. RES. 64, REFLECTING 
ACTION COMPLETED AS OF APRIL 28, 1994 

[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars] 


Fiscal year 
1994 
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BUDGET AUTHORITY 


Enactment of measures providing more 
than $5.000 billion in new budget authority 
for FY 1994 (if not already included in the 
current level estimate) would cause FY 1994 
budget authority to exceed the appropriate 
level set by H. Con. Res. 64. 


OUTLAYS 


Enactment of measures providing new 
budget or entitlement authority with FY 
1994 outlay effects of more than $1.308 billion 
(if not already included in the current level 
estimate) would cause FY 1994 outlays to ex- 
ceed the appropriate level set by H. Con. Res. 
64. 


— REVENUES 
«m ae Enactment of any measure producing any 
v Hee revenue loss in FY 1994 (if not already in- 
905.500 — 5153400 cluded in the current level estimate) would 
1218400 w Cause FY 1994 revenues to fall further below 
1216,992 M the appropriate level set by H. Con. Res. 64. 
wie 35 Enactment of any measure producing any 
3000 M net revenue loss for the period FY 1994 
— 1.308 na through FY 1998 (if not already included in 
-n -41534 the current level estimate) would cause reve- 


NA=Not applicable because annual appropriations acts for Fiscal Years 
1996 through 1998 will not be considered until future sessions of Congress. 


nues for that period to fall further below the 
appropriate level set by H. Con. Res. 64. 


DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION— COMPARISON OF CURRENT LEVEL WITH COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS PURSUANT TO BUDGET ACT SECTION 602(a) 


[Fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 


1994 1994-98 

en, Oui NEA Ba Outlays NEA 
-65 -66 -8 -33 -2m 888 
=99 106 %%% -2B -Ul 3559 
= -40 -32 509 36 —-4 
-128 -128 -1 -26 2% — 2387 
-153 -163 ~16) -Zn  -25  -238 
-25 -35 -39 94 82 28 
D -38 0 0 22792 0 
-417 -315 0 -34 biss 0 
-a -5n 0 — 364 -403 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 118 0 0 — -408 
—142 -155 -787 -123 -123  =5153 
—142 —155 905 -13 -123  =1105 
0 -170 -180 les? 8369 7798 
2 =2398 2 us 11359 — 7059 
2 Er 222 10 -2990 739 
0 0 0 — -5 -5 
-3 -33 =$ —149 —149 -8 
-5 -5 —3 —14¹ —14ʃ -55 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 4 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 0 8 8 0 
1 1 0 8 8 0 
0 ü 0 0 -4n 0 
0 0 0 0 - i$ 0 
0 0 0 0 127 0 
0 0 0 -205 205 -4 
=i E 0 210 -210 0 
-1 -1 0 B -5 4 
-117 -112 0 709 -693 0 
-nu -78 0 -4]8 -481 0 
43 34 0 231 212 0 
-66 -66 =m = =10199. «= 10547 = 
~ 256 -256 -218  -10088  -10606. — —8709 
~190 -]90 =u -59 -59 888 
2092 -13 0 37458 -85 0 
-13 - ~85 -8 0 
-2105 0 0 235843 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
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DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION—COMPARISON OF CURRENT LEVEL WITH COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS PURSUANT TO BUDGET ACT SECTION 602(a)— Continued 
(Fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 


1994 


1994-98 


DISCRETIONARY APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994—COMPARISON OF CURRENT LEVEL WITH SUBALLOCATIONS PURSUANT TO BUDGET ACT SECTION 602(b) 


U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 
Washington, DC, May 2, 1994. 
Hon. MARTIN O. SABO, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 


DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to section 
308(b) and in aid of section 311 of the Con- 
gressional Budget Act, as amended, this let- 
ter and supporting detail provide an up-to- 
date tabulation of the on-budget current lev- 
els of new budget authority, estimated out- 
lays, and estimated revenues for fiscal year 
1994 in comparison with the appropriate lev- 
els for those items contained in the 1994 Con- 
current Resolution on the Budget (H. Con. 
Res. 64), and is current through April 28, 1994. 
A summary of this tabulation follows: 


[In millions of dollars] 
Budget 
Res. 64) resolution 
Budget authority 1218400 1,223,400 — —5,000 
Outissss 1.216.992 1218300 —13308 
Revenues: 
1994 ...... 905429 905.500 -n 
1994-98 .. 5,105,866 5153400  —47534 


Since my last report, dated April 11, 1994, 
Congress has approved for the President's 
signature S. 2004, extending loan ineligibility 
exemptions for certain colleges. This action 
changed the current level of budget author- 
ity and outlays. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES L. BLUM, 
(For Robert D. Reischauer, Director). 


[in millions of dollars] 


PARLIAMENTARIAN STATUS REPORT 103D CONGRESS, 2D 
SESSION HOUSE ON—BUDGET SUPPORTING DETAIL 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS 


APRIL 28, 1994 
[In millions of dollars] 
Budget au- 
thority 
721,126 
742,749 
(237,226) 
1,226,648 
ENACTED THIS SESSION 
Emer Sup 
propriations, FY 1994 (P.L 
111 (2,286) 
Federal Workforce Restructuring 
Act (P.L. 103-226) 48 
n (38) 
Housing and Communily - 
opment Act (P.L. 1 3). (410) 
sechs enacted this ses- 
EX eT (2,686) 
clc SIGNATURE 
e hr cut culapa 
em, in 
86998 —— 5 
ENTITLEMENTS AND 
MANDATORIES 
Budget resolution baseline esti- 
mates of appropriated enti- 
tlements and other manda- 
m: Mens not yet en- 
ieee (5,567) 
Total current level . + 1,218,400 
Total budget resolution ........... — 1,223,400 


Outlays Revenues 


695,196 
758,885 
(237,226) 


1,216,855 


905,429 


1,216,992 
1,218,300 905,500 


Revised filed 6020) Current level Difference 
suballocations (Sept. 30, 
= Budget Budget 
g ui 
Budget outi authority MAYS authority, Outlays 
authority ae 
M89 1437 14% — MS -24 liz 
221119 — 2323] 22800 2327 -319 -14 
40446 — 255465 239897 255,151 -549 3104 
700 698 700 B 0 0 
22017 21702 21589 — 21585 -328 117 
13444 13918 1269 13878 -754 40 
1136 — 1373 13727 13725 -9 b 
67283 68.140 67189 68012 -%4 —-0 
2270 2257 2254 2.262 -$ -5 
10,066 8784 3464 8759 gos -25 
13284 34883 12435 34786 — B49 -l 
11469 — 11682 11312 11639 -157 Er 
6831] 69973 — 680533 —699/8 —258 5 
$00,964 — 538757 495815 53/888 4.89 769 


PARLIAMENTARIAN STATUS REPORT 1030 CONGRESS, 20 
SESSION HOUSE ON—BUDGET SUPPORTING DETAIL 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS 
APRIL 28, 1994— Continued 

[In millions of dollars] 


3 Outlays Revenues 
Amount remaining: 
Under budget reso- 
lution ... 5,000 pn MH 


i Includes budget committee estimate of $2.4 billion in outlay savings for 
FCC spectrum license 
? Includes changes to baseline estimates of appropriated mandatories due 
to enactment of P.L 103-66, and P.L. 103-140. 

3|n accordance with the Budget Enforcement Act, the total does not in- 

clude $14,145 million in uae authority and $9,057 million in outlays in 
emergency funding. 

“At the request of Committee staff, current level does not include scoring 
of section 601 of P.L. 102-391. 

Notes.—Amounts in parentheses are negative. Detail may not add due to 
founding. 


THE MEANING OF MANAGED CARE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Feb- 
ruary 11, 1994, the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. MCDERMOTT] is recog- 
nized for 60 minutes as the majority 
leader’s designee. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, as 
part of my effort to talk to my col- 
leagues each week about how health 
care reform issues affect the American 
people personally, I would like to talk 
tonight about managed care. 

The meaning of managed care is 
changing even as we speak. So I want 
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to talk to the American people tonight 
about their relationships with their 
doctors—and about who should make 
medical treatment decisions. 

What managed care meant 20 or 10 or 
even 5 years ago is very different from 
what it is coming to mean today—even 
without one word of legislation. 

It is different from the traditional 
notion of community-based nonprofit 
providers who coordinate and oversee 
the care of their patients. 

Before 10 years ago non-profit HMO's 
for per capita fee agreed to provide all 
the care for individuals. HMO took the 
risk of managing the care of patients 
for a fixed fee. 

The advent of for-profit managed 
care operators has changed by this, 
this change is happening today as the 
market is left to its own devices to 
solve the health care cost crisis. A re- 
cent article in the May 16th edition of 
the Nation has an interesting descrip- 
tion of managed care which I include, 
as follows: 

[From the Nation, May 16, 1994] 
PLAYING THE DENIAL GAME: THE MANAGED 
CARE SCAM 
(By Suzanne Gordon and Judith Shindul- 
Rothschild) 

When Ruth Trotman talks about her 
daughter Robin's condition she can barely 
contain her despair. Her 19-year-old is suici- 
dal because of a very rare and difficult to 
treat mental illness—obsessive-compulsive 
disorder (O.C.D.). Robin is terrified of germs 
and washes her hands until they are raw; she 
is often so fearful that her mother cannot 
even leave her side, and she is totally 
consumed by thoughts about God and His 
punishment. 

Unfortunately, Robin also suffers from a 
new health care disorder—managed care. She 
is insured by Bay State Health Care, one of 
Massachusetts' biggest managed care compa- 
nies. When trying to lure subscribers, Bay 
State says that patients will have thou- 
sands of physicians to choose from." Trot- 
man says Bay State told her Robin could be 
treated out of its network of providers and 
hospitals if it was medically necessary. Al- 
though there seems to be no dispute about 
the fact that Trotman's daughter needs hos- 
pitalization, there is intense disagreement 
about where. Bay State refuses to allow her 
to be hospitalized at McLean's, a prestigious 
psychiatric facility that has the only O.C.D. 
in-patient unit in the state. Instead, Bay 
State insists Robin be hospitalized at Fuller 
Memorial Hospital—a small community hos- 
pital in Attleboro that lacks such a special- 
ized program. 

Fuller does have one distinct advantage— 
to Bay State, that is. To attract a managed 
care contract in psychiatry it provides dis- 
counted services to Bay State. Despite 
Trotman's efforts, including a lengthy ap- 
peal through Bay State internal channels, 
contacts with an attorney and her political 
representatives, the insurance company has 
not budged. 

“There are nights when I stay up cradling 
Robin in my arms because she can't stop cry- 
ing," the anguished mother recounts. She 
says she can't stand to go on living this way. 
What's so terrible is that there's help for her 
and Bay State won't let her get it. No one 
can cure her, but they can help her to live 
with O.C.D." 
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While Ruth Trotman was trying to save 
her daughter's life, another Massachusetts 
woman was trying to deal with a less critical 
but still troublesome health problem—an im- 
mobilizing tendinitis in her right shoulder. 
She went to an orthopedic specialist, who 
recommended course of anti-inflammatory 
drugs and physical therapy. The woman's in- 
surance company required her to get prior 
authorization for physical therapy, so she 
called the number indicated and reached a 
nurse sitting behind a video display terminal 
in Washington, D.C. The nurse informed her 
that her insurer would not allow her to make 
a physical therapy appointment before she 
finished a two-week course of anti- 
inflammatories. When the woman reminded 
the nurse that she was only following her 
doctor's orders, the nurse responded, ‘This is 
company policy.“ 

When the woman arrived in the physical 
therapist's office after the two-week drug 
course, the clinician was shocked at the 
state of her arm. “Why have you waited so 
long to come to me?” she said. ''You should 
have come much sooner." 

Then there's the case of the elderly Cali- 
fornia woman dying of multiple myeloma—a 
cancer of the bone marrow. She had been see- 
ing an oncologist before her health plan 
switched to managed care. Once that hap- 
pened, she was told she had to pick a pri- 
mary care physician from an approved list 
who would then refer her to an oncologist 
approved by the plan. Her new primary care 
physician agreed to allow her to continue 
with her oncologist, who was not part of the 
plan, but only on one condition: Before each 
oncology visit she had to appear at his office 
to be handed a signed permission slip to see 
the specialist. The primary care physician 
billed the health management organization 
$85 for each slip. This went on for three 
months, until the woman became eligible for 
Medicare. To have to deal with fighting for 
care while you're dying is cruel," she said. 

Such experiences are becoming the norm 
in American health care. President Clinton's 
American Health Security Act may be in 
trouble in Congress, but its grounding phi- 
losophy—managed competition and managed 
care—is alive and well. Representative Jim 
Cooper's bill and all the Republican health 
care proposals endorse managed care’s 
central tenets—that the way to cut costs is 
to discipline patients and give insurance 
companies the responsibility for policing 
medical practice and patient behavior. Most 
important, managed care has become the 
darling of employers, who believe it will save 
them money. As Barron’s recently put it, 
“employers are already switching en masse 
from traditional insurance plans to ‘man- 
aged care. 

Americans traditionally equate access to 
health insurance with access to health care 
providers and reimbursement for their treat- 
ments and services. With managed care—a 
byzantine system in which insurers and em- 
ployers herd patients and families into 
health maintenance organizations (H.M.O.s) 
or networks of approved physicians and 
other providers and hospitals, all competing 
against one another to provide the cheapest 
services—this equation can no longer be 
taken for granted. 

Managed care does not guarantee access to 
health care. It merely assures access to what 
we call “the denial game.“ This is an elabo- 
rately choreographed dance of come-hither 
advertising designed to attract subscribers, 
followed by a series of rules and rejections 
that get in the way when a patient actually 
seeks services. The main goal of the denial 
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game is to maintain the profitability of 
some of the most lucrative corporations in 
America today—for-profit H.M.O.s and man- 
aged care companies that earn profits of up 
to 20 percent annually. They achieve this 
goal by three primary mechanisms: 

The denial of free choice of doctor and hos- 
pital and the substitution of a select group 
of providers who are generally chosen by the 
criteria of cost and their willingness to fol- 
low a managed care plan's guidelines on 
which services are appropriate and when. 

The erection of rigid barriers to access, 
which are applied to all enrollees regardless 
of how much or how little they may, in fact, 
use the system. 

The bureaucratic micromanagement of 
care by a group of what we call invisible di- 
agnosticians'"—nurses and physicians who 
never examine patients but nonetheless de- 
cide the course of their treatment. 

Consider the impact of the first principle— 
the denial of choice. The requirement that 
patients may go only to members of a closed 
panel of primary care physicians or special- 
ists, the bedrock of managed care, píts clini- 
cian against clinician to discount services. 

Here's how it works: Every year physicians 
on the panel get a report card that grades 
them according to how much they saved or 
cost the managed care company in providing 
patient care. If your primary care physician 
or specialist is at the top of the list—spend- 
ing more money than his or her peers on pa- 
tient care or advocating too aggressively for 
patients—that doctor will be dropped from 
the panel and you'll have to switch to a more 
"cost-effective" or more tractable provider. 
Provider report cards are not based on qual- 
ity indicators, like complications, re-admis- 
sions, suicide or mortality rates. Clinicians 
are judged solely by their contribution to 
the corporate bottom-line. 

In their effort to obtain cut-rate care, 
managed care plans also negotiate deep dis- 
counts with hospitals. Because managed care 
groups seek to negotiate the least costly 
services from year to year, subscribers may 
be forced to change physicians, nurses and 
hospitals frequently. Last fall in Massachu- 
setts, Pilgrim Health Care decided to end its 
$10 million managed care contract with 
Tufts New England Medical Center and in- 
formed patients they would have to switch 
to another hospital. After eight years, Har- 
vard Community Health Plan declined to 
renew its pediatrics contract with Massachu- 
setts General Hospital and instead diverted 
its patients to Children's Hospital. 

This kind of hospital and clinician hopping 
encourages discontinuities of care. Com- 
petition addicts think that health care is a 
machine assembled with interchangeable 
parts. They're wrong," says Alan Sager of 
Boston University School of Public Health's 
Access and Affordability Monitoring Project. 
"Health care is an ecology, in which dif- 
ferent organisms often have symbiotic rela- 
tionships with one another. The patient-cli- 
nician relationship is dangerous to uproot, 
and hard to re-establish. Market forces act 
like tornadoes, destructively tossing around 
hospitals, their patients and their staff.“ 

These restrictive policies not only inhibit 
patients, they severely restrict providers. A 
prominent Boston physician explained that 
"if a patient of mine needs a particularly 
tricky operation, I know there are three or 
four excellent surgeons in town to whom I 
can refer the patient. But many insurance 
companies now force me to refer the patient 
to surgeons that I know may botch the job.” 

Physicians and nurses who want to pre- 
Scribe a particular drug or treatment may 
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not be able to do so because their patient's 
managed care company will pay for drug A 
but not drug B. “I had a kid with recurrent 
ear infections, so I prescribed à stronger an- 
tibiotic at the bottom of the H.M.O.'s list, 
which happened to be the most expensive,” 
one frustrated physician said. '"The next 
thing I knew, the mother of the patient is 
calling me from home saying that some 
anonymous reviewer from the H.M.O.—who 
had never laid eyes on the kid—called and 
told her I should have prescribed the cheaper 
antibiotic. She was told that if she wanted 
the one I prescribed, she would have to pay 
for it herself. So I have to fight with the in- 
surer to get the kid the medicine he needs. 
What an incredible waste of time. Just give 
me the list of the least expensive drugs and 
Ill prescribe them when appropriate. Don't 
second-guess my clinical judgment." 

Limiting choice—and thus real quality 
competition among providers—is only the 
beginning of the denial game. Next comes re- 
stricting the availability of this narrowed 
range of providers. 

* * * * * 


"We have a structure for providing medical 
care in thís country. What insurers have cre- 
ated is a shadow structure," says 
Woolhandler. For every action a physician 
or nurse takes, there is a paper construction 
reflecting it and a person reviewing it. Ev- 
erything is done twice—by me and by my 
shadow. These shadows follow computer pro- 
tocols that are kept secret. They won't tell 
us why they are denying needed care, they 
just say the protocol says no. If I see a pa- 
tient who I think has a retinal detachment 
that can lead to blindness, and I say she 
needs to see an ophthalmologist, and the 
shadow says no she doesn't, that shadow is 
not legally liable. But I am. These people are 
entirely out of the loop of accountability and 
quality." 

The role of these new, invisible diagnosti- 
cians makes a mockery of managed care ad- 
vocates' rhetorical pronouncements about 
quality care, consumer choice and the poten- 
tial of consumer education—all touted fea- 
tures of the Clinton plan. How can patients 
and families learn how to navigate a health 
care system in which the real decision-mak- 
ers are completely insulated from public 
scrutiny and patient criticism? What good is 
consumer information about a hospital or 
physician or other provider, when neither 
that institution nor that individual provider 
is really the one pulling the most important 
health care levers? What good does it do to 
increase the number of primary care provid- 
ers, if those providers are simply viewed as 
servants of managed care companies? 

The final irony of managed care is that it 
raises, rather than lowers, health care costs, 
as studies by numerous government agencies 
and health care researchers have shown. 
Managed care groups have higher adminis- 
trative overhead than did Medicare or tradi- 
tional indemnity plans like Blue Cross ten or 
twenty years ago. Managed care companies 
spend huge sums on advertising and market- 
ing, and on paying utilization reviewers to 
micromanage each case. In order to amass 
the profits necessary to pay executive sala- 
ries in the seven figures, enrich stockholders 
and offer bonuses to elite physician provid- 
ers—some of whom now receive year-end 
perks based on the amount of care and treat- 
ment they denied—managed care companies 
must cut labor costs, increase provider pro- 
ductivity by enforcing assembly-line condi- 
tions and skimp on the care and treatment 
they make available to patients. 

Over and over Washington politicians in- 
sist that Americans must be willing to make 
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sacrifices and tough choices to solve the na- 
tion's health crisis. But it is politicians, not 
patients and their families, who need to 
make them. Our health care crisis will be 
solved only when government leaders are 
willing to set global budgets, negotiate fee 
scales for physicians, rein in drug company 
costs and fairly and democratically ration 
expensive medical technology, as ís done in 
every other industrialized country. Not sur- 
prisingly, politicians, who would rather 
avoid the accountability for such tough deci- 
sions, are attracted to a free-market ap- 
proach (not to mention free-market dollars). 
But substituting the invisible hand of the 
market for the visible courage of political 
leadership is the wrong prescription. 

Study after study—as well as the experi- 
ence of governments in Europe and Canada— 
has documented that a single-payer financial 
reimbursement mechanism is the only way 
to save money and increase access while 
maintaining quality and continuity of care. 
As patients are learning every day, managed 
care, on the other hand, does little but man- 
age the care right out of our health system. 

And that means that insurance com- 
panies interfere more and more aggres- 
sively in the treatment decisions of 
doctors. They do this not to protect the 
patient's quality of care, but to protect 
profit margins for their stockholders. 

This is happening not just in HMOs. 
All patients are experiencing the re- 
ality that it is their insurance com- 
pany, not their doctor, who determines 
whether or not they are admitted to a 
hospital. 

It is their insurance company who 
decides if a child can stay in the hos- 
pital overnight after a bad reaction to 
surgery. 

It is their insurance company who is 
deciding that women should be dis- 
charged from the hospital on the same 
day as childbirth, or that newborns 
should be sent home before their first 
feeding. 

These decisions are not being made 
by the physicians or nurses or other 
practitioners who actually care for pa- 
tients and bear the responsibility for 
their well-being. 

They are being made by company em- 
ployees who never see the patient but 
are sitting at a 1-800 number just to ap- 
prove or disapprove care. 

The American people know in the 
hearts, in their guts, and in their 
minds that something is terribly wrong 
with this arrangement. 

They know that this cost-control ap- 
proach by the insurance companies ul- 
timately will ruin the quality of Amer- 
ican health care. 

And I want to be clear, It is not the 
Government that is doing this. It is the 
free market approach to health care 
that is giving the insurance companies 
unprecedented control over the doctor- 
patient relationship. 

I am getting a lot of mail and hear- 
ing a lot of stories from constituents 
about the effects of managed care on 
people’s lives. I want to share these 
with you because I know you will un- 
derstand immediately what I am talk- 
ing about. 
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One mother told me about her 4-year- 
old daughter who had to have a tonsil- 
lectomy after months of chronic infec- 
tion and enlargement. 

After the surgery, the child’s blood 
pressure did not stabilize, the intra- 
venous fluids could not be discon- 
nected, and the child was vomiting 
blood. 

The surgeon, appropriately, and all 
the nurses attending the child deter- 
mined that the little girl needed to be 
admitted for one night to be stabilized 
and treated after surgery. The insur- 
ance company would not consent to the 
admission. 

Fortunately, the surgeon felt strong- 
ly enough about the need for the child 
to stay in the hospital, that he was 
willing to spend 2 hours continuously 
on the phone with an insurance clerk 
in another State to convince them to 
consent to the admission. 

Two hours of a doctor’s time defend- 
ing a decision that was unquestionable. 
Two hours that could have been spent 
caring for patients. Two hours just to 
protect a patient from her own insur- 
ance company. 

Why? Because the insurance com- 
pany had a policy that tonsillectomy is 
an outpatient procedure—a rule that I 
doubt the American Academy of Pedi- 
atrics or the surgeons, or any parent 
who has been through it, would agree 
with. 

And even if the policy were justified 
in general, which it is not, the surgeon 
caring for and responsible for this child 
said, ‘‘this child is too sick to go home, 
she is not stabilizing.” Should not that 
have been enough? 

Then there is the case of Mr. Howard 
Silver. Mr. Silver developed prostate 
cancer in Florida. Prostate cancer is 
the most common form of cancer in 
men. There are two ways to prevent 
the recurrence of prostate cancer once 
it is initially treated. 

The first way is to take medication 
that will inhibit recurrence. It is ex- 
pensive. It costs about $4,000 a year, 
but it enables men to lead relatively 
normal lives and keeps the disease in 
remission. 

The other way is castration. This 
costs only about $2,000, and of course is 
a one-time expense. His HMO would 
agree only to pay for the castration, 
not the medication. 

Mr. Silver fought the decision of his 
HMO in court and won. Why did he 
have to go through this? 

His insurance company decided to 
substitute its judgment for his doctor’s 
and his. I want to emphasize again that 
it is not Government that is doing this. 
It is the free market that is giving in- 
surance companies this control, 

No democratic government that had 
to face elections would dream of trying 
to get away with these kinds of prac- 
tices. 

Indeed, one of the most ominous re- 
cent developments was the announce- 
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ment on March 22 that Travelers Insur- 
ance Company and Metropolitan Life 
are entering negotiations to merge 
their health care operations. Where are 
the patients and providers in this 
merger? 

I am a physician as well as a Con- 
gressman. I practiced medicine for 25 
years. To me, just as the family is the 
building block of civilization, so is the 
physician-patient relationship the 
building block to good medical care. 
That is why I support single-payer 
health reform. Because it is the only 
mechanism that will preserve the pa- 
tient-doctor relationship. 

In single-payer systems throughout 
the world, patients choose their own 
doctors, and physicians do not have to 
justify individual treatment decisions 
to insurance companies or to the Gov- 
ernment. 

They do not have to seek permission 
in advance for the treatment they and 
their patients have chosen. 

In fact, in the single-payer bill I have 
coauthored, the American Health Secu- 
rity Act, interfering in treatment deci- 
sions is expressly prohibited. 

We are the only country in the world 
that permits interference in the rela- 
tionships between patients and doc- 
tors—and to what end? 

It has not controlled costs, it has not 
improved quality, it has not made life 
better for patients or doctors. 

When the American College of Sur- 
geons endorsed single-payer as its 
choice for health reform, it did so be- 
cause it recognized that doctors cannot 
continue to tolerate insurance com- 
pany interference in their decisions if 
they want to practice good medicine. 

The Government Accounting Office 
just completed a study on the avail- 
ability of bone marrow transplants in 
the United States compared to other 
countries. 

The study looked at both the avail- 
ability of transplants and whether they 
were done at the best time for the best 
result in the patient. 

It concluded that the United States 
ranked 7th—behind six single-payer 
countries—in both availability and 
timing or appropriateness for these 
transplants. 

The GAO also testified at the hearing 
on its report that what differentiated 
these countries’ medical practice from 
the United States was the amount of 
interference in U.S. doctors’ treatment 
decisions. 

In single-payer systems, the doctors 
made the decisions and were not sec- 
ond-guessed by insurance companies or 
Government. 

Mr. Speaker, single-payer health care 
reform will do four things for the peo- 
ple of the United States. 

It will guarantee your coverage, it 
will let you choose your own doctors, it 
will preserve your relationships with 
your doctors, and it will cost less be- 
cause it will eliminate insurance com- 
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pany administrative overhead and prof- 
it from your health care bill. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my hope that the 
American people will call their Mem- 
bers of Congress and tell them they 
want single-payer. It is time to take 
the insurance companies out of the 
practice of medicine. 


——— 
D 1750 


REDUCING THE REGULATORY 
MAZE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SAWYER). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of February 11, 1994, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY] is 
recognized for 60 minutes as the des- 
ignee of the minority leader. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, as chair- 
man of the Republican Research Task 
Force on Competitiveness, I am pleased 
to run the opening lap of the third an- 
nual Republican regulatory relay. 

Our country is faced with a huge and 
growing bureaucracy of overzealous 
regulators who ignore cost-benefit 
analysis and whose primary concern is 
validating their own existence. 

Since 1992, Members of Congress have 
run laps on the House floor to bring at- 
tention to the multitude of unneces- 
sary and ill-conceived regulations that 
are forced down the throats of Amer- 
ican businesses and American consum- 
ers. Last year, President Clinton and 
Vice President AL GORE brought stacks 
of regulations out on the White House 
lawn to promote their reinventing gov- 
ernment effort which was intended to 
reduce the regulatory maze within the 
Federal Government. 

I would much rather fight to ease the 
regulatory burden faced by small busi- 
nesses all across America which are the 
job-creating engines of our economy 
rather than to make Federal pencil- 
pushers’ jobs easier. 4 

At its best, the process makes no 
sense, and at its worst, regulators clas- 
sify their children's teeth as toxic 
waste, they force banks to make teller 
machines accessible to blind drivers, 
they dictate that hard hats must be 
disinfected before each use, and they 
require employers to inform employees 
about the hazards of coming in contact 
with Joy dishwashing liquid. 
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Since reaching a low point in 1968, 
the cost of regulatory compliance, the 
number of rules reviewed by the White 
House's office of information and regu- 
latory affairs, the number of Federal 
Register pages and employment at Fed- 
eral regulatory agencies all have been 
steadily increasing. In fact, President 
Clinton's first year saw the most regu- 
latory activity since President Carter's 
last. The page total for 1993 of the Fed- 
eral Register was 69,608 pages, the third 
highest total of all time. A not surpris- 
ing increase in the number of regu- 
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latory bureaucrats corresponds with 
this proliferation of regulation. 

While from 1988 to 1992 regulatory 
staffing increased by over 20 percent to 
almost 125,000 employees, under Presi- 
dent Clinton the largest number of 
Federal bureaucrats ever, 128,615 people 
were called for to run his Federal regu- 
latory apparatus. The direct costs of 
Federal regulations are estimated to be 
about $500 billion a year. Now if you 
take into account the indirect costs 
and include State and local regulation, 
the regulatory burden is anywhere 
from $810 billion to $1.7 trillion dollars 
per year. That is a staggering $8,400 to 
$17,000 per household per year. 

As you can see, the costs of Federal 
regulation are only going to continue 
to escalate throughout this decade. A 
typical American business must fulfill 
provisions of the Clean Air and Clean 
Water Acts, provide a minimum stand- 
ard of living for workers, engage in re- 
cycling, carry an expensive insurance 
policy against product liability, ferret 
out illegal aliens, provide costly pack- 
ages of medical benefits to employees 
which may have to include acupunc- 
ture, wigs, pastoral services, and drug 
treatment. 

They have to provide special accom- 
modations to disabled employees and 
promote equal opportunity as deter- 
mined by race, sex and sexual activity. 

Listed here, in the RECORD, there will 
be 100 forms and booklets of informa- 
tion that a typical business has to sort 
through and fill out to comply with 
Federal rules and regulations. This list 
does not even include many of the reg- 
ulations contained in the Clean Air Act 
amendments of 1990 or the recently 
passed Family and Medical Leave Act. 
The Small Business Administration es- 
timated that small business owners 
spend almost a billion hours a year just 
filling out Government forms at an an- 
nual cost of $100 million dollars. Imag- 
ine what a boost that kind of money 
would be to the economy. 

Let me just outline, Mr. Speaker, 
some of the kinds of horror stories that 
are happening all over this country. 

The Department of Transportation 
repeatedly considered promulgating 
new hazardous material regulations for 
the shipping of butter and salad oil. 
The plan, which has apparently been 
dropped but picked up again by the De- 
partment of Commerce and other de- 
partments, would have required 24 
hours, 24 hours of classroom and field 
training for workers who responded to 
spill emergencies of butter and salad 
oil. 

John Shuler, a Montana rancher, was 
reportedly fined $4,000 for violating the 
Endangered Species Act. What was Mr. 
Shuler’s crime? He shot and killed a 
grizzly bear that had charged after him 
on his own property. 

O.C. Mills and his son Carey run a 
small contracting business in Florida. 
Recently, they were both thrown into 
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prison for putting 19 loads of sand on 
two waterfront properties they wished 
to develop. Despite initial approval of 
their development project by Florida's 
environmental regulators, then headed 
by the current EPA administrator, Ad- 
ministrator Carol Browner, the Millses 
were convicted of wetlands violations 
Shortly after the project began. 

John McCurdy, who is an owner of a 
very small herring smoke house, re- 
cently had a run-in with the FDA. De- 
spite producing over 54 million filets 
over 20 years without one single re- 
ported case of food poisoning, the FDA 
told McCurdy he would have to change 
his methods. Unfortunately, that 
would have required $75,000 worth of 
new equipment. Facing the hopeless 
choice between installing equipment he 
could not afford or fighting a legal bat- 
tle with the FDA, Mr. McCurdy chose 
the only other alternative, he closed 
his business and laid off his 22 employ- 
ees. 

Carol Roberts is a self-employed 
knitter who does all her work at home. 
She produces sweaters, hats, and mit- 
tens and sells them to retailers for a 
small profit that helps support her 
family. But all this could change if the 
AFL-CIO and the Labor Department 
get their way. Union officials are now 
pushing to reinstate a ban on at-home 
garment work that was removed in the 
1980's. If the law goes back into effect, 
home garment workers like Carol Rob- 
erts would be considered criminals in 
the eyes of the law. 

Robert M. Cox was the former vice 
president of the Gilbert Spruance Co., a 
small paint company from Pennsylva- 
nia. In 1984, a nightmare began for his 
company when they were notified that 
a former waste hauler for Mr. Cox’s 
company had apparently dumped waste 
illegally in New Jersey. Despite the 
fact that Mr. Cox's company had no 
knowledge of or connection to the 
waste hauler's illegal activity, the Gil- 
bert Spruance Co. was asked to foot a 
substantial part of the cleanup costs, 
ranging from $175,000 to $1.3 million 
dollars. Years of legal wrangling and 
work with Government agencies, ad- 
ministrators and legislators, Mr. Cox's 
company finally had to declare bank- 
ruptcy and sell all of their assets. As 
Mr. Cox, a self-described environ- 
mentalist, asked: 

Why doesn't the System allow an environ- 
mentally sensitive paint company to coexist 
with Superfund? Why does our system create 
so much inertia that the lawyers and admin- 
istrators get rich off a manufacturing com- 
pany that has been trying to do the correct 
thing all along? 

I could go on and on and on. I have 
pages after pages after pages of horror 
stories like these that we find happen- 
ing in our Government all the time. 

This month the regulatory relay is 
focusing on the dry cleaning industry 
whose experience with Government 
regulations is indicative of the larger 
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trend of increased difficulty in starting 
up and maintaining a very small busi- 
ness. 

Their plight is eloquently described 
in a paper called Taken to the 
Clearners: A Case Study of the Over- 
regulation of American Small Busi- 
ness." That was recently published by 
the Cato Institute and written by Jona- 
than Adler, à policy analyst at the 
Competitive Enterprise Institute. The 
paper points out that according to the 
International Fabric Care Institute, 
the typical dry cleaning outlet is a 
very small family-owned business that 
employees an average of 5 people and 
grosses an average of $200,000 per year. 
The estimated profit per firm is only 
$10,000 annually, clearly a very limited 
amount with which to absorb addi- 
tional regulatory costs. In 1990, the av- 
erage profit for a dry cleaner was 0.43 
percent. 

Because of their small size dry clean- 
ers are extremely vulnerable to the 
costs of regulation, even those seem- 
ingly benign requirements such as fil- 
ing a hazardous waste report. This rule 
can require as many as 60 hours to ful- 
fill, a significant burden on a dry 
cleaning business whose employees put 
in no more than 200 man-hours per 
week. 
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And that is just one regulation. Oper- 
ators of small businesses face regu- 
latory hurdles at every turn. The CATO 
paper states that for dry cleaners, that 
means clean air regulations governing 
perchloroethylene [perc] emissions and 
hazardous waste regulations governing 
the disposal of chemicals. Occupational 
safety regulations cover exposure to 
cleaning solvents and require demand- 
ing precautions in the handling of gar- 
ments worn in hospitals and dental of- 
fices. Governments at all levels have 
imposed exacting liability standards 
that threaten the existence of many 
dry cleaning establishments. Addition- 
ally, dry cleaners are subject to the 
labor codes, wage laws, and tax rules 
that affect all small businesses nation- 
wide. 

While many regulations are well-in- 
tended, the lack of reliable cost/benefit 
analysis means that their implementa- 
tion often results in ridiculous situa- 
tions. For example: 

In southern California, a dry cleaner 
was fined $250 for failing to post a list- 
ing of employee injuries that had oc- 
curred during the last 12 months. The 
problem is, the dry cleaner had no em- 
ployee injuries to report. In effect, the 
business was fined for failing to post a 
blank piece of paper. 

Because of regulations covering the 
disposal of so-called hazardous wastes, 
the costs of disposing spent cartridge 
filters and other process waste have 
skyrocketed. A new filter cartridge can 
be purchased in San Antonio, TX, for 
$18.75, but its disposal costs $21. 
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In Virginia, a dry cleaner is required 
to submit monthly retail sales tax 
forms to the State even though the 
store sells no taxable items. Failure to 
file the tax forms would result in fines, 
even though not filing would save time 
and money for both the business and 
the government. 

Other times, regulators cause serious 
damage in their enforcement of regula- 
tions. At a press conference we held 
yesterday kicking off the Relay, Bill 
Griggs, vice president and manager of 
Wayside Cleaners in Portsmouth, VA, 
spoke of the ordeal he had to go 
through after the Virginia Department 
of Labor and Industry showed up unan- 
nounced for an occupational safety and 
health inspection. As a result of the 
DLI's 3-day inspection—during which 
Mr. Griggs was unable to spend time 
tending to his business, talking to cus- 
tomers, or overseeing operations, Way- 
side Cleaners was found potentially lia- 
ble for $30,000 in fines. Four months 
later and after plea-bargaining, Mr. 
Griggs received a 32-page DLI citation 
and a reduced fine of $13,200. Among his 
“serious” violations: 

Smoking was permitted in flam- 
mable or combustible liquid storage 
areas." In point of fact, smoking was 
not allowed in the work area, but was 
allowed in a bathroom located behind 
the dry cleaning area. The bathroom 
was fully enclosed and separated from 
the work area by a cement wall and a 
fully closing door. 

Wayside failed to provide an edu- 
cational program” complete with docu- 
mentation of annual training for all 
employees on the operation of portable 
fire extinguishers to be used in case of 
an emergency. Employers are required 
to have such programs for emergency 
equipment and workplace hazards, such 
as cleaning solvents, and provide docu- 
mentation that all workers partici- 
pated. 

One of Wayside’s approximately 100 
electrical outlets was found to have re- 
versed polarity. 

It is amazing to me that this situa- 

tion exists for the dry cleaning indus- 
try. 
The EPA classifies perc as a hazard- 
ous waste when discarded or otherwise 
disposed of. In addition, existing EPA 
regulations classify any wastes that 
are mixed with" or derived from" 
perc as hazardous. Under that defini- 
tion, used perc and filter cartridges 
that contain minute amounts of perc 
are classified as hazardous wastes." 
By the EPA's own admission, “A regu- 
lated hazardous waste handler must do 
hundreds of things correctly to fully 
comply with the regulations, yet doing 
only one thing wrong makes the han- 
dler a violator.” In the case of the typi- 
cal dry cleaner, that means storing 
hazardous wastes in properly marked 
containers and keeping detailed 
records of the use, transportation, and 
disposal of the wastes. 
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Because of the complexity of the haz- 
ardous waste regulations—the EPA has 
acknowledged that ''the definitions of 
‘solid waste’ and ‘hazardous waste’ are 
exceedingly difficult to understand 
even for the most experienced staff'"— 
most dry cleaners contract with cer- 
tified hazardous waste disposal firms to 
ensure regulatory compliance. 
SafetyKleen provides those services for 
most dry cleaners. Because Safety- 
Kleen is also required to comply with 
the regulations governing the han- 
dling, treatment, and disposal of haz- 
ardous waste, the costs of disposal are 
inflated. Dry cleaners will thus spend 
as much as $2,000 or more disposing of 
cartridges and other “hazardous” ma- 
terials. The regulations have inflated 
the costs of disposal so much that in 
some parts of the country it costs more 
to dispose of a filter cartridge than it 
does to purchase one new. 

The paperwork burden imposed by 
the hazardous waste regulations is sub- 
stantial. Numerous forms and permit 
applications are typically required for 
proper perc handling and disposal. 
Among those is the EPA's five-volume 
National Survey of Hazardous Waste 
Generators, the first volume of which 
contains over 80 pages of instructions 
on how to fill out the remaining vol- 
umes. ‘‘They even sent instructions on 
how to read the instructions," accord- 
ing to Gerald Levine, associate director 
of the Neighborhood Cleaners Associa- 
tion. Such monstrous documents could 
intimidate any small business owner, 
let alone a recent immigrant who 
might not have complete control of the 
language. The EPA's 1991 Hazardous 
Waste Report“ required an estimated 
average of 19 hours—nearly half of a 
work week—to complete, according to 
the EPA. Dry cleaners interviewed for 
this study suggested that the actual 
time required is significantly greater. 
The EPA's “Hazardous Waste Report" 
is in addition to whatever State re- 
quirements are in place. In some 
States, it may cost over $800 simply to 
obtain hazardous waste permits from 
local agencies. The hazardous waste 
regulations are yet another layer in 
the government burdens threatening to 
smother small business in America. 

Let me break right now because I see 
that my colleague, the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. MicA], has come to the 
floor to participate in this special 
order and this regulatory relay. 

The gentleman from Florida is well 
known for his championing the risk as- 
sessment issue here on the floor of the 
House and is credited with bringing 
this issue to the attention of the House 
of Representatives. In fact, he has sent 
back to the drawing boards the bill 
that raises the EPA to a department- 
level agency because the Clinton ad- 
ministration refuses to support the im- 
plementation of risk assessments be- 
fore they impose regulations on small 
businesses in this country, and I am 
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glad to yield to the gentleman from 
Florida and compliment him on the 
great work that he performs. 
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Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding and would like 
to also commend the gentleman from 
Texas for his tremendous leadership in 
bringing before not only the Congress 
but also before the American people 
the cost and the effect of Government 
regulation and, in fact, how it is affect- 
ing business and in particular how it is 
affecting one small business, a mom- 
and-pop business, the dry cleaning 
business. 

Mr. Speaker, I come from a family of 
people who for 3 generations, going on 
almost the fourth generation, have 
been in the dry cleaning business still 
in Upstate New York, in Binghamton, 
NY, and our family always made a good 
living through this particular business 
activity, and I was stunned to find out 
as we heard yesterday in the press con- 
ference that we held the amount of reg- 
ulation, the cost of doing business, the 
imposition on the Federal and State 
level of burdensome regulatory prac- 
tices that are putting these folks out of 
business and really scaring folks. 

In that regard, we do not really pay 
attention to what government regula- 
tions are costing us, but just for exam- 
ple, I would like to point out that envi- 
ronmental regulations cost over $150 
billion each year, and this translates 
into $1,500 cost per household, so this 
has a direct cost. When you go and pick 
up your dry cleaning, you might be in- 
terested to know that probably the 
greatest single factor in increase in 
cost is government regulation and the 
additional burdens and laws and rules 
that these people that are trying to 
conduct business in a reasonable man- 
ner find oppressive and they must pass 
this cost on to the consumer. 

Federal regulations cost $510 billion 
in paperwork alone each year. The cost 
is staggering. Yesterday we had 
stacked up the regulations that have 
been pumped out and rules and Federal 
Register and compliance that goes on 
and on. In fact, it is interesting that 
the single greatest increase in local 
government taxes today is government 
regulations, and this is passed on to 
the local taxpayer, the home owner, 
and it is also passed on in the form of 
consumer goods and services like the 
dry cleaning industry provides. 

Environmental and other regulation 
can increase start-up costs for a single 
dry cleaner as much as $138,000, just 
start-up cost. Imagine how this is 
transferred again in the cost of goods 
and services. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, if I could 
interrupt the gentleman there, that is 
such a poignant point. What the gen- 
tleman is saying is for anybody who 
wants to start up a dry cleaning busi- 
ness, it is going to cost them, up-front 
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cost, they have to have in-pocket 
$138,000 before they even open their 
doors. 

Mr. MICA. That is just the cost of 
regulation imposed, additional regula- 
tion. 

When my family started the business 
70 or 80 years ago, we took this laundry 
and dry cleaning and it was done in a 
very simple fashion. This is the cost of 
compliance today just to start up, not 
the cost of staying in business. 

Mr. Speaker, in 1991, the National 
Federation of Independent Businesses 
determined that opening a new dry 
cleaner requires filling out and com- 
plying with almost 100 forms and 
manuals. We say yesterday in this 
press conference the number of manu- 
als that are required and regulations 
that these individuals must comply 
with. Really one of the most interest- 
ing things I have heard is a plea from 
a small dry cleaner, a gentleman by 
the name of Bill O’Hannon who ap- 
peared at our press conference, and he 
has been in the business in Woodbridge, 
VA, for the past 20 years. This gen- 
tleman described how he is trying to 
comply with hazardous waste disposal 
which is now costing him over $4,000 a 
year in government regulations and 
compliance. 

He talked about Superfund. He said 
that under this law, the Federal Gov- 
ernment can seize anything he owns, 
even though he has never committed a 
crime or violated a law, and he said 
that this is something that must be 
wrong with our society when even drug 
dealers have more rights than dry 
cleaners. That will always stick in my 
mind. 

He went on to tell us again compli- 
ance for installing just new equipment 
and revising his new equipment was 
$12,000 to comply with meeting new 
Federal standards and that he has been 
told that the business will not be able 
to obtain a loan through a bank any- 
more because of questions raised in the 
regulatory process about the conduct 
of their business. 

Mr. O’Hannon went on to tell us that 
the average dry cleaner will have to 
spend $13,000 to comply with another 
additional government regulation that 
has been imposed, not to mention 
OSHA regulations that have been im- 
posed on him. Under OSHA, dry clean- 
ers are required to have a written com- 
munications plan, hazardous commu- 
nication plans, employee training pro- 
grams and copies of materials avail- 
able. He said the cost for compliance in 
this is over $500 per year. 

When Mr. O’Hannon went into com- 
plaining about this, he found that even 
the agency that is requiring this in 
Washington does not comply with its 
own standards or posting. 

For employee protection, dry clean- 
ers must have respirators on hand in 
case of an emergency, according to new 
regulation, another $500. In 1989, OSHA 
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issued lockout/tagout, and to comply 
with this particular standard and regu- 
lation, the cost is $2,500 per year. The 
list goes on and on. 

But what was really most shocking 
was the last statement that Mr. 
O'Hannon made, again this gentleman 
struggling to stay in business, and I 
want to quote him here as I conclude. 
He said: 

My greatest fear is that the dream of start- 
ing your own business is dying in this coun- 
try, that the fire inside of us that calls us to 
risk everything to be our own boss is fading. 
Isaw in USA-Today this week that the fast- 
est growing job sector in this country was 
‘temporary employment.’ 

“Temporary employment?” Mr. 
O'Hannon asked, ‘What does that say 
about my future? What does that say 
about the future of business? What 
does that say about the future of 
America?" 

So, ladies and gentleman and my col- 
leagues, when we see that Federal reg- 
ulations are, in fact, taking us to the 
dry cleaners, when they are the great- 
est source of cost for that service 
today, when they impose these needless 
and burdersome regulatory compliance 
issues on small business, when they 
generate $510 billion worth of needless 
paperwork each year, and when they 
are the source of the greatest single in- 
crease of local and property taxes and 
State and local taxes to you, the tax- 
payer, the consumer, something is 
wrong. 

So we are asking that you contact 
your legislator, that you contact your 
Member of Congress and express that 
you are interested in looking at the 
risk involved in adopting regulations, 
that you want to see the cost and the 
benefit before we go off helter-skelter 
and force small businesses, dry clean- 
ers, mom-and-pop operations out of 
business, before we extinguish the 
American dream. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman has presented to the American 
people through the special orders in a 
very eloquent way the problem of not 
just the dry cleaning industry but the 
problem small businesses all across 
this country are having by onerous reg- 
ulations, and the worst part about it, 
and it does have a lot of do with busi- 
nesses, but the worst part about it is 
what we are doing to our families in 
driving up the cost of living and driv- 
ing up the standard of living of families 
in this country. 

Right now if we take all the taxes 
charged by State, local and Federal 
governments and add to it these costs, 
because the businesses do not pay these 
costs, they either go out of business or 
pass the costs on to the consumer, fam- 
ilies of four on the average are paying 
over 53 percent of their annual income 
to the cost of government and it is 
going up. It is not going down. It is 
going up, and it is going to get even 
worse. 
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That is what we are trying to do 
here. The message of the relay is this: 
The system for drafting, evaluating, 
approving and promulgating rules, 
must be overhauled. The lack of an ef- 
fective regulatory review process to 
weigh costs and benefits is wrecking 
havoc on our economy, resulting in 
lost jobs, lost productivity, and lost 
competitiveness. 

We must establish a system of cost- 
benefit analysis, pass the Paperwork 
Reduction Act, strengthen the Regu- 
latory Flexibility Act, and provide pro- 
tections for whistle-blowers, whose 
firms are being abused by overzealous 
regulators. 

Last year, I introduced H.R. 1817, the 
Private Sector Whistle-Blowers Protec- 
tion Act, as a response to the unmis- 
takable reluctance of businesses and 
individuals to go on record with the 
regulatory abuses to which they felt 
they had been subjected. They feared 
with that angry regulators would re- 
taliate by doing anything, from hold- 
ing up permits to levying fines. Of 
course, agencies denied that such abuse 
of power takes place, and the experi- 
ence of my constituents argues other- 


wise. 

My bill makes retaliation by agen- 
cies a prohibited regulatory practice, 
which would result in a $25,000 fine for 
each violation. As our constituents 
struggle daily to comply with an 
unending array of regulatory require- 
ments, at the very least they should 
feel free to speak openly about regu- 
latory actions taken against them that 
they believe to be unfair. 

Further, if Federal or state regu- 
lators are taking retaliatory action for 
such openness by our constituents, 
they ought to be held accountable. 
Nonetheless, the means to every end of 
improving the general welfare cannot, 
nor should it, be accomplished by regu- 
lation. There are many cases where ex- 
isting market forces are much more ef- 
fective than regulation. A regulation 
disrupts market dynamics by adding 
costs to those necessarily associated 
with providing a good or service. 

Hidden though they may be, these 
added costs are taxes. I want to empha- 
size that point. When the Government 
forces business to divert resources in 
ways they would not otherwise, a tax is 
being levied upon those businesses as 
surely as if the money had been col- 
lected by the IRS. Higher costs to busi- 
nesses means less growth and fewer 


jobs. 

Politically, however, it is much easi- 
er to levy $20 million in regulatory 
costs than it is to levy $20 million in 
increased tax revenues. Waiting in the 
wings for Congressional approval are 
additional health care mandates, 
tougher workplace safety  require- 
ments, and a whole host of stringent 
environmental regulations. 

I was very pleased when earlier this 
year the House rejected the bill elevat- 
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ing the Environmental Protection 
Agency to a cabinet level, a bill which 
has huge regulatory ramifications, be- 
cause of the amendment of the gen- 
tleman from Florida [Mr. MICA] requir- 
ing the EPA to conduct a cost-benefit 
analysis of any rules it proposes, was 
not allowed to be offered by the Demo- 
crat leadership of this House. I was 
very encouraged by this, and intend to 
continue to fight at every opportunity 
to force the Government to do the one 
thing it can do to help the small busi- 
ness people of America. It has got to 
get out of the way. 

This is the first of many months of 
laps of the Republican Regulatory 
Relay. Next month we will highlight 
another industry that is being over 
burdened by regulations of this Gov- 
ernment. Next month we will highlight 
more horror stories that are going on 
in the country today, and next month 
and the following months we will try 
to convince the American people that, 
yes, is some cases regulations are im- 
portant. But what we have now is a 
Government that is running amuck, 
that we have regulators and legislators 
that are running amuck, and the effect 
it is having on our families and the in- 
comes of our families are devastating, 
and we hope to prove these points to 
our colleagues so that we can do some- 
thing about it in the future. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Feb- 
ruary 11, 1994, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. DORNAN] is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor- 
ity leader. 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
comment on my colleagues from Flor- 
ida and Texas, Mr. DELAY and Mr. 
Mica. That was an excellent presen- 
tation on the burden of the severe over- 
regulation on our small businesses and 
the problems that that creates. Most 
Americans are shocked when they hear 
that 95 percent of all employment in 
this country, depending on which state 
you are talking about, is created by 
what we all know as small businesses. 
It is rather ironic, because all of us in 
this profession, while trying to look 
neat for those who voted for us, fre- 
quent dry cleaning establishments. I 
always use this as an example when 
talking about small business. We have 
all heard how rough it is. I will not for- 
get that the average start-up cost for a 
small business is $138,000. This money 
is used to hire a few people, put the 
equipment together, get a good store 
front in a good location, and try and 
keep the clothes cleaned and pressed 
and looking good for the men and 
women in whatever neighborhood you 
try to set up. That is stunning. 

Trying to stay in business, it ap- 
pears, is even worse. So I would like to 
associate myself with all the remarks 
in that splendid presentation. 
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Mr. Speaker, I assume I will be the 
last speaker tonight, and the House is 
not in tomorrow. We are all going 
home for the weekend. I am going back 
to beautiful Southern California and 
then Santa Barbara, Santa Maria, and 
San Luis Obispo, areas of this country 
that are so beautiful it takes your 
breath away. I'll be making some ap- 
pearances in a Republican primary for 
the lady of my choice. I know what I 
am going to hear when I get home, and 
it is not going to be about Haiti. How- 
ever, the topic of Haiti may come up, 
especially if anybody is out there, that 
is in the C-SPAN audience of 1% mil- 
lion listening to my words tonight. 

I know they are going to be bringing 
up all sorts of scandals. It seems to 
turn into a nightmare with each pass- 
ing day, and with each passing week. 
We are all trying to sort out here how 
to be fair to both parties, to the other 
body, the U.S. Senate, and to the White 
House itself, on how to handle all this. 
Especially with respect to the rules of 
this House on decency, comity, which 
is à word not used in the general pub- 
lic, but used around here. We do not 
want to sound like comedy, but com- 
ity, which means respect for one an- 
other. We don't have some of the wilder 
debates of the Canadian Parliament or 
the British House of Commons, which 
some of us, at least my wife, thinks 
might be good for a change around 
here, to let off some of the steam. The 
great Disraeli was shouted down at his 
first speech and never got to speak. I 
don't know if we want to carry it that 
far, so I will go with the rules of the 
House. 

I am still trying to sort out in my 
mind how I have my freedom of speech 
and represent the freedom of speech for 
my district, but at the same time I 
can't discuss the scandals that are sur- 
facing and how they might impact for- 
eign policy. As was the case last week 
when LAMAN SMITH of Texas put news 
magazines in the RECORD. This caused 
our Speaker to remind everybody that 
the White House is included in the re- 
spect and comity that we show to other 
Members of the House and to Members 
of the other body. 


D 1840 


However, last night on ABC's 
Nightline, hosted by the main man, 
Ted Koppel himself, they covered one 
of the scandals from A to Z. They 
began with a C-SPAN clip of this Mem- 
ber, BOB DORNAN, standing up here 
showing the front page of the Washing- 
ton Post and a button that had cir- 
culated that said, “I believe a certain 
woman that is bringing charges against 
an elected official." At the beginning 
or after they showed this short clip of 
my speaking, they said, ‘‘From Con- 
gressman BOB DORNAN, a noted basher 
of Professor Anita Hill.” Let's stop 
right here! That is not true. Then it 
went on to say something else to some- 
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body on the other end of some political 
spectrum. Everybody has something to 
say about the current scandals that I 
am not mentioning. 

I just want to correct the RECORD. We 
have called Nightline. They were both 
very apologetic and very polite. 

They said maybe they had jumped to 
conclusions. What my staff told them 
was that to support Justice Clarence 
Thomas, from the Court of Appeals 
here in D.C., is not to have bashed Pro- 
fessor Anita Hill. I analyzed some 
things that she did on television or 
radio shows around America. I do not 
believe I ever did it on the House floor. 
If I did, I stand corrected. We cannot 
find a single speech I ever made against 
Anita Hill on the floor of the House. 

What I did say, was that it is most 
unusual that she followed Clarence 
Thomas from job to job and that she 
never even put him on notice for any- 
thing he was saying in her presence. A 
rule of fairness at the entry level of 
sexual harassment, is that you let 
somebody know if you do not like the 
way they are speaking in front of you. 
That goes for a manly man, who might 
decide to tell the boys. Hey, count me 
out when you tell dirty jokes, I do not 
like it." That is what my dad always 
told me to do. Put people on notice. I 
have done it à few times, but failed my 
father mainly by either just giving a 
weak, perfunctory laugh or walking 
away. I am a father of three grown 
daughters, all in their thirties, and 
four granddaughters, God willing, more 
to come out of our grandkids, and I 
think any woman who does not like 
somebody's mouth, and it is usually a 
male involved, should stand up and tell 
them. If they persist, there is no other 
way to handle it before you have to 
take it to the courts. 

So I want Ted Koppel and the 
Nightline crew to know that, yes, I 
have discussed scandals on this House 
floor. No, I have never bashed Professor 
Hil. I was a supporter of someone I 
think is a wonderful person and is an 
excellent Justice at the Appeals Court 
level. I think he is going to be a superb 
Supreme Court Justice. 

I would like to comment on what a 
lot of writers are saying now, about 
Clarence Thomas. He seems to have 
been struck mute," in the way he 
handles his job on the Supreme Court. 
They say it is because of having his 
reputation trashed, what he called a 
“high-tech lynching,” and I hope that 
is not true. I think the further we get 
from that terrible year of 1991, and 
what liberal staffers on the Senate side 
tried to do to his reputation, Clarence 
Thomas wins on the respect factor in 
the long run. And Anita Hill may have 
struck guld. 

I read in one of the news magazines 
that she made, brace yourself, $500,000 
last year, half a million dollars. She 
did not make $10,000 the year before. 
She was sort of dragged, according to 
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her, kicking and screaming symboli- 
cally further and further into this 
arena by staffers of two Senators. 

Now there is a new scandal on the 
front page of today's Washington 
Times. To avoid all elected officials 
here, let us just look at Dan Lassiter, 
who was never elected to anything, 
from the State of Arkansas. 

There are now new charges. Inves- 
tigators want to know whether Dan 
Lassiter contributed thousands of dol- 
lars to certain campaigns and if he 
used a New Mexico resort. His name is 
stunning. I will never forget it, a great 
call sign for the Air Force or Navy 
flight of four, angel fire.” 

It was 22,000 acres in New Mexico. It 
appears to have cost naive investors 
upwards of $40 million or more. So 
more will be heard on that. 

I guess we will have to meet with all 
the Parliamentarians and write some 
new rules around here, if and when the 
House committees, the relevant com- 
mittees, start having hearings on the 
financial scandals. 

There is a new button that is in our 
Cloakroom now that says, "Full Dis- 
closure Now." That means, when do we 
get these hearings that the Senate 
voted 90-something to à couple of peo- 
ple and that were voted here 380-some- 
thing to a few to have these hearings. 
Where do we go from here before we 
take the memorial 50th anniversary of 
D-Day district work period break that 
begins 2 weeks from tomorrow? 

Now, do these scandals affect foreign 
policy where people can die. I said here 
last night that six moderate to con- 
servative Democrats told me they 
thought it would have an effect. That 
there were people in the White House 
talking about military force in Haiti 
and that it was driven by domestic con- 
cerns. 

Ihave here the draft of the House Re- 
publican Policy Committee, chaired by 
the very distinguished HENRY HYDE of 
Illinois, my good friend. I think this 
will probably be approved, Mr. Speak- 
er, on Tuesday. I want to read it in its 
totality just in case somebody on the 
National Security Council convinces 
the White House to put people, men 
and now women, in harm's way in 
Haiti. I want this Republican Policy 
Committee draft on record, because we 
had a unanimous vote to move on this. 

Ido not know what they do in the 
Democratic Cloakroom, but in the Re- 
publican Cloakroom we have some- 
thing cleverly titled “The Boarding 
Pass." All the people racing out to 
catch airplanes. I am leaving in the 
morning. I did not have to grab it and 
run to Dulles or National Airport. 

Our Boarding Pass is put up by the 
Republican Conference, DICK ARMEY, 
chairman, and it gives us themes to 
discuss at town hall meetings or with 
our voters or in appointments in get- 
ting out and about in our various dis- 
tricts. 
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And the weekend theme is the com- 
ing GOP majority. Followed by recur- 
ring theme, health care, and then it 
says, "Clinton's Haiti policy, welcome 
to the sunshine state." I am going to 
read that. 

But first, I want to reread a letter 
that I quickly read last night, because 
I only had 5 minutes, and re-submit it 
for the RECORD today, because it comes 
from, I will just use his first name, 
Howell, from the Carolinas, I will not 
even say which one. Howell took me for 
a tour of his textile plant in Haiti, a 
beautiful facility. 

My father was a businessman and al- 
ways prided himself on having the best 
working conditions for his workers of 
anybody in the field. I was one of those 
workers in California Heating and Air 
Conditioning for three long summers, 
crawling around among spiders under 
houses putting in units or updating 
heating units til I got promoted to the 
air-conditioning and forced-air part of 
my father's business. This is when I 
was 14, 15, and 16 years of age. 

I know good working conditions from 
poor. And Howell and his family's tex- 
tile plant in Haiti was as good as I have 
ever seen. 

I was there all morning watching the 
coffee breaks, the lunch break, the ma- 
chine facilities for lunches. And it was 
excellent. 

Here is what he wrote to me, this is 
dated April 12, last month, 1994. And I 
can see from the letterhead that he is 
into a new career field in the res- 
taurant business. 

He says, “Dear Congressman, I will 
never forget the morning you rode 
through the streets of Port-au-Prince, 
Haiti, with me during the riots.” 

We went out, I would ask the people 
listening to my words to picture Haiti 
as though you are looking at a bull, an 
animal from the top down. It is only a 
third of the Island that Columbus dis- 
covered in 1492. He discovered it, as a 
matter of fact, this very week of 1493. 
I believe he named it Hispaniola. Haiti 
it is only a third of the Island, the 
western third. There is two big, long 
peninsulas that come out with a big Is- 
land in the middle of this natural port, 
as natural a port as Guantanamo Bay. 
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Teddy Roosevelt once put the entire 
Great White Fleet inside Guantanamo, 
and I have seen writings from the turn 
of the century where the whole United 
States fleet could have gone into Port- 
au-Prince in Haiti. 

I went way out on the Southern pe- 
ninsula, the bigger of the two horns, 
during this election period among elec- 
tion riots. Seven people were killed 
within 5 minutes just right of where we 
were. Our charge d'affaires, a tremen- 
dous lady in the Foreign Service, said, 
We had better get out of here.” 

I saw a lot of horror there. I saw the 
torture house right down by the port 
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facilities where they deliberately 
would torture people at night. This is 
back 4 or 5 years and several juntas 
ago. They would allow the screams of 
the people being tortured to waft up, 
bringing a terrifying chill to everybody 
in the lower city area. On a cool, calm, 
clear night they told me at the Ambas- 
sador's house, which was then occupied 
by à charge d'affaires that sometimes 
you could hear the screaming all the 
way up in the area where the larger 
homes were. All chilling stories about 
the horror of Haiti. 

For those who want a crash history 
course, it is fascinating. Napoleon sold 
the Louisiana Purchase to our third 
President, Thomas Jefferson, for one 
reason only: to get money to continue 
his war of combat in Haiti, because he 
thought Haiti was such a rich little 
slave colony. They were getting more 
money out of Haiti than they would 
ever get out of New Orleans, (which 
was to become the State of Louisiana 
two decades later) or the entire Louisi- 
ana Purchase, going up to the Missouri 
and Mississippi headlands. 

Interestingly enough, Haiti's birth as 
an independent nation was 1 year after 
the Louisiana Purchase. Napoleon got 
the money from this fledgling country 
that was by then given, using our Con- 
stitution, only 17 years old. Yet it was 
not enough. Haiti became an independ- 
ent nation in 1804. The first independ- 
ent nation in the Caribbean. It is just 
tragic that it has lived such a violent, 
turbulent history over the last 190 
years. Haiti has ended up in this tragic 
state now where the people are starv- 
ing to death because of our policy of 
sanctions on this country, while we try 
to restore an unstable non-democrat. 
Although elected in the 1960s, Jean- 
Bertrand Aristide is more in the cat- 
egory of Allende, who won in the 1930s, 
or yes, even an emerging terror like 
Adolf Hitler, who won 34.-something 
percent. Just because you win an elec- 
tion does not always mean you are a 
democrat, even if you win with 63 per- 
cent. 

Back to the letter from my friend 
Howell. He says, “Riding with you dur- 
ing the riots, your interest was most 
appreciated. Our factory was 'national- 
ized' after Aristide came to power. I 
lost everything. All I brought back 
from Haiti was a couple of bullet 
wounds. 

If Brian, who was then my chief of 
staff and has now gone into business in 
Orange County, if Brian is still with 
you, tell him hello. I have some inter- 
esting information firsthand from Ron 
Brown,“ I don't know what Ron Brown 
he is referring to, it must be his Ron 
Brown, concerning a diversion of 
funds from the Nation of Haiti to a 
congressional caucus," he means a sub- 
caucus. ‘‘Give me a call if you are in- 
terested. Best of luck, Howell.” 

If anybody in the Carolinas, Mr. 
Speaker, is hearing my voice, I have 
yet to call him, but I will. 
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Here is what our Republican Con- 
ference boarding pass says about what 
we might expect over the weekend on 
Haiti. I repeat the title: “Welcome to 
the Sunshine State.” 

* By giving in to sit-ins by one liberal 
sub-caucus," and this must mean the 
Black Caucus, ‘‘and a hunger strike by 
Trans-Africa's Randall Robinson, Clin- 
ton continued to display his lack of 
leadership in foreign policy. According 
to Democrat Senator BOB GRAHAM, the 
President's decision to switch course 
on Haiti will amount to a very substan- 
tial green light for people to leave 
Haiti." 

The luckier ones will survive. Many 
will drown at sea, as probably half a 
million Vietnamese, more like 600,000 
or more, drowned in the South China 
Sea because of action taken in this 
Chamber a year and nine months be- 
fore I was sworn in. I'm talking about 
the votes of the spring of 1975, which 
cut off all economic and finally all 
military aid by that newly elected Wa- 
tergate class in the spring of 1975 to 
Vietnam. 

*"The President's erratic Haiti policy 
now appears to be cynically tied to 
moving forward with his liberal domes- 
tic agenda," so our conference is mak- 
ing the case that it is not scandal-driv- 
en, it is liberal domestic agenda driven, 
"particularly government-run health 
care. Clinton needs the Black Caucus's 
support, and according to Dalton West 
of the Global Strategy Council, Clinton 
is giving the foreign policy issue away 
in order to hold his whole coalition to- 
gether. 

“President Clinton, however, may be 
painting the United States into a cor- 
ner. If the tougher economic sanctions 
don't end Haiti's military rule, United 
States military action may be the only 
option left. 

“The Boston Globe reports, however, 
that 'Haiti's military believes it can 
continue to ignore the United States, 
because the Clinton Administration is 
not serious about restoring Aristide to 
power.' n 

“Commenting About Clinton’s new 
policy on Haiti, the New York Post 
writes, ‘Simply translated, it says Ran- 
dall Robinson will eat, but lots of Hai- 
tian children will starve, ™ That was 
the New York Post. 

Here is the Henry Hyde-led House Re- 
publican Policy Committee, and I ap- 
preciate this and stand by every word 
myself: Statement of Republican Pol- 
icy on Haiti," and this is the loyal op- 
position which expanded Tuesday by 
one. There are now 177 Republicans in 
this House. 

I noticed in our boarding pass it says, 
"How about à re-vote on the Presi- 
dent's massive tax increase of last 
year, which only won by one, or how 
about a re-vote on the ban on semi- 
automatic weapons that look ugly?" 
Interesting thought. 

Most people who earn their living 
analyzing or toting elections say that 
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we should take 16 seats, a slam dunk. I 
would never count those chickens until 
the votes are counted, but that means 
if we take 16 seats, the Republican 
Party has 193 Members. That is more 
than Ronald Reagan had with 192 when 
he was sworn in in January of 1981, and 
President Nixon twice hit 192, never 
got beyond that. 

President Eisenhower had a majority 
in the 220s in 1953 and 1954, and then 
lost it, and then fought back to about 
203, I believe. Then he lost it again in 
the elections of 1958 and dropped down 
in the dismal area where we are now 
and have been for the last 40 years. 

One hundred and ninety-three would 
be a magic number, rebuilding what 
the late Tip O'Neill called the conserv- 
ative coalition, where it flushes a lot of 
moderate Democrats who will come out 
and vote more conservatively when the 
Republican numbers get over 190. Here 
we sit at 177, the House Republican 
Policy Committee. 

Here is our statement on Haiti: Re- 
publicans strongly oppose calls for 
United States military intervention in 
Haiti. In the absence of threats to 
American citizens in Haiti, there are 
no United States National interests at 
stake that compel us to take such ac- 
tion. 

It is not a solution to Haiti's chronic 
internal problems. That would be a se- 
rious and costly mistake for the United 
States. U.S. armed forces should not be 
sent into combat as a substitute for 
sound foreign policy.“ 

Forgive me if I say amen at that first 
paragraph. 

“President Clinton's uncertain Haiti 
policy seems more responsive to 
stormy political winds whipped up by 
United States domestic special inter- 
ests than to any careful assessment of 
our national interest in Haiti. The 
President said, ‘We have an interest in 
bolstering democracy and human 
rights in Haiti.’ This is true, but as 
events in Somalia have made painfully 
clear with the loss of 30 American 
young lives, we have not the means nor 
the ability to send American troops to 
forcibly impose democracy and respect 
for human rights on every one of the 
dozens of countries where those rights 
are lacking. 

“United States forces occupied Haiti 
from 1915 to 1934 without ever achiev- 
ing any durable political reform. There 
is no reason to believe that our will 
can be imposed upon Haitians any 
more effectively today than it was 
from 1915 to 1934." 

The third paragraph, The President 
Says, 'We have a humanitarian interest 
in preventing a massive and disastrous 
exodus of Haitians by sea,' and, indeed 
we do. Clinton himself recognized this 
when he abruptly reversed his cam- 
paign rhetoric even before his inau- 
guration." That is because the boats 
were underway, and embraced the 
hard choice of the Bush Administra- 
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tion, continuing the policy of forced re- 
patriation of Haitians picked up at 
sea." 
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I would have changed that, rescued 
at sea," because many of them were on 
the edge of death. 

“Now by reversing himself again and 
reinstituting shipboard processing of 
asylum seekers—'' I have never heard 
of that in my life, a floating immigra- 
tion office at sea—''Clinton is encour- 
aging Haitians to risk their lives in 
rickety boats and dangerous seas," 
shark infested waters I might add, re- 
calling some of the horrible shark at- 
tacks on a plane crash stuffed with 
people going to New York in the days 
of Veto Mark Antonio, a member of 
this Chamber, ‘‘Dangerous seas while 
the United States consular facilities in 
Haiti continue to process asylum appli- 
cations. 

“Rather than continuing to make 
veiled threats to use force," I would 
have added over and over again, ‘‘Clin- 
ton should abandon his administra- 
tion’s haphazard and quixotic," I love 
that word as in Don Quixote, ‘‘quixotic 
approach to Haiti and formulate a pol- 
icy that has some credibility. He 
should begin by loosening the grip of 
Jean-Bertrand Aristide and his well- 
heeled lobbyists over U.S. policy op- 
tions. He should aggressively work 
with regional friends, the organization 
of American States and the United Na- 
tions to seek agreement among Haiti's 
parliamentarians, military leaders and 
president." I would call him ex-Presi- 
dent Aristide because a new president 
was appointed by the Parliament down 
there yesterday. As I said last night, 
the Parliament that still sits in Haiti, 
however you want to characterize it, 
was elected in the same election on 16 
December 1990 that elected Jean- 
Bertrand Aristide. 

“And we should seek agreement 
among Haiti’s parliamentarians, mili- 
tary leaders", and Aristide himself, to 
schedule new elections," let him try 
again, in order to get beyond the cur- 
rent impasse. A bold and effective solu- 
tion to the looming refugee crisis may 
lie in the use of Ile De La Gonave. . ." 
That is this big island that I described 
between the two peninsulas, the horns 
of the one-third of the Island of His- 
paniola known as Haiti. It is the island 
near Port au Prince, right inside the 
Port of Au Prince, ‘‘as a safe haven for 
Haitians.” 

Now let me spell that name to drive, 
Mr. Speaker, some of our watchers and 
listeners to their geography books and 
their atlases. Isle of the Gonave, G-o-n- 
a-v-e. I assume the e“ is silent, being 
French. Isle, I-s-l-e, de, d-e, la, l-a, 
Gonave. That giant island is more 
friendly to the United States than any 
comparable part of Haiti. 

If we are going to put any young 
American Marines, male and female, to 
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touch Haitian soil, and they do not 
land on this island only as a first step 
to set up à safe haven for Haitians try- 
ing to escape either starvation, now 
caused by us, or some of the cruelties 
of the military junta there, then they 
have no right to ask any American 
under a Commander in Chief, who 
dodged the draft twice. On the third go- 
round he was drafted with an induction 
date of July 28, 1969. He had that induc- 
tion notice politically suppressed and 
reversed. As I have said many times on 
this floor, I have never heard of any- 
body ever doing that other than a trag- 
ic automobile accident with severe in- 
juries, or a severe athletic injury. No- 
body undoes a draft induction show-up 
date. Every military base I have vis- 
ited, and I have been on about 10 of 
them in the last 4 months, people come 
up to me of all ranks and military posi- 
tions and jobs and say that it is hurtful 
to be put in harm's way by somebody 
who three times avoided the call of his 
country and let other young high 
School kids to in his place. 

Our last and fifth paragraph on the 
Republican policy statement. “Only 
bold initiatives like this," combining 
using this Island of Gonave," with ac- 
tive diplomacy, will lead to a resolu- 
tion of Haiti's problems. The Clinton 
administration should be broadening 
its diplomatic engagement, not limit- 
ing its options to costly and unwork- 
able solutions. Above all, Haitians 
must take responsibility for their own 
future. No action by the United States 
can substitute for that." Now, that 
calls to mind President John F. Ken- 
nedy's stirring words, and I imitate 
him as flattery, not derision, when he 
said, In the end it will be Vietnamese 
boys that wil] have to win their own 
freedom." I do not know when we are 
ever going to learn here not to relive 
the mistakes of the past. But if we are 
going to go into Haiti because of its 
current problems of over a 190-year 
span since it won freedom in 1804, what 
are we going to do about Cuba? That 
has been a dictatorship from the mid- 
dle of the fourth decade, and what are 
we going to do about Castro? Even in 
the ill-fated Bay of Pigs when the same 
President Kennedy denied air coverage 
while the men on the beach were de- 
pending on it, we were still using 
Cuban boys, really tough men no mat- 
ter how young they were, to fight for 
their freedom, and we left them hang- 
ing out there on the limb to be cap- 
tured, several thousand of them by 
Castro, who did put his air power over 
the beach at the Bay of Pigs. How can 
we ask a young woman or a young man 
under à flawed command to go in and 
put their life on the line when we will 
not do it for Cuba. There are still 
Cuban boat people of all colors and 
backgrounds trying to sail north to ref- 
uge in the world's largest, truly free 
democracy? 

I have to pay a little respect to India 
which is twice our size and does have 
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wild democratic elections where an av- 
erage of 40, 50, 80 people are killed in 
every election that they have there. So 
I wil take our system of open elec- 
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope when we come 
back for votes on Tuesday, or when the 
House comes back in to debate on Mon- 
day, there will be no surprises by the 
National Security Adviser, Tony Lake, 
convincing Mr. Clinton that the way to 
go in Haiti is to put American forces in 
there. 

I was sickened when the U.S.S. Har- 
lan County pulled away, just a few days 
after the firefight from hell on October 
3 and 4 in Somalia, from a gang of 40 
rent-a-thugs screaming, ''You're going 
to get what you got in Somalia," 40 
rent-a-thugs is what the best intel- 
ligence sources can tell the press now. 
They drove back U.S. Forces of mostly 
engineers who were told they could not 
bring their now banned for civilian 
ownership semiautomatic M-16's with 
them. It does not have a treble burst 
function. They had to carry only side- 
arms, only their Beretta. And now we 
are being told by caucuses in this 
House that the men on the Harland 
County could have scared off these 40 
rent-a-thugs. Why did we not go in? 
Well, the fact remains we did not be- 
cause there was guilt at the White 
House because the Commander in 
Chief, according to the liberal Wash- 
ington Post, went into a pay phone up 
at a golf course in Martha's Vineyard 
and made a call down to I guess Tony 
Lake and said send in that special op- 
erations group, whatever they call it. 
He did not know the term Delta,“ 
which is the biggest known secret in 
the world. Now staffers at the White 
House, as high as you get, say that the 
one incident we cannot run from is the 
death of 18 of America's best-trained 
Army personnel in Aideed country near 
the Bacarra Market in downtown 
Mogadishu. 

I rushed my words last night when I 
was talking about having widows and 
sisters up in the gallery, having fathers 
call me who had survived two or three 
tours in Vietnam without ever being 
scratched, who lost their son. Mr. 
Joyce has retraced his very steps as his 
son was fighting for his life and then 
lying there dying. He said, "I was on 
the ninth hole at a golf course outside 
of Chicago." He will live with that 
memory forever. In a beautiful tribute 
in Newsweek magazine about 3 weeks 
ago to his son he asked, Why did my 
son die in Mogadishu, Somalia?" 

There are no clear answers, and that 
is why I am going to recite on the floor 
next week the six Cap Weinberger com- 
mandments which outline when we 
Should not put American men and now 
women in harm's way. And I have 
added four to those, not to round it off 
to a mosaic 10, but there are four new 
things that have come up. One of them 
Cap Weinberger pointed out to me just 
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last week, that American forces should 
never be put under foreign command. 
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They should always go into combat 
under U.S. commanders or under allied 
commanders who trained with us under 
ratified treaties such as NATO. 

One of the things I have had to add to 
Cap's six and his newest seventh is we 
have to make sure our people are 
trained and armed properly. None of 
this U.S.S. Harlan County Beretta 9mm 
only, and no weapons. It was sickening 
that we turned around. It has created 
problems for us in Bosnia and every- 
where else in the world, but neverthe- 
less, we did turn around, and now we 
are stuck with a totally different situa- 
tion in Haiti. 

As far as this Congressman is con- 
cerned, I will make this promise: I hope 
somebody, Mr. Speaker, from the 
White House is listening, that if any 
American soldier, sailor, marine, pilot, 
or crewman, any man or woman dies in 
any operation in Haiti other than an 
operational accident off the coast, but 
dies from hostile fire, I will travel at 
my expense to anywhere in the country 
and personally talk to the mother, the 
father, the widow, any children over 13, 
and I will try to bring their opinions 
back to this House. I will try to extend 
the sympathy of my Government that 
we have squandered lives in another 
non-clearly-defined operation that may 
be driven by something other than 
human rights considerations, Ameri- 
ca's vital interests or the interests of 
any legitimate allies. For any of the 
aforementioned reasons from what 
those six moderate Democrats told me 
to get scandals off the front page or, as 
my Republican Party in its majority 
opinion believes, that it is to try to 
hold together a coalition of liberal peo- 
ple in this House. 

The Republican Party has taken 
seven for seven this year and last of all 
the special elections. We probably are 
going to pick up a great number of 
seats in this Chamber and may even 
have an outside chance at taking con- 
trol of the Senate which, in the last 40 
years, was under Republican control 
for President Reagan's first 6 years. I 
am not going to sit here as member of 
the Committee on Armed Services as a 
peacetime veteran, trained to be a 
combat fighter pilot, but serving under 
five-star general President Eisenhower, 
never having to kill another mother's 
son or to put my life in jeopardy other 
than in the dangers of flying super- 
sonic aircraft in tough operational 
training. 

I owe a debt to those who-died before 
me. That is why I am going to Nor- 
mandy with our distinguished col- 
league, retired two-star general SONNY 
MONTGOMERY of Mississippi, why I will 
probably go back to Europe, this 
Christmas after we adjourn and the 
elections are over and walk the battle- 
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field at Bastogne, in Belgium, and find 
that field at Malmedy where German 
war criminals machine-gunned to 
death 108 young U.S. prisoners, some of 
them 18 years of age. Where the army 
violated an order from this House, this 
Chamber then, that no 18-year-olds 
would ever be sent in combat. They 
would stay here and replace others of 
older age who would go over. Pretty 
soon we usually find this is the mili- 
tary way of doing things, suddenly 
somebody does not get the word, and 
here are 18-year-old young Americans 
in combat against German Waffen SS 
and Panzer Divisions. I owe a debt to 
those men behind me, and I owe a debt 
to those that came after me in Viet- 
nam. 

I want our young military people on 
active duty to live through their ca- 
reer, whatever time they give to their 
country. If they are called into combat, 
they should know the ground upon 
which they stand and that their coun- 
try, including this Congress, both 
Houses, are going to back them up, 
that there is a victory goal in sight, 
that if the policies change, we will de- 
bate it in this House. There will be a 
whole new operational plan that they 
will be properly trained, and I am 
going to put in the RECORD those 10 
commandments and hope to send them 
to all of the Chiefs of Staff of the var- 
ious militaries under the Chairman, 
Gen. John Shalikashvili, and let us see 
if we cannot adopt a policy in this 
House so we do not have any more no- 
victory conflicts like Korea or Viet- 
nam. No more indecision such as we 
have seen in Bosnia and the ultimate 
tragedy that took 30 or our Nation's 
finest men in uniform in Mogadishu, 
Somalia. 

Here are those commandments right 
here, Mr. Speaker. I have time to read 
those Cap Weinberger-BOB DORNAN 
commandments. I ask Cap if I could 
structure them in a Mosaic way and 
make them all thou-shalt-not, and he 
said, Of course," and he added that 
seventh one. The first six are pure vin- 
tage Cap Weinberger from a November 
28, 1984, speech. 

1. Thou shalt not commit U.S. com- 
bat forces unless the situation is vital 
to U.S. or allied national interests. 

2. Thou shalt not commit U.S. com- 
bat forces unless all other options al- 
ready have been used or considered. 

3. Thou shalt not commit U.S. com- 
bat forces unless there is a clear com- 
mitment including allocated resources 
to achieving victory. 

4. Thou shalt not commit U.S. com- 
bat forces unless there is clearly de- 
fined political and military objectives. 

5. Thou shalt not commit U.S. com- 
bat forces unless our commitment of 
these forces will change if the objec- 
tives change. 

6. Thou shalt not commit U.S. com- 
bat forces unless the American people 
and the Congress support the action. 


May 12, 1994 


Here is the one that Cap Weinberger 
asked me to add last week. Cap, forgive 
me. We have worked out the language 
without you signing it off on here to 
include ratified treaties. 

7. Thou shalt not commit U.S. com- 
bat forces unless under the operational 
command of American commanders or 
allied commanders under a ratified 
treaty. 

The following three are my own, and 
I will send them to Cap Weinberger to 
get his opinion before I send it on to 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

8. Thou shalt not commit U.S. com- 
bat forces unless properly equipped, 
trained, and maintained by the United 
States Congress. 

9. Thou shalt not commit U.S. com- 
bat forces unless there is substantial 
and reliable intelligence information 
including human intelligence. 

10. Thou shalt not commit U.S. com- 
bat forces unless the Commander in 
Chief and Congress can explain to the 
loved ones of any American soldier, 
marine, pilot, or air crewman killed or 
wounded why that man or woman was 
sent in harm’s way. 

I added to the last one “sent in 
harm’s way" to indicate that people 
just do not turn up in harm’s way. 
Somebody sends them there. 

Now, the leprechaun that brought me 
these from my office, Mr. Speaker, 
brought me another article that I am 
going to read part of, and then submit 
for the RECORD. It is by the man that I 
think is the best writer on all affairs, 
military and foreign policy, that in- 
volves military operations or potential 
operations, and that is Vietnam vet- 
eran, and I believe he is also a Korean 
combat vet, Harry Summers, Jr. He 
writes for the L.A. Times Syndicate. 

Here is what Col. Summers says. 
Title: Let Blood And Thunder Men 
Practice What They Preach," blood 
and thunder men. He wrote this in the 
traditional great barracks that need a 
lot of reworking, I might add, 
Schofield Barracks, in Hawaii. 

For those of you who are Pearl Har- 
bor buffs or movie buffs, that is the 
barracks that Burt Lancaster grabbed 
an air-cooled .50-caliber machine gun 
and went up on the roof to singlehand- 
edly shoot down attacking Japanese 
Zeroes and Kates. 

Here is what he says: ‘Resolved,’ 
that the resolution of the 24th North 
Carolina Regiment, August 26, 1863, 
‘that the blood and thunder men should 
practice what they preach, by getting 
into the ranks and fighting, or forever 
hold their cowardly tongues, whether 
saint or sinner.’’’ A great civil war 
quote that I never saw. ''Then and 
now," Harry Summers writes, ''the 
view of those in the ranks who would 
close with the enemy with rifle and 
bayonet differ considerably from those 
who preach the virtues of military in- 
volvement far removed from the bat- 
tlefield. To the civilian intervention- 
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ists and editorialists now baying for 
United States soldiers to be committed 
to action in Bosnia, in Haiti, or in any 
other trouble spot around the world, 
military operations to them are an in- 
tellectual abstraction. 


O 1920 


Addressing the graduating class at 
West Point in 1869, which is 4 years 
after Appomattox, ‘‘General William 
Tecumseh Sherman, one of America's 
fiercest warriors, noted that phenome- 
non over a century ago. ‘I know there 
exist many good men who honestly be- 
lieve that one may, with the aid of 
modern science, sit in comfort and ease 
in his office chair, and with little 
blocks of wood to represent men or 
even with figures and algebraic sym- 
bols, master the great game of war.' 

“I think this is an insidious and most 
dangerous mistake," he said. The sol- 
dier in the ranks is not a block of wood 
or a mere unit; he is a man like your- 
selves, full of feeling and passion, vary- 
ing in size and strength, and all the at- 
tributes of manhood.” 

Now we are going to put our young 
American women in uniform in harm's 
way. 

“Those words came to mind," Sum- 
mers continues, as I trooped the line of 
the lst and 3rd Battalions of the 21st 
Infantry here at Scofield, paraded in 
my honor as the newly appointed hon- 
orary colonel of the regiment." Con- 
gratulations, Harry, I did not know 
that. And they were brought home 
again the following evening as the 
young soldiers of those rifle companies 
and their corporals, sergeants, lieuten- 
ants, and captains and their wives 
passed through the receiving line at 
the regimental dining out. Although it 
is seldom mentioned, the first thing 
being an infantryman entails is unlim- 
ited liability. A Navy admiral, a distin- 
guished Vietnam War fighter pilot, 
once said he didn't know the difference 
between direct and indirect combat. A 
rifleman does. It is called the topical 
crest of the hill. If you are dug in 20 
meters down the front slope with no 
way in hell of getting out when the 
enemy attacks, you're in direct com- 
bat. Indirect combat has its dangers 
too, but those 'rear-echelon willies' "— 
now that is an unusual turn of a 
phrase. Those rear-echelon willies,”’ 
either singular or plural, on the re- 
verse slope can cut and run if it gets 
too bad. The tanks can reverse gear 
and drive away. The planes can zoom 
out of harm's way, and the artillery 
displaced to a safer location. But the 
riflemen are stuck. They have a com- 
mitment to stand and fight, and, if 
need be, to die. That is shared by no 
one else in the Armed Forces. They are 
the military’s true elite.“ Amen, 
Harry. 

Where once nuclear bombs and mis- 
siles were America's strategic forces, 
today conventional forces are once 
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again the true strategic (that is, war- 
winning) force. And at the heart of con- 
ventional forces is the infantry. All the 
other arms and services exist to sup- 
port their mission to seize and hold 
ground." And I know that this Army 
colonel is including the Marine infan- 
try. 
Everything depends on combat, Carl 
von Clausewitz emphasized in his trea- 
tises on war 160 years ago. Even if you 
never fight, it depends on combat be- 
cause it rests on the perception that if 
you did fight, you'd win." He con- 
cludes, “But infantry units cannot be 
committed lightly. As Sherman said, 
they are not blocks of wood." Not toys, 
war-gaming. ‘‘And neither are these 
volunteers a kind of foreign legion. 
They are America's sons and daugh- 
ters, as, to its credit, the news media 
reminds us when one of these soldiers 
is killed or injured in the Nation's 
service. If today's 'blood and thunder 
men' are so anxious to intervene, per- 
haps they could, as in the 1930's Span- 
ish Civil War, form a latter-day Lin- 
coln Brigade with companies from the 
New Republic," that is our schizo- 
phrenic magazine here in D.C., “the 
New York Times, the Washington Post, 
and other such jingoist organizations. 
Save the infantry for when the vital in- 
terests of the Nation itself are imper- 
iled." That is Harry Summers, Jr., U.S. 
Colonel Retired. I think I will send my 
Weinberg-Dornan commandments to 
Harry. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope I do not have to 
speak on Haiti next week. I will hold 
my breath over this 4-day weekend and 
see what the situation is next week. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. PORTER (at the request of Mr. 
MICHEL), from 1 p.m. to 4 p.m. for on 
account of personal reasons. 

Mr. Cox after 3 p.m. today on ac- 
count of personal reasons. 

Mr. HOAGLAND (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT), for today after 12 noon on 
account of attending a memorial serv- 
ice. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. BEREUTER) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr. SHAYS for 5 minutes on May 17. 

Mr. Goss for 5 minutes today. 

(The following Member (at the re- 
quest of Mr. BONIOR) to revise and ex- 
tend his remarks and include extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr. BONIOR for 5 minutes today. 

(The following Member (at his own 
request) to revise and extend his re- 
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marks and include extraneous mate- 
rial:) 

Mr. DREIER for 5 minutes today. 

(The following Member (at the re- 
quest of Mr. DREIER) to revise and ex- 
tend his remarks and include extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr. MICHEL, for 5 minutes, on May 17. 

(The following Member (at the re- 
quest of Mr. MCDERMOTT) to revise and 
extend his remarks and include extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr. SABO, for 5 minutes, today. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 
(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. BEREUTER) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. COMBEST. 

GALLO. 

LEWIS of California. 
KNOLLENBERG. 
GOODLING. 
SENSENBRENNER. 
MOLINARI. 
GINGRICH. 
BEREUTER. 

SNOWE. 

SAXTON. 

EMERSON. 

SMITH of New Jersey. 
GILMAN. 

GOODLING. 

Mr. Cox. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. BONIOR) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 


SERRE RRRRSR RRS 


Mr. HOYER. 

Mr. PICKETT. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 

Mr. PASTOR. 

Mr. RUSH. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT in two instances. 

Mr. STUPAK. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. 

Mr. WAXMAN. 

Mr. KLECZKA. 

Mrs. MALONEY in three instances. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. 

Ms. LONG. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. 

Mr. LANCASTER. 

Mr. REED. 

Mr. RAHALL. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. 

Ms. NORTON. 

Mr. KLINK in two instances. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. DORNAN) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr. RICHARDSON. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. 
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Mr. TOWNS. 

Mr. NADLER. 

Mr. GILMAN. 

Mr. EMERSON. 

Ms. KAPTUR. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. 
Mr. OXLEY. 

Mr. BARCIA of Michigan. 
Ms. NORTON. 

Mr. STARK. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. 

Mr. HAMBURG. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 


Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled bills and a joint 
resolution of the House of the following 
titles, which were thereupon signed by 
the Speaker: 

H.R. 1134. An act to provide for the transfer 
of certain public lands located in Clear Creek 
County, CO, to the Forest Service, the State 
of Colorado, and certain local governments 
in the State of Colorado, and for other pur- 
poses. 

H.R. 2868. An act to designate the Federal 
building located at 600 Camp Street in New 
Orleans, LA, as the “John Minor Wisdom 
United States Court of Appeals Building", 
and for other purposes. 

H.J. Res. 303. Joint resolution to designate 
June 6, 1994, as D-Day National Remem- 
brance Day“. 


BILLS AND A JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 


Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on the following 
dates present to the President, for his 
approval, bills and a joint resolution of 
the House of the following titles: 

On May 6, 1994: 

H.J. Res. 239. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to proclaim September 1994 as 
“Classical Music Month". 

H.R. 4204. An act to designate the Federal 
building located at 711 Washington Street in 
Boston, MA, as the “Jean Mayer Human Nu- 
trition Research Center on Aging“. 

On May 10, 1994: 

H.R. 1727. An act to establish a program of 
grants to States for arson research, preven- 
tion, and control, and for other purposes. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 7 o'clock and 25 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, May 16, 
1994, at 12 noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol- 
lows: 


May 12, 1994 


3172. A letter from the Administrator, 
Farmers Home Administration, transmitting 
a report on FmHA farmer programs loan as- 
sistance targeted to socially disadvantaged 
groups in fiscal year 1993, pursuant to 7 
U.S.C. 2003; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

3173. A letter from the Comptroller of the 
Department of Defense, transmitting a re- 
port of a violation of the Anti-Deficiency Act 
which occurred in the Department of the Air 
Force, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1517(b); to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

3174. A letter from the Acting Chairman, 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, 
transmitting a report on the Corporation’s 
efforts to maximize the efficient utilization 
of the resources of the private sector, pursu- 
ant to 12 U.S.C. 1827; to the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

3175. A letter from the Acting Director, De- 
fense Security Assistance Agency transmit- 
ting notification of the Department of the 
Air Force’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and 
Acceptance [LOA] to Norway for defense ar- 
ticles and services (Transmittal No. 94-26), 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

3176. A letter from the Chief Financial Offi- 
cer, Department of Agriculture, transmit- 
ting the annual management report for the 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation, pursu- 
ant to Public Law 101-576, section 306(a) (104 
Stat. 2854); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

3177. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Maritime Commission, transmitting the 
semiannual report on the activities of the in- 
spector general for fiscal year 1993, pursuant 
to Public Law 95-452, Section 5(b) (102 Stat. 
2526); to the Committee on Government Op- 
erations. 

3178. A letter from the Secretary of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development, transmitting a 
report of activities under the Freedom of In- 
formation Act for calendar year 1993, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 552(d); to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

3179. A letter from the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense, transmitting a report concerning 
fund accountability documents for DOD re- 
search and development; jointly, to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services, Appropriations, 
and Science, Space, and Technology. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. OBEY: Committee on Appropriations. 
Report on the subdivision of budget totals 
for fiscal year 1995 (Rept. 103-505). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on Ways 
and Means. H.R. 4277. A bill to establish the 
Social Security Administration as an inde- 
pendent agency and to make other improve- 
ments in the old-age, survivors, and disabil- 
ity insurance program; with an amendment 
(Rept. 103-506). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan: Committee on Edu- 
cation and Labor. H.R. 2108. A bill to make 
improvements in the Black Lung Benefits 
Act (Rept. 103-507). Referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of the rule XXII, public bills and reso- 
lutions were introduced and severally 
referred as follows: 

By Mr. CARR: 

H.R. 4399. A bill to combat telemarketing 
fraud; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CLAY (for himself, Mr. STOKES, 
Miss COLLINS of Michigan, and Mrs. 


BYRNE): 

H.R. 4400. A bill to amend title 39, United 
States Code, to prevent the use of paid con- 
fidential informants by the U.S. Postal Serv- 
ice in certain narcotics investigations; to re- 
quire that the appointment of the Inspector 
General of the U.S. Postal Service be made 
by the President, with the advice and con- 
sent of the Senate; and for other purposes; 
jointly, to the Committees on Post Office 
and Civil Service and Government Oper- 
ations. 

By Mr. DE LA GARZA: 

H.R. 4401. A bill to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act to authorize fi- 
nancial assistance for United States-Mexico 
wastewater treatment works; to the Com- 
mittee on Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. DEFAZIO (for himself, Mr. WIL- 
LIAMS, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. 
STUDDS, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 
LEHMAN, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. WIL- 
SON, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
GORDON, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. BOEH- 
LERT, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. SANDERS, 
Mr. BARLOW, Mr. TORRES, Mr. 
MEEHAN, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. WATERS, 
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mr. FRANK of Massachu- 
setts, Mr. NADLER, and Mr. SHAYS): 

H.R. 4402. A bill to amend the Export Ad- 
ministration Act of 1979 to require the Sec- 
retary of Commerce to monitor domestic 
supplies and exports of unprocessed timber 
and to impose export controls on such tim- 
ber when a critical short supply of such tim- 
ber exists for domestic manufacturing pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. EMERSON (for himself, Mr. 
WHITTEN, Mr.  BREWSTER, Mr. 
MCCRERY, and Mr. SKELTON): 

H.R. 4403. A bill to rescind the fee required 
for the use of public recreation areas at 
lakes and reservoirs under the jurisdiction of 
the Army Corps of Engineers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation. 

By Mr. GILCHREST (for himself, Mr. 
SHAYS, Mr. RAVENEL, and Ms. FURSE): 

H.R. 4404. A bill to amend the Magnuson 
Fishery Conservation and Management Aot 
to promote the long-term sustainability of 
marine fisheries, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. GOODLATTE: 

H.R. 4405. A bill to require a 25-percent re- 
duction in appropriation for the legislative 
branch of the Government; to the Committee 
on House Administration. 

H.R. 4406. A bill to require that a monthly 
statement of costs charged against the offi- 
cial mail allowance for persons entitled to 
use the congressional frank be kept and 
made available to the public, and to reduce 
the amount of that allowance for any Mem- 
ber of the House of Representatives; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. GOODLING (for himself, Mr. 
HOEKSTRA, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. 
PETRI, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. 
KLUG, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. 
EWING, and Mr. SHAYS): 
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H.R. 4407. A bill to establish a comprehen- 
Sive and efficient workforce preparation and 
development system in the United States, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. HAMBURG (for himself and Ms. 
WOOLSEY): 

H.R. 4408. A bill to protect and restore the 
anadromous fish habitat in the Russian 
River of northern California and its tribu- 
taries, and to provide for a pilot project to 
test and demonstrate the benefits of main 
stem river channel restoration; jointly, to 
the Committees on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries and Public Works and Transpor- 
tation. 

By Mr. HOBSON (for himself and Mr. 
HALL of Ohio): 

H.R. 4409. A bill to allow service performed 
as an employee of a nonappropriated fund in- 
strumentality after 1965 and before 1987 to be 
considered creditable for purposes of civil 
service retirement; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. JACOBS (for himself and Mr. 
INHOFE): 

H.R. 4410. A bill to provide for universal af- 
fordable access to health care and health in- 
surance through tax and savings incentives, 
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com- 
mittees on Ways and Means, Energy and 
Commerce, and Education and Labor. 

By Mr. KLINK (for himself, Mr. KIL- 
DEE, and Mr. CLAY): 

H.R. 4411. A bill to establish national pro- 
grams to provide for environmental response 
training and employment; jointly, to the 
Committees on Energy and Commerce and 
Education and Labor. 

By Ms. LONG (for herself, Mr. EWING, 
Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. 
SKELTON, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. MONTGOM- 
ERY, and Mr. EMERSON): 

H.R. 4412. A bill to require the head of any 
Federal agency to differentiate between fats, 
oils, and greases of animal, marine, or vege- 
table origin, and other oils and greases, in is- 
suing certain regulations, and for other pur- 
poses; jointly, to the Committees on Agri- 
culture and Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. MAZZOLI (for himself and Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts): 

H.R. 4413. A bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to make permanent the 
visa waiver program and to authorize, under 
certain conditions, the designation of the 
European Union as a visa waiver program 
country; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McCURDY (for himself, Mr. 
WHEAT, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. DARDEN, 
Mr. DEAL, Ms. LONG, Mr. SWETT, Mr. 
TANNER, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Ms. 
LAMBERT, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. 
BARLOW, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. GORDON, 
Mr. MINGE, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. ORTON, 
Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. MANN, Mr. KLINK, 
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. 
LAUGHLIN, Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. PETE 
GEREN of Texas, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
MONTGOMERY, Mr. HAYES, and Mr. 
TAYLOR of Mississippi): 

H.R. 4414. A bill to reconnect welfare fami- 
lies to the world of work, make work pay, 
strengthen families, require personal respon- 
sibility, and support State flexibility; joint- 
ly, to the Committees on Ways and Means 
Agriculture, Energy and Commerce, Edu- 
cation and Labor, and the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MURPHY: 

H.R. 4415. A bill to make improvements in 
the Black Lung Benefits Act; to the Commit- 
tee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota (for 
himself and Mr. ROBERTS): 
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H.R. 4416. A bill to amend the Food Secu- 
rity Act of 1985 to reauthorize the conserva- 
tion reserve program; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON (for himself and 
Mr. BAKER of California): 

H.R. 4417. A bill to authorize appropria- 
tions for à retirement incentive for certain 
employees of National Laboratories; jointly, 
to the Committees on Armed Services and 
Science, Space, and Technology. 

By Mr. ROBERTS: 

H.R. 4418. A bill to require Federal agen- 
cies to prepare private property taking im- 
pact analyses, and for other purposes; joint- 
ly, to the Committees on Government Oper- 
ations and the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SANTORUM (for himself, Mr. 
ARCHER, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. THOMAS of 
California, Mr. SHAW, Mr. CAMP, Mr. 
HERGER, Mr. MCCRERY, Mrs. JOHNSON 
of Connecticut, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. 
GEKAS, Mr. SMITH of Michigan, and 
Mr. ISTOOK): 

H.R. 4419. A bill to modify the supple- 
mental security income program under title 
XVI of the Social Security Act; jointly, to 
the Committees on Ways and Means and En- 
ergy and Commerce. 

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan: 

H.R. 4420, A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow a deduction for 
State and local general sales taxes and to 
compensate for the resulting revenue loss by 
providing that only 75 percent of the amount 
of all State and local taxes shall be allowed 
as a deduction; to the Committee for Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. SOLOMON (for himself, Mr. 
STUMP, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. LEVY, Mr. 
KYL, and Mr. SENSENBRENNER): 

H.R. 4421. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide that tax-exempt 
interest shall not be taken into account in 
determining the amount of Social Security 
benefits included in gross income, to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. TAUZIN (for himself, Mr. 
STUDDS, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, and Mr. 
COBLE): 

H.R. 4422. A bill to authorize appropria- 
tions for fiscal year 1995 for the Coast Guard, 
and for other purposes, to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. TRAFICANT: 

H.R. 4423: A bill to establish a commission 
responsible for making recommendations for 
laws that will control crime and formulating 
a national firearms policy without denying 
second amendment rights; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GINGRICH (for himself and Mr. 
LANTOS): 

H. Con. Res. 249. Concurrent resolution 
condemning the death sentence issued 
against British author Salman Rushdie by 
the Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini in Iran 
and calling for its immediate repudiation; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. GOODLATTE: 

H. Res. 425. Resolution amending the Rules 
of the House of Representatives to prohibit 
voting by proxy in committees and sub- 
committees; to the Committee on Rules. 

H. Res 426. Resolution to amend the Rules 
of the House of Representatives to allow 
Members to require rollcall votes to strike 
specific line items contained in appropria- 
tions bills; to the Committee on Rules. 

H. Res. 427. Resolution to amend the Rules 
of the House of Representatives to require a 
rollcall vote on passage of any measure mak- 
ing appropriations or providing revenue; to 
the Committee on Rules. 
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MEMORIALS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori- 
als were presented and referred as fol- 
lows: 

382. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
Legislature of the State of Maine, relative to 
unfunded Federal mandates; to the Commit- 
tee on Government Operations. 

383. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Louisiana, relative to the 
cottonbalers memorial; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 


— 


PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 


Mr. GILCHREST introduced a bill (H.R. 
4424) to clear certain impediments to the li- 
censing of a vessel for employment in the 
coastwise trade and fisheries of the United 
States; which was referred to the Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 


H.R. 65: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 

H.R. 712: Mr. DEFAZIO. 

H.R. 799: Mr. FISH. 

H.R. 896: Mr. UPTON, Mr. Cox, and Mr. 
McHUGH. 

H.R. 967: Mr. SMITH of Texas. 

H.R. 1330: Mr. KING, Mr. LEVY, Mr. SENSEN- 
BRENNER, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. TANNER, and Mr. 
MCMILLAN. 

H.R. 1391: Mr. TOWNS. 

H.R. 2460: Mr. HOEKSTRA. 

H.R. 2467: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. 
CASTLE, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. GALLO, Ms. KAP- 
TUR, and Mr. MFUME. 

H.R. 2638: Mr. MURPHY, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
BARRETT of Wisconsin, and Mr. ForD of Ten- 
nessee. 

H.R. 2826: Mr. UPTON. 

H.R. 2863: Mrs. KENNELLY. 

H.R. 2866: Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. 

H.R. 2889: Mr. BACHUS of Alabama, Mr. BE- 
VILL, Mr. COPPERSMITH, Mr. FISH, Mr. HAM- 
BURG, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. HOAGLAND, Mr. La- 
FALCE, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. LIVING- 
STON, Mr. MINETA, Mr. ORTIZ, and Mr. VENTO. 

H.R. 2927: Mr. HOAGLAND. 

H.R. 2929: Ms. MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY. 

H.R. 2942: Mr. BROWN of California, Mrs. 
THURMAN, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. 
MINGE, Mr. COMBEST, Mr. POMBO, Mr. SMITH 
of Oregon, Mr. CANADY, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. 
ALLARD, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. ROSE, 
and Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. 

H.R. 3017: Mr. CRANE. 

H.R. 3023: Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. GING- 
RICH, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. LA- 
FALCE, Mr. BROWN of OhioMr. ENGEL, Mr. 
RAMSTAD, and Mr. FIELDS of Texas. 

H.R. 3128: Mr. ENGEL, Mr. SERRANO, and 
Ms. WOOLSEY. 

H.R. 3173: Mr. SOLOMON and Mr. EWING. 

H.R. 3246: Mr. BisHOP, Mr. BROWDER, Mr. 
BUYER, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. HAYES, Mr. 
HOAGLAND, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. JOHNSON of Geor- 
gia, Mr. LaRocco, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. 
POMEROY, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. RAVENEL, 
Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. 
SPRATT, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, and Mr. TOWNS. 

H.R. 3288: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. 

H.R. 3392: Mr. LINDER and Mr. MCCRERY. 

H.R. 3407: Mr. LINDER, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. 
CAMP, Mr. MCCOLLUM, and Mr. SANDERS. 
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H.R. 3785: Mr. 
HINCHEY. 

H.R. 3811: Mr. KIM, Mr. HAMBURG, Mr. 
PACKARD, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. TUCKER, Ms. WA- 
TERS, Mr. MINETA, Mr. Cox, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, 
Mr. HUNTER, and Mr. ROHRABACHER. 

H.R. 3812: Mr. BROOKS, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. 
ORTIZ, Mr. HUGHES, Ms. SCHENK, and Mr. 
PARKER. 

H.R. 3820: Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. 
TANNER, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. 
HALL of Texas, Mr. MINETA, Mr. DELAY, and 
Mr. ARMEY. 

H.R. 3860: Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. 

H.R. 3878: Mr. DEUTSCH. 

.R. 3926: Mr. SAXTON, Mr. BARCA of Wis- 
in, and Mr. KNOLLENBERG. 
3949: Mr. QUILLEN and Mr. BUNNING. 
3951: Mr. BAESLER and Mr. HUTCHIN- 


GEJDENSON, and Mr. 
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.R. 3973: Mr. PETRI, Mr. JOHNSON of South 
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MCCANDLESS and Mr. 
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EHAN. 
.R. 3987: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 

H.R. 3992: Mr. CRANE. 

H.R. 4028: Mr. HUGHES, Mr. PARKER, and 
Mr. MANTON. 

H.R. 4050: Mr. SYNAR, Mr. SWETT, and Mr. 
ANDREWS of New Jersey. 

H.R. 4052: Mr. SUNDQUIST and Mr. GINGRICH, 

H.R. 4056: Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. CAMP, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. ALLARD, and Mr. 
DEUTSCH. 

H.R. 4069: Ms. NORTON, Mr. BISHOP, Ms. 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. WYNN, 
Mr. WASHINGTON, Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, 
Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. CONYERS, and Mr. DE 
LUGO. 

H.R. 4070: Ms. NORTON, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. 
EVANS, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. 
WYNN, Mr. WASHINGTON, Mr. PAYNE of New 
Jersey, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DE 
Luco, Mrs. MORELLA, and Mr. SAWYER. 

H.R. 4071: Mr. FROST, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
BISHOP, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. 
WYNN, Mr. WASHINGTON, Mr. PAYNE of New 
Jersey, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DE 
Loco, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. WATT and Mr. SAW- 
YER. 

H.R. 4077: Mr. JACOBS. 

H.R. 4100: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, 

H.R. 4106: Mr. SANDERS and Mr. SHAYS. 

H.R. 4115: Mr. LEVIN, Mr. WILSON, Mr. BER- 
MAN, and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 

H.R. 4124: Mr. BOUCHER. 

H.R. 4129: Mr. SISISKY, Mr. RAVENEL, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. PAS- 
TOR, Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. 
SPENCE, and Mr. SOLOMON. 


H.R. 4133: Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. WILSON, and 
Mr. TRAFICANT. 

H.R. 4135: Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DIXON, Mr. 
RICHARDSON, Mr. GILLMOR Mr. ENGLE, and 
Mr. ROBERTS. 

H.R. 4148: Mr. DELLUMS. 

H.R. 4188: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. 


CLYBURN, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. PORTER, AND MR. 
SOLOMON. 

H.R. 4216: Mr. HUGHES. 

H.R. 4223: Mr. BUNNING, Mr. SAXTON, and 
Mr. WALKER. 

H.R. 4251: Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 
MURPHY, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. GEJD- 
ENSON, Mr. COBLE, and Mr. COYNE. 

H.R. 4277: Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, Mr. ARCHER, 
Mr. PICKLE, Mr. STARK, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. 
COYNE, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, 
Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. REYN- 
OLDS, Mr. THOMAS of California, Mrs. JOHN- 
SON of Connecticut, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. 
GRANDY, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. HERGER, Mr. 
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McCRERY, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. CAMP, Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH, and Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. 

H.R. 4351: Mr. COOPER. 

H.R. 4356: Mr. SAXTON, Mr. GREENWOOD, and 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. 

H.R. 4371: Mrs. Unsoeld. 

H.J. Res. 90: Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. HAST- 
INGS, and Mr. MCINNIS. 

H.J. Res. 209: Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, 
Mr. MATSUI, Mr. TANNER, Mr. MINETA, Mr. 
CALVERT, Mr. UPTON, and Mr. MOAKLEY. 

H.J. Res. 230: Mr. COBLE, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
GORDON, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
LANTOS, Mr. MYERS of Indiana, Mr. REED, 
Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. VENTO, Mr. SMITH of 
Texas, Mr. CooPER, Mr. SANDERS, and Ms. 
FURSE. 

H.J. Res. 315: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, 
Mr. EMERSON, Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr. 
GINGRICH, Mr. GORDON, Mr. NEAL of North 
Carolina, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. ROSE, Ms. Roy- 
BAL-ALLARD, Mr. SABO, Mr. SMITH of Texas, 
Ms. SNOWE, and Mr. TEJEDA. 

H.J. Res. 332: Mr. BISHOP, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. 
TORKILDSEN, and Ms. BROWN of Florida. 

H.J. Res. 356: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, 
and Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. 

H.J. Res. 359: Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. GENE 
GREEN of Texas, Mr. HUGHES. Mr. MONTGOM- 
ERY, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. NEAL of 
North Carolina, Mr. ORTON, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. 
PACKARD, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. 
QUILLEN, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. MORAN, Mr. 
REED, Mr. REGULA, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. 
SAWYER, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
SMITH of Texas, Mr. STUMP, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. 
FROST, and Mr. BONIOR. 

H. Con. Res. 98: Mr. MORAN, Mr. SHUSTER, 
and Mr. CHAPMAN. 

H. Con. Res. 138: Mr. OWENS, Ms. WOOLSEY, 
Mr. COYNE, Mr. FINGERHUT, Mr. LAZIO, Mr. 
ZIMMER, and Mr. RUSH. 

H. Con. Res. 176: Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. 

H. Con. Res. 179: Mr. SAXTON. 

H. Con. Res. 196: Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, 
Mr. PoMBO, Mrs. BYRNE, Mr. WYNN, and Mr. 
Cox. 

H. Con. Res. 209: Mr. TOWNS. 

H. Con. Res. 229: Mr. DEUTSCH. 

H. Con. Res. 239: Mr. ANDREWS of New Jer- 
sey, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. YATES, Mr. FRANK of 
Massachusetts, Mr. COOPER, Mr. MCCURDY, 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. 
DIAZ-BALART, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. KLEIN, Ms. 
RoS-LEHTINEN, Mr. GILMAN, Mrs. UNSOELD, 
Ms. SCHENK, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. COPPER- 
SMITH, Mr. MANN, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. BAKER of 
California, Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr. 
SHAW, Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. 
FROST, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. 
BERMAN, Mr. LEVY, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. MOL- 
INARI, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. BACCHUS of Flor- 
ida, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, 
Mr. KYL, and Ms. HARMAN. 

H. Res. 291: Mr. ARCHER and Mr. BACHUS of 
Alabama. 

H. Res. 354: Mr. KING. 

H. Res. 381: Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. 


—— 


DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso- 
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 4260: Mr. HOBSON. 

H.R. 4311: Mr. SOLOMON. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 


93. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
the Intercounty Association of Western New 
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York, NY, relative to the right to keep and 
bear arms; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


DISCHARGE PETITIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXVII, the fol- 
lowing discharge petition was filed. 


Petition 18, May 11, 1994, by Mr. HASTERT 
on House Resolution 402, has been signed by 
the following Members; Dennis J. Hastert, 
Howard Coble, Wally Herger, Tillie K. Fowl- 
er, Jim Ramstad, Donald A. Manzullo, Sam 
Johnson, Porter J. Goss, William H. Zeliff, 
Jr., Dean A Gallo, Jon Kyl, Doug Bereuter, 
Christopher Cox, Craig Thomas, Bob Stump, 
Henry J. Hyde, Bill Emerson, J. Alex McMil- 
lan, Rod Grams, Mel Hancock, Jim Saxton, 
John T. Doolittle, Cliff Stearns, Jay Dickey, 
Dan Miller, Toby Roth, Cass Ballenger, 
Olympia J. Snowe, Barbara B. Vucanovich, 
Paul E. Gillmor, Howard P. Buck“ McKeon, 
Ronald K. Machtley, Helen Delich Bentley, 
Christopher Shays, Robert K. Dornan, Lamar 
S. Smith, Wayne Allard, Jim Bunning, Jim 
McCrery, Steve Gunderson, Thomas W. 
Ewing, Arthur Ravenel, Jr., Michael D. 
Crapo, James C. Greenwood, Jim Lightfoot, 
and Philip M. Crane. 
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DISCHARGE PETITIONS— 
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS 


The following Members added their 
names to the following discharge peti- 
tions: 

Petition 1 by Mr. SOLOMON on H.R. 493: 
Steven Schiff. 

Petition 12 by Mr. TRAFICANT on H.R. 
3261: Rob Portman. 

Petition 15 by Mr. BILIRAKIS on House 
Resolution 382: Cliff Stearns, Doug Bereuter, 
and Collin C. Peterson 

Petition 16 by Mr. ZELIFF on House Reso- 
lution 407; James V. Hansen, Robert F. (Bob) 
Smith, Constance A. Morella, Henry Bonilla, 
Paul McHale, Fred Upton, and Jim Light- 
foot. 

Petition 17 by Mr. SHAW on House Resolu- 
tion 386: Doug Bereuter, Cass Ballenger, Don- 
ald A. Manuzullo, Michael N. Castle, Chris 
Cox, Rob Portman, Mel Hancock, Alfred A. 
(Al) McCandless, Rick Santorum, and Jim 
Lightfoot. 


AMENDMENTS 


Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro- 
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 518 


By Mr. TRAFICANT: 
At the end of the bill add the following: 
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TITLE VII—BUY AMERICAN ACT 
SEC. 801. o> - mn WITH BUY AMERICAN 


None of the funds made available in thís 
Act may be expended in violation of sections 
2 through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933 (41 
U.S.C. 10a-10c, popularly known as the "Buy 
American Act"), which are applicable to 
those funds. 


H.R. 518 


By Mr. SOLOMON- 
—Page 34, after line 25, insert the following: 


LAW ENFORCEMENT BORDER ACTIVITIES 


SEC. 112. Nothing in this Act, including the 
designation as wilderness of lands within the 
Coyote, Fish Creek Mountains, and Jacumba 
wilderness areas designated in section 102 of 
this Act, the Wilderness Act, or other land 
management laws generally applicable to 
such areas, shall restrict or preclude contin- 
ued law enforcement and border operations 
within such areas, including the use of motor 
vehicles and aircraft by the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service, the Drug Enforce- 
ment Administration, the United States Cus- 
toms Service, or State and local law enforce- 
ment agencies in such manner and subject to 
such restrictions as may be determined by 
the Attorney General of the United States or 
Secretary of the Treasury, as appropriate, in 
consultation with the Secretary. 
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REGULATION OF LOBBYING ACT 


In compliance with Public Law 601, 
79th Congress, title III, Regulation of 
Lobbying Act, section 308(b) which 
provides as follows: 

(b) All information required to be filed 
under the provisions of this section with the 
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Clerk of the House of Representatives and 
the Secretary of the Senate shall be com- 
piled by said Clerk and Secretary, acting 
jointly, as soon as practicable after the close 
of the calendar quarter with respect to which 
such information is filed and shall be printed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 


REGISTRATIONS 


The following registrations were submitted for the first calendar quarter 1994: 


(NoTE.—The form used for reporting is reproduced below. In the interest of economy in the RECORD, questions are not repeated, only the essential 
answers are printed, and are indicated by their respective headings. This page (Page 1) is designed to supply identifying data.) 
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The Clerk of the House of Represent- 
atives and the Secretary of the Senate 
jointly submit their report of the com- 
pilation required by said law and have 
included all registrations and quarterly 
reports received. 


PLEASE RETURN 1! ORIGINAL TO: THE CLERK OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, OFFICE OF RECORDS AND REGISTRATION, 1036 LONGWORTH HOUSE 


OFFICE BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515 


PLEASE RETURN 1 ORIGINAL TO: THE SECRETARY OF THE SENATE, OFFICE OF PUBLIC RECORDS, 232 HART SENATE OFFICE BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510 


PLACE AN “X” BELOW THE APPROPRIATE LETTER OR FIGURE IN THE BOX AT THE RIGHT OF THE “REPORT” HEADING BELOW: 

“PRELIMINARY” REPORT ( Registration“): To register.“ place an X. below the leer P- and fill out page 1 only. 

“QUARTERLY” REPORT: To indicate which one of the four calendar quarters is covered by this Report, place an X. below the appropriate figure. Fill out both page 
1 and page 2 and as many additional pages as may be required. The first additional page should be numbered as page 3.“ and the rest of such pages should be 4, 
5.“ 6.“ etc. Preparation and filing in accordance with instructions will accomplish compliance with all quarterly reporting requirements of the Act. 


Descr) 


IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 


PURSUANT TO FEDERAL REGULATION OF LOBBYING ACT 


REPORT 


Is this an Amendment? 
D YES O NO 


NOTE on ITEM “A’’.—{a) IN GENERAL. This Report form may be used by either an organization or an individual, as follows: 
(i) Employee — To file as an employee, state (in Item B.) the name, address, and nature of business of the employer“. (If the employee is a 
firm [such as a law firm or public relations firm], partners and salaried staff members of such firm may join in filing a Report as an employee) 
(ii) ""Employer''.—To file as an employer, write None in answer to Item “B”. 
(b) SEPARATE REPORTS. An agent or employee should not attempt to combine his Report with the employer's Report: 
(i) Employers subject to the Act must file separate Reports and are not relieved of this requirement merely because Reports are filed by their agents or 


employees. 


(ii) Employees subject to the Act must file separate Reports and are not relieved of this requirement merely because Reports are filed by their employers. 


A. ORGANIZATION OR INDIVIDUAL FILING: 


1. State name, address, and nature of business. 


Reports for this Quarter. 


O CHECK IF ADDRESS IS DIFFERENT THAN PREVIOUSLY REPORTED 


2. If this Report is for an Employer, list names of agents or employees who will file 


NOTE on ITEM “B’’.—Reports by Agents or Employees. An employee is to file, each quarter, as many Reports as he has employers, except that: (a) If a 
particular undertaking is jointly financed by a group of employers, the group is to be considered as one employer, but all members of the group are to be named, 
and the contribution of each member is to be specified; (6) if the work is done in the interest of one person but payment therefor is made by another, a single 
Report—naming both persons as ''employers''—is to be filed each quarter. 

B. EMPLOYER State name, address, and nature of business. If there is no employer, write None. 


NOTE on ITEM CW. -a) The expression in connection with legislative interests," as used in this Report, means in connection with attempting, directly or 
indirectly, to influence the passage or defeat of legislation." ''The term ‘legislation’ means bills, resolutions, amendments, nominations, and other matters pending or 
proposed in either House of Congress, and includes any other matter which may be the subject of action by either House" "—8 302(e). 

(b) Before undertaking any activities in connection with legislative interests, organizations and individuals subject to the Lobbying Act are required to file a Preliminary 


Report (Registration). 


(c) After beginning such activities, they must file a Quarterly Report at the end of each calendar quarter in which they have either received or expended anything 


of value in connection with legislative interests. 


C. LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS, AND PUBLICATIONS in connection therewith: 


l. State approximately how long legislative interests 
are to continue. If receipts and expenditures in con- 
nection with legislative interests have 
terminated, place an X in the box at the 
left, so that this Office will no longer expect 
to receive Reports. 


2. State the general legislative interests of the person 
filing and set forth the specific legislative interests by 
reciting: (a) Short titles of statutes and bills; (6) House 
and Senate numbers of bills, where known; (c) citations 
of statutes, where known; (d) whether for or against 
such statutes and bills. 


3. In the case of those publications which the person 
filing has caused to be issued or distributed in connection 
with legislative interests, set forth: (a) description, (b) 
quantity distributed, (c) date of distribution, (d) name 
of printer or publisher (if Pe were paid for by 
person filing) or name of donor (if publications were 
received as a gift). 


(Answer items 1, 2, and 3 in the space below. Attach additional pages if more space is needed.) 


4. If this is a Preliminary Report (Registration) rather than a ''Quarterly" Report, state below what the nature and amount of anticipated expenses will be; and, 
if for an agent or employee, state also what the daily, monthly, or annual rate of compensation is to be. Zf this is a Quarterly Report, disregard this item ''C4"* 
and fill out items D and E“ on the back of this page. Do not attempt to combine a Preliminary Report (Registration) with a Quarterly Report. 


STATEMENT OF VERIFICATION 
[Omitted in printing] 
PAGE 14 
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10082 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE May 12, 1994 
QUARTERLY REPORTS* 
*AII alphanumeric characters and monetary amounts refer to receipts and expenditures on page 2, paragraphs D and E of the Quarterly Report Form. 
The following quarterly reports were submitted for the first calendar quarter 1994: 


(NorE.—The form used for reporting is reproduced below. In the interest of economy in the RECORD, questions are not repeated, only the essential 
answers are printed, and are indicated by their respective headings. This page (Page 1) is designed to supply identifying data, and Page 2 deals with financial 
data.) 


PLEASE RETURN 1 ORIGINAL TO: THE CLERK OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, OFFICE OF RECORDS AND REGISTRATION, 1036 LONGWORTH HOUSE 
OFFICE BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515 


PLEASE RETURN 1 ORIGINAL TO: THE SECRETARY OF THE SENATE, OFFICE OF PUBLIC RECORDS, 232 HART SENATE OFFICE BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510 


PLACE AN “X” BELOW THE APPROPRIATE LETTER OR FIGURE IN THE BOX AT THE RIGHT OF THE “REPORT” HEADING BELOW: 
“PRELIMINARY” REPORT (Registration): To register. place an X. below the letter P and fill out page 1 only. 
“QUARTERLY” REPORT: To indicate which one of the four calendar quarters is covered by this Report, place an X below the appropriate figure. Fill out both page 


1 and page 2 and as many additional pages as may be required. The first additional page should be numbered as page 3.“ and the rest of such pages should be 4.“ 
5.“ 6.“ etc. Preparation and filing in accordance with instructions will accomplish compliance with all quarterly reporting requirements of the Act. 


ETTENMIC REPORT ES [er 


PURSUANT TO FEDERAL REGULATION OF LOBBYING ACT (Mark one only) 


Is this an Amendment? 
IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 1 YES D NO 


NOTE on ITEM **A",—(a) IN GENERAL. This Report“ form may be used by either an organization or an individual, as follows: 
(i) Employee — To file as an employee, state (in Item ''B'") the name, address, and nature of business of the employer“ (If the "employee" is a 
firm [such as a law firm or public relations firm], partners and salaried staff members of such firm may join in filing a Report as an employee“) 
(ii) "'Employer''.—To file as an employer. write None in answer to Item “B”, 
(b) SEPARATE REPORTS. An agent or employee should not attempt to combine his Report with the employer's Report: 
(i Employers subject to the Act must file separate Reports and are not relieved of this requirement merely because Reports are filed by their agents or 


employees. 
(ii) Employees subject to the Act must file separate Reports and are not relieved of this requirement merely because Reports are filed by their employers. 
A. ORGANIZATION OR INDIVIDUAL FILING: 2. If this Report is for an Employer, list names of agents or employees who will file 
1. State name, address, and nature of business. Reports for this Quarter. 


O CHECK IF ADDRESS IS DIFFERENT THAN PREVIOUSLY REPORTED 


NOTE on ITEM *'B''.—Reports by Agents or Employees. An employee is to file, each quarter, as many Reports as he has employers, except that: (a) If a 
particular undertaking is jointly financed by a group of employers, the group is to be considered as one employer, but all members of the group are to be named, 
and the contribution of each member is to be specified; (b) if the work is done in the interest of one person but payment therefor is made by another, a single 
Report—naming both persons as employers is to be filed each quarter. 


B. EMPLOYER State name, address, and nature of business. If there is no employer, write None. 


NOTE on ITEM *'*C".—(a) The expression in connection with legislative interests," as used in this Report, means in connection with attempting, directly or 
indirectly, to influence the passage or defeat of legislation." The term legislation means bills, resolutions, amendments, nominations, and other matters pending or 
proposed in either House of Congress, and includes any other matter which may be the subject of action by either House’’—§ 302(e). 

(b) Before undertaking any activities in connection with legislative interests, organizations and individuals subject to the Lobbying Act are required to file a Preliminary 
Report (Registration). 

(c) After beginning such activities, they must file a Quarterly Report at the end of each calendar quarter in which they have either received or expended anything 
of value in connection with legislative interests. 


C. LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS, AND PUBLICATIONS in connection therewith: 


1. State approximately how long legislative interests 2. State the general legislative interests of the person 3. In the case of those publications which the person 
are to continue. If receipts and expenditures in con- filing and set forth the specific legislative interests by filing has caused to be issued or distributed in connection 
nection with legislative interests have reciting: (a) Short titles of statutes and bills; (b) House With legislative interests, set forth: (a) description, (b) 
terminated, place an ‘*X"’ in the box at the and Senate numbers of bills, where known; (c) citations pre iege co aped e © ete 
left, so that this Office will no longer expect of statutes, where known; (d) whether for or against pel any Ho gre . 
A i publications were 
to receive Reports. such statutes and bills. received as a gift). 


(Answer items 1, 2, and 3 in the space below. Attach additional pages if more space is needed.) 


4. If this is a Preliminary Report (Registration) rather than a Quarterly Report, state below what the nature and amount of anticipated expenses will be; and, 
if for an agent or employee, state also what the daily, monthly, or annual rate of compensation is to be. /f this is a Quarterly Report, disregard this item C4 
and fill out items ''D'' and E on the back of this page. Do not attempt to combine a Preliminary Report (Registration) with a Quarterly Report.“ 


STATEMENT OF VERIFICATION 
[Omitted in printing] 
PAGE 14 
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NOTE on ITEM *'D."—(a) IN GENERAL. The term contribution“ includes anything of value. When an organization or individual uses printed or duplicated 
matter in a campaign attempting to influence legislation, money received by such organization or individual—for such printed or duplicated matter—is a contribution. 
“The term ‘contribution’ includes a gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money, or anything of value, and includes a contract, promise, or agreement, whether 
or not legally enforceable, to make a contribution & 302(a) of the Lobbying Act. 


(b) IF THIS REPORT IS FOR AN EMPLOYER.—(i) In general. Item ''D'' is designed for the reporting of all receipts from which expenditures are made, or 
will be made, in connection with legislative interests. 


(ii) Receipts of Business Firms and Individuals—A business firm (or individual) which is subject to the Lobbying Act by reason of expenditures which it makes 
in attempting to influence legislation—but which has no funds to expend except those which are available in the ordinary course of operating a business not connected 
in any way with the influencing of legislation—will have no receipts to report, even though it does have expenditures to report. 


(iii) Receipts of Multi-purpose Organizations.—Some organizations do not receive any funds which are to be expended solely for the purpose of attempting to 
influence legislation. Such organizations make such expenditures out of a general fund raised by dues, assessments, or other contributions. The percentage of the general 
fund which is used for such expenditures indicates the percentage of dues, assessments, or other contributions which may be considered to have been paid for that 
purpose. Therefore, in reporting receipts, such organizations may specify what that percentage is, and report their dues, assessments, and other contributions on that basis. 
However, each contributor of $500 or more is to be listed, regardless of whether the contribution was made solely for legislative purposes. 


(c) IF THIS REPORT IS FOR AN AGENT OR EMPLOYEE.—{i) In general. In the case of many employees, all receipts will come under Items ''D 5'' (received 
for services) and “D 12' (expense money and reimbursements). In the absence of a clear statement to the contrary, it will be presumed that your employer is to 
reimburse you for all expenditures which you make in connection with legislative interests. 


(ii) Employer as Contributor of $500 or More—When your contribution from your employer (in the form of salary, fee, etc.) amounts to $500 or more, it is 


not necessary to report such contribution under D 13“ and “D 14," since the amount has already 


has been given under Item B on page 1 of this report. 


been reported under D 5," and the name of the employer 


D. RECEIPTS (INCLUDING CONTRIBUTIONS AND LOANS): 
Fill in every blank. If the answer to any numbered item is None. write NONE“ in the space following the number. 


nem (other than loans) 


8 Gifts of money or anything of value 

Printed or duplicated matter received as a gift 

..Receipts from sale of printed or duplicated matter 

Received for services (e. g., salary, fee, etc.) 

«TOTAL for this Quarter (Add **1"* through 5“) 

Received during previous Quarters of calendar year 

E TOTAL from Jan. | through this Quarter (Add 6 and 7) 


Loans Received—''The term ‘contribution’ includes . . . loan . . ."—8302(a). 
TOTAL now owed to others on account of loans 
..Borrowed from others during this Quarter 
„Repaid to others during this Quarter 
12. S. Expense Money and Reimbursements received this Quarter. 


Contributors of $500 or More (from Jan. 1 through this Quarter) 
13. Have there been such contributors? 
Please answer yes or no“: sss 4 


14. In the case of each contributor whose contributions (including 
loans) during the period from January 1 through the last 
day of this Quarter, total $500 or more: 

Attach hereto plain sheets of paper, approximately the size of this page, tabulate 
data under the headings Amount“ and Name and Address of Contributor''; 
and indicate whether the last day of the period is March 31, June 30, September 
30, or December 31. Prepare such tabulation in accordance with the following exam- 
ple: 
Amount Name and Address of Contributor 
Heriod from Jan. 1 through....... 
$1,500.00 John Doe, 1621 Blank Bldg., New R 
$1,785.00 The Roe Corporation, 2511 Doe Bidg., Chicago, Ill. 


$3,285.00 TOTAL 


NOTE on ITEM *'E".—(a) IN GENERAL. The term ‘expenditure’ includes a payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or gift of money or anything of 
value, and includes a contract, promise, or agreement, whether or not legally enforceable, to make an expenditure''—8 302 (b) of the Lobbying Act. 


(b) IF THIS REPORT IS FOR AN AGENT OR EMPLOYEE. In the case of many employees, all expenditures will come under telephone and telegraph (Item 


"E 6°’) and travel, food, lodging, and entertainment (Item E 7'"). 


E. EXPENDITURES (INCLUDING LOANS) IN CONNECTION WITH LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS: 
Fill in every blank. If the answer to any numbered item is None, write “NONE” in the spaces following the number. 


Expenditures (other than loans) 
I. $...............Public relations and advertising services 
2. 5. ..., Wages, salaries, fees, commissions (other than Item *'1'") 
A. RET Gifts or contributions made during Quarter 
Ao „Printed or duplicated matter, including distribution cost 
5. S. Office overhead (rent, supplies, utilities, etc.) 
8 Telephone and telegraph 
7. $.............. Travel, food, lodging, and entertainment 
8. „All other expenditures 
D NN TOTAL for this Quarter (Add i“ through 8“) 

10. $...... Nm during previous Quarters of calendar year 


oS TOTAL from Jan. 1 through this Quarter (Add ‘*9" and '*10"') 


Loans Made to Others—‘The term ‘expenditure’ includes a . . . loan . . ."— 


„TOTAL now owed to person filing 
„Lent to others during this Quarter 
Repayments received during this Quarter 


15. Recipients of Expenditures of $10 or More. 


If there were no single expenditures of $10 or more, please so indicate by using 
the word "NONE". 


In the case of expenditures made during this Quarter by, or on behalf of, the 
person filing: Attach plain sheets of paper approximately the size of this 
page and tabulate data as to expenditures under the following heading: 
"Amount," Date or Dates. Name and Address of Recipient," Purpose. 
Prepare such tabulation in accordance with the following example: 


Amount 
$1,750.00 7-11: 


Date or Dates—Name and Address of Recipient—Purpose 
Roe Printing Co., 3214 Blank Ave., St. Louis, 
Mo. Printing and mailing circulars on the 
**Marshbanks Bill.“ 
$2,400.00 7-15, 8-15, 9-15: Britten & Blaten, 3127 Gremlin Bldg., 
Washington, D.C.—Public relations 
service at $800.00 per month. 


$4,150.00 TOTAL 
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QUARTERLY REPORTS* 
*All alphanumeric characters and monetary amounts refer to receipts and expenditures on page 2, paragraphs D and E of the Quarterly Report Form. 
The following reports for the fourth calendar quarter of 1993 were received too late to be included in the published reports for that quarter: 


(NOTE.—The form used for report is reproduced below. In the interest of economy in the RECORD, questions are not repeated, only the essential answers 
are printed, and are indicated by their respective headings. This page (Page 1) is designed to supply identifying data, and Page 2 deals with financial data.) 
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PLEASE RETURN 1 ORIGINAL TO: THE CLERK OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, OFFICE OF RECORDS AND REGISTRATION, 1036 LONGWORTH HOUSE 
OFFICE BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515 


PLEASE RETURN 1 ORIGINAL TO: THE SECRETARY OF THE SENATE, OFFICE OF PUBLIC RECORDS, 232 HART SENATE OFFICE BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510 


PLACE AN **X" BELOW THE APPROPRIATE LETTER OR FIGURE IN THE BOX AT THE RIGHT OF THE **REPORT" HEADING BELOW: 
“PRELIMINARY” REPORT (Registration): To register. place an X below the letter P' and fill out page I only. 


“QUARTERLY” REPORT: To indicate which one of the four calendar quarters is covered by this Report, place an X below the appropriate figure. Fill out both page 
1 and page 2 and as many additional pages as may be required. The first additional page should be numbered as page 3.“ and the rest of such pages should be 4.“ 
“5,” **6," etc. Preparation and filing in accordance with instructions will accomplish compliance with all quarterly reporting requirements of the Act. 


ax Sa 
. kuk 


(Mark one square only) 


REPORT 


PURSUANT TO FEDERAL REGULATION OF LOBBYING ACT 


Is this an Amendment? 


IDENTIFICATION NUMBER. O YES O NO 


NOTE on ITEM “A”.—{a) IN GENERAL. This **Report'' form may be used by either an organization or an individual, as follows: 
(i) “Employee’’—To file as an employee state (in Item B“) the name, address, and nature of business of the employer (If the employee is a 
firm [such as a law firm or public relations firm), partners and salaried staff members of such firm may join in filing a Report as an employee“) 
(ii) ""Employer''.—To file as an employer“. write None“ in answer to Item “B”. 
(b) SEPARATE REPORTS. An agent or employee should not attempt to combine his Report with the employer's Report: 
(i) Employers subject to the Act must file separate Reports and are not relieved of this requirement merely because Reports are filed by their agents or 
employees. 
(ii) Employees subject to the Act must file separate Reports and are not relieved of this requirement merely because Reports are filed by their employers. 


A. ORGANIZATION OR INDIVIDUAL FILING: 2. If this Report is for an Employer, list names of agents or employees who will file 
1. State name, address, and nature of business. ee 
O CHECK IF ADDRESS IS DIFFERENT THAN PREVIOUSLY REPORTED 


NOTE on ITEM *'*B'',—Reports by Agents or Employees. An employee is to file, each quarter, as many Reports as he has employers, except that: (a) If a 
particular undertaking is jointly financed by a group of employers, the group is to be considered as one employer, but all members of the group are to be named, 
and the contribution of each member is to be specified; (b) if the work is done in the interest of one person but payment therefor is made by another, a single 
Report—naming both persons as '*employers''—is to be filed each quarter. 


B. EMPLOYER State name, address, and nature of business. If there is no employer, write None.“ 


NOTE on ITEM C“. -% The expression in connection with legislative interests," as used in this Report, means in connection with attempting, directly or 
indirectly, to influence the passage or defeat of legislation. Ihe term ‘legislation’ means bills, resolutions, amendments, nominations, and other matters pending or 
proposed in either House of Congress, and includes any other matter which may be the subject of action by either House" - 302(e). 

(b) Before undertaking any activities in connection with legislative interests, organizations and individuals subject to the Lobbying Act are required to file a *'Preliminary"" 
Report (Registration). 

(c) After beginning such activities, they must file a "Quarterly" Report at the end of each calendar quarter in which they have either received or expended anything 
of value in connection with legislative interests. 


C. LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS, AND PUBLICATIONS in connection therewith: 


1. State approximately how long legislative interests 

are to continue. If receipts and expenditures in con- 

nection with legislative interests have 
terminated, place an X in the box at the 
left, so that this Office will no longer expect 
to receive Reports. 


2. State the general legislative interests of the person 
filing and set forth the specific legislative interests by 
reciting: (a) Short titles of statutes and bills; (b) House 
and Senate numbers of bills, where known; (c) citations 
of statutes, where known; (d) whether for or against 
such statutes and bills. 


3. In the case of those publications which the person 
filing has caused to be issued or distributed in connection 
with legislative interests, set forth: (a) description, (b) 
quantity distributed, (c) date of distribution, (d) name 
of printer or publisher (if publications were paid for by 
person filing) or name of à donor (if publications were 
received as a gift). 


(Answer items 1, 2, and 3 in the space below. Attach additional pages if more space is needed.) 


4. If this is a Preliminary Report (Registration) rather than a ''Quarterly" Report, state below what the nature and amount of anticipated expenses will be; and, 
if for an agent or employee, state also what the daily, monthly, or annual rate of compensation is to be. /f this is a "Quarterly Report, disregard this item C4 
and fill out items D- und E on the back of this page. Do not attempt to combine a ‘‘Preliminary’’ Report (Registration) with a Quarterly Report. 


STATEMENT OF VERIFICATION 
[Omitted in printing] 
PAGE 14 
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NOTE on ITEM *'*D."—(a) IN GENERAL. The term contribution includes anything of value. When an organization or individual uses printed or duplicated 
matter in a campaign attempting to influence legislation, money received by such organization or individual—for such printed or duplicated matter—is a contribution. 
‘The term ‘contribution’ includes a gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money, or anything of value, and includes a contract, promise, or agreement, whether 
or not legally enforceable, to make a contribution — 5 302(a) of the Lobbying Act. 


(b) IF THIS REPORT IS FOR AN EMPLOYER.—{i) In general. ltem ''D'' is designed for the reporting of all receipts from which expenditures are made, or 
will be made, in connection with legislative interests. 

(ii) Receipts of Business Firms and Individuals.—A business firm (or individual) which is subject to the Lobbying Act by reason of expenditures which it makes 
in attempting to influence legislation—but which has no funds to expend except those which are available in the ordinary course of operating a business not connected 
in any way with the influencing of legislation—will have no receipts to report, even though it does have expenditures to report. 


(iii) Receipts of Multi-purpose Organizations.—Some organizations do not receive any funds which are to be expended solely for the purpose of attempting to 
influence legislation. Such organizations make such expenditures out of a general fund raised by dues, assessments, or other contributions. The percentage of the general 
fund which is used for such expenditures indicates the percentage of dues, assessments, or other contributions which may be considered to have been paid for that 
purpose. Therefore, in reporting receipts, such organizations may specify what that percentage is, and report their dues, assessments, and other contributions on that basis. 
However, each contributor of $500 or more is to be listed, regardless of whether the contribution was made solely for legislative purposes. 


(c) IF THIS REPORT IS FOR AN AGENT OR EMPLOYEE.—{i) In general. In the case of many employees, all receipts will come under Items D 5'' (received 
for services) and D 12" (expense money and reimbursements). In the absence of a clear statement to the contrary, it will be presumed that your employer is to 
reimburse you for all expenditures which you make in connection with legislative interests. 


(ii) Employer as Contributor of $500 or More.—When your contribution from your employer (in the form of salary, fee, etc.) amounts to $500 or more, it is 
not necessary to report such contribution under D 13“ and "D 14," since the amount has already been reported under D 5," and the name of the employer“ 
has been given under Item *‘B’' on page 1 of this report. 

D. RECEIPTS (INCLUDING CONTRIBUTIONS AND LOANS): 


Fill in every blank. If the answer to any numbered item is None, write NONE“ in the space following the number. 


Receipts (other than loans) Contributors of $500 or More (from Jan. 1 through this Quarter) 
J. S.— 13. Have there been such contributors? 
2. $.. „Gifts of y. or anything of value Please answer yes or no: 4 
3. $.. Printed or duplicated matter received as a gift 14. In the case of each contributor whose contributions (including 
P ems Receipts from sale of printed or duplicated matter loans) during the period from January 1 through the last 
5. Received for services (e. g. salary, fee, etc.) N feces Quarter, pw v or more: i "T á 
: "mo m plain sheets of paper, approximately size ol page, tabulate 
s TOTAL: en e ng ee data under the headings "Amount" and Name and Address of Contributor"; 
7. Received during previous Quarters of calendar year and indicate whether the last day of the period is March 31, June 30, September 
8. TOTAL from Jan. | through this Quarter (Add 6“ and 7) 30, or December 31. Prepare such tabulation in accordance with the following exam- 
ple: 
Loans Received—'"The term ‘contribution’ includes a . . . loan . . .'"'—$302(a). 
Amount Name and Address of Contributor 


Period from Jan. I through. e eee 
$1,500.00 John Doe, 1621 Blank Bidg., New York, NY. 
$1,785.00 The Roe Corporation, 2511 Doe Bldg., Chicago, Ill. 


$3,285.00 TOTAL 


NOTE on ITEM *'*E".—(a) IN GENERAL. ''The term ‘expenditure’ includes a payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or gift of money or anything of 
value, and includes a contract, promise, or agreement, whether or not legally enforceable, io make an expenditure''—8 302 (b) of the Lobbying Act. 


(b) IF THIS REPORT IS FOR AN AGENT OR EMPLOYEE. In the case of many employees, all expenditures will come under telephone and telegraph (Item 
“E 6˙ and travel, food, lodging, and entertainment (tem E 7“). 


E. EXPENDITURES (INCLUDING LOANS) IN CONNECTION WITH LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS: 
Fill in every blank. If the answer to any numbered item is "None," write “NONE” in the spaces following the number. 


Loans Made to Others The term ‘expenditure’ includes a... loan . . ."— 
Expenditures (other than loans) 8302 (b). 
lo eed „Public relations and advertising services 1232.5 TOTAL now owed to person filing 
-Lent to others during this Quarter 
a $ Wages, salaries, fees, commissions (other than Item '*1'") -Repayments received daring this Quarter 
15. Recipients of Expenditures of $10 or M. 
r Gifts or contributions made during Quarter ecipients of litures of $10 or More. 
If there were no single expenditures of $10 or more, please so indicate by using 
A $e Printed or duplicated matter, including distribution cost the word NONE“. 

5. Office overhead (rent, supplies, utilities, etc.) In the case of expenditures made during this Quarter by, or on behalf of, the 
person filing: Attach plain sheets of paper approximately the size of this 
8 Telephone and telegraph page and tabulate data as to expenditures under the following heading: 


Amount. Date or Dates. Name and Address of Recipient," Purpose. 
Prepare such tabulation in accordance with the following example: 


Amount Date or Dates—Name and Address of Recipient—Purpose 


Bees „ $1,750.00 7-11: Boe Printing Co., 3214 Blank Ave., St. Louis, 
GES scd TOTAL for this Quarter (Add **1"" through '*8") 2 — e DM DEM 
, 1 $2,400.00 7-15,8-15,9-15: Britten & Blaten, 3127 Gremlin Bldg., 
10$. css .Expended during previous Quarters of calendar year Washington, D.C.— Public relations 
service at $800.00 per month. 
TU eee TOTAL from Jan. 1 through this Quarter (Add ''9"" and **10") 


$4,150.00 TOTAL 
PAGE 2 
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SENATE—Thursday, May 12, 1994 


The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. BYRD]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
prayer will be led by the Reverend 
Richard C. Halverson, Jr. 

Mr. Halverson, please. 


PRAYER 


The Reverend Richard C. Halverson, 
Jr., of Falls Church, VA, offered the 
following prayer: 

Let us pray: 

“God is our refuge and strength, a 
very present help in trouble. Therefore 
will not we fear, though the earth be 
removed, and though the mountains be 
carried into the midst of the sea * * * 
The Lord of hosts is with us; the God of 
Jacob is our refuge * * * Come behold 
the works of the Lord * * * He maketh 
wars to cease unto the end of the earth; 
he breaketh the bow and cutteth the 
spear in sunder * * * Be still and know 
that I am God: I will be exalted in the 
earth’’.—Selected verses, Ps. 46. 

Almighty God, help us discern the 
wisdom once editorialized by David 
Lawrence when he wrote, All our alli- 
ances are temporary * * * there is only 
one permanence we can all accept. It is 
the permanence of a God-governed 
world. For the power of God alone is 
permanent. Obedience to His laws is 
the only road to lasting solutions of 
man’s problems." (David Lawrence, 
U.S. News & World Report, May 5, 
1956). 

Lord, others may come to Thee by 
the process of elimination when noth- 
ing else works. Help us depend upon 
Thee by the process of illumination to 
Thy eternal word. Amen. 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
majority leader is recognized. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, and 
Members of the Senate, the Senate will 
immediately begin consideration of the 
conference report on S. 366, the Free- 
dom of Access to Clinic Entrances Act. 
There will be 90 minutes of debate on 
that measure, with the time equally di- 
vided and controlled in the usual form. 

At 11 a.m., the Senate will resume 
consideration of S. 2042, the Bosnia 
arms embargo legislation. There will 
be 1 hour for debate on the two pending 
amendments, equally divided. 


(Legislative day of Monday, May 2, 1994) 


At noon, there will be three rollcall 
votes. The first will be on the amend- 
ment which I have offered with respect 
to Bosnia, the second will be on the 
amendment which Senator DOLE has 
offered with respect to Bosnia, and the 
third will be on the conference report 
on the Access to Clinic Entrances Act. 

The first vote will be for 15 minutes. 
The subsequent two rollcall votes will 
be 10 minutes each in duration. The 
Senate will then recess to accommo- 
date the respective party conferences. 

At 2:30 p.m., the Senate will resume 
consideration of the conference report 
accompanying House Concurrent Reso- 
lution 218, the concurrent resolution on 
the budget. There will be 30 minutes 
for debate on that measure and then a 
vote will occur at 3 p.m. on the budget 
resolution conference report. 

Following that vote, the Senate will 
resume consideration of the Safe 
Drinking Water Act. I expect that 
there will be votes on amendments to 
that measure during the day there- 
after. 

Mr. President, am I correct in my un- 
derstanding that the leaders’ time has 
been reserved? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It has 
been reserved. 

And, without objection, the time 
used by the majority leader will not be 
charged against his time. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I thank the Presid- 
ing Officer, and I yield the floor. 


FREEDOM OF ACCESS TO CLINIC 
ENTRANCES ACT OF 1994—CON- 
FERENCE REPORT 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to the consideration of the 
conference report on S. 636, which the 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The committee on conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendment of the House to the bill 
(S. 636) to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to permit individuals to 
have freedom of access to certain medi- 
cal clinics and facilities, and for other 
purposes, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to rec- 
ommend and do recommend to their re- 
spective Houses this report, signed by a 
majority of the conferees. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
conference report. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
May 2, 1994.) 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the order previously entered, there will 
be 90 minutes of debate on the con- 
ference report, equally divided and con- 
trolled in the usual form. 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN- 
NEDY]. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
Senate now has before it the con- 
ference report on the Freedom of Ac- 
cess to Clinic Entrances Act of 1994. 
This legislation will protect women, 
doctors, nurses, and other health pro- 
viders from the tactics of violence and 
intimidation that have closed clinics, 
forced doctors to wear bulletproof 
vests, and blocked access to reproduc- 
tive health care across the country. 

The Senate passed this legislation by 
a vote of 69 to 30 last November, and 
the need for it continues to be strong. 
So far this year, dozens of new block- 
ades, acts of vandalism, death threats, 
assaults against abortion providers, at- 
tempted bombings, and bomb threats 
have been carried out against clinics, 
their patients, and their personnel. 

More than 1,000 acts of violence 
against abortion providers, over 100 
cases of arson and bombings, and hun- 
dreds of blockades, invasions and acts 
of vandalism against clinics have been 
documented throughout the country 
over the past 15 years. 

Clinics continue to be under siege. 
The health care providers who work 
there continue to be in fear for their 
lives. 

This legislation is designed to pre- 
vent this reprehensible conduct and en- 
sure that it will be punished when it 
occurs. 

It establishes a new Federal criminal 
offense prohibiting force, threat of 
force, physical obstruction or destruc- 
tion of property intended to interfere 
with access to reproductive health 
services. It establishes a right to bring 
Federal civil suits to enjoin such con- 
duct and to obtain damages to com- 
pensate the victims. 

The bills passed by the Senate and 
the House last November were very 
similar. There were only three sub- 
stantive differences. On each of these, 
the House receded to the Senate posi- 
tion. 

First, the conference report contains 
the language added by Senator HATCH’s 
amendment prohibiting violence and 
obstruction at places of religious wor- 
ship. This language creates Federal 
criminal penalties and civil remedies 
for the use or threat of force or phys- 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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ical obstruction to interfere with reli- 
gious freedom at a place of worship. 
The House bill contained no such provi- 
sion. 

When Senator HATCH offered this 
amendment on the Senate floor in No- 
vember, I accepted it. This provision 
adds appropriate new Federal protec- 
tion for religious freedom at places of 
worship. The House conferees agreed, 
and accepted Senator HATCH's provi- 
sion. 

The second difference between the 
Senate and House versions is that the 
Senate bill provided lower maximum 
penalties for nonviolent offenses. Here 
too, the conference report contains the 
Senate provisions. 

The House bill provided for maxi- 
mum jail terms of 1 year for the first 
offense and 3 years for subsequent of- 
fenses, regardless of the nature of the 
offense. The Senate bill contained the 
same maximum penalties for violent, 
threatening or destructive conduct. 
But for nonviolent offenses the maxi- 
mums were cut in half—6 months for 
the first offense, and 18 months for sub- 
sequent offenses. 

The Senate bill also contained far 
lower maximum criminal fines for non- 
violent offenses. The House bill pro- 
vided maximum fines of $100,000 for the 
first offense and $250,000 for subsequent 
offenses, regardless of the nature of the 
offense. Under the Senate bill, the 
maximum fines for nonviolent offenses 
were only one-tenth of the House 
amounts—$10,000 for the first offense 
and $25,000 for subsequent offenses. 

The lower maximum penalties in the 
Senate bill for nonviolent offenses are 
appropriate, and the conference adopt- 
ed them. Nonviolent obstructions of 
clinics do not warrant the same maxi- 
mum penalties as violence, death 
threats, or destruction of property. 

At the same time, the penalties re- 
main substantial enough to help deter 
the blockaders—especially those who 
are inclined to repeat the offense. If 
the maximums were set even lower, the 
penalties would not create the nec- 
essary deterrence—as the experience 
under more lenient State and local 
laws has shown. 

The third difference between the two 
bills is that the House bill allowed any 
person injured by a violation to bring a 
civil suit for injunctive relief and dam- 
ages. The Senate bill limited such suits 
to persons seeking to obtain or provide 
services from the facility. This limita- 
tion, which was included in the Senate 
bill following discussions with Sen- 
ators DURENBERGER and KASSEBAUM, 
means that demonstrators at a facility 
would not obtain new civil remedies. 
The conference report adopts the Sen- 
ate position. 

In short, the bill now before the Sen- 
ate is essentially the same bill that the 
Senate passed last November. 

It is carefully drafted so that it does 
not restrict activities protected by the 
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first amendment. Those who are pick- 
eting peacefully outside clinics, pray- 
ing or singing, or engaging in sidewalk 
counseling and similar activities that 
do not block the entrances have noth- 
ing to fear from the law. Those activi- 
ties are protected by the first amend- 
ment, and this legislation does not re- 
strict them. 

Nor does this legislation discriminate 
against any particular viewpoint. It 
does not penalize the expression of a 
point of view in nonviolent, non- 
obstructive ways. The only conduct it 
prohibits is violent or obstructive con- 
duct that is far outside any constitu- 
tional protection. 

The case of Madsen versus Women’s 
Health Center, recently argued before 
the Supreme Court, will not affect the 
constitutionality of this legislation. In 
that case the Court is considering the 
constitutionality of a State court in- 
junction creating buffer zones around a 
clinic and the homes of clinic staff 
members. The injunction prohibits 
demonstrators from congregating with- 
in a specified area—even if they are not 
blocking the entrances and even if they 
are on public sidewalks. 

The legislation before us does not 
contain any such restrictions. It pro- 
hibits activities around a clinic only 
when they physically obstruct the en- 
trances. And the demonstrators chal- 
lenging the injunction in the case have 
expressly conceded the constitutional- 
ity of the portions of the Court’s order 
that prohibit physical obstruction of 
the entrances. In other words, that 
issue is not before the Supreme Court. 

So even if the Supreme Court were to 
strike down or cut back the buffer 
zones at issue in the case, the narrower 
prohibitions in this legislation will be 
unaffected. 

The case is relevant to this legisla- 
tion in one respect, however. The Su- 
preme Court’s decision will give impor- 
tant guidance to Federal courts that 
will be asked to issue injunctions under 
this measure. After the case is decided, 
the courts will know with greater cer- 
tainty how far they may go in restrain- 
ing unlawful activities around the clin- 
ics. 

Existing laws are clearly inadequate 
to address the serious problems of clin- 
ic violence. The current patchwork of 
State and local laws can not effectively 
address the interstate, nationwide pat- 
tern of clinic violence. Often, the pen- 
alties assessed are so weak that they 
serve as no deterrent. If they did, the 
woman who shot and wounded a doctor 
at a clinic in Wichita last summer 
would have been prevented from doing 
so, because she would have been serv- 
ing serious prison terms for dozens of 
violations of local laws that she had 
previously committed throughout the 
country. 

The Federal racketeering laws are 
also not an adequate substitute for this 
legislation. 
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The Supreme Court ruled last Janu- 
ary that abortion clinics targeted by 
blockades and violence may sue under 
RICO. But it did not hold that anti- 
abortion activities necessarily violate 
RICO. In fact, much of the conduct cov- 
ered by this legislation would not be a 
violation of RICO. Activities com- 
monly occurring at abortion clinics— 
assault, destruction of property, acid 
attacks, physical obstruction—would 
not constitute predicate acts under 
RICO and therefore could not form the 
basis for finding a criminal enterprise 
under RICO. 

RICO is no substitute for this legisla- 
tion, which is carefully tailored to ad- 
dress the pattern of disruptive and in- 
timidating conduct that has plagued 
abortion providers and patients across 
the country. 

This legislation has broad support. 
Organizations concerned with women's 
rights and women's reproductive 
health have made its enactment a top 
priority. Law enforcement authorities 
at the Federal, State, and local level 
have endorsed it. Health care providers 
have urged us to enact it without 
delay. And civil liberties groups have 
concluded that it passes constitutional 
muster. 

It is long past time to end the mas- 
sive wave of violence, intimidation, 
and harassment directed at clinic pa- 
tients and personnel across the coun- 
try. The right answer to a national 
campaign of violence and obstruction 
is national legislation to end it. I urge 
my colleagues to vote for adoption of 
the conference report on the Clinic Vi- 
olence Act. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM] 
is recognized for such time as she may 
consume. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
agree with the need to enact Federal 
legislation which will enable the De- 
partment of Justice and the Federal ju- 
diciary to intervene when protests es- 
calate to the level of violence and de- 
struction that have been directed 
against abortion clinics in our country. 
The freedom of speech guaranteed by 
the Constitution does not include 
bombings, vandalism, assault, arson, 
destruction of property, and physically 
preventing people from entering medi- 
cal clinics. Unfortunately, it took the 
murder of Dr. David Gunn in Pensa- 
cola, FL, for many people to recognize 
the danger in the escalating pattern of 
violence that has been directed against 
abortion providers in this country. 

Wichita, KA, was the site of one of 
the longest, most widely publicized 
clinic blockade actions. Operation Res- 
cue’s “Summer of Mercy" in 1991 tore 
my own city of Wichita apart—and 
deepened the divisions between those 
who support the legality of abortion 
and those who oppose. The protest cre- 
ated a climate of intolerance and anger 
which permeated Wichita. In the al- 
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most 3 years since the protest began, 
the effects can still be felt—tempers 
still flare, blockade actions are still at- 
tempted, wanted posters are distrib- 
uted. The animosity between the two 
sides of this very divisive debate con- 
tinues to deepen. 

The Federal Government has a legiti- 
mate role to play in protests that are 
characterized by an esclating pattern 
of violence, an inability of local law 
enforcement officials to control the vi- 
olence, and actions designed to prevent 
people from accessing or providing 
Services protected by the Constitution. 
This could be extended to other areas, 
but the one issue before us is this one. 
The Freedom of Access to Clinic En- 
trances Act of 1993 identifies an appro- 
priate role for Federal intervention 
into violent protests against abortion 
clinics. 

Mr. President, I support the con- 
ference report on the Freedom of Ac- 
cess to Clinic Entrances Act and will 
vote for its passage. The House accept- 
ed the Senate language on the de- 
creased punishments for nonviolent 
protesters, the language which limited 
the civil right of action to those seek- 
ing to obtain or provide pregnancy-re- 
lated services, and the provisions ex- 
tending protections to churches and 
other religious institutions. 

However, there is a provision related 
to the award of attorney fees in the 
conference report that I find troubling, 
and I think all Members should be 
aware of it. It reads as follows: 

(T)he court may award appropriate relief, 
including temporary, preliminary or 
premanent injunctive relief and compen- 
satory and punitive damages, as well as the 
costs of suit and reasonable fees for attor- 
neys and expert witnesses. 

Mr. President, the forms of relief 
mentioned in this provision—injunc- 
tive, compensatory, and punitive—are 
those awarded to plaintiffs, not to de- 
fendants. Therefore, it would be rea- 
sonable for a judge reading this lan- 
guage to conclude that, on its face, the 
provision allows attorney fees to be 
awarded to plaintiffs but, under no cir- 
cumstances, may they be awarded to 
defendants. The bill manager claims 
that is not what is intended. But Mr. 
President, that is what this provision 
says, and I am afraid that is the way 
courts will apply it. 

The authors of the provision claim 
that report language makes it clear 
that defendants can be awarded attor- 
ney fees if the plaintiff's action is friv- 
olous, unreasonable, or without foun- 
dation. However, the trend in the 
courts has been to disregard legislative 
history and simply interpret the actual 
language of statutes. Again, the actual 
language of this bill does not provide 
attorney fees for defendants under any 
circumstances. I would argue that, if 
the intent of the bill is to allow defend- 
ants to be awarded attorney fees under 
certain circumstances, that should be 
clearly stated in the bill itself. 
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The authors claim this provision of 
the final bill is modeled on current 
civil rights laws. I think that is the in- 
tent, but their use of the term mod- 
eled" is somewhat misleading. 'The 
civil rights statute says that attorney 
fees are available to the prevailing 
party," and that is the way I believe it 
should be. Granted, the courts have in- 
terpreted prevailing party to mean 
that only the plaintiff can receive at- 
torney fees unless the suit they file is 
clearly frivolous. If the suit is clearly 
frivolous, the defendant can recover at- 
torney fees. 

It seems to me that, if the freedom of 
access to clinic entrances bill were 
truly modeled on our civil rights laws, 
it would incorporate the prevailing 
party language that is in the civil 
rights law. It does not. Instead, it is— 
at most—a weak attempt to incor- 
porate the outcome of civil rights law- 
suits. 

Mr. President, the Senate should 
strive to write laws that are clear in 
their intent and positive in their effect. 
This specific provision of the Freedom 
of Access to Clinic Entrances Act is, I 
suggest, poorly drafted. I think it will 
be misinterpreted, and I think it will 
increase the number of lawsuits that 
are filed as a result of this bill. I am 
disappointed this provision survived 
the conference with the House. 

Nevertheless, Mr. President, I believe 
this bill is an important means of clari- 
fying what has become a dramatic, 
emotional, escalating series of violence 
against our clinics which are operating 
under their constitutional rights. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield such time as 
the Senator from Rhode Island might 
desire. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Rhode Island  [Mr. 
CHAFEE]. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to speak today on behalf of the 
Freedom of Access to Clinic Entrances 
Act. I was an original cosponsor of the 
bill, I strongly support this conference 
report, and I am pleased that it has 
been approved by the House. This bill 
provides critical relief to the many 
health clinics around the country 
which have been targeted by violent 
extremists. 

No matter what one's views are on 
the issue of abortion rights, one cannot 
help but be shocked and outraged by 
the violence that has occurred outside 
health clinics that offer abortion-relat- 
ed services. Perhaps the most notori- 
ous crime committed against clinic 
employees was the murder of Dr. David 
Gunn, the Florida physician who was 
shot to death last year. 

Thankfuly, we have had no such 
murders in Rhode Island. But the 
Planned Parenthood Clinic in Provi- 
dence is no stranger to threats and in- 
timidation. In the past 2 years: 
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The medical director's face appeared 
on a wanted poster that was sent to his 
office and home; the clinic was block- 
aded twice by activists, and the direc- 
tor's driveway was mined with nails 
which blew out four tires and injured 
his wife; the clinic was splashed with 
red exerox toner and had to be re- 
painted—only to be splashed again 
with fluorescent green paint; the clinic 
was repeatedly picketed and staff were 
identified by name and told their home 
would also be picketed; a restraining 
order was granted to one of the clinic’s 
employees to stop two individuals from 
following her, and the order was later 
violated. 

Mr. President, I am all for free 
speech, and I respect the views of those 
who are opposed to abortion. But the 
issues before us today are not free 
speech or abortion rights—the issues 
before us are violence, intimidation 
and destruction of property. Clinics 
around the country have been bombed, 
set on fire and blocked—all in the 
name of free speech. This is not passive 
resistance. This is illegal and destruc- 
tive behavior, and it is time for us to 
put a stop to it. 

The legislation before us today does 
put a stop to this. It makes it a Fed- 
eral offense to block access to health 
clinics that offer reproductive health 
services and makes the damage or de- 
struction of property at such facilities 
a Federal crime. Victims of clinic vio- 
lence will now be able to seek injunc- 
tive relief and civil damages against 
the perpetrators, and the Attorney 
General and State attorneys general 
will have new enforcement roles 
through the courts. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to join me in supporting this important 
legislation. 

Mr. President, I congratulate those 
who have had a leading hand in the for- 
mation of the drafting and enactment 
of this legislation. 

I urge my colleagues to join with me 
in supporting this conference report. 

I thank the Chair and I thank the 
managers. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I am very pleased that we are 
ready to vote for the conference report 
of the Freedom of Access to Clinic En- 
trances Act. This legislation is des- 
perately needed to stop the violence 
and intimidation at the entrances of 
women’s health care clinics across 
America that provide constitutionally 
protected abortion services. 

In the first 4 months of this year, 
there have been 182 reports of hate 
mail or harassing phone calls toward 
doctors and medical providers who 
work at these clinics, toward clinic 
staff, and toward clinic patients. There 
have been 24 cases of vandalism against 
clinics, 12 death threats to clinic per- 
sonnel, and four cases of stalking of a 
staff member or patient away from a 
clinic. Last fall, a clinic in Peoria, IL, 
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which has been providing women's 
health care services for 19 years, was 
firebombed. This legislation makes the 
intent of Congress crystal clear: The 
violence must stop. 

This legislation targets any act of 
force, threat of force, or physical ob- 
struction involving reproductive health 
centers only if there is intentional in- 
jury, intimidation, or interference with 
a person trying to obtain or provide 
pregnancy or abortion-related services. 

This legislation has been narrowly 
crafted. It does not punish anyone for 
their views. It protects the rights of 
peaceful protests to demonstrate. It is 
modeled after Federal civil rights laws 
that prohibit unlawful interference 
with an individual’s attempt to exer- 
cise the right to vote. It does not cover 
peaceful picketing, praying, singing, 
leafleting, or sidewalk counseling. And 
the conference committee has main- 
tained the Senate-approved differentia- 
tion of penalties for violent versus non- 
violent offenders who obstruct access 
to these clinics. 

The passage of the Freedom of Access 
to Clinic Entrances Act will help local 
and State law enforcement, who, de- 
spite their best intentions, have been 
unable to adequately safeguard medi- 
cal providers, patients, and clinics 
against this dangerous activity. Attor- 
neys general throughout the United 
States are looking forward to this leg- 
islation going into effect in order to 
protect women and medical providers 
who are currently under assault by vio- 
lent demonstrators. 

Mr. President, I join with my col- 
leagues in the Senate to strongly sup- 
port this legislation. I believe it will 
make a real difference. 

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Who 
yields time? 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Utah such 
time as may be necessary 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague and ranking member of 
the committee. I appreciate her leader- 
ship in the committee. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator hold 
just a second? On the allocation of 
time, is the time divided between my- 
self and Senator KASSEBAUM? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time is divided in the usual form, 
which means that half the time is con- 
trolled by the manager of the con- 
ference report and the other half con- 
trolled by the Senator who opposes the 
conference report. 

Mr. KENNEDY. So as I understand 
that, then the time in opposition would 
be under the control of the Senator 
from Utah. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If the 
Chair may continue, if the ranking 
manager is not opposed to the con- 
ference report, then the time is con- 
trolled by the minority leader in oppo- 
sition to the conference report, or to 
his designee. 
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Mr. KENNEDY. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the opposition time be allo- 
cated to the Senator from Utah. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I would 
like to state my reasons for opposing 
S. 636 in its final form. 

S. 636 TARGETS PEACEFUL CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE, 
NOT VIOLENCE 

Like millions and millions of other 
Americans opposed to abortion, I cat- 
egorically and unequivocally condemn 
acts of violence against abortion clin- 
ics and their personnel. Such desperate 
acts of violence are no answer to the 
violence of abortion itself. 

Unfortunately, S. 636—the so-called 
FACE bill—is not really about stopping 
violence outside abortion clinics. It is 
about punishing purely peaceful civil 
disobedience on behalf of a cause that 
is not politically correct. 

My proof for these two propositions 
is simple and irrefutable. On the Sen- 
ate floor, I offered a substitute amend- 
ment to S. 636 that contained the same 
harsh penalties for violence as S. 636 
contains, but that would have sub- 
jected purely peaceful pro-life civil dis- 
obedience to penalties comparable to 
civil disobedience on behalf of other 
causes. Senator SMITH offered an 
amendment to the same effect. Both 
amendments were defeated. 

Moreover, if stopping violence were 
really the aim of S. 636, it is worth not- 
ing that States already have and im- 
pose even more severe penalties for 
violent activity than S. 636 would im- 
pose. For example, the man who killed 
David Gunn in Florida faced a possible 
death sentence and received life im- 
prisonment. Nothing in S. 636 is going 
to provide any additional deterrence 
against such violence. 

The real impact that S. 636 will have 
reveals a far more disturbing agenda— 
an agenda that, not surprisingly, has 
been disguised under the camouflage of 
anti-violence rhetoric. 

S. 636, by design and in its practical 
operation, will serve as a powerful 
weapon against those persons who en- 
gage in entirely peaceful civil disobe- 
dience against abortion. S. 636 is, sim- 
ply put, an oppressively one-sided, 
viewpoint-based attack on politically 
incorrect men and women who peace- 
fully demonstrate their opposition to 
the taking of unborn human life. 

Peaceful protesters who violate S. 
636—a grandmother, for example, sit- 
ting silently with a group of others on 
a sidewalk outside an abortion clinic— 
wil face a criminal penalty of six 
months in jail and a $10,000 fine for a 
first violation, and 1% years in jail and 
a $25,000 fine for any subsequent viola- 
tion. 

In addition, S. 636 will also authorize 
private parties, the Attorney General, 
and state attorneys general to seek 
large civil penalties against these 
peaceful demonstrators. For example, 
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private parties could obtain $5,000 per 
violation plus unlimited punitive dam- 
ages, and both the U.S. Attorney Gen- 
eral and state attorneys general could 
obtain civil penalties of $15,000 per vio- 
lation. 

S. 636 also contains a remarkably bi- 
ased attorney's fees provision under 
which prevailing plaintiffs will be able 
to receive attorney's fees from the de- 
fendants, but prevailing defendants 
will rarely, if ever, be able to do so. 
Such a one-sided attorney's fee provi- 
sion may well make sense in civil 
rights and other litigation, where the 
plaintiff is typically an individual and 
the defendant is a corporate entity. 
This alignment, however, will rarely be 
the case in civil litigation under S. 636. 
Instead, we will have the bizarre spec- 
tacle of individual defendants fending 
off litigation brought by a well-funded 
business, with these individuals liable 
to pay the attorney's fees of the busi- 
ness if they lose, but unable to collect 
attorney's fees themselves if they pre- 
vail. S. 636 thereby invites—indeed, 
assures—abusive litigation intended to 
bankrupt those who engage in peaceful 
pro-life demonstrations. 

I respectfully submit that this bla- 
tant, viewpoint-based attack on peace- 
ful civil disobedience betrays core prin- 
ciples that we all should cherish. Our 
American tradition recognizes the fun- 
damental distinction between acts of 
violent lawlessness and acts of peaceful 
civil disobedience. Acts of violent law- 
lessness appropriately invite severe 
penalties. But acts of peaceful civil dis- 
obedience—mass sit-ins, for example, 
that draw on the tradition of Gandhi 
and Martin Luther King, Jr.—should 
not be subjected to steep penalties. 

Such acts are, of course, not privi- 
leged. Civil disobedience is, by defini- 
tion, unlawful. Acts of peaceful civil 
disobedience should, however, be pun- 
ished roughly in the same manner and 
to the same extent as like conduct en- 
gaged in by anyone else. For example, 
if protesters commit unlawful trespass, 
they should be subjected to roughly the 
same penalties that other trespassers 
face. To impose a substantially more 
severe penalty presents the threat of 
viewpoint discrimination, no matter 
how cleverly disguised. 

Had states during the 1950's and 1960's 
been able to impose and uphold such 
severe penalties on peaceful civil dis- 
obedience, the civil rights movement 
might well have been snuffed out in its 
infancy. A broad range of peaceful anti- 
abortion activity may well be disrup- 
tive and may interfere with the lawful 
rights of others. The same, it must be 
noted, was true of civil rights protests: 
they were, and were intended to be, dis- 
ruptive, and they interfered with the 
then-lawful rights of others. 

It is not my point here to debate the 
relative moral standing of the anti- 
abortion and civil rights movements. 
Nor do I suggest that peaceful civil dis- 
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obedience should not be punished. I 
would simply like to emphasize the 
viewpoint discrimination inherent in 
selectively imposing such severe pen- 
alties on peaceful civil disobedience by 
antiabortion protesters. I would also 
like to emphasize that such illegit- 
imate penalties, far from reducing vio- 
lence, effectively give protesters little 
reason not to resort to violence. 

It has repeatedly been contended 
that S. 636 is modeled on Federal civil 
rights laws. I must again point out, 
however, that the Federal civil rights 
laws that have been cited do not con- 
tain the term physical obstruction, and 
have been construed to apply only to 
acts of violence or threats of violence. 
In extending its severe penalties to 
peaceful civil disobedience, S. 636 thus 
departs from the models on which it 
purports to rely. 

S. 636 ELEVATES THE RIGHT TO ABORTION ABOVE 
EVEN FIRST AMENDMENT RIGHTS 

In the clash between abortion and 
free speech, S. 636 will provide special 
protection to abortion that it will not 
provide to the constitutional guarantee 
of free speech. 

As the testimony at a Labor Commit- 
tee hearing last spring amply dem- 
onstrated, violence and abuse at abor- 
tion clinics come from both sides. If 
this problem is to be dealt with, it 
must be dealt with evenhandedly. Un- 
fortunately, while S. 636 contains some 
token gestures of neutrality, it is de- 
cidedly one-sided on this score. 

If S. 636 becomes law, abortion clinic 
personnel would suddenly have a vir- 
tual license to harass and provoke pro- 
life demonstrators, since they would 
know that the slightest bit of retalia- 
tion would subject the pro-life dem- 
onstrators to the severe penalties 
under the bill. The clear lesson of his- 
tory is that peace is not achieved by 
disarming only one of the contestants. 
The way to achieve peace is to treat 
both sides equally and to make clear 
that conduct that is unacceptable by 
one side will be unacceptable by the 
other. 

Consistent with these principles, it is 
imperative that those exercising their 
lawful first amendment rights to speak 
out against abortion have the same 
protections from violence and abuse as 
those seeking abortion. Unless the 
right to abortion is to be elevated 
above even the first amendment, the 
penalties under the bill should have 
been extended to those who, by force or 
threat of force or by physical obstruc- 
tion, injure, intimidate or interfere 
with persons lawfully exercising their 
first amendment rights at abortion-re- 
lated facilities. Regrettably, an amend- 
ment that would have provided this 
protection was defeated. 

I will note that the conference report 
on S. 636, in evident response to some 
of the concerns raised about the scope 
of proposed new sections 248(a)(1) and 
(2), contains one improvement over the 
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previous Senate-passed version. Spe- 
cifically, the second rule of construc- 
tion—proposed new section 248(d)(2)— 
makes clear that nothing in S. 636 shall 
be construed to create new remedies 
for interference with activities pro- 
tected by the free speech or free exer- 
cise clauses of the first amendment to 
the Constitution, occurring outside a 
facility." Under the plain language of 
this rule of construction, pro-life pro- 
testers who would otherwise be in vio- 
lation of section 248(a)(1) but whose ac- 
tions interfere with the free speech ac- 
tivities of persons at abortion clinics 
are exempt from criminal or civil li- 
ability under S. 636. Accordingly, in 
any trials for violation of section 
248(a)(1), it will be necessary for the 
plaintiff to establish that the defend- 
ant did not interfere with activities 
protected by the free speech clause of 
the First Amendment. 

8. 636 WILL CHILL THE EXERCISE OF FIRST 

AMENDMENT RIGHTS 

In practice, of course, those who 
would have to take account of the pros- 
pect of the Draconian penalties under 
the amendment would be not simply 
those who would actually engage in the 
activities prohibited by it, but also 
those who might even possibly be al- 
leged—rightly or wrongly—to have en- 
gaged in those activities. Because S. 
636 delegates an astonishing amount of 
what is in essence prosecutorial au- 
thority to State attorneys general and 
to private parties—including abortion 
clinics—and because it offers them the 
bonanza of substantial monetary pen- 
alties, it is a virtual certainty that in- 
nocent persons who have done nothing 
more than engage in the lawful exer- 
cise of their first amendment rights 
wil be targeted and pursued. The 
chilling effect on legitimate First 
Amendment speech is therefore likely 
to be intense. 

S. 636 IS VIEWPOINT DISCRIMINATORY 

S. 636 discriminates against the pro- 
life viewpoint. Granted, this discrimi- 
nation is cleverly disguised. But, as the 
Supreme Court reemphasized last year 
in Church of Lukumi V. Hialeah, 113 S. 
Ct. 2217 (1993), [flacial neutrality is 
not determinative” of a statute’s com- 
pliance with the First Amendment. Id., 
at 2227. While the Church of Lukumi 
case concerned the Free Exercise 
Clause of the First Amendment, there 
is every reason to believe that its anal- 
ysis applies equally to the First 
Amendment’s Free Speech Clause. 
Among the lessons of the Church of 
Lukumi case are that the First Amend- 
ment protects against government 
hostility which is masked, as well as 
overt," id., and that ''the effect of a 
law in its real operation is strong evi- 
dence of its object," id. at 2228. 

S. 636 clearly masks a hostility to 
the pro-life viewpoint. While facially 
neutral as between abortion facilities 
and pro-life facilities, the amendment 
fails to provide pro-life speakers the 
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same needed protection from violence 
and abuse as those seeking and provid- 
ing abortion. It also singles out abor- 
tion-related activity for harsh pen- 
alties that do not apply to the broad 
range of other causes engaged in simi- 
lar conduct. For example, the incred- 
ible record of labor union violence at 
strike sites—killings, shootings, beat- 
ings, countless threats, and millions of 
dollars in property damage—presents 
an even more compelling case for Con- 
gressional intervention. 

Let me emphasize that while I appre- 
ciate the fact that the supporters of S. 
636 did not remove my religious liberty 
amendment from the bill, inclusion of 
that amendment does not make the bill 
truly general in its treatment of un- 
lawful conduct in connection with pro- 
test activities. Rather, it simply sin- 
gles out a second category of especially 
unpopular protests and protesters. This 
does not cure the constitutional prob- 
lem of selectivity. It means only that 
two types of protest are selected for 
discriminatorily harsh treatment. 
Moreover, only time will tell whether 
the religious liberty provisions of S. 636 
in fact receive the same vigorous en- 
forcement from State and Federal law 
enforcement authorities as the abor- 
tion provisions. If they do not, that 
will be yet further evidence of view- 
point discrimination in practice. 

The clearly intended effect of S. 636 
in its real operation will be to dis- 
advantage pro-life speech significantly. 

Mr. President, the assault on politi- 
cally incorrect pro-life speech—the ef- 
fort to bankrupt those who espouse an 
unpopular viewpoint—is well under 
way. Earlier this week, a State jury in 
Houston ordered anti-abortion protest- 
ers to pay more than one million dol- 
lars in punitive damages to a Houston 
abortion clinic. Even the abortion clin- 
ic’s attorney conceded that the case in- 
volved nothing more than garden-vari- 
ety wrongful interference with business 
relations, yet the jury imposed a mas- 
sive penalty. In Florida, a court issued 
an injunction that creates a 300-foot 
buffer zone around abortion clinics. Re- 
markably, the Florida Supreme Court 
upheld this injunction. The injunction 
is now under review by the U.S. Su- 
preme Court, but can anyone imagine a 
speech-free buffer zone being imposed 
or upheld in any other context? In Or- 
egon, a jury awarded $8.2 million in pu- 
nitive damages against pro-life dem- 
onstrators, even though the compen- 
satory damages award against these 
demonstrators was only one dollar. 

S. 636 is yet another major assault on 
the free speech rights of those who 
abhor abortion. It is not warranted. It 
is not constitutional. It is not fair; and 
it is not right. 

Ireserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield such time as I 
might use, Mr. President. 


10174 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN- 
NEDY] is recognized. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I want 
to take a few moments of the Senate's 
time to explain in detail what the posi- 
tion of the conference is and what we 
reported back in terms of the attor- 
ney's fees issue, since this has been 
raised by two Members of the Senate 
this morning. 

Mr. President, the conference report 
adopts the same language that was in 
the bill passed by the Senate last year. 
This body has already approved it once. 
This language makes it clear that pre- 
vailing plaintiffs can recover their at- 
torney's fees and costs from the defend- 
ant. And the statement of managers 
that accompanies the conference re- 
port makes clear that defendants, too, 
may recover attorney's fees and costs 
from the plaintiffs in certain cir- 
cumstances, the same circumstances in 
which defendants can recover the fees 
and costs in civil rights cases. 

It states the following on page 10: 

The conferees intend this provision to be 
interpreted in the same way that the attor- 
ney's fee provision in title VII of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 has been interpreted... . 
Specifically, the conferees intend that under 
this provision, as under [title VII), attor- 
ney's fees and costs may be awarded to a de- 
fendant upon a finding that the plaintiff's 
action was ''frivolous, unreasonable, or with- 
out foundation even though not brought in 
subjective bad faith. Christiansburg Garment 
Co. v. E.E.O.C., 434 U.S. 410, 421 (1978). 

So, if & court finds that the plaintiff 
brought a frivolous suit under this law, 
or a suit intended to harass the defend- 
ant, it could order the plaintiff to pay 
the defendant's fees and costs. This has 
happened under the civil rights laws, 
and the courts have required that the 
plaintiff pay the defendants fees and 
costs in numerous civil rights cases 
where the court found the plaintiff's 
suit frivolous or without foundation. 
There is a good reason to allow prevail- 
ing plaintiffs to recover attorney's fees 
in the ordinary case, and the prevailing 
defendants to recover them only in ex- 
traordinary cases. As the Supreme 
Court said in the Christianburg Gar- 
ment case, the plaintiffs in civil rights 
cases are the chosen instrument of 
Congress to vindicate a policy that 
Congress considered of the highest pri- 
ority." The Court noted that the same 
policy considerations are not present 
with respect to a prevailing defendant. 

In other words, the individuals who 
are bringing these cases are actually 
acting as private attorneys general. 
The enforcement mechanism is the pri- 
vate individuals that are bringing 
these cases, and by bringing these 
cases they are protecting the rights of 
our fellow citizens. Therefore, there is 
& special consideration that ought to 
be given to their interests. And that 
has been recognized by the courts in 
the past, and that is the basis for the 
way that this legislation, and the man- 
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agers’ report, have constructed that 
particular section. 

A plaintiff that brings suit to chal- 
lenge a clinic blockade or the use of 
force against a health provider is vindi- 
cating the important public interest 
and keeping access to the clinics unre- 
stricted. And the conference report and 
statement of managers clarified it and 
strikes the right balance. 

We have effectively duplicated what 
had been done in other legislation and 
followed this precedent. That is what 
we have done with regard to this par- 
ticular provision. 

I think it is wise public policy, and I 
think it is important that it remain in 
that particular form. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain- 
der of my time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
yield the Senator from Oklahoma 10 
minutes, speaking in the opposition. 

Mr. KENNEDY. On the opposition 
time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Oklahoma is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from Kansas. 

Mr. President, I rise in opposition to 
S. 636, the Freedom of Access to Clinic 
Entrances Act. It has a nice title. Iam 
opposed to it because it does not do 
what its supporters claim it will do. Its 
effect will be a very profound chilling 
effect against pro-life demonstrators, 
leafletters, and sidewalk counselors, 
and persons engaging in prayer outside 
abortion clinics. However, it portrays 
itself as a means to eliminate violence 
at abortion clinics—even though appli- 
cable State criminal statutes are al- 
ready more than adequate to deal with 
such occurrences. 

Everyone has heard about the trag- 
edy in Florida. There are already appli- 
cable State laws that apply to that in- 
cident. State law covers murder. State 
law covers violence. State law covers 
vandalism. 

What this bill does is aim the full 
force of the Federal criminal system 
against a class of Americans who feel 
passionately about one of the key 
moral questions of our time. 

To engage even in peaceful and con- 
stitutionally protected activities will 
expose pro-life Americans to a very 
real risk of Federal criminal penalties 
and punitive civil suits. Many of these 
people, faced with the loss of their lib- 
erty, their livelihoods, their homes, 
will decide not to take the risk. They 
will forgo their first amendment 
rights. 

Amendments to make this bill even- 
handed, to protect the pro-life side as 
well as the pro-abortion side, to reduce 
penalties for nonviolent offenses— 
these have been opposed by the bill's 
sponsors. Why? Because the purpose of 
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this bill, pure and simple, is to restrict 
the pro-life side of the debate and allow 
the abortion industry to continue its 
business without any expression of 
public opposition. 

Mr. President, this Nation has a his- 
tory of tolerance for nonviolent civil 
disobedience. We have always recog- 
nized the close association between 
peaceful civil disobedience and politi- 
cal speech, which is clearly one of the 
most highly protected rights within 
our Constitution. 

Iam not suggesting that civil disobe- 
dience should be overlooked, or that 
laws against trespass or obstruction 
should not be enforced. On the con- 
trary, they should be enforced, and 
they are enforced. People who engage 
in this type of activity usually are well 
aware of the consequences of their ac- 
tions. We are a Government of laws and 
I believe that these laws need to be en- 
forced to maintain order and justice in 
our society. 

However, I am very concerned about 
treating some people engaged in non- 
violent civil disobedience differently 
than others doing exactly the same 
thing, especially when the basis for 
treating them differently is based on 
the motivation or political beliefs of 
those people. For example, under this 
bill, a grandmother sitting on the side- 
walk of an abortion clinic, singing and 
praying, is subject to the same pen- 
alties as a person brandishing a gun. If 
we do this, we have gone beyond pun- 
ishing criminal acts. We would be say- 
ing that one cause or political belief is 
better than another cause or belief. In- 
deed, despite all the pretense on the 
other side, the legislative history of 
this bill and the motives of the outside 
pressure groups behind it make that all 
too clear. 

To inflict a harsher punishment on 
one group over another results in dis- 
crimination against one particular 
viewpoint. All groups that engage in 
peaceful sit-ins and similar activity 
should be treated in an evenhanded 
manner, regardless of the motivation 
of those engaged in this conduct. But 
this bill does not do that. In fact, it is 
made clear on page 24 of the committee 
report that the identical conduct out- 
side an abortion facility will be pun- 
ished solely on its speech content. The 
example cited by the committee itself 
is that a blockade over environmental 
issues would not be covered by this bill 
but a blockade over abortion would 
be—even if the conduct was identical. 
The committee’s own example shows 
that the real target is thought, not be- 
havior. This is a constitutional infir- 
mity with first amendment ramifica- 
tions. Protecting civil rights was never 
the purpose of this bill. The purpose is 
to protect abortion proponents and si- 
lence abortion opponents. 

The pro-life men, women, and chil- 
dren who have participated in non- 
violent, pro-life sit-ins have one moti- 
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vation: to prevent the violence of abor- 
tion, the violence to the unborn chil- 
dren, and the violence to the women 
who have abortions. They want to en- 
sure that all people, born and unborn, 
enjoy full democracy. 

Those who picket, hand out leaflets, 
and counsel the women entering abor- 
tion clinics have every right to do so, 
without having the Federal Govern- 
ment stack the deck against them. 

Senator KASSEBAUM mentioned the 
inequity of the remedies in courts, the 
civil liabilities, the fact that they 
would even have to be subjected to 
enormous fees. These liabilities and 
fees only apply to one side, the abor- 
tion opponents. They are not equally 
applied to abortion proponents. 

This bill only allows injunctive, com- 
pensatory, and punitive relief to be 
awarded to plaintiffs, not to defend- 
ants. Neither the criminal penalties 
nor the civil remedies established by S. 
636 apply to any offenses committed 
against such persons by, for example, 
clinic personnel or pro-clinic activists. 
Moreover, reimbursement of attorney 
and expert witness fees is available 
only for the plaintiff but not for the de- 
fendant, even if the latter prevails in 
court. Such an outcome is indefensible. 

Americans should be able to speak 
their mind on any topic without threat 
of Federal penalties hanging over 
them. Keep in mind, substantial State 
and local fines and penalties already 
exist. This bill gags one class of Ameri- 
cans from expressing their views. And 
that is just not right. 

We all condemn violence—the behav- 
ior of some on both sides of this issue 
has been deplorable. But the issue in 
this bill is not violence—it is the ele- 
vation of one right supposedly granted 
by the Constitution above all other 
rights. 

In the 1993 Clinic Violence Survey 
Report by the Feminist Majority Foun- 
dation, the vast majority of incidents 
reported were nonviolent. It is clear 
that this bill is designed to address 
these matters—not the violence“ de- 
nounced over and over again by pro- 
ponents of this bill. 

Not too long ago, we debated the so- 
called gag rule with respect to abortion 
referrals at family planning clinics. At 
the time, the proabortion supporters 
derided this rule as an abridgement of 
first amendment rights. However, that 
gag rule was nothing next to the effect 
of this bill on free speech. This bill isa 
club hanging over prolife speech and 
expression by ordinary citizens. 

Iam not a constitutional lawyer, and 
I do not serve on the Judiciary Com- 
mittee, and I no longer serve on the 
Labor Committee; but I am trying to 
protect ordinary Americans’ rights, 
protect their right of expression, their 
right to be able to speak out on issues 
that are important to them. This bill, 
in my opinion, does not do that. It does 
not protect rights; it limits them. It is 
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unfair, it is one sided, it is discrimina- 
tory and unjust. I believe, if this bill is 
enacted, that the courts may very well 
find all or portions of it unconstitu- 
tional. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this bill. 

I yield the floor. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from 
New Hampshire. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
SMITH] is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise in 
very strong opposition to the con- 
ference report to the so-called Freedom 
of Access to Clinic Entrances Act of 
1994. 

I am pleased that the conference 
committee saw fit to adopt the Senate- 
passed language that recognizes the 
fundamental distinction between vio- 
lent and nonviolent abortion protest 
activities. In recognition of that dis- 
tinction, the conference adopted the 
provisions of the Senate bill that pro- 
vide significantly reduced penalties for 
nonviolent protesters. 

But, Mr. President, those penalties 
for nonviolent protesters remain far 
too harsh. Let me offer à hypothetical 
example—one that I used when the 
Senate debated this measure last fall— 
to illustrate a point. 

Let us suppose that a nun is sitting 
peacefully with others on a sidewalk 
outside an abortion clinic. Perhaps she 
is praying or singing religious songs, or 
whatever. Let us suppose that this 
peaceful activity is interfering with 
the ability of the clinic personnel and 
patients to enter the clinic. Under S. 
636, that  nonviolent person, that 
Catholic nun, would be in violation of 
the law because she is using physical 
obstruction to interfere with the provi- 
sion of abortions. 

Let us look at the penalties that this 
Catholic nun—a deeply religious per- 
son—faces under this bill. She is sub- 
ject to a fine of up to $10,000 and a 6- 
month jail term for the first offense. 

I might ask my colleague from Mas- 
sachusetts, who is leading this: If a 
Catholic nun is jailed for 6 months, will 
she be allowed to retain wearing her 
habit, or will she have to be dressed in 
prison garb? Maybe we can clarify that 
for the RECORD. 

For subsequent offenses, this same 
nun faces fines of $25,000 per offense 
and jail terms of up to 18 months per 
offense. And if bodily injury" results 
from her physical obstruction’’—I 
suppose if somebody trips over her and 
hurts himself—she can be sentenced up 
to 10 more years. 

I urge my colleagues to stop and 
think about what we are doing here. 
This is a nun engaged in peaceful sit- 
in, reminiscent of Gandhi and the civil 
rights movement of Martin Luther 
King. What is the difference? She is 
completely nonviolent, and is acting on 


10175 


the basis of her deeply held religious 
views. For her, the cause of the 
unalienable right to life of the very 
youngest of human beings is a fun- 
damental matter of conscience. 

Suppose that some of our States in 
the 1950’s and 1960’s had enacted laws 
to impose the same kind of severe pen- 
alties on the civil disobedience of Mar- 
tin Luther King. These same people 
would have been on the floor of this 
Senate in opposition to that. Such laws 
surely would have slowed the great 
progress toward equal rights for black 
Americans for which Dr. King lived and 
died. Where are those people today? 
Maybe they are not silent, which might 
be better, but they are speaking in op- 
position to peaceful protest for another 
matter, which is not on their social 
agenda. 

This Senator recognizes, of course, 
that acts of civil disobedience are, by 
definition, sometimes unlawful. But I 
firmly believe that acts of politically 
motivated, peaceful civil disobedience 
should only be punished in generally 
the same manner as would the same 
underlying unlawful conduct when it is 
engaged in by anybody else. 

If, for example, prolife political pro- 
testers commit an unlawful trespass, 
then they should be subjected to the 
same kind of penalties faced by other 
trespassers who have no political moti- 
vation. But to impose a substantially 
more severe—this is the issue—penalty 
on the politically motivated trespasser 
than is imposed on the ordinary tres- 
passer for the same misconduct is view- 
point discrimination, pure and simple. 
There is no other definition. Moreover, 
it is viewpoint discrimination that is 
fundamentally inconsistent with the 
first amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States, which these same 
people opposing us on this proposal, 
this resolution, say they support. 

Mr. President, the Senate Labor 
Committee’s report contends that S. 
636 is modeled on Federal civil rights 
laws. I note, however, that the Federal 
civil rights laws cited by the commit- 
tee report do not include the term 
"physical obstruction." They do not 
include that term that we find in S. 
636. Moreover, they have been con- 
strued to apply only to acts of vio- 
lence, or threats of violence. In extend- 
ing its severe penalties to peaceful 
civil disobedience, S. 636 thus is incon- 
sistent—in a very important way—with 
the models on which it purports to 
rely. 

In addition to S. 636's unconstitu- 
tional viewpoint discrimination, Mr. 
President, there is another way in 
which this bill violates the first 
amendment. Let me explain why. 

Once this bill becomes law, those 
prolife demonstrators who will face the 
draconian penalties outlined in this 
bill will be forced to take account of 
that great risk as they undertake their 
antiabortion activities. Especially for 
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SEC. 309. REPORTS AND INFORMATION. 

In an annual report to the President and 
the Congress, the Commission shall report 
on its activities in carrying out the provi- 
sions of this title. The Commiíssion shall un- 
dertake whatever efforts it may determine 
to be necessary or appropriate to inform and 
educate the public of data protection, pri- 
vacy, and fair information rights and respon- 
sibilities. 

SEC. 310. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this title— 

(1) $1,500,000 in fiscal year 1995; 

(2) $2,000,000 in fiscal year 1996; 

(3) $2,500,000 in fiscal year 1997; and 

(4) such sums as may be necessary in each 
succeeding fiscal year thereafter. 

Amend the table of contents accordingly. 


Mr. SIMON. Madam President, I have 
discussed this with Senator BRYAN. 
This is a fairly simple measure in con- 
cept. I think we can dispose of it rather 
quickly. I regret it is being resisted for 
reasons that I understand have nothing 
to do with the amendment itself. 

I ask unanimous consent that we 
have a time limit of 20 minutes, 10 min- 
utes on each side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BOND. Reserving the right to ob- 
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Madam President, we 
would like to have the short time 
limit. We have a problem of availabil- 
ity of some of our leadership with re- 
spect to the vote. I might need to ask 
that the unanimous consent request be 
amended to put the vote back until 
about 1 o’clock. We would have no ob- 
jection to a 20-minute time limit. I will 
discuss with my colleagues the appro- 
priate time for the vote. 

Mr. SIMON. I think we can work that 
out. Frankly, the White House has a 
bill-signing ceremony on a bill of 
which I happen to be the chief sponsor. 
That will take place around 1 o'clock. 

So, if we cannot vote, say, by 12:30, 
then I would prefer, subject to approval 
of my colleagues, that we put off the 
vote until 2 or 2:30. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the revised request? 

Mr. BOND. May I inquire, is the 
unanimous consent request that we 
have 10 minutes equally divided? I 
would have no objection to that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands 20 minutes equally 
divided with the vote to be held at 2:30. 

Mr. SIMON. I ask that no second-de- 
gree amendments be in order. 

Mr. BRYAN. Madam President, I 
think what we could do—and I am cer- 
tainly willing to try to accommodate 
the distinguished Senator from Illinois 
because I recognize his time request. I 
have been asked by the leadership not 
to agree to a vote at a time certain. I 
have absolutely no problem with 10 
minutes either side. 

Let me assure my colleague that we 
will work to accommodate his schedule 
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on the vote. We recognize that he is 
not available at 1 o'clock. I think we 
can work that out. So if we can just 
have the unanimous consent agreement 
of 10 minutes either side and that there 
be no second degree—I am advised by 
the floor staff that apparently someone 
has called in and has raised some con- 
cerns about the proposed unanimous 
consent request. I apologize to my col- 
league. He has been trying to be help- 
ful, as have I. Perhaps if he can proceed 
with the amendment, then maybe we 
can work out a time agreement shortly 
after that. : 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. The amendment is before 
the Senate. The Senator from Illinois 
is recognized. 

Mr. SIMON. Madam President, what 
this amendment proposes is very sim- 
ple: That we appoint a three-member 
privacy commission with no more than 
25 employees, $1.5 million authoriza- 
tion the first year that would take a 
look at the whole question of privacy 
in our country. 

It is very interesting, as you look at 
the countries that have privacy com- 
missions, 35 countries have privacy 
commissions right now: Australia, Aus- 
tria, Belgium, Canada, Czech Republic. 
You go down the list. Thirty-five coun- 
tries. We are the biggest user of this 
kind of information, and we have no 
privacy commission. 

This simply sets up a commission to 
advise us on where we are going in this 
field. It is very interesting that the Eu- 
ropean Community apparently is going 
to make an advisory to corporations in 
Europe that they should be careful in 
providing computer information to the 
United States because we have no pri- 
vacy commission and there is no cer- 
tainty that information can be pro- 
tected. 

The group of people who have en- 
dorsed this include the American Asso- 
ciation of Retired Persons, the 
Consumer Federation of America, Na- 
tional Consumers League, Public Citi- 
zen, Consumer Research Institute, the 
American Civil Liberties Union, and 
the American Library Association. 

Very shortly, Madam President, you 
and I hope we are going to be moving 
to health care reform. That is going to 
add a great many more privacy ques- 
tions in this country. 

I think it is essential that we have 
some protection. 

I would add, this is not just PAUL SI- 
MON'S idea. I have a statement of No- 
vember 18 of last year from Sally 
Katzen, the Administrator of the Office 
of Information and Regulatory Affairs 
at OMB. Let me just read a couple of 
statements. 

AS she says: 

Senator Simon's bill responds to an issue 
of critical importance, protecting the pri- 
vacy of individuals in an electronic age. The 
need to protect individual privacy has be- 
come increasingly important as we move for- 
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ward on two major initiatives: Health care 
reform and national information infrastruc- 
ture. The success of these initiatives will de- 
pend in large part on the extent to which 
Americans trust the underlying information 
systems. Recognizing this concern, the Na- 
tional Performance Review has called for a 
commission to perform a function similar to 
that envisioned in Senator Simon's proposal. 

Mr. BRYAN. Will the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois yield for a mo- 
ment? 

Mr. SIMON. I would be pleased to 
yield to the Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. BRYAN. I appreciate the Sen- 
ator's indulgence. 

The Senator's effort which he under- 
took in good faith I believe we are 
ready to consummate on both sides of 
the aisle, to agree to a 20-minute de- 
bate, 10 minutes equally divided, with 
no second-degree amendment to follow, 
and that after the 20 minutes a vote on 
or with respect to the amendment 
could occur immediately. 

Mr. SIMON. That would put the vote 
at about 12:10. 

Mr. BRYAN. It would do that. 

Mr. SIMON. I certainly have no ob- 
jection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest? 

Mr. BOND. No objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. BRYAN. I thank the Chair and I 
thank the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. SIMON. Basically, that is it, 
Madam President. It is not a com- 
plicated issue. We simply have to pro- 
vide some privacy protection for peo- 
ple. We are not doing that adequately. 
We are behind other nations, even 
though we are ahead in the field, in the 
use of electronics and computers and 
that sort of thing. I think this makes 
sense. I hope my colleagues will agree. 
I recognize the jurisdictional problem 
we face in this, but I would ask for the 
yeas and nays, Madam President, at 
12:10. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays are ordered at 
12:10. 

Mr. SIMON. I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator reserves the remainder of his 
time. 

Mr. BRYAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. BRYAN.Ithank the Chair. 

It is always very difficult for me to 
resist an amendment offered by my 
able friend and colleague for whom I 
had such great respect before I came to 
the Chamber and even an enhanced re- 
spect for him having had the privilege 
of serving with him and even traveling 
a bit with him and having a chance to 
get to know him. 
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President. The Senator from Utah says 
this measure hides behind the rhetoric 
surrounding the word violence.“ And 
he basically says that S. 636 is not real- 
ly about violence. He says it is—and I 
am paraphrasing—really about silenc- 
ing people who are antichoice. 

Mr. President, I want to say quite un- 
equivocally that I disagree with those 
characterizations. As a matter of fact, 
many of my colleagues who disagree 
with my pro-choice views, support this 
legislation. All of us believe in Amer- 
ica, we believe in democracy, and we 
believe in free expression. But what 
this bill is very clearly about is the 
fact that we cannot tolerate violence. 

According to the National Abortion 
Federation since 1977 there have been 
3,000 incidents of bombings, arson, van- 
dalism and harassment against repro- 
ductive health care clinics, against the 
health professionals who work there 
and, Mr. President, against those who 
go to the clinics. 

I want to point out that many women 
who go to these clinics are using them 
as their first line of health care. 

Mr. President, I have met women 
who have been harassed at these clin- 
ics, who were going there for physical 
exams, not for abortions, and they 
were terrorized and had to turn around 
and go home. That is wrong. 

Since January of this year alone, the 
National Abortion Federation reports 
one attempted bombing, two clinic in- 
vasions causing property damage and 
the disruption of services to women, 24 
acts of vandalism, three incidents of 
assault, 12 death threats, 182 cases of 
hate mail and harassing phone calls, 
and four incidents of stalking, which 
the Federation defines as “the persist- 
ent following, threatening, and 
harassing of an abortion provider, staff 
member, family member or patient 
away from the clinic." 

Mr. President, this is not rhetoric. 
This is fact. This is real. 

I myself went to a health care clinic 
in San Diego. The staff was very fright- 
ened. Acid had been sprayed through 
the locks of the front door, and the 
Staff was frightened. They were injured 
and they had to leave. This is not 
about rhetoric. This is about fact. 

We cannot forget the tragic death of 
Dr. David Gunn, who was brutally shot 
by an antiabortion protester, or the at- 
tempted murder of Dr. George Tiller. 

Isay to my friend from Utah, if you 
think this is rhetoric, you ought to 
meet with the son of Dr. David Gunn, 
as I did. He lost his father. His father 
was practicing medicine within the 
law. 

And what is even worse, Mr. Presi- 
dent, some radical opponents of 
choice—and these are few—called these 
murderous acts justifiable homicide." 
I think that those extreme views shock 
us all. If it had come from the other 
side of the debate, it would shock us as 
much. We are reacting to violence, not 
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to words, and we are doing the right 
thing in this bill. 

We all support the right of people to 
express their views on the most con- 
troversial of issues—and certainly this 
is one that touches us deeply—but we 
cannot tolerate violence. 

The conference report before us this 
morning is very carefully crafted to 
protect women and health care provid- 
ers in clinics from violent attacks and 
blockades, whose purpose is to inten- 
tionally interfere with a woman's right 
to choose. And it is evenhanded—de- 
spite what we have heard—by applying 
the same standard to violence which 
may be directed at facilities providing 
alternatives to abortion. 

Let me repeat that. This bill is even- 
handed. The message will go out today 
to all Americans that Senators on both 
sides of this issue are saying to all 
sides of this issue, No violence. We 
protect your right to express your- 
selves peacefully, but not violently.” 

Mr. President, we must pass this con- 
ference report today and stop the esca- 
lating violence at health care clinics. 
The health of American women hangs 
in the balance. 

Our doctor’s offices have been trans- 
formed from safe havens to war zones. 
One survey found that 90 percent of our 
abortion providers have been victims of 
antiabortion harassment or violence. 

When doctors and nurses at health 
clinics receive threatening phone calls 
or hate mail, when they or their family 
members are stalked or picketed at 
home, or when doctor's faces appear on 
wanted posters they become frightened 
and intimidated. Fear of attack has 
forced some doctors to take extraor- 
dinary safety measures, such as hiring 
security guards, purchasing bullet 
proof vests or installing bullet proof 
glass. Others decide to leave the clinic 
or the area. Some even give up the 
practice of medicine. 

The fact is that the vast majority of 
the medical facilities which have been 
targeted provide a range of vital health 
care services to women, including con- 
traceptive services and counseling, pre- 
natal care, pap smears, and other pre- 
ventive health services. 

When health care clinics are burned 
down, or bombed or sprayed with bu- 
tyric acid—a foul smelling chemical 
which can cause burns and nausea— 
women are prevented from getting the 
health care services that they need. It 
can take days for clinics to re-open 
after an acid attack. In some cases, 
where the clinic has sustained exten- 
sive damage or been completely de- 
stroyed, the clinic is closed. 

If doctors are driven away from pro- 
viding the full range of reproductive 
health services to women, including 
abortion, and health care clinics are 
closed, a woman’s constitutional right 
to have an abortion if she so chooses 
will become meaningless and we will go 
back to the days of unsafe, back alley 
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abortions. That would be the greatest 
danger of all to women’s health. 

Mr. President, I commend the chair- 
man of the Senate Labor and Human 
Resources Committee for his commit- 
ment and leadership on this bill. It pro- 
tects American women and their doc- 
tors from violence and harassment, and 
in no way interferes with or penalizes 
the legitimate first amendment rights 
of anti-abortion demonstrators. I hope 
my colleagues will once again set aside 
whatever strong personal views they 
have on the issue of abortion, and vote 
to end the violence and the fear. 

I yield back my time to the Senator 
from Kansas. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
yield now 3 minutes to the Senator 
from Vermont, speaking as a pro- 
ponent. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS] 
is recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the free access to clinic 
entrances conference report, which I 
had the privilege of signing. When we 
passed this bill, we had a very strong 
bipartisan vote against the escalating 
violence which has come to surround 
some of our health clinics. I under- 
stand there are some differences. I have 
reviewed those differences, and I still 
am in favor of the conference report 
and the bill as it appears before us. I 
hope that we will reaffirm that com- 
mitment against violence today. 

Like the majority of Americans, I am 
pro-choice. Thus, I oppose unreason- 
able restrictions on the exercise of re- 
productive choice. 

Clinics in my home State of Vermont 
have been invaded, blockaded and shut 
down for hours at a time by protesters. 
In one instance, patients who had been 
able, with the attending physician, to 
enter the health clinic through a win- 
dow, were blocked in and unable to exit 
until nightfall. In the words of one of 
my constituents, these incidents are 
“terrifying, threatening, very scary." 

I support the provisions of this bill to 
try to restore safety to our doctors and 
their patients. Doctors should not live 
in fear, with bulletproof vests and un- 
listed telephone numbers. Patients 
should be able to visit the health clinic 
of their choice without fear of threats, 
violence or intimidation. 

It is my hope that the free access to 
clinic entrances bill will help stem the 
tide of violence which has been sweep- 
ing across the Nation. One fatal shoot- 
ing is far too many. Let us not allow 
the violence and intimidation to esca- 
late to that point again. 

Please join me in voting for the con- 
ference report of the free access to 
clinic entrances bill. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re- 
mainder of my time and yield the floor. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
California to speak as a proponent of 
the conference report. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from California [Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN] is recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you very 
much, Mr. President, and I thank Sen- 
ator KASSEBAUM. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of the 
freedom of access to clinic entrances 
bill and this particular conference re- 
port, as submitted by Senator KENNEDY 
and the Labor and Human Resources 
Committee. 

Istrongly hope that every Member of 
this body would vote for this bill. It is 
& bill whose time has come and whose 
need has.clearly been substantiated. 

In the last few years, and especially 
this past year, there has been a dis- 
turbing trend of increasing violence at 
family planning clinics across the 
country—threatening letters sent to 
doctors, patients blocked from safe ac- 
cess to clinics, clinics invaded or 
sprayed with toxic chemicals, clinics 
even burned to the ground and doctors 
Shot and killed. This cannot continue. 

These are no longer peaceful pro- 
tests. These are examples of vigilante 
extremism that mirror the spread of 
hate crimes and random violence in our 
Society. 

This past year alone, there have been 
more than 1,400 acts of violence against 
abortion providers and patients. Cases 
of arson and vandalism directed at 
clinics have more than tripled over the 
last 3 years. 

Another report found that in 1993 
more than 53 percent of the clinics sur- 
veyed have experienced some form of 
violence—death threats, stalking, 
arson, bomb threats or blockades. 

The economic impact of clinic vio- 
lence is enormous. Just through Sep- 
tember of last year, there was over $3.7 
million worth of damage to clinics 
across this country. 

What this does to women who have 
an absolute and legal right to family 
planning services cannot be underesti- 
mated. 

I personally have gone to these clin- 
ics. I have seen what happens. Having 
worked in the public sector for over 20 
years now, I know the difference be- 
tween a peaceful picket and one that is 
not. These are not peaceful pickets. 

These are efforts that are aimed at 
making a woman feel so terrible by the 
time she runs the gauntlet that she is 
beside herself with anxiety over a deci- 
sion that is difficult enough to make 
without having swirling violence 
around her as she walks into a clinic. 

I must point out to you, Mr. Presi- 
dent, as you well know, that this con- 
ference report is actually a more con- 
servative version than the House bill. 
The conference report largely resem- 
bles the more carefully drawn Senate 
bill that originally passed this body. 
The report distinguishes between non- 
violent physical obstruction and vio- 
lent acts. 

Again, I urge my colleagues to adopt 
the conference report to the Freedom 
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of Access to Clinic Entrances Act in 
order to protect those who work at 
clinics throughout the country and 
those who choose to use these constitu- 
tionally protected services. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator request that the time be 
charged against both sides? The Sen- 
ator has only 8 minutes and 17 seconds 
on her side. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Eight minutes, 
Mr. President? There are some other 
speakers who asked to speak who are 
not on the floor yet. 

I suggest, for the moment, the ab- 
sence of a quorum, the time of which 
would be allocated against both sides. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Against both sides. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

The absence of a quorum has been 
suggested and the clerk will call the 


roll. 

The bil clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we are 
very appreciative of our colleagues for 
addressing this issue over the period of 
the last hour and a half. We had ad- 
dressed most of the concerns that had 
been expressed, both during the debate 
on the legislation and also on the con- 
ference report. We feel we have ad- 
dressed those issues and have made the 
case in terms of the support for this 
legislation. 

I wil yield myself the remaining 
time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator is recognized for the remaining 
time. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I will include at this 
point in the RECORD the statistics from 
November 17—which was the date of 
Senate passage —up to May 4. The Na- 
tional Abortion Federation has re- 
ported for that period: some 19 block- 
ades, 5 invasions into the various clin- 
ics, 24 incidents of vandalism, 5 bomb 
threats, 12 death threats, 4 assault and 
batteries, an attempted arson and 
bombing, and also a case of arson. I 
will also include the newspaper article 
that as recently as the last 3 or 4 days 
there have been instances again where 
there has been an invasion of a clinic, 
this time in Bloomington, IN. The 
problem remains. The legislation is 
necessary. I am grateful to all those 
who have been a part of this effort to 
date and I look forward to a strong bi- 
partisan vote on this issue. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
material printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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[From the Bloomington, IN Herald-Times, 
May 11, 1994] 
PROTESTORS STORM CLINIC—ACTIVIST CHAIN 
SELVES TOGETHER: 11 ARRESTED 
(By Steven Higgs) 

Eleven anti-abortion protesters were ar- 
rested Monday morning after they stormed 
the Bloomington Planned Parenthood clinic 
and shackled themselves together with bicy- 
cle locks and homemade ankle locks. 

All remain in the Monroe County Jail this 
morning after identifying themselves only as 
John Doe or Baby Doe. The eight men and 
three women face preliminary misdemeanor 
charges of criminal trespass and resisting 
law enforcement. 

A jail spokeswoman said the protesters 
cannot be released until they are identified. 
They could be prosecuted as John Does. 

Included in the group was Joshua Miller 
and Michael Suhy, both from the Madison, 
Wis., group Collegians Activated to Liberate 
Life, and Donovan Harshbarger from the 
Bloomington Alliance for Life. 

Another woman, Tonya Agnew, 23, Green- 
ville, Mich., was arrested for shoving a 
Planned Parenthood volunteer in the clinic’s 
parking lot while trying to give anti-abor- 
tion literature to women being escorted into 
the clinic for abortions. She faces prelimi- 
nary charges of criminal recklessness and re- 
sisting law enforcement. 

Agnew will be transported to Lake County, 
where she is on probation for an anti-abor- 
tion protest last year. 

The protesters brought clinic activities to 
& halt for a little more than 2% hours while 
police, firefighters and locksmiths cut them 
free 


And spokeswoman Bob Rust from Greens- 
burg claimed the protest was a success be- 
cause at least one woman scheduled to have 
abortions Monday did not. 

“That’s one baby that was saved," he said. 

Planned Parenthood executive director 
Sandy Andersen acknowledged that not all 
of the women who were scheduled showed up. 
But she said the occupation served to only 
delay abortion services for a brief time. 

“As long as one person remains who wants 
an abortion, we're staying open," she said. 
It's business as usual for us.“ 

The occupation began at about 8:20 a.m. 
when a young woman carrying a specimen 
bottle entered the clinic, said Kate Braun, 
one of two Planned Parenthood workers in 
the clinic at the time. 

When Braun asked if the woman had an ap- 
pointment, she demanded to know where the 
restroom was. The woman then ran down the 
hallway toward the back door. 

Braun shouted at fellow worker Andrea 
Byers to chase the woman. 

Byers followed her down the short hallway, 
where the woman threw open the back door. 
Ten other protesters then poured out of a 
white van and rushed the clinic. 

“All these people bombarded the clinic," 
Braun said. 

"It was the scariest moment of my life," 
said Byers, a 24-year-old Indiana University 
nursing student. I thought they were going 
to kill me." 

Monday was Byers' first day back on the 
job at Planned Parenthood. She had taken 
the last semester off to devote to her studies. 

Byers then blocked a door to keep the 
protestors from making their way into the 
rest of the clinic. But the protesters weren't 
interested in getting any deeper into the 
clinic. They were chaining themselves to- 
gether in the short hallway. 

They secured each other together around 
the necks with steel bicycle locks. They 
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shackled their ankles together with home- 
manufactured ankle locks. 

Then they prayed and sang hymns. 

At 9:05, Bloomington police gave the pro- 
testers one minute to leave or face arrest. 
When asked if any would leave on their own 
accord, all remained passive. One slowly 
shook his head no. 

At 9:07 they were placed under arrest and 
the long process of freeing the protesters 
began. 

Police and Bloomington firefighters 
chipped and pounded and scraped on the 
locks, to no avail. Locksmiths were called 
in. 

All the while, the protesters prayed and 
sang quietly. Planned Parenthood workers 
exchanged disbelieving glances when the pro- 
testers recited the Lord's Prayer and came 
to the words, forgive us our trespasses as 
we forgive those who trespass against us.“ 

When Andersen asked rhetorically how 
much the protest was costing the city, a pro- 
tester wearing an Indianapolis Colts cap and 
a T-shirt that read “Lord's Gym" and pic- 
tured Jesus carrying the cross responded, 
"How many lives is it costing to run this 
clinic, ma'am?” 

Outside the clinic, the crowds of both anti- 
abortion protesters and Planned Parenthood 
volunteer escorts grew. 

About 50 protesters, carrying signs and 
singing hymns, lined the clinic's perimeter. 
At one point, about 25 gathered around a po- 
lice car parked in front of the Planned Par- 
enthood administrative office building and 
sang to those inside. 

The patients who had come for abortions 
Monday morning had been escorted into the 
office building. 

Using heavy-duty drills and hammers and 
punches, the locksmiths broke the first 
ankle lock at 10:15. 

Ten minutes later, the first protester, her 
body limp, was carried by four police officers 
out of the clinic on à blaze orange plastic 
carrier. As she was loaded into a waiting po- 
lice van, protesters shouted, "Love you 
guys,“ and other words of support. 

Local singer/protester Candy Pinkston- 
Gardner led the protesters in gospel songs 
and hymns. 

Inside, occasional shouts of pain from pro- 
testers were heard while police and lock- 
smiths continued cutting through the shack- 
les. 

Finally, at 11 a.m., the last protester was 
carried out. Protesters cheered their own. 
Planned Parenthood supporters cheered the 
police. 

Locksmith Keith Brough said the shackles 
posed problems. 

“Whoever built them knew what they were 
doing," he said. All of them were different.“ 

Andersen had said earlier that the protest 
would only slow things down. Both the doc- 
tor and Monday's patients were waiting until 
the protest ended. 

“We'll still do things," she said. "We'll 
just be doing it a little bit later.“ 

Once the protesters were out of the clinic, 
Andersen said it would be business as usual. 

But the drama wasn't over. The patients 
had to be escorted across the parking lot to 
the clinic. And the protesters were deter- 
mined to make their views known to them. 

Both sides literally formed huddles on op- 
posite sides of the Planned Parenthood park- 
ing lot to develop strategies. 

A group of escorts gathered in front of the 
office door and then walked toward the clin- 
ic. Protesters carrying signs and photos and 
literature charged toward them, shouting at 
the women inside the phalanx of escorts. 
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But another smaller group, with the actual 
patients wrapped tightly in white towels 
around their heads and upper bodies to muf- 
fle the noise, moved across the back of the 
lot to the clinic. 

A handful of protesters rushed that group, 
with Agnew allegedly shoving escort Wendy 
Bethel. 

"She shoved me very forcefully trying to 
get by," Bethel said. She fell and got up 
and shoved me again.” 

Valerie McCarty, from the IU Students for 
Life, and Rust said the occupation and pro- 
test were not organized by any single group. 

"Some pro-life Christians decided to take 
risks with their bodies," Rust said. They 
were all acting as individuals." 

Protester Isidora de Place said protesters 
had come from as far as Missouri to partici- 
pate in Monday's action. 

“We were told that today could be a life- 
saving day," she said. 

Rust wouldn't say anything definitive 
when asked if Monday's activities were the 
beginning or the end of anti-abortion activi- 
ties in Bloomington. 

"We'll just see what God has in mind," he 
said. "Personally, I'd like to see more res- 
cues.” 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the conference report 
to the Freedom of Access to Clinic En- 
trances Act [FACE]. As an original co- 
sponsor of this legislation, I have long 
supported efforts to stop violence and 
harassment at our Nation’s reproduc- 
tive health clinics. 

Mr. President, the Supreme Court 
has upheld à woman's constitutional 
right to choose in numerous court 
cases beginning with Roe versus Wade. 
Despite these legal assurances, the 
right to choose has been greatly eroded 
recently. 

States have enacted waiting periods, 
so-called informed consent laws, and 
other impediments to reproductive 
health services that do not apply to 
people seeking other health services. 
On top of all of this, clinic violence, 
harassment and obstruction have in- 
creased dramatically. This was drama- 
tized by the cold-blooded murder of Dr. 
David Gunn earlier last year outside of 
a Pensacola, FL health clinic. His mur- 
der took place after years of harass- 
ment and posting of wanted signs with 
his picture on it. But this was no iso- 
lated incident. 

Since 1977, opponents of choice are 
responsible for more than 1,000 acts of 
violence against abortion providers, in- 
cluding bombings, arson, death threats, 
kidnappings, assaults, shootings, and 
clinic invasions. 

Also during this time period, 
antichoice protesters have committed 
over 5,000 acts of disruption, including 
clinic blockades, bomb threats, hate 
mail, harassing phone calls, and dem- 
onstrations. 

Mr. President, this legislation will 
make it a Federal crime to prohibit 
someone from obtaining abortion serv- 
ices or assisting someone who desires 
these services by force, threat of force 
or physical obstruction. 

This legislation does not make it il- 
legal for people to protest civilly. It 
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does not restrict freedom of speech. It 
simply prevents violence, obstruction, 
and harassment of women and health 
care professionals. 

Mr. President, the women of this 
country must have a real right to 
choose, not an abstract one. If we allow 
violence, vandalism and harassment to 
continue at reproductive health clin- 
ics, women will not be able to exercise 
this constitutional right. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation and look forward to Presi- 
dent Clinton signing this legislation 
into law. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the conference re- 
port for S. 636, the Free Access to Clin- 
ic Entrances Act of 1993 [FACE]. I was 
an original cosponsor of this legisla- 
tion and am gratified that final pas- 
sage is imminent. 

The bill will protect women, health 
care providers and clinics from violent 
attacks and blockades intended to 
interfere with a woman's right to seek 
clinic assistance. It has been carefully 
crafted so as not to interfere with the 
first amendment protection of freedom 
of speech. The FACE bill addresses at- 
tempted murder and murder, bombings, 
arson, vandalism and other violent 
acts. Nobody can convince me that any 
of these acts is a justifiable form of 
freedom of expression. There is no jus- 
tification for physically injuring peo- 
ple or their property over a differing 
view on a controversial issue. 

We are facing so many challenges in 
our society, enforcing our laws and 
punishing criminals for illegal behav- 
ior is one of the most important. It 
amazes me that any of my colleagues 
could be opposed to this bill. The issue 
is about enforcing laws against violent 
perpetrators. The fact that this bill is 
aimed towards antiabortion activists is 
important. Many of these people have 
gotten away with their violent actions 
because local law enforcement shares 
their views and is unwilling to protect 
women who are exercising their con- 
stitutionally protected right to choose. 
This is wrong and should not be toler- 
ated. That is why this bill is necessary. 
We must establish a nationwide stand- 
ard because this is an interstate prob- 
lem. Groups plan out attacks in one 
State and then cross the border into 
the next State to carry out the at- 
tacks, leaving local law enforcement 
unable to pursue the suspects. We must 
approach this issue as it should be, a 
deterrent to violent behavior. 

It is time to stop the violence against 
women, their health care providers and 
clinic workers. The issue is one of free- 
dom, freedom to go to your doctor, 
freedom to choose to terminate your 
pregnancy, freedom to make a private 
decision and not be physically pre- 
vented from exercising your right to 
choose. I applaud the House for swift 
and bipartisan passage of this bill, and 
I look forward to Senate passage and 
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the President's signature on this very 
important piece of legislation. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, 3 years 
ago, the city of Wichita was the site of 
one of the largest abortion clinic pro- 
tests ever. The protest tore the city 
apart, disrupting lives, interfering with 
businesses, and transforming much of 
Wichita into a media circus of 
protestors, police, and camera crews. 

Last year, I voted for the Senate ver- 
sion of the clinic access bill because of 
the Wichita experience. While I have 
consistently voted in support of the 
pro-life position, I also share the con- 
cerns of most Americans who do not 
condone violence either, regardless of 
the activities or persons at which the 
violence is directed. 

At the same time, it is critical to dis- 
tinguish between violent activities, 
which deserve serious punishment, and 
those activities that are truly non- 
violent. Our country has a rich tradi- 
tion of peaceful civil disobedience, and 
this is one tradition that should be pre- 
served. 

During last year’s floor debate, I was 
able to prevail upon my colleague from 
Massachusetts, Senator KENNEDY, to 
reduce by 90 percent the maximum pen- 
alties for nonviolent protests. 

I have subsequently tried to persuade 
my colleagues to reduce these pen- 
alties even further, since the bill, as 
passed by the Senate, continues to 
treat peaceful civil disobedience as a 
felony subject to steep civil and crimi- 
nal fines. 

Earlier this year, I wrote to Senator 
KENNEDY, suggesting that the con- 
ference report reduce the maximum 
fine for acts constituting nonviolent 
physical obstruction from $10,000 to 
$1,000, and the maximum term of im- 
prisonment from 6 months to 2 months. 
I also suggested that, for each subse- 
quent violation, the maximum fine 
should be reduced from $25,000 to $2,500, 
and the maximum term of imprison- 
ment reduced form 18 months to 6 
months. 

Despite my efforts, these rec- 
ommendations were unfortunately re- 
jected. Since there has been no im- 
provement—since the penalties for 
nonviolent protests remain identical to 
the stiff penalties included in the bill 
passed by the Senate last year—I in- 
tend to vote against the conference re- 
port. 

The bottom line is the conference re- 
port continues to treat nonviolent pro- 
test in an excessively punitive manner. 

No doubt about it, violence serves 
only to promote more violence, more 
mutual distrust, more anger, and less 
understanding. As America heads into 
the 21st century, our only hope for ulti- 
mately resolving the abortion issue lies 
in the power of persuasion— peaceful, 
nonviolent persuasion. This debate, no 
matter what its outcome, should serve 
to remind us of this truth. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that my correspondence with Sen- 
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ator KENNEDY be inserted in the 
RECORD immediately after my re- 
marks. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


U.S, SENATE, 
Washington, DC, April 26, 1994. 
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR TED: We are writing to express our 
concerns about S. 636, the Freedom of Access 
to Clinic Entrances Act. 

We continue to believe that S. 636, as cur- 
rently drafted, imposes unduly severe pen- 
alties on activities involving peaceful civil 
disobedience. Although we have no quarrel 
with the penalties proposed in the bill for 
those who engage in activities involving 
force or the threat of force, it is inappropri- 
ate to treat peaceful civil disobedience as a 
felony subject to the prison terms and steep 
civil and criminal penalties proposed in the 
bill. 

To alleviate these concerns, we would sug- 
gest that the conference report on S. 636 re- 
duce the maximum fine for acts constituting 
"non-violent physical obstruction" from 
$10,000 to $1,000, and the maximum term of 
imprisonment from 6 months to 2 months. 
For each subsequent violation, the maximum 
fine should be reduced from $25,000 to $2,500, 
and the maximum term of imprisonment re- 
duced from 18 months to 6 months. 

With respect to non-violent activities, we 
would also suggest that the civil penalties 
available to the Attorney General of the 
United States and the State Attorneys Gen- 
eral be reduced from $10,000 to $5,000 for first- 
time violations and from $15,000 to $10,000 for 
each subsequent violation. 

It is our hope that you will be able to 
make these changes in conference, so that 
we and others who share the same concerns 
can support the conference report. 

Ted, thank you for your consideration of 
this request. 

Sincerely, 
BoB DOLE, 
MITCH MCCONNELL. 
U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, November 17, 1993. 

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR TED: We are writing to express two 
sets of concerns with respect to S. 636, the 
Freedom of Access to Clinic Entrances Act, 
which the Senate passed yesterday. 

First, while we appreciate your recognition 
of the principle that acts of peaceful civil 
disobedience should be punished differently 
from acts of violence, we are very concerned 
that the penalties under S. 636 for peaceful 
civil disobedience remain grossly dispropor- 
tionate to the acts they are designed to pun- 
ish. Your willingness to reduce the criminal 
penalties to $10,000 for first-time violations 
and $25,000 for subsequent violations is a step 
in the right direction. Nevertheless, we con- 
tinue to believe that it is inappropriate for 
the federal government to treat peaceful 
civil disobedience as a felony subject to the 
prison terms and steep civil and criminal 
penalties proposed in the bill. 

Second, we strongly urge that any con- 
ference report on S. 636 contain the religious 
liberty amendment that was offered by Sen- 
ator HATCH and passed by voice vote. We un- 
derstand that a roll call vote was dispensed 
with based upon your representation that 
you would insist that the conference report 
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contain this religious liberty provision. We 
would like to restate our interest in ensuring 
that the provision remains part of any con- 
ference report. 

Final passage of the conference report 
would be expedited if these two matters are 
adequately addressed. If these matters are 
not adequately addressed, it would be dif- 
ficult for us and others to support final pas- 
sage of the conference report. 

Ted, thank you for your consideration of 
this request. 

Sincerely, 
BoB DOLE, 
WILLIAM V. ROTH, Jr., 
CHRISTOPHER S. BOND, 
MITCH MCCONNELL. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, there 
being no one here to address this issue, 
and the time having come that has 
been allocated to us, I yield the re- 
mainder of the time and suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
opposition has 5 minutes and 50 sec- 
onds remaining. The opposition would 
have to yield back the time also. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask consent all the 
remaining time, both of the proponents 
and opposition, be yielded back. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The absence of a quorum has been 
suggested. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bil clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. EXON. On or about the noon 
hour today we are going to be voting 
on the Bosnia resolution. I would like 
to say a few words on what I think is 
the proper course of action in this re- 
gard. I had made a previous statement 
on the floor on this a week or so ago. 
I will try not to be repetitious. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Would 
the Senator allow the Chair? Does the 
Senator wish to speak as in morning 
business? 

Mr. EXON. I ask unanimous consent 
I might proceed as in morning business 
for not to exceed 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. The Sen- 
ator is recognized for not to exceed 5 
minutes. 


THE BOSNIA RESOLUTION 


Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I have spo- 
ken before on the subject of the Bosnia 
resolution we are going to be voting 
on, as I understand it, about noon 
today. I will try not to be repetitious. 

I think this is a very important vote 
that I hope the Members of the Senate 
will reflect on very carefully, because 
we may be setting a precedent, if the 
vote goes the way I think it should not 
go, to find the Senate trying to dictate 
on foreign policy. I have always 
thought the U.S. Senate and the Con- 
gress as a whole have grave responsibil- 
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ities in the area of international rela- 
tions, obviously, but it seems to me on 
this particular occasion we are border- 
ing on taking a step beyond what I 
think would be due bounds and due 
consideration, given the situation that 
we face today. I therefore hope the 
Senate will be wise enough to support 
the amendment that will be offered by 
the majority leader. That amendment, 
as I understand it, exactly represents 
what this Senator's point of view has 
always been. 

As a member of the Armed Services 
Committee, we are very much involved 
in all of these things. I believe there is 
plenty of room for discussion and argu- 
ment, a venting of frustrations on a 
situation that I think has been very 
troubling and very much a concern of 
most of us in the Senate as a whole. 

I would simply like to point out, Mr. 
President, I agree basically with the 
Mitchell amendment, which basically 
says what I have always felt: That I 
wish we could lift the embargo that I 
think has not been fair to the side we 
have generally supported in the 
Bosnian war. And yet we should recog- 
nize and realize, Mr. President, that 
the realities of the situation are that 
we are not in Bosnia with ground 
troops; we are part of a United Nations 
effort. Therefore, for us to take the 
unilateral action that is suggested by 
the amendment being offered in opposi- 
tion to the majority leader's amend- 
ment is a step in the wrong direction. 

We need only to look at the testi- 
mony that we are hearing right now in 
the Armed Services Committee with 
regard to the situation which caused a 
great deal of hardship and heartache in 
Somalia. Here, again, we were involved 
as part of a United Nations effort. 

The distinguished President pro tem- 
pore of the Senate, who is sitting in 
the chair, and I have talked previously 
about how far we should be going, 
whether or not the United Nations 
should always be ‘“automatically’’—I 
put that in quotes for obvious rea- 
sons—the police force of the United Na- 
tions. I think not. But once we have 
made a decision, as we did in Somalia, 
once we have made a decision, as we 
have in the difficult situation in 
Bosnia, then I do not believe, in the 
middle of that kind of an action, we 
can simply say, Oh, well, we're not 
going to do it that way; we're going to 
do a unilateral action.“ 

The amendment offered as an alter- 
native to the Mitchell amendment is à 
very mischievous one that could set, I 
fear, a great deal of bad precedent in 
the future. Simply stated, the Presi- 
dent of the United States and his ad- 
ministration must set foreign policy. 

I wish we could lift the embargo, but 
I think we can only do that as one 
member, an important member, of the 
United Nations. Therefore, it seems to 
me if we take the action that is sug- 
gested by some, if we take unilateral 
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action for the lifting of the embargo, 
we would set ourselves apart from the 
United Nations and, therefore, weaken 
the effort that the United Nations has 
been putting forth in Somalia, in 
Bosnia, and elsewhere. 

So I simply hope that we will have 
the wisdom, Mr. President, to recog- 
nize that discretion being the better 
part of valor in this particular situa- 
tion, in the opinion of this Senator, 
would be simply to support the amend- 
ment offered by the majority leader. 

I thank the Chair and I yield the 
floor. 


LIFTING THE ARMS EMBARGO ON 
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of S. 2042, which 
the clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 2042) to remove the United States 
arms embargo of the Government of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 

(1) Dole amendment No. 1695, to provide for 
the termination of the U.S. arms embargo of 
the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

(2) Mitchell amendment No. 1696, to ap- 
prove and authorize the use of United States 
airpower to implement the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization [NATO] exclusion zones 
around the U.N. designated safe areas in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, to protect 
UNPROFOR forces, and to seek the removal 
of the arms embargo of the Government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
majority leader. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time for 
debate on the two Bosnia amendments 
be controlled as follows: That Senator 
MITCHELL control the last 5 minutes of 
his time before the vote; Senator DOLE 
the last 5 minutes of his time just prior 
to Senator MITCHELL; and that Senator 
NUNN control 7 minutes of Senator 
MITCHELL's time just prior to Senator 
DOLE's time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

There wil now be 1 hour for debate 
on amendments No. 1695 and No. 1696, 
offered by the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. DOLE] and the Senator from Maine 
(Mr. MITCHELL], respectively. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I yield 3 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Kansas. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM] 
is recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, 
today I rise in opposition to both 
amendments that have been offered by 
the distinguished leadership of the U.S. 
Senate, both Senator DoLE and Senator 
MITCHELL. I do so reluctantly because I 
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support elements of both amendments, 
but as the Congress speaks on this im- 
portant and difficult issue, we must do 
so with great care and deliberation. 

I first want to express my deep dis- 
Satisfaction with the administration's 
Bosnia policy. For the past 2 years, 
America and its NATO allies have 
dithered on the doorstep of Bosnia. We 
have been unwilling to force our way in 
and unable to walk away. Instead, we 
have sent in food for the hostages, 
muttered angry threats, and lobbed an 
occasional bomb at Serb tanks. 

Mr. President, despite my serious 
concerns about the status quo, I do not 
believe that either the Dole or Mitchell 
resolutions offer an improved course of 
action. Both amendments urge a policy 
which is unwise at best—and dangerous 
at worst. 

The Dole amendment mandates that 
the United States immediately and 
unilaterally left the arms embargo. 
While I strongly support lifting the em- 
bargo multilaterally, unilateral action 
is, I believe, a serious mistake. A num- 
ber of other Senators, particularly my 
colleague from Virginia, Senator WAR- 
NER, have set forth some compelling 
arguments against the Dole amend- 
ment. I would like to take just a mo- 
ment to detail my worst fears about 
lifting the embargo unilaterally. 

First, I strongly believe that unilat- 
eral action on the embargo would set a 
very dangerous precedent. The United 
States—which has a veto in the Secu- 
rity Council—voted in favor of the em- 
bargo against what was then Yugo- 
slavia. The Council subsequently re- 
affirmed the arms embargo. 

The supporters of the Dole amend- 
ment argue that the right to self-de- 
fense under article 51 of the U.N. Char- 
ter takes precedence over a Security 
Council resolution. Others, including 
the State Department, take a contrary 
view. Whatever the legalities of this 
issue, I am concerned about the prac- 
tical consequences of unilaterally lift- 
ing the embargo. 

Ihave little doubt that the U.S. abro- 
gation of a U.N. Security Council reso- 
lution would undermine other U.N. em- 
bargoes around the world. The most ob- 
vious example is Iraq, where a number 
of U.N. members support lifting the 
embargo. But in that case, the United 
States has argued forcefully, and cor- 
rectly, that the U.N. embargo must 
stay in place. 

A strong and muscular United Na- 
tions Security Council regime clearly 
serves United States interests—from 
Iraq to North Korea to Serbia. If we 
take unilateral action, I fear that we 
will regret that decision for years to 
come. 

Second, unilaterally lifting the arms 
embargo would lead to a serious rift 
with our NATO allies. I recently met 
with a number of parliamentarians 
from Great Britain who raised a num- 
ber of concerns about United States ac- 
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tion. They believe, for example, that 
lifting the embargo would undermine 
the prospects for a political settle- 
ment. 

Many of our NATO allies have troops 
on the ground as part of the United Na- 
tions peacekeeping force. To take uni- 
lateral action—in direct opposition to 
the wishes of our allies who have 
troops on the ground—is terribly irre- 
sponsible. It could, for example, endan- 
ger the lives of their forces. 

With the end of the cold war, NATO 
is undergoing a fundamental reevalua- 
tion of its role in this new era. Ques- 
tions such as how to deal with the na- 
tions of Eastern Europe have already 
strained the alliance. At this delicate 
moment, unilateral United States ac- 
tion would damage the cohesion and 
strength of the NATO alliance. 

I make no apologies for the Euro- 
peans on the Bosnia question. Their 
leadership has been abysmal. But I con- 
tinue to believe that we must work in 
concert with our allies. I agree with 
Senator DOLE that we must lead—but 
responsible leadership, not thoughtless, 
hasty and counterproductive unilateral 
action. 

Finally, lifting the embargo unilater- 
ally means that we take on the respon- 
sibility for arming and supporting the 
Bosnian Government. To think other- 
wise is naive. 

This leads to a whole series of prac- 
tical questions: How will the Bosnians 
get the arms? What type of arms will 
we send? If we are serious, do we need 
to send trainers? These are just a few 
of the many complicated questions 
that have not been answered. Before we 
head down this course of lifting the 
embargo alone, we must understand 
the full consequences. 

The Mitchell amendment takes a 
much more responsible approach to the 
arms embargo issue—calling for the 
President to seek the multilateral lift- 
ing of the embargo at the United Na- 
tions. But, that is not all: The Mitchell 
amendment explicitly endorses air 
strikes in Bosnia. 

It embraces the status quo policy— 
muddling along, issuing threats, 
launching occasional air strikes, and 
hoping somehow that the Serbs will 
tire of their handiwork and come to 
the negotiating table. 

I, for one, believe this is a dangerous 
course. It allows us to be drawn deeper 
into commitments we have not made 
to a goal we have not set. In foreign 
policy, hoping for the best often guar- 
antees the worst. 

Mr. President, we are all searching 
for a more effective and just Bosnia 
policy. I share the frustrations of those 
supporting the Dole amendment who 
want to help even the playing field. I 
also sympathize with the cosponsors of 
the Mitchell amendment who believe 
that air strikes will help protect the 
United Nations safe havens, where 
thousands of civilians are trapped. 
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But we must judge the advantages 
and disadvantages of each proposal. I 
do not believe that either amendment 
offers an effective and wise policy at 
this stage, and I will oppose both. 

Mr. President, I suggest it is a very 
serious consideration and one of the 
reasons I will strongly oppose the 
amendment by Senator DOLE. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Rhode Island, the distinguished chair- 
man of the Foreign Relations Commit- 


tee. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, earlier this 
week I spoke in depth about my opposi- 
tion to the Dole-Lieberman legislation 
that would direct the President to lift 
the arms embargo unilaterally. As I 
said, lifting the arms embargo may 
seem like an easy, cost-free solution. 
Lifting the arms embargo may make us 
feel better, but I believe it is bad policy 
that could yield disastrous results. 

I would like to review briefly some of 
the reasons I believe it would be costly 
to lift the embargo unilaterally. The 
United States would be abrogating a 
U.N. Security Council resolution, set- 
ting a dangerous precedent which oth- 
ers could follow in breaking inter- 
national embargoes such as those on 
Iraq and Libya. We would undermine 
our credibility as a trustworthy and re- 
sponsible international partner and 
damage our relations in NATO, with 
Russia, and with other countries with 
troops on the ground in Bosnia. If we 
go it alone in lifting the arms embargo, 
we would take on a greater responsibil- 
ity for the outcome of war. We could 
start down the slippery slope of greater 
U.S. engagement in the crisis. Lifting 
the arms embargo could have a terrible 
impact on the Bosnian people—leaving 
them vulnerable to further Siberian ob- 
struction of humanitarian assistance 
and to brutal attack. Finally, lifting 
the arms embargo could upset the deli- 
cate peace process now underway. 

There is a groundswell of support for 
taking some congressional action on 
Bosnia, but I do not believe that legis- 
lation mandating a lifting on the arms 
embargo, the  Dole-Lieberman ap- 
proach, need be the only outlet for con- 
gressional action. Accordingly, the ma- 
jority leader has put forth legislation, 
of which I am a cosponsor, as an alter- 
native to the Dole-Lieberman legisla- 
tion. 

Senator MITCHELL’s amendment in- 
structs the President to seek NATO 
and U.N. agreement to lift the arms 
embargo. I, for one, am not completely 
comfortable with the United States 
seizing the lead in lifting the embargo 
multilaterally. However, I am steadfast 
in my opposition to a unilateral lifting 
of the embargo, and accordingly, I view 
the majority leader's amendment as a 
helpful alternative to the  Dole- 
Lieberman legislation. 


May 12, 1994 


I agreed to cosponsor this legislation 
for these main reasons: it offers an al- 
ternative to the Dole-Lieberman legis- 
lation; it endorses a multilateral ap- 
proach to ending the conflict in Bosnia; 
and it signals that Congress intends 
and expects to be involved in authoriz- 
ing further United States military ac- 
tivity in Bosnia. I would urge my col- 
leagues to join me in voting for this 
legislation. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from 
Delaware. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN] is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, it has 
been over 2 years, since the spring of 
1992, during which the outside world 
has stood largely idle as the Republic 
of Bosnia—a nation of Europe recog- 
nized by the United Nations—has been 
attacked, raped, and dismembered by 
forces under the control and direction 
of a neighboring government. 

Decades from now, historians will re- 
flect on the Bosnian tragedy and won- 
der what compelled Western leaders to 
stand inert in the face of a challenge 
that so clearly threatened Western in- 
terests and Western values. 

Equally mysterious will be the lan- 
guage utilized to obfuscate Western in- 
action: 

We are told that the Bosnian crisis is 
a “difficult diplomatic problem’’—as if 
any foreign policy challenge were sim- 
ple. 

We are told that we are doing all we 
can consistent with our national in- 
terest’—an articulation meant to 
imply that some larger strategic ra- 
tionale requires us to be morally coma- 
tose. 

We are told that the genocide in 
Bosnia is a civil war, when it was obvi- 
ous to all that the government in Bel- 
grade was culpable in instigating the 
conflict. 

We have heard the Bosnian Govern- 
ment labeled the Moslems’'—a choice 
of words designed to conjure up the 
frightful image of an Islamic tide 
sweeping across Europe—when it was 
well understood that the Sarajevo gov- 
ernment was multiethnic in character. 

We have designated safe areas, which 
have, until recently, been safe only for 


Serb gunners. 
We have deployed a United Nations 
protection force that, although 


equipped with ample supplies of cour- 
age, has barely been empowered to pro- 
tect itself. 

We have delivered ultimatums that, 
when implemented by U.N. bureau- 
crats, became not firm dictates, but ne- 
gotiable instruments of diplomacy. 

We have purported to be neutral, 
while imposing an economic embargo 
against the aggressor and an arms em- 
bargo against the victim. 

And to demonstrate their evenhand- 
edness—some U.N. commanders and 
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European diplomats have gone so far as 
to accuse Bosnian forces of perpetuat- 
ing the fighting—a perverse form of 
moral relativism that equates Bosnian 
efforts in self-defense with illegal Serb 


aggression. 
The most recent display of neutrality 


by United Nations officials in Bosnia 
demonstrates that in fact they are not 
neutral at all—but are willing to pro- 
vide aid and comfort to the Serbs. 

Last week, the United Nations spe- 
cial envoy, Mr. Akashi, made an aston- 
ishing concession to the Bosnian Serbs: 
He granted them permission to trans- 
port tanks across Sarajevo. 

This, despite a NATO ultimatum, is- 
sued last February, barring the pres- 
ence of any such weapons inside a zone 
extending 20 kilometers around Sara- 


jevo. 

It would be comical if it were not so 
tragic. 

Tomorrow, foreign ministers from 


the leading powers will gather in Gene- 
va in hope of forging a joint approach 
to bring a negotiated settlement to the 
Bosnian war. 

As before, we will witness the sorry 
spectacle of our European allies press- 
ing for an imposed settlement on the 
parties. 

I do not disagree that a negotiated 
settlement is the only way to end the 
Bosnia crisis. But an honorable—and 
more  importantly—enduring settle- 
ment can only result with a shift in the 
balance of power on the ground. 

An imposed peace might bring a tem- 
porary cessation of hostilities, but I 
fear that it would result in disastrous 
long-term  consequences—an unjust 
partition policed by United States and 
European soldiers who would quickly 
be transformed from peacekeepers to 
apartheid cops. 

It is said that a termination of the 
arms embargo would come too late for 
Bosnia. I do not agree. 

The war is now at a critical stage. 
Although the guns have fallen silent in 
Sarajevo and around the other safe 
areas, Bosnian Serb troops are on the 
march elsewhere in the countryside. 

Having achieved most of their terri- 
torial aims, Serbia and the Bosnian 
Serbs seek to consolidate their con- 
quests by expanding corridors which 
will assure the viability of a greater 
Serbia. 

Thus, after the siege of Gorazde as- 
sured the vitality of a route to the 
Adriatic, Serb forces are now converg- 
ing in the northeast of Bosnia, poised 
to widen the corridor near Brcko that 
links Serbia with Serb-held areas in 
Croatia. 

Further to the south, Bosnian Serb 
forces are also massing near the town 
of Olovo, and are poised to squeeze gov- 
ernment-held territory, centered on 
Tuzla, from two directions. 

Horrible atrocities and ethnic cleans- 
ing continue elsewhere in the country, 
outside the eye of U.N. observers and 
international media. 
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In this context, lifting the arms em- 
bargo is the only feasible option that 
will permit the Bosnian Government 
the opportunity to defend itself against 
the Serb irregulars, who are well armed 
with the legacy of Tito’s legions. 

I have been urging this course since 
the summer of 1992, and I have no illu- 
sions that it will be simple or without 
risk. 

In August of that year, the Senate 
approved a resolution that urged the 
use of all necessary means to ensure 
delivery of humanitarian relief in 
Bosnia. 

The following month, I added an 
amendment to the Foreign Operations 
Appropriations Act that urged the ter- 
mination of the embargo as it applied 
to Bosnia, and authorized the transfer 
of $50 million in United States military 
equipment—off the shelf—to the Gov- 
ernment of Bosnia. 

Last spring, I traveled to the region 
and met with the leaders of Bosnia, 
Croatia, and Serbia. Upon my return, I 
pressed for the so-called lift and strike 
option that was later embraced by the 
Clinton administration. 

Many of those who have opposed my 
position in the past are now supporting 
of the Dole resolution. I welcome their 
change of heart. 

But let us all understand—as I know 
the minority leader does—that it will 
not be enough merely to lift the embar- 
go. 
Lifting the embargo, whether unilat- 
erally or in the United Nations, also re- 
quires the following steps: 

The provision of air power to prevent 
the Serbs from overrunning Bosnian 
forces before military supplies can be 
provided. 

The provision of weaponry and am- 
munition, including the $50 million in 
supplies authorized in the Biden 
amendment. 

It is also possible that UNPROFOR 
forces will have to be withdrawn, and 
in the short term, the humanitarian 
consequences will be grave. 

We should also understand that any 
pretense of neutrality will be dis- 
solved—we will have taken sides with 
the Bosnian Government. 

My only disagreement with the Re- 
publican leader today is about the 
means, not about the ends. 

Given the opposition of our European 
allies to ending the embargo, I admit 
that the concept of unilateral termi- 
nation has great appeal. Moreover, I 
am persuaded that there are legitimate 
legal and moral reasons to unilaterally 
lift the embargo. 

Legally, the right of self-defense—an 
inherent right codified in article 51 of 
the United Nations Charter—may only 
be circumscribed if the U.N. Security 
Council has taken ‘‘measures necessary 
to maintain international peace and se- 
curity." 

Who would dispute that the Security 
Council has not taken the measures 
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necessary to maintain international 
peace and security in Bosnia? 

Morally, it cannot be denied that the 
people of Bosnia have a right—as stat- 
ed so profoundly by Bosnian Prime 
Minister Haris Silajdzic—to choose 
how they wish to die. 

If the people of Bosnia choose weap- 
ons over food, it would be the height of 
arrogance for the international com- 
munity to second-guess them. 

My position is simple and straight- 
forward: We should lift the arms em- 
bargo, but we should first make one 
more attempt, in good faith, to end it 
where it began—in the U.N. Security 
Council. 

It is said that the allies will never 
agree to lifting the arms embargo be- 
cause their forces constitute the bulk 
of UNPROFOR forces on the ground. Or 
that Russia will not agree. 

But the proposition has never been 
fully tested. 

To be sure, the Secretary of State 
consulted with the allies during his ill- 
fated mission a year ago. They gave 
him the cold shoulder. But when in the 
history of the alliance have our Euro- 
pean friends agreed to anything unless 
we showed them the way? 

Whether or not the allies agree with 
us, I believe that we should proceed to 
the Security Council, and table a reso- 
lution to lift the embargo. 

On this occasion, we should bring the 
full weight of American diplomacy to 
bear. 

My agreement to go with this amend- 
ment and not to go with the minority 
leader’s amendment today is condi- 
tioned upon the commitment of the ad- 
ministration to make a genuine effort 
at the United Nations to in fact lift the 
embargo, and to table, if this amend- 
ment passes, a resolution in the U.N. 
Security Council seeking the lifting of 
the embargo. 

It is not enough to suggest in my 
view that if this Mitchell amendment 
becomes law that they just vote with 
such an effort to lift the embargo. 

Once the resolution is tabled, then 
let the member states stand up and be 
counted. At the end of the day, I do not 
believe that the permanent members 
will have the courage to veto such a 
resolution. But we will never know 
until we try. 

If the Council fails to pass a resolu- 
tion, then, and only then, should we 
consider unilateral action. This is ex- 
actly the course set forth in the Mitch- 
ell amendment. 

Under the Mitchell amendment, the 
President must take the following 
steps: 

The President must consult with the 
allies about lifting the embargo; 

He must then promptly propose or 
support a resolution in the U.N. Secu- 
rity Council to terminate the arms em- 
bargo; if that fails, the President must 
promptly consult with Congress re- 
garding unilateral termination of the 
embargo. 
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In my judgment, this is the only real- 
istic course available to us. 

When the arms embargo was imposed 
by the Security Council in September 
1991, it was passed with the full partici- 
pation and support of the United 
States. 

The other members of the Council 
wil surely question our commitment 
to future U.N. actions if we walk away 
from this resolution without attempt- 
ing to do it by the rules first, going to 
the United Nations and seeking it 
being lifted. 

If we are unsuccessful in the Council, 
it is my hope and expectation that the 
President will come to us with a strat- 
egy for unilaterally lifting the embar- 
go. 

Madam President, we signed on to 
this embargo—an ill-fated decision by 
President Bush. We did it under the 
rules. We should now go back under the 
rules. The President should commit to 
us, as he does in this amendment if it 
passes, that he will push for lifting 
that embargo, and table a resolution. 

Therefore, I will vote for the Mitchell 
amendment and against the Dole 
amendment, notwithstanding the fact 
that I think I was the first one on this 
floor to call for the lifting of this em- 
bargo. 

Mr. SMITH addressed the Chair. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
understand that Senator SMITH is 
about to take time from Senator 
DOLE’s time. 

Mr. SMITH. That is correct. 

Madam President, I yield myself 3 
minutes under the time controlled by 
the Republican leader, not under the 
leader’s time, but under the time con- 
trolled by the leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH. Madam President, I rise 
today in strong support of the Dole- 
Lieberman legislation to lift the arms 
embargo against the Bosnian Moslems. 

I want to commend Senator 
LIEBERMAN and Senator DOLE for their 
leadership in this debate. 

This is the kind of thing we are going 
to look back on several years from 
now, depending on how the outcome is, 
and either regret very much what we 
did or be very glad that we did what we 
did, depending on the outcome. 

I believe that the administration’s 
foreign policy is in a shambles. And in 
Bosnia the President is now leading us 
across a Rubicon from which there is 
no return. We are on a course for catas- 
trophe. We have no strategic interests 
at stake. We have no military objec- 
tive. We have no established rules of 
engagement. We have no effective com- 
mand structure, no definition of, or 
timetable, to achieve success, and no 
consensus for support among the Amer- 
ican people. 

Under these circumstances, it is un- 
conscionable to risk the lives of the 
American military men and women 
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merely to advance the cause of 
multilateralism and some grand vision 
of the United Nations. It is unconscion- 
able to do that. When are we going to 
learn? 

The only reasonable strategy is for 
America to terminate further esca- 
lation of military involvement and to 
immediately lift the arms embargo 
against the Bosnian Moslems, and, yes, 
unilaterally if the President does not 
exercise leadership to get the other 
members of the United Nations or 
NATO to join us. 

Let those who are being persecuted 
meet destiny on their own terms from 
behind their own weapons, not cower- 
ing in the ruins of some unsafe haven. 
We have neither the legal nor the 
moral authority to play policeman in 
this centuries-old civil war. Let us step 
back and allow the Bosnian Moslems 
the dignity and the capability to de- 
fend themselves. This is exactly what 
the Dole-Lieberman resolution does. It 
terminates the American arms embar- 
go against the Government of Bosnia 
and allows them to exercise their right 
of self-defense under article 51 of the 
U.N. Charter. 

Madam President, the only route to 
legitimate, lasting peace in the former 
Yugoslavia is through meaningful ne- 
gotiation and compromise. The inhab- 
itants of the former Yugoslavia alone 
hold the key to their future. The Unit- 
ed States and the international com- 
munity at large can and should encour- 
age and support the peace process. But 
reconciliation cannot be imposed. It 
must be negotiated and accepted. This 
is something that the citizens of the 
former Yugoslavia and they alone must 
determine. At present, the military 
equation in Bosnia is completely one- 
sided. The Dole amendment will enable 
the Moslem forces to better defend 
themselves and level the playing field 
until a mutually acceptable peace set- 
tlement can be reached. 

I support this amendment and urge 
its adoption. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. SMITH. If no one wishes to speak 
on the other side, Madam President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Wisconsin from the time controlled by 
Senator DOLE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized for three minutes. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, I 
once again rise in support of the bill to 
lift the U.N. arms embargo that contin- 
ues to tie the hands of the sovereign 
Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina. As 
my colleagues know, I have been stead- 
fast in my call for this critical action 
since I came to this body 18 months 
ago. In March 1993, I introduced Senate 
Resolution 79 and joined a few other 
colleagues in warning that this arms 
embargo, imposed in 1991 upon a now 


May 12, 1994 


defunct Yugoslavia, would legitimize a 
disparity in the military balance 
among the warring factions. Moreover, 
it would deny the most fundamental 
assistance to the Bosnian people who 
were, then as now, under a brutal siege 
by those calling for ethnic cleansing”’ 
in the name of a Greater Serbia. 

I urged then that the embargo be lift- 
ed in collaboration with our allies, but 
I have found the arguments to lift the 
embargo unilaterally are growing more 
and more compelling. I also believe 
that now that Bosnia and Croatia have 
agreed to join in a confederation that 
we should be debating lifting the em- 
bargo against the Republic of Croatia 
as well. 

Opponents of this bill say this is not 
the time to act unilaterally and risk 
the loss of allied support in future mul- 
tilateral actions of interest to the 
United States. Well, I say this is the 
time to stop squandering our energies 
on the vagaries of hypothetical future 
actions. The issue before us today is a 
concrete reality, the reality of an obso- 
lete measure of questionable contem- 
porary legality that is doing unques- 
tionable harm to those whom we claim 
are already victims. Of course, we must 
consider the collateral consequences of 
our decisions, but let’s put it in per- 
spective. 

Do we really think that a unilateral 
United States action to lift this arms 
embargo will determine the positions 
of Security Council members such as 
China or Russia on future questions 
like North Korea or even Libya? Con- 
versely, do we really think that if we 
vote down this measure that Ambas- 
sador Albright will somehow be better 
able to carry some future U.N. debate 
by reminding the Security Council 
members how we toed their line on this 
perverse embargo? 

Let us not flatter ourselves by think- 
ing that our actions will so easily 
eclipse the self-interests of other na- 
tions; let us also not insult the intel- 
ligence of our allies by suggesting that 
all embargoes are equivalent and that 
their votes are somehow fungible com- 
modities to be traded at the U.N. mar- 
ketplace. U.N. members vote and act 
according to their national values and 
self-interests; we must do the same and 
this arms embargo is neither consist- 
ent with our values nor in our self-in- 
terest. 

While the situation in Bosnia has 
changed considerably, the essential ra- 
tionale for lifting the embargo has re- 
mained unchanged since early 1992. 
When the United Nations admitted 
Bosnia as a member state, it afforded it 
all of the rights of membership, includ- 
ing the right to self-defense, recognized 
around the world and—yes—codified in 
article 51 of the U.N. Charter. That ar- 
ticle clearly states that nothing in the 
Charter shall impair the inherent right 
of self-defense in the face of an armed 
attack until the Security Council has 
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restored peace and security. Last 
month it was suggested that the second 
part of article 51 limits our ability to 
lift the embargo unilaterally. I respect- 
fully disagree. The rest of article 51 
simply stipulates that self-defense 
measures taken by member-states shall 
not affect the authority and the re- 
sponsibility of the Security Council to 
take other actions to restore peace and 
security. This stipulation pertains to 
the member nation who is defending it- 
self, in this case Bosnia, not to other 
members who persist in their embargo 
of Bosnia. 

Madam President, some very distin- 
guished Senators have suggested that 
our unilateral action will risk putting 
a Made in the U.S.A.” stamp on solu- 
tions to the Bosnia problem. Last 
month we pondered the possibility 
that, to quote the Senator from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. WARNER]: 

The U.S.A. becomes responsible from this 
moment on and our allies step back and say, 
“You took an action. We did not agree to it. 
It is your conflict. You supply the arms. You 
manage it. You take sides.“ 

I find it curious that we do not hear 
this argument when we approve arms 
transfers to any other conflicted region 
of the world. But I, too, am very con- 
cerned about that prospect; we cannot 
be the world’s policeman. By imposing 
the embargo we have already taken 
sides—the side of the Serbs. Lifting 
this arms embargo will put this con- 
flict more in the hands of the Bosnians 
while giving the international commu- 
nity an opportunity to regroup on a 
more level playing field. Lifting the 
embargo will diminish the notion that 
Bosnia is an American problem to 
solve—not increase it. After all, the fu- 
ture of Bosnia is an interest first and 
foremost to Bosnians, then to the 
countries in the region, and finally to 
the United States as an ally and a 
world leader. Nothing we do or fail to 
do will change that geopolitical re- 
ality. 

The question for us and for everyone 
in the world community is how to re- 
spond within that reality. Mr. Presi- 
dent, as to the notion that our actions 
will be seen as taking sides, I do not 
advocate taking sides in this conflict. I 
do not believe this bill is about the 
United States siding with the Bosnian 
Moslems. 

On the contrary, I also believe that 
we should lift the same embargo in 
place on the Republic of Croatia as 
well. To Serbia I would say that the 
evidence is overwhelming that you 
have engaged in cross-border aggres- 
sion and atrocities in Bosnia; until you 
stop, we should use every possible 
measure to tighten the arms embargo 
on your republic. If that is taken sides, 
it is on the side of humanity and the 
rule of law. 

Madam President, we have all 
watched the diplomatic events of re- 
cent weeks with continued hope that 
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the world community will finally re- 
spond in a coherent manner. I am con- 
vinced that our leadership in lifting 
the embargo can provide a solid foun- 
dation for future diplomatic progress, 
for no diplomatic solution built upon 
this flawed arms embargo can with- 
stand the test of time. Suppose, for in- 
stance, that a fragile peace emerges in 
Bosnia. Will that be the time to lift the 
arms embargo on Bosnia and Croatia? 
Would that not disrupt the balance? 
And if it is not lifted, are these nations 
supposed to be unarmed, without a 
military? If so, then do they become 
wards of the U.N. Security Council, a 
U.N. protectorate or trusteeship? What 
does that imply for future levels of 
U.N. operations and U.S. support in the 
Balkans and elsewhere? 

My colleague from Virginia again has 
spoken eloquently on this matter with 
the command of the details for which 
he has become known in such debates. 
He pondered a wide range of very seri- 
ous technical considerations which 
need to be addressed before the United 
States actually provides arms to 
Bosnia. I share his concerns but I do 
not believe that they are the proper do- 
main for Senate debate here today. 

Let us permit the President to be 
President and leave to his administra- 
tion those details which could be best 
described as the execution of policy. 
All our vote today will do is give the 
President the unfettered authority to 
provide arms support to Bosnia and 
strengthen his hand to do what he 
wants to do: lift the embargo. As in the 
case of most other authorizations, the 
President has considerable latitude to 
determine exactly how and when to 
act. 

In any case, it seems to me that this 
authorization places the administra- 
tion in a stronger position to bring 
positive and fresh leadership to the dip- 
lomatic table in the weeks ahead. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Who yields time? 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I yield 2 minutes 
from the time controlled by Senator 
DOLE to the Senator from Texas [Mrs. 
HUTCHISON]. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
I rise to speak in favor of the Dole- 
McCain bill. 

Like Somalia before it, United States 
policy with respect to Bosnia is “a rid- 
dle wrapped in a mystery inside an 
enigma." When Winston Churchill used 
that phrase, he was referring to Russia, 
and he went on to say that the key to 
the riddle was Russian national inter- 
est. We must find the key to our pre- 
dicament with regard to the adminis- 
tration's foreign policy. The question 
that we must answer for ourselves is, 
What U.S. national security interests 
are at stake in Bosnia, and if no vital 
national security interests are at 
stake, do we then have a moral obliga- 
tion to support the Bosnians?" 
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It is clear that the United States has 
no strategic interests in Bosnia. There- 
fore, I feel it is not in our interest to 
place U.S. ground troops in harms way. 

We do, however, have a moral obliga- 
tion to follow declared U.S. doctrine, 
as enunciated by U.S. Presidents from 
John F. Kennedy to George Bush in 
that we will lend our support to op- 
pressed people who are willing to fight 
for the freedom. 

It is not always our responsibility to 
fight for them, but we must be willing 
to support them. The issue is American 
leadership and resolve. There are des- 
pots in the world who may mistakenly 
be tempted into challenging our vital 
interests if we are perceived as weak. 

Three years ago, the United States 
formed and led a coalition of diverse 
nations to a stunning victory in oper- 
ation Desert Storm. At that time, the 
United States was the unquestioned 
leader of the world. Are we now per- 
ceived as simply a member of the com- 
munity of nations rather than its lead- 
er? The danger lies in the false sense of 
security that leadership in some way 
will evolve from consensus. 

Nothing could be further from the 
truth. Consensus follows leadership— 
leadership does not, nor will it ever, 
evolve from consensus. It is up to us to 
provide that leadership. 

There is an old adage that it is pref- 
erable to die fighting on your feet than 
to live begging on your knees. It is 
clear that the Bosnians have made 
their choice, and it is to fight on their 
feet. 

We must allow them to do that. I 
urge support of the  Dole-McCain 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from Il- 
linois. 

Mr. SIMON. Madam President, I just 
heard our colleague from Texas say— 
and I have heard it two or three times 
today—that we have no strategic inter- 
est. 

We do have strategic interests. The 
interest is in maintaining stability. 
Frankly, our policy has been anemic in 
Bosnia. On the 700th day of the artil- 
lery shelling of Sarajevo, we said, “If 
you do not stop it, we are going to have 
airstrikes,” and then the airstrikes 
stop. It should not have been the 700th 
day; it should have been the 2d or 7th 
day. 

Right now, we face a choice of the 
Mitchell amendment or the Dole 
amendment. I am going to vote for the 
Mitchell amendment and against the 
Dole amendment today. But I have to 
say time is running out. If we do not 
get action in 15 or 20 days—and I do not 
want to set an absolute deadline, but 
very, very shortly—I am going to be 
voting for a Dole-type of amendment. I 
do not like to see us do that unilater- 
ally. We should not be a “Lone Rang- 
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er" in the world. You have to work 
with the community of nations. But 
the administration has to understand 
that we feel their policy has been ane- 
mic; it has not been strong, and we 
have to do better. If we adopt the 
Mitchell amendment and should defeat 
the Dole amendment, that does not 
mean that this issue is settled. The ad- 
ministration has to lead, or I am ready 
to vote for a Dole-type of amendment. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 
the distinguished chairman of the Ap- 
propriations Committee has a question, 
and I am prepared to yield him time for 
his question and for my response. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distinguished 
majority leader. 

Madam President, may I say to my 
leader that it is not my intention to 
vote for the amendment by Mr. DOLE. I 
hope that I can vote for the amend- 
ment by the majority leader. I have a 
question regarding the language, how- 
ever, that is in paragraph 2. This is the 
language: 

Upon termination of the international em- 
bargo, the President shall ensure that appro- 
priate military assistance be provided expe- 
ditiously to Bosnia and Herzegovina upon re- 
ceipt from that government of such a request 
in exercising its right of self-defense. 

My question goes to the definition of 
the words appropriate military assist- 
ance." Are these words to be inter- 
preted to mean manpower, training ca- 
pability, or to weaponry only? If so, if 
it only applies to weapons, what is 
there to ensure that this will not be 
seen as an open-ended authorization, 
which the President can interpret to 
mean that, regardless of the appropria- 
tions and costs, or whatever, he is 
being authorized by the Congress to 
proceed in such a manner as he deems 
fit—in other words, in an open ended 
way? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, it 
does not include anything other than 
equipment. Stated another way, it is 
not intended to cover personnel in any 
form. 

Second, to respond to the second part 
of the chairman's question, it is my in- 
tention to seek to add to the language 
the words subject to the regular noti- 
fication procedures," which would di- 
rectly involve the Congress in those de- 
cisions. 

Mr. BYRD. Does the majority leader 
intend to refer to the appropriate con- 
gressional committees in that lan- 

age? 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is correct. 

Mr. BYRD. The courts are increas- 
ingly looking to the four corners of the 
law, rather than to legislative history 
as expressed on the Senate floor. I 
know the majority leader's intentions 
are what he said they were, namely, 
that this term “appropriate military 
assistance" would mean only equip- 
ment, weapons, supplies as I under- 
stood him. 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is correct. I 
will seek to gain consent to modify it 
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as I have stated. And if it is not ap- 
proved by the Senate, I will offer an 
amendment at a later time in the de- 
liberations of another measure. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distinguished 
majority leader for his consideration. I 
hope that in conference every effort 
will be made to tie this language down 
to mean weapons or equipment only, 
and to exclude manpower in any way. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I am prepared to 
give the Senator my full assurance in 
that regard. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distinguished 
majority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 
from the time allocated to Senator 
DOLE, I yield 2 minutes to the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. HATCH]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Utah is recognized for 2 min- 
utes. 

Mr. HATCH. I thank the colleague 
from Connecticut. 

Madam President, I rise as a cospon- 
sor of S. 2042. More than 2 years ago, I 
called for the lifting of the arms em- 
bargo for the victims of Serbian ag- 
gression. The need for this action was 
clear then, and it is even more clear 
now: Only by creating a balance of 
power on the ground will Serbia accept 
a just, negotiated settlement. 

American policy in the former Yugo- 
slavia has been morally and politically 
bankrupt. We have been an active part- 
ner in a policy of deference to the ag- 
gressor and indifference to the victims 
of aggression. 

The decision to impose an arms em- 
bargo was motivated by the under- 
standable intent to try to restrain the 
conflict by cutting off the supply of 
weapons to the combatants. However, 
that concept was tragically flawed. 
Serbia and its allies in Croatia and 
Bosnia controlled the vast majority of 
the weapons from the arsenals of the 
former Yugolsavia and the bulk of the 
former Yugoslavia’s arms and muni- 
tions factories. 

In theory, the arms embargo ap- 
peared even-handed. In reality, it fun- 
damentally favored Serbia and enabled 
Serbia to launch its war of aggression 
at minimal cost and risk. 

Madam President, the Croatian and 
Bosnian people do not need our pity, 
they need our weapons. The world dis- 
armed these peoples. The world told 
these peoples to put their faith in the 
international community. The result 
has been ethnic cleansing and unspeak- 
able violence and atrocities. 

This bizzare policy has been sup- 
ported by the United States. In con- 
sonance with our European allies and 
Russia, we have kept the victims of 
Serbian aggression grossly handicapped 
in defending themselves. 

Those who claim that lifting the em- 
bargo means the United States will 
take sides in the conflict are mis- 
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guided. We have already been interven- 
ing in the conflict through the arms 
embargo, but we have been intervening 
on the wrong side. This policy has 
aided and abetted Serbian aggression. 
It is time to end it. 

If the Security Council will not re- 
peal the embargo, the United States 
should do so unilaterally. If the other 
members of the Security Council are 
willing to stand by while genocide 
takes place, the United States should 
not join them. 

Article 51 of the United Nations 
Charter states that nothing in the 
charter overrules the inherent right of 
a state for individual and collective 
self-defense. No Security Council reso- 
lution—including the one establishing 
this arms embargo—can negate the 
right of self-defense. 

The opponents of this bill will argue 
that article 51 only operates until the 
United Nations has acted to establish 
peace and stability. But the fact is that 
the United Nations has yet to do any- 
thing to establish peace and stability. 

It has imposed the arms embargo, 
but that has only assisted the aggres- 
sors. 

It has sent so-called peacekeepers. 
But they have not kept the peace and 
have hardly been able to defend them- 
selves. They have watched the Serbs 
perpetrate war  crimes—the same 
crimes we have watched on television 
night after night. 

The United Nations has sent nego- 
tiators. But they have failed time after 
time. The Serbs are no closer to ac- 
cepting a just settlement than they 
were 2 years ago. 

Let us face facts. The United Nations 
has no intention of taking strong mili- 
tary action to restore peace and stabil- 
ity. Consequently, there are no grounds 
to restrict Bosnia’s article 51 right of 
individual and collective self-defense. 

Given the present balance of power, 
the Serbs will only accept an agree- 
ment that ratifies the gains of their ag- 
gression. Only if we change the balance 
of power will the Serbs accept a just 
peace that involves the return of terri- 
tories seized by force and ethnically 
cleansed. We will only end the war if 
the Serbs understand that further ag- 
gression will be too costly. 

What needs to be done is simple: Re- 
move U.N. peacekeepers from the re- 
gion, lift the arms embargo, and use 
NATO to conduct selected air strikes 
against strategic Serbian targets, such 
as supply lines, depots, and command 
and control centers. 

Current administrations policy de- 
pends totally on the use of air strikes. 
But air strikes alone will not work. 
Even President Clinton admitted on 
April 20 that ‘‘NATO’s air power alone 
cannot prevent further Serb aggres- 
sions or advances or silence every 
gun." It makes no sense to adopt a pol- 
icy that you know in advance will not 
work. 
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We are committed to defending the 
safe haven around six Bosnian towns. 
In this respect, I want to pose several 
questions for the supporters of the ad- 
ministration's policy: 

Will NATO air forces respond to all 
future Serbian attacks on these six 
cities, including low-level infantry and 
mortar attacks? If not, we have no pol- 
icy to deal with those kind of attacks, 
which have been continuing around 
Gorazde and other cities. 

Will NATO air forces respond to Ser- 
bian attacks along fronts other than 
the six cities? If not, we have no policy 
to stop Serbian aggression in general. 

Will NATO air forces be used to give 
Serbia a real incentive to pull out of 
territory already acquired by force? If 
not, we have no policy to compel Ser- 
bia to accept and to implement a just 
settlement. 

The fact is that we have no policy on 
any of these points. Token gestures 
and occasional threats of air strikes 
will not solve the problem. 

Madam President, the Senate has an 
opportunity to begin to rectify the fail- 
ure of United States policy in the 
former Yugoslavia. We have a moral 
responsibility to do so. 

There is à wider moral issue at stake 
in this vote. The arms embargo de- 
prives Bosnia of the ability to defend 
itself. If the United States continues to 
uphold the embargo—if the Senate fails 
to vote to repeal the embargo—than 
the United States takes upon itself the 
moral responsibility for what happens 
to Bosnia. 

Let me restate that point. If we allow 
Bosnia to defend itself by repealing the 
embargo, the Bosnian Government is 
morally responsible for its survival and 
future. If we deprive Bosnia of its right 
of self-defense, the United States be- 
comes morally responsible for Bosnia's 
survival. 

The United States has been in a simi- 
lar position before. It was in 1963 in a 
place called South Vietnam. When the 
Kennedy administration backed the 
coup against President Diem, it desta- 
bilized the country and triggered a 
chain reaction of events that led to the 
deployment of 500,000 U.S. troops. 

By arrogating to itself the right to 
determine who ruled in Saigon, the 
Kennedy administration made the 
United States morally responsible for 
South Vietnam's fate. 

We must not make a similar mistake 
in Bosnia. We must let the Bosnian 
people carry the responsibility for 
their own future. We should not arro- 
gate to ourselves the right to deter- 
mine whether or not they will survive. 

If we keep the embargo in place, 
make no mistake about it: We are also 
accepting the moral burden for what 
happens in Bosnia. And, if we do so, we 
could well be forced to carry out our 
moral responsibility at the price of 
American blood. 

Supporters of the administration pol- 
icy argue that negotiations can still 
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work. I ask them to look down the road 
on which they urge us to travel. 

That road will lead to the deploy- 
ment of tens of thousands of U.S. 
troops as peacekeepers to enforce 
whatever settlement is reached. The 
Clinton administration makes no bones 
about the fact that if a settlement is 
negotiated, the United States will de- 
ploy 20,000 or more troops to Bosnia. 

I do not want to see American ground 
troops sent to enforce a settlement in 
Bosnia. I want the Bosnians to be 
strong enough to enforce their side of 
the settlement on their own. That can 
only happen if we lift the embargo. 

I will predict today that if we send 
peacekeepers to enforce a settlement 
in Bosnia, there will be significant cas- 
ualties. It will lead to another Somalia 
or another Lebanon as surely as night 
follows day. We need not take that 
road if we create a military offset 
against the Serbs by arming the Cro- 
atians and the Bosnians. 

Madam President, our focus must, 
above all, be the interests of the United 
States. That is our first responsibility. 
It is not in our interest to play eternal 
referee in the conflicts within the 
former Yugoslavia. We should not ex- 
pend the lives of our sons and daugh- 
ters by putting them in the line of fire 
of Serbian forces who have studied the 
lessons of our experience in Somalia 
and Lebanon. 

History shows that until a balance of 
power exists among belligerents, con- 
flict will continue. There is no such 
balance of power in the former Yugo- 
slavia. The Serbs have the big stick. 
They have overwhelming superiority in 
arms and materiel. Until equilibrium 
in armaments is attained between the 
Croats and Bosnians on the one hand 
and the Serbs on the other, the war 
will continue. 

I hope all Members will reflect on the 
course this administration is taking. 
No settlement can endure without 
military equilibrium. Any settlement 
we broker that requires the Serbs to 
give up land will cause the Serbs to 
view us as an adversary or enemy. In 
that context, the United States must 
not make the mistake of embroiling its 
ground forces in the role of referee in 
terrain favoring guerrilla warfare and 
against Serbian forces who have no in- 
tention of forgiving or forgetting. 

Madam President, the sine qua non of 
successful resolution of the conflict in 
the former Yugoslavia is the repeal of 
the arms embargo. I urge support for S. 
2042. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 
I yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I sup- 
port the resolution of Senators DOLE, 
LIEBERMAN, and others. 
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To those who say it makes no sense 
to allow Bosnians to defend themselves 
because that will result in more arms 
flowing into the region, I agree that is 
not the world’s first choice. We and the 
nations of the world, acting through 
the United Nations, are unwilling to 
take actions necessary to protect the 
civilians in Bosnia against ethnic 
cleansing and aggression. So the fire 
continues to burn, primarily in one di- 
rection, against the Bosnian Govern- 
ment. 

If we are not willing to defend them, 
we must surely allow the primary vic- 
tims of aggression to defend them- 
selves, a guarantee that is in the U.N. 
Charter. 

Some have argued that our allies and 
other nations have personnel on the 
ground in Bosnia assisting in humani- 
tarian relief efforts, and these forces 
would be endangered if more arms 
flowed into the region. They might 
then decide to withdraw forces and hu- 
manitarian relief might be interrupted. 

But the Bosnian Government has 
consistently appealed for the end of the 
embargo and said many times that if it 
is a choice between being allowed to 
defend themselves without one of their 
hands tied behind their back, or receiv- 
ing humanitarian relief from 
UNPROFOR on the ground, they would 
prefer to defend themselves and not be- 
come casualties and victims for hu- 
manitarian relief workers to care for. 

The arms embargo is preserving a 
disparity that allows the Bosnian Serbs 
a continuing advantage in weaponry 
and has proven to be a counter-incen- 
tive toward a fair settlement. 

Of course, we should seek allied sup- 
port for exempting Bosnia from the 
arms embargo. Of course, we should 
seek Security Council agreement on 
lifting that embargo. But those efforts 
have failed. We know they are going to 
fail again. 

There is not a shred of evidence that 
an effort at the U.N. Security Council 
to lift the arms embargo multilaterally 
is going to succeed. It is immoral for 
the world—particularly for Europe, but 
the world as a whole—to not have 
taken the risk sooner to defend Bosnia 
against ethnic cleansing. It is incred- 
ible not to let the Bosnians defend 
themselves. It is unconscionable to 
keep the embargo on arms going to 
Bosnia when the other side has them in 
quantity. 

Even though the allies are not per- 
suaded, and will not be persuaded, to 
lift the embargo, we should act. The al- 
ternative is either no settlement, or a 
settlement so one sided in its imposed 
terms, that it will spawn continuous 
war in retribution. A settlement will 
come only after the parties want it, 
and that will happen only if the parties 
have some parity in the military equa- 
tion. 

I thank my friend from Connecticut, 
and I yield the floor. 
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Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 
I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, in a 
little while the Senate will make a 
very important determination: whether 
we should defend the sovereignty of a 
nation where our vital national inter- 
ests are not at stake or whether we 
Should allow that nation the oppor- 
tunity to provide for its own defense. 
That is, in essence, what this choice 
between the legislation offered by Sen- 
ators DOLE and LIEBERMAN and the 
amendment offered by Senator MITCH- 
ELL will resolve. 

I believe Senators DOLE and 
LIEBERMAN and all those Senators sup- 
porting this bill have adequately re- 
futed the many arguments posed 
against it. The unlawfulness of the em- 
bargo has been well established. Those 
who fear that other embargoes will be 
undermined should we act unilaterally 
should remember that as the sole su- 
perpower left in the world, as the lead- 
ing nation in NATO, and as the great- 
est force for good on earth, the United 
States should have sufficient influence 
left to discourage our closest allies 
from breaking international law and 
acting against our and their best inter- 
ests. All the logistic questions raised 
against lifting the embargo were raised 
against our support for the Afghan re- 
sistance. Those problems were over- 
come then, and they can be overcome 
in this situation. 

In the end, the Dole-Lieberman legis- 
lation is a matter of simple justice. I 
do not know if it will shorten or 
lengthen the war. I do not know if the 
Bosnian Government can prevail in 
this conflict. I do not know if they can 
win back sufficient territory to make a 
settlement more equitable. But they 
have the inalienable right to defend 
themselves, and no nation, certainly 
not the leader of the free world, should 
deny them that right unless we are pre- 
pared to defend Bosnia ourselves. 

The distinguished majority leader’s 
amendment, in effect, asks us to au- 
thorize the U.S. assumption of the re- 
sponsibility to defend Bosnia. As I 
made clear in my statement the other 
day, I believe that is a profound mis- 
take. 

Further, Senator MITCHELL’S amend- 
ment does not require the President to 
lift the embargo—multilaterally if pos- 
sible, unilaterally, if necessary. It does 
instruct the President to immediately 
seek NATO agreement to end the em- 
bargo, and upon such agreement to pro- 
pose that the Security Council termi- 
nate this unjust interference with 
Bosnia’s inherent right to self defense. 

That would be an improvement over 
current circumstances, Mr. President. 
That the President needs to be in- 
structed to take such action is a rather 
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sad commentary on the administra- 
tion. For as often as the President has 
declared his support for ending the em- 
bargo, we have no evidence that his ad- 
ministration has taken the first step in 
the United Nations or in NATO to 
achieve that laudable goal. It is the ad- 
ministration’s failure to act that made 
it necessary for the distinguished mi- 
nority leader and Senator LIEBERMAN 
to offer their legislation. 

Unfortunately, given the intensity of 
the administration’s opposition to the 
Dole-Lieberman legislation, and their 
record of nonsupport in the past, I have 
no confidence that if the administra- 
tion encounters the least opposition 
from NATO or the Security Council 
that it will seriously try to overcome 
that opposition or to act unilaterally if 
necessary. 

By actively opposing this legislation 
to lift the unlawful arms embargo 
against Bosnia, the administration has 
revealed once again the abject poverty 
of its foreign policy commitments. 
With their typical resort to obfusca- 
tion, the administration has yet again 
sought to climb down from another fre- 
quently expressed promise to act. 

Time and again, the President has 
voiced his support for lifting the em- 
bargo. What has the administration 
done to give force to his support? Abso- 
lutely nothing. And it will do nothing 
tomorrow or the next day or the day 
after that. Instead, the administration 
will once again attempt to fill the 
great yawning abyss between its rhet- 
oric and its action with cynical and 
specious arguments that are intended, 
as is so much of their diplomacy, to 
transfer the responsibilities and the 
authority of the world’s only super- 
power to any other nation or nations 
willing to relieve them of the burden. 

We are rapidly approaching the 
point, Madam President, when the 
word of the United States, purchased 
over the years with so much blood and 
treasure, is no longer worth the tele- 
vision time the administration uses to 
make their faithless promises. It is 
time, Madam President, for the Con- 
gress to step in and restore some credi- 
bility to American foreign policy. It is 
time for Congress to assume the re- 
sponsibilities which the administration 
has abrogated, and make the word of 
the United States stand for something 
greater than the clatter of broken 
promises. 

I urge all of my colleagues to vote 
against delaying simple justice for 
Bosnians any longer, to vote against 
authorizing the use of American force 
in a conflict which we are not prepared 
to win, and where our own vital na- 
tional interests are not threatened. I 
urge all of my colleagues to support 
the just and necessary legislation of- 
fered by Senator DOLE and Senator 
LIEBERMAN, and lift the arms embargo 
against Bosnia now. 
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Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 
I yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. WARNER]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Virginia is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, at 
this very moment, the Senate Armed 
Services Committee is conducting a 
hearing on Somalia. One of the wit- 
nesses is a father who lost a son. 

I read from that father's testimony: 

We should also let everyone, especially the 
policymakers, know the consequences of for- 
eign policy that is developed haphazardly 
and implemented by amateurs. Too fre- 
quently, policymakers are insulated from 
the misery they create. If they could be with 
the chaplain who rings a doorbell at 6:20 in 
the morning to tell a 22-year-old woman she 
is now a widow, they would develop their 
policies more carefully. 

Madam President, I most respectfully 
say to both of my leaders, I do not 
think we have conducted this debate in 
a manner that is adequate to the grav- 
ity of the decision about to be made. 

I spoke on Monday and laid out a se- 
ries of questions in opposition to both 
Leader DOLE'S amendment and Leader 
MITCHELL’s amendment. I stand today 
in opposition to both, and I offer these 
questions: Has the Senate considered 
this resolution in committee? No; nei- 
ther one. Has it conducted briefings di- 
rected specifically at the issues in the 
resolution? No. Yet, we are about to 
make a decision which could result ina 
subsequent hearing of the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee or other committees 
which would require that we look 
squarely into the eyes of parents and 
families who have lost sons and daugh- 
ters in this region of the world. 

Isay to the Mitchell resolution—and 
forgive me for rushing, because I have 
but a minute left—technically, I would 
Say this resolution can be interpreted 
as much like the Dole resolution. It is 
a unilateral lifting. 

Yes, we go to the United Nations, but 
it does not speak to whether the Unit- 
ed Nations supports or rejects. It im- 
plies that once that action is taken, 
then we begin, as the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia put it, to 
send in supplies. Are we sending in sup- 
plies without personnel to explain or 
train how to use them, to maintain 
them? I say that much is left to be an- 
swered. 

Second, the Mitchell resolution says 
“to protect the UNPROFOR.”’ 
UNPROFOR would have to pull out, in 
my judgment, and the judgment of 
many in the administration, if the em- 
bargo is lifted. 

The resolution does not speak to 
what use of air power is then made if 
UNPROFOR is pulled out, and the 
Bosnian Government is rearmed. It 
speaks to only isolated areas in that 
region of tragic conflict as to what air 
power can do. 

Is there any limitation on the 
Bosnian Government to utilize this 
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new military equipment to regain what 
they have lost? It is silent as to that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, the 
Mitchell resolution speaks to the fact 
that we should come back if there is à 
further question of ground troops. 

Why is there silence to other Ameri- 
cans who are flying, who are at sea? 
Are they entitled to less protection 
than those that may be involved on 
ground? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. WARNER. Yes, regrettably the 
time of 3 minutes on this tragic thing 
has expired. I regret that. The opposi- 
tion has not been given, in my judg- 
ment, a fair opportunity to reply. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
just wanted to say that this matter 
was before the Senate 2 days ago. Any 
Senator who wanted to speak had the 
opportunity to speak for as long as he 
or she wanted to. We stayed in session 
for as long as any Senator wanted to 
speak. 

The Senator from Virginia availed 
himself of that opportunity. He spoke 
at length. Others chose not to do so. I 
can make it possible for any Senator 
who wants to speak to do so, but I can- 
not force a Senator to speak on the 
subject if he or she chooses not to do 
so. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the distin- 
guished leader. I did speak for the bet- 
ter part of an hour on Monday, and in- 
dicated my desire to speak for 10 min- 
utes as part of any time agreement in 
opposition to both resolutions. I have 
to accept the responsibility that that 
request went astray 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
yield 7 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia is recognized for 7 
minutes. 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, my 
bottom line is, I support the Mitchell 
resolution and oppose the Dole resolu- 
tion. But I do have a lot of caveats 
about it. The largest caveat about the 
whole debate is that we are in real dan- 
ger in this country, not simply in the 
Senate. We are in real danger of con- 
centrating so much on interests that 
are humanitarian and important that 
we do not focus on what is truly vital. 

What we do here today may very well 
have a bearing on one of our vital in- 
terests where tens of thousands of 
Americans are at risk, and that is 
Korea. I think everyone ought to keep 
that in mind. 

It is hard for me to conceive of a uni- 
lateral lifting of an embargo that has 
gone through the Security Council at 
the same time we are on the verge of 
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having to request that same Security 
Council to put an embargo on Korea. 

We move against one that we voted 
for and say we are going to take this 
action unilaterally and, at the same 
time, we go to China and Russia and 
others on the Security Council and say, 
“Now, go along with us on Korea, be- 
cause we believe that is vital." 

We are in real danger of losing sight 
of the difference between important 
and humanitarian, and vital. 

America has a tremendous stake in 
Korea. If that one goes wrong, we will 
lose an awful lot of people. And I do 
agree with that part of what Senator 
WARNER said a few minutes ago. 

The second thing that I think is im- 
portant to keep in perspective is 
whether we go into a lifting of the em- 
bargo or whether we go into a massive 
bombing campaign, which we have al- 
ready threatened at some point we may 
have to carry out. And, in my view, 
there should be sanctuaries if we begin 
that process. Either of those steps is 
incompatible, with tens of thousands of 
U.N. relief workers and humanitarian 
workers and military forces who are 
lightly armed still being under the gun 
of the Bosnian Serbs. 

Whatever we do here has to be done 
in concert with our allies, because they 
have people on the ground. In spite of 
our disagreements—and I have pro- 
found disagreements with our allies on 
this one—I believe the embargo should 
have been lifted a long time ago. I still 
believe it ought to be lifted. 

But, in spite of that, to do it unilat- 
erally when they have the forces at 
risk is to ask for the beginning of, I 
think, a disintegration of the alliance 
itself, and I mean by that the NATO al- 
liance. 

I am not saying this would be the 
fatal blow, but this would be the begin- 
ning of the unraveling of the kind of 
collective security we have had since 
World War II. 

I understand where the proponents of 
the Dole resolution are coming from. I 
identify with those instincts to the 
bottom of my heart. But I do not be- 
lieve this is the way to do it. 

I would have to add that I think the 
embargo is counterproductive. I think 
the embargo is, in many aspects, im- 
moral. And I think we are in grave dan- 
ger—''we" being the entire United Na- 
tions and the NATO alliance—of re- 
versing what some people have prob- 
ably forgotten, but it was a pretty good 
doctrine, called the Nixon Doctrine, 
which says the first thing we do is help 
other people by arming them, letting 
them fight for themselves when they 
are willing, and the last thing we do is 
use our own military forces. That came 
out of Vietnam. 

Collectively, NATO and the United 
Nations are reversing that doctrine. 

Madam President, I believe it is enor- 
mously important that we coordinate 
whatever we do, as frustrating as it 
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may be. It will require very strong 
American leadership. It will require 
the President of the United States 
being personally involved. It will re- 
quire, if we are going to have a lifting 
of the embargo or any other kind of de- 
cisive collective action by our allies, 
more leadership than has thus far been 
exerted on behalf of our own country, 
as well as on behalf of other countries. 
But we should not do it unilaterally. 

Madam President, I want to throw 
out just one example of something that 
I believe should be considered, but it 
could not be considered unless we do it 
collectively. It would be impossible. 
The debate on lifting the embargo is all 
involved in either lifting it or not lift- 
ing it. There is a way to calibrate a 
lifting of the embargo that has not 
really been explored with our allies. 
But it would require exploring with our 
allies—and not only our allies, it would 
require the Croatians to be involved— 
and that is, first of all, for the Security 
Council to authorize the lifting of the 
embargo on Bosnia to permit the con- 
trolled entry of selected defensive 
weapons to meet the needs of Bosnian 
defenders if further Serbian attacks 
take place on the safe havens. 

No. 2, that an international screening 
body be set up by the United Nations to 
ensure that the weapons to be provided 
are the type and the quality and the 
quantity suitable for defensive action 
and calibrated to enable a defense rath- 
er than a sustained offensive action. 
That is why our allies are opposed to 
lifting the embargo. They fear a sus- 
tained kind of Bosnian Moslem or 
Bosnian Government offensive action 
which would just spread the war and 
have tremendous bloodshed. We cannot 
dismiss that as simply a frivolous fear. 

The third thing that I would suggest 
is that we seek to involve—with our 
NATO allies—the Russians as well as 
the East Europeans, where they have 
stockpiled defensive weapons, where 
those in former Yugoslavia have al- 
ready known how to operate those 
weapons because some of them were in 
the Yugoslavian Army; that we have 
some of those weapons be included and 
that we involve the Russians, here, in 
helping to select the kind of weapons 
that would be provided. I have in mind, 
certainly, antitank missiles. There is 
absolutely no excuse anyone can offer 
for denying antitank weapons for peo- 
ple who are being victimized and run 
over by tanks. But we cannot do it uni- 
laterally. 

The fourth step is that such weapons 
and equipment be earmarked for the 
safe areas and other populated areas 
and that we tell the Bosnian Serbs in 
advance, We are going to release this 
equipment if you continue your at- 
tack.’’ This would give us, in my opin- 
ion, a bigger lever than the threat of 
bombing, because this lever could be 
done with somewhat less risk to the 
collateral damage that we would have 
from bombing. 
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The fifth step, the Bosnian Moslem 
forces located in and around these safe 
areas, that some of them be provided 
training now; that we begin to train 
them on these weapons now so that 
would let the Bosnian Serbs and others 
know that this kind of defensive pack- 
age is coming if they resume their at- 
tacks. 

The sixth step, the sixth part of this, 
would be to have Croatia agree to let 
the arms flow across Croatia, which is 
necessary. 

Seventh, that the United States and 
our allies be prepared to air drop these 
kinds of weapons in after appropriate 
training. And I am not one of those 
who think training is going to take 6 
or 8 months. I think it could be done 
much sooner than that. 

Last but of tremendous importance 
to our allies—and I repeat what I said 
earlier, that we have to understand 
that although we would like to have it 
in every direction, we would like to be 
able to lift the embargo, continue the 
humanitarian aid, or start a big bomb- 
ing campaign in response to an attack 
and then still continue humanitarian 
aid, at some point we have to under- 
stand these missions are incompatible. 
We have heard over in the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee this morning about in- 
compatible missions. In Somalia we 
saw what that led to. If we continue to 
have this kind of lack of dialog and 
lack of understanding with our allies, 
at some point if aggression is resumed 
we are going to have a humanitarian 
disaster to the U.N. personnel or to the 
lightly armed forces in that country. 
And everybody is going to say why did 
it happen? Why did it happen? We will 
have a postmortem investigation. But 
it is predictable now. If we continue to 
have debate with our allies and no 
agreement with our allies and continue 
to debate this in a vacuum not consid- 
ering the effect of our action on those 
people who already are in harm's way 
on the ground in Bosnia, we are going 
to have some kind of real tragedy. 

So, I regret that I have to oppose the 
Dole-Lieberman amendment, but doing 
this unilaterally is not the way to do 
it. It will haunt us all over the world. 
It will begin to haunt us in areas where 
we have truly vital interests and where 
a huge number of Americans are in 
harm's way. And I talked specifically 
about Korea. 

Without the cooperation of China and 
Russia and Japan and of course South 
Korea and others including Britain and 
France, we will not solve the Korean 
problem and that problem is of tremen- 
dous and vital interest to the United 
States. So we have to consider this in 
& broader context than our natural in- 
stincts on both humanitarian concerns, 
on the tragedy, on the atrocities that 
have been committed, and on our con- 
cern for that area. We have to begin to 
look at American foreign policy in a 
broader context. We cannot debate 
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every single element of American for- 
eign policy as if there is nothing else in 
the world that exists. That is what we 
are doing here on the floor today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KOHL). The time of the Senator has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. NUNN. I yield the floor. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from 
California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California is recognized for 1 
minute. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, if I might ask the ma- 
jority leader to comment, on the com- 
pletion of my thoughts? I have been 
very tortured about how I was going to 
vote on this. I feel that Senator DOLE 
and Senator LIEBERMAN and others 
have made an extremely important 
point through this debate, and that 
they have moved in fact the resolution 
that the majority leader is offering. I 
want to make sure I understand it 
completely. 

My own view is that, as I believe 
most have said today, that the embar- 
go should be lifted. My further view is 
that the best thing is if it is lifted by 
all the nations and done through the 
United Nations. That would be my 
preference. And if that does not hap- 
pen, I believe we need to then move ex- 
peditiously in a unilateral way. 

Mr. President, it is my understanding 
that is exactly what the majority lead- 
er has said here. On page 2, on No. 2 
where the majority leader says, The 
Congress favors the termination of the 
arms embargo against the Government 
of Bosnia." And further down “If the 
Security Council fails to pass such a 
resolution the President shall! and 
you have added “within 5 days"—*'con- 
sult with Congress regarding unilateral 
termination of the arms embargo." 

It is my understanding that at that 
time either the majority leader, or 
Senator LIEBERMAN or Senator DOLE 
could in fact offer this unilateral lift- 
ing—at that time. Am I correct in that 
assumption? 

Mr. MITCHELL. The Senator is cor- 
rect. And of course we should know 
that that could happen at any time in 
any event. 

Mrs. BOXER. Exactly. So nothing in 
the majority leader's resolution pre- 
cludes such a unilateral resolution? 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is right. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the leader for 
clarifying that. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Could I just ask the 
leader a question on that in 30 seconds? 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President—yes. 

Mr. CHAFEE. OK. Can the adminis- 
tration lift the embargo without any 
resolution of Congress anytime it 
wants? 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is a matter of 
some dispute. Some contend the ad- 
ministration does have the power to do 
so, and so that event could occur. 
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Mr. CHAFEE. What does the major- 
ity leader contend? 

Mr. MITCHELL. I am not making 
that contention in that argument. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Thanks for the guid- 
ance. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, the vio- 
lence that has pervaded the former 
Yugoslavian Republic has resulted in 
the loss of thousands of lives and more 
than 1 million refugees. The Balkan 
conflict has not only seized those in- 
volved; people around the world have 
watched in horror as this conflict has 
progressed. 

Here in the United States emotions 
and reactions to the conflict have 
ranged from frustration to devastation. 
The concerns of my fellow Idahoans, as 
well as my own concerns, have also run 
that course of feelings. 

The situation in Bosnia at present is 
quiet and somewhat stable. But this 
conflict has taught us one thing; peace 
agreements are difficult to obtain and 
when they are secured they are short 
lived. Therefore, this conflict is far 
from over and, unfortunately, few pol- 
icy options remain. 

The proposal being debated today 
would lift the United States arms em- 
bargo on the former Yugoslavia, as it 
applies to Bosnian Moslems. This pol- 
icy option is not without some flaws, 
which concerns me. For example, I am 
concerned about the safety of U.N. 
peacekeeping troops that are presently 
on the ground in the region. Their safe- 
ty needs to be kept in mind in carrying 
out this or any other policy option. 

In addition, I am concerned about the 
potential escalation of the conflict. 
After all, we are not alone in our in- 
volvement in this situation. The con- 
flict is in Europe, and that is where the 
repercussions of an escalation in the 
fighting will be felt. And, containment 
of this policy suits the interests of the 
United States, as well as Europe. 

However, having said that, the posi- 
tive aspects of lifting the arms embar- 
go on Bosnia outweigh my concerns. 

As a firm supporter of second amend- 
ment rights in the United States, I also 
believe that the Bosnian Moslems have 
the right to protect themselves from 
Serbian aggression. We have seen these 
people brutally slaughtered as this con- 
flict has progressed, and all without 
the ability to protect themselves. 

Lifting the arms embargo and allow- 
ing the Bosnian Moslems to protect 
themselves is far more acceptable than 
an alternative such as the introduction 
of U.S. ground troops. I am concerned 
about the potential direction that 
other policy options may take, which 
would lead toward the involvement of 
U.S. ground forces. I do not support the 
use of U.S. forces in this conflict at 
this time. 

In addition, lifting the arms embargo 
provides an opportunity to bring some 
balance to this conflict that will force 
the involved parties to the negotiating 
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table. That is an important point, Mr. 
President, because the roots of this 
conflict run deep and the desire to be 
the winner is very strong. Therefore, 
both sides to the conflict need to see 
that getting to the negotiating table is 
in their best interest. Then a lasting 
cease-fire or peace agreement can be 
achieved. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I will be 
supporting Senator DOLE's bill, S. 2042. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, with the 
indulgence of the Senator from Kansas 
Iam going to just make a brief state- 
ment relative to the issue that will be 
before us upon the vote on the current 
issue, and that is the lifting of the 
arms embargo on Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 

A wise man once said, The success 
of a policy is measured by the catas- 
trophes that do not ensue.”’ 

Mr. President, the catastrophe that 
we call Bosnia is worse than the result 
of a policy that has failed. It is the re- 
sult of no policy at all. 

In Bosnia, as in Haiti, Somalia, 
North Korea, and elsewhere, this ad- 
ministration's action has not been 
characterized by the insightful analy- 
sis, decisive action, or strategic vision 
that is required and necessary in the 
conduct of foreign policy. 

Rather than a plan to guide inter- 
national relationships and to protect 
America's vital interests abroad, this 
administration's foreign policy goals 
seem to be the abrogation of America's 
right to act as a sovereign nation, and 
the subrogation of its treasure, re- 
Sources, and the lives of its young men 
and women in uniform to the whims 
and aspirations of the United Nations. 

In his own statements, the President 
has declared that economic progress 
is at the center of our policy abroad." 
And he says his primary goals are to 
"foster new democracies or restore 
them where overthrown.” 

Mr. President, while those are noble 
motives, they do not constitute a for- 
eign policy. 

As President Kennedy once so aptly 
observed, The purpose of foreign pol- 
icy is not to provide an outlet for our 
own sentiments of hope or indignation; 
it is to shape real events in a real 
world." 

Mr. President, we are operating in a 
vacuum of Presidential leadership, and 
we now find ourselves in a situation in 
Bosnia with few, if any, viable options. 

Yet something must be done to break 
the stalemate. Something must be 
done to prevent a deepening of our 
commitment to the conflict. And some- 
thing must be done to provide the 
Bosnians with a measure of defense 
against an intractable enemy that now 
strikes with impunity. 

Therefore, Mr. President, with con- 
siderable reservation, I will support a 
lifting of the arms embargo against 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

What I do not support is further U.S. 
involvement in this war. 
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I harbor no illusions that lifting the 
embargo will somehow effect the re- 
sult, but if lifting the embargo will 
allow the United States to exit this 
conflict with some sense that it has 
not left the Moslems in a defenseless 
status caused by our own misguided 
policy decisions, then such a decision is 
probably worth supporting. The fact of 
the matter is it is highly unlikely that 
we have any intention of providing 
more effective assistance to the Mos- 
lems. To pretend otherwise is to hold 
up the mistaken hope that the United 
States will intervene in this conflict in 
such a manner as to advance the Mos- 
lem interest. 

But our intervention will not be ina 
manner that can effectively achieve 
the desired Moslem goal of recapturing 
lost territory, nor will it effect a mean- 
ingful settlement of the conflict. Such 
a result cannot be achieved by threat, 
as the administration has learned or, 
hopefully, has learned. 

It cannot be achieved by a so-called 
and entirely misnamed U.N. peacekeep- 
ing operation. It cannot be achieved by 
air strikes as any military commander 
will tell you, and as we have already 
learned. It can only be achieved by 
massive infusion of United States 
ground forces, which we should not, 
and hopefully will not, support. After 
listening to Member after Member of 
this body come here and say we will 
not commit U.S. ground forces on the 
ground in this area of the world, I 
doubt that Congress will authorize 
that. 

We will not authorize U.S. forces be- 
cause this administration has not de- 
fined what vital strategic U.S. interest 
lies at the heart of this policy. We have 
not defined a strategy. We have not de- 
fined a mission. We have not defined 
how once having inserted U.S. troops 
we can safely ensure they can accom- 
plish their mission and we can bring 
them back out. And we have not, obvi- 
ously, secured the support of this Con- 
gress or the American people. 

Mr. President, the burgeoning eco- 
nomic conflicts erupting throughout 
the world make it more likely that, in 
the future, we will be facing challenges 
that look a lot more like Bosnia than 
Desert Storm. 

But until we have a President who 
understands that foreign policy is more 
than just another item to be success- 
fully navigated in daily press briefings, 
or avoided by holding a summit, or ab- 
dicated by passing it off to the United 
Nations, many more such catastrophes 
will ensue. 

While Bosnia is a terrible problem, it 
is just one small part of a much larger 
problem that must be addressed—our 
lack of any coherent, consistent for- 
eign policy. I intend to address that 
issue at length at a later time. 

Mr. President, as we look to the vote 
which will be occurring shortly on lift- 
ing the arms embargo, I trust that it 
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can be a means of expressing a way out 
of this conflict, not a further step into 
this conflict. We can then say with, I 
think, ample justification that we are 
providing an opportunity for the 
Bosnian people to defend their terri- 
tory, but that the United States simply 
will not be engaged in standing by 
their side in this conflict and achieving 
some very dubious ends. 

Mr. President, with that I yield back 
whatever time I have remaining and 
again thank the Senator from Kansas 
for her patience in allowing me to ad- 
dress both of these subjects. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, Senator 
DOLE is right on target. We are wit- 
nessing wholesale slaughter of the 
Bosnian people, yet the United Nations 
will not allow them to defend them- 
selves. So, what Senator DOLE and I, 
and many others, have said many 
times before, we are saying again: Lift 
the arms embargo on the people of 
Bosnia. 

Reminders of Vietnam are inevitable: 
No strategy, no commitment, no lead- 
ership. Timidity and vacillation are 
unbecoming to the United States of 
America. Let's disassociate the United 
States from the embargo. Above all, let 
us not kow-tow to our allies or to the 
United Nations. Let them do as they 
wish. Let us do what is right. 

The time is long past due for Presi- 
dent Clinton to make a decision and 
stick by it. He must not again talk 
about air strikes and then declare that 
he doesn't know what he means by air- 
strikes. He must let the American peo- 
ple know what he's considering: Missile 
attacks? Pinprick bombing raids? Will 
U.S. fliers be exposed to antiaircraft 
fire? Will U.S. forward observation 
units be on the ground? 

Who can answer those questions? 
Who's calling the shots? Will the Unit- 
ed Nations order U.S. pilots to make 
air strikes? Will the United States sup- 
port handing off authority over NATO 
aircraft to the United Nations? 

The State Department and the White 
House can't answer those questions. It 
is clear that they don't have a policy. 

I don't support airstrikes—for the 
time being, at least—but I do support, 
in the name of decency, the United 
States lifting the arms embargo on 
Bosnia and letting those pitiful people 
proceed with defending themselves. 

One last point, Mr. President: It is 
heartbreaking to note the murder in 
Bosnia, but in the long term, the price 
the world will pay will be higher still. 
With empty threats, hollow ulti- 
matums, and embarrassing flip-flops, 
the credibility of the United States has 
been whittled away. 

It is not only the Serbs who are 
thumbing their noses at the United 
States; North Korea, Haiti, and other 
tin-pot dictatorships are ridiculing 
America. If this does not stop, the de- 
bate one day will not be about who lost 
Bosnia. It will be about who lost Amer- 
ica. 
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Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to state my intention to vote 
against Senate bill 2042. This bill would 
lift the arms embargo against the 
Bosnian Government. 

I think we can all agree that the 
bloodshed in the former Yugoslavia has 
got to stop. We cannot afford to let 
this situation drag on. It is destroying 
this once fine country and its people. 
And the longer it continues, the more 
of a threat it is to its neighbors, U.N. 
peacekeepers, NATO troops, and all of 
the world. 

As we look at this tragic situation, 
we have to keep this in perspective, 
pick through all the conflicting mes- 
sages and come to a reasoned decision. 
And I mean reasoned—not one based on 
flip-flop policies or on media coverage. 
We have to keep in mind that this is 
just one outburst out of many, many 
outbursts in this area of the world. 
This region has bickered over its bor- 
ders for hundreds of centuries. 

This region is a powder keg ready to 
explode. Throwing more weapons into 
the arena is like throwing gasoline on 
a burning fire. I do not see how arming 
the Bosnians is going to do anything 
but fan the flames. We have to put this 
fire out and get all sides to the nego- 
tiating table. 

Too many times when all sides are at 
the table, the Bosnians see a sign from 
the West and grab onto it like a last 
straw. I am concerned that lifting the 
arms embargo will only give the 
Bosnians a signal, encouraging them to 
launch offensive actions. The last thing 
we want to do is to send a signal that 
we may just possibly get deeper in- 
volved in this situation than we al- 
ready are. 

NATO is already carrying out air 
strikes under the authorization of the 
United Nations. There are lightly 
armed U.N. peackeeping troops and 
NATO warplanes and troops in the 
area. They are in the middle of the vio- 
lence. We have to be mindful of their 
position when we seek to change direc- 
tion in our policy. The United Nations 
decided to put an arms embargo on the 
country. Iam not arguing whether that 
should have happened under the United 
Nations Charter, I am just saying that 
there are now other players in the area 
that will be affected by our decision. 

We have to take all sides of this issue 
into consideration. Great Britain and 
France are considering removing their 
troops from Bosnia and Herzegovina. 
The United Nations will have lost its 
position in the area and all of our hu- 
manitarian efforts will be lost. This 
vote is a vote on our role in this re- 
gion. 

There is more at stake than whether 
to lift the arms embargo. It will stake 
our new course, setting the wheels in 
motion for our future role, and that of 
our allies. 

We are in this as a multilateral ef- 
fort. This effort tends to weave and 
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bob, but it is a concerted effort none- 
theless. The United States is losing 
credibility in foreign affairs. We need 
to either take the lead or get in line 
with our NATO and U.N. partners. Lift- 
ing the arms embargo is only one step. 
What is the next step? Without a dis- 
tinct plan, I am afraid that this little 
step will only be one more twist in this 
tangled web of a policy in this region. 

In short, I cannot support this bill. 
There are too many questions left dan- 
gling. We need a coherent policy, not a 
garbled message. And after looking at 
it from every side, I just do not see 
that it makes sense. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I would 
like to make several comments about 
the pending legislation on Bosnia, 
which has been offered by Senator 
DOLE. 

First of all, I share the outrage of all 
Americans about the terrible situation 
in the former Yugoslavia. I have re- 
ceived hundreds of letters and phone 
calls from Rhode Islanders who are ab- 
solutely sickened by the conflict in 
Bosnia. 

For nearly 2 years, reports from the 
war have been broadcast around the 
world: about ethnic cleansing, about 
the siege of Sarajevo, and most re- 
cently about the bombardment of inno- 
cent civilians in the so-called safe city 
of Gorazde. The war has revealed the 
Serbian combatants to be ruthless ag- 
gressors in this conflict. 

Americans want the slaughter 
stopped. Clearly, lifting the arms em- 
bargo would send a strong signal to the 
Serbian government, and possibly help 
force the Serbians to the peace table. 
Senator DOLE has proposed that the 
arms embargo be lifted, and further 
that the United States should lift it 
unilaterally. The question presented by 
the Dole legislation is as follows: 
“What approach is in the best interests 
of the United States of America: uni- 
laterally lifting the arms embargo or a 
multinational initiative?“ 

I am convinced that multilateral ac- 
tion—in connection with our allies and 
the United Nations—is the Nation's 
best course of action in Bosnia. Accord- 
ingly, I plan to oppose the pending 
Dole legislation. 

Throughout nearly 24 months of con- 
flict in Bosnia, two principles have 
guided our policy toward Bosnia. First, 
the United States should not inject 
ground troops into the conflict, and 
second, efforts to secure a lasting peace 
in Bosnia must be led by a multi- 
national coalition. I see no good reason 
to depart from these principles at this 
time. 

Let us now examine the specific prob- 
lems of the pending legislation: 

First, the senior Senator from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. WARNER] has made the per- 
suasive argument that unilateral ac- 
tion would send a clear signal to our 
allies, and the world, that the United 
States is prepared to go it alone in 
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Bosnia. In short, it would Americanize 
the conflict. 

The implications of an Americanized 
war are extremely troubling. Would the 
United States deliver weapons through- 
out the country? Would we train the 
Bosnians? Would that training be done 
in Bosnia by our forces? 

These questions all point toward a 
major escalation of United States in- 
volvement in Bosnia. I don't think that 
the American people would support 
such military involvement, involve- 
ment that could lead the United States 
into a military and political quagmire. 

Second, I am troubled by the prece- 
dent of unilateral action to violate a 
U.N. resolution, a resolution that re- 
flects the will of the Security Council 
and binds all member nations. The 
United Nations currently has sanctions 
on a number of nations around the 
world, including Iraq, Libya, and Haiti. 
If the United States ignores the United 
Nations on Bosnia, it would send a dan- 
gerous signal to other nations that it is 
free to violate U.N. decisions as well. 

For instance, the U.N. embargo on 
Iraq is of critical importance to the 
United States. Other nations, notably 
the French, have been unenthusiastic 
about abiding by the embargo. Unilat- 
eral United States action in Bosnia 
could lead to a total breakdown of the 
United Nations ability to enforce sanc- 
tions on Iraq. Furthermore, it could 
completely undermine the United Na- 
tion's ability to affect international 
behavior through binding resolutions. 

Third, it is important to remember 
that our allies—in particular, the Brit- 
ish and the French—have troops on the 
ground in Bosnia. These nations do not 
want the United States to take unilat- 
eral action in that country; it could 
imperil the lives of their troops. More- 
over, lifting the ban unilaterally would 
almost certainly disrupt the important 
United Nations humanitarian relief ef- 
forts that the peacekeeping troops are 
coordinating in Bosnia. 

Finally, I fear that unilateral action 
would undermine the fragile peace ne- 
gotiations that are underway between 
the United States, the United Nations, 
and the Russians. We must all remem- 
ber that the ultimate goal in the 
former Yugoslavia is peace. Unilateral 
action could well prolong the conflict 
and delay a peaceful settlement in 
Bosnia. 

Mr. President, I believe that the 
United States needs to work with the 
United Nations—especially our allies in 
Europe—to stop Serbian aggression. 
American leadership can best be dem- 
onstrated by leading a multinational 
effort to end the conflict. 

Unilateral action is the wrong ap- 
proach. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
intend to vote for both amendments. 

This is not a debate about whether to 
lift the arms embargo. It is a debate 
about how we can best do it. 
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I believe the arms embargo against 
the Bosnian Moslem's should be lifted. 
Thousands of innocent Bosnian Mos- 
lems have been slaughtered before our 
eyes as the world has debated the prop- 
er way to provide them with the means 
to defend themselves. The inter- 
national community has left the 
Bosnian Moslems defenseless, forced 
them to fight their Serbian aggressors 
with both hands tied behind their 
backs, contributed to their slaughter. I 
am a cosponsor of the Dole-Lieberman 
amendment because I believe the arms 
embargo should be lifted. I will vote for 
that amendment. 

However, I also intend to vote for the 
Mitchell amendment. I prefer inter- 
national consensus through the United 
Nations. The President has asked for 
more time to seek the agreement of 
our allies. I want to empower the 
President in his efforts to prevail up on 
the allies to lift the arms embargo. But 
Iam not willing to give him forever. 

Lifting the arms embargo to ensure 
that the Bosnian Moslems will be able 
to defend themselves is the right thing 
to do. The United States should lift it, 
and so should the international com- 
munity. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, as I 
stated on the floor yesterday, this is an 
extremely difficult issue. Unilateral 
lifting of the Bosnian arms embargo 
gives me no pleasure. No doubt it is 
preferable for the United Nations Secu- 
rity Council to agree to fulfill its re- 
sponsibilities and to lift the arms em- 
bargo. Better for Bosnia. Better for the 
Security Council. 

I find it significant that Senator 
BIDEN—an early supporter of lifting the 
embargo—is supporting the Mitchell 
amendment because he received a com- 
mitment from the administration that 
the United States will table a resolu- 
tion in the Security Council to lift the 
embargo. In addition, the majority 
leader makes a powerful argument con- 
cerning the safety of the gallant U.N. 
peacekeepers and aid workers in 
Bosnia. 

I find elements of both proposals 
compelling. This is particularly true 
because I disagree with some of the 
proponents of the Dole amendment 
when they say that the United States 
has no stake in this contest, and when 
they oppose Senator MITCHELL's en- 
dorsement of NATO involvement. Some 
who support Senator DOLE's amend- 
ment say we should lift the embargo 
and then wash our hands of Bosnia. I 
disagree. In fact, if we are to lift the 
embargo we should be prepared to sup- 
port the implementation of that policy 
with air power. 

Taken together, the two amendments 
constitute the strongest position. A 
unilateral lifting of the arms embargo, 
combined with multilateral air strikes. 
I hope that it will be understood by the 
administration that there were those 
in the Senate who supported both. And 
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that it will be understood that many 
who voted only for the Mitchell amend- 
ment did so as the very last step short 
of unilateral action. 

Mr. President, the credibility of the 
United Nations guarantee of a collec- 
tive response to aggression is at stake 
in Bosnia. If the United Nations Secu- 
rity Council fails in its responsibility 
to provide a collective response to ag- 
gression and at the same time purport 
to forbid other countries from assisting 
Bosnia, then the credibility of the 
Charter itself will be at stake in 
Bosnia. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
there are remarkably circular argu- 
ments at work in this debate. 

With very few exceptions, even oppo- 
nents of the Dole bill claim they want 
the embargo lifted, but it should be 
done in concert with our allies. 

The President joins this chorus. He 
says he wants the embargo lifted, but 
he is powerless to make that decision, 
or affect that change. 

Unfortunately, if we don’t dem- 
onstrate American resolve, the United 
Nations and Europe will not move—the 
fact that the international community 
is paralyzed, in turn, has become the 
excuse the administration uses for not 
acting. 

American policy is caught in an end- 
less circle of accusation, blame and 
counter-accusation. 

Frankly, what's missing is American 
leadership. I had hoped that in the 
weeks since this measure was first 
brought to the floor that the State De- 
partment and Ambassador Albright, at 
a minimum would have tried to estab- 
lish in the Security Council that the 
embargo did not apply to Bosnia. 

Obviously, many of us hoped that the 
President would go further and take 
advantage of the time since the legisla- 
tion was introduced to press the case 
with our allies to lift the embargo en- 
tirely. 

Instead, no effort has been made. The 
President keeps saying he thinks it 
ought to be lifted, yet there is no evi- 
dence that he is matching words with 
diplomatic action. 

So, the Senate is left with the obliga- 
tion to take the initiative. 

The fact of the matter is the vote 
today is much a message of support to 
the Bosnian Moslems as it is a last 
gasp attempt to motivate the adminis- 
tration to do what needed to be done a 
long time ago—define and defend 
American interests. 

The vote today will not end the em- 
bargo. In all likelihood this bill will 
never see the light of day in the 
House—House rules and the adminis- 
tration will make sure of it. 

We should accept that what we are 
doing is largely symbolic, and, as such, 
represents the enormous collective 
frustration we share as we watch 
America’s credibility erode and our in- 
terests subcontracted out to the United 
Nations. 
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Earlier in the week, I defined this as 
a debate about American leadership. 

I am convinced the United Nations 
and our allies in Europe will continue 
to stand on the sidelines and wring 
their hands unless they are presented 
with decisions and firm direction from 
the leader of our great Nation. 

Sadly, the United States of America 
has joined the ranks of hand wringers. 

A year ago, I was uncomfortable tell- 
ing a new administration how to con- 
duct the foreign policy business of this 
Nation. 

But, after a year of administration 
missteps, misquotes and missed oppor- 
tunities, it is time for the Senate to 
act to fill the foreign policy vacuum. 

We cannot schedule the President's 
day. We cannot force the men on the 
President's national security team to 
make decisions. 

In fact, I am not persuaded they ever 
will make the tough choices—I am not 
confident the administration wants to 
define our goals and be forced to bear 
responsibility for a sustained commit- 
ment to a strategy. 

It seems the best the Administration 
can do is plead with the Majority Lead- 
er for more time. The alternative to 
Senator DOLE’s measure declares our 
support for the status quo urging the 
President to promptly seek the support 
of our allies and the United Nations in 
lifting the embargo. 

I suppose the proponents of this 
strategy set some stock in telling the 
President to act promptly. 

But, let’s remember, this legislation 
was the pending business of the Senate 
April 21. The administration has had 
three weeks to act promptly and they 
have done absolutely nothing. 

I don’t think this debate should be 
about 2 more days or 22 more days. 
What the Senate needs to address is 
the pattern of indecision which jeop- 
ardizes American credibility and only 
guarantees more pain, more losses and 
prospects for peace in Bosnia. 

As days lapse into months, the Serbs 
have come to understand that our 
tough talk is not followed by decisive 
action. They have and will continue to 
take advantage of the administration’s 
wobbling and inconsistency. 

The Bosnian Moslems should not 
have to continue to pay a price for the 
failure of American leadership. The 
embargo should be lifted. Let us not 
compound our failure with half hearted 
attempts to buy time. I urge my col- 
leagues to support the Dole-Lieberman 
legislation. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the pending amendment by 
the distinguished majority leader, Sen- 
ator MITCHELL. I want to commend him 
for his work in putting together this 
important piece of legislation and for 
bringing this crucial matter to the at- 
tention of the Senate. 

I also want to commend the distin- 
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela- 
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tions Committee, Senator PELL, and 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee, Senator 
NUNN, for their contribution to this 
amendment. 

Let me take this opportunity as well 
to commend the distinguished minor- 
ity leader, Senator DOLE, along with 
my colleague from Connecticut, Sen- 
ator LIEBERMAN. Senator DOLE and 
Senator LIEBERMAN have played an in- 
strumental role in the debate and the 
dialog over this issue for the better 
part of a year. Their efforts have 
helped to keep the issue of Bosnia and 
the plight of the Bosnian people firmly 
in the center of the American foreign 
policy agenda. 

Mr. President, the amendment that 
has been proposed by Senator DOLE and 
Senator LIEBERMAN raises important 
and complex questions that deserve 
very careful consideration by every 
Member of this body. In all candor, I 
must say that I find myself in sym- 
pathy with much of what this legisla- 
tion seeks to do. 

Like the sponsors of the Dole amend- 
ment, I too am deeply troubled by the 
arms embargo against the people of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, an embargo 
that in my view has needlessly contrib- 
uted to the suffering of the Bosnian 
Moslem population. And I must admit 
that there is a certain emotional ap- 
peal to the solution this legislation 
proposes, which is to lift the embargo 
now and to provide arms to the 
Bosnian Moslem faction. 

But however much I may be in sym- 
pathy with the Dole-Lieberman lan- 
guage, and however strong the appeal 
of this legislation may be, I cannot 
lend my support to the solution this 
amendment would propose. This legis- 
lation would require the administra- 
tion to take an action that flies di- 
rectly in the face of our commitments 
to our allies and to the rest of the 
international community. As much as I 
would like to see an end to the embar- 
go against Bosnia, that is a course of 
action I cannot support at the present 
juncture. 

Mr. President, I would remind my 
colleagues that the U.N. arms embargo 
was imposed by a binding resolution in 
the Security Council. I would remind 
my colleagues that the United States 
voted for this resolution and pledged to 
abide by its terms. Just as we would in- 
sist that our allies adhere to Security 
Council resolutions, even those they 
might later find inconvenient or dis- 
tasteful, so must we apply that stand- 
ard to ourselves. 

It has been argued by the proponents 
of the Dole amendment that the U.N. 
arms embargo is politically and mor- 
ally wrong, and that the embargo may 
in fact be contrary to law. It has been 
argued that the embargo is a violation 
of article 51 of the U.N. Charter, which 
guarantees every nation the right to 
self defense. This is an important ques- 
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tion, and one on which I think it is safe 
to say the international legal commu- 
nity has been greatly divided. 

Unfortunately, while the Dole 
amendment raises this and other im- 
portant questions, it also attempts to 
answer these questions, and to do so in 
a manner that in my view may be pre- 
mature. In truth, this legislation asks 
us to simply declare that our view is 
the right view, and that since we are 
right and the Security Council is 
wrong we should no longer consider 
ourselves bound by the Security Coun- 
cil’s judgments. 

Make no mistake, Mr. President: 
What this legislation would ask us to 
do is to serve as judge and jury over 
the actions of the United Nations. I am 
not certain that this is the kind of 
international order our allies and part- 
ners around the world have in mind, 
nor do I believe this is the kind of 
international order that will serve our 
own interests in the long run. 

Just imagine for a second, Mr. Presi- 
dent, the kind of pandora's box such an 
action would open. What if Great Brit- 
ain, or Greece, or Turkey, were to de- 
cide that the U.N. arms embargo 
against Iraq was no longer in their in- 
terest? Perhaps they might even come 
up with some provision of the U.N. 
charter that in their view nullified it 
or rendered it illegal. Would that give 
them the unilateral right to ignore the 
arms embargo? 

What if Canada, or Venezuela, were 
to decide that they no longer felt 
themselves bound by the United Na- 
tions trade embargo against Haiti? 
Would it be acceptable for them to ig- 
nore that embargo as well? These are 
questions we need to ask ourselves be- 
fore proceeding with this legislation 
today. 

Moreover, Mr. President, it is unclear 
whether a unilateral lifting of the arms 
embargo would ultimately even benefit 
the people of Bosnia and Herzegovina. 
One can argue, of course, that the pro- 
vision of U.S. arms and supplies to the 
Moslem faction in Bosnia might help 
them gain an equal footing in the con- 
flict, and perhaps even hasten the war's 
end. 

But there would be a cost to such 
unilateral action as well, Mr. Presi- 
dent, and the cost might be very steep 
indeed. Over the 3 years that this con- 
flict has been fought, the international 
community has taken a number of 
steps to limit the spread of the fighting 
and to limit the impact on innocent ci- 
vilians. If the United States were to de- 
cide to lift the embargo unilaterally, 
these important efforts could be put at 
risk. 

In Croatia, some 14,000 U.N. peace- 
keepers have been in place since the 
early part of 1992, helping to enforce a 
truce between Serbian and Croatian 
forces. In the former Republic of Mac- 
edonia, U.N. peacekeepers have been 
deployed in order to keep the war from 
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spreading. And in Bosnia, U.N. peace- 
keepers have secured the Sarajevo air- 
port and have been using that airport 
to carry out airlifts of humanitarian 
assistance. That effort has now been 
under way for nearly 2 years, longer 
even than the famed Berlin airlift of 
1948-49. 

The international community has 
also had some success, I might add, in 
deterring certain instances of aggres- 
sion by Serbian forces. This past Feb- 
ruary, after a mortar attack against an 
open-air market in Sarajevo, the Unit- 
ed Nations and NATO issued an ulti- 
matum banning any Serb heavy artil- 
lery from within 20 kilometers of the 
city. Last month, this ultimatum was 
extended to cover the Bosnian city of 
Gorazde as well. While there have been 
violations of these ultimatums, Ser- 
bian forces have for the most part ad- 
hered to the NATO mandates. 

Mr. President, I do not mean to 
imply that the international commu- 
nity has done everything it can in the 
former Yugoslavia. Clearly there is 
more that the United Nations and 
other international organizations can 
and should be doing to bring a halt to 
the aggression by Serbian forces. But if 
we lift the embargo now, if we bla- 
tantly ignore our obligations under the 
U.N. Security Council, then we run the 
risk of undoing all of the cooperation 
that has been enjoyed to this date. 

Do that, Mr. President, and we inject 
the United States into this conflict in 
a way that we have never been before. 
Do not think that we will continue to 
gain the cooperation of the British, or 
the French, far less the Russians. No, 
what we will have is an American con- 
flict, with an American agenda and an 
American role. That is not in the inter- 
est of America. That is not in the in- 
terest of the international community. 
And ultimately, Mr. President, that is 
not in the interest of the people of 
Bosnia. 

Mr. President, fortunately there is an 
alternative to a unilateral lifting of 
the embargo and that is contained in 
the amendment by the distinguished 
majority leader, Senator MITCHELL. 
The proposal he has put forth is a care- 
fully crafted measure that would 
strengthen the hand of the United Na- 
tions and NATO in dealing with the 
Serbian aggression, while at the same 
time preserving our obligations to the 
international community. 

This amendment would lend specific 
congressional approval to the use of 
NATO air strikes in order to enforce 
the exclusion zones around Sarajevo, 
Gorazde, and other U.N.-designated 
safe havens. This will give the Presi- 
dent a free hand to back up these im- 
portant NATO mandates with all nec- 
essary military force. 

At the same time, Mr. President, this 
legislation also makes very clear that 
before any United States troops can be 
sent to Bosnia in order to enforce an 
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overall peace agreement, the President 
shall be required to seek prior congres- 
sional approval. This approach rep- 
resents a careful and judicious balance 
between the rights of the executive and 
the legitimate interests and respon- 
sibilities of the Congress. 

But the most important part of the 
Mitchell substitute, in my view, is the 
section pertaining to the United Na- 
tions arms embargo. Mr. President, no 
matter what one thinks of the issue of 
multilateral or unilateral action, it is 
quite clear that as a matter of policy, 
the U.N. arms embargo has been a fail- 
ure. In fact, in the 2% years since the 
U.N. arms embargo was imposed, Ser- 
bian forces have been able to victimize 
the Bosnian population with almost 
complete and total impunity. 

With thousands of innocent people 
killed and countless wounded in ag- 
gression that continues to the present 
day, I believe it is time for us to see 
the arms embargo for what it is: An 
anachronism, a failure, and one that 
should be relegated to the ash heap of 
history as quickly as possible. 

That is very clearly the view that is 
represented in the majority leader's 
amendment. The amendment says, and 
I quote, The Senate favors the termi- 
nation of the arms embargo against the 
Government of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina." The amendment goes on 
to insist that the President seek imme- 
diately the agreement of NATO allies 
to terminate the embargo, and that it 
promptly lend its support to a resolu- 
tion in the U.N. Security Council to 
achieve this very objective. 

Mr. President, the importance of this 
last provision cannot be overstated. 
One year ago, in May 1993, the Clinton 
administration attempted to gain the 
consent of our European allies to lift 
the arms embargo against Bosnia. 
Those efforts were unsuccessful, and 
there were some observers at the time 
who believed the administration could 
have done a more forceful job of press- 
ing its case. 

Mr. President, I do not presume to 
judge what the administration can and 
cannot achieve in the course of nego- 
tiations with our allies. But I do know 
this: Now is the time for the adminis- 
tration to make every effort—and to 
spend the political capital needed—to 
bring our allies in line with our own 
policy objectives. Those objectives in- 
clude, and should continue to include, 
a lifting of the arms embargo on the 
Bosnian people. 

Mr. President, in the former Yugo- 
slavia today, the people of Bosnia are 
crying out for our help. The least we 
can do is to give them the means to de- 
fend themselves. But if by doing so we 
shatter the fragile international coali- 
tion that we have worked so hard to 
build, then we will have done the 
Bosnian people, not to mention our- 
selves, more harm then good. 

Yes, Mr. President, we should lift the 
arms embargo. If we are a humani- 
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tarian society, we must lift the arms 
embargo. But if we value the rule of 
law among nations, and if we value the 
future of multilateral cooperation, 
then we should not—and must not—do 
so on our own. 

For these reasons, Mr. President, I 
will vote for the Mitchell amendment, 
and I urge its adoption by my col- 
leagues. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I have 
listened with great interest to this de- 
bate, and I have decided, after much 
deliberation to vote in favor of the 
amendment offered by the majority 
leader, Senator MITCHELL, and against 
the amendment offered by Senator 
DOLE. 

I believe that the Bosnian people 
have a fundamental right to defend 
themselves and that the current arms 
embargo deprives them of the right. I 
voted earlier this year with 86 of my 
colleagues to urge the President to lift 
the Bosnian arms embargo. 

The arms embargo is a failed policy, 
with terrible consequences for both 
Bosnia and the United States. For the 
Bosnians, the embargo means that 
their army remains outgunned, their 
land overrun, and their people mur- 
dered. For the United States and its al- 
lies, continuation of the embargo 
makes us tacit collaborators in main- 
taining the Serbian military advan- 
tage, which if left unchallenged, will 
lead to additional deaths, and the even- 
tual destruction of the Government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. If at all pos- 
sible, the arms embargo should be ter- 
minated where it originated—in the 
U.N. Security Council. The amendment 
by the majority leader requires the ad- 
ministration to propose or support a 
resolution in the Security Council to 
repeal the embargo. When faced with 
such a resolution, I hope that our allies 
will see the wisdom of our position and 
will not exercise their veto authority. 

However, I want to be perfectly clear 
on this point: Should the United Na- 
tions fail to repeal the arms embargo, 
I will support lifting it unilaterally. 
The Mitchell amendment requires that 
within 5 days of the Security Council 
failing to approve such a repeal, the 
President must consult with Congress 
about acting alone. This means that in 
a worst-case scenario—if our NATO al- 
lies the United Nations flatly reject 
our efforts to lift the embargo—we will 
be back on the Senate floor debating 
another amendment to lift the arms 
embargo. And if we are forced to debate 
a similar amendment in the future, I 
believe that it will pass by a wide mar- 
gin. 

Mr. President, innocent people are 
being slaughtered in Bosnia and we are 
not doing enough to stop it. I believe 
that our Nation has a moral obligation 
to help the Bosnian people defend 
themselves and stop this horrifying 
genocide. However, the best way to ac- 
complish this goal is to work with our 
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allies through the United Nation. If ab- 
solutely necessary, I will support uni- 
lateral action. However, before taking 
such drastic action, I believe that the 
administration should resolve this 
issue through the United Nations. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, 
today, I will vote in favor of the Dole 
amendment. I do so because I do not 
believe that we can continue to impose 
against the people of Bosnia an arms 
embargo that denies them the right to 
self-defense. 

I have long supported, and often spo- 
ken in favor of, efforts to lift the arms 
embargo on Bosnia because I believe 
the current arms embargo does not 
achieve its objective. Since it is pri- 
marily the Serbians who now have 
arms we have created an imbalance 
which favors the Serbs over other com- 
batants. 

At the same time, I want to take this 
opportunity to stress my support for 
efforts to lift the arms embargo in con- 
cert with our allies. I hope the United 
States will not have to go it alone in 
this action because it is undeniable 
that cooperative action with our allies 
is preferable. But, the United States 
has often been called upon to lead in 
world affairs, and one of the burdens of 
leadership is sometimes loneliness. The 
bottom line is that the embargo must 
be lifted and by our act we now can and 
must encourage our allies to join us. 

Thank you Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I 
would like to clarify that my vote 
against the amendment offered by the 
distinguished majority leader does not 
imply any lack of support for NATO 
airstrikes as described in the amend- 
ment. I fully support the use of air 
power, provided it is part of a com- 
prehensive strategy toward ending the 
fighting in Bosnia. Indeed, I believe the 
use of airpower has, to date, been too 
little and too late. 

I will vote against the majority lead- 
er’s amendment because I believe it is 
time to send a clear signal to the ad- 
ministration that the arms embargo 
against Bosnia must be lifted. The 
Bosnian Government must be allowed 
the means to defend itself. In the ab- 
sence of countervailing force, or the 
prospect of countervailing force, the 
Bosnian Serbs have no incentive to end 
their land grabs and ethnic cleansing. 
It is clear that the United Nations and 
NATO will not provide that counter- 
vailing force. We owe it to the Bosnian 
Government to permit it to try. 

The Senate has voted before in sup- 
port of lifting the embargo. However, 
given the nonbinding nature of pre- 
vious Senate action, the administra- 
tion has been free to ignore Senate sen- 
timent. 

The Dole-Lieberman amendment will 
at least force the administration to 
come clean. It will set the clock tick- 
ing for administration action, either to 
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negotiate a lifting of the arms embargo 
by the time the bill passes both Houses 
and reaches the President's desk, or 
openly to oppose lifting the embargo 
and, if necessary, veto the legislation. 
Only an unambiguous signal from the 
Senate—approval of Dole-Lieberman 
and rejection of Mitchell—can end the 
ambiguity and force the administra- 
tion to decide its policy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re- 
publican leader has 7 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the Republican 
leader. 

Mr. DOLE. I yield the 7 minutes to 
the Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. President, we come once again to 
a crossroads. In the two votes that we 
will cast in a short while, we will make 
a fateful decision for the war-torn peo- 
ple of Bosnia and also for our own peo- 
ple, as we consider what part we shall 
play in the post-cold-war world. How 
shall we protect our security and up- 
hold our principles? 

The decision we have is not to ex- 
press whether we care about the 
slaughter and suffering in Bosnia. I 
know that all Members of the Senate 
care. The question is, what are we 
going to do about it? Will we lead or 
will we follow? Will the trumpet we 
sound be strong and certain, or will it 
be muted? That to me is the fundamen- 
tal choice between these two amend- 
ments and that is why I will vote no on 
the first amendment and yes on the 
second, which I am proud to cosponsor 
with the Senator from Kansas, and 
which will unilaterally lift the illegal 
and immoral arms embargo against the 
people of Bosnia. 

This amendment is genuinely a bi- 
partisan effort. It was never intended 
to be antiadministration, although I 
know the administration opposes it. It 
was in fact conceived as a unifying ex- 
pression of support for the lift and 
strike policy that was adopted by the 
Clinton administration more than a 
year ago, but never fully imple- 
mented—primarily because of the op- 
position of our allies. 

The strike part of the policy came 
into effect after the President reacted 
to the slaughter in Sarajevo in Feb- 
ruary of this year. This amendment 
gives us now the opportunity to 
strengthen the President's hand in im- 
plementing the lift part of his policy. 

Mr. President, this amendment is 
premised on two large lessons that 
emerge from the sad story of diplo- 
macy in the Bosnian war. 

First, the Serbs have only responded 
when the world community acted 
forcefully and they have had something 
to fear. 

Second, the world will not act force- 
fully unless the United States takes 
the leadership by being forceful our- 
selves. 

This embargo is immoral because it 
denies an independent country and its 
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people the arms with which to defend 
themselves against aggression, inva- 
sion by Serbia for the purpose of con- 
quest, and genocidal acts. 

The comparisons that have been 
made in this debate between this em- 
bargo and the embargoes against Ser- 
bia and Iraq, for instance, totally miss 
the point and fail to distinguish be- 
tween embargoes that are imposed by 
the world community on aggressor na- 
tions and an embargo, this one, against 
the Bosnian people that prevents the 
victim of aggression from defending it- 
self. 

Make no mistake about it, this em- 
bargo is not just a piece of paper or a 
resolution adopted at the U.N. or im- 
plemented by Executive order of the 
President, as this one was. This is an 
embargo that American military per- 
sonnel on ships in the Adriatic are en- 
forcing today. We are party to denying, 
by our actions, the Bosnian people the 
weapons with which to defend them- 
selves. 

The embargo is illegal because it vio- 
lates article 51 of the Charter of the 
United Nations which gives every coun- 
try the right to defend itself. It is ille- 
gal because, in a technical sense, this 
embargo was imposed on the former 
Yugoslavia which no longer exists. And 
it is illegal because it was imposed be- 
fore Bosnia came into being. 

The Senate knows all this. As my 
colleagues have said, one after the 
other, most Members of the Senate are 
against the embargo and want to lift 
it. In fact, the Senate voted 87 strong 
on January 27, 1993 to urge—not de- 
mand, not unilaterally lift—but to urge 
the lifting of the embargo. What hap- 
pened? Nothing. Neither our allies nor 
our enemies took that action seriously, 
and that is why we have to act force- 
fully today and take a leadership role 
by lifting the embargo unilaterally. 

Mr. President, we have debated and 
debated for more than 2 years in this 
Chamber. Meanwhile, the people of 
Bosnia have continued to be shelled by 
artillery, attacked by tanks, forcibly 
removed from their homes simply be- 
cause of their religion—in this case 
Moslem—and have seen their commu- 
nities destroyed, their lands stolen, 
and their loved ones raped and killed. 
There are 200,000 dead and 2 million ref- 
ugees. 

The time for talk is over. The time 
for action is here. How many more 
Bosnians are we going to allow to die 
before we stand together with the vic- 
tims of this brutal aggression and 
shout, Enough“? 

Will this amendment give the 
Bosnians hope? Absolutely. Not the 
false hope of the American cavalry 
riding over the hill to save them. They 
are not asking for that. They have sol- 
diers —their own—and what they want 
is the arms with which to fight their 
battles. 

In debate here, some have said that 
lifting the arms embargo unilaterally 
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would lead the United Nations' peace- 
keepers to leave Bosnia, putting the 
Bosnians in harm's way; or that send- 
ing the arms in would actually lead to 
the death of more Bosnians. Mr. Presi- 
dent, it seems to me that we ought to 
listen to the words of the democrat- 
ically elected leaders of Bosnia as to 
what is best for the Bosnian people and 
not from this place make the judg- 
ments about their well-being as they 
suffer and struggle through a war. 

We have heard from those leaders. 
Prime Minister Silajdzic wrote yester- 
day to Senator DOLE and me and to all 
Members of the Senate through us, 
pleading with us to adopt the amend- 
ment to unilaterally lift the arms em- 
bargo. He quoted Edmund Burke say- 
ing: The only thing necessary for the 
triumph of evil is for good men to do 
nothing." 

Mr. President, we have done nothing 
for too long, and we have seen the tri- 
umph of evil. Lifting the arms embargo 
is the least we can do. 

So we have to listen to the pleas of 
the Bosnian people, the victims of this 
aggression. We have to listen to the 
words of Edmund Burke and to our own 
conscience which tells us to do what is 
right; to our intellect which knows 
that this embargo is illegal; and to the 
echoes of history which tell us that 
those who invade neighbors, as the 
Serbs have, for the purpose of conquest 
and to carry out genocidal acts will 
cease their brutality, not when they 
hear the language of diplomats, but 
only when they face the weapons of sol- 
diers. 

Mr. President, the question before us 
in these two votes is how we will an- 
swer the pleas of the Bosnian people for 
help. Will we say, yes, we will help, or 
wil we say maybe? I hope and pray 
that we will say yes. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re- 
publican leader is recognized. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, was lead- 
ers' time reserved? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, it 
has been and the Senator can use his 10 
minutes at this time. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, first I want 
to thank my colleague from Connecti- 
cut for underscoring right up front 
that this is bipartisan. This is not an 
effort to undermine the President of 
the United States. In fact, we thought 
when we started it was an effort to 
help the President of the United States 
because he had talked so often about 
lifting the arms embargo. In fact, 
many of us have visited with the Presi- 
dent at the White House, and he talked 
not only about that but about air 
Strikes. Some of us were prepared to 
support him in both cases, including 
the Senator from Kansas. 

If we go back to the Revolutionary 
War, the Americans were engaged in 
self-defense, and we were helped by 
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other countries. The right of self-de- 
fense is inherent. It does not have to be 
in the U.N. Charter. It is a basic inher- 
ent right: The right of self-defense. 

If you read the letter we received 
yesterday from the Prime Minister of 
Bosnia, Haris Silajdzic, I think the one 
statement that stands out—and there 
are a number that stand out—first of 
all, he says: 

Tomorrow the hopes of the Bosnian people 
are turned to the United States Senate. 

They are looking to us for leadership. 
They are looking to America for lead- 
ership. This is what this is all about: 
Leadership. Bipartisan leadership. 

He also makes the statement, which 
I have been trying to make the last 
several times I have spoken on this 
issue: 

If the rest of the world is making a mis- 
take, should America also make the same 
mistake? Isn't it high time to correct this 
mistake? 

To me that says it all. I am surprised 
some here would say, “Well, I'm going 
to vote for the other amendment be- 
cause we are going to let the United 
Nations authorize the United States 
air power under U.N. direction and re- 
quire us to abide by U.N. interpreta- 
tion of what Bosnia's rights are." That 
is in my colleague's amendment, the 
distinguished majority leader. 

We have had all this debate about the 
United Nations having too much au- 
thority now and about the U.N. direct- 
ing this and the United Nations direct- 
ing that, and some are about to vote 
for an amendment that would author- 
ize the United Nations to direct air 
power and to authorize air power. We 
have already had problems with Mr. 
Akashi who had our pilots flying 
around up there for hours while he is 
trying to talk somebody out of having 
air strikes, while he is having con- 
versations with the Serbs. It is out- 
rageous. 

So I hope that people read both reso- 
lutions before they vote. 

We also address the specific question 
raised by the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. BYRD.] We 
make it very clear we are not talking 
about personnel. Let me repeat, we are 
not talking about ground forces. In our 
amendment, in the Lieberman-Dole 
amendment, the bipartisan amend- 
ment, with 30-some cosponsors, Demo- 
crats and Republicans, all we suggest is 
to give these people a right to self-de- 
fense. Remove the British forces, re- 
move the French forces, remove all the 
U.N. protection forces so nobody is 
going to be in harm's way, and that is 
all that Mr. Silajdzic asked for in his 
letter delivered yesterday. And we hope 
that every Senator has had a chance to 
look at it. 

In my view, he should know better 
what is best for the people of Bosnia 
than anybody on this floor, any of us. 

So he just says: 

Please let your colleagues know that we 
fully support this measure and that we hope 
and pray 
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—we hope and pray— 

for its passage. And as Edmund Burke said: 
“The only thing necessary for the triumph of 
evil is for good men to do nothing.” 

He closed his letter by saying: 

It is never too late for justice. 

Now, he has seen it all. He has seen 
200,000 Bosnians slaughtered in the past 
25 months. He has seen shelling of hos- 
pitals, shelling of the Red Cross, chil- 
dren shot before their parents' eyes. 
And all we are saying is let us send a 
statement—we are not France. We are 
not Great Britain. We are the United 
States of America, and we have had 
moral authority in this world for a 
long time and moral leadership in this 
world for a long time, and the people of 
the world look to us for leadership. We 
do not send any armed forces. We do 
not send any ground forces. We do not 
have air strikes. All we do is lift the 
embargo so they can defend them- 
selves. 

This vote ought to be unanimous. It 
was 87 to 9 in January, almost the 
same amendment, a sense of the Senate 
amendment, and now we have made it 
a little tougher. The vote was 87 to 9, 
and some of the nine voted against it 
because they were concerned that we 
might authorize personnel, so we made 
that very clear in this amendment. We 
made it very specific. We are not au- 
thorizing the use of personnel, Amer- 
ican personnel. All they want are de- 
fensive weapons. 

We were told, Senator LIEBERMAN 
and I, by the Prime Minister and by 
the Vice President, Mr. Ganic, about 
2% weeks ago, they have one rifle for 
every four men. They have 8 tanks to 
300 tanks the Serbs have. 

Now, how do we empower ourselves 
to sit in judgment on a people who only 
want the right to fight for survival? 
And we are saying. No, you can't have 
that right. We are not going to give 
you that right. Oh, we are for you, but 
we are not going to give you that right 
unless the United Nations says OK.” 

Again, we are the United States of 
America. We are not risking one Amer- 
ican life. We are not risking one Amer- 
ican pilot, one American airplane, one 
American anything. What is so wrong 
with the Dole-Lieberman resolution? 

There is nothing wrong with it. And 
I note that Mr. Lake this morning said 
on a morning talk show, The option is 
still on the table. If our current efforts 
to work out a diplomatic settlement 
don't succeed, then we think we should 
go back to that option." 

Well, this option has been on the 
table for months, and now we have the 
French Foreign Minister over here say- 
ing we ought to impose a settlement on 
the Bosnians. Sure; why not? Why not 
take all their country and give it to 
the Serbs? They control about 70-some 
percent of it now. And we are saying, 
well, maybe we can get it down to 51 
percent. Then they ought to be happy. 
Then we will send U.S. ground forces 
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there to impose a settlement on the 
Bosnians. 

It does not make any sense to this 
Senator. I am not a diplomat, but I am 
a Senator. And we will have, in about 
20 minutes, an opportunity to say 
something very simple, that we believe 
in the right of self-defense. If 87 Sen- 
ators said that in January and only 47 
say it today, I am going to wonder 
what happened, what have we done 
wrong? What has Bosnia done wrong 
except witness more slaughter of inno- 
cent men, women and children? The 
Serbs are the aggressors, and they have 
been the aggressors. They have the 
arms. They have the tanks. And they 
thumb their nose at us at every oppor- 
tunity. 

I do not understand. I listened to the 
arguments on the other side, and if I 
were suggesting we send one American, 
or risk one American life, I would 
agree with the Senator from Virginia 
and others. But we are not. We are not. 

So it seems to me that we can dither 
along here and wait another 3 weeks 
and if the United Nations does not 
act—they are not going to act. They 
are not going to take up any resolution 
even though the President might table 
the resolution, so they turn it back and 
we come back in 5 or 6 weeks and then, 
some people say, well, then I will vote 
for it. But first we have to kill about 
10,000 more Bosnians before I have this 
moral outrage that permits me to 
speak up and to vote correctly. That is 
what this is all about. 

We do not need any hearings on this 
resolution. We do not need anything on 
this resolution but for somebody to 
read it. If every Senator reads the 
DOLE-LIEBERMAN resolution—and it is 
allon one page—in my view they will 
vote for it, unless they want to go con- 
trary to what the Prime Minister says. 
He says they are praying for us today 
to do the right thing—us, Republicans 
and Democrats. 

It seems to me that now is the time. 
We have made all the arguments. They 
do not want anything. They do not 
want American forces. They do not 
want air strikes. They would like air 
Strikes, but they would be willing to 
settle for just lifting the arms embar- 
go. 

In my view, if we take this action 
today, you will see the British and the 
French follow suit. That is what Amer- 
ican leadership is all about. If we do 
not provide the leadership in the world, 
nothing happens. In this case, only bad 
things have happened. So I hope my 
colleagues who are undecided and 
maybe some who may be on the wrong 
side will read the resolution and then 
read the letter from the Prime Min- 
ister. And if you can vote no after read- 
ing those two documents, then you 
should vote no. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader is recognized. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
have read both documents, and I will 
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vote no.“ I urge all of my colleagues 
to do so. 

First, there is no disagreement on 

our objective. It is a peaceful and fair 
resolution of the conflict raging in that 
region. 
Second, it is to obtain a lifting of the 
arms embargo. But the appropriate 
way to do it is not in the manner pre- 
Scribed in the amendment offered by 
my colleague, Senator DOLE. 

Over the past year, I have been 
present at several meetings with Presi- 
dent Clinton on the subject of Bosnia. 
Members of the House and Senate, Re- 
publicans and Democrats, have been 
asked to give the President their views. 
They did so, and the views ranged over 
a wide range of options, many con- 
tradictory. But on one point there was 
no disagreement. Every Senator or 
House Member who spoke to the Presi- 
dent said, Vou cannot do it alone. You 
must involve our allies." 

No one expressed a contrary view, 
not one, in those meetings, because 
they recognized that we cannot now 
simply unilaterally discontinue this 
embargo without regard to the views of 
our allies or the safety of the citizens 
and troops of our allies. 

It is all well and good for U.S. Sen- 
ators, not one of whom would now vote 
to send a single American soldier to 
Bosnia, to talk about morality and au- 
thority when there are several thou- 
sand British and French troops on the 
Scene in danger, under fire, and have 
been for years. Who are we to scorn the 
British and French? Who are we to de- 
mean the British and French? Who are 
we to suggest that the British and 
French have not played a part when 
they have been willing to and have sent 
thousands and thousands of their 
young men into Bosnia where they 
have been exposed to danger all of 
these years as we have talked. 

Mr. President, it is easy to make 
speeches. It is tough to take action. 
Let us consider also the effect of this 
vote on other multilateral actions im- 
posing sanctions or other collective ac- 
tions in other parts of the world. 

Right now there are sanctions 
against Iraq which have been in place 
since the time of the Gulf war. There 
are sanctions against Haiti; just voted. 
And we all know, as Senator NUNN so 
rightly pointed out, that we are going 
to soon face the possibility of seeking 
collective action against North Korea. 

Every Senator here should under- 
stand that if we now vote to unilater- 
ally lift these collective actions by the 
United States, then others will do the 
same in those areas. Just a few months 
ago, in my office a few feet from here, 
I met with the Prime Minister of Tur- 
key. She made a powerful and impas- 
sioned statement of the adverse effects 
on her country of the sanctions against 
Iraq. Of course, they do not hurt our 
economy. So we are all for it. 

There can be no doubt that if the 
Senate now votes that the United 
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States unilaterally lift the arms em- 
bargo in Bosnia, the Turkish Govern- 
ment will unilaterally lift the sanc- 
tions against Iraq and cite the U.S. 
Senate as the justification for their ac- 
tion. Is that what the Members of the 
Senate want? 

Just 2 weeks ago, Senator DOLE and I 
met in my office with the Prime Min- 
ister and the Foreign Minister of 
Greece. The Foreign Minister devoted a 
good part of the meeting to describing 
to us the extreme adverse economic ef- 
fects upon his country of the economic 
sanctions against Serbia. He told us 
how the front line States, Greece, Ro- 
mania, Bulgaria, and Hungary, are suf- 
fering from those sanctions. 

There is no doubt that if we now vote 
to unilaterally lift the arms embargo 
ons Bosnia, those States will unilater- 
ally terminate the economic sanctions 
against Serbia. Will that help the 
Bosnians? One of the most effective ac- 
tions that has been taken has been the 
economic sanctions on Serbia. And 
that is directly related to this incident. 

Mr. President, we know we cannot 
take the position that others must par- 
ticipate in multilateral actions, but 
the United States alone can pick and 
choose those in which it will partici- 
pate. We know we cannot have it both 
ways. But that is exactly what those 
who vote for the Dole amendment will 
be saying— We want it both ways. We 
want to pick and choose when we can 
drop out of multilateral actions, but 
others don’t have that same right.” 

Obviously, that is not a standard 
which other countries are going to ac- 
cept, especially those countries who 
have placed thousands of men and 
women into the area of conflict, in dan- 
ger, as we have refused to do so and as 
we have then preached at them. They 
are not going to accept that standard, 
nor would we. 

It is also very important for every- 
body here to recognize that the lifting 
of the embargo does not mean the im- 
mediate delivery of arms to the 
Bosnian forces. Any heavy equipment 
will have to be delivered through Cro- 
atia. If we are willing to violate the 
United Nations action, we do not know 
that the Croats will be willing to do so. 
So this could be an empty gesture, un- 
less others drop out as we have done. 

And even if Croatia decides it wants 
to violate the U.N. action as we would 
be doing, it would take a good bit of 
time for heavy arms to reach Bosnia. 
Then there would be training, and who 
is going to conduct the training? Is the 
next step going to be an immediate ac- 
tion by our colleagues to have Amer- 
ican trainers involved? 

Finally, Mr. President, let us ask 
ourselves this question. Every time we 
get into one of these situations, some- 
one gets up and criticizes the President 
and says, Well, we have a lot of what- 
if questions. What if this happens? 
What if that happens? What if the 
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other happens? And we want answers to 
those before we will decide." 

We have not heard one of those ques- 
tions or answers on this resolution. 
Well, I would like to pose one. What if 
the arms embargo was lifted? What if, 
as many credible observers believe, it 
leads to a much wider war involving 
several competing armies and forces in 
the region, causing the deaths of hun- 
dreds of thousands of others, and 
ranges out of control? And then they 
come back to us, and, say, ‘‘Well, look 
here, you Americans. We need you to 
send some people over here to end this 
conflict.“ What if? Is there one Senator 
who is going to vote for the Dole 
amendment who will vote to send an 
American into that region then? Is 
there one? 

The answer is obvious. The silence is 
deafening. The answer is clearly no. 
Think about the consequences of our 
actions. 

Let me make one other point before 
I conclude. What we do hear today has 
consequences beyond Bosnia and be- 
yond 1994. The United States is a Na- 
tion unique in history at a time that is 
unique in history. We are the dominant 
military, economic, and cultural power 
in the world. There have been other 
dominant powers in history. But never 
before has a dominant military power 
possessed a moral authority that the 
United States now possesses. Every 
previous dominant power was ringed by 
hostile forces, and had to fight their 
way onto other countries' soil. The 
United States does not. 

Our problem is the opposite. Because 
we seek no military ambition, because 
we do not seek to dominate others, we 
not only do not have to fight to get our 
forces onto other soils, we have to fight 
to bring our forces back from other 
countries. Our political problem is that 
people want our Armed Forces on there 
territory. 

In the past 2 years, I have met with 
the leader of every European govern- 
ment, and I have asked each of them 
this question: Now that the Soviet 
Union no longer exists, and they are 
withdrawing their forces to Russia, 
should the United States withdraw our 
military forces back to the Continental 
United States? 

In every single case, the answer was 
no; not even a maybe. And those coun- 
tries which do not have American mili- 
tary forces on their soil want us to 
send them there. You combine that 
fact, the United States' unique position 
in history, with the unleashing of eth- 
nic, tribal, religious, and nationalist 
violence that is rising in the world, and 
this country, this Government, and 
this Senate is going to be confronted 
over the next several decades with the 
number of requests for American inter- 
vention that is without precedent in 
our history, or in human history. 

We are going to be asked to solve ev- 
erything. The Senators from Connecti- 
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cut and Kansas spoke eloquently of the 
thousands of people killed in Bosnia. 
Well, there have been 250,000 killed in 
Rwanda, according to most press re- 
ports. Do those lives not matter? Or 
Should we now say, well, we are going 
to have an American solution to that 
problem? And what about the Sudan, 
what about Jordan, and what about 
Azerbaijan? What about events every- 
where in the world? 

The United States is the world lead- 
er, and will be the world leader for cen- 
turies to come. But there is no nation 
with the capacity, financial or mili- 
tary, that can solve every problem in 
the world by itself. We require collec- 
tive action. We need the involvement 
of others, and the involvement of oth- 
ers means more than saying to them, 
Or criticizing them and saying, we and 
only we have the solution. We have to 
involve them in the process. We have 
to lead, but as part of a community of 
nations. That is the sensible, that is 
the prudent, approach, and that is the 
one that is most consistent with our 
national interest. 

I say to my colleagues, we cannot 
disdain or demean our allies. They are 
our allies. We have a long history of co- 
operation and friendship with them. We 
do sometimes disagree. We have to lead 
aggressively and actively. But we can- 
not solve every problem in the world 
by ourselves. Every problem in the 
world is not and will not be an exclu- 
sively American problem requiring an 
exclusively American solution. In- 
creasingly, it will require collective ac- 
tions. 

If we now undermine the concept of 
collective action, for however worthy a 
cause, a cause with which I, frankly, 
agree, I think we have done our Nation 
a longstanding harm and made it much 
more difficult to deal with the situa- 
tions of the future. 

Mr. President, we have heard the de- 
bate on this issue. There is clearly no 
disagreement on the goal we want to 
achieve. We want to see an end to the 
fighting in Bosnia and a peaceful reso- 
lution to the conflicts which have ex- 
isted in the former Yugoslavia for cen- 
turies, a tangle of ethnic, religious, and 
other differences. 

What we have come down to is a dif- 
ference over the best way to achieve 
our common goal. The approach pro- 
posed by Senator DOLE and his col- 
leagues would direct the President to 
simply lift the arms embargo on Bosnia 
unilaterally. The alternative presented 
by myself, Senators PELL, NUNN, and 
BUMPERS would instead have the Unit- 
ed States aggressively seek the support 
and concurrence of our allies in NATO 
and the United Nations to end the arms 
embargo on Bosnia. 

Our alternative goes beyond address- 
ing the issue of the arms embargo. It 
also expresses support for the decisions 
made by the President and NATO to 
support and protect the United Nations 
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forces in and around the U.N. des- 
ignated safe areas, to use NATO’s air 
power in the Sarajevo region, and to 
authorize air strikes against Bosnian 
Serb heavy weapons and other military 
targets in the exclusion zones around 
the safe areas. No mention of that is 
made in the alternative. 

While we are encouraged by the re- 
sults achieved so far by resolute action 
on the part of the NATO allies, we can- 
not be lulled into a false sense of suc- 
cess. 

The threat of deeper involvement by 
NATO forces is real. The attack on 
Danish peacekeepers in Tuzla less than 
2 weeks ago was proof of the continu- 
ing peril that Bosnian Serb promises, 
as others before them, will not be kept. 

This is the moment, however, for the 
consolidation of gains already made to 
find an end to this bloody war and sup- 
port the renewed diplomatic initiative 
of the Contact Group," made up of 
representatives of the United States, 
Russia, the European Union, and the 
United Nations. 

Those who believe that the United 
States and the United Nations should 
be more aggressive in dealing with this 
situation should support the alter- 
native we are presenting because the 
other alternative is silent on those 
matters. 

I was in the region 2 years ago. Later, 
I expressed support for an end to the 
arms embargo on Bosnia. I reached 
that conclusion reluctantly, because I 
recognized that it could trigger a much 
more widespread and more destructive 
conflict than has occurred. But I be- 
leve then, and believe now, that on 
balance it is the right thing to do. 

But I believe that it would not be 
right for anyone now to simply unilat- 
erally discontinue this embargo with- 
out regard to the views of our allies or 
the safety of citizens and troops of our 
allies. 

At this time there are several multi- 
lateral actions imposing sanctions or 
other collective actions in other parts 
of the world and in this part of the 
world. Right now there are sanctions 
against Iraq which have been in place 
since the time of the Persian Gulf war. 
The United Nations has just voted to 
impose tighter sanctions against Haiti. 
And, as all of us know, there is a possi- 
bility that there will be collective ac- 
tion to impose sanctions on North 
Korea if that country persists in its re- 
fusal to permit inspection of its atomic 
facilities. 

My colleagues should consider the 
consequences of a vote to force the 
President to lift the arms embargo uni- 
laterally and how other countries will 
view this move. Unilaterally lifting the 
arms embargo against Bosnia and 
Herzegovina will open the door for 
other nations to pick and choose which 
U.N. actions they wish to ignore. 

A few months ago, I met with the 
Prime Minister of Turkey. She made a 
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powerful, impassioned statement of the 
adverse economic effects on her coun- 
try resulting from the sanctions 
against Iraq. They have a negligible 
impact on the American economy but 
they are crippling the Turkish econ- 
omy because Turkey borders on Iraq 
and they had substantial trade. 

In my view, it is a near certainty 
that if the United States now unilater- 
ally drops out of the arms embargo on 
Bosnia, the Turkish Government will 
unilaterally drop out of the economic 
sanctions on Iraq. Is that something 
that we in the Senate want? 

Just 2 weeks ago, Senator DOLE and I 
met with the Prime Minister and For- 
eign Minister of Greece. In the course 
of the discussion, the Foreign Minister 
described at some length the adverse 
effects that the economic sanctions on 
Serbia are having on Greece's econ- 
omy. 

The economic sanctions on Serbia 
are directly related to the matter upon 
which we are about to vote, the con- 
flict in Bosnia. Because of the Serbian 
actions with respect to Bosnia, eco- 
nomic sanctions were imposed on Ser- 
bia. They are a collective action. And, 
as always, the pain of these is not 
equally felt. We are not feeling much 
pain in this country from the sanctions 
against Serbia, but the front-line 
states are—Greece, Hungary, Romania, 
Bulgaria. 

Those countries have been asked to 
bear the burden. They are not going to 
continue to do that if they see that the 
United States picks and chooses which 
collective action it will participate in. 

We cannot take the position that 
others must participate in multilateral 
actions but we can pick and choose 
when we want to participate. We can- 
not have it both ways. But that is what 
the Dole amendment tries to do. It 
says, in effect, that the U.S. can opt 
out of collective efforts when it choos- 
es, but others do not have the same 
right. Obviously, no other country is 
going to accept that standard. 

It is also important to consider that 
lifting the embargo does not mean im- 
mediate delivery of arms to the 
Bosnian forces. Rapid delivery of sub- 
stantial amounts of military equip- 
ment by air would be perilous if not 
impossible, given the strategically lo- 
cated Bosnian Serb artillery and anti- 
aircraft artillery positions around 
Bosnia's airports. In any case, heavy 
weapons would have to be delivered 
through Croatia's Adriatic ports. if 
Croatia cooperated, and that is not cer- 
tain, in violating the United Nations 
arms embargo, needed heavy weapons 
from any source could not begin reach- 
ing Bosnia for weeks or months. 

If the heavy weapons made it into 
the hands of the Bosnian Government 
forces, those soldiers would require 
training in their use and maintenance. 
Training in the operation of sophisti- 
cated weaponry has been estimated at 
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anywhere from 1 to 6 months. And who 
would conduct this training of the 
Bosnian soldiers? Would American 
military trainers have to go to Bosnia? 

Furthermore, the consequences for 
the Bosnian Government forces and 
UNPROFOR and Bosnia’s civilian pop- 
ulation of a likely all-out preemptive 
Serbian offensive and interdiction of 
humanitarian resupply efforts could be 
catastrophic. This is something that 
every Senator must keep in mind. 

The United States is in a position 
relative to other nations that I believe 
is unique in history. The United States 
is the dominant military and economic 
power in the world. 

There have been other dominant pow- 
ers in history. But there has been no 
other which possessed the moral au- 
thority and the trust which the United 
State now possesses. Prior empires 
have all had to fight their way on to 
the soil of other countries. They were 
constantly at war with hostile nations 
who resisted their drive for domina- 
tion. 

The United States has no territorial 
ambitions. As a result, not only do we 
not have to fight to get on to other 
people’s soil, other people are con- 
stantly asking us to send our military 
forces on to their soil. 

In the last 2 years, I have spoken 
with the leaders of almost every gov- 
ernment in Europe. I have asked each 
of them this question: Now that the 
Soviet Union no longer exists and its 
forces are being withdrawn to Russia, 
should the United States withdraw its 
forces from Europe? 

Without exception, the answer was 
no. The Russians, the Germans, the 
French, the Italians, and all the others; 
they want American military forces in 
Europe. 

In fact, in several of the countries 
which I visited where American forces 
are not presently located, the govern- 
ments requested that we send them 
there. This is a situation without par- 
allel in history. People know that the 
United States does not have territorial 
ambitions. They know we are not try- 
ing to conquer other countries. So they 
trust us. 

The demise of communism and the 
rise of ethnic conflict and nationalism 
will create uncertainty turmoil around 
the world. We are going to be asked 
over and over again to send American 
forces to every part of the world. 

The question we must ask ourselves 
as we prepare to vote on this bill is: 
Are we now to say that every problem 
in the world is going to be an American 
problem that requires an American so- 
lution? Or are we going to say, as I be- 
lieve we should, that the United States 
is the world leader, but it cannot by it- 
self solve every problem in the world 
and we are going to have to ask others 
to join with us in dealing with prob- 
lems, especially those distant from our 
shores. 
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I think that common sense, pru- 
dence, and our national interest all 
combine to lead us to include that, in 
the face of a rising chorus of requests 
for Americans to intervene everywhere 
in the world, we must involve other 
countries in dealing with there prob- 
lems in the future. 

For years to come, Members of this 
Senate are going to be confronted over 
and over again with requests for Amer- 
icans to intervene in every part of the 
world. We cannot do it all by ourselves 
now or at any time in the foreseeable 
future. We can lead and we must lead. 
But we must have the help and support 
of other countries. We are not going to 
get that help or support from them in 
other instances if we say that we do 
not care about their views in this in- 
stance. 

We agree that the arms embargo on 
Bosnia should be lifted. We should take 
that step, but we should not take it 
alone. That is my point. We should be 
doing it in concert with our allies. 

The amendment which I proposed 
sets forth a process for doing so. It 
states that the Congress favors the ter- 
mination of the arms embargo. It di- 
rects the President to seek imme- 
diately the agreement of NATO allies 
to terminate the embargo. It then di- 
rects the President to propose and sup- 
port a resolution in the U.N. Security 
Council to terminate the embargo. Fi- 
nally, should the Security Council fail 
to pass such a resolution, the President 
shall within 5 days consult with the 
Congress regarding unilateral termi- 
nation of the arms embargo. 

If we are going to take this step let 
us do it in a sensible way that is con- 
sistent with our national interests, by 
involving our allies: First, by seeking 
immediately the agreement of our 
NATO allies; second, by presenting the 
matter at the U.N. Security Council 
and seeking its approval; and then, if 
that fails to come back and consider 
unilateral termination at that time. 

For the reasons I have outlined I ask 
my colleagues now to cast their vote 
for my amendment which I believe is 
most consistent with the best interests 
of the United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that I have 1 additional 
minute. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Certainly. I 
pleased to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I point out 
that Iraq is an enemy, and Korea is a 
potentially enemy. Bosnia is our 
friend. Whatever the Greeks and Turks 
may say, they get hundreds of millions 
of dollars in United States foreign aid. 
I do not think they would be too happy 
to give that up if they wanted to have 
a unilateral lifting of some embargo. I 
am not concerned about that. 
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I am not so concerned about that. 
But again I just say, in the 20 seconds 
I have left, that I think the majority 
leader agrees—we are in agreement, ba- 
sically. We are not talking about com- 
mitting troops or getting involved. We 
can talk about that “what if” ques- 
tions. But what if another 100,000 
Bosnians are slaughtered while we talk 
about this and think about it, when all 
they want us to do is to lift the arms 
embargo—no American troops, no air 
strikes—nothing, nothing, nothing, but 
lifting the arms embargo. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
today we consider legislation to end 
the United States arms embargo on 
Bosnia. As many of my colleagues 
know, I have for over 2 years operated 
within a very interventionist frame- 
work on Bosnia. I have persistently ar- 
gued that brutal Serb aggression has 
been intolerable, and that we must do 
what we can to stop it in a much more 
forceful way than we have so far. 

When the Senate voted in January on 
this issue, I supported the view that 
the U.N.-sponsored international arms 
embargo against the Bosnian Moslems 
should be lifted. I continue to believe 
that. Today we must choose between 
two alternative men of reaching that 
goal. 

My trip to the former Yugoslavia a 
few months ago underscored for me the 
proportions of the crisis, and the need 
for more forceful intervention by Unit- 
ed States and our NATO allies. It con- 
firmed what I had believed for many 
months with respect to the role of the 
U.N. forces there: that they have been 
struggling under a mandate that is 
much too limited. I know they have 
been subjected to much criticism, some 
of it justified. They have been in a very 
difficult position for a very long time. 

During my trip, I talked with United 
Nations troops throughout the region, 
who have been doing a tough job with 
relatively few resources and too little 
political support for their difficult mis- 
sion. If we are to expect the U.N. forces 
there to do its job better, they need a 
tougher, broader mandate to enable 
them to respond more quickly and 
more forcefully to Serb aggression and 
harassment. 

I saw the results of the war, talked 
with refugees about the devastating 
impact of the war on their families, 
their homes, their lives, and their fu- 
tures. And I returned to the United 
States more convinced than ever that 
the United States must take a firmer 
stance toward Serbian aggression. 

And we have in recent months begun 
to take a firmer stand, shamed into it 
by the marketplace bombing of Sara- 
jevo and the continued bombardment 
of innocent civilian populations in and 
around Gorazde. The continued threat 
of NATO air strikes to protect the Mos- 
lem enclaves, which are authorized by 
Congress in the Mitchell amendment, 
must be real and immediate. 
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The senseless slaughter of innocent 
noncombatants, and the persistent eth- 
nic cleansing campaigns, must be 
stopped by forceful NATO and U.N. ac- 
tion. We cannot continue to allow the 
U.N. and Bosnian Moslem forces to 
bear the brunt of persistent Serb har- 
assment and attack. 

To do this, I believe we must lift the 
embargo now. If possible, we should do 
it with the assent of the international 
community, in full recognition of the 
implications of that action. 

That has not always been my posi- 
tion. For many months, I opposed lift- 
ing the arms embargo. But I returned 
from my sobering trip last December 
convinced that the embargo policy is 
no longer sustainable. We must send a 
strong signal of our willingness to at 
least allow the Bosnian Moslems to de- 
fend themselves. 

The Mitchell amendment does that. 
It is the one of the two alternative ap- 
proaches that I believe makes the most 
strategic sense, and that poses the 
greater likelihood of success in our ef- 
forts to protect civilian populations 
there. 

For months, the administration has 
pressed our Western allies unsuccess- 
fully to lift the arms embargo against 
the Bosnian Moslems. Today we read in 
the papers that the dispute over how to 
handle Bosnia between the United 
States and France is rising to new 
heights. Those tensions will continue 
to grow, and frankly do not look like 
as though they can be resolved very 
easily at the Security Council. 

But if our high-minded commitment 
to a new world order in which the Unit- 
ed Nations helps to act as a guarantor 
of rights and freedoms around the 
world is to mean anything at all, we 
must give the Security Council an- 
other, final chance to reconsider its op- 
position to lifting the arms embargo. 

The Mitchell amendment requires 
the President to seek immediately the 
agreement of our allies to terminate 
the embargo. I urge him to do that 
with all the diplomatic and political 
force that can be mustered, as soon as 
possible. 

If the Security Council vetoes such 
an effort, or if the President refuses to 
pursue it vigorously at the United Na- 
tions, then I think we must pursue the 
immediate lifting of the embargo if cir- 
cumstances continue to deteriorate 
there, and allow the Bosnian Moslems 
to defend themselves against Serb ag- 
gression. That is why I requested that 
a firm deadline be included in the 
amendment, to guarantee that the ad- 
ministration’s consultations with Con- 
gress to lift the embargo proceed as 
quickly as possible if the United Na- 
tions refuses to go along. 

I must say honestly, while I intend to 
vote for the Mitchell amendment 
today, I am at the end of my rope on 
this question. If the international com- 
munity is unwilling to act to lift the 
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embargo, and is unwilling to intervene 
more forcefully by military and other 
means to protect humanitarian aid de- 
livery and noncombatant populations 
in the enclaves, then we must act to 
lift the embargo, and provide certain 
limited and defense military materiel, 
in the form of the heavy artillery and 
mortars which they lack, to the 
Bosnian Moslems. It is unjust and im- 
moral to allow them to continue to be 
pounded by Serb attacks without ade- 
quate means of protecting themselves. 

This military assistance is limited to 
the provision of appropriate arms that 
would allow the Bosnian Moslems to 
defend themselves. It does not urge, 
nor would it authorize, the dispatch of 
U.S. military advisors or other troops 
to the region. Even in the face of the 
continuing horrible tragedy there, that 
would be a serious mistake. 

The Mitchell amendment does re- 
quire that any intervention by U.S. 
ground troops be explicitly authorized 
by Congress; that is a key provision. It 
also requires the President to clearly 
define in law the goals and purposes of 
any such military action, the rules of 
engagement, the respective roles of 
U.S. and U.N. forces, and the plan for 
disengagement of Western forces there. 

I will vote to approve the Mitchell 
amendment, and against the Dole 
amendment, for the reasons I’ve de- 
scribed. I know that colleagues on both 
sides of this debate all share the same 
goal: To stop the killing and stabilize 
the situation in Bosnia so that a more 
just peace can be sought under the aus- 
pices of the international community. I 
believe the Mitchell amendment best 
meets that goal, and does so in a way 
that satisfies our international com- 
mitments. I urge my colleagues to join 
me in supporting the Mitchell amend- 
ment. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I ask unanimous 
consent to permit the Senator from 
Virginia to ask a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I seek 
clarification of the language in para- 
graph 2. It says: 

The President shall seek immediately the 
agreement of NATO allies to terminate the 
international arms embargo * * * 

My question to you is: If the Presi- 
dent fails to get such an agreement, 
does this resolution then say we stop? 

The next sentence raises the infer- 
ence that we proceed, with or without 
such an agreement: 

In accordance with administration policy, 
following such consultations, the President 
shall promptly propose or support a resolu- 
tion * * * 

My question is: If you do not get 
agreement, does this resolution stop 
there? Because I wholeheartedly sup- 
port your thesis that this Nation must 
act in concert with its allies today and, 
equally important, tomorrow. 
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Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if I 
might respond, the amendment sets 
forth a series of steps that will occur. 
It does not contemplate stopping at 
any particular one point because, in 
fact, were we successful to get collec- 
tive action to lift the arms embargo, 
the further actions would be rendered 
unnecessary. So it is a sequence of 
events. If the first one does not suc- 
ceed, we first get our allies and then we 
go to the United Nations. 

Mr. WARNER. But if you do not get 
the agreement, what then? 

Mr. MITCHELL. We go to the U.N. 
and try there. 

Mr. WARNER. Irrespective of the ab- 
sence of the agreement? 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is right. 

Mr. WARNER. Does that not con- 
tradict your thesis that we should not 
act without the partnership of our al- 
lies? 

Mr. MITCHELL. No, because it says 
we go to the U.N. and try to get their 
agreement. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
the majority leader and I yield the 
floor. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1696, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that my amend- 
ment be modified, and I believe it has 
been cleared on both sides. 

I send the modification to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is so modi- 
fied. 

The amendment (No. 1696), as modi- 
fied, is as follows: 

At the appropriate place insert the follow- 
ing: 

(a) PURPOSE.—To approve and authorize 
the use of the United States airpower to im- 
plement the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza- 
tion (NATO) exclusion zones around United 
Nations designated safe areas in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and to protect United Nations 
forces. 

(b) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) the war in the Republic of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina has claimed tens of thousands of 
lives and displaced more than two million 
citizens; 

(2) the Senate supports as a policy objec- 
tive a peace settlement that provides for an 
economically, politically and militarily via- 
ble Bosnian state, capable of exercising its 
rights under the United Nations Charter; 

(3) United Nations Security Council Reso- 
lutions 836 and 844 call on member states, 
acting nationally or through regional orga- 
nizations, to take all necessary measures to 
deter attacks against safe areas identified in 
Security Council resolution 824. 

(4) On February 9, 1994 the North Atlantic 
Council authorized the use of air strikes to 
end the siege of Sarajevo and on April 22, 
1994 to end the siege of Gorazde and to re- 
spond to attacks on the safe areas of Bihac, 
Srebrenica, Tuzla or Zepa or to the threaten- 
ing presence of heavy weapons within a ra- 
dius of 20 kilometers of those areas (within 
Bosnia and Herzegovina); 

(5) The Congress in the FY 1994 State De- 
partment Authorization bill expressed its 
sense that the President should terminate 
the United States arms embargo on the Gov- 
ernment of Bosnia and Herzegovina. 
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(c) PoLicy.—(1) The Senate authorizes and 
approves the decision by the President to 
join with our NATO allies in implementing 
the North Atlantic Council decisions: 

(A) of June 10, 1993 to support and protect 
UNPROFOR forces in and around U.N. des- 
ignated safe areas and, 

(B) of February 9, 1994 to use NATO's air- 
power in the Sarajevo region of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and, 

(C) of April 22, 1994 to authorize 
CINCSOUTH to conduct air strikes against 
Bosnian Serb heavy weapons and other mili- 
tary targets within a 20 kilometers radius of 
the center of Gorazde, and Bihac, Srebrenica, 
Tuzla or Zepa (within the territory of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina) if these safe areas are at- 
tacked or threatened by Bosnian Serb heavy 
weapons. 

(2) The Congress favors the termination of 
the arms embargo against the Government 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The President 
shall seek immediately the agreement of 
NATO allies to terminate the international 
arms embargo on the Government of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina. In accordance with Admin- 
istration policy following such consultations 
the President or his representative shall 
promptly propose or support a resolution in 
the United Nations Security Council to ter- 
minate the international arms embargo on 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. If the Security 
Council fails to pass such a resolution the 
President shall within 5 days consult with 
Congress regarding unilateral termination of 
the arms embargo on the Government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. Upon termination 
of the international embargo the President 
shall ensure that subject to the regular noti- 
fication procedures, of the appropriate Con- 
gressional Committees appropriate military 
assistance be provided expeditiously to 
Bosnia and Herzegovina upon receipt from 
that government of such a request in exercis- 
ing its right of self-defense. 

(3) Unless previously authorized by the 
Congress no United States ground combat 
forces should be developed in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. Any request by the President 
for such authorization should include: 

(A) an explanation of the United States in- 
terests involved in such commitments or ac- 
tions; 

(B) the specific objectives of the commit- 
ments or actions; 

(C) the likely duration of the operation; 

(D) the size, composition, command and 
control arrangements, rules of engagement, 
contributions of allied nations, and other de- 
tails of the force needed to meet the objec- 
tives; 

(E) specific measurements of success, par- 
ticularly the end point of the U.S. involve- 
ment, and what follow-on security arrange- 
ment would be needed; and 

(F) an estimate of financial costs, includ- 
ing burdensharing arrangements, and non-fi- 
nancial costs as can be determined. 

(4) Nothing in this legislation restricts the 
prerogative of Congress to review the arms 
embargo on Bosnia and Herzegovina. 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, by a 
prior order, the second and third votes 
will be 10-minute votes. There will be 
three. The first will be on my amend- 
ment; the second will be on Senator 
DOLE’s amendment; and the third will 
be on the conference report, on the ac- 
cess to clinics conference report. 

——— 
ORDER TO EXTEND RECESS UNTIL 
3 P.M. 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, under 
& prior order, we were going to recess 
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to accommodate our caucus until 2:30. 
But we had expected that to begin 
some time ago. 
I, therefore, ask unanimous consent 
that the recess extend until 3 p.m. So 
the previous order relating to the budg- 
et conference report, which was to 
begin at 2:30, will be moved to 3 p.m. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 


objection, it is so ordered. 


LIFTING THE ARMS EMBARGO ON 
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on all three 


votes. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 1696, AS MODIFIED 


The 


PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 1696, offered by the majority lead- 


er 


The yeas and nays have been ordered, 


and the clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] is ab- 
sent because of illness. 


The 


PRESIDING OFFICER 


(Mr. 


LEAHY). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 
The result was announced—yeas 50, 
nays 49, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 110 Leg.] 


Cohen 


YEAS—50 


Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kohl 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 

Lugar 


NOT VOTING—1 


Shelby 


Mitchell 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 


Wellstone 
Wofford 


Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Roth 
Simpson 
Smith 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thurmond 
Wallop 
Warner 


So the amendment (No. 1696) as 
modified, was agreed to. 
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Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 1695 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Republican leader, 
Mr. DOLE. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] is ab- 
sent because of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 50, 
nays 49, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 111 Leg.) 


YEAS—50 
Bennett Feingold McConnell 
Bond Gorton Moseley-Braun 
Bradley Gramm Moynihan 
Brown Grassley Murkowski 
Bryan Hatch Nickles 
Campbell Helms Packwood 
Coats Hutchison Pressler 
Cochran Jeffords Reid 
Cohen Kempthorne Robb 
Coverdell Kohl Roth 
Craig Lautenberg Simpson 
D'Amato Levin Smith 
DeConcini Lieberman Specter 
Dole Lott Stevens 
Domenici Lugar Thurmond 
Durenberger Mack Wallop 
Faircloth McCain 
NAYS—49 
Akaka Feinstein Metzenbaum 
Baucus Ford Mikulski 
Biden Glenn Mitchell 
Bingaman Graham Murray 
Boren Gregg Nunn 
Boxer Harkin Pell 
Breaux Hatfield Pryor 
Bumpers Henin Riegle 
Burns Hollings Rockefeller 
Byrd Inouye 
Chafee Johnston Sasser 
Conrad Kassebaum Simon 
Danforth Kennedy Warner 
Daschle Kerrey Wellstone 
Dodd Kerry Wofford 
Dorgan Leahy 
Exon Mathews 
NOT VOTING—1 
Shelby 
So the amendment (No. 1695) was 
agreed to. 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HELMS. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 


FREEDOM OF ACCESS TO CLINIC 
ENTRANCES ACT OF 1994—CON- 
FERENCE REPORT 


VOTE ON CONFERENCE REPORT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question is on 
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the adoption of the conference report 
accompanying S. 636. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] is ab- 
sent because of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 69, 
nays 30, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 112 Leg.] 


YEAS—69 
Akaka Feingold Metzenbaum 
Baucus Feinstein Mikulski 
Biden Ford Mitchell 
Bingaman Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Bond Gorton Moynihan 
Boren Graham Murray 
Boxer Harkin Nunn 
Bradley Heflin Packwood 
Brown Hollings Pell 
Bryan Hutchison Pryor 
Bumpers Inouye Reid 
Byrd Jeffords Riegle 
Campbell Kassebaum Robb 
Chafee Kennedy Rockefeller 
Cohen Kerrey Roth 
Conrad Kerry Sarbanes 
Danforth Kohl Sasser 
Daschle Lautenberg Simon 
DeConcini Leahy Simpson 
Dodd Levin Specter 
Domenici Lieberman Stevens 
Dorgan Mathews Wellstone 
Durenberger McConnell Wofford 

NAYS—30 
Bennett Faircloth Lugar 
Breaux Gramm Mack 
Burns Grassley McCain 
Coats Gregg Murkowski 
Cochran Hatch Nickles 
Coverdell Hatfield Pressler 
Craig Helms Smith 
D'Amato Johnston Thurmond 
Dole Kempthorne Wallop 
Exon Lott Warner 


NOT VOTING—1 
Shelby 


So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

I move to lay that motion on the 
table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I want 
to express my appreciation to the staff 
who worked so long and hard on this 
legislation, in particular Judy 
Appelbaum and Jeff Blattner of my 
staff. They were ably assisted by Ron 
Weich, and by our women's law and 
public policy fellow, Lucy Koh. In addi- 
tion, staff for a number of other Sen- 
ators deserve a share of the credit, in- 
cluding Kimberly Barnes-O'Connor of 
Senator KASSEBAUM's staff and Re- 
becca Rozen of Senator BOXER's staff. 


ORDER OF PROCEDURE 


Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that upon the dis- 
position of the budget resolution con- 
ference report, Senator LOTT be recog- 
nized to speak for up to 10 minutes in 
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morning business, after which the Sen- 
ate resume consideration of S. 2042, the 
Bosnia arms embargo legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


RECESS UNTIL 3 P.M. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will 
stand in recess until the hour of 3 p.m. 

Thereupon, at 1:39 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 3 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer [Mrs. 
MURRAY]. 


CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1995—CONFERENCE REPORT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 3 
o’clock having arrived, the Senate will 
now resume consideration of the con- 
ference report on House Concurrent 
Resolution 218 which the clerk will re- 
port. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Conference report to accompany H. Con. 
Res. 218, setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Government for 
fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 30 
minutes for debate on the conference 
report, equally divided. 

If no one wishes to speak, the time 
will be equally divided. 

In my capacity as a Senator from the 
State of Washington, I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, 
under the previous order, I yield myself 
7 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM], is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, 
there is not a whole lot to say about 
the budget that is before us. It has 
been debated at some length in both 
Houses of Congress. 

I want to focus my comments today 
on an opportunity lost. We in Congress 
often justify our unwillingness to take 
tough action on the budget by claiming 
that the economy is not doing well, or 
unemployment is up, or there is some- 
thing wrong somewhere that interferes 
with our ability to control spending 
and to reduce the deficit. And so we 
face a situation today where 50 cents 
out of every dollar borrowed in the 
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American economy is borrowed by the 
Government, preventing us from build- 
ing new homes, farms, and factories. 
Interest rates, in fact, are starting to 
edge back up, in part, because we are 
doing nothing about the deficit. 

Basically, today, the economy is 
strong. We have a recovery that start- 
ed to take off in the third quarter of 
1992. It was in full swing by the fourth 
quarter of 1992. And while it has gone 
up and down, we have had a fairly 
strong economy since. 

Yet, when you look at the budget be- 
fore us, the 1995 deficit projected under 
our best-case scenario—if everything 
we hope happens—the deficit is $175 bil- 
lion. 

In 5 years, the projection of the defi- 
cit is $197.6 billion, if the President’s 
health care plan is defeated. But if the 
President’s health care plan is adopted, 
the deficit would be $230.7 billion. That 
is, the deficit would rise by almost $55 
billion over a 5-year period. 

Finally, under the budget as written 
and projected for the next 10 years, the 
deficit would grow to $365 billion. 

So, basically, my concern is that 
given a golden opportunity to deal with 
the deficit, we are not getting the job 


done. 

I think this budget tells you two 
things: No. 1, the administration may 
be committed to many things, but it is 
not committed to deficit reduction. No. 
2, neither is this Congress. 

We had a big debate over the Grass- 
ley amendment, and many will remem- 
ber that Senator GRASSLEY proposed 
cutting discretionary spending by $26 
billion over a 5-year period. I wanted to 
try to find a way to explain what that 
meant, and my trusty staff member 
came up with this chart. 

What Senator GRASSLEY proposed 
was that of every $3 we spend over the 
next 5 years, we ought to cut those pro- 
grams by one penny, one penny out of 
every $3. As we all know, the Senate 
adopted the Grassley amendment, but 
the House had not. We went to con- 
ference, and our conferees decided that 
it would be an outrage to cut one 
penny out of every $3 the Federal Gov- 
ernment spent over the next 5 years. 
And so now we are cutting one penny 
out of every $6, only we are doing it by 
the way the Government keeps books. 
We are cutting one penny out of every 
$6 from what we ‘‘would have” spent, 
not what "we are" spending today. 

In fact, under this budget, spending 
next year goes up by $39 billion. I think 
it is important to note that while the 
deficit is projected to go down for 2 
years, it then goes up like a rocket. 
One of the reasons for the decline is 
that we are cutting defense so dramati- 
cally. The last time we balanced the 
Federal budget—1969—defense as a per- 
centage of the economy, was taking 8.9 
percent. Under this budget, by the time 
it is completed in 1999, defense will be 
taking 2.9 percent; yet, the deficit will 
be $200 billion. 
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Why is that important? Well, it is 
important because we are going to be 
spending less on defense as a percent- 
age of the economy than we were in 
1940; yet, the deficit is going to be $200 
billion. We have spent every penny of 
defense savings. This budget spends 
every penny of income tax increases, 
every penny of the Social Security tax 
increases; yet, it does not bring the 
deficit down over the 5-year period. In 
fact, it goes up. 

What are we to do if, in fact, we need 
to rebuild defense? Having spent the 
money we saved when we slashed de- 
fense, where are we going to get the 
money if we have to rebuild our de- 
fenses? That money has now been spent 
on domestic programs. Under this 
budget plan we will have to either raise 
taxes or raise the deficit. 

So, Madam President, I believe this 
is a poor budget. I believe this budget 
ought to be rejected. We ought to go 
back and try again. I believe that we 
can do better. I believe we need to dra- 
matically reduce the growth of Govern- 
ment spending. 

We also need to reduce the ever-grow- 
ing tax burden. From 1950 to 1980, the 
tax burden grew every year, and then 
under Ronald Reagan, the tax burden 
actually declined. Now it is growing 
again. Tax freedom day, the last day 
you work for the Government and the 
first day you work for yourself, has 
grown by an average of 2 days since 
Bill Clinton became President. Yet we 
are still looking at deficits that, after 
a modest 2-year decline, are then going 
up like à rocket. What does this say? It 
says to me we need to gain control of 
spending. We have not done it. 

Ithank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, let 
me yield myself 2 additional minutes 
since we will just run off the clock. 
Then I will put us in a quorum call. My 
dear colleague from New Mexico was in 
a banking hearing with me and should 
be on the way. 

Let me just sum up by saying that 
this is not a terrible budget. This is not 
a budget that starts a whole bunch of 
new programs, but it is a budget that 
continues to transfer from defense 
spending to domestic programs. It is a 
budget that, despite the President’s 
stated priorities to fight crime, cuts 
prison construction by 40 percent, re- 
duces the number of people at the FBI 
and the DEA and in the Justice Depart- 
ment, and yet ends up spending $39 bil- 
lion more than this year. 

The fact is with the economy in pret- 
ty good shape, we have a golden oppor- 
tunity to deal with this deficit and deal 
with it dramatically. 

I just want to predict that when the 
full impact of the retroactive tax that 
went into effect on April 15 on small 
businesses is felt, when the Social Se- 
curity tax taxing 85 percent of the So- 
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cial Security benefits of our senior 
citizens who earn over $30,000 a year 
goes into effect this coming April 15, 
we are going to begin to feel some im- 
pact on this economy, and the oppor- 
tunity to deal with this deficit will 
have passed. 

My frustration, Madam President, is 
that we had a chance to do something 
about the deficit—I think we could 
have built a bipartisan constituency to 
do it—by controlling spending. We did 
not get the job done, and I think it is 
a tragedy we did not. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time, and I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no objection, the time will be equal- 
ly divided. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, 
could I inquire with reference to the 
time? How much time do we have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 4 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. How much does the 
other side have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirteen 
minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I think I will reserve 
my time, since Senator DOLE wants 3 
minutes, and see what the chairman 
wants to do. 

Madam President, the chairman has 
13 minutes and we have 4. Is he pre- 
pared to use some of his time? 

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will state it. 

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, did I 
understand my friend correctly that we 
have 14 minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee controls 13 min- 
utes; the Senator from New Mexico 
controls 4 minutes. 

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I 
would like to make just a few observa- 
tions here this afternoon prior to vot- 
ing on this budget resolution con- 
ference report. 

Ithink we have become all too accus- 
tomed, in the debates dealing with the 
budget in recent years, to hearing 
claims that are exaggerated, partial 
Statements of the facts, and on occa- 
sion outright misstatements of facts. 

Yesterday's debate, though thank- 
fully it was not acrimonious—many of 
these budgetary debates are in that 
category—was liberally seasoned, I 
might say, with budgetary hyperbole, 
would be the charitable way to describe 
some of the observations that I heard 
yesterday. 

Let me take just a moment to set the 
record straight on a few of the asser- 
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tions that struck me as being some- 
what most egregious and then on a 
couple of lesser statements that I shall 
call imprecisions. 

First, the charge was made that the 
Congressional Budget Office has re- 
vised its deficit baseline upward by $100 
billion and, so this claim goes, the 
pending budget resolution is unduly op- 
timistic by that amount. 

Both portions of this charge are sim- 
ply inaccurate and untrue. The Con- 
gressional Budget Office’s April reesti- 
mate of the President’s budget con- 
tains an upward deficit revision of 
roughly $30 billion for 1995 through 
1999—$30 billion over a 4-year period in- 
stead of the $100 billion that was 
claimed here. 

Now, that is clear on page 6 of the 
CBO report. But, more importantly, it 
is the simple fact that the budget reso- 
lution before us incorporates the Con- 
gressional Budget Office’s April reesti- 
mate. There is no attempt to disguise 
anything nor has there been. 

Moreover, the positive effects of what 
we did last year are barely nicked by 
that revision. We still reduced the 5- 
year deficit. We have a 5-year deficit 
projection that reduces the deficit by 
some $650 billion. Let me repeat that 
for my colleagues—a 5-year deficit pro- 
jection that reduces the deficit by $650 
billion over the next 5 years, the larg- 
est deficit reduction package in the 
history of this country, indeed, I sup- 
pose, in the history of any country, 
probably in history, period. 

Let us move on to a second and relat- 
ed distortion. The bizarre claim was 
made that this budget represents a hor- 
rible departure from the past in that it 
projects outyear deficit problems. 

Now, this claim was made with a 
straight face, that the problem was 
that this budget continues to project 
outyear deficit problems and, there- 
fore, it was no good and was not like 
the Reagan-Bush budgets of the past 
that always projected a balanced budg- 
et by the fifth year. 

I would have to say, Madam Presi- 
dent, that it has become a melancholy 
pass in this Chamber when a fiscal doc- 
ument is damned for failing to live up 
to past standards of duplicity, manipu- 
lation, and delusion. And that is pre- 
cisely what those Reagan-Bush budget 
projections were in the outyears. 

We all know about the magic aster- 
isks. We know about the rosy sce- 
narios. We know about the accounting 
miracles that were used for 12 years to 
wish the deficit problem away. 

Finally, we have a President who re- 
fuses to misrepresent the task before 
us to the American people and he is 
taken to task for refusing to delude us. 
What have we come to? 

Now, Madam President, on lesser 
charges that were made yesterday: The 
contention was made that this budget 
contains a massive number of entitle- 
ment expansions. Well, I will be chari- 
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table and class that claim simply as an 
exaggeration. 

We have one entitlement expansion 
of any consequence whatsoever and, by 
most informed estimates, it is a needed 
reform. It is a reform of the Crop Insur- 
ance Program, which has never worked 
properly. As a consequence, on an an- 
nual basis, we provide disaster assist- 
ance to farmers that we do not pay for 
in our budget. The argument is made 
by the proponents of this reform that 
we need to fix the system. 

This is indeed an expansion. But I am 
told by people far more knowledgeable 
than I about farming programs that it 
is an absolutely necessary reform. And 
it is a reform, I might say, that has 
support from both sides of the aisle. 

The argument was also made yester- 
day that the only area of discretionary 
spending that has been cut in recent 
years is military spending. 

Yes, it is true. Military spending has 
been cut. But a look at the 1994 appro- 
priations bills will disabuse anyone of 
the notion that other programs have 
gotten off scot-free. By my count, 
those bills cut 342 separate accounts 
below the 1993 level—51 of them were in 
defense and 291 of them were in domes- 
tic or international accounts. That 
does not sound to me as if defense has 
been the only sufferer here. 

Finally, the charge was made about 
reserve funds in this budget. 

May I inquire, Madam President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee controls 4 minutes 
and 50 seconds. 


Nondefense ..... 


Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, 
fellow Senators, let me just say, I be- 
lieve once again this budget sends the 
wrong signals and is moving in the 
wrong direction. 


The problem with the fiscal policy of 
the United States is not that we are 
undertaxed. It is not that we must cut 
more domestic programs like highways 
and education and the like, or that we 
must cut defense more. 
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Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I 
will just move on quickly and say that 
the budget before us is a solid work 
product. It is a necessary continuation 
of last year’s very successful and, I 
would say, historic deficit-reduction 
plan. It contains $13 billion in cuts 
below the preexisting discretionary 
caps. It assumes the President’s 300 
program reductions and terminations 
as well as his investment priorities in 
education, child nutrition, health and 
crime prevention. 

It contains the strongest statement 
yet on record by the Senate in favor of 
overall entitlement restraint. More im- 
portant, it reaffirms the best deficit 
path that we have seen in a decade—in 
over a decade. 


As a percent of gross domestic prod- 
uct, the 1995 deficit is lower than any 
time since 1979. The 1998 deficit will be 
$200 billion less than before we passed 
last year’s plan, and projections for the 
1999 deficit have been cut in half. 

So, Madam President, the progress is 
real. The American people can feel it. 
They can feel it in an improved domes- 
tic economy. They can feel it in an im- 
proved international standing. There is 
no creditable policy reason for voting 
against this resolution, and there are 
profound reasons for voting for it. 

Madam President, I want to reserve 
the remainder of my time here because 
I think perhaps the majority leader is 
requesting some time to speak on this 
resolution. So I shall reserve the re- 
mainder of my time. 


DISCRETIONARY BUDGET OUTLAYS (NOMINAL) 
[Fiscal years; dollar amounts in billions} 


DISCRETIONARY BUDGET OUTLAYS (REAL) 
[Fiscal years; dollar amounts in billions} 


The truth of the matter is, we are 
going to drown in the red ink of man- 
datory and entitlement programs that 
are growing at an incredible rate. That 
means that between the pension pro- 
grams of our Nation, the health care 
programs of our Nation—which are 
most typical of entitlements—a.statute 
is written that says people are entitled 
to something. Most of the time it is 
dollars or payment of their bills. And if 
they can go to court and sue for it and 
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I inquire of the Chair, how much 
time do we have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee controls 2 minutes 
and 30 seconds, and the Senator from 
New Mexico controls 4 minutes. 

Who yields time? 


Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, 
speaking of hyperbole, I would just like 
to cite some of the wonderful prose 
that the chairman used yesterday to 
see if it fits his definition of hyperbole 
or some kind of rhetoric. I really 
thought that it was wonderful. 

It is retreating before the relentless as- 
saults that we have launched upon it over 
the past year and a half. 


Mr. SASSER. Yes, I said that, I say 
to my friend from New Mexico. And 
that is not quite Churchillian. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thought maybe we 
were celebrating the end of a war or 
something. 

In any event, I want to put a table in 
the RECORD, because yesterday I spoke 
of the fact that, since 1991 to this 
point, there have been no cuts on the 
discretionary programs that are do- 
mestic, and all the cuts have come out 
of defense. In fact, it is a little worse 
than that. All the cuts come out of de- 
fense, and domestic programs have 
gone up. 

I ask unanimous consent that that 
table be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


Average 

Percent annual 

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 change growth 
1991-95 rate 

1991-95 

$217 —15.0 —40 

2735 272 62 

$45.2 19 0.5 

Average 

Percent annual 

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 change growth 
1991-95 rate 

1991-95 

9 $2516 $2368 $2208 $2087 -238 —6.6 
194.1 2032 2108 2100 139 33 

45] A00 4316 4187 —86 -22 


win, that is a definition of entitlement. 
That is currently 55 percent of the 
budget. 

To put this in perspective, when John 
Kennedy was President, I believe it was 
somewhere around 20 to 22 percent. It 
is growing at way beyond inflation and 
yet this budget resolution changes 
none of that. 

As a matter of fact, although not a 
lot, it increases an entitlement pro- 
gram, a mandatory one, for crop insur- 
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ance $5 billion, and it has 12 new 
allowables where new entitlement or 
mandatory programs in health insur- 
ance, health reform, welfare reform, 
and many other programs can be cre- 
ated. They will just add to the spend- 
ing side, albeit under this process they 
must be neutral in terms of deficit re- 
duction. 

So from everything I can tell, we 
have once again missed the oppor- 


Jus SINC EMI. EEEN a 


Technical teestimates 
Economic assumptions 


Policy changes: 
1993 Reconciliation: 


Subtotal policy changes 
Total change from 1993 


Details may not add to totals due to rounding. 
(*) Less than $50 million. 


Mr. DOMENICI. I wish to offer my 
congratulations to the chairman, if he 
gets the votes today. I sense the major- 
ity leader is going to come down and do 
his share to see to it the chairman has 
the votes, Madam President. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, plain and 
simple, this conference report fails to 
make the tough decisions to reduce the 
deficit. Even though it calls for more 
spending and higher deficits than the 
plan the Senate passed earlier this 
year, it still lacks funding for the 
President's biggest new spending ini- 
tiatives and makes no recommenda- 
tions about where the remaining por- 
tion of the Exon-Grassley spending 
cuts should occur. 

Senator DOMENICI and the Repub- 
licans on the Senate Budget Commit- 
tee deserve a lot of credit. With their 
leadership, Senate Republicans devel- 
oped an alternative budget—a budget 
that cut the deficit by more than $300 
billion over the next 5 years, a budget 
that cut President Clinton's 1999 deficit 
in half, a budget that made the tough 
choices without raising taxes and with- 
out cutting Social Security. 

Our alternative budget offered a bal- 
anced approach to deficit reduction. 
All of it comes from spending cuts—60 
percent from Federal entitlement pro- 
grams, and the rest from nondefense 
appropriated accounts. 

With this conference report, the 
President and the Democrat leadership 
are sending American taxpayers a clear 
message—Democrats want taxpayers to 
invest in the future by boosting big 
government. Republicans offer a dif- 
ferent vision for America. 

Republicans want to invest in the fu- 
ture by providing tax relief to working 
families and children. We want to 
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tunity to send a real signal to do some- 
thing of a permanent nature about fix- 
ing the deficit. Instead, we have done 
the exact opposite. 

I want to have this table printed in 
the RECORD. I just want the Senate to 
see a recapitulation of how the deficit 
reduction occurs over the next 5 years. 
It will be most interesting when people 
find out that the Congressional Budget 
Office says that all we have cut in this 


CBO POLICY DEFICIT ESTIMATES— CHANGE FROM 1993 TO 1994 
[Prepared by SBC Minority Staff, May 11, 1994; in billions of dollars] 


unleash new investments and help pro- 
tect the value of homes, small busi- 
nesses, family farms, investments, and 
other assets from the corrosive effects 
of inflation by indexing capital gains. 

Republicans want to maintain a 
strong National Defense. The adminis- 
tration's defense experts calculate a 
shortfall of at least $20 billion in the 
Clinton defense plan. The President's 
budget plan forces our military to eat 
that $20 billion shortfall. This hidden 
cut comes on top of the $127 billion cut 
the President has already applied. Dur- 
ing this year's budget debate, Repub- 
licans offered the only comprehensive 
budget plan that provides what the 
President's own defense experts say 
they need. 

Mr. President, the conference report 
displays defense spending at the Presi- 
dent's requested level and lists $30 bil- 
lion in unspecified unallocated discre- 
tionary budget authority cuts under 
the allowances account. Republicans 
will oppose efforts to allocate any of 
these cuts—totaling $6.6 billion in 
budget authority and $5.8 billion in 
outlays in 1995—to defense. In his State 
of the Union Address, President Clin- 
ton stated that he would oppose addi- 
tional defense cuts. Republicans sup- 
port the President on this important 
national security issue. In an effort to 
help the President make good on this 
promise, we will oppose efforts to cut 
defense below the President's request. 

Republicans want to hire more cops, 
make our schools safer for our chil- 
dren, put away violent criminals, and 
slam shut the revolving prison door. 
Our alternative budget would provide 
$22 billion in funding over 5 years for 
the Violent Crime Trust Fund. 
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$671 billion claim is $56 billion in de- 
fense and $69 billion in discretionary 
over the 5 years. All the rest are taxes 
or adjustments due to the economy. 


I ask unanimous consent to have 
that table printed in the RECORD so ev- 
erybody understands. 


There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


193 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 Total 
30 201 24 29) 39 39 1443 
o b -HN 1 24 -M 
- .-B -5 -2 n -5 255 
„ -4 „ % -6 = 282 

-4, =b 5 sid, 16. el 255 
AE aH „ o ón = -5 
-8 "258 o -8 18-18 482 

2 5 eget 0 25 

=a -%9 -0 <7 = 07 

-5  -&M 10 -109 —128, -172 ~634 
255 — 28 179 — 18 — 19 188 122 


Republicans are willing to make the 
tough choices needed to get the deficit 
under control. Our alternative budget 
cut spending first to reduce the deficit, 
and it cut spending to fund our prior- 
ities like tax relief for working fami- 
lies, a strong defense and a tough 
crime-fighting package. 

This conference report fails to make 
the tough choices. It essentially calls 
for $200 billion deficits as far as the eye 
can see. Republicans know that we can 
do better, that we must do better. Our 
alternative budget plan would cut the 
deficit to $99 billion by 1999. 

Mr. President, Republicans offered a 
responsible alternative to the status 
quo—one that set new priorities, cut 
the deficit without raising taxes, held 
the line on defense, and funded our pri- 
ority initiatives with spending cuts. 
Unfortunately, 55 Senate Democrats 
voted to defeat our budget alternative. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
final passage of the conference report. 
The American people want us to do 
better. 'The Republican alternative 
budget is proof that we can. 

Mr. SASSER. I say to my friend from 
New Mexico, all help from any quarter 
will be appreciated, including from the 
majority leader. I would even solicit 
the aid of my distinguished friend from 
New Mexico if he could find it in his 
heart to do it when this matter comes 
to a vote. 

But I want to say this, Madam Presi- 
dent. 

We have had the same reserve funds 
in budget resolutions for the last 4 
years. They have not been misused to 
my knowledge. Moreover, several of 
the reserves allow outlay cuts to be 
used to offset tax cuts. In short, if we 
were to try to pass the Nickles health 
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bill or the Gramm health bill—I think 
a highly unlikely event, but in the 
event we should try to do that—or per- 
haps some versions of welfare reform, 
we could very well need to use our re- 
serve funds. 

I draw attention to these distor- 
tions—large and small—not because 
they are particularly damaging in 
themselves. As I said before, we have 
grown sadly accustomed to them. 

The problem is that they are used as 
a foundation for outrageous claims by 
some Senators—that this resolution 
codifies our debt crisis or that it con- 
tains vast amounts of new spending or 
that it is a blueprint for disaster. 

This resolution is à continuation of 
the only truly serious and effective as- 
sault on the deficit we have seen since 
the red ink began flowing freely in 1981. 
Last year, we reduced the outyear defi- 
cit problem by roughly half—and that 
extends into the distant outyears that 
my friends on the other side are so con- 
cerned about. 

In January 1993, we had CBO projec- 
tions that showed a deficit in the year 
2003 of $655 billion. Subsequent to the 
passage of last year's budget, the par- 
ent of this one, that projection is down 
to $343 billion in the most recent esti- 
mate. 

The people who make the loudest the 
outyears almost never refer to what it 
would have been absent last years ac- 
tions. Paradoxically, they are almost 
always the very same people who, when 
the time came to belly up and cast the 
tough vote last year, were nowhere to 
be found. 

The budget before us is à solid work 
product. It is a necessary continuation 
of last year's very successful, I would 
say historic, deficit reduction plan. 

It contains $13 billion in cuts below 
the pre-existing discretionary caps. It 
assumes the President's 300 Program 
reductions and terminations, as well as 
his investment priorities in education, 
child nutrition, health, and crime pre- 
vention. It contains the strongest 
statement yet on record by the Senate 
in favor of overall entitlement re- 
straint. 

Most important, it reaffirms the best 
deficit path we have been on in a dec- 
ade. As a percent of GDP, the 1995 defi- 
cit is lower than any year since 1979. 
The 1998 deficit will be $200 billion less 
than before last year's plan, and pro- 
jections for the 1999 deficit have been 
cut in half. 

The progress is real and the Amer- 
ican people can feel it, both in our im- 
proved domestic economy and in our 
improved international standing. 

There is no credible policy reason for 
voting against this resolution. And 
there are profound reasons for voting 
for it. I have offered the positive rea- 
sons for an aye vote, but consider 
where we are without a budget resolu- 
tion. 

It must be understood by Senators 
that, without the discipline of a budget 
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resolution, we will have a spending- 
free-for-all during the appropriations 
process. There will be no supermajority 
points of order to constrain floor 
amendments that might propose spend- 
ing on the first 12 bills. 

Let us suppose the Health and 
Human Services bill is coming through 
here and someone wants to increase 
the allocation for a particular program 
out at NIH, by a substantial margin. 
They could do that with simply 51 
votes. And all of these excesses in all of 
the appropriations bills pile up as they 
move here. But it reduces the alloca- 
tion of the final appropriations bill 
that is coming through, and usually 
that is the defense appropriations bill. 

Pity the poor last appropriations 
bill—usually the defense bill—because 
it will be required to absorb all the 
debit piled up by the first 12 or it will 
have a 60-vote point of order against it. 
For those Senators who are worried 
about our national defense, this should 
be cause for alarm. Some Senators 
have said that they would like to see a 
wall reestablished between defense and 
the other discretionary programs. 

Well, if you are worried about poach- 
ing on defense as things are right now, 
you should surely want a budget reso- 
lution. Because without one, it is open 
season. 

We do not need chaos on the floor of 
the Senate. We do need a reaffirmation 
of the tough deficit reduction measures 
we implemented last year. 

We should pass this conference re- 
port. The claims made against it are 
weak or disingenuous or both. Its vir- 
tues are clear and unimpeachable. It 
sustains a significantly improved defi- 
cit reduction path. It sustains an over- 
all design that has helped advance our 
economic recovery. It provides spend- 
ing discipline for the remainder of the 
year, and it allows us to do our jobs as 
legislators. 

I urge passage of this conference re- 
port. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. SASSER. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, I 
rise to commend our budget conferees 
and especially the chair of the Budget 
Committee, Mr. SASSER, for bringing 
back at least a partial victory for the 
Senate and for deficit reduction. 

Of course, each of us would have 
written the conference report dif- 
ferently, to reflect our own priorities. 
As a supporter of the Exon-Grassley 
provision in the Senate's version of the 
budget resolution, I would have pre- 
ferred a level of deficit reduction great- 
er than is specified in the resolution. 

However, given the need to produce a 
budget resolution in a timely manner, 
and the mixed and changing views of 
our own conferees, the Senator from 
Tennessee deserves enormous credit. 

Madam President, as I noted, the 
conference report is less than what 
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passed the Senate. But, it is also much, 
much more than what passed the 
House. 

That we will be forced to continue to 
reduce the deficit—improving on the 
beginning made last year—is as impor- 
tant as the level of additional savings 
itself. 

The House position, essentially to 
rest on what was achieved last year, is, 
for some, a tempting one. It has been 
difficult to cut programs, some of them 
worthwhile in a different context, and 
we would need to make additional cuts 
just to comply with the deficit reduc- 
tion mandates of our actions of last 
year. 

With the considerable improvement 
in our economy and the obvious 
progress we have made in reducing the 
deficit, it would be an attractive course 
to declare victory in our war on the 
deficit, and proceed to focus on other 
concerns. 

The conference report, though, keeps 
us off that easier path and on the 
course of deficit reduction. 

Madam President, thanks to the bi- 
partisan efforts of the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY] and the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], we will be 
forced not only to continue our efforts, 
but to build on them to further reduce 
the deficit. 

As was revealed by the concern it 
produced during the Senate's earlier 
deliberations, the significance of the 
Exon-Grassley proposal goes beyond 
the actual level of deficit reduction it 
achieved. As I have noted before, in 
striving to reduce the deficit, in most 
instances, the only time you are really 
achieving something is when people 
complain. 

The remarks made during the debate 
over the Exon-Grassley amendment re- 
vealed that the additional cuts—a tiny 
fraction of the total Federal budget— 
will pinch. 

Madam President, this budget pinch- 
es. If it didn't, we wouldn't be doing 
our job. 

I was also pleased that the argu- 
ments against Exon-Grassley because 
of potential cuts to the defense budget 
did not prevail. 

First, no single area of Federal 
spending should be held harmless in 
our efforts to reduce the Federal budg- 
et deficit. We have asked veterans, 
farmers, senior citizens, and small 
business to shoulder a share of the bur- 
den as we reduce the deficit. To immu- 
nize defense spending not only exempts 
a huge portion of the budget from the 
kind of thorough justification we ask 
of every other area, it will shift that 
much more burden on those who al- 
ready have been asked to sacrifice. 

Second, Madam President, the total 
level of defense spending continues to 
reflect assumptions that may not be 
relevant to our country's security 
needs. Though it is true that there 
have been cuts made to the defense 
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budget since the spending peak of the 
mid-1980s, there is still room for addi- 
tional savings. 

A recent column in the Washington 
Post by Robert Borosage, director of 
Campaign for New Priorities, noted 
that, in inflation-adjusted dollars, the 
proposed Clinton defense budget is ac- 
tually larger than those under either 
Eisenhower or Ford, and a scant $2 bil- 
lion less than the Nixon administration 
budget, all at the height of the cold 
war. 

Madam President, let me conclude by 
noting that the spending cuts outlined 
in this conference report are only a 
minimum. Nothing in this agreement 
will prevent us from going beyond the 
required spending cuts to further re- 
duce the deficit, and I look forward to 
working to find additional savings. 

This was the pattern last year. Under 
the leadership of people like the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS], we 
were able to find significant additional 
spending cuts in the appropriations 
bills. 

Beyond those individual efforts, I was 
particularly pleased with the work 
done by the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. KERREY] and the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KERRY] in pulling 
together several Senators to produce 
packages of spending cuts. 

I was privileged to participate in 
both groups, and though the proposals 
that stemmed from these two groups 
have not been adopted yet, I am con- 
vinced that those efforts advanced the 
cause of deficit reduction, and helped 
maintain momentum for a conference 
report that goes beyond last year's def- 
icit reduction package. 

Thank you Madam President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, 
last year, the Congress passed, by the 
narrowest of margins, a comprehensive 
budget plan proposed by President 
Clinton. That plan was put forth as a 
blueprint for economic growth, deficit 
reduction, and realignment of Govern- 
ment spending. In reality what was en- 
acted was the largest tax increase in 
history and substantial reductions in 
defense spending. 

That measure included an increase in 
the individual and corporate tax rates; 
a fuel tax; a higher tax on Social Secu- 
rity benefits; new limits on the deduc- 
tions for certain business expenses; and 
a change in withholding rates for bo- 
nuses and commission pay. 

The budget resolution for fiscal year 
1995 is more of the same. While this 
budget resolution does not contain new 
tax proposals, the administration fre- 
quently floats proposals for new taxes. 
In the past few months we have heard 
suggestions for tax increases on to- 
bacco products, a gambling tax, taxes 
on annuities, and an ammunition tax. 
What we do not hear is the President's 
campaign proposal for tax relief. 

The 1995 budget resolution is not a 
blueprint for reducing the national 
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debt. Under the budget plan, deficits 
continue to increase, from $175 billion 
in 1995 to $197 billion in 1999. During 
this same period the national debt, now 
nearly $4.5 trillion, grows to over $6 
trillion. 

With regard to Government spending, 
the trend is the same, increasing over 
20 percent during the 5-year budget pe- 
riod. There are some categories of 
spending reductions, most notably in 
national defense. At a time when the 
world is growing more dangerous, and 
demands on the military are increas- 
ing, spending for defense has steadily 
declined. This has resulted in substan- 
tial reductions in force levels, a decline 
in readiness indicators, reduced fund- 
ing for research and development, cuts 
in procurements, and base closings. 
Furthermore, according to Defense De- 
partment officials, the President’s de- 
fense budget proposal does not contain 
adequate resources to support require- 
ments. A significant shortfall of $20 bil- 
lion was identified in the administra- 
tion’s Bottom-Up Review. Additional 
reductions in discretionary spending, 
$30.8 billion over 5 years, will have fur- 
ther negative impacts on defense fund- 
ing. Yet, while defense spending is 
being reduced, entitlement spending is 
expected to increase over the 5-year pe- 
riod by $5 billion. 

The Senate was offered an alter- 
native, which it unfortunately re- 
jected. The Republican alternative 
budget provided for tax relief, deficit 
reduction, and responsible Government 
spending. 

This body must get serious about 
cutting Federal spending by reducing 
or eliminating funding of ineffective 
programs. If we are to have sustained 
economic growth, Government spend- 
ing must be significantly reduced. A 
balanced budget amendment and line- 
item veto authority would do much to 
bring about fiscal responsibility. I re- 
mind my colleagues that earlier this 
year the Senate failed to pass the bal- 
anced budget amendment. 

Madam President, I cannot support 
the Clinton budget proposal because it 
does not meet the needs of our national 
defense, it fails to control entitlement 
spending, and increases the national 
debt. 

Mr. MACK. Not enough. That is the 
message I am here to give today. There 
simply are not enough spending cuts in 
this budget. No one should be surprised 
by this. This congressional process is 
incapable of making real substantive 
cuts. 

While this bill contains minor reduc- 
tions, I hardly believe it is worth brag- 
ging about. The Senate passed a budget 
with reductions of $26 billion over 5 
years. The conferees felt they would 
not be able to retain any of this, but 
after being convinced the budget might 
not pass without any reductions, re- 
considered, and agreed to cut half the 
amount. 
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My colleagues on the Appropriations 
Committee may feel hardpressed to 
deal with this proposed reduction. In- 
deed, there are many worthwhile com- 
peting programs. But the simple fact 
remains that no matter how tough the 
decisions are, it is our responsibility to 
make them. 

I know there will be a lot of back 
slapping over some $13 billion in cuts 
over 5 years. But only $500 million of 
this reduction occurs in fiscal year 
1995. And remember, this is a mere $500 
million out of a $1.5 trillion budget. 
Simply put, this meager cut over 5 
years disappears in significance when 
we realize our deficit will grow by $923 
billion over the same 5-year period. Let 
me repeat, that is a $923 billion deficit 
versus the best effort of the Congress 
in achieving cuts of only $13 billion. 

I say again, there are not enough 
spending cuts. That is why I cannot 
support this budget resolution. 

It is painfully obvious that achieving 
a balanced budget is a job the Congress 
cannot accomplish by itself. During the 
debate on the Senate budget resolu- 
tion, 56 of my colleagues voted with me 
in favor of enacting a Spending Reduc- 
tion Commission similar to the Base 
Closure Commission. The legislation 
creating the Spending Reduction Com- 
mission has been introduced as S. 1191. 

Those who oppose this idea usually 
argue that Congress doesn’t need to 
form another commission to do what is 
a constitutional responsibility of Con- 
gress. And that by pushing this respon- 
sibility off on some commission, Con- 
gress is abdicating its constitutional 
charge to make appropriations. But 
that just is not the case. 

The Spending Reduction Commission 
would only be needed if Congress fails 
to attain the spending cuts necessary 
to get to a balanced budget. The most 
recent Congressional Budget Office 
analysis says we need to get to cut $34 
billion each year for the next 5 years to 
achieve a balanced budget. If Congress 
makes those cuts through their own 
budget process, the Commission never 
comes into play. 

Moreover, during those years when 
the Congress only does part of the job, 
the Commission only has to make up 
the difference. And again, it is the re- 
sponsibility of the Congress to either 
vote in favor or against their rec- 
ommendations. At no point does Con- 
gress abdicate its power. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in co- 
sponsoring S. 1191, a summary of which 
follows: 

There being no objection, the sum- 
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE SPENDING REDUCTION COMMISSION 

The Spending Reduction Commission take 
the best features of the Gramm-Rudman def- 
icit reduction plan, the Grace Commission, 
and the Base Closure and Realignment Com- 
mission to force Congress into making 
spending cuts to balance the budget. 
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Gramm-Rudman was criticized primarily 
because the sequester was a meat ax instru- 
ment that made across the board cuts with- 
out  discerning priorities. Critics said 
Gramm-Rudman involved no rational 
thought, no choices. This Commission is a 7 
member body that will make choices and es- 
tablish priorities. 

The Grace Commission failed because 
there was no mechanism to enforce rec- 
ommendations. The Spending Reduction 
Commission has a specific enforcement 
mechanism that has been tested and proven 
effective through the example of the Base 
Closure Commission. 

The Spending Reduction Commission, 
modeled after the Base Closure Commission, 
therefore fuses the best features of Gramm- 
Rudman and the Grace Commission. We sim- 
ply extend the model to governmentwide 
spending and add a mandated minimum tar- 
get of spending reductions the package must 
achieve. 

CBO has affirmed that under current defi- 
cit projections $34 billion in spending cuts 
per year beginning in 1995 will produce a bal- 
anced budget by the year 2000. 

Despite numerous deficit reduction initia- 
tives, Congress has been unable to cut spend- 
ing first. Remember the 1990 budget agree- 
ment? It was hailed as serious deficit reduc- 
tion. Since then, the deficit has soared, taxes 
have increased and spending has continued 
to grow out of control. 

It’s a tragedy Congress can’t cut spending, 
but it's a reality. The Spending Reduction 
Commission will force Congress into making 
the necessary spending cuts that has long 
avoided. 

The Spending Reduction Commission will 
work to achieve a minimum of $34 billion in 
spending cuts each fiscal year until a bal- 
anced budget is reached by targeting waste- 
ful spending based on criteria submitted by 
OMB, The Commission's recommendations 
for savings will come before the Congress in 
the form of nonamendable legislation for an 
up or down vote. The timetable for the Com- 
mission will be as follows: 

January 1.—The Director of OMB will pub- 
lish the criteria to be used in making rec- 
ommendations for spending cuts. 

January 15.—The President submits to the 
Congress seven nominees for appointment, 
four jointly agreed to by the majority and 
three jointly agreed to by the minority. 

February 1.—OMB's criteria shall be used 
unless disapproved by Congress on or before 
this date. Any amendments to criteria must 
be transmitted in final form by no later than 
February 1. Congress has until February 15 
to disapprove. 

April 1—The Director shall transmit to 
the Appropriations and Budget Committees 
and to the Commission its recommendations 
for spending cuts. 

June 1.—'The Director of the Congressional 
Budget Office submits to the Congress and 
the Commission an analysis of the Directors 
recommendations and selection process. 

August 1.—Congress must have passed 
their reconciliation bill. CBO will verify to 
the Commission whether Congress has 
reached the prescribed level of real cuts. If 
80, the Commission would not be obligated 
to send forward further spending cut rec- 
ommendations for that year. If the spending 
reductions were substantial, yet still short 
of the prescribed level, the Commission's 
minimum responsibility would be to propose 
a package making up the difference. The 
Commission's recommendations are not to 
include cuts in social security. 

August 15.—The Commission shall submit 
to the President the Commission's rec- 
ommendations. 


REVIEW BY THE PRESIDENT 

September 1.—The President submits his 

approval or disapproval to the Congress and 
the Commission. 

(A) If approved, the President shall submit 
to the Congress a certification of approval 
and legislative language implementing such 
recommendations, including the correspond- 
ing reduction in spending caps. 

(B) If disapproved, the President shall sub- 
mit to the Congress and the Commission the 
reasons for that disapproval. The Commis- 
sion shall then transmit revised  rec- 
ommendations by no later than September 5. 
The President has until September 10 to ap- 
prove or the process is terminated. 

CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION 

Such recommendations will be considered 
in the form of a joint resolution. It will be a 
nonamendable privileged motion. If not 
acted upon by September 30, then on that 
day or the next day of session thereafter, the 
Presiding Officer will call up the resolution 
for a rollcall vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, all time has expired 
for debate on the conference report. 
The question is on agreeing to the con- 
ference report. 

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the con- 
ference report. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] is ab- 
sent because of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 53, 
nays 46, as follows: 


[Rollcall Vote No. 113 Leg.] 


YEAS—53 

Akaka Feinstein Metzenbaum 
Baucus Ford Mikulski 
Biden Glenn Mitchell 
Bingaman Graham Moseley-Braun 
Boren Harkin Moynihan 
Boxer Hatfield Murray 
Breaux Heflin Pell 
Bryan Hollings Pryor 
Bumpers Inouye Reid 
Byrd Jeffords Riegle 
Campbell Johnston Robb 
Conrad Kennedy Rockefeller 
Daschle Kerrey Sarbanes 
DeConcini Kohl Sasser 

id Leahy Simon 
Dorgan Levin Wellstone 
Exon Lieberman Wofford 
Feingold Mathews 

NAYS—46 

Bennett Craig Gregg 
Bond D'Amato Hatch 
Bradley Danforth Helms 
Brown Dole Hutchison 
Burns Domenici Kassebaum 
Chafee Durenberger Kempthorne 
Coats Faircloth Kerry 
Cochran Gorton Lautenberg 
Cohen Gramm Lott 
Coverdell Grassley Lugar 
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Mack Packwood Stevens 
McCain Pressler Thurmond 
McConnell Roth Wallop 
Murkowski Simpson Warner 
Nickles Smith 
Nunn Specter 

NOT VOTING—1 

Shelby 


So, the conference report on House 
Concurrent Resolution 218 was agreed 
to. 
Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. SARBANES. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab- 
sence of a quorum has been suggested. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KERREY). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1994 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate re- 
sume consideration of S. 2019, the bill 
to reauthorize the Safe Drinking Water 
Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 2019) to reauthorize and amend 
XIV of the Public Health Service Act (com- 
monly known as the Safe Drinking Water 
Act"), and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand that the managers are on 
their way to the floor. Therefore, until 
they arrive, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, on be- 
half of Senator KERREY, the present oc- 
cupant of the chair, I ask unanimous 
consent that Theresa Manley, a Presi- 
dential management intern assigned to 
Senator KERREY, be afforded floor 
privileges during the pending of S. 2019. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that John Reeder, 
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an assistant to the committee on this 
issue, be afforded the privilege of the 
floor during the consideration of S. 
2019. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1698 
(Purpose: To amend the bill) 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk on behalf of 
myself, Senator CHAFEE, and others, 
and ask for its immediate consider- 
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. Baucus], 
for himself, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. HATFIELD, and 
Mr. KERREY, proposes an amendment num- 
bered 1698. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print- 
ed in today’s RECORD under Amend- 
ments Submitted.“ 

Mr, BAUCUS. Mr. President, the 
amendment I am offering on behalf of 
myself and Senator CHAFEE is essen- 
tially a managers’ amendment to the 
Safe Drinking Water Act legislation. 
This is an amendment that includes 
various provisions that Senator 
CHAFEE and I and many other Senators, 
including the Senator from Nebraska, 
have worked out. We think it is a big 
improvement to the bill. It addresses 
several concerns expressed by State 
and local governments, by environ- 
mental organizations, and by water 
companies. I will briefly explain some 
of the major changes it makes in the 
committee-reported bill. 

In the selection of new contaminants 
to be regulated, the amendment makes 
two additions to the new process that 
is established in the bill. It requires 
the EPA to consult with the Director 
of the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention, and it also requires the ad- 
ministrator to use appropriate peer-re- 
viewed science in setting drinking 
water standards. 

Third, the amendment clarifies that 
a new contaminant must meet the cri- 
teria specified in the bill on occurrence 
and risk to public health before it can 
be regulated. 

To help customers better know 
whether their drinking water meets 
the standards, the amendment requires 
community water systems to notify 
their customers by mail, at least once 
a year, if they have violated a stand- 
ard. 

It also requires noncommunity sys- 
tems to notify their users if there is a 
serious threat to health from drinking 
the water. 

These changes stem from some GAO 
findings that have pointed out the need 
for a better means of alerting people to 
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problems with their water. These 
changes are in addition to the bill’s re- 
quirement for immediate notice in the 
case of serious problems. 

The amendment also allows cus- 
tomers of a water system to petition 
the EPA Administrator to object to the 
granting of a small system variance. 
This will allow for more effective par- 
ticipation by those persons directly af- 
fected by a system’s decision to seek a 
variance. 

Along that same line, the amend- 
ment establishes a new system for the 
certification of home water treatment 
devices. The certification, run by inde- 
pendent parties, will help assure the 
material safety and effectiveness of 
these devices. 

A recent GAO report also highlighted 
certification as an important safeguard 
for consumers against false or mislead- 
ing claims about product performance. 

In addition, the amendment makes 
two changes to the operator certifi- 
cation program in the bill. First, it re- 
quires that EPA guidelines for State 
programs must be developed in con- 
sultation with the States. 

Second, if a State program lacks 
major elements of the guidance, EPA 
may withhold a portion of the State’s 
SRF grant according to a sliding scale. 
Both these changes will encourage 
more States to assure that trained and 
qualified individuals are running water 
systems. 

Several States recommended changes 
to the revolving loan fund authoriza- 
tion. The amendment delays the 20-per- 
cent State match for fiscal years 1994 
and 1995 until 1998. This will help 
States get their programs moving 
quicker, while preserving the matching 
requirement. 

The amendment also allows land ac- 
quisition to facilitate a consolidation 
project. And it gives Governors the au- 
thority to transfer up to 50 percent of 
the dollar amount in the drinking 
water SRF to the clean water SRF, and 
to transfer a similar amount from the 
clean water to the drinking water SRF. 

Furthermore, the amendment speci- 
fies that two of the five members from 
State and local agencies on EPA's 
Drinking Water Advisory Council must 
represent small water systems. 

Finally, the amendment modifies the 
provision in the bill authorizing the 
Administrator to set alternative drink- 
ing water standards. Under this amend- 
ment, the Administrator could set an 
alternative standard for carcinogens if 
it would achieve substantial cost sav- 
ings and would not result in a signifi- 
cant increase in the individual lifetime 
risk of cancer. 

For noncarcinogens, a greatly more 
complicated area, the alternative 
standard would be allowed if it 
achieved substantial cost savings and 
would ensure a reasonable certainty of 
no harm. The National Academy of 
Sciences would have to validate that 
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the scientific information and meth- 
odology exists before this authority 
could be used for noncarcinogens. 

These provisions will allow the Ad- 
ministrator to consider less costly 
treatment requirements provided that 
public health protection is maintained. 

This amendment also requires that 
EPA publish information on risk reduc- 
tion benefits and costs prior to setting 
a standard. And it requires EPA to con- 
duct a continuing research program to 
identify whether there are groups, such 
as infants, pregnant women, or the el- 
derly, that may be at greater risk of 
adverse effects from contaminants in 
drinking water. The results of this re- 
search must be reported to Congress 
every 3 years. 

Mr. President, this amendment 
makes several needed changes. It will 
result in a more effective drinking 
water program at the Federal, State, 
and local levels. 

It also represents a compromise, a 
good compromise, on many issues. And 
like all compromises, I doubt that it is 
written exactly as any one Senator 
might wish to write it. 

But one thing it does not compromise 
is the protection of public health. Nei- 
ther Senators CHAFEE, HATFIELD, or 
KERREY of Nebraska, with whom I 
worked very closely in developing this 
amendment, would allow that to hap- 
pen. 

Mr. President, I will ask that the 
amendment at the appropriate time be 
agreed to. 

Now I would like to turn to my very 
good friend, the ranking member of the 
committee, Senator CHAFEE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island is recognized. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, first of 
all, Iam delighted to join with Senator 
BAUCUS as a cosponsor of this amend- 
ment. He, as you of course know, is the 
chairman of our full committee and 
really has taken the leadership role in 
the whole clean water, safe drinking 
water bill that we have before us today 
and especially this amendment that we 
are considering now. 

As Senator BAUCUS has said, this 
amendment includes a series of 
changes to the bill that we have 
worked out, and we worked out these 
changes with you, Mr. President, and 
Senator HATFIELD. Those Senators, you 
and others, as I understand it, will 
offer an additional amendment that in- 
cludes the remainder of our agreed 
upon changes. 

The most difficult legislative issue 
addressed by these amendments is the 
administrator’s authority to set stand- 
ards. We are going to be entering into 
a colloquy on this issue with our col- 
leagues that is to be the exclusive leg- 
islative history on the standard-setting 
provisions. 

But there are several other impor- 
tant issues addressed in this managers’ 
amendment. One item that I have been 
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particularly concerned about is the 
flexibility which the bill gives to Gov- 
ernors to shift from funding between 
this new State revolving fund for 
drinking water, the so-called SRF, and 
the existing State revolving fund that 
is under the Clean Water Act. In other 
words, we have now two State revolv- 
ing funds, one for safe drinking water 
and one for the Clean Water Act, which 
is money used for the construction of 
waste treatment plants, and so forth. 

The bill reported by the committee 
allows a Governor to take 50 percent of 
the State's drinking water grant and 
place it in the State's clean water 
State revolving fund. And it also al- 
lows a State to shift 50 percent of its 
clean water grant into the new drink- 
ing water SRF. In other words, you can 
shift 50 percent back and forth between 
the two funds. Note that is a percent- 
age amount rather than a dollar 
amount. 

I personally support the flexibility 
and the authority of States to shift 
funds between the programs. In fact, I 
think I probably was the first to rec- 
ommend it to the chairman. But I did 
not support the committee bill as re- 
ported on this particular point. There 
was too great a disparity, in my judg- 
ment, between the two programs. In 
other words, the drinking water fund 
was $700 million total, and the clean 
water fund was $1.6 billion, more than 
twice as much. 

So to let 50 percent of the $1.6 billion, 
$800 million, go over to one fund and 
only $400 million coming back the 
other way did not seem like a fair deal. 

I do not think a shift of dollars out of 
the Clean Water Act's pollution control 
program of that magnitude is justified, 
especially when one considers the rel- 
ative needs throughout the Nation for 
the two areas. EPA estimates that the 
safe drinking water investment re- 
quired for the whole country is in the 
neighborhood of $8.6 billion, a little 
over 88% billion. On the other hand, 
the Clean Water Act, which deals with 
cleaning up the waters of our Nation, is 
not $8.6 billion. It is a $100 billion de- 
mand. 

So, as you can see, the demands are 
far greater remaining to be taken care 
of under the Clean Water Act. 

As a result, I urged the chairman to 
limit the transfer from one fund to the 
other to a dollar amount rather than a 
percentage amount, and I am grateful 
to Chairman BAUCUS for agreeing to 
that change in the legislation. 

That is the way it is in the amend- 
ment we have here. Fifty percent of the 
safe drinking water grant can be shift- 
ed to clean water, and vice versa. Let 
me correct that if I might. Fifty per- 
cent of the State's safe drinking water 
grant can be shifted to clean water or 
the States have authority to shift an 
equal number of dollars from the clean 
water into the drinking water SRF. In 
other words, the limit back and forth is 
half of the smaller fund in each State. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Now, I would like to add one other 
comment to clarify a provision relat- 
ing to the identification of so-called 
qualified independent laboratories to 
certify whether the residential drink- 
ing water treatment devices are satis- 
factory. The intent of this section is to 
identify and list a substantial number 
of these qualified certifiers, not just 
one or two. And we believe that will 
benefit the consumers and promote 
competition by making readily avail- 
able a wide range of certified products 
which can reduce the concentration of 
drinking water contaminants. 

So there it is, Mr. President. I think 
it is a good amendment, and I am de- 
lighted to join with the chairman in 
cosponsoring it. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, this 
amendment authorizes the Adminis- 
trator to set maximum contaminant 
levels under the Safe Drinking Water 
Act as levels less stringent than the 
law currently requires, if the alter- 
native level would not result in a sig- 
nificant increase in risks and if it costs 
substantially less. But there are limits 
on the amount of flexibility provided. 
In the case of cancer-causing sub- 
stances, the less stringent standard 
must not result in a significant in- 
crease in individual lifetime cancer 
risk. I would ask the Senator from 
Montana about the use of the term sig- 
nificant in this context. 

Mr. BAUCUS. EPA policy has been 
based on the premise that there is no 
safe level of exposure to a cancer-caus- 
ing substance. So the health goal under 
the Safe Drinking Water Act has been 
set at zero, reflecting treatment and 
analytical technology. The amendment 
permits some increase in the cancer 
risk at the regulatory level, but not a 
significant increase. 

Mr. KERREY. Let us suppose that 
the current maximum contaminant 
level set at the feasible level for a par- 
ticular contaminant reflects a lifetime 
cancer risk of 1 in 1,000,000 for a person 
drinking the water, would the Adminis- 
trator be authorized by this amend- 
ment to consider a less stringent 
standard that would increase that per- 
son’s lifetime cancer risk to 1 to 
100,000, if substantial costs would be 
saved? 

Mr. BAUCUS. No, that would be a 
significant increase in risk and would 
not be permitted by this amendment. 
Increases in cancer risk of a lesser 
amount would be authorized. No mat- 
ter what the feasible level is, an in- 
crease in cancer risk of the same de- 
gree as an increase from 1 to a million 
to 1 in 100,000 would be significant and 
prohibited, but lesser increases would 
be permissible under this amendment. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Does the chairman 
intend the term “significant increase 
in risk" as used in the amendments to 
carry à rigid, mechanic, or statistical 
meaning? 

Mr. BAUCUS. No. We intend signifi- 
cant to be used in the everyday mean- 


10211 


ing of the term and not in the statis- 
tical sense. During the development of 
these amendments, we heard very loud- 
ly two important points: First, that 
one standard setting process will not 
work for all contaminants; and two, 
There are circumstances where the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency needs 
discretion when selecting a standard 
for a particular drinking water con- 
taminant. In order to address what we 
have found to be legitimate concerns, 
the manager's amendment includes ad- 
ditional authority for standard setting 
that provides EPA with some discre- 
tion when establishing standards. 

Mr. KERREY. Only some of the con- 
taminants regulated under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act are carcinogens. Is 
the Administrator permitted flexibility 
to set less stringent standards where 
other health effects are the basis for 
regulation? 

Mr. BAUCUS. For most other health 
effects addressed the act, the Adminis- 
trator has been able to identify a 
threshold for the health effect below 
which no adverse health effect is ex- 
pected to occur form the presence of 
the contaminant in drinking water. 
These thresholds also reflect margins 
of safety and have been used as the 
health goal under the Safe Drinking 
Water Act. 

But the science underlying these de- 
cisions is not so precise as to define the 
exact point that separates safe drink- 
ing water from unsafe water. There is 
an area of uncertainly around any one 
of these estimates. The Administrator 
may be able to pick some other less 
stringent level that is also at a level 
where there is reasonable certainty of 
no harm. For the contaminants that 
are regulated for a health effect other 
than cancer, this amendment allows 
some flexibility to recognize this situa- 
tion. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Would there be an in- 
creased risk to public health, if the Ad- 
ministrator uses this authority to se- 
lect a less stringent maximum con- 
taminant level? 

Mr. BAUCUS. No. The amendment 
requires that a less stringent standard 
ensure a reasonable certainty of no 
harm to human health. Unlike the 
Standards for  cancer-causing  sub- 
stances, there is no risk of adverse ef- 
fects with the current standards that 
address health effects for which a safe- 
ty threshold can be identified. 

Mr. KERREY. The health goals also 
reflect margins of safety for variability 
in the human population, extrapolation 
from animal test data to human health 
effects, and for the use of data that is 
not fully reflective of lifetime expo- 
sures. These margins of safety reflect 
recommendations made by the Na- 
tional Academy of Sciences. Does the 
amendment reduce or eliminate any 
margin of safety consideration that 
EPA now includes in the standard set- 
ting process? 
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Mr. BAUCUS. No, it does not. The 
Senator mentioned that many of the 
procedures now used by EPA in select- 
ing goals and standards under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act have been rec- 
ommended by the National Academy of 
Sciences in its series of reports enti- 
tled Drinking Water and Health." 
This amendment requires an additional 
report by NAS before the Adminis- 
trator uses the authority created by 
the amendment to set standards at 
other than the feasible level for non- 
carcinogens. As with previous reports, 
we would expect the National Academy 
of Sciences to prescribe scientifically 
sound criteria for selecting contami- 
nant levels under this new authority. 
The amendment authorized $1 million 
to fund the study, which should be 
completed within 3 years of enactment. 

Mr. CHAFEE. One final question on 
cost considerations. In considering the 
cost savings that may be realized from 
selecting less stringent standards, 
what size systems is the Administrator 
to consider? 

Mr. BAUCUS. The Administrator 
would consider costs for the systems of 
the same types and sizes as are cur- 
rently considered to set maximum con- 
taminant levels. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question now 
is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1698) was agreed 
to. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Martha Ben- 
nett of Senator HATFIELD’s staff be 
granted floor privileges for the dura- 
tion of the debate on S. 2019. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER] is 
about to seek recognition to speak on 
another matter, that is, on Bosnia. 
When he finishes his statement, we will 
then return to the Safe Drinking Water 
Act. 

In the meantime, I urge Senators 
who have amendments to the Safe 
Drinking Water Act to please bring 
them over. We are ready to accept 
amendments. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


I will just remind all of us that the 
more amendments we can dispose of 
today, the more quickly we are going 
to dispose of this bill altogether. I 
strongly urge Senators who have 
amendments to come over. Now is a 
good time to bring up amendments to 
the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

Mr. President, in the absence of the 
Senator from Virginia seeking recogni- 
tion at this time, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


LIFTING THE ARMS EMBARGO ON 
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am 
endeavoring to work with the distin- 
guished leadership of the Senate—with 
the majority leader and the Republican 
leader—in resolving the dilemma that 
the Senate now has with respect to a 
most unusual development. The Senate 
has acted earlier today on two amend- 
ments, and by a margin of one vote 
passed both amendments. As we well 
understand, the amendments are quite 
different, resulting in a confused signal 
being sent at the moment from this 
Chamber not only to the House of Rep- 
resentatives, but to the President, the 
administration and, most significantly 
to the people in Bosnia. Indeed, this 
signal is being carried across the ocean 
to the people throughout the former 
Yugoslavia who have suffered enough, 
and listened to by our allies as well. 

I think it is incumbent upon this 
body to reconcile this situation, and I 
know that our leadership is endeavor- 
ing to do so. 

Earlier, the leadership indicated to 
me an option that was being studied. I 
interposed an objection to that option 
being brought to the floor. I now lift 
my objection to that option, subject to 
no other Senator imposing his or her 
objection. If that occurs, then I wish to 
have my rights reinstated. 

I think the Senate has the time to 
make a better informed decision. Press 
reports indicate that our allies are pur- 
suing several options diplomatically, 
wherein the United States, Great Brit- 
ain, France, Russia, and perhaps others 
will sit down and devise a course of ac- 
tion. 

I urge that adequate time be taken to 
let that process run its course. There is 
no need to rush to judgment, certainly 
in terms of days on this issue. 

I recognize that for at least 2 years 
we have watched the negotiators, pri- 
marily from Great Britain, France, and 
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others wrestle with this problem. In- 
deed, our own distinguished former 
Secretary of State Cyrus Vance, Lord 
Owen, and others have struggled and 
have withdrawn from that struggle. 
Others have remained. 

We have had several distinguished 
U.N. commanders. I have met with two 
of those—Generals McKenzie and 
Moreau—in my visits to that region. 

So I think if we can allow a short 
time in which to deliberate this matter 
further, it would be my hope that the 
leadership could devise a plan whereby 
those committees designated with re- 
sponsibilities for issues such as this— 
primarily, Foreign Affairs, the Armed 
Services, and Intelligence Commit- 
tees—could avail ourselves of a res- 
ervoir of knowledge that exists not just 
with the policymakers but among the 
senior civil servants in CIA, State, and 
Defense. 

I have had the privilege of spending 
long hours with the senior staffs of 
these three agencies and have listened 
with great interest to their analyses of 
this complex problem. 

I would think our committees would 
learn a lot and quickly prepare reports 
to bring to the floor of the Senate per- 
mitting Senators to be better in- 
formed. I was concerned today in the 
latter part of the vote. All of us who 
have been here a few years understand 
the complex procedures. Therefore, I 
am not pointing fingers at any Sen- 
ator. But towards the end of the vote, 
it was interesting to see how the votes 
were being cast. Votes were withheld, 
then later cast. It reflected a certain 
measure of indecision—indecision 
springing from a clear question in the 
conscience of Senators as to which way 
they should go. 

We should not have a matter of this 
importance and magnitude decided in 
those brief, closing minutes of a vote. 
Many Senators were cloistered in the 
well, trying to make their final deci- 
sion without much time to do so. 

Nevertheless, I urge that reasonable 
time be given to the Senate to listen 
and learn. I feel I would like to learn 
more about this issue. I opposed both 
Leader MITCHELL and Leader DOLE’s 
amendments. I stated earlier in brev- 
ity, and I will momentarily state with 
greater detail, my concern about both 
amendments. I do not feel comfortable 
with the amount of time given to this 
institution to make a decision regard- 
ing Bosnia. I seek time within which 
my colleagues and I can become better 
informed. 

It was suggested that we as a body 
should package both amendments and 
send them to the House. That disturbs 
me greatly. The constitutional framers 
delegated specific constitutional pow- 
ers to the U.S. Senate, primarily to ad- 
vise and consent. These specific powers 
and responsibilities were delegated as 
they relate to the foreign relations and 
Armed Forces of this country. We 
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Should not abdicate that responsibility 
and send to the other body a package 
reflecting the indecision reached 
today. 

I urge the leadership to look for 
other options whereby this body can 
further consider the matter. If the two 
leaders cannot have a meeting of the 
minds on a single instrument, let us 
again address both amendments. The 
allies are trying to put together some 
coalitions to work on this problem. Let 
us not send this mixed signal in this 
very fragile period of current negotia- 
tions. 

Last, the Senate Armed Services 
Committee today conducted its second 
hearing on Somalia, in the context: We 
are there to learn. Were there mistakes 
made by the policymakers? By the on- 
scene commanders? We suffered tragic 
losses in that situation—loss of life, 
loss of limb. We also suffered another 
loss, in my judgment. That is with our 
allies. We all remember the debate in 
this body in November and December. 
Men and women of clear conscience 
asking us to bring our troops home 
from Somalia by Christmas. Others, in- 
cluding myself said no. That decision 
should be left to the President of the 
United States, the Commander in Chief 
of the Armed Forces, the chief archi- 
tect of our foreign policy. Eventually a 
compromise was structured and the 
troops were brought home at the end of 
March. 

I point that out because the world 
saw the United States not sticking 
with its commitment. The United 
States committed to a situation, in- 
vited our allies to go in as partners, 
put at risk their military units, and 
then somewhat abruptly said: We are 
departing. The problem remains yours. 

I would not like to see that repeated. 
I would not like to see that repeated 
again in Bosnia or the former Yugo- 
slavia. We are there today as partners 
in air operations. We are there today as 
partners in sea operations. So we can 
hold our head high. We may not have 
the measure of ground troops serving 
either with UNPROFOR or in other ca- 
pacities, but we, the United States, are 
there, assuming our fair measure of 
that responsibility. 

I visited those troops, as have other 
Members of this body. We are very 
proud of what they have done, what 
they are doing today, and what they 
are willing to do in the future. 

I refer again to Somalia. We do not 
want to have another situation where 
the United States might go into 
Bosnia, as either of these amendments 
might entail, and then pull out again. 
Given the measure of indecision re- 
flected today by these votes; given the 
brevity of this debate, I am not certain 
that this country fully understands 
these amendments, and the potential 
further commitment by the United 
States. 

I recognize the leadership gave us an 
opportunity on Monday and Tuesday to 
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debate this issue. I availed myself of 
that opportunity on Monday. 

I do not detect, as I travel through 
my State, that level of understanding 
and commitment that would justify a 
further military involvement in 
Bosnia. And that military involvement 
could come about as a result of lifting 
the embargo. Several scenarios indi- 
cate the possibility of further military 
involvement. 

The distinguished majority leader, in 
commenting on his concern, which I 
share, about the unilateral features of 
the distinguished Republican leader's 
amendment, asked a hypothetical ques- 
tion, Is there a Senator here who 
would vote for the commitment of 
ground troops if the unilateral lifting 
of the embargo and a certain amount of 
rearming led to a greater conflagra- 
tion, fighting, by more and more peo- 
ple? There was silence in the Chamber. 
So I think this matter bears further 
study. 

But I come back to Somalia for a rea- 
son. We had before us today at an 
Armed Services Committee hearing 
two fathers, both veterans of previous 
military operations; both veterans of 
Vietnam. One had lost a leg. Both fa- 
thers lost their sons in Somalia in the 
Ranger raid of October 3. They gave 
some of the most poignant, compas- 
sionate, yet important testimony that 
I have heard in the many years that I 
have been here. 

Earlier, I read a portion from Colonel 
Joyce’s testimony. I would like to 
reread that now that we have time and 
are not rushed. Colonel Joyce said 
today—as a matter of fact, he said it 
about an hour and 20 minutes ago—to 
the Senate Armed Services Committee: 

We should also let everyone, especially the 
policymakers, know the consequences of for- 
eign policy that is developed haphazardly 
and implemented by amateurs. Too fre- 
quently, policymakers are insulated from 
the misery they create. If they could be with 
the chaplain who rings a doorbell at 6:20 in 
the morning to tell a 22-year-old woman she 
is now a widow, they would develop their 
policies more carefully. 

I could not state it more clearly. 
This is really all I have to say in urg- 
ing the leadership to guide this distin- 
guished body to further contemplated, 
thorough study of the issues before us 
today, followed by such deliberation as 
is necessary. Then a decision, a deci- 
sion I would hope that would speak for 
the majority view in this body and not 
send out a misleading signal, as the 
matter now stands. 

A second father, James H. Smith, 
Captain U.S. Army concluded: 

It is probable that America's military will 
be called to battle in the future. However, 
our men and women in uniform must never 
again be placed in a Somalia“ situation. A 
quarter of a century ago my generation was 
ground up in the rice paddies and jungles of 
Vietnam. We must not allow the next gen- 
eration to suffer the same fate. If additional 
hearings are not held—— 


That is on Somalia. 
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Ifear that more Americans will suffer the 
fate of Vietnam and Somalia. 

That is an American citizen whose 
wife was there, and the widow of this 
soldier was there in our hearing room 
today addressing this body of 
decisionmakers. Her message was: 
Take your time, think this through 
carefully, and do not develop hap- 
hazard foreign policy. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the statements of Lieutent 
Colonel Joyce and Captain Smith be 
printed in the RECORD following my 
statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I op- 
posed both amendments today because 
there is a certain ambiguity in each 
that could result in a much deeper in- 
volvement of our country in Bosnia. 
This is a conflict in Bosnia, or the 
former Yugoslavia, that is rooted in 
hundreds of years of history. It is reli- 
gious; it is ethnic; it relates to borders. 
There is an instability among the peo- 
ples in that region that is almost with- 
out parallel. 

I was not present, but Iam sure there 
are those here who witnessed the 
Olympics in Sarajevo several years 
ago. The same people who in the past 2 
years have hacked each other to bits, 
danced in the streets, dined in the res- 
taurants and enjoyed the good life. I 
have no explanation for why they have 
fallen upon each other in such a savage 
way. 

Historically, in World War II, Hitler’s 
divisions occupied this part of the 
world. During the course of that occu- 
pation, the German forces had a very 
precarious hold on that geographic 
area. During the very period that they 
had a dozen or more divisions there, 
there was a civil war between the Cro- 
atian people, the Moslem people, and 
the Serbian people, which raged on for 
more than a year. Over 1 million cas- 
ualties and deaths resulted from that 
civil war, at the very time that Europe 
was aflame in the battles of World War 
IL That is why we have to take our 
time and be very, very cautious as we 
make further commitments. 

I urge that committees look at the 
two amendments considered today. 
They have not been looked at by any 
committee; we have only looked at bits 
and pieces. I attended almost every 
briefing relating to the former Yugo- 
slavia in the past 2 years. I am sure 
other Senators have done likewise. I 
have yet to sit down, except when I 
personally went out to the three agen- 
cies, in a committee or briefing struc- 
ture and discuss and go through and 
discuss the consequences of lifting the 
embargo. Whether we lift it unilater- 
ally or in the context of an agreement 
with our allies. 

What are the consequences? I spelled 
out on Monday, where would the weap- 
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ons come from that go to the Moslems? 
How do they get there? What period of 
time is involved? Who will train the 
Moslems in the use of these weapons? 
Who will supply the spare parts? 

Look at the roads, the means of con- 
veying weapons to various areas of 
that country. They are quite precar- 
ious, narrow, unpaved roads, with weak 
bridges. Can they carry the heavy 
equipment? It is highly vulnerable to 
insurgents who could blow out a bridge 
or destroy a piece of a road. Would this 
damage cut off the logistic influx of 
these weapons? It can be done in a mo- 
ment. We would have to put in, or 
someone would have to put in, security 
along almost the entire route. Repairs 
would require a heavy commitment of 
forces, both combat and combat engi- 
neers. I have not yet seen the docu- 
ment put forth by the distinguished 
Republican leader; it is about how Cro- 
atia favors lifting the embargo. I have 
not had time to read it; maybe others 
have. It was produced just this morn- 


What is the quid pro quo to Croatia 
for allowing the transport of these 
weapons across their territory? 

As I was walking in the hall, I met a 
member of my own committee, a very 
seasoned and knowledgeable member. 
He said, Oh, John, you could airdrop.” 

I said, “Just a minute, just a minute. 
Let's talk about airdropping.“ 

There are some heavy artillery pieces 
that cannot be airdropped. You cannot 
airdrop a tank. These are the things 
that at this moment create the strong 
imbalance between the Bosnian Serb 
forces and the Bosnian Moslem forces. 
Airdropping those is not easy. 

Then he said, ‘‘Oh, but we can airdrop 
a number of other small weapons." I 
said, '"That is true, but you can't drop 
them accurately into those small en- 
claves." And there are three of them 
right there on the border of Serbia 
proper, a diameter of not more than 25, 
30 miles, in some cases, and less than 
that. Airdropping is difficult. Try and 
drop in one of those zones. 

An expert army officer in airdropping 
took a map, showed me those isolated 
areas designated as NATO safe areas 
and said, The closer you bring the air- 
plane dropping it to the ground, the 
greater the danger to that aircraft 
from shoulder-fired air defense weap- 
ons." 

And he said further, “Your climatic 
conditions are critical. Even if they 
were perfect, you'd have a hard time 
hitting that small piece of geography 
in that isolated area with a successful 
airdrop.” 

And what happens if your airdrop is 
inaccurate? The supplies fall into the 
hands of the Serbian forces, and we 
would then, in fact, be arming them. 

These are the types of questions that 
I hope we will spend some time on so 
that each Senator fully understands 
these issues. 
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We had a good debate earlier today 
about the unilateral feature of Senator 
DOLE’s amendment. I have spoken to 
that. I am firmly of the opinion that 
the security arrangements that face 
this country today, as they have in the 
past from World War I to World War II, 
are predicated on credible relationships 
with our allies. Security relationships 
in the future will continue to be de- 
pendent on the maintenance of those 
credible relationships. We know the 
problem if we were to unilaterally lift 
the embargo: It would jeopardize our 
future partnership with our allies. 
That was covered very carefully today. 

We entered this partnership in the 
Bosnian conflict with our allies. I say 
we should continue that partnership 
and, under no circumstances, in my 
judgment, should we break that part- 
nership. 

Because I was concerned that the ma- 
jority leader's amendment states that 
it is to protect the UNPROFOR, I 
asked him the following questions: 
How much time have any of us spent in 
individual briefings or in groups or in 
committee studying the consequences 
of removing the UNPROFOR? Can they 
safely be withdrawn from their advance 
positions where they are commingled 
now with factions on all sides? How 
much time would be required? Suppose 
they are trapped in their retrograde or 
withdrawal movement, supposing they 
are taken as hostages, what happens to 
the members of UNPROFOR-not just 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina but 
throughout the region, indeed, in the 
remote parts of Croatia and elsewhere? 
What happens to the victims of the 
former Yugoslavia who are dependent 
on the food and medicine that is now 
getting through? What happens when 
the UNPROFOR pulls out? What hap- 
pens to those people? 

The Mitchell amendment restricts 
the use of NATO air strikes to only the 
safe zones. Those safe zones, six in 
number, are but a fraction of the area 
of conflict. What happens if war breaks 
out in those zones? Are we restricted 
from using air power as a deterrent? It 
is inexplicit. We should not have any of 
these measures passed in a manner 
that is inexplicit. 

Of course, the Mitchell amendment 
calls for lifting the embargo and ''as- 
sistance be provided expeditiously,” 
implying that weaponry is going to 
come from the United States. I think 
the cautionary marker was laid down; 
no one would go with the equipment to 
explain how it operates; no one would 
be there to help repair it or to provide 
the spare parts. You cannot arm a mili- 
tary force without equipment and lo- 
gistics training—another question that 
should be answered carefully. 

What happens after a measure of ar- 
mament reaches the Bosnian Govern- 
ment? Is there any condition put on it: 
You will use it only for defense of the 
current geography as it exists? What 
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happens if they utilize this military 
equipment to begin reclaiming some of 
the areas that were wrongfully taken 
from them by the Serbian forces? Do 
we say stop“? Do we use air power to 
block their aggression? 

I asked the distinguished majority 
leader, reading through his amend- 
ment, if we fail to get concurrence 
among the allies, does that bring our 
efforts to an end? I think he forth- 
rightly said, No, if they don’t get that 
concurrence, we go to the U.N.” I was 
not given the time to ask him: Well, 
suppose the United Nations does not 
concur. Then what do we do? Then it 
reads we go to Congress. And you can 
walk through a chain of events under 
the amendment of the distinguished 
majority leader which, in my judg- 
ment, brings you back again to the 
unilateral question. 

So I do not look at his solution as 
one that precludes eventual unilateral 
action. But I would like to have that 
spelled out. 

The last paragraph of the amendment 
of the distinguished majority leader re- 
lates only to the use of air power, and 
I hope that if future iterations are 
brought before the Senate they would 
apply the same degree of protection to 
our Air Force and naval personnel that 
are currently being employed as af- 
forded by the last paragraph of the 
amendment of the distinguished major- 
ity leader, as that provision would ac- 
cord future ground forces. 

Mr. President, I thank the distin- 
guished managers of the current pend- 
ing legislation for the opportunity to 
speak to this issue. As I said, if there is 
no other Senator who has an objection 
when the leadership brings forth a pro- 
posed course of action, I withdraw my 
objection. I shall not interpose one. 
But if another Senator objects, then I 
wish to have my objection reinstated 
and reserve the right to evaluate that 
Senator's objection. 

I yield the floor. 

EXHIBIT 1 
TESTIMONY OF LARRY E. JOYCE, MAY 12, 1994 

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of my wife, Gail, 
and my daughter-in-law, DeAnna, both of 
whom are here with me today—as well as the 
rest of our family who are anxiously follow- 
ing the actions of this committee—thank 
you, first of all, for calling this hearing. 

I firmly believe my son, Casey, and his 17 
brave comrades who gave their lives in 
Mogadishu last October are looking down on 
us right now and saying. well done.“ 

Secondly, I'm sure I'm speaking for all the 
families of those 18 courageous young men 
when I say "thank you" for ordering the 
thorough and conscientious investigation 
that your staff has recently completed. 

We only hope that the Committee's inquiry 
into the policies and decisions that led to the 
tragedy that robbed our families and the na- 
tion of these incredibly dedicated young men 
will not end today. 

We hope you will agree with us that the 
implications of those ill-fated policies and 
decisions also pose ominous threats for this 
country. 
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Only a thorough review and corrective ac- 
tion can prevent future Somalias. 

Iserved two combat tours in Vietnam. 

Isurvived the 1968 Tet Offensive. 

And I want to tell the President and his ad- 
ministration: Now it's MY turn to protest. 

Because my Ranger son and I, both, served 
the same bogus policy—a generation apart. 

I want them to know that I am pointing at 
that beautiful but sad memorial at the other 
end of the Mall—the one that carries the 
names of 58,191] of my comrades—and I'm 
asking. When will we ever learn that com- 
mitting troops to enforce an invalid foreign 
policy leads to disaster.” 

I wrote President Clinton on October 22 
and asked to meet with him so I could im- 
plore him to get the foreign policy side of his 
administration in order. 

I told him I didn't seek retribution, but 
only wanted to see future military disasters 
are avoided. 

I wanted him to see for himself the grim 
parallel between the ill-fated policies of 
Presidents Kennedy and Johnson that I sur- 
vived, and his Somalia policy that Casey did 
not survive. 

The President called me on November 10 
and told me he wanted to meet and discuss 
what I had learned during my informal in- 
vestigation. 

I followed up several times, only to be told 
he was too busy to meet with me. 

He still hasn't fulfilled his promise. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I'm doubly glad you ful- 
filled yours. 

Our purpose here should be to tell every 
American who and what contributed to this 
tragic episode—no matter how much the 
President and his advisers would like us to 
forget it along with the heroes who gave 
their lives in Mogadishu last October. 

We should also let everyone—especially 
the policy makers—know the consequences 
of foreign policy that is developed hap- 
hazardly and implemented by amateurs. 

Too frequently, policy makers are insu- 
lated from the misery they create. 

If they could be with the chaplain who 
rings a doorbell at 6:20 in the morning to tell 
a 22-year-old woman she's now a widow, 
they'd develop their policies more carefully. 

This is why this hearing and, hopefully, fu- 
ture hearings on Somalia are so important. 
This is why you must not stop here. 

Call in the National Security Adviser. Ask 
him to explain his role. 

Call in the Secretary of State and his key 
staff. Call in the Ambassador to the U.N. 
Call former and current DOD officials—mili- 
tary and civilian. 

Find out what role the President played. 

In other words, don't just examine the ac- 
tions of military field commanders. They 
had the unenviable task of having to imple- 
ment a flawed mission. 

They cannot answer the questions the 
White House has left unresolved; 

And these are questions I would want 
asked: 

Who changed our mission in Somalia from 
one of humanitarian relief to one of direct 
combat? 

Why did they do it? 

Why did we reduce our forces in Somalia 
from 30,000 to less than 5,000, and then 
launch offensive operations? 

As you know, the vast majority of those 
remaining troops were in support units—not 
combat units. 

Who decided capturing Mohammed Farah 
Aidid was in our national interest? 

Was it President Clinton, or did the Sec- 
retary General of the United Natíons manip- 
ulate that decision? 
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If Bourtos Boutros-Ghali extracted that 
decision from the administration—if he put 
out a contract on Aidid and President Clin- 
ton took it—then I contend that the Presi- 
dent abdicated his constitutional and moral 
responsibility as commander-in-chief. 

Why was only one company of Rangers 
sent to capture Aidid 

How would they be reinforced? 

Why was Specter gunship not available to 
them? 

Why were they denied armor? 

In short, this was an inadequate force 
structure from Day One. Why? 

Did field commanders and staff officers ad- 
vise against the frivolous mission the Ranger 
task force was eventually given? 

I have enough faith in my old comrades-in- 
arms to say, “Yes they did." I hope I'm not 


wrong. 

Surely, they said it would be virtually im- 
possible to track down an expert in urban 
guerrilla warfare in the alleys of 
Mogadishu—where he was once the police 
chief. 

Surely, they said the intelligence appara- 
tus in Somalia was inadequate to support 
such a mission. 

And surely, they advised the administra- 
tion that light infantry should never be com- 
mitted into a situation where they are likely 
to become decisively engaged, with no way 
to reinforce or extract them. 

Was this advice given? If not, why not? If 
it was, why was it ignored? 

In late September, I wrote Casey and pre- 
dicted that he and his fellow Rangers would 
be coming home in October because it was 
clear to me that the President had decided 
on a diplomatic rather than a military solu- 
tion. 

It was much later that I learned former 
President Carter had been in contact with 
Aidid and had reported back to President 
Clinton in September that a diplomatic solu- 
tion was the only solution for Somalia. 

I felt it was obvious that any political set- 
tlement would have to involve Aidid because 
he was the most stabilizing, if not the only 
stabilizing, influence in Somalia. 

So, my question is a simple one; If the 
President had already decided, in September, 
to seek a diplomatic solution with Aidid, 
why were Rangers ordered on October 3 to 
conduct a raid that, by its very nature, 
would be the most dangerous mission yet? 

If we were going to negotiate with Aidid, 
why did we continue to put our soldiers at 
risk by trying to capture him and his hench- 
men? 

And did we negotiate and collaborate with 
Aidid? We sure did. We didn’t just negotiate, 
we catered to him. 

Senators, I can’t tell you how angry I was 
when I learned, two months after my son was 
killed, that the American mission in Soma- 
lia ordered American soldiers to provide 
Aidid an armed escort from his headquarters 
to the Mogadishu airport so he could be 
flown to Addis Ababa aboard a U.S. Army 
airplane. 

It was Amateur Hour all over again! 

And it’s going to be hard to convince me 
that amateurs are not the cause of my son’s 
death—and the deaths of every soldier who 
was killed in Somalia last October. 

Now, if he’s listening, and I hope he is, I 
have a question for President Clinton. 

Mr. President, if capturing Aidid was so 
important on August 22 when you ordered 
the Rangers task force to Somalia, why was 
capturing him suddenly so unimportant on 
October 4? 

How do I explain to my family that Casey 
didn’t die in vain? 
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Mr. President, he did die in vain because 
the mission you sent him on was seriously 
flawed and you were not even committed to 
it. 

He and his fellow Rangers, and the soldiers 
who fought to rescue them, were betrayed by 
an administration that gave them a no-win 
mission and didn’t provide them the re- 
sources and moral support they desperately 
needed. 

Mr. Chairman, if we learn nothing else 
from this foreign policy debacle it should be 
this: Before we send American troops into 
combat, three questions must be asked? 

1. Is the mission attainable? 

2. Are American national interests at 
stake? And perhaps most critical— 

3. Are we willing to stay the course? 

Now, apply those questions to Desert 
Storm and then to Somalia. 

Desert Storm gets three thumbs up. 

Somalia gets three thumbs down. 

Maybe some of you remember where you 
were and what you were doing last October 3. 
I certainly do—as do all those who were 
closely associated with the events in Soma- 
lia that day. 

My life was as close to being perfect as it 
had ever been—or will ever be again. I had a 
7:30 tee time at a public course that runs 
along Lake Michigan. 

It was a cool and beautiful Sunday morn- 
ing in Chicago. 

But—half way around the world—it was a 
hot and dusty Sunday afternoon in 
Mogadishu where Casey and his Ranger and 
Delta Force comrades were taking off in hel- 
icopters. 

While I was putting on the third green, 
Casey was dodging AK-47 rounds as he was 
rescuing PFC Todd Blackburn. 

As I was trying to get out of the rough and 
on to the fifth fairway, Casey was fighting 
his way to the crash site where Warrant Offi- 
cer Briley and Warrant Officer Wolcott were 
pinned in the wreckage. 

As I was walking off the ninth green, some 
of Casey’s buddies were fighting their way 
back to the Mogadishu airport in a Humvee 
with Casey's lifeless body on board. 

In the time it takes to play nine holes of 
golf, a tragedy of enormous proportions had 
unfolded, Lives—including my son’s—had 
been taken. 

Other lives—including my wife's, my 
daughter-in-law's, and my own life—had been 
destroyed. 

And yet, we are more fortunate than some. 
My heart aches for those mothers and fa- 
thers who know the bodies of their sons fell 
into Somali hands. 

Iemphasize with Jim and Carol Smith who 
live every waking moment wondering if 
Jamie would be alive today if he could have 
been evacuated before he bled to death. 

I want to help Carmen Houston of Mobile, 
Alabama who can't get a straight answer on 
how her husband, SGT Cornell Houston, died. 

He was assigned to C Company, 41st Engi- 
neer Battalion from Ft. Drum. 

She can't even get an autopsy report. 

If any member of this committee wants to 
help Carmen, please let me know. 

The Rangers and the wives of the 3rd Bat- 
talion, 75th Ranger Regiment have been a 
great source of comfort and support to Gail, 
DeAnna and me. 

They have my undying gratitude. 

I'm grateful to you, Mr. Chairman, for 
your kindness when you met with Gail, the 
Smiths, and me last month at Ft. Benning. 

Thank you, also, for inviting us to testify 
here today. 

I'm also indebted to Rick DeBobes of this 
committee's staff for his candor and his re- 
sponsiveness to my questions. 
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To certain members of this committee, es- 
pecially Senator Hutchinson, and the other 
members of Congress, like Senator Gramm 
and Congressman Dornan, who reached out 
to us in those first few terrible weeks—thank 
you for your compassion and your support. 

But, to those who wish the nation would 
just forget what happened on October 3—for- 
get those ‘unfortunate losses" President 
Clinton referred to last October when he was 
trying to get Somalia behind him—let me 
close by reading the eulogy I gave my son so 
you, like I ask President Clinton, to do, can 
put a face on at least one of those ‘‘unfortu- 
nate losses." 

I might add that our pack is stronger now. 
It's been strengthened by the thousands of 
Americans who have expressed their support 
for us over the past seven months. 

To each of them, thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, 
please take an important step so that Casey, 
Jamie Smith, Dominick Pilla, Cornell Hous- 
ton and all the other brave young men who 
died and were wounded in Somalia did not do 
so in vain. Don't let this be your last hear- 
ing. You can make sure the mistakes of So- 
malia don't happen again. 


TESTIMONY OF JAMES H. SMITH, MAY 12, 1994 

Mr. Chairman and Committee Members, I 
wish to express my appreciation for the op- 
portunity to testify at this committee hear- 
ing. I would also like to take this oppor- 
tunity to express my gratitude for the com- 
mittee's diligent work in investigating the 
events preceding, during and after the 
Mogadishu battle of October 3, 1993. 

My name is James H. Smith. I am joined 
today by my wife Caroline. Immediately 
after graduating from high school in 1965, I 
enlisted in the Army. I was only 17 years old, 
but I wanted to be a Paratrooper. I responded 
to the challenge of military life and was for- 
tunate to attend Officers Candidate School. I 
was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in 
the Infantry and served in Vietnam with the 
4th Infantry Division and the 25th Infantry 
Division. In July 1967, as member of the 3rd 
Brigade Task Force (Tropic Lightning), I was 
severely wounded in a firefight. I spent the 
next two years in an Army Hospital recover- 
ing. I survived, but my left leg was ampu- 
tated just below the knee. 

In the early evening of October 4, 1993, my 
wife Carol arrived home from work to be met 
by two Army officers. The officers performed 
their obligation with professionalism and 
compassion. Our son Jamie had been killed 
in action. Carol called me at work and I im- 
mediately left a business meeting to be with 
my family. That evening I met with the 
press. After the expected questions of: How 
would you describe your son?", and. What 
were his hobbies?" I was asked two very 
pointed questions: “Did my son's death serve 
a purpose?'—and—'Am I angry or do I 
blame anyone? My answer was also direct: 
"If my son's death can keep Somali children 
from starving, my son's death had a pur- 
pose", No, I am not angry. My son was a 
Ranger. He knew the risks and so did I. I do 
not blame anyone!“ 

On October 12, 1993 Jamie was buried at 
Fort Benning. Immediately after the serv- 
ices I met with some of the veterans of the 
Mogadishu battle. They had bandaged arms, 
casts on their legs, walked with crutches and 
were in wheelchairs. We talked for several 
hours. I left that meeting with three firm be- 
liefs: 

First: My son's death served no purpose. 
His courage and sacrifice had been wasted. 

Second: The Rangers had been betrayed. 
Denied proper combat support and unreliable 
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U.N. allies, disaster was preordained. There 
must be accountability. 

Third: I was angry. As a disabled Vietnam 
Veteran I had the responsibility, the obliga- 
tion, to insure that my son's generation did 
not suffer the fate of his father's generation. 

My meeting, on October 12th, with the vet- 
erans of the Mogadishu battle was to be the 
first of many meetings and conversations. 
These contacts would be in the barracks, 
hospital, headquarters, on the telephone and 
in our home. I have spoken with virtually 
every veteran of that battle and the entire 
command structure—from the squad leader 
to commanding general. Unknown to me at 
that time, Larry Joyce was proceeding on à 
parallel inquiry. When Larry and I met at 
the 3rd Ranger Battalion memorial service 
in November 1993, we compared our findings. 
We had independently come to the same con- 
clusions. 

I am in complete agreement with Larry's 
comments. However, I would add that be- 
yond the failures of the White House leader- 
Ship to supply proper combat support and 
mismanaging the Somalia policy; the unac- 
ceptable conditions that existed in Somalia 
with the United Nations officials and peace- 
keeping forces, as they negatively affected 
our troops, must be investigated. 

Although the concept of a U.N. multi- 
national peacekeeping force appears the ap- 
propriate direction for U.S. involvement in 
such conflict situations, the conditions in 
Somalia resulted in the Rangers being placed 
in a situation without reliable allies and, in 
certain cases, U.N. peacekeeping forces actu- 
ally supporting the enemy. Specifically: 

U.N. peacekeeping forces were fragmented 
by geographic areas of responsibility. Forces 
from one country routinely refused to come 
to the aid of another nation's military unit 
that was under attack if the battle was out- 
side their geographic area of responsibility. 
For example: the Italians did not come to 
the aid of the Nigerians. Therefore, when the 
Americans required assistance the Malay- 
sians had no desire to support the Ameri- 
cans—since the battle was not their concern. 

Aidid's informers or sympathizers had 
completely infiltrated the U.N. bureaucracy, 
the peacekeeping forces and charitable orga- 
nizations. Additionally there were numerous 
examples of U.N. officials and peacekeeping 
forces actively or tacitly supporting Aidid. 
Therefore, secrecy in military operations 
was impossible. For example: there were nu- 
merous reports of Aidid's forces using U.N. 
or charitable organization's radios and tele- 
phone as his military communications net- 
work. 

Other than the U.S. forces, there was no ef- 
fort on the part of other U.N. peacekeeping 
units to disarm the militia and maintain 
order. For example: Egyptian peacekeeping 
forces, rather than disarm the militia, would 
give receipts for weapons so that when the 
militia left their area the weapon could be 
returned. 

Except for U.S. forces, the multinational 
peacekeeping units ignored their responsibil- 
ities to secure their areas and eliminate the 
flow of weapons into Mogadishu. Trucks 
would enter the Italian sector from outside 
the city and the Italian peacekeepers would 
only direct traffic and not inspect the 
trucks. The result was a buildup of weapons 
by Aidid's militia and the ability of this 
force to attack the Rangers with superior 
numbers and firepower. 

These conditions could not be resolved by 
our military field commanders. These prob- 
lems are strictly political in nature. Their 
resolution could only come from our politi- 
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cal leaders demanding that the U.N. leader- 
Ship correct the situation. This was never 
done, and to the best of my knowledge, cor- 
recting these conditions was never at- 
tempted. The result was my son’s Com- 
mander-in-Chief allowed American troops 
into a combat situation that at best had un- 
reliable allies, or at worse, allies that ac- 
tively supported the man who had already 
killed American soldiers. 

This condition is unacceptable. It is imper- 
ative that these issues be investigated and 
resolved. This resolution can only be satis- 
fied by holding those in elected and ap- 
pointed positions of authority accountable 
for their inaction or dereliction. This re- 
quires that additional hearings be held by 
the Armed Services Committee for these is- 
sues can only be answered by the White 
House staff members involved in the decision 
making process. 

Specifically we must learn: What was the 
decision making process in the White House? 
Who was involved? When were they involved? 
To what extent was the President, Vice 
President, National Security Advisor, Sec- 
retary of Defense, Secretary of State and the 
Ambassador to the United Nations involved? 
Additionally, what input did U.N. Envoy 
Jonathan Howe and U.N. Secretary-General 
Boutros Boutros Ghali have on the deploy- 
ment, combat support and rules of engage- 
ment decisions. To determine the cause of 
the Somalia fiasco these concerns must be 
clarified. 

Our men and women in uniform deserve 
better than the “disaster waiting to happen 
conditions" that existed in Somalia. As a 
disabled Vietnam veteran, I do not want any 
young man or woman to experience my pain 
when wounded; nor as a parent of a soldier 
killed in action, do I want other loved ones 
to experience my grief—because of a flawed 
foreign policy or a failure to support our 
troops in battle. 

Additional hearings must be held. Not as a 
witch hunt to blame field commanders. The 
officers made no tactical errors and the 
troops performed magnificently. Nor as re- 
venge or retribution for past mistakes by 
elected or appointed officials. But as a quest 
for the truth so that future Vietnams and 
Somalias are avoided. 

Last weekend my wife and I visited Arling- 
ton National Cemetery, not as tourists, but 
to honor the grave of Sergeant James C. 
Joyce. I had prepared myself emotionally for 
this pilgrimage, but I was not prepared for 
the reality. As I stood saying a silent prayer 
at Casey's grave, I noticed that to the left of 
Casey's grave was the grave of MSG Timothy 
Martin, and to the left of his grave was the 
grave of PFC Richard Kowalewski. With 
tears streaming down my face I remembered 
my first visit to the Vietnam Memorial. Over 
58,000 names carved in stone. Now I was gaz- 
ing upon three more names carved in stone— 
soldiers who gave the last full measure. 
Sadly, like the generation before them, the 
sacrifice of these three brave soldiers had 
been wasted. 

It is probably that America's military will 
be called to battle in the near future. How- 
ever, our men and women in uniform must 
never again be placed in a Somalia“ situa- 
tion. A quarter of a century ago my genera- 
tion was ground up in the rice paddies and 
jungles of Vietnam. We must not allow the 
next generation to suffer the same fate. If 
additional hearings are not held, I fear that 
more Americans will suffer the fate of Viet- 
nam and Somalia. 

Mr. KERREY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WELLSTONE). The Senator from Ne- 
braska is recognized. 
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DEATH OF LEWIS PULLER 


Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I would 
ask unanimous consent if the manager 
of the bill would allow me to speak for 
a few moments about an individual 
whom I know the distinguished senior 
Senator from Virginia knows well, and 
that is the son of former Marine Gen. 
Chester Puller. Chester Puller himself 
was a great American hero. 

I met General Puller myself in 1969. I 
was, at the time, a patient at the 
Philadelphia Naval Hospital. Chester 
Puller was coming to the hospital to 
visit his son, and I frankly did not 
know who the general was. I was in the 
world's largest and most powerful Navy 
at the time, a lieutenant junior grade 
in that great naval force, and I was 
then a member of Seal Team 1, and we 
prided ourselves in knowing as little as 
possible about the Marine Corps, I 
must say. 

General Puller, nonetheless, struck 
all of us in that ward as a remarkable 
individual. And before I left the hos- 
pital, I was given the opportunity, if 
not coerced, to read his biography enti- 
tled simply Marine.“ He received five 
Navy crosses, and from one who 
knows-I read the actions in each case, 
and it is remarkable to me that each 
one of them were deserving of his hav- 
ing received the Congressional Medal 
of Honor, remarkable actions, a career 
that spanned 40 years and four wars, à 
real soldier's general, and I have subse- 
quently, having met him in 1969, be- 
come a very significant fan of Chester 
Puller. 

Chester Puller was there in the hos- 
pital to visit his son, who in the fall of 
1968, in the war in Vietnam, apropos 
very much of what the senior Senator 
from Virginia was discussing earlier, 
was badly injured. He tripped a wire 
that was attached to a howitzer round, 
and the explosion, in Lewis's words re- 
sulted in essentially vaporizing his 
legs. He was badly injured—beyond 
that, not expected to survive. The 
other members of his company were in 
fact urging him to pray as quickly as 
possible. 

But Lewis Puller survived. He lived. 
And I met him in 1969 when I arrived in 
the hospital, also a patient undergoing 
treatment. 

Lewis Puller yesterday took his own 
life. His death, I am quite certain, is 
grieved not just by those of us who 
knew him well and called him friend— 
his death is grieved, I know, with great 
passion by his wife Toddy, his daughter 
Maggie, and his son Lewis, and by 
thousands of others who read his biog- 
raphy called “Fortunate Son," an ac- 
count of his growing up with Chesty 
Puller, an account of his terrible and 
tragic accident in Vietnam, and his re- 
covery, remarkable recovery, Mr. 
President. 

Lew Puller, in his book Fortunate 
Son," which was recognized by the 
award of the Pulitzer Prize, inspired 
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thousands of people who saw an indi- 
vidual who overcame enormous adver- 
sity and said ‘‘the human spirit can do 
almost anything." I know that many 
will see his death and say here is a vic- 
tim of the Vietnam war. Indeed, that I 
believe is accurate to say. But my hope 
is that in viewing this death, we as a 
country do not merely say, well, there 
is another Vietnam veteran who could 
not deal with his problems. 

Indeed, there are many Vietnam vet- 
erans who have committed suicide, far 
more than veterans from any other 
war. More Vietnam veterans are strug- 
gling. But my hope is that this life can 
be seen for the heroism of Lewis Puller. 

Mr. President, not long ago I was 
given a statement by George Bernard 
Shaw that said: 

This is the true joy of life, being used for 
a purpose recognized by yourself as a mighty 
one, being a force of nature instead of a fe- 
verish little clod of ailments and grievances 
complaining that the world will not make 
you happy. I am of the opinion that my life 
belongs to the whole community. 

That is George Bernard Shaw. 

I believe Lewis Puller believed the 
same thing, that his life belonged to 
the whole community. He made an ef- 
fort to live on behalf of his wife, on be- 
half of his children, and he raised two 
strong, good children. 

I was with him when he was attend- 
ing William and Mary Law School. He 
had to wheel his wheelchair up to the 
doors of buildings and wait for someone 
to carry his body to class. But he did 
that with great dignity, Mr. President, 
and as a consequence of that dignity, 
he inspired me and he inspired many 
others who came into contact with 
him. 

Mr. President, Lewis Puller, in the 
end, was less a victim of Vietnam than 
he was a victim of alcohol, a disease 
over which Lewis Puller also had to 
fight. And he conquered that disease. 
Unfortunately, there was a relapse oc- 
curring as a consequence of pain that 
he was feeling and treatment that he 
received for that pain, producing a 
cycle of depression and despair and 
moving Lewis B. Puller into a trough 
of depression. He could not fight his 
way out of it, Mr. President. He was 
unable to struggle and fight his way 
out of the final valley of the shadow of 
death, and he took his own life late 
yesterday morning. 

But, Mr. President, Lewis Puller led 
a life that left a legacy. It left a legacy 
of hope, a legacy of inspiration, a leg- 
acy of creativity, and a legacy of ac- 
complishment. And I pray that Lewis 
Puller has found the peace that alluded 
him here on Earth. And I pray that 
those who knew him, those who ad- 
mired him, those who have read his 
works, will find inspiration, inspiration 
to believe that the human spirit can 
overcome anything, anything that a 
human being wants to do. 

Mr. President, I know the senior Sen- 
ator from Virginia knew Chester Puller 
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and Lewis Puller well, and I would be 
glad to yield the floor to him. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
my distinguished colleague. I ask the 
managers for a brief few minutes. 

It is with a great sense of humility 
that I join my distinguished colleague. 
I know of no Senator—indeed, I know 
few Americans—who could have spoken 
more eloquently about Lew Puller than 
our colleague from Nebraska. He bears 
the same scars in many respects as did 
Lew Puller. And through the hands of 
providence he is here today. And our 
friend, Lew Puller, is no longer with 
us. 

I commend the Senator for also going 
to the side of the widow and the family 
immediately following the news of this 
loss. 

Mr. President, I did have the privi- 
lege of knowing his father in my brief 
service in the Marine Corps during the 
Korean war period and during the 
course of a number of years thereafter 
in the Reserves. But two words really 
describe the father, oddly enough. He 
was awesome, but he was a man with 
noted humility. He was one of the high- 
est decorated Marines in recent times. 
I often hoped that did not urge his son 
to try to live up to that father's stand- 
ard. But who knows? 

I read his book, the Fortunate Son.” 
It is a very moving revelation of a 
son's love for his father. Time and time 
again, even when he was in the Marines 
as a young lieutenant and in the pres- 
ence of his father, there was this great 
love between these two men. And it 
sustained the young Puller during his 
arduous days in Vietnam, as did his 
wife who was by his side during that 
critical period. It is a beautiful love 
Story, a beautiful American love story, 
and one of service and dedication. 

I got to know young Puller when he 
sought to become a U.S. Congressman 
from the Commowealth of Virginia. 
And I watched him campaign in his 
wheelchair, holding his chin high, with 
his wife and his family by his side. 
That is the way I will remember him. 
He fought a good battle. I wished that 
he would have thought of fighting that 
battle for a seat in the Senate. But he 
chose another career—already an at- 
torney, he became a noted author as 
well. 

I hope that some of his recent work 
products as a writer will come to the 
forefront now and we can share them 
as we did the book “Fortunate Son," 
for which he won a Pulitzer Prize. 

Senator, it is my hope and expecta- 
tion that both of us will have the privi- 
lege of being present as the last rites 
are accorded this brave American this 
coming Monday. 

I thank again my good friend and col- 
league from Nebraska. 

Mr. KERREY. I thank the Senator 
from Virginia. 
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SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1994 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1699 
(Purpose: To amend the bill) 


Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 


The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. KERREY], 
for himself and Mr. HATFIELD, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1699. 


Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 


Viability 

On page 12, line 10, strike 50 percent“ and 
insert 'the percentage prescribed in the fol- 
lowing sentence“. 

On page 12, line 13, after the period, insert 
the following: The percentage withheld 
Shall be 10 percent for fiscal year 1998, 30 per- 
cent for fiscal year 1999, and 30 percent for 
each subsequent fiscal year.“ 

On page 13, strike lines 16 through 20, and 
insert the following: 

**(2) ASSISTANCE TO NONVIABLE SYSTEMS.— 

"(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), no assistance under this 
part shall be provided to a public water sys- 
tem that— 

*(1) does not have the technical, manage- 
rial, and financial capability to ensure com- 
pliance with the requirements of this title; 
and 

(ii) has a history of past violations of any 
maximum contaminant level, treatment 
technique, monitoring requirement, or other 
requirement of a national primary drinking 
water regulation or variance. 

(B) RESTRUCTURING.—A nonviable public 
water system may receive assistance under 
this part if the owner or operator of the sys- 
tem agrees to undertake changes in oper- 
ations (including ownership, management, 
accounting, rates, maintenance, consolida- 
tion, alternative water supply, or other pro- 
cedures) to ensure that the system has the 
technical, managerial, and financial capabil- 
ity to comply with the requirements of this 
title over the long-term. 

"(C) PROHIBITION.—No assistance under 
this part shall be provided to a public water 
system for a project for which the State de- 
termines that consolidation is appropriate 
other than assistance for consolidation. 

Beginning on page 62, strike line 25 and all 
that follows through page 64, line 22, and in- 
sert the following: 

(b) VIABILITY OF PUBLIC WATER SYSTEMS.— 
Part B (42 U.S.C. 300g et seq.) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 


“STATE VIABILITY PROGRAMS 


“Sec. 1418. (a) IN GENERAL.—Each State 
shall adopt a State Drinking Water System 
Viability Program (referred to in this sec- 
tion as the State Viability Program’) to en- 
sure the capability of public water systems 
in the State to comply with the require- 
ments of this title. 

(b) PROGRAM ELEMENTS.—A State Viabil- 
ity Program complies with this section if it 
includes— 
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(I) the legal authority to ensure that all 
new public water systems commencing oper- 
ation after October 1, 1997, have the manage- 
rial, technical, and financial capability to 
comply with national primary drinking 
water regulations and other requirements of 
this title; and 

(2) a program to secure the voluntary re- 
structuring (including physical consolida- 
tion) of existing systems that are in viola- 
tion of a national primary drinking water 
regulation or other requirement of this title 
and that lack the managerial, technical, or 
financial capability to comply with the regu- 
lation or requirement. 

"(c) SUBMISSION AND APPROVAL OF PRO- 
GRAMS.— 

( SUBMISSION.—Not later than 36 months 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
each State shall submit to the Adminis- 
trator a proposal for a State Viability Pro- 
gram that meets the requirements of this 
section. 

On page 66, line 2, strike the quotation 
marks and the following period. 

On page 66, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following new subsections: 

“(f) EPA GUIDANCE.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Administrator shall, after consultation 
with officials of State and local govern- 
ments, publish guidance for use by the 
States— 

(1) identifying the factors contributing to 
nonviability of public water systems; and 

(2) identifying technical, managerial, fi- 
nancial, and other options to address the fac- 
tors, including options that have been suc- 
cessfully employed by States. 

"(g) EPA SURVEY.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Administrator shall conduct a survey of 
public water systems to identify public 
water systems that are likely to be nonvia- 
ble based on the requirements of law and fac- 
tors contributing to nonviability, including 
the economic circumstances of the commu- 
nity. The results of the survey shall be pub- 
lished with the guidance prepared by the Ad- 
ministrator pursuant to subsection (f).“ 

Monitoring 

On page 48, line 10, strike 2 years" and in- 
sert “1 year". 

On page 48, line 11, insert "after consulta- 
tion with public health experts, representa- 
tives of the general public, and officials of 
State and local governments," after sub- 
paragraph.“ 

On page 48, line 16, strike propose and 
insert “promulgate”. 

Beginning on page 48, strike line 18 and all 
that follows through page 51, line 2, and in- 
sert the following new subparagraph: 

„D) STATE-ESTABLISHED REQUIREMENTS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Each State with primary 
enforcement responsibility may submit an 
application to the Administrator to establish 
for any national drinking water regulation, 
other than a regulation applicable to a mi- 
crobial contaminant (or indicator of a micro- 
bial contaminant), monitoring requirements 
applicable to public water systems identified 
by the State, in lieu of the monitoring re- 
quirements contained in the regulation, if 
the monitoring requirements established by 
the State are based on— 

"(I) occurrence data and other relevant 
characteristics of the contaminant or the 
systems subject to the requirements; and 

"(ID the monitoring frequencies are no less 
frequent than the requirements of the na- 
tional primary drinking water regulations 
for a contaminant that has been detected at 
& quantifiable level during the 5-year period 
ending on the date of the monitoring. 
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(ii) COMPLIANCE AND ENFORCEMENT.—The 
monitoring requirement established by the 
State shall be adequate to ensure compliance 
with, and enforcement of, each national pri- 
mary drinking water regulation. 

(iii) APPROVAL.—The Administrator shall 
review an application submitted by a State 
pursuant to this subparagraph and approve 
the application, in whole or in part, if the 
application meets the requirements of this 
subparagraph. If the Administrator has not 
acted pursuant to this clause within 180 days 
after submission of the application, the ap- 
plication shall be deemed to be approved. If 
the Administrator disapproves an applica- 
tion, or a part of an application, the Admin- 
istrator shall provide to the State a descrip- 
tion of the changes needed for the program 
to be approved. A monitoring program ap- 
proved pursuant to this clause shall be ap- 
proved for a period of 3 years and each subse- 
quent approval shall be for a period of 5 
years. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, let me 
begin by thanking the managers of this 
bill, the chairman of the Environment 
and Public Works Committee, Senator 
Baucus, and the ranking member of 
the committee, Senator CHAFEE, as 
well as Senator HATFIELD and many 
others, for their hard work on this leg- 
islation. 

Coming to agreement on this bill, 
and more importantly, the managers' 
amendment, Mr. President, has not 
been an easy task. It is the product of 
many different points of view, and it 
carries the best possible public health 
protection while providing reasonable 
regulatory relief to small commu- 
nities. 

I, as well, would like to thank Carol 
Browner of the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency. She was extremely help- 
ful in providing assistance and making 
sure that we were able to produce this 
piece of legislation. 

I want to thank as well the senior 
Senator from Nebraska, Senator EXON, 
who was extremely important in devel- 
oping this amendment. And, most im- 
portantly to me, Mr. President, lit- 
erally hundreds of Nebraskans—I must 
say I have been extremely surprised 
and pleased, and I will reference later 
the amount of enthusiasm there is at 
home in the State of Nebraska for this 
piece of legislation. 

There is an urgency at home to enact 
it for the purpose of maintaining the 
quality and the safety of our drinking 
water and continuing to make progress 
in the quality of that water. There is a 
willingness at home to exercise author- 
ity. On behalf of the people of Ne- 
braska, Mr. President, I thank Senator 
BAUCUS, I thank Senator CHAFEE, and I 
thank the Administrator of the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency, Admin- 
istrator Browner. 

Mr. President, I believe it would be 
useful for some of our colleagues, who 
may wonder about this legislation— 
and, certainly, I, myself, did. It became 
clear to me that it was important when 
many in Nebraska were contacting the 
office and talking about their needs 
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and their concerns. So I looked at some 
of the history. 

Briefly, Mr. President, the regulation 
of safe drinking water quality in the 
United States dates clear back to the 
turn of the century, when the U.S. Pub- 
lic Health Service established the first 
standards for controlling bacteria in 
the water. 

However, Mr. President, it was not 
until Congress enacted the Safe Drink- 
ing Water Act in 1974—after 4 years of 
rather contentious debate—that the 
United States, by law, established the 
current framework under which we 
provide for safe drinking water to our 
citizens. 

The legislation in 1974 said: 

Its purpose is to assure that water supply 
systems serving the public meet minimum 
national standards for the protection of pub- 
lic health. 

Mr. President, the act meant public 
concern over findings of harmful 
chemicals in drinking water supplies. 
This act, 20 years ago, for the first 
time gave EPA discretionary authority 
to set drinking water standards. Fur- 
ther, it provided for national primary 
drinking water regulations that speci- 
fied maximum containment levels or 
treatment techniques. It established 
regulations to protect underground 
sources of drinking water, and estab- 
lished groundwater protection grants 
for State wellhead projectionary pro- 
grams. 

In 1986, the act was amended because 
the EPA had been slack in setting 
standards. Congress required them to 
set 25 standards every 3 years. Congress 
also strengthened and expanded the 
act’s monitoring compliance and en- 
forcement requirements. 

Mr. President, for my colleagues’ ref- 
erence, it is these provisions that State 
and local governments are most con- 
cerned about. These are the provisions 
that the State and local governments 
are bringing to our attention, where 
they are suggesting changes that need 
to occur because the monitoring costs 
at the local level have escalated rap- 
idly, and, in many cases, the regula- 
tions are being promulgated with lim- 
ited science just to get them done. 

Mr. President, a lot of attention has 
been paid to this act since 1986, includ- 
ing an amendment in the 100th Con- 
gress intended to reduce exposure to 
lead. Many are skeptical that we are 
going to be able to reauthorize this leg- 
islation. Some, in fact, are saying: 
Well, maybe nothing is better than 
something. Maybe we are better off not 
enacting legislation. 

Well, Mr. President, we have appro- 
priated a revolving fund for the States 
and the local communities to make the 
investments necessary to create a safer 
supply of water for our citizens. The 
existing law is inadequate, and I, once 
again, assert my high praise for the 
chairman of this committee and the 
ranking member of this committee in 
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their diligence and urgency to make 
certain that we reauthorize this act in 
1994. 

Mr. President, throughout the his- 
tory of the national drinking water 
problem, there has been substantial 
State and local involvement. But since 
1994 the State and local governments 
have relied on the Federal Government 
to set priorities and establish environ- 
mental goals. States have taken an ac- 
tive role in administering Federal pro- 
grams or gaining primacy, and under- 
stand the need for public health protec- 
tion. I emphasize that. There really is 
a changed enthusiasm for accepting the 
primacy that 49 of 50 States currently 
have. They understand that the citi- 
zens want safe drinking water. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a resolution—a unanimous 
resolution, I might add—that was 
passed by the Nebraska unicameral leg- 
islature be printed in the RECORD at 
this time. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTION 349 

Whereas, the protection of the public 
health and welfare is the primary concern of 
public water supply systems; and 

Whereas, the ability of public water supply 
systems to protect the health and welfare of 
its citizenry has been greatly reduced by un- 
funded federal mandates contained in the 
Safe Drinking Water Act; and 

Whereas, public water supply systems can- 
not afford to commit limited resources on 
federal mandates which provide little or no 
benefit to public health, but must rather be 
permitted to focus their resources on protec- 
tions which ensure the highest safety for 
public health; and 

Whereas, several proposals currently be- 
fore Congress would amend the Safe Drink- 
ing Water Act to allow public water supply 
systems greater ability to effectively protect 
the public health and welfare by ensuring 
that limited public resources can be sensibly 
focused on the most serious risks presented 
by contaminants in drinking water. 

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Mem- 
bers of the ninety-third Legislature of Ne- 
braska, second session: 

1. That the Legislature urges Congress to 
amend the Safe Drinking Water Act in such 
a manner as will permit public water supply 
systems to focus their resources on issues 
which threaten public health and which will 
provide flexibility in meeting the real health 
needs of its citizenry. 

2. That the Clerk of the Legislature trans- 
mit a copy of this resolution to the Speaker 
of the United States House of Representa- 
tives, the President of the United States 
Senate, all members of the congressional 
delegation from the State of Nebraska, the 
Administrator of the United States Environ- 
mental Protection Agency, and the Regional 
Administrator, Region VII of the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, this res- 
olution, once again, underscores the 
willingness of the people of the States 
to take charge of this program. They 
are not asking for regulatory relief 
without a willingness to assume the re- 
sponsibility for setting priorities. In 
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this resolution, the operative phrase 
says, we urge Congress to amend the 
Safe Drinking Water Act in such a 
manner as will permit public water 
supply systems to focus their resources 
on issues which threaten public health 
and which will provide flexibility in 
meeting the real health needs of its 
citizenry.” 

I emphasize, Mr. President, the uni- 
cameral of the State of Nebraska— 
elected officials of the State of Ne- 
braska—are saying that they want to 
be able to carry out the objective of 
improving the public water supply sys- 
tems and the quality and safety of 
those water supply systems. 

Mr. President, the managers’ amend- 
ment, which was approved earlier, did a 
number of things, some of which I will 
reference. But I would now like to ref- 
erence the changes that are made in 
the Kerrey-Hatfield amendment, which 
is now before this body. 

One of the biggest issues with safe 
drinking water is the monitoring re- 
quirements that were put into effect in 
1986. One of the largest costs of compli- 
ance with the Safe Drinking Water Act 
is this monitoring. Every Nebraska 
community that has contacted me has 
asked that the current system be re- 
vised to let them test for contaminants 
that exist in Nebraska—not an unrea- 
sonable request—rather than testing 
for contaminants that do not exist in 
Nebraska. 

Mr. President, we have been con- 
tacted by the Governor of the State— 
an elected official, obviously—by may- 
ors in every single community, and 
city council people, who are saying, 

We want to set our priorities. We are com- 
mitted to the public health of the people of 
the State of Nebraska, but we want to mon- 
itor those contaminants that are in our 
drinking water, or potentially in our drink- 
ing water. 

Under current law, States can go 
through a waiver process to get some 
monitoring requirements changed. 
However, the process is expensive and 
time-consuming, and the benefits ac- 
crue to the local systems, while costs 
are incurred by the States. The States 
that have waivers have seen huge de- 
creases in monitoring costs. These po- 
tential savings should be spread to all 
States. 

The original bill reported out of the 
Environment and Public Works Com- 
mittee creates a more flexible program 
in the bill, but the problems remain. 

What our amendment does: First, Mr. 
President, it simplifies the criteria 
that States must use to evaluste alter- 
native monitoring regulations. States 
would instead look at how often a con- 
taminant has occurred, and other fac- 
tors, such as whether it is used for 
crops manufactured in the State, and 
various factors. 

Second, the amendment creates an 
automatic approval process to prevent 
State programs from being caught in 
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an open-ended EPA approval process. 
The EPA would have 180 days to re- 
spond to a State's plan. If the EPA did 
not respond, the State's plan would be 
considered approved. 

Third, the amendment eliminates the 
EPA's ability to revoke approval of a 
monitoring plan at any time. Instead, 
the State would have to reapply to the 
EPA for an extension of that waiver 
every 5 years. 

The second big issue that this amend- 
ment addresses is the issue of viability. 
A March 1994 GAO study on small 
drinking water systems found that 
nonviable systems are one of the major 
problems many States face in guaran- 
teeing safe drinking water to all citi- 
zens. 

The nonviable systems are those sys- 
tems that lack the capacity, for finan- 
cial reasons, technical reasons, or man- 
agerial reasons, to fully comply with 
the Safe Drinking Water Act over the 
long run. These systems, Mr. Presi- 
dent, are a major problem, because 
they cannot deliver reliably safe drink- 
ing water. 

As reported, S. 2019 takes a first step 
in dealing with the national viability 
problem and calls for the States to de- 
velop a viability program to prevent 
nonviable systems from being created. 

The Kerrey-Hatfield amendment first 
eliminates the requirement that States 
have viability programs for a State to 
keep primacy. This is extremely con- 
troversial, but I urge my colleagues 
who may think that we are getting lax 
with this requirement to consider this: 
Only one State currently has relin- 
quished primacy, and that is Wyoming. 

Iasked Administrator Browner when 
she was before the Appropriations 
Committee, is the EPA prepared to 
take over the safe drinking water pro- 
gram in all the States? And the answer 
unequivocally is no. The taxpayers of 
the United States are not prepared for 
that to occur. And thus it is Senator 
HATFIELD'S and my judgment that 
eliminating this requirement makes 
sense for the goals of safe drinking 
water and unquestionably makes sense 
for the administration of the program, 
and it replaces the requirement that 
States adopt legal authority to force 
nonviable systems to restructure with 
the requirements for States to develop 
a program to encourage voluntary re- 
constructing and consolidation. 

Third, for those who fear that this 
voluntary compliance is not enough, it 
does replace the 50-percent penalty 
against the States revolving loan fund 
grants for States that fail to imple- 
ment viability programs and the 3-year 
phase-in penalties beginning in 1998. 
States without viability programs will 
lose 10 percent of the revolving loan 
fund grant in fiscal year 1998, 30 per- 
cent in 1999, and 50 percent in the year 
2000. 

Fourth, it requires EPA to develop 
guidelines to viability and to conduct a 
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survey of systems to determine the 
number and characteristics of our na- 
tional viability program. 

Mr. President, I would like to com- 
ment on some changes that were made 
in the original bill included in the 
managers’ amendment about which I 
was an advocate and for which I am 
grateful the managers included in the 
amendment. 

The first is the good science risk as- 
sessment issue, also very controversial. 
This bill and in the managers’ amend- 
ment addresses the concerns of Nebras- 
kans who have raised this issue with 
me, There has been a loud cry coming 
from the community, again from the 
community level. This is not coming 
from some ogre out there. This is com- 
ing at the grassroot levels—the may- 
ors, city councils, legislators, the Gov- 
ernor’s office—people who have been 
elected to be concerned about safe 
drinking water. 

In 1982 when we first authorized the 
act, the policy was set into the act, as 
I said earlier, to require EPA to regu- 
late 25 new contaminants every 3 years 
whether they were needed or not. This 
strict method of establishing standards 
caused some contaminants to be regu- 
lated without a sound, scientific basis. 

The bill, as originally reported, 
eliminated the 25 new contaminants 
every 3 years and replaced the require- 
ment the EPA study 7 contaminants 
every 5 years and make an independent 
decision about regulation. 

This change will provide tremendous 
regulatory relief to EPA, States, and 
water systems without jeopardizing 
public health. 

The managers’ amendment, in my 
judgment, has made the report lan- 
guage even better by saying that the 
Centers for Disease Control will be 
brought in in a consultative basis. The 
EPA is required under this legislation 
to consult with the CDC in selecting 
contaminants to be considered for reg- 
ulation. 

The people of the United States of 
America look to the CDC as experts in 
health issues. This will enable us with- 
out the typical disagreements as to 
whether or not the EPA is selecting an 
item that is a health hazard, and this 
will allow the citizens who are con- 
cerned about the safety of their drink- 
ing water to have not only a scientific 
evaluation but a scientific evaluation 
that is done by a health agency that 
has very high credibility in the com- 
munity. 

The managers’ amendment also re- 
quires EPA to, with good science, as- 
sess the rest of the contaminants be- 
fore proceeding with the regulation. 
This will help EPA pursue regulation 
of substances in drinking water that 
pose the greatest risk to human health. 

Mr. President, the next thing that 
the managers’ amendment includes is a 
cost-benefit analysis in the standards 
setting. This was the most contentious 
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and difficult of the issues to come to 
agreement on. 

The issue, Mr. President, is best ex- 
pressed by looking at the Nebraska 
League of Cities. They sent a petition 
with 60 signatures. Again, I said this 
many times. These are signatures of 
elected officials at the local level, spe- 
cifically asking the Senate to include 
provisions that change the current 
process for setting standards to include 
public health benefits and cost as fac- 
tors in determining new requirements, 
and the managers’ amendment requires 
EPA to assess the amount of health 
risk reduction and compliance cost of 
the proposed regulation. 

After this analysis, EPA may set the 
standard at a less stringent level if, 
and these definitions are spelled out in 
the colloquy that was entered into ear- 
lier, may set the standards at a less 
stringent level if the cost can be sub- 
stantially reduced and the health risk 
is not increased significantly, a critical 
level of reauthorization because it cre- 
ates a tighter and more explicit rela- 
tionship between regulations, health 
protection, and the cost of compliance. 

The next item, Mr. President, is that 
S. 2019 includes a multimedia approach 
to a health risk that has been given a 
great deal of attention, and that is 
radon. The idea here is that you want 
to put your money where it does the 
most good, and essentially what the re- 
authorized bill would say that approxi- 
mately 80 percent of the risk of radon 
comes from the air, about 20 percent 
comes from the water, and essentially 
say that those States that have indoor 
air programs would be able to be given 
some regulatory relief. 

The managers’ amendment includes 
language and essentially sets a 1,500 
picocurie liter floor on standards for 
radon with no exception for States that 
have indoor air programs. Essentially 
all States are allowed to use the alter- 
native level. 

Mr. President, earlier the distin- 
guished Senator from Montana and the 
distinguished Senator from Rhode Is- 
land talked about the importance of 
funding and the changes made in the 
revolving fund. I will merely endorse 
what it was that they said and applaud 
them for making changes in the fund- 
ing. That was earlier provided. 

I will conclude, Mr. President, by 
thanking once again the chairman of 
the committee, Senator BAUCUS of 
Montana, Senator CHAFEE of Rhode Is- 
land, Senator HATFIELD especially with 
whom I worked, Senator EXON, the sen- 
ior Senator from Nebraska, who was 
extremely helpful in participating, 
Senators DORGAN, CONRAD, WARNER, 
DECONCINI, BOREN, KEMPTHORNE, NICK- 
LES, SMITH, SIMPSON, DASCHLE, GOR- 
TON, and BROWN. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon is recognized. 
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PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, first, 
I ask unanimous consent that Maureen 
Koetz of Senator DOMENICI’s staff be 
given the privileges of the floor during 
the debate and discussions of this par- 
ticular bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator GOR- 
TON of Washington State and Senator 
BOREN of Oklahoma be added as co- 
sponsors to the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KERREY. If the Senator will 
yield, I ask unanimous consent to add 
Senator EXON of Nebraska as a cospon- 
sor of this amendment also. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr, President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be listed as a 
cosponsor of the underlying bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 
would like to thank my colleagues 
from Montana and Rhode Island for 
their willingness to work with me on 
this bill. I believe we have come up 
with a bill that will result in a high 
level of health protection for our citi- 
zens because it will help local systems 
devote attention and resources to the 
most threatening drinking water prob- 
lems. 

I would also like to express my 
thanks for the commitment, support 
and hard work of my friend from Ne- 
braska, Senator BOB KERREY. 

I began my involvement in the safe 
drinking water debate almost 2 years 
ago during the Domenici-Chafee debate 
on the VA-HUD appropriations bill. 
After this debate, I made a concerted 
effort to learn about how the Safe 
Drinking Water Act was working in Or- 
egon. I toured water treatment works 
in Salem and Aurora. I asked water 
system operators in Oregon to write 
me, and I received over 300 letters 
about the strengths and weaknesses of 
the current law. Last July, I convened 
a meeting of over 150 State and local 
officials who implement the Safe 
Drinking Water Act. People in my 
State were a wealth of information 
about this law and program, and I be- 
lieve the officials of Oregon have done 
national service in raising and analyz- 
ing the strengths and weaknesses of 
the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

Mr. President, the problems raised by 
Oregon operators have been the founda- 
tion of my involvement in this debate. 
I want to sincerely thank Senator BAU- 
cus and Senator CHAFEE because they 
not only took the concerns of Oregon 
seriously, but they worked with me to 
help address them. 

The bill before us, with the inclusion 
of the manager’s amendment and the 
Kerrey-Hatfield amendment, addresses 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


the major concerns raised by my State. 
I would like to take a moment to out- 
line the concerns raised by Oregon and 
discuss how the bill before the Senate 
addresses them. 

SELECTION OF NEW CONTAMINANTS 

One of the most frequently cited 
problems with the current law is that 
in the 1986 reauthorization, Congress 
required EPA to regulate 25 new con- 
taminants every 3 years, whether they 
need to or not. I received hundreds of 
comments on this provision, and I be- 
lieve the problem was best described in 
a letter from Edward Olson, manager of 
the Medford water system which serves 
more than 80,000 people: 

By mandating quotas, the ability to set 
meaningful water quality standards is com- 
promised. It forces EPA to set a specific 
number of standards within the 3 year period 
without a sound scientific basis * * * All 
this does is add to the cost of water without 
any health benefits. 

The bill before us eliminates this re- 
quirement and replaces it with a re- 
quirement that EPA study seven con- 
taminants every 5 years, then make an 
independent decision about regulation. 
This change will provide tremendous 
relief to EPA, States and water sys- 
tems. 

RISK ASSESSMENT 

Citizens of Oregon want to know that 
the contaminants EPA decides to regu- 
late actually pose a health risk. They 
feel that the process of regulation is 
too often divorced from sound sci- 
entific evidence of risk from a con- 
taminant. 

The manager’s amendment requires 
EPA to use good science and assess the 
risk of contaminants before proceeding 
with regulation. This will help EPA 
pursue regulations of the substances in 
drinking water that pose the greatest 
threat to human health. 

COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS (STANDARD SETTING) 

Nearly everyone I have spoken to in 
Oregon is concerned that EPA sets 
standards for contaminants at a level 
that is unrelated to the level of health 
protection secured for the cost. 

Jim Adamson, the Public Works Di- 
rector from Baker City, which serves 
almost 10,000 people puts it this way: 

More consideration should be given to the 
cost/benefit ratio to abate some of the risks 
that are very slight or maybe only have the 
potential of a very slight risk. 

Small systems need consideration of 
risk even more than larger ones. Or, as 
Frank and Nell Kuonen of the tiny, 40- 
connection, Tingley Lake Estates sys- 
tem put it: 

Everyone wants safe drinking water, but 
the EPA has completely lost sight of a rea- 
sonable cost/benefit ratio. The projection of 
Phase II regulator costs of $10,000 per well is 
a staggering $30,000 for us; or $750 per house- 
hold per year. 

The bill, as amended by the Man- 
ager’s amendment, requires EPA to as- 
sess the amount of health risk reduc- 
tion and the compliance cost of a pro- 
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posed regulation. After this analysis, 
EPA may set the standard at a less 
stringent level if the costs can be sub- 
stantially reduced and the health risk 
is not increased significantly. 

This is a critical element of reau- 
thorization because it will create a 
tighter and more explicit relationship 
between regulations, health protection 
of the costs of compliance. I strongly 
commend Senators BAUCUS and CHAFEE 
for helping solve this thorny issue. 

MONITORING BURDEN 

Oregonians have complained that 
they monitor for contaminants that 
have never been in their water. By ig- 
noring differences among areas, we 
force local systems to devote resources 
to contaminants they do not have. This 
takes vital resources from real prob- 
lems. Joanne Dalziel of the city of 
Garibaldi which serves around 200 
households stated it simply: 

We do not share the same problems with 
Florida and Idaho and should not be sub- 
jected to the same regulations. 

Daniel Bradley of the city of Salem, 
with a water system serving nearly 
100,000 people, was even more specific: 

A vast amount of information has been 
submitted since the inception of the SDWA 
* * *, The Environmental Protection Agency 
should use this information to determine the 
areas that need monitoring of contaminants 
specific to those areas, and exclude areas 
that are not susceptible to contamination. 

The amendment that Senator 
KERREY and I offered—and that was 
graciously accepted by the Managers— 
is designed to fix this problem. State 
drinking water programs will be per- 
mitted to design monitoring programs 
that are appropriate to conditions 
faced by their State. 

SMALL SYSTEM FLEXIBILITY 

In Oregon, I learned that small sys- 
tems are particularly hard hit by many 
of the current Safe Drinking Water Act 
regulations because they do not have 
the economies of scale of a large city. 

As the board of directors of the Coun- 
try View Estates system, which serves 
39 households explains: 

Due to the inability of small systems to 
spread the massive costs of the testing re- 
quirements to a large number of consumers, 
the operation of such systems will be eco- 
nomically unfeasible. It is our view that this 
will defeat the very purpose of the act. 

The bill as amended addresses this 
problem in several ways. First, there is 
specific monitoring relief for small sys- 
tems. Moreover, systems serving less 
than 10,000 people are eligible for a 
streamlined variance process and a 
small system technology program. A 
number of other flexibility provisions 
are included in the bill for small sys- 
tems, including money for a circuit 
rider assistance program. 

SUFFICIENT RESOURCES 

Oregonians have told me that the 
regulations governing drinking water 
are technical and expensive. In addi- 
tion, GAO reported last year that State 
programs are underfunded. 
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To begin to solve this problem, the 
bill authorizes a $599 million State re- 
volving loan fund. The money for this 
loan fund has already been appro- 
priated, subject to this authorization. 
In addition, S. 2019 more than doubles 
the public water system supervision 
grants to States for administration of 
drinking water programs. The bill also 
provides for technical assistance, and 
the monitoring relief and slow down of 
regulations should help States and 
local systems gain headway on their 
resource needs. 

CONCLUSION 

I strongly urge the Senate to support 
this bill as amended by the manager’s 
amendment and the Kerrey-Hatfield 
amendment. These provisions strength- 
en the Safe Drinking Water Act, not 
because they make the act more rigid 
and stringent but because they will 
help us—in Congress, at EPA, in the 
States and in every local water sys- 
tem—focus drinking water resources on 
the most pressing problems and on the 
biggest threats to health. 

Mr. President, I would be remiss if I 
ended my remarks without noting the 
commitment of several other Senators. 
In addition to the work of Senators 
KERREY, CHAFEE, and BAucus, I do not 
think we could have come this far 
without the work of Senators DOMEN- 
ICI. He and his staff have done a tre- 
mendous job of delineating and advo- 
cating for these issues. I also appre- 
ciate the contributions of Senators 


WARNER, KEMPTHORNE, CONRAD, 
DASCHLE, GORTON, DECONCINI, BOREN, 
EXON,  NICKLES, DORGAN, SIMPSON, 


SMITH, and BROWN. They and their 
staffs have participated in innumerable 
discussions of these issues and have 
helped resolve many of the crucial 
questions. 

Mr. President, I want to indicate 
that this amendment that Senator 
KERREY of Nebraska and I have spon- 
sored is done on the simple, fundamen- 
tal basis that we want to make this 
bill, the underlying bill, the most 
workable, the most practical, and the 
most enforceable bill possible. In no 
way do we seek to weaken the current 
bill as reported by the committee. 

In fact, we are indebted to the leader- 
ship of the committee for their long co- 
operation in working out some of the 
problems that have emerged since 1974 
when I was privileged to have voted for 
the original bill. Here we are 20 years 
later, to update that statute on the 
basis of our experience over the last 20 
years. We are here to strengthen the 
statute and to make certain that we 
achieve the goal of safe drinking water 
for all of the citizens of this country. 

Mr. President, Senator KERREY has 
outlined the details of the amendment, 
which has two parts: one dealing with 
viability and the other with monitor- 
ing. He has outlined the amendment in 
very accurate detail, and there is no re- 
quirement for me at this particular 
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hour to go over the same data and the 
same explanations. I will have that 
presented in my written statement. 

But I would like to briefly outline a 
part of this bill that relates to philoso- 
phy, and I use the term philosophy 
rather broadly. In 1974, like many 
times when we in this body blaze new 
trails with legislation, when we create 
a new legislative role for the Congress 
of the United States, we often seek uni- 
form coverage for all 50 States. During 
these efforts, we look at standards, we 
look at criteria, and we look at regula- 
tions that would apply to all 50 States, 
of course, in a uniform manner. 

But, at the same time, we have 
learned that many States are not simi- 
lar. Although each has a similar expec- 
tation of safe drinking water, the geog- 
raphy, the terrain, the climate—all fac- 
tors to be considered—do vary widely 
among our States. In this amendment, 
we hope to adopt a little more flexibil- 
ity to recognize that those distinctions 
exist. 

Why should a local water district in 
the State of Oregon repeatedly monitor 
for à contaminant that only exists in 
Florida? And yet, because of the stand- 
ardization of these national listings, 
all States have to do this particular 
monitoring under current law. 

In this effort to create flexibility, 
recognizing the diversity of the States, 
the committee bill has taken a major 
forward step toward recognizing that 
flexibility is required to effectively ad- 
minister such a program in an effi- 
cient, effective, reasonable, and prac- 
tical way. 

Our amendment seeks to expand on 
the flexibility factor that the commit- 
tee has already adopted. 

Irecall that 2 years ago, as we con- 
sidered the VA-HUD appropriations 
bill, an informative debate on this floor 
between Senator DOMENICI of New Mex- 
ico and Senator CHAFEE of Rhode Is- 
land brought this issue into sharp 
focus. That debate very obviously 
raised the question as to the effective- 
ness and wisdom of the current Safe 
Drinking Water Act structure. That de- 
bate triggered the interest of all Sen- 
ators. 

Soon afterward, I went home to my 
State and proceeded to develop a plan 
by which I was going to become better 
informed on the details of the problems 
with this statute that I knew con- 
fronted all States, not just mine. I con- 
vened an ad hoc conference of about 150 
State and local officials responsible for 
drinking water. They provided a great 
deal of data and insight. They were 
very good tutors on this subject as it 
relates to my State. 

I also took the time to visit various 
types of water districts—small and 
large cities and viable and non-viable 
systems. 

I received hundreds of thoughtful let- 
ters from citizens all over my State in- 
dicating their ideas and concerns. First 
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of all, they indicated they wanted safe 
drinking water, but they also expressed 
concerns about problems that pre- 
vented them from achieving this goal. 

I want to say that over the last 3 
months, because we have a large con- 
ference room, the Lincoln Room, which 
has a large conference table, we have 
hosted meetings of staff in relation to 
this legislation. And so 20 Senators 
here in this body and their staffs, from 
time to time would gather over this 3- 
month period to compare notes and to 
consider what we could do to resolve 
the lingering issues. 

I want to say that the managers of 
the bill, Senator BAUCUS and Senator 
CHAFEE, and their staffs, were fully in- 
volved, fully supportive of this effort to 
try to build up a consensus. My objec- 
tive has been to be helpful in resolving 
the problems and at the same time not 
in any way diminish our commitment 
to safe water. I think that that has 
been accomplished. 

But, you see, that also demonstrates 
& point of philosophy which I want to 
raise: How much more we can achieve 
through collaboration, consensus build- 
ing, rather than when we take the 
other alternative of ramming some- 
thing through because we have the 
votes. 

I think this bill establishes that 
same kind of philosophy. We must 
work with, collaborate with and co- 
operate with the State and local enti- 
ties throughout this country, rather 
than saying to them, This is the man- 
date and we have the power of law to 
require it.“ 

I think this bill incorporates the phi- 
losophy that we can achieve far more 
by sitting down with State and local 
water officials and saying, We have a 
common goal. How can we best relate 
our individual roles and responsibil- 
ities to achieve that goal through col- 
laboration?" 

I think you will find that in the two- 
part amendment which Senator 
KERREY and I are offering at this time, 
we have achieved a further step toward 
the flexibility factors and toward the 
philosophy of collaborating and not 
commanding. 

In no way does it diminish our goal. 
In no way does it diminish our commit- 
ment. In every way, it increases the 
possibility of achieving the goal. And 
that is the approach that Senator 
KERREY and I have taken on this. 

Again, I want to say that it has been 
a great privilege to work with my col- 
leagues and their staffs who have been 
concerned about the same issue, and to 
work with the committee and the com- 
mittee staff in addressing these con- 
cerns. Because the committee members 
had these same problems in their re- 
spective States, the committee was 
very open and very anxious to resolve 
these differences and to bring about a 
stronger bill for the achievement of our 
common goal. 
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I thank the committee and I thank 
the leadership of the committee. And I 
thank my colleagues, Senator BAUCUS 
and Senator CHAFEE, for their superb 
leadership in bringing this bill to the 
floor. 

It was a great pleasure to work in 
tandem with Senator KERREY of Ne- 
braska on this. It is a pleasure to work 
with him on any issue. It has been a 
pleasure working with him and his 
staff on this issue. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HATFIELD. Yes. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish 
to be added as a cosponsor. 

I want to say, I watched this bill 
come forward. I think the Senator de- 
serves, together with his colleagues, 
Senator KERREY and the Senator from 
Louisiana, great credit, because their 
amendment, I think, made it possible 
for this bill to become law. 

Had this not been solved through the 
work of our distinguished managers, 
the Senator from Montana and the 
Senator from Rhode Island, and the 
Senator from Oregon, it would not 
have happened. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I wel- 
come the Senator's cosponsorship of 
our amendment. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that he be added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Nebraska and the Senator from 
Oregon is a very good amendment. As 
has been indicated, the Senators from 
Oregon and Nebraska have worked dili- 
gently with other Senators and with 
the committee to work out some wrin- 
kles that did occur as a consequence of 
the committee bill. 

I must say, Mr. President, the com- 
mittee bill was approved out of the 
committee with a very, very large 
vote. I think it was unanimous. Every 
member of the committee voted for 
this bill. I see Senator SMITH from New 
Hampshire on the floor, who also 
helped very much to come up with a 
consensus, a good approach. 

The amendment that the Senators 
are offering addresses two very impor- 
tant concepts of the bill. One is mon- 
itoring requirements and the second is 
the viability of small systems. 

We, Mr. President, have heard from 
small systems, in particular. The small 
water systems in our country are 
many. Most of the systems in this 
country are very small. I think about 
87 percent of the water systems in this 
country serve fewer than 3,300 people. 
They are small systems. 

On the other hand, most Americans 
get drinking water from large systems; 
that is, most Americans live in cities 
which have large systems. 

As a consequence, and because of the 
laws of the economies of scale, small 
systems—that is, smaller commu- 
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nities—pay much more to meet the 
monitoring costs and the treatment 
costs to provide good, clean, safe water 
for their communities, compared with 
the cost per household to provide the 
same clean, safe water in larger cities. 

Therein lies a major problem and 
therein lies a major impetus for this 
bill. And therein lies the reason for 
this amendment. 

The committee bill directly address- 
es the problems of small systems in 
many ways, including monitoring. 

I will not go into great detail, but I 
do want to make it very clear that, No. 
1, small systems have very great prob- 
lems. I might say, Mr. President, that, 
on average, a household served by a 
large system will have to pay about $12 
per year to meet the requirements of 
the Safe Drinking Water Act. On the 
other hand, people who live in very 
small communities, to meet the same 
requirements, would have to pay about 
$145 per year. That is about a 14-fold in- 
crease for small systems compared 
with large systems. So it is not fair to 
people who live in rural areas. They 
cannot come up with the money. They 
cannot afford the monitoring require- 
ments, the technology requirements, 
and other requirements. 

So we are dramatically changing the 
standards that apply to smaller com- 
munities. First of all, we are dramati- 
cally reducing the monitoring require- 
ments. Monitoring is the biggest cost 
facing small communities. It is very, 
very expensive. 

Currently, all communities must 
monitor for all the contaminants, re- 
gardless of whether the monitoring de- 
tects a violation or detects the con- 
taminant. And the monitoring basi- 
cally occurs on a quarterly basis in 1 
year of every 3. 

I do not think it makes much sense 
to continue to monitor if there is no 
contaminant. So we say in the bill: OK, 
after you have monitored once and if 
there is no showing of the contami- 
nant, you need not go back and mon- 
itor again for another 3 years. It only 
makes sense. In addition to that, how- 
ever, the Senator from Nebraska and 
the Senator from Oregon are further 
refining the State waiver program for 
monitoring. A number of States have 
applied to the EPA to enact waiver 
programs. That is a program where 
they put their own monitoring require- 
ments in depending upon the various 
different conditions in their States. 

States are not homogeneous. States 
are different. I might say, the results 
for those States is dramatic. That is, 
for those States who have taken advan- 
tage of the waiver program, they have 
found dramatic monitoring savings. 
Let me just state, for example, Wiscon- 
sin has a $16 million saving over 3 
years, Massachusetts a $15 million sav- 
ing over 3 years, Michigan a $36 mil- 
Hon—90 percent saving in Michigan. 
That is, if Michigan had not applied for 
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& waiver under the monitoring pro- 
gram—that is Michigan set up its own 
monitoring program depending upon 
different conditions in Michigan, set 
fees in Michigan—it would be paying 90 
percent more than it now is. 

The amendment before us is one 
where we are trying to add even great- 
er flexibility and reasonableness to the 
State waiver program so States can 
more easily apply to EPA and get ap- 
proval from EPA on enacting their 
State waiver programs. That is the 
only point of this. 

There are other parts of this amend- 
ment, but we are trying to help States, 
if you will, do their own thing, provide 
a good, solid monitoring program that 
is tailored to and fits conditions in 
their own States. That is why I think 
this is a good amendment. 

The second major point is viability. 
Some systems are just not viable. That 
is, they are so small or because of cer- 
tain conditions they really cannot do a 
very good job in coming up with, not 
only monitoring, but the treatment 
they need. We are suggesting, there- 
fore, that those nonviable systems be 
encouraged to consolidate. Where there 
is greater consolidation, then there is a 
greater ability for systems to meet the 
provisions of the act. If they cannot 
consolidate, maybe they can share 
some resources. Again, we are trying to 
address that very fundamental, iron 
law of the economies of scale by en- 
couraging more consolidation. By en- 
couraging more cooperation, we are 
going to help systems better meet the 
provisions of the act. 

Essentially, the amendment encour- 
ages States to develop viability pro- 
grams. That is a good idea. In the ear- 
lier versions, we required States to de- 
velop powers to require systems to con- 
solidate. That was a bit strong, a bit 
draconian. We, here, are saying you do 
not have to require communities to 
consolidate or become more viable. 
Rather, you as a State should have a 
program in place that encourages more 
nonviable systems to become viable. 

I very much commend the Senator 
from Nebraska and the Senator from 
Oregon for their offering this amend- 
ment. It is a major improvement upon 
the bill. 

If there is no further discussion, Mr. 
President, I urge the Senate to adopt 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1699) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. WARNER. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
would like to take a moment to share 
my concerns over this proposed legisla- 
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tion. First, I'd like to say that when 
compared to other countries around 
the world, the United States has some 
of the safest drinking water in the 
world. A survey of our Nation's 200,000 
public water systems indicate that few 
systems are contaminated—even by 
our own strict standards. 

Kentucky is made up of 120 agri- 
culturally diverse counties, and within 
those counties are hundreds of small 
communities, most of which rely heav- 
ily on agriculture as their main source 
of income. There are more than 91,000 
farm families in Kentucky. These peo- 
ple seek out the best ways to grow corn 
and soybeans, raise the healthiest live- 
Stock, and provide our Nation with 
healthy, nutritious food. And it is 
through the hard work and determina- 
tion of these people that others are fed. 

I am supportive of protecting that 
quality of our drinking water. Unfortu- 
nately, many provisions in this bill 
will be detrimental to those people who 
work hard every day to feed the rest of 
us, yet provide little, if any, workable 
formulas to protect the water. I am 
most concerned about the bill's source 
water protection provisions. Source 
water protection has traditionally been 
& function of the Clean Water Act, 
which provides the framework for pro- 
tection of surface waters. I am con- 
cerned about the manner in which this 
bill addresses source water protection. 
The Safe Drinking Water Act should 
not be used as the vehicle to disrupt or 
interfere with ongoing progress in the 
watershed area. 

This proposed source water protec- 
tion program in S. 2019 would have se- 
rious implications for farm operations 
upstream of municipalities. Individual 
municipalities nationwide could issue 
mandates to landowners in source 
water protection areas for the control 
of both regulated and unregulated con- 
taminants. Not only would this lead to 
the overlap of numerous governmental 
authorities and programs, but it would 
create a confusion of water regulations 
across the country. Municipalities 
should not be able to supersede State 
authority and expertise. Yet they are 
encouraged by S. 2019 to do this. 

Under S. 2019, local water systems 
would be eligible for important cost 
saving reductions in required monitor- 
ing if they develop a source water pro- 
tection plan that: Defines the bound- 
aries of their source water areas, even 
if that goes beyond the system's terri- 
tory and for many miles upstream; 
identifies sources of pollution, both 
point and nonpoint, regardless of their 
expertise to carry out such a task; and 
implements control measures over the 
identified sources of pollution. 

Finger pointing and restrictive con- 
trol measures could likely be the unin- 
tended result, since failure of an indi- 
vidual plan to include any one of these 
requirements may result in its dis- 
approval by the EPA. Without an ap- 
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proved plan, water systems would not 
be eligible for cost-saving reductions in 
the frequency of required monitoring. 
This is the trap in S. 2019's source 
water protection provisions. There are 
more: 

If a system's source water protection 
area is beyond its service territory, a 
plan may mandate controls without 
the consultation of neighboring local 
governments or adjacent landowners. 
Confusions among source water protec- 
tion plans could impose costly restric- 
tions on the use of surface waters or 
limitations on traditional land use ac- 
tivities. 

Under the bill, States must review 
and approve these source water protec- 
tion plans or face stiff financial pen- 
alties. States have no authority to re- 
quire modifications to a plan that may 
have unwarranted economic impacts. 
Without specific authority, a State will 
be reluctant to seek revisions or dis- 
approve a plan for fear of penalties 
from EPA. 

In addition to these principal con- 
cerns, I have other problems with the 
bill as written. Unfunded mandates 
were imposed by the 1986 amendments, 
because of the funding shortfalls States 
and municipalities faced. This issue 
has not been resolved. The EPA defines 
small systems as those serving fewer 
than 3,300 individuals. Eighty-seven 
percent of water systems in Kentucky 
meet this definition. Kentucky has 616 
small water systems that service a pop- 
ulation of 467,680. We have 6 counties 
with more than 20 different small 
water systems. These rural systems 
have had the most difficulty meeting 
Federal drinking water requirements. 
These systems do not have adequate fi- 
nancial and technical resources to de- 
vote to treatment and monitoring. Ac- 
cording to EPA, for systems serving 25 
to 100 persons, the average annual in- 
cremental household cost of compli- 
ance is $145 per year. 

On the issue of standard setting, the 
EPA Administrator may have even less 
flexibility to consider public health 
risk reduction benefits, costs, and sci- 
entific information than under current 
law. I am also concerned that the defi- 
nition of public water systems could be 
interpreted to cover crop irrigation de- 
livery systems. 

Overall, I am worried that the bill 
authorizes EPA to initiate enforcement 
actions in States without providing the 
State with an opportunity to initiate 
its own action. Kentucky has recently 
enacted its own legislation to improve 
and monitor its water resources. 

Kentucky's recently approved water 
quality legislation sets up a strategy 
for agricultural producers to protect 
Kentucky's water resources and estab- 
lish a process to work with farmers on 
water pollution issues. Appropriate 
agencies will assist farmers in develop- 
ing plans to protect water, and guaran- 
tees fair treatment of agricultural pro- 
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ducers by enforcement personnel. The 
bill moves Kentucky's water quality 
programs away from a punitive ap- 
proach toward a technology-driven pro- 
gram that enables farmers to do what 
they do best—produce food and fiber— 
without doing harm to the environ- 
ment. 

Key responsibilities 
tucky's plan include: 

Evaluating and modifying the best 
management practices to promote 
water protection. 

Developing statewide agriculture 
water quality plans within two years. 

Reviewing water quality data to help 
identify priority areas. 

Plans will consist of practical, 
nomical management practices 
signed to prevent pollution from ani- 
mal waste, pesticides, sediment, and 
other sources such as fuel tanks. The 
statewide plan would also recognize the 
regional differences in Kentucky and 
account for the varying agriculture 
and sensitive groundwater areas. The 
time for implementing the plan is 5 
years. 

I commend those Kentuckians in- 
volved in taking the initiative to de- 
velop the agriculture water quality 
program. They have set forth a strat- 
egy for agriculture producers to pro- 
tect Kentucky's water resources and 
work out water pollution issues. Now 
we need to let that same strategy work 
in the Clean Water Act at the national 
level. 

In conclusion, although I support the 
goals of the safe drinking water bill, it 
is important we work to build consen- 
sus on standards. In carrying out these 
solutions we must provide realistic 
funding levels so as not to cause undue 
hardship on States and municipalities. 

Iam very concerned about the poten- 
tial adverse impact that this bill will 
have on my crop production and live- 
Stock producers. I am also disturbed 
about the potential overlap of numer- 
ous governmental authorities and pro- 
grams, creating confusion of water reg- 
ulations all over Kentucky and the 
country. 

Most of these problems can be ad- 
dressed by reworking section 9 of the 
bill, and I support the amendment of 
Senators WARNER and CONRAD to ac- 
complish that. I urge my colleagues to 
take a hard look at the unintended 
consequences this bill will have, and 
let us work together to pass a safe 
drinking water bill that is also safe for 
rural America. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I see 
two other Senators seeking recogni- 
tion. It is my intention at this time to 
lay down an amendment sponsored by 
myself and the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. CONRAD], un- 
less some Senator desires—fine. 


under  Ken- 


eco- 
de- 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1700 


(Purpose: To authorize States to establish a 
source water quality protection petition 
procedure to assist community water sys- 
tems and municipal and local governments 
to address drinking water contaminants of 
public health concern) 


Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 


The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 
for himself and Mr. CONRAD, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1700. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 


Beginning on page 94, strike line 10 and all 
that follows through page 103, line 2, and in- 
sert the following: 

SEC, 9. VATER SUALITY PROTECTION PARTNER- 


(a) SOURCE WATER QUALITY PROTECTION.— 
Part B (42 U.S.C. 300g et seq.) (as amended by 
section 8) is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 

"SOURCE WATER QUALITY PROTECTION 

"SEC. 1420. (a) SOURCE WATER QUALITY PRO- 
TECTION PETITION PROGRAM.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.— 

H(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—A State may estab- 
lish a program under which an owner or op- 
erator of a community water system of the 
State, or a municipal or local government or 
political subdivision of the government in 
the State, may submit a water quality pro- 
tection petition to the State requesting that 
the State assist in addressing— 

(i) the origins of drinking water contami- 
nants of public health concern, including to 
the extent practicable the specific activities 
that affect the drinking water supply of a 
community; and 

*(ii) the financial or technical limitations 
that impair the ability of a community 
water system to provide drinking water that 
complies with a national primary drinking 
water regulation for— 

(J) a contaminant listed under this title; 
or 

(I) an unregulated contaminant for 
which the Administrator has determined 
that there is an urgent threat to public 
health pursuant to section 1412(b)(3)(G). 

(B) FUNDING.—The State may provide as- 
sistance in response to the petition using 
funds referred to in subsections (b)(2)(C) and 
(c). 

*(2) GOAL. -The objective of a petition sub- 
mitted under this subsection shall be to seek 
assistance from the State in directing or re- 
directing resources under Federal or State 
water quality programs to establish vol- 
untary, incentive-based partnerships in order 
to address the origins of drinking water con- 
taminants of public health concern, includ- 
ing to the extent practicable the specific ac- 
tivities that affect the drinking water supply 
of a community. 

(3) CONTENTS OF PETITION.—A petition 
submitted under this subsection shall, at a 
minimum— 

"(A) include a delineation of the source 
water area in the State that is the subject of 
the petition; 


79-058 O—97 Vol. 140 (Pt. 7) 43 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


„B) identify the origins of the drinking 
water contaminants of public health con- 
cern, including to the extent practicable the 
specific activities in the source water area 
delineated under subparagraph (A); 

"(C) identify any deficiencies in informa- 
tion that will inhibit the identification of 
significant origins of drinking water con- 
taminants of public health concern; and 

"(D) identify any public participation so- 
licited from affected persons in the source 
water area delineated under subparagraph 
(A), including— 

*(1) voluntary efforts to address the origins 
of the drinking water contaminants of public 
health concern, including specific activities; 
and 

"(ii) the assistance that may be needed to 
facilitate the efforts. 

"(b) APPROVAL OR DISAPPROVAL OF PETI- 
TIONS.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—After providing notice 
and an opportunity for public comment on à 
petition submitted under subsection (a), the 
State shall approve or disapprove in whole or 
in part the petition in an expeditious man- 
ner. 

"(2) APPROVAL.—The State may approve a 
petition if the petition meets the require- 
ments established under subsection (a). The 
notice of approval shall, at a minimum, in- 
clude— 

"(A) a determination that the drinking 
water contaminants referred to in the peti- 
tion pose a public health concern; 

B) a description of the options available, 
including voluntary measures and practices 
for the protection of source waters to ad- 
dress the problems described in the petition; 

(C) an identification of technical or finan- 
cial assistance that the State will provide to 
assist in addressing the drinking water con- 
taminants of public health concern based 
on— 

) the relative priority of the public 
health concern identified in the petition as 
compared to the other water quality needs 
identified by the State; 

(ii) any appropriate studies or assess- 
ments that are available to identify signifi- 
cant origins of drinking water contaminants 
of public health concern; 

„(iii) any necessary coordination that the 
State will perform of the program estab- 
lished under this section with programs im- 
plemented or planned by other States under 
this section; and 

"(iv) funds available (including funds 
available from a State revolving loan fund 
established under title VI of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1381 
et seq.) or part G) and the appropriate dis- 
tribution of the funds to assist in addressing 
the problems described in the petition; 

"(D) a description of Federal and State 
programs available to assist in addressing 
the problems described in the petition, in- 
cluding— 

"(i) any program established under the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 
U.S.C. 1251 et seq.); 

(ii) the program established under section 
6217 of the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization 
Amendments of 1990 (16 U.S.C. 1455b); 

"(iii) the agricultural water quality pro- 
tection program established under chapter 2 
of subtitle D of title XII of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838 et seq.); 

"(iv) the sole source aquifer protection 
program established under section 1427; 

"(v) the community wellhead protection 
program established under section 1428; 

"(vi) any pesticide or ground water man- 
agement plan; and 
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(vi) any abandoned well closure program; 

(E) a description of activities that will be 
undertaken to coordinate Federal and State 
programs to respond to the petition; and 

(F) a description of alternative manage- 
ment measures or treatment techniques and 
other strategies, including an evaluation of 
the costs associated with each alternative, 
and a description of sources of funding avail- 
able to implement the alternative. 

=(3) DISAPPROVAL.—If the State dis- 
approves a petition submitted under sub- 
section (a), the State shall notify the entity 
submitting the petition in writing of the rea- 
sons for disapproval. A petition may be re- 
submitted at any time if new information be- 
comes available or conditions affecting the 
source water that is the subject of the peti- 
tion change. 

"(c) ELIGIBILITY FOR WATER QUALITY PRO- 
TECTION ASSISTANCE.—A sole source aquifer 
plan developed pursuant to section 1427, a 
wellhead protection plan developed pursuant 
to section 1428, and a source water quality 
protection measure assisted in response to a 
petition submitted under subsection (a) shall 
be eligible for assistance under the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 
et seq.), including assistance provided under 
section 319 and title VI of such Act (33 U.S.C. 
1329 and 1381 et seq.), in the same manner as 
a project, measure, or practice identified in 
a State plan under such section 319 is eligible 
for assistance under such Act. In the case of 
funds made available under such section 319 
to assist a source water quality protection 
measure in response to a petition submitted 
under subsection (a), the funds may be used 
only for a measure that addresses nonpoint 
source pollution. 

"(d) GRANTS TO SUPPORT STATE PRO- 
GRAMS.— 

*(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator is au- 
thorized to make grants to each State that 
establishes a program under this section 
that is approved under paragraph (2). The 
amount of each grant shall not exceed 50 per- 
cent of the cost of administering the petition 
program for the year in which the grant is 
available. 

"(2) APPROVAL.—As a condition of receiv- 
ing grant assistance under this subsection, a 
State shall submit to the Administrator for 
approval a source water protection petition 
program that is consistent with the guidance 
published under paragraph (3). 

3) GUIDANCE.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this section, the 
Administrator shall publish guidance to as- 
sist States in the development of a source 
water protection petition program. The guid- 
ance shall, at à minimum— 

"(A) recommend procedures for the ap- 
proval by a State of a source water protec- 
tion petition submitted under subsection (a); 

"(B) recommend procedures by which a 
community water system may submit a 
source water protection petition developed 
under subsection (a); 

"(C) recommend criteria for the delinea- 
tion of source water protection areas within 
& State; and 

"(D) describe sources of funding that are 
available to develop and respond to source 
water protection petitions. 

*(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection such sums as are 
necessary for each of fiscal years 1995 
through 2000. Each State with a program ap- 
proved under paragraph (2) shall receive an 
equitable portion of the funds available for 
any fiscal year.“. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
to offer an amendment which is a sub- 
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stitute for section 9 of the committee 
bill relating to source water protection 
plans. 

I also ask unanimous consent that a 
letter from various organizations who 
have endorsed this amendment be in- 
cluded in the RECORD at the end of my 
remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. WARNER. These organizations 
include the American Farm Bureau 
Federation, the National Agricultural 
Chemicals Association, the National 
Water Resources Association, the 
Clean Water Industry Coalition, the 
National Council of Farmer Coopera- 
tives, and many others. 

This is one of the most remarkable, 
grassroots collection of organizations 
that I have seen. This shows that those 
individuals and organizations which 
suprort their individual trade associa- 
tions—these associations can deliver. 
And this is a clear product of the con- 
solidated efforts of this broad, grass 
roots American coalition of organiza- 
tions. I commend each of them. 

Mr. President, during the Environ- 
ment Committee's markup of this leg- 
islation, several concerns were raised 
regarding the proposed new source 
water protection program and its reach 
into the management of land use prac- 
tices. 

In the interest of enacting reform 
legislation this year to provide the re- 
lief so desperately needed by our local 
governments, I voted to report the bill 
from the Environment Committee. 

Since that time, I have explored with 
my friend from North Dakota, Mr. 
CONRAD,] possible alternatives to pro- 
vide for the protection of waters that 
are used to supply drinking water. 

While recognizing the potential bene- 
fits from an approach to reduce con- 
taminants that enter our surface wa- 
ters, we believed that a partnership 
could be formed among water agencies, 
agricultural interests, and others with- 
out mandating a new Federal require- 
ment of imposing penalties on our 
States. 

I am pleased that the amendment we 
offer establishes a cooperative, vol- 
untary process involving States, local 
governments, and landowners that will, 
for the first time, focus needed atten- 
tion and resources on specific problems 
associated with waters that affect a 
community's drinking water supply. 

With Chairman BAUCUS' and Senator 
CHAFEE's cooperation and constructive 
contributions to accomplish the goals 
we all share in this effort, our amend- 
ment will achieve results in protecting 
our source waters by facilitating a dia- 
log among interested parties in a wa- 
tershed and building upon voluntary 
programs to address sources of point 
and nonpoint pollution. 

I want to make it very clear to my 
colleagues that this amendment en- 
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courages the voluntary participation 
by States and local governments in 
identifying measures and financial re- 
sources that may be utilized to provide 
for the protection of drinking water 
supplies. 

The petition process established in 
the amendment is a solution based ap- 
proach for our local governments. In 
developing a petition, a community 
water system will bring together var- 
ious persons who depend on source wa- 
ters and those whose activities may af- 
fect source waters in an effort to gain 
a better understanding of the specific 
needs within a watershed. 

I firmly believe this collaborative ef- 
fort at the local level, with resources 
from a State, will produce results to 
reduce the burden on localities to in- 
stall expensive treatment technologies. 

Specifically, a local government or 
community water system can submit a 
petition to a State which identifies 
contaminants of public health concern 
in source waters and the voluntary ef- 
forts that are being employed to reduce 
the ability of these contaminants to 
enter our rivers and streams. 

In response to a petition, a State 
may provide technical and financial re- 
sources which will help address prob- 
lems identified in the petition. It is im- 
portant to mention that the redirec- 
tion of existing funding sources is criti- 
cal to the success of this program. 

I am pleased that provisions are in- 
cluded in this amendment to provide 
funding from the Clean Water State 
Revolving Loan Fund because I believe 
that responses to problems identified 
in petitions will be less costly than the 
installation of expensive treatment 
technologies. 

Mr. President, the availability of 
funding to respond to these local peti- 
tions is an essential element of this pe- 
tition program. It is my hope that the 
provisions relating to funding will be 
preserved when the Senate goes to con- 
ference with the House. 

The last point I would like to men- 
tion, Mr. President, is the grant au- 
thority this amendment provides to 
the Environmental Protection Agency. 
In an effort to provide an incentive for 
States to respond to petitions in a 
timely manner, EPA is authorized to 
make grants to States pending the ap- 
proval of a State’s petition program. 

Mr. President, before concluding, I 
must recognize and commend Chair- 
man Baucus and Senator CHAFEE for 
their diligent efforts to resolve the dif- 
ferences of opinion on this issue and to 
develop a compromise that fosters a 
cooperative relationship among var- 
ious parties to become allies in the 
fight for drinking water protection. 

In Virginia, we have been firsthand 
the benefits of this partnership ap- 
proach through the 13 years of the 
Chesapeake Bay Program—a regional 
partnership between the Federal Gov- 
ernment, Virginia, Maryland, Penn- 


May 12, 1994 


sylvania, and the District of Columbia, 
and the varied interests who depend on 
the bay for their livelihood and recre- 
ation. In the bay watershed, more than 
300,000 acres of agricultural land are 
now farmed under the Chesapeake Bay 
Program nutrient reduction initia- 
tives, erosion control, and runoff meas- 
ures. 

Mr. President, I would also like to 
commend the chairman and ranking 
member, and their staffs, and the enor- 
mous contributions made by Senator 
HATFIELD and Senator KERREY, for 
bringing to the Senate a bill that re- 
sponds to the legitimate problems 
brought to our attention by our States 
and local governments. 

This legislation restores the balance 
in our obligation to provide water that 
is safe for citizens to drink with the fi- 
nancial and technical limitations on 
local governments to install tech- 
nologies to treat drinking water, and I 
am pleased to lend my support to this 
legislation. 

When the committee began discus- 
sions on developing a bill for markup, 
there were many forceful discussions 
about the direction the committee 
should take. Through a very coopera- 
tive and inclusive process, Chairman 
Baucus listened to our concerns and 
demonstrated his significant skill and 
leadership to develop a bill that re- 
sponded to those issues. 

Prior to bringing this important leg- 
islation to the floor, the chairman and 
ranking member continued to listen to 
other points of view and responded in a 
manner that allows us to be here 
today. I am grateful for their willing- 
ness to accommodate our concerns and 
commend them for their continued 
leadership on the committee. 

EXHIBIT 1 
May 12, 1994. 
Hon. JOHN W. WARNER, 
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Building, Washing- 
ton, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR WARNER, this week the Sen- 
ate will consider S. 2019, the Safe Drinking 
Water Act Amendments of 1994, introduced 
last year as S. 1547 by Environment and Pub- 
lic Works Committee Chairman Max Baucus. 
We would like to offer our support for the 
compromise amendment that you have co- 
sponsored with Senator Kent Conrad as a 
substitute for Section 9 of S. 2019. 

This is an important amendment, broadly 
supported by coalitions and organizations 
representing municipal, water suppliers, ag- 
riculture, agribusiness, food processors, live- 
Stock production, municipal groups, industry 
and other stakeholders. The amendment al- 
lows a state to establish a source water qual- 
ity petition program which: 

Encourage a drinking water authority or 
local government entity to submit a petition 
requesting that the state assist in addressing 
financial or technical limitations that re- 
duce the petitioner's capability to provide 
drinking water that complies with national 
drinking water standards or to address un- 
regulated contaminants that pose an urgent 
threat to public health; 

Provides for state response in the form of 
financial and technical assistance as may be 
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appropriate under existing water quality 
programs, such as those in place under the 
Clean Water Act and other state, regional or 
federal water quality programs; 

Authorizes federal grants as an incentive 
for states to initiate a petition program; and 

Relies on voluntary, incentive-based part- 
nerships among all affected parties. 

We thank you for your constructive and ef- 
fective leadership in working with the Envi- 
ronment and Public Works Committee lead- 
ership on this important issue. We believe 
the compromise amendment provides a 
workable mechanism, to help accomplish the 
end goal of improving our nation’s drinking 
water, while addressing many serious: con- 
cerns about provisions of Section 9 in S. 2019. 

Sincerely, 

Agricultural Retailers Association; AK 
Steel Incorporation; American Bakers 
Association; American Cyanamid; 
American Farm Bureau Federation; 
American Feed Industry Association; 
American Forest and Paper Associa- 
tion; American Frozen Food Institute; 
American Soybean Association; Asso- 
ciation of California Water Agencies; 
Automotive Recyclers Association; 
Bethlehem Steel; Biscuit and Cracker 
Manufacturers Association; Callispell 
Chamber of Commerce; Central Valley 
Project Water Association; CF Indus- 
tries Inc.; Chocolate Manufacturers As- 
sociation; Clean Water Industry Coali- 
tion; Dairymen, Inc.; Egg Association 
of America; Greater Cleveland Growth 
Association; Independent Bakers Asso- 
ciation; International Dairy Foods As- 
sociation; Maine Sardine Council; MDU 
Resources Group, Inc.; Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California; 
National Agricultural Chemicals Asso- 
ciation; National Association of Con- 
servation Districts; National Associa- 
tion of State Departments of Agri- 
culture; National Association of Wheat 
Growers; National Broiler Council; Na- 
tional Cattlemen’s Association; Na- 
tional Confectioners Association; Na- 
tional Corn Growers Association; Na- 
tional Cotton Council of America; Na- 
tional Council of Farmer Cooperatives; 
National Electrical Manufacturers As- 
sociation; National Farmers Union; Na- 
tional Food Processes Association; Na- 
tional Grange; National Milk Produc- 
ers Federation; National Pork Produc- 
ers Council; National Potato Council; 
National Turkey Federation; National 
Water Resources Association; Rio 
Grande Valley Sugar Growers, Inc.; 
Snack Food Association; The Uniform 
and Textile Service Association; 
Unilever United States; United Egg 
Producers; U.S. Rice Producers’ Group; 
Western Growers Association. 


Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, their 
legislation restores a balance in our ob- 
ligation to provide safe water for citi- 
zens to drink with the financial and 
technical limitations on local govern- 
ments to install technologies to treat 
drinking water. 

I am pleased to lend my support to 
their legislation; that is, to Senator 
HATFIELD. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. President, I momentarily will 
ask the amendment to be laid aside. 

I yield the floor. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to laying the amendment 
aside? 

Mr. BREAUX addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

MR. BREAUX. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
proceed as in morning business for up 
to 10 minutes. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I won- 
der if the distinguished Senator will 
allow me to send up another amend- 
ment and very quickly act on that. 

MR. BREAUX. I will be happy to 
yield to my colleague. 

Mr. WARNER. I shall not take but a 
few minutes, I say to my colleague. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1701 
(Purpose: To provide for the funding of cap- 
ital improvements at the Washington Aq- 
ueduct) 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send 
up an amendment on behalf of myself 
and the distinguished Senator, Mr. 
Ross, from the Commonwealth of Vir- 


ginia. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator’s previous 


amendment will be laid aside. 

The clerk will now report the amend- 
ment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 
for himself and Mr. ROBB, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1701. 

In section 16 of the bill, strike subsection 
(f) and insert the following new subsection: 

(f) CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS FOR THE WASH- 
INGTON AQUEDUCT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs (2), 
(3), and (4), and notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, at the request of the public 
water supply customers of the Washington 
Aqueduct— 

(A) the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers of the Army 
Corps of Engineers, shall borrow from the 
Federal Financing Bank such funds as the 
Secretary of the Army determines are re- 
quired to finance capital improvements for 
the Washington Aqueduct; and 

(B) the Board of Directors of the Federal 
Financing Bank shall loan the funds to the 
Secretary of the Army on such terms as may 
be established by the Secretary of the Army 
and the Board of Directors. 

(2) INTEREST.—The rate of interest to be 
charged in connection with a loan made 
under paragraph (1) shall be not less than a 
rate determined by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, taking into consideration current 
market yields on outstanding marketable 
obligations of the United States of com- 
parable maturities. 

(3) CoNTRACT.—The Secretary of the Army 
shall borrow funds under paragraph (1) after 
the public water supply customers enter into 
& written contract with the Secretary of the 
Army to repay the funds and to pay the costs 
associated with borrowing the funds. 

(4) NET PRESENT VALUE OF LOAN.—The Sec- 
retary of the Army may borrow funds under 
paragraph (1) if amounts sufficient to pay for 
the cost, as defined in section 502(5) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 
661a(5)), of the loan involved are provided in 
advance in appropriation Acts. 

(5) DEFINITION.—As used in this subsection, 
the term public water supply customers” 
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means the District of Columbia, the county 
of Arlington, Virginia, and the city of Falls 
Church, Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, how 
many of us remember this headline in 
our local paper, the Washington Post? 
What a dramatic headline: D.C., Part 
of Northern Virginia Under Drinking 
Water Alert." 

By sundown, all the water fountains at Na- 
tional Airport had been shut off. The Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency yesterday ad- 
vised people who live and work in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia—— 

The Nation’s Capital. 
and parts of the Commonwealth of Virginia 
to boil all drinking water. 

The alert was put out on the after- 
noon of December 8. This is the paper 
on the morning of December 9. This 
prompted me to consult the Corps of 
Engineers and, as a consequence, I ask 
the Senate to consider the amendment 
that is now pending. 

Mr. President, I rise to offer this 
amendment which is to allow the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers access to the 
Federal Financing Bank for the pur- 
pose of financing capital improvements 
in the Washington aqueduct. The 
Washington aqueduct is a generic title 
for that infrastructure that provides 
water for the Nation’s Capital and cer- 
tain parts of the Commonwealth of Vir- 
ginia. 

I would like to also advise my col- 
leagues that I requested the General 
Accounting Office to conduct a study 
of this entire system, given the rela- 
tionship between this particular water 
system in the United States and the 
Nation’s Capital as it relates to na- 
tional security. 

Mr. President, for 3 days beginning 
on December 8 of last year, this region 
was nearly crippled when the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency—and I com- 
mend the agency for acting—ordered us 
to cease using the water that came 
through the pipes; to boil water. The 
paper describes the run on all shops 
that sell bottled water. We take for 
granted our water supply. That is the 
purpose of this amendment. Let us 
check it out. Some parts of this system 
date back 100 years, and it is time we 
check it out. 

But this was December 8, and the re- 
gion was crippled as a consequence of 
this EPA order. Area residents were 
fearful that their water supply was 
contaminated. They did not know. It 
was an enormous undertaking for local 
governments to notify everyone in this 
life-threatening situation, and it was 
described as life-threatening. In no way 
do I fault the alert that came out from 
the EPA and from other responsible 
civic persons in this area. Imagine the 
difficulty they had in conveying this 
message to a lot of people in this re- 
gion who are not familiar with the 
English language. Simple things like 
that—maybe not so simple—of having 
to convey to a lot of people the prob- 
lem. 
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During this crisis period, and in sub- 
sequent news reports, the Washington 
Post—and I credit the Washington Post 
for a very careful, detailed analysis of 
this problem—the paper educated us on 
the broader problems of the system's 
financing limitations, the lack of oper- 
ator training, the lack of monitoring 
systems which provide an early warn- 
ing of potential problems, and lack of 
coordination among Federal agencies 
responsible. 

The corps since addressed some of 
these problems, but the question of fi- 
nancing major capital improvements, 
which, in the judgment of the Corps of 
Engineers are needed, remains a prob- 
lem which I hope will be solved by this 
legislation. 

In reports conducted by the EPA and 
independent authorities, it has been 
concluded that equipment failure, fol- 
lowed by human error in responding to 
the situation of December 8 affected 
the results of water quality testing. 
While we are thankful that the water 
was not contaminated in that period by 
the suspected parasite, cryptospori- 
dium, it was a loud wake-up call for 
the region. 

The modified amendment I offer 
today addresses issues relating to the 
Congressional Budget Office views con- 
cerning the Corps of Engineers’ borrow- 
ing authority for the Washington aque- 
duct and this provision’s impact on di- 
rect spending. 

I believe those concerns have been re- 
solved in this revised amendment by 
subjecting the amount of the loan dis- 
count to appropriations. While the es- 
sence of the amendment simply pro- 
vides borrowing authority, the cost of 
making the loans to the Corps of Engi- 
neers will be paid for in advance by the 
system's customers. 

So there is a financing arrangement 
set forth in this amendment which will 
enable this system, which serves the 
Nation’s Capital, to be corrected and 
hopefully to be fixed in a manner that 
will make it less vulnerable to many 
problems to which it could be subjected 
under the usual circumstances. 

We have letters, which I ask unani- 
mous consent be printed in the RECORD, 
from the chairman of the Arlington 
County Board who supports it; the 
Mayor of the city of Falls Church; and 
the Mayor of Washington, the Honor- 
able Sharon Pratt Kelly, all expressing 
the desperate need to have an amend- 
ment adopted and the appreciation 
hopefully to this body for accepting the 
amendment. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ARLINGTON COUNTY, VIRGINIA, 
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY BOARD, 
Arlington, VA, May 6, 1994. 
Hon. JOHN W. WARNER, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR WARNER: Thank you for 

supporting the inclusion of Dalecarlia Water 
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Treatment Plant, or the Washington Aque- 
duct, language in S. 2019, Safe Drinking 
Water Act Amendments of 1994. As you 
know, the language will allow the Army au- 
thority to borrow funds in order to finance 
necessary capital improvements.  Con- 
sequently, all users of the Washington Aque- 
duct, including Arlington County, will bene- 
fit from the adoption of the legislation. 

Without the financing language, Arlington 
County, in addition to the City of Falls 
Church and Fairfax County, would continue 
to fund its portion of capital improvements 
on a pay-as-you-go basis. A pay-as-you-go 
mandate is impractical and would finan- 
cially burden Aqueduct users. 

Again, thank you for your hard work on 
this important issue; we are grateful for 
your continued leadership. 

Sincerely, 
MARY MARGARET WHIPPLE, 
Chairman. 
CITY OF FALLS CHURCH, 
Falls Church, VA, April 21, 1994. 
Hon. JOHN W. WARNER, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR WARNER: Thank you for 
your letter of April 19 and the accompanying 
copy of your amendment to the Safe Drink- 
ing Water Act which will enable the Corps of 
Engineers to obtain funds from the Federal 
Financing Bank. Improvements proposed at 
the Washington Aqueduct over the next dec- 
ade are necessary. The local jurisdictions de- 
pendent on the Washington Aqueduct for 
safe water much appreciate your assistance 
in sponsoring this legislation. 

If there is any information concerning the 
necessity for, or the benefits of, thís financ- 
ing mechanism which we can provide, please 


call. 
With best regards, I am 
Respectfully yours, 
BRIAN M. O'CONNOR, 
Mayor. 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
Washington, DC, April 20, 1994. 
Hon. JOHN WARNER, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR WARNER: I am writing to 
commend and thank you for your efforts in 
introducing legislation to give the Army 
Corps of Engineers the authority to borrow 
from the Federal Financing Bank in order to 
finance capital improvements to the Wash- 
ington Aqueduct. 

We in the District of Columbia government 
are 100% in agreement with your assessment 
of the Corps' unusual predicament of not 
being able to borrow money to finance infra- 
structure improvements. We agree whole- 
heartedly that in the wake of recent concern 
over the cleanliness of local drinking water, 
needed improvements must be made and 
Should be paid for by customers over the life 
of the new or upgraded facilities. 

I applaud your efforts on behalf of metro- 
politan area residents. It is my hope that the 
final version of the legislation will provide, 
with specificity, that area ratepayers will be 
protected from short term spikes in rates, 
and FFB loans will be repaid over the long 
term usefullife of the project, as you stated 
in your March 24 statement. 

If you or your staff should have any ques- 
tions of the District, please contact Ms. 
Mimi Mager, my Director of Congressional 
and Federal Relations (727-9111). Again, 
thank you for your leadership on this impor- 
tant issue. 

Sincerely, 
SHARON PRATT KELLY. 
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Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I again 
thank the distinguished chairman, Mr. 
BAUCUS, and the ranking member, Mr. 
CHAFEE, for devoting the committee's 
time and attention to this very serious 
issue. 

I urge the adoption of the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
MIKULSKI). The Senator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, we 
have reviewed the amendment of the 
Senator from Virginia and accept it. I 
might say, this general subject must be 
addressed. The water system in the 
District of Columbia and northern Vir- 
ginia was built by the corps—the first 
water system—in 1853. It is the only 
water system under the jurisdiction of 
the Army Corps of Engineers—the only 
one in the whole Nation—in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

It also happens to be about the only 
water system that is unable to get any 
financing from the Federal Financing 
Bank. Other systems can, but the sys- 
tem in the District of Columbia cannot 
because we, regrettably, in the past 
have not given the authority to the 
corps to seek funding from that financ- 
ing authority. 

We addressed it in the committee, 
and the Senator from Virginia, a very 
able member of the committee, in fact 
it was his amendment, his idea, helped 
to get this in the bill. We found there 
were technical glitches with the Budg- 
et Committee, and the Senator from 
Virginia has now come up with a better 
version that addresses those wrinkles 
that we had with the Budget Commit- 
tee. 

I thank the Senator and commend 
him. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
thank the distinguished chairman and 
I wish to thank the staff of the com- 
mittee and particularly my staff, Mrs. 
Loomis, who worked tirelessly on the 
formula, a formula that will assist fi- 
nancing and not overburden financially 
the users of this system; that is, the 
actual user, particularly at home and 
the offices so dependent on this water. 

I thank the Chair. I urge, again, 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment No. 1701. 

The amendment (No. 1701) was agreed 


to. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
thank my distinguished colleague from 
Louisiana. 

Mr. BREAUX. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may pro- 
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ceed as if in morning business for up to 
10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BREAUX. I thank the Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. BREAUX, pertain- 
ing to the introduction of S. 2111 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 


SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1994 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, I 
rise to discuss an important issue 
which relates to helping meet the 
needs of certain small, semirural com- 
munities. These are communities that 
are slightly too large to quality for ex- 
isting Federal rural water grants for 
construction of wastewater facilities, 
but are too small, too poor, and unable 
to finance these projects through loans 
or other alternative financing mecha- 
nisms. 

I am particularly concerned about 
unincorporated communities near 
urban centers which face a unique com- 
bination of environmental, financial, 
and governmental problems. House- 
holds in these areas traditionally have 
relied on septic systems to meet sew- 
age needs. With urban growth these 
communities have expanded. Septic 
systems which once were adequate can 
no longer accommodate the increasing 
density. Yet these communities lack 
the tax base and governmental struc- 
ture needed to fund needed infrastruc- 
ture improvements. They face high sys- 
tem costs per household due to their 
relatively low density, a high percent- 
age of residents with lower incomes, 
and lack of access to grant programs 
intended for very small, rural commu- 
nities. 

The South Valley, an unincorporated 
area in Bernalillo County adjacent to 
Albuquerque, NM, is an example of a 
community I am concerned about. It is 
a semirural community of 4,100 house- 
holds experiencing recent growth. 
Original homes were constructed with 
on-site water wells and septic tanks. 
However, increasing density, a com- 
bination of soil characteristics, and a 
very shallow water table now make the 
area susceptible to groundwater con- 
tamination. 

State and local governments are al- 
ready contributing to finding solutions 
to problems such as in the South Val- 
ley. But these funds alone cannot meet 
all needs. Moreover, homeowners in the 
area have already borne the costs of 
constructing and operating the exist- 
ing septic systems. 

Madam President, I believe—and I 
have informed the chairman that I be- 
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lieve—the Safe Drinking Water Act 
Amendments of 1994, which is presently 
pending on the floor, is an appropriate 
vehicle, or might be an appropriate ve- 
hicle, for us to include this legislation 
that I have proposed to deal with this 
problem, to grant authority for grants 
to be made to these small, unincor- 
porated communities. 

Madam President, the Congress ap- 
propriated $500 million to assist hard- 
ship communities. But this funding is 
to become available only following en- 
actment of authorizing legislation. 

In response to the problem, I have 
had this amendment drafted and have 
discussed it with the chairman of the 
committee. I introduced the amend- 
ment as a stand-alone bill last October 
as Senate bill 1542. And the amendment 
is essentially the same as that legisla- 
tion. 

Iask the chairman to comment, if he 
would, on the prospects of moving 
ahead with this amendment and for 
any thoughts he has as to the appro- 
priateness of our going forward. I have 
not offered the amendment to the leg- 
islation at this time, but I wanted to 
explore with him whether that was a 
proper course of action. 

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, the 
Senator from New Mexico has repeat- 
edly talked to me about this amend- 
ment. We have had discussions about 
it. I must say I am very impressed with 
the intensity with which he has pressed 
this issue many, many times. I think 
he has a valid point. It is a problem 
that is particularly deep to New Mex- 
ico. It is one that must be addressed. I 
say to the Senator that the committee 
has every intention of addressing it. 

The difficulty in facing this, how- 
ever, is that this is a Safe Drinking 
Water Act. It is not a Clean Water Act. 
I thank the Senator for not pressing 
his amendment on this bill. There are 
many other Senators who have come to 
the committee with similar requests; 
that is, requests for provisions for their 
own States that much more appro- 
priately lie with the Clean Water Act, 
not with this bill, the Safe Drinking 
Water Act. 

The Clean Water Act, the bill that 
will be addressing clean water prob- 
lems including the one raised by the 
Senator, is a bill that was taken up by 
the committee and was reported out of 
the committee. In fact, the bill is now 
pending. It is on the Senate Calendar. I 
have every intention of bringing up the 
Clean Water Act in the next couple of 
weeks. I have spoken with the majority 
leader. It is also his intention to bring 
up the Clean Water Act in the next 
couple of weeks. 

When that bill comes before the Sen- 


ate, I expect that the Senator from 


New Mexico will then urge the Senate 
to accept his amendment. I say to the 
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Senator that we will very carefully 
consider the amendment at that time. 
I know how much this means to the 
Senator. I understand the merits of the 
program. 

I say to the Senator that we will 
make every effort to try to find accom- 
modation. I cannot guarantee, as no 
Senator can guarantee, what the Sen- 
ate will or will not do. We both have 
learned that over the years in this 
body. But I do say to the Senator that 
when the Clean Water Act comes up for 
consideration, we will very carefully 
consider the Senator's request. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I thank the chair- 
man very much for those words. 

Ilook forward to working diligently 
with the chairman on trying to legis- 
late this amendment. If this is not the 
proper vehicle, I am willing to accept 
that. But I do think we need to move 
ahead with it. It is an issue that has 
been longstanding. Senator DOMENICI, 
who is my colleague, of course, has 
worked hard on it as well. And we have 
all tried to get some level of Federal 
assistance for dealing with the prob- 
lems of the South Valley in New Mex- 
ico. I hope very much we can authorize 
the expenditure of Federal funds for 
this purpose as part of the Clean Water 
Act. 

Isee my colleague. He may wish to 
make a statement related to this. If so, 
Icertainly would defer to him. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, 
first, I thank Senator BINGAMAN for 
recognizing my participation in the 
past on this issue. Obviously, believe it 
or not, about 26 years ago, when I was 
essentially the mayor of the city of Al- 
buquerque, this problem was already 
there. We spent a lot of money on Fed- 
eral assistance around the edges, but 
we still have a very seriously heavily- 
populated area. There is no way to get 
water-sewer type systems in. We found 
that this would be one of New Mexico's 
most serious environmental problems. 
Ithink the Senator would agree that it 
is growing into that. We have water 
pollution beginning to show up in very 
serious proportions. 

So if the country is going to be help- 
ing communities like this—and I un- 
derstand there is an intention to do 
some of this on the part of the Na- 
tional Government—clearly, this ur- 
banized part of an unincorporated com- 
munity attendant to Albuquerque de- 
serves every consideration. We will be 
working with the Senator, the same as 
he has worked with us, to see if we can 
bring this to a finalized state where, 
after that, we can look for the money 
from one source or another—perhaps 
the $500 million already appropriated 
for projects like this, which are defined 
but awaiting specificity. 

In any event, I am very grateful that 
Senator BAUCUS has given words of en- 
couragement here on the floor, because 
that will resonate well with our people, 
who have been waiting for a long, long 
time. 
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Mr. BINGAMAN. Let me express ap- 
preciation to my colleague, Senator 
DOMENICI, for all the hard work he has 
done on this. I look forward to working 
with him and Chairman BAUCUS in try- 
ing to get this done as part of the 
Clean Water Act later this year. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, 
parliamentary inquiry. Is an amend- 
ment in order now, or do we have to set 
something aside? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend- 
ment No. 1700 is pending. It would re- 
quire being set aside. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous 
consent—since I believe the amend- 
ment which I am going to send to the 
desk will be accepted—that the pending 
amendment be temporarily set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1702 
(Purpose: To ensure that determinations 
made under the Safe Drinking Water Act 
are based on best available peer-reviewed 

Science and that information is made 

available to the public on health effects 

and risk) 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from New Mexico (Mr. DOMEN- 
ICI], for himself and Mr. GORTON, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1702. 


Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 106, line 13, strike and“ at the 
end and all that follows through line 15 and 
insert the following: 

(B) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting 
the following new paragraph: 

) SCIENTIFIC BASIS FOR DECISIONS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out this 
title, the Administrator shall use the best 
available peer-reviewed science and support- 
ing studies conducted in accordance with 
sound and objective scientific practices. 

"(B) PUBLIC INFORMATION.—In carrying out 
this title, the Administrator shall ensure 
that the presentation of information on pub- 
lic health effects is complete and inform- 
ative. The Administrator shall, in a docu- 
ment made available to the public in support 
of a regulation issued under this title, speci- 
fy, to the extent feasible— 

"(1) each population addressed by any esti- 
mate of public health effects; 

(1) the expected risk or central estimate 
of risk for the specific population; 

(i) each appropriate upper-bound or 
lower-bound estimate of risk; 

(iv) each uncertainty identified in the 
process of the assessment of public health ef- 
fects and future research that is necessary to 
address the uncertainty; and 

(v) any study known to the Administrator 
that supports or fails to support any esti- 
mate of public health effects, including the 
methodology used to reconcile varying sci- 
entific data.; and 

"(C) by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 
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Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, 
before I speak to this amendment, let 
me take just a few moments to con- 
gratulate the chairman of the commit- 
tee, Senator BAUCUS, and the ranking 
member, Senator CHAFEE of Rhode Is- 
land, and myriad Senators and their 
staffs that worked in an effort to put 
together a compromise bill, which I un- 
derstand is now known as the man- 
agers’ substitute; is that correct? 

Mr. BAUCUS. Yes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. My office partici- 
pated for many weeks in that. Let me 
give a bit of history. 

While the Safe Drinking Water Act— 
not the modifications that the chair- 
man introduced on behalf of a number 
of Senators, but rather the previous 
bill—was being debated in the commit- 
tee, I introduced a bill on behalf of my- 
self, Senator BOREN, and Senator HAT- 
FIELD. And I believe it is fair to say it 
was supported by a very broad coali- 
tion, made up of the Governors through 
their association; both the Conference 
of Mayors, and the National League of 
Cities; the counties of the United 
States; the National Rural Water Asso- 
ciation; and the small water users. It 
was a very good, powerful, solid group, 
all concerned about safe drinking 


water. 

I think it is fair to say that because 
that bill was there, we began negotiat- 
ing off the base bill, with it in mind 
and with other provisions that Sen- 
ators had in mind. After much, much 
discussion and many, many days of 
hard work, the bill that is pending be- 
fore the U.S. Senate was finally nego- 
tiated out. I thank two Senators who 
stepped in and did yeoman’s work 
through their staffs—Senator KERREY 
of Nebraska and Senator HATFIELD of 
Oregon. I think their names are found 
alongside of the manager and ranking 
member now as part of the major bill 
that is before us. 

It is indeed a solid compromise, in 
my opinion. It does a lot of things dif- 
ferently than we have done them in the 
past, but it does one thing consistent 
with the past; that is, it assures safe 
drinking water. We are all concerned 
about that. 

The bill has some provisions in it 
that are different than we have done 
before. Obviously, in this Senator's 
opinion, the somewhat arbitrary na- 
ture of previous bills is taken out; 
other provisions in the previous law 
are taken out or changed. There is à 
lot more consciousness in this bill. 
Rural communities with small systems 
could hardly comply with the rules and 
regulations of the past, and many were 
going to die on the vine and there 
would be no water. Many were being 
put to enormous costs, and much of 
that cost was found—hindsight and 
otherwise—to be not needed in the in- 
terest of safe drinking water for the 
people they serve. 

Many changes have been made, such 
that the coalition that sought to make 
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the law more responsive to costs, more 
responsive to risk assessment, at the 
same time we continued to make sure 
that we were providing safe drinking 
water and getting rid of the known 
contaminants, both carcinogenic and 
noncarcinogenic. All of that bodes well. 

Nobody can stand on the floor of the 
Senate and say that we know precisely 
what this is going to cost every resi- 
dent in our cities as we improve the 
systems to meet the requirements of 
this bill. But I think it is fair to say 
that this bill is now more aware of the 
costs to the citizens and residents of 
our cities, large and small, and, at the 
same time, it is saying we are going to 
have safe drinking water, from a health 
standpoint, second to none anywhere in 
the world. In fact, it will be the very 
best. So I am pleased with it. 

As I mentioned, because of some very 
serious issues raised by the existing 
law, I introduced, along with my col- 
leagues Senators BOREN and HATFIELD, 
legislation that would take an alter- 
native approach to the regulation of 
drinking water in this country. After 
introducing our legislation, we contin- 
ued to work closely in negotiations 
conducted by Senators BAUCUS and 
CHAFEE, which included staff of many 
Senators interested in these important 
issues. As a result of those negotia- 
tions, I am pleased to note several of 
the major points from the Domenici- 
Boren bill that have been addressed in 
the legislation currently before the 
Senate, and that the Safe Drinking 
Water Act Coalition is supporting this 
bill. 

First, States may now develop more 
flexible monitoring programs that are 
based on the actual occurrence of regu- 
lated contaminants in a water system, 
and have those programs approved by 
EPA within 180 days. This will allow 
States to save enormous monitoring 
costs and was an important issue in the 
Domenici-Boren bill that we are 
pleased to see incorporated in S. 2019. 

Second, the requirement that 25 new 
contaminants be regulated every three 
years has been eliminated. This was a 
major goal of the Domenici-Boren bill 
and I am pleased to see this automatic 
regulating removed from the law. 

Third, risk reduction benefits and 
costs are now taken into consideration 
when standards for drinking water are 
set, and the Administrator of EPA is 
permitted to set an alternative maxi- 
mum contaminant level for regulated 
substances when public health can be 
protected at the same time that sub- 
stantial cost can be avoided. Before 
now, treatment standards under this 
law were based only on the level of 
technology available to carry out 
treatment, irrespective of whether 
such stringent treatment was actually 
needed. This legislation would permit 
alternative treatment standards to be 
established for contaminants in drink- 
ing water when the risk of harm re- 
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mains within an acceptable range, and 
substantial costs could be saved by 
States and local communities. Again, 
this was a major goal of our legisla- 
tion, and it has been appropriately in- 
cluded in the current bill after a lot of 
hard work and productive negotiating. 

I am very hopeful that alternative 
standards can be achieved amicably be- 
tween all of those who have different 
views, including some in the environ- 
mental community who do not want to 
move off the basic standard-setting ap- 
proach of the past. 

Finally, provisions relating to State 
Viability Programs have been modified 
in several helpful ways. State programs 
will now ensure that new water supply 
systems have the technical and finan- 
cial capability to comply with drinking 
water regulations. State programs will 
also have the authority to secure vol- 
untary restructuring of existing water 
supply systems when there is evidence 
of a lack of technical, managerial, or 
financial capability to comply with 
regulations. This will give States the 
opportunity to work cooperatively 
with existing water systems to correct 
compliance problems, including provid- 
ing assistance for restructuring where 
appropriate. I am pleased to see all of 
these provisions included in the bill be- 
fore us today. 

As to the amendment that I sent to 
the desk, I really do thank the chair- 
man and ranking member who have in- 
dicated to me heretofore that they will 
accept this. This amendment is called 
the good-science amendment. Essen- 
tially, it establishes a requirement 
that the best available peer reviewed 
Science and supporting studies be con- 
ducted in accordance with sound and 
objective science practices when the 
Administrator of EPA carries out the 
requirements of the Safe Drinking 
Water Act. It also requires the Admin- 
istrator to ensure that the presen- 
tation of information on public health 
effects is complete and informative, 
and that in a document made available 
to the public in support of a regulation 
issued under this title, specify to the 
extent feasible information on health 
effects and risk. 

But, essentially it builds into the 
system the requirement that good, 
Sound, peer-reviewed science, as de- 
fined in this amendment, will be used. 
It is a good requirement. We should use 
good science. We will use good science 
as the basis for determining safe drink- 
ing water regulations in the country in 
the future. I think that is pretty good. 

I think many people have been say- 
ing put more science into the environ- 
mental cleanup, and this amendment 
now will put good, sound, science, as 
defined here—worked out with sci- 
entists, with health people—good 
science as the basis for the determina- 
tions under the Safe Drinking Water 
Act. 

I believe it is a good amendment. I 
believe if it stays in this law from be- 
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ginning to end and gets signed into 
law, we will see a very, very salutary 
effect. I think what we will see is that 
more and more good, solid science, 
more and more good, solid research 
will be done so that we will have with- 
in this environmental agenda a way of 
providing a bit more assurance that 
what we are doing is directed at mak- 
ing the water safer, and done so in an 
objective manner. 

This country takes great pride in 
having the best scientists of all types. 
It is included in everything we base our 
lifestyles on, and our growth and pros- 
perity is more and more being built on 
technology and science and our being 
the front-runner in that regard. 

I think it is time to put some of that 
science in a mandatory manner in envi- 
ronmental laws of the land, saying let 
us use it so long as we have a system 
that assures that we are not going to 
harm anybody and we are going to take 
advantage of this great scientific po- 
tential of this country. 

It has been suggested that Senator 
KEMPTHORNE wants to be added as a co- 
sponsor, and I ask unanimous consent 
that he be added. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana, the manager of the 
bill. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator from New Mexico. 

Madam President, this legislation is 
another step in the evolution of safe 
drinking water regulation. Every bill 
that comes before the Congress is es- 
sentially another step in an evolving 
process one way or another. 

I might say that the first Drinking 
Water Act was enacted by the Congress 
20 years ago. This is the 20th anniver- 
sary. It was passed basically because 
the States up to that point had author- 
ity for protecting their water sources 
and had various different approaches. 
Some States were quite protective and 
did a good job in assuring safe water 
for their people in their States. Others 
did not do a very good job. There are a 
lot of instances of illnesses, death and 
disease as a result of unsafe drinking 
water. 

The Congress, in 1974, passed a safe 
drinking water measure. It had a dif- 
ferent name, but it essentially was the 
first Safe Drinking Water Act. 

Not much happened for the next 12 
years, and the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency basically charged with de- 
veloping regulations and standards had 
a halting—if that—record in attempt- 
ing to deal with the problem. 

So in 1986, the U.S. Congress put 
more teeth in the Safe Drinking Water 
Act and basically said that the stand- 
ards had to be written for 86 contami- 
nants. It said that every 3 years, EPA 
had to write standards for 25 new con- 
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taminants, regardless of whether the 
contaminants were needed. In effect, 
there were still 25 every 3 years, and 
very significant monitoring require- 
ments telling water systems, big and 
large cities, to undertake these very 
rigorous monitoring schedules in order 
to detect whether or not contaminants 
were present. 

I might say, Madam President, with 
the benefit of hindsight, we now realize 
we went too far in 1986. That year, 1986, 
was the year that the Republican 
Party was the majority party in the 
U.S. Senate. Ronald Reagan was Presi- 
dent. The 1986 amendments passed vir- 
tually unanimously out of committee 
in the full Senate. That was a time and 
that was an era when we thought we 
needed to dramatically improve upon 
the Safe Drinking Water Act, and we 
did. And with the benefit of hindsight 
we find we did it with a vengeance. 

This legislation before us is another 
step in the evolution of this Nation’s 
effort to provide for safe drinking 
water. We are now, with the benefit of 
hindsight and with the benefit of new 
technologies and the benefit of greater 
scientific advances, making our best 
effort here to make this act more 
workable, make it more user friendly, 
make it more efficient, and make it 
more reasonable. 

In so doing, we have in the bill and in 
the managers’ amendment various pro- 
visions that require the EPA and the 
appropriate agencies to use science. 
For example, in the contaminant selec- 
tion process, we require peer review— 
scientific peer review. In the standards- 
setting process, we require consulta- 
tion with the Centers for Disease Con- 
trol. And in the radon provision of the 
bill we require consultation of the Na- 
tional Academy of Sciences. 

Nevertheless, everything can be im- 
proved upon, and the Senator from New 
Mexico has a further improving amend- 
ment. That is, it adds good science to 
other provisions of the act. I think the 
Senator should be commended for this 
improvement. 

I am about to consult with the rank- 
ing member of the committee. We ac- 
cept it on our side. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, like- 
wise, we think it is an excellent 
amendment. 

I know no one who has worked harder 
on this whole safe drinking water busi- 
ness than the senior Senator from New 
Mexico. Indeed it was he who got me 
interested in this subject. 

I cannot speak that he was the cata- 
lyst for everybody on the committee. 
But I do remember about 2 years ago 
when Senator DOMENICI brought the 
problems, particularly of the small 
water authorities, to our attention. So 
this is a continuation of his interest 
and able input into this. 

We are prepared to accept the amend- 
ment, and thank the distinguished Sen- 
ator. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on agreeing to 
amendment No. 1702. 

The amendment (No. 1702) was agreed 
to. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of S. 2019, the Safe 
Drinking Water Act Amendments of 
1994. S. 2019 reaffirms Congress’ intent 
to ensure that the water people drink 
will be safe. I want to commend Sen- 
ator BAUCUS for taking the lead role in 
bringing this bill to the Senate floor. 

Protection of public health must re- 
main our top priority as we consider 
revisions to the Safe Drinking Water 
Act. EPA’s Science Advisory Board has 
ranked drinking water contamination 
as one of the highest risks to human 
health. According to the Centers for 
Disease Control, between 1986 and 1992 
35 States reported 102 drinking water 
disease outbreaks linked to micro- 
scopic bacteria, viruses, and parasites, 
affecting over 34,000 people. CDC also 
estimates that nearly 1 million people 
get sick and 900 may die each year in 
the United States from drinking con- 
taminated water. Indeed, according to 
a survey by the National Resources De- 
fense Council, in 1991-92, over 28 mil- 
lion Americans drank water that was 
more contaminated than EPA health 
protection standards allow. 

We do not often realize how much we 
depend on safe drinking water until it 
is not there. When the water supply 
was threatened last year in Washing- 
ton, DC, people who had to bathe in 
and drink bottled or boiled water were 
miserable. But safe water is not just a 
matter of convenience. It is a matter of 
public health. Last spring, contami- 
nated water in Milwaukee sickened 
400,000 residents and killed 50 people. 

Americans understand the impor- 
tance of safe drinking water and are 
willing to pay for it. Six percent of our 
citizens pay a premium and buy bottled 
water, in part because of their concern 
about the safety of drinking water. 
And a 1993 survey by the American 
Water Works Association Research 
Foundation found that 74 percent of 
water system customers were willing 
to pay additional costs in order to raise 
drinking water quality above Federal 
standards. 

At the same time, it is clear that the 
existing drinking water program is not 
working as well as it should because of 
inadequate funding and a lack of flexi- 
bility in the existing Safe Drinking 
Water Act. 

S. 2019 addresses these two elements. 

The first thing it takes to protect 
our water is money. EPA estimates 
that the needed capital expenditures to 
comply with existing regulations could 
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exceed $8.6 billion. Unlike other infra- 
structure facilities, drinking water 
hasn't received the level of Federal 
support historically available for other 
programs through the highway trust 
fund or the Clean Water Act. Our abil- 
ity to construct and renovate these fa- 
cilities will determine the future qual- 
ity of our water. 

I have been a strong advocate of pro- 
viding money to States to set up the 
drinking water State revolving fund to 
help pay for these capital costs. Last 
year, the Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittee on which I serve approved fund- 
ing for the State drinking water re- 
volving loan program subject to the 
program's authorization by this com- 
mittee. I am pleased that the bill be- 
fore us provides the necessary author- 
ization. S. 2019 also allows States to 
use a portion of this funding to address 
the existing shortfall States now face 
in implementing the Safe Drinking 
Water Act. 

But money alone is insufficient. We 
also need regulatory reform. We need 
to spend limited funds in the most effi- 
cient way possible to best protect our 
water supply. This is particularly true 
for systems serving few people. While 
cost of compliance with the Safe 
Drinking Water Act for 80 percent of 
our households range from $3 to $13 per 
year, the cost for systems serving a few 
thousand people or less can be signifi- 
cantly higher. We also need States to 
use existing flexibility more effi- 
ciently. The existing act gives States 
flexibility to obtain waivers of EPA es- 
tablished monitoring requirements 
which can reduce the costs of monitor- 
ing by 50 percent or more. 

Two years ago, Senator CHAFEE and I 
offered a successful amendment to the 
fiscal year 1993 EPA spending bill 
which started the process for providing 
this necessary relief. We delayed imple- 
mentation of the radon regulation to 
give more time to consider EPA’s pro- 
posal and to assess the risk from radon 
in drinking water compared to the risk 
posed by radon in indoor air. We elimi- 
nated unnecessary monitoring require- 
ments at small water systems serving 
less than 3,300 people. This resulted in 
considerable savings in monitoring 
costs. And we required EPA to provide 
us with a report which would give us 
the information necessary to deter- 
mine how existing requirements could 
be made more efficient. 

Last year, the Administration pro- 
posed a number of reforms to the act to 
improve its implementation. S. 2019 
contains most of these reforms. 

In addition, S. 2019 and the managers’ 
amendment to it include an improve- 
ment in existing law concerning our 
citizens’ right to know about the qual- 
ity of the water they drink. Existing 
law specifies notice requirements. But 
according to a GAO report, “Drinking 
Water: Consumers Not Well-Informed 
of Potentially Serious Violations," pre- 
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pared for me when I chaired the sub- 
committee with jurisdiction over the 
Safe Drinking Water Act, there has 
been a high level of noncompliance 
with the public notification require- 
ment. The GAO found that a major 
cause of noncompliance is that the no- 
tification requirements are difficult to 
implement. GAO recommended that 
the provisions be revised to focus noti- 
fication more on serious violations. 

S. 2019 addresses this concern. It re- 
quires that in cases of violations with 
potential to cause serious adverse ef- 
fects on human health, notice must be 
distributed within 24 hours of the vio- 
lation and describe the adverse effects 
and remedial actions which are being 
taken and whether people should resort 
to alternative water supplies. The man- 
agers’ amendment improves this provi- 
sion by requiring that all water sys- 
tems provide notice to its customers of 
any violation of a maximum contami- 
nant level. Together, these provisions 
respond to the GAO report and improve 
the ability of citizens to know about 
the quality of water they drink. 

S. 2019 also addresses the regulation 
of contaminants. It eliminates the re- 
quirement that EPA regulate 25 new 
contaminants every three years. In- 
stead, it requires EPA to consider regu- 
lating a specified number of chemicals 
but gives EPA the discretion to con- 
sider a number of factors in determin- 
ing whether or not to regulate a con- 
taminant. This provision makes sense. 
We should regulate contaminants 
which need to be regulated. We 
shouldn’t regulate an arbitrary number 
of contaminants. 

S. 2019 and the managers’ amendment 
also addresses the standard for regulat- 
ing contaminants. Under current law, 
EPA sets the regulatory standard as 
close to the level necessary to protect 
public health as can be achieved using 
feasible technology taking costs into 
account. Mr. President, it seems to me 
that the existing standard already con- 
siders the factors it should: public 
health, feasible technology and costs. 
The only concern with this standard is 
that it doesn’t consider the costs of 
compliance by small water systems. S. 
2019 addresses this problem by requir- 
ing EPA to establish a small system 
technology and allowing small systems 
to obtain variances to install this less 
costly technology under specified cir- 
cumstances. So my preference would be 
to see no change in the existing stand- 
ard except to allow small systems to 
use the small system technology stand- 
ard in certain circumstances. 

The Managers’ amendment to S. 2019 
would allow the Administrator to 
choose a different standard than the 
one which would result from existing 
law only if the Administrator can 
make two determinations. First, the 
Administrator must determine that 
the new standard will achieve a sub- 
stantial cost reduction when compared 
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to the feasible level. Second, the Ad- 
ministrator must make a determina- 
tion regarding the health effects of the 
alternative standard. For a carcinogen, 
the alternative standard must not re- 
sult in a significant increase in individ- 
ual lifetime cancer risks from con- 
centrations of the contaminant in 
drinking water relative to the feasible 
level. For noncarcinogens, the Admin- 
istrator must ensure a reasonable cer- 
tainty of no harm. So the Adminis- 
trator cannot choose an alternative 
standard unless the Administrator can 
ensure that the public health will con- 
tinue to be protected. While my pref- 
erence would be to see no change in the 
standard, I understand that this provi- 
sion continues to require the Adminis- 
trator to protect public health from 
contaminants in drinking water. 

I do strongly oppose the proposed 
regulatory standard in S. 2019 which 
would relax existing health standards 
with a vague, politically manipulable 
standard driven by less effective tech- 
nology available to small communities. 
It would weaken health protection in 
big cities like those found in my state 
and replace it with a less protective 
standard based on what very small 
water systems and trailer parks could 
afford. This is not the standard which 
our people want or which will protect 
their health. 

Mr. President, the Safe Drinking 
Water Act needs to be amended this 
year. I fear that any effort to weaken 
S. 2019 will doom the bill this year. I 
urge my colleagues to avoid the pros- 
pect and support S. 2019 as the best bill 
available to protect our drinking water 
while significantly reducing regulatory 
burdens. 

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1700 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 
rise to support an amendment to sec- 
tion 9, the Source Water Quality Pro- 
tection Program. I am pleased to co- 
sponsor this amendment with Senator 
WARNER, of Virginia. We have worked 
closely together to develop a program 
that will help communities and water 
systems protect their drinking water 
sources from harmful pollutants. More- 
over, we have tried to take a coopera- 
tive and voluntary approach to 
sourcewater protection by offering in- 
centives to States and communities 
that want to pursue a sourcewater pro- 
tection program. 

What we are trying to accomplish by 
reauthorizing the Safe Drinking Water 
Act is a more rational approach to en- 
suring clean, safe drinking water for 
the country. We need to make sure 
that the scarce resources that we di- 
rect toward this goal are expended in 
the most effective manner possible. I 
believe the bill before the Senate does 
this. It makes the law more workable 
and more rational. It provides financial 
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assistance and greater flexibility to 
meet the requirements of the act. And, 
it provides additional consideration of 
risk in the regulation of contaminants. 

We should also work to provide posi- 
tive incentives, rather than prescrip- 
tive mandates, to achieve our goals. 
That is what the Warner-Conrad 
amendment is designed to do with re- 
spect to sourcewater protection. 

Our amendment encourages States to 
assist communities that are seeking to 
reduce contaminants in their drinking 
water sources. The States would work 
together with local governments, water 
systems, and others in a cooperative ef- 
fort to prevent pollution. Communities 
would initiate the process by submit- 
ting a petition for assistance to the 
State. The petition would identify spe- 
cific contaminants that threaten the 
water supply and the kind of actions 
that could be taken to reduce those 
contaminants. After reviewing the 
merits of the petition, the State may 
provide such assistance as is needed 
and available. 

Resources available to the State 
would include section 319 nonpoint 
source pollution grants and access to 
the State revolving loan fund under the 
Clean Water Act, as well as technical 
assistance from a variety of programs. 

This amendment gives communities 
an alternative to costly treatment re- 
quirements. However, it requires com- 
munities to work together with the 
State and parties in the sourcewater 
area in order to achieve their goal. 

I emphasize this point because I was 
concerned that the language originally 
included in S. 2019 would give commu- 
nities the authority to unilaterally im- 
pose land-use restrictions, costly man- 
agement measures, and other regu- 
latory requirements on the area around 
their sourcewater. This could lead to 
hundreds of new separate and unneces- 
sary regulatory bureaucracies, because 
each community would develop its own 
plan. More important, giving commu- 
nities such broad regulatory authority 
would impose unfair costs and burdens 
on area farmers, ranchers, and other 
land-users, who would have to foot the 
bill for the communities’ expensive 
management plans. In fact, as written 
now, S. 2019 does not even require com- 
munities to consider cost, feasibility, 
or effectiveness in developing their 
sourcewater protection plans. They 
could simply pass on massive costs to 
others in the area, even if the benefit is 
negligible. 

Madam President, that is not the 
way to effectively prevent pollution. 
Our amendment says that if pollution 
prevention or reduction is cost effec- 
tive, then it should be a joint effort— 
not a unilateral one. We want to pro- 
vide the incentives, and let the com- 
munities and others can provide the co- 
operation and initiative to make pollu- 
tion prevention work. 

Finally, our amendment does not im- 
pose a new requirement on the States. 
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As my colleagues know, S. 2019 cur- 
rently requires States to set up a 
sourcewater protection program. We 
would make this program voluntary, 
and we authorize EPA grant money as 
an incentive to help States establish a 
program. States are hard-pressed to 
meet the current requirements of the 
Safe Drinking Water Act, and we must 
do all we can to provide positive incen- 
tives, instead of direct mandates, to 
encourage further action. 

Madam President, pollution preven- 
tion can be an effective and prudent 
way to protect drinking water quality. 
I believe our amendment will take ad- 
vantage of this and give communities a 
valuable new tool to use in the fight to 
ensure a safe drinking water supply. 

We have worked closely with Chair- 
man BAUCUS and Senator CHAFEE, as 
well as water groups and the regulated 
community, to develop this amend- 
ment. I want to thank the chairman 
and ranking member for their hard 
work and willingness to address our 
concerns. I am especially pleased to 
have their support. 

I should also note that this amend- 
ment has been endorsed by a broad 
range of agricultural, industrial, and 
water groups. I hope my colleagues will 
also support it and urge its approval. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, we 
spoke on this amendment earlier; par- 
ticularly Senator WARNER spoke on it. 
The managers accept the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

So the amendment (No. 1700) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Idaho. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1703 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Madam Presi- 
dent, I send an amendment to the desk 
and ask for its immediate consider- 
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. KEMPTHORNE] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1703. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Madam Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that 
reading of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 68, after line 18, insert the follow- 
ing: 

(d) Section 1412(b)(6) (42 U.S.C. 300g-1(b)(6)) 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: The Administrator shall include 
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in the list any technology, treatment tech- 
nique or other means that is feasible for 
small public water systems and that 
achieves compliance with the maximum con- 
taminant level, including (A) packaged or 
modular systems; and (B) point of entry 
treatment units that are controlled by the 
public water system to ensure proper oper- 
ation and maintenance and compliance with 
the maximum contaminant level and 
equipped with mechanical warnings to en- 
sure that customers are automatically noti- 
fied of operational problems.“. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Madam Presi- 
dent, one of the most difficult issues 
that we have grappled with in the En- 
vironment and Public Works Commit- 
tee during reauthorization of the Safe 
Drinking Water Act has been how to 
best help small systems. My amend- 
ment would build on the other provi- 
sions of this bill by providing an addi- 
tional option to help small systems. 

When EPA develops its primary 
drinking water regulations, it chooses 
a standard that is both protective of 
public health and is technologically 
feasible, taking the cost of achieving 
the standard into consideration. The 
baseline system size for EPA's selec- 
tion of a drinking water standard is, 
more often than not, a public water 
system that serves 100,000 or more cus- 
tomers. Thus, most Americans who re- 
ceive their drinking water from large 
systems get the maximum protection 
affordable. 

Unfortunately, most of the public 
water systems in the United States are 
small. They serve a population of under 
3,300 and, in fact, a good many serve 
populations of less than 400. Needless 
to say, the expensive treatment sys- 
tems required by most EPA standards 
are out of reach for most small public 
water systems. 

We grappled with this problem in 
committee, providing State revolving 
fund funding, extending loan forgive- 
ness to disadvantaged communities, 
and providing a streamlined method for 
States to give variances to small sys- 
tems. We also required the EPA Ad- 
ministrator to identify alternative 
technologies that are appropriate for 
small systems when she publishes a 
maximum contaminant level. 

My amendment fills in another piece 
of the framework for helping small sys- 
tems. Technological advances over the 
past several years has led to the devel- 
opment of nontraditional, cost-effec- 
tive treatment solutions. Some of 
these are pre-engineered, skid-mounted 
treatment plants, sometimes referred 
to as packaged plants, or point-of- 
entry and point-of-use water treatment 
units. Their virtue is that for some 
contaminants, these  nontraditional 
treatment systems can achieve the 
treatment standard set by EPA and a 
much lower cost to small systems. 

For example, in Cayuga, NY, a pack- 
age filtration system is serving 750 peo- 
ple. It has continuously met Federal 
drinking water standards since 1982, 
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and produced a 60-percent cost savings 
for the community over the usual cus- 
tom-designed slow sand filter. 

In Freestone, CA, the 40 residents 
used a package filtration system to 
meet the requirements under the Sur- 
face Water Treatment Rule. The com- 
munity estimated a $100,000 savings in 
equipment and related costs. 

Anothr virtue is that these nontradi- 
tional treatment systems are compat- 
ible with other treatment technologies, 
particularly central treatment. They 
are also not limited by local topog- 
raphy, climate, or soil conditions. 

My amendment requires the EPA Ad- 
ministrator to include on the list of al- 
ternative technologies for small sys- 
tems, those nontraditional treatment 
systems that meet the specified maxi- 
mum contaminant level. The amend- 
ment also includes appropriate lan- 
guage to ensure that, when these treat- 
ment systems are used, procedures are 
in place to allow for proper operation, 
maintenance, and compliance with the 
maximum contaminant level. 

Madam President, because the prob- 
lems experienced by small systems de- 
pend on their unique circumstances, in- 
cluding their water source, the mixture 
of contaminants present, and their size 
and economic status, there is no single 
answer we can design in law to address 
their problems. I believe that the avail- 
ability of these nontraditional treat- 
ment systems may make the difference 
for some small communities. I hope my 
colleagues will support my amend- 
ment. 

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE, Madam President, I 
commend the Senator from Idaho for 
the amendment he has presented. He is 
truly representing the folks of his 
State where they do have many, many 
small water systems. Let me just give 
you a statistic, if I might. 

There are 36,000 community water 
systems in the United States serving 
populations of less than 500 people. It 
seems impossible, but that is the point 
that the Senator from Idaho was mak- 
ing. In his State—and in mine, too, but 
to a lesser degree, but certainly in his 
State—he has, I can only believe, a 
whole series of these very small sys- 
tems that, if we require the traditional 
type of preventive—well, I guess the 
word is ‘“‘preventive’’—or curative solu- 
tions be adopted, the costs would just 
be out of sight. 

So the point the Senator from Idaho 
has made in his amendment is an excel- 
lent one. There are innovative tech- 
niques that can be developed. The only 
way we will do them is if we try them. 
So I commend the Senator from Idaho 
for his amendment and, certainly on 
this side, we accept it enthusiastically. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MATHEWS). Is there further debate on 
the amendment? The Senator from 
Montana. 
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Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from Idaho has a very important 
amendment to the bill. It is a very im- 
portant addition. Essentially it asks 
EPA to identify the technologies that 
allow communities to meet the normal 
standard-setting process. I think it isa 
very good amendment. 

Currently in the bill we ask EPA to 
identify small system technologies, 
particularly for those communities 
that are unable to meet normal stand- 
ard-setting requirements. This adds a 
new requirement to list those tech- 
nologies where communities would be 
able to meet the normal standard-set- 
ting requirements. There are some 
other provisions of the amendment, 
too, which are very good. I thank the 
Senator for offering the amendment, 
and I urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? The Senator from 
Idaho. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
thank the chairman and ranking mem- 
ber for their comments and the support 
on this amendment. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1703) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia. 


LIFTING THE ARMS EMBARGO ON 
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA 


Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, we should 
take a minute to examine exactly what 
the Senate has done today in passing 
both the amendments offered by the 
distinguished majority and minority 
leaders. The amendments offer a rather 
different approach to the question of 
lifting the arms embargo on the Mos- 
lems of Bosnia. They also offer rather 
different approaches to the question of 
the United States providing military 
aid itself in the case that the arms em- 
bargo were lifted. Section (b) of the 
Dole amendment instructs the Presi- 
dent to unilaterally terminate an 
internationally supported arms embar- 
go. The amendment offered by the ma- 
jority leader suggests that we attempt 
to enlist the support of our allies, who 
have vulnerable forces on the ground in 
Bosnia, before we take unilateral ac- 
tion. My colleagues have enumerated 
the many drawbacks of a go-it-alone 
approach. 

Section (a) of the amendment by Mr. 
DOLE is particularly troubling. The 
language purports to bar the President 
from enforcing the Bosnian embargo, 
but in fact it also prohibits the Presi- 
dent from carrying out his legal re- 


May 12, 1994 


sponsibilities to regulate the export of 
weapons under the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act and possibly other statutes as 
well. This blanket language says ''Nei- 
ther the President nor any other mem- 
ber of the Executive Branch of the 
United States Government shall inter- 
fere with the transfer of conventional 
arms appropriate to the self defense 
needs of the Government of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina." If enacted, and I hope it 
is not, this prohibition would prevent 
the State Department, the Defense De- 
partment and Customs Service from 
regulating what weapons, as long as 
they are conventional, would go to 
Bosnia. 

Do we really want defense contrac- 
tors, who are suffering from declining 
United States purchases, turned loose 
to sell anything and everything to the 
Bosnians? Some may argue that this is 
a far-fetched scenario given the lack of 
resources available to the Bosnian Gov- 
ernment. But I do not think it is unre- 
alistic to assume that the Bosnians 
could find a deep pocket benefactor 
among the oil-rich Moslem states of 
the Middle East, eager to fund such 
purchases and possibly gain access to 
weapons and technology that would 
otherwise be off-limits. 

And what do we do if the Bosnians 
seek to purchase the most sophisti- 
cated weapons in our arsenal, weapons 
that the United States may not sell to 
any other nation, and those items 
clearly qualify as conventional and de- 
fensive. Section (a) leaves the Presi- 
dent no options. The same would apply 
to third country transfers. The Israelis 
or the Koreans may decide to sell the 
Bosnians advance United States fighter 
aircraft for self-defense.“ Such a 
transfer would normally require U.S. 
Government approval. But under the 
amendment by Mr. DOLE, the executive 
branch could not take any action to 
stop this sale. 

The intelligence community has ad- 
vised us in briefings that a lifting of 
the arms embargo would widen the 
war, and embolden the Serbs to in- 
crease the level of activity against the 
Bosnians. More deaths would result. 
The role of the United Nations in pro- 
viding humanitarian relief would prob- 
ably become untenable. The Bosnian 
Moslems would most likely interpret 
our action as a reason to stall their ef- 
forts to reach a negotiated settlement 
at the peace table, hoping that they 
can, with fresh weapons, now win on 
the ground what they could not win at 
the table. So it is a formula for more 
war, more deaths, and diminished pros- 
pects for a negotiated settlement. 

Our allies would probably leave the 
scene. The French are openly pushing 
for a stronger effort by the United 
States and the Russians to move the 
parties to a negotiated settlement. 

Lifting the embargo and providing 
new weapons in the region will change 
the scenario dramatically. Are Sen- 
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ators who vote to lift the embargo uni- 
laterally prepared to begin the process 
of voting for weapons aid? Is that 
where it will stop if the Serbs begin 
major advances against the Bosnian 
enclaves, promising levels of carnage 
unpalatable to us? Is that where we 
start talking about U.S. trainers, and 
ground combat forces? 

I do not believe that we in the Senate 
have really thought through the con- 
sequences of our votes on this matter. 
We have, by slim majorities, supported 
policies and outcomes dramatically dif- 
ferent. It is confusing and each side in 
the conflict can interpret it dif- 
ferently. It is not clear policy, it is a 
muddled message. We need to do better 
than we have today in fashioning our 
views on the Bosnian conflict. 

Mr. President, when the bill is up for 
final passage this evening, I understand 
there will not be a rollcall vote on it. 
I want the RECORD to show that I 
would vote against the bill on final 


passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. I yield the floor. 


SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1994 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise to 
offer an amendment on behalf of Sen- 
ator LAUTENBERG. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1704 
(Purpose: To modify the bottled water drink- 
ing water provisions under the Federal 

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act) 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. BAUCUS], 
for Mr. LAUTENBERG, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1704. 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

SEC. . BOTTLED DRINKING WATER STANDARDS. 

Section 410 of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 349) is amended— 

(1) by striking Whenever“ and inserting 
"(a) Except as provided in subsection (b), 
whenever"; and 

(2) by adding at the end following new sub- 
section: 

"(bX(1) After the Administrator of the 
Enviromental Protection Agency publishes a 
proposed maximum contaminant level, but 
not later than 180 days after the Adminis- 
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency publishes a final maximum contami- 
nant level, for a contaminant under section 
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1412 of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 300g-1), the Secretary, after public no- 
tice and comment, shall issue a regulation 
that establishes a quality level for the con- 
taminant in bottled water or make a finding 
that regulation is not necessary to protect 
the public health because the contaminant is 
contained in water in the public water sys- 
tems (as defined under section 1401(4) of such 
Act (42 U.S.C. 300f(4)) and not in water used 
for bottled drinking water. 

*(2) The regulation shall include any mon- 
itoring requirements that the Secretary de- 
termines appropriate for bottled water. 

(3) The regulation 

*(A) shall require that the quality level for 
the contaminant in bottled water be as strin- 
gent as the maximum contaminant level for 
the contaminant published by the Adminis- 
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency; and 

“(B) may require that the quality level be 
more stringent than the maximum contami- 
nant level if necessary to provide ample pub- 
lic health protection under this Act. 

(4)(A) If the Secretary fails to establish a 
regulation within the 180-day period de- 
scribed in paragraph (1), the regulation with 
respect to the final maximum contaminant 
level published by the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency (as de- 
scribed in such paragraph) shall be consid- 
ered, as of the date on which the Secretary 
is required to establish a regulation under 
paragraph (1), as the final regulation for the 
establishment of the quality level for a con- 
taminant required under paragraph (1) for 
the purpose of establishing or amending a 
bottled water quality level standard with re- 
spect to the contaminant. 

*(B) Not later than 30 days after the end of 
the 180-day period described in paragraph (1), 
the Secretary shall, with respect to a maxi- 
mum contaminant level that is considered as 
a quality level under subparagraph (A), pub- 
lish a notice in the Federal Register that 
sets forth the quality level and apropriate 
monitoring requirements required under 
paragraphs (1) and (2) and that provides that 
the quality level standard and requirements 
shall take effect on the date on which the 
final regulation of the maximum contami- 
nant level takes effect.“ 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this 
amendment regulates bottled water. 
Basically it provides that if the Food 
and Drug Administration fails to regu- 
late the contaminant in bottled water 
within 6 months after EPA regulates a 
contaminant found in municipal water 
systems, then the EPA standard will 
apply to bottled water. The FDA stand- 
ards under the amendment must be at 
least as stringent as EPA's and may be 
more stringent if the FDA determines 
that a standard for bottled water needs 
to be more stringent in order to pro- 
tect public health. 

This amendment, as I said, is of- 
fered—I am offering it on behalf of Sen- 
ator LAUTENBERG. It is an amendment 
that Senator LAUTENBERG from New 
Jersey would offer if he were here at 
this moment. I reviewed it and I urge 
the Senate to agree to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

Mr. BAUCUS. I understand this 
amendment has been cleared. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the amendment? 
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The Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, that is 
correct. We also agree with it on this 
side. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
am offering an amendment which will 
strengthen the Federal Government's 
authority to ensure that the bottled 
water Americans drink is healthy and 
safe. 

My amendment provides that if the 
Food and Drug Administration fails to 
regulate a contaminant in bottled 
water in a timely manner after EPA 
regulates a contaminant found in mu- 
nicipal water systems, the EPA stand- 
ard will apply to bottled water. My 
amendment also provides that FDA 
quality standards for bottled water 
must be at least as stringent as EPA 
drinking water standards. And in those 
cases where the FDA believes it is ap- 
propriate for public health protection, 
bottled water quality standards can be 
even tougher than EPA standards. 

Mr. President, bottled water is be- 
coming more popular every year. Cur- 
rently, 44 percent of the public con- 
sumes bottled water, and 6 percent use 
only bottled water for their drinking 
water. On average, we consumed 9.5 
gallons of bottled water last year, 64 
ounces more than each individual 
consumed in 1992. It is a product which 
is used by millions of Americans. And 
35 percent of those that consume it say 
that they do so out of a concern for 
health and safety. More than anything 
else, Americans want water that is of 
good quality. 

While the FDA has had authority for 
many years to set standards for the 
quality of bottled water, it has been 
slow to do so. Until very recently, the 
FDS had almost no quality standards 
for bottled water and the industry was 
largely self-regulated or subject to var- 
ious state regulations. This year, the 
FDA proposed quality standards for 38 
contaminants in bottled water that 
had been established by EPA for tap 
water. While this is good news, this ac- 
tion happened only after much congres- 
sional and public concern. We need to 
ensure that future standards for bot- 
tled water are established in a more 
timely manner and consistent with 
public health protection. 

Mr. President, let me summarize 
briefly the main provisions of my 
amendment. First, it requires that 
FDA, no later than 180 days after EPA 
promulgates a Maximum Contaminant 
Level (MCL) for municipal water sys- 
tems, establish a standard for that con- 
taminant for bottled water. The stand- 
ard must be at least as stringent as the 
MCL for municipal water and may be 
stricter if necessary to provide ample 
health protection. The FDA may make 
a finding that a standard for that con- 
taminant is not needed for bottled 
water because it is unique to public 
drinking water supplies. 

Second, my amendment establishes 
that the standard for bottled water will 
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be the EPA MCL standard if the FDA 
fails to take action within 180 days 
after EPA establishes a standard. If 
this occurs, the FDA must publish, 
within 30 days, appropriate monitoring 
requirements that will apply to bottled 
water for the contaminant. 

My amendment will foster coopera- 
tion between the EPA and FDA and 
eliminate unnecessary duplication of 
efforts. 

Mr. President, let me make clear 
that this amendment in no way 
changes the current authority the FDA 
has over regulation of bottled water. 
All enforcement authorities under the 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act will con- 
tinue to apply to the regulation of bot- 
tled water by the FDA. It does, how- 
ever, provide for a more timely process 
for the protection of the public. 

Mr. President, I have worked closely 
with the International Bottled Water 
Association (IBWA) and the Natural 
Resources Defense Council to craft lan- 
guage which will protect the public 
from harmful contaminants in their 
bottled water. The IBWA represents 
about 85 percent of the Nation’s bottled 
water industry, and their product gen- 
erated sales last year of $3 billion—an 
all time high. The bottled water pro- 
ducers deserve credit for their willing- 
ness to work with us to establish a 
more aggressive national program to 
protect public health. I want to thank 
both the IBWA and the NRDC for their 
efforts. I also want to thank Senator 
KENNEDY and the staff of the Senate 
Labor Committee for their efforts to 
work out an acceptable provision. Fi- 
nally, I appreciate the willingness of 
Senators BAUCUS and CHAFEE for ac- 
cepting this amendment. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support the bottled water amend- 
ment. I ask unanimous consent that a 
letter in support of the amendment 
from the International Bottled Water 
Association be included in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

INTERNATIONAL BOTTLED 
WATER ASSOCIATION, 
Alezandria, VA, May 9, 1994. 
Hon. FRANK R. LAUTENBERG, 
Hart Senate Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LAUTENBERG: The Inter- 
national Bottled Water Association, which 
represents over 85 percent of all bottled 
water produced in the United States, is 
pleased to support your amendment to the 
Safe Drinking Water Act regarding bottled 
water. Requiring the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration to adopt a quality standard no 
later than when the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency finalizes a standard for the pub- 
lic water systems, is a position the industry 
has supported for quite some time. 

One in six households relies on bottled 
water as their source of drinking water. In 
1993, bottled water sales reached an all-time 
high of nearly $3 billion, making bottled 
water one of the fastest growing segments of 
the beverage industry. Bottled water is regu- 
lated by FDA, the states and through IBWA's 
own model code. Your provision will ensure 
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that quality standards will be set in a timely 
manner at the federal level. 

IBWA believes this proposal is reasonable 
for the industry and in the best interest of 
the ever-growing numbers of bottled water 
consumers. IBWA applauds this common- 
sense proposal, and on behalf of the industry, 
I would like to thank you for your efforts in 
moving it forward. 

Sincerely, 
SYLVIA E. SWANSON, 
Executive Vice President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1704) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I see no 
Senators who wish to offer amend- 
ments. I, therefore, suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I will 
make some brief remarks about the 
safe drinking water legislation while 
we await the majority leader’s en- 
trance. When that takes place, I will 
conclude my remarks and place the re- 
mainder of my remarks in the RECORD. 

I want to commend the chairman of 
the Environment and Public Works 
Committee, Senator BAUCUS. He has 
listened carefully to our complaints 
and suggestions and ideas, and he and 
Senator CHAFEE work closely together 
and do splendid cooperative work. 

Now we are going to proceed with 
this legislation. It is important to 
every community in this country, large 
or small, rich or poor. The public 
health statute ensures that our citi- 
zens have clean water to drink when 
they turn on the tap. But this law is 
important for another reason, too, be- 
cause this can be very costly business 
for small rural communities that just 
do not have the financial resources 
necessary to comply with very strin- 
gent and previously very inflexible 
standards and monitoring  require- 
ments. All of us, I think, in this Con- 
gress have been sensitized—would be 
the word—to the issue of unfunded Fed- 
eral mandates—that is coming from 
both sides of the aisle, a completely bi- 
partisan approach—as to the horror of 
the unfunded Federal mandate. Regu- 
latory excesses, brought about by the 
last reauthorization of the Safe Drink- 
ing Water Act, have helped to bring 
that about. 

The environmental groups may think 
that unfunded mandates are part of 
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what they call an unholy trinity, but I 
can tell you that to a Member of Con- 
gress this issue is a very real concern. 

When we travel around our States, 
and my State, a small State, a land of 
high altitude and low multitude, 460,000 
people in 98,000 square miles—and I 
stop in small towns—I always hear 
complaints about the Clean Water Act 
and the Safe Drinking Water Act and 
unfunded mandates. I am sure my col- 
leagues hear the same laments as well. 

The last time we reauthorized the 
Safe Drinking Water Act, we nearly 
caused a crisis in small town America. 
Thousands of small towns are finan- 
cially unable to meet Federal drinking 
water requirements, and they need help 
finding less expensive ways to ensure 
that the water they provide to the pub- 
lic—their public—is safe to drink. 

A recent GAO report stated that 
meeting Federal drinking water stand- 
ards is an acute problem for around 
50,000 small communities. They ac- 
count for 90 percent of the drinking 
water violations. We need to force EPA 
to develop new cost-effective standards 
based on sound scientific evidence so 
that small communities can provide 
safe drinking water without suffering 
economic hardship or we are going to 
be discredited in the eyes of the Amer- 
ican public. The bill we are considering 
today will help us do that. 

The EPA estimates it will cost small 
communities $3 billion to comply with 
current Federal drinking water regula- 
tions and another $20 billion to repair 
and replace and expand their current 
drinking water infrastructure and to 
meet future needs. 

It has been estimated that 70 percent 
of the costs will be incurred by small 
communities that account for 10 per- 
cent of the population. These commu- 
nities cannot afford this kind of ex- 
pense, and I do not think a simple re- 
volving loan program is the only an- 
swer. Regulatory reform is just as im- 
portant as providing funding. 

In the past, neither the Federal Gov- 
ernment nor the States have developed 
policies that reduce compliance costs 
through the development of more effec- 
tive, cost-effective technology or the 
development of better financing and 
funding mechanisms. We are now al- 
lowing the States to make direct 
grants to disadvantaged small commu- 
nities in conjunction with a revolving 
loan fund program and, more impor- 
tant, we revise monitoring require- 
ments and change the way standards 
are being set in order to reduce compli- 
ance costs. 

The bill we are considering is a great 
improvement in this regard, but I do 
not think it goes far enough. Environ- 
mental groups have taken a paternalis- 
tic approach to this issue, and they 
just do not believe the poor, dull-wit- 
ted boobs in the States should be given 
flexibility in carrying out the act. 

This is not the classic case where it 
is industry versus the greenies. This is 
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Governors and mayors and State legis- 
lators and water administrators say- 
ing, Congress must do something radi- 
cal to fix this problem or we are going 
to go broke." 

They have endorsed the Slattery bill 
on the House side and the Boren-Do- 
menici bill in the Senate. The bill the 
committee has reported has taken 
some of the concepts of the Slattery 
bill, and I think this is constructive. I 
appreciate the willingness of our chair- 
man, MAX BAUCUS, and Senator JOHN 
CHAFEE to consider changes in the 
original legislation. I think this bill 
has been improved significantly. 

There have been negotiations be- 
tween members of the committee and 
other Senators, since the bill was re- 
ported, in an effort to resolve the 
standard-setting issue to ensure that 
the monitoring requirements truly do 
grant relief to small rural commu- 
nities. The committee amendment re- 
flects the outcome of these negotia- 
tions. I do not think the committee 
amendment goes as far as I would have 
liked in directing EPA to consider 
cost-benefit ratios and good science, 
but I think the final version represents 
a genuine effort to improve current 
law, and it will cause EPA to take a 
more realistic approach to standard 
setting in the future. 

I want to commend Senator DOMENICI 
for his efforts in bringing common 
sense to the process. He has always 
been a leader in getting Safe Drinking 
Water Act reform. 

Senator BAUCUS and Senator CHAFEE 
have also listened patiently to the con- 
cerns expressed by those of us on the 
committee who supported the Domen- 
ici-Boren bill, and they have incor- 
porated many of our concerns into the 
committee amendment. 

I am concerned about how future ac- 
tion may affect the legislation. We 
may still have conference committee 
consideration with the House this year, 
and I want to say now that if this bill 
is changed to the point where it re- 
duces flexibility, to the point where it 
does that for the States and the local 
communities, and if it does not require 
EPA to use sound science and risk as- 
sessment and to take into account 
costs in setting standards, then after 
we conclude conference consideration, 
I will have a very difficult time sup- 
porting it. 

We have made all the compromises 
here. There is little or no room for fur- 
ther compromise. It has been a good- 
faith effort, and I trust my Senate col- 
leagues will recognize this; and if we do 
go to conference with the House, that 
we will resist the temptation to give up 
some of the very meaningful changes in 
law that this Senate bill now embodies. 

I thank the Chair. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the bill be- 
fore the Senate, S. 2019, the Safe 
Drinking Water Act Amendments of 
1994, provides for the establishment of 
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a grant program, to be administered by 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
[EPA], that would fund not fewer than 
five Small Public Water Systems Tech- 
nology Assistance Centers across the 
United States. I commend the Commit- 
tee on Environmental and Public 
Works for the action it has taken in 
this regard. I would, however, ask the 
senior Senator from Montana, the 
Chairman of the Committee, for some 
clarification of the criteria listed in 
the new subsection (h) The criteria 
listed in the bill reference technical as- 
sistance support activities that would 
be provided by regional centers. My 
question to the manager of the bill is: 

Would a national center engaged in 
the following activities meet the cri- 
teria listed for the proposed Small 
Public Water Systems Technology Cen- 
ters? 

A clearinghouse service engaged in 
the both collection and distribution, at 
no or low cost, of technical literature 
and other educational resource mate- 
rials, including government  docu- 
ments, research papers, video tapes, 
brochures, and diagrams; 

A toll-free telephone assistance and 
referral service providing access to en- 
gineers and other specialists; 

A quarterly newsletter service, pub- 
lished at no cost to subscribers, that 
addresses such topics as the health ef- 
fects of contaminated waters, small 
community assistance providers, small 
water system regulatory issues, and 
water system operation and mainte- 
nance; and 

A toll-free electronic bulletin board 
service that enables users to post ques- 
tions and have those questions an- 
swered, as well as to read and comment 
on water-related topics. 

In reading the bill and the commit- 
tee's report, I would presume that a na- 
tional center that provides such serv- 
ices would be eligible to receive fund- 
ing under the grant program estab- 
lished in the bill. I would simply ask 
the manager of the bill if this is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. BAUCUS. The Senator is correct. 
Let me add that the concept of provid- 
ing grants to regional centers that the 
Senator refers to is primarily intended 
to ensure that such centers are distrib- 
uted throughout our Nation. It is not 
intended to limit the scope of assist- 
ance these centers can provide. 

The regional technology assistance 
centers are intended to be sited in 
areas that are representative of their 
region in regards to the water supply 
needs of small rural communities. In 
this respect, these centers are supposed 
to have expertise in the particular 
water supply problems associated with 
that region. 

The Senator is correct, however, in 
pointing out that the information 
these centers provide can also be na- 
tional in scope. The access to this in- 
formation, therefore, should not be 
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limited to any particular State or re- 
gion. In providing assistance on a na- 
tional basis, these centers should co- 
ordinate their activities to minimize 
any duplication of effort and to maxi- 
mize the utility of the information pro- 
vided. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator. 

Ithank the Chair. 

Mr. PELL addressed the chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PELL, I ask that I may be recog- 
nized as if in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


VOTE ON FINAL PASSAGE OF S. 
2042 


Mr. PELL. Mr. President, today the 
Senate adopted two amendments to the 
bil concerning the arms embargo that 
render the underlying legislation con- 
fusing and contradictory. I refer to the 
Senate votes on the Mitchell amend- 
ment and the Dole amendment regard- 
ing the lifting of the arms embargo on 
Bosnia. One amendment directs the 
President to lift the arms embargo uni- 
laterally. The other amendment in- 
structs the President to take a multi- 
lateral approach. 

Earlier this week, the Senate agreed 
by unanimous consent to consider both 
amendments, with the presumption 
that one would be adopted and the 
other rejected. I, for one, voted for Sen- 
ator MITCHELL'S amendment and op- 
posed Senator DOLE’s amendment. 
However, other Members opposed both 
amendments and some others sup- 
ported both amendments, and the re- 
sulting legislation directs the Presi- 
dent to pursue two different courses of 
action. 

I am extremely troubled by the re- 
sult, not only by the inclusion of the 
Dole language that instructs the Presi- 
dent to lift the embargo unilaterally, 
but also by the embarrassing situation 
in which the Senate finds itself in 
crafting legislation that sends a mixed 
message. 

There will be no rolicall vote on the 
underlying legislation. Had there been 
such a vote, however, I would have cast 
my vote against the bill. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. I ask if I may proceed as 
if in morning business for 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. DOLE pertaining 
to the introduction of S. 2113 are lo- 
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cated in today's RECORD under State- 
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint 
Resolutions.") 

Mr. ROBB addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that I be permitted to 
address the Senate for up to 5 minutes 
as if in morning business, and that my 
remarks be placed at the appropriate 
point in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBB. I thank the Chair. 


DEATH OF LEWIS PULLER 


Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, the motto 
of the Marine Corps is Semper 
Fidelis’ —always faithful. The story of 
Lew Puller's life is a story of fidelity of 
& son to the memory of his father, of a 
young marine to his country, and of a 
disabled veteran to a quest for peace. 

I knew Lew Puller well. He was 
frank, tough, and brutally honest. He 
emerged from the shadow of a famous 
father only to be challenged by war, 
crippling injury, and alcoholism. He 
took them all on with dogged deter- 
mination. 

Most of us came back from Vietnam. 
But none of us came back unchanged. 
Lew left more behind than most. He 
lost both legs and parts of both arms to 
a mine. But what he kept—his intel- 
lect, his resolve and his mental tough- 
ness—was a match for even the very 
difficult obstacles he faced. It says vol- 
umes about his abilities and his story 
that the first time he set pen to paper, 
the result was a Pulitzer Prize. 

He is survived by an equally extraor- 
dinary woman. 

Lew touched so many lives and in- 
spired so many who never knew him 
personally, that it may be hard to un- 
derstand the man's essential paradox. 
He overcame repeated challenges and 
made better countless lives, from his 
two glorious children and his wife 
Toddy, to the thousands who found in- 
spiration in the pages of his book, to 
the students that he taught at George 
Mason University. 

But no matter how many people he 
raised up, Lewis Puller could never 
quite meet his own standard. In the 
end, the only thing he could not beat 
was himself, and his own expectations. 

I will remember Lew for his passion 
and for his precision, for the good 
counsel he offered, and the insight with 
which he approached every problem or 
question. 

I will remember him not as a son or 
as a writer, but as a marine, strong and 
true. Even in a wheelchair, he stood 
taller than most of us. We lost one of 
the good guys yesterday, Mr. Presi- 
dent. And like our colleagues, Senator 
KERREY and Senator WARNER, and 
many others in this Chamber who 
knew him, I will miss him. 
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Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for up to 
10 minutes as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


DEATH PENALTY CASES 


Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 
sought recognition to discuss briefly 
the action by the Senate yesterday to 
instruct its conferees to reject the sta- 
tistical challenge to death penalty 
cases, and to discuss, in connection 
with that, a news report on an order 
entered by a Federal judge in Penn- 
sylvania directing the Justice Depart- 
ment to disclose certain factors where 
the death penalty is requested, and 
those two items in conjunction with 
the overall utilization of the death pen- 
alty in our society. 

I believe, Mr. President, that the 
Senate was correct in its vote yester- 
day—58 to 41—to instruct the conferees 
on the House-Senate conference on the 
crime bill to reject the House provision 
to permit a statistical analysis to de- 
termine whether the death penalty 
should be imposed. Use of a statistical 
analysis to determine the legality of a 
sentence is inappropriate under our 
American judicial system. I say that 
because of my view that the applica- 
tion of the death penalty ought to turn 
on the individual circumstances of an 
individual case; that is, the nature and 
quality of the murder, the background 
of the defendant, whether the defend- 
ant has a prior criminal record and the 
extent of such a record; the defendant's 
educational background, his mental 
competency, which are all factors in 
the defendant’s background, in accord- 
ance with exacting standards that have 
been established by the Supreme Court 
of the United States for juries to deter- 
mine what are aggravating cir- 
cumstances, which support imposition 
of the death penalty, and what are the 
mitigating circumstances, which work 
against or militate against the imposi- 
tion of the death penalty. And that is 
the appropriate way to deal with the 
death penalty in our society. 

My experience as district attorney of 
Philadelphia for some 8 years, and as 
an assistant district attorney for that 
city for some 4 years, has convinced me 
that the death penalty is a deterrent. I 
have seen many cases where burglars 
and robbers will not carry weapons in 
the course of a robbery or burglary be- 
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cause of the fear that a death may re- 
sult, and the individual defendant 
would then be charged with first-degree 
murder, which could carry the death 
penalty. 

When I was an assistant district at- 
torney many years ago in Philadelphia, 
when the death penalty was being im- 
posed and carried out, my conclusion 
was that it was an effective deterrent. 
In order for a deterrent to be effective, 
however, it has to be certain and it has 
to be swift. The reality is that we have 
lost the effectiveness of the death pen- 
alty in our society today because of the 
enormous delays between the murder 
and the imposition of the death pen- 
alty. 

At the present time, there are ap- 
proximately 2,800 inmates on death 
row. Last year, there were 38 cases 
where the death sentence was carried 
out. The average delay is approxi- 
mately 9 years, and in some cases it 
lasts as long as 17 years. What has to 
be done, Mr. President, is to have a 
change in the appeals process, so that 
the habeas corpus review—which is the 
Latin name for producing the body, 
which gives a defendant a chance to 
test whether his conviction and sen- 
tence were constitutional—that ap- 
peals process has been vastly overdone. 

The great writ of habeas corpus is 
very important in our society. Under 
this writ, defendants have the right to 
challenge the legality of their convic- 
tion and sentence to make sure that 
constitutional standards were complied 
with. But it does not have to take a 
decade or 17 years to provide such as- 
surances. 

I have introduced legislation which 
would provide that that appeals proc- 
ess be completed fully within a 2- or 3- 
year period, granting review for the de- 
fendant’s constitutional rights and pro- 
viding adequate counsel, but stopping 
the complex issues of when the Federal 
court has jurisdiction, giving the Fed- 
eral court immediate jurisdiction over 
all the issues once the direct appeal is 
concluded—that is, when the State su- 
preme court has upheld the death pen- 
alty—and then establishing reasonable 
time limits, so that those cases are 
handled on a priority basis. 

It is unfair to victims’ families to 
have these cases drawn out indefi- 
nitely. It is unfair to the defendants 
themselves, according to a decision by 
an international court of justice, where 
in a case the court ruled that they 
would not return someone from the 
United Kingdom to Virginia unless Vir- 
ginia gave up the death penalty in the 
case, saying that it was unfair and 
cruel and barbarous treatment to the 
defendant to be kept on death row for 
more than 8 or 9 years. 

So you have a situation where these 
enormous delays are unfair to society, 
which is being deprived of a legitimate 
law-enforcement tool. It is unfair to 
the victims’ families when the matter 
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is never resolved and hangs over them 
as a constant reminder of a murder of 
a loved one, and it is unfair to the de- 
fendants themselves, according to the 
international tribunal. 

At the same time that the death pen- 
alty can be an effective deterrent, I be- 
lieve that it has to be applied very 
carefully, or we are going to lose the 
death penalty. Even though some 70 
percent of the American people favor 
the death penalty, there are many peo- 
ple who oppose it on grounds of con- 
scientious scruples, and I respect that. 

But there are 37 States in the United 
States, including my home State of 
Pennsylvania, which have the death 
penalty, although in my State it has 
not been carried out for some 30 
years—since 1962. The execution of a 
man in Illinois earlier this week was a 
celebrated matter, which drew a lot of 
public attention, and that was the first 
capital sentence carried out in Illinois 
in approximately some 30 years. 

When I was district attorney, on the 
some 500 homicides committed in 
Philadelphia every year I personally 
reviewed all the cases where the death 
penalty was going to be requested be- 
cause I thought there has to be a very, 
very careful examination to reserve the 
use of the death penalty in only the 
most heinous and outrageous cases. 

The decision by the U.S. District 
Court for the Middle District of Penn- 
sylvania, which was reported yesterday 
in the New York Times, I think is an 
important decision in pointing up the 
way the prosecuting attorney and the 
Department of Justice ought to be re- 
quired to say why the Department of 
Justice is asking for the death penalty 
in a specific case. 

In this context, I think it is a very 
solid line of protection against a re- 
quest for the death penalty and the im- 
position of the death penalty where the 
underlying facts do not warrant it from 
the prosecutor's point of view so that 
there will be certification that, to the 
extent we can make that certification 
realistic and practical, people are not 
being singled out for the death penalty 
because they are African-American or 
Hispanic or for some other reasons un- 
related to the facts of the case. 

The New York Times reports the 
matter in this way: 

A Federal judge in Pennsylvania has or- 
dered the Justice Department to explain why 
it is seeking the death penalty against a 
black defendant in a murder case. 

The order, issued on May 3, is believed to 
represent the first time a Federal judge has 
tried to pry open one of the agency's most 
closely guarded secrets: why the Justice De- 
partment believes some murderers must die 
while others may live. 

Some might say that is an intrusion 
into the discretion of the prosecuting 
attorney. It does limit the prosecuting 
attorney's discretion, but, I submit, in 
an appropriate way, especially in the 
context where there is considerable 
public concern that the death penalty 
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is being imposed unfairly because of a 
racial factor. 

The district attorney has very broad 
discretion as à so-called quasi-judicial 
official, which means the DA is part 
prosecutor and part judge, and has the 
obligation not to prosecute, not to ap- 
proach the decision to prosecute from 
an advocate's point of view or adver- 
sary's point of view, but from a judicial 
point of view that the prosecution is 
warranted and typified by the motto 
over the Department of Justice that 
the Government wins its case whenever 
justice is done. 

Notwithstanding the very broad dis- 
cretion that prosecuting attorneys tra- 
ditionally have, it is my view that it is 
appropriate for the prosecuting attor- 
ney to state the reasons why the pros- 
ecuting attorney is asking for the 
death penalty 

I do believe that the order of the 
judge is somewhat broad—although I 
would not want to comment with final- 
ity on that in the course of the press 
account without studying the case in 
greater detail—where the order of the 
court calls for a list of all homicide 
cases since the passage of the 1988 law 
in which the defendant could be consid- 
ered eligible for the death penalty and 
all requests and supporting documents 
submitted to the Justice Department 
by the U.S. attorneys who have sought 
permission to ask for the death penalty 
even if permission was granted. 

That looks to a statistical deter- 
mination which I think does not really 
focus on the individual facts of a given 
case, but where the court's order calls 
for documents explaining the Justice 
Department's standards, policies, prac- 
tices, or criteria governing the ap- 
proval or disapproval of the death pen- 
alty prosecutions," that appears to me 
to be a reasonable standard. 

Ithink it is not inappropriate to ask 
the district attorney, the U.S. attor- 
ney, why he or she is asking for the 
death penalty in this case, to analyze 
the facts of the murder and the back- 
ground of the defendant. That analysis 
would work to clarify the thinking, 
hone the thinking, of the prosecutors 
who are asking for the death penalty. 
There is nothing like having the stand- 
ards written out, the standards care- 
fully considered, the standards applied 
to the facts of an individual case, and 
the standards applied to the back- 
ground of the defendant to make sure 
that justice is done. 

I believe that this sort of a procedure 
would undercut a good bit of the 
thought that there is unfairness in the 
imposition of the death penalty today 
on racial grounds. It is intolerable in 
our society to have the death penalty 
imposed for any reason other than the 
defendant in that case deserves it based 
on the facts of the case and the back- 
ground of the defendant. 

Now, we have a conflict between the 
Senate and the House of Representa- 
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tives where the House has voted nar- 
rowly 217 to 212 that the statistical 
standard should be applied; whereas, 
the Senate yesterday voted 58 to 41 
that the statistical standard should 
not be applied and, interestingly, as a 
broader margin than the Senate vote in 
1991, voting 55 to 41 that the statistical 
standards should not be applied. 

So it is my recommendation when 
the conferees get together that this 
statistical approach will not be adopt- 
ed as part of the crime bill, because I 
think it would, in effect, undercut, 
really gut the effectiveness of capital 
punishment. I do believe that there is 
validity to the argument and the con- 
clusion that those who were favoring 
this statistical application really do so 
because they do not like the death pen- 
alty at all and that this is a way of de- 
feating the death penalty. 

But if we are to retain the death pen- 
alty, then I think it has to be very 
carefully applied, and I think the 
standards proposed or the object im- 
posed by the order from the Federal 
judge, Judge Sylvia H. Rambo, in Har- 
risburg, PA, calling for a statement of 
reasons by the Department of Justice 
is preeminently fair. It is a line of pro- 
tection to ensure that there will not be 
any racial factors entering into consid- 
eration on whether to seek the death 
penalty. It still leaves the prosecuting 
attorney latitude to ask for the death 
penalty, and it will militate against 
the imposition of some statistical 
standard which would do away with in- 
dividualized justice. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the full text of the New York 
Times article explaining this decision 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, May 11, 1994] 
U.S. ORDERED TO TELL How IT DECIDES TO 
SEEK EXECUTIONS 
(By Steven A. Holmes) 

WASHINGTON, May 10.—A Federal judge in 
Pennsylvania has ordered the Justice De- 
partment to explain why it is seeking the 
death penalty against a black defendant in a 
murder case. 

The order, issued on May 3, is believed to 
represent the first time a Federal judge has 
tried to pry open one of the agency's most 
closely guarded secrets; why the Justice De- 
partment believes that some murderers must 
die while others may live. 

The timing is particularly critical, since 
the order comes as Congress makes its final 
push on a crime bill, the House version of 
which would allow defendants to appeal their 
death sentences by showing that judges and 
juries are racially biased in calling for cap- 
ital punishment. Four years ago, the Senate 
defeated a similar measure. 

“The timeliness of this ruling is impor- 
tant," said Richard Dieter, director of the 
Death Penalty Information Center, a non- 
profit advocacy group that opposes capital 
punishment. “If this information comes out 
fairly soon, it might influence a major piece 
of legislation." 

Marty Carlson, an Assistant United States 
Attorney in Harrisburg, Pa., said the Justice 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Department had not decided whether to ap- 

peal the judge's order. The department has 

to respond by Friday, and the judge wants 

the information before trial starts on June 6. 
DRUGS AND DEATH 


The order was issued by Sylvia H. Rambo, 
chief Federal judge for the Middle District of 
Pennsylvania in a case involving a New 
Yorker, Michael Murray, who is accused of 
killing a minor drug dealer, Juan Carlos- 
Bacallo of Harrisburg. Prosecutors said both 
men were part of a ring that supplied crack 
in the Harrisburg area. 

Although almost all of the approximately 
20,000 people arrested in homicide cases 
every year are tried in state courts, the 
number of Federal defendants who may be 
Subject to the death penalty will probably 
expand after the Federal crime bill is ap- 
proved. A House-Senate conference is to 
begin work in the next few weeks on rec- 
onciling the versions of the crime bill each 
chamber has passed. 

In March, a Congressional report found 
that of the 37 defendants the Justice Depart- 
ment has sought to execute for drug-related 
murders since 1988, 33 are black or Hispanic. 
During the Clinton Administration, all 10 of 
the defendants whom Federal prosecutors 
have sought to put to death have been black. 

In all of these cases, the defendants were 
prosecuted under a 1988 law that allows the 
execution of drug kingpins who have com- 
mitted or ordered a murder. 


DISLIKE OF SCRUTINY 


Justice Department officials deny that ra- 
cial bias is a factor in decisions to seek the 
death penalty. But officials have refused to 
discuss the process or criteria used despite 
repeated requests from Congress. 

That's the kind of information that they 
would like to think of as internal," said Rep- 
resentative Melvin Watt, a North Carolina 
Democrat who has been prodding the Justice 
Department to provide data on capital pun- 
ishment decisions. Most people who deal in 
areas like this don't want to see their deci- 
sion scrutinized or second guessed.” 

Under Justice Department procedures, the 
United States Attorneys around the country 
must obtain the approval of senior Justice 
Department officials, including Attorney 
General Janet Reno, to seek the death pen- 
alty. 

The far-reaching order by Judge Rambo, 
who was appointed by President Jimmy 
Carter, came in response to a request by Mr. 
Murray's lawyer, David Ruhnke. It requires 
that Justice Department to turn over docu- 
ments that cover virtually all aspects of the 
decision to seek death, including: 

A list of all homicide cases since the pas- 
sage of the 1988 law in which the defendant 
could be considered eligible for a Federal 
death penalty prosecution. 

All requests and supporting documents 
submitted to the Justice Department by 
United States Attorneys who have sought 
permission to ask for the death penalty, even 
if permission was denied. 

Documents explaining the Justice Depart- 
ment's standards, policies, practices or cri- 
teria governing the approval or disapproval” 
of death penalty prosecutions. 

In some ways, Mr. Murray's case is em- 
blematic of the confusion surrounding the 
use by prosecutors of the drug kingpin law. 

Even through Federal prosecutors are 
seeking the death penalty against Mr. Mur- 
ray under the 1988 law, Mr. Ruhnke says his 
client has not been charged with controlling 
the crack ring in Harrisburg. Federal pros- 
ecutors contend that another man in the 
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case, Jonathan Ray Bradley, was the ring- 
leader and that it was Mr. Bradley who or- 
dered Mr. Murray to kill Mr. Carlso-Bacallo. 

Yet, Federal prosecutors in Harrisburg 
prosecutors are not seeking the death pen- 
alty against Mr. Bradley, who is also black. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair and 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
FEINGOLD). Without objection it is so 
ordered. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


THE END OF APARTHEID IN 
SOUTH AFRICA 


Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, on 
May 10, the world witnessed an event 
that was little short of a miracle. Nel- 
son Mandela was inaugurated Presi- 
dent of South Africa, marking the 
peaceful end of white rule in South Af- 
rica. As President Mandela stated, this 
day marks a victory for all the people 
of South Africa." 

The cold war taught us to expect vi- 
cious United States-Soviet proxy wars 
in far flung corners of the world, in- 
cluding southern Africa. Our experi- 
ence since the dissolution of the Soviet 
Union has shown us that ancient enmi- 
ties die hard. Even the Israeli-Palestin- 
ian peace process, relaunched with 
such hope last September, has been 
slowed by violence and terror. 

Given this sorry litany of the obsta- 
cles to democratization and reconcili- 
ation, I must admit I was not certain 
that the journey begun by F.W. de 
Klerk and Nelson Mandela in February 
1990, when the latter stepped from pris- 
on a free man, would end in success. 
The obstacles they faced were 
daunting: extremists who did not ac- 
cept reconciliation in thought or deed; 
the legacy of white oppression of South 
Africa’s black, coloured, and Indian 
population; and the cycle of poverty 
and violence that has wracked so much 
of Africa. 

The road has been long and difficult, 
costing thousands of lives. Indeed, even 
as the elections began, rejectionists 
continued to spread terror and spill in- 
nocent blood. But the people of South 
Africa, individually and through their 
leaders, have chosen peace over vio- 
lence, reconciliation over hatred, and 
hope over despair. The leaders 
Mandela, de Klerk, finally Buthelezi, 
and others—took the courageous path 
of compromise and negotiation. Then 
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the people of South Africa set aside 
centuries of tragic history and voted 
for their new South Africa. 

As I mentioned, a number of leaders 
made this peaceful transition to major- 
ity rule possible. However, among 
these leaders one man stands out—Nel- 
son Mandela. Mr. President, I believe 
history will record Nelson Mandela as 
one of the great figures of the 20th cen- 
tury. After 27 years in prison—10,000 
days—Nelson Mandela had every rea- 
son to emerge angry, bitter, and venge- 
ful. Instead, upon his release from pris- 
on he transformed himself from symbol 
to statesman. Preaching peace and rec- 
onciliation, he held the ANC and most 
of its supporters to the path of politi- 
cal negotiation. He condemned black- 
on-black violence with the same vigor 
as he did white-on-black. He turned the 
ANC from the outdated statist eco- 
nomic policies advocated in the 1955 
Freedom Charter to the New Deal for 
South Africa contained in the ANC's 5- 
year economic plan. Working up to the 
eve of the elections, along with Presi- 
dent de Klerk, Mandela succeeded in 
bringing Chief Buthelezi and the 
Inkatha Freedom Party into the elec- 
toral process. 

Given the chance, the people of 
South Africa have spoken. By doing so, 
they have sent a signal of hope and is- 
sued a challenge for the future. By 
their courageous example, they have 
shown that the end of the cold war does 
not necessarily mean more Bosnias and 
Rwandas. They have rekindled the 
hope of the peace-loving people of all 
continents that reasonable people can 
look forward rather than backward and 
choose peace over violence. 

At the same time, the people of 
South Africa have issued a challenge. 
For elections were only the first step. 
If the journey to reconciliation and 
prosperity is to continue, the inter- 
national community must welcome 
South Africa with more than kind 
words, it must welcome South Africa 
with aid, investment, and open mar- 
kets. And the people of South Africa 
must persevere through the inevitable 
setbacks and disappointments ahead. 

This challenge extends to us in the 
United States as we continue our ef- 
forts here at home to heal our racial 
divisions and social problems. 

The people of South Africa and their 
leaders have proved that they accept 
the challenge. We must now do the 
same. 


LEWIS B. PULLER, JR. 


Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, yesterday 
the Nation lost a true hero, Lewis B. 
Puller, Jr.—a combat veteran of Viet- 
nam. 

The dramatic story of Lew’s life is 
movingly told in his Pulitzer Prize 
winning book, "Fortunate Son." The 
story of his experiences in Vietnam, his 
crippling wounds, and his long and 
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painful recovery graphically reminded 
us the courage and sacrifices of our 
men and women in uniform. His story 
brought home to the Nation the heavy 
burden placed on those who served and 
suffered in Vietnam and then re- 
turned to a nation where many did not 
fully honor their service. His descrip- 
tion of the strength and dedication of 
his wife Toddy—who now serves as a 
member of the Virginia House of Dele- 
gates—is an inspiration to us all. 

Lew will be missed by his friends in 
the Senate, including his fellow marine 
and Virginian, Senator CHUCK ROBB, 
and his fellow patient during the long 
recovery from his wounds, Medal of 
Honor winner Senator BOB KERREY. On 
the Armed Services Committee, we will 
miss the opportunity to benefit from 
the assistance he gave us during his 
long service in DOD's Office of General 
Counsel. On behalf of the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee, I would like to extend 
condolence—and our appreciation for 
his services—to his wife Toddy, and his 
children, Lewis and Maggie. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
obituary that appeared in today's New 
York Times be printed in the RECORD 
following my remarks. 

There being no objection, the obitu- 
ary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, May 12, 1994] 
LEWIS PULLER, JR., 48, WAR HERO AND PRIZE- 
WINNING BIOGRAPHER 

RICHMOND, May ll.—Lewis B. Puller Jr., 
who won the Pulitzer Prize, for chronicling 
his fight against despair and alcoholism 
after he lost both legs while serving in Viet- 
nam, died this afternoon. He was 48 years 
old. 

A spokesman for the police in Fairfax 
County, Va., said Mr. Puller died of a self-in- 
flicted gunshot wound at his home in Mount 
Vernon, Va., just outside Washington. 

Friends said that Mr. Puller had recently 
confided in them his fear that he was losing 
his battle with depression. 

Mr. Puller’s book, ‘Fortunate Son: The 
Healing of a Vietnam vet“ (Grove 
Weidenfeld, 1991), was written as a tribute to 
his father, the late Gen. Lewis B. (Chesty) 
Puller, the most decorated marine in the his- 
tory of the corps. The book won the Pulitzer 
Prize for biography in 1992. 

On winning the Pulitzer, Mr. Puller told 
interviewers that he had planned to write a 
second book about the life of United States 
Senator Bob Kerrey, Democrat of Nebraska, 
who met Mr. Puller while both men 
recuperated from their war wounds at the 
Philadelphia Naval Hospital in 1968. 

Mr. Kerrey said tonight: "He was cut in 
half. He should have died in the hospital. He 
had to will himself back to life. Tragically, 
in the end he was not able to give himself 
the lift he gave to all those who read his 
book.” 

In the book, he told of how he had stepped 
on an enemy land mine while he was a Ma- 
rine combat platoon leader in Vietnam. “I 
felt as if I had been airborne forever," Mr. 
Puller wrote. “I had no idea that the pink 
mist that engulfed me had been caused by 
the vaporization of most of my right and left 
legs." 

Mr. Puller was awarded the Silver Star and 
two Purple Hearts. He said, he had kept a 
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whiskey bottle in his Da Nang hospital room 
to fortify officers who visited him. 

His wife, Linda T. Puller, a member of the 
Virginia House of Delegates, had come to 
Richmond today for a one-day session of the 
Legislature. She was escorted from the Cap- 
itol by a police officer. 

Mr. Puller also is survived by a son, Lewis 
3d, and a daughter, Margaret. Tonight, a 
family friend said funeral plans had not been 
made. 


HEAVEN JUST GOT LIVELIER 


Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize the passing of a 
most decent and beloved Washing- 
tonian, Elizabeth Cleland Acosta. 

In the May 10, 1994 edition of the 
Washington Post, my friend Mary 
McGrory wrote a kind memorial to this 
uncommon woman. Mr. President, at 
this time I ask that the following arti- 
cle be included in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD as follows: 

{From the Washington Post, May 10, 1994] 

HEAVEN JUST GOT LIVELIER 


My best friend, Elizabeth Cleland Acosta, 
who died on Saturday, was probably the 
worst enemy ennui ever had. 

She did not know how to be boring. She 
fought boredom wherever she found it. She 
was party insurance. When she arrived at 
your house, you could put her in the parlor 
and go off on other business, knowing your 
guests would be entirely diverted. She did 
monologues about life as a suburban house- 
wife and made hilarity from such unpromis- 
ing subjects as beach vacations or the hope- 
lessness of finding happiness on New Year's 
Eve: "I've gone to other people's parties, too, 
including parties ... where the host and 
hostess decided to get a divorce; parties 
where someone's secretary threw a Christ- 
mas tree through the window." Sometimes 
she told stories about her father, a labor 
man from Chicago with a robust sense of 
humor. 

And she sang. Oh, how she sang in her 
forty-fathoms deep contralto. Sometimes she 
and her pal Gertrude Cleary did a killing 
duet of "Sonny Boy." She soloed most 
memorably in "Lucky Charlie Lindbergh.” 
Another showstopper was "Aunt Clara," 
whose picture was turned to the wall. 

Liz was not only my friend—the kind who 
came right away when there was a death in 
the family and set out with your cousin for 
the supermarket to get supplies for the fu- 
neral lunch. She was my helper for almost 20 
years. We got on well from the moment we 
met decades ago. We shared much: bad hair 
and bad feet and a love of poetry. We were 
uncertain if we could work together. I'm ab- 
sent-minded and she could be touchy, and, 
like many great comedians, subject to 
gloom. But she came to the dear, departed 
Washington Star and never looked back. My 
forgetfulness was no problem: The mother 
used to keeping tabs on clothes, toys and 
books for five, had me in hand in no time. 

She was a treat on the telephone. With 
irate subscribers, distraught readers or 
pushy flaks, she was masterly. She would lis- 
ten awhile, then slash through the fog and 
the nattering and bring them to heel with a 
crisp “And you wish me to 

The atmosphere at the Star suited her. The 
air was full of encouragement and laughter. 
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Liz flowered. She became a kind of den 
mother to the young bloods in the back of 
the newsroom and gave them copious coun- 
sel. She was surrounded by jesters and gab- 
bers and others who, like herself, felt they 
had to make people laugh. And like everyone 
else around, she took a hand at writing. She 
wrote book reviews. An addicted reader, she 
found books ''absolutely essential." Her re- 
views were like herself, blunt, fair and witty. 
She also wrote familiar essays, calling her- 
self "a professional housewife and an ama- 
teur writer." 

She was wrong; she was a natural writer. 
She sat down at the typewriter, rolled the 
paper in, typed without hesitation, stopping 
only when the page was filled or she was 
done. I was jealous, being slow myself, and of 
the product. She used to preach about the 
necessity of hard-shell realism. But she had 
a romantic nature, and an eye out for true 
love and rainbows. She had a total reverence 
for the English language and those who used 
it well. Of E.B. White's letters, she wrote, 
"Your average reviewer—and I am averager 
than most—must fight the urge to take the 
typewriter out to the garden and bury it and 
take up another line of work.“ 

On a blowzy novel called “The Pretend- 
ers," she rendered a succinct verdict: "I am 
going to pretend I never read it," Her great- 
est literary adventure came in 1958 when she 
wrote a love letter to James Thurber, which, 
she liked to say, changed her life. She told 
him: “I am getting old and fat, my last per- 
manent didn't take, my five children have 
been throwing up for days. singly and in 
pairs, my husband is at a convention at some 
posh hotel, and I'M SORRY FOR MYSELF, 
SEE?" She told him that she loved him be- 
cause his latest book had made her laugh. He 
wrote back! It turned out that as a child he 
had lived in the house next door to hers in 
Falls Church. They corresponded. Publica- 
tion of their letters in the Saturday Evening 
Post was a triumph for her. When Maple Av- 
enue was transformed into a double row of 
town houses, the new street was called 
James Thurber Court. 

Like many parents in the '60s, Liz and her 
husband, Frank, a paragon of patience and 
kindness, found bringing up children rather 
taxing. But if she didn't like the process, she 
loved the children—and they loved her. When 
she was diagnosed with a brain tumor, they 
flocked to her. Her three sons fetched and 
carried, made her laugh. She who had been 
so morbid did not talk of death, only re- 
marked to daughter Elizabeth that ''Heaven 
is a place with air-conditioning where my 
feet will never hurt again." 

She was touched as never before. She told 
daughter Jo, “I'm a lucky old lady.” We 
were lucky, too. 


REMARKS OF JEFFREY E. 
GARTEN, UNDERSECRETARY OF 
COMMERCE FOR INTERNATIONAL 
TRADE 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent to place in the RECORD a 
recent speech by Jeffrey Garten, Un- 
dersecretary of Commerce for Inter- 
national Trade. 

Mr. Garten points out the fundamen- 
tal importance to many U.S. industries 
of an effective antidumping law. Unit- 
ed States companies must have a rem- 
edy against unfair price competition. 
Also, as Mr. Garten's speech makes 
clear, the Uruguay round agreement 
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creates a system for holding other 
countries to the same standards of 
transparency and due process that 
apply in our system. The speech is good 
reading for any member as we move 
forward on drafting implementing leg- 
islation for the Uruguay round. 

There being no objection, the re- 
marks were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

NEW CHALLENGES IN THE WORLD ECONOMY: 

THE ANTIDUMPING LAW AND U.S. TRADE 

PoLicY 


(By Jeffrey E. Garten) 
SUMMARY 


Few areas of American trade policy have 
become more contentious than the anti- 
dumping law. Those firms which have used it 
have found it essential for their survival, and 
those who think they may need it are com- 
forted by its existence. Others see the anti- 
dumping statute as protectionist and arbi- 
trarily administered; many of them worry, 
also, that other countries will adopt U.S.- 
type laws and use them against American ex- 
porters abroad. The debate was evident in 
the recently completed Uruguay Round. It 
will no doubt be continued in Congress as the 
legislation implementing the Uruguay 
Round results is considered. 

The proponents and opponents of the anti- 
dumping laws often argue in highly legal- 
istic terms which make the stakes appear to 
be at the fringes of trade policy. This is espe- 
cially true in à world in which international 
commerce has grown so fast, and so complex, 
and become so central to both domestic and 
foreign policy. Yet the underlying debate is 
not marginal; in many ways the fundamental 
issues are central to the maintenance of a 
liberal trading system. 

This speech attempts to describe some of 
the major issues, and to put them in the 
broader context of the Administration's 
trade strategy and the competitive environ- 
ment for U.S. firms. It begins with a brief 
history of the antidumping laws, explains 
their current purpose, and describes how 
dumping occurs. It raises criticisms of the 
law and provides responses. It recounts what 
was achieved during the Uruguay Round in 
Geneva. And finally, it discusses a series of 
issues such as: the special problems of Japan 
and China; the needs of U.S. exporters facing 
antidumping actions abroad; the need to ad- 
dress the unique circumstances of ''econo- 
mies in transition" such as Russia; the im- 
plications of the new World Trade organiza- 
tion; and the importance of fair administra- 
tion of the law. 

The most important conclusion is that a 
strong antidumping law is more important 
than ever to American interests. It is an es- 
sential cornerstone of U.S. support for the 
kind of liberal and open trading system to 
which President Clinton is dedicated. The 
Administration will administer and enforce 
this law as vigorously and as fairly as pos- 
sible. 

It is a pleasure to be here today to discuss 
one of the most crucial issues in inter- 
national trade policy these days—our inter- 
national trade laws, particularly the anti- 
dumping làw. In the short time that I have 
been in Washington, I know of no other as- 
pect of trade policy that has generated more 
controversy. To a large number of compa- 
nies, Congressmen and Senators, the laws 
and the way they are administered play a 
critical and essential role in trade. On the 
other hand, we find many who are opposed to 
the law, feeling it is protectionist, arbitrar- 
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ily implemented, and copied by foreign gov- 
ernments who use them against American 
exporters. Since it is the Department of 
Commerce that has statutory responsibility 
for administering the antidumping law, it 
falls to the Secretary of Commerce, myself, 
and the Assistant Secretary for Import Ad- 
ministration to deal with competing inter- 
ests and to execute the law as fairly and effi- 
ciently as possible. As someone who is con- 
stantly at the intersection of competing 
claims and interests, I wanted to explain 
what I believe the antidumping law is all 
about, and some of the fundamental chal- 
lenges we face in the future. 

I arrived in Washington last Fall with very 
little technical background concerning 
international trade law. During my govern- 
ment tenure in the Nixon, Ford and Carter 
administrations, I was involved in a broad 
array of international economic issues, but 
never trade law per se. In the subsequent 
twelve years as an investment banker on 
Wall Street, I was more concerned with 
pushing money around the world than with 
the intricacies of trade law. Still, as a result 
of having spent a good portion of my profes- 
sional life working abroad, I know that while 
capital flows and trade have been mushroom- 
ing, contributing to quantum leaps in global 
economic integration, the differences among 
countries in the way they deal with trade are 
still enormous. Having lived in Japan and 
worked throughout East Asia, for example, I 
know first hand the meaning of industrial 
policies that rely on subsidies, de facto car- 
tels, and other trade distorting measures. 
Having worked in several Latin American 
countries, I know for à fact that none of the 
countries south of the Rio Grande are as 
open to trade as the United States, though 
many are taking encouraging steps in that 
direction. And so I have always had a vis- 
ceral appreciation for why the United States, 
the most open of all major industrial econo- 
mies, needed to have laws against unfair 
trade practices of foreign countries. 

It was one thing to harbor these feelings, 
another to be jettisoned into the fray as 
Under Secretary of Commerce. It happened 
about two hours after I was confirmed on No- 
vember 8, 1994. No sooner did I hear the good 
news than phone messages started to pile up 
on my desk. One trade lawyer after another 
HAD to see me immediately on antidumping. 
The subject was the Uruguay Round, and the 
alleged disaster that was about to engulf the 
United States if it did not take a very tough 
line against the rest of the world, which I 
was told was out to destroy our laws. I met 
with many of these lawyers for à solid two 
weeks. I heard their views. I heard opposing 
views, too, especially those who were worried 
that our laws, however they emerged from 
the Uruguay Round, would be emulated by 
other countries and used against our export- 
ers. The arguments were clear enough, and I 
proceeded to Geneva to help Ambassador 
Mickey Kantor and Ambassador Rufus Yerxa 
negotiate the new antidumping code. And it 
was in Geneva that I saw the strong inter- 
national emotion that our laws elicit. 

In a minute I will review what happened in 
Geneva. Suffice it to say, we achieved most 
of our objectives there—we were in fact, 
quite pleased with the results—and now the 
spotlight is turning to implementing legisla- 
tion. This, too, promises to raise a host of is- 
sues on all sides. 

What I want to do today is to try and put 
our laws and the controversy surrounding 
them in some perspective. I'd like to review 
the history of the antidumping statute and 
the reasons why it is so important to us 


May 12, 1994 


today. I will then focus on several crucial is- 
sues for the future, including the importance 
of pursuing the interest of those companies 
applying for the protection of the law with- 
out neglecting those American exporters 
who are concerned that the spread of anti- 
dumping actions in other nations could 
block their sales; the importance of protect- 
ing the interests of American industry at the 
same time that we recognize the need for 
Russia and other non- market“ economies 
in transition to have access to western mar- 
kets; the need to work assiduously to make 
the new World Trade Organization ("WTO") 
a success from our point of view; and the im- 
portance of fair and objective administration 
of the law itself. 

In the end I will conclude that a strong 
antidumping statute, vigorously enforced, is 
more important than ever to America's in- 
terest. The Clinton administration is in- 
tensely committed to opening foreign mar- 
kets, and to keeping our own economy open 
to fairly priced foreign products. The exist- 
ence and implementation of our laws against 
unfair trade are absolutely essential to cre- 
ating public confidence that we can counter- 
act unfair practices and create a level play- 
ing field. Without this concept of fairness, 
popular support for an open world economy, 
let alone American leadership towards that 
goal, would be badly weakened. 

But I will also conclude that it would be 
unrealistic and very bad policy to believe 
that the laws against unfair trade practices 
can take all the burden of helping U.S. in- 
dustry to compete in the world economy. 
The international trade laws, including anti- 
dumping, are a critical component, to be 
sure. The fact is, however, that most of the 
essential ingredients of U.S. competitiveness 
are found in other areas of the Administra- 
tion's programs. These include better fiscal 
balance, a climate conducive to long term 
investment, an emphasis on rejuvenating our 
technological base, a focus on education and 
training of the workforce, and attention to 
such human resource issues such as health 
care—to take the most obvious examples. It 
most certainly includes our efforts to open 
foreign markets in Asia, Latin America, and 
Europe via multilateral regional and bilat- 
eral negotiations. In all these areas the Ad- 
ministration is pulling out all the stops to 
make sure U.S. firms have the best environ- 
ment to succeed at home and abroad. In my 
view, the importance of what President Clin- 
ton has done to help U.S. firms compete can- 
not be emphasized enough. 

History of the antidumping statute 

Let's begin with a little history. 

With the advent of the industrial revolu- 
tion, the possibility for dumping in earnest 
began. As the first nation to industrialize, 
England was the first nation accused of 
dumping. English manufacturers, it was re- 
peatedly alleged, were dumping goods in the 
United States with the intent of preventing 
the development of industry here. Alexander 
Hamilton, in his Report on Manufacturers, 
declared that the greatest obstacle encoun- 
tered by new industries in a young country 
was the system of export bounties which for- 
eign countries maintained in order to en- 
able their own workers to undersell and sup- 
plant all competitors in countries to which 
these commodities are sent.“ While there ap- 
pears to be little empirical evidence to sup- 
port these general claims (though there does 
appear to be some evidence of sporadic 
dumping from England after the War of 1812), 
the result of the debate was the Tariff Act of 
1816, the first distinctly protectionist tariff 
enacted by the United States. In the words of 
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Jacob Viner, the famous economist, and the 
first to write a comprehensive work on the 
history and theory of dumping: 

“There is no doubt that the fear of English 
dumping, actual or pretended, played a part, 
although probably a very minor one, in the 
development of American protectionist sen- 
timent." 

The United States did become progres- 
sively more protectionist during the 19th 
century. Henry Clay, in a speech to Congress 
in 1824, urged protection of American indus- 
tries: 

„the unprotected manufacturers of a 
country are exposed to the danger of being 
crushed in their infancy either by design or 
from the necessities of foreign manufactur- 
ers." 

But with the establishment of free trade in 
England and the development of large scale 
manufacturing industries in other countries, 
complaints of England dumping diminished 
and charges of dumping began to be directed 
against producers of other countries. 

In fact, dumping became a real problem in 
international trade around 1880, when the 
manufacturing enterprises of two newly in- 
dustrializing powers, Germany and the Unit- 
ed States, began mounting à challenge to 
British commercial hegemony using dump- 
ing as a systematic export tactic. The Ger- 
man-American commercial onslaught shook 
British confidence and touched off a national 
debate on the value of free trade. 

At the time, Britain believed in open mar- 
kets while its trading partners, in particular 
Germany and the United States, believed in 
protected home markets. One area where 
dumping was particularly pronounced at the 
time was steel. Dumping by American and 
German industrialists lowered their unit 
costs compared to competing steel producers 
in Britain. Because of high tariffs, these Ger- 
man and American manufacturers could 
maintain high prices at home by restricting 
supply at home and disposing of surplus in 
Britain’s open market. German and Amer- 
ican Companies that were dumping engaged 
in the practice known then as continuous 
running" or “rapid driving"—that is, run- 
ning their mills at high operating rates, 
which resulted in progressively lower per- 
unit production costs for each additional 
unit of output. British producers generally 
could not do this; foreign markets were in- 
creasingly closed to their exports, and con- 
tinuous running, on their part, tended to fur- 
ther depress prices in the home market. The 
British Government, after much debate, took 
no action. The British steel manufacturers 
chose not to invest in the latest steel mak- 
ing technologies. The result was the British 
found themselves, by 1914, hard pressed to 
fight a protracted war of attrition against a 
stronger industrial power in World War I. 

Much of the dumping which was occurring 
in Great Britain during the turn of the cen- 
tury was coming from the United States. At 
the time, there were significant differences 
between the United States and Great Britain 
in attitudes toward the economy in general 
and in particular toward competition and 
trade. The United States believed in closed 
markets and tolerated monopolization. The 
two factors which allowed American manu- 
facturers to dump were high U.S. tariffs and 
U.S. monopolies, or what at the time was 
known as The Trust.“ 

As we moved into the 20th century à cul- 
tural shift in the United States began to 
occur. Tolerance of monopolization faded, 
the antitrust laws were enacted and en- 
forced, and tariffs began to come down. As 
historian Alfred Chandler observes, the U.S. 


10243 


enactment of antitrust legislation and insti- 
tutionalization of the values it reflected: 

"* * * probably marked the most impor- 
tant non-economic cultural difference be- 
tween the United States and Germany, Brit- 
ain and indeed the rest of the world insofar 
as it affected the evolution of the modern in- 
dustrial enterprise." 

As the rest of the world remained or be- 
came more protectionist, the United States 
developed a culture which highly valued 
competition—a value this country still holds 
today both nationally and internationally. 


Dumping becomes a problem in America 


One result of this cultural shift in the 
early part of the 20th century was that the 
United States began to experience dumping 
in its own market. As U.S. industries began 
to suffer the same adverse effects as British 
industries had several decades earlier, pres- 
sure built to deal with injurious dumping. 
Unlike Britain, the United States took ac- 
tion by enacting its first antidumping law. 
Under Title VIII of the Revenue Act of 1916, 
the concept of dumping in international 
trade was formally addressed under U.S. law 
for the first time. The Act's antidumping 
provisions were rooted more in the concepts 
of unfair trade under U.S. antitrust law than 
in tariff law. The intent of the exporter 
would be a factor, for dumping was illegal if: 

"* * * such act or acts [importation and 
sale of articles sold at a price substantially 
less than market value or the wholesale 
price of such articles'"] be done with the in- 
tent of destroying or injuring an industry in 
the United States, or of preventing the es- 
tablishment of an industry in the United 
States, or of restraining or monopolizing any 
part of trade and commerce in such articles 
in the United States. [Revenue Act of 1916 at 
$801].'" 

Violation of the 1916 Act was punishable by 
serious criminal and civil penalties, How- 
ever, as a criminal statute, the Act was sub- 
ject to strict interpretation. The level of 
proof required, and the need to show intent 
to injure a domestic industry, severely cur- 
tailed its effectiveness. The failure to assign 
the task of enforcement to a specific govern- 
ment agency also contributed to the Act's 
ineffectiveness. 


The first effective U.S. antidumping law 


As the problem of dumping became more 
severe, the United States saw a need for an 
effective antidumping remedy. The concerns 
of Congress were stated in the House Ways 
and Means Committee report on antidump- 
ing provisions in 1919: 

"In 1903 there were in the United States 
five manufacturers of salicylic acid. By 1913 
three of these had failed . . . During the lat- 
ter part of the decade referred to, salicylic 
acid was selling in Germany at from 26 to 30 
cents, During this same period, the German 
houses were selling in this country, after 
paying a duty of 5 cents at 25 cents or a [net] 
price of 6 to 10 cents below what they were 
getting at home. 

"In 1901 where there was no American 
manufacture [of oxalic acid] it was sold by 
the Germans at 6 cents. In 1903, when the 
works of the American Acid and Alkali Co. 
was started, the price was immediately 
dropped to 4.7 cents, at about which figure it 
remained until 1907 when the American fac- 
tory was shut down for a number of months. 
During this shut down the price was in- 
stantly raised to 9 cents. When the factory 
reopened the price was again dropped until 
1908, when the company failed. . . 

The same process was carried on in regard 
to bicarbonate of potash. In 1900 there was no 
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manufacture and imports ran about 160,000 
pounds. In 1901 American manufacture 
began. This succeeded so well that in 1906 
imports had dropped to 45,000 pounds. At this 
time the American manufacture's price was 
6.5 cents, while the import value was given 
at 4.9 cents. In the following year, the Ger- 
mans made a determined and successful on- 
slaught. Their import value was lowered to 
2.2 cents with the result that instead of 
45,000, 310,000 were imported. Accordingly in 
1908 the American manufacture failed. The 
price was immediately raised to 7.5 cents and 
remained thereabout until the war." Anti- 
dumping Legislation, H. Rept. 479, 60 Cong. 2 
session. 

In light of the ineffectiveness of the 1916 
Act and the perceived need to prevent the 
stifling of domestic industries due to dumped 
merchandise, the Antidumping Act of 1921 
was passed, This Act, while not completely 
addressing all of the problems of dumping, 
provided the first effective means to coun- 
teract injurious dumping in the United 
States. 


Advent of dumping problems in the 1970's 


For many years the U.S. antidumping law 
was used relatively little, except for a spurt 
Of activity against German exports in the 
years immediately preceding World War II. 
Continuing into the later part of the 1960's, 
few petitions were filed. This was not be- 
cause dumping did not occur, but because 
U.S, industries, for a long period after the 
war, enjoyed a preeminent competitive posi- 
tion in world markets such that dumped im- 
ports seldom caused injury. However, the 
strong growth of the European and Japanese 
post-war economies radically changed this 
picture. Beginning in the early 1970's, many 
U.S. industries found themselves facing in- 
tense, and sometimes unfair, competition at 
home and abroad. Their response, when fac- 
ing unfair price competition in the United 
States, was to seek relief under the anti- 
dumping law. 

Important changes of 1979 


An important change in U.S. antidumping 
law occurred in 1979 when the law was sig- 
nificantly transformed as a result of the new 
GATT code negotiated under the Tokyo 
Round. Shortly afterwards, the administra- 
tion of the law was moved from the Depart- 
ment of Treasury to the Department of Com- 
merce. There were important, substantive 
changes in the administration of the law, as 
well. 

First, many of the statutory deadlines 
which we have today were added. Prior to 
1980, there were few time limits for cases and 
therefore, a case could and often did drag on 
for years. Often when a case was politically 
sensitive it was simply not finished, thereby 
denying the U.S. producer a remedy under 
the law. 

Secondly, a system of administrative pro- 
tective orders (*APO's") was implemented. 
An APO enables opposing counsel to gain ac- 
cess to business proprietary information. 
This allows attorneys to effectively rep- 
resent their clients and actively participate 
in the process, which in turn helps ensure 
that the system is open and transparent. It 
became a major goal of the Department of 
Commerce to make certain that all parties, 
whether they agree with a decision or not, 
know on what basis the decision was made. 

Finally, a more detailed judicial review 
was allowed, allowing parties the right to ap- 
peal a determination of either the Depart- 
ment or the ITC. 

A combination of increased international 
competition and a greater probability of re- 
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ceiving relief drastically increased the num- 
ber of dumping orders issued. From 1970 to 
1979, 79 orders were issued, From 1980 to 1989, 
175 orders were issued. Sixty four orders were 
issued in just the three years from 1990 to 
1993. With this increase in cases has come an 
obvious increase in the size of the Depart- 
ment of Commerce's Import Administration. 
In the late 1960's, for example, there were 
fewer than ten professionals working part 
time on dumping and countervailing cases; 
today Import Administration has nearly 300 
employees. 


History in international law 


The antidumping law likewise has a long 
history in international law. One of the re- 
sults of the Genoa conference, held in May 
1922, was a request that the League of Na- 
tions undertake a study of dumping and dif- 
ferential pricing. Reporting on the con- 
ference, the League’s Secretary General ex- 
plained that: 

“* * * questions regarding dumping and 
differential prices being among those which 
concern most closely the equitable treat- 
ment of commerce, it is desirable that the 
League of Nations should undertake at an 
early date an inquiry on the subject.'— The 
Genoa Conference and the League of Nations: 
Memorandum of the Secretary General, League 
of Nations Off. J. Aug. 1992, at 1003. 

The league undertook the inquiry and the 
most tangible result was Jacob Viner's sec- 
ond major work on the topic of dumping 
called “A Memorandum on Dumping." The 
League failed, however, to produce any sort 
of general agreement on further inter- 
national action. 

In the negotiations to write the original 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 
(“GATT”), one area that was covered, large- 
ly at the insistence of the United States, was 
unfair trade in the form of dumping and sub- 
sidized exports. Since the formation of the 
GATT in 1947, signatory countries have rec- 
ognized the pernicious effects of dumping. 
Indeed, Article VI of the GATT specifically 
says: 

“The contracting parties recognize that 
dumping, by which products of one country 
are introduced into the commerce of another 
country at less than normal value of the 
products, is to be condemned if it causes or 
threatens material injury * * *." [emphasis 
added] 

The first four rounds of trade negotiations 
which occurred after the GATT’s inception 
in 1947 were largely limited in focus to tariff 
reductions among the contracting parties. In 
1967, however, as a result of the Kennedy 
Round of negotiations, a GATT Antidumping 
Code was adopted which expanded upon the 
limited rules set out in Article VI. The code 
was amended in 1979 in the Tokyo Round of 
negotiations. In the recently completed Uru- 
guay Round GATT negotiations, the code 
was further amended. A major goal of the 
United States in the Uruguay Round was to 
maintain the effectiveness of its antidump- 
ing law—a goal I am happy to say we 
achieved. 

The purpose of the antidumping law 

Let me discuss in more detail what the 
antidumping law is designed to do. Broadly 
speaking, dumping refers to price discrimi- 
nation between national markets, such as 
the sale in the United States of a product at 
a price less than is charged for the product 
in the producer’s home market. In these cir- 
cumstances, U.S. producers may be at a dis- 
advantage because their prices are unfairly 
undercut. The U.S. law seeks to end such in- 
jurious pricing practices that commonly re- 
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sult when the free market is prevented from 
operating properly because of trade barriers 
or other reasons. The antidumping law pro- 
vides for the imposition of duties on im- 
ported products that are sold in the United 
States at “less than fair value” (i.e. dumped) 
and cause material injury’ to a U.S. indus- 
try. Fair value usually is determined by the 
foreign producer’s home-market price of a 
comparable product of its price in a third 
country market. Alternatively, the con- 
structed value (which is the sum of the cost 
of materials, an amount for general ex- 
penses, an amount for profits, and the cost 
shipping containers) of the foreign produc- 
er's merchandise may be used to determine 
fair value. Constructed value is generally 
used as the basis for foreign market value 
when one of two conditions exist. Either 
there is no home market or third country 
Sales; or, alternatively, the manufacturers 
home market or third country sales are 
below this cost of production. 

In its simplest form, if a manufacturer in 
country “X” sells a widget in the United 
States for a price which is lower than the 
price charged in the manufacturer's home 
market, then the manufacturer is dumping. 
This is rarely à simple determination, for 
both international agreements and U.S. law 
mandate a complex series of adjustments to 
ensure that price comparisons are fair, Thus, 
if there are physical differences in the prod- 
ucts sold in the two markets or differences 
in selling expenses that logically and di- 
rectly affect price, adjustments for these dif- 
ferences are mandated to ensure that only 
actual price discrimination is detected. If 
imports are dumped and cause or threaten 
material injury to the competing U.S. indus- 
try in the sense that the industry loses sales, 
suffers profit losses, or is forced to lay off 
workers, the United States has the right, 
under international agreements, and the ob- 
ligation under U.S. law, to impose a duty on 
those goods equal to the amount of the 
dumping. That duty is designed to correct 
the competitive imbalance created by the 
dumped imports. 

While one form of dumping may arise from 
price discrimination, dumping may also 
occur when the U.S. producers are unfairly 
undercut by foreign producers selling below 
their costs of production. In this case, where 
the manufacturer is selling below cost in 
both markets, the U.S. price is compared to 
the constructed value. However, this alone is 
not enough to justify the assessment of anti- 
dumping duties. Such below cost sales must 
be shown to be injuring the competing U.S. 
industry. In other words, during à recession 
where producers in other countries are sell- 
ing below cost, that fact alone would not be 
sufficient to sustain a dumping finding and 
impose a duty. It must be shown that such 
sales are adversely affecting the U.S. indus- 
try—i.e., that U.S. producers are bearing a 
disproportionate share of the burden of the 
recession because of the selling practices of 
the foreign industry. 

The international economist Jagdish 
Bhagwatii described, in his essay Protection- 
ism, the basic purpose behind free trade and 
by extension the laws against unfair trade: 

“If one applies the logic of efficiency to 
the allocation of activity among all trading 
nations, and not merely within one’s own na- 
tion state, it is easy enough to see that it 
yields the prescription of free trade every- 
where—that alone would ensure that goods 
and services would be produced where it 
could be done most cheaply. The notion that 
prices reflect true social costs is crucial to 
this conclusion, just as it is to the case for 
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free trade for one nation alone. If any nation 
uses tariffs or subsidies (protection or pro- 
motion) to drive a wedge between market 
prices and social costs rather than to close a 
gap arising from market failure, then surely 
that is not consonant with an efficient world 
allocation of activity. The rule then emerges 
that free trade must apply to all. 

"Therefore, where the nationalist theory 
of free trade glosses over the use of tariffs, 
quotas, and subsidies by other countries, 
urging free trade for a nation regardless of 
what others do, the cosmopolitan theory re- 
quires adherence to free trade everywhere. 
The trade regime that one constructs must 
then rule out artificial comparative advan- 
tage arising from interventions such as sub- 
sidies and protection. /t must equally frown 
upon dumping, insofar as it is a technique used 
successfully to secure an otherwise untenable 
foothold in world markets. [emphasis added] 

Dumping sends false signals to the market. 
While free trade increases world wealth, 
dumping causes resources to be 
misallocated, ultimately resulting in re- 
duced wealth for the nation in which it oc- 
curs. This raises the most basic issue pre- 
sented by dumping: '"Where will investment 
occur—in this country, or somewhere else?" 
The ability to dump acts as a disincentive to 
investment in the country where dumping is 
occurring and fosters excessive investments 
in the market of the dumper. This is because 
certain market distortions such as closed 
market, anticompetitive practices and gov- 
ernment subsidization shield investors in the 
dumping country from normal market risk 
in the open market where dumping occurs. 
Accordingly, capital will flow to those indus- 
tries and markets where investors believe 
that they are most likely to make money on 
their investments; and will flow away from 
industries where this is less likely. Dumping 
has a dramatic effect on investors decisions. 

Other mechanisms, such as Section 301 of 
the Trade Act of 1974, do not address the 
problem of dumping and furthermore, do not 
work fast enough or surely enough to deal 
with the underlying causes of dumping. The 
antidumping law deals relatively promptly 
with the adverse effects of dumping and that 
is particularly important today, given how 
quickly the manufacturing processes are 
changing and how fast import penetration 
can surge, and how much damage can be 
done to domestic industry in so short a time. 
This is especially true in the high tech- 
nology area, where product life cycles are so 
Short that failure to achieve economies of 
Scale in one product jeopardizes the next 
generation of products. 

The antidumping law seeks to foster a 
strong, fair, and competitive U.S. market. It 
seeks no special advantage for U.S. produc- 
ers, but simply seeks to preserve any natural 
comparative advantage they have. If a for- 
eign producer sells to the United States at a 
price no lower than his home market price, 
and also no lower than his full cost of pro- 
duction, then it is not dumping. However, if 
the foreign producer dumps, and in so doing 
injures a U.S. industry, the antidumping law 
steps in to rectify the imbalance. 

How dumping occurs 

The circumstances which give rise to 
dumping are varied and widely debated 
among economists. It has been argued by 
some analysts that dumping is a result of 
closed home markets, anticompetitive prac- 
tices or predatory intentions. Others point 
to dumping investigations where nothing 
like this is present but dumping is still found 
to be occurring. It is important to note that 
neither U.S. law nor our international obli- 
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gations require a finding of any particular 
market condition—like anticompetitive 
practices—in order to impose a dumping 
duty. However, I believe that there are cer- 
tain market distortions which do give rise to 
dumping. Moreover, I believe that there is an 
implicit presumption underlying the law 
that dumping is a result of these distortions. 

The Administration is committed to re- 
solving, through bilateral or multilateral ne- 
gotiations with our trading partners, any 
policies or conditions which I believe give 
rise to dumping. However, dumping is a real 
problem today, and the only immediate solu- 
tion to these problems is the antidumping 
law. 

Here are some of the conditions that give 
rise to dumping: 

Closed markets 

Let's start with the phenomenon of closed 
foreign markets in which the foreign manu- 
facturer has a degree of market power. In 
this case, the exporter is able to sell in the 
home market for a high price, run his fac- 
tory at full capacity and thereby lower his 
per unit cost of production. The excess ca- 
pacity is then sold in international markets. 
As long as the exporter is able to sell over- 
seas at a price above his marginal cost, the 
export sales will increase the exporter’s prof- 
itability. Some Japanese producers have suc- 
cessfully used this strategy for a number of 
years. 

Anti-competitive practices which permit sales 

below cost 

Another, and often related, phenomenon 
occurs when companies engage in anti-com- 
petitive practices which provide the re- 
sources to sustain losses (i.e. sell below 
costs) in order to gain market share and 
drive competitors out of the market. In this 
case, comparing prices in the United States 
with the producer’s home market price may 
not indicate price discrimination. This 
might be because the producer has such le- 
verage that it is able to undercut competi- 
tors at home as well as in the United States. 
For this reason, the law prohibits the use, as 
the basis for fair value, of home market 
prices which are below the cost of produc- 
tion. 

When anti-competitive practices, such as 
collusive behavior, or closed markets, or 
both, provide foreign producers with signifi- 
cant economic leverage, dumping is an ex- 
pected result. For example, when foreign 
producers account for a broad range of dif- 
ferent but related products, and have signifi- 
cant market power for such products, they 
can afford to ''cross-subsidize" one or more 
products from the profits derived from the 
sales of other products, permitting below 
cost sales of targeted products. 

'The most insidious results of such dumping 
is in the high technology area where, in 
order to remain competitive, a producer 
must finance the research and development 
for future products with either the profits 
from the current generation's production or 
new investment capital. If that producer is 
undercut by exports even for a short while, 
he will have difficulty raising capital and 
will have to cut back on research and devel- 
opment and may ultimately be forced out of 
the market. 

Government subsidization 

Another example of marketplace distor- 
tion that gives rise to dumping occurs when 
foreign industries are supported by govern- 
ment actions including subsidies and price 
controls. Such actions distort both the home 
and international markets by funding pro- 
duction that would not make economic sense 
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under free trade principles. Often, the result 
is excess world production of a product and 
falling prices because supply exceeds de- 
mand. To the extent that the government ac- 
tions are in the form of subsidies, we can and 
do use the countervailing duty law to coun- 
teract them. However, often the effect of 
subsidized increases in production capacity 
is that the goods are also dumped in the 
United States. The subsidy to the producer 
at home enables it to sell at low prices in the 
United States and to undercut U.S. competi- 
tors in the U.S. market. In the recent steel 
cases where there was both an antidumping 
and a countervailing duty case, in each case, 
dumping margins were found far in excess of 
the countervailing duty margins. 

Governments often believe that they have 
valid reasons for supporting their industries; 
their subsidies are not necessarily given with 
the intent of distorting markets or injuring 
competition, but for social and political rea- 
sons, typically to avoid the need to close or 
downsize important industries. They under- 
standably wish to avoid the problems created 
by significant decreases in productive activ- 
ity and increases in unemployment. How- 
ever, by funding continued or increased pro- 
duction that is uneconomic, foreign govern- 
ments inescapably create worldwide over 
production and lower prices that, more often 
than not, are dumped prices. Furthermore, 
these governments create inexorable pres- 
sures to export greater quantities of goods 
and, in doing so, export unemployment. U.S. 
industries and U.S. workers should not be 
forced to bear this burden. 

Non-market conditions 

Dumping also occurs where the normal 
market forces of supply and demand simply 
do not operate, as in the case of non-market 
economies ('"NMEs"). The most prominent 
current NME exporter is the People's Repub- 
lic of China—a special problem which I will 
discuss later—but Russia and the other 
former Soviet republics—including Ukraine, 
Kazakhstan etc. as well as Romania, Hun- 
gary, and the Czech and Slovak Republics— 
are also still considered to be non-market 
economies. The NMEs pose special problems 
and challenges in the implementation of the 
antidumping law. Indeed, the antidumping 
law mandates special calculation methods to 
determine fair value of products in NME 
countries, because of the absence of normal 
market forces. Internal prices and costs are 
disregarded since they are essentially mean- 
ingless in market economy terms. Instead, 
fair value is determined by constructing the 
cost on the basis of the NME's actual factors 
of production (e.g., quantities of raw mate- 
rials, labor, energy, etc.) using surrogate 
prices from à market economy of comparable 
economic development. 

Industry specific eramples 

Examples from several cases may help ex- 
plain how these conditions can cause dump- 
ing and their effect on U.S. industries. 

Bearings 

The 1988 antidumping investigations of 
antifriction bearings from Japan and mul- 
tiple European countries are excellent exam- 
ples of closed foreign markets. Because of 
market barriers in Japan and Europe, manu- 
facturers there were able to sell at high 
prices in their home markets; in other words 
they had insulated themselves from foreign 
competition. As a result, they could afford to 
dump their excess production at low prices 
in the United States rather than disrupt the 
artificially high prices in their own markets. 
In fact, the U.S. market became a battle- 
ground as the Europeans and Japanese en- 
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gaged in a price war here, crippling the U.S. 
market and the competitiveness of U.S. com- 
panies. Almost without exception, the dump- 
ing margins were significant, vividly reflec- 
tive of the distortion created by closed mar- 
kets. 

Semiconductors 

The experience of the U.S. semiconductor 
industry in the 1980's shows the pernicious 
effects of anti-competitive practices which 
can allow selling below the manufacturer's 
cost of production. A combination of a pro- 
tected home market, a cartelized home mar- 
ket, substantial financial resources, and ag- 
gressive dumping, including selling below 
the cost of production, allowed Japanese 
companies to nearly decimate the U.S. semi- 
conductor industry. In the case of commod- 
ity memory products, the displacement of 
U.S. producers by Japan occurred in two 
bursts of intense price undercutting during 
the 1981-82 and 1984-85 periods. The first epi- 
sode (1981-82) culminated in Japanese domi- 
nation of the then current 64K generation 
DRAM and leadership in the race to commer- 
cialize the 256K DRAM; the second episode 
(1984-85) saw Japan achieve a virtual monop- 
oly over the 256K DRAM as most U.S. pro- 
ducers exited the market altogether. Each 
episode began with an extraordinarily rapid, 
massive buildup of DRAM capacity by Japa- 
nese producers, establishing far more than 
the world market could absorb. In each case, 
a precipitous price collapse followed, led by 
extreme discounting by Japanese firms. In 
each episode, tremendous losses were experi- 
enced by American firms, and from all ac- 
counts, by Japanese firms as well. The net 
result was a virtually complete withdrawal 
by U.S. firms from the production of DRAMs 
by the end of 1985. Whereas 11 U.S. firms had 
been producing DRAMs at the 16K level in 
1980, by 1986, only two U.S. firms remained in 
the market at the 256K level and these ac- 
counted for less than 10 percent of world 
sales. 

Some might say that this was just good old 
fashioned competition and the United States 
lost. But was this fair competition? Japanese 
semiconductor manufacturers had a number 
of advantages not shared by their U.S. coun- 
terparts and these were not comparative“ 
advantages arising from the operation of 
genuinely free markets. 

First, they were able to enter into arrange- 
ments such as joint producer groups which 
were used to regulate competition in the 
home market and which represented a degree 
of market manipulation and control that 
would be illegal in the United States. 

Secondly, the Japanese keiretsu-based 
firms enjoyed enormous resources, among 
other things, from their consumer elec- 
tronics divisions which, operating from a 
protected home market export base, could fi- 
nance or cross subsidize, a push into the con- 
tested, strategic microelectronics sector. All 
of the Japanese producers were able to un- 
derwrite losses in their semiconductor divi- 
sions with profits from other electronics 
product divisions, many of which were also 
protected from foreign competitive pressure. 

Both of these factors—control over home 
market prices and access to significant 
amounts of capital—relate to investment 
risk. These factors lower the risk associated 
with investing in new products. The threat 
of dumping increases the risk of investing. 
As risk increases in a sector, investment will 
decrease, and the industrial competitiveness 
of that sector will decline. To the extent 
that the risk is not equal between two coun- 
tries, the competition will not be equal and 
governments have a legitimate role to play 
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in correcting the distortion. Ideally, the cor- 
rection will come from opening markets. 
However, until markets are truly integrated 
there will be a need for the antidumping law 
to assure that industries are not lost to un- 
fair competition. 

In the case of semiconductors, dumping 
cases, which led to a negotiated semiconduc- 
tor agreement with the Japanese, worked to 
bring back an industry. Albeit, the industry 
is much different today than it would have 
been without the unfair trade actions and 
has still not regained its former strength in 
the products where the dumping was most 
concentrated. Although some questioned the 
use of the antidumping law and the resulting 
agreement, there is not question that they 
operated to prevent the demise of a substan- 
tial portion of the U.S. industry, a demise 
which would have been caused by practices 
that, by any definition, were unfair. Never- 
theless, dumping remains a real concern for 
potential investors in the U.S. semiconduc- 
tor industry despite the fact that Japanese 
dumping on a massive scale has not occurred 
since 1987. The pernicious effects of dumping 
often remain long after the dumping itself 
has been eliminated. 


Steel 


The classic example of sustained govern- 
ment intervention that led to excess produc- 
tion and dumping is steel. For years, Euro- 
pean steel industries have benefited from 
substantial subsidies and other structural 
support from their governments. During the 
late 70's European governments tried to 
maintain an artificial price floor in Europe; 
excess capacity was dumped in the United 
States. Only when U.S. industry filed anti- 
dumping and countervailing duty cases did 
the onslaught of unfairly priced steel into 
the United States subside. Subsequent to the 
filing of these cases, the United States en- 
tered into a series of voluntary restraint 
agreements ("VRAs") with European, Japa- 
nese and other major steel producing nations 
to regulate the flow of steel imports. The 
VRAs expired in 1992, and the U.S. industry 
again filed antidumping and countervailing 
duty petitions in June of 1992. The Depart- 
ment of Commerce found dumping, typically 
with large dumping margins, in every case. 
Although injury was not found in a number 
of the cases, often because of the greater 
health enjoyed by the U.S. industry as a re- 
sult of its own efforts to modernize and be- 
come more efficient, dumping orders were is- 
sued in roughly half the cases and remain in 
place today. Although many countries have 
made significant efforts to reduce subsidies, 
substantial subsidies persist, and their ef- 
fects will be felt for many years. The prin- 
cipal effect, of course, is a persistent world 
overcapacity for steel, which alone makes 
dumping virtually inevitable. Further, these 
cases make it clear that the United States is 
still the principal dumping ground for the 
world's excess steel capacity, and will re- 
main so as long as the policies in Europe and 
elsewhere which give rise to dumping persist. 

When you think about these cases, it is 
evident to me that the antidumping law is 
not an aggressive tool for protecting U.S. in- 
dustries from unwanted competition, but a 
defensive instrument needed as an effective 
response to market distortions abroad which 
create or foster unfairly priced and injurious 
exports to the United States. 

Attacks on the antidumping law 

While the U.S. antidumping law has a long 
history of enforcement and has been admin- 
istered in a manner consistent with our 
GATT obligations, the use of the law has, for 
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some time, been attacked by foreign coun- 
tries who want to protect their industries’ 
ability to dump in the United States at the 
expense of U.S. industries. We had to fight 
hard to obtain acceptable antidumping pro- 
visions in the Uruguay Round Agreement. 

Authorization to take antidumping actions 
remains firmly embedded in the multilateral 
trading system. Further, the U.S. antidump- 
ing law will remain an effective remedy 
against dumped imports. Nevertheless, there 
are those who argue that while it may be 
consistent with international law, the anti- 
dumping law is not in the best interest of the 
United States. 

Here are some of the assertions that are 
made, and how I would reply to them. 

The argument that the antidumping law harms 
consumers 

There are those who argue that the anti- 
dumping law serves to keep domestic prices 
higher, thereby depriving the domestic 
consumer of the benefits of competitively 
produced goods from whatever source and 
placing domestic users of dumped merchan- 
dise at a competitive disadvantage in rela- 
tion to foreign producers. 

Such critics tend to focus on the short- 
term benefits of low-priced imports to con- 
sumers and consuming industries, conven- 
iently ignoring the effects of such imports on 
directly competing U.S. industries. 

History has shown that the idea that we 
should simply accept all low-priced foreign 
goods would be a disaster for the manufac- 
turing sector. The antidumping law has 
saved numerous U.S. industries, not from 
more efficient production or better products, 
but from competitors who are able to sell in 
the United States at artificially low prices, 
supported by government subsidies or profits 
earned in protected home markets. 

When dumping results from price discrimi- 
nation between the home market of a foreign 
producer and the U.S. market, the U.S. man- 
ufacturer who purchases the dumped inputs 
is not put at a disadvantage globally by an 
antidumping order. That manufacturer is 
simply required to pay a price comparable to 
that of its foreign competition. 

In the case where dumping exists not be- 
cause of price discrimination, but because 
the foreign producer is selling below cost in 
both the home market and the United 
States, a different result occurs. An anti- 
dumping order only affects prices in the U.S. 
market. As a result, customers of dumped 
products may find themselves competing 
with firms that have purchased the input at 
a lower price abroad. However, the answer is 
not to sacrifice one domestic industry for an- 
other, a producer for a consumer. In these 
cases, the trade laws cannot bear all the bur- 
den. We must have a broad range of policy 
devices to create a competitive environment. 
DRAMS are a good example of this. We not 
only took trade actions to provide short- 
term relief to the industry, but we also cre- 
ated SEMATECH, which is a government-in- 
dustry partnership, to improve development 
and production processes for use by Amer- 
ican producers. This will help to assure the 
long term competitiveness not only of the 
DRAMS producers but of the users of 
DRAMS as well. 

In the short run, the consumer may have 
to pay higher prices for individual goods. 
Let’s acknowledge the painful truth. How- 
ever, without antidumping enforcement, in 
the long run the consumer will ultimately be 
the one to pay as reduced competition en- 
ables foreign producers to raise prices. More- 
over, the consumers as citizens will also pay 
in terms of high unemployment as well. In 
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the long run, the consumer will ultimately 
benefit as increased supply by domestic pro- 
ducers ensures a stable and competitive mar- 
ket place, in which industrial users are not 
forced to rely only on off-shore sources for 
components which may very well be con- 
trolled by their direct competitors. Finally, 
we need to bring some perspective to this 
short term picture. Antidumping orders af- 
fect very limited amounts of U.S. imports. In 
1993, less than one percent, by value, of total 
merchandise imports were covered by an 
antidumping duty order. Antidumping orders 
have only a limited impact on consumers in 
the short run and provide a long term benefit 
to the economy. 

The argument that if the problem is with mar- 
kets that are not open we should use the mul- 
tilateral process to open markets as opposed to 
a unilateral dumping mechanism 
There are those that would argue that if 

closed or anti-competitive foreign markets 

are the problem, the United States should 
use bilateral and multilateral negotiations 
to open up markets. 

As I mentioned, it is among the highest 
priorities of the Clinton Administration to 
press foreign governments to reduce their 
barriers to trade. However, in the short run 
we cannot afford to forgo immediate action 
where the effect of closed markets is to 
cause immediate injury in our own market 
through dumping. Critics fail to appreciate 
how quickly an industry can be lost to 
dumping. Often there is simply not time to 
negotiate, and our trading partners have 
often proven less than willing to open their 
markets or have entered into agreements 
that, in retrospect, actually changed noth- 
ing. Furthermore, when the closed market is 
due to private practices the task is even 
made more difficult. 

The more open an economy is, of course, 
the more vulnerable its industries are to 
dumping, and the United States unquestion- 
ably has the most open market of any coun- 
try in the world. The developing countries in 
particular typically maintain relatively high 
tariff rates today, even though many such 
countries are world-class competitors in 
some product categories. Even developed 
countries maintain high tariffs on some 
products. For example, Japan still has high 
tariffs on petrochemical and related prod- 
ucts, and paper. 

Less transparent than high tariff rates, 
and harder to combat, are the other means 
that countries use to restrict trade. Non-tar- 
iff barriers to trade and lack of internal com- 
petition still foster the conditions under 
which dumping can occur. The most impor- 
tant country where this is prevalent is 
Japan. 

Although many of the overt trade barriers 
in Japan, such as tariffs and quotas, have 
been eliminated or significantly reduced, 
Japan remains an essentially closed market 
which will not be as open as ours for many 
years to come at least. The Japanese econ- 
omy is characterized by numerous barriers 
which stem from a variety of factors. Struc- 
tural barriers include an overall lack of 
transparent rules, statutes or regulations 
which are not published or made available to 
importers, exclusionary business practices, 
and close government-business relations. 
Foreign firms must also overcome excessive 
government regulations, burdensome stand- 
ard and certification requirements, and a 
multilayered, antiquated distribution sys- 
tem that is extraordinarily costly and dif- 
ficult to enter. All these barriers work to 
limit the ability of foreign firms across a 
wide range of sectors to compete fairly in 
the Japanese marketplace. 
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Japan is by no means the only country 
that maintains barriers to trade. No coun- 
try, including the United States, is abso- 
lately pure, and most countries maintain or 
tolerate conditions, at least in some product, 
sectors, which create the distortions I dis- 
cussed earlier. While the Administration 
strongly supports free trade, and will con- 
tinue to do so in the future, the conditions 
which allow dumping to occur still exist and 
will continue to exist in the foreseeable fu- 
ture. This Administration is committed to 
addressing dumping effectively when it is en- 
countered, as well as to the aggressive open- 
ing of markets. 

Ultimately opening markets will reduce 
the need for and use of the antidumping law. 
This phenomenon can already be observed in 
our trade with Canada. Although that coun- 
try is our largest single trading partner, 
there are very few dumping cases involving 
Canadian goods. Not so coincidentally, Can- 
ada, also an active user of its antidumping 
law, has relatively few cases against U.S. ex- 
ports. We expect to see the same result with 
Mexico in the near future. 

However, the opening of markets in the 
long run is no solution for the manufac- 
turer—or the manufacturer's workers—to 
the problems created by unfair imports 
today. If we remain passive and simply put 
our faith in the belief that someday the glob- 
al market will be truly open, we will have 
lost significant portions of our industrial 
base in the meantime. Dumping can have 
deleterious effects in a very short period of 
time. Perhaps the semiconductor case pre- 
sents the most striking example of how 
quickly an industry can be lost, or nearly so, 
to unfair trade practices and of the need to 
respond rapidly and effectively when such 
practices occur. The antidumping law, and 
no other U.S. trade law, provides such an ef- 
fective and relatively rapid remedy, and it 
does so consistent with our international ob- 
ligations. 

The economy is changing rapidly, in large 
part because of increased globalization and 
rapid changes in technology. and with it 
comes ever increasing competition. If we 
allow ourselves to be the dumping ground for 
the world's excess production and unemploy- 
ment, investment dollars will flow out of the 
United States, for investors are by no means 
limited to investing here. Money will flow to 
any country that offers the prospect of a 
high rate of return with low risk. If U.S. in- 
dustries are willing to put capital at risk 
here at home to manufacture a product as ef- 
ficiently and cost effectively as it can be 
produced anywhere in the world, they should 
not be denied the right to prosper because 
the trade laws are not properly enforced. 

The argument that if lack of competition is the 
problem, then we should be using our competi- 
tion laws to solve it 
Much of what I have been talking about 

today, the conditions which may allow 
dumping to occur, involve a lack of competi- 
tion in the exporter’s market. There are 
those who argue that if the problem is lack 
of competition, then the solution should be 
found in the competition or antitrust laws 
and not the antidumping law. 

The argument that we could rely exclu- 
sively on our antitrust laws is based on a 
fundamental misunderstanding of the scope 
of the problems addressed by the antidump- 
ing law. The Administration supports in- 
creased global standards in the area of com- 
petition law and believes that, with success 
in this effort, the need to invoke the anti- 
dumping law will be reduced. Competition 
laws can and do work effectively alongside 
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the antidumping law, but are not a sub- 
stitute for it. The need for vigorous enforce- 
ment of the U.S. antidumping law will con- 
tinue for the foreseeable future. 

The proponents of sole reliance on anti- 
trust measures have a basic disagreement 
with us as to what is needed to promote and 
protect competition internationally and 
therefore of the purpose behind the two bod- 
ies of law. Both laws seek to protect and fos- 
ter competition. The antidumping law, how- 
ever, focuses on insuring that distortions in 
markets abroad do not restrict the ability of 
U.S. producers to compete in their own mar- 
ket. From the standpoint of some competi- 
tion law advocates, if there seems to be a 
large number of competitors in the market, 
if prices are low, and if the consumer bene- 
fits—all is as it should be. Where the prod- 
ucts are produced is irrelevant. However it 
would be a mistake to assume that low 
prices to consumers always reflect a genuine 
competitive market, and that this situation 
and low prices will continue. If the low 
prices are the result of dumping and the ex- 
porter succeeds in driving its U.S. competi- 
tion out of business, prices could still rise, 
likely to higher levels than if there had 
never been dumping. Further, I would argue, 
that where goods are produced does matter. 
If U.S. producers leave markets because 
other countries have a comparative advan- 
tage and U.S. producers enter other markets 
where they have a competitive advantage, so 
be it. That, after all, is what free trade is 
about. However, if they are forced out of the 
market because they could not compete 
against dumped imports, from producers 
which enjoy no real comparative advantage, 
the country will be worse off, in my view. 

Remember what dumping does—it distorts 
the market signals and thus the markets 
themselves. The low prices resulting from 
dumping may temporarily please consumers, 
but they send a signal that chills invest- 
ment, with potential fatal consequences for 
the industry and long run harm to the 
consumer. In the case of semiconductors, for 
example, when manufacturers should have 
been investing in technology for future gen- 
erations of DRAMS, they were leaving the 
market. Proponents of the application of 
competition law might say “yes plants are 
closing but the consumer is getting low 
prices." I believe this is a shortsighted view 
that does not reflect genuine free competi- 
tion. Moreover, unemployed workers make 
very bad consumers. 

Economic theory says that when everyone 
produces the goods for which they have a 
comparative advantage, and trade is free, the 
welfare of a nation is maximized. That is 
what we have done in the United States. We 
have created a free market among all the 
States and goods can move freely from state 
to state. Competition laws are necessary and 
work well to preserve the freedom of the U.S. 
market. It doesn't matter if a good is pro- 
duced in New York or Arizona so long as 
there is sufficient competition to assure low 
prices. 

We are working on expanding free markets 
globally, but it is highly questionable wheth- 
er the competition laws of other countries 
will ever mirror our own in both substance 
and zeal of enforcement, and even more ques- 
tionable how effective our own competition 
laws can be in addressing and resolving prob- 
lems that arise outside the United States. At 
best, they work much too slowly to be of 
meaningful benefit to U.S. industries in ur- 
gent need of protection from unfairly traded 
imports. Thus, the day when, for example, 
the U.S. and Japanese markets are truly in- 
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tegrated is far off, if it ever arrives. Even in 
the case of the U.S. and Canadian markets 
there remain distortions, such as investment 
restrictions, differences in technical stand- 
ards, and sectors of the economy are ex- 
cluded not only from investment liberaliza- 
tion but also from liberalization of the trade 
rules—the so called "cultural" industries 
being perhaps the best example. This is not 
to say that as the U.S. and Canadian mar- 
kets become more integrated there won't be 
a need for greater harmonization in competi- 
tion laws, but it will be a while before they 
can be a substitute for the antidumping law. 

Iam hopeful that our goal of free trade and 
fully integrated markets will someday be 
achieved. When this occurs, either in North 
America or globally, then our critical manu- 
facturing industries will no longer be forced 
to rely upon the antidumping law to have a 
fair chance to compete. 


The argument that dumping margins will al- 
ways be found due to either freight charges or 
tariffs 
Some would argue that the antidumping 

law is inherently unfair because a manufac- 
turer in some other country could sell the 
identical product for the identical price in 
the United States and the home market and 
still be found to be dumping. Dumping may 
be found in this instance because the law 
mandates a deduction of freight from both 
the U.S. and home market price and import 
duties from the U.S. price. Therefore, to the 
extent that there are import duties or the 
transportation cost to the United States is 
higher than the home market freight costs, 
there is dumping, and I would argue that this 
result is accurate. 

Location is a comparative advantage. The 
steel manufacturer who is located next to 
the automobile manufacturer has a compara- 
tive advantage over the steel producer lo- 
cated a thousand miles away. In a competi- 
tive market, the price charged by the two 
producers should reflect differing transpor- 
tation costs, and to the extent that a manu- 
facturer can absorb the costs of transpor- 
tation, this reflects market inefficiency. The 
foreign producer should sell at the factory 
gate at the same price for similar kinds of 
sales both to domestic and foreign cus- 
tomers. If it absorbs the freight to U.S. cus- 
tomers, it is engaging in price discrimina- 
tion in order to gain market share abroad 
unfairly at the expense of its customers at 
home and of its U.S. competition. This also 
results in an inefficient allocation of re- 
Sources. 

A tariff is an “artificial” advantage. A 
major achievement in the Uruguay Round 
was lowering tariff levels worldwide. How- 
ever, where they still exist the price should 
include the import duties. 


What was achieved in Geneva 


Let's turn to the latest round of global 
trade negotiations—the Uruguay Round. I'd 
like to explain what happened. In the area of 
antidumping, the United States faced stiff 
opposition from a host of countries whose 
goal was to weaken the U.S. antidumping 
law. Our goal in the negotiations was to en- 
sure the effectiveness of U.S. law was pre- 
served while at the same time hold over gov- 
ernments administering antidumping laws 
accountable to the same standards of trans- 
parency and due process that we apply under 
our system. Put another way, we had to take 
into account both the protection of our firms 
operating in the United States, and those op- 
erating abroad. 

In attempting to achieve these goals we 
faced an uphill battle in early November of 
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last year. The GATT Secretariat had pro- 
duced a text—the so-called Dunkel Draft— 
which served as a basis for the final phase of 
the negotiations. This draft would have se- 
verely restricted effective antidumping en- 
forcement. It would have allowed arbitration 
panels of the new World Trade Organization 
(*WTO") to second-guess national admin- 
istering authorities, limited U.S. ability to 
counteract circumvention of antidumping 
orders, and made continuance of dumping or- 
ders after five years almost impossible, 
among other things. 

I am happy to say that we achieved our 
goal, and the worst aspects of the Dunkel 
Draft were changed. Among the achieve- 
ments were: 

Dispute Settlement and Standard of Re- 
view: The dispute settlement system will be 
binding and efficient, allowing the United 
States to use it to ensure other countries fol- 
low the negotiated rules. The special stand- 
ard of review for settling antidumping and 
countervailing duty disputes will ensure that 
well founded application of the U.S. trade 
laws will not be summarily overturned. 

Sunset Reviews: While there will be re- 
views of antidumping and countervailing 
duty orders every five years to determine if 
they are still serving their purpose, these so 
called “sunset reviews" will not prohibit us 
from continuing duties if their removal 
would likely lead to renewed or continued 
dumping and injury. This is in stark con- 
trast to the Dunkel Draft, which would have 
made continuance of duties beyond five 
years nearly impossible. 

Anti-circumvention: Since 1988, the United 
States has had legislative authority to take 
action to prevent the circumvention of anti- 
dumping and countervailing duty orders 
through the establishment of screwdriver as- 
sembly operations in the United States or in 
third countries. The Dunkel Draft would 
have placed fatal restrictions on our ability 
to exercise this anti-circumvention author- 
ity. The final agreements totally eliminated 
these restrictions. 

Initiation of Investigations: The Dunkel 
Draft would not have recognized the right of 
U.S. workers to file antidumping and coun- 
tervailing petitions to protect their liveli- 
hoods from injurious dumping and subsidiza- 
tion. This right has been completely restored 
with this agreement. 

Under the new agreement U.S. industry 
will continue to have a remedy against inju- 
riously dumped imports. Given where we 
began at the beginning of November last 
year, this Administration did very well in 
protecting U.S. interests. 


Antidumping law: selected issues 


While the law allows very limited discre- 
tion in the administration of antidumping 
law, administration of the law is not con- 
ducted in a policy vacuum. While I am an ar- 
dent supporter of vigorous enforcement of 
the antidumping law, I recognize that other 
interests must be considered as well. 


The need to pursue both the interests of Amer- 
ican firms which use the law for protection 
and the interest of U.S. exporters worried 
about other nation's emulating our laws and 
using it against U.S. firms 


As I said in my introduction, when I first 
became Under Secretary I heard both from 
those who said that the antidumping law had 
to be protected and from those who were 
concerned that antidumping laws were being 
unfairly applied against U.S. exporters. Not 
only do I have a dual role of promoting ex- 
ports and administering the antidumping 
law, but the Administration accords the very 
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highest priority to each. Put another way, 
we recognize both the need for protection 
which must be provided to domestic indus- 
tries from dumped imports and the protec- 
tion that must be provided to exporters from 
arbitrary administration of foreign anti- 
dumping laws. However, these two objectives 
are not in conflict and have been an over- 
riding theme in all of our recent negotia- 
tions. 

We cannot and should not stop countries 
from using their antidumping law to coun- 
teract injurious dumping. At the same time, 
the Administration supports the reasonable 
concerns of our exporters. In both the 
NAFTA and Uruguay Round agreements, we 
insisted that provisions be included to en- 
sure transparency in the administration of 
the laws and that judicial review be pro- 
vided. The Administration will continue to 
fight to see that U.S. exporters are treated 
in a fair and consistent manner, that they 
have a real opportunity to defend them- 
selves, and that dumping margins are not 
calculated in a way which is not open to pub- 
lie scrutiny. 

We will also continue to give these same 
benefits to foreign firms selling in the Unit- 
ed States. 

Furthermore, as a result of the Uruguay 
Round, we will have an increased oppor- 
tunity to assist U.S. exporters. Specifically, 
we will closely review the antidumping and 
countervailing duty laws of other countries 
to ensure that they are in compliance with 
the Uruguay Round agreement. If we find 
that they are not, we will use the new dis- 
pute settlement system to elicit compliance. 
We will also more closely monitor subsidies 
provided by other countries. To the extent 
that U.S. exporters lose sales overseas to 
subsidized goods, action can now be taken in 
the World Trade Organization to provide a 
remedy to those exporters. 

The need to address both the interest of U.S, in- 
dustry and our interest in economies in transi- 
tion 
"Economies in Transition" are countries 

moving from one economic system to an- 
other. Many of these economies, such as Rus- 
sia, Hungary, the Czech and Slovak Repub- 
lics, are suffering from 50 years of central 
planning under Communist systems and the 
United States supports their efforts to be- 
come market-oriented. This transformation 
cannot happen overnight, and they have yet 
to fully achieve their goal. At present, most 
of the economies in transition are still con- 
sidered non-market economies under the 
antidumping law. 

The United States strongly believes that 
increased international trade is their best 
opportunity for development. Because we are 
the most open large economy in the world, 
however, there is a temptation on the part of 
many nations to think that we will be the 
dumping ground of last resort—much as we 
have been in the past. The Clinton adminis- 
tration will not allow this to happen. Just as 
the United States can no longer be the pri- 
mary source of foreign aid, we also cannot 
absorb all of the world's excess production. 
We want to encourage trade with these coun- 
tries but we cannot allow domestic indus- 
tries to be injured by unfair pricing. 

To this end, we will continue to work with 
the economies in transition so that they un- 
derstand how the antidumping law works 
and how to avoid having unnecessary prob- 
lems under it. As happened with Poland in 
1993, moreover, as the economies of these 
countries develop, the Department of Com- 
merce will change their designation from a 
non-market to a market economy. 
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However, the statute gives the Department 
limited discretion in the administration of 
the law. If a case is filed providing sufficient 
evidence that injurious dumping is occur- 
ring, the Department must initiate the in- 
vestigation. Furthermore, the law specifies 
the methodology to be used in NME cases. 
The existence of antidumping investigations 
should not be interpreted as a policy decision 
to discourage trade with economies in tran- 
sition, but a realization of our responsibility 
under the law not to become the dumping 
ground for the world's excess production. 

Russia and the other ‘economies in transi- 
tion" are going to need help in making the 
transition to market economy status, and 
they are going to have to make major ad- 
justments themselves. In dealing with these 
complicated issues we will need to keep cer- 
tain factors in mind: 

First, the integration of economies in tran- 
sition into the world economy is a challenge 
on the order of importance and difficulty as 
the challenge of reintegrating Japan, Ger- 
many, and many former colonies into the 
global economy after the second World War. 
It won't happen overnight, and it will re- 
quire a herculean effort. 

Second, the burden of adjustment must be 
spread. The effort must be multilateral and 
include both the economies in transition and 
the market economies. 

Finally, we need policies that really are 
appropriate to transition.“ This means hav- 
ing policies with enough flexibility to reward 
economies in transition which are taking 
tough adjustment measures, and the proce- 
dures to differentiate those nations from 
others which are not making those efforts. 

Thus far the global framework for helping 
them is barely developed, We will need to 
think through the balance between macro 
adjustments and industry-by-industry ad- 
justments. We will need to look again at bar- 
riers to market access that these countries 
face, barriers which could keep them out of 
world markets. We will have to think about 
sensible ways to work with our own indus- 
tries as they feel the brunt of new produc- 
tion from economies in transition, and we 
must work closely with the European Union, 
Japan and other industrial market econo- 
mies so that none of us is forced to accept 
disproportionately the twin burdens of in- 
creased imports and escalating foreign aid. 

The People’s Republic of China 

The People's Republic of China (China“) 
is a special case in terms of the antidumping 
law. It is first a non-market economy 
(“NME”), which separates it from our other 
major trading partners. However, unlike 
other NME's, it is a major trading partner. 
In 1993, the U.S. trade deficit with China was 
$22.8 billion, or $4.5 billion more than in 1992. 
U.S. merchandise exports to China were $8.8 
billion, up $1.3 billion or 17 percent, from 
1992. U.S. imports from China totaled $31.5 
billion in 1993, or 23 percent higher than 
those in 1992. However, along with this in- 
crease in imports dumping has become a sig- 
nificant problem. In all the 1980's, the De- 
partment of Commerce had 11 antidumping 
investigations against the PRC which re- 
sulted in dumping orders. We have already 
imposed 14 antidumping orders against Chi- 
nese products in the 1990's and 8 China inves- 
tigations are currently ongoing. 

Trade with China poses two particular 
problems. 'The first is that the pricing of 
their exports has little relationship to mar- 
ket prices, and second is that their markets 
are significantly closed to U.S. products. 

Because the cost of production of goods in 
China, as in all NME's, is not governed by 
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market driven prices, the import price 
charged to the Untied States also need not 
be driven by the normal market forces of 
supply and demand. When Chinese prices are 
compared to the cost of production using 
market determined factor prices, the dump- 
ing margins are often in excess of 50 percent. 
If China decides for whatever reason—either 
to earn hard currency or to maintain em- 
ployment—to increase production in a given 
industry even if the excess will be dumped on 
the world market, the United States must 
have some recourse to assure that the price 
charged is a fair price. 

Moreover, China significantly impedes for- 
eign goods from its internal markets. This 
further shields Chinese producers from mar- 
ket forces. China uses prohibitively high tar- 
iffs—in combination with import restrictions 
and foreign exchange controls—to protect its 
domestic industry and restrict imports. The 
Chinese government maintains a system of 
licensing requirements which encompasses 53 
large product categories of consumer goods, 
raw materials, and some production equip- 
ment. Covering approximately 50 percent of 
total imports by value, China's import li- 
censing system acts as an effective import 
barrier. 

These are systemic problems with the Chi- 
nese economy which will not be resolved by 
use of the antidumping law, and we will con- 
tinue to use other tools to achieve a more 
global solution. The Administration is con- 
tinuing to negotiate market access opportu- 
nities for U.S. exporters in the Chinese mar- 
ket. Furthermore, in the GATT accession 
process, the Administration has made clear 
that we will only support Chinese accession 
if it is on a sound commercial basis. 

The antidumping law is not the long term 
solution to either of these problems. The 
antidumping law is, however, the only effec- 
tive remedy available to U.S. industries 
which are today being injured by dumped 
Chinese goods. 

The new multilateralism 

Since the end of World War II the United 
States has been at the forefront of inter- 
national economic cooperation. In the area 
of trade, these efforts occurred primarily 
through the GATT and have resulted in in- 
creased economic integration of the global 
economy. Several events over the last year 
will increase the level of global integration 
and expand multilateral trade cooperation. 
The two most important events are the com- 
pletion of the Uruguay Round and the imple- 
mentation of the NAFTA. These two events 
will help to protect exporters from arbitrary 
and capricious use of trade laws as protec- 
tionist tools, while at the same time respect- 
ing a country’s sovereign rights to admin- 
ister its laws. 

World Trade Organization: As I've said, we 
worked hard during the Uruguay Round ne- 
gotiations to maintain the effectiveness of 
the antidumping laws. One of the most im- 
portant achievements under the new agree- 
ment was in the area of dispute settlement. 
The new World Trade Organization (“WTO”) 
dispute settlement process will be much 
more effective than that of the old GATT 
system. Whereas in the past parties could in- 
terminably delay the resolution of disputes, 
dispute settlement procedures will now be 
subject to strict deadlines and the adoption 
of panel findings will be binding and all but 
automatic. Through binding dispute settle- 
ment, we can ensure that other countries are 
administering their trade laws in a manner 
consistent with their international obliga- 
tions. 

We, too, will adhere to our international 
obligations. But we are taking several steps 
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to ensure that the new process is a success 
and does not infringe upon our sovereign 
rights. 

During the negotiations, we foresaw the 
need for special rules for antidumping and 
countervailing duty cases. Some other gov- 
ernments wanted the WTO panels to be able 
to substitute their judgments for that of the 
Department of Commerce and the Inter- 
national Trade Commission. In order to 
avoid this problem, we insisted that a spe- 
cific "standard of review" be followed in 
panels involving antidumping and counter- 
vailing duty orders. 

The standard of review sets the rules by 
which a panel evaluates the challenged ac- 
tions of a government in a particular dis- 
pute. In terms of considering questions of 
fact, a panel’s job is to determine whether 
the establishment of facts was proper and 
the evaluation of those facts was unbiased 
and objective. If the findings of fact meets 
these criteria even if the panel might have 
reached a different conclusion, the panel 
cannot overturn a determination. For ques- 
tions of law, the panel must determine if the 
interpretation of the agreement given by the 
national authority is a “permissible” inter- 
pretation of the relevant provisions of the 
agreement. In other words, even if there is 
more than one way to interpret the wording 
of the agreement, as long as the U.S. inter- 
pretation is an acceptable interpretation, 
the U.S. action or law will not be over- 
turned. This is a critical concept, since the 
actual language of international agreements 
is often artfully crafted to allow parties with 
opposing views to accept it. Without the 
ability to "agree to disagree," negotiations 
might never be concluded. 

The standard of review is designed to pre- 
vent the World Trade Organization panel 
from overturning a U.S. antidumping and 
countervailing duty decision unless our find- 
ings are clearly inconsistent with the GATT 
Code. Also, if other countries use their laws 
against our exporters in a biased manner or 
their laws are inconsistent with their obliga- 
tions, we have a dispute settlement proce- 
dure with teeth to defend the interests of 
U.S. exporters. 

The panel system was carefully crafted to 
provide a means to ensure compliance with 
the agreement on one hand while respecting 
a nation’s sovereignty and right to imple- 
ment its own national laws on the other. The 
United States want to be at forefront, work- 
ing to ensure that the panel system is a suc- 
cess. In order to do this, we will be intensely 
reviewing the actions of WTO dispute settle- 
ment panels, and we will be vocal in our 
criticisms in cases where a panel decision is 
either not soundly reasoned or exceeds the 
scope of its authority. This criticism will not 
be an attempt to undermine the panel sys- 
tem but to ensure its longevity. 

WTO panels will not become substitutes 
for domestic courts. As in the past, we will 
only implement panel decisions on a prospec- 
tive basis. If a foreign government believes a 
U.S. action is contrary to our obligations, 
that government may seek relief through a 
panel. If a panel rules against the United 
States, we will either discontinue the prac- 
tice or face economic retaliation. The proper 
forum for a private party to seek relief 
against an incorrectly calculated margin 
will remain the U.S. court system (or, for 
NAFTA members, a bi-national panel). In 
other words, the WTO panels will not be a re- 
placement for the domestic judicial system. 

Furthermore, we hope to minimize the 
need for panels at all. As much as we may 
support the system, we would rather not be 
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litigants in it. In order to lessen the need for 
dispute settlement panels, we (and we hope 
all of our trading partners are doing the 
same) are drafting implementing language in 
such a way as to guarantee that our laws are 
consistent with the letter and the spirit of 
the GATT Uruguay Round agreement. The 
agreement is only as good as the implement- 
ing legislation both here and abroad. As vigi- 
lant as we will be with our own legislation, 
we will be reviewing other countries' laws 
for consistency with the agreement. 

Since the end of the war, the United States 
has been at the forefront of liberalizing 
international trade. We have seen the in- 
creased international trade and economic 
wealth which have occurred with each subse- 
quent GATT round. We are hopeful that the 
World Trade Organization, as the successor 
organization to the GATT, will be equally 
successful not only in the area of dispute set- 
tlement, but in the many other areas such as 
trade and the environment and worker's 
rights which it will be called upon to tackle 
in the coming years. 

NAFTA: The North American Free Trade 
Agreement (*NAFTA") will also affect some 
disputes arising from antidumping actions. 
The bi-national panel system which existed 
in the Canadian Free Trade Agreement has 
been incorporated in NAFTA. Furthermore, 
the agreement requires the Mexican govern- 
ment to increase the level of transparency 
and provides access to judicial or bi-national 
panel review. NAFTA will also bring down 
trade barriers. As we have seen with Canada, 
as the economies become more integrated we 
expect the use of the antidumping law 
among NAFTA members will decline. 

Multilateralism: Both the WTO and the 
NAFTA agreements point to the increasing 
importance of multilateralism in the area of 
trade law. The United States must become 
an active participant in this multilateral 
process. We will use the tools available to 
protect U.S. interests and ensure that the 
standard of review is respected so as to not 
undermine U.S. sovereignty. We will also 
seek additional resources to review the ac- 
tions of other nations to ensure their con- 
formity with the Agreements. 

The importance of fair administration of the law 

Just as American producers can expect vig- 
orous enforcement of our laws, foreign ex- 
porters can expect fair and reasonable treat- 
ment in our investigations. Effective en- 
forcement does not mean harassment. Relief 
from trade distortions can be obtained with- 
out creating new barriers through unduly 
complex or unreasonably demanding proce- 
dures. 

In conducting antidumping investigations 
we will adhere to the following principles: 

Openness and transparency will be a hall- 
mark of our system. We will make every at- 
tempt to let people know our thinking before 
it is final, so that their views can be fully 
considered. Of course, while some may inevi- 
tably be disappointed with particular deci- 
sions, they will know how and why such deci- 
sions were reached. 

In this terribly complex area, even when 
there is cooperation, simple mistakes and 
omissions can occur. In this situation we 
will not mechanically reject information and 
will apply reasoned judgement to the situa- 
tion. 

Simplification will be pursued wherever 
possible. Procedures should not provide an 
unnecessary burden to either domestic or 
foreign producers. 

Respect will be given to all parties. The 
root causes of dumping may be various, and 
the exporter concerned may not be acting 
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with the intent to injure anyone. While this 
is no reason to ignore dumping, neither does 
it justify regarding exporters as less than 
honorable persons. 


The need not to place all the burden of trade 
policy on unfair trade laws 


The antidumping law, and the trade laws 
in general, cannot bear all of the burden of 
supporting U.S. industry. As I have said, the 
antidumping law is one, but only one, ele- 
ment of sound environment for trade and in- 
vestment. 

In the trade area, for example, the Admin- 
istration is aggressively pursuing market 
opening around the world. In Latin America, 
President Clinton began with the conclusion 
of NAFTA and is now embarked on an effort 
to extend free trade throughout the hemi- 
sphere. In Asia, the Administration brought 
together the heads-of-state of the nations in 
the Pacific Basin last November, and we con- 
tinue to pursue freer trade in the region. In 
Japan, in particular, we have pressed for 
more open markets with considerable inten- 
sity. The United States took the lead in the 
Uruguay Round to conclude seven years of 
negotiations and we will not let up in our ef- 
forts to make the multilateral system more 
open and effective. 

The Administration is making other ef- 
forts to create a climate in which U.S. firms 
can better compete in the world market- 
place. In 1993, the President's leadership 
brought about major deficit reduction. This 
helped to create the lowest interest rates in 
20 years. This year the President submitted 
& tough new budget, and the prospect is for 
three consecutive years of declining deficits 
for the first time since the Truman Adminis- 
tration. With low interest rates and reduced 
deficits freeing up resources for the private 
sector, business investment is growing at 
seven times the rate of the previous four 
years and leading the economy's expansion. 

Along with cutting spending, the Adminis- 
tration has pushed to reorient spending to- 
ward productive public uses such as infra- 
structure, technology, and education. We are 
committed to the information superhighway, 
increased spending for research and develop- 
ment. We are committed to à comprehensive 
agenda of education and training, starting 
before kindergarten and extending into the 
workplace. This includes an expanded Head 
Start, higher performance standards for 
teachers and students known as Goals 2000, a 
new School-to-Work program to provide 
work-related training for students still in 
high school, the recently passed National 
Service Program to provide opportunities for 
community service and help send more 
Americans to college, and a new program for 
dislocated workers including retraining. 

All of these efforts are intended to increase 
the competitiveness of the nation. They are 
already paying off. 

Conclusion 


Being in charge of the International Trade 
Administration, I believe I have one of the 
most interesting portfolios in the American 
government. One of our divisons—the U.S. 
and Foreign Commercial Service—is com- 
posed of over a thousand men and women 
whose job it is to promote American exports. 
Two divisions focus on the development of 
trade policy and the promotion of U.S. ex- 
ports—one does it by industry, the other by 
geographical region. And then there is the 
Import Administration, which administers 
the antidumping and countervailing duty 
laws. 

I am often asked whether I need to be 
schizophrenic to focus on both export pro- 
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motion and import administration. My an- 
swer— a resounding ''no." Everything I do is 
geared to promoting a more open trading 
system in which U.S. companies have the 
best shot at competing. Given a fair chance, 
I am convinced that U.S. firms are poised to 
increase their presence all over the world. 
Our economy is now strong, many of our 
firms have gone through painful restructur- 
ing, and our policies are moving in the right 
direction. The Japanese are still reeling 
from the 1980's, the Germans are mired in do- 
mestic problems, the big Emerging Mar- 
kets—from China to Mexico, and from India 
to Brazil—are growing fast and becoming 
new frontiers for our products. I truly be- 
lieve that the rest of the 1990's is America's 
moment. A strong and balanced approach to 
trade policy will help us seize it—for all our 
firms. 

[NoTE.—This speech is one in a series on 
"America in A Changing World Economy.” 
The others have dealt with Asia, Europe, 
Latin America, the Big Emerging Markets, 
the U.S. and India, the U.S. and Brazil, the 
National Export Strategy, Trade and Tech- 
nology. Upcoming presentations will include 
The United States and China.“ The Future 
of American Trade Law: New Rules, New In- 
stitutions,” and Trade, Foreign Policy, and 
National Security.“ These are available from 
the Office of Public Affairs, International 
Trade Administration, Department of Com- 
merce, tel (202) 482-3809, fax (202) 482-5819. 


TRIBUTE TO RICHARD CORTEZ 


Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr, President, I 
rise today to honor and pay tribute to 
Richard Cortez, a distinguished busi- 
nessman from Boise, ID, who has been 
named Minority Business Advocate of 
1994 for the Small Business Adminis- 
tration’s northwest region. 

I am pleased to join my voice with 
many others to recognize Rich’s sig- 
nificant accomplishments and to honor 
all he’s done to improve the economic 
opportunities for Hispanic youth 
throughout the Treasure Valley. He is 
a role model in the community and his 
focus has been on building character 
and the self-esteem of Hispanic youth. 

Rich is dedicated to promoting eco- 
nomic development within the His- 
panic community. This is accomplished 
through youth training, apprentice- 
ships, and placement programs. Mr. 
Cortez employs five College Assistance 
Migrant Program [CAMP] students at 
Metalcraft, Inc., and over 50 percent of 
Metalcraft's work force is considered 
disadvantaged. 

When the folks at West One Bank of 
Idaho nominated Rich Cortez for this 
prestigious award, they wrote: In a 
world consumed by competition and 
the power of a dollar, it is refreshing to 
find an outstanding individual who is 
willing and driven to sacrifice time for 
those who will succeed him. Mr. Cortez 
is such an individual.” 

I echo those feelings, Mr. President. 
In addition to building a business from 
the ground up, Rich cofounded an orga- 
nization for Hispanic Business Profes- 
sionals. He is also a member of the His- 
panic Chamber of Commerce, Treasure 
Valley Council on Hispanic Employ- 
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ment, and the Boise Area Chamber of 
Commerce. He is also an appointed 
board member of the Southwest Pri- 
vate Industry Council. 

Rich Cortez is the son of migrant 
workers, who began his business career 
at the young age of 11 working in the 
fields alongside his father. He over- 
came poverty, stereotypes, and lack of 
a college education to become a suc- 
cessful businessman. Now, as the owner 
and president of Metalcraft, Inc. of 
Boise, he is giving back to the commu- 
nity by helping young minorities gain 
experience in a highly skilled field like 
precision metal crafting. 

Rich Cortez is truly an asset to the 
community and is absolutely deserving 
of our recognition and appreciation. 


IN TRIBUTE TO ROLAND DILLE 


Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
on June 30, 1994 the longest serving 
president in the history of Moorhead 
State University, Roland Dille, will re- 
tire after 26 years of unprecedented 
guidance and leadership to the aca- 
demic community. His loss will not 
only be felt by those students who cur- 
rently attend MSU, but by all of us 
who value his commitment to edu- 
cation. 

Mr. President, to fully appreciate the 
challenges Roland Dille has faced dur- 
ing his presidency, we must first re- 
member the tenor of the Nation when 
he assumed leadership at MSU. No 
American who lived through it can for- 
get the year 1968, which brought a di- 
vided nation the assassinations of both 
Senator Robert Kennedy and Martin 
Luther King, Jr., the Tet Offensive, 
and mounting tensions on college cam- 
puses across the country, including 
Moorhead State. 

As the symbol of authority, Presi- 
dent Dill was not immune to rising 
hostility. Professors were advising stu- 
dents on draft dodging; William 
Kunstler spoke and urged the students 
to burn the campus down; the student 
newspaper bitterly opposed the Viet- 
nam war; a student fired a gun on cam- 
pus, intensifying racial tensions. 

Dille, meanwhile, received death 
threats on the lives of his children and 
black paint was splattered on his car. 
He had to shut down the student news- 
paper. During a moratorium on campus 
following the Kent State shooting, he 
told State police—poised to stop an ex- 
pected demonstration—to stay off cam- 
pus. Mr. President, the first few years 
of his tenure probably would have been 
enough to drive the best of us into 
early retirement. 

But from this tumultuous beginning, 
Roland Dille has been, and remains, a 
friend of the student. He is what I 
would term “a visionary" when assess- 
ing the overall educational needs of the 
university and the community. During 
his tenure, Moorhead State’s enroll- 
ment has more than doubled, five new 
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buildings have been added, the Living- 
ston Lord Library has been expanded 
and improved, and land has been ac- 
quired for future expansion. Most im- 
portantly, opportunities for the mind 
have been nurtured and enhanced. 
When asked what he’d like to be re- 
membered for, Dille said: “Getting stu- 
dents to accept and seriously support 
the liberal arts as an essential back- 
ground for working, voting, living peo- 
ple. We’re entering a period when the 
Nation is looking at our education sys- 
tem for answers. It wants a more rigor- 
ous education where students are made 
to challenge their potential. The un- 
derstanding is that if we're going 
through life as half people, it’s prob- 
ably because we're half educated.” 

It is no secret that Roland Dille grew 
up in Dassel, MN, an experience that he 
has used in many of his speeches and 
writings. Dille has said that in Dassel, 
one can find a microcosm of the his- 
tory of civilization. Indeed, the friends 
and relatives and neighbors he grew up 
with have provided a wealth of por- 
traits used by this man of humanities. 

Roland's work in behalf of the hu- 
manities have taken him across the 
country and around the globe. He com- 
pleted a 6-year term on the National 
Council for the Humanities. He is past 
chairman of the American Association 
of State Colleges and Universities. In 
1989, he was named 1 of 100 of the most 
effective college presidents in the Unit- 
ed States. Because of who he is, and his 
dedication to the humanities, the Min- 
nesota Humanities Commission estab- 
lished the Roland Dille Aware for Dis- 
tinguished Service. And in his honor, 
Moorhead State University has named 
the Roland Dille Center for the Arts. 

Mr. President, Roland Dille may be 
retiring next month, but his influence 
and the innumerable lives he has 
touched will continue to be felt. 

I hope my colleagues will join me in 
wishing Roland Dille all the best by 
saying thank you for all he has given 
over the past 26 years to Moorhead 
State University, to Dassel, MN, and to 
all who value the illumination of the 
human spirit through education. 

For the RECORD, Mr. President, I 
would like to insert a speech Roland 
Dille delivered to a joint meeting of 
the Minnesota House and Senate Com- 
mittees on Education. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

There being no objection, the re- 
marks were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

TO MINNESOTA EDUCATION COMMITTEE, 1994 


What this farewell will have to do is to call 
to mind the long years of a fruitful alliance 
between the legislature and education. 

It is worth recalling that fruitfulness in a 
time that is, more than most, conducive to 
skepticism about the capacity and will of 
education to serve the public weal. 

To that, let me say in a career that began 
in 1949 when I went from the University of 
Minnesota to teach at Dassel High School, 
that I have worked more or less closely with 
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a thousand teachers and that I would be 
hard-pressed to name a dozen who were not 
totally committed to furthering the learning 
of their students. 

If it is important not to lose faith in teach- 
ers, it is even more important not to lose 
faith in young people. And that means ac- 
cepting the endless complexities of human 
beings. 

It is not surprising that in a time of real 
economic stress we turn to our universities 
to ask what they are doing to send people 
out into an economy that badly needs skills 
and intelligence. 

But, unless with the collapse of Com- 
munism, America is to be the chief advocate 
for meanly defining human beings as 
counters in an economic system, we must 
ask of our colleges that they provide not just 
advanced training but education, an edu- 
cation that addresses the fullness of possi- 
bilities, that does not deny to its students 
intellectual, spiritual, and imaginative chal- 
lenges and growth. 

And let us not forget that there are very 
practical reasons for such emphasis. While 
reasoning skills are developed in courses in 
accounting, marketing and business admin- 
istration, creative thinking, the stricter de- 
mands of logic, the habit of decision making, 
and the gathering and analysis of informa- 
tion are more likely to develop in several of 
the disciplines traditionally associated with 
the liberal arts. As will, indeed, the ability 
of communicate precisely and clearly, to un- 
derstand a diverse society, to deal with the 
complexities of international transactions. 

In short, even a college narrowly conceived 
as an instrument of economic development 
will fail in its purposes if it provides an edu- 
cation narrowly conceived. We may survive 
in the hands of technicians; we will not 
flourish. 

However much we depend upon colleges to 
ensure our national prosperity, their further 
purpose is to ensure our national health. We 
are, I do not need to remind you, a democ- 
racy, and it is never out of place to refer to 
Thomas Jefferson, who saw, better than any- 
one else, what a democracy could be and who 
placed his hopes for the future in the exist- 
ence of an educated citizenry. It is not too 
harsh to say that as a citizenry we seem to 
lack the capacity and clearly lack the will to 
confront our major problems. No one in 
Washington believes, I hope, that if we do 
not talk about our problems they will go 
away, but most of our leaders seem to be- 
lieve that if we do not talk about them they 
will not affect the next election. Such talk 
as there is consists of the reiteration of tired 
formulas and ancient myths. And where is 
the citizenry, unangered and unconcerned, 
the half, or fewer, who are willing to partici- 
pate in an election, ready to make their fate- 
ful decisions on the basis of slogans and 
soundbites? 

Can education provide a countervailing 
force to the thoughtlessness and self indul- 
gence of mass culture? Well, a college is, or 
should be, committed to a counter-culture, a 
minority culture, if you will, in opposition 
to mass culture, a mass culture not devel- 
oped out of human experience and human 
hopes, as folk culture once developed, but ar- 
tificially created to titillate, it sometimes 
seems, our meanest desires, and to assure 
the triumph, for it is sponsored, after all, by 
people selling things, of an over-riding mate- 
rialism. 

The culture of our colleges, in its history 
books, in its novels taught, in its political 
science classes, traces, indeed celebrates, the 
struggle to find order in chaos, the affirma- 
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tion of human dignity, the sacrifices of he- 
roes, the creation and change of institutions 
devoted to the public good. It celebrates the 
great ideas that have moved us, however 
slowly, forward, and the great works that 
have inspired us, moved us, given us seren- 
ity. It testifies to the good that follows the 
choice of reason over impulse, of the long 
view to the short view. It makes us skeptics 
and gives us faith. It helps us to recognize 
our common humanity even as it teaches us 
to take joy in our diversity. Perhaps it 
makes us, finally, by awakening in us a 
sense of possibilities, good citizens. 

This is what a college can do. It is what 
teachers have done. 

Education is to be valued because it re- 
deems the young. Those who pass our laws, 
who establish our institutions and support 
and direct them, have a special responsibil- 
ity to the young. That responsibility goes 
back beyond memory, beyond records. Not to 
accept that responsibility is to condemn the 
young to early death, to wasted lives, to 
bleak existence. No matter how hard we try, 
we can never assure that all young people 
can be all that they can be. But we can try. 

Let me read a poem. It is by W. H. Auden, 
an English poet who lived long in America. 
It is entitled The Unknown Citizen" (to JB / 
07/M/318 This Marble Monument Is Erected 
by the State).Unknown, because unnoticed. 
The Average Joe, if you will. The JB/07/M/378 
suggest impersonality. He is only a number. 
Think of him as a productive contributor to 
economic development. 


He was found by the Bureau of Statistics to 
be 


One against whom there was no official com- 
plaint, 

And all the reports on his conduct agree 

That, in the modern sense of an old-fash- 
ioned word, he was a saint, 

For in everything he did he served the Great- 
er Community. 

Except for the War till the day he retired 

He worked in a factory and never got fired 

But satisfied his employers, Fudge Motors, 
Inc. 

Yet he wasn't a scab or odd in hís views, 

For his Union reports that he paid his dues, 

(our report on his Union shows it was sound) 

And our Social Psychology workers found 

That he was popular with his mates and 
liked a drink 

The Press are convinced that he bought a 
paper every day 

And that his reactions to advertisements 
were normal in every way. 

Policies taken out in his name prove that he 
was fully insured, 

And his Health-card shows he was once in 
hospital but left it cured. 

Both Producers Research and High-Grade 
Living declare 

He was fully sensible to the advantages of 
the Installment plan 

And had everything necessary to the Modern 
Man, 

A phonograph, a radio, a car and a frigidaire. 

Our researchers into Public Opinion are con- 
tent 

That he held the proper opinions for the time 
of year; 

When there was peace, he was for peace, 
when there was war, he went. 

He was married and added five children to 
the population. 

Which our Eugenist says was the right num- 
ber for a parent of his generation. 

And our teachers report that he never inter- 
fered with their education. 

Was he free? Was he happy? The question is 
absurd: 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Had anything been wrong, we should cer- 
tainly have heard. 


Is the question absurd? Perhaps in the con- 
text of our society. Nothing seems to be 
wrong because this is a man who had neither 
expectations nor definitions of real freedom 
or true happiness. He lives a half life. 

A college would be foolish to promise hap- 
piness, but it can teach a student to seek ful- 
fillment. As for freedom, that is what a col- 
lege is all about. To be free of unexamined 
and second-hand ideas, to have the capacity 
to make decisions, to be delivered from the 
tyranny of impulse, to have some power over 
one’s future, to be able to shape a thought 
and to put it into words, to know who you 
are—in all of this reside freedom. 

And how about fulfillment, so much more 
worthy a goal than success? To have a mind 
well-furnished with knowledge, and to have 
the discipline to reflect on that knowledge 
and the will to act on your conclusions; to 
know the pleasures of the imagination and 
the joys of the spirit—these are not the 
fruits of mass culture, with its mindless en- 
gagement with sex, its snickering embrace of 
violence, its enthronement of triviality. 
They are the fruits of study of broad reading, 
of the serious conversation of the classroom. 

Poetry and glittering generalities, you will 
say. But every worthwhile generality glit- 
ters a bit. I would, however, insist that 
somewhere in all of this, truth lies. For 
human beings are creatures of infinite capac- 
ity, That capacity shrinks under the impact 
of a mass culture, and a society uncertain of 
its values and natural inclinations. That is 
surely unarguable. There are those who re- 
gard that shrunken capacity as no great loss. 
Those who care, who are troubled by the 
prospect of the young being lost in a twilight 
world of ignorance, have nothing to offer ex- 
cept education. 

This legislature has always believed in 
education. I have deeply valued my opportu- 
nities to discuss education with you, in all 
those sessions, going back to 1967. 

I leave you now, tearful, as you can see, 
with gratitude, and filled with hope. 

And, of course, with a few more lines of po- 
etry, the last lines of a poem by Tennyson, 
an old man's poem, and thus appropriate. 


Tho’ much is taken, much abides; and 
though 

We are not now that strength which in old 
days 

Moved earth and heaven, that which we are, 
we are; 

One equal temper of heroic hearts, 

Made weak by time and fate, but strong in 
will 

To strive, to seek, to find, and not to yield. 


IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? TAKE 
A LOOK AT THIS 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the in- 
credibly enormous Federal debt is like 
the weather—everybody talks about 
the weather but nobody does anything 
about it. And Congress talks a good 
game about bringing Federal deficits 
and the Federal debt under control, but 
there are too many Senators and Mem- 
bers of the House of Representatives 
who unfailingly find all sorts of ex- 
cuses for voting to defeat proposals for 
a constitutional amendment to require 
a balanced Federal budget. 

As of Wednesday, May 11 at the close 
of business, the Federal debt stood— 
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down to the  penny—at exactly 
$4,575,658,788,945.38. This debt, mind 
you, was run up by the Congress of the 
United States, because the big spenders 
in the U.S. Government cannot spend a 
dime that has not first been authorized 
and appropriated by Congress. The U.S. 
Constitution is quite specific about 
that. 

And pay no attention to the nonsense 
from politicians that the Federal debt 
was run up by Ronald Reagan or 
George Bush. The Congress is the vil- 
lain. 

Most people cannot conceive of a bil- 
lion of anything, let alone a trillion. It 
may provide a bit of perspective to 
bear in mind that a billion seconds ago, 
Mr. President, the Cuban Missile Crisis 
was going on. A billion minutes ago, 
not many years had elapsed since 
Christ was crucified. 


THE GIFTS BAN BILL 


Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise to 
discuss why I voted for S. 1935, the gifts 
ban bill. 

The debate on this bill was long and 
somewhat contentious. It is difficult 
for an institution of 100 people to put 
its own ethics under a microscope. 
However, it seems to me that we face 
the challenge of convincing a doubting 
public that the Senate is worthy of its 
respect and trust—no matter what the 
talk show hosts say. 

I believe that the gifts ban bill rises 
to this challenge. Let me briefly dis- 
cuss the essence of the bill that the 
Senate passed. 

S. 1935 would ban virtually all gifts of 
any value to Senators and their staff- 
ers. This is an improvement even over 
the version that I supported in the 
Governmental Affairs Committee, 
which would have permitted gifts of 
less than $20 in value from non-lobby- 
ists. 

I supported this change because I 
think we are better off just deciding 
that there should be no gifts allowed. 
That's why I voted for the amendment 
by Senator BUMPERS, which would ban 
even these gifts of minimal value. With 
even small gifts banned, Senators and 
staffers would not have to worry about 
whether a gift is worth $19.95 or $20.05, 
and whether the gift can be accepted. 
We simply would look the gift horse— 
whether a lobbyist, a constituent, or a 
foreign dignitary—in the mouth and 
explain that Senate rules prohibit 
gifts. 

There are some necessary exceptions. 
Istill would be able to receive presents 
from my family and friends for my 
birthday, for instance. But this bill em- 
bodies the principle that Senators 
should not take advantage of their po- 
sition to receive gifts. Members of the 
public note, understandably, that no- 
body offers them free opera tickets, 
baskets of fruit, box seats at football 
games, or free weekends at golf and 
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tennis resorts. Senators shou!d not be 
different from the public in this re- 
spect. 

I am not certain that this gift ban 
will reduce the public’s cynicism to- 
ward Congress very much. I sometimes 
think that the public never will ap- 
prove of Congress as an institution. 
But I know that we must try to im- 
prove our ethical standards. The gifts 
ban bill is a step forward, and I am 
pleased to have voted for it. 


COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE TO S. 
2087, EXTENSION OF THE DEAD- 
LINE FOR APPLICATION OF NU- 
TRITION AND NUTRIENT CON- 
TENT LABELING REQUIREMENTS 
TO FOOD PRODUCTS 


Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the committee substitute, 
and I want to take this opportunity to 
express my wholehearted support for 
the fine efforts of our colleague, Sen- 
ator BUMPERS, to bring a measure of 
rationality to Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration regulation under the Nutrition 
Labeling and Education Act. 

There is no disagreement in this body 
that the new food labels mandated by 
the NLEA should be applied. However, 
the May 8 deadline for the new labeling 
has caused an extraordinary hardship 
for many manufacturers and distribu- 
tors, and it is entirely appropriate that 
the Congress rectify that problem to- 
night. 

This problem with the NLEA was 
first brought to my attention by offi- 
cials of Continental Baking Co. in 
Utah, including Mr. Darrell Ogden, the 
plant manager. Continental Baking es- 
timates that they have $2 million in 
old-stock labels, including almost 
$100,000 worth of stock in Utah. 

As Mr. Ogden told me, circumstances 
beyond the control of many manufac- 
turers and packagers have caused them 
to have substantial leftover stocks of 
old format packaging. The winter 
weather, which caused slower-than-ex- 
pected delays in sales, combined with 
printing delays in many areas, have 
contributed to this problem. 

It does not make any sense for that 
packaging to be discarded. This is not 
an attempt on anyone’s part to skirt 
the law, but rather a recognition that 
it is ridiculous for substantial stocks of 
old packaging to be discarded simply 
because of any arbitrary deadline. 

The committee substitute grants a 3- 
month extension of the deadline so 
that manufacturers and distributors 
will have the opportunity to use up 
this old stock. I think it is important 
we grant this extension, although I do 
wish it could be for a longer period of 
time. 

It has been extremely disappointing 
to me that the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration could not handle this technical 
detail administratively. Yet again, 
they have shown their intransigence on 
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an issue which I believe could have 
been rectified relatively easily. I am 
very pleased that the Congress is tak- 
ing this necessary action tonight, and 
again, I thank our colleague, Senator 
BUMPERS, for his tireless efforts on be- 
half of American business. 


FACES OF THE HEALTH CARE 
CRISIS 


Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I rise 
once again in my continuing effort to 
put faces on the health care crisis in 
our country. Today, I want to share the 
story of Darwin and Helen House from 
Greenville, MI. Mr. and Mrs. House are 
early retirees who are not yet eligible 
for Medicare and are currently facing a 
250-percent increase in their health in- 
surance premiums. 

Darwin, age 63, and Helen, 58, both 
worked for the Frigidare Co. for many 
years. Darwin retired in January 1991 
after working 40 years with the compa- 
ny’s service department. Helen retired 
2 years later, in April 1993, after 20 
years as a clerk in the Accounting De- 
partment. Upon retirement, both Mr. 
and Mrs. House were younger than 65 
years old and consequently they were 
not yet eligible for Medicare health 
benefits. Therefore, they kept their 
employer-based private health insur- 
ance policy after their retirement. 

Under their retiree insurance policy, 
the Houses pay half of the total cost of 
the monthly premium and their former 
employer pays the other half of the 
premium cost. Their policy covers 80 
percent of their health care costs after 
a yearly deductible of $150 per person. 
In 1993, the Houses’ premium share was 
$96 per month, or one-half of the full 
premium of $192 per month. 

In January 1994, the Houses received 
a letter from their former employer 
stating: 

As expected, health care costs have contin- 
ued to increase dramatically. Effective Janu- 
ary 1, 1994 the premium for your medical 
coverage was increased to $481.01 per month 
of which you are responsible for 50 percent or 
$240.50. 

This represents a 250-percent increase 
over the previous year’s premium cost. 
The Houses were given no advance no- 
tice of this increase—the change was 
effective immediately. 

The Houses live on a fixed income of 
$2,000 per month from pension benefits. 
The health insurance premium cost ab- 
sorbs 75 percent of Helen's pension 
check each month. There is no guaran- 
tee that next year the premiums will 
not increase again. In fact, the com- 
pany put a disclaimer at the bottom of 
the most recent premium increase no- 
tice, giving it the right to terminate, 
suspend, amend, or modify the group 
health benefits at any time. The 
Houses have no guarantee that their 
benefits will not be taken away. 

The Houses cannot afford to be with- 
out health insurance at a time in their 
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lives when they may need it the most. 
Fortunately, both Darwin and Helen 
are relatively healthy. Darwin must 
take medication to control his choles- 
terol levels and Helen requires ulcer 
medication to treat a stomach prob- 
lem. Their policy covers 80 percent of 
the $180 total cost per month for the 
two prescriptions. 

Mr. President, it is important that 
early retirees, like Helen and Darwin 
House, have access to affordable health 
imsurance that can never be taken 
away. The President’s health reform 
plan contains provisions that guaran- 
tee that all early retirees would have 
affordable health care coverage. It 
would also end the outrageous in- 
creases in premiums that threaten 
early retirees living on fixed incomes. I 
will continue to work with the admin- 
istration and my fellow members of 
Congress to make sure that com- 
prehensive health care reform that in- 
cludes relief for early retirees is en- 
acted this year. 


BOSNIA 


Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to support the proposal offered 
by Senator MITCHELL regarding the cri- 
sis in Bosnia. 

As we all know, the war in Bosnia 
has become our most perplexing for- 
eign policy challenge. What we first 
saw as a Civil war, we now clearly see 
as essentially international aggression 
by one independent nation against an- 
other. This aggression has claimed tens 
of thousands of lives and has displaced 
more than 2 million people. 

It became clear to me over a year ago 
that the United States must allow 
Bosnia to defend itself against this ag- 
gression. And I have several times 
urged the administration to work to 
lift the embargo. I believed then and I 
believe now that the United Nations 
must abandon its pretense of neutral- 
ity between the two sides in this con- 
flict. One nation is the aggressor; an- 
other nation is on the defensive. One 
side is killing the other. Our moral 
duty to lift the embargo is clear. 

The question then becomes, how best 
to lift the embargo? 

When Senator DOLE began this de- 
bate several weeks ago, by offering his 
Bosnia proposal as an amendment to 
an unrelated bill, I cosponsored that 
amendment. I thought it was vital that 
the Senate debate whether to lift the 
arms embargo, and I was willing to 
support the Dole proposal in order to 
achieve that goal. 

After several weeks of discussion 
among Senators, we now are choosing 
between Senator DOLE’s approach and 
the alternative offered by Senator 
MITCHELL. In its final form, Senator 
MITCHELL's alternative more closely 
matches my own views on the Bosnia 
crisis. 

Both amendments would force the 
international community to revisit the 
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embargo issue. If possible, we should 
work with our allies to lift the embar- 
go through the United Nations. Sen- 
ator MITCHELL's proposal would require 
President Clinton to seek our allies' 
support for a resolution we would in- 
troduce at the United Nations to lift 
the embargo. If the United Nations 
does not approve that resolution, the 
Mitchell proposal would require Presi- 
dent Clinton to consult with the Con- 
gress on lifting the embargo unilater- 
ally. 

This multilateral process is pref- 
erable to requiring President Clinton 
to violate the U.N. arms embargo that 
President Bush worked to impose. I say 
this for very practical reasons. We need 
only look to Haiti to know the impor- 
tance of an effective embargo. The Sen- 
ate does not need to be reminded that 
we cannot ask other countries to ob- 
Serve an embargo against Iraq when we 
violate an embargo against Bosnia. 

I would also say that I prefer Senator 
MITCHELL'S approach because it pro- 
vides for supplying arms to Bosnia. We 
must not only lift the embargo, but 
also quickly provide Bosnia with the 
weapons it needs for self-defense. 

Senator MITCHELL’s amendment 
would also specifically authorize the 
air strikes that are necessary to defend 
the ''safe areas’’ declared by the United 
Nations. We have seen that these areas 
are only truly safe when the inter- 
national community threatens to bomb 
attacking Serb forces. Congress should 
specifically approve these air strikes so 
that no one will doubt our resolve to 
safeguard the Bosnian population. Sen- 
ator DOLE's amendment is confined to 
the embargo issue. 

Lastly, the Mitchell proposal would 
prohibit the use of American ground 
troops in Bosnia. I have opposed the 
use of American ground troops since 
the beginning of this conflict. So it will 
come as no surprise that I view this 
provision as long overdue. Senator 
DOLE’s amendment is silent on this 
point, so the Mitchell proposal better 
fits my views. 

To sum up, Senator DOLE’s amend- 
ment has served the purpose of bring- 
ing the embargo issue before the Sen- 
ate. But Senator MITCHELL's current 
proposal, on balance, states more accu- 
rately and completely the kind of 
Bosnia policy I think we need. 

I would close by urging the adminis- 
tration to heed the strong Senate sup- 
port for lifting the embargo so that the 
people of Bosnia can defend them- 
selves. 

I yield the floor. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 
EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to executive session to con- 
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sider the following nominations: Cal- 
endar No. 842, William Crowe, Jr., to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni- 
potentiary of the United States of 
America to the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of exec- 
utive business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
nomination will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of William J. Crowe, Jr., to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni- 
potentiary of the United States of 
America to the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, it is 
really a privilege for me to be here on 
behalf of not only this distinguished 
gentleman but also his lovely wife. We 
are sending a team together to take on 
this most important of our diplomatic 
posts, and I was thinking coming down 
the hall, Mr. President, how the De- 
partment of State will score this. Is 
this a political appointee, or career? 

I opt to say it is a career appoint- 
ment; Admiral and Mrs. Crowe have 
given the better part of their lives to 
the United States as careerists in pub- 
lic service, and this is but another 
chapter of a long, very distinguished 
pair of careers. 

The Admiral and his first lady have 
been selected by not one, not two, but 
many Presidents, Democrat and Repub- 
lican, to take on important assign- 
ments. I first knew them when I was 
privileged to serve in the Department 
of the Navy, 1969-1974. The Admiral has 
often said that he very wisely steered 
his ship, his course, around me so as to 
make certain that he stayed on a 
steady course, but nevertheless he suc- 
ceeded was recognized, went to the 
very top—Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. 

I have just left a room with Gen. 
Colin Powell, who incidentally sends 
his very warmest regards to you, but I 
think it is important that you think of 
this as a team effort. I hope Great Brit- 
ain recognizes that we have selected 
from many the two that we think are 
the very, very finest. 

Admiral Crowe will bring with him 
an understanding not only of diplo- 
macy—a number of his assignments in 
the Navy were involved with diplo- 
macy—but he will bring an understand- 
ing of the strategic military situation 
worldwide. I could think of no better 
adviser for our President to have in 
Great Britain today. 

So, it is an honor for me to join Sen- 
ator NICKLES in recommending to the 
Senate Admiral Crowe. 

I have but one concluding remark. 
We are here today simply because of a 
famous battle that took place in Vir- 
ginia, the Admiral’s State, for it was at 
Yorktown the British were defeated. 

At the Battle of Yorktown, the 
French Navy, the dominant naval 
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force, linked with the U.S. Navy to 
blockade relief to the British. 

That defeat enabled this country to 
come into being, and my research thus 
far indicates this is the first time the 
United States ever sent an admiral of 
the U.S. Navy to be Ambassador to the 
Court of St. James. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I am 
delighted to join my colleague, Senator 
WARNER, in addition to Senator BOREN 
and others, in expressing my strong ap- 
preciation to Admiral Crowe for his 
service to our country. We have also 
had the pleasure of getting to know his 
wife, Shirley, over the last several 
years, and they are an outstanding 
team, as Senator WARNER alluded to. 

I think the President could not have 
done better. He has made an outstand- 
ing recommendation, one that I am 
more than confident will be readily 
confirmed by the Senate, and there is 
no need to tell this committee of the 
importance of the United States Am- 
bassador to Great Britain. 

The next Ambassador to Great Brit- 
ain must be a person possessing the 
command of foreign policy and the im- 
pact that policy toward one nation or 
region has on other nations. Admiral 
Crowe clearly has a sound understand- 
ing of foreign relations. 

He is the current chairman of the 
Washington Institute of Foreign Af- 
fairs and serves as a counselor on the 
Center for Strategic and International 
Studies. He is on the advisory board of 
the Eisenhower World Institute, and, 
foremost in my opinion, he is professor 
of geopolitics at the University of 
Oklahoma. 

In addition to his roles of chairman, 
adviser, counselor, professor to foreign 
policy think tanks, Admiral Crowe also 
has published numerous articles on for- 
eign and military policy. 

Admiral Crowe has a very distin- 
guished 47-year naval career. Among 
the many rewards he has received dur- 
ing these years of service are the Le- 
gion of Merit and the Distinguished 
Service Medal. While in the service, 
Admiral Crowe has served as Com- 
mander-in-Chief of U.S. Forces in the 
Pacific, Commander-in-Chief of the 
U.S. Naval Forces in Europe, and Com- 
mander-in-Chief in Southern Europe, 
NATO Command. He finished his very 
distinguished career in the Navy by 
serving 4 years as Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Admiral Crowe has attended some of 
the Nation’s finest institutions of high- 
er learning. He attended the University 
of Oklahoma for 2 years before grad- 
uating from the Naval Academy, where 
he was president of his class. He also 
has advanced degrees from Stanford 
and Princeton. 

In addition to his distinguished mili- 
tary career and active participation in 
foreign policy think tanks, and achiev- 
ing a high level of education, Admiral 
Crowe is very active in a number of 
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civil organizations that round out his 
life of service to his country and com- 
munity. 

I believe the nomination of Admiral 
Crowe, a man with extensive military 
and foreign policy experience, is an ex- 
cellent selection. I also believe that 
the respect and regard that Admiral 
Crowe enjoys beyond our borders will 
certainly enhance our relations abroad, 
and I think it is desperately needed. 

So I am delighted that the President 
has made this recommendation. I am 
delighted that Admiral Crowe and his 
wife, Shirley, are willing to take this 
very prestigious ambassadorship, and I 
think it is going to be of real benefit to 
this country; and his experience is 
needed, and we look forward to him 
serving in this capacity. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I feel it 
necessary to bring to the Senate's at- 
tention my concern regarding the nom- 
ination of retired Navy Adm. William 
J. Crowe, Jr., to be the U.S. Ambas- 
sador to the Court of St. James. 

In no way do I intend to demean the 
exemplary Navy career of Admiral 
Crowe, spanning more than 40 years in 
service to his Nation. He demonstrated 
firm leadership of our military forces 
as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff during the tense years preceding 
the fall of the Berlin Wall, and he led 
the Pentagon in the difficult reorga- 
nization mandated under the Gold- 
water-Nichols Act. 

Rather, my concern with Admiral 
Crowe's nomination to this very impor- 
tant position stems from his state- 
ments and judgments in the years fol- 
lowing his retirement from the Navy. 
It seems that his views and attitudes 
changed significantly when he became 
a private citizen. 

Specifically, I am concerned about 
Admiral Crowe's statements in opposi- 
tion to military intervention in the 
Persian Gulf in the early days of Oper- 
ation Desert Shield. In a hearing before 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
in November 1990, Admiral Crowe re- 
peatedly urged that the world commu- 
nity rely on economic sanctions 
against Iraq for a lengthy period of 
time to compel Iraq's withdrawal from 
Kuwait. His judgment was at odds with 
the judgment of senior U.S. military 
personnel and policymakers at that 
time. 

At the time of the hearing, the Unit- 
ed States was well along in the process 
of deploying several hundred thousand 
military personnel to the Persian Gulf 
area. Certainly, Admiral Crowe should 
have realized, as a former military 
commander, the impact of his dissent- 
ing comments on the morale of the 
troops who were preparing to go into 
harm's way to defend their Nation's in- 
terests in the Middle East. Fortu- 
nately, the forces of the multinational 
coalition were well-led and well-pre- 
pared when the air war of Operation 
Desert Storm began less than 2 months 
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after that hearing. Our forces were suc- 
cessful, with a minimal loss of Amer- 
ican and allied lives, in quickly forcing 
Saddam Hussein to leave Kuwait. The 
judgments of wiser heads prevailed in 
achieving the swift liberation of Ku- 
wait from Iraqi occupation. 

On another matter, Admiral Crowe 
has consistently stated his strong per- 
sonal belief that Soviet Marshal Sergei 
Akhromeyev was not involved in the 
1991 attempt to depose then-Soviet 
President Mikhail Gorbachev. Marshal 
Akhromeyev committed suicide after 
the coup attempt failed, an act which 
some attribute to remorse over his par- 
ticipation in plotting and implement- 
ing the coup attempt. I recognize that 
these two men had developed a per- 
sonal friendship as a result of their 
professional affiliation over a number 
of years, and I understand Admiral 
Crowe’s sadness at the death of his 
friend. However, I fear that Admiral 
Crowe has let his personal views of 
Marshal Akhromeyev color his profes- 
sional judgment on this matter. 

Finally, Admiral Crowe seems undis- 
turbed about the deep cuts in the de- 
fense budget proposed by President 
Clinton. I and others have stated many 
times the belief that the defense budg- 
et is being cut too deep and too fast. I 
fear that the United States could soon 
find itself with “hollow” military 
forces when faced with a crisis some- 
where on the globe. Admiral Crowe 
served as a senior military officer dur- 
ing the decade of the 1970's, when 
America’s military forces were ne- 
glected and not ready to defend our na- 
tional interests. He then served in a 
pivotal role as the United States ex- 
pended billions of dollars during the 
early 1980’s to regain our military pos- 
ture. That experience should make it 
clear to Admiral Crowe that the Clin- 
ton administration is driving the mili- 
tary back to the decade of the 1970’s in 
terms of military capability and readi- 


ness. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to consider carefully their vote on Ad- 
miral Crowe’s nomination. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I fur- 
ther ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate consider the following nomina- 
tions: 

Calendar 888. Fred W. Garcia, to be 
Deputy Director for Demand Reduc- 
tion, Office of National Drug Control 
Policy; 

Calendar 889. Marca Bristo, to be a 
member of the National Council on 
Disability; 

Calendar 890. Kate Pew Wolters, to be 
a member of the National Council on 
Disability; 

Calendar 891. Leo J. O’Donovan, to be 
a member of the National Council on 
the Arts; 

Calendar 892. Patricia Ann Brown, to 
be a member of the National Council 
on the Arts; 

Calendar 893. Ira Ronald Feldman, to 
be a member of the National Council 
on the Arts; 
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Calendar 894. Barbara Wallace Gross- 
man, to be a member of the National 
Council on the Arts. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the nominees be confirmed, en bloc, 
that any statements appear in the 
RECORD as if read, that upon confirma- 
tion, the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table, en bloc, that the Presi- 
dent be immediately notified of the 
Senate’s action, and that the Senate 
return to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con- 
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

Fred W. Garcia, of Colorado, to be Deputy 
Director for Demand Reduction, Office of Na- 
tional Drug Control Policy. 

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON DISABILITY 

Marca Bristo of Illinois, to be a member of 
the National Council on Disability for a term 
expiring September 17, 1995. 

Kate Pew Wolters, of Michigan, to be a 
member of the National Council on Disabil- 
ity for a term expiring September 17, 1995. 
NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE ARTS AND THE 

HUMANITIES 

Leo J. O'Donovan, of the District of Co- 
lumbia, to be a member of the National 
Council on the Arts for a term expiring Sep- 
tember 3, 1998. 

Patricia Ann Brown, of New York, to be a 
member of the National Council on the Arts 
for a term expiring September 3, 1996. 

Ira Ronald Feldman, of New York, to be a 
member of the National Council on the Arts 
for a term expiring September 3, 1998. 

Barbara Wallace Grossman, of Massachu- 
setts, to be a member of the National Coun- 
cil on the Arts for a term expiring Septem- 
ber 3, 1998. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
sume legislative session. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees and a treaty. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


At 11:50 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House passed the fol- 
lowing joint resolution, with amend- 
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ments, in which it requests the concur- 
rence of the Senate: 

S.J. Res. 168. Joint Resolution designating 
May 11, 1994, as “Vietnam Human Rights 
Day." 


The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following joint 
resolution, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.J. Res. 302. Joint Resolution designating 
1994 as the "Year of the Girl Child.“ 

At 6:23 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House agrees to the 
report of the committee on conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the 
House to the bill (S. 2000) to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal years 1995 
through 1998 to carry out the Head 
Start and the Community Services 
Block Grant Act, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The message also announced that the 
House disagrees to the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 3841) to 
amend the Bank Holding Company Act 
of 1956, the revised Statutes of the 
United States, and the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Act to provide for interstate 
banking and branching, and agrees to 
the conference asked by the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon; and appoints the following 
Members as managers of the con- 
ference on the part of the House: 

From the Committee on Banking, Fi- 
nance and Urban Affairs, for consider- 
ation of the House bill, and the Senate 
amendment, and modification commit- 
ted to conference: Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. 
NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. LAFALCE, 
Mr. VENTO, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. FRANK of 
Massachusetts, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. LEACH, Mr. MCCOLLUM, 
Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. BEREUTER, and Mr. 
RIDGE. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Agriculture, for consid- 
eration of section 109 of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com- 
mitted to conference: Mr. DE LA GARZA, 
Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. 
PENNY, Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, 
Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. COMBEST, Mr. AL- 
LARD. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, for con- 
sideration of section 402 of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com- 
mitted to conference: Mr. HAMILTON, 
Mr. GEJDENSON, and Mr. GILMAN. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, for con- 
sideration of sections 101-103 of the 
House bill, and title II and sections 102- 
103 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con- 
ference: Mr. BROOKS, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. 
GLICKMAN, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. BRYANT, 
Mr. FisH, Mr. CANADY, and Mr. 
GOODLATTE. 
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ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 

At 7:32 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the Speaker has signed 
the following bills and joint resolution: 

H.R. 1134. An Act to provide for the trans- 
fer of certain public lands located in Clear 
Creek County, Colorado, to the Forest Serv- 
ice, the State of Colorado, and certain local 
governments in the State of Colorado, and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 2868. An Act to designate the Federal 
building located at 600 Camp Street in New 
Orleans, Louisiana, as the “John Minor Wis- 
dom United States Court of Appeals Build- 
ing," and for other purposes. 

H.J. Res. 303. Joint Resolution to designate 
June 6, 1994, as "D-Day National Remem- 
brance Day.“ 


The enrolled bills and joint resolu- 
tion were subsequently signed by the 
President pro tempore (Mr. BYRD). 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following measure was read the 
first and second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.J. Res. 302. Joint Resolution designating 
1994 as the Lear of the Girl Child"; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on May 12, 1994, she had presented 
to the President of the United States, 
the following enrolled bill: 

S. 341. An Act to provide for a land ex- 
change between the Secretary of Agriculture 
and Eagle and Pitkin Counties in Colorado, 
and for other purposes. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The following petitions and memori- 
als were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 


POM-457. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Alaska; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 


"LEGISLATIVE RESOLVE NO. 24 


"Whereas 50 U.S.C.S. Appx. 2406(d) (sec. 
xd), Export Administration Act of 1979) pro- 
hibits, with tightly restrictive exceptions, 
the export of domestically produced crude 
oil transported by pipeline over the right-of- 
way granted by 43 U.S.C. 1652 (sec. 203 of the 
Trans-Alaska Pipeline Authorization Act); 
and 

"Whereas the limitation on export of Alas- 
ka North Slope crude oil effectively limits 
its sale to the domestic American market; 
and 

"Whereas the higher transportation cost 
associated with shipping Alaska North Slope 
crude oil through the Panama Canal to the 
Gulf Coast states reduces the wellhead price 
of the oil; and 

"Whereas lower wellhead prices raise the 
economic threshold for exploring for and pro- 
ducing all North Slope oil and, as a result, 
production from certain existing and newly 
discovered oil fields is currently uneco- 
nomic; and 
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"Whereas the export ban singles out Alas- 
ka to pay its costs, penalizing the state and 
the North Slope producers, which pay 85 per- 
cent of the taxes collected by the state; and 

"Whereas the current export ban reduces 
the value of crude oil production in the state 
by an estimated $1,000,000,000 per year, or 
about $1.10 per barrel; and 

"Whereas Alaska North Slope crude oil re- 
quired to be transported and delivered for 
sale in the domestic market incurs approxi- 
mately $2.70 per barrel in higher transpor- 
tation charges than if the oil could be ex- 
ported in international tankers to Pacific 
Rim countries; and 

"Whereas domestic exploration and devel- 
opment of newly discovered oil reserves will 
enhance the nation's energy and economic 
security; and 

"Whereas the foreign export of Alaska 
North Slope crude oil will provide an incen- 
tive for further domestic oil exploration and 
development; and 

"Whereas new discoveries and production 
resulting from increased domestic explo- 
ration will facilitate the development of in- 
frastructure and production facilities needed 
to produce currently uneconomic Alaska 
North Slope reserves and, thus, lower the av- 
erage development costs of all Alaska North 
Slope production; and 

"Whereas exporting oil to Pacific Rim na- 
tions will decrease the substantial trade def- 
icit with nations that have expressed a 
strong interest in purchasing Alaska pro- 
duced oil, as evidenced by the sale under a 
United States Department of Commerce ex- 
port license of Alaska Cook Inlet oil to a 
Taiwanese company; and 

"Whereas Canada, Mexico, and Venezuela, 
among other neighboring countries in this 
hemisphere, may provide stable, secure ex- 
ports of crude oil to the United States at 
more competitive prices than Alaska North 
Slope crude oil because of the transportation 
savings; and 

"Whereas the additional cost of shipping 
Alaska North Slope crude oil to the Gulf 
Coast and eastern states imposes an unneces- 
sary burden on those states, reduces federal 
and state tax revenue, reduces state royal- 
ties, and discourages exploration and devel- 
opment of North Slope reserves; and 

“Whereas U.S. Secretary of Energy Hazel 
O'Leary is reviewing the pros and cons of 
lifting the ban on the export of Alaska North 
Slope oil as part of her Domestic Energy Ini- 
tiative; and 

"Whereas during his term as president, 
President George Bush had lifted the ban on 
the export of oil produced in the State of 
California; and 

"Whereas the amended Export Administra- 
tion Act authorizes the President of the 
United States to recommend, and the Con- 
gress to approve by adoption of a joint reso- 
lution, export of Alaska North Slope crude 
oil; 

“Be it resolved, That the Alaska State Leg- 
islature opposes the continuing ban on ex- 
port of Alaska North Slope crude oil because 
the ban results in inefficiencies and eco- 
nomic waste and because it reduces the over- 
all level of national economic activity; and 
be it 

"Further resolved, That the Alaska State 
Legislature endorses HR 543, legislation re- 
moving the restraints on the export of Alas- 
ka North Slope crude oil; and be it 

"Further resolved, That the Alaska Con- 
gressional delegation and the Governor are 
urged to continue using their best efforts to 
obtain passage of HR 543 or comparable legis- 
lation permitting the export of Alaska North 
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Slope crude oil, regardless of the oíl's point 
of production within the state; and be it 

Further resolved, That the Alaska State 
Legislature respectfully requests the Presi- 
dent of the United States to exercise power 
given him under the amended Export Admin- 
istration Act to recommend approval of the 
export of that oil. 

“Copies of this resolution shall be sent to 
the Honorable Bill Clinton, President of the 
United States; the Honorable Al Gore, Jr., 
Vice-President of the United States and 
President of the U.S. Senate; the Honorable 
Thomas S. Foley, Speaker of the U.S. House 
of Representatives; the Honorable George 
Mitchell, Majority Leader of the U.S. Sen- 
ate; and to the Honorable Ted Stevens and 
the Honorable Frank Murkowski, U.S. Sen- 
ators, and the Honorable Don Young, U.S. 
Representative, members of the Alaska dele- 
gation in Congress.“ 

POM-458. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Washington; to 
the Committee on the Budget. 

"SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL 8027 

"Whereas, numerous challenges face the 
nation as the labor force and opportunities 
in the workplace change. Among states, dif- 
fering circumstances reflect changing eco- 
nomíc bases, unique demographic trends, and 
limitations on resources availability. States 
must have the flexibility and authority to 
design and implement economic development 
programs that address state-specific situa- 
tions. Employment security must figure 
prominently in these efforts; and 

"Whereas, changes in the current system 
of financing the operational costs of the em- 
ployment security system are necessary to 
provide an effective national employment se- 
curity system that will be able to address 
the ongoing challenge to remain competi- 
tive. Employment security agencies and per- 
sonnel must not only provide economic as- 
sistance to those who find themselves unem- 
ployed through no fault of their own, but 
also have the financial and human resources 
to put these unemployed Americans back to 
work; and 

"Whereas, under the framework of the sys- 
tem outlined in the Federal Unemployment 
Tax Act (FUTA), state revenues finance un- 
employment benefits while the federal gov- 
ernment collects a payroll tax, levied upon 
employers, which provides funds dedicated 
solely to the administration of both the fed- 
eral and the state systems. The amount now 
being collected is more than adequate to 
fund the various state systems, but the 
amount returned to the states has been 
shrinking because these funds are included 
in the federal unified budget and therefore 
are subject to the domestic discretionary 
spending caps as required by the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985; and 

"Whereas, for the past eight years, state 
employment security administrators have 
watched the decline in funding for employ- 
ment security services that resulted from 
federal budget deficit considerations while 
balances in the Unemployment Trust Fund's 
Employment Security Administration Ac- 
count grew by leaps and bounds, only serving 
to mask the size of the federal deficit; and 

"Whereas, in the last five years the aver- 
age yearly balance of the Employment Secu- 
rity Administration Account was $1.68 bil- 
lion, in 1993 the projected balance is $1.93 bil- 
lion, and in 1994 the projection is for $1.96 
billion; and 

"Whereas, in the recent recession, state 
employment security agencies could have 
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moved more quickly to put unemployed 
Americans back to work if the agencies were 
being adequately funded from the Employ- 
ment Security Administration Account; 

“Now, therefore, Your Memorialists re- 
spectfully pray that Congress: 

"(1) Remove the dedicated FUTA trust 
fund money from the federal unified budget; 

(2) Exclude from the calculation of the 
federal budget deficit balances in the Unem- 
ployment Trust Fund financed from dedi- 
cated revenues; 

“(3) Make decisions about spending for ex- 
tended unemployment benefits and adminis- 
tration of employment and unemployment 
programs on their merits and not federal 
budget deficit reduction rules; and 

“(4) Provide states with the flexibility to 
meet the needs of unemployed Americans, 
particularly through better coordination be- 
tween the various employment and training 
programs and by having the ability to re- 
spond early to situations that may be unique 
to their state. Be it resolved, That copies of 
this Memorial be immediately transmitted 
to the Honorable Bill Clinton, President of 
the United States, the United States Depart- 
ment of Labor, the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, and each member of Con- 
gress from the State of Washington." 

POM-459. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Mis- 
sissippi; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

“HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 174 

"Whereas, Southwest Mississippi has been 
the sight of numerous tornados since instal- 
lation of the Doppler Radar; and 

“Whereas, tornados have touched down in 
Southwest Mississippi on April 20, 1992, No- 
vember 16, 1993, December 4, 1993, February 
10, 1994, and March 9 1994, all without ad- 
vanced warnings from the National Weather 
Bureau; and 

"Whereas, the citizens of Southwest Mis- 
sissippi are all deeply concerned about the 
constant threat of tornados; and 

"Whereas, the new Doppler Radar is con- 
sidered to be the state of the art equipment 
and is capable of identifying most tornados 
before the tornados have touched the earth; 
and 

“Whereas, the current coverage afforded by 
Doppler Radar in Southwest Mississippi is 
not completely effective perhaps because of 
the geography of the area; and 

"Whereas, additional radars and equip- 
ment, along with increased technical train- 
ing of weather service personnel, may pro- 
vide the answer for the giving of sufficient 
notice to citizens of Southwest Mississippi of 
approaching storms and serious weather con- 
ditions: 

“Now, therefore, be it resolved by the House 
of Representatives of the State of Mississippi, 
the Senate concurring therein, 

“That we urge Congress to take speedy and 
appropriate action to install additional 
Doppler Radar equipment specially suited 
for use in Southwest Mississippi and to edu- 
cate the members of the National Weather 
Bureau in the proper techniques for its use. 

“Be it further resolved, That copies of this 
resolution be furnished to the National 
Weather Bureau, the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, the Presi- 
dent of the United States Senate and mem- 
bers of the Mississippi Congressional Delega- 
tion." 

POM-460. A joint resolution adopted by the 
General Assembly of the State of New Jer- 
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sey; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 


"ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION No. 32 


"Whereas, it is the duty of government in 
a democratic society to implement policies 
which facilitate a participation in the elec- 
toral process by the greatest possible num- 
ber of voters; and 

"Whereas, the general election in New Jer- 
sey and elsewhere is held annually on the 
first Tuesday after the first Monday in No- 
vember; and 

"Whereas, pursuant to federal law, day- 
light saving time currently ends on the last 
Sunday of October in each year; and 

“Whereas, this practice means that dark- 
ness falls one hour earlier on election day 
than would otherwise be the case; and 

"Whereas, extending daylight saving time 
through election day would have the bene- 
ficial effect of providing voters with an addi- 
tional hour of daylight in the evening during 
which to go to the polls; and 

‘Whereas, this additional hour of daylight 
would reassure voters who may be concerned 
about their safety or are otherwise reluctant 
to leave their homes after dark; and 

"Whereas, this change would most likely 
increase the number of voters who cast bal- 
lots on election day; now, therefore. 

He it resolved by the General Assembly of the 
State of New Jersey, 

“1. The Congress and President of the Unit- 
ed States are respectfully memorialized to 
amend the federal "Uniform Time Act of 
1966. 15 U.S.C. 260 et seq., to provide for the 
extension of daylight saving time until after 
the annual general election day. 

"2. Copies of this resolution, signed by 
Speaker of the General Assembly and at- 
tested by the Clerk thereof, shall be trans- 
mitted by to the President and Vice Presi- 
dent of the United States, the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and every member 
of Congress elected from this State. 

"This resolution urges Congress and the 
President to amend federal law to extend 
daylight saving time until after the annual 
general election day. This change would pro- 
vide voters with an additional hour of day- 
light in the evening during which to go to 
the polls and would most likely result in in- 
creased voter turnout on election day.” 

POM-461. A resolution adopted by the 
Council of the City of New London, Connecti- 
cut relative to commercial whale harvesting; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

POM-462. a joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Alaska; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 


"LEGISLATIVE RESOLVE NO. 28 


"Whereas the Magnuson Fishery Conserva- 
tion and Management Act established a fish- 
ery conservation zone, now known as the ex- 
clusive economic zone (EEZ), out to 200 
miles off the coast of Alaska and the other 
coastal states to protect, conserve, and man- 
age the extensive fishery resources of the 
continental shelf; and 

“Whereas the Magnuson Fishery Conserva- 
tion and Management Act has fostered ra- 
tional management of formerly unregulated 
fisheries off Alaska; and 

“Whereas the Magnuson Fishery Conserva- 
tion and Management Act has successfully 
promoted the development of an American 
fishing industry within the EEZ off Alaska; 
and 

“Whereas the Magnuson Fishery Conserva- 
tion and Management Act has eliminated 
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foreign fishing within the EEZ off Alaska; 
and 

"Whereas the Magnuson Fishery Conserva- 
tion and Management Act established the 
North Pacific Fishery Management Council 
as the fishery management council for the 
EEZ fisheries off Alaska; and 

“Whereas the Magnuson Fishery Conserva- 
tion and Management Act since its enact- 
ment in 1976 has provided that a majority of 
the membership of the North Pacific Fishery 
Management Council be from Alaska; and 

"Whereas it is reasonable and just that a 
majority of the membership of the fishery 
management council responsible for the EEZ 
fisheries off Alaska be Alaskans; 

“Be it resolved, That the Alaska State Leg- 
islature supports the reauthorization of the 
Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Man- 
agement Act and respectfully requests the 
Congress to act expeditiously in reauthoriz- 
ing the Act; and be it 

“Further Resolved, That the Alaska State 
Legislature respectfully requests that the 
current geographic composition of the North 
Pacific Fishery management Council be re- 
tained. 

"Copies of this resolution shall be sent to 
the Honorable A1 Gore, Jr., Vice-President of 
the United States and President of the U.S. 
Senate; the Honorable Ron Brown , Sec- 
retary of the U.S. Department of Commerce; 
the Honorable Robert C. Byrd, President Pro 
Tempore of the U.S. Senate; the Honorable 
Thomas S. Foley, Speaker of the U.S. House 
of Representatives; the Honorable Gerry E. 
Studds, Chair, Committee on Merchant Ma- 
rine and Fisheries of the U.S. House of Rep- 
resentatives; the Honorable Thomas J. Man- 
ton, Chair, Fisheries Management Sub- 
committee of the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries of the U.S. House of 
Representatives; the Honorable Ernest F. 
Hollings, Chair, Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the U.S. Sen- 
ate; the Honorable John C. Danforth, Rank- 
ing Minority Member, Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
U.S. Senate; and to the Honorable Ted Ste- 
vens and the Honorable Frank Murkowski, 
U.S. Senators, and the Honorable Don 
Young, U.S. Representative, members of the 
Alaska delegation in Congress." 

POM-463. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Idaho; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
Sources. 

"SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL No. 116 


"Whereas, the Legislature finds that all 
waters of the state are declared to be the 
property of the state of Idaho, Section 42-101, 
Idaho Code; and 

"Whereas, the United States Congress also 
intends to follow the well-established prece- 
dent in national legislation of recognizing 
local and state water laws relative to the ap- 
propriation and distribution of water; and 

"Whereas, in the western states, the Su- 
preme Court of the United States had recog- 
nized that . . the water above and beneath 
the surface of the ground belongs to the pub- 
lic, and the right to the use thereof is to be 
acquired from the State in which it is found, 
which State is vested with the primary con- 
trol thereof.“ (California v. United States, 
438 U.S. 679 (1978)); and 

*Whereas, '". . it is clear that the States 
have the control of water within their 
boundaries, it is essential that each and 
every owner along a given water course, in- 
cluding the United States, must be amenable 
to the law of the State, if there is to be a 
proper administration of the water law as it 
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has developed over the years.“ (California v. 
United States, 438 U.S. 645, 679-680 (1978)). 

“Now, therefore, be it resolved by the members 
of the Second Regular Session of the Fifty-sec- 
ond Idaho Legislature, the Senate and the 
House of Representatives concurring therein, 

“That the State of Idaho intends to exer- 
cise its right to control its water policy and 
requests that the United States government 
and Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt 
recognize the beneficial nature of artificial 
recharge of Idaho aquifers and to reflect such 
benefits of state programs and policies in the 
reorganization and management policies of 
federal agencies, especially the U.S. Bureau 
of Reclamation. 

" Be it further resolved that the Secretary of 
the Senate be, and she is hereby authorized 
and directed to forward à copy of this Memo- 
rial to the President of the United States, 
Bill Clinton, the President of the Senate and 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
of Congress, the Secretary of the Interior 
Bruce Babbitt and the congressional delega- 
tion representing the State of Idaho in the 
Congress of the United States. 

POM-464. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Louisiana 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
Sources. 

“HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 1 

"Whereas, the Seventh United States In- 
fantry was organized in 1798, reorganized on 
May 3, 1908, and has fought in every war in 
which the United States has participated; 
and 

“Whereas, the regiment's first battle with 
& foreign foe occurred on December 3, 1814, at 
Villere Plantation in Louisiana during the 
War of 1812; and 

"Whereas, the regiment's defense of Lou- 
isiana culminated in the virtual annihilation 
of British forces mounting an attack on the 
City of New Orleans in the historic Battle of 
New Orleans on January 8-9, 1815; and 

“Whereas, the regiment's ingenious use of 
cotton bales to strengthen the defensive 
ramparts in this battle led to its nickname, 
the Cotton Baler” Regiment; and 

"Wnhereas, the regiment further memorial- 
ized its fight in this battle by incorporating 
a bale of cotton in the design of its coat of 
arms and regimental colors; and 

“Whereas, the Cottonbalers have been au- 
thorized to place a memorial at a national 
battlefield site to commemorate the regi- 
ment's valiant service to our country; and 

“Whereas, the Cottonbalers have asked to 
place their memorial at the Chalmette Bat- 
tlefield, commemorative site of the Battle of 
New Orleans and part of the Jean Lafitte Na- 
tional Historic Park and Preserve; and 

“Whereas, memorials will not be placed in 
any national park unless authorized by stat- 
ute or supported by approval by the National 
Park Service; and 

"Whereas, the National Park Service has 
not authorized the placement of a memorial 
at the Chalmette Battlefield, citing a pref- 
erence for “protecting the natural and cul- 
tural components of battlefields from non- 
historic features that compromise the integ- 
rity of the historical and natural setting“: 
and 

"Whereas, the Legislature of Louisiana 
finds that à memorial to a regiment that 
earned its initial fame in the Battle of New 
Orleans and has continued to play an inte- 
gral role in the development and preserva- 
tion of the United States further delineates 
the historícal role of the Battle of New Orle- 
ans in our nation's development. 

“Therefore, be it resolved, That the Legisla- 
ture of Louisiana does hereby memorialize 
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the Congress of the United States, and in 
particular the members of the Louisiana 
congressional delegation, to direct the Na- 
tional Park Service, by statute or resolu- 
tion, to authorize the placement of the Sev- 
enth Infantry Regiment's memorial at the 
Chalmette Battlefield located in the 
Chalmette Unit of the Jean Lafitte National 
Historic Park and Preserve. 

“Be it further resolved, That such action be 
taken with expedience to allow the memorial 
to be dedicated when the Cottonbalers hold 
their annual reunion in New Orleans in May 
of 1995. 

"Be it further resolved, That copies of this 
Resolution be transmitted to the clerk of the 
House of Representatives and secretary of 
the Senate of the United States Congress, to 
each member of the Louisiana congressional 
delegation, and to the director of the Na- 
tional Park Service." 

POM-465. A resolution adopted by the 
Chamber of Commerce of Portland, Ten- 
nessee relative to the I-840 North Project; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

POM-466. A resolution adopted by the 
Council of the City of Gallatin, Tennessee 
relative to the I-840 North Project; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

POM-467. A resolution adopted by the Civic 
Club of the City of Stumpy Point, North 
Carolina relative to the Pamlico-Albermarle 
Penninsular; to the Committee on Environ- 
ment and Public Works. 

POM-468. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Idaho; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

“SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL No. 112 

“Whereas, safe drinking water is of para- 
mount importance to the health and well- 
being of the people of the United States; and 

"Whereas, increasingly limited federal, 
state and local resources require that mon- 
eys be expended in the most cost-effective 
and efficient manner possible; and 

“Whereas, the federal Safe Drinking Water 
Act, as currently configured, requires drink- 
ing water monitoring, testing and capital ex- 
penditure beyond what is necessary to ade- 
quately protect the public health and wel- 
fare; and 

“Whereas, the excessive expenditure of 
such moneys reduces the ability of federal, 
state and local governments to most effec- 
tively and efficiently protect citizens from 
harmful water-borne chemicals and patho- 
gens; and 

"Whereas, affecting the necessary changes 
to the federal Safe Drinking Water Act is a 
responsibility of Congress of the United 
States; and 

"Whereas, there is currently, before the 
Congress of the United States, legislation, 
specifically House of Representatives Bill 
No. 3392, which would help ameliorate many 
of the difficulties and inefficiencies caused 
by the federal Safe Drinking Water Act; and 

"Whereas, it is fitting for the states to 
offer guidance to the Congress of the United 
States and voice a call for remediation of 
conditions imposed by federal law which, in 
the opinion and judgment of the states, are 
found to be unnecessarily burdensome. 

"Now, Therefore, be it Resolved by the 
members of the Second Regular Session of 
the Fifty-second Idaho Legislature, the Sen- 
ate and the House of Representatives concur- 
ring therein, that we support House of Rep- 
resentatives Bill No. 3392, the Slatterly/Bli- 
ley Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments: 
Be it further 
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‘Resolved, That the Fifty-second Idaho Leg- 
islature respectfully calls on and requests 
the legislatures of the several states to like- 
wise express to the Congress their concerns 
and recommendations for correcting ineffi- 
ciencies and unnecessary burdens imposed by 
the Safe Drinking Water Act: be it further 

"Resolved, That the Fifty-second Idaho 
Legislature respectfully calls and on and re- 
quests the legislatures of the several states 
to likewise express to the Congress their 
concerns and recommendations for correct- 
ing inefficiencies and unnecessary burdens 
imposed by the Safe Drinking Water Act: be 
it further 

"Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen- 
ate be, and she is hereby authorizes and di- 
rected to forward a copy of this Memorial to 
the President of the Senate and the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives of Congress, 
and the congressional delegation represent- 
ing the State of Idaho in the Congress of the 
United States and to the legislatures of the 
several states of the United States.“ 

POM-469. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Idaho; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

"Whereas, the Intermodel Surface Trans- 
portation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991 
mandated in Title 23 United States Code Sec- 
tion 153 that all states shall have enacted a 
universal motorcycle helmet law by October 
1, 1993, or face fund transfers from certain 
federal-aid highway programs to the high- 
way safety program found in Title 23 United 
States Code Section 402; and 

"Whereas, United States Secretary of 
Transportation Federico Pena notified Idaho 
Governor Cecil D. Andrus on September 30, 
1993, that Idaho was not in compliance with 
Title 23 United States Code Section 153, be- 
cause the state does not have in effect a mo- 
torcycle helmet law for all riders; and 

“Whereas, Governor Cecil D. Andrus re- 
sponded to Secretary Pena on November 30, 
1993, advising that Idaho takes issue with the 
federal mandate, and that the mandate puts 
the federal government in the position of de- 
ciding on Idaho's behalf that a motorcycle 
helmet law is more important than conges- 
tive mitigation, air quality and highway 
construction projects; and 

‘Whereas, Section 153 provides that a state 
which fails to put into effect motorcycle hel- 
met and safety belt use laws by October 1, 
1993, is subject to a transfer in fiscal year 
1995 of 1.5% of funds apportioned under cer- 
tain federal-aid highway programs to its ap- 
portionment for the highway safety program 
authorized by title 23 United States Code 
Section 402; and 

"Whereas, on October 1, 1993, no law was in 
place in Idaho that mandates motorcycle 
helmet usage by all riders regardless of age; 
and 

"Whereas, based on Idaho's fiscal year 1993 
apportionment, 1.5% estimated at 1.1 million 
dollars, will be transferred to highway safety 
programs on October 1, 1994, unless the re- 
quirements are repealed or delayed by Con- 

- gress; and 

"Whereas, for noncompliance in fiscal year 
1995 and beyond, the transfer will increase to 
3%, estimated at 2.2 million dollars, occur- 
ring for fiscal year 1996 and thereafter; and 

"Whereas, the members of the Second Reg- 
ular Session of the Fifty-second Idaho Legis- 
lature are considering a driver's license en- 
forcement and motorcycle rider education 
proposal which is supported by the motor- 
cycle riding community throughout Idaho; 
and 
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"Whereas, the members of the Second Reg- 
ular Session of the Fifty-second Idaho Legis- 
lature will not enact a mandatory motor- 
cycle helmet law for all ages of riders based 
on public opposition regarding said legisla- 
tion: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the members of the Second 
Regular Session of the Fifty-second Idaho 
Legislature, the Senate and the House of 
Representatives concurring therein, that we 
respectfully request that the Congress repeal 
the noncompliance sanctions of Title 23 
United States Code Section 153: Be it fur- 
ther: 

Resolved That the Secretary of the Senate 
be, and she is hereby authorized and directed 
to forward a copy of this Memorial to the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives of Congress, 
and the congressional delegation represent- 
ing the State of Idaho in the Congress of the 
United States.” 

POM-470. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the Senate of Maine; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 


"Whereas, several proposals are pending in 
Congress regarding revisions to the Safe 
Drinking Water Act; and 

"Whereas, community water systems in 
the State have identified several areas of dif- 
ficulty associated with the Safe Drinking 
Water Act Amendments of 1986, including 
the following: 

1. Community water systems in the State 
have been required to spend in excess of 
$400,000,000 to comply with the federal regu- 
lations resulting from the Safe Drinking 
Water Act of 1986; 

"2. The Safe Drinking Water Act Amend- 
ments of 1986 require the arbitrary establish- 
ment of 25 new drinking water standards 
every 3 years, resulting in increased mon- 
itoring costs; 

"$. Regulations under the Safe Drinking 
Water Act Amendments of 1986 will require 
the removal of contaminants to levels well 
below that required to protect human 
health, resulting in millions of dollars being 
spent unnecessarily on new physical plants 
and their operation; and 

"4. The Safe Drinking Water Act Amend- 
ments of 1976 do not provide sufficient flexi- 
bility in monitoring requirements based on 
community location, resulting in monitoring 
for contaminants that are not now and never 
were in this State; and 

"Whereas, community water systems in 
the State support several revisions to the 
Safe Drinking Water Act to resolve the prob- 
lems identified in this resolution, including 
the following: 

“L Elimination of the mandatory triennial 
list of 25 new regulated contaminants in 
favor of a process in which future contami- 
nants for regulation would be based on na- 
tional health risk data as determined 
through an occurrence data base; 

“2. Establishment of maximum contami- 
nant level standards for drinking water that 
would include the best technology, public 
health risk reduction benefits and costs; 

"9. Allowing state programs sufficient 
flexibility to establish contaminant mon- 
itoring programs based on community occur- 
rence data; and 

4. Allowing states the ability to set flexi- 
ble compliance schedules based on the indi- 
vidual circumstances of the regulation, the 
state and the water purveyor; now, therefore, 
be it 

"Resolved, That We, your Memorialists, re- 
spectfully recommend and urge the Honor- 
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able Members of the Maine Congressional 
Delegation to ensure that these issues are 
considered in any proposed revisions to the 
Safe Drinking Water Act; and be it further 

“Resolved, That We, your Memorialists, re- 
spectfully recommend and urge the Honor- 
able Members of the Maine Congressional 
Delegation to ensure that further mandates 
are not included in any proposed revisions to 
the Safe Drinking Water Act without the 
provision of adequate federal funding to off- 
set increased state costs; and be it further 

“Resolved, That suitable copies of this reso- 
lution, duly authenticated by the Secretary 
of State, be transmitted to each member of 
the Maine Congressional Delegation.” 

POM-471. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Maine; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

“Whereas, A modern, well-maintained, effi- 
cient and interconnected transportation sys- 
tem is vital to the economic growth, health 
global competitiveness of our State and the 
entire nation; and 

“Whereas, the highway network is the 
backbone of a transportation system that 
provides for intermodal connectivity and the 
* * ment of people and goods; and 

“Whereas, it is critical to effectively ad- 
dress highway transportation needs through 
appropriate transportation plans and pro- 
gram * * * tments; and 

"Whereas, the federal Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 estab- 
lished the concept of a 155,000-mile National 
Highway System, which includes the Inter- 
state System; and 

“Whereas, on December 9, 1993, the United 
States Department of Transportation trans- 
mitted to Congress a proposal for a * * * 000- 
mile National Highway System, which iden- 
tified 104 port facilities, 143 airports, 191 rail- 
road-truck terminals, 321 Amtrak 
stations * * * 19 transit terminals; and 

"Whereas, the Intermodal Surface Trans- 
portation Efficiency Act of 1991 requires that 
National Highway System and 
Interstate * * * maintenance funds may not 
be released to the states if the National 
Highway System is not approved by Septem- 
ber 30, 1995; and 

“Whereas, the uncertainty associated with 
the future of the National Highway System 
precludes the possibility of the State to ac- 
tively undertake and properly develop the 
necessary planning and programming activi- 
ties; now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That We, your Memorialists, re- 
spectfully urge and request that the Con- 
gress of the United States enact legislation 
designate and approve the National Highway 
System no later than September 30, 1994; and 
be it further 

“Resolved, That suitable copies of this Me- 
morial, duly authenticated by the Secretary 
of State, be transmitted to the Honorable 
William J. Clinton, President of the United 
States, to the President of the Senate and 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
of the Congress of the United States, and to 
each member of the Maine Congressional 
Delegation." 

POM-472. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Mis- 
sissippi; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

“HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 177 

“Whereas, Congress passed the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 
(RCRA) and amended that act in 1984 
through the Hazardous and Solid Waste 
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Amendments (HSWA) (42 USC 6901 et seq.); 
and 

"Whereas, the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act, as amended, requires the Ad- 
ministrator of the United States Environ- 
mental Protection Agency to promulgate 
regulations containing guidelines to assist in 
the development and implementation of 
state solid waste management plans (42 USC 
6942(b)); and 

"Whereas, the provisions of the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act, as amended, 
also require each state plan to prohibit the 
establishment of new open dumps and man- 
date that all solid waste be utilized for re- 
Source recovery, disposed of in sanitary land- 
fills or otherwise disposed of in an environ- 
mentally sound manner (42 USC 6943(a)); and 

“Whereas, the United States Environ- 
mental Protection Agency completed revi- 
sions to the solid waste disposal criteria in 
October 1991 (56 CFR 50978); and 

"Whereas, the provisions of this rule will 
finally become effective for all facilities on 
April 9, 1994; and 

“Whereas, the effect of these regulations 
will be to substantially reduce the availabil- 
ity of disposal capacity; and 

“Whereas, although the Administrator of 
the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency is authorized to provide financial as- 
sistance to states, counties and municipali- 
ties for implementation of programs to pro- 
vide solid waste management, the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act, as amended, 
excludes from such assistance any acquisi- 
tion of land or interest in land (42 USC 
6948(a) (Z) (A)); and 

"Whereas, it is also the policy of the Bu- 
reau of Land Management of the United 
States Department of the Interior to termi- 
nate all recreation and public purposes land- 
fill operations on federal lands; and 

“Whereas, the mandates imposed upon the 
state and local governments by the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act, as amended, 
including the requirement that solid waste 
be disposed of in sanitary landfills meeting 
federal criteria, create an additional burden 
on the taxpayers of this state; and 

“Whereas, the costs of providing solid 
waste management services which are being 
borne by the state taxpayers would be sub- 
stantially decreased if the federal govern- 
ment provided lands for the location of the 
mandated sanitary landfills; and 

"Whereas, with 1,200,000 acres of forest 
lands owned by the federal government in 
the State of Mississippi, the construction of 
sanitary landfills upon such lands would not 
have an adverse environmental impact upon 
the natural resources of the state: 

Now, therefore, be it Resolved by the House of 
Representatives of the State of Mississippi, The 
Senate Concurring Therein, That we do hereby 
memorialize the United States Congress to 
authorize the construction of sanitary land- 
fills that are a part of state waste manage- 
ment plans required under the Resource Con- 
servation and Recovery Act of 1976, as 
amended by the Hazardous and Solid Waste 
Amendments of 1984, on lands owned by the 
United States in the State of Mississippi. 

Be it further Resolved, That copies of this 
resolution be furnished to the President of 
the United States, the President of the Unit- 
ed States Senate, the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, the Admin- 
istrator of the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency, the Director of the Bu- 
reau of Land Management, United States De- 
partment of the Interior and to the members 
of the Mississippi Congressional Delega- 
tion." 
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POM-473. A resolution adopted by the Leg- 
islature of the State of Nebraska; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

“LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTION 349 

"Whereas, the protection of the public 
health and welfare is the primary concern of 
public water supply systems; and 

‘Whereas, the ability of public water sup- 
ply systems to protect the health and wel- 
fare of its citizenry has been greatly reduced 
by unfunded federal mandates contained in 
the Safe Drinking Water Act; and 

“Whereas, public water supply systems 
cannot afford to commit limited resources 
on federal mandates which provide little or 
no benefit to public health, but must rather 
be permitted to focus their resources on pro- 
tections which ensure the highest safety for 
public health; and 

“Whereas, several proposals currently be- 
fore Congress would amend the Safe Drink- 
ing Water Act to allow public water supply 
systems greater ability to effectively protect 
the public health and welfare by ensuring 
that limited public resources can be sensibly 
focused on the most serious risks presented 
by contaminants in drinking water. 

"Now, therefore, be it Resolved by the mem- 
bers of the ninety-third Legislature of Nebraska, 
second session: 

“1. That the Legislature urges Congress to 
amend the Safe Drinking Water Act in such 
a manner as will permit public water supply 
systems to focus their resources on issues 
which threaten public health and which will 
provide flexibility in meeting the real health 
needs of its citizenry. 

“2. That the Clerk of the Legislature 
transmit a copy of this resolution to the 
Speaker of the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives, the President of the United 
States Senate, all members of the congres- 
sional delegation from the State of Ne- 
braska, the Administrator of the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency, 
and the Regional Administrator, Region VII 
of the United States Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency.” 

POM~474, A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Tennessee; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

"HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 529 

"Whereas, a modern, well-maintained, effi- 
cient, and interconnected transportation 
system is vital to the economic growth and 
health, and the global competitiveness of our 
state, and the entire nation; and 

“Whereas, the highway network is the 
backbone of a transportation system for the 
movement of people, goods, and intermodal 
connectivity; and 

“Whereas, it is critical to effectively ad- 
dress highway transportation needs through 
appropriate transportation plans and pro- 
gram investments; and 

“Whereas, the 1991 Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) es- 
tablished the concept of a 155,000-mile Na- 
tional Highway System which would include 
the Interstate System; and 

“Whereas, on December 9, 1993, the United 
States Department of Transportation trans- 
mitted to Congress a 159,000-mile Proposed 
National Highway System which identified 
104 port facilities, 143 airports, 191 rail-truck 
terminals, 321 Amtrak stations and 319 tran- 
sit terminals; and 

“Whereas, ISTEA requires that the NHS 
and Interstate Maintenance funds not be re- 
leased to the states if the system is not ap- 
proved by September 30, 1995; and 
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“Whereas, the uncertainty associated with 
the future of the National Highway System 
precludes the possibility of the state effec- 
tively undertaking the necessary and prop- 
erly developed planning and programming 
activities; now, therefore, 

“Be it Resolved by the House of Representa- 
tives of the Ninety-Eighth General Assembly of 
the State of Tennessee, the Senate concurring, 
That this General Assembly urges the Con- 
gress of the Untied States to accelerate the 
process of developing and approving the Na- 
tional Highway System and that the Con- 
gress of the United States is hereby memori- 
alized to enact legislation which designates 
and approves the National Highway System 
no later than September 30, 1994. 

“Be it further Resolved, That copies of this 
resolution be forwarded to President Bill 
Clinton, Vice-President Al Gore, each mem- 
ber of the Tennessee Congressional Delega- 
tion, the Clerk of the United States House of 
Representatives and the Secretary of the 
United States Senate.” 


——— 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. NUNN, from the Committee on 
Armed Services, without amendment: 

S. 1587. A bill to revise and streamline the 
acquisition laws of the Federal Government, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 103-259). 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 


The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 


By Mr. NUNN, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

Manuel Trinidad Pacheco, of Arizona, to be 
Member of the National Security Education 
Board for a term of 4 years; 

Eamon M. Kelly, of Louisiana, to be a 
Member of the National Security Education 
Board for a term of 4 years; 

Joshua Gotbaum, of New York, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of Defense; and 

Jeffrey K. Harris, of New Jersey, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force. 


(The above nominations were reported 
with the recommendation that they be con- 
firmed, subject to the nominees' commit- 
ment to respond to requests to appear and 
testify before any duly constituted commit- 
tee of the Senate.) 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. BOREN, Mr. COCHRAN, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
HATCH, and Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN): 

S. 2109. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act and the Social Security Act to 
provide improved and expanded access to 
comprehensive primary health care and re- 
lated services for medically underserved and 
vulnerable populations through the provision 
of financial support for the development of 
community-based health networks and 
plans, to permit federally assisted health 
centers to expand their capacity and develop 
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and operate new sites to serve underserved 
and vulnerable populations, to provide cer- 
tain financial and other protections for such 
networks, plans, and health centers, and to 
facilitate the involvement of, and payment 
to, entities serving underserved and vulner- 
able populations in the training and edu- 
cation of primary care health professionals, 
and for other purposes; read the first time. 
By Mr. GORTON: 

S. 2110. A bill to establish a Federal match- 
ing grant program for State and local law 
enforcement agencies to assist in upgrading 
firearms, providing training, and purchasing 
ammunition; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. BREAUX (for himself and Mr. 
PACKWOOD): 

S. 2111. A bill to foster further develop- 
ment of the Nation's telecommunications in- 
frastructure and protection of the public in- 
terest, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mr. 
LoTT, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. BOXER): 

S. 2112. A bill to amend the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 to post- 
pone until 1997 the base closure process oth- 
erwise scheduled to commence in 1995; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. DOLE (for himself and Mr. 
LIEBERMAN): 

S. 2113. A bill to remove the embargo on 
Bosnia-Herzegovina; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. BIDEN: 

S. 2114. A bill to provide for the payment to 
States of plot allowances for certain veter- 
ans eligible for buríal in a national cemetery 
who are buried in cemeteries of such States; 
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN (for herself, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. PELL, 
Mr. ROBB, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. HAR- 
KIN, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. SIMON, Mr. KOHL, 
Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. Mack, Mr. BUMP- 
ERS, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. DASCHLE, 
Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. WOFFORD, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. KERRY, Mr. SIMPSON, 
Mr. LEAHY, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. SPEC- 
TER, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. CHAFEE, 
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. 
REID, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. GREGG, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. STE- 
VENS, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. GLENN, Mr. 
DECONCINI, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. 
PRYOR, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. BURNS, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, Mr. BOND, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
BOREN, Mr. MATHEWS, Mr. DORGAN, 
and Mr. MURKOWSKI): 

S.J. Res. 188. A joint resolution to des- 
ignate 1995 the Lear of the Girl Child’; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROTH: 

S.J. Res. 189. A joint resolution designat- 
ing October 1994 as “National Decorative 
Painting Month“; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. WARNER (for Mr. KEMPTHORNE 
(for himself, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. BEN- 
NETT, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. BOND, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. BURNS, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. 
BROWN, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. BYRD, Mr. 
CAMPBELL, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. COATS, 
Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
COVERDELL, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. D'AMATO, 
Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. DOLE, Mr. DOR- 
GAN, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mr. FEINGOLD, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. GLENN, Mr. GOR- 
TON, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. GREGG, Mr. 
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HATCH, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. HOLLINGS, 
Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. LoTT, Mr. MATHEWS, Mr. 
McCAIN, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. MITCH- 
ELL, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. MUR- 
KOWSKI, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. PRESSLER, 
Mr. PRYOR, Mr. REID, Mr. ROBB, Mr. 
RoTH, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. 
STEVENS, Mr.  THURMOND, Mr. 
WOFFORD, and Mr. SMITH)): 
S.J. Res. 190. A joint resolution to des- 
ignate May 15, 1994, National Peace Officers 
Memorial Day; considered and passed. 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, 
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. BOREN, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. HATCH, and Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN): 

S. 2109. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act and the Social Se- 
curity Act to provide improved and ex- 
panded access to comprehensive pri- 
mary health care and related services 
for medically underserved and vulner- 
able populations through the provision 
of financial support for the develop- 
ment of community-based health net- 
works and plans, to permit federally- 
assisted health centers to expand their 
capacity and develop and operate new 
sites to serve underserved and vulner- 
able populations, to provide certain fi- 
nancial and other protections for such 
networks, plans, and nealth centers, 
and to facilitate the involvement of, 
and payment to, entities serving under- 
served and vulnerable populations in 
the training and education of primary 
care health professionals, and for other 
purposes; read the first time. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, today 
I join with five colleagues from both 
sides of the aisle to introduce the Ac- 
cess to Community Health Care Act of 
1994. 

This legislation will build a com- 
prehensive, community-controlled, pri- 
mary health care service infrastructure 
throughout this country—an  infra- 
Structure that will expand on the Com- 
munity and Migrant Health Center ap- 
proach that has a 30-year track record 
of success in diverse communities na- 
tionwide. Every major reform bill, 
from Representative MICHEL's legisla- 
tion to Senator WELLSTONE's, recog- 
nizes this success by providing major 
increases for the C/MCH program, so I 
am more than willing to share credit 
for this idea. However, we go one step 
further in this bill to preserve and ex- 
pand the proven health center concept 
in the developing health market. Also, 
I must caution that this does not pre- 
tend to be a comprehensive health re- 
form bill, because it does not address 
the question of universal insurance 
coverage. However, any true health re- 
form bill should incorporate this legis- 
lation to meet the needs of our urban, 
rural, and poor areas. 

As my colleagues know, Community 
and Migrant Health Centers exist in 
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every State. Each center is a private, 
nonprofit corporation run by a commu- 
nity board, at least half of whom are 
center patients. The center agrees to 
accept patients without regard to their 
ability to pay, and to provide or ar- 
range for comprehensive primary care. 
Care is provided on a sliding fee scale, 
and centers meet an array of quality 
and performance standards. In ex- 
change, shortfalls in revenue from in- 
surance and out-of-pocket charges—be- 
tween 30 percent and 40 percent—are 
made up by a Federal grant. 

This proven formula of payment- 
blind admissions, Federal support, and 
community empowerment has been a 
25-year success story. Health centers 
have cut infant mortality by up to 40 
percent, Medicaid costs for their pa- 
tients by 33 percent, lengths of stay in 
the hospital by one-half to two-thirds, 
while reducing hospital admissions up 
to 67 percent. And in probably the most 
stunning statistic, total costs per pa- 
tient, including Federal grant funds, 
insurance reimbursements, and out-of- 
pocket patient costs, run less than $300 
per year. In short, Community and Mi- 
grant Health Centers have been a cost- 
efficient model for the delivery of com- 
munity-controlled health care in ex- 
actly the areas that need them most. 

Mr. President, our bill builds on this 
successful model in three ways. First, 
our bill guarantees expanded funding 
adequate to establish accessible pri- 
mary health care in all underserved 
areas. This is critical because a health 
insurance card alone will not provide 
adequate service for people in under- 
served areas; without expanded access, 
the more than 40 million Americans in 
underserved areas will be shortchanged 
by health reform. They will seek emer- 
gency care at the hospital, and our na- 
tional effort at cost control will fail. 

Also, our bill adds flexibility to the 
current law to establish community 
owned and operated networks and 
plans consisting of essential commu- 
nity providers. These networks would 
agree to live by health center rules: 
providing care without regard to abil- 
ity to pay, charging on a sliding-fee 
scale, agreeing to provide a comprehen- 
sive list of services, and accepting com- 
munity control. In short, in areas that 
will not support several competing 
health plans, we provide the resources 
and structure for a community-con- 
trolled primary care system built on a 
model that has proven quality and 
cost-effectiveness for decades. 

The second thrust is to ensure ade- 
quate numbers of highly trained people 
to staff these facilities. As in the Presi- 
dent's legislation and that of Senator 
CHAFEE, we would increase funding for 
the National Health Service Corps to 
provide scholarships and loan repay- 
ment for primary health professionals 
who agree to serve in shortage areas. 
Also, we would encourage health train- 
ing in the geographic areas that most 
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need health professionals by providing 
direct payment to cover the cost of 
their training. Current Medicare grad- 
uate medical education law only 
assures funds to institutions that oper- 
ate accredited training programs, ef- 
fectively locking in the available fund- 
ing to existing medical schools and 
teaching hospitals. This bill would 
allow direct payment for the costs in- 
curred at a center or network which is 
part of a hospital or medical school 
training program. 

The third thrust is to preserve the 
safety net of dedicated health providers 
in underserved areas so that they are 
not run out of business by market 
trends or by health care reform. The 
Government has invested in medical 
care for the good of all Americans— 
through research, training, tax breaks, 
and direct insurance. In areas that the 
market traditionally has not served 
and that will continue to be under- 
served without special efforts, we need 
to promote stable access and quality, 
and not lose our investment or jeopard- 
ize the health of citizens in those 
areas. To ensure continuing access, 
this legislation strengthens current 
Medicaid safeguards by ensuring inclu- 
sion of health centers under section 
1115 or 1915 waivers. These provisions 
are modeled after methods used in 
Maryland, Wisconsin, and Minnesota to 
make sure that these providers are not 
put at undue risk. It also ensures con- 
tinuation of a reasonable payment rate 
to these providers. 

Mr. President, this legislation meets 
the front-line health care needs of to- 
day’s America. In my hometown of 
Charleston, SC, there is currently no 
pediatrician accepting new children on 
Medicaid. Similarly, a pediatrician in 
Spartanburg—population 43,000—writes 
to me that this is “the only pediatric 
private practice that accepts Medicaid 
in the city of Spartanburg." Ninety- 
five percent of his practice is Medicaid. 
One wonders about the children who do 
not live near his office. The children 
can have insurance, but service is a 
struggle. Increasingly, I hear the same 
thing from senior citizens who move or 
whose doctors retire—no one wants 
their insurance. This legislation en- 
sures a medical home for these people 
that is stable, highquality, responsive, 
and costeffective. 

Mr. President, we do not need to re- 
invent the wheel in primary care. We 
have a proven, effective model. Our 
challenge is to provide that proven 
model where it is most needed. There is 
bipartisan agreement on this point, 
and serious cost savings to be made. I 
urge our colleagues to join us, and par- 
allel with our debate on the complex- 
ities of insurance reform, let us come 
to final agreement now that basic serv- 
ices will be available throughout this 
country. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, today 
I am pleased to join in cosponsoring 
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the Access to Community Health Care 
Act of 1994. This legislation is essential 
for rural and urban medically under- 
served communities and should be inte- 
grated into the broader context of na- 
tional health reform. 

The legislation builds on the highly 
successful Community Health Center 
and Federally Qualified Health Center 
Programs. Today, these centers provide 
primary and preventive health services 
to over 7 million of America's poor, un- 
insured, and medically underserved. 
Their programs have produced a stellar 
track record, demonstrating that the 
special needs of high-risk populations 
can be served with quality and cost-ef- 
fective care. 

America's network of community, 
migrant, and homeless health centers 
are responsibile for bringing doctors, 
Services, and facilities to people in 
great need. For over 30 years, they 
have served in some of the most ne- 
glected, devastated, and economically 
distressed areas of the country. Their 
mission is to break the barriers to 
health care, to make health care acces- 
sible, and to keep people healthier and 
more productive, and out of hospitals 
and costly emergency rooms, 

Community Health Centers, like the 
45th Street Clinic and Country Doctor 
in Seattle and Yakima Neighborhood 
and Columbia Valley in Central Wash- 
ington, have succeeded where others 
have failed because they are part of the 
lfe of the communities they serve. 
They are partnerships of people, gov- 
ernments, and communities working 
together to meet health care needs. 
Their innovative outreach programs fo- 
cusing on prevention, health education, 
and patient-centered needs, have mer- 
ited widespread recognition and strong 
bipartisan support in the Congress. 

This bill not only provides for expan- 
sion of services, but assures a meaning- 
ful role for health centers as essential 
providers in the new health care envi- 
ronment. It also provides critical sup- 
port for health center involvement in 
the training of primary health care 
professionals. 

This legislation is a realistic, com- 
monsense approach. It builds on a pro- 
gram that has worked well in our need- 
iest communities; that has dem- 
onstrated cost effectiveness; and that 
has yielded a substantial return to the 
American taxpayer. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I sup- 
port the access to community health 
care bill, which will preserve the Com- 
munity, Migrant and Homeless Health 
Centers [CHC's] and allow them to 
compete in the changing health care 
marketplace. I commend my colleague 
from South Carolina, Senator HOL- 
LINGS, for this bill. It has broad support 
among those who are interested in 
rural health issues and problems. 

I believe that this legislation will 
make health reform work for under- 
served communities by significantly 
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expanding America’s health centers, 
developing strong, community-based 
networks, and involving essential pro- 
viders in primary care training. 

It is important to continue building 
an infrastructure to facilitate coordi- 
nated approaches to solving rural 
health care problems. I believe this leg- 
islation is a step in the right direction. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to join me in supporting this legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be an original cosponsor of 
the Access to Community Health Care 
Act of 1994. 

This is a critical part of health re- 
form if we are going to make sure that 
many citizens are not left out and if we 
are really going to lower costs and im- 
prove health. 

Mr. President, it is no secret that 
many areas lack adequate basic health 
services. And if we do not provide ac- 
cess to the basics—to routine and pre- 
ventive care—we will pay more for hos- 
pital care. 

For three decades the Community 
and Migrant Health Center Programs 
have demonstrated an effective model 
for solving the diverse health care 
problems of underserved communities. 
They have brought community-con- 
trolled, cost-effective preventive and 
primary care to the areas that need 
them most at a current per-person an- 
nual cost of well under $300. They have 
lowered infant mortality up to 40 per- 
cent. They have lowered Medicaid costs 
for their patients by 33 percent. They 
have reduced hospital admissions and 
lengths of stay. Clearly, this approach 
is a bargain and an effective solution 
we should expand. 

This legislation would amend the 
health centers programs to allow fund- 
ing for networks of community provid- 
ers. This will promote more efficient 
and comprehensive services in under- 
served areas. Also, these networks 
would operate according to proven 
health center principals—comprehen- 
sive primary care services, community 
and patient control, enrollment with- 
out regard to ability to pay, and pay- 
ment on a sliding fee scale. 

Also, this legislation would promote 
primary health professional training in 
rural and inner-city areas. Currently, 
Medicare GME funds flow only to hos- 
pitals and medical schools for training. 
This legislation would also reimburse 
health centers and networks for the 
costs they incur for training. This pro- 
vision should expand opportunities for 
health professions students and im- 
prove recruitment in underserved 
areas. 

Mr. President, quality, trained per- 
sonnel and quality, accessible facilities 
are the heart of health access. Insur- 
ance alone will not meet the health 
care gaps that face many of our citi- 
zens, but health centers have proven to 
fill these gaps. I urge my colleagues to 
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support an expansion of this successful 
approach to primary health care deliv- 
ery by supporting this legislation as 
part of health reform. 

The Access to Community Health 
Care Act of 1994 recognizes that com- 
munity-based health care reform ini- 
tiatives are the appropriate foundation 
for enhancing our health care delivery 
system in the United States. While I do 
have reservations over its total cost 
and the provisions relating to school- 
based clinics, overall I think it is à bal- 
anced measure which indicates our 
commitment to improve health serv- 
ices at the community level. 

Migrant and Community Health Care 
Centers are delivering critical health 
care services in Utah, in the most cost 
effective, compassionate, and profes- 
sional quality imaginable. I am proud 
of the excellent job CMHC's are doing 
in Utah, and I am hopeful the Congress 
will provide them with the tools they 
need to do an even better job. 

I want to take this opportunity to 
recognize the outstanding efforts of 
Bette Vierra, executive director of the 
Association for Utah Community 
Health, and all those who work with 
her to help citizens in the underserved 
areas of Utah receive the vital health 
care services they need. Their tireless 
advocacy for community health is an 
inspiration to us all. 

Finally, I also want to commend Sen- 
ator HOLLINGS for his leadership in 
drafting this legislation, and for his 
foresight in recognizing that expansion 
of the Community and Migrant Health 
Centers Program must be an essential 
part of our health care reform effort. 


By Mr. GORTON: 

S. 2110. A bill to establish a Federal 
matching grant program for State and 
local law enforcement agencies to as- 
sist in upgrading firearms, providing 
training, and purchasing ammunition; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

THE LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER PROTECTION 
ACT 

èe Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this 
Senator will soon join law enforcement 
officials in Washington State and 
across the country in a candlelight 
vigil recognizing those officers who 
have fallen in the line of duty. As we 
debate the challenges our society faces 
from crime and violence, let us never 
forget those on the front line who pro- 
tect us and our families. Let us remem- 
ber those brave men and women who 
have made the ultimate sacrifice while 
trying to keep the peace that we so 
often take for granted. 

Since the onset of law enforcement in 
Washington State, 222 peace officers 
have been killed in the line of duty. 
For the Nation as a whole, the Depart- 
ment of Justice has estimated that one 
officer dies in the line of duty every 57 
hours. This cannot be tolerated. What- 
ever we achieve in our deliberations on 
criminal justice in this body, we must 
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provide law enforcement officers the 
protection and resources the need to do 
the job to which they are sworn. 

Recently a Seattle police officer 
nearly lost his life in a shootout with 
an armed bankrobber simply because 
he was outgunned. Officer Gene 
McClanahan carried a standard-issue 
six-shooter revolver which he managed 
to fire eight times, twice after reload- 
ing. At the same time, the suspect who 
carried a semiautomatic firearm was 
able to shoot at Officer McClanahan 16 
times, hitting him twice. Thankfully, 
the officer’s life was spared. Others 
who have found themselves outgunned 
and underequipped have not been so 
lucky. 

After hearing of this near-tragedy I 
was stunned to hear that police officers 
in the city of Seattle were not provided 
the firepower that they meet on the 
streets. Officers who wished to carry 
semiautomatic nine-millimeter side- 
arms had to purchase the weapon 
themselves at a cost of more than $300. 
Only recently had they even been given 
permission to carry this equipment on 
a voluntary basis and reimbursed for 
ammunition used in practice shooting. 
These officers who would sacrifice 
their lives were at an unbelievable dis- 
advantage because the city would not 
finance a weapons upgrade. It is incon- 
ceivable to me why those who are will- 
ing to sacrifice their lives to keep our 
streets safe must use their own money 
to adequately protect themselves and 
the public. Those who protect and 
serve must not have to plead for train- 
ing ammunition and adequate fire- 
power. 

After receiving input from the Se- 
attle Police Department, I drafted leg- 
islation which I will introduce today. 
This bill provides a modest level of 
Federal assistance to those law en- 
forcement agencies in communities 
that have not financed a weapons up- 
grade and where cops are at an unac- 
ceptable risk of being outgunned. The 
legislation is entitled the Law Enforce- 
ment Officer Protection Act and estab- 
lishes a matching grant for the pur- 
chase of equipment, ammunition, and 
training for an upgrade. 

News of this legislation already has 
had a positive result. Several weeks 
ago, under pressure from an anxious 
public, the city agreed to finance a 
weapons upgrade for the Seattle Police 
Department by the end of this year. 

Although Seattle police officers will 
eventually have the firepower they 
need and deserve to do their jobs, law 
enforcement officials in other commu- 
nities still lack support from their 
elected officials to finance a weapons 
upgrade. This modest assistance is also 
limited in the time in which Federal 
funds would be available. 

Mr. President, this fiscally conserv- 
ative Senator knows full well that this 
legislation should never be necessary. I 
am compelled, however, to urge accept- 
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ance of this measure if it encourages 
even one town to upgrade the standard 
issue firearms for its police officers. 

While we seek ways to get guns out 
of the hands of criminals and end gun 
violence, we can’t give our men and 
women of law enforcement second-rate 
protection. Far too many brave men 
and women have died in the face of su- 
perior firepower. It is in their memory 
that I dedicate this legislation and ask 
for its immediate adoption. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a letter of support from the 
Seattle Police Officers Guild be in- 
cluded in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SEATTLE POLICE OFFICERS’ GUILD, 
Seattle, WA, April 20, 1994. 
Senator SLADE GORTON, 
U.S. Senator, State of Washington. 

DEAR SENATOR GORTON: On behalf of the 
entire Board of Directors, members of the 
Seattle Police Officers' Guild and myself, we 
want to express our deepest appreciation and 
thanks for your proposed legislation provid- 
ing monies for upgrading Police Officers’ 
firearms. 

We unanimously support the passage of 
this bill. 

Sincerely, 
KENNETH R. JAKOBSEN, 
President, Seattle Police Officers' Guild.e 


By Mr. BREAUX (for himself and 
Mr. PACKWOOD): 

S. 2111. A bill to foster further devel- 
opment of the Nation's telecommuni- 
cations infrastructure and protection 
of the public interest, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES 
ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 1994 

Mr. BREAUX. Madam President, I 
think it is clear to all of us in Congress 
that the world is changing. It changes 
every day. The way we communicate in 
this world is also changing. We commu- 
nicate differently with the people 
across the street or across this country 
or, indeed, across the world. 

What, however, is not changing is 
Congress. Congress has not over the 
past many years changed the way we 
have looked at communications law in 
this country. Communications tech- 
nology has changed dramatically since 
the last time Congress addressed the 
question of communications policy. As 
a matter of fact, the last major com- 
munications act in Congress was adopt- 
ed back in 1934—60 years ago. Over the 
past 60 years, it is clear that commu- 
nication technology has made dramatic 
and serious advances in the way we 
communicate with our neighbors 
around the world. 

Unfortunately, because Congress has 
not kept up with the changes in tech- 
nology, we find that the policy in com- 
munications has been made over the 
past several years not by those of us in 
Congress in response to our constitu- 
ents but, rather, those policy decisions 
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on what constitutes good communica- 
tions policy have been made by a dis- 
trict judge in the District of Columbia 
and not based on a communications 
Statute passed by the Congress but, 
rather, based on communications pol- 
icy that has really been driven by anti- 
trust legislation. 

Madam President, that is not the 
way Congress should legislate in this 
area. I am today introducing, along 
with Senator PACKWOOD of Oregon, an 
amendment in the form of a bill to the 
currently pending legislation by our 
distinguished chairman of the full Sen- 
ate Commerce Committee, Senator 
HOLLINGS, which is known as S. 1822. 

I wish to say right here that Senator 
HOLLINGS is to be commended in the 
strongest way possible for his recogniz- 
ing that it is, indeed, time for Congress 
to act in this very important area. Sen- 
ator HOLLINGS has had a long series of 
hearings in developing his legislation, 
S. 1822, which is now before the Senate 
Commerce Committee. I think his ap- 
proach to this is the proper approach 
and hopefully the amendment which 
Senator PACKWOOD and I are offering 
today in the form of à bill will become 
part of that bill S. 1822 and, indeed, 
provide the real incentives which I 
think are so important if we are going 
to have a modern communications pol- 
icy for the United States of America. 

Simply put, the legislation by Sen- 
ator PACKWOOD and myself will open up 
competition, both in the long distance 
market as well as the local service 
market, in a fashion that is easy to un- 
derstand and easy to follow and is not 
complicated by what I fear under the 
current S. 1822 would be up to 10 years 
or more of complicated litigation in 
the courts, again allowing the courts 
to make the communications policy as 
opposed to Congress. 

My legislation will remove barriers 
to injury in what are likely some of the 
most hotly contested areas of commu- 
nication. One year after the date of en- 
actment, most State or local statutes 
or regulations would prohibit the in- 
ability of any company to provide 
interstate or intrastate telecommuni- 
cation services. 

Madam President, studies that have 
been done by independent organiza- 
tions, which have looked at what I am 
suggesting is a way to develop competi- 
tion, have come up with figures that I 
think very strongly support what I am 
attempting to accomplish. 

Studies have indicated that our legis- 
lation would create 3.6 million new jobs 
over the next 10 years, 977,000 of which 
would be in the manufacturing sector, 
manufacturing communications equip- 
ment. Our legislation would add $247 
billion to the Nation's total real gross 
domestic product by the year 2003, a 
total gain of 3.6 percent over the 10- 
year interval. It would lower the an- 
nual inflation rate by nearly a full per- 
centage point on average over the com- 
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ing decade, pushing long-term interest 
rates more than a full point lower. 

In addition, the studies indicated 
that there would be an increase in 
total investment of $72 billion as lower 
interest rates would help boost produc- 
tive capital formation. It would im- 
prove the Federal budget deficit by an 
additional $150 billion by the year 2003 
and also would save consumers an aver- 
age of $63 billion a year by lowering 
both telecommunication rates and 
cable TV rates and freeing a com- 
parable amount of disposable income 
for other purchases. 

The study estimates, for instance, 
that of these 3.6 million new jobs cre- 
ated by removing these barriers to 
entry into communication businesses, 
54,000 of those jobs would be situated in 
my own State of Louisiana, and about 
14,000 of those new 54,000 jobs would be 
in the manufacturing area. 

One of the concerns that I have at- 
tempted to address in this legislation, 
Madam President, is the test that the 
current bill before the Commerce Com- 
mittee would require before a local 
service company would be able to enter 
into long-distance service. I think most 
of the companies that have been testi- 
fying before our committee would 
agree that if the so-called original OHC 
test were to be applied they would be 
able to accept that as a measure that 
they would have to meet before they 
could provide long distance service. 
The problem with the bill that is pend- 
ing before the Commerce Committee is 
that it goes beyond the traditional 
OHC test by providing additional re- 
quirements which would require a local 
operating company to show there is ac- 
tual and demonstrable competition in 
each relevant area before they would 
be able to move into the long-distance 
service area. This, indeed, is the crux 
of the problem, Madam President, be- 
cause the terms of what would be ac- 
tual and demonstrable competition are 
undefined. There is no history of com- 
munications decisions by courts which 
really tell us clearly what is in fact ac- 
tual and demonstrable competition. 

I am very concerned that the new 
standards encompassed in the existing 
S. 1822 would further complicate an al- 
ready overly complicated situation and 
result in decades of litigation while 
local companies would argue that, yes, 
actual and demonstrable competition 
has been shown. Long-distance compa- 
nies, on the other hand, would come in 
and by their studies show that no, it 
has not. And then we are off to the 
courthouse to litigate once again and 
have courts make communications pol- 
icy as opposed to having communica- 
tions policy made by Congress, which I 
think is the best place for it to be 
made. 

So our test is very simple. It simply 
says that after 1 year companies would 
be allowed to compete in other areas. 
The real problem that I think all of us 
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are coming to realize in our committee 
and I think in other parts of Congress 
is that these giants that are in the 
communications business have pretty 
much said we want in yours but stay 
out of ours. They want in the other 
company’s business but they do not 
want the other company to be able to 
come into their traditional line of busi- 
ness services. 

That I think is something which is 
just not acceptable. We have to have 
ground rules which everybody can un- 
derstand. The legislation by Senator 
PACKWOOD and myself would clearly 
spell out a definite period of time after 
which companies would be allowed to 
compete. We do not remove any of the 
protections that would be provided by 
the Federal Communications Commis- 
sion and Department of Justice. In 
fact, we do not take any authority 
away from the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission or the Department of 
Justice. 

Our legislation utilizes and relies on 
them to implement this congressional 
policy and to enforce congressional 
laws that would be adopted. The FCC 
will continue its authority to impose 
safeguards including separate subsidi- 
ary obligations as appropriate to foster 
competition, to define and require 
equal access in interconnection for 
interLATA services, information serv- 
ices, and local carriers, and to take 
such other steps as are necessary to 
promote a competitive market. 

I think that the FCC has dem- 
onstrated ample skill in the past in 
these areas, in some cases requiring 
even more than the old, modified, final 
judgment requires. 

So they would not be restricted in 
their ability to protect consumers’ in- 
terests by our legislation at all. 

I point to one feature of the Hollings 
legislation which I think is very impor- 
tant. Many of the long-distance compa- 
nies have said that we cannot get into 
local service because local companies 
would not allow us in. The Hollings bill 
is very clear in this area by requiring 
that telecommunications carriers shall 
be deemed common carriers under this 
act and that the FCC would prescribe 
regulations to require these tele- 
communications carriers, upon bona 
fide requests, to provide to any tele- 
communications equipment manufac- 
turer or any entity seeking to provide 
telecommunications services or infor- 
mation services interconnection, abil- 
ity to interconnect to a local carrier’s 
switches and the interconnecting of 
their services. It requires nondiscrim- 
inatory access. So they would be com- 
pletely protected as a way of getting 
into the local service area. 

I think that our effort is to provide a 
better bill, a better way of accomplish- 
ing goals that we all share. 

I commend it favorably to our col- 
leagues for inclusion as ultimately an 
amendment to the Hollings bill. 
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€ Mr. PACKWOOD. Madam President, I 
join Senator BREAUX in introducing the 
Telecommunications Services En- 
hancement Act of 1994. This bill is a 
simple bill. It lifts the barriers to com- 
petitive entry into the local telephone 
market within 1 year of enactment. It 
lifts the long-distance restriction on 
the Bell operating companies at the 
same time. It repeals the cable-tele- 
phone company crossownership ban, al- 
lowing telephone companies to offer 
cable in their telephone service areas 
upon date of enactment. It requires the 
FCC to ensure that providers of com- 
petitive services are subject to equiva- 
lent regulation. And it provides the 
Federal Communications Commission 
with the authority to conform its regu- 
lations to the realities of a competitive 
market. 

Madam President, back in 1978, the 
Commerce Committee began work to 
deregulate a number of industries. Air- 
line deregulation came first, in 1978. 
That was followed by truck and rail- 
road deregulation in 1980, bus and par- 
tial broadcast deregulation in 1982, 
maritime and cable in 1984, and freight 
forwarders in 1986. 

By and large, all of these deregula- 
tion bills have worked well. They were 
all opposed by those inside the indus- 
try. They were opposed by the regu- 
lators. The pressure to act came from 
outside. 

When we deregulated the airlines, 
people feared some airlines would go 
bankrupt. Alfred Kahn, the father of 
airline deregulation, said at the time 
"that's what we expect will happen." 
The market is not going to support 
weak carriers. 

People feared that soon there would 
be only three airlines—United, Delta, 
and American. In fact, soon there will 
be 30 airlines as the bigs spin-off to 
meet the competition of the smalls. 

Oregon has infinitely better service 
now than we had under regulation and 
we're at the end of the airline chain. 
We have 1,200 Delta employees who 
weren't in Oregon before deregulation. 

We deregulated trucks in 1980. The 
American Trucking Association and 
the Teamsters opposed the effort. But, 
ask any shipper today if the service is 
better than when they were regulated. 
Removing Federal economic controls 
on trucking has resulted in an esti- 
mated $30 to $50 billion in savings. 

We also deregulated railroads in 1980. 
It has been an overwhelming success. 

We deregulated buses in 1982. We 
have seen new carriers enter this mar- 
ket and the industry is healthier today 
because of deregulation. 

We partially deregulated radio and 
television in 1982. And civilization con- 
tinues. 

In 1984, we passed the Shipping Act 
and deregulated the maritime industry 
as much as we could considering inter- 
national shipping conventions we must 
comply with. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


We deregulated cable in 1984. We got 
what we asked for from the cable in- 
dustry in terms of more programs, bet- 
ter reception, more channels. We 
should not have reregulated the indus- 
try. 

In 1986, we deregulated freight for- 
warders, and this has worked out well. 

By and large our experience with de- 
regulation is not that when it occurs 
the deregulated industry is dominated 
by a few giants. It is rather spurred and 
challenged by smart pygmies who fre- 
quently run circles around the giants. 
Sometimes they find a niche market 
and then expand gradually until they 
too become, if not a giant, why cer- 
tainly a major player which may one 
day be a giant. 

The electronics industry generally 
has not been regulated. We lead the 
world in this area, although with some 
frequency we have to battle unfair 
competition from Japan and similar 
countries. 

If we were to totally deregulate the 
communications industry in this coun- 
try, what would happen. I think we 
should pick a date a year or two or 
even three ahead of time and tell ev- 
erybody the barriers are coming down 
on that date and say, “Gentlemen, 
start your engines." I don’t fear that 
US West would drive AT&T, Sprint, 
and MCI out of business. They would 
all become more challenged and inno- 
vative. 

When the modified final judgment 
was entered and AT&T was split from 
the Bell operating companies, it was 
argued that AT&T would dominate the 
long-distance market. They are still 
the biggest carrier, but domination is 
the wrong word. Not only is AT&T hav- 
ing to suffer the slings and arrows of 
the MCI's and the Sprints, but scores of 
smaller companies that are doing 
well—companies that did not exist a 
decade ago under regulation. 

I have concluded the same thing will 
happen in the communications indus- 
try generally if we deregulate it. That 
is why I support the bill being intro- 
duced by Senator BREAUX. It says 
“Gentlemen, start your engines." 
There will be no scarcity of competi- 
tors. Competition will thrive. The 
country will be better off for it.e 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, 
Mr. LoTT, Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. 
BOXER): 

S. 2112. A bill to amend the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990 to postpone until 1997 the base clo- 
sure process otherwise scheduled to 
commence in 1995; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT 
OF 1990 AMENDMENT ACT OF 1994 

è Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 

today, on behalf of myself, Senators 

LoTT, INOUYE, BOXER, and hopefully 

others, I am introducing a bill to delay 

the 1995 base closure until 1997. This is 
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similar to an amendment we offered to 
last year's Defense Authorization Act 
that failed, but we are introducing this 
legislation once again because of the 
tremendous impact on our States and 
implications to U.S. national security. 

In just the last 5 years almost 250 
military bases have been slated for clo- 
sure in the United States and the Base 
Closure Commission has examined an 
additional 400-plus bases. Though our 
Nation needs to downsize our military 
in the aftermath of the cold war, I be- 
lieve that base closures are proceeding 
too rapidly. We need to slow down and 
catch our breath, and we must be sure 
that we are not cutting bases today 
which we may need tomorrow. We must 
also ensure that we are prepared to 
meet our current financial obligations 
to those communities currently suffer- 
ing from base closures, before we take 
on any new obligations. 

In addition, these actions have gen- 
erated tremendous economic turmoil, 
regional recession, and dislocation for 
hundreds of thousands of people who 
depend on military bases for their eco- 
nomic livelihood—all at a time when 
the Nation is just pulling out of an eco- 
nomic recession. 

The first major base closure round 
occurred in 1988. Since then, there has 
been a round in 1991 and again in 1993. 
All told, the Nation has lost over 
300,000 direct and indirect jobs as a re- 
sult of base closures, the majority in 
my home State of California. 

And, like clockwork, another base 
closure round is already in the works. 
The 1995 base closure round was estab- 
lished way back in 1990, when Congress 
adopted the Base Closure and Realign- 
ment Act. Whether additional bases 
need to be closed or not, this next base 
closure round must occur under cur- 
rent law and it must occur in 1995. In 
fact, the Army, Navy, Air Force, and 
Marine Corps already have sent out 
questionnaires to all of their bases 
around the country. 

Though the cold war is over and some 
reductions in defense spending are ap- 
propriate, I believe that base closures 
are moving too quickly. We need to 
slow down and examine whether fur- 
ther base closures are appropriate. And 
if so, how many bases should be closed? 
Can we close more overseas bases? 
What should be the timetable for clos- 
ing bases? Are base closures cost effec- 
tive? Do we have the financial re- 
sources to close so many bases in such 
a short period of time? And, what is 
the price to the Federal Government, 
to the working men and women of 
America, and to the Nation's economy 
overall? 

The Congress and administration 
should answer these questions before 
proceeding with another base closure 
round. Communities across the country 
are still feeling the affects of the 1988, 
1991, and 1993 base closure rounds as 
those bases continue to close their 
gates. 
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By delaying the next round for 2 
years, the Federal government will be 
able to examine the affects of previous 
base closures. We will be able to review 
our force structure and assess the need 
for additional base closures. And, we 
will give the economy time to fully re- 
covery before throwing hundreds of 
thousands of working men and women 
out of work. 

Though the Soviet Union is no more, 
the world is still an unsafe place. There 
are currently more than 30 conflicts 
raging throughout the world, from 
Yugoslavia to Somalia, and from Re- 
publics in the former Soviet Union to 
the Middle East. Additionally, outlaw 
nations with dangerous dictatorship se- 
cretly strive to produce nuclear weap- 
ons. And, so far, Russia has taken only 
the most tentative first steps on the 
fragile journey to democracy. 

In downsizing our military, the Unit- 
ed States can reduce troop strength 
and the stockpile of certain weapons, 
but still quickly build-up again in time 
of national emergency. But, it is much 
more difficult to rebuild infrastruc- 
ture. Once a military base has been 
closed, it is gone. Is our Nation closing 
bases today that will be needed tomor- 
row? 

I am also not convinced that base 
closures actually save money. I under- 
Stand the need to shrink the deficit and 
reduce government spending. But are 
base closures truly cost effective? 

The 1988 base closure round will have 
cost an estimated $2 billion to imple- 
ment. The total savings from those 
base closures will be less than $2.5 bil- 
lion. Therefore, the total net savings 
from the entire 1988 base closure round 
is only $500 million by fiscal year 1995. 
Only $500 million will have been re- 
couped from the 1988 base closure 
round after 6 years, and at a cost of 
over tens of thousands of jobs and bil- 
lions of dollars in economic activity 
nationally. 

In reality, these savings from the 
1988 base closures may not be recovered 
for many more years to come. The Pen- 
tagon's estimates for environmental 
cleanup nationwide in the first base 
closure rounds is nearly $800 million. If 
this expense is considered, it will actu- 
ally eost hundreds-of-millions of dol- 
lars to cleanup and shut down the bases 
slated for closure in just 1988 alone. 

Though environmental cleanup costs 
are not considered when calculating 
base closure costs, these monumental 
costs are a reality nevertheless. They 
must be paid for so that the commu- 
nities suffering from base closure can 
begin the process of reuse and eco- 
nomic redevelopment. Otherwise, the 
bases remain shut and useless. 

AS a rule, cleanup costs are grossly 
underestimated. For example, the 
cleanup costs for Mather Air Force 
Base have been revised upward by 360 
percent in just 3 years. The Sac- 
ramento Army Depot's costs have 
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grown by 350 percent. Castle Air Force 
Base’s costs have grown by over 300 
percent. And the story is similar for 
George and Norton Air Force Bases. 

If we abide by what history taught 
us, environmental cleanup costs will 
skyrocket. 

And, if other cost factors to the Fed- 
eral Government are considered, such 
as unemployment compensation and 
defense conversion assistance, base clo- 
sures become less and less cost effec- 
tive. 

This Nation must first live up to its 
commitment to help the communities 
suffering from the first three rounds of 
base closures. It seems increasingly ap- 
parent that the BRAC accounts may be 
seriously short of funds. For example, 
in view of the cost increases that I just 
listed, the $4 billion planned for envi- 
ronmental restoration on the bases 
being closed from the first three rounds 
may be woefully inadequate. What 
then? 

Does the cleanup process just stop 
and the bases sit desolate and empty? 
That would devastate communities— 
communities that patriotically helped 
lead the way during the cold war—and 
would counter the administration’s 
five-point base reuse proposal passed 
by Congress last year. These bases 
must be cleaned up in such a way that 
reuse and economic redevelopment can 
take place. This is the Federal Govern- 
ment’s responsibility, no matter what 
that cost may be. I suggest we ensure 
that we can live up to our current re- 
sponsibilities before we consider taking 
on new ones from a new round of base 
closures. 

And to those counting on the savings 
from base closures to fund force mod- 
ernization and readiness, I must warn 
you that we may have to look else- 
where. The savings will come eventu- 
ally, but probably not for decades. 
Counting on using these savings for 
other purposes could prove to be a seri- 
ous mistake. We should not allow this 
estimated base closure savings dictate 
whether we decide to pursue an addi- 
tional round of closures in 1995. 

A headlong rush toward closing more 
bases is dangerous and unwarranted— 
dangerous in an increasingly unstable 
world where the United States must 
stand ever more vigilant; unwarranted 
in an economy still trying to pull itself 
from recession. Let’s give the adminis- 
tration and Congress time to examine 
the need for additional base closures. 
Let’s assess the impact of the 1988, 1991, 
and 1993 base closure rounds. Let’s de- 
termine what the true costs are. Let’s 
examine, in terms of today’s global un- 
rest, the impact of further closures on 
the state of our national defense. And, 
let us give the economy time to re- 
cover before displacing hundreds of 
thousands of more workers and throw- 
ing the future of communities across 
the country into jeopardy. 
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Let us delay the 1995 base closure 
round until 1997. I urge my colleagues 
to support this bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2112 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 


SECION 1. POSTPONEMENT OF COMMENCEMENT 
OF 1995 ROUND OF BASE CLOSURE 
PROCESS. 


The Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of Public 
Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note) is amended— 

(1) in section 2902— 

(A) by striking out clause (iii) of sub- 
section (c)(1)(B) and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: 

(iii) by no later than January 3, 1997, in 
the case of members of the Commission 
whose terms will expire at the end of the 
first session of the 105th Congress.“; 

(B) by striking out 1995“ in subsection 
(cX1XC) and inserting in lieu thereof 1997“; 

(C) by striking out 1995“ in subsection 
(eX1) and inserting in lieu thereof 1997“; 
and 

(D) by striking out December 31, 1995" in 
subsection (7) and inserting in lieu thereof 
“December 31, 1997"; 

(2) in section 2903— 

(A) by striking out 1996 in subsection 
x and inserting in lieu thereof 1998“; 
an 

(B) by striking out March 1, 1995," in sub- 
section (c)(1) and inserting in lieu thereof 
March 1, 1997,""; and 

(3) in section 2909(a), by striking out De- 
cember 31, 1995," and inserting in lieu there- 
of December 31, 1997.6 
* Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, last Au- 
gust, Senator FEINSTEIN and I offered 
an amendment to the fiscal year 1994 
national defense authorization bill 
which proposed delaying the 1995 round 
of base closures to 1997. Today, we are 
jointly introducing the same legisla- 
tion in order to delay the next round of 
closures until 1997. Last year I was con- 
vinced that delaying the 1995 round of 
base closures was a good idea. Today, I 
am even more convinced that we need 
to delay the next and last round of clo- 
sures by 2 years. 

What we must understand is that this 
Nation's defense not only won the cold 
war, but has paid a substantial price 
for that victory. Since 1985, defense 
spending has been reduced 42 percent. 
Since 1990, spending for America's de- 
fense has been cut 35 percent. This year 
alone, active duty military personnel 
will be reduced by 85,000 people. An- 
other 45,800 Guard and Reserve person- 
nel positions will be eliminated. These 
personnel savings will result in $3.1 bil- 
lion in savings to the Department of 
Defense. 

That sounds like a lot of money, but 
look at what we are doing. The fiscal 
year 1995 budget request also includes 
$5.7 billion for environmental cleanup 
and compliance, and that number con- 
tinues to grow in the future. It is also 
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important to understand that this $5.7 
billion does not include all the environ- 
mental money required to pay our base 
closure bill. In fact, the fiscal year 1995 
budget request includes a $2.8 billion 
bill for base closure. 

The Senate needs to understand that 
the base closure process is broken; it 
does not work. We were told closing 
bases will save us money, scarce money 
badly needed to pay for training and 
readiness of our fighting forces. But 
that is not what is happening. In fact, 
last year, the Army was forced to re- 
duce their tank training—Operational 
Tempo—by 180 tank miles because pro- 
jected revenues from base closures 
never occurred. That is a nice way of 
saying, The money we thought we 
would receive for getting rid of bases 
never happened." No clearer example 
can be found which shows the impact 
base closures are having on our mili- 
tary readiness and training. 

Since 1988, 249 domestic bases have 
closed in the United States. In addi- 
tion, 147 bases have had major realign- 
ments. Some of these 147 bases have in- 
creased employment, but most have re- 
duced employment. All the while, we 
were told that money would be saved, 
that if we did not close nonessential 
bases, in 5 years, we could not afford to 
buy airplanes, ships, or even tanks. 
Based on the results of tank training 
for 1994, however, the opposite is true. 
The base closure process reduced avail- 
able money to support tank training. 

I ask my colleagues to look at the 
numbers. Where are the savings? How 
does this make sense? 

THE BASE CLOSURE PROCESS 

In 1990 Congress passed the Base Clo- 
sure and Realignment Act which estab- 
lished a formal process to make it easi- 
er for the Secretary, the President, and 
the Congress to close bases. The secret 
was to create an independent Commis- 
sion, nominated by the President and 
confirmed by the Senate, to review rec- 
ommendations from the Secretary and 
issue their judgments on the Sec- 
retary's list to the President. The 
President then could either approve 
the list and send it to the Congress, or 
send it back to the Commission. The 
act was replete with schedules, dead- 
lines and requirements. 

As & process, the Base Closure Com- 
mission has worked very well. After 
two rounds, together the Department 
of Defense, the President and the Con- 
gress, have sentenced 249 bases for clo- 
sure. But the process is not without 
problems. 

In my own State of Mississippi, over 
$500,000 has been spent by the State and 
communities to defend three bases for 
the past 2 years. Mississippi has not 
been alone in contributing to the in- 
comes of Washington consultants. This 
past year, the people of Charleston and 
the State of South Carolina spent over 
$1.5 million to defend their bases before 
the Commission this year. Estimates 
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are that California spent over $4 mil- 
lion to defend their bases, yet they lost 
over 50,000 jobs from closures in 1993. 

Not only has Mississippi spent exor- 
bitant amounts to defend our bases 
from the Base Closure Commission's 
knife, we have faced double and triple 
jeopardy. In à court of law, the Con- 
stitution protects presumed innocents 
from the threat of double jeopardy. But 
the presumption of innocence and the 
threat of double jeopardy are unknown 
and unheeded protection for commu- 
nities facing axe-like attacks of the 
Base Closure Commission. Mississippi 
has learned a hard lesson: once you get 
added to a list—even when you win— 
you stay on that list. 

These are communities which have 
supported our country in good times 
and bad. These communities have both 
suffered and benefited from the vagar- 
ies of defense spending. Never in the 
history of this country have these com- 
munities been under the constant 
threat of the budget knife the way they 
are under the base closure process. 
States like California, Florida, New 
York, Indiana, and South Carolina are 
only the first to fall victim to the de- 
fense budget contraction. The next 
State could be Georgia, Alabama, Ari- 
zona, Mississippi, or even your State. 

The time has come to stop and catch 
our breath. We need to delay the 1995 
base closure round and reassess where 
we are. Are we so confident that we 
will not need the very defense basing 
structure we are now cutting with 
abandon? Can we clearly predict what 
will happen in Bosnia, Haiti, North 
Korea, or the People’s Republic of 
China? I do not believe we can, and if 
we cannot, then prudence requires that 
we stop and wait to see where we are 
going. 

This bill does not terminate the base 
closure process. The bill only does two 
things: First, it acknowledges that we 
have cut a lot already and that we need 
to wait 2 years to see what we really 
need to keep. 

Second, this bill suggests that we 
need to have a better understanding of 
this new post-cold war world before we 
close additional bases in the United 
States. In no way does this legislation 
terminate the base closure process. It 
only says, ‘‘Let’s wait for 2 years be- 
fore we proceed further." 

Now is the time to reassess where we 
are going in our defense spending. Now 
is the time for us to stop and consider 
what capabilities we will need in the 
future. Now is the time to stop closing 
bases and start counting the costs. So 
far, we have spent a lot of money. Let's 
make sure that we don't close more 
bases only because we have a schedule 
to keep. Prudence requires us to be 
careful that we are not cutting some- 
thing we will wish we had kept open. 
Buying it back 10 years from now will 
cost much more, possibly both in terms 
of money and American lives on the 
battlefield. 
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I urge my colleagues to examine the 
myth of base closure. We are not sav- 
ing money. We need to wait, catch our 
breath and figure out where the world 
is going. If there is a remote chance 
that in 10 years we will be forced to 
recreate a military presence which we 
closed in haste, we will have to pay a 
premium price for that presence. We 
need to wait, catch our breath and fig- 
ure out where the world is going.e 


By Mr. DOLE (for himself and 
Mr. LIEBERMAN): 

S. 2113. A bill to remove the embargo 
on Bosnia and Herzegovina; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

BOSNIA ARMS EMBARGO ACT OF 1994 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, Senator 
LIEBERMAN and I are introducing this 
bill to lift the United States arms em- 
bargo on Bosnia which is identical to 
the amendment the Senate passed ear- 
lier today by a vote of 50 to 49. 

The passage of the Dole-Lieberman 
amendment sends a strong message to 
the administration and our allies to 
get moving. The vote on the Dole- 
Lieberman amendment was close—but, 
the fact is there were a number of Sen- 
ators who told me that while they were 
not ready to vote in favor today, they 
would be in a couple of weeks, if no ac- 
tion is taken by the administration 
and the United Nations to lift the arms 
embargo on Bosnia. 

This bill starts the clock ticking and 
lets the administration know that we 
are serious and determined. If final ac- 
tion is not taken on S. 2042, if the 
House fails to act, or if no action is 
taken by the administration to lift the 
arms embargo, we will offer this as an 
amendment to other bills. 

The bottom line is that this issue is 
not going away. We can't sweep justice 
under the carpet, we can't forfeit 
America's leadership role. If nothing 
happens during the next few weeks, we 
will press forward once again. 

The United States must lift the arms 
embargo on Bosnia and let the 
Bosnians defend themselves. Let's 
allow the Bosnians to decide what they 
want to do, and stop making decisions 
for them. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


S. 2113 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SEC. . UNITED STATES ARMS EMBARGO OF THE 
GOVERNMENT OF BOSNIA AND 
HERZEGOVINA. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—Neither the President 
nor any other member of the Executive 
Branch of the United States Government 
shall interfere with the transfer of conven- 
tional arms appropriate to the self-defense 
needs of the Government of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 
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(b) TERMINATION.—The President shall ter- 
minate the United States arms embargo of 
the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina 
upon receipt from that government of a re- 
quest for assistance in exercising its right of 
self-defense under Article 51 of the United 
Nations Charter. 

(c) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, 
the term 'United States arms embargo of the 
Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina’ 
means the application to the Government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina of— 

(1) the policy adopted July 10, 1991, and 
published in the Federal Register of July 19, 
1991 (58 Fed. Reg. 33322) under the heading 
‘Suspension of Munitions Export Licenses to 
Yugoslavia’; and 

(2) any similar policy being applied by the 
United States Government as of the date of 
receipt of the request described in subsection 
(a) pursuant to which approval is routinely 
denied for transfers of defense articles and 
defense services to the former Yugoslavia. 

(d) Nothing in this section shall be inter- 
preted as authorization for deployment of 
U.S. forces in the territory of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina for any purpose, including 
training, support or delivery of military 
equipment. 


By Mr. BIDEN: 

S. 2114. A bill to provide for the pay- 
ment to States of plot allowances for 
certain veterans eligible for burial in a 
national cemetery who are buried in 
cemeteries of such States; to the Com- 
mittee on Veterans Affairs. 

VETERANS PLOT ALLOWANCE ACT OF 1994 

è Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, over a 
decade ago, Congress established the 
state cemetery grant program. This 
program, under which the Federal Gov- 
ernment provides grants to states for 
establishing and maintaining state vet- 
erans cemeteries, was enacted in lieu 
of building additional national veter- 
ans cemeteries. 

As part of the program, the Federal 
Government not only provides grants 
to states, it also pays the states a $150 
plot allowance for each eligible veteran 
that is buried free of charge in a State- 
owned veterans cemetery. This Fed- 
eral-State partnership has worked well. 

However, when it comes to the plot 
allowance, there is a catch: States do 
not always receive it. A State is eligi- 
ble for the plot allowance payment 
only if the veteran meets certain cri- 
teria. The State receives the plot al- 
lowance only for veterans who: First, 
were receiving veterans disability com- 
pensation or a veterans pension; sec- 
ond, died in a VA hospital; third, were 
indigent, and the body was unclaimed; 
or fourth, were, or could have been, dis- 
charged from the military due to a dis- 
ability. At the same time, eligibility 
for burial in à national veterans ceme- 
tery is generally open to all honorably 
discharged veterans, space permitting. 

In other words, State-owned veterans 
cemeteries exist to relieve the federal 
government of the responsibility of 
building additional national veterans 
cemeteries. Yet, States do not receive 
the $150 plot allowance for burying all 
national cemetery eligible veterans. I 
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believe this disparate treatment is in 
conflict with the very purpose for 
which state veterans cemeteries were 
established. 

That is why I am introducing legisla- 
tion today to correct this disparity. 
The purpose of my bill is simple: to pay 
a state the $150 plot allowance for 
burying without charge any veteran el- 
igible for burial in a national veterans 
cemetery. 

With this proposal, states would re- 
ceive plot allowance payments for 
about 5,000 additional veterans each 
year. Preliminary estimates from the 
Congressional Budget Office indicate 
the annual cost of the legislation 
would be $1 million. 

Mr. President, this is not an arcane 
and trivial matter. Several states have 
already threatened to stop burying vet- 
erans without charge unless the state 
is reimbursed for the cost of the plot. 
And, as more and more national ceme- 
teries are closed to additional burials 
because of space limitations—in fact, 
by the end of the decade, more than 
half of all national veterans cemeteries 
will be closed—the state veterans cem- 
etery system takes on increased re- 
sponsibility and increased importance. 

If we are to ensure that America's 

veterans—the men and women who so 
bravely fought for our country—are 
given the opportunity for a decent and 
dignified national burial, we must en- 
sure that there is a place to bury them. 
To do that, we must pass the legisla- 
tion I am introducing today, and I urge 
my colleagues to cosponsor this meas- 
ure. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a copy of the bill and letters 
of endorsement from the American Le- 
gion and AMVETS be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2114 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. PAYMENT OF PLOT OR INTERMENT 
ALLOWANCE. 

Section 2303 of title 38, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the follow- 
ing new subsection; 

(o) Subject to paragraph (3) of this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall pay to any 
State, or agency or political subdivision of 
such State, a plot or interment allowance of 
$150 for the burial of any veteran who— 

"(A) is eligible for burial in a national 
cemetery under section 2402 of this title; and 

(B) is buried (without charge for the cost 
of a plot or interment) in a cemetery, or a 
section of a cemetery, that— 

( is used solely for the interment of per- 
sons eligible for burial in a national ceme- 
tery; and 

(ii) is owned by such State, or agency or 
political subdivision. 

*(2) The payment of a plot or interment al- 
lowance under this subsection shall be in ad- 
dition to any benefits provided under section 
2303 or 2307 of this title, or subsection (a) of 
this section. 
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"(3) The Secretary may not pay a plot or 
interment allowance under this subsection 
for the burial of any veteran for which the 
Secretary pays a plot or interment allow- 
ance under subsection (b)(1) of this section.“ 

THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
Washington, DC., April 28, 1994. 
Hon. JOSEPH R. BIDEN, Jr., 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

The American Legion appreciates the op- 
portunity to comment on the draft legisla- 
tion for the payment to States of plot allow- 
ances for certain veterans eligible for burial 
in a national cemetery who are buried in 
cemeteries of such States. 

The draft legislation to be introduced is 
similar to H.R. 949, legislation passed by the 
House which will provide a $150 plot allow- 
ance to all veterans buried in State veterans’ 
cemeteries who are eligible for burial in a 
national cemetery. The American Legion 
supported this proposal in testimony on 
March 4, 1993, before the Subcommittee on 
Veterans Affairs, U.S. House of Representa- 
tives. Unlike the House legislation, the Sen- 
ate bill clarifies that the plot allowance is to 
be paid to states even in cases of veterans 
who die of service-connected disabilities, if 
they are buried without charge. 

The State Cemetery Grants Program was 
designed to aid states in establishing, ex- 
panding or improving state-owned ceme- 
teries for veterans. As further federal fund- 
ing for the expansion of national cemeteries 
is uncertain in the current budgetary cli- 
mate, more incentive has to be provided to 
the states for continued participation in the 
State Cemetery Grants Program. Contained 
within The American Legion position on vet- 
erans' burial benefits is for a plot allowance 
to be paid to the States for any honorably 
discharged veteran. We strongly support the 
continuation and expansion of the State 
Cemetery Grants Program, and believe the 
draft legislation will enhance this goal. 

Attached is The American Legion's testi- 
mony concerning H.R. 949. If we can be of 
further assistance, please do not hesitate to 
call. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN VITIKACS, 

Assistant Director, National Veterans Affairs 

and Rehabilitation Commission. 
AMVETS, 
Lanham, MD, April 29, 1994. 
Hon. JOSEPH R, BIDEN, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BIDEN: Thank you for re- 
questing AMVETS' views on draft legislation 
that would allow VA to pay states a burial 
plot allowance for all veterans buried in 
state owned veterans cemeteries. 

While AMVETS firmly believes that it is 
the responsibility of the federal government 
to provide the opportunity for burial in a 
nearby national cemetery, we appreciate the 
willingness of some states to assume that 
role. It is incumbent upon the federal gov- 
ernment to provide some assistance to en- 
sure state cemeteries are maintained in an 
appropriate manner and AMVETS therefore 
supports your draft legislation. 

As always Senator, AMVETS appreciates 
your support for veterans issues and we look 
forward to working with you in the future. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES J. KENNEY, 
National Erecutive Director.e 


By Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN (for 
herself, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. PELL, Mr. ROBB, Mr. 
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WELLSTONE, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
AKAKA, Mr. SIMON, Mr. KOHL, 
Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. MACK, Mr. 
BUMPERS, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. 
DURENBERGER, Mr. WOFFORD, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
SIMPSON, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. SAR- 


BANES, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. 
METZENBAUM, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. 
REID, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. 
GREGG, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. 
BRADLEY, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 


INOUYE, Mr. GLENN, Mr. DECON- 
CINI, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. ROCKE- 
FELLER, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. 
PRYOR, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. BURNS, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. BOND, Mr. 


Dopp, Mr. BOREN, Mr. 
MATHEWS, Mr. DORGAN, and Mr. 
MURKOWSKI): 


S.J. Res. 188. A joint resolution to 
designate 1995 the Lear of the Girl 
Child"; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

YEAR OF THE GIRL CHILD, 1995 JOINT 
RESOLUTION 
è Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi- 
dent, girls are the most neglected and 
undervalued resource worldwide. Gen- 
der inequality exists in the United 
States and around the world. 

In many cultures, young girls are 
routinely denied family resources so 
that there is more for the boys. In 
China, many family planning decisions 
are made based on gender; in India, 
girls are sold and denied a place in the 
family; in Africa, girls are subjected to 
genital mutilation. In many parts of 
the world, girls receive less by virtue of 
the power dynamic in the society. 

Recognition of the value of girls 
must begin within individual families 
and communities. Opening opportuni- 
ties for the education and employment 
of girls and women is vital to achieving 
success in economic and social develop- 
ment. 

Mr. President, I am introducing this 
joint resolution to call attention to 
this situation. Women in the United 
States have a common challenge with 
women throughout the world. We must 
change things here, in our culture, and 
make things better for girls and women 
all over the world. We must work to- 
gether to change the dynamic of the 
equation between powerlessness and 
gender, between poverty and gender, 
between exclusion from decisionmak- 
ing and gender. We need to turn that 
around, so that our entire community 
worldwide will have the benefit of the 
participation and the energy and intel- 
ligence that women have to bring to 
the table. 

This joint resolution will create 
greater awareness of the conditions 
under which girls live around the 
globe. But it is more than a symbolic 
gesture. This measure authorizes and 
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requests the President of the United 
States to call upon all U.S. missions in 
foreign countries, as well as all United 
States diplomatic personnel, the Sec- 
retary of Education, and the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services to en- 
courage gender equality in education, 
health care, and all phases of family 
and community life. 

I am pleased that more than fifty 
Senators have signed on as original co- 
sponsors of this joint resolution. Pass- 
ing this joint resolution demonstrates 
that the United States Congress recog- 
nizes the plight of the girl child in the 
world today. Elevating the status of 
girls is a first step toward raising the 
status of women, which is, in turn, fun- 
damental to balancing the world’s pop- 
ulation, environment and resources, 
and enhancing the quality of life for 
women and men.e 


By Mr. ROTH: 

S.J. Res. 189. A joint resolution des- 
ignating October 1994 as National 
Decorative Painting Month”; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

NATIONAL DECORATIVE PAINTING MONTH 
è Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, today I am 
introducing a joint resolution to des- 
ignate October, 1994 as National Deco- 
rative Painting Month." Companion 
legislation was introduced in the House 
by Congressman GEREN in March. 

The Society of Decorative Painters 
has 33,000 members who are located in 
every State. The membership encom- 
passes a variety of people who contrib- 
ute their talents to this field, including 
teachers, designers, and people who 
promote our history and culture 
through decorative painting. American 
crafts contribute to our economy. The 
market in crafts has reached $90 mil- 
lion a year. 

The Society of Decorative Painters 
have given unselfishly of their time. 
The society has decorated the Christ- 
mas trees at Blair House since 1983, 
have decorated Christmas trees for the 
Smithsonian, and have donated orna- 
ments at the request of vice-president 
Gore to be presented as our national 
gift to Helmut Kohl. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to intro- 
duce this joint resolution to pay trib- 
ute to the Society of Decorative Paint- 
ers today. I urge my colleagues to join 
me in designating October, 1994 as Na- 
tional Decorative Painting Month". I 
ask unanimous consent that the text of 
the joint resolution be printed. 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 189 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

Whereas, the painting of decorative items 
on various surfaces requires great skill, in- 
tensive training, and hours of dedicated 
practice, and produces works of beauty, and 

Whereas, throughout history, decorative 
painting has provided a medium for the pres- 
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ervation of history and culture, and future, 
has been recognized as a fine art by all of the 
world's great civilizations; and, 

Whereas, growing thousands of American 
decorative artists have studied, explored, 
and enhanced the historic skills of decora- 
tive painting, adding immeasurably to the 
cultural enrichment of our Nation; and 

Whereas, the efforts of these artists bring 
rich beauty and expanded dimensions to our 
national culture for the benefit and enrich- 
ment of the lives of all citizens; and 

Whereas, the Society of Decorative Paint- 
ers has created a collection whose purpose it 
is to obtain and preserve works of uniquely 
American decorative painting; and, 

Whereas, decorative artists in every state 
utilize their talents to raise money to bene- 
fit art institutions, hospitals, schools, and 
countless other philanthropic organizations; 
and, 

Whereas, members of the Society of Deco- 
rative Painters have enriched the Smithso- 
nian Institution by decorating Christmas 
trees therein, and have displayed the Amer- 
ican spirit of decorative painting by provided 
ornaments for the Christmas Tree and 
wreaths at Blair House, and at the request of 
Vice-President Al Gore, donated ornaments 
which were presented as our national gift to 
the German Chancellor; and, 

Whereas, decorative painters stand ever 
ready to donate their services to make our 
nation a richer and more beautiful place: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved By The Senate And The House of 
Representatives of the United States of Amer- 
ican in Congress assembled, That October, 1994 
is designated "National Decorative Painting 
Month” and the President is authorized and 
requested to issue a proclamation calling 
upon the People of the United States to ob- 
serve such month with appropriate cere- 
monies and activities.e 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 1669 
At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
SIMON] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1669, a bill to amend the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 to allow homemakers 
to get a full IRA deduction. 
S. 1819 
At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
the name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. DANFORTH] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1819, a bill to prohibit any 
Federal department or agency from re- 
quiring any State, or political subdivi- 
sion thereof, to convert highway signs 
to metric units. 
S. 1917 
At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
SIMON] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1917, a bill to provide for public access 
to information regarding the availabil- 
ity of insurance, and for other pur- 
poses. 
8. 1972 
At the request of Mr. BIN GAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. D'AMATO] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1972, a bill to amend title I of 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 to authorize inclu- 
sion in a community policing grant of 
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funds to pay 25 percent of the cost of 
providing bulletproof vests for 100,000 
police officers. 
8. 1973 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. D'AMATO] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1973, a bill to authorize funds 
to pay a portion of the startup costs of 
local handgun exchange programs. 
S. 1983 
At the request of Mr. HEFLIN, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1983, a bill to provide that the pro- 
visions of chapters 83 and 84 of title 5, 
United States Code, relating to reem- 
ployed annuitants shall not apply with 
respect to postal retirees who are re- 
employed, on a temporary basis, to 
serve as rural letter carriers or rural 
postmaster. 
S. 2006 
At the request of Mr. DOLE, the 
names of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE], the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. GRAMM], and the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. GORTON] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2006, a bill to re- 
quire Federal agencies to prepare pri- 
vate property taking impact analyses, 
and for other purposes. 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 165 
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
name of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HEFLIN] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 165, a joint 
resolution to designate the month of 
September 1994 as “National Sewing 
Month." 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 168 
At the request of Mr. ROBB, the 
names of the Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. DASCHLE], the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], the Senator 
from Maine [Mr. MITCHELL], the Sen- 
ator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], and 
the Senator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSE- 
BAUM] were added as cosponsors of Sen- 
ate Joint Resolution 168, a joint resolu- 
tion designating May 11, 1994, as Viet- 
nam Human Rights Day." 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 182 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSTON, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 182, a joint 
resolution to designate the year 1995 as 
“Jazz Centennial Year.” 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1994 


BAUCUS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1698 


Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. KERREY, 
and Mr. EXON) proposed an amendment 
to the bill (S. 2019) to reauthorize and 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


amend title XIV of the Public Health 
Service Act (commonly known as the 
“Safe Drinking Water Act“), and for 
other purposes; as follows: 

State Revolving Loan Funds 

On page 5, line 7, insert , except as pro- 
vided in subsection (c) after the State“. 

On page 5, lines 22 through 24, strike "and 
carry out oversight and related activities 
(other than financial administration) with 
respect to“ and insert for“. 

On page 6, line 11. insert or other State 
revolving funds providing financing for simi- 
lar purposes“ after (33 U.S.C. 1381 et seq.)"". 

On page 6, line 16, insert of and in compli- 
ance with the requirements" after pur- 


On page 7, lines 3 and 4, strike up to 50 
percent of a capitalization grant“ and insert 
"in any year a dollar amount up to the dol- 
lar amount that may be reserved under 
clause (i) for that year from capitalization 

On page 7, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following new paragraph: 

"(4) STATE MATCH.—Notwithstanding sub- 
section (b)(5), a State shall not be required 
to deposit a State matching amount in the 
fund prior to the date on which each pay- 
ment is made for payments from funds ap- 
propriated for fiscal years 1994 and 1995, if 
the matching amounts for the payments are 
deposited in the State fund prior to Septem- 
ber 30, 1998. 

On page 8, line 3, insert “the minimum pro- 
portionate share established in the formula 
shall be 1 percent of available funds and" 
after except that’’. 

On page 10, line 5, strike protection plan“ 
and insert quality protection petition pro- 


gram". 

On page li, line 13, insert “before a date 
that is 180 days prior to the date of the obli- 
gation of a new allotment” after 'accumu- 
lated". 

On page 11, after line 25, insert the follow- 
ing new paragraph: 

"(3) ALLOTMENT OF WITHHELD FUNDS.—All 
funds withheld by the Administrator pursu- 
ant to subsection (g) and section 1442(e)(4) 
shall be allotted by the Administrator on the 
basis of the same ratio as is applicable to 
funds allotted under subsection (b). None of 
the funds allotted by the Administrator pur- 
suant to this paragraph shall be allotted to 
& State unless the State has viability au- 
thority pursuant to section 1418 and has an 
adequate certification program pursuant to 
section 1442(e). 

On page 12, line 26, insert or for a consoli- 
dation project" after ''treatment facility". 

On page 16, line 18, strike such“. 

On page 16, lines 20 through 22, strike ‘‘for 
projects for the community as necessary to 
ensure conformity with affordability criteria 
established by the State". 

On page 17, line 18, insert and source 
water quality protection petition program" 
after “program”. 

On page 20, line 22, strike “1 year" and in- 
sert 2 years". 

On page 20, line 23, strike "annually" and 
insert “biennially”. 

On page 21, line 11, insert **owned or con- 
trolled by community water systems” after 
"facilities". 

Drinking Water Standards 

On page 23, line 23, after "Sec. 1479.", in- 
sert the following: (a) GENERAL AUTHORIZA- 
TION.—"'. 

On page 24, line 2, strike the quotation 
marks and the following period. 

On page 24, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following new subsection: 
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(b) NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES.— The 
Administrator is authorized to reserve from 
funds appropriated pursuant to this section 
for fiscal year 1995 an amount not to exceed 
$1,000,000 to support a study by the National 
Academy of Sciences of scientific practices 
related to the development of drinking water 
standards for contaminants that are regu- 
lated on the basis of a health effect other 
than a carcinogenic effect.“. 


Selection of Contaminants for Regulation 


On page 31, line 10, insert ‘(after consulta- 
tion with the Secretary of the Department of 
Health and Human Services acting through 
the Director of the Centers for Disease Con- 
trol and Prevention)“ after Adminis- 
trator”. 

On page 32, line 23, strike “unless” and in- 
sert “if. 

On page 32, after line 24, insert the follow- 
ing new clause: 

) appropriate, peer-reviewed, scientific 
information and an assessment of health 
risks, conducted in accordance with sound 
scientific practices (considering applicable 
guidance from the National Academy of 
Sciences), have been considered:“. 

On page 33, line 1, strike ()“ and insert 
(ii)“. 

On page 33, line 1, strike not“. 

On page 33, line 2, strike or“ and insert 
"and". 

On page 33, line 3, strike (ii)“ and insert 
„(Iii)“. 

On page 33, line 3, strike does not meet“ 
and insert meets“. 

On page 33, lines 6 through 8, strike that 
adequate data are not available, or that the 
contaminant does not meet the criteria for 
regulation," and insert under this subpara- 
graph". 

On page 33, line 16, strike '(C)1)" and in- 
sert *(C)üi)". 

Drinking Water Standards 


Beginning on page 38, strike line 17 and all 
that follows through page 39, line 25, and in- 
sert the following new subparagraphs: 

(B) HEALTH RISK REDUCTION AND COST,—At 
the time a maximum contaminant level is 
proposed, the Administrator shall publish 
and seek public comment on, and consider 
for the purposes of subparagraph (C), an 
analysis of— 

“(i) the health risk reduction benefits that 
are likely to occur as the result of treatment 
to comply with the maximum contaminant 
level; 

(ii) the costs that will be experienced as a 
result of compliance with the maximum con- 
taminant level, including monitoring, treat- 
ment, and other costs; and 

"(iii) any potential increased health risk 
that may occur as à result of compliance 
with the maximum contaminant level. 

"(C) ADDITIONAL AUTHORITY.— 

“(i) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), the 
Administrator may establish a maximum 
contaminant level that is less stringent than 
is feasible (as determined under paragraph 
(5), if the Administrator determines that 
the less stringent level will result in compli- 
ance costs that are substantially less than 
costs that would be experienced by public 
water systems to comply with the level that 
is feasible and that the less stringent level 
will— 

(J) for any contaminant that is regulated 
on the basis of the carcinogenic effects of the 
contaminant, not result in a significant in- 
crease in individual lifetime cancer risks 
from concentrations of the contaminant in 
drinking water relative to the feasible level; 
or 
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(II) for any contaminant that is regulated 
on the basis of a health effect other than a 
carcinogenic effect, ensure a reasonable cer- 
tainty of no harm. 

(ii) For contaminants that are regulated 
on the basis of health effects other than car- 
cinogenic effects, the Administrator shall 
use the authority provided in this subpara- 
graph only after the Administrator publishes 
in the Federal Register guidelines establish- 
ing sound scientific practices for the imple- 
mentation of the authority with respect to 
the contaminant. The Administrator may 
publish guidelines pursuant to this clause 
only after the National Academy of Sciences 
has completed a study and made rec- 
ommendations concerning the scientific in- 
formation, methods, and practices that 
would be necessary to support the implemen- 
tation of clause (iXII) and ensure that deci- 
sions by the Administrator pursuant to 
clause (iXII) are based on appropriate, peer- 
reviewed, scientific information and sound 
scientific practices. The study by the Na- 
tional Academy of Sciences shall be com- 
pleted as expeditiously as practicable. 

On page 40, line 1, strike (C)“ and insert 
“ED 

Disinfection Byproducts 

On page 40, line 7, insert "technology, 
treatment techniques, and other means used 
to determine the“ after is feasible if the”, 

On page 41, line 3, after the period, insert 
closing quotation marks and a period. 

On page 41, strike lines 4 through 7. 

Variances 

On page 53, lines 1 through 3, strike, in 
the judgment of the Administrator or, if the 
State has primary enforcement responsibil- 
ity under section 1413, the State.“ 

On page 53, line 4, insert, in accordance 
with affordability criteria established by the 
State (or the Administrator for State that 
does not have primary enforcement respon- 
sibility under section 1413)," after “afford to 
comply”. 

On page 55, line 11, strike 3“ and insert 
"4n, 

On page 55, strike lines 12 through 18 and 
insert “the national primary drinking water 
regulation was promulgated."'. 

On page 59, strike line 11 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(B) OBJECTIONS TO VARIANCES.— 

(i) BY THE ADMINISTRATOR.—If any 

On page 60, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following new clause: 

“(ii) PETITION BY CONSUMERS.—If the Ad- 
ministrator does not object to the granting 
of a variance, any person served by the sys- 
tem may petition the Administrator to ob- 
ject to the granting of a variance. The Ad- 
ministrator shall respond to the petition not 
later than 90 days after the receipt of the pe- 
tition. The State shall not grant the vari- 
ance during the 90-day period. The petition 
shall be based on comments made by the pe- 
titioner during public review of the variance 
by the State.” 

Small System Technology 

On page 61, line 1, strike 3.300 and insert 
**10,000"". 

On page 61, line 2, after the period, insert 
the following new sentence: The Adminis- 
trator may classify systems by the size of 
the population served and describe a tech- 
nology or technologies that are appropriate 
for systems in each class." 

Enforcement 

On page 69, line 1, insert "and the State 
with primary enforcement responsibility for 
the requirement has not commenced or ís 
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not diligently prosecuting an enforcement 
&ction to require compliance with the re- 
quirement” after requirement“. 

On page 76, line 23, insert ''1419," after 
"1417,". 

On page 76, line 23, insert ''1442," after 
1441.“ 

On page 76, line 23. insert 1466. after 
1464. 

Notification of Violations 


On page 80, line 5, insert by a community 
water system“ after violation“. 

On page 80, line 14, insert "prominently" 
after be“. 

On page 81, between lines 10 and 11, insert 
the following new subparagraph: 

"(C) NOTICE BY MAIL.—Regulations promul- 
gated under this subsection shall specify 
that community water systems shall provide 
notice by mail to each customer of the sys- 
tem of any violation of a maximum contami- 
nant level or treatment technique, in the 
first billing, if any, that occurs after the vio- 
lation, but not later than 1 year after the 
violation. The Administrator shall prescribe 
the form and manner of the notice to ensure 
a clear and readily understandable expla- 
nation of the violation, any potential ad- 
verse health effects, the steps that the sys- 
tem is taking to correct the violation, and 
the necessity to seek alternative water sup- 
plies, if any, until the violation is cor- 
rected.” 

On page 81, line 11, strike (C)“ and insert 
"(D)". 

On page 81, line 12, insert “by a community 
water system" after violations“. 

On page 81, line 15, insert "prominently" 
after "and". 

On page 81, between lines 20 and 21, insert 
the following new subparagraph: 

"(E) VIOLATIONS BY NONCOMMUNITY SYS- 
TEMS.—The Administrator shall establish ap- 
propriate procedures for notifying the users 
or potential users of a noncommunity water 
system of violations by the system, includ- 
ing posting wherever access to the water of 
the system is available to the public, if the 
violation may present a serious threat to 
human health.“ 

On page 81, line 21, strike (D)“ and insert 
F)“. 

On page 82, line 3, strike (E)“ and insert 
"(G)". 

On page 82, line 8, strike (D)“ and insert 
"(RF)". 

On page 83, strike lines 4 through 10 and in- 
sert the following: 

*(b) STATE AUTHORITY FOR ADMINISTRATIVE 
PENALTIES.—Section 1413(a) (42 U.S.C. 300g- 
2(a)) is amended—”" 

(1) by striking "and" at the end of para- 
graph (4); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (5) and inserting ''; and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

*(6) has adopted authority for administra- 
tive penalties comparable to the authority in 
section 1414(c).". 


Radon 


On page 88, strike lines 4 through 13 and in- 
sert the following: 
"level that— 

J) results in a radon concentration level 
in indoor air from drinking water that is 
equivalent to the national average con- 
centration in outdoor air; or 

„(ii) is not less than 50 percent of the na- 
tional level specified in clause (i), reflecting 
consideration of risks other than risks from 
radon in ambient air, including risks from 
ingestion of radon in drinking water and epi- 
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sodic uses of drinking water, if the National 
Academy of Sciences considers it appro- 
priate to include the risk referred to in this 
clause;" 

Operator Certification 

On page 105, line 11, strike (a) IN GEN- 
ERAL.—". 

On page 108, line 9, strike “public water 
system“ and insert each community and 
noncommunity water systems serving non- 
transient populations". 

On page 108, line 19, strike "REGULATIONS" 
and insert GUIDELINES". 

On page 108, lines 22 and 23, strike “regula- 
tions specifying" and insert “guidelines de- 
veloped in consultation with the States de- 
scribing”. 

On page 108, line 25, strike the quotation 
marks and the semicolon. 

On page 108, after line 25, insert the follow- 
ing new paragraph: 

*(4) NONCOMPLIANCE.—Effective beginning 
October 1, 1999, if the Administrator deter- 
mines that the certification program imple- 
mented by a State lacks a major element 
identified in the guidance published pursuant 
to paragraph (3) or an element of the pro- 
gram is substantially inconsistent with the 
guidelines established in paragraph (3), the 
Administrator shall withhold a percentage 
(prescribed in the second sentence) of the 
capitalization grant made to the State pur- 
suant to part G. The percentage withheld 
shall be 10 percent for fiscal year 1999, 30 per- 
cent for fiscal year 2000, and 50 percent for 
each subsequent fiscal year.''; 

On page 109, line 9, strike “subsection” and 
insert subsections“. 

Drinking Water Standards 

On page 115, line 18, strike the quotation 
marks and the following period. 

On page 115, between lines 18 and 19, insert 
the following new subsection: 

*(j) SUBPOPULATIONS AT GREATER RISK.— 
The Administrator shall conduct a continu- 
ing program of research to identify groups 
within the general population that may be at 
greater risk of adverse health effects due to 
exposure to contaminants in drinking water 
than the general population. The Adminis- 
trator shall report to Congress on the results 
of this research not later than 3 years after 
the date of enactment of this subsection, and 
every 3 years thereafter, and indicate in the 
reports whether there is any evidence that 
infants, children, pregnant women, the elder- 
ly, individuals with a history of serious ill- 
ness, or other subpopulations that can be 
identified and characterized are likely to ex- 
perience elevated health risks, including 
risks of cancer, from contaminants in drink- 
ing water.". 

Operator Certification 

Beginning on page 115, strike line 19 and 

all that follows through page 116, line 2. 
Federal Facilities 

On page 121, between lines 21 and 22, insert 
the following new subsection: 

"(c) UNDERGROUND INJECTION CONTROL 
GRANT.—Section 1443(b)5) (42 U.S.C. 300j- 
2(b)(5)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

$20,850,000 
$20,850,000 
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On page 125, line 13, insert or underground 
injection" after water“. 

On page 127, line 2, insert ‘‘or underground 
injection" after water“. 

Residential Treatment Systems and Drinking 
Water Advisory Council 

On page 141, between lines 2 and 3. insert 
the following new subsections: 

(g) CERTIFICATION OF RESIDENTIAL WATER 
TREATMENT DEVICES.— Part F (42 U.S.C. 300j- 
21 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 

"RESIDENTIAL WATER TREATMENT DEVICES 

“SEC. 1466. (a) CERTIFICATION.—For the pur- 
pose of certifying residential water treat- 
ment devices for material safety and effec- 
tiveness in reducing the concentration of 
drinking water contaminants of health con- 
cern, the Administrator shall— 

(J) not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this section, develop, by rule, 
criteria to identify qualified independent 
certifiers; and 

(2) identify certifiers meeting the criteria 

developed pursuant to paragraph (1). 
The Administrator shall provide technical 
assistance and information to independent 
certifiers for the purposes of this section. 
Any person may submit to the Adminis- 
trator an application to be identified as a 
qualified independent certifier. The Adminis- 
trator shall promptly approve the applica- 
tion if the person meets the criteria devel- 
oped by the Administrator. 

(b) LIST OF CERTIFIED DEVICES.—Not later 
than 2 years after the date of enactment of 
this section and annually thereafter, the Ad- 
ministrator shall publish a list of residential 
water treatment devices that are certified by 
qualified independent certifiers. A list pub- 
lished under this subsection shall identify, 
for each listed device, consumer information 
on the effectiveness of the device for remov- 
ing drinking water contaminants of health 
concern, the period of effectiveness, and rec- 
ommended operational procedures. 

(e PRODUCT CLAIMS.—No person shall 
claim or imply product certification under 
this section for a water treatment device un- 
less the device has been certified by a quali- 
fied independent certifier and the claim is 
consistent with the certification. 

(d) PROHIBITION.—It shall be a violation of 
this title to distribute, sell, or promote the 
sale of any residential water treatment de- 
vice on the basis of false or misleading 
claims concerning the effectiveness of the 
device in removing drinking water contami- 
nants, the protection of health, or the safety 
of product materials.“ 

(h) DRINKING WATER ADVISORY COUNCIL.— 
The second sentence of section 1446(a) (42 
U.S.C. 300j-6(a)) is amended by inserting be- 
fore the period at the end the following: of 
which two such members shall be associated 
with small, rural public water systems“. 

On page 141, line 3, strike (g)“ and insert 
„Ou. 

On page 141, line 13, strike (h)“ and insert 
“gy”. 

KERREY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1699 


Mr. KERREY (for himself, Mr. HAT- 
FIELD, Mr. BOREN, Mr. GORTON, Mr. 
Exon, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. LEVIN, and 
Mr. WARNER) proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 2019, supra; as follows: 


Viability 


On page 12, line 10, strike 50 percent" and 
insert the percentage prescribed in the fol- 
lowing sentence". 
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On page 12, line 13, after the period, insert 
the following: '"The percentage withheld 
shall be 10 percent for fiscal year 1998, 30 per- 
cent for fiscal year 1999, and 30 percent for 
each subsequent fiscal year.“. 

On page 13, strike lines 16 through 20, and 
insert the following: 

*(2) ASSISTANCE TO NONVIABLE SYSTEMS.— 

"(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), no assistance under this 
part shall be provided to a public water sys- 
tem that— 

*(i) does not have the technical, manage- 
rial, and financial capability to ensure com- 
pliance with the requirements of this title; 
and 

(ii) has a history of past violations of any 
maximum contaminant level, treatment 
technique, monitoring requirement, or other 
requirement of a national primary drinking 
water regulation or variance. 

"(B) RESTRUCTURING.—A nonviable public 
water system may receive assistance under 
this part if the owner or operator of the sys- 
tem agrees to undertake changes in oper- 
ations (including ownership, management, 
accounting, rates, maintenance, consolida- 
tion, alternative water supply, or other pro- 
cedures) to ensure that the system has the 
technical, managerial, and financíal capabil- 
ity to comply with the requirements of this 
title over the long-term. 

"(C) PROHIBITION.—No assistance under 
this part shall be provided to a public water 
system for a project for which the State de- 
termines that consolidation is appropriate 
other than assistance for consolidation.“ 

Beginning on page 62, strike line 25 and all 
that follows through page 64, line 22, and in- 
sert the following: 

(b) VIABILITY OF PUBLIC WATER SYS- 
TEMS.—Part B (42 U.S.C. 300g et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 

"STATE VIABILITY PROGRAMS 

"SEC. 1418. (a) IN GENERAL.—Each State 
shall adopt a State Drinking Water System 
Viability Program (referred to in this sec- 
tion as the 'State Viability Program") to en- 
sure the capability of public water systems 
in the State to comply with the require- 
ments of this title. 

(b) PROGRAM ELEMENTS.—A State Viabil- 
ity Program complies with this section if it 
includes— 

(J) the legal authority to ensure that all 
new public water systems commencing oper- 
ation after October 1, 1997, have the manage- 
rial, technical, and financial capability to 
comply with national primary drinking 
water regulations and other requirements of 
this title; and 

(2) a program to secure the voluntary re- 
structuring (including physical consolida- 
tion) of existing systems that are in viola- 
tion of a national primary drinking water 
regulation or other requirement of this title 
and that lack the managerial, technical, or 
financial capability to comply with the regu- 
lation or requirement. 

(e) SUBMISSION AND APPROVAL OF PRO- 
GRAMS.— 

(i) SUBMISSION.—Not later than 36 months 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
each State shall submit to the Adminis- 
trator a proposal for a State Viability Pro- 
gram that meets the requirements of this 
section." 

On page 66, line 2, strike the quotation 
marks and the following period. 

On page 66, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following new subsections: 

“(f) EPA GUIDANCE.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
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the Administrator shall, after consultation 
with officials of State and local govern- 
ments, publish guidance for use by the 
States— 

(J) identifying the factors contributing to 
nonviability of public water systems; and 

"(2) identifying technical, managerial, fi- 
nancial, and other options to address the fac- 
tors, including options that have been suc- 
cessfully employed by States. 


"(g) EPA SURVEY.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Administrator shall conduct a survey of 
public water systems to identify public 
water systems that are likely to be nonvia- 
ble based on the requirements of law and fac- 
tors contributing to nonviability, including 
the economic circumstances of the commu- 
nity. The results of the survey shall be pub- 
lished with the guidance prepared by the Ad- 
ministrator pursuant to subsection (f).". 


Monitoring 


On page 48, line 10, strike 2 years“ and in- 
sert “1 year". 


On page 48, line 11, insert after consulta- 
tion with public health experts, representa- 
tives of the general public, and officials of 
State and local governments," after ''sub- 
paragraph.“ 

On page 48, line 16, strike propose“ and 
insert “promulgate”. 


Beginning on page 48, strike line 18 and all 
that follows through page 51, line 2, and in- 
sert the following new subparagraph: 

(D) STATE-ESTABLISHED REQUIREMENTS.— 

() IN GENERAL.—Each State with primary 
enforcement responsibility may submit an 
application to the Administrator to establish 
for any national drinking water regulation, 
other than a regulation applicable to a mi- 
crobial contaminant (or indicator of a micro- 
bial contaminant), monitoring requirements 
applicable to public water systems identified 
by the State, in lieu of the monitoring re- 
quirements contained in the regulation, if 
the monitoring requirements established by 
the State are based on— 

"(I occurrence data and other relevant 
characteristics of the contaminant or the 
systems subject to the requirements; and 

*(II) the monitoring frequencies are no less 
frequent than the requirements of the na- 
tional primary drinking water regulations 
for a contaminant that has been detected at 
a quantifiable level during the 5-year period 
ending on the date of the monitoring. 

(ii) COMPLIANCE AND ENFORCEMENT.—The 
monitoring requirement established by the 
State shall be adequate to ensure compliance 
with, and enforcement of, each national pri- 
mary drinking water regulation. 

(i) APPROVAL.—The Administrator shall 
review an application submitted by a State 
pursuant to this subparagraph and approve 
the application, in whole or in part, if the 
application meets the requirements of this 
subparagraph, If the Administrator has not 
acted pursuant to this clause within 180 days 
after submission of the application, the ap- 
plication shall be deemed to be approved. If 
the Administrator disapproves an applica- 
tion, or a part of an application, the Admin- 
istrator shall provide to the State a descrip- 
tion of the changes needed for the program 
to be approved. A monitoring program ap- 
proved pursuant to this clause shall be ap- 
proved for a period of 3 years and each subse- 
quent approval shall be for a period of 5 
years.". 


May 12, 1994 


WARNER (AND CONRAD) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1700 


Mr. WARNER (for himself and Mr. 
CONRAD) proposed an amendment to 
the bill S. 2019, supra; as follows: 


Beginning on page 94, strike line 10 and all 
that follows through page 103, line 2, and in- 
sert the following: 

"SEC. 9, WATER QUALITY PROTECTION PARTNER- 

(a) SOURCE WATER QUALITY PROTECTION.— 
Part B (42 U.S.C. 300g et seq.) (as amended by 
section 8) is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 


"SOURCE WATER QUALITY PROTECTION 


"SEC. 1420. (a) SOURCE WATER QUALITY PRO- 
TECTION PETITION PROGRAM.— 

(Ii) IN GENERAL.— 

"(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—A State may estab- 
lish a program under which an owner or op- 
erator of a community water system of the 
State, or a municipal or local government or 
political subdivision of the government in 
the State, may submit a water quality pro- 
tection petition to the State requesting that 
the State assist in addressing— 

(i) the origins of drinking water contami- 
nants of public health concern, including to 
the extent practicable the specific activities, 
that affect the drinking water supply of a 
community; and 

(10 the financial or technical limitations 
that impair the ability of a community 
water system to provide drinking water that 
complies with a national primary drinking 
water regulation for— 

(J a contaminant listed under this title; 
or 

) an unregulated contaminant for 
which the Administrator has determined 
that there is an urgent threat to public 
health pursuant to section 1412(b)(3)(G). 

“(B) FUNDING.—The State may provide as- 
sistance in response to the petition using 
funds referred to in subsections (b)(2)(C) and 
(c). 

*(2) GOAL.—The objective of a petition sub- 
mitted under this subsection shall be to seek 
assistance from the State in directing or re- 
directing resources under Federal or State 
water quality programs to establish vol- 
untary, incentive-based partnerships in order 
to address the origins of drinking water con- 
taminants of public health concern, includ- 
ing to the extent practicable the specific ac- 
tivities, that affect the drinking water sup- 
ply of a community. 

"(3) CONTENTS OF PETITION.—A petition 
submitted under this subsection shall, at a 
minimum— 

"(A) include a delineation of the source 
water area in the State that is the subject of 
the petition; 

"(B) identify the origins of the drinking 
water contaminants of public health con- 
cern, including to the extent practicable the 
specific activities, in the source water area 
delineated under subparagraph (A); 

"(C) identify any deficiencies in informa- 
tion that will inhibit the identification of 
significant origins of drinking water con- 
taminants of public health concern; and 

"(D) identify any public participation so- 
licited from affected persons in the source 
water area delineated under subparagraph 
(A), including— 

(i) voluntary efforts to address the origins 
of the drinking water contaminants of public 
health concern, including specific activities; 
and 

"(ii) the assistance that may be needed to 
facilitate the efforts. 
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"(b) APPROVAL OR DISAPPROVAL OF PETI- 
TIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—After providing notice 
and an opportunity for public comment on a 
petition submitted under subsection (a), the 
State shall approve or disapprove in whole or 
in part the petition in an expeditious man- 
ner. 

02) APPROVAL.—The State may approve a 
petition if the petition meets the require- 
ments established under subsection (a). The 
notice of approval shall, at a minimum, in- 
clude— 

"(A) a determination that the drinking 
water contaminants referred to in the peti- 
tion pose a public health concern; 

((B) a description of the options available, 
including voluntary measures and practices, 
for the protection of source waters to ad- 
dress the problems described in the petition; 

(O) an identification of technical or finan- 
cial assistance that the State will provide to 
assist in addressing the drinking water con- 
taminants of public health concern based 
on— 

"(i) the relative priority of the public 
health concern identified in the petition as 
compared to the other water quality needs 
identified by the State; 

(i) any appropriate studies or assess- 
ments that are available to identify signifi- 
cant origins of drinking water contaminants 
of public health concern; 

(iii) any necessary coordination that the 
State will perform of the program estab- 
lished under this section with programs im- 
plemented or planned by other States under 
this section; and 

"(iv) funds available (including funds 
available from a State revolving loan fund 
established under title VI of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1381 
et seq.) or part G) and the appropriate dis- 
tribution of the funds to assist in addressing 
the problems described in the petition; 

„(D) a description of Federal and State 
programs available to assist in addressing 
the problems described in the petition, in- 
cluding— 

"(i any program established under the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 
U.S.C. 1251 et seq.); 

*(ii) the program established under section 
6217 of the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization 
Amendments of 1990 (16 U.S.C. 1455b); 

„(iii) the agricultural water quality pro- 
tection program established under chapter 2 
of subtitle D of title XII of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838 et seq.); 

"(iv) the sole source aquifer protection 
program established under section 1427; 

"(v) the community wellhead protection 
program established under section 1428; 

"(vi) any pesticide or ground water man- 
agement plan; and 

"(vii) any abandoned well closure program; 

(E) a description of activities that will be 
undertaken to coordinate Federal and State 
programs to respond to the petition; and 

"(F) a description of alternative manage- 
ment measures or treatment techniques and 
other strategies, including an evaluation of 
the costs associated with each alternative, 
and a description of sources of funding avail- 
able to implement the alternative. 

"(3) DISAPPROVAL.—If the State dis- 
approves a petition submitted under sub- 
section (a), the State shall notify the entity 
submitting the petition in writing of the rea- 
sons for disapproval. A petition may be re- 
submitted at any time if new information be- 
comes available or conditions affecting the 
source water that is the subject of the peti- 
tion change. 
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"(c) ELIGIBILITY FOR WATER QUALITY PRO- 
TECTION ASSISTANCE.—A sole source aquifer 
plan developed pursuant to section 1427, a 
wellhead protection plan developed pursuant 
to section 1428, and a source water quality 
protection measure assisted in response to a 
petition submitted under subsection (a) shall 
be eligible for assistance under the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 
et seq.), including assistance provided under 
section 319 and title VI of such Act (33 U.S.C. 
1329 and 1381 et seq.), in the same manner as 
a project, measure, or practice identified in 
a State plan under such section 319 is eligible 
for assistance under such Act. In the case of 
funds made available under such section 319 
to assist a source water quality protection 
measure in response to a petition submitted 
under subsection (a), the funds may be used 
only for a measure that addresses nonpoint 
source pollution. 

"(d) GRANTS TO SUPPORT STATE PRO- 
GRAMS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator is au- 
thorized to make grants to each State that 
establishes a program under this section 
that is approved under paragraph (2). The 
amount of each grant shall not exceed 50 per- 
cent of the cost of administering the petition 
program for the year in which the grant is 
available. 

"(2) APPROVAL.—As a condition of receiv- 
ing grant assistance under this subsection, a 
State shall submit to the Administrator for 
approval a source water protection petition 
program that is consistent with the guidance 
published under paragraph (3). 

(3) GUIDANCE.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this section, the 
Administrator shall publish guidance to as- 
sist States in the development of a source 
water protection petition program. The guid- 
ance shall, at a minimum— 

(A) ͤ recommend procedures for the ap- 
proval by a State of a source water protec- 
tion petition submitted under subsection (a); 

"(B) recommend procedures by which a 
community water system may submit a 
source water protection petition developed 
under subsection (a); 

(C) recommend criteria for the delinea- 
tion of source water protection areas within 
a State; and 

D) describe sources of funding that are 
available to develop and respond to source 
water protection petitions. 

"(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection such sums as are 
necessary for each of fiscal years 1995 
through 2000. Each State with a program ap- 
proved under paragraph (2) shall receive an 
equitable portion of the funds available for 
any fiscal year.“. 


WARNER (AND ROBB) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1701 


Mr. WARNER (for himself and Mr. 
ROBB) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S. 2019, supra; as follows: 

In section 16 of the bill, strike subsection 
(f) and insert the following new subsection: 

"(f) CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS FOR THE WASH- 
INGTON AQUEDUCT.— 

"(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs 
(2), (3), and (4), and notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, at the request of the 
public water supply customers of the Wash- 
ington Aqueduct— 

"(A) the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers of the Army 
Corps of Engineers, shall borrow from the 
Federal Financing Bank such funds as the 
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Secretary of the Army determines are re- 
quired to finance capital improvements for 
the Washington Aqueduct; and 

"(B) the Board of Directors of the Federal 
Financing Bank shall loan the funds to the 
Secretary of the Army on such terms as may 
be established by the Secretary of the Army 
and the Board of Directors. 

*(2) INTEREST.—The rate of interest to be 
charged in connection with a loan made 
under paragraph (1) shall be not less than a 
rate determined by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, taking into consideration current 
market yields on outstanding marketable 
obligations of the United States of com- 
parable maturities. 

(3) CoNTRACT.—The Secretary of the 
Army shall borrow funds under paragraph (1) 
after the public water supply customers 
enter into a written contract with the Sec- 
retary of the Army to repay the funds and to 
pay the costs associated with borrowing the 
funds. 

"(4) NET PRESENT VALUE OF LOAN.—The 
Secretary of the Army may borrow funds 
under paragraph (1) if amounts sufficient to 
pay for the cost, as defined in section 502(5) 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (2 
U.S.C. 661a(5)), of the loan involved are pro- 
vided in advance in appropriation Acts. 

"(5) DEFINITION.—As used in this sub- 
section, the term public water supply cus- 
tomers" means the District of Columbia, the 
county of Arlington, Virginia, and the city 
of Falls Church, Virginia.“. 


DOMENICI (AND GORTON) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1702 


Mr. DOMENICI (for himself and Mr. 
GORTON) proposed an amendment to 
the bill S. 2019, supra; as follows: 

On page 106, line 13, strike and“ at the 
end and all that follows through line 15 and 
insert the following: 

(B) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting 
the following new paragraph: 

(3) SCIENTIFIC BASIS FOR DECISIONS,— 

"(A) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out this 
title, the Administrator shall use the best 
available peer-reviewed science and support- 
ing studies conducted in accordance with 
sound and objective scientific practices. 

B) PUBLIC INFORMATION.—In carrying out 
this title, the Administrator shall ensure 
that the presentation of information on pub- 
lic health effects is complete and inform- 
ative. The Administrator shall, in a docu- 
ment made available to the public in support 
of a regulation issued under this title, speci- 
fy, to the extent feasible— 

*(1) each population addressed by any esti- 
mate of public health effects: 

"(ii) the expected risk or central estimate 
of risk for the specific population; 

(iii) each appropriate upper-bound or 
lower-bound estimate of risk; 

"(iv) each uncertainty identified in the 
process of the assessment of public health ef- 
fects and future research that is necessary to 
address the uncertainty; and 

"(v) any study known to the Administrator 
that supports or fails to support any esti- 
mate of public health effects, including the 
methodology used to reconcile varying sci- 
entific data.“; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 


KEMPTHORNE AMENDMENT NO. 
1703 
Mr. KEMPTHORNE proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 2019, supra; as 
follows: 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Amendment for Small System Treatment 
Meeting MCLs. On page 68, after line 18, in- 
sert the following: 

(d) Section 1412(b)(6) (42 U.S.C. 300g-1(b)(8)) 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: “The Administrator shall include 
in the list any technology, treatment tech- 
nique or other means that is feasible for 
small public water systems and that 
achieves compliance with the maximum con- 
taminant level, including (A) packaged or 
modular systems; and (B) point of entry 
treatment units that are controlled by the 
public water system to ensure proper oper- 
ation and maintenance and compliance with 
the maximum contaminant level and 
equipped with mechanical warnings to en- 
sure that customers are automatically noti- 
fied of operational problems.". 


LAUTENBERG AMENDMENT NO. 
1704 


Mr. BAUCUS (for Mr. LAUTENBERG) 
proposed an amendment to the bill S. 
2019, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

SEC. . BOTTLED DRINKING WATER STANDARDS. 

Section 410 of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 349) is amended— 

(1) by striking “Whenever” and inserting 
"(a) Except as provided in subsection (b), 
whenever“ and 

(2) by adding at the end following new sub- 
section: 

“(b)(1) After the Administrator of the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency publishes a 
proposed maximum contaminant level, but 
not later than 180 days after the Adminis- 
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency publishes a final maximum contami- 
nant level, for a contaminant under section 
1412 of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 300g-1), the Secretary, after public no- 
tice and comment, shall issue a regulation 
that establishes a quality level for the con- 
taminant in bottled water or make a finding 
that a regulation is not necessary to protect 
the public health because the contaminant is 
contained in water in the public water sys- 
tems (as defined under section 1401(4) of such 
Act (42 U.S.C. 300f(4)) and not in water used 
for bottled drinking water. 

(2) The regulation shall include any mon- 
itoring requirements that the Secretary de- 
termines appropriate for bottled water. 

(3) The regulation 

(A) shall require that the quality level for 
the contaminant in bottled water be as strin- 
gent as the maximum contaminant level for 
the contaminant published by the Adminis- 
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency; and 

(B) may require that the quality level be 
more stringent than the maximum contami- 
nant level if necessary to provide ample pub- 
lic health protection under this Act. 

*(4)(A) If the Secretary fails to establish a 
regulation within the 180-day period de- 
scribed in paragraph (1), the regulation with 
respect to the final maximum contaminant 
level published by the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency (as de- 
Scribed in such paragraph) shall be consid- 
ered, as of the date on which the Secretary 
is required to establish a regulation under 
paragraph (1), as the final regulation for the 
establishment of the quality level for a con- 
taminant required under paragraph (1) for 
the purpose of establishing or amending a 
bottled water quality level standard with re- 
spect to the contaminant. 

B) Not later than 30 days after the end of 
the 180-day period described in paragraph (1), 
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the Secretary shall, with respect to a maxi- 
mum contaminant level that is considered as 
a quality level under subparagraph (A), pub- 
lish a notice in the Federal Register that 
sets forth the quality level and appropriate 
monitoring requirements required under 
paragraphs (1) and (2) and that provides that 
the quality level standard and requirements 
shall take effect on the date on which the 
final regulation of the maximum contami- 
nant level takes effect.“ 


AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PRO- 
GRAM TEMPORARY EXTENSION 
ACT OF 1994 


FORD AMENDMENT NO. 1705 


Mr. BAUCUS (for Mr. FORD) proposed 
an amendment to the bill (S. 2024) to 
provide temporary obligational author- 
ity for the airport improvement pro- 
gram and to provide for certain airport 
fees to be maintained at existing levels 
for up to 60 days, and for other pur- 
poses; as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in- 
sert the following: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Airport Im- 
provement Program Temporary Extension 
Act of 1994". 

TITLE I—AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM 
SEC. 101. AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AU- 
THORIZATION. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—The second sentence 
of section 505(a) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 App. U.S.C. 
2204(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “and” after '1992,"; and 

(2) by inserting '', and $15,413,157,000 for fis- 
cal years ending before October 1, 1994" be- 
fore the period at the end. 

(b) OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY.—Section 
505(bX1) of the Airport and Airway Improve- 
ment Act of 1982 (49 App. U.S.C. 2204(b)(1)) is 
amended by striking September 30. 1993" 
and inserting June 30, 1994". 

SEC. 102. APPORTIONMENT OF FUNDS. 

Section 507(b)(3)(A) of the Airport and Air- 
way Improvement Act of 1982 (49 App. U.S.C. 
2206(b)(3)(A)) is amended— 

(1) by striking or reducing the amount 
authorized or“ and inserting the amount“; 

(2) by inserting to less than $1,900,000,000'" 
after to be obligated"; and 

(3) by striking limited or reduced“. 

SEC. 103. MINIMUM AMOUNT FOR PRIMARY AIR- 
PORTS. 

Section 507(bX1) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 App. U.S.C. 
2206(b)(1)) is amended by striking 8400, 000 
and inserting 3500, 000“. 

SEC. 104. DISCRETIONARY FUND. 

(a) MINIMUM AMOUNT To BE CREDITED.— 
Section 507(c) of the Airport and Airway Im- 
provement Act of 1982 (49 App. U.S.C. 2206(c)) 
is amended by adding at the end the follow- 
ing new paragraph: 

(5) SPECIAL RULE.—(A) In any fiscal year 
not less than $325,000,000 of the amount made 
available under section 505(a) shall be cred- 
ited to the discretionary fund established by 
paragraph (1) and such $325,000,000 shall be 
exclusive of amounts that have been appor- 
tioned in a prior year under this section and 
which remain available for obligation. 

"(B) In any fiscal year in which the 
amount credited to the discretionary fund 
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pursuant to paragraph (1) is less than 
$325,000,000, the total amount calculated 
under subparagraph (C) of this paragraph 
Shall be reduced by an amount which, when 
credited to the discretionary fund, will, to- 
gether with the amount credited pursuant to 
paragraph (1), equal $325,000,000. 

*(C) The total amount, for any fiscal year, 
that is subject to reduction pursuant to sub- 
paragraph (B) shall be the sum of— 

"(i) the amount determined under sub- 
section (a)(1); 

(ii) the amount determined under sub- 
section (a)(2); 

"(ii the amount determined under sub- 
section (a)(3); 

(iv) the amount determined under section 
508(d)(1); 

"(v) the amount determined under section 
508(d)(2); 

(vi) the amount determined under section 
508(d)(3); 

"(vii) the amount determined under sec- 
tion 508(d)(4); and 

"(viii) the amount determined under sec- 
tion 508(d)(5). 

"(D) To accomplish a reduction pursuant 
to subparagraph (B), each of the amounts de- 
scribed in subparagraphs (C)i) through 
(CX viii) respectively, shall be reduced by an 
equal percentage.“ 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
July 1, 1994. 

SEC. 106. USE OF APPORTIONED AND DISCRE- 
TIONARY FUNDS. 

Section 508(d) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 App. U.S.C. 
2207(d)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking 10 and 
inserting ''5''; 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking 2.5 wher- 
ever it appears and inserting ':1.5"; and 

(3) in paragraph (4), by striking '"4" and 
inserting '*34"'*, 

SEC. 106. REIMBURSEMENT FOR PAST EXPENDI- 
TURES. 


Section 513(a)(2) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 App. U.S.C. 
2212(a)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking or“ at the end of subpara- 
graph (A); 

(2) by inserting “or” after the semicolon at 
the end of subparagraph (B); and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 
following; 

*(C)(1) it was incurred 

D during fiscal year 1994; 

I) before execution of a grant agreement 
with respect to the project but in accordance 
with an airport layout plan approved by the 
Secretary and in accordance with all appli- 
cable statutory and administrative require- 
ments that would have been applicable to 
the project if the grant agreement had been 
executed; and 

(II) for work related to a project for 
which a grant agreement was previously exe- 
cuted during fiscal year 1994; and 

"(ii its Federal share is only paid with 
sums apportioned under sections 507(a)(1) 
and 507(a)(2).". 

SEC. 107, TERMINAL DEVELOPMENT. 

Section 513(b)(2) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 App. U.S.C. 
2212(b)(2)) is amended— 

(1) in the second sentence— 

(A) by inserting after may be used" the 
following: , subject to the approval of the 
Secretary, (A)“; and 

(B) by striking the period at the end and 
inserting the following: , and (B) by the 
sponsor of a reliever airport for the types of 
project costs allowable under paragraph (1) 
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of this subsection, including project costs al- 
lowable for a commercial service airport 
which annually has .05 percent or less of the 
total enplanements in the United States.“: 


and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: All 
or any portion of the sums to be distributed 
at the discretion of the Secretary under sec- 
tions 507(c) and 507(d) for any fiscal year may 
be distributed for use by primary airports 
each of which annually has .05 percent or 
less of the total enplanements in the United 
States for project costs allowable under 
paragraph (1) of this subsection.”’. 

SEC. 108. EXPENDITURES FROM AIRPORT AND 
AIRWAY TRUST FUND. 

Section 9402(d)(1)(A) of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 (relating to expenditures 
from Airport and Airway Trust Fund) is 
amended by striking (as such Acts were in 
effect on the date of the enactment of the 
Airport and Airway Safety, Capacity, Noise 
Improvement, and Intermodal Transpor- 
tation Act of 1992)' and inserting or the 
Airport Improvement Program Temporary 
Extension Act of 1994 (as such Acts were in 
effect on the date of the enactment of the 
Airport Improvement Program Temporary 
Extension Act of 1994)“. 

SEC. 109. UPWARD ADJUSTMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The second sentence of 
section 505(b)(1) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 App. U.S.C. 
2204(b)(1)) is further amended by— 

(1) inserting (A)! before ‘‘Apportioned”’; 
and 

(2) inserting before the period at the end: 
and (B) funds which have been recovered by 
the United States from grants made under 
this title if such funds are obligated only for 
increases under sections  512(b(2) and 
512(b)(3) of this title in the maximum obliga- 
tion of the United States for any other grant 
made under this title’’. 

(b) RETROACTIVE EFFECTIVE DATE.—The 
amendment made by subsection (a) shall 
take effect October 1, 1993. 

TITLE II—AIRPORT-AIR CARRIER 
DISPUTES REGARDING AIRPORT FEES 
SEC. 201. EMERGENCY AUTHORITY TO FREEZE 
CERTAIN AIRPORT FEES. 

(a) COMPLAINT BY AIR CARRIER.— 

(1) FILING.—An air carrier may file prior to 
June 30, 1994, with the Secretary a written 
complaint alleging that any increased fee 
imposed upon such air carrier by the owner 
or operator of an airport is not reasonable. 
The air carrier shall simultaneously file with 
the Secretary proof that a copy of the com- 
plaint has been served on the owner or opera- 
tor of the airport. 

(2) OPPORTUNITY TO RESPOND.—Before issu- 
ing an order under subsection (b), the Sec- 
retary shall provide the owner or operator of 
the airport an opportunity to respond to the 
filed complaint. 

(3) FRIVOLOUS COMPLAINT.—If the Secretary 
determines that a complaint is frivolous, the 
Secretary may refuse to accept the com- 
plaint for filing. 

(b) ORDER By THE SECRETARY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided by 
paragraph (2), the Secretary shall issue, 
within 7 days after the filing of a complaint 
in accordance with subsection (a), an order 
prohibiting the owner or operator of the air- 
port from collecting the increased portion of 
the fee that is the subject of the complaint, 
unless the Secretary makes a preliminary 
determination that the increased fee is rea- 
sonable. Subject to subsection (d), the order 
shall cease to be effective on June 30, 1994. 

(2) LIMINATION.—The Secretary shall not 
issue an order under this subsection prohib- 
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iting the collection of any portion of a fee 
for which the Secretary's informal medi- 
ation assistance was requested on March 21, 
1994. 

(c) OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT AND FURNISH 
RELATED MATERIAL.—Within a period pre- 
scribed by the Secretary, the owner or opera- 
tor of the airport and any affected air carrier 
may submit comments to the Secretary on a 
complaint filed under subsection (a) and fur- 
nish to the Secretary any related documents 
or other material. 

(d) ACTION ON COMPLAINT.—Based on com- 
ments and material provided under sub- 
section (c), the Secretary may take appro- 
priate action on the complaint, including 
termination or other modification of any 
order issued under subsection (b). 

(e) APPLICABILITY.—This section does not 
apply to a fee imposed pursuant to a written 
agreement binding on air carriers using the 
facilities of an airport. 

(f) EFFECT ON EXISTING AGREEMENTS.— 
Nothing in this section shall adversely affect 
any existing written agreement between an 
air carrier and the owner or operator of an 
airport. 

SEC, 202. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title— 

(1) the term “fee” means any rate, rental 
charge, landing fee, or other service charge 
for the use of airport facilities; and 

(2) the term Secretary“ means the Sec- 
retary of Transportation. 

TITLE III—REFORM OF AIR TRAFFIC 
CONTROL SYSTEM 
SEC. 301. AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL SYSTEM. 

(a) STuDY.—The Secretary of Transpor- 
tation shall undertake a study of manage- 
ment, regulatory, and legislative reforms 
which would enable the air traffic control 
system of the Federal Aviation Administra- 
tion to provide better services to users and 
reduce the costs of providing services, with- 
out reducing the safety of the system or the 
availability of the system to all categories of 
users and without changing the basic organi- 
zational structure under which the system is 
part of the Federal Aviation Administration. 

(b) COMPONENTS.—The study to be con- 
ducted under subsection (a) shall include the 
following: 

(1) Evaluation of reforms which would 
streamline procurement, enhance the ability 
to attract and retain adequate staff at hard- 
to-staff facilities, simply the personnel proc- 
ess, provide funding stability, ensure con- 
tinuity of leadership, and reduce the inci- 
dence of unnecessarily detailed management 
oversight. 

(2) Identification of any existing laws or 
regulations governing procurement or per- 
sonnel which are having an adverse effect on 
the operation or modernization of the air 
traffic control system. 

(3) Evaluation of a range of possible re- 
forms and the advantages and disadvantages 
of each possible reform. 

(4) Comparison of the advantages and dis- 
advantages of each possible reform with the 
comparable advantages and disadvantages to 
be achieved under any proposal of the Sec- 
retary of Transportation to create a separate 
Federal corporate entity to operate the air 
traffic control system. 

(c) DEADLINE.—The results of the study to 
be conducted under subsection (a) shall be 
contained in a report which shall be com- 
pleted by the Secretary of Transportation on 
or before the date which is 180 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, or the 
date on which the Secretary submits to Con- 
gress proposed legislation to create a sepa- 
rate corporate entity to operate the air traf- 
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fic control system, whichever date occurs 
first. 

(d) TRANSMITTAL.—On the date of comple- 
tion of the report under subsection (c), the 
Secretary of Transportation shall transmit 
copies of the report to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate and the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation of the House of 
Representatives. 

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 401. GRANDFATHER PROVISION FOR FAA 
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the ter- 
mination of the personnel demonstration 
project for certain Federal Aviation Admin- 
istration employees on June 17, 1994, pursu- 
ant to section 4703 of title 5, United States 
Code, the Federal Aviation Administration, 
subject to subsection (d), shall continue to 
pay quarterly retention allowance payments 
in accordance with subsection (b) to those 
employees who are entitled to quarterly re- 
tention allowance payments under the dem- 
onstration project as of June 16, 1994. 

(b) COMPUTATION RULES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount of each quar- 
terly retention allowance payment to which 
an employee is entitled under subsection (a) 
shall be the amount of the last quarterly re- 
tention allowance payment paid to such em- 
ployee under the personnel demonstration 
project prior to June 17, 1994, reduced by that 
portion of the amount of any increase in the 
employee's annual rate of basic pay subse- 
quent to June 17, 1994, from any source, 
which is allocable to the quarter for which 
the allowance is to be paid (or, if applicable, 
to that portion of the quarter for which the 
allowance is to be paid). For purposes of the 
preceding sentence, the increase in an em- 
ployee's annual rate of basic pay includes— 

(A) any increase under section 5303 of title 
5, United States Code; 

(B) any increase in locality-based com- 
parability payments under section 5304 of 
such title 5 (except if, or to the extent that, 
such increase is offset by a reduction of an 
interim geographic adjustment under section 
302 of the Federal Employees Pay Com- 
parability Act of 1990 (5 U.S.C. 5304 note)); 

(C) any establishment or increase in a spe- 
cial rate of pay under section 5305 of such 
title 5; 

(D) any increase in basic pay pursuant to a 
promotion under section 5334 of such title 5; 

(E) any periodic step-increase under sec- 
tion 5335 of such title 5; 

(F) any additional step-increase under sec- 
tion 5336 of such title 5; and 

(G) any other increase in annual rate of 
basic pay under any other provision of law. 

(2) SECTION RULE.—In the case of an em- 
ployee on leave without pay or other similar 
status for any part of the quarter prior to 
June 17, 1994, based on which the amount of 
the allowance payments for such employee 
under subsection (a) are computed, the 
"amount of the last quarterly retention al- 
lowance payment paid to such employee 
under the personnel demonstration project 
prior to June 17, 1994" shall, for purposes of 
paragraph (1), be deemed to be the amount of 
the allowance which would have been pay- 
able to such employee for such quarter under 
such project had such employee been in pay 
status throughout such quarter. 

(c) TERMINATION.—An employee's entitle- 
ment to quarterly retention allowance pay- 
ments under this section shall cease when— 

(1) the amount of such allowance is re- 
duced to zero under subsection (b), or 

(2) the employee separates or moves to à 
position in which the employee would not, 
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prior to June 17, 1994, have been entitled to 
receive an allowance under the demonstra- 
tion project, whichever is earlier. 


(d) SPECIAL PAYMENT RULE.—The Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Aviation Administra- 
tion may make payment for the costs in- 
curred under the program established by sub- 
section (a) for the period between June 18, 
1994, and September 30, 1994, following the 
end of the first full pay period that begins on 
or after October 1, 1994, subject to appropria- 
tions made available in fiscal year 1995. 

(e) STUDY OF RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION 
INCENTIVES.—' The Administrator of the Fed- 
eral Aviation Administration shall conduct a 
study of impediments that may exist to 
achieving appropriate air traffic controller 
staffing levels at hard-to-staff facilities. In 
conducting such study, the Administrator 
shall identify and evaluate the extent to 
which special incentives, of a financial or 
non-financial nature, could be useful in re- 
cruiting or retaining air traffic controllers 
&t such facilities. The Administrator shall 
submit to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate 
and the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation of the House of Representa- 
tives not later than 180 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act a report on (1) the re- 
sults of such study, (2) planned administra- 
tive actions, and (3) any recommended legis- 
lation. 


INDEPENDENT SAFETY BOARD 
AMENDMENT ACT OF 1994 


FORD AMENDMENT NO. 1706 


Mr. BAUCUS (for Mr. FORD) proposed 
an amendment to the bill (S. 1588) to 
amend the Independent Safety Board 
Act of 1974 to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal years 1994, 1995, and 1996; as 
follows: 


Strike all after the enacting clause and in- 
sert in lieu thereof the following: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Independent 
Safety Board Act Amendments of 1994", 

SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Sec. 309(a) of the Independent Safety Board 
Act of 1974 (49 App. U.S.C. 1907(a)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

(a) There are authorized to be appro- 
priated for the purposes of this Act not to 
exceed $37,580,000 for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1994, $44,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1995, and 
$45,100,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem- 
ber 30, 1996. Such sums shall remain avail- 
able until expended.". 

SEC. 3. APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN REGULA- 
TIONS AND REQUIREMENTS TO THE 
OPERATION OF PUBLIC AIRCRAFT. 

(a) DEFINITION OF PUBLIC AIRCRAFT.—Sec- 
tion 101(36) of the Federal Aviation Act of 
1958 (49 App. U.S.C. 1301(36)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “persons or" and inserting 
in lieu thereof persons, or engaged in carry- 
ing"; 

(2) by inserting (A)“ immediately after 
For purposes of this paragraph,"; and 

(3) by striking the period at the end of the 
second sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
", and (B) 'engaged in carrying persons' in- 
cludes the provision of passenger transpor- 
tation but does not include (i) the carriage of 
crewmembers or of other persons abroad an 
aircraft whose presence is required to per- 
form, or is associated with the performance 


May 12, 1994 


of, a governmental function such as fire- 
fighting, search and rescue, law enforcement, 
aeronautical research, or biological or geo- 
logical resource management, or (ii) the car- 
riage of persons (for other than commercial 
purposes) aboard aircraft operated by the 
Armed Forces or an intelligence agency of 
the United States.“. 

(b) EXEMPTIONS.—Notwithstanding the pro- 
visions of section 610(a) of the Federal Avia- 
tion Act of 1958 (49 App. U.S.C. 1430(a)), the 
Administrator of the Federal Aviation Ad- 
ministration may grant exemptions pursu- 
ant to section 601(c) of the Federal Aviation 
Act of 1958 (49 App. U.S.C. 1421(c)) to a gov- 
ernmental entity with respect to an aircraft 
which, before the date of enactment of this 
Act and while owned or operated by such 
governmental entity, was engaged in carry- 
ing persons. For purposes of this subsection, 
the term "engaged in carrying persons" has 
the meaning given that term under section 
101(36) of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 
App. U.S.C. 1301(36)), as amended by this Act. 

(c) INVESTIGATIVE AUTHORITY OF BOARD.— 
(1) Section 304(a)(1)(A) of the Independent 
Safety Board Act of 1974 (49 App. U.S.C. 
1903(a)(1)(A)) is amended by inserting '*, or 
any aircraft accident involving a public air- 
craft as defined under section 101(36) of the 
Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 App. U.S.C. 
1301(36)) other than an aircraft operated by 
the Armed Forces or by an Intelligence 
Agency" immediately before the semicolon 
at the end. 

(2) Section 304(b) of the Independent Safety 
Board Act of 1974 (49 App. U.S.C. 1903(b)) is 
amended by redesignating paragraph (12) as 
paragraph (13) and by inserting immediately 
after paragraph (11) the following new para- 


graph: 

(12) The Board, in furtherance of its in- 
vestigative duties with respect to public air- 
craft accidents under subsection (a)(1)(A), 
shall have the same duties and powers as are 
specified for civil aircraft accidents under 
sections 701(aX1), 701(c), and 701(d) of the 
Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 App. U.S.C. 
1411(a)(1), (c), and (d).“ 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsections (a) and (c) shall take ef- 
fect on the date that is 180 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 4. ADVANCED LANDING SYSTEM. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law or regulation, the Administrator of the 
Federal Aviation Administration shall con- 
sider for approval under subpart C of part 171 
of title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, the 
new generation, low cost, advanced landing 
system being developed by the Department 
of Defense. The charter for approval of such 
system shall be considered and acted upon 
expeditiously by the Regional Administrator 
of the Federal Aviation Administration in 
the region where such system is being devel- 
oped. 


NOTICE OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the public 
that a hearing has been scheduled be- 
fore the Committee on Energy and Nat- 
ural Resources. 

The hearing will take place on Tues- 
day, May 24, 1994, beginning at 2:30 p.m. 
in Room SD-366 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building in Washington, DC. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re- 
ceive testimony on the reauthorizing of 
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the Energy Policy and Conservation 
Act and on S. 2032, the Emergency Pe- 
troleum Supply Act. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, anyone 
wishing to submit a written statement 
is welcome to do so by sending two cop- 
ies to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources, 304 Dirksen Senate 
Office Building, Washington, DC 20510- 
6150. 

For further information regarding 
the hearing, please contact Shirley 
Neff at (202) 224-7865 or Dionne Thomp- 
son at (202) 224-5925. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I wish to 
announce that the Committee on Rules 
and Administration will meet at 9:30 
a.m., in SR-301, Russell Senate Office 
Building, on Thursday, June 16, 1994, to 
hold a hearing on Senate Resolutions 
69, 157, and 158. These resolutions would 
amend the Standing Rules of the Sen- 
ate with respect to unfunded Federal 
mandates. S. Res. 69 requires that an 
evaluation of the financial impact that 
any Federal mandates would have on 
State and local governments be in- 
cluded in the committee report accom- 
panying each bill or resolution con- 
taining such mandates. S. Res. 157 re- 
quires a supermajority for committee 
approval of bills containing unfunded 
Federal mandates. S. Res. 158 requires 
a supermajority for Senate approval of 
bills or amendments containing un- 
funded Federal mandates. 

Individuals and organizations wish- 
ing to submit a statement for the hear- 
ing record are requested to contact 
Carole Blessington of the Rules Com- 
mittee staff on 202-224-0278. For further 
information regarding this hearing, 
please contact Ms. Blessington. 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Armed Services be authorized to 
meet on Thursday, May 12, 1994, at 9 
a.m., in closed/open session to receive 
testimony relating to U.S. military op- 
erations in Somalia during United Na- 
tions operations in Somalia II 
(UNOSOM II). 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
on May 12, 1994, at 10 a.m. on S. 1822 
and the regional Bell operating compa- 
nies’ entry into long distance. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit- 

tee on Energy and Natural Resources 


be authorized to meet during the ses- - 


sion of the Senate, 9:30 a.m., May 12, 
1994, to receive testimony on the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency's pro- 
posed renewable oxygenate standard. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Finance be permitted to meet 
today, May 12, 1994 at 10 a.m., to hear 
testimony on various subjects related 
to health care reform. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Thursday, May 12, 1994, to hold a 
hearing on the nominations of Theo- 
dore McKee, of Pennsylvania, to be 
U.S. Circuit Judge for the Third Cir- 
cuit, Billy Michael Burrage, of Okla- 
homa, to be U.S. District Judge for the 
northern, eastern and western districts 
of Oklahoma, Vanessa Gilmore, of 
Texas, to be U.S. District Judge for the 
southern district of Texas, Terry C. 
Kern, of Oklahoma to be U.S. District 
Judge for the northern district of Okla- 
homa, Gladys Kessler of the District of 
Columbia to be U.S. District Judge for 
the District of Columbia and Emmet 
Sullivan, of the District of Columbia to 
be U.S. District Judges for the District 
of Columbia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Labor and Human Resources be 
authorized to meet for an hearing on 
the Reemployment and Retraining Act 
of 1994, during the session of the Senate 
on May 12, 1994, at 2:30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Rules and Administration be au- 
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, May 12, 1994, 
at 9:30 a.m., to hold a hearing to re- 
ceive testimony from officials from the 
Federal Election Commission on the 
agency’s budget authorization request 
for fiscal year 1995. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
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Senate on Thursday, May 12, 1994, at 3 
p.m. to hold a closed hearing on intel- 
ligence matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON COALITION DEFENSE AND 

REINFORCING FORCES 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Coalition Defense and 
Reinforcing Forces of the Committee 
on Armed Services be authorized to 
meet on Thursday, May 12, 1994, at 1:30 
p.m., in open session to receive testi- 
mony on United Nations peace oper- 
ations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, ART AND 
HUMANITIES 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Labor and Human Resources’ 
Subcommittee on Education, Art and 
the Humanities by authorized to meet 
for an executive session on S. 1513, Im- 
proving America’s Schools Act, during 
the session of the Senate on May 12, 
1994, at 10 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EXPORT EXPANSION AND 

AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Small 
Business Subcommittee on Export Ex- 
pansion and Agricultural Development 
be authorized to meet during the ses- 
sion of the Senate on Thursday, May 
12, 1994, at 2:30 p.m. The subcommittee 
will hold a hearing on export assist- 
ance efforts for small business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS, NATIONAL 

PARKS AND FORESTS 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Public Lands, National 
Parks and Forests of the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources be au- 
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate, 2:30 p.m., May 12, 1994, to 
receive testimony on S. 1549, to amend 
the act establishing Golden Gate Na- 
tional Recreation Area to provide for 
the management of the Presidio by the 
Secretary of the Interior, and for other 
purposes; and S. 1639, to provide for the 
management of the portions of the Pre- 
sidio under the jurisdiction of the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SECURITIES 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Securities of the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, May 12, beginning at 2:30 
p.m. to conduct a hearing on the im- 
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pact of the U.S. Supreme Court deci- 
sion: Central Bank of Denver versus 
First Interstate Bank of Denver. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


THE CONGRESSIONAL 
ACCOUNTABILITY ACT 


€ Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to offer my support for the 
Congressional Accountability Act as 
introduced last Wednesday by Senators 
LIEBERMAN and GRASSLEY. 

I am an original cosponsor of this 
legislation because I believe it is unac- 
ceptable for Congress to exempt itself 
from those laws covering the executive 
branch and the private sector. I have 
received many letters from irate con- 
stituents who believe that we are ap- 
plying a double standard, by passing 
laws and then exempting ourselves 
from them. I understand that we face 
many obstacles regarding the oversight 
and enforcement of such laws, but I be- 
lieve this bill will allow congressional 
employees to be covered by the same 
labor and employment laws without 
sacrificing the independence of Con- 
gress. 

We all know there is a major Con- 
gress-bashing movement sweeping the 
country—I would not be surprised if 
someone came down here and offered 
an amendment to eliminate our chairs 
and desks because the American people 
feel that it is an unnecessary perk. 

However, I have no intention of wast- 
ing the time of the Senate, pandering 
to the American people with frivolous 
legislation that states that its inten- 
tion is to “renew the faith the Amer- 
ican people have in Congress." If we do 
a good job, work hard, and pass impor- 
tant legislation that is fair and prac- 
tical—that levels the playing field for 
all Americans—we will have the sup- 
port of the American people. 

The recent outrage with Congress is 
in some cases warranted. The account- 
ability gap for Congress is a real prob- 
lem that the American people have a 
right to be mad at, and that we can ad- 
dress with this legislation. This legisla- 
tion erases the two-tier legal system 
we now have—one set of laws for Con- 
gress and one for the rest of the coun- 
try. We should pass the Congressional 
Accountability Act, not because the 
Citizens Against Government Waste 
are telling us to do so, but because it is 
the right thing to do. 

The Congressional Accountability 
Act makes Congress subject to laws re- 
garding employment discrimination, 
working conditions, health and safety 
issues, and provisions in the Freedom 
of Information Act and the Privacy 
Act. As many of my colleagues who 
have supported this legislation have 
stated, this is long overdue. It is only 
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fair that our employees are covered 
under the same laws that govern the 
rest of the country. And further, I be- 
lieve that Members of Congress will be 
better able to understand the effects of 
the laws it passes if they are forced to 
live under those same laws. 


This is one of those opportunities to 
do the right thing and to do right by 
the American people, and I am pleased 
to be an original cosponsor of this im- 
portant legislation.e 


CONGRATULATING BINGHAMTON 
HOUSING AUTHORITY 


€ Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer my congratulations to 
Binghamton Housing Authority in 
Binghamton, NY, for the chartering of 
the BHA Residents Community Devel- 
opment Federal Credit Union. 


This credit union, chartered by the 
National Credit Union Administration, 
will be designated a low-income credit 
union. Eligible members of the credit 
union include the residents of three 
low-income housing communities oper- 
ated by the Binghamton Housing Au- 
thority in the Carlisle, North Shore, 
and Saratoga apartments. BHA em- 
ployees who work in Binghamton will 
also be eligible for membership. 


The issuance of this charter is a re- 
sult of the dedication and perseverance 
of those who worked so hard to make 
the BHA Residents Community Devel- 
opment Federal Credit Union a reality. 
This new credit union will provide vital 
financial services to residents of these 
three housing communities and will 
contribute to the economic develop- 
ment of the city of Binghamton and 
the entire area. 


At a ceremony today, NCUA chair- 
man Norman D'Amours presented the 
charter to representatives of BHA Resi- 
dents Community Development Fed- 
eral Credit Union. Present at the cere- 
mony to receive the charter were David 


Tanenhaus, board member; LuAnn 
Woodard, treasurer; Bette Mercia, 
president; Tommie Denson, board 


member; and Erica Dooley, credit com- 
mittee member. 


The presentation was held in Wash- 
ington, DC, in conjunction with the 
National Credit Union Administra- 
tion’s board meeting and the annual 
meeting of the National Federation of 
Community Development Credit 
Unions. The Federation was instrumen- 
tal in the formation of the credit 
union. 


Mr. President, I once again would 
like to say congratulations to BHA 
Residents Community Development 
Federal Credit Union. I wish them 
much success in the future.e 
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NOTICE OF DETERMINATION BY 
THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
ETHICS UNDER RULE 35, PARA- 
GRAPH 4, REGARDING EDU- 
CATIONAL TRAVEL 


è Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, it is re- 
quired by paragraph 4 of Rule 35 that I 
place in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD no- 
tices of Senate employees who partici- 
pate in programs, the principal objec- 
tive of which is educational, sponsored 
by a foreign government or a foreign 
educational or charitable organization 
involving travel to a foreign country 
paid for by that foreign government or 
organization. 

The select committee received notifi- 
cation under rule 35 for Patrick 
Lawler, a member of the staff of Sen- 
ator RIEGLE, to participate in a pro- 
gram in Russia sponsored by the Amer- 
ican Foreign Policy Council and the 
Russian Government, from May 28 
through June 4, 1994. 

The committee determined that no 
Federal statute or Senate rule would 
prohibit participation by Mr. Lawler in 
this program. 

The select committee received notifi- 
cation under rule 35 for Erik Autor, a 
member of the staff of Senator PACK- 
WOOD, to participate in a program in 
China and Hong Kong sponsored by the 
Chinese People's Institute of Foreign 
Affairs from May 27 through June 7, 
1994. 

The committee determined that no 
Federal statute or Senate rule would 
prohibit participation by Mr. Autor in 
this program. 

The select committee received notifi- 
cation under rule 35 for Bryan 
McCleary, a member of the staff of 
Senator GLENN, to participate in a pro- 
gram in China sponsored by the Chi- 
nese People's Institute of Foreign Af- 
fairs from May 27 through June 7, 1994. 

The committee determined that no 
Federal statute or Senate rule would 
prohibit participation by Mr. McCleary 
in this program. 

The select committee received notifi- 
cation under rule 35 for Joe Hart, a 
member of the Whip Office staff of Sen- 
ator FORD, to participate in a program 
in China sponsored by the Chinese Peo- 
ple’s Institute for Foreign Affairs from 
May 27 through June 7, 1994. 

The committee determined that no 
Federal statute or Senate rule would 
prohibit participation by Mr. Hart in 
this program. 

The select committee received notifi- 
cation under rule 35 for Dave Gribbin, a 
member of the staff of Senator COATS, 
to participate in a program in China 
sponsored by the Chinese People’s In- 
stitute of Foreign Affairs from May 27 
through June 7, 1994. 

The committee determined that no 
Federal statute or Senate rule would 
prohibit participation by Mr. Gribbin 
in this program. 

The select committee received notifi- 
cation under rule 35 for Christin 
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Givhan, a member of the staff of Sen- 
ator SHELBY, to participate in a pro- 
gram in China and Hong Kong spon- 
sored by the Chinese People's Institute 
of Foreign Affairs from May 27 through 
June 7, 1994. 

The committee determined that no 
Federal statute or Senate rule would 
prohibit participation by Ms. Givhan in 
this program. 

The select committee received notifi- 
cation under rule 35 for Barry Dill, a 
member of the staff of Senator DECON- 
CINI, to participate in a program in 
Germany sponsored by the Congress- 
Bundestag Staff Exchange from April 
23 through May 7, 1994. 

The committee determined that no 
Federal statute or Senate rule would 
prohibit participation by Mr. Dill in 
this program. 

The select committee received notifi- 
cation under rule 35 for David Hartman 
a member of the staff of Senator 
GRAMM, to participate in a program in 
Taiwan sponsored by Soochow Univer- 
sity from April 2-9, 1994. 

The committee determined that no 
Federal statute or Senate rule would 
prohibit participation by Mr. Hartman 
in this program.e 


OFFICER JACK BALLARD: 20 
YEARS OF DEDICATED SERVICE 
WITH THE CAPITOL POLICE 


èe Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, by 
the time of his retirement last month 
after 20 years of service with the U.S. 
Capitol Police, Officer Jack Ballard 
was well known to most Members of 
this body. He was an especially good 
friend to those of us with offices in the 
Russell Building, his daily beat for 
most of those two decades. 

The fact is, within the institution of 
the Senate, Officer Ballard was some- 
thing of an institution himself. At his 
familiar post on Delaware Avenue, he 
was a respected and reliable presence. 
Like other Washington institutions, he 
was also a popular tourist destination; 
I would guess that hundreds of tourists 
a week used to head for Officer Ballard 
to ask directions or assistance. 

As Jack Ballard was proud of point- 
ing out, he was a second-generation 
Capitol Police officer. His father was a 
38-year veteran of the force, and passed 
on to Jack a deep commitment to the 
mission of the Capitol Police. That 
commitment and dedication were ap- 
parent to all of us who relied daily on 
Jack's services. In addition to his po- 
lice duties, we also counted on Jack for 
his unfailing courtesy and good humor. 
He never let us down. 

Mr. President, to honor this distin- 
guished Capitol Police officer, it is 
tempting to offer a resolution changing 
the name of Jack's beat to Ballard 
Boulevard. I will refrain out of def- 
erence to my distinguished colleagues 
from the State of Delaware. However, I 
do want to publicly thank Officer 
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Ballard for a job well done. I wish Jack 
Ballard and his wife Isabel many happy 
years of retirement.e 


THE RACIAL JUSTICE ACT 


€ Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, yes- 
terday this body passed a resolution 
expressing the sense of the Senate that 
the conferees to the crime bill should 
Strike the Racial Justice Act from the 
crime bill. I rise to explain my decision 
to vote for the resolution and against 
the Racial Justice Act. Most of the ar- 
guments made against this act assert 
that it is a devious attempt to do away 
with the death penalty. Well, I think 
we should do away with the death pen- 
alty. As a matter of personal con- 
Science, I have always opposed the 
death penalty. 

But I do not believe in legislative 
evasion of this sort. We have had up or 
down votes on capital punishment. I al- 
ways vote against it. But my disagree- 
ment with capital punishment does not 
dictate a vote for a mechanism de- 
signed to impede capital punishment 
by indirection. I agree that racial bias 
must be rooted out of the process by 
which Government metes out justice. 
Nowhere is this need more urgent than 
in capital cases, where the punishment 
is ultimate and final. So, I believed and 
still think that racial prejudice is 
anathema to justice. 

But I have looked at the latest legis- 
lative language of the Racial Justice 
Act. Its methods do not, in my opinion, 
accomplish its goals. Under this act, 
prejudice is inferred from statistics. It 
is inferred from a manipulation of 
numbers completely irrelevant to the 
case at hand, irrelevant to the mur- 
derer and irrelevant to the victim. 
There is no requirement that there be 
any evidence of bias in a particular 
sentence for the act to wipe it out. 

I am not persuaded that a statistical 
analysis like this will lead to more jus- 
tice in sentencing. Are mass murders 
or serial killers to be let off the hook 
because their victims were white or be- 
cause they were black? It is the su- 
preme example of two wrongs trying to 
make a right. 

The act gives no guidance as to the 
relevant statistics for a successful 
claim. The only clue in the legislation 
and the committee report is that sta- 
tistics would be drawn from propor- 
tions of minorities in the general popu- 
lation to proportions in which the 
death penalty is sought. I cannot imag- 
ine how that relates to the merits of 
seeking the ultimate punishment in 
any particular case. What statistics 
could be used? Do we look at the arrest 
rate in a jurisdiction? Do we look at 
the rate in a part of that jurisdiction? 
Do we look at a police precinct's 
record? Do we review the statistics of 
the prosecutor, or perhaps of the whole 
prosecutor's office? Perhaps we confine 
ourselves to the judge's sentencing his- 
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tory or the track record of local juries. 
Maybe we should come up with num- 
bers depending on all the possible ra- 
cial variables possible for a 6- or 8- or 
12-person jury. Of course, if we do that, 
why not include educational variables, 
sex, religion, age, whatever? Maybe we 
have to consider the personal status of 
the witnesses. I don't know. This legis- 
lation offers no guidance on this issue. 

It is not just that the variables are 
literally infinite, which they are. It is 
also that they are not particularly 
helpful, in my mind, to determine 
whether there has been prejudice at 
work in a particular case. That is why 
we have human judges and juries and 
why we cannot simply load the facts of 
a case onto a computer and have it 
print out a sentence. 

There are situations in which we rely 
on statistics to suggest discrimination, 
such as title VII employment disputes 
and jury venire selections, They are 
different. The test for discrimination 
in title VII cases, with which I am very 
familiar, is very clear about the rel- 
evant statistics. It is particularized in 
order to disclose discrimination in 
each case. In McCleskey v Kemp, 481 
U.S. 279 (1987), the Supreme Court drew 
a sharp distinction between the use of 
statistics to infer prejudice in those 
contexts and in criminal sentencing. I 
am persuaded by the Court’s reasoning. 

As Justice Powell explained: 

The nature of the capital sentencing deci- 
sion, and the relationship of the statistics to 
that decision, are fundamentally different 
from the corresponding elements in the ve- 
nire selection of Title VII cases. * * * Each 
jury is unique in its composition, and the 
Constitution requires that its decision rest 
on consideration of innumerable factors that 
vary according to the characteristics of the 
individual defendant and the facts of that 
particular capital offense. Thus the applica- 
tion of an inference drawn from the general 
statistics to a specific decision in a trial and 
sentencing simply is not comparable to a 
specific venire-selection of Title VI case. In 
those case, the statistics relate to fewer en- 
tities and fewer variables are relevant to the 
challenged decisions. 

The Court noted other important dis- 
tinctions which also render statistics 
irrelevant and inappropriate to deter- 
mine bias in sentencing. 

I am sure that there are defendants 
who are treated unfairly because of 
their race, or for other irrelevant and 
unfair reasons. I agree with the sup- 
porters of the Racial Justice Act that 
Congress should try to craft protec- 
tions to weed out prejudice. But, by 
looking beyond the facts and merits of 
the individual cases, the approach 
taken by this act seems to me ill-suit- 
ed to the problem we should be trying 
to solve.e 


MARGARET ANN KERR: A CAREER 
OF COMMITMENT, EXCELLENCE, 
AND HUMANITARIAN SERVICE 

è Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, as we 

continue to focus on the urgency of 


10280 


health care reform, let us not lose 
sight of the fact that Americans today 
receive the finest medical care in the 
world—care that is delivered by enor- 
mously capable and dedicated health 
care professionals. 

To my mind, this dedication is epito- 
mized by Margaret Ann Kerr, who this 
spring concludes a career as an expert 
clinician and outstanding teacher that 
has spanned more than four decades. 
Professor Kerr's career has been most 
closely associated with St. Francis Xa- 
vier Hospital and School of Nursing, 
and with the Medical University of 
South Carolina Hospital and College of 
Nursing. 

Mr. President, as a nurse clinician 
and a teacher of Medical-Surgical 
Nursing, Professor Kerr has had a pro- 
found influence on at least two genera- 
tions of nurses in South Carolina, not 
to mention the thousands of patients 
who have benefited either directly or 
indirectly from this remarkable profes- 
sional. 

Nurse colleagues and former students 
speak of her with a respect bordering 
on reverence. They speak of her life of 
dedicated, loyal and unfailing service. 
At a recent retirement dinner, a col- 
league said of Professor Kerr: ‘‘Her’s 
has been a life of service with humility 
as a hallmark. She acted not for the re- 
ceipt of recognition, but because of her 
strong moral belief system and sense of 
accountability. I don’t know of a time 
when she ever said no to helping out.” 

Mr. President, Margaret Ann Kerr’s 
profession is that of nurse, but her 
larger commitment is as a humani- 
tarian. For more than four decades, she 
has given generously of her intellect, 
her talent and her heart. The people of 
South Carolina owe her a debt of grati- 
tude. On their behalf, I thank Professor 
Kerr and salute her for a job superbly 
done.e 


LIFTING THE ARMS EMBARGO ON 
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate re- 
sume consideration of S. 2042, the 
Bosnia arms embargo legislation; that 
the bill be read a third time, passed, 
and the motion to reconsider be laid 
upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the RECORD, on be- 
half of Senator BYRD, that if a rollcall 
vote had been taken on passage of S. 
2042, the Bosnia arms embargo legisla- 
tion, that Senator BYRD would have 
voted “no.” 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Senator from Virginia be re- 
corded in the negative. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the foregoing request? If 
not, it is ordered. 

So the bill (S. 2042), as amended, was 
read the third time and passed, as fol- 
lows: 
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(The text of S. 2042 will appear in a 
future edition of the RECORD.) 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I also 
would like to be recorded in the nega- 
tive on the Bosnia bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
RECORD will so note. 


INDIAN LANDS OPEN DUMP 
CLEANUP ACT OF 1994 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of cal- 
endar No. 417, S. 720, a bill to clean up 
open dumps on Indian lands; that the 
committee substitute be agreed to, the 
bill read a third time and passed, and 
the motion to reconsider laid upon the 
table; further, that any statements 
thereon appear in the RECORD at the 
appropriate place as though read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the bill (S. 720) was deemed read 
the third time and passed, as follows: 

S. 720 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Indian 
Lands Open Dump Cleanup Act of 1994". 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.— The Congress finds that 

(1) there are at least 600 open dumps on In- 
dian lands; 

(2) these dumps threaten the health and 
safety of residents of Indian lands and con- 
tiguous areas; 

(3) many of these dumps were established 
or are used by Federal agencies such as the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Indian 
Health Service; 

(4) these dumps threaten the environment; 

(5) the United States holds most Indian 
lands in trust for the benefit of Indian tribes 
and individuals; and 

(6) most Indian tribal governments lack 
the financial and technical resources nec- 
essary to close and maintain these dumps in 
compliance with applicable Federal laws. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are to— 

(1) identify the location of open dumps on 
Indian lands; 

(2) assess the relative health and environ- 
mental hazards of such dumps; and 

(3) provide financial and technical assist- 
ance to Indian tribal governments, either dí- 
rectly or by contract, to close such dumps in 
compliance with applicable Federal stand- 
ards and regulations, or standards promul- 
gated by an Indian tribal government, if 
such standards are more stringent than the 
Federal standards. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.: 

For the purposes of this Act, the following 
definitions shall apply: 

(1) CLOSURE OR CLOSE.—The term ''closure 
or close" means the termination of oper- 
ations at open dumps on Indian land and 
bringing such dumps into compliance with 
applicable Federal standards and regula- 
tions, or standards promulgated by an Indian 
tribal government, if such standards are 
more stringent than the Federal standards 
and regulations. 

(2) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ means 
the Director of the Indian Health Service. 
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(3) INDIAN LAND. -The term Indian land" 
means— 

(A) land within the limits of any Indian 
reservation under the jurisdiction of the 
United States Government, notwithstanding 
the issuance of any patent, and including 
rights-of-way running through the reserva- 
tion; 

(B) dependent Indian communities within 
the borders of the United States whether 
within the original or subsequently acquired 
territory thereof, and whether within or 
without the limits of a State; and 

(C) Indian allotments, the Indian titles to 
which have not been extinguished, including 
rights-of-way running through the same. 

(4) INDIAN TRIBAL GOVERNMENT.—The term 
"Indian tribal government" means the gov- 
erning body of any Indian tribe, band, na- 
tion, pueblo, or other organized group or 
community which is recognized as eligible 
for the special programs and services pro- 
vided by the United States to Indians be- 
cause of their status as Indians. 

(5) INVENTORY.—The term "inventory" 
means a listing of the geographic location of 
all open dumps, an evaluation of the con- 
tents of each dump, and an assessment of the 
relative impact of each dump on the environ- 
ment and public health. 

(6 OPEN DUMP.—The term open dump" 
means any facility or site where solid waste 
is being or has been routinely and regularly 
disposed of that has not been closed or cov- 
ered or that does not meet the criteria for a 
new municipal solid waste landfill unit pro- 
mulgated pursuant to the Solid Waste Dis- 
posal Act (42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.). 

(7) POSTCLOSURE MAINTENANCE.—The term 
“postclosure maintenance" means any activ- 
ity undertaken at a closed solid waste facil- 
ity on Indian land to maintain the integrity 
of containment features, monitor compli- 
ance with applicable performance standards, 
or remedy any situation or occurrence that 
violates regulations promulgated pursuant 
to the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 
6901 et seq.). 

(8) SOLID WASTE.—The term solid waste“ 
means any garbage, refuse, sludge from a 
wastewater treatment plant, water supply 
treatment plant, or air pollution control fa- 
cility, and other discarded material, includ- 
ing solid, liquid, semisolid, or contained gas- 
eous material resulting from industrial, 
commercial, mining, and agricultural oper- 
ations, and from community activities, but 
does not include solid or dissolved materials 
in domestic sewage, or solid or dissolved ma- 
terials in irrigation return flows or indus- 
trial discharges that are point sources sub- 
ject to permit under section 402 of the Fed- 
eral Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 
1342), or source material, special nuclear ma- 
terial, or by-product material as defined in 
section 11 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 
(42 U.S.C. 2014). 

SEC. 4. AUTHORITY OF THE DIRECTOR OF THE 
INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE. 

(a) INVENTORY.—Upon request by an Indian 
tribal government, the Director shall— 

(1) conduct an inventory of open dumps on 
the Indian lands which are subject to the au- 
thority of the Indian tribal government; 

(2) determine the relative severity of the 
threat to public health and the environment 
posed by each dump based on information 
available to the Director and the Indian trib- 
al government, unless the Director, in con- 
sultation with the Indian tribal government, 
determines that actions such as soil testing 
or water monitoring would be appropriate in 
the circumstances; and 

(3) develop cost estimates for the closure 
and postclosure maintenance of such dumps. 
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(b) ASSISTANCE.—Upon completion of the 
activities required to be performed pursuant 
to subsection (a), the Director shall, subject 
to subsection (c), provide financial and tech- 
nical assistance to the Indian tribal govern- 
ment to carry out the activities necessary 
to— 

(1) close such dumps; and 

(2) provide for postclosure maintenance of 
such dumps. 

(c) CONDITIONS.—All assistance provided 
pursuant to subsection (b) shall be made 
available on a site-specific basis in accord- 
ance with priorities developed by the Direc- 
tor. Priorities on a specific reservation shall 
be developed in consultation with the Indian 
tribal government. The priorities shall take 
into account the relative severity of the 
threat to public health and the environment 
posed by each open dump and the availabil- 
ity of funds necessary for closure and 
postclosure maintenance. 

SEC. 5. CONTRACT AUTHORITY. 

(a) AUTHORITY OF DIRECTOR.—To the maxi- 
mum extent feasible, the Director shall 
carry out duties under this Act through con- 
tracts, compacts, or memoranda of agree- 
ment with Indian tribal governments pursu- 
ant to the Indian Self-Determination and 
Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450 et 
seq.), section 7 of the Act of August 5, 1954 (42 
U.S.C. 2004a), or section 302 of the Indian 
Health Care Improvement Act (25 U.S.C. 
1632). 

(b) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—(1) The Di- 
rector may establish and carry out a pro- 
gram providing for demonstration projects 
involving open dumps on Indian land. It shall 
be the purpose of such projects to determine 
if there are unique cost factors involved in 
the cleanup and maintenance of open dumps 
on such land, and the extent to which ad- 
vance closure planning is necessary. Under 
the program, the Director is authorized to 
select three Indian tribal governments to 
participate in such demonstration projects. 

(2) Criteria established by the Director for 
the selection and participation of an Indian 
tribal government in the demonstration 
project shall provide that— 

(A) in order to be eligible to participate, an 
Indian tribal government must have one or 
more existing open dumps on the Indian 
lands that are under its authority, and have 
a plan for the closure of each such dump; 

(B) at least one of the Indian tribal govern- 
ments selected by the Director shall proceed 
under a contract entered into pursuant to 
the Indian Self-Determination and Edu- 
cation Assistance Act; and 

(C) at least one of the Indian tribal govern- 
ments selected by the Director shall permit 
the Indian Health Service to directly provide 
for the cleanup and maintenance. 

(3) No demonstration project shall be fund- 
ed for more than 3 fiscal years. 

SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORIZATION.—There are 
authorized to be appropriated such sums as 
may be necessary to carry out this Act. 

(b) FUNDING SOURCE.—The activities re- 
quired to be performed by the Director under 
this Act shall only be funded from appropria- 
tions made pursuant to this Act and such ac- 
tivities shall be coordinated with activities 
related to solid waste and sanitation facili- 
ties funded pursuant to other authorizations. 
SEC. 7. DISCLAIMERS. 

(a) AUTHORITY OF DIRECTOR.—Nothing in 
this Act shall be construed to alter, dimin- 
ish, repeal, or supersede any authority con- 
ferred on the Director pursuant to section 
302 of the Indian Health Care Improvement 
Act (25 U.S.C. 1632), and section 7 of the Act 
of August 5, 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2004a). 
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(b) EXEMPTED LANDS AND FACILITIES.— This 
Act shall not apply to open dump sites on In- 
dian lands— 

(1) that comprise an area of one-half acre 
or less, and that are used by individual fami- 
lies on lands to which they hold legal or ben- 
eficial title; 

(2) of any size, that have been or are being 
operated for a profit; or 

(3) where solid waste from an industrial 
process is being or has been routinely dis- 
posed of at a privately owned facility in 
compliance with applicable Federal laws. 


MEASURES INDEFINITELY POST- 
PONED—CALENDAR NOS. 34 AND 
390 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Calendar Nos. 
34 and 390 be indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


NATIONAL PEACE OFFICERS 
MEMORIAL DAY 


Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send a 
joint resolution to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. It is enti- 
tled “National Peace Officers Memorial 
Day." I do so on behalf of the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. KEMPTHORNE]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 190) to des- 
ignate May 15, 1994, National Peace Officers 
Memorial Day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider- 
ation of the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the joint resolu- 
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, was 
read the third time and passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The joint resolution (S.J. 190) with 
its preamble, is as follows: 

S.J. RES. 190 

Whereas, the well being of all citizens of 
this country are preserved and enhanced as a 
direct result of the vigilane and dedication 
of law enforcement personnel; 

Whereas, the more than 500,000 men and 
women, at great risk to their personal safe- 
ty, presently serve their fellow citizens in 
their capacity as guardians of the peace; 

Whereas, peace officers are the front line 
in preserving our childrens' right to receive 
an education in a crime free environment 
that is all to often threatened by the insid- 
ious fear caused by violence in schools; 

Whereas, 151 peace officers lost their lives 
in the performance of their duty in 1993, and 
a total of 13,256 men and women have now 
made that supreme sacrifice; and 

Whereas, on May 15, 1994 more than 15,000 
peace officers are expected to gather in our 
Nation's Capital to join with the families of 
their recently fallen comrades to honor them 
and all others before them: Now, therefore, 
be it 
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Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That May 15, 1994, is here- 
by designated as “National Peace Officers 
Memorial-Day" for the purpose of recogniz- 
ing all peace officers slain in the line duty. 
The President is authorized and requested to 
issue a proclamation calling upon the people 
of the United States to observe this day with 
the appropriate ceremonies and respect. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
joint resolution was passed. 

Mr. WARNER. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 


AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PRO- 
GRAM TEMPORARY EXTENSION 
ACT OF 1994 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Chair lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa- 
tives on (S. 2024), a bill to provide tem- 
porary obligational authority for the 
airport improvement program and to 
provide for certain airport fees to be 
maintained at existing levels for up to 
60 days, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the House of Representatives: 

Resolved, 'That the bill from the Senate (S. 
2024) entitled “An Act to provide temporary 
obligational authority for the airport im- 
provement program and to provide for cer- 
tain airport fees to be maintained at existing 
levels for up to 60 days, and for other pur- 
poses", do pass with the following amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting 
clause, and insert: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Airport Im- 
provement Program Temporary Extension Act of 
1994 

TITLE I—AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM 
SEC. 101. AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AU- 
THORIZATION. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—The second sentence of 
section 505(a) of the Airport and Airway Im- 
provement Act of 1982 (49 U.S.C. App. 2204(a)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking and following 1992. and 

(2) by inserting `“, and $15,763,890,000 for fis- 
cal years ending before October 1, 1994" before 
the period at the end. 

(b) OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY.—Section 
505(b)(1) of such Act (49 U.S.C. App. 2204(b)(1)) 
is amended by striking ''September 30, 1993" and 
inserting ''June 30, 1994". 

SEC. 102. APPORTIONMENT OF FUNDS. 

Section 507(b)(3)(A) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 U.S.C. App. 
2206(b)(3)(A)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “or reducing the amount au- 
thorized or" and inserting the amount"; 

(2) by inserting to less than $1,900,000,000'' 
after to be obligated"; and 

(3) by striking limited or reduced“. 

SEC. 103. MINIMUM AMOUNT FOR PRIMARY AIR- 
PORTS. 

Section 507(b)(1) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 U.S.C. App. 
2206(b)(1) is amended by striking ''$400,000'" 
and inserting ':$500,000"'. 


10282 


SEC. 104. INTEGRATED AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN- 
NING SET-ASIDE. 

Section 508(d)(4) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 U.S.C. App. 
2207(d)(4)) is amended by striking / and in- 
serting 
SEC. 105. REIMBURSEMENT FOR PAST EXPENDI- 

TURES. 


Section 513(a)(2) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 U.S.C. App. 
2212(a)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking or“ at the end of subpara- 
graph (A); 

(2) by inserting “or” after the semicolon at 
the end of subparagraph (B); and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 
following: 

Oi) it was incurred 

during fiscal year 1994; 

I before execution of a grant agreement 
with respect to the project but in accordance 
with an airport layout plan approved by the 
Secretary and in accordance with all applicable 
statutory and administrative requirements that 
would have been applicable to the project if the 
grant agreement had been executed; and 

“(IID for work related to a project for which 
a grant agreement was erecuted during fiscal 
year 1994; and 

"(ii) its Federal share is only paid with sums 
apportioned under subsections 507(a)(1) and 
507(a)(2) of this title:. 

SEC. 106. EXPENDITURES FROM AIRPORT AND 
AIRWAY TRUST FUND. 

Section 9502(d)(1)(A) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 (relating to expenditures from Air- 
port and Airway Trust Fund) is amended by 
striking “(as such Acts were in effect on the 
date of the enactment of the Airport and Airway 
Safety, Capacity, Noise Improvement, and Inter- 
modal Transportation Act of 1992)" and insert- 
ing or the Airport Improvement Program Tem- 
porary Extension Act of 1994 (as such Acts were 
in effect on the date of the enactment of the Air- 
port Improvement Program Temporary Exten- 
sion Act of 1994)"’. 

SEC. 107. UPWARD ADJUSTMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The second sentence of sec- 
tion 505(b)(1) of the Airport and Airway Im- 
provement Act of 1982 (49 U.S.C. App. 2204(b)(1)) 
is further amended by— 

(1) inserting "(A)" before apportioned"; and 

(2) inserting before the period at the end 
and (B) funds which have been recovered by the 
United States from grants made under this title 
if such funds are obligated only for increases 
under sections 512(b)(2) and 512(b)(3) of this title 
in the marimum obligation of the United States 
for any other grant made under this title”. 

(b) RETROACTIVE EFFECTIVE DATE.—The 
amendment made by subsection (a) shall take ef- 
fect October 1, 1993. 

TITLE II—AIRPORT-AIR CARRIER 
DISPUTES REGARDING AIRPORT FEES 
SEC. 201. EMERGENCY AUTHORITY TO FREEZE 
CERTAIN AIRPORT FEES. 

(a) COMPLAINT BY AIR CARRIER.— 

(1) FILING.—An air carrier may file prior to 
June 30, 1994, with the Secretary a written com- 
plaint alleging that any increased fee imposed 
upon such air carrier by the owner or operator 
of an airport is not reasonable. The air carrier 
shall simultaneously file with the Secretary 
proof that a copy of the complaint has been 
served on the owner or operator of the airport. 

(2) OPPORTUNITY TO RES. Before issuing 
an order under subsection (b), the Secretary 
shall provide the owner or operator of the air- 
port an opportunity to respond to the filed com- 
plaint. 

(3) FRIVOLOUS COMPLAINT.—If the Secretary 
determines that a complaint is frivolous, the 
Secretary may refuse to accept the complaint for 
filing. 
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(b) ORDER BY THE SECRETARY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided by para- 
graph (2), the Secretary shall issue, within 7 
days after the filing of a complaint in accord- 
ance with subsection (a), an order prohibiting 
the owner or operator of the airport from col- 
lecting the increased portion of the fee that is 
the subject of the complaint, unless the Sec- 
retary makes a preliminary determination that 
the increased fee is reasonable. Subject to sub- 
section (d), the order shall cease to be effective 
on June 30, 1994. 

(2) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall not issue 
an order under this subsection prohibiting the 
collection of any portion of a fee for which the 
Secretary's informal mediation assistance was 
requested on March 21, 1994. 

(c) OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT AND FURNISH 
RELATED MATERIAL.—Within a period pre- 
scribed by the Secretary, the owner or operator 
of the airport and any affected air carrier may 
submit comments to the Secretary on a com- 
plaint filed under subsection (a) and furnish to 
the Secretary any related documents or other 
material. 

(d) AcTION ON COMPLAINT.—Based on com- 
ments and material provided under subsection 
(c), the Secretary may take appropriate action 
on the complaint, including termination or other 
modification of any order issued under sub- 
section (b). 

(e) APPLICABILITY.—This section does mot 
apply to a fee imposed pursuant to a written 
agreement binding on air carriers using the fa- 
cilities of an airport. 

(f) EFFECT ON EXISTING AGREEMENTS.—Noth- 
ing in this section shall adversely affect any er- 
isting written agreement between an air carrier 
and the owner or operator of an airport. 

SEC. 202. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title— 

(1) the term ''fee" means any rate, rental 
charge, landing fee, or other service charge for 
the use of airport facilities; and 

(2) the term “Secretary” means the Secretary 
of Transportation. 

TITLE III—REFORM OF AIR TRAFFIC 
CONTROL SYSTEM 
SEC. 301. AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL SYSTEM. 

(a) SrUDY.—The Secretary of Transportation 
shall undertake a study of management, regu- 
latory, and legislative reforms which would en- 
able the air traffic control system of the federal 
Aviation Administration to provide better serv- 
ices to users and reduce the costs of providing 
services, without reducing the safety of the sys- 
tem or the availability of the system to all cat- 
egories of users and without changing the basic 
organizational structure under which the sys- 
tem is part of the Federal Aviation Administra- 
tion. 

(b) COMPONENTS.—The study to be conducted 
under subsection (a) shall include the following: 

(1) Evaluation of reforms which would stream- 
line procurement, enhance the ability to attract 
and retain adequate staff at hard-to-staff facili- 
ties, simplify the personnel process, provide 
funding stability, ensure continuity of leader- 
ship, and reduce the incidence of unnecessarily 
detailed management oversight. 

(2) Identification of any existing laws or regu- 
lations governing procurement or personnel 
which are having an adverse effect on the oper- 
ation or modernization of the air traffic control 
system. 

(3) Evaluation of a range of possible reforms 
and the advantages and disadvantages of each 
possible reform. 

(4) Comparison of the advantages and dis- 
advantages of each possible reform with the 
comparable advantages and disadvantages to be 
achieved under any proposal of the Secretary of 
Transportation to create a separate Federal cor- 
porate entity to operate the air traffic control 
system. 
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(c) DEADLINE.—The results of the study to be 
conducted under subsection (a) shall be con- 
tained in a report which shall be completed by 
the Secretary of Transportation on or before the 
date which is 180 days after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act, or the date on which the 
Secretary submits to Congress proposed legisla- 
tion to create a separate corporate entity to op- 
erate the air traffic control system, whichever 
date occurs first. 

(d) TRANSMITTAL.—On the date of completion 
of the report under subsection (c), the Secretary 
of Transportation shall transmit copies of the 
report to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate and the Com- 
mittee on Public Works and Transportation of 
the House of Representatives. 

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 401. GRANDFATHER PROVISION FOR FAA 
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the termi- 
nation of the personnel demonstration project 
for certain Federal Aviation Administration em- 
ployees on June 17, 1994, pursuant to section 
4703 of title 5, United States Code, the Federal 
Aviation Administration shall continue to pay 
quarterly retention allowance payments in ac- 
cordance with subsection (b) to those employees 
who are entitled to quarterly retention allow- 
ance payments under the demonstration project 
as of June 16, 1994. 

(b) COMPUTATION RULES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount of each quar- 
terly retention allowance payment to which an 
employee is entitled under subsection (a) shall 
be the amount of the last quarterly retention al- 
lowance payment paid to such employee under 
the personnel demonstration project prior to 
June 17, 1994, reduced by that portion of the 
amount of any increase in the employee's an- 
nual rate of basic pay subsequent to June 17, 
1994, from any source, which is allocable to the 
quarter for which the allowance is to be paid 
(or, if applicable, to that portion of the quarter 
for which the allowance is to be paid). For pur- 
poses of the preceding sentence, the increase in 
an employee's annual rate of basic pay in- 
cludes— 

(A) any increase under section 5303 of title 5, 
United States Code; 

(B) any increase in locality-based comparabil- 
ity payments under section 5304 of such title 5 
(except if, or to the ertent that, such increase is 
offset by a reduction of an interim geographic 
adjustment under section 302 of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Comparability Act of 1990); 

(C) any establishment or increase in a special 
rate of pay under section 5305 of such title 5; 

(D) any increase in basic pay pursuant to a 
promotion under section 5334 of such title 5; 

(E) any periodic step-increase under section 
5335 of such title 5; 

(F) any additional step-increase under section 
5336 of such title 5; and 

(G) any other increase in annual rate of basic 
pay under any other provision of law. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE.—In the case of an employee 
on leave without pay or other similar status for 
any part of the quarter prior to June 17, 1994, 
based on which the amount of the allowance 
payments for such employee under subsection 
(a) are computed, the “amount of the last quar- 
terly retention allowance payment paid to such 
employee under the personnel demonstration 
project prior to June 17, 1994" shall, for pur- 
poses of paragraph (1), be deemed to be the 
amount of the allowance which would have 
been payable to such employee for such quarter 
under such project had such employee been in 
pay status throughout such quarter. 

(c) TERMINATION.—An employee's entitlement 
to quarterly retention allowance payments 
under this section shall cease when— 

(1) the amount of such allowance is reduced to 
zero under subsection (b), or 


May 12, 1994 


(2) the employee separates or moves to a posi- 
tion in which the employee would not, prior to 
June 17, 1994, have been entitled to receive an 
allowance under the demonstration project, 
whichever is earlier. 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate concur in the amend- 
ment of the House with a further 
amendment, which I now send to the 
desk on behalf of Senator FORD, and 
that the motion to reconsider be laid 
upon the table. 

The amendment (No. 1705) is as fol- 
lows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in- 
sert the following: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Airport Im- 
provement Program Temporary Extension 
Act of 1994". 

TITLE I—AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM 
SEC. 101. AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AU- 
THORIZATION. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.— The second sentence 
of section 505(a) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 App. U.S.C. 
2204(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking and“ after ':1992,"; and 

(2) by inserting '', and $15,413,157,000 for fis- 
cal years ending before October 1, 1994" be- 
fore the period at the end. 

(b) OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY.—Section 
505(b)(1) of the Airport and Airway Improve- 
ment Act of 1982 (49 App. U.S.C. 2204(b)(1)) is 
amended by striking “September 30, 1993” 
and inserting ‘June 30, 1994. 

SEC. 102. APPORTIONMENT OF FUNDS. 

Section 507(b)(3)(A) of the Airport and Air- 
way Improvement Act of 1982 (49 App. U.S.C. 
2206(b)(3)(A)) is amended— 

(1) by striking or reducing the amount 
authorized or“ and inserting the amount"; 

(2) by inserting to less than $1,900,000,000"' 
after to be obligated”; and 

(3) by striking ''limited or reduced". 

SEC. 103. MINIMUM AMOUNT FOR PRIMARY AIR- 
PORTS. 


Section 507(b)(1) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 App. U.S.C. 
2206(b)(1)) is amended by striking ''$400,000'" 
and inserting 3500, 0000“. 

SEC. 104, DISCRETIONARY FUND. 

(a) MINIMUM AMOUNT TO BE CREDITED.— 
Section 507(c) of the Airport and Airway Im- 
provement Act of 1982 (49 App. U.S.C. 2206(c)) 
is amended by adding at the end the follow- 
ing new paragraph: 

‘(5) SPECIAL RULE.—(A) In any fiscal year 
not less than $325,000,000 of the amount made 
available under section 505(a) shall be cred- 
ited to the discretionary fund established by 
paragraph (1), and such $325,000,000 shall be 
exclusive of amounts that have been appor- 
tioned in a prior year under this section and 
which remain available for obligation. 

"(B) In any fiscal year in which the 
amount credited to the discretionary fund 
pursuant to paragraph (1) is less than 
$325,000,000, the total amount calculated 
under subparagraph (C) of this paragraph 
shall be reduced by an amount which, when 
credited to the discretionary fund, will, to- 
gether with the amount credited pursuant to 
paragraph (1), equal $325,000,000. 

(0) The total amount, for any fiscal year, 
that is subject to reduction pursuant to sub- 
paragraph (B) shall be the sum of— 

() the amount determined under sub- 
section (a)(1); 

(ii) the amount determined under sub- 
section (a)(2); 
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(Iii) the amount determined under sub- 
section (a)(3); 

“(iv) the amount determined under section 
508(d)(1); 

"(v) the amount determined under section 
508(d)(2); 

"(vi) the amount determined under section 
508(d)(3); 

"(vii) the amount determined under sec- 
tion 508(d)(4); and 

"(viii) the amount determined under sec- 
tion 508(d)(5). 

D) To accomplish a reduction pursuant 
to subparagraph (B), each of the amounts de- 
scribed in subparagraphs (Ci) through 
(C)(viii), respectively, shall be reduced by an 
equal percentage.“ 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
July 1, 1994. 

SEC. 105. USE OF APPORTIONED AND DISCRE- 
TIONARY FUNDS. 

Section 508(d) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 App. U.S.C. 
2207(d)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking “10” and 
inserting ''5'*; 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘'2.5' wher- 
ever it appears and inserting 1.5 and 

(3) in paragraph (4), by striking “ and 
inserting ''34"'*, 

SEC. 106. REIMBURSEMENT FOR PAST EXPENDI- 
TURES. 


Section 513(a)(2) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 App. U.S.C. 
2212(a)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking or“ at the end of subpara- 
graph (A); 

(2) by inserting or“ after the semicolon at 
the end of subparagraph (B); and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 
following; 

“(C)(i) it was incurred 

"(D during fiscal year 1994; 

(II) before execution of a grant agreement 
with respect to the project but in accordance 
with an airport layout plan approved by the 
Secretary and in accordance with all appli- 
cable statutory and administrative require- 
ments that would have been applicable to 
the project if the grant agreement had been 
executed; and 

(III) for work related to a project for 
which a grant agreement was previously exe- 
cuted during fiscal year 1994; and 

“(ii) its Federal share is only paid with 
sums apportioned under sections 507(a)(1) 
and 507(a)(2).". 

SEC. 107. TERMINAL DEVELOPMENT. 

Section 513(b)(2) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 App. U.S.C. 
2212(b)(2)) is amended— 

(1) in the second sentence— 

(A) by inserting after may be used" the 
following: , subject to the approval of the 
Secretary, (A) "; and 

(B) by striking the period at the end and 
inserting the following: '", and (B) by the 
sponsor of a reliever airport for the types of 
project costs allowable under paragraph (1) 
of this subsection, including project costs al- 
lowable for a commercial service airport 
which annually has .05 percent or less of the 
total enplanements in the United States.“; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: ‘All 
or any portion of the sums to be distributed 
at the discretion of the Secretary under sec- 
tions 507(c) and 507(d) for any fiscal year may 
be distributed for use by primary airports 
each of which annually has .05 percent or 
less of the total enplanements in the United 
States for project costs allowable under 
paragraph (1) of this subsection.". 


10283 


SEC. 108. EXPENDITURES FROM AIRPORT AND 
AIRWAY TRUST FUND. 

Section 9502(d)(1)(A) of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 (relating to expenditures 
from Airport and Airway 'Trust Fund) is 
amended by striking (as such Acts were in 
effect on the date of the enactment of the 
Airport and Airway Safety, Capacity, Noise 
Improvement, and Intermodal Transpor- 
tation Act of 1992)" and inserting “or the 
Airport Improvement Program Temporary 
Extension Act of 1994 (as such Acts were in 
effect on the date of the enactment of the 
Airport Improvement Program Temporary 
Extension Act of 1994)". 

SEC. 109. UPWARD ADJUSTMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The second sentence of 
section 505(b)(1) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 (49 App. U.S.C. 
2204(b)(1)) is further amended by— 

(1) inserting (A)“ before ‘‘apportioned’’; 
and 

(2) inserting before the period at the end-: 
and (B) funds which have been recovered by 
the United States from grants made under 
this title if such funds are obligated only for 
increases under sections  512(b)2) and 
512(b)(3) of this title in the maximum obliga- 
tion of the United States for any other grant 
made under this title’’. 

(b) RETROACTIVE EFFECTIVE DATE.—The 
amendment made by subsection (a) shall 
take effect October 1, 1993. 

TITLE II—AIRPORT-AIR CARRIER 
DISPUTES REGARDING AIRPORT FEES 
SEC. 201. EMERGENCY AUTHORITY TO FREEZE 
CERTAIN AIRPORT FEES. 

(a) COMPLAINT BY AIR CARRIER.— 

(1) FILING.—An air carrier may file prior to 
June 30, 1994, with the Secretary a written 
complaint alleging that any increased fee 
imposed upon such air carrier by the owner 
or operator of an airport is not reasonable. 
The air carrier shall simultaneously file with 
the Secretary proof that a copy of the com- 
plaint has been served on the owner or opera- 
tor of the airport. 

(2) OPPORTUNITY TO RESPOND.—Before issu- 
ing an order under subsection (b), the Sec- 
retary shall provide the owner or operator of 
the airport an opportunity to respond to the 
filed complaint. 

(3) FRIVOLOUS COMPLAINT.—If the Secretary 
determines that a complaint is frivolous, the 
Secretary may refuse to accept the com- 
plaint for filing. 

(a) ORDER BY THE SECRETARY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided by 
paragraph (2), the Secretary shall issue, 
within 7 days after the filing of a complaint 
in accordance with subsection (a), an order 
prohibiting the owner or operator of the air- 
port from collecting the increased portion of 
the fee that is the subject of the complaint, 
unless the Secretary makes a preliminary 
determination that the increased fee is rea- 
sonable. Subject to subsection (d), the order 
shall cease to be effective on June 30, 1994. 

(2) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall not 
issue an order under this subsection prohib- 
iting the collection of any portion of a fee 
for which the Secretary’s informal medi- 
ation assistance was requested on March 21, 
1994. 

(c) OPPORTUNITY To COMMENT AND FURNISH 
RELATED MATERIAL.—Within a period pre- 
Scribed by the Secretary, the owner or opera- 
tor of the airport and any affected air carrier 
may submit comments to the Secretary on a 
complaint filed under subsection (a) and fur- 
nish to the Secretary any related documents 
or other material. 

(d) ACTION ON COMPLAINT.—Based on com- 
ments and material provided under sub- 
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section (c), the Secretary may take appro- 
priate action on the complaint, including 
termination or other modification of any 
order issued under subsection (b). 

(e) APPLICABILITY.—This section does not 
apply to a fee imposed pursuant to a written 
agreement binding on air carriers using the 
facilities of an airport. 

(f) EFFECT ON EXISTING AGREEMENTS.— 
Nothing in this section shall adversely affect 
any existing written agreement between an 
air carrier and the owner or operator of an 
airport. 

SEC. 202, DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title— 

(1) the term “fee” means any rate, rental 
charge, landing fee, or other service charge 
for the use of airport facilities; and 

(2) the term "Secretary" means the fiscal 
year of Transportation. 

TITLE III—REFORM OF AIR TRAFFIC 

CONTROL SYSTEM 
SEC. 301. AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL SYSTEM. 

(a) STUDY.—The Secretary of Transpor- 
tation shall undertake a study of manage- 
ment, regulatory, and legislative reforms 
which would enable the air traffic control 
system of the Federal Aviation Administra- 
tion to provide better services to users and 
reduce the costs of providing services, with- 
out reducing the safety of the system or the 
availability of the system to all categories of 
users and without changing the basic organi- 
zational structure under which the system is 
part of the Federal Aviation Administration. 

(b) COMPONENTS.—The study to be con- 
ducted under subsection (a) shall include the 
following: 

(1) Evaluation of reforms which would 
streamline procurement, enhance the ability 
to attract and retain adequate staff at hard- 
to-staff facilities, simplify the personnel 
process, provide funding stability, ensure 
continuity of leadership, and reduce the inci- 
dence of unnecessarily detailed management 
oversight. 

(2) Identification of any existing laws or 
regulations governing procurement person- 
nel which are having an adverse effect on the 
operation or modernization of the air traffic 
control system. 

(3) Evaluation of a range of possible re- 
forms and the advantages and disadvantages 
of each possible reform. 

(4) Comparison of the advantages and dis- 
advantages of each possible reform with the 
comparable advantages and disadvantages to 
be achieved under any proposal of the Sec- 
retary of Transportation to create a separate 
Federal corporate entity to operate the air 
traffic control system. 

(c) DEADLINE.—The results of the study to 
be conducted under subsection (a) shall be 
contained in a report which shall be com- 
pleted by the Secretary of Transportation on 
or before the date which is 180 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, or the 
date on which the Secretary submits to Con- 
gress proposed legislation to create a sepa- 
rate corporate entity to operate the air traf- 
fic control system, whichever date occurs 
first. 

(d) TRANSMITTAL.—On the date of comple- 
tion of the report under subsection (c), the 
Secretary of Transportation shall transmit 
copies of the report to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate and the Committees on Public 
Works and Transportation of the House of 
Representatives. 

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 401. GRANDFATHER PROVISION FOR FAA 
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the ter- 

mination of the personnel demonstration 
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project for certain Federal Aviation Admin- 
istration employees on June 17, 1994, pursu- 
ant to section 4703 of title 5, United States 
Code, the Federal Aviation Administration, 
subject to subsection (d), shall continue to 
pay quarterly retention allowance payments 
in accordance with subsection (b) to those 
employees who are entitled to quarterly re- 
tention allowance payments under the dem- 
onstration project as of June 16, 1994. 

(b) COMPUTATION RULES,— 

(1) IN GENERAL. — The amount of each quar- 
terly retention allowance payment to which 
an employee is entitled under subsection (a) 
shall be the amount of the last quarterly re- 
tention allowance payment paid to such em- 
ployee under the personnel demonstration 
project prior to June 17, 1994, reduced by that 
portion of the amount of any increase in the 
employee's annual rate of basic pay subse- 
quent to June 17, 1994, from any source, 
which is allocable to the quarter for which 
the allowance is to be paid (or, if applicable, 
to that portion of the quarter for which the 
allowance is to be paid). For purposes of the 
preceding sentence, the increase in an em- 
ployee's annual rate of basic pay includes— 

(A) any increase under section 5303 of title 
5, United States Code; 

(B) any increase in locality-based com- 
parability payments under section 5304 of 
such title 5 (except if, or to the extent that, 
such increase is offset by a reduction of an 
interim geographic adjustment under section 
302 of the Federal Employees Pay Com- 
parability Act of 1990 (5 U.S.C. 5304 note)); 

(C) any establishment or íncrease in a spe- 
cial rate of pay under section 5305 of such 
title 5; 

(D) any increase in basic pay pursuant to a 
promotion under section 5334 of such title 5; 

(E) any periodic step-increase under sec- 
tion 5335 of such title 5; 

(F) any additional step-increase under sec- 
tion 5336 of such title 5; and 

(G) any other increase in annual rate of 
basic pay under any other provision of law. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE.—In the case of an em- 
ployee on leave without pay or other similar 
status for any part of the quarter prior to 
June 17, 1994, based on which the amount of 
the allowance payments for such employee 
under subsection (a) are computed, the 
"amount of the last quarterly retention al- 
lowance payment paid to such employee 
under the personnel demonstration project 
prior to June 17, 1994" shall, for purposes of 
paragraph (1), be deemed to be the amount of 
the allowance which would have been pay- 
able to such employee for such quarter under 
such project had such employee been in pay 
status throughout such quarter. 

(c) TERMINATION.—An employee's entitle- 
ment to quarterly retention allowance pay- 
ments under this section shall cease when— 

(1) the amount of such allowance is re- 
duced to zero under subsection (b), or 

(2) the employee separates or moves to a 
position in which the employee would not, 
prior to June 17, 1994, have been entitled to 
receive an allowance under the demonstra- 
tion project, whichever is earlier. 

(d) SPECIAL PAYMENT RULE.—The Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Aviation Administra- 
tion may make payment for the costs in- 
curred under the program established by sub- 
section (a) for the period between June 18, 
1994, and September 30, 1994, following the 
end of the first full pay period that begins on 
or after October 1, 1994, subject to appropria- 
tions made available in fiscal year 1995. 

(e) STUDY OF RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION 
INCENTIVES.—The Administrator of the Fed- 
eral Aviation Administrator shall conduct a 
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study of impediments that may exist to 
achieving appropriate air traffic controller 
staffing levels at hard-to-staff facilities. In 
conducting such study, the Administrator 
Shall identify and evaluate the extent to 
which special incentives, of a financial or 
non-financial nature, could be useful in re- 
cruiting or retaining air traffic controllers 
at such facilities. The Administrator shall 
submit to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate 
and the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation of the House of Representa- 
tives not later than 180 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act a report on (1) the re- 
sults of such study, (2) planned administra- 
tive actions, and (3) any recommended legis- 
lation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I want to 
explain to my colleagues a little his- 
tory concerning S. 2024, the Airport 
Improvement Program Temporary Ex- 
tension Act of 1994, which we are con- 
sidering. The Senate last considered 
and passed this bill by unanimous con- 
sent on April 19. Our House colleagues 
took up and passed the bill, with a se- 
ries of changes, on May 3, 1994, by voice 
vote. 

The bill before the Senate today is a 
compromise worked out between the 
bodies. It will provide $800 million in 
new funds for the airport improvement 
program, as well as authorize the use 
of $89 million in '*old" money. The re- 
maining funds that have been appro- 
priated for 1994 will be available for 
this program when this body takes up 
and passes S. 1491, the FAA Authoriza- 
tion Act. S. 1491 has been pending on 
the Senate calendar since last year. 

The bill also freezes certain airport 
fees that are in dispute. This provision 
is unchanged from the version that 
passed the Senate on April 19. I also 
want my colleagues to know that I am 
continuing in my efforts to work out 
the airport-airline fee dispute issue, 
which forced us to authorize a short 
term extension of the AIP program. 

Other provisions in the bill authorize 
the use of discretionary AIP funds for 
terminal development work at small 
airports, increase the amount of enti- 
tlement funds for small airports from 
$400,000 to $500,000, extend the air traf- 
fic controller pay demo program and 
mandate two studies. 

The first study requires the Sec- 
retary to provide a detailed evaluation 
of reforms that are needed within the 
current structure of the FAA. There 
has been a lot or recent publicity asso- 
ciated with the Secretary’s announce- 
ment of a study to corporatize the 
FAA. The study requested here seeks 
to begin the process of working to re- 
vamp the FAA, short of the need to 
turn the entire air traffic control sys- 
tem management and modernization, 
and all of the related safety needs, over 
to a corporation. I want my colleagues 
to know that the FAA does need some 
degree of reform, and those problems 
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should be addressed, but not by a cor- 
poration. 

The second study requires the FAA 
to review and evaluate a wide range of 
potential ways to provide staffing 
flexibility. There have been a number 
of indications that some facilities are 
hard to staff. The current incentive 
program—the pay demo program—pro- 
vides a quarterly 20-percent bonus for 
air traffic controllers and technicians 
at certain facilities. Knowing that the 
Government should look to incentives 
in the private sector, the study re- 
quested should serve as a means to re- 
place the pay demo program. No one 
incentive should be focused on, but 
rather a range of choices should be de- 
veloped. The Administrator is required 
to evaluate those options, implement 
those that he can, and provide us with 
legislation to authorize any other al- 
ternatives. I also want to let my col- 
leagues know, particularly those that 
were interested in the pay demo pro- 
gram, that the program will be ex- 
tended. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sup- 
port the immediate passage of the Air- 
port Improvement Program Temporary 
Extension Act. The authorization for 
funding capital needs of the Nation’s 
commercial airports and general avia- 
tion facilities expired on October 1, 
1993. This 8 month period without Air- 
port Improvement authorization has 
put pressure on airports waiting for the 
funds to begin construction during this 
construction season, especially in my 
State. In Alaska, because of the lim- 
ited modes of transportation and the 
long winters, there is a very short time 
period for the construction of these air- 
port projects. 

Alaska has less than 12,000 miles of 
public roads in a State that is one-fifth 
the size of the United States. Most of 
our passenger transportation between 
communities is by aircraft, and the 
transportation of construction mate- 
rials to the bush communities is al- 
most strictly by barges that can only 
run in the summer. This makes this ex- 
tension of authorization of funds for 
airport projects extremely important. 

Airport improvements are necessary 
in many Alaska communities to keep 
aircraft transportation in my State 
running smoothly. Some of the villages 
are in desperate need of upgrades to 
the facilities which maintain their air- 
ports and the airplanes that are the 
only transportation link to other com- 
munities. Air travel is the lifeblood of 
their economy. 

But to get these airport projects 
started this year, orders must be made 
immediately to get construction mate- 
rials to the communities, oftentimes 
by barge from Anchorage or Seattle, so 
the projects can be completed this 
year. Otherwise they will have to wait 
until next summer to transport the 
materials. 

We are already late in getting started 
for this construction season. Commu- 
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nities contacted me earlier this year 
and expressed concern that they would 
not be able to complete their airport 
projects unless the Airport Improve- 
ment Program [AIP] was authorized 
immediately. Unfortunately, we were 
not able to pass the full authorization 
of AIP because we could not come to 
agreement on some controversial pro- 
visions that are unrelated to the air- 
port capital construction projects. 

To address the needs of the airports 
that are desperately waiting for funds 
to proceed with their projects, S. 2024, 
the Airport Improvement Program Ex- 
tension Act of 1994, will authorize up to 
$800 million of the total $1.69 billion 
AIP appropriation for fiscal year 1994. 
This will allow the projects to go for- 
ward almost immediately. 

The Federal Aviation Administration 
[FAA] must work to get these funds to 
the airports as soon as possible. As I 
stated before, it is critical in a State 
like mine that projects begin imme- 
diately if they are to be completed by 
the time winter approaches in Septem- 
ber or October. Construction materials 
need to be ordered and transported to 
cities like Anchorage and Fairbanks 
and then on to villages like Savoonga 
and Toksook Bay to allow for the 
projects to begin. 

The FAA has assured me that they 
will work overtime to get their funding 
to the airports. When distributing this 
funding they must also take into ac- 
count those communities that have 
short construction seasons. Those com- 
munities should have priority in the 
funding distribution 

This is just a short term reauthoriza- 
tion. Another authorization will be 
considered within the next 60 days to 
reauthorize AIP for the remainder of 
Fiscal Year 1994 and for 2 additional 
years. That will allow the projects that 
were started under the extension to be 
completed and will allow projects in 
States that do not have a limited con- 
struction season to receive their fund- 
ing. In the meantime, priority must be 
given to the projects that will flounder 
if funding is not provided immediately. 


INDEPENDENT SAFETY BOARD 
ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1994 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of Calendar No. 294, S. 1588, the 
Independent Safety Board Act Amend- 
ments of 1994. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 1588) to amend the Independent 
Safety Board Act of 1974 to authorize appro- 
priations for fiscal years 1994, 1995 and 1996. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider- 
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1706 


(Purpose: To make an amendment in the 

nature of a substitute) 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, on be- 
half of Senator FORD, I send to the 
desk a substitute amendment and ask 
for its immediate consideration; that 
the amendment be agreed to, and the 
motion to reconsider laid upon the 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the amendment (No. 1706) was 
agreed to, as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in- 
sert in lieu thereof the following: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Independent 
Safety Board Act Amendments of 1994". 

SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Sec. 309(a) of the Independent Safety Board 
Act of 1974 (49 App. U.S.C. 1907(a)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

(a) There are authorized to be appro- 
priated for the purposes of this Act not to 
exceed $37,580,000 for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1994, $44,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1995, $45,100,000 for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1996. 
Such sums shall remain available until ex- 
pended.". 

SEC. 3. APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN REGULA- 
TIONS AND REQUIREMENTS TO THE 
OPERATION OF PUBLIC AIRCRAFT. 

(a) DEFINITION OF PUBLIC AIRCRAFT.—Sec- 
tion 101(36) of the Federal Aviation Act of 
1958 (49 App. U.S.C. 1301(36)) is amended— 

(1) by striking persons or“ and inserting 
in lieu thereof ‘‘persons, or engaged in carry- 


(2) by inserting (A)“ immediately after 
For purposes of this paragraph," ; and 

(3) by striking the period at the end of the 
second sentence and inserting in lieu there- 
of’, and (B) ‘engaged in carrying persons’ in- 
cludes the provision of passenger transpor- 
tation but does not include (i) the carriage of 
crewmembers or of other persons aboard an 
aircraft whose presence is required to per- 
form, or is associated with the performance 
of, a governmental function such as fire- 
fighting, search and rescue, law enforcement, 
aeronautical research, or biological or geo- 
logical resource management, or (ii) the car- 
riage of persons (for other than commercial 
purposes) aboard aircraft operated by the 
Armed Forces or an intelligence agency of 
the United States.“ 

(b) EXEMPTIONS.—Notwithstanding the pro- 
visions of section 610(a) of the Federal Avia- 
tion Act of 1958 (49 App. U.S.C. 1430(a)), the 
Administrator of the Federal Aviation Ad- 
ministration may grant exemptions pursu- 
ant to section 601(c) of the Federal Aviation 
Act of 1958 (49 App. U.S.C. 1421(c)) to a gov- 
ernmental entity with respect to an aircraft 
which, before the date of enactment of this 
Act and while owned or operated by such 
governmental entity, was engaged in carry- 
ing persons. For purposes of this subsection, 
the term engaged in carrying persons" has 
the meaning given that term under section 
101(36) of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 
App. U.S.C. 1301(36)), as amended by this Act. 

(c) INVESTIGATIVE AUTHORITY OF BOARD.— 
(1) Section 304(a)(1)(A) of the Independent 
Safety Board Act of 1974 (49 App. U.S.C. 
1903(a)(1)(A) is amended by inserting "', or 
any aircraft accident involving a public air- 
craft as defined under section 101(36) of the 
Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 App. U.S.C. 
1301(36)) other than an aircraft operated by 
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the Armed Forces or by an Intelligence 
Agency" immediately before the semicolon 
at the end. 

(2) Section 304(b) of the Independent Safety 
Board Act of 1974 (49 App. U.S.C. 1903(b)) is 
amended by redesignating paragraph (12) as 
paragraph (13) and by inserting immediately 
after paragraph (11) the following new para- 


aph: 

812 02) The Board. in furtherance of its in- 
vestigative duties with respect to public air- 
craft accidents under subsection (a)(1)(A), 
shall have the same duties and powers as are 
specified for civil aircraft accidents under 
sections 701(aX1), 701(c), and 701(d) of the 
Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 App. U.S.C. 
1441 (a)(1), (c), and (d).“ 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsections (a) and (c) shall take ef- 
fect on the date that is 180 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 4. ADVANCED LANDING SYSTEM. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law or regulation, the Administrator of the 
Federal Aviation Administration shall con- 
sider for approval under subpart C of part 171 
of title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, the 
new generation, low cost, advanced landing 
system being developed by the Department 
of Defense. The charter for approval of such 
system shall be considered and acted upon 
expeditiously by the Regional Administrator 
of the Federal Aviation Administration in 
the region where such system is being devel- 
oped. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, today, we 
are considering a 3-year authorization 
of the National Transportation Safety 
Board. The amendment in the nature of 
a substitute to S. 1588, the Independent 
Safety Board Act Amendments of 1994, 
will provide sufficient funds for the 
NTSB to continue its work protecting 
the traveling public. As we attempt to 
address safety problems, Congress and 
the executive branch could not begin to 
adequately review all of the issues 
without the painstaking work of the 
NTSB. 

This year I anticipate a large turn- 
over in the members of the NTSB. Ear- 
lier this year, a good friend, Jim Hall, 
joined the Board and I welcomed him 
to the agency. Susan Coughlin, after 
serving as the vice chair, recently left. 
Her efforts and dedication will be 
missed. Carl Vogt has provided steady 
and thoughtful leadership as Chairman, 
and his term as Chairman expires later 
this year. Finally, to my good friend 
John Lauber, who is recognized as a 
world leader in human factors, his 
humor, dedication, and thoroughness 
will be greatly missed. Together those 
folks leaving the board have left a 
tough act to follow. The 3 year author- 
ization should provide the next set of 
board members ample time to focus 
their energies in making transpor- 
tation even safer. 

It is interesting to note that the last 
3 years have been the safest on record. 
I know the NTSB played a significant 
role in the record and those efforts are 
greatly appreciated. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, today 
we are considering S. 1588, a reauthor- 
ization bill for the National Transpor- 
tation Safety Board [NTSB] for a 
three-year period. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


The NTSB serves as our Nation's pri- 
mary safety investigative agency, mo- 
bilizing teams of investigators wher- 
ever and whenever there is a major 
transportation accident in the United 
States. NTSB experts thoroughly ex- 
amine every conceivable aspect of an 
accident scene to discover the causes of 
these tragedies. Although it is a time- 
consuming and often frustrating proc- 
ess, accident investigation is critical 
to the safety of our transportation sys- 
tem. The work of the NTSB helps to 
ensure that safety hazards which may 
have caused one tragedy will not cause 
another. 

In this year of deficit reduction and 
fiscal restraint, each Federal agency is 
feeling the squeeze of a tighter budg- 
etary belt. The NTSB is no exception. 
In the early 1980's, staff levels were as 
high as 401; today, there are fewer than 
360 full-time equivalent [FTE] employ- 
ees. The NTSB's budget follows Presi- 
dent Clinton's order for a slimmer fed- 
eral workforce, with a significant re- 
duction in staff size schedule for fiscal 
year 1994. 

Our transportation system is the 
safest in the world, thanks largely to 
the tireless efforts of the NTSB. The 
bill ensures that the NTSB will con- 
tinue its unparalleled work in the area 
of transportation safety. 

PUBLIC AIRCRAFT SAFETY 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, the 
Senate is considering S. 1588, the Inde- 
pendent Safety Board Act Amendments 
of 1994. I strongly support passage of 
this bill to reauthorize the National 
Transportation Safety Board [NTSB]. 
S. 1588 includes a provision I authored 
that is designed to advance the safety 
of travel on government owned or 
leased aircraft. I had intended to offer 
my provision as an amendment to the 
Airport Improvement Program tem- 
porary extension bill. That bill had 
particular importance for me because 
it was passed by the Senate on April 19, 
1994, a sad date in South Dakota his- 
tory. 

One year ago on that day, a tragic 
plane crash claimed the lives of South 
Dakota’s Governor, George Mickelson, 
and seven other South Dakotans: Ro- 
land Dolly, Ron Reed, Angus Anson, 
Dave Birkeland, Roger Hainje, Ron 
Becker and David Hansen. These men 
were killed in a Mitsubishi MU-2B-60 
aircraft while returning to South Da- 
kota from a meeting to help advance 
economic development in our State. In 
part, I have pushed my public aircraft 
safety provision as a tribute to those 
eight outstanding citizens. 

I am pleased the chairman of the 
Aviation Subcommittee has agreed in- 
stead to include my provision, which is 
derived from a bill I introduced during 
the first session of the 103d Congress, 
in the committee substitute to S. 1588. 
I thank the subcommittee chairman, 
Senator FORD, for his assistance with 
this important aviation safety matter. 
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Mr. President, the purpose of my pro- 
vision is to advance the safety of travel 
on public aircraft; that is, aircraft used 
exclusively in the service of Federal, 
State, and local governments. Under 
current law, public aircraft are not 
subject to Federal Aviation Act [FAA] 
safety regulations to the extent im- 
posed on civil aircraft. In my view, this 
inconsistency could jeopardize the 
safety of persons traveling on air car- 
riers currently defined as public air- 
craft. 

I first became aware of the regu- 
latory exemptions for public aircraft 
soon after last year’s tragic plane 
crash. Reports surfaced of a 1991 inci- 
dent involving circumstances similar 
to those in the Governor’s crash that 
resulted in the National Transpor- 
tation Safety Board [NTSB] issuing 
safety recommendations to the FAA. 
As disturbed as I was that the FAA had 
not acted on the NTSB’s recommenda- 
tions, I was even more concerned to 
learn that even if the FAA had acted, 
the State of South Dakota would have 
been under no obligation to enforce the 
FAA requirements. I find this very 
troubling. 

Let me be perfectly clear. I am con- 
fident the State transportation offi- 
cials responsible for maintaining South 
Dakota’s planes do their utmost to en- 
sure its planes are properly main- 
tained. In fact, the NTSB determined 
the probable cause of the South Dakota 
MU-2 plane crash to be generally relat- 
ed to manufacturing, completely exon- 
erating the State government and its 
pilots. Nevertheless, as ranking mem- 
ber of the Senate Aviation Subcommit- 
tee, I think Congress is obligated to do 
its utmost to advance air travel safety 
wherever a problem exists. Narrowing 
greatly the areas in which public air- 
craft are exempted from FAA compli- 
ance is one way we can advance this 
goal. 

Mr. President, my provision would 
amend the definition of public aircraft 
to mandate that FAA safety regula- 
tions, directives and orders issued for 
civil aircraft be made applicable to all 
government-owned, nonmilitary air- 
craft engaged in passenger transport. 
The Administrator would, however, be 
allowed to waive FAA requirements for 
public aircraft provided an equivalent 
level of safety has been established by 
the governmental entity responsible 
for the aircraft. Finally, my provision 
would grant the NTSB authority to in- 
vestigate accidents involving all pub- 
lic, nonmilitary aircraft. I consider 
this last point to be extremely impor- 
tant because it will allow for an accu- 
rate data base to be established, which 
should enable us to more conclusively 
assess public aircraft safety. 

Originally, I introduced legislation to 
mandate that all FAA regulations is- 
sued for civil aircraft relating to air- 
worthiness, and other safety related or- 
ders, be made applicable to all public, 
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nonmilitary aircraft. I agreed to alter 
my original provision only after the 
FAA and several other Federal agen- 
cies raised concerns that merited con- 
sideration. 

For example, according to U.S. For- 
est Service officials, aircraft owned by 
that agency are used to perform special 
governmental functions, such as fire 
fighting missions. These missions re- 
quire unique equipment that would not 
meet FAA certification standards. 
That is not to say that this agency is 
not flying safe aircraft. Rather, its op- 
erations require specialized equipment 
that deviates from FAA certified civil 
aircraft, 

Because it is not my intent to ob- 
struct necessary governmental oper- 
ations—such as fire fighting, law en- 
forcement and search and rescue mis- 
sions that require specialized equip- 
ment or perform functions that would 
require exemptions from Federal Avia- 
tion regulations—I agreed to revise my 
original legislation in order to prevent 
the grounding of such government air- 
craft. At the same time, however, my 
provision would require all govern- 
ment-owned, nonmilitary aircraft en- 
gaged in transporting persons to meet 
FAA safety regulations. 

Again, I had hoped to apply FAA 
safety regulations to all public air- 
craft. However, I have agreed to an al- 
ternative approach in light of the agen- 
cies’ operational concerns and the 
pressing need for action. This need for 
action was clearly illustrated in the 
April 13, 1994 Washington Post article 
regarding the cause of last year’s fatal 
crash of an FAA agency plane near 
Front Royal, VA. The first paragraph 
reads as follows: 

The federal agency that polices commer- 
cial airlines for safety is not nearly as care- 
ful with its own operations, and that laxness 
helped cause a recent plane crash that killed 
three of its employees, the National Trans- 
portation Safety Board said. 

In short, the NTSB faulted FAA man- 
agement. The NTSB’s director of avia- 
tion safety, Tim Forte, is quoted: 
"What we're [NTSB] really saying is, 
'Apply the same standards to yourself 
as you do to the industry.“ That quote 
accurately describes the purpose of my 
provision. I ask unanimous consent 
that a copy of the Washington Post ar- 
ticle be printed in the RECORD imme- 
diately following my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See Exhibit 1). 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, my 
colleagues also may be interested to 
learn the General Accounting Office 
[GAO] conducted a study of the Federal 
regulation of public aircraft. This was 
not an easy task because the current 
regulatory exemptions for public air- 
craft mean there is no historical data 
base on which to conclusively assess 
public aircraft safety. For example, 
The FAA does not know how well pub- 
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lic aircraft are maintained or operated 
because it has no responsibility for in- 
specting or otherwise overseeing them. 
However, the GAO was able to make 
some very important determinations. 

According to the GAO, owners and 
operators usually adhere voluntarily to 
most FAA safety regulations for air- 
craft operations. That is certainly the 
policy of transportation officials in the 
State of South Dakota. However, the 
GAO also cited exceptions to voluntary 
compliance. In my view, these excep- 
tions could jeopardize the safety of per- 
sons traveling in Government-owned 
aircraft. 

The GAO study went on to say the 
following: 

Subjecting public aircraft to additional 
FAA safety regulations is appropriate be- 
cause: 

1. This will enhance the likelihood of [safe- 
ty regulation] compliance; 

2. Aircraft owned or used exclusively by 
the government should set an example and 
follow the same basic safety rules expected 
of private sector aircraft; and 

3. A public aircraft that crashes can cause 
as much bodily injury and property damage 
as a similar civil aircraft. 

Further, the GAO found no reason 
why public aircraft accidents should 
not be reported to and investigated by 
the NTSB. Given these and other con- 
siderations, I am spurred to push my 
provision to expand FAA safety regula- 
tions to government-owned aircraft en- 
gaged in the transport of passengers. 

Mr. President, I continue to advocate 
that all aircraft, whether civil or pub- 
lic, be maintained to the highest level 
of aviation safety. In that regard, prop- 
er governmental oversight is critical to 
promoting a national aviation safety 
enforcement agenda. I am confident 
that upon enactment of S. 1588, with 
the provisions I have pushed, we will 
advance one step closer to achieving 
this goal. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From the Washington Post, April 13, 1994] 
FAA MANAGEMENT FAULTED IN CRASH OF 
AGENCY PLANE 
(By Debbi Wilgoren) 

The federal agency that polices commer- 
cial airlines for safety is not nearly as care- 
ful with its own operations, and that laxness 
helped cause a recent plane crash that killed 
three of its employees, the National Trans- 
portation Safety Board said yesterday. 

Federal Aviation Administration officials 
failed to address repeated complaints from 
employees that the pilot of the FAA plane, 
Donald J. Robbins, had shown poor judgment 
and taken unnecessary risks on earlier 
flights, the safety board said. 

Robbins also was not punished when he 
failed to notify the FAA immediately after 
being convicted of drunken driving several 
years ago, the board said, and the agency did 
little to monitor his conduct or that of other 
pilots while they were on the job. 

"I think we're all a bit astounded that [the 
crash] happened inside the FAA,” said board 
Chairman Carl W. Vogt. “The same profes- 
sionalism [the agency requires of private air- 
craft] has to apply.” 

The board met yesterday to discuss the 
Oct. 26 crash of the twin-engine Beech King 
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Air on a fog-shrouded peak in the Blue Ridge 
Mountains near Front Royal, Va., about 75 
miles west of Washington. Robbins and his 
two crew members, all based at an FAA 
flight inspection office in Atlantic City, died 
in the flaming fuselage. 

The board attributed the crash to 
Robbins’s attempt to navigate in poor 
weather without flight instruments, but 
added that the FAA also was responsible be- 
cause it had failed to monitor pilots and re- 
move the ones whose work was substandard. 

Board members called on the FAA to 
strengthen oversight of its own flight oper- 
ations; “retrain, reassign or dismiss" em- 
ployees who perform poorly; and furnish its 
55 small aircraft with recording equipment 
and a warning system that lets pilots know 
when they are too close to the ground. The 
planes are used by FAA inspectors who test 
airport equipment across the country. 

“What we're really saying is, ‘Apply the 
same standards to yourself as you do to the 
industry,'" said Tim Forte, the board's di- 
rector of aviation safety. 

An FAA spokesman said the agency agrees 
with the board's recommendations and al- 
ready has taken several steps to improve 
safety. After the accident, we took a very 
hard look at our operations," spokesman Pat 
Carasio said. We are basically making some 
real major changes so that this doesn't hap- 
pen again.“ 

Those include a new organizational struc- 
ture, in which pilots and co-pilots report to 
the same supervisor; beefed-up inspection 
programs; and the creation of a high-level of- 
fice charged with overseeing aircraft oper- 
ations. 

“They're going to start treating their own 
fleet as if it was an airline. . . to receive the 
same type of scrutiny a private airline would 
receive," said David Traynham, a staff mem- 
ber on the House subcommittee that over- 
sees the FAA. 

The crew aboard the Beech King Air had 
Successfully tested a radio beacon at the 
Winchester, Va., airport and was headed for 
an overnight stop at Newport News, Va., 
when it crashed. 

After the crash, safety board investigators 
interviewed dozens of personnel at the Atlan- 
tic City office. Several said Robbins had 
sometimes communicated through cryptic 
hand signals and refused to tell fellow crew 
members where flights were headed or 
whether he had checked weather conditions. 
Supervisors said that some co-pilots had re- 
fused to fly with Robbins and that the sched- 
ule had been adjusted accordingly. 

Many of those interviewed by the safety 
board said they had complained to manage- 
ment about Robbins in vain, or had kept 
quiet because they were afraid of retribu- 
tion. 

Although the Atlantic City office seemed 
particularly troubled, the safety board found 
similar problems at other flight inspection 
offices, its staff said yesterday. 

“There are organizational deficiencies . . . 
starting in the cockpit and going all the way 
up the chain of command," board member 
John K. Lauber said. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading and was read the 
third time. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commerce 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of H.R. 2440, the House 
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companion, and that the Senate then 
proceed to its immediate consider- 
ation; that all after the enacting clause 
be stricken and the text of S. 1588, as 
amended, be inserted in lieu thereof; 
that the bill be advanced to third read- 
ing, passed, and the motion to recon- 
sider laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the bill (H.R. 2440), as amended, 
was passed. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I now 
ask unanimous consent that S. 1588 be 
indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


STAR PRINT OF S. 2054 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a star print be 
made of S. 2054, a bill to remove the 
maximum interest rate limitation on 
FFB loan refinancing, to reflect the 
changes I now send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


MEASURE READ FOR THE FIRST 
TIME—S. 2109 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I under- 
stand that S. 2109, Access to Commu- 
nity Health Care, introduced earlier 
today by Senator HOLLINGS and others 
is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask for 
its first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bill for the first 
time. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 2109) to amend the Public Health 
Service Act and the Social Security Act, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I now ask for its sec- 
ond reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr, WARNER. Mr. President, on be- 
half of the Republican leader, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will have its second reading on the 
next legislative day. 


REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF SE- 
CRECY—TREATY DOCUMENT NO. 
103-25 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, as in ex- 
ecutive session, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the injunction of secrecy be 
removed from the Convention on Pro- 
hibitions or Restrictions on the Use of 
Certain Conventional Weapons (Treaty 
Document No. 103-25), transmitted to 
the Senate by the President today; and 
ask that the treaty be considered as 
having been read the first time; that it 
be referred, with accompanying papers, 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations 
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and ordered to printed; and that the 
President’s message be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The message of the President is as 
follows: 


To the Senate of the United States: 

I transmit herewith, for the advice 
and consent of the Senate to ratifica- 
tion, the Convention on Prohibitions or 
Restrictions on the Use of Certain Con- 
ventional Weapons Which May Be 
Deemed To Be Excessively Injurious or 
To Have Indiscriminate Effects (the 
Convention), and two accompanying 
Protocols on Non-Detectable Frag- 
ments (Protocol I) and on Prohibitions 
or Restrictions on the Use of Mines, 
Booby-Traps and Other Devices (Proto- 
col II). Also transmitted for the infor- 
mation of the Senate is the report of 
the Department of State with respect 
to the Convention and its Protocols. 

The Convention was concluded at Ge- 
neva on October 10, 1980, was signed by 
the United States on April 8, 1982, and 
entered into force on December 2, 1983. 
More than 30 countries have become 
Party to the Convention. It constitutes 
a modest but significant humanitarian 
effort to protect the victims of armed 
conflict from the effects of particular 
weapons. It will supplement prohibi- 
tions or restrictions on the use of 
weapons contained in existing treaties 
and customary international law, in- 
cluding the prohibition on the use in 
war of chemical and bacteriological 
weapons in the Geneva Protocol of 
June 17, 1925. It will provide a basis for 
effective controls on the widespread 
and indiscriminate use of landmines, 
which have caused widespread civilian 
casualties in recent conflicts. 

The Convention and its Protocols re- 
Strict, for humanitarian reasons, the 
use in armed conflicts of three specific 
types of conventional weapons. Proto- 
col I prohibits the use of weapons that 
rely on fragments not detectable by X- 
rays. Protocol II regulates the use of 
landmines and similar devices for the 
purpose of reducing the danger to the 
civilian population caused by the indis- 
criminate use of such weapons, and 
prohibits certain types of booby-traps. 
Protocol III restricts the use of incen- 
diary weapons in populated areas. 

The United States signed the Conven- 
tion on April 8, 1982. Since then, it has 
been subject to detailed interagency 
reviews. Based on these reviews, I have 
concluded that the United States 
should become a Party to the Conven- 
tion and to its Protocols I and II. As 
described in the report of the Secretary 
of State, there are concerns about the 
acceptability of Protocol III from a 
military point of view that require fur- 
ther examination. I therefore rec- 
ommend that in the meantime the 
United States exercise its right under 
Article 4 of the Convention to accept 
only Protocols I and II. 


May 12, 1994 


I believe that United States ratifica- 
tion of the Convention and its Proto- 
cols I and II will underscore our com- 
mitment to the principle that 
belligerents must refrain from weapons 
or methods of warfare that are inhu- 
mane or unnecessary from a military 
standpoint. I am also mindful of the 
strong sense of the Congress that the 
Convention should be submitted to the 
Senate for advice and consent to ratifi- 
cation, as evidenced in section 1365 of 
the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1993 (October 23, 
1992, Public Law 102-484) and section 
1423 of the National Defense Authoriza- 
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1994 (Novem- 
ber 30, 1993, Public Law 103-160). 

More specifically, by becoming 
Party, we will encourage the observ- 
ance by other countries of restrictions 
on landmines and other weapons that 
U.S. Armed Forces and those of our al- 
lies already observe as a matter of hu- 
manity, common sense, and sound mili- 
tary doctrine. The United States will 
be able to take the lead in negotiating 
improvements to the Mines Protocol so 
as to deal more effectively with the im- 
mense threat to the civilian population 
caused by the indiscriminate use of 
those weapons. It will strengthen our 
efforts to encourage adoption of a mor- 
atorium on export of all anti-personnel 
landmines. 

I therefore recommend that the Sen- 
ate give early and favorable consider- 
ation to the Convention and its Proto- 
cols I and II and give its advice and 
consent to ratification subject to the 
conditions contained in the report of 
the Department of State. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, May 12, 1994. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of à quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
amendments be the only first-degree 
floor amendments remaining in order 
to S. 2019, the Safe Drinking Water 
Act, and that they be subject to sec- 
ond-degree amendments, provided they 
are relevant to the first degree amend- 
ments to which they are offered; that 
the listed amendments must be offered 
by close of business, Wednesday, May 
18; that no motion to recommit be in 
order during the pendency of this 
agreement; further, that no rollcall 
votes occur prior to Tuesday, May 17. 

Mr. President, I withhold the request 
and suggest the absence of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
renew my request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
send the list of amendments to the 
desk and ask that it be printed with 
the agreement. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

DEMOCRATIC AMENDMENTS TO S. 2019 


Baucus—(1) Relevant, (2) Relevant, 
Technical, (4) Relevant. 

Bingaman—Environmental financing (w/ 
Smith). 

Boren—Davis-Bacon. 

Boxer——(1) Submersible ground water 
pumps, (2) Sensitive sub-populations. 

Bumpers—Relevant. 

DeConcini—(1) Wastewater treatment, (2) 
Relevant, (3) Relevant. 

Glenn—(1) Relevant, (2) Relevant. 

Graham—(1) State revolving fund needs as- 
sessment, (2) Relevant, (3) 2-year needs 
study. 

Harkin—Vegetable oils/toxics (w/Lugar). 

Johnston—(1) Risk assessment, (2) Deep 
water royalties, (3) Oil pollution liability, (4) 
Lake Pontchartrain. 

Kennedy—(1) Relevant, (2) Relevant, (3) 
Davis-Bacon. 

Kerrey—Coliform study. 

Kerry—Source water. 

Kohl—(1) Relevant, (2) Relevant, (3) Re- 
search (w/Jeffords). 

Lautenberg—(1) Voluntary cleanup, 
Relevant, (3) Relevant. 

Mitchell—(1) Relevant, (2) Relevant. 

Metzenbaum—(1) Relevant, (2) Relevant, 
(3) Labeling bottled water. 

Levin—(1) Relevant, (2) Relevant. 

Moynihan—Chemical screening. 

Reid—(1) Indian Affairs, (2) Lead Reduc- 
tion. 

Robb—(1) Relevant, (2) Mtn. Empire Demo. 

Wofford—State revolving fund. 

Rockefeller—Relevant. 


REPUBLICAN AMENDMENTS TO SAFE DRINKING 
WATER 


Chafee—Relevant. 

Chafee—Research. 

Chafee—Relevant. 

Brown—Definition of public water system. 

Brown—Relevant. 

D'Amato—Breast Cancer/EPA testing pro- 
gram. 

Warner—Relevant. 

Dole—Takings. 

Dole—Relevant. 

Faircloth—Repeal Davis-Bacon. 

Gorton—Technical Assistance. 

Gramm—Relevant. 

Gregg—Unfunded Mandates. 

Gregg—Davis-Bacon. 

Gregg—Relevant. 

Wallop—DW standards advisory. 

Wallop—Congressional disapproval of EPA 
regs. 

Simpson—Davis—Bacon. 

Simpson—Relevant. 

Simpson—Relevant. 


(3) 


(2) 
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Simpson—Relevant. 
Lugar—Vegetable oils. 

Hatch—30 day notice for inspection. 
Hatch—State validation of database. 
Hatch—Indian water system. 
Hatch—Relevant. 

Hatch—Relevant. 
Kempthorne—Unfunded mandates. 
Kempthorne—Resource model. 
McCain—Border waste. 
McCain—Relevant. 
Murkowski—Relevant. 
Murkowski—Relevant. 
Murkowski—Science/risk. 
Murkowski—Science/risk. 
Murkowski—Science/risk. 
Stevens—8 relevant amdts. 
Hutchison—Relevant. 
Hutchison—Monitoring. 
Nickles—Relevant. 
Jeffords—Research. 
Smith—Davis—Bacon. 
McCain—Water infrastructure. 
Grassley—Water infrastructure. 
Coverdell—Water infrastructure. 
Hatfield—Water infrastructure. 
Domenici—Water infrastructure. 
Stevens/Murkowski—Water infrastructure. 
Pressler—Water infrastructure. 
Bennett/Hatch—Water infrastructure. 
Chafee—Water infrastructure. 


ORDERS FOR TOMORROW 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in recess until 10 a.m. on Friday, 
May 13; that following the prayer, the 
Journal of the proceedings be deemed 
approved to date and the time for the 
two leaders reserved for their use later 
in the day; that immediately there- 
after the Senate resume consideration 
of S. 2019, the safe drinking water bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues for their coopera- 
tion in this matter, especially the man- 
agers, the distinguished chairman of 
the committee, Senator BAUCUS, and 
the distinguished ranking member, 
Senator CHAFEE. 

Let me state now for all Senators 
what I anticipate will occur with re- 
spect to this bill. 

We now have a specific list of amend- 
ments. It is a very long list. In order to 
accommodate any Senator who wants 
to offer an amendment, the Senate will 
be in session tomorrow at 10 a.m. con- 
sidering this measure. The managers 
will be here to receive and debate any 
amendment. The Senate will be in ses- 
sion on Monday. The managers will be 
here to receive and debate amend- 
ments. Under the order, any amend- 
ment to be in order must be offered by 
the close of business on Wednesday. 

So, the managers now are going to be 
here for the next 4 legislative days. 
That will represent at least in calendar 
days a total of 6 days on which this 
measure has been considered. So every 
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Senator will have had the opportunity 
to present an amendment and to have 
it debated. 

Any amendments debated tomorrow 
or Monday on which votes are required 
with respect to such amendments, the 
votes will be set over until Tuesday. 
There will be no recorded votes until 
Tuesday, and the time and number of 
those votes will, of course, depend on 
what occurs during the session tomor- 
row and on Monday. 

Senators should expect a lengthy ses- 
sion on Tuesday as we attempt to 
make substantial progress on this bill. 
It is my intention that we will finish 
the bill on Wednesday. That is to say 
all of the amendments will be offered. 
Of course, under the order, no amend- 
ment will be permitted after Wednes- 
day. But my hope is that we can so 
handle the procedure on this bill as to 
permit us to complete action on the 
bill on Wednesday. That is our inten- 
tion. 

This order accommodates a large 
number of Senators who had advised 
me that it would be difficult for them 
to make recorded votes tomorrow and 
Monday. 

Therefore, I thank especially, as I 
said, the managers and all concerned 
for permitting us to go forward on this 
bill. 

Mr. President, there is no way now to 
state what time votes will occur on 
Tuesday because we do not know, first, 
if any votes will be required Tuesday 
morning by virtue of amendments hav- 
ing been offered tomorrow and Monday. 
We will make an announcement in that 
regard on Monday. 

But Senators should expect a lengthy 
day on Tuesday and on Wednesday as 
we attempt to complete action on this 
bill. 

I repeat so there can be no misunder- 
standing. The Senate will be in session 
tomorrow and Monday to receive and 
debate amendments to this bill. 

What I do not want to have happen is 
to have it come Wednesday and have 
Senators come in and say, ‘‘Well, I did 
not have a chance to offer my amend- 
ment." I cannot prevent anyone from 
saying that, but the statement will be 
incorrect. There is plenty of oppor- 
tunity tomorrow, Monday, "Tuesday, 
and Wednesday to offer amendments on 
the bill, and we are going to finish this 
bill on Wednesday. 

Mr. President, I thank my colleague, 
and I inquire whether my friend and 
colleague has any comments he wishes 
to make before we go into recess. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I would 
say to the majority leader I think he is 
absolutely right. We are going to be 
here open for business tomorrow and 
on Monday. We want to finish this bill, 
and there is a host of amendments on a 
bill that is relatively, I would have 
thought, noncontroversial. We have 
page after page. Someone has told me 
there are 100 amendments here. I do 
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not know whether that is true or not. 
Many of them are duplicative. 

I hope we can move on. There is no 
point in us being here late Wednesday 
night to complete this bill. I hope we 
can get down to business and finish up 
ata reasonable hour Wednesday. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague. 


—ͤ— —— 


RECESS UNTIL 10 A. M. TOMORROW 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate today, I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate stand in recess 
as previously ordered. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 9:06 p.m., recessed until Friday, May 
13, 1994, at 10 a.m. 


HE 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate May 12, 1994: 


U.S. INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
COOPERATION AGENCY 


JEFFREY RUSH, JR., OF MISSOURI, TO BE INSPECTOR 
GENERAL, AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOP- 
MENT. (NEW POSITION) 


DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


FREDERIC K. SCHROEDER, OF NEW MEXICO, TO BE COM- 
MISSIONER OF THE REHABILITATION SERVICES ADMIN- 
ISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, VICE NELL 
CARNEY, RESIGNED. 


IN THE AIR FORCE 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL WHILE AS- 
SIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPON- 
SIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SEC- 
TION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 


MAJ. GEN. PATRICK P. CARUANA DAs AIR 
FORCE. 


IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL WHILE AS- 
SIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPON- 
SIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SEC- 
TION 601(A): 


To be lieutenant general 
MAJ. GEN. STEVEN L. ARNOLDETTETETII U.S. ARMY. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF MAJOR GENERAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO 
A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY 
UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 3039(B): 


To be assistant surgeon general/chief of dental 
corps 
To be major general 
BRIG. GEN. JOHN J. CUDDY PEZETA U.S. ARMY. 
IN THE MARINE CORPS 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER TO BE PLACED ON 
THE RETIRED LIST UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, 
UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 1370: 


To be general 


GEN. WALTER E. BOOMER EMATEA, USMC. 
GEN. JOSEPH P. HOAREITETETIE USMC. 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER, UNDER THE PROVI- 
SIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 5044, 
FOR ASSIGNMENT TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY AS FOLLOWS: 


To be general 
LT. GEN. RICHARD D. HEARNEY PEZETA USMC. 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER TO BE PLACED ON 
THE RETIRED LIST UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, 
UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 1370: 


To be lieutenant general 


LT. GEN. NORMAN E. EHLERTISTETETII USMC. 
LT. GEN. WILLIAM M. KEYSIMTETETIM. USMC. 

LT. GEN. HENRY C. STACKPOLE ITEWTETETE USMC. 
LT. GEN. ROBERT A. TIEBOUTPEEETETIMI. USMC. 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER, UNDER THE PROVI- 
SIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 601, 
FOR REASSIGNMENT TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY AS FOLLOWS: 


To be lieutenant general 


LT. GEN. GEORGE R. CHRISTMASITTETETI, USMC. 
LT. GEN. ROBERT B. JOHNSTONITTETETE, USMC. 
LT. GEN. CHARLES C. KRULAE IETETETI. USMC. 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER, UNDER THE PROVI- 
SIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STRATES CODE, SECTION 601, 
FOR ASSIGNMENT TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESOPNSIBILITY AS FOLLOWS: 


To be lieutenant general 


MAJ. GEN. ARTHUR C. BLADESITRETETI USMC. 
MAJ. GEN. HARRY W. BLOT PIPETTA. USMC. 

MAJ. GEN. JAMES A. BRABHAM, JR EPRETETII. USMC. 
MAJ. GEN. CHARLES E. WILHELMIETETETE USMC. 


IN THE AIR FORCE 


THE FOLLOWING OFFICERS, U.S. AIR FORCE OFFICER 
TRAINING SQUADRON, FOR APPOINTMENT AS SECOND 
LIEUTENANT IN THE REGULAR AIR FORCE, UNDER THE 
PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SEC- 
TION 531, WITH DATES OF RANK TO BE DETERMINED BY 
THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE. 


LINE OF THE AIR FORCE 


DAVID C. ALLRED, JR. IEEE 
BRENT V. ARMAND ETTETE ME 


May 12, 1994 


DEVON A BRYAN DDD 
BRIAN G. BUNCE PERETE 
DOUGLAS S. co NEN 
JUAN Z. CRAWFORD ERSTE W 
MICHAEL E. GIMBRONE ETZETERM 
WALTER D. GRAVES EMATEA 
MATTHEW S. HOOSE PRETE. 
MARTIN F. LINDSAY PETET 
STEVEN A. OLIVERETETETIM 
MICHAEL R. ORLOWSKI PYETET 
RAYMOND M. POWELL ERSTE M 
TIMMY A. RAGSDALE BWTETERM| 
JEFFREY B. SALTERIBEETETTT 
MICHELLE L. SMITHETETETIM. 
STEVEN J. STANGLIBTETETIM 
ELBERT E. STOCKTON ETETETM 
RONALD D. TENHAKEN EVETTE. 
DAVID S. WERL 
JAMES C. WIGGINS ETTETERE 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate May 12, 1994: 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


WILLIAM J. CROWE, JR., OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AMBAS- 
SADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE UNITED KING- 
DOM OF GREAT BRITAIN AND NORTHERN IRELAND. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 


FRED W. GARCIA, OF COLORADO, TO BE DEPUTY DIREC- 
TOR FOR DEMAND REDUCTION, OFFICE OF NATIONAL 
DRUG CONTROL POLICY. 


NATIONAL COUNCIL ON DISABILITY 


MARCA BRISTO, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE 
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON DISABILITY FOR A TERM EXPIR- 
ING SEPTEMBER 17, 1995. 

KATE PEW WOLTERS, OF MICHIGAN, TO BE A MEMBER 
OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON DISABILITY FOR A TERM 
EXPIRING SEPTEMBER 17, 1995. 


NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE ARTS AND THE 
HUMANITIES 


LEO J. O'DONOVAN, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO 
BE A MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE ARTS 
FOR A TERM EXPIRING SEPTEMBER 3, 1998. 

PATRICIA ANN BROWN, OF NEW YORK, TO BE A MEM- 
BER OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE ARTS FOR A 
TERM EXPIRING SEPTEMBER 3, 1996. 

IRA RONALD FELDMAN, OF NEW YORK, TO BE A MEM- 
BER OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE ARTS FOR A 
TERM EXPIRING SEPTEMBER 3, 1998. 

BARBARA WALLACE GROSSMAN, OF MASSACHUSETTS, 
TO BE A MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE 
ARTS FOR A TERM EXPIRING SEPTEMBER 3, 1998. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT 
TO THE NOMINEES' COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE- 
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 
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THE CONGRESSIONAL CAREER OF 
MICKEY LELAND OF TEXAS 


HON. LOUIS STOKES 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, as we approach 
the anniversary of the death of our late col- 
league Mickey Leland, we are reminded of a 
life marked by many extraordinary achieve- 
ments and triumphs. We are also reminded of 
a man, so impassioned with the cause of 
eliminating hunger, that he traveled to Ethiopia 
in August of 1989 and sacrificed his life in the 
humane effort of investigating the Ethiopian 
hunger crisis. 

Recently, a professor at Pace University in 
New York, Philip A. Grant, shared with me an 
essay which he delivered at the Southern 
Conference on African-American Studies in 
Dallas, TX. The essay entitled, "The Congres- 
sional Career of Mickey Leland of Texas" 
highlights the career of a national hero whose 
loss was, and continues to be, felt not only by 
us on Capitol Hill, but in international arenas 
as well. Mr. Grant's essay evokes memories 
of one of our Nation's leaders who died while 
fighting for a battle to which he was eternally 
dedicated, the plight of the disadvantaged. 

Mr. Speaker, | believe that it is important to 
submit Professor Grant's article to the CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD. This will ensure that we 
do not forget the conviction with which Mickey 
Leland carried out his commitment, and the 
passion with which we should strive to con- 
tinue this tradition. 

THE CONGRESSIONAL CAREER OF MICKEY 
LELAND OF TEXAS 

On November 7, 1978 Democrat Mickey Le- 
land of Houston was elected without opposi- 
tion to the House of Representatives from 
the Eighteenth Congressional District of 
Texas. Leland was chosen by the citizens of 
the Eighteenth District to fill the seat being 
vacated by three term Congresswoman Bar- 
bara Jordan. 

Leland, thirty-three years of age, was a 
graduate of Texas Southern University. 
Prior to launching his congressional cam- 
paign, he had served six years in the Texas 
House of Representatives. As the time of his 
election Leland was one of only two Blacks 
within the ranks of the one hundred and 
thirty members of Congress from the states 
of the South. 

Leland officially took his oath of office in 
the House chamber on January 13, 1979. Sev- 
eral days later he was assigned to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce, The En- 
ergy And Commerce panel exercised jurisdic- 
tion over transportation, communications, 
the stock exchanges, public health, and oil 
and gas deregulation. 

During his first term on Capital Hill Le- 
land was aligned with the vast majority of 
his Democratic colleagues on all issues of 
consequence. Leland voted for the Welfare 
Reform Bill, the Hospital Cost Containment 


Bill, and the creation of a Cabinet-level De- 
partment of Education and was recorded 
against selective service (draft) registration 
and a proposed constitutional amendment to 
prohibit busing to promote desegregation of 
elementary and secondary schools. 

In November 1980 Leland was overwhelm- 
ingly re-elected to a second term in the 
House, outpolling his Republican challenger 
by a 71,985-16,128 tabulation (81.7%). While 
Leland was obviously successful in his quest 
for re-election, the Democratic Party experi- 
enced political disaster in 1980. Conservative 
Republican Ronald Reagan was elected to 
the presidency, carrying forty-four of the 
fifty states and attracting four hundred and 
eighty-nine of the five hundred and thirty- 
eight electoral votes (90.9%). Reagan, cul- 
tivating the southern white vote, prevailed 
in Texas and nine of the ten other states of 
the South. 

From the outset of the Reagan presidency 
Leland was unalterably opposed to all of the 
G.O.P. Chief Executive's domestic and for- 
eign policy initiatives. In 1981 Leland fa- 
vored reauthorization of the Legal Services 
Corporation and extension of the Voting 
Rights Act and opposed the Reagan Adminis- 
tration’s tax cut and budget reconciliation 
(Gramm-Latta) bills. In the following year 
he supported the Medicare Funding Bill and 
cast a negative vote on a constitutionally 
mandated balanced budget. 

Re-elected to a third term in November 
1982, Leland triumphed by a 68,014-12,102 
margin (84.9%). Leland was genuinely en- 
couraged by the 1982 election results, largely 
because the Democrats won an additional 
twenty-six congressional seats and reg- 
istered a net gain of seven governorships. 
Moreover, in the new Congress Leland would 
be joined by two other Black Democrats, 
Alan D. Wheat of Missouri and Katie B. Hall 
of Indiana, 

In 1983 and 1984 the Democrats in the 
House were involved in a substantial number 
and wide variety of confrontations with the 
Reagan Administration. Sharply disagreeing 
with the Administration's Central American 
and Middle East policies, Leland opposed aid 
to the Nicaraguan Contras and American 
participation in a multinational force in 
Lebanon. Concurring with his fellow Demo- 
crats, he supported the Nuclear Freeze Reso- 
lution, the expansion of the Superfund to 
eliminate toxic waste, the designation of the 
Martin Luther King holiday, and an effort to 
revive the Equal Rights Amendment to the 
Constitution (ERA). 

Profoundly concerned with the plight of 
the nation’s millions of disadvantaged citi- 
zens, Leland in January 1984 introduced a 
resolution to create a Select House Commit- 
tee on Hunger. Leland’s resolution was 
adopted on February 25, 1984, and, based on 
longstanding tradition, Leland was promptly 
chosen as the select committee's chairman. 

In 1984 Leland won his fourth term, accu- 
mulating more than one hundred thousand 
votes for the first time in his political ca- 
reer. While Leland was elected 109,626-26,400 
(80.6%), President Reagan was also victori- 
ous in his bid for another term in the White 
House. Indeed in 1984 Reagan carried all elev- 
en southern states and recorded a winning 
margin of 1,484,152 (63.7 percent) in Texas. 


The Second Reagan Administration was 
dominated by frequent clashes between a rig- 
idly conservative Republican President and a 
solidly Democratic Congress. The animosity 
between Reagan and Capitol Hill steadily es- 
calated after the Democrats gained fourteen 
congressional seats in the off-year elections 
of 1986. Complicating the precarious relation- 
ship between the White House and Congress 
was the sensational controversy surrounding 
the Iran-Contragate scandal. 

Among the victorious Democrats in 1986 
were Leland, re-elected to a fifth term with- 
out Republican opposition, and two other 
blacks, John Lewis of Georgia and Mike 
Espy of Mississippi. Leland’s successful quest 
for re-election occurred as he was complet- 
ing his two year term as Chairman of the 
Congressional Black Caucus. 

During the final two years of the Reagan 
Era Leland and the President were con- 
stantly at odds. Leland voted for the imposi- 
tion of economic sanctions against South Af- 
rica, the Plant Closing Notification Bill, the 
Catastrophic Health Insurance Bill, the Inde- 
pendent Counsel (Special Prosecutor) Bill, 
the Fair Housing Bill, and legislation requir- 
ing a seven day waiting period prior to the 
purchase of a handdgun. Most importantly 
Leland was recorded in favor of overriding 
Reagan's vetoes of the Clean Water Funding 
Bill, the Highway and Mass Transit Author- 
ization Bill, and the Civil Rights (Grove 
City) Bill. 

In 1988 Leland was re-elected without oppo- 
sition to his sixth term. Also triumphant in 
1988 was Republican Vice President George 
Bush, who was chosen to succeed Ronald 
Reagan as President, Like Reagan in 1980 
and 1984, Bush Swept the South and easily 
won Texas. 

In the winter and spring of 1989 it was ap- 
parent that Bush was committed to per- 
severe in behalf of the Reagan agenda. Le- 
land devoted the bulk of his attention to two 
issues, the minimum wage and Medicaid. Le- 
land strongly supported increasing the pre- 
vailing federal minimum wage from $3.35 to 
$4.55 perhour and voted to override the Presi- 
dent's veto of the minimum wage bill ulti- 
mately approved by the House and Senate. 
As a member of the Subcommittee on Health 
and the Environment, Leland sponsored leg- 
islation to extend Medicaid coverage to an 
additional 160,000 pregnant women, 170,000 in- 
fants, and 1,100,000 children over the age of 
one. 

Leland's comparatively brief, but unusu- 
ally eventful, congressional career came to a 
tragic end on August 7, 1989. On that date Le- 
land and three congressional staff members 
were killed in a plane crash, while travelling 
to a refugee camp in Ethiopia to investigate 
the lingering hunger crisis in Africa. Leading 
the tributes to Leland were the Most Rev- 
erend Joseph A. Fiorenza, Bishop of Houston, 
and the Honorable Thomas S. Foley, Speaker 
of the House of Representatives. Bishop 
Fiorenza, the celebrant of Leland's funeral 
Mass at Saint Anne's Church, asserted: ‘To 
my knowledge, no one, but no one, in the 
history of the city of Houston, and perhaps 
in all of Texas, has been mourned to the ex- 
tent of Mickey. Every Houstonian, especially 
the poor, has lost a good friend." 


6 This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Speaker Foley, convinced that there were 
"perhaps, millions who will live longer, live 
better and have hope because of this good 
man," concluded: Mickey is gone, but his 
values and his work willlive after him in our 
memory and our commitments." 

Two major American publications, the New 
York Times and the Washington Post, edito- 
rialized on the death of Leland. Impressed 
that Leland “with humor and disarming sin- 
cerity" had “negotiated the uneasy passage 
from the politics of confrontation to that of 
example and persuasion," the Times in hail- 
ing the late congressman's determination to 
alleviate the Third World hunger crisis con- 
oluded: Because of Mr. Leland, American 
aid reached parched corners, saving tens of 
thousands of lives. They are a precious me- 
morial to Mickey Leland and his colleagues, 
distilling some sense from a senseless calam- 
ity." 

The Post, stressing that Leland was al- 
ways known for identifying with his roots, 
even as he rose in position and power in the 
Texas Legislature and then in the U.S. Con- 
gress," acclaimed his genuine concern for 
the distressed inhabitants of Africa as fol- 
lows: ‘‘* * * Mr. Leland was one of the few 
people from anywhere, and certainly one of 
the few Americans, who was prepared to in- 
vest his time and energy in inspecting the 
conditions of these unfortunate refugees and 
to do what he could to focus American re- 
sources on bringing help and care to them. 
He will be mourned on several continents." 


DAVID TOP7,ON, FIFTH DISTRICT 
RESPECTEEN WINNER 


HON. BOB CLEMENT 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, | want to ex- 
tend my warmest congratulations to David 
Toplon, the Fifth District's RespecTeen 
“Speak for Yourself” winner. 

David, an eighth-grade student at Nash- 
ville’s Martin Luther King, Jr., Magnet High 
School for Science and Engineering, wrote to 
me earlier this year on protecting the environ- 
ment and the nonhuman organisms with which 
we share the Earth. This letter won in national 
competition and David will receive a U.S. sav- 
ings bond to honor his achievement. 

The RespecTeen Program encourages 
seventh- and eighth-grade students to write to 
their U.S. Representatives and express their 
views and offer solutions to matters that affect 
them. | received quite a few letters from stu- 
dents in the Fifth District who participated in 
this valuable civic program. All of them are to 
be congratulated for raising important issues 
and offering solutions to them. 

| also want to commend David's teacher, 
Nancy Schwarz, and his parents, Jim and 
Ellen Toplon, who | know are an important 
source of encouragement and support. They, 
too, are proud of David's achievement. 

Mr. Speaker, | would like to share with my 
colleagues the text of David's award-winning 
letter. 

NASHVILLE, TN, January 24, 1994. 
Hon. BoB CLEMENT, 
Longworth House Office Building, Washington, 
DC. 


DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CLEMENT: I am con- 
cerned about the way this country goes 
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about things. It puts money to be made 
ahead of life. This doesn't make sense to me. 
If there is no life, what good is money? Our 
attitude is self-destructive. If we don't put 
Earth first in our priorities, all life will end. 

We need laws to protect the inalienable 
rights of non-human organisms. We need to 
predict how our plans will affect our neigh- 
bors on the food chain before we carry them 
out. Just because some organisms have little 
or no brain doesn't mean we should use them 
as slaves, experiment on them, or kill them. 
If we don't treat nature with more respect, 
everything will die. 

We have polluted and killed too much, too 
long. Too many plants and animals are, or 
will soon be, extinct because of our race. The 
balance is being taken out of nature. Too 
many herbivores go uneaten because of miss- 
ing predators. The air is unbreathable, the 
water undrinkable, and solar radiation 
threatens more and more as our atmospheric 
shield disappears. We have a chance to avoid 
the end of the world. The least we can pos- 
sibly afford to do is make laws that support 
a future, rather than hinder the continu- 
ation of terran life. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID TOPLON. 


IN SUPPORT OF NATIONAL HIGH- 
WAY SYSTEM DESIGNATION BILL 


HON. JAMES A. TRAFICANT, JR. 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, earlier today 
the House Public Works and Transportation 
Subcommittee marked up and approved H.R. 
4385, legislation to designate the National 
Highway System. | want to thank and com- 
mend Chairman RAHALL for the excellent job 
he and his staff have done in crafting this bill. 

Designating the National Highway System 
will allow Congress and DOT—for the first 
time—to set priorities on where to spend Fed- 
eral dollars on highway projects. Designation 
of the National Highway System will also en- 
sure that necessary infrastructure improve- 
ments are made on key commercial arteries. 

It's no secret that our ability to compete and 
win the global economy will depend on our 
willingness to invest in our infrastructure. This 
bill is an important step in the right direction, 
and | applaud Chairman RAHALL for his vision 
and persistence. 

I'd also like to point out that the bill includes 
ani provision | authored that was in- 
cluded in the ISTEA Technical Corrections bill. 
The provision, which is of extreme importance 
to the State of Ohio, directs the Secretary of 
Transportation to review the Federal and State 
commercial motor vehicle weight limitations 
applicable to Federal-air highways in the State 
of Ohio. 

If the Secretary determines, on the basis of 
his review, that it is in the public interest, the 
Secretary shall waive application of the vehicle 
weight limitations established under ISTEA in 
the State of Ohio for such period as the Sec- 
retary determines may be necessary to permit 
a reasonable period of depreciation for short- 
wheel-base vehicles purchased before Octo- 
ber 1, 1991. 

The measure would also provide a morato- 
rium on the withholding of any Federal high- 
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way money to the State of Ohio until the Sec- 
retary makes a determination on whether or 
not to grant Ohio a waiver. 


Following the enactment of ISTEA in Octo- 
ber 1, 1991, Ohio was required to adopt the 
motor vehicle weight limitations of the Federal 
Bridge Formula by October 1, 1992, or face 
losing its apportionment of Federal highway 
funds. The Ohio Department of Transportation 
and the Ohio Legislature has issued tem- 
porary permits to those trucking companies 
with equipment not in compliance with the new 
weight limitations. 

According to the Ohio Trucking Association, 
10,000 trucks in Ohio are affected by the new 
weight limitations. Under the Federal Bridge 
Formula, many Ohio trucking companies will 
have to underload their vehicles—damaging 
their profits in an industry that already has a 
narrow profit margin of about 2 percent. The 
trucking companies affected made decisions— 
prior to enactment of ISTEA—to purchase 
equipment based on what Ohio law was at the 
time of the purchase. 

Since Ohio has been forced to adopt the 
Federal Bridge Formula, companies that pur- 
chased legal equipment now find that much of 
their equipment no longer meets State stand- 
ards. It is only fair that these companies be al- 
lowed a reasonable period of time to depre- 
ciate this equipment, before being forced to 
purchase new equipment or make alterations 
on their existing vehicle fleet. 

A number of Ohio trucking companies not 
only ordered equipment prior to the implemen- 
tation of the law, they also signed contracts to 
move a specific amount of freight at a given 
price. If a waiver is not granted, these compa- 
nies will no longer be able to move that freight 
for the contracted price. The bottom line is, if 
a reasonable phase-in period is not granted, 
numerous trucking companies in Ohio will be 
driven out of business. 

Approval of this measure will save jobs and 
ensure that trucking companies are not un- 
fairly penalized, and | commend Chairman RA- 
HALL for including it in H.R. 4385. 

| certainly hope and expect that next week 
the full committee will approve the bill, and 
within a few weeks the bill will be approved by 
the House and sent to the other body. 


In addition to Chairman RAHALL, I’d also like 
to thank and commend the distinguished Chair 
of the full committee, Mr. MINETA, as well as 
the hard-working ranking member of the sub- 
committee, my esteemed colleague from Wis- 
consin, Mr. PETRI. Finally, I’d like to thank and 
commend the ranking member of the full com- 
mittee, Mr. SHUSTER. This bill was crafted with 
bipartisan cooperation, and | am pleased that, 
as usual, the committee has been able to 
work together to craft a bill that will truly help 
every region of the country. 
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TRIBUTE TO NORFOLK CHRISTIAN 
HIGH SCHOOL FOR PARTICIPA- 
TION IN WE THE PEOPLE ... 
THE CITIZEN AND THE CON- 
STITUTION 


HON. OWEN B. PICKETT 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. PICKETT. Mr. Speaker, on April 30, 
1994, more than 1,200 students from 47 
States and the District of Columbia came to 
our Nation's Capital to compete in the national 
finals of the "We the People . . . The Citizen 
and the Constitution" program. | am very 
proud of the class from Norfolk Christian High 
School in Norfolk, VA, that represented Vir- 
ginia in this competition. These young schol- 
ars worked diligently to reach the national 
finals and deserve high praise and recognition 
for their achievement. 

The members of the team that represented 
Virginia were: Jon Boling, Matt Comstock, Ste- 
phen Doyle, Matt Duffey, David Fish, Janel 
Hardison, Nathan Hatcher, Sarah Huston, Jes- 
sica Johnson, Stephanie Johnson, Jeff 
Lankford, Rachel Mulder, Michael Mulford, 
Jaime Muller, Johnny Pearson, Chris Ryan, 
Patrick Scheiermann, and Joel Uecker. 

Special recognition should also go to their 
teacher and district coordinator, James H. 
Hinshaw, who deserves much of the credit for 
the success of the team. The State coordina- 
tor, Helen Coalter, also contributed a signifi- 
cant amount of time and effort to help the 
team reach the national finals. 

The “We the People . . . The Citizen and 
the Constitution" program is supported and 
funded by Congress. It is perhaps the most 
successful educational program in the country 
developed specifically to educate young peo- 
ple about the Constitution and the Bill of 
Rights. The 3-day national competition simu- 
lates a congressional hearing in which stu- 
dents' oral presentations are judged on the 
basis of their of constitutional prin- 
ciples and their ability to apply them to histori- 
cal and contemporary issues. 

Administered by the Center for Civic Edu- 
cation, the program, now in its 7th year, has 
reached more than 20,100,000 elementary, 
middle, and high school students nationwide. 
Members of Congress enhance the program 
by discussing constitutional issues with both 
students and teachers. This year, the Thomas 
Jefferson Commemoration Commission joined 
the Center for Civic Education in making spe- 
cial presentations to the students in honor of 
Mr. Jefferson's legacy. 

The "We the People" program provides an 
excellent opportunity for students to better un- 
derstand and appreciate the role of the U.S. 
Constitution in our daily lives and how it has 
helped shape the history of our Nation. 

| know the citizens in the Second District 
and from throughout Virginia join me in con- 
gratulating the team from Norfolk Christian 
High School for their achievement and in wish- 
ing each member continued success in their 
future endeavors. 
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TRIBUTE TO THE UNIVERSITY OF 
CHICAGO HOSPITALS AND 
WYLER CHILDREN'S HOSPITAL 


HON. BOBBY L. RUSH 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in spe- 
cial tribute to the University of Chicago Hos- 
pitals and Wyler Children's Hospital for their 
outstanding commitment to improving the 
health and well-being of babies and mothers. 
Recently, the University of Chicago Hospitals 
and Wyler Children's Hospital have committed 
themselves to implementing the World Health 
Organization [WHO] and United Nations Chil- 
dren's Fund [UNICEF] Baby Friendly Hospital 
Initiative. Under this program, these two hos- 
pitals have indicated their dedication to pro- 
moting breastfeeding, by following the 
UNICEF-WHO Ten Steps to Successful 
Breastfeeding. In their effort to promote 
healthier babies, these two hospitals will work 
to inform pregnant women and new mothers 
of the benefits of breastfeeding, and encour- 
age mothers to breastfeed. 

In a time when so many children in America 
are plagued by hunger, mainutrition, illiness, 
and high infant mortality rates, breastfeeding 
is a key way to help both mothers and infants. 
Breastfeeding decreases the risk of numerous 
health problems, including diarrhea, res- 
piratory and ear infections, and allergic skin 
disorders. This translates into millions of dol- 
lars saved in health care for young children. 

| am pleased to see that the University of 
Chicago Hospitals and Wyler Children's Hos- 
pital are instituting this i program. The 
Baby Friendly Hospital Initiative is a small 
step, but one of immeasurable importance and 
utility. 


ISRAEL'S 46TH BIRTHDAY 


HON. CARDISS COLLINS 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
to recognize the State of Israel on the 46th 
anniversary of its birth. This birthday is cele- 
brated by Jews everywhere and today | join in 
their celebration. 

During the past 46 years, Israel has been a 
close friend of America's and a strong democ- 
racy in a region that has little support for de- 
mocracies. The future health and success of 
Israel continues to be of importance to our 
country, particularly during this time when criti- 
cal efforts are being made towards establish- 
ing peace and stability among Israel and its 
neighbors. 

We are all aware of the hardships that Israel 
has endured but | am confident that through 
everything, the Israeli people will continue to 
uphold the democratic principles in which 
Theodore Hertzel, who promoted the idea of a 
Jewish homeland, and Chaim Weizmann and 
Golda Meir, who were early leaders of the 
Jewish State, believed so strongly. 

Congratulations Israel on your 46th birthday. 
May you continue to flourish and may your de- 
mocracy remain ever strong. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF THE RETIRE- 
MENT OF RICHARD A. PRESSER, 
DIRECTOR, REGION 10, INTER- 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MA- 
CHINISTS AND AEROSPACE 
WORKERS 


HON. GERALD D. KLECZKA 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, today | rise to 
pay tribute to a friend and supporter of mine, 
and more importantly, a friend and supporter 
of working men and women, Richard A. Press- 
er, the retiring Director of District 10, Inter- 
national Association of Machinists and Aero- 
space Workers, AFL-CIO, Milwaukee. 

For 46 years, since was hired at the Ladish 
Company in Milwaukee, Dick has been active 
in labor and community affairs. After serving in 
the Army for 6 years, Dick returned to Milwau- 
kee and Ladish, where he became a union 
steward, and the rest, as they say, is history. 

Dick's career with the International Associa- 
tion of Machinists includes starting out as a 
steward, then being elected as the Chairman 
of the Steward Body and eventually being 
chosen as President of Lodge 1862. The 
union’s members and leadership knew a good 
thing when they saw it, and named Dick a 
Business Representative for District 10 in 
1967. In 1978 he became the Assistant Direc- 
tor of District 10 and in 1981 he was named 
Director, a position he has held proudly for 14 


years. 

Serving locally, regionally and nationally on 
numerous committees and boards, Dick's 
guidance has been felt not only by labor, but 
also by business, government and community 
groups, groups as diverse as the Guide Dogs 
of America and the International Guiding Eyes 
Program to the Wisconsin Unemployment 
Compensation Advisory Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, it is truly a pleasure to recog- 
nize Dick Presser upon his retirement. In this 
day and age, Dick is truly a one-of-a-kind 

samaritan." May he and his entire fam- 
ily enjoy this well-deserved retirement. 


TRIBUTE TO IRWIN WOLKSTEIN 
HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is with sad- 
ness that | have learned of the recent death 
of Mr. Irwin Wolkstein on May 9, 1994. In a 
time when many are quick to heap criticism 
and scorn on civil servants, all too often we 
overlook the exemplary service of those who 
quietly and effectively work on behalf of us all. 
Irwin Wolkstein represented the very highest 
ideals of public service—intelligence, integrity, 
and commitment. 

Mr. Speaker, very few Americans would 
know that Mr. Wolkstein directly touched the 
lives of literally millions of older Americans 
who today enjoy economic security in their re- 
tirement years because of the Medicare pro- 
gram. Today, nearly 30 years after the pas- 
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sage of Medicare, many do not remember the 
days before Medicare, when even the most 
basic health care needs of the aged often 
quickly wiped out their meager savings and 
Social Security incomes on which they de- 
pended for survival. 

Now Medicare is an everyday part of the 
American landscape, but such was not always 
the case. As a senior civil servant in the 
1960s, Irwin Wolkstein played a critical role in 
making Medicare a reality—not just an idea. 

Iv had become one of the government's 
leading experts on the health security prob- 
lems of the elderly in America. Much of his 
early career had been spent at the head- 
quarters of the Social Security Administration 
in Baltimore, where he served as head of the 
Agency's Coverage and Disability Branch. Irv 
was involved in studies of the increasingly bur- 
densome health care needs of the elderly, and 
he became an expert on the effects of illness 
on the limited financial resources of most older 
Americans. 

In 1961, President Kennedy called on Con- 
gress to enact a program of hospital insur- 
ance, financed through a program of social in- 
surance, to help meet the most significant 
health care costs faced by the elderly—name- 
ly, a lengthy hospital stay. The Social Security 
Administration was called on to begin develop- 
ing the details of such a program. Irv 
Wolkstein provided many of the answers 
about how to design such a program and 
make it work. 

Between 1961 and 1965, when Medicare 
was enacted, the key policy advisor to whom 
the Commissioner of Social Security, the Sec- 
retary of HEW, and the Congress turned on 
questions about the Medicare proposal was 
Irwin Wolkstein. When issues arose about the 
benefit design, about the standards that would 
ensure quality, or about how to administer the 
program, Irv and his staff of bright thinkers in 
Baltimore would get down to business—work- 
ing nights and weekends between ongoing 
meetings of Congressional committees. Back 
they would come, armed with a range of op- 
tions and a set of preferred recommenda- 
tions—recommendations always based on ap- 
proaches that could be counted on to work in 
the real world. Insiders, who saw firsthand 
Irvs boundless capacity to generate new 
ideas and put them to the test of political ac- 
ceptability and practicality, often referred to 
him in later years as one of the true “fathers 
of the Medicare program.” 

Mr. Speaker, Irv Wolkstein was an un- 
abashed believer that government could make 
a positive difference in the lives of people. In 
1983, at a Congressional conference on the 
Future of Medicare, he said that, in the 1960s, 

[T]he wealth of the country was believed to 
be sufficient to permit a share to be made 
available to protect the aged from insecurity 
arising from the costs of health services. 
Medicare's primary goal was to prevent 
major illness from spelling financial disaster 
for the older people of the country. The point 
has been made that the aged cannot be pro- 
tected from dependency without health in- 
surance that responds to the costs of illness 
as they occur * * *. 

We would all be advised to keep these words 
in mind as we now consider the needs of all 
Americans for the health security that most of 
our older citizens now enjoy—in no small part 
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because of the tireless efforts of 
Wolkstein. 

Mr. Speaker, | am sure that Members will 
join with me in expressing our sympathies to 
Irv's wife, Sylvia, his daughter and son-in-law, 
Barbara and Perry Kagen, and his grandsons, 
Brian Neal Kagen and David Ira Kagen. 


Irwin 


A TRIBUTE TO THE AMARILLO 
HIGH SCHOOL LADY SANDIES 


HON. LARRY COMBEST 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, | am proud to 
rise today to salute the Amarillo High School 
women's basketball team, the Lady Sandies, 
of Amarillo, TX. 

On Saturday, March 5, 1994, the Lady 
Sandies accomplished what very few sports 
teams have been able to do. They won their 
second State championship back-to-back by 
defeating Conroe High School by a score of 
62 to 46 in front of 7,392 fans. 

The last two seasons the Amarillo High 
School Sandies have won 71 of their 73 
games. Coach Dale Blunt's leadership and 
dedication is evident in the Sandies' highly 
successful record. Also instrumental to the 
success of the Sandies was the high level of 
teamwork, dedication, and persistence this 
team possessed. The Amarillo High Sandies 
became only the second Texas class 5A team 
to win back-to-back basketball titles since the 
University Interscholastic League began play- 
ing five-on-five in 1979. The Sandies have en- 
joyed the constant support of the Amarillo 
High School student body, their parents, and 
the community of fans that have turned out to 
watch them play throughout the season. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor for me to recog- 
nize Amarillo High School's Lady Sandies, a 
group of athletes that have turned their team- 
work into a winning combination 2 years in a 
rOW. 


TRIBUTE TO GIRL SCOUT GOLD 
AWARD RECIPIENT 


HON. GEORGE E. SANGMEISTER 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. SANGMEISTER. Mr. Speaker, today | 
would like to salute an outstanding young 
woman who has been honored with the Girl 
Scouts of the U.S.A. Gold Award by Trailways 
Girl Scout Council, in Joliet, IL. She is Carrie 
Villringer of Girl Scout Troop 230. 

She is being honored on May 19, 1994 for 
earning the highest achievement award in Girl 
Scouting. The Girl Scout Gold Award symbol- 
izes outstanding accomplishments in the areas 
of leadership, community service, career plan- 
ning, and personal development. The Girl 
Scout Gold Award can be earned by girls age 
14-17 or in grades 9-12. 

Girl Scouts of the U.S.A., an organization 
serving over 2.6 million girls, has awarded 
more than 20,000 Girl Scout Gold Awards to 
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Senior Girl Scouts since the inception of the 
program in 1980. To receive the award, a Girl 
Scout must fulfill five requirements: Earn four 
interest project patches, earn the Career Ex- 
ploration pin, earn the Senior Girl Scout Lead- 
ership Award, earn the Senior Girl Scout Chal- 
lenge, and design and implement a Girl Scout 
Gold Award project. A plan for fulfilling the re- 
quirements of the award is created by the 
Senior Girl Scout and is carried out through 
close cooperation between the girl and an 
adult Girl Scout volunteer. 

As a member of the Trailways Girl Scout 
Council, Carrie began working toward the Girl 
Scout Gold Award in November, 1993. She 
completed her project in the areas of the out- 
of-doors and the environment. She first at- 
tended a detailed training hosted by Girl 
Scouts of the U.S.A. and then returned home 
to develop a reforestation project/manual to be 
used at a 230-acre site owned by her council. 
Her project includes all aspects of tree plant- 
ing; selection, actual planting, and mainte- 


nance. 

The earning of the Girl Scout Gold Award is 
a major accomplishment for Carrie, and | be- 
lieve she should receive the public recognition 
due her for this significant service to her com- 
munity and her country. 


REPEAL THE SOCIAL SECURITY 
EARNINGS TEST 


HON. DEAN A. GALLO 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. GALLO. Mr. Speaker, although | strong- 
ly believe that Congress should fully repeal 
the Social Security earnings test, | rise today 
in support of Mr. DENNY HASTERT'S com- 
promise of a partial repeal that would raise the 
earnings test to $30,000. 

In the 102d Congress, the House of Rep- 
resentatives approved similar legislation, but 
the Senate did not approve it. This fight has 
gone on for far too long, and | commend Mr. 
HASTERT for having the tenacity to follow this 
through. Mr. Speaker, | urge the Congress to 
discharge a rule and consider the bill on the 
floor of the House. 

You know all the arguments for why this 
should be done. Seniors have a wealth of 
work experience and are very productive in 
our communities. Their contribution to the 
workforce will spur billions of dollars in our 
economy. 

We should be outraged at the fact that for 
a senior working above the earnings limit, he 
or she faces an additional effective tax rate of 
33 percent. That is $1 for every $3 over the 
limit earned goes straight to the Treasury. This 
just isn't right. 

Furthermore, the repeal does not favor only 
the rich. Two-thirds of those who would benefit 
from the repeal have an earned income of 
less than $40,000. 

Current seniors have been taking it on the 
chin during their entire retirement years. Last 
year the administration raised their taxes, cut 
Medicare, and slashed senior citizen housing. 
Something has gone seriously awry as sen- 
iors’ standards of living have increasingly 
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eroded, while Congress continues to tax more 
and spend more. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to take 
action today. We owe this to the seniors. They 
deserve the repeal. 


CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 636, 
FREEDOM OF ACCESS TO CLINIC 
ENTRANCES ACT OF 1994 


HON. RANDY “DUKE” CUNNINGHAM 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, | have 
continually voted against Federal funding of 
abortion, and continue to oppose inclusion of 
abortion coverage in health care reform. | 
have supported the Hyde amendment and 
have worked to draw attention to the abortion 
policies of the Peoples Republic of China and 
the UNFPA. However, | view this legislation as 
one addressing violence, not abortion. 


After much deliberation, | plan to support 
this conference report. | am doing so because 
| believe we must respond to the increasing vi- 
olence in this country. Although | do not agree 
with current law regarding abortion, | believe 
this issue is separate. | will not elaborate on 
the instances of violence which have taken 
place outside abortion clinics. Thankfully, 
those instances have been rare. | wish to 
state for the record that the overwhelming ma- 
jority of pro-life Americans are not violent and 
do not condone violence. All the reputable 
pro-life groups have separated themselves 
from violent protest. 

| do not believe this bill restricts the right of 
peaceable assembly. | also believe it is con- 
sistent with the first amendment. This bill will 
continue to allow protest and free speech, but 
it will crack down on violence. 


| also believe this bill is much improved over 
the version the House considered last year. 
This conference report exempts parents and 
legal guardians from the law, thus ensuring 
that a parent could physically stop an under- 
age daughter from entering an abortion clinic, 
as | would do. Also, | am pleased that the 
conference report extends this protection 
against violent protest to churches and places 
of worship. Most Americans have been out- 
raged by the increasing numbers of protests at 
or near churches, most notably the desecra- 
tion of St. Patrick’s Cathedral in New York, 
when a Mass was interrupted by gay rights 
activists. 

The question today is not on abortion, that 
is a separate debate. Today, the issue is one 
of fear of physical violence. Regardless of our 
views on the question of abortion, every citi- 
zen should have this protection. Violence is 
not the answer, and violence on any issue 
must be stopped. For that reason, | intend to 
support the conference report. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
SALMAN RUSHDIE AND IRAN 


HON. NEWT GINGRICH 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, Congressman 
Tom LANTOS and | have introduced a House 
concurrent resolution condemning the death 
sentence issued against British author Salman 
Rushdie by the Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini 
in Iran and calling for its immediate repudi- 
ation. 

For over 5 years, Iran has consistently 
called for the death of Mr. Rushdie and forced 
him into a life of hiding. On February 14, 
1994, the Iranian Government controlled news 
agency stated that "the sentence—against 
Salman Rushdie—must be carried out,” and 
just last year, an organization called the Fif- 
teenth Khordad Foundation raised the bounty 
on Mr. Rushdie to $2 million plus expenses. 

Mr. Speaker, this kind of active threat 
against human rights, tolerance of differing re- 
ligious views, and the freedom of expression 
is unconscionable, and | believe that Congress 
should be on record as opposing the death 
sentence condemning Salman Rushdie, op- 
posing raising the bounty for assassinating Mr. 
Rushdie, and supporting efforts to protect 
each person's basic human rights and right of 
free speech. 
| urge all of my colleagues to join us in 
passing this resolution. 


CHIAN FEDERATION HONORED FOR 
SERVICE TO COUNTRY, COMMU- 
NITY 


HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to bring to the attention of my colleagues a 
special organization which has done so much 
to promote the values, culture, and ideals 
common to the United States and Greece and 
to strengthen Greek-American relations. | 
speak, of course, of the Chian Federation 
which represents 23 different societies and 
50,000 individuals with origins from the small 
island of Chios in the Aegean Sea. 

The Chian Federation was formed in 1974, 
in response to the Turkish invasion of Cyprus. 
Prompted by the feelings of kinship which so 
many Chiotes had for their Cypriot brothers 
and sisters, the many Chiotes who were living 
primarily in New York organized to bring to the 
attention of the rest of the United States the 
atrocities that the Turkish Government was 
committing on that beleaguered island. 

And so the Chian Federation was formed, to 
lift up a voice against oppression, to speak out 
against injustice, and to demand that the Unit- 
ed States Government stand on the side of 
freedom for Cyprus. Over the past 20 years, 
the Chian Federation has been extremely suc- 
cessful in raising public consciousness on this 
issue in America and beyond. 

While the tyrannical occupation of Cyprus 
still continues, the Chian Federation deserves 
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a great deal of credit for advocating a just pol- 
icy for the United States with regard to Cy- 
prus. Indeed, this Congress has recognized 
that Turkey’s actions were illegal in using Unit- 
ed States arms during the invasion of Cyprus 
and that the United States has a duty to pro- 
mote human rights and self-determination for 
the Cypriot people. 

During its 20-year existence, the Chian Fed- 
eration has grown in stature and size. Its in- 
volvement in issues of importance to the entire 
Greek-American community has been even 
greater. Its contribution to strengthening rela- 
lions between the United States and Greece 
are well-known to all. In addition, the Federa- 
tion today sponsors many educational scholar- 
ships, cultural activities, educational work- 
shops, and, of course, the Homeric Award. 

Mr. Speaker, the many thousand members 
of the Chian Federation are united by one 
common bond, an equal love for this great na- 
tion, their adopted country, and Greece, their 
ancestral and cultural homeland. The Chian 
Federation thus serves as a means for its 
members to realize the true meaning of the 
American way, to involve themselves fully in 
the direction of their government while remem- 
bering, revering, and preserving their cultural 
ancestry. That's why | hope that my col- 
leagues will join me in honoring this group for 
its service to community and country over the 
past 20 years and wishing it another 120 of 
success and growth. 


NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT ACT 


HON. RON KLINK 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, today | am intro- 
ducing the National Environmental Training 
and Employment Act, along with my col- 
leagues on the Education and Labor Commit- 
tee, Mr. CLAY and Mr. KiLDEE. Our intent is to 
ensure and enhance quality training, health 
and safety and employment opportunities for 
environmental response workers in hazardous 
waste remediation and abatement of toxic 
substances. 

Hazardous waste cleanup and abatement of 
toxic substances, by nature, is dangerous 
work with serious health and safety con- 
sequences for workers, the community and 
the environment. Workers are routinely ex- 
posed to highly toxic chemical and other envi- 
ronmental wastes such as asbestos and lead. 

To adequately protect themselves, the com- 
munity, and the environment, these workers 
require the highest possible levels of both 
skills and health and safety training. | believe 
that we must ensure that these workers have 
this training. That is why | am introducing the 
National Environmental Training and Employ- 
ment Act. 

One of the few growth industries in the Unit- 
ed States today is the field of toxic cleanup. 
As we have sadly learned in recent years, the 
contamination of the environment is vast and 
pervasive. In both the private and public sec- 
tors, the country is confronted with toxic waste 
dump sites, aged and decaying nuclear weap- 
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ons facilities, contaminated military bases, 
abandoned industrial complexes and public 
and private buildings and dwellings polluted by 
asbestos and lead. 

In addition, we are now told that large tracts 
of public land under the control of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior are polluted with chemical 
wastes and many of our bridges and much of 
the public housing stock are contaminated 
with lead-based paint. The resulting pollution 
of our air, water and soil has created a serious 
threat to the public health and environment. 

Much of the responsibility for this environ- 
mental degradation lies with the Federal Gov- 
ernment itself. A substantial amount of the 
waste and pollution is located on property 
under the control of the Departments of De- 
fense, Energy, Interior and Housing and Urban 
Development. Other agencies that share regu- 
latory responsibility include the Environmental 
Protection Agency and the Departments of 
Transportation, Labor and Health and Human 
Services. 

Every year, Congress appropriates tens of 
billions of dollars just for the environmental re- 
mediation and cleanup of contaminated Fed- 
eral property. The hazardous waste cleanup 
and management of the Department of En- 
ergy;s nuclear weapons facilities alone con- 
sumes several billion dollars annually and 
won't be finished for decades. It's clear that 
Federal environmental remediation expendi- 
tures will drive and shape the environmental 
response and cleanup industry. 

We are also confronted with large-scale 
toxic contamination of private, State and local 
property that must be restored to commercially 
viable uses. Much of it is located in and 
around large urban areas. 

In my home area, western Pennsylvania, 
there are hundreds if not thousands of closed 
and abandoned industrial sites, many of which 
are polluted. These sites are the legacy of 
what was once America's industrial heartland. 
State and local governments are now con- 
fronted with large cleanup costs if the property 
is to be economically restored and redevel- 


Congress has enacted a number of laws to 
deal with the environmental degradation of our 
country. These include the Clean Air and 
Water Acts, Superfund, the Resource Con- 
servation and Recovery Act [RCRA], the Toxic 
Substances and Control Act, title X of the 
1992 Housing Act—governing lead paint 
abatement—the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act [OSHA], and others. 

However, while a great deal of time and 
money has been expended on these pro- 
grams, perhaps and least defined area is the 
"blue collar" or workforce dimension of the 
hazardous waste problem. 

My legislation seeks to provide some defini- 
tion in this area. It would require the Secretary 
of Labor to establish and administer a National 
Environmental Response Training Program. 

The Training Program would certify environ- 
mental response employers and contractors, 
set standards for the training of environmental 
response workers, accredit environmental 
training providers and establish a supple- 
mentary environmental response safety and 
health program. 

My bill would also create a National Envi- 
ronmental Response Employment Program, 
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which would provide the necessary training for 
job opportunities to unemployed and under- 
employed environmental response workers, 
emergency response personnel, minorities, 
women, and displaced military veterans. 

Finally, my legislation will provide an inter- 
agency focus on environmental problems, a 
focus that is now missing. The bill will estab- 
lish a Federal Environmental Coordination 
Committee, charged with ensuring the co- 
operation necessary to carry out the objective 
of the legislation, including collaborative ar- 
rangements with the States. 

| hope this legislation will further define the 
scope, nature, and resolution of the workforce 
problems and opportunities that face us as we 
attempt to improve our country’s environ- 
mental cleanup and abatement programs. 


DIFFERENTIATING BETWEEN AG- 
RICULTURAL OILS AND TOXIC 
OILS 


HON. JILL L. LONG 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Ms. LONG. Mr. Speaker, today, Mr. EWING, 
Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. 
HOLDEN, and Mr. MONTGOMERY are introducing 
legislation regarding the issue of Federal 
agencies differentiating between agricultural 
oils and toxic oils. 

For a year, House and Senate Members 
have been working on this issue. It should 
have been taken care of with thoughtful regu- 
lations. 

Mr. Speaker, in March of this year, more 
than 50 Members cosigned letters to top ad- 
ministration officials urging them to not regu- 
late animal fats and vegetable oils [AF/VO] in 
the same manner as toxic oils such as petro- 
leum oil. The reaction from the administration 
has been mixed. This leads us to believe that 
we could have a hodgepodge of 
unharmonized regulations regarding this issue. 
Therefore, today we are introducing this bill to 
address the issue legislatively. 

Mr. Speaker, currently agencies, including 
those at Interior, Commerce, Transportation, 
and at the Environmental Protection Agency 
[EPA], are developing rules which could regu- 
late all oils alike (including animal fats/vegeta- 
ble oils and petroleum oils). 

The Oil Pollution Act of 1990 [OPA 90] is a 
complex statute enacted in the aftermath of 
several disastrous petroleum spills (e.g., the 
Exxon Valdez spill) to provide for oilspill pre- 
vention and, in the event of such spills, clean- 
up and compensation. However, due to an 
overly broad definition of "oil" in the law, oils 
subject to the law include not only toxic petro- 
leum oils but also nontoxic animal fats and 
vegetable oils. In spite of this overly broad 
definition, however, regulatory agencies have 
the discretion to differentiate among different 
types of oils based on their environmental im- 
pact and toxicity. 

Despite continued support in the House and 
Senate for the administration to differentiate 
between oils, some regulators continue to 
seek rules that treat AF/VO and toxic oils in 
the same manner. 
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It just doesn't make sense. And it appears 
that rather than rely solely on regulations, a 
legislative change, such as our bill, is needed. 

Specifically, the bill would require any Fed- 
eral agency to differentiate between fats, oils 
and greases or animal, marine, or vegetable 
origin, and other oils greases, in issuing cer- 
tain regulations. 


| am hopeful that the legislation will help 
bring some reason to this issue. 


Finally, | note that the Members supporting 
this bill certainly have no objection to thought- 
ful regulations of animal fats and vegetable 
oils. However, ill-conceived regulations could 
impose burdensome and counterproductive 
spill response plan requirements. Such re- 
quirements, if implemented, could be costly for 
producers, processors, transporters, and ulti- 
mately consumers. 

| urge my colleagues to cosponsor this bill. 
Similar efforts in this regard have been sup- 
ported by a number of House Members, in- 
cluding: Mr. EWING, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. OBEY, Mr. 
EMERSON, Mr. BAESLER, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. 
SARPALIUS, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. 
CANADY, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. 
NussLE, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. HAYES, Mr. 
BATEMAN, Mr. WALSH, Mr. BONILLA, Mr. BUYER, 
Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. JOHNSON 
(SD), Mr. CoMBEST, Mr. KLuG, Mr. LIPINSKI, 
Mr. PENNY, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. 
MINGE, Mr. GEREN, Mr. DELAY, Mr. CLINGER, 
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. HALL (TX), Mr. SLATTERY, Mrs. 
ROUKEMA, Mr. MANTON, Mr. WYNN, Mr. HOLD- 
EN, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. PETERSON 
(MN), Mr. FAWELL, Ms. MYERS, Mr. GILLMOR, 
Ms. DANNER, Mr. BAKER, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. 
GEKAS, Mr. TAUZIN, and Mr. MCCLOSKEY. 


In addition, the bill is supported by a large 
number of organizations, including: the Amer- 
ican Bakers Association, the American Fats 
and Oils Association, American Feed Industry 
Association, American Frozen Food Institute, 
American Meat Institute, American Soybean 
Association, the Beer Institute, the Biscuit and 
Cracker Manufacturers’ Association, Chocolate 
Manufacturers Association, Corn Refiners As- 
sociation, Food Industry Environmental Forum, 
Food Industry Environmental Network, Food 
Marketing Institute, Grocery Manufacturers of 
America, Independent Bakers Association, In- 
stitute of Shortening and Edible Oils, Inter- 
national Dairy Foods Association, National Ag- 
ricultural Chemicals Association, National 
American Wholesale Grocers’ Association, Na- 
tional Association of Margarine Manufacturers, 
National Broiler Council, National Cattlemen's 
Association, National Confectioners Associa- 
tion, National Corn Growers Association, Na- 
tional Cotton Council of America, National Cot- 
tonseed Products Association, National Coun- 
cil of Farmer Cooperatives, National Environ- 
mental Strategies, National Fisheries Institute, 
National Food Processors Association, Na- 
tional Oilseed Processors Association, Na- 
tional Pasta- Association, National Pork Pro- 
ducers Council, National Renderers Associa- 
tion, National Soft Drink Association, National 
Turkey Federation, Snack Food Association, 
and the U.S. Canola Association. 


Again, | urge my colleagues to support this 
measure. 
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TRIBUTE TO JAMES J. TARTAL 
AND JOSEPH H. SCHEFF 


HON. NICK J. RAHALL II 


OF WEST VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
appreciation of the exceptional dedication of 
Mr. James J. Tartal and Mr. Joseph H. Scheff, 
who retired from the Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration on April 30, 1994. 

Mr. Tartal has served the Federal Govern- 
ment for over 30 years. For the past 20 years, 
he has served as a project manager in the 
FAA's Beckley, WV, airports field office, which 
services airports in the State of West Virginia 
and the western part of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Tartal is a registered professional engineer in 
West Virginia and Ohio. He has also received 
various awards for his contributions, and one 
of his innovative ideas has been patented. 

During Mr. Scheffs 24-year tenure as man- 
ager of the Beckley airports field office, he has 
received various awards including the FAA 
Regional Administrator's Award for Public 
Awareness and the DOT/FAA Certificate of 
Achievement for being nominated by his staff 
as first line supervisor of the year in 1985. Mr. 
Scheff is a professional engineer in three 
States and a member of the American Society 
of Civil Engineers. 

The FAA has also recognized Mr. Scheff for 
his contributions to his community with the 
FAA Eastern Region Community Service Rec- 
ognition Award. Mr. Scheff has served his 
community for many years as a patron mem- 
ber in the Boy Scouts, receiving the Boy 
Scouts of America Silver Beaver Award for 
Distinguished Service to Youth in 1981. He 
was also the president of the Southern West 
Virginia Soccer Referee Association. Further- 
more, in 1992, Mr. Scheff was ordained as an 
Episcopal priest, and he currently serves the 
parish of a church in Daniels, WV. 

Mr. Tartal and Mr. Scheff, in their capacities, 
have helped promote and foster the develop- 
ment of airports and aviation throughout the 
region. | know | speak for my friends in the 
Beckley area when | thank Mr. Tartal and Mr. 
Scheff for their contributions to the industry 
and their communities. | urge all my col- 
leagues to wish them and their families the 
very best. 


TRIBUTE TO FRED GENTILE 
HON. SUSAN MOLINARI 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
take this time to honor one of Brooklyn’s most 
outstanding and respected citizens, Mr. Fred 
Gentile. Mr. Gentile has been enhancing the 
Brooklyn community since he was born there 
in 1929. 

A recent retiree, Mr. Gentile worked for the 
Brooklyn Union Gas Company ſor 34 years. In 
addition to serving as the company's senior 
vice president, Mr. Gentile actively served the 
American Gas Association, both on the Ac- 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


counting Advisory Council and the taxation 
committee. He also belonged to the Society of 
Gas Lighting, and the New York chapter of the 
Financial Executive Institute. 

With those credentials, it is hard to believe 
that Mr. Gentile found so much time and en- 
ergy for nonbusiness-related community serv- 
ice projects, like the Boys and Girls Clubs 
which he has worked with since 1979. He is 
currently serving on the board of managers for 
the Brooklyn chapter which oversees 3 club- 
houses. Mr. Gentile also worked as a trustee, 
and audit committee chairman for the Brooklyn 
Methodist Hospital. In addition to this Mr. Gen- 
tile has served as parish council president at 
the Our Lady of Grace Church in Brooklyn. 

| would like to join his wife Jane, and his 
two sons, Stephen and Matthew, in honoring 
this wonderful community participant, Mr. Fred 
Gentile. 

Mr. Speaker, thank you for granting me the 
opportunity to thank Mr. Gentile for everything 
he has added to the Brooklyn community. 


TRIBUTE TO JAKE J. 
McCULLOUGH, JR. 


HON. BART STUPAK 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to a fellow police officer, Mr. Jake 
J. McCullough, Jr., of Hannahville, MI. As a 
former police officer for the city of Escanaba 
and a Michigan State Trooper, | fully under- 
stand the dedication and daily commitment of 
law enforcement officials. Many times, the 
work these Americans do is taken for granted. 
Many times, we forget that these people are 
human beings with no better chance of immor- 
tality than the rest of us—even though their 
jobs keep them constantly in the way of dan- 
ger. When communities, wives, and children 
lose a valued professional and a loved one, 
we are reminded of the frailty of life and the 
inherent threat in the law enforcement profes- 
sion. 

Jake was doing what he did best when he 
was killed on December 5, 1981, serving the 
people of Hannahville and Menominee Coun- 
ty. After assisting a child who had been hit by 
a car, Jake decided to follow the ambulance to 
the hospital. It was enroute to the hospital that 
his squad car was hit by another vehicle and 
Jake was killed. We will never forget that Jake 
died on duty while helping a member of his 
community. 

Jake was born in Whitney, a small town in 
Michigan's Upper Peninsula. After serving in 
the Army and graduating from the U.S. Indian 
Police Academy, he returned to begin a career 
serving his hometown. His distinguished ca- 
reer in law enforcement ended that fateful 
night in December of 1981. Jake is survived 
by his wife, Mary Lou; his son, Lloyd; and his 
daughters, Isabelle, Betty, and Lisa. 

On Sunday, May 15, 1994, Jake's family will 
be in Washington to help bestow upon Officer 
McCullough a long-deserved honor—a perma- 
nent place on the Police Officers Memorial in 
Washington, DC. On this memorial, his en- 
graved name will serve as a timeless reminder 
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to all Americans of the dedication and selfless- 
ness of American law enforcement. 

Jake's family, and all of us, should be very 
proud. Those that knew Jake know how wor- 
thy he is of such an honor. From this Sunday 
forth, all visitors to this hallowed memorial will 
know of Officer Jake J. McCullough, Jr. 


SERVING NOTICE 
HON. WILLIAM D. FORD 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, pursu- 
ant to the rules of the Democratic Caucus, 
wish to serve notice on my colleagues that | 
may seek less than an open rule for the con- 
sideration by the House of Representatives of 
the bill H.R. 2108, Black Lung Restoration Act 
of 1993. 


MOUNT OLIVE COLLEGE HONORS 
JAMES BAXTER HUNT 


HON. H. MARTIN LANCASTER 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. LANCASTER. Mr. Speaker, Mount Olive 
College, an Original Free Will Baptist college 
in the North Carolina Third Congressional Dis- 
trict, will honor James Baxter Hunt, the father 
of North Carolina Governor James B. Hunt, 
Jr., for 30 years service as a member and 
chairman of the Board of Trustees during 
commencement exercises on Saturday, May 
14. 

Mr. Hunt, an active church and community 
leader, will receive one of the highest honors 
given by the college during a luncheon in the 
Lois K. Murphy Regional Center in recognition 
of his work for the college and its students, 
the Center's student lounge will be dedicated 
as the "James Baxter Hunt Student Lounge" 
and a commemorative plaque will be affixed to 
the room. 

Friends and colleagues of Mr. Hunt, as well 
as Mount Olive college President W. Burkette 
Raper and Governor Hunt, will participate in 
the ceremonies. 

A Guilford County native, James Baxter 
Hunt earned a bachelor of science degree at 
North Carolina University in preparation for a 
career in forestry and soil conservation and pi- 
oneered work in those fields for 32 years, pri- 
marily in Wilson County, where he planted 
more than 100,000 trees on his own prop- 
erties. 

Mr. Hunt served his home church, Marsh 
Swamp Original Free Will Baptist Church, as 
Sunday School superintendent from 1948 to 
1972. It was at Marsh Swamp that the Con- 
vention of Original Free Will Baptists voted in 
1953 to purchase property in Mount Olive as 
a home for Mount Olive College. 

Mr. Hunt was elected to the Mount Olive 
College Board of Trustees in 1964, a member- 
ship he still holds, and he was elected its 
chairman in 1974. When he retired from chair- 
manship in 1989, Mr. Hunt was presented an 
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honorary lifetime membership on the board's 
executive committee. 

During Mr. Hunt's tenure on the board, he 
provided leadership for the construction of 
every building on the main campus and for the 
growth of enrollment from 250 to nearly 1,000 
Students including the program at Seymour 
Johnson Air Force Base in Goldsboro, NC. As 
chairman, he encouraged and supported the 
college's development from a 2-year to a 4- 
year institution. 

Mr. Hunt and his wife, the late Mrs. Elsie 
Brame Hunt of Rock Ridge, NC, were recog- 
nized during 1989 commencement exercises 
as "Distinguished Friends of Mount Olive Col- 
lege.” The Hunts have two sons, Robert 
Brame Hunt of Clayton and Governor James 
Baxter Hunt Jr. of Lucama, NC. Mr. Hunt is 
now married to the former Pearl Reardon 
Johnson. Mr. Hunt was also honored with an 
original poem, "A Man to Remember”, by Lee 
Davenport Witte of the Lake Phelps region of 
North Carolina: 

A MAN TO REMEMBER 
A little boy 
age of eight 
lived on a farm 
in the low rolling hills— 
the Piedmont area— 
of our cherished Old North State. 
Taught by his parents 
the age-old wisdom 
of the Bible, 
to follow God's counsel 
the ten commandments 
and the very important 
Golden Rule, 
in the family home 
and in Sunday School. 
A soft spoken 
gentle boy 
plowed the fields 
tilled the soil 
planted the crops 
of corn, tobacco, 
soybeans 
and cotton. 
Working alongside his brothers 
he learned lessons of life 
he has never forgotten. 
A shy little boy 
who 
way before dawn 
hurried 
to milk the cows 
to supply the milk 
the neighbors depended on. 
Then off to school 
he would go. 
For he had been taught 
that Education 
is mankind's 
most valuable tool. 
Another thing he learned 
as he plowed the furrows 
of the farm's rich earth— 
the soil of the land 
was fragile, precious 
and must be renewed 
and nurtured 
or 
like the farm tools uncared for 
and 
left in the rain to rust, 
would become nothing 
but wind-driven 
scattered 
useless dust. 
When into manhood 
he grew 
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as small boys do 

he met a school teacher 
named ‘Elsie’. 

He married this beautiful lady 
who worked and walked 
Life’s road with him. 

She gave to him 

her gifts of joy— 

two really fine sons 

two very good boys 

one named ‘Robert’ 

and one named ‘Jim’. 

Oh yes, 

You know they did 

farm the land 

hoe the corn 

chop the cotton 

milk the cows 

and brand the cattle. 

These two fine boys 

grew into outstanding men 
following in the footsteps 
of their father 

and emulating him. 

Elsie, 

The beloved wife and mother 
passed on from view 

And later on 

he married their longtime 
family friend, Miss Pearl 
who loves him 

and loves his children, too. 
See the beautiful character 
of this loving spiritual man 
Listen to his teachings 
Number his qualities 

one by one 

Look at the grand work 
this man has done. 
Where once 

acres of barren 

tortured 

eroded farmland 

lay in neglect abuse 

and ruin 

Stands 

a glorious fertile forest 

of lofty whispering pine trees 
where the wild animals roam free. 
The dogwoods blossom 
pink and white. 

The pungent fragrance 

of the honeysuckle 
pervades the night 

The cardinals can flash 
their bright red wings 

The owls can hoot 

and the wild birds sing 
Frogs croak their freedom song 
in the moss covered banks 
of the gurgling brook 

The wildflowers colorful 

as a patchwork quilt 
attest to the rebirth 

of the once forsaken 
forlorn and 

ragged earth. 

There even stands a serene lake 
with pristine water beside 
a big red barn and 

the white house in which he lives. 
And, Oh Yes, 

another house of brown 

to match the soil of 

his beloved farm's ground. 
All of this beauty 

we now see 

is due to the unselfish 

long hard years of work 
this man has done 

And which now 

is enjoyed by everyone. 


James Baxter Hunt 
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is this man's name 

who with Burkette Raper 
his longtime friend 

shared from the beginning 
the vision 

the dream 

to build Mount Olive College 
Because these two men knew 
that Education 

for the young 

is a most valued and 
important thing. 


Mr. James B. Hunt, Sr. . . . 

All who "carry" the Tar Heel Pride 
will always remember 

Who You were 

And 

We will all Remember 

“Who You Are’’! 


WORKING IN THE SCHOOLS [WITS] 
PROGRAM 


HON. CARDISS COLLINS 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize the Working in the Schools 
(WITS) program in my District in Illinois. It is 
a pleasure to be able to address the House 
about this program because it is successful 
and is having a positive impact on young peo- 
ple living in Chicago Housing Authority devel- 
opments in my District. By recognizing the 
work of WITS, | hope to increase awareness 
and interest in this program and to increase 
support for programs like it. 

Founded in 1991, WITS began when Ms. 
Joanne Alter, Ms. Marion Stone, and Ms. 
Bonnie Nims volunteered as tutors at Richard 
Byrd Academy, a public elementary school 
that serves residents of the Cabrini Green 
housing development. The program now 
serves four schools with 70 volunteers provid- 
ing more than 13,000 hours of tutoring last 
year. Plans to expand the program to serve 
children from the Chicago Housing Authority's 
Henry Horner Homes and Robert Taylor 
Homes are currently being planned. 

The children who are tutored each Tuesday 
and Thursday by WITS volunteers are bene- 
fitted by personal attention that is often difficult 
to receive in Chicago's public school's over- 
crowded classrooms. This critically important 
personal attention provides not only help for 
children struggling to grasp a new concept or 
subject but it is also a significant boost to the 
children's self-esteem. As the principal of So- 
journer Truth Elementary School, Ms. 
Pernecie Pugh, said, “The children in my 
school are placed in a predicament they have 
no control of. Very few things in their lives are 
consistent: the consistency of the WITs volun- 
teers makes them a “Special Somebody”. The 
children look forward to Tuesdays and Thurs- 
days. The WITS volunteers not only bring their 
time and energies, but bring a multitude of 
other talents the children need.” 

| commend the WITS program for its suc- 
cess to date and | hope that it will continue to 
assist and enrich my young constituents in 
the months and years ahead. 
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JOHN MCKEAN SQUARE NAMED IN 
HONOR OF DISTINGUISHED CIVIC 
LEADER 


HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to bring to the attention of my colleagues an 
important event which will take place in my 
district on Wednesday, May 25th. On that day, 
the City of New York will officially rename the 
corner of Tudor City Place and East 43rd 
Street as John McKean Square in honor of the 
civic leader and community activist who 
passed away last year. 

John Ferguson McKean was an inspiration 
to the many people who had the opportunity to 
work with him. As anyone who even briefly 
met him quickly found out, John certainly had 
a powerful impact upon many lives. At his fu- 
neral last year, a good friend described John 
as the “mayor or benevolent lord of Tudor 
City,” and that's why | know he would be 
pleased that a site so close to his heart will 
forever stand as testimony to his commitment 
to the community and our City. 

John's commitment to community service 
was remarkable. He spent a lifetime working 
on behalf of New York and his neighbors. His 
energy was infectious; once John lent his 
hand and heart to a cause, he would not rest 
until the job was done. He never entertained 
the thought of failure; John always had the 
will, and he always showed the rest of us the 
way. 
John served on so many committees and 
community organizations that it would be im- 
possible to talk about each of them here. After 
extraordinary service in the U.S. Navy during 
World War I! which resulted in his being 
awarded the Legion of Merit, John spent the 
rest of his adult life applying his persistence 
and drive for the benefit of others. 

John was, of course, a nationally renowned 
tenant leader. As co-chair of the Committee 
Against Rent Increase Passalongs, as a mem- 
ber of the East Side Rezoning Alliance, as 
President of the New Democratic Club, and as 
a committee member of the New York State 
Council of Environmental Advisors, Commu- 
nity Board 6, the 17th Precinct Community 
Council, and Concerned Citizens for a Fair 
and Effective Justice, John worked tirelessly 
on behalf of those less fortunate than he. And 
his visionary leadership of the Tudor City As- 
sociation, of which he was the founder and 
president for 20 years, and the Tudor City 
Greens, of which he was Chairman for Life, 
will never be forgotten. In fact, as one of New 
York City's most important tenant advocates, 
his lobbying in Albany led to the passage of 
new legislation which protected the rights of 
tenants across the state. 

But if one was forced to choose one crown- 
ing achievement which characterized John's 
remarkable tenacity, intelligence, and deter- 
mination, one would have to recall his leader- 
ship with regards to the quixotic, yet ultimately 
successful, effort to halt attempts to bulldoze 
two parks in Tudor City into oblivion. John 
simply refused to allow these beautiful oases 
to be replaced by some gigantic monstrosity of 
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a 52-story building. And when the going got 
tough, John rallied residents with a bullhorn to 
form a human chain around the park, mount- 
ing a successful challenge to the destruction. 

Mr. Speaker, | like to think of that morning 
as a more civilized version of Tiananmen 
Square, with the difference being that the 
good guys won. That morning, John crys- 
tallized the very essence of community activ- 
ism. | believe that today's young people can 
take a page from this great man's book. If you 
really care about your community, you must 
believe that you can make a difference. Ask 
any of the residents of Tudor City of John 
McKean made a difference. Today, mothers 
still play in the park with their children be- 
cause of him; midtown has at least one green 
sanctuary, rather than another monolith of 
brick and mortar. 

There are so many other stories of John's 
civic leadership. This was a man who spent 
the night with his wife in sleeping bags on the 
slate floor of their building lobby, guarding the 
door during a walk-out of building employees. 
As Kevin McKean, his nephew, once put it, 
"he was always a warrior at heart, always 
happiest when fighting the good fight." 

And John's support did not end with his 
Civic contributions. Those of us who were 
lucky enough to call him friend, and they were 
so many, will always remember his support 
and guidance in times of need. He had a won- 
derful sense of humor and he could reinvigo- 
rate one's enthusiasm and commitment just by 
his laugh. 

Mr. Speaker, John McKean may have left 
us in a physical sense. But he will live on, 
through the dedication of John McKean 
Square, through the positive impact he has 
had on his community, and certainly in the 
hearts and minds of the many people whose 
lives he has touched. 


HAPPY ANNIVERSARY, REV. 
THOMAS LONDON 


HON. JAMES A. BARCIA 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. BARCIA of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with great pleasure that |, among his many 
friends and admirers, this Sunday celebrate 
the Reverend Dr. Thomas London's fifth anni- 
versary of service to the Tabernacle Mission- 
ary Baptist Church and our Saginaw commu- 


nity. 

One of 10 children in a loving, tight-knit fam- 
ily, Reverend London has been an example of 
faith and love throughout his life. Introduced to 
the word of God at an early age, Reverend 
London grew up in Memphis, TN, singing gos- 
pel music and developing his awesome 
preaching abilities through text and, more im- 
portantly, soulful intuition. 

In 1975, Reverend London began serving 
his community as an ordained minister of the 
Gospel, attending to the Joshua Missionary 
Baptist Church and, migrating to Detroit, he at- 
tained his first pastorate with the Fenkel Ave- 
nue Baptist Church. Subsequent to his work at 
Fenkel Avenue, Reverend London took the 
word of God to heart as he founded the Trinity 
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Bible Institute, and actively rallied the commu- 
nity to pioneer the Faith Missionary Baptist 
Church, where he served as full-time pastor 
for 11 years. 

In August of 1993, Reverend London was 
awarded an Honorary Doctorate of Divinity de- 
gree from Central East School of Religion of 
the Dallas Baptist Christian College, and as 
pastor of Tabernacle Baptist Church in Sagi- 
naw, his words of faith and inspiration cap- 
tured the love of Jesus Christ in our youth, en- 
suring the viability of this generation and those 
to come. 

| urge all my colleagues to wish Reverend 
London, his lovely wife Lucinda, and son 
Kevin our very best. 


INTRODUCTION OF FIVE 
CONGRESSIONAL REFORM BILLS 


HON. BOB GOODLATTE 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, today | am 
introducing a package of five congressional re- 
form bills which | believe are vital to getting 
Congress back on the right track. For too long, 
control of this body has been in the hands of 
powerful, out-of-touch committee chairmen 
and entrenched leadership. These five bills put 
the power where it belongs—the people. 

| believe an excellent place to start is to 
abolish proxy voting on committees and sub- 
committees. Proxy voting allows Congressmen 
who do not show up for committee hearings to 
simply give chairmen the authority to cast their 
votes. At best proxy votes discourage dis- 
course on important issues and encourage 
poorly informed Members to base their votes 
on the opinions of others rather than on their 
own knowledge of a subject since they vote 
on legislation without hearing debate. At worst, 
it feeds the power of already overly-controlling 
committee chairmen to kill bills. 

A second much-needed reform is requiring 
recorded votes on all appropriations and reve- 
nue raising bills. This body routinely spends 
millions of dollars without ever having to 
record a vote. Subsequently, Americans have 
no way to check their Representative's vote. 
My second bill would force recorded votes on 
every single bill that spends a dime of money. 

My third bill attacks the expensive and fre- 
quently abused franking budget. I've already 
cut my own franking budget by 50 percent. It 
can be done easily and in no way harms the 
ability of Representatives to keep in touch with 
their district. Rather it prevents Members from 
barraging their constitutents with mass 
mailings that are nothing short of campaign lit- 
erature drops and vote solicitations. 

My fourth bill cuts funding of the legislative 
branch for fiscal year 1995 by 25 percent. | 
have reduced my own staff by 25 percent. We 
have been able to get the job done with fewer 
staffers which is why | certainly think Con- 
gress could weather a 25 percent cut. Before 
Congress asks Americans to cough up any 
more of their hard earned money, they should 
apply some of their “cut-spending” rhetoric to 
their own pocketbooks. 

My fifth bill allows a mechanism by which 
any Member can call for an up or down vote 
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on provisions included in appropriations bills. 
Let's face it, Congress is in the habit of bow- 
ing to special interest groups, spending moun- 
tains of taxpayer money on frivolous pork bar- 
rel projects. One reason the spending free-for- 
all continues is that liberal congressional lead- 
ership presents rank and file Members with an 
up or down vote on multi-billion dollar spend- 
ing packages ladened with pork. 

The result: fiscally responsible Members of 
Congress are forced to vote for pork in order 
to get through a few truly important and much- 
needed items. This is nothing short of budg- 
etary blackmail. My bill would put an end to 
this outrageous practice by allowing a Member 
of Congress to force a line-item vote, provided 
49 other Congressmen sign a line-item dis- 
charge. 

While | know these bills face an uphill battle 
in the Congress, | believe they represent good 
ideas that will save taxpayers hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars, bringing about real reform to 
a Congress that's truly out-of-reach and unac- 
countable to the American families and busi- 
nesses it's supposed to be representing. 


TRIBUTE TO OFFICER JAMES D. 
WILFERD 


HON. RICHARD A. GEPHARDT 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, | would like 
to recognize Officer James D. Wilferd of the 
St. Louis Metropolitan Police Department. For 
32 years, Officer Wilferd has worked to fight 
crime on the streets and in the neighborhoods 
of St. Louis. On behalf of the people of St. 
Louis, | extend my congratulations and best 
wishes for a well-earned retirement. 

In his distinguished career, Officer Wilferd 
has served in the Fourth Police District, the 
Seventh Police District (where he also served 
as a District Detective), Second Police District, 
and the Mounted Patrol. During his tireless 
service to our community, Officer Wilferd 
earned an associate of science degree in ad- 
ministration of justice, a bachelor of science 
degree in legal justice, and a master of arts 
degree in administration of justice. 

Officer Wilferd and his wife, Marcella, have 
three children and four grandchildren. His 
sons, David and Todd Wilferd, are both mem- 
bers of the St. Louis Metropolitan Police De- 
partment. Officer Wilferd’s other son, Terry is 
presently serving in the U.S. Air Force. 

| commend Officer Wilferd’s service. Officer 
Wilferd will retire from the St. Louis Metropoli- 
tan Police Department May 15, 1994. 


A TRIBUTE TO DR. BERNIE GOLER 
HON. JERRY LEWIS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 12, 1994 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, | 
would like to bring to your attention the fine 
work and outstanding public service of Dr. 
Bernie Goler of San Bernardino, CA. Dr. Goler 
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will be honored for his leadership, on May 21, 
as he is presented with the Rabbi Norman F. 
Feldheym Award at a gala dinner dance com- 
memorating the 103d anniversary of Con- 
gregation Emanu El. 

Bernie Goler was born in Memphis, TN, and 
received his undergraduate degree from 
Tulane University and Southwestern College. 
He received his M.D. degree from the Univer- 
sity of Tennessee College of Medicine in 
1965. After a medical internship and Radiol- 
ogy residency in St. Louis, he was activated 
into the active duty Naval Reserve and served 
as a medical officer during Vietnam. He was 
honorably discharged with the rank of lieuten- 
ant commander in 1969. After completing his 
residency in Radiology at Wadsworth Veterans 
Hospital, Dr. Goler was certified by the Amer- 
ican Board of Radiology in 1971 and the 
American Board of Nuclear Medicine the fol- 
lowing year. 

Dr. Coler came to San Bernardino in 1971 
and joined the Radiology Department of St. 
Bernardine Medical Center. Since that time, 
he has led the development of the department 
from a two-room facility to the premiere facility 
of its kind in the Inland Empire. During this 
time, he has served in a variety of instrumen- 
tal capacities including medical director of the 
Radi Department from 1983-93. 

Over the years, Dr. Goler has been an ac- 
tive member of a number of civic and commu- 
nity-based organizations. He has served on 
the board of the Lung Association and is cur- 
rently on the board of the Inland Empire Sym- 
phony. As a valued member of Congregation 
Emanu El, he has served in numerous leader- 
ship capacities including president from 1988— 
90. A supporter of Hadassah, he has also 
served as president and campaign chairman 
of the San Bernardino United Jewish Welfare 
Fund. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you join me and our 
colleagues in paying tribute to this most de- 
serving and outstanding man. Throughout his 
life, Dr. Goler has demonstrated a tremendous 
commitment to the betterment of our commu- 
nity and has touched the lives of many people. 
It is only fitting that the House recognize him 
today. 


WELCOME TO JESSAMINE COUNTY 
MIDDLE SCHOOL 


HON. SCOTTY BAESLER 


OF KENTUCKY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. BAESLER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
welcome students from Jessamine County 
Middle School in Nicholasville, KY, who have 
arrived in our Nation's Capital. | am delighted 
to see these young students come to visit and 
witness first hand an inside look at Washing- 
ton, DC. 

Their trip will include educational visits to 
the Lincoln Memorial, Jefferson Memorial, the 
Washington Monument, the Capitol Building, 
the Smithsonian Institution, Ford's Theatre and 
the Vietnam Memorial. Also, as a demonstra- 
tion of honor and respect for all Americans 
who have served this country so bravely, 
these students will participate in a wreath lay- 
ing ceremony at Arlington National Cemetery. 
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Again, | welcome these fine young Kentuck- 
ians to Washington, DC, | hope they enjoy 
their trip, and | am confident that their experi- 
ences here will give them a greater insight 
and appreciation for our democracy. 


TRIBUTE TO OUR NATION'S 
NURSES 


HON. DEAN A. GALLO 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. GALLO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate our Nation's nurses for their out- 
standing work and dedication in providing care 
to the sick. 

As a result of being on the front lines of 
treating medical conditions, while also per- 
forming most of the required administrative du- 
ties in providing that care, nurses are in a 
unique position to understanding the system. 
In fact, | don't think there is any other health 
care profession that is as exposed to the intri- 
cacies of providing health care as nurses are. 

The nursing profession faces imminent 
change as Congress moves forward with re- 
form, and they are facing many new chal- 
lenges in today's ever-changing medical tech- 
nology. More than ever before, nurses are 
playing an important role in expanding quality 
care while our expectations of them rise. 

Even under the strain of health care reform, 
austere budgets, rapid change in technology, 
inadequate pay, and a shortage of nurses, 
they continue to carry out their responsibilities 
of protecting their clients and maintaining pub- 
lic trust like no other group of professionals. 
Few people truly understand the important 
service nurses provides in keeping our com- 
munities together. 

| urge my colleagues to listen closely to 
what they have to say. These are the care 
givers who are on the front lines of the sys- 
tem, and they are keenly aware of what needs 
to be done to improve the quality of care in 
this country. 

In my health care advisory group ! have two 
nurses—Ms. Golden Bethune and Ms. Muriel 
Shore. They have been indispensable to me in 
keeping me informed of concerns of their col- 
leagues and their patients, and | hear them. | 
appreciate having the honor of working with 
them, and | am proud that they are active 
members of New Jersey's District 11. 

Mr. Speaker, | salute our Nation's nurses. 
They deserve our support, our gratitude, and 
our respect. 


ANDREW A. ATHENS HONORED 
FOR LIFETIME OF SERVICE TO 
COMMUNITY AND COUNTRY 


HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 
OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 12, 1994 
Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to bring to the attention of my colleagues an 
important event which will take place in my 
district this Saturday, May 14. That evening, 
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the Pancyprian Association will honor Mr. An- 
drew A. Athens for his lifetime of service to 
community and country. 

Mr. Speaker, no tribute could be more de- 
served. Andrew's leadership and drive have 
benefited every cause to which he has lent his 
hand. All those whom he has touched have 
profited by his example and his generosity. 

Andrew is a decorated United States vet- 
eran, who served with distinction as an Army 
Captain in World War Il and as a liaison offi- 
cer with the Belgian Government. He was 
awarded a Bronze Star Medal for his extraor- 
dinary and meritorious service during the 
Egypt-Libya campaign and an Army Com- 
mendation Ribbon for the European campaign. 

After the war, Andrew embarked on a highly 
successful business career. As a cofounder of 
Metron Steel Corp., Andrew served as its 
President and CEO from 1950 to 1991. Under 
his four decades of leadership, Metron Steel 
prospered pray 

Andrew spent his adult life working on 
behalf of those less fortunate than he. And 
what makes him such a great American is the 
fact that despite his considerable success, he 
has never forgotten his roots; he has never 
tired in his efforts to preserve the distinct val- 
ues and heritage of his ancestors. 

In particular, Andrew has given so much to 
the cause of a free Cyprus. He is a trustee for 
Cyprus Relief Fund of America, the Cyprus 
Children's Fund, and the Makarios Scholarship 
Fund. And in 1974, Andrew founded the Unit- 
ed Hellenic American Congress, for which he 
continues to serve as national chairman. 

Andrew's considerable achievements are 
well known to all. He has been honored both 
by President Spyros Kyprianou and President 
George Vasiliou of the Republican of Cyprus 
in 1986 and 1988 respectively. He has been 
decorated by the governments of Greece and 
Belgium, honored by his Beatitude Archbishop 
Chrysostomos of Cyprus, and received many 
other awards, too numerous to mention here. 

Andrew has also always supported the 
Greek Orthodox Church with his whole heart. 
His service as Chairman of Leadership 100 is 
yet another example of his total devotion to 
the Church. No one who knows Andrew has 
any doubt that this group will reach its stated 
goal of raising $50 million for an endowment 
fund for the perpetuation of Orthodoxy in 
America. In addition, Andrew served as Na- 
tional Chairman of the National Tribute to 
Greek Orthodoxy commemorating the 25th 
Anniversary of the Enthronement and honoring 
his Eminence Archbishop lakovos as Primate 
of the Greek Orthodox Church in the Ameri- 
cas. In recognition of his efforts, Andrew has 
been awarded the Athenagoran Human Rights 
Award by the Order of St. Andrew and the 
Bronze Medal, order of St. Innocent, Apostle 
of America by the Holy Synod of Bishops of 
the Orthodox Church in America. 

Andrew was also a co-founder of the Hel- 
lenic American Chamber of Commerce, U.S.A. 
Inc. in 1991. With Andrew as Chairman of the 
Board since its creation, this effective organi- 
zation has promoted trade and investment op- 
portunities between the United States and 
Greece. Indeed, the American Hellenic Cham- 
ber of Commerce is the only American organi- 
zation recognized by the Greek Government 
as an official liaison between the United 
States and Greece. 
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Andrew's work as a statesman promoting 
warm relations between the United States and 
Greece was recognized when he was named 
as a member of the Presidential Delegation in 
October of 1991 at the funeral service for Pa- 
triarch Dimitrios | in Constantinople. 

And just over a year ago, Andrew received 
the great honor of being awarded the National 
Ethnic Coalition Organizations for representing 
the essence of the American way of life. 

Mr. Speaker, Andrew Athens should stand 
as an example to us all. His dedication and 
leadership have enriched our country and the 
world immeasurably. That’s why | am proud to 
count him as a personal friend, and why | 
would like my colleagues to join me and the 
Pancyprian Association in honoring Andrew 
Athens for his lifetime of service. 


TRIBUTE TO KENNETH BISHOP 
HON. MARCY KAPTUR 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege 
to stand today in recognition of an outstanding 
educator and administrator from Ohio's ninth 
district. On August 1, 1994, Mr. Kenneth E. 
Bishop, superintendent of the Washington 
Local School System will retire. | am honored 
to focus national attention today on his career 
and commitment to young people in my com- 
munity. 

Mr. Bishop's outstanding leadership has 
provided one of the largest school districts of 
Northwest Ohio a reputation for top-rate edu- 
cation and efficient management. For exam- 
ple, he is credited with operating the district on 
the second-lowest school tax rate in Lucas 


County. 

The Superintendent entered the public edu- 
cation system as a teacher in Middletown, OH 
in 1958. He joined the staff of Washington 
Local as treasurer in 1969 and earned a rep- 
utation as an outstanding leader which 
brought about his unanimous appointment as 
superintendent in 1978. Since that time, Mr. 
Bishop has reorganized the administrative 
staff of Washington Local without adding per- 
sonnel, placing greater emphasis on curricu- 
lum development and monitoring. One recently 
developed program is the Proficiency Summit 
which convened last year to increase ninth 
grade proficiency test scores. The results are 
incredible! Test scores have risen by 51 per- 
cent, an achievement everyone should ap- 
plaud. 

After receiving his Bachelors degree in 
1958 from Wilmington College, Mr. Bishop 
continued his education by receiving a Master 
of Education degree from Xavier University in 
1964 and his specialist degree in 1980 from 
the University of Toledo. He has participated 
in numerous professional organizations and 
community activities, including the Board of 
Community Relations, the American Associa- 
tion of School Administrators, Christ Pres- 
byterian Church and the Old Newsboys. He 
has also held leadership positions in the Ohio 
Association of School Business Officials and 
the Trilby Rotary Club of West Toledo. He and 
his wife have raised two children and are the 
proud grandparents of four grandchildren. 
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Mr. Bishop plans to explore other exciting 
professional opportunities after a lifetime of 
dedication to the public education. He has set 
an example by which we should all learn. | 
ask my colleagues to join me in showing the 
gratitude and respect this man deserves. 


IN HONOR OF GIGI STENGARD 
HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, today | would like 
to take a few minutes to recognize Gigi 
Stengard's distinguished career of service to 
the people of the tri-cities of Union City, Fre- 
mont, and Newark, CA. 

Gigi, a native of Sweden, came to the Unit- 
ed States with her husband 22 years ago. She 
is a graduate of Upsala University in Sweden, 

University in Great Britain, and the 
University of Chicago. She began serving the 
people of our community 7 years ago when 
she moved to the East Bay with her husband 
and five children. 

She quickly became active in local affairs, 
assisting in the projects of the Fremont Sym- 
phony, the Olive Hyde art guild, LOV Newark, 
and the Union City chamber of commerce 
among others. A year later, she founded Tri- 
City Tidings, a community magazine highlight- 
ing local events. She established and orga- 
nized the first Tri-Cities Treats, an annual 
community food fair which raises considerable 
funds for local charities. 

Gigi is the founding member of the Tri-Cities 
Scandinavian club, which holds free concerts 
performed by groups of Swedish musicians. 
Over 10,000 school children have been en- 
riched by these events over the last few years. 

This month, much to our remorse, The 
Stengards will be moving from the Bay area to 
their retirement home in Florida. On May 15, 
1994, Gigi will be honored at a Tri-Cities 
Treats event. Mr. Speaker, Gigi Stengard will 
be sorely missed by all of her colleagues in 
community service and the countless East Bay 
citizens who have benefited from her dedica- 
tion and friendship. | wish her much happiness 
and success in all her future endeavors. 


GOOD SAMARITAN 
HON. RICHARD E. NFAL 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, 
today | would like to honor a woman who has 
dedicated her life to public service and toward 
the betterment of her community. That woman 
is Mary Douglas of Springfield, MA and her 
story is one that exemplifies the American val- 
ues of perseverance and dedication. She 
overcame great adversity in order to become 
a civic leader and to stand up for the issues 
she held dear. Her faith in her religion and her 
dedication to the ideals in which she believed 
are characteristics that exemplify the American 
spirit. 
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Mrs. Douglas was born on October 28, 1919 
in Saint Albans, VT to Charles and Claira 
Brace. Mr. Brace, an elevator operator, had 
five children, all girls, of which Mary was the 
oldest. At the age of 19 Mary married Harry 
Douglas and together they had one son, 
Charles Harry Douglas. Today she has two 
grandchildren, Douggie and Debbie, and two 
great-grandsons. Her true labor of love was to 
be a nurse, but unfortunately she was never 
able to achieve this goal. In order to support 
her family she took a job at the Bosch Factory 
in Springfield, but an on-the-job injury forced 
her to leave the factory after 2 years. Not will- 
ing to leave the work force, Mrs. Douglas per- 
severed and was a waitress for many years at 
numerous Springfield area establishments. 

There have always been two constants in 
Mary Douglas' life, politics and religion. Quite 
frankly, she is a leader, and she used her 
leadership skills to influence the political world 
around her. She worked on numerous city, 
State, and national political campaigns, and pi- 
oneered local senior politics by founding the 
Tri-Towers council and serving as a dedicated 
representative of the Silver Hair Legislature. A 
faithful parishioner of Sacred Heart Parish in 
Springfield, religion is never far from Mrs. 
Douglas' mind. Her deep piety is displayed in 
the fact that she has a self-made shrine in her 
bedroom. 

Mary Douglas defied the odds. Her perse- 
verance and dedication allowed her to rise up 
from meager beginnings to become a local 
leader. She overcame injury and hardship to 
become a spokesperson for seniors' rights, 
someone who stood up for her beliefs and for 
the beliefs of her friends. One can often hear 
her say, "If you need me call me," and "The 
phone doesn't stop ringing." She is a pillar of 
her community, and her story should be an in- 
spiration to all. 


NATIONAL LABORATORY 
EMPLOYEES INCENTIVE 


HON. BILL RICHARDSON 


OF NEW MEXICO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to introduce legislation to provide a re- 
tirement incentive to national laboratory em- 
ployees who are members of the Public Em- 
ployees Retirement System [PERS] of Califor- 
nia. 

These 450 men and women have each 
given over 30 years of service to the Depart- 
ment of Energy [DOE] and yet they were not 
offered a retirement incentive when DOE 
began downsizing staff at national laboratories 
administrated by the University of California. 

The DOE funds three national laboratories 
through the University of California. From 
1940 until October 1, 1961, national laboratory 
employees enrolled in the PERS of California. 
In 1961, the University of California estab- 
lished its own retirement system. As a result, 
employees hired at the national laboratories 
after October 1, 1961, were enrolled in the 
University of California Retirement Program 
(UCRP). When the University of California es- 
tablished the new retirement system, national 
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laboratory employees were given the option to 
transfer to the UCRP or remain with the 
PERS. Most chose to stay with the PERS be- 
cause they had already accrued benefits in 
that system. 

In 1993 when DOE began downsizing, na- 
tional laboratory employees with UCRP were 
offered a retirement incentive package that 
added three years to retirement age, three 
years service credit, and three months pay. 
National laboratory employees with the PERS 
were not offered any incentive. The result of 
the University of California's decision to offer 
retirement incentive only to employees with 
UCRP was discriminatory against the most 
senior employees at the labs who were with 
the PERS of California. 

As with any retirement incentive, this bill 
would have initial costs, but would generate 
millions of dollars in salary savings each year 
thereafter. For an initial investment of $14 mil- 
lion we could achieve $32 million in national 
laboratory salaries in the first year alone. 

| urge my colleagues to join me in support- 
ing this legislation which brings both equality 
and savings to the scientists and employees 
of our national laboratories. 


RECOGNIZING THE PASSING OF 
LEONARD CERCONE 


HON. JOE KNOLLENBERG 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, on Sat- 
urday, April 23, the teachers and students of 
Covington Middle School lost a teacher, a col- 
league, and a friend. 

Li Cercone gave 33 years of his life 
to the teaching of students, but to truly quan- 
tify his gifts, by any measure, is impossible. 
This is clear listening to the words of devotion 
from his past and present students. 

Surely, this was a teacher who knew that 
the only limits for young minds are their own 
boundless imaginations. 

He realized that teaching is more than a 
profession. He knew that he and his col- 
leagues were helping sow the seeds for our 
future—our children. 

Here are some quotes from his students: 

He had high expectations for us and we 
tried not to disappoint him. 

He had a presence that inspired you to do 
anything. 

Mr. Speaker, | believe that Mr. Leonard 
Cercone made a real difference. And | am 
sure that his hopes and dreams will not only 
live on with his family, but blossom in his stu- 
dents. 


TRIBUTE TO EMPLOYEES AT 
AUDIE L. MURPHY MEMORIAL 
VETERANS HOSPITAL IN SAN 
ANTONIO, TX 


HON. FRANK TEJEDA 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. TEJEDA. Mr. Speaker, | received a let- 
ter from a Vietnam veteran, Gary F. Thomas, 
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who was recently a patient for three months at 
Audie L. Murphy Memorial Veterans Hospital 
in San Antonio, TX. Mr. Thomas wanted to 
thank the wonderful staff of Audie Murphy 
Hospital for the excellent care he received and 
for their concern for the welfare of veterans. 
Mr. Thomas' letter is the exact message we 
need to spread regarding the quality and na- 
ture of care veterans receive at VA medical fa- 
cilities. We should remember to praise more 
often the dedicated VA employees who pro- 
vide high quality care to our Nation's veterans. 


Mr. Speaker, | am inserting into the RECORD 
Mr. Thomas' letter to Mr. Jose Coronado, Di- 
rector of Audie L. Murphy Memorial Veterans 
Hospital: 

BROTHERHOOD OF 
VIETNAM VETERANS, INC., 
Houston, TX, April 12, 1994. 
Mr. JosE CORONADO, 
Director, Audie Murphy Hospital, San Antonio, 
TX. 


DEAR MR. CORONADO: I am sorry that I was 
not able to see and Thank You personally for 
the care that I received as a patient from 
your kind and caring staff and the hundreds 
of other veterans who are being treated at 
Audie Murphy Hospital. 


Sir, as the former president and one of the 
founders of the Brotherhood of Vietnam Vet- 
erans and now the President Emeritus, I be- 
lieve that you are one of the top hospital ad- 
ministrators in the country. I base this 
statement on the fact that along with being 
& Veteran Leader and advocate for Veterans 
care, I am a retired lst Sgt, and a combat 
veteran, who has spent many months in the 
military, VA and private hospitals across the 
country, checking on the treatment Veter- 
ans are receiving. 


Mr. Coronado, I would hope you would pass 
on my Thanks to your staff and all the hos- 
pital employees for a job well done. Special 
Thanks goes to Mr. Frank Hopper, Asst. 
Chief of MAS for his care of his fellow veter- 
ans and in seeing that their administrative 
needs were handled in a professional manner. 
Also, to Nurse Supervisor Jackie Reeves, one 
of the top nurses in the country, to Dr. Greg- 
ory Powell, who never gave up on me and 
now I can get up on a walker and stand after 
& year in a wheelchair. To my caring Thera- 
pists Clyde Newman and Peggy Guiberteau. 
These are the most caring and professional 
people a veteran could ever pray for. 


Special Thanks also to Dr. Plunkett and 
Dr. Negavon who supervised my care along 
with Dr. Goldstein. 


Again, Audie Murphy is one of the cleanest 
hospitals and best run in the country from 
top to bottom basement, to the 7th floor 
your staffs dedication is a reflection of your 
leadership. 


I wish during my 3 month stay, I could 
have recorded the statements from the pa- 
tients who were recovering and telling me of 
their excellent care. 


I want you all to know that your efforts 
have not gone unnoticed and that a copy of 
this letter.is being sent to President Clinton 
and members of Congress so they can see the 
fine job that is being done by the employees 
of the Audie Murphy Hospital. 


May God Bless you all and watch over you 
in your every day caring for America's Vet- 
erans. 

GARY F THOMAS, 
President Emeritus. 
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SALUTE TO PHILADELPHIA 
MAGAZINE 


HON. THOMAS M. FOGLIETTA 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Speaker, | rise on this 
occasion to salute Philadelphia magazine, win- 
ner of the 1994 National Magazine Award in 
the "public interest" category. The National 
Magazine Awards are the most prestigious 
awards in the magazine business, and to suc- 
ceed in such a competitive field is true testi- 
mony to their tremendous accomplishments. 
Philadelphia has now won one 2 years in a 
row. 

The public interest award is given “for arti- 
cles that are outstanding examples of analyt- 
ical or expository journalism that bring excep- 
tional clarity, interpretation, and insight to their 
subject.” The winning article, entitled “Less 
Than One Percent,” was written by Stephen 
Fried and chronicled the long-term neuro- 
logical damage suffered by his wife after tak- 
ing a single dosage of the antibiotic Floxin. To 
quote the judges of the competition: 

Fried eloquently described their personal 
struggle, but he didn’t stop there. In this 
model of public interest reporting, he uncov- 
ered the flawed system by which drugs are 
approved, marketed, and dispensed. This 
well-documented piece is a clarion call for 
greater responsibility by drug manufactur- 
ers, Government regulators, and physicians. 
Readers of this article will never again take 
prescription drugs with the same non- 
chalance as before. 

Mr. Speaker, | join with the Philadelphia 
community in congratulating Stephen Fried 
and the rest of Philadelphia magazine on this, 
their most recent of many National Magazine 
Awards. 


TRIBUTE TO ANDREW N. 
DESLAURIER 


HON. JACK REED 


OF RHODE ISLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to sa- 
lute a distinguished young man from Rhode 
Island who has attained the rank of Eagle 
Scout in the Boy Scouts of America. He is An- 
drew N. Deslaurier of Troop 15 in Charles- 
town, RI and he is honored this week for his 
noteworthy achievement. 

Not every young American who joins the 
Boy Scouts earns the prestigious Eagle Scout 
Award. In fact, only 2.5 percent of all Boy 
Scouts do. To earn the award, a Boy Scout 
must fulfill requirements in the areas of leader- 
ship, service, and outdoor skills. He must earn 
21 Merit Badges, 11 of which are required 
from areas such as citizenship in the commu- 
nity, citizenship in the Nation, citizenship in the 
world, safety, environmental science, and first 
aid. 
As he progresses through the Boy Scout 
ranks, a Scout must demonstrate participation 
in increasingly more responsible service 
projects. He must also demonstrate leadership 
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Skills by holding one or more specific youth 
leadership positions in his patrol and/or troop. 
This young man has distinguished himself in 
accordance with these criteria. 

For his Eagle Scout project, Andrew worked 
with the Charlestown Naval Airfield Memorial 
Committee in erecting a monument at Ninigret 
Park honoring the 59 Naval airmen who died 
in the service of their country whole training 
for the first Night Fighting Squadrons during 
World War Il. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask you and my colleagues 
to join me in saluting Eagle Scout Andrew N. 
Deslaurier. In turn, we must duly recognize the 
Boy Scouts of America for establishing the 
Eagle Scout Award and the strenuous criteria 
its aspirants must meet. This program has 
through its 80 years honed and enhanced the 
leadership skills and commitment to public 
service of many outstanding Americans, 24 of 
whom now serve in the House. 

It is my sincere belief that Andrew N. 
Deslaurier will continue his public service and 
in so doing will further distinguish himself and 
consequently better his community. | join 
friends, colleagues, and family who this week 
salute him. 


HONORING THE COURAGE OF SURI 
FELDMAN 


HON. JERROLD NADLER 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor a very courageous young woman from 
Boro Park and the many dedicated people 
who carried out a massive and ultimately suc- 
cessful search for her. 

On a recent school trip Suri Feldman and 
her classmates stopped to tour a park in Con- 
necticut near the Massachusetts border. Suri 
became separated from her classmates and 
was missing in the park for the better part of 
two days while a search for her ensued. 

During this period of time Suri showed great 
courage and resourcefulness. She rationed 
the food and juice that she had, found protec- 
tive shelter at night and attempted to signal 
helicopters with the flash from her camera. 
Happily Suri was found Friday morning May 6 
in remarkably good shape. | want the other 
members of this House to understand just how 
remarkable Suri's resourcefulness and suc- 
cess in surviving this ordeal really were. Suri 
is from Brooklyn and a stranger to the art of 
surviving in the forests. 

The devout community Suri comes from, 
and pious life she has been raised to live, 
were, no doubt, important elements in her abil- 
ity to meet this great test. | know that she was 
in the thoughts and prayers of every member 
of our community the entire time she was 
missing and that she drew on her own faith 
during the ordeal. 

| would also like to commend the efforts of 
the countless people involved in the search to 
find Suri, and thank Rabbi Morris Shmidman 
and Rabbi Bernard Freilich of the Council of 
Jewish Organizations of Boro Park for their 
tireless efforts to bring Suri home safely. | am 
proud to represent these fine people and this 
wonderful community. 
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RUSSIAN RIVER FISHERIES AND 
RIVERBED RESTORATION ACT 


HON. DAN HAMBURG 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. HAMBURG. Mr. Speaker, the Russian 
River Fisheries and Riverbed Restoration Act 
which | am introducing today along with Con- 
gresswoman WOOLSEY, is a necessary step in 
the process of restoring this once famous river 
to a healthy condition. Í 

The Russian River flows from its head- 
waters in Mendocino County through Sonoma 
County to the ocean. Its once abundant runs 
of steelhead and salmon are severely de- 
pleted due to the actions of humans. Its main 
channel has downcut and degraded in a fash- 
ion that threatens bridges and other manmade 
structures, as well as the health of the river 
system. 

A primary cause of this degradation was the 
building of dams by the Federal Government. 
A dam was built at Coyote Valley on one fork 
of the river with no thought for the fish popu- 
lations which spawned upstream. A second 
dam was constructed at Warm Springs without 
sufficient mitigation for loss of habitat. 

Timber harvesting, gravel mining, agricul- 
tural uses, road building, and urban encroach- 
ment have contributed significantly to prob- 
lems in the river but a new awareness among 
the citizens of the Russian River Basin makes 
an improvement in the health of the river pos- 
sible at this time. 

The Russian River Fisheries and Riverbed 
Restoration Act will authorize funds to begin 
badly needed restoration efforts in the tribu- 
taries where experts agree the critical need 
exists. This restoration will essentially create 
natural steelhead nurseries in the streams, ac- 
cording to a plan being develop by the Califor- 
nia Department of Fish and Game. In an ex- 
ample of intergovernmental cooperation, the 
bill will provide funds if necessary to help com- 
plete the plan currently being prepared by the 
State of California. The Soil Conservation 
Service will administer the funds, working with 
willing landowners, and the Department of 
Fish and Game. 

The health of the main channel of the river 
is also important to fish and other wildlife, as 
well as the people who live along its banks. 
As a result of human intervention, the river 
has downcut into one deep channel as op- 
posed to its former more meandering course. 
The California State Coastal Conservancy has 
appointed task forces to study this problem 
and is producing a resource enhancement and 
restoration plan for the main stem of the Rus- 
sian River. Funds will be provided by this act 
of construct a pilot project to carry out the rec- 
ommendations developed by the Coastal Con- 
servancy task forces in Mendocino and 
Sonoma Counties. 

We will never restore this river to its natural 
condition. But with thoughtful effort and co- 
operation between those who share the vision 
of a healthy river, we can reinvigorate it and 
return its once plentiful populations of salmon 
and steelhead. 
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CONGRESS INSIDE OUT 


HON. MICHAEL G. OXLEY 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, | recommend to 
the attention of Members the following column 
by respected Congress watcher, Norm 
Ornstein, concerning the futility of efforts to 
appease Congress-bashers with lobbying re- 
form legislation: 

[From Roll Call, May 12, 1994] 
CONGRESS INSIDE OUT 
(By Norman J. Ornstein) 


LOBBYING REFORM: GIFT HORSE LOOKS BACK AT 
MEMBERS 


It is hard to look at Congress's long strug- 
gle with lobbying and gift reform without re- 
lief being tempered by a mixture of uneasi- 
ness and frustration. 

There is at this point no doubt that sweep- 
ing reform will in fact sail through Congress 
(although it may not be sweeping enough for 
some). There should be some satisfaction in 
that accomplishment. There is a lot that's 
good in this bill. Lobbying disclosure and 
registration reform is long overdue, and the 
hard and constructive work done by law- 
makers like Sen. Carl Levin (D-Mich) is fi- 
nally paying off on this issue. Levin deserves 
particular kudos for persevering despite vi- 
cious and outrageously unfair criticism last 
year from Common Cause and the New York 
Times. 

But gift "reform" is no cause for rejoicing. 
No question, Members are responding to the 
clamor for drastic change pushed by Com- 
mon Cause, the Times, and the Washington 
Post. But there is also no doubt that passage 
of this new ethics law will barely—if at all— 
mute the drumbeat of criticism from public 
interest groups and editorial pages about the 
influence of special interests on Congress. 

The direct mail appeals for funds from the 
public interest groups and the fiery news- 
paper editorials and snide television inves- 
tigative reports will be back next year, all 
harshly decrying the corruptness of law- 
makers and their ties to various and sundry 
lobbyists, companies, and moneyed interests. 

That prediction was easy to make the last 
time we moved for sweeping change—when 
the goal was elimination of all honoraria 
paid to Members and staff for speeches—and 
it is just as easy to make now. 

The recognition that Congress will be 
damned no matter what it does should be no 
deterrent to action if reform would genu- 
inely clean up a corrupt system. 

But I do not believe that will happen—and 
neither, deep down, do most Members. 
Chances are, if gift reform were considered 
by a secret ballot vote, it would fail by a 
wide margin—and not because most Members 
revel in their outrageous perks, are addicted 
to gifts and trips, are themselves corrupt, or 
are willfully casting a blind eye to corrup- 
tion. 

Instead, most lawmakers would truthfully 
answer the following questions the same way 
Ido. 

Are lawmakers bought by lunches and din- 
ners paid for by lobbyists? The answer is no. 
Do their votes change because of gifts prof- 
fered by lobbyists, or golf and tennis junkets 
underwritten by them? No again. 

Will the lobbyists’ access, or the friendly 
relationships they have with Members, 
change materially with the elimination of 
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gifts, trips, and other gratuities? No, yet 
again. 

Members have not developed friendships 
with lobbyists so that they can cadge free 
meals, receive lavish gifts, or take trips to 
nice places. Friendships develop because of 
like-minded interests and workplace con- 
tacts, as they do in most professions and 
areas of life. With few exceptions, that won't 
change. Professional relationships develop 
because of mutual needs; Members need lob- 
byists for information, political intelligence, 
support, and muscle on issues they care 
about, or coalition-building glue, as lobby- 
ists need Members for all of the above and 
for votes. 

There are, to be sure, cases of 
backscratching—or powerful lawmakers 
doing favors for their lobbyist friends, 
through a word here or an amendment there 
in a piece of legislation. It has ever been so. 
Some of it is the inevitable byproduct of the 
kind of logrolling often necessary to build 
coalitions. Some of it is more insidious and 
invidious. But only the most naive of reform- 
ers truly believe that either kind of back- 
scratching will be stopped or even slowed by 
eliminating gifts and junkets. 

So if the problem is not real impropriety, 
what is it? It is the appearance of impropri- 
ety and conflict. That appearance has been 
dramatized in recent years by the hit-and- 
run journalism of Hard Copy," Inside Edi- 
tion," and especially “Prime Time Live," 
with its hidden cameras showing solons ca- 
vorting in the ocean or on the fairway, and 
by the inflammatory rhetoric of outside re- 
formist interest groups. 

In a climate of widespread vilification of 
Congress, with “PrimeTime Live” thriving 
on its junket-a-week lineup, there is prob- 
ably no way to counter the charge or the im- 
pression, or to keep it from damaging still 
further the reputation of the institution. 

The case for passing tough gift reform, 
then, is this: Even if Members are doing 
nothing wrong, the image of them cavorting 
in luxurious surroundings with those paid to 
influence legislation is the wrong one to send 
to the nation. 

If only reform would erase that image 
but it will not. Does anybody really believe 
that Common Cause will rejoice in the bill's 
passage—and then turn around and change 
its direct mail to praise Congress and its 
Members? Or that ‘PrimeTime Live" will 
turn its focus from its winning formula of 
government-bashing and Congressional ex- 
cess to something less pseudo-populist? 

If this appearance of conflict is removed, 
these creative people will find another one. 
Of course, what I am saying is heresy. No 
Member in hís or her right mind will make 
this case. And in fact, it is just as easy to 
concede on this issue. After all, the loss of 
meals, trinkets, and trips is not some deep 
disaster. Members can afford to pick up their 
own checks, buy their own presents, and 
take their own vacations. 

So what's the big deal—why not just give 
in, and declare victory? 

That is just what most lawmakers will do. 
But as they do, some things need to be said 
and considered in the aftermath of the votes. 
First, this act will be another in a long se- 
ries of steps that demean, rather than enno- 
ble, public service. Ironically, the very act of 
reform says. We're guilty." Outlaw gifts, 
meals, and trips, and you say, We have been 
bought by gifts, meals, and trips.” 

Beyond that, gift reform is simply another 
step in the process of chipping away every 
positive element of Congressional life, in- 
cluding every perquisite that is common- 


May 12, 1994 


place among mid-level professionals in the 
private sector. Of course, public service is 
different, and requires different standards. 
But when do we realize that we have passed 
the point where we are actually improving 
ethics, and are simply creating more and 
more reasons for accomplished individuals 
who have led interesting and variegated lives 
to avoid public services, especially service in 
Congress? 

It also needs to be said that the over- 
whelming bulk of the charges made about 
Congress in the junket and speech business is 
hypocritical and unfair. Lawmakers do go to 
charity events and to association or corpora- 
tion meetings, which are often, indeed usu- 
ally, in nice places at beautiful resorts. They 
can receive no honoraria for their speeches, 
but they do often get a few days in the sun 
in return for their appearances and talks. 

Big deal. So do I, and so do most of the 
journalists and public interest representa- 
tives who condemn the practice. We get 
something in return for giving up precious 
time taken away from other important re- 
sponsibilities. In fact, we get a whole lot 
more than Members do. Having some incen- 
tive for & busy person to spend time with a 
group giving a speech is perfectly reason- 
able—for us and for them. If there is an ap- 
pearance of conflict for a Member of Con- 
gress, why is there no appearance of conflict 
for others who make their living writing 
about or interpreting policy or legislation? 

Members of Congress are in demand to 
speak to groups. They should be—they know 
a lot about the key issues shaping everyone's 
future, they are articulate, and their per- 
spectives are valuable to groups of all sorts. 
Spend a day with a Member and you will 
learn what busy and overcommitted means. 

But most commentators start automati- 
cally with the assumption that the only rea- 
son any group would ask a Member to speak 
to it would be to buy influence, and the only 
reason & Member would speak to a group 
would be to sell his or her influence. Hono- 
raria were banned to avoid such corruption 
(or the appearance of it); now, the charge is 
that Members are eager to sell their influ- 
ence not for some pieces of silver, but for a 
little golf, sun, and leisure. 

They don't do so any more than the rest of 
us out on the lecture circuit, including not 
just Diane Sawyer and Sam Donaldson, but 
also Ralph Nader and Rush Limbaugh. After 
reform, the appearances of lawmakers, and 
with them appearance of conflict, will be 
gone—but so will the enlightenment and ex- 
change of views that come with it. 


INTRODUCTION OF THE CONSOLI- 
DATED AND REFORMED  EDU- 
CATION, EMPLOYMENT, AND RE- 
TRAINING SYSTEMS CAREERS 
ACT 


HON. WILLIAM F. GOODLING 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, at a time 
when the skills levels of the American 
workforce are more important than ever before 
to U.S. competitiveness, this country's pro- 
grams designed to prepare its workers are se- 
riously fragmented and duplicative. Because 
education and training programs have been 
developed independently over many years, 
there is no national strategy for a coherent 


May 12, 1994 


workforce preparation and development sys- 
tem. As everyone knows by now, the U.S. 
General Accounting Office [GAO] recently 
identified 154 different Federal programs, to- 
taling $24 billion administered by 14 different 
agencies, which offer some form of job train- 
ing and/or employment assistance to high 
school and out-of-school youth, and to adults 
in the United States. A major focus of any re- 
form effort undertaken by the Congress in this 
area must be to eliminate unnecessary dupli- 
cation and fragmentation in these systems, 
and at the same time, provide States and lo- 
calities with the flexibility needed to build on 
successful existing programs and initiate 
change where appropriate. 

Today a number of my colleagues and | are 
introducing the Consolidated and Reformed 
Education, Employment, and Retraining Sys- 
tems [CAREERS] Act, a multi-tiered job train- 
ing reform effort. This legislation achieves re- 
form in four ways: It streamlines workforce 
preparation programs at the Federal level 
through consolidation of similar programs; pro- 
vides flexibility needed by States and local 
areas to further reform State and local sys- 
tems—building on existing successful pro- 
grams, and encouraging change where such 
change is needed; requires the National Com- 
mission for Employment Policy to study and 
make recommendations for further reforms 
and consolidation, where appropriate, in U.S. 
workforce preparation programs within 1 year 
of the date of enactment; and through elimi- 
nation of programs that have been found to be 
ineffective, or having outlived their usefulness 
or original intent, potentially achieves savings 
of $1.4 billion per year—or $7 billion over 5 


ears. 

7 The CAREERS Act builds very closely on 
legislation that Rep. Gunderson and |, along 
with other Education and Labor Committee 
Republicans introduced last year, H.R. 2943, 
the “National Workforce Preparation and De- 
velopment Act.” However, the legislation we 
are introducing today contains a significant ad- 
dition—a new title devoted solely to the con- 
solidation of Federal job training programs. 

Specifically, the CAREERS Act consolidates 
86 Federal education and training programs, 
as listed by the GAO, into 7 blocked systems 
to States—while preserving basic services to 
individuals currently served. Consolidated pro- 
grams under this proposal include the follow- 
ing block grant systems: an Adult Education 
and Literacy Block Grant; a Vocational Edu- 
cation Block Grant; a Vocational Rehabilitation 
Block Grant; an Adult Employment and Train- 
ing System which includes blocked programs 
for Disadvantaged Adults, Dislocated Workers, 
Veterans, and the JOBS program, with en- 
couragement to States and local providers to 
combine funds, planning and reporting activi- 
ties, and to establish service delivery at the 
local level through one-stop centers; a Youth 
Employment and Training Block Grant pro- 
gram; a migrant and seasonal farmworkers 
employment and training block grant program; 
and a Native American Employment and 
Training Block Grant program. 

While we significantly alter the way Federal 
programs are driven to States and local 
areas—we were very careful to create consoli- 
dated block grants that continue to target pop- 
ulations in need of education, training and em- 
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ployment services. In fact, while we repeal nu- 
merous provisions of law that make up the 
current maze of Federal training programs, in 
nearly all cases, we anticipate that States will 
continue to provide these services to eligible 
individuals. For example, while providing 
States and localities with additional flexibility in 
determining priorities through the elimination 
of specific set asides, we require States or 
local areas to continue providing services for 
displaced homemakers, veterans, and older 
workers, to name a few. By consolidating 86 
various programs of education, training and 
employment services, we reduce confusion for 
individuals on what programs and services are 
available to them—and reduce administrative 
costs and burdens thus allowing more money 
to be spent on actual service delivery. 

The CAREERS Act does not stop with Fed- 
eral consolidation however. Through encour- 
aging States and local areas to develop 
workforce preparation systems built on the 
concept of "one-stop-shopping", we create a 
system that is much more "user friendly." 
States and local areas wishing to participate in 
reform efforts under this legislation would be 
provided waiver authority, simplified reporting 
and planning requirements, and funding for 
the establishment of one-stop delivery sys- 
tems based on strategic development of State 
and local workforce preparation strategies 
which at a minimum incorporate programs 
under Vocational Education; Adult Education; 
the Job Training Partnership Act; the JOBS 
Program under Welfare; and the Employment 
Service. 

Local areas electing to participate in this re- 
form effort would form local Workforce Devel- 
opment Boards, similar to Private Industry 
Councils under JTPA, that would be respon- 
sible for development of a comprehensive and 
integrated local workforce preparation sys- 
tem—built upon service delivery through the 
one-stop centers. We continue to provide an 
integral role for local employers in the devel- 
opment of these systems by requiring that a 
majority of the members of local boards be 
representatives of business and industry. We 
also require that the board chair come from 
business. Under the proposal, one-stop job 
centers would be established in each partici- 
pating community that would serve as single 
points of entry into the local workforce system, 
where anyone in the community could go to 
receive assessment, counseling, job informa- 
tion, and referral to appropriate education or 
training programs in the community. Targeted 
populations would continue to be eligible for 
more intensive services. 

As a result of this legislation, over $7 billion 
would potentially be redirected toward deficit 
reduction over 5 years; paperwork required of 
States and localities would be dramatically re- 
duced; and administrative savings would be 
achieved, resulting in higher quality and more 
efficient services provided to an increased 
number of individuals. 

We feel that this legislation represents a 
comprehensive and realistic approach to re- 
form of our nation's programs designed to pre- 
pare American workers. It goes much further 
than the Administrations Reemployment Act 
legislation in the area of consolidation, which: 
Limits Federal program consolidation to only 6 
programs, 8 programs as listed by the GAO, 
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serving dislocated workers; and limits its one- 
stop—or bottom-up reform effort to only pro- 
grams under the jurisdiction of the Department 
of Labor. 

The CAREERS Act is real reform of this Na- 
tion's vast array of job training programs. 


NORTHERN IRELAND AN 
AMERICAN CONCERN 


HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, as co-chairman 
of the ad hoc congressional committee for 
Irish affairs, | am always pleased whenever 
the issue of Northern Ireland is raised in the 
United States. Northern Ireland today is of 
great concern to so many of our countrymen. 

| was, therefore, particularly pleased when 
the Association of the Bar of the City of New 
York, a very prestigious body, hosted a recent 
forum on civil rights in Northern Ireland on 
Monday, April 25, 1994. 

There were four distinguished speakers: 
Lois Whitman, deputy director, Human Rights 
Watch, Helsinki; Martin S. Flaherty, professor, 
Fordham University School of Law; John J. 
Gibbons, Richard J. Hughes professor of con- 
stitutional law, Seton Hall University Law 
School; and Fr. Seán McManus, president, 
Irish National Caucus. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that the text of Fr. 
McManus speech be included in the RECORD 
at this point. It serves as a useful reminder of 
the important and difficult issues in Northern 
Ireland, and the role the United States can 
play in helping to resolve some of these dif- 
ficult questions. 

SPEECH BY FATHER SEÁN MCMANUS 
PRESIDENT, IRISH NATIONAL CAUCUS 

I want to begin by congratulating the As- 
sociation of the Bar for holding this program 
on Northern Ireland. 

U.8. HOLDS KEY TO PEACE 

I believe that the key to peace in Ireland is 
right here in the United States. Left to the 
triangle of Belfast, Dublin and London, peace 
will not come. An outside catalyst is need- 
ed—and it is only appropriate that it be the 
United States. 

AN AMERICAN ISSUE 

Human rights for Northern Ireland is an 
American issue because: (1) international 
human rights is an integral part of American 
foreign policy; (2) because the U.S. has given 
to date 190 million dollars of tax-payer 
money to the International Fund for Ireland; 
and (3) because the U.S. is the single largest 
foreign investor in Northern Ireland. 

There are over 70 U.S. companies doing 
business in Northern Ireland and many of 
them have been automatically caught up in 
the systematic pattern of anti-Catholic dis- 
crimination—and there are billions of U.S. 
dollars invested in those companies. So U.S. 
dollars are subsidizing anti-Catholic dis- 
crimination. 

That is why in 1984 the Irish National Cau- 
cus initiated and launched the MacBride 
Principles—a corporate code of conduct for 
U.S. companies doing business in Northern 
Ireland. (See copies of the Principles.) 

Historically, the U.S. has turned a blind 
eye to human rights violation in Northern 
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Ireland (because the oppressor is England 
and because there are no big oil fields in 
Northern Ireland). Bill Clinton promised to 
change all that. He has taken a few baby 
steps in the right direction, but he has not 
met his promises. 

AN UNDEMOCRATIC STATE 

Since Northern Ireland was created in 1920 
by an Act of the English government, we've 
never had peace in Northern Ireland. 

Northern Ireland was artificially carved 
out from the rest of Ireland for a two-fold 
reason; (1) to ensure a continuation of Eng- 
lish Government rule on the island of Ire- 
land; and (2) to put supporters of the English 
government in a permanent position of su- 
premacy. The Six County area was selected 
on the basis of a sectarian head-count—two 
unionists (Protestants) to one nationalist 
(Catholics). (Unionists are those who want 
union between Northern Ireland and Britain. 
Unionists in general are Protestants; Catho- 
lics in general are nationalists.) 

The Protestants were told in effect by the 
British government: We don't care how you 
rule this part of Ireland, as long as you keep 
it loyal to the English crown.” 

Please understand that had the Catholics 
been Jewish or Black they woulld have been 
treated in exactly the same way. But be- 
cause they were Catholics the oppresstion 
took the form of anti-Catholicism. Had they 
been Jewish or Black the form of oppression 
would have been anit-semitism or anti-Black 
racism. That is why it is a complete mis- 
understanding to see the problem in North- 
ern Ireland as being about religion. 

The English government set up & local par- 
liament in Northern Ireland, called 
Stormont, subordinate in London. From 1921 
to 1972, there was one party rule; Catholics 
couldn't even join the Unionist Party even 
had they wanted. 

The three pillars of this undemocratic set- 
up were: (1) a sectarian (all Protestant) po- 
lice force; (2) repressive legislation; and (3) 
anti-Catholic discrimination. The first 
Prime Minister of Northern Ireland de- 
scribed it accurately when he said it was: “A 
Protestant state for a Protestant people.“ 

But here it is important to realize that 
since Stormont was abolished in 1972, the 
plight of Catholics has not improved. For ex- 
ample in 1978 Catholics were two times more 
likely to be unemployed than Protestants. 
Today Catholics are 214 times more likely to 
be unemployed. 

Northern Ireland is a profoundly divided 
society and that division cannot be healed by 
violence. Violence—state or civilian—injus- 
tice, discrimination, repressive legislation, 
only make the division deeper. As the great 
Martin Luther King said, '"The philosophy of 
an eye for an eye eventually makes all 
blind." 

SIEGE MENTALITY 

In the past 25 years, there has been serious 
self re-examination among nationalists on 
the island of Ireland—and considerable de- 
velopment in their thinking. For example, 
most nationalists agree that despite the 
wrongness of partition, the Protestants must 
not now be forced into a united Ireland. Even 
the IRA accepts that. But while there has 
been a lot of development in the thinking of 
nationalists, there has been no develop- 
ment—not even discussion, among unionists/ 
Protestants. The siege mentality among 
them is all powerful. In the last 25 years, any 
of their leaders who even suggested that 
Catholics should be given & break have been 
forced out or politically ruined. 

The English government historically gave 
blanked support to the Unionists—propping 
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up that apartheid-type system with money, 
tanks, guns, and repressive legislation. But 
in recent years London has been forced to 
change its position. It now realizes that in 
international terms it is simply not in Eng- 
land's interest to be seen to be propping up 
& sectarian, anti-Catholic entity that is no 
longer of any strategic interest. And it has 
started making changes. But the Unionists 
either don't see or don't want to see the 
writing on the wall. They are still shouting 
"No" and "No surrender"—the favorite 
words in their vocabulary. 


In an article in the New Yorker magazine, 
April 25, 1994, David Remnick describes the 
mindset of the Unionists this way: 


In public-relations terms, the Protestants 
are hopeless. Paisley and Molyneaux feel no 
compulsion to soften their language. They 
feel under assault not only from militant re- 
publicans but from all sides: from the 
S.D.L.P., from Dublin, from London, from 
the Pope of Rome. They have no de Klerk, no 
politician who seems capable of breaking the 
old mold. What makes the unionist stand 
even fiercer is the growing sense that the 
British departure from Northern Ireland is 
coming, and soon. Their illusion of perma- 
nence is all but gone.“ 


I urge the Unionists to start breaking the 
old mold" and recognize that the days of 
Protestant supremacy are over—that the 
way forward is not through dominance and 
discrimination, but through equality and 
justice. As an Ulsterman, I can empathize 
with the Protestants’ fears. In fact—on one 
level—I feel sorry for them. It is important 
to understand that one of the motives for 
discrimination is fear. That, of course, does 
not justify it—but we must be aware of it. 
The Protestants fear that because they ran a 
discriminatory state, they will in turn be 
discriminated against if they lose their posi- 
tion of supremacy. 


I urge the Protestants to join with the rest 
of the island of Ireland in the march towards 
equality and democracy; to build a non-sec- 
tarian, pluralist society on the island of Ire- 
land—with liberty and justice for all. 


Unionists are only 18% of the population of 
Ireland and less than 2% that of Britain and 
Ireland. It simply does not make sense that 
they should be able to thwart the wishes and 
progress of so many people. Churchill him- 
self once said (1912), “Half a province cannot 
obstruct forever the reconciliation between 
the British and Irish peoples.“ 


Nationalists for their part must pursue 
their objectives through nonviolence. 


The Irish government must strongly con- 
tinue its search for a solution. It must strike 
a difficult balance. On one hand it must 
make clear that it is not trying to “take 
over the Protestants of Northern Ireland," 
and on the other hand it must make clear 
that it is not selling out the Catholics—be- 
cause, after all, it is the Catholics who have 
historically been the main victims of the in- 
justices in Northern Ireland. 


And finally we in America must keep up 
the pressure on the English government re- 
garding discrimination and human rights 
violations. Because without that pressure, 
nothing will happen * * * and because human 
rights for Northern Ireland is an American 
issue—and is your business. 
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REPEAL PARK TAX CALLED ARMY 
CORPS USER FEE 


HON. BILL EMERSON 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise to make 
my colleagues aware of a situation that will be 
affecting nearly every boater, camper, and 
swimmer beginning this summer at many rec- 
reational facilities across the country operated 
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Today, 
| introduced legislation in this Chamber to re- 
peal all recreational user fees created last 
year by the President's tax/budget plan. | urge 
my colleagues to join me in this fight. 

The way ! see it, this is a wolf in sheep's 
clothing. Budget bureaucrats in the Clinton ad- 
ministration again are using semantics to 
mask their real intentions. Quite clearly, the 
user fee is another onerous tax that's unfair to 
people who have already been taxed once for 
the upkeep and maintenance of our corp's fa- 
cilities; we shouldn't be charged again. 

These are not user fees; they're simply new 
park taxes—$1 per person or $3 per carload 
at the main gate, $25 for a yearly pass, half 
that for senior citizens, and another $2 to use 
a boat ramp. Some might say that a couple of 
bucks here and there isn't much to pay for our 
great outdoors. | must reiterate; we've already 
paid for and we're currently paying for these 
facilities and their day-to-day management. 

Furthermore, ! simply do not believe it is fair 
to try and balance the budget or reduce the 
deficit on the backs of one segment of our 
population, and that's exactly what is happen- 
ing with these new park taxes. Moreover, | be- 
lieve with these user fees going into general 
revenue—not into the Army Corps budget— 
people who want to enjoy the outdoors actu- 
ally will end up footing the bill for new Federal 


spending. 

In closing, l'd like to say that | have heard 
from thousands of people inside and outside 
the Eighth District of Missouri urging the re- 
peal of the user fee provision. Folks have had 
enough of this White House's big government 
digging deeper into their pockets. They need 
tax relief, not added tax burdens. And in a 
state like Missouri where tourism is so impor- 
tant to the economy, the Federal Government 
should not be an obstacle and jeopardize jobs. 


TRIBUTE TO COL. MICHAEL L. 
WARNER 


HON. JIM SAXTON 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, it is a great 
honor and privilege for me to congratulate Col. 
Michael L. Warner as he retires from the U.S. 
Army following 27 years of outstanding military 
service. 

Since September 1992, Colonel Warner has 
been the Commander of Fort Dix, NJ. Prior to 
taking command of this sprawling, multi-fac- 
eted post, Mike served as the installation's 
Chief-of-Staff. During this tenure, Colonel War- 
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ner has been instrumental in transforming Fort 
Dix from the Army's primary entry-level train- 
ing center to a regional Reserve training cen- 
ter. By all accounts, he has achieved unquali- 
fied success in the realignment of this historic 
post, demonstrating intellect, innovation, and a 
keen sensitivity to the concerns of both the 
community and military. 

It was during this time of enormous change 
and heightened community stress that | came 
to know Colonel Warner personally. Our work- 
ing relationship quickly developed into a 
friendship which ! truly value. Colonel Warner 
has always sought what is right for both the 
Army and the local community. For this, Mike, 
his lovely wife June, and their three beautiful 
daughters have become a welcome part of our 
community. We are very pleased that he and 
his family will continue to call our area 
"home." 

A veteran of the Vietnam war, Colonel War- 
ner volunteered to serve his country at a time 
when many of his contemporaries shunned 
military life. Later, he served overseas in 
Korea and Germany during the height of the 
cold war. 

Colonel Warner's devotion to country and 
the Army is evidenced by the awards he has 
so richly earned. These awards include the 
Legion of Merit, two Bronze Stars, the Purple 
Heart, and the Army Commendation Medal. 

Col. Michael L. Warner represents what is 
so very good about our country and our mili- 
tary—an honorable man, a family man, a man 
who is willing to fight for what is right. | offer 
my personal thanks and the thanks of an ap- 
preciative nation as he begins a new chapter 
in his life. 


RECOGNIZING THE ACHIEVEMENTS 
OF THE JERSEY CITY MER- 
CHANTS COUNCIL 


HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize the accomplishments and con- 
tributions of the Jersey City Merchants Coun- 
cil, on the occasion of their awards luncheon, 
and the installation of their newly elected offi- 
cers. The council was organized in 1950, as a 
coalition of merchants’ associations represent- 
ing all major shopping districts in the city, to 
prevent the destruction and deterioration of 
the retail businesses. It has been an effective 
voice for the small business owners of the city 
for decades. 

These merchants are the backbone of the 
community, and reflect the tremendous ethnic 
diversity of Jersey City. The council's new offi- 
cers are Ms. Pat Sebron of the Greater Ber- 
gen-Lafayette Business and Professional As- 
sociation, Mr. Michael Y. Yun of the Central 
Avenue Special Improvement District Manage- 
ment Corporation, Mr. Arnold Friedman of the 
Downtown Merchants Association, Mr. Thom- 
as J. Moloney of the Five Corner’s Business 
Association, Mr. Paul E. Baker of the Hudson 
Mall Merchants Association, Mr. Elliot Braha of 
the Journal Square Merchants Council, Mr. 
Kenneth Musico of the McGinley Square Mer- 
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chants Association, Mr. Ken Volk of the New- 
port Centre Mall, and Ms. Jean Burns of the 
Westside Avenue Merchants Association. 

The importance of the council's work, how- 
ever, goes beyond its advocacy for local mer- 
chants. Preserving Jersey City’s retail shop- 
ping district assures a quality of life and a 
community suitable for area residents and 
their families. 

The council represents more than 3,000 re- 
tail stores and establishments in Jersey City, 
and regularly conducts meetings, seminars, 
and workshops for area merchants in order to 
keep a finger on the pulse of the community, 
and to share their insights with local elected 
Officials responsible for regulation and legisla- 
tion. 

In 1967, local merchants found themselves 
facing a wide range of difficulties, including a 
lack of municipal parking, zoning problems, 
sales tax issues, a lack of adequate police 
presence, and the issue of Sunday sales. 
Their commitment to the community inspired 
them to work through these obstacles, and al- 
though progress was sometimes slow, the 
same strength and dedication that have 
helped them succeed as business owners has 
helped them find creative solutions to their 
problems. 

Twenty years later, the council members 
voted to support the extension of Jersey City’s 
Urban Enterprise Zone to include the retail 
streets of Bergen and Monticello Avenue. 
Through their efforts, they were able to secure 
funding through the city sales tax to be used 
on projects to enhance the shopping districts, 
including public safety programs, improved 
lighting, and storefront facade repairs. 

The efforts of the members of the Mer- 
chants Council have been pivotal to the defeat 
of a proposed city license tax to be imposed 
on retailers, the repeal of a city payroll tax, 
and the exemption on clothing and other ne- 
cessities from State sales taxes. In addition, 
the merchants have been active working to 
preserve Sunday as a day for family activities 
by promoting prohibitions on Sunday sales. 

Mr. Speaker, the Jersey City Merchants 
Council is a wonderful example of how urban 
communities can come together to preserve 
their neighborhoods through cooperation be- 
tween retailers, residents, and local govern- 
ment. | commend them to the retail commu- 
nities of other American cities as an excellent 
model for local initiative, and ask my col- 
leagues to join me in recognizing their accom- 
plishments. 


H.R. 4315, THE NATIONAL MUSEUM 
OF HEALTH AND MEDICINE SITE 
DESIGNATION ACT 


HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 


OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 12, 1994 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, there is a 
health communication crisis in this country. 
Too many Americans are not being reached 
and motivated with informative messages 
about how to stay healthy and avoid disease. 
Many lack the most basic understanding of 
how the human body works and how to take 
care of it. 
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On April 28, 1994, | offered legislation which 
will ensure our national commitment to effec- 
tive health education. The National Museum of 
Health and Medicine Site Designation Act, 
H.R. 4315, designates a site adjacent to the 
Hubert Humphrey Building, located just off the 
National Mall, for construction of a new public 
facility for the National Museum of Health and 
Medicine. This public facility will be dedicated 
to: First, communicating information about how 
to stay healthy and avoid disease, and sec- 
ond, showing the advances and lessons which 
make up America’s impressive history in 
health and medicine. 

| would like to make clear what this legisla- 
tion does and does not do. While H.R. 4315 
sets aside a site for construction of a new 
public facility for the museum, it does not au- 
thorize or fund construction. The bill will also 
not infringe upon the authority of either the 
National Capital Planning Commission or the 
Commission of Fine Arts, both of which will 
still be responsible for approving the type of 
structure to be built. The legislation simply ac- 
knowledges the importance of serious, com- 
mitted health education and establishes that 
Congress agrees with the need for a central 
resource for this purpose. 

As many of my colleagues know, this mu- 
seum was on the Mall, from 1888 to 1968, 
during which time it was known as the Army 
Medical Museum. When located on the Mall, 
alongside the Smithsonian Castle, it was one 
of the most popular museums in the country. 
Then in 1968, the building in which the Mu- 
seum was housed, the Old Red Brick, a Na- 
tional Historic Landmark, was torn down to 
make way for the Hirshorn Museum of Modern 
Art. The Museum's collections were moved to 
a new facility at the Walter Reed Army Medi- 
cal Center where visitorship fell off dramati- 
cally to less than 25,000 a year. 

In 1986, with the museum in serious de- 
cline, a new director was appointed who cre- 
ated an ad-hoc, blue-ribbon panel to consider 
the future of the facility. The panel found that 
there was a great need for a revitalized and 
relocated National Museum of Health and 
Medicine. A private organization, the National 
Museum of Health and Medicine Foundation, 
chaired by the former U.S. Surgeon General 
Dr. C. Everett Koop, was formed to develop 
the necessary support for the Museum's return 
to the Mall. 

We need the museum back on the Mall, Mr. 
Speaker. This country needs it and my con- 
stituents—particularly children—in the District 
of Columbia need it. They need the exposure 
to useful information about their bodies and 
how they work, which will allow them to make 
good decisions about how to stay healthy and 
avoid disease. Earlier this week, a report was 
issued entitled “Every Kid Counts in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia: A Starting Point.” This report 
provides some extraordinary statistics regard- 
ing the state of well-being of children in the 
District. And one of the areas the report ad- 
dresses—health—is among the most disturb- 
ing. According to the report: “One D.C. child 
in 55 dies before his or her first birthday, a 
rate which is twice the national average. Even 
among those who survive one year, a higher 
percentage will die before the age of 15 than 
in any of the 50 states.” 

Many things contribute to these alarming 
statistics—poverty, inadequate housing, vio- 
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velopment of a relationship with the 
ment of Health and Human Services, a 
neighbor which shares missions similar to that 
of the museum. Dr. Koop has met with Sec- 
retary Shalala about the project and, while 
many details remain to be worked out, she is 
enthusiastic about a revitalized and relocated 


even major, source of support for its move 
back to the Mall. Dr. Koop's Foundation is 
waging a major campaign to develop private 
support for exhibits and programs in the new 
facility. They have secured a pledge of $1 mil- 
lion from the Kellogg Company for a state of 
the art exhibit and related educational pro- 
grams on diet and nutrition. They are working 
diligently to find additional private founders for 
both construction of the new facility and its ex- 
hibits. 


H.R. 4315 deserves support because there 
is nothing more valuable than our commitment 
to the health and education of the American 
people. A revitalized and relocated National 
Museum of Health and Medicine will be a sig- 
nificant step toward ensuring commitment 
stands and grows. 

H.R. 4315 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) the United States faces critical health 
care problems, solutions for which will arise 
from an attentive and educated citizenry; 

(2) there is a great need for an increased 
emphasis to be placed on public health edu- 
cation and the development of scientific lit- 
eracy concerning health care issues; 
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(3) when the National Museum of Health 
and Medicine, formerly the Army Medical 
Museum, was located on the Mall in Wash- 
ington, District of Columbia, from 1888 to 
1968, it was one of the most popular and well- 
visited museums in the Nation's capital; 

(4) with the removal of the Museum from 
the Mall to the grounds of the Walter Reed 
Army Medical Center in 1968, there was no 
longer a national education facility devoted 
to this purpose located within the District of 
Columbia within easy access to the up to 
25,000,000 individuals who visit the Mall each 
year; and 

(5) the American taxpayer, through the 
United States Government, pays approxi- 
mately 30 percent of the costs of all health 
care services, costs which could be dramati- 
cally reduced with the advent of better edu- 
cated, informed Americans. 

(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this Act 
to designate a site for the relocation of the 
public facility of the National Museum of 
Health and Medicine so that it may serve as 
a central resource of instruction about, and 
be involved in, the critical health issues 
which confront all American citizens. 

SEC. 2. SITE OF FACILITY. 

The public facility of the National Museum 
of Health and Medicine shall be located on 
the following adjacent areas of land owned 
by the Federal Government in the District of 
Columbia: 

(1) The east plaza of the Hubert Humphrey 
Building, presently occupied by the Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services. 

(2) The entire portion of 2nd Street, South- 
west, that is located between C Street and 
Washington Avenue, Southwest. 

(3) A triangular park, known as “Square 
N—580'", which lies immediately to the east 
of 2nd Street, Southwest. 

SEC. 3. GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
AUTHORIZATION. 

In accordance with procedures of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, the Administrator of Gen- 
eral Services is authorized to apply for the 
closing and transfer of jurisdiction over the 
entire portion of 2nd Street, Southwest, lo- 
cated between C Street and Washington Ave- 
nue, Southwest, and the transfer of jurisdic- 
tion over Square N-580, from the District of 
Columbia to the General Services Adminis- 
tration for the purpose of locating the Na- 
tional Museum of Health and Medicine. 

SEC. 4. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing in this Act shall be construed as 
limiting the authority or responsibilities of 
the National Capital Planning Commission 
or the Commission of Fine Arts. 
SEC. 5. DEFINITION. 

As used in this Act, the term 
means— 

(1) the land designated as "Union Square", 
District of Columbia Reservation 6A; 

(2) the land designated as the Mall“, Dis- 
trict of Columbia Reservations 3, 4, 5, and 6; 

(3) the land designated as the “Monument 
Grounds", District of Columbia Reservation 
2; and 

(4) the land designated as ‘‘West Potomac 
Park", District of Columbia Reservations 3, 
3, and 2. 


“Mall” 


INFLATED UNION COSTS HURT 
TAXPAYERS 


HON. CHRISTOPHER COX 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, the Davis-Bacon Act 
wastes billions of taxpayer dollars. It's time to 
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repeal it. Even worse, however, is Davis-Ba- 
con's perverse intersection with state laws 
governing apprenticeship and prevailing 
wages. When added to inefficient union work 
rules, the whole mess is costing taxpayers 


dearly. 

The following analysis from one of my 
neighbors in Southern California, a former 
construction worker turned CPA, is especially 
illuminating. | commend it to my colleagues. 

DAVIS-BACON WAGES BOOST REBUILDING 

Costs 


(By W. Snow Hume, Fullerton, CA) 


In building construction, there is a sharp 
distinction in technologies between commer- 
cial standard construction and residential 
standard construction. In residential con- 
struction that is not multistoried and built, 
really, to commercial standards, the union 
workforce accounts for only about 4%. In 
commercial standard construction, the union 
workforce typically accounts for 40%. That 
is why an average of 20% of the construction 
workforce is unionized. 

Union scale construction tradesmen are 
paid, on average, two to three times their 
nonunion counterparts. Although of late the 
building trades unions have devised special 
market-oriented scales for residential work, 
these are still noncompetitive in the residen- 
tial arena. 

At face value, union commercial construc- 
tion tradesmen may seem competitive, with 
40% marketshare. But 50% to 70% of the 
commercial standard union work is public 
works. Because of the intersection of federal 
and state apprenticeship law and state ''pre- 
vailing wage" law, union contractors enjoys 
a virtual monopoly on public works con- 
tracting; nonunion contractors can only 
rarely obtain apprentices, since unions typi- 
cally have state-sanctioned monopolies over 
sponsorships of apprenticeship programs. 
The nonunion contractor must perform pub- 
lic works with journeymen only, unlike his 
union counterparts who may dilute the labor 
cost with an apprentice component. Stated 
differently, in Southern California the 
unions have only a minority of even the pri- 
vate sector commercial work. 

What does all this mean? It means that, 
even if the federal government suspended the 
Davis-Bacon rules on federal projects, in 
order to divert money to nonfederal recon- 
struction aid, nonetheless a colossal amount 
of the diverted amount would be squandered 
on union wage rates for nonfederal public 
works in California. 

Secondly, the Congressional Budget Office 
and the private economists perform their 
studies on a national scope. But the dispar- 
ity between union and nonunion rates, and 
the resulting escalation of construction 
costs, varies from locale to locale. As noted 
above, union rates are double and triple the 
market rates. So in fact, in California, pre- 
vailing wage” rules typically escalate public 
works construction—at all levels—by 50% to 
100%. This is because union wage rates affect 
most subcontracted work, and usually affect 
the costs of prefabricated materials that are 
installed at the jobsite. Cost of materials 
runs typically 30% on union jobs, and 50% on 
nonunion jobs. A little arithmetic work will 
prove the truth of my assertions. 

Further, all of these studies are predicated 
on parity of labor performance for union and 
nonunion jobs. But in fact, unions often im- 
pose workrules that are not imposed upon 
the nonunion contractor. This affects pro- 
ductivity and thus the final labor costs. The 
effect is most dramatic when one examines 
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the types of work that are reserved for jour- 
neymen that could be delegated to appren- 
tices/helpers, but are not because of the 
union way of doing things. For instance, the 
labor-contractual “mix” of journeymen to 
apprentices is & labor standard that is en- 
forceable on public works jobs, even on those 
nonunion contractors that can obtain ap- 
prentices. 

California Prevailing wage“ law and cur- 
rent combined federal and California appren- 
ticeship law really do often double the cost 
of public works. 

I would like to add that minorities are still 
effectively kept out of the skilled construc- 
tion trades on public works—despite consent 
decrees forced by the State of California 
forced upon certain union apprenticeship 
programs. The discriminatory design“ of 
"prevailing wage" may have changed, but 
combination federal and California appren- 
ticeship law perpetuates the discriminatory 
effect. Why, for instance, should the lack of 
& high school degree keep a person-of-color 
out of a state-sanctioned plumbing or elec- 
trical apprenticeship, and thereby out of 
union-dominated public works? 

I have considerable first-hand knowledge 
about these matters. I was in union-spon- 
sored apprenticeships from May, 1989 
through November, 1990. I have also worked 
in the nonunion construction sector prior to 
entering those apprenticeships. I went to two 
different construction trade schools in 1988 
that were overwhelmingly minority. Only a 
microscopic fraction of the students got into 
apprenticeship programs, even though they 
know how to do the work, and are now doing 
that work in the nonunion sector. 


TRIBUTE TO THE 1994 OHIO STATE 
CHAMPION URSULINE HIGH 
SCHOOL BASKETBALL TEAM 


HON. JAMES A. TRAFICANT, JR. 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, | rise here 
today to pay tribute to the Ursuline High 
School basketball team, the 1994 Ohio State 
Champions. The Ursuline Fighting Irish were a 
respectful 10-10 during the regular season. 
They went on to win the next seven games 
culminating with a resounding victory on 
March 26th in the Ohio State tournament 
Championship game against Lima Central 
Catholic High School. Lima was undefeated 
and ranked number 1 in the State. With 54 
seconds remaining in the game the Fighting 
Irish were down by 5 points. Due to the deter- 
mination, hard work, and skill of the players, 
they came back to win by two points; 55-53. 

Although that game was the climax of the 
tournament, one game really stuck out in my 
mind. It was the game against my alma mater, 
Cardinal Mooney. My wife Tish coincidentally, 
is a graduate of Ursuline. Needless to say | 
now know the Fighting Irish Fight Song in its 
entirety. Ursuline beat Mooney 69-52. After 
that victory | knew they would go all the way. 

Today | would like to congratulate Head 
Coach Mitch Cerny, Assistant Coaches Dave 
Petty, Scott Grover, and Scott Nemergut, and 
the players of the 1993/1994 Ursuline High 
Schoo! basketball team for an excellent sea- 
son and a job well done. | am extremely proud 
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of these young men and their coaches. | join 
with the citizens of the 17th Congressional 
District in Ohio to salute the 1993/1994 State 
on this momentous occasion. May 
God bless them with health, happiness, and 
continued success in their future endeavors. 


——— 


REPRESENTATIVE SENSEN- 
BRENNER'S FINANCIAL STATE- 
MENT 


HON. F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, JR. 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speaker, 
through the following statement, | am making 
my financial net worth as of March 31, 1994, 
a matter of public record. | have filed similar 
statements for each of the 15 preceding years 
| have served in the Congress. 


Assets 
Real property 
Single family residence at 
609 Ft. Williams Park- 
way, City of Alexandria, 
Virginia, at assessed 
valuation. (Assessed at 
638,400). Ratio of assessed 


to market value: 100% 

(Encumbered) ................. $638,400.00 
Condominium at N76 
W14726 North Point 
Drive, Village of 
Menomonee Falls, 
Waukesha County, Wis- 
consin, at assessor's esti- 
mated market value. 

(Unencumbered) ............. 88,800.00 
Undivided 25/44ths interest 
in single family resi- 
dence at N52 W32654 
Maple Lane, Village of 
Chenequa, Waukesha 
County, Wisconsin, at 25/ 
44ths of assessor's esti- 
mated market value of 

PE O a8. ote rptu 248,011.36 

Total real property 975,211.36 

1994 DISCLOSURE 
Common and prelerred stock = b. Pw Value 

308.00 

26,068.06 

13,034.94 

11,639.61 

14,799.15 

8,278.39 

7,792.50 

13,933.41 

9,626.98 

39,142.24 

32,891.50 

80,100.00 

81,400.00 

146,875.00 

29,250.00 

1,704,901.50 

49,500.00 

152,912.00 

72,186.00 

47,925.00 

130,000. 

16,378.00 

5639 553,229.63 

70,166.25 

200 8.625. 

20.247 50 

26 | 2,730.00 

i 129,496.40 

J. F 600 1 31,800.00 

Wisconsin Energy Com 1022 2525 25,805.50 
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1994 DISCLOSURE—Continued 
Common and prefered stock Noot $e vae 


6100 
2843 


162,412.50 
93,819.00 


00 880. 
00 
00 5,468.72 
Massachusetts Mutual #4228344 . 5 l .00 5 
Old Line Life Ins. #5-1607059L ... 175,000.00 20,769.09 
Total life insurance policies 230,632.74 
1994 DISCLOSURE 
Bank and savings and loan accounts Account No. Balance 
Bank One, Milwaukee, N.A., checking ac- 
count , E $9,723.28 
13,855.06 
692.69 
1,091.69 
591.44 
Burke 
c account 1,711.26 
Firstar, FSB, Butler, M. IRA accounts 45,390.79 
Total bank and savings and loan 
Dos MS TAE ee » 73,056.21 
1994 DISCLOSURE 
Miscellaneous. Value 
1985 Pontiac 6000 automobile—blue book retail value $2,200.00 
199] Buck Century automobile—blue book retail value ...... 8,875.00 
Office furniture and equipment (estimated) 1,000.00 
Furniture, clothing and personal property (estimated) - 130,000.00 
Stamp collection (estimated) .............. 37,000.00 
— zn 
in 257. 
Deposits in Federal Thrift Savings Plan 49,511.28 
Traveller's checks 6,650.00 
20 ES 3 pontoon boat and 35 hp Force outboard 
otor (estimated) ..... 5,000.00 
17 "t Boston Whaler 
motor (estimated) - z 7,000.00 
Total miscellaneous LL sex 382,851.07 
1994 DISCLOSURE 
Liabilities Value 
National Bank age Com Louisville, KY on Ne: 
andria, VA ——— [Y 758-7 $167,104.94 
Miscellaneous charge accounts (estimated) . 2,000.00 
Total liabilities . 169,104.94 
Net worth .... 5,355,900.99 
1994 DISCLOSURE 
Statement of 1993 taxes paid Value 


Federal income tax .... 
Wisconsin income tax ... 
Menomonee Falls, WI property 
Chenequa, WI property tax .. 
Alexandria, VA property tax . 


I further declare that I am trustee of a 
trust established under the will of my late 
father, Frank James Sensenbrenner, Sr., for 
the benefit of my sister, Margaret A. Sensen- 
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brenner, and of my two sons, F. James Sen- 
senbrenner, III, and Robert Alan Sensen- 
brenner. I am further the direct beneficiary 
of two trusts, but have no control over the 
assets of either trust. My wife, Cheryl War- 
ren Sensenbrenner, and I are trustees of sep- 
arate trusts established for the benefit of 
each son under the Uniform Gifts to Minors 
Act. Also, I am neither an officer nor a direc- 
tor of any corporation organized under the 
laws of the State of Wisconsin or of any 
other state or foreign country. 


IRAN: RELIGIOUS PERSECUTION 
HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, the 
Iranian government remains one of the most 
resistant nations to cooperating with the inter- 
national community in regard to human rights. 
Although a signatory to all of the United Na- 
tions conventions on human rights, the Iranian 
Government continues to regularly abuse the 
rights of its citizens, especially women and mi- 
norities, refuses to allow international organi- 
zations access to monitor human rights or to 
investigate reports of abuse, and seeks ex- 
emption from international standards because 
of differences in culture and religion. 

Human rights organizations report that Iran's 
compliance with international standards on 
human rights is, at best, poor. And while con- 
ditions are bad within Iran, its influence is 
being felt beyond the borders of that nation. 
Freedom House, in the annual "Survey of 
Freedom" reports that "the growing economic 
resources of a growing number of the most re- 
pressive states—lran among them—also per- 
mit these tyrannies to exert greater influence 
in the global vacuum." With Shi'a Muslim cler- 
ics and laymen closely aligned with them in 
complete control of the government, Shari'a 
law is imposed on all people, with little, if any, 
concessions made for minorities. The prescrip- 
tion of every facet of life—public and private— 
is mandated by the government. 

The Baha'i minority has been a target of 
discrimination in Iran due to government poli- 
cies that prevent them gaining access to gov- 
ernment positions, employment and even edu- 
cation. A 1991 document denies education 
and employment to people who identify them- 
selves as Baha'i. A bill which bars people from 
government employment from members of 
"deviant groups whose constitution is based 
on the denial of divine religions" is used 
against the Baha'is who are considered apos- 
tates. This law is also used against other dis- 
sident and minority groups. 

In a reprehensible action last year, the Ira- 
nian government allowed the desecration of a 
Baha'i cemetery in order to build a cultural 
center. Although the international community 
expressed outrage over this action, the gov- 
ernment did nothing to stop the desecration. 

To show the complete disregard of human 
life, especially when it is the life of a Baha'i, 
a Shari'a court fined a Muslim driver who 
killed Baha'i and injured another 10,000 hu- 
mans for "neglecting driving rules and regula- 
tions." Charges of manslaughter were dis- 
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missed when it was ruled that the Baha'is 
were "unprotected infidels" and not worthy of 
l protections. 

Christian minority, although recognized 
constitutionally, are targeted for discrimination 
and persecution as well. This is true especially 
when conversion from Islam to Christianity is 
concerned. In a well documented and highly 
publicized case, Mehdi Dibaj, a convert to 
Christianity already sentenced to life in prison, 
was scheduled for execution earlier this year 
because of his conversion. He had already 
spent 10 years in prison, 2 of them in solitary 
confinement, "living in an unlighted cell meas- 
uring 3 feet by 3 feet.” It was also reported 
that he had been systematically tortured since 
1983. Bravely, Bishop Haik Mehr, alerted the 
international community about this case and 
urged them to speak out. Many members of 
the House joined me in petitioning the Iranian 
government on behalf of Mehdi Dibaj. Dibaj 
was released on January 16, but was forced 
to sign a statement that he would report to the 
local officials when they required it. His re- 
lease is not unconditional, his sentence has 
not been waived, and there are still charges of 
spying pending against him. Shortly after 
Dibaj's release Bishop Haik disappeared and 
only after international pressure did the Iranian 
government release the details of his death. 
Haik died because he opposed policies of the 
Iranian government, and focused international 
attention on Iran's deplorable human rights 
conditions. 

Since learning of the death of Bishop Haik, 
there has been more information concerning 
the persecution of Christian minorities, and es- 
pecially the harsh treatment which converts 
from Islam receive. It has been reported that 
eight converts from Islam in the city of Gorgan 
were beaten for several hours until they de- 
nied their faith in Christ. Many churches report 
that their pastors have been interrogated and 
threatened. Non-Muslim shopkeepers are re- 
Quired to post notices about their religious af- 
filiation. 

In January President Hashemi-Rafsanjani 
said that this year there would be an "esca- 
lation of the Islamist's Holy War against the 
Christian community" and that "this year might 
be the last Christmas celebrated in Teheran." 

Women and children, especially those who 
are members of religious minorities enjoy even 
less protection. Women's rights are regularly 
violated. Laws regarding dress, based on 
Shari'a laws, are enforced on women of all re- 
ligious and ethnic backgrounds. Domestic vio- 
lence against women is known, but it is con- 
sidered a private family matter and women 
have no recourse in this matter. 

The Iranian Government remains resistant 
to pressures to protect the rights of minorities, 
women and children. It violates international 
standards of human rights across the board— 
standards to which it has agreed, but which it 
does little to support or encourage within its 
borders. It is particularly frightening that these 
attitudes are now being exported to other 
parts of the world. Intolerance toward minori- 
ties, toward those whose beliefs differ from 
our own must not be allowed to spread. When 
this intolerance leads to violence against peo- 
ple, we must not only speak out, we must take 
action to protect the rights of people who are 
defenseless against fanatical organizations 
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bent on the destruction of those whose beliefs 
differ from their own. 


TAXPAYERS, NATIONAL PARKS 
TAKEN FOR A RIDE BY 
STEAMTOWN 
HON. MICHAEL A. ANDREWS 
OF TEXAS 


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, on 
May 12, 1994, the House Committee on Natu- 
ral Resources' Subcommittee on National 
Parks, Forests and Public Lands conducted a 
hearing on H.R. 3708, which would reauthor- 
ize Steamtown National Historic Site in Scran- 
ton, Pennsylvania. The hearing focused on the 
legislation that would cap this project's author- 
ization at its current level, require several 
changes in the project's operation, and limit 
the Park Service's liability pertaining to acqui- 
sition of lands containing hazardous waste. | 
believe this legislation is a step in the right di- 
rection because it finally addresses many of 
the concerns | have raised about Steamtown 
specifically, and about the issue of funding our 
national parks in general. 

Mr. Speaker, | offered an amendment last 
year, during debate on the Interior Appropria- 
tions bill, which would have eliminated funding 
for Steamtown. | felt then that Steamtown was 
unworthy of receiving federal funds, especially 
considering the shortfalls that the gems of our 
National Park Service are currently experienc- 
ing. Both Yosemite and Yellowstone National 
Parks have had to cut back on public services 
due to decreases in appropriations. This, in 
my mind, is the tragedy of funding projects like 
Steamtown. 

The reforms contained in H.R. 3708 merit 
our strong consideration. Of course, | would 
rather see funding for this project simply elimi- 
nated from the budget, and | will be consider- 
ing this when this year's Interior funding bill 
comes to the House floor. 

Mr. Speaker, Congress has the important 
duty to preserve our history and protect and 
adequately maintain our national parks. And in 
these times of increasingly scarce federal re- 
sources, Congress must act responsibly. 

That is why | offered my amendment last 
year to eliminate funding for Steamtown. This 
project is not a unique historical landmark: our 
country already boasts of more than 200 rail- 
road museums. Nor is it a pure display of our 
nation's rail history: more than 25 percent of 
the steam engines at Steamtown are Cana- 
dian in origin, not American. in fact, 
Steamtown has been described as a second- 
rate collection of trains on a third-rate site. 

Interestingly, proponents have envisioned 
this project as a national rail museum, in the 
same vein as the National Air and Space Mu- 
seum, which would bring back the glory days 
of our nation's steam railroads. Historians 
have noted, however, that Scranton is of only 
modest historical significance, asserting that 
Chicago, recognized as the greatest rail center 
in the nation since 1870, St. Louis, historically 
the second largest rail hub and already home 
to a magnificent rail collection, or nearby Balti- 
more, home of the Mount Clair shops, were 
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much more important to the growth of the rail- 
roads and would be more appropriate sites for 
a national rail museum. With this in mind, ! 
simply fail to see why the Federal Government 
should be funding such a project. 

Actually, Mr. Speaker, Steamtown began as 
a private venture. Only after Scranton lured 
the project from Vermont did private funding 
dry up and proponents turn to Congress for fi- 
nancial help. So, Congress carefully studied 
the proposal, received comments from the 
Park Service, and made a responsible addition 
to the National Park System, right? Wrong. 
Steamtown was first authorized in an appro- 
priations bill in 1986, thus bypassing the nor- 
mal authorizing process and the usual review 
by the National Park Service. The project has 
received more than $80 million through fiscal 
year 1994, although it was originally author- 
ized for only $20 million. This $80 million is 
enough to operate Grand Canyon for 7 years, 
and Steamtown's operation costs are ten 
limes per visitor that of Grand Canyon's. 

For fiscal year 1995, the Park Service has 
requested an appropriation of more than $4.3 
million for Steamtown, a 39 percent increase 
from fiscal year 1994. Upon completion, the 
park will need in excess of $5 million per year 
for operations. This is simply too much to 
spend on a project that has been dubbed, "an 
abuse of the public trust" by the National 
Parks and Conservation Association. 

Mr. Speaker, | am as interested and active 
in historical preservation as anyone in the 
Congress. And, that is why | speak out on this 
issue. Funding for projects like Steamtown di- 
vert the National Park Service from its historic 
mission of preserving and maintaining great 
national parks like Yosemite and Yellowstone. 
Both of these parks have been forced to scale 
back services to the public in recent years. 
Such cutbacks include reduced patrols, longer 
response time to requests, and fewer interpre- 
tive services. The New York Times editorial- 
ized on this situation: "It's galling to let a 
boondoggle siphon even another penny from 
the Park Service’s worthier, maintenance- 
starved projects.” It is a travesty that we ne- 
glect these two true gems of our Park System 
so that we can fund Steamtown. Something 
here is wrong, and we must work to change 
that. 


CONCERNS OVER CENTER FOR 
DISEASE CONTROL REPORTS 


HON. GARY A. FRANKS 
OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 12, 1994 
Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, | 
would like to applaud the efforts of those who 
have played a role over the past 30 years in 
educating the American public about the is- 
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sues relating to tobacco and health. That effort 
is particularly important as it relates to our 
young people who should be discouraged 
from the beginning to use tobacco at an early 
age. 

ES, | am concerned that this laudable 
campaign can severely be undermined should 
the American public come to believe that the 
research cited by the Federal Government to 
discourage tobacco use is shown to be faulty 
or, even worse, deliberately misleading. 

Specifically, it was recently brought to my 
attention that the Center for Diseases Control 
[CDC] report entitled “Oral Cancer: Deadly to 
Ignore” asserts that “approximately 75 percent 
of oral and pharyngeal cancers are attributed 
to use of smoked and smokeless tobacco.” 
The CDC report also was cited in a report is- 
sued by the Health and Human Services 
[HHS] Office of the Inspector General entitled 
“Spit Tobacco and Youth” which made the 
same assertion; other materials recently cir- 
culated have made the further claim that, obvi- 
ously relying on the CDC report, 75 percent of 
all deaths dur to oral cancers, a number equal 
to 22,500, are attributed specifically to 
“smokeless tobacco.” 

In light of the current debate regarding in- 
creasing the Federal excise tax on tobacco 
products as proposed in the President's 
Health Security Act, | directed my staff to in- 
vestigate these claims further by directly con- 
tacting those individuals responsible for pre- 
paring the CDC report. While | am no particu- 
lar advocate of tobacco products, | was dis- 
mayed by the results. 

Both CDC officials acknowledged authorship 
of the CDC reports and the 75-percent claim 
asserted therein. Indeed, the primary author 
cited a specific research paper as the basis 
for implicating tobacco, both smoking and 
smokeless tobacco. Yet, even a cursory re- 
view of that paper, entitled: “Smoking and 
Drinking in Relation to Oral and Pharyngeal 
Cancer: published by Dr. Blott in 1988, reveals 
that the researchers estimated that 75 percent 
of all oral and pharyngeal cancers were 
caused by “tobacco smoking and alcohol 
drinking"—no such calculation was ever made 
for smokeless tobacco. 

In short, it appears that the CDC personnel 
"created" the 75-percent claim attributable to 
smokeless tobacco by grossly misinterpreting 
the Blot study, removing "alcohol drinking" 
from the equation all together, reinterpreting 
"tobacco smoking" to "tobacco" generally and 
improperly extending the study to implicate 
smokeless tobacco. 

| would like to have given CDC benefit of 
the doubt, as having perhaps inadvertently 
mischaracterized the results of the Blot Study. 
That was until one CDC official theorized that 
the statistic was deliberately skewed because 
"they want people to stop." Regardless of 
whether you may applaud this objective, | 
strongly believe that, as the old saying goes, 
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the end doesn't justify the means, even in the 
case of tobacco. 

For those who are opposed to tobacco, you 
may say, "what's the harm?" The "harm" is 
that such misuse of scientific research to 
achievement a "politically correct" objective 
can only undermine the public's confidence in 
Government pronouncement on serious health 
issues—not limited only to tobacco but other 
serious concerns such as AlDS—and bring 
into question the credibility of Federal agen- 
cies such as CDC which are given millions of 
taxpayer dollars by Congress each year. 

We, the Congress, have the responsibility to 
hold these agencies accountable for their pro- 
nouncements; the American public expects 
nothing less. 


LOUIS AND ELKE CHAPMAN 
HON. HERB KLEIN 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, May 12, 1994 


Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to pay 
tribute to Elke and Louis Chapman who are 
being awarded by Tifereth Israel in Passaic, 
NJ, on May 22 for their services to the syna- 
gogue and the community. 

As chronicled in the May 4, 1994 edition of 
The Jewish Community News, Elke Braunstein 
Chapman is a graduate of the Stern College 
of Women in New York. She met Louis when 
working in Manhattan, and moved to Texas 
with him while he attended South Texas Col- 
lege of Law. Elke is active with the Sisterhood 
of Tifereth Israel, and she will soon become its 
president. She is also a lifetime member of the 
Hadassah and a member of the Yavneh Acad- 
emy PTA. 

Louis B. Chapman is originally from Texas 
and moved to Passaic in 1983. He has been 
quite active in Jewish affairs since moving to 
New Jersey. He quickly became president of 
Tifereth Israel, and has been credited with its 
many improvements in recent years. Louis has 
also given much time to the Jewish Federation 
of Greater Clifton-Passaic. He is its vice presi- 
dent, a member of the board of directors and 
allocations committee, and received its Young 
Leadership Award, as well. 

Louis is active in other organizations such 
as Yeshiva Gedola of Passaic, the Etz Chaim 
NCSY, the Hillel Academy of Passaic, the 
Yavneh Academy in Paramus. Other activities 
include membership on the board of governors 
of the Association of Trial Lawyers of America 
and the American, New Jersey, and Passaic 
County Bar Associations. 

It is with great pleasure that | ask my col- 
leagues to join with me in honoring the Chap- 
mans on this distinguished occasion. 
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SENATE—Friday, May 13, 1994 


The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the ex- 
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the Honorable CAROL 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, a Senator from the 
State of Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Our 
Chaplain today is Rev. Richard C. Hal- 
verson, Jr. 


PRAYER 


The guest Chaplain, the Reverend 
Richard C. Halverson, Jr., offered the 
following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

In the words of Amos, the prophet of 
Israel: * * behold, the Lord stood 
upon a wall made by a plumbline, with 
a plumbline in his hand. And the Lord 
said unto me, Amos, what seest thou? 
And I said, a plumbline. Then said the 
Lord, Behold, I will set a plumbline in 
the midst of my people * * *'"—Amos 
7:7-8. 

Father in Heaven, we petition Thee 
for Thy plumbline of truth and love, 
that we may rightly align our relation- 
ships in Thee. For truth without love is 
as sounding brass, and love without 
truth is a lukewarm embrace. Though 
we must attend to temporal laws which 
sometimes divide us, draw our atten- 
tion above the politics to Thy eternal 
laws which compel us to remain united. 

Set Thy Golden Rule in the midst of 
our working relationships, that we 
may strengthen our ties, from the least 
to the greatest, doing unto others as 
we would have them do unto us. For 
Thou hast taught that, no matter how 
great the distance between us, we need 
not fear compromising the truth, by 
embracing everyone in love. Nor need 
we fear forsaking whom we love by 
telling them the truth. 

In the name of Jesus Christ, the Cor- 
nerstone of our eternal habitation. 
Amen. 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

The legislative clerk read the follow- 
ing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, May 13, 1994. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable CAROL MOSELEY- 
BRAUN, a Senator from the State of Illinois, 
to perform the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 


(Legislative day of Monday, May 2, 1994) 


Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN thereupon as- 
sumed the chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

—— 9 


SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1994 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now resume consideration 
of S. 2019, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 2019) to reauthorize and amend 
title XIV of the Public Health Service Act 
(commonly known as the Safe Drinking 
Water Act), and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, we 
are now on the Safe Drinking Water 
Act. I urge Senators who have amend- 
ments to come to the floor to offer 
them. 

Under the agreement reached last 
night, there is a certain list of amend- 
ments. They must be brought up by the 
close of business, I guess a time cer- 
tain, on Wednesday, which means, ob- 
viously, that those Senators who want 
to have full time for the Senate to con- 
sider their amendments should bring 
them up earlier rather than later. Oth- 
erwise, we will be facing a time crunch 
come Tuesday or Wednesday. 

I would also note that sometimes 
other matters come before the Senate 
which are unanticipated which also 
take time, therefore taking time away 
from the Safe Drinking Water Act on 
Monday or Tuesday or Wednesday. 

SoIstrongly urge Senators who have 
amendments to come over to the floor 
now so we can dispose of those amend- 
ments. Senators will have time today 
to deal with them. There may be less 
time to deal with them at a later date. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. 'The Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, if I 
could inquire, are we under an order, or 
is it just open on the bill? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Pursuant to the order agreed 
upon last evening, there are a limited 
number of amendments which may be 
considered. 


Mr. KERRY. Madam President, it is 
not my intention to offer an amend- 
ment at this time, but I would like to 
speak. I just had a conversation with 
the distinguished Senator from Mon- 
tana. I would like to say a few words 
about an amendment that passed last 
night by voice vote at a time when I 
was unable to come to the floor to ex- 
press my opposition to it. And now, 
given the state of play, I think I do 
have fully reserved a place among the 
amendments, but I am not convinced 
yet whether or not I am going to bring 
an amendment to the floor to counter 
the impact of what happened last 
night. 

Last night, Senators WARNER and 
CONRAD offered an amendment that 
was approved by voice vote. I believe, 
regrettably, that amendment is going 
to weaken the fairly modest source 
water protection provisions that are in 
the unanimously passed Environment 
Committee safe drinking water reau- 
thorization. 

I know the distinguished chairman 
and manager cares about this. I know 
that he is laboring under great difficul- 
ties in the U.S. Senate in getting a 
consensus on this legislation, and the 
interests that are brought to bear on 
these issues are not small. 

But I want to talk now about source 
water protection because people ought 
to have an understanding of what we 
have lost in the effort to get a consen- 
sus to pass this bill. We always lose 
something in these efforts and I am not 
suggesting that it is not difficult. But 
I do think the issue ought to be talked 
about because it is an important com- 
ponent of legitimate efforts to have an 
environmental policy that is truly 
meaningful. 

Source water protection, also called 
pollution prevention, and is the smart- 
est way to address environmental prob- 
lems. We are now struggling over the 
spending of billions of dollars—lit- 
erally billions of dollars—to clean up 
the contaminated waste sites that we 
made. 

For the better part of the industrial 
revolution in this country, from the de- 
velopment of this Nation in the late 
1800’s to its largest industrial sense 
through the 1900’s, we did not know 
better at certain times, or if we knew 
better, it was at the very incipient 
stages of awareness—recognizing that 
Rachel Carson wrote Silent Spring" 
only in the last half of this century and 
the environmental movement really 
only grew at that time. 

But now we have learned. Now we 
know. We know that we have American 
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citizens who die as a consequence of 
our carelessness. Whether it is Love 
Canal or whether it is Woburn, MA, or 
the recent case in Milwaukee, there are 
people who are exposed to carcinogens, 
to toxics, to chemicals, to wastes— 
many cases of waste we do not know or 
understand the implication of, but it 
seeps down into the water systems, it 
seeps into our estuaries and our bays. 

You can travel to nearby Chesapeake 
Bay, where they are suffering from ni- 
trate overloading, or you can come to 
our bays in Massachusetts and see 
what happens when we had to close 
some 66,000 acres of clambeds to the 
loss of millions of dollars of income to 
fishermen, not to mention what it does 
to your tourist industry because of 
spillage. 

Is it spillage from boats? No. Often it 
is spillage that comes from the careless 
use of oil and gasoline and dumping 
and pesticides and agricultural runoff 
in the uplands and it just flows down to 
settle somewhere. 

Well, it is the same problem in our 
aquifers and in our watersheds of this 
country. You know, when we dump 
stuff on the ground, it does not just 
stay there. It goes somewhere. It seeps 
down, flows elsewhere, and it collects 
and we spoil whole aquifers and we de- 
stroy water resources and wildlife. And 
then we turn around and we have a big 
debate on the floor of the U.S. Senate 
and the House, ‘‘Oh, my God, look what 
we have done. How are we going to pay 
for it? How are we going to clean this 
up?" 

We have thousands of Superfund sites 
or potential Superfund sites across this 
country. I think the number is now 
close to 4,000 or so. There are 1,200 des- 
ignated Superfund sites alone and 
thousands of other hazardous waste 
sites that we have not yet in America 
fully cleaned up. That is incredible. 

So, here we are in this bill, trying to 
put in place the notion that the smart- 
est way to avoid asking taxpayers to 
spend billions of dollars to clean up our 
mess is obviously not to make the mess 
in the first place. In Boston, now, we 
have the Boston Harbor cleanup effort, 
one of the most expensive cleanups in 
the country because of the mess that 
people have made in prior years. We 
try to teach our children the basics of 
conservation and recycling, the basics 
of cleanliness and the standards of 
maintenance of the communities in 
order to avoid these messes. 

This bill, by unanimous consent, by 
unanimous agreement within the com- 
mittee, came to the floor with a mod- 
est source water protection effort, un- 
derstanding that people are disturbed 
about unfunded national mandates. So 
we somehow have to find the most 
cost-effective solutions to problem 
solving and to seek out approaches 
that solve problems with the least bu- 
reaucracy and the least possible waste. 

In his highly acclaimed book Re- 
inventing Government," David Osborne 
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stressed the value of what he called an- 
ticipatory Government, a Government 
that is focused on preventing problems 
before they are created and before they 
become crises. The advantage of pre- 
ventive Government over reactive Gov- 
ernment ought to be obvious. It heads 
off crises and it saves money. Osborne 
demonstrates that prevention has 
made the greatest strides in the envi- 
ronmental arena through its focus on 
pollution prevention. This is one arena 
where we have proven our capacity to 
implement the concept of preventive 
governmental action. 

While Congress and the executive 
branch are often in conflict, they share 
one thing. Both tend to react to crises 
rather than anticipate and manage for 
the future. We are, obviously, never 
going to be able to avoid all crises. I do 
not pretend that. But we ought to take 
every opportunity we can to promote 
preventive measures to limit the neces- 
sity of reactive response later on. So I 
think it would be wise to review every 
environmental statute and make a 
judgment as to what opportunities does 
this statute provide us for pollution 
prevention provisions. 

A recent example is what we have un- 
dertaken in the Federal Government, 
finally, at the directives of the Presi- 
dent of the United States, to prevent 
pollution and promote recycling. Look 
at all the paper. Every single day we 
throw away inordinate amounts of 
paper that we print up, far too often 
not always used. We have an incredible 
lack of recycling in our own efforts, 
even though we mandate it for other 
people. 

There are all kinds of wastes of en- 
ergy, raw materials, natural resources, 
steam release and so forth that are op- 
portunities for conservation. Now the 
President has undertaken a major 
overhaul of Federal Government pollu- 
tion prevention policies. 

This bill, wisely, came out of com- 
mittee with that kind of prevention ef- 
fort: A source water protection effort. 
That is one form of pollution preven- 
tion that has proven over and over to 
be cost effective. As the costs escalate 
for treatment, for remediation, for re- 
placing contaminated drinking water 
supplies, local governments and tax- 
payers are overwhelmed. 

We ought to happily grab at a pro- 
gram that creates an incentive for 
local communities and States to think 
about source water pollution preven- 
tion efforts. They turn to the Federal 
Government for assistance when they 
do not think about it. And we turn 
around and wrestle here with whether 
or not we are going to cut education, 
whether we are going to cut child im- 
munization programs, whether we are 
going to cut a whole host of programs, 
which suffer because we are looking for 
money and we do not have the money 
to do the things we need to do. But we 
continue to create the crises that we 
know are going to feed this frenzy. 


10313 


Here in this bill we had an oppor- 
tunity to have that kind of effort to 
give an incentive to communities. We 
were trying to come up with the best, 
most economical and feasible way to 
assist communities in protecting local 
drinking water supplies before they 
could become contaminated, rather 
than paying to clean up afterwards. 

The Safe Drinking Water Act has in- 
cluded programs to protect the quality 
of sole source aquifers and wellhead 
areas. These programs have proven to 
be effective. Section 9 of S. 2019, the 
source water protection provisions, as 
reported by the committee, provides a 
new initiative to encourage States and 
the water systems to implement pro- 
grams voluntarily to protect the qual- 
ity of existing sources of drinking 
water and to prevent contamination 
before it occurs. 

The bill, as it came out of commit- 
tee, would have required the States— 
and I emphasize this—it would have re- 
quired the States to have a process, 
just a process, to review and to approve 
any source water protection plan by a 
local entity. It prescribed that the EPA 
should support those efforts with tech- 
nical and financial assistance and by 
issuing guidance for the preparation of 
plans for those communities that chose 
to participate. 

I want to emphasize, the bill that 
came out of the committee unani- 
mously offered an incentive to local 
communities, requiring the States to 
set up a plan, but it did not require the 
communities to participate. It simply 
said we are going to have a plan and we 
want to have a review. They would pro- 
vide technical assistance for those who 
chose to participate. 

The source water protection provi- 
sion that came out of the committee 
was voluntary and it would have al- 
lowed all local communities to partici- 
pate if they chose. Let me quote di- 
rectly from the Environment Commit- 
tee report: 

Water systems are not required to develop 
source water protection plans, but incentives 
are provided to encourage development of 
plans. If a source water protection plan is ap- 
proved, a community is eligible for grant and 
loan funds under the Clean Water Act to im- 
plement the plan. The community may also 
propose reduced monitoring requirements 
based on elements of the approved plan. In 
addition, Federal agency actions are re- 
quired to be consistent with the plan to the 
maximum extent practical. 

Regrettably, Senator WARNER and 
Senator CONRAD offered an amendment 
that will almost certainly preclude 
some local communities that want to 
participate, from participating. So this 
whole effort to try to create an incen- 
tive has now been watered down, di- 
minished, and even blocked in some 
cases. This is a classic example of the 
great tug of war between interests, spe- 
cial interests—in this case mostly agri- 
culture interests that are just petrified 
that they may be held accountable, or 
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required to start to think about the 
impact of some of the things that they 
put on the Earth and allow to run off 
into people's drinking water that we 
then have to pay for, and generally, to 
clean up. 

We adopted long ago the concept of 
polluter pays. That has been at the 
heart of environmental policy in this 
country for some time. What we have 
seen happen in the last hours is one of 
those rather interesting things, where 
we come in here and diminish the ca- 
pacity of people to be held accountable, 
and we cave in to the interests that do 
not want to be held accountable. 

Under this amendment, States would 
have no responsibility for promoting 
source water protection. Under this 
amendment, States are not required to 
set up procedures for reviewing and ap- 
proving source water protection plans. 
Under this amendment, we are obviat- 
ing preventive Government. We are ob- 
viating—turning away from respon- 
sibility in favor of ducking the hard 
choices and suggesting that we can go 
on asking citizens from all over the 
country to belly up and pay their tax 
money for known bad health and envi- 
ronmental and economic policies. 

If a State chooses, under this amend- 
ment, not to set up a source water pro- 
tection program, then the local com- 
munity in that State cannot partici- 
pate—out, finished, gone—rather than 
what the committee originally, by 
unanimous decision, felt was impor- 
tant, which was to have the States re- 
quired to come up with a review policy. 
Rather than providing incentives to 
promote preventive measures, the 
amendment, in effect, becomes an im- 
pediment to local communities trying 
to take innovative, proactive environ- 
mental measures; important efforts to 
try to stem the crisis before it is, in 
fact, a crisis. 

Source water protection gains sup- 
port from many Government entities, 
as well as from environmental and pub- 
lic health groups because of the enor- 
mous benefits to all. It is far more evi- 
dent than all the reasons for having 
moved away from this. I have heard 
from all levels of Government, Madam 
President. The EPA wants this—Carol 
Browner has written us a letter stating 
it is important. And many State gov- 
ernments as well. But because some 
now have opted to pull out the rug 
from under them, there is no mandate. 
And many local communities were sup- 
porting the committee-passed source 
water protection provision. 

Carol Browner just sent a letter, and 
I ask unanimous consent to print this 
letter in the RECORD at the end of my 
comments. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I 
have letters of support from numerous 
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organizations: the National Roundtable 
of State Pollution Prevention Pro- 
grams; the Massachusetts Department 
of Environmental Protection; the Mas- 
sachusetts Water Resources Authority; 
the National Water Funding Council; 
the Physicians for Social Responsibil- 
ity; the Natural Resources Defense 
Council; Friends of the Earth; the 
American Oceans Campaign, and many 
others. 

I ask unanimous consent that several 
of those letters be printed in the 
RECORD at the end of my comments. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

(See exhibit 2.) 

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, S. 
2019, as originally reported by the En- 
vironment Committee, was a reason- 
able, nonregulatory approach that pro- 
vided an incentive; it did not mandate 
& community to participate. It did re- 
quire a State to have a review process. 
And in 1994, given all the money we are 
spending and all that we have learned 
about source point pollution control 
and nonpoint source pollution, we 
ought to know better, and we ought to 
be able to do better. 

I think that we should not want to 
take away intelligent prevention meas- 
ures from local communities, and we 
ought to require the States to have 
some kind of plan to do that. 

I had originally intended to come to 
the floor to offer my praise to the com- 
mittee for moving in this direction and 
to compliment them for doing so. I re- 
gret that I find myself now having to 
come to the floor to express my dis- 
appointment that the committee was 
not able to continue in that direction. 
And I understand the pressures the 
chair faces. It is not the chair’s fault. 
It is just the way the Senate some- 
times works and it is the way we get 
sidetracked around here. 

But I want to say that I think the 
Warner-Conrad amendment under- 
mines environmental protection. I 
think it undermines the effort to be 
preventive rather than reactive. I am 
very hopeful that this action can be re- 
versed in conference, if not conceivably 
in the next hours on this bill. 

Should that not be the case, in either 
case, I certainly sound notice today 
that I, and others in the Senate, intend 
to work to amend this provision over 
the course of the next months or year 
so that it produces at least the bene- 
ficial outcome originally sought and 
agreed to by the committee itself. 

In closing, Madam President, I do 
want to compliment the Senator from 
Montana and I want to compliment the 
Senator from Rhode Island, because 
the fact is that this is an important 
bil, notwithstanding those criticisms 
that I have just expressed. They have 
worked hard to bring this bill to the 
floor, and we do want it passed. There 
are a number of important features in 
it. 
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In establishing a new State revolving 
loan program to fund very much need- 
ed infrastructure improvements, they 
have made a very significant step for- 
ward. By providing small systems with 
low-cost technology and flexibility to 
meet requirements, and by eliminating 
the current mandates for regulating a 
fixed number of contaminants per year, 
regardless of the public health benefits, 
they have made an important move to 
get communities in a worthwhile rela- 
tionship with the Federal Government 
in order to produce a valuable out- 
come. I congratulate them for that, 
and it will prove to be helpful to com- 
munities. 

This bill improves the likelihood 
that our citizens will have healthy, 
high-quality drinking water, while tak- 
ing into account the varying cir- 
cumstances of those communities and 
States around the Nation. 

I must say, though, we do not have 
much time on some of these issues. We 
have some communities that have sole 
source aquifers, and they are in very 
fragile condition. The aquifer under the 
central part of this country, which 
runs under the State of the presiding 
Senator and across the central part of 
this Nation, is in delicate condition, is 
in diminished quantity, and has in- 
creasing stresses on it. 

We should be thinking more not in 
terms of how we are going to build 
pipes to divert the Colorado River and 
create a whole set of problems similar 
to those we created in the Columbia 
River, where we now do not have the 
salmon we used to have because of 
what dams have done, but we need to 
consider the potential outcomes ahead 
of time. 

That was the effort the committee 
was trying to make, and I regret enor- 
mously that there is an amendment 
that diminishes the pollution preven- 
tion components of this bill. 

Ithank the Chair. 

EXHIBIT 1 
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY, 
Washington, DC, May 12, 1994. 
Hon. MAX BAUCUS 
Chairman, Environment and Public Works Com- 
mittee, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I deeply appreciate 
your leadership and dedicated efforts to 
guide S. 2019, the Safe Drinking Water Act 
reauthorization bill, through the many and 
conflicting demands on its reform. 

On April 28, I wrote to reiterate the Ad- 
ministration's support for S. 2019 as ap- 
proved by the Environment and Public 
Works Committee. In my letter, I indicated 
that the bill's approach toward safeguards 
for public health and new reforms is espe- 
cially critical, and that I would let you know 
of any concerns should later amendments 
threaten that balance in key areas. I believe 
S. 2019, as revised by the Managers' Amend- 
ment you have assembled, reflects your com- 
mitment to achieve such a balance. 

I am, however, concerned about two issues. 
Among the Administration's highest reau- 
thorization priorities is source water protec- 
tion, which simply means pollution preven- 
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tion—shielding rivers, lakes, streams and 
wells from which the public draws its drink- 
ing water from becoming contaminated in 
the first place. In many instances, source 
protection can be far less costly than is the 
filtration that would be required if the water 
gets polluted. The Administration proposes 
that States develop source water assessment 
programs, with the flexibility for local gov- 
ernments voluntarily to develop protection 
plans to implement protection of their 
source water, 

We are concerned that some amendments 
under discussion would effectively deny local 
governments this opportunity and flexibil- 
ity. As a former state official, I believe that 
the approval process proposed in these 
amendments is so burdensome that it may be 
more of a deterrent than an inducement to 
undertake voluntary pollution prevention 
through source protection. Many states may, 
accordingly, decline to adopt an approval 
process, which would then thwart voluntary 
source protection plans in those states. 

With regard to the state viability program 
in another amendment, we think the pro- 
gram contains a workable structure to pro- 
tect federal taxpayers’ new investments in 
water infrastructure. However, we continue 
to believe that there are many additional 
techniques that should be used—such as em- 
ploying circuit riders for operations and 
maintenance, sharing fiscal personnel, and 
cooperative procurement—by which water 
systems can improve their capabilities to 
safeguard drinking water, and save money. 

I look forward to continuing to work with 
you on this vital public health legislation. 

Sincerely, 
CAROL M. BROWNER. 
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NATIONAL ROUNDTABLE OF STATE 
POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAMS, 
Washington, DC, May 12, 1994. 

DEAR SENATOR: The National Roundtable 
of State Pollution Prevention Programs (the 
Roundtable), supports the pollution preven- 
tion provisions of the 1994 Amendments to 
the Safe Drinking Water Act (S. 2019). The 
Roundtable, the largest national member- 
ship organization in the country devoted 
solely to the improvement of environmental 
quality through pollution prevention, also 
supports the bill's finding that states need 
increased funding to implement safe drink- 
ing water programs. 

The Roundtable urges the Senate to more 
clearly establish pollution prevention, in 
particular source reduction, as the fun- 
damental approach to protecting our drink- 
ing water supply. S. 2019 should be strength- 
ened by including more pollution prevention 
measures that stress source reduction rather 
than control. 

S. 2019 would require each state to estab- 
lish a process for reviewing and approving 
pollution prevention plans initiated by local- 
ities and public water systems. It encourages 
efforts to create these plans by making a 
small amount of federal state revolving loan 
funds available for this purpose. Although 
the bill provides for a constructive partner- 
ships between local, state and federal agen- 
cies, it should go further by establishing a 
process to involve localities and citizens in 
the development of policies and programs 
from the beginning of the process. 

While the bill would require states to act, 
it does not require the creation of source 
water protection plans. Under S. 2019 source 
water plans are voluntary on the part of 
local water systems, local agencies or state 
governments. 
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The Roundtable strongly urges that the 
Source Water Protection Program section 
promoting pollution prevention not be weak- 
ened. It is critical to the protection of the 
nation's drinking water supplies that efforts 
to prevent contamination in the first place 
remain intact in this legislation. We urge 
the Senate to strengthen the source reduc- 
tion focus of this bill and to reject any at- 
tempts to weaken the pollution prevention 
provisions in S. 2019. 

Sincerely, 
KEVIN DICK, 
Vice Chairman. 


COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENVIRON- 
MENTAL AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, 

Boston, MA, May 11, 1994. 
Hon. JoHN KERRY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 


Attention Ms. Kate English. 


DEAR SENATOR KERRY: Massachusetts is 
committed to source water protection as the 
best means of ensuring safe and pure drink- 
ing water to the public, while preventing 
very costly treatment measures. We believe 
that the Baucus Bill", S. 2019 (“Safe Drink- 
ing Water Act Amendments of 1994") will go 
a long way toward affording such protection. 


It has come to our attention that Senators 
Warner and Conrad have proposed further 
amendments which will seriously weaken the 
Baucus Bill. I write to strongly urge you to 
oppose the amendments to this bill proposed 
by Senators Warner and Conrad. Thank you 
for your attention to this matter, and to the 
Safe Drinking Water Act reauthorization. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID Y. TERRY, 
Director, 
Division of Water Supply. 


NATIONAL WATER FUNDING COUNCIL, 
Washington, DC, May 11, 1994. 
Senator MAX BAUCUS, 
Chairman, Senate Environment and Public 
Works Committee, Dirksen Senate Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 


DEAR SENATOR Baucus: The National 
Water Funding Council understands that 
your proposal for the Safe Drinking Water 
Act, S. 2019, will go to the Senate floor for 
consideration within the next week. 


We ask that you retain the State Source 
Water Protection (SWP) Program that is in 
S. 2019, and not substitute Senator Warner's 
amendment—the “Water Quality Protection 
Partnership" instead. We view your original 
SWP program as voluntary, cost-effective 
way of implementing pollution prevention 
measures into the SDWA, a step that really 
must occur in the next generation of clean 
water work that the country undertakes. 


Your SWP Program is sufficiently advan- 
tageous to what Senator Warner has pro- 
posed that we recommend that you not mod- 
ify its substantive provisions. You might, 
however, consider making projects approved 
under SWP plans eligible for financial assist- 
ance under Title I of the S. 2019 as well as 
Section 319 and Title VI of the CWA, so as to 
provide states with as much flexibility as 
possible in determining how best to assist fi- 
nancially with these projects. 

Sincerely, 
JONATHAN C. KALEDIN. 
Executive Director. 
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AMERICAN OCEANS CAMPAIGN, 
Washington, DC, May 11, 1994. 
Hon. JOHN KERRY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KERRY: The American 
Oceans Campaign would like to express our 
support for the source water protection pro- 
visions in S. 2019, the Safe Drinking Water 
Act, and our opposition to the Warner/ 
Conrad amendment, which strikes this pro- 
tection. 

We believe that pollution prevention is 
perhaps the most cost effective method of 
protecting consumers from the pathogens 
and contaminants that can affect their 
drinking water. 

By requiring states to establish a process 
for reviewing and approving pollution pre- 
vention plans initiated by localities and pub- 
lic water systems, the costs of cleanup and 
treatment could be reduced significantly, in 
addition to improving the quality of water 
provided to consumers. 

American Oceans Campaign believes that a 
strong source water protection plan is essen- 
tial to a sound drinking water program. We 
applaud your leadership on this important 
issue, and we encourage you to urge your 
colleagues to vote against the Warner/ 
Conrad amendment. 

Sincerly, 
DAWN HAMILTON, 
Issues Director. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Who yields time? The Senator 
from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
want to compliment the Senator from 
Massachusetts. I agree with the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts that an ounce 
of prevention is worth a pound of cure. 

Essentially, what we are trying to do 
is help provide for more safe drinking 
water in our country and to not only be 
sure that we have the technology in 
place to clean up the water that is 
dirty, but also to prevent dirty water 
from coming to communities in the 
first place. 

The source water protection program 
in the bill is a concept which is needed, 
whether it is proposed by States or by 
the Federal Government. It is a con- 
cept that makes good sense. The more 
we can address the source in the first 
place by making sure that the water is 
clean and safe before it comes into the 
community drinking water system, the 
more likely it is that people are going 
to have safer, cleaner water. It is just 
that simple. 

In current law, we have a sole source 
aquifer program; we have the wellhead 
protection program. They are a start. 
They are what their names imply. The 
sole source aquifer program is in place 
to help communities assure that the 
source is clean. The same is true with 
the wellhead protection program. 

Unfortunately, those programs are 
essentially voluntary. A State or com- 
munity can have its own program, ei- 
ther under sole source aquifer or under 
the wellhead protection program. 

In the bill, we wanted to advance the 
concept of source water protection. In 
the bill we did provide, as the Senator 
from Massachusetts says, that the 
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States are required to set up a process 
under which communities can develop 
a plan for technical assistance and for 
other kinds of measures that help as- 
sure that the source water is protected. 

The bill did not give States any new 
authority. It did not say that States 
can mandate or require communities to 
undertake any action. There was no 
provision in the bill which gave States 
new authority to do anything like 
that. Rather, the bill required States 
to set up & process under which com- 
munities would develop a source water 
protection plan. 

Unfortunately, there are many peo- 
ple in the country who are very nerv- 
ous about that program. They are con- 
cerned that it would give too much au- 
thority to States and impinge upon up- 
stream users, or source users. The con- 
cern was that the program would give 
cities, towns, and communities too 
much authority within the city limits 
and/or it would give States too much 
authority in restricting what farmers, 
ranchers or anybody upstream, or in 
the source area, could or could not do. 

Madam President, we have to move 
the concept of source water protection 
a step at a time. I do believe that the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. WARNER] and the 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
CONRAD] is a way to move the concept 
of source water protection forward. 
That is what we want to do here, take 
a step at a time. Otherwise, we run the 
risk of having no source water protec- 
tion improvement over current law. We 
have to improve upon the present con- 
cept, and the amendment offered by 
the Senators from Virginia and North 
Dakota help assure that we have a sig- 
nificantly better source water protec- 
tion program now than under current 
law. 

I must say, Madam President, that a 
lot of this really is joined with other 
legislation, such as the Clean Water 
Act, which will be before the Senate in 
the next 2 or 3 weeks. 

I say that because the changes to the 
Clean Water Act will address nonpoint 
source pollution. Nonpoint source pol- 
lution is pollution caused by runoff 
from agriculture, timber harvests, min- 
ing tailings, and urban runoff. That is, 
runoff, as opposed to what is referred 
to in technical jargon as point source 
pollution, which is pipes discharging 
into the rivers. That is point source. 

In the new Clean Water Act, we are 
going to be addressing nonpoint source 
runoff—a very needed program. Half of 
the water pollution in our country 
today is caused by nonpoint source 
runoff. In the Clean Water Act that 
will be coming before the Senate short- 
ly, we have a very valid program which 
will tell States that they have to have 
a nonpoint source pollution program to 
address the problem that exists in each 
of our States. 

That program will help address the 
source water protection problem be- 
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cause a large portion of the pollution 
that may affect drinking water sys- 
tems is nonpoint source pollution, 
which will be addressed in another bill. 

To sum up, Madam President, I agree 
with the Senator from Massachusetts. 
We have to have a very good, strong 
source water protection program, but 
like a lot of matters, if we go too far, 
if we give too much authority to States 
which is not thought through as much 
as we would like it to be, we could 
jeopardize the whole source water pro- 
tection program. 

I strongly believe that the provisions 
of the bill, as modified by the Senators 
from North Dakota and Virginia, help 
solidify and consolidate support for a 
stronger source water protection pro- 
gram. That is why I think the amend- 
ment is an improvement. And secondly, 
most of the source water protection 
problem really is nonpoint pollution, 
which will be addressed very definitely 
very significantly in the Clean Water 
Act, as opposed to the Safe Drinking 
Water Act, which will be before the 
Senate in the next 2 or 3 weeks. 

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. I appreciate the com- 
ments of the Senator from Montana. 
As I have said, I understand the pres- 
sures on him and what he needs to do 
to get an important bill passed. I still 
want to say to him and the Senator 
from Rhode Island, maybe we can work 
out something in the next day or two. 
I have not had a chance yet to engage 
with Senator WARNER and Senator 
CONRAD. 

But I must say, respectfully, I have 
been around the environmental move- 
ment long enough and I have been in- 
volved in these issues and been in the 
Senate now long enough to have 
learned what happens if the fox is 
guarding the chicken coop. We all 
know what happens. The permissive 
language allowing the very community 
that is an offender community, where 
all of the economic interests of that 
community are weighted against their 
making this decision, which is why 
they want the watered-down language 
in the first place, if they are left to 
their own devices, to just spontane- 
ously come in with a petition, as the 
Warner-Conrad amendment suggests, it 
is not going to happen. We all know 
that. That is why we have a fight over 
the Superfund. That is why we had a 
fight over the Clean Water Act origi- 
nally. That is why we had to press for 
the Clean Air Act over the vociferous 
objections of automobile manufactur- 
ers. We all know how tough a struggle 
it is. 

If the language remains that it is 
just—which is how the language reads 
now—that a State may establish a pro- 
gram under which a local community 
may submit a petition, it is not going 
to happen, because the State that is 
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predominantly configured around that 
particular industry, and a local com- 
munity which is even more so, has no 
interest whatsoever to tackle this pro- 
gram. This is why we have always had 
a struggle between the Federal Govern- 
ment and local entities about things 
we ought to do versus things we kind of 
do not want to do. 

Everybody knows how human nature 
works. That is the process of politics. 
It is what the debates are about— 
things we know we ought to do as 
human beings versus the immediate in- 
terests that temper our willingness to 
do that until X, Y or Z becomes such a 
crisis that we finally mobilize and do 
it, as in South Africa, where they fi- 
nally mobilized and said, yes, indeed, 
people have to be free. 

By the same token, that is what the 
environmental movement is. People 
said, yes, we have to breathe clean air; 
yes, we have to drink safe water; no, 
we do not want lead in our water; no, 
we do not want to pollute all our bays 
and estuaries; and so we dragged the 
contravening interests reluctantly to 
the table, and the language that has 
been put forward here offers no incen- 
tive whatsoever to come to the table. 

So I hear the Senator. I know what 
he wants to do, but I also know what 
this language leaves us. It leaves us no 
requirement that people try to think 
ahead and remediate. 

Now, in the original bill—I did not 
write the original bill language, the 
committee did—in the original bill lan- 
guage, the committee had the good 
sense to balance between the local 
communities’ rights and prerogatives 
and interests and this tension with the 
larger entities of our government, ei- 
ther State or Federal. And it did not 
mandate any local community to come 
in and do this. It did, however, require 
a State to have a process available so 
that the local communities that want 
to participate have something fixed in 
concrete which will enable them to do 
so. 
Now what happens in the Warner- 
Conrad amendment is that the State is 
not required to participate, so that the 
one local community that might want 
to be proactive cannot do so if it so 
chooses because the other entities that 
do not want protective measures will 
prevent the State from even setting up 
the process. And so it will deny those 
local communities that do want to use 
good common sense from even exercis- 
ing their good common sense. 

So, Madam President, it is simply 
not good legislation. It is not good pub- 
lic policy. 

I try to be as reasonable as anybody 
around here about excessive mandates 
and burdensome regulations and end- 
less government red tape. 

I hate them just like everybody else. 
But that is not what we have here. Ac- 
tually, it is just the opposite. The bill 
here makes good sense by, frankly, re- 
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ducing some of those things. It makes 
no sense to require communities to get 
rid of particulates in water that have 
nothing to do with health or that go 
way beyond the health standards. That 
is what prior legislation did. We have 
often done that in Congress. And if we 
have some unreasonable regulations, 
we ought to bend over backwards to 
get rid of them where we can. 

But we also must strive to create a 
relationship between the Federal, 
State and local communities that can 
work to promote proactive, preventive 
measures. We cannot continue to erode 
the resources of this Nation and then 
tell the next generation we are sorry, 
but you are going to have to pay bil- 
lions of dollars to clean up the mess we 
know we should not have made. 

That is generationally irresponsible. 
It is currently irresponsible. And we 
just should not do that. 

So I respectfully hope we can work a 
balance. I am not trying to ask any- 
body to establish some terrible, bu- 
reaucratic process where the vicissi- 
tudes of public officials wreak havoc on 
people's good efforts. But by the same 
token, we must strive for the innova- 
tive Federal-State-community partner- 
ships that can prevent crisis manage- 
ment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I do 
not wish to prolong the discussion. I 
again compliment the Senator from 
Massachusetts. He is right in concept. 
We should have a strong source water 
protection program. I just remind all of 
us that the bill never required commu- 
nities to have a source water protec- 
tion program. States were required to 
have a process to facilitate and approve 
system source water plans. Even under 
the bill, as amended, communities can 
still apply for money from the Clean 
Water Act revolving loan fund for tech- 
nical assistance for source water pro- 
tection programs. 

Basically, we are in a situation where 
we have to find a balance between 
State control and Federal control. We 
are not 50 nations. We are not one na- 
tion. We are one country of 50 States. 
No other country in the world shares 
exactly our form of government. We 
also have divided powers. We are a non- 
parliamentary form of government. 

It is interesting that drinking water 
traditionally is under the rubric of 
State control because States generally 
have control over their own public 
health and safety. It is like crime. 
Crime enforcement is essentially a 
State matter, the same with health en- 
forcement, including drinking water 
enforcement. 

Drinking water is more of a real mat- 
ter than, say, air which tends to cross 
State boundaries more than drinking 
water. Of course, we Americans travel 
a lot. That makes drinking water qual- 
ity more of a Federal matter. 
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Under the bill as amended by Sen- 
ators WARNER and CONRAD, a State 
could have a stronger source water pro- 
tection program if it wanted it on its 
own. I am sure Massachusetts has good 
strong environmental leanings. So 
Massachusetts could set up its own 
strong source water protection 
projects, as could Wisconsin, Montana, 
or any other State. 

I think when à community in any 
State applies for assistance under the 
clean water revolving loan fund, States 
are going to realize that they ought to 
support source water protection 
projects because an ounce of preven- 
tion is worth a pound of cure. It makes 
sense. We are really splitting hairs 
here. We are on the way toward a good 
program. 

Ireally do not want to prolong this 
debate. I therefore will stop because I 
see Senators on the floor who have 
amendments. 

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I do 
not want to prolong the debate. I ask 
my colleague a simple question: was 
there not a requirement in the original 
committee print that the States do 
something; a requirement? 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, 
there was a requirement that they ‘‘do 
something” but the something“ was 
not that they have to have a source 
water protection program. There was 
nothing in the bill that required States 
to set up a source water protection pro- 
gram. Rather, the provision in the bill 
required States to have a process under 
which a system would develop a source 
water protection plan. If a system 
wanted to have their own source water 
protection program, then there would 
be a process through which the State 
could approve it. But, there was no re- 
quirement that the State have a pro- 


gram. 

Mr. KERRY. What the Senator from 
Montana is saying is, there was a re- 
quirement. He just said, yes. There was 
a requirement that the States have a 
review process so that the communities 
could apply. Now with the WARNER- 
CONRAD amendment there is no re- 
quirement that States have that re- 
view process. So as I said, the States 
had been required to participate and 
the local communities had been able to 
apply, and now the States are not re- 
quired to have a review process and 
local community are not guaranteed 
they can apply. We do not need to pro- 
long this. 

Mr. BAUCUS. As I said, Madam 
President, if a State wants to, there is 
nothing to prevent a State from having 
it. Massachusetts, any State that 
wants to, Ilinois, can set up its own 
process, whatever it wants. We are not 
prohibiting States from doing what 
States think they should do. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KOHL. Thank you, Madam Presi- 
dent. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1707 
(Purpose: To require the Administrator to 
develop and carry out a research plan to 
support the development and implementa- 
tion of certain rules concerning harmful 
substances in drinking water) 


Mr. KOHL. Madam President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL], 
for himself, Mr. JEFFORDS, and Mr. 
FEINGOLD, proposes an amendment numbered 
1707. 


Mr. KOHL. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing new section: 

SEC. . RESEARCH PLAN FOR HARMFUL SUB- 
STANCES IN DRINKING WATER. 

Section 1412 (42 U.S.C. 300g-1) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

"(f) RESEARCH PLAN FOR HARMFUL SUB- 
STANCES IN DRINKING WATER.— 

() DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN.—The Adminis- 
trator shall— 

) not later than September 30, 1994, de- 
velop a research plan to support the develop- 
ment and implementation of the most cur- 
rent version of the— 

) enhanced surface water treatment rule 
(announced at 59 Fed. Reg. (February 10, 
1994)); 

"(ii) disinfectant and disinfection byprod- 
uct rule (Stage 2) (announced at 59 Fed. Reg. 
(February 10, 1994)); and 

„(iii) ground water disinfection rule (avail- 
ability of draft summary announced at 57 
Fed. Reg. 33960 (July 31, 1992)); and 

“(B) carry out the research plan. 

*(2) CONTENTS OF PLAN.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The research plan shall 
include, at a minimum— 

(i) an identification and characterization 
of new disinfection byproducts associated 
with the use of different disinfectants; 

“(ii) toxicological and epidemiological 
studies to determine what levels of exposure 
from disinfectants and disinfection byprod- 
ucts, if any, may be associated with devel- 
opmental and birth defects and other poten- 
tial toxic end points; 

‘“(ili) toxicological and epidemiological 
studies to quantify the carcinogenic poten- 
tial from exposure to disinfection byproducts 
resulting from different disinfectants; 

(iv) the development of practical analyt- 
ical methods for enumerating microbial con- 
taminants, including giardia, 
cryptosporidium, and viruses; 

"(v) the development of dose-response 
curves for pathogens, including 
cryptosporidium and the Norwalk virus; 

"(vi) the development of indicators that 
define treatment effectiveness for pathogens 
and disinfection byproducts; and 

"(vii) bench, pilot, and full-scale studies 
and demonstration projects to evaluate opti- 
mized conventional treatment, ozone, granu- 
lar activated carbon, and membrane tech- 
nology for controlling pathogens (including 
cryptosporidium) and disinfection byprod- 
ucts. 

"(B) RISK DEFINITION STRATEGY.—The re- 
search plan shall include a strategy for de- 
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termining the risks and estimated extent of 
disease resulting from pathogens, disinfect- 
ants, and disinfection byproducts in drinking 
water, and how the risks can most effec- 
tively be controlled, taking into consider- 
ation the costs of various control methods 
and the sizes of various systems. 

*(3) IMPLEMENTATION OF PLAN.—In carrying 
out the research plan, the Administrator 
shall use the most cost-effective mechanisms 
available, including coordination of research 
with, and use of matching funds from insti- 
tutions and utilities. 

‘(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection $12,500,000 for each 
of fiscal years 1995 through 1998. 

Mr. KOHL. Madam President, last 
April, the city of Milwaukee experi- 
enced a disastrous outbreak of a para- 
site called cryptosporidium in the 
drinking water supply. By the time 
that all the particles in the water had 
settled, 104 people were dead, and over 
400,000 others had become severely ill. 

This amendment is about that inci- 
dent. It is about the 104 people who 
died in Milwaukee. It is about the 
400,000 Milwaukee residents who bat- 
tled weeks of debilitating illness, and I 
am sorry to say, it is about those peo- 
ple who, 1 year later, still fight a daily 
battle to rid their bodies of the intes- 
tinal disease called cryptosporidiosis. 

The bill that we are considering 
today recognizes the need to move for- 
ward in setting standards for commu- 
nities to use in protecting their citi- 
zens from contamination. EPA has ne- 
gotiated, with all interested parties, 
several regulations to require testing 
and treatment for cryptosporidium and 
other parasites to assure that an out- 
break like Mikwaukee’s never happens 
again. And this negotiated rulemaking 
will also set standards to assure that 
the disinfectants that our communities 
use to ward off parasite threats do not 
themselves create health risks. The 
Safe Drinking Water Act bill reported 
out of Committee includes a time line 
for EPA to implement protections from 
cryptosporidium and other parasites, 
and I thank the Senator from Montana 
for his efforts on this matter. 

But what this bill does not do is re- 
quire EPA to improve the state of 
science in order to support these nec- 
essary regulations. Our communities 
do not only need to know when to test 
and treat for cryptosporidium, they 
also need to know how to do so, and 
they need to know that there is an on- 
going research program to perfect the 
testing and treatment methods. That is 
the purpose for this amendment. 

Madam President, for decades we in 
this country have prided ourselves on 
the quality of our drinking water. We 
hear warnings about drinking the 
water while traveling abroad in nations 
less developed than ours, where water- 
borne diseases are commonplace. But 
we have become complacent about our 
own drinking water—perhaps too com- 
placent. 

The implications of the Milwaukee 
outbreak are far-reaching. Despite the 
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devastation experienced by Milwaukee 
and other communities, our under- 
standing of the threat and appropriate 
treatment for parasite contamination 
in drinking water is very limited. 

I want my colleagues to understand 
that the threat is not only in Milwau- 
kee. Over the past 10 years, incidents of 
cryptosporidiosis have been reported in 
many communities across the country, 
including San Antonio, TX; Carrollton, 
GA; and Jackson County, OR, to name 
a few. And unfortunately 
cryptosporidium is just one in a long 
list of parasites that cause widespread 
disease in this Nation every year. 

Yet despite the warning signs of 
these outbreaks, EPA funding for re- 
search on parasite contamination in 
drinking water is next to nothing, leav- 
ing our communities with little sci- 
entific guidance on how best to protect 
their citizens. EPA, and Congress, have 
been too occupied with other concerns 
to respond to what’s been staring us in 
the face. I offer this amendment to re- 
verse that negligence. 

My amendment will require EPA to 
institute a broad research plan, in 
partnership with the private sector and 
research institutions, to improve the 
state of science regarding parasite con- 
tamination in drinking water. The 
amendment will also require EPA to 
conduct research to allow us to better 
understand how disinfectants we use to 
ward off parasite threats affect our 
health. On-site pilot studies will be 
conducted in various locations around 
the country to determine how different 
treatment methods react in different 
environments. In this context, I believe 
that Milwaukee should be one of sev- 
eral EPA study sites. 

The amendment is supported by a 
broad list of utility, research, and envi- 
ronmental groups. It is supported by 
the American Society of Microbiolo- 
gists, Natural Resources Defense Coun- 
cil, American Metropolitan Water- 
works Association, Friends of the 
Earth, the City of Milwaukee, Sierra 
Club, National Association of Water 
Companies, and American Waterworks 
Association. 

And I thank Senators JEFFORDS and 
FEINGOLD for cosponsoring the amend- 
ment. 

I believe that this amendment has 
been cleared on both sides of the aisle. 
I would like to offer my thanks for the 
support and cooperation that I received 
from the comanagers of this bill, the 
Senator from Montana and the Senator 
from Rhode Island. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL] I think, isa 
good amendment because it is needed. 
It is needed because we have a very 
complex difficult problem facing a lot 
of communities—the cryptosporidium 
problem in Milwaukee, and a similar 
problem here in Washington, DC. 

The problem, very generally, is that 
when communities attempt to control 
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microbial contaminants in their sys- 
tem, they add disinfectants like chlo- 
rine, for example, to clean the water 
and address the microbial contami- 
nants. 

When you add disinfectants, however, 
you may solve one problem but some- 
times cause another. There are byprod- 
ucts from these disinfectants which 
themselves can be cancer causing. We 
are facing Hobson's choice; we are in a 
dilemma. This amendment is needed to 
address this dilemma. 

We need the research to find out how 
to resolve this dilemma and to perhaps 
find new, better disinfectants which do 
not create the byproduct problem that 
we otherwise face. It is a very complex 
matter, and I commend the Senator 
from Wisconsin for offering the amend- 
ment to require research for the dis- 
infectant byproduct problem, including 
the cryptosporidium. I compliment the 
Senator. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, this 
amendment is agreeable to this side. I 
know that the situation in Milwaukee 
was an extremely serious one. I have 
here an article from the Milwaukee 
Journal of last September, which de- 
scribes the seriousness that occurred 
when the water purification system or 
the elements used in the purification 
got out of context or out of balance 
and very serious illnesses developed. I 
think it is accurate to say that there 
are some deaths traceable to this. How 
many could be exactly traceable to the 
problems within the water is not easy 
to discern, but certainly I get the im- 
pression that there may be as many as 
12 or 13. Is that correct, Senator? 

Mr. KOHL. Well, there were over 100 
deaths traceable to the problem. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Over 100. This amend- 
ment has been discussed with the EPA, 
and they are agreeable to it. So I think 
it is a fine amendment, and I join in 
support of it. 

Mr. KOHL. I thank the Senator very 
much and, of course, Senator BAUCUS 
for their support and cooperation for 
what I think is a real problem that 
needs to be addressed. 

As I pointed out in my statement, it 
is not just in Milwaukee, but all across 
our country. I think all 50 States will 
benefit from this research. I thank you 
very much. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1707) was agreed 
to. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from New Mexico is 
recognized. 
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Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, I 
would like to take just a few moments 
of the Senate's time to discuss with my 
colleague, Senator SMITH from New 
Hampshire, an important issue that 
the two of us have raised in legislation 
that was introduced earlier this year. 
It is an issue that I raised on Monday 
and an issue addressed by an amend- 
ment that is on file at the desk. 

The issue is: How can we provide 
States with the needed flexibility to 
more efficiently manage their environ- 
mental programs? 

Madam President, our society has be- 
come increasingly complex. We all live 
in this complex society and, at the 
same time, want to see a safe environ- 
ment, to breathe clean air, to drink 
healthy water, to see solid waste dis- 
posal accomplished in a responsible 
manner. Because we want to achieve 
these goals, the Federal legislation and 
regulatory requirements have become 
extremely extensive. These require- 
ments have imposed burdens on States, 
forcing them to utilize their very 
scarce resources to implement Federal 
environmental programs. In many in- 
stances, States are being asked to im- 
plement programs addressing Federal 
priorities which, in fact, are of lesser 
concern and potential risk in those in- 
dividual States than other priorities 
that they have identified. 

In short, many national require- 
ments fail to recognize that our States 
differ between and within themselves. 
What might be of most concern to one 
State due to its particular cir- 
cumstances may be relatively unim- 
portant in another. 

Our Federal funding assistance that 
we generally make available is re- 
stricted to the priorities we determine 
at the national level. In many cases, 
this prevents more effective use of 
funds for what the State identifies as 
its own needs. 

In my home State of New Mexico, we 
are, of course, committed to protecting 
the environment. At times, we have 
found ourselves strapped for funds with 
which to carry out the Federal laws. 
Federal funds that are available are 
limited to problems that we consider to 
be of lower priority. So, in my view, 
the time has come for the Nation to 
recognize that States are full partners 
in protecting the environment. They 
are knowledgeable about the problems 
within their jurisdictions. States want 
to use their resources as effectively as 
possible, and I believe we need to give 
them the flexibility to allocate re- 
sources to the highest environmental 
priorities. 

These are the reasons that, last No- 
vember, I introduced a bill, Senate bill 
1687, with Senator SMITH as a cospon- 
sor, to provide States with this needed 
flexibility to integrate the various ex- 
isting State grant programs that the 
EPA administers. 

The bill does provide flexibility, but 
it also continues to protect the envi- 
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ronment. There is widespread support 
from State environmental commis- 
sioners for our legislation. There is 
good support from other colleagues in 
the Senate and, in fact, the EPA has 
indicated support for this concept. 
However, they have not been able to go 
forward with implementation, since 
there is not the statutory authority 
that is necessary. Our intent was to 
offer this legislation on the Safe 
Drinking Water Act. At this point, I 
will yield to my cosponsor, Senator 
SMITH, for his statement and any sum- 
mary he wants to make on the legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. SMITH. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator from New Mexico 
for yielding. I wish to compliment him 
on a piece of legislation which I think 
is very important to the States and 
very helpful in environmental cleanup. 
As my colleague has mentioned, States 
need flexibility in managing their envi- 
ronmental grants. They do not have 
that flexibility now. 

New Hampshire, for example, my 
home State, would like to use the 
grant funds they receive for their high- 
est environmental priorities, the prior- 
ities they believe in their own State 
and communities are the highest prior- 
ities, not what somebody in Washing- 
ton determines to be the highest prior- 
ity. 

In addition, the development of flexi- 
bility was one of the key findings of a 
State capacity task force report devel- 
oped by the States and EPA. So, in es- 
sence, the thrust of this amendment is 
to support what the States want to do, 
as well as the EPA. 

Specifically, the Bingaman-Smith 
amendment would, one, enable States 
to consolidate their funds—the funds 
that are awarded by the EPA under 
separate grant authorities—into one of 
a limited number of environmental 
grants. 

Second, it would allow the States to 
transfer up to 20 percent of the grant 
funds from one environmental program 
to another if the State identifies the 
greater need in another one of those 
programs. 

Third, it would follow a common set 
of administrative requirements rather 
than have this complex network of dif- 
ferent administrative requirements for 
all the various environmental pro- 
grams. 

I want to also point out that this 
amendment does not seek additional 
funding authority. Instead, it will en- 
able States to better use the Federal 
funds being made available for environ- 
mental purposes. And, more impor- 
tantly, this amendment would signifi- 
cantly enhance a State’s ability to di- 
rect scarce resources to the most seri- 
ous environmental problems. 

Madam President, I say to the chair- 
man I would hope we could seriously 
consider this amendment. State and 
local governments are required to com- 
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ply with a host of different environ- 
mental regulations. As you well know, 
we have regulations pertaining to clean 
air, clean water, safe drinking water, 
solid waste disposal, and Superfund. 

For some States, clean water may be 
a higher priority, not because it is less 
important but because the need might 
be greater to direct the resources 
there, or in another case it might be 
hazardous waste. 

But right now the States cannot 
prioritize these environmental objec- 
tives and we are not asking them to 
walk away from the problems or ignore 
their problems under this legislation. 
We are simply allowing them to shift 
some funding—only 20 percent—which 
could very well make a difference. 

So I hope, I say to the chairman, that 
we could see some movement on this 
amendment. I compliment my col- 
league. It is an excellent idea, one long 
overdue, and I am very pleased to join 
with him in cosponsoring the amend- 
ment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
sympathize with the amendment of the 
Senators from New Mexico and New 
Hampshire. 

It is true, that States want a lot 
more flexibility. I have never talked to 
a Governor, mayor or State official 
who did not want more flexibility with 
respect to Federal funds. You hear it 
all the time. That is definitely true. 

It is also true that more is needed 
than currently is provided. We do not, 
however, want to give total discretion 
to the States if the Federal taxpayers 
are providing the revenue and Congress 
provides the programs and dollars to 
States. We want to make sure those 
dollars are spent in the way intended. 
The question is what is the best way to 
deal with the issue. 

In this legislation, Madam President, 
we are going a long, long way to ad- 
dress the need for flexibility, that 
States need. 

How are we doing it? 

No. 1, this legislation provides a new 
revolving loan fund for States to ad- 
dress the needs of drinking water sys- 
tems. 

We provide that up to 50 percent of 
the total amount in the safe drinking 
water State revolving loan fund, at the 
discretion of the Governor, may be 
transferred to Clean Water Act needs, 
namely, waste water and sewage treat- 
ment needs. 

We also provide for reverse flexibil- 
ity. A Governor can transfer what 
amounts to 50 percent of the State safe 
drinking water fund from the clean 
water fund over to the safe drinking 
water fund. Flexibility is provided both 
ways at the discretion of the Governor. 
It is a start. It gives States a lot more 
flexibility than they now have. 

The amendment offered by the Sen- 
ators from New Mexico and New Hamp- 
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shire is very interesting. It is a concept 
that we should take very seriously. We 
should look at it thoroughly to see how 
much flexibility States should have 
with respect to 20 percent of the envi- 
ronmental dollars that the U.S. Gov- 
ernment provides them. 

It is far-reaching. It is provocative. It 
is interesting. It has a lot of merit. 

The question is, have we thought this 
through enough so that it is the right 
thing to do here today? 

Madam President, we are different 
States. That argues for more flexibil- 
ity. Illinois is not Rhode Island; it is 
not New Hampshire; it is not New Mex- 
ico; it is not Montana. We are all dif- 
ferent. 

But that cuts two ways. As States 
would like carte blanche in spending 
their Federal dollars the way they 
want to, a neighboring State may not 
be quite so happy about that. For ex- 
ample, a downwind State may not be 
happy if an upwind State decides it is 
not going to spend dollars under the 
Clean Air Act but rather spend those 
dollars somewhere else. A down-river 
State may not be too happy the way an 
upriver State addresses its water pollu- 
tion problem. 

We need to be sure of the inter- 
relationships, to try to get the right 
balance between the total control the 
States want and the assurance that 
these dollars are spent wisely as they 
affect other States. 

Madam President, I think the Sen- 
ators have an excellent idea. It is an 
idea that should be examined thor- 
oughly and worked through. 

I tell the Senators that the Environ- 
ment and Public Works Committee will 
have hearings on this legislation. We 
will bring it up and give it full airing 
to see how far we should go down this 
road in giving States flexibility. 

Accordingly, I would urge the Sen- 
ators not to push their amendment. I 
do think it is a very good idea, an idea 
that deserves to be examined to be sure 
that whatever we do on this subject we 
do in the right way. 

Mr. SMITH. Madam President, if the 
Senator will yield for a response, I 
think it is fair to say that we have 
thought it through. But I also under- 
stand the committee process. We cer- 
tainly would look forward to working 
with the chairman through that com- 
mittee process to see that the issue is 
addressed. 

I think I would have to defer to Sen- 
ator BINGAMAN, as the original author 
of the bill as to whether or not we 
would go that route. 

But speaking for myself, I would not 
object to that because I respect the 
commitment that the chairman has 
made. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, 
let me just indicate I appreciate the 
chairman's statement. I look forward 
to participating in the hearing that he 
has referred to in the Environment and 
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Public Works Committee. I think it is 
appropriate that he suggests we go 
ahead with a hearing on this before we 
try to enact it. 

Ido think it is a good idea. I think it 
is meritorious legislation. But given 
his agreement to have a hearing, we 
will defer offering it to this particular 
legislation. 

Thank you, Madam President. I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, I do 
want to reinforce the point that the 
chairman of the committee made about 
the flexibility in this act in a very, 
very big section, and that is the capa- 
bility of transferring a significant por- 
tion of funds back and forth between 
the safe drinking water revolving fund 
and the clean water fund. 

This is a major change. I must say it 
was a change I greeted with some trepi- 
dation, and indeed prevailed on the 
chairman to scale it back a bit. None- 
theless, having been a Governor, I am 
conscious of the flexibility that Gov- 
ernors like, but we are certainly giving 
it to them in this particular area. 

I thank the Chair. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent if I may pro- 
ceed as if in morning business at the 
conclusion of which we return to the 
consideration of the bill. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, may 
Iask the Senator roughly how long he 
wishes to speak? 

Mr. WARNER. I say 6 to 7 minutes. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the managers, 
the Senator from Montana and the 
Senator from Rhode Island. 


THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
U. S. S. ROBINSON'S SINKING OF 
THE JAPANESE SUBMARINE RO- 
501 
Mr. WARNER. Madam President, 

today the United States Senate is priv- 

ileged and indeed honored to recognize 

the officers and men, together with a 

number of their wives and family, of 

the destroyer escort U.S.S. Francis M. 

Robinson, DE 220, on the 50th anniver- 

sary of that ship sinking the Japanese 

submarine  Ro-501 in the Atlantic 

Ocean. We hereby recognize and thank 

the heroic crew members who took 

part in that action which hastened the 

end of World War II. 

The Japanese submarine Ro-501 was 
the only Japanese submarine sunk in 
the Atlantic Ocean by a surface ship. 

I shall discuss shortly a second sink- 
ing that took place with aircraft off 
the U.S. carrier U.S.S. Bogue. 

The action occurred at 1908 hours at 
latitude 18.08 north, longitude 33.13 
west, west of the Cape Verde islands. 
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The U.S.S. Francis M. Robinson, under 
the command of Lt. Comdr. J.E. Johan- 
sen, U.S.N.R., was part of the screening 
unit for task force 22.2. At the time of 
the engagement, the U.S.S. Robinson 
was escorting the aircraft carrier 
U.S. S. Bogue [CVE 9]. The action com- 
menced when the U.S.S. Francis Robin- 
son made sound contact with the Ro- 
501 at 825 yards. Within seconds of iden- 
tifying the Japanese submarine, the 
crew of the U.S.S. Robinson engaged 
the Ro-501 and minutes later the Japa- 
nese vessel went to the bottom of the 
ocean—Davey Jones' locker. 

Following the engagement, the 
U. S. S. Francis M. Robinson was awarded 
the Presidential Unit Citation as part 
of the antisubmarine task group 22.2. 

Madam President, at this time I 
would like to cite a few excerpts from 
the Presidential Unit Citation. The ci- 
tation states that the U.S.S. Robinson 
was reognized for "extraordinary hero- 
ism in action against enemy sub- 
marines," for carrying out powerful 
and substantial offensive action during 
a period of heavy German undersea 
concentrations threatening our unin- 
terrupted flow of supplies to the Euro- 
pean theater of operations," and for 
“gallantry and superb teamwork of the 
officers and men who fought.” 

The citation further states that the 
U.S.S. Francis M. Robinson and the 
other vessels in the task force were 
"largely instrumental in forcing the 
complete withdrawal of enemy sub- 
marines from supply routes essential 
to the maintenance of our established 
military supremacy.” 

Madam President, I would like to add 
that on June 24, 1944, aircraft from the 
U.S.S. Bogue, which the U.S.S. Robin- 
son was escorting on the same mission, 
sank another Japanese submarine, the 
I-52. These were the only two recorded 
sinkings of Japanese submarines in the 
Atlantic during World War II. 

Madam President, the U.S. Senate 
and the Nation recognize and commend 
the crew of the U.S.S. Francis Robinson 
for their service to our Nation during 
the course of World War II. Their con- 
tribution will never be forgotten. 

And I am grateful to a member of 
that crew, Howard Kaye, a valued 
friend of mine, for arranging this com- 
memoration by the U.S. Senate. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Montana. 


SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1994 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I do 
not see other Senators seeking recogni- 
tion. I urge them to come over and 
offer amendments. The managers are 
ready to deal with other amendments. 
Staff is here on the floor ready to work 
through and review amendments. 
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I remind Senators that under the 
agreement the Senate entered into last 
night, there are over 100 amendments 
to the Safe Drinking Water Act that 
we must work through, one way or an- 
other, between now and the close of 
business Wednesday. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, I 
join in that plea by the floor manager 
of the bill, the chairman of the com- 
mittee. 

Here we are, ready to do business— 
the store is open— and we have all 
these amendments. If people do not in- 
tend to present them, then at least it 
would be helpful if they could tell us 
that, and then we could cross them off. 

But, as the chairman mentioned, 
there are, I guess, close to 100 amend- 
ments. That is not a world’s record, but 
it is getting close to it. I think most of 
them probably are not going to be pur- 
sued, but we do not know that. 

As the majority leader has pointed 
out, we are going to finish this bill 
Wednesday night. The question is 
whether it is going to be at 3 a.m. 
Thursday morning, or whether we can 
move along in an orderly process here 
and get the work done. 

We are going to be here today; we are 
going to be here Monday. 

So, as the children say, Olly, olly in 
free"—bring over the amendments and 
let us deal with them one way or an- 
other. The store is open, as I say, for 
business. 

Otherwise, if nobody comes, we will 
close shop. So if anybody has some- 
thing, I wish they would come over or 
let us know. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
must say, my good friend, the Senator 
from Rhode Island, makes a good point. 

If Senators do not come over, we are 
going to close up shop. So Senators 
should not think, Well, gee; we are 
going to wait for another hour to come 
over." 

If no Senators come over and offer 
amendments very shortly, we are going 
to close up shop and Senators will be 
precluded from offering amendments 
today. 

I urge Senators to come over now. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The absence of a quorum has been 
suggested. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that there be 
printed in the RECORD an editorial in 
today's Washington Post entitled 
Good Sense on Drinking Water.“ 

I think it is a good editorial, Madam 
President. I guess I say that, in part, 
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because I agree with it. That, in part, 
makes it good. But it is good because it 
essentially says that this legislation 
before us strikes a good balance. It is a 
good balance to help protect public 
health. 

There are a lot of different points of 
view on how we should modify the Safe 
Drinking Water Act. There are some in 
the environmental community who 
would like much higher standards. 
There are other groups—developers, ag- 
riculture groups—that would like us 
not to go very far. This bill is a bal- 
ance, and we all know the legislative 
process. If we want to accomplish our 
objective by advancing the ball, im- 
proving upon the status quo, there has 
to be some compromise. There has to 
be some agreement on all sides to back 
off a little bit from their position in 
order to advance the common good. 
That is what this bill does. 

I would like to read a couple of para- 
graphs which I think get at the heart 
of what we are trying to do. The last 
two paragraphs of this morning's edi- 
torial in the Washington Post: 

What you basically have here is a deal be- 
tween the environmentalists and the regu- 
lated community. Neither side is completely 
happy with it, but both have basically agreed 
to the terms. So have the leading members 
of both parties on the Environment and Pub- 
lic Works Committee, and so has the admin- 
istration. Major amendments are threatened 
even so. Why? 

One of the subjects is unfunded mandates. 
The unfunded mandate argument has been 
threatened or used to stall a number of envi- 
ronmental bills in this Congress. But in this 
case the State and local people have now 
pretty much declared themselves content. 

That is, content with this legislation. 

There is also a threatened amendment 
with regard to the “takings” issue: When do 
Federal or other regulatory actions con- 
stitute takings of private property? That 
issue, too, has been raised and used to stall 
environmental bills in this Congress, but it 
has little to do with safe drinking water. 

I might add, Madam President, that 
is true. The so-called takings issue has 
virtually nothing to do with safe drink- 
ing water legislation. 

The sponsors of these amendments com- 
plain about regulatory excess, but this is a 
balanced bill that seeks to curb such excess 
while at the same time, adhering to basic 
goals. The objectors should let it pass. 

I might add, Madam President, I 
think there is more than a kernel of 
truth in that statement, that is, some 
of the concerns some people have about 
unfunded mandates, about takings, 
about risk assessment are legitimate. 
Those are very legitimate issues. But it 
is difficult, and probably unwise, to 
pass sweeping legislation that deals 
with all the unfunded mandate ques- 
tions, or all of the takings questions, 
or all of the risk assessment questions. 

Rather, it makes more sense to deal 
with those questions as each major bill 
comes up, particularly as each environ- 
mental bill comes up. And here we are; 
with the safe drinking water we ad- 
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dressed the issue of the unfunded man- 
date by providing a new State revolv- 
ing fund, new dollars, $600 million au- 
thorized the first year, $1 billion for 
the next several years up to the year 
2000, and we are dramatically reform- 
ing the mandates. The mandates are 
not nearly as onerous and burdensome 
as they might be. 

With respect to risk assessment, we 
have major provisions on contaminant 
selection and standards setting that 
begin to deal with risk assessment. 
Risk assessment is just one of the sev- 
eral tools, Madam President, in our en- 
vironmental toolbox as we deal with 
environmental issues. We have tech- 
nology standards. We have performance 
standards. We have health base stand- 
ards. Risk assessment is another appro- 
priate mechanism. 

An analogy could be with our trade 
laws. We have lots of arrows in our 
international trade quiver. We have 
section 301 to address countries’ bar- 
riers to American trade as we attempt 
to sell products in foreign countries. 

We have special 301. Special 301 says 
to countries that are violating Amer- 
ican intellectual property rights or in- 
tellectual property provisions, copy- 
right, and so forth, that we will begin 
to take action with respect to those 
violations. 

We have another arrow in our trade 
quiver, and that is countervailing duty 
measures. When a country dumps its 
products in America, we can take ac- 
tion countervailing duty assessment on 
those products. 

Well, the same is true in environ- 
mental areas. Risk assessment is an- 
other tool we can use in the proper cir- 
cumstances and we should tailor it to 
various bills because the Safe Drinking 
Water Act is different from the Clean 
Air Act, and so forth. They are all dif- 
ferent. It makes sense to deal with 
risks appropriately as we deal with dif- 
ferent environmental problems. 

The same is true with takings. The 
Safe Drinking Water Act is not a 
takings matter. It has nothing to do 
with takings. I think it is wise when we 
deal with the takings question—and we 
will—that it more appropriately lies in 
the context of maybe the Clean Water 
Act, or maybe in the context of the En- 
dangered Species Act; a little less so in 
the context of Superfund because that 
is really not a takings issue, either. 

I urge us all to work together in a 
balanced way to deal appropriately 
with these issues. The editorial in this 
morning’s Washington Post urges us to 
take that course. 

There being no objection, the edi- 
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

{From the Washington Post, May 13, 1994] 

GOOD SENSE ON DRINKING WATER 

In the Reagan years, Congress would often 
overwrite a bill in an effort to force the ad- 
ministration to do something it didn't want 
to do. The safe drinking water legislation 
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passed in 1986 is an example. Though the act 
did a lot of good, in retrospect many people 
also think it was overly prescriptive; neither 
the federal regulators nor the regulated 
state and local governments were given 
much discretion. 

The Senate is now trying to revise that 
legislation in à way that will both perpet- 
uate its virtues and correct its flaws. The 
carefully written measure on the floor de- 
serves to pass—and should not be weighted 
down with threatened amendments that have 
nothing to do with its basic purposes. 

The complaint of state and local officials 
has been that the drinking water act re- 
quires them to do too much—often more 
than was necessary to make water safe— 
while giving them too little aid. In fact the 
feds have been giving state and local govern- 
ments large amounts of money over the 
years to help build drinking water treatment 
plants. The funds have come through rural 
development and community development 
block grants. The bill would add to these a 
system of state drinking water revolving 
funds. It would also slightly ease the drink- 
ing water standards in ways that please the 
governors and mayors but that the environ- 
mentalists can apparently also live with. 
One change, for example, would be from a 
standard of no adverse effects to a reason- 
able certainty of no harm;" that hardly 
sounds like the opening to an epidemic. The 
bill as drawn would also require states to set 
up so-called source protection“ programs, 
the sensible theory being that it's often 
cheaper to protect drinking water at its 
source than to let it get dirty and then have 
to pay to clean it up. 

What you basically have here is a deal be- 
tween the environmentalists and the regu- 
lated community. Neither side is completely 
happy with it, but both have basically agreed 
to the terms. So have the leading members 
of both parties on the Environment and Pub- 
lic Works Committee, and so has the admin- 
istration. Major amendments are threatened 
even 80. Why? 

One of the subjects is unfunded mandates. 
The unfunded mandate argument has been 
threatened or used to stall a number of envi- 
ronmental bills in this Congress. But in this 
case the state and local people have now 
pretty much declared themselves content. 
There is also a threatened amendment with 
regard to the ‘‘takings’’ issue: When do fed- 
eral or other regulatory actions constitute 
takings of private property? That issue, too, 
has been raised and used to stall environ- 
mental bills in this Congress, but it has lit- 
tle to do with safe drinking water. The spon- 
sors of these amendments complain about 
regulatory excess, but this is a balanced bill 
that seeks to curb such excess while at the 
same time adhering to basic goals. The ob- 
jectors should let it pass. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
also remind Senators that we have 
time here now to take amendments. 
The floor is clear. There is no Senator 
here wishing to offer an amendment. 
There could not be a better time for a 
Senator to bring up an amendment 
that he or she would like to see consid- 
ered than now, because the way is 
clear, no impediments, nobody stand- 
ing on the floor seeking recognition for 
any other purpose. 

Again, I urge Senators to come to the 
floor. I know at some times it is a fu- 
tile plea, but I would love to be sur- 
prised and have a Senator show up so 
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that I am reassured that in some cases 
this plea is not futile. 

Hope springs eternal, Madam Presi- 
dent. I am very hopeful that some Sen- 
ator will, in his or her wisdom, offer an 
amendment. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab- 
sence of a quorum has been suggested. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, we 
are going to close up shop on the bill. 
No Senators have come to the floor to 
offer amendments. 

I urge Senators, though, to send their 
staff over to the committee so that the 
Staff can work out some of the amend- 
ments that Senators might have. 

I further urge Senators to be pre- 
pared to bring amendments to the floor 
when we resume consideration of this 
bill on Monday. We will be on the bill 
Monday afternoon. There will be no 
votes on Monday. That means there is 
a great opportunity for Senators to 
bring up amendments that otherwise 
might be more difficult to bring up as 
we get closer to the deadline; namely, 
Wednesday. 

I again urge Senators to work with 
our committee staff to work out solu- 
tions to the potential amendments. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
now ask unanimous consent that there 
be a period for morning business with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


TRIBUTE TO RAUL A. OSORIO, M.D. 


Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, it is 
my pleasure to recognize the achieve- 
ments of my constituent, Dr. Raul A. 
Osorio, of Mesa, AZ. Dr. Osorio is a 
naturalized citizen of the United 
States, who returns to his country of 
origin, Peru, each year to volunteer his 
medical skills to serve the poor in his 
native country. 

Although Dr. Osorio maintains an ac- 
tive medical practice in Arizona, since 
1984 he has devoted part of each sum- 
mer organizing medical missions to 
take supplies, equipment, and tech- 
nical expertise to the city of Caraz, 
Peru, his family’s hometown. He has 
established the only hospital in Caraz 
and continues to supply it annually 
with donations he collects in the 
United States. 

During his medical mission each 
year, Dr. Osorio conducts hundreds of 
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examinations of the poor, performs sur- 
gery, and instructs local doctors how 
to better serve the mountain villages 
of the area. 

In addition to his medical endeavors, 
Dr. Osorio has helped the small town of 
Tocash, Peru, produce safe drinking 
water and continues to provide assist- 
ance to the local school in Caraz by do- 
nating moneys, classroom supplies, 
computers, and calculators. To foster 
better cultural understanding between 
Peru and the United States, Dr. Osorio 
began a student exchange program 
which, over the years, has benefited 
the youth of both countries. 

Dr. Raul A. Osorio has positively af- 
fected the lives of countless numbers of 
Peruvians through his tireless efforts 
over the past 10 years to provide them 
with better medical care and edu- 
cational opportunities. Dr. Osorio de- 
serves to be recognized for his many 
outstanding contributions and deep 
commitment to improving the lives 
and health of the less fortunate. I am 
proud to represent Dr. Osorio and I 
hope my colleagues will join me in sa- 
luting him and thanking him for his 
dedication to helping the poorest of the 
poor. 


DONALD J. ATWOOD 


Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, it was with 
great sadness that I learned last week 
of the untimely death of Donald J. At- 
wood, Jr., who served as Deputy Sec- 
retary of Defense from 1989-1992 during 
the Bush administration. I want to ex- 
press my condolences to his wife Sue 
and his children Susan and Jesse. 

Don Atwood served with distinction 
as deputy to Secretary of Defense Dick 
Cheney during a challenging period of 
our Nation’s history. The deputy tradi- 
tionally is the manager of the Depart- 
ment of Defense, and Don Atwood de- 
voted himself to mastering the com- 
plex operations of that huge organiza- 
tion. Don initiated many of the man- 
agement reforms associated with Sec- 
retary Cheney’s Defense management 
review, and then took charge of a vig- 
orous followup effort to ensure that the 
reforms were actually implemented. 
During the Persian Gulf war, he 
worked long hours to ensure the proper 
flow of equipment and supplies to our 
troops in uniform in the field. 

Don was born in Haverhill, MA, and 
was a graduate of the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology. He served 
with the Army during World War II, an 
experience that he frequently referred 
to and which gave him a keen apprecia- 
tion of the needs of our men and 
women in uniform. He served for many 
years as a senior executive with the 
General Motors Corp. In addition, he 
was active in many civic, charitable, 
and cultural organizations. 

As chairman of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, I had the oppor- 
tunity to work with Don on a wide va- 
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riety of issues, ranging from acquisi- 
tion policy to oversight of the military 
promotion selection process. He was al- 
ways forthcoming, candid, and devoted 
to the best interests of the national de- 
fense. We will miss the opportunity to 
benefit from his wise counsel and expe- 
rience as we proceed through the chal- 
lenges of the Defense build-down. 


IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, before we 
ponder today's bad news about the Fed- 
eral debt, let us have a little pop quiz: 
How many million would you say are 
in a trillion? And when you figure that 
out, just consider that Congress has 
run up a debt exceeding $4% trillion. 

To be exact, as of the close of busi- 
ness on Thursday, May 12, the Federal 
debt stood—down to the penny—at 
$4,577,406,243,429.53. This means that 
every man, woman, and child in Amer- 
ica owes $17,577.40, computed on a per 
capita basis. 

Mr. President, to answer the question 
how many million in a trillion, there 
are a million, million in a trillion. I re- 
mind you, the Federal Government, 
thanks to the U.S. Congress owes more 
than $4% trillion. 


THE BUDGET RESOLUTION 


Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I voted 
against the conference report on the 
fiscal year 1995 budget resolution for 
two primary reasons. 

First, under this budget resolution, 
our defense capabilities will face sig- 
nificant—and in my view—very harm- 
ful reductions. I cannot support these 
additional defense cuts, on top of the 
real reductions that have been occur- 
ring for the past 9 years. 

Second, this budget resolution does 
not seriously address the real culprit in 
our deficit  picture—the runaway 
growth in spending on mandatory, or 
entitlement, programs. 

The budget resolution before the Sen- 
ate yesterday reduced the cap on total 
discretionary spending by $31 billion in 
budget authority and $13 billion in out- 
lays over the next 5 years. The Senator 
from New Mexico and I offered an 
amendment to make these savings in 
the area of the budget where we need 
to make savings, the mandatory side, 
rather than the discretionary side. Our 
amendment got only 35 votes and was 
defeated. 

So these cuts will come out of the 
discretionary budget, which is the 
third of the budget that Congress acts 
on each year through the appropria- 
tions process. The discretionary ac- 
counts fund such programs as defense, 
Federal law enforcement, highways, 
and Federal aid to education. Defense 
spending is half the discretionary re- 
quest for 1995—5 years ago it was 60 
percent of the discretionary budget— 
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but if past history is a guide, a large 
majority of this reduction—not just 
half of it—will come from the Defense 
budget. Coming on top of a future 
years defense program that is already 
underfunded, and a backdrop of 9 years 
of reductions in real defense budget au- 
thority, these cuts would be very dam- 
aging to our defense effort. 

I do not blame this budget resolution 
for all the problems in the Defense 
budget. I want to briefly recount the 
cuts that have already been made and 
the cuts that are looming on the hori- 


zon. 

First, the administration’s proposed 
defense program, the so-called Bottom- 
Up-Review force, cuts forces below the 
so-called Base Force levels proposed by 
the Bush administration. While one 
can argue about whether the base force 
or the bottom up review force rep- 
resents the better post-cold war strat- 
egy, the fact remains that the base 
force the administration is cutting 
from was not a cold war force. The base 
force was already a 25-percent reduc- 
tion in force structure from the level 
we had in 1990. The Bottom Up Review 
takes the force structure from a one- 
quarter reduction to a one-third reduc- 
tion below the 1990 level. 

Second, the administration’s own 
budget does not fully fund the force 
structure the administration is propos- 
ing. The Secretary of Defense testified 
before our committee that there is a 
$20 billion mismatch between the force 
structure and the budget. This short- 
fall results from underestimating infla- 
tion, among other things. 

Third, although the Secretary of De- 
fense testified that he opposed making 
any cuts in defense in anticipation of 
procurement reform savings before we 
have a plan in place to implement pro- 
curement reform, the administration 
budget went ahead and assumed pro- 
curement reform savings of $12 billion 
over 5 years. A budget amendment allo- 
cated about half those savings to the 
Defense budget. 

Fourth, I am also concerned that the 
pay raises for military and civilian per- 
sonnel assumed in the budget are unre- 
alistically low and that the quality of 
our forces will suffer if we do not keep 
pay rates competitive. The budget as- 
sumes that military and civilian pay 
raises will fall 1.5 percent below private 
sector raises each year for the next 5 
years. The cumulative effect would be 
to widen the gap between Government 
and private sector pay by an additional 
7.5 percent over the next 5 years. 

According to the Congressional Budg- 
et Office, military pay in the Depart- 
ment of Defense is $8 billion below the 
amounts required to keep pace with 
current law—current law calls for 
raises one-half percent a year below 
private sector raises—over the next 5 
years. There is an additional shortfall 
of $18 billion in DOD civilian pay. Ci- 
vilians are also supposed to be getting 
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a raise of one-half percent a year below 
private sector raises. In addition, cur- 
rent law provides for locality pay in- 
creases for Federal civilian employees 
to close the existing pay gap with the 
private sector. 

The list could go on and on, Mr. 
President. The recent buyout bill made 
buyouts of civilian employees at the 
Defense Department—where most of 
the buyouts are occurring—more ex- 
pensive. Every base closure round is 
more expensive than DOD says it will 
be. Some people have suggested that 
we delay the base closure round sched- 
uled for 1995. I hope we do not do that 
because it will only make the Defense 
budget crunch worse in the years 
ahead. 

Finally, there is a scorekeeping dis- 
agreement of $3 billion between the 
Congressional Budget Office and the 
Office of Management and Budget over 
what the discretionary outlays would 
be in 1995 if Congress enacts the Presi- 
dent’s discretionary proposals. Al- 
though only about 10 percent of this 
scorekeeping dispute involves Defense, 
Defense could be liable for much more 
than its fair share of this $3 billion out- 
lay cut when the Appropriations Com- 
mittee allocate the reduction they will 
have to make to the President’s discre- 
tionary budget. 

So, Mr. President, I do not lay all 
these problems at the Budget Commit- 
tee’s door. I know the chairman of the 
Budget Committee opposed the Exon- 
Grassley cut. There were several at- 
tempts to eliminate the cut, to exempt 
Defense from the cut, to substitute 
other cuts, and so on. But those at- 
tempts failed, and as a result we have 
a budget resolution that makes addi- 
tional deficit reduction in only one 
area, Mr. President, and that is the De- 
fense budget—the only area of the 
budget that has been cutting spending. 
And at some point we have to draw the 
line and say we are cutting too much. 
I believe we have reached that point. 

I know proponents of the Exon-Grass- 
ley amendment have said the cuts do 
not come out of Defense, they come out 
of discretionary spending. Some of it 
may come out of Defense, they say, but 
it is not a Defense cut. Mr. President, 
I have been around here long enough to 
hope for the best but prepare for the 
worst. I do not believe we should make 
additional reductions in the Defense 
budget. But the lower discretionary 
caps in this budget resolution will also 
certainly force us to do just that. 

People may say that $13 billion over 
5 years is not that much money and 
that surely we can save $13 billion 
without harming out defense. Viewed 
by itself, this so-called Exon-Grassley 
cut of $13 billion in outlays does not 
sound that big, but the point is this cut 
cannot be viewed in isolation. This cut 
will be piled on top of all the other cuts 
I have already described. 

Mr. President, I agree with the goal 
of achieving more deficit reduction. 
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But there is a right way and a wrong 
way to do it, and this is the wrong way. 
By trying to make modest cuts in dis- 
cretionary spending and not including 
any meaningful reductions in entitle- 
ment growth, this resolution leaves the 
back door wide open for continued un- 
controlled mandatory spending. 

We all know what has to be done to 
reduce the deficit. You have to hold 
down spending and raise revenues. Last 
year's reconciliation bill raised reve- 
nues significantly. But are we doing 
our part in holding down spending? The 
answer is no.“ Sure, this budget reso- 
lution takes the discretionary caps 
that were already essentially flat for 
the next 5 years and takes out another 
$13 billion. But at the same time, the 
so-called uncontrollable side of the 
budget—that is, the 50 percent of the 
budget composed of entitlement pro- 
grams that send out checks each 
month without any action by the Con- 
gress or the President—continues to 
grow without restraint. 

Mr. President, this approach is like 
trying to save the patient by amputat- 
ing the right leg when we all know the 
cancer is in the left leg. It just is not 
going to work. We are raising revenues. 
We are holding down discretionary 
spending—and this is because we are 
cutting Defense spending, not just 
holding it level but cutting it. But the 
one thing we have to do to bring the 
budget into balance, we are not doing, 
and that is to bring entitlements under 
control. 

Over the next 5 years, Defense spend- 
ing will be $190 billion less than it was 
over the past 5 years, even if Defense 
gets the full amount the President re- 
quested. Spending for domestic discre- 
tionary programs like education and 
law enforcement will be $250 billion 
higher than it was over the past 5 
years. Health care spending, which is 
the major cause of the rise in entitle- 
ment spending, will increase by nearly 
$800 billion over the amounts we spent 
over the past 5 years. 

The reason we keep taking another 
chunk out of discretionary spending 
when discretionary spending is not the 
problem is it is the only part of the 
budget we can take a cut in and make 
it stick. If we make a cut in discre- 
tionary spending, we know the chair- 
man of the Appropriations Committee 
is going to carry it out. That is why I 
have been calling for comparable dis- 
cipline on the entitlement side of the 
budget. But, as I understand it, this 
resolution not only does not reduce the 
growth of entitlement spending, it ac- 
tually allows for the expansion of an 
existing entitlement program without 
the required pay-as-you-go offsets. 

This conference report does contain a 
modification of the Domenici-Nunn 
sense of the Senate language that the 
Senate adopted, calling for an enforce- 
able cap on mandatory spending pro- 
grams, excluding Social Security. I am 
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disappointed that the language was 
weakened from the version the Senate 
adopted by removing any reference to 
sequestration or any other credible 
means of enforcing an entitlement cap. 
Clearly, Mr. President, sense-of-the- 
Senate language is not enough. We will 
have to address this issue on the health 
care reform bill. 

Everyone acknowledges that health 
care cost are the main culprit driving 
the deficit. It follows that we cannot 
balance the budget, or even signifi- 
cantly reduce the deficit, if health care 
reform does not reduce the deficit. Yet 
what this budget resolution requires is 
merely deficit-neutral health care re- 
form. 

Mr. President, it is almost as if we 
are oblivious to the obvious. If the only 
way to balance the budget is to control 
health care costs, yet we are not pre- 
pared to require health care reform to 
reduce the deficit, then we are giving 
up on balancing the budget in this dec- 
ade, and perhaps for good. 

We are prepared to deal with the fact 
that our health care system needs an 
overhaul, but we have not prepared 
ourselves to face the fiscal reality that 
health care reform has to save money. 

We need to do better Mr. President. 
When the economy is recovering and 
the deficit is falling like it is now, no- 
body sees the need to make the hard 
choices. And when the deficit starts 
rising again people will say the prob- 
lem is too big to handle and now is not 
the time. But eventually the baby 
boom generation will start retiring, 
and we will be out of time. 


C-17—WHAT IF NOT APPROVED? 


Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, in a re- 
cent briefing on the C-17, the Air Force 
offered a dire warning for the future if 
Congress failed to accept the proposed 
bailout. According to a briefing slide 
titled “Settlement,” and I quote: 

WHAT IF NOT APPROVED? 

Return to highly contentious and non- 
productive atmosphere; 

Return to focus on claims development and 
litigation; 

Program denied benefits of cost and qual- 
ity improvement elements; 

Continuation of flight test program in 
question; 

Progress over last four months reversed; 
and 

Program outlook—Dismal. 

Well, Mr. President, get ready for 
“dismal,” because the House Armed 
Services Committee forcefully rejected 
the proposed C-17 bailout. This begs 
the question: Why not terminate out- 
right, if our only prospect is dismal? 

No one can deny the elegance of 
Under Secretary Deutch's political so- 
lution. Everyone could claim victory; 
no one felt the sting of defeat. Unfortu- 
nately for C-17 apologists, our House 
colleagues have chosen a different 
path. I, for one, do not look forward to 
squandering additional taxpayer dol- 
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lars on a program with a prognosis like 
the one described by the Air Force for 
the C-17. I urge my colleagues to care- 
fully consider their options when the 
Defense authorization bill comes on 
the floor next month. 


SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1994 


Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise to express my support for passage 
of S. 2019, the Safe Drinking Water Act 
amendments of 1994, and I particularly 
commend the chairman of the Environ- 
ment Committee on which I am privi- 
leged to serve, Senator BAUCUS, and 
the ranking member, Senator CHAFEE, 
for the extraordinary diligence and pa- 
tience with which they have brought 
this bill to the floor. 

The mood surrounding the reauthor- 
ization of this very important law— 
think about it, safe drinking water— 
has been one of frustration. We have 
heard a lot in the last year or so about 
how the 1986 reauthorization of the 
Safe Drinking Water Act, which passed 
almost unanimously and was signed 
into law by President Reagan, imposed 
overly burdensome requirements on 
small drinking water systems. We were 
told as well that some larger systems 
felt they should not have to invest sig- 
nificant sums of money to achieve 
what they believed to be the minimal 
gains in the prevention of deaths by 
cancer. 

At the same time, Mr. President, we 
have seen real cases like those that oc- 
curred in Milwaukee where people died 
because they drank the water from 
their kitchen tap. The culprit, a con- 
taminant called cryptosperidium, was 
not even regulated. Unfortunately, Mil- 
waukee is but the most tragic and dra- 
matic example of a nationwide public 
health threat. EPA tells us that one- 
third of the 200,000 drinking water sys- 
tems in the United States exceeded 
their allowable limits of contamina- 
tion last year. The Natural Resources 
Defense Council identified more than 
250,000 violations of the Safe Drinking 
Water Act in 1991 and 1992, “affecting 
43 percent of the Nation's public drink- 
ing water systems serving an estimated 
120 million people." 

This is real problem that affects real 
people. 

The NRDC report that this statistic 
comes from ‘‘Danger on Tap," I found 
very instructive. According to the re- 
port, the Centers for Disease Control in 
Atlanta estimates that waterborne or- 
ganisms cause nearly 1 million cases of 
intestinal illnesses and 900 deaths an- 
nually in the United States. Again, I 
quote from the report: Between 1989 
and 1990, 16 States reported 26 major 
waterborne disease outbreaks affecting 
more than 4,000 people. By 1991 and 
1992, 17 States had reported 34 major 
waterborne outbreaks affecting more 
than 17,000 people.” 
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But these statistics only account for 
impacts on Americans who get their 
water from public water systems. Ac- 
cording to Health magazine in their 
July/August, 1993 issue, ‘‘an estimated 
8 percent of Americans—more than 20 
million people—still rely on unfiltered 
water from mostly groundwater 
sources; this is not part of any public 
water system and hence excluded from 
official statistics," that I have just 
cited. The NRDC report further tells us 
that ‘‘one study group assembled by 
the EPA and the American Water 
Works Association concluded, 'by the 
time microbes are detected, the water 
has been consumed.' Thus many ex- 
perts believe that the true extent of 
waterborne illness in the United States 
remains largely unknown." 

That is the statistical reality as we 
understand it. The perception is even 
worse. One of the most telling statis- 
tics of all is this; bottled water is a $2.7 
billion industry. Americans are paying 
that much money to affectively avoid 
having to drink from their own kitchen 
taps. Comparatively, they are paying a 
fair amount. A recent survey concluded 
that only 4 percent of Americans be- 
lieve that drinking water standards are 
too stringent. Nearly 84 percent believe 
they ought to be tougher. This is un- 
derscored by a 1993 American Water 
Works Association-Research Founda- 
tion study which found that 74 percent 
of water system customers were willing 
to pay additional costs in order to raise 
drinking water quality above Federal 
standards. 

That is not hard to understand when 
you think about how much we rely on 
drinking water from the tap. 

All of the recent studies on the effi- 
cacy of the Safe Drinking Water Act 
program—whether done by EPA, GAO, 
the American Works Association, the 
Natural Resources Defense Council, all 
agree that there are certain elements 
critical to running a program for 
drinking water that will protect the 
public health: Strong State-run pro- 
gram; the prevention of new nonviable 
systems and the authority to consoli- 
date existing ones or force them to find 
alternate sources of water; stronger re- 
search funds and technology develop- 
ment particularly for treatment tech- 
nologies suitable for use by small sys- 
tems; training for operators of those 
new technologies; more directed mon- 
itoring programs. There is basic agree- 
ment on those factors. 

They also all appear to agree that 
until now there have not been the fi- 
nancial resources to help make these 
changes happen. States have the au- 
thority under current law, for example, 
to relieve small systems of certain 
monitoring requirements, if the State 
can demonstrate that the contaminant 
to be monitored for has not been used 
in that particular watershed. But 
States do not, as a rule, have strong 
enough State programs to be able to 
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make that assessment. With most 
drinking water programs being run by 
State Departments of Health, perhaps 
it is because their resources have been 
drained by other health-protection or 
awareness programs, such as those 
dealing with AIDS, or load poison for 
example. 

This is a problem, particularly as 
now is the time that the requirements 
of the Safe Drinking Water Act are in- 
creasing. The 83 contaminants that the 
1986 law instructed EPA to set stand- 
ards for are coming due. This in itself 
was apparently enough to panic a lot of 
States and particularly those with a 
lot of small systems. How in the world 
were those systems going to be able to 
comply with additional monitoring and 
perhaps treatment requirements when 
they were struggling to meet those al- 
ready required? 

Clearly, we needed to find a way to 
address real compliance problems while 
not compromising public health pro- 
tection. We needed to make sure that 
we were using the best available 
Science upon which to base contami- 
nant monitoring choices and fre- 
quency. We needed to find a way to 
help States mount strong State-run 
programs as that they could help their 
own small systems protect the health 
of their customers. We needed to recog- 
nize that the cheapest way to control 
drinking water contamination was not 
to treat it, but to prevent it, to prevent 
its contamination at its source. 

S. 2019, reported unanimously from 
the Environment and Pubic Works 
Committee did all of this. It estab- 
lished a new State revolving loan fund 
of nearly $6 billion to assist States 
with compliance with Federal law. It 
set us a system by which small systems 
could meet safe drinking water stand- 
ards without going broke, a process by 
which they could achieve a variance if 
there were no way to either combine 
with another system or seek an alter- 
nate source of drinking water. States 
would be able to substitute their own 
monitoring programs for EPA regula- 
tions. 

S. 2019 would also require some 
things from States, namely that they 
have the legal authority to prevent 
new nonviable systems from forming, 
and that they establish a strong State 
program to encourage the restructur- 
ing of existing nonviable systems. In 
addition, S. 2019 required States to de- 
velop a process by which the State 
could review a source-water protection 
plan should one be developed and pre- 
sented to the State. 

I think this is a very, very important 
and constructive piece of legislation. 

Mr. President, I know the debate on 
this matter will continue next week. 
There are other areas that I look for- 
ward to participating in the debate on, 
but there are two areas I just want to 
touch on briefly today and which I 
hope to return to next week. 


10325 


One is the importance of retaining 
language in the bill to encourage and 
assist States and localities to craft 
drinking water source protection plans. 
Protecting drinking water at its source 
really is the most pragmatic, cost-ef- 
fective and  public-health-conscious 
way to assure a safe drinking water 
supply. 

The other area of concern to me is 
how to best account for so-called sen- 
sitive subpopulations when we deter- 
mine what level of exposure to a con- 
taminant in the water is, in fact, a safe 
level. In other words, how do we make 
sure that we are protecting those at 
most risk in our population—children, 
the elderly, or those with a biological, 
a physical predisposition to suffer more 
acutely than most of us as a result of 
exposure to a particular contaminant 
in drinking water. 

I have been working closely with 
Senator BOXER on this issue and I ap- 
preciate very much the ongoing inter- 
est in this problem that has been 
shown by Chairman BAUCUS and by 
Senators  CHAFEE,  HATFIELD, and 
KERREY. I am certain that all of us will 
have more to say about this more spe- 
cifically later on in debate on this bill 
and I am confident that we will find an 
appropriate response to this very seri- 
ous human problem. 

The bottom line is, Mr. President, 
the bill represents real progress and I 
hope we can see it through to success- 
ful passage next week here in the Sen- 
ate 

Ithank the Chair. I yield the floor. 

Isuggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


RECORD TO REMAIN OPEN UNTIL 


2 P.M. 


Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the majority leader, I ask 
unanimous consent that the RECORD re- 
main open today until 2 p.m. for the in- 
troduction of legislation and state- 
ments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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BOSNIA 


Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 
sought recognition to comment about 
the two votes in the United States Sen- 
ate yesterday on the issue of lifting the 
arms embargo as to Bosnia, each 50 to 
49. These two resolutions are inconsist- 
ent on their face—rather unusual for 
any body, for any legislative forum, 
and especially for the United States 
Senate. In my 14 years in the Senate I 
have not seen such inconsistent resolu- 
tions passed. I inquired as to the his- 
torical knowledge of those who have 
been in the Senate longer to see when 
or if such inconsistent actions had been 
taken. I believe that the inconsistency 
of these actions is significant in and of 
itself in terms of the strong feeling of 
the Senate and the emotionalism of, 
not only the debate, but the votes on 
the underlying desire for the United 
States to be more active in Bosnia and 
to find some way to remove the arms 
embargo as an underlying unifying 
theme. The area of disagreement being 
whether it ought to be done unilater- 
ally, by the United States alone, or 
whether it should be done in collabora- 
tion with our allies, especially the 
French and the British. 

The problems in Bosnia have been 
soul wrenching and gut wrenching for 
the American people, and it is reflected 
in the sentiments of the Senators in 
this body. We have watched tens of 
thousands of people killed in the civil 
war in the former Yugoslavia, and we 
have seen some 2 million people dis- 
placed from their homes. As we have 
watched from a distance, we have 
struggled with what action would be 
appropriate by the United States be- 
cause of our concern for the desolation 
and bloodshed and suffering which is 
being inflicted in the civil war there. 

The decision was made long ago, and 
I think wisely, that the United States 
could not be involved in ground action 
there because of our bitter experience 
in Vietnam and because of the quag- 
mire which would necessarily be in- 
volved were we to undertake any 
ground operation. 

We have debated and considered the 
issue of air strikes and have finally au- 
thorized them. It was unique, prece- 
dent-breaking action by the NATO al- 
lies to undertake the air strikes. The 
airstrikes have been helpful, to an ex- 
tent, but have not been really deter- 
minative of any real solution. 

Therefore we have come back to the 
question of the arms embargo. We are 
not allowing the Bosnian Moslems to 
buy arms, stopping their shipment in, 
and we have asked the very basic ques- 
tion: Why not? 

The right of self-defense is à very 
basic human right. It is a very basic 
human instinct. Self-preservation is 
probably number one among human in- 
stincts, and the right of self-defense is 
well-recognized since time immemo- 
rial. 
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The United Nations Charter, article 
51, provides specifically for the right of 
self-defense. Yet, the Bosnian Moslems 
have been denied that right. Why? Be- 
cause the United Nations imposed an 
arms embargo against the nation of 
Yugoslavia long before Bosnia was 
formed. 

It is my judgment, as a matter of 
international law, that the United Na- 
tions arms embargo really is not bind- 
ing on Bosnia. Why? Because there was 
not even a nation of Bosnia when the 
arms embargo was imposed, and there 
is the supervening principle embodied 
in article 51 that there is a right of 
self-defense. 

But it has been a torturous matter 
for the United States, including the 
Senate, to consider what to do, since 
the arms embargo was opposed by the 
United Nations and our allies. Espe- 
cially the British and the French, who 
do not want to lift the embargo. They 
have troops on the ground there. The 
support of the United Nations, the 
British, the French, the Russians, and 
the Japanese are vital for the United 
States in carrying out other embar- 
goes, other sanctions, for example, on 
Iraq and on North Korea where there 
are vital United States interests. 

Scheduling is always hard and it is 
hard to find very many Senators on the 
floor at any time to engage'in the kind 
of exchange which is desirable. We 
have had it in the past. We had it when 
we considered the resolution for the 
use of force with respect to Iraq, and 
that historic debate which occurred on 
this floor in January 1991. It seems at 
the very end there is a time limitation. 

I saw my colleague from Virginia, 
Senator WARNER, speaking. He was al- 
lotted 3 minutes. He had some very im- 
portant things to say. It was totally in- 
sufficient, as he was wrestling with the 
problem of overwhelming importance, 
and we did not have the kind of airing 
which we should have had in the U.S. 
Senate, which is reputed to be the 
world's greatest deliberative body. 

There was important discussion 
about the difference in a ''vital inter- 
est" contrasted with what may be 
termed an “important interest." To 
lend support to a nation which is strug- 
gling for survival and is defending it- 
self, in terms of a moral value, on what 
we have considered to be an important 
national interest to help a nation de- 
fend itself, like Bosnia, contrasted with 
what might be termed a vital interest 
which may be impacted upon if the 
United States acts unilaterally to lift 
the arms embargo, without the collabo- 
ration of the French and the British, 
without the acquiescence of the Rus- 
sians. What will happen in North Korea 
where there are more important inter- 
ests, arguably? I think it is accurate 
that the interests of the United States 
have to be established on a matter of 
priority: What could happen with the 
North Koreans acquiring nuclear 
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bombs; what could happen with South 
Korea; with the United States forces 
there; or the vital interests of the 
United States in Iraq? So those were 
all matters of really great concern. 

I think it is important that this mat- 
ter has been debated in the Senate, and 
I congratulate my colleague, Senator 
DOLE, for offering an amendment which 
was considered by the Senate back in 
April where there was a vote of 87 to 9 
in favor of assisting Bosnia. I know 
that it has caught the attention of the 
executive branch. 

These measures are unlikely to have 
the force of law because even Senator 
DOLE’s amendment yesterday, which 
does have the force of law, or purports 
to have the force of law—it is not a 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution. We fre- 
quently have sense-of-the-Senate reso- 
lutions which express our preference 
but are not binding. 

What Senator DOLE had in his resolu- 
tion yesterday, which said that Nei- 
ther the President nor any other mem- 
ber of the executive branch of the Unit- 
ed States Government shall interfere 
with the transfer of arms to the Gov- 
ernment of Bosnia and Herzegovina," 
would have the force of law if it were 
passed. It is more than a sense-of-the- 
Senate resolution. 

As we debated this provision, this 
amendment, it was apparent that its 
enactment was unlikely because it was 
opposed by the President, so that it 
would have to be passed, ultimately, by 
an override of a Presidential veto by 
two-thirds. That was highly unlikely. 

As I viewed the measure, I was con- 
cerned about the multinational effects 
and the impact we would have on the 
alliance and the importance of Russia, 
Britain, and France and our other 
paramount interests in Iraq and North 
Korea, and that it would not become 
the law. I noted the measure attracted 
a great deal of attention from the exec- 
utive branch. 

I received three calls from ranking 
members—not the President, not the 
Vice President either, or the Secretary 
of State—but three ranking members 
in the executive branch. I get calls 
with some frequency—we all do—but 
more than usual. There was real con- 
cern in the executive branch. 

I think it is more than a wake-up 
call. It is more than the alarm going 
off, and it is more than a fire alarm. 
There is real unrest in this body, there 
is real unrest in the country, and there 
is real dissatisfaction with the Presi- 
dent's policy in Bosnia, and it has to be 
changed. 

If you take a look at Senator MITCH- 
ELL's resolution, there is agreement in 
Senator MITCHELL's resolution that the 
arms embargo ought to be lifted. The 
Dole resolution and the Mitchell reso- 
lution are unified on lifting the arms 
embargo. Almost all the Senators 
favor—only a few Senators, perhaps as 
few as 6 voted against both resolutions. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has spoken for 10 minutes. You 
may ask consent for more time. 

Mr. SPECTER. I was not aware there 
was a limitation, but I see my col- 
league on the floor, Senator BRADLEY, 
giving me the go ahead signal, so I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for not 
more than 5 additional minutes, and I 
will try to conclude in less time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, as I 
was saying, the resolutions of both 
Senator DOLE and Senator MITCHELL 
called for à release of the arms embar- 
go. I think that the administration and 
the President are on firm notice of that 
policy, which I think reflects the atti- 
tude of the American public, and that 
expeditious action ought to be taken to 
get the United Nations' agreement. As 
Senator DOLE has said, he is going to 
be back here in a short while, and he is 
going to be renewing this application. 
It is a very important one. 

I want to comment on a provision of 
the Mitchell resolution which concerns 
me, and it reads as follows: 

Upon termination of the international em- 
bargo, the President shall ensure that appro- 
priate military assistance be provided expe- 
ditiously to Bosnia and Herzegovina upon re- 
ceipt from that government of such a request 
in exercising its right of self-defense. 

There follows a provision that there 
shall not be ground combat forces. It 
may be that was added afterward, after 
a colloquy and a questioning of that 
provision by Senator BYRD. 

There was a similar provision in the 
resolution offered by Senator DOLE last 
April, which I voted against because 
the Dole resolution from April provided 
“The President, upon appropriate mili- 
tary assistance of the Government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, upon receipt 
from that Government a request for as- 
sistance in exercising its right of self- 
defense"—the gravamen is the Presi- 
dent shall provide ‘‘appropriate mili- 
tary assistance.” 

I voted against the Dole resolution, 
one of the seven to vote against it in 
an 89-to-7 vote, because I am not pre- 
pared to give the President a blank 
check, which I think the Dole resolu- 
tion could have been interpreted to 
mean. I think that in Senator MITCH- 
ELL’s resolution from yesterday, which 
provides again for appropriate mili- 
tary assistance," even though there is 
& later statement about not having 
combat forces, those provisions are too 
broad. There should be à grave concern 
and grave reservations by the Senate, 
by the House—by the Congress—on giv- 
ing the President a blank check to pro- 
vide what the President may consider 
to be appropriate military assistance, 
even if there is a disclaimer as to 
ground forces. 

I believe that the United States has 
engaged in wars which were not con- 
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stitutionally authorized. Korea was a 
war with no constitutional authoriza- 
tion, because only the Congress can de- 
clare war. Vietnam was a war, and 
again it could not have the appropriate 
congressional authorization, in my 
legal judgment, although there was a 
Gulf of Tonkin resolution. When it 
came to the use of force in Iraq, the 
Congress took up the issue and appro- 
priately considered it and passed it, al- 
beit by a narrow margin, 59 to 43, in 
this body. 

I think Congress has to be zealous in 
assuring the American people that this 
country does not go to war unless the 
Congress declares war, and that we 
have had a bitter experience that we 
cannot sustain a war unless there is 
public support. The place to find out 
whether there is that public support is 
in the Congress of the United States. 

I am concerned now about all the 
talk of military intervention in Haiti, 
and that is another subject which I am 
not going to get into at any length 
today except to say that I do not be- 
lieve there ought to be military inter- 
vention in Haiti without congressional 
authorization. There is no emergency 
in Haiti. There has been a long time to 
consider it. There is no reason for the 
President to act unilaterally. What is 
or what is not a war is subject to some 
dispute. But if United States forces are 
deployed in a situation where there is 
time for deliberation and congressional 
action, it is my firm view that, as a 
matter of public policy, it is only the 
Congress which ought to act and the 
President ought not to act, and that in 
many of these situations and perhaps 
Haiti as well, it is a constitutional re- 
quirement for the Congress to act. 

So that in considering the Bosnia 
matter, or any of these issues for inter- 
national action, I think Congress has 
to be very zealous not to give any over- 
ly broad authorization and certainly no 
blank checks to the President. But es- 
pecially in this Presidency there is a 
need for the corporate wisdom of the 
Congress to speak out on international 
matters, as we did in Somalia, where a 
Member of the President’s party would 
have had us precipitously leave. It was 
really again a leadership effort by Sen- 
ator DOLE, but Democrats as well as 
Republicans, which had a timetable for 
an orderly withdrawal. 

The Senate has spoken very force- 
fully on this issue. It is my hope, Mr. 
President, that the administration will 
pay close attention to it, and that we 
will find a way to lift the arms embar- 
go and a way to help the embattled 
Bosnian Moslems to defend themselves. 
We must try to bring a solution to the 
problems in Bosnia, hopefully dip- 
lomatically, but if not, at least to ac- 
cord Bosnia its rightful opportunity to 
defend itself. 

I thank my colleague for waiting. I 
thank the Chair and I yield the floor. 

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Pennsylvania for 
being generous with his remarks and 
addressing an important subject, a sub- 
ject with which we dealt yesterday in 
the Senate. 


VIOLENCE 


Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, let me 
begin my remarks today with a poem 
that I got from a 16-year-old in Cam- 
den, NJ. The title of the poem is: 
“RIOT at East Camden Middle." 

The riot start after the basketball game— 
hallway outside the East Camden Middle 
School gym. Unknowns fightin the Two- 
Eight Youngsters. 

An Unknown get up in a Two-Eight face. 
And then it's knives. Razor blades. Black 
eyes. Busted noses. Blood all over the halls. 
Girls screamin, cryin. People steppin on each 
other to get outside. 

Fifty to a hundred people fightin. 

Crazy! 

War inside the school. 

An even fists an knives is not enough. 

Guns. Someone duck out to get the guns. 
Bullets sprayin the crowd out on the parkin 
lot. 

Three girls, two dudes get shot that night. 

Icarry my gun every day. 

Mr. President, the young African- 
American male who wrote me this 
poem is more likely to die in the vio- 
lence he describes than in any other 
way. Murder is still the number one 
cause of death for young African males 
in America today. 

In thinking about violence in Amer- 
ica, our goal has to be to keep these 
young people alive by reducing the 
level of gunfire and terror among the 
young in schools and in our cities. 

Mr. President, that has to be clear. 
But it would be a mistake to stop 
there, to think that it was confined 
there, for violence is not confined to 
street crime nor to urban America. Vi- 
olence burns in many places. It is a 
blaze fed by many fires. Ask any cor- 
porate executive who never drives 
home the same way 2 days in a row. 
Ask any head of security at a suburban 
mall or a college campus. Ask anyone 
who uses an ATM machine at night. 
Ask any Japanese tourist if he would 
ever, under any circumstances, knock 
on a stranger's door in Louisiana. Ask 
any German tourist about getting off 
the highway in Miami. Ask Michael 
Jordan. 

Mr. President, violence, while 
present throughout our Nation's his- 
tory, has of late taken some inexplica- 
ble turns. Somehow our times are dif- 
ferent. Nancy Kerrigan and the 
Bobbitts are not a singing group of the 
1960's, and the Menendez family is a far 
cry from Ozzie and Harriet. Gone are 
the TV days of Matt Dillon rounding 
up the outlaws in the Old West, or El- 
liott Ness and the boys always prevail- 
ing against organized crime. A Charles 
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Starkweather or a Charles Manson 
used to come along once in a decade. 
Now it seems a Jeffrey Dahmer turns 
up someplace in America every year. 
And the more bizarre the incident, the 
bigger the news coverage. 

People seem to flock to TV compet- 
ing to tell the most lurid story. There 
are days when, through ''the tube," it 
Seems as if the country has taken the 
form of one big dysfunctional family. 
More and more people seem to be living 
on the outer edges, unsure how they 
are going to get back. We seem to be 
daring each other as if we were teen- 
agers and taking risks that in another 
time and place would have been un- 
thinkable, not realizing that unless we 
get things under control, the country 
will be the loser. 

And the remarkable thing is that too 
many people do not really do anything 
about it; they just take all this. Child 
abuse and muggings and murder all 
pass in a blur of recognition. Street 
taunts raise awareness of danger that 
triple-locked doors cannot lessen. 
Slowly, violence burns and eats away 
at our social fabric as if it were an 
acid, so that even when statistics show 
some improvement, we do not feel 
more secure. 

Mr. President, violence goes deeper 
and comes closer to many families in 
America than we would admit. Domes- 
tic violence, for example, is America's 
dark little secret. 

A few weeks ago, a woman told me 
the following story. She said that her 
husband used to beat her up regularly. 
She wanted to leave, but she could 
never imagine actually doing it. She 
feared the consequences for herself and 
for her children. Then one day, her 2- 
year-old daughter witnessed her hus- 
band strangling her. Finally, that inci- 
dent was enough; it was the catalyst. 
She decided to seek refuge with her 2- 
year-old and 4-year-old in a shelter for 
battered women. 

A few days later when she was in the 
shelter, the 2-year-old got mad at the 
4-year-old. The mother turned see what 
was the matter and witnessed the 2- 
year-old going for the throat of the 4- 
year-old. 

Mr. President, I thought about that 
image of violence a lot, the image of 
that violence being passed on from one 
generation to another. 

The most dangerous place to be", a 
policeman recently said, is in one's 
home between Saturday night at 6 
o’clock and Sunday night at 6 o'clock. 
He forgot to add, Especially if you are 
a woman." ' 

One-half of 211 women who are mur- 
dered in America are murdered by their 
male partners; one-half. Three-quarters 
of all assaults happen in the family. 
Thirty percent of all women admitted 
to emergency rooms at hospitals are 
there due to family violence. Violence 
against women in the home causes 
more total injuries in America than 
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rape, muggings, and car accidents com- 
bined. Sudden, stark, incomprehen- 
sible, family violence does not just 
happen. It builds into the cycle of ag- 
gression and forgiveness and blame 
until it explodes. And the battered 
spouse is almost never a man. 

When J. Robert Oppenheimer wit- 
nessed the first nuclear explosion, he 
said that the nuclear bomb was a de- 
stroyer of worlds." In the homes of bat- 
tered women and abused children, vio- 
lence is a destroyer of the world of 
love. 

Few have observed this better than 
one of America's greatest novelists, 
Russell Banks, who, in his great novel, 
Affliction, wrote the following: 

Pop held Wade with one hand by the front 
of his shirt, like Matt Dillon drawing a puny 
terrified punk up to his broad chest, and he 
took his left fist, and swung it out to the 
side, opened it, and brought it swiftly back, 
slapping the boy's face hard, as if it were a 
board. Then he brought it back the other 
way, slapping him again and again, harder 
each time, although each time the boy felt it 
less, felt only the lava-like flow of heat that 
each blow left behind, until he thought he 
would explode from the heat, would blow up 
like a bomb, from the face outward. 

At last, the man stopped slapping him. He 
tossed the boy aside, onto the couch, like à 
bag of rags. ... 

This kind of violence turns boys like 
Wade into men like Wade, who later in 
the novel becomes a cold, soul-less kill- 
er. 

Mr. President, violence not only de- 
stroys the world of love, it also de- 
stroys the world of trust—the world of 
trust that is essential to a humane 
public life. Ask any urban dweller who 
is afraid to go to a PTA meeting or to 
a church meeting at night, and they 
will tell you that the fear of violence 
strikes at the core of their individual 
liberty. 

Mr. President, liberty is the right to 
choose. It is often expressed as ''free- 
dom from''—freedom from coercion or 
control. But it is also freedom to“ 
freedom to make the best of our capac- 
ity and opportunities. One way you ex- 
ercise liberty is through freedom of as- 
sociation. You must be able to associ- 
ate with other people in order to learn 
and bend, communicate, organize, pass 
on values, practice democracy. 
Through association with other people, 
we pursue happiness. Security protects 
liberty, and this thus lets us readily 
create associations with other people 
through which we build community, 
which in turn will guarantee liberty. 

Mr. President, the genius of all of 
this is the interdependence of these 
ideas. They are meant to chase each 
other in a virtuous circle. None of 
them is ever fully realized, fully 
achieved—liberty, happiness or secu- 
rity. And the vitality of our demo- 
cratic society is the incessant effort to 
achieve them, even though they are 
not ever fully achieved. We chase each 
other in a virtuous circle, providing 
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more liberty, more security than we 
would have otherwise, and more happi- 
ness. 

Mr. President, in communities where 
violence prevails these ideals are lost. 
Violence clogs the arteries of a free so- 
ciety. It stops us from reaching out our 
hands to a neighbor. Violence robs us 
of liberty. It destroys the world of 
trust by turning a citizen into either a 
frightened, isolated victim, or a preda- 
tor living off of other’s pain. In Amer- 
ica today, the blaze of violence is fed 
by many fires. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to be able to continue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PELL). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. BRADLEY. In America today, 
the blaze of violence is fed by many 
fires. Television, CD’s, and video games 
bring it into the open windows of our 
homes. By the time a kid reaches 18 
they have witnessed as many as 26,000 
murders on TV. But not all those mur- 
ders are the same. Some can make a 
child pause at the consequences of vio- 
lence, while other murders pile up in 
an empty litany of bashing and stab- 
bing and shooting that creates a numb- 
ness that, in turn, requires ever crueler 
and gorier violence to induce just the 
flutter of shock. Murder pays, for the 
sponsors. Rap anthems that glorify 
gang violence and brutal abuse of 
women, sell. 

Often the corporate search for vio- 
lent product gives us violence of such 
intensity that it has almost no context 
at all, either moral or biographical. 
There is a difference between, on the 
one hand, the fiction of Russell Banks 
and the news footage of the Bosnian 
war—both of which portray violence— 
and, on the other hand, a corporate 
product such as Mortal Kombat II that 
consists of nothing but violence, that 
in a sense is violence. 

George Gerbner, a communications 
professor at the University of Penn- 
sylvania, draws a distinction between 
the symbolic and often tragic violence 
of Shakespeare and fairy tales, and 
happy violence which shows no pain or 
tragic consequences. 

Every year in New Jersey I do a high 
school seminar where kids participate 
from 500 high schools. We break up, and 
discuss things. This year we discussed 
violence in one of the seminars. In one 
of the seminars I spontaneously asked 
the following question: "Anybody in 
here ever see anybody killed?" Two 
hands went up. I said, Tell us about 
it." They could not tell us about it. 
They were too traumatized. 

At another seminar, I said, “Anybody 
here see ever see anyone killed?" One 
hand went up. Tell us about it." Then 
he described what it was like to see a 
person standing on the street corner, 
and somebody else come along with an 
automatic rifle and shoot him in the 
head. He described in vivid detail what 
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happened to the victims head, how it 
looked as the person fell in a pool of 
blood. Mr. President, he then said, 
“That is not the way it looked on TV." 

The blaze of violence is fed by many 
fires. 

There are more gun dealers in Amer- 
ica than there are gas stations or gro- 
cery stores. In 1991, 14,373 Americans 
were murdered with a gun, over 12,000 
with a handgun. Every 14 seconds, 
somebody dies of a gunshot wound. 
Every gun injury that leaves the per- 
son hospitalized costs $30,000, 80 per- 
cent of which is paid by the taxpayer. 
There are 71 million handguns in Amer- 
ica. In 1992, 34,000 people applied to be 
gun dealers, and only 37 were denied. 
With only 240 inspectors to police 
245,000 gun dealers, why is that a sur- 
prise to anybody? 

In a nationwide poll of teenagers, 
Lou Harris found that 15 percent of 
suburban teenagers and 17 percent of 
urban teenagers report having carried 
a gun in the last 30 days. Forty percent 
of all teenagers say they can get a 
handgun within 24 hours, “if I wanted 
one." The same percentage—40 per- 
cent—say that the threat of violence 
has made me change where I go, where 
I stop on the street, where I go at 
night, what neighborhoods I walk in, 
and who I make friends with. 

Police officers point out that the 
change in violence over the last decade 
is that murderers are younger, the 
guns more high-powered, and the acts 
themselves are more and more random. 

The blaze of violence is fed by many 
fires. 

Native American reservations in 
South Dakota have a murder rate of 
more than double that of Los Angeles. 
The rate of poor rural counties in Mis- 
sissippi equals that of Newark. The 
common denominator in all of these 
places is: Poverty, loss of hope, and 
vast segments of urban America are in 
economic depression. Lives are being 
wasted, shortened, demeaned, without 
a job, which can give dignity to each of 
them. At a time when our common eco- 
nomic future needs every able-bodied 
person, we see poorer, sicker, less well- 
educated, Third World enclaves emerg- 
ing in our midst. 

Mr. President, I have spoken on na- 
tive American reservations and at 
urban recreation school programs for 
over 25 years. A decade or so ago, there 
was always a distinct difference be- 
tween the kids in the two places. On a 
native American reservation, the kids 
sat quietly, almost impassively, in- 
stead of asking questions or offering 
opinions. The toll of 200 years of ne- 
glect has settled so deeply that it had 
squelched hope. As I looked out into 
the audience, I stared into dead eyes— 
dead eyes. There was no response, no 
hope. 

In an urban community, the kids, a 
decade or so ago, seemed wired with en- 
ergy, could not stop bobbing left, right, 
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up and down. They asked questions, 
talked incessantly with each other, and 
did not often listen, but their eyes were 
alive with expectation. Today, I go 
Speak in urban America and something 
has changed. Too often, I see dead eyes. 
Once hope is gone, everything is gone. 

The blaze of violence is fed by many 
fires. 

In Detroit, nearly 80 percent of the 
kids are born to single parents. In 1991, 
30 percent of all children born in Amer- 
ica were born to a single parent. 
Among black children, it was two- 
thirds. Many single mothers do a he- 
roic job transmitting values, raising 
their children well against great odds. 
Many others are too young, too poor, 
too unloved, and their children, at 
birth, become 15-year time bombs wait- 
ing to explode in adolescence. 

If you think violence among the 
young is bad now, wait until this army 
of neglected, often abused, sometimes 
abandoned, street-trained, gang-tested, 
friendless young people reach age 15. 
Their capacity to have any kind of 
meaningful attachment will be gone. 

One recent study that surprised me 
was that the number of urban teenage 
boys volunteered that they had no best 
friend and no one person that they 
trusted. Mr. President, when only the 
gang gives meaning to life, death can- 
not be far behind. 

In America, the blaze of violence is 
fed by many fires. 

The emerging Federal crime bill is an 
attempt to counter rising violence. The 
architects of the bill have worked hard 
on it, and it does many good things. 
But its effect is uncertain. It appears 
to some as if it were a huge heap of 
ideas and proposals cobbled together by 
representatives of a Nation which is in- 
creasingly desperate about violence. In 
a way, it reminds me of what a group 
of anxious citizens would do as they 
threw furniture and household goods 
on a barricade to stop the invading 
hordes. Many of the provisions appear 
to have the following rationale: Maybe 
that will work, maybe that would help, 
so let us add it to the barricade. My 
fear is that the remedies come from so 
many different sources, and expand 
over such a wide area, it will have a 
limited impact, notwithstanding all of 
our good intentions. 

Mr. President, to some ears, this 
might sound like a criticism of the bill. 
It is not intended to be. It has more to 
do with how people hear the words, and 
with the complexity of violence gen- 
erally. I personally think Chairman 
BIDEN has worked long and hard to 
confront violence and has spent more 
time thinking about it than virtually 
any person in this body, and he has had 
an outstanding staff researching it, 
more than anybody in this body. The 
Judiciary Committee crafted an excel- 
lent bill that took aim at violence, par- 
ticularly among the young. It had my 
strong support because it reflected a 
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good balance between prevention and 
punishment. 

Yet, some unfortunate amendments 
were added here on the floor. Not all of 
them, obviously, were unfortunate; 
some were good. But some of them 
were unfortunate. Many of them Chair- 
man BIDEN opposed, some he accepted, 
knowing they were necessary to get a 
bill through this body and to con- 
ference. I doubt that they are going to 
emerge from conference. 

What is missing, Mr. President, is an 
overall national goal, and an admission 
that much of what must be done is be- 
yond the reach of the Federal Govern- 
ment. What we need is a national rebel- 
lion against violence that sets a spe- 
cific target for reducing violence over a 
10-year period. 

For example, I suggest a 75-percent 
reduction in our homicide rate which, 
if achieved, would place us about where 
England’s homicide rate is today. A na- 
tional rebellion against violence would 
be rooted in the knowledge that vio- 
lence strikes at the core of our demo- 
cratic freedom, the freedom to associ- 
ate with each other as liberty-loving, 
free individuals. A national goal would 
also give us some way to measure 
progress. So often Americans, on the 
one hand, seem catatonic, frozen, para- 
lyzed in the face of intense violence 
and, on the other hand, we seem ready 
to entertain the most radical solutions. 
Unless we have a way to tell whether 
what we are doing is working, people 
will always assume the worst and will 
believe the latest and worst anecdote 
they heard that will define what the 
threat is to them, notwithstanding de- 
clining violation rates, and we will be 
potentially caught in a spiral of ex- 
treme measures that could even endan- 
ger our rights permanently. We cannot 
simply replace a violent society with a 
repressive society. That would be a 
pyrrhic victory. The rebellion against 
violence must enhance our national ex- 
ample, not diminish it. We must al- 
ways remember that the world is 
watching us and now more than ever 
before. 

Mr. President, like so many other is- 
sues in public life, in the debate about 
violation, people do not listen to each 
other. That side does not listen to this 
side. This Senator does not listen to 
that Senator. This outside group does 
not listen to that outside group. They 
are frozen, frozen in the old dichotomy 
of conservative or liberal; tough or cod- 
dling; causes or punishment. Those 
who believe the answer is gun control 
do not listen to those who believe the 
answer is the death penalty. Those who 
believe in severe punishment cannot 
see the necessity of controlling and 
limiting guns. And often neither gun 
control advocates nor tough sentencers 
see the connection between societal vi- 
olence, on the one hand, and poverty, 
family disintegration, and exploitative 
media violation, on the other. Instead 
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of confronting reality, more and more 
people look for the magic bullet that 
will stop violence dead in its tracks, do 
the one that will be there, will stop it 
and there will be no more violence. 

Mr. President, the truth is much 
harder. 

Truth No. 1: There is no miracle cure, 
and the answer lies closer to home 
than it does to Washington, DC. 

Truth No. 2: Violation will not be 
stopped by soft words. Every person 
who uses violence must pay the price 
in lost freedom, and doing time, essen- 
tially for the young, must be a memory 
that one does not ever want to repeat. 

Truth No. 3: We will never counter 
violence unless we restrict the hand- 
guns used by 80 percent of the people in 
America who commit gun murders. 
What is common sense to people of vir- 
tually every other country in the world 
becomes a constitutional crisis to us. 

Truth No. 4: There is no substitute 
for a job. If we can move those on the 
bottom rung of the economic ladder up 
just a few rungs, the efforts against 
violation will have acquired a powerful 
ally. 

Truth No. 5: Violation is a phenome- 
non caused by twisted values and the 
loss of self-control. The formation of 
values and self-discipline begins in 
childhood, and teaching them is the job 
of parents. Unless we instill them in all 
of our children, we have only ourselves 
to blame. 

Truth No. 6: We need to make it as 
unfashionable to sell violation in 
America as it is to smoke cigarettes. 
We do not need censorship; we need en- 
hanced citizenship, particularly in the 
board rooms. 

Truth No. 7: Drugs and violation go 
together like gunpowder and a match. 
To ignore addiction as a national prob- 
lem is to sentence many more Ameri- 
cans to death. 

Mr. President, those are the truths 
that we have to confront. 

A national rebellion against violence 
requires individuals, communities, and 
all levels of government working to- 
gether. People do not live in isolation. 
Only the hermit out in the mountains 
lives in isolation. The rest of us live in 
communities where we go to church, 
play sports, pick up groceries, and 
raise our kids. And often we live in 
fear. What people do not realize is the 
power they possess if they work to- 
gether. In the 1960's an aroused citi- 
zenry that focused on an evil—legally 
sanctioned racism—ended racial dis- 
crimination under the law and 
furthered the cause of justice. Today 
an aroused citizenry focused on an 
evil—violation—can bring order to our 
streets and further the cause of liberty. 
A street thug can intimidate an indi- 
vidual, but he cannot intimidate a uni- 
fied, energized community. 

Mr. President, politicians—well, 
where do we fit in all this? We have to 
stop treating security like it is a prod- 
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uct that government delivers to your 
home. We create security for ourselves 
in the same context where violation oc- 
curs—in our community and in our 
family. At the national level, we can 
set standards, set limits, spread inno- 
vative ideas, create uniform rules, 
gather data, and make sure those who 
commit federally prohibited violence 
pay for it by a swift loss of freedom and 
in some cases such as drug kingpins 
who murder by the loss of their lives. 
But the real battle against violate 
crime committed by the young and 
within the family will not be waged at 
the Federal level. Like education, 
where we have only 6 percent of the na- 
tional resources, in crime the Feds 
have about 13 percent—that is all—13 
percent of the Nation's crime fighting 
resources. The crime bill will be a false 
promise if we forget, each one of us for- 
get our individual obligations as police 
officers, local officials, teachers, par- 
ents, spouses, and citizens. The Federal 
Government is not going to do it. It 
can help. But we each have an individ- 
ual obligation and responsibility as 
well. 

Yet, Mr. President, there are some 
commonsense actions that the Federal 
Government can encourage that would 
I think, prevent youthful gun violence, 
challenge young people with the possi- 
bility of a future without violence, and 
raise awareness of domestic violence 
while providing women a way out. 

First, I know it is controversial, but 
I think it is the logical next step. I be- 
lieve that everyone who buys a hand- 
gun should have a national identity 
card with a picture on it, just like a 
driver’s license. Every transfer of a gun 
must be registered, with tough pen- 
alties for those who refuse. No one 
should be allowed to purchase more 
than one handgun per month, and gun 
dealers ought to pay $1,000 per year for 
a license. These changes, I think, will 
hasten the day when law-abiding citi- 
zens and only law-abiding citizens will 
have guns. Technology can help us, 
frankly, particularly in the policing 
process. If we can develop heat-seeking 
missiles, certainly we can invent re- 
mote metal-sensing devices that will 
allow the police forces, augmented by 
the police corps, by the 100,000 police 
this crime bill provides, to seize more 
illegal guns and to disrupt the com- 
merce of armed street criminals. Cer- 
tainly, we can do that. 

Second, communities should have 
greater access to their public schools. 
Schools close at 3 in the afternoon ina 
lot of places in urban America, close on 
weekends, and are closed all summer 
long. With Federal support, schools 
should remain open in the evenings, on 
weekends, and during the summer for 
the community to use. The schools are 
the most underutilized assets in urban 
America. Churches, synagogues, 
mosques, and community development 
corporations should be allowed to pro- 
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vide the mentoring, safe haven, and 
guidance, the absence of which all too 
often contributes to delinquency. The 
availability of the school will also give 
the community a place to focus public 
and private resources to win back the 
minds and hearts that the streets have 
captured. 

Third, Mr. President, to counter do- 
mestic violence, we need to get the 
facts out of the closet and then help 
women find a way out of a brutal envi- 
ronment. Domestic violation is a prob- 
lem at all income levels. It is more 
than a serious health care problem. It 
is a social sickness, a tragedy that is 
destroying families and an experience 
that spreads violence from one genera- 
tion to another. 

Mr. President, every man’s home 
may be his castle, but it is not his tor- 
ture chamber, in which he can beat 
someone less physically strong time 
and time again without consequences. 
Many men will deny the impulse and 
the existence of the behavior. Like 
drunks that have not quite reformed, 
they promise their partners and the 
world that the latest episode of vio- 
lence will be the last episode of vio- 
lence. Too often they go back on their 
word, and the cycle of aggression, seek- 
ing forgiveness, blaming the victim, 
and committing aggression starts over 
again. The cycle goes on and on. We 
can wait no longer for universal per- 
sonal reform. 

When a woman is the victim of do- 
mestic violence, she has to have a place 
to go. There should be a counseling hot 
line so that experienced professionals 
can guide her to an appropriate place. 
Above all, there must be enough bat- 
tered spouse shelters with enough re- 
sources for relocation to give women 
some idea of where they can escape the 
fear of a threatening phone call or the 
knock on the door in the middle of the 
night. 

But we have to do more than give 
women a place after they are beaten. 
We have to prevent the violation in the 
first place. 

I suggest that every health profes- 
sional—doctors, nurses, physician as- 
sistants, social workers, and others—be 
trained to recognize domestic violence 
and to ask female patients about it. 
Asking questions, hopefully, will free 
women from considering beatings as a 
family matter that they are not sanc- 
tioned to discuss, even with their doc- 
tor. 

Mr. President, domestic violence 
should not be treated as a preexisting 
condition to deny women health insur- 
ance in this country. And yet that hap- 
pens every day, almost every day. I 
have seen the letters from the insur- 
ance companies. 

But it is not just up to health profes- 
sionals. If we are going to stop domes- 
tic violence, each of us, in our own 
spheres of influence—home, work, 
PTA, Little League—have an obliga- 
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tion to acknowledge it occurs, recog- 
nize it when we see it, and say some- 
thing about it. It is so much easier to 
overlook it, turn the other way, regard 
it exclusively as a family matter, pre- 
tend we do not have any responsibility. 
But if we are going to prevent it, we all 
do. 

These three proposals will not end vi- 
olence in America, but combined with 
the crime bill and, more importantly, 
with an energized national community 
prepared to cooperate with the police 
and with each other, they will take us 
further along the path toward greater 
security. 

Mr. President, a member of the Japa- 
nese Diet told me recently that as his 
two young girls were growing up, he 
looked forward to them coming to the 
United States as exchange students 
and he looked forward to visiting them 
and vacationing here with his wife. 
Now he says he is sending his kids to 
England, and he and his wife are vaca- 
tioning in Europe. "Why?" I asked 
him. He replied, ‘‘The guns, the drugs, 
the violence—unless you get control of 
them, you'll lose a lot more than a few 
tourists; you'll no longer be the model 
democracy for the world.” 

The only way to achieve our aim of a 
75-percent homicide reduction within a 
decade and in a way consistent with 
our democracy is to assume individual 
responsibility, to enlist all who love 
their communities and Nation in a re- 
bellion that is waged locally, neighbor 
by neighbor, building by building, and 
at the same time to build bonds of 
community that render violence moot. 

The world of violence and the world 
of trust must be provided with enough 
resources to fight the fires of violence. 
All who believe in the world of trust 
and the world of love must join that re- 
bellion against violence. If we do not 
—if we do not join that rebellion, if we 
do not work to protect the world of 
trust and the world of love, if we turn 
away—Mr. President, the riot in Cam- 
den middle school will spread to more 
Schools and the story of the 2-year-old 
going for the 4-year-old brother's 
throat will be just one of many chap- 
ters of future pain. 

The fires that feed the blaze of vio- 
lence can only be extinguished when all 
of us act as citizens to achieve what ev- 
eryone in a democracy deserves—the 
right to live a life without fear of unex- 
pected, random violence, whether on 
the street, at school, or in the home. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BINGAMAN). The Senator from Mis- 
sissippi is recognized. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent to proceed as if in morn- 
ing business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate is in morning business. 

The Senator may proceed. 
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SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRA- 
TION’S $32 MILLION IN BONUSES 


Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I want to 
express my strong disapproval and, in 
fact, outrage over the recent bonuses 
given by the Social Security Adminis- 
tration to employees of that office at a 
time when Social Security is pressing 
Congress for millions of dollars to deal 
with serious problems in its disability 
programs. 

I have several newspaper articles on 
the matter. I would just note, Mr. 
President, a couple of the headlines. 
One of them in one of my home State 
newspapers in Jackson, MS, says, Ail- 
ing Social Security pays $32 million in 
Bonuses.”’ 

Another headline, ''Agency Shells 
Out Cash." And it notes in the first 
paragraph, The largest single award 
$9,258—actually went to an executive 
who had been on the job for less than 
three months.” 

I have been personally working with 
high-level Social Security Administra- 
tion directors to resolve backlogs and 
other serious problems they have in 
their Offices of Hearings and Appeals. 
Some disability cases have been pend- 
ing for more than 1 year and are at 
critical stages; some of them as long as 
almost 2 years. 

In my own State of Mississippi, to as- 
sist claimants who desperately need 
help—some of whom are losing their 
homes and cannot pay their bills—I 
have asked Social Security officials to 
expedite these cases. And, I must say, 
to their credit, they have sent in a 
team to evaluate the situation, and 
they have acknowledged that some of 
them are actually emergencies. Those 
cases are being dealt with, and some of 
them are being sent to other offices so 
that they can be adjudicated. But I 
have received a pledge that these 
claims will be processed quickly. 

The problem is not just one office or 
just in my State, it is all over the 
country where there is a tremendous 
backlog. 

Now, as I am trying to help disabled 
claimants, here come these bonuses. 
Quite frankly, I could not believe it 
when I heard of the awards and the 
amounts of them. My constituents are 
furious. I have been receiving letters 
and phone calls. They are outraged 
that, at a time when they cannot get 
basic courtesies and basic consider- 
ations of claims that are long overdue, 
they see that these types of awards are 
being doled out. 

It is my understanding that the Clin- 
ton administration, to its credit, has 
urged Federal agencies across the 
board to reexamine how these cash bo- 
nuses are awarded. 

I do think there are times when that 
type of incentive—where you are given 
some recognition for extraordinary 
work, dedication, or some real innova- 
tive idea that saves a lot of money or 
helps a lot of people—should be award- 
ed. 
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But I think this whole area of cash 
bonuses has gotten out of control. And 
Iam not talking just about this admin- 
istration. It has gone on in previous ad- 
ministrations. It is time we get a grip 
on it. 

Our taxpayers’ dollars should be used 
more wisely, and I will be pressing for 
better accountability in the future. 

I also note that Senator PRYOR of Ar- 
kansas, who is the chairman of a sub- 
committee in this area, has indicated 
that he is going to ask questions and 
look into it. So I hope he will certainly 
do that. 

I have written to the Commissioner 
of Social Security and requested a full 
explanation of these particular per- 
formance awards. As a strong advocate 
for Social Security disability claim- 
ants and all beneficiaries, I am going 
to continue to work here in the Senate 
to ensure that Social Security is run 
more responsibly and efficiently. 

It really bothers me when I see the 
chairman of the House Ways and Means 
Committee, in the last few days, sug- 
gesting that Social Security may, in 
the future, be running short of money. 
He seems to suggest that we need to 
cut benefits and raise Social Security 
taxes. But right on the heels of that 
type of announcement, we see $32 mil- 
lion given in bonuses to some of the 
employees of that Administration. 

Things are out of kilter, Mr. Presi- 
dent. We need to make sure that they 
get back in order. 

I yield the floor at this time. 

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as if in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are in 
morning business. The Senator may 
proceed. 


THE FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD 


Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, there 
was a comedian named George Gobel, 
who has departed us, who used to talk 
about tuxedos. He said. Did you ever 
feel as if the world was a tuxedo and 
you were a pair of brown shoes?" 

I suppose all of us have felt that way 
at one time or another, sort of out of 
step, not quite in sync. 

Let me talk about the brown shoes of 
the American economy at the moment, 
the Federal Reserve Board. 

I come here to talk about the Federal 
Reserve Board this afternoon because I 
am upset at what the Federal Reserve 
Board is doing to this country. 

The American society is the most 
open society in this world. We make 
democratic decisions. The American 
people together in this process we call 
a democratic government. We make 
democratic decisions: about the future, 
about taxing and spending, where we 
invest, how we invest, and in whom we 
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invest. Sometimes those decisions are 
agonizing and wrenching and awful. 

Last year, we worked through the de- 
cision about reducing the budget defi- 
cit. We debated for weeks about where 
to cut spending, and how to raise taxes. 
It passed by one vote. A reduction of 
$500 billion in the Federal deficit over 5 
years passed by one vote in this Cham- 
ber. 

That was the democratic process. In 
fact, the American people were in- 
volved in that, ringing our phones off 
the hooks, coming to our town meet- 
ings, imploring us to vote this way, 
that way, or the other way. The con- 
struction of fiscal policy by this Con- 
gress about how to get our economy in 
order and how to get it moving again 
by creating jobs and opportunity and 
growth. That was the democratic proc- 
ess at work. 

Contrast that with what is going on 
with monetary policy. Monetary pol- 
icy, the decisions about money and in- 
terest rates, is made downtown in a 
building by the Federal Reserve Board. 
That is not a part of an open society, 
not a part of a democratic process. It is 
closed, secretive, unresponsive and un- 
accountable to the American people. 

In recent months, the Federal Re- 
serve Board has taken action on three 
occasions to raise interest rates, and 
we were told yesterday and we are told 
again today—at least it is rumored— 
that the Federal Reserve Board will 
probably again act to raise interest 
rates next week. 

I want to cite some news events of 
this week to describe why I am upset 
with the Federal Reserve Board. Today 
the Wall Street Journal, “Economy 
Seems to Soften a Bit in Latest Data. 
Wholesale Prices Fall One-Tenth of 
One Percent. Retail Sales Drop Eight- 
Tenths of One Percent. Jobless Claims 
Rise." 

This morning from the Associated 
Press, ‘‘Consumer Prices Edge Up Mod- 
est One-Tenth Of One Percent In 
April." That is today's news. This is 
going to be bad for Wall Street because 
when there is good news for the econ- 
omy on inflation, Wall Street goes into 
apoplectic seizure. We have this thing 
all turned around. Bad news means 
Stocks increase, good news means 
Stocks decrease. That is the way it has 
been the last few weeks. In fact, Hobart 
Rowen wrote about that the other day 
in the Washington Post. In Rowen's 
column he says, 

Wall Street is out of sync with Main 
Street. Although some Americans have not 
been able to find employment, many have. 
Inflation is low, job creation is strong, and 
consumer confidence is healthy, yet Wall 
Street is reacting negatively. 

As Rowen says, 

Wall Street won't wait until inflation is a 
fact or even a serious threat. Perversely, the 
best of good news after a long recession, peo- 
ple are again finding jobs, becomes bad news 
for the markets—meaning Wall Street. 

The Federal Reserve Board now 
seems prepared to take action once 
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again to increase interest rates. To- 
day’s news tells us that what they have 
done so far has begun to put the brakes 
on the American economy just at a 
time when we needed to move this 
economy along and get it up to cruis- 
ing speed. It is operating nowhere near 
capacity. Just when we need to get it 
to cruising speed to employ people and 
to give people opportunity, the Federal 
Reserve Board puts the brakes on this 
economy by raising interest rates and 
is now prepared to raise interest rates 
again. Who are they accountable to? 
No one. Why are they doing this? Infla- 
tion, they say. Show me the evidence 
of inflation. 

Yesterday, ‘‘Wholesale Prices Fall 
One-Tenth of 1 Percent." Today, 
"Consumer Price Index, Only One- 
Tenth of 1 Percent Increase.” 

Isay to the Federal Reserve Board: 
Where do you see evidence of a new 
wave of inflation? Share it with the 
American people. Why do you not tell 
us what you are doing and why, instead 
of just asking us to pay the higher in- 
terest rates that you demand down at 
the Federal Reserve Board. 

I brought to the floor again today a 
picture of the Federal Reserve Board 
Board of Governors and the regional 
Fed Presidents. I have done that be- 
cause at least with respect to the re- 
gional Fed Presidents, they are not 
confirmed, and not appointed. But they 
sit in a room with a closed door, and 
make decisions in secret with the 
Board of Governors about money policy 
and interest rates. They make deci- 
sions that affect the lives of every con- 
stituent I represent in the State of 
North Dakota. The lives of all Ameri- 
cans are affected by the decisions these 
people make and they are accountable 
to no one. They go in the room, and 
shut the door; Lord knows what infor- 
mation they look at, and they make 
decisions. 

What decision are they making these 
days? That inflation is just around the 
corner and what we must do is increase 
interest rates and put the brakes on 
the American economy? What a bunch 
of nonsense. Are they willing to risk 
their jobs on those decisions? No, not 
hardly; not these folks. In fact, let us 
talk about their jobs. 

Mr. Parry from San Francisco. Mr. 
Parry is, I am sure, a wonderful man. I 
have never met him. I would not know 
Mr. Parry from a cord of wood. He says 
this morning in the paper—he is a vot- 
ing member of the Federal Reserve 
Board's open market committee. He 
was in Tucson, AZ, yesterday. I guess 
they have a big territory over there at 
the San Francisco regional Fed. He 
says he remains cautious about infla- 
tion. Slack in labor and product mar- 
kets has all but evaporated, and al- 
though we have advanced in the 
progress in taming inflation, he said in 
written remarks, ‘We still have a long 
way to go." 
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I guess what Mr. Parry says to us 
today is he still sees inflation around 
the corner and inflation is just down 
the track. He makes $230,000. He is à 
Ph.D. economist, part of that Fed sys- 
tem. He has been in the system since 
1965, for those who are interested in 
term limits these days in the political 
system. He and his friends will sit 
around a table and vote in secret about 
whether or not somebody in my State 
gets a job. That is a plain fact. They 
control one-half of the economic pol- 
icy. They conduct it in secret, and they 
are pursuing a wrong-headed approach 
that is slowing down this economy at 
exactly the time when we need more 
investment, more jobs and more 
growth. 

So what do we do about all this? 
What we do is we decide to take this 
out of the secret room of the Fed and 
give some semblance of monetary pol- 
icy decisions back to the American 
people. A century ago we used to de- 
bate the interest rate questions in the 
bars and barber shops all across this 
country. It used to be important. Peo- 
ple had a role in deciding what interest 
rates were going to be. Not anymore. It 
is these folks who have the role, and 
they are not accountable to the Amer- 
ican people. 

I am not suggesting that the folks 
whose pictures I brought to the floor to 
at least give the American people the 
first opportunity to see who they are, 
who is casting these votes, who is mak- 
ing these decisions, are bad people. 
They represent the banks. That is their 
constituency. When they close the door 
and make their decisions, they are 
making their decisions based on their 
constituents. And I guarantee you 
their constituencies are the boards of 
directors, the majority of which are 
bankers, that put them on these re- 
gional Fed bank presidencies. That is à 
plain fact. 

For two centuries we have had a con- 
flict between those who produce and 
those who finance production, and at 
times those who produce do just fine 
and at times those who finance get the 
upper hand. What we have today with 
the Federal Reserve Board and a 
strong, unaccountable central bank is 
people in charge of monetary policy 
and interest rate policy who represent 
the vestiges of established wealth. 
They have a hair trigger on inflation. 
Why? Because inflation erodes the 
value of those who now hold wealth. I 
understand that. I would like zero in- 
flation as well. But we need a balance 
of fighting for stable prices and fight- 
ing for full employment. And I do not 
want people in charge of monetary pol- 
icy who always decide on the side of 
those who hold wealth. What about de- 
ciding for a change on the side of those 
who need jobs, those who hold jobs, and 
those who want jobs? 

Second, let me make another, I 
think, important point that has not 
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been made, at least very often. The Fed 
claims that they see inflation just 
around the corner. That is the basis of 
what I think is their irrational behav- 
ior, they see inflation just around the 
corner. But is there another motive? 
Can you see inflation in these data 
that are published today and yesterday 
and this week? “Consumer Prices Up 
One-Tenth Of 1 Percent." Can you see 
inflation around the corner? ‘‘Producer 
Prices Down One-Tenth Of 1 Percent?" 
Or is there another motive? Might the 
other motive be that we are all paying, 
all of us in America, for the excesses in 
the financial system? 

Let me read for the Senate another 
headline of this week. This is not un- 
usual. I could have brought a ream of 
headlines just like this. 

Pennsylvania Company Links Losses to 
Derivatives. 

Another company in the industrial heart- 
land has suffered a large loss on financial de- 
rivatives sold by Bankers Trust New York 
Corp. Air Products and Chemical Inc., an Al- 
lentown, PA, makers of industrial gases, said 
today it lost $96.4 million before taxes on 
five derivative contracts that were ''unac- 
ceptable and inconsistent" with the compa- 
12 policies. Its after-tax loss was $60 mil- 

on. 

Bankers Trust, Air Products, billions 
of dollars on derivatives, some of them 
on proprietary trading in the banks— 
they might just as well open up a desk 
in the lobby and put in some sort of à 
roulette wheel. That is what this de- 
rivatives trading is about. Much of it is 
pure gambling inside America's banks. 

That, too, is an outrage. But I think 
there is another motive with respect to 
what the Fed is doing. I think the Fed 
is taking a look at the stock market. I 
think the Fed is taking a look at the 
enormous growth of derivatives, and I 
think the Fed is deciding to increase 
interest rates—not related necessarily 
to what they see as inflation—although 
that is the excuse they give. I think 
the Fed is deciding they also want to 
try to dampen the speculation in the fi- 
nancial sector in this country. Mean- 
while, those in the productive sector 
wil pay the cost. All Americans will 
pay ihe cost of an interest rate policy 
that slows down the economy if, in 
fact, the motive is to try to send a 
message to those who are involved in 
speculation in the finance industry. 

What do we do about all this? What I 
hope we will do about all this is we will 
start to put enough pressure on these 
people, the only people who will make 
those decisions in secret, behind closed 
doors, just down the road. I hope we 
will put enough pressure on these peo- 
ple to alter their decision next week, a 
decision that many predict will, once 
again, increase interest rates a quarter 
to a half of 1 percent. I hope that is the 
first step. All of us ought to be out- 
raged by à Federal Reserve Board sys- 
tem that is out of step and out of 
touch. 

I have brought with me some com- 
ments by a member of the Board of 
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Governors, Lawrence Lindsey, Ph.D., 
economist, Harvard University, Board 
of Governors. Here is what he said: 

Legislators typically tend to favor higher 
economic growth at the expense of inflation 
as an election approaches and are more will- 
ing to accept tighter monetary reins just 
after they've been reelected, 

Lindsey said in an April 22 speech at 
the University of Chicago. 

For Mr. Lindsey's benefit, I might 
say to him, I am not up for election 
until 1998. This is not about election 
politics for me. The question for me is, 
what about the economic health of this 
country? For whose benefit are we 
managing this country's economic 
growth; the big money center banks or 
the folks out there looking for a job? 
That is the question for Mr. Lindsey 
and his friends, and the Board of Gov- 
ernors and the presidents of the re- 
gional Federal banks. Mr. Lindsey also 
says, as he speaks about Members of 
Congress: 

We are ordinary human beings with our 
own individual interests. The desire to be re- 
elected is quite a normal part of their indi- 
vidual preference functions. When about to 
face the voters, legislators can't easily toler- 
ate the pain accompanying policies aimed at 
producing long-term benefits. 2 

Referring to the need to keep price 
pressure under control. 

It is really helpful to have Mr. 
Lindsey's advice coming from the tem- 
ple of money downtown, but I am 
unimpressed by someone as cloistered 
as those who sit behind the walls of the 
Federal Reserve making interest rate 
policy in a vacuum, so out of step and 
so out of touch, telling us that we want 
to see some economic growth and some 
opportunity in this country because we 
want to be reelected. 

I do not understand what they are 
thinking down at the Fed, but I want 
economic growth not for me; I want 
economic growth for my State and this 
country. I want people to go into a job 
market that is expanding. I want kids 
to come out of college and look for a 
job that they can find because our com- 
panies are expanding and producing 
jobs and producing opportunities. 

But what is happening, as we see 
from the newspaper headlines this 
morning, is exactly what most of us ex- 
pect to happen, and I would guess ex- 
actly what the Fed wants to happen, 
and that is the economy is beginning 
to slow down: “Economy Seems to 
Soften a Bit in Latest Data." It will 
meet the fondest hopes of the folks 
down at the Fed. That is precisely 
what they want. 

They see inflation around the corner, 
despite the fact that there is no evi- 
dence of it, and they have produced no 
evidence to us or the American people 
to justify it. The result is they increase 
interest rates, hoping to slow down the 
economy, and the result is an economy 
that is slowing down and a whole lot of 
folks will be put out of work and a lot 
of other folks cannot find work. 
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I guess these folks sitting down at 
the Fed are not worried about their 
jobs. I say to Mr. Lindsey, you do not 
have to worry about the next election; 
you are not elected. You do not have to 
worry about your job because no mat- 
ter how soft this economy gets, you are 
not going to lose your job. But there 
are a lot of folks out there dependent 
on what you do, on what we do, and on 
what others do to promote opportunity 
in this country. You do them a disserv- 
ice by pursuing wrongheaded monetary 
policy that is cutting economic growth 
in this country. 

I am hoping that in the coming few 
days, we will have more people in Con- 
gress and more people around the coun- 
try decide to speak up about the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board. I have introduced 
now for 4 years—and there exists before 
this Congress and this Senate—Federal 
Reserve Board reform legislation. We 
ought to change the Fed; we ought to 
open it up. The best way to blind these 
folks is with sunlight. Open the door, 
send some light into the Fed. Let us 
see what they do. We have had people 
putting voice stress analyzers on the 
pronouncements of the Fed Chairman 
in order to find out what they did in a 
closed room. That is how bizarre it has 
become in recent years. I say open the 
door; shine the light on this process. 

Second, do not let any of the regional 
Federal bank presidents ever vote on 
monetary policy. Only the Board of 
Governors should vote. They are the 
only ones appointed and confirmed in 
the democratic process. 

Let us audit the Federal Reserve 
Board. They have spent over $1 billion. 
Let us have an audit of the Federal Re- 
serve Board. 

There are a series of reform steps we 
could and should take to bring this 
kind of dinosaur into this century in 
terms of Government that responds to 
people. No, let us not give interest rate 
policy to the folks down at the corner 
bar. I am not suggesting that is the 
way interest-rate policy ought to be 
managed, but let us at least provide 
some basic accountability so we have a 
Federal Reserve Board that is in step 
and in turn with what the needs of this 
country are, not just the needs of the 
money center banks. 

Mr. President, that concludes my 
statement. I will have more to say 
about the Federal Reserve Board next 
week.Isay that just to alert them. 


LIFTING THE ARMS EMBARGO ON 
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA 


The text of the bill (S. 2042) to re- 
move the United States arms embargo 
of the Government of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, as passed by the Senate 
on May 12, 1994, is as follows: 

S. 2042 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
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SECTION 1. UNITED STATES ARMS EMBARGO OF 
THE GOVERNMENT OF BOSNIA AND 
HERZEGOVINA. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—Neither the President 
nor any other member of the Executive 
Branch of the United States Government 
Shall interfere with the transfer of arms to 
the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

(b) TERMINATION.—The President shall ter- 
minate the United States arms embargo of 
the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina 
upon receipt from that government of a re- 
quest for assistance in exercising its right of 
self-defense under Article 51 of the United 
Nations Charter. 

(c) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, 
the term “United States arms embargo of 
the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina“ 
means the application to the Government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina of— 

(1) the policy adopted July 10, 1991, and 
published in the Federal Register of July 19, 
1991 (58 Fed. Reg. 33322), under the heading 
"Suspension of Munitions Export Licenses to 
Yugoslavia"; and 

(2) any similar policy being applied by the 
United States Government as of the date of 
receipt of the request described in subsection 
(a) pursuant to which approval is routinely 
denied for transfers of defense articles and 
defense services to the former Yugoslavia. 

(d) Nothing in this section shall be inter- 
preted as authorization for deployment of 
United States forces in the territory of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina for any purpose, in- 
cluding training, support or delivery of mili- 
tary equipment. 

SEC. 2. UNITED STATES ARMS EMBARGO OF THE 
GOVERNMENT 


OF BOSNIA AND 
HERZEGOVINA. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—Neither the President 
nor any other member of the Executive 
Branch of the United States Government 
shall interfere with the transfer of conven- 
tional arms appropriate to the self-defense 
needs of the Government of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 

(b) TERMINATION.—The President shall ter- 
minate the United States arms embargo of 
the Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina 
upon receipt from that government of a re- 
quest for assistance in exercising its right of 
self-defense under Article 51 of the United 
Nations Charter. 

(c) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, 
the term "United States arms embargo of 
the Government of Bosnía and Herzegovina" 
means the application to the Government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina of— 

(1) the policy adopted July 10, 1991, and 
published in the Federal Register of July 19, 
1991 (58 Fed. Reg. 33322) under the heading 
"Suspension of Munitions Export Licenses to 
Yugoslavia"; and 

(2) any similar policy being applied by the 
United States Government as of the date of 
receipt of the request described in subsection 
(a) pursuant to which approval is routinely 
denied for transfers of defense articles and 
defense services to the former Yugoslavia. 

(d) Nothing in this section shall be inter- 
preted as authorization for deployment of 
United States forces in the territory of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina for any purpose, in- 
cluding training, support or delivery of mili- 
tary equipment. 

SEC. 3. APPROVE AND AUTHORIZE USE OF UNIT- 
ED STATES AIRPOWER TO IMPLE- 
MENT NATO EXCLUSION ZONES. 

(a) PURPOSE.—To approve and authorize 
the use of United States airpower to imple- 
ment the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza- 
tion (NATO) exclusion zones around United 
Nations designated safe areas in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and to protect United Nations 
forces. 
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(b) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) the war in the Republic of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina has claimed tens of thousands of 
lives and displaced more than two million 
citizens; 

(2) the Senate supports as a policy objec- 
tive a peace settlement that provides for an 
economically, politically and militarily via- 
ble Bosnian state, capable of exercising its 
rights under the United Nations Charter; 

(3) United Nations Security Council Reso- 
lutions 836 and 844 call on member states, 
acting nationally or through regional orga- 
nizations, to take all necessary measures to 
deter attacks against safe areas identified in 
Security Council resolution 824. 

(4) On February 9, 1994 the North Atlantic 
Council authorized the use of air strikes to 
end the siege of Sarajevo and on April 22, 
1994 to end the siege of Gorazde and to re- 
spond to attacks on the safe areas of Bihac, 
Srebrenica, Tuzla or Zepa or to the threaten- 
ing presence of heavy weapons within a ra- 
dius of 20 kilometers of those areas (within 
Bosnia and Herzegovina); 

(5) The Congress in the fiscal year 1994 
State Department authorization bill ex- 
pressed its sense that the President should 
terminate the United States arms embargo 
on the Government of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 

(c) PoLicy.— 

(1) The Senate authorizes and approves the 
decision by the President to join with our 
NATO allies in implementing the North At- 
lantic Council decisions— 

(A) of June 10, 1993 to support and protect 
UNPROFOR forces in and around United Na- 
tions designated safe areas, and 

(B) of February 9, 1994 to use NATO’s air- 
power in the Sarajevo region of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, and 

(C) of April 22, 1994 to authorize 
CINCSOUTH to conduct air strikes against 
Bosnian Serb heavy weapons and other mili- 
tary targets within a 20 kilometers radius of 
the center of Gorazde, and Bihac, Srebrenica, 
Tuzla or Zepa (within the territory of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina) if these safe areas are at- 
tacked or threatened by Bosnian Serb heavy 
weapons. 

(2) The Congress favors the termination of 
the arms embargo against the Government 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The President 
shall seek immediately the agreement of 
NATO allies to terminate the international 
arms embargo on the Government of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina. In accordance with Admin- 
istration policy following such consultations 
the President or his representative shall 
promptly propose or support a resolution in 
the United Nations Security Council to ter- 
minate the international arms embargo on 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. If the Security 
Council fails to pass such a resolution the 
President shall within 5 days consult with 
Congress regarding unilateral termination of 
the arms embargo on the Government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. Upon termination 
of the international embargo the President 
shall ensure that, subject to the regular no- 
tification procedures of the appropriate con- 
gressional committees, appropriate military 
assistance be provided expeditiously to 
Bosnia and Herzegovina upon receipt from 
the government of such a request in exercis- 
ing its right of self-defense. 

(3) Unless previously authorized by the 
Congress no United States ground combat 
forces should be deployed in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. Any request by the President 
for such authorization should include: 

(A) an explanation of the United States in- 
terests involved in such commitments or ac- 
tions; 
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(B) the specific objectives of the commit- 
ments or actions; 

(C) the likely duration of the operation; 

(D) the size, composition, command and 
control arrangements, rules of engagement, 
contributions of allied nations, and other de- 
tails of the force needed to meet the objec- 
tives; 

(E) specific measurements of success, par- 
ticularly the end point of the United States 
involvement, and what follow-on security ar- 
rangements would be needed; and 

(F) an estimate of financial costs, includ- 
ing burdensharing arrangements, and non-fi- 
nancial costs as can be determined. 

(4) Nothing in this legislation restricts the 
prerogative of Congress to review the arms 
embargo on Bosnia and Herzegovina. 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. AKAKA: 

S. 2115. A bill to amend the Federal Power 
Act to remove the jurisdiction of the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission to license 
projects on fresh waters in the State of Ha- 
waii; to the Committee on Energy and Natu- 
ral Resources. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER: 

S. 2116. A bill to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1995 to the National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration for human 
space flight, science, aeronautics, and tech- 
nology, mission support, and Inspector Gen- 
eral, and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. AKAKA: 

S. 2115. A bill to amend the Federal 
Power Act to remove the jurisdiction 
of the Federal Energy Regulatory Com- 
mission to license projects on fresh wa- 
ters in the State of Hawaii; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

JURISDICTION ACT OF 1994 
@ Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation to termi- 
nate the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission’s [FERC] jurisdiction to 
license hydropower projects on the 
fresh waters of the State of Hawaii. 

Hawaii’s geographic isolation makes 
it unique. The Hawaiian islands are 
over 2,000 miles from the nearest land 
mass, making them the world’s most 
isolated island chain. 

Hawaii’s waterways are unique as 
well. In stark contrast to the long and 
mighty interstate rivers of the con- 
tinental United States,  Hawaii's 
streams are confined to individual is- 
lands. They are also short, narrow, and 
steep, running quickly off highly per- 
meable volcanic slopes. For compari- 
son purposes, the mean discharge of 
the Mississippi River at Vicksburg, MI 
is 19,633 times the mean annual flow of 
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Hawaii's largest river, the Wailuku on 
the island of Hawaii. Hawaii has no 
interstate rivers, no navigable rivers 
that cross Federal lands, and no Fed- 
eral dams. Hawaii's streams offer so 
little potential for generating hydro- 
power that only one project has been 
constructed in the last 50 years. This 
project was not subject to FERC licens- 
ing. 

Hawaii's streams are generally not 
navigable except for a few which have 
brief, navigable stretches near their 
mouths as they open to the sea. Where 
Hawaii's streams are navigable they 
are slow and meandering, and therefore 
not suitable for hydropower; in their 
upper reaches, where hydropower is 
feasible, the streams are non-navi- 
gable. Thus, there is no rational basis 
for FERC jurisdiction over the licens- 
ing of hydropower projects in Hawaii. 

Hawaii's surface water system is 
based upon riparianism, traditional Ha- 
waiian taro cultivation called appur- 
tenant rights, and traditional and cus- 
tomary gathering rights. It is dramati- 
cally different from that of other U.S. 
jurisdictions. Hawaii's streams are reg- 
ulated by a stringent State Water Code 
which protects the environment, fish, 
and wildlife. Hawaii's permitting proc- 
ess takes environmental protection 
matters into full consideration, as is il- 
lustrated by the fact that such organi- 
zations as the Hawaii Audubon Society 
have gone on record in support of ex- 
empting Hawaii from FERC jurisdic- 
tion. 

This legislation would not be nec- 
essary but for a bizarre ruling in which 
the FERC, despite a finding that it had 
no jurisdiction under section 23(b) of 
the Federal Power Act, nonetheless 
granted a hydroelectric permit to a Ha- 
waii applicant who voluntarily submit- 
ted to FERC jurisdiction. This logic- 
defying decision by the FERC, clearly 
inconsistent with its earlier ruling, as- 
tonished officials of the State of Ha- 
waii, who view it as a wholly inappro- 
priate and unwarranted interference 
with the State’s thorough and care- 
fully managed permitting process. 

My bill will prevent recurrences of 
this counterproductive clash between 
the FERC and the State by removing 
the jurisdiction of the FERC to license 
hydropower projects on the fresh wa- 
ters of the State of Hawaii.e 


By Mr. ROCKEFELLER: 

S. 2116. A bill to authorize appropria- 
tions for fiscal year 1995 to the Na- 
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis- 
tration for human space flight, science, 
aeronautics, and technology, mission 
support, and Inspector General, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and  Transpor- 
tation. 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINIS- 
TRATION AUTHORIZATION ACT, FISCAL YEAR 
1995 

è Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 

as chairman of the Subcommittee on 
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Science, Technology, and Space of the 
Senate Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation, I am 
pleased to introduce the National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration 
[NASA] Authorization Act, fiscal year 
1995. This legislation authorizes NASA 
Programs at the President's request of 
$14.3 billion and supports NASA's fund- 
ing priorities. As I indicated pre- 
viously, this legislation incorporates 
the direction established in the fiscal 
year 1994 NASA authorization bill 
which I introduced last year. 

The fiscal year 1995 budget request 
for NASA is a reduction from its cur- 
rent level of funding. The President's 5- 
year plan for NASA also keeps funding 
levels relatively flat. While this illus- 
trates the budget realities required to 
lower the Federal deficit, the budget 
forecast may be especially problematic 
for NASA. This is because many 
projects were begun in the 1980's with 
the assumption that the NASA budget 
would rise 10 percent per year. Today, 
these projects are growing while being 
Shoe-horned into a tighter budget. 

Despite the reduction, the NASA fis- 
cal year 1995 budget is an honest pro- 
posal to fund a good mix of programs. 
In prior years, the NASA budget re- 
quest at times exceeded the actual ap- 
propriations by over $1 billion. I am en- 
couraged to see Congress and the ad- 
ministration working more recently in 
tandem to meet fiscal obligations and 
commit to fund quality programs. 
NASA's 5-year plan submitted this 
year also is more meaningful because 
it shows a flat budget and not the tra- 
ditional trend upward. This means that 
even though NASA's budget proposed is 
reduced, a consistent funding scenario 
for the next few years will provide 
much needed stability in NASA Pro- 
grams. 

Tight fiscal constraints matched 
with the end of the cold war are the 
catalysts which help to focus our civil- 
ian aeronautics and space programs. As 
NASA Administrator Goldin testified 
in our subcommittee hearings, the ad- 
ministration's top priorities for the 
agency are the international space sta- 
tion, space shuttle safety, mission to 
planet Earth, aeronautics, and space 
Science. Within each of the priorities, 
we must work together to ensure that 
ongoing and planned programs will 
yield the greatest returns for the 
American people. 

Since the historic Apollo 11 mission 
to the Moon in 1969, NASA has 
searched for a new focus which would 
again capture the imagination of the 
world. From my perspective, the space 
station has become a symbol of Ameri- 
ca's willingness to reach out across 
vast differences and find common 
hopes and dreams with other nations. 
If we can peer beyond the fiscal limita- 
tions of today and into our future as 
part of the global community, we can 
see an international laboratory orbit- 
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ing above the Earth, developed for the 
peaceful uses of outer space. Meshed 
integrally with Russia as well as the 
spacefaring nations of Japan, Europe, 
and Canada, the space station is our 
best example of international coopera- 
tion in the post-cold-war era. 

Another administration priority for 
NASA focuses on the monitoring of the 
Earth and its environment. Within the 
Mission to Planet Earth Program, the 
Earth observing system and related 
data information system play a major 
role in the U.S. global change research 
program which is part of a larger inter- 
national effort to monitor the inter- 
active forces of oceans, land, and at- 
mosphere. 'This ambitious endeavor 
will enhance our understanding of the 
Earth's complex systems and provide 
important information on how humans 
affect the environment. 

As we heard from witnesses at our 
subcommittee hearings, aeronautics 
research and technology have contrib- 
uted to the success of domestic air- 
frame and engine manufacturers. With 
the end of the cold war, new inter- 
national markets have increased the 
drive toward economic competitive- 
ness. To maintain aircraft sales in the 
international marketplace, NASA must 
focus on developing new aeronautics 
technologies in concert with our do- 
mestic industry. Although only about 6 
percent of the total NASA budget, aer- 
onautics programs, such as advanced 
subsonic and high-speed research, are 
highly leveraged to help make industry 
more competitive. 

Finally, NASA's long history of plan- 
etary exploration has yielded impor- 
tant information about our solar sys- 
tem and our unique planet Earth. Like- 
wise, NASA programs in physics and 
astronomy, such as the Hubble space . 
telescope, have brought us closer to un- 
derstanding the forces of the universe. 
Late last year, the American people 
were engrossed with the repair mission 
of the Hubble space telescope. Because 
of the human risks involved, the world 
was centered on the activities of the 
space shuttle and its crew. As Freeman 
Dyson writes in his book, ''Infinite in 
All Directions," '"The American space 
program is at its most creative when it 
is a human adventure.” 

Since the President submitted his 
NASA budget for fiscal year 1995 this 
past February, a great deal of atten- 
tion has been focused on the space sta- 
tion and other NASA Programs. Much 
of the discussion has been over which 
programs should be cut and what direc- 
tion the agency should take. In prepar- 
ing this legislation, I have discussed 
funding issues with NASA, the admin- 
istration, and consulted with outside 
parties. In doing so, I remain convinced 
that NASA's priorities support the 
most important and valuable programs 
to the Nation. I encourage my col- 
leagues to join me in supporting the 
National Aeronautics and Space Ad- 
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ministration Authorization Act, fiscal 
year 1995 in the coming months. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill and a 
summary be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2116 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration Au- 
thorization Act, Fiscal Year 1995". 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds and declares the follow- 

ing: 
(1) Improved understanding of the Earth 
and space, strengthened national competi- 
tiveness in aerospace activities, and inter- 
national scientific cooperation are all na- 
tional priorities. 

(2) Continued support, within budgetary 
constraints, of key- programs of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration can 
further advance these national priorities. 

(3) The end of the Cold War enables Federal 
agencies to coordinate resources to pursue 
civilian research and development in the 
most effective and efficient manner. 

(4) the twenty-fifth anniversary of the first 
human landing on the Moon reminds all hu- 
manity of the wondrous accomplishments of 
the past and the opportunities that still 
beckon. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

For the purposes of this Act— 

(1) the term Administrator“ means the 
Administrator of the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration; and 

(2) the term “institution of higher edu- 
cation" has the meaning given such term in 
section 1201(a) of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1141(a)). 


TITLE I—AUTHORIZATION OF 
APPROPRIATIONS 
Subtitle A—Authorizations 
SEC. 101. HUMAN SPACE FLIGHT. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin- 
istration for Human Space Flight the follow- 
ing amounts, to become available October 1, 
1994: 

(1) Space Station, $1,889,600,000, of which 
$20,000,000 are authorized for the construc- 
tion of a Neutral Buoyancy Laboratory, 
Johnson Space Center. 

(2) Russian Cooperation, 
which— 

(A) $100,000,000 are authorized for Russian 
space agency contract support; and 

(B) $50,100,000 are authorized for Space 
Shuttle/MIR activities. 

(3) Space Shuttle, $3,324,000,000, of which— 

(A) $4,800,000 are authorized for moderniza- 
tion of the Firex System, Pads A and B, Ken- 
nedy Space Center; and 

(B) $7,500,000 are authorized for replace- 
ment of the Components Refurbishment Lab- 
oratory, Kennedy space Center. 

(4) Payload and Utilization Operations, 
SEC. 102. SCIENCE, AERONAUTICS, AND TECH- 

NOLOGY. 


$150,100,000, of 


There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin- 
istration for Science, Aeronautics, and Tech- 
nology the following amounts, to become 
available October 1, 1994: 
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(1) Space Science, $1,766,000,000 of which— 

(A) $1,058,700,000 are authorized for Physics 
and Astronomy; and 

(B) $707,300,000 are authorized for Plan- 
etary Exploration. 

(2) Life and Microgravity Sciences and Ap- 
plications, $470,900,000. 

(3) Mission to Planet Earth, $1,238,100,000, 
of which $17,000,000 are authorized for the 
construction of the Earth Systems Science 
Building, Goddard Space Flight Center. 

(4) Aeronautical Research and Technology, 
$898,500,000, of which— 

(A) $342,800,000 are authorized for Research 
and Technology Base activities; 

(B) $533,700,000 are authorized for Systems 
Technology Programs, including— 

(i) High Speed Research, $221,300,000; 

(ii) Advanced Subsonics, $125,800,000; 

(iii) High Performance Computing and 
Communications, $76,100,000; and 

(C) $22,000,000 are authorized for the mod- 
ernization of the Unitary Plan Wind Tunnel 
Complex, Ames Research Center. 

(5) Advanced Concepts and Technology, 

(6) Launch Services, $340,900,000. 
Mission Communication 
$481,200,000. 

(8) Academic Programs, $97,200,000. 

SEC. 103. MISSION SUPPORT. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin- 
istration for Mission Support the following 
amounts, to become available October 1, 
1994: 

(1) Safety, Reliability, and Quality Assur- 
ance, $38,700,000. 
(2) Space 

(3) Research and Program Management, in- 
cluding personnel and related costs, travel, 


Services, 


Communication Services, 


and research operations support, 
$2,220,300,000. 
(4) Construction of Facilities, including 


land acquisition, $135,000,000, of which— 

(A) $8,000,000 are authorized to perform 
seismic upgrade of the Research, Develop- 
ment, and Test Building, Dryden Flight Re- 
search Center; 

(B) $5,000,000 are authorized to restore the 
Exterior/Interior Systems, Buildings 3, 13, 
and 14, Goddard Space Flight Center; 

(C) $4,300,000 are authorized to modernize 
the Condenser Water Systems, Southern Sec- 
tor, Jet Propulsion Laboratory; 

(D) $4,300,000 are authorized to rehabilitate 
the Utility Tunnel Structure and Systems, 
Johnson Space Center; 

(E) $1,500,000 are authorized to modernize 
the Payloads Hazardous Servicing Facility 
HVAC System, Kennedy Space Center; 

(F) $4,900,000 are authorized to modernize 
the Metrology and Calibration Facility, Mar- 
shall Space Flight Center; 

(G) $30,000,000 are authorized to repair fa- 
cilities at various locations, not in excess of 
$1,000,000 per project; 

(H) $30,000,000 are authorized to rehabili- 
tate and modify facilities at various loca- 
tions, not in excess of $1,000,000 per project; 

(I) $2,000,000 are authorized for minor con- 
struction of new facilities and additions to 
existing facilities at various locations, not 
in excess of $750,000,000 per project; 

(J) $10,000,000 are authorized for facility 
planning and design; and 

(K) $35,000,000 are authorized for environ- 
mental compliance and restoration. 

SEC. 104. INSPECTOR GENERAL. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin- 
istration for Inspector General $16,000,000, to 
become available October 1, 1994. 
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Subtitle B—Limitations and Special 
Authority 
SEC. 151. SPACE STATION LIMITATION. 

The aggregate amount authorized to be ap- 
propriated for Space Station and related ac- 
tivities under sections 101, 102, and 103 shall 
not exceed $2,100,000,000. 

SEC. 152. EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAM TO STIMU- 
LATE COMPETITIVE RESEARCH. 

Of the amounts appropriated under sec- 
tions 101 and 102, $10,000,000 are authorized 
for the Experimental Program to Stimulate 
Competitive Research in accordance with 
title III of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration Act, Fiscal Year 1993 
(Public Law 102-588; 106 Stat. 5119). 

SEC. 153. USE OF FUNDS FOR CONSTRUCTION. 

(a) AUTHORIZED USES.—Funds appropriated 
under sections 101, 102, and 103 (excluding ap- 
propriations for construction of facilities 
under sections 101(1), 102(3), 102(4)(C), and 
103(4), and for personnel and related costs 
and travel) may be used for the construction 
of new facilities and additions to, repair of, 
rehabilitation of, or modification of existing 
facilities at any location in support of the 
purposes of which such funds are authorized. 

(b) LIMITATION.—None of the funds used 
pursuant to subsection (a) may be expended 
for a project the estimated cost of which to 
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin- 
istration, including collateral equipment, ex- 
ceeds $500,000, until 30 days have passed after 
the Administrator has notified the Commit- 
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation of the Senate and the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology of the House 
of Representatives of the nature, location, 
and estimated cost to the National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration of such 
project. 

(c) TITLE TO FACILITIES.—If funds are used 
pursuant to subsection (a) for grants to in- 
stitutions of higher education, or to non- 
profit organizations whose primary purpose 
is the conduct of scientific research, for pur- 
chase or construction of additional research 
facilities, title to such facilities shall be 
vested in the United States unless the Ad- 
ministrator determines that the national 
program of aeronautical and space activities 
will best be served by vesting title in the 
grantee institution or organization. Each 
Such grant shall be made under such condi- 
tions as the Administrator shall determine 
to be required to ensure that the United 
States will receive therefrom benefits ade- 
quate to justify the making of that grant. 
SEC. 154. AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATED 

AMOUNTS. 

To the extent provided in appropriations 
Act, appropriations authorized under sub- 
title A may remain available without fiscal 
year limitation. 

SEC. 155. REPROGRAMMING FOR CONSTRUCTION 
OF FACILITIES. 

Appropriations authorized for construction 
of facilities under section 101(1) 102(3), 
120(4)(C), or 103(4)— 

(1) may be varied upward by 10 percent at 
the discretion of the Administrator; or 

(2) may be varied upward by 25 percent to 
meet unusual cost variations after the expi- 
ration of 30 days following a report on the 
circumstances of such action by the Admin- 
istrator to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate 
and the Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology of the House of Representatives. 
The aggregate amount authorized to be ap- 
propriated for construction of facilities 
under sections 101(1), 102(3), 102(4)(C), and 
103(4) shall not be increased as a result of ac- 
tions authorized under this section. 
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SEC. 156. CONSIDERATION BY COMMITTEES. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, no amount appropriated to the Na- 
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra- 
tion may be used for any program— 

(1) for which the President's annual budget 
request included a request for funding, but 
for which the Congress denied or did not pro- 
vide funding; 

(2) in excess of the amount actually au- 
thorized for the particular program by sub- 
title A; and 

(3) which has not been presented to the 
Congress in the President's annual budget 
request, 
unless a period of 30 days has passed after 
the receipt by the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate 
and the Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology of the House of Representatives 
of notice given by the Administrator con- 
taining a full and complete statement of the 
action proposed to be taken and the facts 
and circumstances relied upon in support of 
such proposed action. The National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration shall keep 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate and the Com- 
mittee on Science, Space, and Technology of 
the House of Representatives fully and cur- 
rently informed with respect to all activities 
and responsibilities within the jurisdiction 
of those committees. Except as otherwise 
provided by law, any Federal department, 
agency, or independent establishment shall 
furnish any information requested by either 
committee relating to any such activity or 
responsibility. 

SEC. 157. NEW PROJECTS. 

The Administrator shall certify to Con- 
gress that each new project proposed to be 
funded, with life cycle costs estimated at 
$150,000,000 or more, has as part of its devel- 
opment and implementation a technology 
plan to work with United States industry to 
identify and pursue technologies of value to 
both the National Aeronautics and Space Ad- 
ministration and industry. 

SEC. 158. LIMITATION ON OBLIGATION OF UNAU- 
THORIZED APPROPRIATIONS. 

Not later than 30 days after the later of the 
date of enactment of an Act making appro- 
priations to the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration for fiscal year 1995 or 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad- 
ministrator shall submit a report of Con- 
gress and to the Comptroller General which 
specifies— 

(1) the portion of such appropriations 
which are for programs, projects, or activi- 
ties not specifically authorized under this 
Act, or which are in excess of amounts au- 
thorized for the relevant program, project, or 
activity under this Act; and 

(2) the portion of such appropriations 
which are specifically authorized under this 
Act. 

SEC. 159. USE OF FUNDS FOR SCIENTIFIC CON- 
SULTATIONS OR EXTRAORDINARY 
EXPENSES. 

Funds appropriated under sections 101, 102, 
and 103 may be used, but not to exceed $35,000 
for scientific consultations or extraordinary 
expenses upon the authority of the Adminis- 
trator. 


TITLE II—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 201. USE OF NASA LIFE SCIENCES FACILI- 
TIES. 


The Administrator shall issue regulations 
to provide use of life sciences facilities by 
extramural investigators pursuant to title 
VI to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration Authorization Act, Fiscal 
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Year 1993 (P.L. 102-588; 106 Stat. 5130) and 
enter into reciprocal agreements with the 
National Institutes of Health to provide ac- 
cess to the ground-based research facilities 
of the National Aeronautics and Space Ad- 
ministration in life sciences. 

SEC. 202, ORBITAL RESEARCH PLAN. 

Not later than 30 days after the later of the 
date of enactment of an Act making appro- 
priations to the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration for fiscal year 1995 or 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad- 
ministrator shall submit to Congress a de- 
tailed Orbital Research Plan that establishes 
the science research priorities for the next 5 
years for all orbital life sciences, materials 
research, and biotechnology research. The 
plan shall include budgets, with the associ- 
ated support costs, for the Spacelab, 
Spacehab, Comet, Mir, and Space Station 
programs. 

SEC. 203. UNIVERSITY INNOVATIVE RESEARCH 
PROGRAM STUDY. 

The Administrator shall undertake a study 
of the feasibility and potential implementa- 
tion of a University Innovative Research 
Program which— 

(1) promotes technological innovation in 
the United States by using the Nation’s in- 
stitutions of higher education to help meet 
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin- 
istration’s research and development needs, 
by developing technologies of use to both the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administra- 
tion and industry, by stimulating technology 
transfer between institutions of higher edu- 
cation and industry, and by encouraging par- 
ticipation by minority and disadvantaged 
persons in technological innovation; 

(2) is modeled on the Small Business and 
Innovation and Research Program; 

(3) identifies opportunities for 4-year col- 
leges which demonstrate commitment to 
science and technology; 

(4) avoids duplication of existing National 

Aeronautics and Space Administration pro- 
grams with the institutions of higher edu- 
cation; 
(5) identifies funding from the research and 
analysis activities, advanced concepts and 
technology program, and other activities 
which traditionally award grants and cooper- 
ative agreements to institutions of higher 
education; and 

(6) is linked closely with other technology 
investment activities of the National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration. 

(b) COMPLETION.—The study required by 
subsection (a) shall be completed and its re- 
sults submitted within one year after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(c) ADVICE.—In carrying out the study re- 
quired by subsection (a), the Administrator 
shall seek the advice of the National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration Advisory 
Council, the National Research Council's 
Aeronautics and Space Engineering Board 
and Space Studies Board, and other organi- 
zations as appropriate. 

SEC. 204. INDEPENDENT INVESTIGATIONS FOL- 
LOW-UP. 

The Administrator shall report annually, 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate and the 
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech- 
nology of theyHouse of Representatives at 
the time of the submission of the President's 
budget request, on— 

(1) all actions taken by the National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration to remedy 
problems and adopt recommendations identi- 
fied by each panel convened to investigate 
vehicle or systems failures and losses; and 

(2) where such recommendations have not 
been adopted, the reasons for not pursuing 
such recommendations. 
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SEC. 205. FACILITIES REVIEW. 

(a) REVIEW.—The Administrator shall con- 
duct a review of the costs of maintaining all 
facilities owned by the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration. The review shall 
address— 

(1) the function of each facility, its con- 
tributions to National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration missions, and its value 
to the Nation's technical base; 

(2) the current estimated value of each fa- 
cility and associated land, including details 
on assets and liabilities; and 

(3) annual operating costs of each facility, 
including but not limited to power, equip- 
ment, maintenance, operations, and person- 
nel costs. 

(b) REPORT.—The Administrator shall re- 
port on the results of the facilities review re- 
quired by subsection (a), to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
of the Senate and the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology of the House of Rep- 
resentatives not later than January 1, 1995. 
SEC. 206. DIVERSITY FACTORS IN PROCURE- 

MENT. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 
ensure to the fullest extent possible that at 
least 8 percent of the funding made available 
to the National Aeronautics and Space Ad- 
ministration for each fiscal year is made 
available for prime contracts and sub- 
contracts in support of authorized programs 
with— 

(1) small business concerns or other organi- 
zations owned or controlled by socially and 
economically disadvantaged individuals; 

(2) historically Black Colleges and Univer- 
sities; and 

(3) colleges and universities having a stu- 
dent body in which more than 20 percent of 
the students are Hispanic Americans, and 
other minority educational institutions. 

(b) WAIVER OF COMPETITIVE PROCEDURES.— 
To the extent necessary to carry out sub- 
section (a), the Administrator may enter 
into contracts using less than full and open 
competitive procedures, but shall pay a price 
not exceeding fair market cost by more than 
10 percent in payment per contract to con- 
tractors or subcontractors described in sub- 
section (a). This section shall not alter the 
procurement process under section 8(a) of 
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637(a)). 

(c) REGULATIONS.—The Administrator shall 
issue such regulations as are necessary to 
carry out this section. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion— 

(1) the term “Historically Black Colleges 
and Universities" has the meaning given the 
term part B institution“ in section 322(2) of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1061(2)); 

(2) the term “other minority educational 
institution’’ has the meaning given the term 
“eligible institution“ in section 312(b) of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1058(b)); and 

(3) the term socially and economically 
disadvantaged individuals’ has the meaning 
given such term in section 8(a) (5) and (6) of 
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637(a) (5) 
and (6)), and includes women. 

SEC. 207. NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ACT OF 1958 AMENDMENTS. 

Section 206(a) of the National Aeronautics 
and Space Act of 1958 is amended— 

(1) by striking "January" and inserting in 
lieu thereof May“ and 

(2) by striking “calendar” and inserting in 
lieu thereof fiscal“. 

SEC. 208. COMMERCIAL SPACE LAUNCH ACT 
AMENDMENTS. 


(a) AMENDMENTS TO AUTHORIZE AUTHORITY 
FOR COMMERCIAL REENTRY VEHICLES.—The 
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Commercial Space Launch Act (49 App. 
U.S.C. 2601 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) in section 4— 

(A) by inserting from Earth" after if 
any," in paragraph (2); 

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (9) 
through (12) as paragraphs (11), (13), (14), and 
(15), respectively; and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (8) the fol- 
lowing new paragraphs: 

(9) ‘reenter’ and ‘reentry’ mean to return 
purposefully or attempt to return a reentry 
vehicle and payload, if any, from Earth orbit 
or outer space to Earth; 

*(10) ‘reentry vehicle’ means any vehicle 
designed to return from Earth orbit or outer 
space to Earth substantially intact;"'; 

(2) in section 6(a), by inserting ‘', or reen- 
ter a reentry vehicle," after “operate a 
launch site” each place it appears; 

(3) in section 6(a) (2) and (3), by striking 
“section 4(11)" each place it appears and in- 
serting in lieu thereof section 4(14)''; 

(4) in section 6(a)(3)(A), by inserting ‘‘or re- 
entry" after such launch or operation”; 

(5) in section 6(a)(3), by inserting '', or re- 
entry of a reentry vehicle," after "operation 
of a launch site” each place it appears; 

(6) in section 6(b)(1)— 

(A) by striking “launch license" and in- 
serting in lieu thereof licensee“; 

(B) by inserting or reenter” after shall 
not launch"; 

(C) by inserting ‘‘or reentry” after “relate 
to the launch"; and 

(D) by inserting ‘‘or reentry” after ‘‘to be 
launched”; 

(7) in section 6(b)(2)— 

(A) by inserting “or reentry" after pre- 
vent the launch”; 

(B) by inserting holder of a launch li- 
cense” and inserting in lieu thereof li- 
censee"'; and 

(C) by inserting or reentry” after deter- 
mines that the launch”; 

(8) in section 6(c)(1), by inserting or re- 
entry of a reentry vehicle" after "operation 
of a launch site”; 

(9) in section 7, by striking “both” and in- 
serting in lieu thereof for reentering one or 
more reentry vehicles"; 

(10) in section 8(a)(1), by inserting **, or re- 
entry of a reentry vehicle," after operation 
of a launch site“ the first time it appears 
and by inserting '', or reentry of a reentry 
vehicle“ after operation of a launch site“ 
the second time it appears; 

(11) in sections 8(a)2), 9(b), 11(a), 11(b), 
12(a)(2)(B), and 12(b), by inserting '', or re- 
entry of a reentry vehicle," after “operation 
of a launch site" each place it appears; 

(12) in section 8(b), by inserting and the 
reentry of reentry vehicles," after oper- 
ation of launch sites.“; 

(13) in section 1l(a), by inserting or re- 
entry" after launch or operation”; 

(14) in section 12(a)(1), by inserting or re- 
entry“ after prevent the launch”; 

(15) in section 12(b), by inserting or re- 
entry“ after prevent the launch"; 

(16) in section 14(a)(1)— 

(A) by inserting or reentry site“ after 
“observers at any launch site"; and 

(B) by inserting or reentry vehicle" after 
"assembly of a launch vehicle“; 

(17) in section 15(B)(4)(A)— 

(A) by inserting and reentries" after en- 
sure that the launches”; 

(B) by inserting or reentry date commit- 
ment“ after launch date commitment”; 

(C) by inserting or reentry” after ob- 
tained for a launch”; 

(D) by inserting *'', reentry sites," after 
“United States launch sites’’; 
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(E) by inserting “or reentry site” after 
"access to a launch site”; 

(F) by inserting ", or services related to a 
reentry," after "amount for launch serv- 
ices”; and 

(G) by inserting or reentry" after the 
scheduled launch”; 

(18) in section 15(b)(4)(B), by inserting ‘‘or 
reentry” after prompt launching"; 

(19) in section 15(c), by inserting or re- 
entry after launch site”; 

(20) in section 16(a)1) (A) and (B), by in- 
serting ‘‘or reentry" after "any particular 
launch" each place it appears; 

(21) in section 16(a)(1) (C) and (D), by in- 
serting “or a reentry” after launch service" 
each place it appears; 

(22) in section 16(a)(2), by inserting or re- 
entry" after launch services“; 

(23) in section 16(b)(1) and (4) (A) and (B), 
by inserting or reentry” after particular 
launch" each place it appears; 

(24) in section 17(b)(2)(A)— 

(A) by inserting “reentry site,” 
“launch site,”; and 

(B) by inserting or reentry vehicle" after 
“site of a launch vehicle”; 

(25) in section 21(a), by inserting and re- 
entry” after ‘approval of space launch”; 

(26) in section 21(b)— 

(A) by inserting , reentry vehicle," after 
“A launch vehicle"; and 

(B) by inserting or reentry” after “the 
launching"; 

(27) in section 21(c)(1)— 

(A) by inserting '*or" at the end of subpara- 
graph (B); 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 
subparagraph (D); and 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 
following new subparagraph: 

(O) reentry of a reentry vehicle, or“; 

(28) in section 21(c)2), by inserting re- 
entry," after "launch"; 

(29) in section 22(a)— 

(A) by striking ending after the date of 
enactment of this act and before October 1, 
1989"; and 

(B) by striking and reentries“ after ‘‘fur- 
ther commercial launches"; and 

(30) in section 24, by inserting There are 
authorized to be appropriated to the Sec- 
retary $6,541,000 to carry out this Act for fis- 
cal year 1995.“ after ''$4,900,00 to carry out 
this Act.“. 

(b) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of Trans- 
portation shall issue regulations under the 
Commercial Space Launch Act (49 App. 
U.S.C. 2601 et seq.) that include— 

(1) guidelines for industry to obtain suffi- 
cient insurance coverage for potential dam- 
ages to third parties; 

(2) procedures for requesting and obtaining 
licenses to operate a commercial launch ve- 
hicle and reentry vehicle; 

(3) procedures for requesting and obtaining 
operator licenses for launch and reentry; and 

(4) procedures for the application of gov- 
ernment indemnification. 

(c) PROHIBITION OF SPACE ADVERTISING.—(1) 
Section 4 of the Commercial Space Launch 
Act (49 App. U.S.C. 2603) is amended by in- 
serting after paragraph (11), as redesignated 
by subsection (a)(1)(B) of this section, the 
following new paragraph: 

(12) ‘space advertising’ means advertising 
in outer space that is capable of being seen 
by a human being on the surface of the earth 
without the aid of a telescope or other tech- 
nological device;"’. 

(2) The Commercial Space Launch Act (49 
App. U.S.C. 2601 et seq.) is amended by in- 
serting after section 10 the following new 
section: 
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“SEC. 10A. PROHIBITION OF SPACE ADVERTISING. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—Notwithstanding the 
provisions of this Act or any other provision 
of law— 

(I) the Secretary shall not 

) issue or transfer a license under this 
Act; or 

(B) waive the license requirements of this 
Act; for the launch of à payload containing 
any material to be used for the purposes of 
space advertising; and 

*(2) no holder of à license under this Act, 
on or after the date of enactment of this sec- 
tion, shall launch a payload containing any 
material to be used for purposes of space ad- 
vertising. 

"(b) CIVIL PENALTIES.—Any person who 
violates the provisions of subsection (a)(2) 
shall— 

(J) be subject to a civil penalty, not to ex- 
ceed $30,000,000, which shall be assessed by 
the Secretary; and 

(2) not be issued a license under this Act 
for a period of 2 years from the date of such 
violation, or, in the case of multiple viola- 
tions, from the date of the most recent viola- 
tion.“. 

(3)(A) The President is requested to nego- 
tiate with foreign launching nations for the 
purpose of reaching an agreement or agree- 
ments that prohibit the use of outer space 
for advertising purposes. 

(B) The United States Trade Representa- 
tive may authorize the imposition of appro- 
priate sanctions on any foreign nation that 
launches a payload in violation of an agree- 
ment, to which the United States and such 
nation are parties, that prohibits the use of 
outer space for advertising purposes. 

(C) In this paragraph, the term “foreign 
launching nation" means a nation— 

(i) which launches, or procures the launch- 
ing of, a payload into outer space; or 

(ii) from whose territory or facility a pay- 
load is launched into outer space. 

NASA AUTHORIZATION ACT, FISCAL YEAR 1995 
BILL SUMMARY 


The bill authorizes appropriations in Fis- 
cal Year (FY) 1995 to the National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration for 
Human Space Flight, Science, Aeronautics, 
and Technology, Mission Support, and In- 
spector General and for other purposes. 

The bill authorizes appropriations at the 
President's request, a total of $14.3 billion to 
NASA for FY 1995. This is a $200 million re- 
duction from FY 1994 aporopriations. 

Section 101 authorizes 40% of the total 
NASA budget for Human Space Flight activi- 
ties, providing $1,889.6 million for the Space 
Station, $150.1 million for Russian Coopera- 
tion, and $3,324.0 million for the Space Shut- 
tle. 

Section 102 authorizes 41% of the total 
NASA budget for Science, Aeronautics, and 
Technology activities, providing $1,766.0 mil- 
lion for Space Science, $470.9 million for Life 
and Microgravity Sciences and Applications, 
$1,238.1 million for Mission to Planet Earth, 
and $898.5 million for Aeronautics Research 
and Technology. 

Section 103 authorizes 19% of the total 
NASA budget for Mission Support. This sec- 
tion provides authorizations for Safety, Reli- 
ability, and Quality Assurance, Space Com- 
munication Services, Research and Program 
Management, and Construction of Facilities. 

Section 151 limits the aggregate amount 
authorized for Space Station and related ac- 
tivities to $2.1 billion. 

Section 152 provides $10 million of amounts 
appropriated in Human Space Flight and 
Science, Aeronautics, and Technology, for 
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the Experimental Program to Stimulate 
Competition Research (EPSCOR). 

Section 157 requires the Administrator to 
provide a technology plan to pursue tech- 
nologies with domestic industries for all new 
projects estimated to cost $150 million or 
more. 

Section 201 requires NASA to enter into re- 
ciprocal agreements with the National Insti- 
tutes of Health to use unique ground-based 
life sciences facilities. 

Section 202 requires NASA to submit an or- 
bital research plan that establishes the 
Science research priorities for all orbital life 
Sciences, materials research, and  bio- 
technology research for the Space Station, 
Mir, and other space platforms. 

Section 203 requires a study of the feasibil- 
ity and potential implementation of a uni- 
versity innovative research program. 

Section 204 requires annual reporting of 
recommendations made by panels convened 
to investigate vehicle or systems failures or 
losses. 

Section 205 requires the Administrator to 
conduct a facilities review and report on op- 
erating cost and value of NASA-owned facili- 
ties. 

Section 206 provides at least 8% of funding 
for NASA prime contracts and subcontracts 
be made available for small disadvantaged 
businesses. 

Section 208 amends the Commercial Space 
Launch Act of 1984 to authorize the Sec- 
retary of the Department of Transportation 
to regulate and license commercial reentry 
vehicles and issue regulations. This section 
also prohibits advertising in outer space.e 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 1924 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. CHAFEE] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1924, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide clari- 
fication for the deductibility of ex- 
penses incurred by a taxpayer in con- 
nection with the business use of the 
home. 

S. 1951 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
[Mrs. MURRAY] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 1951, a bill to establish a com- 
prehensive system of reemployment 
services, training and income support 
for permanently laid off workers, to fa- 
cilitate the establishment of one-stop 
career centers to serve as a common 
point of access to employment, edu- 
cation and training information and 
services, to develop an effective na- 
tional labor market information sys- 
tem, and for other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 90 

At the request of Mr. ROBB, the 
names of the Senator from North Da- 
kota [Mr. DORGAN], and the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. BURNS] were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 90, a joint resolution to recognize 
the achievements of radio amateurs, 
and to establish support for such ama- 
teurs as national policy. 
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AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1994 


KOHL (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1707 


Mr. KOHL (for himself, Mr. JEF- 
FORDS, and Mr. FEINGOLD) proposed an 
amendment to the bill (S. 2019) to reau- 
thorize and amend title XIV of the 
Public Health Service Act (commonly 
known as the “Safe Drinking Water 
Act"), and for other purposes; as fol- 
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing new section: 

SEC. . RESEARCH PLAN FOR HARMFUL SUB- 
STANCES IN DRINKING WATER. 

Section 1412 (42 U.S.C. 300g-1) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

"(f) RESEARCH PLAN FOR HARMFUL SUB- 
STANCES IN DRINKING WATER.— 

(1) DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN.—The Adminis- 
trator shall— 

*(A) not later than September 30, 1994, de- 
velop a research plan to support the develop- 
ment and implementation of the most cur- 
rent version of the— 

(i) enhanced surface water treatment rule 
(announced at 59 Fed. Reg. 6332 (February 10, 
1994); 

(ii) disinfectant and disinfection by-prod- 
ucts rule (Stage 2) (announced at 59 Fed. 
Reg. 6332 (February 10, 1994)); and 

„(iii) ground water disinfection rule (avail- 
ability of draft summary announced at 57 
Fed. Reg. 33960 (July 31, 1992)); and 

“(B) carry out the research plan. 

*(2) CONTENTS OF PLAN.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.— The research plan shall 
include, at à minimum— 

“(i) an identification and characterization 
of new disinfection byproducts associated 
with the use of different disinfectants; 

(ii) toxicological and epidemiological 
studies to determine what levels of exposure 
from disinfectants and disinfection byprod- 
ucts, if any, may be associated with devel- 
opmental and birth defects and other poten- 
tial toxic end points; 

(iii) toxicological and epidemiological 
studies to quantify the carcinogenic poten- 
tial from exposure to disinfection byproducts 
resulting from different disinfectants; 

(iv) the development of practical analyt- 
ical methods for enumerating microbial con- 
taminants, including giardia, 
cryptosporidium, and viruses; 

"(v) the development of dose-response 
curves for pathogens, including 
cryptosporidium and the Norwalk virus; 

"(vi) the development of indicators that 
define treatment effectiveness for pathogens 
and disinfection byproducts; and 

(vii) bench, pilot, and full-scale studies 
and demonstration projects to evaluate opti- 
mized conventional treatment, ozone, granu- 
lar activated carbon, and membrane tech- 
nology for controlling pathogens (including 
cryptosporidium) and disinfection byprod- 
ucts. 

"(B) RISK DEFINITION STRATEGY.—The re- 
search plan shall include a strategy for de- 
termining the risks and estimated extent of 
disease resulting from pathogens, disinfect- 
ants, and disinfection byproducts in drinking 
water, and how the risks can most effec- 
tively be controlled, taking into consider- 
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ation the costs of various control methods 
and the sizes of various systems. 

**(3) IMPLEMENTATION OF PLAN.—In carrying 
out the research plan, the Administrator 
Shall use the most cost-effective mechanisms 
available, including coordination of research 
with, and use of matching funds from insti- 
tutions and utilities. 

"(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection $12,500,000 for each 
of fiscal years 1995 through 1998."'. 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations, be au- 
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Friday, May 13, at 10:30 
a.m. to hold a hearing on the Chemical 
Weapons  Convention—Treaty Docu- 
ment 103-21. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TO AMEND THE SMALL BUSINESS 
INVESTMENT ACT OF 1958—S. 2061 


* Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I speak 
today on behalf of the many small 
businessowners in Washington State, 
who, through their hard work and de- 
termination, provide jobs and eco- 
nomic opportunity to thousands of 
Washingtonians. One such small 
businessowner, Doris Johnson of Van- 
couver Bolt and Supply, Inc., has led a 
grassroots effort to right a wrong im- 
posed by the Government on small 
businesses throughout the Nation. Ms. 
Johnson's efforts have attracted thou- 
sands of supporters and her movement 
continues to gain strength and momen- 
tum across the country. 

Ms. Johnson brought to my atten- 
tion, and to the attention of many in 
the Federal Government, the problem 
thousands of small businessowners face 
today because of their ambition to 
start or expand their businesses in the 
1980's. The problem I am addressing 
today is that of the enormous prepay- 
ment penalties associated with Small 
Business Administration 503 loans. In 
the 1980's, when interest rates were 
much higher, SBA 503 loans provided 
long-term fixed rate financing to small 
businesses that needed industrial or 
commercial buildings, machinery, and 
equipment. 'Today, over 3,000 such 
loans remain in existence. Many of 
these loans have interest rates as high 
as 15.7 percent. However, business- 
owners are prevented from prepaying 
these loans because of their devastat- 
ing prepayment penalties—some as 
high as 40 percent. 

The prepayment penalties are dis- 
couraging many small businessowners 
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from expanding their businesses and 
taking out additional loans. In effect, 
the 503 loan prepayment penalties are 
damaging our economy. It is for this 
reason that I have decided to join my 
colleagues in cosponsoring S. 2061, a 
bill to amend the Small Business In- 
vestment Act of 1958. This legislation, 
introduced last week by Senator BUMP- 
ERS at the request of the administra- 
tion, would replace the 503 loan prepay- 
ment penalty with a much more rea- 
sonable penalty, that currently associ- 
ated with SBA 504 loans. 

I have cosponsored similar legisla- 
tion in the past, and will continue to 
give my full support to a revision of 
the 503 prepayment penalty until this 
Situation is rectified. I would like to 
commend the administration for its ef- 
forts to work with the small business 
community and its supporters in Con- 
gress. It is my hope that this legisla- 
tion will be successful in its attempt to 
find à long-awaited solution to a prob- 
lem which has prohibited small busi- 
ness from creating jobs and economic 
opportunity long enough. 

Many small business men and women 
in Washington State and across the 
country need this legislation to expand 
or sell their businesses. The elimi- 
nation of the excessive prepayment 
penalty for 503 loans will undoubtedly 
lead to economic growth and provide 
jobs and opportunities for families and 
communities cross Washington State 
and the Nation. For this reason alone, 
Mr. President, I urge the Senate to act 
quickly on this legislation.e 


ORDERS FOR MONDAY, MAY 16, 
1994 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it 
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stands adjourned until 2 p.m. on Mon- 
day, May 16; and that when the Senate 
reconvenes on that day, the Journal of 
proceedings be deemed to have been ap- 
proved to date; the call of the calendar 
be waived, and no motions or resolu- 
tions come over under the rule; that 
the morning hour be deemed to have 
expired; that the time for the two lead- 
ers be reserved for their use later in 
the day; that immediately thereafter, 
the Senate resume consideration of S. 
2019, the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ORDER TO ADJOURN UNTIL 
MONDAY, MAY 16, 1994, AT 2 P.M. 


Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that upon the com- 
pletion of Senator DOLE's remarks, if 
any, the Senate stand adjourned, as 
under the previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
REID). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


UNITED STATES POLICY TOWARD 
HAITI 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it is high 

time for cooler heads to prevail on U.S. 

policy toward Haiti. We seem to be 

heading for another foreign policy mis- 
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take. The administration appears to be 
lurching toward the use of U.S. mili- 
tary force in Haiti, without clearly 
considering the consequences of such 
action and the history of United States 
involvement in Haiti. 

Moreover, the administration is not 
taking into account the views of the 
majority of Members of Congress who 
believe that any deployment of forces 
in Haiti should be authorized by the 
Congress. Today, there are reports, too, 
of opposition among a number of our 
friends in Latin America. 

United States policy in Haiti needs 
to be reviewed, and the first step to- 
ward rational consideration of United 
States options in Haiti should be the 
establishment of a bipartisan factfind- 
ing commission, an idea I have pro- 
posed to the President. The findings of 
such a commission could form the 
foundation for a new policy. 

Everyone wants to see democracy re- 
turn to Haiti. However, it is not in the 
United States interest for Haiti to be- 
come a de facto United States colony. 
It is not in the U.S. interest to send 
American troops to put President 
Aristide back in power. I would cer- 
tainly urge the President to support an 
independent commission as a critical 
first step toward a policy that does re- 
flect U.S. interests. 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
MAY 16, 1994, AT 2 P.M. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
being no further business, under the 
previous order, the Senate stands ad- 
journed until 2 p.m. on Monday. 

Thereupon, at 2:06 p.m., the Senate 
adjourned until Monday, May 16, 1994, 
at 2 p.m. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, May 16, 1994 


The House met at 12 noon and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore [Mr. MONTGOMERY ]. 


DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
May 16, 1994. 

I hereby designate the Honorable G.V. 
(SONNY) MONTGOMERY to act as Speaker pro 
tempore on this day. 

THOMAS J. FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 
Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 


O gracious God, we remember with 
great praise those who have dedicated 
their lives by alleviating the pain of 
the neediest among us. For those who 
feed the hungry, provide shelter to 
homeless, protect those who are most 
vulnerable, heal those who are ill, and 
who encourage those who are weak, we 
express our appreciation. With thanks- 
giving we recall the many volunteers 
who use their abilities and time in a 
ministry of service so that hope will be 
reborn and shattered lives given solace 
and cheer. Bless all those good women 
and men who see in needy people Your 
divine image and Your eternal mark. 
In Your name, we pray. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day's proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Pledge of Allegiance will be offered by 
the gentlewoman from Colorado [Mrs. 
SCHROEDER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER led the Pledge of 
Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed with an 
amendment in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested, a bill of the 
House of the following title: 


H.R. 2440. An act to amend the Independent 
Safety Board Act of 1974 to authorize appro- 
priations for fiscal years 1994, 1995, and 1996, 
and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendment of the 
House to the bill (S. 2024) “An Act to 
provide temporary obligational author- 
ity for the airport improvement pro- 
gram and to provide for certain airport 
fees to be maintained at existing levels 
for up to 60 days, and for other pur- 
poses with an amendment. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the Report of the 
Committee of Conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendment of the Senate to the 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 218) Concur- 
rent resolution setting forth the con- 
gressional budget for the United States 
Government for the fiscal years 1995, 
1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999.“ 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the Report of the 
Committee of Conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the House to the 
bill (S. 636) ‘‘An Act to amend the Pub- 
lic Health Service Act to permit indi- 
viduals to have freedom of access to 
certain medical clinics and facilities, 
and for other purposes.“ 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills and a joint res- 
olution of the following titles, in which 
the concurrence of the House is re- 
quested: 

S. 720. An act to clean up open dumps on 
Indian lands, and for other purposes. 

S. 1935. An act to limit the acceptance of 
gifts, meals, and travel by Members of Con- 
gress and congressional staff, and for other 
purposes. 

S.J. Res. 190. Joint resolution to designate 
May 15, 1994, National Peace Officers Memo- 
rial Day. 


MEDICAL CENSORSHIP HAS BEEN 
LIFTED IN AMERICA 

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend 

her remarks and include extraneous 


matter.) 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, this 


is indeed a great day. Medical censor- 
ship has really been lifted in America. 
As Americans, we anticipate and ac- 
cept our birthright of always being 
able to have access to the best sci- 
entific knowledge for treatment of our 
health issues. Yet, anything that had 
any impact on reproductive areas of 
women, no matter what kind of impact 
it had in other areas, had been forbid- 
den to come into this country for a 


very long time. 
Today, Mr. Speaker, the agreement 
was finalized and RU 486 will be 


brought into this country for the Food 
and Drug Administration trials. I will 
include in the RECORD a letter from a 
family I helped get RU 486 2 years ago. 
This was a man who had many sur- 
geries for brain tumors and they told 
him he would be dead in several 
months if he could not get RU 486. That 
was his last hope of stopping the 
growth of the tumor. 


The letter said that he had just had 
his MRI and the tumors are all gone. 
Thank goodness we will no longer have 
the kind of restrictions that were on 
when I was trying to get it and had to 
have congressional intervention to get 
it. Progress is beginning again for 
American women and everyone else. 


The letter referred to follows: 


ANDERSON ADVISORY, INC. 
Atlanta, GA, May 6, 1994. 
Representative PAT SCHROEDER, 
U.S. Congress, Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 


DEAR PaT: David and I wanted you to know 
that RU-486 has erased any sign of the four 
brain tumors David had when we met you in 
July, 1992. 


David had an MRI yesterday after which 
we met with the doctor and received this 
wonderful news. The side-effects are minimal 
(certainly less than those of his three sur- 
geries). Our family is living a normal, pro- 
ductive (and grateful) life. 


We continue to thank you, Representative 
Wyden and your staffs for making this life- 
saving medicine available. 

Sincerely, 
DIXIE ANDERSON GROW. 


THE FEDERAL RESERVE AND THE 
FEDERAL OPEN MARKET COM- 
MITTEE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of Feb- 
ruary ll, 1994, and because there is no 
designee of the minority leader, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] 
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des- 
ignee of the majority leader. 


Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, as I 
have said repeatedly, the central deci- 
sionmaking committee of the Federal 
Reserve is the Federal Open Market 
Committee. It is here, since about 1923, 
the Federal Reserve Act of 1913 cer- 
tainly did not provide for that, but a 
lot of things have happened since the 
enactment of that law and the creation 
of the Federal Reserve Board. 


Today, Mr. Speaker, we would think 
that the Federal Reserve Board was 
sent from heaven, with no responsibil- 
ity to anybody, but one thing for surv, 


O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., L11407 is 2:07 p.m. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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not to be accountable, either to Con- 
gress or the President. The Federal 
Open Market Committee, open mar- 
ket” does not mean it is an open com- 
mittee. It is closed doors, absolutely, 
Strict secrecy. Of course, it has the all- 
powerful determination of what your 
standard of living is or is going to be or 
is currently being determined, and has 
been for some couple of decades, and 
that is certainly, too, the advantage of 
the traditional American standard of 
living that we have always boasted of. 
It is the one that determines the fate 
of an administration. 

Members may think, as some citizens 
have written, very learned and experi- 
enced corporate heads who themselves 
have been involved in very, very effec- 
tive and long-reaching financial trans- 
actions, both nationally and inter- 
nationally, and they keep calling and 
writing and saying, ‘‘But we always as- 
sumed that the Congress would be 
there and would not have relinquished 
its total oversight jurisdiction, and 
vested this so-called board with such 
powers." 

For many, many years past, and 
more recently on several repeated oc- 
casions, I have given my colleagues the 
intricacies of what is the Federal Re- 
serve Board. It is not a government 
body, it is a creature of the private 
commercial banking system. I have 
gone into that before, so I will not re- 
peat it. It simply amazes me how many 
of my colleagues and how many citi- 
zens of great position seem to be sur- 
prised that actually there is no ac- 
countability. It can determine the fate 
of an administration simply by such 
things as interest rates. 

It is very interesting to me, I have 
been on the Committee on Banking, Fi- 
nance and Urban Affairs, which used to 
be known as the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency, and since 1975 has 
been known as the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs, 
since I came to the Congress 32% years 
ago. 

Up until just relatively recently, no 
more than 8 years, every Federal Re- 
serve Board Chairman that would ap- 
pear before the committee would say 
that they had nothing to do with con- 
trolling interest rates, that those 
things were the result of, and they con- 
sistently repeated it, the profligacy of 
Congress and the market, so-called. 
Now they not only admit it, they brag 
about it. 

The truth of the matter is, as I have 
pointed out, in a brief hearing before 
the committee, to the immediate pred- 
ecessor Chairman of the Federal Re- 
serve Board, Paul Volkmer, I asked 
him, Isn't it a fact that today we no 
longer can control those forces that are 
now external to our shore that actu- 
ally, no matter what we do domesti- 
cally, will determine such things as in- 
terest rates?“ 
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So, Mr. Speaker, even though they 
boast today openly, all those years 
they refused to accept that responsibil- 
ity. But they can determine the fate of 
an administration by simply determin- 
ing what it is they will pay, that is, the 
bankers, because the Federal Reserve 
Board is private. It is a corporation. 
The Congress does not have any stock 
in it. The President does not have any 
stock in it. The stock is owned by the 
commercial banks and the members of 
the Federal Reserve Board System. 
They can determine the price of treas- 
uries and thereby in effect have such 
rippling effects as interest rates and 
determine the fate of an administra- 
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, actually this has hap- 
pened. It happened in 1972, it happened 
again in 1980 when the prime interest 
rate went to the incredible rate of 21 
percent. 

Mr. Speaker, all history, as I have 
said repeatedly, shows that there is not 
one society that has survived usury. 
And if 21 percent prime interest rate is 
not usury or an extortionate interest 
rate, then I do not know what the defi- 
nition of usury is. 

Mr. Speaker, this forceful buy mys- 
terious body known as the Federal 
Open Market Committee recently es- 
tablished a formal trilateral facility 
with two foreign governments that in- 
volves granting foreign loans and lines 
of credit. The Constitution says that 
only the Congress can do that, not even 
the President, only the Congress. That 
is what is wrong with this so-called tri- 
lateral setup. And what is wrong is the 
funds have never been appropriated, 
nor authorized, by the U.S. Congress. 
This is where so many of these cor- 
porate heads just in the last 10 days 
have communicated their shock. They 
were not award of that. 

How many of my colleagues think 
that there are interest rate controls or 
usury laws? On the national level, we 
have not had any since the National 
Currency Act of 1865, which inciden- 
tally was foremost in Abraham Lin- 
coln's mind when he was shot. He knew 
what was coming. But can my col- 
leagues imagine any of my prede- 
cessors, at the beginning of my career, 
the chairman then thinking that inter- 
est rates would even reach, prime in- 
terest rates over 7 percent, much less 
20 percent and 21 percent? Why, they 
would have and I am sure they have 
turned over in their grave 50 times. But 
not today. 

The truth of the matter is, my col- 
leagues, as optimistic as I am inher- 
ently, I think the time is long gone 
where through the ordinary course of 
events the Congress is going to regain 
power. Power, as Frederick Douglass 
said, never yields except on demand. It 
never has and it never will Do we 
think these vast financial and banking 
and corporate oligarchs and plutocrats 
are going to yield this tremendous 
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power of determining the fate of the fi- 
nancial and economic well-being of a 
whole country? Why, of course not. We 
can forget about it. Not willingly. Is 
the Congress going to rise? I hope, I al- 
ways pray. 

Mr. Speaker, five of the members of 
this Federal Open Market Committee 
who discussed and voted to authorize 
these lines of credit and permanent 
loan facilities to foreign countries have 
never been confirmed by the Senate 
and, therefore, are not constitutional 
officers, even if by strict legal defini- 
tion such were the case. They were se- 
lected by the directors of the Federal 
Reserve banks, two-thirds of whom are 
elected by private commercial bankers, 
and there is and always has been seri- 
ous doubt about the Fed's unilateral 
claim to the power to make these 
deals. 

Mr. Speaker, I have voiced that since 
we first heard of such things as swaps. 
On April 26, the Federal Reserve joined 
with the Treasury Department to es- 
tablish a permanent trilateral foreign 
exchange, what they will call swap fa- 
cility with the Governments of Mexico 
and Canada. This international loan fa- 
cility should be of the utmost impor- 
tance to U.S. taxpayers whose taxes 
have been and continue to be placed at 
risk by these foreign exchange inter- 
ventions, foreign loans and lines of 
credit to foreign countries. 

Mr. Speaker, who determines what 
country? These gentlemen who account 
to nobody except their own interest. 

It is important to understand just 
what this recent $6 billion swap facility 
for Mexico entails for which the Fed 
pledges of that amount, the Fed's part, 
even through they announced their $6 
bilion guarantee several weeks ago, 
they have actually under this agree- 
ment pledged $3 billion to benefit Mex- 
ico. However, if the Mexican Govern- 
ment wanted $6 billion in United 
States currency tomorrow and went 
into the market to buy United States 
dollars with pesos, the price of pesos 
would fall and it is unlikely they could 
make the trade at current exchange 
rates. A guarantee of the transfer at 
any time at current exchange rates is a 
guarantee of a substantial subsidy to 
the Mexican Government. When acti- 
vated, the $6 billion swap formally 
transfers this subsidy to Mexico. 

A week ago, I brought on my col- 
leagues, ‘‘Now, here it is." This use, I 
say illegal and unconstitutional, of 
taxpayers' money could be so easily 
found in the range of billions. Yet just 
3 years ago that great historic State of 
Rhode Island was facing bankruptcy 
and the banks were closed and the 
credit unions were closed and the sav- 
ings and loans were closed and we had 
a hearing in May of 1991 and we had a 
thousand of these Rhode Islanders, el- 
derly, there had been an increase of al- 
most 50 percent in the relief rolls be- 
cause most of the elderly had their 
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pension resources, which is what was 
keeping them tied up. The great sov- 
ereign State of Rhode Island only need- 
ed a line of credit so that it could issue 
bonds. 

Mr. Speaker, I tried to get the Fed, 
and they have the power, to do it. Did 
they do it? Why, they would not even 
discuss it. 

I tried to get the other entities, the 
FDIC and the like, and not a word. So 
we had to come back. And on June 28 in 
the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs, to the glory of each 
Member, we passed out a line of credit 
guarantee program so that Rhode Is- 
land could pledge its revenues from the 
sales tax to guarantee the issuance of 
the bonds and pay back, or never have 
to use that guarantee from the govern- 
ment. But we had to do it when it did 
not require legislation. It could have 
been done by these same powerful oli- 
garchic entitles that find it easy to 
provide billions for foreign govern- 
ments but not for one of our own sov- 
ereign States. 

My colleagues, I think that is not 
only shameful, I think it is criminal 
and it is a direct challenge to use who 
have been elected by the people to rep- 
resent their interest, not the bankers, 
but their interest for us not to rise as 
one and protest and correct and reform 
and handle it in the way the Constitu- 
tion says it should be done. 
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In truth, the so-called guarantee is a 
loan of United States dollars to Mex- 
ico, collateralized by pesos. There is no 
denying that giving U.S. dollars to a 
foreign government with conditions for 
repayment is simply a loan for U.S. 
dollars. 

In a May 9, 1994, letter I received 
from the Federal Reserve Chairman, 
Alan Greenspan, he asserted there is no 
exchange-rate risk since the loan is 
scheduled to be repaid at the initial ex- 
change rate and interest can be earned 
on foreign currencies held. However, 
default risk, the probability of failure 
to repay, is not eliminated. 

A guarantee of a line of credit, such 
as the $3 billion rate now available to 
Mexico, places United States tax- 
payers' funds at risk in the event of de- 
fault. That is why I am asking the Fed- 
eral Reserve to provide full details of 
all its foreign-currency operations in- 
cluding completed Federal Open Mar- 
ket Committee transcripts where these 
important international currency ar- 
rangements are discussed. These tran- 
Scripts have not been available. In fact, 
when we had that historic meeting last 
October and had all the Presidents and 
Governors, they attempted to deceive 
the committee and thereby the Con- 
gress, and we discovered that they had 
been keeping these transcripts. 

But do they want to make them 
available to the representatives of the 
people? Absolutely not. And that is 
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something that I have discussed at 
great length before, so I will not extend 
it. 

Now, one of the most important ob- 
jectives of the legislation I have intro- 
duced known as H.R. 28, the Federal 
Reserve System Accountability Act of 
1993, is to increase the Federal Re- 
serve’s accountability to the public. 
Knowing how individual members of 
the FOMC decide on different issues 
serves to improve the public trust and 
enhances the ability of the Federal Re- 
serve to carry out appropriate mone- 
tary policy. 

I congratulate Chairman Greenspan 
and his colleagues on the Federal Open 
Market Committee for taking the im- 
portant step of properly releasing re- 
cent monetary policy decisions, just re- 
cently and again under pressure. 

Now, if the Fed would only take the 
next step of making complete tran- 
scripts of its eighth annual FOMC 
meetings promptly available to the 
public, people can know when and why 
the Federal Reserve is using taxpayers' 
money for foreign-exchange interven- 
tion, foreign loans, and lines of credit 
to foreign countries, at least that 
much; we will be able to hear the dis- 
cussion why, what were the reasons, 
what were the Members who had dif- 
ferent ideas, and how many of them 
spoke up. I think that is important for 
us to know, not that it changes the 
basic responsibility of this power to 
lend falling within the constitutional 
mandated authorization and appropria- 
tion processes. 

Now my colleagues, you may not re- 
alize this, but the Congress never gave 
the Federal Reserve approval to estab- 
lish what has today become a $30 bil- 
lion swap fund. This amount that the 
Fed has amounts to $30.1 billion. Why, 
that amount of money would take care 
of all of our housing programs that we 
have not been able to fund and appro- 
priate for, just that amount. 

But this is their reserve for foreign 
countries. Which ones? Depends. We do 
not know expect now and then, like 
when they released the $6 billion ar- 
rangement with Mexico, or at least the 
line of credit. 

Chairman Greenspan's response to 
my letter on May 9 raises even further 
doubts about the legality of the Fed- 
eral Reserve's use of these appropriated 
funds that are used to make loans to 
foreign governments and to extend to 
them lines of credit. The Federal Re- 
serve's periodic forays into foreign pol- 
icy by way of its swap fund is certainly 
an issue that should be of immense 
concern to the Congress. 

The Federal Reserve began its for- 
eign-currency operations in 1962, and 
ever since then; now 1962 was President 
Kennedy, and I was abroad here, and I 
raised my voice then. Of course, I was 
relatively a freshman, and you cer- 
tainly were supposed to be seen and not 
heard even at that time, but I always 
have spoken out. 
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This was done without congressional 
authorization. 

William McChesney Martin, who was 
the Chairman of the Federal Reserve at 
that time, did not want to formally ask 
the Congress for authorization, because 
he said the Federal Reserve did not 
know what it needed, and I am going to 
quote. The Congress probably would 
not want to put itself in the position of 
approving something if the Federal Re- 
serve was not clear about its wishes in 
the matter. That is reflected in the 
minutes of the FOMC, the Federal 
Open Market Committee, of February 
13, 1992. Chairman Martin notified the 
Congress of the Federal Reserve's in- 
tention to establish the swap fund, but 
he did this not openly but by burying it 
in a nine-page speech he gave January 
30, 1962, to the Joint Economic Com- 
mittee. He mentioned in his testimony 
that the Federal Reserve Bank of New 
York, acting as an agent for the Treas- 
ury, had used the Treasury's exchange 
stabilization fund, the fund on which 
the Federal Reserve's swap fund is 
based, for operations not previously 
undertaken since World War II with 
the aim of ‘‘defending the dollar from 
speculative forays.” 

I think I was the only one in the Con- 
gress that mentioned that there was 
such a thing as speculation, but in 1962, 
in the 1960's in fact, who much thought 
that that big tide after the war period 
of well-being would ever end? And that 
America was the richest country in the 
world, and the only one, even then, we 
were unaffected with that virus, and 
nobody paid much attention. It was 
certainly no concern. 

But there were two things that hap- 
pened that were clear signals. Right 
after 1960, the trade account for the 
first time showed a deficit of $10 bil- 
lion. I spoke out and said the reason 
for that was simple. There were tre- 
mendous watershed periods of change 
since 1950, and I gave some statistics. 
Then I said in 1950, the late 1940's and 
1950, the United States truly was pro- 
ducing almost 80 percent of the world's 
needs, but by 1960, it was not even 40 
percent, and today it is not even 19 per- 
cent. 

So naturally sooner or later, I said 
then, things are going to have to hap- 
pen for us to foresee, plan ahead, and 
see how we can anticipate these forces 
that will eventually turn us around. 

Also, the emergence in the 1960's of 
the megacorporate, international, or 
translational institutions; I spoke out 
on the RECORD. It is not what I am say- 
ing now. Of course, at that time no- 
body used special orders on the floor. 
You could write them out, submit 
them for the RECORD, and they would 
be printed as if you had uttered them. 
I never thought that was the intent of 
what got to be called specials orders, 
but which is not the technical word for 
it. 
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I came to the floor, made the speech, 
and it is in the RECORD. I pointed out 
that the United States, by necessity, 
since there were nations arising in Eu- 
rope and Asia that would soon supplant 
and compete with the United States— 
but that is history, but I am giving you 
this part of the history as to the gen- 
esis or the beginning of this so-called 
SWAP. Now, it is interesting, but at 
that time the chairman of the Federal 
Reserve Board realized what the law 
says. Why? That first chapter of the 
first section of the Federal Reserve Act 
of 1913 says the Federal Reserve shall 
be the fiscal agent of the U.S. Treas- 
ury. Now, at that time and until, 
again, the 1960's, in fact President Ken- 
nedy, during his brief but inspiring pe- 
riod, restored and therefore you could 
in 1961, 1962, 1963, you could dig into 
your pockets and if you took out five 
$1 notes, the chances are at least two 
of those were U.S. Treasury notes. 
Today you look at your $1 bill, $5, $10, 
$20, and it says Federal Reserve" 
notes, meaning the Federal Reserve is 
the one that is printing our money. 
That is the commercial bankers, not 
the U.S. Government. 

So, lo and behold, as the law says, 
the Federal Reserve shall be the fiscal 
agent of the Treasury, and it is now the 
Treasury's fiscal agent or just agent or 
the handmaiden of the Federal Reserve 
Board. 

But it is interesting that in 1962 
Chairman Martin said, “Well, we are 
going to act as the agent for Treas- 
ury," which has the so-called stabiliza- 
tion of SWAP fund. At that time, then- 
Congressman Richard Bolling of Mis- 
souri asked Chairman Martin to ex- 
plain. What? Because Congressman 
Bolling was on the Joint Economic 
Committee. Chairman Martin replied 
this way, and I quote: 

I want to make clear, Mr. Bolling, that the 
Federal Reserve is not anxious to engage in 
this type of activity. The Treasury stabiliza- 
tion fund has experimented with this kind of 
operation since March of this year in a very 
small way, and we have come to the view 
that however we should require these cur- 
rencies. 

And it is not possible to spell out 
here, ‘‘what we are aiming at is to keep 
the speculators from unseating us.“ 
That was the Joint Economic hearing 
of 1962, pages 181 and 182. 

Chairman Greenspan has attached to 
his May 9, 1994, letters, a document 
prepared by the Federal Reserve gen- 
eral counsel, who at that time was 
Howard Hackley. This document, dated 
November 2, 1962, is entitled ‘‘Legal As- 
pects of Proposed Plan for Federal Re- 
serve Operations and Federal Cur- 
rencies." It states with respect to the 
Federal Reserve's proposed SWAP fund, 
and I am going to quote, This matter 
is admittedly subject to a question, 
and while it is unlikely that the plan 
would be challenged in court, there can 
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be no assurance, in the absence of leg- 
islation.“ and I repeat, ‘‘in the absence 
of legislation, that it would not be 
criticized from some sources on legal 
grounds.“ 

The general counsel goes on to say: 

Consultation with banking and currency 
committees admittedly the question is de- 
batable, particularly in view of the 1933-1934 
position of the board. Moreover, it may be 
noted that in 1932, Senator Carter Glass had 
criticized certain foreign operations of the 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York which 
might be considered similar to those now 
contemplated as being contrary to law. Sen- 
ator Glass suggested that such operations 
were inconsistent with the Federal Reserve 
Act. 

And I say certainly with respect to 
the Constitution. The general counsel 
of the Federal Reserve said: 

In view of the uncertainties as to the con- 
struction of the law and the history of this 
matter, it might be desirable, before insti- 
tuting the plan now proposed, to inform the 
Banking and Currency Committees of the 
Congress. 

So the Fed notified Congress, well, in 
a speech, as I said earlier. As I have 
noted, Chairman Martin tried his best 
to play down the Fed's plan to estab- 
lish a SWAP fund when he testified be- 
fore the Congress. The extent of the 
Fed's obfuscation is illustrated by the 
fact that the Fed never asked the Con- 
gress for enabling legislation. Why not? 
The idea was to go ahead with as little 
fuss as possible, which is always the ar- 
gument given to us; act quick, fast. 

I have always said that fast Govern- 
ment can be dangerous Government. If 
Congress did not pick up on the impor- 
tance of the deal, so much the better, 
for in the Fed's eyes silence would 
amount to consent, and the idea was 
not to wake any sleeping watchdogs. 

There was not unanimity, though, at 
the Federal Reserve for that decision 
to establish a SWAP fund. During the 
1962 Federal Reserve meetings, one of 
the Federal Reserve Board governors, 
J.L. Robertson, expressed concern 
about the proposed establishment of 
this fund. Chairman Greenspan has 
been trying to play down the extent of 
Governor Robertson's concerns. In his 
May 9th letter to me, Chairman Green- 
span depicts the dissent at the Feb- 
ruary 13, 1962, FOMC meetings as the 
expression of mere reservation. I dis- 
agree with that interpretation. 

During that meeting, Governor Rob- 
ertson asked if there were any advan- 
tages aside from the Federal Reserve's 
unlimited pocketbook—and by the 
way, that reminds me, at the time in 
1984 that the Continental/Illinois Bank 
went under, and incidentally the Con- 
gress and our committee, unfortu- 
nately, never did go into that to estab- 
lish the underlying cause. It was a har- 
binger of the crisis that still continues 
to confront us in the financial and, 
with reference to my concern, the in- 
sured depository institutions. Why? Be- 
cause those are the ones that the tax- 
payers' guarantee stands behind. 
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But in 1984 the Continental/linois 
went under, and it took, as I found out 
later, $6 billion of the Fed—and that is 
taxpayers' money—to shore things up. 
Now, the reasons why that crisis were 
first underlying causes and then imme- 
diate causes—the immediate cause was 
that the  Continentallllinois had 
changed from its old conservative, I 
would not use the word conservative, 
but frugal and prudent methods and 
went into competition with the New 
York international banks, thinking 
that they were going to be No. 1. In ef- 
fect, the year before it went under, it 
was rated the No. 1 bank. And when it 
did so, it exposed itself, as our whole 
country is exposed today. The Treas- 
ury, which just until recently the Jap- 
anese owned two-thirds of our Treas- 
ury, of our debt, and in direct acquisi- 
tion of assets and indirect acquisition 
of assets, we hear a lot about the Japa- 
nese, but Great Britain has 2% times 
more than the Japanese and that is in- 
clusive of banking. 

In fact, in California, the Japanese 
banking interests own over 25 percent. 
This is the reason why I had the only 
hearings any committee really had on 
pertinent sections of the so-called 
NAFTA Agreement, the ones that we 
held, three, three hearings. 
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We were totally blanked out by the 
press. They did not report it, did not 
cover it and did not want to go into it. 
But it was very disturbing, and in 
those hearings we brought out more 
than several things, and that was that 
the so-called Free Trade Agreement 
had very little to do with trade. Over 90 
percent of it is the power that the big 
banks in our country—that was the lo- 
comotive. It was chapter 14 informa- 
tion which we had the hearings enti- 
tled, Banking and Finance to the Port 
of NAFTA." 

The big banks, where Mexico has an 
exposure of over $80 billion, it has not 
even been able to pay the interest. It 
has had to roll over the interest. These 
banks thought, boy, we get NAFTA 
pushed through, and, when it is in 
place, Mexico will be able to pay us $10 
billion a year. 

Well, it is illusory. Why? Because in 
opening it up for the American banks, 
and it will be a few, it also, for the first 
time, is now apparent that in the Unit- 
ed States we have subsidiaries of for- 
eign banks, as we brought out, that 
still needs a Congress to act. Our com- 
mittee is still acting on BNL, BCCI, be- 
cause it shows a vulnerability to these 
foreign monies and activities of our 
system, and, believe it or not, NAFTA 
is supposed to be a regional—maybe 
Western Hemisphere, so we will have 
after GATT, which will be known as a 
world trade organization after a 
while—will give the Asia, Japanese, et 
cetera, block the European Community 
block and, of course, the United States 
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Western Hemisphere. But Japan has 
been coming in, as well as France, and 
other countries in Latin America, like 
they did before World War II. 

So, NAFTA is supposed to ensure the 
hegemony of banking and financial ac- 
tivity, but, lo and behold, I have news 
for my colleagues: Since you did it in 
secrecy, the Congress for the first time 
conceded and delegated what I consider 
to be  nondelegable constitutional 
power. Wait and see. Time will tell. 
But in the meanwhile the Japanese 
banks, through their subsidiaries in 
the United States, have found a way to 
get into Mexico. That, my friends, is 
what we were trying to bring out in 
order to have a full evaluation of this 
agreement that was reached in total 
secrecy. 

Who wrote that agreement? NAFTA? 
Can any of my colleagues mention the 
participants? I say, “No, you can't." 
We brought that out in one of those 
three hearings. 

But also going back to 1984, this is 
the hubris, this is the spirit of power, 
total, incontrovertible and unquestion- 
ing power, that these folks demand and 
get from the Fed, and have gotten. 

After that we had a brief hearing, 
after Continental went under. It went 
under because immediately a little 
shopping mall bank in Oklahoma had a 
get up and go 28-year-old, and he came 
to Continental and was able to evade 
the time-honored limitation in bank- 
ing where no one bank can lend more 
than 15 percent with resources to any 
one borrower. Well, this old smart boy, 
whiz kid, he was able to come to dif- 
ferent layers of the Continental Illinois 
and far exceed that. Then when the oil 
depression hit, he could not pay. Con- 
tinental began to suffer some ques- 
tions. The word went out into the for- 
eign press, and soon the Japanese and 
the German investors pulled out $8.3 
billion in 3 days. Boom went the bank. 
Fed came in with $6 billion. 

So, when Mr. Chairman Volcker 
came before us I asked him one ques- 
tion: Well, you say that the reason you 
did that is because you're not going to 
suffer. Because of the ripple effect any 
large bank could go under. Now sup- 
pose you have two or three more of 
these? 

He said: "I don't care. I will use 
every resource of this country to save 
them." 

I say: Now isn't that wonderful, to 
have that tremendous, unheard of, un- 
precedented in the annals of human 
history, power, to have these private 
banketeers through bad judgment, bad 
banking, be able to be shored up by the 
taxpayer and saved from their folly? 

And then there was born this so- 
called too-big-to-fail doctrine. I could 
not persuade the chairman at that 
time to have followup hearings and 
challenge that power. Absolutely not. 

So I must say, by way of parenthesis, 
that, when Governor Robertson asked 
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if there were any advantages, aside 
from the Federal Reserve's unlimited 
pocketbook, and this is what Paul 
Volcker had in mind: I will use every 
resource this country owns, every re- 
source. For what? To save the privi- 
leged bankers from their folly? 

Mr. Speaker, I ask, Wouldn't it be 
nice if other businessmen who lost out 
because of something they couldn't 
control in the market could have the 
same provision? Keep them in business 
even though they failed? 

Governor Robertson opposed the Fed- 
eral Reserve's entry into the operation 
partly on legal grounds. His objections 
were very strong, as revealed in the 
minutes, not like Chairman Greenspan 
is trying to pawn them over now. At 
the February 13, 1962, board of gov- 
ernors meeting he voted against 
amending regulation and to authorize 
the Federal Reserve to conduct a 
planned foreign exchange operation. 
Only after that authority was passed, 
giving away the boys’ authority to the 
FOMC, did he join with the majority 
later in the day at the FOMC meeting. 
His opposition was indeed much more 
telling than having mere reservations 
and should be reviewed by present 
FOMC members and others interested 
in the way the original swap facility 
came into existence. 

Chairman Greenspan sent the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs a list of 60 institutions which 
the Federal Reserve Bank of New York 
transacted foreign exchange business 
for U.S. monetary authorities since 
1989. I would like to know how these in- 
stitutions are selected and what safe- 
guards are in place to prevent the re- 
lease of exploitable inside information 
about foreign currency operations, 
which incidentally is one of the biggest 
worldwide gambling casinos in oper- 
ation on the so-called futures on inter- 
national currency, worth and trans- 
actions, and I have spoken out on that 
before so I will not repeat it today. 

But I want to know how these insti- 
tutions are selected, at 60 since 1989. Is 
this information insiders could learn 
about and then make a profit from, as 
happened in the other section where 
the Federal Reserve has this privileged 
select group in the case of these secu- 
rity bankers buying Treasury bills and 
where we had the big steel buy the big 
firm out of New York less than 2 years 
ago. What happened after that? Did 
they ever pay that money, about $2 bil- 
lion, the Treasury lost on that gam- 
bling? No, they did not. 
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They were fined about $200 million. 
With this a distinct possibility, can we 
be confident that the Fed is really 
minding the store? After all, we have 
already seen how bond traders could 
and did abuse their privileged position 
in what I just referred to, the Treasury 
bond market. 
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The legislation I have introduced, the 
Federal Reserve System Accountabil- 
ity Act of 1993, significantly increases 
congressional oversight of the Fed 
without tampering with any of its 
independence in such things as deter- 
mined monetary policy, not at all. 

In fact, even a distinguished member 
of the committee, the ranking minor- 
ity member, says, whether he agrees or 
not, that my position is relatively 
mild, that there is nothing radical 
about it. Of course it is not, unless we 
are willing now to say that if you stand 
up to have accountability to the people 
who elected us, I say to my colleagues, 
is being radical, unless we are ready to 
say that we will unconstitutionally 
delegate the nondelegable power man- 
dated only by the Constitution as the 
power to declare war, the power to coin 
our money, and the power to determine 
the value thereof. That is vested only 
in the Congress, and there were good 
reasons for that. 

But until we address this question, 
the Congress has abdicated its power. 
Anyone who believes in an open ac- 
countable government should and, I 
hope, will join me in finding these Fed- 
imposed restrictions an outrage. I have 
asked and I have pleaded with my col- 
leagues to join me in this effort. The 
American people have every right to 
complete accountability. 

Of course, there have always been 
two schools of thought throughout 
mankind's experience with govern- 
ment—those who believe that unless 
there was a select group chosen be- 
cause of superior ability to tell the 
people what was good for them, why, 
no good would come of it and you 
would not have law and order. 

Then you have the other school of 
thought that says, no, that maybe in 
the short run people will make mis- 
takes but in the long run the people 
are the better judges as to what is good 
Or best for them. And that has been at 
the core of the American idea of gov- 
ernment. 

But we are now insuring ourselves to 
the European continental concept of 
accepting their idea with contentment 
in the midst of poverty and abdicating 
our ability to govern ourselves to some 
of these exclusively selected higher 
beings, the bankers, to tell us how they 
are going to struggle in our behalf, and 
in secret. They are so proud of this 
that they do it all in secret. 

No, I say the time is upon us. It is 
later than we think, I say to my col- 
leagues, and I ask them to join me in 
this legislation. There are these power- 
ful banking lobbyists who have written 
it off for this Congress, but I am going 
to try and will keep on trying as long 
as I am discharging this responsibility. 
Even as I have had the responsibility 
before, I still have this responsibility. 

The bill also requires the General Ac- 
counting Office, the only arm we have 
in Congress, to oversee the executive 


10346 


branch, to scrutinize certain Federal 
Reserve operations, including those of 
the Swap Fund. The Fed lobbied Con- 
gress in 1978 so that the GAO would not 
be allowed to investigate a swap. We 
came very close in 1978, but not quite, 
and the Federal Reserve, through its 
bank members and lobbyists, really 
worked it over. 

Anyone who believes in an open and 
accountable government will join me. I 
repeat, in protesting and correcting 
these injustices. I hope that I can elicit 
the support necessary on H.R. 28. I 
have a fairly good number of members 
of the committee, but we are going to 
have to have a definite majority to get 
it out of committee. 

This so-called central bank known as 
the Fed should no longer have the abil- 
ity to arrogate to itself new powers and 
keep all of us in the dark about its 
policies and processes. All we seek is 
just plain simple, honest accountabil- 
ity. 

Mr. Speaker, I include with my re- 
marks the following items: First, May 
16, 1994 letter from Chairman GONZALEZ 
to Federal Reserve Chairman Alan 
Greenspan; second, May 9, 1994 letter 
from Chairman Greenspan to Chairman 
GONZALEZ; and third, attachment to 
Chairman Greenspan's letter, List of 
Institutions with which the Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York Transacted 
Foreign Exhange Business for the U.S. 
Monetary Authorities Since 1989.“ 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, FINANCE 
AND URBAN AFFAIRS, 
Washington, DC, May 16, 1994. 
Hon. ALAN GREENSPAN, 
Chairman, Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN GREENSPAN: One of the 
most important objectives of my legislation, 
H.R. 28, the ‘‘Federal Reserve System Ac- 
countability Act of 1993," is to increase the 
Federal Reserve's accountability to the pub- 
lic. Knowing how individual members of the 
Federal Open Market Committee (FOMC) de- 
cide on different issues serves to improve the 
public's trust and enhance the ability of the 
Federal Reserve to carry out appropriate 
monetary policy. Thus I congratulate you 
and your colleagues for taking the important 
step of promptly releasing your recent mone- 
tary policy decisions. 

I urge the Federal Reserve to further apply 
its experiment in openness to foreign ex- 
change interventions, foreign loans, and 
lines of credit to foreign countries. The Fed- 
eral Reserve essentially uses its $30 billion 
swap fund to make loans to foreign countries 
without any Congressional approval or over- 
sight and American taxpayers are left to 
wonder whether their moneys—now in the 
hands of a foreign government—are indeed 
safe. 

Your May 9, 1994, reply to Banking Com- 
mittee requests for information about these 
aspects of Federal Reserve operations is far 
short of a full response and is in certain re- 
spects, misleading. Now that the Federal Re- 
serve has joined with the Treasury Depart- 
ment (on April 26, 1994) in entering a perma- 
nent trilateral foreign exchange swap facil- 
ity with the governments of Mexico and Can- 
ada, it has become crucial that you provide 
direct answers to Banking Committee re- 
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quests for information. This is of utmost im- 
portance to the U.S, taxpayers whose taxes 
have been and continue to be placed at risk 
by these foreign exchange interventions, for- 
eign loans, and lines of credit to foreign 
countries. 

It is important to understand what this re- 
cent $6 billion swap facility for Mexico en- 
tails. If the Mexican government wanted $6 
billion in U.S. currency tomorrow and went 
into the market to buy U.S. dollars with 
pesos, the price of pesos would fall and it is 
unlikely they could make the trade at cur- 
rent exchange rates. A guarantee of the 
transfer at any time at current exchange 
rates is a guarantee of a substantial subsidy 
to the Mexican government. When activated, 
the $6 billion swap formally transfers this 
subsidy to Mexico, It is a loan of U.S. dollars 
to Mexico collateralized by Mexican pesos. 
There is no denying that giving U.S. dollars 
to a foreign government with conditions for 
repayment is a loan of U.S. dollars. It is true 
as you note in your letter, that there is no 
erchange rate risk since the loan is scheduled 
to be repaid at the initial exchange rate and 
interest is earned on the foreign currencies 
held. However, this is not the only problem 
for U.S. taxpayers. The problem is default 
risk, the probability of failure to repay. A 
guarantee of a line of credit puts U.S. tax- 
payers’ funds at risk. 

The Committee must have complete 
records of the decisions of Federal Reserve 
policymakers with regard to these foreign 
loans, lines of credit, and swap actions. You 
did not comply with this request in your 
May 9, 1994 reply. It was during some of their 
meetings that the FOMC members, five of 
whom have never even been confirmed by 
Congress and are not Constitutional officers, 
discussed setting up a formal trilateral facil- 
ity with two foreign governments that in- 
volves granting foreign loans and lines of 
credit. The Federal Reserve records should 
include a description of the goals and objec- 
tives of their foreign exchange policies. 

The Banking Committee seeks copies of 
the complete record of the FOMC sub- 
committee assigned to direct foreign ex- 
change operations as described in the No- 
vember 22, 1961 document that you sent to 
me from former Federal Reserve General 
Counsel, Howard H. Hackney. The proposed 
subcommittee consisted of the Chairman and 
Vice Chairman of the FOMC, Vice Chairman 
of the Board of Governors, and an officer of 
the New York Federal Reserve Bank. Please 
explain its history and provide the Banking 
Committee with copies and an inventory of 
any records of the activities and meetings of 
this subcommittee. 

The document you sent to me entitled 
"Legal aspects of proposed plan for Federal 
Reserve operations in foreign currencies," 
written by the Federal Reserve General 
Counsel on November 2, 1961 states: 

“This matter is admittedly subject to 
question; and while it is unlikely that the 
plan would be challenged in court, there can 
be no assurance, in the absence of legisla- 
tion, that it would not be criticized from 
some sources on legal grounds.“ 

The General Counsel goes on to say: 

“Consultation with Banking and Currency 
Committees.—Admittedly, the question is 
debatable, particularly in view of the 1933- 
1934 position of the Board. Moreover, it may 
be noted that in 1932, Senator [Carter] Glass 
had criticized certain foreign operations of 
the Federal Reserve Bank of New York, 
which might be considered as similar to 
those now contemplated, as being contrary 
to the law. [Senator Glass] suggested that 
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Such operations were inconsistent with the 
Federal Reserve Act.“ 

The Federal Reserve General Counsel said: 

"In view of the uncertainties as to the con- 
struction of the law and the history of this 
matter, it might be desirable, before insti- 
tuting the plan [to start a Federal Reserve 
swap fund] now proposed, to inform the 
Banking and Currency Committees of Con- 
gress." 

Federal Reserve Chairman William 
McChesney Martin did not want to formally 
ask the Congress for authorization because 
the Federal Reserve did not know what it 
needed and "the Congress probably would 
not want to put itself in the position of ap- 
proving something if the Federal Reserve 
was not clear about its wishes in the matter“ 
(paraphrased FOMC minutes, February 13, 
1962, p. 79). Chairman Martin notified the 
Congress of the Federal Reserve's intention 
to establish the swap fund by burying the in- 
formation in a nine-page speech he gave on 
January 30, 1962 to the Joint Economic Com- 
mittee. He mentioned that the New York 
Federal Reserve Bank, acting as an agent for 
the Treasury, had used the Treasury's Ex- 
change Stabilization Fund (the fund on 
which the Federal Reserve's swap fund is 
based) for operations not previously under- 
taken since World War II with the aim of 
defending the Dollar from speculative for- 
ays.” (JEC Hearings, 1962, p. 174). Then-Con- 
gressman Richard Bolling asked Chairman 
Martin to explain, Chairman Martin replied: 

"* * * | want to make clear, Mr. Bolling, 
that the Federal Reserve is not anxious to 
engage in this type of activity. * * * The 
Treasury stabilization fund has experi- 
mented with this kind of operation since 
March of this year, in a very small way, and 
we have come to the view that however we 
should acquire these currencies—and it is 
not possible to spell out here—what we are 
aiming at is to keep the speculators from un- 
seating us, * * *," (JEC Hearings, 1962, p. 
181-2.) 

In short, this was an improper way to no- 
tify the Congress of a new facility that 
would use funds that were not Congression- 
ally authorized. Thus, the suggestion by the 
former General Counsel of the Federal Re- 
serve to provide notification to the Congress 
in an attempt to buttress the flimsy legal 
justification for the Federal Reserve's inter- 
nally authorized swap fund was not followed, 

In your May 9, 1994 letter to me you indi- 
cate that although Federal Reserve Governor 
J.L. Robertson expressed reservations.“ he 
voted with the majority in favor of the swap 
facility at the February 13, 1962 FOMC meet- 
ing. This description is misleading. At the 
February 13, 1962 meeting Governor Robert- 
son asked if there were any advantages aside 
from the Federal Reserve's “unlimited pock- 
etbook'" of having two government agencies 
operating in foreign exchange and he was 
told there were none. 

He opposed the Federal Reserve's entry 
into this operation partly on legal grounds. 
His objections were very strong as revealed 
in the minutes. At the February 13, 1962 
Board of Governors meeting he voted against 
amending Regulation N to authorize the 
Federal Reserve to conduct the planned for- 
eign exchange operations. Only after that 
authority was passed, giving away the 
Board's authority to the FOMC, did he join 
with the majority later in the day at the 
FOMC meeting. His opposition was indeed 
much more telling than having mere res- 
ervations“ and should be reviewed by present 
FOMC members and others interested in the 
way the original swap facility came into ex- 
istence. 


May 16, 1994 


Please send the minutes of the January 23, 
1962 FOMC meeting where there were two 
dissenting votes on approving in principle a 
program of System foreign currency oper- 
ations. (A number of pages appear to be 
missing from the copy of the minutes of the 
February 13, 1962 FOMC meeting you sent to 
me. Please send a full copy.) 

I am concerned about the inconsistencies 
between the records you sent to me contain- 
ing Federal Reserve monthly holdings of for- 
eign currencies, delineated by country, and 
the quarterly reports that indicate interven- 
tions. You now inform me that the monthly 
holdings data (one set of which uses histori- 
cal exchange rates) include interest pay- 
ments and valuation effects." Please send a 
consistent accounting record that specifies 
the amount of interventions and the effect 
on accumulated inventories of currencies of 
each country. Interest payments should be 
included in this accounting record as well as 
a full description of any valuation effects. 
The record should contain a complete and 
itemized account of why the inventories of 
each countries' currencies held by the Fed- 
eral Reserve changed at the end of each 
month. A consistent accounting record that 
contains consistent times series data is ex- 
tremely important in performing econo- 
metric tests on the effects of foreign ex- 
change operations by the Federal Reserve. 

This is an essential part of maintaining ac- 
countability for Federal Reserve actions. 
The Banking Committee's obligation to ful- 
fill its oversight role requires a consistent 
record of Federal Reserve foreign exchange 
activities that correctly ties in the extensive 
holdings of foreign currencies, amounting to 
$22.3 billion at the end of 1993. This is a sub- 
stantial investment for U.S. taxpayers that 
must be continually evaluated for cost and 
effectiveness. 

Attached to your May 9 letter was a list of 
60 institutions with which the Federal Re- 
serve Bank of New York transacted foreign 
exchange business for U.S. monetary au- 
thorities since 1989. Please describe exactly 
how these institutions were chosen. Describe 
the original and any ongoing examination of 
the operations of these institutions made by 
the Federal Reserve. Did there institutions 
receive any information about interventions 
before this knowledge was generally avail- 
able? Describe in detail the precautions 
taken during an intervention for guarding 
against the use of exploitable inside informa- 
tion about the interventions. Also include a 
step-by-step description of how interventions 
are conducted. 

In addition, please provide the job descrip- 
tions and number of individuals who receive 
exploitable inside information about foreign 
exchange interventions. Explain how the 
Federal Reserve monitors trading activity to 
determine if there are signs of insider trad- 
ing. The Committee has received reports 
that information about the trilateral agree- 
ment of April 26, 1994 was known to sources 
outside the government in the days preced- 
ing the announcement. This may explain 
why the Mexican peso began to rise almost a 
day and a half before the announcement. 

Finally, I wish to draw your attention to 
some new research conducted by Professors 
Kathryn M. Dominguez and Jeffrey Al 
Frankel in their September 1993 book, Does 
Foreign Exchange Intervention Work?", 
[published by the Institute for International 
Economics, Washington, DC). Their results 
show: 

"that the effect of U.S. intervention is much 
greater when the New York Federal Reserve 
Bank lets the market know it is intervening. 
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Second, the results reported ... suggest 

that official announcements regarding ex- 

change rate policy have far more impact 
than intervention that is quietly dissemi- 

nated." (page 136.) 

With information networks providing in- 
stant communication and markets operating 
in many time zones around the world, there 
seems little reason to pretend that massive 
interventions of the type conducted by U.S. 
monetary authorities can be kept secret for 
very long. The list you sent to the Banking 
Committee of the 60 institutions which 
transacted foreign exchange business for 
U.S. monetary authorities has caused me 
concern about the use of inside information 
for a favored few when there is not full and 
prompt accounting for intervention activi- 
ties. Certainly there must be fuller account- 
ing to the Congress and the public. Please in- 
dicate what changes will be made in Federal 
Reserve policy to ensure full and timely in- 
formation to all market participants about 
currency interventions, lines of credit to for- 
eign entities, and foreign loans. 

Please respond to this request for informa- 
tion as promptly as possible and no later 
than June 1, 1994. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY B. GONZALEZ, 
Chairman. 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE 
FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM, 
Washington, DC, May 9, 1994. 

Hon. HENRY B. GONZALEZ, 

Chairman, Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This letter responds 
to the issues and questions concerning the 
Federal Reserve's swap arrangements and re- 
lated matters raised in your letter of April 
20. 

The Federal Reserve takes very seriously 
its responsibilities to the Congress and to 
the public to account for its policies, ac- 
tions, and operations, including its foreign 
exchange operations. The Federal Reserve 
and U.S. Treasury are unique among the 
monetary authorities of major industrial 
countries in the frequency and detail in our 
public reports on foreign exchange oper- 
ations, including the operations of the Fed- 
eral Reserve’s swap network. Nevertheless, 
we are open to suggestions for providing ad- 
ditional information as long as sensitive in- 
formation would be appropriately protected. 

The Federal Reserve has responded in full 
to your requests regarding the operations of 
the Federal Reserve’s reciprocal currency 
(swap) arrangements. In early 1993, we pro- 
vided substantial detail on these arrange- 
ments, supplemented by data and docu- 
mentation related to the Federal Reserve's 
reciprocal currency arrangements in general 
and swap arrangements with the Bank of 
Mexico in particular. 

As a matter of normal procedure and pub- 
lic accountability, any activation of a swap 
arrangement with the Federal Reserve or the 
establishment of a special swap arrangement 
is included in the regular quarterly reports 
on U.S. foreign currency operations sent to 
Congress and published subsequently in the 
Federal Reserve Bulletin. In addition, posi- 
tive decisions to change the size of swap ar- 
rangements are normally announced imme- 
diately. 

Swap drawings are not loans but are the si- 
multaneous spot purchase and forward sale 
of foreign currency against dollars. This type 
of transaction is used in some form by most 
central banks, in some cases as a standard 
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instrument of monetary policy. In the case 
of a swap drawing on the Federal Reserve by 
a foreign central bank, there is no exchange 
risk to the Federal Reserve associated with 
such a drawing. Moreover, in agreeing to 
allow such a swap drawing, the Federal Re- 
serve always seeks to assure that there are 
reasonable prospects of prompt repayment, 
for example, out of the drawing country's 
international reserves or through its draw- 
ings on the International Monetary Fund or 
prospective proceeds from World Bank loans. 
Since the swap network was established in 
1962, all drawings on this network have been 
repaid in full. 

The Federal Reserve's authority to estab- 
lish and operate the swap network is derived 
from section 14(e) of the Federal Reserve Act 
which provides that any Federal Reserve 
Bank may, with the consent or upon the 
order and direction of the Board of Gov- 
ernors, “open and maintain accounts in for- 
eign countries, appoint correspondents, and 
establish agencies in such countries 
wheresoever it may be deemed best for the 
purpose of purchasing, selling, and collecting 
bills of exchange." (12 U.S.C. 358.) The Board 
has implemented this provision in Regula- 
tion N. (12 C.F.R. 214.5.) A detailed discussion 
of the Federal Reserve's authority in this 
area is set forth in a 1961 memorandum to 
the FOMC from its General Counsel; a copy 
was twice previously provided to Congress, 
and a copy is enclosed with this letter for 
your convenience. The conclusions of the 
memorandum were endorsed contempora- 
neously by the General Counsel of the Treas- 
ury and the Attorney General of the United 
States. The FOMC's decision at its meeting 
on February 13, 1962, and Federal Reserve 
Board's revised Regulation N implemented 
the position set forth in the FOMC General 
Counsel's memorandum. 

You asked about former Vice Chairman 
Robertson's views in 1962 concerning the ap- 
propriateness of the Federal Reserve's in- 
volvement in foreign currency operations. 
His was & minority opinion at the time. In 
fact, while he voiced reservations about the 
Federal Reserve's involvement in these ac- 
tivities at the Committee's meeting on Feb- 
ruary 13, 1962, he joined the rest of the FOMC 
in a unanimous vote approving the author- 
ization regarding open market transactions 
in foreign currencies at that meeting. 

On the substance of former Vice Chairman 
Robertson's remarks, I would note that, in 
the opinion of the legal authorities on these 
issues, the statues of the United States pro- 
vide legal authority to the Federal Reserve 
to engage in foreign currency operations as 
outlined above. Moreover, it is quite under- 
standable that the U.S. central bank would 
be granted such authority. While the precise 
legal arrangements differ country by coun- 
try, all major central banks play a role in 
foreign currency operations. Since many of 
these operations involve dealings with other 
central banks, it is both efficient and appro- 
priate for the Federal Reserve to participate 
in such operations. Over the past 32 years, 
the Federal Reserve has consulted closely 
with the U.S. Treasury on all its foreign cur- 
rency operations, including instances where 
a swap partner country has requested to 
draw on its swap line with the Federal Re- 
serve. To my knowledge, there never has 
been a serious dispute about any of these op- 
erations, and all the operations of the Fed- 
eral Reserve's swap network have been 
viewed as consistent with U.S. policy toward 
the country requesting a drawing. 

As requested, I enclose the complete min- 
utes of the February 13, 1962, meeting of the 
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FOMC and the documents cited at that meet- 
ing and relating to the issues that you 
raised. 

As I noted in my letter of February 10, 
1993, Congress has never found any of the for- 
eign currency operations of the Federal Re- 
serve to be an inappropriate use of the pow- 
ers granted to the Federal Reserve in the 
Federal Reserve Act. The Swap network and 
the legal basis for Federal Reserve foreign 
currency operations were reviewed exten- 
sively by the Congress in 1962 and again in 
1973. A 1980 amendment of the Federal Re- 
serve Act permits the Federal Reserve to in- 
vest its foreign exchange holdings in obliga- 
tions of foreign governments. 

It has been our practice that each request 
for a drawing on the Federal Reserve's swap 
network, each proposal to increase the size 
ofa swap arrangement, and each proposal for 
a special temporary swap arrangement is re- 
viewed by the FOMC. There always has been 
a strong positive consensus within the FOMC 
regarding the appropriateness of the Federal 
Reserve's reciprocal currency arrangements; 
however, at times there have been voices 
questioning certain operations or the contin- 
ued existence of the swap arrangements. 
President Hoskins posed such a question in 
the discussion on November 1, 1988. 

In your April 20 letter you request a copy 
of "the telegram that President Hoskins re- 
ferred to" in the transcript of the November 
1, 1988 meeting. As I stated in my letter of 
April 5, 1994, the circumstances that brought 
about the discussion of the proposed swap fa- 
cility that was under consideration in Octo- 
ber-November 1988 subsequently changed fa- 
vorably, and there was no need to complete 
the proposed arrangement, Thus, there was 
no need to poll the FOMC via telegram for 
its formal vote on the matter, and no tele- 
gram was sent. 

In previous requests for information con- 
cerning Federal Reserve foreign currency 
holdings, we provided you with data on Fed- 
eral Reserve foreign currency holdings, by 
currency, as of the end of each month from 
1962 to January 1993 (the time of your re- 
quest). In a response to a follow-up request, 
we provided you data on Federal Reserve for- 
eign currency balances restated in current 
market value terms. In your April 20 letter 
you note that your staff has had difficulty in 
matching these data on Federal Reserve for- 
eign currency holdings with data on foreign 
currency operations that appear in the quar- 
terly reports on U.S. foreign currency oper- 
ations. As noted in my earlier responses and 
in discussions with your staff, changes in 
these data on balances may incorporate in- 
terest earnings and valuation effects as well 
as actual foreign exchange transactions dur- 
ing a particular period. Federal Reserve staff 
is prepared to sit down with your staff to re- 
view further any questions they may have 
about these data. 

Turning to your questions about the Fed- 
eral Reserve Bank of New York's operational 
practices in carrying out foreign exchange 
intervention operations at the direction of 
the Department of Treasury and the Federal 
Open Market Committee, the Federal Re- 
serve Bank of New York executes foreign ex- 
change transactions with banks in the Unit- 
ed States in the same manner as briefly de- 
Scribed in the article by R.M. Kubaryh, re- 
ferred to in your letter. In rare cir- 
cumstances, when markets in the United 
States are closed but the Treasury and the 
Federal Reserve deem it necessary for oper- 
ations to be conducted, the Federal Reserve 
Bank of New York may deal with overseas 
bank offices—in the sense of agreeing to the 
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price and other terms of trades—but such 

transactions are booked and settled with the 

banks' U.S. offices. 

At the time the Kubarych article was writ- 
ten in 1977, the Federal Reserve Bank of New 
York limited its foreign exchange dealing re- 
lations to federally supervised banking insti- 
tutions (commercial banks, Edge Act Cor- 
porations, and U.S. branches of foreign 
banks). However, in February 1992, the Fed- 
eral Reserve Bank of New York announced 
its willingness to deal with S.E.C.-registered 
broker-dealers in addition to federally super- 
vised banking institutions. Attached is a list 
of all institutions with which the Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York has transacted 
foreign exchange business for the accounts of 
the Exchange Stabilization Fund and the 
Federal Reserve System Open Market Ac- 
count since 1989. 

The Kubarych article focuses on the im- 
pact of foreign exchange transactions fi- 
nanced by drawings on swap lines. You 
should understand that the foreign exchange 
intervention activities of the Treasury and 
the Federal Reserve have not been financed 
in this way since 1980. 

In the past 10 years, there is no instance in 
which a drawing has been made on the Fed- 
eral Reserve's swap network without a par- 
allel drawing on a swap line with the U.S. 
Treasury's Exchange Stabilization Fund, in- 
cluding the August 1988 drawing by the Bank 
of Mexico. (The facts of the 1988 drawings 
were reported in the December 1988 quarterly 
report on U.S. foreign currency operations.) 
The FOMC cleared the 1988 drawing consist- 
ent with its normal procedures. 

The penultimate paragraph of your letter 
raises questions about the motivation of and 
benefits from Federal Reserve swap arrange- 
ments with the Bank of Mexico in recent 
years. The Federal Reserve swap arrange- 
ments with the Bank of Mexico, as with 
agreements with other central banks, are in- 
tended to contribute to financial stability 
which benefits all citizens of Mexico and the 
United States, They are not motivated by 
political considerations. 

As I stated in my letter of April 5, the joint 
Federal Reserve-Treasury $3.5 billion special 
swap facility that was considered in October- 
November 1988 was never formally estab- 
lished, Thus, its contribution to the stability 
of financial markets was limited to the psy- 
chological effects of the announcement on 
October 17, 1988 that the Treasury and Fed- 
eral Reserve were prepared to develop such a 
facility. The special temporary $12 multilat- 
eral facility that was developed on a contin- 
gency basis in November 1993 was neither es- 
tablished nor announced. Therefore, the ben- 
efit was only that coming from a carefully 
considered contingency plan. Finally, the 
special temporary $6 billion facility an- 
nounced on March 24, was not intended to 
favor any particular segment or sector of 
Mexico's society or economy. The objective 
of that special arrangement, which as it 
turns out was not drawn upon, was to pro- 
mote the stability of financial markets in 
Mexico and, thereby, to contribute to the 
economic well being of the people of Mexico 
and the United States. 

Sincerely, 
ALAN GREENSPAN, 
Chairman. 

Enclosures. 

XIII. List of Institutions with which the Fed- 
eral Bank of New York Transacted Foreign 
Exchange Business for the U.S. Monetary 
Authorities since 1989 
ABN Amro Bank 
Australia and New Zealand Banking Group 
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Banca Commerciale Italiana 

Bank of America 

Bank of Boston 

Bank of New York 

Bank of Nova Scotia 

Bank of Tokyo 

Bankers Trust Company 

Banque Paribas 

Barclays Bank PLC 

BHF-Bank 

Boatmen's National Bank 

Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce 

Chase Manhattan Bank 

Chemical Bank 

Creditanstalt Bankverein 

Credit Commerciale de France 

Citibank 

Commonwealth Bank of Australia 

Credit Industriel Et Commercial 

Credit Lyonnais 

Credit Suisse 

Dai-Ichi Kangyo Bank 

Dean Witter Reynolds Inc. 

Deutsche Bank AG 

Dresdner Bank AG 

First Interstate Banks“ 

First National Bank of Chicago 

First Union Natl Bk of North Carolina 

Fuji Bank 

Goldman Sachs 

Harris Trust & Savings Bank 

Hong Kong and Shanghai Banking Corp“ 

Industrial Bank of Japan 

Irving Trust?! 

Lloyds Bank PLC 

Long Term Credit Bank of Japan 

Manufacturers Hanover Trust Company? 

Mellon Bank 

Merrill Lynch International Bank 

Midland Bank PLC 

Mitsubishi Bank 

Morgan Guaranty Trust Company of New 
York 

Morgan Stanley 

National Westminster Bank PLC 

Nationsbank of North Carolina 

Nippon Credit Bank 

Northern Trust Company 

Republic National Bank of New York 

Royal Bank of Canada 

Sakura Bank 

Sanwa Bank 

Security Pacific Bank? 

Shawmut Bank 

Societe Generale 

Standard Chartered Bank 

Sumitomo Bank 

Swiss Bank Corporation 

Union Bank of Switzerland 


1 Merged under the name of Bank of New York in 
October 1989. 

?Merged under the name of Chemical Bank in 
June 1991. 

3Merged under the name of Bank of America in 
May 1992. 

Hong Kong & Shanghai Banking Corp. began 
trading under the name of Midland on November 2, 
1992, 

5In June 1992 Standard Chartered Bank acquired 
certain lines of business from First Interstate and 
on January 1, 1993 began trading under the name of 
Standard Chartered Bank, Los Angeles. 


THE 1872 MINING LAW MAY AU- 
THORIZE BIG GIVEAWAY TO CA- 
NADIAN MINING COMPANY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. PE- 
TERSON of Florida). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER] is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, later today, unfortunately, 
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the Secretary of the Interior, Bruce 
Babbitt, is going to have to participate 
in the biggest giveaway of American 
resources in the history of this coun- 
try. Because of the 1872 mining law 
that this Congress has refused to re- 
form since that time, over the last 120 
years, the Secretary of the Interior is 
going to have to comply with that law 
and transfer to the American Barrick 
Mining Co, a Canadian-owned mining 
company, 10 billion dollars’ worth of 
gold to be mined in the coming years, 
and the Secretary will receive on be- 
half of the taxpayers and the citizens 
of this country $9,000, and that will be 
it. There will be no royalties, there will 
be no benefits to the American citizens 
or to the American taxpayers who own 
those public lands under which this 
gold resides, because of the 1872 Mining 
Act. 

This has been a long legacy of re- 
source development in the United 
States, a long legacy of where those 
who were powerful and those who were 
privileged have been able to take water 
and gain water subsidies, those who 
have gotten below-cost sales of our 
timber and decimated our forests and 
clearcut our forests and exported logs 
overseas while paying very little to the 
taxpayers for the privilege of being 
able to use those lands to realize a 
profit and in many instances so deci- 
mating those lands that they have yet 
to return to productivity and leaving 
the taxpayer stuck with the cost. 

It is true of those who built the huge 
water projects and the dams out West 
where they were able to use taxpayer 
dollars to build these projects and yet 
receive subsidized water and not pay 
their fair share of those projects and 
sticking the taxpayers with the bill. It 
is true today of our grazing lands, 
where people are continuing to be able 
to graze cattle at below the cost of 
maintaining those lands, ruining those 
lands and causing great problems with 
the environment and those lands and 
still using the Federal taxpayers to un- 
derwrite the grazing of their cattle. 

It is true in the sale of gold and sil- 
ver and other mineral leases on land 
where we do not receive a decent rate 
of return for the American taxpayer. It 
is true with the onshore and offshore 
oil and gas program, where we continue 
to let leases go to individuals and not 
receive a royalty on behalf of the tax- 


payer. 

But what is happening today in the 
transfer of this mineral lease to the 
American Barrick Mining Co. is uncon- 
scionable. That they would receive the 
right to mine 10 billion dollars' worth 
of gold for $9,000 and not have to pay 
any royalty to the American taxpayer 
should never be allowed to continue, 
but unless the House of Representa- 
tives has already passed mining reform 
law and the Senate has passed it out, 
unless that conference committee can 
come together and agree upon the re- 
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forms of this land, this can happen 
again, because unfortunately, under 
the law, those who go out and stake 
out those kinds of claims are entitled 
to have the Secretary pass those 
claims to them. 
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We do not know that there are not 
other American Barrick-type claims, 
that there are not millions and billions 
of dollars worth of silver, platinum, 
gold, and other valuable minerals that 
are there under the lands owned by the 
public, that some future Secretary or 
this Secretary would be required to 
transfer to these corporations and re- 
ceive nothing back for the owners of 
those lands, the American public. 

It is time to bring this sad, sad chap- 
ter in our history of mineral leasing 
and the stewardship of the public lands 
to a close. It is time for the Congress 
to agree on the reform of the act. 

President Clinton has made it very, 
very clear that he will sign the reform 
of the 1872 mining law if the Congress 
will send it to his desk. The Secretary 
of the Interior has made it very clear 
on behalf of the President and others in 
the administration that he strongly 
supports the reform of this act. 

Mr. Speaker, the time is now for the 
Congress to act and to send that bill to 
the President of the United States so 
never again, never again, are the tax- 
payers or citizens of this country to be 
treated as they are about to be treated 
this afternoon with the transfer of this 
land from the American taxpayer to 
American Barrick Mining, to the ter- 
rible, terrible disadvantage of the tax- 
payers and of the Citizens of this coun- 
try. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mrs. SCHROEDER) and to in- 
clude extraneous matter:) 

Ms. ESHOO. 

Mr. KREIDLER. 

Mr. PENNY. 

Mr. HOYER. 

Mr. BATEMAN. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. MILLER of California) and 
to include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. BECERRA in two instances. 

Mr. DE LUGO. 


SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 
REFERRED 


A joint resolution of the Senate of 
the following title was taken from the 
Speaker’s table and, under the rule, re- 
ferred as follows: 

S.J. Res. 190. Joint resolution to designate 
May 15, 1994, National Peace Officers Memo- 
rial Day; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 
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ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 1 minute p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad- 
journed until Tuesday, May 17, 1994, at 
10:30 a.m. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
lows: 


3180. A letter from the Director, the Office 
of Management and Budget, transmitting 
the cumulative report on rescissions and de- 
ferrals of budget authority as of May 1, 1994, 
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 685(e) (H.Doc. No. 103- 
255); to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

3181. A letter from the Office of General 
Counsel, Department of Defense, transmit- 
ting a draft of proposed legislation to amend 
title 10, United States Code, to authorize the 
Secretary of Defense to determine the con- 
trol of authorized strengths for certain ac- 
tive duty commissioned officers; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

3182. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, Department of Defense, transmit- 
ting a draft of proposed legislation to estab- 
lish a Department of Defense Laboratory Re- 
vitalization Demonstration Program for the 
purpose of improving management, effi- 
ciency, and overall effectiveness of DOD lab- 
oratories and centers; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

3183. A letter from the Secretary of Edu- 
cation, transmitting a copy of Final Regula- 
tions—Direct Grant Programs; National 
Early Intervention scholarship and Partner- 
ship Program, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 
1232(d)(1); to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

3184. A letter from the Secretary of En- 
ergy, transmitting notice that the Depart- 
ment will not be able to issue a final rule re- 
garding residential energy efficient rating 
guidelines until November 1995; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

3185. A letter from the Acting Director, De- 
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit- 
ting notice concerning the Department of 
the Army’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and 
Acceptance [LOA] to Egypt for defense arti- 
cles and services (Transmittal No. 94-27), 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

3186. A letter from the Secretary of De- 
fense, transmitting notice that the President 
proposes to obligate up to $2.26 million to as- 
sist the Russian Federation in the area of ex- 
port controls for the purpose of preventing 
the proliferation of weapons of mass destruc- 
tion; jointly, to the Committees on Appro- 
priations and Foreign Affairs. 

3187. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of the Interior, transmitting the an- 
nual report entitled Outer Continental 
Shelf Lease Sales" for fiscal years 1991 and 
1992, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1337(a)(9); to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

3188. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Oceans and Atmosphere, Department of 
Commerce, transmitting notice of designa- 
tion for the Olympic Coast National Marine 
sanctuary, together with final regulations 
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implementing the designation, pursuant to 
16 U.S.C. 1434(a)(1)(C); to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

3189. A letter from the Director of Commu- 
nications and Legislative Affairs, U.S. Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission, 
transmitting the Commission's Annual re- 
port on the Employment of Minorities, 
Women and People with Disabilities in the 
Federal Government for fiscal year 1991"; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice. 

3190. A letter from the Secretary of Veter- 
ans Affairs, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend title 38, United States 
Code, to increase, effective as of December 1, 
1994, the rates of disability compensation for 
veterans with service-connected disabilities 
and the rates of dependency and indemnity 
compensation for survivors of such veterans; 
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

3191. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting certification that Trinidad and 
Tobago has adopted a regulatory program 
governing the incidental taking of certain 
sea turtles, pursuant to Public Law 101-162, 
section 609(b)(2) (103 Sat. 1038); jointly, to the 
Committees on Appropriations and Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

3192. A letter from the Chairman, Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, transmitting the 
Commission's report on abnormal occur- 
rences at licensed nuclear facilities for the 
fourth quarter of calendar year 1993, pursu- 
ant to 42 U.S.C. 5848; jointly, to the Commit- 
tees on Energy and Commerce and Natural 
Resources. 

3193. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to amend the 
Federal Administration Act to provide for 
increased penalties and fines, and for other 
purposes; jointly, to the Committees on 
Ways and Means and the Judiciary. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu- 
tions were introduced and severally re- 
ferred as follows: 


By Mr. ROWLAND (for himself and Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey): 

H.R. 4425. A bill to authorize major medi- 
cal facility construction projects for the De- 
partment of Veterans Affairs for fiscal year 
1995, to revise and improve veterans' health 
program, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. OBEY: 

H.R. 4426. A bill making appropriations for 
foreign operations, export financing, and re- 
lated programs for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1995; to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations, 

By Mr. KREIDLER (for himself, Mr. 
ROWLAND, Mrs. UNSOELD, and Mr. 
SWIFT): 

H.R. 4427. A bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to allow for 
additional deferred effective dates for ap- 
proval of applications under the new drugs 
provisions, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey: 

H.R. 4428. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to require the Secretary of Vet- 
erans Affairs to maintain the existing capac- 
ity of the Department of Veterans Affairs to 
provide specialized services to disabled vet- 
erans; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af- 
fairs. 
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MEMORIALS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori- 
als were presented and referred spon- 
sors were added to public bills and res- 
olutions as follows: 


384. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
Legislature of the State of Maine, relative to 
defense finance and accounting service cen- 
ters; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

385. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Maine, relative to military fa- 
cilities in the United States; to the Commit- 
tee on Armed Services. 


——— 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 


H.R. 141: Mr. STUDDS, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. 
SwiFT, Mr. KASICH, Mr. CLAY, Ms. NORTON, 
and Mr. WATT. 

H.R. 346: Mr. PAXON. 

H.R. 790: Mr. WYNN and Mr. GUNDERSON. 

H.R. 794: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 

H.R. 1843: Mr. LEWIS of California and Ms. 
DUNN. 

H.R. 2929: Mr. KING. 

H.R. 3182: Mr. MINETA, 

H.R. 3227: Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. ORTON, Mr. 
ACKERMAN, and Mr. HOUGHTON. 

H.R. 3322: Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida and Mr. 
HASTINGS. 

H.R. 3791: Mr. BLILEY, Mr. LEACH, and Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts. 

H.R. 3903: Mr. HUGHES, Mr. HINCHEY, and 
Mr. LIVINGSTON. 

H.R. 3904: Mr. DORNAN. 

H.R. 3906: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. BARRETT of 
Wisconsin, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. COP- 
PERSMITH, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, and Ms. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 

H.R. 4142: Mr. TRAFICANT and Mr. 
FINGERHUT. 

H.R. 4251: Mr. TEJEDA, Mr. PRICE of North 
Carolina, Mr. SCOTT, and Mr. DEFAZIO. 

H.R. 4291: Ms. COLLINS of Michigan, Mr. 
TOWNS, and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 

H.R. 4412: Mr. COMBEST, Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, and Mr. PENNY. 

H.R. 4423: Mr. MARTINEZ, and Mr. FAZIO. 

H.J. Res. 15: Ms. BROWN of Florida, and Mr. 
ANDREWS of New Jersey. 

H.J. Res. 209: Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 
GOODLING, Mr. PORTER, Ms. DELAURO, and 
Mr. CRAMER. 

H.J. Res. 356: Ms. DELAURO and Mr. ED- 
WARDS of California. 

H. Con. Res. 233: Mr. LEVIN, Mr. GUTIERREZ, 
and Mr. BILBRAY. 


AMENDMENTS 


Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro- 
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 518 
By Mr. QUILLEN: 
— Page 46, line 5, strike "Subject" and insert 
“Subject to section 408(a) and subject“. 
— Page 46, line 12, strike “STUDY AS TO VALID- 
ITY OF". 
—Page 46, after line 12, insert the following: 

SEC. 408. (a) Unpatented mining claims, 
mill sites, and tunnel sites within the bound- 
aries of the park for which an application for 
a patent was filed on or before December 31, 
1993, shall be subject to all mining laws of 
the United States except for the Act of Sep- 
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tember 28, 1976 (16 U.S.C. 1901-1912; com- 
monly referred to as the “Mining in the 
Parks Act“). 
—Page 46, strike line 13 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(b) Subject to subsection (a), the Secretary 
shall not approve any plan 
—Page 46, line 5, strike Subject“ and insert 
"Subject to section 408(b) and subject". 
— Page 46, line 12, strike "STUDY AS TO VALID- 
ITY OF", 
— Page 46, strike line 13 and all that follows 
through line 16 and insert the following: 
SEC. 408. (a) The Secretary shall submit 
to“. 
—Page 46, after line 21, insert the following: 

(b) Unpatented mining claims, mill sites, 
and tunnel sites within the boundaries of the 
park that were located before the date of en- 
actment of this Act shall be subject to all 
mining laws of the United States except for 
the Act of September 28, 1976 (16 U.S.C. 1901- 
1912; commonly referred to as the Mining in 
the Parks Act“). 

By Mr. POMBO: 
— Page 34, after line 25, add the following: 
ACCESS ROADS 


SEC. 112. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of thís Act, there are hereby designated 
access routes on existing roads, trails, and 
ways, as mapped by the United States Geo- 
logical Survey. Bureau of Land Management, 
and the Automobile Club of Southern Cali- 
fornia, as follows: 

Argus Range, WSA 132B, Attached Map #7, 
Desert Map 43-5 & D12 (now Argus Range and 
Death Valley National Park Proposed—12): 

Bendire Canyon Road, 18 Acres, 
Cherrystem 3 Miles; 

Bruce Canyon Road, 12 Acres, Cherrystem 
2 Miles; 

Knight Canyon road, 18 Acres, Cherrystem 
3 Miles; 

Kopper King Springs Road, 
Cherrystem 2 Miles; 

Stone Canyon Road, 24 Acres, Corridor 4 
Miles; 

Water Canyon Road, 24 Acres, Cherrystem 
4 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (74,890) 82,400 —105-82,395—18 
Miles. 

Bighorn Mountains, WSA 217, Attached 
Map #8, Desert Map #8: 

Rattlesnake Canyon Road, 36 Acres, Cor- 
ridor 6 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (39,200) 39.200 36-39,164—6 
Miles. 

Big Maria Mountains, WSA 321, Attached 
Map #9, Desert Map #9: 

Move north boundary to Quien Safe Road, 
Loss of appx. 4,480 acres): 

Maria Mountain Road, 12 Acres, Corridor 2 
Miles; 

Quien Sabe Road, 30 Acres, Corridor 5 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (47,570) 49,700—42-49,658—7 
Miles; Or  49,700—4,480=45,220 — 12-45,676—2 
Miles. 

Bright Star, WSA 160B, Attached Map #11, 
Desert Map #12: 

Cortez Springs Road, 30 Acres, Corridor 5 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (9,520 10,800—30-10,770—5 
Miles. ; 

Cady Mountains, WSA 251, Attached Map 
#12, Desert Map #14: 

Afton/Basin Loop, 54 Acres, Boundary 9 
Miles; 

Canyon Crest Road, 66 Acres, Cherrystem 
11 Miles; 

Hector Road, 36 Acres, Boundary 6 Miles; 

North Canyon Road, 30 Acres, Cherrystone 
5 Miles; 

South Canyon Road, 36 Acres, Cherrystem 
6 Miles; 


12 Acres, 
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Valley Center Road, 102 Acres, Corridor 17 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (85,970) 122,000 — 324-121,676— 
54 Miles. 

Chemehuevi Mountains, WSA 310, Attached 
Map #14, Desert Map #16: 

Blue Boy Mine Road, 24 Acres, Cherrystem 
4 Miles; 

Picture Rock Road, 12 Acres, Cherrystem 2 
Miles; 

Red Rock Falls Road, 30 Acres, Cherrystem 
5 Miles; 

Studio Spring Road, 30 Acres, Cherrystem 
5 Miles; 

Trampas Canyon 
Cherrystem 11 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (64,640) 95,820 — 162-95,668—27 
Miles. 

Chuckwalla Mountains, WSA 348, Attached 
Map #16, Desert Map #19-21: 

Lost Pony Mine Road, 12 Acres, Corridor 2 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (80,770) 86,400—12-86,399—2 
Miles. 

Cleghorn Lakes, WSA 304, Attached Map 
#19, Desert Map #22: 

Bullion Mountains Road, 24 Acres, Bound- 
ary 4 Miles; 

Copper World Mine Road, 
Cherrystem 2 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (34,380) 42,020—36-41,984—6 
Miles. 

Coso Range, WSA 131, Attached Map #20, 
Desert Map #24: 

Joshua Flats Road, 54 Acres, Cherrystem 9 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (50,520) 53,940—54-53,886—9 
Miles. 

Dead Mountains, WSA 276, Attached Map 
#21, Desert Map #27: 

Ibis Road, 30 Acres, Cherrystem 5 Miles; 

Picture Canyon Road, 24 Acres, Boundary 4 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (48,850) 57,200—54-57,146—9 
Miles. 

Funeral Mountains, WSA 143, Attached 
Map #25, Desert Map #33 & D18 (now Funeral 
Mountains & Death Valley National Park 
Proposed—18): 

Funeral Mountain Pass, 30 Acres, Corridor 
5 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (28,110) 28,100—30-28,070—5 
Miles; Originally 65,000, 36,890 went to DVNP. 

Golden Valley, WSA 170, Attached Map #26, 
Desert Map #34: 

Golden Valley Pass, 54 Acres, Corridor 9 
Miles; 

Steam Well Road, 30 Acres, Corridor 5 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (37,700) 37,700—84-37,616—14 
Miles. 

Granite Mountains, WSA 256, Attached 
Map #27, Desert Map #35, 36 & M7 (now Bris- 
tol Mountains & Mojave National Park Pro- 
posed—7): 

Heritage Trail, 60 Acres, Corridor 10 Miles; 

Onyx Mine Road, 18 Acres, Cherrystem 3 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (na) 84,980—78=84,902—13 
Miles; Originally 134,900, 49,920 went to MNP. 

Grass Valley, WSA 173A, Attached Map 
#28, Desert Map #37: 

Bird Spring Road, 54 Acres, Corridor 9 
Miles; 

Grass Valley Road, 24 Acres, Corridor 4 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (31,720) 33,000— 78-32,922 13 
Miles. 

Ibex, WSA 149, Attached Map #31, Desert 
Map #40 & D21 (now Death Valley National 
Park Proposed—21): 

American Mine Road, 18 Acres, Cherrystem 
3 Miles; 

Confidence Road, 18 Acres, Boundary 3 
Miles; 


Road, 66 Acres, 


12 Acres, 


at 
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Gladstone Mine Road, 48 Acres, 
Cherrystem 8 Miles; 

Rusty Pick Road, 12 Acres, Cherrystem 2 
Miles; 

Sheephead Pass Road, 60 Acres, Corridor 10 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (26,460) 26,460 —156=26,304—26 
Miles; Originally 53,500 27,040 went to DVNP. 

Indian Pass, WSA 355, Attached Map #32, 
Desert Map #41: 

Julian Wash Road, 60 Acres, Corridor 10 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (35,015) 40,400— 60-40,340—10 
Miles. 

Inyo Mountains, WSA 120/122, Attached 
Map #33, Desert Map #42-44, D6 & 7 (now Inyo 
Mountains and Death Valley National Park 


Proposed—6 & 7): 

Blackrock Well Road, 48 Acres, Cherrystem 
8 Miles; 

Blue Monster Mine Road, 66 Acres, 
Cherrystem 11 Miles; 

Bunker Hill Mine Road. 18 Acres, 


Cherrystem 3 Miles; 

Burgess Well Road, 42 Acres, Cherrystem 7 
Miles; 

Pat Keyes Canyon Road, 
Cherrystem 4 Miles; 

Seep Hole Spring Road, 30 Acres, Corridor 
5 Miles; 

Side Hill Spring Road, 48 Acres, Corridor 8 
Miles; 

Squaw Spring Road, 18 Acres, Corridor 3 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (205,020) 205,020 —294=204,726— 
49 Miles; Originally 266,300 61,290 went to 
DVNP. 

Jacumba Mountains, WSA 368, Attached 
Map #34, Desert Map #45: 

Easy Pickins Mine Loop Road, 78 Acres, 
Corridor 13 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (34,550) 37.000 -78=36,922—13 
Miles. 

Kelso Dunes, WSA 250, Attached Map #35, 
Desert Map #46-48 & MB (now Kelso Dunes 
and Mojave National Park Proposed—7): 

Bristol Mine Road, 42 Acres, Cherrystem 7 
Miles; 

Hytem Spring Pass Road, 96 Acres, Cor- 
ridor 16 Miles; 

Hytem Spring Road, 18 Acres, Cherrystem 
3 Miles; 

Natural Arch Road, 48 Acres, Cherrystem 8 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (129,580) 129,580 — 204=129,376— 
34 Miles; Originally 215,100 85,520 went to 
DVNP. 

Kiavah, WSA 159, Attached Map #37, Desert 
Map #49 & 50: 

Melvers Spring Road, 36 Acres, Cherrystem 
6 Miles; 

Cholla Canyon Road, 42 Acres, Corridor 7 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (88,290) 90,200 — 78-90,122—13 
Miles. 

Kingston Mountains, WSA 222, Attached 
Map #38, Desert Map 251-54: 

Eastern Star Mine Road, 
Cherrystem 7 Miles; 

Kingston Wash Road, 60 Acres, Corridor 10 
Miles; 

Old Salt Lake Trail Road, 84 Acres, Cor- 
ridor 14 Miles; 

Shadow Valley Road, 60 Acres, Corridor 10 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (249,368) 269,500 — 246=269,254— 
41 Miles. 

Little Chuckwalla Mountains, 
Attached Map #40, Desert Map #55: 

Little Chuckwalla Pass Road, 18 Acres, 
Corridor 3 Miles; 

Teague Well Road, 48 Acres, Corridor 8 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (46,460) 53,000—66=52,934—11 
Miles. 


24 Acres, 


42 Acres, 


WSA 350, 
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Little Pichacho, WSA 356, Attached Map 
#41, Desert Map #56: 

Copper Basin Road, 6 Acres, .Corridor 1 
Mile; 

Hess Mine Road, 12 Acres, Cherrystem 2 
Miles; 

Marcus Wash Road, 24 Acres, Corridor 4 
Miles; 

Senator Pass Road, 48 Acres, Corridor 8 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (36,440) 41,940— 90-41,850—13 
Miles. 

Mecca Hills, WSA 343, Attached Map #43, 
Desert Map #59: 

Hidden Spring Road, 24 Acres, Cherrystem 
4 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (24,280) 25,360—24-25,336—4 
Miles; Originally 35,280 9,920 was deleted on 
map. 

Mesquite, WSA 225, Attached May #44, 
Desert Map #60: 

Mesquite Pass Road, 42 Acres, Corridor 7 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (47,330) 57,800 —42=57,758—7 
Miles. 

Nopah Range, WSA 150, Attached Map #46, 
Desert Map #63: 

Chicago Valley Road, 48 Acres, Boundary 8 
Miles; 

Old Traction Road, 90 Acres, Boundary 15 
Miles; 

Pahrump Peak Road, 24 Acres, Cherrystem 
4 Miles; 

Shaw Mine Road, 12 Acres, Cherrystem 2 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage 
174=115.826—27 Miles 

North Mesquite Mountains, WSA 223, At- 
tached Map #48, Desert Map #66: 

Cub Lee Road, 6 Acres, Corridor 1 Mile; 

Old Salt Lake Trail Road, 12 Acres, Bound- 
ary 2 miles; 

WSA Acreage (25,540) 27,800—18-27,782—3 
Miles. 

Old Women Mountains, WSA 299, Attached 
Mad #50, Desert Map #67 & 68: 

Delete from Wilderness Consideration 
— 146.0700 (entire area); or 

Black Metal Mine Pass Road, 60 Acres, 
Corridor 10 Miles, 

Enterprise Mine 
Cherrystem 4 Miles. 

Heritage Trail Road, 36 Acres, Corridor 6 
miles. 

Mercury Mountain Road, 18 Acres, Bound- 
ary 3 Miles. 

Old Woman Loop Road, 66 Acres, Corridor 
11 Miles. 

Painted Rock Loop Road, 18 Acres, Cor- 
ridor 3 Miles. 

Sweetwater/Paramount Road, 36 Acres, 
Corridor 6 Miles. 

Willow Spring Road, 12 Acres, Cherrystem 
2 Miles. 

WSA Acreage (146,070) 191,000 —270-190,830— 
45 Miles. 

Orocopia Mountains, WSA 344, Attached 
Map #51, Desert Map #69: 

Orocopia Pass, 54 Acres, Corridor 9 Miles; 

Red Canyon, 42 Acres, Boundary 7 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (40,770) 56,140 —96-56,044—16 
Miles; originally 77,900 21,760 deleted on map. 

Owens Peak, WSA 158, Attached Map #52, 
Desert Map 470-72: 

Cow Canyon Road, 18 Acres, Cherrystem 3 
Miles; 

Sand Canyon Road, 24 Acres, Cherrystem 4 
Miles; 

Three Pines Canyon Road, 
Cherrystem 3 Miles; 

Walker Well Road, 24 Acres. Cherrystem 4 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (74,640) 78,200—84-78,116—14 
Miles. 


(110,880). 116,000 — 


Road, 24 Acres, 


18 Acres, 
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Pahrump Valley, WSA 154, Attached Map 
#54, Desert Map #73; 

Blackwater Well Pass, 72 Acres, Corridor 12 
Miles; 

Old Traction Road, 78 Acres, Boundary 13 
Miles; 

Pahrump Valley Road, 54 Acres, Boundary 
9 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (74,800) 79,000 —204-78,796—34 
Miles. 

Palen/McCoy, WSA 325, Attached Map #55, 
Desert Map #74 & 75: 

Sand Draw Road, 24 Acres, 
Miles; 

Tank Spring Road, 36 Acres, Corridor 6 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (214,149) 225,300 — 60-225,240— 
10 Miles. 

Palo Verde Mountains, WSA 352, Attached 
Map #56, Desert Map #76: 

Clapp Spring Loop Road, 18 Acres, Bound- 
ary 3 Miles; 

Flat Top Road, 18 Acres, Cherrystem 3 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (32,320) 32.320 36-32,284—6 
Miles. 

Picacho Peak, WSA 355a, Attached Map 
#57, Desert Map #77: 

Bear Canyon Road, 18 Acres, Corridor 3 
Miles; 

Carrizo Falls Road, 18 Acres, Boundary 3 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (7,700) 10.499 36-10,364—6 
Miles. 

Piper Mountain, WSA 155, Attached Map 
#58, Desert Map #79: 

Horse Thief Canyon Road, 48 Acres, Bound- 
ary 8 Miles; 

Lime Hill Pass Road, 48 Acres, Boundary 8 
Miles; 

Mount Nunn Road, 36 Acres, Cherrystem 6 
Miles; 

Piper Pass, 42 Acres, Corridor 7 Miles; 

Soldier Pass Road, 30 Acres, Corridor 5 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (72,600) 86,200 —204-85,996—34 
Miles. 

Piute Mountain, WSA 288, Attached Map 
#59, Desert Map #80; 

Fenner Pass Road, 48 Acres, Corridor 8 
Miles; 

Piute Mine Loop Road, 
Cherrystem 6 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (37,800) 52,800—84-52,716—14 
Miles. 

Resting Spring Range, WSA 145, Attached 
Map #61, Desert Map #81: 

Old Traction Road, 36 Acres, Boundary 6 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (78,868) 84,000—36=83,964—6 
Miles. 

Rice Valley, WSA 322, Attached Map #62, 
Desert Map #82: 

Eagle Nest Mine Loop, 60 Acres, Corridor 
10 Miles. 

Riverside Mountains, WSA 321A, Attached 
Map #63, Desert Map #83: 

Gold Rice Mine Road, 36 Acres, Corridor 6 
miles; 

Old Blythe/Vidal Road (Big Wash), 24 
Acres, Corridor 4 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (22,380) 25,300—60-25,240—10 
Miles, 

Sacatar, WSA 157, Attached Map 364.5. 
Desert Map #85 & 86: 

Sacatar Trail, 42 Acres, Corridor 7 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (51,900) 52,600—42-52,558—7 
Miles. 

Santa Rosa Wilderness, WSA 341, Attached 
Map #66, Desert Map #89: 

Pinyon Alta Flat 


Corridor 4 


36 Acres, 


Road, 42 Acres, 


Cherrystem 7 Miles; 
WSA Acreage (53,240) 78,200—42=78,158—7 
Miles. 
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Sawtooth Mountains, WSA 060, Attached 
Map #67, Desert Map #90: 


Canebrake Road, 18 Acres, Corridor 3 
Miles; 
Potrero Road, 24 Acres, Cherrystem 4 
Miles; 


WSA Acreage (35,400) 35,610 —42=35,568—7 
Miles. 

Sheep Hole Valley, WSA 305, Attached Map 
#69, Desert Map #91 & 92: 

Delete from Wilderness Consideration 
—174,800-0 (Entire Area); or 

Make Sheep Hole Valley Road northeast 
Boundary =51,200; or 

Sheep Hole Valley Road, 86 Acres, Corridor 
16 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (174,800) 208,900 — 96-208,804— 
16 Miles. 

Stepladder Mountains, WSA 294, Attached 
Map #75, Desert Map #100: 

Chemehuevi Valley Road, 60 Acres, Cor- 
ridor 10 Miles; 

East Stepladder Mountain Road, 60 Acres, 
Corridor 10 Miles; 

North Pass Road, 36 Acres, 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (81,600) 85,300 — 156-85,144—26 
Miles. 

Turtle Mountains, WSA 307, Attached Map 
#78, Desert Map #104 & 105: 

Castle Rock Road, 36 Acres, Cherrystem 6 
Miles; 

Heritage Trail Road, 90 Acres, Corridor 15 
Miles; 

Virginia May Mine Road. 
Cherrystem 3 Miles; 

Horn Peak Well 
Cherrystem 6 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (144,500) 189.300 — 180189. 120— 
30 Miles. 

Whipple Mountains, WSA 312, Attached 
Map #79, Desert Map #106: 

Whipple Well Road, 30 Acres, Cherrystem 5 
Miles. 
—Page 39, after line 4, add the following: 


ACCESS ROADS 


SEC. 208. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this Act, there are hereby designated 
access routes on existing roads, trails, and 
ways, aS mapped by the United States Geo- 
logical Survey, Bureau of Land Management, 
and the Automobile Club of Southern Cali- 
fornia, as follows: 

Greenwater Range, WSA 147, Attached Map 
#29, Desert Map #D19 & D20 (now Death Val- 
ley National Park Proposed—19 & 20): 

Greenwater Pass Road, 48 Acres, Corridor, 
8 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (na), 
Miles. 

Greenwater Valley, WSA 148, Attached 
Map #30, Desert Map #D24 (now Death Valley 
National Park Proposed—1): 

Virgin Spring Road, 48 Acres, Cherrystem, 
8 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (na), 
Miles. 

Hunter Mountain, WSA 123, Attached Map 
#30.5, Desert Map #D25 (now Death Valley 
National Park Proposed—2): 

Dodd Springs Road, 48 Acres, Corridor, 8 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage 
Miles. 

Ibex, WSA 149, Attached Map #31, Desert 
Map #40 & D21 (now Death Valley National 
Park Proposed—21): 

American Mine 
Cherrystem, 3 Miles; 

Confidence Road, 18 Acres, Boundary, 3 
Miles; 

Rusty Pick Road, 12 Acres, Cherrystem, 2 
Miles; 

Sheephead Pass Road, 60 Acres, Corridor, 
10 Miles. 


Corridor 5 


18 Acres, 
Road, 36 Acres, 


163,900 — 48=163,852, 8 


54,600—48-54,552, 8 


(na), 26,400—48-26,352, 8 


Road, 18 Acres, 
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Inyo Mountains, WSA 120/22, Attached 
Map #33, Desert Map 42-44. D6 & 7 (now Inyo 
Mountains and Death Valley National Park 
Proposed—6 & 7): 

Blue Monster Mine Road, 66 Acres, 
Cherrystem 11 Miles; 

Pat Keyes Canyon 
Cherrystem 4 Miles. 

Last Chance Range, WSA 112, Attached 
Map #39, Desert Map #D4: 

Cottonwood Creek Road, 24 Acres, Bound- 
ary, 4 Miles; 

Last Chance Road, 42 Acres, Boundary, 7 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (na), 44,900 - 664.834. 11. 

Manly Peak, WSA 124, Attached Map #42, 
Desert Map #D16, (now Death Valley Na- 
tional Park Proposed—16): 

Redlands Canyon Road, 24 
Cherrystem, 3 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (16,105), 20700—24-20,676, 3 
Miles;, Originally 27,100, 4,595 went to DVNP 
and 6,400 deleted on map. 

North Death Valley, WSA 118/119, Attached 
Map #47, Desert Map #D5 (now Death Valley 
National Park Proposed—5): 

Oriental Road, 24 Acres, Boundary, 4 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (na), 50,200—24-50,176, 4 
Miles. 

Owlshead Mountains, WSA 156, Attached 
Map #53, Desert Map #D17 (now Death Valley 
National Park Proposed—17): 

Lost Lake Road, 48 Acres, Cherrystem, 8 
Miles; 

Owl Lake Road, 30 Acres, Cherrystem, 5 
Miles; 

Owlshead Mountain Road, 78 Acres, Cor- 
ridor, 13 Miles; 

Quail Spring Road, 36 Acres, Cherrystem, 6 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (na), 136,100—192=135,908, 32 
Miles. 

Saline Valley, WSA 117/117A, Attached Map 
#65, Desert Map #D8-10 (now Death Valley 
National Park Proposed—8): 

Eureka Dunes to Saline Valley via Marble 
Bath, 180 Acres, Corridor, 30 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (na), 486,300 - 180486. 120, 30 
Miles, 

Surprise Canyon, WSA 136, Attached Map 
#76, Desert Map #101 & D15 (now Surprise 
Canyon and Death Valley National Park 
Proposed—15): 

Hall/Jail Canyon High Road, 36 Acres, 
Cherrystem 6 Miles; 

Tuber Canyon Road, 30 Acres, Cherrystem 
5 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (29,180), 29,180— 66-29,114, 11 
Miles; Originally 66,200, 37,020 now in DVNP. 

Slate Range/So. Panamint, WSA 137/142, 
Attached Map #71, Desert Map #D16 (now 
Death Valley National Park Proposed—16): 

North Windgate Pass Road, 48 Acres, Cor- 
ridor, 8 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (na), 86,120—48-86,372, 8 
Miles; Originally 106,900, 20,480 deleted on 
map. 

—Page 43, after line 12, add the following: 
ACCESS ROADS 

Sec. 308. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this Act, there are hereby designated 
access routes on existing roads, trails, and 
ways, as mapped by the United States Geo- 
logical Survey, Bureau of Land Management, 
and the Automobile Club of Southern Cali- 
fornia, as follows: 

Eagle Mountain, WSA 334, Attached Map 
#22, Desert Map #J3, (now Joshua Tree Na- 
tional Park Proposed—2): 

Big Wash Road, 72 Acres, 
Miles; 

Storm Jade Mine Road, 48 Acres, Corridor, 
8 Miles; 

WSA Acreage 
Miles. 


road, 24 Acres, 


Acres, 


Corridor, 12 


(na) 67,500 — 120=67,380—20 
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Page 54, after line 4, add the following: 
ACCESS ROADS 


SEC. 416. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this Act, there are hereby designated 
access routes on existing roads, trails, and 
ways, as mapped by the United States Geo- 
logical Survey, Bureau of Land Management, 
and the Automobile Club of Southern Cali- 
fornia, as follows: 

Castle Peaks, WSA 266, Attached Map #13, 
Desert Map #M2, (now Mojave National Park 
Proposed—1): 

Coats Spring Road, 12 Acres, Cherrystem, 2 
Miles; 

Crescent Peak Road, 36 Acres, Boundary, 6 
Miles; 

Dove Spring Road, 90 Acres, Corridor, 15 
Miles; 

Indian Spring Road, 12 Acres, Cherrystem, 
2 Miles; 

Juniper Spring 
Cherrystem, 8 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (na) 
Miles. 

Cima Dome, WSA 237/238, Attached Map 
#17, Desert Map #M3, (now Mojave National 
Park Proposed—2): 

Deer Spring Loop, 48, Corridor, 8; 

WSA Acreage (na) 28,600-—48=28,552—8 
Miles. 

Cinder Cones, WSA 239, Attached Map #18, 
Desert Map #M4, now MNP—3): 

Cane Spring Road, 24 Acres, Corridor, 4 
Miles; 

Club Peak Road, 48 Acres, Corridor, 8 
Miles; 

Granite Spring Road, 78 Acres, Corridor, 13 
Miles; 

Indian Spring Road, 12 Acres, Cherrystem, 
2 Miles; 

WSA Acreage 
Miles. 

Fort Piute, WSA 267, Attached Map #23, 
Desert Map #M6, (now Mojave National Park 
proposed—5): 

Piute Mountains Road, 36 Acres, Boundary, 
6 Miles, (Use road as Boundary, loss of 2,480 
acres): 

WSA Acreage 
Miles, Or 
Miles. 

Kelso Mountains, WSA 249, Attached Map 
#36, Desert Map #M9, (now Mojave National 
Park Proposed—8): 

Kelso Mine Road, 24 Acres, Cherrystem, 4 
Miles; 

Old Baker to Kelso, Road, 72 Acres, Cor- 
ridor, 12 Miles; 

WSA  Acreage 
Miles. 

Granite Mountains, WSA 256, Attached 
Map #27, Desert Map #35, 36 & M7, (now Bris- 
tol Mountains & Mojave National Park Pro- 


Loop, 48 Acres, 


49,700 — 186=49,514—31 


(na) 63,300—162-63,138—27 


(na) 72.400 -36=72,364—6 
72,400 — 2,480=69,920 — 0=69,920—0 


(na) 80,500 -96=80,404—16 


posed—7): 

Heritage Trail, 60 Acres, Corridor—10 
Miles; 

Midhills, WSA 264, Attached Map #45, 


Desert Map #M13, (now Mojave National 
Park Proposed—2): 

Wildcat Springs Road, 36 Acres, Corridor— 
6 Miles; 

WSA Acreage 
Miles. 

Old Dad Mountains, WSA 243, Attached 
Map #49, Desert Map #M10, (now Mojave Na- 
tional Park Proposed—9): 

Mojave Road Wet Weather Loop Road, 54 
Acres, Corridor—9 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (na) 100,560—54-100,506—9 
Miles. 

Providence Mountains: WSA 263, Attached 
Map #60, Desert Map #M15: 

Barber Well Road, 12 Acres, Cherrystem, 2 
Miles; 


(na) 22.900 - 36=22,864—6 
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Beecher Canyon Road, 12 Acres, 
Cherrystem, 2 Miles; 
Summit Spring Road, 12 Acres, 


Cherrystem, 2 Miles; 

Tough Nut Spring Road, 36 Acres, Corridor, 
6 Miles; 

Whiskey Spring 
Cherrystem, 2 Miles; 

WSA Acreage (na) 
Miles. 

South Providence: 

Mountains, WSA 262, Attached Map #74, 
Desert Map #M8, (now Mojave National Park 
Proposed—7) 

Quail Spring Road, 36 Acres, Corridor, 6 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage 
Miles. 

Table Mountain, WSA 270, Attached Map 
#77, Desert Map #M17, (now Mojave National 
Park Proposed—6): 

Woods Wash Road, 24 Acres, Corridor 4 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (na) 10,000 -24-9,976, 4 Miles. 

Woods Mountain, WSA 271, Attached Map 
#81, Desert Map «M18, (now Mojave National 
Park proposed—7): 

Black Canyon Connection Road, 18 Acres, 
Corridor, 3 Miles; 

Hackberry Mountain Loop Road, 48 Acres, 
Corridor, 8 Miles; 

Watson Wash Road, 24 Acres, Corridor, 4 
Miles; 

Woods Wash Road, 36 Acres, Corridor, 6 
Miles; 

WSA Acreage (na) 79,.400—126-79,274—21 
Miles. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 
Insert in 609(b) following to the Commit- 
tees a" 

"report on the fulfillment of the obliga- 

tions of the Secretary pursuant to Section 12 
of Public Law 94-024, as amended and those 
Native American property accounts to be 
fulfilled through that act by assignment and 
the proposed methods of fulfilling such obli- 
gations, and a“ 
—In 609(c)(1) change the first "an" to a“ 
and insert the word proposed“ after "if an“ 
in the first line and after report of each 
such“ in the last line. 
Insert in 609(c)(2) 
agreements” 

“with Catellus" 
Insert in 609(e) following ''completed'" at 
the end of the first sentence 

“and a list of the Native American prop- 
erty accounts that have not been fully uti- 
lized” 

Insert in 609(f) at the beginning 

"Upon 60-day written notice by the Sec- 
retary to the holders of the Native American 
property accounts that have not been fully 
utilized." 

Add to the end of Section 202 the following: 

"Notwithstanding the foregoing, map No. 
D-19 of the Death Valley National Park 
Boundary and Wilderness proposed, shall 
conform to map No. D-19 dated, July 1993— 
referred to in S. 21 as passed by the Senate 
on April 13, 1994. 

By Mr. DUNCAN: 
—Strike Section 702 in its entirety and in- 
sert the following: 

“Sec. 702. 

Authorization of Appropriations. There are 
hereby authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out the purposes of the Act an amount 
not to exceed $36 million for all additional 
construction and operational costs over the 
next 5 years and $300 million for all land ac- 
quisition costs. No funds in excess of these 
amounts may be used for any purpose au- 
thorized under this Act without additional, 


Road, 12 Acres, 


64,400 84 64.316. 14 


(na) 25.700 -36=25,664—6 


following “exchange 
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specific authorization of an Act of Congress. 
Provided further, that operational funding 
and staffing to support new National Park 
Service responsibilities established pursuant 
to this Act may not be reallocated from any 
National Park Service area outside the State 
of California." 

Explanation: This amendment ensures that 
actual costs for this legislation (as projected 
by CBO) do not exceed the amount author- 
ized by Congress. 

By Mr. LAROCCO: 
—Page 43, line 13, strike "PARK" and insert 
PRESERVE". 
—Page 44, line 3, strike "park'" and insert 
"preserve". 
— Page 44, line 15, strike "PARK" and insert 
"preserve". 
—Page 44, line 17, strike Park“ and insert 
Preserve. 
—Page 45, line 9, strike park! and insert 
"preserve". 
—Page 45, line 24, insert (a)“ after ‘SEC. 
406." 


Page 45, line 24, strike park“ and insert 
"preserve", 
— Page 46, after line 3, insert the following: 
(b) The Secretary shall permit hunting, 
fishing, and trapping on lands and waters 
within the preserve designated by this Act in 
accordance with the applicable Federal and 
State laws except that the Secretary may 
designate areas where, and establish periods 
when, no hunting, fishing, or trapping will be 
permitted for reasons of public safety, ad- 
ministration, or compliance with provisions 
of applicable law. Except in emergencies, 
regulations closing areas to hunting, fishing, 
or trapping pursuant to this subsection shall 
be put into effect only after consultation 
with the appropriate State agency having re- 
sponsibility for fish and wildlife. Nothing in 
this Act shall be construed as affecting the 
jurisdiction or responsibilities of the States 
with respect to fish and wildlife on Federal 
lands and waters covered by this title nor 
shall anything in this Act be construed as 
authorizing the Secretary concerned to re- 
quire a Federal permit to hunt, fish, or trap 
on Federal lands and waters covered by this 
title.“. 


—Page 46, line 6, strike park“ and insert 
"preserve". 
— Page 46, line 16, strike park“ and insert 
"preserve", 
—Page 46, line 24, strike park“ and insert 
"preserve", 
—Page 47, line 7, strike park“ and insert 
"preserve." 
Page 47, line 10, strike “park” and insert 
"preserve", 
—Page 47, line 20, strike Park“ and insert 
"Preserve". 
—Page 47, line 23, strike park“ and insert 
"preserve". 
—Page 49, line 6, strike park“ and insert 
“preserve”. 
—Page 49, line 11, strike park“ and insert 
“preserve”. 
—Page 49, line 14, strike park! and insert 
“preserve”. 
—Page 50, line 4, strike Park“ and insert 
“Preserve”. 
—Page 50, line 7, strike park“ and insert 
“preserve”. 


—Page 50, line 18, strike “Park“ and insert 
“Preserve”. 


—Page 50, line 21, strike “park” and insert 


“preserve”. 
—Page 51, line 5, strike Park“ and insert 
Preserve“. 
—Page 51. line 8, strike park and insert 
"preserve". 


—Page 51, line 15, strike “park” and insert 
"preserve", 
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—Page 51, line 17, strike 
"preserve". 
— Page 51, line 20, strike 
“preserve”. 
—Page 51, line 22, strike 
"preserve". 
— Page 51, line 25, strike 
insert ''preserve-related"'. 


"park'" and insert 
"park' and insert 
"park'" and insert 


"park-related'"" and 


—Page 51, line 26, strike "park" and insert 
““preserve"’. 

—Page 52, line 4, strike park“ and insert 
“preserve”. 

—Page 52, line 13, strike park and insert 
“preserve”. 

—Page 53, line 3, strike "park" and insert 
"preserve", 

—Page 53, line 6, strike park and insert 
“preserve”. 

—Page 53, line 9, strike "park" and insert 
"preserve", 

—Page 53, line 12, strike “park” and insert 
"preserve". 

—Page 53, line 18, strike park“ and insert 
“preserve”. 

—Page 53, line 25, strike “park” and insert 
“preserve”. 

—Page 54, line 2, strike “PARK” and insert 
“PRESERVE”. 

—Page 54, line 4, strike “Park” and insert 
Preserve“. 

— Page 55, line 8, strike Park“ and insert 
Preserve“. 

—Page 59, line 5, strike wilderness or 


parks” and insert “wilderness, parks, or pre- 
serve“. 
— Page 59, line 8, strike “wilderness or 
parks“ and insert “wilderness, parks, or pre- 
serve". 
— Page 59, beginning on line 22, strike parks 
and wilderness" and insert parks, wilder- 
ness, and preserve". 
—Page 59, line 25, strike “parks and wilder- 
ness“ and insert parks, wilderness, and pre- 
serve". 
—Page 60, beginning on line 4, strike “park 
or wilderness" and insert park. wilderness, 
or preserve”. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON: 
Page 59, line 22, insert (a)“ after 606.“ 
— Page 60, after line 11, insert the following: 

(b)(1) The Secretary, in consultation with 
the Timbisha Shoshone Tribe and relevant 
Federal agencies, shall conduct a study, sub- 
ject to the availability of appropriations, to 
identify lands suitable for a reservation for 
the Timbisha Shoshone Tribe that are lo- 
cated within the Tribe's aboriginal homeland 
area. 

(2) Not later than two years after the date 
of enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall 
submit a report to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources and the Committee 
on Indian Affairs of the Senate, and the 
Committee on Natural Resources of the 
House of Representatives on the results of 
the study conducted under paragraph (1). 

— Page 62, after line 25, insert the following: 

(3) Any other Federal land, or interest 
therein, within the State of California, 
which is or becomes surplus to the needs of 
the Federal Government. The Secretary may 
exclude, in his discretion, lands located 
within or contiguous to, the exterior bound- 
aries of lands held in trust for a federally 
recognized Indian tribe located in the State 
of California. 

Page 66, after line 2, insert the following: 

(3 Any other Federal land, or interest 
therein, within the State of California, 
which is or becomes surplus to the needs of 
the Federal Government. The Secretary may 
exclude, in his discretion, lands located 
within, or contiguous to, the exterior bound- 
aries of lands held in trust for a federally 
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recognized Indian tribe located in the State 
of California. 
By Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming and Mr. 
ALLARD: 
—On page 61, after line 13, insert the follow- 
ing: 

(e) Nothing in this Act shall be construed 
to affect the operation of federally owned 
dams located on the Colorado River in the 
Lower Basin. 

(f) Nothing in this Act shall be construed 
to amend, supersede, or preempt any State 
law, Federal law, interstate compact, or 
international treaty pertaining to the Colo- 
rado River (including its tributaries) in the 
Upper Basin, including, but not limited to 
the appropriation, use, development, storage, 
regulation, allocation, conservation, expor- 
tation, or quality of those rivers. 

(g) With respect to the Havasu and Impe- 
rial wilderness areas designated by section 
111 of Title I of this Act, no rights to water 
of the Colorado River are reserved, either ex- 
pressly, impliedly, or otherwise. 

BRIEF EXPLANATION OF ALLARD-THOMAS 
AMENDMENT 

This amendment ensures that there would 
be no undesirable impact on the Colorado 
River and its operations as a consequence of 
this Act. It provides protections for the 
Upper Colorado River Basin water entitle- 
ments. It is identical to the provision that 
was included in S. 21 passed by the Senate 
and was modeled after the language included 
in the Arizona Desert Wilderness Act which 
passed in 1990. It clarifies the intent of Con- 
gress and ensures consistency in the treat- 
ment of the Colorado River with respect to 
management and water rights. 

By Mr. THOMAS of California: 
—On page 6, delete lines 13 through 22 and in- 
sert the following in lieu thereof: 

(J) Certain lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area, the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement which comprise approximately sev- 
enty-four thousand two hundred and fifty 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti- 
tled ‘Argus Range Wilderness—Proposed 1’, 
dated May 1991, and two maps entitled 
"Argus Range Wilderness—Proposed 2', dated 
January 1989, and ‘Argus Range Wilderness— 
Proposed 3', dated May 1994, and which shall 
be known as the Argus Range Wilderness." 

By Mr. DELAY: 
—Page 69, after line 23, add the following: 

TITLE VIII—REQUIREMENT FOR LAND 

DISPOSAL UPON LAND ACQUISITION 


LAND DISPOSAL UPON LAND ACQUISITION 


SEC. 801. Within one year of acquiring any 
non-Federal land or interest therein for any 
purpose of this Act, the Secretary shall dis- 
pose of all right, title, and interest in and to 
& quantity of Federal lands equal in value to 
the non-Federal land or interest acquired, as 
determined by the Secretary. 

By Mr. LEWIS of California: 
—Page 64, beginning of line 23, strike "the 
Catellus" and all that follows through * 
*Catellus')" and insert holder of private 
lands (hereafter in this section referred to as 
the landowner')“. 
— Page 65, line 3, strike Catellus“ and insert 
“the landowner". 
—Page 65, line 7, strike "Catellus" and insert 
“the landowner“. 
— Page 65, line 9, strike Catellus“ and insert 
“the landowner". 
Page 67, line 8, strike Catellus“ and insert 
“the landowner"’. 
—Page 67, line 12, strike Catellus“ and in- 
sert “private”, 
—Page 67, line 17, strike Catellus“ and in- 
sert “each landowner”. 
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—Page 67, line 19, strike Catellus“ and in- 
sert *the landowner". 

—Page 67, line 23, strike Catellus“ and in- 
sert The landowner’. 

—Page 68, line 6, strike Catellus“ and insert 
the landowner's“. 

— Page 68, line 8, strike Catellus“ and insert 
the “landowner”. 

—Page 68, line 9, strike Catellus“ and insert 
"the landowner". 

—Page [53), after line—[24], add the follow- 
ing: 

MOJAVE NATIONAL PARK ADVISORY 

COMMISSION 

SEC. 416. (a) The Secretary shall establish 
a Mojave National Park Advisory Commis- 
sion, which shall have oversight and advi- 
sory responsibilities regarding the existing 
and expansion areas of the park and which 
shall advise on the deployment and imple- 
mentation of the management plan required 
by section 411. 

(b) The advisory commission shall— 

(1) be operated under the procedures of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act; 

(2) be composed of representatives from 
major disciplines and uses within the Mojave 
National Park; 

(3) include an elected official of local gov- 
ernment for the jurisdiction within which 
the park lies; and 

(4) have membership from the ranching, 
mining, and inholders groups. 

(c) The advisory commission shall cease to 
exist ten years after the date of its establish- 
ment. 

—Page 64, strike line 22 and all that follows 
through line 9 on page 69 (all of section 609). 
—Page—[43], after line—[2], add the follow- 
ing: 
JOSHUA TREE NATIONAL PARK ADVISORY 
COMMISSION 

SEc. 308 (a) The Secretary shall establish a 
Joshua Tree National Park Advisory Com- 
mission, which shall have oversight and ad- 
visory responsibilities regarding the existing 
and expansion areas of the park and which 
shall advise on the development and imple- 
mentation of the management plan required 
by section 309. 

(b) The advisory commission shall— 

(1) be operated under the procedures of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act; 

(2) be composed of representatives from 
major disciplines and uses within the Joshua 
Tree National Park; 

(3) include an elected official of local gov- 
ernment for the jurisdiction within which 
the park lies; and 

(4) have membership from the ranching, 
mining, and inholds groups. 

(c) The advisory commission shall cease to 
exist ten years after the date of its establish- 
ment. 

GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN 


SEC. 309. Within three years of the date of 
enactment of this title, the Secretary shall 
submit to the Committee on Energy and Na- 
tional Resources of the Senate and the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources of the House of 
Representatives, a detailed and comprehen- 
sive management plan for the park. 

Page, after line—[21], add the following: 
DEATH VALLEY NATIONAL PARK ADVISORY 
COMMISSION 


SEC. 208. (a) The Secretary shall establish 
a Death Valley National Park Advisory Com- 
mission, which shall have oversight and ad- 
visory responsibilities regarding the existing 
and expansion areas of the park and which 
shall advise on the development and imple- 
mentation of the management plan required 
by section 209. 
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(b) The advisory commission shall— 

(1) be operated under the procedures of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act. 

(2) be composed of representatives from 
major disciplines and uses within the Death 
Valley, National Park; 

(3) include an elected official of local gov- 
ernment for the jurisdiction within which 
the park lies; and 

(4) have membership from the ranching. 
mining, and inholders groups. 

(c) The advisory commission shall cease to 
exist ten years after the date of its establish- 
ment. 

GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Sec. 209. Within three years of the date of 
enactment of this title, the Secretary shall 
submit to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources of the Senate and the 
Committee on Natural Resources of the 
House of Representatives, a detailed and 
comprehensive management plan for the 


park. 

—Strike all after the enacting clause and in- 
sert the following: That this Act may be 
cited as the “California Desert and Employ- 
ment Preservation Act of 1994". 

SEC. 2. The Congress finds that— 

(a) many areas of undeveloped public land 
in California and one parcel in Washoe Coun- 
ty, Nevada, administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management have outstanding natural 
characteristics that give them high value as 
wilderness and that can, if properly man- 
aged, serve as an enduring resource of wil- 
derness for the benefit of the American peo- 


ple; 

(b) it is in the national interest that these 
areas be promptly designated as components 
of the National Wilderness Preservation Sys- 
tem in order to preserve and maintain them 
as an enduring resource of wilderness to be 
managed to promote and perpetuate their 
wilderness character and their specific mul- 
tiple values for natural systems biodiversity, 
watershed preservation, wildlife habitat pro- 
tection, scenic and historic preservation, sci- 
entific research and education use, primitive 
recreation, solitude, physical and mental 
challenge, and inspiration for the benefit of 
present and future generations of the Amer- 
ican people; and 

(c) certain areas of public lands located in 
Inyo and Riverside Counties, California are 
appropriate for transfer from the Bureau of 
Land Management to the National Park 
Service as additions to the Death Valley and 
Joshua Tree National Monuments. 

Sec. 3. (a) As used in this Act, the term 
"public lands" shall have the same meaning 
as defined in section 103(e) of the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. 

(b) As used in this Act the term Sec- 
retary” means the Secretary of the Interior. 

SEC. 4. (a) In furtherance of the purposes of 
the Wilderness Act, the following public 
lands are hereby designated as wilderness, 
and therefore, as components of the National 
Wilderness Preservation System: 

(1) Certain public lands in the Bakersfield 
District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately 
fifteen thousand eight hundred and ninety- 
Seven acres, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled Owens Peak Proposal", dated June 
1988 (CA-1-026). 

(2) Certain public lands in the Bakersfield 
District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately 
ten thousand seven hundred and twenty-one 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti- 
tled Sacatar Meadows Proposal", dated 
June 1988 (CA-010-027). 

(3) Certain public lands in the Bakersfield 
District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
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California, which comprise approximately 
twenty-eight thousand two hundred and 
ninety-one acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled Southern Inyo Proposal“. 
dated June 1988 (CA-010-056). 

(4) Certain public lands in the Bakersfield 
District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately 
one thousand nine hundred and eighty-three 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti- 
tled Pinnacles Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CA-040-303). 

(5) Certain public lands in the Susanville 
District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately 
seven thousand four hundred and forty-three 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti- 
tled “Pit River Canyon Proposal", dated 
June 1988 (CA-020-103). 

(6) Certain public lands in the Susanville 
District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately 
seven thousand eight hundred and eighty- 
nine acres, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled Tunnison Mountain Proposal“. 
dated June 1988 (CA -020-311). 

(7) Certain public lands in the Susanville 
District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately 
thirty-seven thousand and fifty-five acres lo- 
cated in Lassen County, California, and five 
hundred and eighty-nine acres located in 
Washoe County, Nevada, as generally de- 
picted on a map entitled Skedaddle Pro- 
posal’, dated June 1988 (CA-020-612). How- 
ever, the designation of the Skedaddle Wil- 
derness Area will in no way be construed or 
used to restrain current or future activities 
associated with the adjacent Sierra Army 
Depot. 

(8) Certain public lands in the Susanville 
District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately 
one thousand one hundred and sixty-one 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti- 
tled “South Warner Proposal", dated June 
1988 (CA-020-708). 

(9) Certain public lands in the Ukiah Dis- 
trict of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately 
four thousand one hundred and forty-three 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti- 
tled Chemise Mountain Proposal", dated 
June 1988 (CA 050-111). 

(10) Certain public lands in the Ukiah Dis- 
trict of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately 
twenty thousand two hundred and forty- 
eight acres, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled King Range Proposal“, dated June 
1988 (CA-050-112). 

(11) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately three hundred and forty-four 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti- 
tled "Agua Tibia Proposal" dated June 1988 
(CA-060-002). 

(12) Certain public lands in the Californía 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately twenty-two thousand eight hun- 
dred and seventy-five acres, as generally de- 
picted on a map entitled “Sawtooth Moun- 
tains Proposal“, dated June 1988 (CA-060- 
024B). 

(13) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately fifteen thousand four hundred 
and eight acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled ‘Carrizo George Proposal", 
dated June 1988 (CA-060-025A). 

(14) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
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agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately four thousand three hundred 
and twenty-three acres, as generally de- 
picted on a map entitled Western Otay 
Mountain Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA- 
060-028). 

(15) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately six thousand seven hundred and 
eighty-three acres, as generally depicted on 
a map entitled “Southern Otay Mountain 
Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-060-029). 

(16) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately three hundred ninety-two thou- 
Sand six hundred forty-three acres, as gen- 
erally depicted on a map entitled ''Saline 
Valley Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
117). Of this acreage approximately thirty 
thousand two hundred and ninety-five acres 
are added to the National Park System pur- 
suant to section 4(a)(1) of this Act. 

(17) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately two thousand one hundred and 
fifty-four acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled “Lower Saline Valley Pro- 
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-117A). 

(18) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately thirty five thousand seven hun- 
dred and ninety-two acres, as generally de- 
picted on a map entitled "Little Sand Spring 
Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-119A). All 
of this acreage is hereby added to the Na- 
tional Park System pursuant to section 
4(a)(1) of this Act. 

(19) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately fifty-eight thousand three hun- 
dred and ninety-two acres, as generally de- 
picted on a map entitled "Inyo Mountains 
Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-122). 

(20) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately twenty thousand and thirty 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti- 
tled "Hunter Mountain Proposal", dated 
June 1988 (CDCA-123). 

(21) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately ninety thousand six hundred 
and twenty-six acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled ‘Panamint Dunes Pro- 
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-127). 

(22) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately fourteen thousand and seventy- 
nine acres, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled Wild Rose Canyon Proposal“, dated 
June 1988 (CDCA-134). 

(23) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately forty four thousand five hun- 
dred and thirty-six acres, as generally de- 
picted on a map entitled Slate Range Pro- 
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-142). 

(24) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately twenty three thousand four 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti- 
tled “Funeral Mountains Proposal", dated 
June 1988 (CDCA-143). Of this acreage ap- 
proximately fifteen thousand seven hundred 
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and seventy-eight acres are added to the Na- 
tional Park System pursuant to section 
4(aX1) of thís Act. 

(25) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately twenty two thousand eight hun- 
dred and eleven acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled “Greenwater Valley Pro- 
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-148). 

(26) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately seventy-nine thousand eight 
hundred and sixty-eight acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled Nopah Range 
Proposal'', dated June 1988 (CDCA-150). 

(27) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately one hundred twenty-one thou- 
sand nine hundred and twelve acres, as gen- 
erally depicted on a map entitled Owlshead 
Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CDCA-156). 

(28) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately thirty-two thousand one hun- 
dred and twenty-five acres, as generally de- 
picted on a map entitled “Little Lake Can- 
yon Proposal dated June 1988 (CDCA-157). 

(29) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately twenty-six thousand one hun- 
dred and thirteen acres, as generally de- 
picted on a map entitled ''Owens Peak Pro- 
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-158). 

(30) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately thirteen thousand nine hundred 
and eighty-six acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled El Paso Mountains Pro- 
posal“, dated June 1988 (CDCA-164). 

(31) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately twenty-nine thousand one hun- 
dred and thirteen acres, as generally de- 
picted on a map entitled Golden Valley Pro- 
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-170). 

(32) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately twenty thousand two hundred 
and ninety-one acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled “Newberry Mountains Pro- 
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-206). 

(33) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement California, which comprise approxi- 
mately seventeen thousand six hundred and 
thirty acres, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled ‘Rodman Mountains Proposal", 
dated June 1988 (CDCA-207);. 

(34) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately eleven thousand sixty-eight 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti- 
tled ‘Bighorn Mountains Proposal", dated 
June 1988 (CDCA-217);. 

(35) Certain public lands ín the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately six thousand four hundred and 
ten acres, as generally depicted on a map en- 
titled "Morongo Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CDCA-218). 

(36) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
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proximately eleven thousand one hundred 
and sixty-nine acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled Whitewater Proposal“. 
dated June 1988 (CDCA-218A ). 

(37) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately thirty-four thousand three hun- 
dred and sixty-nine acres, as generally de- 
picted on a map entitled Kinston Range 
Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-222). 

(38) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately forty-one thousand seven hun- 
dred and one acres, as generally depicted on 
a map entitled “Cinder Cones Proposal", 
dated June 1988 (CDCA -239). 

(39) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately forty-six thousand four hundred 
and five acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled ‘Kelso Dunes Proposal", dated 
June 1988 (CDCA-250). 

(40) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately forty-three thousand two hun- 
dred and thirty-two acres, as generally de- 
picted on a map entitled ''Bristol/Granite 
Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CDCA--256). 

(41) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately twenty-four thousand two hun- 
dred and thirty-eight acres, as generally de- 
picted on a map entitled "South Providence 
Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CDCA-262). 

(42) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately fifty-nine thousand six hundred 
and eighty-one acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled Providence Mountains 
Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-263). 

(43) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately forty-three thousand five hun- 
dred and nineteen acres, as generally de- 
picted on a map entitled “Castle Peaks Pro- 
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-266). 

(44) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately thirty-four thousand eight hun- 
dred and fifty-four acres, as generally de- 
picted on a map entitled Fort Piute Pro- 
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-267). 

(45) Certain public lands in the Californía 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately one hundred sixteen thousand 
four hundred and eighty acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled Turtle Moun- 
tains Proposal“, dated June 1988 (CDCA-307). 

(46) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately sixty-one thousand eight hun- 
dred and fifty-three acres, as generally de- 
picted on a map entitled “Chemehuevi 
Mountains Proposal“, dated June 1988 
(CDCA-310). 

(47) Certain public lands in the Yuma, Ari- 
zona District of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, located in California, which comprise 
approximately nine hundred and thirty-eight 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti- 
tled ‘‘Chemehuevi/Needles Addition Pro- 
posal", dated June 1988 (AZ-050-004). 
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(48) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, located in California, which com- 
prise approximately seventy two thousand 
sixty-three acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled “Whipple Mountains Proposal", 
dated June 1988 (CDCA-312). 

(49) Certain public lands in the Yuma, Ari- 
zona, District of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, located in California, which comprise 
approximately one thousand three hundred 
and forty-three acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled *‘Whipple Mountains Addi- 
tion Proposal", dated June 1988 (AZ-050-010). 

(50) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately seventy-five thousand six hun- 
dred and sixty-five acres, as generally de- 
picted on a map entitled ‘‘Palen/McCoy Pro- 
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-325). 

(51) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert Dístrict of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately fifty-two thousand seven hun- 
dred and eighty-two acres, as generally de- 
picted on a map entitled ''Coxcomb Moun- 
tains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-328). 

(52) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately fifty-one thousand four hundred 
and thirty-four acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled Eagle Mountains Pro- 
posal’’, dated June 1988 (CDCA-334). 

(53) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately forty-seven thousand one hun- 
dred and forty acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Santa Rosa Mountains 
Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA 341). 

(54) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately seven thousand one hundred and 
ninety-nine acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled ‘Mecca Hills Proposal", dated 
June 1988 (CDCA-343). 

(55) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately twenty-eight thousand two hun- 
dred and seven acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled “Orocopia Mountains Pro- 
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-344). 

(56) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately  fifty-seven thousand thirty 
acres, as generally depicted on a map enti- 
tled Chuckwalla Mountains Proposal", 
dated June 1988 (CDCA )-348). 

(57) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately thirty-one thousand four hun- 
dred and ninety-three acres, including eight 
hundred and ninety-one acres adjacent to the 
Wilderness Study Area, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Julian Wash (formerly 
Indian Pass) Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CDCA-355). 

(58) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately five thousand four hundred and 
fifty-five acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled “Gavilan (formerly Picacho 


Peak) Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
355A). 

(59) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, 


which comprise ap- 
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proximately twenty-five thousand seven 
hundred and sixteen acres, as generally de- 
picted on a map entitled "North Algodones 
Dunes Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
360). 

(60) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately twenty-six thousand one hun- 
dred and twenty-eight acres, as generally de- 
picted on a map entitled Jacumba Pro- 
posal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-368). 

(61) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately fifteen thousand three hundred 
and fifty-nine acres, as generally depicted on 
a map entitled Fish Creek Mountains Pro- 
posal”, dated June 1988 (CDCA-372). 

(62) Certain public lands in the Carson 
City, Nevada, District of the Bureau of Land 
Management, located in California, which 
comprise approximately five hundred and 
fifty acres, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled Carson Iceberg Proposal", dated 
June 1988 (NV-030-532). 

(b) The acreages cited in this Act are ap- 
proximate. In the event of discrepancies be- 
tween acreages cited in this Act and the 
acreages depicted on the referenced maps, 
the maps shall control. 

SEC. 5. As soon as practicable after enact- 
ment of this Act, a map and a legal descrip- 
tion for each designated wilderness area and 
area added to the National Park System 
shall be filed by the Secretary with the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources of 
the United States Senate and the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House 
of Representatives, and each such map and 
legal description shall have the same force 
and effect as if included in this Act: Provided, 
That correction of clerical, and cartographic 
errors in each such legal description and map 
may be made. Each such map and legal de- 
scription shall be on file and available for 
public inspection in the Offices of the Direc- 
tor and California State Director, Bureau of 
Land Management, Department of the Inte- 
rior. 

SEC. 6. (a) Subject to valid existing rights, 
each wilderness area designated by section 
4(a) of this Act shall be administered by the 
Secretary of the Interior in accordance with 
the provisions of the Wilderness Act (16 
U.S.C. 1131 et seq.) and pursuant to the rules 
and regulations promulgated in implementa- 
tion thereof. 

(b) The following lands are hereby added to 
the National Park System: 

(1) Certain public lands in the California 
Desert District of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, California, which comprise ap- 
proximately one hundred and three thousand 
eight hundred acres, as described in the Bu- 
reau of Land Management's Monument Envi- 
ronmental Impact Statement, 1989, and gen- 
erally depicted on maps entitled Proposed 
Additions to National Park System Death 
Valley National Monument, 1989, are hereby 
incorporated in, and shall be deemed to be a 
part of Death Valley National Monument. 

(2) Certain public lands which comprise ap- 
proximately four thousand eight hundred 
acres, as described in the Bureau of Land 
Management's Monument Environmental 
Impact Statement, 1989, and generally de- 
picted on a map entitled: Proposed Addition 
to National Park System Joshua Tree Na- 
tional Monument, 1989, are hereby incor- 
porated in, and shall be deemed to be a part 
of Joshua Tree National Monument. 

(c) Upon enactment of this title, the lands 
described in subsection (a) of this section, 
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are, by operation of law and without consid- 
eration, transferred to the administrative ju- 
risdiction of the National Park Service. The 
boundaries of the California Desert District; 
Death Valley National Monument and Josh- 
ua Tree National Monument are adjusted ac- 
cordingly. The areas added to the National 
Park System by this section shall be admin- 
istered in accordance with the provisions of 
law generally applicable to units of the Na- 
tional Park System. 

(d) The Secretary shall, within a reason- 
able period of time, prepare plans to manage 
each designated wilderness area. 

(e) For purposes of this Act, any reference 
in the Wilderness Act to the effective date of 
that Act shall be deemed to be a reference to 
the effective date of this Act. 

Sec. 7. Any lands within the boundaries of 
a wilderness area established by this Act 
that are acquired by the United States after 
the date of enactment of this Act shall be- 
come part of the wilderness area within 
which they are located and shall be managed 
in accordance with all the provisions of this 
Act and other laws applicable to such wilder- 
ness area. 

SEC. 8. Except as otherwise provided in this 
Act, and subject to valid existing rights, all 
Federal lands established as wilderness by 
this Act and all lands within wilderness 
areas designated by this Act which are here- 
after acquired by the United States are here- 
by withdrawn from all forms of entry, appro- 
priation, or disposal under the public lands 
laws, including the mining, mineral leasing, 
geothermal leasing. and material sales laws. 

SEC. 9. (a) Nothing in this Act designating 
lands as wilderness shall constitute or be 
construed to constitute either an express or 
implied reservation of water or water rights 
for wilderness purposes. The United States 
may acquire such water rights as it deems 
necessary to carry out its responsibilities on 
any lands designated as wilderness pursuant 
to the substantive and procedural require- 
ments of the laws of the States of California 
and Nevada as appropriate. 

(b) Nothing in this Act shall be construed 
to limit the exercise of water rights as pro- 
vided under California and Nevada State 
laws as appropriate. 

SEC. 10. (a) Military aircraft testing and 
training activities as well as demilitariza- 
tion activities in California are an important 
part of the national defense system of the 
United States, and are essential in order to 
secure for the American people of this and 
future generations an enduring and viable 
national defense system. 

(b) Nothing in this Act shall be construed 
to restrict, forbid, or interfere with demili- 
tarization activities and the overflight of 
military aircraft over areas designated in 
this Act as the components of the National 
Wilderness Preservation System. 

(c) The designation by this Act of wilder- 
ness areas in the State of California shall 
not restrict military overflights of wilder- 
ness areas for the purposes of military test- 
ing and training. 

(d) The fact that military overflights can 
be seen or heard shall not preclude such ac- 
tivities over the wilderness areas designated 
by this Act. 

(e) Nothing in this Act shall be construed 
to restrict, forbid, or interfere with demili- 
tarization activities at Sierra Army Depot 
which is located adjacent to areas designated 
in this Act as components of the National 
Wilderness Preservation System and the fact 
that such demilitarization activities can be 
detected from within the adjacent wilderness 
areas shall not preclude such activities. 
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SEC. 11. In recognition of the past use of 
portions of the wilderness areas designated 
by this Act by Indian people for traditional 
cultural and religious purposes, the Sec- 
retary shall assure access to the wilderness 
areas by Indian people for traditional cul- 
tural and religious purposes. In implement- 
ing this section, the Secretary, upon the re- 
quest of an appropriate Indian tribe or In- 
dian religious community, may from time to 
time temporarily close to general public use 
one or more specific portions of wilderness 
areas in order to protect the privacy of reli- 
gious cultural activities in such areas by In- 
dian people. Any such closure shall be made 
so as to affect the smallest practicable area 
for the minimum period necessary for such 
purposes. 

Sec. 12. The Congress finds and directs that 
all public lands in the State of California ad- 
ministered by the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment have been adequately studied for wil- 
derness designation pursuant to sections 202 
and 603 of the Federal Land Policy and Man- 
agement Act of 1976 and those lands not des- 
ignated as wilderness by this Act are no 
longer subject to the requirements contained 
in section 603 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 for management of 
wilderness study areas in a manner that does 
not impair the suitability of such areas for 
preservation as wilderness and shall be man- 
aged for their other resource values in ac- 
cordance with land management plans devel- 
oped pursuant to the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act; or as part of the Na- 
tional Park System pursuant to section 6 of 
this Act. 

SEC. 13. There are authorized to be appro- 
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Page 69, after line 23, add the following: 
TITLE VIII—MILITARY LANDS AND 
OVERFLIGHTS 

SEC. 801. SHORT TITLE AND FINDINGS 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited 
as the "California Military Lands With- 
drawal and Overflights Act of 1994. 

(b) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 

(1) military aircraft testing and training 
activities as well as demilitarization activi- 
ties in California are an important part of 
the national defense system of the United 
States, and are essential in order to secure 
for the American people of this and future 
generations an enduring and viable national 
defense system; 

(2) the National Parks and wilderness areas 
designated by this Act lie within a region 
critical to providing training, research, and 
development for the Armed Forces of the 
United States and its alllies; 

(3) there is a lack of alternative sites avail- 
able for these military training, testing. and 
research activities; 

(4) continued use of the lands and airspace 
in the California desert region is essential 
for military purposes; and 

(5) continuation of these military activi- 
ties, under appropriate terms and conditions, 
is not incompatible with the protection and 
proper management of the natural, environ- 
mental, cultural, and other resources and 
values of the Federal lands in the California 
desert area. 

SEC. 802. MILITARY OVERFLIGHTS. 

(a) OVERFLIGHTS.—Nothing in this Act, the 
Wilderness Act, or other land management 
laws generally applicable to the new units of 
the National Park or Wilderness Preserva- 
tion Systems (or any additions to existing 
units) designated by this Act, shall restrict 
or preclude low-level overflights of military 
aircraft over such units, including military 
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overflights that can be seen or heard within 
such units. 

(b) SPECIAL AIRSPACE.—Nothing in this 
Act, the Wilderness Act, or other land man- 
agement laws generally applicable to the 
new units of the National Park or Wilderness 
Preservation Systems (or any additions to 
existing units) designated by this Act, shall 
restrict or preclude the designation of new 
units of special airspace or the use or estab- 
lishment of military flight training routes 
over such new park or wilderness units. 

(c) No EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to modify, ex- 
pand, or diminish any authority under other 
Federal law. 

SEC. 803. WITHDRAWALS. 

(a) CHINA LAKE.—(1) Subject to valid exist- 
ing rights and except as otherwise provided 
in this title, the Federal lands referred to in 
paragraph (2), and all other areas within the 
boundary of such lands as depicted on the 
map specified in such paragraph which may 
become subject to the operation of the public 
land laws, are hereby withdrawn from all 
forms of appropriation under the public land 
laws (including the mining laws and the min- 
eral leasing laws). Such lands are reserved 
for use by the Secretary of the Navy for— 

(A) use as a research, development, test, 
and evaluation laboratory; 

(B) use as a range for air warfare weapons 
and weapon systems; 

(C) use as a high hazard training area for 
aerial gunnery, rocketry, electronic warfare 
and countermeasures, tactical maneuvering 
and air support; 

(D) geothermal leasing and development 
and related power production activities; and 

(E) subject to the requirements of section 
805(f), other defense-related purposes consist- 
ent with the purposes specified in this para- 
graph. 

(2) The lands referred to in paragraph (1) 
are the Federal lands located within the 
boundaries of the China Lake Naval Weapons 
Center, comprising approximately one mil- 
lion one hundred thousand acres in Inyo, 
Kern, and San Bernardino Counties, Califor- 
nia, as generally depicted on a map entitled 
"China Lake Naval Weapons Center With- 
drawal—Proposed", dated January 1985. 

(b) CHOCOLATE MOUNTAIN.—(1) Subject to 
valid existing rights and except as otherwise 
provided in this title, the Federal lands re- 
ferred to in paragraph (2), and all other areas 
within the boundary of such lands as de- 
picted on the map specified in such para- 
graph which may become subject to the oper- 
ation of the public land laws, are hereby 
withdrawn from all forms of appropriation 
under the public land laws (including the 
mining laws and the mineral leasing and the 
geothermal leasing laws). Such lands are re- 
served for use by the Secretary of the Navy 
for— 

(A) testing and training for aerial bomb- 
ing, missile firing, tactical maneuvering and 
air support; and 

(B) subject to the provisions of section 
805(f), other defense-related purposes consist- 
ent with the purposes specified in this para- 
graph. 

(2) The lands referred to in paragraph (1) 
are the Federal lands comprising approxi- 
mately two hundred twenty-six thousand 
seven hundred and eleven acres in Imperial 
County, California, as generally depicted on 
a map entitled Chocolate Mountain Aerial 
Gunnery Range Proposed—Withdrawal" 
dated July 1993. 

SEC. 804, MAPS AND LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS. 

(a) PUBLICATION. AND FILING REQUIRE- 

MENT.—As soon as practicable after the date 
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of enactment of this title, the Secretary 
shall— 

(1) publish in the Federal Register a notice 
containing the legal description of the lands 
withdrawn and reserved by this title; and 

(2) file maps and the legal description of 
the lands withdrawn and reserved by this 
title with the Committee on Energy and Nat- 
ural Resources of the United States Senate 
and with the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources of the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

(b) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—Such maps 
and legal descriptions shall have the same 
force and effect as if they were included in 
this title except that the Secretary may cor- 
rect clerical and typographical errors in such 
maps and legal descriptions. 

(c) AVAILABILITY FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION.— 
Copies of such maps and legal descriptions 
Shall be available for public inspection in the 
appropriate offices of the Bureau of Land 
Management; the office of the commander of 
the Naval Weapons Center, China Lake, Cali- 
fornia; the office of the commanding officer, 
Marine Corps Air Station, Yuma, Arizona; 
and the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 
Washington, District of Columbia. 

(d) REIMBURSEMENT.— The Secretary of De- 
fense shall reimburse the Secretary for the 
cost of implementing this section. 

SEC. 805. MANAGEMENT OF WITHDRAWN LANDS. 

(a) MANAGEMENT BY THE SECRETARY OF THE 
INTERIOR.—(1) Except as provided in sub- 
section (g), during the period of the with- 
drawal the Secretary shall manage the lands 
withdrawn under section 803 of this title pur- 
suant to the Federal Land Policy and Man- 
agement Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) 
and other applicable law, including this title. 

(2) To the extent consistent with applica- 
ble law and Executive orders, the lands with- 
drawn under section 808 may be managed in 
amanner permitting— 

(A) the continuation of grazing pursuant to 
applicable law and Executive orders were 
permitted on the date of enactment of this 
title; 

(B) protection of wildlife and wildlife habi- 
tat; 

(C) control of predatory and other animals; 

(D) recreation (but only on lands with- 
drawn by section 803(a) (relating to China 
Lake); 

(E) the prevention and appropriate sup- 
pression of brush and range fires resulting 
from nonmilitary activities; and 

(F) geothermal leasing and development 
and related power production activities on 
the lands withdrawn under section 803(a) (re- 
lating to China Lake). 

(3)(A) All nonmilitary use of such lands, in- 
cluding the use described in paragraph (2), 
Shall be subject to such conditions and re- 
strictions as may be necessary to permit the 
military use of such lands for the purposes 
specified in or authorized pursuant to this 
title. 

(B) The Secretary may issue any lease, 
easement, right-of-way, or other authoriza- 
tion with respect to the nonmilitary use of 
such lands only with the concurrence of the 
Secretary of the Navy. 

(b) CLOSURE TO PUBLIC.—(1) If the Sec- 
retary of the Navy determines that military 
operations, public safety, or national secu- 
rity require the closure to public use of any 
road, trail, or other portion of the lands 
withdrawn by this title, the Secretary may 
take such action as the Secretary deter- 
mines necessary or desirable to effect and 
maintain such closure. 

(2) Any such closure shall be limited to the 
minimum areas and periods which the Sec- 
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retary of the Navy determines are required 
to carry out this subsection. 

(3) Before and during any closure under 
this subsection, the Secretary of the Navy 
shall— 

(A) keep appropriate warning notices post- 
ed; and 

(B) take appropriate steps to notify the 
public concerning such closures. 

(c) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The Secretary 
(after consultation with the Secretary of the 
Navy) shall develop a plan for the manage- 
ment of each area withdrawn under section 
803 of this title during the period of such 
withdrawal. Each plan shall— 

(1) be consistent with applicable law; 

(2) be subject to conditions and restrictions 
specified in subsection (a)(3); 

(3) include such provisions as may be nec- 
essary for proper management and protec- 
tion of the resources and values of such area; 
and 

(4) be developed not later than three years 
after the date of enactment of this title. 

(d) BRUSH AND RANGE FIRES.—The Sec- 
retary of the Navy shall take necessary pre- 
cautions to prevent and suppress brush and 
range fires occurring within and outside the 
lands withdrawn under section 803 as a result 
of military activities and may seek assist- 
ance from the Bureau of Land Management 
in the suppression of such fires, The memo- 
randum of understanding required by sub- 
section (e) shall provide for Bureau of Land 
Management assistance in the suppression of 
such fires, and for a transfer of funds from 
the Department of the Navy to the Bureau of 
Land Management as compensation for such 
assistance. 

(e) MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING.—(1) 
The Secretary and the Secretary of the Navy 
shall (with respect to each land withdrawal 
under section 803 of this title) enter into a 
memorandum of understanding to imple- 
ment the management plan developed under 
subsection (c). Any such memorandum of un- 
derstanding shall provide that the Director 
of the Bureau of Land Management shall 
provide assistance in the suppression of fires 
resulting from the military use of lands 
withdrawn under section 803 if requested by 
the Secretary of the Navy. 

(2) The duration of any such memorandum 
shall be the same as the period of the with- 
drawal of the lands under section 803. 

(f) ADDITIONAL MILITARY  USES.—Lands 
withdrawn under section 803 of this title may 
be used for defense-related uses other than 
those specified in such section. The Sec- 
retary of Defense shall promptly notify the 
Secretary in the event that the lands with- 
drawn by this title will be used for defense- 
related purposes other than those specified 
in section 803. Such notification shall indi- 
cate the additional use or uses involved, the 
proposed duration of such uses, and the ex- 
tent to which such additional military uses 
of the withdrawn lands will require that ad- 
ditional or more stringent conditions or re- 
strictions be imposed on otherwise-per- 
mitted nonmilitary uses of the withdrawn 
land or portions thereof. 

(g) MANAGEMENT OF CHINA LAKE.—(1) The 
Secretary may assign the management re- 
sponsibility for the lands withdrawn under 
section 803(a) to the Secretary of the Navy 
who shall manage such lands, and issue 
leases, easements, rights-of-way, and other 
authorizations, in accordance with this title 
and cooperative management arrangements 
between the Secretary and the Secretary of 
the Navy: Provided, That nothing in this sub- 
section shall affect geothermal leases issued 
by the Secretary prior to the date of enact- 
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ment of this title, or the responsibility of 
the Secretary to administer and manage 
such leases, consistent with the provisions of 
this section. In the case that the Secretary 
assigns such management responsibility to 
the Secretary of the Navy before the devel- 
opment of the management plan under sub- 
section (c), the Secretary of the Navy (after 
consultation with the Secretary) shall de- 
velop such management plan. 

(2) The Secretary shall be responsible for 
the issuance of any lease, easement, right-of- 
way, and other authorization with respect to 
any activity which involves both the lands 
withdrawn under section 803({a) and any 
other lands, Any such authorization shall be 
issued only with the consent of the Sec- 
retary of the Navy and, to the extent that 
such activity involves lands withdrawn 
under section 803(a), shall be subject to such 
conditions as the Secretary of the Navy may 
prescribe. 

(3) The Secretary of the Navy shall prepare 
and submit to the Secretary an annual re- 
port on the status of the natural and cul- 
tural resources and values of the lands with- 
drawn under section 803(a) The Secretary 
shall transmit such report to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources of the 
United States Senate and the Committee on 
Natural Resources of the United States 
House of Representatives. 

(4) The Secretary of the Navy shall be re- 
sponsible for the management of wild horses 
and burros located on the lands withdrawn 
under section 803(a) and may utilize heli- 
copters and motorized vehicles for such pur- 
poses. Such management shall be in accord- 
ance with laws applicable to such manage- 
ment on public lands and with an appro- 
priate memorandum of understanding be- 
tween the Secretary and the Secretary of the 
Navy. 

(5) Neither this title nor any other provi- 
sion of law shall be construed to prohibit the 
Secretary from issuing and administering 
any lease for the development and utiliza- 
tion of geothermal steam and associated geo- 
thermal resources on the lands withdrawn 
under section 803(a) pursuant to the Geo- 
thermal Steam Act of 1970 (30 U.S.C. 1001 et 
seq.) and other applicable law, but no such 
lease shall be issued without the concurrence 
of the Secretary of the Navy. 

(6) This title shall not affect the geo- 
thermal exploration and development au- 
thority of the Secretary of the Navy under 
section 2689 of title 10, United States Code, 
except that the Secretary of the Navy shall 
obtain the concurrence of the Secretary be- 
fore taking action under that section with 
respect to the lands withdrawn under section 
803(a). 

(7) Upon the expiration of the withdrawal 
or relinquished or China Lake, Navy con- 
tracts for the development of geothermal re- 
Sources at China Lake then in effect (as 
amended or renewed by the Navy after the 
date of enactment of this title) shall remain 
in effect: Provided, That the Secretary, with 
the consent of the Secretary of the Navy, 
may offer to substitute a standard geo- 
thermal lease for any such contract. 

SEC. 806. DURATION OF WITHDRAWALS. 

(a) DURATION.—The withdrawals and res- 
ervations established by this title shall ter- 
minate twenty-five years after the date of 
enactment of this title. 

(b) DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATE- 
MENT.—No later than twenty-two years after 
the date of enactment of this titles, the Sec- 
retary of the Navy shall publish a draft envi- 
ronmental impact statement concerning 
continued or renewed withdrawal of any por- 
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tion of the lands withdrawn by this title for 
which that Secretary intends to seek such 
continued or renewed withdrawal. Such draft 
environmental impact statement shall be 
consistent with the requirements of the Na- 
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) applicable to such a draft 
environmental impact statement. Prior to 
the termination date specified in subsection 
(a) the Secretary of the Navy shall hold a 
public hearing on any draft environmental 
impact statement published pursuant to this 
section. Such hearing shall be held in the 
State of California in order to receive public 
comments on the alternatives and other 
matters included in such draft environ- 
mental impact statement. 

(c) EXTENSIONS OR RENEWALS.—The with- 
drawals established by this title may not be 
extended or renewed except by an Act or 
joint resolution of Congress. 

SEC. 807. ONGOING DECONTAMINATION. 

(a) PROGRAM.—Throughout the duration of 
the withdrawals made by this title, the Sec- 
retary of the Navy, to the extend funds are 
made available, shall maintain a program of 
decontamination of lands withdrawn by this 
title at least at the level of decontamination 
activities performed on such lands in fiscal 
year 1986. 

(b) REPORTS.—At the same time as the 
President transmits to the Congress the 
President's proposed budget for the first fis- 
cal year beginning after the date of enact- 
ment of this title and for each subsequent 
fiscal year, the Secretary of the Navy shall 
transmit to the Committees on Appropria- 
tions, Armed Services, and Energy and Natu- 
ral Resources of the United States Senate 
and to the Committee on Appropriations, 
Armed Services, and Natural Resources of 
the United States House of Representatives a 
description of the decontamination efforts 
undertaken during the previous fiscal year 
on such lands and the decontamination ac- 
tivities proposed for such lands during the 
next fiscal year including— 

(1) amounts appropriated and obligated or 
expended for decontamination of such lands; 

(2) the methods used to decontaminate 
such lands; 

(3) amount and types of contaminants re- 
moved from such lands; 

(4) estimated types and amounts of resid- 
ual contamination on such lands; and 

(5) an estimate of the costs for full con- 
tamination of such lands and the estimate of 
the time to complete such decontamination. 
SEC. 808. REQUIREMENTS FOR RENEWAL. 

(a) NOTICE AND FILING.—(1) No later than 
three years prior to the termination of the 
withdrawal and reservation established by 
this title, the Secretary of the Navy shall ad- 
vise the Secretary as to whether or not the 
Secretary of the Navy will have a continuing 
military need for any of the lands withdrawn 
under section 803 after the termination date 
of such withdrawal and reservation. 

(2) If the Secretary of the Navy concludes 
that there will be a continuing military need 
for any of such lands after the termination 
date, the Secretary of the Navy shall file an 
application for extension of the withdrawal 
and reservation of such needed lands in ac- 
cordance with the regulations and proce- 
dures of the Department of the Interior ap- 
plicable to the extension of withdrawals of 
lands for military uses. 

(3) If, during the period of withdrawal and 
reservation, the Secretary of the Navy de- 
cides to relinquish all or any of the lands 
withdrawn and reserved by this title, the 
Secretary of the Navy shall file a notice of 
intention to relinquish with the Secretary. 
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(b) CONTAMINATION.—(1) Before transmit- 
ting a notice of intention to relinquish pur- 
suant to subsection (a), the Secretary of De- 
fense, acting through the Department of the 
Navy, shall prepare a written determination 
concerning whether and to what extent the 
lands that are to be relinquished are con- 
taminated with explosive, toxic, or other 
hazardous materials. 

(2) A copy of such determination shall be 
transmitted with the notice of intention to 
relinquish. 

(3) Copies of both the notice of intention to 
relinquish and the determination concerning 
the contaminated state of the lands shall be 
published in the Federal Register by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior. 

(c) DECONTAMINATION.—If any land which is 
the subject of a notice of intention to relin- 
quish pursuant to subsection (a) is contami- 
nated, and the Secretary, in consultation 
with the Secretary of the Navy, determines 
that decontamination is practicable and eco- 
nomically feasible (taking into consideration 
the potential future use and value of the 
land) and that upon decontamination, the 
land could be opened to operation of some or 
all of the public land laws, including the 
mining laws, the Secretary of the Navy shall 
decontaminate the land to the extent that 
funds are appropriated for such purpose. 

(d) ALTERNATIVES.—If the Secretary, after 
consultation with the Secretary of the Navy, 
concludes that decontamination of any land 
which is the subject of a notice of intention 
to relinquish pursuant to subsection (a) is 
not practicable or economically feasible, or 
that the land cannot be decontaminated suf- 
ficiently to be opened to operation of some 
or all of public land laws, or if Congress does 
not appropriate a sufficient amount of funds 
for the decontamination of such land, the 
Secretary shall not be required to accept the 
land proposed for relinquishment. 

(e) STATUS OF CONTAMINATED LANDS.—If, 
because of their contaminated state, the 
Secretary declines to accept jurisdiction 
over lands withdrawn by this title which 
have been proposed for relinquishment, or if 
at the expiration of the withdrawal made by 
this title the Secretary determines that 
some of the lands withdrawn by this title are 
contaminated to an extent which prevents 
opening such contaminated lands to oper- 
ation of the public land laws— 

(1) the Secretary of the Navy shall take ap- 
propriate steps to warn the public of the con- 
taminated state of such lands and any risks 
associated with entry onto such lands; 

(2) after the expiration of the withdrawal, 
the Secretary of the Navy shall undertake no 
activities on such lands except in connection 
with decontamination of such lands; and 

(3) the Secretary of the Navy shall report 
to the Secretary and to the Congress con- 
cerning the status of such lands and all ac- 
tions taken in furtherance of this subsection. 

(f) REVOCATION AUTHORITY.—Notwithstand- 
ing any other provision of law, the Sec- 
retary, upon deciding that it is in the public 
interest to accept jurisdiction over lands 
proposed for relinquishment pursuant to sub- 
section (a), is authorized to revoke the with- 
ürawal and reservation established by this 
title as it applies to such lands. Should the 
decision be made to revoke the withdrawal 
and reservation, the Secretary shall publish 
in the Federal Register an appropriate order 
which shall— 

(1) terminate the withdrawal and reserva- 
tion; 

(2) constitute official acceptance of full ju- 
risdiction over the lands by the Secretary; 
and 
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(3) state the date upon which the lands will 
be opened to the operation of some or all of 
the public lands law, including the mining 
laws. 

SEC. 809. DELEGABILITY. 

(a) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE.—The func- 
tions of the Secretary of Defense or the Sec- 
retary of the Navy under this title may be 
delegated. 

(b) DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR.—The 
functions of the Secretary under this title 
may be delegated, except that an order de- 
Scribed in section 808(f) may be approved and 
signed only by the Secretary, the Under Sec- 
retary of the Interior, or an Assistant Sec- 
retary of the Department of the Interior. 
SEC. 810. HUNTING, FISHING, AND TRAPPING. 

All hunting, fishing, and trapping on the 
lands withdrawn by this title shall be con- 
ducted in accordance with the provisions of 
section 2671 of title 10, United States Code. 
SEC. 811. IMMUNITY OF UNITED STATES. 

The United States and all departments or 
agencies thereof shall be held harmless and 
shall not be liable for any injury or damage 
to persons or property suffered in the course 
of any geothermal leasing or other author- 
ized nonmilitary activity conducted on lands 
described in section 803 of this title. 

SEC. 812. EL CENTRO RANGES. 

The Secretary is authorized to permit the 
Secretary of the Navy to use until January 1, 
1997, the approximately forty-four thousand 
eight hundred and seventy acres of public 
lands in Imperial County, California, known 
as the East Mesa and West Mesa ranges, in 
accordance with the Memorandum of Under- 
standing dated June 29, 1987, between the Bu- 
reau of Land Management, the Bureau of 
Reclamation, and the Department of the 
Navy. All military uses of such lands shall 
cease on January 1, 1997, unless authorized 
by a subsequent Act of Congress. 

—At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 
“SEC. 703. JOB CREATION. 

"The Secretary may, in consultation with 
the Secretary of Labor, waive any provision 
of this Act, in whole or in part, which causes 
substantial unemployment.” 

Explanation: This amendment allows the 
Secretary to waive any provision of this act 
which causes substantial unemployment. 
At the end of the bill, insert the following 
new section: 

“SEC. 703. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act shall take effect in the fiscal year 
following the first fiscal year after date of 
enactment of this Act in which Federal reve- 
nues are equal to or greater than Federal ex- 
penditures.“ 

Explanation: This amendment delays the 
bill's effective date until the federal budget 
is balanced. 

—At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

“SEC. 703. REQUIREMENT OF LAND DISPOSAL 
UPON LAND ACQUISITION. 

Within one year of acquiring any non-fed- 
eral lands or interests therein for any pur- 
pose of this Act, the Secretary shall dispose 
of all right, title and interest in and to à 
quantity of federal lands equal in value to 
the non-federal lands or interest acquired, as 
determined by the Secretary. The Secretary 
shall not dispose of any wilderness areas, 
wilderness study areas or lands owned by the 
National Park Service for the purposes of 
this section." 

—At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 
“SECTION 703. LAND APPRAISAL. 

Lands and interests in lands acquired pur- 

suant to this act shall be appraised for their 
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highest and best use without regard to the 
presence of a species listed as threatened or 
endangered pursuant to the Endangered Spe- 
cies Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.)"" 

Explanation: This amendment would pre- 
vent appraisals on inholdings from taking 
into account the presence of a threatened or 
endangered species. 

—On page 46, delete lines 23-26, and replace 
with the following: 

"SEC. 409. (a) Grazing of domestic livestock 
on lands within the park shall continue in 
perpetuity pursuant to the same laws and 
regulations applicable on the date of enact- 
ment. The Bureau of Land Management shall 
continue to administer this activity.” 

Explanation: This amendment continues 
existing grazing allotments in the Mojave 
National Park in perpetuity and continues 
BLM adminsitration the grazing program. 
—At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

*SECTION 703. FOREIGN MINERAL DEPENDENCE. 

The Secretary shall waive any provision of 
this Act, in whole or in part, if such provi- 
sion is determined to require importation of 
any mineral from any foreign nation in ex- 
cess of 90 percent of 1992 domestic consump- 
tion. Such determination shall be made 
within one year of enactment of this Act by 
the Director of the Bureau of Mines, Depart- 
ment of the Interior, who shall consider all 
alternatives for these minerals.” 

—At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 
“SECTION 703. FOREIGN MINERAL DEPENDENCE. 

The Secretary shall waive any provision of 
this Act, in whole or in part, if such provi- 
sion is determined to require importation of 
any mineral from any foreign nation in ex- 
cess of 80 percent of 1992 domestic consump- 
tion. Such determination shall be made 
within one year of enactment of this Act by 
the Director of the Bureau of Mines, Depart- 
ment of the Interior, who shall consider all 
alternatives for these minerals.“ 

—At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 
“SECTION 703. FOREIGN MINERAL DEPENDENCE. 

The Secretary shall waive any provision of 
this Act, in whole or in part, if such provi- 
sion is determined to require importation of 
any mineral from any foreign nation in ex- 
cess of 70 percent of 1992 domestic consump- 
tion. Such determination shall be made 
within one year of enactment of this Act by 
the Director of the Bureau of Mines, Depart- 
ment of the Interior, who shall consider all 
alternatives for these minerals." 

— On page 53, insert a period after the word 
"thereof" on line 20 and delete lines 21-16." 

Explanation: This amendment would pro- 
hibit the Secretary from using condemnation 
to acquire lands within the Mojave National 
Park. 

—At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 
*SEC. 703. REGULATORY RELIEF. 

The Secretary shall, upon petition from an 
entity impacted adversely by any regula- 
tions promulgated by this Act, notify the 
agencies and bureaus involved with promul- 
gating and administering those regulations 
and suggest to those agencies and bureaus 
that regulations be waived which interfere 
with reasonable economic uses of the lands 
involved. Nothing in this section shall affect 
the ability of the Secretary to carry out his 
duties otherwise provided by law." 

Explanation: 'This amendment creates 
within the Office of the Secretary a place 
where parties adversely impacted by this Act 
can seek regulatory relief. 
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—At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 
“SECTION 703. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act shall take effect when the Na- 
tional Park Service has reduced the nation- 
wide backlog of land acquisition by 50 per- 
cent. The scope of the backlog shall be deter- 
mined as of the date of enactment of this 
Act, by the Director of the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget, and shall certify when the 
backlog has been reduced by the require- 
ments of this section." 

—On page 53, after line 24, insert the follow- 

ing: 

SEC. 416. NO ADVERSE EFFECT ON LAND UNTIL 
ACQUIRED. 

With the exception of lands owned by the 
California State Lands Commission and the 
Catellus Development Corporation, the own- 
ers of all lands acquired pursuant to this Act 
and the Wilderness Act or their designees 
shall be entitled to full use and enjoyment of 
such lands and nothing in the Act shall be— 

(1) eonstrued to impose any limitation 
upon any otherwise lawful use of these lands 
by the owners thereof or their designees. 

(2) construed as authority to defer the sub- 
mission, review, approval or implementation 
of any land use permit or similar plan with 
respect to any portion of such lands, or 

(3) construed to grant a cause of action 
against the owner thereof or their designee, 
except to the extent that the owners thereof 
or their designees may, of their own accord, 
agree to defer some or all lawful enjoyment 
and use of any such lands for a certain period 
of time. 

—On page 69, line 10, after Section 609 insert 
the following new section: 
“ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT 

SEC. 610. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this Act, lands in the State of 
California designated in sections 102, 402, and 
501 of this Act shall not be designated as wil- 
derness or established as a national park or 
monument unless— 

(1) the Secretary has prepared an economic 
impact analysis with respect to each land 
designation; 

(2) the Secretary determines, based on that 
analysis, that the environmental] benefits of 
each land designation outweigh the eco- 
nomic costs of each land designation; and 

(3) the Secretary publishes an economic 
impact statement describing the findings of 
that analysis. 

(bi) The Secretary shall perform an eco- 
nomic impact analysis in accordance with 
this paragraph with respect to each land des- 
ignation in sections 102, 402, and 501. 

(2) An economic impact analysis under this 
paragraph shall include the following: 

(A) The economic consequences of each 
land designation, including aggregate statis- 
tical data which indicates— 

(i) identifiable and potential job losses or 
diminishments resulting from a designation. 

(ii) identifiable losses or diminishments in 
the value of real property resulting from a 
designation; and 

(iii) losses or diminishments in the value 
of business enterprises resulting from a des- 
ignation. 

(B) The effect that a designation will have 
on revenues received by the Federal Govern- 
ment or by State and local governments, in- 
cluding any revenue losses attributable to 
losses or diminishments in value described in 
clause (i). 

(C) The effects that a designation will have 
on outlays by Federal, State, and local gov- 
ernments, including— 

(i) effects on payments made pursuant to 
paragraph (1). 
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(ii) effects on expenditures required for 
Federal unemployment compensation, aid to 
families with dependent children, Medicaid, 
and other Federal. State, and local pro- 


grams. 

(iii) the effect that a designation will have 
on the competitive position of any individual 
business or aggregate industry affected by a 
designation, determíned jointly with the 
Secretary of Commerce, and 

(iv) any other potential economic, budg- 
etary, or ecological effects that the Sec- 
retary considers appropriate. 

(c) Not later than one year after the date 
of enactment, the Secretary shall determine, 
based on the analysis performed under para- 
graph (2) whether the economic costs of 
each designation outweigh the environ- 
mental benefits of each designation. 

(d) In implementing this Act with respect 
to each land designation in subsections 102, 
402, and 501, the Secretary shall limit losses 
incurred by persons as a result of each land 
designation. 

(e) The Secretary shall pay to any person 
who incurs an economic loss as a result of a 
land designation the amount of that loss, in- 
cluding— 

(1) any diminishment in the value of tan- 
gible or intangible property, and 

(2) any loss resulting from the loss or di- 
minishment of a job. 

(f) The Secretary shall issue regulations 
establishing procedures for obtaining pay- 
ments under this subsection. 

(g) A person may not recover any amount 
under this subsection for any de minimis or 
wholly speculative loss. 

(h) Any denial by the Secretary of an ap- 
plication for payment under this subsection 
may be appealed in the appropriate Federal 
district court of the United States, including 
any determination by the Secretary that a 
person is ineligible for payment by reason of 
paragraph (3). 

(i) Any person (including any State or 
local governmental entity) may intervene in 
any proceeding under this subsection for the 
purpose of assisting the Secretary in issuing 
payments under this subsection to individ- 
uals or businesses who suffer demonstrable 
loss as a result of a land designation. 

By Mr. LEHMAN: 
—Page 47, line 19, Section 410(a)(1), after 
"Southern California Edison Company," add 
"jts successors or assigns," 
—Amend Section 402 (relating to Establish- 
ment of the Mojave National Park) of bill to 
read as follows: 

"Sec. 402. There is hereby established the 
Mojave National Park, comprising approxi- 
mately one million four hundred nineteen 
thousand eight hundred acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled Mojave National 
Park Boundary—Proposed'" dated May 17, 
1994, which shall be on file and available for 
inspection in the appropriate offices of the 
Director of the National Park Service, De- 
partment of the Interior." 

In Section 103, insert (a) before section and 
create a new subsection (b) to read as fol- 
lows: 

(b) Wildlife Management.—In furtherance 
of the purposes of the Wilderness Act, man- 
agement activities to maintain or restore 
fish and wildlife populations and the habi- 
tats to support such populations may be car- 
ried out within wilderness areas designated 
by this title, where consistent with relevant 
wilderness management plans, in accordance 
with appropriate policies and guidelines, as 
set forth in section 101(h) of Public Law 101- 
628. 
(c) Law Enforcement Border Activities.— 
(1) Nothing in this title, including the des- 
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ignation as wilderness of lands within the 
Jacumba Wilderness, Coyote Mountains Wil- 
derness, and Fish Creek Mountains Wilder- 
ness designated in section 102 of this Act, 
shall be construed as— 

(A) precluding or otherwise affecting con- 
tinued border operations by the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service, the Drug En- 
forcement Administration, or the United 
States Customs Service within such wilder- 
ness areas, in accordance with any applicable 
interagency agreements in effect on the date 
of enactment of this Act; or 

(B) precluding the Attorney General of the 
United States or the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury from entering into new or renewed 
agreements with the Secretary concerning 
Immigration and Naturalization Service, 
Drug Enforcement Administration, or United 
States Custom Service border operations 
within such wilderness areas, consistent 
with management of the wilderness areas for 
the purpose for which such wilderness areas 
were established, and in accordance with the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.). 

(2)(A) Within six months after the date of 
enactment of this title, the Secretary, in 
consultation with the Secretary of the 
Treasury and the Attorney General of the 
United States, shall review all regulations 
and policies relating to law enforcement ac- 
tivities within the wilderness areas referred 
to in paragraph (1) to ensure that such regu- 
lations provide Federal law enforcement 
agencies with adequate authority to engage 
in law enforcement activities within such 
wilderness areas. 

(B) Upon completion of the review referred 
to in subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall 
notify the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources of the United States Senate and 
the Committee on Natural Resources of the 
United States House of Representatives on 
the adequacy of existing authority for Fed- 
eral law enforcement agencies to engage in 
law enforcement activities within such wil- 
derness areas. 

—In Subsection 103, insert (a) before section 
and create a new subsection (b) to read as 
follows: 

(b) Wildlife Management.—In furtherance 
of the purposes of the Wilderness Act, man- 
agement activities to maintain or restore 
fish and wildlife populations and the habi- 
tats to support such populations may be car- 
ried out within wilderness areas designated 
by this title, where consistent with relevant 
wilderness management plans, in accordance 
with appropriate policies and guidelines, as 
set forth in section 101(h) of Public Law 101- 
628. 

(c) Law Enforcement Border Activities.— 
(1) Nothing in this title, including the des- 
ignation as wilderness of lands within the 
Jacumba Wilderness, Coyote Mountains Wil- 
derness, and Fish Creek Mountains Wilder- 
ness designated in section 102 of this Act, 
shall be construed as— 

(A) precluding or otherwise affecting con- 
tinued border operations by the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service, the Drug En- 
forcement Administration, or the United 
States Customs Service within such wilder- 
ness areas, in accordance with any applicable 
interagency agreements in effect on the date 
of enactment of this Act; or 

(B) precluding the Attorney General of the 
United States or the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury from entering into new or renewed 
agreements with the Secretary concerning 
Immigration and Naturalization Service, 
Drug Enforcement Administration, or United 
States Custom Service border operations 
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within such wilderness areas, consistent 
with management of the wilderness areas for 
the purpose of which such wilderness areas 
were established, and in accordance with the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.). 

(C) precluding or otherwise affecting aerial 
or motor vehicle access utilized by state and 
local law enforcement agencies required for 
hot pursuit, search and rescue operations, or 
other emergency response in accordance 
with provisions of the Wilderness Act. 

(2«A) Within six months after the date of 
enactment of this title, the Secretary, in 
consultation with the Secretary of the 
Treasury and the Attorney General of the 
United States, shall review all regulations“ 
and policies relating to law enforcement ac- 
tivities within the wilderness areas referred 
to in paragraph (1) to ensure that such regu- 
lations provide Federal law enforcement 
agencies with adequate authority to engage 
in law enforcement activities within such 
wilderness areas. 

(B) Upon completion of the review referred 
to in subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall 
notify the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources of the United States Senate and 
the Committee on Natural Resources of the 
United States House of Representatives on 
the adequacy of existing authority for Fed- 
eral law enforcement agencies to engage in 
law enforcement activities within such wil- 
derness areas. 

—In section 103, make a new subsection (a) 
for existing text and insert new subsections 
(b) and (c): 

(b) Wildlife Management.—In furtherance 
of the purposes of the Wilderness Act, man- 
agement activities to maintain or restore 
fish and wildlife populations and the habi- 
tats to support such populations may be car- 
ried out within wilderness areas designated 
by this title, where consistent with relevant 
wilderness management plans, in accordance 
with appropriate policies and guidelines, as 
set forth in section 101(h) of Public Law 101- 
628. 
(c) Law Enforcement Border Activities.— 
Nothing in this Act, including the designa- 
tion as wilderness of lands within the Coy- 
ote, Fish Creek Mountains, and Jacumba 
wilderness areas designated in section 102 of 
this Act, the Wilderness Act, or other land 
management laws generally applicable to 
such areas, shall restrict or preclude contin- 
ued law enforcement and border operations 
within such areas, including the use of motor 
vehicles and aircraft by the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service, the Drug Enforce- 
ment Administration, the United States Cus- 
toms Service, or State and local law enforce- 
ment agencies in such manner and subject to 
such restrictions as may be determined by 
the Attorney General of the United States or 
Secretary of the Treasury, as appropriate, in 
consultation with the Secretary. 

— Page 69, after line 23, add the following: 
TITLE VIII—PROTECTION OF BODIE 
BOWL 

SEC. 801. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘Bodie Pro- 
tection Act of 1994". 

SEC. 802, FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that— 

(1) the historic Bodie gold mining district 
in the State of California is the site of the 
largest and best preserved authentic ghost 
town in the Western United States; 

(2) the Bodie Bowl area contains important 
natural, historical, and aesthetic resources; 

(3) Bodie was designated a National Histor- 
ical Landmark in 1961 and a California State 
Historic Park in 1962, is listed on the Na- 
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tional Register of Historic Places, and is in- 
cluded in Federal Historic American 
Buildings Survey; 

(4) nearly 200,000 persons visit Bodie each 
year, providing the local economy with im- 
portant annual tourism revenues; 

(5) the town of Bodie is threatened by pro- 
posals to explore and extract minerals: min- 
ing in the Bodie Bowl area may have adverse 
physical and aesthetic impacts on Bodie's 
historical integrity, cultural values, and 
ghosttown character as well as on its rec- 
reational values and the area's flora and 
fauna; 

(6) the California State Legislature, on 
September 4, 1990, requested the President 
and the Congress to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to protect the ghosttown char- 
acter, ambience, historic building, and sce- 
nic attributes of the town of Bodie and near- 
by areas; 

(1) the California State Legislature also re- 
quested the Secretary, if necessary to pro- 
tect the Bodie Bowl area, to withdraw the 
Federal lands within the area from all forms 
of mineral entry and patent; 

(8) the National Park Service listed Bodie 
as priority one endangered National Historic 
Landmark in its fiscal year 1990 and 1991 re- 
port to Congress entitled ‘Threatened and 
Damaged National Historic Landmarks" and 
recommended protection of the Bodie area; 
and 

(9) it is necessary and appropriate to pro- 
vide that all Federal lands within the Bodie 
Bowl area are not subject to location, entry, 
and patent under the mining laws of the 
United States, subject to valid existing 
rights, and to direct the Secretary to consult 
with the Governor of the State of California 
before approving any mining activity plan 
within the Bodie Bowl. 

SEC. 803. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title: 

(1) The term Bodie Bowl" means the Fed- 
eral lands and interests in lands within the 
area generally depicted on the map referred 
to in section 804(a). 

(2) The term mineral activities" means 
any activity involving mineral prospecting, 
exploration, extraction, wiling, 
beneficiation, processing, and reclamation. 

(3) The term "Secretary" means the Sec- 
retary of the Interior. 

SEC. 804. APPLICABILITY OF MINERAL MINING, 
LEASING AND DISPOSAL LAWS. 

(a) RESTRICTION.—Subject to valid existing 
rights, after the date of enactment of this 
title Federal lands and interests in lands 
within the area generally depicted on the 
map entitled Bodie Bowl" and dated June 
12, 1992, shall not be— 

(1) open to the entry or location of mining 
and mill site claims under the general min- 
ing laws of the United States; 

(2) subject to any lease under the Mineral 
Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 181 and following) or 
the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 (30 U.S.C. 
100 and following), for lands within the Bodie 
Bowl; and 

(3) available for disposal of mineral mate- 
rials under the Act of July 31, 1947, com- 
monly known as the Materials Act of 1947 (30 
U.S.C. 601 and following). 


Such map shall be on file and available for 
public inspection in the Office of the Sec- 
retary, and appropriate offices of the Bureau 
of Land Management and the National Park 
Service. As soon as practicable after the date 
of enactment of this title the Secretary shall 
publish a legal description of the Bodie Bowl 
area in the Federal Register. 

(b) VALID EXISTING RIGHTS.—AÀs used in 
this subsection, the term valid existing 
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rights“ in reference to the general mining 
laws means that a mining claim located on 
lands within the Bodie Bowl was properly lo- 
cated and maintained under the general min- 
ing laws gor to the date of enactment of 
this title, was supported by a discovery of a 
valuable mineral deposit within the meaning 
of the general mining laws on the date of en- 
actment of this title, and that such claim 
continues to be valid. 

(c) VALIDITY REVIEW.—The Secretary shall 
undertake an expedited program to deter- 
mine the validity of all unpatented mining 
claims located within the Bodie Bowl. The 
expedited program shall include an examina- 
tion of all unpatented mining claims, includ- 
ing those for which a patent application has 
not been filed. If a claim is determined to be 
invalid, the Secretary shall promptly declare 
the claim to be null and void, except that the 
Secretary shall not challenge the validity of 
any claim located within the Bodie Bowl for 
the failure to do assessment work for any pe- 
riod after the date of enactment of this title. 
The Secretary shall make a determination 
within respect to the validity of each claim 
referred to under this subsection within 2 
years after the date of enactment of this 
title. 

(d) LIMITATION ON PATENT ISSUANCE.— 

(1) MINING CLAIMS.—(A) After January 11, 
1993, no patent shall be issued by the United 
States for any mining claim located under 
the general mining laws within the Bodie 
Bowl unless the Secretary determines that, 
for the claim concerned— 

(i) a patent application was filed with the 
Secretary on or before such date; and 

(ii) all requirements established under sec- 
tion 2325 and 2326 of the Revised Statutes (30 
U.S.C. 29 and 30) for vein or lode claims and 
sections 2329, 2330, 2331, and 2333 of the Re- 
vised Statutes (30 U.S.C. 35, 36, 37) for placer 
claims were fully complied with by that 
date. 

(B) If the Secretary makes the determina- 
tions referred to in subparagraph (A) for any 
mining claim, the holder of the claim shall 
be entitled to the issuance of a patent in the 
same manner and degree to which such claim 
holder would have been entitled to prior to 
the enactment of this title, unless and until 
such determínations are withdrawn or in- 
validated by the Secretary or by a court of 
the United States. 

(2) MILL SITE CLAIMS.—(A) After January 
11, 1993. no patent shall be issued by the 
United States for any mill site claim located 
under the general mining laws within the 
Bodie Bowl unless the Secretary determines 
that, for the claim concerned— 

(i) a patent application was filed with the 
Secretary on or before January 11, 1993; and 

(ii) all requirements applicable to such 
patent application were fully complied with 
by that date. 

(B) If the Secretary makes the determina- 
tions referred to in subparagraph (A) for any 
mill site claim, the holder of the claim shall 
be entitled to the issuance of a patent in the 
same manner and degree to which such claim 
holder would have been entitled to prior to 
the enactment of this title, unless and until 
such determinations are withdrawn or in- 
validated by the Secretary or by a court of 
the United States. 

SEC. 805. MINERAL ACTIVITIES. . 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the last 
sentence of section 302(b) of the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, 
and in accordance with this title and other 
applicable law, the Secretary shall require 
that mineral activities be conducted in the 
Bodie Bowl so as to— 
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(1) avoid adverse effects on the historic. 
cultural, recreational and natural resource 
values of the Bodie Bowl; and 

(2) minimize other adverse impacts to the 
environment. 

(b) RESTORATION OF EFFECTS OF MINING EX- 
PLORATION.—As soon as possible after the 
date of enactment of this title, visible evi- 
dence or other effects of mining exploration 
activity within the Bodie Bowl conducted on 
or after September 1, 1988, shall be reclaimed 
by the operator in accordance with regula- 
tions prescribed pursuant to subsection (d). 

(c) ANNUAL EXPENDITURES; FILING.—The re- 
quirements for annual expenditures on 
unpatented mining claims imposed by Re- 
vised Statute 2324 (30 U.S.C, 28) shall not 
apply to any such claim located within the 
Bodie Bowl. In lieu of filing the affidavit of 
assessment work referred to under section 
314(aX1) of the Federal Land Policy and Man- 
agement Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C, 1744(a)(1)), the 
holder of any unpatented mining or mill site 
claim located within the Bodie Bowl shall 
only be required to file the notice of inten- 
tion to hold the mining claim referred to in 
such section 314(a)(1). 

(d) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall pro- 
mulgate rules to implement this section, in 
consultation with the Governor of the State 
of California, within 180 days after the date 
of enactment of this title. Such rules shall 
be no less stringent than the rules promul- 
gated pursuant to the Act of September 28, 
1976 entitled An Act to provide for the regu- 
lation of mining activity within, and to re- 
peal the application of mining laws to, areas 
of the National Park System, and for other 
purposes“ (Public Law 94-429; 16 U.S.C. 1901- 
1912). 

SEC. 806. STUDY. 

Beginning as soon as possible after the 
date of enactment of this title, the Secretary 
of the Interior shall review possible actions 
to preserve the scenic character, historical 
integrity, cultural and recreational values, 
flora and fauna, and ghost town characteris- 
tics of lands and structures within the Bodie 
Bowl. No later than 3 years after the date of 
such enactment, the Secretary shall submit 
to the Committee on Natural Resources of 
the United States House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources of the United States Senate a re- 
port that díscusses the results of such review 
and makes recommendations as to which 
Steps (including but not limited to acquisi- 
tion of lands or valid mining claims) should 
be undertaken in order to achieve these ob- 
jectives. 

—Page 34, after line 25, insert the following: 


LAW ENFORCEMENT ACCESS 


SEC. 112. Nothing in this Act, including the 
wilderness designations made by this Act, 
may be construed to preclude Federal, State, 
and local law enforcement agencies from 
conducting law enforcement and border oper- 
ations as permitted before the enactment of 
this Act, including the use of motor vehicles 
and aircraft, on any lands designated as wil- 
derness by this Act. 

—Page—[34], after line—[18], insert the fol- 
lowing: 
SEC. 112. FISH AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT. 

As provided in section 4(d)(7) of the Wilder- 
ness Act, nothing in this title shall be con- 
Strued as affecting the jurisdiction of the 
State of California with respect to fish and 
wildlife on the publie lands located in that 
State. Management activities to maintain or 
restore fish and wildlife populations and the 
habitats to support such populations may be 
carried out within wilderness areas desig- 
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nated by this title and shall include the use 
of motorized vehicles by the appropriate 
State agencies, particularly where such 
agencies deem vehicular access is necessary 
to maintain water sources constructed to 
preserve desert bighorn sheep and other wild- 
life. 
By Mr. MILLER of California: 

—]1. p. 10, line 12, after “a road" insert "and 
utilities” 

Explanation: Adds reference to utilities to 

provision authorizing a right-of-way for 
military corridor to connect Twenty-Nine 
Palms training area and Fort Irwin. 
—2. p. 16, lines 18 and 19, strike two hundred 
forty-nine thousand three hundred and sixty- 
eight acres" and in lieu thereof insert two 
hundred nine thousand six hundred and eight 
acres” 

Explanation: Reduces wilderness acreage 
in Kingston Range to correspond to that in 
S. 21 as passed by Senate, to avoid prejudice 
to future decisions about possible expansion 
of Fort Irwin National Training Center. 

—3. p. 17, line 4, strike May 1991" and in 
lieu thereof insert July 1993“ 

Explanation: Conforms map date for Little 
Chuckwalla area to that in S. 21 (acreages 
are already the same) 

—4. p. 32, after line 2 insert a new paragraph, 
as follows: 

— (5) Certain lands which comprise approxi- 
mately thirty-nine thousand seven hundred 
and sixty acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled "Kingston Range Potential Fu- 
ture Wilderness.“ dated May 1994. 

Explanation: Retains in current manage- 

ment (wilderness study status) those Kings- 
ton Range lands adjacent to Fort Irwin de- 
leted from wilderness by amendment number 
2. 
—5. p. 54, lines 13 and 14, strike one hundred 
seventy-nine thousand four hundred and 
eighteen acres" and in lieu thereof insert 
"one hundred sixty-two thousand one hun- 
dred and thirty-eight acres". 

Explanation: Reduces acreage of wilder- 
ness designation in southern part of addi- 
tions to Death Valley National Park by 
17,280 acres, to leave a non-wilderness zone 
within the park, adjoining northern bound- 
ary of Fort Irwin National Training Center. 
1. p. 38. line 13, strike Section 207 in its en- 
tirety, and renumber subsequent sections ac- 
cordingly. 

Explanation: Deletes section on grazing in 
Death Valley National Park. 

—2. p. 46, line 22, strike section 409 in its en- 
tirety, and renumber subsequent sections ac- 
cordingly. 

Explanation: Deletes section on grazing in 
Mojave National Park, 

—3. p. 38, strike lines 14 through 17 and in 
lieu thereof insert the following: 

"SEC. 207 (a) The Secretary shall permit 
continuation of the privilege of grazing do- 
mestic livestock on lands within the park, at 
no more than the current level, pursuant to 
grazing permits or leases in effect as of the 
date of enactment of this Act and subject to 
all applicable laws and National Park Serv- 
ice regulations, but shall not renew any such 
permit or lease after its expiration, and shall 
not approve any transfer of any such permit 
or lease to any party other than the party 
entitled to exercise such privilege as of such 
date of enactment.” 

Explanation: This would allow current 
grazing permittees to continue to graze live- 
stock within Death Valley National Park 
until expiration of current grazing permits 
or leases. 

—4. p. 46, strike lines 23 through 26 and in 
lieu there of insert the following: 
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"SEC. 409 (a) The Secretary shall permit 
continuation of the privilege of grazing do- 
mestic livestock on lands within the park, at 
no more than the current level, pursuant to 
grazing permits or leases in effect as of the 
date of enactment of this Act and subject to 
all applicable laws and National Park Serv- 
ice regulations, but shall not renew any such 
permit or lease after its expiration, and shall 
not approve any transfer of any such permit 
or lease to any party other than the party 
entitled to exercise such privilege as of such 
date of enactment." 

Explanation: This would allow current 
grazing permittees to graze livestock in Mo- 
jave National Park until expiration of cur- 
rent grazing permits or leases. 

—5. p. 69, after line 9 insert a new section, as 
follows: 


"PHASE-OUT OF GRAZING IN DEATH VALLEY AND 
MOJAVE NATIONAL PARKS 


"SEC. 610.—Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this Act or other law, on Federal 
lands within the boundaries of Death Valley 
National Park and Mojave National Park as 
established by this Act, the privilege of graz- 
ing domestic livestock may continue to be 
exercised at no more than the current level, 
subject to applicable laws and National Park 
Service regulations, by those parties who 
were entitled to exercise such privilege on 
such lands on May 16, 1994. Upon the expira- 
tion of the grazing permits or leases held by 
such parties on such date, the Secretary, 
acting through the Director of the National 
Park Service, may issue to such parties new 
permits for such grazing on such lands, sub- 
ject to all applicable laws and to National 
Park Service regulations, but all grazing of 
domestic livestock on such lands shall cease 
on June 1, 2019. For purposes of section 207(b) 
or 409(b), as applicable, a party covered by 
this section shall be deemed to be a person 
holding a grazing permit referred to in sec- 
tion 207(a) or 409(a) as applicable.” 

Explanation: As in House-passed California 
Desert bill of 1991, this would allow current 
permittees to continue grazing in Death Val- 
ley and Mojave National Parks for up to 25 
years. 

Page 69, after line 23, add the following: 
TITLE VIII-CALIFORNIA MILITARY 
LANDS WITHDRAWAL 

SEC. 801. SHORT TITLE AND FINDINGS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited 
as the "California Military Lands With- 
drawal and Overflights Act of 1994". 

(b) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 

(1) the Federal lands within the desert re- 
gions of California have provided essential 
opportunities for military training, research, 
and development for the Armed Forces of the 
United States and allied nations; 

(2) alternative sites for military training 
and other military activities carried out on 
Federal lands in the California desert area 
are not readily available; 

(3) while changing world conditions have 
lessened to some extent the immediacy of 
military threats to the national security of 
the United States and its allies, there re- 
mains à need for military training, research, 
and development activities of the types that 
have been carried out of Federal lands in the 
California desert area; and 

(4) continuation of existing military train- 
ing, research, and development activities, 
under appropriate terms and conditions, is 
not incompatible with the protection and 
proper management of the natural, environ- 
mental, cultural, and other resources and 
values of the Federal lands in the California 
desert area. 
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SEC. 802. WITHDRAWALS. 

(a) CHINA LAKE.—(1) Subject to valid exist- 
ing rights and except as otherwise provided 
in this title, the Federal lands referred to in 
paragraph (2), and all other areas within the 
boundary of such lands as depicted on the 
map specified in such paragraph which may 
become subject to the operation of the public 
land laws, are hereby withdrawn from all 
forms of appropriation under the public land 
laws (including the mining laws and the min- 
eral leasing laws). Such lands are reserved 
for use by the Secretary of the Navy for— 

(A) use as a research, development, test, 
and evaluation laboratory; 

(B) use as a range for air warfare weapons 
and weapon systems; 

(C) use as a high hazard training area for 
aerial gunnery, rocketry, electronic warfare 
and countermeasures, tactical maneuvering 
and air support; and 

(D) subject to the requirements of section 
804(D, other defense-related purposes consist- 
ent with the purposes specified in this para- 
graph. 

(2) The lands referred to in paragraph (1) 
are the Federal lands, located within the 
boundaries of the China Lake Naval Weapons 
Center, comprising approximately 1,100,000 
acres in Inyo, Kern, and San Bernardino 
Counties, California, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled China Lake Naval Weap- 
ons Center Withdrawal—Proposed', dated 
January 1985, and filed in accordance with 
section 803. 

(b) CHOCOLATE MOUNTAIN.—(1) Subject to 
valid existing rights and except as otherwise 
provided in this title, the Federal lands re- 
ferred to in paragraph (2), and all other areas 
within the boundary of such lands as de- 
picted on the map specified in such para- 
graph which may become subject to the oper- 
ation of the public land laws, are hereby 
withdrawn from all forms of appropriation 
under the public land laws (including the 
mining laws and the mineral leasing and the 
geothermal leasing laws). Such lands are re- 
served for use by the Secretary of the Navy 
for— 

(A) testing and training for aerial bomb- 
ing, missile firing, tactical maneuvering and 
air support; and 

(B) subject to the provisions of section 
804(D, other defense-related purposes consist- 
ent with the purposes specified in this para- 
graph. 

(2) The lands referred to in paragraph (1) 
are the Federal lands comprising approxi- 
mately 226,711 acres in Imperial County. 
California, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled Chocolate Mountain Aerial Gun- 
nery Range Proposed—Withdrawal" dated 
July 1993 and filed in accordance with sec- 
tion 803. 

(c) EL CENTRO RANGES.—(1) Subject to 
valid existing rights, and except as otherwise 
provided in this title, the Federal lands re- 
ferred to in paragraph (2), and all other areas 
within the boundaries of such lands as de- 
picted on the map specified in such para- 
graph which may become subject to the oper- 
ation of the public land laws, are hereby 
withdrawn from all forms of appropriation 
under the public land laws (including the 
mining laws) but not the mineral or geo- 
thermal leasing laws. Such lands are re- 
served for use by the Secretary of the Navy 
for— 

(A) defense-related purposes in accordance 
with the Memorandum of Understanding 
dated June 29, 1987, between the Bureau of 
Land Management, the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, and the Department of the Navy; and 

(B) subject to the provisions of section 
804(f), other defense-related purposes consist- 
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ent with the purposes specified in this para- 


graph. 

(2) The lands referred to in paragraph (1) 
are the Federal lands comprising approxi- 
mately 46,600 acres in Imperial County, Cali- 
fornia, as generally depicted on a map enti- 
tled "Exhibit A, Naval Air Facility, El 
Centro, California, Land Acquisition Map, 
Range 2510 (West Mesa) dated March 1993 and 
a map entitled “Exhibit B, Naval Air Facil- 
ity. El Centro, California, Land Acquisition 
Map Range 2512 (East Mesa)" dated March 
1993. 

SEC. 803. MAPS AND LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS. 

(a) PUBLICATION AND FILING REQUIRE- 
MENT.—As soon as practicable after the date 
of enactment of this title, the Secretary of 
the Interior shall— 

(1) publish in the Federal Register a notice 
containing the legal description of the lands 
withdrawn and reserved by this title; and 

(2) file maps and the legal description of 
the lands withdrawn and reserved by this 
title with the Committee on Energy and Nat- 
ural Resources of the United States Senate 
and with the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources of the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

(b) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—Such maps 
and legal descriptions shall have the same 
force and effect as if they were included in 
this title except that the Secretary of the In- 
terior may correct clerical and typo- 
graphical errors in such maps and legal de- 
scriptions. 

(c) AVAILABILITY FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION.— 
Copies of such maps and legal descriptions 
shall be available for public inspection in the 
Office of the Director of the Bureau of Land 
Management, Washington, District of Co- 
lumbia; the Office of the Director, California 
State Office of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, Sacramento, California; the office of 
the commander of the Naval Weapons Cen- 
ter, China Lake, California; the office of the 
commanding officer, Marine Corps Air Sta- 
tion, Yuma, Arizona; and the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, Washington, District 
of Columbia. 

(d) REIMBURSEMENT.—The Secretary of De- 
fense shall reimburse the Secretary of the 
Interior for the cost of implementing this 
section. 

SEC. 804. MANAGEMENT OF WITHDRAWN LANDS. 

(A) MANAGEMENT BY THE SECRETARY OF THE 
INTERIOR.—(1) Except as provided in sub- 
section (g), during the period of the with- 
drawal the Secretary of the Interior shall 
manage the lands withdrawn under section 
802 pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et 
seq.) and other applicable law, including this 
Act. 

(2) To the extent consistent with applica- 
ble law and Executive orders, the lands with- 
drawn under section 802 may be managed in 
a manner permitting— 

(A) the continuation of grazing pursuant to 
applicable law and Executive orders where 
permitted on the date of enactment of this 
title; 

(B) protection of wildlife and wildlife habi- 
tat; 

(C) control of predatory and other animals; 

(D) recreation (but only on lands with- 
drawn by section 802(a) (relating to China 
Lake); 

(E) the prevention and appropriate sup- 
pression of brush and range fires resulting 
from nonmilitary activities; and 

(E) the prevention and appropriate sup- 
pression of brush and range fires resulting 
from nonmilitary activities; and 

(F) geothermal leasing on the lands with- 
drawn under section 802(a) (relating to China 
Lake). 
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(3A) All nonmilitary use of such lands, in- 
cluding the uses described in paragraph (2). 
shall be subject to such conditions and re- 
strictions as may be necessary to permit the 
military use of such lands for the purposes 
specified in or authorized pursuant to this 
title. 

(B) The Secretary of the Interior may issue 
any lease, easement, right-of-way, or other 
authorization with respect to the non- 
military use of such lands only with the con- 
currence of the Secretary of the Navy. 

(b) CLOSURE TO PUBLIC.—(1) If the Sec- 
retary of the Navy determines that military 
operations, public safety, or national secu- 
rity require the closure to public use of any 
road, trail, or other portion of the lands 
withdrawn by this title, the Secretary may 
take such action as the Secretary deter- 
mines necessary or desirable to effect and 
maintain such closure. 

(2) Any such closure shall be limited to the 
minimum areas and periods which the Sec- 
retary of the Navy determines are required 
to carry out this subsection. 

(3) Before and during any closure under 
this subsection, the Secretary of the Navy 
shall— 

(A) keep appropriate warning notices post- 
ed; and 

(B) take appropriate steps to notify the 
public concerning such closures. 

(c) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The Secretary of 
the Interior (after consultation with the Sec- 
retary of the Navy) shall develop a plan for 
the management of each area withdrawn 
under section 802 during the period of such 
withdrawal. Each plan shall— 

(1) be consistent with applicable law; 

(2) be subject to conditions and restrictions 
specified in subsection (a)(3); 

(3) include such provisions as may be nec- 
essary for proper management and protec- 
tion of the resources and values of such area; 
and 

(4) be developed not later than three years 
after the date of enactment of this title. 

(d) BRUSH AND RANGE FIRES.—The Sec- 
retary of the Navy shall take necessary pre- 
cautions to prevent and suppress brush and 
range fires occurring within and outside the 
lands withdrawn under section 802 as a result 
of military activities and may seek assist- 
ance from the Bureau of Land Management 
in the suppression of such fires, The memo- 
randum of understanding required by sub- 
section (e) shall provide for Bureau of Land 
Management assistance in the suppression of 
such fires, and for a transfer of funds from 
the Department of the Navy to the Bureau of 
Land Management as compensation for such 
assistance. 

(e) MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING.—(1) 
The Secretary of the Interior and the sec- 
retary of the Navy shall (with respect to 
each land withdrawal under section 802) 
enter into a memorandum of understanding 
to implement the management plan devel- 
oped under subsection (c) Any such memo- 
randum of understanding shall provide that 
the Director of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment shall provide assistance in the suppres- 
sion of fires resulting from the military use 
of lands withdrawn under section 802 if re- 
quested by the Secretary of the Navy. 

(2) The duration of any such memorandum 
shall be the same as the period of the with- 
drawal of the lands under section 802. 

(f) ADDITIONAL MILITARY USES.—(1) Lands 
withdrawn by section 802 may be used for de- 
fense-related uses other than those specified 
in such section. The Secretary of Defense 
shall promptly notify the Secretary of the 
Interior in the event that the lands with- 
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drawn by this title will be used for defense- 
related purposes other than those specified 
in section 802. Such notification shall indi- 
cate the additional use of uses involved, the 
proposed duration of such uses, and the ex- 
tent to which such additional military uses 
of the withdrawn lands will require that ad- 
ditional or more stringent conditions or re- 
strictions be imposed on otherwise-per- 
mitted nonmilitary uses of the withdrawn 
land or portions thereof. 

(g) MANAGEMENT OF CHINA LAKE.—(1) The 
Secretary of the Interior may assign the 
management responsibility for the lands 
withdrawn under section 802(a) to the Sec- 
retary of the Navy who shall manage such 
lands, and issue leases, easements, rights-of- 
way, and other authorizations, in accordance 
with this title and cooperative management 
arrangements between the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Secretary of the Navy. In 
the case that the Secretary of the Interior 
assigns such management responsibility to 
the Secretary of the Navy before the devel- 
opment of the management plan under sub- 
section (c), the Secretary of the Navy (after 
consultation with the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior) shall develop such management plan. 

(2) The Secretary of the interior shall be 
responsible for the issuance of any lease, 
easement, right-of-way, and other authoriza- 
tion with respect to any activity which in- 
volves both the lands withdrawn under sec- 
tion 802(a) and any other lands. Any such au- 
thorization shall be issued only with the con- 
sent of the Secretary of the Navy and, to the 
extent that such activity involves lands 
withdrawn under section 802(a), shall be sub- 
ject to such conditions as the Secretary of 
the Navy may prescribe. 

(3) The Secretary of the Navy shall prepare 
and submit to the Secretary of the Interior 
and annual report on the status of the natu- 
ral and cultural resources and values of the 
lands withdrawn under section 802(a). The 
Secretary of the Interior shall transmit such 
report to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources of the Senate. 

(4) The Secretary of the Navy shall be re- 
sponsible for the management of wild horses 
and burros located on the lands withdrawn 
under section 802(a) and may utilize heli- 
copters and motorized vehicles for such pur- 
poses. Such management shall be in accord- 
ance with laws applicable to such manage- 
ment on public lands and with an appro- 
priate memorandum of understanding be- 
tween the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Secretary of the Navy. 

(5) Neither this Act nor any other provi- 
sion of law shall be construed to prohibit the 
Secretary of the Interior from issuing and 
administering any lease for the development 
and utilization of geothermal steam and as- 
sociated geothermal resources on the lands 
withdrawn under section 802(a) pursuant to 
the Geothermal! Steam Act of 1970 (30 U.S.C. 
1001 et seq.) and other applicable law, but no 
such lease shall be issued without the con- 
currence of the Navy. 

(6) This title shall not affect the geo- 
thermal exploration and development au- 
thority of the Secretary of the Navy under 
section 2689 of title 10, United States Code, 
except that the Secretary of the Navy shall 
obtain the concurrence of the Secretary of 
the Interior before taking action under that 
section with respect to the lands withdrawn 
under section 802(a). 

(7) Upon the expiration of the withdrawal 
made by subsection 802(a) or relinquishment 
of the lands withdrawn by that subsection. 
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Navy contracts for the development of geo- 
thermal resources at China Lake then in ef- 
fect (including amendments or renewals by 
the Navy after the date of enactment of this 
Act shall remain in effect: Provided, that the 
Secretary of the Interior, with the consent of 
the Secretary of the Navy, may offer to sub- 
stitute a standard geothermal lease for any 
such contraet. 

(h) MANAGEMENT OF EL CENTRO RANGES.— 
To the extent consistent with this title, the 
lands and minerals within the areas de- 
Scribed in section 802(c) shall be managed in 
accordance with the Cooperative Agreement 
entered into between the Bureau of Land 
Management, Bureau of Reclamation, and 
the Department of the Navy, dated June 29, 
1987. 

SEC. 805. DURATION OF WITHDRAWALS. 

(a) DURATION.—The withdrawal and res- 
ervation established by this title shall termi- 
nate 15 years after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

(b) DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATE- 
MENT.—No later than 12 years after the date 
of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
the Navy shall publish a draft environmental 
impact statement concerning continued or 
renewed withdrawal of any portion of the 
lands withdrawn by this title for which that 
Secretary intends to seek suct continued or 
renewed withdrawal. Such craft environ- 
mental impact statement shall be consistent 
with the requirements of the National Envi- 
ronmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 
et seq.) applicable to such a draft environ- 
mental impact statement. Prior to the ter- 
mination date specified in subsection (a), the 
Secretary of the Navy shall hold a public 
hearing on any draft environmental impact 
statement published pursuant to this sub- 
section. Such hearing shall be held in the 
State of California in order to receive public 
comments on the alternatives and other 
matters included in such draft environ- 
mental impact statement. 

(c) EXTENSIONS OR RENEWALS.—The with- 
drawals established by this title may not be 
extended or renewed except by an Act or 
joint resolution. 

SEC, 806. ONGOING DECONTAMINATION, 

(a) PROGRAM.—Throughout the duration of 
the withdrawals made by this title, the Sec- 
retary of the Navy, to the extent funds are 
made available, shall maintain a program of 
decontamination of lands withdrawn by this 
title at least at the level of decontamination 
activities performed on such lands in fiscal 
year 1986. 

(b) REPORTS.—At the same time as the 
President transmits to the Congress the 
President's proposed budget for the first fis- 
cal year beginning after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act and for each subsequent fis- 
cal year, the Secretary of the Navy shall 
transmit to the Committees on Appropria- 
tions, Armed Services, and Energy and Natu- 
ral Resources of the Senate and to the Com- 
mittees on Appropriations, Armed Services, 
and Natural Resources of the House of Rep- 
resentatives a description of the decon- 
tamination efforts undertaken during the 
previous físcal year on such lands and the de- 
contamination activities proposed for such 
lands during the next fiscal year including: 

(1) amounts appropriated and obligated or 
expended for decontamination of such lands; 

(2) the methods used to decontaminate 
such lands; 

(3) amount and types of contaminants re- 
moved from such lands; 

(4) estimated types and amounts of resid- 
ual contamination on such lands; and 

(5) an estimate of the costs for full decon- 
tamination of such lands and the estimate of 
the time to complete such decontamination. 
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SEC. 807 REQUIREMENTS FOR RENEWAL. 

(a) NOTICE AND FILING.—(1) No later than 
three years prior to the termination of the 
withdrawal and reservation established by 
this title, the Secretary of the Navy shall ad- 
vise the Secretary of the Interior as to 
whether or not the Secretary of the Navy 
will have a continuing military need for any 
of the lands withdrawn under section 802 
after the termination date of such with- 
drawal and reservation. 

(2) If the Secretary of the Navy concludes 
that there will be a continuing military need 
for any of such lands after the termination 
date, the Secretary shall file an application 
for extension of the withdrawal and reserva- 
tion of such needed lands in accordance with 
the regulations and procedures of the De- 
partment of the Interior applicable to the ex- 
tension of withdrawals of lands for military 


uses. 

(3) If, during the period of withdrawal and 
reservation, the Secretary of the Navy de- 
cides to relinquish all or any of the lands 
withdrawn and reserved by this title, the 
Secretary shall file a notice of intention to 
relinquish with the Secretary of the Interior. 

(b) CONTAMINATION.—(1) Before transmit- 
ting a notice of intention to relinquish pur- 
suant to subsection (a), the Secretary of De- 
fense, acting through the Department of 
Navy, shall prepare a written determination 
concerning whether and to what extent the 
lands that are to be relinquished are con- 
taminated with explosive, toxic, or other 
hazardous materials. 

(2) A copy of such determination shall be 
transmitted with the notice of intention to 
relinquish. 

(3) Copies of both the notice of intention to 
relinquish and the determination concerning 
the contaminated state of the lands shall be 
published in the Federal Register by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior. 

(c) DECONTAMINATION.—If any land which is 
the subject of a notice of intention to relin- 
quish pursuant to subsection (a) is contami- 
nated, and the Secretary of the Interior, in 
consultation with the Secretary of the Navy, 
determines that decontamination is prac- 
ticable and economically feasible (taking 
into consideration the potential future use 
and value of the land) and that upon decon- 
tamination, the land could be opened to op- 
eration of some or all of the public land laws, 
including the mining laws, the Secretary of 
the Navy shall decontaminate the land to 
the extent that funds are appropriated for 
such purpose. 

(d) ALTERNATIVES.—If the Secretary of the 
Interior, after consultation with the Sec- 
retary of the Navy, concludes that decon- 
tamination of any land which is the subject 
of a notice of intention to relinquish pursu- 
ant to subsection (a) is not practicable or 
economically feasible, or that the land can- 
not be decontaminated sufficiently to be 
opened to operation of some or all of the 
public land laws, or if Congress does not ap- 
propriate a sufficient amount of funds for 
the decontamination of such land, the Sec- 
retary of the Interior shall not be required to 
accept the land proposed for relinquishment. 

(e) STATUS OF CONTAMINATED LANDS.—If, 
because of their contaminated sate, the Sec- 
retary of the Interior declines to accept ju- 
risdiction over lands withdrawn by this title 
which have been proposed for relinquish- 
ment, or if at the expiration of the with- 
drawal made by this title the Secretary of 
the Interior determines that some of the 
lands withdrawn by this title are contami- 
nated to an extent which prevents opening 
such contaminated lands to operation of the 
public land laws— 
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(1) the Secretary of the Navy shall take ap- 
propriate steps to warn the public of the con- 
taminated state of such lands and any risks 
associated with entry onto such lands; 

(2) after the expiration of the withdrawal, 
the Secretary of the Navy shall undertake no 
activities on such lands except in connection 
with decontamination of such lands; and 

(3) the Secretary of the Navy shall report 
to the Secretary of the Interior and to the 
Congress concerning the status of such lands 
and all actions taken in furtherance of this 
subsection, 

(f) REVOCATION AUTHORITY.—Notwithstand- 
ing any other provision of law, the Secretary 
of the Interior, upon deciding that it is in 
the public interest to accept jurisdiction 
over lands proposed for relinquishment pur- 
suant to subsection (a), is authorized to re- 
move the withdrawal and reservation estab- 
lished by this title as it applies to such 
lands. Should the decision be made to revoke 
the withdrawal and reservation, the Sec- 
retary of the Interior shall publish in the 
Federal Register an appropriate order which 
shall— 

(1) terminate the withdrawal and reserva- 
tion; 

(2) constitute official acceptance of full ju- 
risdiction over the lands by the Secretary of 
the Interior; and 

(3) state the date upon which the lands will 
be opened to the operation of some or all of 
the public lands laws, including the mining 
laws. 

SEC. 808. DELEGABILITY. 

(a) DEFENSE.—The functions of the Sec- 
retary of Defense or the Secretary of the 
Navy under this title may be delegated. 

(b) INTERIOR.—The functions of the Sec- 
retary of the Interior under this title may be 
delegated, except that an order described in 
section 807(f) may be approved and signed 
only by the Secretary of the Interior, the 
Under Secretary of the Interior, or an Assist- 
ant Secretary of the Department of the Inte- 
rior. 

SEC. 809, HUNTING, FISHING, AND TRAPPING. 

All hunting, fishing, and trapping on the 
lands withdrawn by this Act shall be con- 
ducted in accordance with the provisions of 
section 2671 of title 10, United States Code. 
SEC. 810. IMMUNITY OF UNITED STATES. 

The United States and all departments or 
agencies thereof shall be held harmless and 
shall not be liable for any injury or damage 
to persons or property suffered in the course 
of any geothermal leasing or other author- 
ized nonmilitary activity conducted on lands 
described in section 802 of this title. 

SEC. 811. MILITARY OVERFLIGHTS. 

(a) EFFECT OF ACT.—(1) Nothing in this Act 
shall be construed to— 

(A) restrict or preclude continuation of 
low-level military overflights, including 
those on existing flight training routes; or 

(B) preclude the designation of new units 
of special airspace or the establishment of 
new flight training routes over the lands des- 
ignated by this Act for inclusion within new 
or expanded units of the National Park Sys- 
tem or National Wilderness Preservation 
System. 

(2) Nothing in this Act shall be construed 
as requiring revision of existing policies or 
procedures applicable to the designation of 
units of special airspace or the establish- 
ment of flight training routes over any Fed- 
eral lands affected by this Act. 

(b) MONITORING.—The Secretary of the In- 
terior and the Secretary of Defense shall 
monitor the effects of military overflights 
on the resources and values of the units of 
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the National Park System and National Wil- 
derness Preservation System designated or 
expanded by this Act, and shall attempt, 
consistent with national security needs, to 
resolve concerns related to such overflights 
and to avoid or minimize adverse impacts on 
resources and values and visitor safety asso- 
ciated with overflight activities. 
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SEC. 812. TERMINATION OF PRIOR RECLAMATION 
WITHDRAWALS. 

Except to the extent that existing Bureau 
of Reclamation withdrawals of public lands 
were identified for continuation in Federal 
Register Notice Document 92-4838 (57 Federal 
Register 7599, March 3, 1992), as amended by 
Federal Register Correction Notices (57 Fed- 
eral Register 19135, May 4, 1992; 57 Federal 
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Register 19163, May 4, 1992; and 58 Federal 
Register 30181, May 26, 1993), all existing Bu- 
reau of Reclamation withdrawals made by 
Secretarial Orders and Public Land Orders 
affecting public lands and Indian lands lo- 
cated within the California Desert Conserva- 
tion Area established pursuant to section 601 
of the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 are hereby terminated. 
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SENATE—Monday, May 16, 1994 


The Senate met at 2 p.m., and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
prayer will be led by the Senate Chap- 
lain, the Reverend Dr. Richard C. Hal- 
verson. 

Dr. Halverson, please. 


PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 
C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow- 
ing prayer: 

Let us pray: 

As we begin our prayer today, let us 
pray in silence for Sherry Jenkins and 
all of her family in the tragic death of 
her sister, that all who grieve may find 
comfort and consolation in the loving 
care of God the Father. 

Eternal God, the words of the first 
President of the United States remind 
us of the faith which conceived and 
constructed our great Nation. In his 
first inaugural address in 1789, George 
Washington said: It would be pecu- 
liarly improper to omit, in this first of- 
ficial act, my fervent supplication to 
that Almighty Being who rules over 
the universe, who presides in the coun- 
cils of nations, and whose providential 
aids can supply every human defect, 
that His benediction may consecrate to 
the liberties and happiness of the peo- 
ple of the United States * * *," 

Desperately, our Lord, we need a re- 
surgence of our founders’ faith. As we 
struggle with a disintegrating culture, 
awaken us to our need. Restore to us 
the faith which gave birth to our re- 
markable Nation. 

In His name who is the Way, the 
Truth, and the Life. Amen. 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 


SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1994 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of S. 2019, which 
the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 2019) to reauthorize and amend 
Title XIV of the Public Health Service Act 
(commonly known as the “Safe Drinking 
Water Act"), and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, as the 
clerk has announced, we are now on 


the Safe Drinking Water Act. This 
would be a good time for Senators to 
bring over amendments. We all know 
that very often in life the early bird 
gets the worm. 

Under the Senate agreement, all 
amendments must be brought up by 
the close of business on Wednesday, 
and we all know that sometimes there 
is intervening business that pushes the 
ordinary agreed-upon business of the 
Senate aside, which is another way of 
saying that if Senators plan to bring 
up their amendments Tuesday or 
Wednesday, there may be less time to 
bring them up and dispose of them on 
a very solid basis, with full discussion 
on both sides. I say that in part be- 
cause I believe there are close to 100 
amendments in the consent agreement. 
That is a lot of amendments. I also say 
it because many of those amendments 
are not described with any specificity. 
We do not know the contents of those 
amendments. It would be helpful if 
they were brought up earlier rather 
than later. 

In addition, Mr. President, I might 
note that it is just after 2 o’clock. As 
manager of the bill, I have no intention 
of sitting here, staying here in a 
quorum call for a long, extended period 
of time. If amendments are not brought 
up by Senators or statements given by 
Senators, or any other business with 
respect to this bill in the next hour or 
so, it would be my disposition not to 
stay on this bill. Senators would have 
had more than ample opportunity to 
bring their amendments over here and 
have them dealt with on whatever 
basis the Senate might find appro- 
priate. 

It is a good time for staffs to get to- 
gether, to come over to the floor and 
work with the committee staff to work 
out accommodations or resolutions of 
some of those amendments. Mr. Presi- 
dent, you have managed bills and 
worked with the Senate and Senate 
schedules and know that now is a good 
time to come over and offer amend- 
ments. 

Istrongly urge Senators to do so. 

Mr. REID addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] is rec- 


ognized. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1708 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for 
himself and Mr. INOUYE, proposes an amend- 
ment numbered 1708. 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 


On page 9, line 8, after the word Affairs“ 
insert the following: and Indian Tribes.“ 

On page 9, line 11, after the word "Affairs" 
insert the following: and Indian Tribes.“ 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, Congress in 
its daily routine of deliberating and 
passing legislation, especially environ- 
mental legislation such as the Safe 
Drinking Water Act, being dealt with 
on the floor today, makes decisions 
that affect hundreds of thousands of 
members of Indian tribes across the 
country, and certainly thousands of 
people in the State of Nevada. 

We have, in the past, often failed to 
give adequate recognition to this fact 
and to provide the tribes in Nevada and 
other places with a basis for direct in- 
volvement in these major decisions 
that affect their economic and social 
well-being. 

In doing so, we have deprived the In- 
dian tribes of this country of their sov- 
ereignty, their basic right to be in- 
volved in the decisionmaking process. 

The amendment before the Senate 
today invokes protection of tribal sov- 
ereignty and affords a tribal consulta- 
tion role in the decisions that may af- 
fect public health concerns associated 
with public water systems. 

Mr. President, on April 29, 1994, just a 
matter of a few days ago, the President 
of the United States signed a memo- 
randum that affirms the executive 
branch department heads and agencies 
that allow Government and Govern- 
ment relationships between the Indian 
tribes and the United States. The 
memorandum, among other things, 
States: 

As executive departments and agencies un- 
dertake activities affecting native American 
tribal rights or trust resources, such activi- 
ties should be implemented in a knowledge- 
able, sensitive manner respectful of tribal 
sovereignty. 

Mr. President, this memorandum 
outlines principles that the executive 
branch departments and agencies, in- 
cluding every component bureau and 
office, are to follow on their inter- 
actions with native American tribal 
governments. The memorandum pro- 
vides that each executive department 
and agency shall consult. * * * with 
the tribal government prior to taking 
actions that affect federally recognized 
tribal governments.” 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a copy of the memorandum 
to the heads of executive departments 


@ This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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and agencies, as I indicated, signed 
April 29 by the President, William Clin- 
ton, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


THE WHITE HOUSE, 
OFFICE OF THE PRESS SECRETARY, 
April 29, 1994. 

Memorandum for the Heads of Executive De- 
partments and Agencies. 

Subject: Government-to-Government rela- 
tions with Native American Tribal Gov- 
ernments. 

The United States Government has a 
unique legal relationship with Native Amer- 
ican tribal governments as set forth in the 
Constitution of the United States, treaties, 
statutes, and court decisions. As executive 
departments and agencies undertake activi- 
ties affecting Native American tribal rights 
or trust resources, such activities should be 
implemented in a knowledgeable, sensitive 
manner respectful of tribal sovereignty. 
Today, as part of an historic meeting, I am 
outlining principles that executive depart- 
ments and agencies, including every compo- 
nent bureau and office, are to follow in their 
interactions with Native American tribal 
governments. The purpose of these principles 
is to clarify our responsibility to ensure that 
the Federal Government operates within a 
government-to-government relationship 
with federally recognized Native American 
tribes. Iam strongly committed to building 
a more effective day-to-day working rela- 
tionship reflecting respect for the rights of 
self-government due the sovereign tribal 
governments. 

In order to ensure that the rights of sov- 
ereign tribal governments are fully re- 
spected, executive branch activities shall be 
guided by the following: 

(a) The head of each executive department 
and agency shall be responsible for ensuring 
that the department or agency operates 
within a government-to-government rela- 
tionship with federally recognized tribal gov- 
ernments. 

(b) Each executive department and agency 
shall consult, to the greatest extent prac- 
ticable and to the extent permitted by law, 
with tribal governments prior to taking ac- 
tions that affect federally recognized tribal 
governments. All such consultations are to 
be open and candid so that all interested par- 
ties may evaluate for themselves the poten- 
tial impact of relevant proposals. 

(c) Each executive department and agency 
shall assess the impact of Federal Govern- 
ment plans, projects, programs, and activi- 
ties on tribal trust resources and assure that 
tribal government rights and concerns are 
considered during the development of such 
plans, projects, programs, and activities. 

(d) Each executive department and agency 
shall take appropriate steps to remove any 
procedural impediments to working directly 
and effectively with tribal governments on 
activities that effect the trust property and/ 
or government rights of the tribes. 

(e) Each executive department and agency 
shall work cooperatively with other Federal 
departments and agencies to enlist their in- 
terest and support in cooperative efforts, 
where appropriate, to accomplish the goals 
of this memorandum. 

(f) Each executive department and agency 
shall apply the requirements of Executive 
Orders Nos. 12875 ("Enhancing the Intergov- 
ernmental Partnership") and 12866 (**Regu- 
latory Planning and Review“) to design solu- 
tions and tailor Federal programs, in appro- 
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priate circumstances, to address specific or 
unique needs of tribal communities. 

The head of each executive department and 
agency shall ensure that the department or 
agency’s bureaus and components are fully 
aware of this memorandum, through publica- 
tion or other means, and that they are in 
compliance with its requirements. 

This memorandum is intended only to im- 
prove the internal management of the execu- 
tive branch and is not intended to, and does 
not, create any right to administrative or ju- 
dicial review, or any other right or benefit or 
trust responsibility, substantive or proce- 
dural, enforceable by a party against the 
United States, its agencies or instrumental- 
ities, its officers or employees, or any other 


rson. 
veThe Director of the Office of Management 
and budget is authorized and direoted to pub- 
lish this memorandum in the Federal Reg - 
ister. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, in short, 
this amendment seeks to ensure that 
the rights of sovereign tribal govern- 
ments are fully respected, as the 
memorandum outlines. This amend- 
ment ensures that Indian tribes are 
consulted in determining the use of 
funds to address the most significant 
threats to the public health associated 
with public water systems, and the 
amendment also enables Indian tribes 
to assist in the preparation of needs as- 
sessment of a public water system. 

Mr. President, it is my understanding 
this amendment has been cleared on 
both sides of the aisle. I hope that my 
colleagues will join in giving the In- 
dian tribes a definite consultative role 
in this most important matter. 

If the managers will accept the 
amendment, I have nothing further. If 
they will not, then I ask for a vote on 
Wednesday night. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I think 
we could work this amendment out. It 
is my understanding it is just à word 
that is in question. I think it is or 
their representatives.” 

Mr. REID. Senator INOUYE and I 
would not accept that suggested 
change. We do not need to debate it 
here now, Mr. President. Right now 
that is the whole problem the Indian 
nation has, that someone else is doing 
the work for them. We want this work 
to be done directly with the Indian 
tribes. 

So we will be happy to let the amend- 
ment stand, and if we can work some- 
thing out prior to Wednesday, fine; 
otherwise, we will work on it. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I do not see the rank- 
ing member of the committee on the 
floor now. I am uncertain. As I say to 
my good friend from Nevada, I do not 
see the ranking member of the com- 
mittee here. I cannot at this point rep- 
resent it has been cleared on the Re- 
publican side. 

Mr. REID. We followed the sugges- 
tion of the chairman and offered our 
amendment. We will be happy to await 
his arrival. 
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Mr. BAUCUS. I very much appreciate 
it. Perhaps the Senator could wait 
briefly until we can check to see 
whether it has been cleared on the Re- 
publican side. 

Mr. REID. I have to do something 
outside in the reception area, and then 
I have a statement, if there is no other 
business on the floor, that I wish to 
give anyway. So I will be right back. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Does the Senator then 
wish to go into a quorum call pending 
the resolution of his amendment? 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
absence of a quorum has been sug- 
gested. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that I be allowed to pro- 
ceed as if in morning business. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. For 
how long would the Senator request? 

Mr. REID. I would ask for 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] 
is recognized for not to exceed 15 min- 
utes as in morning business. 


IMMIGRATION 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, last Mon- 
day the Washington Post newspaper 
ran an insightful editorial that was en- 
titled “On Not Blaming Immigrants 
First." 

The editorial rightly admonished 
those involved in the immigration de- 
bate to avoid the pitfalls made earlier 
when there were great waves of immi- 
gration to the United States. 

The Post editorial, I think, hit the 
nail on the head when they said: 

Off and on since the great waves of immi- 
gration in the 1840s and 1850s, politicians 
have been tempted to explain whatever hap- 
pened to be ailing the country at the time by 
blaming newcomers for causing all kinds of 
problems for which the native-born could not 
possibly have responsibility. 

Mr. President, the Post editorial con- 
cluded by showing that there are legiti- 
mate issues to be raised about immi- 
gration, both legal and illegal immi- 
gration. And also, under current law, 
many loopholes exist which allow peo- 
ple to cheat the system. 

The point is, Mr. President, we need 
to engage in the politics of construc- 
tive reform and avoid the politics of 
immigrant scapegoating. But we do 
have to do something about immigra- 
tion. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the editorial to which I re- 
ferred be printed in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the edi- 
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ON NOT BLAMING IMMIGRANTS FIRST 


Off and on since the great waves of immi- 
gration in the 1840s and 1850s, politicians 
have been tempted to explain whatever hap- 
pened to be ailing the country at the time by 
blaming newcomers for causing all kinds of 
problems for which the native-born could not 
possibly have responsibility. Native-born 
voters often like to hear that sort of thing, 
which further encourages some politicians. 

The issue of immigration is surging again, 
and the battlegrounds are as varied as the 
California governor's race and the meeting 
rooms of the House Ways and Means Com- 
mittee. Take first Ways and Means. Last 
Wednesday, the committee rightly voted 
down an amendment offered by Rep. Rick 
Santorum (R-Pa.) to deny Supplemental Se- 
curity Income benefits to most legal immi- 
grants who are not yet citizens. The amend- 
ment was even more important than it 
sounded because the effect of denying. SSI 
benefits was also to deny Medicaid benefits. 
This, in turn, raises the question of who 
would pay when a poor, legal immigrant 
walked into an emergency room with a se- 
vere illness. 

The vote went the right way, but the mar- 
gin was close, 20-to-16, with Rep. Harold Ford 
(D-Tenn.) abstaining. Three Democrats voted 
with the Republicans, but the most disturb- 
ing vote was Mr. Ford's. A liberal on many 
issues and the chairman of the welfare sub- 
committee, Mr. Ford threatened to join the 
anti-immigrant bloc. He was finally per- 
suaded to abstain instead on the grounds 
that the issue of benefits to immigrants 
should be considered in the context of Presi- 
dent Clinton's welfare reform plan. Mr. 
Ford's position is a portent of how deep the 
anti-immigrant feeling runs. 

In California, meanwhile, Gov. Pete Wil- 
son, a Republican, has partially resurrected 
his once sagging political fortunes with 
strong attacks on the federal government's 
failure to stem illegal immigration. Mr. Wil- 
son has gone to court to demand that the 
feds reimburse states (such as his) bearing a 
disproportionate share of the social service 
and health costs of illegal immigration that 
is the federal government's responsibility. 

What Mr. Santorum is trying to do in 
Washington and what Mr. Wilson is saying in 
California would seem consistent. Exactly 
the opposite is the case. As the National 
Conference of State Legislators and the Na- 
tional Governors’ Association pointed out, 
the effect of Mr. Santorum's amendment 
would be to increase the burdens on states 
with large immigrant populations. The 
amendment, said Raymond Scheppach, exec- 
utive director of the governors’ group, 
“would shift to states and localities millions 
of dollars in income assistance and health 
care costs now borne by the federal govern- 
ment,” 

There are legitimate issues to be raised 
about immigration, legal and illegal, and 
also about abuses of social programs by im- 
migrants and non-immigrants alike. But 
wholesale assaults on immigrants are not 
only wrong, they also lead to bad policy. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, 
scapegoating immigrants have no place 
in à just and moral society. And, it cer- 
tainly should not find shelter and life 
in a country that prides itself on being 
a nation of immigrants. The ugly anti- 
immigrant sentiments, which are often 
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targeted at today's immigrants are no 
different, and no less repugnant, than 
the bigoted Irish bashing that occurred 
during the 19th century Irish Potato 
famine migration. 

However, what we all have to remem- 
ber is that just as those who are con- 
sidered immigration’s proponents are 
not all in favor of open unrestricted 
immigration, similarly, those who seek 
tightening and enforcement of our im- 
migration laws are not all in favor of 
eliminating immigration and placing 
blame for society’s ailments on immi- 
grants. All parties must recognize this 
principle if meaningful immigration re- 
form is ever going to be carried out. 

Mr. President, I believe that our cur- 
rent immigration laws must be re- 
formed in order to adequately deal 
with the many problems our country is 
currently facing—education, welfare, 
crime. Day after day we see news sto- 
ries detailing new troubles associated 
with immigration. Whether it is under- 
manned law enforcement on our bor- 
ders, threats to our obligation of ensur- 
ing a healthier environment for the fu- 
ture because of escalating immigra- 
tion, or the dramatic failure of our asy- 
lum laws to efficiently process asylum 
claims, there is something fundamen- 
tally wrong with the current policies. 

The mail that I have received on im- 
migration is significant. It has espe- 
cially been heavy because I have been 
in favor publicly of changing immigra- 
tion law as it applies to illegal and 
legal immigration. 

It is easy, Mr. President, to stand and 
talk about illegal immigration, And I 
am going to talk about it today; we 
need significant changes in that. It is 
more difficult to talk abut legal immi- 
gration, but we also need to do that. 

Mr. President, some in this body and 
in the White House during the last two 
administrations felt, because we had 
come up with the theory of employer 
mandates, that it would take care of il- 
legal immigration because it switched 
the burden from the Government to the 
employers. As a result of that, Con- 
gress and the President changed legal 
immigration to where it is now ap- 
proaching 1 million a year. We simply 
cannot handle that and we have to cut 
back to a more reasonable number. 

But as I said, the volume of mail I 
get on immigration is enormous. What 
I have come to appreciate in reading 
this correspondence is that most people 
are deeply upset and frustrated—not at 
immigrants—but at the combined lack 
of equity, certainty, and protection 
that our laws are supposed to provide. 
To allow these laws to remain un- 
changed is a recipe for disaster. 

In March, I introduced S. 1923, the 
Immigration Stabilization Act of 1994. 
I believe this comprehensive immigra- 
tion reform legislation will do much to 
remedy the current problems. Today, I 
am addressing the Senate on a specific 
immigration related problem addressed 
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by my bill: abuse of the asylum laws. 
Those seeking smoking gun proof of 
the failure of our immigration policies 
need look no further than the current 
asylum laws. 

The United States was founded on a 
belief that people fleeing persecution 
because of their race, religion, or polit- 
ical views deserve refuge. 

I have been reading, Mr. President, 
Durant’s “History of Civilization," and 
it is interesting to get the overall per- 
spective of why we had so many people 
come to United States from Europe. It 
was because of the persecution that 
was taking place there, principally on 
the basis of religion, that we had the 
huge wave of population emigrate to 
the United States. 

So this element of compassion be pre- 
served. That was part of the reason for 
founding of this great country. 

But in recent years, American poli- 
cies offering generous asylum and un- 
limited judicial review of rejected 
claims have been grossly abused. 

Now, asylum is one of the easiest 
routes to gain admission to this coun- 
try. Virtually anyone—underscore and 
underline anyone—arriving at a U.S. 
port of entry—including terrorists, 
criminals, and drug dealers—can today 
gain immediate admission into our 
country if they merely claim that 
magic words political asylum and 
claim they will be killed or persecuted 
if they are returned home. The magic 
words are political asylum." And the 
abuse does not stop there. Individuals 
who entered this country illegally will 
often raise meritless asylum claims at 
their deportation proceedings to avoid 
prompt deportation. Likewise, individ- 
uals who entered the country legally 
but thereafter overstayed their visas 
also avail themselves this seemingly 
perfect defense. Claiming asylum has 
become the proverbial dog-ate-my- 
homework excuse. This excuse is used 
by many but believed by few. 

How do we know this to be the case? 
Well let us examine the numbers. In 
1973—while South Africa’s apartheid 
politics kept Nelson Mandela in prison 
for 27 years, and Soviet-imposed dicta- 
torships continued to spring up around 
the world—there were less than 5,000 
claims for political asylum in the Unit- 
ed States. In 1973, when Mandela was 
jailed and the Soviet Empire was at the 
height of its strength, we had less than 
5,000 claims for political asylum in the 
United States. In 1994, with Nelson 
Mandela out of prison and assuming 
the Presidency of South Africa, and the 
Soviet empire in complete disarray and 
being dismantled, there could be as 
many as 200,000 claims for asylum in 
our country. According to the Immi- 
gration and Naturalization Service, the 
total number of claims in 1993 were in 
excess of 150,000. Keep in mind that 
these numbers merely represent the 
number of applications filed. Claiming 
asylum has become a de facto method 
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of gaining permanent admission to our 
country. The backlog to hear these 
claims is growing at an alarming rate 
and some estimates say there may be 
as many as 500,000 claims in need of ad- 
judication for political asylum in the 
United States by the end of this year. 

Before fashioning an appropriate 
remedy to this problem we must first 
understand the reasons for the abuse 
and the consequences of the abuse. The 
reasons are simple: Lax laws without 
any standards or certainty of enforce- 
ment will always be abused. One only 
has to look at the incredibly tough pro- 
visions included in the House and Sen- 
ate crime bills to realize the validity of 
this axiom. 

The consequences are as clear as they 
are frightening. Last year’s murder of 
a CIA employee at the entrance of the 
CIA, which is located not far from my 
home here in the Washington, DC, 
area, and the home of the President pro 
tempore and other Members of this 
body; the bombing of the World Trade 
Center, and the uncovering of a terror- 
ist conspiracy targeting New York City 
are all examples of what can happen 
when we fail to properly screen individ- 
uals seeking entrance to our country. 

Who is injured as a result of this pol- 
icy? Society is injured through the per- 
petration of heinous acts by individ- 
uals who otherwise would not be in this 
country. Immigrants, as a whole, are 
unfairly blamed for the misdeeds of a 
few. Of course, that is true. And, lastly, 
those people who are genuinely fleeing 
persecution or are otherwise attempt- 
ing to play by the rules in gaining ad- 
mission are losing out to dishonest 
cornercutters who realize there are no 
consequences for their misbehavior. 

I believe that the best response to 
this growing problem is the following 
threefold approach embodied in my 
proposed legislation: First, strengthen 
the review procedure at ports of entry; 
second, clarify the conditions for the 
granting of asylum; and, third, stream- 
line the decisionmaking process for the 
granting of asylum. 

Let us talk about my first proposal, 
strengthen the review procedures at 
ports of entry. 

Current law provides insufficient 
screening at our ports of entry. Un- 
documented individuals who enter the 
United States and declare asylum are 
rarely detained pending a determina- 
tion of their claim. In fact, so long as 
their claim is nonfrivolous they are en- 
titled to immediate entry and employ- 
ment authorization. I respectfully sug- 
gest that the 22 percent asylum appli- 
cation approval rate in 1993 is compel- 
ling evidence of the frivolity of many 
of these claims. Why not simply detain 
these individuals? Well, according to 
the GAO, this would be “impracticable 
and cost prohibitive." 

It is imperative that we increase the 
screening of individuals at our ports of 
entry to prevent people from merely 
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boarding an international flight, flying 
to the United States, and declaring 
asylum. 

Mr. President, there are millions and 
millions of people throughout the 
world, maybe billions, who want to 
come to this country. We cannot ac- 
cept everybody who wants to come to 
this country. 

The provisions of my bill operate to 
deter individuals from entering the 
United States to illegally pursue asy- 
lum claims after they have failed to 
gain lawful admission through the 
other avenues of immigration. 

It provides for trained INS officers to 
interview individuals who seek entry 
into the United States; if the individ- 
ual has the required documentation, 
fine, go ahead and enter. 

If he does not or she does not, she or 
he will be excluded unless either indi- 
cates a fear of persecution or an intent 
to claim asylum. 

An individual who comes here with- 
out documentation, but tells the INS 
officer that he fears persecution or in- 
tends to claim asylum, will be referred 
immediately to an asylum officer who 
will interview that person to determine 
whether he or she has a credible fear of 
persecution or whether the asylum in- 
dividual is coming here for convenience 
or economic reasons, that officer’s de- 
cision is subject to review by another 
asylum officer. Thereafter, judicial re- 
view is limited to habeas corpus peti- 
tions. 

This enhanced screening at the ini- 
tial points of entry will afford appli- 
cants the necessary due process to en- 
sure a fair hearing and will prevent the 
entry of those filing frivolous claims. 

Second, we must clarify the condi- 
tions for the granting of asylum. 

The granting of asylum is premised 
on the notion that we are obligated to 
take in those who are legitimately 
fleeing persecution because of their 
race, religion, nationality, membership 
in a particular social group, or politi- 
cal opinion. It does not include—nor 
was it ever intended to include—fear of 
economic deprivation. 

Those who fear economic deprivation 
have other avenues they can and 
Should pursue. My bill simply clarifies 
the existing law by providing that indi- 
viduals seeking asylum demonstrate 
that it is more probable than not that 
if they are returned to the country of 
their nationality, they would be ar- 
rested or incarcerated, or their life 
would be threatened on account of 
race, religion, nationality, membership 
in a particular social group, or politi- 
cal opinion. It does not deny those who 
seek to come to the United States 
seeking a better economic opportunity, 
it simply ensures that they pursue the 
appropriate avenues for gaining admis- 
sion. 

This clarification allows genuine 
claims of persecution to be acted on fa- 
vorably. But just as important, it puts 


May 16, 1994 


the world on notice that the loophole 
has been closed. 

Third, we must streamline the deci- 
sionmaking process for the granting of 
asylum. 

Under current law, an individual can 
file for asylum at almost any time. 
Thus, you have situations where an in- 
dividual may come to the United 
States legally, decide to stay beyond 
the lawfully allotted period of time, 
and if caught by immigration officials, 
claim asylum. They typically will then 
disappear before any hearing is ever 
held. 

My bill streamlines the application 
process by providing that instead of 
being able to file at any time, an indi- 
vidual would have to submit a notice of 
intention to file for asylum within 30 
days of his arrival. Within 45 days of 
his arrival he would have to file a for- 
mal application for asylum. There is a 
safety value built into my legislation 
in cases where the circumstances have 
changed in the individuals country of 
nationality such that he would face 
persecution if he were to return. In 
those cases the individual would still 
be allowed to file outside of the time 
limit—but only in that narrow in- 
stance. 

This time restriction will do much to 
end the abuse by people who are in this 
country unlawfully, are caught by law 
enforcement, and then use our asylum 
laws as a weapon to thwart their depor- 
tation and permanently prolong their 
stay. 

The asylum decisionmaking process 
also involves issues of due process. Our 
current laws seem to be weighted too 
heavily on the side of people who enter 
the country unlawfully. How much due 
process an individual is entitled to de- 
pends on whether that individual has 
gained entry to the United States. 
Thus, if someone is stopped at our bor- 
ders and is detained by immigration of- 
ficials, he will not be entitled to the 
same amount of due process as some- 
one who has entered the country but 
later faces a deportation hearing. Un- 
fortunately, some administrative and 
judicial interpretations have granted 
constitutional safeguards of due proc- 
ess to people who entered the country 
unlawfully by evading inspection. The 
inequity is obvious. Those who follow 
the rules and go through inspection at 
the border are given less due process 
than those who surreptitiously sneak 
into our country. This is outrageous. 
My bill remedies this injustice by pro- 
viding that if you enter this country 
unlawfully, and you are caught within 
1 year after doing this, you will be 
given the same amount of due process 
as you should have received, but for 
the fact that you entered the country 
unlawfully. 

My legislation also reduces the lay- 
ers of duplicative review that allow 
claims to continue in perpetuity and 
provides for more timely hearings. 
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Rather than having claims heard by an 
asylum officer in the INS and an Immi- 
gration judge in the Executive Office of 
Immigration Review—which allows for 
successive determinations of the same 
claims—my bill streamlines the review 
so that claims are heard by specialized 
officers within the INS. It also directs 
that hearings be held within 45 days of 
the filing of an application and that de- 
cisions be rendered 30 days thereafter. 

Last, those applicants filing frivolous 
claims or who fail to appear for their 
asylum hearings, will be ineligible for 
any benefits under immigration law. 

I believe the staggering numbers of 
individuals applying for asylum is 
prima facie evidence of the failure of 
our current policies. It is morally 
wrong to blame all the individuals 
using this system but it is an abdica- 
tion of our congressional responsibility 
to allow these failed laws to stand 
unreformed. 

The current situation reminds me of 
a busy intersection without a stop 
sign, a traffic light or a cop. Of course 
people will continue to go through the 
intersection at any speed without stop- 
ping. With no clear authority to stop, 
yield, go or follow the speed limit, 
drivers set their own ruies and ap- 
proach the intersection in whatever 
manner they want. That is what is hap- 
pening with our immigration laws. Cer- 
tainly, there are many who will act re- 
sponsibly and in the best interests of 
society, but the reason we have stop 
signs, traffic lights, speed limits, and 
cops is so that all will act responsibly, 
with the knowledge that to act other- 
wise, would simply not be tolerated. 
Absent a traffic cop, there will always 
be accidents. Absent asylum reform we 
risk repeating the World Trade Center 
tragedy. 

Again, asylum is just one aspect of a 
much larger problem. The time to act 
is now, and I invite others to cosponsor 
my legislation on this pressing matter. 


SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1994 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I won- 
der if the distinguished Republican 
leader would yield for a further mo- 
ment? The pending business is Senator 
REID’s amendment, which we are ready 
to accept. Since the Senator is on the 
floor, I wonder if it might just be bet- 
ter to dispose of that prior to the Sen- 
ator giving his statement. 

Mr. DOLE. We have no objection. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Nor do we, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment by Mr. 
REID. 

The amendment (No. 1708) was agreed 
to. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 
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Mr. BAUCUS. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
absence of a quorum having been sug- 
gested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I re- 
mind Senators that we are open to 
take amendments. We are on the Safe 
Drinking Water Act now. In effect, this 
has somewhat become morning busi- 
ness. That is fine. But I hope Senators 
who have amendments on the Safe 
Drinking Water Act would bring their 
amendments to the floor. I highly com- 
pliment the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
REID], who heard our call and came im- 
mediately to the floor to offer his 
amendment. I urge other Senators to 
do the same to avoid a crunch at mid- 
night on Wednesday. One way to avoid 
being in late Wednesday night is to dis- 
pose of these amendments now in the 
daylight. 


MFN FOR CHINA 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it is now 
clear that the United States must do 
the right thing with respect to MFN 
for China: unconditional extension and 
abandonment of the failed linkage to 
human rights. The time is past for 
bluster and threats and feel-good pro- 
nouncements. 

With only days remaining before he 
must decide, the President should sim- 
ply make the announcement, imme- 
diately if possible, that he will uncon- 
ditionally extend China's most-fa- 
vored-nation trade status. He should 
candidly say what most of us have 
known for a long time: Tying trade to 
human rights does not work. The pol- 
icy has failed, the President should 
admit it and move on. 

Too many other issues, important is- 
sues including Chinese cooperation 
with regard to North Korea's nuclear 
program, are at stake for this charade 
to continue any longer. Unconditional 
extension of MFN is the right thing to 
do. No purpose is served by waiting. 

Let me say, Mr. President, the Chi- 
nese record on human rights is indeed 
appalling. We all agree that it should 
improve. But the answer is not to de- 
prive Americans of jobs, and American 
companies of opportunity in the fastest 
growing emerging economy in the 
world by cutting off trade. Even partial 
extension of MFN—trying to target 
only the so-called state-run enter- 
prises—will have the same result 
China will surely retaliate against 
United States exports and companies. 
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The policy of tying human rights to 
trade in China has failed. We have 
other methods of influencing China’s 
behavior on human rights. Look at es- 
tablishing a human rights commission 
charged with investigating and report- 
ing on human rights abuses in China. 
Look at lending by multilateral banks 
to China. Look at restrictions on high- 
level visits. 

I do not support destroying our trade 
relationship only to discover that we 
have alienated China, that China's be- 
havior has not changed, and that other 
countries and other companies have 
taken our place in China. 

Last Thursday’s Washington Post 
calls for the President to change his 
mind and de-link human rights from 
trade. I agree—it is time to stop mak- 
ing excuses and do the right thing. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Washington Post editorial be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi- 
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MR. CLINTON'S CHOICE ON CHINA 

As President Clinton approaches his deci- 
sion on trading with China, it's important to 
state the choice clearly. It’s not whether to 
support human rights in China but how best 
to do it. A year ago Mr. Clinton said that if 
China did not improve its performance he 
would withdraw the trading privilege known 
as most-favored-nation treatment, in effect 
shutting its exports out of the United States. 
China's progress in human rights since then 
has been disappointingly modest. But ending 
trade with China is too sweeping and disrup- 
tive a remedy for the president's purpose. 
That purpose is right, and the United States 
has a moral obligation to pursue it. The 
most effective means are the same diplo- 
matic strategies that this country uses in 
dealing with other countries. 

A compromise, much discussed in past 
weeks, might be to try partial sanctions that 
ban, for example, only goods produced by 
state-owned enterprises, or by factories run 
by the Chinese army. Administering that 
sort of a partial cutoff would be, as a prac- 
tical matter, difficult to the point of impos- 
sibility. Many of the Chinese products com- 
ing into the United States arrive by way of 
Hong Kong or other transshipment points 
and have often passed through many hands 
before getting here. Tracing these exports 
back to their origins in China would not be 
simple, and attempting it would merely be 
an invitation to complicated games of decep- 
tion. 

Few people have ever considered trade 
sanctions to be the ideal lever to move Chi- 
na's Communist rulers toward a greater re- 
gard for their people's rights. The attempt to 
use sanctions originated after the govern- 
ment's bloody suppression of the democracy 
movement five years ago. Democrats in Con- 
gress, outraged by President Bush's limp ac- 
ceptance of that exercise in despotism, tried 
to legislate trade retaliation because it was 
the only weapon legally available to them. 
This newspaper had much sympathy for their 
effort. But with a president in office who 
takes human rights seriously, the case for 
resorting to trade sanctions is greatly dimin- 
ished. That's why there has been little incli- 
nation in Congress this year to push for 
them. 

The greatest threat to a centralized Com- 
munist regime in China is not à human 
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rights campaign run from Washington but 
the profound social change within China gen- 
erated by extremely rapid economic growth. 
It would be incautious to assume that it will 
necessarily lead to democracy. But in most 
countries rising incomes, better education 
and good communications tend over time to 
create a climate hospitable to human rights. 
That's not a bad reason to keep the trade 
flowing. Rather than going through the con- 
tortions of trying to bend present policy to 
meet past statements, Mr. Clinton would be 
wise simply to say that while his intention 
to keep pressing the principle of human 
rights remains strong, he has changed his 
mind regarding tactics. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
speak for no more than 10 minutes on 
the subject just addressed by the dis- 
tinguished Republican leader, Mr. 
DOLE. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. The Sen- 
ator from Utah is recognized for up to 
10 minutes. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, in 
January, under the leadership of BEN- 
NETT JOHNSTON, the chairman of the 
Senate Energy Committee, I and a 
number of other Senators went to 
China to meet with Chinese leaders and 
discuss with them the various problems 
and challenges that they have with re- 
spect to their energy needs. 

In the course of that visit, I became 
acquainted with the challenges facing 
the two countries as we near the time 
of having to decide whether or not the 
United States will renew the most-fa- 
vored-nation status for China. 

As I was in my office and listening to 
the distinguished Republican leader, 
Mr. DOLE, talk on this subject, I felt it 
would be well for me to come to the 
floor and add a few comments based on 
that firsthand experience with the Chi- 
nese leaders. Perhaps more impor- 
tantly, Mr. President, in terms of this 
issue, I had firsthand experience with 
American leaders who are currently 
doing business in China, 

I know there are a number of people 
talking about the financial impact of 
most-favored-nation status. I will leave 
that debate to those who can expand 
more accurately than I on the specif- 
ics. 

The thing that struck me about my 
visit to China was that we have made 
substantial human rights advances in 
China because of the presence of Amer- 
ican business interests there. 

Let me give you some examples. 
Again, Mr. President, I am not talking 
about the business aspect of this. I am 
talking about the human rights aspect 
of this. 

Because we have American compa- 
nies in China, we have American com- 
panies recruiting Chinese students as 
they graduate from Chinese univer- 
sities. This is a tremendous departure 
from past Chinese practice. Prior to 
the arrival of American companies 
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there, a young Chinese student, male 
or female, would be told where to go to 
school, what to study, and what com- 
pany he or she would have to work for 
upon graduation. Comes the American 
company which says, “We want to 
interview your top graduates." The 
Chinese university says, Nobody ever 
does that. People go where they are 
told." 

"No," says the American company, 
“We are in the process of interviewing 
and hiring here in China and we want 
to interview your top graduates." 

As a result of that simple change, 
Chinese students are now able to go to 
work wherever they want to go to work 
and, more importantly, live wherever 
they want to live in China. Under the 
old regime, they had to have a job card 
that was issued by the Government, 
and therefore the Government could 
control them. 

Now, they can go to work for an 
American company and move wherever 
they want, and the Government loses 
track of them because they do not con- 
trol their employment. The right to 
work where you wish and live where 
you wish is a very basic human right, 
and China has made gigantic human 
rights strides in this area. 

Wnhy? Because we have granted them 
most-favored-nation status, and we 
have American companies there. If we 
revoke most favored nation for the Chi- 
nese and upset that pattern, we will be 
doing serious damage to the cause of 
human rights in China. 

There are many other aspects of this. 
If we have American companies in 
China, you have to have contracts. If 
you have contracts, you have lawyers, 
and a legal system, and a judicial sys- 
tem. The Chinese did not have that in 
terms we would recognize before. If we 
cause American companies to be forced 
out of China in retaliation to our with- 
drawing the MFN status, we will seri- 
ously undermine the status of the legal 
system within China. 

It comes as no surprise to the distin- 
guished President pro tempore of this 
body to remember that if you have 
legal rights for contracts, you also 
have legal rights for individuals. And 
by establishing a legal system in China 
to respond to our needs, the Chinese 
have opened the door for individual 
rights to be enforced through the 
courts. It is a major human rights 
stride to have had this happen. For us 
to consider canceling MFN status 
would reverse that stride and bring 
greater hardship to the average Chi- 
nese. 

I wish to end, Mr. President, by 
quoting from the final work of Richard 
Nixon in his book Beyond Peace." Mr. 
Nixon has been properly commemo- 
rated at the time of his death. Some 
have said we have gone over far in our 
praise of Mr. Nixon, but even his 
strongest enemies would grant that of 
al things to be given favorable to 
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Richard Nixon, his actions with respect 
to China give him the right to be 
quoted as one of our strongest leaders 
and statesmen in this area. 

If I may quote from his final book 
that was published just days before he 
fell, talking about China. I believe this 
is the appropriate summary to this de- 
bate. Mr. Nixon says: 

While most Americans give China high 
marks for its free market economics, they 
rightly criticize the Government's continu- 
ing denial of political freedom to the Chinese 
people. However, cutting back our trade with 
China by revoking China's most-favored-na- 
tion status would be a tragic mistake. We 
cannot improve the political situation in 
China through a scorched earth economic 
policy. Revoking China's most-favored-na- 
tion status would hurt the free market re- 
formers and entrepreneurs who hold the key 
to China's future. Not only would it dev- 
astate the mainland's economy, it would lay 
waste to the surrounding region as well. No 
other nation in Asia supports our linking 
MFN status to human rights. 

Today China's economic power makes 
United States lectures about human rights 
imprudent. Within a decade, it will make 
them irrelevant. Within two decades, it will 
make them laughable. By then the Chinese 
may threaten to withhold MFN status from 
the United States unless we do more to im- 
prove living conditions in Detroit, Harlem, 
and South Central Los Angeles. 

So, Mr. President, I wish to rise and 
echo the sentiments offered by the dis- 
tinguished Republican leader, Mr. 
DOLE, and urge the President to recog- 
nize the larger picture of human rights 
and realize that the strongest and best 
thing we can do to advance human 
rights in China would be to continue 
the MFN status between our two coun- 
tries. 

I thank the Chair. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
absence of a quorum having been sug- 
gested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STE- 
VENS]. 


SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1994 


The Senate continued with the con- 

sideration of the bill. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1709 
(Purpose: To provide for reserve fund alloca- 

tion to Indian tribes and Alaska Native vil- 

lages for improvement of dire water sys- 

tem conditions on Indian reservations and 
in Alaska Native villages, and for other 
purposes) 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment at the desk I would like 
to present at this time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 
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The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS], 
for himself, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. MCCAIN, and Mr. 
MURKOWSKI, proposes an amendment num- 
bered 1709. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 11, line 18, after "graph (1)" insert 
the following: ‘‘may, at the election of the 
Governor of such state, be reallocated in the 
form of additional grants pursuant to sub- 
section (f)(1) for eligible projects. Otherwise 
such amount“. 

On page 11, line 20, after “subsection (b)" 
and before the period insert the following: 
except that the Administrator shall reserve 
and allocate 10 percent of such remaining 
amount for financial assistance to Indian 
tribes in addition to the amount allotted 
under section 1472(c)". 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 
indebted to the managers of this bill 
and their staffs for having worked with 
my staff and that of Senator INOUYE, 
Senator MCCAIN, and Senator MURKOW- 
SKI. We present this amendment joint- 
ly. 

This is to prepare for a situation 
where some States may not use the al- 
location that is available to them on a 
mandatory basis under these amend- 
ments. What this will do is say, from 
the amount of money that comes back 
to the Administrator’s control based 
upon the failure of any State to use the 
full allocation that is available to that 
State, the Administrator shall set 
aside 10 percent of that money for use 
by Indian tribes and that that would be 
in addition to the minimum allocation 
that is available to the Indian tribes in 
the Nation. 

I do not think anyone will quarrel 
with my statement if I say that the 
major needs of this country, in terms 
of water facilities, still remain to be on 
the reservations and the villages of our 
American Indians and Alaska Natives. 
Their demands for funds to meet these 
needs are almost insatiable. 

There is, however, at times, available 
a residue of funds that are not used by 
other States. And it was the desire of 
the Senators who offer this amendment 
that a greater amount of that be set 
aside in order to start the process for 
the subsequent year as far as the In- 
dian reservations and the Alaska Na- 
tive villages. 

It will not be much money, I do not 
think, but it will be more money than 
would be available to the Natives and 
the Indians on a mandatory basis under 
the terms of the bill. 

I am hopeful that both the managers 
of the bill and the Administrator will 
accept the concept that, of the finan- 
cial assistance available after the first 
run-through for all the States, an in- 
creased amount should be made avail- 
able to those who are most in need as 
far as this kind of Federal assistance. 
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So I offer this amendment on my own 
behalf, and for the Senator from Ha- 
waii [Mr. INOUYE], the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], and my col- 
league, the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
MURKOWSKI]. 

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Montana [Mr. BAUCUS]. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this 
amendment is a good amendment. Es- 
sentially, there was an earlier request 
by the Senator from Alaska that per- 
haps we should increase the present 1*4 
percent of the State revolving loan 
funds for safe drinking water up to 3 
percent. Although a laudable goal, it 
seemed to be unworkable in the whole 
context of the act. 

The Senator, therefore, has come 
back with another suggestion which I 
think is a good suggestion; namely, 
that the funds that are allocated under 
the State revolving loan funds to 
States that are not used by States for 
the drinking water revolving loan fund, 
up to 10 percent of that unused portion 
can be delegated to tribes for the pur- 
poses enunciated by the Senator from 
Alaska. 

I think it is a good amendment. It is 
a good way to address a part of the 
country that is in desperate need. 

Mr. DURENBERGER addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. DUREN- 
BERGER]. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
on behalf of the minority members of 
the committee, I rise to compliment 
our colleagues from Alaska, Senator 
STEVENS and Senator MURKOWSKI; our 
colleague from Hawaii, Senator 
INOUYE; and our colleague from Ari- 
zona, Senator MCCAIN, for their sen- 
sitivity to the special needs of Indian 
tribes and Alaska Native villages. 

Obviously, this is not going to meet 
all the demands, as the Senator from 
Alaska has pointed out. But it is a very 
logical way in which to contribute 
some of the remaining reserve funds. 

On behalf of the minority members, 
we recommend the adoption of the 
amendment. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, if I 
may be recognized for one further com- 
ment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS]. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 
grateful to the managers of the bill for 
their statements. 

This is a use it or lose it allocation 
concept under this bill. I know of no in- 
stance in which the allocations to 
Alaska Natives and American Indians 
have ever gone unused. But there are 
circumstances under which some 
States do not use their allocations. 
This will give a greater allowance to 
Indians and Alaska Natives whose 
areas need these facilities more than 
anyone else in the country. 
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It is true, our original endeavor was 
to get a higher basic allocation to start 
with. But, as a compromise, I con- 
gratulate the staffs of both the com- 
mittee and the four of us, working to- 
gether. I think our staffs have found a 
solution that will increase the money 
to the American Indians and Alaska 
Natives from time to time. 

I am grateful to the chairman and 
ranking member for their assistance in 
this regard. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on the adoption of the 
amendment offered by Mr. STEVENS, 
the Senator from Alaska. 

The amendment (No. 1709) was agreed 
to. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
absence of a quorum having been sug- 
gested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO, 1710 
(Purpose: To require the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency to 
submit to Congress the drinking water 
needs survey and assessment every 2 years) 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator GRAHAM, of Florida, and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. BAUCUS], 
for Mr. GRAHAM, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1710. 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 21, lines 5 through 8, strike 4 
years" and all that follows through part.“ 
and insert the following: 2 years thereafter, 
the Administrator shall submit to Congress 
a survey and assessment of the needs for fa- 
cilities in each State eligible for assistance 
under this part. The survey shall be submit- 
ted in even-numbered years so as to alter- 
nate annually with the estimate and com- 
prehensive study of costs required to be sub- 
mitted to Congress in each odd-numbered 
year under section 516(b) of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 
1381(b))."' 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this is a 
very simple amendment, a very impor- 
tant one. Essentially, under the bill, 
we set up a safe drinking water revolv- 
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ing loan fund. Currently, the Clean 
Water Act has a State revolving loan 
fund. Under that State revolving loan 
fund, the U.S. Government makes cer- 
tain contributions to State revolving 
loan funds. Then States use those dol- 
lars, which are matched by State con- 
tributions. The States then make loans 
to cities and towns for waste water 
treatment plants. 

Currently, there is no similar revolv- 
ing loan fund under the Safe Drinking 
Water Act. Those communities which 
need to upgrade their drinking water 
systems do not have the benefit of a re- 
volving loan fund similar to the one 
that now exists under the Clean Water 
Act for municipal waste water and sew- 
age treatment plants. 

Having said that, Mr. President, a 
question arises. Under what formula 
should amounts be distributed under 
the new Safe Drinking Water Act re- 
volving loan fund provided in this leg- 
islation? 

In the bill, we provide that the allo- 
cation be based on the public water 
supply supervision program money. 
The current provision allows the U.S. 
Government to make grants to the 
States to develop their safe drinking 
water programs. These are not capital- 
ization grants through the State re- 
volving loan fund. Rather, they are 
grants to States to develop their safe 
drinking water program. The money 
goes to technical assistance, funding 
personnel, and so forth. 

As you might guess, Mr. President, 
those dollars are distributed according 
to an allocation formula. In this legis- 
lation, we provide that under the new 
safe drinking water revolving loan fund 
the allocation to States for the revolv- 
ing loan fund be based on the same pro- 
portion as the dollars that are cur- 
rently allocated under the State public 
water supply supervision program 
grant formula. 

Fewer dollars are available under 
that second program. I think $60 mil- 
lion was appropriated for the current 
fiscal year; whereas, the safe drinking 
water revolving loan fund includes $600 
million in the first year, and then $1 
billion to be authorized in subsequent 
years. 

(Mrs. BOXER assumed the chair.) 

Mr. BAUCUS. This is a long way of 
saying, Madam President, that we have 
to find the right allocation to distrib- 
ute the dollars, and in addition, that 
allocation has to be brought up-to-date 
in a reasonable period of time. 

The Senator from Florida suggests 
that we update the allocation among 
the various States every 2 years. In the 
legislation before us, Madam Presi- 
dent, we provide for an updated assess- 
ment and allocation every 4 years after 
1998. It is the allocation according to 
the State program grant formula up to 
1998, and after 1998, every 4 years the 
EPA will ask the States what their 
needs are under their safe drinking 
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water programs. Then dollars will be 
distributed according to needs as deter- 
mined by the various States and also 
under the program as administered by 
the EPA. 

Senator GRAHAM has suggested that 
the 4-year period be shortened to 2 
years. Instead of the needs formula 
being brought up-to-date every 4 years, 
it will be brought up-to-date, under the 
Graham amendment, every 2 years. I 
think that is a very good idea, to 
change from 4 years to 2 years. After 
all, we are quite a mobile country. Peo- 
ple move to different States. Some 
States grow at rapid rates. Some 
States lose population at a slow rate, 
others at a rapid rate. 

In any event, the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Florida is a good 
one, and I urge the Senate to adopt it. 

Mr. DURENBERGER addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Madam Presi- 
dent, I understand that the amendment 
by our colleague from Florida is ac- 
ceptable to Members on the minority 
side. 

I will just make a realistic comment, 
which I hate to do. But we were just 
talking a little bit ago about, are there 
any States that do not take the money. 
And we found out that, yes, some do 
not. In fact, one of our States does not 
take it at all. The States find that, 
given the way some things work, they 
are better off meeting their own needs 
in their own ways, and assessing their 
own needs, and determining the best 
way to do it. 

The Federal needs assessment system 
is set up, and has been set up, on an 
every-4-year basis, so that in meeting 
the needs of the Nation, we can find 
ways to balance specific interests. The 
reality is, however, that the lag time 
between the time a need is determined 
and decisions are made, and when the 
money actually gets invested, can be as 
long as 15 to 20 years. I think 2 percent 
of the money goes out the first year, 
and 6 percent goes out the second year. 

So I guess, by our support of this 
amendment, I would not want anybody 
to think we are going to meet the 
needs of Florida, California, Min- 
nesota, or Montana twice as fast, be- 
cause we will not. We are going to 
spend more money to do this every 2 
years rather than every 4 years. But I 
am not sure that anybody should inter- 
pret the impact of this amendment as a 
more effective use of the moneys which 
have been allocated. 

Having said that, and knowing that 
EPA has a base on which it can build, 
perhaps we will find an appropriate 
way, or maybe a more appropriate way, 
in which to do the needs assessment. 
Members on this side recommend the 
adoption of the amendment by the Sen- 
ator from Florida, as well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 
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Mr. BAUCUS. I have a minor tech- 
nical correction for the RECORD. 

Earlier, I said that the allocation 
would be on a 2-year basis after 1998. I 
misspoke. I meant the needs assess- 
ment would be on a 2-year basis after 
1996, not 1998. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment (No. 1710) was agreed 
to. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

THE CRITICAL AQUIFER PROTECTION PROGRAM 

Mr. WARNER. I would like to ask the 
chairman to clarify the relationship 
between section 1427, the Critical Aqui- 
fer Protection Program and the new 
section 1420, Source Water Quality Pro- 
tection Petition Program. 

If a critical source protection area is 
designated pursuant to section 1427 and 
assistance is sought through the source 
water protection petition process, then 
my understanding is that the require- 
ments of the petition process apply 
when a local government or commu- 
nity water system seeks resources to 
address problems identified in a peti- 
tion. 

Is the situation I have described also 
the chairman’s understanding of how 
these two sections would compliment 
each other? 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I would 
agree with the Senator from Virginia. 
The petition process will identify prob- 
lems with contaminants entering wa- 
ters that serve as drinking water sup- 
plies and provide a means of directing 
resources to tackle these problems. 

However, some States may find that 
the most cost-effective approach is to 
pursue prevention-oriented approaches. 
Nothing in the amendment offered by 
the Senators from Virginia and North 
Dakota or other provisions of the bill 
is intended to dissuade States from 
pursuing such approaches. 

ORIGINS OF CONTAMINANTS 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I would 
like to clarify in plain English our in- 
tent in using the phase the origins of 
drinking water contaminants of public 
health concern, including to the extent 
practicable the specific activities that 
affect the drinking water supply." 

It is my understanding that this 
means that through the petition proc- 
ess every reasonable effort will be 
made to identify what the problem is 
and if there is a problem with a con- 
taminant entering a source water, to 
identify, as precisely as possible, where 
it is coming from. 

Would the Senator from Virginia 
confirm if my understanding is cor- 
rect? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
chairman's understanding of the intent 
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of the phrase in our amendment is cor- 
rect. It is essential that the contami- 
nant which may be causing a violation 
of a maximum contaminant level or a 
public health threat be identified and 
that every reasonable effort be made to 
determine where it is coming from. 
This is necessary if we are to achieve 
effective source protection response 
through voluntary,  incentive-based 
partnerships. Scarce resources must be 
targeted to where problems exist. 
PRIORITIES IN SOURCEWATER PROTECTION 
EFFORTS 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, yester- 
day the Senate approved the Warner- 
Conrad amendment regarding 
sourcewater protection. The amend- 
ment encourages communities to work 
cooperatively with the State and par- 
ties in the sourcewater area to pursue 
cost-effective pollution prevention ac- 
tions. 

Because all parties involved have 
limited resources, it only seems logical 
that those resources be directed first at 
the areas with the greatest potential 
for source protection. In the case of 
nonpoint source pollution, I believe 
that farmers and other land users who 
have already implemented manage- 
ment measures should not be asked to 
implement additional measures unless 
it is clear that such action would actu- 
ally help address the specific drinking 
water problem. In addition, I would ex- 
pect those involved to seek first to 
work in partnership with land users 
who may not already have taken steps 
to reduce pollution. Would Senator 
CONRAD agree? 

Mr. CONRAD. I strongly agree with 
the chairman's interpretation. Every 
effort should be made to first in part- 
nership with parties that may not al- 
ready have taken steps to reduce pollu- 
tion. We need to concentrate our ef- 
forts on areas that will provide the 
most pollution prevention benefits. 


APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE 
PRESIDENT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
in accordance with 22 U.S.C. 1928a- 
1928d, as amended, appoints the follow- 
ing Senators as Members of the Senate 
delegation to the North Atlantic As- 
sembly spring meeting during the sec- 
ond session of the 103d Congress, to be 
held in Oslo, Norway, May 26-31, 1994: 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SPECTER]; the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. GREGG]; and the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. BENNETT]. 


SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1994 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 
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The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be per- 
mitted to proceed as in morning busi- 
ness for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. The Senator is recognized for 
15 minutes as in morning business. 


MINING PATENTS 


Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, if 
anybody heard that giant sucking 
sound this afternoon at 1 p.m., it was 
the sound of $11 billion worth of gold 
and 1,800 acres of land being trans- 
ferred from all the people of America— 
the taxpayers of America—to a Cana- 
dian gold mining company for the 
princely sum of $9,000. 

Secretary Babbitt, at 1 o'clock this 
afternoon, issued seven certificates of 
patent—which is the same thing as a 
deed—to a gold mining company called 
Barrick Gold Strike Mines, Inc., a sub- 
sidiary of American Barrick Resources 
Corp, a Canadian Corporation. 

Madam President, the Secretary 
hated to do that as much as I hated for 
him to do it, but he had no choice, be- 
cause under the existing law, which is 
now 122 years old, signed by Ulysses S. 
Grant, the Secretary was required to 
issue the patents. Barrick Gold Strike 
Mines applied for these patents, for the 
deeds and under the law proved that it 
had commercial quantities of gold 
under it, and the Secretary refused, to 
his eternal credit, to cough up $11 bil- 
lion in gold that belongs to every per- 
son in America because this is Federal 
land that belong to all of them. 

The Secretary refused to do anything 
so gargantuan, so monumentally pre- 
posterous, but a U.S. district court 
made him because the law required it. 

For 5 long, suffering, interminable 
years, I have stood behind this desk 
and talked about the enormity of the 
crime of continuing to give away tens 
of billions of dollars in minerals that 
belong to the people of this country to 
major companies. 

In 1990, I tried to impose a morato- 
rium on the issuance of patents. I lost 
by two votes. 

In 1991, I tried again and lost by one 
vote. Less than 1 year after that vote, 
Barrick Gold Strike Mines applied for 
the patents. 

Today is, indeed, a sad day for the 
American people. Congress stands in- 
dicted for its refusal, time after time, 
to address this problem. 

When the Secretary handed these 
seven patent certificates to this gold 
mining company today, the land was 
taken out of ownership from all the 
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taxpayers of America forever. And even 
if we impose a royalty on gold this 
year as part of mining law reform leg- 
islation, we will never receive a dime 
of this $11 billion worth of gold because 
it no longer will be located on Federal 
land, It is in private hands, and the leg- 
islation which will emerge from a con- 
ference with the House will not apply 
to private land. 

That means, for example, if the con- 
ference committee, sometime before 
the end of this year, adopted an 8 per- 
cent royalty on hard rock minerals 
mined off Federal lands, we will have 
just given up $900 million today. 

Would Barrick not want this land if 
they had to pay a royalty? Would a 
royalty force them to go broke? 

They pay, in fact, a 4 percent gross 
royalty and a 5 percent net profits roy- 
alty to another mining company that 
has an interest in the Gold Strike 
mine. 

They say they just cannot afford to 
pay Uncle Sam a royalty. All mining 
companies say that. And yet they pay 
the States a royalty if they mine State 
lands. 

They say, "We will go offshore if you 
treat us so shabbily." Virtually every 
nation on Earth charges a royalty. 
Newmont Mining Co., in Nevada, is a 
gold mining company. Do you know 
what they pay to the private owner of 
the lands of one of their mines? Eight- 
een percent. If you were to suggest to 
them that maybe they ought to pay the 
United States a 4, 5, or 8 percent roy- 
alty, the howls go up in the West and 
in this Chamber about how many jobs 
are going to be lost, and how everybody 
is going to go broke. 

According to the Denver Post, Peter 
Munk, CEO of Barrick, in 1991 cashed 
in $32 million worth of stock options. 
That was on top of his $700,000 annual 
salary. 

Madam President, if American 
Barrick mined $400 million worth of 
gold next year and had to pay the Unit- 
ed States an 8 percent royalty, which 
they say would cause them to go broke, 
it would amount to precisely the 
amount of money they paid their CEO 
in 1991. 

Do you know what Barrick's net in- 
come for the first quarter of this year 
was? Sixty million dollars, a 31-percent 
increase over the first quarter of 1993. 
Gold is somewhere between $50 and $60 
higher than it was a year ago, and yet 
they purport to still be going broke op- 
erating the same mines they were mak- 
ing a profit on a year ago. 

The Minerals Policy Center, Madam 
President, says that there are now pat- 
ent applications pending over at the 
Department of Interior on lands con- 
taining $85 billion worth of minerals. 
In all probability, Bruce Babbitt will 
have to do this over and over again— 
giving away the public domain and all 
the minerals thereunder for $2.50 to $5 
an acre. I cannot believe that this goes 
on in this day and time. 
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"Prime Time Live” and *':20/20' and 
other news shows will occasionally do a 
little segment on this subject and ev- 
erybody gets all upset, and we come 
back here year after year and the same 
thing continues to go on. 

After I appealed, with all of the 
strength of my body, to this group in 
1990 to stop this insanity, to put a mor- 
atorium on the issuance of these pat- 
ents, I lost by two votes. Madam Presi- 
dent, 4 days later—4 days after I lost by 
two votes—Stillwater Mining Co. of 
Montana applied for several patents on 
about 2,000 acres of land, and what do 
you think Stillwater Mining Co. will 
get for $10,000? Thirty-eight billion dol- 
lars’ worth of palladium and plati- 
num—those are their figures, not mine. 
It is such a mammoth tragedy, I can- 
not help getting emotional about it. I 
have been emotional about it for 5 
years now. I am absolutely heartsick. 

Recently, we debated a gift ban in 
the U.S. Senate. We passed it over- 
whelmingly because nobody wants to 
be seen as protecting some kind of 
graft around here. We pat ourselves on 
the back, give ourselves the ''good gov- 
ernment award" and go home and tell 
our voters what purists we are. 

I thought the Senator from Texas 
spoke pretty well the other night dur- 
ing the debate. He said, “People are 
not concerned about what we are doing 
to each other." He said, “What they 
are concerned about is what we are 
doing to them." Here is a classic case 
in point. We are worried about whether 
somebody is going to get a gift around 
here that exceeds $20 in value, and this 
very day, we have sat idle while the 
Secretary of the Interior was required 
to give away 11 billion dollars' worth of 
gold that belonged to the people of this 
country. 

(Mr. DECONCINI assumed the chair.) 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I do 
not know whether we will be able to 
Stop this insanity this year or not. We 
have a bill that has passed this Senate, 
and the House has passed a bill. We are 
hopefully going to go to conference and 
work something out. If we do not, that 
85 billion dollars' worth of minerals, 
for which patent applications are now 
pending, will also be given away, to go 
with the $11 billion we gave away 
today. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I do not 
want to engage in a long debate on the 
merits of mining law reform, but I feel 
it incumbent upon me to make a state- 
ment in response to the distinguished 
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Senator from Arkansas regarding min- 
ing law reform. 

Mr. President, there were a number 
of statements made by my friend from 
Arkansas that he, for 5 years, has at- 
tempted to change the law. The fact of 
the matter is that that is true and we 
have had extended debates on this 
floor. And in each of those years, my 
friend from Arkansas failed to get 
enough votes to carry his position. 

Now, Mr. President, last year a num- 
ber of reforms were offered by the Sen- 
ator from Nevada and others, and they 
were passed by this body. For example, 
the law regarding patents would have 
been changed significantly had the 
Senate’s position been upheld. But 
there are those who feel that they want 
all or nothing, and as a result of that, 
last year they got nothing. 

Mr. President, we all know, and we 
have debated on the Senate floor here 
over a period of years, that there 
should be changes in the law as it re- 
lates to mining. We, in good faith, have 
agreed to make significant changes, 
and we still stand ready to do that. 

There is a bill that has now passed 
the Senate, and a bill that has passed 
the House, and there is a conference 
committee going to meet. The honest 
broker in that matter is BENNETT 
JOHNSTON, the chairman of the Energy 
and Natural Resources Committee. 
They are going to come up, hopefully, 
with something that is fair and that 
will change the way that mining com- 
panies do business in America. The 
mining companies are willing to accept 
reasonable change. 

But for the Interior Department and 
others to say that the patent that was 
issued, according to law, is the greatest 
bank robbery since Butch Cassidy left 
the country, is absurd, ridiculous, and 
without foundation. 

We, in Nevada, know something 
about Butch Cassidy’s bank robberies, 
because the last bank robbery Butch 
Cassidy performed in the United States 
was in Nevada—Winnemucca, NV. We 
know about bankruptcies and we know 
about robberies. 

What has taken place in mining in 
recent years has been good for the 
economy and has been good for the 
American people. 

Now, it is very clear that the mining 
industry produces tens of thousands of 
jobs in America. In the State of Ari- 
zona, as an example, Mr. President, the 
copper industry there is just barely 
making it. We know that just a few 
years ago the copper industry moved 
away from the United States. Why? Be- 
cause the costs were so high, they 
could not make it. A gross royalty on 
copper would cause the copper industry 
to go offshore. There is no question 
about that. 

The mining industry, gold mining in 
Nevada, has had some claims that have 
been worked satisfactorily, and they 
have made money. There are other 
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claims that have not been worked sat- 
isfactorily. There are mines that have 
opened, and they have closed in recent 
years. 

The mining industry is a very cap- 
ital-intensive industry. Large invest- 
ments are required to find, extract, re- 
fine, and ship minerals to markets. 

According to the U.S. Bureau of Cen- 
sus, the highest average profit margin 
in the past 6 years in the mining indus- 
try was 5.76 percent. Last year—that is 
the year 1993—Mr. President, it was 1.58 
percent. That is, as indicated by my 
friend from Arkansas, the price of gold 
was real low last year, and as a result 
of that the profit margin was less than 
2 percent. 

The price of gold at one time was $446 
an ounce. Last year at this time, it was 
around $325 an ounce. Today, it has in- 
creased where it is around $370 an 
ounce. So it is a figure that is not al- 
ways stable. In fact it rarely is stable. 

Mr. President, the mining company 
that had the patent issued to it could 
have mined the gold without the pat- 
ent. The fact is, the patents will give 
Barrick a more secure title to its 
claim. 

One of the things we suggested, and 
passed the Senate last year, is if a com- 
pany uses the land for anything other 
than mining, it would revert back to 
the Federal Government. So, it is not 
as if we can use, with any degree of cer- 
tainty anymore, the claims that have 
been used by my friend from Arkansas, 
so much that we are all kind of used to 
them. For example, is it fair to issue a 
patent and then establish a ski resort 
on it? Of course not. Anyone who 
thinks a patent should be issued carte 
blanche for any purpose really does not 
understand what has happened in re- 
cent years. The mining industry does 
not want that. 

When Barrick bought these claims, 
the ore was yet to be discovered. When 
the company did identify the ore 
through extensive exploration, it had 
little value. And the exploration, when 
Isay extensive, was literally extensive, 
hundreds of millions of dollars worth. 
It was microscopic refractory ore that 
was not suitable for conventional 
treatment to extract the gold at a prof- 
it. 

Mr. President, Barrick was one of the 
companies that pioneered the large- 
scale use of autoclaving, the tech- 
nology that changes the chemical com- 
position of the ore, allowing the gold to 
be profitably extracted from the rock. 
Barrick then invested hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars in design and construc- 
tion in the one-of-a-kind plant to ex- 
tract the gold from the rock at mines 
from these claims. 

This processing is expensive, but 
Barrick does make a profit on the gold 
it extracts. I do not think that is ask- 
ing too much, that a company makes 
money. If they did not make money, 
they would not do it, and they would 
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not be employing the thousands of peo- 
ple they do. 

Although the ore in the claims is 
clearly valuable today, it is impossible 
to predict profitability over the next 
decade. Profitability in the gold min- 
ing industry is subject to a number of 
factors, including the price of gold, the 
company's ability to control the cost 
of mining, and processing the Govern- 
ment's positions in the form of royalty 
fees and taxes. 

Mr. President, the claims that there 
are hundreds of billions of dollars or 
tens of billions of dollars of gold in the 
land where this mining was located is 
without foundation. 

Mr. President, there could be value in 
that ground. And certainly Barrick 
would not be wanting to go forward 
with this mine if there were not prov- 
able assets in that ground. But to indi- 
cate how much and whether it can be 
taken out of that land, is another ques- 
tion. 

Now, Mr. President, I refer back to 
last year. Those of us who were present 
during that debate recognized that the 
senior Senator from Arkansas had a 
beautiful picture on the wall back here. 
The picture showed a beautiful, moun- 
tainous area with an abandoned mine, 
and showed the dirty water running 
out of that mine. 

The fact of the matter is, as we 
learned last year, that was a mine that 
was developed during the 1880's, last 
century. In the mining industry, be- 
cause of the reclamation laws that 
they have in many States—and none 
are stronger than those of Nevada— 
that does not happen anymore. There 
is a tremendous amount of reclaiming, 
reclamation that must take place simi- 
lar to what goes on in modern-day coal 
mining operations that are above 
ground. 

So, Mr. President, before we get lost 
in hyperbole, the fact of the matter is 
that mining is a good industry. The 
profits are marginal. And the fact of 
the matter is that in places like Ne- 
vada and Arizona and Utah, there is 
some mining that takes place on public 
lands. Why? Because that is all we 
have. The State of Nevada is 87 percent 
Federal lands. So a lot of mining has 
taken place over the years on public 
lands. 

There is a much smaller amount that 
takes place on Federal lands anymore 
because the Federal controls have been 
burdensome in some instances. So let 
me close by saying that this matter 
should be handled in the conference 
committee where there was an agree- 
ment made that is where it should be 
handled. If somehow the negotiations 
fall apart at that time we can come 
back here and have another debate as 
we have in years gone by. But what I 
see happening at the Department of the 
Interior is the failings of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, in grazing and 
logging and water that have taken 
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place in the West, they are going to try 
to make up for that in mining. That 
would be a tremendous disaster and it 
would be significantly unfair to the 
mining industry and the Western Unit- 
ed States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Nevada, 
Mr. REID, and I, are very good friends. 
We have fought many battles over this 
issue on the floor of the Senate. I have 
the utmost respect for him. But the 
Senator from Nevada started off talk- 
ing about how he had tried to reform 
this law and had in fact gotten an 
amendment passed here that said the 
mining companies in the future would 
have to pay for the surface value of 
this land. 

The people in this body who know 
nothing about the issue all applauded: 
"Isn't that wonderful? We are going to 
make them pay for the surface value of 
the land." The surface value of the 
land in most instances is probably $100 
an acre. We are not talking about the 
surface value. We are talking about 
highly valuable minerals. In Nevada, 
Barrick is getting, for the princely sum 
of $10,000, 11 billion dollars’ worth of 
gold, and they are pretending that they 
are doing us a great favor by taking it 
off our hands. 

It is a tragedy by any measurement. 
They act as though because they in- 
vested hundreds of millions of dollars 
in finding and setting up the mine that 
they should be able to do anything 
they want with the taxpayers land. 
Why have they made the investment? 
They did it for the best American tra- 
ditional reason: To make money. 

The other day somebody said: Well, 
the mining companies at least should 
be able to recover their capital costs 
before paying any royalties." Or, 
“They at least ought to be offered this, 
that, and the other thing." It seems to 
me a gift of $11 billion, for which the 
taxpayers get nothing, should be 
enough. 

A little personal note. My son is a 
lawyer. When I was Governor he got 
hooked on the chocolate chip cookies 
the chef at the mansion made, the toll- 
house cookies. Later on, he decided he 
wanted to make the perfect chocolate 
chip cookie. He, and a friend he grad- 
uated high school with spent 2 or 3 
years developing what they think is 
the perfect chocolate chip cookie. They 
rent a restaurant that closes at 9 
o’clock, and bake cookies until mid- 
night, take them out and sell them. 
For the first 5 years they lost money 
every year. 

And, the U.S. Government has never 
come in and thanked them for all the 
jobs they have created. Nobody has 
come in and said: We are going to give 
you the money back that you have in- 
vested in this operation. Rather, they 
paid their fair share of the rent and 
continued to operate. 
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The arguments made by the mining 
industry have to be the most palpable 
and gallish I have ever heard in my 
life. Whatever happened to the good old 
American free enterprise spirit that ap- 
plies to everybody except mining com- 
panies? And it applies to them when 
they mine on private lands. Newmont 
Mining Co., in the home State of the 
distinguished Senator, has no problem 
whatever paying an 18-percent royalty 
to the private owner of the land. But 
right next door, several miles away, 
Barrick mines on Federal lands and 
they say if you put a royalty on us we 
will have to shut down and all these 
people will be out of work. 

The Senator from Nevada says: By 
giving Barrick those seven certificates 
of patent today, for $9,000, we have 
given them more security. It sure will. 
They will never have to pay a royalty 
to the Federal Government. I do not 
know why in the world somebody did 
not offer me those seven patents. I 
promise you, I could go out and raise 
the money to mine that gold, and I 
would be tickled to death to pay the 
Federal Government a 10-percent roy- 
alty. It is a travesty. Of course they 
spent a lot of money looking for it. Do 
you know why they did? To make 
money. There is nothing wrong with 
that. But there is something wrong 
with not compensating the American 
taxpayer. 

You think, of all 100 Senators in the 
U.S. Senate, how many speeches have 
we made to the local chamber of com- 
merce saying: If you just elect me I 
will handle your money as though it 
were my own.” 

I want everybody in the U.S. Senate 
who, if they had $11 billion of gold, 
would be willing to give it away for 
$10,000 to stand up. And go home and 
tell the chamber of commerce that if it 
were your land you would certainly be 
glad to give it away. That just puts it 
in perspective, Mr. President, how idi- 
otic this whole thing is. And yet it goes 
on and on and on. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator from Ar- 
kansas yield? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. REID. As I told the Senator, I 
have a Cabinet officer in my office. 
May I have a couple of minutes and 
then I will leave and you can say what- 
ever you care to? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. REID. I will be very quick. 

Mr. President, it is easy to get on 
this floor and talk about travesty and 
ridiculousness and all those kinds of 
things. The fact of the matter is that 
my good friend from Arkansas could 
not go out and get a bunch of people 
together to raise money and go in and 
do this. We are talking about invest- 
ments of hundreds of millions of dol- 
lars. 

For example, near my hometown of 
Searchlight, NV, people tried to de- 
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velop the Viceroy Gold property for al- 
most 20 years. They went all over, try- 
ing to find an investor. They finally 
found somebody in Vancouver who was 
willing to come in and before there was 
a single ounce of gold taken out of that 
property, that man spent $100 million. 

Now, there was no guarantee that 
they would have an ability to pay back 
the $100 million. The fact of the matter 
is, it is true there is no industry in the 
world more than the American mining 
industry that represents the free enter- 
prise system. That is all we want to be 
able to go forward on, with a fixed set 
of rules that are meaningful and some- 
thing that the mining industry can 
still proceed on. 

I would close by saying—I repeat—I 
hope the Interior Department does not 
try to make up for its shortcomings in 
grazing, in logging, and in water prob- 
lems with what they are trying to do 
on mining. Because the fact of the mat- 
ter is that mining is extremely impor- 
tant and the profit margins are very 
slim no matter how many times the 
distinguished Senator from Arkansas 
talks about ripoffs and travesties. The 
fact of the matter is that the profits 
are very marginal and what will hap- 
pen, as has happened, is these compa- 
nies will be forced to go offshore. 

There is gold in other places. It is 
easier to mine it here in the United 
States because there is a market for it. 
But, remember, this is one of the few 
industries that helps us with a favor- 
able balance of trade. 

I again appreciate very much my 
friend from Arkansas allowing me to 
leave the floor—— 

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator stay 
and answer one question before he 
leaves? This land we are talking about, 
Barrick did not even file à claim for 
that land. Somebody else did. 

You know, people go out there and 
they put up stakes and they just lay 
claim to it. 

Do you know what Barrick did? They 
found this site. The claimant said, 
“Yeah, go explore, see what you can 
find." They came back. And they said, 
“You have a lot of gold here.” They 
paid him $62 million for his claim. 
What do the American people get out 
of that? How many jobs do they get out 
of that $62 million they paid a guy who 
did nothing but put up four stakes? 

Mr. REID. I will be happy to respond. 
We have done something about that. 
We have solved that problem so people 
cannot go out and file miles and miles 
of claims anymore. In fact, prior to our 
changing the law with the holding fee, 
we had in Nevada over a million min- 
ing claims. That now, at last report, is 
down to about 300,000—something like 
that. So it is not as if we have not done 
anything here. 

The Senator has not responded—and 
I am sure he will when I leave—but the 
reversionary interest we had in the leg- 
islation last year, I think it is impor- 
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tant that we recognize the patent 
issue. I hope, again, in the reform we 
have that if a patent is issued, there 
will be a reversionary issue. 

If the Senator has a problem, as he 
indicated he has, that having a fair 
market value is improper for a land, 
that there should be some way of deter- 
mining what the subsurface rights are, 
that is really hard to do. I am not sure 
we can do it. I would be happy to meet 
with the Senator. I am not in the con- 
ference. The Senator is in the con- 
ference. I am sure that he will do his 
best to make sure that this is fair. 

In responding to the Senator's ques- 
tion, I ask the Senator this: I hope that 
you being—you are one person from 
being chairman of that full committee. 
I hope that with your experience being 
chairman of the Small Business Com- 
mittee and someone who has a tremen- 
dous amount of integrity and respect 
in this body and around the country, 
that during the time that conference is 
held, I hope you will call upon your ex- 
perience and come up with something 
that is fair and reasonable to the peo- 
ple of this country and, of course, the 
people of the Western United States. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I appreciate the Sen- 
ator’s statement. My arguments are 
not punitive. I am not trying to punish 
the mining companies, and I am not 
trying to punish the people who work 
for the mining companies. Certainly 
the Senators who stand on the floor 
year after year and defend these prac- 
tices are good friends of mine. I under- 
stand exactly what is going on. Maybe 
we will be able to come up with some- 
thing to reform the law this year. 

Mr. REID. Let me close by saying, I 
said this publicly in the last 5 years, 
and Isay it this year. If the conference 
committee comes up with a reasonable 
reform, the companies that do business 
in Nevada have asked me if I will sup- 
port reasonable reforms. 

So I look forward to the conference 
committee coming back with some- 
thing that is fair and reasonable and is 
a real compromise. Hopefully, we do 
not have to have this battle year after 
year. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I know the Senator 
from Nevada does not take instruction, 
and I hope that the Senator—and I 
know he would—hopes that we come 
out with something that is good for the 
American people and not just the min- 
ing companies. 

Mr. REID. Absolutely. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, the 
Senator mentioned reclamation a 
while ago, and I do not want to prolong 
this. Do my colleagues realize that of 
the 1,200 sites on the Superfund list 
that 59 of the sites on the Superfund 
list are directly related to hardrock 
mining? We are spending millions of 
dollars a year right now of the tax- 
payers’ money to clean up site after 
site after site where they walked off 
and left an unmitigated environmental 
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disaster, after paying no royalty. The 
American taxpayers are left to pick up 
the tab. 

Mr. REID. I will respond to the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas that I hope one of 
the things the conference comes back 
with is a means of taking care of that. 

Mr. BUMPERS. We are going to. I 
promise the Senator we are going to. 

Mr. REID. I also will say, if you look 
at those 59 claims, 56 or 57 of them— 
leaving 1 or 2 of modern mines—all the 
rest of mines that are very, very old. 
That does not mean the mining indus- 
try should not be involved in cleaning 
those up. I think they should be, and I 
think they want to be. I think that is 
appropriate. 

Mr. BUMPERS. The Mineral Policy 
Center says there are 557,000 abandoned 
hardrock mining sites to be cleaned up 
in this country, and it is going to cost 
somewhere between $30 and $70 billion. 
Think about that. And today we just 
gave away an additional 11 billion dol- 
lars’ worth of gold while the taxpayers 
are being asked to pick up the tab for 
$30 to $70 billion just to clean up the 
mine sites of the past. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BUMPERS). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for up to 10 minutes as if in morning 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair. 
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Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 
sought recognition to comment briefly 
on the nomination, by President Clin- 
ton, of Judge Stephen Breyer to the 
Supreme Court of the United States. 

At first appearance, Judge Breyer 
looks to be qualified for appointment 
to the Court. But I have been some- 
what concerned as I have seen so many 
of our colleagues state at this early 
stage that they intend to vote for him, 
in advance of the nomination hearings 
and deliberation by the Senate and ul- 
timately the vote of the Senate. 

Judge Breyer’s nomination was sub- 
mitted, announced by President Clin- 
ton at a news conference Friday at 6 
o'clock, some 72 hours ago. There is a 
great deal yet to be done concerning 
the nomination. The Senate will con- 
sider him carefully under our advice 
and consent function, put him under a 
microscope and make a determination 
as to his fitness for the Supreme Court. 
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The position of Justice of the Su- 
preme Court is enormously important 
in our society, with so many decisions 
being handed down by a 5 to 4 vote 
which have impact on the lives of vir- 
tually every American and sometimes 
worldwide. With a 5 to 4 decision, that 
fifth vote by a Supreme Court Justice 
has greater power than most acts of 
the President of the United States. 
And, unlike the President, who is elect- 
ed for 4 years or perhaps 8 years, a Jus- 
tice on the Supreme Court may sit for 
two or three decades, and has enor- 
mous power over a very long period of 
time. 

A concern which I have is that when 
there is virtually a coronation in ad- 
vance, the nominees are apt to answer 
relatively few questions. Since I was 
elected to the Senate in 1980, I have 
had occasion to serve on the Judiciary 
Committee for eight confirmation pro- 
ceedings, and have noted a very defi- 
nite pattern that nominees to the Su- 
preme Court answer only as many 
questions as they really have to an- 
swer. And when there is general ap- 
proval given in advance, and the nomi- 
nee runs only risks by answering ques- 
tions, there is an inclination not to an- 
swer very many questions. 

I am not suggesting, Mr. President, 
that in the confirmation hearings we 
ought to ask a nominee how he or she 
wil decide a cutting edge question 
which is likely to come before the 
Court, but really to get an idea of judi- 
cial philosophy and approach to prob- 
lems. I submit, Mr. President, that this 
is especially important in an era where 
the Court has become in many ways a 
super legislature, and really passes on 
questions of public policy, and fre- 
quently in apparent disagreement with 
congressional enactments, although 
the Judges would disagree with that 
statement. 

But I would refer to just a couple of 
cases. One is the interpretation of the 
Civil Rights Act where the Supreme 
Court of the United States, in 1971, in 
the Griggs case, handed down a unani- 
mous opinion. This case was in effect 
reversed by the Supreme Court of the 
United States, in a 5-to-4 decision, in 
1989 in Wards Cove as to the definition 
of employment under the Civil Rights 
Act. 

The Congress then had to go to work 
and pass an amendment to reinstate 
the rule of Griggs which the Supreme 
Court of the United States had, in ef- 
fect, overruled in Wards Cove, where 
you had an interpretation by the Court 
which had been in effect for 18 years, 
untouched by the Congress, really a 
conclusive presumption that the Griggs 
interpretation coincided with congres- 
sional intent. Then the Supreme Court 
overrules that, not on constitutional 
grounds but on grounds of statutory in- 
terpretation. And that Supreme Court 
decision was changed, as I say, by the 
congressional enactment of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1991. 
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Similarly, there had been a rule in ef- 
fect for some 18 years—from, again, 
1971 until 1989—on counseling of women 
under provisions of planned parent- 
hood. There a regulation with obvious 
congressional approval, unchanged in 
some 18 years, was reversed in a Su- 
preme Court decision in Rust versus 
Sullivan. 

So there are those strong indica- 
tors—and many, many others could be 
cited—where the Court acts as a super 
legislature, which is not quite the same 
as someone running for the Senate or 
House of Representatives or President 
to answer questions about public pol- 
icy. 

But it seems to me that there is a 
substantial appropriate leeway for Sen- 
ators on the Judiciary Committee to 
ask questions on a variety of impor- 
tant subjects. We have the question of 
the death penalty, where more than 70 
percent of the American people favor 
the death penalty, where more than 70 
Senators in this body—again more 
than 70 percent—have supported the 
death penalty. Yet there are restrictive 
decisions coming from the Supreme 
Court, and sometimes a change of 
heart as to whether the death penalty 
is barred by the cruel and unusual pun- 
ishment provision of the Constitution. 

There are important questions on 
freedom of religion, freedom of speech, 
and on Executive powers. I have tried, 
and will try again, to get an answer to 
the question delineating the Presi- 
dent’s power to deploy U.S. military 
forces, a subject of tremendous impor- 
tance, especially considering what is 
now occurring in Haiti and what has 
occurred in Somalia. 

I have asked the question as to 
whether the Korean war was a war. 
And I prejudged the question in a sense 
by calling it a war. But that is not a 
question which is going to come up in 
the precise context of Korea, but as yet 
I have been unable to get an answer to 
that question because nominees are 
virtually assured confirmation by dec- 
laration of Senators in advance, and 
the nature and tenor of the nomination 
proceedings that they are virtually cer- 
tain to be confirmed. 

Mr. President, there is also a concern 
that I would like to express briefly, and 
that relates to what appears to be a 
limited rule of prospective nominees to 
the Supreme Court with the same 
names which we heard about last year, 
hearing about again this year. I do not 
say that in any criticism or in deroga- 
tion of the names which we heard, but 
it seems to me that there must be 
many of the best of the brightest in 
America who would qualify for the Su- 
preme Court. 

This year we heard the name Judge 
Breyer, who was nominated, and came 
very close to being submitted last year; 
Judge Arnold of the 8th circuit, again 
this year; we heard very much about 
him last year; Bruce Babbitt, Sec- 
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retary of the Interior. This brings the 
question to my mind as to why there 
are not more prospective nominees 
that we hear about. 

The Senate, as it is well known, has 
both the obligation and responsibility 
to consent to nominations, but also 
under the advice and consent function 
we have a rule to advise. And I have 
been giving thought, in discussion with 
some of my colleagues, to the possibil- 
ity of the Senate creating a pool of pos- 
sible nominees for consideration by the 
President. 

Obviously, it is the President's deci- 
sion, and he can take them or leave 
them. But one possible scenario—and I 
have not fixed on any precise course— 
would be to canvas the bar associations 
of the 50 States, write to the chief jus- 
tices of the 50 State supreme courts, 
the chief judges of the circuit courts of 
appeal, the chief judges of the U.S. dis- 
trict courts, and perhaps to law schools 
to find a list of those who might be 
uniquely well qualified to be on the Su- 
preme Court by virtue of judicial expe- 
rience, but not necessarily exclusively 
judicial experience. 

We have on the Supreme Court at the 
present time, of the nine Justices, 
eight of them came from other courts. 
Justice O'Connor came from the Ari- 
zona Superior Court, Chief Justice 
Rehnquist came from the Justice De- 
partment. The other seven Justices all 
came from Federal courts of appeals. 

And there is a sense that we might 
well have some greater diversity. Such 
a pool might lead to inquiries about 
scholarly writing, trial practice, appel- 
late practice of the kind of consider- 
ation which were given greater breadth 
to the possibility of Presidential nomi- 
nations. 

In considering this matter, the situa- 
tion of Learned Hand comes to mind, a 
great jurist who was never considered 
for the Supreme Court. A historical 
event that was widely reported comes 
to mind about Senator Borah, the 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee, 
conferring with President Hoover in 
1930 and President Hoover showing 
Senator Borah a list of 10 prospects and 
him saying, “I like number 10," who 
turned out to be Justice Cardoza, who 
had an extraordinary record on the ap- 
pellate court of the State of New York, 
New York Court of Appeals. Also, the 
career of Justice Oliver Wendell 
Holmes, having had 20 years of experi- 
ence on the Supreme Judicial Council 
of Massachusetts. I think such a pool 
might be really very advisable, provid- 
ing some very substantial diversity. 

I personally was disappointed that 
the President did not move forward 
with the suggested name of Bruce Bab- 
bitt, the Secretary of the Interior. 
Bruce Babbitt would have brought di- 
versity, as he had experience as a Gov- 
ernor, a State attorney general, a Cabi- 
net officer, and a Presidential can- 
didate. When the President had pub- 
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licly disclosed his interest in having 
our distinguished majority leader, Sen- 
ator MITCHELL, that would have been a 
line of diversity, as was the suggestion 
of New York Gov. Mario Cuomo at 
some time in the past. It seems to me 
that that kind of diversity would 
strengthen the Court. 

I believe, Mr. President, that the ac- 
tions of the U.S. Senate in examining 
Supreme Court nominees is one of our 
highest callings, and perhaps our high- 
est calling. It is certainly true that the 
Supreme Court of the United States is 
the guardian of the U.S. Constitution 
and, in a sense, the Senate has a con- 
stitutional guardianship of the Su- 
preme Court, because it is we who pass 
on their qualifications. 

I urge my colleagues not to commit 
in advance to Judge Breyer, or to any- 
one, in order to leave the full range of 
questioning available so that we may 
make an appropriate inquiry into 
Judge Breyer, as we have made inquir- 
ies into other nominees, to do the best 
job, and see to it that we have the very 
strongest Supreme Court that we can 
have and, hopefully, perhaps rethink 
some of our procedures to have as 
much guarantee as possible that the 
Supreme Court of the United States 
will be occupied by the best and the 
brightest. 

I yield the floor. 


—— 
MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that there now be a pe- 
riod for morning business, with Sen- 
ators permitted to speak therein for up 
to 3 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ART LAKE: HALF A CENTURY OF 
RHODE ISLAND BROADCAST HIS- 
TORY 


Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I would 
like to share with my colleagues the 
news of a remarkable anniversary. Art 
Lake this year celebrates 50 years of 
news and weather reporting in the 
broadcast industry, including about 45 
years in television. 

There is one more fact that makes 
this remarkable anniversary even more 
extraordinary. In an industry noted for 
the temporary nature of its jobs and 
the transience of its newscasters, Art 
Lake has remained with the same sta- 
tion for all his years in broadcasting. 
That station is Rhode Island's WJAR. 

In an institution noted for the long 
service of some Members, we stand in 
awe of anyone who has put in so many 
decades at one of the few jobs that 
draws more daily criticism than poli- 
tics. You see, Art Lake has worked 30 
of those 50 years as weatherman. 

The fact that he has not only sur- 
vived but has become such a constant 
and reliable figure in our lives, is proof 
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of both his skills and his character. I 
speak for many Rhode Islanders when I 
express our appreciation, and wish both 
Art Lake and WJAR continued success. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that an article from a recent edi- 
tion of the Woonsocket, RI, Call enti- 
tled “Art Lake: 50 Years of TV His- 
tory," be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ART LAKE: 50 YEARS OF TV HISTORY 
(By Kristen Lans) 

SMITHFIELD.—Spring will not be overly 
warm this year. 

Art Lake said so, with the confidence of 
someone who has forecasted weather the 
past 30 years every winter, spring, summer 
and fall for Rhode Island audiences. 

But Lake's career with WJAR-Channel 10 
stretches further back in time than that, 
with 1994 marking the 50th year he has 
worked for the same station, first as a radio, 
then television, news announcer. 

"I am not overly happy to be this old, but 
Iloved being a part of the early days of tele- 
vision," said Lake, who requested his age not 
be printed. 

As a teenager from Braintree, Mass., Lake 
began at WJAR as à radio announcer when it 
operated out of the Outlet Department store 
in downtown Providence. 

The department store went into the busi- 
ness to increase the sale of records, said 
Lake, and the men's clothing department 
was the only department which brought in 
more revenue each year than the broadcast- 
ing department. 

In 1949, when the station expanded and 
began broadcasting over television, Lake 
stayed as one of 10 television news announc- 
ers. 
"Art is like the station historian," said 
Doug White, newscaster for WJAR-Channel 
10. "He can talk just as comfortably about 
1954 as he can about 1994." 

White has worked with Lake at the same 
station for 16 years, although recently they 
cross paths infrequently because of conflict- 
ing schedules. 

White said when he first began at WJAR he 
was assigned to the noon newscast with Lake 
and found the weather forecaster prepared 
for the ''curve balls" live television can en- 
tail. 

Lake got his start on television when it 
was introduced to the households of Amer- 
ica. 

In those days, he said, there were “weather 
girls" who sang the weather forecast in 
rhymes or drew the weather on a chart as 
they described it. 

Lake's career in weather grew from a 
hobby and not a college degree, because his 
degree from Emerson College in Boston was 
in radio broadcasting. 

The week after Lake moved to Smithfield 
in 1954, Hurricane Carol followed and its ef- 
fects peaked his interest in weather. 

"I found out there was a lot more to know 
about weather than reading a box in the 
upper right corner of the newspaper," said 
Lake. “I like to show people the movement 
of the weather so people understand why it is 
happening." 

Lake would go to T.F. Green Airport in 
Warwick and study the weather charts for 
hours with National Weather Service work- 
ers. 

He learned weather from meteorologist 
John Ghiorse, when Ghiorse was hired by 
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WJAR-10 to replace a "weather girl," in the 
early 1960s. 

In the old days, maps of the United States 
were painted on the wall and the weather 
forecaster had to memorize the forecast or 
refer to material written on cards. 

Now, Lake uses a computer to develop the 
weather maps, and refers to a teleprompter 
for the weather forecast. 

The maps are not painted on walls, but 
only broadcast on television screens for 
viewers, while Lake points to a blank wall 
behind him. 

"When I first started, weather people 
would greet you on the street with "why 
don't you get it right?," said Lake. 

Now they call and say their daughter is 
getting married tomorrow and ask if she'll 
need a tent outside," he said. 

The veteran media figure remembers fall- 
ing asleep at a beach in South County one 
summer, and opening his eyes to a circle of 
people surrounding him. They knew he was a 
television figure, but not what he did and 
wanted Lake to identify himself. 

Lake begins his workday at 3:45 a.m. and 
leaves the WJAR-Channel 10 studio in Cran- 
ston at 12:30 p.m. 

The best days are those when you were 
"right" with your weather forecast the day 
before and it continues, said Lake. 

"It's awful when you come in and a mas- 
sive storm is breathing down your back," he 
said. 

Although Lake received offers in the past 
to relocate to a different station, doing so 
would not be feasible, he said, because it 
would have entailed starting at the bottom 
salary and working up again and again. 

In the early days, experience did not rate 
salary, according to Lake, and his wife and 
three boys remained in Smithfield. 

Everything in the broadcasting industry 
has changed, he said, except the call letters 
of the station WJAR, where he has worked 
half-a-century. 

Lake said he has not made any decisions 
on retirement. 

Although WJAR asked Lake to do a piece 
on his 50th anniversary with the station, the 
forecaster has not accepted the offer yet, ac- 
cording to White. 

White said television audiences received 
one impression of television news programs 
from The Mary Tyler Moore Show," whose 
character Ted Knight displayed an arrogant 
attitude. 

"Art Lake couldn't be any further from 
that character," said White. "I suspect when 
he decides to retire he will slip out the back 
door after politely saying goodbye to every- 
one." 


IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, anyone 
even remotely familiar with the U.S. 
Constitution knows that no President 
can spend a dime of Federal tax money 
that has not first been authorized and 
appropriated by Congress—both the 
House of Representatives and the U.S. 
Senate. 

So when you hear a politician or an 
editor or à commentator declare that 
"Reagan ran up the Federal debt" or 
that Bush ran it up," bear in mind 
that it was, and is, the constitutional 
duty and responsibility of Congress to 
control Federal spending. Congress has 
failed miserably in that task for about 
5 years. 
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The fiscal irresponsibility of Con- 
gress has created a Federal debt which 
stood at $4,579,501,883,465.93 as of the 
close of business, Friday, May 13. Aver- 
aged out, every man, woman, and child 
in America owes a share of this mas- 
sive debt, and that per capita share is 
$17,565.43. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate a mes- 
sage from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a nomination; re- 
ferred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

(The nomination received today is 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


REPORT TO CONGRESS RELATIVE 
TO THE NATIONAL EMERGENCY 
WITH RESPECT TO IRAN—MES- 
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
PM 113 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I hereby report to the Congress on 
developments since the last Presi- 
dential report on November 10, 1993, 
concerning the national emergency 
with respect to Iran that was declared 
in Executive Order No. 12170 of Novem- 
ber 14, 1979, and matters relating to Ex- 
ecutive Order No. 12613 of October 29, 
1987. This report is submitted pursuant 
to section 204(c) of the International 
Emergency Economic Powers Act, 50 
U.S.C. 1703(c), and section 505(c) of the 
International Security and Develop- 
ment Cooperation Act of 1985, 22 U.S.C. 
2349aa-9(c). This report covers events 
through March 31, 1994. My last report, 
dated November 10, 1993, covered events 
through September 30, 1993. 

1. There have been no amendments to 
the Iranian Transactions Regulations, 
31 CFR Part 560, or to the Iranian As- 
sets Control Regulations, 31 CFR Part 
535, since the last report. 

2. The Office of Foreign Assets Con- 
trol (FAC) of the Department of the 
Treasury continues to process applica- 
tions for import licenses under the Ira- 
nian Transactions Regulations. How- 
ever, a substantial majority of such ap- 
plications are determined to be ineli- 
gible for licensing and, consequently, 
are denied. 
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During the reporting period, the U.S. 
Customs Service has continued to ef- 
fect numerous seizures of Iranian-ori- 
gin merchandise, primarily carpets, for 
violation of the import prohibitions of 
the Iranian Transactions Regulations. 
The FAC and Customs Service inves- 
tigations of these violations have re- 
sulted in forfeiture actions and the im- 
position of civil monetary penalties. 
Additional forfeiture and civil penalty 
actions are under review. 

3. The Iran-United States Claims Tri- 
bunal (the *‘Tribunal’’), established at 
The Hague pursuant to the Algiers Ac- 
cords, continues to make progress in 
arbitrating the claims before it. Since 
my last report, the Tribunal has ren- 
dered 4 awards, bringing the total num- 
ber to 551. Of this total, 371 have been 
awards in favor of American claimants. 
Two hundred twenty-three of these 
were awards on agreed terms, authoriz- 
ing and approving payment of settle- 
ments negotiated by the parties, and 
148 were decisions adjudicated on the 
merits. The Tribunal has issued 37 deci- 
sions dismissing claims on the merits 
and 84 decisions dismissing claims for 
jurisdictional reasons. Of the 59 re- 
maining awards, 3 approved the with- 
drawal of cases and 56 were in favor of 
Iranian claimants. As of March 31, 1994, 
the Federal Reserve Bank of New York 
reported the value of awards to suc- 
cessful American claimants from the 
Security Account held by the NV Set- 
tlement Bank stood at $2,344,330,685.87. 

The Security Account has fallen 
below the required balance of $500 mil- 
lion almost 50 times. Until October 
1992, Iran periodically replenished the 
account, as required by the Algiers Ac- 
cords. This was accomplished, first, by 
transfers from the separate account 
held by the NV Settlement Bank in 
which interest on the Security Account 
is deposited. The aggregate amount 
transferred from the Interest Account 
to the Security Account was 
$874,472,986.47. Iran then replenished 
the account with the proceeds from the 
sale of Iranian-origin oil imported into 
the United States, pursuant to trans- 
actions licensed on a case-by-case basis 
by FAC. Iran has not, however, replen- 
ished the account since the last oil sale 
deposit on October 8, 1992, although the 
balance fell below $500 million on No- 
vember 5, 1992. As of March 31, 1994, the 
total amount in the Security Account 
was $212,049,484.05 and the total amount 
in the Interest Account was 
$15,548,176.62. 

The United States continues to pur- 
sue Case A/28, filed last year, to require 
Iran to meet its financial obligations 
under the Algiers Accords. 

4. The Department of State continues 
to present other United States Govern- 
ment claims against Iran, in coordina- 
tion with concerned government agen- 
cies, and to respond to claims brought 
against the United States by Iran. In 
November 1993, the United States filed 
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its Consolidated Final Response in A/ 
15(IV) and A/24, a claim brought by 
Iran for the alleged failure of the Unit- 
ed States to terminate all litigation 
against Iran as required by the Algiers 
Accord. In December, the United 
States also filed its Statement of De- 
fense in A/27, a claim brought by Iran 
for the alleged failure of the United 
States to enforce a Tribunal award in 
Iran's favor against a U.S. national. 
Because of this alleged failure, Iran re- 
quested that the United States Govern- 
ment be required to pay Iran for all the 
outstanding awards against U.S. na- 
tionals in favor of Iran. 

5. As reported in November 1992, José 
Maria Ruda, President of the Tribunal, 
tendered his resignation on October 2, 
1992. On December 4, 1993, Professor 
Krysztof Skubiszewski was appointed 
Chairman of Chamber T'wo of the Tri- 
bunal, filling the vacancy left by Judge 
Ruda's departure. On February 16, 1994, 
Professor Skubiszewski also was ap- 
pointed the President of the Tribunal. 
Before joining the Tribunal Professor 
Skubiszewski served as Minister of 
Foreign Affairs in Poland from 1989 to 
1993. He joined the “Solidarity” move- 
ment there in 1980, and served on sev- 
eral councils before becoming Minister 
of Foreign Affairs. In addition to his 
political experience, Professor 
Skubiszewski has had a long and dis- 
tinguished academic career in the field 
of international law. He is currently on 
leave from the Institute of Law, Polish 
Academy of Sciences in Warsaw, and 
has lectured at universities throughout 
Europe. He is also the author of a num- 
ber of international law publications. 
In announcing the appointment, the 
Tribunal's Appointing Authority, 
Charles M.J.A. Moons, emphasized Pro- 
fessor Skubiszewski's extensive expe- 
rience in the management of state af- 
fairs and the conduct of international 
relations," in addition to his ‘‘schol- 
arly renown.”’ 

6. As anticipated by the May 13, 1990, 
agreement settling the claims of U.S. 
nationals for less than $250,000.00, the 
Foreign Claims Settlement Commis- 
sion (FCSC) has continued its review of 
3,112 claims. As of March 31, 1994, the 
FCSC has issued decisions in 2,538 
claims, for total awards of more than 
$40 million. The FCSC expects to com- 
plete its adjudication of the remaining 
claims this year. 

7. Thé situation reviewed above con- 
tinues to implicate important diplo- 
matic, financial, and legal interests of 
the United States and its nationals and 
presents an unusual challenge to the 
national security and foreign policy of 
the United States. The Iranian Assets 
Control Regulations issued pursuant to 
Executive Order No. 12170 continue to 
play an important role in structuring 
our relationship with Iran and in ena- 
bling the United States to implement 
properly the Algiers Accords, Simi- 
larly, the Iranian Transactions Regula- 
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tions issued pursuant to Executive 
Order No. 12613 continue to advance 
important objectives in combating 
international terrorism. I shall con- 
tinue to exercise the powers at my dis- 
posal to deal with these problems and 
will continue to report periodically to 
the Congress on significant develop- 
ments. 
WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 14, 1994. 


—— 


REPORT TO CONGRESS RELATIVE 
TO THE PREVENTION OF NU- 
CLEAR PROLIFERATION—MES- 
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
PM 114 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 


To the Congress of the United States: 

As required under section 601(a) of 
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 
1978 (Public Law 95-242; 22 U.S.C. 
3281(a), I am transmitting a report on 
the activities of United States Govern- 
ment departments and agencies relat- 
ing to the prevention of nuclear pro- 
liferation. It covers activities between 
January 1, 1993, and December 31, 1993. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, May 16, 1994. 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


At 2:02 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 


H.R. 2442. An act to reauthorize economic 
development programs under the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act of 
1965 and the Appalachian Regional Develop- 
ment Act of 1965 for fiscal years 1994 through 
1996, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 4278. An act to make improvements in 
the old-age, survivors, and disability insur- 
ance program under title II of the Social Se- 
curity Act. 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bill was read the first 
and second times, by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 2442. An act to reauthorize economic 
development programs under the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act of 
1965 and the Appalachian Regional Develop- 
ment Act of 1965 for fiscal years 1994 through 
1996, and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on Environment and Public Works. 


————ů— )] 


MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 


The following measures were read the 
second time by unanimous consent, 
and placed on the calendar: 
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H.R. 4296. An act to make unlawful the 
transfer or possession of assault weapons. 

S. 2096. A bill to improve private health in- 
surance, to provide equitable tax treatment 
of health insurance, to reform Federal health 
care programs, to provide health care cost 
reduction measures, and for other purposes. 

S. 2109. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act and the Social Security Act to 
provide improved and expanded access to 
comprehensive primary health care and re- 
lated services for medically underserved and 
vulnerable populations through the provision 
of financial support for the development of 
community-based health networks and 
plans, to permit federally-assisted health 
centers to expand their capacity and develop 
and operate new sites to serve underserved 
and vulnerable populations, to provide cer- 
tain financial and other protections for such 
networks, plans and health centers, and to 
facilitate the involvement of, and payment 
to, entities serving underserved and vulner- 
able populations in the training and edu- 
cation of primary care health professionals, 
and for other purposes. 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, which were referred as indi- 
cated: 

EC-2631. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Farm Credit Administration, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel- 
ative to the Administration's 1994 salary 
range structures; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-2632. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, a report relative to watershed 
restoration contracts; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-2633. A communication from the Acting 
Chairman of the Commodity Futures Trad- 
ing Commission, transmitting, a draft of pro- 
posed legislation to reauthorize the Com- 
modity Futures Trading Commission; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC-2634. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, the Administrator of 
the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, and the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting, a draft of 
proposed legislation to amend the Federal 
Insecticide, Fungiside, and Rodenticide Act, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-2635. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, transmitting, a draft 
of proposed legislation to amend the Act of 
March 4, 1913 (16 U.S.C. 502), and the Act of 
June 20, 1958 (16 U.S.C. 556c), to increase 
maximum amounts for which Forest Service 
employees may be reimbursed for the loss of, 
or damage to, personal property; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For- 
estry. 

EC-2636. A communication from the Comp- 
troller of the Department of Defense, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of a viola- 
tion of the Antideficiency Act, case number 
91-07; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

EC-2637. A communication from the Comp- 
troller of the Department of Defense, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of a viola- 
tion of the Antideficiency Act, case number 
92-01; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

EC-2638. A communication from the Comp- 
troller of the Department of Defense, trans- 
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mitting, pursuant to law, a report of a viola- 
tion of the Antideficiency Act, case number 
92-86; to the Committee on Appropriations. 
EC-2639. A communication from the Comp- 
troller of the Department of Defense, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of a viola- 
tion of the Antideficiency Act, case number 
90-01; to the Committee on Appropriations. 
EC-2640. A communication from the Comp- 
troller of the Department of Defense, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of a viola- 
tion of the Antideficiency Act, case number 
91-06; to the Committee on Appropriations. 
EC-2641. A communícation from the Comp- 
troller of the Department of Defense, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of a viola- 
tion of the Antideficiency Act, case number 
92-05; to the Committee on Appropriations. 
EC-2642. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to balances available 
from previous appropriations in the Clean 
Coal Technology program; to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The following petitions and memori- 
als were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 


POM-475. A resolution adopted by the 
Board of Supervisors of the County of Char- 
lotte, Virginia relative to tobacco; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

POM-476. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Arizona; to 
the Committee on Finance. 


"SENATE CONCURRENT MEMORIAL 1004 


“Whereas, Americans are facing ever-in- 
creasing costs for health care coverage; and 

“Whereas, most existing forms of health 
insurance coverage limit the policyholders’ 
role as a consumer and decision maker, thus 
displacing the normal discipline of the mar- 
ketplace; and 

"Whereas, a major reason for high and ris- 
ing health costs is consumers' lack of direct 
financial responsibility for their health re- 
lated decisions; and 

“Whereas, allowing Americans to have 
more direct involvement in paying for rou- 
tine health care will motivate a greater level 
of consumer awareness and responsibility; 
and 

"Whereas, an excellent vehicle for insert- 
ing consumer responsibility into health care 
decisions is the medical care savings ac- 
count; and 

"Whereas, Congress can set tax policy to 
make medical care savings accounts a viable 
option for individuals and employers that 
provide employee health benefits. 


Wherefore your memorialist, the Senate of 
the State of Arizona, the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring, prays: 

1. That the United States Congress amend 
federal tax law to allow: (a) Individuals and 
businesses on behalf of employees to fully 
deduct contributions, up to a determined 
maximum dollar amount, to an individual 
medical care savings account. (b) Individual 
medical care savings account holders an ex- 
emption from income taxes on either con- 
tributions to the account or on interest 
earned on account balances as long as ac- 
count withdrawals are for eligible medical 
expenses. 

"2. That the Secretary of State of the 
State of Arizona transmit copies of this Me- 
morial to the President of the United States 
Senate, the Speaker of the United States 
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House of Representatives and to each Mem- 
ber of the Arizona Congressional Delega- 
tion," 

POM—477. A joint resolution adopted by 
the Legislature of the State of Washington; 
to the Committee on Finance. 


SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL 8029 


“Whereas, Owners of real property may not 
be aware of a United States Internal Reve- 
nue Service lien against the owner's prop- 
erty; and 

“Whereas, Without proper notice of such 
liens, property owners may be unduly or er- 
roneously burdened when they attempt to 
sell property against which there is a federal 
tax lien; 

"Now, therefore, Your Memorialists re- 
spectfully pray that the United States Con- 
gress enact a law allowing states that im- 
pose notice requirement on state tax liens to 
impose a similar notice requirement on Fed- 
eral tax liens. 

“Be it resolved, That copies of this Memo- 
rial be immediately transmitted to the Hon- 
orable Bill Clinton, President of the United 
States, the President of the United States 
Senate, the Speaker of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, and each member of Congress 
from the State of Washington.” 

POM-478. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Idaho; to the 
Committee on Finance. 


"SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL NO. 109 


“Whereas, the goal of all public assistance 
programs ideally is to move individuals to- 
ward self-sufficiency; and 

"Whereas, individuals struggling to stay 
out of the system and off public assistance 
are already exercising self-sufficiency; and 

“Whereas, Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children was established to provide a mini- 
mal, basic level of support for our nation’s 
children, not to punish individuals who 
choose not to accept public assistance; and 

"Whereas, a case such as that of June Reid 
of Post Falls, Idaho, a woman who chose not 
to accept AFDC and therefore was pursued 
for child support payments, highlights a nar- 
row, inappropriate interpretation of the true 
purpose of AFDC and a bureaucratic fascina- 
tion with rules for the sake of rules; and 

"Whereas, the hands of the states are 
bound by federal regulations so that we lose 
vital funding if we act humanely and appro- 
priately in a case like June Reid's; and 

"Whereas, the full effects of the current 
public assistance system must be com- 
prehended and injustices redressed in any 
federal proposal for welfare reform. 

"Now, therefore, Be it resolved by the 
members of the Second Regular Session of 
the Fifty-second Idaho Legislature, the Sen- 
ate and the House of Representatives concur- 
ring therein, That we petition Congress, the 
President, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, Donna Shalala, to amend 42 
U.S.C. Section 654 to allow states the lati- 
tude to determine that child support need 
not be collected from a parent eligible to re- 
ceive AFDC who has chosen not to accept 
public assistance where such support collec- 
tion efforts would not be in the best inter- 
ests of the children for whom support is 
owed. 

He it further resolved That the Secretary of 
the Senate be, and she is hereby authorized 
and directed to forward a copy of this Memo- 
rial to the President of the United States, 
Bil Clinton, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, Donna Shalala, the Presi- 
dent of the Senate and the Speaker of the 
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House of Representatives of Congress, and 
the congressional delegation representing 
the State of Idaho in the Congress of the 
United States." 

POM-479. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Idaho; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

"SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL NO. 110 

“Whereas, the grain producers in the state 
of Idaho are suffering from a deluge of Cana- 
dian barley and wheat into our traditional 
markets; and 

"Whereas, Canadian barley imports are 
projected to reach a record 35 million bushels 
and Canadian wheat imports are projected to 
reach a record 90 million bushels in market- 
ing year 1993/94; and 

“Whereas, these Canadian imports are hav- 
ing a negative effect on Idaho grain produc- 
ers' income and the rural economy, as well 
as interfering with U.S. farm policy and 
making farm programs more costly to the 
American taxpayer; and 

“Whereas, Idaho grain producers face un- 
fair Canadian trading practices, such as mo- 
nopolistic grain board and transportation 
subsidies. 

“Now, therefore, be it resolved by the mem- 
bers of the Second Regular Session of the Fifty- 
second Idaho Legislature, the Senate and the 
House of Representatives concurring therein, 
That we do hereby urge the administration 
to exercise the Section 22 emergency action 
clause, which would impose immediate tar- 
iffs on Canadian barley and wheat shipments 
into the United States. 

"Be it further resolved That we do hereby 
encourage the administration to maintain 
these Section 22 emergency tariffs on barley 
and wheat until the unfair trading practices 
of our Canadian trading partners are cor- 
rected. 

“Be it further resolved That the Secretary of 
the Senate be, and she is hereby authorized 
and directed to forward a copy of this Memo- 
rial to the President of the United States, 
the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Ag- 
riculture, President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives of 
Congress, and the congressional delegation 
representing the State of Idaho in the Con- 
gress of the United States." 


POM-480. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the Commonwealth of Vir- 
ginia; to the Committee on Finance. 

"SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 165 

"Whereas, for the purpose of Medicare re- 
imbursement, the Commonwealth of Vir- 
ginia is divided into five geographical zones 
which are not based on the actual cost of 
medical care delivery; and 

“Whereas, there is an uneven distribution 
of physicians in Virginia, due in part to inad- 
equate reimbursement levels by third-party 
payers such as Medicare; and 

"Whereas, many commercial insurance 
carriers follow the same practice as Medi- 
care; and 

“Whereas, the reduced reimbursement for 
rural physicians' services presents a dis- 
incentive to practice in rural areas; and 

“Whereas, there is a shortage of over 270 
physicians in rural areas of Virginia and the 
shortage is increasing; and 

“Whereas, the basis for reimbursement for 
many areas is more than 13 years old and 
does not account for inflation and actual 
overhead costs; and 

“Whereas, the Virginia Academy of Family 
Physicians and the Medical Society of Vir- 
ginia support converting the Commonwealth 
of Virginia into one geographical zone for 


10383 


more equitable Medicare reimbursement for 
rural areas; now, therefore, 

Be it Resolved by the Senate, the House of 
Delegates concurring, That the President of 
the United States, the United States Con- 
gress, and the United States Secretary of 
Health and Human Services be urged to (i) 
update the Geographical Practice Cost Index 
(GPCI) for the Resource Based Relative 
Value Scale (RBRVS) for Medicare reim- 
bursement for rural areas of Virginia, (ii) re- 
quest the Health Care Financing Administra- 
tion (HCFA) to correctly estimate the costs 
of rural and urban practice in Virginia, and 
(iii) convert the Commonwealth of Virginia 
into one geographical area for Medicare re- 
imbursement; and, 

"Be it Resolved further, That the Clerk of 
the Senate transmit copies of this resolution 
to the President of the United States, the 
President of the Senate of the United States, 
the Speaker of the United States House of 
Representatives, the United States Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services, and 
the members of the Virginia Delegation to 
the United States Congress so that they may 
be apprised of the sense of the General As- 
sembly on this matter." 

POM-481. A resolution adopted by the 
Town of Orangetown, New York relative to 
Northern Ireland; to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. 

POM-482. A resolution adopted by the 
Thirty-Sixth Infantry Division Association 
relative to commemoration of World War II; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

POM-483. A resolution adopted by the 
House of Legislature of the Commonwealth 
of Kentucky; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

“HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 107 

“Whereas, the noble people of Ethiopia 
have developed and nourished a proud and 
distinguished culture that has endured for 
three millennia; and 

"Whereas, Ethiopia has had a long and pro- 
ductive friendship with the United States of 
America; and 

"Whereas, over the past two decades, the 
brave and gentle people of Ethiopia have 
been devastated by famine and civil war; and 

“Whereas, the people of the United States 
have responded generously and magnifi- 
cently to the plight of Ethiopian famine vic- 
tims through the provision of humanitarian 
aid; and 

“Whereas, a glimmer of hope and peace 
sparked recently due to the lessening of 
military conflict in that beautiful country; 
and 

“Whereas, Ethiopia is poised at a crucial 
juncture in its history since it is making a 
transition from military rule to democracy; 
and 

“Whereas, the winds of democratic change 
have blown dramatically and ferociously 
across the former Soviet Union, Eastern Eu- 
rope, Latin America, many parts of Africa, 
and now to Ethiopia; and 

“Whereas, the people of Ethiopia are aspir- 
ing to resolve their complicated problems 
through the formation and utilization of 
democratic institutions and maximum citi- 
zen input; and 

“Whereas, the basic underpinning of demo- 
cratic institutions in the new Ethiopia 
should be the supremacy of the will of the 
people and the guarantee of the rule of law; 
and 

“Whereas, the Ethiopian Transitional Gov- 
ernment should adhere to the United Nations 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
which encourages freedom of speech, assem- 
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bly, religion, and press, as well as guarantees 
all basic human rights and discourages eth- 
nocentric politics and ethnic reservations; 
and 

“Whereas, it is crucial that the diverse 
voices, opinions, and philosophies of the peo- 
ple be expressed in promoting political, eco- 
nomic, and social progress and justice in 
Ethiopia; and 

"Whereas, a multiparty government may 
be the most egalitarian, feasible, and produc- 
tive political arrangement in providing uni- 
versal suffrage and in overcoming monu- 
mental obstacles; and 

"Whereas, the President and the United 
States Congress will play a crucial role in 
promoting the peaceful resolution of the im- 
mense problems of war ravaged Ethiopia; and 

“Whereas, the implementation of a demo- 
cratic, multiparty government in Ethiopia 
should be a long-range foreign policy goal of 
the United States government; now, there- 
fore, 

“Be it resolved by the House of Representa- 
tives of the General Assembly of the Common- 
wealth of Kentucky: 

“Section 1. That this Honorable House of 
Representatives continue to encourage the 
formation of democratic institutions, 
multiparty participation, progressive social 
change, and a respect for human rights in 
Ethiopia. 

“Section 2. That the President and the 
United States Congress be encouraged to re- 
examine the foreign policy towards Ethiopia 
and to promote an active foreign policy 
which serves to help achieve these laudable 
goals. 

“Section 3. That a copy of this Resolution 
be forwarded to President Bill Clinton, the 
leadership of the United States Congress, the 
Kentucky Congressional Delegation, Sec- 
retary of State Warren Christopher, and His 
Excellency Ethiopian Ambassador Berhane 
Gebre-Christos."’ 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. INOUYE, from the Committee on 
Indian Affairs, without amendment: 

S. 1357. A bill to reaffirm and clarify the 
Federal relationships of the Little Traverse 
Bay Bands of Odawa Indians and the Little 
River Band of Ottawa Indians as distinct fed- 
erally recognized Indian tribes, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 103-260). 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mrs. BOXER: 

S. 2117. A bill to amend the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 to exclude from the applica- 
tion of the luxury automobile excise tax the 
value of components required for a vehicle to 
be powered by clean-burning fuel, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mrs. BOXER: 


S. 2117. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to exclude from 
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the application of the luxury auto- 
mobile excise tax the value of compo- 
nents required for a vehicle to be pow- 
ered by clean-burning fuel, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

LUXURY TAX REPEAL ON CLEAN FUEL VEHICLES 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, almost 
45 million people still live in counties 
exceeding the smog standard. More 
than 90 percent of my fellow Califor- 
nians live in areas which do not meet 
Federal healthy air standards and over 
two-thirds of this pollution comes from 
mobile sources, primarily cars and 
trucks. In fact, according to the South 
Coast Air Quality and Management 
District, children in the Los Angeles 
air basin suffer a 15-percent reduction 
in lung function by age 12 because of 
exposure to smog. 

Transportation accounts for 70 per- 
cent of carbon monoxide [CO] emis- 
sions, and highway vehicles are the 
largest single source. The U.S. trans- 
portation sector emits per capital more 
carbon dioxide, carbon monoxide, and 
nitrogen oxides than any other coun- 
try. 
We must do all that we can to pro- 
mote clean-burning fuels, such as natu- 
ral gas, electricity, and hydrogen. That 
is why today I am introducing legisla- 
tion to provide a further incentive to 
market clean-fuel vehicles and provide 
a better environment for our citizens. 
This legislation will provide relief from 
the automobile excise tax for clean- 
fuel vehicles to encourage more Ameri- 
cans to purchase clean cars. 

Specifically, the legislation will ex- 
clude the value of components required 
for a vehicle to be powered by clean- 
burning fuel—the incremental cost of 
the vehicle—from the luxury tax im- 
posed by section 4001 of the Internal 
Revenue Code. Clean-burning fuel 
means, as defined under the National 
Energy Policy Act of 1992; natural gas, 
liquefied natural gas, liquefied petro- 
leum gas, hydrogen, electricity, and 
any other fuel at least 85 percent of 
which is one or more of the following: 
methanol, ethanol, any other alcohol, 
or ether. 

Section 4001 of the Internal Revenue 
Code imposes a tax on the first retail 
sale of any passenger vehicle equal to 
10 percent of the amount by which the 
vehicle’s sales price exceeds $30,000, the 
current tax threshold. 

The assessment of this tax against 
early clean-fuel vehicles, which only 
exceed the luxury tax threshold be- 
cause of the significant additional 
costs involved in the use of electricity 
or other alternative sources as a vehi- 
cle fuel, is inconsistent with our na- 
tional policy to support and encourage 
alternative fuel transportation. The 
tax on clean fuel vehicles is also incon- 
sistent with the favorable tax treat- 
ment afforded electric and other clean 
fuel vehicles under the provisions of 
the Energy Policy Act of 1992. For ex- 
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ample, a 10-percent tax credit up to 
$4,000 is available on the purchase of an 
electric vehicle, but that same vehicle 
can then be subject to the luxury tax. 

The code does not provide a basis for 
distinguishing between an automobile 
that exceeds the luxury tax cost 
threshold because of special equipment 
or performance characteristics and an 
automobile that exceeds the threshold 
solely because it operates on a non- 
conventional fuel source, such as elec- 
tricity. Because of the new tech- 
nologies involved and the lack of 
economies of scale in low-volume pro- 
duction, initially the price of some 
clean-fuel vehicles will exceed the lux- 
ury tax threshold. For example, Chrys- 
ler recently announced that it would 
offer an electric minivan for about 
$40,000. The vehicle would be subject to 
a luxury tax of about $1,000. 

This tax falls most heavily on the 
electric vehicle [EV], which is the only 
practical form of transportation that 
has zero emissions. Efforts to assure a 
successful commercial launch for new 
electric vehicle technologies require 
that market demand for EV's be cre- 
ated. Demonstration programs, includ- 
ing programs funded by industry and 
industry-government cost shared pro- 
grams as authorized in the Energy Pol- 
icy Act of 1992, are an important part 
of the EV commercialization effort, de- 
signed to increase user familiarity with 
electric vehicles to stimulate market 
demand. With respect to early EV dem- 
onstration programs that are in the 
process of being implemented today, 
the high costs already being borne by 
vehicle users would be further exacer- 
bated by the imposition of the luxury 
tax. 

Early electric vehicles which have 
none of the features typically associ- 
ated with luxury automobiles. Until 
the technology evolves, EVs are un- 
likely to be equipped with many of the 
optional features characteristic of lux- 
ury vehicles. Rather than being high- 
performance vehicles, the range and 
performance characteristics of early 
EV's are likely to be more limited than 
even those of conventional, nonluxury 
vehicles. Adding a luxury tax thus im- 
poses an added economic burden on a 
customer who has already made sac- 
rifices in choosing an electric vehicle. 
Because in some cases this cost burden 
will be significant, the luxury tax 
threatens to penalize consumers of ini- 
tial EV’s, and to delay or deter EV 
market development efforts. 

In the longer term, for the market to 
accept EV's, the ultimate costs of elec- 
tric vehicles will have to be competi- 
tive with comparable conventionally 
fueled vehicles, which are unlikely to 
exceed the luxury tax threshold. There- 
fore, the consumer-ready EV will like- 
ly not continue to trigger luxury tax 
concerns. But prices will continue to be 
high while market demand is small, 
and if the imposition of a luxury tax 
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dampens demand or delays or limits 
the effectiveness of early commercial 
demonstration programs, the pace at 
which EV prices will decline is likely 
to be slowed. 

Due to the relatively small produc- 
tion of electric vehicles anticipated in 
the early demonstration phase of EV 
commercialization, the proposed exclu- 
sion of EV incremental costs from the 
luxury tax is unlikely to result in a 
significant decrease in revenue collec- 
tions. 

Meanwhile, the advancement of elec- 
tric transportation technologies pre- 
sents opportunities for U.S. techno- 
logical innovation and worldwide lead- 
ership. In particular, the development 
and advancement of electric vehicles 
offers significant opportunities for the 
defense and aerospace industries heav- 
ily impacted by reductions in defense 
spending. The electric vehicle industry 
could top $10 billion annually by 2005, 
creating hundreds of thousands of jobs 
in the United States, according to the 
California Council on Science and 
Technology. 

The Clean Air Act and the Energy 
Policy Act of 1992 mandate the greater 
use of alternative transportation fuels. 
The promotion of electric vehicles is 
an integral part of the effort to im- 
prove air quality and enhance national 
energy and economic security by in- 
creasing energy diversity in the trans- 
portation sector. 

With consumer familiarity and ac- 
ceptance of electric vehicles, and con- 
tinued technological advancements and 
economies of scale, the incremental 
costs of electric vehicles will decrease. 
Imposing a tax on top of any incremen- 
tal cost that early purchasers are 
forced to bear by subjecting early elec- 
tric vehicles to a luxury tax will send 
a strong negative signal to the market- 
place that could delay or deter the in- 
troduction of these vehicles and the de- 
velopment of a self-sustaining market. 

Consumers will buy electric cars if 
we provide the right incentives. GM's 
own survey last year of 1,000 potential 
new car buyers in San Francisco and 
Los Angeles found that the number of 
people who would definitely or prob- 
ably purchase an electric vehicle in- 
creased from 17 to 68 percent if pro- 
vided à mix of price and ownership in- 
centives. 

This legislation repealing the luxury 
tax will expire on January 1, 2005, con- 
forming with the sunset of other tax 
incentives provided under the Energy 
Act. By early next century, we should 
be well on our way to a clean air fu- 
ture. I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the bill be printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2117 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
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SECTION 1. EXCLUSION OF CLEAN-FUEL VEHICLE 
COMPONENTS FROM APPLICATION 
OF LUXURY AUTOMOBILE EXCISE 
TAX. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of sec- 
tion 4002(d)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 (relating to determination of price) is 
amended by striking "and" at the end of 
clause (ii), and by inserting after clause (iii) 
the following new clause: 

(iv) the value of— 

"(I) any qualified clean-fuel vehicle prop- 
erty (within the meaning of section 179A(c)) 
to the extent of the basis described in para- 
graph (1)(B) of such section, or 

"(ID any component of such passenger ve- 
hicle to the extent such component enables 
such vehicle to qualify as a qualified electric 
vehicle (as defined in section 30(c)(1)(A)), 
and". 

(b) SEPARATE PURCHASE OF PARTS AND AC- 
CESSORIES.—Paragraph (3) of section 4003(a) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relat- 
ing to separate purchase of vehicle and parts 
and accessories therefor) is amended by 
striking or“ at the end of subparagraph (B), 
by redesignating subparagraph (C) as sub- 
paragraph (D), and by inserting after sub- 
paragraph (B) the following new subpara- 
graph: 

“(C) the part or accessory installed— 

(i) is described in paragraph (1)(A) of sec- 
tion 179A(c) with respect to a qualified clean- 
fuel vehicle property (within the meaning of 
section 179A(c)), or 

“(ii) enables the vehicle to qualify as a 
qualified electric vehicle (as defined in sec- 
tion 30(c)(1)(A)), or". 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to sales and 
installations occurring— 

(1) on or after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, and 

(2) before the earlier of— 

(A) the date the tax imposed under section 
4001 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 no 
longer applies, or 

(B) January 1, 2005. 


— 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 1063 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
names of the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. NUNN] and the Senator from Ar- 
kansas [Mr. PRYOR] were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 1063, a bill to amend the 
Employee Retirement Income Security 
Act of 1974 to clarify the treatment of 
à qualified football coaches plan. 

S. 1208 

At the request of Mr. WOFFORD, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
MURKOWSKI] and the Senator from Ari- 
zona [Mr. MCCAIN] were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 1208, a bill to authorize 
the minting of coins to commemorate 
the historic buildings in which the 
Constitution of the United States was 
written. 

S. M72 

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
names of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HEFLIN] and the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. DASCHLE] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1472, a bill to 
provide financial assistance to rural el- 
igible local educational agencies to im- 
prove rural education, and for other 
purposes. 
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S. 1587 
At the request of Mr. ROTH, his name, 
and the name of the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. COHEN] were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 1587, a bill to revise and 
Streamline the acquisition laws of the 
Federal Government, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 1677 
At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois [Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1677, a bill to prohibit 
United States military assistance and 
arms transfers to foreign governments 
that are undemocratic, do not ade- 
quately protect human rights, are en- 
gaged in acts of armed aggression, or 
are not fully participating in the 
United Nations Register of Conven- 
tional Arms. 
S. 1690 
At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
DECONCINI] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1690, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to reform the 
rules regarding subchapter S corpora- 
tions. 
S. 1691 
At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1691, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide tax- 
payers engaged in certain agriculture- 
related activities a credit against in- 
come tax for property used to control 
environmental pollution and for soil 
and water conservation expenditures. 
S. 1836 
At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name 
of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. STE- 
VENS] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1836, a bill for the relief of John Mitch- 
ell. 
S. 1986 
At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. LEVIN] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1986, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide tax in- 
centives to encourage the preservation 
of low-income housing. 
S. 2006 
At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name 
of the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
BOND] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2006, a bill to require Federal agencies 
to prepare private property taking im- 
pact analyses, and for other purposes. 
S. 2007 
At the request of Mr. WOFFORD, the 
name of the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
GRAHAM] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2007, a bill to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint coins in com- 
memoration of the 50th anniversary of 
the end of World War II and General 
George C. Marshall's service therein. 
S. 2029 
At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
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ROBB] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2029, a bill to amend the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 to allow the taxable 
sale or use, without penalty, of dyed 
diesel fuel with respect to recreational 
boaters. 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 158 
At the request of Mr. WOFFORD, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. GREGG] was added as a co- 
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 158, 
a joint resolution to designate both the 
month of August 1994 and the month of 
August 1995 as ‘‘National Slovak Amer- 
ican Heritage Month.” 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 181 
At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
names of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
BRYAN] and the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. ROBB] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 181 a joint res- 
olution to designate the week of May 8, 
1994, through May 14, 1994, as United 
Negro College Fund Week.” 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 182 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSTON, the 
names of the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. MCCAIN] and the Senator from Ar- 
izona [Mr. DECONCINI] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
182, a joint resolution to designate the 
year 1995 as Jazz Centennial Year." 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 186 
At the request of Mr. PACKWOOD, the 
names of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
SIMON], the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. THURMOND], the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP], the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE], the Sen- 
ator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], and 
the Senator from Mississippi IMr. 
COCHRAN] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 186, a joint 
resolution to designate February 2, 
1995, and February 1, 1996, as “National 
Women and Girls in Sports Day." 
SENATE RESOLUTION 148 
At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
names of the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
COHEN], the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. WALLOP], the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. FEINGOLD], the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. CAMPBELL], the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. ROTH], and 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
DURENBERGER] were added as cospon- 
sors of Senate Resolution 148, a resolu- 
tion expressing the sense of the Senate 
that the United Nations should be en- 
couraged to permit representatives of 
Taiwan to participate fully in its ac- 
tivities, and for other purposes. 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 
SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 


REID (AND INOUYE) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1708 


Mr. REID (for himself and Mr. 
INOUYE) proposed an amendment to the 
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bill (S. 2019) to reauthorized and amend 
title XIV of the Public Health Service 
Act (commonly known as the Public 
Health Service Act), and for other pur- 
poses; as follows: 

On page 9, line 8, after the word Affairs“ 
insert the following: and Indian Tribes.“ 

On page 9, line 11, after the word Affairs“ 
insert the following: and Indian Tribes.“ 


STEVENS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1709 


Mr. STEVENS (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. MCCAIN, and Mr. MURKOW- 
SKI) proposed an amendment to the bill 
S. 2019; as follows: 


On page 11, line 18, after graph (1)" insert 
the following: ‘‘may, at the election of the 
Governor of such State, be reallocated in the 
form of additional grants pursuant to sub- 
section (f)(1) for eligible projects. Otherwise 
such amount". 

On page 11, line 20, after “subsection (b)“ 
and before the period insert the following: 
except that the Administrator shall reserve 
and allocate 10 percent of such remaining 
amount for financial assistance to Indian 
tribes in addition to the amount allotted 
under section 1472(c)''. 


GRAHAM AMENDMENT NO. 1710 


Mr. BAUCUS (for Mr. GRAHAM) pro- 
posed an amendment to the bill S. 2019, 
supra; as follows: 


On page 21, lines 5 through 8, strike ''4 
years" and all that follows through part.“ 
and insert the following: 2 years thereafter, 
the Administrator shall submit to Congress 
a survey and assessment of the needs for fa- 
cilities in each State eligible for assistance 
under this part. The survey shall be submit- 
ted in even-numbered years so as to alter- 
nate annually with the estimate and com- 
prehensive study of costs required to be sub- 
mitted to Congress in each odd-numbered 
year under section 516(b) of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 
1381(b)).". 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For- 
estry be allowed to meet during the 
session of the Senate on Monday, May 
16, 1994, at 2 p.m., in SD-628, on S. 1614, 
Better Nutrition and Health for Chil- 
dren Act of 1993. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Relations, be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on Monday, May 16, at 4:30 p.m. to 
hold an ambassadorial nomination 
hearing on Joseph R. Paolino, Jr., to be 
Ambassador to the Republic of Malta. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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"WHY ARE BLACKS THE MEDIA'S 
MOST INFAMOUS BIGOTS?" 


* Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I have 
never heard of a radio talk show host 
by the name of Bob Grant, and I guess 
I'm not missing anything. 

I have read à column by Jeff Cohen 
and Norman Solomon distributed by 
Creators Syndicate, which talks about 
the bigotry being spouted by Bob 
Grant. 

This is precisely the kind of thing 
this Nation does not need. 

I did check with one source to find 
out whether the column is accurate, 
and I was told that it is, that Bob 
Grant is a problem. 

In the 1930's there was a Catholic 
priest named Father Coughlin. He at- 
tracted more listeners than he should 
have as he spouted his anti-Semitism 
and antiblack rhetoric. 

I hesitate to even mention this in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD because the 
publicity may just add to Bob Grant’s 
audience, but some of us have to speak 
out. 

I made clear my opposition to Khalid 
Muhammad, who spouted his anti-Jew- 
ish, antiwhite hatred. But it is equally 
distasteful and harmful to our society 
to have antiblack spoutings from a Bob 
Grant. 

I am sure that a radio station would 
never tolerate a talk show host who ad- 
vocated that people drink arsenic, but 
they are tolerating someone who advo- 
cates swallowing another kind of poi- 
son. 

It is not the business of the U.S. Sen- 
ate or Congress to censor what goes on 
the airwaves of our country. I have 
spoken out against television violence, 
but I have never advocated Federal 
censorship. 

I believe it is important to speak out 
against television violence, and I also 
believe it is important to speak out 
against the poisoning of our airwaves. 

At this point, I ask to insert into the 
RECORD the column by Jeff Cohen and 
Norman Solomon. 

{From Creators Syndicate Media Beat] 
WHY ARE BLACKS THE MEDIA'S MOST 
INFAMOUS BIGOTS? 

(By Jeff Cohen and Norman Solomon) 

You can't see the news these days without 
encountering lengthy reports on the hateful 
pronouncements coming from a few black ex- 
tremists. 

The anti-white, anti-Jewish demagoguery 
of Nation of Islam leaders was recently ex- 
amined, for example, in a 12-page Time mag- 
azine cover spread and in two ABC 
“Nightline” episodes—one titled Confront- 
ing Black Racism." 

A central question running through such 
reports is whether black politicians and civic 
leaders have sufficiently denounced the 
mean-spirited rhetoric. 

Given all the news coverage, you might 
think black prejudice against Jews and 
whites has become the dominant bigotry in 
our country. 
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Think again. Old-fashioned white racism is 
alive and kicking. But somehow, it doesn't 
arouse the same outrage in the national 
media. 

By now, almost everyone has heard of 
Khalid Abdul Muhammad, the Nation of 
Islam speaker who spouted anti-white hate 
to à college audience of hundreds—and was 
denounced for weeks in the media and in a 
resolution that passed the U.S. Senate 97 
votes to zero. 

But how many have heard of Bob Grant? 
Week after week, he spouts anti-black hate 
to much larger audiences—hundreds of thou- 
sands. He hosts the biggest show on the big- 
gest talk radio station in the country, New 
York's WABC. 

If you aren't familiar with Grant, that's 
not your fault—it's the national media's. 

New York is the media capital of the coun- 
try. But few journalists have voiced outrage 
over a talk show host who routinely referred 
to former Mayor David Dinkins, an African- 
American, as the washroom attendant,” 
and who habitually affects an Amos 'n’ Andy 
dialect to stereotype blacks as criminals and 
drug addicts—people he calls animals“ and 
"mutants." 

Here is a flavor of Grant's oratory, as re- 
corded by Newsday columnist Paul Vitello. 

“The only hope we have is something that 
we're not brave enough to do. But if there is 
a brave new world of tomorrow, they will 
enact the Bob Grant Mandatory Sterilization 
Plan. (Begins mock African-American ac- 
cent) I don't have no job, how'm I gonna feed 
my family? (Ends accent) I wonder if they've 
ever figured out how they multiply like that. 
It's like maggots on a hot day. You look one 
minute and there are so many there, and you 
look again and, wow, they've tripled!" 

On the Martin Luther King holiday: 

"If they didn't observe Martin King Day, 
there would be trouble from the savages," 

On refugees fleeing from Haiti: 

"You know what the ideal situation would 
be—if they drowned! Then they would stop 
coming in.“ 

After the L.A. riots began: 

"We have in our nation not hundreds of 
thousands but millions of sub-humanoids, 
savages who really would feel more at home 
careening along... the dry deserts of east- 
ern Kenya—people who, for whatever reason, 
have not become civilized." 

Has an aroused press demanded that white 
politicians denounce Bob Grant’s racism and 
distance themselves from him? Far from it. 

Ted Koppel and Bob Grant are co-workers 
for the same boss, ABC/Cap Cities. Yet 
Koppel hasn't turned a critical spotlight on 
Grant. 

New Jersey Gov. Christine Todd Whitman 
got great publicity for confronting Khalid 
Muhammad over his anti-Semitism. Has she 
similarly confronted Grant? No, she appears 
as a guest on his show, and once thanked 
Grant for helping her win the election. 

What about New York Sen. Alfonse 
D'Amato—who co-sponsored the Senate reso- 
lution denouncing Khalid Muhammad? He's à 
regular, friendly guest on the Bob Grant pro- 
gram. On one show, the senator encouraged 
Mayor Dinkins to visit Africa “and stay 
there.“ 

New York's new mayor, Rudolph Giuliani, 
has also guested on the show. During one ap- 
pearance, Grant referred to a black congress- 
man as a “pygmy.” 

Bob Grant is hardly alone in his amplified 
bigotry against racial minorities or gays or 
feminists. But such hate is unlikely to get 
you denounced by the U.S. media and U.S. 
Senate. More likely, you get your own talk 
show. 
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Patrick Buchanan—an admirer of Grant 
who once called him the dean of us all“! 
has long expressed flat-out bigotry against 
blacks and other groups. That hasn't stopped 
him from becoming a fixture on TV and 
radio. Ditto for Rush Limbaugh, who praises 
Grant in his book. 

And on local talk shows throughout the 
country, Grant-like shouters spew bigotry 
against racial minorities. 

You almost have to pity Khalid Muham- 
mad. If he'd been born white . . . instead of 
being denounced by the U.S. Senate, he 
might have his own major talk show.e 


ESTABLISHMENT OF A BASELINE 
DESIGN 


€ Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, the 
early establishment of a baseline de- 
sign is an essential element of any suc- 
cessful aircraft production program. 
Without a baseline design, workers are 
building to anomaly. No two aircraft 
are alike. 

The Air Force establishes a baseline 
design by putting one of the first air- 
craft off a new production line through 
physical and function configuration au- 
dits [PCA/FCA]. A PCA compares engi- 
neering drawings to parts to check 
whether the parts conform with design 
specifications. An FCA certifies that 
parts function as specified. After pass- 
ing the audits, the design is fixed and 
alterations require engineering change 
proposals. This enables the Air Force 
to maintain configuration control. 

With the C-17 program, P-5, the fifth 
production aircraft, was to have gone 
through the PCA/FCA. No longer. In- 
stead, the Air Force is conducting the 
physical and functional configuration 
audits on a piecemeal basis. P-11, in- 
corporating the wing, flap, slat, land- 
ing gear, and fuel system fixes required 
by test failures, is being characterized 
as a production representative aircraft. 
That sounds good, but the fact remains 
that we are custom building C-17's, 
that we are, in effect, buying a collec- 
tion of Faberge eggs for Air Mobility 
Command. This will remain true at 
least through P-29 when the last major 
fix required by failures in test—the re- 
designed wing—will be chopped into 
the production line. 

I àm deeply disturbed by the appar- 
ent lack of a baseline design for the C- 
17, and have posed a number of ques- 
tions to Under Secretary Deutch about 
it: 

Is P-29 the baseline design aircraft? 
Will the Air Force rework P-1 through 
P-28 to bring up the first 29 C-17’s to a 
standard configuration? If so, what will 
this cost? If not, how will the lack of 
configuration control through P-29 in- 
fluence C-17 performance, life cycle 
costs, and reliability, maintainability, 
and availability? Has the Air Force 
considered a pause in production to 
allow engineering to catch up with pro- 
duction? What are the costs and bene- 
fits of such a pause? 

Upon receipt of answers to these 
questions, I will be happy to share 
them with my colleagues.e 
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CONGRESSIONAL STAFF DELEGA- 
TION TO TIBET AND NEPAL 


è Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, last 
month a member of my staff partici- 
pated in a delegation—along with staff 
members from the offices of Represent- 
atives JOHN EDWARD PORTER and 
JOLENE UNSOELD—to Tibet and Nepal 
to observe conditions in Tibet and to 
investigate the situation of Tibetans 
who have recently fled to Nepal. I ask 
that the text of the report on this trip 
be entered into the RECORD. 

The text follows: 

REPORT OF CONGRESSIONAL STAFF 
DELEGATION TO TIBET AND NEPAL 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In April, 1994 a congressional staff delega- 
tion spent three days in Nepal and one week 
in Tibet assessing China's treatment of the 
Tibetan people. In Tibet the delegation 
found evidence of a significant Chinese civil- 
ian population in urban areas, a large Chi- 
nese military presence in both rural and 
urban areas, severe restrictions on the Ti- 
betan people's religious and cultural expres- 
sion, and discriminatory practices against 
the Tibetan people. This difficult situation 
inside Tibet leads thousands of Tibetans to 
flee to Nepal and India each year, where they 
are free to pursue their religion and able to 
get an education in Tibetan schools. 

The delegation urges the United States and 
the international community to call on 
China to reverse these policies and take 
steps to protect Tibet's unique religion and 
culture. Furthermore the United States 
should continue to support the efforts of the 
Dalai Lama to peacefully resolve the situa- 
tíon in Tibet through negotiations and to 
continue to provide refugee assistance and 
other programs to Tibetans who flee repres- 
sion in their native land. 

BACKGROUND 

From March 28 to April 10, 1994 a delega- 
tion of congressional staff traveled to Tibet 
and Nepal to investigate conditions in Tibet 
and to study the situation for Tibetan refu- 
gees in Nepal. Tibet has received increased 
attention in the United States as a result of 
President Clinton's Executive Order condi- 
tioning renewal of China's Most-Favored-Na- 
tion trade status on human rights improve- 
ments in China and Tibet. 

Participants on the delegation included 
Robert Gustafson, Administrative Assistant 
to Congressman John Edward Porter (R-IL), 
Michael Lostumbo, Legislative Research As- 
sistant to Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
(D-NY) and Lawrence Holland, Legislative 
Assistant to Jolene Unsoeld (D-WA). The 
Nepal trip was sponsored by the Tibet Fund 
and the Tibet trip was sponsored by the 
International Campaign for Tibet. Both are 
U.S. based non-profit organizations. The del- 
egation was accompanied by Rachel 
Lostumbo, Legislative Director of the Inter- 
national Campaign for Tibet, who also as- 
sisted in translating. 

The delegation first traveled to 
Kathmandu, Nepal. During the three day 
stay in Kathmandu, participants met with 
Tashi Namgyal, Representative of His Holi- 
ness the Dalai Lama; Mark Koehler, Second 
Secretary at the U.S. Embassy; and Tahir 
Ali and Andrea Solkner, Representative to 
Nepal and Associate Protection Officer for 
the United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees. Participants also spent one after- 
noon and one morning interviewing newly 
arrived Tibetan refugees at the Tibetan Re- 
ception Center. 
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The delegation then spent one week in 
Tibet traveling to Lhasa, Gyantse and 
Shigatse, and visiting numerous villages and 
monasteries. In the past, Tibetans who have 
attempted to contact government or human 
rights delegations visiting Tibet have been 
harassed and often arrested by Chinese au- 
thorities. As a result, the delegation's con- 
tact with Tibetans in Tibet was limited to 
private, secure conversations and sources in 
this report will not be identified. 

Congressional support for Tibet 

The Congress has established several very 
important programs for the Tibetan people, 
including a Voice of America-Tibetan lan- 
guage service. Tibetans inside Tibet spoke 
very highly of the Tibetan language Voice of 
America, but expressed frustration over Chi- 
nese government efforts to jam the broad- 
cast. Other congressionally mandated pro- 
grams include a one-time allocation of 1,000 
immigrant visas for Tibetan refugees, hu- 
manitarian assistance for refugees in India 
and Nepal, and grants for Fulbright scholar- 
ships. 

The Congress has also passed numerous 
resolutions condemning China's practices in 
Tibet and supporting the Dalai Lama's ef- 
forts to peacefully resolve the situation 
through negotiations. 

Since the delegation's return, the Congress 
passed and President Clinton signed into law 
the 1994-1995 Foreign Relations Authoriza- 
tion Act. This bill contains several historic 
provisions which call for extended relations 
with the Tibetan Government in exile and 
establish more programs designed to benefit 
Tibetans inside Tibet. It also builds upon the 
legislation passed in 1991 declaring Tibet to 
be an occupied country whose true represent- 
atives are the Dalai Lama and the Tibetan 
Government in exile. 

Most-favored-nation trade status 

Since the first efforts by the Congress to 
condition renewal of China's Most-Favored- 
Nation trading status (MFN) in 1989, Tibet 
has played an integral part of the debate. 
President Bush vetoed all attempts by the 
Congress to conditicn MFN during his ten- 
ure. 

On May 28, 1993 President Clinton issued an 
Executive Order which called on the Chínese 
Government to make significant overall 
progress in human rights in order to be 
granted MFN status in June 1994. One condi- 
tion specifically called for significant 
progress in protecting Tibet's distinctive 
religious and cultural heritage." The Admin- 
istration has been calling on the Chinese to 
agree to begin substantive negotiations with 
the Dalai Lama or his representatives as a 
benchmark towards meeting this condition. 
This approach to the Tibet condition has 
been widely supported in the Congress. 

While the issue of negotiations was not one 
that the delegation was able to investigate 
while in Tibet, participants were able to ob- 
serve general conditions for the Tibetans, in- 
cluding the overwhelming presence of Chi- 
nese in Tibet, and the restrictions placed on 
the religious and cultural expression of the 
Tibetan people. The report will first discuss 
the Nepal trip, for it was in Kathmandu that 
the delegation was most free to talk with Ti- 
betans about their personal experiences and 
about conditions in Tibet, Following the 
summary of some of these interviews will be 
a discussion of observations regarding condi- 
tions inside Tibet. 

TIBETAN REFUGEES IN NEPAL 


According to the United Nations High 
Commission for Refugees (UNHCR) in 
Kathmandu, approximately 4,000 new Ti- 
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betan refugees made the harrowing trip over 
the Himalayas into Nepal in 1993. Com- 
parable numbers are expected in 1994. 

Over the past three years the U.S. Congress 
has appropriated humanitarian assistance 
for Tibetan refugees in Nepal and India. Each 
year a portion of this funding has gone to the 
UNHCR operation in Kathmandu. The 
UNHCR provides the primary financial sup- 
port for the Tibetan refugees when they ar- 
rive in Kathmandu, interviews the new arriv- 
als to determine whether they are eligible to 
receive assistance from the High Commis- 
sioner as political refugees, and then offers 
protection and acts as a formal liaison be- 
tween the Tibetans and the Nepali Govern- 
ment. The Tibetan Refugee Welfare Office 
carries out the day-to-day operations of the 
Reception Center. 

New arrivals from Tibet reach the Recep- 
tion Center on their own, arrive accom- 
panied by a hired guide, or are arrested by 
Nepali police who take them to the immigra- 
tion office in Kathmandu. Here they are de- 
tained until a UNHCR official interviews 
them, determines if they are eligible, and 
sends them to the Reception Center. About 
97% of the new arrivals entering Nepal from 
Tibet are deemed eligible for assistance. At 
present Nepal does not allow the Tibetans to 
settle there, although there is a significant 
Tibetan refugee population from earlier mi- 
grations. All eligible refugees are given an 
allowance by the UNHCR and sent on to 
India. 

Some Tibetans are turned back to Tibet 
before they reach Kathmandu because they 
are stopped by Chinese or Nepali border 
guards. The delegation heard accounts of Ne- 
pali border guards robbing and assaulting 
refugees, or turning them over to Chinese 
border guards. Such actions are contrary to 
the publicly stated policy of the Nepali gov- 
ernment, which claims that these actions are 
undertaken without their authority. While 
in Nepal the delegation learned that the 
UNHCR was hoping to provide instruction 
sessions for border guards to help put an end 
to such incidents. 

While in Kathmandu, the delegation had 
the opportunity to interview several newly 
arrived refugees. This was an important 
component of the trip as it was known that 
contact with Tibetans inside Tibet would be 
extremely limited because of security con- 
cerns. The case histories of several of those 
interviews are highlighted below: 

Tenzin: aged 10: Tenzin arrived in 
Kathmandu minutes before the delegation 
arrived at the Reception Center. Traveling 
with three other young boys including his 
twelve year old brother, Tenzin was the only 
one to make it to the Reception Center. His 
brother and another ten year old had been 
arrested by Nepali border guards. The other, 
an eleven year old boy, had been taken off a 
bus by Nepali police in Kathmandu as he and 
Tenzin made their way to the center. The 
fate of his companions was unknown. 

It is not uncommon for Tibetan parents to 
send their children out of Tibet alone. They 
do this to allow their children an oppor- 
tunity to obtain a genuine Tibetan edu- 
cation, which is not possible inside Tibet. 
UNHCR statistics show that 20% of those ar- 
riving from Tibet are children traveling on 
their own. 

Jigme: monk, aged 25: Jigme had arrived in 
Kathmandu one week prior to the delega- 
tion's visit. He had fled from Labrang mon- 
astery in Amdo after his second arrest for 
political activities. The trip from Amdo to 
Kathmandu took him one month and five 
days. Today, many new refugees come from 
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Kham and Amdo where Chinese control is 
particularly well ensconced. 

Jigme was first arrested for making a post- 
er calling for human rights in Tibet, an act 
for which he was imprisoned for 15 days and 
fined 5,000 Chinese yuan. His second arrest 
came after he was caught printing a political 
poster. He was beaten and then released with 
a warning against participating in any fur- 
ther political activity. It was then that he 
chose to make the long trip into exile. 

Approximately 40% of all new arrivals are 
monks and nuns. Unable to practice their re- 
ligion freely, monks and nuns often face per- 
secution as a result of their faith. 

Tsering and Drolma: nuns, aged 18: These 
two nuns came from Garu nunnery in the 
Lhasa area, They said that at least 20 nuns 
from Garu are currently imprisoned in Tibet, 
including 12 who were arrested in August 
1993 for participating in demonstrations and 
who had been given sentences of between 3 
and 6 years. 

The nuns spoke at length about how since 
1989 the younger nuns have been brought to- 
gether and “instructed” by Chinese authori- 
ties on the proper view” of the history of 
Tibet. They were told that those Tibetans in 
exile would never return to Tibet and that 
the Dalai Lama's gang“ has no inter- 
national support, so that there is no hope for 
freedom. Nuns were also forced to sign state- 
ments promising not to take part in political 
demonstrations and were threatened with 
long prison terms if they refused to sign. 

They also described the heavy tax burden 
that is imposed on the nuns and the require- 
ment that their nunnery sell half of its farm 
produce to the government at a deflated 
rate. 

Kelsang: monk aged 17: Kelsang came from 
Nalenda Monastery in Penpo, an area two 
hours north of Lhasa. He discussed the gov- 
ernment-imposed cap on the numbers of 
monks allowed to live and study at the mon- 
astery, and the increased activity of the 
“ledun druka", a committee formed within 
the monastery by authorities to educate“ 
monks on proper behavior and political 
views. Monks are quizzed once or twice a 
month on the content of these educational“ 
sessions and on materials they are required 
to read. If they answer incorrectly they are 
fined. 

Lobsang: farmer, aged 22: Lobsang, who 
also came from Penpo, discussed some of the 
restrictions placed on farmers. He said that 
one-third of all produce is taken by the gov- 
ernment without compensation and that an- 
other portion must be sold to the govern- 
ment at a reduced rate. Farmers are told 
what to plant, even though they hold leases 
on the land. Asked about the ability of farm- 
ers to move to Lhasa, he said that they must 
first receive permission from several govern- 
ment authorities. He said he knew of Tibetan 
farmers who had requested permission to go 
to Lhasa, but knew of none who had been 
given permission to do so. 

TIBET 


The delegation spent three days in the cap- 
itol city Lhasa, and three days in the coun- 
tryside visiting smaller towns and villages, 
including Gyantse and Shigatse. The delega- 
tion visited monasteries, schools, markets 
and Tibetan and Chinese neighborhoods, The 
delegation also spent an afternoon at 
Yamdrok Tso, a large and controversial hy- 
droelectric project located on a lake consid- 
ered sacred by Tibetans. The delegation 
notes that Tibet is an extremely poor coun- 
try and that sanitary conditions, particu- 
larly in the Tibetan neighborhoods, are abys- 
mal, 
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Chinese presence 

The first and most striking observation 
upon arrival in Tibet is the number of Chi- 
nese, both military and civilian. Distinctive 
language, neighborhood architecture and 
style of clothes made it possible to deter- 
mine which parts of the cities were domi- 
nated by Chinese and which by Tibetans, The 
delegation notes that the Chinese neighbor- 
hoods consist of large compounds which have 
more open space than the Tibetan neighbor- 
hoods. Therefore, the Chinese sections of 
town are likely to contain fewer Chinese per 
square kilometer than the Tibetan neighbor- 
hoods, 

There was a pervasive military presence in 
the cities and along roads. Chinese army 
bases and other government compounds were 
relatively easy to spot. They often had Chi- 
nese flags displayed, red stars over the en- 
trance gates, or the distinctive red and white 
logo that denotes a government facility. 
Some also had tall transmitting antennae, 
military vehicles parked in plain sight, or 
soldiers within the compound walls. 

On the road into Lhasa from the airport 
the delegation passed large military facili- 
ties, potentially housing thousands of 
troops. At regular intervals around the 
Barkhor, the pilgrim circuit surrounding the 
Jokhang temple, Chinese police monitored 
the Tibetans passing by. The delegation 
heard reports of dozens of plainclothes secu- 
rity personnel also circulating the Barkhor 
and located two surveillance cameras in the 
area. Outside of Lhasa the delegation passed 
numerous government and military com- 
pounds, as well as several large convoys of 
military trucks. 

The delegation was informed that Chinese 
civilians are largely concentrated in the 
larger cities and towns, although there are 
now reports of Chinese moving into rural 
areas in Tibet, particularly in the eastern re- 
gions of Kham and Amdo. It is important to 
note that the delegation was only able to 
travel where there were roads and most vil- 
lages between the larger cities appeared to 
be predominately Tibetan. 

Most modern shops and restaurants in the 
cities the delegation observed were operated 
by Chinese and the Chinese sections of town 
were expansive. Lhasa appeared to have two 
distinctly Tibetan neighborhoods, at the foot 
of the Potala and near the Jokhang temple. 
Even in these areas there is new Chinese con- 
struction. From the top of the Potala it is 
clear that only a small fraction of the build- 
ings in Lhasa are in the traditional Tibetan 
style and most of the extensive new con- 
struction in Lhasa appears to have taken 
place in the Chinese sections. Tibetan land- 
marks, like the Tibetan medical college, 
have been destroyed and replaced by Chinese 
structures. 

In Shigatse the delegation observed only a 
small Tibetan neighborhood surrounded by a 
large Chinese section of town. While there 
the delegation was awakened by loudspeak- 
ers blaring in Chinese. The delegation was 
warned by Tibetans not to speak in Tibetan, 
as previous Tibetan speaking tourists had 
been harassed by Chinese authorities for 
speaking in Tibetan. There was a tangible 
tension in the streets in Shigatse between 
Tibetans and Chinese. 

Gyantse appeared to have the largest Ti- 
betan to Chinese ratio of the three larger 
towns the delegation visited. In preparation 
for the trip the delegation was told that 
Gyantse was a good example of a real Ti- 
betan city. From the top of the fort which 
towers over the town, it became clear, how- 
ever, that the Chinese and Tibetan areas 
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were roughly comparable in size. This indi- 
cates a new trend of Chinese settlers migrat- 
ing into smaller and smaller cities and towns 
in Tibet. 

It appeared to the delegation that the Chi- 
nese civilians in Tibet are no longer simply 
providing goods and services to the Tibetan 
people but are to a large extent serving other 
Chinese. It also seemed that Tibetans are be- 
coming marginal to the economic and social 
processes in Tibet. Reports of discriminatory 
practices against Tibetans in obtaining per- 
mits to open businesses and restrictions 
against Tibetan villagers moving into the 
cities when there are no such restrictions for 


the Chinese further this process of 
marginalization. 
Numerous greenhouses were observed 


throughout the Lhasa valley and along the 
major roads. The delegation had an oppor- 
tunity to visit a large compound of govern- 
ment-owned greenhouses where the delega- 
tion was told that the produce from the 
greenhouses was provided to government 
workers, and not to nearby Tibetan villages. 

Freedom of religious and cultural expression 

The delegation was particularly interested 
in exploring the degree of religious and cul- 
tural freedom in Tibet. The delegation vis- 
ited numerous monasteries and temples and 
learned of religious restrictions inside Tibet 
from monks, nuns and layman; both in Tibet 
and in Nepal. 

As the centers for Tibetan culture and reli- 
gious belief, the monasteries and nunneries 
are often the focal point for political activ- 
ity for the Tibetan people. Human rights or- 
ganizations have documented over 350 monks 
and nuns imprisoned in Lhasa alone for their 
political beliefs. Torture and mistreatment 
of detained monks and nuns is reportedly 
common. 

It has been documented that religious poli- 
cies for Tibet are developed by central au- 
thorities in Beijing and are carried out in 
each monastery through Democratic Man- 
agement Committees (DMC). The DMC has 
the power to intervene in all activities of the 
monastery and often works directly with se- 
curity forces. Restrictions on religion are en- 
forced by the Religious Affairs Bureau 
(RAB), The RAB oversees the restoration 
and reconstruction of monasteries, admin- 
isters funds, and screens applicants for en- 
trance into the monasteries. 

The delegation was able to visit several of 
the over 6,000 monasteries destroyed since 
the Chinese occupation. The delegation ob- 
served evidence of new construction in sev- 
eral of the monasteries visited, though none 
had been restored to its former size. In one 
monastery half of the building was still used 
as a government office, while in another only 
two of the monastery's sixteen buildings had 
been rebuilt. Tibetans displayed a vigorous 
interest in rebuilding and using the mon- 
asteries. However, while the Tibetans have 
been allowed in some cases to begin rebuild- 
ing, credible witnesses told the delegation of 
numerous restrictions and regulations over 
the building process and the actual manage- 
ment of the monasteries. Special permission 
for any such project must be obtained from 
Chinese authorities. According to numerous 
individuals interviewed by the delegation, 
monks do not completely control monastery 
finances, even though the vast majority of 
funds in the large monasteries and all of the 
funds in the smaller monasteries come from 
individual donations from Tibetans. The 
large monasteries and temples which are vis- 
ited by tourists have received limited gov- 
ernment funds for reconstruction. The dele- 
gation was told that the government, how- 
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ever, reaps the benefit of the tourist en- 
trance fees which are required in these mon- 
asteries. 

Monks interviewed by the delegation dis- 
cussed at length the significant restrictions 
placed on the number of monks or nuns that 
each monastery is allowed to admit. Most 
monasteries are allowed only a tiny fraction 
of the historic levels of monks who taught, 
studied and lived in them prior to 1949; few 
are allowed more than 100 monks. Thus 
many who want to enter the monasteries are 
unable to do so. This is particularly signifi- 
cant in light of the fact that the monasteries 
were the traditional centers of learning and 
cultural expression in Tibet. 

According to the monks the delegation 
met, those who are admitted to the mon- 
asteries are not permitted enough time for 
studying. Instead authorities have given 
them other duties to perform which restrict 
their ability to get a full religious education. 
Chinese informants are also reportedly prev- 
alent in the monasteries. They monitor the 
activities of the occupants, and in some 
cases constitute a significant percentage of 
the monastic population. 

The Panchen Lama was a controversial, 
high-level religious figure who stayed in 
Tibet after the Chinese invasion in 1949 and 
cooperated with Chinese authorities. How- 
ever, he did make efforts during his lifetime 
to stem Chinese repressive policies in Tibet. 
He died in Tibet in 1989. Many Tibetans dis- 
cussed their concerns regarding the selection 
of the new Panchen Lama. Tibetans fear that 
when a child is selected as the next Panchen 
Lama, that the Chinese authorities will at- 
tempt to manipulate his education so that 
he will work against the Tibetan people. 

The atmosphere in the Panchen Lama's 
monastery in Shigatse, Tashi Lhunpo, was 
instructive. Because of the Panchen Lama’s 
relationship with the Chinese Government, 
it was the only monastery that the delega- 
tion visited that had been spared extensive 
destruction. It even had some new temples 
that were elaborately and lavishly deco- 
rated. However, many Tibetans described 
this monastery as being filled with Chinese 
agents." Members of the delegation were 
told that in the recent past, if a tourist were 
to give à picture of the Dalai Lama to a 
monk in this monastery, a common practice 
for tourists visiting Tibet, he or she would 
likely be turned into the authorities and 
charged with instigating unrest. Tashi 
Lhunpo, as well as the Potala in Lhasa, had 
numerous Chinese tourists. 

Yamdrok Tso 

Yamdrok Tso is a large freshwater lake 
southwest of Lhasa, considered to be a sa- 
cred liſe-water“ lake by the Tibetan people. 
Yamdrok Tso is currently being exploited by 
the Chinese authorities for hydroelectric 
power and mineral deposits. The Tibetan 
people have strongly protested this project 
because of environmental and religious con- 
cerns. This is one project that the Panchen 
Lama vocally opposed shortly before his 
death. One Tibetan told us that there is no 
reason for the Chinese to destroy Yamdrok 
Tso. They don't need it. If they need elec- 
tricity they could use the rivers in the next 
valley.“ 

As the delegation drove past the lake it 
passed a town called Lhok Khang" the hy- 
droelectric station; an extensive mining op- 
eration; and scores of military personnel. 

Education 

While in Tibet members of the delegation 
visited a middle school and Tibet University 
to determine educational opportunities for 
Tibetan students. 
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The secondary school system in Tibet con- 
tains & Chinese and a Tibetan tract. How- 
ever, in order to progress to high school, stu- 
dents must pass English and Chinese lan- 
guage exams, subjects which can only be suf- 
ficiently studied on the Chinese tract. At the 
middle school the delegation visited there 
are 300 students, 100 of whom are Chinese. 
The school has both Chinese and Tibetan 
teachers. However, the Chinese teachers re- 
ceive six months home leave every two years 
to return to China, while the Tibetan teach- 
ers do not receive comparable vacation time. 

One Tibetan told the delegation that she 
had gone to school in China to receive a 
"good education." Others also expressed 
similar sentiments that schools in Tibet are 
inferior and if a student is ambitious, he or 
she must travel to China. Older Tibetans ex- 
pressed the concern that Tibetan children 
studying in China will forget their culture. 

According to an administrator at Tibet 
University, the only university in Tibet, 
only 19 percent of the 1,300 students are Ti- 
betan, and the language of instruction in 
Chinese. The delegation was told that many 
Tibet University graduates go to China to 
work after they have graduated. 

CONCLUSION 

The delegation spent ten days investigat- 
ing current conditions in Tibet through dis- 
cussions with those in the Tibetan exile com- 
munity in Nepal and through first-hand ob- 
servations inside Tibet. 

Based on its observations, the delegation 
concludes that China's policies in Tibet pose 
a grave threat to the survival of the Tibetan 
religion and culture and are effectively turn- 
ing Tibet into another province of China. 

The pervasive presence of Chinese military 
personnel and Chinese civilians, as well as 
the ongoing human rights violations against 
the Tibetan people, have created an atmos- 
phere of fear in Tibet. Upon arrival in Lhasa, 
the delegation was told that two days earlier 
several monks staged a small demonstration 
outside the Jokhang temple. They were re- 
portedly arrested by the police who rounded 
up other suspected sympathizers, in the Ti- 
betan section of town the following night. At 
various points during the delegation's visit, 
Tibetans referred to other demonstrators 
currently in prison for peacefully dem- 
onstrating against the Chinese occupation. 

Growing support in the international com- 
munity for the Dalai Lama's efforts, includ- 
ing the awarding of the 1989 Nobel Peace 
Prize, seen to provide hope to the Tibetan 
people. Many people asked delegation mem- 
bers about the Dalai Lama; for photos of 
him, and for news of his activities. Many of 
them volunteered the hope that he would be 
able to return to Tibet and that the Chinese 
would leave. 

It has been the Dalai Lama's policy to ad- 
vocate a peaceful resolution to the situation 
in Tibet through negotiations. He has also 
expressed his willingness to not raise the 
issue of independence at negotiations, as 
long as all other issues threatening the Ti- 
betan culture are on the table. It is the dele- 
gation's belief that until the Tibetans regain 
some control over policies affecting their 
daily lives, the very survival of their culture 
will remain at risk. 

Policy recommendations 

The delegation believes that the U.S. and 
the international community should use all 
policy tools to call on the Chinese to imme- 
diately: 

Enter into substantive negotiations with 
the Dalai Lama or his representatives; 

End government incentives for Chinese set- 
tlers to move to Tibet; 
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Respect the basic human rights of the Ti- 
betan people, including the fundamental 
rights to freedom of speech and assembly; 

Permit the Tibetans to freely practice 
their religion and pursue their unique way of 
life; 

Provide more opportunities for educational 
advancement of Tibetans studying in their 
own language; and 

Cease all discriminatory practices towards 
Tibetans. 

In addition, the United States should work 
in close cooperation with the Tibetan Gov- 
ernment in exile to provide concrete and 
moral assistance to the Tibetan people as 
the Congress recently suggested in adopting 
the Foreign Relations Act.e 


THE GLOBAL FIGHT AGAINST 
DRUGS 


* Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, as Con- 
gress debates the merits of the crime 
bill pending in the House and Senate, it 
is worth reminding ourselves that drug 
trafficking is more than simply a do- 
mestic issue. It has an international di- 
mension as well. 

The vast majority of illicit drugs in 
this country comes from abroad. In- 
deed, according to some estimates, the 
Cali Cartel in Colombia alone controls 
over 70 percent of the world's cocaine 
business. The effectiveness of our do- 
mestic crime control efforts will be un- 
dermined if drugs flow unabated from 
these source nations. 

Moreover, international drug control 
efforts serve significant foreign policy 
concerns. As former Senator Tim Wirth 
sagely observes in his recent article in 
the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, drug traf- 
ficking gangs spread their poisonous 
influence throughout the international 
arena, threatening the stability of 
countries in Asia, Latin America, Afri- 
ca, and elsewhere. 

Senator Wirth rightly states that 
combatting the international drug car- 
tels requires increased international 
awareness, as well as the cooperation 
of multilateral and ad hoc organiza- 
tions, such as the United Nations and 
the Organization of American States. 
It wil also require American assist- 
ance—both technical and monetary—to 
encourage an effective international 
response to drugs trafficking. In addi- 
tion to interdiction efforts, America 
must help vulnerable nations in struc- 
tural ways, by encouraging judicial re- 
form, strengthening democratic insti- 
tutions, and working to stabilize 
economies previously dependent on 
narco-dollars. 

Tim Wirth's article is a welcome re- 
minder that the drug scourge has inter- 
national, as well as domestic, ramifica- 
tions. I commend him for his timely 
observations, and I ask that his article 
be reprinted following my remarks. 

The article follows: 

U.S. Must LEAD GLOBAL FIGHT AGAINST 

DRUGS 
(By Timothy E. Wirth) 

In a recent column on the crime scare 

[published Jan. 31 in the Post-Dispatch), 
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David Broder wrote that Congress and the 
president should quit grandstanding about 
crime and take more productive if less head- 
line-grabbing steps against it. Citing the 
link between crime and drugs, he said Con- 
gress and this administration should get se- 
rious about making drug treatment available 
to everyone who needs it. 

Although he makes a good point, Broder, 
like many others, overlooks a critical aspect 
of the link between drugs and the crimes 
committed on the streets of American cities: 
the international dimension. Since all of the 
heroin and cocaine fueling drug-related 
crime and violence in the United States 
comes from other countries, we cannot ex- 
pect to make progress in our domestic ef- 
forts against crime or drugs if we turn our 
backs on international drug control pro- 
grams. 

In reaction to shrinking budgets, debate on 
drug control policies increasingly is couched 
in zero-sum terms: Either the money should 
be spent overseas or it should be con- 
centrated here at home. The domestic prob- 
lems of drugs and crime cannot be addressed 
by ignoring what happens overseas. Long- 
term commitment to U.S. leadership in 
international drug control may be a more 
subtle case to argue, but that is precisely 
what is needed. 

Criminals narco-trafficking mafias operate 
with all the advantages and efficiency of the 
largest multinational corporations, but they 
rely on primitive violence in pursuit of prof- 
it and power. Nigerian heroin gangs have ex- 
tended their reach from Lagos, across Africa, 
to Europe, the Far East and the United 
States. Their wealth and influence could 
complicate Nigeria’s return to democracy. 

In Latin America, traffickers challenge 
basic legal institutions, suborn or attack law 
enforcement agents and buy off or threaten 
judges, politicians, officials, military offi- 
cers and the media. In Russia, criminal 
gangs grow in size, power and reach, estab- 
lishing ties to narco-trafficking organiza- 
tions. Recently, a ton of South American co- 
caine was seized in a Russian port. 

Only vigorous U.S. international leader- 
ship can help stop nations newly freed from 
the chains of communism from becoming 
newly enslaved to the influences of powerful 
narcotics and crime syndicates that threaten 
democracy. 

Past policies have been long on war“ met- 
aphors and short on realistic goals for turn- 
ing back the tide of drug trafficking and 
abuse. That kind of thinking has fed much of 
the current frustration about programs that 
don't work, 

The administration has reviewed previous 
programs, and fashioned its own approach to 
the drug problem. On Feb. 9, President Bill 
Clinton announced a new drug control strat- 
egy. The goals of this strategy are to build 
international awareness of the global threat 
from drug and crime syndicates, create mo- 
mentum for international cooperation, 
strengthen democratic institutions and help 
stabilize economies previously dependent on 
narco-dollars. The program would disrupt 
the drug trade by pressuring kingpin organi- 
zations, confiscating their drugs, seizing 
their assets and eradicating drug crops. 

To accomplish these objectives, the presi- 
dent is asking Congress for $237 million for 
international drug control and criminal jus- 
tice programs next fiscal year. These pro- 
grams represent a long-term commitment to 
reducing international drug trafficking and 
providing aid and technical expertise to na- 
tions committed to controlling their own 
drug problems. 
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International drug control is not just a law 
enforcement endeavor. It also involves build- 
ing healthy economies and democratic insti- 
tutions like honest judiciaries, professional 
police and elected governments responsive to 
the will of the people. This will be money 
well spent. 

The administration's new strategy will en- 
list support from a variety of multilateral 
organizations. This effort will cost the U.S. 
taxpayer little but pay big dividends. Public 
support overseas will add urgency and mo- 
mentum to cooperation by foreign govern- 
ments. Multilateral institutions can com- 
plement U.S. efforts and gain access to areas 
of the world where our influence is limited. 

We will expand efforts to get the United 
Nations—particularly the U.N. Drug Control 
Program—the Organization of American 
States and other regional and ad hoc groups 
more actively involved. For the first time, 
we are engaging the international financial 
institutions in drug control efforts. We will 
ask that they support sustainable develop- 
ment programs in key drug countries to cre- 
ate permanent economic alternatives to drug 
production and trafficking. 

Like most global issues, drugs are not a 
matter of partisan ideology but of shared in- 
terest. The issue straddles the domestic and 
foreign policy communities and thus must be 
addressed by both. 

Although American public and congres- 
sional sentiment about crime is running 
high, Congress last year cut funding for pro- 
grams to control the flow of drugs entering 
the United States. Many of those programs 
needed to be overhauled and some frankly 
needed to be cut. We cannot, however, carry 
out our new policies without a well-focused 
U.S. commitment and adequately funded 
programs. 

International drug trafficking is growing, 
and foreign narcotics syndicates look first to 
the U.S. market. Survey data announced 
Jan. 30 showing a resurgence of drug use 
among American teen-agers should signal a 
warning. If drug production and trafficking 
are left unchallenged at their international 
sources, they will overwhelm our ability to 
defend against drug abuse and crime here at 
home.e 


THE MISSING LINKS IN AN 
UNHEALTHY SOCIETY 


* Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I rise 
today to share with my colleagues in 
the Senate a recent speech delivered by 
Clarence E. Hodges entitled The Miss- 
ing Links in an Unhealthy Society." 
Mr. Hodges is currently president of 
Christian Record Services Inc., in Lin- 
coln, NE. He also serves as chairman of 
the Human Rights Commission in Lin- 
coln, and is a former Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of State. I ask that this 
speech be printed in the RECORD. 

The United States of America, the great 
super power of the world, is the most desired 
country of residence in the world. At the 
same time, it has some of the most disturb- 
ing anti-social statistics. Why do citizens of 
every country look forward to visiting, 
studying, and living in America? Why is this 
country of prosperity and freedom plagued 
with problems of crime, violence, low self-es- 
teem, and under class? 

In 1964, President Lyndon B. Johnson an- 
nounced his plans for developing The Great 
Society". The goals included the elimination 
of poverty, illiteracy, illegal discrimination, 
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and the advancement of provisions for 
health, success, and wealth for all Ameri- 
cans. Johnson’s dream met a premature 
death even before his premature retirement 
from the Presidency. 

Today, the great society may well be 


called the sick society. Our self-esteem is- 


sick. Babies are giving birth to babies. In 
some cities, more babies are born out of wed- 
lock than to married couples. Little boys are 
shooting little boys with assault rifles. 
Gangs get their excitement from drive-by 
shootings of innocent men, women, and chil- 
dren. One hundred thousand children think 
it necessary to carry guns to school each 
day. Parents are brutalizing their small chil- 
dren with ten to twelve being killed each day 
at the hands of those expected to protect 
them. In some cities, half of the students en- 
tering the ninth grade each year drop out be- 
fore graduating from high school. Illegal 
drugs are as easy to acquire as potato chips 
and candy. Automobiles are stolen at the 
rate of one every twenty seconds. Three hun- 
dred fifty thousand children are put out of 
their homes each year, often at the insist- 
ence of step-parent or mothers’ boy friends. 
Some as young as eight years of age live on 
the streets as prostitutes earning enough for 
a couple of hamburgers and a Coke each day. 
Yes, this is a sick society where the great so- 
ciety is no longer a dream. 

The anti-family welfare system created 
more problems than it solved. Reform may 
be too little too late. 

Where did we go wrong? What is the solu- 
tion to these problems? What is the prescrip- 
tion for this disease? 

Having served as Commissioner for the 
U.S. Administration for Children, Youth and 
Families with responsibilities for children 
and family programs and issues, I have seen 
the extensive research. I have visited the 
children’s hospitals and seen the victims of 
abuse, neglect, substance abuse, and prevent- 
able diseases. I have lectured at the great 
schools of social work, listened to the phi- 
losophers and experts; visited the prisons, 
community centers, pool halls, and churches. 

The complete family must be returned to 
the home and religion must be returned to 
the complete family. 

To deny children such equates to human 
rights violations. It is more reasonable for a 
child to expect the protections provided by 
an in-tact functioning family than for adult 
drug addicts to be entitled to government 
housing and social security payments. Chil- 
dren are also denied religious freedom by rid- 
icule. Religion, which gives stability and 
purpose to society, has been ridiculed right 
out of important segments of society. This is 
especially true in schools and other activi- 
ties involving children. Children are thus de- 
nied religious freedom as guaranteed by Ar- 
ticle 18 of the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights which was adopted by the 
United Nations in 1948. To ignore religion is 
bad enough because religion is a historical 
part of the American and world fabric. To 
ridicule religion through pseudo science and 
uniformed logic and to detract from an in- 
tact functioning family at tax payer expense 
is tantamount to a death-threatening as- 
sault on society and spitting in the collec- 
tive faces of those who value relationships 
with God, family, and country. 

When compared to the rest of the world, 
America is still the greatest. But how does 
America compare to her potential? And if 
the current negative trends continue, how 
will she compare to the rest of the world in 
the distant future? 

The challenge for America is to build on 
our greatness and stop destroying the foun- 
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dation stones that made us great! The 
American Way" does not allow for the impo- 
sition of family and or religion on anyone. 
Neither does it allow for the denial of same 
to anyone. Yet, denial by ridicule, where 
children are involved, is as much denial as 
denial by military might. The First Amend- 
ment of the Constitution not only keeps gov- 
ernment from participating in the establish- 
ment of religion but keeps government from 
prohibiting the free exercise thereof. Tax 
supported activities which ridicule God, 
interfere with the free exercise of religion, 
especially where children are involved. 

The impact of religion on the U.S. econ- 
omy has never been fully measured. Religion 
and religious institutions provide millions of 
jobs. Church-operated social service agencies 
save government agencies billions of tax dol- 
lars annually. Let's revive the twin geese 
that laid the golden eggs. The golden eggs 
they laid include the enhancement of self-es- 
teem. This enhanced self-esteem has a posi- 
tive impact on our individual and collective 
successes and on our individual and national 
images. Let's encourage these twin institu- 
tions in their efforts to save our society by 
saving our children by saving our families. 
This will save America's place in the world 
for the world.e 


NAPERVILLE'S CULTURAL AWARE- 
NESS AND TRAINING PROGRAM 


* Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I recently 
had the pleasure of visiting Naperville 
North High School in Naperville, IL 
and participate in its cultural aware- 
ness and training program. 

In response to growing intolerance 
and prejudice, Naperville North stu- 
dents were challenged to make a com- 
mitment to speak out against acts of 
religious, gender, ethnic, racial or age 
discrimination. Students were also 
asked to help a friend that has a drug 
or alcohol problem. 

I am pleased that over 300 students 
declared their commitment to rec- 
ognizing and eliminating prejudice and 
discrimination, and I applaud the ex- 
emplary action of these students. I 
commend the efforts of Naperville 
North teachers Robert Walsh and Chris 
Langeneckert and Assistant Principal 
Catherine Finger for organizing this 
program. I would like to enter the 
names of the students in today's CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD to acknowledge 
their willingness to speak out against 
injustice and intolerance. I also urge 
other schools and students to promote 
and participate in similar programs. 

The list of names follows: 

PARTICIPANTS IN THE CULTURAL AWARENESS 

AND TRAINING PROGRAM 

Afshari, Saman. 

Alaks, Nykki. 

Allen, Kim. 

Amundsen, Carrie. 

Anderson, Eric. 

Andrews, Alysia. 

Aragones, Arthur. 

Ashman, Melody. 

Ashman, Heidi. 

Babic, Cari. 

Baker, Laura. 

Barrington, Jenny. 

Barry, Conor. 


10392 


Basta, Bridget. 
Baumgart, Phillipe. 
Bessey, Bryan. 
Bhatia, Deena. 
Black, Antwian. 
Blumthal, Bill. 
Boehlen, Beth. 
Borerio, Francesca. 
Broad, Jennie. 
Brooks, Marcus. 
Brown, Anita. 
Brown, Bridgette. 
Brown, Levelle. 
Brozovich, Amy. 
Buchanan, Jack. 
Buckley, Ossie. 
Budinsky, Katia. 


Buehring, Christine. 


Bush, Vanessa. 
Byrne, Raeghan. 
Campbell, Kristie. 
Cappa, Chris. 
Carn, Charles A. 
Carpenter, Amy. 
Cato, Sibyl. 
Chang, Tom. 
Chang, Brian. 
Chavez, Maria. 
Childs, Rich. 
Christein, Mandy. 
Chung, Cathy. 
Cohrs, Susan. 
Cohrs, Cathy. 
Collett, Jessica. 
Collura, Missy. 
Condie, Lisa. 
Cook, Megan. 
Craine, Roger. 
Crannell, Sam. 
Crawford, Amy. 
Croco, Sarah. 
DeBarba, Kirsten. 
Decker, Ryan. 
Dertz. Amy. 
Desai, Meghana. 
Dessy, Melanie. 
Diaz, Gina. 
Dixon, Antonio. 
Doctor, Alaethia. 
Dorn, Katie. 
Drake, Chiqueta. 
Dreisilker, Kurt. 
Duncombe, Nate. 
Dybas, Stefanie. 
Eagleson, Theresa. 
Eiserman, Karen. 
Engstrom, Karin. 
Ewald, Joy. 
Fedofsky, Pete. 
Filipek, Kristen. 
Fink, Kalli. 
Fjell, Erik. 
Flores, Kim. 
Forde, Genevieve. 
Forsyth, Amie. 
Fraser, Sean. 
Fries, Michael. 
Friz, Greg. 
Ganjbaksh, Ali. 
Giere, Brian. 
Gill, Pam. 
Ginsburg, Alex. 
Glerguis, Sherene. 
Gonzalez, Lety. 
Griest, Neil. 
Grigsby, Laura. 
Grover, Erin. 
Guill, Carra. 
Gulley, Don. 
Gupta, Vipul. 
Guzman, Rick. 
Hairston, Justin. 
Hamm, Jessica. 
Haraldsell, Tim. 
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Harris, Alan, Teach. 
Hartman, Jen. 
Hatch, Erin. 

Hatch, Rachel. 
Heeley, Steve. 
Heinz, Tabatha. 
Hichew, Evan. 
Higgins, Katy. 
Highland, Leslie. 
Hilsenbeck, Jeff. 
Housiten, Takakiea. 
Hsu, Dave. 

Hsu, Joanne. 
Huang, Tina. 
Hudson, Lisa. 
Hume, Heather. 
Hungness, Mary. 
Ihlenfeld, Matt. 
Ilyas, Fatima. 

Irby, Kelli. 

Iyer, Vijay. 
Jackson, Marlon. 
Jackson, Wendy. 
Jech, Patty, Secre. 
Jenkins, Danielle. 
Jensen, Tracy. 
Johnson, Jenn. 
Johnston, Chris. 
Jones, Valerie. 
Jones, Jesse. 
Katyal, Navin. 
Kesman, Mark. 
Keveloh, Trevor. 
Kim, Mina. 

Kim, Susan. 

Kim, Jin. 
Kirkpatrick, Aaron. 
Knapik, Cyndi. 
Kociolek, Eva. 
Kolodziej, Dagmara. 
Konrad, Sarah. 
Kornbrot, Jeff. 
Krishna, Malini. 
Krock, Alison. 
Krzysztonek, Ursula. 
Kuntzman, Heidi. 
Kwan, Vince. 
Langeneckert, Chris, Teach. 
Lee, Gloria. 
Leonard, Melanie. 
Lewis, Mark. 

Lin, Cathy. 
Lippoldt, Brad. 

Liu, Jennifer. 
Livanos, Vivian. 
Lock, Spencer. 
Lohr, Matt. 
Lottich, Scott. 

Lu, Emily. 
Luckmann, Nikki. 
Malek, Dave. 
Malm, Kirsten. 
Mambu, Robert. 
Margosian, Charley. 
Maughan. 

Maxis, Mary. 


McGowan-Klock, Mary, Teach. 


McKahin, Megan. 
Mehta, Mikhil. 
Merriam, Karen. 
Mertes, Beth. 
Mickleson, Tim. 
Miller, Candy. 
Millsap, Lindsay. 
Miner, Carmen. 
Mitchell, Kerry. 
Moore, Danielle. 
Moravcik, Amy. 
Moy, Godwin. 
Moylan, Katie. 
Mygind, Scott. 
Naegelin, Clint. 
Navarro, Christine. 
Neal, Kristy. 
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Negus, Cheryn. 
Neuendorf, Tim. 
Newberry, Jeanne. 
Nguyen, Bao. 

Oliver, Clinton. 

Ortiz, Frank. 

Owens, Ashley. 
Palangattil, Michelle. 


Pan, Jeff. 
Pan, Deby. 


Park, Chris. 
Parker, Bev. 


Parnell, Alex. 
Parsons, Nancy. 


Patel, Anil. 


Patel, Ashish. 
Pederson, Bob. 


Penn, Tasha. 


Phelps, Matt. 
Philipchuck, Kristen. 
Pierce, Sarah. 
Pitts, McKinley. 
Pitula, Michael. 
Plackett, Jesse. 
Price, Amber. 
Puglisi, Rachel. 
Puniani, Sarika. 
Quagliana, Dave. 
Quayle, Chris. 
Raheemullah, Noor. 
Raju, Modhavi. 
Ramsbottom, Todd. 


Reed, Ellen. 


Reese, Quintona. 
Reilley, Kelly. 
Reinert, Kristina. 


Rest, Josh. 


Rhee, Jenny. 


Riddle, Jennie. 
Rose, Melissa. 
Rotramel, Alizah. 
Rutledge, Tonie. 
Sachdeva, Shalini. 
Schild, Dave. 
Schmidgal, Joel. 
Schoen, Greg. 
Schreiner, Lora. 
Schwander, Nikki. 
Schwartz, Jenn. 
Senneke, Amanda. 


Seok, Jore. 


Sharks, Niah. 


Sheen, Phil. 


Silder, Scott. 
Singh, Poonam. 
Smith, Cheryl. 
Smith, Brian. 
Southworth, Lisa. 
Stachowiak, David. 
Stevens, Julie. 
Stewert, Kim. 


Stiff, Beth. 


Stone, Melissa. 
Straka, Katie. 
Strougal, Becki. 


STUDENTS ATTENDING THE “IT'LL SPEAK UP" 


Suen, Inez. 
Sula, Lisa. 


ATT LEADERSHIP 


Sun, Stephanie. 
Suzzi, Frankie. 
Swanson, Kayra. 
Swardstrom, Lilly. 
Synnott, Carol. 
Synnott, James. 
Tallon, Karen. 
Tang, Samantha. 
Terry, Leslie. 
Thadani, Param. 
Tittsworth, Robyn. 
Tolia, Vaishal. 


TRAINING—MONDAY, APRIL 25, 1994 
Tsai, Sherry. 
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Udani, Suneel. 
Ulie, Jenn. 

Ulrey, Joe. 
Utterback, Katie. 
Vazquez, Tom. 
Vintar, Karen. 
Vogelpohl, Tracey. 
Vojtik, Anne. 
Wald, Karen. 

Wall, Marin. 
Wang, Alice. 
Warren, Joe. 
Wendorf, Matthew. 
Werner, Megan. 
Whisler, Eric. 
Williams, TJ. 
Willman, Luke. 
Witegreutzer, Dan. 
Wolcott, Andy. 
Wood, Jennifer. 
Woolman, Matt. 
Wright, Marvin. 
Wurl, Stacy. 

Xiau, Feng. 
Yaylor, Tricia. 

Yi, Tang. 

Ying, Jason. 

Yoo, Anne. 

Young, Richard. 
Zech, Jennifer.e 


ON LIFTING U.N. SANCTIONS ON 
IRAQ 


* Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to voice my strong concern over 
a proposal by Turkey to partially lift 
the U.N. sanctions against Iraq to 
allow Turkey to flush out some 12 bil- 
lion barrels of oil from the pipeline 
which passes through Turkey. Turkey 
claims that the oil will be used for do- 
mestic purposes and will not be let out 
into the world market. It is my under- 
standing that the administration will 
not object to such a move, should it 
come before the United Nations. 

If this is in fact true, this could set a 
terrible precedent and provide Iraq a 
foot in the door to accomplishing its 
goal since its invasion of Kuwait: an 
end to the total U.N. embargo placed 
against it. 

Mr. President, let there be no ambi- 
guity about this, in no way, shape, or 
form can the U.N. sanctions be lifted 
on Iraq until it fully complies with all 
the U.N. resolutions. Now is the time 
for resolve, not appeasement. 

Mr. President, I ask that the follow- 
ing article from Time be included in 
the RECORD following my remarks. 

'The article follows: 

No LONGER FENCED IN 
(By Thomas Sanction) 

PaARIS.—On March 3, 1991, under a hastily 
pitched tent at Safwan air base in southern 
Iraq, General Norman Schwarzkopf gazed 
across the table at two grim-faced Iraqi gen- 
erals and calmly dictated cease-fire terms 
that put an end to the six-week Gulf War. 
Stunned to learn that the U.S.-led forces had 
captured more than 60,000 of his soldiers, 
Iraqi Lieut. General Sultan Hashim Ahmad 
al-Jabbari acceded to each and every condi- 
tion. His face went completely pale," 
Schwarzkopf later recounted. "He had had 
no concept of the magnitude of their defeat.“ 

Nor has the regime of Saddam Hussein 
fully accepted its defeat to this day. Al- 
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though the West expected his warmaking ca- 
pacity to be blunted once and for all, Sad- 
dam has gone back to business as usual. In 
defiance of U.N. sanctions that ban non- 
humanitarian trade and clamp an embargo 
on arms sales to Baghdad, he is working to 
rebuild his military and industrial might. 
Helping him are middlemen, front compa- 
nies, compliant neighbors and Western busi- 
nessmen eager to reforge commercial con- 
tacts with a big potential customer and the 
possessor of the world's second-largest oil re- 
serves. 

Saddam doesn't always have to defy the 
U.N. to achieve his goals. Although Security 
Council resolutions forbid Iraq to possess or 
develop weapons of mass destruction, they 
place no such ban on his conventional-arms 
industry. Using a clandestine technology- 
procurement network never fully disman- 
tled, Saddam continues to buy spare parts 
for T-72 tanks in China and Russia, antitank 
and air-defense missiles from Bulgaria, and 
may now be turning to West European firms 
for critical electronics for his air force. At 
the same time, he has pressed forward with 
Iraq's ballistic-missile research at newly 
built laboratories. With a leaner and meaner 
fighting machine of about 400,000 troops, Iraq 
still has the largest army in the region. 

Anticipating the end of sanctions, Iraq has 
negotiated a batch of trade agreements with 
France, Turkey and Russia, and has even 
been discussing new contracts with U.S. 
companies. A loophole in the sanctions al- 
lows foreign companies to set up deals with 
Iraq that will take effect once the U.N. em- 
bargo is lifted. The French, Italians, Rus- 
sians and Turks have interpreted this to 
mean they can enter contractual relation- 
ships; the U.S. has not. "It would be stupid 
for us to be the last ones in, when everyone 
else is lining up to sign contracts for Iraq's 
reconstruction," says General Jeannou 
Lacaze, retired chief of staff of the French 
armed forces. 

Saddam is already on the verge of winning 
an important U.N. concession: a partial re- 
opening of Iraq's oil pipeline through Tur- 
key. Periodically Baghdad will be allowed to 
"flush" the pipeline of old oil—which the 
Turks claim is corroding the pipe—and fill it 
with fresh oil. Each flush will yield about 12 
million bbl. of marketable oil, which would 
net Iraq some $50 million, and there could be 
several such operations every year. 

Turkish officials, who say they are sac- 
rificing $250 million annually in lost pipeline 
fees, insist that Iraq will get only humani- 
tarian aid—not cash—in exchange for its oil. 
They promise to refine and use the oil do- 
mestically, so it will not upset the world pe- 
troleum market. The very idea of limited oil 
sales for Iraq is anathema to the U.S. But 
Washington will reluctantly go along with 
the Security Council plan because the U.S. 
does not want to offend Turkey, an impor- 
tant friend that allows American jets based 
on its soil to patrol Iraqi airspace. Turkey 
is a good ally," says an American diplomat 
at the U.N. “We are sympathetic to Turkey's 
needs." 

This week, as he does every 60 days, Iraq's 
Deputy Prime Minister Tariq Aziz will meet 
with the U.N. sanctions committee in New 
York City to argue for an end to the embar- 
go. His previous entreaties were flatly re- 
jected, but this time he will find growing 
support. Three of the five permanent mem- 
bers—France, Russia and China—want the 
trade bans eased. All three stand to win lu- 
crative contracts to repair Iraq's infrastruc- 
ture. France and Russia, among Saddam's 
major prewar trading partners, hope Bagh- 
dad could begin paying off its massive debts. 
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The U.S. and Britain insist that Iraq must 
first comply with every condition in the U.N. 
resolutions that ended the Gulf War. Bagh- 
dad argues that its recent cooperation with 
U.N. arms inspections is compliance enough. 
But U.S. officials doubt Saddam has re- 
nounced his dreams of regional dominance. 
Moreover, he is violating the U.N. resolu- 
tions on two key points by refusing to ac- 
knowledge Kuwait’s independence and by 
committing human-rights violations against 
Iraq's Kurds and Shi'ites. Says Secretary of 
State Warren Christopher: The stakes are 
too high to give Iraq the benefit of the doubt 
or to let our policy be dictated by commer- 
cial interests or simple fatigue.” 

No one doubts that the sanctions are bit- 
ing. Inflation in Iraq has soared to 250% of 
prewar levels, while living standards have 
plunged by half. Both as a money-saving 
move and a hedge against defections of sen- 
ior diplomats, Baghdad has recently had to 
close 15 embassies. The question facing West- 
ern policymakers is whether Saddam's inten- 
sified lobbying to end the embargo shows 
last-ditch desperation which would argue for 
keeping up the pressure in hopes of toppling 
the regime, or whether Saddam has success- 
fully ridden out the storm. In any event, his 
strategy is clever and multipronged: 


TACTICAL TWO-STEP 


The pipeline deal is the first tangible gain 
from a tactical about-face by Saddam. After 
resisting efforts to monitor his capabilities 
for nuclear, biological and chemical warfare, 
he suddenly announced last November that 
his regime would comply fully with U.N. in- 
spectors. Since then, Iraq appears to have 
done so. 

Hans Blix, director general of the Inter- 
national Atomic Energy Agency, reported 
last October that “in all essential aspects, 
the nuclear-weapons program is mapped and 
has been destroyed through the war or neu- 
tralized thereafter." Rolf Ekeus, chairman of 
the U.N. monitoring team, believes Bagh- 
dad's chemical programs have been disman- 
tled. Ekeus is also confident that his men 
have accounted for all 890 Scud-B missiles 
Iraq bought from the Soviet Union during 
the 1970s and '80s. But he still has doubts 
that Iraq has destroyed its biological-weap- 
ons program. 

Saddam's aim is plainly to fulfill the letter 
of U.N. law by coming clean about Iraq's un- 
conventional-weapons programs in order to 
get the sanctions lifted. But monitors like 
Ekeus suspect he has no intention of obeying 
the spirit of the ban. Iraq may already be se- 
cretly reviving its long-range missile pro- 
gram. Scientists continue to pursue ballis- 
tic-missile research, not only at sites de- 
stroyed during the war and rebuilt, such as 
the Saad 16 research and development center 
near Mosul, but in new facilities such as Ibn 
al-Haytham lab, constructed near Baghdad. 
While U.N. resolutions allow Iraq to build 
short-range rockets with a range under 93 
miles, a U.N. expert notes ‘‘the same tech- 
nology used to make a missile that flies 93 
miles can be used on one that flies 400 or 
1,200 miles.” 

U.N. inspectors insist on long-term mon- 
itoring to make sure Iraq does not resume 
development of mass-destruction weapons 
once sanctions are eased. '"The Security 
Council does not trust Iraq's intentions," 
Says Ekeus, and for as long as that sus- 
picion continues, we will continue our mon- 
itoring efforts." 


SHOPPING NETWORK 


There are clear indications that Saddam 
has reopened his high-tech procurement net- 
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work. In June 1993 the Egyptian navy inter- 
cepted a freighter carrying hydrochloric acid 
from India outside the Gulf of Aqaba. Ex- 
perts said Iraq could use the chemical for 
uranium enrichment. 

Six months later, German and Saudi offi- 
cials detained a German-registered ship, the 
Asian Senator, as it steamed past a Saudi 
port en route to Beirut. On board, they 
seized two containers of Chinese-produced 
ammonium perchlorate, an essential ingredi- 
ent for solid-fuel rockets and ballistic mis- 
siles. Though the ostensible destination was 
Lebanon, U.N. monitors and U.S. officials 
confirmed that the real end user was Iraq's 
long-range missile program. 

.S. customs officials are investigating 
half a dozen cases in which Iraq allegedly 
broke sanctions. However, ‘for every case we 
see," says one of the agents, there's prob- 
ably a hundred potential violators out 
there." According to congressional inves- 
tigators, many front companies established 
in the late 1980s to purchase parts and tech- 
nology for Saddam's weapons programs con- 
tinue to operate in France, Switzerland, Ger- 
many, Britain and the U.S. Last month 
American customs agents arrested a pair of 
Jordanian nationals, Al. M. Harb and his 
wife Rula Saba Harb, on charges of using a 
home-based front company in Midlothian, 
Virginia, to circumvent the Iraqi embargo. 
Court documents show that the couple made 
more than 100 shipments to Iraq over the 
past three years, including equipment that 
could be used for ballistic missiles and nu- 
clear weapons. These aren't the Rosen- 
bergs,” says a customs agent. “But we have 
established that they shipped equipment and 
spare parts of potential use to a revived Iraqi 
bomb program." The couple have been in- 
dicted for violating the Iraq embargo and 
will go on trial in mid-June. 

To finance its arms programs, Baghdad is 
constantly trying to persuade the U.N. to re- 
lease its billions of dollars of frozen assets on 
the pretext of buying "humanitarian" sup- 
plies. So far, with the agreement of the sanc- 
tions committee, the Iraqis have managed to 
get back more than $250 million for humani- 
tarian purchases, most of it from British and 
Swiss banks. 

OLD FRIENDS 

France, which enjoyed cozy commercial 
ties with Iraq before the war, is particularly 
eager to loosen trade strictures. So far, the 
war and the embargo have cost taxpayers an 
estimated $8.7 billion in unpaid government- 
guaranteed loans, and Paris wants to get the 
money back. 

At the same time, French companies that 
did big business with Baghdad want to re- 
sume a lucrative connection. State-owned oil 
giants Elf Aquitaine and Total were the first 
Western firms to make contact with Bagh- 
dad after the war. Iragi authorities proposed 
to give the two French companies a rich pro- 
duction monopoly developing the Majnoun 
Islands and Nahr Umar oilfields, which could 
produce 1 million bbl. a day. In exchange, the 
Iraqis wanted the French to lobby for lifting 
U.N. sanctions. Since then, according to the 
weekly Canard Enchainé, representatives of 
the two companies have made more than 40 
trips to Baghdad and preliminary contracts 
have been drawn up. The French government 
has frozen the deal until sanctions are lifted, 
though a Foreign Ministry spokesman in- 
sists that we have nothing against such 
contacts.“ 

Baghdad is trying to attract Russia by of- 
fering major contracts for oil exploration 
and rebuilding refineries. In February the 
Italian gas company Italgaz sent a high-level 
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delegation to Iraq, followed last month by 
representatives of 30 leading Italian compa- 
nies, including Fiat autos and International 
Scientifica, a  medical-equipment maker. 
British, German and Japanese firms have 
also been poking around the bazaar. 

Nor have Americans been wholly absent. 
According to Western diplomats and business 
travelers, agents of Occidental Petroleum, 
Chevron, Boeing, General Motors and others 
have been spotted in the first-class hotels of 
Baghdad and Amman, Jordan, where many of 
the meetings with Iraqi trade officials take 
place. State Department officials say they 
have investigated these claims and found no 
sign of wrongdoing by U.S. companies, who 
are officially discouraged" from making 
such contacts. Says a State Department offi- 
cial: “The Iraqis are engaged in a constant 
effort to get companies to deal with them 
quickly. They want them to believe the train 
is leaving the station and that they will be 
left behind if they don't jump on board.” 

Considering the potentially dire con- 
sequences—economic, military and diplo- 
matic—of a hasty return to doing business 
with Iraq, the U.S. wants to err on the side 
of caution. That is also the position of the 
U.N. inspectors, who bear primary respon- 
sibility for making sure that Saddam's infer- 
nal death machine does not spring back to 
life. If the sanctions are lifted and the Iraqis 
renege on their promises, putting the restric- 
tions back again may prove to be too little, 
too late.e 


LECTURE BY FCC CHAIRMAN REED 
HUNDT: CHILDREN AND THE 
MEDIA 


è Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, on Feb- 
ruary 28, 1994, Reed Hundt, Chairman of 
the Federal Communications Commis- 
sion [FCC], gave a lecture to the Har- 
vard Graduate School of Education on 
media and children. Chairman Hundt 
offered insight into a variety of issues 
concerning education, children and the 
media. I was particularly impressed 
with his remarks about television vio- 
lence because of my long-time interest 
in this subject. He has provided great 
leadership on this issue, and his sug- 
gestion that the television industry 
take the challenge of reforming their 
relationship with their audience by 
creating prochildren and profamily 
programming is another important 
contribution. 

I ask that Chairman Hundt's Feb- 
ruary 28 lecture “First Annual Action 
for Children's Television: Lecture on 
Media and Children” be entered at this 
point in the RECORD. 

FIRST ANNUAL ACTION FOR CHILDREN’S TELE- 
VISION LECTURE ON MEDIA AND CHILDREN, 
FEBRUARY 28, 1994 
I have been at the Federal Communica- 

tions Commission as its chairman and chief 

executive officer for just three months. Last 

Tuesday, we at the Commission gained a 

measure of public notice for our unanimous 

vote to lower the prices of certain regulated 

cable television services by an additional 7 

percent, pursuant to the Cable TV Consumer 

Protection and Competition Act of 1992. That 

law was sponsored by, among others, the 

able and visionary Congressman from Massa- 
chusetts, Ed Markey. 

Later last week I read in the newspapers 
that our cable rate decision allegedly broke 
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up the Bell Atlantic-TCI merger, making me 
and my fellow Commissioner the biggest 
trustbusters since Teddy Roosevelt. 

I appreciate the compliment, but I think it 
may have been underserved. 

However, it is true that we at the FCC 
have a fair amount of responsibility for de- 
velopments relating to the greatest story in 
history of communications since the inven- 
tion of the printing press: the National Infor- 
mation Highway. For the record, that term 
was coined in the late 1970s by a graduate of 
the Harvard Class of 1969: a first-term Con- 
gressman named Albert Gore Jr. 

(Incidentally, I hope someone's counting 
my references to Cantabridgians: I'm going 
for a record here. After 30 years of trying to 
get into Harvard, I can't count on returning.) 

Tonight, I want to talk to you about three 
topics: First, I want to discuss how we ap- 
proach all decisions at the FCC. Second, I 
want to explain how that approach relates to 
the three most important issues in our juris- 
diction that bear on children. Finally, I want 
to call, and indeed beg for, your attention to 
a little-recognized fact. At this very mo- 
ment, the Administration, certain key mem- 
bers of Congress and the FCC are discuss- 
ing—almost as if in an otherwise empty 
room—a momentous shift in the power and 
method of educating children in America 
today. 

As to the first issue—how we at the FCC 
approach our decisions; we at the Commis- 
sion are doing our job in the light of two 
guiding principles. 

First, in our decisions we aim to increase 
economic growth and create jobs, particu- 
larly by encouraging competition wherever 
and whenever possible, or by regulating rates 
so as to replicate the competitive model 
when that is necessary. That is what we 
tried to do with respect to our recent cable 
ruling, and I firmly believe that when our 
regulations are officially published and stud- 
ied, they will greatly promote investment 
and economic growth. 

Second, we will take actions that enhance 
access to markets for consumers, producers, 
and new entrants. 

Decisions to promote economic growth and 
access have increasing significance because 
we increasingly live in an electronic age and 
work in an information economy. Already 
American business is largely transacted over 
what the Economist magazine recently 
called one of the seven wonders of the mod- 
ern world: a telephone network that provides 
active service to 95% of all households and 
businesses. 

We have 55 phone lines for every 100 Ameri- 
cans, In Brazil, there are 7 lines per 100 peo- 
ple in Africa, the number is 0.7. 

These statistics do not just measure our 
economic development; they are a major 
cause of it. 

For our economy depends on the networks. 
Approximately 60% of the workforce consists 
of "knowledge workers"—people who use the 
networks to communicate and learn in order 
to do their job. This number will go up. And 
the communications and information sector 
will also grow; depending in part of the 
FCC's decisions, it could reach one trillion 
dollars, one-sixth of current GDP, by 1997. 

The influence of the networks is not just in 
our livelihoods; it is woven in the fabric of 
our lives. 

Daniel Boorstin wrote that ‘‘America grew 
in the search for community," our ubiq- 
uitous cable and telephone networks, as well 
as over the air broadcast networks, are cru- 
cial to our ongoing search for community. 

Without attention to issues affecting ac- 
cess; however, our already divided commu- 
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nities may shatter. If these networks do not 
reach into every community and bring us to- 
gether, they could end up dividing us fur- 
ther—leaving whole segments of our country 
without the skills and information necessary 
to prosper in our post-industrial economy. 

The principles of economic growth and ac- 
cess have particular application, I submit, to 
the three most important children's issue in 
our jurísdiction. These are the following: 

(1) The Children's TV Act regulations. 

(2) Violence on Television. 

(3) The extension of our interactive net- 
works into the classroom. 

I want to focus tonight primarily on the 
third of these, not because the others are in 
any respect unimportant but because of the 
critical timing of actions you can take to in- 
fluence what we do in Washington. However, 
let me discuss initially the other two issues. 

First, in response to the Children's Tele- 
vision Act of 1990, the FCC promulgated reg- 
ulations in April 1991 requiring TV stations 
to broadcast programming responsive to the 
educational and information needs of chil- 
dren 16 and under. No quantitative guide- 
lines were set. 

About a year ago, the FCC began an in- 
quiry as to whether the rules should be 
modified. It is about time to bring that in- 
quiry to a close and we intend to do so in the 
near future. The issues include the definition 
of "educational and information" program- 
ming and the wisdom of quantitative stand- 
ards. In addition, I am particularly inter- 
ested in the question of the economies of 
children's programming. What is likely to 
encourage marketplace economics to gen- 
erate high quality children's programming? 

This leads to a second children's issue: the 
impact of TV violence on children. At à con- 
vention of independent TV station owners 
and managers and programmers last month, 
I cited Dr. Leonard Eron, Professor of Psy- 
chology at the University of Michigan, who 
said that when it comes to determining 
whether violence on TV contributes to mak- 
ing children more violent the scientific de- 
bate is over." Numerous studies over more 
then thirty years have proved a causal con- 
nection between TV violence and real-life vi- 
olence. 

Isuggested to the broadcasters that the vi- 
olence issue challenges television in much 
the same way that the concerns about auto 
safety challenged the car companies in the 
1960s. These was then for the car companies 
and there is now for television a fork in the 
road: one way is the path of denial and con- 
frontation. The other way is the route to op- 
portunity and renewal. 

Yogi Berra explained what to do in this sit- 
uation: "When you come to a fork in the 
road, take it.“ And I suppose that there in- 
evitably will be in a diverse industry some 
who want to go one way, and some who want 
to go the other. 

But, as I said, I think the better way is 
clear. Non-violent programming can be for 
broadcasters what safety now is for the car 
companies: an opportunity to win again the 
trust of the public. It can be a chance to re- 
define the product so that it embodies the 
values of our country. Just as Chrysler in- 
vented a whole new family car, broadcasters 
can invent a new kind of family program- 
ming. 

If programmers, cable operators, and 
broadcast TV licensees were to eschew vio- 
lence in TV programming, they could invent 
a whole new kind of pro-children television. 
This new product would reforge their rela- 
tionship with their audience. And it would 
further the implementation of the Children's 
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TV Act. For although it is not inevitable 
that nonviolent programming would be edu- 
cational and informative, certainly the new 
product that I called upon the industry to 
create will include programs that meet the 
words and the spirit of the Act. 

Creating this new product, industry will 
provide children across this country with ac- 
cess to information and learning that too 
often today is unavailable. At the same time 
they will gain access to new business oppor- 
tunities that will generate further economic 
growth. 

My third, and time urgent, children's 
topic, concerns the country's classrooms. In 
Los Angeles, on January 11 of this year, the 
Vice President challenged every  tele- 
communications company, school board, 
teacher, librarian, and citizen of this coun- 
try to "connect and provide access to the 
National Information Infrastructure for 
every classroom, every library, and every 
hospital and clinic" in the country by the 
year 2000. 

In his State of the Union speech two weeks 
later, the President said: The Vice Presi- 
dent is right—we must also work with the 
private sector to connect every classroom, 
every clinic, every library, every hospital in 
America into a national information super- 
highway by the year 2000.“ He went on: 
“Think of it—instant access to information 
will increase productivity, will help to edu- 
cate our children.” 

That was the first time telecommuni- 
cations was mentioned in a State of the 
Union speech. It was mentioned as the path 
to a new kind of education. This national in- 
formation infrastructure of which the Presi- 
dent and the Vice President have spoken will 
rely heavily upon our telephone and cable 
networks, as they exist and as they will be- 
come. Already telephone lines easily have 
sufficient capacity for some video applica- 
tions and many voice, data, and computer 
linkup. 

Meanwhile, cable operators are replacing 
coaxial cable with fiber optics cable, so as 
greatly to expand channel capacity at low 
cost. They are motivated to add channels to 
increase subscription revenue. (And, I might 
add, our recent regulations will make this 
incentive stronger than had been the case.) 
With the increase in fiber deployment, cable 
operators will be able to transmit all imag- 
inable quantities of data and full motion 
video. In short, when the networks are built, 
any child can have access through a com- 
puter, TV set or telecomputer to any teacher 
and any group of children with access to the 
new network. Any child can at all times be 
in the virtual classroom that is right for his 
or her development or interest. 

Whether cable combines with the switched 
telephone network, or whether cable compa- 
nies install their own switches while tele- 
phone companies expand their bandwidth, 
are questions that private industry, academ- 
ics, the FCC, and others in government will 
address in coming months and years. How- 
ever, it is inevitable that switched, 
broadband, interactive networks will be built 
across the country. The President, the Vice 
President, and I hope all of you believe that 
these networks should reach all of the class- 
rooms of all of our schools as soon as pos- 
sible. 

Already Bell Atlantic, PacBell and 
Ameritech have said, with some modest res- 
ervations that I think can be overcome, that 
they will connect all the schools in their re- 
gions to the developing broadband networks. 
A major cable company, TCI, made the same 
commitment. These commitments will ex- 
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tend the networks to more than 14 of Amer- 
ican schools. 

If—or dare I say when?—the Administra- 
tion’s challenge is met by everyone, edu- 
cation in this country will be reinvented, 
forever and for better. 

Because of the extension of the networks 
to the classrooms, education is about to ex- 
perience an evolution and transformation 
that accords with the theory that Stephen 
Jay Gould in his book of essays The Pan- 
da's Thumb" called ‘punctuated equi- 
librium." According to this doctrine, a static 
ecosystem does not so much evolve gradu- 
ally, but rather occasionally experiences 
jolts of change that cause entirely new spe- 
cies to emerge suddenly from the great pool 
of genes and to become dominant. 

The current equilibrium in education has 
long consisted of a closed environment with 
a single teacher facing the churning inatten- 
tion of the classroom of kids, with chiefly 
the voice and the book as the modalities of 
communication. 

Like everyone my age, I learned in this en- 
vironment. My perennial classrooms at the 
Walnut Hill Elementary School in Falls 
Church, Virginia, each with the single fe- 
male teacher and three dozen dazed children, 
constituted an environment not much dif- 
ferent from that in which education was 
meted out to my father and his father before 
him in Milwaukee, Wisconsin. 

I can't report on educational conditions 
farther back than that, since Horace Mann's 
dream of public education never reached my 
nineteenth century potato farming forebears 
in Schleswig-Holstein. 

I discovered the teacher's side of this stat- 
ic environment in 1969 when, with a Yale di- 
ploma in one hand and a copy of Jonathan 
Kozol's "Death at An Early Age" in the 
other, I took my first job: teaching seventh 
grade social studies in an inner-city school. 

I had five classes of 35 kids each. Before 
the first class on the first day I was issued 35 
textbooks. I distributed the books to the 
class. We covered a few pages. The bone-shat- 
tering bell rang. The kids raced to squeeze 
through the door en masse simultaneously. 
After more than half had escaped, I remem- 
bered that I had no other books, but 140 more 
kids to teach. I desperately shouted for ev- 
eryone to return their books. I retrieved ap- 
proximately 11. These did not survive past 
lunch. The rest of the year I taught with pur- 
ple stained fingers and distributed for ‘‘ma- 
terial” sheaves of wrinkled mimeograph 
paper. I made up each lesson from whole 
cloth. Our “social studies" was supposed to 
be about global climate. I hope our environ- 
mental Vice President will forgive me—it 
turned into African History and, by spring, 
five parallel performances of Macbeth. 

Fortunately for the curriculum committee, 
after one more year in teaching I elected to 
go to law school. 

I tell this story as a prelude to suggesting 
that 23 years after I left teaching, the eco- 
system (if you will) of the classroom is not 
nearly as changed from that of the junior 
high school I so inadequately served as it 
should be or could be. 

Of course it is true that in the better 
Schools there are many more than 35 books 
for 175 children, and most of our 2.5 million 
teachers are far more skilled now than I was 
then. 

Indeed, it is the case that slightly more 
than half of all classrooms have computers, 
whereas when I was teaching the PC hadn't 
even been invented. And about one third of 
classrooms have cable television, thanks in 
very significant part to the admirable Cable 
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in the Classroom program that programmers 
and cable system operators have initiated. 

We need 100% penetration to classrooms in 
those respects, and it is hardly good news 
that there are almost no classrooms with 
more than one or two computers. Indeed, it 
is distressing that out of an average $6,400 
spent per pupil per day, only $35 goes to 
technology. This is a sad misallocation of 
scant resources in light of studies showing 
that using interactive computer-based in- 
struction is the most cost-effective way to 
increase educational achievement. 

However, the special concern I want to 
share with you tonight is that our class- 
rooms still in large part are enclosures in 
which a single teacher trying to commu- 
nicate with a large group. And studies have 
repeatedly demonstrated that the larger the 
group, the worse the learning. But the fun- 
damental problem is not the size of the class- 
es, but the limitations of relying on one to 
many communication as the core of teach- 
ing. 

I do not want us to tear down the walls 
around our classrooms. I want us to pierce 
them by connection of what we all now copy 
the Vice President by calling the informa- 
tion highway. Teachers are ready: a recent 
NEA study showed that most teachers appre- 
ciate the benefits of these advanced tech- 
nologies and feel that, when given the tools, 
they have been more effective teachers be- 
cause of technology. School districts, in 
places like Issaquah, WA, have already lever- 
aged the investment of money by using stu- 
dents and parents to set up and run their 
interactive networks. 

There are in this country only about 
100,000 schools and 20,000 libraries. Within 
each school there are on average about 20 
classrooms. (No one seems to know precisely 
how many.) It is readily possible for us to 
connect the interactive networks to the two 
million classrooms in the country's schools. 

But today, we are far from that goal. 

Only about one-eighth of all classrooms 
have a telephone line. Only 4% have a 
modem to connect a computer to other com- 
puters, to the great electronic storehouses of 
knowledge that are proliferating every- 
where, to President Clinton and Vice Presi- 
dent Gore on Internet, to—most impor- 
tantly—other kids and other teachers in 
other classrooms. 

The extension of the networks to the class- 
rooms—first the current phone networks and 
eventually the great broadband networks of 
the near future—is the great event that in 
Gould’s phrase, will punctuate, the static 
equilibrium of learning and cause profound 
change in education. 

There are two reasons. First, an inter- 
active network will create an explosion of 
learning by two-way communication. The 
one teacher addressing the single group of 
students is one to many discourse. Yet over 
the network, communication will be from 
many to many. When all the students par- 
ticipate, the teacher knows learning is hap- 
pening and a community of knowledge is 
being built. Just as the great books, whether 
Newberry Award or Booker Prize winners, 
create a community of readers, so the great 
network will build communities of knowl- 
edge and learning among all teachers and all 
kids. 

Second, the networks will allow students 
and teachers to escape the confines of the 
classroom and to join new learning groups 
over the networks. In the current definition 
of schooling children leave the classroom by 
occasionally moving to a different class- 
room, or by making the much-maligned field 
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trip. Alternatively, they can escape by read- 
ing or, if they are lucky, looking at a com- 
puter. 

When connected over networks, students 
can discover and participate in collective 
learning experiences that transcend the tra- 
ditional classroom environment. These expe- 
riences will be diverse and rich. Over net- 
works students may learn languages not spo- 
ken by any teacher in the student's school. 
Over networks, students may communicate 
not just to the pen pals of my youth, but 
through E-Mail, in real time to explorers in 
the Antarctic, as Vice President Gore did for 
a school in Silicon Valley in January. Over 
networks students may visit the vast elec- 
tronic libraries that populate our new 
cyberspace. In the event of the networks, we 
can be assured that the illimitable soul of 
our teachers, as Emerson put it, will find 
boundless solutions over networks to the 
problems of education students with physical 
or learning disabilities. 

Many in this country and, I am sure, in 
this room, share this vision. Indeed, Business 
Week focused on this last week with a cover 
story on The Learning Revolution." As the 
story pointed out, education experts see 
interactive multimedia software as a key 
technology in revamping American edu- 
cation. Whether measured by numerous in- 
creases in test scores, or the anecdotal sto- 
ries of kids' increased enthusiasm for learn- 
ing, the power of interactivity to enhance 
education is extraordinary. 

The article left no doubt that if the net- 
works connect to the classroom, we will see 
an explosion of outstanding educational ma- 
terials to serve our children. Savvy investors 
are investing millions in software to excite 
and to educate our children. 

And on the non-profit side, Walter 
Annenberg recently made an astounding gift 
of over $500 million for the support of edu- 
cation. That gift came with a challenge to 
reform education and increase electronic ac- 
cess. Without such access, this gift would be 
too much like giving a child a book in a 
darkened room—linking the network to the 
classroom can be the light. 

As Peggy Charren has always emphasized 
in her work on children’s television, it is far 
better to focus on getting quality children's 
programming on the air than to focus only 
on getting bad programming off. Is there any 
doubt, then, that the best way to promote 
quality educational software is to create a 
market not from just the children rich 
enough to have personal computers at home, 
but for tens of millions who attend our 
schools everyday? 

Perhaps the most visionary is George 
Lucas, of Star Wars fame. His Lucas Edu- 
cational Foundation is leading the way into 
the interactive educational age. He has dedi- 
cated his Academy Award winning talents 
creating products which have been used by 
thousands of schools. When I talked to him 
this afternoon he described to me numerous 
ways in which his foundation is using tech- 
nology to communicate the great ideas of 
our time. 

Now, with the help of everyone from 
George Lucas to Business Week to this en- 
tire audience and beyond, I assume that like 
Captain Picard on Star Trek: The Next Gen- 
eration, you are willing to simply ‘‘make it 
so.” In that event, how are we going to get 
these networks into the classroom? 

Congressman Markey has already surveyed 
the 20 largest telephone and cable companies 
to determine their views on linking Ameri- 
ca’s classrooms to the information super- 
highway. A majority do not oppose linking 
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the classrooms essentially for free, but they 
are concerned with details. 

There are many questions. Should cable 
companies and telephone companies race 
each other into the classrooms? 

Who does the internal wiring? Would asbes- 
tos be disturbed in some schools, electric 
conduits disrupted in others? 

Should we set the standards for carrying 
capacity and interoperability? 

Who will pay for transmission costs after 
the networks are installed? If a student calls 
long distance, who pays? 

There are questions relating to how this 
will work in the classroom: What applica- 
tions will be created? Who will control the 
content? How will students and teachers be 
trained? What will change in the relation- 
ship between student and teachers? 

These are good questions, but when I hear 
them, I inwardly smile. For these are not 
questions about the grand unified theory of 
physics, or the balancing of the budget. 
These questions are the kind that can be 
readily solved and reasonably quickly. They 
are, in fact, questions that can be solved by 
you in this audience. 

There is already a vehicle designed for you 
to help address these questions. It is S. 1822, 
a bill entitled the Communications Act of 
1994, introduced by Senator Hollings, along 
with more than a dozen other Senators. 
When I testified about this bill last week, I 
told the Senators the most important part of 
the bill might be the language that directs 
the FCC to promulgate rules that will ‘‘en- 
hance the availability of advanced tele- 
communications services to all public ele- 
mentary and secondary school classrooms 
* * and libraries.“ 

Congressman Markey is the author of an- 
other telecommunications reform bill, H.R. 
3636. This noble bill should be amended also 
to grant the FCC the authority to monitor 
and, where necessary, to compel the con- 
struction of the information highway into 
every classroom. I believe Congressman Mar- 
key agrees that is in the public interest to 
make this change. 

We have a glorious opportunity in this 
Congress to do a very right thing, but I have 
not heard from a single educator or academic 
in support of the goal that the President out- 
lined, that Senator Hollings aims to achieve 
and that Congressman Markey may well sup- 
port. Certain telephone companies and cable 
companies have been helpful, but isn't the 
vision of the interactive educational enter- 
prise compelling to Harvard? Harvard itself 
is going to be wired for interactivity within 
a few years, according to an announcement a 
couple of weeks ago. But all the schools and 
classrooms in the country should be in- 
cluded. 

So how do we make this happen? It is most 
likely to happen if the people in this room 
join together, by forging public-private part- 
nership to address the many issues raised by 
this opportunity. 

We in government can help write rules but 
we need the wisdom of you here, a combina- 
tion of not just of educators, broadcaster, 
and cable operators—but of utilities compa- 
nies, regulators, software providers and most 
importantly, parents, to make it work right. 
This is my challenge to you—to form such a 
coalition and make it an effective voice for 
the children of America. Just as Peggy 
Charren fought, and is still fighting, to cre- 
ate quality children's programming on tele- 
vision, so you must together expand that 
fight by leading an effort for quality edu- 
cation technology in the classroom. 

We cannot let it be the case that if you 
don't get into Harvard you're not on the net- 
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work; if you don't go to a very fine school, 
you're destined to be electronically illit- 
erate: no one here would accept that policy. 
So won't everyone here let me know, and let 
others know, just how they will help pass the 
legislation I have talked about, and just how 
they want the vision of interactive education 
to come to pass. 

Back in the 1920's, E.M. Forster offered the 
famous dictum only connect." By this he 
advised those of the lost generation awash 
with the cynicism created by the horror of 
the First World War, to focus not on the 
tragedies of life but on the joy of connecting 
with individual human beings. 

When one looks at a number of statistics 
about the state of our schools, and the chil- 
dren in them, one could easily choose the 
path of despair. And there are many prob- 
lems that linking the classroom won't solve. 

But while Forster couldn't have foreseen 
it, his advice to only connect“ is an appro- 
priate and utterly liberal paradigm for the 
generation coming up in the 1990s. 

You in this group, at any rate, can make it 
so, if you wish. 

Thank you very much for inviting me.e 


SOUTH AFRICA'S MIRACLE 


* Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, seldoni is 
world-shaking news good. 

But when Nelson Mandela stood to 
take the oath of office as President of 
South Africa, that electrified much of 
the world, for the good. 

Almost 10 years ago I made my first 
trip to South Africa and came away 
convinced that that nation was headed 
toward one of the bloodiest civil wars 
in history, in which millions of people 
would die. Few then would have dis- 
agreed with that analysis. 

Significantly, there were voices of 
reason within South Africa and outside 
of it, urging a change in policy, but 
they appeared to be muffled by the 
much louder voices of the extremists 
on both sides. 

Some religious leaders spoke out; 
university campuses had a few voices 
of reason in their midst; the United 
States and other nations had an eco- 
nomic boycott. But the chance for a 
real change in policy seemed remote. 

Two key people—one white and one 
black—played a decisive role in the 
miracle. F.W. de Klerk became Presi- 
dent, someone whom many regarded as 
a caretaker leader until a more dy- 
namic one emerged. But he startled 
South Africa and the world by freeing 
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Nelson Mandela after 27 years in prison 
and by calling for the end of the sti- 
fling system of segregation in that 
country called apartheid. 

And Nelson Rolihlahla Mandela, after 
27 years in prison, emerged as a dig- 
nified man with one amazing, almost 
unbelievable trait: not a touch of bit- 
terness. 

The rest you know, 

I had the privilege of being at the in- 
auguration a few days ago, at the re- 
quest of President Clinton, in a delega- 
tion headed by Vice President AL GORE 
and First Lady Hillary Rodham Clin- 
ton. The other Senator present was my 
colleague from Illinois, CAROL 
MOSELEY-BRAUN. 

Those who predicted violence even at 
the inauguration saw a dignified cere- 
mony with whites and blacks working 
together. Among others present for the 
event were three of the guards who 
kept Nelson Mandela in prison. He in- 
vited them. Nelson Mandela reached 
out to everyone, including his prede- 
cessor, F.W. de Klerk, asking him to 
serve as a Vice President, which he 
now does. 

The chasm between blacks and 
whites in South Africa has been great- 
er than in the United States or in any 
nation. Yet that chasm is now being 
bridged. 

What a great tribute, not only to 
President Mandela and Vice President 
de Klerk, but to the people of South Af- 
rica. 

If in South Africa people can reach 
across huge barriers to establish a bet- 
ter society, can’t it also happen in 
Bosnia, in Northern Ireland, in Rwan- 
da, in the Middle East—and even in 
Chicago, Washington, DC, and New 
York City? 

We should not view the scene in 
South Africa as something that simply 
happens in a distant nation, but as the 
inspiration to all of us to do better, 
wherever we live.e 


MEASURES READ THE SECOND 
TIME AND PLACED ON CALENDAR 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
for those items currently listed under 
bills and joint resolutions read the 
third time to be considered to have re- 


10397 


ceived their second reading, en bloc, 
and objection having been heard to fur- 
ther proceedings, the measures be 
placed on the calendar as provided for 
under rule XIV, paragraph 2. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ORDERS FOR TOMORROW 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, on be- 
half of the majority leader, I ask unan- 
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand 
in recess until 9:30 a.m. Tuesday, May 
17; that following the prayer, the Jour- 
nal of the proceedings be deemed ap- 
proved to date and the time for the two 
leaders reserved for their use later in 
the day; that there then be a period for 
morning business not to extend beyond 
10 a.m., with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for up to 5 minutes each, 
with Senators WELLSTONE and DORGAN 
recognized for up to 15 minutes each; 
that at 10 a.m., the Senate resume con- 
sideration of S. 2019, the safe drinking 
water bill; further, that on Tuesday, 
the Senate stand in recess from 12 noon 
to 2:30 p.m. in order to accommodate 
the respective party conferences. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


RECESS UNTIL TUESDAY, MAY 17, 
1994, AT 9:30 A.M. 


Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, If there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate—and I see no other Senator 
seeking recognition—I now ask unani- 
mous consent that the Senate stand in 
recess, as previously ordered. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:06 p.m., recessed until Tuesday, 
May 17, 1994, at 9:30 a.m. 


NOMINATION 


Executive nomination received by 
the Senate May 16, 1994: 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


MARY ANN CASEY, OF COLORADO, A CAREER MEMBER 
OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MINISTER- 
COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO THE REPUBLIC OF TUNISIA. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


TRIBUTE TO AMERICA'S FIGHTING 
FORCES 


HON. HERBERT H. BATEMAN 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, May 16, 1994 


Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
»ring to the attention of my colleagues in the 
House of Representatives an article recently 
published in the Newport News Daily Press by 
Gen. Frederick M. Franks, Jr., commander in 
chief, U.S. Army training and doctrine com- 
mand. General Franks has written what | be- 
lieve to be a truly moving testament to the 
quality of our men and women who serve in 
the Armed Forces and the way in which they 
unfailingly attain new heights in courage and 
dedication at times of greatest adversity. From 
the forests of the Ardennes to the mountains 
of Korea, from the jungles of Vietnam to the 
deserts of Iraq and Somalia, America's fighting 
men have continuously proven their willing- 
ness to sacrifice themselves for their fellow 
soldiers and for their country. Perhaps no- 
where is this spirit of sacrifice and dedication 
more prevalent than among those who return 
from the battlefield permanently disabled, and 
Frederick Franks belongs in the group, having 
lost a leg in Vietnam. It is that category of vet- 
eran and military retiree that is the focus of 
General Franks' article. and | highly rec- 
ommend my colleagues read it. 

HEROES ON THE BATTLEFIELD OR THE SKI 
SLOPES 
(By Frederick M. Franks Jr.) 

We do not have to look up heroes in his- 
tory books. They are all around us every 
day. American heroes. They are Americans 
from all across America who look like Amer- 
ica. They are soldiers and their families. 
They are volunteers—reaching out to serve 
when needed with a hand to help and a heart 
to care. 

I recently went to Fort Bragg, N.C., to 
visit with fellow soldiers injured in the trag- 
ic accident March 23 at Pope Air Force Base. 
President Clinton, Secretary of the Army 
Togo West and Chief of Staff of the Army. 
Gen. Gordon Sullivan had all previously vis- 
ited our soldiers. 

Lt. Gen. Hugh Shelton, XVIII Airborne 
Corps commander, took me for a brief visit 
to the accident site before going to the hos- 
pital. It was a battlefield scene. And as I lis- 
tened to accounts of the accident I visualized 
all the battlefield behavior I have seen of 
American soldiers in combat: soldiers help- 
ing each other—medics, volunteers and lead- 
ers moving swiftly to the scene. 

I have seen combat and I have been among 
heroism on the battlefield in two wars in 
Vietnam and Iraq. I also have seen brave sol- 
dier-heroes in hospitals from Vietnam to 
Valley Forge and Saudi Arabia to Walter 
Reed. Now there, listening, I saw it all 
again—American soldiers rising to a moment 
that they díd not choose. 

Later visiting with injured soldiers in the 
hospital, I was struck with their courage and 


selflessness. They asked about their fellow 
soldiers. They talked about getting back to 
duty. They talked about those who had died 
or others hurt worse than they. They talked 
about anything but themselves. 

They were hurt and down but already on 
the way back. They were inspiring to be 
with. They are your soldiers—America's 
Army. They are sons and daughters, hus- 
bands and wives, brothers and sisters. Amer- 
ican soldiers. 

That same day I went to Crested Butte, 
Colo., for the opening ceremonies of the Na- 
tional Disabled Veterans Winter Sports Clin- 
ic. This is a week sponsored by the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs and the Disabled 
American Veterans (DAV) with significant 
corporate assistance. 

It was started by Sandy Trombetta, clinic 
organizer and director, eight years ago when 
he reached out to a disabled veteran and 
began a dream. This year his dream included 
more than 240 veterans who were amputees, 
visually impaired or had spinal cord injuries. 
They assembled at Crested Butte to receive 
rehabilitation through skiing, snowmobiling, 
swimming and other vigorous sports. Two 
veterans were from our VA Hospital in 
Hampton and two soldier-amputees were 
from actions last fall in Somalia. 

But there was more there than athletics. 
There were Americans reaching out to each 
other: veterans, volunteers from Crested 
Butte and across America, craftsmen config- 
uring prosthetic ski devices on-the-spot out 
of the back of a truck, doctors, prosthetists, 
Sandy Trombetta, and Bruce Nitsche and 
Art Wilson from the National Headquarters 
of the DAV pulling it all together. Ameri- 
cans from our wars and other operations 
were there: World War II, Korea, Vietnam. 
Desert Storm and Somalia, These are Amer- 
ican veterans who get a reminder every day 
as they get in their wheelchair, strap on 
their prosthesis, or reach for their cane—it 
never goes away. 

Who are they? They are the same Ameri- 
cans I saw at Fort Bragg and other places in 
the past who did what their country asked. 
And they are supported by other Americans 
who did not go away and who did not forget, 
Americans who long after the battles re- 
main, remember and then continue their 
commitment of reaching out to help veter- 
ans help themselves. Communication with- 
out words. All of it—selfless service. 

After speaking by phone to Maj. Gen. Mike 
Steele, 82d Airborne Division commander, 
who had just finished visiting his soldiers at 
Brooke Army Hospital in San Antonio, 
Texas, I went to Brooke Army Hospital on 
my way back from Colorado and was per- 
mitted to visit the wards with most of the 
very seriously burned soldiers from Fort 
Bragg. I was escorted by Col. (Dr.) Basil A, 
Pruitt, commander and director of the U.S. 
Army Institute of Surgical Research (U.S. 
Army Burn Center), and Brig. Gen. Mike 
Canavan, assistant division commander of 
the 82d Airborne Division. I was met there by 
Col. Elizabeth Greenfield, chief nurse. 

I also was able to talk with some soldier- 
families in a splendid family assistance cen- 
ter staffed mostly with volunteers and set up 
at Fort Sam Houston. I have seen heroic ac- 


tions on the battlefield and I have personally 
felt the pain of combat as well as the phys- 
ical and emotional battles on the long road 
back. But I was not ready for the heroism I 
saw again in Texas. 

Every soldier I visited who could talk said 
to me either ‘‘hooah," airborne“ or "all the 
way." Now that is soldier talk for a lot of 
things, but mainly it is about soldiers fight- 
ing through enormous pain and grabbing 
onto the verbal symbols of the toughness and 
commitment to each other that bind them 
together and make them so great in service 
to America. They are the best of America. 
They are the best we have. Selfless and cou- 
rageous. 

I spoke to each soldier, but more commu- 
nication passed between us than words. They 
said more to me about courage, selfless serv- 
ice and trust than I could ever describe. 

They are American soldiers, being cared 
for by other soldiers and airmen and soldier- 
doctors—the best caring for the best. Reach- 
ing out to each other, they are the strength 
of America. They trust each other. There is 
something noble, good and right about such 
American soldiers. I was honored to be in 
their presence. 

"Don't worry, general, we trust you,” a 
soldier in VII Corps’ 3d Armored Division 
said to me before we attacked into Iraq in 
1991. U.S. Army Rangers in Mogadishu on 
Oct. 3, 1993, reached back for their fellow sol- 
diers and fought all night protecting each 
other. And in each of these visits I heard it 
again, ‘I'll be OK. How's so and so? I'm not 
as bad as. . I'll be back jumping in no 
time. Hooah; airborne." And earlier, "I'd do 
it again even though I lost an arm and a leg 
if none of my soldiers were hurt." 

Heroes. All around us. They are not from 
some other planet or strangers from a his- 
tory book. 

Where do they come from? How do we get 
such people? 

They come from America and they are us. 
They reach out to each other and reach out 
to serve a cause greater than themselves. 
They were hurt badly but were thinking of 
what they had—not what they did not have— 
and what to make of that. 

I count myself lucky to be among such 
Americans, to walk in their ranks, to both 
serve them and be entrusted to lead them. 
Look around you and find the best in Amer- 
ica. It's all around us every day. We notice it 
during tough times. It was especially all 
around me on these three powerful days. 

Please include a prayer for these heroic 
Americans still in hospitals or recovering, 
and for their families and the families of 
those who died. 


THE ROLE OF WOMEN IN SCIENCE 
HON. ANNA G. ESHOO 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, May 16, 1994 
Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, | rise to inform 
Members about an important hearing today in 
the House Energy Subcommittee which | co- 
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chaired with Chairwoman MARILYN LLOYD. The 
hearing focused on the role of women in 
science. 

The hearing was unprecedented because it 
was the first time a subcommittee under 
Science, Space, and Technology received tes- 
timony from an all-female panel. | commend 
Chairwoman LLtoyD’s leadership to include 
more women at these hearings. 

Also participating in the hearing were eight 
young women who sat in Members’ seats and 
listened to testimony. These young women 
asked insightful, probing questions of the wit- 
nesses and voiced their apprehensions and 
aspirations about careers in science. | encour- 
age these young women to follow through with 
their dreams to pursue careers in the 
sciences. 

The questions asked at today's hearing 
were important because they provided sub- 
stance to the criticism that women are under- 
represented in scientific fields. 

While women in general are underrep- 
resented in the sciences, their representation 
on our country’s most prestigious scientific 
bodies is even worse. In the 1990’s the Na- 
tional Academy of Science inducted an aver- 
age of 6 women in each new class of 60. This 
rate must improve if young women are to be 
provided with model scientists to emulate. 

The same message came through loud and 
clear from the eight women scientists who tes- 
tified before the subcommittee today. They of- 
fered words of encouragement to the young 
women to overcome obstacles to careers in 
these fields. 

| thank them for their efforts and thank 
Chairwoman LLoyo for her 20 years of leader- 
ship in this area. Our young women need to 
hear again and again that they can and should 
aspire to successful careers in science and we 
in the Congress will help make their dreams 
come true. 


THE ARMENIAN GENOCIDE 
HON. TIMOTHY J. PENNY 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, May 16, 1994 


Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, April 24, 1994, 
marked the 79th anniversary of the Armenian 
genocide. From 1915 to 1923, 1.5 million Ar- 
menian men, women, and children were either 
deported or exterminated by the Ottoman Em- 
pire. By the end of 1923, the Armenian popu- 
lation of Turkey ceased to exist. 

Even today, Mr. Speaker, there are those 
who deny that genocide against the Arme- 
nians ever happened. The Government of Tur- 
key has not acknowledged the truth, claiming 
instead that the Armenians were victims of 
World War |. However, the truth about the 
genocide was evident to Henry Morganthau, 
U.S. Ambassador to the Ottoman Empire be- 
tween 1913 and 1916. After visiting the Arme- 
nian territories, Morganthau reported back to 
Washington: 

I am confident the whole history of the 
human race contains no such horrible inci- 
dent as this. The great massacres and perse- 
cutions of the past seem insignificant when 
compared to the sufferings of the Armenian 
race in 1915. 
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Sadly, the Armenian genocide was not an 
isolated incident in the world. We must never 
forget the Jewish Holocaust or the Cambodian 
genocide. | fear that the same thing may be 
occurring in Rwanda today. A world that for- 
gets or turns its back on such tragedies is a 
world that will see them repeated. We cannot 
afford to send the message that genocide is 
an acceptable form of behavior in the world 
community. 

As we commemorate the tragedy of the Ar- 
menians earlier this century, let us focus our 
attention on the current situation in Armenia 
and Azerbaijan, and the disputed region of 
Nagorno-Karabakh. Mr. Speaker, it would be 
easy to blame the Azerbaijanis for all of the 
current problems in the Caucasus. Azerbaijan 
has enacted a crippling economic blockage on 
Armenia, causing untold hardship on the Ar- 
menian people. It has denied a 75-percent 
majority of ethnic Armenians in Nagorno- 
Karabakh the right to self-determination. How- 
ever, this is only part of the story. Armenians 
in Nagorno-Karabakh over the last year have 
attacked and taken control over Azerbaijani 
territory outside of Karabakh. 

We must show displeasure with both Arme- 
nians and Azerbaijanis for aggression and dis- 
regard for basic human rights. The humani- 
tarian standards for civilians on both sides of 
the conflict have continued to deteriorate over 
the past year. 

Mr. Speaker, | do have some concerns 
about U.S. humanitarian assistance to the re- 
gion. The Freedom Support Act has specifi- 
cally excluded Azerbaijan from receiving as- 
sistance. Under section 907, the Government 
of Azerbaijan is prohibited from receiving any 
humanitarian assistance “until the President 
determines, and so reports to the Congress, 
that the Government of Azerbaijan is taking 
demonstrable steps to cease all blockades 
and other offensive uses of force against Ar- 
menia and Nagorno-Karabakh.” 

The Freedom Support Act specifies that all 
recipients of U.S. aid must respect human 
rights. Yet Armenia has violated some of the 
same specific points required by Azerbaijan. It 
has prevented trade from reaching 
Nakhichevan, a part of Azerbaijan that lacks 
any direct land link to the rest of Azerbaijan. 
Yet only Azerbaijan is held responsible for fail- 
ing to trade with Armenia. Armenia has not re- 
spected the rights of ethnic Azerbaijans living 
in Armenia. According to the United States 
Committee for Refugees, a neutral third-party 
observer, Azerbaijanis living in Armenia have 
fled as a result of persecution. 

Section 907 also prohibits “offensive uses of 
force.” During the past year, we have wit- 
nessed ethnic Armenians increasingly resort to 
offensive uses of force in Azerbaijan. The U.N. 
Security Council in 1993 condemned the con- 
tinued aggression by ethnic Armenian forces 
outside of Nagorno-Karabakh through Resolu- 
tions 822, 853, 874, and 884. Azerbaijani 
forces have been in retreat during the past 
year, yet we continue to penalize them for 
using offensive uses of force. 

Mr. Speaker, both sides of this conflict must 
be held accountable for their actions. | am 
convinced that the prohibition of assistance to 
Azerbaijan as dictated under section 907 runs 
counter to our strategic and humanitarian in- 
terests in the Caucasus. Our current strategy 
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has not contributed to a peaceful solution to 
this conflict and has most certainly caused 
enormous suffering to innocent civilians. If we 
ever hope to play the role of an honest broker 
in the region, we must treat both parties in an 
even-handed manner and encourage them to 
move forward toward a lasting solution. 
Therefore, | propose that we rescind section 
907 of the Freedom Support Act. If we cannot 
summon the courage to repeal section 907, 
which prohibits humanitarian aid to the people 
of Azerbaijan, we must then encourage the 
nongovernmental bodies such as the Amer- 
ican Red Cross and the Adventist Develop- 
ment Relief Agency to continue delivering hu- 
manitarian assistance to all victims in the re- 


gion. 

So today, Mr. Speaker, let us commemorate 
past atrocities by calling attention to the con- 
tinued killing of Armenians and Azerbaijanis. 
Ethnic hatred continues to cause the needless 
deaths of innocent civilians in this region. We 
must reexamine our policy and increase our 
efforts to help both sides find an enduring and 
just peace. 


COMMENDING THE ST. CROIX 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSOCIATION 


HON. RON de LUGO 


OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, May 16, 1994 


Mr. DE LUGO. Mr. Speaker, | rise to com- 
mend the St. Croix Environmental Association 
for being chosen to receive U.S. Environ- 
mental Protection Agency's 1994 Environ- 
mental Quality Award, one of just 25 given out 
nationwide. 

The EPA cited the St. Croix Environmental 
Association, known as SEA, for its education 
and preservation programs, its ocean and 
water monitoring, litter cleanups, and "Releaf 
Teams" to replace trees lost during Hurricane 
Hugo in 1989. 

SEA also played a key role in supporting my 
legislation that established the Salt River His- 
torical Park and Ecological Preserve on St. 
Croix, one of the Virgin Islands' and our Na- 
tion's richest and most important places. 

An organization is only as effective as its 
leadership and its members. Over the past 
decade, SEA has grown from just a few mem- 
bers to one of the largest and most influential 
public interest groups in the Virgin Islands. 

SEA is proof positive of how much individ- 
uals can do when they get together, organize, 
set goals, and invest a lot of hard work. 

Congratulations, members of SEA. You 
have made a real difference in the quality of 
life on St. Croix. 


HONORING CARMEN ZAPATA 
HON. XAVIER BECERRA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, May 16, 1994 
Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
and address this House to recognize Ms. Car- 
men Zapata, a grand American, for her com- 
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mitment to the arts and to the community of 
Los Angeles. 

Since 1973, Carmen Zapata has been the 
president, producing director, and cofounder of 
the Bilingual Foundation of the Arts [BFA], a 
performing arts organization dedicated to pre- 
senting the Latino experience and culture, 
through the medium of bilingual theater pro- 
ductions, to both English- and Spanish-speak- 
ing audiences. 

Ms. Zapata has been quoted as saying, 
‘Hispanic drama is recognized throughout the 
world, and deservedly so. But because of the 
language barrier, it's not well-known to this 
country." Bringing Hispanic drama to Los An- 
geles has taken hard work and determination, 
two qualities inscribed with Carmen Zapata's 
name. 

Ms. Zapata has devoted more than two dec- 
ades to the Bilingual Foundation of the Arts, 
which is celebrating its 21st anniversary on 
May 20, 1994. The foundation stages three 
plays a year, ranging from classical to contem- 
porary, by playwrights from the United States, 
Mexico, Central and South America, the Carib- 
bean, and Spain. Ms. Zapata has rightfully re- 
ceived much acclaim for these productions. 

She works closely with the Los Angeles Uni- 
fied School District to bring the works of great 
Latino authors to students. Since 1985, the bi- 
lingual Foundation of the Arts has dispatched 
two touring bilingual youth productions each 
year throughout southern California—one to 
grade schools and another to middle and high 
schools. 

The you 
can-born fati 


st of three children of a Mexi- 
r and an Argentine-born mother, 
Ms. Zapata grew up in New York's Spanish 
Harlem. In 1945, fresh out of high school, she 
landed her first role in the Broadway musical 
"Oklahoma!" After several years on Broadway, 
she took to the road and appeared throughout 
the country as a stand-up comedienne. Since 
moving to Los Angeles in 1965, Ms. Zapata 
has appeared in numerous television and film 

ions. Her numerous credits include the 
elevision series "Viva Valdez," "The Bold 
Ones," "Hunter," "Santa Barbara," and the re- 
cent and successful film "Sister Act." 

During more than 40 years in the performing 
arts, Ms. Zapata has enjoyed a highly diversi- 
fied career as an actress, producer, translator, 
and lecturer/narrator. Ms. Zapata has received 
many awards in appreciation of her contribu- 
tions in the areas of education, community 
service, and performing arts. 

"Art is expression," Ms. Zapata once said, 
"and if you know what people feel and think, 
then you know what people are. And once you 
begin to understand that, we can begin to live 
together peacefully * * *" 

The arts are, above all, about human com- 
munication and interaction. | am one who be- 
lieves that Ms. Carmen Zapata has achieved 
the fullest definition of a role model, not only 
as a woman, a Latina, and an artist, but as an 
ambassador of creativity and goodwill. She 
has shared the beauty of the Spanish lan- 
guage and the written word with our multicul- 
tural community that is Los Angeles. 

Mr. Speaker, on May 20, 1994, friends and 
kt ide will gather at a special dinner to 
celebrate the Bilingual Foundation of the Arts' 
21st anniversary. On this same evening, | 
would like to ask my colleagues to join me in 
saling an exceptional woman, Carmen Za- 
pata, for her outstanding service and many 
contributions to the arts, to Los Angeles, and 
to all who love the magic and vitality of art. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
BETTER PHARMACEUTICALS FOR 
CHILDREN 


HON. MIKE KREIDLER 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, May 16, 1994 


Mr. KREIDLER. Mr. S er, pharma- 
ceutical research and development has 
brought us thousands of life-saving medicines. 
Most of these drugs have been developed and 
tested in clinical trials for adults, with much 
less research on their uses and effects for 
children. 

One reason is that the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration typically approves new drugs on 
the basis of studies conducted with adults. 
Drug manufacturers have little incentive to un- 
dertake costly additional research on drug and 
dosage effects on children, who are usually a 
small segment of the market for a new drug. 

That means fewer than a third of prescrip- 
tion drugs are labeled for pediatric use. Physi- 
cians can still prescribe them for children, but 
they have to estimate the appropriate doses. 
Estimates can be uncertain, jally be- 
cause young children often me ize drugs 
differently from adults. Some drugs can be 
less safe in children than in adults, even when 
appropriate doses are used, and side effects 
can sometimes be different. 

There is increasing concern among 
cians and other he: professionals a the 
lack of child-centered pharmaceutical re- 
search, and the need to encourage more. 
That's why | am introducing the Better Phar- 
maceuticals for Children Act with my col- 
88 Congresswoman JOLENE UNSOELD 
and Congressman ROY ROWLAND. Similar leg- 
islation has been introduced in the Senate. 

This bill would establish a 6-month period of 
market exclusivity for new drugs whose manu- 
facturers conduct pediatric studies at the re- 
2 of the Secretary of Health and Human 

ervices. Such studies would lead to appro- 
priate labeling of drugs for treating children 
and take the guesswork out of an important 
part of medical practice. 

The bill does not allow a manufacturer to 
avoid competition simply because it wants to. 
The studies must be requested, and the proto- 
cols approved, by the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services. And the period of market ex- 
clusivity is limited to 6 months, regardless of 
how long pediatric studies may take. 

Mr. Speaker, the Better Pharmaceuticals for 
Children Act is a valuable step toward better 
medical care for all America's children. | urge 
my colleagues to support it. 

The text of the bill follows: 

H.R. — 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Better Phar- 
maceuticals for Children Act“. 

SEC. 2. PEDIATRIC STUDIES MARKETING EXCLU- 


Chapter V of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 501 et seq.) is amend- 
ed by inserting after section 505 the follow- 
ing new section: 


"PEDIATRIC STUDIES FOR NEW DRUG 
APPLICATIONS 


"SEC. 505A. (a) If an application submitted 
under section 505(b)(1) is approved on or after 
the date of enactment of this section, and 
such application includes reports of pediatric 
studies described and requested in subsection 
(c), and such studies are completed and the 
reports thereof submitted in accordance with 
subsection (c)2) or completed and the re- 
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ports thereof accepted in accordance with 
subsection (c)(3), the Secretary may not 
make the approval of an application submit- 
ted under section 505(b)(2) or section 505(j) 
which refers to the drug for which the sec- 
tion 505(b)(1) approval is granted effective 
prior to the expiration of 6 months from the 
earliest date on which the approval of such 
application for the drug under section 
505(b)(2) or section 505(j), respectively, could 
otherwise be made effective under the appli- 
cable provisions of this chapter. 

"(b) If the Secretary makes a written re- 
quest for pediatric studies described in sub- 
section (c) to the holder of an approval under 
section 505(b)(1) for a drug, and such studies 
are completed and the reports thereof sub- 
mitted in accordance with subsection (c)(2) 
or completed and the reports thereof accept- 
ed in accordance with subsection (c)(3), the 
Secretary may not make the approval of an 
application submitted under section 505(b)(2) 
or section 505(j) which refers to the drug sub- 
ject to the section 505(b)(1) approval effective 
prior to the expiration of 6 months from the 
earliest date on which an approval of such 
application under section 505(b)(2) or section 
505(j), respectively, could otherwise be made 
effective under the applicable provisions of 
this chapter. Nothing in this subsection shall 
affect the ability of the Secretary to make 
effective a section 505(b)(2) or section 505(j) 
approval for a subject drug if such approval 
is proper under such subsection and is made 
effective prior to the submission of the re- 
ports of pediatric studies described in sub- 
section (c). 

"(c)1) The Secretary may, pursuant to a 
written request for studies after consulta- 
tion with the sponsor of an application or 
holder of an approval for a drug under sec- 
tion 505(b)(1), agree with the sponsor or hold- 
er for the conduct of pediatric studies for 
such drug. 

(2) If the sponsor or holder and the Sec- 
retary agree upon written protocols for such 
studies, the studies requirement of sub- 
section (a) or (b) is satisfied upon the com- 
pletion of the studies in accordance with the 
protocols and the submission of the reports 
thereof to the Secretary. Within 60 days 
after the submission of the report of the 
studies, the Secretary shall determine if 
such studies were or were not conducted in 
accordance with the written protocols and 
reported in accordance with the Secretary's 
requirements for filing and so notify the 
sponsor or holder. 

(3) If the sponsor or holder and the Sec- 
retary have not agreed in writing on the pro- 
tocols for the studies, the studies require- 
ment of subsection (a) or (b) is satisfied when 
such studies have been completed and the re- 
ports accepted by the Secretary. Within 90 
days after the submission of the reports of 
the studies, the Secretary shall accept or re- 
ject such reports and so notify the sponsor or 
holder. The Secretary's only responsibility 
in accepting or rejecting the reports shall be 
to determine, within 90 days, that the stud- 
ies fairly respond to the written request, 
that such studies have been conducted in ac- 
cordance with commonly accepted scientific 
principles and protocols, and that such stud- 
ies have been reported in accordance with 
the Secretary's requirements for filing. 

**(4) As used in this section, ‘pediatric stud- 
ies' or 'studies' means at least 1 human clini- 
cal investigation in a population of adoles- 
cent age or younger. At the Secretary's dis- 
cretion, pharmacokinetic studies may be 
considered as clinical investigations. 

(d) If the Secretary determines that an 
approval of an application under section 
505(b)(2) or section 505(j) for a drug may be 
made effective after submission of reports of 
pediatric studies under this section but be- 
fore the Secretary has determined whether 
the requirements of subsection (c) have been 
satisfied, the Secretary may delay the effec- 
tive date of any approval under section 
505(b)(2) or section 505(j), respectively, until 
the determination under subsection (c) is 
made, but such delay shall not exceed 90 
days. In the event that the requirements of 
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this section are satisfied, the 6-month period 
referred to in subsection (a) or (b) shall be 
deemed to have begun on the date an ap- 
proval of an application under section 
505(b)(2) or section 505(j), respectively, would 
have been permitted absent action under this 
subsection. 

(e) The Secretary shall publish notice of 
any determination that the requirements of 
subsection (c)(2) or (c3) have been met and 
that approvals for the drug will be subject to 
deferred effective dates under this section.“. 


SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Tuesday, May 
17, 1994, may be found in the Daily Di- 
gest of today's RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 


MAY 18 


9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 
SD-366 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and 
Education Subcommittee 
To resume hearings on the childhood im- 
munization program. 
SD-192 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To resume hearings on S. 1822, to safe- 
guard and protect the public interest 
while permitting the growth and devel- 
opment of new communications tech- 
nologies, focusing on Titles I-III relat- 
ing to competition for local telephone 
service and universal service. 
SR-253 
Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings on the nominations of 
Jan Piercy, of Illinois, to be United 
States Executive Director of the Inter- 
national Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development, and Sally A. Shelton, of 
Texas, to be an Assistant Adminis- 
trator of the Agency for International 
Development. 
SD-419 
2:00 p.m. 
Environment and Public Works 
To hold hearings on the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineer Civil Works program and 
its policies on recreation and environ- 
mental protection. 
SD-406 
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Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 
Timothy A. Chorba, of the District of 
Columbia, to be Ambassador to the Re- 
public of Singapore. 
SD-419 


MAY 19 


8:00 a.m. 
Labor and Human Resources 
Business meeting, to consider proposed 
legislation to provide for health care 
security. 
SD-430 
9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 
Business meeting, to discuss pending 
military nominations. 
SR-222 
Governmental Affairs 
To hold hearings on regulatory review of 
the Paperwork Reduction Act. 
SD-342 
10:00 a.m. 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
Agricultural Production and Stabilization 
of Prices Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on S. 2095, to reform the 
Federal crop insurance program. 


SR-332 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of Veteran's Affairs, and the 
Selective Service System. 

SD-106 
2:00 p.m. 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 

To hold hearings to examine risks and 
regulation of financial derivatives. 

SD-538 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands, National Parks and Forests 
Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on H.R. 3252, to provide 
for the conservation, management, or 
study of certain rivers, parks, trail and 
historic sites, H.R. 4034, to revise the 
Urban Park and Recreation Recovery 
Act of 1978 to authorize grants for the 
expansion of recreation opportunities 
for at risk youth in urban areas with a 
high prevalence of crime, S. 523, to ex- 
pand the Fort Necessity National Bat- 
tlefield, S. 2089, to authorize the estab- 
lishment of the Steamtown National 

— Historic Site, and other pending bills 
and resolutions. 

SD-366 
Labor and Human Resources 

Business meeting, to continue mark up 
of proposed legislation to provide for 
health care security. 

SD-430 
3:00 p.m. 
Environment and Public Works 
Superfund, Recycling, and Solid Waste 
Management Subcommittee 

Business meeting, to discuss markup pro- 
cedures for proposed Superfund reau- 
thorization legislation. 

SD-628 


MAY 20 
8:00 a.m. 
Labor and Human Resources 
To continue mark up of proposed legisla- 
tion to provide for health care secu- 
rity. 
SD-430 


10401 


9:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partments of Veteran Affairs and Hous- 
ing and Urban Development, and inde- 
pendent agencies. 
SD-138 
9:30 a.m. 
Governmental Affairs 
Regulation and Government Information 
Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine whether 
certain medical device materials are a 
threat to public health. 
SD-342 


MAY 24 
9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 

Business meeting, to discuss issues relat- 
ing to markup of the proposed National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 

Year 1995. 
SR-222 


Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings on the science concern- 

ing global climate change. 
SD-366 


Indian Affairs 
To hold hearings on S. 2075, to reauthor- 
ize and improve programs of the Indian 
Child Protection and Family Violence 
Prevention Act, and provisions of S. 
2074, to increase the special assessment 
for felonies and improve the enforce- 
ment sentences imposing criminal 
fines. 
SR-485 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of Defense, focusing on stra- 
tegic programs. 
SD-192 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To resume hearings on S. 1822, to safe- 
guard and protect the public interest 
while permitting the growth and devel- 
opment of new communications tech- 
nologies, focusing on local competition 
and universal service. 
SR-253 
2:30 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for foreign 
assistance programs, focusing on ex- 
port promotion. 
SD-138 
Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
authorizing funds for programs of the 
Energy Policy and Conservation Act, 
and S. 2032, to revise the Energy Policy 
and Conservation Act with respect to 
purchases from the Strategic Petro- 
leum Reserve by entities in the insular 
areas of the United States. 
: SD-366 


MAY 25 


9:30 a.m, 
Governmental Affairs 
Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga- 
tions 
To hold hearings on organized crime and 
its impact on the United States. 
SD-342 


10402 


10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Interior Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of the Interior. 
8-128, Capitol 
10:30 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To continue hearings on S. 1822, to safe- 
guard and protect the public interest 
while permitting the growth and devel- 
opment of new communications tech- 
nologies, focusing on education and 
telecommunications infrastructure. 
SR-253 


MAY 26 


9:00 a.m. 
Armed Services 
Business meeting, to discuss procedures 
for markup of the proposed National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1995. 
SR-222 
9:30 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings on S. 1350, to revise the 
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of 
1977 to provide for an expanded Federal 
program of hazard mitigation and in- 
surance against the risk of cata- 
strophic natural disasters, such as hur- 
ricanes, earthquakes, and volcanic 
eruptions. 
SR-253 
Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings to examine policy op- 
tions for the disposition of excess 
weapons plutonium. 
SD-366 
Rules and Administration 
Business meeting, to mark up S. 1824, 
Legislative Reorganization Act, H.R. 
877, Smithsonian National African 
American Museum, an original bill au- 
thorizing appropriations for fiscal year 
1995 for the Federal Election Commis- 
sion, S. Res. 196, printing resolution for 
Aging Committee, an original resolu- 
tion authorizing the purchase of 1995 
wall calendars, H. Con. Res. 222, au- 
thorizing acceptance and placement of 
& bust in the Capitol, and other legisla- 
tive business. 
SR-301 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the Na- 
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis- 
tration. 
SD-106 
2:30 p.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings on S. 1989, to prohibit 
the transfer and novation of an insur- 
ance policy without the prior informed 
written consent of the policyholder. 
SR-253 


JUNE 8 


9:30 a.m. 
Indian Affairs 
To hold hearings on S. 1936, to provide 
for the integrated management of In- 
dian resources, and S. 2067, to establish 
an Assistant Secretary for Indian 
Health, and to provide for the organiza- 
tional independence of the Indian 
Health Service within the Department 
of Health and Human Services. 
SR-485 
10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Interior Subcommittee 
To hold hearings proposed budget esti- 
mates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of Energy. 


2:30 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Water and Power Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine water qual- 
ity and quantity problems and opportu- 


8-128, Capitol 


nities facing the lower Colorado River 
area. 
SD-366 
JUNE 9 
9:30 a.m. 


Energy and Natural Resources 
Water and Power Subcommittee 
To continue hearings on water quality 
and quantity problems and opportuni- 
ties facing the lower Colorado River 


area. 
SD-366 


JUNE 15 
9:30 a.m. 
Indian Affairs 
To hold hearings on S. 2036, to specify 
the terms of contracts entered into by 
the United States and Indian tribal or- 


May 16, 1994 


ganizations under the Indian Self-De- 
termination and Education Assistance 


Act. 
SR-485 
JUNE 16 
9:30 a.m. 
Rules and Administration 


To hold hearings on S.Res. 69, to require 
that an evaluation of the financial im- 
pact that any Federal mandates would 
have on State and local governments 
be included in the committee report 
accompanying each bill or resolution 
containing such mandates, S.Res. 157, 
to require a supermajority for commit- 
tee approval of bills containing un- 
funded Federal mandates, and S.Res. 
158, to require a supermajority for Sen- 
ate approval of bills or amendments 
containing unfunded Federal mandates. 

SR-301 


CANCELLATIONS 


MAY 19 
2:30 p.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Surface Transportation Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
authorizing funds for rail safety pro- 


grams. 
SR-253 
POSTPONEMENTS 
MAY 17 
10:30 a.m. 
Judiciary 
Courts and Administrative Practice Sub- 
committee 


To hold hearings on S. 825, to revise title 
28, United States Code, to permit a for- 
eign state to be subject to the jurisdic- 
tion of Federal or State courts in any 
case involving an act of international 
terrorism. 

SD-226 


MAY 19 


10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es- 
timates for fiscal year 1995 for the De- 
partment of Defense. 
SD-192 


